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United States 
of America 
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th 
PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 105 CONGRES, SECOND SESSION 


SENATE—Tuesday, April 21, 


The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Today 
our prayer will be offered by the guest 
Chaplain, Dr. Carl F. Schultz, Jr., First 
Church of Christ Congregational, Glas- 
tonbury, CT. 

We are glad to have you with us. 


PRAYER 


The guest Chaplain, Dr. Carl F. 
Schultz, Jr., offered the following pray- 


er: 

Oh God, Scripture reminds us that 
those who wait upon You shall renew 
their strength; they shall walk and not 
faint. In the confidence of that glorious 
promise, we wait upon You in prayer 
with joy and thanksgiving. 

O Creator God, we thank You for the 
gift of this new day. We thank You for 
the gift of life, full of potential and 
promise. We thank You for the beauty 
we see all about us these spring days, 
as nature comes alive at Your call. 

O God of hope, help us to live sus- 
tained by Your hope. O God of love, 
empower us so that our deeds mirror 
Your love and compassion. O God of 
wisdom, may our decisions reflect Your 
truth. 

Gracious God, bless each Senator this 
day, each staff member, each person 
who serves in this place. Guide, guard, 
protect, and nudge them to be open to 
Your spirit. 

O God, pour Your power on Your peo- 
ple, that each of us might see ever 
more clearly what You require, that we 
might live justly, love mercy and kind- 
ness, and walk humbly with You and 
with one another, till at last justice 
rolls down like water and righteous- 
ness like an ever-flowing stream. Sha- 
lom. Amen. 


SS 


RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able acting majority leader is recog- 
nized. 
—— 


SCHEDULE 


Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
on behalf of the majority leader, I wish 


to announce that today at 9:40 a.m. the 
Senate will resume consideration of S. 
414, the ocean shipping reform bill. 
Under a previous unanimous consent 
agreement, there will be 20 minutes of 
debate remaining on the Gorton 
amendment No. 2287 which is pending 
to the shipping bill. At 10 a.m., the 
Senate will proceed to two stacked 
rollcall votes. The first vote will be on 
or in relation to the Gorton amend- 
ment, followed by a vote on the motion 
to table the Kennedy amendment No. 
2289 to the Coverdell education bill. 

Further, the Senate will stand in re- 
cess between the hours of 12:30 and 2:15 
for the weekly party caucuses. When 
the Senate reconvenes at 2:15, under a 
previous unanimous consent agree- 
ment, there will be two stacked rollcall 
votes. The first vote will be on or in re- 
lation to the Glenn amendment No. 
2017, followed by a vote on or in rela- 
tion to the Mack-D’Amato amendment 
No. 2288. Following those votes, Sen- 
ators should expect further votes 
throughout Tuesday’s session as Mem- 
bers offer and debate their amendments 
to the Coverdell education bill. 

I thank my colleagues for their at- 
tention. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon). Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak as if 
in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


— 


SHIPPING REFORM 


Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
am going to take the 2 or 3 minutes we 
have before we begin the debate on the 
Gorton amendment just to familiarize 
my colleagues with the bill that is be- 
fore us, the Ocean Shipping Reform Act 
of 1998, and give an overview of the bill. 


1998 


This is something that I think has 
been a long time coming. What we are 
trying to do is open our ports and give 
our carriers and our shippers more of 
an opportunity to compete with foreign 
competitors where they have been at a 
disadvantage in the past because our 
markets were so open that they were 
transparent in their contracts to the 
extent that many shippers would go to 
foreign carriers in order to escape the 
requirement to have so much openness 
and on the other hand carriers would 
be able to compete at a disadvantage to 
our shippers because they knew every- 
thing about a contract and they could 
undercut that contract. 

So it has not been a good situation. 
Particularly our ports that are near 
Canada or are near Mexico have felt a 
loss of business because of the competi- 
tion from the foreign carriers. What we 
are trying to do is level the playing 
field for American shippers, American 
carriers, and try to help American 
ports get more of the business, which 
we think, of course, would create more 
jobs for our port cities. 

So what we tried to do was balance 
the interests. We want transparency. 
We want openness. But we also want to 
allow the privacy of contracting to the 
extent that shippers and carriers can 
make contracts which they ought to be 
able to do privately, and as long as ev- 
erything is open in competition it 
should be an open marketplace. 

I would not say this is a perfect bill. 
Certainly nothing we ever pass is just 
the way we would pass it if we alone 
wrote it. But we are not alone. We have 
100 Members. We have a Commerce 
Committee that debated this bill, that 
worked on it for a long time. In fact, 
we have been working on it for 2 years, 
and it has been a compromise bill. But 
I think everyone will be better off as a 
result of this effort. 

I appreciate the support of the Com- 
merce Committee. It has been a major 
achievement for the Commerce Com- 
mittee. I appreciate the work of Sen- 
ator LOTT, our majority leader, who is 
very interested in this matter. I appre- 
ciate the work of Senator GORTON and 
Senator BREAUX, both of whom have 
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worked very diligently to try to hone 
the balance in this bill. 

Senator GORTON has an amendment. 
There was one part of the bill that he 
felt needed changing. So he is going to 
debate that amendment. I think the 
bill should pass as it is because I think 
the balancing has been done. 

So with that, I will yield the floor. I 
know we have a unanimous consent 
agreement that at 9:40 we will begin 
the debate on the Gorton amendment. 
And Senator BREAUX will be arguing on 
the other side for the committee. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 


—_—— — 


OCEAN SHIPPING REFORM ACT OF 
1997 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the hour of 9:40 a.m. 
having arrived, the Senate will now re- 
sume consideration of S. 414, which the 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 414) to amend the Shipping Act of 
1984 to encourage competition in inter- 
national shipping and growth of United 
States imports and exports, and for other 
purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 

Hutchison amendment No. 1689, in the na- 
ture of a substitute. 

Gorton amendment No. 2287 (to amend- 
ment No. 1689) to provide rules for the appli- 
cation of the act to intermediaries. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2287 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be 20 minutes of debate prior 
to the vote on or in relation to the 
Gorton amendment No. 2287. 

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to allow a Com- 
merce Committee staffer, Jim 
Sartucci, the privilege of the floor dur- 
ing the remainder of the debate on this 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GORTON. I also ask unanimous 
consent that my own assistant, Jeanne 
Bumpus, be granted the privilege of the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. ; 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the 1984 
Shipping Act significantly brought 
openness and competition into the field 
of ocean shipping, a field dominated for 
decades by cartels, by fixed prices, by 
underhanded competition, and by, very 
frequently, the victimization of those 
who ship their goods by sea. 

This 1998 set of amendments to the 
Shipping Act further opens up the 
process to competition and allows the 
business of ocean shipping to operate 
far more like most of the rest of the 
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free market in the United States, with 
one exception. If you are a large ship- 
per of goods by sea, sophisticated, a 
major customer, you deal directly with 
the ocean carrier, and those relation- 
ships with the ocean carrier are made 
much more flexible, much more subject 
to competition, by this bill. 

If, on the other hand, you are a mod- 
est shipper, a small or medium-sized 
shipper, perhaps someone new to the 
business of exporting your goods from 
the United States of America, you 
don’t, as a general practice, deal di- 
rectly with the ocean carrier, you deal 
with a middleman, a consolidator, a 
freight forwarder. That small business- 
man in the various ports of the United 
States gathers together shipments to 
the same place from a number of dif- 
ferent shippers and makes the arrange- 
ments with the ocean carrier. 

As this bill was debated and reported 
from the Committee on Commerce, it 
treated both of these groups in an iden- 
tical fashion. Each got the benefits of 
the bill; each got the benefits of com- 
petition. 

Somewhere, however, between the 
Commerce Committee and the floor, 
the big boys got together behind closed 
doors, and a combination of the ocean 
carriers and the longshoremen's 
unions, working with a handful of Sen- 
ators, determined that the small busi- 
ness people would not get these advan- 
tages, that they would continue to 
have to operate, under most cir- 
cumstances, under the requirements of 
the 1984 act. 

Under the 1984 act, they were treated 
identically. If this bill passes without 
my amendment, they will no longer be 
treated identically. The small shipper 
will be discriminated against. The 
small businessman who is a freight for- 
warder will be discriminated against. 
The big guys will get away with some- 
thing. 

It is curious, Mr. President, that nei- 
ther the small shippers nor the freight 
forwarders were included in the nego- 
tiations that led to the revised bill, the 
substantive bill that is before us, as 
against the bill that came out of the 
Commerce Committee. The big boys 
got together, shafted the small busi- 
ness people on both sides, and now 
present this bill to you with the state- 
ment, Take it or leave it; it’s tough, 
but we’ve made a deal with the long- 
shoremen’s unions because they think 
that they may not get some of the 
business from these small businessmen, 
and you're just simply going to have to 
take it that way.” 

I don’t think that is the way the laws 
ought to be made. I don’t think that is 
the way we ought to deal as Senators. 
We make wonderful speeches at home, 
all of us, about the sanctity of small 
business, but here we are asked to dis- 
criminate against small business and 
in favor of big business. 

If we adopt my amendment, we will 
simply put this bill back into the same 
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condition in which it found itself when 
it was reported by the Commerce Com- 
mittee—everyone treated equally, ev- 
eryone the beneficiary of a freer mar- 
ket than we have at the present time— 
and we will have done our duty to all of 
our constituents and not just to those 
who are able to afford expensive lobby- 
ists in Washington, DC. ; 

The bill, in its present form, is unfair 
to. small businesses. It. discriminates 
against small businesses. The bill.as re- 
ported from the Commerce Committee 
did not do so. We should restore provi- 
sions that the Commerce Committee 
saw fit to include in the bill. | 

Mr. BREAUX addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Mr. BREAUX. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

I would imagine that all Members of 
the Senate who are vitally interested 
in this legislation must be here this 
morning to follow these very com- 
plicated, very detailed arguments. 
This, indeed, is incredibly complicated. 
It just always continues to amaze me 
how complicated some of these inter- 
national shipping agreements ĉan be- 
come. It is part of the reason why it 
took 4 years to put together this legis- 
lation. This is not something that just 
came to the floor overnight but is the 
result of 4 years of painful negotiating 
and compromise among people who 
ship packages and cargo, people who 
carry packages and cargo internation- 
ally. 

Mr. President, 96 percent of our car- 
goes carried internationally are on 
shipping vessels. It also has involved, 
to a large extent, the people who put 
together packages for people to ship in 
order to make it more efficient than it 
has been in the past. 

Like all other compromises that nor- 
mally are reached, everybody doesn’t 
get everything they want. I think this 
legislation is an example of what a true 
compromise is. This legislation clearly 
is incredibly important because it fur- 
ther deregulates the shipping industry 
and makes it more competitive than it 
has been in the past. 

But in reaching that compromise 
among all of the Senators who are in- 
volved, including Senator GORTON and 
Senator KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON, who 
has done such a terrific job as, the 
chairman of our subcommittee, Sen- 
ator LoTT’s involvement, Senator 
INOUYE’s involvement—everybody on 
the committee has been, deeply in- 
volved on this very complicated issue, 
like I said, for 4 years. 

Unfortunately, the amendment of the 
Senator from Washington is a killer 
amendment in the sense that if this 
amendment were to be adopted, the 4 
years of hard work would go for 
naught. This bill would not be able to 
pass because the carefully crafted com- 
promise would fall apart. As in most 
compromises, if you lose one part, you 
will lose the whole deal. 
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So it is very, very important for all 
of us who want to see a shipping act 
adopted and signed into law to recog- 
nize that it is necessary this morning 
to defeat the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Washington. I know it is well 
intended. I do not in any way question 
his motives in‘offering it, but I think 
that on the facts, there is a strong dif- 
ference of opinion. 

The non- vessel-operating common 
carriers, the so-called NVOCCs, are not 
actually in the business of carrying 
cargo at all. These organizations were 
formed in 1984 and recognized in 1984 in 
order to help very small shippers who 
would not ordinarily have enough 
cargo to fill an entire container, who 
would hire these NVOCCs to consoli- 
date the cargo and put them in the 
container. But it is very, very clear 
that they are not a carrier, they don’t 
own ships, they don’t have the expense 
of, having an entire shipping company 
at their disposal in building ships and 
operating ships and everything else. 

Yet under the Gorton amendment, 
they would want to be treated just like 
a shipper would be treated and yet not 
have any of the expenses of a common 
carrier.. That is wrong. That is why it 
was not done. It is wrong to say they 
are going to get special treatment and 
be treated, just like an international 
shipping company with all of their ex- 
penses because in fact they are not so. 
Yet the Gorton amendment would basi- 
cally accord these intermediary com- 
panies, who actually do not perform 
any transportation function itself, the 
same contractual rights that an ocean 
carrier enjoys, without any of the ex- 
pense, without any of the liability, 
without any of the responsibility. That 
is simply not right, and it is not cor- 
rect. 

I submit that this is a hindrance to 
small business because the small 
NVOCCs could not do this. They do not 
have enough cargo to be able to provide 
these types of special deals. So the 
small NVOCCs would not be helped at 
all. What it would help basically is a 
large number of foreign NVOCCs, par- 
ticularly from the European theater, 
who would be able to assimilate large 
enough amounts of cargo in order to 
participate under the Gorton amend- 
ment. 

This would not help small inter- 
mediaries at all. They simply do not 
have the capacity to benefit from it. 
Small NVOCCs, by virtue of the modest 
cargoes that they handle, as I have 
said, would not be able to take advan- 
tage of the Gorton amendment. Only 
the ‘big, huge megacompanies out of 
Europe and foreign companies who are 
dur competition would be able to par- 
ticipate. America’s small businesses, I 
think, do not deserve this type of 
treatment. 

So I just ‘conclude by saying, No. 1, it 
not fair to the small companies in 
America. It helps the larger ones basi- 
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cally in Europe; and that is not our re- 
sponsibility. In addition to that, it isa 
killer amendment. The 4 years of hard 
work led by so many on this com- 
mittee—including Senator GoRTON, 
who has been, I think, very helpful in 
putting this package together; we dif- 
fer on this one amendment—but the 
whole thing would go down the drain, 
and we would not have the moderate 
reform of the Shipping Act that I think 
is so important. I hope at the appro- 
priate time those who are managing 
the legislation, Senator HUTCHISON and 
others, will make a motion to table the 
Gorton amendment. I intend to support 
that motion to table and hope that in 
fact it is tabled and we can go along 
and proceed to final passage in an expe- 
dited fashion. 

Mr. President, we have been laboring 
long and hard over the past four years 
to reformulate, and further deregulate 
the ocean shipping industry. S. 414, the 
Ocean Shipping Reform Act, reflects an 
effort to compromise the sometimes 
dissimilar interests of the inter- 
national ocean shipping industry, from 
the ocean carriers and shippers and 
shipping intermediaries to the inter- 
ests of U.S. ports and port-related 
labor interests such as longshoremen 
and truckers. The effort to provide fur- 
ther deregulation has been difficult due 
to some of the unique characteristics 
of international liner shipping. Cur- 
rently, every nation affords ocean liner 
shipping companies an exemption from 
the relevant antitrust or competition 
policies that regulate competition for 
domestic companies. Given the need to 
provide some regulatory oversight to 
protect against abuse of the grant of 
antitrust immunity, it has been dif- 
ficult to balance the desire for further 
deregulation. However, I feel that we 
have reached a workable agreement 
which almost all parties can support. 

It is safe to say that our ocean ship- 
ping industry affects all of us in the 
United States as currently 96% of our 
international trade is carried on board 
ships, but very few of us fully under- 
stand the ocean shipping industry. 
International ocean shipping is an over 
half a trillion dollar annual industry 
that is inextricably linked to our for- 
tunes in international trade. It is a 
unique industry, in that international 
maritime trade is regulated by more 
than just the policies of the United 
States, in fact, it is regulated by every 
nation capable of accepting vessels 
that are navigated on the seven seas. It 
is a complex industry to understand be- 
cause of the multinational nature of 
the trade, and its regulation is dif- 
ferent from any of our domestic trans- 
portation industries such as trucking, 
rail, or aviation. 

The ocean shipping industry provides 
the most open and pure form of trade 
in international transportation. For in- 
stance, trucks and railroads are only 
allowed to operate on a domestic basis, 
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and foreign trucks and railroads are re- 
quired to stop at border locations, with 
cargo for points further inland trans- 
ported by U.S. firms. International 
aviation is subject to restrictions im- 
posed as a result of bilateral trade 
agreements, that is, foreign airlines 
can only come into the United States if 
bilateral trade agreements provide ac- 
cess into the United States. However, 
international maritime trade is not re- 
stricted at all, and treaties of friend- 
ship, commerce, and navigation guar- 
antee the right of vessels from any- 
where in the world to deliver cargo to 
any point in the United States that is 
capable of accommodating the naviga- 
tion of foreign vessels. 

The Federal Maritime Commission 
(“FMC”) is charged with regulating the 
international ocean shipping liner in- 
dustry. The ocean shipping liner indus- 
try consists of those vessels that pro- 
vide regularly scheduled services to 
U.S. ports from points abroad, in large 
part, the trade consists of container- 
ized cargo that is capable of being 
moved on an international basis. The 
Federal Maritime Commission does not 
regulate the practices of ocean ship- 
ping vessels that are not on regularly 
scheduled services, such as vessels 
chartered to carry oil or chemicals, or 
bulk grain or coal carriers. One might 
ask why regulate the ocean liner indus- 
try, and not bulk shipping industry? 
The answer is that the ocean liner in- 
dustry enjoys a worldwide exemption 
from the application of U.S. antitrust 
laws and foreign competition policies. 
Also, the ocean liner industry is re- 
quired to provide a system of common 
carriage,” that is, our law requires car- 
riers to provide service to any importer 
or exporter on a fair, and non-discrimi- 
natory basis. 

The international ocean shipping 
liner industry is not a healthy indus- 
try, in general, it is riddled with trade 
distorting practices, chronic over-ca- 
pacity, and fiercely competitive car- 
riers. In fact, rates have plunged in the 
trans-pacific trade to the degree that 
importers and exporters are expressing 
concerns about the overall health of 
the shipping industry. The primary 
cause of liner shipping overcapacity is 
the presence of international policies 
designed to promote national-flag car- 
riers and also to ensure strong ship- 
building capacity in the interest of na- 
tional security. These policies include 
subsidies to purchase ships and to oper- 
ate ships, tax advantages to lower 
costs, cargo reservation schemes, and 
national control of shipyards and ship- 
ping companies. This results in an in- 
dustry which is not completely driven 
by economic objectives. For instance, 
one of the largest shipping companies 
in the world, China Overseas Shipping 
Company (‘‘COSCO”’) is operated by the 
government of China, much in the way 
the U.S. government controls the 
Navy, however, the government of 
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China is not constrained by consider- 
ations that plague private sector com- 
panies. 

Historically, ocean shipping liner 
companies attempted to combat ‘rate 
wars” that had developed because of 
the situation of over-capacity by estab- 
lishing shipping conferences to coordi- 
nate the practices and pricing policies 
of liner shipping companies. The first 
shipping conference was established in 
1875, but it was not until 1916 that the 
U.S. government reviewed the con- 
ference system. The Alexander Com- 
mittee (named after the then-Chair- 
man of the House Committee on Mer- 
chant Marine and Fisheries) rec- 
ommended continuing the conference 
system in order to avoid ruinous “rate 
wars“ and trade instability, but also 
determined that conference practices 
should be regulated to ensure that 
their practices did not adversely im- 
pact shippers. All other maritime na- 
tions allow shipping conferences to 
exist immune from the application of 
antitrust or competition laws, and 
presently no nation is considering 
changes to their shipping regulatory 
policies. 

In the past, U.S. efforts to apply 
antitrust principles to the ocean ship- 
ping liner industry were met with 
great difficulty, since foreign govern- 
ments objected to the application of 
U.S. antitrust laws to the business in- 
terests of their shipping companies, 
and to the exclusion of their own laws 
on competition policy. Many nations 
have enacted blocking statutes to ex- 
pressly prevent the application of U.S. 
antitrust laws to the practices of their 
shipping companies. As a result of 
these blocking statutes, U.S. antitrust 
laws would only be able to reach U.S. 
companies and would destroy their 
ability to compete with foreign compa- 
nies. With the difficulties in applying 
our antitrust laws, U.S. ocean shipping 
policy has endeavored to regulate 
ocean shipping practices to ensure both 
that the grant of antitrust immunity is 
not abused and that our regulatory 
structure does not contradict the regu- 
latory practices of foreign nations. 

The current regulatory statute that 
governs the practices of the ocean liner 
shipping industry, is the Shipping Act 
of 1984. The Shipping Act of 1984 was 
enacted in response to changing trends 
in the ocean shipping industry. The 
advent of intermodalism and 
containerization of cargo drastically 
changed the face of ocean shipping, and 
nearly all liner operations are now con- 
tainerized. Prior to the Shipping Act of 
1984, uncertainty existed as to whether 
intermodal agreements were within the 
scope of antitrust immunity granted to 
carriers. In addition, carrier agree- 
ments were subject to lengthy regu- 
latory scrutiny under a public interest- 
type of standard. Dissatisfaction with 
the regulatory structure led to hear- 
ings and legislative review in the late 
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1970s and early 1980s. In the wake of 
passage of legislation deregulating the 
trucking and railroad industry, deregu- 
lation of the ocean shipping industry 
was accomplished with the enactment 
of the Shipping Act of 1984. 

The Shipping Act of 1984 continues 
antitrust immunity for agreements un- 
less the FMC seeks an injunction 
against any agreement it finds is like- 
ly, by a reduction of competition, to 
produce an unreasonable reduction in 
transportation service or an unreason- 
able increase in transportation cost.” 
The Act also clarifies that agreements 
can be filed covering intermodal move- 
ments, thus allowing ocean carriers to 
more fully coordinate ocean shipping 
services with shore-side services and 
surface transportation. One can easily 
measure the success of this provision, 
in examining the number of railroad 
double stack services, a rail service 
that was actually pioneered by U.S.- 
flag shipping companies, that have pro- 
mulgated since the enactment of the 
Shipping Act of 1984. 

The Shipping Act of 1984 attempts to 
harmonize the twin objectives of facili- 
tating an efficient ocean transpor- 
tation system while controlling the po- 
tential abuses and disadvantages inher- 
ent in the conference system. The Act 
maintains the requirement that all 
carriers publish tariffs and provide 
rates and services to all shippers with- 
out unjust discrimination, thus con- 
tinuing the obligations of common car- 
riage. In order to provide shippers with 
a means of limiting conference power, 
the Shipping Act of 1984 made three 
major changes: (1) it allowed shippers 
to utilize service contracts, but re- 
quired the essential terms of the con- 
tract to be filed and allowed similarly 
situated shippers the right to enter 
similar contracts; (2) it allowed ship- 
pers the right to set up shippers asso- 
ciations, in order to allow collective 
cargo interests to negotiate service 
contracts; and (3) it mandated that all 
conference carriers had the right to act 
independently of the conference in 
pricing or service options upon ten 
days’ notice to the conference. 

Amendments to the Merchant Marine 
Act, 1920, and the passage of the For- 
eign Shipping Practices Act of 1988, 
strengthened the FMC’s oversight of 
foreign shipping practices and the prac- 
tices of foreign governments that ad- 
versely impact conditions facing U.S. 
carriers and shippers in foreign trade. 
The FMC effectively utilized its trade 
authorities last year to challenge re- 
strictive port practices in Japan, and 
after a tense showdown, convinced the 
Japanese to alter their practices that 
restrict the opportunity of carriers to 
operate their own marine terminals. 
The changes that will be required to be 
implemented under this agreement will 
save consumers of imports and export- 
ers trading to Japan, millions of dol- 
lars, and the FMC deserves praise for 
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hanging tough in what was undeniably 
a tense situation. 

Ten years later, after the enactment 
of the Shipping Act of 1984, we started 
anew on the process of providing a de- 
regulated shipping environment to 
allow our shippers to become more 
competitive in international trade, and 
to provide more contractual flexibility 
to our ocean shipping companies. After 
four years of stops and starts, I think 
that we have reached a point where 
nearly all sectors of the maritime 
transportation community can get be- 
hind a common proposal for change. It 
has not been easy to balance the dif- 
ferent interest involved in this legisla- 
tion because of the competing dif- 
ferences of each of their needs, but I 
think that we have had each of the dif- 
ferent sectors willing to give up a little 
of what they hoped to get in order to 
move the bill forward, and I would con- 
gratulate the private sector represent- 
atives for their willingness to com- 
promise to move the process forward. 

The Ocean Shipping Reform Act 
moves forward to provide further: de- 
regulation to the ocean shipping indus- 
try, while at the same time, balancing 
the need for a degree of oversight given 
the continued provision of immunity 
from antitrust laws. The bill will not 
alter the structure of the FMC. The 
FMC is a small independent agency 
with an annual appropriation of $15 
million which oversees over one half a 
trillion dollars of trade. It is important 
to note, that the agency’s status of 
independence allows it to effectively 
fulfill its trade opening related func- 
tions without interference from other 
sorts of considerations. We had consid- 
ered the possibility of merging the 
functions of the Federal Maritime 
Commission and the Surface Transpor- 
tation Board, but ultimately concluded 
that the combination of the two agen- 
cies did not save the taxpayer anything 
because the agencies would have no 
real overlap of responsibility. 

One of the major problems in moving 
forward with legislative change in this 
area was the need to provide additional 
service contract flexibility and con- 
fidentiality, while balancing the need 
to continue oversight of contract prac- 
tices to ensure against anti-competi- 
tive practices immunized from our 
antitrust laws. I think the contracting 
proposal embodied in S. 414 adequately 
balances these competing consider- 
ations. The bill transfers the require- 
ments of providing service and price in- 
formation to the private sector, and 
will allow the private sector to perform 
functions that had heretofore been pro- 
vided by the government. The bill 
broadens the authority of the FMC to 
provide statutory exemptions, and re- 
forms the licensing and bonding re- 
quirements for ocean shipping inter- 
mediaries. 

I have been contacted by Senators 
LAUTENBERG and MOYNIHAN about their 
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concerns for the freight forwarding 
community, and their desire to set 
mandatory or reasonable compensation 
for forwarding services provided under 
a shipping contract. While we were un- 
able to provide a legal requirement for 
forwarder compensation, I would urge 
the FMC to continue to be vigilant to 
ensure that forwarders and forwarding 
expertise is not jeopardized in this new 
and more deregulated environment. 
The forwarding community provides 
valuable expertise to the shipping com- 
munity and I will continue to monitor 
the impacts of this legislation to en- 
sure that it does not adversely impact 
forwarders. Additionally, we were able 
to provide less stringent report guid- 
ance about what sort of activity should 
be monitored by the FMC to ensure 
against unjust discrimination against 
shipping intermediaries at the request 
of Senator HARKIN, and I would like to 
thank him for his imput on this legis- 
lation. 

Importantly, the bill does not change 
the structure of the Federal Maritime 
Commission. The FMC is a small agen- 
cy with a annual budget of about 14 
million dollars. When you subtract 
penalties and fines collected over the 
past seven years, the annual cost of 
agency operations is less than $7 mil- 
lion. All told, the agency is a bargain 
to the U.S. taxpayer as it oversees the 
shipping practices of over $500 billion 
in maritime trade. Added benefit to the 
U.S. public accrues when the FMC is 
able to break down trade barriers that 
cost importers and exporters millions 
in additional costs, such as what re- 
cently occurred when the FMC chal- 
lenged restrictive Japanese port prac- 
tices. 

The FMC is an independent regu- 
latory agency that is not accountable 
to the direction of the administration. 
Independency allows the FMC to main- 
tain a more aggressive and objective 
posture when it comes to the consider- 
ation of eliminating foreign trade bar- 
riers. When we first assessed the issue 
of agency structure we considered ap- 
pending the functions of the FMC toa 
new enlarged Surface Transportation 
Board (“STB”). However, the functions 
performed by the STB are quite dif- 
ferent than the FMC functions that 
would remain after implementation of 
the deregulatory changes provided in 
S. 414 and the Congressional Budget Of- 
fice did not estimate any savings 
through a merger approach. Addition- 
ally, the initial proposal to merge the 
functions of the FMC and the STB 
would have run afoul of the Appoint- 
ments Clause of the Constitution. Ulti- 
mately, we decided to pursue solely the 
needed regulatory changes, and not 
needlessly alter the structure of the 
agency for no real purpose. 

S. 414 also provides some additional 
protection to longshoremen who work 
at U.S. ports. The concerns expressed 
by U.S. ports and port-related labor in- 
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terests revolved around reductions in 
the transparency afforded to shipping 
contracts, and the potential abuse that 
could occur as a result of carrier anti- 
trust immune contract actions. In 
order to address the concerns of long- 
shoremen who have contracts for 
longshore and stevedoring services, S. 
414 sets up a mechanism to allow the 
longshoremen to request information 
relevant to the enforcement of collec- 
tive bargaining agreements. 

I would also like to thank Senators 
HUTCHISON, LOTT and GORTON for their 
efforts on this bill. Additionally, the 
following staffers spent many hours 
meeting with the affected members of 
the shipping public and listening to 
their concerns about our proposal and I 
would like to personally thank Jim 
Sartucci, Carl Bentzel, Clyde Hart, and 
Jim Drewry of the Commerce Com- 
mittee staff, Carl Biersack of Senator 
Lorr's staff, Jeanne Bumpus of Sen- 
ator GORTON’s staff, Amy Henderson of 
Senator HUTCHISON’s staff as well as 
my own staffers, Mark Ashby and Paul 
Deveau. It is my hope that our progress 
on ocean shipping will spill over to our 
efforts to implement the OECD Ship- 
building Trade Agreement, so we can 
move forward with another positive 
piece of legislation for the maritime 
industries. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, my 
friend from Louisiana makes a curious 
set of arguments. The single word he 
used most in his remarks was com- 
promise,” that this provision is now 
the result of a compromise of 4 years’ 
work. No; this provision is not the re- 
sult of 4 years of work. This provision 
is the result of a discussion that took 
place after this bill was reported from 
the Commerce Committee, after all of 
the open public hearings and all the 
open discussion. And what kind of com- 
promise was it? Well, it was a com- 
promise between the big unions, the 
big carriers and maybe some of the big 
shippers. It isn’t a compromise that in- 
volved its victims. 

No representative of small shippers 
was in the room where this com- 
promise’’ was made. None of the small 
businessmen who were middlemen were 
in the room when this ‘“‘compromise”’ 
was made. A curious compromise, I 
must say, when the victims were ex- 
cluded from it, after having been a part 
of everything that went on for the 4 
years of work on this bill up through 
and including its report from the Com- 
merce Committee. No, this was not a 
compromise; this was a backroom deal, 
the worst kind of backroom deal. 

The Senator from Louisiana says, 
“Carefully, carefully crafted.” “Killer 
amendment.” Strange. I don’t see any 
dissent on the Commerce Committee, 
Republicans or Democrats, with the 
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bill in its original form. How can it be 
a killer amendment? 

Does the Senator from Louisiana 
mean that, if we pass this amendment, 
every Member of his party will then fil- 
ibuster the bill? Simply because we 
have not done the will of the long- 
shoremen’s unions, they will give up 
competition and open shipping, lock, 
stock and barrel across the board? 
Well, if that is what he means—if that 
is what they mean, let them say so. It 
isn’t going to kill the bill over here; 
and I do not think it will kill the bill 
over there. 

What do outsiders say about it? To- 
day’s Journal of Commerce, the news- 
paper that deals with business, en- 
dorses this bill. It says: 

Today, the Senate is expected to approve a 
bill that boosts competition and makes it 
easier for shipping lines and their customers 
to operate. 

In one respect, however, this bill actually 
limits competition by denying freight 
consolidators—middlemen—full opportunity 
under the new law. 

* * * * * 

Lately, however, middlemen have become 
an important export conduit and even a 
threat to the status quo. Not surprisingly, it 
was the major shipping lines and labor 
unions that teamed up to deny to 
consolidators private contracting privileges. 

In other words, they have given 
themselves the ability to do business in 
a way they now want to deny to others 
in the same business. The only dif- 
ference is the people who made this 
“compromise” are big and the ones 
who are victimized are small. 

This amendment is consistent with 
the philosophy of the bill. It was in- 
cluded in the bill in every stage to this 
point. It is backed by everyone who 
deals with this issue objectively. It will 
not kill the bill, unless there are 41 
Members here who will simply vote to 
kill the bill on behalf of one small set 
of labor unions who want a monopoly. 
And I do not think that will happen. 

We should do the right thing and pass 
the amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have the article in the Journal 
of Commerce, which is dated April 21, 
1998; a statement in support by the 
Transportation Intermediaries Associa- 
tion, dated April 20, 1998; and a letter 
from the New York/New Jersey Foreign 
Freight Forwarders and Brokers Asso- 
ciation, Inc., dated April 20, 1998, print- 
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Journal of Commerce, April 21, 


SHIP DEREGULATION PROMISE 


After three years of tortured debate, a con- 
gressional bid to curb regulation of the 
ocean shipping business is at a critical stage. 
Today, the Senate is expected to approve a 
bill that boosts competition and makes it 
easier for shipping lines and their customers 
to operate. 


6114 


In one respect, however, this bill actually 
limits competition by denying freight 
consolidators—middlemen—full opportunity 
under the new law. Even with this blight, the 
bill deserves support. But Senators should be 
aware of its tainted nature and the culprits 
who shaped it, and revisit it later to fix its 
shortcomings. 

The shipping bill scheduled for debate 
today lets ocean carriers and their cus- 
tomers, for the first time, negotiate direct, 
confidential contracts—without influence 
from the cartels that define this business. 
Thus, parties in the maritime industry 
would enjoy the same contracting privileges 
as other buyers and sellers of transportation. 

With one important exception. 

The bill does not let ocean freight 
consolidators—companies that pool small ex- 
port shipments, then buy space aboard 
ships—sign private contracts with their cus- 
tomers. Confidential contracting is impor- 
tant to carriers and shippers because it al- 
lows them to negotiate deals free from com- 
petitors’ prying eyes. If consolidators—or 
non-vessel-operating common carriers—do 
not have the same right, they could have 
trouble keeping customers and striking good 
deals. 

At the time of the 1984 Shipping Act, 
freight consolidators were not a major indus- 
try force. Lately, however, middlemen have 
become an important export conduit and 
even a threat to the status quo. Not surpris- 
ingly, it was the major shipping lines and 
labor unions that teamed up to deny to 
consolidators private contracting privileges. 

The unions are predictably doing whatever 
they can to hurt non-union companies. 
Ocean carriers take a more subtle tack, ar- 
guing that companies that don't have ships 
shouldn’t have the same privileges as those 
that do. 

Ultimately the carriers’ arguments are 
just as self-serving as the unions’. Low-over- 
head middlemen are an important part of 
many industries, brokering deals, 
arbitraging markets and holding down 
prices. This sometimes exerts price pressure 
on higher cost operators; in this case, ship- 
ping lines. The carriers hope to deny 
consolidators private contracting rights to 
curb a competitive threat. That is wrong. 

To correct this problem, Sen. Slade Gor- 
ton, R-Wash., will offer an amendment today 
that extends private contracting to freight 
consolidators. It doesn't stand much of a 
chance, however. Why? Because supporters 
say the shipping bill is a delicate com- 
promise that could blow apart if the careful 
balance between carriers, shippers, ports and 
labor is disturbed. Part of that balance is to 
hammer consolidators. 

Distasteful as that is, the bill is still worth 
passing. The basic contracting freedoms it 
offers are simply too important to be delayed 
yet again. Fortunately, some consolidators 
may have a way around the bill’s restric- 
tions. Shippers’ associations—groups of ship- 
pers who pool their business to get better 
rates—have full contracting rights under the 
bill, so consolidators working with them 
may be able to sidestep the bill's restric- 
tions. 

Even so, the House should shine as much 
light as possible on this issue when it con- 
siders the bill, perhaps later this year. The 
“delicate compromise” argument likely will 
prevail there as well, but the issue still needs 
debating. 

If the bill becomes law, lawmakers should 
look for a chance next year to fix the 
consolidator provision, a strategy the bill’s 
chief sponsor, Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison, R- 
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Texas, hinted at earlier this month. If de- 
regulation is to yield real benefits, everyone 
must have the same right to compete, not 
just those who wield the biggest sticks. 
SUPPORT GORTON AMENDMENT TO S. 414, THE 
OCEAN SHIPPING REFORM ACT OF 1998 


The Transportation Intermediaries Asso- 
ciation (TIA) urges you to support Senator 
Slade Gorton’s amendment to the Ocean 
Shipping Reform Act of 1998. Passage of the 
Gorton amendment April 21 is essential to permit 
the benefits of deregulation to flow to small 
business as well as large business. 

The Ocean Shipping Reform Act of 1998 re- 
quires NVOCCS (transportation inter- 
mediaries) to publish tariffs and does not 
permit them to deviate from those tariffs in 
confidential contracts. The bill does, how- 
ever, permit the ocean carriers to deviate 
from tariffs by entering into confidential 
contracts. The Gorton amendment will per- 
mit both carriers and transportation inter- 
mediaries to offer confidential contracts to 
shippers. 

This issue is important, because while 
large shippers can enter into direct negotia- 
tions with ocean carriers, small shippers 
usually deal with transportation inter- 
mediaries to arrange for their transpor- 
tation. S. 414 as it is currently written will 
permit large shippers to know what their 
small competitors pay for ocean freight, 
while the small competitor will not know 
what the large shipper is paying. The benefits 
of deregulation in S. 414, therefore, will flow 
only to big business! Senator Gorton’s amend- 
ment will permit all shippers to benefit from 
ocean carrier deregulation through the right 
to confidential contracting for ocean freight 
transportation. 

Transportation intermediaries have the 
ability to enter into confidential contracts 
with their shipper customers and with motor 
carriers, railroads, and airlines. Forwarders 
based in other countries can enter into con- 
fidential contracts for ocean carriage any- 
where in the world except to or from the U.S. 
It is baffling why the Senate would treat U.S. 
ocean carriage differently than other modes of 
transportation and ocean carriage everywhere 
else in the world. It will be American small busi- 
nesses that suffer because of this distinction. 

TIA is the leading organization of North 
American transportation intermediaries. 
TIA is the only organization representing 
transportation intermediaries of all dis- 
ciplines. The members of TIA include: inter- 
national forwarders, NVOCCs, property bro- 
kers, domestic freight forwarders, air for- 
warders, intermodal marketing companies, 
perishable commodity brokers, and logistics 
management companies. TIA also provides 
management services for the American 
International Freight Association (AIFA), a 
leading organization of NVOCCs. AIFA is the 
U.S. representative of FIATA, an inter- 
national organization of more than 30,000 
freight forwarders. 

For further information, contact TIA's 
Government Affairs Manager Ed Mortimer at 
(703) 329-1895. Show your support for small 
business. Vote “YES” for the Gorton amend- 
ment. 

NEW YORK/NEW JERSEY FOREIGN 
FREIGHT FORWARDERS AND BRO- 
KERS, ASSOCIATION, INC., 

April 20, 1998. 
Hon. BOB GRAHAM, 
U.S. Senator, Senate Office Building, Wash- 
ington, DC. 
Re: S. 414: The “Gorton Amendment! Votes 
YES for Small Business and US Exports 


April 21, 1998 


DEAR SENATOR GRAHAM: On Tuesday morn- 
ing S. 414 will come before the Senate and 
Senator Slade Gorton will offer an amend- 
ment on behalf of small exporters and ship- 
pers. Members of the New York/New Jersey 
Foreign Freight Forwarders & Brokers Asso- 
ciation, Inc. encourage you to vote YES on 
the Gorton Amendment and help make the 
Ocean Shipping Reform Act true “reform” 
for small business and US exports. 

S. 414 is about international trade. The 
Gorton Amendment is about whether the 
small guy is going to benefit from this legis- 
lation or suffer as a result of special inter- 
ests. Voting YES on the Gorton Amendment 
will help to protect in the global commerce 
of the 21st Century the 70% of U.S. exports 
that small shippers produce. The Gorton 
Amendment helps ensure that the small 
shipper and business will be able to compete 
by enabling the freight consolidator 
(NVOCC), who works on behalf of smaller 
shippers, to sign confidential contracts with 
the shipper-client. Without the Gorton 
Amendment, large multi-national compa- 
nies, that don't use NVOCCs, would be able 
to sign confidential contracts with the 
steamship companies—but since the NVOCCs 
would not be able to sign contracts with 
their shipper-clients, small business’ trans- 
portation costs will NOT be confidential— 
unlike their larger competitors. This is not 
reform. 

The ironic twist to this debate is that the 
Senate Commerce Committee initially rec- 
ommended that NVOCCs be able to sign con- 
tacts with shippers—but longshore labor and 
some carriers used the legislative process to 
advance their dislike for consolidators—and 
small shippers. As it stands now, S. 414 would 
please labor, large shippers and carriers, and 
place the small shipper at a severe disadvan- 
tage and impede the entry of small business 
in the global marketplace. The question is 
simple: Do you support small business? The 
Gorton Amendment helps to right the wrong 
done to small shippers. We urge you to sup- 
port small business and vote YES of on the 
Gorton Amendment. 

Very truly yours, 
LOUIS POLICASTRO, 
Vice President, Export Committee. 

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I would 
just, as we move toward a vote on this 
measure, make one other comment, 
and that is that it is very clear that 
there is a great deal of support for the 
current bill that is on the floor. And 
there is pretty much across-the-board 
opposition to the amendment that Sen- 
ator GorToN is offering. And it is 
across the board in the sense that it is 
opposed by all segments of the indus- 
try. 

I want to have printed in the RECORD, 
and ask unanimous consent to do so, a 
letter addressed to myself in opposition 
to the Gorton amendment. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SUPPORTERS OF S. 414. 
Arlington, VA, March 11, 1998. 
Re Opposition to Senator Gorton Amend- 
ment. 
Hon. JOHN B. BREAUX, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BREAUX: We wish to convey 
to you our full support for the managers’ 
floor amendment for S. 414, The Ocean Ship- 
ping Reform Act of 1998, without additional 
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amendments. It represents a carefully craft- 
ed compromise serving a broad cross section 
of the maritime industry including import- 
ers/exporters, ports, carriers, and labor. 

We understand that Senator Slade Gorton 
plans to offer an amendment to S. 414 man- 
agers floor amendment that would alter cur- 
rent law and allow non-vessel operating com- 
mon carriers (NVOCCs) to offer confidential 
service contracts directly to the proprietary 
owners of the cargo. Some interests have ar- 
gued that the retention of current law would 
disadvantage smaller volume shippers who 
might utilize NVOCC’s in order to obtain 
competitive rates with larger volume ship- 
pers. 

However, the perceived benefits that 
smaller shippers might receive from the abil- 
ity of NVOCCs to enter into service con- 
tracts with their customers is largely mis- 
understood. Under current law, NVOCCs are 
allowed to enter into service contracts with 
carriers and this can generate a significant 
cost savings that is passed onto shippers. 
This would not change under the latest 
version of S. 414. NVOCC’s would however 
benefit from the provisions allowing con- 
fidentiality of certain terms in their con- 
tracts with carriers. Smaller volume ship- 
pers would also have the option to consoli- 
date their cargoes by joining shippers asso- 
ciations who may then negotiate lower rates 
as larger volume shippers. 

Therefore, we urge you to oppose the Gor- 
ton amendment. This amendment is unneces- 
sary and would kill legislation which has 
been carefully constructed by the bill’s spon- 
sors to make U.S. ocean shipping law com- 
patible with the rest of the transportation 
industry and which will benefit the U.S. 
economy. 

Sincerely, 

American Association of Port Authori- 
ties; APL, Limited; Council of Euro- 
pean and Japanese Shipowners’ Asso- 
clations; Crowley Maritime Corpora- 
tion; Internal Longshoremen's Associa- 
tion; International Longshoremen's & 
Warehousemen’s Union; The Chamber 
of Shipping of America; The National 
Industrial Transportation League; Sea- 
Land Service, Inc.; Transportation 
Trades Department, AFL-CIO. 


Mr. BREAUX. The letter basically 


says that: 
We understand that Senator Slade Gorton 
plans to offer an amendment. . that would 


alter current law and allow non-vessel oper- 
ating common carriers (NVOCCs) to offer 
confidential service contracts directly to the 
proprietary owners of the cargo. Some inter- 
ests have argued that the retention of cur- 
rent law would disadvantage smaller volume 
shippers who might utilize [the non-vessel 
operating common carriers] in order to ob- 
tain competitive rates with larger volume 
shippers. 


They point out: 


However, the perceived benefits that 
smaller shippers might receive from the abil- 
ity of NVOCCs to enter into service con- 
tracts with their customers is largely mis- 
understood. Under current law, NVOCCs are 
allowed to enter into service contracts with 
carriers and this can generate a significant 
cost savings that is passed onto shippers. 
This would not change under the latest 
version of S. 414. NVOCCs would however 
benefit from the provisions allowing con- 
fidentiality of certain terms in their con- 
tracts with carriers. Smaller volume ship- 
pers would also have the option to consoli- 
date their cargoes by joining shippers asso- 
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ciations who may then negotiate lower rates 
as larger volume shippers. 

The point is pretty clear that this 
group opposes the amendment of the 
Senator from Washington. I would like 
to list for the RECORD the ones who 
have signed this letter because it in- 
deed is significant, and that is across- 
the-board opposition. 

It is signed by the American Associa- 
tion of Port Authorities; by American 
President Lines, Limited; by the Coun- 
cil of European and Japanese Ship- 
owners’ Associations; by the Crowley 
Maritime Corporation, a major ship- 
ping company; the International Long- 
shoremen’s Association; by The Cham- 
ber of Shipping of America; by The Na- 
tional Industrial Transportation 
League; by Sea-Land Service, one of 
the largest carriers in the world; by the 
Transportation Trades Department of 
the AFL-CIO. 

So whether you are talking about the 
workers who handle the cargo, or by 
the port authorities who have the 
cargo shipped through their ports, or 
by the ship carriers who are actually 
carrying the cargo, it is pretty unani- 
mous agreement that this is not the 
right thing to do. 

Let us support the compromise. Ev- 
erything in that compromise is a posi- 
tive step forward. It may not be as 
much as some would want, but it is far 
better than the current law. It allows 
some more decontrol, allows some 
more deregulation, more competition. 
And that is good. But it is simply un- 
fair to say to people who have no re- 
sponsibility for owning ships or the ex- 
pense of running ships that they are 
going to allow them to have the same 
advantages as a shipping company 
does. It simply would break the bal- 
ance in this industry, which I think is 
very important to preserve. 

I think the bill is a good bill. It took 
4 years to get us to this point. These 
compromises were not entered into be- 
hind the scenes, but were debated on a 
regular basis among all the active par- 
ticipants. This is a good bill. It should 
be passed. The Gorton amendment 
should be tabled. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. Under the previous order, 
the question is on the Gorton amend- 
ment. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I move to table 
the amendment and I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to lay on the table the amendment of 
the Senator from Washington. 

The clerk will call the roll. 


the 
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The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT) is 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) and the 
Senator from New York (Mr. Moy- 
NIHAN) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from New York 
(Mr. MOYNIHAN) would vote “aye.” 

The result was announced—yeas 72, 
nays 25, as follows: 

{Rollcall Vote No. 85 Leg.] 


YEAS—72 
Abraham Durbin Levin 
Akaka Faircloth Lieberman 
Ashcroft Feingold Lott 
Baucus Feinstein Lugar 
Biden Ford Mack 
Bingaman Frist Mikulski 
Bond Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Boxer Graham Murray 
Breaux Gregg Reed 
Bryan Hagel Retd 
Bumpers Harkin Robb 
Campbell Hatch Rockefeller 
Chafee Hollings Roth 
Cleland Hutchison Santorum 
Cochran Inhofe Sarbanes 
Collins Johnson Shelby 
Conrad Kempthorne Snowe 
Coverdell Kennedy Specter 
Craig Kerrey Thompson 
D'Amato Kerry Thurmond 
Daschle Kohl Torricelli 
DeWine Landrieu Warner 
Dodd Lautenberg Wellstone 
Dorgan Leahy Wyden 

NAYS—25 
Allard Grams Nickles 
Brownback Grassley Roberts 
Burns Helms Sessions 
Byrd Hutchinson Smith (NH) 
Coats Jeffords Smith (OR) 
Domenici Kyl Stevens 
Enzi McCain 
Gorton McConnell TORRA 
Gramm Murkowski 

NOT VOTING—3 

Bennett Inouye Moynihan 


The motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 2287) was agreed to. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

CHANGE OF VOTE 

Mr. ASHCROFT. On rollcall vote 85, I 
voted no. It was my intention to vote 
yea. Therefore, I ask unanimous con- 
sent I be permitted to have a change of 
my vote reflected in the RECORD. It in 
no way changes the outcome of the 
vote. I did not note it was a motion to 
table rather than the substance of the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The foregoing tally has been 
changed to reflect the above order.) 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the Hutchison, Lott, and 
Breaux amendment to S. 414. This 
amendment reflects a fair and reasoned 
compromise among the various inter- 
ests affected by the bill. While I am no 
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great fan of deregulation, I do believe 
that it is necessary to balance the in- 
terests affected by the bill in order not 
to adversely impact or destroy any par- 
ticular sector. I am particularly 
pleased that the amendment preserves 
the Federal Maritime Commission 
(FMC) as an independent agency to 
oversee our waterborne foreign com- 
merce. 

As introduced and reported out of 
Committee, S. 414 would have merged 
the FMC and Surface Transportation 
Board (STB) into a new entity to be 
known as the Intermodal Transpor- 
tation Board (ITB), placed within the 
Department of Transportation (DOT). 
The Hutchison, Lott, and Breaux 
amendment alleviates several problems 
with this approach. 

In the first place, there are no over- 
laps in jurisdiction or functions be- 
tween the FMC and the STB that in 
any way hamper effective regulation. 
There are simply no significant 
synergies between the FMC’s mandate 
to protect U.S. international ocean 
commerce and the STB’s responsibil- 
ities with respect to domestic railroad 
mergers, rate regulation, and the like. 
Moreover, given the two vastly dif- 
ferent constituencies and the two en- 
tirely different systems of regulation, 
there would have been a continuing 
struggle to determine priorities and to 
allocate scarce resources within a 
merged agency. Lastly, even though 
there might be some marginal savings 
in administrative expenses from such a 
merger, these would be offset by the 
more substantial costs of combining 
and relocating the two agencies. I un- 
derstand that when the FMC was re- 
quired by the General Services Admin- 
istration to relocate in 1992, the mov- 
ing costs to the government were $1 
million. 

The Congressional Budget Office 
(CBO) has determined that if the two 
agencies were merged, the ongoing 
costs to carry out the new board's re- 
sponsibilities would be about the same 
as those incurred by the FMC and the 
STB under current law.“ Clearly then, 
the combining of these two agencies 
could not be justified by any cost sav- 
ings that would accrue to the govern- 
ment. 

I would also note that during the 
ocean shipping reform process, the vast 
majority of the commenters have sup- 
ported an independent, free-standing 
agency to oversee our waterborne for- 
eign commerce. Those sentiments were 
initially expressed by the South Caro- 
lina State Ports Authority and have 
subsequently been endorsed by many 
others. This includes the three U.S. 
shipping companies who otherwise sup- 
ported the bill but stated that the 
Federal Maritime Commission has 
done a superb job,” and “‘[o]ur strong 
preference would be to preserve the 
agency's structure as an independent 
agency. Others who joined in support 
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of an independent FMC include: the 
International Longshoremen’s and 
Warehousemen's Union; the Transpor- 
tation Trades Department, AFL-CIO; 
the National Customs Brokers & For- 
warders Association of America, Inc.; 
the NY/NJ Foreign Freight Forwarders 
and Brokers Association; the Council 
of European and Japanese National 
Shipowners’ Association; and the 
American Association of Port Authori- 
ties, as well as many individual port 
authorities. Further, it is my under- 
standing that the coalition supporting 
this amendment supports, in toto, the 
retention of the FMC in its present 
form. A change in the agency's struc- 
ture could serve to fracture that fragile 
coalition of support for the amend- 
ment. 

Another reason I support the amend- 
ment is that merging the FMC into the 
STB would have sent the wrong mes- 
sage to our trading partners—i.e., that 
the new agency would be constrained 
from taking direct and immediate ac- 
tion against unfair foreign shipping 
practices. The FMC has been able to ef- 
fectively combat unfair trading prac- 
tices of foreign governments largely 
because of its status as an independent 
agency. The agency has an inter- 
national reputation for aggressively 
and swiftly addressing restrictive ship- 
ping practices without the threat of 
diplomatic interference or retaliation 
in other sectors. In fact, I would hope 
that some of our other trade agencies 
could learn a thing or two from the 
FMC. Both the Department of State 
and DOT regularly cite the FMC’s inde- 
pendence to persuade foreign govern- 
ments that maritime issues must be 
addressed directly and expeditiously. 
In fact, Admiral Herberger, former Ad- 
ministrator of the Maritime Adminis- 
tration (MarAd), testified before the 
House Appropriations Subcommittee 
that the FMC’s independent status has 
been critical to MarAd’s success in ne- 
gotiations with foreign governments. 
Also, in his August 5, 1997, letter to the 
Japanese Ministry of Transport, Sec- 
retary of Transportation Rodney 
Slater cited the FMC’s authority to 
impose sanctions while urging Japan to 
reform its port practices. 

The agency's recent actions against 
Japanese port restrictions are a perfect 
example of its successful accomplish- 
ments. The agency took decisive action 
to address Japanese intransigence on 
easing restrictions which impede the 
operations of U.S. carriers. As an inde- 
pendent agency, the FMC did not have 
to overcome the hurdles or various 
pressures imposed by other Executive 
branch departments within the Admin- 
istration that have competing inter- 
ests. And this body, by a 100 to zero 
vote, in S. Res. 140, endorsed the action 
taken by the FMC to respond to the 
unfair practices of Japan. 

Supporting this amendment and the 
FMC ensures that the agency’s effec- 
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tiveness will not be impeded, and sends 
the right message to our trading part- 
ners: that the U.S. Congress endorses 
an aggressive stance against foreign- 
imposed restrictions on open competi- 
tion in shipping. 

I would further note that by retain- 
ing the FMC as an independent agency, 
the amendment alleviates the concern 
of some that merging the FMC and 
STB into a new entity could violate 
the Appointments Clause of the Con- 
stitution, U.S. Const. Art. II, § 2, cl. 2, 
to the extent that STB members would 
be accruing new responsibilities unre- 
lated to those for which they were ap- 
pointed and confirmed, and could ac- 
cordingly subject the new agency to 
challenges that it is not legally con- 
stituted. 

The amendment offered by Senators 
HUTCHISON, LOTT, and BREAUX corrects 
a major and potentially disastrous flaw 
in S. 414. I support this amendment en- 
thusiastically. 

(At the request of Mr. DASCHLE the 

following statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD.) 
e Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I would 
like to join my colleagues in support of 
the Hutchison amendment to S. 414, 
the Ocean Shipping Reform Act of 1998. 
I believe that this amendment further 
improves upon the bill as reported out 
of the Commerce Committee and takes 
into account and alleviates many of 
the concerns raised by interested par- 
ties who may be affected by the bill. As 
is true with all compromises, you can- 
not please everybody. Nonetheless, I 
believe this amendment represents a 
workable solution to the regulation of 
our waterborne foreign commerce and 
should serve us well for many years to 
come. I would like to commend my 
Chairwoman, Senator HUTCHISON, for 
her effort in moving this bill forward, 
and also thank Senators BREAUX, LOTT, 
and GoRTON for their invaluable imput 
into the process. 

Tam pleased to note that the bill pre- 
serves antitrust immunity for the con- 
ference system which has been an inte- 
gral part of our ocean transportation 
regime since 1916. While it may be best 
for everyone if the antitrust laws were 
applicable on a global basis, it is unre- 
alistic to believe that we could achieve 
a global recognition of the value and 
utility of the Sherman Act. However, 
the Shipping Acts of 1916 and 1984 bal- 
anced the inability to apply our 
antitirust laws to foreign corporations, 
with a realistic approach allowing us 
to operate in comity with inter- 
national shipping regulatory practices, 
and the need to protect our citizens 
from potential abuses brought on by a 
lack of antitrust law enforcement. 

This bill, however, makes several 
changes to the conference system to 
make it more user- friendly“ for its 
shipper customers. For example, the 
bill requires shipping conferences to 
allow their members to offer rates that 
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are different than those of the con- 
ference—so-called independent ac- 
tion.” As a result, individual con- 
ference carriers can offer their own 
service contracts unimpeded by con- 
ference action. I am further pleased 
that the notice requirement for all 
independent action has been reduced 
from 10 business days to five calendar 
days. This will ensure that independ- 
ently negotiated rates or service con- 
tracts will quickly become effective. I 
also support the prohibition against 
conferences requiring their members to 
disclose service contract negotiations. 

The bill as reported out of committee 
treated all service contracts equally. 
Subsequently, there were several at- 
tempts to develop a bifurcated treat- 
ment for service contracts, with one 
set of rules governing carrier agree- 
ment service contracts and another 
dealing with individual carrier con- 
tracts. I am pleased that the current 
amendment returns to a version more 
closely resembling that which was re- 
ported out of committee and, more im- 
portantly, treating all service con- 
tracts the same. While there was some 
merit to the bifurcated treatment ap- 
proach, it may have been very difficult 
to have implemented in practice. 

The amendment will require that all 
service contracts be filed confiden- 
tially with the Commission, that they 
contain certain essential terms, and 
that a limited number of those terms 
be published and made available to the 
general public. I believe that this com- 
promise represents the best approach 
to service contracting. It allows car- 
riers and shippers a certain degree of 
confidentiality with respect to the bar- 
gains they have struck, while at the 
same time informing the general public 
of the types of arrangements being 
made for certain commodities, for cer- 
tain minimum volumes, in specific 
trade lanes. I also believe that the con- 
tinued filing of the actual contracts 
with the Federal Maritime Commission 
(“FMC”) will enable it to monitor them 
and take appropriate action if nec- 
essary. It will also help the U.S. port 
community in monitoring trade devel- 
opments and reacting accordingly. 

Like many of you, I am particularly 
pleased to see that the amendment 
maintains the FMC as an independent 
agency overseeing the ocean transpor- 
tation industry. The Commission has 
time and again proven its worth in ad- 
ministering Congress’ system of regu- 
lation and combating unfair foreign 
shipping practices, most recently in 
Japan. And the Senate unanimously 
backed the FMC in its action to ad- 
dress the unfair practices of Japan in 
passing S. Res. 140. The Commission 
has developed considerable expertise in 
implementing the Shipping Act of 1984. 
It will now be able to bring this exper- 
tise to bear on the new era of ocean 
shipping reform engendered by this 
bill. 
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Another aspect of this bill that is 
particularly commendable is the new 
provision dealing with the disclosure of 
certain terms of service contracts to 
labor organizations. A labor organiza- 
tion which is party to a collective bar- 
gaining agreement that includes an 
ocean common carrier now has a mech- 
anism for obtaining information con- 
cerning movements of cargo within 
port areas and the assignment of cer- 
tain work within those areas. It is my 
understanding that this type of infor- 
mation is especially relevant to labor 
organizations and this bill should en- 
sure that they will have easy access to 
it. This information will enable them 
to make sure that the terms of their 
collective bargaining agreement are 
complied with. 

This amendment, in my opinion, 
achieves a balance in S. 414 which pro- 
vides the best possible compromise 
among the broad array of interests in 
shipping. It has not been easy to bal- 
ance the many disseparate interests in- 
volved, but I think that we have 
reached an approach which 
accomodates many of these interests. 
It fosters one of the bill’s primary 
goals of stimulating U.S. exports 
through a more efficient and market- 
reliant ocean transportation system. It 
provides for a more effective system of 
industry oversight, regulating where 
we need to and not regulating where we 
do not. And it keeps the FMC as an 
independent agency, unfettered by po- 
litical or other influences as it per- 
forms its critical international trade 
functions. I support this amendment, 
and urge my colleagues to do the 
same. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB- 
ERTS). The clerk will read S. 414 for the 
third time. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 414) to amend the Shipping Act of 
1984 to encourage competition and inter- 
national shipping and growth of United 
States imports and exports. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the bill is passed. 

The bill (S. 414), as amended, was 
passed, as follows: 

S. 414 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Ocean Ship- 
ping Reform Act of 1998”. 

SEC. 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as otherwise expressly provided in 
this Act, this Act and the amendments made 
by this Act take effect May 1, 1999. 

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO THE SHIPPING 
ACT OF 1984 
SEC. 101. PURPOSE. 

Section 2 of the Shipping Act of 1984 (46 
U.S.C. App. 1701) is amended by— 

(1) striking “and” after the semicolon in 
paragraph (2); 

(2) striking needs.“ in paragraph (3) and 
inserting needs; and”; 

(3) adding at the end thereof the following: 
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(4) to promote the growth and develop- 
ment of United States exports through com- 
petitive and efficient ocean transportation 
and by placing a greater reliance on the mar- 
ketplace. 

SEC. 102. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 3 of the Shipping Act of 1984 (46 
U.S.C. App. 1702) is amended by— 

(1) striking “the government under whose 
registry the vessels of the carrier operate,” 
in paragraph (8) and inserting a govern- 
ment;"’; 

(2) striking paragraph (9) and inserting the 
following: 

““9) ‘deferred rebate’ means a return by a 
common carrier of any portion of freight 
money to a shipper as a consideration for 
that shipper giving all, or any portion, of its 
shipments to that or any other common car- 
rier over a fixed period of time, the payment 
of which is deferred beyond the completion 
of service for which it is paid, and is made 
only if the shipper has agreed to make a fur- 
ther shipment or shipments with that or any 
other common carrier.”’; 

(3) striking paragraph (10) and redesig- 
nating paragraphs (11) through (27) as para- 
graphs (10) through (26); 

(4) striking in an unfinished or semi- 
finished state that require special handling 
moving in lot sizes too large for a con- 
tainer,”’ in paragraph (10), as redesignated; 

(5) striking paper board in rolls, and 
paper in rolls.” in paragraph (10) as redesig- 
nated and inserting “paper and paper board 
in rolls or in pallet or skid-sized sheets."’; 

(6) striking “conference, other than a serv- 
ice contract or contract based upon time- 
volume rates,” in paragraph (13) as redesig- 
nated and inserting “agreement”; 

(7) striking conference.“ in paragraph (13) 
as redesignated and inserting agreement 
and the contract provides for a deferred re- 
bate arrangement.“; 

(8) by striking carrier.“ in paragraph (14) 
as redesignated and inserting “carrier, or in 
connection with a common carrier and a 
water carrier subject to subchapter II of 
chapter 135 of title 49, United States Code.“: 

(9) striking paragraph (16) as redesignated 
and redesignating paragraphs (17) through 
(26) as redesignated as paragraphs (16) 
through (25), respectively; 

(10) striking paragraph (17), as redesig- 
nated, and inserting the following: 

“(17) ‘ocean transportation intermediary’ 
means an ocean freight forwarder or a non- 
vessel-operating common carrier. For pur- 
poses of this paragraph, the term— 

(A) ‘ocean freight forwarder’ means a per- 
son that— 

“(i) in the United States, dispatches ship- 
ments from the United States via a common 
carrier and books or otherwise arranges 
space for those shipments on behalf of ship- 
pers; and 

(10 processes the documentation or per- 
forms related activities incident to those 
shipments; and 

((B) ‘non-vessel-operating common carrier’ 
means a common carrier that does not oper- 
ate the vessels by which the ocean transpor- 
tation is provided, and is a shipper in its re- 
lationship with an ocean common carrier.“ 

(11) striking paragraph (19), as redesig- 
nated and inserting the following: 

(19) ‘service contract’ means a written 
contract, other than a bill of lading or a re- 
ceipt, between one or more shippers and an 
individual ocean common carrier or an 
agreement between or among ocean common 
carriers in which the shipper or shippers 
makes a commitment to provide a certain 
volume or portion of cargo over a fixed time 
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period, and the ocean common carrier or the 
agreement commits to a certain rate or rate 
schedule and a defined service level, such as 
assured space, transit time, port rotation, or 
similar service features. The contract may 
also specify provisions in the event of non- 
performance on the part of any party.“; and 

(12) striking paragraph (21), as redesig- 
nated, and inserting the following: 

(21) ‘shipper’ means 

(A) a cargo owner: 

((B) the person for whose account the 
ocean transportation is provided; 

“(C) the person to whom delivery is to be 
made; 

D) a shippers’ association; or 

E) an ocean transportation intermediary, 
as defined in paragraph (17)(B) of this sec- 
tion, that accepts responsibility for payment 
of all charges applicable under the tariff or 
service contract.“ 

SEC. 103, AGREEMENTS WITHIN THE SCOPE OF 
THE ACT. 

(a) OCEAN COMMON CARRIERS.—Section 4(a) 
of the Shipping Act of 1984 (46 U.S.C. App. 
1703(a)) is amended by— 

(1) striking "operators or non-vessel-oper- 
ating common carriers;"' in paragraph (5) and 
inserting ‘“‘operators;”’; 

(2) striking and' in paragraph (6) and in- 
serting “or”; and 

(3) striking paragraph (7) and inserting the 
following: 

“(7) discuss and agree on any matter re- 
lated to service contracts.“ 

(b) MARINE TERMINAL OPERATORS.—Section 
4(b) of that Act (46 U.S.C. App. 1703(b)) is 
amended by— 

(1) striking (to the extent the agreements 
involve ocean transportation in the foreign 
commerce of the United States)“; 

(2) striking and' in paragraph (1) and in- 
serting “or”; and 

(3) striking “arrangements.” in paragraph 
(2) and inserting “arrangements, to the ex- 
tent that such agreements involve ocean 
transportation in the foreign commerce of 
the United States.“. 

SEC. 104. AGREEMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5 of the Shipping 
Act of 1984 (46 U.S.C. App. 1704) is amended 
by— 

(1) striking subsection (b)(8) and inserting 
the following: 

(8) provide that any member of the con- 
ference may take independent action on any 
rate or service item upon not more than 5 
calendar days’ notice to the conference and 
that, except for exempt commodities not 
published in the conference tariff, the con- 
ference will include the new rate or service 
item in its tariff for use by that member, ef- 
fective no later than 5 calendar days after re- 
ceipt of the notice, and by any other member 
that notifies the conference that it elects to 
adopt the independent rate or service item 
on or after its effective date, in lieu of the 
existing conference tariff provision for that 
rate or service item; 

(2) redesignating subsections (c) through 
(e) as subsections (d) through (f); and 

(3) inserting after subsection (b) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(c) OCEAN COMMON CARRIER AGREE- 
MENTS.—An ocean common carrier agree- 
ment may not— 

“(1) prohibit or restrict a member or mem- 
bers of the agreement from engaging in nego- 
tiations for service contracts with 1 or more 
shippers; 

(2) require a member or members of the 
agreement to disclose a negotiation on a 
service contract, or the terms and conditions 
of a service contract, other than those terms 
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or conditions required to be published under 
section 8(c)(3) of this Act; or 

(3) adopt mandatory rules or require- 

ments affecting the right of an agreement 
member or agreement members to negotiate 
and enter into service contracts. 
An agreement may provide authority to 
adopt voluntary guidelines relating to the 
terms and procedures of an agreement mem- 
ber’s or agreement members’ service con- 
tracts if the guidelines explicitly state the 
right of members of the agreement not to 
follow the guidelines. These guidelines shall 
be confidentially submitted to the Commis- 
sion.“ 

(b) APPLICATION.— 

(1) Subsection (e) of section 5 of that Act, 
as redesignated, is amended by striking this 
Act, the Shipping Act, 1916, and the Inter- 
coastal Shipping Act, 1933, do“ and inserting 
“this Act does”; and 

(2) Subsection (f) of section 5 of that Act, 
as redesignated, is amended by— 

(A) striking “and the Shipping Act, 1916, 
do” and inserting does“; 

(B) striking “or the Shipping Act, 1916,”; 
and 

(C) inserting “or are essential terms of a 
service contract” after “tariff”. 

SEC. 105. EXEMPTION FROM ANTITRUST LAWS. 

Section 7 of the Shipping Act of 1984 (46 
U.S.C. App. 1706) is amended by— 

(J) inserting or publication” in paragraph 
(2) of subsection (a) after filing“; 

(2) striking “or” at the end of subsection 
(b)(2); 

(3) striking States.“ at the end of sub- 
section (b)(3) and inserting States; or”; and 

(4) adding at the end of subsection (b) the 
following: 

(J) to any loyalty contract.“ 

SEC. 106. TARIFFS. 

(a) IN GENERAL,—Section 8a) of the Ship- 
ping Act of 1984 (46 U.S.C. App. 1707(a)) is 
amended by— 

(1) inserting new assembled motor vehi- 
cles,” after “scrap,” in paragraph (1); 

(2) striking file with the Commission, 
and” in paragraph (1); 

(3) striking inspection,“ in paragraph (1) 
and inserting “inspection in an automated 
tariff system,”’; 

(4) striking tariff filings” in paragraph (1) 
and inserting “tariffs”; 

(5) striking freight forwarder’’ in para- 
graph (1)(C) and inserting transportation 
intermediary, as defined in section 
3(17(A),”"; 

(6) striking “and” at the end of paragraph 
(1)(D); 

(7) striking “loyalty contract,” in para- 
graph (1)(E); 

(8) striking “agreement.” in paragraph 
(1)(E) and inserting agreement; and”; 

(9) adding at the end of paragraph (1) the 
following: 

(F) include copies of any loyalty contract, 
omitting the shipper’s name.“ and 

(10) striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

(2) Tariffs shall be made available elec- 
tronically to any person, without time, 
quantity, or other limitation, through appro- 
priate access from remote locations, and a 
reasonable charge may be assessed for such 
access. No charge may be assessed a Federal 
agency for such access.“ 

(b) SERVICE CONTRACTS.—Subsection (c) of 
that section is amended to read as follows: 

(e) SERVICE CONTRACTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—An individual ocean 
common carrier or an agreement between or 
among ocean common carriers may enter 
into a service contract with one or more 
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shippers subject to the requirements of this 
Act. The exclusive remedy for a breach of a 
contract entered into under this subsection 
shall be an action in an appropriate court, 
unless the parties otherwise agree. In no case 
may the contract dispute resolution forum 
be controlled by or in any way affiliated 
with a controlled carrier as defined in sec- 
tion 3(8) of this Act, or by the government 
which owns or controls the carrier. 

“(2) FILING REQUIREMENTS.—Except for 
service contracts dealing with bulk cargo, 
forest products, recycled metal scrap, new 
assembled motor vehicles, waste paper, or 
paper waste, each contract entered into 
under this subsection by an individual ocean 
common carrier or an agreement shall be 
filed confidentially with the Commission. 
Each service contract shall include the fol- 
lowing essential terms— 

(A) the origin and destination port 
ranges; 

„B) the origin and destination geographic 
areas in the case of through intermodal 
movements; 

() the commodity or commodities in- 
volved; 

D) the minimum volume or portion; 

(E) the line-haul rate; 

(F) the duration; 

(G) service commitments; and 

(H) the liquidated damages for non- 
performance, if any. 

(3) PUBLICATION OF CERTAIN TERMS.—When 
a service contract is filed confidentially with 
the Commission, a concise statement of the 
essential terms described in paragraphs 2 
(A), (C), (D), and (F) shall be published and 
made available to the general public in tariff 
format. 

(4) DISCLOSURE OF CERTAIN TERMS.— 

(A) An ocean common carrier, which is a 
party to or is subject to the provisions of a 
collective bargaining agreement with a labor 
organization, shall, in response to a written 
request by such labor organization, state 
whether it is responsible for the following 
work at dock areas and within port areas in 
the United States with respect to cargo 
transportation under a service contract de- 
scribed in paragraph (1) of this subsection— 

H(G) the movement of the shipper’s cargo 
on a dock area or within the port area or to 
or from railroad cars on a dock area or with- 
in the port area; 

) the assignment of intraport carriage 
of the shipper’s cargo between areas on a 
dock or within the port area; 

“(iii) the assignment of the carriage of the 
shipper’s cargo between a container yard on 
a dock area or within the port area and a rail 
yard adjacent to such container yard; and 

“(iv) the assignment of container freight 
station work and container maintenance and 
repair work performed at a dock area or 
within the port area. 

(B) The common carrier shall provide the 
information described in subparagraph (A) of 
this paragraph to the requesting labor orga- 
nization within a reasonable period of time. 

(0) This paragraph requires the disclosure 
of information by an ocean common carrier 
only if there exists an applicable and other- 
wise lawful collective bargaining agreement 
which pertains to that carrier. No disclosure 
made by an ocean common carrier shall be 
deemed to be an admission or agreement 
that any work is covered by a collective bar- 
gaining agreement. Any dispute regarding 
whether any work is covered by a collective 
bargaining agreement and the responsibility 
of the ocean common carrier under such 
agreement shall be resolved solely in accord- 
ance with the dispute resolution procedures 
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contained in the collective bargaining agree- 
ment and the National Labor Relations Act, 
and without reference to this paragraph. 

“(D) Nothing in this paragraph shall have 
any effect on the lawfulness or unlawfulness 
under this Act, the National Labor Relations 
Act, the Taft-Hartley Act, the Federal Trade 
Commission Act, the antitrust laws, or any 
other Federal or State law, or any revisions 
or amendments thereto, of any collective 
bargaining agreement or element thereof, in- 
cluding any element that constitutes an es- 
sential term of a service contract under this 
subsection. 

„(E) For purposes of this paragraph the 
terms ‘dock area’ and ‘within the port area’ 
shall have the same meaning and scope as in 
the applicable collective bargaining agree- 
ment between the requesting labor organiza- 
tion and the carrier.“ 


(c) RATES.—Subsection (d) of that section 
is amended by— 

(1) striking the subsection caption and in- 
serting (d) TARIFF RATES.—’’; 

(2) striking “30 days after filing with the 
Commission.“ in the first sentence and in- 
serting 30 calendar days after publication."’; 

(3) inserting calendar“ after “30” in the 
next sentence; and 

(4) striking publication and filing with 
the Commission.” in the last sentence and 
inserting publication.“ 


(d) REFUNDS.—Subsection (e) of that sec- 
tion is amended by— 2 

(1) striking tariff of a clerical or adminis- 
trative nature or an error due to inadvert- 
ence” in paragraph (1) and inserting a 
comma; and 

(2) striking file a new tariff.“ in para- 
graph (1) and inserting publish a new tariff, 
or an error in quoting a tariff,’’; 

(3) striking “refund, filed a new tariff with 
the Commission” in paragraph (2) and insert- 
ing “refund for an error in a tariff or a fail- 
ure to publish a tariff, published a new tar- 
iff’; 

(4) inserting “and” at the end of paragraph 
(2); and 

(5) striking paragraph (3) and redesignating 
paragraph (4) as paragraph (3). 

(e) MARINE TERMINAL OPERATOR SCHED- 
ULES.—Subsection (f) of that section is 
amended to read as follows: 


“(f) MARINE TERMINAL OPERATOR SCHED- 
ULES.—A marine terminal operator may 
make available to the public, subject to sec- 
tion 10(d) of this Act, a schedule of rates, 
regulations, and practices pertaining to re- 
ceiving, delivering, handling, or storing 
property at its marine terminal. Any such 
schedule made available to the public shall 
be enforceable by an appropriate court as an 
implied contract without proof of actual 
knowledge of its provisions., 


(f) AUTOMATED TARIFF SYSTEM REQUIRE- 
MENTS; FORM,—Section 8 of that Act is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 


(g) REGULATIONS.—The Commission shall 
by regulation prescribe the requirements for 
the accessibility and accuracy of automated 
tariff systems established under this section. 
The Commission may, after periodic review, 
prohibit the use of any automated tariff sys- 
tem that fails to meet the requirements es- 
tablished under this section. The Commis- 
sion may not require a common carrier to 
provide a remote terminal for access under 
subsection (a)(2). The Commission shall by 
regulation prescribe the form and manner in 
which marine terminal operator schedules 
authorized by this section shall be pub- 
lished.”’. 
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SEC, 107. AUTOMATED TARIFF FILING AND IN- 
FORMATION SYSTEM. 

Section 502 of the High Seas Driftnet Fish- 
eries Enforcement Act (46 U.S.C. App. 1707a) 
is repealed. 

SEC. 108. CONTROLLED CARRIERS. 

Section 9 of the Shipping Act of 1984 (46 
U.S.C. App. 1708) is amended by— 

(1) striking “service contracts filed with 
the Commission” in the first sentence of sub- 
section (a) and inserting service contracts, 
or charge or assess rates,“; 

(2) striking or maintain” in the first sen- 
tence of subsection (a) and inserting *‘main- 
tain, or enforce”; 

(3) striking “disapprove” in the third sen- 
tence of subsection (a) and inserting pro- 
hibit the publication or use of; and 

(4) striking filed by a controlled carrier 
that have been rejected, suspended, or dis- 
approved by the Commission“ in the last 
sentence of subsection (a) and inserting 
“that have been suspended or prohibited by 
the Commission”; 

(5) striking ‘‘may take into account appro- 
priate factors including, but not limited to, 
whether—”’ in subsection (b) and inserting 
“shall take into account whether the rates 
or charges which have been published or as- 
sessed or which would result from the perti- 
nent classifications, rules, or regulations are 
below a level which is fully compensatory to 
the controlled carrier based upon that car- 
rier's actual costs or upon its constructive 
costs. For purposes of the preceding sen- 
tence, the term ‘constructive costs’ means 
the costs of another carrier, other than a 
controlled carrier, operating similar vessels 
and equipment in the same or a similar 
trade. The Commission may also take into 
account other appropriate factors, including 
but not limited to, whether; 

(6) striking paragraph (1) of subsection (b) 
and redesignating paragraphs (2), (3), and (4) 
as paragraphs (1), (2), and (3), respectively; 

(7) striking filed“ in paragraph (1) as re- 
designated and inserting published or as- 
sessed’’; 

(8) striking filing with the Commission.” 
in subsection (c) and inserting ‘‘publica- 
tion.”’; 

(9) striking ‘DISAPPROVAL OF RATES.—" in 
subsection (d) and inserting ‘‘PROHIBITION OF 
RATES.—Within 120 days after the receipt of 
information requested by the Commission 
under this section, the Commission shall de- 
termine whether the rates, charges, classi- 
fications, rules, or regulations of a con- 
trolled carrier may be unjust and unreason- 
able."’; 

(10) striking “filed” in subsection (d) and 
inserting published or assessed“; 

(11) striking “may issue” in subsection (d) 
and inserting “shall issue”; 

(12) striking disapproved.“ in subsection 
(d) and inserting “‘prohibited.’’; 

(13) striking ‘‘60" in subsection (d) and in- 
serting ‘*30"’; 

(14) inserting controlled” after affected" 
in subsection (d); 

(15) striking ‘‘file’’ in subsection (d) and in- 
serting publish“; 

(16) striking “disapproval” in subsection 
(e) and inserting “prohibition”; 

(17) inserting “or” after the semicolon in 
subsection (f)(1); 

(18) striking paragraphs (2), (3), and (4) of 
subsection (f); and 

(19) redesignating paragraph (5) of sub- 
section (f) as paragraph (2). 

SEC. 109. PROHIBITED ACTS. 

(a) Section 10(b) of the Shipping Act of 1984 
(46 U.S.C. App. 1709(b)) is amended by— 

(1) striking paragraphs (1) through (3); 
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(2) redesignating paragraph (4) as para- 
graph (1); 

(3) inserting after paragraph (1), as redesig- 
nated, the following: 

(2) provide service in the liner trade 
that 

(A) is not in accordance with the rates, 
charges, classifications, rules, and practices 
contained in a tariff published or a service 
contract entered into under section 8 of this 
Act unless excepted or exempted under sec- 
tion 8(a)(1) or 16 of this Act; or 

(B) is under a tariff or service contract 
which has been suspended or prohibited by 
the Commission under section 9 of this Act 
or the Foreign Shipping Practices Act of 1988 
(46 U.S.C. App. 1710a);"’; 

(4) redesignating paragraphs (5) and (6) as 
paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively; 

(5) striking except for service contracts,“ 
in paragraph (4), as redesignated, and insert- 
ing for service pursuant to a tariff,”’; 

(6) striking rates;“ in paragraph (4)(A), as 
redesignated, and inserting rates or 
charges;"’; 

(7) inserting after paragraph (4), as redesig- 
nated, the following: 

(5) for service pursuant to a service con- 
tract, engage in any unfair or unjustly dis- 
criminatory practice in the matter of rates 
or charges with respect to any port;’’; 

(8) redesignating paragraphs (7) and (8) as 
paragraphs (6) and (7), respectively; 

(9) striking paragraph (6) as redesignated 
and inserting the following: 

(6) use a vessel or vessels in a particular 
trade for the purpose of excluding, pre- 
venting, or reducing competition by driving 
another ocean common carrier out of that 
trade;"’; 

(10) striking paragraphs (9) through (13) 
and inserting the following: 

(8) for service pursuant to a tariff, give 
any undue or unreasonable preference or ad- 
vantage or impose any undue or unreason- 
able prejudice or disadvantage; 

(9) for service pursuant to a service con- 
tract, give any undue or unreasonable pref- 
erence or advantage or impose any undue or 
unreasonable prejudice or disadvantage with 
respect to any port; 

(10) unreasonably refuse to deal or nego- 
tiate;"’; 

(11) redesignating paragraphs (14), (15), and 
(16) as paragraphs (11), (12), and (13), respec- 
tively; 

(12) striking a non-vessel-operating com- 
mon carrier“ in paragraphs (11) and (12) as 
redesignated and inserting an ocean trans- 
portation intermediary’; 

(13) striking sections 8 and 23” in para- 
graphs (11) and (12) as redesignated and in- 
serting sections 8 and 19°; 

(14) striking or in which an ocean trans- 
portation intermediary is listed as an affil- 
late“ in paragraph (12), as redesignated; 

(15) striking “Act;” in paragraph (12), as 
redesignated, and inserting Act, or with an 
affiliate of such ocean transportation inter- 
mediary;”’ 

(16) striking “paragraph (16) in the mat- 
ter appearing after paragraph (13), as redes- 
ignated, and inserting paragraph (13)"’; and 

(17) inserting the Commission,“ after 
“United States,” in such matter. 

(b) Section 10(c) of the Shipping Act of 1984 
(46 U.S.C. App. 1709(c)) is amended by— 

(1) striking ‘‘non-ocean carriers“ in para- 
graph (4) and inserting ‘‘non-ocean carriers, 
unless such negotiations and any resulting 
agreements are not in violation of the anti- 
trust laws and are consistent with the pur- 
poses of this Act”; 

(2) striking freight forwarder” in para- 
graph (5) and inserting transportation 
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intermediary, as defined by section 3(17)(A) 
of this Act,”; 

(3) striking “or” at the end of paragraph 
(5); 

(4) striking “contract.” in paragraph (6) 
and inserting contract;“; and 

(5) adding at the end the following: 

(7) for service pursuant to a service con- 
tract, engage in any unjustly discriminatory 
practice in the matter of rates or charges 
with respect to any locality, port, or persons 
due to those persons’ status as shippers’ as- 
sociations or ocean transportation inter- 
mediaries; or 

(8) for service pursuant to a service con- 
tract, give any undue or unreasonable pref- 
erence or advantage or impose any undue or 
unreasonable prejudice or disadvantage with 
respect to any locality, port, or persons due 
to those persons’ status as shippers’ associa- 
tions or ocean transportation inter- 
mediaries;”’. 

(c) Section 10(d) of the Shipping Act of 1984 
(46 U.S.C. App. 1709(d)) is amended by— 

(1) striking freight forwarders,” and in- 
serting transportation intermediaries,”’; 

(2) striking freight forwarder,” in para- 
graph (1) and inserting ‘transportation 
intermediary,"’; 

(3) striking “subsection (b)(11), (12), and 
(16)“ and inserting “subsections (b)(10) and 
(13)"; and 

(4) adding at the end thereof the following: 

(4) No marine terminal operator may give 
any undue or unreasonable preference or ad- 
vantage or impose any undue or unreason- 
able prejudice or disadvantage with respect 
to any person. 

(5) The prohibition in subsection (b)(13) of 
this section applies to ocean transportation 
intermediaries, as defined by section 3(17)(A) 
of this Act.”’. 

SEC. 110. COMPLAINTS, INVESTIGATIONS, RE- 
PORTS, AND REPARATIONS. 

Section 11(g) of the Shipping Act of 1984 (46 
U.S.C. App. 1710(g)) is amended by— 

(1) striking section 10(b)(5) or (7) and in- 
serting “section 10(b)(3) or (6); and 

(2) striking section 10(b)(6)(A) or (B) and 
inserting section 10(b)(4)(A) or (B).”. 

SEC. 111. FOREIGN SHIPPING PRACTICES ACT OF 
1988. 

Section 10002 of the Foreign Shipping Prac- 
tices Act of 1988 (46 U.S.C. App. 1710a) is 
amended by— 

(1) striking ‘“‘non-vessel-operating com- 
mon carrier’,’’ in subsection (a)(1) and insert- 
ing ocean transportation intermediary’,’’; 

(2) striking forwarding and” in subsection 
(a)(4); 

(3) striking ‘“‘non-vessel-operating common 
carrier“ in subsection (a)(4) and inserting 
“ocean transportation intermediary services 
and’; 

(4) striking “freight forwarder,” in sub- 
sections (%) and (d)(1) and inserting 
“transportation intermediary,”’; 

(5) striking “filed with the Commission,” 
in subsection (e)(1)(B) and inserting and 
service contracts,”’; 

(6) inserting and service contracts“ after 
“tariffs” the second place it appears in sub- 
section (e)(1)(B); and 

(7) striking (bes)! each place it appears 
in subsection (h) and inserting **(b)(6)"’. 

SEC. 112. PENALTIES. 

(a) Section 13(a) of the Shipping Act of 1984 
(46 U.S.C. App. 1712(a)) is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following: The 
amount of any penalty imposed upon a com- 
mon carrier under this subsection shall con- 
stitute a lien upon the vessels operated by 
that common carrier and any such vessel 
may be libeled therefore in the district court 
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of the United States for the district in which 
it may be found.“ 

(b) Section 13(b) of the Shipping Act of 1984 
(46 U.S.C. App. 1712(b)) is amended by— 

(1) striking section 10(b)(1), (2), (3), (4), or 
(8)” in paragraph (1) and inserting section 
10(b)(1), (2), or (7); 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (4), (5), and 
(6) as paragraphs (5), (6), and (7), respec- 
tively; 

(3) inserting before paragraph (5), as redes- 
ignated, the following: 

(4) If the Commission finds, after notice 
and an opportunity for a hearing, that a 
common carrier has failed to supply infor- 
mation ordered to be produced or compelled 
by subpoena under section 12 of this Act, the 
Commission may request that the Secretary 
of the Treasury refuse or revoke any clear- 
ance required for a vessel operated by that 
common carrier. Upon request by the Com- 
mission, the Secretary of the Treasury shall, 
with respect to the vessel concerned, refuse 
or revoke any clearance required by section 
4197 of the Revised Statutes of the United 
States (46 U.S.C. App. 91)."’; and 

(4) striking “paragraphs (1), (2), and (3)“ in 
paragraph (6), as redesignated, and inserting 
“paragraphs (1), (2), (3), and (4)”. 

(c) Section 13(f)(1) of the Shipping Act of 
1984 (46 U.S.C. App. 1712(f)(1)) is amended 
by— 

(1) striking or (based) and inserting or 
(be)“; 

(2) striking 
“(bX1), (2); and 

(3) adding at the end thereof the following 
Neither the Commission nor any court shall 
order any person to pay the difference be- 
tween the amount billed and agreed upon in 
writing with a common carrier or its agent 
and the amount set fourth in any tariff or 
service contract by that common carrier for 
the transportation service provided.“ 

SEC. 113. REPORTS AND CERTIFICATES. 

Section 15 of the Shipping Act of 1984 (46 
U.S.C. App. 1714) is amended by— 

(1) striking and certificates“ in the sec- 
tion heading; 

(2) striking (a) REPORTS.—”’ in the sub- 
section heading for subsection (a); and 

(3) striking subsection (b). 

SEC. 114, EXEMPTIONS. 

Section 16 of the Shipping Act of 1984 (46 
U.S.C. App. 1715) is amended by striking 
“substantially impair effective regulation by 
the Commission, be unjustly discriminatory, 
result in a substantial reduction in competi- 
tion, or be detrimental to commerce.” and 
inserting “result in substantial reduction in 
competition or be detrimental to com- 
merce.”’. 

SEC. 115. AGENCY REPORTS AND ADVISORY COM- 
MISSION. 

Section 18 of the Shipping Act of 1984 (46 
U.S.C, App. 1717) is repealed. 

SEC. 116. OCEAN FREIGHT FORWARDERS. 

Section 19 of the Shipping Act of 1984 (46 
U.S.C. App. 1718) is amended by— 

(1) striking freight forwarders” in the sec- 
tion caption and inserting “transportation 
intermediaries”; 

(2) striking subsection (a) and inserting the 
following: 

(a) LICENSE.—No person in the United 
States may act as an ocean transportation 
intermediary unless that person holds a li- 
cense issued by the Commission. The Com- 
mission shall issue an intermediary’s license 
to any person that the Commission deter- 
mines to be qualified by experience and char- 
acter to act as an ocean transportation 
intermediary.’’; 


“(b)d), () and inserting 
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(3) redesignating subsections (b), (c), and 
(d) as subsections (c), (d), and (e), respec- 
tively; 

(4) inserting after subsection (a) the fol- 
lowing: 


(b) FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY.— 

(J) No person may act as an ocean trans- 
portation intermediary unless that person 
furnishes a bond, proof of insurance, or other 
surety in a form and amount determined by 
the Commission to insure financial responsi- 
bility that is issued by a surety company 
found acceptable by the Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

“(2) A bond, insurance, or other surety ob- 
tained pursuant to this section— 

(A) shall be available to pay any order for 
reparation issued pursuant to section 11 or 14 
of this Act, or any penalty assessed pursuant 
to section 13 of this Act; 

(B) may be available to pay any claim 
against an ocean transportation inter- 
mediary arising from its transportation-re- 
lated activities described in section 3(17) of 
this Act with the consent of the insured 
ocean transportation intermediary and sub- 
ject to review by the surety company, or 
when the claim is deemed valid by the surety 
company after the ocean transportation 
intermediary has failed to respond to ade- 
quate notice to address the validity of the 
claim; and 

„() shall be available to pay any judg- 
ment for damages against an ocean transpor- 
tation intermediary arising from its trans- 
portation-related activities under section 
3(17) of this Act, provided the claimant has 
first attempted to resolve the claim pursu- 
ant to subparagraph (B) of this paragraph 
and the claim has not been resolved within a 
reasonable period of time. 

(3) The Commission shall prescribe regu- 
lations for the purpose of protecting the in- 
terests of claimants, ocean transportation 
intermediaries, and surety companies with 
respect to the process of pursuing claims 
against ocean transportation intermediary 
bonds, insurance, or sureties through court 
judgments. The regulations shall provide 
that a judgment for monetary damages may 
not be enforced except to the extent that the 
damages claimed arise from the transpor- 
tation-related activities of the insured ocean 
transportation intermediary, as defined by 
the Commission. 

(4) An ocean transportation intermediary 
not domiciled in the United States shall des- 
ignate a resident agent in the United States 
for receipt of service of judicial and adminis- 
trative process, including subpoenas.”’; 

(5) striking, each place such term ap- 
pears— 

(A) “freight forwarder” and inserting 
“transportation intermediary’; 


(B) “a forwarder’s’’ and inserting an 
intermediary’s”; 

(C) “forwarder” and inserting inter- 
mediary”’; and 

(D) forwarding! and inserting inter- 
mediary”; 


(6) striking “a bond in accordance with 
subsection (a)(2).“ in subsection (c), as redes- 
ignated, and inserting a bond, proof of in- 
surance, or other surety in accordance with 
subsection (b)(1).”; 

(7) striking ‘“‘“FORWARDERS.—” in the cap- 
tion of subsection (e), as redesignated, and 
inserting *INTERMEDIARIES.—"’; 

(8) striking “intermediary” the first place 
it appears in subsection (e)(1), as redesig- 
nated and as amended by paragraph (5)(A), 
and inserting “intermediary, as defined in 
section 3(17)(A) of this Act,”’; 
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(9) striking “license” in paragraph (1) of 
subsection (e), as redesignated, and inserting 
“license, if required by subsection (a).“; 

(10) striking paragraph (3) of subsection (e), 
as redesignated, and redesignating paragraph 
(4) as paragraph (3); and 

(11) adding at the end of subsection (e), as 
redesignated, the following: 

(4) No conference or group of 2 or more 
ocean common carriers in the foreign com- 
merce of the United States that is author- 
ized to agree upon the level of compensation 
paid to an ocean transportation inter- 
mediary, as defined in section 3(17)(A) of this 
Act, may— 

) deny to any member of the conference 
or group the right, upon notice of not more 
than 5 calendar days, to take independent 
action on any level of compensation paid to 
an ocean transportation intermediary, as so 
defined; or 

(B) agree to limit the payment of com- 
pensation to an ocean transportation inter- 
mediary, as so defined, to less than 1.25 per- 
cent of the aggregate of all rates and charges 
which are applicable under a tariff and which 
are assessed against the cargo on which the 
intermediary services are provided.“. 

SEC. 117. CONTRACTS, AGREEMENTS, AND LI- 
CENSES UNDER PRIOR SHIPPING 
LEGISLATION, 

Section 20 of the Shipping Act of 1984 (46 
U.S.C. App. 1719) is amended by— 

(1) striking subsection (d) and inserting the 
following: 

(d) EFFECTS ON CERTAIN AGREEMENTS AND 
CONTRACTS.—All agreements, contracts, 
modifications, licenses, and exemptions pre- 
viously issued, approved, or effective under 
the Shipping Act, 1916, or the Shipping Act 
of 1984, shall continue in force and effect as 
if issued or effective under this Act, as 
amended by the Ocean Shipping Reform Act 
of 1998, and all new agreements, contracts, 
and modifications to existing, pending, or 
new contracts or agreements shall be consid- 
ered under this Act, as amended by the 
Ocean Shipping Reform Act of 1998.”’; 

(2) inserting the following at the end of 
subsection (e): 

(3) The Ocean Shipping Reform Act of 1998 
shall not affect any suit— 

(A) filed before the effective date of that 
Act; or 

“(B) with respect to claims arising out of 
conduct engaged in before the effective date 
of that Act filed within 1 year after the effec- 
tive date of that Act. 

“(4) Regulations issued by the Federal 
Maritime Commission shall remain in force 
and effect where not inconsistent with this 
Act, as amended by the Ocean Shipping Re- 
form Act of 1998.”. 

SEC. 118. SURETY FOR NON-VESSEL-OPERATING 
COMMON CARRIERS, 

Section 23 of the Shipping Act of 1984 (46 
U.S.C. App. 1721) is repealed. 

TITLE II—AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO- 
PRIATIONS FOR THE FEDERAL MARI- 
TIME COMMISSION 

SEC. 201. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1998. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Federal Maritime Commission, $15,000,000 
for fiscal year 1998. 

SEC. 202. FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION OR- 
GANIZATION. 

Section 102(d) of Reorganization Plan No. 7 
of 1961 (75 Stat. 840) is amended to read as 
follows: 

(d) A vacancy or vacancies in the mem- 
bership of Commission shall not impair the 
power of the Commission to execute its func- 
tions. The affirmative vote of a majority of 
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the members serving on the Commission is 
required to dispose of any matter before the 
Commission.“. 


SEC. 203. REGULATIONS, 


Not later than March 1, 1999, the Federal 
Maritime Commission shall prescribe final 
regulations to implement the changes made 
by this Act. 


TITLE I1I—AMENDMENTS TO OTHER 
SHIPPING AND MARITIME LAWS 


SEC. 301. AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 19 OF THE 
MERCHANT MARINE ACT, 1920. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 19 of the Mer- 
chant Marine Act, 1920 (46 U.S.C. App. 876) is 
amended by— 

(1) striking “forwarding and” in subsection 
(Ich); 

(2) striking non-vessel- operating common 
carrier operations,“ in subsection (1)(b) and 
inserting ocean transportation inter- 
mediary services and operations.“; 

(3) striking methods or practices“ and in- 
serting methods, pricing practices, or other 
practices“ in subsection (1)(b); 

(4) striking “tariffs of a common carrier” 
in subsection 7(d) and inserting “tariffs and 
service contracts of a common carrier”; 

(5) striking use the tariffs of conferences” 
in subsections (7)(d) and (9)(b) and inserting 
“use tariffs of conferences and service con- 
tracts of agreements”; 

(6) striking “tariffs filed with the Commis- 
sion” in subsection (9)(b) and inserting tar- 
iffs and service contracts”; 

(7) striking “freight forwarder,” each place 
it appears and inserting transportation 
intermediary,"’; and 

(8) striking “tariff” each place it appears 
in subsection (11) and inserting tariff or 
service contract“. 


(b) STYLISTIC CONFORMITY.—Section 19 of 
the Merchant Marine Act, 1920 (46 U.S.C. 
App. 876), as amended by subsection (a), is 
further amended by— 

(1) redesignating subdivisions (1) through 
(12) as subsections (a) through (1), respec- 
tively; 

(2) redesignating subdivisions (a), (b), and 
(c) of subsection (a), as redesignated, as para- 
graphs (1), (2), and (3); 

(3) redesignating subdivisions (a) through 
(d) of subsection (f), as redesignated, as para- 
graphs (1) through (4), respectively; 

(4) redesignating subdivisions (a) through 
(e) of subsection (g), as redesignated, as para- 
graphs (1) through (5), respectively; 

(5) redesignating clauses (i) and (ii) of sub- 
section (g)(4), as redesignated, as subpara- 
graphs (A) and (B), respectively; 

(6) redesignating subdivisions (a) through 
(e) of subsection (i), as redesignated, as para- 
graphs (1) through (5), respectively; 

(7) redesignating subdivisions (a) and (b) of 
subsection (j), as redesignated, as paragraphs 
(1) and (2), respectively; 

(8) striking “subdivision (c) of paragraph 
()“ in subsection (c), as redesignated, and 
inserting “subsection (a)(3)“; 

(9) striking paragraph (2)’’ in subsection 
(c), as redesignated, and inserting sub- 
section (b)“; 

(10) striking paragraph (e)“ each place 
it appears and inserting “subsection (a)(2)"’; 

(11) striking “subdivision (b).“ in sub- 
section (g)(4), as redesignated, and inserting 
“paragraph (2).““; 

(12) striking paragraph (9%, in sub- 
section (j)(1), as redesignated, and inserting 
“subsection (i)(4)"’; and 

(13) striking paragraph (7)(d) or (9)(b)”’ in 
subsection (k), as redesignated, and inserting 
“subsection (g)(4) or (i)(2)”’. 
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SEC. 302. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS. 

(a) PUBLIC LAW 89-777.—Sections 2 and 3 of 
the Act of November 6, 1966 (46 U.S.C. App. 
817d and 817e) are amended by striking they 
in their discretion” each place it appears and 
inserting “it in its discretion”. 

(b) TARIFF ACT OF 1930.—Section 641(i) of 
the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1641) is re- 
pealed. 

TITLE IV—MERCHANT MARINER 
BENEFITS 
SEC. 401. MERCHANT MARINER BENEFITS. 

(a) BENEFITS.—Part G of subtitle II, title 
46, United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following new chapter: 


“CHAPTER 112—MERCHANT MARINER 
BENEFITS 

Sec. 

11201. Qualified service. 

11202. Documentation of qualified service. 

11203. Eligibility for certain veterans’ bene- 
fits. 

11204. Processing fees. 

“$11201. Qualified service 

“For purposes of this chapter, a person en- 
gaged in qualified service if, between August 
16, 1945, and December 31, 1946, the person— 

(i) was a member of the United States 
merchant marine (including the Army 
Transport Service and the Naval Transpor- 
tation Service) serving as a crewmember of a 
vessel that was— 

(A) operated by the War Shipping Admin- 
istration or the Office of Defense Transpor- 
tation (or an agent of the Administration or 
Office); 

(B) operated in waters other than inland 
waters, the Great Lakes, other lakes, bays, 
and harbors of the United States; 

“(C) under contract or charter to, or prop- 
erty of, the Government of the United 
States; and 

„D) serving the Armed Forces; and 

(2) while so serving, was licensed or other- 
wise documented for service as a crew- 
member of such a vessel by an officer or em- 
ployee of the United States authorized to li- 
cense or document the person for such serv- 
ice. 

11202. Documentation of qualified service 

“(a) RECORD OF SERVICE.—The Secretary, 
or in the case of personnel of the Army 
Transport Service or the Naval Transport 
Service, the Secretary of Defense, shall, 
upon application— 

“(1) issue a certificate of honorable dis- 
charge to a person who, as determined by the 
respective Secretary, engaged in qualified 
service of a nature and duration that war- 
rants issuance of the certificate; and 

(2) correct, or request the appropriate of- 
ficial of the Federal Government to correct, 
the service records of the person to the ex- 
tent necessary to reflect the qualified serv- 
ice and the issuance of the certificate of hon- 
orable discharge. 

“(b) TIMING OF DOCUMENTATION.—The re- 
spective Secretary shall take action on an 
application under subsection (a) not later 
than one year after the respective Secretary 
receives the application. 

“(c) STANDARDS RELATING TO SERVICE.—In 
making a determination under subsection 
(a)(1), the respective Secretary shall apply 
the same standards relating to the nature 
and duration of service that apply to the 
issuance of honorable discharges under sec- 
tion 401(a)(1)(B) of the GI Bill Improvement 
Act of 1977 (38 U.S.C. 106 note). 

(d) CORRECTION OF RECORDS.—An official 
of the Federal Government who is requested 
to correct service records under subsection 
(a)(2) shall do so. 
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“$ 11203, Eligibility for certain veterans’ bene- 
fits 

(a) ELIGIBILITY.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The qualified service of 
an individual referred to in paragraph (2) is 
deemed to be active duty in the Armed 
Forces during a period of war for purposes of 
eligibility for benefits under chapters 23 and 
24 of title 38. 

(2) COVERED INDIVIDUALS.—Paragraph (1) 
applies to an individual who— 

„) receives an honorable discharge cer- 
tificate under section 11202 of this title; and 

„(B) is not eligible under any other provi- 
sion of law for benefits under laws adminis- 
tered by the Secretary of Veterans Affairs. 

“(b) REIMBURSEMENT FOR BENEFITS PRO- 
VIDED.—The Secretary shall reimburse the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs for the value of 
benefits that the Secretary of Veterans Af- 
fairs provides for an individual by reason of 
eligibility under this section. 

(ce) PROSPECTIVE APPLICABILITY.—An indi- 
vidual is not entitled to receive, and may not 
receive, benefits under this chapter for any 
period before the date of enactment of this 
chapter. 

“$11204, Processing fees 

(a) COLLECTION OF FEES.—The Secretary, 
or in the case of personnel of the Army 
Transport Service or the Naval Transport 
Service, the Secretary of Defense, shall col- 
lect a fee of $30 from each applicant for proc- 
essing an application submitted under sec- 
tion 11202(a) of this title. 

“(b) TREATMENT OF FEES COLLECTED.— 
Amounts received by the respective Sec- 
retary under this section shall be deposited 
in the general fund of the Treasury as offset- 
ting receipts of the department in which the 
Coast Guard is operating and ascribed to 
Coast Guard activities, or in the case of fees 
collected for processing discharges from the 
Army Transport Service or the Naval Trans- 
port Service, deposited in the general fund of 
the Treasury as offsetting receipts of the De- 
partment of Defense, and shall be available 
subject to appropriation for the administra- 
tive costs for processing such applications.“. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
chapters at the beginning of subtitle IT of 
title 46, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting after the item relating to chapter 
111 the following: 


112. Merchant mariner bene- 
eee 11201” 
TITLE V—CERTAIN LOAN GUARANTEES 
AND COMMITMENTS 


SEC. 501. CERTAIN LOAN GUARANTEES AND COM- 
MITMENTS. 


(a) The Secretary of Transportation may 
not issue a guarantee or commitment to 
guarantee a loan for the construction, recon- 
struction, or reconditioning of a liner vessel 
under the authority of title XI of the Mer- 
chant Marine Act, 1936 (46 U.S.C. App. 1271 et 
seq.) after the date of enactment of this Act 
unless the Chairman of the Federal Maritime 
Commission certifies that the operator of 
such vessel— 

(1) has not been found by the Commission 
to have violated section 19 of the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1920 (46 U.S.C. App. 876), or the 
Foreign Shipping Practices Act of 1988 (46 
U.S.C. App. 170la), within the previous 5 
years; and 

(2) has not been found by the Commission 
to have committed a violation of the Ship- 
ping Act of 1984 (46 U.S.C. App. 1701 et seq.), 
which involves unjust or unfair discrimina- 
tory treatment or undue or unreasonable 
prejudice or disadvantage with respect to a 
United States shipper, ocean transportation 
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intermediary, ocean common carrier, or port 
within the previous 5 years. 

(b) The Secretary of Commerce may not 
issue a guarantee or a commitment to guar- 
antee a loan for the construction, recon- 
struction, or reconditioning of a fishing ves- 
sel under the authority of title XI of the 
Merchant Marine Act, 1936 (46 U.S.C. App. 
1271 et seq.) if the fishing vessel operator has 
been— 

(1) held liable or liable in rem for a civil 
penalty pursuant to section 308 of the Mag- 
nuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1858) and not 
paid the penalty; 

(2) found guilty of an offense pursuant to 
section 309 of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act (16 U.S.C. 
1859) and not paid the assessed fine or served 
the assessed sentence; 

(3) held liable for a civil or criminal pen- 
alty pursuant to section 105 of the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 
1375) and not paid the assessed fine or served 
the assessed sentence; or 

(4) held liable for a civil penalty by the 
Coast Guard pursuant to title 33 or 46, 
United States Code, and not paid the as- 
sessed fine. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, today is a 
great day for America’s maritime com- 
munity; for those who sailed the high 
seas during the final days of World War 
II; for those who sail the seas today in 
the international container industry; 
and for those who will go to sea in the 
future. 

Mr. President, I hope my colleagues 
will permit me to take a long view of 
the maritime issues being addressed by 
the Senate during the 105th Congress. 

I am a product of the maritime in- 
dustry. I grew up in a maritime com- 
munity where my father built ships. 
The maritime world was the source of 
my first job as a lawyer. I still live in 
Pascagoula, Mississippi where the 
proud maritime tradition continues 
with Navy contracts to build DDG-51 
Destroyers. 

As I grew up on Mississippi’s coast, 
an important lesson was learned. Our 
nation was founded as a maritime na- 
tion and remains one today. We are a 
nation that must continue to invest in 
this vital industry. 

As you know, this is the Inter- 
national Year of the Ocean and tomor- 
row is Earth Day. As we celebrate the 
28th Earth Day, we recognize the im- 
portance of the world’s 4 oceans and 54 
seas. Oceans cover more than 75% of 
our globe. Oceans provide us all with 
vast sources of food, medicine, and 
minerals. They provide a means for 
recreation, transportation, and com- 
merce. Teaming with life and re- 
sources, oceans are where America’s 
merchant maritime industry must be 
present. Oceans are where our govern- 
ment must make a conscious decision 
to maintain America’s presence. 

Many of our colleagues understand 
the importance of a strong, healthy 
maritime industry. This including 
ports, vessel owners, vessel operators, 
shipbuilders and the workers to run the 
ports, sail the high seas or build the 
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latest ship. In a world of increasing 
international trade by sea, a strong 
maritime industry is essential to our 
national security and our economic 
strength. This is a simple but true 
equation. 

To provide a context for today’s ac- 
tion, I want to reflect on our work in 
the 104th Congress changed our mari- 
time public policy. In the last Con- 
gress, the Maritime Security Act of 
1996 was enacted into public law. It re- 
ceived overwhelming and bipartisan 
support. It was the first maritime pol- 
icy change in over a decade. It was a 
profound change and has successfully 
reformed how our maritime industry 
supports our nation’s defense. 

This program now effectively ensures 
that efficient commercial ocean trans- 
portation services are available to the 
Department of Defense for national se- 
curity purposes. The use of modern 
U.S.-flag commercial vessels saves 
DOD hundreds of millions of dollars 
that would otherwise be required to 
procure additional sealift capacity. As 
we enter the appropriation cycle, I 
hope my colleagues will support full 
funding of the Maritime Security Pro- 
gram. 

Today, the Senate completed action 
on S. 414, the Ocean Shipping Reform 
Act of 1998. 

This bill will increase competition in 
the ocean liner shipping industry and 
help U.S. exporters compete in the 
world’s market. S. 414 was a bipartisan 
compromise. It was supported by all 
segments of the industry. Even U.S. 
businesses that use ocean liner services 
supported this legislative approach. 
The bill is a true compromise where 
the many diverse and competing inter- 
ests benefited equally. 

My good friend, Senator SLADE GOR- 
TON, wanted to get a little bit more for 
one of these segments, but in so doing 
jeopardized the Senate’s ability to pass 
this important legislation during this 
Congress by taking the delicate com- 
promise out of balance. This is why the 
amendment was defeated. 

Just for the record, non-vessel-oper- 
ating common carriers are not real 
common carriers. However, they can 
successfully compete with vessel opera- 
tors. Also small shippers will continue 
to have equal access to the transpor- 
tation systems. 

Mr. President, S. 414, the Ocean Ship- 
ping Reform Act of 1998 is a major step 
forward in the 105th Congress’ mari- 
time reform agenda. 

This year’s maritime bill focuses on 
one part of the commercial segment 
while last year’s bill dealt with the de- 
fense segment. 

As with the maritime bill in the last 
Congress, competition is its hallmark. 
It will permit competition for the 
ocean liner shipping industry. This 
means that U.S. exporters will also en- 
hance their competitiveness in the 
world’s market. The majority of inter- 
national trade is carried on ships and 
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that is why S. 414 is so important. The 
United States will now have an ocean 
liner shipping system that enables 
America to compete with other coun- 
tries on a level playing field. 

S. 414 is that level playing field. 

This effort started back in the 104th 
Congress. It has taken the Senate a 
long time to develop a workable solu- 
tion because the shipping industry in- 
cludes so many different competing 
segments. Balancing their interests has 
been difficult and everyone made com- 
promises. 

S. 414 is solidly backed by U.S. ship- 
pers; U.S. and foreign ocean carriers; 
U.S. ports; and U.S. labor. Achieving 
such strong support from such a di- 
verse group demonstrates that the en- 
tire maritime industry wants and 
needs this meaningful reform. 

I call upon the House of Representa- 
tives to complete the legislative proc- 
ess and promptly adopt S. 414 this year. 
The nation’s consumers, businesses, 
and maritime industry deserve to reap 
the benefits of a reformed ocean liner 
shipping system. 

This bill is fair. This bill is needed. 

S. 414 also contains a provision con- 
cerning World War II merchant mar- 
iner burial benefits, which was intro- 
duced separately as S. 61. 

Mr. President, today the Senate also 
celebrates the passage of S. 61 another 
very important piece of maritime legis- 
lation which recognizes the sacrifices 
made by a group of merchant mariners. 

This provision clarifies, once and for 
all, that those American merchant 
mariners who served our country in 
World War II between August 16, 1945 
and December 31, 1946 are in fact eligi- 
ble for veteran’s funeral and burial 
benefits. Just like all other World War 
II merchant mariners. 

This legislation, originally intro- 
duced last year as the Merchant Ma- 
rine Fairness Act, has 71 cosponsors. I 
want to thank each cosponsor for their 
bipartisan support for mariners who 
ask to be recognized upon their deaths 
for service to our nation. 

Mr. President, the overwhelming ma- 
jority of World War II merchant mari- 
ners have already been awarded vet- 
eran status. However, through this 16- 
month extension, the Senate recog- 
nizes in a limited, yet meaningful, 
fashion those who stood, in harm’s 
way, through the war’s final day when 
on December 31, 1946 President Truman 
officially declared an end to hostilities. 

Although Japan officially surren- 
dered in August of 1945, the job was not 
complete for our nation’s merchant 
mariners. In fact, more dangerous work 
awaited them, and their allies. 

Harbors in Japan, Germany, Italy, 
France, and other parts of the world’s 
maritime trade lanes were still filled 
with mines. This created many hazards 
as merchant mariners transported Al- 
lied troops home, or transported them 
to occupational duties. Axis stragglers 
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also needed to be transported. When 
the men of the U.S. merchant marine 
were called to serve, they were ready 
and willing. Their duties were vital to 
consolidating the battlefield victory 
that our combat forces had just won. 

Let me be clear. The services per- 
formed by these merchant mariners 
were extremely dangerous. Twenty-two 
U.S.-government-owned vessels—car- 
rying military cargoes—were damaged 
or sunk by mines after V-J Day. At 
least four U.S. merchant mariners were 
killed and 28 injured aboard these ves- 
sels. Those American merchant mari- 
ners who served during this time did so 
with pride, professionalism and a dedi- 
cation to their country. They deserve 
this simple, proper recognition. 

I hope the House of Representatives 
will act swiftly on this legislation, too. 
Bills similar to S. 61 have passed in the 
House of Representatives three times 
in recent years. Already, H.R. 1126, the 
companion bill to S. 61, has more than 
150 cosponsors. 

Mr. President, our nation values the 
sacrifices of our veterans and so should 
Congress. The service’s of these mer- 
chant mariners to America deserves 
recognition for a job well done. 

The passage of the Merchant Mari- 
ner’s Fairness Act confers the title of 
veteran to a small group of elderly, 
surviving mariners—an acknowledg- 
ment they richly deserve. 

Mr. President, I remember one of 
these extraordinary mariners telling 
me why it was so important to receive 
this official recognition and why this 
delay has been so frustrating. 

What that merchant mariner said, 
quite simply, was that he wants to tell 
his grandchildren that he too is a 
World War II veteran. 

Mr. President, this particular mer- 
chant mariner and many other mer- 
chant mariners deserve our nation’s 
profound gratitude for their WWII serv- 
ice. 

Mr. President, there is yet another 
important maritime bill that the Sen- 
ate must enact this year. S. 1216. 

This legislation will ratify and im- 
plement the OECD Shipbuilding Agree- 
ment. It will eliminate foreign ship- 
building subsidies and provide a level 
playing field for our shipbuilding in- 
dustry. 

S. 1216 was approved by both the Fi- 
nance Committee and the Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation Com- 
mittee. It is ready to move to the Sen- 
ate floor. The amendments added 
through separate committee actions 
address head on and completely the 
concerns identified by segments of the 
maritime community. 

I am disappointed that a few mari- 
time associations continue to oppose 
this bill despite its many changes. I am 
disturbed by their unfortunate mis- 
representations. 

Let me set the record straight on 
this bill. S. 1216 and the OECD Agree- 
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ment do not threaten the Jones Act or 
the construction of Jones Act vessels. 
Period. 

S. 1216 clearly excludes America’s de- 
fense requirements and maritime fea- 
tures while ensuring that no country 
may illegally subsidize its commercial 
shipbuilding industry. 

S. 1216 first equaled, then exceeded, 
the amendment offered by Representa- 
tive BATEMAN in the 104th Congress to 
extend the current Title XI program's 
terms and conditions. The Senate bill 
provides an additional year. However, 
these associations moved the goalposts 
by demanding even more exemptions. 

S. 1216 implements OECD. It does not 
speak to every individual argument 
that came up during its negotiations. 
That is water under the bridge. Rather, 
the bill recognizes that the United 
States cannot out-subsidize other 
countries’ shipbuilding industries and 
should not try. It forces these other 
countries to give up their subsidies. 

On a different legislative tract, but a 
related issue, the Senate showed that 
it will take steps to address shipyard 
subsidies. Through the International 
Monetary Fund bill, the Senate en- 
sured that South Korean shipyards are 
not entitled to a bail out from Amer- 
ican taxpayers. 

S. 1216 is about ratifying this inter- 
national agreement this year; however, 
it is clear these associations’ aim is to 
scuttle OECD. I believe they want to 
shift funds from shipyards where only 
commercial vessels are built to those 
yards where naval vessel construction 
occurs because the level of military 
construction is decreasing. This is folly 
because America needs both types of 
shipyards for a healthy maritime com- 
munity. 

The U.S. must preserve its commer- 
cial shipbuilding base and that means 
ratifying the OECD agreement. That 
means adopting the implementing lan- 
guage in S. 1216 this year. 

One last point—the Jones Act and 
other related cabotage related legisla- 
tion. There is no secret that I am an 
ardent supporter of the Jones Act. I ac- 
knowledge that there are some mem- 
bers of Congress who do not see the 
wisdom of protecting our domestic 
water-borne maritime trade—just like 
every other coastal nation. I take it as 
my challenge to spread the wisdom and 
value of the Jones Act to my col- 
leagues. I also realize that the current 
system is not meeting the needs of 
every domestic shipper and that is why 
I encourage the Jones Act maritime in- 
dustry and the Administration to work 
closely with these shippers to solve 
their transportation needs. Still, I re- 
main a firm believer that these needs 
can be served by U.S.-built, U.S.- 
owned, U.S.-flagged, and U.S.-crewed 
ships. 

In summary, Mr. President, the Sen- 
ate has made much progress in our 
maritime public policy agenda this 
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year, and I hope there will be more be- 
fore the 105th Congress adjourns. Mari- 
time issues are bipartisan and impor- 
tant to our economy and our national 
security. 

Mr. President, thank you. I want to 
also thank all mariners who go to sea 
to face the elements and work. I also 
want to thank all who work on shore, 
at the dock and in the shipyard, to en- 
able our nation’s maritime transpor- 
tation system to go to sea safely and 
profitably. It is a fitting tribute to pass 
the Ocean Shipping Act of 1998 during 
the International Year of the Ocean. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
want to congratulate the Senate on its 
adoption of S. 414, the Ocean Shipping 
Reform Act of 1998. We have worked 
long and hard to achieve the consensus 
necessary to move this bill forward. 
The revisions that S. 414 would make 
to the Shipping Act of 1984 will help 
U.S. shippers, ports, and containership 
operators succeed in an increasingly 
competitive world of international 
trade. 

I want to thank all Senators who 
worked on this bill for their key con- 
tributions, especially Senator LOTT, 
our distinguished Majority Leader; 
Senator MCCAIN, Chairman of the Com- 
merce Committee; and Senators GOR- 
TON and BREAUX who ensured that all 
affected groups’ concerns were thor- 
oughly considered and addressed. I ask 
the leadership of the House to quickly 
adopt S. 414 without amendment so 
that the participants in the ocean liner 
shipping industry can turn their efforts 
toward reaping the benefits of these 
changes. 

Mr. President, for the record, I now 
want to explain some of the key provi- 
sions of S. 414. 

The most significant benefit of S. 414 
is that it will provide shippers and 
common carriers with greater choice 
and flexibility in entering into con- 
tractual relationships for ocean trans- 
portation and intermodal services. It 
accomplishes this through seven spe- 
cific changes to the Shipping Act of 
1984. It allows multiple shippers to be 
parties to the same service contract. It 
allows service contracts to specify ei- 
ther a percentage or quantity of the 
shipper’s cargo subject to the service 
contract. It prohibits multiple-ocean 
common carrier cartels from restrict- 
ing cartel members from contracting 
with shippers of their choice inde- 
pendent of the cartel. It allows service 
contract origin and destination geo- 
graphic areas, rates, service commit- 
ments, and liquidated damages to re- 
main confidential. It eliminates the re- 
quirement that similarly situated ship- 
pers be given the same service contract 
rates and service conditions. It elimi- 
nates the current restrictions on indi- 
vidual common carriers engaging in 
discriminatory, preferential, or advan- 
tageous treatment of shippers and 
ocean transportation intermediaries in 
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service contracts (while retaining 
those restrictions for groups of com- 
mon carriers and strengthening prohi- 
bitions against refusals to deal or nego- 
tiate by individual common carriers). 
It allows groups of ocean common car- 
riers to jointly negotiate inland trans- 
portation rates, subject to the anti- 
trust laws and consistent with the pur- 
poses of the 1984 Act. 

The Commerce Committee report on 
S. 414 dated July 31, 1997, includes in 
pages 12 through 17 a new legislative 
history for section 6(g) of the 1984 Act. 
Although a substitute amendment to 
the Commerce Committee reported 
version of S. 414 has been adopted by 
the Senate, the legislative history for 
section 6(g) and other sections of the 
1984 Act affected by S. 414 contained in 
the Committee report remains intact, 
to the extent that the Committee re- 
ported provisions of S. 414 are not sub- 
stantively amended by the substitute 
amendment, or the Committee report 
legislative history is not superseded by 
the below comments. 

It is anticipated that members of 
ocean common carrier agreements will 
enter into individual service contracts 
with shippers and that, consistent with 
section 8(c) of the 1984 Act, as amended 
by S. 414, some of the terms and condi- 
tions of those service contracts will 
not, by agreement of the contracting 
parties, be publicly available. 

Section 5(c) of the 1984 Act, as 
amended by S. 414, states that an 
agreement of ocean common carriers 
may not require its members to dis- 
close any service contract negotiations 
they may have with shippers or the 
terms and conditions of any service 
contracts which they may enter into 
for the transportation of cargo. It is 
important to note that, while section 
5(b) of the 1984 Act applies only to con- 
ference agreements, new section 5(c) 
would apply to all agreements among 
ocean common carriers, including con- 
ference agreements. 

Any agreement requirement that 
members disclose confidential contract 
information would violate section 5(c) 
and subject agreement members to 
penalties under the 1984 Act, as amend- 
ed by S. 414. In the event a member di- 
vulged confidential contract informa- 
tion, that member would likely be in 
breach of its contract with the shipper 
and could be held liable by the shipper 
under the contract. However, in the ab- 
sence of any agreement requirement 
that disclosure be made, neither that 
carrier nor any other agreement mem- 
ber would be subject to penalties under 
the 1984 Act, as amended by S. 414. Sec- 
tion 8(c)(1) of the 1984 Act, as amended 
by S. 414, provides that the exclusive 
remedy for a breach of a service con- 
tract shall be an action in an appro- 
priate court, unless the parties other- 
wise agree. 

Section 8(c)(2) of the 1984 Act, as 
amended by S. 414, would continue to 
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require that all service contracts be 
filed with the Federal Maritime Com- 
mission. The purpose of this require- 
ment is to assist the FMC in the en- 
forcement of applicable provisions of 
United States shipping laws. However, 
other Federal agencies have expressed 
concerns over how they are to ensure 
ocean carrier compliance with United 
States cargo preference law require- 
ments concerning shipping rates in an 
era of service contract rate confiden- 
tiality. The FMC is encouraged to work 
with affected Federal agencies to ad- 
dress this concern. 

S. 414 would add a new section 8(c)(4) 
to the 1984 Act that would allow a labor 
union with a collective bargaining 
agreement with an ocean common car- 
rier to request information from the 
carrier with respect to cargo trans- 
ported under a service contract entered 
into by that carrier to assist the union 
in enforcing its collective bargaining 
agreement and would require the car- 
rier to provide that information. Sec- 
tion 8(c)(4) envisions the release of in- 
formation not necessarily contained in 
the service contract. While the cargo 
transportation in question has to be 
made pursuant to a service contract, 
the carrier’s response to an informa- 
tion request authorized by section 
8(c)(4) may require the use of docu- 
ments other than the service contract. 

The purpose of section 8(c)(4) is to 
provide the requesting labor union 
with information concerning certain 
land transportation services and other 
services for which an ocean common 
carrier subject to a collective bar- 
gaining agreement with that labor 
union may be responsible pursuant to a 
service contract. The specific language 
of section 8(c)(4)(A) describing the 
work covered by that disclosure re- 
quirement is intended to ensure that 
the ocean common carrier is not able 
to avoid compliance with the disclo- 
sure requirement by narrowly inter- 
preting the statutory language of the 
work covered by the disclosure require- 
ment. Section 8(c)(4), however, has no 
other purpose but to require disclosure 
of specified information and is not in- 
tended to serve any other purpose. 

The Senate understands that dis- 
putes have arisen, or may arise, con- 
cerning the assignment of certain off- 
dock and inter-dock transportation 
services at U.S. ports. We want to 
make it perfectly clear that nothing in 
this provision is intended to resolve or 
influence the outcome of any such dis- 
pute in any manner. The descriptions 
of work contained in section 8(c)(4)(A) 
should not be misinterpreted by a 
court or agency to imply a Congres- 
sional endorsement of any position in 
any such dispute. These issues are to 
be considered and determined by the 
appropriate agencies and courts taking 
into consideration existing provisions 
of the National Labor Relations Act, 
the Taft-Hartley Act, the Federal 


April 21, 1998 


Trade Commission Act, other provi- 
sions of the Shipping Act of 1984, as 
amended by S. 414, and other federal 
and state laws. Nothing in these disclo- 
sure provisions should affect or influ- 
ence the outcome of the decisions of 
those courts or agencies, one way or 
the other. 

The substitute amendment to S. 414 
contains several significant changes 
with respect to the anti-discrimination 
provisions contained in sections 10(b) 
and 10(c) of the Commerce Committee 
reported version of S. 414 affecting 
shippers’ associations and ocean trans- 
portation intermediaries that need to 
be clarified. These revisions by the sub- 
stitute amendment remove limitations 
placed on these sections in the Com- 
mittee reported bill with respect to 
shippers’ associations and ocean trans- 
portation intermediaries and thus su- 
persede the Committee’s Report of 
July 31, 1997 at pages 28 and 29. 

S. 414 is intended to promote a more 
competitive ocean transportation mar- 
ketplace. In such a marketplace, it is 
anticipated that small to medium-sized 
shippers will increasingly rely upon 
non-profit shippers’ associations and 
other forms of transportation inter- 
mediaries in order to obtain access to 
competitive economies of scale enjoyed 
by the largest shippers. Recognizing 
the important role that the small ship- 
per plays in the competitiveness of the 
United States in the global economy, 
S. 414 contains several strong provi- 
sions to ensure that shippers who seek 
to combine their cargo with other ship- 
pers to obtain volume discounts in a 
shippers’ association are not subjected 
to unreasonable discrimination due to 
their status as a shippers’ association 
when entering into such service con- 
tracts. 

As amended by S. 414, new section 
10(b)(10) of the 1984 Act would make it 
unlawful for a common carrier to un- 
reasonably refuse to deal or nego- 
tiate.“ Previously, the prohibition 
against refusals to negotiate was lim- 
ited to shippers’ associations. The new 
section 10(b)(10) continues to provide a 
shippers’ association or ocean trans- 
portation intermediary with protection 
against an unreasonable refusal to deal 
by one or more common carriers, and 
continues to provide the other protec- 
tions included in section 10(b)(12) of the 
current law. 

New sections 10(c)(7) and 10(c)(8) of 
the 1984 Act, as amended by S. 414, 
would protect individual shippers’ asso- 
ciations and ocean transportation 
intermediaries against the type of con- 
duct specified in those paragraphs 
which is due to such person’s status as 
a shippers’ association or ocean trans- 
portation intermediary. The FMC 
should direct its enforcement efforts 
with respect to unreasonable discrimi- 
nation due to a person’s status as a 
shippers’ association or ocean trans- 
portation intermediary for other than 
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objective, relevant economic transpor- 
tation factors on those groups of ocean 
common carriers that have the great- 
est potential to economically harm a 
shippers’ association or an ocean trans- 
portation intermediary. S. 414 does not 
require identical treatment of shippers’ 
associations and affords ocean common 
carriers greater flexibility than the 
current 1984 Act to differentiate their 
service contract terms and conditions. 

Section 10(c)(4) of the 1984 Act cur- 
rently prohibits concerted action by 
ocean common carriers in negotiation 
of U.S. inland transportation rates and 
services with truck, rail, air, or other 
non-ocean carriers. Since the enact- 
ment of the 1984 Act, U.S. ocean com- 
mon carriers have made very substan- 
tial investments in inland intermodal 
networks in reliance on the protections 
of section 10(c)(4). 

S. 414 would amend section 10(c)(4) to 
remove the current per se prohibition 
on joint negotiation of inland transpor- 
tation agreements. S. 414 would allow 
joint negotiations and agreements with 
respect to the inland portion of these 
ocean common carriers’ intermodal 
movements, but retain protections to 
ensure that U.S. inland intermodal car- 
riers are not harmed. 

First, any such joint negotiations 
and agreements permitted under this 
section must be in conformity with the 
antitrust laws. There is no intention 
under this provision to permit or au- 
thorize any joint activity with respect 
to the negotiation of purchasing of 
U.S. inland services provided by non- 
ocean carriers that would not be per- 
mitted under the principles that apply 
to joint purchasing activities under the 
antitrust laws. 

Second, the joint negotiations and 
agreements permitted under this sec- 
tion must be consistent with the pur- 
poses of the Act, as amended by S. 414 
and as determined by the Federal Mari- 
time Commission. For example, the 
ability of joint purchasing arrange- 
ments to contribute to efficiencies in 
the U.S. transportation system in the 
ocean commerce of the United States 
that are then passed on to shippers is a 
factor that may be considered in deter- 
mining whether an arrangement is con- 
sistent with the purposes of the 1984 
Act. Another purpose of the 1984 Act is 
the development of an economically 
sound and efficient U.S.-flag liner fleet 
capable of meeting national security 
needs. As stated above, U.S.-flag liner 
operators have made very substantial 
investments in affiliated inland inter- 
modal providers, and harm to these 
providers resulting from the use of 
market power by conferences or other 
groups of ocean common carriers would 
be inconsistent with the 1984 Act’s pur- 
pose of maintaining a sound U.S.-flag 
liner fleet. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased that the Senate has adopted S. 
414, the Ocean Shipping Reform Act of 
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1998. S. 414 was approved by the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation on May 1, 1997. Over the 
past several months, the bill has been 
adjusted to address the concerns of sev- 
eral members. 

S. 414 would instill greater competi- 
tion within the U.S. international 
ocean liner shipping market by ensur- 
ing that every liner vessel operator has 
the right to enter into a service con- 
tract with any shipper without inter- 
ference from other vessel operators. 
This will allow U.S. importers and ex- 
porters to contract with vessel opera- 
tors of their choice, not as directed by 
ocean shipping cartels. 

Also, S. 414 would allow vessel opera- 
tors and shippers who negotiate service 
contracts to keep the rates and terms 
of service of those contracts private. 
The bill would also remove the require- 
ment that vessel operators provide the 
same contract rate and terms to other 
similar shippers. This change, com- 
bined with the one I just described, will 
increase the responsiveness of ocean 
liner system to market forces. 

The bill would also privatize the 
function of publishing ocean transpor- 
tation tariffs, which should reduce the 
expense of this system. The bill would 
provide the Federal Maritime Commis- 
sion adequate means to review and en- 
force tariff and service contract regula- 
tions. 

The bill also includes a provision I 
added during the Commerce Committee 
markup. This provision would require 
the Secretary of Transportation to ob- 
tain certification from the Federal 
Maritime Commission that a liner ves- 
sel operator has not violated certain 
U.S. shipping laws within the past 5 
years prior to the Secretary granting 
the operator a shipbuilding loan guar- 
antee under title XI of the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1936. 

I realize that S. 414 is not perfect. In 
my view, a lot more could be done to 
improve competition in this business. 
However, in this case the bill makes 
significant progress, and should not be 
held up in the hope that greater 
progress can be made in the future. I 
hope the other body will take action on 
S. 414 so that the bill may be enacted 
this year. 


SS 


EDUCATION SAVINGS ACT FOR 
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of H.R. 2646, the 
Education Savings Act for Public and 
Private Schools. 

The clerk will report the bill. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 2646) to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow tax-free ex- 
penditures from education individual retire- 
ment accounts for elementary and secondary 
school expenses, to increase the maximum 
annual amount of contributions to such ac- 
counts, and for other purposes. 
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The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 

Mack/D’Amato amendment No. 2288, to 
provide incentives for States to establish and 
administer periodic teacher testing and 
merit pay programs for elementary and sec- 
ondary school teachers. 

Glenn amendment No. 2017, to delete edu- 
cation IRA. expenditures for elementary and 
secondary school expenses. 

Kennedy amendment No. 2289, to authorize 
funds to provide an additional 100,000 ele- 
mentary and secondary school teachers an- 
nually to the national pool of such teachers 
during the 10-year period beginning with 1999 
through a new student loan forgiveness pro- 
gram. 

Coverdell (for Hutchison) amendment No. 
2291, to establish education reform projects 
that provide same gender schools and class- 
rooms, as long as comparable educational 
opportunities are offered for students of both 
sexes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2289 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question is a motion to table 
the amendment to H.R. 2646 by the 
Senator from Massachusetts. There 
will be 4 minutes of debate equally di- 
vided. 

Who seeks time? 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts is recognized. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
issue that is before the Senate now is 
whether we are going to take the $1.6 
billion and use it in such a way that is 
going to effectively help and assist the 
private schools—because that is where 
the majority of the money is going to 
be invested—or whether we are pre- 
pared to invest that money to increase 
the total number of teachers. 

Again, Mr. President, the legislation 
that we have before us this morning 
will provide $1.6 billion. We have to de- 
cide whether we are going to use that 
money to create an IRA which will be 
primarily used to support private 
schools, or whether we will take that 
$1.6 billion and use to it create more 
teachers across this country. If we use 
the $1.6 billion, we will provide 100,000 
new schoolteachers for the public 
schools across this Nation. 

It is estimated that we are going to 
need 2 million new high school teach- 
ers. This will at least provide 100,000. It 
seems to me that if we are interested 
in academic achievement and accom- 
plishment and we support our public 
schools, then getting highly qualified 
teachers to invest in those schools is 
the way to go. That is what this 
amendment does. It takes the $1.6 bil- 
lion and uses it to create 100,000 more 
schoolteachers rather than to use it to 
create additional funds to support pri- 
vate schools. 

We have a modest program in our 
higher education bill that will provide 
$200 million for 5 years, which is $40 
million a year. That is bipartisan. I 
support it. But it is not enough. We 
have a major opportunity now to do 
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something significantly for the public 
schools, and that is to increase the 
number of qualified teachers who will 
serve in our public schools. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. COVERDELL addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia is recognized. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, 
first, I am pleased that we are finally 
coming to a point where we can vote on 
these core issues. I have three things to 
say about the statements that have 
been made by the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts. 

Mr. President, first, the Labor Com- 
mittee has already addressed the issue 
of new teachers and done it in a more 
expeditious manner focusing new 
teachers on inner-city schools. 

Second, the effect of the amendment 
of the Senator from Massachusetts is 
to gut and make moot the entire exer- 
cise we have been at here now for 6 
months. He would in effect deny 14 mil- 
lion families and 20 million children 
the benefits of education savings ac- 
counts, the majority of which are pub- 
lic, not private. He would deny 1 mil- 
lion employees the opportunity for 
continuing education and 1 million stu- 
dents the opportunity and benefit of 
State prepaid tuition plans and 500 new 
schools through new school construc- 
tion. 

Later in the debate we will have an- 
other opportunity, through the Gorton 
amendment, which will be discussed 
later this afternoon, to free up from 
Federal regulation large sums of 
money, over $10 billion, which local 
communities and States can use to ad- 
dress teacher shortages, if indeed they 
have them. 

I conclude by saying the effect of the 
amendment would be to make moot 
this 6-month debate. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of Senator KENNEDY’s 
amendment to the Coverdell bill, which 
would provide loan forgiveness to 
teachers in high need areas and sub- 
jects. Attracting well qualified teach- 
ers through the use of loan forgiveness 
is a terrific idea and one that I've in- 
troduced and supported in the context 
of the reauthorized Higher Education 
Act. Loan forgiveness for teachers en- 
sures that teachers are not saddled by 
excessive debt during their first crucial 
years of teaching. 

Just two days ago, a new report from 
the American Federation of Teachers 
on teacher salaries showed that, in 
part due to the low unemployment and 
tight labor market of recent months, 
teacher salaries are falling behind 
wages for other occupations and will 
make it even harder for schools to find 
qualified candidates. 

Given all the other jobs that may be 
available, we as a nation have a serious 
problem in recruiting strong can- 
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didates for teaching. Clearly, loan for- 
giveness needs to be part of a com- 
prehensive strategy to raise the qual- 
ity of teachers and attract the best 
candidates to the classroom. 

To help attract more teachers, this 
amendment proposes to provide up to 
$8,000 in loan forgiveness to teachers in 
high need areas or subjects, as deter- 
mined by local school districts. While I 
strongly support the amendment and 
its intention, there are two issues that 
are worth raising. One is that the cri- 
teria for eligibility are too broad, espe- 
cially given the amount of money asso- 
ciated with the legislation. More im- 
portantly, however, the amendment 
does not address the basic issue of 
teacher quality outlined in the findings 
that preface the legislation. I believe 
that, in order to be qualified to teach a 
subject area, particularly on the sec- 
ondary level, a teacher should have a 
major in that subject or a related field. 

According to a recently completed 
analysis of state-level student achieve- 
ment data, states with more teachers 
holding full certification plus a major 
in their field do significantly better on 
National Assessment of Educational 
Progress (NAEP) reading and math ex- 
aminations. Students of teachers who 
completed undergraduate academic 
majors and appropriate professional 
coursework achieve better than age 
peers whose teachers completed edu- 
cation majors, no matter how poor, 
what their ethnicity, or whether 
English is a second language. 

For these reasons, I am glad to be 
working with Senator KENNEDY on ef- 
forts to raise the quality of teaching in 
our classrooms and reduce the finan- 
cial burden on those who have entered 
this essential profession. If we expect 
higher standards from students, we 
need to provide them with teachers 
who have the documented content area 
preparation to help them meet those 
standards. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I urge 
my colleagues to support this amend- 
ment to increase the nation’s supply of 
qualified teachers. Investing in teach- 
ers is an investment in our children, an 
investment in the future, and an in- 
vestment in America. If students in 
communities across the country are to 
be prepared to compete in the global 
marketplace, we must attract and re- 
tain the best and the brightest teach- 
ers. 

We know that having a qualified 
teacher in the classroom is one of the 
most important influences on a child’s 
academic success. Yet too many 
schools are already understaffed. Dur- 
ing the next decade, rising student en- 
rollments and massive teacher retire- 
ments mean that the nation will need 
to hire 2 million new teachers. Accord- 
ing to the National Center for Edu- 
cation Statistics, between one-third 
and one-half of all elementary and sec- 
ondary school teachers are 45 years old 
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or older. The national average age of 
teachers is 43 years old. The average 
age of Massachusetts teachers is 46 
years old—tying the District of Colum- 
bia for having the oldest teachers in 
the Nation. 

Boston alone expects almost half of 
the city’s teachers to retire over the 
next decade. In addition, Boston al- 
ready has acute teacher shortages in 
areas such as bilingual education and 
high school science. At the same time, 
Boston’s student enrollment is growing 
by 900 students a year. 

The teacher shortage has forced 
school districts to hire more than 
50,000 under-prepared teachers each 
year, and to ask certified teachers to 
teach outside their area of expertise. 
One in four new teachers does not fully 
meet state certification requirements. 

We need to do more—much more—to 
assure that quality teachers are avail- 
able for each and every child and class- 
room. 

This amendment provides for the for- 
giveness of federal student loans as an 
incentive to college students to become 
teachers. We know that qualified 
young men and women can often make 
more money in private industry. Many 
of them, burdened with heavy under- 
graduate and graduate debts from stu- 
dent loans, refuse to even consider 
teaching as their career. Reducing the 
burden of their debt can be a signifi- 
cant incentive to encourage them to 
become teachers, and to agree to teach 
in areas where the need is greatest. 

Attracting more qualified teachers to 
the teaching field over the next ten 
years will help to address teacher 
shortages across the country and im- 


prove student achievement. This 
amendment will move us closer to that 
goal. 

The Labor Committee has rec- 


ommended a similar provision as part 
of the Higher Education Act Amend- 
ment. But it is entirely appropriate to 
consider this here as part of the pend- 
ing bill as well. 

Our goal is to recruit 100,000 addi- 
tional teachers over the next 10 years, 
especially in high-need subjects such as 
math and science. 

We should be doing all we can to en- 
courage good students to become good 
teachers. It is one of our highest prior- 
ities in education. I urge my colleagues 
to support this amendment to help us 
meet that goal. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I yield back our 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the amendment of the Senator 
from Massachusetts. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT) is 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) and the 
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Senator from New York (Mr. Moy- 
NIHAN) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from New York 
(Mr. MOYNIHAN) would vote ‘‘no.”’ 

The result was announced—yeas 56, 
nays 41, as follows: 


[Rolicall Vote No. 86 Leg.] 


YEAS—56 
Abraham Frist McCain 
Allard Gorton McConnell 
Ashcroft Graham Murkowski 
Biden Gramm Nickles 
Bond Grams Roberts 
Breaux Grassley Roth 
Brownback Gregg 
Burns Hagel — agg 
Byrd Hatch Shelby 
Campbell Helms Smith (NH) 
Coats Hutchinson Smith (OR 
Cochran Hutchison mitn (OR) 
Collins Inhofe Snowe 
Coverdell Kempthorne Stevens 
Craig Kyl Thomas 
DeWine Lieberman Thompson 
Domenici Lott Thurmond 
Enzi Lugar Torricelli 
Faircloth Mack Warner 

NAYS—41 
Akaka Feingold Leahy 
Baucus Feinstein Levin 
Bingaman Ford Mikulski 
5 — — Moseley-Braun 
ryan n Murr: 
Bumpers Hollings aa 
Chafee Jeffords Reid 
Cleland Johnson Robb 
e Kennedy Rockefeller 
D'Amato Kerrey Sarda 
Daschle Kerry Specte 
Dodd Kohl speed 
Dorgan Landrieu Wellstone 
Durbin Lautenberg Wyden 

NOT VOTING—3 

Bennett Inouye Moynihan 


The motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 2289) was agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I would 
like to briefly explain my vote on the 
motion to table the amendment offered 
by my distinguished colleague, Senator 
KENNEDY, to H.R. 2646, the Education 
Savings Act for Public and Private 
Schools. Despite my support for excel- 
lence in teaching and the need for more 
teachers—high-quality teachers—in the 
classrooms across America, I voted in 
favor of tabling the amendment. 

Like many of my colleagues, I realize 
the importance of quality teachers in 
our nation’s elementary and secondary 
schools. I started out in a modest two- 
room schoolhouse where I did not have 
high-technology equipment or much 
money for supplies, but what I did have 
were dedicated teachers who really 
cared about my future and my edu- 
cation. Today, our children and grand- 
children are being taught mathematics 
by teachers who have no background 
whatsoever in the subject area—none 
at all! There are situations in which 
teachers who have been trained to 
teach physical science instead find 
themselves teaching mathematics! 
That is not right, and not fair to the 
teacher or—more importantly—to the 
students. 

This amendment would provide a 
maximum of $8,000 of loan forgiveness 
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over a five-year period to graduate stu- 
dents entering the teaching profession. 
Given the rising costs associated with 
a higher education, this certainly does 
not amount to much in the eyes of a 
student faced with loans totaling 
$50,000 or more. Nor does such an incen- 
tive help to bring in more teachers in 
demand subject areas, such as mathe- 
matics. 

Mr. President, the issue and need is 
for more qualified teachers, not just 
more teachers. Teaching is a profession 
for which one must have a true passion 
as well as dedication and talent. As Ar- 
istotle stated so eloquently in his day, 

Teachers who educated children deserved 
more honour than parents who merely gave 
them birth; for bare life is furnished by the 
one, the other ensures a good life. 

This amendment does not ensure 
that quality teachers will be brought 
into the classrooms. While ostensibly a 
targeted amendment designed to help 
provide better teachers for Title I 
schools and those schools which lack 
quality teachers in core subject areas, 
it would cover over ninety percent of 
all schools. Over ninety percent, Mr. 
President. I do not call this targeted. 

While I support the amendment in 
principle, I believe that it is an 
unfocused proposal at best. The amend- 
ment relies heavily on the hope that 
limited student loan forgiveness will 
serve as incentive for graduate stu- 
dents to opt into a teaching profession 
in lieu of a higher paying job. Further- 
more, it does not target the schools 
which are truly in need of better qual- 
ity teachers, nor does it ensure that it 
will be quality teachers in the needed 
subject areas who make their way into 
the classrooms. For these reasons, Mr. 
President, I have voted to table the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending business is amendment No. 
2291 by the Senator from Texas to H.R. 
2646. There will be 30 minutes of debate 
equally divided. 

Mr. COVERDELL addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia is recognized. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the vote 
scheduled for 2:15 today now be post- 
poned to occur at 2:30 with all other pa- 
rameters of the consent agreement in 
status quo. I further ask unanimous 
consent that following those votes, 
Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN be recognized 
to offer her amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Hearing none, without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, the 
pending business is the Hutchison 
amendment. However, the Senator 
from Massachusetts has a short com- 
ment to make, as does the Senator 
from Missouri. I believe Senator 
HUTCHISON has agreed to that. So they 
will make the appropriate motion to 
set the amendment aside for a moment. 
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Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts is recognized. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be temporarily set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Hearing none, without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KERRY. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that I be permitted to proceed for 
not to exceed 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I just 
wanted to explain with respect to my 
vote cast on the Coverdell amendment 
that I respect the notion that having a 
savings account is not a bad one. I 
want to compliment the Senator from 
Georgia for his efforts to create it. The 
problem is that the numbers I have re- 
ceived from CBO and elsewhere on the 
distribution create problems, in my 
judgment, in terms of fairness of that 
distribution. 

Secondly, because of the low-income 
reach of some of it, there are difficul- 
ties in the takeup on the available tax 
benefit as to whether or not it will 
really reach education. 

And thirdly and most important of 
all, I think that to address the ques- 
tion of trying to improve people’s op- 
portunities for schools in a vacuum, 
not to include it in the context of the 
place where 90 percent of our children 
are going to school, which is the public 
school system, is a mistake. Every 
time we come at it in one of these mar- 
ginal efforts that, in a sense, gives peo- 
ple an opportunity to make a choice in 
one component but we do not address it 
with respect to the school system as a 
whole, we are diminishing the opportu- 
nities for that other 90 percent, which 
now may become 88 percent, but it is 
still the vast majority of America’s 
schoolchildren. 

For that reason, while I compliment 
the Senator in addressing the question 
of savings accounts and choice—which 
I think is a critical element of the 
larger reform—we ought to be doing it 
in the context of a broad reform. I 
think until we do that, these kinds of 
efforts can actually wind up being 
harmful, well-intentioned as they are. 

I thank my colleague for permitting 
me the time to make my explanation 
and my vote. I yield the remainder of 
my time. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2291 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANTORUM). The pending question is 
amendment 2291 by the Senator from 
Texas to H.R. 2646. There will be 30 
minutes of debate equally divided. 

The Senator from Texas is recog- 
nized. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
wish to be notified at least 4 minutes 
before the end of my 15-minute alloca- 
tion, with the intention of giving 2 
minutes to the Senator from Georgia 
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to argue in favor, and then I want to 
reserve the remainder of my time for 
the end of the debate following any de- 
bate opposing my amendment. 

My amendment simply seeks to give 
the opportunity to public schools what 
private schools can now do, and that is 
offer an option of same-gender classes 
or schools. I seek to amend the allow- 
able uses of title VI funds for education 
reform projects that provide same-gen- 
der schools and classrooms as long as 
comparable educational opportunities 
are offered for students of both sexes. 

Mr. President, title VI is the place in 
our education code providing for re- 
form of education to create new and in- 
novative programs to try to improve 
our public education opportunities in 
this country. 

I am offering this amendment to re- 
move a cloud of doubt hanging over the 
education community about the Fed- 
eral policy on whether we allow a local 
decision by a local public school dis- 
trict to operate same-gender schools 
and classrooms. 

The amendment is very simple. It 
adds the establishment and operation 
of same-gender schools and classes to 
the allowable uses for funds under title 
VI. It is not a mandate; it is an option. 
The title VI program is so broad and 
flexible that I believe it already allows 
same-gender education programs. But 
due largely to the fear that many 
schools throughout our country have, 
believing that the Education Depart- 
ment’s Office for Civil Rights would 
not allow same-gender education ef- 
forts, most States and school districts 
are reluctant to use their own money, 
much less Federal money, for these 
purposes. This is unfortunate. 

Ask almost any student or graduate 
of a same-gender school, most of whom 
are from private and parochial schools, 
and they will almost always tell you 
that they were enriched and strength- 
ened by the experience. Surveys and 
studies of students show that both boys 
and girls enrolled in same-gender pro- 
grams tend to be more competent, 
more focused on their studies, and ulti- 
mately more successful in school as 
well as later in their careers. We are 
talking here about K through 12. Spe- 
cifically, girls report being more will- 
ing to participate in class and to take 
difficult math and science classes that 
they otherwise would not have at- 
tempted. Boys also report less pressure 
of being put down by their classmates 
for wanting to participate in class and 
excel at their studies. Both sexes re- 
port feeling more of a camaraderie and 
sense of peer and teacher support than 
they do when they are in a coed envi- 
ronment. Teachers, too, report fewer 
control and discipline problems, some- 
thing almost any teacher will tell you 
can consume a good part of class time. 

Inevitably, these positive student at- 
titudes translate into academic results. 
Study after study shows that girls and 


April 21, 1998 


boys in same-gender classes, on aver- 
age, are academically more successful 
and ambitious than their coed counter- 
parts. 

I also note that a recent well-pub- 
licized report by the American Associa- 
tion of University Women did not so 
much challenge the demonstrated ben- 
efits of same-gender schools as it called 
to implement these benefits into coed 
classrooms. That is exactly the point. 
For many students, the same-gender 
schools and classrooms is the most 
conducive environment for success, 
precisely because they are same gen- 
der. No one would dispute that schools 
and teachers should strive to maintain 
order, academic rigor, and treat boys 
and girls equally. The fact is that in 
some cases this tends to be easier in a 
same-gender environment. 

Same-gender education has benefited 
students like Cyndee Couch, a seventh 
grader at Young Women’s Leadership 
school in East Harlem. Cyndee and the 
other students at this all-girls school, 
located in a low-income, predomi- 
nantly African American and Hispanic 
section of New York City, have an at- 
tendance rate of 91.8 percent—signifi- 
cantly above the New York City aver- 
age. They also score higher on math 
and science exams than the city aver- 
age. In fact, 90 percent of the school’s 
students recently scored at or above 
the grade level on the standardized 
public school math problem solving 
test. The citywide average was only 50 
percent. 

Last year, Cyndee bravely appeared 
on the television show 60 Minutes” to 
talk about why she likes the all-girl 
public school. She told host Morley 
Safer, As long as I’m in this school 
and I’m learning and no boys are al- 
lowed in the school, I think everything 
is going to be OK.” 

Unfortunately for Cyndee and for 
other students in fledgling same-gender 
public school programs around the 
country, everything is not OK. Oppo- 
nents of same-gender education have 
sued to shut down the Young Women’s 
Leadership school and other schools 
like it around the country. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I can’t imagine why they would 
do this. Why would they take away this 
option for parents in East Harlem of 
New York City? When they can’t 
choose the environment that they find 
is more supportive and conducive to 
learning for their children, what are 
their options? Whose civil rights are 
being violated when parents and their 
children voluntarily enroll in same- 
gender programs in the hope that they 
will be able to get a better education 
and have a better chance at success in 
life? Who is harmed by that? 

Mr. President, many of our Nation’s 
public schools are failing in their jobs 
to adequately prepare our young people 
for the challenges that face them. 
After decades of rhetoric about who is 
to blame for this failure, it is time to 
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stop talking and give more options. We 
need to find out what works and use it. 
For many students, same-gender edu- 
cation works. It is certainly not the 
only answer to our public school woes, 
but it is one solution that should not 
be left out of the equation. 

We are adding to the list of choices. 
We are not mandating anything. In 
education, one-size-fits-all is simply 
not going to work. We have to allow 
our local schools to have all the 
choices that can best fit the individual 
students in their school districts. 

Some opponents of same gender edu- 
cation may also try to claim that it 
violates title IX of the Civil Rights Act 
or the equal protection clause of the 
Constitution. Both of those arguments 
are erroneous. Title IX was passed as 
part of the Education Amendment of 
1972. It prohibits discrimination on the 
basis of sex at any school receiving 
Federal financial assistance. Title IX 
was never intended to prohibit same- 
gender K-12 education. In fact, with re- 
gard to admissions, the language of 
title IX applies only to higher edu- 
cation institutions that were not same- 
gender at the time of passage of the 
provision and to vocational and profes- 
sional institutions. An earlier version 
of title IX that would have prohibited 
same-gender admissions policies, K-12, 
was specifically defeated in Congress. 

The language of title IX as well as 
subsequent judicial interpretations of 
title IX make it clear that the law does 
not prohibit same-gender schools. 
What, then, about same-gender class- 
rooms located at coed schools? Are 
they prohibited by title IX? The answer 
again is no. The overriding purpose and 
intent of title IX is to prohibit dis- 
crimination against individuals be- 
cause of their sex, not to erase any 
consideration of the different edu- 
cational needs of boys and girls. There 
simply is no discrimination if com- 
parable educational opportunities are 
afforded to each sex, as my amendment 
requires. 

Indeed, title IX itself recognizes a 
number of gender differences in allow- 
ing separate programs for physical edu- 
cation, organized sports, and sex edu- 
cation. Even the Department of Edu- 
cation sees same-gender classrooms as 
acceptable if the school is able to come 
up with a sufficiently convincing argu- 
ment that it is doing so to overcome 
some past discrimination against one 
sex or the other with regard to that 
course offering, even though no such 
proof of past discrimination is required 
by the language of title IX. 

I believe the only justification that 
schools should need to have to insti- 
tute a single-sex classroom or school is 
that the school and the parents believe 
it will provide a better educational op- 
portunity for the parents and children 
who choose the option. This reflects 
both the language and the intent of 
title IX, and what we would do today 
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with this amendment is clarify that 
that is the will of Congress. 

Mr. President, I will yield 2 minutes 
to the Senator from Georgia, after 
which I will reserve my final 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of the amendment of- 
fered by the Senator from Texas. Fed- 
eral funding should not discriminate in 
favor of same-sex education. Currently, 
it does. 

Same-gender schools boast years of 
success. Studies have shown that sin- 
gle-gender education worked well in 
the inner city. Seventh graders who 
had attended Malcolm X Academy in 
Detroit, Man all-boys inner-city 
school—had the highest math scores 
among 77 Detroit schools and the sec- 
ond highest in Michigan among 780 
schools. Cornelius Riordan, a professor 
at Providence University, found that 
African American and Hispanic stu- 
dents in single-gender schools out- 
perform their coed peers by nearly a 
grade level. 

This proposal simply rights a wrong 
without increasing burdens on the tax- 
payers. Right now, neither IX nor the 
equal protection clause prohibits sin- 
gle-sex schools. This is another exam- 
ple of how one size does not fit all. Par- 
ents and children should have the 
choice of single-sex education in public 
schools. As I said, I support the excel- 
lent work and the amendment offered 
by Senator HUTCHISON of Texas. 

I yield back to the Senator from 
Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
would like to reserve the balance of my 
time for after any opponents who 
might appear. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, it 
is my intention to finish the use of my 
time. I understand there will be no one 
speaking against it at this time. So we 
will close out this debate and go to the 
next amendment. 

Mr. President, I just want to speak to 
the last point, which is the concern 
about the equal protection clause of 
the 14th amendment to the Constitu- 
tion. The Supreme Court recently 
struck down the all-male admission 
policy of Virginia Military Academy on 
the grounds that it violated equal pro- 
tection for female applicants because 
Virginia did not meet the constitu- 
tional requirement that there be a 
comparable facility for women. 
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My amendment clearly requires that 
there be comparable opportunities for 
both sexes. Mr. President, we are meet- 
ing the constitutional test of the 14th 
amendment. We are meeting the con- 
stitutional test of equal protection, 
and we are meeting the definition of 
title IX, and we are adding an option to 
title VI. 

In short, what we are trying to do is 
say that the parents of children who go 
to public schools should have the op- 
tion—not any kind of mandate, but the 
option—in grades K through 12 to allow 
same-gender classes or same-gender 
schools to be offered in their school 
districts. 

We believe that for some children it 
is proven that they can excel academi- 
cally in the lower grades when they are 
in a same-gender environment. This 
has been proven with both boys and 
girls. Why not allow our public school- 
children to have the same opportuni- 
ties that parents could choose if they 
could afford to send their children to 
private schools? Why not say our edu- 
cation system is failing and the way we 
are going to improve it and tailor it to 
individual boys and girls in this coun- 
try so that they can meet their full po- 
tential with the best education that 
they can receive is to allow more op- 
tions for our public schools? 

I believe these options are available 
now. But because it is not absolutely 
clear, many public schools are afraid to 
go forward for fear they might be sued 
to shut down, which is exactly what is 
happening to the Young Women’s Lead- 
ership School in East Harlem that is 
showing nothing but success. Someone 
has come in to sue and to say that this 
violates the Constitution. I argue that 
it doesn’t violate the Constitution; it is 
required by our Constitution to give 
our children in our public schools the 
same opportunities that a child going 
to private school would have. Let’s im- 
prove the education system and vote 
for this amendment. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that all time 
be yielded on the Hutchinson amend- 
ment No. 2291, and that a vote occur on 
or in relation to that amendment im- 
mediately following the two previously 
scheduled votes at 2:30. I further ask 
unanimous consent that no amend- 
ments be in order to amendment No. 
2291 and, finally, that Senator 
MOSELEY-BRAUN be recognized to offer 
her amendment following those votes. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that there be 2 
minutes of debate equally divided be- 
tween each of the stacked votes at 2:30 
today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
now ask unanimous consent that gen- 
eral debate be in order to the pending 
legislation until the hour of 12:30 today 
with the time equally divided in the 
usual form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Who yields time? 

Mr. HAGEL addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I rise this 
morning to express my strong support 
for the Parent and Student Savings Ac- 
count Act, or PASS Act, of which Iam 
a cosponsor. I have listened over the 
last few weeks to the debate on this 
issue. It is about things bigger than 
just the Coverdell bill. It is about the 
philosophy of education in America. I 
am constantly astonished that the 
Coverdell bill has so exercised so many 
of my colleagues. I question why this is 
such a big deal. 

The Coverdell bill is part of an over- 
all philosophy about education. Yes; 
our future is our children, and our chil- 
dren’s future is education. But this 
Coverdell bill should be part of the na- 
tional debate about where we take edu- 
cation into the next century—this new, 
bold, dynamic competitive new cen- 
tury. For the first time we will ask our 
young people to compete in a new, 
competitive, international world. 

After all, Mr. President, what is edu- 
cation about? What is education really 
about? It is not about debating amend- 
ments on the floor of the Senate. It 
should not be about whose money it is, 
or whose money it is not, nor about bu- 
reaucracy. It should be about our 
young people. It should be about edu- 
cating our young people so that they 
are prepared to compete in this brave 
new world—this world full of immense 
opportunities. But there will not be op- 
portunities if we do not prepare our 
young people to negotiate this new 
world. 

Education is about something else. It 
is not just about science and math, and 
reading and writing—yes, that is im- 
portant—and economics, history, and 
geography. It is also about developing 
young people so that we are producing 
happy, productive citizens—happy, pro- 
ductive citizens so that they, too, 
might contribute to our society and to 
our culture. But ignorance is the great 
enemy to productivity and to secure, 
happy lives. It is all connected. It is all 
connected. 

If in fact you believe, as I do, that 
the Federal Government does not be- 
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long in education—in fact, if we will 
roll this back 200 years, you show me 
in the Constitution of the United 
States, or show me anywhere, where 
the Federal Government has the re- 
sponsibility to educate our young peo- 
ple. It does not. It can’t. We are over- 
loading our circuits. We are over- 
loading our system. We are asking the 
Government to do things that Govern- 
ment can’t possibly do. Therefore, as 
we have done over the last 30 years, 
there has been a breakdown in con- 
fidence in our country and in govern- 
ment at every level, but especially 
Government at the Federal level. 

What do we do about it? Let’s step 
back for a moment and pause and be 
unemotional and sort this out. We sort 
it out this way. Who has the most to 
win or lose when it comes to education 
of our young people? Of course, the par- 
ents are the ones who care the most, 
and who should care the most. The par- 
ents are the connecting rod for our 
children in every facet and every as- 
pect of our children’s lives. Who also 
cares about our students and about 
their education? Teachers. Revela- 
tion—teachers—parents and teachers. 

So we have a good combination going 
on here—not the Government, not the 
Federal Government, not the Depart- 
ment of Education, not the President, 
not Senator HAGEL nor Senator COVER- 
DELL. Education belongs at the local 
level because that is where the issue is. 
This is not about books and textbooks, 
numbers, frogs, dissecting, and biology 
class. It is about people. It is about 
young people. It is about their lives. It 
is about the strains and stresses of 
young people. We have all been through 
it. 

What is wrong with examining in 
some detail, as we are doing, the Cover- 
dell bill? What is wrong with actually 
allowing parents to put aside after-tax 
income? By the way, after-tax income 
is not costing the public schools a 
dime. It is not costing the public 
schools a dime. We are allowing the 
parents who have the most to win or 
lose by the education of their children 
an opportunity to take their own 
money that they work for after they 
have paid their taxes and put it into a 
savings account. It is the same thing 
that we did last year. My goodness, 
President Clinton had a Rose Garden 
ceremony. He took great credit for al- 
lowing our parents to have education 
savings accounts to educate our chil- 
dren after they are out of high school. 

All this does is allow the same par- 
ents to set aside money to help educate 
their children in K through 12. That is 
all we are doing here. We are not really 
breaking any new ground. What is so 
wrong with that? What is wrong with 
that concept? This Senator from the 
State of Nebraska doesn’t think there 
is anything wrong with it. As a matter 
of fact, we need more of that. We need 
more. We need less government influ- 
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ence and more local parent-teacher in- 
fluence in education. 

So much misinformation has been 
spread around on this issue. We should 
set the record straight. As I said, this 
does not inhibit, damage, nor affect 
public schools adversely at all. As a 
matter of fact, it helps public schools 
because the parents who set up the sav- 
ings account can draw from that sav- 
ings account to help their students and 
their children if they are in public 
school just as if they are in private 
school. Those moneys can be used for 
transportation, tutors, equipment, sup- 
plies, tuition—anything that helps the 
student learn. After all, Mr. President, 
isn’t that what this debate should be 
about? It shouldn’t be about defending 
turf. It shouldn't be about, Gee, I do 
not want to give that program up.” It 
should be allowing the parents to have 
as much direct influence and responsi- 
bility, as well as teachers, as well as 
the local school board, the city, the 
county and State, in how our young 
people are educated. 

That is what this debate is about. As 
we work our way through this Cover- 
dell bill, expanding on what we already 
did last year in setting up education 
savings accounts, it should be a na- 
tional debate, and it should reside in 
the arena of a philosophy about edu- 
cation. 

I would also point out that in the 
more than 200-year history of this 
country, there is one point that has 
been unmistakably clear. And I go 
back to an earlier point I made. Gov- 
ernments do not change behavior. 
Young people are formed from the in- 
side out. Young people are not formed 
from the outside in. Young people are 
formed from their parents, their reli- 
gious mentors, their religion, their 
teachers, their coaches, and private 
voluntary organizations like Girl 
Scouts and Boy Scouts. 

That is how young people are taught. 
That is how they develop standards. 
That is how they develop expectations 
and understand values. That is what 
this debate is about. I hope we can 
focus on what is really important here, 
and that is helping our parents and our 
teachers help our students learn, to 
prepare them for a hopeful, happy, pro- 
ductive educated life. Only then can 
this great Nation not only survive but 
be dominant well into the next cen- 
tury, a nation which has produced so 
much good not only in this country but 
in the world. 

Think of what this country through 
freedom of expression, individual lib- 
erty, and our educational system has 
done for the world. That is our charge 
in this body. That is our responsi- 
bility—to assure that the next genera- 
tions not only have the same opportu- 
nities but better opportunities and are 
better prepared than we were. The 
Coverdell bill is one way to help us get 
there. 
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I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, 
how much time is remaining on each 
side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia has 23 minutes under 
his control and 32 minutes on the other 
side. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Nebraska for 
his passion on behalf of reform, break- 
ing the status quo, not only on this but 
so many issues. I very much appreciate 
the comments that were made in the 
name of changing this system so that 
we can start turning around this hor- 
rible data we are receiving from our 
kindergarten through high school 
classes. We cannot prepare for the new 
century in this vein. Change has to 
occur. I appreciate very much the com- 
ments made by the Senator from Ne- 
braska. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum and ask that the time be 
equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I urge 
the Senate to oppose the anti-edu- 
cation Republican tax bill. Improving 
education can and must be a top pri- 
ority for Congress and the Nation, but 
this Republican bill flunks the test. 
They call it the A+ bill, but it is anti- 
education and deserves an F. This Re- 
publican bill and its proposed Repub- 
lican amendments are bad tax policy 
and bad education policy, and it clearly 
deserves the veto that President Clin- 
ton has pledged to give it. 

It is the Nation’s public schools that 
need help. So what do our Republican 
friends do? They propose legislation to 
aid private schools. That makes no 
sense at all. Our goal is to strengthen 
public schools, not abandon them. Our 
goal is to help all children get a good 
‘education, not just the ones with 
wealthy parents. It is clear that our 
Republican friends are no friends of 
public schools. They have an anti-edu- 
cation agenda. They want tax breaks 
for the wealthy who send their children 
to private schools. 

The underlying bill uses tax breaks 
to subsidize parents to send their chil- 
dren to private schools, and it is a seri- 
ous mistake. It diverts scarce resources 
away from public schools that have the 
greatest need. The regressive Repub- 
lican tax bill does nothing to improve 
public schools—it does nothing to im- 
prove public schools. It does nothing to 
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address the serious need of public 
schools to build new facilities and re- 
pair the existing crumbling facilities. 

This afternoon, we will have the ex- 
cellent amendment of the Senator from 
Illinois, CAROL MOSELEY-BRAUN, who 
has really been the leader in this body 
and in the country in recognizing the 
challenges that so many of our schools 
are facing. They are old and crumbling, 
and we need to modernize them. 

It is a powerful amendment because 
the amendment says we are prepared to 
put resources to reconstruct our 
schools, but it also has a subliminal 
message, and that is that we want our 
children to go into the best facilities. If 
we say to the young people of this Na- 
tion that education is a priority, and 
day after day they go to dilapidated 
schools or schools that have leaky ceil- 
ings or the windows are broken or they 
have inadequate facilities, we are send- 
ing a message to children that they are 
not a priority in this country and that 
education is not a priority. 

When we ask our children to spend 
the time to do the hard and difficult 
work to master subject matters, they 
have to really wonder whether the mes- 
sage that is coming from an older gen- 
eration has much merit. That is why 
the amendment of Senator CAROL 
MOSELEY-BRAUN is so important and 
why I think all of us are very hopeful 
that we can attain the objectives of 
that amendment and see that amend- 
ment approved. 

I know she will have an opportunity 
to go into very considerable detail 
about the General Accounting Office 
study of the schools across the Nation. 
It estimates that $110 billion is needed 
to invest in our schools in order to 
bring them up to satisfactory condi- 
tion. Her amendment is much more 
modest, but it is an important amend- 
ment, and it is one that deserves the 
support of all of us who are interested 
in making sure that at least the phys- 
ical facilities are going to be first rate 
for the future generations of children. 
It just makes common sense. 

In many of our communities, particu- 
larly older communities, whether it is 
in urban areas or rural communities, 
they just don’t have the wherewithal 
to do that. But the amendment of the 
Senator from Illinois, CAROL MOSELEY- 
BRAUN, provides some help and assist- 
ance in providing interest-free loans to 
those communities so that they can 
themselves make the judgment, make 
the determination, but they will get 
some help and assistance in terms of 
borrowing those funds interest free. 

It makes a great deal of sense. I 
think we will have an alternative and 
an opportunity to say whether that 
amendment is really where we want to 
go or, on the other hand, if we want to 
continue with the Republican proposal 
that will provide just some tax benefits 
for a certain group of Americans who 
are going to use those tax benefits to 
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benefit children attending the private 
schools. That is going to be a very, 
very important debate and one where I 
hope our colleagues will find compel- 
ling reasons to support that amend- 
ment. 

Second, Mr. President, the under- 
lying Coverdell proposal does nothing 
to reduce the class size in our schools. 
I don’t know how many more hearings 
we have to have in our education com- 
mittee and how many other examina- 
tions of what is happening in a number 
of different States—in Kentucky and in 
many other communities across this 
country—to understand that when you 
have too many children in the class— 
you may have teachers who are able to 
handle it and do it very well, and we 
take our hats off to them—but when 
you are talking about having classes 
with 30 students, 25 students, 20 stu- 
dents, you are talking about an enor- 
mous demand on the teacher and also 
inappropriate lack of attention for the 
students. We will also have an oppor- 
tunity to vote on that later in the 
course of this debate. That can make a 
major difference in helping and assist- 
ing local communities in having re- 
duced class sizes. That, I think, is a 
higher priority than, again, providing 
the tax benefits for those who want to 
use those for private schools. 

This underlying proposal does noth- 
ing to provide qualified teachers in 
more classrooms across the Nation. We 
had an opportunity to address that 
briefly in our debate earlier today. It 
was turned down. I welcome the fact 
that we had 41 Senators who supported 
our proposal that said, if we are going 
to spend $1.6 billion in education, let us 
make the decision that we want to in- 
vest it in more teachers for the 4 mil- 
lion additional children who are going 
to be attending our public school sys- 
tem, to help meet the gap, which we 
recognize is 2 million teachers that we 
are going to need for our public schools 
over the next 10 years; let us at least 
have 100,000 new, well-qualified teach- 
ers to teach in those schools. That is a 
preferable way of spending $1.6 billion 
rather than, again, spending this as a 
tax break, as a new entitlement—a new 
entitlement program—that is going to 
benefit, again, those who send their 
children to private schools. 

It does nothing in this underlying 
amendment to help children reach high 
academic standards. I don't, again, 
know how many hours of hearings we 
have to have to say that children re- 
spond best when they are challenged. 
Most of us as human beings do. Our Na- 
tion does. It always has at a time of its 
greatest need. We should challenge 
children to raise the bar, rather than 
teaching down to them. We should cre- 
ate higher academic standards. We 
ought to be doing that. 

There is nothing in this legislation 
that will do anything like that for the 
public schools in this country. It does 
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nothing to provide afterschool activi- 
ties to keep kids off the street, away 
from drugs, and out of trouble. We 
know the value of afterschool pro- 
grams. 

We have some 5 million children in 
our country who this afternoon at 2 or 
2:30 will go home to empty houses. 
They will be told by their parents, 
“Look, maybe have a little snack, and 
if you have to watch television, watch 
television on X station; try and get 
your homework done.” But we know 
what happens in those circumstances. 
Too many of those children who are 
left alone, unsupervised, more often 
than not will find that the temptations 
of getting into trouble are increased 
dramatically. 

This is not just a diversion from edu- 
cation, but it also has an important 
impact in terms of crime in our local 
communities. 

A city that has made about as much 
progress as any city in this country is 
my city of Boston. It has gone 2 years 
and 4 months without a single youth 
homicide. And if you ask Paul Evans, 
who is the commissioner of the police 
department in Boston, MA, he will say, 
yes, dealing in an appropriate way with 
gangs, that is No. 1. No. 2, tracing var- 
ious weapons that are used in gangs. 
But No. 3, afterschool programs. After- 
school programs keep kids out of trou- 
ble. That is very, very important. 

Is there anything with the $1.6 billion 
that is being recommended on the floor 
of the U.S. Senate to try to develop 
programs that we know are tried and 
tested, that will provide an incentive 
for children to go to various commu- 
nity centers, to work with volunteers? 
The number of young people who are 
volunteering is increasing every single 
day to help children with their home- 
work so that when they do go home 
and they see their parents, who have 
been working hard all day, they will 
have quality time with their parents 
rather than hearing from their parents, 
“Well, you ought to go upstairs and 
make sure you get your homework 
done.” This is enormously important, 
and it is recognized by educators and 
those who are concerned about law en- 
forcement across this country. There 
isn’t a nickel in this program—not a 
nickel in this program—to try to ad- 
dress that particular issue. 

So, Mr. President, we know where 
these benefits are going to go. They are 
going to go to the individuals who are 
going to invest those benefits in the 
private schools rather than investing 
in our public schools. 

The challenge is clear. We must do 
all we can to improve teaching and 
learning for all of the students across 
the country. We must continue to sup- 
port efforts to raise academic stand- 
ards. We must test students early so we 
know where they need help in time to 
make that help effective. We must pro- 
vide better training for current and 
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new teachers so they are well-prepared 
to teach to higher standards. 

We must reduce class size to help stu- 
dents obtain the individual attention 
they need. We must provide afterschool 
programs to make constructive alter- 
natives available to students. We must 
provide greater resources to modernize 
and expand the Nation’s school build- 
ings to meet the urgent needs of 
schools for up-to-date facilities. We 
cannot stand by and let regressive tax 
policy pass to help private schools at 
the expense of the public schools. 

In those items that I have just men- 
tioned, every superintendent of 
schools, every schoolteacher, every de- 
partment of education across this 
country would agree with those essen- 
tial parts of a sound education program 
to help and assist the public schools in 
this country. Where in that list do we 
find Let's have tax breaks. Let's have 
the creation of a new entitlement. 
Let’s create a new entitlement that is 
basically going to be used in order to 
support the private schools in this 
country”? It makes no sense. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself 2 more 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized for 2 additional min- 
utes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. We cannot stand by 
and let this regressive tax policy pass 
to help private schools at the expense 
of public schools. Parents across the 
country want real solutions, not token 
gestures in the name of education. We 
should not waste $1.5 billion of public 
tax dollars on a do-nothing tax break 
program. So I hope my colleagues will 
join us in opposing this bill. We should 
do all we can to help the public schools 
and not abandon them. 

Finally, I just want to say that we 
will be under the close timeframe this 
afternoon, but I want to just add my 
strong support again to Senator 
MOSELEY-BRAUN’s substitute for the 
Coverdell bill. It is well-designed to 
help communities across the country 
to modernize, repair, and expand their 
school facilities. 

Schools across the Nation face the 
serious problem of overcrowding. Anti- 
quated facilities are suffering from 
physical decay and are not equipped to 
handle the needs of modern education. 
Across the country, 14 million children, 
in a third of the Nation’s schools, are 
learning in substandard buildings. Half 
the schools have at least one unsatis- 
factory environmental condition. It 
would take over $100 billion just to re- 
pair the existing facilities. 

It is difficult enough to teach or 
learn in dilapidated classrooms but 
now, because of escalating enroll- 
ments, classrooms are increasingly 
overcrowded. The Nation will need 6,000 
new schools in the next few years just 
to maintain the current class size 
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given the expansion of the number of 
children who will be going to our 
schools. 

Democrats have made this a top pri- 
ority to see that America has the best 
education system in the world. Pro- 
viding safe and adequate school facili- 
ties is an important step towards meet- 
ing that goal. 

So, Mr. President, I hope that our 
Members will go and support the excel- 
lent amendment of the Senator from Il- 
linois this afternoon and that it will be 
successful. It is far preferable to just 
providing a tax break for individuals 
who are going to use that to support 
the private schools. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. GLENN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Ohio has 15 minutes remain- 
ing. 

Mr. GLENN. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2017 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I offered 
an amendment yesterday to the COVER- 
DELL educational IRA bill. The amend- 
ment I propose will simply delete the 
K-12—kindergarten through grade 12— 
expenses as an authorized deduction for 
education IRAs. The amendment will 
keep the increase in the annual allow- 
able contribution from the current $500 
to the maximum $2,000 a year. I think 
that is fine, that is good. 

But deleting K-12 and increasing the 
allowable contribution returns edu- 
cation IRAs to their original purpose of 
providing incentive savings incentives 
for higher education purposes. That is 
what the Federal Government has basi- 
cally taken responsibility for through 
all the many years that we have been 
around here. 

We should be looking at this whole 
bill for what it is. It is tax support for 
private school education. I believe it is 
bad education policy. I believe it is bad 
tax policy. I also think it is probably 
going to pass. If it does, I think the 
President is going to veto it. He has in- 
dicated that that is his intention. 

If we look back to the days of our 
forefathers when people were coming to 
this country, they came here to have 
the opportunity for education. They 
were used to only the rich or—kids 
from the castle—being able to have for- 
mal education. 

There were basically two kinds of 
people. There were the educated and 
the uneducated. And that is another 
way of saying there were the wealthy 
and the poor. That is what education 
was all about. It was to enable every- 
body to move up, to have a chance, to 
use their God-given talents and capa- 
bilities and their own desires to move 
ahead, to make a better life for them- 
selves. And in this country, in the 
United States, we knew that if a de- 
mocracy was to succeed—we did not 
want to return to serfdom, and rule by 
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a few, and wealth for just a few—edu- 
cation was key to making a democracy 
succeed. It was not a choice in our de- 
mocracy, it was a must, or our country 
was doomed. 

And the freedom to be educated, that 
most important freedom to be edu- 
cated, spread to communities and 
States. And they all formed and sup- 
ported public schools for all—for all— 
of our people. And that is the impor- 
tant thing we are addressing here 
today—education for all of our people. 
It was a requirement that we have min- 
imum education. 

This is my 24th year as a U.S. Sen- 
ator representing the people of Ohio. 
And in that time, I have seen many at- 
tempts to divert Federal funds from 
public to private education. The ap- 
proaches to accomplish this goal have 
been many. We had tuition tax credits; 
we had the voucher system; school 
choice; now educational IRAs for ele- 
mentary and secondary education. 

The Coverdell IRA, I believe, is a 
backdoor voucher that will do nothing 
to improve public schools for our pub- 
lic schoolchildren. That is the responsi- 
bility of Government. If other people 
want to take money, for whatever rea- 
son, whether it is religious or whether 
they just want a different school for 
their kids, whether they want all boys 
or all girls schools—that was a choice 
we did not deny. We did not say that 
we are going to Federally subsidize 
that kind of educational choice. And 
we should not be trying to do it now. 

The educational expenses that the 
Coverdell bill provides would include 
tuition and fees at public, private, and 
religious schools. The bill does not tar- 
get needy families. And I believe here 
is one of the biggest reasons against 
what is being proposed here with the 
bill. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
wonder if the Senator would yield for 
just one moment on an administrative 
matter. 

Mr. GLENN. Yes, without losing my 
right to the floor. 

Mr. COVERDELL. We have concluded 
that following your remarks we would 
use the balance of the remaining time 
as in morning business. Both sides 
agreed to that. I just wanted to make 
it clear, because I will be leaving the 
floor. I ask unanimous consent for 
that. 

Mr. GLENN. Fine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request to proceed to 
morning business after the Senator 
from Ohio completes his remarks? 

Mr. GLENN. No objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, the point 
I was going to make is this: Families in 
the top 20 percent of income distribu- 
tion, would receive 70 percent of the 
benefit of this bill—70 percent. 

The Joint Committee on Taxation es- 
timates that more than half the sav- 
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ings would go to families whose chil- 
dren would attend private schools any- 
way. So 70 percent of the money, 70 
percent of the benefit, is going to go to 
those who already are fully capable of 
sending their kids to private schools. 
So the bill subsidizes the savings and 
spending patterns that already exist. 

I do not think we should be heading 
back toward a bill that sends us back 
to the place where our forefathers 
started in Europe: where education is 
going to be best for the wealthy, where 
education is for those who have polit- 
ical connections, where education is 
available for the kids from the castle. 
That is not the way this country devel- 
oped. Our country went ahead because 
we had programs that made education 
available for every single young person 
in this country—every single person. 
And that is what we should still be 
shooting for today. 

Cleveland, OH, has one of only two 
voucher programs in the country. The 
other is in Milwaukee. In Ohio, this 
program permits State funds to be used 
to send low-income children to private 
schools. It is the only program that al- 
lows the children to attend religious 
schools, parochial schools, with tax- 
payer funds. It is being challenged now 
before the Ohio State Supreme Court 
on that basis. It is funded at $12.5 mil- 
lion over 2 years. It is just finishing its 
second year right now, and results have 
been very spotty. 

As a matter of fact, there are other 
problems that have developed also. 
How about paying for taxicabs for the 
kids? They found out that the yellow 
schoolbuses that the school system de- 
pends on were not adequate to furnish 
the transportation for the young peo- 
ple that were going to be taking advan- 
tage of the voucher program. That 
wasn't foreseen. So student taxi rides 
account for more than half of the $4.8 
million deficit in Cleveland’s 2-year-old 
school voucher program. It shows how 
an unintended consequence can take 
over in some instances. The voucher 
program had to turn to taxi firms and 
provide payments to parents in lieu of 
transportation services. That is half 
the funding. 

There is no strong evidence at the 
end of the second year of the program 
that the voucher program increases 
student achievement. We need to have 
a better understanding of what makes 
a school successful before we institute 
a program that benefits a compara- 
tively few young people and takes 
money out of the public school system. 
That should be our major concern—our 
desire to have a good public school sys- 
tem. 

Strengthening public education in 
this country is something we have to 
do. It is necessary if we are going to be 
competitive in the economic future of 
this country. Only by making high- 
quality education available to all 
American children —not a favored few, 
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but all American children—will we help 
develop the skills they need to find 
meaningful high-wage jobs, while de- 
veloping a capable and productive work 
force that is essential, literally essen- 
tial, to the economic future of this 
country in this new worldwide eco- 
nomic environment in which we live. 

Education reform is one of the top 
issues before the country now. It is 
talked about all over, in magazine arti- 
cles, and is on the cover of magazines. 
One that I read last night talked about 
the education problem. That is why I 
continue to oppose attempts to encour- 
age the use of Federal funds for non- 
public education, whether in the form 
of tuition tax credits or vouchers or 
school choice. I believe including K 
through 12 in educational IRAs is the 
first step toward establishing a perma- 
nent voucher system. It just bleeds off 
necessary money from the public 
schools. 

We have a public school system of 
education in this country that is avail- 
able to all children. If this educational 
system is not producing the high level 
of achievement this Nation now needs, 
we can’t abandon them, we can’t say 
we will just take less money and put it 
in the public school system. We can’t 
abandon them. That is why I support 
the school construction amendment 
initiatives that will help reduce class- 
room size and directly benefit all our 
Nation’s public schools by ensuring 
that all children attend safe and mod- 
ern public schools. Senator KENNEDY 
mentioned that a moment ago, and I 
agree with his remarks on that. 

I believe everyone should be saving 
for their children’s education, but the 
difference between elementary and sec- 
ondary education and higher education 
is important. Every child in this coun- 
try is entitled to a free, appropriate, 
tuition-free education in every State. 
We have State laws in every State in 
our Union that require that. Higher 
education, going on to the college and 
university level, however, is optional 
and is tuition-based. It is hard for par- 
ents to save for college. I believe it is 
appropriate to provide incentives to 
help them do so. I have supported the 
prepaid tuition plans in the State of 
Ohio as a way that students can be as- 
sured of a quality education at one of 
Ohio’s State universities or at one of 
their colleges there. 

The amendment which I am offering 
returns the educational IRA back to its 
original purpose—higher education ex- 
penses only. The only change I make is 
to keep the increase that is proposed in 
the contribution limit for education 
IRAs from $500 to $2,000. I think that is 
fine. This increase in the contribution 
will enable parents to save more per 
year for higher education. I urge my 
colleagues to join me in supporting 
this amendment. 

We have a lot of problems in this 
country. The old property tax that has 
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been around for a long time is no 
longer adequate to do the job. It may 
have been OK back in the days of Jef- 
ferson and Washington when we didn’t 
have NASDAQ, the American Stock 
Exchange and the New York Stock Ex- 
change, mutual funds and so on. Most 
of the wealth at that time was in prop- 
erty, so a property tax was very appro- 
priate to support the schools. Particu- 
larly over the last four or five decades 
we have now developed into being a 
service economy where two-thirds of 
our wealth, two-thirds of our national 
income, comes from the service indus- 
try. So the old property tax is no 
longer adequate to do our schools. We 
have to get away from that. 

Proposition 13 in California we are 
familiar with, did, in my view, wreck 
one of the finest education systems in 
the country. They are having a lot of 
problems that everybody else has 
around the country these days. 

We are the only industrialized nation 
in the world that does not have a na- 
tional education system. I am not here 
today to say we should go to a national 
education system. That would probably 
get me run down the front steps of the 
Capitol pretty fast. But we have to do 
more from the Federal level. We are 
only a tiny part of our K through 12 
education. I think it is just around 5 
percent now. Most of that is in school 
lunch programs and things like that 
and not directly on educational mat- 
ters. 

Our system in this country, as Lester 
Thurow pointed out in his last couple 
of books, our system is basically run 
by 15,000 independent school boards all 
saying, We won't raise your taxes,” 
and then they get together and decide 
what they will do in the local school 
districts. They get elected on we 
won't raise your taxes, Wwe aren't 
going to vote on any other taxes; we 
will not raise your property taxes, so 
we at the Federal level are increas- 
ingly up against this as to what we 
should be doing. 

What we see is we are becoming 
gradually less competitive in a world- 
wide environment. We can't let that 
happen. The answer is not, as in this 
Coverdell bill, to say we will siphon 
money off from the public school sys- 
tem and give it over to the private 
school system in the form of vouchers 
or IRAs or whatever, take it out and 
put it over there, away from the public 
school system and support them less 
instead of more. That doesn’t solve our 
problems in this country. So we do 
have some other problems. We have to 
address those, but not this way and not 
with this particular piece of legisla- 
tion. 

I noted this morning in looking at 
the Los Angeles Times their lead edi- 
torial today was entitled Don't Drain 
Public Schools.” I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have this printed at the conclu- 
sion of my remarks. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SEs- 
SIONS). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

(See Exhibit 1.) 

Mr. GLENN. “Don’t Drain Public 
schools.” That is exactly what we are 
talking about. We will drain public 
schools to the benefit of private 
schools, and 70 percent of the money 
will go to people already capable of 
providing, to the top 20 percent of the 
people already capable of providing for 
private schools for their kids if they 
want it. 

The insert in this article, and I will 
not read the complete article, the in- 
sert says, Washington should help ad- 
dress the education deficits in the Na- 
tion’s public schools, but shifting even 
a small amount of tax money to pri- 
vate schools is not the answer, at least 
not yet.” That about summarizes ev- 
erything that I want to make a point 
of this morning. 

I think there is a vote on my amend- 
ment at 2:15 after our respective party 
caucuses. I hope people can think long 
and hard about this. I see this as a first 
step down a long slippery slope toward 
less and less support for our public 
school system, that which serves all 
America, that which enables people at 
the lowest level of economic advantage 
in this country to get opportunity 
through education and their own hard 
work to be a contributing member of 
society and make as much of a success 
of their lives as anybody else. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

EXHIBIT 1 
{From the Los Angeles Times Editorials, 
Apr. 21, 1998] 
DON’T DRAIN PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

The White House and the Republican ma- 
jority in Congress both talk about how much 
they want to improve education in the 
United States. But they have very different 
plans for doing it. President Clinton speaks 
of more teachers, more schools, more special 
programs and higher standards. Republicans 
would rather offer a small monetary reward 
to every parent who saves for educational ex- 
penses, including tuition for non-public ele- 
mentary or high schools. The White House 
opposes this modest tax break because it 
would allow the use of federal funds to sub- 
sidize private and parochial schools. On this 
issue, Clinton is right. 

Improving public education has become a 
top political priority from the District of Co- 
lumbia, where public schools are in dismal 
shape, to Los Angeles, with its overwhelmed 
system and awful test scores. Washington 
should help address the yawning educational 
deficits in the nation’s public schools, but 
shifting even a small amount of tax money 
to private schools is not the answer—at least 
not yet. 

Clinton isn’t personally against private 
schools; his daughter graduated from one 
last year. But rather than encourage an exo- 
dus from public schools at the expense of the 
taxpayer, he says he wants to fix the public 
schools to serve all children, including those 
whose parents cannot afford private or paro- 
chial schools with or without a new edu- 
cation savings account. 

Fixing the schools is a tall order, as resi- 
dents of Los Angeles know all too well, and 
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parents can never be blamed for wanting the 
best for their children. But most educators 
and employers would agree that the White 
House is right. 

The House of Representatives has approved 
a GOP bill that would create education sav- 
ings accounts that work like individual re- 
tirement accounts for parents of students in 
kindergarten through 12th grade. Parents 
would be allowed to save as much as $2,000 a 
year in a special account. The interest would 
accrue tax-free, so long as the money was 
withdrawn only for education purposes, in- 
cluding books, computers, tutoring and, fore- 
most, tuition. The Senate is expected to take 
up its version of the bill this week. 

Though schools are traditionally a local 
responsibility, Washington has been increas- 
ingly willing to help. That help should be ex- 
panded, but care must be taken to avoid un- 
dermining public education. America's great 
economic engine was built on public schools 
that took all comers—poor, working-class, 
middle-class and beyond—and that same mix 
remains essential for a healthy educational 
system. 

Tax savings under the bill would, accord- 
ing to an analysis by the Joint Tax Commis- 
sion, average a paltry $7 to $37 a year per 
family. But the principle is big. 

This national private-versus-public debate 
boils down to a difference of priorities. Clin- 
ton’s ambitious wish list, unveiled during his 
State of the Union address, calls for spending 
$12 billion over seven years to pay for 100,000 
new teachers, reducing class size to 18 stu- 
dents in the primary grades and creating 50 
“education opportunity zones,“ patterned 
after urban enterprise zones, in high-poverty 
areas, plus funding to help build new schools. 
Republicans favor initiatives that would 
allow more parents to remove their children 
from public schools. 

Neither side can expect to prevail while a 
Democrat sits in the White House and Re- 
publicans control Congress, but irreconcil- 
able differences should not be allowed to lead 
to gridlock. Both sides agree that something 
needs to be done about public education. 

Public schools, especially in cities, are in 
trouble. But there are promising reforms 
being tried, from a radical public school 
choice program in Seattle to a mayoral 
takeover in Chicago to L.A.’s focus on the 
100 worst-performing schools. Playing on the 
frustration of parents in a way that under- 
mines the whole system is not the cure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I ask unanimous 
consent to speak for 10 minutes as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
felt compelled, while I was in the chair 
in the last hour, to comment on the 
statements of the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts and the Senator from Ohio. I 
found it quite remarkable, sitting and 
listening to what was laid out, I think, 
somewhat factually about the problems 
we have in education, that the edu- 
cational system is not meeting the 
needs of our country in providing good 
citizens, the education necessary to be 
good citizens, and the education nec- 
essary to perform needed functions in 
our economy. 

The response to the problem in edu- 
cation from the Senator who spoke, 
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and from others who oppose this bill, is 
two things. I hear two things. One, we 
need more bricks and mortar. If we had 
better looking schools and more nicely 
appointed schools, or even better 
equipment, somehow the problem 
would go away. On top of that, we need 
more teachers. So if we just did more 
of the same, only did it better, with 
nicer buildings and more people, things 
would improve. 

I am not too sure that most Ameri- 
cans who are interfacing with the 
school systems in this country right 
now would accept that as the reason- 
able course, that what we need is just 
a few more teachers in the schools and 
better looking buildings. I have been to 
a lot of schools. I have been to about 
120 public school districts in my State. 
I go to schools all the time. I spend a 
great deal of my time as I travel the 
State talking in the public schools. I 
have been to a few private schools, too. 
By and large, I would say that the pub- 
lic schools I went to were in much bet- 
ter condition than the parochial 
schools and private schools I went to. 
No comparison. Much better equip- 
ment, much more state-of-the-art, 
much better teacher ratios than the 
parochial schools I went to. So if the 
problem in the public schools was bet- 
ter buildings and more teachers, then 
the results that I would get in going to 
a public school in inner-city Pitts- 
burgh, and one that is a parochial 
school, should be dramatically dif- 
ferent based on this criterion that 
more teachers and nicer buildings 
make good school districts and educate 
children. 

In fact, the results are just the oppo- 
site. It is not bricks and mortar. It is 
not numbers of teachers. It is struc- 
ture, it is discipline, it is order, and it 
is caring and concern, it is love, it is 
involvement—all of those intangible 
things that have to do with families 
and people who are committed to edu- 
cating children. So what those of us on 
our side believe is the answer is not to 
pump more money into bricks and mor- 
tar and existing structures, but to 
pump more money into the people who 
make a real difference in children’s 
lives, and that is families—families, 
who can help their children by assist- 
ing them with some resources, help 
them in their public or private or paro- 
chial education. That is just a funda- 
mental difference as to what we believe 
works in education. 

I don’t think that continuing to 
throw money at the system would 
work. This is truly remarkable. You 
would think this bill took money from 
the public schools. For the record, 
there is nothing in this bill that takes 
one dollar out of the Federal commit- 
ment to education. In fact, there is 
more money in this bill, but you would 
not know that. I have been here for the 
last hour and 15 minutes, and you 
would not know that by listening to 
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the other side. You would think that 
this were stripping money out of Fed- 
eral support for education in the public 
schools. That is not true. Not one 
penny. In fact, more money for school 
construction is in this bill. So there is 
not one dollar being taken away, not 
one dollar being diverted away. This is 
in fact new Federal support” for edu- 
cation. 

Where is it going? It is going to fami- 
lies. This is sort of funny. I almost feel 
bad saying, ‘‘Where is it going?” “To 
families.’’ We are letting it stay there; 
we are just going to be benevolent 
enough to let them keep it if they do 
with it what we want them to do, 
which is to help support their children 
in education. It is saying that if you do 
what we want you to do with that 
money, we will let you keep it. 

It is very nice of us to do this, isn’t 
it? It is sort of nice to come around and 
say we will let you keep the money if 
you do what we tell you. What the 
other side wants to do is say, No, we 
are not going to even let you have the 
choice to take that money. Excuse me, 
we are going to give it over here to 
build more schools and give it to more 
teachers.” They say that is the prob- 
lem, that we don’t have nice schools 
and we don’t have enough teachers. 

Again, I don’t think too many people 
really believe that. What we want to do 
is get at the heart of the problem, 
which is to give parents the oppor- 
tunity to educate their children, not to 
give schools more money. 

There is another remarkable thing 
here. When I say not to give schools 
more money, what we are talking 
about here with these A+ accounts is 
$100 million a year. You would think 
we were talking about huge amounts of 
money vis-a-vis what we spend on pub- 
lic education. We spend roughly one- 
quarter of a trillion dollars on public 
education per year. The Senator from 
Georgia told me that. This bill is $100 
million per year. This is hardly a divi- 
sion plowing into the main line of the 
educational establishment; this is a 
sniper, at best, saying, Look, we are 
here.” This is a very moderate, very 
modest proposal, to say: Let’s allow 
families to have some choices here. We 
do a great job. 

This is another astounding thing. 
The amendment of the Senator from 
Ohio says that we should not allow this 
money to be used for K-12, let it be 
used for postsecondary education. I 
travel around the State of Pennsyl- 
vania a lot and around the country a 
little bit. I hear a lot of people com- 
plaining to me about the quality of K- 
12 education and the problems in pri- 
mary and secondary education. I hear a 
lot of complaints about higher edu- 
cation, but it is not about quality. It is 
not about quality. It is somewhat 
about access and about costs, yes. But 
I think we are the envy of the world 
when it comes to colleges and univer- 
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sities and technical schools after pri- 
mary and secondary school. 

Yet, what do we want to do? We want 
to put more money where there isn’t a 
problem as far as quality and pro- 
ducing good products, and not put it 
into the area where people think the 
biggest problem exists. Now, I am tell- 
ing you, if I were running a company 
and I had two divisions, one that was 
doing well producing good product and 
the other that was not, and someone 
came forth and said they thought we 
could change the system by which we 
produce this product, look at a dif- 
ferent approach, because we have been 
trying this old approach now for dec- 
ades and it just isn’t keeping up with 
the requirements of the new age that is 
out there, as far as the need for edu- 
cation, this product isn’t keeping up 
with standards and we need to look at 
how to change it, some folks might 
come forward and say, See these old 
machines here. We need to put more 
bells and whistles on to make them 
look nicer. We don’t need to change the 
structure or how it works, it just needs 
to be run better and we need more peo- 
ple running it.” That is what their an- 
swer is. 

Some of us are saying, as well, that 
maybe we should try other machines or 
look to change this machine so it 
doesn’t function a little differently 
than it has done in the past. We want 
to put some money in to do that. This 
board of directors is saying, Oh, no, 
no. Leave this system just the way it 
is. Clean it up a little bit, put a few 
more operators on the machine, and 
put the money over here where we have 
the good product. Don’t fix the old 
product.” 

I don’t think that makes sense to 
most Americans. It certainly does not 
make sense to me. So what we are try- 
ing to do here in a very modest way is 
to say the future of education is going 
to be just like the future in everything 
we do, as we become more and more de- 
centralized as an economy and as a 
country, with people demanding and 
expecting more choices and more free- 
dom and needing it to be flexible 
enough to deal with the changing econ- 
omy and the changing world. Instead of 
setting up institutions and structures 
that may or may not—in most cases, 
they will not—meet the changing needs 
of our economy and our educational 
needs, to invest that money into the 
flexible family, if you will, into the 
family that in my community in Penn 
Hills, PA, maybe have very different 
needs as to what their child needs to be 
educated for, given the capability of 
the child, given what the economy is in 
the area, given what skills are nec- 
essary in the region, whatever it is, 
than someone in Birmingham, AL, who 
may have a very different set of skills 
needed, a very different community, 
very different needs, but allow that 
family to make that decision, give 
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them the resources if they want to 
send the child to the public school and 
use that money to buy some software, 
or to buy a computer, or to buy other 
kinds of teaching aids, or to buy tuto- 
rial services, whatever it is, give them 
the flexibility to meet the needs of 
their child instead of putting more 
bricks in a school. 

It is just common sense. It makes 
sense. It is so obvious on its face that, 
if we are going to do anything to allow 
the family and the individual student 
to have the flexibility to deal with this 
changing environment in education 
and our economy, it is the only direc- 
tion we can take rather than put 
money into the old machine to just 
make it look nice and put more opera- 
tors pulling the gadgets. I mean, it is 
just inconceivable that anybody thinks 
that is the answer to this dynamic edu- 
cational marketplace that we have. We 
have a great opportunity here to show 
that we get it—that we in our hallowed 
Halls can walk outside and go into a 
community school to see what makes 
the difference in education is not nice 
buildings or small classrooms. Those 
are nice things. But it is committed 
families, committed teachers, and it is 
community involvement—someone 
going to a school where they can take 
part of something that is good for 
them, they can contribute to their 
well-being. That can only be done 
through families and giving them the 
resources to maximize their own chil- 
dren’s future. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


— 


RECESS 


Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate stand in recess until the hour of 
2:15 p.m. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 12:23 p.m., recessed until 2:15 p.m.; 
whereupon, the Senate reassembled 
when called to order by the Presiding 
Officer (Mr. COATS). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Pre- 
siding Officer, in his capacity as a Sen- 
ator from Indiana, notes the absence of 
a quorum. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. I ask unanimous 
consent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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CONDOLENCES OF THE SENATE ON 
THE DEATH OF FORMER SEN- 
ATOR TERRY SANFORD 


Mr. FAIRCLOTH. I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate proceed to the 
immediate consideration of S. Res. 211, 
which I submitted earlier and is at the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 211) expressing the 
condolences of the Senate on the death of 
the Honorable Terry Sanford, former United 
States Senator from North Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider- 
ation of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I 
note that all 100 Senators have joined 
me as cosponsors of this resolution. 

This resolution is to honor a truly 
great American and a great North Car- 
olinian, former Senator Terry Sanford, 
a man I knew since I was about 18, 19 
years old. In fact, I joined him in man- 
aging the campaign for a candidate for 
Governor, a man named Kerr Scott, 
and with that election we changed the 
direction of politics in North Carolina. 

We had a long friendship. As I say, it 
began with that campaign, and we 
went through many political cam- 
paigns together. He had a remarkable 
life. He managed two or three senato- 
rial campaigns on which I had the 
pleasure of working with him. 

Prior to that, Terry Sanford grad- 
uated from the University of North 
Carolina in the late thirties. During 
World War II, he was an FBI agent in 
the early part of the war, in the very 
beginning, but being an FBI agent was 
not exciting enough for Terry Sanford. 
He chose to join the 82nd Airborne and 
became an officer and a paratrooper. 
He was involved in five different bat- 
tles during World War II, and he won 
the Bronze Star and the Purple Heart. 

Terry Sanford was always a para- 
trooper. He was ready to go for it. He 
was ready to jump into the middle of 
whatever might be happening. 

As I mentioned earlier, he managed 
and ran some political campaigns, but 
he was also a State legislator and took 
great interest when he was a State leg- 
islator in developing the Port of Wil- 
mington, NC, and established the ports 
authority for North Carolina. 

He ran for Governor and won. He was 
Governor from 1961 through 1965, and 
never did a man have greater vision for 
a State than Terry Sanford had for our 
State. He was a leader in education, 
but not just education in the sense of 
teaching young people to read and 
write and the fundamentals of edu- 
cation. He certainly did that and pro- 
moted that. But far more, he promoted 
a school of excellence for those chil- 
dren who were far more gifted. Then he 
established a school of the arts, which 
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now exists in Winston-Salem, NC, and 
is one of the foremost training and 
teaching institutions in the country 
for young people who are entering the 
arts from dancing to moviemaking. 
This school is there because of him. 

Although he did not technically start 
the community college system, he did 
more than any Governor we have had 
since or before to promote the commu- 
nity college system in North Carolina 
with 59 campuses. He really brought it 
to fruition. 

Again, although he did not start, 
technically, the Research Triangle 
Park, he and his administration were 
deeply involved in bringing it about 
and setting it on the path it has taken. 

I mentioned he was a lawyer for 
many, many years and started a couple 
of very prestigious law firms. After his 
tenure as Governor, he became presi- 
dent of Duke University and served 
there for some 15 years. It was a great 
school, a great university when he 
went there, but the changes, the im- 
provements, the expenditures, the en- 
dowment, the doubling of the medical 
center all transpired and took place 
under the leadership of Terry Sanford 
as president of Duke. It became an 
internationally recognized university 
under his tenure. 

He came to the U.S. Senate and left 
an admirable record here with many 
initiatives that he sought and worked 
toward. One of them is something we 
are still working on today, and that is 
to ensure the future and fiscal stability 
of Social Security. 

Senator Sanford was married to Mar- 
garet Rose, his wife of 55 years. They 
had two children, Terry, Jr., and a 
daughter Betsy. 

North Carolina and the Nation are 
better places today for all of us to live 
in because of men like Terry Sanford 
and because of Terry Sanford and his 
vision and tenacity to carry it forward. 
The country will miss him, the State 
will miss him and I will miss him as a 
friend. 

Mr. President, I believe I said this, 
but I will note that all 100 Senators 
have joined me in cosponsoring this 
resolution. 

Are there any other Senators wishing 
to speak? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. I yield the remain- 
der of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts is recognized. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I join 
in expressing my sadness over the 
death of our former colleague, Senator 
Terry Sanford, and I commend the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina for his elo- 
quent statement. Senator Sanford was 
an extraordinary leader of many tal- 
ents. He was an outstanding Member of 
this body, an outstanding educator, 
and an outstanding Governor of North 
Carolina. 
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Many of us had the privilege of serv- 
ing with him in the Senate and of 
knowing him personally. We admired 
his great ability, his unusual elo- 
quence, and his abiding commitment to 
the people of North Carolina and the 
nation. 

In a sense, I inherited Terry Sanford 
from President Kennedy. He was one of 
the first Southern leaders to endorse 
my brother for President in the 1960 
campaign. My brother had visited 
North Carolina as a Senator, and had 
been very impressed by Terry Sanford. 
I know the very high regard that my 
brother had for him as a voice of the 
New South, as a champion of edu- 
cation, and as a leader who understood 
the importance of bringing people to- 
gether. 

In July 1960, at a critical moment 
leading up to the Democratic Conven- 
tion in Los Angeles, Terry Sanford en- 
dorsed my brother and then seconded 
my brother’s nomination for President. 
It made an enormous difference. In a 
very real sense, Governor Sanford 
helped to lay the foundation for my 
brother’s New Frontier. 

Later, after serving with great dis- 
tinction as Governor, Terry Sanford 
became a President himself—of Duke 
University, where he served for 16 
years, and won world-wide renown as 
one of the pre-eminent educators of the 
century. 

He won election to the United States 
Senate in 1986. All of us on both sides 
of the aisle held him in great respect— 
and in great affection as well. In so 
many ways, Terry Sanford was a Sen- 
ator’s Senator. He was fair-minded and 
warm-hearted, and he knew the issues 
well. Above all, he impressed us with 
the power of his commitment, the elo- 
quence of his words, the remarkable 
moral authority of his leadership, and 
his dedication to excellence in all as- 
pects of public service. We admired him 
for his statesmanship, and we loved 
him- for his friendship. We will miss 
him very much. He was truly a profile 
in courage for our time. 

I ask unanimous consent that an ar- 
ticle from the New York Times of April 
19 on Senator Sanford may be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Apr. 19, 1998] 
TERRY SANFORD, PACE-SETTING GOVERNOR IN 
60's, DIES AT 80 
(By David Stout) 

WASHINGTON.—Terry Sanford, who lowered 
racial barriers as Governor of North Carolina 
in the 19608, setting the style for a new kind 
of Southern politician, and later became a 
United States Senator and Presidential can- 
didate, died today at his home in Durham, 
N.C. He was 80. 

The cause was complications from cancer, 
said Duke University, where Mr. Sanford was 
treated and where he was president from 1969 
to 1985. 

Until his cancer was diagnosed in Decem- 
ber. Mr. Sanford had taught government and 
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public policy at Duke and practiced law. He 
was president of the university, in Durham, 
after serving as Governor and before his 
term in the Senate. Mr. Sanford was at var- 
ious times a lawyer, a member of the North 
Carolina State Senate, from 1953 to 1955, and, 
in the early 1940's, an agent of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. 

Sanford was Governor from 1961 to 
1965, a time when civil rights demonstrations 
were frequently met with violence. In a 
speech on Jan. 18, 1963, he called for an end 
to job discrimination against blacks and an- 
nounced the creation of a biracial panel, the 
North Carolina Good Neighbor Council, to 
work toward that end, 

“Despite great progress, the Negro’s oppor- 
tunity to obtain a good job has not been 
achieved in most places across the country,” 
Mr. Sanford said. Opening more opportuni- 
ties would be good for the state’s economy, 
he said, but there was a far more compelling 
reason. “We will do it because it is honest 
and fair for us to give all men and women 
their best chance in life,“ he said. 

By today’s standards, those words seem 
unremarkable. But in January 1963, when 
Gov. George C. Wallace of Alabama delivered 
his “segregation forever” inaugural address, 
Mr. Sanford's stand for civil rights was seen 
as particularly courageous for a governor 
from the old Confederacy. 

Mr. Sanford established himself as one of 
the most liberal Southern governors—too 
liberal, in the eyes of some constituents—as 
he named black people to high state posi- 
tions, pushed state lawmakers to raise more 
money for schools and started a state anti- 
poverty program that was a forerunner to 
President Lyndon B. Johnson's War on Pov- 
erty. 

In some ways, Mr. Sanford was a con- 
tradictory politician. He seemed to have 
good timing but bad luck. He had shrewd in- 
stincts, yet he seemed to lack burning de- 
sire. His changes of mind and heart con- 
founded ally and rival alike. 

Mr. Sanford was an early supporter of John 
F. Kennedy’s quest for the Presidency, and 
so enjoyed easy access to the White House in 
the early 1960's. The President's personal 
secretary, Evelyn Lincoln, later wrote in a 
book that President Kennedy had told her he 
was thinking of Mr. Sanford as his running 
mate for 1964. 

His own liberal programs notwithstanding, 
Mr. Sanford preached the virtues of state 
responsibility,” if not states’ rights, as an 
antidote to creeping big Federal Govern- 
ment.” Under state law, Mr. Sanford could 
not succeed himself as Governor. 

He tried for the White House in 1972 and in 
1976, while he was president of Duke Univer- 
sity, offering himself as a candidate for those 
disenchanted with the political system and 
those who were part of it. 

Mr. Sanford, who had declared his support 
for school integration, was beaten in the 1972 
North Carolina Democratic Primary by Gov- 
ernor Wallace of Alabama. That humiliating 
loss in his home state effectively ended his 
candidacy. 

Four years later, Mr. Sanford ran for 
President again but dropped out early. He 
said he had found it impossible to gain 
enough news coverage and to raise enough 
money, and that he was sick of campaigning. 

In 1986, having left Duke, Mr. Sanford ran 
for the Senate. When President Ronald 
Reagan made several appearances on behalf 
of his opponent, Mr. Sanford knew better 
than to criticize a President. So he suggested 
instead that North Carolina did not need a 
“go-along Senator.“ Mr. Sanford won a nar- 
row victory. 
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In the Senate, Mr. Sanford gained a rep- 
utation for intelligence, personal decency 
and, in one celebrated instance, indecision. 
In 1987, after President Reagan had vetoed an 
$87.9 billion highway bill, Mr. Sanford 
changed his mind three times: first voting 
simply “present” on a vote to override the 
veto, then voting to sustain the veto and fi- 
nally, under tremendous pressure from other 
Democrats, switching again and voting to 
override it. His vote made the count 67 to 33, 
the precise margin required to override. 

Nobody in the Senate thinks I caved in,” 
he said later. 

In fact, his colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle were saddened at seeing him buckle. 

He's a gentleman,” said Senator Alfonse 
M. D'Amato, Republican of New York. 
Maybe that's his problem. He's such a beau- 
tiful man.” 

In 1992, Mr. Sanford appeared at first to be 
in good position for reelection, but he was 
hospitalized with a heart problem during the 
campaign. His opponent, Lauch Faircloth, a 
former Democrat and one-time friend, tried 
to tar him with the brush of liberalism. And 
Mr. Faircloth deftly made an issue of Mr. 
Sanford's health by publicly wishing him a 
speedy recovery. 

Mr. Faircloth’s narrow victory ended Mr. 
Sanford’s political life, one that had begun 
when he was 11: in a 1928 parade in his home- 
town, Laurinburg, N.C., Terry Sanford car- 
ried a sign for Alfred E. Smith, the Demo- 
cratic Presidential candidate. 

Terry Sanford was born on Aug. 20, 1917. 
His father was a merchant and his mother a 
schoolteacher. 

He graduated from the University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill in 1939. After a brief 
stint in the F.B.I., he joined the Army in 
1942. That year, he married Margaret Knight 
of Hopkinsville, Ky. 

Besides his wife, he is survived by a son, 
Terry Jr., of Durham; a daughter, Elizabeth, 
of Hillsborough; two sisters, Mary Glenn 
Rose of Pennsylvania, and Helen Wilhelm of 
Bern, Switzerland, and two grandchildren. 

As an Army private, Mr. Sanford served as 
a paratrooper, taking part in the invasion of 
Southern France and later in the Battle of 
the Bulge, for which he received the Bronze 
Star and a Purple Heart. 

After the war, mustering out as a first 
lieutenant, he received his law degree from 
the University of North Carolina at Chapel 
Hill and became active in the North Carolina 
Democratic Party. 

Whether working for himself or on behalf 
of other Democrats, he was known as a tire- 
less campaigner, and a cool one. While he 
was running for governor, the pilot of his 
small plane seriously misjudged a short land- 
ing strip and came within inches of touching 
down in a cornfield. 

Unruffled, Mr. Sanford stepped out and, 
grinning, helped several ashen reporters 
down the steps. 

“Start picking corn, boys,“ he said before 
walking away. 

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Montana. 

The Chair would note there are just 
32 seconds or so remaining before the 
vote. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, I want to join my 
friends and colleagues in paying trib- 
ute to Terry Sanford. I did not serve on 
any committee with Terry, but in the 
few years that we served together, he 
immediately struck me as a wonderful 
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man, a good man, with a ready smile, a 
very thoughtful, very wise, very good, 
very deep person, the. kind of Senator 
that not only North Carolina, I know, 
is very proud of, but the kind of Sen- 
ator that I think most Americans 
would want their Senator to be. 

I cannot, as I am standing here 
thinking of Terry Sanford, think of an- 
other person whom I respected more 
and loved more and appreciated more, 
going through all the history, Research 
Triangle of North Carolina, the Gov- 
ernor, president of Duke University. 
But the main point I want to make is, 
working with Terry personally, and 
talking with him, and working through 
issues, he was a man who will be very 
difficult to replace. And, as I said, I can 
think of no Senator whom I would hold 
in higher esteem or regard than Terry 
Sanford. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the resolution and preamble 
offered by the Senator from North 
Carolina are agreed to. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 


The preamble was agreed to. 


The resolution, with its preamble, is 
as follows: 


211) was 


S. RES. 211 

Whereas Terry Sanford served his country 
with distinction and honor for all of his 
adult life; 

Whereas Terry Sanford served his country 
in World War II, where he saw action in 5 Eu- 
ropean campaigns and was awarded a Bronze 
Star and a Purple Heart; 

Whereas as Governor of North Carolina 
from 1961-1965, Terry Sanford was a leader in 
education and racial tolerance and was 
named by Harvard University as 1 of the top 
10 Governors of the 20th Century; 

Whereas as President of Duke University, 
Terry Sanford made the University into a 
national leader in higher education that is 
today recognized as 1 of the finest univer- 
sities in the United States; and 

Whereas Terry Sanford served with honor 
in the United States Senate from 1987 to 1993 
and championed the solvency of the social 
security system: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) has heard with profound sorrow the an- 
nouncement of the death of the Honorable 
Terry Sanford and expresses its condolences 
to the Sanford family, especially Margaret 
Rose, his wife of over 55 years; and 

(2) expresses its profound gratitude to the 
Honorable Terry Sanford and his family for 
the service that he rendered to his country. 


SEC. 2. TRANSMITTAL. 


The Secretary of the Senate shall transmit 
an enrolled copy of this resolution to the 
family of the Honorable Terry Sanford. 


Mr. FAIRCLOTH. The preamble and 
resolution have been agreed to? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 


Mr. FAIRCLOTH. I move to recon- 
sider the vote and move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 
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EDUCATION SAVINGS ACT FOR 
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS 


The Senate continued with the con- 

sideration of the bill. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2017 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate now turns to the amendment No. 
2017 offered by the Senator from Ohio. 
Under the previous agreement, there 
will be 2 minutes of debate equally di- 
vided followed by a vote on that 
amendment. 

Mr. GLENN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I think 
this Nation of ours came to be what it 
is, more than anything else, for one 
reason, and that is public education in 
this country was not what it had been 
in Europe. It had not been just for the 
kids from the castle. It had not been 
just for the rich kids or the wealthy 
young people. It had not been just for 
those who were politically well con- 
nected, who knew somebody. 

In this country, education came to be 
for every single person, and that grew 
as a national interest. It was imple- 
mented then for the K-12, as we know 
it now, through the States and local- 
ities and communities across this 
country. They formed local school 
boards, and we have school districts. 
Now every single State has a require- 
ment for public education. 

We did not preclude other people who 
had parochial school ideas for their 
children, or whether they wanted to 
send their kids to boys schools or girls 
schools or a special interest of some 
kind, from forming those schools and 
from sending their children to those 
schools. But we looked at the public re- 
sponsibility as being to the public 
schools that gave a good education to 
every single young person in this coun- 
try. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 
would like to lend my strong support 
to the efforts of my colleague from 
Ohio, Senator GLENN. Our colleague 
from Georgia has introduced a bill 
which he claims will improve savings 
for education. Unfortunately, the evi- 
dence from economists seems to dis- 
agree with him. The average American 
family would save only $37 under Sen- 
ator COVERDELL’s approach. 

The reason for this is simple to un- 
derstand. In order to experience real 
economic benefit from a tax free sav- 
ings plan, the principle and interest 
must stay untouched for significant pe- 
riods of time in order to have a chance 
to grow. With H.R. 2646, parents would 
be allowed to deposit up to $2,000 into 
an educational IRA, which is a signifi- 
cant increase over the $500 they are 
currently allowed to contribute. How- 
ever, Senator COVERDELL would also 
allow these families to withdraw funds 
from the education accounts for the 
annual costs of elementary and sec- 
ondary education. So in essence, you 
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would have families depositing $2,000 
into an educational savings account, 
accruing some limited tax savings, and 
withdrawing it the next year. 

Under this scenario, there are no 
long terms savings, no accumulated in- 
terest and none of the real benefits 
that we are attempting to create with 
these educational IRAs. That is why I 
am so pleased with the approach taken 
by my friend, JOHN GLENN. Through 
Senate Amendment 2017, families 
would be able to contribute more to 
their tax free savings accounts, how- 
ever, it would be reserved for higher 
education expenses. By increasing the 
contribution limit to $2,000, Americans 
can all reap the benefit of increased 
savings for education. They will see 
their principle grow with compound in- 
terest and Congress will preserve the 
true intention of this newly created 
IRA. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that this table be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


SAVINGS GROWTH THROUGH COMPOUND INTEREST 


Less than 
$10 per 
Year $10 per week at $40 per week at $40 per 
r 12% OX yield 17% yela 
yi yield yi 
E 530 560 2120 2,240 
2. 1,091 1,187 4367 4748 
3. 1,687 1.889 6749 7.558 
4. 2,318 2,676 9274 10,705 
S 2,987 3.55 11.950 14.220 
6. 3,696 4,544 14,787 18,178 
2 — 4448 5,649 17,794 22.599 
8. 5245 6,887 20,982 27.551 
9. 6,090 8274 24,361 33.097 
10. 6895 9.827 27,943 39.309 
ll. 7,934 11.566 31,739 46,266 
12. 8,941 13,514 35,764 54,058 
13. 10,007 15.696 40,030 ,185 
14. 11,137 18,139 44.551 72.559 
15. 12,336 20,876 49.345 83,506 
16. 13,606 23,941 54.425 95,767 
171 3 i F 59.811 109.499 
88.500 614.957 $27,374 $34,000/$59,811 $109,499 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Who yields time in opposition? 

Mr. GLENN. I ask unanimous con- 
sent for 1 more minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Ohio is recognized 
for an additional minute. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, what my 
amendment would do is say we could 
keep the $2,000 that is in the bill now, 
but we would move that just to be used 
for post-12th grade education. In other 
words, we move from $500 up to $2,000, 
but we say it cannot be used for private 
schools, for private school vouchers, 
and so on. 

I think when we start down this 
track, we start toward the ruination or 
start opening the door, a toe in the 
door, for a ruination of our public 
school system. I want the finest public 
school system we can have. Voting a 
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voucher system or taking public money 
off to support private schools is not the 
way to go about it. I urge support for 
my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time in opposition? 

Mr. GRAMM. Parliamentary inquiry, 
Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

Mr. GRAMM. How much time do we 
have on each side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two 
minutes are equally divided under the 
previous agreement. 

Mr. GRAMM. I thank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair notes that the time for those 
who would speak in opposition to the 
amendment is currently running with 
35 seconds remaining. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, our lead- 
er on this issue, Senator COVERDELL, is 
at a press conference out on the steps. 
We have no further requests to have 
speakers on our side. If the distin- 
guished senior Senator from Ohio is 
through with his portion of the debate, 
I would be happy, on behalf of Senator 
COVERDELL, to move to table the pend- 
ing amendment. 

Mr. GLENN. Fine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion to table. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I move 
to table the pending amendment and 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to lay on the table the amendment No. 
2017. The yeas and nays have been or- 
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT) is 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from New York (Mr. MOYNIHAN) is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 60, 
nays 38, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 87 Leg.] 


YEAS—60 
Abraham Faircloth Mack 
Allard Feinstein McCain 
Ashcroft Frist McConnell 
Biden Gorton Murkowski 
Bond Gramm Nickles 
Breaux Grams Roberts 
Brownback Grassley Roth 
Burns Gregg Santorum 
Byrd Hagel Sessions 
Campbell Hatch Shelby 
Chafee Helms Smith (NH) 
Coats Hutchinson Smith (OR) 
Cochran Hutchison Snowe 
Collins Inhofe Specter 
Coverdell Jeffords Stevens 
Craig Kempthorne Thomas 
D'Amato Kyl Thompson 
DeWine Lieberman Thurmond 
Domenici Lott Torricelli 
Enzi Lugar Warner 
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NAYS—38 

Akaka Ford Leahy 
Baucus Glenn Levin 
Bingaman Graham Mikulski 
Boxer Harkin Moseley-Braun 
Bryan Hollings Murray 
Bumpers Inouye Reed 
Cleland Johnson Reid 
Conrad Kennedy Robb 
Daschle Kerrey 
Dodd Keny — 1 
Dorgan Kohl Wellsto: 
Durbin Landrieu 2 
Feingold Lautenberg Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2 
Bennett Moynihan 


The motion to lay on the table the 

amendment (No. 2017) was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2288 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on amendment No. 
2288, as amended, offered by Senators 
MACK and D’ AMATO. 

Under a previous order, there will be 
two minutes equally divided for debate 
followed by the vote. 

Mr. COVERDELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the next 
votes in this series be limited to 10 
minutes in length. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Who yields time? 

If neither side yields time, the time 
will be charged equally to both sides. 

Mr. MACK addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Florida is recognized. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, our 
amendment provides incentives for 
teacher testing and merit pay. 

We see that competition in the 21st 
century will be based on knowledge, 
and that if our children and our grand- 
children are going to be able to com- 
pete in this next century, they must 
have an education second to none. 

Quality teachers produce quality stu- 
dents. We believe this amendment will 
increase the number of quality teach- 
ers in the school system today. 

With that, I yield to my colleague for 
his comments. 

Mr. D’AMATO addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New York. 

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, let me 
simply say that the objective of these 
reforms is to put our children first, to 
promote excellence in education, to re- 
ward the truly outstanding teachers 
who create magic in the classroom, 
give them merit pay, and see to it that 
we have a level of competence in terms 
of teaching what our children require. 

Mr. President, let me say that we do 
not mandate that States and local dis- 
tricts come into this with the funds 
that will be provided for merit pay and 
teacher testing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? If no time is yielded in op- 
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position to the amendment, the time 
will run. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time be 
yielded and that we proceed to the reg- 
ular order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The question occurs on amendment 
No. 2288, the Mack-D’Amato amend- 
ment, as amended. 

The yeas and nays have not been or- 
dered. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Florida. On 
this question, the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT) is 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from New York (Mr. MOYNIHAN) is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 63, 
nays 35, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 88 Leg.] 


YEAS—63 
Abraham Feinstein Lugar 
Allard Frist Mack 
Ashcroft Gorton McCain 
Bond Gramm McConnell 
Boxer Grams Murkowski 
Breaux Grassley Nickles 
Brownback Gregg Roberts 
Burns Hagel Roth 
Byrd Hatch Santorum 
Campbell Helms Sessions 
Chafee Hollings Shelby 
Coats Hutchinson Smith (NH) 
Cochran Hutchison Smith (OR) 
Collins Inhofe Snowe 
Coverdell Jeffords Specter 
Craig Kempthorne Stevens 
D'Amato Kohl Thomas 
DeWine Kyl Thompson 
Domenici Landrieu Thurmond 
Enzi Leahy Torricelli 
Faircloth Lott Warner 

NAYS—35 
Akaka Feingold Lieberman 
Baucus Ford Mikulski 
Biden Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Bingaman Graham Murray 
Bryan Harkin Reed 
Bumpers Inouye Reid 
Cleland Johnson Robb 
Conrad Kennedy Rockefeller 
Daschle Kerrey Sarbanes 
Dodd Kony Wellstone 
Dorgan Lautenberg Wyd 
Durbin Levin yden 

NOT VOTING—2 

Bennett Moynihan 


The amendment (No. 2288), as amend- 
ed, was agreed to. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. D’AMATO. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 


6140 


Mr. COVERDELL addressed the 
Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 


KEMPTHORNE). The Senator will with- 
hold. 

The Senate will please come to order. 

The Senator from Georgia is recog- 
nized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2291 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays on the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time on the amendment? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, as I 
understand, under the rules, we have a 
brief time for explanation of the 
amendment and in opposition. Two 
minutes. 

Are those who favor the amendment 
going to speak? Because I would like to 
speak briefly in opposition. 

Mr. COVERDELL. The protocol has 
been, those opposing the amendment 
have taken the first 2 minutes, pro- 
ponents for the amendment the last 2 
minutes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. That is rather un- 
usual. I will be glad to follow. Usually 
those who propose it make the case for 
it; those opposed to it speak in opposi- 
tion. So I will reserve the time and 
wait until those who favor the issue 
speak in favor of it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
SMITH of Oregon). Who yields time? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
will take 30 seconds to explain the 
amendment, and then if the Senator 
would like to take his time, and then I 
will reserve the last 30 seconds for Sen- 
ator COLLINS to close. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that Senator HELMS of North 
Carolina be added as a cosponsor of 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, so ordered. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, my 
amendment offers the opportunity, the 
option to local school districts and par- 
ents to choose single-sex classrooms or 
schools if there are comparable oppor- 
tunities for both sexes. “Comparable” 
is the word used by the Department of 
Education and the Supreme Court in 
the VMI case to determine if there is 
equal protection under the law. 

I hope we will allow all of the parents 
of our country to have this as an op- 
tion. We have to break out of the box 
in public education to give options to 
our parents for what is best for their 
child. 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, if the 
purpose of the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Texas is to permit separate 


(Mr. 
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classrooms for different genders, you 
can already do that. We already have 
it. So there is no purpose in this. If the 
purpose is to set up schools which are 
separate and allegedly providing, as 
the amendment says, comparable,“ 
all you have to do is look at the court 
opinions and what comparable“ 
means, and it fails to meet the con- 
stitutional standard in terms of real 
equality. 

We don’t have to learn in this coun- 
try again that, when you have either 
minorities in separate facilities or 
women in separate facilities, it is sec- 
ond-level education or treatment. We 
can debate that at another time. That 
is the history. If you just want to have 
separate classrooms, you can already 
have them, and it is constitutional. 

There is a much more sinister and 
real issue of constitutionality that is 
raised by this. We virtually had no 
hearings. If you don’t want to under- 
mine the whole movement of trying to 
get equal treatment for women in the 
classrooms and education, vote in op- 
position to the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maine. 

Ms. COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to sup- 
port the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Texas. There is a wonder- 
ful example of what she is talking 
about in Presque Isle, ME. There is an 
all-girl’s math class. They produce 
wonderful results. I have been in that 
classroom, and the learning there is ab- 
solutely terrific. But they had to go 
through all sorts of regulatory hoops in 
order to be able to do that. They would 
not have to under the amendment of 
the Senator from Texas. I am pleased 
to join her in support of it. Thank you, 
Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I have 
15 seconds left. I ask that the Senator 
from Illinois be permitted 15 seconds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Thank you 
very much. I thank the Senator from 
Massachusetts. I will be brief. As both 
a minority —the only minority Mem- 
ber of this Chamber—and a woman, I 
fit both bills. Quite frankly, we have 
been down the road of separate but 
equal and unequal in this country. Un- 
less it is equal, it winds up being un- 
equal. The discrimination that is pos- 
sible by this legislation for girls is too 
frightening to support it. I rise, there- 
fore, in opposition. I ask there be hear- 
ings on this matter so that we can visit 
with the parents and see what direc- 
tion they would like to take. Thank 


you. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for 3 seconds to ask 
the Senator a question. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. The Senator from New Mexico 
is recognized. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Is there anything 
sinister about your amendment? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I am so pleased to 
have the question asked because, of 
course, this is to allow local school dis- 
tricts to have the option. We are not 
forcing this on anyone. But where an 
individual child can best perform in a 
single-sex classroom, why not let them 
try it? Are we not going to open our 
minds and be creative with our public 
education system? If it is good enough 
for private education, it should be good 
enough for public education, and every- 
one should have the opportunity to do 
the best in the circumstances that fit 
them best. I thank the Senator for the 
question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 2291. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered. The clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT) is 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from New York (Mr. MOYNIHAN) is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 69, 
nays 29, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 89 Leg.] 


YEAS—69 
Abraham Faircloth McCain 
Allard Feinstein McConnell 
Ashcroft Frist Mikulski 
Bingaman Gorton Murkowski 
Bond Graham Nickles 
Boxer Gramm Reid 
Breaux Grams Robb 
Brownback Grassley Roberts 
Bryan Gregg Rockefeller 
Burns Hagel Roth 
Byrd Hatch Santorum 
Campbell Helms Sessions 
Chafee Hutchinson Shelby 
Coats Hutchison Smith (NH) 
Cochran Inhofe Smith (OR) 
Collins Jeffords Snowe 
Conrad Kempthorne Specter 
Coverdell Kyl Stevens 
Craig Landrieu Thomas 
D'Amato Lieberman Thompson 
DeWine Lott Thurmond 
Domenici Lugar Torricelli 
Enzi Mack Warner 

NAYS—29 
Akaka Ford Lautenberg 
Baucus Glenn Leahy 
Biden Harkin Levin 
Bumpers Hollings Moseley-Braun 
Cleland Inouye Murray 
Daschle Johnson Reed 
Dodd Kennedy Sarbanes 
Dorgan Kerrey Wellstone 
Durbin Kerry Wyden 
Feingold Kohl 

NOT VOTING—2 

Bennett Moynihan 


The amendment (No. 2291) was agreed 
to. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
want to take this opportunity to thank 
John Danforth, the former Senator 
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from Missouri, for initiating the ulti- 
mately successful effort to create 
greater opportunity in public schools 
to have same-gender classes schools. 

I was a freshman in 1994. I remember 
the compelling argument made by Sen- 
ator Danforth about what an oppor- 
tunity this would be for a girl like 
Cyndee Couch, the seventh grader at 
the Young Women’s Leadership school 
in East Harlem, NY, to have a safe 
haven where she could learn without 
worrying about her safety, or her abil- 
ity to speak out without being made 
fun of, or in any way not able to be se- 
cure in feeling that she could ask ques- 
tions and participate in the classroom. 

He also thought about the young 
girls in the classroom in Maine that 
were spoken about by Senator COLLINS 
today where the school had to go 
through hoop after hoop after hoop to 
be able to have an all-girl math class. 
When they were able to finally do it 
and break down all the bureaucratic 
barriers, the test scores have shown 
that this has been an outstanding suc- 
cess for the girls in that class, without 
any detriment whatsoever to the other 
students in that school. 

What we want and what the Senate 
has done today is to help pave the way 
to ensure that every child in America 
has this same option. This amendment 
is not a mandate. We are not saying 
that same-gender classes are best for 
everyone. But it has been proven that 
they are good for some, especially for 
girls and minority boys, who have dem- 
onstrated higher test scores and higher 
grades when they are allowed to con- 
centrate on their studies, free from the 
distractions of a coed environment. 

I am very proud that the Senate has 
spoken so clearly today in favor of this 
option for our public school students, 
an option that I might say is available 
at private schools, for parents who can 
afford it. Should this amendment ulti- 
mately become law, this same option 
will become available for many thou- 
sands of parents and their children who 
may not be able to afford private 
school tuition. In short, the amend- 
ment expands the proven benefits of 
private, same-gender education to the 
public school system. 

Iam very pleased the Senate has spo- 
ken so decisively today on this issue, 
and I am confident Congress will in- 
clude it in the final version of this im- 
portant bill. And this success would 
not have been possible but for the hard 
work, vision, and leadership of Jack 
Danforth, who took-up this cause and 
in whose footsteps I proudly follow. 
When he left the Senate and said he 
would not seek reelection, I told him I 
would take up the mantle on this issue, 
and that I would continue his fight to 
ensure that our nation’s schools pursue 
excellence wherever they may find it. 
The parents and students of this nation 
now await the completion of this job, 
and I urge my colleagues to continue 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


to work for expanded educational op- 
portunities and choices for all Ameri- 
cans. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Illinois. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi- 
dent, shortly I will offer an amendment 
on behalf of myself and 18 others to 
submit a plan to help rebuild and mod- 
ernize our schools for the 21st century. 
The amendment creates a simple and 
effective partnership between the Fed- 
eral Government, State and local gov- 
ernments, and the private sector to 
provide the financial backing commu- 
nities need to upgrade and modernize 
our schools. 

This legislation will help modernize 
classrooms so that no child misses out 
on the information age. It will also 
help ease overcrowding—again, so that 
no child is subjected to what Jonathan 
Kozol in his landmark book called 
“Savage Inequalities” that are created 
by school environments that are un- 
suitable for learning. It will help local 
governments patch the roofs, fix bro- 
ken plumbing, and strengthen the fa- 
cilities that provide the foundation for 
our children’s education. 

Just last month the grades were post- 
ed on a set of international math and 
science tests. Though results of those 
tests were profoundly disturbing— 
American students placed at or near 
the bottom of every one of the math 
and science tests offered, below coun- 
tries like Cyprus, Norway, Iceland and 
Slovenia—these results should be a 
clarion call to every policymaker at 
every level that we need to do more to 
support public education in this coun- 
try. 

Our amendment does exactly that. It 
creates a new category of zero interest 
bonds for States and school districts to 
issue to finance capital improvements. 
States and school districts will be able 
to issue some $21.8 billion worth of 
these bonds over the next 2 years. Pur- 
chasers of the bonds would receive Fed- 
eral income tax credits instead of in- 
terest. By using this innovative mecha- 
nism, this plan cuts the costs of major 
school repair and construction by at 
least a third, and in many cases by up 
to 50 percent. Over a 5-year period of 
time, this plan will cost the Federal 
Government only $3.3 billion. We pay 
for the amendment with several tax 
proposals from the President's budget, 
several of which have already been ap- 
proved by the Finance Committee. So 
this bill is paid for, it is in the Presi- 
dent’s budget, and it will allow the 
leveraging of substantial amounts of 
money to help rebuild our crumbling 
schools. 

The interesting thing about it, even 
at $21.8 billion, this amendment only 
scratches the surface. According to the 
U.S. General Accounting Office, it will 
cost $112 billion just to bring the 
schools in this country up to good 
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overall condition. That is just the ba- 
sics, just bringing them up to code. 
That does not equip them with com- 
puters and fancy cosmetics but just to 
address the toll of deferred mainte- 
nance. The GAO found that crumbling 
schools are to be found in every corner 
of America. According to the General 
Accounting Office, 38 percent of schools 
in urban areas are in the worst condi- 
tion, 30 percent of rural schools are in 
the worst condition, and 29 percent of 
suburban schools are in the worst con- 
dition. So it is about a third, a third, a 
third. This is not just an inner-city 
phenomenon. Crumbling schools can be 
found in every kind of community in 
every part of our country. 

In my home State of Illinois, school 
construction and modernization needs 
top $13 billion. Many of our school dis- 
tricts have a difficult time even buying 
textbooks and pencils, let alone financ- 
ing major capital improvements. 

I will share some pictures. I think ev- 
erybody who is listening to this debate 
has probably seen some crumbling 
schools, but for those who have not 
been in a local school recently, I show 
a picture of a hallway in a school in my 
city. Nobody is proud to show pictures 
like this, but this is just reality. As 
you can see, it looks like they have a 
new fire alarm, but given the hallway, 
the infrastructure, they need a new 
wall. They probably should replace the 
whole building, but the point is the de- 
ferred maintenance is clearly evident. 

Here is another picture showing the 
same school. We see the peeling paint 
and the water damage. Here is the floor 
and the wall. It looks like someone 
tried to cover up parts of the hallway, 
but the efforts were obviously not good 
enough. 

Our children should not have to learn 
in these kinds of conditions. This is a 
picture of a school in a suburb of Chi- 
cago. Again, this is a suburban school. 
These are the kinds of classes kids are 
required to learn in during these times. 
A couple of weeks ago, President Clin- 
ton came to Chicago and toured the 
Rachel Carson Elementary School. 
That school has two buildings, an old 
one and a brand new one. In the old 
building, classrooms are unusable be- 
cause of many years of water damage, 
and the windows have turned opaque. 
In the new building, students can learn 
in modern and bright facilities. Ac- 
cording to the students and teachers, 
the new facility affords a much greater 
opportunity to learn. And the teachers 
were so pleased because it afforded 
them an opportunity to teach, again, 
without regard to the threat of falling 
plaster. 

Mr. President, our amendment will 
allow for school districts to build and 
modernize more than 5,000 new schools 
across the country. It will also give 
communities the power to relieve over- 
crowding. We have the largest number 
of children in our schools in the his- 
tory of our country. 
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According to the Department of Edu- 
cation, enrollment will continue to 
grow over the next 10 years. Just to 
maintain current class sizes, we will 
need to build 6,000 new schools over the 
next 10 years. Now, again, the problem 
of overcrowding, in addition to the 
problem of deferred maintenance and 
neglect, is a serious one. I have visited 
schools in my home State of Illinois 
where study halls are held in hallways 
because there is no other classroom 
space. I have seen stairway landings 
converted into computer labs, and 
cardboard partitions used to turn one 
classroom into two. There was one 
school where the lunch room had been 
converted into two classrooms so that 
the students would have to eat in the 
gymnasium instead of having gym 
class where they have “adaptive phys- 
ical education,” where they stand next 
to their desks because the gymnasium 
is now a lunch room. I was tickled to 
listen to the young people talk about 
this problem and this issue. One young 
man talked about a phenomenon called 
“hall rage.” He said, it happens when 
you are in the halls trying to get to 
class and it is so crowded that you 
can’t go anywhere.” They are experi- 
encing violence in the hallways be- 
cause of overcrowding. 

These conditions directly affect the 
ability of children to learn and, again, 
the research has backed up the intui- 
tion, what people know intuitively, 
which is that we cannot expect our 
children to learn tomorrow’s skills in 
buildings that are crumbling down 
around them. 

The problem is so widespread and 
pervasive, and I submit to anyone lis- 
tening that this really is a direct and 
foreseeable result of our archaic school 
funding system. The current system of 
school funding was established over a 
century ago when the Nation’s wealth 
was measured in terms of landholdings. 
Wealth is no longer accumulated just 
in land, and the funding mechanism of 
relying primarily on the local property 
tax is no longer appropriate, nor is it 
adequate. The current school finance 
budget works against most American 
children and mitigates most families’ 
best efforts to improve local schools. 

Again, according to the General Ac- 
counting Office, in another study they 
did, poor and middle-class school dis- 
tricts really make the greatest tax ef- 
fort, but the system works against 
them. In some 35 States, poor and mid- 
dle-class districts have higher tax rates 
than the wealthiest districts, but they 
raise less revenue because there is, of 
course, less property wealth to tax. In 
11 States, this unfair system has led 
the State courts to rule that their 
State school finance systems are un- 
constitutional. In nearly every case, 
States complied by raising property 
taxes or sales taxes to finance school 
improvement. By the way, litigation is 
pending in 16 other States. The odds 
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are that many of those lawsuits will in 
fact result in higher local property 
taxes. 

Mr. President, our amendment can 
break this cycle of crumbling schools 
and higher local taxes. Our amendment 
breaks the mold of school financing 
and creates a new partnership for the 
Ast century where the Federal Govern- 
ment, by giving tax benefits for invest- 
ment, allows States and local govern- 
ments to leverage $22 billion worth of 
investment in school infrastructure. I 
urge my colleagues to take a close look 
at the needs of the schools in their 
States and decide what they stand 
for—higher property taxes and crum- 
bling schools, or lower property taxes 
and a new partnership to improve our 
schools for the 2lst century. Our stu- 
dents should learn about gravity in a 
science lab, not from falling ceiling 
tiles. Our schools should be wired for 
computers, not just metal detectors. 
Our classrooms should be comfortable, 
not just crowded like rush hour com- 
muter trains. 

I believe that the American public 
understands this issue. According to a 
bipartisan poll released earlier this 
year, 76 percent of registered voters 
would support a $30 billion, 10-year 
Federal commitment to rebuilding and 
modernizing our schools. 

I want to submit for the RECORD a 
letter from the President of the United 
States, which is on every Member's 
desk, I believe, in support of this 
amendment, the last lines of which 
say: 

Our children deserve schools they can be 
proud of. I urge you to help our schools pro- 
vide a learning environment that will pre- 
pare our children for the challenges of to- 
morrow by supporting the Moseley-Braun 
amendment, and opposing the expanded Edu- 
cation IRA's. 

Sincerely, 
BILL CLINTON. 

I ask unanimous consent that the en- 
tire letter be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, April 20, 1998. 
Hon. THOMAS A. DASCHLE, 
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. LEADER: As you consider H.R. 
2646 this week, you will have the opportunity 
to vote for the first time on a version of my 
proposal to help build and modernize more 
than 5,000 schools across America. I am writ- 
ing to ask for your support in this important 
effort and for your opposition to the ex- 
panded Education IRAs in the bill. 

Never before have the education infra- 
structure needs of the Nation been so great. 
In order to accommodate record enroll- 
ments, move to smaller class sizes, repair 
aging buildings, take advantage of new tech- 
nologies, and better educate children with 
disabilities, States and localities are faced 
with unprecedented construction and renova- 
tion needs. The Federal Government helps 
build roads, bridges, and other infrastructure 
projects, but none of that will matter much 
if we let the education infrastructure come 
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crumbling down on our children. We must be 
part of the solution. 

I understand that Senator Moseley-Braun 
will offer an amendment that would replace 
the IRA provisions with a proposal to allow 
communities to issue nearly $22 billion in 
bonds for modernizing public schools. Be- 
cause bond purchasers would receive interest 
payments through a Federal tax credit, com- 
munities’ costs would be reduced by one- 
third or more. A vote for this amendment is 
a vote for safer, state-of-the-art schools that 
will open doors to the future for our chil- 
dren. 

The IRA provisions, which provide tax ben- 
efits for elementary and secondary education 
expenses, are both bad education policy and 
bad tax policy. Instead of targeting limited 
Federal resources to build stronger public 
schools, this proposal would divert needed 
resources from public schools. In addition, 
the expanded IRAs provide little financial 
assistance to average families, dispropor- 
tionately benefiting the highest-income tax- 
payers. For these reasons, and because of 
other potential amendments that may be 
adopted, I would veto this bill. 

Our children deserve schools they can be 
proud of. I urge you to help our schools pro- 
vide a learning environment that will pre- 
pare our children for the challenges of to- 
morrow by supporting the Moseley-Braun 
amendment, and opposing the expanded Edu- 
cation IRAs. 

Sincerely, 
BILL CLINTON. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I would not be here as a Member 
of the U.S. Senate if it were not for a 
system of quality public education 
when I came through the system. It 
breaks my heart that we have failed to 
maintain that level of quality public 
education across this country for every 
child that wants to access it. 

It seems to me that as we go into the 
next century, it is the responsibility of 
our generation to give every child the 
opportunity to learn and to give every 
child at least the basic tools with 
which that individual would not only 
be able to provide for themselves, but 
really provide for our country’s well- 
being. As we go into the next century, 
there is no question that in this inter- 
national global competition, in this in- 
formation age and age of technology, 
unless we educate every child and give 
every child the ability to access a qual- 
ity education, to go as far as their tal- 
ents will allow them, we will be under- 
mining our Nation’s ability to main- 
tain its standard as a leader in this 
world economy. How and whether or 
not we train our work force may well 
come down to something as simple as 
providing an environment that is suit- 
able for learning. 

Our kids cannot learn if they are put 
in environments that are not suitable 
for learning, in which they cannot ac- 
cess the new technology. I submit to 
my colleagues that this is a very, very 
serious matter. I find it interesting 
that even the columnists and the car- 
toonists have drawn cartoons about 
this. But this is certainly no laughing 
matter. If anything, this issue goes to 
the heart of our generation’s commit- 
ment to provide the next generation of 
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Americans with at least as much as we 
inherited from the last generation. We 
inherited from them a school system 
that was quality, that was adequate, in 
which people like me could get an edu- 
cation and ascend to the U.S. Senate. I 
am afraid that unless we tackle this 
problem and create a partnership to 
help modernize the schools, we will fail 
the next generation of Americans. I 
therefore call upon my colleagues to 
put partisanship aside and support this 
amendment. 

I yield to the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land. 

Mr. 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia is recognized. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, just 
an administrative technicality. Under 
the unanimous consent agreement, we 
agreed that the amendment to be of- 
fered by the Senator from Illinois 
would have an hour equally divided. We 
have endeavored to accommodate the 
Senator from Illinois. I don’t believe 
the amendment is technically pre- 
pared, but I assume that the Senator 
from Illinois agrees that the time we 
are spending now would operate under 
the 1 hour equally divided time. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Absolutely. I 
thank the Senator from Georgia. He is 
exactly right. It was my assumption 
that in light of the fact that there was 
a technical glitch in the amendment as 
prepared, the time used at this point 
would come off of that. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Sen- 
ator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island is recognized. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support of the amendment of- 
fered by the Senator from Illinois. I 
commend her for her incisive amend- 
ment, which will aid the children of 
America and the parents of America. I 
appreciate very much her effort today. 

Does the Senator from Delaware wish 
to say something? I will be happy to 
yield temporarily. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I believe 
that, in the normal order of things, as 
the manager of the bill, I would be next 
to address the amendment proposed by 
the distinguished Senator from Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Illinois had control and 
yielded to the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land, which was her right to do. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, let me con- 
tinue by again commending the Sen- 
ator from Illinois. It goes right to the 
heart of what we do materially to aid 
the States and localities in the United 
States in providing for excellent public 
education and excellent education 
overall. 

The statistics that we have seen 
about crumbling schools in the United 
States is staggering. Just recently, the 
American Society of Civil Engineers 
concluded that our schools are in the 
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worst condition of any of America’s in- 
frastructure. We know that because we 
go back to our States and to our com- 
munities every weekend and we see 
these buildings. 

Just yesterday I was in the Provi- 
dence Street Elementary School in 
West Warwick, RI. The reason I went 
there is because this is an excellent el- 
ementary school, one of two elemen- 
tary schools in Rhode Island accredited 
by the New England Association of 
Schools and Colleges. I was talking to 
the principal and his staff. They do 
wonderful things. I asked them: What 
is the biggest problem in this school? 
They said, without hesitation, the fa- 
cilities. The main building of the Prov- 
idence Street School was built in 1914 
onto a wooden structure. But in 1969 
the school department acquired a paro- 
chial school across the street. The 
classes are operating in both of these 
schools. Schoolchildren—first graders, 
second graders, third graders, and 
fourth graders—have to cross a busy 
thoroughfare each and every day to 
change classes. There is no room in the 
old building, the 1914 building, to ac- 
commodate the new technology. The 
heating system does not work. Yet, 
this is a wonderful school. 

That is just an example of one school 
in my State. I could go on and on and 
on. In Woonsocket, the Harris School 
was built in 1876, the year that George 
Custer met his fate at Little Bighorn. 
It is still operating. The Thompson 
Middle School in Newport, RI, part of 
it was built in 1898. 

These schools need help. These com- 
munities need help. This is not just 
about improving the academic quality, 
which I think it could do dramatically; 
it is also assisting taxpayers. More and 
more of our constituents are coming up 
to us and telling us they cannot afford 
to support increased property taxes 
that support schools in their commu- 
nities. 

If we want to do anything construc- 
tive, pragmatic, and useful to help not 
only the schools of America but the 
taxpayers of all the towns and cities of 
America, then we will support this leg- 
islation because it will directly assist 
them in their efforts. The proposal that 
Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN has submitted 
is an ingenious way to use Federal re- 
sources to promote public education at 
the local level. 

Once again, we require the initiative 
of the locality. They will have to de- 
cide what schools will be fixed up. They 
will have to go to their communities 
and ask for bond authority to do it. 
But we would by paying the interest to 
allow these communities to get the re- 
sources to make the investment to fix 
the schools, to provide the education 
which we know is at the heart not only 
of the individual progress of the next 
generation of Americans but the 
progress of our Nation, because with- 
out good schools, without schools that 
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are at least sanitary, that at least have 
the ability to accept modern equip- 
ment, without this minimal level of 
adequacy, we cannot expect children to 
learn to be not only productive mem- 
bers of our economy in the 21st century 
but to be productive citizens of the 21st 
century. This is the way to proceed— 
not by disseminating Federal resources 
in tax plans to aid private schools but 
by allowing the local communities to 
use their initiative to issue bonds with 
Federal help to fund, repair, and ren- 
ovate schools. 

This is what our constituents want. 
This is what we must do to improve 
public education in this country. 

I thank the Senator for her rec- 
ommendation of this amendment. I 
urge my colleagues to support it. 

I yield my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. ROTH addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. ROTH. I yield myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. President, I oppose the amend- 
ment offered by the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Illinois for two reasons. 
First, it is important to understand 
that the amendment strikes section 101 
of the Coverdell bill. This section is the 
very heart of the legislation, for it is 
the provision that provides the most 
widespread benefits for American fami- 
lies. This section increases the max- 
imum contribution to an education 
IRA from $500 to $2,000. It permits the 
education IRA to be used for elemen- 
tary and secondary school expenses, 
and it permits the education IRA to be 
used for public and private schools. 

I have already spoken numerous 
times about the importance of making 
these changes to the education IRA. In 
fact, the Senate has already endorsed 
these changes as they were all included 
in the Senate version of the Taxpayer 
Relief Act of 1997. The provisions made 
sense at that time, and they continue 
to make sense today. Our students and 
our families need these resources and 
the benefits of an education IRA to 
help them meet the cost and realize 
quality education. I hope my col- 
leagues continue to recognize just how 
important this tool can be for the 
American people. 

Mr. President, a second reason I op- 
pose this amendment is that, in effect, 
it would create a massive Federal 
mechanism whose stated purpose is to 
spur the construction and rehabilita- 
tion of public schools. It appears to be 
the same proposal contained in the ad- 
ministration’s fiscal year 1999 budget, 
and it would create a new type of bond 
called a qualified school moderniza- 
tion bond.” Unlike regular tax-exempt 
bonds, like those already in the Cover- 
dell bill where holders receive tax-ex- 
empt interest payments, the holders of 
these new “qualified school moderniza- 
tion bonds” would receive a Federal 
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tax credit in an amount to be set by 
the Treasury Department. This amend- 
ment provides that a total of $19.4 bil- 
lion worth of these school moderniza- 
tion bonds could be issued around the 
country over the next 2 years. It also 
increases the amount of qualified zone 
academy bonds by $2.4 billion over 2 
years. 

Even more massive than the amount 
of bonds to be issued under the pro- 
posal is the bureaucracy that would be 
created to administer this program. 
The Treasury would need to establish a 
formula to allocate the school mod- 
ernization bonds. The amendment calls 
for half of the bonds to go to the 100 
largest school districts with the largest 
number of low-income children. The 
other half of the bonds would go to the 
States and Puerto Rico divided in pro- 
portion to their share of Federal assist- 
ance. This would be according to the 
basic grant formula of the Elementary 
and Secondary School Act of 1965. Then 
all of this would be readjusted for allo- 
cation to the 100 largest school dis- 
tricts. 

This runs contrary to President Clin- 
ton’s promise that the era of big gov- 
ernment is over.” It runs contrary to 
our objective to strengthen schools by 
empowering families and communities. 
It consolidates ever-increasing power 
in the hands of a few Federal bureau- 
crats while it robs our families and 
communities of local control over their 
schools and precious financial re- 
sources. 

Not only does the Moseley-Braun 
amendment create more bureaucracy 
in the way that it requires the Federal 
Government to sift through the cri- 
teria and bond allocation process, but 
it calls on the Federal Government to 
oversee another massive program. 

According to this amendment, a bond 
would only be deemed to be a qualified 
school modernization bond if the Fed- 
eral Department of Education signs off 
on it. The Federal Department of Edu- 
cation would have to approve the 
school construction plan of the States 
or eligible school districts. By giving 
its OK, the Federal Department of Edu- 
cation is supposed to consider wheth- 
er—I am quoting from the administra- 
tlon's description of its proposal: 

The school construction plan must, one, 
demonstrate that a comprehensive survey of 
a district’s renovation and construction 
needs has been completed; and, two, de- 
scribes how the jurisdiction will assure the 
bond proceeds are used for the purposes of 
this proposal. 

If we are to meet the education needs 
of our children and the challenges of 
the future, we need less bureaucracy, 
not more. We need greater involvement 
in oversight from our parents and com- 
munities, not less. We need a Federal 
Government that supports the best and 
most innovative programs and policies 
implemented by our States and local 
school boards, not one that takes them 
over. 
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The bond proposals in this amend- 
ment are modeled after a much more 
limited measure that was included in 
the 1997 tax bill at the request of Con- 
gressman RANGEL and the administra- 
tion. The 1997 bill created qualified 
zone academy bonds.” The purpose of 
these bonds was to provide additional 
incentives for private entities to get 
involved in school construction. 

Holders of the qualified zone acad- 
emy bonds, all of whom have to be in 
the business of lending money, are to 
receive a tax credit instead of an inter- 
est payment, and the amount of quali- 
fied zone academy bonds for 1998 and 
1999 was capped at $400 million per 
year. 

The qualified zone academy bond pro- 
gram was deliberately kept small for 
several reasons. First, there was a fun- 
damental concern about the Federal 
Government taking on the traditional 
State and local responsibility for 
school construction. Second, it was un- 
clear whether the academy bond pro- 
gram would place funds where they 
need to be, in the hands of local 
schools. 

Nevertheless, here we are, less than 1 
year later and the push is on for a mas- 
sive expansion of what is nothing more 
than an untested proposal. : 

The attempt with this amendment is 
to authorize almost $22 billion in all- 
school bonds, and this attempt is being 
made without any data that the bond 
mechanism in the amendment is the 
most efficient or beneficial way to help 
States and localities deal with school 
modernization. It is simply unclear 
whether issuing a new type of bond, no 
matter how catchy its name, will ulti- 
mately result in schools being modern- 
ized. What is clear is that it once again 
falls back on the failed notion that 
Washington knows best. It assumes 
that creating layer upon layer of 
unneeded bureaucracy within the De- 
partment of Education is a far greater 
solution than giving parents and local 
communities greater control over the 
education of their children. 

Under the proposal, the Department 
of Education would be required to ap- 
prove the school construction plan of a 
State or eligible school district. This 
means that the bureaucrats from 
Washington would be micromanaging a 
local school districts renovation 
plans—in effect, second-guessing and 
even directing the decisions of State 
and local officials. It also means that 
parents, local leaders, and school dis- 
tricts would have to watch as their 
vital financial resources are com- 
mandeered by Washington, DC, and 
sent out to build and renovate schools 
elsewhere despite the fact that they 
themselves might desperately need im- 
provements in their own community 
schools. 

This amendment strikes right at the 
heart of local control. It gives the De- 
partment of Education the final say 
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about how a school district should ad- 
dress its construction and renovation 
needs. It allows the Department of 
Education in Washington to tell local 
officials that they have misjudged the 
needs of their district. This is wrong. 
Local officials are the people who are 
on the front lines every day. They 
know the needs of their students. They 
are directly accountable to parents. It 
seems only a matter of common sense 
that they are the ones who best under- 
stand the need of their district and the 
best ways to fix any problems. 

Yet this amendment would set up a 
structure whereby the availability of 
this Federal tax benefit is controlled 
by Washington and not by the local- 
ities. As the Department of Education 
would be required to monitor whether 
the bond proceeds were being used for 
the stated, appropriate renovation 
plan, Washington bureaucrats would 
have an ongoing supervisory role. 

It just does not make sense for the 
Department of Education to get in- 
volved at this level. President Clinton 
himself stated in 1994 that the con- 
struction and renovation of school fa- 
cilities has traditionally been the re- 
sponsibility of State and local govern- 
ments, financed primarily by local tax- 
payers.” And in that respect I agree 
with the President. 

I remind my colleagues that the ap- 
proach in the Moseley-Braun amend- 
ment is not risk free. The costs are 
substantial. The Joint Tax Committee 
estimates that the revenue loss to the 
Federal Government for a program like 
this would be about $3.26 billion over 5 
years and $9 billion over 10 years. 

The Coverdell bill offers better gov- 
ernment. I oppose the Moseley-Braun 
amendment, and I urge my colleagues 
to join me. 

I yield back the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR- 
TON). Who yields time? 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Illinois. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I thank the 
Chair. 

I say to my chairman, Senator ROTH, 
that in the first instance the Senator 
misread the bill. This plan provides for 
minimal administrative requirements 
on the State and local authorities 
charged with school repair and con- 
struction. The State and local school 
districts need meet only two main re- 
quirements for issuing these new 
school bonds. First, they have to docu- 
ment their school facility need. Sec- 
ond, they have to describe how they in- 
tend to allocate the bonding authority 
to assure that the schools get the ben- 
efit of it. 

End of story. There is no reapplying 
for money. There is no continuous 
oversight. There is no getting indi- 
vidual projects approved by the Federal 
agency. There is nothing about having 
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to deal with big Government at all in 
this legislation. 

I would add also that no school dis- 
trict, no State is required to take this. 
This is for those school districts that 
want to issue these bonds. It is a mat- 
ter of engaging the private sector, en- 
gaging communities, engaging local 
governments in helping to rebuild their 
schools. 

I yield 5 minutes—he wants 7. 

Mr. ROTH. Will the distinguished 
Senator from Illinois yield on my time 
for 60 seconds? 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Les, of 
course. 

Mr. ROTH. First of all, I think it is 
important to point out that we have 
not been graced with a copy of the 
amendment so that we are not in a po- 
sition to state specifically what it 
says. But my comments are based on 
the administration’s proposal, which 
specifically spells out these require- 
ments and would result in a major 
buildup of a Federal bureaucracy. I 
would just like to point out that this 
local approach is, indeed, contrary to 
what the President himself said in 1996. 
I point to this chart here which says: 

The construction and renovation of school 
facilities has traditionally been the responsi- 
bility of State and local governments, fi- 
nanced primarily by local taxpayers. 

It goes on to say: 

We are opposed to the creation of a new 
Federal grant program for school construc- 
tion. 

With that I 100 percent agree, and it 
is because of that kind of thinking I 
think it is important that this amend- 
ment be defeated. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2292 
(Purpose: To amend the Internal Revenue 

Code of 1986 to expand the incentives for 

the construction and renovation of public 

schools, and for other purposes) 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I say to my 
chairman, again, I apologize if he has 
not had a copy of the amendment. It 
has just been cleaned up. We had a 
technical modification, as you know. 

I send this amendment to the desk so 
it is formally offered and ask the clerk 
to dispense with the reading of it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Illinois [Ms. MOSELEY- 
BRAUN], for herself, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
Dopp, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mr. REED, Mr. ROBB, Mr. GLENN, 
Mr. REID, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. KERRY, Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. KERREY, and Mr. 
HARKIN proposes an amendment numbered 
2292. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the reading of the amend- 
ment is dispensed with. 

The amendment is as follows: 

(The text of the amendment is print- 
ed in today’s RECORD under Amend- 
ments Submitted.’’) 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I yield 7 
minutes to the Senator from Virginia. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. ROBB. Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, yesterday I attended 
the groundbreaking ceremony for a 
new elementary school in Richmond, 
VA. It was an important occasion for 
the city of Richmond because the last 
groundbreaking for a new public school 
in the capital city of my State was 13 
years ago, in 1985, the last year I had 
the privilege of serving as Governor. 
Today, the average age for all public 
schools in the Richmond system is 55 
to 60 years, and two of them have por- 
tions of their facilities that date back 
to 1888, 110 years. 

Last month, Education Secretary 
Dick Reilly and I visited Chantilly 
High School in Fairfax County. Even 
though Chantilly High is a new school, 
its enrollment is already 20 percent 
over capacity. Classes are being taught 
in 17 trailers that have no bathrooms, 
bad ventilation and are not wired to 
the Internet. Some classes have stu- 
dent-teacher ratios as high as 27 or 28 
to 1. 

Iam an enthusiastic cosponsor of the 
school construction amendment of the 
Senator from Illinois because this leg- 
islation gives important Federal help 
to cities like Richmond and counties 
like Fairfax to help build and renovate 
public schools. It not only addresses 
one of the most pressing needs our 
schools face—the urgent need for 
school construction money—it also 
represents an eminently appropriate 
and constructive role for the Federal 
Government in education. 

If we had unlimited resources, there 
is much more I would like to do for 
education, and I support many of the 
provisions in the underlying bill. But 
because Federal dollars are limited, we 
are forced to make decisions on what is 
most important, on how best to spend 
the limited Federal dollars we have. 

To me, the provisions of the under- 
lying bill simply do not meet this test. 

In truth, the simple question before 
us today is this: How can we best in- 
vest $1.6 billion on education? Do we 
help States face their urgent construc- 
tion needs? Do we give States addi- 
tional money to help reduce class size? 
Do we help States incorporate tech- 
nology into their classrooms and cur- 
riculum? If we look into the language 
of the underlying bill, the answer to 
every question is no. 

But if we look at the language in the 
pending amendment and we ask this 
question—will we help States and lo- 
calities build and renovate public 
schools?—the answer is an emphatic 
yes. 

Mr. President, there is no question 
the need is great. The Government Ac- 
counting Office has estimated that our 
national school repair and construction 
needs are $112 billion. Fourteen million 
children attend public schools that are 
in need of major repair or complete re- 
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placement. In addition, far too many 
young Americans attend woefully over- 
crowded public schools. We need to 
help States repair and modernize exist- 
ing facilities. 

In order to hire new teachers and re- 
duce class size, we need additional 
classrooms in which to place those 
teachers. In order to increase student 
access to computers and technology, 
we need to help some existing facilities 
undergo complete electrical upgrades 
to support the use of that technology, 
and as we debate this bill, we cannot be 
confused about what this bill is and is 
not. 

Just because the word education“ is 
in the name, that does not mean that 
the bill gives money to schools. In 
truth, this legislation will not build a 
single school or hire a single teacher or 
help incorporate technology into a sin- 
gle classroom. 

Despite all the rhetoric, this bill is 
really nothing more than a tax cut for 
the few when what we so urgently need 
is a new roof for the many. Encour- 
aging individuals to save their own 
money is a noble intention, but like 
every decision we face, we have to ac- 
knowledge that there is a cost, and the 
real cost of the underlying bill lies in 
every school we don’t help build, every 
teacher we don't help hire, every leak- 
ing roof we don’t help fix and every 
classroom we don’t help wire for the 
Internet. 

Again, we have two choices: We can 
invest $1.6 billion in support of school 
construction with the pending amend- 
ment, or we can spend $1.6 billion on 
tax cuts, disguised as education money, 
with the underlying bill. I hope the 
Senate will support school construc- 
tion. 

I thank the Chair and yield back any 
time to the sponsor of this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. COVERDELL addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, 
how much time is remaining on both 
sides? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixteen 
minutes 34 seconds to the Senator from 
Georgia; 5 minutes 23 seconds to the 
Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 10 minutes of our time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, 
first, I have the utmost respect for my 
good colleague from Virginia, but I do 
want to correct one statement that he 
made. He said that the underlying bill 
provides no provisions for school con- 
struction. That is not accurate. The 
underlying bill embraces the provisions 
of the Senator from Florida on the 
other side of the aisle that does have a 
significant expansion of funding for 
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schools at the local level and, without 
creating a new bureaucracy, leaving all 
the decisions to be made at the local 
level rather than at the Department of 
Education. 

In the debate between the chairman 
and the Senator from Illinois, it is sug- 
gested that this does not carry that 
traditional, onerous Federal interven- 
tion with prevention. But I would just 
like to share with you that under this 
legislation, the Federal Government is 
required to establish a formula to allo- 
cate the school modernization bonds. 

The Federal Government would need 
to ensure that half the bonds go to the 
100 largest school districts with the 
largest number of low-income children, 
and the other half of the bonds would 
go to the States and Puerto Rico di- 
vided in proportion of shares of Federal 
assistance according to the basic grant 
formula for the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary School Act of 1965. 

The Federal Government would not 
only scrutinize the criteria and figure 
out who gets what, it would be required 
to do more. 

Under these provisions, a bond would 
only be deemed to be a qualified school 
modernization bond if the Department 
of Education signs off on it. 

The Department of Education would 
also have to approve the school con- 
struction plan of the State—that is a 
key one—or eligible school district. 

In approving the construction plan, 
the Department of Education is sup- 
posed to consider whether a com- 
prehensive survey of the district’s ren- 
ovation and construction needs have 
been completed, et cetera; expansion of 
the Federal oversight, the master prin- 
ciple envisioned over local control. 

The chairman of the board of edu- 
cation in my State accepts the Presi- 
dent’s admonition that construction of 
schools is a responsibility of local gov- 
ernment. There is already Federal re- 
lief in terms of financing, but that 
leaves all the decisions at the local 
level, like the President wanted to do 
in 1996. 

My State is spending over nearly $5 
billion in school construction; $186 mil- 
lion last year for 57 brand new schools 
and for modifications in 110 additional 
schools. 

This proposal rewards failure, be- 
cause it moves to where the job has not 
been done. Those States and commu- 
nities that have been doing what the 
President appropriately said here, they 
do not meet the criteria anymore be- 
cause they have eliminated the cri- 
teria. 

Mr. President, we have heard a lot 
during the course of this debate about 
how a modest tax relief for 14 million 
families is inappropriate tax policy. I 
reminded the other side that the defini- 
tion of the tax relief is identical to the 
IRA we passed last year and signed by 
the President for college education, 
and all we have done is taken that pro- 
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posal and expanded it to $2,000 instead 
of $500 and have allowed it to be used 
for grades kindergarten through high 
school. 

This amendment eliminates that pro- 
posal and that modest tax relief, which 
is about $500 million over 5 years and a 
little over $1 billion over 10 years, and 
creates tax relief of $9 billion—for 
whom? Banks, insurance companies 
and very, very successful people are 
going to be the recipients of this $9 bil- 
lion. So we just take these little folks 
making $75,000 or less, $150,000 or less, 
mop that out—that’s not good policy— 
and create tax relief on these bonds 
that would go to banks and insurance 
companies, and we all know who buys 
these kinds of bonds, these tax-exempt 
bonds. Out goes the little guy, in comes 
the big guy. 

Mr. President, school construction 
and quality of schools and the facilities 
are important. For as long as we have 
known, that has been a duty of the 
State and the local government. A lot 
of States and a lot of local commu- 
nities have fulfilled that requirement. 
They will be on the short end of this 
proposal. 

The underlying proposal for school 
construction expands financing for 
schools, gives additional options, but it 
keeps the decision apparatus at the 
local level. And it does not create an- 
other Federal outreach, another Fed- 
eral intervention, into the local proc- 
ess of school construction. 

I oppose the amendment on those 
grounds. But I am particularly con- 
cerned that it eliminates the heart of 
the underlying proposal, which is to 
create a modest—the families will not 
be taxed on an interest buildup, such a 
modest proposal that creates such a big 
response in America where 14 million 
families come forward and save $5 bil- 
lion in the first 5 years, up to $10 bil- 
lion over 10 years, and there is not a 
single tax dollar involved. These are 
voluntary dollars, an enormous infu- 
sion, frankly, larger than this proposal, 
behind the student—not the building, 
but the student. Those billions of dol- 
lars will buy computers and tutors and 
deal with special learning disabilities 
and cost the Federal Government, in 
terms of taxes not collected, a very 
modest amount. 

But this will go to buildings, and this 
will cost the taxpayers $9 billion. Con- 
versely, this little proposal, the edu- 
cation savings account, creates $10 bil- 
lion. There is no school board that has 
to raise its property tax base. There is 
no State that has to raise its income 
tax. There are no new taxes from the 
Federal Government. It is people doing 
it on their own, simply because we 
have said, we will allow you to keep 
your investment, your principal, and 
we will not tax you on the interest if 
you use it to help your child in school 
wherever they happen to be. 

The other side has repeatedly said 
this is for private schools. And 7.5 per- 
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cent of the underlying cost of the un- 
derlying bill could help somebody who 
has a child in private schools; 90-plus 
percent goes to children and helps peo- 
ple in the public school system. So it is 
just incorrect—and the Senator from 
Illinois has not been part of that, but 
all morning long I have heard this busi- 
ness that the underlying proposal is for 
private schools. It is just not the case. 

Seventy percent of the families who 
use these savings accounts have chil- 
dren in public schools. Half the money 
that is generated—and it is their 
money—would go to support children 
in public; half of it would go to support 
children in private. Tax relief that 
would be associated with private is 
about $200 million over 5 years, or 
about 7 percent of the cost of this bill. 

Mr. President, I yield back whatever 
is left of my 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I yield 2 minutes to the Senator 
from Massachusetts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, first 
of all, it is important to note that 
under the Moseley-Braun amendment 
the provision dealing with the con- 
struction, the Graham amendment, is 
not struck, it is preserved, as well as 
the tuition assistance programs. What 
is struck is the Coverdell proposal. And 
the Coverdell proposal, according to 
the Joint Tax Committee, provides 
that the majority of its money is going 
to go to private schools. Now that is a 
fact. 

You have the choice of whether you 
want that or whether you want to have 
a downpayment in our public schools 
to try to help ensure that we are going 
to free our public schools from asbes- 
tos, from boilers breaking down, and 
from leaky pipes. 

Mr. President, I want to just mention 
a case here that is right on point. And 
this is the Revere public schools. That 
is a blue-collar area in Massachusetts. 
It has increased by 25 percent the en- 
rollment over the past 5 years in the 
elementary schools. Revere recently 
passed a $2.2 million referendum to re- 
pair roofs in three schools and to re- 
move the asbestos panels and mod- 
ernize the fire alarm system in the 
high school. Since then, the high 
school roof has begun to leak, threat- 
ening to ruin the new fire alarm sys- 
tem. The town estimates it will cost $1 
million to repair the roof. The mayor 
says: We would repair the roof if we 
had the Carol Moseley-Braun amend- 
ment. 

What I hear from the mayors all over 
Massachusetts, in the old towns and 
communities, as well as in the rural 
areas, is that interest on some of these 
bonds runs up to 40 percent of the bur- 
den and the debt, in many instances, if 
they are not attended to in a prompt 
way. 
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This provides a helping hand to those 
needy communities. And it is an essen- 
tial part of the President’s program. I 
commend the Senator from Illinois for 
making this strong case and hope our 
colleagues will support her. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 
today I am pleased to support two con- 
struction initiatives to help our public 
schools reduce overcrowding. The first 
is included in Senator ROTH’s sub- 
stitute bill that is before us and the 
second is an amendment by Senator 
CAROL MOSELEY-BRAUN. 

The two proposals combined mean 
that California could issue tax exempt 
bonds totaling $2.8 billion. They differ 
in their approach and help two dif- 
ferent types of districts. The Roth pro- 
posal will help suburban high-growth 
areas. The Moseley-Braun proposal will 
target disadvantaged, inner city dis- 
tricts, while also providing the state 
with authority to address the needs of 
other districts. 

THE ROTH PROPOSAL 

The school construction provisions of 
Senator ROTH’s education bill provide 
$2.4 billion per year for new tax-exempt 
bonds and allocate them according to a 
state’s population, at $10 per person. It 
targets funding at the school districts 
with a 20 percent enrollment growth 
between 1990 and 1995. Under this pro- 
posal, California could issue tax-ex- 
empt bonds totaling $322 million and as 
many as 77 high-growth school dis- 
tricts in California could take advan- 
tage of these bonds. This means that 
using these bonds, we could build 40 el- 
ementary schools, 8 middle schools and 
2 high schools in my state. We could 
build schools in high-growth school dis- 
tricts like Clovis, Capistrano, Tustin, 
Elk Grove, Modesto, Palo Alto, Lan- 
caster, Culver City, and Fontana. 

The Roth proposal creates a new cat- 
egory of tax exempt facility bonds to 
encourage innovative public-private 
partnerships for school construction, 
but the ownership of the school build- 
ing would stay with the public school 
district. This approach could brings 
some innovative financing to school 
construction, in my view. 

While in terms of California’s enor- 
mous needs, the amount of bonding au- 
thority in this proposal is modest, it 
does offer a new financing tool for our 
schools. 

THE MOSELEY-BRAUN AMENDMENT 

I also will vote for the school con- 
struction amendment to be offered by 
Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN, which will 
provide $22.6 billion in authority for 
state and local governments to issue 
bonds to construct and rehabilitate 
schools. In addition, her amendment 
will make more qualified zone academy 
bonds available by increasing the na- 
tional bond cap from $400 million to 
$1.4 billion and by allowing them to be 
used for school construction. Bond- 
holders would get federal tax credits in 
lieu of interest. 
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Under this proposal, California could 
get $2.5 billion in bonds, the most of 
any state. Thirty-five percent of these 
bonds would be used by the 100 largest 
school districts based on their ESEA 
Title I funding, which assists disadvan- 
taged children. Sixty-five percent 
would be distributed by states based on 
their own criteria. In addition, the Sec- 
retary of Education could designate 25 
additional districts based on the state’s 
share of ESEA Title I grants, excluding 
the 100 largest districts. 

Under this amendment, the following 
school districts could receive the fol- 
lowing allocations: 


Bakersfield City Elementary, $19 mil- 
lion; 

Compton Unified, $30 million; 

Fresno Unified, $56 million; 

Long Beach Unified, $48 million; 

Los Angeles Unified, $481 million; 

Montebello Unified, $22 million; 

Oakland Unified, $35 million; 

Pomona Unified, $18 million; 

Sacramento City Unified, $31 million; 

San Bernardino City Unified, $32 mil- 
lion; 

San Diego City Unified, $68 million; 

San Francisco Unified, $28 million; 

Santa Ana Unified, $27 million; and 

Stockton City Unified, $24 million. 

In addition to these, the state would 
get $1.2 billion to allocate among needy 
school districts. 

In my state, these two proposals pro- 
vide two approaches to address the 
school construction needs in two dif- 
ferent types of California school dis- 
tricts. The Roth-Coverdell proposal 
helps districts with enrollment growth 
exceeding 20% between 1990 and 1995, 
high-growth districts. The Moseley- 
Braun proposal helps the large, urban, 
poor districts, districts that also have 
pockets of escalating enrollments and 
dilapidated and crowded buildings. 

CALIFORNIA’S CRITICAL NEEDS 

My state faces severe challenges. 

SOARING ENROLLMENT GROWTH 

California’s public school enrollment 
between 1997 and 2007 will grow by 15.7 
percent, triple the national rate of 4.1 
percent. California’s schools will see 
the largest enrollment increase of all 
states during the next ten years. 

Each year between 160,000 and 190,000 
new students enter California class- 
rooms. 

California’s high school enrollment is 
projected to increase by 35.3 percent by 
2007. Approximately 920,000 students 
are expected to be admitted to schools 
in the state during that period, boost- 
ing total enrollment from 5.6 million to 
6.8 million. 

California needs to build 7 new class- 
rooms a day at 25 students per class be- 
tween 1997 and 2001 just to keep up with 
the growth in student population. 

OVERCROWDING 

California needs to add about 327 
schools over the next three years just 
to keep pace with the projected 
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growth. Yet these phenomenal con- 
struction rates would only maintain 
current use and would not even begin 
to relieve current overcrowding. 

We have the largest class sizes in the 
nation. Students are crammed into 
every available space and in temporary 
buildings. Los Angeles Unified School 
District, for example, has 560,000 seats 
for 681,000 students. 

Here are a few other examples: 

At Horace Mann Year-Round School 
in Oakland, increasing enrollment and 
class size reductions require some 
teachers and students to pack up and 
move to a new classroom every month. 

At John Muir Elementary School in 
San Bruno, one class spent much of the 
year on the stage of the school’s multi- 
purpose room as it waited for portables 
to arrive. 

Anaheim City School District has a 6 
percent enrollment growth rate, double 
the state average and recently ap- 
proved the purchase of 10 portable 
buildings, at a cost of $235,000 to relieve 
overcrowding. 

Los Angeles Unified School District 
has 195 schools on a nontraditional, 
year-round schedule and is bussing 
11,000 students away from their neigh- 
borhoods because of overcrowding. Gar- 
field High School in East Los Angeles 
was built for 2,500 students but now has 
almost 5,000. Many classes have 40 or 
more students per teacher. 

In order to build it’s way out of over- 
crowding, Oceanside School District in 
San Diego, would need to build four el- 
ementary schools, two middle schools 
and a high school at an estimated cost 
of $110 to $140 million. 

OLD SCHOOLS 

60 percent of our schools are over 30 
years old. 

Today’s schools need a modern infra- 
structure, including updated wiring for 
computers. 

In California, 87 percent of the public 
schools need to upgrade and repair 
buildings, according to the General Ac- 
counting Office, 

HIGH COSTS 

The California Department of Edu- 
cation estimates that the state needs 
$22 billion during the next decade to 
modernize our public schools and an 
additional $8 billion to meet enroll- 
ment growth. 

Here’s what it costs to build a school 
in California: 

An elementary school (K-6), $5.2 mil- 
lion; 

A middle school (7-8), $12.0 million; 
and 

A high school (9-12), $27.0 million. 

Our schools must be built to with- 
stand earthquakes, floods, El Nino and 
myriad other natural disasters. Califor- 
nia’s state earthquake building stand- 
ards add 3 to 4 percent to construction 
costs. 

The cost of building a high school in 
California is almost twice the national 
cost. The U.S. average is $15 million; in 
California, it is $27 million. 
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CLASS SIZE REDUCTION 

Our state, commendably, is reducing 
class sizes in grades K through 3 be- 
cause smaller classes improve teaching 
and learning. 

We have the largest pupil-teacher ra- 
tios in the country and fortunately, we 
are beginning to reduce class sizes. 
Small classes bring more individual at- 
tention to students, but smaller classes 
mean more classrooms. 

In short, California’s needs are im- 
mense and states and local commu- 
nities need the federal partner. 

CONCLUSION 

These new bond programs will pro- 
vide important assistance for school 
districts across America. Some of the 
bonds can especially help small and 
low-income area school districts, be- 
cause low-income communities with 
the highest school rehabilitation and 
construction needs may have to pay 
the highest interest rates in order to 
issue the bonds, if they can be issued at 
all. 

These approaches are similar to the 
bill I introduced on March 12, the Ex- 
pand and Rebuild America’s Schools 
Act, S. 1753. My bill would provide a 
tax credit for bond holders of school 
construction bonds and includes cri- 
teria to address high growth areas and 
older schools in need of modernization. 

School overcrowding places a heavy 
burden on teachers and students. Stud- 
ies show that the test scores of stu- 
dents in schools in poor condition can 
fall as much as 11 percentage points be- 
hind scores of students in good build- 
ings. Other studies show improvements 
of up to 20 percent in test scores when 
students move to a new facility. 

The point is that improving facilities 
improves teaching and learning. School 
overcrowding undermines the health 
and morale of students and teachers, 
disrupting education. Overcrowded 
schools prevent both teachers and stu- 
dents from reaching their full poten- 
tial. 

Our nation’s school districts face 
huge challenges as we move toward the 
2lst century, with a record 52.2 million 
children this year and a booming 
school population forecast well into 
the next century. The legislation pro- 
poses modest, targeted federal support 
for school bonds in growth areas, offer- 
ing important assistance to school dis- 
tricts, teachers, parents and students. 

In the end, it is improved student 
achievement is what this is all about 
and in the end, that is the goal of this 
Senator. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the amendment offered by 
my colleague from Illinois, Senator 
MOSELEY-BRAUN. The Senator’s amend- 
ment would authorize over $22 billion 
in essential bonding authority to the 50 
States and territories to improve our 
Nation’s public school system. 

The Moseley-Braun school construc- 
tion amendment would provide direct 
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assistance to states to improve and 
construct school facilities for our na- 
tion’s children. The amendment before 
us will help thousands of schools across 
the country modernize their facilities 
to meet increasing technological de- 
mands. It will also provide assistance 
to local school districts to build addi- 
tional facilities for the growing num- 
ber of students. 

Hawaii’s schools, particularly our 
rural schools on the neighbor islands, 
are in great need of improvement and 
modernization. The inclusion of mod- 
ern technology in our education cur- 
riculum requires extensive renovations 
in older school buildings to ensure that 
all children have equal access to to- 
day’s technological advancements. Ha- 
waii’s schools could receive an esti- 
mated $53 million for school construc- 
tion under this amendment. This would 
greatly assist my state in meeting the 
increased educational demands of our 
children. 

Mr. President, as a former teacher, I 
have taught in both the private and 
public school systems, and I recognize 
the advantages and disadvantages of 
both systems. However, I believe that 
the Federal Government has a moral 
obligation to ensure that all our chil- 
dren are provided a quality education, 
and diverting potential resources away 
from our public schools is a disservice 
to the majority of American children 
who attend public schools. The under- 
lying proposal does not focus on those 
who need the most help. The bill before 
us provides an average tax break for 
families with public school children of 
only $7 over five years, while families 
with children in private schools would 
receive a $37 benefit. This proposal pro- 
vides a disproportionate share of bene- 
fits to wealthier families who do not 
need the additional Federal assistance. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Moseley-Braun school construction 
amendment and provide all our na- 
tion’s children an equal opportunity to 
learn in safe, clean, modern school fa- 
cilities. Thank you, Mr. President, I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I will close. How many minutes 
do I have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three 
minutes 18 seconds. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I will close 
briefly by saying this: The choice, un- 
fortunately, here is between a new and 
complicated tax cut that is disguised 
as education policy—and I say new 
and complicated; it is all of $7 to a 
maximum of $37 a year tax cut that no- 
body really asked for. It will not fix a 
single school. It will not deal with an 
existing problem. It will not reduce a 
single dollar of property taxes. 

I point out that the quote from the 
administration that was made in 1996 
makes it very clear: Traditional re- 
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sponsibility, financed by local tax- 
payers. We are trying to provide a part- 
nership to break the cycle of crumbling 
schools and high property taxes by pro- 
viding a partnership that allows us to 
fix crumbling schools, to fix up the 
schools, provide an environment suit- 
able for learning, and reduce the prop- 
erty tax burden, and bring the Federal 
Government, in cooperation and col- 
laboration—not a lot of bureaucracy, 
but as a helping hand. 

The Federal Government is not the 
problem here. It is not the solution 
here. It can only help and assist local 
efforts. That is all this amendment 
does. I urge my colleagues to support 
the Moseley-Braun amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield my- 
self 3 minutes. 

Mr. President, the statement was 
made by the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois that her legislation would 
not require the creation of the type of 
bureaucracy of which I spoke in my 
opening remarks. I have since then, for 
the first time, received a copy of the 
amendment. But I have to say that ex- 
actly as I spelled out in my statement, 
this legislation requires very detailed 
action on the part of the Department 
of Education and the Treasury in allo- 
cating and granting the funds provided 
for under this agreement. 

Let me just give you one or two illus- 
trations of what I speak. On page 17, in 
paragraph 5, it says: 

APPROVED STATE APPLICATION For pur- 
poses of paragraph (1), the term “approved 
State application“ means an application 
which is approved by the Secretary of Edu- 
cation and which includes— 

(A) the result of a recent publicly-available 
survey (undertaken by the State with the in- 
volvement of local education officials, mem- 
bers of the public, and experts in school con- 
struction and management) of such State's 
needs for public school facilities, including 
descriptions of. 

I will not read on. But I want to re- 
emphasize that this legislation is put- 
ting control of school construction in 
the hands of Washington, of the Fed- 
eral bureaucracy. And that is exactly 
contrary to what the President himself 
said in the justification of an appro- 
priations estimate. 

I think it is important too, because I 
agree with what he says here: 

The construction and renovation of school 
facilities has traditionally been the responsi- 
bility of state and local governments, fi- 
nanced primarily by local taxpayers; we are 
opposed to the creation of a new federal 
grant program for school construction. 

That is exactly what I am saying 
today. We are opposed to the creation 
of a new Federal program with a bu- 
reaucracy. We think the control of our 
schools, including the construction of 
new facilities, should be in the hands of 
the State and local government. 

I yield the remainder of my time to 
the distinguished Senator from Geor- 
gia. 
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Mr. COVERDELL. How much time 
remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four 
minutes and 14 seconds, and the Sen- 
ator from Illinois has 2 minutes. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
reiterate in the underlying proposal 
there is a concern about school con- 
struction. In that sense, there is a 
sharing of concern with the Senator 
from Illinois. We have a different view 
about how to come to it. 

I believe, as I said, this proposal 
moves to failure. A State that has met 
its responsibilities and kept schools up 
to the level they should be doesn't 
meet the criteria in the amendment for 
the funding. 

The second point, and probably for 
me the most significant, is that this 
amendment obviates and destroys the 
education savings account that we 
have been discussing now for almost 6 
months. This education savings ac- 
count offers modest tax relief, which 
causes Americans to do very big 
things. About $500 million-plus tax re- 
lief on the interest buildup in the sav- 
ings account will cause 14 million fami- 
lies, according to the Joint Tax Com- 
mittee, to open such an account and 
save, of their own money, $5 billion in 
5 years, over $10 billion in 10 years, all 
of which comes to the direct support of 
a child’s need—tutor, computer, trans- 
portation, afterschool program, uni- 
form; it goes on. 

So with just a modest incentive of- 
fered from the Federal Government, we 
cause Americans to step forward and 
give massive support to education. 

Now, that is taken out of the bill and 
exchanged for something that takes $9 
billion of Federal money, doesn’t cre- 
ate a dime on the part of these fami- 
lies, and this tax relief goes to the fin- 
anciers. A certain segment of it can 
only be managed by banks and insur- 
ance companies, and the balance of it 
certainly will gravitate to the wealthi- 
est of our society. 

So we kick out these average fami- 
lies—middle-income families. They 
cannot open a savings account and save 
this modest tax on their interest. That 
goes in the trash can. But the big dol- 
lars for big investors comes forward. 
The net exchange is, the Federal Gov- 
ernment expends $9 billion instead of $1 
billion and creates no investment 
versus $10 billion in investment. That 
is not a very good exchange. The little 
guy gets shortchanged. He or she can- 
not open a savings account, but the big 
institutions have an incentive to come 
forward. 

So I repeat, this proposal rewards 
failure, it creates a massive new Fed- 
eral reach, new Federal intervention 
into what even the President says 
should be a local decision, and wipes 
out those 14 million savings accounts. 

I just say, one of the important fea- 
tures of that savings account that I 
think never gets talked about is the 
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fact that every time the family opens 
it, from that point on, every month 
when they get the statement—not with 
their billions, but with their hundreds 
of dollars—every month they get it, 
they will be reminded of what that 
child needs for the school they attend. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the opponents has expired. 

The Senator from Illinois has 2 min- 
utes. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I fear some- 
how that in parts of this debate we are 
talking at each other. That is unfortu- 
nate. 

Everybody, of course, supports in- 
creased savings. That is not the issue. 
The question is whether or not this is 
education policy and whether or not we 
are responding to a very real need. 

The relief provided in the Coverdell 
proposal, the $7 a year, is not going to 
fix a single broken window or roof. It is 
not going to address this issue of public 
schools at all. That is where this issue 
is joined, unfortunately. 

In closing, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the RECORD a list of 
the supporters of this proposal, along 
with a representative sample of letters, 
including one from a teacher in 
downstate Illinois. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

LIST OF SUPPORTERS 

AFL-CIO. American Association of School 
Administrators. American Federation of 
State, County and Municipal Employees. 
American Federation of Teachers. Children’s 
Defense Fund. Council of Chief State School 
Officers. Hispanic Education Coalition. Na- 
tional Coalition for Public Education. Na- 
tional Education Association. National 
School Boards Association. National PTA. 
National Urban League. Rebuild America’s 
Schools. United Auto Workers. Union of 
Needletrades, Industrial and Textile Employ- 
ees. 

LETTER FROM DOROTHY STRICKLER 

I am a teacher in a public high school in II- 
linois, as is my husband. We are very con- 
cerned about the physical condition of the 
schools in downstate Illinois, especially. My 
husband’s school is in rural Stark County. 
The building is almost 80 years old. It is 
completely inaccessible to the handicapped. 
His classroom has windows which will not 
stay open and having an open window in a 
classroom with no air-conditioning is impor- 
tant. In order to have fresh air in the room 
he must climb on a chair and onto the win- 
dow sill to prop a stick in the window. This 
is just one example of the poor conditions he 
must face every day when he goes to work. 

As for my situation, the worst problem I 
face is the lack of air-conditioning. My 
school is in Peoria County. Our school year 
begins August 15 and at times the room in 
which I teach has a temperature of 95+ de- 
grees. We have state-of-the-art computer 
technology, but no air-conditioning. 

I hope the federal government can pass leg- 
islation to help school districts in this coun- 
try bring their buildings up to livable stand- 
ards. We have brand new jails going up all 
around us, but our children and teachers in 
the schools are trying to work in conditions 
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no one in any other part of society would 
tolerate. 
Sincerely, 
DOROTHY STRICKLER. 
NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION, 
Washington DC, March 11, 1998. 
UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of the 2.3 million 
members of the.National Education Associa- 
tion (NEA), we reiterate our opposition to 
the education IRAs” for private schools in 
S. 1133 and urge you to vote against passage 
of this bill or any similar provision. No 
modification or additional amendments to 
this provision, such as school construction, 
would change our position. Positive ideas, 
such as modernizing public school buildings, 
should not be tied to tax schemes to benefit 
private and religious schools. 

Instead of supporting S. 1133, NEA urges 
you to vote for a substitute to provide tax 
credits to subsidize $22 billion of school mod- 
ernization bonds over 10 years. These bonds 
would enable states and local public school 
districts, which serve more than 90 percent 
of all students, to provide safe, modern 
schools that are well-equipped to prepare 
students for jobs of the future. School mod- 
ernization bonds would target one-half of the 
funds to schools with the greatest number of 
low-income children and allow states to de- 
cide where to distribute the remaining half. 
This would ensure that rural, urban, and sub- 
urban schools all benefit from these bonds. 

The provision in S. 1133 to create tax-free 
savings accounts to pay for private and reli- 
gious schools would do nothing to improve 
teaching or learning in our public schools. It 
would also disproportionately benefit 
wealthy families who already send their chil- 
dren to private and religious schools. The 
public and parents say they want federal in- 
vestments to improve teacher training, pro- 
mote safe schools, and establish programs to 
help all students reach high standards. Tax 
shelters, as proposed by S. 1133, would do 
nothing to help achieve these goals. 

Further, this tax-free savings account does 
not guarantee parents a choice of schools. 
Private school admissions officers would de- 
cide which students to accept. An editorial 
about S. 1133 in the September 11, 1997 issue 
of the Christian Science Monitor stated: 
“Sounds innocent enough. But where does it 
lead? It’s a small step toward positioning 
government behind private—most often 
church-related—elementary and secondary 
education.” 

NEA urges you to vote for the public 
school modernization bond substitute and 
against cloture and final passage of S. 1133 if 
it contains the private school tax scheme. 
Sincerely, 

MARY ELIZABETH TEASLEY, 
Director of Government Relations. 
NATIONAL PTA, 
OFFICE OF GOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS, 
Washington, DC, April 20, 1998. 
U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR: The 6.5 million-member 
National PTA opposes H.R. 2646, expected to 
be taken up during the week of April 20th. 
There are two amendments the National 
PTA urges you to support because they 
would eliminate the problem of funneling 
public dollars into tax breaks for private and 
religious school participation. One of the 
amendments will be offered by Senator 
Moseley-Braun and would substitute Senator 
Coverdell's tax package for a proposal to 
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fund school construction projects designed to 
modernize public schools. The other amend- 
ment we urge you to support will be offered 
by Senator Glenn. His proposal would strike 
the language that allows for a tax subsidy 
for K-12 education, so that the tax breaks 
would go toward higher education accounts 
only. 

The substitute package authorizes a tax 
credit for desperately needed construction 
and renovation. Instead of investing tax- 
payers’ money in savings accounts that 
would primarily reward wealthy families, 
the substitute would direct federal resources 
to build and modernize public schools across 
the nation. By paying for the interest on 
nearly $22 billion in state and local bonds, 
the substitute will help ensure that children 
across the nation will be able to learn in 
safe, modern, well-equipped schools and get 
preparation they need to succeed in the 21st 
Century. 

The amendment eliminating the K-12 lan- 
guage would still allow parents to invest 
$2,000 in higher education savings accounts, 
thus providing greater long-term financial 
benefits to families. According to The Joint 
Committee on Taxation, families who with- 
draw funds from the accounts to pay for pri- 
mary and secondary school education will 
only receive an average tax benefit of $7 if 
their child goes to public school and $37 if 
their children attend private schools. 

If either the substitute or the amendment 
do not pass, we urge you to oppose passage of 
H.R. 2646. Instead of using investing tax- 
payers’ money to help a few children, we im- 
plore you to support investments in public 
schools that serve approximately 90% of K-12 
students. 

Sincerely, 
SHIRLEY Ico, 
Vice President for Legislation. 
REBUILD AMERICA’S SCHOOLS, 
Washington, DC, April 20, 1998. 
Re: Moseley-Braun School Modernization 
Amendment to H.R. 2646 (S. 1133) 

DEAR SENATOR: Rebuild America’s Schools 
is a coalition of school districts and national 
organizations organized to help local com- 
munities in their efforts to modernize and 
build the school facilities needed to prepare 
our nation’s students for the 21st century. 

Rebuild America’s Schools supports the 
Moseley-Braun, Moynihan, Daschle, Ken- 
nedy, School Modernization substitute 
amendment to H.R, 2646 (S. 1133). This 
amendment provides tax incentives to assist 
local communities in offering school con- 
struction bonds. The Qualified School Con- 
struction Bonds will enable states and school 
districts to offer $9.7 billion in school con- 
struction bonds in FY 99 and 2000. The 
Qualified Zone Academy Bonds established 
in the 1977 Taxpayers Relief Act also are ex- 
panded. 

The need to repair, modernize and build 
new schools to meet rising enrollments is 
well documented in virtually every commu- 
nity in the nation. The Government Ac- 
counting Office report on the condition of 
America’s schools established the alarming 
fact that over $112 billion must be invested 
to repair and modernize existing school fa- 
cilities. State and local communities are 
struggling to finance school modernization 
programs. It cannot be done without federal 
support. The students educated in the local 
public schools of today will be tomorrow's 
political, economic and social leaders. 

Federal support through the tax incentive 
programs presented in the Moseley-Braun, 
Moynihan, Daschle and Kennedy amendment 
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will provide federal support in a magnitude 
which will help local communities renovate 
and build the schools they need. Decision 
making prerogatives and local responsibility 
for management of school facilities will re- 
main at the local level. Proposals such as ex- 
empt facility bonds or private activity bonds 
for public schools do not provide enough re- 
sources to provide real assistance to the 
broad range of rural, urban and growing 
school districts straining to provide modern 
and safe school facilities for their students. 

The Moseley-Braun, Moynihan amendment 
can generate more than $20 billion in school 
construction bonds. This will reach every 
state at a cost to the federal government of 
$3.3 billion over five years, according to the 
Joint Committee on Taxation. 

The Moseley-Braun Substitute amendment 
to H.R. 2646 (S. 1133) commits significant fed- 
eral incentives to help state and local com- 
munities provide educational facilities to en- 
able students to thrive and prosper in the so- 
ciety and economy of the 21st century. 

We urge your support of the substitute 
amendment. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT CANAVAN, 
Chair. 
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF 
SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS, 
Arlington, VA, April 16, 1998. 
Hon. CAROL MOSELEY-BRAUN, 
Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MOSELEY-BRAUN: The Amer- 
ican Association of School Administrators 
(AASA), representing more than 14,000 public 
school superintendents nationwide, urges 
you to oppose the “A+ Savings Accounts” 
championed by Senators Coverdell and 
Torricelli. If enacted into law, this cleverly 
packaged voucher scheme would mark a 
landmark shift of the federal role in elemen- 
tary and secondary education. It represents 
the first step in an effort to shift federal aid 
away from public schools, where 90 percent 
of American children are educated, and to- 
wards private and religious schools. 

As you know, and as research and testing 
prove, most of the challenges that public 
education currently faces are related to pov- 
erty. AASA’s members believe that, because 
of this, it is illogical for Washington to cre- 
ate new education programs that only 
wealthy taxpayers will be able to effectively 
utilize. As you know, AASA has designed a 
bold reform plan specifically aimed at im- 
poverished local schools which incorporates 
ideals championed by Republicans and 
Democrats. AASA’s members support strong, 
decisive, and innovative action at the federal 
level to improve public education; however, 
the Coverdell-Torricelli plan is none of these 
things. 

We understand that Senator Dodd will 
offer an amendment to spend the money that 
would be spent on the Coverdell-Torricelli 
plan on the Individuals With Disabilities 
Education Act (IDEA). As you know, the fed- 
eral government has never come close to 
meeting its fiscal responsibilities under 
IDEA. Senate Republicans have stated, and 
included in their budget resolution, their in- 
tent to fully fund IDEA before embarking on 
new education spending. AASA strongly sup- 
ports fully funding IDEA, and AASA’s mem- 
bers believe that the Dodd amendment offers 
an excellent opportunity to move the federal 
government towards meeting its commit- 
ment. 

AASA also strongly supports Senator 
Moseley-Braun's amendment to modernize 
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American schools and Senator Glenn’s 
amendment to modify the Education Indi- 
vidual Retirement Accounts. Considering the 
Joint Tax Committee's estimate of the ben- 
efit to public school families from the Cover- 
dell-Torricelli plan, the contrast between the 
Moseley-Braun school modernization initia- 
tive and this thinly disguised voucher plan 
could not be more stark. 

Thank you for considering our views. 
AASA stands ready to assist you however we 
are able. Please do not hesitate to call on us. 

Sincerely, 
ANDREW ROTHERHAM, 
Legislative Specialist. 
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR 
AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL OR- 
GANIZATIONS, 
Washington, DC, March 17, 1998. 

DEAR SENATOR: The AFL-CIO strongly 
urges you to oppose motions to invoke clo- 
ture and final passage of S. 1133, the Parent 
and Student Savings Account Plus Act. The 
provisions of this bill amount to nothing 
more than subsidized private education for 
children of wealthy Americans paid for by 
the tax dollars of the working public. 

The simple truth is that the average work- 
ing family will never benefit from the IRA 
accounts created by S. 1133. Ninety percent 
of American children grades K-12 attend pub- 
lic schools and will never benefit from IRA 
accounts. Because S. 1133 can be used by 
wealthy taxpayers making up to $160,000, 70% 
of the benefits from the new IRA accounts 
will go to 20% of the nation’s wealthiest fam- 
ilies. The average American working family 
with children under the age of 18 cannot ac- 
cumulate the savings necessary to use the 
new IRA. The Joint Committee on Taxation 
found that 60% of taxpayers would not estab- 
lish such an account. 

S. 1183 does nothing to achieve educational 
goals that are widely agreed upon. There is 
no funding to facilitate higher academic 
standards, improved teacher training and 
safer schools. Instead, the bill allows scarce 
federal funds to be used for undefined ‘‘tu- 
tors” (including babysitters or family mem- 
bers) and transportation, which according to 
the Joint Committee on Taxation, could 
mean using the IRA to buy a car for a stu- 
dent. Equality of educational opportunity 
cannot be achieved by diverting funding 
from public schools attended by many to pri- 
vate schools benefiting few. 

S. 1133 amounts to little more than a 
voucher program to defray private education 
costs for the children of a very small number 
of wealthy Americans. The AFL-CIO urges 
you to oppose motions to invoke cloture and 
final passage of S. 1133, and work with us to 
address the educational needs of all our chil- 
dren. 

Sincerely, 
PEGGY TAYLOR, 
Director, Department of Legislation. 
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF TEACHERS, 
Washington, DC, April 15, 1998. 

DEAR SENATOR: On April 20, 1998, the Sen- 
ate will return to H.R. 2646. On behalf of 
950,000 members of the American Federation 
of Teachers (AFT), I again urge you to vote 
against H.R. 2646, The Parent and Student 
Savings Account Plus Act, commonly called 
the Coverdell bill. H.R. 2646 provides a $2,000, 
IRA-like investment account, whose tax-free 
proceeds can be used to pay for private K-12 
educational expenses. The American Federa- 
tion of Teachers strongly opposes this bill 
because it is an indirect form of educational 
voucher that would undermine support of 
public schools. 
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H.R. 2646 will not benefit working families 
because they do not have the necessary dis- 
cretionary income. It is an expensive bill 
that would provide tax breaks primarily to 
the wealthiest families. The Treasury De- 
partment estimated that 70 percent of the 
benefits will go to the wealthiest 20 percent 
of the nation’s families, and as drafted, will 
increase the administrative problems of the 
IRS. Further, the Joint Tax Committee esti- 
mates the average benefit for public school 
families would be only $7 by the year 2002, 
and $37 for private school families. 

The bill ignores the fact that almost 90 
percent of K-12 students go to tuition-free 
public schools. For this reason, the Coverdell 
bill can be described as a voucher-Iike“ tax- 
free savings account that for the most part 
will benefit wealthy families who send their 
children to private schools. 

While AFT does not oppose the right of 
parents to choose private education, we 
strongly oppose the direct or indirect use of 
publicly funded vouchers, tax credits, IRAs, 
or other such mechanisms to pay for private 
K-12 educational expenses. It is essential to 
have an effective public education system to 
realize equality of opportunity for all Ameri- 
cans. The way to help all schools become 
more effective is by implementing high aca- 
demic standards, high behavioral standards, 
and investing in needs such as new or im- 
proved school buildings. 

AFT does support the Democratic school 
modernization substitute for the Parent and 
Student Savings Account Act. The school 
modernization substitute would provide fed- 
eral tax credits for the interest on special 
school modernization bonds, at a five-year 
cost of $5 billion. This would leverage ap- 
proximately $22 billion of school moderniza- 
tion bonds—a modest federal contribution to 
the $112 billion school construction shortfall 
projected by the GAO. 

We also support Senator Glenn’s amend- 
ment to strike K-12 from the Coverdell IRA. 
If the Glenn amendment were adopted, the 
Coverdell IRA would be exclusively for high- 
er education and not undermine support for 
K-12 public education. 

If the Democratic School modernization 
amendment and the Glenn Amendment fail, 
the American Federation of Teachers urges 
you to oppose H.R. 2646. 


Sincerely, 
GERALD D. MORRIS, 
Director of Legislation. 
INTERNATIONAL UNION, UNITED 


AUTOMOBILE, AEROSPACE & AGRI- 
CULTURAL IMPLEMENT WORKERS 
OF AMERICA 

Washington, DC, March 11, 1998. 

DEAR SENATOR: This week the Senate may 
take up the proposed Parent and Student 
Savings Account Plus Act (S.1133), sponsored 
by Senator Coverdell. The UAW strongly op- 
poses this legislation; we urge you to vote 
against this measure and to oppose and at- 
tempt to invoke cloture when it is taken up 
by the Senate. 

The Coverdell bill would allow individuals 
to contribute up to $2,000 per year to tax-free 
IRA type accounts for elementary and sec- 
ondary school expenses, including the ex- 
penses associated with attending private and 
parochial schools. In our judgment, these tax 
subsidies are simply private school voucher 
by another name. This bill would dispropor- 
tionately favor privileged families who are 
more likely to have money to put into their 
IRA type accounts than are families with 
lower incomes. In addition, the legislation 
would divert urgently needed funds from 
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public schools, thereby undermining our sys- 
tem of public education and encouraging 
well to do families to send their children to 
private and parochial schools. 

The UAW understands that a substitute 
package may be offered to S. 1133 that would 
fund school construction projects designed to 
modernize public schools the UAW supports 
this initiative to ensure that children across 
the nation are able to learn in a safe, mod- 
ern, well-equipped school environment. We 
believe that federal policies should direct 
limited resources into public schools where 
over 89 percent of American children are edu- 
cated, not divert funds to private and paro- 
chial schools. 

For these reasons the UAW urges you to 
vote against the Coverdell bill (S. 1133) and 
to oppose any attempt to invoke cloture on 
this measure. We also urge you to support 
the substitute proposal providing additional 
funds for school construction. Thank you for 
considering our views on these important 
issues. 

Sincerely, 
ALAN REUTHER, 
Legislative Director. 
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF STATE, 
COUNTY AND MUNICIPAL EMPLOY- 
EES, AFL-CIO, 
Washington, DC, March 13, 1998. 

DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of 1.3 million 
members of the American Federation of 
State, County and Municipal Employees 
(AFSCME), I strongly urge you to oppose the 
“education IRAs” for private schools in S. 
1133 and urge you to vote against passage of 
this bill. Instead, we urge you to vote for a 
substitute to be offered by Senator Carol 
Moseley-Braun to provide tax credits to sub- 
sidize $22 billion for school modernization 
bonds over 10 years. These bonds would en- 
able states and local public school districts, 
which serve more than 90 percent of all stu- 
dents, to provide safe, modern schools that 
are equipped to prepare students for the fu- 
ture. 

The provision in S. 1133 creating tax-free 
savings accounts to pay for private and reli- 
gious schools would do nothing to improve 
teaching or learning in our public schools. It 
would disproportionately benefit wealthy 
families who already send their children to 
private and religious schools. 

This tax subsidy does nothing to raise aca- 
demic standards for all children, provide safe 
learning environments for children, provide 
more teacher training, or increase parent in- 
volvement in schools. Tax subsidies are pri- 
vate school vouchers by another name. They 
would divert public resources to support pri- 
vate education at a time when we need to do 
all we can to improve our public schools. 
Please vote against S. 1133 and for the 
Moseley-Braun substitute. 

Sincerely, 
GERALD W. MCENTEE, 
International President. 
HISPANIC EDUCATION COALITION, 
April 20, 1998. 

DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of the Hispanic 
Education Coalition (HEC), an ad hoc coali- 
tion of national organizations dedicated to 
improving educational opportunities for His- 
panics and other interested organizations, 
we are writing to urge you to strengthen our 
educational infrastructure as you begin de- 
bate and votes on S. 1133. In passing trans- 
portation legislation, the Senate signaled 
that transportation infrastructure is of vital 
national interest, crucial to the economy 
and future development. Education is equal- 
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ly important. Socially, politically, and eco- 
nomically, education will be the determining 
factor in the quality of life in our nation. 

Please support Sen. Carol Moseley-Braun’s 
amendment, in the nature of a substitute, to 
provide critical federal resources to help 
states and local education agencies mod- 
ernize schools and reduce class sizes. There 
is little disagreement that across the nation, 
many of our public schools are in terrible 
physical shape, placing our children’s safety 
in jeopardy and cheating them of access to 
critical educational tools. Likewise, there is 
broad consensus that we are facing an acute 
teacher shortage that will worsen as the cur- 
rent teaching corps ages and the student 
population grows. Not surprisingly, the 
schools that are in the worst condition and 
suffer the most from teacher shortages are 
located in our most disadvantaged and fast- 
est growing communities. As a nation, we 
can ill afford to poorly educate large seg- 
ments of tomorrow’s workforce. Sen. 
Moseley-Braun’s amendment will move us 
toward resolving these pressing problems by 
leveraging local resources to build, repair 
and modernize schools and providing incen- 
tives that will help put more qualified teach- 
ers in our classrooms. 

We also encourage you to support Sen. Jeff 
Bingaman's amendment to focus national atten- 
tion on drop out prevention. As stated in the 
Hispanic Dropout Project's final report, No 
More Excuses, “For students, dropping out 
forecloses a lifetime of opportunities—and in 
turn makes it far more likely that their own 
children will grow up in poverty and be 
placed at risk. For business, this means a 
lack of high skilled employees, fewer entre- 
preneurs, and poorer markets. For commu- 
nities, this cumulates the risk of civic 
breakdown.” For the Hispanic community, 
with a drop out rate of nearly 30 percent, 
this issue is of paramount importance. 

Unfortunately, two amendments that will 
be offered would significantly undermine our 
education system and could do real harm to 
many low-income students. Individual tax 
credits will not improve our educational in- 
frastructure, put quality teachers into class- 
rooms, nor improve the educational achieve- 
ment and attainment for our students. Sec- 
ondly, Federal resources that are carefully 
targeted are most effective. Federal edu- 
cation programs were created to fill gaps 
that local and state governments allowed to 
occur. Block grants would dilute the positive 
impact many of these programs have made 
in providing opportunities for disadvantaged 
students. Although these proposals may 
spark interesting political debates, they do 
little to help us accomplish the task at 
hand—ensuring that all children have access 
to quality education. 

Sincerely, 
PATRICIA LOERA, 


HEC Co-Chair, Na- 
tional Association 
for Bilingual Edu- 
cation. 

RAUL GONZALEZ, 

HEC Co-Chair, Na- 


tional Council of La 


Raza. 

On behalf of: Hispanic Association of Col- 
leges and Universities, League of United 
Latin American Citizens, Mexican American 
Legal Defense and Educational Fund, Na- 
tional Association for Migrant Education, 
and National HEP-CAMP Association. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. This chart is 
a “report card”? for America’s infra- 
structure, which was put together by 
the American Society of Civil Engi- 
neers—not exactly a probureaucracy 
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group. We can see mass transit got a C; 
bridges, a C-minus; solid waste, a C- 
minus; waste water, a D-plus; roads, a 
D-minus; but schools got an F. We 
clearly have a problem. 

A minimum 5112 billion only begins 
to set up a partnership. Again, it is not 
the grant program that the administra- 
tion opposed several years ago but a 
bureaucracy-free tax credit. We give 
local governments the help we can best 
give them, which is access to the tax 
benefits that this legislation provides. 
And from that assistance, from that 
modest assistance that we as a na- 
tional community give these local gov- 
ernments, we will be able to go to the 
private sector, go to the capital mar- 
kets, and raise the money to begin to 
grapple with this problem. 

We have an “F” on schools in this 
country in terms of infrastructure 
needs. I daresay the real tragedy here 
is that we have not reached consensus 
yet that it is appropriate as a national 
community that we come together in a 
partnership, that we work together, in- 
stead of pointing fingers about what is 
wrong and pointing the blame and say- 
ing it is this group's fault or the local 
property taxpayer. We ought to work 
together to make certain issues like 
this get resolved in behalf of the chil- 
dren of our country and the future of 
this country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
move to table the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to lay on the table the amendment of 
the Senator from Illinois. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT) is 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from New York (Mr. MOYNIHAN) is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 56, 
nays 42, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 90 Leg.] 


YEAS—56 
Abraham Cochran Grams 
Allard Collins Grassley 
Ashcroft Coverdell Gregg 
Biden Craig Hagel 
Bond DeWine Hatch 
Brownback Domenici Helms 
Burns Enzi Hutchinson 
Byrd Faircloth Hutchison 
Campbell Frist Inhofe 
Chafee Gorton Jeffords 
Coats Gramm Kempthorne 
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Kyl Nickles Snowe 
Lieberman Roberts Stevens 
Lott Roth ‘Thomas 
Lugar Santorum Thompson 
Mack Sessions Thurmond 
McCain Shelby Torricelli 
McConnell Smith (NH) Warner 
Murkowski Smith (OR) 
NAYS—42 

Akaka Feingold Lautenberg 
Baucus Feinstein Leahy 
Bingaman Ford Levin 
Boxer Glenn Mikulski 
Breaux Graham Moseley-Braun 
Bryan Harkin Murray 
Bumpers Hollings Reed 
Cleland Inouye Reid 
Conrad Johnson Robb 
D'Amato Kennedy Rockefeller 
Daschle Kerrey Sarbanes 
Dodd Kerry Specter 
Dorgan Kohl Wellstone 
Darbin Landrieu Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2 
Bennett Moynihan 


The motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 2292) was agreed to. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. ROTH. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the 
Wellstone and Gregg amendments no 
longer be in order under the consent 
agreement of March 27 and prior to 
third reading Senator WELLSTONE be 
recognized for up to 15 minutes under 
his control and Senator GORTON for up 
to 15 minutes under his control and 
Senator HARKIN for up to 15 minutes 
under his control. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a minute? 

Mr. COVERDELL. I yield. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I wanted 
to explain the reason I voted the way I 
did on the last amendment. I strongly 
support Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN’s 
amendment and approach. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate will be in order so the Senator from 
Delaware can be heard. 

The Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Once again, Mr. Presi- 
dent, as often occurs here, we are pre- 
sented with Hobson’s choices. As I said, 
I have strongly supported and continue 
to support the school construction ini- 
tiatives of Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN, 
but her amendment should have been 
added to the bill, not given as an alter- 
native to it. In order to vote for her 
amendment, I would have had to vote 
against the guts of the Coverdell bill. I 
support the essence of what Senator 
COVERDELL is doing. So I voted against 
Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN’s amendment, 
although I strongly support it and 
think we need to invest considerable 
amounts of money in school construc- 
tion. 

I conclude by saying I only wish it 
had been an add-on to the Coverdell 
bill, not in place of the Coverdell bill. 
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I thank the Chair. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Delaware for 
his remarks. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that debate only be in order for 
the remainder of the session of the 
Senate today to be equally divided be- 
tween the majority and minority lead- 
ers or their designees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, in 
light of this agreement, I announce on 
behalf of the majority leader there will 
be no further votes this evening. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, I say to my colleagues 
that I will try to be relatively brief. 

I wish to speak to the agreement 
that the Senator from Georgia had an- 
nounced. Senator GREGG had an 
amendment that he wanted to bring to 
the floor dealing with IDEA. Many of 
us were concerned about his amend- 
ment. From my point of view, this was 
an amendment that I believe threat- 
ened to undercut some of what I think 
has really been rich and important 
about IDEA. 

That is my own view. Many people in 
the disabilities community, many par- 
ents of children are worried about it as 
well. IDEA is really a pretty wonderful 
breakthrough for many families be- 
cause up until the mid seventies—I 
know Senator HARKIN will speak about 
this later—there were about 8 or 9 mil- 
lion children, many of whom felt shut 
out from the schools. The concern we 
had was that this amendment might 
turn the clock back. We did not want 
that to happen. It was our view it 
wasn’t a question of it might turn the 
clock back; we were worried that it 
would. I guess the agreement we have 
reached is that now Senator GREGG is 
going to withdraw the amendment. 

I now want to speak about the 
amendment I am withdrawing. I want 
to say to parents and people in the dis- 
abilities community, especially in my 
State of Minnesota, that I have with- 
drawn this amendment reluctantly, but 
I understand their concern, and people 
really kind of got to my heart because 
there was a tremendous amount of con- 
cern about this amendment and I care 
fiercely about IDEA. I thought last 
year we had reached a good bipartisan 
consensus. I think this amendment by 
Senator GREGG is mistaken. I am glad 
it is now withdrawn. And when Senator 
HARKIN—who is one of my really close 
friends here, somebody whom I have a 
tremendous amount of respect for and 
who has been probably, I think, just a 
giant in the Senate when it comes to 
issues that affect the disabilities com- 
munity—said that he thought this 
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agreement would put his mind at ease, 
then I so agreed. 

Mr. President, I will therefore offer 
the amendment that I had initially had 
to the Coverdell bill to the higher edu- 
cation bill, which makes a great deal of 
sense because that is really what this 
is about. I think we can get a majority 
vote for this because this amendment 
is very reasonable. Some Senators, 
such as Senator FORD from Kentucky, 
Senator LEVIN from Michigan, Senator 
DURBIN from Illinois, who are among 
the original cosponsors, voted for the 
welfare bill. I voted against the welfare 
bill, but that is not what this amend- 
ment is about. What this amendment 
says is that we really have to fix the 
welfare bill. We have to make a modi- 
fication here because what's happening 
around the country is that too many 
States are put in a position, in order to 
meet the work participation require- 
ments, of essentially saying to single 
parents, almost all of them women 
with small children, you have to leave 
school and take a job even if that job is 
maybe a $6-an-hour job, and then a 
year later they will be worse off be- 
cause they don’t receive any health 
care benefits. 

This is shortsighted, and I do not 
think anybody intended this to happen. 
What this amendment will say, I say to 
my colleague from Georgia, is it will 
leave it up to States. There is no man- 
date at all. It will just say that if the 
State of Minnesota—and I think my 
State certainly wants to do this, or the 
State of Georgia or the State of Ken- 
tucky so decides—the States can say to 
us, Look, we would like to be able to 
give these parents, these women, 2 
years of higher education because they 
are on the path to economic self-suffi- 
ciency.” Why would you want to take 
them off that path? 

These are the parents who have the 
best chance of completing at least 2 
years of school and then obtaining a 
living wage job and doing better for 
themselves and their children, and that 
this would not count against the work 
force participation requirements that 
States now have to meet. It would 
leave it entirely up to the States, but 
it would at least give States that op- 
tion. 

I think my colleagues will be hearing 
from a lot of Governors and a lot of 
States and the higher education com- 
munity. I think it makes all the sense 
in the world. 

This surely is not what we intended. 
I do not think we intended, under the 
framework of what is called welfare re- 
form, to put States in a position where 
States have to say to all too many 
women, “Look, you have to leave 
school.” We ought to let these parents 
complete the school and, therefore, 
they are going to do much better for 
themselves and much better for their 
children as well. 

Mr. President, I, therefore, want to 
make it clear that I will offer this 
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amendment. I see my colleague, the 
chairman of our Labor and Human Re- 
sources Committee, Senator JEFFORDS, 
here. I wanted to do it on this bill, but 
we got into this impasse. I care about 
IDEA. I didn't want us to have some 
acrimonious debate and a lot of ill will. 
So I am withdrawing the amendment; 
Senator GREGG is withdrawing his 
amendment. Therefore, I will look for 
another vehicle. 

The higher education bill is going to 
come before us. It is a good bill, a bi- 
partisan bill. This amendment, I prom- 
ise colleagues, is as reasonable as it 
can get. There is no reason in the world 
why we would want to put States in a 
position and put too many parents in a 
position of not being able to complete 
2 years of education. It certainly would 
make a huge difference to them. 

Just one other word. I gather that we 
are going to talk about IDEA, and Sen- 
ator GREGG or Senator GORTON is going 
to want to come to the floor and speak 
about that, and Senator HARKIN can re- 
spond to what they have to say. For 
my own part, I thought we had a really 
strong agreement on IDEA. I think we 
should stick to that. It is a bipartisan 
agreement. It is important to make 
sure that children who are disabled 
have equal opportunities. I would hate 
to see us weaken this very, very impor- 
tant step that we have taken as a Sen- 
ate. We will not be dealing with that 
debate tonight. But this amendment on 
higher education will be there. 

I also want to say one other thing to 
my colleagues, and then I will finish. 

Again, please look at the evidence 
that is coming in. What you are going 
to see with the welfare bill is that in 
all too many cases, we have now seen a 
reduction in the caseload, that is true, 
but it does not equal the reduction of 
poverty, which is where we should be 
heading. Too many of these parents are 
finding jobs, but they pay barely min- 
imum wage without any health care 
benefits. 

In addition, the child care arrange- 
ments are really rather frightening, 
and too many small children, pre- 
kindergarten children, are not receiv- 
ing good developmental child care. Too 
many children who are age 4 are home 
alone, and too many children are going 
home from school alone. 

We really have to look at what is 
happening, because a year from now or 
2 years from now or 3 years from now, 
depending on the States, there is going 
to be a drop-dead date certain, and 
there will be no assistance. We have to 
know whether these families are reach- 
ing economic self-sufficiency, and the 
best way these families can do that is 
for that mother to be able to get an 
education. 

If we want real welfare reform or we 
want to reduce poverty or we want to 
have a stable middle class in our coun- 
try, there is nothing more important 
to do than to make sure that we focus 
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on a good education and a good job. 
That is what this amendment is about. 

I thank my colleague from Georgia 
for his graciousness. I hope when I offer 
this amendment there will be good, 
strong support. I yield the floor. 

Mr. COVERDELL addressed 
Chai 


r; 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Smith of Oregon). The Senator from 
Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
appreciate the comments by the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota and the accord 
and cooperation by all parties con- 
cerned in facilitating the debate on 
this education proposal. I thank my 
colleague for his comments. 

Because of the large number of 
amendments on this measure, it has 
been difficult at times for Senators to 
know when they might make a com- 
ment. Senator GRAMS has been here 
most of this afternoon. Now that we 
are in this open period—and I know 
Senator JEFFORDS also was here—I 
hope that some accord can be shown 
our two colleagues who have been wait- 
ing to make a comment. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. GRAMS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. GRAMS. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. I wanted to take a few minutes 
this afternoon to rise and speak in sup- 
port of Senator COVERDELL’s education 
bill, S. 1133. 

Mr. President, today the Senate con- 
tinues its debate on this very impor- 
tant bill, a bill that is really out to 
promote education alternatives. It is a 
far-reaching bill which advances edu- 
cational options, one which promotes 
quality education where it can best be 
achieved and that, Mr. President, is at 
the local level and by family involve- 
ment. It is sound policy, and I believe 
it is long overdue. 

S. 1133, the Parent and Student Sav- 
ings Account Plus Act, is a modest bill, 
but it is a very important step forward 
for restoring decisionmaking authority 
in the hands of parents and families 
and, again, this is where that authority 
belongs. 

The heart of this bill is simply a 
measure that would allow families to 
save for their children’s education and 
without tax penalty. 

S. 1133 is the Senate’s version of the 
education IRA which has already 
passed in the House. The bill, com- 
monly referred to as the A+ savings ac- 
counts, would expand the college edu- 
cational savings accounts established 
in the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997, and 
that would then include primary and 
secondary education as well. 

A+ accounts would also increase the 
maximum allowable annual contribu- 
tions from $500 to $2,000 per child. The 
money could be used without tax pen- 
alty to pay for a variety of education- 
related expenses for students in K 
through 12, as well as college expenses. 
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A number of mega-dollar, pumped-up 
political Band-Aids are being offered in 
the form of amendments to the A+ ac- 
counts legislation. It would be nice to 
think that we could solve the problem 
of education by just spending more and 
more money, but unfortunately, that 
does not work. The United States is 
the world leader in national spending 
per student. 

Again, the United States is the world 
leader in national spending per stu- 
dent. Yet, our test scores show that our 
system is failing our children. Test re- 
sults released in February show that 
American high school seniors scored 
far below their peers from other coun- 
tries in math and science. Education 
Secretary Riley called the scores un- 
acceptable” and indicated that schools 
are failing to establish appropriate 
academic standards. 

Legislation like A+ accounts would 
help direct responsibility and account- 
ability, again, where it belongs—at the 
family level where families can make 
decisions and take responsibility for 
their children’s education. The A+ ac- 
counts legislation includes many im- 
portant legislative initiatives beyond 
the savings accounts. For instance, it 
fosters employer-supported education 
for employees by extending the tax 
credit to the year 2002. I hear time and 
time again employers are desperate for 
well-trained employees, and this legis- 
lation allows them to continue to pro- 
vide that training. 

Graduate level courses would be per- 
mitted under this exclusion as well as 
undergraduate courses. If we are ever 
going to be able to tackle the shortage 
of high-tech employees, this tax incen- 
tive is very crucial. 

Additionally, the A+ accounts bill 
would assist local governments in 
issuing bonds for school construction 
by increasing the small-issuer exemp- 
tion from $10 million to $15 million, 
provided that at least $10 million of the 
bonds are issued to finance public 
schools. 

It is estimated that 600 schools would 
be improved under this legislation. Our 
bill also provides tax-free treatment 
for students who receive National 
Health Corps scholarships. Students 
can thereby exclude the scholarship 
value from their taxable income. That 
would provide further important edu- 
cation assistance when it is most need- 
ed. 

A complimentary amendment to the 
A+ accounts is the Investment in 
America’s Future bill. That was Sen- 
ator GORTON’s block granting amend- 
ment. Under this bill, most federally 
funded K-12 programs, except for spe- 
cial education, would have been con- 
solidated and the dollars sent directly 
to local school districts—free from the 
usual Washington red tape. This would 
have ensured our education dollars 
would go to students, as opposed to 
going to bureaucrats. The Gorton 
amendment was not a cutting measure. 
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The bill maintained that if Federal 
funding were to fall below the levels 
agreed to in the 1997 budget agreement, 
then the program would revert back to 
funding categorical programs. 

Mr. President, there are a number of 
additional amendments, crucial for 
education, which greatly enhance the 
core A+ accounts legislation. The 
teacher testing and merit pay amend- 
ment would serve to retain competent 
teachers by providing incentives to 
States to implement programs geared 
at rewarding successful, high-quality 
teachers. 

The Coats amendment would increase 
to 110 percent deductions that individ- 
uals and families could take on chari- 
table contributions to schools and pro- 
grams aimed at poor children. 

Another important amendment 
would expand literacy programs that 
are so important to assist in poverty 
areas. So this simple and modest bill 
fosters education through families, 
through employers, and through local 
governments. We could accomplish so 
much through the A+ accounts pack- 
age. 

Common sense would have had us 
pass these measures a long time ago. 
But, unfortunately, tired, groundless 
attacks continue to hang on. And the 
charge I hear most frequently is that 
“education savings accounts and tax 
breaks for parents would shift tax dol- 
lars away from public schools.” That 
simply is not the case. 

More education dollars under paren- 
tal control would actually promote 
education by encouraging parents to 
save, to invest in, and support pro- 
grams and materials that facilitate and 
help provide the right option for a 
child’s education. Nothing, Mr. Presi- 
dent, would be taken away from public 
education resources—nothing. 

The A+ accounts help working fami- 
lies by encouraging savings and ena- 
bling families to make plans which 
shape a child’s future. They are di- 
rected at low- and middle-income fami- 
lies, not at the wealthy families which 
currently have more educational op- 
tions for their children. 

It seems ironic to me that some of 
the loudest opponents of these savings 
accounts are high-income and high-op- 
tion individuals who can now afford to 
send their own children to private 
schools—and often do. 

According to the Joint Committee on 
Taxation, the great majority of fami- 
lies expected to take advantage of the 
education savings accounts are fami- 
lies that have incomes of $75,000 or less. 
These are the families who need those 
savings options and need the incentives 
the most. 

So, Mr. President, the bill provides 
educational alternatives for working 
families. These are very important op- 
tions to improve the education of our 
children. I urge my colleagues to join 
in and support this very important 
education initiative. 
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Thank you very much, Mr. President. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield myself 15 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, we 
just finished a vote on the controver- 
sial Moseley-Braun amendment related 
to school construction. There is no 
question about the tremendous school 
infrastructure needs throughout this 
Nation. Well over $180 billion are nec- 
essary to bring the schools up to some 
appropriate standard. 

However, as was very aptly pointed 
out, and no doubt was one reason that 
the amendment was defeated, it is 
States that have the primary responsi- 
bility for that construction. It is nota 
constitutional responsibility of this 
body. 

I just bring to the attention of the 
body a chart that was discussed earlier 
today. Quoting the words of the Clin- 
ton administration: 

The construction and renovation of school 
facilities has traditionally been the responsi- 
bility of state and local governments, fi- 
nanced primarily by local taxpayers. We are 
opposed to the creation of a new Federal 
grant program for school construction. 

I want people to keep that in mind 
when they consider what I have to say. 

Under the Constitution, the District 
of Columbia, the Capital of the United 
States, is, in the view of Congress, at 
least in the writings, are our responsi- 
bility as a state legislature is to a 
State. We, the Members of the Con- 
gress of the United States, are respon- 
sible for the infrastructure of this city 
and its school system. And we should 
be ashamed of our negligence in that 
regard. The neglect did not occur over 
a few years; it has occurred over dec- 
ades. 

So, the deficit in the school infra- 
structure is the responsibility of all of 
those who have been in power, whether 
it was the local governments to whom 
we gave the power in the 1970s and 1980s 
or whether it was the Congress that 
was in power before that. Everyone has 
neglected the school infrastructure. 
There is no question that the Nation’s 
Capital, for which Congress is respon- 
sible, has one of the worst school infra- 
structures in the Nation. 

Again, this fall, the DC schools did 
not open on time. How that happened 
is another story that could be dis- 
cussed some other time. But the bot- 
tom line is that it was because of the 
dilapidated conditions of the schools. 
The students marched to make us all 
aware of what was happening. 

I now show you a chart that appeared 
as a photograph in the Washington 
Post on Wednesday, October 8th, in 
which the students say, Why should 
students suffer for adult incom- 
petence?“ It should be For congres- 
sional incompetence,” because we are 
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responsible for those schools being 
closed. The question is, what should we 
do about it? 

I voted against the Moseley-Braun 
amendment because I felt that that 
money, which would be more than ade- 
quate to fix up the D.C. schools, should 
be utilized for that purpose. I am not 
pushing this issue right now for this 
reason: Last year, I raised the issue of 
funding the construction of the DC 
public schools to bring them up to 
standard. I almost got $1 billion in the 
Finance Committee. That effort failed 
by one vote. We did end up with $50 
million coming out of the Senate. But 
in the reconciliation bill, even the $50 
million was dropped. 

Why? Because it was said that there 
were better programs to be financed by 
the Federal Government to help the 
District of Columbia than to help the 
school system. I violently disagree 
with that. At the same time, the Direc- 
tor of OMB said that he would work 
with me this year to find the money for 
the schools, as did other members of 
the Finance Committee. The members 
of the conference committee also said 
that they would help. Thus I have 
formed a working group with the OMB 
Director, Frank Raines, and other 
Members of both the House and the 
Senate, and we will be working over 
the next month or two to be able to try 
to find out what we can do to make 
sure that these schools get brought up 
to proper standards. 

Congress is not meeting its obliga- 
tion. The infrastructure repair require- 
ments—just to bring schools up to 
modern standards—is $2 billion. That is 
with a b,“ $2 billion, to give the stu- 
dents in this city the necessary funds 
to fix up the schools. The District is 
the size of a small State—population- 
wise, about the size of Vermont. That 
we are not able to help these kids is a 
travesty. There is no excuse for that. 

Also, if you want to look at the D.C. 
schools compared to the rest of the 
country, we have a chart. The red bar 
is where D.C. is on critical areas in 
need of repairs, and the yellow is the 
national average. 

The national total is $180 billion nec- 
essary to bring schools up to proper 
standards—not very good. But if you 
compare the national average with the 
D.C. schools, my God, look at that. Ex- 
terior walls and windows, 72 percent of 
DC schools are inadequate. The na- 
tional average is 27 percent. Sixty- 
seven percent of the roofs on the 
schools in this city are in bad need of 
repair, 65 percent of the heating and 
ventilation needs repair, and 65 percent 
of the plumbing needs repair. Elec- 
trical lighting, 53 percent. That is just 
not acceptable. We should be ashamed. 

It is our responsibility to make sure 
that those repairs are made. However, 
not only have we not done that, but in 
1974 when we created home rule, we 
prohibited the District from raising its 
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own money from the most likely 
source to repair its schools. How did we 
do that? Well, the Senators from Vir- 
ginia and Maryland very cleverly put a 
provision in the act that says the Dis- 
trict cannot tax the income of non- 
resident workers. Every State in the 
Union that has a tax on income, taxes 
the income of nonresidents. 

Every city in a multistate area that 
has an income tax also taxes the in- 
come of nonresidents. So in prohibiting 
a commuter tax in DC, we have pre- 
cluded District residents from gener- 
ating the revenues to improve the 
physical infrastructure of the schools. 
The District has to have a revenue 
stream to be able to raise the bonds in 
order to pay for the school repairs. 

We in Congress have the responsi- 
bility to repair the schools, and we 
have prevented the local government 
from raising the money using the most 
logical source to fix those schools. 

What must we do? We have a number 
of options. I first point out that the 
closing of the schools this past fall 
demonstrates the necessity of funding 
the school repairs. In this regard, I 
want to clear up something for the 
record. A lot of blame has been heaped 
on General Becton, the school super- 
intendent. Actually, what happened 
was that the citizen’s group, Parents 
United, brought a lawsuit to ensure 
proper repairs while some repairs were 
already in process of being made. The 
work was planned so the schools 
wouldn’t have to be closed, but the 
judge, who got fed up with city’s in- 
ability to repair the schools, said, No, 
you are not going to open the schools 
until you complete the repairs.” This 
then created a panic, because the 
school administrators had to search all 
of a sudden to find contractors to get 
the schools fixed to then get the 
schools re-opened. That process, as a 
subsequent GAO analysis showed, 
ended up adding expense to the renova- 
tion process. 

It is important for us to recognize 
that before we go home this year, be- 
fore we fix schools in other areas, it is 
our responsibility to fix the schools of 
this city. We are constitutionally re- 
sponsible. I am hopeful that in the days 
ahead, when our DC schools working 
group meets, our task will be to figure 
out how Congress is going to find the 
necessary $2 billion in the years ahead, 
either through some revenue stream 
created for the District or by utiliza- 
tion of Federal funds. We have to do 
that. We cannot allow this travesty to 
continue for the young people of D.C. 
when we have a constitutional respon- 
sibility to fix their schools. 

I am hopeful that as we go forward, 
we will be able to work together, both 
sides of the aisle, to find a solution to 
this inexcusable travesty for the young 
people of Washington. 

I want to make sure that my col- 
leagues understand that what I have 
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said is valid. First, we have a letter 
from Dr. Brimmer, the head of the con- 
trol board, which indicates that it is 
impossible to create a revenue stream 
for the DC schools under the present 
fiscal situation of the city, nor does 
the school district have the authority 
to create a dedicated revenue source. 
Therefore, it would be necessary for 
Congress to do something to acquire 
the necessary money for construction 
and repairs of the school system. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
letter be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FINANCIAL 
RESPONSIBILITY AND MANAGEMENT 
ASSISTANCE AUTHORITY, 

Washington, DC, February 9, 1998. 
Hon. JAMES M. JEFFORDS, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Human Re- 
sources, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I appreciate your 
continued support of the District of Colum- 
bia Public Schools (DCPS) and the oppor- 
tunity to provide you with information on 
the outlook for the DCPS capital program. 

Simply put, the school system must rely 
upon the District of Columbia government 
for its capital improvement funds and the 
City government's related bonding capacity. 
The General Services Administration has es- 
timated the total cost of repairing and im- 
proving the District’s educational facilities 
at more than $2 billion. Years of deferred 
maintenance have left the DCPS education 
facilities in a state of extreme disrepair. 

District school officials estimate that be- 
tween $20 million and $30 million may be re- 
alized from the sale of former school prop- 
erties in the next year. All of the proceeds 
from these sales will be used for school cap- 
ital improvements. While these funding 
sources are substantial, they are finite infu- 
sions. Recent additions of capital improve- 
ment funds, principally through your efforts, 
from the privatization of Connie Lee and 
Sallie Mae, have raised $18.25 million and 
$36.8 million, respectively. These have great- 
ly enhanced the capital program. However, 
the sums made available through these 
means, even when added to the District's 
current annual capacity to borrow for school 
repairs and improvements, are woefully in- 
adequate. They do not fully fund the pro- 
gram developed to bring the DCPS facilities 
into the new millennium. 

In February, 1997, the DCPS issued its first 
Long Range Facilities Master Plan covering 
the years 1997 through 2007. This plan, up- 
dated in July, 1997, sets out goals and plans 
for emergency repairs, right sizing, stabiliza- 
tion, and modernization of the District's 
public school facilities. Without additional 
resources, which are not now in sight, this 
program cannot be fully implemented, and 
its goals (including equipping schools with 
modern technology) cannot be achieved. 

The only continuing source of funding 
available to the District is its annual capital 
borrowing program. This source must bear 
not only a school repair burden, but also the 
significant infrastructure needs, including 
the requirements of roads and bridges, of the 
rest of the District government, This capital 
program has been limited to approximately 
$150 million for the entire city in recent 
years. This is due to the District's statutory 
limitation on the amount of debt, as a per- 
centage of total revenue, that the city is al- 
lowed to carry. Given this limitation, and 
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past commitments to the Washington Metro 
system, the District can only afford to com- 
mit approximately $30 million to public 
school capital annually, while the annual 
capital improvement need is well in excess of 
$100 million. 

The Authority continues to evaluate alter- 
natives, including a non-profit corporation 
financing vehicle and a dedicated revenue 
stream, However, to date none of these alter- 
natives appears to achieve the needed capital 
funds flow to DCPS without a negative effect 
on the City’s other capital needs. It is also 
important to note that, for fiscal year 1997, 
the Federal government provided a Federal 
Payment (in-lieu-of-taxes) to the Nation's 
Capital. The District of Columbia Revitaliza- 
tion and Self-Government Improvement Act 
of 1997 (Revitalization Act) repealed the au- 
thorization for such a payment and replaced 
it with a Federal Contribution of $190 million 
for fiscal year 1998, with no specific author- 
ization beyond that year. The President’s 
budget for fiscal year 1999 makes no request 
for the Federal Contribution. This puts fur- 
ther stress on the District's revenue sources 
and amounts that can be obtained through a 
capital borrowing program. 

Your efforts on behalf of the District's 
school children is recognized and appreciated 
by this District's citizens and leaders. I hope 
that this information will be useful to you. 

Sincerely yours, 
ANDREW F. BRIMMER, 
Chairman. 


Mr. JEFFORDS. In addition, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD the testimony of Professor 
Raskin from hearings I held in Janu- 
ary. It addresses the constitutionality 
of Congress’ responsibility for those 
schools. As a constitutional scholar, 
his testimony justifies what I think 
has become obvious from the debate, 
that the Congress has a responsibility 
to provide for the D.C. schools infra- 
structure. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[Attachment 1A] 

TESTIMONY OF PROFESSOR JAMIN B. RASKIN 
BEFORE THE SENATE LABOR AND HUMAN RE- 
SOURCES COMMITTEE, JANUARY 13, 1998 
The Constitution confers on Congress the 

same powers over the District of Columbia 

that states have within their domains. In 

1899, the Supreme Court stated that Congress 

“may exercise within the District all the leg- 

islative powers that the legislature of a state 

might exercise within the state... so long 
as it does not contravene any provision of 
the constitution of the United States.“ 1 In 

1932, the Court found that the District Clause 

endows Congress with all the powers of leg- 

islation which may be exercised by a state in 
dealing with its affairs, so long as other pro- 
visions of the Constitution are not in- 

fringed.” 2 
Thus, Congress has a structural responsi- 

bility for education in the District, and this 

is a responsibility that must be executed in 

a constitutional way. In 1954, when the Su- 

preme Court struck down racial segregation 

in public schools in the states as a violation 
of the Fourteenth Amendment, it also struck 
down racial segregation in public schools in 
the District of Columbia as a violation of the 
Fifth Amendment. This was Bolling v. 


See footnotes at end of article. 
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Sharpe, the unsung companion case to 
Brown v. Board of Education, which ended a 
century of Congressional segregation of pub- 
lic schools in D.C. and malign neglect of the 
black population. 

Even after Bolling v. Sharpe, however, Con- 
gress oversaw a system of what federal Dis- 
trict Court Judge J. Skelly Wright in 1967 
called “racially and socially homogeneous 
schools“ that damage the minds and spirits 
of all children who attend them” and block 
the attainment of the broader goals of demo- 
cratic education.“ 4 In Hobson v. Hansen that 
year, the court found that the Congression- 
ally-appointed school board, which had a 
maximum quota of three black members of 
nine (later changed to four), had effectively 
segregated the schools by race and class and 
created optional zones for the purpose of al- 
lowing white children, ‘trapped’ in a Negro 
school district to ‘escape’ to a ‘white’ or 
more nearly white school, thus making the 
economic and racial segregation of the pub- 
lic school children more complete than it 
would otherwise be under a strict neighbor- 
hood assignment plan.” 5 

The Hobson court also found that teachers 
and principals were assigned according to 
their race and the race of their students, 
that a tracking system was used to divide 
students according to race and class and con- 
signed many students to an inferior and de- 
meaning education, and that reading scores 
fell increasingly behind the national norm in 


each grade.® 
Thus, although Congress clearly has an ul- 
timate constitutional responsibility for 


schooling in the district, it is one that it has 
not generally lived up to, except by court 
order. Even now, we see that the Emergency 
School Board of Trustees, appointed by the 
Control Board, is an illegally created body. 
So now would be a good time to figure out 
how Congress can best fulfill its very real ob- 
ligations to the District and its children. 

On this question, I just have two quick 
points. First, unlike the citizens of the fifty 
states, residents of the District have no state 
constitution to fall back on in order to de- 
mand equality of resources and excellence of 
result in the educational process, something 
that has taken place in dozens of states. 
Thus, as you know, the Supreme Court's de- 
cision in San Antonio v. Rodriguez,” holding 
that education is not a fundamental right 
and that disparate funding of schools does 
not violate Equal Protection, is the barren 
and controlling constitutional framework for 
the District. This makes it all the more im- 
portant that Congress try to take the rights 
of the people and the needs of the children 
seriously. As the Court put it in Brown v. 
Board, education is perhaps the most im- 
portant function of state and local govern- 
ments.” 

But, second, this is a delicate matter since 
education, as the Court observed in 
Rodriguez, is also a public function jealously 
guarded by local governments, one in our na- 
tlon's history that has been traditionally the 
province of the local community itself. So, 
Congress must also act with maximum re- 
spect and deference for the wishes of the 
local population, the American citizens who 
live there. Thus, your presumption should be 
that matters of fundamental educational 
policy should be decided by the local school 
board and elected officials so long as they do 
not implicate an independent federal inter- 
est that would justify congressional action 
under the District Clause. On matters of pro- 
posed departures from existing educational 
policy, such as the school voucher proposal 
currently in play, Congress should allow the 
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District of make up its own mind in the way 
that every other locality in America is get- 
ting to choose for itself. Nothing could be 
more averse to the spirit of federalism, 
democratic government and local control 
over education than to have members of Con- 
gress elected from other jurisdictions decid- 
ing such basic matters for the people of the 
District themselves. 

We must never forget that the District is 
part of America and its citizens have all the 
rights of other Americans. In 1933 in 
O'Donoghue v. United States, Justice Suther- 
land recited explained why District residents 
may not be treated as second-class citizens: 

“It is important to bear constantly in 
mind that the District was made up of por- 
tions of two of the original states of the 
Union, and was not taken out of the Union 
by cession. Prior thereto its inhabitants 
were entitled to all the rights, guaranties, 
and immunities of the Constitution, among 
which was the right to have their cases aris- 
ing under the Constitution heard and deter- 
mined by federal courts created under, and 
vested with the judicial power conferred by 
Article 3. We think it is not reasonable to as- 
sume that the cession stripped them of these 
rights, and that it was intended that at the 
very seat of the national government the 
people should be less fortified by the guar- 
anty of an independent judiciary than in 
other parts of the Union.” 

Justice Sutherland quoted the Court's 
opinion in Downes v. Bidwell® to the same ef- 
fect, emphasizing that the District clause 
had not subtracted constitutional rights 
from people who already had them as citi- 
zens of states: 

“This District had been a part of the states 
of Maryland and Virginia. It had been sub- 
ject to the Constitution, and was a part of 
the United States. The Constitution had at- 
tached to it irrevocably. There are steps 
which can never be taken backward. * * * 
The mere cession of the District of Columbia 
to the Federal government relinquished the 
authority of the states, but it did not take it 
out of the United States or from under the 
aegis of the Constitution. Neither party had 
ever consented to that construction of the 
cession. If, before the District was set off, 
Congress had passed an unconstitutional act 
affecting its inhabitants, it would have been 
void. If done after the District was created, 
it would have been equally void; in other 
words, Congress could not do indirectly, by 
carving out the District, what it could not do 
directly. The District still remained a part of 
the United States, protected by the Con- 
stitution.“ 10 

Thus, in closing, I would say that you walk 
a tightrope here, the way that all states do 
when the get involved in the essentially 
local issue of education. On the one hand, 
you have a basic constitutional and indeed 
moral responsibility to see to it that excel- 
lent education for effective democratic citi- 
zenship is made available to all children in 
the District regardless of race, ethnicity, 
language, income, social status, geography, 
and disability. On the other hand, as much as 
possible, you must respect the basic Amer- 
ican principles of local control over edu- 
cation, democratic participation, and one 
person-one vote. These I would see as your 
basic constitutional responsibilities. 

FOOTNOTES 

1 Capital Traction C. V. Hof., 174 U.S. 1, 5 (applying 
the Seventh Amendment right to jury trial to the 
District of Columbia). 

2 Atlantic Cleaners & Dyers v. U.S., 286 U.S. 427, 435 
(finding that Congress, like a state, has power under 
the District Clause to criminalize local conspiracies 
in restrain of trade in the District of Columbia). 
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3347 U.S. 497 (1954). 

*Hobson v. Hansen, 269 F.Supp. 401 (1967), 

5 id. at 406. 

"Id. 

1411 U.S. 1 (1973). 

8289 U.S. 516, 544 (finding that the local courts of 
the District of Columbia are Article III courts for 
constitutional purposes, unlike territorial courts 
which mare incapable of receiving [Article III judi- 
cial power].’”’). 

5102 U.S. 244 (1901). 

1% O'Donaghue, 289 U.S. at 541 (quoting Downes, 182 
U.S. at 260-61). 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Also, for those who 
have additional interest in this issue, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD a list of all the States 
that have an income tax and whether 
or not those states tax the income of 
nonresidents. I also ask unanimous 
consent to have printed a list with 
similar information about cities that 
impose taxes on nonresidents. It shows 
that every city in a multistate area 
that has an income tax also taxes the 
income of nonresidents. 

Somebody may point out that Balti- 
more does not, but Baltimore, as you 
know, is flanked on two sides by water 
and on two other sides by the State of 
Maryland. It cannot therefore be con- 
strued as a city in a multistate area. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

May 21, 1979. 
{Attachment 4B] 
THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, CONGRESSIONAL 
RESEARCH SERVICE 
STATES WHICH HAVE A NONRESIDENT INCOME 
TAX 


Alabama: Nonresidents taxed on income 
from property owned or business transacted 
in the State (Sec. 40-18-5). 

Alaska: Nonresidents taxed on income at- 
tributable to Alaska sources (Sec. 43-20-035) 
Tax repealed Jan. 1, 1979. 

Arizona: Nonresidents taxed on income 
from activities or sources within the State 
(Sec. 43-102), 

Arkansas: Nonresidents taxed on income 
from property owned and businesses, trade or 
occupation transacted within the State (Sec. 
84-2003). 

California: Nonresidents taxed on income 
from sources within the State (Sec. 17951). 

Colorado: Nonresidents taxed on income 
derived from sources within the State (Sec. 
39-22-110). 

Connecticut: No income tax. Tax subse- 
quently instated. Nonresidents taxed on in- 
come derived from or connected with sources 
within the State. 

Delaware: Nonresidents taxed on income 
derived from Delaware sources (Sec. 1102). 

District of Columbia: Nonresidents are not 
taxed. 

Florida: No income tax. 

Georgia: Nonresidents are taxed on income 
derived from certain specified activities car- 
ried on in the State including from employ- 
ment, business, trade (Secs. 92-3003, 92-3112). 

Hawaii: Nonresidents taxed on the income 
derived from Hawaii sources (Sec. 235-4). 

Idaho: Nonresidents taxed on income from 
certain specified activities within the State 
(Sec. 63-3027A). 

Illinois: Nonresidents taxed on income at- 
tributable to certain activities within the 
State (Ch. 120 Sec. 3-301 through 304). 

Indiana: Nonresidents taxed on income de- 
rived from Indiana sources (Sec. 6-3-2-1). 
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Iowa: Nonresidents taxed on income de- 
rived within the State (Sec, 442.5 and 422.6). 

Kansas: Nonresidents taxed on income de- 
rived from Kansas sources (Sec. 

Kentucky: Nonresidents taxed on income 
derived from sources within Kentucky (Sec. 
141.020). 

Louisiana: Nonresidents taxed on Lou- 
isiana income (Sec. 47-291, 47-293). 

Maine: Nonresidents taxed on income de- 
rived from sources within Maine (Sec. 5140, 
5142). 

Maryland: Nonresidents taxed on income 
from tangible personal property perma- 
nently located in Maryland, income from a 
trade or business or occupation carried on 
the Maryland, and State lottery prizes (Sec. 
287). 

Massachusetts: Nonresidents taxed on in- 
come derived from sources within the State 
(Sec. 5A). 

Michigan: Nonresidents taxed on income 
allocable to sources within Michigan (Sec. 
206.51, 206.110). 

Minnesota: Nonresidents taxed on income 
allocable to sources within Minnesota (Sec. 
290.01). 

Mississippi: Nonresidents taxed on income 
derived from sources within Mississippi (Sec. 
277-5, 277-23). 

Missouri: Nonresidents taxed on income 
from sources within Missouri (Sec. 143.041). 

Montana: Nonresidents taxed on income 
derived from property owned and business 
carried on in Montana (Sec. 15-30-105). 

Nebraska: Nonresidents taxed on income 
attributable to Nebraska sources (Sec. 77- 
2715). 

Nevada: No income tax. 

New Hampshire: No income tax (only inter- 
est and dividends). 

New Jersey: Nonresidents taxed on certain 
categories of income earned or acquired in 
New Jersey (Sec. 54A:5-5). 

New Mexico: Nonresidents taxed on income 
derived from property or employment in New 
Mexico (Sec. 7-2-3, 7-2-7). 

New York: Nonresidents taxed on income 
derived from New York sources (Sec. 632). 

North Carolina: Nonresidents taxed on in- 
come derived from North Carolina sources 
(Sec. 105-136). 

North Dakota: Nonresidents taxed on in- 
come from property owned or business con- 
ducted in North Dakota (Sec. 57-38-03). 

Ohio: Nonresidents taxed on income earned 
or received in Ohio (Sec. 5747.02). 

Oklahoma: Nonresidents taxed on Okla- 
homa taxable income (Sec. 2362). 

Oregon: Nonresidents taxed on income 
from Oregon sources (Sec. 316.037). 

Pennsylvania: Nonresidents taxed on in- 
come from Pennsylvania sources (Sec. 7302). 

Rhode Island: Nonresidents taxed on in- 
come from Rhode Island sources (Sec. 44-30- 
32 and 33). 

South Carolina: Nonresidents taxed on in- 
come from property or business in South 
Carolina (Sec. 12-7-20 and 210). 

South Dakota: No income tax. 

Tennessee: No income tax (just dividends). 

Texas: No income tax. 

Utah: Nonresidents taxed on income from 
Utah sources (Sec. 59-14A-6). 

Vermont: Nonresidents taxed on Vermont 
income (Sec. 5811, 5823). 

Virginia: Nonresidents taxed on Virginia 
taxable income (Sec. 58-151.013). 

Washington: No income tax. 

West Virginia: Nonresidents taxed on in- 
come derived from West Virginia sources 
(Sec. 11-21-32). 

Wisconsin: Nonresidents taxed on income 
derived from Wisconsin (Sec. 71.01). 


6157 


Wyoming: No income tax. 
MARINE B. MORRIS, 
Legislative Attorney, 
sins act Law Division. 


[Attachment 4D] 
TABLE 1.—SELECTED LARGE CITIES WITH AN INCOME TAX 
ON NONRESIDENTS: TAX RATE ON RESIDENTS AND 


NONRESIDENTS AND TYPE OF TAX BASE 
{Cities listed alphabetically by state] 
a Resident e 
City ba n ate (er Tax base 
1.0 Eamed income. 
0.825 a ll payroll or 
siness gross re- 
8. 
150 50 Ml 
1.25 25 Payrolleamed income. 
07 0.175 State AGI. 
22 145 Occ. lic. tax on wages 
and net profits. 
3.0 15 Income eamed and re- 
ceived in the 
1.0 10 Nonresidents taxed on 
earnings or net prof- 
its from activities 
conducted in the 
city. 
10 16 Employer payroll tax. 
5 my payrol 
27-34 00 State taxable income. 
15.0 05 Net state tax. 
2.0 2.0 @). 
21 2.1 60. 
2.0 20 00. 
225 2.25 @), 
175 175 8). 
4.86 4.2256 — Earned income and net 
5. 
Pittsburgh, PA. 2.875 10 ug 


10.45 wages/.65 self-employment. 
2Eamed compensation and net profits of unincorporated business, 


Mr. JEFFORDS. There is no excuse 
for our inability to fulfill our responsi- 
bility to make sure that these schools 
are brought up to code compliance and 
modern standards. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, just a 
few moments ago, the manager of this 
bill had a vehicle for a wide-ranging de- 
bate over Federal education policy and 
received unanimous consent to with- 
draw from consideration the Gregg 
amendment. 

Because the Gregg amendment was 
identical to an amendment that I of- 
fered last year in debate over the Indi- 
viduals with Disabilities Education 
Act, and because the Gregg amendment 
perhaps created more interest on the 
part of school authorities, school board 
members, superintendents, principals, 
and teachers, than any other amend- 
ment being debated this week, it 
seemed important to me to explain to 
educators all across the country why 
the debate on the Gregg amendment or 
the Gregg-Gorton amendment will not 
be pursued during the course of the de- 
bate on this Coverdell A+ bill. 

Violence in our schools—assaults, the 
carrying into schools of guns and other 
dangerous weapons, disruptive behav- 
ior that threatens the safety and secu- 
rity of the educational environment, 
disruptive behavior that detracts from 
the educational experience of all stu- 
dents—is an increasingly serious prob- 
lem. 

The Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act, the purposes of which 
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are not only praiseworthy but in some 
respects essential in guaranteeing to 
all students, including even the most 
severely disabled, the opportunity for a 
public education that will allow them 
to live to the maximum of their capac- 
ities, nevertheless includes within it a 
set of provisions relating to safety, to 
discipline, and to the orderly nature of 
our classrooms that amounts to a clear 
and explicit double standard and, in an 
increasing number of cases, severely 
detracts from the educational atmos- 
phere for all of the students of such a 
school. 

In Seattle, late last month, a student 
designated disabled' attacked other 
students with a knife on a schoolbus. 
In Louisiana, a teacher was attacked 
and hospitalized. In several States, as 
we know, assaults with guns have actu- 
ally resulted in the deaths of students 
and of teachers. In Danbury, CT, par- 
ents picketed a school and withdrew 
their children from the school because 
two students were suspended for a mere 
10 days for bringing a gun into the 
school atmosphere. 

The Seattle Post Intelligencer, Se- 
attle’s morning newspaper—not a 
newspaper from which I often quote— 
wrote an editorial shortly after the in- 
cident that took place on that Seattle 
school bus that reads, in part, as fol- 
lows: 

Tuesday's stabbing incident involving a 
student aboard a Seattle school district bus 
has called attention to unwise provisions of 
Federal law that apparently require more 
tolerance of dangerous behavior by special 
education students. 

If the school district really is required by 
law to allow students back into class who 
carry weapons or otherwise have dem- 
onstrated intent to harm others, that law is 
in error and must be changed. 

. .. In this school year, there have been 
four or five instances in which special edu- 
cation students have been accepted back into 
school even though they had carried weap- 
ons, according to Brenda Little, an assistant 
legal counsel for the district. 

Before a special education student can be 
disciplined, said Little, principals are re- 
quired by Federal law to prove that the child 
understood the consequences of his or her be- 
havior and that it was not related to the stu- 
dent's disability. 

That’s a prescription for disaster. 

If a child carries a weapon to school, it is 
irrelevant whether that child understands 
the possible consequences of doing so. 

. . In fact, if the child doesn’t understand 
the consequences, that's all the more reason 
to remove that child from situations where 
other children may be harmed. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the entire editorial be print- 
ed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the edi- 
torial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Cr No SLACK FOR WEAPONS BEARERS 

Tuesday's stabbing incident involving a 
student aboard a Seattle School District bus 
has called attention to unwise provisions of 
federal law that apparently require more tol- 
erance of dangerous behavior by special edu- 
cation students. 
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If the school district really is required by 
law to allow students back into class who 
carry weapons or otherwise have dem- 
onstrated intent to harm others, that law is 
in error and must be changed. 

The bottom line is this: There is no case to 
be made for extending special civil rights 
protections to anyone if doing so results in 
threats to the safety of others. 

This is especially so in public schools. 
Mainstreaming! —educating special edu- 
cation students with others—is good. But 
there are cases where it may have its limits, 
and safety is one of them. 

School administrators cannot tolerate 
threats to children regardless of who poses 
that threat. There can be no double standard 
in this matter. It’s not rational public policy 
to tie the hands of those who have legal re- 
sponsibility for ensuring the safety of stu- 
dents. 

A 13-year old Denny Middle School special 
education student has been expelled for the 
stabbing, but he could be back in class with- 
in 10 days despite the district’s zero-toler- 
ance for weapons. That’s because the district 
has to jump through higher hoops to expel 
special education students. 

We have to take kids back that would or- 
dinarily not be allowed to return,“ said 
Denny Middle School principal Pat Batiste- 
Brown, alluding to the newly tightened fed- 
eral regulations for special education stu- 
dents who break rules. Twenty percent of the 
students in her school are classified as spe- 
cial education students. 

In this school year, there have been four or 
five instances in which special education 
students have been accepted back into school 
even though they had carried weapons, ac- 
cording to Brenda Little, an assistant legal 
counsel for the district. 

Before a special education student can be 
disciplined, said Little, principals are re- 
quired by federal law to prove that the child 
understood the consequences of his or her be- 
havior and that it was not related to the stu- 
dent’s disability. 

That’s a prescription for disaster. 

If a child carries a weapon to school, it is 
irrelevant whether that child understands 
the possible consequences of doing so. 

In fact, if the child doesn’t understand the 
consequences, that's all the more reason to 
remove that child from situations where 
other children may be harmed. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the edi- 
torial is correct; it is correct in its un- 
derstanding and it is correct in its pol- 
icy judgments. 

In Louisiana, the Shreveport Times 
reports in an article about the Gregg- 
Gorton amendment that Louisiana De- 
partment of Education revealed that 
there were 22,790 out-of-school suspen- 
sions in special education in the 1996-97 
school year. ... The Bossier Parish 
school board led the fight for more 
local control by signing a resolution 
last week that supports Gorton and 
Gregg. Bossier School super- 
intendent Jane Smith vowed that if a 
special education student posed a con- 
siderable safety threat, such as bring- 
ing a gun to class, the parish would 
treat him or her like a regular edu- 
cation student regardless of the Fed- 
eral laws. 

In other words, Mr. President, we 
have a law, we have a statute, we have 
a set of regulations that actually 
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causes a school superintendent to say 
that this is so bad, this is so dangerous 
to the students I am attempting to 
educate that I will simply defy the law. 
The Seattle school district hasn't 
taken that position. 

In Danbury, Connecticut, parents had 
to picket and take their kids out of 
school because of the requirements of 
the statute that literally sets up a dou- 
ble standard. School districts have ple- 
nary authority over safety and dis- 
cipline and an appropriate educational 
atmosphere for all of their regular stu- 
dents. They now have almost none— 
very limited rights to oppose discipline 
on students denominated ‘‘disabled.”’ 
And don’t think that this country isn’t 
full of imaginative lawyers who can 
come up with a plausible case to de- 
nominate a student “disabled.” In fact, 
often they use the very violent or safe- 
ty-threatening activity of the student 
to demonstrate that a particular stu- 
dent is disabled. 

The Gorton-Gregg amendment was 
very simple and very short. I believe 
that our colleagues ought to be re- 
minded of exactly what it said. I am 
going to read it now: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
the Individuals With Disabilities Education 
Act, each State educational agency or local 
educational agency may establish and imple- 
ment uniform policies with respect to dis- 
cipline and order applicable to all children 
within its jurisdiction to ensure safety and 
an appropriate educational atmosphere in its 
schools. 

That’s all. That is the entire pro- 
posal. 

Well, when I made this proposal last 
year on my own, 47 Members of this 
body—just 3 short of the number need- 
ed to pass it—voted in favor of it. Sev- 
eral members who have voted against 
it have come to me since then to say 
that the combination of the reauthor- 
ization of IDEA, and the even more 
prescriptive regulations now proposed 
by the U.S. Department of Education, 
and the reactions of their own school 
boards, have caused them to rethink 
the issue. As a consequence, I believe 
that there is a very real chance that 
the Gorton-Gregg amendment would 
have been accepted by this body had we 
presented it. 

But I must say, in a very interesting 
side line, that it truly cross-pressured 
our school board members, our super- 
intendents, our principals, our teach- 
ers, and our PTA members because, of 
course, by and large, they don’t much 
like the Coverdell bill. They recognize 
that the Coverdell bill is very likely to 
pass, that it will be presented to the 
President and the President will veto 
it. So a combination of the proposition 
that the President would veto this 
amendment in connection with the 
veto of the Coverdell bill and their own 
opposition to Senator COVERDELL has 
caused them to be less than enthusi- 
astic about pursuing it at this time. 

That is a valid concern, Mr. Presi- 
dent. Both Senator GREGG and I would 
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like to accomplish our goal, would like 
to see to it that schools have restored 
to them the authority to keep order 
and to provide for the safety and secu- 
rity of their students. We feel this way 
in spite of the fact that we are strong 
supporters of the Coverdell bill. 

A second element is involved. The 
amendment can be read to cover two 
closely related, nonetheless distinct, 
subjects. One of those is the pure phys- 
ical safety and security of students in 
schools; that is to say, allowing schools 
to take disciplinary measures even 
against those who are disabled. That 
will assure the safety and security of 
all of the rest of the students. That is 
what the editorial in the Seattle Post 
Intelligencer is about. 

But the other element in this amend- 
ment has to do with an appropriate 
educational atmosphere in the schools. 
That is even more worrisome to the 
community advocating the rights of 
the disabled. They see that as author- 
izing school boards, or teachers, or 
principals to expel students who 
present no safety hazard to their fellow 
students, but can be seen by the tre- 
mendous amount of attention they re- 
quire on the part of teachers severely 
to distract from the educational at- 
mosphere of a particular classroom. 
Personally, I believe that that is an ap- 
propriate consideration for our teach- 
ers and our principals and our school 
board members. I believe they have a 
right to weigh the quality of education 
of all of their students in making these 
judgments. I do recognize, however, 
that that aspect of this amendment is 
more controversial—not only more 
controversial, but more arguable than 
the balance is. And as a result of a se- 
ries of meetings during the last two- 
week recess at schools all across the 
State of Washington, in which both the 
amendment I will introduce tomorrow 
on block grants and IDEA, aforemen- 
tioned, more of our time was spent on 
this Disability Act and safety and secu- 
rity in the schools than on any other 
subject. 

At the last of those meetings when 
both the disability community was rep- 
resented and school authorities were 
represented, I detected for the first 
time some willingness to meet on a 
middle ground. Whether that middle 
ground has to do with safety and secu- 
rity only, how far the disability com- 
munity is willing to go in that connec- 
tion, whether or not there ought to be 
some consideration of the educational 
atmosphere of all students, none of 
these questions were settled by any 
stretch of the imagination in the 
course of the meetings that I had, even 
with the education community in the 
State of Washington. But I do feel that 
it is at least possible that on this very 
controversial issue a bit more time 
may permit us to find some common 
ground. From my perspective at least, 
that is the second reason that it was 
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appropriate that I consented to the 
withdrawal of the Gregg amendment at 
this point in the debate. 

I want to make it crystal clear, how- 
ever, to educators all over the country 
who have supported us in this cause, 
that this withdrawal does not mean 
that the debate is over by any stretch 
of the imagination. The present Gregg- 
Gorton amendment, or something very 
similar to it, will be presented at an 
early opportunity on some other bill 
that relates directly or indirectly to 
education. It will not go away. But I 
hope the next time that it is presented, 
it is presented on a bill that is almost 
certain to be signed by the President of 
the United States rather than vetoed 
by the President of the United States. 

In addition, I hope that by that point 
we may have at least a partial meeting 
of the minds—one might hope a full 
meeting of the minds—between those 
genuinely concerned with the edu- 
cational rights and civil rights of the 
disabled community and those genu- 
inely concerned with the safety and se- 
curity of all of our students, and on the 
proposition that all of our students re- 
ceive their education in an atmosphere 
best conducive to that education for all 
students in the public schools of the 
United States. 

It is with those twin hopes—that we 
will have a better vehicle for this de- 
bate and that perhaps we can have the 
debate at a somewhat more extended 
fashion than the very limited time on 
the Coverdell bill and that we might 
bring the two sides together to a great- 
er extent than they have ever been in 
the past—that I have agreed to the 
withdrawal of that amendment. 

It is withdrawn from this bill. It will 
come up again. I believe that we need 
to do more to empower those men and 
women all across the United States 
who provide the educational services to 
our children day after day, week after 
week, year after year because of their 
own professional dedication. I believe 
their views need to be considered, and 
I think that we will be able to consider 
them better a little later on this year. 
I pledge, however, that consider them 
we will. 

ä 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the majority leader, I ask 
unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for morning business with Sen- 
ators permitted to speak for up to 5 
minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

O Å— àÜ—ñäõ— 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business yesterday, Monday, 
April 20, 1998, the federal debt stood at 


$5,514,299,725,342.15 (Five trillion, five 
hundred fourteen billion, two hundred 
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ninety-nine million, seven hundred 
twenty-five thousand, three hundred 
forty-two dollars and fifteen cents). 

Five years ago, April 20, 1993, the fed- 
eral debt stood at $4,254,483,000,000 
(Four trillion, two hundred fifty-four 
billion, four hundred eighty-three mil- 
lion). 

Ten years ago, April 20, 1988, the fed- 
eral debt stood at $2,512,569,000,000 (Two 
trillion, five hundred twelve billion, 
five hundred sixty-nine million). 

Fifteen years ago, April 20, 1983, the 
federal debt stood at $1,251,499,000,000 
(One trillion, two hundred fifty-one bil- 
lion, four hundred ninety-nine million). 

Twenty-five years ago, April 20, 1973, 
the federal debt stood at $454,840,000,000 
(Four hundred fifty-four billion, eight 
hundred forty million) which reflects a 
debt increase of more than $5 trillion— 
$5,059,459,725,342.15 (Five trillion, fifty- 
nine billion, four hundred fifty-nine 
million, seven hundred twenty-five 
thousand, three hundred forty-two dol- 
lars and fifteen cents) during the past 
25 years. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, which were referred as indi- 
cated: 


EC-4640. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the cumulative report 
on rescissions and deferrals dated April 1, 
1998; referred jointly, pursuant to the order 
of January 30, 1975, as modified by the order 
of April 11, 1986, to the Committee on Appro- 
priations, to the Committee on the Budget, 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry, to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation, to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources, to the Committee on Finance, to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, and to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs. 

EC-4641. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary of Labor for Employ- 
ment and Training, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled Indian 
and Native American Welfare-To-Work 
Grants Program“ (RIN1205-AB16) received on 
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April 2, 1998; to the Committee on Indian Af- 
fairs. 

EC-4642. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Federal Judicial Center, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the annual report for 
calendar year 1997; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

EC-4643. A communication from the Clerk 
of the U.S. Court of Federal Claims, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
a congressional reference case; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

EC-4644. A communication from the Senior 
Deputy Chairman of the National Founda- 
tion On the Arts and the Humanities, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the annual report 
for fiscal year 1997; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-4645. A communication from the Acting 
Director of Communications and Legislative 
Affairs, U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the annual report for fiscal year 1995; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

. A communication from the Gen- 
eral Counsel of the Corporation For National 
Service, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled “Administrative 
Costs for Learn and Serve America and 
AmeriCorps Grants Programs” received on 
April 16, 1998; to the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources. 

EC-4647. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Regulations Policy and Management 
Staff, Office of Policy, Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration, Department of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled Food La- 
beling” received on April 16, 1998; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-4648. A communication from the Acting 
Deputy Director of the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology and the Under 
Secretary of Commerce for Export Adminis- 
tration, transmitting jointly, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘Procedures 
For Implementation of the Fastener Quality 
Act” (RIN0693-AB43) received on April 16, 
1998; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The following petitions and memo- 
rials were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM-376. A resolution adopted by the 
Idaho State Grange relative to the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For- 


estry. 

POM-377. A resolution adopted by the Sen- 
ate of the Legislature of the State of Michi- 
gan; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry. 

SENATE RESOLUTION No. 151 

Whereas, The Food Quality Protection Act 
of 1996 (FQPA) was signed into law on August 
3, 1996, by President Clinton; and 

Whereas, Among the purposes of the FQPA 
is to assure that pesticide tolerance deci- 
sions and policies are based upon sound 
science and reliable data; and 

Whereas, Another purpose of the FQPA is 
to assure that pesticide tolerance decisions 
and policies are formulated in an open and 
transparent manner; and 

Whereas, The EPA is required by the FQPA 
to have reviewed approximately 3,000 of the 
approximately 9,700 existing tolerances by 
August 1999 to determine whether these tol- 
erances meet the safety standards estab- 
lished by the FQPA; and 
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Whereas, The implementation of the FQPA 
could have a profound negative impact on 
domestic agricultural production and on con- 
sumer food prices and availability. With 
Michigan’s diverse agriculture, this impact 
could be especially severe on our numerous 
specialty crops; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate, That we memori- 
alize the Congress of the United States to 
take the following actions: 

1. Direct the EPA to initiate immediately 
appropriate administrative rulemaking to 
ensure that the policies and standards the 
agency intends to apply in evaluating pes- 
ticide tolerances are subject to thorough 
public notice and comment prior to final tol- 
erance determinations being made by the 
agency. 

2. Direct the EPA to use its authority 
under the FQPA to provide interested per- 
sons the opportunity to produce data needed 
to evaluate a pesticide tolerance so that the 
agency can avoid the use of unrealistic de- 
fault assumptions in making pesticide toler- 
ance decisions. 

3. Direct the EPA to implement the FQPA 
in a manner that will not disrupt agricul- 
tural production nor have a negative impact 
on the availability, diversity, and afford- 
ability of food. 

4. Conduct oversight hearings immediately 
to ensure that actions taken by the EPA are 
consistent with the FQPA provisions and 
congressional intent. If the intent of the leg- 
islation is not carried out, then Congress 
should postpone the August 1999 deadline. 
Following oversight hearings, Congress 
should, if necessary, take appropriate ac- 
tions or amend the FQPA to correct problem 
areas. 

5. Encourage the Secretary of Agriculture 
and the United States Department of Agri- 
culture to increase its commitment of man- 
power and budgetary resources to work with 
the EPA to gather scientific data. Further- 
more, Congress should encourage the United 
States Department of Agriculture to conduct 
an economic impact statement on the imple- 
mentation of the FQPA. 

6. Clarify the role of Section 18 of the Fed- 
eral Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide 
Act as its provisions relate to the reestab- 
lishment of tolerances under the FQPA; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States Senate, the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, the mem- 
bers of the Michigan congressional delega- 
tion, and the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency. 

POM-378. A resolution adopted by the 
Board of County Commissioners of St. Johns 
County, Florida relative to the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers; to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations. 

POM-379. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Kansas; to 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 5029 

Whereas, In the span of a few years, 1971 
through 1973, the Federal Courts made it 
clear that an appropriate education is a fun- 
damental right of children with disabilities 
that is secured by the due process and equal 
protection clauses of the 14th Amendment to 
the U.S. Constitution; and 

Whereas, In 1975, Congress passed Public 
Law 94-142, the Education for All Handi- 
capped Children Act, known since 1990 as the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
of IDEA; and 

Whereas, The IDEA requires that all chil- 
dren with disabilities receive a free, appro- 
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priate public education and provides a fund- 
ing mechanism to assist states and local edu- 
cational services agencies with the costs of 
maintaining programs; and 

Whereas, For several years, the costs of 
providing special education services required 
under federal and state law have been esca- 
lating rapidly and have been a major concern 
of policymakers who have reviewed the mat- 
ter studiously. To date, solutions have prov- 
en elusive; and 

Whereas, All of the states have some mech- 
anism in their school finance laws that ac- 
knowledge the additional costs of providing 
special education services for children with 
disabilities, estimated on average to be 
about 2.3 times greater than for general edu- 
cation pupils; and 

Whereas, The U.S. Supreme Court has 
opined that the IDEA is a comprehensive 
scheme set up by Congress to aid the states 
in complying with the constitutional obliga- 
tion to provide public education for children 
with disabilities; and 

Whereas, The IDEA authorizes funding in 
accordance with a formula, a key variable of 
which is the average per pupil expenditure 
for general education pupils. The Act author- 
ized Congress to appropriate a sum equal to 
5 percent of this average per pupil expendi- 
ture in 1977, 10 percent in 1978, 20 percent in 
1979, and 40 percent by 1980. Though the Act 
authorized funding according to this for- 
mula, appropriations have never approached 
the authorization level and remains at 10 
percent or less today: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives of 
the State of Kansas, the Senate concurring 
therein, That the Legislature, in recognition 
that children with disabilities are endowed 
by the Constitution with the right to be pro- 
vided with a free and appropriate public edu- 
cation and that the Congress of the United 
States has enacted the Individuals with Dis- 
abilities Education Act in order to insure 
that right, hereby urges the Congress to ac- 
knowledge the fact that special education 
services are extremely costly and should be 
supported by a combination of local, state, 
and federal funds; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Legislature hereby re- 
quests the Congress to assume its fair share 
of the costs of special education services by 
increasing funding to a level more nearly ap- 
proaching the level authorized by the Indi- 
viduals with Disabilities Education Act; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That the Secretary of State is 
hereby directed to send enrolled copies of 
this resolution to the President and Presi- 
dent pro tempore of the Senate of the United 
States, to the Speaker of the House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States, and to 
each member of the Kansas Congressional 
Delegation. 

POM-380. A resolution adopted by the Sen- 
ate of the General Assembly of the Common- 
wealth of Kentucky; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

RESOLUTION 


Whereas, The conditions of the roads and 
bridges in the states is deteriorating; and 

Whereas, The demand placed upon the na- 
tion’s transportation system has increased 
and will continue to increase into the 2lst 
Century; and 

Whereas, Safe, reliable, and cost effective 
movement of people, goods, and information 
is critical to economic development and 
competitiveness in the market; and 

Whereas, The United States Department of 
Transportation has estimated that over five 
years, $357 billion is needed to improve the 
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highway system, while $39.5 billion is needed 
just to maintain current road conditions; 
and 

Whereas, States need every possible 
unencumbered dollar to improve their roads 
and bridges; and 

Whereas, the United States Congress is 
urged to focus on incentives rather than dis- 
- incentives in any transportation bill; now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the General Assem- 
bly of the Commonwealth of Kentucky: 

Section 1. The Senate hereby urges the 
Congress of the United States to provide 
funding without mandates to the Transpor- 
tation Cabinet. 

Section 2. The Senate Clerk of the Senate 
is directed to submit a copy of this Resolu- 
tion to each member of the United States 
House of Representatives and the United 
States Senate. 

POM-381. A resolution adopted by the Sen- 
ate of the Legislature of the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania; to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations. 

Whereas, Transportation access and safety 
are essential to economic hopes in commu- 
nities across Pennsylvania; and 

Whereas, While Pennsylvania has taken 
steps to increase the amount of State trans- 
portation funding to match Federal dollars 
and to deal with State areas of responsi- 
bility, the list of priority projects still ex- 
ceeds available funds and the State’s 12-year 
transportation plan contains many projects 
for which funding is unidentified; and 

Whereas, Huge increases in vehicle miles 
traveled and in shipping products and goods 
on interstate highways add significantly to 
maintenance needs; and 

Whereas, The Federal Highway Adminis- 
tration periodically documents the substan- 
tial number of structurally deficient and 
functionally obsolete bridges in Pennsyl- 
vania; and 

Whereas, Federal funding remains the 
most critical share of the funding for major 
construction and reconstruction projects, 
and the six-year reauthorization bill will de- 
termine the size and effectiveness of the 
transportation program Pennsylvania can 
undertake; and 

Whereas, Congressman Bud Shuster, as 
Chairman of the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure, and other congres- 
sional transportation advocates have pro- 
posed greatly increasing Federal funding as 
part of the transportation reauthorization, 
in the understanding that infrastructure in- 
vestment is vital to the economic health of 
the nation and the states; and 

Whereas, A long-term determination of 
Federal funding levels is necessary to allow 
for coordinated transportation planning at 
the State and local levels; and 

Whereas, Money raised through Federal 
transportation taxes should be used to pay 
for transportation projects and enhanced 
motor vehicle and truck safety measures; 
not to cover deficits in other areas of Fed- 
eral endeavor; therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Senate of the Common- 
wealth of Pennsylvania urge the Congress of 
the United States to take action on the com- 
prehensive multiyear transportation funding 
legislation; and be it further 

Resolved, That congressional action on the 
transportation reauthorization include pro- 
visions for releasing trust fund moneys being 
withheld from transportation projects; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That Pennsylvania support an in- 
crease in the Federal funding available to ex- 
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pand the array of projects that can be under- 
taken, which in turn will move up the com- 
pletion of transportation priorities and se- 
cure the considerable job creation and high- 
way safety benefits that will result; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the presiding officers of each 
house of Congress and to each member of 
Congress from Pennsylvania. 

POM-382, A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of West Vir- 
ginia; to the Committee on Appropriations. 


HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 16 


Whereas, In 1977 the Surface Mining Con- 
trol and Reclamation Act was enacted into 
law establishing an Abandoned Mine Rec- 
lamation Fund financed by a fee assessed on 
every ton of coal mined for the purpose of re- 
storing previously mined but left 
unreclaimed lands; and 

Whereas, To date over $1.1 billion has been 
spent nationwide from the Abandoned Mine 
Reclamation Fund to mitigate the hazards 
associated with abandoned coal mine lands 
such as dangerous highwalls, impoundments, 
open mine portals and contaminated water 
supplies; and 

Whereas, West Virginia’s share of unfunded 
high-priority abandoned coal mine reclama- 
tion costs are estimated to be $415 million; 
and 

Whereas, West Virginia has received and 
spent almost $200 million from the Aban- 
doned Mine Reclamation Fund to finance the 
reclamation of abandoned coal mine land 
sites in the State but is of the firm convic- 
tion that additional funding is vital to the 
success of future water projects within this 
State; and 

Whereas, The discrepancy between fee col- 
lections and expenditures is widening, with 
approximately $285 million collected in fiscal 
year 1997 and only $177 million appropriated; 
and 

Whereas, The threat to the health, safety 
and general welfare of coalfield citizens from 
the hazards associated with abandoned coal 
mine sites is unacceptable and must be miti- 
gated; and 

Whereas, The expenditure of funds for 
abandoned mine reclamation projects not 
only enhances the coalfield environment but 
creates jobs in the construction of such 
projects; therefore, be it 

Resolved by the West Virginia Legislature, 
That the Committees on Appropriation of 
the United States House of Representatives 
and the United States Senate are urged to 
increase the annual appropriation from the 
Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund to a 
level commensurate with annual fee collec- 
tions as well as begin to draw-down the 
unspent balance of the fund especially for fu- 
ture water projects in these troubled areas; 
and, be it 

Further Resolved, That the Clerk is hereby 
directed to forward a copy of this resolution 
to the United States House of Representa- 
tives, the Secretary of the United States 
Senate, and to each member of the West Vir- 
ginia Congressional Delegation. 

POM-383. A joint resolution adopted by the 
General Assembly of the State of Colorado; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

Housk JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 98-1013 

Whereas, The federal military base realign- 
ment and closure process has led to the clos- 
ing of Lowry Air Force Base and the impend- 
ing closure of Fitzsimons Army Garrison; 
and 
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Whereas, The exchange and commissary at 
the former Lowry Air Force Base has been 
closed, and the exchange and commissary at 
Fitzsimons Army Garrison is scheduled to be 
closed in March, 1999; and 

Whereas, Over three thousand two hundred 
active duty military personnel with approxi- 
mately six thousand eight hundred depend- 
ents are assigned to Buckley Air National 
Guard Base or other locations in the Denver 
metropolitan area; and 

Whereas, Over four thousand members of 
the National Guard and Reserves in the Den- 
ver metropolitan area are entitled to unlim- 
ited exchange and limited commissary privi- 
leges; and 

Whereas, Over nineteen thousand military 
retirees reside in the Denver metropolitan 
area; and 

Whereas, The closure of the exchange and 
commissary at Lowry Air Force Base and 
the consequent increase in the number of 
persons using the exchange and commissary 
at Fitzsimons Army Garrison has resulted in 
the exchange and commissary at Fitzsimons 
being inadequate to support the needs of the 
persons eligible to use it; and 

Whereas, The active duty military per- 
sonnel, members of the National Guard and 
Reserves, and military retirees presently en- 
titled to exchange and commissary privi- 
leges at Fitzsimons Army Garrison will suf- 
fer from decreased quality of life and in- 
creased financial burdens when the exchange 
and commissary at Fitzsimons Army Garri- 
son is closed in March, 1999; and 

Whereas, The closure of the exchange and 
commissary at Fitzsimons Army Garrison 
will eliminate over two hundred jobs; and 

Whereas, The closest alternative exchange 
and commissary for the Denver metropolitan 
area is located at the United States Air 
Force Academy, which is over sixty miles 
and more than an hour's drive away from 
Denver; and 

Whereas, Buckley Air National Guard Base 
is owned by the United States Air Force, but 
licensed to the State of Colorado; and 

Whereas, Buckley Air National Guard Base 
and the City of Aurora, Colorado have suffi- 
cient power, water, and sewer infrastructure 
to support a new exchange and commissary 
at Buckley Air National Guard Base; and 

Whereas, Roy Romer, Governor of Colo- 
rado; Major General William A. Westerdahl, 
Adjutant General of the Colorado National 
Guard; and Paul E. Tauer, Mayor of Aurora, 
Colorado all support the relocation of the ex- 
change and commissary from Fitzsimons 
Army Garrison to new facilities to be con- 
structed at Buckley Air National Guard 
Base; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives of 
the Sixty-first General Assembly of the State of 
Colorado, the Senate concurring herein, That 
we, the members of the Sixty-first General 
Assembly, request that the Congress of the 
United States, the Secretary of Defense, and 
the Secretary of the Air Force take imme- 
diate action to authorize the relocation of 
the exchange and commissary at Fitzsimons 
Army Garrison to new facilities to be con- 
structed at Buckley Air National Guard Base 
and to ensure that the exchange and com- 
missary at Fitzsimons Army Garrison re- 
mains open until the new facilities are com- 
pleted; and be it further 

Resolved, That the new exchange and com- 
missary to be constructed at Buckley Air 
National Guard Base be sized to adequately 
meet the needs of all persons in the Denver 
metropolitan area who are eligible to use it; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this Resolution be 
sent to the President of the United States, 
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the Speaker of the United States House of 
Representatives, the President of the United 
States Senate, the Secretary of Defense, the 
Secretary of the Air Force, the Speaker of 
the House and the President of the Senate of 
each state’s legislature of the United States 
of America, and Colorado’s Congressional 
delegation. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. THOMPSON, from the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs, without amend- 
ment: 

H.R, 2766. A bill to designate the United 
States Post Office located at 215 East Jack- 
son Street in Painesville, Ohio, as the “Karl 
Bernal Post Office Building.” 

H.R. 2773. A bill to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
3750 North Kedzie Avenue in Chicago, Nli- 
nois, as the “Daniel J. Doffyn Post Office 
Building.” 

H.R. 2836. A bill to designate the building 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 180 East Kellogg Boulevard in Saint Paul, 
Minnesota, as the Eugene J. McCarthy Post 
Office Building.” 

H.R. 3120. A bill to designate the United 
States Post Office located at 95 West 100 
South Street in Provo, Utah, as the Howard 
C. Nielson Post Office Building.” 


—— 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. COVERDELL (for himself, Mr. 
ASHCROFT, and Mr. BROWNBACK): 

S. 1959. A bill to prohibit the expenditure 
of Federal funds to provide or support pro- 
grams to provide individuals with hypo- 
dermic needles or syringes for the use of ille- 
gal drugs; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

By Mr. WARNER: 

S. 1960. A bill to allow the National Park 
Service to acquire certain land for addition 
to the Wilderness Battlefield, as previously 
authorized by law, by purchase or exchange 
as well as by donation; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 1961. A bill for the relief of Suchada 

Kwong; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. FAIRCLOTH: 

S. 1962. A bill to provide for an Education 
Modernization Fund, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. THURMOND (for himself and 
Mr. COVERDELL): 

S. 1963. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to permit certain beneficiaries 
of the military health care system to enroll 
in Federal employees health benefits plans; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. REID (for himself and Mr. 
BRYAN): 

S. 1964. A bill to provide for the sale of cer- 
tain public land in the Ivanpah Valley, Ne- 
vada, to the Clark County Department of 
Aviation; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 
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SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. FAIRCLOTH (for himself, Mr. 
HELMS, Mr. LoTT, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. 
ABRAHAM, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. ALLARD, 
Mr. ASHCROFT, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. BEN- 
NETT, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 
BOND, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. 
BROWNBACK, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. BUMP- 
ERS, Mr. BURNS, Mr. BYRD, Mr. CAMP- 
BELL, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. CLELAND, Mr. 
Coats, Mr. COCHRAN, Ms. COLLINS, 
Mr. CONRAD, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. 
CRAIG, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. DEWINE, 
Mr. Dopp, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. DORGAN, 
Mr. DURBIN, Mr. ENzl, Mr. FEINGOLD, 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. FORD, Mr. FRIST, 
Mr. GLENN, Mr. GORTON, Mr. GRAHAM, 
Mr. GRAMM, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. GRASS- 
LEY, Mr. GREGG, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. HAR- 
KIN, Mr. HATCH, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. 
HUTCHINSON, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. 
INHOFE, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. JEFFORDS, 
Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. KEMPTHORNE, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. KERREY, Mr. KERRY, 
Mr. KOHL, Mr. KYL, Ms. LANDRIEU, 
Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. LUGAR, 
Mr. Mack, Mr. McCain, Mr. McCon- 
NELL, Ms. MIKULSKI, Ms. MOSELEY- 
BRAUN, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. MUR- 
KOWSKI, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. NICKLES, 
Mr. REED, Mr. REID, Mr. ROBB, Mr. 
ROBERTS, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. 
ROTH, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. SARBANES, 
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. SMITH 
of New Hampshire, Mr. SMITH of Or- 
egon, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. 
STEVENS, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. THOMP- 
SON, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. TORRICELLI, 
Mr. WARNER, Mr. WELLSTONE, and 
Mr. WYDEN): 

S. Res. 211. A resolution expressing the 
condolences of the Senate on the death of 
Honorable Terry Sanford, former United 
States Senator from North Carolina; consid- 
ered and agreed to. 


O 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. COVERDELL (for himself, 
Mr. ASHCROFT, and Mr. 
BROWNBACK): 

S. 1959. A bill to prohibit the expendi- 
ture of Federal funds to provide or sup- 
port programs to provide individuals 
with hypodermic needles or syringes 
for the use of illegal drugs; to the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 
THE NEEDLE EXCHANGE PROGRAMS PROHIBITION 

ACT OF 1998 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
am today introducing, along with Sen- 
ators ASHCROFT and BROWNBACK, a bill 
to prohibit the use of federal funds to 
carry out or support programs for the 
distribution of sterile hypodermic nee- 
dles or syringes to illegal drug users. 

This bill would effectively continue 
and make permanent the ban imposed 
through the appropriations process 
which expired at the end of March. We 
are pleased that the Administration 
has decided not to use federal tax dol- 
lars to fund needle exchanges despite 
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the expiration of the ban. But coin- 
ciding with this announcement, Health 
and Human Services Secretary Donna 
Shalala strongly endorsed needles ex- 
changes and encouraged local commu- 
nities to use their own dollars to fund 
needle exchange programs. This legis- 
lation is therefore needed to foreclose 
any temptation the Administration 
may feel to federally fund needle ex- 
changes in the future. 

The Drug Czar, General Barry McCaf- 
frey, has laid out the strong case 
against needle exchange programs. 
Handing out needles to drug users 
sends a message that the government 
is condoning drug use. It undermines 
our anti-drug message and undercuts 
all of our drug prevention efforts. 

A report by General McCaffrey's of- 
fice reviewed the world’s largest needle 
exchange program in Vancouver, Brit- 
ish Colombia, in operation since 1988. It 
found the program to be a failure. HIV 
infections were higher among users of 
free needles than those without access 
to them. The death rate from drugs 
jumped from 18 a year in 1988 to 150 in 
1992. In addition, higher drug use fol- 
lowed implementation of the program. 

Dr. James L. Curtis of New York, 
who has studied needle exchange pro- 
grams was quoted in the Washington 
Times stating that the programs 
“should be recognized as reckless ex- 
perimentation on human beings, the 
unproven hypothesis being that it pre- 
vents AIDS.” 

According to recent scientific stud- 
ies, eight persons a day are infected 
with the HIV virus by using borrowed 
needles, while 352 people start using 
heroin each day and 4,000 die every 
year from heroin-related causes other 
than HIV. Far more addicts die of drug 
overdoses and related violence than 
from AIDS. It is wrong to aid and abet 
those deaths by handing out free nee- 
dles to drug addicts. We should not be 
encouraging higher rates of heroin use. 

Therefore, I hope my colleagues will 
join me in making permanent the pro- 
hibition on federal funding and support 
of needle giveaway programs. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1959 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR 
HYPODERMIC NEEDLES. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, no Federal funds shall be made avail- 
able or used to carry out or support, directly 
or indirectly, any program of distributing 
sterile hypodermic needles or syringes to in- 
dividuals for the hypodermic injection of any 
illegal drug. 


Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce, along with Senator 
COVERDELL, a very important piece of 
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legislation. It is a tragedy that this 
legislation is necessary. However, fol- 
lowing yesterday’s announcement by 
the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services that this Administration sup- 
ports giving clean needles to drug ad- 
dicts, I believe that Congress must now 
act. Congress must act to ensure that 
federal funds are never used to support 
these programs. This decision by the 
Administration, to support clean nee- 
dle programs—but to withhold federal 
funding—is an intolerable message that 
it’s time to accept drug use as a way of 
life. 

Not surprisingly, the American peo- 
ple do not want their hard earned tax 
dollars spent to give illegal drug users 
the tool to continue their habit. We al- 
ready take too much money from the 
American people. We should not use it 
to subsidize a lifestyle of which the 
people so fundamentally disagree. 
When we pass this bill we will send a 
message that giving free needles to 
drug addicts is not a policy that this 
nation should embrace. 

Federal policy should call Americans 
to their highest and best and not ac- 
commodate them at their lowest and 
least. That is exactly what needle ex- 
change programs do. They tell drug ad- 
dicts, we know that you are too weak 
to beat your addiction; therefore, we 
are going to make the lifestyle you 
have chosen easier.” 

This approach is called harm reduc- 
tion.” The Harm Reduction Coalition 
states on their webpage that the orga- 
nization accepts drug use as a way of 
life.“ Therefore, they support policies 
which make drugs as harmless as pos- 
sible. There are many that are part of 
this harm reduction movement who be- 
lieve that legalization of drugs is the 
appropriate policy. In fact, the logical 
conclusion to their belief that drug use 
is a way of life and that it should be 
made as harmless as possible is legal- 
ization. The harm reduction philosophy 
is the basis of needle exchange pro- 
grams. They say that if we provide peo- 
ple with clean needles, there will be 
less risk involved in using drugs. I am 
here today to reject that view. 

Since 1988, the United States Con- 
gress has banned the use of federal 
funds for needle exchange programs. 
Recognizing that government subsidies 
for drug addicts is bad policy, this ban 
consistently has been supported by 
both sides of the aisle. Unfortunately, 
the 1998 Labor and Health and Human 
Services Appropriations bill included 
language to allow the Secretary of 
HHS to lift the ban after March 31, 
1998. Yesterday, the Administration 
stated—wisely—that the federal fund- 
ing ban should not be lifted. However, 
the Administration foolishly rec- 
ommended that local communities 
fund these programs. 

This endorsement of needles on de- 
mand opens the door to a subsequent 
decision to fund needle exchanges with 
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the hard-earned money of American 
taxpayers. Yesterday’s endorsement of 
clean needle programs sends the intol- 
erable message that the Administra- 
tion accepts illegal drug use as a way 
of life. It says clearly that this Admin- 
istration will give approval to taxpayer 
funding the moment it appears that 
the decision can be sneaked past Con- 
gress. That is why this legislation has 
become necessary. 

Mr. President, needle exchange pro- 
grams are touted as a way of reducing 
HIV rates among intravenous drug 
users. First, there is no sound sci- 
entific evidence to support that asser- 
tion. Second, even if there were, there 
are other public health and moral rea- 
sons to oppose needle exchange pro- 
grams. 

Experts agree that the only scientif- 
ically sound method of making an af- 
firmative showing that NEPs reduce 
the rate of HIV is to withhold clean 
needles from one group of drug users 
while providing clean needles to an- 
other. Since there are obvious prob- 
lems in conducting such a study, it has 
not been done. In fact, there are stud- 
ies which find just the opposite—that 
there are significant increases in HIV 
among clean needle program partici- 
pants. 

Participants in the Montreal needle 
exchange program were two times 
more likely to become infected than 
those who did not participate in the 
program. Vancouver has the largest 
needle exchange program in North 
America which was started in 1988. In 
1987, the estimated HIV prevalence 
among IV drug users was 1-2 percent, 
in 1997, it was 23 percent. 

Even the so-called California“ study 
which is heavily relied upon by needle 
exchange proponents, merely found 
that it is “likely” that NEPs decrease 
the rate of new HIV infection in intra- 
venous drug users. 

The nation’s drug czar, Gen. Barry 
McCaffrey agrees that studies have not 
yet scientifically substantiated the 
claims embraced by Secretary Shalala 
in her announcement. In an April 17, 
1998, letter to my office outlining the 
concerns of General McCaffrey, the Of- 
fice of National Drug Control policy 
states that science [on needle ex- 
change programs] is uncertain.” The 
letter states further that [slupporters 
of needle exchange frequently gloss 
over gaping holes in the data—holes 
which leave significant doubt regarding 
whether needle exchanges exacerbate 
drug use and whether they uniformly 
lead to decreases in HIV transmission.” 

A significant concern of those of us 
who oppose federal funding of needle 
exchange programs—and I oppose all 
needle exchange programs, whether 
federally funded or not—is that they 
will increase drug use. That is the pre- 
cise reason that the Secretary was re- 
quired to show that NEPs do not in- 
crease drug use before lifting the ban. 
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There is absolutely no data to support 
the Secretary’s finding that NEPs do 
not increase drug use. 

While the California study found no 
evidence” of increased drug use, the 
conclusion was based on interviews 
with drug users—illegal drug users. 

In Vancouver, deaths from drug 
overdoses have increased more than 5 
times since 1988—the year the needle 
exchange program started. Since their 
needle exchange program began, hos- 
pital admissions for heroin have in- 
creased 66 percent in San Francisco. In 
fact, the researcher who founded the 
San Francisco program and the founder 
of the New York program have both 
died of heroin overdoses during the last 
two years. 

I think the letter outlining General 
McCaffrey’s concerns says it best. The 
bottom line is that General McCaffrey 
believes that we need a better under- 
standing of how needle exchange pro- 
grams will impact our nation’s fight 
against drugs before we consider alter- 
ing the current policy.” 

I believe that needle exchange pro- 
grams send the wrong message to the 
youth of America. To say on the one 
hand, that drug use is wrong, and then 
on the other hand—to provide the tools 
necessary to safely use illegal drugs— 
undoubtedly will confuse the nation’s 
youth. When their parents are paying 
taxes to the federal government that 
ultimately will be used to inject heroin 
into an addict’s arm—how do you tell 
them that the government thinks drug 
use is wrong? 

According to the drug czar’s office, 
each day over 8,000 young people will 
try an illegal drug for the first time. 
While perhaps eight persons contract 
HIV directly or indirectly from dirty 
needles, 352 people start using heroin 
each day. More than 4,000 people die 
each year from heroin/morphine re- 
lated causes. 

General McCaffrey, who has been en- 
trusted by this administration to ad- 
vise the President on drug policy 
agrees. He says: The problem is not 
dirty needles, the problem is heroin ad- 
diction. ... The focus should be on 
bringing help to this suffering popu- 
lation—not give them more effective 
means to continue their addiction. One 
does not want to facilitate this dread- 
ful scourge on mankind.” 

Secretary Shalala also said that 
NEPs are effective when supported by 
the communities. I think she would be 
hard pressed to find a community that 
embraces the needle exchange program 
in their neighborhood. I wonder if the 
Secretary would like a clean needle 
program in her neighborhood. 

As the name suggests, needle ex- 
change programs are supposed to get a 
dirty needle back from an addict for 
every needle they hand out. The idea is 
that these dirty needles will not be 
used again or left on the streets. How- 
ever, according to needle exchange 
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workers, an “exchange” usually does 
not take place. 

According to the Associated Press, in 
Willimantic, Connecticut, more than 
350 discarded hypodermic needles were 
collected from the city’s streets, lots, 
and alleys in a single week.” These 
were found after a two year old girl 
found and accidentally pricked herself 
with a dirty needle. 

One needle exchange worker, who 
said they got approximately one-third 
to one-half of the needles back, handed 
out 950 needles in just one night. That 
means that about 475 dirty needles are 
either being used again—defeating the 
stated objective of these programs—or 
they are lying on our cities’ streets, 
parks and playgrounds. In response to 
low number of needles they get back, 
the worker casually said that ‘‘one-for- 
one exchange does not fit the reality of 
how injection drug users live.” 

Needle exchanges also turn into one- 
stop shopping for drug addicts. Even 
the needle exchange proponents recog- 
nize this and talk about it as though it 
were a virtue of the program. From 
Harm Reduction Communication— A 
user might be able to do the net- 
working needed to find good drugs in 
the half hour he spends at a street- 
based needle exchange  site—net- 
working that might otherwise have 
taken half a day.“ 

There are many tragic examples all 
over the nation. However, one article 
from the Pittsburgh Post Gazette best 
explains what this does to America’s 
neighborhoods. “Our community has 
worked hard to battle the drug problem 
that plagues our neighborhoods at 
many levels. But the needle exchange 
program gives dealer and users one 
more reason to stay here. In addition, 
drug users from outside our commu- 
nity now find reasons to frequent our 
neighborhood. Drug addiction is not a 
victimless crime. Not only does it kill 
the addict, but also, in the process, the 
addict preys on those around him. 
Prostitution, burglary, and now vio- 
lence are an increasing problem in our 
community. So while the needle ex- 
change people try to help addicts, they 
do so at the expense of our neighbor- 
hoods.” 

This legislation is simple. It says 
that federal funds cannot be used to 
support directly, or indirectly, needle 
exchange programs. 

The Nation’s drug policy should be 
one of zero tolerance. It should not be 
a policy of accommodation. Drugs are 
turning our once vibrant cities into the 
centers of despair and hopelessness. We 
need an Administration who has no tol- 
erance for the drug culture. An Admin- 
istration who says that America can be 
called to a higher standard rather then 
accommodated in a culture of con- 
suming drugs. 

This Administration has shown that 
it is willing to ignore the record, ig- 
nore sound drug policy, and ignore the 
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will of the American people. This is 
just another example of Washington, 
D.C. attacking, through policy, Amer- 
ican values. Giving bulletproof vests to 
bank robbers would make bank robbery 
safer and simpler, and send the mes- 
sage that we accept bank robbery. A 
free needle policy is no different. What 
advocates of free needles on demand 
would clothe in rhetoric of ‘harm re- 
duction’ and ‘public health’ is, instead 
a decision to subsidize, tolerate, and fa- 
cilitate the use of illegal drugs. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
rise today to join my colleagues Sen- 
ator COVERDELL and Senator ASHCROFT 
in introducing legislation that would 
prohibit the use of federal funds for 
any program that gives out hypo- 
dermic needles or syringes for use with 
illegal drugs. 

Mr. President, last Friday, the Clin- 
ton Administration announced their 
intention to use federal funds to dis- 
tribute free drug needles. Although 
they abruptly reversed course this 
week, they have maintained their in- 
tention of encouraging state and local 
governments and other institutions to 
distribute drug needles. 

This is bad policy, bad science, and 
bad news for our country. A com- 
prehensive study of the needle ex- 
change program in Vancouver, British 
Columbia—the city with the world’s 
largest needle give-away program— 
found that drug use, crime, and HIV 
transmission all increased where drug 
needles were handed out. 

This should come as no surprise. One 
of the primary principles of economics 
is that you get more of what you sub- 
sidize and less of what you tax. You do 
not discourage drug use by giving out 
free needles. You cannot reduce disease 
by encouraging addiction. 

More than ever before, we need 
strong leadership in the war on drugs, 
and a clear message that drugs are 
wrong, and harmful. Consider the facts: 
Over the past three years, casual drug 
us among teens has almost doubled. A 
survey by the National Institute on 
Drug Abuse found that the proportion 
of eighth graders who had tried heroin 
had doubled between 1991 and 1996. 
Every year, there are thousands of 
young people who fall prey to drugs. 
We need to send the clear message that 
using drugs is illegal and wrong. Drug 
use must be stopped, not subsidized. 

That is why I am proud to stand with 
Senators COVERDELL and ASHCROFT in 
introducing legislation that to prohibit 
spending taxpayer dollars on drug nee- 
dle give-aways, and urge my colleagues 
to expedite passage of this legislation. 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 1961. A bill for the relief of 
Suchada Kwong: to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

PRIVATE RELIEF LEGISLATION 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 

am offering today, legislation that 
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would provide permanent residency to 
Suchada Kwong, a recently widowed 
young mother of a U.S. citizen child 
who faces the devastation of being sep- 
arated from her child and family here 
in the United States. 

Suchada Kwong’s U.S. citizen hus- 
band, Jimmy Kwong, was tragically 
killed in an automobile accident in 
June of 1996, leaving a 3-month-old 
U.S.-born son and his 29-year-old bride. 

Because current law does not allow 
Suchada to adjust her status to perma- 
nent residency without her husband, 
Suchada now faces deportation. 

Suchada and Jimmy Kwong met in 
Bangkok, Thailand, through a mutual 
friend in 1993. He communicated with 
her frequently by phone and visited her 
every time he was in Bangkok. They 
fell in love and were married in Sep- 
tember 1995, and Suchada gave birth to 
Ryan Stephen Kwong in May 1996. 

Suchada was supposed to have her 
INS interview on August 15, 1996. How- 
ever, Jimmy was killed in an accident 
in June, less than 3 weeks after his son 
was born and 2 months short of the INS 
interview. Now, because the petitioner 
is deceased, Suchada is ineligible to ad- 
just her status. While the immigration 
law provides for widows of U.S. citizens 
to self-petition, that provision is only 
available for people who have been 
married for over 2 years. 

Suchada’s deportation will not only 
cause hardship to her and her young 
child but to Suchada’s mother-in-law, 
Mrs. Kwong, who faces losing her 
grandson, only a short time after she 
lost her only son. 

Mrs. Kwong is elderly, and though 
she is financially capable, could not 
care for her grandson herself. Mrs. 
Kwong is proud to be self-supporting, 
having owned and worked in a small 
business until her retirement. The fam- 
ily has never used public assistance, 
and through Jimmy’s job, the family 
has sufficient resources to support 
Suchada and Ryan. It would also be dif- 
ficult for Suchada as a single mother in 
Thailand. Here in the United States, 
she has the support of Mrs. Kwong and 
their church. 

Suchada was granted voluntary de- 
parture for one year on October 1996 to 
explore other options or prepare to 
leave the United States. During that 
time period, Suchada and her family 
have explored all options but failed. 
Now, the voluntary departure period 
has expired and Suchada must leave 
the country, leaving behind her young 
child and her family here in the United 
States. 

Suchada has done everything she 
could to become a permanent resident 
of this country—except for the tragedy 
of her husband’s death 2 months before 
she could become a permanent resi- 
dent. I hope you support this bill so 
that we can help Suchada begin re- 
building her life in the United States. 
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There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1961 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. PERMANENT RESIDENCE. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, for purposes of the Immigration and Na- 
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101 et seq.), Suchada 
Kwong shall be held and considered to have 
been lawfully admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence as of the date of the 
enactment of this Act upon payment of the 
required visa fees. 


By Mr. FAIRCLOTH: 

S. 1962. A bill to provide for an Edu- 
cation Modernization Fund, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

THE EDUCATION MODERNIZATION FUND ACT OF 

1998 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing legislation that 
would provide nearly $5 billion in fed- 
eral loans for school modernization and 
construction. 

Mr. President, this legislation would 
transfer $5 billion from the Exchange 
Stabilization Fund at the Treasury De- 
partment to the Department of Edu- 
cation and create an Education Mod- 
ernization Fund. 

The legislation would create a new 
account called the Education Mod- 
ernization Fund” that would be used to 
offer low interest, long term, loans to 
states for the purpose of building and 
modernizing elementary and secondary 
schools. The loans would be used for 
school districts with fast growing ele- 
mentary and secondary student popu- 
lations. 

The GAO has estimated that one- 
third of all schools, housing 14 million 
students are in need of repair. In my 
home state of North Carolina—36% of 
schools report that they have at least 
one inadequate building. Fully 90% of 
schools report that they have some 
construction needs. The state esti- 
mates that $3.5 to $10 million is needed 
for school repair needs. North Carolina 
has one of the fastest growing student 
populations. 

The purpose of my legislation Mr. 
President is very simple. We have a 
slush fund at the Treasury Department 
called the “Exchange Stabilization 
Fund.” This fund is under the personal 
control of the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury. He can do whatever he wants with 
it. Over the past four years—he has 
used it to supplement international 
bailouts, which I think is very wrong. 

He loaned $12 billion to Mexico. I 
have to ask, why not $12 billion for 
schools if New Mexico? 

He has promised Indonesia $3 billion. 
Why not funds for schools in Indiana? 

He has promised South Korea $5 bil- 
lion. Why not $5 billion for South Caro- 
lina? 

We have our priorities backwards 
with this Administration. 
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The ESF has all been used without 
any Congressional approval or author- 
ization. Further, the fund has more 
than $30 billion available to it. 

I think it is time that we transfer a 
small part of this money and put it to 
good use by using it for school con- 
struction. 

Additionally, Mr. President, in my 
opinion, this plan is far better than the 
Democrat alternative that is being of- 
fered today, the one offered by Senator 
MOSELEY-BRAUN. 

The Moseley-Braun formula is 
skewed so that much of the money will 
go to the larger cities and low income 
communities—whether or not there is 
a need for new schools. My plan is for- 
mulated for student population growth. 
For example, under the Coverdell, Re- 
publican bill—Rockingham County, 
North Carolina would be the first 
school district eligible for school con- 
struction bonds because of student 
growth. 

But under the Democrats’ plan, my 
state would receive less than its fair 
share. For example, North Carolina 
ranks 11th in national population, and 
Massachusetts, ranks 13th, but under 
the Moseley-Braun bill, Massachusetts 
would receive $20 million more in 
funds. Louisiana which ranks 22nd in 
population would receive nearly $90 
million more than North Carolina. Of 
course, its no surprise that New York, 
California and Illinois, under their 
plan, receive nearly 25% of all the 
money. 

The Democrats alternative would 
also put the Department of Education 
in charge of school districts. The DOE 
would have to approve any school con- 
struction plans. Schools that receive 
the federal benefit would have to meet 
certain curriculum standards and have 
federal mandates about graduation and 
employment rates. 

Finally, in order to finance the gov- 
ernment’s school construction, it wipes 
out the increased IRA savings for edu- 
cation. There is no more starker con- 
trast between two visions of education: 
parents being allowed to keep their 
money for their children’s education 
—or the federal government taking it 
to enhance the power of the Depart- 
ment of Education. 

In my view the solution is simple, we 
don’t need to rob parents of their sav- 
ings for education to pay for school 
construction—we need to take the for- 
eign aid slush fund from the Treasury 
Department and put it to worthy do- 
mestic uses, like school construction. 


By Mr. THURMOND (for himself 
and Mr. COVERDELL): 

S. 1963, A bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to permit certain 
beneficiaries of the military health 
care system to enroll in Federal em- 
ployees health benefits plans; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

THE MILITARY HEALTH CARE FAIRNESS ACT 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce the Military 
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Health Care Fairness Act. A companion 
measure, H.R. 3613, was recently intro- 
duced in the House of Representatives 
by Congressman J.C. WATTS and 38 co- 
sponsors. I am pleased to have Senator 
COVERDELL as an original cosponsor of 
this measure. 


Mr. President, this bill allows those 
military retirees over the age of sixty- 
five to sign up for the Federal Employ- 
ees Health Benefits program (FEHBP) 
so that they may have another option 
for health care coverage. It is esti- 
mated that approximately 1.3 million 
retirees, dependents, and survivors 
meet this criteria. However, it is 
doubtful that all of them will sign up 
for the FEHBP. 


The recent base closures and realign- 
ments have limited the number of 
places where some retirees can receive 
health care. By joining the FEHBP, 
health care choices will increase. The 
FEHBP will probably be desirable to 
those retirees that do not have pre- 
scription drug plans or want to limit 
catastrophic out-of-pocket cost. Fur- 
ther, the retiree is not excluded from 
using the traditional military medical 
treatment facilities on a space avail- 
able basis. When a retiree, under the 
FEHBP, uses a military facility, the 
health care plan reimburses the mili- 
tary for the cost of treatment. 


Mr. President, during the first year 
of this program the costs will be 
capped at $100 million. This amount in- 
creases $100 million per year for five 
years to cap the costs at $500 million 
per year. The costs to the individual 
should be the same as to any other fed- 
eral employee in a given geographical 
area. In order to determine the actual 
premiums, the health plans will be re- 
quired to establish a separate risk pool 
to determine whether the military 
group’s risk characteristics such as 
age, gender, and care-use affect the 
other federal employees’ premiums. 
While I realize that some might say the 
costs of this measure are high, some- 
thing must be done to give health care 
coverage to those retirees that do not 
have adequate coverage under the cur- 
rent military health care system. The 
many men and women who have given 
so much to protect our Country by 
serving in the military are to be com- 
mended for their sacrifices and we 
should acknowledge this by giving 
them adequate health care choices. 


There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 


S. 1963 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 


SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 


This Act may be cited as the “Military 
Health Care Fairness Act”. 
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SEC. 2. INCLUSION OF CERTAIN COVERED BENE- 
IN FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 
HEALTH BENEFITS PROGRAM. 

(a) FEHBP OpTion.—(1) Chapter 55 of title 
10, United States Code, is amended by insert- 
ing after section 1079a the following new sec- 
tion: 


“$ 1079b. Health care coverage through Fed- 
eral Employees Health Benefits program 
(a) FEHBP OPTION.—(1) Subject to the 

availability of funds to carry out this section 

for a fiscal year, eligible beneficiaries de- 
scribed in subsection (b) shall be afforded an 
opportunity to enroll in any health benefits 
plan under the Federal Employee Health 

Benefits program under chapter 89 of title 5, 

United States Code, offering medical care 

comparable to the care authorized by section 

1077 of this title to be provided under section 

1076 of this title (in this section referred to 

as an ‘FEHBP plan’), 

(2) The Secretary of Defense and the 
other administering Secretaries shall jointly 
enter into an agreement with the Director of 
the Office of Personnel Management to carry 
out paragraph (1). 

“(b) ELIGIBLE BENEFICIARIES.—(1) An eligi- 
ble beneficiary referred to in subsection (a) 
is a covered beneficiary who is a military re- 
tiree (except a military retiree retired under 
chapter 1223 of this title), a dependent of 
such a retiree described in section 1072(2)(B) 
or (C), or a dependent described in section 
1072(2)(A), (D), or (1) of such a retiree who en- 
rolls in an FEHBP plan, who,— 

() is not guaranteed access under 
TRICARE to health care that is comparable 
to the health care benefits provided under 
the service benefit plan offered under the 
Federal Employee Health Benefits program; 

(B) is eligible to enroll in the TRICARE 
program but is not enrolled because of the 
location of the beneficiary, a limitation on 
the total enrollment, or any other reason; or 

“(C) is entitled to hospital insurance bene- 
fits under part A of title XVIII of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395c et seq.). 

*(2) In addition to the eligibility require- 
ments described in paragraph (1), during the 
first two years that covered beneficiaries are 
offered the opportunity to enroll in an 
FEHBP plan under subsection (a), eligible 
beneficiaries shall be limited to— 

() except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), military retirees 65 years of age or older; 
and 

() military retirees retired under chap- 
ter 61 of this title. 

(3) An eligible beneficiary shall not be re- 
quired to satisfy any eligibility criteria spec- 
ified in chapter 89 of title 5 as a condition for 
enrollment in an FEHBP plan. 

(% PRIORITY OF ENROLLMENT.—(1) Eligible 
beneficiaries shall be permitted to enroll in 
an FEHBP plan based on the order in which 
such beneficiaries apply to enroll in the plan. 

(2) The Secretary shall maintain a list of 
eligible beneficiaries who apply to enroll in 
an FEHBP plan, but whom the Secretary is 
not able to enroll because of the lack of 
available funds to carry out this section. 

“(d) PERIOD OF ENROLLMENT.—The Sec- 
retary shall provide a period of enrollment 
for eligible beneficiaries in an FEHBP plan 
for a period of 90 days— 

(A) before implementation of the program 
described in subsection (a); and 

(B) each subsequent year thereafter. 

(e) TERM OF ENROLLMENT.—(1) The min- 
imum period of enrollment in an FEHBP 
plan shall be three years. 

2) A beneficiary who elects to enroll in 
an FEHBP plan, and who subsequently dis- 
continues enrollment in the plan before the 
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end of the period described in paragraph (1), 
shall not be eligible to reenroll in the plan. 

“(f) RECEIPT OF CARE IN MTF.—(1) An eligi- 
ble beneficiary enrolled in an FEHBP plan 
may receive care at a military medical 
treatment facility subject to the availability 
of space in such facility, except that the plan 
shall reimburse the facility for the cost of 
such treatment. The plan may adjust bene- 
ficiary copayments so that receipt of such 
care at a military medical treatment facility 
results in no additional costs to the plan, as 
compared with the costs that would have 
been incurred if care had been received from 
a provider in the plan. 

‘(g) CONTRIBUTIONS.—(1) Contributions 
shall be made for an enrollment of an eligi- 
ble beneficiary in a plan of the Federal Em- 
ployee Health Benefits program under this 
section as if the beneficiary were an em- 
ployee of the Federal Government. 

(2) The administering Secretary con- 
cerned shall be responsible for the Govern- 
ment contributions that the Director of the 
Office of Personnel Management determines 
would be payable by the Secretary under sec- 
tion 8906 of title 5 for an enrolled eligible 
beneficiary if the beneficiary were an em- 
ployee of the Secretary. 

(3) Each eligible beneficiary enrolled in 
an FEHBP plan shall be required to con- 
tribute the amount that would be withheld 
from the pay of a similarly situated Federal 
employee who is enrolled in the same health 
benefits plan under chapter 89 of title 5. 

ch) MANAGEMENT OF PARTICIPATION.—The 
Director of the Office of Personnel Manage- 
ment shall manage the participation of an 
eligible beneficiary in a health benefits plan 
of the Federal Employee Health Benefits 
program pursuant to an enrollment under 
this section. The Director shall maintain 
separate risk pools for participating eligible 
beneficiaries until such time as the Director 
determines that inclusion of participating 
eligible beneficiaries under chapter 89 of 
title 5 will not adversely affect Federal em- 
ployees and annuitants enrolled in health 
benefits plans under such chapter. 

“(i) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—(1) Not 
later than November 1 of each year, the Sec- 
retary of Defense and the Director of the Of- 
fice of Personnel Management shall jointly 
submit to Congress a report describing the 
provision of health care services to enrollees 
under this section during the preceding fiscal 
year. The report shall address or contain the 
following: 

“(A) The number of eligible beneficiaries 
who are participating in health benefits 
plans of the Federal Employee Health Bene- 
fits program pursuant to an enrollment 
under this section, both in terms of total 
number and as a percentage of all covered 
beneficiaries who are receiving health care 
through the health care system of the uni- 
formed services. 

„(B) The extent to which eligible bene- 
ficiaries use the health care services avail- 
able to the beneficiaries under health bene- 
fits plans pursuant to enrollments under this 
section. 

*“C) The cost to enrollees for health care 
under such health benefits plans. 

„D) The cost to the Department of De- 
fense, the Department of Transportation, the 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
and any other departments and agencies of 
the Federal Government of providing care to 
eligible beneficiaries pursuant to enroll- 
ments in such health benefits plans under 
this section. 

“(E) A comparison of the costs determined 
under paragraphs (C) and (D) and the costs 
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that would otherwise have been incurred by 

the United States and enrollees under alter- 

native health care options available to the 
administering Secretaries. 

(F) The effects of the exercise of author- 
ity under this section on the cost, access, 
and utilization rates of other health care op- 
tions under the health care system of the 
uniformed services. 

(2) Not later than the date that is four 
years after the date of enactment of the Na- 
tional Defense Authorization Act for fiscal 
year 1999, the Secretary of Defense shall sub- 
mit to Congress a report describing— 

() whether the Secretary recommends 
that a health care option for retired covered 
beneficiaries equivalent to the option de- 
scribed in subsection (a) be permanently of- 
fered to such beneficiaries; and 

„(B) the estimated costs of offering such 
an option.“. 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
such chapter is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 1079a the fol- 
lowing: 

*1079b. Health care coverage through Federal 
Employees Health Benefits pro- 
gram.”’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) Section 
8905 of title 5, United States Code, is amend- 
ed— 

(A) by redesignating subsections (d), (e), 
and (f) as subsections (e), (f, and (g), respec- 
tively; and 

(B) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol- 
lowing new subsection (d): 

(d) An individual whom the Secretary of 
Defense determines is an eligible beneficiary 
under subsection (b) of section 1079b of title 
10 may enroll in a health benefits plan under 
this chapter in accordance with the agree- 
ment entered into under subsection (a) of 
such section between the Secretary and the 
Office and with applicable regulations under 
this chapter.“ 

(2) Section 8906 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(A) in subsection (b)— 

(i) in paragraph (1), by striking para- 
graphs (2) and (3) and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘‘paragraphs (2), (3), and (4); and 

(ii) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

(4) In the case of individuals who enroll in 
a health plan under section 8905(d) of this 
title, the Government contribution shall be 
determined under section 1079b(g) of title 
10.”; and 

(B) in subsection (8 

(i) in paragraph (1), by striking paragraph 
(2) and inserting in lieu thereof para- 
graphs (2) and (3)"'; and 

(ii) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

(3) The Government contribution de- 
scribed in subsection (b)(4) for beneficiaries 
who enroll under section 8905(d) of this title 
shall be paid as provided in section 1079b(g) 
of title 10.”. 

(c) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Secretary of De- 
fense— 

(1) shall begin to offer the health benefits 
option under section 1079b(a) of title 10, 
United States Code (as added by subsection 
(a)) not later than the date that is 6 months 
after the date of the enactment of this Act; 
and 

(2) shall continue to offer such option 
through the year 2003, and to provide care to 
eligible covered beneficiaries under such sec- 
tion through the year 2005. 

(d) FUNDING FROM AUTHORIZED APPROPRIA- 
TIONS.—Of the funds authorized to be appro- 
priated for the Department of Defense for 
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military personnel for fiscal years 1999 
through 2005, amounts shall be available for 
carrying out section 1079b of title 10, United 
States Code (as added by subsection (a)), as 
follows 

(1) For fiscal year 1999, $100,000,000. 

(2) For fiscal year 2000, $200,000,000. 

(3) For fiscal year 2001, $300,000,000. 

(4) For fiscal year 2002, $400,000,000. 

(5) For fiscal year 2003, $500,000,000. 

(6) For each of fiscal years 2004 and 2005, 
such sums as are necessary. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, 
today I am proud to join my esteemed 
colleague, Senator THURMOND, in intro- 
ducing legislation that will address a 
growing crisis our nation’s military re- 
tirees now face. These soldiers who all 
served so valiantly for our country now 
find it increasingly difficult to access 
the lifetime health care promised to 
them in exchange for 20 years of serv- 
ice. As a veteran myself, I believe that 
the government must honor the prom- 
ises which the country made to those 
men and women who have served so 
faithfully in defense of the United 
States. America’s veterans fulfilled 
their part of the bargain—now the gov- 
ernment has a responsibility to do like- 
wise. The legislation we introduce 
today is a Senate companion to House 
legislation introduced by Representa- 
tive J.C. WATTS. Congressman WATTS 
has put a great deal of effort and lead- 
ership into this issue and I applaud his 
efforts. 

Military retirees are the only Federal 
Government personnel who have been 
prevented from using their employer- 
provided health care once they reach 
Medicare-eligible age. In the past, 
Medicare-eligible retirees have re- 
ceived health care in military treat- 
ment facilities on a space available“ 
basis. However, cutbacks in health care 
funding, force reductions and base clo- 
sures are forcing many Medicare-eligi- 
ble retirees out of the military medical 
system. The legislation we have intro- 
duced today would correct this in- 
equity by giving all military retirees 
health care coverage equal to our 
FEHBP health plan or the option to en- 
roll in FEHBP. As you know, Mr. Presi- 
dent, FEHBP is the same plan in which 
you, I, and all our colleagues and staff 
in the Congress, have the option of en- 
rolling. FEHBP is a successfully ad- 
ministered health benefits plan. The 
least we can do is offer to our nation’s 
military retirees the same choices in 
health care as are available to us. I 
dare say they deserve it. 

This legislation would do more than 
allow access to FEHBP to retirees. It 
would also allow retirees experiencing 


difficulties with the TRICARE/ 
CHAMPUS health plans. Due to 
TRICARE/CHAMPUS reimbursement 


rates, which are 15 percent below Medi- 
care reimbursement rates, many doc- 
tors do not participate in TRICARE/ 
CHAMPUS. When a military hospital 
has no space available for a military 
retiree, the retiree is referred to a pri- 
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vate facility. If a private facility does 
not accept TRICARE/CHAMPUS, the 
retiree is left waiting for available 
space in a military hospital. This is un- 
just. Under this legislation, military 
retirees who cannot receive under 
TRICARE/CHAMPUS the same level of 
care provided under FEHBP have the 
option of enrolling in FEHBP. Again, 
Mr. President, these are the same op- 
tions available to us as federal employ- 
ees. 

Mr. President, the Congress under- 
stands the need to fix the military 
health care system. Just last year in 
the 1998 Defense Authorization Act, 
this body recognized through an 
amendment I proudly cosponsored, the 
moral obligation we have incurred to 
provide health care to members and 
former members of the Armed Forces 
who are entitled to retired or retainer 
pay. This is a huge undertaking and 
important considerations such as the 
cost of such an endeavor must be made. 
While this legislation places caps on 
annual spending, providing those with 
funding concerns concrete numbers 
which to work, I firmly believe we can 
ill-afford not to honor the promises our 
nation made to these men and women. 

Mr. President, this nation has long 
stood by the men and women who have 
fought for, and secured, our country’s 
freedom. Without these soldiers Amer- 
ica would not stand today as the 
world’s example of democracy and cor- 
nerstone of freedom. We owe it to our 
nation, to our nation’s military retir- 
ees and to ourselves to make the small 
sacrifice that passage of this bill would 
require. 


By Mr. REID (for himself and Mr. 
BRYAN): 

S. 1964. A bill to provide for the sale 
of certain public land in the Ivanpah 
Valley, Nevada, to the Clark County 
Department of Aviation; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

THE IVANPAH VALLEY AIRPORT PUBLIC LANDS 

TRANSFER ACT 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise to in- 
troduce The Ivanpah Valley Airport 
Public Lands Transfer Act for myself 
and Senator BRYAN, which provides for 
the sale of public lands in the Ivanpah 
Valley, Nevada, to the Clark County 
Department of Aviation. 

Mr. President, Las Vegas Valley has 
the fastest growing population in the 
United States. Fifty percent of the 
visitors to Las Vegas come through 
McCarran Airport. This percentage is 
increasing as Las Vegas grows and in- 
creases in importance as an inter- 
national travel destination. 

Mr. President, Las Vegas Valley 
needs to begin developing other air- 
ports to accommodate passenger, air 
cargo, and charter flights. It is inevi- 
table that McCarran Airport is reach- 
ing its capacity. 

Mr. President, Las Vegas Valley has 
a unique opportunity to combine 6,650 
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acres of public land with up to $400 mil- 
lion in private capital to provide a new 
publicly-owned and operated airport 
for Clark County. The Ivanpah Valley 
Airport site is located about 30 miles 
south of Las Vegas and would provide a 
secondary, southern gateway to the 
Las Vegas metropolitan area. Of the 
total acreage, about 2,000 acres will be 
developed for the airport and the bal- 
ance will be developed as an industrial 
center. The Ivanpah Valley Airport 
will be integrated into a global air 
cargo distribution network. 

Mr. President, let me assure you that 
this is not a giveaway of public lands. 
My bill requires Clark County to pay 
fair market value for the land. Addi- 
tionally, even though private dollars 
will be used to help develop this com- 
plex, the airport will remain publicly- 
owned and managed. 

Mr. President, I request unanimous 
consent that the Ivanpah Valley Air- 
port Public Lands Transfer Act be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1964 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘Ivanpah Val- 
ley Airport Public Land Transfer Act”. 

SEC. 2. CONVEYANCE TO CLARK COUNTY DE- 
PARTMENT OF AVIATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sections 
202 and 203 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1712, 1713), 
the Secretary of the Interior shall convey, 
under such terms and conditions as the Sec- 
retary considers appropriate, all right, title, 
and interest of the United States in and to 
the public land identified for disposition on 
the map entitled “Ivanpah Valley, Nevada- 
Airport Selections”, numbered and 
dated , to the Department of Avia- 
tion of Clark County, Nevada, for the pur- 
pose of developing an airport facility and in- 
frastructure. 

(b) AVAILABILITY OF MAP.—The Secretary 
shall ensure that the map described in sub- 
section (a) is on file and available for public 
inspection in the offices of the Director, and 
the Las Vegas District, of the Bureau of 
Land Management. 

(c) PHASED CONVEYANCE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con- 
vey the public land described in subsection 
(a) in small parcels over a period of up to 20 
years, as is required to carry out the phased 
construction and development of the airport 
facility and infrastructure. 

(2) APPRAISAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall ensure that an appraisal of 
the fair market value is conducted for each 
parcel of public land to be conveyed. 

(3) PAYMENT OF FAIR MARKET VALUE.—A 
parcel shall be conveyed by the Secretary on 
payment by the Department of Aviation of 
Clark County, Nevada, to the Secretary, of 
the fair market value of the parcel, as deter- 
mined under paragraph (2). 

(d) WITHDRAWAL.—The public land de- 
scribed in subsection (a) is withdrawn from 
the operation of the mining and mineral 
leasing laws of the United States. 
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 356 

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. CAMPBELL) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 356, a bill to amend the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986, the Public 
Health Service Act, the Employee Re- 
tirement Income Security Act of 1974, 
the title XVIII and XIX of the Social 
Security Act to assure access to emer- 
gency medical services under group 
health plans, health insurance cov- 
erage, and the medicare and medicaid 
programs. 

S. 375 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire (Mr. SMITH) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 375, a bill to amend title 
II of the Social Security Act to restore 
the link between the maximum amount 
of earnings by blind individuals per- 
mitted without demonstrating ability 
to engage in substantial gainful activ- 
ity and the exempt amount permitted 
in determining excess earnings under 
the earnings test. 

S. 772 

At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. BURNS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 772, a bill to establish an Office of 
Religious Persecution Monitoring, to 
provide for the imposition of sanctions 
against countries engaged in a pattern 
of religious persecution, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 852 

At the request of Mr. LOTT, the name 
of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. REID) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 852, a 
bill to establish nationally uniform re- 
quirements regarding the titling and 
registration of salvage, nonrepairable, 
and rebuilt vehicles. 

S. 981 

At the request of Mr. THOMPSON, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. ENZI) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 981, a bill to provide for analysis of 
major rules. 

At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the 
name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr. 
WARNER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
981, supra. 

S. 1080 

At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the 
name of the Senator from North Da- 
kota (Mr. CONRAD) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1080, a bill to amend the 
National Aquaculture Act of 1980 to 
provide for the coordination and imple- 
mentation of a national aquaculture 
policy for the private sector by the 
Secretary of Agriculture, to establish 
an aquaculture development and re- 
search program, and for other pur- 
poses. 

8. 1141 

At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro- 
lina (Mr. HELMS) was added as a co- 
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sponsor of S. 1141, a bill to amend the 
Energy Policy Act of 1992 to take into 
account newly developed renewable en- 
ergy-based fuels and to equalize alter- 
native fuel vehicle acquisition incen- 
tives to increase the flexibility of con- 
trolled fleet owners and operators, and 
for other purposes. 
8. 1255 

At the request of Mr. Coats, the 
names of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. LEVIN) and the Senator from Min- 
nesota (Mr. WELLSTONE) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1255, a bill to provide 
for the establishment of demonstration 
projects designed to determine the so- 
cial, civic, psychological, and economic 
effects of providing to individuals and 
families with limited means an oppor- 
tunity to accumulate assets, and to de- 
termine the extent to which an asset- 
based policy may be used to enable in- 
dividuals and families with limited 
means to achieve economic self-suffi- 
ciency. 

8. 1260 

At the request of Mr. GRAMM, the 
names of the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. KYL) and the Senator from Indi- 
ana (Mr. LUGAR) were added as cospon- 
sors of S. 1260, a bill to amend the Se- 
curities Act of 1933 and the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 to limit the con- 
duct of securities class actions under 
State law, and for other purposes. 

S. 1305 

At the request of Mr. GRAMM, the 
names of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. MOYNIHAN) and the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. DURBIN) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 1305, a bill to invest in 
the future of the United States by dou- 
bling the amount authorized for basic 
scientific, medical, and pre-competi- 
tive engineering research. 

S. 1825 

At the request of Mr. FRIST, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. DODD) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1325, a bill to authorize appropria- 
tions for the Technology Administra- 
tion of the Department of Commerce 
for fiscal years 1998 and 1999, and for 
other purposes. 

At the request of Mr. SPECTER, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1325, supra. 

S. 1334 

At the request of Mr. BOND, the name 
of the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
SPECTER) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1334, a bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to establish a demonstra- 
tion project to evaluate the feasibility 
of using the Federal Employees Health 
Benefits program to ensure the avail- 
ability of adequate health care for 
Medicare-eligible beneficiaries under 
the military health care system. 

S. 1360 

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 
names of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
AKAKA) and the Senator from Ilinois 
(Mr. DURBIN) were added as cosponsors 
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of S. 1360, a bill to amend the Illegal 
Immigration Reform and Immigrant 
Responsibility Act of 1996 to clarify 
and improve the requirements for the 
development of an automated entry- 
exit control system, to enhance land 
border control and enforcement, and 
for other purposes. 
S. 1392 
At the request of Mr. BROWNBACK, the 
names of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. ASHCROFT), the Senator from Ari- 
zona (Mr. KYL), and the Senator from 
North Carolina (Mr. HELMS) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1392, a bill to pro- 
vide for offsetting tax cuts whenever 
there is an elimination of a discre- 
tionary spending program. 
8. 1406 
At the request of Mr. SMITH, the 
names of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS) and the Senator from Vir- 
ginia (Mr. WARNER) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 1406, a bill to amend sec- 
tion 2301 of title 38, United States 
Code, to provide for the furnishing of 
burial flags on behalf of certain de- 
ceased members and former members 
of the Selected Reserve. 
S. 1418 
At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. LOTT) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1418, a bill to promote the research, 
identification, assessment, exploration, 
and development of methane hydrate 
resources, and for other purposes. 
8. 1421 
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro- 
lina (Mr. HOLLINGS) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1421, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to provide 
additional support for and to expand 
clinical research programs, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 1571 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from Texas (Mrs. 
HUTCHISON) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1571, a bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to eliminate the 
earnings test for individuals who have 
attained retirement age. 
S. 1608 
At the request of Mr. ALLARD, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. ASHCROFT) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1608, a bill to provide for budg- 
etary reform by requiring the reduc- 
tion of the deficit, a balanced Federal 
budget, and the repayment of the na- 
tional debt. 
8. 1621 
At the request of Mr. GRAMS, the 
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
HATCH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1621, a bill to provide that certain Fed- 
eral property shall be made available 
to States for State use before being 
made available to other entities, and 
for other purposes. 
S. 1643 
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
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CLELAND) was added: as a cosponsor of 
S. 1643, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to delay for 
one year implementation of the per 
beneficiary limits under the interim 
payment system to home health agen- 
cies and to provide for a later base year 
for the purposes of calculating new 
payment rates under the system. 
S. 1647 
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1647, a bill to reauthorize and make re- 
forms to programs authorized by the 
Public Works and Economic Develop- 
ment Act of 1965. 
S. 1677 
At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 
names of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
BENNETT), the Senator from South Da- 
kota (Mr. JOHNSON), the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. LEAHY), and the Senator 
from Maine (Ms. SNOWE) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1677, a bill to reauthor- 
ize the North American Wetlands Con- 
servation Act and the Partnerships for 
Wildlife Act. 
S. 1758 
At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the 
names of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
HATCH), the Senator from South Da- 
kota (Mr. DASCHLE), the Senator from 
Washington (Mrs. MURRAY), and the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
FAIRCLOTH) were added as cosponsors of 
S. 1758, a bill to amend the Foreign As- 
sistance Act of 1961 to facilitate protec- 
tion of tropical forests through debt re- 
duction with developing countries with 
tropical forests. 
S. 1759 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
names of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. BINGAMAN), the Senator from Illi- 
nois (Mr. DURBIN), the Senator from 
California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), the Sen- 
ator from California (Mrs. BOXER), and 
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. 
HAGEL) were added as cosponsors of S. 
1759, a bill to grant a Federal charter 
to the American GI Forum of the 
United States. 
S. 1825 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1825, a bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to provide suffi- 
cient funding to assure a minimum size 
for honor guard details at funerals of 
veterans of the Armed Forces, to estab- 
lish the minimum size of such details, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 1903 
At the request of Mr. THOMAS, the 
names of the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. COVERDELL), the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. ROBERTS), and the Senator 
from Delaware (Mr. ROTH) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1903, a bill to pro- 
hibit the return of veterans memorial 
objects to foreign nations without spe- 
cific authorization in law. 
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S. 1957 
At the request of Mr. BURNS, the 
names of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE) and the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi (Mr. COCHRAN) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1957, a bill to provide 
regulatory assistance to small business 
concerns, and for other purposes. 
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 65 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
names of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. DODD), the Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. DURBIN), the Senator from New 
York (Mr. MOYNIHAN), the Senator 
from California (Mrs. BOXER), the Sen- 
ator from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), 
and the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. 
KOHL) were added as cosponsors of Sen- 
ate Concurrent Resolution 65, a concur- 
rent resolution calling for a United 
States effort to end restriction on the 
freedoms and human rights of the 
enclaved people in the occupied area of 
Cyprus. 
SENATE RESOLUTION 175 
At the request of Mr. ROBB, the 
names of the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. SPECTER) and the Senator 
from New Jersey (Mr. LAUTENBERG) 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Resolution 175, a bill to designate the 
week of May 3, 1998 as “National Cor- 
rectional Officers and Employees 
Week.“ 
SENATE RESOLUTION 197 
At the request of Mr. REID, the 
names of the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY), the Senator from 
South Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON), and the 
Senator from North Dakota (Mr. 
CONRAD) were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Resolution 197, a resolution des- 
ignating May 6, 1998, as National Eat- 
ing Disorders Awareness Day” to 
heighten awareness and stress preven- 
tion of eating disorders. 
SENATE RESOLUTION 199 
At the request of Mr. TORRICELLI, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
MURKOWSKI), the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. LUGAR), and the Senator from 
Georgia (Mr. COVERDELL) were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Resolution 199, a 
resolution designating the last week of 
April of each calendar year as Na- 
tional Youth Fitness Week.” 


—— 


SENATE RESOLUTION 211—EX- 
PRESSING THE CONDOLENCES OF 
THE SENATE 


Mr. FAIRCLOTH (for himself, Mr. 
HELMS, Mr. LOTT, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. 
ABRAHAM, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. 
ASHCROFT, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. BENNETT, 
Mr. BIDEN, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. BOND, 
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. 
BROWNBACK, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. BUMPERS, 
Mr. BURNS, Mr. BYRD, Mr. CAMPBELL, 
Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. CLELAND, Mr. COATS, 
Mr. COCHRAN, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. 
CONRAD, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. CRAIG, 
Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. Dopp, 
Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. DURBIN, 


6169 


Mr. ENZI, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN, Mr. FORD, Mr. FRIST, Mr. GLENN, 
Mr. GORTON, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. GRAMM, 
Mr. GRAMS, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr: GREGG, 
Mr. HAGEL, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
HOLLINGS, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. INOUYE, 
Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. KEMP- 
THORNE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. KERREY, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. KOHL, Mr. KYL, Ms. 
LANDRIEU, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mr. Mack, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. 
MCCONNELL, Ms. MIKULSKI, Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. 
MURKOWSKI, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. NICK- 
LES, Mr. REED, Mr. REID, Mr. ROBB, Mr. 
ROBERTS, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. ROTH, 
Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. SES- 
SIONS, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. SMITH of New 
Hampshire, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Ms. 
SNOWE, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. 
THOMAS, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. THUR- 
MOND, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. WARNER, 
Mr. WELLSTONE, and Mr. WYDEN) sub- 
mitted the following resolution; which 
was considered and agreed to: 
S. RES. 211 

Whereas Terry Sanford served his country 
with distinction and honor for all of his 
adult life; 

Whereas Terry Sanford served his country 
in World War II, where he saw action in § Eu- 
ropean campaigns and was awarded a Bronze 
Star and a Purple Heart; 

Whereas as Governor of North Carolina 
from 1961 to 1965, Terry Sanford was a leader 
in education and racial tolerance and was 
named by Harvard University as 1 of the top 
10 Governors of the 20th Century; 

Whereas as President of Duke University, 
Terry Sanford made the University into a 
national leader in higher education that is 
today recognized as one of the finest univer- 
sities in the United States; and 

Whereas Terry Sanford served with honor 
in the United States Senate from 1987 to 1993 
and championed the solvency of the social 
security system: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) has heard with profound sorrow the an- 
nouncement of the death of the Honorable 
Terry Sanford and expresses its condolences 
to the Sanford family, especially Margaret 
Rose, his wife of over 55 years; and 

(2) expresses its profound gratitude to the 
Honorable Terry Sanford and his family for 
the service that he rendered to his country. 
SEC. 2. TRANSMITTAL. 

The Secretary of the Senate shall transmit 
an enrolled copy of this resolution to the 
family of the Honorable Terry Sanford. 


—— 
AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 


THE EDUCATION SAVINGS ACT 
FOR PUBLIC AND PRIVATE 
SCHOOLS 


MOSELEY-BRAUN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2292 


Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN (for herself, 
Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. KEN- 
NEDY, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Ms. MI- 
KULSKI, Mr. REED, Mr. ROBB, Mr. 
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GLENN, Mr. REID, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
KERRY, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. DURBIN, 
Mr. KERREY, and Mr. HARKIN) proposed 
an amendment to the bill (H.R. 2646) to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to allow tax-free expenditures 
from education individual retirement 
accounts for elementary and secondary 
school expenses, to increase the max- 
imum annual amount of contributions 
to such accounts, and for other pur- 
poses; as follows: 


Strike all after “SECTION”, and insert the 
following: 

1. SHORT TITLE; AMENDMENT TO 1986 
CODE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the “Public School Improvement Tax Act of 
1998”. 

(b) AMENDMENT TO 1986 CoDE.—Except as 
otherwise expressly provided, whenever in 
this Act an amendment or repeal is ex- 
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or re- 
peal of, a section or other provision, the ref- 
erence shall be considered to be made to a 
section or other provision of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986. 

(c) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents for this Act is as follows: 


Sec. 1. Short title; amendment to 1986 Code; 
table of contents. 


TITLE I—TAX INCENTIVES FOR 
EDUCATION 


101. Expansion of incentives for public 

schools. 

102. Exclusion from gross income of 
education distributions from 
qualified State tuition pro- 
grams, 

Extension of exclusion for em- 
ployer-provided educational as- 
sistance. 

Additional increase in arbitrage re- 
bate exception for govern- 
mental bonds used to finance 
education facilities. 

Exclusion of certain amounts re- 
ceived under the National 
Health Corps Scholarship pro- 
gram. 

Treatment of qualified public edu- 
cational facility bonds as ex- 
empt facility bonds. 


TITLE II—REVENUE 


Clarification of deduction for de- 

ferred compensation. 

. Modification to foreign tax credit 
earryback and carryover peri- 
ods. 

. Certain taxpayers precluded from 
prematurely claiming losses or 
from creating reserves for bad 
debts from receivables. 

. Application of environmental in- 
come tax. 

. Excise tax on purchase of struc- 
tured settlement agreements. 

Property subject to a liability 
treated in same manner as as- 
sumption of liability. 

. Clarification and expansion of 
mathematical error assessment 
procedures. 

. Clarification of definition of speci- 
fied liability loss. 

. Modification of depreciation meth- 

od for tax-exempt use property. 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 103. 


Sec. 104. 


Sec. 105. 


Sec. 106. 


Sec. 201. 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 


8 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 
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TITLE I—TAX INCENTIVES FOR 
EDUCATION 
SEC. 101. EXPANSION OF INCENTIVES FOR PUB- 
LIC SCHOOLS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part IV of subchapter U 
of chapter 1 (relating to incentives for edu- 
cation zones) is amended to read as follows: 

“PART IV—INCENTIVES FOR QUALIFIED 
PUBLIC SCHOOL MODERNIZATION BONDS 


“Sec. 1397E. Credit to holders of qualified 
public school modernization 
bonds. 

“Sec. 1397F. Qualified zone academy bonds. 

“Sec. 1397G. Qualified school construction 
bonds. 

“SEC, 1397E. CREDIT TO HOLDERS OF QUALIFIED 

PUBLIC SCHOOL MODERNIZATION 
BONDS, 

(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—In the case of 
a taxpayer who holds a qualified public 
school modernization bond on the credit al- 
lowance date of such bond which occurs dur- 
ing the taxable year, there shall be allowed 
as a credit against the tax imposed by this 
chapter for such taxable year the amount de- 
termined under subsection (b). 

(b) AMOUNT OF CREDIT.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The amount of the credit 
determined under this subsection with re- 
spect to any qualified public school mod- 
ernization bond is the amount equal to the 
product of— 

(A) the credit rate determined by the Sec- 
retary under paragraph (2) for the month in 
which such bond was issued, multiplied by 

((B) the face amount of the bond held by 
the taxpayer on the credit allowance date. 

(2) DETERMINATION.—During each cal- 
endar month, the Secretary shall determine 
a credit rate which shall apply to bonds 
issued during the following calendar month. 
The credit rate for any month is the percent- 
age which the Secretary estimates will on 
average permit the issuance of qualified pub- 
lic school modernization bonds without dis- 
count and without interest cost to the 
issuer. 

„% LIMITATION BASED ON AMOUNT OF 
TAX.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The credit allowed under 
subsection (a) for any taxable year shall not 
exceed the excess of. 

„(A) the sum of the regular tax liability 
(as defined in section 26(b)) plus the tax im- 
posed by section 55, over 

(B) the sum of the credits allowable under 
part IV of subchapter A (other than subpart 
C thereof, relating to refundable credits). 

(2) CARRYOVER OF UNUSED CREDIT.—If the 
credit allowable under subsection (a) exceeds 
the limitation imposed by paragraph (1) for 
such taxable year, such excess shall be car- 
ried to the succeeding taxable year and 
added to the credit allowable under sub- 
section (a) for such taxable year. 

(d) QUALIFIED PUBLIC SCHOOL MODERNIZA- 
TION BOND; CREDIT ALLOWANCE DATE.—For 
purposes of this section— 

(1) QUALIFIED PUBLIC SCHOOL MODERNIZA- 
TION BOND.—The term ‘qualified public 
school modernization bond’ means— 

(A) a qualified zone academy bond, and 

(B) a qualified school construction bond. 

2) CREDIT ALLOWANCE DATE.—The term 
‘credit allowance date’ means, with respect 
to any issue, the last day of the l-year period 
beginning on the date of issuance of such 
issue and the last day of each successive 1- 
year period thereafter. 

(e) OTHER DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of 


this part— 
) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The 
term ‘local educational agency’ has the 
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meaning given to such term by section 14101 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965. Such term includes the local edu- 
cational agency that serves the District of 
Columbia but does not include any other 
State agency. 

(2) BonD.—The term ‘bond’ includes any 
obligation. 

(3) STATE.—The term ‘State’ includes the 
District of Columbia and any possession of 
the United States. 

(4) PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITY.—The term 
‘public school facility’ shall not include any 
stadium or other facility primarily used for 
athletic contests or exhibitions or other 
events for which admission is charged to the 
general public. 

“(f) CREDIT INCLUDED IN GROSS INCOME.— 
Gross income includes the amount of the 
credit allowed to the taxpayer under this 
section and the amount so included shall be 
treated as interest income. 

“(g) BONDS HELD By REGULATED INVEST- 
MENT COMPANIES.—If any qualified public 
school modernization bond is held by a regu- 
lated investment company, the credit deter- 
mined under subsection (a) shall be allowed 
to shareholders of such company under pro- 
cedures prescribed by the Secretary. 

“SEC. 1397F. QUALIFIED ZONE ACADEMY BONDS. 

(a) QUALIFIED ZONE ACADEMY BOND.—For 
purposes of this part— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified zone 
academy bond! means any bond issued as 
part of an issue if— 

(A) 95 percent or more of the proceeds of 
such issue are to be used for a qualified pur- 
pose with respect to a qualified zone acad- 
emy established by a local educational agen- 
cy, 

() the bond is issued by a State or local 
government within the jurisdiction of which 
such academy is located, 

“(C) the issuer 

) designates such bond for purposes of 
this section, 

10 certifies that it has written assur- 
ances that the private business contribution 
requirement of paragraph (2) will be met 
with respect to such academy, and 

(i) certifies that it has the written ap- 
proval of the local educational agency for 
such bond issuance, and 

„D) the term of each bond which is part of 
such issue does not exceed 15 years. 

ö) PRIVATE BUSINESS CONTRIBUTION RE- 
QUIREMENT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of para- 
graph (1), the private business contribution 
requirement of this paragraph is met with 
respect to any issue if the local educational 
agency that established the qualified zone 
academy has written commitments from pri- 
vate entities to make qualified contributions 
having a present value (as of the date of 
issuance of the issue) of not less than 10 per- 
cent of the proceeds of the issue. 

(B) QUALIFIED CONTRIBUTIONS.—For pur- 
poses of subparagraph (A), the term ‘quali- 
fied contribution’ means any contribution 
(of a type and quality acceptable to the local 
educational agency) of— 

() equipment for use in the qualified zone 
academy (including state-of-the-art tech- 
nology and vocational equipment), 

“(if) technical assistance in developing 
curriculum or in training teachers in order 
to promote appropriate market driven tech- 
nology in the classroom, 

(Ait) services of employees as volunteer 
mentors, 

A) internships, field trips, or other edu- 
cational opportunities outside the academy 
for students, or 
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(%) any other property or service specified 
by the local educational agency. 

(3) QUALIFIED ZONE ACADEMY.—The term 
‘qualified zone academy’ means any public 
school (or academic program within a public 
school) which is established by and operated 
under the supervision of a local educational 
agency to provide education or training 
below the postsecondary level if— 

(A) such public school or program (as the 
case may be) is designed in cooperation with 
business to enhance the academic cur- 
riculum, increase graduation and employ- 
ment rates, and better prepare students for 
the rigors of college and the increasingly 
complex workforce, 

(B) students in such public school or pro- 
gram (as the case may be) will be subject to 
the same academic standards and assess- 
ments as other students educated by the 
local educational agency, 

„D) the comprehensive education plan of 
such public school or program is approved by 
the local educational agency, and 

(Eye) such public school is located in an 
empowerment zone or enterprise community 
(including any such zone or community des- 
ignated after the date of the enactment of 
this section), or 

( there is a reasonable expectation (as 
of the date of issuance of the bonds) that at 
least 35 percent of the students attending 
such school or participating in such program 
(as the case may be) will be eligible for free 
or reduced-cost lunches under the school 
lunch program established under the Na- 
tional School Lunch Act. 

(4) QUALIFIED PURPOSE.—The term quali- 
fied purpose’ means, with respect to any 
qualified zone academy— 

(A) constructing, rehabilitating, or re- 
pairing the public school facility in which 
the academy is established, 

„B) providing equipment for use at such 
academy, 

“(C) developing course materials for edu- 
cation to be provided at such academy, and 

“(D) training teachers and other school 
personnel in such academy. 

(5) TEMPORARY PERIOD EXCEPTION.—A 
bond shall not be treated as failing to meet 
the requirement of paragraph (1)(A) solely by 
reason of the fact that the proceeds of the 
issue of which such bond is a part are in- 
vested for a reasonable temporary period 
(but not more than 36 months) until such 
proceeds are needed for the purpose for 
which such issue was issued. Any earnings on 
such proceeds during such period shall be 
treated as proceeds of the issue for purposes 
of applying paragraph (1)(A). 

“(b) LIMITATIONS ON AMOUNT OF BONDS 
DESIGNATED.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—There is a national zone 
academy bond limitation for each calendar 
year. Such limitation is— 

() $400,000,000 for 1998, 

„() $700,000,000 for 1999, 

(0) $700,000,000 for 2000, 

D) $700,000,000 for 2001, 

**(C) $700,000,000 for 2002, and 

„D) except as provided in paragraph (3), 
zero after 2002. 

“(2) ALLOCATION OF LIMITATION.— 

(A) ALLOCATION AMONG STATES.— 

(1) 1998 LIMITATION.—The national zone 
academy bond limitation for calendar year 
1998 shall be allocated by the Secretary 
among the States on the basis of their re- 
spective populations of individuals below the 
poverty line (as defined by the Office of Man- 
agement and Budget). 

(i) LIMITATION AFTER 1998.—The national 
zone academy bond limitation for any cal- 
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endar year after 1998 shall be allocated by 
the Secretary among the States in the man- 
ner prescribed by section 1397G(d); except 
that, in making the allocation under this 
clause, the Secretary shall take into account 
Basic Grants attributable to large local edu- 
cational agencies (as defined in section 
1397G(e)). 

„(B) ALLOCATION TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL 
AGENCIES.—The limitation amount allocated 
to a State under subparagraph (A) shall be 
allocated by the State education agency to 
qualified zone academies within such State. 

(C) DESIGNATION SUBJECT TO LIMITATION 
AMOUNT.—The maximum aggregate face 
amount of bonds issued during any calendar 
year which may be designated under sub- 
section (a) with respect to any qualified zone 
academy shall not exceed the limitation 
amount allocated to such academy under 
subparagraph (B) for such calendar year. 

(3) CARRYOVER OF UNUSED LIMITATION.—If 
for any calendar year— 

H(A) the limitation amount under this sub- 
section for any State, exceeds 

(B) the amount of bonds issued during 
such year which are designated under sub- 
section (a) with respect to qualified zone 
academies within such State, 


the limitation amount under this subsection 
for such State for the following calendar 
year shall be increased by the amount of 
such excess. The preceding sentence shall 
not apply if such following calendar year is 
after 2004. 

“SEC. 13976. QUALIFIED SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 

BONDS, 


(a) QUALIFIED SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 
BOND.— For purposes of this part, the term 
‘qualified school construction bond’ means 
any bond issued as part of an issue if— 

(J) 95 percent or more of the proceeds of 
such issue are to be used for the construc- 
tion, rehabilitation, or repair of a public 
school facility, 

(2) the bond is issued by a State or local 
government within the jurisdiction of which 
such school is located, 

(3) the issuer designates such bond for 
purposes of this section, and 

(4) the term of each bond which is part of 
such issue does not exceed 15 years. 

Rules similar to the rules of section 
1397F(a)(5) shall apply for purposes of para- 
graph (1), 

“(b) LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF BONDS DES- 
IGNATED.—The maximum aggregate face 
amount of bonds issued during any calendar 
year which may be designated under sub- 
section (a) by any issuer shall not exceed the 
sum of— 

(I) the limitation amount allocated under 
subsection (d) for such calendar year to such 
issuer, and 

(2) if such issuer is a large local edu- 
cational agency (as defined in subsection (e)) 
or is issuing on behalf of such an agency, the 
limitation amount allocated under sub- 
section (e) for such calendar year to such 
agency. 

(c) NATIONAL LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF 
BONDS DESIGNATED.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—There is a national 
qualified school construction bond limita- 
tion for each calendar year equal to the dol- 
lar amount specified in paragraph (2) for 
such year, reduced, in the case of calendar 
years 1999 and 2000, by 1.5 percent of such 
amount. 

(2) DOLLAR AMOUNT SPECIFIED.—The dollar 
amount specified in this paragraph is— 

() $9,700,000,000 for 1999, 

(B) $9,700,000,000 for 2000, and 

(C) except as provided in subsection (f), 
zero after 2000. 
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(d) 65-PERCENT OF LIMITATION ALLOCATED 
AMONG STATES.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—Sixty-five percent of the 
limitation applicable under subsection (c) for 
any calendar year shall be allocated among 
the States under paragraph (2) by the Sec- 
retary. The limitation amount allocated to a 
State under the preceding sentence shall be 
allocated by the State education agency to 
issuers within such State and such alloca- 
tions may be made only if there is an ap- 
proved State application. 

(2) ALLOCATION FORMULA.—The amount to 
be allocated under paragraph (1) for any cal- 
endar year shall be allocated among the 
States in proportion to the respective 
amounts each such State received for Basic 
Grants under subpart 2 of part A of title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6331 et seq.) for the 
most recent fiscal year ending before such 
calendar year. For purposes of the preceding 
sentence, Basic Grants attributable to large 
local educational agencies (as defined in sub- 
section (e)) shall be disregarded. 

(3) MINIMUM ALLOCATIONS TO STA'TES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall ad- 
just the allocations under this subsection for 
any calendar year for each State to the ex- 
tent necessary to ensure that the sum of— 

() the amount allocated to such State 
under this subsection for such year, and 

“di) the aggregate amounts allocated 
under subsection (e) to large local edu- 
cational agencies in such State for such 
year, 


is not less than an amount equal to such 
State’s minimum percentage of 65 percent of 
the national qualified school construction 
bond limitation under subsection (c) for the 
calendar year. 

(B) MINIMUM PERCENTAGE.—A State’s min- 
imum percentage for any calendar year is 
the minimum percentage described in sec- 
tion 1124(d) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6334(d)) for 
such State for the most recent fiscal year 
ending before such calendar year. 

(4) ALLOCATIONS TO CERTAIN POSSES- 
SIONS.—The amount to be allocated under 
paragraph (1) to any possession of the United 
States other than Puerto Rico shall be the 
amount which would have been allocated if 
all allocations under paragraph (1) were 
made on the basis of respective populations 
of individuals below the poverty line (as de- 
fined by the Office of Management and Budg- 
et). In making other allocations, the amount 
to be allocated under paragraph (1) shall be 
reduced by the aggregate amount allocated 
under this paragraph to possessions of the 
United States. 

(5) APPROVED STATE APPLICATION.—For 
purposes of paragraph (1), the term ‘approved 
State application’ means an application 
which is approved by the Secretary of Edu- 
cation and which includes— 

(A) the results of a recent publicly-avail- 
able survey (undertaken by the State with 
the involvement of local education officials, 
members of the public, and experts in school 
construction and management) of such 
State's needs for public school facilities, in- 
cluding descriptions of— 

“(i) health and safety problems at such fa- 
cilities, 

“(il) the capacity of public schools in the 
State to house projected enrollments, and 

“(ili) the extent to which the public 
schools in the State offer the physical infra- 
structure needed to provide a high-quality 
education to all students, and 
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(B) a description of how the State will al- 
locate to local educational agencies, or oth- 
erwise use, its allocation under this sub- 
section to address the needs identified under 
subparagraph (A), including a description of 
how it will— 

(i) give highest priority to localities with 
the greatest needs, as demonstrated by inad- 
equate school facilities coupled with a low 
level of resources to meet those needs, 

“(ii) use its allocation under this sub- 
section to assist localities that lack the fis- 
cal capacity to issue bonds on their own, in- 
cluding the issuance of bonds by the State on 
behalf of such localities, and 

(i) ensure that its allocation under this 
subsection is used only to supplement, and 
not supplant, the amount of school construc- 
tion, rehabilitation, and repair in the State 
that would have occurred in the absence of 
such allocation. 


Any allocation under paragraph (1) by a 
State education agency shall be binding if 
such agency reasonably determined that the 
allocation was in accordance with the plan 
approved under this paragraph. 


(e) 35-PERCENT OF LIMITATION ALLOCATED 
AMONG LARGEST SCHOOL DISTRICTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Thirty-five percent of 
the limitation applicable under subsection 
(c) for any calendar year shall be allocated 
under paragraph (2) by the Secretary among 
local educational agencies which are large 
local educational agencies for such year. No 
qualified school construction bond may be 
issued by reason of an allocation to a large 
local educational agency under the preceding 
sentence unless such agency has an approved 
local application. 

(2) ALLOCATION FORMULA.—The amount to 
be allocated under paragraph (1) for any cal- 
endar year shall be allocated among large 
local educational agencies in proportion to 
the respective amounts each such agency re- 
ceived for Basic Grants under subpart 2 of 
part A of title I of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6331 
et seq.) for the most recent fiscal year end- 
ing before such calendar year. 

(3) LARGE LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.— 
For purposes of this section, the term ‘large 
local educational agency’ means, with re- 
spect to a calendar year, any local edu- 
cational agency if such agency is— 

„(A) among the 100 local educational agen- 
cles with the largest numbers of children 
aged 5 through 17 from families living below 
the poverty level, as determined by the Sec- 
retary using the most recent data available 
from the Department of Commerce that are 
satisfactory to the Secretary, or 

(B) 1 of not more than 25 local edu- 
cational agencies (other than those described 
in clause (i)) that the Secretary of Education 
determines (based on the most recent data 
available satisfactory to the Secretary) are 
in particular need of assistance, based on a 
low level of resources for school construc- 
tion, a high level of enrollment growth, or 
such other factors as the Secretary deems 
appropriate. 

“(4) APPROVED LOCAL APPLICATION.—For 
purposes of paragraph (1), the term ‘approved 
local application’ means an application 
which is approved by the Secretary of Edu- 
cation and which includes— 

(A) the results of a recent publicly-avail- 
able survey (undertaken by the local edu- 
cational agency with the involvement of 
school officials, members of the public, and 
experts in school construction and manage- 
ment) of such agency’s needs for public 
school facilities, including descriptions of— 
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(J) the overall condition of the local edu- 
cational agency’s school facilities, including 
health and safety problems, 

(1) the capacity of the agency’s schools 
to house projected enrollments, and 

(i) the extent to which the agency’s 
schools offer the physical infrastructure 
needed to provide a high-quality education 
to all students, 

(B) a description of how the local edu- 
cational agency will use its allocation under 
this subsection to address the needs identi- 
fied under subparagraph (A), and 

(C) a description of how the local edu- 
cational agency will ensure that its alloca- 
tion under this subsection is used only to 
supplement, and not supplant, the amount of 
school construction, rehabilitation, or repair 
in the locality that would have occurred in 
the absence of such allocation. 


A rule similar to the rule of the last sen- 
tence of subsection (d)(5) shall apply for pur- 
poses of this paragraph. 

“(f) CARRYOVER OF UNUSED LIMITATION.—If 
for any calendar year— 

(I) the amount allocated under subsection 
(d) to any State, exceeds 

(2) the amount of bonds issued during 
such year which are designated under sub- 
section (a) pursuant to such allocation, 
the limitation amount under such subsection 
for such State for the following calendar 
year shall be increased by the amount of 
such excess. A similar rule shall apply to the 
amounts allocated under subsection (e). The 
subsection shall not apply if such following 
calendar year is after 2002. 

“(g) SET-ASIDE ALLOCATED AMONG INDIAN 
TRIBES.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The 1.5 percent set-aside 
applicable under subsection (c)(1) for any 
calendar year shall be allocated under para- 
graph (2) among Indian tribes for the con- 
struction, rehabilitation, or repair of tribal 
schools. No allocation may be made under 
the preceding sentence unless the Indian 
tribe has an approved application. 

(2) ALLOCATION FORMULA.—The amount to 
be allocated under paragraph (1) for any cal- 
endar year shall be allocated among Indian 
tribes on a competitive basis by the Sec- 
retary of Education, in consultation with the 
Secretary of the Interior— 

(A) through a negotiated rulemaking pro- 
cedure with the tribes in the same manner as 
the procedure described in section 106(b)(2) of 
the Native American Housing Assistance and 
Self-Determination Act of 1996 (25 U.S.C. 
4116(b)(2)), and 

((B) based on criteria described in para- 
graphs (1), (3), (4), (5), and (6) of section 
12005(a) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8505(a)). 

(3) APPROVED APPLICATION.—For purposes 
of paragraph (1), the term ‘approved applica- 
tion’ means an application submitted by an 
Indian tribe which is approved by the Sec- 
retary of Education and which includes— 

(A) the basis upon which the applicable 
tribal school meets the criteria described in 
paragraph (2)(B), and 

(B) an assurance by the Indian tribe that 
such tribal school will not receive funds pur- 
suant to allocations described in subsection 
(d) or (e). 

(J) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub- 
section— 

““(A) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘Indian tribe’ 
has the meaning given such term by section 
45A(c)(6). 

„(B) TRIBAL SCHOOL.—The term ‘tribal 
school’ means a school that is operated by an 
Indian tribe for the education of Indian chil- 
dren with financial assistance under grant 
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under the Tribally Controlled Schools Act of 
1988 (25 U.S.C. 2501 et seq.) or a contract with 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs under the In- 
dian Self-Determination and Education As- 
sistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450f et seqq.). 

(b) REPORTING.—Subsection (d) of section 
6049 (relating to returns regarding payments 
of interest) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new paragraph: 

(8) REPORTING OF CREDIT ON QUALIFIED 
PUBLIC SCHOOL MODERNIZATION BONDS.— 

H(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub- 
section (a), the term ‘interest‘includes 
amounts includible in gross income under 
section 1397E(f) and such amounts shall be 
treated as paid on the credit allowance date 
(as defined in section 1397E(d)(2)). 

(B) REPORTING TO CORPORATIONS, ETC,— 
Except as otherwise provided in regulations, 
in the case of any interest described in sub- 
paragraph (A) of this paragraph, subsection 
(b)(4) of this section shall be applied without 
regard to subparagraphs (A), (H), (1), (J), (K), 
and (L)(i). 

*(C) REGULATORY AUTHORITY.—The Sec- 
retary may prescribe such regulations as are 
necessary or appropriate to carry out the 
purposes of this paragraph, including regula- 
tions which require more frequent or more 
detailed reporting.” 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) The table of parts for subchapter U of 
chapter 1 is amended by striking the item re- 
lating to part IV and inserting the following 
new item: 


Part IV. Incentives for qualified public 
school modernization bonds." 


(2) Part V of subchapter U of chapter 1 is 
amended by redesignating both section 1397F 
and the item relating thereto in the table of 
sections for such part as section 1397H. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall apply to obligations issued 
after December 31, 1998. 

(2) REPEAL OF RESTRICTION ON ZONE ACAD- 
EMY BOND HOLDERS.—The repeal of the limi- 
tation of section 1397E of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 (as in effect on the day be- 
fore the date of the enactment of this Act) to 
eligible taxpayers (as defined in subsection 
(d\(6) of such section) shall apply to obliga- 
tions issued after December 31, 1997. 

SEC. 102. EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME OF 
EDUCATION DISTRIBUTIONS FROM 
QUALIFIED STATE TUITION PRO- 
GRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 529(c)(3)(B) (relat- 
ing to distributions) is amended to read as 
follows: 

(B) DISTRIBUTIONS FOR QUALIFIED HIGHER 
EDUCATION EXPENSES.— 

( IN GENERAL.—No amount shall be in- 
cludible in gross income under subparagraph 
(A) if the qualified higher education expenses 
of the designated beneficiary during the tax- 
able year are not less than the aggregate dis- 
tributions during the taxable year. 

(ii) DISTRIBUTIONS IN EXCESS OF EX- 
PENSES.—If such aggregate distributions ex- 
ceed such expenses during the taxable year, 
the amount otherwise includible in gross in- 
come under subparagraph (A) shall be re- 
duced by the amount which bears the same 
ratio to the amount so includible (without 
regard to this subparagraph) as such ex- 
penses bear to such aggregate distributions. 

“dii) ELECTION TO WAIVE EXCLUSION.—A 
taxpayer may elect to waive the application 
of this subparagraph for any taxable year. 

(iv) IN-KIND DISTRIBUTIONS.—Any benefit 
furnished to a designated beneficiary under a 
qualified State tuition program shall be 
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treated as a distribution to the beneficiary 

for purposes of this paragraph. 

(v DISALLOWANCE OF EXCLUDED AMOUNTS 
AS CREDIT OR DEDUCTION.—No deduction or 
credit shall be allowed to the taxpayer under 
any other section of this chapter for any 
qualified higher education expenses to the 
extent taken into account in determining 
the amount of the exclusion under this para- 
graph.” 

(b) DEFINITION OF QUALIFIED HIGHER EDU- 
CATION EXPENSES.—Section 529(e)(3)(A) (de- 
fining qualified higher education expenses) is 
amended to read as follows: 

H(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified 
higher education expenses’ means expenses 
for tuition, fees, academic tutoring, special 
needs services, books, supplies, computer 
equipment (including related software and 
services), and other equipment which are in- 
curred in connection with the enrollment or 
attendance of the designated beneficiary at 
an eligible educational institution." 

(c) COORDINATION WITH EDUCATION CRED- 
ITs.—Section 25A(e)(2) (relating to coordina- 
tion with exclusions) is amended— 

(1) by inserting a qualified State tuition 
program or“ before “an education individual 
retirement account”, and 

(2) by striking “section 530(d)(2)’’ and in- 
serting “section 529(c)(3)(B) or 530(d)(2)”. 

(d) TECHNICAL CORRECTION.—Section 
529(c)(3)(A) is amended by striking section 
72(b)” and inserting section 72”. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall apply to taxable years begin- 
ning after December 31, 1998. 

(2) TECHNICAL CORRECTION.—The amend- 
ment made by subsection (d) shall take ef- 
fect as if included in the amendments made 
by section 211 of the Taxpayer Relief Act of 
1997. 

SEC. 103. EXTENSION OF EXCLUSION FOR EM- 
PLOYER-PROVIDED EDUCATIONAL 
ASSISTANCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 127(d) (relating to 
termination of exclusion for educational as- 
sistance programs) is amended by striking 
May 31, 2000” and inserting December 31, 

(b) REPEAL OF LIMITATION ON GRADUATE 
EDUCATION.—The last sentence of section 
127(c\(1) (defining educational assistance) is 
amended by striking, and such term also 
does not include any payment for, or the pro- 
vision of any benefits with respect to, any 
graduate level course of a kind normally 
taken by an individual pursuing a program 
leading to a law, business, medical, or other 
advanced academic or professional degree“. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 

(1) EXTENSION.—The amendment made by 
subsection (a) shall apply to expenses paid 
with respect to courses beginning after May 
31, 2000. 

(2) GRADUATE EDUCATION.—The amendment 
made by subsection (b) shall apply to ex- 
penses paid with respect to courses begin- 
ning after December 31, 1997. 

SEC. 104. ADDITIONAL INCREASE IN ARBITRAGE 
REBATE EXCEPTION FOR GOVERN- 
MENTAL BONDS USED TO FINANCE 
EDUCATION FACILITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 148(f)(4)(D)(vil) 
(relating to increase in exception for bonds 
financing public school capital expenditures) 
is amended by striking 55.000.000“ the sec- 


ond place it appears and inserting 
**$10,000,000"". 
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 


made by subsection (a) shall apply to obliga- 
tions issued after December 31, 1998. 
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SEC. 105. EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN AMOUNTS RE- 
CEIVED UNDER THE NATIONAL 
HEALTH CORPS SCHOLARSHIP PRO- 
GRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 117(c) (relating to 
the exclusion from gross income amounts re- 
ceived as a qualified scholarship) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by striking ‘Subsections (a)” and in- 
serting the following: 

(I) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), subsections (a)“; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

(2) NATIONAL HEALTH CORPS SCHOLARSHIP 
PROGRAM.—Paragraph (1) shall not apply to 
any amount received by an individual under 
the National Health Corps Scholarship Pro- 
gram under section 338A(g)(1)(A) of the Pub- 
lic Health Service Act.” 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to 
amounts received in taxable years beginning 
after December 31, 1993. 

SEC. 106. TREATMENT OF QUALIFIED PUBLIC 
EDUCATIONAL FACILITY BONDS AS 
EXEMPT FACILITY BONDS. 

(a) TREATMENT AS EXEMPT FACILITY 
Bonb.—Subsection (a) of section 142 (relating 
to exempt facility bond) is amended by strik- 
ing or“ at the end of paragraph (11), by 
striking the period at the end of paragraph 
(12) and inserting , or”, and by adding at 
the end the following: 

(13) qualified public educational facili- 
ties.” 

(b) QUALIFIED PUBLIC EDUCATIONAL FACILI- 
TIES.—Section 142 is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

(Kk) QUALIFIED PUBLIC EDUCATIONAL FA- 
CILITIES.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub- 
section (a)(13), the term ‘qualified public 
educational facility’ means any school facil- 
ity which is— 

() part of a public elementary school or 
a public secondary school, 

((B) except as provided in paragraph 
(6XB)Gii), located in a high-growth school 
district, and 

(O) owned by a private, for-profit corpora- 
tion pursuant to a public-private partnership 
agreement with a State or local educational 
agency described in paragraph (2). 

(2) PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP AGREE- 
MENT DESCRIBED.—A public-private partner- 
ship agreement is described in this para- 
graph if it is an agreement— 

() under which the corporation agrees 

(J) to do 1 or more of the following: con- 
struct, rehabilitate, refurbish, or equip a 
school facility, and 

“(ii) at the end of the contract term, to 
transfer the school facility to such agency 
for no additional consideration, and 

(B) the term of which does not exceed the 
term of the underlying issue. 

(3) SCHOOL FACILITY.—For purposes of this 
subsection, the term ‘school facility’ 
means— 

“(A) school buildings, 

(B) functionally related and subordinate 
facilities and land with respect to such build- 
ings, including any stadium or other facility 
primarily used for school events, and 

(O) any property, to which section 168 ap- 
plies (or would apply but for section 179), for 
use in the facility. 

(4) PUBLIC SCHOOLS.—For purposes of this 
subsection, the terms ‘elementary school’ 
and ‘secondary school’ have the meanings 
given such terms by section 14101 of the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801), as in effect on the date 
of the enactment of this subsection. 
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(5) HIGH-GROWTH SCHOOL DISTRICT.—For 
purposes of this subsection, the term ‘high- 
growth school district’ means a school dis- 
trict established under State law which had 
an enrollment of at least 5,000 students in 
the second academic year preceding the date 
of the issuance of the bond and an increase 
in student enrollment of at least 20 percent 
during the 5-year period ending with such 
academic year. 

“(6) ANNUAL AGGREGATE FACE AMOUNT OF 
TAX-EXEMPT FINANCING.— 

H(A) IN GENERAL.—An issue shall not be 
treated as an issue described in subsection 
(a)(13) if the aggregate face amount of bonds 
issued by the State pursuant thereto (when 
added to the aggregate face amount of bonds 
previously so issued during the calendar 
year) exceeds an amount equal to the greater 
of— 

() $10 multiplied by the State population, 
or 

(11) $5,000,000. 

(B) ALLOCATION RULES.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this subparagraph, the State may 
allocate in a calendar year the amount de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A) for such year in 
such manner as the State determines appro- 
priate. 

“(ii) RULES FOR CARRYFORWARD OF UNUSED 
AMOUNT.—With respect to any calendar year, 
a State may make an election under rules 
similar to the rules of section 146(f), except 
that the sole carryforward purpose with re- 
spect to such election is the issuance of ex- 
empt facility bonds described in section 
142(a)(13). 

“dii) SPECIAL ALLOCATION RULE FOR 
SCHOOLS OUTSIDE HIGH-GROWTH SCHOOL DIS- 
TRICTS.—A State may elect to allocate an ag- 
gregate face amount of bonds not to exceed 
$5,000,000 from the amount described in sub- 
paragraph (A) for each calendar year for 
qualified public educational facilities with- 
out regard to the requirement under para- 
graph (1)(A).” 

(c) EXEMPTION FROM GENERAL STATE VOL- 
UME CAPSs.—Paragraph (3) of section 146(g) 
(relating to exception for certain bonds) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking or (12) and inserting (12). 
or (13)”, and 

(2) by striking and environmental en- 
hancements of hydroelectric generating fa- 
cilities” and inserting “environmental en- 
hancements of hydroelectric generating fa- 
cilities, and qualified public educational fa- 
cilities”. 

(d) EXEMPTION FROM LIMITATION ON USE 
FOR LAND ACQUISITION.—Section 147(h) (relat- 
ing to certain rules not apply) is amended— 

(1) by adding at the end the following: 

(3) EXEMPT FACILITY BONDS FOR QUALIFIED 
PUBLIC EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES.—Subsection 
(c) shall not apply to any exempt facility 
bond issued as part of an issue described in 
section 142(a)(13) (relating to qualified public 
educational facilities).“, and 

(2) by striking “‘MORTGAGE REVENUE 
BONDS, QUALIFIED STUDENT LOAN BONDS, AND 
QUALIFIED 501(c3) BONDS” in the heading and 
inserting “CERTAIN BONDS”. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to bonds 
issued after December 31, 1998. 

TITLE 1I—REVENUE 
SEC. 201. CLARIFICATION OF DEDUCTION FOR 
DEFERRED COMPENSATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 404(a) (relating to 
deduction for contributions of an employer 
to an employee’s trust or annuity plan and 
compensation under a deferred-payment 
plan) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 
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(1) DETERMINATIONS RELATING TO DE- 
FERRED COMPENSATION.—For purposes of de- 
termining under this section— 

(A) whether compensation of an employee 
is deferred compensation, and 

(B) when deferred compensation is paid, 


no amount shall be treated as received by 
the employee, or paid, until it is actually re- 
ceived by the employee. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendment made by 
subsection (a) shall apply to taxable years 
ending after the date of the enactment of 
this Act except with respect to compensation 
relating to severance pay, which shall apply 
to taxable years beginning after December 
31, 2000. 

(2) CHANGE IN METHOD OF ACCOUNTING.—In 
the case of any taxpayer required by the 
amendment made by subsection (a) to 
change its method of accounting for its first 
taxable year ending after the date of the en- 
actment of this Act— d 

(A) such change shall be treated as initi- 
ated by the taxpayer, 

(B) such change shall be treated as made 
with the consent of the Secretary of the 
Treasury, and 

(C) the net amount of the adjustments re- 
quired to be taken into account by the tax- 
payer under section 481 of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 shall be taken into account 
in such first taxable year. 

SEC. 202. MODIFICATION TO FOREIGN TAX CRED- 
IT CARRYBACK AND CARRYOVER PE- 
RIODS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 904(c) (relating to 
limitation on credit) is amended— 

(1) by striking “in the second preceding 
taxable year,, and 

(2) by striking “or fifth” and inserting 
“fifth, sixth, or seventh’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DaTE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to credits 
arising in taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1998. 

SEC. 203. CERTAIN TAXPAYERS PRECLUDED 
FROM PREMATURELY CLAIMING 
LOSSES OR FROM CREATING RE- 
SERVES FOR BAD DEBTS FROM RE- 
CEIVABLES. 

(a) REPEAL OF NON-ACCRUAL EXPERIENCE 
METHOD FOR SERVICE PROVIDERS.—Section 
448(d) (relating to definitions and special 
rules) is amended by striking paragraph (5) 
and by redesignating paragraphs (6), (7), and 
(8) as paragraphs (5), (6), and (7), respec- 
tively. 

(b) CERTAIN RECEIVABLES NOT ELIGIBLE FOR 
MARK TO MARKET.—Section 475(c) (relating 
to definitions) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph: 

(4) SPECIAL RULES FOR CERTAIN RECEIV- 
ABLES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2)(C) shall 
not include any note, bond, debenture, or 
other evidence of indebtedness which is non- 
financial customer paper. 

(B) NONFINANCIAL CUSTOMER PAPER.—For 
purposes of subparagraph (A), the term ‘non- 
financial customer paper’ means any receiv- 
able— 

J arising out of the sale of goods or serv- 
ices by a person the principal activity of 
which is the selling or providing of non- 
financial goods and services, and 

(1) held by such person or a related per- 
son at all times since issue.” 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 
this section shall apply to taxable years be- 
ginning after December 31, 2002. 

(2) CHANGE IN METHOD OF ACCOUNTING.—In 
the case of any taxpayer required by the 
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amendments made by this section to change 
its method of accounting for its first taxable 
year beginning after December 31, 2000— 

(A) such change shall be treated as initi- 
ated by the taxpayer, 

(B) such change shall be treated as made 
with the consent of the Secretary of the 
Treasury, and 

(C) the net amount of the adjustments re- 
quired to be taken into account by the tax- 
payer under section 481 of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 shall be taken into account 
ratably over the 4-taxable year period begin- 
ning with such first taxable year. 

SEC. 204. APPLICATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IN- 
COME TAX. 

(a) EXTENSION OF TAX.—Section 59A(e) (re- 
lating to application of tax) is amended to 
read as follows: 

(e) APPLICATION OF TAX.—The tax imposed 
by this section shall apply to taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1986, and before 
January 1, 1996, and to taxable years begin- 
ning after December 31, 2003.” 

(b) COORDINATION WITH EXCEPTION OF CER- 
TAIN SMALL CORPORATIONS FROM ALTER- 
NATIVE MINIMUM TAX.—Section 59A(a) (relat- 
ing to imposition of tax) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following flush sentence: 
“Such tax shall not be imposed on a corpora- 
tion for any taxable year if such corporation 
is exempt under section 55(e)(1) for the tax- 
able year.” 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2003. 

SEC. 205. EXCISE TAX ON PURCHASE OF STRUC- 
TURED SETTLEMENT AGREEMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle D (relating to 
miscellaneous excise taxes) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new chapter: 

“CHAPTER 48—STRUCTURED 
SETTLEMENT AGREEMENTS 


“Sec. 5000A. Tax on purchases of structured 
settlement agreements. 

“SEC. 5000A. TAX ON PURCHASES OF STRUC- 

TURED SETTLEMENT AGREEMENTS. 

(a) IMPOSITION OF TAX.—There is hereby 
imposed on any person who purchases the 
right to receive payments under a structured 
settlement agreement a tax equal to 20 per- 
cent of the amount of the purchase price. 

“(b) EXCEPTION FOR COURT-ORDERED PUR- 
CHASES.—Subsection (a) shall not apply to 
any purchase which is pursuant to a court 
order which finds that such purchase is nec- 
essary because of the extraordinary and un- 
anticipated needs of the individual with the 
personal injuries or sickness giving rise to 
the structured settlement agreement. 

“(c) STRUCTURED SETTLEMENT AGREE- 
MENT.—For purposes of this section, the term 
‘structured settlement agreement’ means— 

(J) any right to receive (whether by suit 
or agreement) periodic payments as damages 
on account of personal injuries or sickness, 
or 

(2) any right to receive periodic payments 
as compensation for personal injuries or 
sickness under any workmen’s compensation 
act. 

(d) PURCHASE.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the term ‘purchase’ has the meaning 
given such term by section 179(d)(2).” 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
chapters for subtitle D is amended by adding 
at the end the following new item: 


“CHAPTER 48. Structured settlement agree- 
ments. 


(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to pur- 
chases after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 
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SEC. 206. PROPERTY SUBJECT TO A LIABILITY 
TREATED IN SAME MANNER AS AS- 
SUMPTION OF LIABILITY. 

(a) REPEAL OF PROPERTY SUBJECT TO A LI- 
ABILITY TEST.— 

(1) SECTION 357.—Section 357(a) (relating to 
assumption of liability) is amended by strik- 
ing or acquires from the taxpayer prop- 
erty subject to a liability’ in paragraph (2). 

(2) SECTION 358.—Section 358(d)(1) (relating 
to assumption of liability) is amended by 
striking “or acquired from the taxpayer 
property subject to a liability“. 

(3) SECTION 368,— 

(A) Section 368(a)(1)(C) is amended by 
striking or the fact that property acquired 
is subject to a liability.“ 

(B) The last sentence of section 368(a)(2)(B) 
is amended by striking, and the amount of 
any liability to which any property acquired 
from the acquiring corporation is subject,“ 

(b) CLARIFICATION OF ASSUMPTION OF LI- 
ABILITY.—Section 357(c) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following new paragraph: 

(4) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT OF LIABIL- 
ITY ASSUMED.—For purposes of this section, 
section 358(d), section 368(a)(1)(C), and sec- 
tion 368(a)(2)(B)— 

(A) a liability shall be treated as having 
been assumed to the extent, as determined 
on the basis of facts and circumstances, the 
transferor is relieved of such liability or any 
portion thereof (including through an indem- 
nity agreement or other similar arrange- 
ment), and 

(B) in the case of the transfer of any prop- 
erty subject to a nonrecourse lability, un- 
less the facts and circumstances indicate 
otherwise, the transferee shall be treated as 
assuming with respect to such property a 
ratable portion of such liability determined 
on the basis of the relative fair market val- 
ues (determined without regard to section 
7701(g)) of all assets subject to such liability. 

(c) APPLICATION TO PROVISIONS OTHER THAN 
SUBCHAPTER C.— 

(1) SECTION 584.—Section 584(h)(3) is amend- 
ed— 

(A) by striking “, and the fact that any 
property transferred by the common trust 
fund is subject to a liability,” in subpara- 
graph (A), 

(B) by striking clause (ii) of subparagraph 
(B) and inserting: 

(10 ASSUMED LIABILITIES.—For purposes of 
clause (i), the term ‘assumed liabilities’ 
means any liability of the common trust 
fund assumed by any regulated investment 
company in connection with the transfer re- 
ferred to in paragraph (1)(A). 

(C) ASSUMPTION.—For purposes of this 
paragraph, in determining the amount of any 
liability assumed, the rules of section 
357(c)(4) shall apply.” 

(2) SECTION 1031.—The last sentence of sec- 
tion 1031(d) is amended— 

(A) by striking assumed a liability of the 
taxpayer or acquired from the taxpayer prop- 
erty subject to a liability" and inserting as- 
sumed (as determined under section 357(c)(4)) 
a liability of the taxpayer", and 

(B) by striking or acquisition (in the 
amount of the liability)”. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Section 351(h)(1) is amended by striking 
„ or acquires property subject to a liabil- 
ity,”. 

(2) Section 357 is amended by striking “or 
acquisition” each place it appears in sub- 
section (a) or (b). 

(3) Section 357(b)(1) is amended by striking 
or acquired”. 

(4) Section 357(c)(1) is amended by striking 
„plus the amount of the liabilities to which 
the property is subject.“. 
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(5) Section 357(c)(3) is amended by striking 
or to which the property transferred is sub- 
ject”. 

(6) Section 358(d)(1) is amended by striking 
“or acquisition (in the amount of the liabil- 
ity)”. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to transfers 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 207. CLARIFICATION AND EXPANSION OF 


(a) TIN DEEMED INCORRECT IF INFORMATION 
ON RETURN DIFFERS WITH AGENCY RECORDS.— 
Section 6213(g¢)(2) (defining mathematical or 
clerical error) is amended by adding at the 
end the following flush sentence: 


“A taxpayer shall be treated as having omit- 
ted a correct TIN for purposes of the pre- 
ceding sentence if information provided by 
the taxpayer on the return with respect to 
the individual whose TIN was provided dif- 
fers from the information the Secretary ob- 
tains from the person issuing the TIN.” 

(b) EXPANSION OF MATHEMATICAL ERROR 
PROCEDURES TO CASES WHERE TIN ESTAB- 
LISHES INDIVIDUAL NoT ELIGIBLE FOR TAX 
CREDIT.—Section 6213(g)(2) is amended by 
striking “and” at the end of subparagraph 
(D, by striking the period at the end of the 
first subparagraph (J) (relating to higher 
education credit) and inserting a comma, by 
redesignating the second subparagraph (J) 
(relating to earned income credit) as sub- 
paragraph (K) and by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘, and”, and by adding 
at the end the following new subparagraph: 

(I) the inclusion of a TIN on a return 
with respect to an individual for whom a 
credit is claimed under section 21, 24, or 32 if, 
on the basis of data obtained by the Sec- 
retary from the person issuing the TIN, it is 
established that the individual does not meet 
any applicable age requirements for such 
credit.” 

(c) EFFECTIVE DaTE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years ending after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

SEC. 208. CLARIFICATION OF DEFINITION 
SPECIFIED LIABILITY LOSS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) of sec- 
tion 172(f)(1) (defining specified liability loss) 
is amended to read as follows: 

(B) Any amount (not described in sub- 
paragraph (A)) allowable as a deduction 
under this chapter which is attributable to a 
liability— 

() under a Federal or State law requiring 
the reclamation of land, decommissioning of 
a nuclear power plant (or any unit thereof), 
dismantlement of an offshore drilling plat- 
form, remediation of environmental con- 
tamination, or payment of workmen’s com- 
pensation, and 

(i) with respect to which the act (or fail- 
ure to act) giving rise to such liability oc- 
curs at least 3 years before the beginning of 
the taxable year.“ 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to net oper- 
ating losses for taxable years beginning after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 209. MODIFICATION OF DEPRECIATION 
METHOD FOR TAX-EXEMPT USE 
PROPERTY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec- 
tion 168(g)(3) (relating to tax-exempt use 
property subject to lease) is amended to read 
as follows: 

“(A) TAX-EXEMPT USE PROPERTY.—In the 
case of any tax-exempt use property, the re- 
covery period used for purposes of paragraph 
(2) shall be equal to 150 percent of the class 


OF 
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life of the property determined without re- 
gard to this subparagraph.” 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to prop- 
erty— 

(1) placed in service after December 31, 
1998, and 

(2) placed in service on or before such date 
which— 

(A) becomes tax-exempt use property after 
such date, or 

(B) becomes subject to a lease after such 

date which was not in effect on such date. 
In the case of property to which paragraph 
(2) applies, the amendment shall only apply 
with respect to periods on and after the date 
the property becomes tax-exempt use prop- 
erty or subject to such a lease. 


NOTICE OF HEARING 


PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce for the information of 
the Senate and the public that the Per- 
manent Subcommittee on Investiga- 
tions of the Committee on Govern- 
mental Affairs, will hold a hearing on 
“The Exploding Problem of Telephone 
Slamming In America.” 

This hearing will take place on 
Thursday, April 23, 1998, at 9:30 a.m., in 
room 342 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building. For further information, 
please contact Timothy J. Shea of the 
subcommittee staff at 224-3721. 


—— 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services be author- 
ized to meet on Tuesday, April 21, 1998, 
at 10:30 a.m. in closed session, to con- 
sider S. 1873, a bill to state the policy 
of the United States regarding the de- 
ployment of a missile defense system 
capable of defending the territory of 
the United States against limited bal- 
listic missile attack. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Tuesday, April 21 at 2:20 p.m. 
to hold a joint closed hearing with the 
Judiciary Committee and on Wednes- 
day, April 22, 1998 at 2:30 p.m. to hold a 
joint open hearing with the Judiciary 
Committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs re- 
quests unanimous consent to hold a 
hearing on ionizing radiation, veterans’ 
health care, and related issues. 

The hearing will take place on Tues- 
day, April 21, 1998, at 10 a.m., in room 
418 of the Russell Senate Office Build- 
ing. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 

AND MERCHANT MARINE 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Surface Transportation 
and Merchant Marine of the Senate 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
on Tuesday, April 21, 1998, at 2:30 p.m. 
on carriage of goods by sea/death on 
the high seas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TECHNOLOGY, TERRORISM, 

AND GOVERNMENT INFORMATION 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Technology, Terrorism, 
and Government Information, of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee, be au- 
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Tuesday, April 21, 1998 at 
2:30 p.m. to hold a classified briefing in 
room 219, Senate Hart Office Building, 
on: “Chemical and Biological Weapons 
Threats to America.“ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRADE 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, the 
Finance Committee Subcommittee on 
Trade requests unanimous consent to 
conduct a hearing on Tuesday, April 21, 
1998, beginning at 9:30 a.m. in room 215, 
Dirksen. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


— 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


WE THE PEOPLE. . 1998 
NATIONAL FINALS 


è Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, on May 2- 
4, 1998, more than 1,200 students will 
participate in the national finals of the 
We the People. . . The Citizen and the 
Constitution Program. This is a three 
day academic competition on the Con- 
stitution and Bill of Rights here in 
Washington, D.C. I am proud to ac- 
knowledge students from Les Bois High 
School in Boise, Idaho, who have 
achieved the great honor of partici- 
pating in this outstanding program. 
Under the direction of their teachers, 
Dan Prinzing and Janet Adams, these 
students have worked diligently to 
reach the national finals by winning 
competitions in Idaho. 

Administered by the Center for Civic 
Education, the primary goal of the We 
the People . . . program, is to promote 
civic competence and responsibility 
among the nation’s elementary and 
secondary students. This instructional 
program is designed to increase the 
students’ understanding of American 
constitutional democracy. By pro- 
viding firsthand experience, students 
are able to witness the relevance of the 
Constitution and Bill of Rights in deal- 
ing with contemporary issues. 
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Participation in the national finals 
requires that the students demonstrate 
their knowledge of constitutional prin- 
ciples and their relevance to current 
issues before a simulation of congres- 
sional committees composed of con- 
stitutional scholars, lawyers, journal- 
ists, and government leaders. Here the 
students will have the opportunity to 
scrutinize and take or defend positions 
on issues placed before them. 

This program provides an excellent 
opportunity for these students to in- 
crease their knowledge of our nation’s 
government and legislative procedure. 
This is an experience that will benefit 
both these students and the nation, as 
it provides an excellent hands-on 
course in preparing our young Ameri- 
cans for future leadership. 

I commend these students from Les 
Bois High School for this outstanding 
achievement, and wish them luck in 
the National competition. I am proud 
to have them represent the great state 
of Idaho. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a list of student names from 
Les Bois High School who will be com- 
peting be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Students from Les Bois Junior High (Boise, 
Idaho) participating in the We the People 
program: 

Ryan Abo, Kyle Anderson, Sean Beaver, 
Heather Birkinshaw, Michelle Blank, Megan 
Campbell, Elly Davis, Jordan DeLange, 
Jesika Groves, Patrick Hanks, Julia Holz, 
Michelle Howland, Justin Hunter, Jaime 
Jacobson, Chris Johnson, Jesse Judd, Julie 
Larson, Kellee Matsko, Ellen Misner, Amber 
Moss-Jensen, Niki O'Neal, Shannon Otte, 
Louis Poppler, Britanie Poreba, Barbara 
Sabo, Nicholai Salovich, Melissa Schurger, 
Bryan Sharmon, Mare Therrien, and David 
Wymond.e 


— 


CELEBRATE TUFTONIA’S DAY 


è Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to mark a very important event 
to the 78,000 plus other graduates of 
Tufts University—Tuftonia’s Day. 
Tuftonia’s day marks the anniversary 
of Tufts University on this date in 1852 
(It is the second oldest college in the 
Boston area). It is a time for all Tufts 
students, alumni, professors, and 
friends of the university to turn their 
thoughts to Tufts and their fellow 
Tuftonians. Tufts is my alma mater. I 
graduated from the university and re- 
ceived both my masters degree and my 
doctorate from the Fletcher School of 
Law and Diplomacy. 

Tufts, a school of 7,800 students, is 
one of the finest universities in the 
country and is rated as such by the 
most recent U.S. News and World Re- 
port survey. The main campus is lo- 
cated in Medford, Massachusetts and is 
home to the Tufts College of Liberal 
Arts, Jackson College, the College of 
Engineering, the Boston School of Oc- 
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cupational Therapy, and the Fletcher 
School. The Dental and Medical 
schools are downtown on the Boston 
campus and the School of Veterinary 
Medicine, the only such school in New 
England, is located in Grafton, Massa- 
chusetts. 

When Charles Tufts founded the col- 
lege, it is said he wanted to found a 
“light on the hill.” The first rate edu- 
cation, the wonderful experiences, the 
enduring friendships, and the values in- 
stilled in Tufts students during their 
years on the hill, shows that Charles 
Tufts’ dream has been realized. 

Mr. President, Tufts University is a 
wonderful place, and Tuftonia’s Day is 
a special time for all Jumbos (our mas- 
cot) to think about our days at Tufts 
and to pay tribute to our alma mater, 
the dear old brown and blue. I join with 
my fellow Tufts alumni in doing so and 
in recognizing Tuftonia’s day.e 


—— 


VICKI DONOVAN: 1998 NEW HAMP- 
SHIRE TEACHER OF THE YEAR 


èe Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I rise today to honor Vicki 
Donovan for being named the 1998 New 
Hampshire Teacher of the Year. Vicki 
is a fourth grade teacher at Belmont 
Elementary School in Belmont, New 
Hampshire, and is being recognized for 
her excellence in teaching and leader- 
ship in innovative curriculum reform. 

As a teacher for over 15 years, Vicki 
has proven her dedication to her stu- 
dents and her community, going far be- 
yond her classroom duties. As a mem- 
ber of the Belmont Elementary Lan- 
guage Arts Curriculum Committee, 
Vicki facilitated a pilot program in 
their new language arts curriculum. 
She is involved in Belmont Elementary 
School's extracurricular activities, and 
has always displayed an avid interest 
in the lives and well-being of her stu- 
dents. She is a member of the newly 
formed Health Fair Committee that in- 
volves school staff and local health 
care officials in providing resources 
and information to students and fami- 
lies. She is an elected member of the 
Government Study Committee that has 
done exhaustive work in attempting to 
restructure and improve the Belmont 
town government, and she is involved 
with the Youth and Education Com- 
mittee of the Belmont Civic Pride Or- 
ganization. This is just a sampling of 
Vicki’s professional and civic involve- 
ments; her contributions to Belmont 
Elementary School and the Town of 
Belmont are immeasurable. 

Vicki's own educational record 
proves the value that she places in 
learning. She has continued to take 
professional courses throughout her 
teaching career, and in 1996 completed 
her Masters degree in Education. She 
has supported future teachers by super- 
vising student teachers, and helped im- 
prove herself and other teachers 
through her participation at profes- 
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sional workshops. She has previously 
been recognized in Who's Who Among 
America’s Teachers” and with the 
Academy of Applied Science and Cen- 
tral New Hampshire Educational Col- 
laborative Award. 

Mr. President, as a former teacher 
myself, I recognize the challenges, re- 
sponsibilities and dedication involved 
in teaching. Teachers are entrusted 
with the enormous responsibility of 
preparing our youth to be active and 
responsible citizens. I am very honored 
to have Vicki Donovan as a teacher in 
the Granite State, and it is with great 
pride that I represent her in the U.S. 
Senate.e 


— 


PRESIDENTIAL TAX CHECK-OFF 


e Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to call my colleagues’ attention 
to a guest editorial by a long-time 
friend of mine, Mr. Sam Shipley, which 
recently appeared in the Wilmington 
News Journal. I think he makes some 
very important points about the presi- 
dential tax check-off box, and I com- 
mend the article to my colleagues. I 
ask that it be printed in the RECORD. 
The editorial follows: 


[From the Wilmington (DE) News Journal, 
Mar. 11, 1998] 
$3 ELECTION CHECK-OFF CAN ADD UP 
(By Samuel L. Shipley) 

The presidential tax check-off needs pro- 
moting by the Federal Election Commission. 
It's been a secret to most Americans, One of 
the most effective strategies to increase tax- 
payer awareness would be through public 
service announcements in the news media, 
particularly national television. 

And there would be no better time to air 
them than now, when Americans have their 
1040 forms in hand, complete with instruc- 
tions on making the check-off. 

This year, the 1040 forms for 1997 taxes will 
allow each taxpayer to check off $3 as a 
matching contribution to the presidential 
campaign. This can be doubled to $6 on joint 
tax returns, even if only one spouse is em- 
ployed. 

The money from the presidential campaign 
check-off on Form 1040 is allocated equally 
among presidential candidates, after they 
raise a certain amount of funds on their own. 

In the 1990s, despite a national decline in 
voting participation, more than 100 million 
Americans turned out to cast ballots for 
president. No doubt the overwhelming ma- 
jority of these people file annual income tax 
returns. 

This means that this year alone, there is 
the potential for hundreds of millions of dol- 
lars from citizens of all walks of life to be set 
aside for the 2000 elections. 

It has been estimated that $1 billion or 
more was spent on the 1996 presidential elec- 
tion by the respective candidates and their 
parties. If taxpaying Americans would begin 
using the presidential campaign funding 
check-off this year and next, federal election 
funds to presidential races could replace a 
large percentage of the money that can- 
didates see fit to seek from the special inter- 
ests. 

As a Delaware state Democratic Party 
chairman for many years and participant in 
many national political activities and cam- 
paigns, I am absolutely convinced of one 
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point. The overwhelming majority of can- 
didates for high national office do not like to 
go, hat in hand, asking people—particularly 
special interests—for money. Some abso- 
lutely detest it. But with the high cost of 
staff, organization and particularly media, 
they see no other alternative. 

The American people have it in their 
hands, now more than ever, to give presi- 
dential candidates the opportunity to back 
off from special interests—if they will only 
use the voluntary $3 tax check-off. This 
would go a long way to let presidential con- 
tenders campaign and serve with honor and 
dignity. This is the beginning of an answer 
to the cancer of politics, if only the people 
will take a scalpel to sleazy special-interest 
money. This could act as a catalyst to pres- 
sure on Congress to overhaul campaign 
spending practices. 


— 


TRIBUTE TO EXERCISE TIGER 
WAR VETERANS 


e Mr. BOND. Mr. President, on April 
23, in a ceremony held in Kings Bay, 
Georgia on the U.S.S. Maine, Exercise 
Tiger veterans will be honored. Fol- 
lowing the dockside ceremony, there 
will be a 24 hour embark on the nuclear 
missile submarine of the United States 
Navy’s Sub Group 10. In addition, my 
home State of Missouri will receive a 
memorial anchor commemorating the 
D-day dress rehearsal turned battle 
that took place during World War II. 

This week in 1944, German “E” boats, 
patrolling the English Channel at- 
tacked Eight American tank landing 
ships near the Devon coast killing 749 
United States Army and United States 
Navy soldiers. Of Tiger’s death toll, 201 
men were from the 3206th Quarter- 
master Company in my home State of 
Missouri. Due to the secrecy of this 
mission, to see the soldiers, who fought 
so bravely, finally received the ac- 
knowledgment they deserve. 

Knowing that I cannot adequately 
express my admiration and respect, I 
join in the opportunity to say thank 
you. I hope the raising of the anchor 
memorial will in some way compensate 
the brave soldiers who risked or lost 
their lives during this crucial exercise. 
This week will be a great occasion for 
the survivors of Exercise Tiger and I 
pay tribute to their courage and serv- 
ice to the United States of America.e 


— 


MORE QUESTIONS ON GLOBAL 
WARMING 


èe Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, last 
year the Senate passed a bipartisan 
resolution, S. Res. 98, which expressed 
the Sense of the Senate that the 
United States should not enter into 
any global warming treaty unless de- 
veloping nations joined in the effort by 
agreeing to emission limits. This reso- 
lution passed by a vote of 95-0. 

Despite this clear and specific resolu- 
tion, the Administration negotiated 
and agreed to a treaty in Kyoto which 
sets binding limits on carbon emissions 
by developed nations, but which com- 
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pels no similar participation from the 
developing world. Clearly, the Kyoto 
treaty fails to meet the criteria estab- 
lished by S. Res. 98. 

To date, China, India, Brazil, Mexico, 
South Korea and other emerging trad- 
ing partners have no obligations under 
the Kyoto Treaty. Since signing the 
agreement, the Administration has 
worked to secure some level of partici- 
pation by these nations with the inten- 
tion of amending the Treaty. Of course, 
these countries understand the eco- 
nomic impact of emissions limits, so it 
is not surprising that the United States 
is having a difficult time convincing 
these governments that their partici- 
pation is necessary. 

Recently, however, the State Depart- 
ment reports that it has reached a 
conceptual agreement” with some 
countries to ‘pursue an umbrella group 
to trade emissions permits.” No details 
about the nature or design of the 
agreement have been released, so it is 
difficult to judge the success of the re- 
cent efforts. A few questions come to 
mind however. What limits would these 
nations agree to? Would this be a part 
of the Protocol or a separate agree- 
ment outside the Protocol? How would 
this umbrella group” even be recog- 
nized by the Protocol Parties? Finally, 
what is the U.S. offering to entice this 
group? 

Mr. President, the Administration’s 
actions and comments since Kyoto 
raise many questions but provide few 
answers. I hope the delegation will be 
more forthcoming in the next few 
months and allow Congress and the 
public an opportunity to comment on 
the U.S. proposals prior to the June 
and November sessions. 


——— 


RECOGNIZING MICHAEL TODD 


èe Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize and congratulate 
Michael Todd, an Army Veteran and 
fellow Floridian who was recently se- 
lected by the Jewish War Veterans Or- 
ganization to participate as a non-Jew- 
ish delegate on the Allied Veterans’ 
Mission to Israel. Nominated by the 
Oskar Schindler Post of the Jewish 
War Veterans in Port Charlotte, Mr. 
Todd was West Coast Florida’s only 
representative on the goodwill trip to 
Israel from April 5-April 13, 1998. 

As a U.S. Army combat soldier, Mr. 
Todd was wounded four times and high- 
ly decorated for his valor and meri- 
torious service during the Vietnam 
War. Since his return from Vietnam in 
1974, Mr. Todd has volunteered on be- 
half of veterans throughout Florida 
and the nation. He founded and is the 
current President of both the National 
Veterans for America, and the South 
Gulf Coast Regional Veterans Council 
of Florida. Furthermore, Mr. Todd is 
an active member of various veterans 
organizations, ranging from the Amer- 
ican Legion to the Vietnam Veterans 
of America. 
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In addition, the Charlotte County, 
Florida Board of County Commis- 
sioners has issued a proclamation de- 
claring April 21, 1998 as Michael Todd 
Day.” In the proclamation, the County 
Commissioners praised Mr. Todd’s ef- 
forts to improve the lives of veterans of 
the armed forces and their family 
members. 

Mr. Todd’s tireless volunteer service 
deserves the respect and admiration of 
Congress, the Country and Charlotte 
County. I am proud to offer my con- 
gratulations and look forward to hear- 
ing about his experiences while on his 
mission to Israel. I have no doubt he 
will continue to represent the Jewish 
War Veterans and the United States of 
America with honor. 

Mr. President, I ask that the text of 
Charlotte County’s Proclamation des- 
ignating today as Michael Todd Day” 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The proclamation follows: 

PROCLAMATION 

Whereas, the national organization of the 
Jewish War Veterans of the United States of 
America in Washington, D.C., provides a pro- 
gram entitled the Annual Allied Veterans’ 
Mission to Israel, under which non-Jewish 
select veteran leaders from throughout the 
United States are nominated by local posts 
and state councils and selected as delegates 
to visit Israel and learn about its history and 
people and to act as ambassadors of good will 
for their state and local communities; and 

Whereas, a highly decorated local U.S. 
Army combat Vietnam veteran (wounded 
four times), Michael Todd, has brought 
honor and recognition to himself, the State 
of Florida, Charlotte County, and the City of 
Punta Gorda by being nominated by the 
Oakar Schindler Post of the Jewish War Vet- 
erans in Port Charlotte and its State Council 
and subsequently selected as a delegate and 
an ambassador of good will representing the 
State of Florida, Charlotte County, and the 
City of Punta Gorda, to participate in the 
Jewish War Veterans’ Annual Allied Vet- 
erans’ Mission to Israel from April 5 to April 
13, 1998; and 

Whereas, the honor bestowed on Michael 
Todd provides recognition to Mr. Todd for 
his tireless efforts as a veterans’ advocate 
and leader, and his devoted service to his 
community as President of So. Gulf Coast 
Regional Veterans Council of Florida, Na- 
tional President of Veterans for America, 
President of Veterans Outreach and Assist- 
ance, as a member of the American Legion 
110, DAV 154, VFW 5690, and Charlotte Coun- 
ty Community Projects Council, as Vice 
President of the Vietnam Veterans of Amer- 
ica, as advisor on veterans affairs for the 
State of Florida and legislative liaison to 
the State of Florida and Washington, D.C., 
and as a past representative for American 
Ligion Post 110 to the executive board of the 
Charlotte County Veterans Council; now, 
therefore, be it 

Proclaimed, That, in recognition of the 
time and effort provided by Michael Todd to 
improve the community and the lives of the 
veterans of the armed forces and their family 
members, April 21, 1998, be declared Michael 
Todd Day in Charlotte County. 


—— 
ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, APRIL 
22, 1998 


Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
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Senate completes its business today it 
stand in adjournment until the hour of 
9:30 a.m. on Wednesday, April 22. I fur- 
ther ask that on Wednesday, imme- 
diately following the prayer, the rou- 
tine requests through the morning 
hour be granted and the Senate imme- 
diately resume consideration of H.R. 
2646, the A+education bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I further ask that 
at 9:30 a.m. Senator GORTON be recog- 
nized to offer an amendment regarding 
block grants. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I further ask that 
following debate on the Gorton amend- 
ment, it be temporarily set aside, and 
Senator MURRAY be immediately rec- 
ognized to offer her amendment; fur- 
ther, that following the debate on the 
Murray amendment, it be set aside and 
Senator COATS be recognized to offer 
an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


— 


PROGRAM 


Mrs. HUTCHISON. Tomorrow morn- 
ing, the Senate will resume consider- 
ation of the Coverdell A+education 
bill. Amendments will be offered and 
debated throughout Wednesday’s ses- 
sion in an attempt to finish that legis- 
lation. 

I also inform my colleagues that fu- 
neral services will be held for former 
Senator Terry Sanford tomorrow in 
Durham, NC. Therefore, any votes or- 
dered tomorrow morning in respect to 
amendments to the Coverdell bill 
would be stacked to occur at approxi- 
mately 3 p.m. Members will be notified 
of the exact voting schedule when that 
becomes available. 


SS 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
now ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate stand in adjournment under the 
previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 6:10 p.m., adjourned until Wednes- 
day, April 22, 1998, at 9:30 a.m. 


EEE 


NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by 
the Senate April 21, 1998: 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 


NEAL F. LANE, OF OKLAHOMA, TO BE DIRECTOR OF THE 
OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY, VICE 
JOHN HOWARD GIBBONS, RESIGNED. 


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


HENRY L. SOLANO, OF COLORADO, TO BE SOLICITOR OF 
THE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, VICE THOMAS S. 
WILLIAMSON, JR. 


UNITED STATES INFORMATION AGENCY 


JONATHAN H. SPALTER, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUM- 
BIA, TO BE AN ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR OF THE UNITED 


STATES INFORMATION AGENCY, VICE ROBERT B. FUL- 
‘TON, RESIGNED. 


PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 


THE FOLLOWING CANDIDATES FOR PERSONNEL AC- 
TION IN THE REGULAR COMPONENT OF THE PUBLIC 
HEALTH SERVICE SUBJECT TO QUALIFICATIONS THERE- 
FOR AS PROVIDED BY LAW AND REGULATIONS: 


1. FOR APPOINTMENT 
To be medical director 


ROBERT W. AMLER 
RONALD G. BANKS 
DAVID M. BELL 

RUTH L. BERKELMAN 
JAMES W. BUEHLER 
STEPHEN L. COCHI 

D. PETER DROTMAN 
PATRICIA M. GRIFFIN 
JAMES L. HOFF 
ROBERT J. KIM-FARLEY 


RICHARD D. KLAUSNER 
RICHARD D. MANDSAGER 
EDWARD E. MAX 
RICHARD D. OLSON 

JOHN E. PARKER 
HAROLD J. PAULSEN 
MARTHA F. ROGERS 
KENNETH A. SCHACHTER 
STEVEN L. SOLOMON 


To be senior surgeon 


ALVIN ABRAMS 
JANET ARROWSMITH-LOWE 
ANITA W. BATMAN 
SUZANNE BINDER 
EDWARD A. BRANN 
KENNETH G. CASTRO 
JOANNE C. CHINNICI 
TERENCE L. CHORBA 
ROBERT B. CRAVEN 
THOMAS J. CREELMAN 
DEAN F. EFFLER 
DELORES A. ENDRES 
MARIO E. FAJARDO 
HELENE D. GAYLE 
THOMAS P. GROSS 
HARRY W. HAVERKOS 
MARK B. HORTON 
HOWARD S. KRUTH 


SCOTT R. LILLIBRIDGE 

THURMA MCCANN 
GOLDMAN 

RICHARD J. MILLER 

RICHARD W. NISKA 

STEPHEN M. OSTROFF 

THOMAS A. PETERMAN 

ROSSANNE M. PHILEN 

LAWRENCE D. ROBERTSON, 
JR. 

WILLIAM M. SAPPENFIELD 

PAUL J. SELIGMAN 

PHILIP H. SHERIDAN 

PATRICK W. STENGER 

ROBERT V. TAUXE 

TIMOTHY J. UNGS 

DONNA L. VOGEL 

SCOTT F. WETTERHALL 


To be surgeon 


KELLY J. ACTON 
ARTHUR V. BERMISA 
CHARLES H. BEYMER 
ROBERT T. CHEN 
GEORGE A. CONWAY 
THERESA DIAZ VARGAS 
HERMAN A. DOBBS III 
MICHAEL M. ENGELGAU 
LUIS G. ESCOBEDO 
STEVEN H. FOX 


RICHARD L. HAYS 
CLARE HELMINIAK 
KATHLEEN L. IRWIN 
MARTIN J, KILEEN 
EVE M. LACKRITZ 
DAVID M. NANNINO III 
ELAINE MILLER 
DOUGLAS 8. MITCHELL 
BERNARD L. NAHLEN 


To be senior assistant surgeon 


ANNA L. MILLER 
NARAYAN NAIR 


MICHAEL T. STEIN 
LORI A. WILLINGHURST 


To be dental director 


DALE P. ARMSTRONG 
STANFORD M. BASTACKY 
ERIC D. BOTHWELL 
BETTY DEBERRY-SUMNER 
SUZANNE EBERLING 
PHILIP C. FOX 

JAMES E. HAUBENREICH 


JOHN R. MEETH 

JOHN P. ROSSETTI 
ROBERT A. SAPPINGTON 
FRED B. SKREPCINSKI 
DAVID B. SYNDER 
SARAH E. VALWAY 
CHARLES R. WANNER 


To be senior dental surgeon 


MICHAEL J. ALPERT 
JOHN F. ANTON 

TED W. BENGTSON 
JOHN W. BERRIDGE 
ROBERT A. BEST 
STEVEN M. BOE 
JOHN W. BROWN MI 
JOHN L. BUCHANAN III 
PAUL A. BUONVIRI 
MAUREEN P. CLEARY 
KEVIN C. CRAIG 
MICHAEL N. GABOR 


HORACE HARRIS. 


ROBERT W. HENDRICKS, IR. 


KENNETH E. HOFFMAN 
DERRICK T. JOHNSTON 
GARY J. KAPLOWITZ 
JAMES M. LOGAN 
PATRICK D. MC DERMOTT 
ROBERT J. MORK 

MARK E. NEHRING 
CATHERINE A. PHILLIPS 
ROBERT H. SELWITZ 
CAROL E. SHERMAN 


To be dental surgeon 


ARLAN K. ANDREWS 
MICHAEL C. ARNOLD 
THOMAS L. BERMEL 
TIMOTHY S. BISHOP 
ARTURO BRAVO 
HERMAN J. CAMPBELL 
CLAY D. CROSSETT 
SCOTT K. DUBOIS 
JANIE G. FULLER 
GEORGE HADDY 
LINDA A. JACKSON 


KENT K. KENYON 
RONNIE D. MCCUAN 
AARON R. MEANS, SR. 
MARY G. MURPHY 
RONALD J. NAGEL 
THOMAS R. PALANDECH 
SAMUEL J. PETRIE 
RICHARD G. SCHRAGE 
STEPHEN B. SCUTARI 
JAMES N. SUTHERLAND 


To be nurse director 


NANCY J. DEVLIN 
RICHARD 1. GERBER 


HELEN J. WOOTON 
JABO I. ZELONIS 


To be senior nurse officer 


WILLIAM 8. CAMPBELL 

THEODORE W. CURRIER III 

CATHERINE R. 
ESBENSHADE 

SUSAN L. FIFER 

NORMA J. HATOT 

GALE L. HEAVNER 


NARY D. HUTTON 
MARY R. INGRAM 
JAMES C. MCCANN 
DEBORAH L. PARHAM 
ROSALIE K. PHILLIPS 
PAUL A. SATTLER 
ANDREW G. SPARBER 
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REBECCA S. STANEVICH 
STEVEN N. THOMPSON 
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MARILYN J. VRANAS 
KATHLEEN L. WALKER 
MELINDA WEISSER-LEE 


To be nurse officer 


GARY W. BANGS 
ROBYN G. BROWN-DOUGLAS 
MARY E. BRUK 
CHERYL P. CHAPMAN 
BRENDA L. CHARLEY 
PATSY J. CLARK- 

ANDERSON 
THOMAS M. CONRAD 
ANNETTE C. CURRIER 
THOMAS E. DALY 
NANCY L. EGBERT 
JOSEPH P. FINK 
LAVERNE G. FRAZIER 
JEAN FROST 
MARGARET A. HOEFT 
MARVIN A. HOLCOMB 
KIMBERLAE A. HOUK 
INDIA L. HUNTER 
LAURIE 8. IRWIN-PINKLEY 
BARBARA A. ISAACS 
EVA L. JONES 


DEBORAH KLEINFELD 
MARY M. LEEMHUIS 
MICHAEL D. LYMAN 
REBECCA P. MANLEY 
CALVIN J. MARSHALL 
ROBERT W, MAYES 
JUANITA J. MELLUM 
SHARON D. MURRAIN- 
ELLERBE 
JOHN D. ORELLA 
STEVEN R. OVERSBY 
MICHAEL J. PAPANIA 
SANDRA D. PATTEA 
MONIQUE V. PETROFSKY 
HAROLD W. PITT 
GILBERT P. ROSE 
JEFF M. SKELTON 
ERNESTINE T. SMARTT 
JERILYN A. THORNBURG 
BERNADINE L. TOYA 
ELLEN D. WOLFE 


To be senior assisant nurse officer 


SANDRA A. CHATFIELD 


SUSAN Z. MATHEW 
JAMES M. SIMMERMAN 


To be engineer director 


MARC R. ALSTON 
WILLIAM E. ENGLE 
JAMES A. HEIDMAN 
DANIEL L. HIGHTOWER 
PAUL F. KANITZ 


CHARLES S. MCCAMMON, 
JR. 

MARTIN D. MCCARTHY 

MICHAEL E. PETERSON 

LAURENCE D. REED 

LEO H. STANDER, JR. 


To be senior engineer officer 


ROBER A. ANDERSON 
STEPHEN S. AOYAMA 
ALBERT J. BERRETH 
THOMAS F. BLOOM 
ERNEST W. BRODT, JR. 
DANIEL J. CARPENTER 
JAMES J. CHERNIACK 
JAMES A. DINOVO 
ROBERT W. FAALAND 


DOUGLAS C. JENSEN 
WILLIAM B. KNIGHT 
ERNEST L. LEPORINI 
DOUGLAS C. OTT 

LOUIS D. SMITH 

CARL E. SULLENGER, JR. 
WILLIAM M, VATAVUK 
RODNEY LEE VYFF 
MARVIN L. WEBER 


To be engineer officer 


JAMES W. COLLINS 
RANDY J. CORRELL 
ROBIN A. DALTON 
BRYAN L, FISCHER 
STEVEN J. FORTHUN 
ALLEN K. JARRELL 
DANIEL G. MC LAUGHLIN 


JOEL A. NEIMEYER 
JEFFREY J. NOLTE 
KENNETH E. OLSON II 
ROBERT J. REISS 
ROSS D. SCHROEDER 
TODD M. SCOFIELD 
KEITH P. SHORTALL 
GEORGE F. SMITH 


To be senior assistant engineer officer 


NATHAN D. GJOVIK 


JAMES H. LUDINGTON 


To be scientist director 


DONNA K. CHANDLER 
MICHAEL J. COLLIGAN 
ROBERT A. HAHN 


HUGH J. HANSEN 
DANIEL M. LEWIS 
MELODY Y. LIN 
WALTER L. SCOTT 


To be senior scientist 


LESLIE P. BOSS 
WILLIAM G. BROGDON 
PETER I. HARTSOCK 
DELORIS L. HUNTER 


SCOTT R. RIPPEY 
JOHN M. SPAULDING 
CHING-LONG J. SUN 
RANDY L. TUBBS 


To be scientist 


LORRAINE L. CAMERON 
DEBRA G. DEBORD 
JAMES E. HOADLEY 


MAHENDRA H. KOTHARY 
HELENA O. MISHOE 
PAUL D. SIEGEL 
WILLIAM H. TAYLOR M 


To be sanitarian director 


GEORGE E. BYRNS 


ALAN M. CROFT 
LARRY M. SOLOMAN 


To be senior sanitarian 


PIERRE L. BELANGER 
JACK L. CHRISTY 
JON S. PEABODY 


PAUL D. PRYOR 
GERALD W. SHIPPS 
RALPH T. TROUT 
DONALD J. VESPER 


To be sanitarian 


GAIL G. BUONVIRI 
ALAN 8. ECHT 
RUSSELL E. ENSCORE 
MARK A. HAMILTON 
MICHAEL E. HERRING 


STEVEN G. INSERRA 
LYNN E. JENKINS 
MARTHA D. KENT 
WALTER M. SNESKO 
RICHARD E. TURNER 
REBECCA L. WEST 


To be senior veterinary officer 


ROBERT J. CAROLAN 


CYNTHIA L. POND 
RICHARD E. RACE 


To be veterinary officer 


SHANNA L. NESBY-ODELL 
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To be pharmacist director 


LARRY D. CROLL PAUL V. MCSHERRY 
RODNEY W. HILL ROBIN M. NIGHSWANDER 
JANET M. JONES KARL W. SCHILLING 
WILLIAM H. KEHOE, JR. KENNETH L. SPEAR 
DIANNE L. KENNEDY FRANKLIN D. 

J9BN V: UBVCHUR STOTTLEMYER 
ALFREDO MATIELLA. JR. JOSEPH A. TANGREA 
WILLIAM L. MATTHEWS, ALAN M. YAMASHITA 


JR. 
To be senior pharmacist 


RICHARD L. ABEL YANA R. MILLE 
DENNIS M. ALDER JAMES W. MOORE 
JANET L. ANDERSON ROBERT B. OSHIDA 
MARK D. ANDERSON LARRY A. PFEIFER 
JOHN T. BABB GLEN M. PREWETT 
MARION T. BEARDEN MARK E. RAMEY 
JAMES P. COBB WELDON B. ROBERTS 
PATRICK o. COX DONOVAN J. SAUTER 
GALEN R. GOEDEN ; 

JAMES M. THOMPSON 


PATRICK S. HOGAN 
ANDREW G, JANCOSEK CHARLES A. TRIMMER 
DENNIS J. VETTESE 


PAUL F. JAROSINSKI 
MARILEB J. WHITE 


GARY R LAWLESS 
DANIEL P. WILLIAMS 


KEVIN M. LEMIEUX 
DELBERT G. MARTIN MICHAEL W. WOODFORD 


To be pharmacist 


DENNIS L. LIVINGSTON 
AMY L. MINNICK 

JAMES M. MOORE 

CLAIRE L. NEALLY 
NICHOLAS A. QUAGLIETTA 
BRIAN D. SCHAFER 
WILLIAM I. SCHUMAN 
MARGARET A. SIMONEAU 
JAMES E. TEAGUE 
VIRGINIA A. TIBBETTS 


DAVID B. BAKKEN 
LISA D. BECKER 
CHARLES C. BRUNER 
NARY A. FONG 

BEN GLIDEWELL 
GEORGE J. HAVENS NI 
CARL W. HUNTLEY 
CAROLYN J. JOHNSON 
MICHAEL D. JONES 
ANTHONY E. KELLER 
ALICE D. KNOBEN 


To be senior assistant pharmacist 


JAMES A, GOOD DAVID A. KONIGSTEIN 
VALERIE E, JENSEN JILL A. SANDERS 
KIMBERLY D. KNUTSON PAMELA STEWART-KUHN 


To be dietitian director 
MARK S. SIEGEL 
To be senior dietitian 


CYNTHIA L. W. CHUNG PATSY R. HENDERSON 
JOHN E. FINN 


To be dietitian 
GLORIA J. STABLES 
To be therapist director 
JIMMY R. JONES 
To be senior therapist 
BEVERLY J. BELL KEITH E. VARVEL 
To be therapist 


DAVID J. BRUEGGEMANN MICHAELE R. SMITH 
SUSANNE E. PICKERING 


To be senior assistant therapist 
MARK T. MELANSON 
To be health services director 


MARTIN T. ABELL LELAND D. FREIDENBURG, 
GLORIA N. AMES JR. 

WILLIAM S. COLLINS ROLLAN J. GONGWER 
ELMON 8. CRUMPLER HENRY H. KNOX 


KURT R, MAURER 
ROBERT W. MILLER 
FRED M. RANDALL 
MELVIN E. SEGAL 
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CHARLES K. SHOWALTER 
JACOB E. TENENBAUM 
GEORGE H. WALTER 
JOHN J. WHALEN 


To be senior health services officer 


EDITH M. BAILEY 
PATRICIA E. BROOKS 
HAMILTON L. BROWN 
GUY E. BURROUGHS, JR. 
CONSTANCE M. BURTOFF 
WESLEY W. CHARLTON 
RAYMOND L. CLARK 
MICHAEL L. DAVIS 
RONNIE L. DAVIS 
PETER A. DOOB 

ANN B. FAGAN 

JAMES W. GARVIE 
PAUL HEWETT 

KENT E. JAFFE 
THOMAS M. JAKUB 


WILLIAM G. JONES 
MICHAEL O. KENEALLY 
PAUL T. KIRKHAM 
BRUCE E. LEONARD 
PAUL W. LICHTENSTEIN 
ARNULFO MANANGAN 
BOBBY L. MASON 
MARTIN A. OBERLY 
JOHNNY R. RAINEY 
STEPHEN A. SOUZA 
EDWIN S. SPIRER 
WENDELL E. WAINWRIGHT 
HENRY J. WIRTH IH 

JON P. YEAGLEY 


To be health services officer 


FRANKLIN D. CROOKS 
WILLIAM M. GOSMAN 
JANET S. HARRISON 
PAUL W. HOLLAND 
GREG A. KETCHER 
EDWARD M. MCNERNEY 


BARRY A. MILLER 
MICHAEL R. MILNER 
SUSAN D. TELLER 
GENE W. WALTERS 
RAY J. WEEKLY 


To be senior assistant health services officer 
CAROL E. AUTEN CHERYL A. WISEMAN 
IN THE AIR FORCE 


THE FOLLOWING AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED 
STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RESERVE 
OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be brigadier general 
COL. DANIEL JAMES HI. 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED UNDER TITLE 10. U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be brigadier general 


COL. LEE P. RODGERS. 
IN THE ARMY 
THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 


IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be major general 


BRIG. GEN. DANIEL C. BALOUGH, 
BRIG. GEN. ROGER L. BRAUTIGAN, 
BRIG. GEN. THOMAS A. WESSELS, 

To be brigadier general 


COL. BRUCE A, ADAMS, 
COL. MICHAEL B. BARRETT. 
COL. LOWELL C. DETAMORE, J 
COL. KENNETH D. HERBST, 
COL. KENNETH L. PENTTILA, 


IN THE NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be rear admiral 
REAR ADM. (LH) JEFFREY A. COOK, 
IN THE AIR FORCE 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES AIR 
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FORCE AND FOR REGULAR APPOINTMENT (IDENTIFIED 
BY AN ASTERISK (*)) UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 
624 AND 531: 


To be major 


PHILIP M. ARMSTRONG, 
PHILIP A. BARKER, 
ELWOOD M. BARNES. 
“ROBERT PATRICK BECK, 
OLEDIA P. BELL, 

ERNEST H. BERTHELETTE, 
JIMMY M. BROWNING, 
*ELIEZER CASTANON, 
DONOVAN V.C. GAFFNEY 
RONALD M. HARVELL, 
RAYMOND L, JOHNSON, 
THOMAS D. KELLY, 
JOHN M. KINNEY, 
PHILIP S. LLANOS, 
STEVEN P. MCCAIN, 
DANIEL H. NELMS, 
STEVEN J. NICOLAI, 
ROBERT E. ODELL, IR 
SCOTT A. OFSDAHL, 
ROBERT N. a ia 
PATRICK J. RYAN, 

PAUL L. SHEROUSE, 
DOUGLAS J. SLATER, SR.. E 
WILLIAM T. TOGUCHI. 
VICTOR J. TONEY, 
TIMOTHY P. WAGONER. 
REX A. WILLIAMS, 


IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
AS A PERMANENT PROFESSOR OF THE UNITED STATES 
MILITARY ACADEMY IN THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10. U.S.C.. SECTION 4333(B): 


To be lieutenant colonel 
GARY W. KRAHN. 


IN THE MARINE CORPS 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE 
UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S. C. 
SECTION 12203: 


To be colonel 


RICHARD D. COULTER, 
MICHAEL J. HOBBS, 
DAVID D. KENDRICK, 
MOSE A. MCWHORTER, 
DANTE L. PETRIZZO, 
KARIM SHIHATA, 


IN THE NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be commander 


MICHALE D. COBB, 
FRANK A. LINDELL, 
RAYMOND B. ROLL, 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be captain 
DANIEL D. THOMPSON, 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


The House met at 12:30 p.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. NETHERCUTT). 


—— 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
April 21, 1998. 

I hereby designate the Honorable George 
R. Nethercutt, Jr. to act as Speaker pro tem- 
pore on this day. 

NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 


——— 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an- 
nounced that the Senate had passed 
with amendments in which the concur- 
rence of the House is requested, bills of 
the House of the following titles: 

H.R. 629. An act to grant the consent of 
the Congress to the Texas Low-Level Radio- 
active Waste Disposal Compact. 

H.R. 3130. An act to provide for an alter- 
native penalty procedure for States that fail 
to meet Federal child support data proc- 
essing requirements, to reform Federal in- 
centive payments for effective child support 
performance, to provide for a more flexible 
penalty procedure for States that violate 
interjurisdictional adoption requirements, to 
amend the Immigration and Nationality Act 
to make certain aliens determined to be de- 
linquent in the payment of child support in- 
admissible and ineligible for naturalization, 
and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to Public Law 105-78, the 
Chair, on behalf of the Democratic 
Leader, appoints Dr. Robert C. Talley, 
of South Dakota, as a member of the 
National Health Museum Commission. 


O ae 


MORNING HOUR DEBATES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of Janu- 
ary 21, 1997, the Chair will now recog- 
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning hour debates. The Chair will 
alternate recognition between the par- 
ties, with each party limited to 30 min- 
utes, and each Member, except the ma- 
jority leader, the minority leader, or 
the minority whip, limited to 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. WELLER) for 5 min- 
utes. 


UNFAIRNESS IN TAX CODE: 
MARRIAGE TAX PENALTY 


Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I rep- 
resent a very, very diverse district. I 
represent the south side of Chicago, the 
south suburbs, as well as a lot of bed- 
room and rural communities southwest 
of the city of Chicago. There is a com- 
mon series of questions being asked, 
and these questions really illustrate 
why passage of the Marriage Tax 
Elimination Act is so very important 
to this Congress. 

These questions are pretty simple, 
and that is do Americans feel that it is 
fair that a married working couple 
with two incomes pays more in taxes 
just because they are married? Do 
Americans feel that it is fair that 21 
million married working couples pay 
an average of $1,400 more in higher 
taxes just because they are married 
than an identical couple that lives to- 
gether outside of marriage? Do Ameri- 
cans feel it is fair that our Tax Code 
actually provides an incentive to get 
divorced? : 

It is clear that the marriage tax pen- 
alty is not only wrong; frankly, it is 
immoral that our Tax Code punishes 
our society’s most basic institution. 

This past year, the Congressional 
Budget Office in a report detailed the 
facts that the marriage penalty is suf- 
fered by 21 million married working 
couples to the tune of $1,400 each. Of 
course, that tax is caused because when 
a married couple chooses to get mar- 
ried, they file jointly, and their com- 
bined tax income pushes them into a 
higher tax bracket, of course, causing 
that marriage tax penalty. 

Let me give you an example of a mar- 
ried couple in the llth Congressional 
District in the south suburbs of Chi- 
cago. This particular gentleman is a 
machinist who works at Caterpillar 
making the heavy equipment that 
builds our roads and bridges. This par- 
ticular machinist makes $30,500 a year. 

If he is single, after standard deduc- 
tions and exemptions on his taxes, he 
pays the 15 percent rate. But say he 
meets a gal, she is a tenured school- 
teacher at the Joliet public schools. 
She is making an identical amount of 
money, $30,500 a year. They choose to 
get married. 

Under our current Tax Code, because 
of the way our Tax Code is currently 
structured, as a married couple with 
two incomes, they file jointly, they are 
pushed into a higher tax bracket pro- 
ducing almost $1,400 more in taxes, just 
because they chose to get married. 

That is wrong. If you think about it 
for this married couple in Joliet, this 


machinist and this schoolteacher, 
$1,400 is a lot of money. It is real 
money for real people. $1,400 is one 
year’s tuition at Joliet Junior College. 
It is several months of car payments. It 
is 3 months’ worth of child care in a 
local day care center in Joliet. That is 
important to working families. 

Of course, the President has talked 
about helping working couples with ex- 
panding the child care tax credit, and 
that is a good idea. Of course, we 
should look at what that means in 
comparing expanding the child tax 
credit to eliminating the marriage pen- 
alty, and how this machinist and 
schoolteacher will benefit. 

Under the Marriage Tax Elimination 
Act, of course, this machinist and 
schoolteacher will save $1,400 by elimi- 
nating the marriage tax penalty. Under 
the President’s proposal on child care, 
they would be able to save $358 in high- 
er take-home pay. 

So the question is, which is better? 
One thousand four hundred dollars, 
which is 3 months’ worth of day care in 
Joliet, or the President’s proposal for 
$358, which is 3 weeks? Which is better, 
three weeks or three months, when it 
comes to helping working families? 

Clearly, elimination of the marriage 
tax penalty will help 21 million mar- 
ried working couples. I am pleased to 
tell you the Marriage Tax Elimination 
Act now has 238 cosponsors. And what 
is the bottom line? We should make 
elimination of the marriage tax pen- 
alty our Number 1 priority as we work 
to provide greater tax relief and work 
to help working families keep more of 
what they earn, because we believe 
that working families should be able to 
keep more of what they earn, because 
you can spend it so much better back 
home than we can for you here in 
Washington. 

When the Tax Code is unfair, just as 
the marriage tax penalty is unfair, we 
should eliminate it. We should elimi- 
nate it now. 

If we look back at this Congress over 
the last several years, we have helped 
families in 1996 with the adoption tax 
credit to help families provide a loving 
home for a child in need of adoption. In 
1997, we, of course, created the $500 per 
child tax credit, which is going to ben- 
efit 3 million Illinois children $1.50 in 
higher take-home pay, that will stay in 
Illinois rather than come to Wash- 
ington. 

In 1998, let us stop punishing mar- 
riage. In 1998, let’s help this machinist 
and this schoolteacher in Joliet, and 
the other 21 million working married 


(This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., O 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 


Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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couples with two incomes who pay 
more in taxes just because they are 
married. 

Mr. Speaker, let us stop punishing 
marriage. Let us make elimination of 
the marriage tax penalty our top pri- 
ority, the centerpiece of this year’s 
budget agreement. Let us eliminate the 
marriage tax penalty and let us elimi- 
nate it now. 

— 


PROVIDING TRANSIT PASSES TO 
HOUSE EMPLOYEES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Or- 
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) is recognized 
during morning hour debates for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, in 
honor of tomorrow being Earth Day, I 
think it appropriate for us to pause for 
a moment and consider one of these 
pictures that is worth 1,000 words. 

This photo of the block above the 
Metro South Station immediately be- 
hind the Cannon Building makes crys- 
tal clear how we in the House of Rep- 
resentatives can use our resources to 
improve the environment around us. 

Tens of millions of dollars are being 
proposed right now to help the District 
of Columbia, an area that is in decline, 
that is fighting road congestion, air 
pollution, with some rather elaborate 
proposals. Yet each day 5,000 people 
exit this transit station on their way 
to work in and around Capitol Hill, and 
it suggests a simple solution to encour- 
age less traffic, less sprawl, and revi- 
talize Washington, D.C. 

Consider for a moment the over 6,000 
parking spaces the House reserves for 
those employees who drive. These spots 
are on hold, guarded, secure 24 hours a 
day. They cost the taxpayer approxi- 
mately $1,500 a year per employee per 
parking space. On the other hand, em- 
ployees who use public transportation 
are totally on their own. They have to 
meet the costs of their transportation, 
even though they work side-by-side 
with employees for whom the $1,500 per 
year worth of transportation costs are 
covered by the House. 

Now, I have no problem with people 
who want to or must drive to work. I 
do find it odd, however, that we en- 
courage it over taking public transit, 
particularly after we have invested 
over $10 billion for the transit program 
here in Washington, D.C. As an em- 
ployer, we are sending hardly an Earth 
friendly message to our employees that 
we will only help them if they drive 
their car to work. We are ignoring 
those who take transit, the MARC 
train, Virginia Rail Express; you are 
out of luck. 

Imagine for a moment what this 
would look like if 312 drivers did not 
park their cars, and instead it could be 
used for a park, an expansion of the Li- 
brary of Congress, for that visitors cen- 
ter that we talk about. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


For years, we have encouraged in the 
Federal Government, the private sector 
to join in the fight for cleaner air by 
reducing single-occupant vehicle trips. 
In and around the District of Columbia 
alone, over 1,000 businesses are mem- 
bers of the Washington Metro Transit 
Authority’s Metro Pool Program that 
provides a Metro check. Over 50,000 
public and private sector employees in 
D.C. regularly use this service. Yet 
while we have encouraged private busi- 
nesses to offer transit benefits, the 
House of Representatives is one of the 
few, and certainly the most visible 
Federal office not to offer transit bene- 
fits to its employees. It sounds a little 
bit hypocritical to me. 

The following Federal Agencies do 
offer these benefits: The Senate, the 
Senate of the United States Congress, 
the Office of the Architect of the Cap- 
itol, the Congressional Budget Office, 
the Bureau of Public Debt, the Su- 
preme Court. Did I mention the Sen- 
ate? One hundred thirty-four other 
Federal employers provide over 30,000 
employees benefits for the metropoli- 
tan area. 

I think it is time that we give House 
Members the same option that the 
United States Senate has had for its 
employees for over 5 years. I think we 
in the House are smart enough to do it, 
our employees deserve this modest tax 
benefit, and it is a low-cost option that 
will improve the livability for our Na- 
tion’s Capital. 

I would suggest that it is time for us 
to look back here for a moment and 
imagine what would happen if we have 
only 5 percent of our employees who 
take advantage of this opportunity. We 
could have an opportunity to improve 
the environment, use our resources 
more effectively, and, in the long term, 
it would make a big difference in the 
budget of the House of Representatives. 

I would urge strongly my colleagues 
to join with me and over 150 other co- 
sponsors to add their name to House 
Resolution 37 that would provide an op- 
tional transportation benefit for House 
offices; that would provide the same $21 
per month tax benefit to our employees 
that has been given to the Senate. It 
was based on entirely using existing of- 
fice funds; no additional requirement is 
necessary. 

I hope that this is something that we 
can take a small step to recognize our 
obligation to the environment. 


— 


CUTTING EXPENSES AT THE 
UNITED NATIONS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Flor- 
ida (Mr. STEARNS) is recognized during 
morning hour debates for 5 minutes. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to call the House’s attention to a 
very interesting article that appeared 
in the current issue of the National Re- 
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view. The article is entitled 
Unreformed United Nations,” and it is 
written by Stephen Halper, who is a 
former White House and State Depart- 
ment official. He writes a syndicated 
column and anchors Radio America’s 
“This Week From Washington.” 

Many of the comments he had in this 
article, I think, are appropriate to 
bring to the attention of my col- 
leagues. Many of us here in Congress 
believe we need major reform in the 
United Nations, and the time is now. 

Boutros-Ghali, who was the former 
head of the United Nations, once told 
the Washington Post ‘‘perhaps half the 
U.N. Staff does nothing useful.” That 
is a staggering statement. Mr. Halper’s 
argument is that Mr. Annan, who is the 
present head of the United Nations, is 
more tied to the U.N. bureaucracy, is a 
defender of the faith of the United Na- 
tions, and appears to be not committed 
to real reform. I hope this is not true. 

Mr. Speaker, Congress has demanded 
reductions in the United Nations’ 
worldwide staff of 53,000 people. Now, 
this does not include 10,000 consultants 
or the peacekeeping forces which 
reached 80,000 people in 1993 and reduc- 
tions in the most generous salary and 
benefit package in public life. These 
are sort of simple things that I think 
most Members would agree with. 

Mr. Annan, who is the leader of the 
United Nations, has put forward his 
own reform plan, and let me quote 
from his plan. “Consolidate 12 secre- 
tarial departments into five, but with- 
out cutting any of the 9,000 strong sec- 
retarial staff.” 


o 1245 


Now, if you cut 10 percent, that 
would be 900. If you cut 1 percent, that 
would be 90. So, really, not even being 
able to cut 1 percent is surprising. 

I go on with what he suggests his re- 
form plan includes: Three economic 
development departments, rep- 
resenting $122 million of the Sec- 
retary’s budget and employing 700 peo- 
ple, are reduced to one.” That sounds 
like an efficient approach but, again, 
without reduction in any personnel, 
without reduction in any expenditures. 

Also, he has two human rights offices 
in Geneva that are going to be merged 
into one; again, without any reduction 
in personnel or expenditures. 

Anan's reform plan does not address 
salary issues or the lack of an inde- 
pendent Inspector General. Last year, a 
mid-level U.N. accountant made $84,000 
a year, as opposed to an average of 
$41,962 for his private sector counter- 
part. An assistant secretary general 
made $190,250. Now, this is an assistant 
secretary general. Do we know what 
the mayor of New York City makes? He 
makes $130,000. 

Most U.N. salaries are tax-free. Many 
employees have rent subsidies of up to 
$3,800. To put that in perspective, we, 
as Members of Congress, have no rent 
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subsidies. They also have annual edu- 
cational grants of $12,675 per child. 
Again, Mr. Anan does not propose any 
changes in any of these salary arrange- 
ments. 

So I agree with some of the conclu- 
sions from Mr. Halper's article. He sets 
forth certain conditions that must be 
met before anybody in this Congress 
agrees to vote for payment of back 
U.N. dues: First, payment of past dues 
should hinge on a tangible reform in 
four clear, distinct categories. Again, 
Mr. Speaker, we are going to be voting 
on past dues this week, so it is appro- 
priate that I talk about it. 

We need to reduce bureaucracy, re- 
duce salaries and perks for those who 
remain. We need the creation, once and 
for all, of an Inspector General, inde- 
pendent of the Secretary General; and, 
fourthly, a shift in priorities to human- 
itarian assistance programs and not to 
military intervention. 

Mr. Speaker, I am beginning to draft 
a concurrent resolution that I will in- 
troduce shortly to the House that 
would state that the Congress will not 
approve any back dues until there is 
veritable proof that the United Nations 
has achieved the previously mentioned 
four simple conditions. I believe the 
United States and Congress must draw 
the line to force real and substantive 
reform at the U.N. before the U.N. re- 
ceives one past dime of any financial 
obligation. 


O ce y 


DR. BERTHA O. PENDLETON: A 
LEGACY OF EXCELLENCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
NETHERCUTT). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of January 21, 1997, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. FIL- 
NER) is recognized during morning hour 
debates for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize Dr. Bertha Ousley 
Pendleton and her 40-year legacy to 
San Diego on the occasion of her re- 
tirement as Superintendent of the San 
Diego Unified School District. 

Dr. Pendleton, as the superintendent 
of one of the Nation’s largest school 
districts, leaves a legacy of excellence. 
She is a professional in the best sense 
of the word, a woman of strength, resil- 
ience, humor, honor and, above all, 
dedication to her profession and to the 
children whom she serves. 

She is determined that our schools 
care about all children and that no 
child is left behind. She is determined 
that it is not only the squeaky wheel 
that gets the attention. 

Her 5 years as superintendent capped 
a career that began as a classroom 
teacher in 1957 at Memorial Junior 
High School in San Diego. Following 11 
years in this position, she served as a 
parent counselor at Morse High School, 
vice principal of Crawford High, prin- 
cipal at Lincoln High, coordinator and 
then director of compensatory edu- 
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cation for the San Diego Unified 
School District, assistant super- 
intendent, and deputy superintendent. 
She also serves as adjunct professor at 
Point Loma Nazarene College in San 
Diego and leads monthly television 
panel discussions on school issues. 

Dr. Pendleton has participated in the 
U.S. Information Agency’s AMPART 
program, lecturing to officials in South 
Africa on educational issues. She was a 
member of the U.S. delegation partici- 
pating in the Urban Education Ex- 
change in London. She has served on 
visitation teams to review Department 
of Defense schools in Japan and in Eng- 
land. She hosted President Clinton at 
the San Diego school where he signed 
the Goals 2000 bill into law. 

Dr. Pendleton received her education 
at Knoxville College, San Diego State 
University, and USIU, culminating 
with a doctorate in education leader- 
ship from the University of San Diego 
in 1989. 

Her contributions in the field of edu- 
cation outside of her own school dis- 
trict and in countless other community 
organizations is a further testament to 
her dedication. She served as co-chair 
of the Advisory Committee for the 
Danforth Foundation and on the Advi- 
sory Council on Dependents’ Education 
in the Department of Defense. She was 
founder of the Association of African 
American Educators and was president 
of the Alpha Kappa Alpha Sorority. 
She was a member of the American As- 
sociation of School Administrators- 
Urban Schools Committee, the Associa- 
tion of California School Administra- 
tors, and the San Diego Association of 
Administrative Women in Education. 

The list goes on and on. She was a 
member of the Boards of Directors of 
Children’s Hospital, the College of Re- 
tailing, the Natural History Museum, 
New Standards, Rolling Readers, the 
San Diego Chamber of Commerce, 
United Way of San Diego County, and 
the YMCA. She was on the executive 
boards of the Children’s Initiative, the 
Council of Great City Schools, and 
School-to-Career. 

Dr. Pendleton is also a member of the 
San Diego Rotary and an elder, treas- 
urer, and member of the Chancel Choir 
at Christ United Presbyterian Church. 

Her awards list leaves me breathless. 
Highlights include recognition by the 
United Negro College Fund, the Univer- 
sity of San Diego, the San Diego Urban 
League, the California State Assembly, 
Point Loma College, the San Diego 
Press Club, the Salvation Army, the 
National Council of Negro Women, the 
San Diego Administrators Association, 
the San Diego City Club, the San Diego 
Jaycees, the Girls Club of San Diego, 
the Association of California School 
Administrators, the National Associa- 
tion of Negro Women, the San Diego 
Union, and the YWCA. 

She was selected as Who's Who 
Among San Diego Women, as one of the 
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87 people to watch in 1987 by San Diego 
Magazine, as a recipient of the Cali- 
fornia Women in Government Award, 
as Woman of the Year by the Presi- 
dent’s Council of Professional Women, 
as Educator of the Decade by Phi Delta 
Kappa, and as Mother of the Year by 
the Christ United Presbyterian Church, 

As impressive as this list is, it really 
does not do justice to Dr. Bertha Pen- 
dleton. She believes that extraordinary 
measures are sometimes called for in 
order to help our children reach their 
potential. She works to instill hope 
and pride in all of our children. She 
strives to educate each and every child, 
so success and contributions to society 
will follow. She dares to keep alive the 
dream of freedom for all children. 

Dr. Pendleton is being honored at a 
gala event on May 2, 1998, in San Diego, 
sponsored by the Association of Afri- 
can American Educators. All proceeds 
from this event will benefit the Bertha 
O. Pendleton Scholarship to provide fi- 
nancial assistance to graduating high 
school seniors who pursue a teaching 
career. 

As a former president of the Board of 
Education of the San Diego Unified 
School District, I am privileged to 
count Bertha as a friend and trusted 
associate, and it is my honor to add my 
congratulations to the many that she 
is receiving upon her retirement. Her 
contributions to the San Diego School 
District and to its children and teach- 
ers will live on for decades to come. 


CONGRATULATIONS TO EDWARD 
LARSON ON A PULITZER PRIZE 
FOR BEST WORK OF HISTORY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. METCALF) is recog- 
nized during morning hour debates for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to have this opportunity to ex- 
tend my congratulations to Edward 
Larson, recipient of a Pulitzer Prize for 
the Best Work of History“ for his 
book, Summer for the Gods: The 
Scopes Trial and America’s Continuing 
Debate over Science and Religion. 

Edward Larson teaches law and his- 
tory at the University of Georgia, but 
for 7 months of the year does all his 
writing in Snohomish County as a resi- 
dent of Washington’s Second Congres- 
sional District, with his wife and two 
children. 

Summer for the Gods is Larson’s 
fourth book and focuses on the 1925 
trial of John Thomas Scopes, a Ten- 
nessee high school biology teacher 
charged with breaking the State law 
which prohibited teaching Darwin’s 
theory of evolution in public schools. 

Edward Larson has a Ph.D. in the 
history of science and a law degree. He 
is a senior fellow at the Discovery In- 
stitute in Seattle and teaches science 
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history. He will receive his Pulitzer 
Prize on May 28 at a ceremony at Co- 
lumbia University in New York. 

I am sure all of my colleagues join 
me in extending warmest congratula- 
tions to Edward Larson and his Pul- 
itzer Prize-winning work. 


— 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. There 
being no further requests for morning 
hour debates, pursuant to clause 12 of 
rule I, the House will stand in recess 
until 2 p.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 54 
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re- 
cess until 2 p.m. 


SS 
O 1400 


AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker at 2 
p.m. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Reverend James David 
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray- 
er: 

We testify with the Psalmist of old 
when we say “how good and pleasant it 
is when kindred live together in 
unity.” 

We are eternally grateful, O God, 
that the gift of unity comes from Your 
hand and from the bounty of Your 
blessings. As we share one Creator, we 
are committed to each other. As we 
share responsibility for the welfare of 
the world, we depend on each other. As 
we live and work in our communities, 
we must respect our shared aspirations 
and our hopes. Remembering our own 
personal traditions with gratitude, in 
this prayer we celebrate the unity and 
common heritage that is Your wonder- 
ful gift to us and to every person. In 
Your name we pray. Amen. 


— 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day's pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


— 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from Mississippi (Mr. WICKER) come 
forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. WICKER led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 
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COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives: 


OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, April 2, 1998. 
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash- 
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per- 
mission granted in Clause 5 of Rule III of the 
Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives, 
the Clerk received the following message 
from the Secretary of the Senate on Thurs- 
day, April 2, 1998: 

H.R. 1116, passed without amendment. 

S. 493, agreed to House amendments. 

S. 1178, agreed to House amendments. 

With warm regards, 
ROBIN H. CARLE, 
Clerk, House of Representatives. 


— — 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives: 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, April 3, 1998. 
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash- 
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per- 
mission granted in Clause 5 of Rule III of the 
Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives, 
the Clerk received the following message 
from the Secretary of the Senate on Friday, 
April 3, 1998: 

H.R. 2400 passed with amendment re- 
quested conference. 

With warm regards, 
ROBIN H. CARLE, 
Clerk, House of Representatives. 


— 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives: 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, April 6, 1998. 
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash- 
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per- 
mission granted in Clause 5 of Rule III of the 
Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives, 
the Clerk received the following message 
from the Secretary of the Senate on Friday, 
April 3, 1998: 

H.R. 2843 passed without amendment. 

H.R. 3226 passed without amendment. 

With warm regards, 
ROBIN H. CARLE, 
Clerk, House of Representatives. 


EEE 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 


The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to 
announce that pursuant to clause 4 of 
rule I, Speaker Pro Tempore MORELLA 
signed the following enrolled bills on 
Wednesday, April 8, 1998: 
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H.R. 1116, to provide for the convey- 
ance of the reversionary interest of the 
United States in certain lands to the 
Clinton Independent School District 
and the Fabens Independent School 
District; 

H.R. 2843, to direct the administrator 
of the Federal Aviation Administration 
to reevaluate the equipment in medical 
kits carried on, and to make a decision 
regarding requiring automatic external 
defibrillators to be carried on, aircraft 
operated by air carriers, and for other 
purposes; 

H.R. 3226, to authorize the Secretary 
of Agriculture to convey certain lands 
and improvements in the State of Vir- 
ginia, and for other purposes; 

S. 419, to provide surveillance, re- 
search, and services aimed at preven- 
tion of birth defects, and for other pur- 
poses; ` 

S. 493, to amend Title 18, United 
States Code, with respect to scanning 
receivers and similar devices; and 

S. 1178, to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to modify and ex- 
tend the visa waiver pilot program, and 
to provide for the collection of data 
with respect to the number of non- 
immigrants who remain in the United 
States after the expiration of the pe- 
riod of stay authorized by the Attorney 
General. 


—— y 


APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO 
UNITED STATES CAPITOL PRES- 
ERVATION COMMISSION 


The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro- 
visions of section 801(b) of Public Law 
100-696 and the order of the House of 
Wednesday, April 1, 1998, the Chair an- 
nounces the Speaker’s appointment of 
the following Member of the House to 
the United States Capitol Preservation 
Commission: 

Mr. DAVIs of Virginia. 


—— 


COMMUNICATION FROM HON. RICH- 
ARD A. GEPHARDT, DEMOCRATIC 
LEADER 


The Speaker laid before the House 
the following communication from 
RICHARD A. GEPHARDT, Democratic 
Leader: 

OFFICE OF THE DEMOCRATIC LEADER, 
Washington, DC, April 8, 1998. 
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to section 
801(b) (6) and (8) of Public law 100-696, I here- 
by appoint the following individual to the 
United States Capitol Preservation Commis- 
sion: Mr. Serrano, NY. 

Yours Very Truly, 
RICHARD A. GEPHARDT. 


—— 


COMMUNICATION FROM HON. RICH- 
ARD A GEPHARDT, DEMOCRATIC 
LEADER 


The Speaker laid before the House 
the following communication from 
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RICHARD A. GEPHARDT, 
Leader: 


OFFICE OF THE DEMOCRATIC LEADER, 
Washington, DC, April 7, 1998. 
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to section 
704(b)(1) of Public Law 105-78, I hereby ap- 
point the following individual to the Na- 
tional Health Museum Commission: Dr. H. 
Richard Nesson, M.D. of Brookline, MA. 

Yours Very Truly, 
RICHARD A. GEPHARDT. 


—— 


COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIRMAN 
OF COMMITTEE ON HOUSE OVER- 
SIGHT 


The Speaker laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
chairman of the Committee on House 
Oversight: 


COMMITTEE ON HOUSE OVERSIGHT, 
Washington, DC, April 1, 1998. 
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR NEWT: Pursuant to Public Law 101- 
696 section 801 (40 USC §188a) the Chairman 
of the Committee on House Oversight and 
the Chairman of the Joint Committee on the 
Library are provided positions on the Capitol 
Preservation Commission. 

Since I currently serve as Chairman for 
both Committees, I am appointing Mr. John 
Mica of Florida to serve on the Commission 
in the position reserved for the Chairman of 
the Joint Committee on the Library. 

Thank you for your attention to this mat- 
ter. 


Democratic 


Best regards, 
BILL THOMAS, 
Chairman. 
O — 


POSTPONING CALL OF PRIVATE 
CALENDAR 


Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the call of the Pri- 
vate Calendar be postponed until 5 p.m. 
today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 


——— 


VICE PRESIDENT HAS NEW IDEA 
ON HOW TO WASTE TAXPAYER 
DOLLARS 


(Mr. DELAY asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, according 
to press accounts, Vice President AL 
GORE has a new idea on how to raise 
taxpayer dollars. 

Apparently, he awoke from a very 
deep sleep at 3 in the morning and 
came up with this new innovation for 
the Internet. He wants to send up a sat- 
ellite whose only job is to beam back 
pictures of Earth. Now, these pictures 
would be placed on the Internet so that 
people all across the world would al- 
ways have access to the Earth. Now, 
imagine that, live pictures of the Earth 
turning on its little axis. 
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This may sound like a great idea at 3 
o’clock in the morning, Mr. Speaker, 
but it is a dumb idea during the rest of 
the day. The cost of this project would 
be about $50 million, and it already oc- 
cupies the time of two NASA sci- 
entists. $50 million would buy 50,000 
computers for our Nation’s students. 

I have a better idea, Mr. Speaker. Let 
us give the Vice President some sleep- 
ing pills so that his nighttime dreams 
will not cost the taxpayers millions of 
dollars. 

Oo oen) 


EXPANDING NAFTA TO CENTRAL 
AMERICA 


(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, some- 
body is inhaling. Since NAFTA, Amer- 
ican TVs and typewriters are made in 
Mexico; American telephones are made 
in Singapore; computers are made in 
China and Japan. And after all this, 
the White House wants to expand this 
NAFTA madness to all of Central 
America. 

Now, here is how I predict it will 
work. Central America will get jobs 
and investment. Uncle Sam will get a 
pink slip, training voucher, and two 
free lunches to Taco Bell. Beam me up. 
This is not free trade. This is a joke, a 
dirty joke on American workers. 

I yield back another record trade def- 
icit and 1.4 million American workers 
who filed individual bankruptcy in 
America last year, another record I 
might add. Think about it. 


—— 
TAX LIMITATION AMENDMENT 


(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, Wash- 
ington has imprisoned the hopes and 
dreams of Americans in a cell known as 
the United States Tax Code. Last 
Wednesday, April 15, Americans got a 
harsh reminder that parole could still 
be a long way off. 

Instead of expanding freedom for its 
citizens, Washington has expanded 
power for the Government by raising 
taxes again, and again, and again. And 
four of the last five major Federal tax 
hikes passed with less than a two- 
thirds majority of Congress voting for 
them. 

Tax reform starts with the things 
like we are doing in Congress right 
now, like reforming IRS, having na- 
tionwide debates about the flat tax and 
national retail sales tax. But, most of 
all, Mr. Speaker, tax reform starts 
with not raising taxes. 

The tax limitation amendment is a 
weapon in our hands in the war for a 
fairer and flatter Federal Tax Code. 
This amendment will make it tougher 
to raise taxes, period. It is a bipartisan 
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step toward the fairer, flatter, simpler 
Code Americans want and deserve. It 
deserves to pass. 

— 


REBUILDING AMERICAN SCHOOLS 


(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I think on this very bright 
and sunny spring day I am delighted to 
associate myself with a forward-think- 
ing Democratic agenda that says that 
we must come back to this House and 
stand on the side of our young people, 
and that means that we must go full 
speed ahead on rebuilding America’s 
schools. 

The question is, why are we stalled 
with legislation that allows a certain 
amount of money to provide for the 
failing and falling infrastructure, the 
leaking roofs, the many scatter-site 
trailer homes that schoolchildren are 
having to learn in? Why should we not, 
the American government, stand on 
the side of educating our children? Why 
should we not provide for 100,000 teach- 
ers to go into the classrooms with their 
talent and enthusiasm and teach our 
children? 

Then, Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
say that I want to stand on the side of 
science, understanding how difficult it 
is for us to understand needle ex- 
change. This is not part of the Demo- 
cratic agenda. I think it makes com- 
mon sense that we recognize that the 
science says that we will decrease HIV 
by the needle exchange. Let us get 
common sense and stop, and stop, and 
stop the tragedy of HIV. 


——ͤ !—?' 
TAX LIMITATION AMENDMENT 


(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of House Joint Reso- 
lution 111, the tax limitation amend- 
ment. 

In 1994, as a citizen of Nevada, I led 
an effort to amend our State Constitu- 
tion with this very same language. I 
am proud to say that Nevada voters on 
two consecutive elections voted over- 
whelmingly to pass the measure. The 
Gibbons Tax Restraint Initiative, as it 
is referred to, has now become law in 
the State of Nevada. By passing this 
law, the citizens of Nevada declared in 
a loud and clear voice that they want 
to put a leash on runaway spending and 
tax increases. 

States with similar initiatives on 
supermajority requirements for tax in- 
creases experience greater economic 
growth, lower taxes, and reduced 
growth in government spending. The 
Federal Government needs to be put on 
the same fat-free diet by making it 
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more difficult to raise taxes on hard- 
working men and women and thereby 
shifting the congressional focus to the 
bloated spending programs of the Fed- 
eral bureaucracy. 

Mr. Speaker, the facts speak for 
themselves. I urge my colleagues to 
join me in supporting the tax limita- 
tion amendment. 


— — 


AMERICA NEEDS STRONG 
TOBACCO LEGISLATION 


(Mr. ALLEN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, there are 
those here in Washington who believe 
that we do not need strong tobacco leg- 
islation. The other day the tobacco in- 
dustry announced that it was with- 
drawing from settlement negotiations. 
But we need strong legislation because 
what is happening back at home is 
criminal. 

Let me give my colleagues an exam- 
ple. I am proud of my home State of 
Maine, but back in Maine we have a 
smoking problem. We just did a survey 
in Maine, and it shows that teenage 
girls are smoking at a higher rate than 
boys and that the smoking rate of 
young girls has increased by 30 percent 
since 1993. 

As one of our officials said, ‘‘Now the 
slogan ‘you’ve come a long way, baby’ 
has different meaning in Maine.” As 
our Human Services Commissioner 
said, we would call out the Marines, 
the National Guard and the Border Pa- 
trol if we thought that the Colombian 
drug cartel was on their way to addict- 
ing one-quarter of America’s youths, 
but the tobacco industry has free reign. 

It is time to call a halt. It is time in 
this session for strong tobacco legisla- 
tion. 


— —-—¼ 
1415 


FREE IV NEEDLES TO ILLEGAL 
DRUG USERS IS NOT COMMON 
SENSE 


(Mr. WICKER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, every so 
often we notice that the President can- 
not manage to keep his liberal demons 
away. In the early days, it was gays in 
the military and socialized medicine. 
Now the President has decided it is a 
good idea to provide free IV needles to 
illegal drug users, free IV needles to il- 
legal drug users. 

I am just wondering what polling the 
President has been doing lately, be- 
cause the moms and dads I talk to are 
very worried about illegal drugs. Most 
Americans do not have a Ph.D. in psy- 
chology, but they do have a lot of com- 
mon sense. Many of them know what 
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happens to an addict surrounded by 
enablers. 

Now we have the mother of all 
enablers, the Federal Government, en- 
couraging the use of needles to drug 
abusers so that they might continue 
abusing drugs safely.“ Maybe that is 
what passes for common sense in this 
administration. 


—— 


SUPPORT THE TWO-THIRDS TAX 
LIMITATION AMENDMENT 


(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
tomorrow we are going to have the tax 
limitation amendment to the Constitu- 
tion on the floor of the House for a 
vote. It is a pretty straightforward 
amendment. It says, to raise your 
taxes, it will take a two-thirds vote of 
the House and a two-thirds vote of the 
Senate. 

For those of you that had fractions in 
elementary school, you know that two- 
thirds is a larger fraction than one- 
half. If you translate that into math, it 
means, in the House, it will take 292 
votes to raise your taxes and, in the 
Senate, it will take 67 votes to raise 
your taxes. 

The tax burden on the American peo- 
ple has gone up from 1 percent on the 
first $3,000 of net income in 1914 to 
over, if you are a senior citizen, over 85 
percent of any income if you are filing 
jointly with a spouse of over $34,000 in 
income. That is an increase of the mar- 
ginal tax rate of over 4,000 percent in 
the last 75 years. It is time to stop 
that. 

Let us pass the two-thirds tax limita- 
tion amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States tomorrow afternoon 
on this floor and send it to the Senate; 
and, hopefully, they will pass it and 
send it to the States. 


——— 


REDUCE TAX BURDEN FOR HARD - 
WORKING AMERICANS 


(Mr. THUNE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, last week 
when I was in South Dakota, I stopped 
at a gas station in Aberdeen. The 
woman working behind the counter 
there gave me a clear message. As I 
was paying for my gas, she looked me 
in the eye and said, Congressman, 
working families need lower taxes. 

This woman is one of the unsung he- 
roes in America today. She works. Her 
husband works. Together, they are try- 
ing to make a car payment, a house 
payment and a day care payment and 
put food on the table. 

She is not asking for a new govern- 
ment program to help or do any of 
these things. She is just asking the 
government to take less of her pay- 
check. 
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I think that is a pretty reasonable re- 
quest because, right now, the tax bur- 
den of this country is 38 percent; and 38 
percent of that hard-working woman’s 
pay is going to the government at the 
State, local, and Federal level. That is 
inexcusable. 

We need to lighten the load carried 
by taxpayers and reduce the overall tax 
burden to only 25 percent. God only 
asked for 10 percent. Surely the gov- 
ernment can get by with 2½ times that 
amount. 


——— 


TOBACCO ADVERTISING IN THE 
MOVIES 


(Mr. HANSEN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, what do 
Kermit the Frog, Rocky Balboa, Super- 
man, and James Bond have in com- 
mon? They have each played the main 
character in movies that advertise to- 
bacco. 

That is right. Big tobacco has paid 
millions of dollars to place their deadly 
products in films like The Muppet 
Movie, Rocky II, and Superman. Philip 
Morris even paid $350,000 so that James 
Bond would light up in License to Kill. 

Have your children or grandchildren 
ever seen Disney movies like Who 
Framed Roger Rabbit or Honey, I 
Shrunk the Kids? What about Kevin 
Costner’s Field of Dreams? More to- 
bacco advertising. 

These are things we hardly notice, 
but tobacco companies pay millions of 
dollars to have their products in mov- 
ies for one purpose, to get anyone who 
views the movies, including children 
and teenagers, to smoke that brand of 
cigarette. 

Let me give you an example. Clint 
Eastwood's Bridges of Madison County, 
Robert Redford’s A River Runs 
Through It, Paul Hogan’s Crocodile 
Dundee, Rick Moranis’ Little Shop of 
Horrors, Michael Keaton’s Mr. Mom, 
Kenny Rogers’ Coward of the County, 
and John Travolta’s Grease, all full of 
paid advertising from the tobacco in- 
dustry. 

Mr. Speaker, this has got to stop 
somewhere. When will the people of 
America wake up and see where they 
are getting had on this deal? 


—— 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHoop). Pursuant to the provisions of 
clause 5 of rule I, the Chair announces 
that he will postpone further pro- 
ceedings today on each motion to sus- 
pend the rules on which a recorded vote 
or the yeas and nays are ordered or on 
which the vote is objected to under 
clause 4 of rule XV. 

Such roll call votes, if postponed, 
will be taken after debate has con- 
cluded on all motions to suspend the 
rules, but not before 5 p.m. today. 
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CARE FOR POLICE SURVIVORS 
ACT OF 1998 


Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 3565) to amend Part L of the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

H.R. 3565 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Care for Po- 
lice Survivors Act of 1998“. 

SEC. 2. AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC SAFETY OFFI- 
CERS’ DEATH BENEFITS. 

(a) NATIONAL PROGRAMS FOR FAMILIES OF 
PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICERS WHO HAVE DIED IN 
THE LINE OF DuTy.—Section 1203 of Part L of 
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3796a-1) is amended to 
read as follows: The Director is authorized 
to use no less than $150,000 of the funds ap- 
propriated for this part to maintain and en- 
hance national peer support and counseling 
programs to assist families of public safety 
officers who have died in the line of duty.“ 

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION.—Section 
1205 of Part L of the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3796c) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the Bureau is authorized to use ap- 
propriated funds to conduct appeals of public 
safety officers’ death and disability claims.“ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) and the gen- 
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON- 
LEE) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM). 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks on the bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, on May 15, less than a 
month from now, the families of police 
officers who died in the line of duty 
will gather on the west front of the 
Capitol and remember the courage and 
sacrifice of their fallen loved ones at 
the 17th annual National Peace Offi- 
cers’ Memorial Service. These grief- 
stricken survivors will be joined by 
thousands of police officers and distin- 
guished guests from around this na- 
tion. This solemn event marks the con- 
clusion of National Police Week. 

Among the most important activities 
occurring during Police Week are spe- 
cial seminars and programs for the 
families of police officers killed in the 
line of duty, including a day of fun for 
their children at the FBI's training 
academy at Quantico, Virginia. 

I mention this, Mr. Speaker, because 
it is directly related to the legislation 
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we are considering today, H.R. 3565, the 
Care for Police Survivors Act of 1998. 
This bill will, among other things, en- 
hance the programs available to the 
families of fallen police officers during 
National Police Week. It will allow 
groups like Concerns for Police Sur- 
vivors, or COPS, as it is called, to ex- 
pand their current services to these 
families in crisis. COPS sponsors the 
Police Week seminars that I just men- 
tioned. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 35675 makes two 
simple but important amendments to 
the Public Safety Officers’ Benefits Act 
which was signed into law more than 20 
years ago. The bill will substantially 
improve the way the families of police 
officers and firefighters who die in the 
line of duty are cared for during the 
most difficult moments of their grief. 

First, the bill authorizes the Director 
of the Bureau of Justice Assistance to 
expend not less than $150,000 out of the 
Public Safety Officers’ Benefits pro- 
gram to maintain and enhance na- 
tional peer support and counseling pro- 
grams to assist families of public safe- 
ty officers who have died in the line of 
duty. 

Current law limits or caps the 
amount the Director can spend for this 
purpose to $150,000. This change will 
not require any new funding. It simply 
allows the Justice Department to 
spend more of the funding it now re- 
ceives on these support services. 

The need to assist the families of 
fallen police officers and firefighters is 
far greater than the cap will allow. Or- 
ganizations such as Concerns for Police 
Survivors and the National Fallen 
Firefighters Foundation are attempt- 
ing to reach hundreds of family mem- 
bers each year who suffer the horrible 
tragedy of losing a loved one employed 
in public safety. Among the many serv- 
ices provided by Concerns for Police 
Survivors are grief seminars, training 
for line-of-duty death notification, and 
special programs for the children of 
fallen police officers. 

H.R. 3565 will reduce the current 
backlog of cases pending before the 
Public Safety Officers’ Benefits Office 
by authorizing the expenditure of 
PSOB program funds on outside hear- 
ing officers. Under current law, the 
PSOB Office must wait an unreason- 
ably long period of time for the avail- 
ability of a Justice Department hear- 
ing officer to hear the appeal of a fam- 
ily member whose application has been 
turned down. 

By permitting the PSOB Office to use 
its program funds to pay various ex- 
penses related to the appeals of re- 
jected death and disability claims, we 
will shorten the agonizing wait of fam- 
ily members attempting to be heard on 
their claims. Again, this change does 
not increase the overall cost of the 
PSOB program. 

Mr. Speaker, as I said in the com- 
mittee markup, there is nothing that 
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we can do to fully heal the emotional 
wounds of husbands, wives, children, 
moms, and dads caused by a police offi- 
cer's or firefighter's death in the line of 
duty. It is a crushing blow. With this 
legislation, we can only hope that 
there might be greater solace found in 
the most severe moments of otherwise 
very severe pain. Given the sacrifice 
public safety officers willingly make in 
the devotion to their communities, we 
can do nothing less. 

I wanted to thank the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. SCHUMER), the 
ranking member of the Subcommittee 
on Crime, and the other original co- 
sponsors of this bill for their support. 
This bill was approved unanimously by 
both the Subcommittee on Crime and 
the full Committee on the Judiciary. 

It is my hope and expectation that 
the House will approve this bill today 
and that the other body will work 
quickly so that the President can put a 
signature on it in time for National Po- 
lice Week and the National Peace Offi- 
cers’ Memorial Service. This would be 
a small but meaningful demonstration 
of this Congress’ support for our Na- 
tion’s public safety officers and their 


family. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 


Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the work of 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
MCCOLLUM) on this legislation, along 
with the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER), the ranking member. 

So many of us are familiar with the 
line, “a thin blue line“ and the words 
“an officer down,” striking words that 
we have heard either by way of fiction 
or fact, tragic words when we hear that 
someone who has put their life on the 
line for so many of us has been injured 
or killed. 

I believe H.R. 3565, the Care for Po- 
lice Survivors Act, is the right way to 
go. I hope not only do we move this 
legislation expeditiously but we are 
able to stand along with those officers 
as we commemorate this time in May 
when we commemorate and acknowl- 
edge those officers who have given 
their lives, that we, too, in the Federal 
Government care about police officers. 

I rise, therefore, in strong support of 
H.R. 3565. This bill would amend a very 
important and valuable program that 
pays benefits to the families of public 
safety officers who are killed or totally 
disabled in the line of duty. 

Mr. Speaker, when I go home to the 
district, many times I meet with 
friends of mine who are police officers, 
many of whom I work with as a mem- 
ber of the City Council of the City of 
Houston and also as a municipal court 
judge. 

Many times, some of them would say, 
we have not seen you in some of the 
tragedies where we would come to- 
gether and worship, commemorating 
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the loss of life. Certainly that is not a 
time when I would like to see my 
friends. But I also have shared with 
them the agony of funeralizing those 
men and women who have lost their 
lives in the line of duty or tragically 
been injured. 

I would like to be able to go home 
now, Mr. Speaker, and say to them 
that we are concerned and considerate 
about those tragic losses. Therefore, in 
supporting the Care for Police Sur- 
vivors Act, in addition to cash benefits, 
we would have, as this program in- 
cludes, counseling available to these 
families. 

Under current law, there is a cap on 
the amount that can be spent for such 
counseling. The demand for counseling 
services is greater than can be met 
under the cap, and so this bill lifts the 
cap. 

There is already sufficient money in 
the Department of Justice budget to 
pay for counseling for all affected fami- 
lies, so this bill will not require any ad- 
ditional appropriations. The bill is sup- 
ported by the Department of Justice as 
well as by the National Association of 
Police Officers, which represents near- 
ly 300,000 police officers, and the Amer- 
ican Federation of State, County, and 
Municipal Employees, which represents 
more than 100,000 local correctional of- 
ficers. 

These brave men and women put 
their lives at risk to protect the rest of 
us, and the benefits provided under this 
program are the least we can do in re- 
turn. 

Just a couple weeks ago, one of our 
deputy sheriffs, a woman, lost her life. 
A few weeks ago as well, Officer Hig- 
gins was shot and was down. She sur- 
vived, but she is now in a rehabilita- 
tion process. I would like to think that 
this bill would help her and her family 
go through the next couple of months 
of her rehabilitation and, yes, her com- 
ing back into full force, full activity, 
and a good quality of life. We must rec- 
ognize those and those left behind. 

So, therefore, I commend the gen- 
tleman from Florida (Mr. McCoLLuM) 
the chairman, and the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. SCHUMER), the ranking 
member, for their sponsorship of this 
bill, and I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port it. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support of H.R. 
3565. This bill would amend a very important 
and valuable program that pays benefits to the 
families of public safety officers who are killed 
or totally disabled in the line of duty. 

In addition to cash benefits, this program 
makes counseling available to these families— 
however, under current law, there is a cap on 
the amount that can be spent for such coun- 
seling. The demand for counseling services is 
greater than can be met under the cap, and 
so this bill lifts the cap. There is already suffi- 
cient money in the Department of Justice 
budget to pay for counseling for all affected 
families, so this bill will not require any addi- 
tional appropriations. 
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The bill is supported by the Department of 
Justice, as well as by the National Association 
of Police Officers, which represents nearly 
300,000 police officers, and the American 
Federation of State, County and Municipal 
Employees (AFSCME), which represents more 
than 100,000 local correctional officers. These 
brave men and women put their lives at risk 
to protect the rest of us, and the benefits pro- 
vided under this program are the least we can 
do in return. 

| commend Chairman MCCOLLUM and rank- 
ing member SCHUMER for their sponsorship of 
this bill, and | urge my colleagues to support 
it. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I simply want to ac- 
knowledge what the gentlewoman has 
said about listing the strong support 
the police officer organizations have 
for this bill. I think the one she did not 
mention that I want to add to the list, 
maybe it is a neglect on your list 
there, is the Fraternal Order of Police. 
They also have strongly endorsed this 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re- 
quest for time. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me simply say that 
I am glad that the gentleman from 
Florida added the Fraternal Order of 
Police. I think we are safe to say that 
this bill is supported by a multitude of 
police and law enforcement agencies 
and certainly our local communities. 

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
in support of this important legislation that will 
benefit the survivors of public safety officers 
who have been killed in the line of duty. 

Sadly, my state of North Carolina has expe- 
rienced a rash of violence against our brave 
men and women in law enforcement. In recent 
months, five officers have been killed in and 
around my Second Congressional District. 
These tragic crimes have occurred in our 
smallest towns and in our biggest cities. It is 
an outrage that those whose service keeps 
our streets and communities safe and protects 
our citizens must pay the ultimate price in the 
line of duty. 

To honor their sacrifices and assist their 
families, last year | established the North 
Carolina Law Enforcement Survivors Scholar- 
ship Fund to assist the families of my state's 
officers who fall in service to the people. | 
strongly opposed the Congressional pay raise 
this House passed last year, and | donated 
the raise | would have received to create this 
fund. The scholarship will help cover costs 
such as books and room and board for higher 
education for the children and spouses of 
these local heroes who make the ultimate sac- 
rifice. This scholarship is the least we can do 
to honor their memories. 

H.R. 3565 represents an appropriate action 
by Congress to assist the families of public 
safety officers who have been killed in the line 
of duty. This bill authorizes the Bureau of Jus- 
tice Assistance (BJA) to spend no less than 
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$150,000 each year to provide counseling and 
peer support programs for victims’ families. 
The measure also permits BJA to use funds in 
its mandatory appropriation to administer the 
appeals of claims for benefits by the family 
members of slain officers. | urge the House to 
pass H.R. 3565. 

Mr. Speaker, law enforcement officers put 
their lives on the line each and every day to 
provide us with safe streets and communities. 
Our values demand that we tend to the fami- 
lies of those heroes who sacrifice so much for 
the greater good. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I have no further speakers, 
and I am happy to yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 
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Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHoop). The question is on the mo- 
tion offered by the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. McCCoLLUM) that the 
House suspend the rules and pass the 
bill, H.R. 3565. 

The question was taken. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, 
that, I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 5, rule I, and the Chair's 
prior announcement, further pro- 
ceedings on this motion will be post- 
poned. 


on 


O u 


ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE 
RESOLUTION ACT OF 1998 


Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 3528) to amend title 28, United 
States Code, with respect to the use of 
alternative dispute resolution proc- 
esses in United States district courts, 
and for other purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

H.R. 3528 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Alternative 
Dispute Resolution Act of 1998”. 

SEC. 2. ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
PROCESSES TO BE AUTHORIZED IN 
ALL DISTRICT COURTS. 

Section 651 of title 28, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

“$651. Authorization of alternative dispute 
resolution 


(a) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this 
chapter, an alternative dispute resolution 
process includes any process or procedure, 
other than an adjudication by a presiding 
judge, in which a neutral third party partici- 
pates to assist in the resolution of issues in 
controversy, through processes such as early 


neutral evaluation, mediation, minitrial, 
and arbitration as provided in sections 654 
through 658. 


“(b) AUTHORITY.—Each United States dis- 
trict court shall authorize, by local rule 
adopted under section 2071(b), the use of al- 
ternative dispute resolution processes in all 
civil actions, including adversary pro- 
ceedings in bankruptcy, in accordance with 
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this chapter, except that the use of arbitra- 
tion may be authorized only as provided in 
section 654. Each United States district 
court shall devise and implement its own al- 
ternative dispute resolution program, by 
local rule adopted under section 2071(b), to 
encourage and promote the use of alter- 
native dispute resolution in its district. 

(c) EXISTING ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESO- 
LUTION PROGRAMS.—In those courts where an 
alternative dispute resolution program is in 
place on the date of the enactment of the Al- 
ternative Dispute Resolution Act of 1998, the 
court shall examine the effectiveness of that 
program and adopt such improvements to 
the program as are consistent with the pro- 
visions and purposes of this chapter. 

(d) ADMINISTRATION OF ALTERNATIVE DIS- 
PUTE RESOLUTION PROGRAMS.—Each United 
States district court shall designate an em- 
ployee, or a judicial officer, who is knowl- 
edgeable in alternative dispute resolution 
practices and processes to implement, ad- 
minister, oversee, and evaluate the court’s 
alternative dispute resolution program. Such 
person may also be responsible for recruit- 
ing, screening, and training attorneys to 
serve as neutrals and arbitrators in the 
court’s alternative dispute resolution pro- 


gram. 

(e) TITLE 9 NOT AFFECTED.—This chapter 
shall not affect title 9. 

“(f) PROGRAM SUPPORT.—The Federal Judi- 
cial Center and the Administrative Office of 
the United States Courts are authorized to 
assist the district courts in the establish- 
ment and improvement of alternative dis- 
pute resolution programs by identifying par- 
ticular practices employed in successful pro- 
grams and providing additional assistance as 
needed and appropriate. 

SEC. 3. JURISDICTION. 

Section 652 of title 28, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 
“$652. Jurisdiction 

(a) CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVE DIS- 
PUTE RESOLUTION IN APPROPRIATE CASES.— 
Notwithstanding any provision of law to the 
contrary and except as provided in sub- 
sections (b) and (c), each district court shall, 
by local rule adopted under section 2071(b), 
require that litigants in all civil cases con- 
sider the use of an alternative dispute reso- 
lution process at an appropriate stage in the 
litigation. Each district court shall provide 
litigants in all civil cases with at least one 
alternative dispute resolution process, in- 
cluding, but not limited to, mediation, early 
neutral evaluation, minitrial, and arbitra- 
tion as authorized in sections 654 through 
658. Any district court that elects to require 
the use of alternative dispute resolution in 
certain cases may do so only with respect to 
mediation, early neutral evaluation, and, if 
the parties consent, arbitration. 

“(b) ACTIONS EXEMPTED FROM CONSIDER- 
ATION OF ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLU- 
TION.—Each district court may exempt from 
the requirements of this section specific 
cases or categories of cases in which use of 
alternative dispute resolution would not be 
appropriate. In defining these exemptions, 
each district court shall consult with mem- 
bers of the bar, including the United States 
Attorney for that district. 

“(c) AUTHORITY OF THE ATTORNEY GEN- 
ERAL.—Nothing in this section shall alter or 
conflict with the authority of the Attorney 
General to conduct litigation on behalf of 
the United States, with the authority of any 
Federal agency authorized to conduct litiga- 
tion in the United States courts, or with any 
delegation of litigation authority by the At- 
torney General. 
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(d) CONFIDENTIALITY PROVISIONS.—Until 
such time as rules are adopted under chapter 
131 of this title providing for the confiden- 
tiality of alternative dispute resolution 
processes under this chapter, each district 
court shall, by local rule adopted under sec- 
tion 2071(b), provide for the confidentiality 
of the alternative dispute resolution proc- 
esses and to prohibit disclosure of confiden- 
tial dispute resolution communications.”’. 
SEC. 4. MEDIATORS AND NEUTRAL EVALUATORS. 

Section 653 of title 28, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

“$653. Neutrals 

(a) PANEL OF NEUTRALS.—Each district 
court that authorizes the use of alternative 
dispute resolution processes shall adopt ap- 
propriate processes for making neutrals 
available for use by the parties for each cat- 
egory of process offered. Each district court 
shall promulgate its own procedures and cri- 
teria for the selection of neutrals on its pan- 
els. 

“(b) QUALIFICATIONS AND TRAINING,—Each 
person serving as a neutral in an alternative 
dispute resolution process should be quali- 
fied and trained to serve as a neutral in the 
appropriate alternative dispute resolution 
process. For this purpose, the district court 
may use, among others, magistrate judges 
who have been trained to serve as neutrals in 
alternative dispute resolution processes, pro- 
fessional neutrals from the private sector, 
and persons who have been trained to serve 
as neutrals in alternative dispute resolution 
processes. Until such time as rules are adopt- 
ed under chapter 131 of this title relating to 
the disqualification of neutrals, each district 
court shall issue rules under section 2071(b) 
relating to the disqualification of neutrals 
(including, where appropriate, disqualifica- 
tion under section 455 of this title, other ap- 
plicable law, and professional responsibility 
Standards).“ 

SEC. 5. ACTIONS REFERRED TO ARBITRATION. 

Section 654 of title 28, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

“$654. Arbitration 

(a) REFERRAL OF ACTIONS TO ARBITRA- 
TION.—Notwithstanding any provision of law 
to the contrary and except as provided in 
subsections (b) and (c) of section 652 and sub- 
section (d) of this section, a district court 
may allow the referral to arbitration of any 
civil action (including any adversary pro- 
ceeding in bankruptcy) pending before it, ex- 
cept that referral to arbitration may not be 
made where— 

(I) the action is based on an alleged viola- 
tion of a right secured by the Constitution of 
the United States; 

(2) jurisdiction is based in whole or in 
part on section 1343 of this title; or 

“(3) the relief sought consists of money 
damages in an amount greater than $150,000. 

(b) SAFEGUARDS IN CONSENT CASES.—Until 
such time as rules are adopted under chapter 
131 of this title relating to procedures de- 
scribed in this subsection, the district court 
shall, by local rule adopted under section 
2071(b), establish procedures to ensure that 
any civil action in which arbitration by con- 
sent is allowed under subsection (a)— 

“(1) consent to arbitration is freely and 
knowingly obtained; and 

2) no party or attorney is prejudiced for 
refusing to participate in arbitration. 

(e PRESUMPTIONS.—For purposes of sub- 
section (a)(3), a district court may presume 
damages are not in excess of $150,000 unless 
counsel certifies that damages exceed such 
amount. 

“(d) EXISTING PROGRAMS.—Nothing in this 
section is deemed to affect any action in 
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which arbitration is conducted pursuant to 
section 906 of the Judicial Improvements and 
Access to Justice Act (Public Law 100-102), 
as in effect prior to the date of its repeal.’’. 
SEC. 6. ARBITRATORS. 

Section 655 of title 28, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 


“$655. Arbitrators 


(a) POWERS OF ARBITRATORS.—An arbi- 
trator to whom an action is referred under 
section 654 shall have the power, within the 
judicial district of the district court which 
referred the action to arbitration— 

(I) to conduct arbitration hearings; 

2) to administer oaths and affirmations; 
and 

(3) to make awards. 

b) STANDARDS FOR CERTIFICATION.—Each 
district court that authorizes arbitration 
shall establish standards for the certification 
of arbitrators and shall certify arbitrators to 
perform services in accordance with such 
standards and this chapter. The standards 
shall include provisions requiring that any 
arbitrator— 

(I) shall take the oath or affirmation de- 
scribed in section 453; and 

(2) shall be subject to the disqualification 
rules under section 455. 

(e IMMUNITY.—AI) individuals serving as 
arbitrators in an alternative dispute resolu- 
tion program under this chapter are per- 
forming quasi-judicial functions and are en- 
titled to the immunities and protections 
that the law accords to persons serving in 
such capacity.”’. 

SEC. 7. SUBPOENAS. 

Section 656 of title 28, United States Code, 

is amended to read as follows: 


“$656. Subpoenas 


“Rule 45 of the Federal Rules of Civil Pro- 
cedure (relating to subpoenas) applies to sub- 
poenas for the attendance of witnesses and 
the production of documentary evidence at 
an arbitration hearing under this chapter.“ 
SEC, 8. ARBITRATION AWARD AND JUDGMENT. 

Section 657 of title 28, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 


“$657. Arbitration award and judgment 


(a) FILING AND EFFECT OF ARBITRATION 
AWARD.—An arbitration award made by an 
arbitrator under this chapter, along with 
proof of service of such award on the other 
party by the prevailing party or by the 
plaintiff, shall be filed promptly after the ar- 
bitration hearing is concluded with the clerk 
of the district court that referred the case to 
arbitration. Such award shall be entered as 
the judgment of the court after the time has 
expired for requesting a trial de novo. The 
judgment so entered shall be subject to the 
same provisions of law and shall have the 
same force and effect as a judgment of the 
court in a civil action, except that the judg- 
ment shall not be subject to review in any 
other court by appeal or otherwise. 

“(b) SEALING OF ARBITRATION AWARD.—The 
district court shall provide, by local rule 
adopted under section 2071(b), that the con- 
tents of any arbitration award made under 
this chapter shall not be made known to any 
judge who might be assigned to the case 
until the district court has entered final 
judgment in the action or the action has oth- 
erwise terminated. 

“(c) TRIAL DE Novo OF 
AWARDS.— 

“(1) TIME FOR FILING DEMAND.—Within 30 
days after the filing of an arbitration award 
with a district court under subsection (a), 
any party may file a written demand for a 
trial de novo in the district court. 


ARBITRATION 
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(2) ACTION RESTORED TO COURT DOCKET.— 
Upon a demand for a trial de novo, the ac- 
tion shall be restored to the docket of the 
court and treated for all purposes as if it had 
not been referred to arbitration. 

(3) EXCLUSION OF EVIDENCE OF ARBITRA- 
TION.—The court shall not admit at the trial 
de novo any evidence that there has been an 
arbitration proceeding, the nature or 
amount of any award, or any other matter 
concerning the conduct of the arbitration 
proceeding, unless— 

„(A) the evidence would otherwise be ad- 
missible in the court under the Federal 
Rules of Evidence; or 

„(B) the parties have otherwise stipu- 
lated.”’. 

SEC. 9. COMPENSATION OF ARBITRATORS AND 
NEUTRALS. 


Section 658 of title 28, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

“$658. Compensation of arbitrators and 
neutrals 

(a) COMPENSATION.—The district court 
shall, subject to regulations approved by the 
Judicial Conference of the United States, es- 
tablish the amount of compensation, if any, 
that each arbitrator or neutral shall receive 
for services rendered in each case under this 
chapter, 

(b) TRANSPORTATION ALLOWANCES.—Under 
regulations prescribed by the Director of the 
Administrative Office of the United States 
Courts, a district court may reimburse arbi- 
trators for actual transportation expenses 
necessarily incurred in the performance of 
duties under this chapter.“ 

SEC. 10. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated for 
each fiscal year such sums as may be nec- 
essary to carry out chapter 44 of title 28, 
United States Code, as amended by this Act. 
SEC. 11. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) LIMITATION ON MONEY DAMAGES.—Sec- 
tion 901 of the Judicial Improvements and 
Access to Justice Act (28 U.S.C. 652 note) is 
amended by striking subsection (c). 

(b) OTHER CONFORMING AMENDMENTS,—(1) 
The chapter heading for chapter 44 of title 
28, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“CHAPTER 44—ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE 

RESOLUTION”. 

(2) The table of contents for chapter 44 of 
title 28, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 

“Sec. 

“651. Authorization of alternative dispute 
resolution. 

Jurisdiction. 

Neutrals. 

Arbitration. 

Arbitrators. 

Subpoenas. 

Arbitration award and judgment. 

Compensation of arbitrators and 
neutrals.’’. 

(3) The item relating to chapter 44 in the 
table of chapters for Part III of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“44, Alternative Dispute Resolution ... 651”. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. COBLE) and the 
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK- 
SON-LEE) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. COBLE). 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 

imous consent that all Members may 


652. 


657. 
658. 
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have 5 legislative days to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks on the bill under 
consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3528 is designed to 
address the problem of high case loads 
burdening the Federal courts. This leg- 
islation will provide a quicker, more 
efficient method by which to resolve 
some Federal cases when the parties or 
the courts so choose. 

H.R. 3528 directs each Federal trial 
court to establish some form of alter- 
native dispute resolution, popularly re- 
ferred to as ADR, which could include 
arbitration, mediation, mini trials, 
early neutral evaluation, or some com- 
bination of those for certain civil 
cases. The bill also provides for the 
confidentiality of the alternative dis- 
pute resolution process and prohibits 
the disclosure of such confidential 
communications. The version consid- 
ered today furthermore includes sev- 
eral noncontroversial technical amend- 
ments which are supported by the Judi- 
cial Conference as well as the Depart- 
ment of Justice. 

This legislation will provide the Fed- 
eral courts with the tools necessary to 
present quality alternatives to expen- 
sive Federal litigation. In sum, this is 
a good bill, Mr. Speaker, that will offer 
our citizens a reasonable and cost-ef- 
fective alternative to expensive Fed- 
eral litigation while still guaranteeing 
their right to have their day in court. 

I want to thank at this time, Mr. 
Speaker, the cooperation of the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. BAR- 
NEY FRANK), the ranking member on 
the Subcommittee on Courts and Intel- 
lectual Property. 

And let me say this as well, Mr. 
Speaker: The high numbers reflected 
by the numerous backlogs represent far 
more than faceless statistics. They rep- 
resent citizens, real people anxiously 
awaiting their day in court. 

I urge my colleagues, Mr. Speaker, to 


pass H.R. 3528. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 


Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me first of all thank 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. COBLE) for his leadership. These 
are extremely important issues, and I 
would like to rise on behalf of my 
Democratic colleagues and certainly 
our ranking member, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK), on 
these issues, and particularly to em- 
phasize that we in the Committee on 
the Judiciary should be at the high- 
light, if my colleagues will, of empha- 
sizing or making sure that justice is fa- 
cilitated. 
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I rise in support of H.R. 3528, the Al- 
ternative Dispute Resolution Act of 
1998. And as I stated, I commend the 
chairman, the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. COBLE), and the ranking 
member, the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts (Mr. FRANK), again of the Sub- 
committee on Courts and Intellectual 
Property of the House Committee on 
the Judiciary, for their work in getting 
this important legislation to the floor 
of the House today. 

Alternative dispute resolution, 
whether mediation, neutral evaluation, 
arbitration, mini trial, or any other 
fair procedure that the courts can over- 
see which makes litigation less burden- 
some to both the participants and the 
system, is in my view welcome and 
something that we should support. 

As a former municipal court judge, 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. COBLE), who was on the bench on 
that night court, if my colleagues have 
ever seen that, hours from 4 to 12 mid- 
night with maybe 300 cases per docket, 
Iam well aware of the importance, one, 
of justice even at the local municipal 
court level, but also the importance of 
ensuring that people find their way 
into the court system in a fair and hon- 
est manner. 

Iam also very much in support of, as 
a former member and director of the 
State Bar of Texas, of the value of al- 
ternative dispute resolution. So I hope 
that my colleagues will take the words 
that I offer in addition to support of 
this legislation, and certainly might 
engage the chairman in his concern for 
these issues, as well. 

But I do believe that, as a member of 
the House Committee on the Judiciary, 
it is extremely important that we con- 
cern ourselves with the lack of the 
processing of appointments to the judi- 
ciary that we are facing in this Con- 
gress, this 105th Congress. It is ex- 
tremely important in the State of 
Texas where the Fifth Circuit has re- 
mained vacant, the Southern District 
has a vacancy, and we are extremely 
backlogged. The kinds of, if I might 
say, shenanigans that are going on in 
the other body with respect to judicial 
appointments is something that we 
have a responsibility to address. 

Certainly the Alternative Dispute 
Resolution Act of 1998 that has our 
overwhelming support will help to, if 
my colleagues will, bring some sort of 
calm and some sort of movement on 
cases, but I do believe we are long over- 
due in moving the log jam of appoint- 
ments as offered by the White House. 

Let me proceed by saying that in 
doing this legislation I want to com- 
mend my colleagues on the Committee 
on the Judiciary for reporting out a 
bill that brings about the appropriate 
standards for Federal courts through- 
out the Nation to continue to develop 
workable alternative dispute resolu- 
tion methods, and I am pleased that 
the members of the committee have 
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worked with the Judicial Conference 
and the Department of Justice to craft 
legislation which is not objected to by 
those important institutions. 

Just a year ago we funeralized Judge 
Black in the Southern District. He was 
a strong supporter of alternative dis- 
pute resolution, which gives me cer- 
tainly the comfort that we are doing 
the right thing in engaging the Judi- 
cial Conference and working with 
them. 

So I do support the legislation before 
us. I urge my colleagues to do the same 
so that I can and we can work together 
to continue to try to improve access to 
our nation’s courts, lower the cost of 
litigation, and expedite the process for 
all. And in so doing, Mr. Speaker, I 
would certainly ask that we give due 
consideration to moving the unfortu- 
nate log jam that does not allow us to 
move the appointments so aptly ap- 
pointed and judge-qualified to fill the 
many vacancies throughout this Na- 
tion. It certainly changes the course of 
justice without that. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of H.R. 3528, 
the Alternative Dispute Resolution Act of 1998, 
and commend Chairman Cost and ranking 
member FRANK of the Courts and Intellectual 
Property Subcommittee of the House Judiciary 
Committee for their work in getting this impor- 
tant legislation to the floor of the House today. 

Alternative dispute resolution, whether medi- 
ation, neutral evaluation, arbitration, mini trial, 
or any other fair procedure that the courts can 
oversee which make litigation less burden- 
some to both the participants and the system, 
is in my view welcome and something that we 
should support. 

| commend my colleagues on the Judiciary 
Committee for reporting out a bill which pro- 
vides the appropriate standards for Federal 
courts throughout the Nation to continue to de- 
velop workable alternative dispute resolution 
methods, and | am pleased that the members 
of the committee have worked with the Judi- 
cial Conference and the Department of Justice 
to craft legislation which is not objected to by 
those important institutions. 

| support the legislation before us. | urge my 
colleagues to do the same, so that we can 
work together to continue to try to improve ac- 
cess to our Nation's courts, lower the costs of 
litigation, and expedite the process for all. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, before I yield back, I 
failed to mention this earlier. About 
five or six days ago I received a de- 
tailed letter from my chief judge in the 
Middle District of North Carolina, and 
I will not read it in its entirety, but I 
will allude to what he said about ADR. 

He wrote to me: This has been a sig- 
nificant benefit to litigants and the 
public and has been met with approval 
by the bar. You indicate, referring to 
me, that you are a big supporter of 
ADR programs. We have had a very 
successful ADR program in this dis- 
trict for several years.“ 
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Now the Middle District of North 
Carolina of course does not have a cor- 
ner on that market. Many districts 
have practiced the ADR exercise for 
some time, but this would just swing 
wide the gate and bring all districts in, 
and I know what Judge Bullock wrote 
to me would be echoed by district court 
judges across the land. 

Mr. Speaker, I said before it is a good 
bill, I urge its passage, and I ask the 
gentlewoman from Texas if she is pre- 
pared to yield back. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from California 
(Mr. FILNER). 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman from Texas for yield- 
ing this time to me, and I thank the 
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
COBLE), the chairman, and the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
FRANK), the ranking member, for their 
work on this bill. 

I rise today in support of H.R. 3528, 
the Alternative Dispute Resolution Act 
of 1998. Because I have seen firsthand 
the successful use of alternative dis- 
pute resolution in my own County of 
San Diego, California, I am a diehard 
fan of ADR, as we often call it. 

Let me share with my colleagues the 
wildly successful example of the San 
Diego Mediation Center. This service 
has grown from humble beginnings in 
the community of Golden Hill in my 
congressional district to a county-wide 
service offering mediation, arbitration, 
facilitation, training, credentialing, in- 
ternships and a speakers bureau to the 
citizens of San Diego County. 

Since 1983 the San Diego Mediation 
Center has provided a voluntary and 
peaceful process for resolving disputes. 
Alternative dispute resolution is avail- 
able for neighbors, businesses, private 
citizens, courts, the legal community, 
municipalities, government agencies, 
schools, professional groups, home- 
owner associations, churches and fami- 
lies. 

With an agreement rate of 80 percent 
and a compliance rate of 85 percent the 
agreements forged through the medi- 
ation process have promoted goodwill 
in the community, reduced the load on 
the courts, and in some cases prevented 
violence. 

More than 10,000 volunteer hours are 
donated to the service each year by the 
200 volunteer mediators who receive in- 
tensive mediation training from the 
center. There is an extensive waiting 
list of potential volunteers who are 
hoping for the opportunity to receive 
training and to become mediators. 
Public trainings in dispute resolution 
are also given several times each year 
by the training staff of the mediation 
center, 

The work of the mediation center is 
well received and highly respected in 
San Diego. Recently recognized by the 
San Diego County Taxpayers Associa- 
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tion with its Golden Watchdog Award, 
the mediation center has saved the tax- 
payers of San Diego $3.7 million by cut- 
ting direct costs to the San Diego 
Small Claims, Municipal and Superior 
Courts. 

Mr. Speaker, the work of the San 
Diego Mediation Center and hundreds 
of other alternative dispute resolution 
services throughout the country re- 
duces judiciary case loads and offers 
disputants an inexpensive and more 
satisfying way to resolve disputes rath- 
er than litigation. For that reason, I 
applaud H.R. 3528, that will extend this 
option to litigants in district court 
civil cases. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

I am prepared to yield back after I 
make one closing comment, and I do 
want this to be particularly acknowl- 
edged, I say to the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. COBLE), that I rec- 
ognize the hard work that has been put 
into this bill. 

My plea is particularly parallel to 
this legislation. It certainly does not 
take away from my very strong sup- 
port of this legislation. But again I 
raise up the very deep concern that I 
believe that the judicial appointments 
that proceed through the other body 
have been held hostage. I call to this 
body’s attention a nominee by the 
name of Judge Massiah-Jackson. Sev- 
eral other nominees for the bench have 
been held in absolute and outrageous 
hostage situations. 

I believe that the alternative dispute 
resolution system is excellent and is 
needed in this legislation, is something 
of great importance to the Nation, but 
we will not do the job that we are sup- 
posed to do if we do not proceed filling 
the vacancies that are so crucial to the 
justice system in this country. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I applaud the 
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
COBLE), and I certainly applaud the 
ranking member, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK), for their 
wisdom and vision on this legislation. 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle- 
woman for her generous comments and 
for her help on this. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re- 
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. COBLE) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3528, as 
amended. 

The question was taken. 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, on that, I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 5, rule I, and the Chair’s 
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prior announcement, further pro- 
ceedings on this motion will be post- 
poned. 


—— 
o 1445 


NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC 
SAFETY ADMINISTRATION REAU- 
THORIZATION ACT OF 1998 
Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I move to 

suspend the rules and pass the bill 

(H.R. 2691) to reauthorize and improve 

the operations of the National Highway 


Traffic Safety Administration, as 
amended. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


H.R. 2691 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1, SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration Re- 
authorization Act of 1998”. 

SEC, 2. AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS, 

(a) MOTOR VEHICLE SAFETY ACTIVITIES.— 
Section 30104 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 


“į 30104. Authorization of appropriations 


“There is authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary $81,200,000 for the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration to 
carry out this part in each fiscal year begin- 
ning in fiscal year 1999 and ending in fiscal 
year 2001.“ 

(b) MOTOR VEHICLE INFORMATION ACTIVI- 
TIES.—Section 32102 of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 


“$ 32102. Authorization of appropriations 


“There is authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary $6,200,000 for the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration to 
carry out this part in each fiscal year begin- 
ning in fiscal year 1999 and ending in fiscal 
year 2001.“ 

SEC, 3. RESTRICTIONS ON LOBBYING ACTIVITIES, 

(a) AMENDMENT.—Subchapter I of chapter 
301 of title 49, United States Code, is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following: 


“$30105. Restriction on lobbying activities 


“No funds appropriated to the Secretary 
pursuant to section 30104 or 32102 may be 
available for any activity specifically de- 
signed to urge a State or local legislator to 
favor or oppose the adoption of any specific 
legislative proposal pending before any State 
or local legislature.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in subchapter I of chapter 301 of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

30105. Restriction on lobbying activities.’’. 
SEC, 4. RISK AND BENEFIT DISCLOSURE. 

(a) IN GENERAL,—Within one year of the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary of Transportation shall communicate 
to the public information regarding the rea- 
sonable risks and benefits of any major de- 
vice or element of design to be installed on 
or in a motor vehicle or motor vehicle equip- 
ment in compliance with a motor vehicle 
safety standard issued under section 30111 of 
title 49, United States Code, determined by 
the Secretary to be important to the protec- 
tion of motor vehicle occupants. 

(b) NOTICE AND COMMENT.—In carrying out 
subsection (a), the Secretary of Transpor- 
tation shall provide notice that the Sec- 
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retary is considering the means for carrying 
out subsection (a) and shall provide oppor- 
tunity for comment on— 

(1) the extent to which the information to 
be communicated under subsection (a) can be 
communicated in a manner which is scientif- 
ically objective and which relies upon sci- 
entific findings; and 

(2) the extent to which such information 
can be made available to consumers in a 
clear and easily understandable format 
through the Internet, public libraries, and 
such other means as the Secretary may deem 
appropriate. 

(c) NO REQUIREMENT.—Unless the Secretary 
of Transportation determines that it is es- 
sential to ensuring motor vehicle safety, the 
Secretary may not require a manufacturer 
or distributor to distribute any statement of 
reasonable risks and benefits which the Sec- 
retary is to communicate under subsection 
(a). 

SEC. 5. OCCUPANT PROTECTION PREFERENCES. 

Section 30111 of title 49, United States 
Code is amended by inserting after sub- 
section (e) the following: 

“(f) SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS RELATING TO 
OCCUPANT PROTECTION.—When prescribing or 
revising a motor vehicle safety standard 
under this section or section 30127 relating to 
the protection of motor vehicle occupants 
under this chapter, the Secretary shall, to 
the extent relevant and practicable, design 
such standard to protect improperly re- 
strained and positioned occupants only to 
the extent that such a design would not sub- 
stantially increase the risk of injury to prop- 
erly restrained and positioned occupants.”’. 
SEC, 6. ODOMETERS. 

(a) TRANSFERS OF NEW MOTOR VEHICLES.— 
Section 32705(a) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“(4)(A) This subsection shall apply to all 
transfers of motor vehicles (unless otherwise 
exempted by the Secretary by regulation), 
except in the case of transfers of new motor 
vehicles from a vehicle manufacturer jointly 
to a dealer and a person engaged in the busi- 
ness of renting or leasing vehicles for a pe- 
riod of 30 days or less. 

() For purposes of subparagraph (A), the 
term ‘new motor vehicle’ means any motor 
vehicle driven with no more than the limited 
use necessary in moving, transporting, or 
road testing such vehicle prior to delivery 
from the vehicle manufacturer to a dealer, 
but in no event shall the odometer reading of 
such vehicle exceed 300 miles.“ 

(b) EXEMPTED VEHICLES.—Section 32705(a) 
of title 49, United States Code, as amended 
by subsection (a), is amended by adding at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

(5) The Secretary may exempt such class- 
es or categories of vehicles as the Secretary 
deems appropriate from these requirements. 
Until such time as the Secretary amends or 
modifies the regulations set forth in 49 CFR 
580.6, such regulations shall have full force 
and effect.“. 

SEC. 7. INTERNATIONAL HARMONIZATION, 

(a) AMENDMENT.—Subchapter III of chapter 
301 of title 49, United States Code, is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following: 
30148. International motor vehicle safety 

outreach 

(a) ACTIVITIES.—The Secretary is author- 
ized, in consultation with the Secretaries of 
State and Commerce where appropriate, to 
engage in activities that improve worldwide 
motor vehicle safety through appropriate ac- 
tivities. Such activities may include— 

(1) promoting the adoption of inter- 
national and national vehicle standards that 
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are harmonized with, functionally equiva- 
lent to, or compatible with United States ve- 
hicle standards; 

(2) participating in efforts to foster an 
international acceptance of globally har- 
monized or functionally equivalent or com- 
patible motor vehicle regulations and stand- 
ards to otherwise improve international 
highway and motor vehicle safety; 

(3) promoting international cooperative 
programs for conducting research, develop- 
ment, demonstration projects, training, and 
other forms of technology transfer and ex- 
change, including safety conferences, semi- 
nars, and expositions to enhance inter- 
national motor vehicle safety; and 

(4) providing technical assistance to other 
countries relating to their adoption of 
United States vehicle regulations or stand- 
ards functionally equivalent to United 
States vehicle standards. 

“(b) COOPERATION.—The Secretary may 
carry out the authority granted by this sec- 
tion, in cooperation with appropriate United 
States Government agencies, any State or 
local agency, and any authority, association, 
institution, corporation (profit or nonprofit), 
foreign government, multinational institu- 
tion, or any other organization or person. 

(e) CONSIDERATION.—When engaging in ac- 
tivities to improve worldwide motor vehicle 
safety, the Secretary shall ensure that these 
activities maintain or improve the level of 
safety of motor vehicles and motor vehicle 
equipment sold in the United States. 

(d) PUBLIC MEETINGS AND INFORMATION,— 
To ensure public awareness of, and oppor- 
tunity to comment on, decision-making 
meetings concerning the adoption of a glob- 
ally harmonized motor vehicle regulation or 
standard, described in subsection (a)(2), by 
an international body or representatives of 
any foreign nation the Secretary shall— 

(J) not less than quarterly, provide notice 
of, and hold a public meeting to receive com- 
ments on the subject matter of, any deci- 
sion-making meetings scheduled to be held 
with an international body or representa- 
tives of any foreign nation before the next 
public meeting required to be held under this 
paragraph; and 

(2) make available to the public any rel- 
evant information and records, including any 
proposed text, concerning the matter of any 
decision-making meetings scheduled with an 
international body or representatives of any 
foreign nation as those materials become 
available.“ 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in subchapter III of chapter 301 of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

30148. International motor vehicle safety 
outreach.”’. 
SEC. 8. MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS. 

(a) NOTIFICATION OF DEFECTS AND NON- 
COMPLIANCE.—Sections 30118(d) and 30120(h) 
of title 49, United States Code, are each 
amended by striking the second sentence. 

(b) REMEDIES FOR DEFECTS AND NONCOMPLI- 
ANCE.—Section 30120(i1)(1) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting (in- 
cluding retailers of motor vehicle equip- 
ment)” after dealer“ the first time it ap- 


pears. 

(c) TIRES.—Section 30123 of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by striking sub- 
sections (a), (b), and (c) and by redesignating 
subsections (d), (e), and (f), as subsections 
(a), (b), and (c), respectively. 

(d) AUTOMATIC OCCUPANT CRASH PROTEC- 
TION AND SEAT BELT USE.—Section 30127(g)(1) 
of title 49, United States Code, is amended by 
striking “every 6 months” and inserting 
“annually”, 
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(e) MISCELLANEOUS.— 

(1) DEFINITIONS.— 

(A) COUNTRY OF ORIGIN,—Section 
32304(a)(3)(B) of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting before the period the 
following: , plus the assembly and labor 
costs incurred for the final assembly of such 
engines and transmissions”. 

(B) FINAL ASSEMBLY PLACE.—Section 
32304(a)(5) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
Such term does not include facilities for en- 
gine and transmission fabrication and assem- 
bly and the facilities for fabrication of motor 
vehicle equipment component parts which 
are produced at the same final assembly 
place using forming processes such as stamp- 
ing, machining, or molding processes.“. 

(C) OUTSIDE SUPPLIER CONTENT REPORT- 
ING.—Section 32304(a)(9)(A) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

() for an outside supplier 

“(i) the full purchase price of passenger 
motor vehicle equipment whose purchase 
price contains at least 70 percent value added 
in the United States and Canada; or 

“(ii) that portion of the purchase price of 
passenger motor vehicle equipment con- 
taining less than 70 percent value added in 
the United States and Canada that is attrib- 
utable to the percent value added in the 
United States and Canada when such percent 
is expressed to the nearest 5 percent; and’’. 

(2) COUNTRY OF ASSEMBLY.—Section 32304(d) 
of title 49, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following; A manufac- 
turer may add to the label required under 
subsection (b) a line stating the country in 
which vehicle assembly was completed.”’. 

(3) VEHICLE CONTENT PERCENTAGE BY ASSEM- 
BLY PLANT.—Section 32304 of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by redesignating 
subsections (c) through (f) as subsections (f) 
through (i), respectively, and by adding after 
subsection (b) the following: 

(e VEHICLE CONTENT PERCENTAGE BY AS- 
SEMBLY PLANT.—A manufacturer may dis- 
play separately on the label required by sub- 
section (b) the domestic content of a vehicle 
based on the assembly plant. Such display 
shall occur after the matter required to be in 
the label by subsection (b)(1)(A).”’. 

(4) SUPPLIERS FAILING TO REPORT.—Section 
32304 of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by adding after subsection (c), as 
added by paragraph (3), the following: 

(d) VALUE ADDED DETERMINATION.—If a 
manufacturer or allied supplier requests in- 
formation in a timely manner from one or 
more of its outside suppliers concerning the 
U. S./ Canadian content of particular equip- 
ment, but does not receive that information 
despite a good faith effort to obtain it, the 
manufacturer or allied supplier may make 
its own good faith value added determina- 
tions, subject to the following: 

“(1) The manufacturer or allied supplier 
shall make the same value added determina- 
tions as would be made by the outside sup- 
plier, that is, whether 70 percent or more of 
the value of equipment is added in the 
United States and/or Canada. 

“(2) The manufacturer or allied supplier 
shall consider the amount of value added and 
` the location in which the value was added for 
all of the stages that the outside supplier 
would be required to consider. 

(3) The manufacturer or allied supplier 
may determine that the value added in the 
United States and/or Canada is 70 percent or 
more only if it has a good faith basis to 
make that determination. 

“(4) A manufacturer and its allied sup- 
pliers may, on a combined basis, make value 
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added determinations for no more than 10 
percent, by value, of a carline’s total parts 
content from outside suppliers. 

(5) Value added determinations made by a 
manufacturer or allied supplier under this 
paragraph shall have the same effect as if 
they were made by the outside supplier. 

(6) This provision does not affect the obli- 
gation of outside suppliers to provide the re- 
quested information.“. 

(5) ACCOUNTING FOR THE VALUE OF SMALL 
PARTS.—Section 32304 of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by adding after sub- 
section (d), as added by paragraph (4), the 
following: 

(e) SMALL PARTS.—The country of origin 
of nuts, bolts, clips, screws, pins, braces, gas- 
oline, oil, blackout, phosphate rinse, wind- 
shield washer fluid, fasteners, tire assembly 
fluid, rivets, adhesives, and grommets, of 
any system, subassembly, or component in- 
stalled in a vehicle shall be considered to be 
the country in which such parts were in- 
cluded in the final assembly of such vehi- 
cle.“ 

(f) Stupy.—The National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration shall conduct a study 
of the benefits to motor vehicle drivers of a 
regulation to require the installation in a 
motor vehicle of an interior device to release 
the trunk lid. Not later than 18 months after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Administration shall submit a report on the 
results of the study to the Committee on 
Commerce of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate. 


SEC. 9. IMPORTATION OF MOTOR VEHICLE FOR 
SHOW OR DISPLAY. 


(a) IMPORTATION OF NONCOMPLYING MOTOR 
VEHICLES.—Section 30114 of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by striking or 
competitive racing events“ and inserting 
“competitive racing events, show, or dis- 
play”. 

(b) TRANSITION RULE.—A person who is the 
owner of a motor vehicle located in the 
United States on the date of enactment of 
this Act may seek an exemption under sec- 
tion 30114 of title 49, United States Code, as 
amended by subsection (a) of this section, for 
a period of 6 months after the date regula- 
tions of the Secretary of Transportation pro- 
mulgated in response to such amendment 
take effect. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHoop). Pursuant to the rule, the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BLILEY) 
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. KLINK) each will control 20 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. BLILEY). 

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, today I rise in strong 
support of H.R. 2691, the National High- 
way Traffic Safety Administration Re- 
authorization Act. This legislation rep- 
resents the Committee on Commerce’s 
commitment to the regular business of 
reauthorizing the agencies within our 
jurisdiction. The legislation before the 
House has benefitted from the input of 
the administration, consumers groups, 
manufacturers and automobile dealers. 

In our oversight of NHTSA, we dis- 
covered a number of agency operations 
that required Congressional action. 
This was particularly true with regard 
to air bags. All of us were concerned 
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when the first stories about air bag in- 
juries surfaced. After all, these safety 
devices were mandated by Congress. We 
learned that in almost every instance, 
people injured by air bags were either 
not wearing a seat belt or were seated 
too close to the air bag. The committee 
found that NHTSA could have made 
more information available to con- 
sumers sooner about the potential risk 
of injury from air bags. The bill in- 
cludes a provision intended to provide 
consumers with more information 
about the safety equipment installed 
on motor vehicles. 

We also found that the air bag safety 
standard may have put at risk those 
passengers who wear their seat belts. 
To encourage greater seat belt use, this 
legislation directs the Secretary to 
continue efforts to focus on injuries to 
both belted and unbelted passengers, 
but to ensure that belted passengers 
are not penalized for buckling up. 

Second, as many of us know, the 
committee has obtained copies of con- 
tracts issued by the agency for the pur- 
pose of lobbying State legislators. Fed- 
eral agencies should not be permitted 
to lobby State officials, any more than 
they should be permitted to lobby 
Members of Congress. Therefore, this 
legislation contains language requiring 
that the agency apply the same stand- 
ard used in dealing with the Congress 
to its dealing with State and local leg- 
islators. 

NHTSA will still be permitted to pro- 
mote safety and testify at the State 
and local level, but it will be prohib- 
ited from actually asking State offi- 
cials to vote in a particular way. This 
language was carefully crafted and re- 
flects the serious consideration given 
to the issue. 

Finally, the bill contains a number of 
other miscellaneous amendments to 
the agency’s authorizing statutes. 
Chief among these is language pro- 
viding the agency with authority to 
participate in international safety 
standard setting efforts. This provi- 
sion, which was requested by the ad- 
ministration, ensures that any efforts 
to change U.S. safety standards will 
only result in safer and better vehicles 
for American consumers. 

In the 7 years since NHTSA was last 
authorized, U.S. consumers have be- 
come increasingly conscious of the 
safety of their automobiles. Where 
automobile manufacturers once re- 
garded safety as an afterthought, they 
now actively compete for customers on 
the basis of safety features. Our work 
as legislators must continue to encour- 
age the market to innovate and build 
safer cars. I believe that this legisla- 
tion meets that goal. 

Before closing, I would like to ac- 
knowledge the work of several mem- 
bers of the committee. First, the gen- 
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN) 
the chairman of the subcommittee, de- 
serves much of the credit for his work 
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on this bill. This legislation reflects his 
desire to ensure that all groups have an 
opportunity to be heard on issues of 
importance. 

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
SHIMKUS) should also be commended 
for his fine work on the State lobbying 
provisions. Finally, my good friend the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DIN- 
GELL) and his staff worked with us at 
every step. I appreciate the spirit of co- 
operation which led to this bill being 
reported by unanimous voice vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that H.R. 2691 
will go a long way toward ensuring 
that safer vehicles travel on our Na- 
tion’s highways. I urge my colleagues 
to support this well-balanced legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to stand 
today to support the reauthorization of 
the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration, commonly referred to 
as NHTSA. 

First of all, I would like to thank my 
colleagues, my good friends in the ma- 
jority, the gentleman from Virginia 
(Chairman BLILEY) and the gentleman 
from Louisiana (Chairman Tauzin), for 
all of their good work on this bill, and 
I want to commend them and their 
staffs for their willingness to listen to 
everyone in the process of writing this 
bill. 

For those of you who do not know, 
Mr. Speaker, the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration is a 
branch of the Federal Government that 
has a very serious charge. They are 
charged with a mission of reducing 
traffic accidents and deaths and reduc- 
ing injuries and economic losses result- 
ing from those accidents by making 
sure the vehicles that we drive are in 
fact safe to drive. 

Some of my colleagues on this side 
may have some questions about how a 
few specific provisions, such as the risk 
and benefit disclosure and the occupant 
protection preferences, will work in the 
real world of regulation. Nevertheless, 
these would represent good faith ef- 
forts to address the problems that we 
have discovered with air bag deploy- 
ments. 

I would like to thank my good friend, 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. OXLEY), 
for bringing his concerns about the 
American Automobile Labeling Act be- 
fore the committee. Congress passed 
the American Automobile Labeling Act 
to give American consumers informa- 
tion about where the parts that go into 
the vehicles that they purchased were 
actually made. Many have criticized 
how the labeling act actually cal- 
culates domestic contents. 

After looking into the issue, I came 
to the conclusion that those com- 
plaints about the accuracy of the label- 
ing act were a valid complaint, and 
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that is why I offered, with the full sup- 
port of my dear friend the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL), an 
amendment in the committee markup 
to address those concerns by making 
the labeling act a more accurate reflec- 
tion of domestic content, and I am 
pleased that the committee endorsed 
our approach. 

Mr. Speaker, we last authorized 
NHTSA’s part of ISTEA back in 1991. 
This is a straightforward and bipar- 
tisan reauthorization bill that deserves 
the support of the entire Congress, and 
I would urge its adoption. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL). 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my good friend for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
2691, the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration Reauthorization 
Act 1998. The bill authorizes $87.4 mil- 
lion over the next three years so that 
NHTSA can continue promoting high- 
way safety and reducing death and in- 
juries from vehicular accidents. 

At the outset I would like to thank 
and commend the chairman of both the 
committee and the subcommittee for 
the rare and welcome bipartisan way in 
which they have handled consideration 
of this legislation. Issues of concern 
raised by the Members on this side of 
the aisle have been addressed and the 
bill was reported by the committee by 
voice vote. 

Concern was raised during the hear- 
ings that the bill’s restrictions on lob- 
bying were too tough and would pro- 
hibit NHTSA from providing important 
advice to State and local governments. 
As a result, provisions in this bill re- 
lating to lobbying have been modified 
so that NHTSA is now subject to the 
same restrictions at the State and 
local levels as it is at the Federal level. 

The legislation also contains impor- 
tant provisions that allow foreign man- 
ufacturers to account more fully for 
U.S. content of parts used to produce 
automobiles sold in the United States. 
Under the bill, suppliers can report 
U.S. content to the nearest 5 percent 
rather than getting no credit if the 
part has less than 70 percent U.S. con- 
tent. This provision was carefully 
crafted so as not to interfere with the 
accounting of U.S. auto parts under the 
U.S.-Japan auto agreement. 

The bill also requires NHTSA to dis- 
close to the public the risks and bene- 
fits of the equipment and design fea- 
tures required to be installed on motor 
vehicles pursuant to NHTSA regula- 
tions. It also authorizes NHTSA to pro- 
mote adoption of U.S. safety standards 
by auto producers in other countries. It 
also allows NHTSA to design occupant 
protection standards to protect 
unbelted occupants only if such stand- 
ards do not result in a substantial in- 
crease in the risk of injury to the prop- 
erly restrained occupant. 
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Mr. Speaker, again I want to thank 
the managers of the bill for their co- 
operation and fairness. I want to ex- 
press my appreciation to the majority 
for their kindness in this matter. I be- 
lieve this a good bill, it deserves the 
support of our colleagues, and I urge 
my colleagues to vote for the legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BLI- 
LEY) that the House suspend the rules 
and pass the bill, H.R. 2691, as amend- 
ed. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


— 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks and include extraneous material 
on H.R. 2691, as amended. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 


——— 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. There 
being no further business for the mo- 
ment, pursuant to clause 12 of rule I, 
the Chair declares the House in recess 
until approximately 5 p.m. 

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 56 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
until approximately 5 p.m. 


— 
1700 
AFTER RECESS 
The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mrs. EMERSON) at 5 p.m. 


— 


PRIVATE CALENDAR 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is 
Private Calendar day. The Clerk will 
call the bill on the Private Calendar. 


—— 


RUTH HAIRSTON 


The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2729) 
for the private relief of Ruth Hairston 
by waiver of a filing deadline for appeal 
from a ruling relating to her applica- 
tion for a survivor annuity. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill as follows: 
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H.R. 2729 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. WAIVER OF DEADLINE FOR APPEAL. 

For purposes of a petition by Mrs. Ruth 
Hairston for review of the final order issued 
October 31, 1995, by the Merit Systems Pro- 
tection Board with respect to its docket 
number SF-0831-95-0754-I-1, the 30-day filing 
deadline in section 7703(b)(1) of title 5, 
United States Code, is waived. 

Ms. MILLENDER-McCDONALD. Madam 
Speaker, | rise in support of H.R. 2729, a Pri- 
vate Bill For the Relief of Ruth Hairston Relat- 
ing to Her Application for a Survivor Annuity. 
| introduced this legislation in an attempt to 
provide relief for my constituent, Mrs. Ruth 
Hairston. 

This legislation seeks a waiver of the 30-day 
period to file an appeal to the U.S. Court of 
Appeals. Mrs. Hairston requested reconsider- 
ation from the Office of Personnel Manage- 
ment (OPM) on May 26, 1995 of their decision 
to deny her survivor annuity benefits under the 
Civil Service Retirement System as the 
“former spouse” of Paul Hairston. The Hair- 
stons were married for more than 45 years 
when their marriage ended in divorce on 
March 16, 1987. Mr. Hairston had almost 35 
years of civil service when he retired on June 
11, 1990. When he retired, he selected a sur- 
vivor annuity for Mrs. Hairston with a reduced 
annuity for himself. 

Mrs. Hairston started to receive retirement 
annuity payments in 1988 but these payments 
were stopped after Mr. Hairston's death on 
February 22, 1995, because it was concluded 
that she was not entitled to benefits as a 
“former spouse.” When Mr. Hairston retired, 
there was no statutory provision which would 
have allowed Mrs. Hairston to receive a sur- 
vivor annuity as a divorcee (former spouse). 
However, the Civil Service Retirement Spouse 
Act of 1985 changed this, and allowed Mr. 
Hairston to elect a survivor annuity within two 
years following the divorce. 

Mr. Hairston did not make a formal request 
for Mrs. Hairston to receive a survivor annuity 
after the divorce (as a former spouse), neither 
did he make an annuity adjustment to stop 
Mrs. Hairston from receiving the larger portion 
of his retirement annuity which were due to 
her under community assets. He was informed 
that he was still being charged for a survivor 
annuity after his divorce and that he no longer 
had to allow Mrs. Hairston to have the larger 
portion of his annuity, yet he did not change 
this. The fact that Mr. Hairston did not change 
this annuity arrangement establishes an “in- 
tent” for Mrs. Hairston to received a survivor 
benefit after his death. Intent is one of the 
grounds to excuse the failure of Mr. Hairston 
to make a formal election (Valee versus Office 
of Personnel Management). 

On October 31, 1995 the Merit Systems 
Protection Board upheld the OPM decision to 
deny Mrs. Hairston a survivor annuity. At the 
time, Mrs. Hairston was severely ill and under 
doctor's care and could not file a timely appeal 
to the U.S. Court of Appeals. Mrs. Hairston re- 
mains in poor health and faces eviction from 
her home because of her inability to meet her 
financial obligations. She desperately needs 
the survivor's annuity she deserves. It is be- 
cause of these extreme circumstances that re- 
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lief through private legislation is necessary. 
Therefore, | commend my colleagues for sup- 
porting this bill and providing Mrs. Hairston 
with an opportunity to appeal the denial of her 
survivor's annuity. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 
concludes the call of the Private Cal- 
endar. 


— 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam 
Speaker, I move a call of the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) for the 
purpose of moving a call of all the 
House under clause 6(e) of rule XV. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The call was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and the following Members re- 
sponded to their names: 


[Roll No. 99] 

ANSWERED PRESENT!— 389 
Abercrombie Coble Franks (NJ) 
Aderholt Coburn Frelinghuysen 
Allen Collins Frost 
Andrews Combest Furse 
Armey Condit Gallegly 
Bachus Conyers Ganske 
Baesler Cook Gejdenson 
Baker Cooksey Gekas 
Baldacci Costello Gephardt 
Ballenger Cox Gibbons 
Barcia Coyne Gilchrest 
Barr Cramer Gillmor 
Barrett (NE) Crane Gilman 
Barrett (WI) Crapo Goode 
Bartlett Cubin Goodlatte 
Barton Cummings Goodling 
Bass Cunningham Gordon 
Becerra Davis (FL) Goss 
Bentsen Davis (IL) Graham 
Bereuter Davis (VA) Granger 
Berry Deal Green 
Bilbray DeFazio Gutierrez 
Biltrakis DeGette Gutknecht 
Bishop Delahunt Hall (OH) 
Blagojevich DeLauro Hall (TX) 
Bliley DeLay Hamilton 
Blumenauer Deutsch Hansen 
Blunt Diaz-Balart Harman 
Boehlert Dickey Hastert 
Boehner Dicks Hastings (FL) 
Bonilla Dingell Hastings (WA) 
Bonior Doggett Hayworth 
Borski Dooley Hefley 
Boswell Doolittle Herger 
Boucher Doyle Hill 
Boyd Dreier Hilleary 
Brady Duncan Hilliard 
Brown (FL) Dunn Hinchey 
Brown (OH) Edwards Hinojosa 
Bryant Ehlers Hobson 
Bunning Ehrlich Hoekstra 
Burr Emerson Holden 
Burton Engel Hooley 
Buyer English Horn 
Callahan Ensign Hostettler 
Calvert Eshoo Houghton 
Camp Etheridge Hoyer 
Campbell Evans Hulshof 
Canady Everett Hunter 
Capps Ewing Hutchinson 
Cardin Farr Hyde 
Carson Fattah Jackson (IL) 
Castle Fazio Jackson-Lee 
Chabot Filner (TX) 
Chenoweth Foley Jefferson 
Clay Forbes Jenkins 
Clayton Fossella Johnson (CT) 
Clement Fowler Johnson (WI) 
Clyburn Fox Johnson, E. B. 
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Johnson, Sam Moran (KS) Sensenbrenner 
Jones Moran (VA) Serrano 
Kanjorski Morella Sessions 
Kaptur Myrick Shadegg 
Kasich Nadler Shaw 
Kelly Neal Shays 
Kennedy (RI) Nethercutt Sherman 
Kennelly Neumann Shimkus 
Kildee Ney Shuster 
Kilpatrick Northup Sisisky 
Kim Norwood Skaggs 
Kind (WI) Nussle Skeen 
King (NY) Oberstar Skelton 
Kingston Obey Slaughter 
Kleczka Olver Smith (MI) 
Klink Ortiz 8 
mith (NJ) 

Xing 8 Smith (Tx) 
Knollenberg Packard init AAA 
ome meg ated Smith, Linda 
Kucinich Pappas 5 
LaFalce Parker Snowbarger 
LaHood Pascrell Snyder 
Lampson Pastor Solomon 
Lantos Paul pes 
Largent Payne 4 
Latham Pease Stabenow 
Lazio Pelosi Stearns 
Leach Peterson (MN) Stenholm 
Levin Peterson (PA) Stokes 
Lewis (CA) Petri Strickland 
Lewis (KY) Pickering Stump 
Linder Pickett Stupak 
Lipinski Pitts Sununu 
Livingston Pombo Talent 
LoBiondo Pomeroy Tanner 
Lofgren Porter Tauscher 
Lowey Portman Tauzin 
Lucas Poshard Taylor (MS) 
Luther Pryce (OH) Taylor (NC) 
Maloney (CT) Quinn Thomas 
Manton Radanovich Thompson 
Manzullo Rahall "Thornberry 
Markey Ramstad Thune 
Martinez Rangel Thurman 
Mascara Redmond Tiahrt 
McCarthy (MO) Regula Torres 
Mecollum ey woes 
McCrery Rivers — 
McDermott Rodriguez Velazquez 
McGovern Roemer Vento 
McHale Rogan Visclosky 
McHugh Rogers Walsh 
McInnis Rohrabacher Wam 
Mcintosh Ros-Lehtinen 3 
Melntyre Rothman W. NO 
McKeon Roukema att (NC) 
McKinney Roybal-Allard Watts (OK) 
McNulty Royce Waxman- 
Meek (FL) Ryun Weldon (FL) 
Meeks (NY) Sabo Weldon (PA) 
Menendez Salmon Weller 
Metcalf Sánchez Wexler 
Mica Sanders Weygand 
Millender- Sandlin White 

McDonald Sanford Whitfield 
Miller (CA) Sawyer Wicker 
Miller (FL) Saxton Wolf 
Minge Schaefer, Dan Woolsey 
Mink Schaffer, Bob Wynn 
Moakley Schumer Yates 
Mollohan Scott Young (AK) 
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The SPEAKER. On this rollcall, 389 
Members have recorded their presence 
by electronic device, a quorum. 

Under the rule, further proceedings 
under the call are dispensed with. 


———— 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 


The Speaker laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives, 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
Washington, DC, April 15, 1998. 
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I have the honor to 
transmit herewith a copy of the original Cer- 
tificate of Election received from the Honor- 
able Bill Jones, Secretary of State, State of 
California, indicating that, according to the 
semi-official canvas of votes cast in the Spe- 
cial Primary held April 7, 1998, the Honor- 
able Mary Bono was elected Representative 
in Congress for the Forty-fourth Congres- 
sional District, State of California. 

With warm regards, 
ROBIN H. CARLE, 
Clerk. 


—— 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 


The Speaker laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
Washington, DC, April 15, 1998. 
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR. MR. SPEAKER: I have the honor to 
transmit herewith a copy of the original Cer- 
tificate of Election received from the Honor- 
able Bill Jones, Secretary of State, State of 
California, indicating that, according to the 
semi-official canvas of votes cast in the Spe- 
cial Primary held April 7, 1998, the Honor- 
able Barbara Lee was elected Representative 
in Congress for the Ninth Congressional Dis- 
trict, State of California. 

With warm regards, 
ROBIN H. CARLE, 
Clerk. 


SS 


SWEARING IN OF THE HONORABLE 
MARY BONO AND THE HONOR- 
ABLE BARBARA LEE OF CALI- 
FORNIA AS MEMBERS OF THE 
HOUSE 


The SPEAKER. The Members-elect 
will come forward, accompanied by the 
California delegation, and raise their 
right hands. 


Mrs. Bono and Ms. Lee of California 
appeared at the bar of the House and 
took the oath of office as follows: 


Do you solemnly swear that you will 
support and defend the Constitution of 
the United States against all enemies, 
foreign and domestic; that you will 
bear true faith and allegiance to the 
same; that you will take this obliga- 
tion freely, without any mental res- 
ervation or purpose of evasion, and 
that you will well and faithfully dis- 
charge the duties of the office on which 
you are about to enter. So help you 
God. 


The SPEAKER. Congratulations. You 
are a Member of the House of Rep- 
resentatives. 
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INTRODUCTION OF HON. MARY 
BONO OF CALIFORNIA TO THE 
HOUSE 


(Mr. LEWIS of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, I would like to take just a moment 
of our time today to introduce a friend 
to all of my colleagues. Her name is 
Mary. It used to be Mary Whitaker. 
Then she met a guy named Sonny, and 
after a short time he convinced her to 
change her name to Bono. 

I want you to know, MARY, that all of 
us in this Chamber loved and admired 
Sonny. Of course, we still do; and, like 
you, we miss him dearly. But today we 
are here as a family to say welcome to 
you and to Chesare and Chianna and to 
all the other little Whitakers who are 
here. 

Mary, after winning a stunning vic- 
tory on April 7, you have earned your 
own place in Congress. We know that 
you will bring a strong voice, a wom- 
an’s voice, to your job. Every bit as im- 
portant to me, you will bring a moth- 
er’s voice to the House. 

The citizens of California’s 44th con- 
gressional district are fortunate to 
have you as their voice in Congress. 
They are lucky to have you on their 
side. 

MARY, just one last thought from 
this friend. Sonny would be so very 
proud of you today. I know in my heart 
that he is looking down upon us at this 
moment and he is smiling. So, MARY, it 
is my privilege to say to my col- 
leagues, welcome to Congresswoman 
MARY BONO. 


—— 


COMMON SENSE APPROACH TO 
SERVING PEOPLE OF THIS NATION 


(Mrs. BONO asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mrs. BONO. Mr. Speaker, I want first 
to express thanks to my wonderful 
family for being with me on this spe- 
cial day. It is an honor and a privilege 
to share this moment with my mother 
and father, Karen and Clay Whitaker, 
my children Chianna and Chesare, my 
godson William Rodriguez, and all the 
other members of my family, along 
with the many friends and staff who 
are here today. Your help and support 
have made this possible. 

However, one person who is not with 
us today is very much in my thoughts 
and always in my heart. His wisdom 
and his guidance helped me prepare for 
the difficult road I have traveled, and 
his spirit is giving me the strength to 
meet the many challenges that lie be- 
fore me. 

Sonny was an incredible force in my 
life, and many of you who served with 
him will recall the impact he had on 
everyone who met him. I want to 
thank each of you and the thousands of 
people from around the world who ex- 
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pressed their sympathy and love on his 
passing for your generous words of 
tribute and praise. 

As I stand here in the people’s House, 
I understand why this Chamber held so 
much meaning for my late husband. 
More than any of his other accomplish- 
ments, and there were many, Sonny’s 
service to the people of California’s 
44th district was his proudest achieve- 
ment. I will do my best to live up to 
the legacy that he has left and con- 
tinue to bring his common sense ap- 
proach to serving the people of this 
great Nation. 

Over the past few months, I have 
come to know well the people of the 
44th district. It has been a privilege to 
share time with them, to listen to their 
concerns and to their dreams. I under- 
stand what it is like to be a single 
mother trying her best to raise young 
children in a difficult situation. I am 
concerned that we need to do more to 
provide our youth with an education 
that offers them hope for the future. 

I have heard from senior citizens and 
veterans who served our country and 
are now in need of our support. I have 
witnessed firsthand the challenges fac- 
ing our law enforcement, especially in 
their war against drugs and gang vio- 
lence. And I have been inspired by the 
hundreds of people in our community 
who daily make a difference, asking for 
no recognition, just a little help. 

I believe that the people of the 44th 
district sent me to Congress for much 
the same reason that they sent Sonny, 
because they knew they could trust me 
to do the very best I could do. While I 
have much to learn, I know if I serve 
honestly and honorably, I will fulfill 
that trust. 

There are many difficult and complex 
issues facing our Nation, and there are 
very few simple solutions. However, 
every child knows that you cannot 
spend more than you have. We must 
continue to show fiscal responsibility 
in our Nation’s budget. Tax reform 
needs to be enacted to provide relief to 
individuals and small businesses. And 
it is imperative that we maintain a 
strong national defense, for without it 
there will be no peace. 

I do not come before you today with 
solutions, only resolve. It is my great 
honor to have this opportunity to 
serve, and I thank from the bottom of 
my heart all the voters from the 44th 
District of California. Thank you, and 
God bless. 


— 


INTRODUCTION OF HON. BARBARA 
LEE OF CALIFORNIA TO THE 
HOUSE 


(Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, 
it is my privilege to introduce a friend 
and now a new colleague, BARBARA 
LEE, as the new representative of Cali- 
fornia’s 9th Congressional District. 
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Congratulations, BARBARA. And we 
are all delighted to welcome you to 
Congress. BARBARA, of course, is not 
unfamiliar with this Chamber or these 
halls. Her years of dedicated service to 
the people of California’s 9th Congres- 
sional District began with her service 
as the senior adviser and also as chief 
of staff of our former colleague and 
dear friend, Ron Dellums. 


O 1745 


Although we will miss you, Ron, we 
know that BARBARA is well prepared to 
step into your shoes and to blaze new 
trails of her own. 


BARBARA is and will continue to be 
an effective representative for her con- 
stituents. In the 7 years that she served 
in California State legislature, 67 of 
her bills and resolutions were signed by 
the Governor, impacting a broad spec- 
trum of community concerns; includ- 
ing public safety, education, environ- 
mental protections, labor, health, and 
women’s and children’s issues. 


I was privileged to work with BAR- 
BARA in the California State Assembly 
from 1990 to 1992. More recently, I had 
the pleasure of working with BARBARA 
on Team California, our delegation’s 
State/Federal working group. 


Through my work with BARBARA, I 
know her to be an energetic and ex- 
tremely effective and dedicated advo- 
cate for her community, and an enthu- 
siastic and prolific legislator. 


BARBARA is a staunch advocate for 
job creation and economic development 
because she recognizes the positive im- 
pact that jobs have on the commu- 
nity’s quality of life. In the same vein, 
BARBARA has worked with Federal, 
State, and local governments to create 
local and economic community devel- 
opment at decommissioned military 
bases. 


BARBARA has also been committed to 
developing closer economic, political, 
and cultural ties between the State of 
California and Africa; a role that she 
will no doubt continue and expand 
upon when she is here in Congress. 


It is worth noting that, with BAR- 
BARA’S election, a record 12 out of Cali- 
fornia’s 29 Democratic House Members 
are female. Now, this number is espe- 
cially significant when you consider 
that it was a mere 10 years ago that 
there were only 12 Democratic women 
in the entire Congress. 


Welcome, BARBARA. I know that you 
will have a productive and a distin- 
guished career in Congress. We look 
forward to working with you on behalf 
of the State of California and the Na- 
tion as a whole. So please join me in 
welcoming Congresswoman BARBARA 
LEE. 
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ACCEPTING THE CHALLENGE TO 
CONTINUE TO BE A _ LONG-DIS- 
TANCE RUNNER FOR ECONOMIC, 
SOCIAL, AND POLITICAL JUSTICE 


(Ms. LEE of California asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Speaker, 
first, to Congresswoman LUCILLE ROY- 
BAL-ALLARD, to Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. 
BONIOR, to the entire California delega- 
tion, to all of the Members of this 
great institution, I am grateful for 
your support and for your leadership as 
we move into the next millennium. 

I would like to pay special recogni- 
tion, first, to my family; to my moth- 
er, Mildred Massey; and to my father, 
Garvin Tutt; and to all of my family 
for their consistent support and their 
love. They instilled in me at an early 
age a deep sense of passion for justice. 
And I am extremely grateful to each 
and every one of my family members. 
And I want to take this opportunity to 
publicly tell them that I love you very, 
very much. 

I had the opportunity to be here for 
several years, in fact, 8 years. My chil- 
dren, Tony and Craig, were able to at- 
tend schools here in this great District. 
So in a way, we are coming back to our 
second home. 

I say to my predecessor, my friend 
and political mentor, the Honorable 
Ron Dellums, your legacy is one that 
will live forever, not only in this great 
institution, or in the Ninth Congres- 
sional District, but it will live forever 
throughout the world, throughout the 
world. 

I thank you for your confidence in 
me. I accept the challenge to continue 
to be a long-distance runner for eco- 
nomic, social, and political justice. In 
contemplating what I wanted to say at 
this very magnificent and glorious yet 
very humbling moment in my life, I re- 
flected upon the great economic recov- 
ery that we are experiencing in this 
country. But my heart and my head 
and the facts keep telling me that this 
recovery has been for some, but not for 
all. 

So as we move into the next century, 
I intend to continue to challenge those 
policies which continue to widen the 
gap between the rich and the poor. But 
I also intend to provide solutions for 
new and creative ways to increase the 
standard of living for all, not just for 
some. 

I want to ensure that all of our chil- 
dren have access to a good public edu- 
cation; that we do enact universal and 
accessible health care for all; and to 
ensure the solvency of our Social Secu- 
rity system; that we support economic 
development efforts which create good 
jobs that pay a livable wage with bene- 
fits for working men and women; that 
we protect our globe and the wilderness 
and ensure clean air, and clean water, 
and create more public transportation 
systems; and that we protect a wom- 
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an’s right to reproductive choice. In 
addition, I shall continue to maintain 
the high standard of constituent serv- 
ices and responsiveness to local needs 
established by my predecessor. 

As we witness the world’s becoming 
smaller and smaller, our efforts to en- 
courage fair and free trade, respect for 
human rights abroad, and a truly effec- 
tive foreign assistance program is real- 
ly a must on my agenda. 

Finally, a fundamental basic prin- 
ciple that I bring to the United States 
Congress is the fact that we provide, 
and should provide, equal opportunities 
for everyone, and shatter the walls of 
discrimination based upon race, na- 
tional origin, gender, age, disability, 
and sexual orientation. 

So I look forward to our national de- 
bates, and yes; sometimes our strug- 
gles. For my grandchildren, Jordan and 
Joshua, and for the children of this 
country and the world, I pledge to my- 
self and to you to the effort to do the 
right thing, and to leave them a better 
future. 

I thank the people of the Ninth Con- 
gressional District for this honor. I do 
not take it lightly. I accept it with a 
sense of excitement and optimism. I 
look forward to working with all of my 
colleagues in discharging this awesome 
responsibility. 

As my first act, I would like to sign 
the discharge petition to have a full 
and fair debate on campaign finance re- 
form. Thank you, and may God bless 
you. 

O u y 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO- 
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.J. RES. 111, TAX LIMITATION 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 


Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, from the Com- 
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi- 
leged report (Rept. No. 105-488) on the 
resolution (H. Res. 407) providing for 
consideration of the joint resolution 
(H.J. Res. 111) proposing an amendment 
to the Constitution of the United 
States with respect to tax limitations, 
which was referred to the House Cal- 
endar and ordered to be printed. 

O Å 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 


The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 5, 
rule I, the Chair will now put the ques- 
tion on each motion to suspend the 
rules on which further proceedings 
were postponed earlier today, in the 
order in which that motion was enter- 
tained. 

The votes will be taken in the fol- 
lowing order: 

H.R. 3565, by the yeas and nays, and 

H.R. 3528, by the yeas and nays. 


— 


CARE FOR POLICE SURVIVORS 
ACT OF 1998 
The SPEAKER. The pending business 
is the question of suspending the rules 
and passing the bill, H.R. 3565. 
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The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. McCoLLuM) that the 
House suspend the rules and pass the 
bill, H.R. 3565, on which the yeas and 
nays are ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 403, nays 8, 
not voting 21, as follows: 
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McHale Pomeroy Smith, Adam 
McHugh Porter Smith, Linda 
Melnnis Portman Snowbarger 
McIntosh Poshard Snyder 
McIntyre Price (NC) Solomon 
McKeon Pryce (OH) Souder 
McKinney Quinn Spence 
McNulty Radanovich Spratt 
Meek (FL) Rahall Stabenow 
Meeks (NY) Ramstad Stark 
Menendez Rangel Stearns 
Metcalf Redmond Stenholm 
Mica Regula Stokes 
Millender- Reyes Strickland 

McDonald Riggs Stump 
Miller (CA) Riley Stupak 
Miller (FL) Rivers Sununu 
Minge Rodriguez Talent 
Mink Roemer Tanner 
Moakley Rogan ‘Tauscher 
Mollohan Rogers Tauzin 
Moran (KS) Rohrabacher Taylor (MS) 
Moran (VA) Ros-Lehtinen Taylor (NC) 
Morella Rothman Thomas 
Murtha Roukema Thompson 
Myrick Roybal-Allard Thornberry 
Nadler Royce Thune 
Neal Ryun Thurman 
Nethercutt Sabo Tiahrt 
Neumann Salmon Tierney 
Ney Sánchez Torres 
Northup Sanders Traficant 
Norwood Sandlin Turner 
Nussle Sawyer Upton 
Oberstar Saxton Velazquez 
Obey Schaefer, Dan Vento 
Olver Schaffer, Bob Visclosky 
Ortiz Schumer Walsh 
Owens Scott Waters 
Oxley Sensenbrenner Watt (NC) 
Packard Serrano Watts (OK) 
Pallone Sessions Waxman 
Pappas Shadegg Weldon (FL) 
Parker Shaw Weldon (PA) 
Pascrell Shays Weller 
Pastor Sherman Wexler 
Payne Shimkus Weygand 
Pease Shuster White 
Pelosi Sisisky Whitfield 
Peterson (MN) Skaggs Wicker 
Peterson (PA) Skeen Wise 
Petri Skelton Wolf 
Pickering Slaughter Woolsey 
Pickett Smith (MI) Wynn 
Pitts Smith (NJ) Yates 
Pombo Smith (TX) Young (AK) 

NAYS—8 
Campbell Kingston Scarborough 
Chenoweth Paul Wamp 
Coburn Sanford 
NOT VOTING—21 
Ackerman Greenwood Meehan 
Bateman Hefner Paxon 
Brown (CA) Inglis Rush 
Cannon Istook Smith (OR) 
Christensen John Towns 
Dixon Kennedy (MA) Watkins 
Gonzalez Maloney (NY) Young (FL) 
o 1817 


Mr. WAMP and Mr. SCARBOROUGH 
changed their vote from 


“nay ” 


So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 


the bill was passed. 


A motion to reconsider was laid on 


the table. 


tyea” 
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vice may be taken on the additional 
motion to suspend the rules on which 
the Chair has postponed further pro- 
ceedings. 


— üUm-— 


ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE 
RESOLUTION ACT OF 1998 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of sus- 
pending the rules and passing the bill, 
H.R. 3528, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. COBLE) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3528, as 
amended, on which the yeas and nays 
are ordered. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 405, nays 2, 
not voting 25, as follows: 


[Roll No. 100] 
YEAS—403 

Abercrombie Davis (IL) Hilleary 
Aderholt Davis (VA) Hilliard 
Allen Deal Hinchey 
Andrews DeFazio Hinojosa 
Archer DeGette Hobson 
Armey Delahunt Hoekstra 
Bachus DeLauro Holden 
Baesler DeLay Hooley 
Baker Deutsch Horn 
Baldacci Diaz-Balart Hostettler 
Ballenger Dickey Houghton 
Barcia Dicks Hoyer 
Barr Dingell Hulshof 
Barrett (NE) Doggett Hunter 
Barrett (WI) Dooley Hutchinson 
Bartlett Doolittle Hyde 
Barton Doyle Jackson (IL) 
Bass Dreier Jackson-Lee 
Becerra Duncan (TX) 
Bentsen Dunn Jefferson 
Bereuter Edwards Jenkins 
Berman Ehlers Johnson (CT) 
Berry Ehrlich Johnson (WI) 
Bilbray Emerson Johnson, E. B. 
Bilirakis Engel Johnson, Sam 
Bishop English Jones 
Blagojevich Ensign Kanjorski 
Bliley Eshoo Kaptur 
Blumenauer Etheridge Kasich 
Blunt Evans Kelly 
Boehlert Everett Kennedy (RI) 
Boehner Ewing Kennelly 
Bonilla Farr Kildee 
Bonior Fattah Kilpatrick 
Bono Fawell Kim 
Borski Fazio Kind (WI) 
Boswell Filner King (NY) 
Boucher Foley Kleczka 
Boyd Forbes Klink 
Brady Ford Klug 
Brown (FL) Fossella Knollenberg 
Brown (OH) Fowler Kolbe 
Bryant Fox Kucinich 
Bunning Frank (MA) LaFalce 
Burr Franks (NJ) LaHood 
Burton Frelinghuysen Lampson 
Buyer Frost Lantos 
Callahan Furse Largent 
Calvert Gallegly Latham 
Camp Ganske LaTourette 
Canady Gejdenson Lazio 
Capps Gekas Leach 
Cardin Gephardt Lee 
Carson Gibbons Levin 
Castle Gilchrest Lewis (CA) 
Chabot Gillmor Lewis (GA) 
Chambliss Gilman Lewis (KY) 
Clay Goode Linder 
Clayton Goodlatte Lipinski 
Clement Goodling Livingston 
Clyburn Gordon LoBiondo 
Coble Goss Lofgren 
Collins Graham Lowey 
Combest Granger Lucas 
Condit Green Luther 
Conyers Gutierrez Maloney (CT) 
Cook Gutknecht Manton 
Cooksey Hall (OH) Manzullo 
Costello Hall (TX) Markey 
Cox Hamilton Martinez 
Coyne Hansen Mascara 
Cramer Harman Matsui 
Crane Hastert McCarthy (MO) 
Crapo Hastings (FL) McCarthy (NY) 
Cubin Hastings (WA) McCollum 
Cummings Hayworth McCrery 
Cunningham Hefley McDade 
Danner Herger McDermott 
Davis (FL) Hill McGovern 


— 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON). Pursuant to the provisions 
of clause 5 of rule I, the Chair an- 
nounces that she will reduce to a min- 
imum of 5 minutes the period of time 
within which a vote by electronic de- 


[Roll No. 101) 
YEAS—405 

Abercrombie Clyburn Franks (NJ) 
Aderholt Coble Frelinghuysen 
Allen Coburn Frost 
Andrews Collins Furse 
Archer Combest Gallegly 
Armey Condit Ganske 
Bachus Cook Gejdenson 
Baesler Cooksey Gekas 
Baker Costello Gephardt 
Baldacci Cox Gibbons 
Ballenger Coyne Gilchrest 
Barcia Cramer Gillmor 
Barr Crane Gilman 
Barrett (NE) Crapo Goode 
Barrett (WI) Cubin Goodlatte 
Bartlett Cummings Goodling 
Barton Cunningham Gordon 
Bass Danner Goss 
Becerra Davis (FL) Graham 
Bentsen Davis (IL) Granger 
Bereuter Deal Green 
Berman DeFazio Gutierrez 
Berry DeGette Gutknecht 
Bilbray Delahunt Hall (OH) 
Bilirakis DeLauro Hall (TX) 
Bishop DeLay Hamilton 
Blagojevich Deutsch Hansen 
Bliley Diaz-Balart Harman 
Blumenauer Dickey Hastert 
Blunt Dicks Hastings (FL) 
Boehner Dingell Hastings (WA) 
Bonilla Doggett Hayworth 
Bonior Dooley Hefley 
Bono Doolittle Herger 
Borski Doyle Hill 
Boswell Dreier Hilleary 
Boucher Duncan Hilliard 
Boyd Dunn Hinchey 
Brady Edwards Hinojosa 
Brown (FL) Ehlers Hobson 
Brown (OH) Ehrlich Hoekstra 
Bryant Emerson Holden 
Bunning Engel Hooley 
Burr English Horn 
Burton Ensign Hostettler 
Buyer Eshoo Houghton 
Callahan Etheridge Hoyer 
Calvert Evans Hulshof 
Camp Everett Hunter 
Campbell Ewing Hutchinson 
Canady Farr Hyde 
Capps Fattah Jackson (IL) 
Cardin Fawell Jackson-Lee 
Carson Fazio (TX) 
Castle Filner Jefferson 
Chabot Foley Jenkins 
Chambliss Forbes Johnson (CT) 
Chenoweth Fossella Johnson (WI) 
Clay Fowler Johnson, E. B. 
Clayton Fox Johnson, Sam 
Clement Frank (MA) Jones 
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Kanjorskl 
Kaptur 
Kasich 

Kelly 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kim 


Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 


Levin 

Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 

Lucas 

Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Manzullo 


McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
Mcintyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Millender- 
McDonald 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 


Boehlert 


Ackerman 
Bateman 
Brown (CA) 
Cannon 
Christensen 
Conyers 
Davis (VA) 
Dixon 

Ford 


So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 


Moran (KS) Seott 
Moran (VA) Sensenbrenner 
Morella Serrano 
Murtha Sessions 
Myrick Shadegg 
Nadler Shaw 
Neal Shays 
Nethercutt Sherman 
Neumann Shimkus 
Ney Shuster 
Northup Sisisky 
Norwood Skaggs 
Nussle Skeen 
Oberstar Skelton 
Obey Smith (MI) 
Olver Smith (NJ) 
Ortiz Smith (TX) 
Owens Smith, Adam 
9 Smith, Linda 
kard Snow r 
Pallone Passoni 
Pappas Solomon 
3 Souder 
Pascre Spence 
Pastor Spratt 
Taul Stabenow 
Payne Stark 
Pease Stearns 
Pelosi Stenholm 
Peterson (MN) Stokes 
8 (PA) Strickland 
Stump 
Pickering Stupak 
Pickett Sununu 
Pitts 
Talent 
Pombo Tanner 
Sa ‘Tauscher 
rter 
Tauzin 
88 Taylor (MS) 
Price (NC) Pasta (NC) 
Pryce (OH) eee 
Quinn ia 5 
Radanovich * 
Thune 
Rahall 
Ramstad Thurman 
Rangel Tiahrt 
Regula Tierney 
Reyes —— 
Riley Traficant 
Rivers Turner 
Rodriguez Upton 
Roemer Velazquez 
Rogan Vento 
Rogers Visclosky 
Rohrabacher Walsh 
Ros-Lehtinen sare 
Rothman aters 
Roukema Watt (NC) 
Roybal-Allard Watts (OK) 
Royce Waxman 
Ryun Weldon (PA) 
Sabo Weller 
Salmon Wexler 
Sanchez Weygand 
Sanders White 
Sandlin Whitfield 
Sanford Wicker 
Sawyer Wise 
Saxton Wolf 
Scarborough Woolsey 
Schaefer, Dan Wynn 
Schaffer, Bob Yates 
Schumer Young (AK) 
NAYS—2 
Slaughter 
NOT VOTING—25 
Gonzalez Paxon 
Greenwood Redmond 
Hefner Rush 
Inglis Smith (OR) 
Istook Watkins 
2 W Weldon (FL) 
eon FL) 
McCrery Young ( 
Meehan 
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the bill, as amended, was passed. 
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A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


PARENTS NEED TO PAY MORE AT- 
TENTION TO DRUG USE OF CHIL- 
DREN 


(Mr. McCOLLUM asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks and include therein extra- 
neous material.) 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Madam Speaker, 
yesterday I was looking around for 
something and could not find it, but 
today I found it, the editorial in the 
Wall Street Journal entitled The 
Dope on Spring.” I commend it to my 
colleagues to read about marijuana and 
the fact that our parents of our kids 
today are not paying enough attention 
to drug use in this country. 

It says, 71 percent of teenagers said 
in a recent poll by Partnership for a 
Drug-Free America that they had 
friends who use marijuana, and half of 
them admitted that they did. This edi- 
torial points that fact out. 

It also points out that only 21 per- 
cent of parents believe that their own 
children partake in it. The facts are, 
the Journal goes on to say, that, as op- 
posed to 25 or 30 years ago today, even 
soft drugs like marijuana can be as 
much as 10 times more potent than the 
joints that parents toked. That is be- 
cause of hydroponic strains and a lot of 
other things. 

They also point out, though, that 
polls show that 82 percent of these par- 
ents believe drugs are a serious prob- 
lem nationally, but only 6 percent 
think the problems exist in their local 
high schools. They go on to say, earth 
to parents, it is spring, and it may be 
time for a chat. 

I would suggest everybody needs to 
take a chat with a youngster today, 
and I commend your reading this Wall 
Street Journal editorial. 

The text of the Wall Street Journal 
editorial is as follows: 

{From the Wall Street Journal] 
REVIEW & OUTLOOK—THE DOPE ON SPRING 
About this time last year, a forwarded 

email message was making the rounds of col- 
lege campuses. Don't forget,” the message 
advised, the appropriate greeting is hi. 
how are you?“ not ‘how high are you?“ 

This month, while grown-ups were busy 
preparing tax returns, a lot of their college- 
attending children were partaking in the an- 
nual springtime bacchanalian festivals ei- 
ther in warmer climes or in on-campus cele- 
brations of some meaningful date in their 
school's history. On these occasions many of 
the students ingest a cornucopia of drugs 
that most of their parents (despite imagined 
babyboomer sophistication) have never hear 
of. 

Nor does it seem they have much interest 
in knowing what’s going on. Despite all the 
attention given to drug abuse, parents are 
apparently disinclined to believe that their 
kids are using drugs. In a study released last 
week by the Partnership for a Drug-Free 
America, 71% of teenagers said they had 
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friends who use” marijuana and almost half 
admitted they themselves had tried it. But 
only 21% of parents thought that their little 
angels might partake (admittedly even that 
must go down as a higher percentage than 
their own parents would have conceded). 

In fact, this is a drug “culture” with 
frightening differences from the glory days 
of 25 or 30 years ago. Today even soft“ 
drugs like marijuana can be as much as 10 
times more potent than the joints their par- 
ents toked. Because of crackdowns or smug- 
gling, the neighborhood greenhouse business 
has flourished: New strains like “hydro- 
ponic,“ where the plants are grown without 
soil and wet! —marijuana soaked in form- 
aldehyde—have been increasing the drug’s 
potency exponentially. Meanwhile, drug use 
among teenagers has doubled since 1990. 

Other drugs, like methamphetamine, are 
also the product of basement alchemy, often 
involving youths producing it, which in turn 
introduces some of them to criminal enter- 
prises. There are substantial profit margins 
in this new underworld for chemists who 
turn over-the-counter cold medicines into a 
particularly wicked concoction called ice,“ 
“crank” or speed.“ Costing $5 to $25 a dose, 
it offers a high similar to powder cocaine, 
which retails at upward of $100 a gram, but it 
is much more accessible to a middle- 
schooler’s allowance. And these laboratories 
are proliferating. 

Something else that’s new: The spread of 
black-market pharmaceuticals like Ritalin 
and Ephedrine, which have become a hot 
commodity in many suburban neighbor- 
hoods. Last November, a group of suburban 
middle-schoolers got hauled in by Virginia 
police when the principal caught a seventh 
grander selling his Ritalin prescription to 
his pals. Other favorites come right off the 
store shelves: Krylon gold paint for inhaling 
and whipped-cream cans for nitrous oxide. 

Last April, a 16-year old in a Chicago sub- 
urb was caught with 37 grams of marijuana, 
some opium and paraphernalia stashed in his 
parents house. A 15-year-old set up shop sell- 
ing pot, PCP, Extasy and Special K in an af- 
fluent District of Columbia suburb. These 
aren't just the kids from the wrong side of 
the tracks. Ask any college student about 
the prevalence and diversity of the new 
chemical culture. You'll get an education, 

For the "70s generation, famous for its he- 
donistic experimentalism, the statistics sug- 
gest a willful ignorance. Parents disbelieve, 
perhaps because they’re afraid to find out 
the truth. Polls show that 82% believe drugs 
are a “serious problem nationally,” but only 
6% think the problem exists in their local 
high school. 

The baby-boomers’ self-indulgence has 
come home to roots, only this time there’s 
no ideological crutch. What’s becoming in- 
creasingly obvious is that Gen-X drug use in- 
volves teenagers who've rejected their par- 
ents’ political ideals but adopted their lib- 
ertinism. A 1995 study by the University of 
Michigan revealed that after a 13-year lull, 
teenage drug use had climbed three years in 
a row. Yet nearly one kid in three claimed 
that his or her parents have never discussed 
drugs with them. Only a quarter say it’s a 
topic of frequent conversation. 

Earth to parents: It's spring, and it might 
be time for a chat. 


o 1830 
SPECIAL ORDERS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON). Under the Speaker's an- 
nounced policy of January 7, 1997, and 
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under a previous order of the House, 
the following Members will be recog- 
nized for 5 minutes each. 

— 


RANDOM DRUG TESTING OF 
HOUSE MEMBERS AND STAFF IS 
ILL-ADVISED 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PAUL. Madam Speaker, the 
House is about to implement rule 
changes that will require random drug 
testing of all House Members and staff. 
Drug usage in this country, both legal 
and illegal, is a major problem and de- 
serves serious attention. However, the 
proposal to test randomly individuals 
as a method to cut down on drug usage 
is ill-advised and should not be done. 

The real issue here is not drugs but 
rather the issues of privacy, due proc- 
ess, probable cause and the fourth 
amendment. We are dealing with a con- 
stitutional issue of the utmost impor- 
tance. It raises the question of whether 
or not we understand the overriding 
principle of the fourth amendment. 

A broader but related question is 
whether or not it is the government’s 
role to mold behavior, any more than 
it is the government’s role to mold, 
regulate, tax and impede voluntary 
economic contractual arrangements. 

No one advocates prior restraint to 
regulate journalistic expression, even 
though great harm has come over the 
century from the promotion of authori- 
tarian ideas. Likewise, we do not advo- 
cate the regulation of political expres- 
sion and religious beliefs, however bi- 
zarre and potentially harmful they 
may seem. 

Yet we casually assume it is the role 
of government to regulate personal be- 
havior to make one act more respon- 
sibly. A large number of us in this 
Chamber do not call for the regulation 
or banning of guns because someone 
might use a gun in an illegal fashion. 
We argue that it is the criminal that 
needs regulated and refuse to call for 
diminishing the freedom of law-abiding 
citizens because some individual might 
commit a crime with a gun. 

Random drug testing is based on the 
same assumption made by anti-gun 
proponents. Unreasonable efforts at 
identifying the occasional and improb- 
able drug user should not replace re- 
spect for our privacy. It is not worth it. 

While some Members are more inter- 
ested in regulating economic trans- 
actions in order to make a fairer soci- 
ety, there are others here who are more 
anxious to regulate personal behavior 
to make a good society. But both cling 
to the failed notion that governments, 
politicians and bureaucrats know what 
is best for everyone. If we casually 
allow our persons to be searched, why 
is it less important that our conversa- 
tions, our papers and our telephones 
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not be monitored as well? Vital infor- 
mation regarding drugs might be ob- 
tained in this manner as well. Espe- 
cially we who champion the cause of 
limited government ought not be the 
promoters of the roving eye of Big 
Brother. 

If we embark on this course to check 
randomly all congressional personnel 
for possible drug usage, it might be 
noted that the two most dangerous and 
destructive drugs in this country are 
alcohol and nicotine. To not include 
these in the efforts to do good is incon- 
sistent, to say the least. Unfortu- 
nately, the administration is now pur- 
suing an anti-tobacco policy that will 
be even less successful than the ill- 
fated Federal war on drugs. 

I have one question for my col- 
leagues: If we have so little respect for 
our own privacy, our own liberty and 
our own innocence, how can we be ex- 
pected to protect the liberties, the pri- 
vacy and the innocence of our constitu- 
ents, which we have sworn an oath to 
do? 

Those promoting these drug testing 
rules are well motivated, just as are 
those who promote economic welfare 
legislation. Members with good inten- 
tions attempting to solve social prob- 
lems perversely use government power 
and inevitably hurt innocent people 
while rarely doing anything to prevent 
the anticipated destructive behavior of 
a few. 

It is said that if one has nothing to 
hide, why object to testing? Because, 
quite simply, we have something to 
keep: our freedom, our privacy and the 
fourth amendment. The only answer to 
solving problems like this is to encour- 
age purely voluntary drug testing, 
whereby each individual and each 
Member of the House makes the infor- 
mation available to those who are wor- 
ried about issues like this. 

———— | 


VOUCHER PLAN RAISES 
UNREASONABLE EXPECTATIONS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, in an- 
ticipation of bringing a bill to the 
floor, the Republican majority is pour- 
ing thousands of dollars into ads for a 
voucher bill. But I challenge them to 
use that to send some of the 7,500 kids 
they want to help to parochial schools, 
as they claim they want to do. 

This is a political exercise. It has be- 
come a political perennial, because it 
comes every year. This year it is an 
election year charade. We know it is a 
charade because the President has 
promised to veto. If the majority is sin- 
cere, I challenge them to sit down with 
me and write a bill that can be signed. 

This year a bill of this kind is a real 
insult because we have a real shot at 
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exponential improvement in the D.C. 
public schools, finally. 

One good example is the Summer 
Stars program about to begin. We will 
become the first big city school system 
to eliminate social promotion and re- 
place it not only with a remedial pro- 
gram but with a program in the sum- 
mer that helps youngsters catch up so 
they do not fail in the first place. A 
rigorous academic program is going to 
be put in place. Our youngsters are 
going to have to read 25 books next 
year in order to pass the grade. 

Want to help? There are ways to 
make a real difference for the many 
and not merely the few. It is cruel to 
raise the expectations of 75 youngsters 
for 2,000 school vouchers. It is cruel be- 
cause there are two insurmountable 
barriers, and we know they are insur- 
mountable. First is the veto, but, sec- 
ond, no serious constitutional scholar 
believes public school vouchers are 
constitutional. 

As I speak, there are two injunctions 
on public school vouchers right now. 
Two courts in Wisconsin have stopped 
public school vouchers with injunc- 
tions on constitutional grounds. An ap- 
peals court in Ohio has stopped public 
school vouchers on constitutional 
grounds. 

D.C. schools need help. If Members 
want to raise people’s expectations and 
then let them fall, they should go do it 
in their own districts. Do not come in 
and do it to my folks. I challenge the 
majority, if they want to see D.C. kids 
go to parochial schools, I will join 
Members in raising private funds to 
send them to private schools. 

Everyone knows what they are doing. 
They are preparing for a $1 billion raid 
on the public Treasury to take money 
that would go to public schools and 
give it to private and parochial 
schools. We are not going to let them 
do it. Either the President will stop 
them or the courts will stop them. 
Meanwhile, they are playing with the 
lives of the people I represent. 

I ask Members to stand back and in- 
stead come forward and join me in 
truly helping youngsters who are cry- 
ing out for help but cannot get it, as 
Members know they cannot, in the way 
they have chosen. 

We can work together. No one has 
even come to me and approached me 
about this issue. They would not dare 
go into the district of another Member 
without even approaching her on the 
district. They have not asked me if 
there is an approach that we can agree 
upon. 

I can tell them that the approach 
that they are depending upon, a stark- 
ly partisan approach that has nothing 
to do with the youngsters I represent, 
will in fact be turned down not only by 
me but by those I represent. And, for 
them, I resent Members coming for- 
ward to raise their expectations, know- 
ing full well that they cannot meet 
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them and having no intention whatso- 
ever to meet them in yet another elec- 
tion year charade designed falsely to 
show what Members cannot show, and 
that is that public schools cannot be 
improved. Perhaps they cannot be. Nei- 
ther, I assure the Members, will the 
courts of this great country allow us to 
empty the Federal Treasury of funds 
and put them into private schools. 

If Members want to help my kids, un- 
derstand that they want your help, 
need your help, and that their Member 
is willing to cooperate with others in 
order to get help. But I ask Members to 
cooperate with us, not to exercise their 
will on us. 


——— 


TRIBUTE TO LIEUTENANT 
COLONEL JAMES J. LYONS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Missouri (Mr. HULSHOF) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HULSHOF. Madam Speaker, I 
have come to the floor of the United 
States House of Representatives to- 
night to talk about big news in a small 
town in Missouri’s Ninth Congressional 
District. That town is Kirksville, Mis- 
souri. For those who do not know 
about Kirksville, it is the home of na- 
tionally-recognized Truman State Uni- 


versity. 
Tonight my good friend, Jack 
Magruder, the President of Truman 


State, and some of his colleagues have 
tuned in for this tribute, because it is 
time, Madam Speaker, to pay tribute 
to a man of honor. 

Tonight I am here to salute a great 
countryman, Lieutenant Colonel 
James J. Lyons. His friends call him 
Jim. They also call him dependable. 
Lieutenant Colonel James Lyons has 
dedicated more than 29 years to Army 
service. 

He entered the Army as a private in 
the Ohio Army National Guard in 1968, 
completed basic training, completed 
Advanced Individual Training-Infantry 
at Fort Jackson, South Carolina; and 
after a period of enlisted service with 
the Ohio Guard, he entered Officer Can- 
didate School at Fort Hayes, Ohio. He 
was commissioned a second lieutenant 
in 1970 and assigned to C Company, 
113th Medical Battalion, where he 
served as ambulance platoon leader and 
training officer. 

Lt. Col. Lyons moved to Kirksville in 
1972 and was assigned to the 5503d U.S. 
Army Hospital in Columbia, Missouri. 
He served in a number of staff officer 
positions, including assistant personnel 
officer, food service officer and hospital 
company commander. 

In 1976, he was project officer for the 
First Army Reserve Medical Sympo- 
sium. A year later, he led the quar- 
tering party which organized the 901st 
Medical Detachment which, Madam 
Speaker, was the first Army Reserve 
Medical Unit in northern Missouri. 
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Subsequently, he served as that unit’s 
training officer and executive officer. 

In 1988, Lt. Col. Lyons helped estab- 
lish the 303d Field Hospital in 
Kirksville. He also served as that unit's 
executive officer and deployable med- 
ical systems project officer. 

Lt. Col. Lyons was selected to be the 
first commander for the newly formed 
4207th U.S. Army Hospital in 1995, a po- 
sition he has held until his military re- 
tirement. 

Lt. Col. Lyon’s awards and decora- 
tions are many. They include the Meri- 
torious Service Medal, the Army Com- 
mendation Medal with three Oak Leaf 
Clusters, the Humanitarian Service 
Medal for work with Cuban refugees, 
the National Defense Service Medal 
with one Oak Leaf Cluster, the Reserve 
Components Achievement Medal with 
two Oak Leaf Clusters, as well as the 
Armed Forces Reserve Medal and the 
Expert Rifle Marksmanship badge. 

But not only has Lt. Col. Lyons dis- 
tinguished himself in the military 
arena. He has also challenged himself 
academically. Lyons holds a Bachelor’s 
degree in psychology from Fordham 
University and a Master’s and Ph.D. in 
psychology from Ohio State Univer- 
sity. He has been a faculty member at 
Truman State since 1972 and has served 
as the head of the Division of Social 
Science since 1979. 

His friend, George Melloh, refers to 
him as the linchpin of Truman State 
University, giving Lyons much credit 
for putting Truman State’s name on 
the map. 

Also of importance, Madam Speaker, 
is how Lt. Col. Lyons has maintained 
careers in both the military and aca- 
demic fields while earning honors in 
both. Kathy Reick, the dean of admis- 
sions at Truman State, points out that 
it takes a very special talent and a 
very special person to work with fac- 
ulty during the week and with military 
on the weekends. The same approach to 
management and administration cer- 
tainly does not work with both groups. 
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Yet Lyon’s colleagues from both the 
faculty and military praise him for his 
dedication, for his effectiveness, and 
for his good judgment. 

While Lt. Col. Lyons will retire from 
the military next month, he will con- 
tinue to serve in the leadership of the 
social science department of Truman 
State University. We thank Lt. Col. 
Lyons for his service to his commu- 
nity, to his country, and we wish him 
the best of luck. 


SUBSTANCE ABUSE TREATMENT 
PARITY ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. RAMSTAD) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Madam Speaker, 
Minnesota nice” took a hard hit last 
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week. Within a few blocks of downtown 
Minneapolis, the body of a 77-year-old 
woman was found wrapped in plastic, 
stuffed in a cardboard box in a bedroom 
closet of her own apartment. 

Why was Miss Annie,” as her friends 
and the small children she befriended 
in the neighborhood called her, so 
cavalierly and heartlessly murdered 
and her body left to rot? Apparently, 
she had become a mere inconvenience 
to the drug users and dealers who had 
literally commandeered her apartment. 
And as I found out from nearby resi- 
dents, such hostage takeovers are not 
uncommon in the Phillips neighbor- 
hood of Minneapolis. 

During a tour last week at the invi- 
tation of frustrated victims of the 
crime and drug epidemic in this area of 
our community, neighborhood resi- 
dents told me of their constant fears 
living in crack-infested areas where 
drug dealers and violence dominate 
their daily lives. 

Boarded up, abandoned buildings; 
drug dealers and crack houses on every 
block; and gang members and pros- 
titutes readily adapting to the environ- 
ment. As the exodus of community 
stakeholders, landlords, small business 
people and law-abiding residents con- 
tinues, prospects for a better future 
dwindle. 

Madam Speaker, do not tell the resi- 
dents of the Phillips neighborhood in 
Minneapolis that crime statistics are 
down. They are literally trapped in the 
vicious cycle of crime and drugs that 
has gripped America for too long. As 
person after person after person told 
me last week in this neighborhood 
where Miss Annie was savagely mur- 
dered, these people are literally with- 
out hope. 

Madam Speaker, no child, no neigh- 
borhood, and no community in Amer- 
ica should be without hope. If we are 
truly serious about addressing the 
crime and drug epidemic in America, 
we must first acknowledge what every 
cop, every treatment professional, and 
every corrections person in America 
knows: 80 percent of all crimes are tied 
to drugs and/or alcohol addiction. 26 
million Americans are addicted to 
drugs or alcohol. One hundred fifty 
thousand Americans died last year 
from chemical addiction. Eighty per- 
cent of the 1.4 million men and women 
in American prisons tonight are there 
because of drugs and/or alcohol. They 
are addicts. À 

Madam Speaker, Congress must pro- 
vide a comprehensive strategy to ad- 
dress the crime and drug epidemic in 
America. We need to provide con- 
sequences for criminals and treatment 
for alcoholics and addicts. We need to 
go after the 7 percent of the violent 
criminals who are committing 70 per- 
cent of the violent crimes and lock 
them up. But we also need to break the 
cycle of chemical dependency that is 
causing the bulk of criminal behavior 
in America. 
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Of the 26 million American alcoholics 
and addicts, approximately 16 million 
of them are covered by health insur- 
ance plans. But only 2 percent of them, 
of this 16 million who had health insur- 
ance, are getting treatment for their 
addiction. 

As the recent five-part Public Tele- 
vision documentary by Bill Moyers 
pointed out, it is time to put chemical 
dependency treatment on par with 
other diseases. It is time to knock 
down the barriers to chemical depend- 
ency treatment created by certain 
health insurers that discriminate 
against alcoholics and addicts. It is 
time to treat chemical dependency as 
the disease that it is, as the disease 
that it has been recognized to be by the 
American Medical Association since 
1956. It is time to provide access to 
treatment to deal with America’s num- 
ber one public health and public safety 
problem. 

Senator WELLSTONE and I have intro- 
duced the Substance Abuse Treatment 
Parity Act to provide equal access to 
chemical dependency treatment with 
treatment for other diseases covered by 
health plans. As a recovering alcoholic 
myself, Madam Speaker, I know first- 
hand the value of treatment. As some- 
one who stays close to other recovering 
people and chemical dependency pro- 
fessionals in Minnesota and across the 
country, I have been alarmed by the 
dwindling access to treatment for peo- 
ple who need help. The current system 
either blocks access for people who are 
chemically dependent or extremely 
limits their treatment experience. 

Providing access to treatment is not 
only the right thing to do, but the cost- 
effective thing to do. All the actuarial 
studies, all the empirical evidence 
show that treatment parity will actu- 
ally save money in the long run. 

Providing treatment for alcoholics 
and addicts covered by health insur- 
ance will raise premiums in the worst 
case scenario by one-half of 1 percent. 
In other words, for $1.35 per month, or 
the cost of a cup of coffee, we can treat 
16 million chemically addicted persons 
in our country. For every dollar we in- 
vest in treatment, we will save $7 in 
costs down the road. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col- 
leagues to join the 56 other Members of 
the House who have already cospon- 
sored H.R. 2409. The people of America 
cannot afford to wait any longer. 

— 


ANTISMOKING ZEALOTS SHOULD 
FIGHT ILLEGAL DRUGS WITH 
EQUAL FERVOR 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HULSHOF). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky (Mr. WHITFIELD) is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Speaker, there 
has been a lot of discussion recently 
about efforts to reduce teenage smok- 
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ing in America, and all of us in the 
Congress recently returned from our 
Easter recess in which we went back 
home to work and talk to constituents 
about problems facing them. 

In my district I met with a lot of 
young people, a lot of educators, and it 
became quite obvious to me that, yes, 
teenage smoking is a problem. But it is 
not nearly the problem in America 
that is caused by the use of illegal 
drugs and alcohol among young people 
today. As a matter of fact, if we visit 
any juvenile facility around the United 
States, on the average 63 percent of ju- 
veniles in every juvenile facility were 
using drugs on a regular basis before 
going to that facility. 

I firmly believe that while teenage 
smoking is a problem, the major prob- 
lem facing teenagers today is the use of 
illegal drugs and alcohol. Yet despite 
that, the mobilization against a single 
legal industry, the tobacco industry, 
by a President, a Vice President, a 
former FDA commissioner, Surgeon 
General, trial lawyers, 40 State attor- 
neys general, and other organized 
groups may be a first in America. 

The wartime fervor with which the 
antitobacco movement pursues its 
aims, its deployment of extreme meas- 
ures, including punitive legislation and 
coordinated lawsuits, is unprecedented 
in our country. The issue is much more 
than simply teenage smoking and the 
reduction of teenage smoking. These 
groups want to punish this industry. 

Now, last July representatives of the 
tobacco companies sat down with 40 
State attorneys general and various 
trial lawyers and various health care 
groups and under the auspices of the 
White House to see if they could reach 
an agreement to reduce teenage smok- 
ing in America. And they did reach an 
agreement, and it was a historic agree- 
ment in many ways. And yet I would 
say that I doubt that 1 percent of the 
American people know what the to- 
bacco industry agreed to do in those 
negotiations. I want like to review that 
for the American people this evening. 

First of all, the tobacco industry 
agreed that they would pay $368 billion 
every 25 years forever. And from that 
money, some would go to the States to 
reimburse them for Medicaid costs, but 
a lot of the money would go for pro- 
grams to help teenagers be educated 
about tobacco, to help teenagers stop 
smoking this product and maybe not 
even begin to smoke it. 

Second of all, the industry agreed 
that the FDA, the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration, would be able to regulate 
tobacco, going far beyond the FDA 
rules to regulate tobacco initiated by 
former Commissioner Kessler. The 
agreement went far beyond that. 

In addition, the industry agreed that 
a third-party entity, a health care enti- 
ty, would be able to set goals to reduce 
teenage smoking each year by a cer- 
tain percentage point. And if the indus- 
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try were not able to reach that goal, if 
the goal was not reached, the industry 
would pay $80 million per 1 percentage 
point that that target was missed. 
That is even considering that the in- 
dustry does not necessarily control 
teenage smoking. Yes, we live in a 
country that even teenagers have some 
responsibility and can make a decision 
of are they going to use the product or 
not, knowing full well that it is not 
healthful to use. But the industry 
agreed they would pay $80 million for 
every percentage point missed. 

In addition, they agreed to pay $5 bil- 
lion a year into a trust fund for pay- 
ments to pay off court judgments. In 
addition, they said that they would 
voluntarily sign consent decrees 
waiving their constitutional right to 
advertise their product. 

In addition, they said they would 
sign consent decrees to voluntarily 
waive their right to lobby the Con- 
gress. Every constituent, every citizen 
in America has a right to lobby the 
Congress, to petition government, and 
they agreed to give that up too. 

But despite all of those things, the 
antitobacco groups now are going for- 
ward and saying We want more out of 
this industry.” I want to urge them to 
focus more on helping us reduce teen- 
age smoking and the use of illegal 
drugs and stop trying to punish an in- 
dustry. 


THE BALANCED BUDGET 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Wis- 
consin (Mr. NEUMANN) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
tonight to talk about an issue that is 
very much on the forefront in America. 
We are hearing a lot about the fact 
that the budget is finally balanced. We 
know that in 1995 when many of us 
came here there was this discussion 
that we were going to balance the 
budget by the year 2002, and now we are 
hearing in America that the budget is 
balanced today. 

That is good news for the American 
people, and I would like to spend most 
of the hour tonight talking about what 
it actually means to have a balanced 
budget and how Social Security fits 
into this discussion. And I guess most 
important of all, like I found out in my 
town hall meetings back home, we had 
14 of them over the last week, how it is 
that Washington’s idea and definition 
of a balanced budget, albeit the same 
since 1969, is very different than what 
the people in Wisconsin think and 
probably what most of America thinks 
in terms of a budget being balanced. 

I thought I would start with a chart 
that shows what it was like in 1995 
when we first got here. In 1995 when we 
first got here, the President made a 
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budget projection and he presented us 
his version of what we should be doing. 
This red line shows where the deficit 
was headed in 1995 when we got here, if 
we had played golf, basketball and ten- 
nis instead of doing our job. But we did 
not play golf, basketball and tennis. 
We fought hard to get Washington 
spending under control. 

Over a two-year period of time we 
brought the growth rate of Washington 
spending down by virtually 50 percent. 
In two short years it came from 5.2 per- 
cent, that is how fast it was growing 
when we got here, down to 2.8 percent. 
That is how fast it is growing today. 

This yellow line on the chart shows 
what happened in our first 12 months in 
office, and my colleagues can see the 
deficit projections were coming down 
already after only 12 months in office. 

The green line shows what we had 
hoped to accomplish, and that is the 
plan that we laid out when we got here 
to get to a balanced budget by the year 
2002. And virtually all of America 
heard about it, but our constituents 
said, “I do not believe they are going 
to do it.’’ That is what they said back 
home. 

The facts are in, and for the last 12 
months running we not only got to a 
balanced budget by 2002, we are actu- 
ally there four years ahead of schedule. 
Remember, this is the Washington defi- 
nition of a balanced budget. For the 
last 12 months running, the United 
States Government spent less money 
than they had in their checkbook for 
the first time since 1969. 

Now, when I get into this discussion 
about how this relates to Social Secu- 
rity, many of us are not going to like 
the Washington definition very well. 
But this should in no way take credit 
away from the fact that this has been 
done for the first time since 1969. 
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In 1969, I was a sophomore in high 
school dating the young lady who now 
happens to be my wife so I know that 
was a long time ago, the last time this 
actually happened, and America should 
be cheering for this. We have come so 
far in such a short period of time. 

I would like to focus on what this ac- 
tually means because there seems to be 
a lot of disagreement, and Lord only 
knows, a lot of misunderstanding on 
exactly what this means when we say 
we have a balanced budget. I would like 
to start with exactly what Washing- 
ton’s definition of a balanced budget is. 

I come from the business world. This 
is the first office I have ever held. We 
were a home-building business. We 
would not have defined it in the same 
way that Washington does out there in 
the business world. Washington looks 
at the total number of dollars coming 
in, at the total amount of taxes the 
American people pay. They add up all 
of that money coming in. Then they 
look at their checkbook, and they fig- 
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ure out how many checks they wrote 
out. And at the end of the year, for the 
first time there was actually more 
money coming in than what they wrote 
out in checks. 

Again, make no mistake, this side of 
the picture, the dollars coming in, is 
clearly a result of a strong economy. 
So let us not give any politicians credit 
for these dollars coming in because, in 
fact, that is the hard work of the 
American people. That is the people 
that get up in the morning, go to work 
every day of the week, and earn a sal- 
ary, and then send taxes to Wash- 
ington. It is their money that we are 
talking about. And with the economy 
very strong, welfare reform was passed, 
able-bodied welfare recipients have re- 
turned to the work force. Those folks 
started paying taxes in, and that is 
why the amount of money coming in 
has been very strong. 

But that is not the end of the picture. 
On the other side, the money going 
out, the rate at which that money is 
going out, the growth rate has been 
slowed by 50 percent in these 3 short 
years. 

Together those two things have led 
us to a point where we have what 
Washington calls a balanced budget. I 
would like to go further with the defi- 
nition because it is important that ev- 
eryone understands exactly what they 
mean by a balanced budget so we un- 
derstand just how far we have to go. 
And the rest of this discussion should 
in no way take any credit away from 
the fact that this has actually hap- 
pened for the first time since 1969. 

To understand what actually is hap- 
pening in this budgetary process, I 
would encourage my colleagues to 
think of a pension fund, and think of a 
business running a pension fund; only 
in this case the pension fund is Social 
Security. 

What I have on this board is the total 
dollars coming in being collected out of 
the American taxpayers’ paycheck for 
Social Security. We are collecting $480 
billion for Social Security this year; 
that is, when you look at your pay 
stub, if you are out there, a hard-work- 
ing American, you look at your pay 
stub, that money coming in for Social 
Security equals $480 billion. The total 
amount being paid back out to our sen- 
ior citizens in benefits is $382 billion. 

This is not really hard to understand. 
It is very much like your checkbook if 
you sit down at your kitchen table. If 
you have $480 in your checkbook, and 
you write out a 382-dollar check, your 
checks do not bounce. It works fine. As 
a matter of fact, you have $98 billion 
left in your checkbook. 

What is going on in Social Security 
is that $98 is supposed to be put into a 
savings account. We all know that peo- 
ple in my age group, the baby-boom 
generation is rapidly heading toward 
retirement, and there is lots of us. Asa 
matter of fact, there is lots more of us 
than there are seniors today. 
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When we get to the retirement years, 
since there are so many of us, it means 
there will be more money going out 
than what there is coming in. It is ex- 
actly the opposite of the picture that 
we have today. The idea is this $98 bil- 
lion goes into a savings account, and it 
is much like we do in our own family. 
When there is more money going out 
than what we have coming in, we then 
go to that savings account, get the 
money out, and Social Security works. 
That is how Social Security is sup- 
posed to work today. 

Now, I would like to point out that 
these two numbers, they turn around 
in about the year 2012. So from now 
through 2012, we have more money 
coming into the system than what we 
are paying back out. As a matter of 
fact, the rest is supposed to go into a 
savings account. 

When I am in my town hall meetings 
back home in Wisconsin, it did not 
matter if I was in Beloit, Janesville, 
Kenosha, Racine or Burlington, wher- 
ever I was, I would ask the question, 
what do you suppose Washington does 
with that $98 billion that they have 
extra coming in from Social Security? 
They would all start laughing, and 
they would say, well, obviously they 
spend it. The right answer; that is ex- 
actly correct. The American people un- 
derstand that, and they know that is 
what is going on out here. 

Let me be very specific on how it 
works out here. That extra $98 billion 
comes in. Think of this middle circle as 
the big government checkbook because 
that is where it goes. It gets deposited 
directly into the big government 
checkbook. Washington then writes 
checks out of their big government 
checkbook. Remember the first picture 
we had up here. When the dollars in 
equals the dollars out, we call that a 
balanced budget. 

You see, however, what is wrong with 
that picture. That balanced budget, 
those dollars going into the big govern- 
ment checkbook, those dollars going 
into that checkbook, include this So- 
cial Security surplus. When they look 
at the dollars going out of that check- 
book, it does not include a check going 
down here to the Social Security Trust 
Fund. So when we talk about a bal- 
anced budget in Washington, D.C., 
please do not shoot the messenger; this 
is the way it has been defined for 
many, many years before I got here, all 
the way back to 1969. They have de- 
fined this thing to be, with these extra 
dollars coming in, if we can just get 
this checkbook so we are not writing 
out more checks than what we are tak- 
ing in, we are going to call that a bal- 
anced budget. That has been the defini- 
tion. 

Remember, since 1969, we have not 
even balanced the budget even utilizing 
the extra money coming from Social 
Security. So while it is an important 
and a first step forward, I think most 
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people in America would understand 
and realize that in order to truly bal- 
ance the budget, we need to write a 
check out of that checkbook down here 
to the Social Security Trust Fund so 
that there is actually real money in 
the Social Security Trust Fund. 

What we do today, that $98 billion 
goes into the big government check- 
book. They spend all the money out of 
the big government checkbook. And 
since there is no money left to put a 
check down here, we simply write an 
IOU to the Social Security Trust Fund. 
That IOU, let me be very technical 
about it, that IOU is called a nonnego- 
tiable treasury bond. 

A nonnegotiable treasury bond is 
very simply something that cannot be 
sold. The problem with this is if you 
have got a bond in there that cannot be 
sold, and we get to the year 2012, re- 
member that is the year where there is 
more money going out because us 
baby-boom generation people are get- 
ting there so there is more money 
going out than what there is coming 
in. If this thing is full of IOUs, non- 
negotiable, nonmarketable treasury 
bonds, the question that most logical 
thinking people would ask is: Where 
are they going to get the money from 
in 2012 to keep Social Security going? 

There is only three possible answers 
to that: One is they can raise taxes on 
the American workers. That is a bad 
idea. The second one is they can simply 
borrow more money, and that is a bad 
idea because that makes the situation 
worse for our children. The third one, 
of course, is to reduce spending else- 
where in Washington, and I mean I 
think that is a great idea. But the 
problem with that idea is, what is the 
probability of it actually happening as 
opposed to simply going out and bor- 
rowing the money. 

The real point here, what needs to be 
done in Washington, D.C., and we have 
written the legislation to do it; I see 
my good friend from Minnesota has 
joined me, and in spite of the tie he has 
on, I am going to invite him into this 
conversation. But I would like to just 
point out that we have written legisla- 
tion that would specifically take that 
$98 billion extra that is coming from 
Social Security and put it directly 
down here into the Social Security 
Trust Fund. 

The bill is called the Social Security 
Preservation Act. It is H.R. 857, and it 
effectively stops the government from 
spending money that is supposed to be 
set aside for Social Security. This 
means when we get to the year 2012, 
the government can go down here to 
the Social Security Trust Fund; we 
will have negotiable treasury bonds; 
that is, a treasury bond that anybody 
can go to their local bank and buy. 

When I was at our town hall meet- 
ings, I asked our seniors if they knew 
what a treasury bond was. I would say 
at every meeting we had three or four 
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that actually owned treasury bonds be- 
cause they had bought them at their 
local bank. What we are suggesting we 
do is put that right down here in non- 
negotiable treasury bonds, regular T 
bills that you can buy at your local 
bank. Then, when 2012 gets here, we 
simply go to the trust fund, sell the 
treasury bond, get the money, and So- 
cial Security is solvent. 

I need to be very specific on this, 
though, because while that solves the 
problem in 2012, this works much like 
your home checkbook. If you overdraw 
your checkbook this month, you go to 
your savings account and you get the 
money, and you put it in your check- 
book and make good, everything is 
fine. But then next month, you over- 
draw your checkbook again, go to the 
savings account, get the money, and 
everything is fine. But if you keep 
doing that month after month after 
month, which is what happens in So- 
cial Security beyond the year 2012, 
eventually what would happen to your 
savings account, of course, is you 
would run out of money. 

In the Social Security system, even if 
all of the money is in the trust fund 
that is supposed to be there, including 
repayment of the money that was sup- 
posed to have been put there in the 
first place, even if all of that money is 
there, their savings account reaches 
zero in the year 2029. So that is why we 
are hearing all of this discussion about 
Social Security today. Two thousand 
twelve, we are okay if there is really 
money in the Social Security Trust 
Fund. 

If H.R. 857, the Social Security Pres- 
ervation Act passes, and the trust fund 
is full of real money, we are okay in 
the year 2012. But our savings account 
runs out of money, much as your per- 
sonal savings account would eventually 
run out of money if you kept over- 
drawing your checkbook; the Social 
Security Trust Fund savings account 
also runs out of money in the year 2029. 

I yield to the gentleman from Min- 
nesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT). 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I would like to 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me, and despite the tie, I am delighted 
to be with you tonight. I just want you 
to know my brother gave me this tie so 
if he is watching back home, he will 
know what you had to say about it. 

Mr. NEUMANN. That was a com- 
pliment. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I want to con- 
gratulate you for all that you have 
done; not so much just in balancing the 
budget, because I think members of the 
Committee on the Budget, and you also 
are on the important Committee on 
Appropriations. I do not know of any- 
body who has fought more to balance 
the budget, to fight wasteful Wash- 
ington spending than you have. 

I am glad you are talking a little to- 
night about Social Security and Medi- 
care and seniors issues because you are 
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not only a cosponsor of the Social Se- 
curity Preservation Act, but you are 
also a very important proponent of try- 
ing to solve the notch issue. I know 
that I and many of my colleagues, I ex- 
pect, I heard you mention that you had 
town hall meetings during the Easter 
break as well. Almost everywhere I 
went when I met with seniors, someone 
raised the issue of the notch baby prob- 
lem. And I do not know if you spent 
any time talking about that, but this 
is really an issue, particularly now, I 
think, that at least we are moving to- 
wards a surplus using the old account- 
ing method here in Washington; that 
maybe this is the time, this is the year 
we can finally do something to bring 
about some fairness to those folks who 
are called notch babies. 

I have a particular interest, perhaps 
a parochial interest, if you will, in this 
issue because my father is a notch 
baby. Every so often when I am home 
for a family reunion or weekend, what- 
ever, he reminds me that notch babies 
have been treated unfairly by the sys- 
tem. And up until this point there have 
not been many Members in this House, 
or in this city, who have been willing 
to seriously deal with the issue. 

I just wanted to congratulate you. I 
am a proud cosponsor of H.R. 3008 for 
the first time giving some kind of lump 
sum payments, and I think the bill 
originally called for a $5,000 lump sum 
payment. I am not certain if ulti- 
mately that will be the number, but 
clearly the time has come to recognize 
the inequity and perhaps you want to 
talk a little bit tonight about the 
notch-baby problem. I suspect there 
are many people who are watching who 
have a very strong interest in it. 

Mr. NEUMANN. Well, when we wrote 
the notch bill, we wrote it very dif- 
ferent this time. As a matter of fact, 
when I have been on the floor of the 
House sometimes Members have said 
this has been discussed before, and we 
cannot do anything about it. But we 
wrote the notch bill very different this 
time than in the past. 

In the past, when they proposed fixes 
to the notch problem, and let me make 
it very clear, I have got the numbers in 
my office on this. The notch babies are 
not getting an equitable monthly pay- 
ment in Social Security when com- 
pared to other people who have paid ex- 
actly the same amount into the sys- 
tem. When we wrote the notch bill this 
time, we went to other parts of the 
budget and we said, look, this is not 
right what is happening to seniors 
here. We are going to reduce spending 
over here in order to provide the 
money necessary to correct the notch 
problem that is very real. 

And the bill we wrote does two 
things. It gives our senior citizens the 
option of one of two things: They can 
either correct their monthly payment, 
or get to a monthly payment that is 
approximately equal to other people 
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who have paid the same amount into 
the system, or they can take the $5,000 
lump sum payment paid over a 4-year 
period of time. It would be their choice 
as to which one of these two that they 
were to receive. 

But the gentleman is absolutely cor- 
rect. The senior citizens that were born 
in those years that are commonly 
called the notch babies, they are cer- 
tainly not receiving a fair payment 
back in the Social Security system. I 
personally think it is high time some- 
thing got done about it. The group that 
came in in 1995, this is really the first 
time we are starting to discuss this in 
depth. The problem should be fixed and 
it should be fixed today. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Just for the Mem- 
bers who may not know, these are prin- 
cipally people born between the years 
1917 and 1926. And there is almost 
something cynical about this. 

Most of my seniors are not particu- 
larly cynical people, but it does almost 
seem as if Members of Congress in the 
past said, well, if we just let this thing 
go eventually all of these people will 
die off, and it is not a problem any- 
more. I hope that we are bigger than 
that. I hope we are better than that. I 
think, hopefully, we can find the funds 
this year within the budget to take 
care of those people. 

I would also like to talk a little bit 
about how important and the work 
that has gone, and I am not certain 
how many of your slides you have 
shown tonight talking about the seri- 
ousness of the debt and how far we 
have come. I think we need to remind 
ourselves once in a while that under 
the old accounting standards, and 
going back to about 1964, and what we 
call the unified budget, we have lit- 
erally taken those excess Social Secu- 
rity funds and used them to mask the 
deficit. 

Now, some people say that happened 
because people back in the mid-1960s 
wanted to hide the cost both of the 
Vietnam War as well as the great soci- 
ety. And this was a way of being able 
to spend the money without having to 
recognize the trust fund obligations 
that we had ultimately to Social Secu- 
rity. So I think the time has come, be- 
cause we have come so far with bal- 
ancing the budget. We have eliminated 
over 300 programs. We have cut the 
rate of growth in Federal spending in 
the last 3 years by almost 50 percent. 
We are closer today, and probably you 
have done a better job even than the 
Congressional Budget Office in terms 
of predicting where we would be rel- 
ative to the balance and ultimately to 
a surplus. 

O 1915 

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, re- 
claiming my time, if we look at what is 
happening in America today and we 
look at the revenue growth rate and 
the spending growth rate, and to most 
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American citizens they do not want to 
know about all that stuff, that is our 
job to know that stuff, but when we 
look at what is actually happening out 
there today, the surpluses, by the old 
definition, will exceed the amount of 
money that is necessary to be put aside 
for Social Security in the near term. 

Let me make this very, very clear. 
Even setting Social Security money 
aside, we will be running surpluses by 
the year 2000, 2001 as large as $250 bil- 
lion. Take out the Social Security 
money and we still have got a $150 bil- 
lion surplus by the year 2001 or there- 
abouts. And I think it is very impor- 
tant that the American people engage 
in this debate right now as to what 
they would like to see done with this 
surplus. 

And, again, let us be real about this. 
If we go into a recession, this is not 
going to happen. If we have a war, this 
is not going to happen. But if things 
keep going the way they are right now 
today, if we do not have a major eco- 
nomic downturn, we are looking at sur- 
pluses that are large enough to set 
aside the Social Security money the 
way we should and still have about $150 
billion left over. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. If the gentleman 
would yield further, though, there is 
one more caveat that he did not men- 
tion; and that is that we do not return 
to spending normally. The pressure to 
spend in this town, the propensity of 
Washington to spend money that is not 
ours, it is so easy to spend other peo- 
ple’s money and it is even easier to 
spend the money of people who are not 
yet born. 

We have our friend the gentleman 
from South Dakota (Mr. THUNE) join- 
ing us. 

I want to share one more thought. 
All of us are no more than one genera- 
tion removed from the farm, and this is 
something I talked about in some of 
my town hall meetings in terms of bal- 
ancing the budget and ultimately pay- 
ing off some of that national debt. And 
my colleague and I are cosponsors of a 
bill which, ultimately, if we could get 
the Congress to agree to it, would actu- 
ally pay off the debt. Let me share be- 
fore we yield to our friend from South 
Dakota. 

Historically, particularly people out 
in the farm understand this, that the 
American dream was to pay off the 
mortgage and leave our kids the farm. 
And what Congress had been doing for 
the last 30 years is we have been lit- 
erally selling off the farm and leaving 
our kids with the mortgage. And it is 
time that that change. 

Mr. NEUMANN. That is what this 
picture really shows. This picture 
shows the growing debt facing the 
United States of America. From 1960 to 
1980, it did not grow very much. But 
from 1980, that is where that huge 
growth rate has been. Where we go to 
with this discussion of surpluses be- 


April 21, 1998 


yond the Social Security money, that 
is, even if we set the Social Security 
money aside, is still a surplus of $150 
billion. What it does is put us in a posi- 
tion where we can start dealing with 
paying back some of this debt. We can 
start dealing with putting the money 
back into the Social Security Trust 
Fund that has been taken out basically 
over the last 15 years. 

It is important to note when we look 
at this debt picture that part of the red 
that we are seeing in this debt picture 
is the Social Security Trust Fund 
money that has been taken out over 
the last 15 years. So, as we start repay- 
ing the Federal debt, we can also put 
the money back into the Social Secu- 
rity Trust Fund. 

I guess if I were to look at this sur- 
plus personally, I would say we have 
three major problems facing the United 
States of America, and my colleagues 
might join me in this. I think the three 
problems we have facing America, eco- 
nomically at least, are the debt of $542 
trillion, and we ought to be making 
payments on the debt, much like peo- 
ple would make payments on their own 
home mortgage. 

Taxes are too high in America. Amer- 
icans pay $37 out of every $100 they 
earn in taxes at some form of govern- 
ment level today. Would it not it be 
nice if we could get that back to where 
it was in 1955, say to $25 out of every 
$100 they earn? 

And the third problem is the Social 
Security system. Because even if we 
are paying down debt, getting all the 
money into the trust fund that belongs 
there, we still have the long-term prob- 
lem out in 2029 where, ultimately, the 
Social Security savings account runs 
out of money. 

So those are three problems that 
need to be fixed, and the debt needs to 
be repaid. Taxes are too high, and they 
need to be brought down, and we need 
to restore the Social Security Trust 
Fund. And, of course, the gentleman is 
a cosponsor of a bill, the National Debt 
Repayment Act, that literally takes 
the surpluses and divides it equally 
amongst those three categories for pur- 
poses of paying down debt, restoring 
long-term Social Security and lowering 
taxes on Americans. 

I yield to the gentleman from South 
Dakota (Mr. THUNE). 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the gentleman from Wisconsin 
for yielding, and I would suspect, and 
the gentleman from Minnesota here, 
my colleague to the east, and I would 
guess that their congressional districts 
are not very much unlike my State of 
South Dakota, and I represent the en- 
tire State. 

But I would like to credit the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin for the exem- 
plary leadership he has taken on this 
issue. Because I think one of the rea- 
sons that we are having this discussion 
today is that the class that my two col- 
leagues came in with back in 1995 got 
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this spending situation into control 
and basically injected a new discipline 
into the process out here, and I think 
that has helped propel us to where we 
are both in terms of the economy and 
what we are going to be able to do to 
address the debt situation. 

In fact, the gentleman from Min- 
nesota made the comment earlier that 
there is CBO and OMB and there is al- 
ways this raging debate about whose 
numbers are more accurate, and I 
think we ought to have the Neumann 
rule. The Neumann law would be the 
one that works, because I think he has 
proven in the past to be the most accu- 
rate predictor of what some of these 
economic assumptions and what some 
of these budget numbers are going to 
be. 

But let me just say, because I think 
it is very important to note what my 
colleagues are attempting to do here, 
and that is to put us on a path to fiscal 
responsibility in the future so we do 
not end up selling the farm out from 
beneath our children and grand- 
children. 

Many of the proposals that the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin, I am a cospon- 
sor of one as our friend from Min- 
nesota, address this issue in a very sys- 
tematic way and start working down 
debt, paying down debt, lowering taxes 
and again in a very systematic, dis- 
ciplined and deliberate way, so that in 
the next 30 years we will have elimi- 
nated this. 

It is a novel concept in this town to 
talk about spending only 99 percent of 
what you take in; and, ultimately, 
what we are going to have to do if we 
are going to get this under control is 
limit the amount the Federal Govern- 
ment takes in the first place. Because 
both my colleagues have noted that 
once it ends up in this town, it is going 
to get spent; and the only way we can 
avoid that is to leave the money at 
home and make the Federal budget 
smaller and the family budget bigger. 
And, again, I think that has been the 
objective of many of us here in this 
Congress. 

It was interesting to me because, as I 
traveled the State of South Dakota 
this last week, I heard a lot about com- 
modity prices; and there was a concern 
about wheat and corn. I am sure my 
colleagues all heard that, too, some 
about transportation funding, because 
that is important in my State, a num- 
ber of issues that were brought up. 

But I walked into a gas station in 
Aberdeen, South Dakota; and as I was 
going up to pay for the gas, the lady at 
the checkout said, “You know, Con- 
gressman, working families need lower 
taxes.” She went on to explain that she 
and her husband both work. They are 
raising children. They are trying to 
educate their children. They are trying 
to put away a little money for retire- 
ment. And she understands full well 
that the way that we liberate and help 
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working families in this country is not 
by forcing more government solutions 
down their throat but by allowing 
them to keep more of what they earn 
so the decisions about their daily lives, 
the things that affect them, like edu- 
cation, like retirement, like health 
care, like child care, are decisions that 
they are able to make. 

That again I think is the direction in 
which the gentleman from Wisconsin in 
his legislation moves this country, and 
that is a very positive one. Because, 
again, I believe it shifts power and con- 
trol and authority out of this city and 
back home; and that is something that 
the liberals have a big time with. 

Mr. NEUMANN. In one of my town 
hall meetings, and my colleague men- 
tioned this, bring the taxes down, we 
had a person sitting there and he was 
clearly not what we would call a sup- 
porter of Mark Neumann, and he said, 
“We don’t need lower taxes. We don't 
need tax cuts. We need higher paying 
jobs.” And I am thinking to myself, 
higher paying jobs, is that not for more 
money in our take-home paycheck and 
is that not exactly what the tax cuts 
do is provide more take-home pay for 
those workers? But somehow they have 
got this ingrained message we need 
higher paying jobs. 

Well, the facts are, the reason they 
need higher paying jobs is because the 
Government overtaxes them. If the 
Government would let them keep more 
of their own money, it effectively cre- 
ates a higher paying job by letting 
them keep more of their own money. 

That family my colleague was talk- 
ing about, did he go through the tax 
cuts we just passed to them? How many 
kids do they have? 

Mr. THUNE. Well, I should have. I 
did not ask specifically how many. But 
I should have walked through the 
things that happened last year and how 
she and her family are going to benefit 
from that. 

You go across the board in my State 
of South Dakota, because we are basi- 
cally small businesses, farmers, ranch- 
ers, and you look at the death tax and 
rolling that back and the capital gains 
tax and rolling that back and the fam- 
ily credit and Hope scholarship, all of 
these things were done with an eye to- 
ward allowing working families to have 
more control over their own future. 

Mr. NEUMANN. Let us be very, very 
specific. Let us assume that this young 
lady that my colleague talked to at the 
gas station had three kids. Next year, 
when they figure out their taxes and 
their family and they get to the bot- 
tom line, they subtract off $1,200, $400 
for each one of those children under 
the age of 17. That was the tax cut 
package that was signed into law last 
year. If they have some in college, they 
will get to the bottom line of their 
taxes and for a freshman or sophomore 
they subtract off $1,500 to help pay for 
that college tuition. 
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I had a bunch of high school seniors 
out here in the last couple weeks from 
a couple of our different high schools 
around and I asked them, did you know 
that next year when you go to pay your 
college tuition your parents are going 
to get a $1,500 tax credit? That is, they 
figure out how much they would have 
sent to Washington and they subtract 
$1,500 off the bottom line to help pay 
for their college. A lot of them do not 
even know about it yet, but this is 
there and available. Juniors and sen- 
iors, it is 20 percent of the first $5,000, 
or $1,000. 

My colleague mentioned the capital 
gains, rolling it back. Let us be very 
specific. The amazing thing to me in 
our town hall meetings, and, remem- 
ber, this is not Republicans in our town 
hall meetings. This is Republicans, 
Independents, Democrats. It is Ameri- 
cans, which is exactly the way town 
hall meetings should be. They are open 
and publicized and everybody comes. 

When I asked the question, How 
many in this room own a stock, a bond, 
or mutual fund or participate in a 
401(k) retirement plan,” it is amazing. 
I would say it is 99 percent in those 
rooms. And the next thing I say is, By 
the way, I hope if you invested in 
stocks or bonds or mutual funds you 
made a profit, because that is what 
your investment is all about and that 
is right.“ 

The capital gains tax reduction that 
we passed last year means that if they 
make a profit, say they make $100 sell- 
ing some stock they own, instead of 
sending $28 out of that $100 to Wash- 
ington, they send $20. And if they are 
earning less than $40,000 a year, and it 
is amazing again, the number of people 
earning less than $40,000 a year that 
have also invested in stocks and bonds, 
if they are earning less than $40,000 a 
year, instead of sending Washington $15 
out of the $100 they made, they only 
send them $10. 

So these capital gains, I like to put it 
in real family perspective. Let me 
bring a Janesville family in since we 
talked about a South Dakota family. 
They have got two kids at home and a 
freshman in college. This family, when 
they go to do their taxes next year, 
they subtract off $400 for each one of 
the kids that are still home and $1,500 
for the college freshman. That is a 
total of $2,300 that they keep in their 
home, in their family, instead of send- 
ing it to Washington. 

I always like to ask the next ques- 
tion. The next question I always ask 
them is, So who do you suppose could 
spend this money better, us out here in 
Washington or you in your family in 
your own home?” And there is just a 
chuckle around the room because we 
all know the answer to that question. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I think sometimes 
we have to remind ourselves, and I 
know that my colleague was back in 
South Dakota and was probably watch- 
ing some of the debates when we first 
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got into this fight about balancing the 
budget and allowing families to keep 
more of their own money while we were 
trying to save Medicare and a lot of the 
critics and cynics on the other side 
said, first of all, you cannot do it. You 
cannot balance the budget. You cer- 
tainly cannot balance the budget and 
provide tax relief. And, above all, you 
cannot balance the budget, provide tax 
relief, and save Medicare. 

Then sometimes the cynics said, 
well, if you give these tax cuts it will 
only benefit the wealthy and particu- 
larly as it relates to capital gains. I 
mean, that was the argument. I am 
sure my colleague heard it. There were 
ads run. There was almost hysteria 
around this town that if you provide 
capital gains tax relief, it will not do 
much for the economy but it will help 
the wealthy. 

Well, we did not pay attention to the 
cynics. We did not pay attention to the 
critics. We had to ignore them. And, ul- 
timately, what happened? Well, we are 
balancing the budget. We have the 
healthiest economy we have seen in 30 
years, the lowest unemployment rate. 

And perhaps the best news of all, 
partly because of our welfare reform, 
and I know the governor in Wisconsin 
has probably done more than almost 
any other governor, we have done a 
good job in Minnesota, and I think 
they have done a good job in South Da- 
kota as well. But nationally, when we 
passed welfare reform and sent a lot of 
the decision-making back to the States 
and all that we did was require work, 
personal responsibility and encourage 
families to stay together, that was wel- 
fare reform. We block granted it. We 
ended the Federal entitlement, which 
existed for 60 years. 

And a lot of the critics and cynics on 
the other side said, “You are going to 
pull the rug out from these people. 
People will starve. People will be 
thrown out in the streets.“ 

Well, let us look at the facts. Let us 
look at what has happened. 2.2 million 
American families have moved off of 
welfare roles and onto payrolls. 
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I will tell the gentleman a story from 
my district. I was meeting with some 
teachers. After school, we talked about 
Title 1, and we talked about some edu- 
cational programs. 

Finally, one of the teachers said, you 
know, of all of the things you guys 
have done since you went to Wash- 
ington, I think the most important is 
this welfare reform. I said, really. Tell 
me about that. 

She said, well, let me tell you about 
one of my students. Let us call him 
Johnny. All of a sudden, Johnny start- 
ed to behave better. He had a better at- 
titude. He was a better student. He 
even carried himself better. Finally, 
she said, I asked Johnny, is there 
something different at your house? 
Johnny said, yeah, my dad got a job. 
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We forget sometimes, those of us who 
have had at least one job since we were 
15 years old, that a job is more than 
the way we earn our living. A job helps 
improve and affect our entire life, and 
it affects everybody in the family. 

Through a stronger economy, by low- 
ering capital gains tax rates, by allow- 
ing families to keep more of what they 
earn, by encouraging work and per- 
sonal responsibility, the great news is, 
not only have we saved money, but we 
have saved people. We have saved fami- 
lies. We have saved kids from one more 
generation of dependency and dispair. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back to my 
friend from Wisconsin. 

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, a very 
exciting thing. When I was in our dis- 
trict and I toured one of the centers 
where they help people leave the wel- 
fare and get into the workforce, they 
did not talk to those families about the 
first job or only the first job they were 
going to get. At this work center, they 
talked to them about the first job and 
showed them how, if they were success- 
ful at the first job, they could have a 
second job, and how then there was a 
promotion waiting. They literally went 
to the fourth job for these families that 
were leaving welfare. 

If citizens stay on welfare, they are 
destined to receive only what the gov- 
ernment decides to give them. But if 
they go into the workforce, they have 
the opportunity to receive a job pro- 
motion and create a better life for 
themselves and their family. That is 
what welfare reform is all about. That 
is the exciting thing in welfare reform. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, if the gen- 
tleman would yield, I would also add, 
and I think, again, it is something that 
my colleagues all were responsible for 
doing when they came here back in 1995 
to reform the welfare system. But it 
started with a principle, and that is 
that the welfare program ought not to 
be measured, its success ought not to 
be measured by how many people we 
get on welfare but how many people we 
get off. And that is a value. Hard work 
is a value and personal responsibility. 
That translates into a public policy 
which has produced the exact results 
that we thought it would. 

I think that is a great tribute to the 
work that my colleagues did when they 
got here. Of course, we in 1996 and 1997 
and following, we were able to join 
them and continue down that road. 

I think, in many respects, if we look 
at the success in the economy, and 
there has been a lot of talk about who 
should get credit for the booming econ- 
omy. The President says it was his 
budget. It was his 1993 budget which, of 
course, included $250 billion in tax in- 
creases which I have a hard time think- 
ing have a lot to do with an economic 
recovery. 

Since the Republicans took control, 
since this majority took over in 1995 
and we made some of the tough deci- 
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sions on fiscal policy and getting our 
fiscal house in order, the markets have 
recognized that. We look at what the 
markets have done. But before the 
election in 1994, the DOW was at about 
3800 points; today, it is over 9000. 

So to suggest for a moment that that 
was all a result of the 1993 tax increase 
I think begs the question. The question 
is: What about all the hard work that 
was done by this Congress when they 
came in, made those hard fiscal 
choices, which the markets recognize, 
interest rates started coming down? 
And the general attitude in this town, 
for a change, was, we are going to do 
what we can to lower the tax burden so 
people can make investments, keep 
more of what they earn. That un- 
leashed a whole new round of invest- 
ment. We are seeing the renaissance of 
a lot of that decision making. 

I think, frankly, in fairness, we need 
to give credit where credit is due. 
Those of us who joined this Congress 
back in 1995 deserve a great deal of 
credit. 

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, re- 
claiming my time, I think what the 
gentleman talks about, and I showed 
this chart earlier this evening, but 
when he talks about what happened, 
and they said the 1993 tax increase 
somehow solved this problem. This is 
in 1995, 2 years after the tax increase, 
where the deficit was going when we 
got here. This is the President's budget 
proposal in April of 1995. This is where 
the deficit was going. 

It is not the tax increase that solved 
the problem. It was a combination of a 
strong economy coupled with con- 
trolled Washington spending, getting 
the growth rate of Washington spend- 
ing under control. 

The yellow line is our first 12 months 
here, the green line is what we hope to 
do, and the blue line, reaching balanced 
budget 4 years ahead of schedule, is 
what has actually happened. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, if 
the gentleman would yield, the truth of 
the matter is the facts speak very loud- 
ly. In fact, I often quote John Adams, 
one of the people who helped write our 
Constitution. He said, facts are stub- 
born things, and the facts are over- 
whelming. That is that if tax increases 
alone would have balanced the budget, 
we would have had a huge surplus long 
ago. 

As the gentleman indicated earlier, 
when Washington gets its hands on the 
money, the history has always been 
that it spends it. Not only does it spend 
it, but let me give my colleagues one 
more statistic that people forget. 

On the last 30 years, on average, for 
every dollar that Congress took in, it 
spent an average of $1.22. Since we took 
control, since the Republicans took 
control of this Congress, that number 
is down to a $1.01. I think, with this 
budget, it will actually be about 99 
cents. If that is not a clear-cut dif- 
ference, I do not know what is. 
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Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, re- 
claiming my time, I think the other 
thing that needs to be kept in mind 
here, from 1969 to today, we have had 
other strong economies but never got a 
balanced budget. Lord only knows, we 
have had more than enough tax in- 
creases between 1969 and today. That is 
how we have got the high tax rates we 
have got today. 

Neither the tax increases nor the 
strong economy, by themselves, have 
led us to a balanced budget. It has been 
the controlling of Washington spending 
coupled with that. 

We talked about some solutions here 
like welfare and getting us to a bal- 
anced budget. I want to drop back to 
Social Security for a minute because, 
long term, we still have this Social Se- 
curity problem that, even if we get the 
money in the Social Security Trust 
Fund by passing the Social Security 
Preservation Act, in the year 2029, they 
still run out of money. The Social Se- 
curity Preservation Act solves it from 
2012 to 2029. 

I would like to, just for a minute, 
focus on some of the discussion that is 
going on here. I found when I was talk- 
ing to the American people and I said 
Democrat Senator PATRICK MOYNIHAN 
has a plan on the table, everybody 
knew who Democratic Senator PATRICK 
MOYNIHAN was. They had very little 
knowledge of what his plan was, other 
than he was a person who usually 
worked with seniors. 

I think it is important, and let me be 
very specific about this, I do not sup- 
port this plan, but I think it is impor- 
tant the American people understand 
what it is that Democrat Senator PAT- 
RICK MOYNIHAN is proposing, because it 
is the number one plan in terms of 
solves Social Security. It goes back to 
the old ways. 

Here is what it does. It first lowers 
the cost of living adjustments to senior 
citizens by 1 percent. I found all our 
seniors in our town hall meeting knew 
what the cost of living adjustments 
were, The plan lowers cost of living ad- 
justments by 1 percent. 

It increases the retirement age from 
67 to 70. It raises the taxes on Social 
Security benefits. And here is how he 
does this in the plan. He looks at how 
much is paid into Social Security over 
the years. Anything we get out over 
and above that amount is 100 percent 
taxable. 

So it is a monumental tax increase 
on our seniors. It lowers the benefits 
being paid to our seniors up front by 
recomputing the number of years from 
which we base our initial payment. 

The part that he is getting a lot of 
support for, and even some of my con- 
servative friends are supporting him, 
because it takes the 12.4 percent Social 
Security tax that is being paid today 
and it lowers it to 10.4. That is where 
the support is coming from. 

A lot of people are seeing that reduc- 
tion from 12.4 to 10.4 as something that 
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is good. His idea is that, if people get 
that extra 2 percent in their pocket, 
they can put it away and take care of 
themselves in their own retirement. 

That sounds very good, but we need 
to understand that, if that happens, we 
no longer have solvency past the year 
2012, and the system is now bankrupt in 
the year 2012. So I do not support this 
plan. But I think it is important that 
the American people have the oppor- 
tunity to understand what is in the 
plan. 

I would like to give my colleagues 
some modern thinking. This new Con- 
gress that has come out here and 
solved Medicare without raising the 
taxes by looking at things like diabetes 
and realizing that it was much cheaper 
and much better for our senior citizens 
to provide preventive care than it was 
to wait until a senior citizen got very 
sick because of diabetes, solving Medi- 
care problems with common sense solu- 
tions that did not just throw money at 
the problem. 

There is a proposal out here right 
now, and I am not 100 percent ready to 
say I support it, but let me just go 
through the proposal because it is so 
different than anything else that has 
been talked about in terms of solving 
the Social Security problem. 

Here is what the proposal does. It 
says, first, we are going to set aside the 
money that is coming in for Social Se- 
curity today. So we take that extra 
money that is coming in, we put it in 
a savings account. We solve the short- 
term problem in Social Security imme- 
diately by putting that money away. 

We then look at surpluses over and 
above that amount of money for Social 
Security. So Social Security goes on 
just exactly as it is today. We look at 
surpluses above that amount that is 
coming in. We take those surpluses, 
and we take part of the surplus, and we 
give it to each American over the age 
of 18. 

Every American is getting their 
share of it over the age of 18, seniors 
and nonseniors. The catch here is that, 
if they are under 65, they get their 
share of the surplus in the form of a 
check to a 401(k) type savings account. 
The only stipulation, it is their money, 
they decide where they invest it, they 
can put it in a stock or bond or mutual 
fund or CD, where they invest it is 
their decision, but the only stipulation 
is they cannot take the money out 
until they reach age 65. 

So we look at the surpluses over and 
above Social Security. We divide a part 
of those surpluses amongst all Ameri- 
cans over the age of 18. If citizens are 
under 65, they get a check. The check 
goes to their 401(k) plan. The only stip- 
ulation is they cannot take the money 
out until they retire. 

What if they are over 65? If they are 
over 65, they simply get their share of 
the surplus in the form of a check. Be- 
cause, of course, if they are over 65, it 
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would not make sense to set up this 
401(k). 

Even though it is completely sepa- 
rate from Social Security, here is how 
that helped solved the long-term Social 
Security problems. For seniors today 
or for younger people when they reach 
65 and start drawing on this account, 
half of whatever they get counts back 
against what they would have gotten 
in Social Security, and the other half 
is simply theirs to keep. 

Again, the idea here is we look at 
surpluses over and above the Social Se- 
curity surplus. We divide it up amongst 
the American people. 

I talked to my brother about this, 
and he says, you know, Mark, my com- 
pany is doing really well. We have a 
pension and profit-sharing plan. This is 
sort of like America is doing real well 
right now. If America is doing real 
well, I mentioned before, that within 3 
or 4 years even, setting Social Security 
aside, we could look at surpluses of $150 
billion. 

Let me translate that. $150 billion is 
roughly $600 for every person over the 
age of 18. So that $600 check, or part of 
that check, depending on how much we 
allocate to Social Security, would sim- 
ply go into that 401(k) plan on behalf of 
everybody under the age of 16 or di- 
rectly to the senior citizens for those 
that are over 65. 

Again, half of whatever they get, ei- 
ther when they start drawing it at 65 or 
half of that check that they are getting 
today if they are over 65, counts back 
to that Social Security. That is how we 
solve the long-term Social Security 
problems. 

When we look at that next to the 
idea of cutting the cost of living ad- 
justment or raising taxes on seniors, 
these ideas are common-sense, 
straightforward, business-sector solu- 
tions to a very difficult problem. It is 
done without raising taxes on the 
American people. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, if the gen- 
tleman would yield, I did a lot of talk- 
ing about that very proposal just to get 
a feedback and reaction from the peo- 
ple of South Dakota as to what they 
thought about that. Because, as the 
gentleman noted, we have to do some- 
thing to address this very serious prob- 
lem in the years as we get down the 
road. Today, obviously, the gentleman 
has laid out a plan which would protect 
us, but, ultimately, we have to do 
something that is consistent with a 
couple of principles which he men- 
tioned. 

First of all, we have to save this sys- 
tem. There are so many people. In my 
State of South Dakota, for example, we 
have an elderly population very de- 
pendent upon it. And to make the basic 
statement that they will be protected, 
the safety net is there, they will con- 
tinue to receive Social Security bene- 
fits as they are today and then even 
perhaps, in addition to that, with re- 
spect to whatever the surplus check 
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might be, but that we do not touch 
that aspect of it. 

But what we allow is we say the sur- 
plus that comes into Washington, rath- 
er than allowing Washington to spend 
it, because, once it comes in here, as 
we mentioned earlier, somehow Wash- 
ington will find a way to spend it, that 
the only way that is consistent with 
our values, and that is allowing more 
people in this country to keep more of 
what they earn, to make decisions 
about their future, to put it in a retire- 
ment account, a Social Security plus 
account that will accumulate, get the 
benefit of compound interest, and, over 
time, we would dramatically increase 
the amount of retirement income that 
people who are paying in today would 
receive. 

Again, I think, ultimately, that is 
something that merits serious consid- 
eration. The gentleman said it is a 
poposal. It is something that has been 
laid out there. But when we compare it 
with the alternative, the Democrat al- 
ternative, which is a tax increase on 
seniors, clearly this is something 
which not only protects people who are 
currently on the program but allows us 
to harness the surplus dollars that are 
going to come in and put them to work 
for the people of this country. 

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, there 
are two other benefits that I would like 
to point out in this plan. 

If there is a 20-year-old today and he 
started putting money into this plan 
and his account grew and at age 45, for 
whatever reason, something happened, 
he is married, he has got a couple kids, 
and he dies, whatever money is in that 
account is passed on to his spouse or 
his kids. It is his money. It does not go 
anywhere else. It is his money. It 
would literally be passed on to his 
spouse. 

The other wonderful thing in this 
plan, as far as I can see, is that it 
makes each and every American cit- 
izen tied into helping us control Wash- 
ington spending. Because, as both of 
my colleagues have mentioned, if this 
spending goes back out of control like 
it was when we got here, there are not 
going to be any surplusses. 

The key here is keeping that spend- 
ing under control. If every American 
citizen is getting a piece of that sur- 
plus, like my brother says, pension and 
profit sharing, if every American cit- 
izen is tied into that surplus, we will 
quickly get their support to help us 
keep Washington spending under con- 
trol. 

To me, that is what government 
should be all about. It should be all 
about the American people being ac- 
tively involved in the decisions we 
make. They will provide the impetus 
necessary for us to keep this spending 
under control. 
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Mr. GUTKNECHT. I really think that 
for many years we labored under some 
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unwritten law, if you will, that no good 
deed goes unpunished. If you worked 
you were punished, if you saved you 
were punished, if you invested you 
were punished, if you grew a business 
and hired people, you were punished. 

In fact, even in the Medicare system 
those areas, regions of the country, and 
I think we all come from areas where 
we have had relatively low health care 
costs, as a result, in terms of the Medi- 
care reimbursement schedule we were 
punished. And that was really the un- 
written rule of Washington, and what 
we are trying to do is change that and 
try to reverse some of those perverse 
incentives. 

And if we do that I think that long 
term, and as you say, if we can come 
up with a Medicare system and a Social 
Security system which uses market 
principles and the doctrine of enlight- 
ened self-interest to get more people to 
feel as if they are stakeholders in the 
system, in the long run we will have a 
better system which provides more 
value to consumers or to Social Secu- 
rity people, recipients of Medicare 
treatments, whatever. And that is what 
we are really trying to do, is reverse 
those age-old perverse incentives which 
have been created here in Washington. 

Mr. NEUMANN. I think at this point 
if we could, we have been talking a lot 
about these economic problems and the 
solutions, and I think we have hit on 
the three economic problems facing 
America. 

We must restore the Social Security 
system. Our seniors have a right to get 
up in the morning knowing their Social 
Security is safe. 

We need to pay down the Federal 
debt. Our children deserve to inherit a 
debt free Nation and reduce the tax 
burden on American workers. 

I would like to jump over to the so- 
cial side for just a minute, and I would 
like to talk about a couple issues over 
on the social side and I would like to 
start with education, because we re- 
cently received a report that tells us 
that our kids are number 21 in the 
world in education. And I want to talk 
about a vision for our Nation’s future 
that does not bring us back to the top 
10, I want to talk about a vision for 
America that brings our kids back to 
number 1 in the world, and I think that 
should be our target. Not back into the 
top 10 in the world; I want our kids to 
be the best educated kids in the entire 
world, and that should be our goal. 

But you know where we get into con- 
flict here, and we are hearing this in 
the news today, we get into this con- 
flict that somehow the right way to get 
education problems solved is for Wash- 
ington to come running into the pic- 
ture and Washington to develop new 
spending programs. Washington is 
going to hire new teachers and Wash- 
ington is going to build new schools. 

What that means is Washington is 
taking control of the education sys- 
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tem, and I think that is exactly what 
has led us to number 21 in the world. If 
we want to turn the education system 
around, the right answer is to get the 
parents back involved in the education 
process of their kids. 

Parents should be choosing where 
their kids are going to school, what 
their kids are learning and how it is 
going to be taught. If we really want to 
solve the education problems facing 
the United States of America, we need 
to re-empower our parents to be ac- 
tively involved in where the kids go to 
school, what they are taught and how 
it is taught. 

There is a side benefit, and this came 
out in a study that was recently pub- 
lished out here. They looked at 12,000 
teenagers across America, this was in 
the Washington Times, I believe it was 
April 10, but they looked at 12,000 teen- 
agers across America. And as you 
might expect, if you look at 12,000 teen- 
agers you find some with crime, you 
got drug problems, you got teen preg- 
nancy, you got teen smoking, you got 
all the social problems that we hear 
about Washington trying to solve. 

But when they looked at this study 
of 12,000 teenagers and they looked at 
crime, they found the number one pre- 
dictor of whether a student or a teen- 
ager was going to be involved in crime 
was parental involvement with the 
child. They found the number one pre- 
dictor of whether a student was going 
to be involved in drugs was the paren- 
tal involvement in that teenager’s life. 
Teen pregnancy, same thing. The num- 
ber one predictor of whether or not a 
teenager was going to be involved with 
teen pregnancy: parental involvement 
and the like. Teen smoking, same 
thing. 

So when you really look at this and 
when we think about these concepts 
that we are talking about here tonight, 
getting education back up to number 
one in the world, how do you do that? 
You get the parents back involved in 
the decision-making process in edu- 
cation. The outcome will solve a lot of 
other problems that Washington thinks 
the right answer is throwing money at. 
The right answer is not throwing 
money at it; the right answer is get- 
ting parents back involved in the lives 
of the kids. 

And I do not think Washington 
should mandate that parents have to 
spend 2 hours a day with their kids, al- 
though it might not be a bad idea. That 
is not what I think we should do. But 
what I do think we should do is relate 
this to the other side of this discussion 
we have had. 

When the tax rate went from $25 out 
of every $100 that people earned to $37 
out of every $100 people earned, that 
meant in many cases the parent was 
going to be forced to take a second and 
even a third job, and when the parents 
are working at that second and third 
job, that means that when they get 
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home they are either too tired or there 
is no time to spend with those kids, So 
when we talk about reducing the tax 
rate on American workers, what we are 
really talking about here is getting it 
back to a point where the families do 
not have to take that second job, so at 
least we empower the parents to have 
the opportunity to be more actively in- 
volved with their teenagers so that 
those teenagers are less likely to be in- 
volved in drugs, crimes, teen preg- 
nancy, teen smoking, lots of the other 
social ills facing America. 

That is how this whole vision for 
America ties together. If we can get 
the tax rate down, empower the par- 
ents to at least have the opportunity 
to make the decision to get back in 
their kids’ lives, we will see a lot of 
other solutions. 

I want to give a very specific exam- 
ple, and this is a case I am very famil- 
iar with. It is about good friends of 
ours. Christmas time comes in this 
family, and they are a middle income 
family, it is a true story. They live 
from paycheck to paycheck, but they 
are a middle income family. When 
Christmas comes, the mother in the 
house takes a second job. You know 
why she takes a second job? Because 
that is how they pay for their Christ- 
mas presents. 

Now just think about a different pic- 
ture for a minute. Instead of this moth- 
er leaving her home and leaving her 
family at this most important time of 
the year, instead of doing that, if we 
could bring this tax rate down so they 
could just keep that extra $12 out of 
every hundred they earn in their home 
in the first place, that mother does not 
have to take that job. It is a second job 
in this case. She does not have to take 
the second job, and when she does not 
take the second job, she has more time 
available to spend with the kids. 

More time available with the kids on 
the part of a parent is the single most 
important factor in determining 
whether we will have crime problems, 
drug problems, teen pregnancy, teen 
smoking, all of these things that we 
here in Washington somehow think 
that we here in Washington can solve. 
It is baloney. The way to solve these 
problems is get the parents and em- 
power the parents to be actively in- 
volved in their kids’ lives. It is the 
most important thing that we can do, 
and it is how the economic discussion 
ties directly into the social problems 
facing America today. 

Mr. THUNE. If the gentleman will 
yield on that, you made one comment 
there which I think is really very much 
on the mark. You know our children 
need a learning environment that is 
safe and drug-free, and we are losing 
the war on drugs in America today, and 
we are not seeing leadership in trying 
to snuff that out. And we need to have 
leadership at the presidential level, at 
the congressional level, at the commu- 
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nity level, at the schools, in the fami- 
lies and the churches to address what 
has become a very, very serious issue. 

And again a case in point in my home 
State of South Dakota, and we have 
often thought that we are somewhat 
immune from a lot of these problems 
that you see in bigger cities. But the 
fact of the matter is that a lot of the 
small communities across South Da- 
kota are having to come to grips with 
the fact that drugs are not only acces- 
sible, they are readily available, and 
that kids are regularly using them. 

And there is a small town for which 
just recently the survey was done and 
of the high school kids, 28 percent, al- 
most a third, said they used drugs 
more than 4 times a month. That is a 
staggering statistic in South Dakota 
and certainly across this Nation. We 
have a very serious problem that we 
need to eradicate. 

And frankly again it is not going to 
be, I do not think necessarily a bill 
that we pass, but it is going to take 
leadership that we all have to be a part 
of in community antidrug coalitions 
and school-based programs and really 
going after this in the same way that 
we have common enemies in the past. 
Because in my view it is a very, very 
serious insidious threat to the future of 
our country, to the future of our young 
people, and something that we are not 
attacking head-on and we need to, and 
it starts at the top. 

Mr. NEUMANN. Reclaiming my time, 
and I would just go back to this survey, 
and I would keep going back to what 
the survey found: The single most im- 
portant determining factor in whether 
or not a teenager is going to be in- 
volved with drugs is the involvement of 
the parent in the teenager’s life. The 
right answers to these problems are 
empowering our parents. That is our 
role. Get us out of their way so they 
are not sending all their money out 
here in taxes, they do not have to take 
that second job; get out of the way so 
the parents can spend more time with 
their kids. 

And, I mean, I am not naive enough 
to think that all of a sudden we lower 
taxes, parents spend more time with 
kids and all the problems go away. I 
mean, I am not that naive. But when 
you start looking at how you actually 
go about turning around a Nation that 
has been headed in the wrong direction, 
certainly parental involvement in the 
kids’ lives ought to be our top priority. 

And one more thing on this social 
side that I think is very important. 
Five years ago we did not even know 
about this topic, but we know as a Na- 
tion about it today. It is partial-birth 
abortions. And if you start looking at 
America and where we are today and 
where we are going to, if we turn our 
back on this issue, I do not see how we 
can solve the rest of the social issues 
facing our Nation. 

A partial-birth abortion is a third 
trimester, seventh, eighth or ninth 
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month abortion where the baby is lit- 
erally partially delivered and then at 
the last second the baby is killed. I just 
do not understand how we as a Nation 
can go on allowing this to happen now 
that we know about it. Frankly, when 
I was elected I did not know what it 
was, but I know now. And when you 
start looking at these social ills facing 
America, I think we have to accept 
that that is part of the problem facing 
our country, and I think we need to end 
it. 

I have got about a minute and a half 
left, and I would just like to kind of 
sum up this kind of vision for where we 
are going to. If you like, a Republican 
vision for the future of this great Na- 
tion that we live in. How are we going 
to go about restoring this Nation? 

Let me go through on the economic 
side first very quickly. Restore the So- 
cial Security system so our seniors can 
get up in the morning knowing their 
Social Security is safe. I think every 
senior is entitled to that. The debt. Our 
children deserve a debt-free Nation, so 
let us start making payments on the 
debt much like you would repay a 
home mortgage. Taxes are too high on 
our families all across America, so let 
us get that tax rate back down from $37 
dollars out of every $100, at least down 
to $25 out of every $100 that American 
workers work so hard to earn. 

On the social side, let us get edu- 
cation, let us make that our top pri- 
ority. Let us get education back up to 
number one in the world, and do this 
by involving the parents and giving 
parents the opportunity to choose 
where their kids go to school, what it 
is they are taught and how they are 
taught it. And when the parents get in- 
volved in the kids’ lives, making those 
decisions about education, the auto- 
matic outcome is that extra parental 
involvement in the kid’s life, that leads 
to lower crime rates, fewer drug prob- 
lems, fewer teen pregnancies and less 
teen smoking. 

This is the right direction to move 
America, and while we are done with 
this, let us make sure we end partial- 
birth abortions. And let us then pass 
this vision on to the next generation 
and this great Nation we live in. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. If the gentleman 
will yield, finally what you are really 
saying is what Vaclav Havel, the first 
freely elected Prime Minister of 
Czechoslovakia, said shortly after he 
was elected. He said in the end all poli- 
tics is moral. 

Balancing the budget, saving Medi- 
care, saving Social Security and stop- 
ping partial-birth abortions in many 
respects are all about regaining some 
of that high moral ground, and if you 
ask Americans what is really wrong in 
this country, they will many times say 
it is the unraveling of the moral fabric 
of this country. And so all of the things 
we have talked about tonight really, at 
the end of the day, are about morality. 
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THE TOBACCO AGREEMENT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the mi- 
nority leader. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, tonight 
I want to talk about the tobacco agree- 
ment, which of course has been much 
in the news lately, particularly during 
the last 2 weeks when Congress was not 
in session. 

As everyone knows I think by now, 
during the congressional recess the to- 
bacco companies pulled out of the 
agreement and have essentially refused 
to do any future negotiation at this 
point on the agreement. And I think 
the reason they did that is because 
they did not like the looks of what was 
developing here in Congress, and basi- 
cally have declared war on all legisla- 
tion that does not have their blessing. 

In his April 8 announcement that his 
company was pulling out of the agree- 
ment, RJR Nabisco CEO Stephen F. 
Goldstone declared, and I quote, that 
the legislative process as far as tobacco 
is concerned is broken beyond repair. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, I think this dec- 
laration is wrong and it is also rather 
arrogant. Congress does not need and I 
do not believe will wait for the tobacco 
industry to pass legislation to protect 
our children. Even the Republicans I 
think would agree with me on that. 

But what the Republicans cannot 
agree on and I am particularly talking 
about the Republican leadership, is 
what form tobacco legislation should 
take here in Congress, and particularly 
in the House. Big tobacco dollars have 
produced a fissure in the Republican 
Party on how to approach tobacco leg- 
islation. 

Senator JOHN MCCAIN, as I think 
many of us know, authored legislation 
that was approved recently by the Sen- 
ate Commerce Committee by a 19 to 1 
vote, very lopsided. The Senator’s bill, 
while not as strong as measures that 
are being pushed by Democrats here in 
the House and also in the Senate, is at 
least a step in the right direction, and 
I want to commend him for that. 

Among other things his bill gen- 
erates $516 billion from the tobacco in- 
dustry over 25 years, and it would raise 
the price of cigarettes by $1.10 over 5 
years, strengthen Federal regulation of 
tobacco products, and impose penalties 
on the tobacco companies if teen smok- 
ing rates do not decline in the coming 
years. And this is bitterly, this legisla- 
tion by Senator McCAIN is bitterly op- 
posed by the tobacco industry, and 
after a lot of twisting, turning and flip- 
flopping has also been now opposed by 
Speaker GINGRICH as well. 
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Yesterday’s New York Times, I 
thought, was very interesting in re- 
counting Speaker GINGRICH’s history 
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on tobacco since the GOP took control 
of the House of Representatives in 1994. 
The Speaker’s comments on tobacco 
reported in the Times, the Times said 
in its editorial that the Speaker has 
been a model of inconsistency.” 

I just want to read from the article 
that was in the New York Times, be- 
cause I think it clearly illustrates 
whose side Speaker GINGRICH is on. 

“Shortly after Republicans won con- 
trol of Congress in 1994,” the article 
says, Mr. GINGRICH announced that 
his party would end an investigation of 
the tobacco industry that had begun 
under the Democrats. Mr. GINGRICH 
called David A. Kessler, then Commis- 
sioner of the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration and the leading spokesman of 
the antismoking forces, a thug and a 
bully.” This is what the Speaker said 
about Mr. Kessler. 

I would like to point out that since 
that time, a steady stream of docu- 
ments concerning the marketing of 
cigarettes towards children and the de- 
liberate manipulation of nicotine have 
been flowing from the tobacco indus- 
try. The recent release of 39,000 docu- 
ments in the Minnesota case will sure- 
ly bring more disturbing revelations. 

A lot of this has come up in the Com- 
mittee on Commerce that I am a mem- 
ber of, and it has been reported on a bi- 
partisan basis. So the notion that Mr. 
Kessler was wrong in being critical of 
the tobacco industry, I think, now has 
been totally repudiated. Clearly, Mr. 
Kessler was right, and there is no ques- 
tion that the industry was targeting 
children and deliberately manipulating 
both its marketing as well as the state- 
ments it was making about nicotine 
and the negative aspects of nicotine. 

Continuing again in yesterday’s New 
York Times article, it reports that 
early this year, after a 2-day Repub- 
lican Party retreat, Mr. GINGRICH 
would say nothing about his position 
on tobacco legislation except that re- 
ducing teenage smoking was important 
and that lawmakers needed to be care- 
ful to avoid a contraband market in 
cigarettes. But a few weeks later, Mr. 
GINGRICH said there was no sentiment 
for in any way eliciting favorably to 
the tobacco companies. 

Then, as we go on with Mr. GING- 
RICH’s flip-flopping and changing his 
position, in a speech to the American 
Medical Association about a month 
ago, this was before our Congressional 
recess, he called for tough and sweep- 
ing tobacco legislation. In March, the 
Washington Post reported that Mr. 
GINGRICH had warned tobacco lobbyists 
that he would not allow Democrats to 
get to the left of me on tobacco legisla- 
tion.” 

Now, of course, this past weekend, 
most recently, the Speaker completely 
reversed himself again. In words that 
could have been scripted by the to- 
bacco companies themselves, Mr. GING- 
RICH stated that the McCain bill was a 
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very liberal, big government, big bu- 
reaucracy bill.” 

Mr. GINGRICH, who apparently is un- 
aware that the bill was approved by the 
Senate Committee on Commerce by a 
19 to 1 vote, also commented that the 
bill would be very hard to get through 
Congress. 

Well, the only reason it is going to be 
very hard to get through Congress is 
because he and the other Republicans 
in the leadership will not allow it to 
get through, because, obviously, the 
Members on the Senate Commerce 
Committee overwhelmingly voted for 
the bill. 

I yield to my colleague from Texas 
(Mr. DOGGETT). I would like to point 
out that my colleague has been in the 
forefront on this issue, particularly 
with regard to the all-important issue 
of not allowing the tobacco companies 
to start marketing overseas to chil- 
dren. 

I am very afraid, as I know the gen- 
tleman is, that even when we pass leg- 
islation to stop teenage smoking or cut 
back on it, that if we do not do some- 
thing in that legislation about mar- 
keting overseas, they will simply ex- 
pand their operations overseas. I want 
to commend the gentleman. 

Mr. DOGGETT. That is a concern. 
They wanted to give Joe Camel a pass- 
port. They have already given him one 
really and taken him around to addict 
other people's children on nicotine, 
just as these nicotine peddlers have ad- 
dicted our children in too many cases 
across America. 

I would reflect on some of the points 
the gentleman just made. I think this 
is important to put this in an impor- 
tant historical setting, and to recog- 
nize that experts that we turn to now, 
experts that were appointed, indeed, by 
Republican Presidents like Mr. Kessler, 
Dr. Kessler, in fact, now up at Yale, we 
turned to him for expertise on these 
subjects. A person that Speaker GING- 
RICH labeled a thug; as you referenced, 
the kind of rhetoric that unfortunately 
has too often characterized debates in 
this House. 

To now suggest, and I read the same 
article about his comments, that the 
approach that the Republicans, I be- 
lieve all of the Republicans on the Sen- 
ate Committee on Commerce endorsed, 
was too liberal, is an indication of how 
really extreme and controlled by the 
tobacco lobby the leadership of this 
House is. 

I know the gentleman from New Jer- 
sey shares my view that what we need 
with reference to tobacco is a genu- 
inely conservative approach. We need 
to place the emphasis on conserving 
the health of our children, and the re- 
jection of what is really a fairly mod- 
est step by the Senate Committee on 
Commerce, a step that leaves many de- 
ficiencies, as has been pointed out with 
reference to international tobacco, 
with reference to many other issues. 
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I think the House could improve on 
the steps that are important, but lack- 
ing, that Senator MCCAIN has taken, to 
simply condemn them and the work of 
Republicans and Democrats alike as 
too liberal, and say we need a conserv- 
ative approach. While I agree with the 
conservative part, but the only thing 
liberal I have seen in this bill is the 
way the tobacco companies have lib- 
erally circulated campaign contribu- 
tions all around this Capitol. 

In fact, the gentleman from New Jer- 
sey will remember when I first got 
here, we had Republican leadership 
people passing out checks from the to- 
bacco companies right here on this 
floor in such a grievous offense of the 
dignity of this House that they had to 
finally come back and pass a rule to 
keep themselves from doing this kind 
of errand running for the tobacco in- 
dustry. 

So I think that as important as it is 
to ask the tobacco companies to volun- 
tarily restrict their advertising, so 
much of this is linked to the campaign 
finance problems that the gentleman 
from New Jersey and I have worked on 
also, and knowing that if the tobacco 
companies would voluntarily restrict 
their campaign contributions, we prob- 
ably would not need to be here tonight. 
We would not have 3,000 children to- 
morrow in America becoming addicted 
to nicotine because of the failure to act 
on restrictions with regard to tobacco. 
Rather, we could be moving on to other 
issues. 

Does not the gentleman from New 
Jersey, indeed, feel that this whole 
issue of tobacco is just another part of 
our effort to put families and children 
first in America like with child care 
and education? That this is a leading 
public health menace to our children, 
and that that is the center of this de- 
bate, rather than putting these labels 
on it? 

Mr. PALLONE. I absolutely agree. 
Not that we like to throw around sta- 
tistics, but there were some very good 
statistics that were put out by the 
Campaign for Tobacco-Free Kids about 
tobacco use among youth. If I could 
just mention them to give us an idea, 
right now, this is a very detailed sur- 
vey they did that showed that 4.1 mil- 
lion kids age 12 to 17 are current smok- 
ers, and that smoking among high 
school seniors is at a 19-year high, 36.9 
percent. 

Since 1991, past-month smoking has 
increased by 35 percent among eighth 
graders and 43 percent among tenth 
graders. Basically, more than 5 million 
children under the age of 18 alive today 
will die from smoking-related disease 
unless current rates are reversed. 

This is an epidemic getting bigger. I 
think a lot of people think youth 
smoking has gone down. It hasn’t. It 
has actually increased. 

Not too much more here, but 45 per- 
cent of white high school boys report 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


past-month use of tobacco; 20 percent 
of boys in grades 9 through 12 report 
past-month smokeless tobacco. Smok- 
ing by African-American high school 
boys increased from 14.1 percent in 1991 
to 27.8 percent in 1995. Of course, we 
know that almost 90 percent of adult 
smokers begin at or before age 18. So if 
they start before they are 18, then they 
are basically the smokers who become 
the adult smokers of tomorrow. So this 
is something that has to be addressed. 

Mr. DOGGETT. I know the gen- 
tleman is aware, after years of deny- 
ing, I think really flat out lying about 
their attempts to hook children, we 
now know through the documents that 
the judges are forcing these tobacco 
companies to reveal to the public, after 
they get every big bucks lawyer in the 
country to go to every court of appeal 
and do everything they can to keep 
those documents secret, the documents 
are finally becoming to come out to 
show, as we found out in the State of 
Texas, they are targeting kids in ele- 
mentary school to try to find out what 
would be the most effective way to 
hook them to nicotine. And once 
hooked, like to any other dangerous le- 
thal drugs, many of these children are 
unable to leave the nicotine habit, and 
that has a tremendous effect on, really, 
as the gentleman described it, a public 
health epidemic in this country. 

Mr. PALLONE. There is also a direct 
relationship between the amount of ad- 
vertising that the company does and 
the percentage of the youth market 
that they end up with. Again, from the 
Campaign for Tobacco-Free Kids, 86 
percent of kids who smoke prefer Marl- 
boro, Camel and Newport, which are 
the three most heavily advertised 
brands, and Marlboro, the most heavily 
advertised, constitutes almost 60 per- 
cent of the youth market, but about 25 
percent of the adult market. 

So there is no question that this ad- 
vertising is causing kids to smoke, and 
that there is a direct benefit from the 
advertising. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Well, I think we 
know the tobacco companies would not 
be throwing their money away on ad- 
vertising if it did not work to bring in 
more smokers, young smokers, to take 
the place of the many Americans who 
have died prematurely from smoking- 
related diseases of many types. 

Just as the tobacco companies know 
that their campaign contributions are 
not being wasted, they would not be 
making these campaign contributions 
frivolously. I am sure in your history 
you were giving to put in perspective 
this now refusal to move forward in the 
House on reasonable public health 
measures to protect our children, you 
are probably going to cover what hap- 
pened just last year when two tobacco 
companies were the Number 1 and the 
Number 2 soft money contributors to 
the Republican Party, and then right 
after they set their record of contribu- 
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tions, the next month, along comes 
this secret $50 billion tax break. 

We, in a way, have already begun to 
take up the tobacco settlement issues. 
It is just that Speaker GINGRICH and 
the Republican leadership thought the 
first issue that ought to come up was 
not protecting our children, but pro- 
tecting the tobacco companies by giv- 
ing them a $50 billion tax break, which 
when it became public, they were so 
ashamed of, they snuck out here and 
repealed it last year, as you will recall. 

Mr. PALLONE. One of the biggest 
concerns I have, and, again, I started 
tonight as you did saying at least Sen- 
ator MCCAIN is moving in the right di- 
rection, but the liability issue is a 
great concern. If you look at the origi- 
nal proposal that the tobacco compa- 
nies put forward, they had basically 
eliminated most of their liability. 

The McCain bill doesn’t go far 
enough, I think, and is still basically 
excluding them from a lot of liability. 
I am very concerned about a settle- 
ment that goes too far in that direc- 
tion. 

Mr. DOGGETT. I certainly share that 
concern. I believe that is one of the 
areas that we could make significant 
improvements on the work that the bi- 
partisan group there in the Senate has 
begun. They have begun the work; they 
have moved in the right direction, but 
they haven’t done quite enough to pro- 
tect the public health of our children. 

To say to an industry in this coun- 
try, of all the industries that we could 
turn to and give some kind of special 
protection and say we won't hold them 
accountable, we will not hold them per- 
sonally responsible for their devious- 
ness, for their criminal misconduct, to 
say that, as is suggested by this limita- 
tion on their civil liability for these 
malicious acts that they have engaged 
in, would be to reward them for dec- 
ades of abuse in creating the largest 
cause of preventible death in America 
today. And what would that say to 
other industries? That the worse you 
are, the more legal protection the Con- 
gress of the United States is going to 
give out? 

I think it would be a signal far be- 
yond this tobacco industry's mis- 
conduct that could have untold con- 
sequences in other areas of our life 
here in America. 

Mr. PALLONE. The gentleman has 
already said it, but to repeat it again, 
clearly what happened here politically 
is that Senator MCCAIN, who is a Re- 
publican, put forth a real effort to try 
to move something that he felt could 
be adopted in the Senate and ulti- 
mately in the House, too, I think, ona 
bipartisan basis. That happened, of 
course, just before our recess. 

The Speaker, Speaker GINGRICH, ob- 
viously was very scared by that, be- 
cause it showed that there was support 
within his own party for moving legis- 
lation that the tobacco industry did 
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not want. So I think what we saw last 
weekend was his effort to say, look, to- 
bacco, I am not going to let this hap- 
pen. I am going to put a stop to it. You 
keep having that money flow to us, and 
this Republican Party is not going to 
allow this type of legislation to move 
forward. 

That is what we face now, and I think 
that is what we are going to face for 
the rest of the year from this Repub- 
lican leadership, unless we force their 
hand. 

Mr. DOGGETT. I think that is right. 
He affirmed the same viewpoint to re- 
flect back on his early tenure in the of- 
fice of Speaker that the gentleman re- 
ferred to out of the article at the be- 
ginning of his remarks, when he put a 
stop. We could have been moving on 
this and obtained some of this informa- 
tion months ago. Thousands of deaths 
ago we could have acted on this meas- 
ure. But the Speaker put a stop to the 
investigation that was going on in the 
House Committee on Commerce of the 
misconduct of the tobacco industry. 

Had it not been for vigorous action in 
the private sector to point out the 
abuse and misconduct of the tobacco 
industry, we would not be to this point. 
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Now it is a question of whether the 
Speaker can be a continued roadblock. 
He has been successful. I will have to 
give him credit where credit is due. He 
has managed to destroy thus far our ef- 
forts to reform the campaign finance 
system, blocking it in a most devious 
form. But whether the American people 
will tolerate that remains to be seen. 
We have our discharge petition moving 
along on campaign finance. 

Now to add to that insult further in- 
jury by permitting the Republican 
leadership to block us from moving for- 
ward to deal with the problems that 
our young people face here and abroad 
with reference to nicotine addiction 
would be a terrible wrong. I think it is 
a wrong clearly that that over- 
whelming vote in the Senate Com- 
mittee on Commerce indicates that 
Members, Republican and Democrat in 
that body, will not tolerate. 

I think if the American people hear 
about this enough, they are going to be 
speaking about it to their Members, 
Republican and Democrat alike, say- 
ing, you cannot go home without ad- 
dressing the number one public health 
epidemic in America today for our 
young people, and that is nicotine ad- 
diction, and the fact that 3,000 new ad- 
dicts will be added to the rolls every 
day until we are able to address this 
problem of youth smoking. 

Mr. PALLONE. I agree. I wanted to 
point out, and I do not know that it 
needs to be pointed out, but as the gen- 
tleman knows because he has been at 
the meetings, the Democratic Caucus 
has put forward legislation. We spent 
about 6 months, I think, having our 
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own hearings and meeting with people 
in our tobacco working group that the 
gentleman from California (Mr. Vio 
Fazio), the chairman of our Demo- 
cratic Caucus, put together, and both 
the gentleman and I were at many of 
those meetings. 

The gentleman from California (Mr. 
Fazio) has introduced legislation, with 
a lot of cosponsors on the Democratic 
side, and I know I am one of the co- 
sponsors, that does not include any li- 
ability caps for the tobacco industry. It 
is called the Healthy Kids Act. 

The legislation also calls for higher 
cigarette prices than the McCain bill, 
and of course one aspect of that that 
the gentleman and I have talked about 
a lot is some kind of limitation on the 
international activity of tobacco com- 
panies. 

The Healthy Kids Act, the Demo- 
cratic bill, includes a ban on the pro- 
motion of U.S. tobacco products 
abroad, and it would also require warn- 
ing labels on all exported tobacco prod- 
ucts, and fully fund international to- 
bacco control efforts. 

I cannot emphasize how important I 
consider control of international to- 
bacco operations to be. I know the gen- 
tleman has introduced legislation spe- 
cifically on that subject that I have co- 
sponsored. Maybe if I could talk a little 
about that. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I will be 
expanding on this legislation this next 
week with a revision, including some of 
the provisions that have been incor- 
porated in the Senate Committee on 
Commerce, but recognizing that when 
the tobacco companies go abroad to try 
to pay the penalties that they have in- 
curred here at home, that it is just 
wrong for us as Americans to be pro- 
jecting forth the idea that there is 
something American about smoking. 

We see some of these billboards up in 
foreign countries suggesting that the 
western, democratic thing to do is to 
smoke. We see at schools, at kiosks, at 
clubs, we see, as the gentleman and I 
have been in some parts of the world, 
young people who look like they are 
barely old enough to go to elementary 
school passing out free cigarettes on 
the streets; using cigarette logos on 
toys, on toy cars in Buenos Aires; on 
arcade games in the Philippines; Marl- 
boro labels on various kinds of chil- 
dren’s clothes. 

Those are the kinds of things that 
makes it pretty clear that they are tar- 
geting young people in these other 
countries, recognizing that many of 
the other countries do not even have 
the feeble limitations on tobacco that 
have existed in this country. 

We now have literally a worldwide 
health epidemic with nicotine addic- 
tion, and I hope to expand on the ac- 
tion that the House considered last 
year, the legislation that I introduced 
with the gentleman's help, in address- 
ing in a more broad form the steps we 
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could take to reduce this worldwide 
epidemic, and project our role as a su- 
perpower, frankly, in a very positive 
way to try to improve world health. 

Mr. PALLONE. I want to commend 
the gentleman again for his efforts in 
that regard, because I know the gen- 
tleman was really the first person out 
there in the House, and probably in the 
whole Congress, to pay attention to the 
issue. 

The amazing thing about it is that it 
is very easy for these tobacco compa- 
nies to expand now into areas of the 
world that were not previously open to 
them because of the changes that are 
taking place: the demise of the Soviet 
Union and the countries, the former 
Soviet Republics, the eastern European 
countries that were under Russian 
Communist domination. 

That is where the industry has tar- 
geted, because previously those govern- 
ments controlled what happened more. 
It was a totalitarian society, and it 
was not possible for American compa- 
nies to market tobacco. Now those 
countries have opened up, and they 
have not been prepared for the on- 
slaught, if you will, of the tobacco in- 
dustry. 

It is particularly in those countries 
that we see this, and in others as well; 
India, for example. India was a very 
controlled economy until about 5 years 
ago. Now with a move towards market 
reforms, privatization, again, they 
have moved in there, because it was a 
previously controlled economy that is 
now open. So there are tremendous op- 
portunities, and a lot of these coun- 
tries just are not able. They have mea- 
ger resources; they have fragile democ- 
racies, in some of the cases of the 
former Soviet Republics. 

I was very shocked, because a couple 
of years ago I went to Armenia, which 
is a former Soviet Republic. I went into 
some of the poorest housing that was 
actually set up for refugees from the 
war in Karabakh, and the people had 
absolutely nothing. And what I would 
see on the walls were Marlborough 
posters, and the kids smoking. They 
had nothing, and they were smoking. 

This is the insidious aspect of it, to 
go to these places that do not have the 
ability, really, to prevent or control or 
regulate any of this. That is what I 
think we are seeing. It is very tragic. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Of course, I am famil- 
iar with the gentleman’s leadership 
role on behalf of Armenia and Arme- 
nian Americans, and I am sure the gen- 
tleman has found it troubling, as he 
has traveled there and in some of these 
other former Soviet countries, that it 
is not only the opening up of the coun- 
try economically, but there is a sense 
on a cultural level that there is some- 
thing about smoking that connotes 
freedom in the western philosophy, 
western openness. 

The tobacco companies, and I met re- 
cently with a medical director from a 
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health unit in Moscow, apparently are 
using billboards to really take advan- 
tage of this whole idea that there is 
something western, there is something 
free and democratic about smoking. 
That is not the kind of America that I 
want to project to these countries as 
we hopefully see them turning around 
to a western style of open economy and 
open government. Rather, we should be 
projecting our best. 

But I think all of our concern about 
the international aspect does come 
right back to this room. Was there not 
also some comment within the last few 
days questioning whether Joe Camel 
was somehow even related to attempts 
to addict children? 

Mr. PALLONE. I do not think there 
was any question about that. I do not 
know the details about what the gen- 
tleman is discussing, but there is no 
question in my mind about that. 

Mr. DOGGETT. That the whole effort 
was targeted towards children? 

Mr. PALLONE. No question, if we 
look at it. And I am very afraid that 
now that they have dropped the Joe 
Camel ads, that the new ads, I am sure 
the gentleman has seen some of these 
new Camel ads with the very bright 
colors and the psychedelic images. 
There is no question in my mind that 
those new ads are targeted to children 
as well, so this is a very difficult thing. 
We are challenging an industry that 
has the resources to do multi-million 
dollar campaigns to find out what 
works with kids, and maybe not even 
make it obvious to adults about what 
works with kids. 

I know that even those new Camel 
ads, with all the different colors, and I 
cannot even describe them exactly, but 
there is no question that those appeal 
to children as well. 

Mr. DOGGETT. I think that is why 
we need to address the issue of adver- 
tising directed to young people. They 
are susceptible to the many subliminal 
messages, the many direct messages in 
this advertising. I believe that one key 
part of the action that we need to take 
addresses advertising. 

I know that there has been some feel- 
ing that there needed to be agreement 
on the part of the tobacco industry, 
and certainly that would be better on 
the advertising front in particular. But 
does not the gentleman agree that our 
responsibility as Members of Congress 
is not to ask what would be best for the 
tobacco companies, or to ask whether 
this is okay by them, by RJR, but that 
we ought to make our priority to be a 
conservative approach, of conserving 
children’s health first, and seeking out 
the way that we can best address chil- 
dren’s health and its protection, not 
how we can best protect the tobacco 
companies that have caused so much 
harm to so many Americans and people 
around the world? 

Mr. PALLONE. No question about it. 
I would point out, and I do not always 
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like to use polls, because I do not think 
we should be driven here necessarily by 
polls, but once again, as with so many 
issues that have been part of our 
Democratic agenda over this Congress, 
this is an issue that the American peo- 
ple strongly support. They want us to 
try to curtail youth smoking. They 
think it is a very important issue. 

The Campaign for Tobacco-Free Kids 
just did a recent telephone survey, and 
I am not going to get into all the de- 
tails, but almost all the respondents, 
and they had a thousand adults who 
were randomly surveyed, almost all of 
the respondents expressed concern 
about tobacco used by kids. A large 
majority believed Congress should ad- 
dress this issue in the next few months, 
in the next 6 months. 

Also, there was tremendous support 
for the specifics with regard to cutting 
back on youth smoking that the Presi- 
dent put forward in his tobacco pro- 
posal. He of course has not specifically 
said that we have to have a particular 
bill, but he has laid out guidelines for 
what we should have. That is over- 
whelmingly supported by the main 
public. 

I do not even need a poll to tell me, 
because I know when I have my town 
meetings and when I meet people, as 
we did during this last recess, this is a 
very important issue for them. There is 
no question about it. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut (Ms. D&LAURO), who, 
again, has been out there, Ms. 
DELAURO has been out there from the 
beginning. She has introduced legisla- 
tion to address this issue that I have 
cosponsored. She has been really lead- 
ing the message on this issue about ad- 
dressing the problems of youth smok- 
ing. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle- 
woman from Connecticut (Ms. 
DELAURO). 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I am de- 
lighted to join with my colleagues to- 
night. I apologize for being a little bit 
late to join them this evening. But this 
is, I think, a critical issue for this 
country and for this Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, we have really a rather 
extraordinary opportunity, and I am 
sure the gentleman has talked about 
some of these things already, and I 
apologize for repetition. But the fact of 
the matter is that every single year 
cigarettes kill more Americans than 
AIDS, alcohol, car accidents, murder, 
suicide, illegal drugs, and fires com- 
bined. Three thousand kids start to 
smoke every day, a thousand of whom 
will die from a tobacco-related illness. 

We know that 90 percent of adult 
smokers began at or before the age of 
18. We are finding this daily, every sin- 
gle day, with the disclosed documents 
that are now in the public purview. 
This is what we are really grateful for, 
because for so many years all of this 
data in this material was being held in 
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some secret place, maybe, and thank 
God we have a court ruling that said it 
should see the light of day. 

Those documents prove without any 
doubt that the tobacco industry has 
meticulously studied our young people, 
pinpointed the most appealing way to 
market a product to our kids. 

Again, I do not know if this was men- 
tioned. I was particularly struck by 
this 1984 R.J. Reynolds marketing re- 
port. For me, it says it all. It says that 
young people are the only source, and 
this is a quote. . . the only source of 
replacement smokers,” and that if kids 
“turn away from smoking, the indus- 
try must decline, just as a population 
which does not give birth will eventu- 
ally dwindle.” 

The gentlemen, like I do, go to 
schools all the time. When the Mem- 
bers look at 12-year-old youngsters, 
middle school kids, because this is the 
age at which our kids are the most sus- 
ceptible, and that is where the industry 
has focused their $6 billion advertising 
campaign, we really do look at these 
youngsters. They are healthy, they are 
bright, they are eager. They have their 
whole lives ahead of them. 

When we look out at that audience, 
we see all of these qualities about these 
young people. What we want to do is to 
make sure that what we do on our jobs 
provides these kids with that healthy 
future, with that ability to become 
adults and to be able to take care of 
themselves and their families, and to 
lead good lives. 
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And it is interesting to note the con- 
trast with what an R. J. Reynolds or 
the others that have been involved. 
how they view the audience, the very 
same audience that we are looking at. 
They are 12-year-olds as replacement 
smokers. 

That is why the campaigns have been 
directed at this effort. And we do, I 
think, have a fundamental obligation, 
particularly with all the data, with all 
the information, to turn this back to 
focus in on underage smoking. 

We have a wonderful group in the 
Third District in Connecticut which I 
represent, which we called the Kick 
Butts Connecticut Campaign, and they 
are middle school kids. These wonder- 
ful youngsters have taken upon them- 
selves the responsibility for talking to 
their classmates, for going into young- 
er grades and telling the younger kids 
that they should not start to smoke 
and what are the dangers of smoking. 
So we have kind of got this little army 
of about a hundred or so young people, 
middle school kids, practicing their 
presentations and their skits and going 
in with the self-confidence of talking 
to their peers and telling them not to 
smoke. 

Not everyone will follow that, but a 
lot of those youngsters we hope will 
not start on this road. But the fact of 
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the matter is that underage smoking is 
against the law. That is ultimately 
what it is about here. And we have to 
do two things. We have to make sure 
that this industry is not going to con- 
tinue to peddle this product which is 
killing our kids. And we need to, at the 
same time, be able to curtail their ac- 
tivities and we also need to be edu- 
cating our kids about the dangers of 
smoking. 

I will say that this RJR campaign for 
Camel cigarettes, which as we all know 
about features Joe Camel, the cartoon 
character, by 1991 the Journal of the 
American Medical Association had 
found out that 33 percent of 3-year-olds 
and 91 percent of 6-year-olds could 
match Joe Camel to a photo of a ciga- 
rette. Ninety-eight percent of our teens 
correctly identified the brand when 
shown Joe Camel ads. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, could 
the gentlewoman yield on that? 

Ms. DELAURO. Certainly. 

Mr. DOGGETT. I was wondering how 
the gentlewoman would react to a 
statement, and we have covered many 
of the various outrageous statements 
that Speaker GINGRICH has made on the 
subject, but how the gentlewoman 
would react to a statement I under- 
stand he made this month that in order 
to understand what has happened with 
teenage smoking, this is not com- 
plicated. It has nothing to do with Joe 
Camel. He made that statement, appar- 
ently. 

Ms. DELAURO. That is right. He did 
make that statement. 

Mr. DOGGETT. It sounds consistent 
with the criticism of Dr. Kessler as a 
thug and some of the other comments 
he has made in the past. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman is right. And he has had a rein- 
carnation, which I believe has occurred 
primarily because I think they took 
him to the woodshed to talk to him 
about what they were going to do or 
not going to do in terms of financial re- 
sources, given that the tobacco indus- 
try is the single biggest source of fund- 
ing to the Republican party. 

And if I am correct, I would ask my 
colleagues to bear me out on this, it is 
that the Speaker was responsible for 
putting in a $50 billion tax break for 
the cigarette companies and then when 
that saw the light of day, and thank 
God it did, we were able to pull it back. 

But let me just mention about the 
gentleman’s comment, because after 
Joe Camel's debut, Camel’s share of 
smokers younger than 18 jumped from 
0.5 percent to 32.8 percent. It is rep- 
resenting an estimated $476 million in 
revenue annually. 

So, quite frankly, if he knows this, 
then he is not telling it like it is, or he 
just has not done the research on the 
effect of Joe Camel and that adver- 
tising on our children. 

Mr. DOGGETT. With that kind of 
money at stake, it is pretty clear why 
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the tobacco industry can afford to lav- 
ish such giant campaign contributions 
on this Congress. And it is also pretty 
clear that the type of addiction that is 
at stake here is not just the addiction 
of our young people to nicotine, but 
the addiction of some of the leadership 
around this place to that kind of to- 
bacco campaign money. 

Mr. PALLONE. Well, the scary thing, 
of course, is not only what has been 
mentioned, but also we can be sure, I 
think they may have already an- 
nounced it but even if they have not, 
we can be sure that in the next few 
weeks we are going to see a massive 
amount of money spent by the tobacco 
industry on trying to persuade the 
American people that movement on the 
tobacco bill is not the right thing here 
in this Congress. 

So now that they have decided to 
withdraw from any further negotia- 
tions to come to an agreement on a to- 
bacco settlement, they are simply 
going to go out and spend millions and 
millions of dollars, I do not know how 
much, trying to persuade the public 
that we should not move the bill. And 
I worry about the impact of that. 

I still believe that the public is so 
disgusted because of what has hap- 
pened and what they have seen the in- 
dustry do and the documents that have 
come out over the last 6 months that 
they will not be swayed by this multi- 
million dollar advertising campaign, 
because they are going to certainly 
make their best of it. And I would hope 
that that ultimately does not sway a 
lot of Members of this body. 

I know that the Republican leader- 
ship is probably glad to see that kind 
of campaign begin, because this way 
they probably figure it is some way to 
support their position and not to have 
move legislation. 

Ms. DELAURO. I think it was just a 
few months ago when we have seen this 
absolute flip-flop. The Speaker made a 
speech to the American Medical Asso- 
ciation and called for, quote, tough and 
sweeping tobacco legislation. And last 
week, as my colleagues have said and I 
am saying, we had a bill that cleared 
the Senate, the Committee on Com- 
merce in the Senate. 

Folks are always saying, Why can 
you not do things here in a bipartisan 
way? Why can you not get bipartisan 
support for legislation and get it 
passed?” Well, my friends, that is a bi- 
partisan piece of legislation that the 
Senate is talking about. Some of us do 
not think it goes far enough. It talks 
about a $1.10 addition to the cost of a 
pack of cigarettes. My bill on the 
House side, Senator KENNEDY’s bill on 
the Senate side, adds $1.50 to a pack of 
cigarettes and it takes that revenue of 
$20 billion a year and puts $10 billion 
into health research and $10 billion 
into child care. 

But nevertheless, that is a bipartisan 
piece of legislation here and we are al- 
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ways talking about how we cannot 
come together. We have an opportunity 
to come together. And yet, and I heard 
this with my own ears on Sunday on 
the talk shows, the Speaker attacking 
this proposed bipartisan antismoking 
legislation. An out-and-out attack on 
where people have come together in 
recognizing that we have to do some- 
thing about underage smoking, and in 
addition to that, that one of the keys 
to this is the amount that is charged 
for a pack of cigarettes. Senator 
MCCAIN is talking about $1.10. Some of 
us are talking about $1.50. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentlewoman would yield, and I have 
seen that adopting the approach the 
gentlewoman has suggested, according 
to the Children’s Defense Fund, would 
save almost 200,000 lives in my State of 
Texas alone. And Iam sure the number 
nationally runs into the millions of 
young people who will not meet an un- 
timely death if we can discourage them 
from becoming nicotine addicts. 

Mr. PALLONE. And every survey has 
shown that if we significantly increase 
the price of a pack of cigarettes, it is 
going to decrease youth smoking. What 
I have seen is like a 10 percent increase 
in cigarette prices leads to like a 7 per- 
cent drop in youth smoking, so it is al- 
most in direct relationship, the price 
percentage increase versus the de- 
crease in the percent of youth smok- 
ing. 

But, my colleague from Connecticut, 
I mean, only the very reason why the 
Speaker made these statements over 
the weekend is because there was bi- 
partisan legislation that was moving. 
And it was very easy for him while 
nothing was happening to say that he 
wanted to move legislation and it was 
not the Republicans’ fault that it was 
not moving. But now that it is moving 
with a Republican sponsor, he has to 
kill it, because otherwise there will be 
a bipartisan consensus to pass some- 
thing and that is the last thing that 
Speaker GINGRICH wants. 

It was the movement of the McCain 
bill, in my opinion, that is causing the 
Speaker to say, whoa, we do not want 
anything to happen here, and he start- 
ed attacking Senator McCAIn’s bill. 

Ms. DELAURO. It is the last thing 
that his friends in the tobacco industry 
want. And, therefore, he has had this 
reversal of opinion. And it was easier 
to say it several months ago when this 
was all in the throes of talk. Now we 
are down to concrete business here. 
Now we have a piece of legislation with 
bipartisan support. We can move this, 
and it is sad. 

Mr. PALLONE. It is. 

Ms. DELAURO. Because we saw this 
same kind of effort where we had bipar- 
tisan support on campaign finance re- 
form, and we saw what happened on 
this floor in the effort to thwart a vote 
on real campaign finance reform. 
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Mr. DOGGETT. And the two of course 
are very closely related. I think we re- 
ceived so many promises of when ac- 
tion would occur and when debate 
would be permitted on campaign fi- 
nance. At a minimum, we ought to be 
offered—another broken promise here, 
it seems to me, from the Republican 
leadership—and they ought to set a 
firm time at which we could have a de- 
bate on the floor of this House with all 
of our Members present about com- 
prehensive tobacco legislation, and let 
people of both parties and all political 
philosophies come forward with their 
ideas about the most comprehensive 
and complete way of protecting our 
young people. 

Mr. PALLONE. I was looking again 
at what the President has proposed, 
and of course it is not a bill but he has 
really come out in a pretty comprehen- 
sive way in trying to address the issue 
of youth smoking. I do not know if we 
want to review that a little, but it is 
very important that we provide legisla- 
tion that really is going to have an im- 


pact. 

I think a lot of people think that: 
How is the Congress going to legislate 
cutting back on youth smoking? But 
the President has put forward some 
very specific ways to accomplish that. 
Of course, one has been mentioned by 
my colleague from Connecticut, about 
increasing the price of cigarettes, 
which is certainly a big aspect of this 
and will help a great deal. But if I 
could just mention a few things, it will 
only take a minute or two. 

One of the things that he would like 
is that the legislation should actually 
set targets to cut teen smoking by 30 
percent in five years and 50 percent in 
seven years and 60 percent in 10 years, 
and severe financial penalties would be 
imposed that hold the tobacco compa- 
nies accountable to meet these targets. 
So as we move along there is a certain 
amount of flexibility that we maybe 
could increase the price of cigarettes 
or do other things, this whole idea of 
public education and counter-adver- 
tising campaign, that the legislation 
would provide for a nationwide effort 
to essentially deglamorize tobacco. 

If I could just give an example from 
my own family, maybe I should not use 
it, but I do not think they will mind. 
But I have very young children, 414, 3, 
and one that is only 6 months old. The 
only person that smokes in my house- 
hold is my mother-in-law who comes to 
visit from time to time, and she is won- 
derful. She is always trying to cut back 
on her smoking and I think in the last 
3 our 4 months she has not smoked at 
all. 

But when the kids first started to be 
aware of it they started to emulate 
her. They love her. She is a wonderful 
woman. And we would see my youngest 
daughter like this, going around with 
the cigarette. So my wife decided this 
is not good. We have to deglamorize 
this. 
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What my mother-in-law decided to do 
was that whenever she smoked, she 
would go down in the basement. And 
the kids associated smoking with being 
in the basement and it was not a nice 
place to be. In a while it was 
deglamorized. After a while they would 
start saying, cigarettes are bad” and 
“smoking is bad.” They started to as- 
sociate it with a bad habit, so to speak. 

There are ways to get this across. We 
cannot take a defeatist attitude. And if 
we think about the President’s pro- 
posals where he wants a public edu- 
cation program, also the restricted ac- 
cess of tobacco products, the kids 
would have a harder time buying them 
in terms of access behind the counter 
and that type of thing, all of these 
things can really make a difference. 

Sometimes people ask me, What are 
you going to do?” These things make a 
difference, raising the price, making it 
more difficult to have access, and basi- 
cally conducting a public education 
program to make tobacco look bad. 
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Of course, you need to do it overseas 
as well because you know it is going to 
expand overseas. 

Mr. DOGGETT. I think quite clearly 
you need to give the Food and Drug 
Administration, which deals with other 
kinds of harmful substances, lethal 
substances, the authority to do what it 
needs to do with reference to nicotine 
because it is such a deadly drug. It is 
responsible for so many lost lives. 

But I think about the personal exam- 
ple you gave, and I believe that tomor- 
row morning there will be so many peo- 
ple around America taking car pools, 
as I used to do when my daughters were 
a little younger, and you go by at any 
high school in America almost, and at 
too many middle schools, the smoking 
corner. And you see bright young peo- 
ple with tremendous potential out 
there and realize that what we are 
talking about here in Washington, 
when we talk about hundreds of thou- 
sands or millions of people, they are 
Jane and Tom and Sally and Bill that 
are down there on the corner tomorrow 
when you see them on the way to tak- 
ing the kids to school, or passing by a 
school on the way to work. It is their 
future that is at stake here. 

The thought that tomorrow, and the 
day after that, and every day this year 
3,000 young, bright people with so much 
potential will become addicted each 
day to nicotine, and that all of us 
working collectively here could do 
something about it, that is why we are 
here tonight talking. That is what is at 
stake, the lives of bright, creative 
young people getting misdirected in 
their youth on to something that stays 
on their backs forever and leads to 
their premature death and illness and 
destruction of them as an individual, 
and tremendous harm to their family, 
and limiting the potential of what they 
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can give back to their community. 
There is just so much at stake here. 

I think we have to keep pressing 
Speaker GINGRICH that even though he 
may have these commitments to the 
campaign contributors, and he may 
feel that the person who has been a 
public health leader should be called a 
thug, and these other kind of out- 
rageous statements; that Joe Camel 
does not have anything to do with our 
young people smoking; that despite all 
that, we have no choice but to keep 
saying we will not take no for an an- 
swer; that we are demanding a full and 
complete debate about the most com- 
prehensive bipartisan public health ef- 
fort we can have to reduce the danger 
to those young people. 

Mr. PALLONE. There is no question. 
And I suppose another concern that I 
have, too, we have our work cut out for 
us, because we have the Republican 
leadership now saying that they are 
not going to go along with anything 
meaningful here, and we are going to 
have to do a lot of work to counteract 
the advertising campaign that the to- 
bacco industry is going to begin soon. 

But it is also important that we not 
let Speaker GINGRICH and the Repub- 
lican leadership get away with some 
sort of cosmetic legislation here that 
really has no impact on youth smok- 
ing. We have to be very careful with 
that. 

Mr. DOGGETT. It would be con- 
sistent with what they did on cam- 
paign finance; coming up with some 
phony proposal probably written by 
some tobacco companies, and paid 
through their high-paid lobbyists here. 
Some kind of complete subterfuge, as 
they tried in blocking campaign fi- 
nance reform. We cannot let that hap- 
pen with reference to the health of our 
children. 

Ms. DELAURO. We are some of the 
luckiest people in the world. We have 
an opportunity. We have an oppor- 
tunity being here, that is how I view 
what we do, to truly try to make a dif- 
ference in people’s lives. And we are 
given a trust mandate, if you will, from 
the people who send us here. They say, 
protect our interests. 

You may not be able to do every- 
thing, but we give you our trust; we 
give you our vote to take there and to 
protect our interests. Part of those in- 
terests, a substantial part of those in- 
terests are the children of this country, 
the families that we represent. And I 
think if we do not take this oppor- 
tunity to try to help in some way to 
make a difference in good public policy 
in this country, it is there, and the 
people are there; the majority of the 
people are there. We should not be 
thwarted by the will of a few who are 
prospering and their own self-aggran- 
dizement is at stake rather than think- 
ing about the interests of those young 
people that we all go to see, and we tell 
them how wonderful it is to be a Mem- 
ber of Congress, and all the things you 
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can do as a Member of Congress. And if 
we do not do this, take this oppor- 
tunity to protect our kids from smok- 
ing, the Speaker of the House is cul- 
pable and those that do not want to 
move forward on this are culpable. I do 
not believe they should go to a school 
again and represent to children that we 
are here to protect their interests be- 
cause we will just have sold their inter- 
ests out to the highest bidder. That is 
the danger that lies here in the next 
few weeks. 

Mr. DOGGETT. I know from your 
service on the Committee on Appro- 
priations that we expend millions of 
taxpayer dollars to investigate the 
causes of various kinds of illnesses and 
diseases in America to try to improve 
health. Here is one that we know what 
the cause is. We know that nicotine ad- 
diction is the leading cause of prevent- 
able illness in America today. 

We do not need any more research to 
find that out. In fact, some of the most 
powerful research was done by the to- 
bacco companies, hidden by them, hid- 
den by them for years, but we now fi- 
nally have it. And having that, if we 
cannot on this leading and most obvi- 
ous cause do something about it, then 
I think we really are shirking our re- 
sponsibilities. 

Mr. PALLONE. I agree. I think we 
are about to run out of time. I just 
want to thank both of you for partici- 
pating in this special order tonight, 
and the main thing we are sending a 
message: The recess is over. We are 
back. We have gotten the message from 
Speaker GINGRICH that he does not 
want to move on this tobacco settle- 
ment. We are sending the message back 
to the Republican leadership that that 
is not acceptable to us as Democrats, 
and that we are going to keep fighting 
and keep bringing this up until they 
agree to move meaningful tobacco leg- 
islation. 

Mr. DOGGETT. We cannot let this 
Congress run out of time without re- 
sponding on the leading public health 
challenge our young people face. 

Mr. PALLONE. If that is all we ac- 
complish this year, it will be a lot. 
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REQUIRING A TWO-THIRDS VOTE 
TO RAISE TAXES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HULSHOF). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of January 7, 1997, the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON) is 
recognized for 60 minutes as the des- 
ignee of the majority leader. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
it is my privilege this evening to speak 
to the Members of this body about a 
vote that we are going to have tomor- 
row morning, tomorrow afternoon to 
amend the Constitution requiring a 
two-thirds vote of the House and the 
Senate to raise taxes or broaden the 
tax base. 

The exhibit to my left shows the first 
1040 income tax form, which was first 
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used in 1914, over 83 years ago. If you 
look, look down the form, you can see 
that you paid a tax of 1 percent on in- 
come over $20,000, 1 percent. And if you 
had income over $50,000, you paid an 
additional, you paid 2 percent. 

If you had income over $75,000, you 
paid 3 percent. If you had income over 
$100,000, you paid 4 percent. If you had 
income over $250,000, you paid 5 per- 
cent. If you had income, net income, 
not gross income, over $600,000, you 
paid 6 percent. 

Less than 1 out of 100 American citi- 
zens had to pay any income tax the 
first year this 1040 form was used. 
Today, that is not the case. The mar- 
ginal tax rate has gone up to over 40 
percent. That is an increase of 4,000 
percent. 

If we could see the next chart, this is 
a chart that is through 1995, so it is ac- 
tually about 3 years old now, but you 
can see back in 1955, the tax as a per- 
cent of income for two-income families 
was 27.7 percent. By 1965, it had gone 
up about 2 percent to a little over 29 
percent. Ten years later, 1975, it had 
skyrocketed to 37 percent. And since 
that time, it has been between 37, and 
in 1995, it was 38.2 percent. This year, 
the latest year that we have numbers 
on, which we do not have a chart for, it 
is right at 39 percent. So almost 40 per- 
cent of two-earner family income is 
going to pay their taxes. 

What does this mean? It means that 
the average worker is spending almost 
3 hours out of every working day sim- 
ply to pay Uncle Sam’s taxes. For food, 
clothing, necessities, they spend 2 
hours and 32 minutes. For the tax man, 
they spend 2 hours and 47 minutes, and 
for all other expenses, they spend 2 
hours and 41 minutes. So we actually 
spend more time working to pay the 
tax man than we do to provide food, 
clothing and shelter for our families. 

What would a two-thirds vote mean 
in the real world of voting here in 
Washington, D.C.? It means in the 
House of Representatives it would take 
29 votes if all Members were present 
and voting for a tax increase. It means 
in the Senate, it would take 67 votes 
instead of the current 51 votes in the 
Senate and 218 votes in the House. 

In the real world what that means is 
not too many tax increases would pass. 
In fact, of the last five major tax in- 
creases that we have had here on the 
House floor and over in the Senate, 
only one of them would have passed; 
1982, 16 years ago, there was a Tax Eq- 
uity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 
1982, passed the House with 52 percent. 
It passed the Senate with 52 percent. 
That was $214 billion in taxes would 
not have been collected. That one 
would have failed. 

In 1987, we had the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act, which was a $40 bil- 
lion tax increase. It passed in the 
House with 57 percent. It passed in the 
Senate with 62 percent. A little bit 
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closer to the two-thirds vote, but it did 
not get to the two-thirds vote so it 
would have failed. 

In 1989, we did have a tax increase 
that would have passed muster under 
the two-thirds vote for a tax increase. 
Only $25 billion, but it did pass the 
House with 68 percent of the vote, just 
barely passing the two-thirds vote nec- 
essary; the Senate, 93 percent. That 
one for $25 billion additional tax dol- 
lars on the American people would 
have become law. 

In 1990, we had a $137 billion tax in- 
crease. It passed the House with 53 per- 
cent and the Senate with 55 percent, 
$187 billion; it would have failed. 

Most recently, in 1993, the big Clin- 
ton tax increase passed the House by 
two votes, 218 to 216, so that is 50.2 per- 
cent, and in the Senate it passed 51 to 
49. That one would have failed. So the 
last five major tax increase votes we 
have had going back over 16 years, only 
one, in 1989, would have passed the two- 
thirds muster. So the tax burden on the 
American people would have been 
lower by a little over $800 billion. 

Supermajority would protect tax- 
payers from unnecessary tax increases. 
As I said earlier, the last big tax in- 
crease vote that we had, the 1993 Clin- 
ton tax increase, would have failed. 

You may be asking yourself, this is a 
good idea in theory, but does it really 
work? Well, the answer is, it does real- 
ly work. The States are using super- 
majority votes to require tax increases. 
There are 14 States, and I have got 
them listed here on this chart, and 
they have various measures requiring 
tax increase. 

In 1992, the State of Arizona passed a 
State constitutional amendment for all 
tax increases that says if you want it 
to pass, it has to get a two-thirds vote 
in the Arizona legislature. Back in 
1934, over 60 years ago, the State of Ar- 
kansas where our current President 
was Governor before he became Presi- 
dent, passed a three-fourths vote re- 
quirement for any tax increase. 

California, in 1978, first on property 
taxes and now for all tax increases, a 
two-thirds vote. In 1992, State of Colo- 
rado, two-thirds vote required. In Dela- 
ware, back in 1980, a three-fifths re- 
quirement for tax increases. The State 
of Florida, since 1971, for corporate in- 
come tax rate increases, requires a 
three-fifths vote; not quite as signifi- 
cant as the two-thirds vote that we are 
talking about. But still a super- 
majority of 60 percent. 
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The State of Louisiana, for the last 
32 years, any tax increase would take a 
two-thirds vote. The State of Mis- 
sissippi, way back in 1890, 108 years 
ago, requires a three-fifths vote for a 
tax increase. In Missouri, since 1996, 
only 2 years ago, a two-thirds vote for 
an emergency tax increase. 

The State of Nevada, since 1996, a 
two-thirds vote for any tax increase. 
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And in Nevada, to amend their Con- 
stitution, they had to submit it to the 
people for a referendum; and the people 
in Nevada voted by referendum, I be- 
lieve, over 70 percent to require a two- 
thirds vote for a tax increase. 

In Oklahoma, in 1992, a three-fourths 
vote, 75-percent vote, for a tax in- 
crease. In Oregon, in 1996, a three-fifths 
or 60-percent vote for any tax increase. 
South Dakota, in 1996, a two-thirds 
vote for any tax increase. And in Wash- 
ington State, in 1993, a two-thirds vote. 

There are 15 other States that cur- 
rently have some sort of a legislative 
initiative to require a supermajority 
vote. The State of New Jersey, where 
Governor Whitman has come out in 
favor of this, and the State of Illinois 
are two States right off the top of my 
head. 

So what about these States that have 
these requirements, does it work? Well, 
let us look at the next chart. 

There are some things that are true 
in every State. This is a study that was 
done on tax rates and tax revenues for 
the years 1980 to 1992. It compared the 
States that had some version of tax 
limitation, which I just showed my col- 
leagues, with those that did not. And 
this shows the average change of per 
capita tax revenue. 

In the supermajority States, tax rev- 
enue went up 102 percent during the 12- 
year period. So tax revenues went up in 
States that had supermajority require- 
ment. But in States that did not have 
it, their taxes went up faster by an av- 
erage of, the total is 121 percent of the 
aggregate States. So that is a dif- 
ference of 19 percent. 

Put another way, in States that had 
a supermajority requirement to raise 
taxes, their taxes were, on average, 19 
percent lower than in those States that 
did not have the same requirement. 

Since the taxes were not going up 
quite as rapidly in the supermajority 
States, that means the gross State 
products, the amount of goods and 
services produced in that State, went 
up faster than in high-tax states, 43 
percent versus 35 percent, or a dif- 
ference of 8 percent. So the economies 
of supermajority tax increase States 
were growing more rapidly than the 
economies of States that did not re- 
quire supermajority for a State tax in- 
crease. 

Well, consequently, if we are not 
raising taxes as rapidly, the legislature 
and the governors tend to be less will- 
ing to borrow money also. So if we look 
at the debt, the State government debt 
in the supermajority States, it did go 
up, unfortunately, quite a bit, 271 per- 
cent, but it did not go up as rapidly as 
in the States that did not have the 
supermajority requirement for tax in- 
creases. In those States, it went up 312 
percent. That is a difference of 31 per- 
cent. Thirty-one percent is a huge dif- 
ference in that time period of 12 years. 

And, finally, since taxes are lower 
and they are going up slower and the 
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gross State product is expanding more 
rapidly and State government debt is 
increasing less rapidly, what does that 
mean? It means that the number of 
jobs created expands more rapidly in 
supermajority tax increase States. 
Twenty-six percent rate of growth in 
job creation in the supermajority 
States; only 21 percent in the non- 
supermajority States. That is a dif- 
ference of 5 percent. 

So if we look at the statistics, and 
this is a comprehensive study, it was 
done over a 12-year time period. From 
1980 to 1992, it compared in the aggre- 
gate those States that had some 
version of supermajority tax increase 
vote in their legislatures than States 
that did not. Taxes went up more slow- 
ly in supermajority States. Taxes were 
lower in supermajority States. Con- 
sequently, their economies grew more 
rapidly and more jobs were created. 

So we have proven in the 14 States 
that have served as a national labora- 
tory for supermajority requirement for 
tax increases that it works. That is 
why on April 17, 1998, a group called the 
American Legislative Exchange Coun- 
cil, or ALEC, which is a bipartisan 
group of State legislatures of all 50 
States, Republicans and Democrats, 
that meet to debate State issues and to 
compare their State initiatives to 
other State initiatives, the American 
Legislative Exchange Council, which 
represents all 50 State legislatures and 
has over 3,000 legislators as members, 
again Republican and Democrat, they 
endorsed the Tax Limitation Amend- 
ment that we are going to be voting on 
tomorrow. 

I would like to read their letter. It is 
dated April 17, 1998. It is to Congress- 
man JOE BARTON, that is me, U.S. 
House of Representatives, Washington, 
D.C. 20515. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BARTON. The 3,000 
State legislators who are members of the 
American Legislative Exchange Council, the 
Nation's largest bipartisan membership or- 
ganization of State legislators, would like to 
voice their support of a Federal amendment 
requiring a two-thirds supermajority vote in 
each Chamber of Congress to pass any bill 
that would increase taxes. 

The Federal tax burden is at a record high. 
This year, the average American family will 
spend more than 38 percent on their income 
on Federal, State, and local taxes, more than 
they will spend on food, clothing, shelter, 
and medical expenses combined. And we 
pointed that out earlier. 

Tax increases fuel excessive government 
spending and smother economic growth and 
job creation. Thus, any increase in the tax 
burden should require a broad consensus. 
Taking money from hard-working Americans 
should not be an easy task for the tax-and- 
spend politicians. A supermajority require- 
ment would make tax hikes more difficult 
and shift the debate from tax increases to 
spending cuts. 

Fourteen States already require a super- 
majority to raise taxes. These States have 
demonstrated faster economic growth, high- 
er employment growth, and experience slow- 
er tax and spending increases than the 


6217 


States without a supermajority requirement. 
A supermajority amendment would con- 
strain tax-and-spend policies that squash 
economic opportunity for American families. 
Congress has a momentous opportunity to 
provide a brighter, more prosperous future 
for this great Nation. The States have shown 
the benefits of a supermajority requirement. 
Now is the time to apply this experience to 
the Federal Government. 
Sincerely, 
BOBBY HOGUE, 

Speaker from Arkansas, National Chairman 

Jor the American Legislative Erchange 

Council. 


This is an extremely positive en- 
dorsement and shows again that it 
works at the State level, it will work 
at the Federal level. We have got a bi- 
partisan consensus for this legislation, 
this constitutional amendment. 

Another group that has endorsed the 
Tax Limitation Amendment is the As- 
sociated Builders and Contractors, a 
national organization of builders and 
contractors from around the United 
States, again a bipartisan group. It is 
not a Republican group. It is not a 
Democratic group. 

It says, 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BARTON: On April 
15, the House of Representatives will con- 
sider H.J. Res. 111. 

Actually, we are going to consider it on 
April 22, because we were not in session on 
April 15. 

This is legislation requiring a two-thirds 
supermajority of both Houses of Congress to 
pass any new tax or tax increases. On behalf 
of the Associated Builders and Contractors 
and its more than 21,000 member firms, I 
urge you to vote yes on H.J. Res. 111, the Tax 
Limitation Amendment to the Constitution. 


It goes on to talk about their strong 
advocacy for the family and fiscal re- 
sponsibility. This is signed by Char- 
lotte W. Herbert, who is the Vice Presi- 
dent of Government Affairs. It is dated 
March 20, 1998. 

We have an endorsement from the 
National Association of Manufacturers. 
This is dated February 24, 1998. 


On behalf of the National Association of 
Manufacturers, nearly 14,000 members, over 
10,000 of which are small manufacturers em- 
ploying fewer than 500 employees, I com- 
mend your leadership in bringing the Tax 
Limitation Amendment to a vote on the 
House floor this April. It is hard to imagine 
a more appropriate time to bring this impor- 
tant legislation to the attention of the 
American taxpayers. 

I am enclosing a resolution adopted by the 
board of directors which concludes that the 
existing Federal tax system is beyond repair 
and should be replaced by a simple, low-rate 
system that eliminates multiple taxation. 
Just as importantly, underlined, this resolu- 
tion concludes that procedures such as a 
supermajority voting requirement should be 
adopted to make revision both difficult and 
infrequent. 

The National Association of Manufacturers 
is therefore pleased to support the Tax Limi- 
tation Amendment, which would require a 
two-thirds vote in the House and Senate to 
levy any new tax or increase the rate or base 
of any existing tax. This amendment would 
force the Congress to focus on spending re- 
ductions rather than tax increases in order 
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to balance the Federal budget. Such a result 
is completely consistent with the National 
Association of Manufacturers’ long-standing 
position that, while it is critically important 
to eliminate the Federal budget deficit, this 
should be done by restraining the growth of 
Federal spending, not increasing taxes. 

We applaud your effort to make the Tax 
Limitation Amendment a reality and are im- 
pressed by the bipartisan support you have 
garnered for it. The National Association of 
Manufacturers looks forward to working 
with you and your colleagues and staff to 
pass this important legislation. 

This is from Paul Huard, who is the 
Senior Vice President for Policy and 
Communications for the National Asso- 
ciation of Manufacturers, and it was 
dated February 24, 1998, in a letter to 
me. 

We have the U.S. Chamber of Com- 
merce, dated February 20, 1998. This 
letter of endorsement is from Bruce 
Josten, who is the Executive Vice 
President of Government Affairs. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BARTON: The U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce, the world’s largest 
business federation, representing more than 
3 billion businesses and organizations of 
every size, sector, and region, wishes to voice 
its support for the Tax Limitation Amend- 
ment. 

The two-thirds supermajority requirement 
to raise taxes in your amendment would 
keep the pressure on limiting government 
spending in order to maintain a balanced 
budget. Turning to tax increases first when 
the budget deficit returns, as they will soon- 
er or later, is poor economic policy. The Tax 
Limitation Amendment would shift the bur- 
den of keeping a balanced Federal budget 
from the taxpayer to the big government 
spender. 

We are looking forward to working with 
you on passing this legislation. Bruce 
Josten. 

I could go on and on. We have got 
over 30 national organizations that 
have endorsed the Tax Limitation 
Amendment, groups that I have al- 
ready mentioned, the U.S. Chamber, 
National Association of Manufacturers, 
American Builders and Contractors, 
the American Legislative Exchange 
Council. 

We also have groups like Christian 
Coalition, Family Research Council, 
Americans for Tax Reform, Senior Coa- 
lition 60 Plus. So we have family 
groups, business groups, tax limitation 
groups, all kinds of groups across a 
broad political and public policy spec- 
trum. 

I see that one of my chief cosponsors 
is here, the gentleman from Arizona 
(Mr. SHADEGG), who led the fight in Ar- 
izona several years ago to pass tax lim- 
itation at the State level. He, along 
with the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
HALL) and the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS) and myself are 
the four chief sponsors of this amend- 
ment, two Republicans and two Demo- 
crats. 

I will yield such time as he may con- 
sume to the gentleman from Arizona 
(Mr. SHADEGG). 

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. Let me 
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make a few remarks and then perhaps 
we can engage in a dialogue back and 
forth and make some of these points in 
a way that will drive them home, hope- 
fully, to our colleagues who get to cast 
a historic vote tomorrow. 

I raise the issue for my constituents 
on this question as really presenting 
one direct question: Should Congress 
be more responsible about spending the 
hard-earned tax dollars taken from the 
citizens of this great country? Simple 
as that. Should the Congress be more 
responsible about how to spend that 
money? 

Now, we heard my colleague the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON) talk 
about this being a Tax Limitation 
Amendment. It is an amendment de- 
signed to make it a little bit more dif- 
ficult to raise taxes on the American 
people. And then I stand up, as one of 
the other chief sponsors of this and 
say, it really is about spending. Well, 
let me draw the link. 

The problem is, when it is easy to 
raise taxes, as it has been in this coun- 
try for too long, then we can be too 
casual about how we spend that money. 
This measure is designed to achieve a 
very important goal and that goal is to 
make us, the Members of Congress, be 
more responsible about the way we 
spend your money. 
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Because if we say that going on to 
the future, on into the next century, on 
into the horizons that lie ahead in 
America that we are not going to pass 
additional tax increases with a simple 
majority vote, 50 percent of the Mem- 
bers of this body plus 1, we are going to 
have to have a supermajority, we are 
making it that much harder, just a lit- 
tle more difficult to raise the taxes on 
the American people. 

I will tell my colleague, I, JOHN 
SHADEGG, would like to see it much 
more difficult to raise taxes on the 
American people. I do not think we can 
get that far down the road, but with 
this measure, we can make it a little 
bit more difficult. I believe that is vi- 
tally important. I think it is very 
timely that this measure is before us 
right after tax day, but right after a 
fair amount of publicity in which the 
American media has reminded the 
American people recently that taxes in 
America today are at the highest level 
they ever have been in our history. 

I think about my generation, the 
baby boom generation, peers of mine in 
their mid-forties, early fifties. They 
are paying more in taxes today in 
America than ever in the history of our 
Nation. I think about the generation 
behind us who are coming up, the Gen- 
eration X’ers. They are just beginning 
their working careers. They are paying 
more in taxes today than ever in their 
lives. 

Taxes as a proportion of our total 
economy are taking up more than they 
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ever have at any point in time. That is 
really a composite of two figures. Fed- 
eral taxes are at their highest level 
since 1945, a war year at the end of 
World War II, when they were about 
one-tenth of 1 percentage point higher 
than they are now. 

But if you combine that almost 
record high Federal tax level with 
higher State and local taxes, because 
State and local taxes today are dra- 
matically higher than they were in 
1945, we are taxing the American peo- 
ple at a rate higher than we ever had. 

I would like to be here tonight talk- 
ing about tax relief for the American 
people, and hopefully in the next few 
weeks we will be able to do that, but 
this measure is not about tax relief. It 
is about ensuring that before this Con- 
gress reaches into the pockets of hard- 
working American men and women one 
more time and takes out of their wal- 
lets like this one yet a few more hard- 
earned American dollars and says, no, 
we need this money for the govern- 
ment, we need this so that we in Con- 
gress can spend it on programs that we 
think are wise, and the American tax- 
payer who earned this dollar does not 
get to make that decision because the 
government is going to take it from 
them, before we do that yet one more 
time and ratchet up the tax level yet 
one more time, we ought to make it a 
little bit harder. We ought to make it 
a little bit harder to take those hard- 
earned dollars from American tax- 
payers. 

My colleague, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. BARTON), pointed out that 
14 States have enacted tax limitation 
amendments. Arizona, as my colleague 
pointed out, is one of those States. In 
1992 we passed a tax limitation amend- 
ment in Arizona, and we required under 
that measure a two-thirds majority to 
raise State taxes in Arizona. I am very 
proud because I helped lead that effort 
in Arizona. It has had a tremendously 
beneficial effect on the Arizona econ- 
omy. 

Before we passed that, Arizona had 
gone through a series of tax increases. 
Year after year after year, the Arizona 
legislature had done what politicians 
all too often do when there is a con- 
stant demand for more money. They 
had passed tax increase after tax in- 
crease after tax increase. As a result of 
that, the Arizona economy had grown 
very sluggish. 

Since passing this measure in Ari- 
zona, which, by the way, passed by a 
vote of 72 percent of the people of Ari- 
zona voting on the measure approved 
the adoption of this Constitutional 
amendment, our economy has sped up 
dramatically. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
would the gentleman yield for a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to yield. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Have there 
been any attempts to raise taxes in the 


April 21, 1998 


State legislature since this amendment 
was adopted into the Arizona Constitu- 
tion? 

Mr. SHADEGG. Not only have there 
been no attempts to raise taxes in the 
Arizona legislature since this measure 
was adopted, at least no broad-based 
tax increases, and because we wrote 
the Arizona measure in a very com- 
prehensive fashion, no increase in fees 
or user fees, but in point of fact the 
legislature has gone the other way and 
they have actually cut taxes, helping 
to stimulate that economy. As a result 
of that stimulated economy, we are 
getting more revenues in than we did 
before. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Does it take a 
two-thirds vote of the Arizona legisla- 
ture to cut taxes? 

Mr. SHADEGG. It does not take a 
two-thirds vote at the Arizona legisla- 
ture to cut taxes. It takes a two-thirds 
vote of the Arizona legislature to raise 


taxes. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Under our 
amendment which we have right here 
before us, would it take a two-thirds 
vote to cut taxes in Congress? 

Mr. SHADEGG. It certainly would 
not. As the gentleman well knows, you 
can make the argument, and our col- 
league in the United States Senate who 
is carrying this makes the argument 
that it actually does take in the U.S. 
Senate a two-thirds majority to cut 
taxes. Because of the debate rules they 
have and the rules on cutting off de- 
bate, you really, as a practical matter, 
to be able to pass a tax relief measure 
over there, would have to have a two- 
thirds majority. 

But under this tax limitation amend- 
ment, you would never have to have a 
two-thirds majority here in the House 
to enact tax relief. You would have to 
have a two-thirds majority to enact a 
tax increase yet one more time. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. So we can cut 
taxes by a simple majority vote, but we 
would have to have a two-thirds vote 
to raise taxes. 

Mr. SHADEGG. That is exactly right. 
The gentleman mentioned earlier 
broad public support for this. I want to 
talk about a poll recently conducted by 
Americans for Hope, Growth, and Op- 
portunity, a nationwide poll taken on 
this issue within the last few weeks. In 
that poll, there are some surprising 
numbers. 

First of all, the overall number says 
that the vast majority of Americans, 
Republican or Democrat, Independent, 
you name it, favor this idea. And 68 
percent of all Americans, regardless of 
their party registration or their party 
leanings or affiliation, favor the adop- 
tion of a tax limitation constitutional 
amendment requiring a two-thirds ma- 
jority rather than a simple majority of 
this body and of the United States Sen- 
ate in order to raise taxes yet one more 
time. 

You might find it not too surprising 
that within that number, 75 percent, 
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three out of every four Republicans 
also favor this idea. I suppose we as Re- 
publicans can take claim for the fact 
that we are the antitax party, and that 
makes some sense that we would favor 
by a fairly high number, a number 
higher than the total, the option of the 
tax limitation amendment. But I am 
very encouraged and find it most sig- 
nificant that when you poll Democrats, 
it turns out that 63 percent, a very dra- 
matic majority. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Almost a two- 
thirds majority vote. 

Mr. SHADEGG. Almost a two-thirds 
majority of all Democrats across 
America in a nationwide poll, just 
short of two-thirds of all Democrats in 
this country, favor the adoption in 
America today, hopefully by this vote 
tomorrow, of a supermajority require- 
ment to raise taxes. I certainly hope 
that that is a figure that is not lost 
upon our colleagues; that they will rec- 
ognize that the time has come to pass 
this. 

When we have now government tak- 
ing the highest proportion of the gross 
domestic product in taxes that it has 
ever taken in our Nation’s history, it 
seems to me very clear that the signal 
being sent by Republicans and by 
Democrats is that it is time to enact a 
constitutional tax limitation. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. What would 
happen tomorrow on the House floor if 
three-fourths of the Republicans 
present and voting voted for tax limi- 
tation and 63 percent of the Democrats 
present and voting voted for tax limi- 
tation? Would that be enough to pass 
this constitutional amendment and 
send it to the Senate for a vote? 

Mr. SHADEGG. What would happen 
is we would be sending a tremendous 
signal across this country that we are 
through reaching into the pockets, at 
least willy-nilly reaching into the 
pockets of the American taxpayers. Be- 
cause if three-fourths of the Repub- 
lican Members paralleled the support 
in the society, three-fourths of all the 
Republicans voted for this amendment 
tomorrow, and if 63 percent of all 
Democrats, as you posed in your ques- 
tion, just like 63 percent of all Demo- 
crats across America, voted for this 
Constitutional amendment tomorrow, 
it would pass and pass with a very, 
very wide margin, sending a bullet shot 
across this wall to the United States 
Senate and to the President saying this 
is an important piece of legislation. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. It would be a 
great idea, and it is legal if people were 
to fax, e-mail, write, call, send by Pony 
Express, by any means of communica- 
tion to their elected Congressman or 
Congresswoman, be they Republican or 
Democrat, that they are for this 
amendment. 

Mr. SHADEGG. Absolutely. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. That is al- 
lowed under this Constitution. 

Mr. SHADEGG. If 75 percent of the 
Republicans out there listening today 
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or tonight and 63 percent of the Demo- 
crats out there listening tonight would 
pick up the phone, crank up the fax 
machine, get on the Internet and send 
an e-mail, we could wake this Congress 
up and pass this tomorrow with a re- 
sounding vote. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I assume you 
are going to vote for it tomorrow. 

Mr. SHADEGG. I most certainly am 
going to vote for it with great pride. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. That is one 
vote. Iam going to vote for it. That is 
two votes. 

Mr. SHADEGG. We are on our way. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. We need 290 
more votes if all Members are present 
and voting. 

Mr. SHADEGG. I think it is clearly 
doable and would be a great signal for 
this country. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. We may have 
three votes. The Speaker in the chair, 
I think he is a vote for it also. 

Mr. SHADEGG. He just gave me a 
thumbs up. We have got three votes. 
We are on a roll. This could be almost 
a telethon. We are talking about build- 
ing a vote for a tax limitation amend- 
ment. 

The gentleman from Texas men- 
tioned earlier the effect of this, but I 
want to repeat that particular senti- 
ment in some of those statistics. Well, 
14 States have adopted in their own 
Constitutions a tax limitation amend- 
ment. Some studies have been done on 
those States that have had tax limita- 
tion for a number of years. What those 
studies show is that government and 
government spending grow at a slower 
pace in those States than in States 
without tax limitation. 

Interestingly, in case you say, Well. 
so what, we have slowed the growth of 
Congress, I am not so concerned about 
that, Congressman, I am interested in 
my job,” the flip side of that, in tax 
limitation States, States that have 
adopted a tax limitation amendment at 
the State level, the private economy 
and the number of jobs, the employ- 
ment rate grows faster than in non-tax 
limitation States. 

I know it is hard sometimes for the 
audience, for our colleagues out there 
listening, to absorb statistics, but Tam 
going to read through them very im- 
portantly in a slow fashion so that peo- 
ple can get them. 

In tax limitation States taxes grow 
more slowly than in non-tax limitation 
States, and spending grows more slow- 
ly. As a matter of fact, in tax limita- 
tion States over a 12-year period taxes 
increased by 102 percent. So tax limita- 
tion States, there it is, there are the 
figures, spending has grown by 102 per- 
cent. 

But in non-tax limitation States in 
that same 12-year period, spending has 
gone up by 112 percent, a dramatic in- 
crease. By contrast, if you look at the 
economies of those States, in tax limi- 
tation States, the economies, including 
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employment, the economies grew by 43 
percent, whereas by contrast, in States 
without tax limitation the economies 
have grown by only 35 percent. 

So the bottom line is, tax limitation 
slows the growth of government and 
promotes the growth of the private sec- 
tor. For people across America who 
want jobs, the bottom line is the adop- 
tion of a tax limitation amendment, in 
every single one of those States where 
it has been adopted, has encouraged 
the number of jobs that are growing. If 
you say you have a young son or 
daughter about ready to enter the job 
market, tax limitation amendment in 
your State has enhanced their chance 
of finding a job in the productive mar- 
ket. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I actually 
have a young son and young daughter 
who are about to enter the job market. 
My daughter Allison wants to be a 
teacher. She graduated in December 
from Texas A&M. My son Brad is grad- 
uating from Stanford School of Busi- 
ness in June. They are both looking for 
jobs. So I have a son and a daughter 
who want a job, and they will find a job 
more likely in a supermajority State 
to raise taxes. 

Mr. SHADEGG. If that is true at the 
State level, why do we not make Amer- 
ica a supermajority Nation for future 
tax increases? Why not take that prin- 
ciple which has worked at the State 
level and adopt it at the Federal level, 
so that we promote further economic 
growth across this Nation because we 
make it slightly harder for the U.S. 
Congress to raise taxes yet one more 
time. 

We force the Members of this Con- 
gress, you and I and the gentleman in 
the Speaker’s chair who has joined us 
in voting tomorrow for this, make it a 
little bit more important that we look 
a little bit more carefully at how we 
spend the dollars. 

It is worth noting, many people 
across America are very, very upset at 
the General Accounting Office audit 
which came out just a few days ago 
showing that our government is wast- 
ing massive amounts of dollars. Indeed, 
those numbers show that in some in- 
stances we cannot trace where the 
money has gone. We cannot find equip- 
ment that was supposed to have been 
purchased. We are literally kind of al- 
lowing money to slip through the 
hands of the Federal Government and 
not even get real value added. 

That should offend every American 
taxpayer. That should be, I hope, the 
driving force which puts this amend- 
ment over the top tomorrow. Because 
if we make it just a little harder to 
raise taxes, we will have to be just a 
little bit more careful, hopefully a lot 
more careful about how we spend those 
hard-earned dollars that we take out of 
the pockets of the American people. 

I compliment the gentleman. I am 
happy to chat with him about other 
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beneficial aspects of this amendment. I 
do think that it is important to empha- 
size over and over again, 75 percent of 
Republicans favor it, 63 percent of 
Democrats across America favor it. 


O 2130 


Mr. BARTON of Texas. And that is 
all in the last month. I mean that is 
not like 10 years ago or 20 years ago. 
That is a poll, a national poll taken 
within the last month. 

Mr. SHADEGG. That is absolutely 
correct. Now we just need to make sure 
that those Americans who feel like 
communicating their sentiments, hope- 
fully 75 percent of all Republicans 
across the country, 63 percent of all 
Democrats across the country, will call 
and let their Member of Congress know 
that they think that it would be a good 
idea to vote for tax limitation. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. And it is my 
understanding, Mr. Speaker, that the 
gentleman has been on a number of na- 
tional radio and television shows about 
this and has debated some opponents of 
it from time to time, as I have. Have 
you ever had one of the opponents say 
that we should not do this because it 
would not work? 

Mr. SHADEGG. Well, I have had a 
number of people engage in debate. In 
Arizona we debated this measure. The 
opponents of it predicted dire con- 
sequences. They said that this was an 
irresponsible measure, that we should 
never have a supermajority require- 
ment, that we had always just had a 
simple majority. 

They even go so far, and you may 
have heard this in debate yourself, as 
to say it is un-American to require 
anything other than a simple majority. 
And yet the Founding Fathers when 
they drafted our Constitution inserted 
a number of supermajority require- 
ments, and when you combine the 
supermajority requirements that are 
already in our Constitution, such as to 
ratify a treaty, with others that have 
been added 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Or to convict 
a President of impeachment pro- 
ceedings. 

Mr. SHADEGG. Or to convict a Presi- 
dent in impeachment proceedings. If 
you add those supermajority provisions 
or requirements that were in our origi- 
nal Constitution with those that have 
been added to the Constitution by 
amendment, there are today already in 
our Constitution 10 different provisions 
which require not a simple majority, 
not 50 percent plus one, but a super- 
majority. And if it is appropriate in 
those circumstances, you and I are 
here tonight arguing that it should be 
appropriate in this one where we actu- 
ally reach into people’s pockets and 
take the productive efforts of their 
labor out of their pockets and give 
them to someone else to spend. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Well, I have 
engaged in a number of debates, and 
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most of the opponents are opposed to 
this for the very reason that it would 
work. They say quite emphatically 
that it would make it very difficult to 
raise taxes, therefore they are opposed 
to it. And I say exactly, that is the 
point. Let us make it more difficult 
than it is today. 

I think that in an economy that is 
generating $7 trillion worth of goods 
and services with almost 300 million 
Americans, with over 80 million Ameri- 
cans working, paying a tax burden, if 
you combine State and local taxes it is 
approaching 40 percent of their gross 
income, that there should be a national 
consensus. There should be Repub- 
licans and Democrats who say we have 
to have a supermajority vote to raise 
taxes. 

I would like to point out again that 
the group that most represents the 
State legislatures on a bipartisan 
basis, the American Legislative Coun- 
cil, has endorsed a tax limitation 
amendment. I am not going to read 
that letter again because I did earlier, 
but I think that is proof positive that 
this is not a gimmick, it is not a Re- 
publican election year ploy, it is com- 
mon sense, good public policy. 

We have got a number of Governors 
that have endorsed this. Governor 
Whitman in New Jersey has endorsed 
it. Governor Wilson in California, our 
largest State in the Union in terms of 
population, has endorsed it. We also 
pointed out earlier there are 15 States 
that are considering adding a super- 
majority requirement to their State 
constitutions to go along with the 14 
States that already have it. 

So tomorrow, beginning approxi- 
mately 12:30, we will have a vote on the 
rule. That should take about an hour. 
It is an open rule. The minority party, 
if they wish, will have the right to 
offer a substitute. They will also have 
a right to offer a motion to recommit. 
The rule debate should take about an 
hour, and then we will have three hours 
of debate equally divided, an hour and 
a half for the proponents, an hour and 
a half for the opponents, and the gen- 
tleman from Arizona (Mr. SHADEGG) 
and I are going to be on the floor help- 
ing to manage the time for those that 
are in favor of this. And then the de- 
bate should conclude around 4 o’clock 
tomorrow afternoon, and we may vote 
immediately or we may hold the vote 
until a little after 5 o’clock. 

Since this is a constitutional amend- 
ment, I think everybody knows that it 
takes a two-thirds vote of those 
present and voting to pass. So last year 
when we had the vote on April 15, we 
had 233 votes, which was a majority, a 
substantial majority. But that day we 
needed I believe 279 votes, so we failed 
by 40 or 50 votes since we did not quite 
have the two-thirds. 

So tomorrow hopefully we will get 
well over 75 percent of the Republicans. 
I will predict that we get that. The key 
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question is if we can get the 63 percent 
of the Democrats who have said in a 
national poll that the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. SHADEGG) here alluded to, 
if they will support this amendment. 

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to make a couple of points that I 
think are important and I will be em- 
phasizing tomorrow in the debate, but 
in case anyone is out there listening 
tonight and not able to listen to the 
debate, one of them is an intellectual 
point that addresses a concern that 
some people have about, well, is it ap- 
propriate to insert a supermajority re- 
quirement in the Constitution, and the 
other is just a practical argument. 

You know, I do not know if we have 
a large chart of this, but I have a small 
chart that I can hold up here and hope- 
fully we can focus on. In 1950 the Fed- 
eral tax bite was $1 out of every $50. So 
in 1950, when I was a young boy grow- 
ing up in Arizona, if my dad earned a 
hundred dollars, the Federal Govern- 
ment got two of those dollars. He had 
to send $2 in for every $100 he earned. 

By 1996 that figure had changed rath- 
er dramatically. By 1996 it had become 
not $1 in taxes to the Federal Govern- 
ment out of every $50 earned but $1 in 
taxes out of every $4 earned. So today, 
1996, or at least in 1996 and it has got- 
ten worse since then, if you earned 
$100, you did not send in $2 you sent in 
$25, one fourth, to the Federal Govern- 
ment alone. 

That is a staggering increase in the 
tax burden on the American people, 
and I think it explains why it is appro- 
priate to take the vehicle of amending 
the Constitution and amend it at this 
particular time. 

We have already talked about the 
fact that Federal taxes are at their 
highest level that they have ever been 
in American history and placing a huge 
burden on the American people. But I 
now want to turn to kind of a practical 
side of this issue, and I actually like to 
quote often the quote which hopefully 
the camera can focus on at the front of 
the room. John Randolph, the author 
of this quote, was a Member of this 
body, United States House of Rep- 
resentatives, early in our Nation’s his- 
tory. He served in the United States 
House and then ultimately was elected 
to the United States Senate and served 
in the United States Senate. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I think he was 
a member of the Constitutional Con- 
vention also. 

Mr. SHADEGG. I think that is ex- 
actly right. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I am not cer- 
tain, but I believe that is correct. 

Mr. SHADEGG. John Randolph said, 
as that quote reads, and I want people 
to read it with me and think about it, 
but he said at one point, talking about 
government and about the power of the 
Congress, that “It has been said that 
one of the most delicious of privileges 
is that of spending other people’s 
money.” 
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One of the most delicious of privi- 
leges is that of spending other people’s 
money. What he was talking about is 
the power of government through tax- 
ation to take other people’s money, 
and then for this Congress and Mem- 
bers of it to enjoy the privilege of 
spending it. 

Well, I reflected on that quote back 
when I discovered it in the debate in 
Arizona over a tax limitation amend- 
ment, and about the point he was mak- 
ing. And the sad truth is that the privi- 
lege of taking other people’s money 
through taxation and then being able 
as a government to spend it I believe 
has become abused. 

I want to talk a little bit about a 
practical experience I had which led me 
to support the tax limitation amend- 
ment in Arizona and leads me to fight 
passionately for the adoption of the tax 
limitation amendment at the national 
level. For years in Arizona I worked in 
connection with the Arizona legisla- 
ture. I was not a member of the legisla- 
ture but I worked for the Arizona at- 
torney general’s office. 

And members of the Arizona legisla- 
ture would call me over to their office, 
and this happened hundreds of times in 
my career at the Arizona attorney gen- 
eral’s office, and a member of the legis- 
lature would call me over to his or her 
office, and they would either have a 
letter from a constituent or they would 
have a constituent sitting there in the 
room. And the letter or the constituent 
would be making the case that there 
was a very serious problem, even some- 
times a heart-rending problem, a sad 
problem, a tragic problem, somebody 
doing without, somebody suffering, 
somebody in need. 

And the legislator member of the Ar- 
izona legislature with whom I would be 
talking would say, Look, my con- 
stituent has identified this very serious 
problem, people in need. Can we solve 
this problem? Could we pass a bill and 
appropriate some money to fix this 
problem? Could we create a program to 
fix this problem? Could we take the re- 
sources of government to solve this 
very tragic problem?“ 

And the conversation occurred hun- 
dreds of times in my career at the at- 
torney general’s office, and of course 
the answer always was that we could, 
of course, pass such legislation, we 
could make an appropriation, we could 
create a program, we could spend 
money. What occurred to me is that in 
those conversations there was always 
one person missing. 

There was always the constituent 
who wanted the program. And it was 
invariably a worthy program, some- 
thing that you know almost all Ameri- 
cans and all Arizonans would say, 
“There really is a need there. We need 
to take care of that.” And there was a 
legislator, a member of that legislative 
body, like we here in the Congress, 
with the power to write a bill and 
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make an appropriation and create a 
program and spend the money to solve 
the problem. 

But the person missing in those dis- 
cussions, and they were missing in 
every single discussion I ever watched, 
was the taxpayer, the individual who 
would have to foot the bill to solve 
that problem, who would have to pay 
the tax bill to pay for that appropria- 
tion. The taxpayer, the man or woman, 
the young boy or girl starting their 
first job at a McDonalds or a Burger 
King who would have to have wages 
taken out, taxes taken out of their 
wages to pay for that program, they 
were never in the room. They were not 
a part of the conversation. There was 
always an empty chair where that per- 
son could not speak up and say, Les, 
this is a serious problem. Yes, maybe 
we ought to think about it, but we 
have to consider where is that money 
going to come from.” 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I can actually put a face to that anony- 
mous person. Two weeks ago I went to 
Waco, Texas where my mother lives. 
She is a retired widow on Social Secu- 
rity, and she has some teacher retire- 
ment, and because her only income 
comes from three sources, Social Secu- 
rity, teacher retirement and some IRA 
dividend income from an IRA that she 
and my father had saved on when he 
was alive, she does not have any with- 
holding taken out, and it is a relatively 
modest fixed income. 

So last year I had done her taxes 
after my father passed away, and she 
did not have to pay any taxes. So this 
year I was not too worried when she 
said, “Are you going to come do my 
taxes?” I thought, Well, it is not a big 
deal. She will not owe any tax, so I can 
just go ahead and do it.” 

So I finally went over there a week 
before the filing deadline and we sat 
down, and she had had to take a slight- 
ly larger dividend from her IRA be- 
cause she is over 70 years of age and 
the law requires that you begin to dis- 
burse this particular type of a Keogh 
account. 

So first time I went through and 
made the calculation. I said,. Well, 
mom, it looks like this year you're 
going to have to pay a little bit in 
tax,” and it was like $200 or $300, and 
she said, That's no problem.” 

Then I went back through again and 
I said, “I just want to double check the 
numbers,” and I checked the Social Se- 
curity number, and I checked the 
teacher retirement number, and then I 
checked the IRA number, and lo and 
behold, I had added incorrectly or 
missed something. So I said Well, 
mom, I’m going to have to recalculate 
this tax,” and when I did it was well 
over $1,000. 

And she said, Well, I don’t have 
enough money to pay that.“ So she got 
real excited and called the bank and 
she wanted to know how much money 
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was in her account and whether she 
had enough money to pay the tax or 
she was going to have to take some 
money out of a savings account, this 
IRA account, or what. And it turned 
out after looking at her checkbook and 
looking at what her expenses the rest 
of the month were, we decided that she 
would be able to write a check, because 
you cannot tell the IRS, you know, 
“We will send it next week.” You 
know, just you have got to send the 
money when you calculate your tax re- 
turn. 

So my mother, who is a widow on a 
fixed income, had to pay well over 
$1,000 in income taxes this year, and 
that does not come out of nowhere. I 
mean, that shows very clearly the need 
to make it much more difficult than it 
is today to raise taxes, because there 
are a lot of Nell Bartons in this coun- 
try. In my mother’s case, she was for- 
tunate that she had enough money this 
year to pay her Federal income tax 
without having to borrow from me or 
to go into her savings account. 


O 1945 


There are a lot of people come April 
15 that are in real tough shape, and we 
need to protect those people by passing 
this constitutional amendment. 

Mr. SHADEGG. There is no doubt 
about it. As the gentleman well knows, 
whenever you come to the floor and 
propose a constitutional amendment, 
one of the reticences, one of the resist- 
ance factors you face, is that people 
say we should not tamper with the 
Constitution lightly. We really ought 
to think about these issues gravely and 
seriously, about whether it is appro- 
priate to amend the Constitution. We 
ought to consider the consequences of 
our conduct. 

Is a constitutional amendment really 
necessary? If this was such a great 
idea, how come the Founding Fathers 
did not do it? 

I know, because you have carried this 
amendment on this floor many times 
in the past, you face that argument 
where people say, no, if it was nec- 
essary the Founding Fathers would 
have put a tax limitation amendment 
in the original Constitution. They 
would not have said you could raise 
taxes with a simple majority. They 
would have said you could raise them 
only with a supermajority, so you must 
be wrong. We do not need this. This is 
a radical idea and bad idea. 

When I tell the story, if I could just 
make this point, about that empty 
chair of the taxpayer who is not there 
in the conversation, I want to make 
the point that when we enact new pro- 
grams, we never talk to the taxpayer, 
and the role of government is so dra- 
matically different than it was at the 
founding of this country. 

The first and most important dif- 
ference is that we did not have an in- 
come tax. I think all students of Amer- 
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ican government know we did not have 
an income tax. We could not even have 
contemplated passing the kind of taxes 
and tax burden. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. It was uncon- 
stitutional. 

Mr. SHADEGG. Until we amended 
the Constitution with the 16th amend- 
ment. So we did not even contemplate 
reaching into people’s pockets time 
and time and time again with ever-in- 
creasing income taxes to pass that 
money on to some government pro- 
gram to solve a problem. 

But there are dozens of other dif- 
ferences in the role of the Federal Gov- 
ernment today. I firmly believe that 
the Enumerated Powers Doctrine says 
that this Congress can only do a cer- 
tain limited number of things. There 
are actually only 18 enumerated powers 
in the U.S. Constitution. Yet this Con- 
gress does a whole lot of things that it 
is not supposed to do under that doc- 
trine. 

The 10th amendment says you are 
not supposed to do any of those things, 
but rather those authorities belong to 
the States and to the people. Yet the 
10th amendment and the Enumerated 
Powers Doctrine have almost been 
completely read out of the Constitu- 
tion. 

While I regret that, those are the 
facts. That means that it is appro- 
priate to amend the Constitution and 
to say wait; before you raise taxes yet 
one more time, we are going to make 
the bar a little higher. We are going to 
say instead of doing it with a simple 
majority and stealing that money from 
the American people yet one more time 
at a higher rate than today, when it is 
as high as it has ever been in our Na- 
tion’s history, you cannot do it with a 
simple majority. You have to have a 
broad consensus represented by a two- 
thirds majority. 

That is why I think this amendment 
at this point in time is appropriate and 
is not inconsistent with what the 
Founding Fathers intended. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. As the gen- 
tleman from Arizona has pointed out, 
when the Constitution was ratified by 
three-fourths of States in 1787 through 
1789, it was unconstitutional to have 
any kind of a head tax or income tax. 

That situation changed in the early 
1900s. The constitutional amendment 
making income tax constitutional, the 
16th amendment, passed, as the gen- 
tleman has pointed out. Since that 
time, the average marginal tax rate at 
the Federal level has gone from 1 to 
over 40 percent. So we do need to pass 
a constitutional amendment making it 
more difficult to raise taxes. 

Again, it does not take college level 
algebra to understand this amendment. 
Two-thirds is a bigger fraction than 
one-half. Therefore, it would be more 
difficult to get two-thirds vote to raise 
taxes in the House and the Senate than 
the current one-half plus one. 
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Mr. SHADEGG. If the gentleman will 
yield quickly on that point, there are a 
lot of people who are my constituents 
who say Congressman, why just two- 
thirds? I would rather it was three- 
fourths or five-sevenths. They want it 
to be as high a fraction as possible. I 
think this is a reasonable figure, and 
we need to strive very hard to get sup- 
port for it and encourage our col- 
leagues to vote for it. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I did a town 
meeting in Arlington, Texas, last week, 
and one of my constituents said we 
ought to make it by unanimous con- 
sent, 100 percent, which would be very 
difficult, indeed. 

So we need to wrap this special order 
up. I want to thank the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. SHADEGG) for his 
strong leadership. The gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. HALL) and the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS), our 
Democrat chief sponsors, could not be 
here this evening, but they are quite 
supportive. We should require a na- 
tional consensus to raise taxes, and we 
should require a two-thirds vote. 

Hopefully, the people that were 
polled in the poll that the gentleman 
alluded to will call their Congressmen 
and Congresswomen, and tomorrow we 
will get a bipartisan vote that ends up 
the requisite two-thirds to pass this 
and send it to the other body. I look 
forward to a big vote tomorrow. 


—— 


ATTACK ON WORKING FAMILIES 
MUST CEASE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. OWENS) is recognized for 60 
minutes. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, we have 
just returned from a recess, the Easter 
recess, and I think the period between 
now and the 4th of July will be a very 
busy period where the Congress has 
some business that has to be con- 
ducted, and I hope that we will be able 
to make room on this very busy agenda 
for some items that I think are of great 
necessity. 

I hope that in the next few months 
we can see an end to one feature of this 
Congress that is highly undesirable, 
and that is the attack on working-class 
families. The attack on working fami- 
lies must cease. It is counter- 
productive. It does no good. It is out of 
step with the present situation in 
America where we are enjoying unlim- 
ited prosperity. 

The stock market, the Dow Jones av- 
erage has jumped to the 9,000 level. It 
is double what it was 2 years ago. Un- 
precedented prosperity we are enjoy- 
ing, and yet at a time like this, the war 
on working families has been intensi- 
fied by the Republican majority. 

I can speak from intimate experience 
about this war on working families, be- 
cause I serve as the ranking member on 
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the Subcommittee on Workforce Pro- 
tections of the Committee on Edu- 
cation and the Workforce. So we are 
having hearings; we are having mark- 
ups; and I know intimately how this 
war is intensifying, and it has become 
a kind of a microguerrilla warfare. 

The Republicans did a very strange 
thing in 1994 when they authored a 
Contract with America. It had nothing 
in there about attacking working fami- 
lies. It had nothing in there about at- 
tacking unions. There were no 
antilabor platforms parts of the con- 
tract. That was the overt contract. 

Obviously, they had a covert con- 
tract, because immediately after the 
Republicans won the majority, in addi- 
tion to pushing their overt Contract 
with America, there was an attack 
started in 1994 on the working families, 
a steady attack. 

That was an attack which was sort of 
open warfare, out in the open, and with 
heavy armor. The public could clearly 
see what was happening; the workers 
could see what was happening clearly, 
and we rallied our forces against those 
people who wanted to end, at one point 
wipe out the Department of Labor, and 
then wanted to wipe out the National 
Labor Relations Board. They wanted to 
bring OSHA to a standstill. 

There were numerous kinds of activi- 
ties that were undertaken in 1994 that 
were beaten back. They basically lost 
their first set of assaults. But now we 
have a kind of microguerrilla warfare 
where they are going to chip away at 
the foundations of the protections for 
the working families of America. They 
have come with all kinds of camou- 
flaged attacks. 

Now, frequently we have bills that 
only take one small part of a major 
piece of labor regulations and law and 
begin to attack that, chip away at 
that, in the hope that they will be able 
to slowly erode and maybe gain some 
momentum later on for bigger attacks. 

So I think that it is time to call a 
halt to the attack on working families. 
It should cease at this point. You lost 
the first phase of the war in the last 
Congress, so why not let that be a les- 
son. The new strategy of tactics, I do 
not think it will work, because if we 
maintain an open society, if we con- 
tinue to debate the discussion, the 
common sense of the American people, 
the American voters will rise up and 
pass judgment on those who insist on 
repeatedly attacking working families. 

In this atmosphere of prosperity, 
where unprecedented amounts of 
money are being made, and certainly 
the people in the top 10 percent, the 
top 20 percent, are doing very well, why 
even allow ourselves to be consumed 
with a discussion of how to make the 
pie smaller for working families? How 
to oppress working families in terms of 
their working conditions? How to block 
benefits from working families? 

Why do we not have a more expansive 
attitude by both parties. Let us have a 
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bipartisan initiative whereby we seek 
ways to spread the prosperity that we 
now enjoy to all of the American peo- 
ple, including the workers? We have 
got the wrong war going, the wrong set 
of energies being expended at this 
point. We should focus our energies on 
how to spread the prosperity, how to 
use this to make a better, a fairer play- 
ing field for workers. 

We need a terrain where everybody in 
America can reasonably pursue happi- 
ness, the pursuit of happiness that is 
mentioned in the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence. It should still be our goal, 
and everybody should not just have the 
right to pursue happiness, but we ought 
to have a fair playing field, a terrain 
that allows that to happen. 

We can do it. It is possible now. No 
society ever in the history of the world 
has enjoyed the kind of resources that 
we have at hand now. So instead of at- 
tacking working families, let us look 
at working families as being a major 
resource. Our human capital is our 
major resource. 

In this very complex, modern society 
of ours, it is what happens to the 
human capital, the people and their 
minds, and the way they operate, 
which will determine where our society 
goes. 

So I want to talk tonight about the 
attack on working-class families and 
how that ought to cease, and we ought 
to direct our energies instead towards 
spreading the resources to guarantee 
that working families participate in 
the present prosperity. 

There are a number of areas in which 
the attack on working families does 
continue. It is quite obvious not too 
many weeks ago, a few weeks ago, we 
had one bold initiative brought to the 
floor here, the Paycheck Protection 
Act. The Paycheck Protection Act is 
one of the most dangerous pieces of 
legislation ever introduced in America. 
It has not been talked about in the 
proper context. 

What the Paycheck Protection Act is 
seeking to do is to cut the throat of the 
working families, cut the throat, the 
voice, end the voice, completely shut 
them out of the dialogue, circumscribe 
our open society, which is so invalu- 
able. 

One element, one very strong ele- 
ment, the labor movement, the orga- 
nized workers, would be destroyed if 
the Paycheck Protection Act was 
passed. 

The Paycheck Protection Act boldly 
states that we are going to put unions 
in a position where they will not be 
able to function. We will give them so 
much democracy they will choke to 
death. 


o 2200 


Now, I am going to take some time 
to talk about this, because it seems to 
have appeal to some people, whereas 
the chances of it going anywhere here 
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on Capitol Hill, we would beat it back 
and the likelihood that it would get 
passed here is slim. 

But the effort by the Republican ma- 
jority has taken a guerilla warfare ap- 
proach and spread out, and it now 
comes through all the States. Many 
States have introduced legislation very 
similar to the Federal legislation that 
was introduced here in Washington, 
paycheck protection, meaning silence 
the unions. 

We can summarize it by saying it is 
a bill that says unions have to consult 
with all the members before they make 
major decisions. They have to have the 
approval of all the members on every 
decision. That kind of democracy is a 
democracy of death. 

Even in a small unit like the family, 
if you told the person who is going out 
to shop for groceries, you will need to 
get approval from us on how you are 
going to spend this week’s grocery 
money, on all the decisions, you would 
wipe out the process of being able to 
have anybody do the shopping. It is 
that simple. 

If you want to destroy America, tell 
the voters that they have a right to de- 
mand from every congressman that 
they once a year check with them and 
no decisions can go forward, no actions 
can be taken, unless they approve it a 
year in advance. 

Any institution can be brought to its 
knees that way. That is not honoring 
democracy. That is not exalting de- 
mocracy. That is using democracy as a 
weapon. That is going to extremes in 
order to destroy it. 

That is basically what the Paycheck 
Protection Act says, that unions, un- 
like corporations or any club that you 
ever belonged to, there is no institu- 
tion that operates in a way where it 
has to get the approval of its members 
ahead of time for any basic decision. It 
is impossible to function that way, and 
yet unions are going to be required to 
do that. 

Unions are already under great re- 
strictions in that they have the Beck 
decision which, in essence, says a union 
member has a right to demand that his 
money not be spent on activities other 
than those connected with collective 
bargaining and the benefits that they 
receive and the administration of those 
benefits. So they can demand that 
their particular dues money be sepa- 
rated out in a way which allows it not 
to be spent for anything except the di- 
rect activities related to collective bar- 
gaining. 

Already, that is almost impossible to 
administer. There is a whole lot of pa- 
perwork. Most unions, of course, are 
doing that already. 

To go one step farther with a Pay- 
check Protection Act which demands 
that they lay out their plans, and cer- 
tainly any positions that they are 
going to take with respect to public 
policy must be taken ahead of time, 
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the union members have a right to do 
that. So we have that bold step taken 
which is going for the jugular vein of 
the union movement, which is an ex- 
ample of how that attempt to oppress 
working families has taken a new turn. 
It is more intense than ever. 

There are still great problems with 
Davis-Bacon being still a candidate for 
ambush behind the scenes. In every 
major bill related to construction ex- 
penditure, on Federal funds on con- 
struction, you have the Davis-Bacon 
ambush waiting, an attempt to put 
into law something to curb Davis- 
Bacon or even not allowing certain 
things to go forward and move. 

One of the problems with the school 
construction initiative is that there 
are too many of the Republican major- 
ity who would, rather than see no 
schools built, if they have to be built 
under the Davis-Bacon provisions, they 
would rather not go forward. 

It is really a blind approach, like the 
woman who came before King Solomon 
claiming to be the mother of a child, 
and yet she was willing to see the child 
cut in half. And Solomon, of course, 
immediately identified her as not pos- 
sibly being the mother of the child. 
How can you be the mother of a child 
and want to see it cut in half? How can 
you care about education and worry 
about the problem of using Davis- 
Bacon regulations in the construction 
of schools? 

We have a minimum wage problem 
that nobody wants to discuss. We 
passed a minimum wage bill 2 years 
ago. Some people said it would be over 
their dead bodies, but we managed to 
do it, and nobody died. Nobody in the 
Congress had to pay that final price, 
give the last measure. It passed. No- 
body died. 

We have gone two steps now. It is 
unto $5.15 an hour. It is time to in- 
crease the minimum wage again, if for 
no other than reason than to share the 
wealth. 

But there are much better reasons 
because, as far as working people are 
concerned, the minimum wage still has 
not caught up with the years of infla- 
tion. We are still behind in terms of the 
buying power of the dollars that work- 
ers receive, so the minimum wage 
needs to be increased just to bring us 
one step closer to where the buying 
power of the dollar is today. 

There are some moderate proposals 
on the table to increase it merely by 50 
cents per year for the next 2 years, 
which would bring the minimum wage 
up to $6.15. Most workers are way 
ahead of that already. There are a good 
number that still need the floor of the 
minimum wage, but most are ahead of 
that already. It is only fitting and 
proper in a time of great prosperity 
that we increase the minimum wage. 
At least we can do that. 

There are many, many ways to share 
the present prosperity we enjoy. We 
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could go for a universal health system, 
a universal health system which guar- 
antees everybody a decent health plan, 
and stop this kind of approach that we 
have now, a piecemeal approach which 
in the end may be costing us more, giv- 
ing us worse health care and costing us 
more, to really having a universal, sin- 
gle-payer health plan. That is one way 
we could spread the prosperity and help 
us to guarantee the pursuit of happi- 
ness on a fair playing field for every- 
body. But if we do not want to go that 
far, the minimum, the least we can do, 
is to guarantee that working people re- 
ceive a little more money for the hours 
they put in. 

So the minimum wage, Davis-Bacon. 
We should stop the war on occupa- 
tional safety and health issues. That 
still goes on. OSHA is being attacked 
every day from new angles, chipping 
away. The attempt to sort of bring 
OSHA to a standstill and paralyze the 
agency completely failed. 

They did cut the budget. They have a 
trophy. They drastically cut the budg- 
et. They cut the budget of NLRB. They 
have some trophies to take home in 
this dangerous war against working 
families, but it still exists. OSHA is 
there and needs to be left alone to pro- 
vide more safety for workers. 

We still have a problem of more than 
6,000 workers dying in the workplace. 
We still have a problem with more than 
50,000 workers being injured in the 
workplace. It is not moving rapidly 
enough. Preventable deaths are still 
happening as a result of inadequate oc- 
cupational safety and health proce- 
dures. 

Migrant and seasonal agricultural 
workers, they are still trying to chip 
away at the small protections that 
they have. 

I came back today for a hearing at 2 
o’clock related to migrant and seasonal 
workers, where they are trying to take 
away the very measly, minimum pro- 
tections that we have there. Those are 
the most exploited workers in America. 

The fact that they do not give con- 
tributions to any party, the fact thata 
lot of them are immigrants as well as 
migrants, also lessens their political 
effectiveness. But a great country does 
not worry about human beings’ capa- 
bility of making contributions; a great 
country seeks to protect all of its citi- 
zens. 

I am certainly glad that Abraham 
Lincoln did not worry about the fact 
that the slaves did not have any PACs. 
They could not give any contributions. 
The slaves had no political influence. 
In fact, the career of Abraham Lincoln 
might have been guaranteed as a rosy 
career, going on and on with the least 
amount of stress, if he had just forgot- 
ten about the slaves. 

Iam glad there was something in his 
American blood that made him care 
about those who could do nothing for 
him politically, and he set the slaves 
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free. Migrant workers and a lot of peo- 
ple at the bottom of the rungs deserve 
that kind of protection, as do all of us. 

The Federal Employees’ Compensa- 
tion Act, like Workmen’s Compensa- 
tion at the State level, we have a Fed- 
eral Employees’ Compensation Act 
which is not very different, but there 
are assaults on that as being too expen- 
sive and too costly. We had a hearing 
on that about a month ago, the Federal 
Employees’ Compensation Act; FECA, 
it is called. 

What came out of the hearing? That 
there are large amounts of payments 
going to workers who have now retired. 
Twenty-five percent of the payments 
are going to them, and a large part of 
that expense that is disturbing so 
many people is going to the older 
workers. 

Why are there are so many older 
workers who are getting FECA? Be- 
cause they had no occupational health 
and safety provisions years ago when 
those people were in the workplace, 
and large numbers became injured with 
serious injuries. 

Preventive measures taken many 
years ago would have saved us untold 
numbers of dollars, millions and mil- 
lions of dollars. But instead of taking 
those steps years ago to implement the 
kind of occupational safety and health 
procedures in the Federal workplace 
that we should have done, we did not 
do it, and we have these people now, 
and we want to prey upon the weak. We 
want to take away some of their bene- 
fits. We want to get very technical and 
talk about the fact that they should 
not be getting the money they would 
have received if they had not been in- 
jured, and a whole number of argu- 
ments are offered which run against 
the grain of the American legal sys- 
tem. 

If each one of these people who were 
injured in the Federal workplace had 
been able, because there was no work- 
men’s compensation, no restrictions on 
them, been able to go and sue in court, 
they would have gotten far more 
money for these injuries, probably far 
more. 

They do very well in these cases. 
Many are open-and-shut kinds of cases, 
because the Federal Government has 
not been so generous. They challenge 
people who say they have injuries, and 
they challenge people who have disabil- 
ities, and it is not easy to get the com- 
pensation. But that attack on old 
workers who have gone out of the work 
force, who worked for the Federal Gov- 
ernment, that attack is one of those 
attacks that is most despicable, but it 
goes on. 

So I am here to talk about that, and 
I mentioned the Paycheck Protection 
Act first because it is important that 
we understand what is involved. 

They are able to oppress the workers 
and squeeze them tighter, although 
why we should squeeze workers more I 
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do not know. Now with unprecedented 
prosperity, a Dow Jones average of 
9,000, and the stock market roaring 
ahead, why we are preoccupied with 
squeezing workers? But whatever fac- 
ets of human nature are driving this ef- 
fort to oppress working families, it is 
there. 

In order to do that, they feel they 
have to have a closed society. They 
have to get rid of the one voice out 
there that is able to keep pace with the 
Republican contributors. The Repub- 
lican contributors are predominantly 
corporations, big business, people who 
may be misguided enough to believe 
that they have to squeeze more out of 
the workers. 

How do the workers get to be the 
enemy, when the evidence and the facts 
show that the workers are not the 
enemy, they are part of the success of 
the American system? Why that can- 
not get through, we do not know, but 
that is the case. 

They want to silence the one element 
that in the last election was able to 
stand up and challenge the multi-bil- 
lion dollar electioneering process of 
the Republican party. Only organized 
labor could produce money out there to 
put issue ads in front of people and 
make them think about what was hap- 
pening with Medicare, Medicaid, the 
minimum wage or any vital issue that 
had to be discussed in a way which re- 
quired maximum visual exposure on 
television or radio. It was organized 
labor that was the one opposition voice 
that across the country could be 
mounted against the Republican ma- 
jority’s open-ended expenditures. 

So the decision has been made to go 
after them, to cut off their voice, to 
end our open society. 

The debate will be far more one-sided 
than it is now. Even with labor, orga- 
nized labor, able to expend $1 million 
to get the other point out there, it is 
still a lopsided argument. The expendi- 
tures of soft money with respect to the 
Republican party versus the Demo- 
crats, who were supported by labor 
unions, was at least more than 20 to 1, 
the soft money. The rest of the money, 
it was like between 7 and 10 to 1 on the 
hard money. So it is way out of kilter 
in terms of the kind of money being 
spent. They want it to go even further. 
Let us wipe out any well-financed op- 
position totally. 

George Soros, who happens to be a 
billionaire, and I commend him be- 
cause I do not think that this discus- 
sion has to be stratified in terms of 
here are the rich here, and the poor 
over here, and all rich people are fool- 
ish enough to believe that they have to 
wage war against working people. I do 
not think all rich people are foolish 
enough to believe they have to wage 
war against working people. I do not 
think all corporations are foolish 
enough or misguided enough to think 
they have to wage war against working 
people. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


In fact, the biggest corporations that 
make the most money have unions. 
They have not gone to great lengths to 
prevent the formation and continu- 
ation of unions. Unions are shrinking 
in size, and it is interesting that the 
American economy now, you know, is 
more and more a smaller set of enti- 
ties. 
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The businesses are in smaller units 
and that is part of what is happening 
with respect to the decreasing number 
of people who organize. We also have 
not kept pace with our labor laws and 
our National Labor Relations Board. It 
is too difficult to organize in these 
smaller units, and there are various 
reasons that I do not want to go into 
tonight why we have fewer unionized 
workers, but certainly we do not want 
a situation where the kind of opposi- 
tion and strong national voice that 
unions can mount will be silenced. 

George Soros talks about nothing is 
more important at this point in Amer- 
ican history. We are so prosperous and 
so successful and there is no competing 
superpower. Nothing is more important 
than keeping an open society, whatever 
has to be done to keep an open society 
where we have a large number of news- 
papers and we have got a voice there, 
we have voices there that compete with 
each other, we have voices on tele- 
vision and radio that compete with 
each other. We have a society where 
the dialogue is not all forced to go one 
way. 

Of course, we say we have freedom of 
speech. That is part of the Constitu- 
tion. So why are we worried about 
that? It so happens that despite free- 
dom of speech and despite the Bill of 
Rights, if one does not have money or 
resources, constitutional rights begin 
to get very weak. The fact of modern 
society is that we are going to have to 
take a look at the relationship between 
money and resources and rights, and 
one of the rights is freedom of speech. 

George Soros says one of the great 
problems in totalitarian societies, and 
certainly in the case of the Soviet 
Union, was that it was a closed society. 
The Soviet Union has probably a high- 
er literacy rate than America and most 
countries in the world. The Soviet 
Union, which put Sputnik up before we 
had a thing up there in space and put 
up a space station and had great rocket 
power and the power to land ballistic 
missiles, we think to mount interconti- 
nental missiles and have them land, be 
deployed in Russia and land here, all of 
that great, very well-organized, very 
competent, scientifically competent 
society came crashing down. It came 
crashing down. 

I agree with the analysis that says it 
is primarily because it was a closed so- 
ciety. Even if there are brilliant peo- 
ple, if they are making decisions in a 
closed circle and something goes 
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wrong, and they all begin to go in the 
same direction and there is nothing to 
come in from the outside to make them 
get the perspective or correct it, then 
there is a problem. 

Certainly when political decisions 
are overwhelming everything else, the 
scientists begin to look stupid. The fi- 
nancial masterminds, they are over- 
ridden. No matter what science, evi- 
dence, reason says, if the decision- 
makers at the political level are going 
wrong and there is nothing to correct 
them, no force will make them correct 
themselves, then that closed society 
becomes the engine for doom because 
the blundering and the decision-mak- 
ing will carry them downward and 
downward in a faster spiral. 

Ridiculous things were being done, 
and still are to some degree, by a great 
Soviet society, a closed society. I will 
not say whether it was communism or 
socialism that brought them down. 
Closed capitalist societies suffer the 
same problem, and we have totali- 
tarian societies that have also been 
closed, and some still are. They are 
capitalists but they are Fascists or 
they are totalitarian. They suffer the 
same problems. 

And we have some semi-democratic 
societies. There is a rash now of prob- 
lems in the Asian countries. The great 
Asian economic miracle, there is a 
problem now. Part of it is because they 
have so many dictators and patriarchs 
and old ways of doing things that will 
not allow other voices to come in 
which could challenge that closed soci- 
ety. 

So labor should not be silenced. We 
are an indispensable Nation, the Presi- 
dent says, and I think in order to re- 
main an indispensable Nation with 
great resources we are going to have to 
keep the society open. And the last 
thing we want to see is a Republican 
majority victory over labor which puts 
the voices of the working families in 
chains. 

We are an indispensable Nation and 
we must see workers as being indispen- 
sable, an indispensable part of our in- 
dispensable Nation. This term indis- 
pensable Nation” was used by Presi- 
dent Clinton, and I heartily agree that 
America at this point is an indispen- 
sable Nation. 

We have to make up our minds about 
how we want to behave as an indispen- 
sable Nation. But the Roman Empire 
was merely a village compared to the 
American colossus. What we are now 
would make the Roman Empire look 
like a village. The American colossus 
is something that has never existed be- 
fore on the face of the earth. It is a to- 
tally new phenomenon. 

We do not have an empire which we 
maintain with bullets and guards and 
tanks. We are not oppressing anybody 
anywhere in the world in order to 
make them accept our influence, our 
systems. We have a great deal of influ- 
ence without that. 
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Our popular culture probably is the 
most widespread phenomenon on the 
earth. That has no bullets and no tanks 
behind it. The American colossus as a 
successful economic system is now 
being emulated and imitated. And be- 
cause it is so successful, and not all of 
the things that have been done would I 
endorse in this process of being suc- 
cessful, but it is a successful economic 
system compared to the other eco- 
nomic systems now, so dollars are 
going to flow at greater and greater 
rates into the American coffers. 

Our stock market is up primarily be- 
cause we are not demanding tribute 
from the rest of the world. The nations 
of the rest of the world, at least their 
investors and their capitalists, are 
bringing their tribute, are bringing 
their dollars to invest in our economic 
system. The Wall Street phenomenon, 
the stock market rise, the Dow Jones 
average increase, all of that is being 
driven by large amounts of money 
flowing in from all over the world. All 
roads used to lead to Rome. All roads 
now lead to Wall Street and the stock 
exchange, All money and all invest- 
ment, because this is the place to put 
it. That is one part of our prosperity. 

This American colossus ought to be- 
come for the working families a new 
phenomenon where we can guarantee 
that everybody will have a right to 
pursue happiness on a terrain that is 
reasonable. We do not want a worker’s 
paradise. We do not want to use terms 
like that. When the rhetoric gets car- 
ried away by politicians and econo- 
mists or we jump into the Bible, be- 
ware. Do not listen to anybody that 
says they are going to create a para- 
dise. We are not going to create heaven 
on earth through a secular process. We 
are not going to create a paradise, but 
the least we can do is have a playing 
field where working families have a 
chance to make it. 

We are a pivotal generation with an 
abundant supply of resources, and we 
ought to be thinking in terms of how 
can we use those resources to guar- 
antee the most good for the most peo- 
ple. 

We could mount big initiatives of 
many kinds. I do not have a list of ini- 
tiatives that I would propose, but one 
thing I would propose is that we at 
least consider how can people who go 
out to work every day get a greater 
share of the pie? How can people that 
go out to work every day be rewarded 
for their labor in a way commensurate 
with the kind of money being made at 
the top, with the kind of prosperity 
being generated by the overall econ- 
omy? 

The Romans, and I have heard this 
example used at least twice over the 
last weekend. I think somebody has 
written a book on taxes and I do not 
unfortunately have the name of the 
person. I apologize to them. 

But they use an example in the book 
that the Romans at one point had so 
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much tribute being paid to them, that 
Rome decided that they had so much 
money coming in that they would just 
give a certain amount of money to 
every Roman family. They did not in- 
clude the immigrants, maybe. They 
had to be a real Roman, and every 
Roman family got a set amount of 
money regardless of what they did. 
They did not have to do any work for 
it, and there was something like 200,000 
Romans at that point who lived in 
Rome and who qualified for the money 
and they distributed it. 

It was like a positive subsidy pro- 
gram. It could not be called welfare be- 
cause it was a considerable amount of 
money. They did not have to work any- 
more. I suppose they had servants and 
slaves and others who were not Roman 
citizens. 

But according to this example, the 
Romans in the surrounding country- 
side heard about Rome giving out the 
money and they began all to come into 
Rome and demand similar subsidies, 
and that broke the bank and broke the 
system. But it is kind of an example 
used to ridicule subsidy, ridicule the 
distribution-of-wealth theory, ridicule 
any kind of social system which sought 
to spread the prosperity of the Nation 
to the most people. 

I do not think it is ridiculous. I do 
not think we should give subsidies to 
people and tell them every family de- 
serves this money and they can take it 
and not have to work. I think the 
Saudi Arabians had so much money 
that that kind of thing was happening 
in Saudi Arabia. I do not think that is 
a wise step, but we certainly could 
spread the resources some other way. 
We could spread it through universal 
health care, and certainly through 
minimum wage increases, and we could 
stop oppressing workers in their work- 
ing conditions. 

The Romans also were great builders. 
They invented the science of engineer- 
ing and they invented concrete. They 
were also depraved in many ways, and 
one of the great concrete monuments 
that they built was the Colosseum, 
which was built as a place where ani- 
mals fought human beings. Gladiators 
fought each other and that was too bor- 
ing, so they started having animals de- 
vour human beings, and there was 
something sick there. We know about 
how a society can be very advanced on 
the one hand scientifically and be very 
savage and backwards in many other 
ways. 

We saw what the very well-organized 
and scientifically equipped Wehrmacht 
of Hitler did. We saw what a very civ- 
ilized group of people, civilized in the 
usual sense of the word, did in World 
War II, and we have seen many exam- 
ples of that in many places before. The 
fact that they were great builders and 
engineers did not mean that they knew 
how to make choices about the fact 
that they were indispensable and get a 
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sense of mission that would make them 
rise above certain weaknesses. 

Building for them was an indispen- 
sable activity, and our public buildings 
also will be the first evidence that we 
have for future generations to measure 
us by. We may have great poets and 
dramatists, but in the future the thing 
that is going to be most highly visible 
is our buildings and our public build- 
ings are very important. 

Which brings us back to the fact that 
it is a great shame that the war 
against working families leads to a sit- 
uation where there is such a preoccupa- 
tion with trying to prevent Davis- 
Bacon regulations from being utilized 
that we are stifling and inhibiting the 
process of building more public 
schools. There are a lot of other public 
buildings we need, but public schools 
we need most of all. $120 billion, ac- 
cording to the General Accounting Of- 
fice, $120 billion is needed to just bring 
the infrastructure of public schools 
across America up to date. 

The fact most of those buildings at 
this point would have to be under the 
Davis-Bacon regulations if they had 
Federal funding leads many Members 
of the Republican majority say, no, we 
will not do it. We would rather have no 
schools than to have them built under 
Davis-Bacon regulation. 

It is very interesting that the Repub- 
lican majority wages war on Davis- 
Bacon, and I have said this before and 
I must use it again and again to remind 
the Republican Majority of how ridicu- 
lous what they are doing is. Davis- 
Bacon is a Republican creation. Davis- 
Bacon was enacted, was really spon- 
sored and supported by the Hoover ad- 
ministration. And that is one of the 
ironies. 

Just to refresh the memory, Davis 
and Bacon were both Republicans. It 
was in 1927, in a time of economic pros- 
perity, particularly in the construction 
industry, when representative Robert 
L. Bacon, who was from New York, a 
Republican from New York who was 
also a former banker. Davis-Bacon 
originated in the head of a banker. He 
introduced the forerunner of what 
would become the Federal Davis-Bacon 
Act. 

Alarmed by increasing incidents of 
cutthroat bidding for Federal contracts 
by itinerant contractors, itinerant con- 
tractors using low-wage labor and as a 
result producing shoddy construction, 
Robert Bacon moved to protect Federal 
construction contracts. At that time 
shoddy construction was a major 
threat to a massive Federal building 
program that Members of Congress had 
just authorized. They had authorized a 
massive building program. And it was 
not the workers, the only thing they 
were concerned about, the wages of the 
workers at local level was a concern, 
that being undercut by the itinerant 
contractors, but also shoddy construc- 
tion. Remember that. 
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With the help of Senator James 
Davis of Pennsylvania, a former Sec- 
retary of Labor under three Republican 
Presidents, James Davis, Senator 
James Davis had been a Secretary of 
Labor under three Republican Presi- 
dents, the bill was passed. And in 1931 
Republican President Hoover, Herbert 
Hoover signed the Davis-Bacon into 
law. Convinced of the law’s benefits, 
Congress went on to incorporate Davis- 
Bacon labor standards into more than 
60 Federal statutes. That is where it all 
originated. 

There was a time when the Repub- 
lican Party did not feel a great compul- 
sion, some kind of blind passion to 
wage war on workers. There was a time 
when this was not the case. At this 
point in history, it is not the case. 
Every piece of legislation which has an 
opportunity for Federal funds to be ap- 
propriated for building is immediately 
subjected to scrutiny, and the possi- 
bility of a Republican ambush. 

School construction, as I said before, 
is one of the casualties. School con- 
struction has been used as an example. 
It costs more to build schools if you 
use Davis-Bacon, if you build them 
under Davis-Bacon, which requires pre- 
vailing wages. Prevailing wages are not 
necessarily union wages. 

Prevailing wages, in some instances, 
in some States, are really minimum 
wages. It has gone down to that in a 
few States; that the minimum wage in 
cases of some people, beginning labor- 
ers and even bricklayers in one State, 
were close to the minimum wage. That 
was the prevailing wage. So it is not 
something fixed in stone. It is not 
something unreasonable and irrational 
and wasteful, but Davis-Bacon does 
maintain some kind of standards. 

Two sets of studies done by a pro- 
fessor at the University of Utah quite a 
number of years apart have come up 
with the same results; that Davis- 
Bacon regulations prevailing wages, 
whether the prevailing wages are under 
Davis-Bacon Federal statutes or under 
local State prevailing wage statutes, 
they do not drive up the cost of school 
construction. 

What they found is that when you 
take away the prevailing wages stat- 
utes, whether you, at the State level 
they have taken away, several States 
have repealed their State prevailing 
wage statutes where if State money 
was being utilized and no Federal 
money was being utilized, they would 
not be subjected to the prevailing wage 
requirement. That has happened. 

What has happened is that the work- 
ers wages have always gone down. But 
the cost of construction has either re- 
mained the same or gone up. What you 
have is the contractors walk away with 
a bigger profit. That is what the great 
war against Davis-Bacon is all about. 
There are contractors, large numbers 
of them, very powerful who want to 
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make quick kills. They want to go in 
and make as much money as possible 
and get out. They know that untrained 
workers, people who are not receiving 
Davis-Bacon prevailing wages, often do 
shoddy work, but they do not care. 
They are willing to take their chances 
on litigation. 

There has been so much of that, so 
many contractors out there who fight 
Davis-Bacon; who fight prevailing 
wages; who want a jungle. They want 
to be able to go in a wild situation, and 
be able to work their will and get max- 
imum profits. So many of them out 
there have ruined the atmosphere and 
the environment for construction to 
the point where there are now large 
numbers of business people, including 
the Business Roundtable, who have 
concluded that they would rather deal 
with Davis-Bacon contractors. 

Davis-Bacon contractors who work 
under Davis-Bacon regulations and are 
willing to do it, not fighting it, they 
have set up systems for training work- 
ers. They have done more to combat 
discrimination in the construction in- 
dustry than any other set of forces or 
laws have done. 

Yes; there is still construction indus- 
try discrimination in many places. I 
will not argue there is not. But the 
Davis-Bacon workers, with their train- 
ing programs working with the govern- 
ment, stabilizing situations have made 
a great number of gains in terms of 
ending discrimination for people who 
are in those training programs, and al- 
lowing them to rise through the ranks, 
as well as creating a well-trained, sta- 
ble force. 

We are going to find ourselves in a 
situation where we do not have enough 
trained sheet metal workers, plumbers 
and bricklayers. We are going to find 
ourselves in a serious situation if we do 
not do a better job of training. Of 
course, the contractors, the itinerant 
contractors, the guys who want to 
make the quick kill, they do not care 
about the future. They only care about 
making a quick kill. We have had 
buildings fall down, school walls fall 
down as a result of sloppy work. 

New York City, we had, in the middle 
of the city, we had enormous traffic 
jams for almost a month because the 
bricks were falling off the side of a 
building. The quick-kill artists, the 
itinerant contractors had done such a 
good job of covering up who they were, 
they could not find out who was re- 
sponsible for the bricks that were fall- 
ing out so they could sue them or make 
them put it back up. It was just the 
whole game that certain parts of the 
contracting industry play; whether 
they go out of business, go bankrupt, 
appear under some other name, all the 
games are easier to play when you are 
not among the more responsible con- 
tractors who are willing to participate 
in the Federal program that is going to 
train workers and cooperate with 
Davis-Bacon. 
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So the Business Roundtable came to 
the conclusion that they were going to 
consider, even though they were pri- 
vate contractors and not obligated to 
use Davis-Bacon contracts, they were 
going to consider setting the standard 
whereby as they bid on, they put out 
the bids, they were going to call for 
contractors to be participating in the 
Davis-Bacon program. 

Each construction project should be 
considered a monument for the future, 
not so much because we are worried 
about being in the future generations 
looking back on us as Greeks or Ro- 
mans and praising us for our great 
buildings. But the buildings have to be 
safe; they have to be functional. There 
are many large residences, co-ops, con- 
dominiums where people have had to 
pay large amounts of money, big prices 
and still find themselves suffering from 
leaking roofs and plumbing that does 
not work, all kinds of phenomena that 
arise as a result of the wild cat, quick- 
kill contractors who have no stand- 
ards. 

But the Republican majority refuses 
to accept the evidence. They want to 
make war on Davis-Bacon and they 
continue. We have had hearings in the 
last 2 or 3 years, several hearings on 
Davis-Bacon. We had an attempt to 
smear Davis-Bacon as an inevitably 
crooked operation. Take the Oklahoma 
example and make it apply all over the 
country. We have refused in our hear- 
ings, I will not say we because I am 
just a Democrat. The Republican ma- 
jority, which controls the sub- 
committee and the committee, they 
refuse to listen to responsible rep- 
resentatives of the contracting indus- 
try. 

Yes; of course they will not listen to 

workers. They do not want to listen to 
unions. They want to silence unions. 
But here are businessmen, the Mechan- 
ical Electrical Sheet Metal Alliance is 
one of them. They begged our com- 
mittee to allow it to testify; let us 
come and talk to you. It did not hap- 
pen. 
In fact, I have a letter here which I 
would like to enter into the RECORD, 
and it is a letter from the Mechanical 
Electrical Sheet Metal Alliance where 
they say, on behalf of the Mechanical 
Electrical Sheet Metal Alliance, a coa- 
lition of more than 12,000 construction 
contracting corporations in the spe- 
cialty sector of the construction indus- 
try, I want to propose a number of ad- 
ministrative improvements to the 
Davis-Bacon Act. We believe these ad- 
ministrative initiatives, if imple- 
mented, would significantly improve 
the quality, accuracy and timeliness of 
the prevailing wage determination 
process. 

The Mechanical Electrical Sheet 
Metal Alliance is a coalition of mem- 
bers of the Mechanical Contractors As- 
sociation of America and the National 
Electrical Contractors Association and 
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the Sheet Metal and Air Conditioning 
Contractors’ National Association. It 
represents more than 12,000 construc- 
tion contracting firms nationwide 
which exclusively employ more than 
540,000 union trades people with state- 
of-the-art technical abilities. 

I will include this letter for the 
RECORD: 


THE MECHANICAL ELECTRICAL 
SHEET METAL ALLIANCE, 
March 20, 1998. 
Mr. BILL GROSS, 
Employment Standards Division, U.S. Depart- 
ment of Labor, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. Gross: On behalf of the Mechan- 
ical Electrical Sheet Metal Alliance, a coali- 
tion of more than 12,000 construction con- 
tracting corporations in the specialty sector 
of the construction industry, I want to pro- 
pose a number of administrative improve- 
ments to the Davis-Bacon Act. We believe 
these administrative initiatives, if imple- 
mented, would significantly improve the 
quality, accuracy and timeliness of the pre- 
valling wage determination process. 

The Mechanical Electrical Sheet Metal Al- 
liance is a coalition of members of the Me- 
chanical Contractors Association of America 
(MCAA), the National Electrical Contractors 
Association (NECA) and the Sheet Metal and 
Air Conditioning Contractors’ National As- 
sociation (SMACNA). It represents more 
than 12,000 construction contracting firms 
nationwide which exclusively employ more 
than 540,000 union trades people with state- 
of-the-art technical abilities. Alliance con- 
tractors hold a growing market share of 
more than 60 percent of the nation’s non-res- 
idential construction activity. Alliance con- 
tractors annually train over 90,000 appren- 
tice and journey persons upgrade training at 
a cost exceeding $175 million. These union 
contractor firms and their local association 
chapters sponsor over 1,000 local training 
programs staffed by approximately 5,600 in- 
structors utilizing equipment and facilities 
owned by the training programs valued at 
more than $500 million. 

The Alliance fully supports Employment 
Standards Administration (ESA) efforts to 
improve the wage determination process and 
the quality, accuracy, and timeliness of the 
wage rates. We support efforts to find new 
ways to administer the process with greater 
efficiency so that the resources saved can be 
used on increased compliance measures. 

Mechanical Contractors Association of 
America, Inc., National Electrical Contrac- 
tors Association, Sheet Metal and Air Condi- 
tioning Contractors’ National Association, 
Inc. 

One example of business and labor, 
business and working families who are 
not afraid to work together, and as a 
result of working together under a gov- 
ernment regulation, a government reg- 
ulation which, by the way, was con- 
structed by Republicans, Herbert Hoo- 
ver, Bacon, Davis, all Republicans. It 
made sense then; it makes sense now. 

Republicans, call off your war on 
Davis-Bacon. Do not make war on 
Davis-Bacon. It does not make sense. It 
is out of step with reality. It is out of 
step with the present situation where 
we have unprecedented prosperity, and 
we should be seeking ways to spread 
that prosperity. Republicans, call off 
your war against the minimum wage 
increase. 
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Let us go forward and get behind the 
more, the most reasonable bill. I really 
think we should increase the minimum 
wage to the level of the livable wage. 
In New York, we have a provision now 
for all people who contract with the 
city of New York. They must pay a liv- 
able wage, which is above the min- 
imum wage. We ought to go for that, 
but the realities of the situation are 
that the President and Senator KEN- 
NEDY in the Senate and Mr. BONIOR, mi- 
nority leader here, they all agree that 
we can take, and it is doable now, more 
modest steps at 50 cents an hour in two 
steps over the next 2 years. 

So 50 cents an hour increase on Janu- 
ary 1, 1999, is proposed, and another 50 
cents an hour increase on January 1, 
2000. That means that in the year 2000 
workers will be earning $6.15 an hour. 
In this indispensable Nation where the 
Dow Jones average is at 9000 and phi- 
lanthropists are making billion-dollar 
contributions now, why can we not at 
least without too much discussion or 
further delay and more fighting by the 
Republican majority go on to increase 
the minimum wage by a dollar over a 2- 
year period? 

Three polls taken in January of 1998 
show that the American people over- 
whelmingly support an increase in the 
minimum wage. The Washington Post, 
Los Angeles Times and Peter Hart re- 
search poll showed support for raising 
the minimum wage ranging from 76 to 
78 percent. Seventy-eight percent of 
the American people want an increase 
in the minimum wage. It is political; 
you cannot lose, Republican majority. 
Join us for a minimum wage increase. 

The last increase in the minimum 
wage has not cost jobs. According to a 
new study released by economists 
David Card and Alan Krueger, employ- 
ment in the fast food industry in east- 
ern Pennsylvania actually went up by 
11 percent after the 1996 minimum 
wage increase. 

The Economic Policy Institute re- 
cently released a study entitled, The 
Sky Hasn't Fallen,” which determined 
that employment was not adversely af- 
fected by the last increase. They had a 
study, Pennsylvania did not have a 
State minimum wage higher than the 
Federal minimum wage. New Jersey 
had a minimum wage already, a State 
minimum wage higher than the Fed- 
eral minimum wage. 

When the Federal minimum wage 
went up, New Jersey was not affected 
because it was already above that 
level. But Pennsylvania, the industries 
in Pennsylvania had to raise their min- 
imum wage. They studied the fast food 
industry in Pennsylvania and the fast 
food industry in New Jersey, and they 
found that Pennsylvania industry did 
not suffer any loss of profits at all 
compared to the New Jersey situation 
where they already were there. It was 
equal. There was no difference. Penn- 
sylvania did not suffer as a result of 


April 21, 1998 


having its fast food workers begin to 
earn more pay via the minimum wage. 

Consider the fact that today a single 
mother with two children working full 
time at a minimum wage job earns 
$10,700 a year. That is $2,600 below the 
poverty line as defined by the Federal 
Government. An increase of $1 an hour 
only partially restores some of the lost 
buying power of this person. On and on 
it goes. 

There are studies that show that the 
minimum wage does not hurt the econ- 
omy even in times of normal economic 
growth. In a time like this when our 
GPI, the other measures of prosperity, 
Dow Jones average, leaping forward, 
surely we can at least spread the 
wealth by increasing the minimum 
wage. 

There are many other labor issues, 
which I mentioned before that should 
be considered as we call upon the Re- 
publicans to end what I call now a 
microguerilla warfare. They are chip- 
ping away behind the scenes. Remem- 
ber in January of 1997, we passed a bill 
on this floor which took away cash 
overtime. Fortunately, it has not gone 
any further. The other House has not 
considered it. But it is out there. This 
Congress passed it. It is still alive in 
this session. We took away the over- 
time and replaced it with comp time. 
That war on workers may hurt most of 
all, and people cannot get cash. 

I remember I offered on this floor an 
amendment which said, okay, if you 
want to compromise, let us offer your 
compromise where people who are in 
the highest strata earning salaries, and 
they want more time to spend with 
their kids instead of more money, let 
them. Those who earn a certain 
amount of money above the minimum 
wage level, I think the figure was 
something like $11,000, everybody who 
earned less than $11,000 a year should 
be exempt from that requirement that 
they take their overtime in comp time 
instead of cash because they need the 
cash. 

Can you consider people making $11- 
$12,000, how much they need the cash? 
That exemption made so much sense, 
but it was not permitted. It was voted 
down on the floor and we passed the 
bill anyhow. It is out there somewhere. 
The guerilla tactics means that one 
day as the session approaches the end, 
we may have the Republican majority 
offering that again here on the floor. 

I close by saying that that is just one 
of the many microattacks; that is one 
of the many ambushes we have to fear. 
The bigger attack is still proposition 
226 in California. That is what is simi- 
lar to the Paycheck Protection Act 
here. California has the Paycheck Pro- 
tection Act out there in a proposition. 
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California has done a lot of damage 
with propositions lately. And the ref- 
erendum proposition 226 will require 
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unions to get annual approval of indi- 
vidual members before they can use 
any dues money for political purposes. 
If approved, the California proposal 
will become law in July and will great- 
ly limit labor’s role in November's piv- 
otal gubernatorial election. 

Here is the political process directly 
being affected. If that proposition 
passes, labor gets crippled. Backers of 
the California initiative said they plan 
to spend at least $10 million. Polls 
show that 70 percent of the voters sup- 
port the proposal. 

A lot of people are misguided and 
think this is democracy. They think we 
should have more democracy, unions 
should be more democratic. I say this 
is the kind of democracy that we choke 
on, this is the kind of democracy de- 
signed to destroy and kill organiza- 
tions. 

Similar proposals have been intro- 
duced in 30 other States and are ac- 
tively being pushed by conservative 
and business groups. Supporters say 
these groups expect to spend $20 mil- 
lion outside of California this year. 

This is the threat. This is the gue- 
rilla attack now coming up through 
the States. They will not win here this 
year. But if they can generate enough 
momentum through the States, we will 
have in the not-too-distant future a 
bill which gags working families. The 
voice of the working family would be 
shut out of the dialogue and the de- 
bate. America would no longer be an 
open society. It would be an endan- 
gered society. 

——— 


CORRECTION TO THE CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD OF THURSDAY, 
MARCH 26, 1998, PAGES 4926 TO 
4931 


GOP NATIONAL SALES TAX IS BAD 
IDEA 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, this 
evening the Democrats plan to discuss 
the Republican plan to abolish the Tax 
Code and replace it with either a flat 
tax or a sales tax. 

I yield at this point to the gentle- 
woman from Connecticut (Ms. 
DELAURO). 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from New Jersey and I 
also thank my other colleagues who 
were on the floor and those who are 
coming tonight to join in this special 
order to talk about the need to cut 
taxes for working middle-class families 
and to reveal the true cost, as my col- 
league from New Jersey pointed out, 
the true cost of a dangerous Repub- 
lican proposal to impose a national 
sales tax on the American people. 
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We have heard quite a bit lately from 
our Republican colleagues about tax 
reform. But behind the rhetoric and 
the calls to ‘scrap the code,” that 
mantra, if you will, repeated over and 
over again to scrap the code, behind 
the rhetoric of that phrase lie some 
very radical and some dangerous pro- 
posals that will actually raise taxes on 
working families and cut taxes for the 
wealthiest 1 percent of taxpayers. 

I think we all agree that that is not 
reform, that is not what we are about. 
Abolishing the Tax Code, replacing it 
with a sales tax is one of those kinds of 
easy-listening proposals that Repub- 
licans are famous for. If you will, it is 
the legislative equivalent of elevator 
music; we might find ourselves hum- 
ming along. But when we snap out of 
it, we realize that we hate the song. We 
have all had this happen to us. 

The Republican national sales tax is 
a very bad idea. My Republican col- 
leagues argue that a national sales tax 
would be simple and it would be fair. 
But take a closer look at it and we find 
that there is nothing simple or fair 
about it. 

A national sales tax is not simple. In 
fact, several renowned economists have 
declared a national sales tax as un- 
workable. Even the conservative Wall 
Street Journal has panned the proposal 
and highlighted concerns about admin- 
istration and about enforcement. 

A national sales tax is not fair. The 
Brookings Institute says that of the 
GOP sales tax, The sales tax would 
raise burdens on low- and middle-in- 
come households and sharply cut taxes 
on the top 1 percent of taxpayers.” 
That is not fair. 

The GOP national sales tax proposals 
call for replacing all individual and 
corporate taxes with a 23 percent sales 
tax. But there is a new analysis by 
Citizens for Tax Justice that shows 
that the actual rate would be at least 
30 percent. That means the American 
people would pay 30 percent more for 
everything. They would pay a 30 per- 
cent tax every time they opened their 
wallet. Talk about being nickeled and 
dimed to death. 

What does that mean to the average 
middle-class family? Let us take a 
look. This week U.S. News and World 
Report did a cover story on the cost of 
raising a child in today’s world. It is an 
astounding piece. According to U.S. 
News, for a child born in 1997, a middle- 
class family will spend $1.4 million to 
raise that child to age 18. This is the 
cover of U.S. News and World Report 
this week, The Real Cost of Raising 
Kids.” Would my colleagues believe it 
is $1.4 million a piece? Put a 30 percent 
tax on top of that and we are looking 
at life for working families under a 
GOP national sales tax. 

Let us take a look at a few examples 
of what a 30 percent tax means in real 
life. This is a box of diapers. It costs 
$23 today. Add a 30 percent GOP tax of 
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$6.90 and we have the GOP price of 
$29.90. Let us take a look at what it 
costs for a pair of children’s shoes. 
They cost about $20. Add the GOP sales 
tax, which is about $6, and we are pay- 
ing $26 for the same pair of shoes. 

Let us take a look at a box of cereal, 
and we all want to give our kids cereal. 
We want to make sure that they are 
healthy. The price is $2.99 today. The 
GOP tax of an additional 90 cents 
would bring the price of a box of 
Kellogg’s Raisin Bran, Two Scoops of 
Raisin Bran here, up to $3.89. 

Let us take a look at a loaf of nat- 
ural grain bread. Price $2.59. GOP tax, 
78 cents. GOP price, $3.37. 

And what about baby food? Price 45 
cents. GOP tax, 14 cents. GOP price, 59 
cents. 

This gives my colleagues some idea 
of the reality of a national sales tax 
and a 30 percent increase in that tax. 
Of course, we all know that children’s 
shoes get more and more expensive. We 
saw here. So if they take a look at 
what happens as they grow up and they 
have a child that is a teenager, his or 
her shoes could cost $120. Add a 30 per- 
cent sales tax, and they are looking at 
a $36 tax, bringing the cost to $156. It is 
no wonder that, according to U.S. News 
and World Report, the cost of clothing 
a middle-class kid to age 18 costs 
$22,063. 

My colleagues will see on this chart 
that the GOP sales tax would increase 
that cost significantly. I think it is im- 
portant to take a look at this chart. 
This is the GOP 30 percent sales tax 
list for working families, the cost of 
raising a child. 

If my colleagues will bear with me, 
housing, today’s cost is $97,549. The 
GOP 30 percent sales tax would add 
$29,000. We are looking at a price tag 
from the GOP of $126,000. 

Food, $54,795. Add to that the 30 per- 
cent sales tax of $16,400. We are talking 
about $71,000 to provide food for our 
kids. 

Transportation costs, $46,000. Add 
$13,000 from the GOP tax, bringing it up 
to $60,000 to provide transportation for 
their child. 

Clothing, $22,000; an additional $6,600, 
$28,600 in providing clothing for their 
child. 

Health care, $20,700; $6,200 additional 
from the GOP tax; 26,000, almost $27,000 
to provide health care for their child. 

Day-care, $25,600; an additional $7,700; 
$33,300 to provide day-care for their 
child while they are working and try- 
ing to make ends meet and scrambling 
every month to pay the bills. 

Miscellaneous costs, whatever it 
costs to raise kids, and we know that 
they are not all set and pat, we never 
know what is going to come up, $33-, 
almost $34,000. An additional $10,000 is 
what we would have to pay because of 
the 30 percent sales tax that the Re- 
publicans are talking about, bringing 
the total up to $44,000. 
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The cost of a college education, every 
family wants to be able to send their 
children to college if they can afford to 
do that. And if a child can get into a 
college today, it is $158,000 to send a 
child to college. 


o 2100 


You would have to add a 30 percent 
sales tax to that, another $47,000, mak- 
ing it $205,000 to get your kid to school. 
What are working families in our coun- 
try to do today? It is incredible what 
they are talking about with this 30 per- 
cent sales tax. That is what the Repub- 
lican sales tax would mean in real 
terms to real families in this country. 

Let me just take one other group, be- 
cause there is one group that would be 
hit harder than others by the Repub- 
lican sales tax, and that is the senior 
citizens in this country. Senior citizens 
would gain nothing, nothing from the 
elimination of income taxes since most 
are retired and many pay no income 
tax. But a 30 percent sales tax would 
hit seniors on a fixed income right be- 
tween the eyes. That is where it hits 
these folks. One of the most burden- 
some expenses that is faced by senior 
citizens is the price of medication. All 
of us when we go to senior centers, 
when we go to senior housing, that is 
what we hear about, is what they are 
paying for medication and for their 
prescription drugs which many of them 
need to lead productive and healthy 
lives. We have taken a look at five of 
the most common medications used by 
seniors and looked at how the 30 per- 
cent Republican sales tax would impact 
those prices. Bear with me. These are 
monthly costs. For blood pressure 
medication, $110 now, the sales tax 
would add an additional $33, GOP price 
tag, $143 a month for blood pressure 
medication. Arthritis, it is now $75 a 
month for medication, add another 
$22.50, bringing that cost to almost $100 
a month for senior citizens, again peo- 
ple on fixed incomes. Diabetes, $125 
today, $37.50 through an additional 30 
percent sales tax, bringing the total 
cost per month to $162.50. It is incred- 
ible what we would be doing to senior 
citizens in this country. Heart disease, 
$90, $27 additional in sales tax, $117 is 
the final cost to them per month for 
again seniors, elderly, people who are 
on fixed incomes. Our mothers, our fa- 
thers, paying this cost per month. An 
inhaler, $80 a month today, the tax 
would add another $24, bringing the 
cost per month to senior citizens to 
$104. This is really incredible and out- 
rageous of what they would add to the 
cost of people who are frightened to 
death that these later years, instead of 
being the golden years, are the lead 
years, when they are most vulnerable 
and we are going to add these kinds of 
costs to medications that they need. 

We need to have a real debate about 
reforming our tax system. I believe ev- 
erybody here believes that. We need to 
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cut taxes for working middle class fam- 
ilies. We are for cutting taxes for work- 
ing middle class families. This proposal 
moves us in the wrong direction. In 
fact, the Brookings Institute study of 
the GOP sales tax found that taxes 
would rise for households in the bot- 
tom 90 percent of the income distribu- 
tion while households in the top 1 per- 
cent would receive an average tax cut 
of over $75,000. Millionaires get tax 
breaks and working families and senior 
citizens will be paying more. That is 
not reform. That is just so blatantly 
unfair to working families today. 

Let me open the conversation to my 
colleagues. I am sorry I took so long, I 
truly am, but it is important to put 
this in context. We need to be doing 
this every single day and every single 
night in this body to make the people 
of this country understand what our 
Republican colleagues and the Repub- 
lican majority are talking about with a 
national sales tax. A bit later we can 
talk about some of the things that the 
Democrats have done and would like to 
do to cut taxes for working families. 
Let me yield now to the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. BONIOR), the whip 
of this House. 

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my colleague 
for her comments and for laying this 
out. I tell the gentleman from New Jer- 
sey (Mr. PALLONE) and the gentle- 
woman from Michigan (Ms. STABENOW), 
who were here before me, that I will 
not take a lot of time but I thank them 
for being here and for participating in 
these remarks this evening. I think the 
gentlewoman has really demonstrated 
quite well and quite vividly the in- 
equity here with the GOP 30 percent 
sales tax hike, which hits particularly 
hard those on fixed incomes, our senior 
citizens, as she has so well dem- 
onstrated, with the cost of medication 
for those who are suffering from blood 
pressure, arthritis, diabetes, heart dis- 
ease or those who have lung problems. 

This is really a loony idea, this whole 
sales tax thing. There is no other way 
to describe raising the sales tax 30 per- 
cent on American working men and 
women in this country, particularly 
those on a fixed income. I think the 
figure that the gentlewoman from Con- 
necticut mentioned earlier with re- 
spect to the Brookings Institute and 
Mr. Gale’s study is very interesting. 
William Gale of the Brookings Insti- 
tute, a wonderful scholar, said taxes 
would rise for households in the bot- 
tom 90 percent. That means 90 percent 
of those people who are paying taxes 
today in America would have their 
taxes go up as a result of this. The top 
10 percent would probably do okay. The 
top 1 percent would get about a $75,000 
a year tax reduction out of this plan. 
This is so skewed, so regressive, so top 
heavy to the wealthy that it is sad. It 
is very tragic and it is very sad. The 
gentlewoman has given some very won- 
derful examples there. I liked the rai- 
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sin bran particularly. I like raisin 
bran. I eat it in the morning. What else 
has she got there? Some bread. 

Ms. DELAURO. Natural grain. We 
have children’s shoes. Kids grow out of 
shoes very, very quickly. 

Mr. BONIOR. In my district and in 
the district of the gentlewoman from 
Michigan (Ms. STABENOW), we have 
automobiles. It is a big thing in our 
districts. Under the plan, an economy 
car that now costs about $12,000, there 
is another example here, I am giving 
one that costs 12, would cost about 
$14,600. Under the proposal that the 
gentlewoman from Michigan has, you 
take a family car priced at $21,000, the 
GOP tax is about $6,500 and that price 
goes up to $28,000, which is out of the 
range of many, many families today. In 
addition to that, you are talking about 
a modest home that would cost $100,000 
today, you add $30,000 onto it, you are 
up to $130,000 with a home purchase 
with this tax. 

I would like to just, if I could, for one 
second move to another, this is loony 
tune number two, this is the flat rate 
tax that my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle seem to be in love 
with. Let us just take a look at what 
this does. 

This is the Armey flat tax. It is going 
to raise taxes on working families. The 
green marker right here is what is paid 
percentwise in taxes now for people 
who make 25, 50, 100, 250,000 and 1 mil- 
lion a year. Under the Armey tax plan, 
flat tax plan, those who make $25,000 a 
year or more will have this much of a 
jump, from roughly less than 4 percent 
almost up to 12 percent for their tax in- 
crease. Those who make $50,000 a year 
will have a tax increase, roughly about 
12.5 percent, their tax increase will go 
up to maybe 16, 17 percent. Those who 
make $100,000 a year will even have a 
tax increase under the Armey plan, not 
very much, but about a 1 percent in- 
crease. But those who make a quarter 
of a million dollars a year, you get a 
tax cut and a big one. If you make a 
million bucks a year, you get an even 
bigger tax cut under the Armey flat 
tax plan. Basically what this plan does, 
it raises taxes substantially for the 
middle income people, between $25,000 
and $100,000 a year, substantially, and 
then it gives a huge bonus to the very 
people at the top, those who need it the 
least, turning over the whole concept 
of progressive taxes. 

I just wanted to come to the floor 
today to thank my friends for their 
concern on this issue and to raise some 
of these concerns with the American 
people today. Tax day is coming up, in 
terms of our income taxes. They ought 
to know that there are some very 
strange proposals that are being taken 
seriously out there and they ought to 
be leery of them and look at them very 
carefully. 

Ms. DELAURO. Let me just ask my 
colleague from Michigan, with the 
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Armey flat tax, what happens to un- 
earned income? 

Mr. BONIOR. Unearned income, 
under the Armey proposal the last time 
I saw it, is not taxed. 

Ms. DELAURO. These are stocks and 
bonds. 

Mr. BONIOR. It is not taxed. If you 
make your money off the stock market 
or off of bonds, you do not have to pay 
a tax on that. That has got to be made 
up somewhere, so we can pay for the 
roads and for the military and for our 
national parks and the other things we 
do. Of course that is going to be taken 
out by who, well, these people here, the 
25, the 100,000, here they go, up the red 
markers go, more taxes. 

This is a huge tax shift, from work- 
ing people to the wealthiest people in 
our society. What is so disturbing 
about this is that when we look at 
what happened to incomes over the last 
20 years, it is the top 25, 20 percent in 
our country that have done extremely 
well. But everybody else below that 
have either stayed level in terms of 
their income ability, earnings, or they 
have fallen. Of course those at the bot- 
tom have fallen tremendously, over 25, 
30 percent over the last decade or so. 

The whole progressivity of what we 
are about as a party in terms of help- 
ing working, middle income families 
who are squeezed every day is being 
turned upside down by these regressive 
sales tax and flat tax proposals that 
the GOP is offering. 

Mr. PALLONE. If I could point out 
another thing that is very unclear, it 
seems to me, and maybe the gentleman 
would respond to that right now, be- 
cause he mentioned sale of a home, 
which is included in this proposal for 
the sales tax. We have people, home- 
owners that rely very heavily on mort- 
gage interest deductions and also in 
my State, and I think many States, 
you can also deduct your local prop- 
erty taxes from your income tax. It is 
not at all clear to me that this would 
continue. 

Mr. BONIOR. It would not under the 
Armey plan. Maybe the gentlewoman 
from Michigan who really knows these 
tax issues extremely well might want 
to comment on that. 

Ms. STABENOW. If I might, just to 
add to what really is the burden under 
these proposals, not only would we lose 
the home mortgage deduction but on 
top of the price, and to continue with 
the charts, if we are looking at a 
$155,000 house, not only would the GOP 
price be $201,000, but under the sales 
tax proposal, this also taxes the insur- 
ance premium you pay every month, it 
taxes the electric bill that you have in 
your house, it taxes all services. I 
wanted to add that on top of what you 
have talked about, which is so impor- 
tant, in health care and so important 
as it relates to manufactured goods and 
so on, we are talking about every time 
we do something. So not only for the 
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blood pressure medicine or the arthri- 
tis medicine, it is going to the doctor 
that will add 30 percent. We are now 
going to make doctors sales tax collec- 
tors, 30 percent. They have to now col- 
lect it. 

We will be creating a whole new 
group of tax collectors, shifting the 
burden on to small business people and 
professionals. We will see a wide range 
of services that will now be taxed. If 
you go to the barber shop, add 30 per- 
cent, if you go to the dry cleaner, add 
30 percent, if you come home to your 
house, not only is your house payment 
up 30 percent but again everything re- 
lated to your home is up 30 percent. We 
are talking about a use tax literally on 
everything. 

Let me mention a couple of other 
things that I think are very critical to 
this. As we look at higher education, 
we have all worked very hard to pro- 
vide tax breaks so that more people 
can go to college, more people can go 
back to school, get job training. Tui- 
tion and fees are exempt from the re- 
tail sales tax, but room and board is 
not. My daughter starts school at 
Michigan State University next fall. 
She will live in the dorm. Under this 
proposal, I would be paying 30 percent 
more for her dorm room, 30 percent 
more for her books, 30 percent more for 
her food. If she lived off campus, 30 per- 
cent more for her rent. So we are not 
just talking about goods, we are talk- 
ing about literally everything that we 
do. 

Let me add something else, because 
there are several other things, very in- 
teresting, in this proposal. This pro- 
posal eliminates a number of different 
taxes. It eliminates all of the excise 
taxes on alcohol and tobacco, right at 
a time when we are saying that we 
ought to be doing more to discourage, 
particularly children, from smoking. 
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Mr. BONIOR. So you are saying that 
this eliminates the taxes on tobacco 
and on alcohol, and it raises by this 
amount the taxes on prescription drugs 
for blood pressure and arthritis and di- 
abetes and heart disease, and all of 
that it raises it to a huge 30 percent. 

Ms. STABENOW. Absolutely. Which 
makes no sense whatsoever. 

Ms. DELAURO. I think your point, 
and please, you have got some wonder- 
ful data and personal experiences here, 
but the point you were making about 
we are in the midst here of trying to 
reduce smoking amongst youngsters, 
kids. 

Ms. STABENOW. That is correct. 

Ms. DELAURO. Middle school kids. 
And we found, all the studies have 
found that you add $1.50 a pack, it re- 
duces the smoking. So, really, we are 
running at cross purposes here. 

Ms. STABENOW. It is really crazy. 

Another thing that we found today in 
analyzing this bill is that it also elimi- 
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nates the funding for the highway trust 
fund. 

Now, this is particularly crazy, be- 
cause we are in the process right now 
of passing a very important bill, one 
that we fought for hard in Michigan to 
be able to increase our fair share. We 
have not in Michigan over the years re- 
ceived our fair share, and we worked 
very hard to do that. But in the middle 
of this, it eliminates a wide variety of 
excise taxes and trust fund taxes, one 
being the highway trust fund. 

So in so many ways, this particular 
bill makes no sense. It eliminates those 
taxes, it raises taxes on seniors, mid- 
dle-income people. I do not know where 
we get the dollars then for the highway 
trust fund; I think that is an important 
question to ask. 

Mr. PALLONE. Is it not also true, 
the way I understand this sales tax, 
this national sales tax, that the 30 per- 
cent sales tax will also be attached to 
goods and services that local and State 
governments purchase? So is it not 
likely that my local property taxes or 
even my local—you know, my State 
taxes are also going to go up another 30 
percent because of the fact that this 
national sales tax is added. 

Ms. STABENOW. The other part that 
I might add that also adds on top of 
that, my city of Lansing will pay, for 
instance, 30 percent more for a police 
car. But this proposal also counts the 
wages of public employees as taxable, 
as value in terms of the sales tax. So 
the police officer in that car will pay 30 
percent more on top of their wages. Ei- 
ther the local unit will pay it, or they 
will have a new income tax essentially 
on the wage of that police officer, that 
firefighter, that school teacher, be- 
cause it taxes wages of government em- 
ployees. 

So we are going to see the taxes go 
up for people who serve us in local 
communities at the same time local 
units will have to pay 30 percent more 
to provide the service. 

Mr. BONIOR. We are likely to see 
huge property tax increases in this be- 
cause the local community, in order to 
afford the EMS, the ambulance, the po- 
lice car and the wage structure that 
you just talked about, is going to have 
to come up with the resources, and 
that means property tax. 

So this is a huge shift, not only from 
income, but it is a huge shift on sales 
tax and on property taxes as well. 

Mr. PALLONE. You know, I have to 
say another thing too. It is very dif- 
ficult for me to trust the fact that 
these other taxes are going to go away 
and this new sales tax is going to take 
their place. I mean we do not have a 
national sales tax, we never had a na- 
tional sales tax, and I would be very re- 
luctant to suggest that somehow now 
all of a sudden we are going to allow 
this door to open where this whole new 
Federal tax is going to come into play, 
but we are going to assume that the 


6232 


Federal income tax and all these other 
taxes somehow are going to disappear. 
So it bothers me to think that a 
precedent is even being set of estab- 
lishing a new type of national tax that 
we have not had before, because it 
opens up a Pandora’s box essentially, 
and I would be fearful of that in itself, 
just based on historical precedence. 

Ms. STABENOW. And I would add, I 
know that the small business commu- 
nity is extremely concerned about that 
issue. Today we have been debating 
various issues related to small busi- 
ness, paperwork reduction, and so on, 
but the reality is that every small 
business, professional or retailer or 
manufacturer, will now become a tax 
collector for that sales tax. 

And on top of that, the National Re- 
tail Federation, and I would quote, 
based on the last session’s bill, this bill 
was put in last session, it has been put 
in in the same form this session. So 
last session when this bill was in front 
of us, in front of the Congress, the Na- 
tional Retail Federation said between 
1990 and 1994 the retail industry cre- 
ated 708,000 new jobs. A study by Na- 
than Associates shows that a national 
sales tax would destroy 200,000 retail 
jobs over a similar period. Adding these 
jobs lost with the 708,000 that will not 
be created, we could result in a net im- 
pact of almost 1 million fewer jobs. 
This is the National Retail Federation 
talking about small business loss be- 
cause there will be fewer people buying 
at Christmastime. 

What are the headlines we always 
read? What are the retail sales, the 
concern of retailers that people be pur- 
chasing? This cuts down on purchasing, 
it eliminates jobs. 

So this is a job killer on top of every- 
thing else. 

Mr. PALLONE. You know the amaz- 
ing thing to me, because you started to 
talk about implementing this, is that 
we have—you know, I understand we do 
a fairly good job compared to what 
would happen with the sales tax in 
terms of collecting taxes now, but it 
seems to me you are talking about a 30 
percent sales tax. You are going to get 
a lot of cheating, it is going to be dif- 
ficult to enforce. And you know here 
the Republicans and Democrats alike 
have been talking about trying to re- 
form the IRS, and we have actually 
made some significant changes because 
we do not want them becoming like a 
police force cracking down. 

Would you not have to do a tremen- 
dous amount of enforcement? Would 
not the IRS become even more, have to 
have more money and a larger budget 
in order to enforce this kind of a sales 
tax? 

Ms. STABENOW. And on top of that. 
I would just indicate that one of the 
things we have heard over and over 
again from the other side of the aisle is 
that we are going to eliminate the IRS 
under this proposal. We will eliminate 
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the IRS as we know it. In the bill it 
transfers all the powers of the IRS toa 
new Sales Tax Bureau. So the name is 
gone, but the powers are still there. So 
then we have to talk about reforming a 
sales tax bill. 

I mean what we need to be doing is 
talking about ways to reform the sys- 
tem for taxpayers, not just playing 
around with the name, and that is what 
this does. It changes the name, and 
then it drops down and requires every 
businessperson now and every person 
that has never collected sales tax, like 
a doctor, like attorneys, accountants, 
anyone in any kind of business on their 
own that is providing service, a plumb- 
er, electrician, and so on, they now be- 
come a tax collector and have to report 
that to the government. 

So this is certainly anti-small busi- 
ness. 

Ms. DELAURO. I think it also, as our 
colleague from New Jersey pointed out, 
I mean it leaves you turning every- 
body, if you will, into a tax collector. 
You then have an enormous amount of 
room here for error, for fraud, for all 
kinds of things that are happening. It 
seems to me to be a multiplier effect 
here. 

And I think the point you made be- 
fore, that Mr. PALLONE made before, 
about folks are so skeptical about, you 
know, what taxes are going away be- 
fore you begin to impose another 30 
percent on whatever they are doing. 
And you know the public is smart. 
They are getting hammered, especially 
working families are getting ham- 
mered, and they have no guarantee 
over what is going to go away ulti- 
mately and what is going to be imposed 
on them. 

I think the point that you made is 
so—really about the wage earner, the 
government wage earner; what happens 
with the property tax, in addition to 
which what happens to your own 
wages. So you are going to get ham- 
mered several times over on tax issues 
when people are feeling choked today 
by taxes, working people are. 

I know in my State of Connecticut, I 
mean that is the cry that I hear about 
all the time, you know, that wherever 
they turn, there is another tax that 
they are paying. 

Ms. STABENOW. Well, they certainly 
will feel that even more under this par- 
ticular proposal, and right at a time 
when we have just passed a series of 
tax cuts, $95 billion in tax cuts. We 
have been able to focus more cuts on 
education. The ability for people to be 
able to go to school, all of those things 
would be gone. 

In Michigan when I was a State sen- 
ator, I sponsored the State’s largest 
property tax cut. I am not interested in 
seeing this shift back and seeing prop- 
erty taxes go back up in the State of 
Michigan or in any State. 

And so we are talking about those 
taxes that the average person pays. It 
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is very easy for a wealthy individual to 
pick and choose what extra things they 
are going to buy, but the average per- 
son who is buying the house, sending 
the kids to school, needing to buy the 
clothes, the food, the car and so on, 
most of our income goes back out 
again in purchasing things, and that is 
why we see that shift that has been 
talked about onto middle-income and 
lower-income people, because we do not 
have as much discretionary income 
with which to decide whether or not to 
purchase items. Most of what we bring 
in, we are turning around and we are 
purchasing something with it. 

Ms. DELAURO. I think it is worth 
pointing out what our colleague, Mr. 
Bonior, talked about in terms of the 
flat tax proposal and people who are 
dealing in stocks and bonds and un- 
earned income, and they are not paying 
any taxes on that. So what you are 
saying is that those people who work 
in the workplace day in and day out, 
they are the folks who are getting 
socked with the additional taxes, in ad- 
dition to which you are going to take 
away with the mortgage deduction and 
some of the other tax relief, if you will, 
that middle-class families have been 
counting on, relying on, surviving on. 

So you are really hitting them again 
twice. You know, they are picking up 
the slack for the folks who are holding 
the stocks and bonds, and then getting 
hammered again on things that they 
have counted on, that American dream 
and owning that home, and not being 
able to take the mortgage deduction. 

Mr. BONIOR. I am flabbergasted. I do 
not know what more to say. I mean, I 
just cannot believe these things are 
being offered. It really is quite stag- 
gering. The problem is that we have 
unfortunately let them get away with 
portraying this as an innocent, wonder- 
ful thing for the American working 
family, when in fact it is just the oppo- 
site. And I think as it gets more expo- 
sure and people understand the 
regressivity and the inequities in it, I 
think it falls flat on its face, pardon 
the pun, and I do not think it is going 
anywhere. 

I mean. It is just like this other pro- 
posal that my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle have had now to do 
away with—have a drop-dead date on 
the Federal income tax. I think it is 
going—it just goes out of business in X 
year. Well, what does that do to the 
small business person or the 
businessperson in terms of planning, 
when they do not know what it is going 
to be substituted with; whether they 
are going to substitute it with this 30 
percent sales tax; are they going to 
substitute it with this regressive flat 
tax? I think not. 

When the American people figure this 
all out, they are not going to want ei- 
ther of these provisions. I think they 
want our present code to be leaner and 
trimmer and slimmer, and they want 
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us to focus in on the things that the 
gentlewoman from Michigan men- 
tioned: education, as we did in the last 
tax bill; they want us to focus in on tax 
credits for child care; they want us to 
be selective; and they want us to help 
average working families. 

And I think that you could go over- 
board, and certainly these two pro- 
posals, the sales tax 30 percent increase 
and the flat tax by Mr. Armey, way 
overboard. 

Ms. STABENOW. If I might also add 
that I do believe that the people I rep- 
resent want to see a less complicated 
tax system, want to see it fairer. And I 
do, too. And they also want to see IRS 
reformed, which we passed in the 
House. It has not yet been taken up in 
the Senate, very important IRS re- 
forms, changing the burden of proof 
from the taxpayer to the IRS in Tax 
Court, very significant changes that 
need to be moving quickly. 

One of the things I am concerned 
about is that we have passed IRS re- 
form in the House, it has not been 
taken up yet in the Senate, and that 
needs to happen, so that we can—we 
need to be calling on the majority in 
the Senate to be bringing that up, be- 
cause while we talk about the pro- 
posals that do not make sense for mid- 
dle-class families and working people, 
we do know that there needs to be 
change and that there needs to be posi- 
tive things. 

It is a question of where our values 
are, who it is that we believe needs to 
see tax cuts and tax reform. And my 
vote goes with small business people, 
family-owned farms, middle-class fami- 
lies working hard to make ends meet. 
Those are the folks who have not seen 
the same wage gains and have felt the 
burden, too much of the burden, on 
taxes. 

And so those are the folks I want to 
see helped, not the kinds of proposals 
that have been submitted on the other 
side of the aisle that will just increase 
their taxes. 
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Mr. PALLONE. Maybe we could talk 
a little bit, because I know the gentle- 
woman from Connecticut mentioned 
about how Democrats have fought for 
tax relief, in the time that we have left 
this evening. We have been basically 
fighting for families that really need 
the relief, those with children who are 
trying to save for their kids’ education 
and their own retirement. As the gen- 
tlewoman from Michigan mentioned, 
thanks in large part to Democratic ef- 
forts, the Federal tax burden on fami- 
lies in the middle-income distribution 
and below has fallen since 1984. 

There is an analysis by the Treasury 
Department that found that the aver- 
age Federal income tax rate for a me- 
dian family of four in 1988 will only be 
7.8 percent, down from 10.3 percent in 
1984. This is the lowest income tax bur- 
den for a median family since 1966. 
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These historically low income tax 
rates are as a result of Democratic 
policies. If I can mention a few, some 
of them have already been alluded to, 
and that is the expansion of the earned 
income credit in 1993 that cut taxes for 
millions of families with children; the 
$500-per-child credit the Democrats en- 
sured would be available to moderate- 
income families. In addition, Demo- 
crats proposed the HOPE education 
scholarship tax credit to help families 
afford postsecondary education for the 
children. And in 1988, Democrats had 
proposed expansion of the child care 
tax credit to increase the amount of 
the credit from 30 percent to 50 percent 
of expenses and make it available to 
more families. So Democrats also sup- 
port efforts to reduce the marriage 
penalty. 

We are trying to reduce and we have 
been successful in reducing the tax bur- 
den for families in middle-income fami- 
lies with children who have to pay for 
education expenses, who have to pay 
for child care expenses. These are the 
kinds of tax reforms and tax cuts that 
we need to continue with. 

I am very proud of the fact that we, 
as Democrats, have emphasized those 
targeted tax credits rather than the 
kind of crazy schemes that we are 
hearing from the other side. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle- 
woman from Connecticut. 

Ms. DELAURO. I think that it is so 
important because not only can we not 
let folks get away with passing off 
these programs as a savior to working 
middle-class families, but when you go 
beneath the surface, you find out how 
seriously they are going to hurt work- 
ing families. We should not let them 
get away with that, the fact is that 
Democrats are not for tax cuts.” 

We have started that process over the 
last several years. It continues so that 
people can take advantage of a Tax 
Code and the tax credits to get their 
kids to school; to be able to afford the 
child care; that that small business 
that you speak so eloquently about has 
the opportunity for reducing health 
care costs; or for expanding their busi- 
ness and being able to get the tax relief 
on equipment that they might buy, and 
raising those percentages. 

There were a whole series of capital 
gains tax cuts that went into effect for 
small businesses who ought to be able 
to take advantage of that, and farmers. 
And those continue. The benefits con- 
tinue as pieces of these things get 
phased in, because I would venture to 
say today that people are not seeing, 
immediately, the results of some of 
these things, so that it is ongoing. We 
need to be working at that, increasing 
those opportunities and those targeted 
tax cuts. That is where they ought to 
be going. Those are the folks we ought 
to be helping at this point. 

We ought to be helping seniors cope 
with fixed income, with a higher rate 


6233 


of illness, perhaps, so that these costs 
do not skyrocket for them. That is the 
way we bring some opportunity in 
folks’ lives to be able to raise their 
standard of living, if you will. 

Those who are at the upper end of the 
scale have these opportunities. Nobody 
is denying that. They can also be more 
selective in which taxes they are pay- 
ing. They have different kinds of shel- 
ters, different kinds of opportunities 
within the Tax Code. I will not even 
call them loopholes, they are opportu- 
nities in the Tax Code, to take advan- 
tage of in some way. Working middle- 
class families do not have those oppor- 
tunities. 

Ms. STABENOW. If I might give just 
an example. 

Ms. DELAURO. Sure. 

Ms. STABENOW. In the last tax de- 
bate, when the original bill came to the 
floor, that was basically the Repub- 
lican tax bill, we did not see an imme- 
diate increase in the exemption for the 
State tax for small businesses, family- 
owned businesses, and family-owned 
farms. It was a phased-in amount that 
you could exempt that was over 10 
years. It really was not very much. 

I have been hearing, particularly 
from my family-owned farmers, and 
also family-owned businesses, about 
the need it be exempting more of that 
income when there is a death and be 
able to protect that income. We fought 
hard. I voted no on that original bill 
because it did not have that in it. We 
have worked very, very hard. 

When the final bill was written as a 
result of our initiatives, we have now 
exempted $1.3 million for family-owned 
farms, started this January, $1.3 mil- 
lion for family-owned farms or family- 
owned businesses. This is the amount 
of money you do not now have to pay 
taxes on in your estate. And this was a 
value that we had about family busi- 
ness and family-owned farms. We 
fought hard for it, and we were able to 
make the change. 

So we have been moving. We have 
been taking the proposals and making 
them better and working very, very, 
very hard to make sure that we are fo- 
cusing on families, we are focusing on 
middle-income people, small busi- 
nesses, and so on. 

I would mention one other thing that 
we are now working on, and that is, in 
working with the President in his new 
pension proposals for small business, I 
am very pleased to have introduced a 
bill that will give a tax credit over 3 
years for small businesses that set up 
pension plans for their employees, an- 
other important use of the Tax Code in 
terms of tax relief. 

We have now 51 million people work- 
ing hard every day for small busi- 
nesses, working full time, no pension; 
40 million of those in small businesses 
with less than 100 employees. So we 
now are working on an effort to allow 
that small business to write off the 
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cost of setting up a pension plan so 
that those people working hard every 
day, who need that pension when they 
retire, will have the opportunity to do 
that. 

Mr. PALLONE. Reclaiming my time, 
I just wanted to mention, I appreciate 
the comments that the gentlewoman 
from Michigan and the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut made, because I 
think the bottom line is that you are 
talking about targeted tax cuts that 
help the average working family. 

I wanted to say, though, you know, 
that just for those who think that per- 
haps the Democrats do not have an al- 
ternative, we really have the only new 
tax system, if you will, new proposal 
out there that sweeps away the old Tax 
Code, but at the same time provides 
fairness. This is the one that was intro- 
duced by our Democratic leader, the 
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. GEP- 
HARDT). 

It is the only major tax reform pro- 
posal that retains the progressive rate 
structure and ensures that this new 
system is fair. It is a 10 percent tax 
plan that has been offered by our House 
Democratic leader, the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT), recognizing 
that the Tax Code is too complex and 
filled with special interest tax breaks 
that result in higher tax rates for mid- 
dle-income families. 

So what the gentleman from Mis- 
souri (Mr. GEPHARDT) has proposed is 
basically ratifying and simplifying the 
system and cutting taxes for 70 percent 
of families with children, with income 
between $20,000 and $75,000. Under his 
plan, more than 70 percent of all tax- 
payers would have a tax rate of 10 per- 
cent or less. 

This proposal by the gentleman from 
Missouri also eliminates the marriage 
penalty by making the standard deduc- 
tion in tax brackets for couples double 
those for single people. It eliminates 
special interest tax breaks. Very im- 
portant. 

You keep reading on a regular basis, 
particularly around April 15, about all 
these special interest tax rates. It 
eliminates them. It eliminates the role 
of the army of lobbyists who now domi- 
nate tax policy discussions. We see 
them around here. Every one of us has 
seen these people. This is the time of 
year when we see them the most. 

It calls for a commission to identify 
and recommend elimination of waste- 
ful and unwarranted corporate tax and 
spending subsidies. I think this is 
something we should look at. This is a 
Democratic proposal by our leader. It 
stands for a tax system that is fair and 
simple, in the event you want to look 
at an alternative. 

Ms. DELAURO. I think what is im- 
portant to mention there, it also main- 
tains that home mortgage deduction, 
again, which is so critical to families 
today. As I say, that is part of the 
American dream. I just wanted to point 
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out, because I know the gentlewoman 
from Michigan, if you will, she is a 
technology maven, you know, and is 
there all the time pushing as how we 
need to move families and so forth to 
take advantage of technologies, the 
way our kids are going to get ahead 
and so forth. 

I think it is interesting in terms of 
this sales tax here, in every family, 
kids are coming home today, Why 
can’t I have a computer? I would like a 
computer. Why don’t have one? You 
know, Mary has one. Jessica has one. 
Freddie has one. What about us?” 

Well, hold up the chart. I think it is 
important to note that chart. Family 
computer, today’s price is almost 
$2,000. It would add an additional 30 
percent, another $600, bringing the cost 
of a family computer to almost $2,600, 
you know, for the most part, trying to 
put it out of the reach for working 
families. They are trying to respond to 
their kids to allow their kids to get 
ahead. 

It is wrong. This is not what we 
ought to do. Let us target our tax cred- 
its to working families, to small busi- 
nesses, to small farmers. Let us take a 
look at that Tax Code. Let us make it 
simpler. Let us make it easier. These 
catchwords scrap the code. They are 
radical. They are dangerous. 

We are going to make it our mission 
here to continue to have these con- 
versations so that the American public 
knows that they are being sold a pig in 
a poke. We are going to bring it to 
their attention so that they do not get 
fooled by this dangerous and extreme 
rhetoric. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we will be up on 
our feet again on this issue. 

— 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leaves of ab- 
sence were granted to: 

Mr. BATEMAN (at the request of Mr. 
ARMEY) for today and the balance of 
the week on account of illness. 

Mr. RUSH (at the request of Mr. GEP- 
HARDT) for today on account of official 
business in the district. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD (at the request of 
Mr. GEPHARDT) for today and Wednes- 
day, April 22, before 12 noon, on ac- 
count of official business in the dis- 
trict. 


—— 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis- 
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Ms. NORTON) to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material: 

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes. 

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. HINCHEY, for 5 minutes. 
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Mrs. MALONEY of New York, for 5 
minutes. 

The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. WHITFIELD) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex- 
traneous material: 

Mr. PAUL, today and on April 22, for 
5 minutes each day. 

Mr. MCINNIS, today, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GREENWOOD, today, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GILCHREST, today, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG, on April 22, for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. SCARBOROUGH, on April 22, for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. HULSHOF, today, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. JONES, on April 28, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. RAMSTAD, today, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROGAN, on April 22, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. McCoLuuM, today, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WHITFIELD, today and on April 22, 
for 5 minutes each day. 

Mrs. MORELLA, today and on April 22, 
23 and 24, for 5 minutes each day. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, today, 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan, on April 22 
and 23, for 5 minutes each day. 


— 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Ms. NORTON) to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material: 

Mr. TRAFICANT. 

Mr. RANGEL. 

Mr. HAMILTON. 

Mr. SCHUMER. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. 

Mr. SHERMAN. 

Mr. CARDIN. 

Mr. BONIOR. 

Mr. LANTOS. 

Mr. MARKEY. 

Mr. ORTIZ. 

Mr. SKELTON. 

Mr. KIND. 

Mr. BLAGOJEVICH. 

Mr. ETHERIDGE. 

Mr. KILDEE. 

Mr. DEUTSCH. 

The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. WHITFIELD) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex- 
traneous material: 

Mr. RADANOVICH. 

Mr. THOMAS. 

Mr. GIBBONS. 

Ms. EMERSON. 

Mr. NEY. 

Mr. SHUSTER. 

Mr. PAPPAS. 

The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. OWENS) to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material: 

Mr. SAXTON. 

Mr. HALL of Texas. 


— 
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee 
on House Oversight, reported that that 
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committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills of the House of the 
following titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker pro tempore 
(Mrs. MORELLA) on April 8, 1998: 


H.R. 1116. An act to provide for the convey- 
ance of the reversionary interest of the 
United States in certain lands to the Clinton 
Independent School District and the Fabens 
Independent School District. 

H.R. 2843. An act to direct the Adminis- 
trator of the Federal Aviation Administra- 
tion to reevaluate the equipment in medical 
kits carried on, and to make a decision re- 
garding requiring automatic external 
defibrillators to be carried on, aircraft oper- 
ated by air carriers, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 3226. An act to authorize the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture to convey certain lands 
and improvements in the State of Virginia, 
and for other purposes. 


SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
MORELLA) announced her signature to 
enrolled bills of the Senate of the fol- 
lowing titles on April 8, 1998: 

S. 419. An act to provide surveillance, re- 
search, and services aimed at prevention of 
birth defects, and for other purposes. 

S. 493. An act to amend title 18, United 
States Code, with respect to scanning receiv- 
ers and similar devices. 

S. 1178. An act to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to modify and extend 
the visa waiver pilot program, and to provide 
for the collection of data with respect to the 
number of nonimmigrants who remain in the 
United States after the expiration of the pe- 
riod of stay authorized by the Attorney Gen- 
eral. 


— 


BILLS PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 


Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee 
on House Oversight, reported that the 
committee did on the following date 
present to the President, for his ap- 
proval, bills of the House of the fol- 
lowing titles: 

On April 17, 1998: 

H.R. 1116. An act to provide for the convey- 
ance of the reversionary interest of the 
United States in certain lands to the Clint 
Independent School District and the Fabens 
Independent School District. 

H.R. 2843. An act to direct the Adminis- 
trator of the Federal Aviation Administra- 
tion to reevaluate the equipment in medical 
kits carried on, and to make a decision re- 
garding requiring automatic external 
defibrillators to be carried on, aircraft oper- 
ated by air carriers, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 3226. An act to authorize the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture to convey certain lands 
and improvements in the State of Virginia, 
and for other purposes. 


— 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 47 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to- 
morrow, Wednesday, April 22, 1998, at 
10 a.m. 
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OATH OF OFFICE MEMBERS, RESI- 
DENT COMMISSIONER, AND DEL- 
EGATES 


The oath of office required by the 
sixth article of the Constitution of the 
United States, and as provided by sec- 
tion 2 of the act of May 13, 1884 (23 
State. 22), to be administered to Mem- 
bers, Resident Commissioner, and Dele- 
gates of the House of Representatives, 
the text of which is carried in 5 U.S.C. 
3331: 

“I, AB, do solemnly swear (or af- 
firm) that I will support and defend 
the Constitution of the United 
States against all enemies, foreign 
and domestic; that I will bear true 
faith and allegiance to the same; 
that I take this obligation freely, 
without any mental reservation or 
purpose of evasion; and that I will 
well and faithfully discharge the 
duties of the office on which I am 
about to enter. So help me God.” 


has been subscribed to in person and 
filed in duplicate with the Clerk of the 
House of Representatives by the fol- 
lowing Members of the 105th Congress, 
pursuant to the provisions of 2 U.S.C. 
25: 


Honorable MARY Bono, Forty-fourth, 
California. 


— — 


OATH OF OFFICE MEMBERS, RESI- 
DENT COMMISSIONER, AND DEL- 
EGATES 


The oath of office required by the 
sixth article of the Constitution of the 
United States, and as provided by sec- 
tion 2 of the act of May 13, 1884 (23 
State. 22), to be administered to Mem- 
bers, Resident Commissioner, and Dele- 
gates of the House of Representatives, 
the text of which is carried in 5 U.S.C. 
3331: 

“I, AB, do solemnly swear (or af- 
firm) that I will support and defend 
the Constitution of the United 
States against all enemies, foreign 
and domestic; that I will bear true 
faith and allegiance to the same; 
that I take this obligation freely, 
without any mental reservation or 
purpose of evasion; and that I will 
well and faithfully discharge the 
duties of the office on which I am 
about to enter. So help me God.” 

has been subscribed to in person and 
filed in duplicate with the Clerk of the 
House of Representatives by the fol- 
lowing Members of the 105th Congress, 
pursuant to the provisions of 2 U.S.C. 
25: 

Honorable BARBARA LEE, Ninth, Cali- 
fornia. 

— 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol- 
lows: 
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8394. A letter from the Congressional Re- 
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, transmitting the Serv- 
ice’s final rule—Commuted Traveltime Peri- 
ods: Overtime Services Relating to Imports 
and Exports [Docket No. 98-022-1] received 


April 14, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(aX1)(A); to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 


8395. A letter from the Congressional Re- 
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, transmitting the Serv- 
ice’s final rule—Commuted Traveltime Peri- 
ods: Overtime Services Relating to Imports 
and Exports [Docket No. 98-017-1] received 


April 14, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(aX1XA); to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 


8396. A letter from the Congressional Re- 
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, transmitting the Serv- 
ice’s final rule—Brucellosis; Increased In- 
demnity for Cattle and Bison [Docket No. 98- 
016-1] received April 1, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture. 

8397. A letter from the Congressional Re- 
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, transmitting the Serv- 
ice’s final rule—Oriental Fruit Fly; Removal 
of Quarantined Area [Docket No. 97-073-5] re- 
ceived April 14, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1X A); to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

8398. A letter from the Congressional Re- 
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, transmitting the Serv- 
ice’s final rule—Official Pseudorabies Tests 
(Docket No. 96-013-2] received April 7, 1998, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

8399. A letter from the Administrator, 
Food Safety and Inspection Service, Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, transmitting the De- 
partment’s final rule—Use of Glycerine as a 
Humectant in Shelf Stable Meat Snacks 
[Docket No. 95-038DF] (RIN: 0583-AB97) re- 
ceived March 31, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

8400. A letter from the Administrator, Ag- 
ricultural Marketing Service, Department of 
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule—Onions Grown in South Texas; 
Decreased Assessment Rate [Docket No. 
FV98-959-1-F IR] received April 13, 1998, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

8401. A letter from the Administratior, Ag- 
ricultural Marketing Service, Department of 
Agriculture, transmitting the Department's 
final rule—Grapes Grown in a Designated 
Area of Southeastern California; Revision to 
Container Requirements [Docket No. FV98- 
925-2 FIR] received April 13, 1998, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

8402. A letter from the Acting Adminis- 
trator, Agricultural Marketing Service, De- 
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule—Revision of Labora- 
tory Service Fees [Docket Number S&TD-97- 
001] received April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture. 

8403. A letter from the Administrator, 
Food Safety and Inspection Service, Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, transmitting the De- 
partment’s final rule—Pathogen Reduction; 
Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point 
(HACCP) Systems—Sample Collection 
Technical Amendments and Corrections: Di- 
rect Final Rule [Docket No. 97-056DF] (RIN: 
0583-A C40) received April 1, 1998, pursuant to 
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5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

8404. A letter from the Administrator, 
Food Safety and Inspection Service, Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, transmitting the De- 
partment’s final rule—Carrageenan, Locust 
Bean Gum and Xanthan Gum Blend Used as 
a Binder in Certain Cured Pork Products 
[Docket No. 96-01 4DF] (RIN: 0583-AC16) re- 
ceived April 1, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801l(a)1)(A); to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

8405. A letter from the Administrator, 
Food Safety and Inspection Service, Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, transmitting the De- 
partment’s final rule—Designation of the 
State of Florida Under the Federal Meat In- 
spection Act and the Poultry Products In- 
spection Act [Docket No. 97-050F] received 
April 1, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

8406. A letter from the Administrator, Ag- 
ricultural Marketing Service, Department of 
Agriculture, transmitting the Department's 
final rule—Fees for Destination Market In- 
spections of Fresh Fruits, Vegetables and 
Other Products [Docket Number FV-97-302] 
(RIN: 0581-AB51] received April 1, 1998, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Agriculture, 

8407. A letter from the Administrator, De- 
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the 
Department's final rule—Limes and Avoca- 
dos Grown in Florida; Establishment of a 
Continuing Assessment Rate for Limes and a 
Decrease in the Continuing Assessment Rate 
for Avocados [Docket No. FV98-911-1 FR] re- 
ceived April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801l(aX 1A); to the Committee on Agri- 
culture, 

8408. A letter from the Administrator, De- 
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the 
Department's final rule—Nectarines and 
Peaches Grown in California; Revision of 
Handling and Reporting Requirements for 
Fresh Nectarines and Peaches [Docket No. 
FV98-916-1 IFR] received April 7, 1998, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

8409. A letter from the Manager, Federal 
Crop Insurance Corporation, Department of 
Agriculture, transmitting the Department's 
final rule—Apple Crop Insurance Regula- 
tions; and Common Crop Insurance Regula- 
tions, Apple Crop Insurance Provisions [7 
CFR Parts 405 and 457] received April 7, 1998, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

8410. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Propiconazole; 
Extension of Tolerance for Emergency Ex- 
emptions [OPP-300633; FRL-5781-7] (RIN: 
2070-AB78) received March 31, 1998, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

8411. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Hexythiazox; 
Extension of Tolerance for Emergency Ex- 
emptions [OPP-300631; FRL-5779-2] (RIN: 
2070-AB78) received March 31, 1998, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

8412. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Bacillus 
thuringiensis subspecies tolworhti Cry9C 
Protein and the Genetic Material Necessary 
for its Production in Corn; Exemption from 
the Requirement of a Tolerance [OPP-300612; 
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FRL-5770-4] (RIN: 2070-AB78) received April 
7, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

8413. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency's final rule—Rimsulfuron 
(N-((4,6-dimethoxypyrimidi -2- 
yl)amincarbony])-3-(ethylsulfony])-2- 
pyridinesulfonamide); Pesticide Tolerance 
(OPP-300639; FRL- 5784-4] (RIN: 2070-A B78) re- 
ceived April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

8414. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Cyprodinil; 
Pesticide Tolerance (OPP-300643; FRL-5785-1] 
(RIN; 2070-AB78) received April 8, 1998, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

8415. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency's final rule—Clethodim; 
Time-Limited Pesticide Tolerance [OPP- 
300642; FRL-5784-9] (RIN: 2070-AB78) received 
April 6, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

8416. A letter from the Administrator, 
Rural Utilities Service, transmitting the 
Service’s final rule—General Information, 
Organization and Functions, and Loan Mak- 
ing Authority [7 CFR Part 1700] received 
April 8, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

8417. A letter from the Administrator, 
Rural Utilities Service, transmitting the 
Service’s final rule—Rural Utilities Service 
Water and Waste Program Regulations [7 
CFR Parts 1942 and 1951] received April 8, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

8418. A letter from the the Director, the Of- 
fice of Management and Budget, transmit- 
ting the cumulative report on rescissions 
and deferrals of budget authority as of April 
8, 1998, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 685(e); (H. Doc. 
No. 105-237); to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions and ordered to be printed. 

8419. A letter from the Under Secretary for 
Acquisition and Technology, Department of 
Defense, transmitting the Secretary's Se- 
lected Acquisition Reports (SARS) for the 
quarter ending December 31, 1997, pursuant 
to 10 U.S.C. 2432; to the Committee on Na- 
tional Security. 

8420. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Defense Programs, Department of En- 
ergy, transmitting the letter stating the De- 
partment’s plans to submit the Stockpile 
Stewardship Plan by April 30, 1998, pursuant 
to Public Law 105-85; to the Committee on 
National Security. 

8421. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Personnel Management, transmitting the 
proposal for the Department of Defense Ci- 
vilian Acquisition Workforce Personnel 
Demonstration, pursuant to Public Law 105- 
85; to the Committee on National Security. 

8422. A letter from the Assistant to the 
Board, Board of Governors of the Federal Re- 
serve System, transmitting the System’s 
final rule—Equal Credit Opportunity [Regu- 
lation B; Docket No. R-0978] received April 1, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv- 
ices. 

8423. A letter from the President and 
Chairman, Export-Import Bank of the United 
States, transmitting a report involving U.S. 
exports to Russia, pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 
635(b)(3)(1); to the Committee on Banking 
and Financial Services. 
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8424. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
transmitting the Agency's final rule—Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Program (NFIP); 
Standard Flood Insurance Policy (RIN: 3067- 
AC73) received April 1, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Banking and Financial Services. 

8425. A letter from the Federal Trade Com- 
mission, transmitting the Twentieth Annual 
Report to Congress on the administration of 
the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act, pur- 
suant to 15 U.S.C. 1692m; to the Committee 
on Banking and Financial Services. 

8426. A letter from the Secretary of Edu- 
cation, transmitting Final Regulations— 
Early Intervention Program for Infants and 
Toddlers with Disabilities (RIN: 1820-AA97) 
received April 14, 1998, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 
1232(f); to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 

8427. A letter from the Chief Executive Of- 
ficer, Corporation for National Service, 
transmitting the Corporation's Fiscal Year 
1996 Annual report; to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce. 

8428. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulations, Department of Edu- 
cation, transmitting the Department's final 
rule—Early Intervention Program for In- 
fants and Toddlers with Disabilities (RIN: 
1820-AA97) received April 14, 1998, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce. 

8429. A letter from the Deputy Executive 
Director and Chief Operating Officer, Pen- 
sion Benefit Guaranty Corporation, trans- 
mitting the Corporation’s final rule—Alloca- 
tion of Assets in Single-Employer Plans; In- 
terest Assumptions for Valuing Benefits [29 
CFR Part 4044] received April 8, 1998, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce. 

8430. A letter from the Secretary, Con- 
sumer Product Safety Commission, trans- 
mitting the Commission’s final rule—Safety 
Standard for Bicycle Helments [16 CFR Part 
1203] received April 14, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

8431. A letter from the Director, Regula- 
tions Policy and Management Staff, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting the Department's final rule—Expe- 
dited Safety Reporting Requirements for 
Human Drug and Biological Products; Cor- 
rection [Docket No. 93N-0181] (RIN: 0910- 
AA97) received March 31, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

8432. A letter from the Director, Regula- 
tions Policy and Management Staff, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule—Listing 
of Color Additives Exempt from Certifi- 
cation; Canthaxanthin [Docket No, 930-0248] 
received March 31, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

8433. A letter from the Director, Regula- 
tions Policy and Management Staff, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting the Department's final rule—Food 
Additives Permitted for Direct Addition to 
Food for Human Consumption Sucralose 
[Docket No. 87F-0086] received April 6, 1998, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

8434. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Light Truck 
Average Fuel Economy Standard, Model 
Year 2000 [Docket No. NHTSA-97-3130] (RIN: 
2127-AG72) received April 7, 1998, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Commerce. 
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8435. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency's final rule—Approval and 
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa- 
tion Plans; Delaware New Source Review 
[Docket No. DE-12-5886; FRL-5990-2] received 
March 31, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

8436. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and 
Promulgation of State Implementation 
Plans; Minnesota [MN49-01-7274a; MN50-01- 
7275a; FRL-5990-6] received March 31, 1998, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

8437. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Announcement 
of Competition for EPA’s Brownfields Job 
Training and Development Demonstration 
Pilots [FRL-5989-1] received March 31, 1998, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

8438. A letter from the Administrator, En- 
vironmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s determination that the 
Clean Air Act provides the Agency sufficient 
legal authority to protect public health and 
the environment from air toxics falling into 
the Great Lakes, Lake Champlain, Chesa- 
peake Bay and many U.S. coastal waters; to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

8439. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency's final rule—Deletion of Cer- 
tain Chemicals; Toxic Chemical Release Re- 
porting; Community Right-to-Know 
[OPPTS—400082D; FRL-5785-5) (RIN: 2070- 
AC00) received April 20, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

8440. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and 
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa- 
tion Plans; Vermont; VOC Regulations [VT- 
006-01-1219a; A-l1-FRL-5998-1] received April 
20, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

8441. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Air Quality: 
Revision to Definition of Volatile Organic 
Compounds—Exclusion of Methyl Acetate 
[FRL-5992-4] (RIN: 2060-AH27) received April 
7, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

8442. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and 
Promulgation of State Air Quality Plans for 
Designated Facilities and Pollutants, Alle- 
gheny County, Pennsylvania; Control of 
Landfill Gas Emissions from Existing Munic- 
ipal Solid Waste Landfills [PA-107-4066a; 
FRL-5994-4] received April 9, 1998, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1 A); to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

8443. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and 
Promulgation of Implementation Plans; Ar- 
kansas; Recodification of Air Quality Con- 
trol Regulations and Correction of Sulfur Di- 
oxide Enforceability Deficiencies [AR-2-1- 
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5646a; FRL- 5990-0] received April 9, 1998, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

8444. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and 
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa- 
tion Plans; Utah; 1993 Periodic Carbon Mon- 
oxide Emission Inventories for Utah [UT-001- 
004a; FRL-5993-4] received April 8, 1998, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

8445. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Financial As- 
surance Mechanisms for Corporate Owners 
and Operators of Municipal Solid Waste 
Landfill Facilities [FRL-5994-7] (RIN: 2050- 
ADTT) received April 9, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1XA); to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

8446. A letter from the AMD—Performance 
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed- 
eral Communication Commission, transmit- 
ting the Commission's final rule—In the 
Matter of Toll Free Service Access Codes [CC 
Docket No. 95-155) received April 1, 1998, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801l(a)(1A); to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

8447. A letter from the AMD—Performance 
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed- 
eral Communications Commission, transmit- 
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend- 
ment of Section 73.202(b) Table of Allot- 
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Dallas, Or- 
egon) [MM Docket No. 97-220; RM-9179] re- 
ceived April 14, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

8448. A letter from the AMD—Performance 
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed- 
eral Communications Commission, transmit- 
ting the Commission's final rule—Amend- 
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot- 
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Lake Crys- 
tal, Minnesota and Vernon Center Min- 
nesota) [MM Docket No. 96-260 RM-8965] re- 
ceived April 14, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

8449. A letter from the AMD—Performance 
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed- 
eral Communications Commission, transmit- 
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend- 
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot- 
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Prineville, 
Oregon) [MM Docket No. 97-226 RM-9184] re- 
ceived April 14, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

8450. A letter from the AMD-Performance 
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed- 
eral Communications Commission, transmit- 
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend- 
ment of Part 90 of the Commission's Rules to 
Adopt Regulations for Automatic Vehicle 
Monitoring Systems [PR Docket No. 93-61] 
received April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

8451. A letter from the Director, Regula- 
tions Policy and Management Staff, Office of 
Policy, Food and Drug Administration, 
transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule—Food Labeling: Health Claims; Soluble 
Fiber From Certain Foods and Coronary 
Heart Disease; Correction [Docket No. 96P- 
0338] received April 14, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

8452. A letter from the Chairman, National 
Committee on Vital and Health Statistics, 
transmitting the Annual Report to Congress 
on the Implementation of the Adminstrative 
Simplification Provisions of the Health In- 
surance Portability and Accountability Act, 
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pursuant to Public Law 104—191, section 263 
(110 Stat. 2033); to the Committee on Com- 
merce. 

8453. A letter from the Secretary of En- 
ergy, transmitting a draft of proposed legis- 
lation with the Administration's specifica- 
tions for electricity competition legislation; 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

8454. A letter from the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting the De- 
partment's Major“ final rule—Organ Pro- 
curement and Transplantation Network 
[Docket Number: 98-HRSA-01] (RIN: 0906- 
AA32) received March 27, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1A); to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

8455. A letter from the Deputy Secretary, 
Securities and Exchange Commission, trans- 
mitting the Commission's final rule—Con- 
firmation and Affirmation of Securities 
Trades; Matching [Release No, 34-39829; File 
No. S7-10-98] received April 7, 1998, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

8456. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a 6-month 
periodic report on the national emergency 
declared by Executive Order 12924 of August 
19, 1994, to deal with the threat to the na- 
tional security, foreign policy, and economy 
of the United States caused by the lapse of 
the Export Administration Act of 1979, pur- 
suant to 50 U.S.C. 1641(c); (H. Doc. No. 105- 
239); to the Committee on International Re- 
lations and ordered to be printed. 

8457. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a report 
on the status of efforts to obtain Lraq’s com- 
pliance with the resolutions adopted by the 
U.N. Security Council, pursuant to Public 
Law 102-1, section 3 (105 Stat. 4); (H. Doc. No. 
105-240); to the Committee on International 
Relations and ordered to be printed. 

8458. A letter from the Acting Director, De- 
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit- 
ting a report authorizing the transfer of up 
to $100M in defense articles and services to 
the Government of Bosnia-Herzegovina, pur- 
suant to Public Law 104-107, section 540(c) 
(110 Stat. 736); to the Committee on Inter- 
national Relations. 

8459. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting a 
copy of Transmittal No. 09-98 for Final Au- 
thority to Conclude a Project Arrangement 
(PA) with the United Kingdom to investigate 
the potential tactical aircraft. survivability 
improvements, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2767(f); 
to the Committee on International Rela- 
tions. 

8460. A letter from the Acting Director, De- 
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit- 
ting a copy of Transmittal No. 08-98 for U.S. 
involvement with Australia in a Project con- 
cerning Collins Class Submarine Acoustic 
Measurement, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2767(f); 
to the Committee on International Rela- 
tions. 

8461. A letter from the Acting Director, De- 
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit- 
ting a copy of Transmittal No. 06-98 which 
constitutes a Request for Final Approval for 
the Memorandum of Understanding between 
the U.S. and NATO member nations to estab- 
lish an organizational structure for the im- 
plementation and operation of the Battle- 
field Information Collection and Exploi- 
tation Systems (BICES), pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 2767(f); to the Committee on Inter- 
national Relations. 

8462. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting 
the Department of the Navy’s proposed lease 
of defense articles to Oman (Transmittal No. 
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09-98), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2796a(a); to the 
Committee on International Relations. 

8463. A letter from the Acting Director, De- 
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit- 
ting the Department of the Navy's proposed 
lease of defense articles to Turkey (Trans- 
mittal No, 11-98), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 
2796a(a); to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

8464. A letter from the Acting Director, De- 
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit- 
ting notification concerning the Department 
of the Air Force’s Proposed Letter(s) of Offer 
and Acceptance (LOA) to Singapore for de- 
fense articles and services (Transmittal No. 
98-35), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the 
Committee on International Relations. 

8465. A letter from the Acting Director, De- 
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit- 
ting notification concerning the Department 
of the Air Forces’s Proposed Letter(s) of 
Offer and Acceptance (LOA) to Saudi Arabia 
for defense articles and services (Trans- 
mittal No. 98-36), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 
2776(b); to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

8466. A letter from the Acting Director, De- 
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit- 
ting notification concerning the Department 
of the Air Force’s Proposed Letter(s) of Offer 
and Acceptance (LOA) to Norway for defense 
articles and services (Transmittal No. 98-34), 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Com- 
mittee on International Relations, 

8467. A letter from the Acting Director, De- 
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit- 
ting notification concerning the Department 
of the Navy’s Proposed Letter(s) of Offer and 
Acceptance (LOA) to Canada for defense arti- 
cles and services (Transmittal No. 98-30), 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Com- 
mittee on International Relations. 

8468. A letter from the Acting Director, De- 
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit- 
ting notification concerning the Department 
of the Navy’s Proposed Letter(s) of Offer and 
Acceptance (LOA) to Italy for defense arti- 
cles and services (Transmittal No. 98-25), 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Com- 
mittee on International Relations. 

8469. A letter from the Acting Director, De- 
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit- 
ting notification concerning the Department 
of the Air Forces's Proposed Letter(s) of 
Offer and Acceptance (LOA) to Israel for de- 
fense articles and services (Transmittal No. 
98-37), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the 
Committee on International Relations. 

8470. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting certification of a proposed li- 
cense for the export of defense articles or de- 
fense services sold commercially to Israel 
(Transmittal No. DTC-66-98), pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Committee on Inter- 
national Relations. 

8471. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a report on chemical and bio- 
logical weapons proliferation control efforts 
for the period of February 1, 1997 to January 
31, 1998, pursuant to Public Law 102-182, sec- 
tion 308(a) (105 Stat. 1257); to the Committee 
on International Relations. 

8472. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting the bi- 
monthly report on progress toward a nego- 
tiated settlement of the Cyprus question, in- 
cluding any relevant reports from the Sec- 
retary General of the United Nations, pursu- 
ant to 22 U.S.C. 2373(c); to the Committee on 
International Relations. 

8473. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad- 
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


State, transmitting copies of international 
agreements, other than treaties, entered into 
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C. 
112b(a); to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

8474. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting notification that two rewards 
have been paid, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2708(h); 
to the Committee on International Rela- 
tions, 

8475. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad- 
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting copies of international 
agreements, other than treaties, entered into 
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C. 
112b; to the Committee on International Re- 
lations. 

8476. A letter from the Secretary of De- 
fense, transmitting notification supplements 
regarding the Cooperative Threat Reduction 
Program; to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

8477. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 12-313, “Mortgage Lender 
and Broker Act of 1996 Amendment Act of 
1998"’ received March 31, 1998, pursuant to 
D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Com- 
mittee on Government Reform and Over- 
sight. 

8478. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 12-312, Omnibus Sports 
Consolidation Amendment Act of 1998“ re- 
ceived March 31, 1998, pursuant to D.C. Code 
section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on Gov- 
ernment Reform and Oversight. 

8479. A letter from the Executive Director, 
Committee For Purchase From People Who 
Are Blind Or Severely Disabled, transmitting 
the Committee’s final rule—Additions to the 
Procurement List—received April 9, 1998, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Government Reform and Over- 
sight. 

8480. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Management, Department of 
Veterans Affairs, transmitting a report of 
activities under the Freedom of Information 
Act for the calendar year 1997, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 552(d); to the Committee on Govern- 
ment Reform and Oversight. 

8481. A letter from the Senior Deputy 
Chairman, National Endowment of the Arts, 
transmitting a report of activities under the 
Freedom of Information Act from January 1, 
1997 to September 30, 1997, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 552(d); to the Committee on Govern- 
ment Reform and Oversight. 

8482. A letter from the Chairman, National 
Transportation Safety Board, transmitting 
the FY 1997 annual report under the Freedom 
of Information Act (FOIA) covering the pe- 
riod from January 1, 1997 through September 
30, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(d); to the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight. 

8483. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of- 
fice’s final rule—Revised Application Proce- 
dures For Disability Retirement Under CSRS 
and FERS (RIN: 3206-AH68) received April 7, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight. 

8484. A letter from the President and Chief 
Executive Officer, Overseas Private Invest- 
ment Corporation, transmitting the Seventh 
Annual Management Report, pursuant to 31 
U.S.C. 9106; to the Committee on Govern- 
ment Reform and Oversight. 

8485. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Treasury, transmitting a report on the Con- 
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solidated Financial Statements of the 
United States Government for Fiscal Year 
1997, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 331 (e)(1); to the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight. 

8486. A letter from the Secretary of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development, transmitting a 
report of activities under the Freedom of In- 
formation Act for the calendar year 1996, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(d); to the Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight. 

8487. A letter from the Secretary of Labor, 
transmitting a report of activities under the 
Freedom of Information Act for the first 
nine months of 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C, 
552(d); to the Committee on Government Re- 
form and Oversight. 

8488. A letter from the Vice Chairman, Fed- 
eral Election Commission, transmitting 60 
recommendations for legislative action, pur- 
suant to 2 U.S.C. 438(a)(9); to the Committee 
on House Oversight. 

8489. A letter from the Secretary of De- 
fense, transmitting the Fifteenth Report of 
the Federal Voting Assistance Program, pur- 
suant to Public Law 99-410; to the Com- 
mittee on House Oversight. 

8490. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Land and Minerals Management, Depart- 
ment of the Interior, transmitting the De- 
partment’s final rule—Wild Horse and Burro 
Adoptions; Power of Attorney [NV-960-1060- 
00-24-1A] (RIN: 1004-AD28) received April 13, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Resources. 

8491. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforce- 
ment, Department of the Interior, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule—Illinois 
Regulatory Program (SPATS No. IL-089- 
FOR] received April 5, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re- 
sources, 

8492. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment, transmitting the Department's final 
rule—Technical Amendments to HUD’s Reg- 
ulations Governing Environmental Review 
Procedures for Entities Assuming HUD Envi- 
ronmental Responsibilities [Docket No. FR- 
4138-F-01] (RIN: 2501-AC32) received March 
30, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Resources. 

8493. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Administrator For Fisheries, National Oce- 
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans- 
mitting the Administration's final rule—At- 
lantic Sea Scallop Fishery; Area Closures 
[Docket No. 980318065-8065-01; I.D. 030698] 
(RIN: 0648-AK68) received April 14, 1998, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Resources. 

8494. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Administrator For Fisheries, National Oce- 
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans- 
mitting the Administration’s final rule— 
Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Maximum Retainable Bycatch 
Percentages [Docket No. 971231319-8070-02; 
I.D. 112697A] (RIN: 0648-AK09) received April 
14, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Resources. 

8495. A letter from the Acting Adminis- 
trator For Fisheries, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting 
the Administration’s final rule—Atlantic 
Shark Fisheries; Large Coastal Shark Spe- 
cies [I. D. 032098A] received April 14, 1998, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Resources. 

8496. A letter from the Assistant Adminis- 
trator for Fisheries, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting 
the Administration’s final rule—Sea Turtle 
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Conservation; Shrimp Trawling Require- 
ments [Docket No. 980331080-8080-01; I.D. 
032398C] (RIN: 0648-AK66) received April 14, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Resources. 

8497. A letter from the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, transmit- 
ting the Administration’s final rule—North 
and South Atlantic Swordfish Fishery; Di- 
rected Fishery Closure [I.D. 021998C] received 
April 14, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources. 

8498. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Administrator For Fisheries, National Oce- 
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans- 
mitting the Administration’s final rule— 
Fisheries of the Northeastern United States; 
Northeast Multispecies Fishery; Framework 
Adjustment 25 [Docket No. 980318066-8066-01; 
I.D. 022698A] (RIN: 0648-AK77) received April 
7. 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Resources. 

8499. A letter from the Assistant Adminis- 
trator, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis- 
tration’s final rule—Jade Collection in the 
Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary 
(Docket No. 950609150-8003-04] (RIN: 0648- 
AI06) received April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re- 
sources. 

8500. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rale—Amendment to 
Class E Airspace; Andover, NJ [Airspace 
Docket No. 97-AEA-50] received March 27, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

8501. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to 
Class E Airspace; Galax, VA [Airspace Dock- 
et No. 97-AEA-48] received March 27, 1998, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

8502. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Amendment to 
Class E Airspace; Wilmington, DE [Airspace 
Docket No. 97-AEA-49] received March 27, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure, 

8503. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Amendment to 
Class E Airspace; Danville, VA [Airspace 
Docket No. 97-AEA-46] received March 27, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

8504. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rale—Amendment to 
Class D and Class E Airspace; Topeka, Philip 
Billard Municipal Airport, KS; Correction 
{Airspace Docket No. 97-ACE-36] received 
March 27, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8505. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rale—Amendment to 
Class D and Class E Airspace; Salina, KS; 
Correction [Airspace Docket No. 97-ACE-35] 
received March 27, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1 A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8506. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Amendment to 
Class E Airspace; Iola, KS [Airspace Docket 
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No. 97-ACE-37] received March 27, 1998, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

8507. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Modification of 
Class D Airspace; Minot AFB, ND; and Class 
E Airspace; Minot, ND (Airspace Docket No. 
97-AGL-61] received March 27, 1998, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8508. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rale—Amendment to 
Class E Airspace; Sheridan, WY [Airspace 
Docket No. 97-ANM-18) received March 27, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

8509. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Amendment of 
Class E Airspace; Colorado Springs, CO [Air- 
space Docket No. 98-ANM-06] received March 
27, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

8510. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Fairchild Aircraft Inc. Models 
SA226-AT, SA226-TC, SA227-AC, and SA227- 
AT Airplanes [Docket No. 96-CE-68-AD; 
Amendment 39-10403; AD 98-06-25] (RIN: 2120- 
AA64) received March 27, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8511. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives, Boeing Model 747-400 Series Air- 
planes [Docket No. 97-NM-65-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-10407; AD 98-06-29] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received March 27, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(ay(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8512. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Raytheon (Beech) Model 400, 
400A, 400T, MU-300, and MU-300-10 Airplanes 
[Docket No. 97-NM-68-AD; Amendment 39- 
10408; AD 98-06-30] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
March 27, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8513. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Fokker Model F28 Mark 0100 Se- 
ries Airplanes [Docket No. 94-NM-117-AD; 
Amendment 39-10405; AD 98-06-27] (RIN: 2120- 
AA64) received March 27, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8514. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Airbus Model A320 Series Air- 
planes [Docket No. 95-NM-216-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-10398; AD 98-06-20] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received March 27, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8515. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Fokker Model F28 Mark 0100 Se- 
ries Airplanes [Docket No. 93-NM-193-AD; 
Amendment 39-10404; AD 98-06-26] (RIN: 2120- 
AA64) received March 27, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 
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8516. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Special Local 
Regulations; U.S. National Waterski Racing 
Championship [CGD11-97-008] (RIN: 2115- 
AE46) received April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8517. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Anchorage Reg- 
ulations; San Diego Harbor, CA [CGD11-97- 
007] (RIN: 2115-AA98) received April 7, 1998, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

8518. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Special Local 
Regulations; Parker Enduro [CGD11-98-002] 
(RIN: 2115-AE46) received April 7, 1998, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8519. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Drawbridge Op- 
erating Regulation; Back Bay of Biloxi, Mis- 
sissippi [CGD 08-98-014] received April 7, 1998, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

8520. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Fatigue Eval- 
uation of Structure [Docket No. 27358; Amdt. 
No. 25-96] (RIN: 2120-AD42) received April 7, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure, 

8521. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Modification of 
Class D Airspace South of Abbotsford, Brit- 
ish Columbia (BC), on the United States Side 
of the U.S./Canadian Border, and the Estab- 
lishment of a Class C Airspace Area in the 
Vicinity of Point ROBERTS, Washington (WA) 
{Airspace Docket No. 93-AWA-16] (RIN: 2120- 
AA66) received April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8522. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; British Aerospace Model BAe 146- 
100A, -200A, and -300A, and Model Avro 146- 
RJ Series Airplanes [Docket No. 97-NM-163- 
AD; Amendment 39-10424; AD 98-07-06] (RIN: 
2120-A A64) received April 7, 1998, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8523. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; CFM International CFM56-2, 3. 
-3B, and -3C Series Turbofan Engines [Dock- 
et No. 98-ANE-16-AD; Amendment 3910420; 
AD 98-07-02] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 
7, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

8524. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Dornier Model 328-100 Series Air- 
planes [Docket No. 97-NM-108-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-10422; AD 98-07-04] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8525. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Saab Model SAAB 2000 Series 
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Airplanes [Docket No. 97-NM-306-AD; 
Amendment 39-10423; AD 98-07-05] (RIN; 2120- 
AA64) received April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C, 801(a\1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8526. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Safety Zone: 
San Francisco Bay, CA COT San Francisco 
Bay; 98-005] (RIN: 2115-AA99) received April 
9, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

8527. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Bell Helicopter Textron Canada 
Model 407 Helicopters [Docket No. 97-SW-67- 
AD; Amendment 39-10428; AD 97-24-17] (RIN: 
2120-A A64) received April 7, 1998, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8528. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Agusta S.p.A. Model AB 412 Heli- 
copters [Docket No. 97-SW-63-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-10430; AD 98-07-10] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8529. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; GKN Westland Helicopters Lim- 
ited WG-30 Series 100 and 100-60 Helicopters 
[Docket No. 97-SW-28-AD; Amendment 39- 
10431; AD 98-07-11] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure. 

8530. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Israel Aircraft Industries (IAT), 
Ltd., Model 1125 Westwind Astra and Astra 
SPX Series Airplanes [Docket No. 98-NM- 
104-AD; Amendment 39-10427; AD 98-07-08) 
(RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 7, 1998, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8531. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; British Aerospace Model HS 748 
Series Airplanes [Docket No. 97-NM-98-AD; 
Amendment 39-10443; AD 98-07-22] (RIN: 2120- 
AA644) received April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8532. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Aerospatiale Model ATR-42 and 
ATR-72 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 97-NM- 
228-AD; Amendment 39-10413; AD 98-06-34) 
(RIN; 2120-A A64) received April 7, 1998, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8533. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Bell Helicopter Textron, Inc. 
Model 47B, 47B-3, 47D, 47D-1, 47G, 47G-2, 47G- 
2A, 47G-2A-1, 47G-3, 47G-3B, 47G-3B-1, 47G- 
3B-2, 47G-3B-2A, 47G-4, 47G-4A, 47G-5, 47G- 
5A, 47H-1, 47J, 473-2, 47J-2A, and 47K Heli- 
copters [Docket No. 96-SW-28-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-10429; AD 98-07-09] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8534. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
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the Department’s final rule—Amendment to 
Class E Airspace; Blacksburg, VA [Airspace 
Docket No. 97-AEA-45] received April 7, 1998, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

8535. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to 
Class E Airspace; Lincoln, NE; Correction 
{Airspace Docket No. 97-ACE-24] received 
April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure. 

8536. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rale—Amendment to 
Class E Airspace; Pennington Gap, VA [Air- 
space Docket No. 97-AEA-47] received April 
7. 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

8537. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Amendment to 
Class E Airspace; Audubon, IA [Airspace 
Docket No. 97T-ACE-30] received April 7, 1998, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

8538. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Amendment of 
Class E Airspace; Daytona Beach, FL [Air- 
space Docket No. 97-ASO-31] received April 
7, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

8539. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Boeing Model 767-200 and -300 Se- 
ries Airplanes [Docket No. 97-NM-50-AD; 
Amendment 39-10433; AD 98-07-13] (RIN: 2120- 
AA64) received April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure, 

8540. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Boeing Model 747 Series Air- 
planes [Docket No. 96-NM-245-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-10435; AD 98-07-15] (RIN: 2120-A A64) 
received April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8541. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Final Policy on 
Part 150 Approval of Noise Mitigation Meas- 
ures: Effect on the Use of Federal Grants for 
Noise Mitigation Projects [Docket No. 28149] 
received April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8542. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Standards for Acceptance Under the Primary 
Category Rule [14 CFR Part 21] received 
April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure. 

8543. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to 
Class E Airspace; Laconia, NH [Airspace 
Docket No. 98-ANE-92] received April 7, 1998, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

8544. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Amendment to 
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Class D Airspace; Westfield, MA [Airspace 
Docket No. 98-ANE91} received April 7, 1998, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

8545. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Airbus Model A340 Series Air- 
planes [Docket No. 97-NM-338-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-10446; AD 98-07-24] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8546. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Aerospatiale Model ATR-42-500 
Series Airplanes [Docket No. 98-NM-48-AD; 
Amendment 39-10447; AD 98-07-25] (RIN: 2120- 
AA64) received April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8547. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Airbus Model A340 Series Air- 
planes [Docket No. 97-NM-327-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-10445; AD 98-07-23] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8548. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Boeing Model 737-300, -400, and 
-500 Series Airplanes [Docket No, 95-NM-207- 
AD; Amendment 39-10436; AD 98-07-16] (RIN: 
2120-A A64) received April 7, 1998, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8549. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Dornier Model 328-100 Series Air- 
planes [Docket No. 96-NM-119-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-10432; AD 98-07-12] (RIN: 2120-A A64) 
received April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8550. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; McDonnell Douglas Helicopter 
Systems Model 369F and 369FF Helicopters 
(Docket No. 97-SW-03-AD; Amendment 39- 
10440; AD 98-07-19] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure. 

8551. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Eurocopter France Model AS 
332C, L, and L1 Helicopters [Docket No. 97- 
SW-13-AD; Amendment 39-10441; AD 98-07-20] 
(RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 7, 1998, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8552. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Dis- 
aster Assistance; Restoration of Damaged 
Facilities (RIN: 3067-AC60) received April 1, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

8553. A letter from the Secretary of Trans- 
portation, transmitting the Department's re- 
port regarding regulations concerning oils, 
including animal fats and vegetable oils re- 
lated to the Edible Oil Regulatory Reform 
Act, pursuant to Public Law 104-324, section 
1130; to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. 
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8554. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Administrator for Procurement, National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration, 
transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule—Equitable Adjustments Under Con- 
tracts for Construction, Dismantling, Demol- 
ishing, or Removing Improvements [48 CFR 
Parts 1843 and 1852] received April 9, 1998, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Science. 

8555. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulations Management, Department of 
Veterans Affairs, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule—VA Acquisition Regula- 
tions: Department Protests (RIN: 2900—-AI51) 
received March 27, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1A); to the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

8556. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulations Management, Department of 
Veterans Affairs, transmitting the Depart- 
ment's final rule—VA Acquisition Regula- 
tions: Commercial Items (RIN: 2900—-AI05) re- 
ceived April 6, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

8557. A letter from the Secretary of Labor, 
transmitting the annual report evaluating 
the Uniformed Services Employment and Re- 
employment Rights Act of 1994 (USERRA) 
for fiscal year 1996, pursuant to 38 U.S.C. 
4332; to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

8558. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting notifica- 
tion of his determination that a waiver of 
the application of subsections 402(a) and (b) 
of the Trade Act of 1974 with respect to Viet- 
nam will substantially promote the objec- 
tives of section 402, pursuant to 19 U.S.C. 
2432(c) and (d); (H. Doc. No. 105-238); to the 
Committee on Ways and Means and ordered 
to be printed. 

8559. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule—Guidance under 
Subpart F Relating to Partnerships and 
Branches [REG—104537-97] (RIN: 1545-AV11) 
received March 24, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

8560. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule—Guidance under 
Subpart F Relating to Partnerships and 
Branches [TD 8767] (RIN: 1545-AW07) received 
March 24, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

8561. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule—Examination of re- 
turns and claims for refund, credit or abate- 
ment; determination of correct tax liability 
(Revenue Procedure 98-34] received April 14, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

8562. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule—Effective Date of 
Regulations Under Section 1441 and Qualified 
Intermediary Procedures [Notice 98-16] re- 
ceived April 14, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

8563. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service's final rule—Examination of re- 
turns and claims for refund, credit, or abate- 
ment; determination of correct tax liability 
{Revenue Procedure 98-30] received April 14, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

8564. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
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the Service's final rule—Tax forms and in- 
structions [Revenue Procedure 98-32] re- 
ceived April 14, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

8565. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule—Transfers in General 
[Revenue Ruling 98-21] received April 14, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

8566. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule—Net Unrealized Ap- 
preciation in Employer Securities [Notice 
98-24] received April 14, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

8567. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule—Application of 
1.1295-1T(b) (4), () and (g) to taxable years 
beginning before January 1, 1998 [Notice 98- 
22] received April 14, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(ay1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

8568. A letter from the Chief Reulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service's final rule—Election to Con- 
tinue To Treat Trust as a United States Per- 
son [Notice 98-25] received April 14, 1998, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

8569. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule—Taxation of Social 
Security Benefits Under U.S.-Canada Income 
Tax Treaty [Notice 98-23] received April 17, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

8570. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule—Qualified Inter- 
mediary Withholding Agreement [Rev. Proc. 
98-27] received April 2, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

8571. A letter from the Chief Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service's final rule Changes in account- 
ing periods and in methods of accounting 
[Rev. Proc. 98-29] received April 1, 1998, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

8572. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service's final rule—Valuation of Plan 
Distributions [TD 8768] (RIN: 1545-AT27) re- 
ceived April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

8573. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Branch, United States Customs Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule—In- 
crease of Maximum Amount For Informal 
Entries to $2000 (RIN: 1515-AC11) received 
April 1, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

8574. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Branch, United States Customs Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule—Cen- 
tralized Examination Stations (RIN: 1515- 
AC07) received April 1, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

8575. A letter from the General Sales Man- 
ager and Vice President, Commodity Credit 
Corporation, Department of Agriculture, 
transmitting the annual report summarizing 
the availability, distribution and value of 
commodities donated under section 416(b) in 
FY 1993, FY 1994, and FY 1995, pursuant to 7 
U.S.C. Article 1431 (b), 416(b); jointly to the 
Committees on Agriculture and Inter- 
national Relations. 
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8576. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Environmental Management, 
Department of Energy, transmitting notifi- 
cation of a delay in submitting a report on 
the Savannah River Site Comprehensive 
Planning Process, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 
9203(c); jointly to the Committees on Na- 
tional Security and Commerce. 

8577. A letter from the Chairman, Defense 
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, transmit- 
ting the Board’s annual report describing 
health and safety activities relating to the 
Department of Energy’s defense nuclear fa- 
cilities during the calendar year 1997; jointly 
to the Committees on National Security and 
Commerce. 

8578. A letter from the Chairman, District 
of Columbia Financial Responsibility and 
Management Assistance Authority, trans- 
mitting a report on the changes in the 
present system for administering medical 
malpractice liability in the District of Co- 
lumbia; jointly to the Committees on Gov- 
ernment Reform and Oversight, Appropria- 
tions, the Judiciary, and Commerce. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

{Submitted April 17, 1998] 


Mr. GOODLING: Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. H.R. 6. A bill to extend 
the authorization of programs under the 
Higher Education Act of 1965, and for other 
purposes; with an amendment (Rept. 105-481). 
Referred to the Committee on the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 


[Submitted April 21, 1998] 


Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re- 
sources. H.R. 755. A bill to amend the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow individuals 
to designate any portion of their income tax 
overpayments, and to make other contribu- 
tions, for the benefit of units of the National 
Park System; with an amendment (Rept. 
105-482 Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re- 
sources. H.R. 2376. A bill to reauthorize and 
amend the National Fish and Wildlife Foun- 
dation Establishment Act; with an amend- 
ment (Rept. 105-483). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re- 
sources. H.R. 1522. A bill to extend the au- 
thorization for the National Historic Preser- 
vation Fund, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment (Rept. 105-484). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re- 
sources. H.R. 3164. A bill to describe the hy- 
drographic services functions of the Admin- 
istrator of the National Oceanic and Atmos- 
pheric Administration, and for other pur- 
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 105-485). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. McCOLLUM: Committee on the Judici- 
ary. H.R. 3565. A bill to amend Part L of the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968 (Rept. 105-486). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. COBLE: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 3528. A bill to amend title 28, United 
States Code, with respect to the use of alter- 
native dispute resolution processes in United 
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States district courts, and for other pur- 
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 105-487). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 407. Resolution providing 
for consideration of the joint resolution (H.J. 
Res. 111) proposing an amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States with re- 
spect to tax limitations (Rept. 105-488). Re- 
ferred to the House Calendar. 


——— 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 5 of Rule X and clause 4 
of Rule XXII, public bills and resolu- 
tions were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin: 

H.R. 3693. A bill to amend title 11, United 
States Code, to limit the value of certain 
real and personal property that a debtor may 
elect to exempt under State or local law, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. GOSS: 

H.R. 3694. A bill to authorize appropria- 
tions for fiscal year 1999 for intelligence and 
intelligence-related activities of the United 
States Government, the Community Man- 
agement Account, and the Central Intel- 
ligence Agency Retirement and Disability 
System, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Intelligence (Permanent Select). 

By Mr. HEFLEY (for himself and Mr. 
ABERCROMBIE) (both by request): 

H.R. 3695. A bill to authorize certain con- 
struction at military installations for fiscal 
year 1999, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on National Security. 

By Mr. HILL: 

H.R. 3696. A bill to designate the Federal 
Courthouse located at 316 North 26th Street 
in Billings, Montana, as the “James F. 
Battin Federal Courthouse"; to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 


By Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr. 
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, and Mr. 
RANGEL): 


H.R. 3697. A bill to enhance the Federal- 
State Extended Benefit program, to provide 
incentives to States to implement proce- 
dures that will expand eligibility for unem- 
ployment compensation, to strengthen ad- 
ministrative financing of the unemployment 
compensation program, to improve the sol- 
vency of State accounts in the Unemploy- 
ment Trust Fund, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MATSUI (for himself and Mr. 
Fazio of California): 

H.R. 3698. A bill to provide for improved 
flood protection along the American River 
Watershed, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

By Mrs. MORELLA (for herself and Ms. 
STABENOW): 

H.R. 3699. A bill to amend the Family Vio- 
lence Prevention and Services Act to reau- 
thorize the national toll-free telephone do- 
mestic violence hotline; to the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. WYNN: 

H.R. 3700. A bill to amend title 31, United 
States Code, to require the provision of a 
written prompt payment policy to each sub- 
contractor under a Federal contract and to 
require a clause in each subcontract under a 
Federal contract that outlines the provisions 
of the prompt payment statute and other re- 
lated information; to the Committee on Gov- 
ernment Reform and Oversight. 
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By Mr. WYNN: 

H.R. 3701. A bill to amend the Small Busi- 
ness Act to provide a penalty for the failure 
by a Federal contractor to subcontract with 
small businesses as described im its subcon- 
tracting plan, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Small Business. 


—— 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo- 
rials were presented and referred as fol- 
lows: 


280. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 
of the Senate of the State of Louisiana, rel- 
ative to Senate Resolution No. 5 memori- 
alizing the Congress of the United States to 
support, and to urge and request the sec- 
retary of agriculture to incorporate, Option 
1A as the pricing procedure in all federal 
milk marketing orders; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

281. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep- 
resentatives of the State of Maine, relative 
to House Joint Resolution 1598 memori- 
alizing the Congress of the United States to 
resolve trade barriers between Maine and the 
Province of New Brunswick; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 


EEE 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 

(Submitted April 17, 1998) 


H.R. 6: Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. RIdds, Mr. BAR- 
RETT of Nebraska, Mr. UPTON, Mr. GREEN- 
woop, Mr. CASTLE, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. ROEMER, 
Mr. ANDREWS, and Mr. HINOJOSA. 


(Submitted April 21, 1998) 


H.R. 27: Mr. STRICKLAND. 

H.R. 44: Mr. PICKERING, Mr. KENNEDY of 
Massachusetts, Mr. Norwoop, Ms. KI 
PATRICK, and Mr. ENGEL. 

H.R. 54: Mr. BOUCHER and Mrs. CAPPS. 

H.R. 55: Mr. SAXTON and Mr. PALLONE. 

H.R. 65: Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. ENGEL, and 
Mr, WATKINS. 

H.R. 96: Mr. STUMP, Ms. STABENOW, and Mr. 
GEKAS. 

H.R. 107: Mr. CALVERT, Mr. BAKER, Mr. 
HILLEARY, and Mr. DUNCAN. 

H.R. 303: Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts 
and Ms. KILPATRICK. 

H.R. 306: Mr. BLAGOJEVICH. 

H.R. 339: Mr. COOK. 

H.R. 450: Mr. ANDREWS. 

H.R. 457: Mr. NETHERCUTT and Mr. LUTHER. 

H.R. 623: Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. 

H.R. 633: Mr. LANTOS. 

H.R. 738: Mr. ETHERIDGE and Mrs. MALONEY 
of New York. 

H.R. 814: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. 

H.R. 859: Mr. EHRLICH and Mr. 
HUYSEN. 

H.R. 880: Ms. KAPTUR. 

H.R. 884: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts and 
Mr, WYNN. 

H.R. 919: Mr, MENENDEZ. 

H.R. 953: Mr. Davis of Virginia and Mr. 
SANDERS. 

H.R. 971: Mr. MENENDEZ and Mr. SCHUMER. 

H.R. 979: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. JEN- 
KINS, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. Davis of Illinois, Mr. 
MORAN of Kansas, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. NAD- 
LER, and Mr. HILLEARY. 

H.R. 1023: Mr. CHRISTENSEN. 

H.R. 1126: Mr. PICKERING, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. 
Wynn, Mr. SKAGGS, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode 
Island, and Mr. HYDE. 
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H.R. 1134: Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. HALL of 
Texas, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. MARKEY, and Mrs. 
KELLY. 

H.R. 1140: Mr. MARKEY. 

H.R. 1202: Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. DELAHUNT, 
Mr. GILMAN, and Ms. KILPATRICK. 

H.R. 1261: Ms. WOOLSEY. 

H.R. 1320: Mr. LAFALCE. 

H.R. 1322: Mr. MCKEON, Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey, and Mr. CUNNINGHAM. 

H.R. 1354: Mrs. LOWEY. 

H.R. 1362: Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. OLVER, Mr. 
PALLONE, and Mr. KIND of Wisconsin. 

H.R. 1375: Mr. JENKINS, Ms. WATERS, Mr. 
MANTON, and Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. 

H.R. 1376: Mr. BORSKI. 

H.R. 1401: Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. CARDIN, and 
Mr. HOUGHTON, 

H.R. 1450: Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. 

H.R. 1481: Mr. NEY. 

H.R. 1531: Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. MANTON, Mrs. 
MORELLA, and Mr. HINCHEY. 

H.R. 1571: Mr. BROWN of California and Mr. 
LANTOS. 

H.R. 1601; Mr. PICKERING. 

H.R. 1608: Mr. YOuNG of Florida, Mrs. MEEK 
of Florida, Mr, KENNEDY of Rhode Island, and 
Mr. FROST. 

H.R. 1689: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. SEN- 
SENBRENNER, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. ACKERMAN, 
Mr. SOUDER, Mr. WOLF, Mr. GUTKNECHT, and 
Mr. SMITH of Texas. 

H.R. 1788: Ms. DELAURO. 

H.R. 1858: Mrs. CAPPS. 

H.R. 2021; Mr. COOKSEY. 

H.R. 2023: Mr. ALLEN, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. 
WEYGAND, and Mr. MCNULTY, 

H.R. 2113: Mr. SAXTON, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. 
KLINK, and Mr. MANTON. 

H.R. 2201: Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. 
GEJDENSON, and Mr. DEFAZIO. 

H.R. 2332: Mrs. CAPPS. 

H.R. 2348: Mrs. CAPPS AND Ms. LEE. 

H.R. 2349: Mrs. CAPPS and Ms. LEE. 

H.R. 2409: Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. FRANK of Mas- 
sachusetts, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. LANTOS, and 
Mr. RODRIGUEZ. 

H.R. 2488: Mr. NEY, Mr. Frost, Mrs. MEEK 
of Florida, and Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 

H.R. 2504: Ms. STABENOW. 

H.R. 2537: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 
SMITH of Texas, and Mr. COLLINS. 

H.R. 2549: Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. COYNE, Mr. 
LANTOS, and Mr. GORDON. 

H.R. 2568: Mr. POMEROY and Mr. BARRETT of 
Nebraska. 

H.R. 2592: Mr. PICKERING. 

H.R. 2670: Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. KEN- 
NEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. FORBES, and Mrs. 
CAPPS. 

H.R. 2699: Ms. ESHOO. 

H.R. 2701: Mr. GOODE, Mr. MEEKS of New 
York, Mr. Fox of Pennsylvania, and Ms. 
DELAURO. 

H.R. 2721: Mr. HALL of Texas. 

H.R. 2754: Mrs. MBEK of Florida, 
MORELLA, and Mr. PASCRELL. 

H.R. 2819: Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. WAXMAN, 
Mr. NADLER, Mr. BLUMEN AUER, Ms. 
STABENOW, and Mr. FARR of California. 

H.R. 2821: Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr, WAMp, and 
Mr. COMBEST. 

H.R. 2825: Mr. MOLLOHAN, 

H.R. 2854: Mr. PASCRELL. 

H.R. 2908: Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mrs. 
KELLY, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. 
COMBEST, and Mr. FARR of California. 

H.R. 2914: Mr. FORBES. 

H.R. 2922: Mr. PORTER and Mr. NORWOOD. 

H.R. 2923: Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. SOLOMON, Mrs. 
MINK of Hawaii, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. WAXMAN, 
Mr. SKEEN, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. 
HOYER, and Mrs. Lowry. 

H.R. 2925: Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Ms. ESHOO, 
and Mr. WAXMAN. 
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H.R. 2931: Mr. BASS and Mr. MCNULTY. 

H. R. 2936: Mr. GREENWOOD. 

H.R. 2938: Mr. REYES and Mr. SANDLIN. 

H.R. 2946: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. 

H.R. 2955: Mr. SERRANO and Mr. ADAM 
SMITH of Washington. 

H.R. 2990: Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. EVANS, Mr. 
YATES, Mr. MASCARA, Mr. SHAYS, and Mr. 
NADLER. 

H.R. 3008: Mr. GUTKNECHT, Mr. HILLIARD, 
Mr. CoBURN, Mr. CHAMBLISS, and Ms. 
STABENOW. 

H.R. 3014: Mr. Fazio of California. 

H.R. 3048: Ms. FURSE, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. 
SKAGGS, and Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 3052: Mr. RusH, Mr. STARK, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, and Mr. MARTINEZ. 

H.R. 3107: Mrs. FOWLER and Mr. RYUN. 

H.R. 3110: Mr. SNOWBARGER, Mr. EHLERS, 
Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. KLINK, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. 
SHAYS, and Mr. WYNN. 

H.R, 3127: Mr. Cox of California, Mr. EWING, 
Mr. EHLERS, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. SUNUNU, Mr. FA- 
WELL, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 
WELDON of Pennsylvania, Ms. LOFGREN, and 
Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. 

H.R. 3135: Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr. 
ABERCROMBIE, and Mr. GUTIERREZ. 

H.R. 3137: Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. NEY, Mrs. 
Lowry, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. 
GOODLING, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. HILLIARD, and 
Mr. KIND of Wisconsin. 

H.R. 3150: Mr. BLILEY, Mr. STUMP, Mr. 
FOLEY, Mr. HILL, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. 
WELDON of Florida, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. 
CLYBURN, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. BURTON of Indi- 
ana, Mr. Royce, Mr. CANADY of Florida, Mr. 
WYNN, Mr. COLLINS, Mr. SMITH of Michigan, 
Mr. EVERETT, Mr. RIGGS, Mr. PETRI, Mr. 
LATOURETTE, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. 
BALLENGER, and Ms. GRANGER. 

H.R. 3156: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. 
EVANS, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. OWENS, Mr. BECER- 
RA, and Mr. ROEMER. 

H.R. 3160: Mr. MANTON. 

H. R. 3161: Mr. OLVER. 

H. R. 3181: Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mrs. THURMAN, 
and Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. 

H.R. 3188: Mr. NORWOOD. 

H.R. 3205: Mr. NADLER, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. 
LANTOS, and Mr. GREEN. 

H.R. 3229: Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. GOODLING, 
Mr. CHABOT, and Mr. SENSENBRENNER. 

H.R. 3230: Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. GOODLING, 
and Mr. CHABOT. 

H.R. 3240: Mrs. MORELLA. 

H.R. 3255: Mr. NADLER. 

H.R. 3269: Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. OWENS, and Mr. 
MCDERMOTT. 

H.R. 3279: Mr. POSHARD, Mr. NEY, and Ms. 
SANCHEZ. 

H.R. 3284: Mr. TALENT. 

H.R. 3290: Mr. WALSH, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. EN- 
SIGN, Mr. WATKINS, and Mr. GUTKNECHT. 

H.R. 3318: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. STARK, Mr. 
WISE, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, 
Mr. LANTOS, Mrs. TAUSCHER, and Mr. HOUGH- 
TON. 

H.R. 3341: Mr. YATES. 

H.R. 3376: Mr. MATSUI. 

H.R. 3396: Mr. Cox of California, Ms. DUNN 
of Washington, Mr. Cook, Mr. MCHALE, Mr. 
REYES, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. 
GALLEGLY, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr. 
McINTOSH, Mr. RusH, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mrs. 
THURMAN, Mr. POMBO, Mrs. NORTHUP, Mr. 
HOLDEN, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. BOR- 
SKI, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, 
Ms. JACKSON-LER, Mr. Scott, Mr. GREEN, Mr. 
CLYBURN, and Mr. REDMOND. 

H.R. 3400: Mr. PAYNE and Mr. BONIOR. 

H.R. 3438: Mr. SANDLIN. 

H.R. 3456: Mr. BLUNT, Mr. MILLER of Flor- 
ida, Mr. FOLEY, and Mr. GRAHAM. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


H.R. 3502: Mr. WISE, Mrs. Lowey, and Mr. 
TORRES. 

H.R. 3506: Ms. DUNN of Washington, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mrs. 
MORELLA, Mr. EHRLICH, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. 
Hopson, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. RIGGS, Mr. DIN- 
GELL, Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. WAXMAN, 
Mr. DREIER, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. JENKINS, 
Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. KLUG, Mr. ROMERO- 
BARCELO, Mr. ORTIZ, and Mr. ROHRABACHER. 

H.R. 3510: Mr. ANDREWS, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON of Texas, and Mr. MEEKS of New 
York. 

H.R. 3514. Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas, Mr. WYNN, Mr. DICKS, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. 
SANDLIN, and Mr. SHAyYs. 

H.R. 3523: Mr. METCALF, Mr. MANZULLO, 
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Mr. Fox of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. BORSKI, 
Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr. Towns, Mr. 
BISHOP, Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr. 
GRAHAM, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mrs. 
JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr. COMBEST, Mr. 
Camp, Mr. BLUNT, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. 
PASCRELL, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. SOUDER, 
Mr. GORDON, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. COOK, Mr. 
WICKER, Mr. GILMAN, and Mr. KENNEDY of 
Rhode Island. 

H.R. 3526: Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. GREENWOOD, 
and Ms. ESHOO. 

H.R. 3535: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey, and Mr. WATKINS. 

H.R. 3555: Mr. GUTIERREZ and Ms. WOOLSEY. 

H. R. 3563: Ms. FURSE and Ms. EsHoo. 

H.R. 3567: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Mr. 
SuNUNU, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. KAN- 
JORSKI, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mrs. ROUKEMA, and 
Mr. ACKERMAN. 

H.R. 3570: Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. 
RODRIGUEZ, Mr. OLVER, Mr. FRANK of Massa- 
chusetts, Ms. KAPTUR, and Mr. ABERCROMBIE. 

H.R. 3571: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. BARRETT of 
Wisconsin, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, and Mr. LANTOS. 

H.R. 3572: Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. NETHERCUTT, 
and Mr. NoRwoop. 

H.R. 3577: Mr. BERMAN, Ms. KILPATRICK, 
and Mr. MARTINEZ. 

H.R. 3599: Mr. ROHRABACHER. 

H.R. 3615: Ms. NORTON, Mr. BROWN of Cali- 
fornia, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. 
RUSH, Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. NEY, Mr. 
BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. MCDERMOTT, and 
Mr. WAXMAN. 

H.R. 3626: Mr. WATKINS. 

H.R. 3661: Ms. STABENOW, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
ACKERMAN, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. WOLF, Mr. 
HALL of Ohio, Mr. GORDON, and Mr. UPTON. 

H.R. 3666: Mr. FILNER, Mr. Lewis of Geor- 
gia, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, 
Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. LOFGREN, Mrs. KENNELLY 
of Connecticut, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, and Mr. 
BALDACCI. 

H.R. 3668: Mrs. KELLY. 

H.R. 3682: Mr. BARTON of Texas and Mr. 
MCINTYRE. 

H.J. Res. 26: Mr. CALLAHAN. 

H.J. Res. 71: Mr. MCKEON, Mr. SMITH of 
New Jersey, and Mr. CUNNINGHAM. 

H.J. Res. 102; Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. MCHALE, 
Ms. RIVERS, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mrs. 
LINDA SMITH of Washington, Mr. SOUDER, 
amd Mr. UPTON. 

H.J. Res. 111: Mr. HORN. 

H. Con. Res. 55: Mr. SMITH of Michigan and 
Mr. PASCRELL. 

H. Con. Res. 107: Mr. QUINN. 

H. Con. Res. 126: Mr. FRANKS of New Jer- 
sey, Mr. STARK, Mr. KIM, and Mrs. KELLY. 

H. Con. Res. 166: Mrs. LOWEY. 

H. Con. Res. 181: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. 
BLILEY, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. CRANE, Mr. 
Drxon, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. FRANK of Massachu- 
setts, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. GEJDENSON, 
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Mr. HOLDEN, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas, Mr. KLUG, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. 
LATOURETTE, Mr. MARKEY, Mrs. MEEK of 
Florida, Mr. OLVER, Mr. QUINN, Mr. SHAW, 
Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, Ms. WOOLSEY, 
Mr. BACHUS, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. 
Brown of California, Mr. Cook, Mr. 
DELAHUNT, Mr. EVANS, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mrs. 
JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mrs. MINK of Ha- 
wall, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. RAHALL, Ms. 
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. SERRANO, 
Mrs. THURMAN, and Mr. WAMP. 

H. Con. Res. 182: Mr. WYNN. 

H. Con. Res. 188: Mr. BLUNT and Mr. Goop- 
LING. 

H. Con. Res. 191: Mr. STARK, Mr. WAXMAN, 
Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. FILNER, Mr. MILLER of 
California, and Mr. BERMAN. 

H. Con. Res. 203: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New 
York, Mr. PICKERING, Mr. DUNCAN, and Mrs. 
ROUKEMA. 

H. Con. Res. 210: Mr. POMEROY, Mr. SES- 
SIONS, Mr, NADLER, Mr. WEYGAND, Mr. 
BERRY, Ms. RIVERS, Mr. MINGE, and Mr. 
BOEHLERT. 

H. Con. Res. 229: Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. BAR- 
RETT of Nebraska, Mr. BROWN of California, 
Mr. Cook, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. EVANS, Mr. 
GILLMOR, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. KAP- 
TUR, Mr. KILDER, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. LEWIS of 
Georgia, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. BOB SCHAFFER, 
Mr. TALENT, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. WELDON of 
Florida, and Mr. WYNN. 

H. Con. Res. 232: Ms. DANNER, Mr. COYNE, 
Mr. BORSKI, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mrs. NORTHUP, 
Mr. FOSSELLA, and Mrs. LOWEY. 

H. Con. Res. 239: Mrs. KELLY, Mr. ROHR- 
ABACHER, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. 
Brown of Ohio, and Mr. WAXMAN. 

H. Con. Res. 248: Ms. DELAURO. 

H. Res. 37: Mr. CRAMER, Mr. DINGELL, and 
Mr. KILDEB. 

H. Res. 119: Mr. BONIOR, 

H. Res. 312: Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. LAN- 
TOS, Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN, Ms. MILLENDER- 
MCDONALD, and Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 

H. Res. 363: Mr. FATTAH, Mr. RUSH, Mr. 
GEJDENSON, and Mr. JENKINS. 

H. Res, 399: Mrs. Myrick, Mr. LAZIO of New 
York, and Ms. LOFGREN. 


O 


DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso- 
lutions as follows: 

[Omitted from the Record of April 1, 1998] 

H. Res. 399: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 


———— 


AMENDMENTS 


Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro- 
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 3164 


OFFERED By: MR. YOUNG OF ALASKA 


(Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute) 

AMENDMENT NO. 1: Strike all after the en- 
acting clause and insert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Hydro- 
graphic Services Improvement Act of 1998”. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 

(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term Adminis- 
trator” means the Administrator of the Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion. 
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(2) ADMINISTRATION.—The term Adminis- 
tration“ means the National Oceanic and At- 
mospheric Administration. 

(3) HYDROGRAPHIC DATA.—The term hydro- 
graphic data’’ means information acquired 
through hydrographic or bathymetric sur- 
veying, photogrammetry, geodetic measure- 
ments, tide and current observations, or 
other methods, that is used in providing hy- 
drographic services. 

(4) HYDROGRAPHIC SERVICES.—The term 
“hydrographic services” means— 

(A) the management, maintenance, inter- 
pretation, certification, and dissemination of 
bathymetric, hydrographic, geodetic, and 
tide and current information, including the 
production of nautical charts, nautical infor- 
mation databases, and other products de- 
rived from hydrographic data; 

(B) the development of nautical informa- 
tion systems; and 

(C) related activities. 

(5) ACT OF 1947.—The term “Act of 1947” 
means the Act entitled An Act to define the 
functions and duties of the Coast and Geo- 
detic Survey, and for other purposes”, ap- 
proved August 6, 1947 (33 U.S.C. 883a et seq.). 


SEC. 3. FUNCTIONS OF THE ADMINISTRATOR. 


(a) RESPONSIBILITIES.—To fulfill the data 
gathering and dissemination duties of the 
Administration under the Act of 1947, the 
Administrator shall— 

(1) acquire hydrographic data; 

(2) promulgate standards for hydrographic 
data used by the Administration in providing 
hydrographic services; 

(3) promulgate standards for hydrographic 
services provided by the Administration; 

(4) ensure comprehensive geographic cov- 
erage of hydrographic services, in coopera- 
tion with other appropriate Federal agen- 
cles; 

(5) maintain a national database of hydro- 
graphic data, in cooperation with other ap- 
propriate Federal agencies; 

(6) provide hydrographic services in uni- 
form, easily accessible formats; 

(7) participate in the development of, and 
implement for the United States in coopera- 
tion with other appropriate Federal agen- 
cies, international standards for hydro- 
graphic data and hydrographic services; and 

(8) to the greatest extent practicable and 
cost-effective, fulfill the requirements of 
paragraphs (1) and (6) through contracts or 
other agreements with private sector enti- 
ties. 


(b) AUTHORITIES.—To fulfill the data gath- 
ering and dissemination duties of the Admin- 
istration under the Act of 1947, and subject 
to the availability of appropriations, the Ad- 
ministrator— 

(1) may procure, lease, evaluate, test, de- 
velop, and operate vessels, equipment, and 
technologies necessary to ensure safe navi- 
gation and maintain operational expertise in 
hydrographic data acquisition and hydro- 
graphic services; 

(2) may enter into contracts and other 
agreements with qualified entities, con- 
sistent with subsection (a)(8), for the acquisi- 
tion of hydrographic data and the provision 
of hydrographic services; 

(3) shall award contracts for the acquisi- 
tion of hydrographic data in accordance with 
title IX of the Federal Property and Admin- 
istrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 541 et 
seq.); and 

(4) may, subject to section 5, design and in- 
stall where appropriate Physical Oceano- 
graphic Real-Time Systems to enhance navi- 
gation safety and efficiency. 
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SEC. 4. QUALITY ASSURANCE PROGRAM. 


(a) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the term “hydrographic product” 
means any publicly or commercially avail- 
able product produced by a non-Federal enti- 
ty that includes or displays hydrographic 
data. 

(b) PROGRAM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may— 

(A) develop and implement a quality assur- 
ance program, under which the Adminis- 
trator may certify hydrographic products 
that satisfy the standards promulgated by 
the Administrator under section 3(a)(3); 

(B) authorize the use of the emblem or any 
trademark of the Administration on a hydro- 
graphic product certified under subparagraph 
(A); and 

(C) charge a fee for such certification and 
use. 

(2) LIMITATION ON FEE AMOUNT.—Any fee 
under paragraph (1)(C) shall not exceed the 
costs of conducting the quality assurance 
testing, evaluation, or studies necessary to 
determine whether the hydrographic product 
satisfies the standards adopted under section 
3(a)(3), including the cost of administering 
such a program. 

(c) LIMITATION ON LIABILITY.—The Govern- 
ment of the United States shall not be liable 
for any negligence by a person that produces 
hydrographic products certified under this 
section. 

(d) HYDROGRAPHIC SERVICES ACCOUNT.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
in the Treasury a separate account, which 
shall be known as the Hydrographic Services 
Account. 

(2) CONTENT.—The account shall consist 
of— 

(A) amounts received by the United States 
as fees charged under subsection (b)(1)(C); 
and 

(B) such other amounts as may be provided 
by law. 

(3) Limitation; Deposit. Fees deposited in 
this account during any fiscal year pursuant 
to this section shall be deposited and cred- 
ited as offsetting collections to the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
Operations, Research, and Facilities ac- 
count. No amounts collected pursuant to 
this section for any fiscal year may be spent 
except to the extent provided in advance in 
appropriations Acts. 

(e) LIMITATION ON NEW FEES AND INCREASES 
IN EXISTING FEES FOR HYDROGRAPHIC SERV- 
ICES.—After the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Administrator may not— 

(1) establish any fee or other charge for the 
provision of any hydrographic service except 
as authorized by this section; or 

(2) increase the amount of any fee or other 
charge for the provision of any hydrographic 
service except as authorized by this section 
and section 1307 of title 44, United States 
Code. 


SEC. 5. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF PHYS- 
ICAL OCEANOGRAPHIC REAL-TIME 
SYSTEMS. 


(a) NEW SySTEMS.—After the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Administrator may not 
design or install any Physical Oceanographic 
Real-Time System, unless the local sponsor 
of the system or another Federal agency has 
agreed to assume the cost of operating and 
maintaining the system within 90 days after 
the date the system becomes operational. 

(b) EXISTING SysSTEMS.—After October 1, 
1999, the Administration shall cease to oper- 
ate Physical Oceanographic Real-Time Sys- 
tems, other than any system for which the 
local sponsor or another Federal agency has 
agreed to assume the cost of operating and 
maintaining the system by January 1, 1999. 
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SEC. 6. REPORTS. 


(a) PHOTOGRAMMETRY AND REMOTE SENS- 
ING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator shall report to the Congress 
on a plan to increase, consistent with this 
Act, contracting with the private sector for 
photogrammetric and remote sensing serv- 
ices related to hydrographic data acquisition 
or hydrographic services. In preparing the 
report, the Administrator shall consult with 
private sector entities knowledgeable in pho- 
togrammetry and remote sensing. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The report shall include the 
following: 

(A) An assessment of which of the photo- 
grammetric and remote sensing services re- 
lated to hydrographic data acquisition or hy- 
drographic services performed by the Na- 
tional Ocean Service can be performed ade- 
quately by private-sector entities. 

(B) An evaluation of the relative cost-ef- 
fectiveness of the Federal Government and 
private-sector entities in performing those 
services. 

(C) A plan for increasing the use of con- 
tracts with private-sector entities in per- 
forming those services, with the goal of ob- 
taining performance of 50 percent of those 
services through contracts with private-sec- 
tor entities by fiscal year 2003. 

(b) PorTs.—Not later than 6 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad- 
ministrator shall report to the Congress on— 

(1) the status of implementation of real- 
time tide and current data systems in United 
States ports; 

(2) existing safety and efficiency needs in 
United States ports that could be met by in- 
creased use of those systems; and 

(3) a plan for expanding those systems to 
meet those needs, including an estimate of 
the cost of implementing those systems in 
priority locations. 

(c) MAINTAINING FEDERAL EXPERTISE IN HY- 
DROGRAPHIC SERVICES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator shall report to the Congress 
on a plan to ensure that Federal competence 
and expertise in hydrographic surveying will 
be maintained after the decommissioning of 
the 3 existing National Oceanic and Atmos- 
pheric Administration hydrographic survey 
vessels. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The report shall include— 

(A) an evaluation of the seagoing capacity, 
personnel, and equipment necessary to main- 
tain Federal expertise in hydrographic serv- 
ices; 

(B) an estimated schedule for decommis- 
sioning the 3 existing survey vessels; 

(C) a plan to maintain Federal expertise in 
hydrographic services after the decommis- 
sioning of these vessels; and 

(D) an estimate of the cost of carrying out 
this plan. 


SEC. 7. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 


There is authorized to be appropriated to 
the Administrator the following: 


(1) To carry out nautical mapping and 
charting functions under the Act of 1947 and 
sections 3 and 4, except for conducting hy- 
drographic surveys, $33,000,000 for fiscal year 
1999, $34,000,000 for fiscal year 2000, $35,000,000 
for fiscal year 2001, $36,000,000 for fiscal year 
2002, and $37,000,000 for fiscal year 2003. 

(2) To conduct hydrographic surveys under 
section 3(a)(1), including leasing of ships, 
$33,000,000 for fiscal year 1999, $35,000,000 for 
fiscal year 2000, $37,000,000 for fiscal year 
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2001, $39,000,000 for fiscal year 2002, and 
$41,000,000 for fiscal year 2003. Of these 
amounts, no more than $14,000,000 is author- 
ized for any one fiscal year to operate hydro- 
graphic survey vessels owned and operated 
by the Administration. 

(3) To carry out geodetic functions under 
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the Act of 1947, $20,000,000 for fiscal year 1999, 
and $22,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2000, 
2001, 2002, and 2003. 

(4) To carry out tide and current measure- 
ment functions under the Act of 1947, 
$22,500,000 for each of fiscal years 1999 
through 2003. Of these amounts, $2,500,000 is 


6245 


authorized for each fiscal year to implement 
and operate a national quality control sys- 
tem for real-time tide and current data, and 
$7,500,000 is authorized for each fiscal year to 
design and install real-time tide and current 
data measurement systems under section 
3(b)(4) (subject to section 5). 
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ARMY RESERVE BIRTHDAY 
TRIBUTE 


HON. JIM GIBBONS 


OF NEVADA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, April 21, 1998 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | would ask my 
colleagues in the House of Representatives to 
join me in recognizing the birthday of the 
United States Army Reserve. April 23rd marks 
90 years of service by the Army Reserve to 
the United States of America. 

Throughout our history, the purpose of the 
United States Army has been to fight and win 
the nation’s wars. To be sure, America’s Army 
Reserve has existed side-by-side with the 
Army to accomplish that mission, but the 
scope and method of that support has 
changed commensurate with the nation’s 
needs. Simply stated, the United States Army 
Reserve has been and will always be a model 
of flexibility that is a crucial national treasure 
and the envy of the world. 

In its early days, America’s Army Reserve 
existed to ensure that the sons and daughters 
of America, who were put in harm's way in the 
name of defending freedom, received the fin- 
est medical care as far forward as possible. It 
was an extraordinary success. During World 
War One, almost 45,000 officer and enlisted 
Army Reservists served in medical units 
throughout the European theater. 

What was an experiment in the medical 
arena alone soon had application in combat 
and other combat support specialities as well. 
America’s Army Reserve was crucial in the 
years between the world wars. Its officers ran 
hundreds of Civilian Conservation Corps 
camps here at home during the Depression. 
Not only did they keep their own leadership 
skills sharp, they also helped others to be- 
come productive citizens at a time when the 
nation was in dire economic straits. 

During World War Two, the hundreds of 
thousands of Army Reservists who served 
spelled the difference as America thwarted the 
forces of darkness, deceit and dictatorship 
around the world. They responded again when 
freedom called on the Korean peninsula. Al- 
most a quarter of a million citizen-soldiers 
were called to active duty during that conflict, 
and their valor, fidelity and bravery were 
above reproach. Seven Army Reservists 
earned the Congressional Medal of Honor for 
their service in Korea. 

America’s Army Reserve was needed, and 
was there, in Vietnam, again providing the 
vital combat support that makes the combat 
soldier's life a little more bearable. 

No amount of superlatives can begin to de- 
scribe the contributions of the United States 
Army Reserve during Operations Desert 
Shield and Desert Storm. Of all reserve com- 
ponent forces mobilized by the Department of 
Defense, clearly a third of them proudly wore 


the uniform of America's Army Reserve. Al- 
most 85,000 Army Reserve citizen-soldiers an- 
swered freedom’s call, again, 20,000 of them 
being members of the Individual Ready Re- 
serve. 

In the post-Cold War era, it is not just a slo- 
gan, but a clearly established fact, that Amer- 
ica’s Army cannot accomplish its mission and 
cannot go to war without America's Army Re- 
serve. The Army Reserve provided 70 percent 
of the Army's reserve component support dur- 
ing Operation Restore Democracy in Haiti. In 
Bosnia, the Army Reserve is also providing 
over 70 percent of the Army's reserve compo- 
nent support. Not leaving anything to chance, 
the Army Reserve in fact has established a 
chain of support that begins here in the United 
States and culminates in Bosnia itself. While 
America’s Army Reserve helped restore de- 
mocracy in Haiti, its citizen-soldiers have lit- 
erally restored hope and faith in the future for 
the civil war-weary people of Bosnia- 
Herzegovina. 

Mr. Speaker, | believe that many of my col- 
leagues here have also experienced the com- 
petence and magnificence of the United 
States Army Reserve right here at home. It 
was the Army Reserve that guided people to 
safety following the onslaught of Hurricane An- 
drew. It was the Army Reserve that provided 
clean, potable water to the people of North 
Dakota following the ravages of last spring's 
flooding. And it was the Army Reserve that 
quickly and efficiently established recovery op- 
erations in the devastating aftermath of Ty- 
phoon Paka in Guam. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my sincere conviction that 
there is no better defense bargain today than 
America’s Army Reserve. As the geostrategic 
environment has changed, so has the Army 
Reserve. This proactive, visionary under- 
standing of the nation’s needs has led to an 
Army Reserve that is more trained, more 
ready and more relevant than any other com- 
parable force on this earth. As we speak, 
there is a miracle taking place whose impact 
may be felt half a world away. The 310th 
Chemical Company, headquartered at Fort 
McClellan, Alabama, epitomizes the seamless 
integration between the Active Army and the 
Army Reserve. This unit is, in fact, a com- 
bined active-reserve outfit, with four of its pla- 
toons belonging to the Army Reserve and one 
belonging to the Active Army. The 310th was 
identified to receive new biological weapons 
detection equipment, which is of utmost impor- 
tance to the Army's defense, but also to the 
defense of the United States should we, as a 
nation, ever face the consequences of these 
terrible weapons. On just four days advance 
notice, the 310th was rescheduled for its an- 
nual training from this coming summer to this 
past February. The unit's soldiers, and the ci- 
vilian employers who support them, responded 
magnificently, with virtually no problems en- 
countered during this training change. What 
makes the 310th all the more extraordinary is 


that, while its soldiers were undergoing that 
training, they were also notified that they were 
being mobilized as part of the U.S. response 
to the transgressions of Saddam Hussein 
against the United Nations. They progressed 
through their training and mobilized in antici- 
pated deployment to the Persian Gulf region. 
It was the ability of this unit to train and mobi- 
lize on such a short notice that, | feel, contrib- 
uted to Iraq’s decision to accommodate U.N. 
inspectors searching for the very weapons that 
the 310th is designed and equipped to detect. 

In closing, | ask that we pause and reflect 
on what our nation’s defenses would be with- 
out America’s Army Reserve. | shudder to 
think of that possibility. We cannot and must 
never take for granted what these citizen-sol- 
diers, and just as importantly, their families 
and civilian employers, sacrifice for the benefit 
for every citizen of this nation. We have been 
blessed with freedoms that are the dream and 
envy of peoples in far-flung corners of the 
globe. This April 23rd, think about your free- 
dom of speech, your freedom of assembly and 
your freedom of religion. Consider your right to 
vote and our freedom of the press. And as 
you reflect on these basic freedoms, think 
about the people who make that all possible. 
When you do, | hope you will join me in taking 
a minute out of our busy schedules to person- 
ally thank and salute the men and women of 
America’s Army Reserve. 


—— 


TRIBUTE TO MARY LOU LANGONE, 
RECIPIENT OF THE 1998 MAPLE 
LEAF AWARD 


HON. BILL PASCRELL, JR. 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
call to your attention Ms. Mary Lou Langone of 
Maplewood, New Jersey who is being honored 
with the 1998 Maple Leaf Award on this occa- 
sion of the 30th Annual Maple Leaf Award 
Ceremony. 

Mary Lou Langone has certainly had a posi- 
tive impact on the community of Maplewood, 
both through her work in the Maplewood 
Chamber of Commerce and, through her serv- 
ice in numerous volunteer organizations and 
service groups. After attending Columbia Uni- 
versity, completing business and accounting 
courses, and working at ADP, Mary Lou 
changed direction toward a vocation in which 
she has had both talent and success. She at- 
tended the New Jersey School of Floral De- 
sign and then opened her own business, Pat- 
ina’s Florist, which has flourished under her 
creative direction. 

As a successful Maplewood business- 
woman, Mary Lou's contributions to the Ma- 
plewood Chamber of Commerce, include her 
membership on the Board of Directors, found- 
er and past President of the Profile Program 
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for the Maplewood Chamber of Commerce, 
and Chairwoman and Coordinator of the 
Chamber Holiday Decorations. Professional 
recognitions include Vice-Presidency of the 
Eastern Region of New Jersey for FTD, de- 
sign teacher at New Jersey School of Floral 
Design, and “Designer of the Year” in 1983. 
Patina’s has also received awards several 
times as “Shop of the Year.” 

Mary Lou had begun much of her volunteer 
work in the 1970s, and includes being a mem- 
ber of the Maplewood Woman's Club Evening 
Membership Department, Board member of 
the YWCA of the Oranges and Maplewood, 
member and past Board member of UNICO, 
and fundraiser for St. Johns Children Resi- 
dence and the Make-a-Wish Program. Addi- 
tionally she has worked to benefit charitable 
causes, including being the past President and 
former Board Member of the Wives of the Ma- 
plewood Firemen. She has also worked as the 
Scouting Chairperson and Group Leader for 
both the Boy Scouts and Girl Scouts, and 
worked to establish the permanent outdoor 
theater for the Tuscan School. 

Mary Lou has also served the community on 
the Maplewood Economic Development Com- 
mittee and as a CPR instructor for the com- 
munity. But perhaps the most significant gift of 
time and talent has been in Mary Lou's dedi- 
cation of energy and talent to the Maplewood 
First Aid Squad, where she is a founder, a 10- 
year service veteran, and is a First Aid Squad 
Alumni member. Mary Lou and her husband 
Pat, a retired Maplewood Fireman, have two 
children, Patsy and Christina. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that you join me, our col- 
leagues, the family and friends of Mary Lou 
Langone, and the Township of Maplewood in 
recognizing Mary Lou’s many outstanding and 
invaluable contributions to the community of 
Maplewood and to the State of New Jersey. 


—— 


CONGRATULATIONS TO SHARON 
LEVY, WILLIAM H. RANDOLPH, 
AND MANUEL A. ESQUIBEL 


HON. GEORGE P. RADANOVICH 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to congratulate Fresno County Super- 
visor Sharon Levy for receiving the annual 
Rose Ann Vuich Ethical Leadership Award. | 
also rise today to congratulate Fresno County 
Administrative Officer Will Randolph and 
Selma City Manager Manuel Esquibel for re- 
ceiving the Excellence In Public Service 
Award. As public servants in the Valley, Shar- 
on Levy, Will Randolph, and Manuel Esquibel 
exemplify the focus and integrity that is de- 
serving of this recognition. 

Sharon Levy was first elected to the Fresno 
County Board of Supervisors in 1975 and was 
re-elected for her 7th term in March of 1996. 
Levy, who served as Governor Deukmejian's 
appointee to the State Board of Corrections, is 
a member of the following organizations: Air- 
port Land Use Commission, Ambulance Au- 
thority, Association Of Metropolitan Water 
Agencies, Audit & Debit Advisory Committee, 
Board of governors of the California State Uni- 
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versity, Fresno Foundation, Co-Chairman of 
Adult Volunteer Crossing Guard Program, 
Economic Development Corporation, Fresno 
City & County Consortium, Fresno Conven- 
tion/Victors Bureau, Fresno Rotary, Mental 
Health Advisory Board, San Joaquim River 
Conservancy, and the Transportation Author- 
ity. Sharon has been a resident of Fresno 
County since 1955. She has been President of 
the Mallock PTA, Junior League, and Wom- 
en's Symphony League. She is married to Joe 
Levy and has three children and seven grand- 
children. 


Fresno County Administrative Officer Wil- 
liam H. Randolph has served as Chief Execu- 
tive Officer of Butte County, City Administrator 
of Oroville, California, District Director for the 
Second Congressional District of California, 
and Legislative Director for the Second Con- 
gressional District of California. William Ran- 
dolph has a Bachelor of Arts Degree in Polit- 
ical Science from the University of California 
at Berkeley and a Masters Degree in Public 
Administration from California State University, 
Chico. He has served in a public capacity in 
many different instances including serving on 
the Board of Directors for the Economic De- 
velopment Corporation of Fresno and the New 
United Way of Fresno. 


Selma City Manager Manuel A. Esquibel 
has over twenty-five years experience in local 
government. He has served in the City of 
Selma for the past seven years. During his 
professional career, he has developed an ef- 
fective team approach style among community 
members and local government officials in ad- 
dressing community needs. He earned his 
Bachelor of Science Degree in Behavioral 
Sciences from the University of Southern Col- 
orado. Manuel Esquibel has served as City 
Manager for the City of Lindsburg, Kansas, 
Assistant City Manager for the City of Pueblo, 
Colorado, and Executive Director for the 
Human Resources Commission of Pueblo Col- 
orado just to name a few. 


The awards were presented by the Fresno 
Business Council and the Fresno Bee. | ap- 
plaud the efforts of Ann Speaker, President of 
the Fresno Chamber of Commerce; Jim 
Boren, Editor of the Fresno Bee; and Deborah 
Nankivell and Dick Johnson of the Fresno 
Business Council for their efforts in organizing 
and putting this program and award together. 
Their commitment to public service and the 
community is exceptional. 


Mr. Speaker, it is with great honor that | 
congratulate Fresno County Supervisor Shar- 
on Levy for receiving the annual Rose Ann 
Vuich Ethical Leadership Award. | also con- 
gratulate Fresno County Administrative Officer 
Will Randolph and Selma City Manager 
Manuel Esquibel for receiving the Excellence 
In Public Service Award. As dedicated public 
servants in the Fresno Community they are 
very deserving of this honor. | ask my col- 
leagues to join me in wishing Sharon Levy, 
William H. Randolph and Manuel A. Esquibel 
many more years of success. 
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TRIBUTE TO DR. JOSHUA AND 
DORIS LEVY 


HON. BRAD SHERMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to Dr. Joshua and Doris Levy for 
their visionary leadership and dedication to 
building our community by donating their time 
and energy to the recent expansion and ren- 
ovation of Temple Shaarey Zedek. 

The Talmud tell us, “He who does charity 
and justice is as if he had filled the whole 
world with kindness.” Since arriving in the San 
Fernando Valley in 1967, Dr. and Mrs. Levy 
have done just this. They have assumed many 
key leadership roles and responsibilities in the 
Jewish community, selflessly dedicating their 
time to enriching others. In their most recent 
positions, Joshua Levy has spearheaded 
Shaarey Zedek’s $2 million expansion and 
renovating project while Doris Levy remains 
active in the Shaarey Zedek Sisterhood. In ad- 
dition, Joshua has served on the boards of 
various Jewish organizations in the West Val- 
ley, among them Emek Hebrew Academy and 
Valley Torah High School. 

Mr. Speaker, distinguished colleagues, 
please join me in honoring Doctor Joshua and 
Doris Levy for their community activism and 
visinary leadership in helping to strengthen our 
community. 

— 


TO THE NATIONAL 
YOUR CONGRESSMAN 


TRIBUTE 
WRITE 
PROGRAM 


HON. JO ANN EMERSON 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to recognize an organization that is making a 
contribution to American democracy nation- 
wide—The National Write Your Congressman 
program (NWYC). 

The NWYC organization reminds me a great 
deal of the work that | did as a grassroots co- 
ordinator before coming to Congress to serve 
the people of Southern Missouri. The program 
encourages participation at the very level our 
nation’s desires and dreams were founded 
upon—the grassroots level that encourages 
personal involvement. | believe that this won- 
derful organization is to be commended for the 
efforts it undertakes to educate others about 
the necessity and value of letting lawmakers 
like you and | know what the American people 
are thinking and saying about the policies that 
we debate when we are in Washington. With- 
out a doubt, the program provides an open 
line of communication between citizens and 
elected officials—an essential element in the 
process of keeping voters engaged in impor- 
tant public policy discussions. 

Mr. Speaker, before | conclude today, | 
would like to call to mind one of my favorite 
movies Mr. Smith Goes to Washington.” 
Whenever | am walking over to the Capitol 
from my office and | see the Capitol Dome, | 


6248 


often feel like Jefferson Smith the first time he 
saw the Capitol—awed and truly amazed by 
the tremendous spirit of community and pas- 
sion that our forefathers had about serving our 
country. | believe that National Write Your 
Congressman has helped keep that spirit of 
community participation and energy alive, and 
| am grateful for their hard work and the dedi- 
cation they show to keeping everyone at home 
apprised of the work being done here each 
and every day. 


TRIBUTE TO ENRIQUE “RICKY” O. 
FERNANDEZ, RECIPIENT OF THE 
1998 MAPLE LEAF AWARD 


HON. BILL PASCRELL, JR. 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
call to your attention Mr. Enrique “Ricky” O. 
Fernandez of Maplewood, New Jersey who is 
being honored with the 1998 Maple Leaf 
Award on this occasion of the 30th Annual 
Maple Leaf Award Ceremony. 

Ricky Fernandez, a retired high school lan- 
guage teacher from the Dover School System, 
has been doing volunteer work since the 
1960s when he joined the Kiwanis Club, an 
organization in which he served a term as 
President and is still a very active member. 
Working to benefit several children’s causes, 
he devoted special energy to the Children’s 
Identification Program. Ricky and fellow mem- 
bers of the Kiwanis Club provided for free Po- 
laroid pictures and fingerprinting of children, 
creating a permanent identification of each 
child for the parents to have in case the child 
disappeared. 

As an active member of the VFW Post 
10120, Ricky served as commander in 1989 
and again as commander from 1996 to the 
present. He also served as commander of 
American Legion Post 80 in 1975. Since 1992, 
Ricky has served as the Maplewood Memorial 
Day Parade Chairman, ensuring that Maple- 
wood organizations and residents have an op- 
portunity to participate in this annual memorial 
event. Additionally, Ricky has visited numer- 
ous schools to distribute materials for, and to 
promote, the “Voice of Democracy Contest” 
sponsored by the VFW, and he visits hospital- 
ized veterans regularly to play games with 
them, distribute cash canteen booklets, and 
provide friendship and assistance. He also is 
a volunteer as St. Barnabas Hospital where 
his warmth and generous spirit have made a 
significant difference in the lives of many who 
have been hospitalized. 

Ricky, a member of Maplewood Service 
Men's and Women’s Committee since 1943, 
has served as the organization’s Chairman 
since 1995, and has since revitalized this im- 
portant volunteer effort. For decades, he has 
worked tirelessly to ensure that Maplewood's 
service personnel receive newspapers from 
home, cards, letters, and holiday gifts as re- 
membrance from their hometown of Maple- 
wood. In addition to these other services he 
has rendered to Maplewood, Ricky also 
serves as a member of the Civil Defense and 
Disaster Control Committee and has served 
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as an active member of the Maplewood Citi- 
zen’s Budget Advisory Committee. He con- 
tinues to teach English as a Second Language 
at the Summit Y, and he is an active member 
in Morrow Memorial Church where he serves 
as Head Usher. He and his wife, Bette White, 
are both excellent dancers who have inte- 
grated the joy of dancing within their personal 
and professional lives. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that you join me our col- 
leagues, the family and friends of Ricky 
Fernandez, and the Township of Maplewood 
in recognizing Ricky’s many outstanding and 
invaluable contributions made to the commu- 
nity of Maplewood and to the State of New 
Jersey. 


——— 


AMERICAN WINE DELEGATION 
CONTRIBUTES TO IMPROVED 
U.S.-SOUTH AFRICAN BUSINESS 
RELATIONS 


HON. GEORGE P. RADANOVICH 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, fellow 
members of the House and Senate, and col- 
leagues in the U.S. wine industry, last May 
20th to 30th, 1997, | had the opportunity to 
again lend my support to an American Delega- 
tion of Viticulture and Enology that spent two 
weeks visiting and studying all aspects of the 
Republic of South Africa’s wine industry. 

In April of 1996, | had the opportunity of 
providing support and guidance to a similar 
trip, the first officially invited U.S. wine delega- 
tion to visit the People’s Republic of China 
since 1949. A summary of that report, which 
is still hailed as a primary source of informa- 
tion on the PRC wine industry, was entered 
into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of Sep- 
tember 28, 1996, Vol. 142, No. 137, pp. 
€1776-E1777. 

The trip to South Africa, also organized 
under the sponsorship of the People to People 
Citizen Ambassador Program, was conducted 
for the purposes of establishing contacts at all 
levels of the South African wine industry, as- 
sessing the status and growth of the industry 
and identifying the potentials for American 
wine interest involvement, including trade, 
marketing, investment, and joint venture activi- 
ties, as well as the problems that may be en- 
countered in pursuing such business interests. 

The resulting 72-page delegation report enti- 
tled, “A Window on the Wine Industry of South 
Africa,” not only addresses the above points 
of interest, but provides a current picture of 
how the South African wine industry is struc- 
tured and operates. 

Descriptions are given of the organization 
and functions of the various government ele- 
ments that have oversight responsibilities for 
the nation’s alcohol beverage industry, sup- 
porting research institutions, including the Uni- 
versity of Stellenbosch’s Viticulture and 
Oenology academic program, and other indus- 
try/private sector wine education initiatives. 
Also, vineyard management and winemaking 
practices in South Africa are addressed, along 
with site visit descriptions of the nation’s larg- 
est wine cooperative, KWV, and several indi- 
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vidual wineries from the most northerly posi- 
tioned wine estate outside of Johannesburg to 
wine estates of the Cape Town region. 

This report, | feel, given the current national 
attention being focused on U.S.-South African 
relations, particularly in the field of business 
and trade, will serve as a valuable up-to-date 
source of information for anyone in the U.S. 
wine community who is interested in devel- 
oping a business relationship with or in South 
Africa. 

| wish to commend the members of this del- 
egation and its leader, Gordon Murchie, Presi- 
dent of the Vinifera Wine Growers Association, 
for their professionalism in representing the 
United States in this valuable fact-finding and 
trade relations trip. 

It is with considerable pleasure that | offer 
the Prologue of this report, which not only 
summarizes the potentials and challenges for 
American wine industry involvement, but out- 
lines how to proceed and who to contact, both 
in the United States and South Africa, to es- 
tablish business and trade relations. 

The full report is available by contacting the 
Vinifera Wine Growers Association. 

For further information on making contact 
with the government or private sector agen- 
cies and organizations listed herein, please 
contact my Washington, D.C. office. 

SOUTH AFRICAN WINE INDUSTRY TRADE AND BUSINESS 
OVERVIEW—PROLOGUE 

South Africa is a proud nation with a history 
that dates back to 1652 when the first Euro- 
pean settlement was established by Jan van 
Riebeeck and his party at the Cape of Good 
Hope. 

It is one of the most developed countries on 
the continent of Africa. It boasts a highly so- 
phisticated national infrastructure of transpor- 
tation, communications, social and economic 
organizations. The water from the public sys- 
tem is potable in the entire country. 

But the nation, also, faces some of the most 
challenging social, labor, political and eco- 
nomic problems of any country. However, as 
the post apartheid period was achieved with- 
out a major civil uprising, the new South Africa 
is a nation of considerable domestic and inter- 
national economic promise. 

South Africa's wine industry has a 342 year 
history. It is a developed, technologically so- 
phisticated and fully modern industry. Gen- 
erally, the level of viticultural and ecological 
practices and research are equal to any wine 
producing nation. 

With a population of approximately 43 mil- 
lion, a growing consumer base, and a devel- 
oped product distribution and marketing sys- 
tem, the growth of domestic wine sales should 
continue to increase, inhibited only by the in- 
dustry’s inability to produce sufficient quan- 
tities to meet consumer demand. This is also 
true of South Africa’s potentials of marketing 
its premium wines on the international market. 

Overall, if the South African wine industry 
can resolve the problems of limited water re- 
sources and lack of a dependable, trained, 
skilled, and affordable work force, there is little 
reason that South Africa cannot become a 
major wine exporting nation. 

The climate and opportunities for American 
wine industry joint venture and investment ac- 
tivities, as well as for the exporting of Amer- 
ican wines to South Africa, are considerable. 
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However, interested parties should first con- 
duct an economic feasibility study on shipping 
bottled wines to the South African market. As 
the consumer base grows in South Africa, the 
appeal of international products also grows. 
The possibility of a joint venture arrangement 
of shipping bulk wine to South Africa for local 
bottling and marketing at competitive prices 
would appear most doable. 

One of the present drawbacks to doing busi- 
ness with South Africa, particularly as it ap- 
plies to the alcohol beverage industry, is the 
complexity and diffusion of the government's 
bureaucracy that deals with the importation of 
alcohol beverage products. The number of 
government and quasi government entities 
that have jurisdiction or partial jurisdiction over 
taxes, tariffs, licensing, quality control, authen- 
tication of origin, etc., is confusing to say the 
least. 

This is a situation that the South African 
government and the wine industry are well 
aware of and are in the process of trying to re- 
structure to be more export-import business 
friendly. 

For the immediate future, however, it would 
appear that foreign wine interests should con- 
sider contacting and working through one of 
the established commercial agents in South 
Africa who knows how to work his or her way 
through the maze of import regulations and 
necessary paper work. 

For more complete information than con- 
tained in this report, a starting point for any- 
one interested in doing business with South 
Africa would be to contact the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, Foreign Agriculture Serv- 
ice, Africa Desk, Washington, D.C. (Paul Hoff- 
man, Africa Area Officer); and for current mar- 
ket information, contact the Department of Ag- 
riculture, Foreign Agricultural Service, Trade 
Assistance and Promotion Office, Washington, 
D.C.; or contact directly the U.S. Foreign Agri- 
cultural Service in Pretoria, South Africa. Addi- 
tional information can be obtained by con- 
tacting the U.S. Department of Commerce, 
International Trade Administration, South Afri- 
ca Desk, Washington, D.C., (office Industry 
Specialist for the Alcohol beverage industry is 
Donald Hodges); and the U.S. Trade Informa- 
tion Center for current commercial and eco- 
nomic information regarding South Africa. 

South Africa is a signatory to the Tokyo 
Round Agreement on Import Licensing Proce- 
dures. Among other products, alcohol bev- 
erage products require an import permit which 
the South African importer or foreign exporter 
agent obtains from the Directorate of Import 
and Export Control within the Department of 
Trade and Industry. 

Since the end of the trade embargo in 1994, 
U.S. companies can freely engage in trade ac- 
tivities with South Africa. But, again, it would 
be advisable for interested industry parties to 
check with several of the U.S. and South Afri- 
can industry-related government and private 
sector entities for advice and up-dated data on 
current export (e. g., tariff rates and customs 
valuations) and business regulations and pro- 
cedures. For example, the Department of 
Commerce maintains a U.S. and Foreign 
Commercial Service (U.S. & F.C.S.) office in 
Johannesburg and a branch office in Cape 
Town. U.S. companies/individuals interested in 
doing wine-related business in South Africa 
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may wish to contact these offices directly for 
further advice, information and recommended 
contacts: U.S. Foreign and Commercial Serv- 
ice, c/o American Consulate General, Johan- 
nesburg, S.A. and U.S. Foreign and Commer- 
cial Service, Johannesburg, or Cape Town, 
American Consulate General, c/o Department 
of State, Washington, D.C. 

Also, there are a number of U.S. and South 
African business organizations both in Wash- 
ington, D.C., and in South Africa that are good 
sources of information and potential business 
contacts. They include the following: American 
Chamber of Commerce in Southern Africa; 
U.S.-South Africa Business Council, Wash- 
ington, D.C.; and Investor Responsibility Re- 
search Center, Inc. (IRRC), Washington, D.C. 
The IRRC publishes a number of informational 
materials about American business activities in 
South Africa. 

For information on possible U.S. govern- 
ment assistance in the establishment of joint 
venture capital development projects, e.g., an 
American equipped bottling plant, contact the 
U.S. Trade and Development Agency, Africa 
Division, Washington, D.C., Mr. John Richter, 
Director. 

For more information on import permits, 
contact the Director of Imports and Exports, 
Department of Trade and Industry, South Afri- 
ca. 

For more information on import policy and 
tariffs, contact the Commissioner, Customs 
and Excise Administration, Department of Fi- 
nance, South Africa; South African Import and 
Export Association; South African Chamber of 
Business (SACOB); South African Foreign 
Trade Organization (SAFTO); or Embassy of 
South Africa, Economic/Commercial Section. 

Additionally, if one has an interest in mar- 
keting a U.S. wine product in South Africa, 
there is the benefit of being able to access an 
in-country modern public media network and 
advertising resource. For further information 
on advertising agencies and advertising pro- 
grams in South Africa, inquiries should be di- 
rected to the Association of Advertising Agen- 
cies, Johannesburg, S.A. 

Current customs duties payable on importa- 
tion of wine to the Republic of South Africa: 
Fortified—customs duty, 31 per liter; excise 
duty, .5315 per 100 liters; vat payable, 14%. 
Unfortified—customs duty, .31 per liter; ex- 
cise duty, .36 per 100 liters; vat payable, 
14%. 

The South African wine industry has made 
great strides forward with the application of 
modern scientific viticultural and enological 
practices and the use of state-of-the-art pro- 
duction equipment. The continuing research 
into varieties, soil types, disease and plant 
quality control, fermentation, etc., at the na- 
tion's research facilities will help ensure the fu- 
ture growth and economic viability of the 
South African wine industry. 

American business involvement in the evolv- 
ing South African wine industry is worth inves- 
tigating! 

Members of the Delegation: Gordon W. 
Murchie, Delegation Leader and President, Vi- 
nifera Wine Growers Association, Alexandria, 
Virginia; Professor Lena B. Brattsten, Depart- 
ment of Entomology, Rutgers University, Jack- 
son, New Jersey; Leah J. Jones, Wine Label 
Sales, FP Label Company, Napa, California; 
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Carolyn J. Kelley, M.Ed., Wakefield, Massa- 
chusetts; Michael & Jacque Martini, Louis M. 
Martini, Calistoga, California; Anita J. Murchie, 
Delegation Reporter, VWGA; Albert A. Oliveira 
Basport Vineyard, King City, California; Donna 
M. Oliveira, Amaral Vineyard, King City, Cali- 
fornia; Sharon Osgood, Esq., Law Offices of 
Sharon Osgood, Grand Island, New York; 
Wilburt E. Rojewsky, Alasco Rubber & Plastics 
Corp., Belmont, California. 


TRIBUTE TO DAVID BLOOME 
HON. BRAD SHERMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to David Bloome, the creator of the 
Eco-Heroes Program, a community action pro- 
gram organized by the UCLA Policy Forum in 
conjunction with the U.S. Forest Service, the 
California Environment Project and the Los 
Angeles Unified School District. This program 
educates high school students about pro- 
tecting the forests and encourages them to 
perform community service. 

William Inge wrote that “The aim of edu- 
cation is not of facts but of values.” David 
Bloome, for more than a decade, has man- 
aged community action programs that promote 
activism as well as awareness. His efforts had 
their genesis while he was still a student at 
UCLA when he initiated one of the largest cur- 
riculum reforms in the University's history. 
Working with the administration, faculty and 
students, David developed a new foreign lan- 
guage policy for all undergraduates. 

While on the staff of the UCLA Alumni As- 
sociation, he conceived and implemented Tar- 
get Literacy, a nationally recognized program 
that recruited university alumni as tutors in 
schools throughout California. His endeavor 
was awarded the 1991 National Education 
Gold Medal from the Council for Advancement 
and Support of Education and adopted as a 
model by universities across the nation. Under 
his direction, the UCLA Alumni Scholars Pro- 
gram was re-organized so that volunteer par- 
ticipation in its projects increased by 800%. 

The Eco-Heroes program is another exam- 
ple of David's dedication to motivating the 
youth of the community. This pilot program 
has made students more aware of their roles 
and responsibilities in the natural environment. 
Students from El Camino Real High School in 
the San Fernando Valley and Garfield High 
School in East Los Angeles have been given 
the opportunity to participate in a series of 
educational in-class briefings and on-site 
projects in the Angeles National Forest. Not 
only were they educated about the environ- 
ment, they also assisted with important tasks 
such as litter abatement and tree planting, in- 
cluding the removal of over 350 pounds of 
trash and recyclables. This program exempli- 
fies David's tireless effort to ensure the edu- 
cation of future generations. 

Mr. Speaker, distinguished colleagues, 
please join me in honoring David Bloome for 
his service as an administrator at UCLA's 
School of Public Policy and Social Research, 
and for his continual work to foster action and 
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education in the community. He is a role 
model for our education system and an exam- 
ple of how we must reach out to others 
around us if we wish to ensure a bright future 
for our children. 


— F— 


TRIBUTE TO THE COTTON BOLL 
AREA GIRL SCOUT COUNCIL 


HON. JO ANN EMERSON 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, 50 years 
ago, in rural Southern Missouri, a small group 
of individuals banded together and decided 
that there needed to be an organization for 
young girls in Missouri's Bootheel. Today, | 
rise to pay tribute to the more than 146,000 
girls and young women who heard the call 
and who have been a part of the Girl Scouts 
in this most Southern area of the State. 


Thanks to the hard work and tireless dedi- 
cation of the Cotton Boll Area Girl Scout 
Council, today the hard work of the past 50 
years is a bright and shining reality for South- 
ern Missouri's young women. Officially char- 
tered in 1948, the Council serves girls from 
kindergarten through high school in a nine- 
county region including: Scott, New Madrid, 
Mississippi, Pemiscot, Dunklin, Stoddard, But- 
ler, Ripley and Carter Counties. In fact, two of 
my staff members are veterans of the Cotton 
Boll Area Girl Scouts. 


The direct involvement of the Girl Scouts is 
reflected in the daily lives of individuals from 
throughout Southern Missouri. The young 
women who have been involved in the pro- 
gram exemplify the qualities of truth, loyalty, 
helpfulness, courtesy, purity, kindness, obedi- 
ence, cheerfulness, and thriftiness that the Na- 
tional Girl Scouts of America were founded 
upon. 

Those qualities, which were found in the 
first Girl Scout, are ever present today. The 
standards of excellence and commitment have 
inspired young girls for the last five decades to 
aspire to highest ideals of character, patriotism 
and conduct that are attainable. | am confident 
that the standards and ideals of the Girl 
Scouts of America will continue to be the 
standard which future generations will strive to 
achieve. 


In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
ask all of my colleagues to join me and the 
entire Cotton Boll Area Girl Scout Council on 
Sunday, April 26, as they celebrate their Gold- 
en Anniversary. One thing is certain, while 
some things may have changed throughout 
the years, the heart of the Girl Scouting pro- 
gram has remained the same. And as one of 
my local Girl Scouts once said, “Our past is 
what connects us to the future—a bright and 
golden future for today and tomorrow’s girls.” 


That is so true. Happy 50th Anniversary! 
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IN SUPPORT OF H.R. 3662—THE 
HOLOCAUST ASSETS COMMIS- 
SION ACT OF 1998 


HON. TOM LANTOS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, | invite my col- 
leagues to join me in strong support of H.R. 
3662, the Holocaust Assets Commission Act 
of 1998, which was introduced in the House 
by our distinguished colleague and my dear 
friend, the Chairman of the Banking Com- 
mittee, Congressman JiM LEACH of lowa. The 
identical legislation, S. 1900, has been intro- 
duced in the other body by Senator ALFONSE 
D'AMATO of New York. 

This legislation will establish a U.S. Holo- 
caust Assets Historical Commission to exam- 
ine and locate Holocaust-era assets which 
came under the control of our Federal govern- 
ment during the tyrannical reign of Adolf Hit- 
lers Third Reich or during the period of U.S. 
military occupation immediately after World 
War Il. 

For several years, due the principled leader- 
ship of the Clinton Administration and its able 
Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs, 
Ambassador Stuart Eizenstat, our government 
has worked tirelessly to seek answers to 
questions about Nazi investments and hold- 
ings in wartime neutral nations. Now, as Am- 
bassador Eizenstat has eloquently stated, the 
time has come to look more closely at assets 
here at home—and to do so with sensitivity 
and urgency.” The U.S. Holocaust Assets 
Commission will follow through on this impor- 
tant mission. Due to the dwindling population 
of Hitler's victims, this task becomes more and 
more pressing with each passing day. 

Under the legislation which has been intro- 
duced, the Commission will be composed of 
23 Members of Congress, government offi- 
cials, and private citizens. They will have the 
broad mandate and the responsibility to re- 
search all available information to determine 
assets which may have come under the con- 
trol of the Federal government after January 
30, 1933—the day Hitler seized power in Ger- 
many. It will work with state and local officials 
to locate dormant bank accounts from this era 
that may, after years of inactivity, have been 
taken into the possession of state govern- 
ments. 

The Commission will also be authorized by 
this legislation to coordinate its efforts with 
other fact-finding endeavors currently being 
pursued through private and public sector 
channels, and to carefully review studies 
which may overlap with its mandate. Finally, 
the Commission will detail its findings in a final 
report to President Clinton to be issued no 
later than December 31, 1999. It is my sincere 
hope that, in cooperation with the efforts of 
other nations which are reviewing similar war- 
time issues, we can finally close this most 
sorry chapter of the last century before the 
birth of the new millennium. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation builds on the 
dedicated efforts of Ambassador Eizenstat to 
seek justice for Holocaust survivors. A man of 
outstanding intellectual ability, unimpeachable 
integrity and boundless compassion, Ambas- 
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sador Eizenstat is one of the finest public 
servants that | have met during my service as 
a Member of Congress. He was one of the 
first to champion this cause during his tenure 
as United States Ambassador to NATO, and 
he has since worked ably and devotedly to re- 
inforce our nation’s role as a moral leader on 
this critical matter. 

Last May, Ambassador Eizenstat authored a 
ground-breaking report issued by the Clinton 
Administration which analyzed and made rec- 
ommendations regarding U.S. policy towards 
the wartime neutral countries, and in particular 
Switzerland. A second report, due to be re- 
leased later this month, will no doubt shed an 
even brighter light on those bodies that did 
Hitlers bidding and fed his war machine and 
his murderous genocidal policies. 

In addition to these significant efforts, Am- 
bassador Eizenstat recently joined Chairman 
Miles Lerman of the U.S. Holocaust Memorial 
Council to announce that a Washington Con- 
ference on Holocaust-era assets will take 
place at the State Department on November 
9-12 of this year. This Conference will further 
earlier explorations of Nazi-looted assets, in- 
cluding artwork and insurance, and it will work 
to establish a broad international consensus 
for future actions. | am truly honored to have 
the privilege of working with Ambassador 
Eizenstat on this and other subjects of con- 
cern to the American people. 

Ambassador Eizenstat, Congressman 
LEACH, and Senator D’AmaTo are joined by 
many of our distinguished colleagues in sup- 
porting H.R. 3662 and S. 1900. Original co- 
sponsors in the House include Congressman 
BENJAMIN A. GILMAN of New York, Chairman of 
the House International Relations Committee, 
as well as Congressman SAM GEJDENSON of 
Connecticut, Congressman BRAD SHERMAN of 
California, and Congressman JON D. Fox of 
Pennsylvania. In the Senate, cosponsors are 
Senator BARBARA BOXER of California, Senator 
CAROL MOSELEY-BRAUN of Illinois, Senator 
ROBERT F. BENNETT of Utah, Senator WAYNE 
ALLARD of Colorado, Senator CHRISTOPHER J. 
Dopp of Connecticut, Senator RICHARD H. 
BRYAN of Nevada, Senator Mike DEWINE of 
Ohio, Senator LAUCH FAIRCLOTH of North 
Carolina, Senator JACK REED of Rhode Island, 
Senator JOHN F. KERRY of Massachusetts, 
Senator RICHARD C. SHELBY of Alabama, and 
Senator PAUL S. SARBANES of Maryland. 

Mr. Speaker, the Holocaust Assets Commis- 
sion Act of 1998 is not a partisan issue— 
members on both sides of the aisle have 
united to support this legislation. It is not a na- 
tional issue—over a dozen countries from 
around the world have formed similar fact-find- 
ing bodies to uncover the truth about Nazi- 
looted assets in their own countries. 

This is a moral issue. This is the final oppor- 
tunity for justice for many Holocaust survivors 
who were powerless to defend Hitlers at- 
tempts to destroy their families, their culture, 
and their lives. They are getting older and 
their population is declining rapidly—the bio- 
logical solution” leaves us little time to secure 
for them a measure of (albeit imperfect) justice 
during their lifetimes. It is time for America to 
lead by example. | ask my colleagues to join 
me in strong support of H.R. 3662 to seek the 
truth about Holocaust assets in the United 
States. 
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TRIBUTE TO REV. JAMES ARNOLD 
KUYKENDALL 


HON. BILL PASCRELL, JR. 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 

call to your attention the Reverend James Ar- 
nold Kuykendall of Paterson, New Jersey. 
Reverend Kuykendall who, this evening, is 
being conferred an honorary “Doctorate of Di- 
vinity” degree from Shiloh Theological Semi- 
nary. 
James Arnold Kuykendall was born on De- 
cember 8, 1952 in Paterson, New Jersey. His 
parents were the late James Kuykendall of 
Oakland, Mississippi, and the late Mattie 
Burns-Kuykendall of Whitehall, South Carolina. 
Reverend Kuykendall was educated in the 
public schools of Paterson and attended 
Montclair State College, Ramapo College, as 
well as Gilmore Memorial and Hawthorne 
Bible Institutes. 

Reverend Kuykendall began serving the 
local church as a member of the Junior Usher 
and Deacon Boards at Gilmore Memorial Tab- 
ernacle Church of God in Christ. In 1977 he 
rededicated his life to Christ, became Assist- 
ant Choir Director, and served as Youth Min- 
ister. 

Reverend Kuykendall preached his first ser- 
mon in 1983 and received his ministerial li- 
cense in April of that same year. He later 
served as associate minister at Gazaway Bap- 
tist Church under the pastorate of Dr. Lester 
|. Glover, and was ordained in December 
1985. 

Reverend Kuykendall is the founder and 
Pastor of the Agape Christian Ministry of 
Paterson. Agape Christian Ministry is an inter- 
racial, non-denominational church established 
on March 1, 1987. The first service was held 
in the home of Mrs. Margaret Hicks, at 19th 
Avenue and East 33rd Street in Paterson. The 
congregation began with seven people and 
has since grown to include over one thousand 
members. 

On February 16, 1973 Reverend Kuykendall 
was sworn into active duty in the United 
States Army. He served in the capacity as a 
Finance and Accounting Clerk, and did an 
overseas tour of duty with the 8th Army in 
Seoul, Korea for 24 months. He was later 
transferred to stateside duty in Fort Knox, 
Kentucky, until being honorably discharged on 
October 22, 1976. 

Reverend Kuykendall has an extensive 
record of community service which began with 
him serving as a county committee person for 
the 6th District, 4th Ward in Paterson, and 
later as district leader. He was also a Com- 
missioner of the Rent Leveling Board and 
Commissioner of the Parking Authority in the 
City of Paterson. Reverend Kuykendall has 
served as an aide to the Honorable Martin G. 
Barnes, and presently serves as an aide to 
Assemblyman Alfred E. Steele. 

Reverend Kuykendall is also serving as as- 
sistant treasurer to the Congress of National 
Black Churches—Paterson affiliate, and ren- 
ders pastoral care at Barnert Memorial Hos- 
pital. He is a member of the Board of Direc- 
tors of Eva's Village Sheltering program, the 
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Youth Services Commission of Passaic Coun- 
ty, and a volunteer minister in the New Jersey 
Superior Court—Passaic County Division, Min- 
isters program. 

Reverend Kuykendall is a charter board 
member of the Fellowship of Inner City Word 
of Faith Ministries under leadership of Dr. 
Frederick K.C. Price, the Kingdom Council of 
Interdependent Christian Churches and Min- 
istries under the leadership of Reverend Dr. 
David M. Copeland, and serves on the board 
of directors of both organizations. Reverend 
Kuykendall is currently the executive vice- 
president of the Paterson Pastor's Workshop 
Minister's Association and has served as the 
chairman of the Political Screening Committee 
of that organization. He is the Chief Executive 
Officer of the Agape Christian Ministries 
Scholarship Fund, which provides scholarships 
to senior high school students of the City of 
Paterson, is the Senior Pastor of the Agape 
Fellowship Association of Churches, and is a 
member of the board of directors at the Agape 
Pre-School Child Development Center. 

Reverend Kuykendall is married to Minister 
Kathy A. Ivy Kuykendall of Paterson. They are 
the proud parents of one daughter, Tanisha 
Vonetta, and the adoring grandparents of Tera 
Trae Samuels. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that you join me, our col- 
leagues, the family and friends of Reverend 
Kuykendall, and the City of Paterson, in recog- 
nizing Reverend James Amold Kuykendall's 
many outstanding and invaluable contributions 
made to the City of Paterson and the State of 
New Jersey. 

— 


CONGRATULATIONS TO THE 
ORDER OF THE ARMENIAN SIS- 
TERS OF THE IMMACULATE CON- 
CEPTION 


HON. GEORGE P. RADANOVICH 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to congratulate the Order of the Arme- 
nian Sisters of the Immaculate Conception on 
the occasion of their 150th anniversary. The 
Order of the Armenian Sisters is highly re- 
spected, supported, and admired by Armenian 
communities world-wide. Their unparalleled 
accomplishments, dedicated service, and com- 
mitment to future generations are deserving of 
recognition. 

The Order of the Armenian Catholic Sister 
of the Immaculate Conception was founded on 
June 5, 1847 in Istanbul, Turkey by Arch- 
bishop Andon Hassounian. Hassounian later 
became Catholicos and the first Cardinal of 
Armenian ancestry. 

Serpouhi Haji-Andonian intended to travel to 
Italy in order to join a Roman Sisters’ order. 
However, Archbishop Hassounian persuaded 
her to remain in Istanbul and help him to es- 
tablish an Armenian Sisters’ Order with the 
mission of educating Armenian girls. Soon, 
Sister Serpouhi’s selfless dedication had re- 
sulted in many others joining the Order. The 
Sisters established many schools in local 
towns and villages. This expansion spread 
even to Cilicia. 
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The Order suffered many casualties during 
the Turkish Genocide of Armenians in 1915. 
Numerous schools were destroyed and many 
sisters were massacred. The surviving sisters, 
with about 400 orphans, migrated to Italy. 
They settled in the Kastel Gondolphio Palace 
of the priest Bios. The number of orphans 
grew to 500 and the Sisters resettled in 
Torino’s Sanitarium of Love. The headquarters 
relocated to Rome, and in time, the order 
once again began to expand. 

Soon, Rome was in the grip of World War 
ll, and the expansion of the Order was inter- 
rupted. Nevertheless, at the end of the war, 
twenty new candidates came to Rome to take 
their vows. Today, the Order has approxi- 
mately 100 nuns, and new applicants continue 
to come from Armenia. 

Presently, the Order administers over twenty 
schools, orphanages, and boarding centers for 
university students. The schools are located in 
such diverse areas as Lebanon, Syria, Egypt, 
France and the United States of America. The 
Armenian Sisters operate three schools in the 
United States located in Philadelphia, Boston, 
and Los Angeles. The school in Philadelphia 
was founded in 1967, the school in Boston 
was founded in 1982, and the school in Los 
Angeles (located in Montrose) was founded in 
1985. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with great honor that | 
congratulate the Order of the Armenian Sisters 
of the Immaculate Conception on the occasion 
of their 150th anniversary. Their dedication 
and commitment to their heritage should serve 
as a model for people the world over. | ask my 
colleagues to join me in wishing the Order of 
the Armenian Sisters of the Immaculate Con- 
ception many more years of success. 


TRIBUTE TO KNUD DYBY 
HON. BRAD SHERMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to Knud Dyby for his courage, her- 
oism, and humanitarian actions as a member 
of the Danish resistance movement during 
World War Il, as well as his participation in 
one of the most daring and successful evacu- 
ations of Jewish citizens from Nazi occupied 
Europe undertaken during the war. 

Margaret Mead once urged us, “Never [to] 
doubt that a small group of thoughtful, com- 
mitted citizens can change the world; indeed, 
it is the only thing that ever does.” In Denmark 
during the Second World War, a small group 
of dedicated resistors unwilling to fold under 
Nazi oppression changed the lives of over 
7,000 Jews. Knud Dyby was one of these re- 
sistors. 

At the age of 26, defying all dangers, Knud 
became a member of the Danish resistance 
movement. As a police officer, he was an inte- 
gral part of the resistance’s vast intelligence 
apparatus. Risking his life, he provided resist- 
ance leaders with much needed information 
regarding Nazi patrols along the sea lanes be- 
tween Denmark and Sweden. When German 
diplomats announced the Third Reich's inten- 
tion to deport Danish Jews to concentration 
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camps the resistance began actively evacu- 
ating Jews from the country. 

Operating in secret, Knud and his com- 
patriots successfully transported almost all of 
Denmark's Jewish population across the 
Sound, the narrow waterway that separated 
Sweden from the Nazi occupied Europe. In 
October of 1943, over 7,200 of Denmark's 
8,000 Jews were carried to safety. 

In the months following this operation, Mr. 
Dyby continued to play a critical role in the un- 
derground movement to rid Denmark of Nazi 
occupation. As an avid sailor, Knud was 
aware of the best hiding places for resistance 
ships waiting to speed across the Sound to 
safety. He was familiar with the German patrol 
routines and outmaneuvered Nazi sailors on 
numerous occasions. From 1944 until May 4, 
1945, Knud managed five fishing skippers and 
transported mail, money and weapons vital to 
the life of the resistance between Sweden and 
occupied Denmark. He made hundreds of sea 
crossings on behalf of the Danish resistance 
movement and those fleeing the Third Reich. 

Today, Knud Dyby speaks modestly about 
his experiences, about his bravery and his 
courage. In an address to students at Sonoma 
State University in California, Mr. Dyby said 
that what he did was “just what any other 
human should do for another in need.” For his 
efforts, Knud was awarded the title “Righteous 
Among the Nations” by the State of Israel. 
Etched on a medal awarded to Mr. Dyby is a 
simple statement taken from the Talmud, 
“Whosoever preserves one life—it is as 
though he has preserved the entire world.” 

Mr. Speaker, distinguished colleagues, 
please join me in paying tribute to Knud Dyby. 
He is a role model for the generations and 
proves to us that one can, and should, resist 
oppression. 


THE 78TH CELEBRATION OF PUB- 
LIC SCHOOLS WEEK BY ORI- 
ENTAL LODGE NO. 144 AND GLEN 
PARK SCHOOL 


HON. TOM LANTOS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
join many of my Bay Area constituents and 
friends of the California Masonic Grand Lodge 
in their 78th celebration of Public Schools 
Week, and | wish to pay particular tribute to 
San Francisco’s Oriental Lodge No. 144 and 
Glen Park School for their meaningful com- 
memoration of this special event. As America 
debates various ideas and proposals to im- 
prove education quality and standards, we 
should recognize those pioneers who, genera- 
tions ago, committed themselves to guaran- 
teeing every child born in our country the right 
to attend school. 

For those of us from the Bay Area, this 
year’s Public Schools Week has a special sig- 
nificance. One hundred and fifty years ago this 
month, on April 3, 1848, the first public school 
in California opened on Portsmouth Square in 
San Francisco. Six pupils attended classes 
that day under the tutelage of Thomas Doug- 
las, a Yale graduate hired by the elected 
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Board of Trustees for the then-reasonable 
sum of $1,000 per year. Douglas offered his 
students instruction in a diverse array of sub- 
jects which included reading, writing, spelling 
and defining, mental and practical arithmetic, 
English grammar and composition, mental and 
moral science, ancient and modern history, 
chemistry and natural philosophy, geometry, 
trigonometry, algebra, astronomy, surveying 
and navigation, and Latin and Greek. 

While these course offerings undoubtedly 
proved attractive to parents and students 
alike—by May, enrollment had grown sixfold to 
37 children—one practical subject not included 
in the program of instruction was geology. In- 
struction in this field clearly would have bene- 
fitted Douglas’ students. Two months after the 
beginning of classes, the teacher and many of 
his pupils left San Francisco for the Sierra 
foothills in search of gold. 

The California Gold Rush, which began with 
the discovery of gold at Sutter's Mill on Janu- 
ary 24, 1848, initially resulted in the mad dash 
of gold seekers from San Francisco, and this 
forced the school to close. Nevertheless, its 
legacy as the forerunner of California’s out- 
standing system of public education is irref- 
utable. 

On April 23, 1998, Mr. Speaker, Oriental 
Lodge No. 144 and Glen Park School will ob- 
serve Public Schools Week by remembering 
this significant event. The theme of the 
evening presentation at the school auditorium 
will be “From Dream to Reality—From Ports- 
mouth Square to Glen Park.” The students of 
Grades 3, 4, and 5 will put on a multimedia 
presentation to focus attention on the develop- 
ment of public education in California amidst 
the tumult and upheaval of the Gold Rush. 
One class, | have learned, has even con- 
structed a model of the first schoolhouse for 
the public to admire. The Masonic Lodge will 
present the school’s distinguished principal, 
Marion Grady, with a new trophy case and a 
set of flags, which will be posted by the 
McAteer High School NROTC Color Guard. 
Mayor Willie L. Brown, Jr. and Anthony P. 
Wordlow, Grand Master of the California Ma- 
sonic Grand Lodge, will join other distin- 
guished guests at the event. 

Mr. Speaker, this week’s celebration of Pub- 
lic Schools Week is a reflection of centuries of 
activism in support of education by the Ma- 
sons and, especially, the California Grand 
Lodge. Public Schools Week was instituted in 
1920 by then-Grand Master Charles Albert 
Adams in response to a post-World War | edu- 
cation crisis that involved a critical shortage of 
teachers and the closure of 1,200 schools 
throughout the state. Adams and his fellow 
Masons hoped to focus attention on the prob- 
lems facing public education and, in the proc- 
ess, encourage citizens and legislators to seek 
solutions for these obstacles. 

For 78 years Adams and his successors 
have unquestionably succeeded. The Cali- 
fornia Masonic Foundation, created in 1970 to 
provide scholarships to deserving college stu- 
dents, has awarded over one million dollars to 
young people to help finance their educational 
needs. In the past year alone 129 grantees re- 
ceived $160,000 for this worthy purpose. The 
Masonic Student Assistance Program, now in 
its forth year, serves California’s youth with 
programs that range from issues of substance 
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abuse to the increasing epidemic of violence 
in our public schools. 

Local chapters, such as Oriental Lodge No. 
144, have willingly and ably assisted commu- 
nity schools as well. In recent months, Bay 
Area lodges have contributed, among other 
noteworthy gifts, materials for a library pro- 
gram for Glen Pars first grade students and 
valuable instruments for the music program at 
Lincoln High School. The numerous Masonic 
contributions to public education in California 
are truly a credit to the fraternity and its out- 
standing members. 

Wednesday's event is a direct result of the 
determined and devoted efforts of several 
prominent Bay Area citizens, most notably Dr. 
F. Armand Magid, a forty-year educator, his- 
tory scholar, and Masonic leader who has 
worked tirelessly in organizing this week's ac- 
tivities; Worshipful Master Neil A. Carlson of 
Oriental Lodge No. 144, whose direction and 
guidance have greatly aided his fraternity's nu- 
merous educational initiatives; and Principal 
Grady, whose obvious love for her young pu- 
pils has been shown time and time again 
throughout her career. 

In his essay, “When Is a Man a Mason?” 
the Rev. Joseph Fort Newton wrote: “When 
no voice of distress reaches his ears in vain, 
and no hand seeks his aid without response 

such a man has found the only real se- 
cret of Masonry.” The Oriental Lodge No. 144 
and its many dedicated members have an- 
swered this call, showing us that examples 
from our past can and should be used to high- 
light the importance of our future. 

Mr. Speaker, | am proud to commend the 
Lodge, along with Glen Park School, the 
McAteer High School NROTC Color Guard, 
and the numerous other participants in the 
celebration of Public School Week for their 
commitment to public education in the Bay 
Area. 


TRIBUTE TO CHARLES LEIDIG, RE- 
CIPIENT OF THE 1998 MAPLE 
LEAF AWARD 


HON. BILL PASCRELL, JR. 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
call to your attention Mr. Charles Leidig of Ma- 
plewood, New Jersey, who is being honored 
with the 1998 Maple Leaf Award on this occa- 
sion of the 30th Annual Maple Leaf Award 
Ceremony. 

Charles Leidig is being honored for his 
many years of extensive, and varied commu- 
nity service, especially amongst senior groups, 
his community neighborhood association, and 
for the Township of Maplewood. Charlie has 
lived in Maplewood since 1920, and has at- 
tended Seth Boyden Elementary School, 
Ricalton—now Maplewood Middle School, and 
Columbia High School, from which he grad- 
uated in 1937. After attending New York Uni- 
versity, he worked for a major corporation in 
the areas of Trade Show Coordination, Adver- 
tising and Sales Promotion, and Industrial Re- 
lations. Charlie’s work often required extensive 
travel, with as many as 27 trips in one year. 
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While he took an interest in his neighbor- 
hood and its activities, it wasn’t until his retire- 
ment in 1984 that Charlie became fully in- 
volved. Following a neighbors suggestion, 
Charlie joined one of the Maplewood Senior 
Clubs, the local chapter of the AARP. Almost 
immediately he became heavily involved, serv- 
ing first as Program Chairman and then as 
Vice-president. He was the group's first Presi- 
dent to hold office for four years. Even now 
Charlie continues to serve as Trip Chairman. 

In addition to AARP, the St. Joseph Rain- 
bow Club was another senior organization that 
benefited from Charlie’s endless energy and 
imagination. He served as the group's Vice 
President for two and a half years, and in 
1992, was honored with the organization's 
Senior Citizen's Award. 

Charlie Leidig has also volunteered his time 
and talents to Maplewood through his service 
as Director of the Police Advisory Committee, 
the Recreation Advisory Board, the Senior Ad- 
visory Board, the Maplewood TV Channel Ad- 
visory Board, and as an Election Day volun- 
teer at Town Hall. Additionally, Charlie has 
served for many years as a Holiday Decora- 
tions Judge, a Lions Blood Bank helper, mem- 
ber of the Fourth of July Committee, and an 
Economic Development strategist. Charlie was 
a very active participant in the Ron Karnaugh 
Olympic activities and most recently, served 
on the Neighborhood Association. He is also 
volunteers as a collector for the American 
Heart, Cancer, and Cerebral Palsy Associa- 
tions as well as working for the United Way 
and Deborah Hospital. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that you join me, our col- 
leagues, the family and friends of Charlie 
Leidig, and the Township of Maplewood in 
recognizing Charlie’s many outstanding and 
invaluable contributions made to the commu- 
nity of Maplewood and to the State of New 
Jersey. 


IN HONOR OF THE 16TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF LET’S CELEBRATE, INC. 


HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ 
OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, for sixteen 
years Let's Celebrate has helped fight hunger 
and homelessness in Hudson County. They 
have helped people “move from hunger to 
wholeness,” by providing counseling, job train- 
ing, emergency food assistance, adult basic 
education and housing assistance. 

Let's Celebrate now has 74 staff members, 
over 600 volunteers and 29 service and meal 
sites throughout the area. This impressive or- 
ganization has helped countless families move 
toward self-sufficency. 

The organization's innovative job program 
finds jobs for 85% of its trainees. Let's Cele- 
brate trains the homeless in the food service 
industry through its own catering service. This 
invaluable, hands-on job training allows their 
clients to gain experience, develop job skills 
and learn to adapt to a work environment. 

In addition, through the Emergency Food 
Network, Let's Celebrate serves over 70,000 
meals to our neediest citizens every year. 
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These four soup kitchens and 16 food pantries 
also help distribute clothing. 


Furthermore, through the Housing Plus pro- 
gram, HIV positive individuals and their fami- 
lies receive counseling, medical attention as 
well as help with housing. 


| would like to thank Lets Celebrate for its 
incredible service to Hudson County and for 
inviting me to its 16th Anniversary Mad Hatter 
Ball. This amazing organization truly gives us 
all a reason to celebrate. 


———— 


TRIBUTE TO THE JEWISH 
NATIONAL FUND 


HON. BRAD SHERMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to the Jewish National Fund (JNF) 
for their fund-raising efforts on behalf of the 
children of Israel. 


The Talmud states that, He who does char- 
ity and justice is as if he had filled the whole 
world with kindness.” In the spirit of these 
words, the Jewish National Fund has taken 
steps to ensure that the preservation of the 
environment remains a top priority for Israelis 
now and for generations to come. The Jewish 
National Fund is the American fund-raising 
arm of Keran Kayemeth Leisrael (KKL), the of- 
ficial afforestation and land reclamation agen- 
cy of Israel. Through fund-raising and their ef- 
forts to heighten awareness, JNF of America 
supports the KKL in its attempts to bolster en- 
vironmental concerns, water conservation, 
recreation and agriculture, employment of new 
immigrants, tourism and research and devel- 
opment in Israel. 


One of KKL's many projects is a summer 
camp designed specifically for young immi- 
grant and underprivileged Israeli children. The 
camp provides children with first-hand knowl- 
edge of forestry and a chance to participate in 
enjoyable outdoor activities that they may 
never have participated in before. At the same 
time, the camp experience is a vital introduc- 
tion into Israeli life. It provides the youngsters 
with -an understanding of their common cul- 
tural heritage. They learn to share their hopes 
and dreams with each other and they benefit 
from the varying perspectives they encounter 
at camp. This month the Jewish National Fund 
will be hosting its eighth annual Friendship 
Cup Golf Classic in Westlake Village, Cali- 
fornia in an effort to raise money for the camp. 
| would like to wish good luck to all partici- 
pants and join with them in promoting their 
common cause. 


Mr. Speaker, distinguished colleagues, 
please join me in honoring the Greater Los 
Angeles, Valleys, and South Bay Region of 
the Jewish National Fund for supporting the 
children of Israel and investing in their future. 
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AMBASSADOR SANDY VERSHBOW 
ON NATO ENLARGEMENT 


HON. TOM LANTOS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, five weeks ago 
the Senate began the debate on the admis- 
sion of Poland, Hungary and the Czech Re- 
public to the North Atlantic Alliance (NATO). 
That debate and the vote of the Senate to rat- 
ify the accession protocols of these three 
countries is expected to take place in the near 
future. 

A few weeks ago, Mr. Speaker, two opinion 
pieces which were published in the Wash- 
ington Post—one by David Broder and the 
other by Jim Hoagland—which questioned the 
extent to which the enlargement of NATO has 
been thoroughly discussed and evaluated prior 
to the Senate vote on this critical issue. | 
strongly disagree with the point of view that 
these two experienced journalists have ex- 
pressed. 

During the recent District Work Period, the 
Washington Post published an excellent letter 
to the editor from U.S. Permanent Represent- 
ative to the North Atlantic Council, Ambas- 
sador Alexander R. Vershbow, “The Case for 
NATO Expansion.” 

Ambassador Vershbow is a career diplomat 
who has served our nation with great distinc- 
tion as Special Assistant to the President and 
Senior Director for European Affairs at the Na- 
tional Security Council at the White House 
(1994-1997). Earlier he served as Principal 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Euro- 
pean and Canadian Affairs (1993-1994) and 
he was Deputy Permanent U.S. Representa- 
tive to NATO (1991-1993). He also brings a 
sensitivity to the problem of Russia in the ex- 
pansion of NATO, having served as Director 
of the State Departments Office of Soviet 
Union Affairs (1988-1991). 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that Ambassador 
Vershbow's excellent letter, published in the 
Washington Post on Tuesday, April 7, be 
placed in the RECORD. | urge my colleagues to 
read his thoughtful views. 


[From the Washington Post, April 7, 1998] 
THE CASE FOR NATO EXPANSION 


Critics have sought to give the impression 
that serious debate about NATO enlarge- 
ment has never taken place and that the 
United States and its allies have failed to ad- 
dress important questions about Russia and 
the future security environment in Europe. 

More than 1,000 articles published during 
the past year and a half have covered all as- 
pects of NATO's evolving role. More than 300 
conferences on NATO enlargement have been 
held in Europe and North America, including 
several in Russia. Twelve hearings before 
Congress in the past six months—with more 
than 550 pages of testimony—have explored 
the details of NATO’s mission and member- 
ship and examined arguments from every 
point on the political spectrum. 

Critics charge that NATO enlargement will 
poison relations with Russia. This might be 
true if NATO were seeking to isolate Russia, 
but the opposite is the case. Through the 
Partnership for Peace and the newly estab- 
lished NATO-Russia Permanent Joint Coun- 
cil, NATO has created a network of security 
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cooperation that has engaged all the states 
of Europe—even former neutrals. The new 
NATO gives Moscow a chance to move away 
from the old Soviet pattern of confrontation 
to one of real partnership in Europe. 

NATO-Russian relations are better and 
show more promise today than they have at 
any time in the past 50 years. They encom- 
pass everything from planning for joint ac- 
tion in civil disasters to joint military oper- 
ations in Bosnia. And they are still devel- 
oping. How counterproductive it would be if 
we undercut Boris Yeltsin's courageous deci- 
sion to cooperate with NATO by bowing to 
the pressure of Russian hard-liners. That 
would strengthen the anti-democratic ele- 
ments in Russia and encourage the belief 
that the Allies, in the face of Moscow’s bul- 
lying, had returned Central Europe to a gray 
zone of instability and limited sovereignty. 

As we work to adapt NATO to better fit 
the security environment of the next cen- 
tury, we understand that we must preserve 
the essential feature that has made this the 
most successful alliance in history—the inte- 
grated military structure and its capacity 
for collective defense. The three new mem- 
bers we have invited will significantly im- 
prove the alliance’s defense capabilities. And 
having so recently regained their freedom 
after decades of totalitarian oppression, they 
can be counted on to stand with us, not just 
in defense of NATO territory but when the 
values we share are threatened—as they did 
recently during the confrontation with Iraq. 

In postponing the vote on ratification for 
several weeks, Senate Majority Leader Trent 
Lott declared that his intention was to “get 
a focus on the issue.” It is proper to ensure 
a fair debate of the issue, but as Sen. Jesse 
Helms noted in sending the bill to the floor 
of the Senate, now is the time to act. 

No one who favors democracy should want 
to keep the lines of security drawn in Europe 
where Stalin marked them in 1945. NATO en- 
largement is the right policy for the United 
States and the right policy for the future of 
democracy in Europe. 

ALEXANDER VERSHBOW, 
Ambassador, U.S. Mission 
to NATO, Brussels. 


— 
TRIBUTE TO CARMELA “MEL” 
CURRIER 
HON. BILL PASCRELL, JR. 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
call to your attention Carmela “Mel” Currier of 
Passaic, New Jersey. Mel is being honored 
this evening on the occasion of her retirement 
after 21 years of service to the County of Pas- 
saic. 

Mel began her career in Passaic County in 
June of 1977, working as a keypunch verifier/ 
operator in the Administration Building. In April 
of 1979, she was transferred to the County 
Clerk's office in the Civil Law Department (Ju- 
diciary) as a Clerk Typist. 

In less than a year, Mel was put into the 
Criminal Part of the office, entering bail 
recognizances, forfeitures, and reinstatements 
of bail. After proving herself to be a competent 
worker, she was given more responsibility by 
the County Clerk. Upon taking the Civil Serv- 
ice promotional tests and coming in first in a 
series of these tests, Mel worked her way up 
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to become Chief Docket Clerk, the position 
which she has held until her recent retirement. 

During her years prior to becoming a State 
worker, Mel was very involved in the Demo- 
cratic Party. Throughout her 23 years of serv- 
ice to the Party, Mel has served as treasurer, 
vice-president, and president of the City of 
Passaic’s Democratic Party. Additionally, she 
served as a County Committeewoman and a 
Ward leader. 


Mel will be married 37 years come this May 
to John Currier, who is a retired Deputy Chief 
of the Passaic Fire Department. Mel and John 
have a son, Joseph, who is classified as autis- 
tic and had to attend special schools and 
classes. Joe has since overcome many of his 
autistic tendencies, thanks in part to his moth- 
er's interest in the Saturday Group.” 


Mel is President of the Learning Disabled 
Young Adult Group, Inc., which oversees her 
son Joe's “Saturday Group.” The group’s 
Board of Directors set policy, disseminate in- 
formation to the public, and hold fundraisers 
and many other events. 


Mel is also very active in her church, Saint 
Nicholas’ Roman Catholic Church on Wash- 
ington Street in Passaic. She serves as a Eu- 
charistic Minister, leads the congregation at 
the 4:00 p.m. mass in their Hymns and re- 
sponses, and sings at the 11:00 a.m. mass in 
the church choir. 


Mr. Speaker, | ask that you join me, our col- 
leagues, Mel's family, friends, and colleagues, 
and the County of Passaic in recognizing 
Carmela “Mel” Currier's many outstanding and 
invaluable contributions to our community, and 
in wishing her continued health and happiness 
in her retirement. 


— 


HONORING EDWARD AND JESSIE 
FREEMAN, SR. ON THEIR 50TH 
WEDDING ANNIVERSARY 


HON. ROBERT W. NEY 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, it is an honor to rise 
today to celebrate the 50th wedding anniver- 
sary of Edward and Jessie Freeman, Sr. It 
gives me great pleasure to congratulate Ed- 
ward and Jessie on their special day. 

What a remarkable accomplishment to be 
able to celebrate a marriage that has endured 
for so many years. The bond that brought 
them together has remained and grown over 
the years. May they always share the love and 
joy they feel today. 

In an era where marriages are too often 
short lived, it is wonderful to see a couple who 
have endured the trials and tribulations that 
can cause a marriage to fail. The love and 
commitment they have demonstrated should 
serve as an inspiration to couples everywhere. 


Mr. Speaker, what an achievement to be 
married for 50 years. It is an honor to rep- 
resent a couple like the Freemans. | am proud 
to call them my constituents. 
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IN HONOR OF EQUAL PAY DAY, 
APRIL 3, 1998 


HON. DAVID E. BONIOR 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, today | would 
like to recognize the Coalition of Labor Union 
Women as they join together to raise aware- 
ness of Equal Pay Day. Their dedication to fair 
wages in the work place deserves to be com- 
mended. 

Throughout America’s history, men, women, 
and children have fought for fair and equitable 
treatment in the workplace. Advocates for 
child labor laws and unions have fought to 
protect workers’ bargaining rights, wages, and 
working conditions. However, women are still 
subject to workplace discrimination where their 
wages are concerned. On an average, women 
earn 74 cents for every dollar a man earns. 
This results in a loss of over a quarter of a 
million dollars throughout a 30-year career, a 
loss that not only affects weekly paychecks 
but also retirement. 

The Equal Pay Act of 1963 in conjunction 
with the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits 
wage discrimination for equal or substantially 
equal work on the basis of race, color, sex, re- 
ligion, and national origin. However, to the det- 
riment of the worker, wage laws are not strictly 
enforced and discrimination suits are difficult 
to prove. 

As communities, families, friends and col- 
leagues, we must all work together to fight for 
fair wages for all working people. All Ameri- 
cans have the right to equitable pay regard- 
less of their race or sex. Thanks to organiza- 
tions such as the Coalition of Labor Union 
Women, this issue will not go unnoticed. | ask 
my colleagues to join me in lending their sup- 
port for fair wages for women. 


IN HONOR OF THE 30TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE MINORITY STU- 
DENT PROGRAM AT RUTGERS 
SCHOOL OF LAW-NEWARK 


HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, | would like 
to take this opportunity to pay tribute to the 
Minority Student Program at Rutgers School of 
Law-Newark for its 30th Anniversary. In cele- 
bration, Roger |. Abrams, dean of the law 
school, and the Minority Student Program 
sponsored the Annual Spring Banquet at the 
Hilton Gateway in Newark, New Jersey on 
Saturday, April 18, 1998. 

The School of Law-Newark at Rutgers is 
committed to the diversity of its law school 
community and to the diversity of the legal 
profession. Since its establishment in 1968, 
MSP has pursued a policy of equal oppor- 
tunity for those who have been historically 
underrepresented in law schools and in the 
legal profession. Over 1000 students of color 
and students from disadvantaged backgrounds 
have graduated from the law school. 
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The law school historically has attracted stu- 
dents who want to make a difference in the 
world in which they live. These students rep- 
resent every ethnic group and nationality. 
Graduates now make important social and po- 
litical contributions to their community as 
judges, presidential appointees, law profes- 
sors, and prominent members of the bar. 

It is a honor and a pleasure to be part of 
this celebration and to recognize the dedica- 
tion and commitment of the Minority Student 
Program at Rutgers School of Law-Newark. | 
am certain that my colleagues will join me in 
paying tribute to this remarkable program. 


TRIBUTE TO FRED KORT 
HON. TOM LANTOS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, on Thursday of 
this week, representatives of the Congress, 
the Administration, and the Supreme Court will 
gather in the Great Rotunda of this building for 
the National Civic Commemoration to remem- 
ber the victims of the Holocaust. This annual 
national memorial service pays tribute to the 
six million Jews who died through senseless 
and systematic Nazi terror and brutality. At 
this somber commemoration, we will also 
honor those heroic American and other Allied 
forces who liberated the Nazi concentration 
camps over half a century ago. 

Mr. Speaker, this past week Fortune Maga- 
zine (April 13, 1998) devoted several pages to 
an article entitled “Everything in History was 
Against Them,” which profiles five survivors of 
Nazi savagery who came to the United States 
penniless and built fortunes here in their 
adopted homeland. It is significant, Mr. Speak- 
er, that four of these five are residents of my 
home state of California. My dear friend Fred 
Kort of Los Angeles was one of the five that 
Fortune Magazine selected to highlight in this 
extraordinary article, and | want to pay tribute 
to him today. 

Fred Kort, like the other four singled out by 
Fortune Magazine, has a unique story, but 
there are common threads to these five tales 
of personal success. The story of the penni- 
less immigrant who succeeds in America is a 
familiar theme in our nation’s lore, but these 
stories involve a degree of courage and deter- 
mination unmatched in the most inspiring of 
Horatio Alger’s stories. 

These men were, in the words of author 
Carol J. Loomis, “Holocaust survivors in the 
most rigorous sense,” they “actually experi- 
enced the most awful horrors of the Holo- 
caust, enduring a Nazi death camp or a con- 
centration camp or one of the ghettos that 
were essentially holding pens for those 
camps.” 

They picked themselves up “from the very 
cruelest of circumstances, they traveled to 
America and prospered as businessmen. They 
did it, to borrow a phrase from Elie Wiesel, 
when everything in history was against them.” 
They were teenagers or younger when World 
War Il began. They lost six years of their 
youth and six years of education. “They were 
deprived of liberty and shorn of dignity. All lost 
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relatives, and most lost one or both parents. 
Each. . . was forced to live constantly with 
the threat of death and the knowledge that 
next time he might be ‘thumbed’ not into a line 
of prisoners allowed to live, but into another 
line headed for the gas chambers.” Through 
luck and the sheer will to survive, these were 
some of the very fortunate who lived to tell the 
story of that horror. 

The second part of their stories is also simi- 
lar—a variant of the American dream. These 
courageous men came to the United States 
with “little English and less money.” Despite 
their lack of friends and mentors, they found 
the drive to succeed. As Loomis notes, “many 
millions who were unencumbered by the 
heavy, exhausting baggage of the Holocaust 
had the same opportunities and never reached 
out to seize them as these men did.” Their 
success in view of the immense obstacles that 
impeded their path makes their stories all the 
more remarkable. 

One other element that is also common to 
these five outstanding business leaders—they 
are “Founders” of the U.S. Holocaust Memo- 
rial Museum here in Washington, D.C. They 
have shown a strong commitment to remem- 
bering the brutal horrors of the Holocaust, 
paying honor to its victims, and working to 
prevent the repetition of this vicious inhu- 
manity. 

Mr. Speaker, Fred Kort is one of the five 
Holocaust survivors and leading American en- 
trepreneurs highlighted in this article. Fred is 
the Chairman of the Imperial Toy Corporation 
in Los Angeles. As we here in the Congress 
mark the annual Days of Remembrance in 
honor of the victims of Nazi terror, | ask that 
the profile of Fred Kort from Fortune Magazine 
be placed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 


[From Fortune Magazine, Apr. 13, 1998] 
EVERYTHING IN HISTORY WAS AGAINST THEM 
FRED KORT, CHAIRMAN, IMPERIAL TOY CORP. 


He's 74 now and has hair that spikes from 
his forehead as if it were exhibiting surprise 
at having made it this far. That image fits 
Fred Kort's life: At Treblinka, the Nazis’ 
killing camp in north-central Poland, some- 
where between 700,000 and 850,000 Jews were 
exterminated and only nine are believed to 
have survived. Kort is one of the nine. 

Before Treblinka, the youth then called 
Manfred endured the Holocaust as most of 
its survivors did, fleeing and barely sub- 
stituting. The son of a hard-up Polish Jew 
who lived in Germany, he was pushed with 
his family into Poland and then, as the Ger- 
mans overran that country in September 
1939, into a succession of mean ghettos and 
work camps. Once, when he was 17, he turned 
smalltime entrepreneur, sneaking out of the 
Warsaw ghetto, risking capture and probable 
death each trip, to sell baking power, cin- 
namon, and other spices on the streets. 
“When you're young,“ he says, vou think 
you're invincible.” 

He abandoned such thoughts in July 1943, 
when the Germans summarily collected Kort 
and 2,000 other Jews and packed them into 
cattle cars headed for Treblinka. The train 
crawled for two days, and people perished. 
Those who didn’t were shoved into a selec- 
tion process aimed at sending around 300 of 
the strongest to the work camp called Tre- 
blinka 1 and the rest to the gas chambers of 
Treblinka 2. From the grass on which all the 
Jews huddled, one man rose to plead for the 
work camp and was immediately shot. Kort 
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nonetheless also rose and in German said 
rapidly that he was an electrictan- true, sort 
of, since he’d been an apprentice before the 
war—and could be useful. A German raised 
his gun. He then waved Kort to the work 
group. 

Kort skinned by for about a year, mainly 
doing water-carrying duty that got him food 
from the guards’ kitchen. Then one day in 
July 1944, the Jews in Treblinka 1—about 550 
at that point—heard the guns of the advanc- 
ing Russian army. To them the sound was 
ominous, because they felt sure their Ger- 
man captors would not let them live to 
broadcast the story of Treblinka 2’s extermi- 
nations. On a Sunday morning, July 23, 1944, 
guards burst into Kort's barracks with a 
rough command: Lie down wherever you 
are.” Instead, Kort ran, climbing out a bar- 
racks window and hiding in a storage shed. 

Guards searched the shed but did not find 
him. He hid there until nighttime, repeat- 
edly hearing gunfire that he assumed, cor- 
rectly, meant that Jews were being shot. 

And then—we know this scene from fic- 
tion, except that this was not—Kort covertly 
watched the guards patrolling the camp's 
three rings of fences, discovering that their 
rounds were at intervals of 15 to 20 minutes. 
When the moment seemed right, he took a 
spade and ran for the fences, there finding 
the ground so softened by rain that he could 
dig under them easily. As he crossed a corn 
field outside the fences, sentries in the 
camp’s towers tried to shoot him down, but 
he zigzagged into woods just beyond. He 
walked all that night and in the morning dis- 
covered that he must have gone in a circle, 
because he had returned to the camp’s edge 
and to mass graves that held the hundreds of 
Jews murdered on the previous day. 

Shortly, Kort joined up with members of 
the Polish underground. But Jews were un- 
welcome there, and within days he risked 
crossing into Russian-held territory, his 
hands high as he entreated: Don't shoot, 
comrades. I’m a Jew.” Russian troops inter- 
rogated him for ten days before finally ac- 
cepting his Treblinka story as true. 

Later, Kort entered the official Polish 
army, then reconstituting itself, and in a 
battle caught a piece of shrapnel from a Ger- 
man shell. A far deeper wound: His father, 
his brother, and 60 relatives died in the Holo- 
caust. 

Fred Kort, then 24, arrived in the U.S. in 
1947 with a nickel. On the boat that carried 
him, he used the English he'd begun to learn 
in postwar Europe to ask a sailor what 
American money was like—and got not just 
a look but a coin to keep. Beyond the nickel, 
though, Kort had some resources, because he 
was under the wing of the American Jewish 
Joint Distribution Committee—called the 
Joint by all who knew it. The Joint put him 
up in a modest Manhattan hotel, and soon he 
got a job at Bendix Corp. and entered night 
school. 

Still exploiting those electrical skills, 
Kort next landed a job at General Electric 
and in time wangled a transfer to California. 
Leaving GE, he went to work for Los Ange- 
les’ Biltmore Hotel as an electrician. On one 
fateful day, he was called to a guest’s room 
to fix a desk lamp. Engaging Kort in con- 
versation, the guest, Martin Feder, said he 
was planning to open a toy factory and won- 
dered if Kort knew anybody he might hire. 
“How about me?“ Kort asked, in a question 
that would chart the rest of his career. 

Over the next 20 years he worked for Feder, 
who specialized in producing the bubble- 
blowing kits that we all used as kids; start- 
ed, and folded, a bubbles company of his own; 
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and served as a manufacturers’ rep for other 
toy manufacturers, proving to be a master 
salesman who could have sold jump ropes to 
snalls. As a rep, he made good money. So he 
was ready to march when by chance he came 
upon a tiny, hard-rubber, high-bouncing ball 
that hadn’t been pushed in the market. In 
1969, Kort took this irrepressible bit, the 
Teeny Bouncer, and $50,000 and, with a part- 
ner, set up Imperial Toy Corp. 

Today the partner’s gone, but the original 
Teeny Bouncer is still a big seller in Impe- 
rial’s huge line of 880 toys. Most of the items 
are the year-round, very basic, $1.99-to-$4.99 
stuff of everyone’s childhood—jacks, mar- 
bles, balloons, paddle balls, water guns, rub- 
ber snakes, and yes, bubble kits, of which 
Imperial is the world’s largest producer. Im- 
perial’s 1997 sales were just over $100 million, 
which makes the company a midget com- 
pared to Mattel and Hasbro but a steady, im- 
portant force in an industry teeming with 
smaller, trend-riding companies. Kort says 
with particular pride that Imperial has never 
had a losing year.” That applies even to 
1997, though the importance of money in 
that year was dwarfed by a disaster: a No- 
vember explosion in Imperial’s Los Angeles 
headquarters (linked to roll caps sold by the 
company) that killed four factory employees 
and injured several others. 

That tragedy punctured Kort’s natural 
ebullience, but not much else does. From an 
office decorated in purple—and with that 
hair going boing!—he runs his business as if 
he expects to be there forever, which he pret- 
ty much does. His son Jordan, one of three 
sons who work with him and try to match 
his pace, says his father has this drive, this 
incredible drive.” 

Since the war, Kort has testified in four 
war-crimes trials and has sketched, from 
memory, a detailed map of Treblinka 1 that 
is now at Washington’s Holocaust museum. 
But Kort is in no way locked into the memo- 
ries of the past. Deeply aware that America 
has been good to him, he is instead propelled 
by the thought that he'd just better bounce 
out there and do more.“ 


Oo e yN 


TRIBUTE TO THE LAKE COUNTY 
PUBLIC VOLUNTEERS 


HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
pleasure to commend Lake County Public Li- 
brary (LCPL) volunteers during National Li- 
brary Week and National Volunteer Week. The 
LCPL honored its volunteers on Sunday, April 
19, 1998, during the Friends of the Lake 
County Public Library annual meeting, which 
was held at the library in Merrillville, Indiana. 
Two individuals, Helen Goodman and Frank 
Peterson, earned special recognition for their 
outstanding service to the library. 

Helen Goodman, of Crown Point, Indiana, 
has volunteered at the Lake County Public Li- 
brary since 1986. An assistant in the library's 
Indiana Room Helen researches and locates 
materials for library patrons on such topics as 
genealogy. In addition to her daily responsibil- 
ities of sorting and reshelving materials, Helen 
takes the initiative to offer personal assistance 
to patrons who are in need of specific informa- 
tion. Helen is prompt, reliable, and so dedi- 
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cated to serving patrons, the library's Ref- 
erence Department has considered naming 
her an “Honorary Reference Librarian”. Helen 
also volunteers in the Friends of the LCPL 
Book Sale Room, where she helps patrons se- 
lect and purchase used materials. In addition, 
Helen is a loyal participant in all library pro- 
gramming, including book discussion group, 
as she thrives on the exchange of ideas 
through reading and research. Helen also dis- 
plays her dedication to public service by work- 
ing at the Veterans Administration (VA) sev- 
eral days a week. A VA volunteer since 1988, 
Helen assists disabled veterans with transpor- 
tation needs by determining their eligibility and 
availability for assistance programs, as well as 
coordinating travel schedules. Helen also re- 
cruits other volunteers to help disabled vet- 
erans when necessary, and she is invaluable 
in maintaining quality patient care for the serv- 
ice. 

Frank Peterson, a native of Portage, Indi- 
ana, has been a volunteer at the Lake County 
Public Library for 5 years. Frank assists the li- 
brary’s Book Coordinator by moving boxes of 
donated books for sorting, selecting, and 
shelving in the Book Sale Room. He works at 
least 2 hours each Tuesday moming and 
sometimes on Thursdays, re-arranging the 
books and encyclopedias, clearing the shelves 
of books for new selections, and organizing 
the Book Sale Room for the public. In addi- 
tion, the library considers Frank to be its one- 
man publicity department, as he promotes the 
Book Sale Room to area newspapers and 
places advertisements for book donations. 
Frank has also taken the initiative to arrange 
for the distribution to underprivileged libraries 
and school districts in other states the library's 
excess books. Despite his ongoing battle with 
lung cancer, Frank continues to pursue his 
commitment to volunteerism through his serv- 
ice to the Lake County Public Library, as well 
as the Porter County Public Library book sale. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask you and my other distin- 
guished colleagues to join me in commending 
Helen Goodman, Frank Peterson, and all the 
other volunteers at the Lake County Public Li- 
brary for their outstanding service to their 
community. Their commitment to assisting oth- 
ers in the pursuit of knowledge has proven in- 
valuable to the citizens of Indiana's First Con- 
gressional District. 


IN HONOR OF YAFFA ELIACH 
HON. CHARLES E. SCHUMER 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, one of the 
great pleasures of serving in this legislative 
body is the opportunity we occasionally get to 
publicly acknowledge the outstanding pillars of 
our community. 

| ask my colleagues to join me today in con- 
gratulating Mrs. Yaffa Eliach on being named 
Brooklyn College’s Alumna of the Year. 

Mrs. Eliach currently is a professor of His- 
tory and Literature in the Department of Judaic 
Studies at Brooklyn College. She is a pioneer 
scholar in Holocaust Studies and the creator 
of the acclaimed “Tower of Life” at the United 
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States Holocaust Memorial Museum, and also 
served on President Carters Holocaust Com- 
mission. Yaffa was among a handful of aca- 
demics who introduced Holocaust Studies on 
the American Campus, and is the founder of 
the first Center of Holocaust Studies in the 
United States. She served as its volunteer di- 
rector until 1991. 

Mrs. Eliach was bom in Vilna, lived in 
Ejszyski until she was four and spent the rest 
of the early years of her childhood in Nazi-oc- 
cupied Europe, in ghettos and hiding places. 
Because of these experiences she felt that 
she must never let people forget what took 
place during those turbulent years in Europe. 
Today Mrs. Eliach is a historian, poet, and a 
playwright dedicated to educating people 
about the past. Her most recent publication, 
“There Once Was A World; A Nine Century 
Chronical of the Shetet of Eishyshok” is her 
latest attempt to teach people about the past. 
It is the history of the people in the “Tower of 
Life” exhibit. 

She is also contributing scholar to the “En- 
cyclopedia Judaica," the “Women’s Studies 
Encyclopedia,” “The Encyclopedia of Hasi- 
dism” and is a frequent contributor to schol- 
arly, literary and popular publications in the 
United States, Canada, Israel, Europe and 
Australia. Some of her accomplishments in- 
clude winning a Woodrow Wilson Dissertation 
Fellowship Award, a Louis E. Yavner Award, 
and being named by CBS as the Woman of 
the Year in 1995. 

Ms. Eliach’s hard work and dedication 
throughout the years make her a very deserv- 
ing recipient. | congratulate her on this award, 
and wish her continued success championing 
her cause. 


— — 


CONGRATULATIONS TO SINAI HOS- 
PITAL AUXILIARY, INC. ON THE 
50TH ANNIVERSARY OF ITS 
FOUNDING 


HON. BENJAMIN L. CARDIN 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay special tribute to the Sinai Hospital Auxil- 
iary, Inc. on the 50th anniversary of its found- 
ing. A hospital is only as good as the people 
who are associated with it, and for more than 
130 years Sinai Hospital has been one of the 
leading health care institutions in Baltimore, 
Maryland. Over the years, the Sinai Hospital 
Auxiliary has contributed to this success by 
supporting the hospital and reaching out to the 
larger community. 

In 1948, the Sinai Hospital Board of Direc- 
tors created the Women's Auxiliary of Sinai 
Hospital. Its mission was to interpret the hos- 
pital to the community, provide volunteer and 
other services and allocate all designated 
funds to help the hospital. Its first meeting was 
attended by more than 700 women. ` 

In 1968, the Women's Auxiliary became the 
Sinai Hospital Auxiliary, opening its member- 
ship to include male members. As an integral 
part of Sinai Hospital, the Auxiliary supports 
and funds many innovative programs and 
projects that benefit the hospital. 
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The Auxiliary has been involved in almost 
every aspect of the hospital. Among its many 
noteworthy accomplishments, the Auxiliary has 
presented the Pediatric Intensive Care Unit 
with a $125,000, five-year grant; donated a 
specially equipped car to help stroke victims; 
provided care safety seats for infants and chil- 
dren; and undertaken many educational health 
programs. 

| hope that my colleagues will join me in sa- 
luting the Sinai Hospital Auxiliary on its 50th 
anniversary and in commending its members 
for their dedication and commitment to the 
community. 


A FAREWELL TO DR. STANLEY S. 
BERGEN, JR., UMDNJ PRESIDENT 


HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, Dr. Stanley 
Bergen, Jr. is now enjoying something few of 
us will have an opportunity to experience. 
Quite simply, his dreams have come true. Dr. 
Bergen saw his dream of a renowned public 
medical and dental school in New Jersey 
spring from modest beginnings and blossom 
into reality. 

Dr. Bergen is now retiring after being the 
University of Medicine and Dentistry of New 
Jersey's first and only president. He provided 
the vision and leadership to make this institu- 
tion a nationally recognized medical and den- 
tal research and educational facility. UMDNJ is 
the largest free-standing public health 
sciences university in the country. This institu- 
tion is now comprised of four campuses, 
seven schools, 5,000 students, 11,000 em- 
ployees and over 100 affiliated health care in- 
stitutions. 

But UMDNJ is not only a world class med- 
ical and dental school, biomedical research or- 
ganization and health care provider, but it is 
also an organization which has given back to 
the community. In 1994, UMDNJ was awarded 
the Association of American Medical Colleges’ 
prestigious Outstanding Community Service 
Award. The school also boasts one of the 
largest minority student populations among the 
nation’s medical and dental schools. UMDNJ’s 
excellence is the reflection of a man who has 
insisted on excellence in everything he does. 

Dr. Bergen credits the support of his wife, 
Suzanne, and his children Stanley, Steven, 
Stewart, Victoria, and Amy for making his suc- 
cess possible. 

| would like to thank Dr. Bergen for his in- 
credible contributions to the health of New 
Jerseyans and for inviting me to his farewell 
luncheon on April 16, at the Newark Club. 


IN HONOR OF 50TH BIRTHDAY OF 
THE AIR FORCE RESERVE 


HON. DAVID E. BONIOR 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, April 21, 1998 
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, | have the honor 
to pay tribute to the Air Force Reserve as they 
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observe their 50th Birthday on April 14, 1998. 
The 927th Air Refueling Wing at Selfridge Air 
National Guard Base will celebrate the event 
with a dinner and dance on April 21, 1998. 

After World War Il ended, the Army Air 
Forces began the task of post-war reorga- 
nizing. With the passage of the National Secu- 
rity Act in 1948, the Air Force became an 
independent branch of the military. The same 
year, the leaders of the Air Force began an 
overhaul of the Air Force Reserve. Although 
the Reserves had been in place since 1916, a 
formal organization did not exist. It was not 
until April 27, 1948 that the U.S. Air Force Re- 
serve was Officially established. 

The 927th Air Refueling Wing at Selfridge 
Air National Guard Base is just one of the 
many units created from the reorganization of 
the Air Force Reserve. For the past 35 years, 
the unit participated in missions such as 
ferrying aircraft, equipment, and supplies to 
Vietnam, flying in supplies to flood victims in 
New York and Pennsylvania in 1973, and has 
provided refueling to fighters in Bosnia. The 
personnel of the 927th continually train both 
overseas and in the United States so they will 
be fully prepared when they are called upon to 
perform a mission. The 927th Air Refueling 
Wing deserves to be commended for their 
dedication and commitment to duty. 

For five decades, the Air Force Reserve has 
faithfully defended the citizens of our great na- 
tion. | would like to join the 927th Air Force 
Refueling Wing in celebrating the 50th birth- 
day of the Air Force Reserve. 


HONORING THE FORMER CON- 
GRESSMAN DOUGLAS APPLE- 
GATE 


HON. ROBERT W. NEY 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, today | rise on be- 
half of the Members of the House of Rep- 
resentatives to honor the former Congressman 
Douglas Applegate. In a ceremony on April 
17th, the name of the Steubenville Post Office 
will officially be changed to the Douglas Apple- 
gate Post Office. The Honorable JAMES A. 
TRAFICANT, JR., of the 17th District of Ohio 
sponsored the legislation to name the post of- 
fice, and it was signed into law by President 
Bill Clinton on November 19, 1997. 

Former Congressman Douglas Applegate 
has been a leader in his hometown of Steu- 
benville, Ohio, since graduating from Steuben- 
ville High School and going onto a career in 
politics serving the citizens of Ohio in the Ohio 
House of Representatives and later in the 
Ohio Senate. Mr. Applegate was elected to 
Congress in 1976, and served diligently for 
eighteen years to improve senior citizens, vet- 
erans, labor and consumer issues. 

Douglas Applegate has proven his commit- 
ment to his community and to his country and 
he has worked continuously to make it a bet- 
ter place to live. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that my colleagues join 
me in thanking the former Congressman 
Douglas Applegate for his thirty-three years of 
dedication as a public servant, and congratu- 


6257 


lating him. | wish him continued success, 
health and prosperity. 
— 


1998 EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT 


SPEECH OF 


HON. JOHN M. McHUGH 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 31, 1998 


The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 3579) making 
emergency supplemental appropriations for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1998, and 
for other purposes: 

Mr. McHUGH. Mr. Chairman, | want to take 
this opportunity to thank the members of the 
Appropriations Committee for all they have 
done to accomplish our objective of providing 
assistance to the dairy farmers and tree farm- 
ers in New York and the other Northeastern 
states who suffered devastating damage as a 
result of the ice storm which struck earlier this 


year. 

Unfortunately, the President's supplemental 
funding request did not adequately address 
the losses which were suffered by the agricul- 
tural industry. With the help of my House col- 
leagues, JIM WALSH and JERRY SOLOMON, we 
have successfully rallied support in Congress 
to add funding to help our farmers who are 
struggling to recover from the devastation. 

| know that some of the funding we were 
successful in getting approved—compensation 
for diminished milk production—is unprece- 
dented and | understand that some Members 
are concerned about this fact. But let there be 
no mistake—the losses in Northern New York 
and throughout the Northeast, along with 
areas of the country—represent a unique situ- 
ation. The assistance we are providing in this 
bill represents a small, but vitally important, 
step forward on their road to recovery. 

The loss of electric power had enormous re- 
percussions simply beyond inconvenience. As 
the third largest dairy producer in the nation, 
Northern New York is the state's largest dairy 
region. Without power, dairy farmers were un- 
able to milk their herds. Those with genera- 
tors—an instrument which, as the hours with- 
out power turned into days and then weeks, 
became one of the region’s most sought-after 
and precious commodities—who were able to 
milk frequently had to dump their milk because 
the roads were impassable and the milk trucks 
were unable to get through to pick up their 
product. Those lucky enough to be able to 
milk and get their product to the producer 
were frequently confronted with the milk plant 
being without power. At the end of the day, 
millions of pounds of milk had been dumped. 
In addition, because of their inability to milk 
the herds, or to milk on a normal schedule, 
many contracted mastitis, an illness which if 
not treated can kill the cow. In many in- 
stances, the illness is treatable, but it will be 
many weeks, if not months, before the cow is 
back on a regular production cycle. In the 
meantime, the farmers have lost critical pro- 
duction—and money right out of their pocket. 

Our initial hope that the federal disaster 
declaration would speed assistance to farmers 
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was soon shattered as it became clear the 
Farm Service Agency’s primary form of assist- 
ance was low interest loans. Federal programs 
to replace livestock losses or dairy production 
are either expired, do not apply to dairy farm- 
ers or are non-existent. To these dairy farm- 
ers, many of whom are already operating on 
the margins due to a 20 year low in milk 
prices, low interest loans are not even an op- 
tion. They simply cannot afford it. 

Mr. Chairman, despite its precedence, what 
this bill offers in assistance to the dairy farm- 
ers is not outrageous. It conforms to the pa- 
rameters of assistance programs by offering to 
make payments to farmers of up to 30 percent 
of their losses. It in no way makes them 
whole. What it does do is offer them light at 
the end of the tunnel and can well mean a 
make or break situation. These are family 
farmers—not conglomerates. They deserve no 
less than we are offering them here. 

In this bill we also provide assistance to 
maple sugar producers, Christmas tree farm- 
ers, and orchardists, among others. The ice 
wreaked havoc on these tree growers, as well, 
and it will take decades for many of them to 
recover from the kind of damage they suf- 
fered. Here too, these funds will help them on 
that road to recovery. 

Finally, | am pleased that we were able to 
secure Community Development Block Grant 
funding to assist homeowners in the Northeast 
meet those needs which have been left unmet 
by other federal assistance programs. 


— 


IN MEMORY OF RUSSELL T. KIKO 
AND WILLARD L. KIKO 


HON. JAMES A. TRAFICANT, JR. 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, | would like 
to pay tribute to two special men and great 
entrepreneurs, Russell T. Kiko and Willard L. 
Kiko, both of whom recently passed away. 
These remarkable men contributed greatly to 
their communities, and will be deeply missed. 

Natives of Ohio, Russell, born in 1915, and 
his younger brother Willard, born in 1922, 
were the sons of German immigrants. They 
grew up on their family’s farm, where they 
lived and learned with their seven other broth- 
ers and sisters. 

Russell stayed on his family’s farm until 
1944, when he first became involved in the 
auction business as a part-time job. In pursuit 
of this interest, he attended the Reppert 
School of Auctioneering in Decatur, Indiana. In 
1945, using the vast stores of knowledge he 
gained during his time at Reppert, Russell 
started his own auction barn, Russ Kiko Asso- 
ciates, Inc. During its first year the business 
made $1,500. Due to Russ's dedication and 
expertise, Russ Kiko Associated, Inc. has 
grown from a modest beginning to become the 
largest auctioneering firm in Ohio. His busi- 
ness was built on the simple, honest motto of 
“giving buyers and sellers a fair deal.” A man 
of great integrity, Russell believed in keeping 
his business clean, and as a result, he drew 
a large following of admirers. This honest and 
straightforward way of conducting business led 
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to recognition from his peers. Not only was 
Russell a member of the Ohio Auctioneers 
Hall of Fame, in 1981, he became the first 
Ohioan to be inducted into the National Auc- 
tioneers Hall of Fame. He retired in 1990. 

Willard also left behind the family farm, but 
to pursue a life different from his brother. In 
1944 he enlisted in the United States Navy 
and served as a gunner in the Merchant Ma- 
rine fleet in the Pacific and European theaters. 
His honorable and distinguished service 
earned him several awards, including: the 
American Area, Asiatic Pacific Area, and Euro- 
pean African ME Area Ribbons, and World 
War II Victory Ribbon. Upon his honorable dis- 
charge from the Navy, he became involved in 
the sheet metal trade. In 1974, he became the 
principle founder, along with his son, of yet 
another successful Kiko family business, Kiko 
Heating and Air Conditioning. The business is 
currently one of the largest heating and air 
conditioning businesses in the Akron-Canton 
area. Willard retired from his family business 
in 1982. 

Following their retirements, Russell and Wil- 
lard, avid outdoorsmen, spent much time to- 
gether. Sadly, their long and successful lives 
recently came to an end. Russell died on De- 
cember 12, 1997, after an extended illness, 
and Willard left this Earth on February 12, 
1998, due to heart failure. Both men were sur- 
vived by large, loving families. Russell has left 
behind Coletta his wife of 59 years, 12 chil- 
dren, 63 grandchildren and 26 great-grand- 
children. Willard has left Stella, his wife of 49 
years, three children and 11 grandchildren. 

| would like to add my acknowledgment and 
condolences to those already offered by the 
Senate of the 122nd General Assembly of 
Ohio. Both men demonstrated unwavering 
commitment to their professions and to their 
communities. | extend my heart-felt sympathy 
to the family of these fine men, and hope that 
they will take comfort in knowing that all who 
met Russell and Willard Kiko respected them 
greatly. These men have left a permanent im- 
pact on the world in which they lived. 


Í 


BUILDING EFFICIENT SURFACE 
TRANSPORTATION AND EQUITY 
ACT OF 1998 


SPEECH OF 


HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON 


OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 1, 1998 


The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 2400) to authorize 
funds for Federal-aid highways, highway 
safety programs, and transit programs, and 
for other purposes: 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, don’t vote for 
the Roukema amendment to destroy the Dis- 
advantaged Business Enterprises program 
(DBE) or you will pay the price with your 
women small business owners. | have listed 
just a few examples of how women business 
owners can tell their own stories about the 
success of the DBE program. 

NEW JERSEY 

Roberta Verdun, President, Summit Graph- 

ics Corporation, North Brunswick, NJ said: “I 
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have owned a small business for 25 years, 
, am also certified as a DBE and without 
the DBE program, | would not have opportuni- 
ties to bid against the big businesses out 
there. DBE status affords me ‘opportunity.’ | 
don’t expect printing jobs handed to me but 
without the opportunity to offer a bid, | would 
be out of business!” 


Deborah Ayars, President, A-TECH Engi- 
neering, Vineland, NJ said: “My firm has 
grown over the ten years lve been in busi- 
ness from just me to twenty total employees 
8 We employ local people who would oth- 
erwise be looking for jobs, most likely outside 
this area . . Without the DBE provisions of 
ISTEA, the ever-larger majority firms would let 
none of the work out of their firms... Tak- 
ing away sub-contracting incentives for women 
and minorities would deprive the economy of 
the kind of resources that increase our na- 
tion's global competitiveness, a goal of 
NEXTEA/ISTEA. In closing, the DBE program 
is One of the most successful programs the 
government has developed. It saves the gov- 
ernment money, increases jobs in small busi- 
ness, and assists women and minority owners 
to get a foot in the door in business.” 


IDAHO 


Elaine Martin, President, MarCon, Inc., 
Nampa, ID said: “Most companies can point to 
one or two jobs that made it possible for their 
companies to succeed. My ‘essential’ job 
would not have been awarded to me without 
the DBE program. | was low bidder on a job 
in 1987 where the owner told the estimator to 
give the job to a larger, male owned firm that 
had a higher bid than mine. The estimator told 
the owner that the job had DBE goals and as 
low bidder, | should be given the opportunity 
to perform. That job allowed my company to 
survive another year as | worked in the field 
days and bid new work at night. In the ten 
years since that one $100,000 job that | would 
have lost without the DOT DBE program, my 
company has grown from $200,000 to $3 mil- 
lion annually.” 


IOWA 


Joanna Pierson, President-Owner, Joanna 
Trucking, Inc., Sioux City, lowa said: “The 
DBE program has helped me to get a fair 
shake. My company is very good at what it 
does, but that does not mean anything. What 
does mean something is that | am a ‘foolish 
female,’ ‘stupid woman,’ I'm sure you've heard 
them all. To get rid of this program means put- 
ting me and others like me out of business 
along with 25 of my employees. Without this 
program, | am nowhere because | deal with 
men who want me out, and even my own 
brothers are trying to force me out. | represent 
competition to any male in business, but my 
company performs well, and | can honestly 
say that we do a better job than most male or- 
ganizations . . We need to keep this pro- 
gram going, to ‘mend it, not end it.“ 
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TRIBUTE TO JOYCE WOLKA 


HON. DAVID E. BONIOR 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, today | rise to 
congratulate Joyce Wolka, who will be award- 
ed Secretary of the Year by the Macomb 
Chapter of Professional Secretaries Inter- 
national. On April 22, 1998, Ms. Wolka will be 
honored at the Secretaries Day Banquet dur- 
ing Professional Secretaries Week. 

Each year, the Macomb Chapter of Profes- 
sional Secretaries International chooses the 
Secretary of the Year based on a list of impor- 
tant qualities. Candidates are judged in three 
areas: education, work experience, and in- 
volvement in PSI activities. Ms. Wolka’s pro- 
fessional accomplishments and expertise led 
to the honor of Secretary of the Year. 

Ms. Wolka has worked for the past 7 years 
at Specs Howard School of Broadcast Arts in 
Southfield, Michigan. As an Executive Sec- 
retary in the Placement Department she is re- 
sponsible for maintaining current student and 
graduate files and databases, correspondence 
to employers, conducting mock interviews with 
students, and correcting their resumes as part 
of their curriculum. She has made an impor- 
tant contribution to education and her commu- 
nity by performing many of the fundamental 
responsibilities that allow the schools to oper- 
ate every day. 

Throughout the years, Ms. Wolka has been 
a valuable member of her profession and her 
community. Not only is she an active member 
of the Macomb Chapter of Professional Secre- 
taries International, she is also a Eucharist 
Minister at St. Kieran's Catholic Church and a 
Boy Scout Leader of Troop 343. Ms. Wolka 
and her husband Kevin have raised two sons, 
Dan and Mark. | would like to congratulate Ms. 
Wolka and wish her continued excellence in 
her work. 


—— 


BUILDING EFFICIENT SURFACE 
TRANSPORTATION AND EQUITY 
ACT OF 1998 


SPEECH OF 


HON. JOHN R. THUNE 


OF SOUTH DAKOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 1, 1998 


The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 2400) to authorize 
funds for Federal-aid highways, highway 
safety programs, and transit programs, and 
for other purposes: 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Chairman, | rise today to 
address the bill before us today, H.R. 2400, 
the Building Efficient Surface Transportation 
Equity Act of 1998. This measure probably will 
have a more profound impact on my State of 
South Dakota than any other measure this 
body may consider this year. 

The State of South Dakota has 7,803 miles 
of roads on the State highway system which 
span over a 77,000 square mile area in the 
State. As one of the largest States in geog- 
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raphy, we have tremendous needs to maintain 
our network of highways, bridges, and transit 
connections. While other modes of transpor- 
tation play an important role in moving goods 
and people from one point to another, auto- 
mobile and truck transportation are the most 
predominant forms used for personal and 
commercial purposes. 

| thank Chairman SHUSTER, Ranking Mem- 
ber OBERSTAR, Surface Transportation Sub- 
committee Chairman PETRI, and Sub- 
committee Ranking Member RAHALL for all of 
their assistance on South Dakota specific con- 
cerns. With their help, | was able to include an 
amendment to Section 107 that would allow 
federal bridge funds to be used on a de-icer 
agent being developed by the South Dakota 
Department of Transportation (SDDOT) in 
conjunction with the South Dakota School of 
Mines and Technology and private industry. 
The de-icer compound, known as sodium ace- 
tate-formate, is a cost-effective, environ- 
mentally sound way to keep bridges clear of 
dangerous icing conditions without the corro- 
sive side-effects of other compounds. The 
Committee also saw fit to honor my request to 
reduce paperwork and staff hours in con- 
ducting statewide planning by making a con- 
forming amendment to Section 125. 

The Committee also saw fit to honor my re- 
quest to designate Interstate 29 as a High Pri- 
ority Trade Corridor from Kansas City, MO, to 
the Canadian border. Since the implantation of 
the North American Free Trade Agreement in 
1993, traffic has increased tremendously on l- 
29. From 1993 to 1997, car and truck traffic in 
South Dakota has increased by 46 percent on 
29 from the lowa border to the North Dakota 
border. Without question, the State of South 
Dakota and its neighbors served by l-29 
should be eligible for programs contained in 
Section 115 of this bill. | am certain South Da- 
kota will find innovative ways to make com- 
mercial transportation on l-29 more efficient 
and more effective. 

| also appreciate the recognition the Com- 
mittee gave in the report accompanying this 
bill to the bridge over the Missouri River in 
Yankton, SD. The existing Meridian Bridge is 
approaching 75 years in age and is in des- 
perate need of replacement. The committee 
report appropriately notes that the bridge 
should be replaced and that the Secretary of 
the Department of Transportation should make 
funds available from the Discretionary Bridge 
Replacement Fund for this purpose. 

| especially appreciate the committee's rec- 
ognition of Congressional Priority Projects | 
submitted for consideration. These all are im- 
portant to the State of South Dakota and will 
help address important safety, congestion, and 
economic development needs. All of the 
projects were selected from a list submitted by 
the SDDOT. | also took the initiative to con- 
duct a series of town hall meetings across the 
State of South Dakota last August to discuss 
these priority projects as well as to solicit the 
views of South Dakotans on our surface trans- 
portation priorities. 

Through the information provided from these 
sources, | was able to submit to the Com- 
mittee a strong slate of projects that deserve 
funding through this process. Among those 
projects are two of the three legs of the East- 
ern Dakota Expressway (EDE). The EDE is a 


6259 


combined vision of former Senator Francis 
Case and the late Governor George S. 
Mickelson. These two South Dakota leaders 
saw the value of connecting our major popu- 
lation centers to Interstate 90 and Interstate 
29 via four-lane highways. The funds made 
available through this bill would be enough for 
80 percent of the cost of the project. The re- 
maining 20 percent would represent the stand- 
ard and appropriate State and local cost share 
to convert South Dakota Highway 37 between 
Huron and Mitchell from a two-lane to a four- 
lane and to convert US Highway 83 between 
Pierre/Fort Pierre and Interstate 90 to a four- 
lane. My hope would be to complete this vi- 
sion of Case and Mickelson by connecting Ab- 
erdeen to Interstate 29 by a four-lane high- 
way. Unfortunately, it appears that important 
and necessary segment will have to be ad- 
dressed at another point in time. All the same, 
| am committed to continue to work for that 
segment as | work to forward the entire EDE 
initiative. 

The Chairman also should be commended 
for his tenacity on an issue important not only 
to South Dakotans, but to so many across the 
nation. 

For too long, Washington has ignored its 
own rules when it comes to fiscal matters. And 
one of the most blatant abuses has been the 
way Washington has misused revenues gen- 
erated by the motor fuels tax. Last year, 
Chairman SHUSTER and other supporters of 
honesty in budgeting gained a victory by shift- 
ing 4.3 cents of the motor fuels tax from gen- 
eral government expenditures to the Highway 
Trust Fund. 

However, as the Chairman has pointed out, 
the addition of these revenues would cause 
the Trust Fund balances to skyrocket. If those 
dollars are going to be paid in by American 
highway users, then those consumers should 
have the assurance that those funds are being 
put to their intended purpose. The level of 
funding in H.R. 2400 would do just that. 

Late January estimates from the Congres- 
sional Budget Office indicated that the High- 
way Trust Fund would have reached a cash 
balance of $81 billion by the year 2002. Those 
are dollars paid at the pump by users who ex- 
pect a return investment in highways, bridges, 
and transit. Unless the bill before us is en- 
acted, those dollars will end up in a federal 
black hole. 

Most importantly, this feat can be accom- 
plished within the context of a balanced uni- 
fied budget. Title X of the bill mandates that 
the additional funding in this bill be offset by 
mandatory and discretionary spending reduc- 
tions. This means Congress would stay within 
the confines of the budget agreement met last 
year and stay on the path of a balanced fed- 
eral budget. While there will be critics of what- 
ever offsets may be reached, it will be impor- 
tant to remember a simple fact. That fact is 
Washington has been siphoning off gas tax 
dollars for miscellaneous Washington spend- 
ing. No matter the merits of those other 
spending priorities, we should not continue to 
deceive the public by taking what they pay at 
the pump and using it to feed Washington. 
Those are dollars that should be used for 
highways and bridges in my State of South 
Dakota and in the other 49 States of the 
Union. 
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| also would like to commend the Chairman 
and Ranking Member for the bill's funding 
ratio between highways and mass transit. Of 
the House and Senate bills, the House bill 
clearly takes a more appropriate approach to 
funding these two needs. Of the $217 billion in 
the House bill, $181 billion would fund high- 
way initiatives and $36 billion would be avail- 
able to mass transit. The Senate version on 
the other hand would place only $171 billion in 
highways and $41 billion in transit. The House 
funding split, in my view, represents a more 
responsible approach for the State of South 
Dakota and the nation. 

The total funding levels contemplated in this 
measure indeed would have an important im- 
pact on the nation’s and South Dakota's trans- 
portation priorities. Under this bill, South Dako- 
ta's annual average allocation would total ap- 
proximately $144 million a year. Under the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency 
Act (ISTEA), South Dakota received approxi- 
mately $119 million a year, representing an 
annual increase of $25 million. Further, the 
level in H.R. 2400 would boost funding by 
more than $40 million annually over the House 
bill back in 1991. 

Without the funding levels Chairman SHu- 
STER has advocated, South Dakota would not 
be able to realize these increases. At the 
same time, | would be remiss if | did not ex- 
press my concern over the formula share 
given to my State in this bill. As it stands, 
South Dakota's percentage of formula pro- 
grams would reduce from 0.67 percent to 0.52 
percent. Such a reduction simply is not ac- 
ceptable to our State of South Dakota. The 
Chairman and many of my colleagues already 
are familiar with my sentiments about the for- 
mula. They fully realize how | feel and how my 
State feels about such a reduction in our 
share. At the same time, | fully appreciate the 
composition of the House would lend itself to 
a formula that reflects the desires of more 
populated areas. | also realize that historically, 
the Senate has produced formulas that more 
closely reflect my preference and the pref- 
erence of my State. In fact, at this point in 
1991, the House formula gave South Dakota 
a 0.52 percent share while the Senate pro- 
duced a share of 0.77 percent. This difference 
is almost identical to that produced this year 
by our two Houses of Congress. | am hopeful, 
therefore, that the final product will yield a 
share that improves upon that crafted under 
ISTEA. 

The Chairman has been very patient and 
very understanding in an effort | mounted with 
several other members from similarly impacted 
Western States. | along with Mr. YOUNG of 
Alaska, Mr. SKEEN of New Mexico, Mr. ENSIGN 
of Nevada, Mr. GIBBONS of Nevada, Mr. 
CRAPO of Idaho, Mrs. CHENOWETH of Idaho, 
Mr. HILL of Montana, Mr. POMEROY of North 
Dakota, Mrs. CUBIN of Wyoming, Mr. REDMOND 
of New Mexico, and the late Mr. Schiff of New 
Mexico, all worked for this provision to be in- 
cluded in H.R. 2400. 

The amendment would have recognized the 
unique challenges states with low population 
densities and large geographic areas face as 
they attempt to meet highway needs. The 
amendment would have acknowledged this 
need | and others felt was missing from H.R. 
2400 by creating an allocated program for low- 
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density states. Each of the qualifying States 
experience share reductions in H.R. 2400. The 
funds for this program would have been offset 
through other allocated programs—not appor- 
tioned programs, thereby not impacting the 
apportionment of other States—and would 
have been distributed based upon National 
Highway System (NHS) miles and vehicle 
miles traveled on the NHS. The amendment 
therefore fairly based distribution on needs in 
terms of highway miles and highway use. 

While the amendment would not have fully 
corrected the apportionment shortfall, it would 
have helped to cushion the fall. In the opinion 
of Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. PETRI, and 
Mr. RAHALL, the amendment resembled too 
much of an attempt at a State-specific redis- 
tribution. In working with the Committee lead- 
ership, we chose not to offer the amendment. 

In light of the improbability to gain approval 
of the Western States Amendment, | feel com- 
pelled to explain my dissatisfaction over the 
formula given to South Dakota and other simi- 
larly impacted Western States. South Dakota 
has a backlog of over $500 million in mainte- 
nance and construction on its highways and 
bridges and 42 percent of our 678 mile Inter- 
State highway system is in fair or poor condi- 
tion. 

Still, | am encouraged by so much the 
Chairman has accomplished through this 
measure, including the victory of dedicating 
motor fuel taxes to their intended purpose. | 
also appreciate him resisting imposing pen- 
alties on States for failing to adopt certain 
laws. No matter the value of policy objectives, 
the Federal Government should not blackmail 
States into adopting environmental, safety, or 
other laws. Washington has learned from pre- 
vious efforts that such contingencies only 
breed ill-will between the Federal Government 
and State and local leaders. This bill instead 
uses incentives to achieve real results. 

Likewise, the Chairman should be congratu- 
lated for including the text of H.R. 4, the Truth 
in Budgeting Act, as Title VII of this bill. This 
provision, of which | am an original cosponsor, 
would help ensure that we remain honest to 
the American public in how Washington uses 
their gas tax dollars. 

also want to voice my support for the eth- 
anol tax incentives. A provision included in 
Senate bill, S. 1173, extending the tax incen- 
tives for ethanol production should be made a 
part of the conference report. Value-added op- 
portunities are of tremendous importance to 
my entire State of South Dakota—not just the 
agriculture community. In South Dakota, the 
industry adds $61 million to the States’s econ- 
omy annually. From 1996 to 2002, the ethanol 
industry is expected to pump $51 billion into 
the U.S. economy. That means jobs in small 
towns and rural areas. Without the assurance 
that this incentive is in place, it would be ex- 
tremely difficult for producers and investors to 
plan for the future. Ethanol has value beyond 
just the agriculture economy, it also has im- 
portant environmental benefits that Congress 
should continue to encourage. 

| recently hand-delivered 850 letters from 
my constituents to Speaker GINGRICH asking 
him to continue his support of the ethanol tax 
incentives. | am pleased the Speaker ex- 
pressed his strong support for these incentives 
and consequently expect that support to carry 
through the conference process on this bill. 
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Finally, | would like to commend the Chair- 
man and the rest of the House leadership, in- 
cluding Speaker GINGRICH and Majority Leader 
ARMEY, for heeding the call of the rank and file 
to schedule consideration of this bill prior to 
the upcoming district work period. For a time, 
it appeared Congress would have attempted 
to go home without considering this measure. 
As my colleagues know, however, the current 
extension of ISTEA is set to expire on April 
30. Seeing this deadline on the horizon, | 
joined Mrs. EMERSON of Missouri and Mr. 
PEASE of Indiana in circulating a letter among 
our colleagues pledging our intention to vote 
against adjournment later today if H.R. 2400 
has not been considered. Over 100 signatures 
were gathered in a matter of just a few hours. 
The issue has both national and local support. 
Letting yet another deadline pass on federal 
highway programs would have been more 
than the South Dakota Department of Trans- 
portation, the contractors of South Dakota, 
and most importantly, the motorists of my 
State could bear. Hopefully, such an occur- 
rence will be avoided with today’s action. 

In light of these factors, | intend to vote in 
favor of passage as | did in subcommittee and 
full committee consideration. Again, | thank 
Chairman SHUSTER, Ranking Member OBER- 
STAR, Subcommittee Chairman PETRI, and 
Subcommittee Ranking Member RAHALL for 
their hard work and dedication to bringing truth 
and honesty to our federal surface transpor- 
tation programs. 

— 


A CELEBRATION OF THE LIFE AND 
TIMES OF LIONEL HAMPTON 


HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL 
OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to Lionel Hampton, a great artist, a 
great American, a great ambassador, and one 
of the greatest musicians America has ever 
known. 

In tribute to Lionel Hampton, on this his 90th 
birthday, | would like to share with you and 
this House, some of the highlights of this ex- 
traordinary man. 

Lionel Hampton, the reigning King of the Vi- 
braphone for over half-a-century, and one of 
the few surviving internationally renowned jazz 
talents of the swing era, was born in Bir- 
mingham, Alabama on April 20, 1908. He was 
a member of the Benny Goodman Quartet 
which was the first racially integrated group of 
jazz musicians in the nation, but left the group 
to form his own big band in the early 40s. 

His original ballad, “Midnight Sun”, written 
with Johnny Mercer and Sonny Burke, has be- 
come an American jazz and popular classic. 
His two major symphonic works, “The King 
David Suite” and “Blues Suite” have been 
performed by many leading symphonic or- 
chestras throughout the world. 

Nevertheless, whether you are familiar with 
his musical accomplishments, over the years, 
Lionel Hampton has known no status where 
he was not eagerly accepted, as he has been 
well received the world over by Presidents, 
politicians, Kings and Queens. His very music 
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has caused the walls of communist nations to 
come tumbling down. 

Allow me now to share with you Lionel 
Hampton the constituent . . the friend... 
the community leader. His fame and greatness 
have not let him forget the homeless and the 
hopeless. Long a supporter of public housing, 
he developed the Lionel Hampton Houses in 
the early 70s, and upon completion, built the 
Gladys Hampton Houses, named for his late 
wife. To this day, those projects are consid- 
ered among the best in the nation. 

The Lionel Hampton Community Develop- 
ment Corporation has built more than 500 low 
and moderate-income apartments in my Con- 
gressional District of Harlem alone. 

Lionel Hampton holds more than fifteen 
honorary doctorates and received the Gold 
Medal of Paris, its highest cultural award, from 
its Mayor, Jacques Shirac. 

He was appointed to the Board of Trustees 
of the Kennedy Center in 1991 by President 
George Bush, and in December 1992, he was 
awarded a prestigious Kennedy Center Honor 
for his lifetime career achievements as a musi- 
cian and teacher. Since then, he continues to 
produce educational events and considers the 
real highlight of his career as having the music 
school at the University of Idaho named for 
him, the Lionel Hampton School of Jazz. 

Whether you are Black or White, Demo- 
cratic or Republican, Liberal or Conservative 
. . . Lionel Hampton represents the very best 
of America. 

Happy birthday Lionel Hampton. 


— 


WELCOMING THE AMERICAN WIND 
ENERGY ASSOCIATION TO BA- 
KERSFIELD 


HON. WILLIAM M. THOMAS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, | take pleasure 
in announcing that the American Wind Energy 
Association (AWEA) is holding its annual con- 
vention in Bakersfield, California this year and 
in welcoming wind energy experts from all 
over the globe to this event. Between April 27 
and May 1, wind energy industry representa- 
tives and government officials from around the 
world will discuss and view new technologies 
and the burgeoning market for clean electricity 
generated with wind turbine technologies. 

This convention is a special event for my 
constituents because others will notice just 
how important the Kern County wind energy 
industry has become when conventioneers 
tour the Tehachapi Pass wind farms. 
Tehachapi hosts one of the largest concentra- 
tions of wind generation equipment in the 
United States. The area's 5,000 wind turbines 
produce enough power to light San Francisco. 
Wind power is big business in this small town: 
some 3,200 jobs in the Tehachapi area are re- 
lated to wind power. 

The industry has a great story to tell every- 
one. Today, wind power is being generated in 
California, Hawaii, Vermont, lowa, Texas and 
Minnesota. American companies have gone 
from buying foreign technology to developing 
and selling their own wind turbines here in the 
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United States. There are tremendous inter- 
national markets developing for U.S. wind 
technology and the industry has dramatically 
cut the cost of producing power with this envi- 
ronmentally-benign power source to as little as 
3 cents per kilowatt hour. The future of wind 
energy will be explored by convention guests 
when they come to Bakersfield and | wish all 
who attend success as they chart the trade’s 
future course. 
—ñ ͤ—:—œ)œ 


BUILDING EFFICIENT SURFACE 
TRANSPORTATION AND EQUITY 
ACT OF 1998 


SPEECH OF 


HON. JOHN E. ENSIGN 


OF NEVADA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 1, 1998 


The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 2400) to authorize 
funds for Federal-aid highways, highway 
safety programs, and transit programs, and 
for other purposes: 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Chairman. | would like to 
thank Chairman SHUSTER and PETRI, and 
ranking members OBERSTAR and RAHALL for 
including in the BESTEA legislation an author- 
ization for a new start rail project being under- 
taken by the Regional Transportation Commis- 
sion of Clark County, Nevada (RTC). The 
RTC’s Resort Corridor Fixed Guideway Project 
is included among these projects authorized 
for Final Design and Construction under Item 
(34) of section 332 of the bill. This project is 
currently in the preliminary engineering phase, 
and is critically needed to meet clean air de- 
mands and the ever increasing transportation 
needs in the Las Vegas Valley. The proposed 
system is anticipated to carry 95,000 pas- 
sengers daily, and will provide efficient transit 
service into the Resort Corridor where over 50 
percent of regional employment is focused. | 
appreciate the recognition given to RTC’s Re- 
sort Corridor Fixed Guideway Project by the 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture in the authorization of new start projects. 


— 


IN MEMORY OF DOROTHY M. 
VANSANDT 


HON. IKE SKELTON 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, today | wish to 
say a special word of tribute to Dorothy 
“Dottie” Mae Vansandt, the former Cass 
County, Missouri, Public Administrator, who 
passed away recently at the age of 75. 

Dottie Vansandt was an important civic 
leader in Cass County, Missouri. She served 
as the county’s public administrator from 1977 
to 1992 and devoted her time to various com- 
munity organizations. She was a member of 
the United Methodist Church in Harrisonville, 
MO, and served as a board member for the 
Cassco Area Workshop. She also served as a 
member of the Bayard Chapter No. 179 Order 


6261 


of the Eastern Star. In addition, Dottie was a 
member of the Cass County Central Demo- 
cratic Committee, the Cass County Women's 
Democrat Club, and was a Shrine Circus 
Mom. In 1993, Dottie was honored as the 
Cass County Democrat Woman of the Year. 


Mrs. Vansandt is survived by a son, a 
daughter, a stepdaughter, eight grandchildren, 
and seven great-grandchildren. 


Mr. Speaker. Dottie Vansandt’s public serv- 
ices makes her a role model for young civil 
leaders. | am certain that the Members of the 
House will join me in honoring this Missourian 
who will be missed by all who knew her. 


A TRIBUTE TO MINDY ELVEY 


HON. BUD SHUSTER 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
bring our colleagues’ attention to a Pennsyſva- 
nian who has refused to let a formidable ob- 
stacle stand in her way of making people's 
lives a little better. This outstanding citizen, 
Mr. Speaker, is Mindy Elvey of Altoona, Penn- 
sylvania. 

Mindy is a teenager growing up in a typical 
American city, but it is her outstanding actions, 
Mr. Speaker, which are nothing short of ex- 
traordinary. She is a 15-year-old who has bat- 
tled leukemia and still receives monthly chem- 
otherapy to fight this terrible and life threat- 
ening disease. However, Mindy has not al- 
lowed her illness to stop her from caring about 
those around her. 


As a patient in a Pittsburgh Ronald McDon- 
ald House, Mindy was not permitted to visit 
the common television viewing room during a 
critical stage in her fight against leukemia be- 
cause she couldn't risk infection while being 
exposed to others. While recuperating at her 
home in Altoona, Mindy made crafts and sold 
them to family and friends in order to pur- 
chase a new television set for the facility. Her 
concern for others who were sick and staying 
at the facility didn’t stop there, and Mindy 
began a campaign to persuade local groups 
and businesses to donate more television sets 
to the Pittsburgh Ronald McDonald House. 
Her efforts have allowed 10 of the 15 bed- 
rooms at the facility to have brand new tele- 
vision sets in them. Mindy Elvey had stated. 
just wanted to do something nice.” 


For her selfless determination Mindy Elvey 
is being honored tomorrow, along with other 
outstanding citizens from around the country, 
at the Seventh Annual “Make A Difference 
Day,” hosted by USA Weekend Magazine and 
the Points of Light Foundation. 


At this time, Mr. Speaker, | ask our col- 
leagues’ in the House of Representatives to 
join with me in congratulating Ms. Elvey for 
being chosen as a national honoree and for a 
job well done. Mindy has shown that no matter 
what difficult odds we may face, we can still 
make our world a better place. 
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NAFTA BELIEVERS CAN CHANGE 
THEIR MINDS 


HON. WILLIAM O. LIPINSKI 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, it is no secret 
that | have been an opponent of NAFTA since 
its inception. | have voted against the free 
trade pact, and | have opposed efforts to ex- 
pand it. 

Many have accused me of being out of 
touch with modern economics and the “global 
economy.” Nonetheless, | believe the facts 
have supported my position. NAFTA has been 
a disaster. Americans jobs have been lost and 
our trade deficit has exploded with Mexico. | 
am further heartened in my opposition to 
NAFTA by the recent conversion of one of 
America’s leading journalists to my point of 
view: Hedrick Smith of the Public Broadcasting 
System. 

Smith, who produces or hosts many impor- 
tant news programs and documentaries on 
PBS, recently showed NAFTA's ill effects on 
his excellent series, “Surviving the Bottom 
Line.” In addition, Smith wrote an analysis of 
NAFTA in Washington Monthly magazine 
based on his research for the documentary. 
Both show a damning picture painted a self- 
described “long time free trader.” 

Smith mentions the familiar problems with 
NAFTA: The U.S. has lost several hundred 
thousand jobs and our balance of trade has 
gone from a $5.4 billion surplus to a $18 bil- 
lion deficit with Mexico in four years. 

However, Smith has also uncovered some 
interesting reasons as to why this happened. 
His reporting showed that some of the blame 
goes all the way across the pacific Ocean to 
Japan and South Korea, where Pacific Rim in- 
dustrial giants like Sony, Samsung and 
Panasonic have discovered a backdoor to the 
U.S. market. By setting up plants south of the 
border and exporting products made there to 
us they are able to avoid paying import duties 
because NAFTA eliminated those tariffs be- 
tween Mexico and the United States. 

Just when many foreign-based firms, such 
as Honda, Toyota and BMW, has discovered 
the prudence in investing in plants in the 
United States to avoid import tariffs, while also 
paying good wages to American workers who 
in turn can afford to purchase the products 
they make, NAFTA has given these compa- 
nies a huge pool of one-dollar-an-hour work- 
ers who can also help them avoid the same 
tariffs. 

Smith’s reporting also confirms that rather 
than bringing the average Mexican worker up. 
NAFTA has had the reverse effect of depress- 
ing the living standard of American workers. 
The major culprit here is the notoriously weak 
Mexican labor unions, which are usually con- 
trolled by the government, and the power of 
the maquiladora trade associations in collusion 
with that government, which conspire to keep 
wages down lest the Mexican workers actually 
try to share in the wealth they help create. 
These low wages have a chilling effect that 
reaches far north of the border. 

Smith’s conclusion is not hopeful: “As long 
as Mexican wages are kept low as a matter of 
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government policy, inadequate labor rights or 
collusion among employers, the living stand- 
ard of the American middle class will continue 
to erode.” 

For the sake of our nation and for the sake 
of American working families, we must take a 
long, hard look at our nation’s trade policies 
and the currently fashionable mentality that all 
free trade must be good trade. If we don't, 
strongly suspect that Hendrick Smith’s proph- 
ecy will come true. 

—— 


TRIBUTE TO LUPITA AND TONY 
RAMIREZ 


HON. SOLOMON P. ORTIZ 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
commend and pay tribute to Lupita and Tony 
Ramirez, for being awarded the Governor's 
Volunteer Award for outstanding service. Mr. 
and Mrs. Ramirez were presented with this 
award on April 20, 1998, by Governor George 
W. Bush. For over 29 years, Mr. and Mrs. Ra- 
mirez have been helping others, contributing 
to a better way of living for the citizens of Har- 
lingen, TX. They utilize their talents in the vol- 
unteer spirit for humanity. 

As true pioneer volunteers, Antonio and 
Lupita Ramirez began their volunteer activities 
in 1969. They realized that many poor citizens 
had no transportation to get to their doctor's 
appointments. In the same spirit, they rounded 
up twenty friends and turned their home, tele- 
phone, and cars into an information, referral 
and transportation center. They did not have 
money, but they had heart and determination. 

The group organized and became the Har- 
lingen Community Committee. Under the di- 
rection of Mr. Ramirez as President, they pro- 
gressed from the Ramirez’ home into a build- 
ing to one of Harlingen’s parks. the Ramirez 
became a tireless advocate for the poor peo- 
ple. They aided in starting “Su Clinica Famil- 
iar’ where medical services are available to 
our low-income people. Mr. Ramirez also 
helped found Amigos del Valle, which provides 
housing, transportation, and a hot meal for the 
elderly in the community. 

In 1971, because of high unemployment, 
they started employment training for the com- 
munity. Another vital service to the people in 
need, the Ramirez added Adult Basic Edu- 
cation, teaching English, typing, bookkeeping, 
Spanish, citizenship, drivers ed, sewing, and 
upholstery. 

In 1974, the Ramirez incorporated the orga- 
nization and persuaded the city of Harlingen to 
approve their information and referral and so- 
cial service agency. All the while volunteers 
were running the office and providing transpor- 
tation for those in need. By now, the Harlingen 
Community Committee had grown and 
changed their name to “Harlingen Information 
and Social Service Organization,” a multi-pur- 
pose center. 

In 1983, after a severe freeze, and while the 
State and Federal officials debated responsi- 
bility for bureaucratic bottlenecks, the Ramirez 
provided emergency help for many farm work- 
ers unemployed by the freeze. The Ramirez’ 
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quick response to this emergency made it 
easier for the families to receive the much 
needed help. 

For these efforts, Cameron County Officials 
and | recognized Antonio and Lupita Ramirez. 
On March 1, 1984, it was declared the “Tony 
and Lupita Ramirez Day,” in Cameron County, 
Texas. The Ramirez have received many 
awards and certificates of merit for their volun- 
teer work from many civic groups and State 
and Federal officials. 

The Ramirez have continued to work as vol- 
unteers for over 29 years. Their efforts were 
made possible through the love and support of 
their five daughters and their families. Mr. and 
Mrs. Ramirez are very grateful to the founda- 
tions, church groups, and people who have 
made generous grants and donations to the 
organization. The grants and donations have 
made it possible for the Ramirez to continue 
serving the community. For the last 3 years 
they have provided nutritional and educational 
programs for the elderly, information and refer- 
ral services, counseling, clothing distributions, 
and a food bank to the many people in need. 
All this could not have been done by the Ra- 
mirez had others not contributed to helping the 
needy. All this has been done without State or 
Federal funding, but through the assistance of 
those people who have believed in their work 
and exemplified the spirit of volunteerism. 

| ask my colleagues to join me in extending 
congratulations to Lupita and Antonio Ramirez 
for being honored with this special recognition. 


— 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE NA- 
TIONAL MARROW DONOR PRO- 
GRAM 


HON. RALPH M. HALL 
OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | rise to 
call attention to the National Marrow Donor 
Program and a campaign called “Because | 
Care.” The National Marrow Donor Program 
was created in 1986 to provide marrow trans- 
plants from volunteer, unrelated donors to pa- 


tients with leukemia, aplastic anemia, 
lymphomas and other life-threatening ill- 
nesses. 


The National Marrow Donor Program main- 
tains a Registry of more than three million po- 
tential marrow donors and is facilitating more 
than one-hundred transplants per month. Cur- 
rently, the organization's operating funds come 
from the Health Resources and Services Ad- 
ministration, which is part of the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services. The co- 
ordinating center is located in Minneapolis, 
Minnesota. 

In 1990, a walkathon entitled “Because | 
Care” was held in Longview, Texas, in my 
Congressional district, to help two leukemia 
patients, Bryan Quinn and Al Edwards. Stem- 
ming from that initial event has risen the “Be- 
cause | Care Campaign,” a volunteer grass- 
roots effort in support of the National Marrow 
Donor Program. It has since become an inter- 
national campaign supporting the national pro- 
gram's global outreach. 

Thousands of people have been tissue 
typed, and millions more have become aware 
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of the National Marrow Donor Program as a 
result of the “Because | Care Campaign.” The 
campaign is coordinated by a volunteer, Amy 
Hill, of Longview, Texas. Carter BloodCare in 
Dallas, Texas, a member donor center of the 
National Marrow Donor Program, serves as 
the “Because | Care” coordinating center and 
is under the supervision of Jill Skupin, the Na- 
tional Marrow Donor Program Director at 
Carter BloodCare. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
today in paying tribute to all the volunteers 
and donors throughout our nation who have 
contributed to the success of the “Because | 
Care Campaign” and whose efforts are so im- 
portant to those suffering from life-threatening 
illnesses. | want to especially commend Amy 
Hill, whose vision and compassion and self- 
less dedication helped spark a grassroots ef- 
fort that grew from Longview, Texas, to be- 
come a national and international campaign in 
support of the National Marrow Donor Pro- 
gram. 


TUFTONIA’S WEEK 


HON. EDWARD J. MARKEY 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Tufts University in Medford, Massa- 
chusetts, and to honor the more than 78,000 
alumni of this great university as they gather 
to participate in the 14th annual celebration of 
Tuftonia’s Week. 

During Tuftonia’s Week, students, alumni, 
professors, administrators, and parents will 
gather to celebrate the achievements of the 
Tufts community. This community encom- 
passes students and graduates that live in 
more than 100 countries around the world. 
From the undergraduate through the profes- 
sional degree level, Tufts University instills in 
its students the importance of volunteerism 
and the need to give back to one's commu- 
nity. 

Once again, the theme of this year's 
Tuftonia’s Week celebration is TuftServe and 
focuses on volunteer involvement and commu- 
nity service. Since its inception in 1995, Tufts 
alumni have recorded over 300,000 hours of 
volunteer service. Their contributions to the 
community—ocally, nationally, and globally— 
should serve as an inspiration to us all. 

| congratulate the students, alumni, and fac- 
ulty of Tufts University for their hard work and 
commitment to the community. 


MIKE BORDALLO’S APPOINTMENT 
TO THE SUPERIOR COURT OF 
GUAM 


HON. ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD 
OF GUAM 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, March 16, 1998 


Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, on Thurs- 
day, March 19, another native son of Guam 
will advance the course of Guam's judicial his- 
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tory when he is installed as a judge of the Su- 
perior Court of Guam. Although this history is 
relatively brief, the judicial branch of the Gov- 
emment of Guam coming into existence in 
1950, the name of Michael J. Bordallo will join 
a distinguished list of Chamorro men and 
women who have sworn to interpret the law 
for the people of Guam from the bench of the 
Superior Court. Like his peers, Mike brings 
with him an inherent love and understanding 
of his native language and culture, as well as 
practical experience defending Chamorro 
rights, both as a practicing attorney and as a 
private citizen. Whether it is enjoining the 
desecration of ancient burial sites or encour- 
aging the talents of local artists and musi- 
cians, Michael Bordallo is an active proponent 
of Guam's cultural identity and heritage. 

Michael was born on July 14, 1961 to Attor- 
ney Fred E. Bordallo and my sister, Annie 
Underwood Bordallo, who instilled in him a 
love of justice and the law and a strong sense 
of identity. Mike graduated from Saint Anthony 
School in Tamuning in 1975 and from Father 
Duenas Memorial High School in 1979. He 
then went on to the University of Notre Dame 
in South Bend, Indiana, and earned a Bach- 
elor’s degree in Business Administration in 
1983. After returning to Guam, Mike went to 
work in his father’s law office. He also served 
as a legislative consultant to the Guam Legis- 
lature’s Committee on Education. He later re- 
turned to Notre Dame University, attended law 
school, and received his juris Doctor degree in 
1987. After passing the California Bar Exam, 
Mike returned to Guam and went to work as 
an Assistant Attorney General representing 
Child Protective Services in the Family Court. 
He was sworn in as a member of the Guam 
Bar Association in 1988, then went into private 
practice with his father. 

For the last six years, Mike practiced law 
alongside his first cousin, Michael F. Phillips, 
in the firm of Phillips & Bordallo, P.C. With 
much affection and admiration, many of the 
friends and family of the two attorneys often 
refer to them simply as “Mike and Mike.” Dur- 
ing his career, Mike Bordallo has represented 
and participated in numerous actions involving 
issues such as desecration of ancient 
Chamorro burial grounds, the military land 
takings following World War Il, the implemen- 
tation of the Chamorro Land Trust Act, and a 
Cost of Living Allowance for Government of 
Guam retirees. He also has represented sev- 
eral legislative committees since 1992, and 
has represented the Territorial Board of Edu- 
cation and the Guam Department of Edu- 
cation. 

In 1989, when the House Interior and Insu- 
lar Affairs Subcommittee Chairman Ron 
DeLugo conducted the first-ever hearing on 
the Guam Commonwealth Act in Honolulu, 
Hawaii, Mike Bordallo helped found the Guam 
Commonwealth Hearings Association, which 
raised funds to subsidize the travel costs of 
Guam residents who otherwise would not 
have been able to attend and submit testi- 
monies at the hearing. 

In view of his activities in a wide range of 
island issues, Michael J. Bordallo was ap- 
pointed to the bench by the Government of 
Guam and unanimously confirmed by the 24th 
Guam Legislature earlier this year. | join his 
parents, Fred and Annie, his brothers and sis- 
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ters, his wife Carla and their children, Joshua 
and Stephanie, in congratulating him and plac- 
ing trust in his sense of justice to guide him 
on the bench. 


HEALTH ADVOCATES HONORED 
HON. DALE E. KILDEE 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today on 
behalf of a wonderful organization devoted to 
improving the quality of life in Michigan and 
throughout the country, the American Lung 
Association. On April 23, the American Lung 
Association of Michigan, Genesee Valley Re- 
gion, will hold their 15th Annual Health Advo- 
cate Awards Dinner, where they will honor 
State Representative Bob Emerson as their In- 
dividual Health Advocate and Hurley Medical 
Center as Corporate Health Advocate for the 
year 1997. 

The Association’s criteria for Individual 
Health Advocate includes a minimum of 5 
years on a health association board or partici- 
pation in a health related activity, and out- 
standing contributions to health education and 
promotion of research. State Representative 
Bob Emerson of Flint serves as a shining ex- 
ample of this commitment to health issues. 

Bob Emerson was first elected to the Michi- 
gan House of Representatives in 1980, and 
has been reelected to six subsequent terms. 
He currently serves on the House Appropria- 
tions Committee, Chairing the School Aid and 
Department of Education Committee and is 
Vice Chair of the Community Health sub- 
committee. As past Chair of the Public Health 
Subcommittee, Bob was instrumental in mak- 
ing many strides in the areas of state public 
health, including the designation of prenatal 
care as a basic health care service and the 
funding of vital local health services. Outside 
of the state capitol, Bob has been involved in 
such groups as the Greater Flint Health Coali- 
tion, and was a co-founder of the Crim Road 
Race, Inc., a non-profit organization that has 
raised more than one million dollars for the 
Michigan Special Olympics. 

For the honor of Corporate Health Advocate 
of the Year, The American Lung Association 
has listed as requirements a definitive plan to 
promote lung health in the workplace, dem- 
onstration of commitment to social responsi- 
bility on the part of its employees, a positive 
display of financial support, and a dedication 
to improving the quality of life for the citizens 
of the region. Hurley Medical Center has con- 
sistently proven itself worthy of this distinction. 

One of the largest hospitals in the state of 
Michigan, Hurley Medical Center employs ap- 
proximately 2,500 employees and 475 attend- 
ing physicians who serve more than 20,000 
patients annually. In addition, the Center also 
operates as a teaching hospital of Michigan 
State University's College of Human Medicine, 
thereby helping cultivate the next generation 
of medical professionals. 

Mr. Speaker, since 1904, the American 
Lung Association has provided an invaluable 
resource to the country for information and re- 
search of lung disease and health. | commend 
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the Association for recognizing and honoring 
Representative Bob Emerson and Hurley Med- 
ical Center as their Health Advocates of the 
Year. | ask my colleagues to join me in con- 
gratulating Representative Emerson and Hur- 
ley Medical Center. 


—— 


CHICAGO ORGANIZATION STRIVES 
TO HELP HOSPITALS CUT 
HEALTH CARE COSTS 


HON. ROD R. BLAGOJEVICH 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. BLAGOJEVICH. Mr. Speaker, all of us 
in this body are rightfully concerned about the 
rising cost and quality of health care for our 
constituents. | rise today to share with my col- 
leagues an effort undertaken by a group in my 
Congressional District in Chicago that | believe 
is an an important step forward in our nation’s 
goal of providing all of our citizens with quality 
health care at affordable prices. 

As you know, technological advances in 
medical care are occurring virtually every day 
as scientists, physicians, health care manufac- 
turers and institutions combine their vast tal- 
ents and energies to find cures for all that ails 
humanity. As a result, the quality of health 
care available in our hospitals is at an all time 
high; a level that would have been the stuff of 
fiction only a few years ago. Advances in 
organ transplants, laser surgery, drug therapy, 
physical rehabilitation and scores of other 
areas have led to longer and more enjoyable 
lives for millions of our citizens. But the mir- 
acles of medicine often come at a daunting 
price tag for families and working Americans. 
This rising cost is a challenge that faces us in 
this body every day. 

None of us wants to return to the less effec- 
tive medical treatment procedures of the past. 
We want to take full advantage of the better 
treatment plans that are available. We must 
be concerned that all efforts are made to en- 
sure that our health care delivery systems are 
operating at peak efficiency. Our hospitals and 
other health care facilities must rise to the 
challenge of advancing the frontiers of medical 
treatment while not pricing the average Ameri- 
cans out of that quality care. 

A vital step in this process is to enhance the 
management skills of those who hold super- 
visory positions in health care. To this end, a 
new book has just been published by the 
International Association of Health Care Cen- 
tral Service Material Management, in my Con- 
gressional District, entitled: Supervision Prin- 
ciples: Leadership Strategies for Health Care 
Facilities, Second Edition. This book offers 
health care managers a guide to assist them 
in personal situations from selecting the best 
applicants to resolving conflicts to building a 
cohesive team that will strive to answer all pa- 
tients’ needs in a professional, efficient and 
cost effective manner. It emphasizes modern 
management techniques as Total Quality Man- 
agement and provides real world answers to 
combat waste and inefficiency, with the net re- 
sult that hospitals are in a better position to 
check the rising cost of health care without 
sacrificing quality of care that all of our con- 
stituents rely upon. 
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Progress in health care is something we all 
want to see continue. By having better pre- 
pared health care managers who can rise 
above the daily chores they now face to ad- 
dress the larger issues of bringing the ad- 
vancement of medicine to every American, we 
will reap the benefits of a healthier, happier 
nation. | applaud the International Association 
of Hospital Central Service Material Manage- 
ment for putting forth this constructive work 
and for helping in our job of working toward a 
more responsive health care system for all 
Americans. 

O ũ öü .d 


CHARLES WILLIAMS- 1997 RONALD 
PEARCE BLIND EMPLOYEE OF 
THE YEAR 


HON. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Ms. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to pay tribute to a constituent, Mr. 
Charles Williams of Dallas, TX, the Dallas 
Lighthouse for the Blind's 1997 Ronald Pearce 
Blind Employee of the Year Award. 

It is always a pleasure to stand before my 
colleagues and commend constituents on their 
achievements. The achievements of Mr. Wil- 
liams and his award are very inspiring and can 
serve to motivate individuals who believe that 
their disabilities prevent them from being pro- 
ductive. 

Mr. Speaker, the Ronald Pearce Blind Em- 
ployee of the Year award recognizes vision- 
impaired employees who, during the past 
year, have demonstrated outstanding job per- 
formance and work practices. Mr. Williams has 
shown exemplary skills and work habits as the 
materials handler in the writing instruments 
department at the Dallas Lighthouse for the 
Blind, where he supplies the marker, and 
highlighter machine operators. He also pack- 
ages the marker boxes and labels the pack- 
ages for shipping. 

Mr. Speaker, Charles Williams is good at his 
job because he works hard. As his supervisor 
comments, he “has a thorough knowledge of 
his job,” and “always looks out for the needs 
of others before his own needs.” 

Mr. Williams lost most of his sight in 1992 
when he was returning from a moving job in 
Salt Lake City, UT. After that experience, Mr. 
Williams had several eye surgeries because of 
glaucoma. However, his spirit and approach to 
life has remained unscathed and unaffected. 
His colleagues will tell you that his energy and 
attitude are positive and inspiring. This also 
reflects his great work ethic, as he is an owner 
of a community store that serves older and 
lower-income individuals in his hometown of 
Vivian, LA. In our Dallas community, he is a 
junior deacon and works with area children. 

Mr. Speaker, Charles Williams is a moti- 
vated individual who is focused in both his 
service to others and his work. Therefore, it is 
fitting that he is the recipient of the Blind Em- 
ployee of the Year award, presented to an in- 
dividual who has demonstrated outstanding 
job performance. | congratulate Mr. Williams 
on receiving his award and wish him contin- 
ued success. 
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EXERCISE TIGER ASSOCIATION 


HON. JIM SAXTON 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, there is an old 
military saying which alerts us to “expect the 
unexpected.” This time-tested adage is as true 
today as we send young fighting men and 
women to Bosnia as it was two generations 
ago in World War Il. 


On April 23-24, 1998, the New Jersey Exer- 
cise Tiger Association will commemorate the 
54th anniversary of Exercise Tiger. This year 
is a special year as the Exercise Tiger Asso- 
ciation commemorates all Exercise Tiger vet- 
erans in the nation while embarking on the 
Ohio class USS Maine SSBN 741, a nuclear 
missile submarine of the United States Navy's 
Sub Group 10 based at Kings Bay, Georgia. 
In particular, four veterans of the historic battle 
will be honored representing all Exercise Tiger 
veterans. They are Bud Carey, Lt. USN ret. 
LST 507, Ocean City, NJ; Tom Glynn, USN 
ret. LST 289, Cape May, NJ; Bob Benson, US 
Army ret. 3207th Quartermaster Co., Colum- 
bia, MO; and Charles Griffey, US Army ret. 
478th Truck Co., Independence, MO. 


Exercise Tiger was designed to be a dress 
rehearsal for the D-Day invasion of France. 
But as is so common in the “fog of war,” the 
best laid plans are always subject to the unex- 
pected and the unanticipated, the unforeseen. 
And so it was on April 28, 1944 when an 
American amphibious assault force which was 
practicing for the D-Day invasion was sud- 
denly attacked by German warships. The sur- 
prise attack resulted in the death of 946 men, 
the second highest death toll of that long and 
embittered war. 


Today, U.S. service men and women are 
serving in Bosnia in an effort to again secure 
peace in Europe. These dedicated individuals, 
like those who have served so honorably be- 
fore them, have the difficult task of fulfilling the 
commitments made by American foreign policy 
makers. And like those who served in uniform 
over 54 years ago, the unexpected can hap- 
pen at any moment with devastating effect. 


! wish to salute the fine men who served 
and died 54 years ago while conducting Exer- 
cise Tiger. There is a special kinship between 
those American heroes and the men and 
women who today are serving on Bosnia. | 
wish also to pay tribute to Walter Domanski of 
the New Jersey Exercise Tiger Association. | 
consider Walter to be one of the “keepers of 
the flame,” ensuring that Americans will re- 
member and reflect on the sacrifices that our 
military has made and continues to make on 
our behalf. Finally, | wish to commend these 
four honored veterans, for they are the models 
and inspirations for those who serve our coun- 
try today. 
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RECOGNIZING FRANKLIN 
TOWNSHIP’S BICENTENNIAL 


HON. MICHAEL PAPPAS 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. PAPPAS. Mr. Speaker, as the former 
mayor of Franklin Township, New, Jersey, it is 
my privilege to congratulate the people of 
Franklin Township as they commemorate the 
200th anniversary of the incorporation of their 
community. This bicentennial year is a time for 
great celebration and reflection for the resi- 
dents of historic Franklin Township. It is now 
that we especially celebrate the growth and 
prosperity of Franklin and remember its past. 

Beginning as an agriculturally based center 
of Dutch settlers in the 1650's, the area has 
expanded its horizons in many ways over the 
years. Now a home for over 45,000 people, 
Franklin Township has achieved economic 
and cultural diversity; cultivating rural and sub- 
urban as well as industrial and commercial 
areas. Of course along its way to becoming 
the strong community it is now, Franklin also 
contributed greatly to our history. 

Franklin has been a site of some of Amer- 
ica’s earliest settlers, a stage for critical Revo- 
lutionary War battles, a crucial strategic point 
for Civil War supply transports and many other 
such exemplary pieces of our common history. 
From these pieces of their past, to their con- 
tinual development of today, the people of 
Franklin Township have been builders of our 
Nation. 

Thus, it is fitting that Franklin Township will 
continually celebrate its bicentennial this year 
with events such as a community service 
month, the Franklin Township benefit event, a 
cultural festival and a community spirit day. 
Also, they will commemorate their rich herit- 
age with a Revolutionary War re-enactment, 
Bicentennial parade and other similar activi- 
ties. 

In the future years | know that Franklin 
Township will continue to build on its rich his- 
tory, prosper and grow as it always has. While 
the township lies outside the boundaries of my 
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congressional district, it will always have a 
special place in my heart. Once more, my 
congratulations and best wishes to the people 
of Franklin Township on their 200th anniver- 
sary. 


CONGRATULATIONS TO 
CHESTERFIELD SMITH 


HON. PETER DEUTSCH 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate Chesterfield Smith for being hon- 
ored by Legal Services of Greater Miami. In 
his honor, Legal Services of Miami is renam- 
ing their offices the Chesterfield Smith Center 
for Equal Justice. Throughout his long and dis- 
tinguished professional career, he has strived 
to improve the quality of legal representation 
for those less fortunate and has worked to im- 
prove our community. 

Chesterfield Smith’s leadership and service 
to his community are standards for all. For the 
past several years, he has chaired the Legal 
Services of Greater Miami's Campaign for 
Justice. Under his leadership, the Campaign 
for Justice has worked to improve a great 
many lives by being actively involved with 
housing, employment, community, and family 
issues affecting the poor. During his tenure as 
President of the American Bar Association, 
where he served with distinction from 1973- 
1974, Chesterfield Smith championed a more 
activist agenda that remains a hallmark of the 
Association until this day. As a founding part- 
ner of the law firm, Holland & Knight, Chester- 
field Smith pushed himself and members of 
his profession to take a greater responsibility 
in providing quality legal representation for all 
those in need. Among his many other accom- 
plishments, Chesterfield Smith has received 
the Distinguished Floridian Award from the 
Florida Chamber of Commerce, the Jurispru- 
dence Award from the Anti-Defamation 
League and most recently, he became only 
the 12th individual to receive the prestigious 


6265 


Great Floridian Award, presented by the Flor- 
ida History Associates. 

Chesterfield Smith has long been respected 
for his professional achievements but what 
distinguishes him from all others is his stand- 
ing commitment to the people and community 
around him. | wish Chesterfield Smith the best 
on receiving this distinction from Legal Serv- 
ices of Miami. His leadership and ability to in- 
spire others are truly commendable. 


——— 7 


CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 
HON. RON KIND 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, the leadership of 
the House of Representatives have been pro- 
claiming that campaign finance reform is not a 
priority issue to the people of this country. 
Well | am here to tell you that over the Easter 
break | hosted town hall meetings in almost 
every county in my district. At those meetings 
a wide variety of issues were discussed, in- 
cluding entitlement reform, tax simplification 
and health care coverage. At every meeting | 
attended the issue of campaign finance reform 
was addressed. When | asked the people in 
attendance if campaign finance reform should 
be a major priority of Congress, every hand in 
the room went up. 

The message from the public is clear, it is 
time to change the campaign finance system 
and take big money out of politics. | heard that 
message everywhere | went over the break. | 
find it hard to believe that my district is unique 
when it comes to this issue. | would challenge 
my colleagues, especially the House Repub- 
lican Leadership who have refused to sched- 
ule a fair vote, to ask their constituents if this 
should be a major priority. | think they will see 
that the public is demanding change and it is 
our responsibility to act now. 

Mr. Speaker, we have avoided this issue for 
too long. It is time to take action. The people 
of my district will not accept no“ for an an- 
swer. 
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SENATE—Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. THURMOND). 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Lord of all life, You have given us the 
hours of this day to work for Your 
glory by serving our Nation. Remind us 
that there is enough time today to do 
what You want us to accomplish. Re- 
lease us from that rushed feeling when 
we overload the agenda with things 
which You may not have intended that 
we cram into today. Help us to live on 
Your timing. Grant us serenity when 
we feel irritated by trifling annoy- 
ances, by temporary frustration, by lit- 
tle things to which we must give time 
and attention. May we do what the mo- 
ment demands with a heart of readi- 
ness. Give us the courage to carve out 
time for quiet thought and creative 
planning to focus our attention on the 
big things, on those important things 
that we must decide and eventually 
vote on with a decisive vote. Help us to 
be silent, to wait on You, to receive 
Your guidance. May the people we 
serve and those with whom we work 
sense that, in the midst of the strain 
and stress of political life, we have had 
our minds replenished by listening to 
You. In the name of our Lord. Amen. 


——— 


RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able acting majority leader, the distin- 
guished Senator from Washington 
State is recognized. 


——— 


SCHEDULE 


Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, this 
morning the Senate will immediately 
resume consideration of H.R. 2646, the 
Coverdell A+ education bill. Under the 
previous order, this Senator will be re- 
cognized at 9:30 a.m. to offer an amend- 
ment with respect to block grants. 
Members who have remaining amend- 
ments to the Coverdell bill are encour- 
aged to come to the floor to offer and 
debate those amendments. Senators 
are reminded that any votes ordered 
this morning with respect to pending 
amendments will be stacked to occur 
at approximately 3 p.m. Further votes 
will occur throughout today’s session 
as we attempt to complete action on 
this important piece of legislation. 

Mr. President, this is the message 
from the majority leader, and I want to 
emphasize the last point. It is his in- 


tention that we finish all amendments 
and debate on final passage of this bill 
before the end of the session today. So 
those who have amendments should 
come to the floor and offer them in 
order, after the debate on my own is 
complete. 

Now, Mr. President, I ask recognition 
in order to present an amendment. 


— ͤ — 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL- 
LARD). Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 


——— 


EDUCATION SAVINGS ACT FOR 
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of H.R. 2646, 
which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 2646) to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow tax-free ex- 
penditures from education individual retire- 
ment accounts for elementary and secondary 
school expenses, to increase the maximum 
annual amount of contributions to such ac- 
counts, and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Washington, Mr. GORTON, is recognized 
to offer an amendment regarding block 
grants, on which there shall be 30 min- 
utes equally divided. 

The Senator from Washington. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2293 

(Purpose: To provide for direct awards of 

education funding) 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Washington [Mr. Gor- 
TON], for himself, Mr. FRIST, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. 
Mack. Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. HELMS, Mr. SMITH 
of New Hampshire, Mr. DOMENICcI, Mr. NICK- 
LES and Mr. CRAIG, proposes an amendment 
numbered 2293. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print- 
ed in today’s RECORD under Amend- 
ments Submitted.’’) 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 
the following Senators be listed as 
original cosponsors of the amendment: 


Senator FRIST, HAGEL, MACK, COVER- 
DELL, HELMS, BOB SMITH, DOMENICT, 
NICKLES, and CRAIG. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, last fall 
during the debate of the Labor, Edu- 
cation appropriations bill, I introduced 
an amendment to consolidate more 
than a dozen Federal aid programs for 
education from kindergarten through 
12th grade into a single block grant, 
with the block grant going to each in- 
dividual school district across the 
United States. The amendment had 
three goals: To see to it that each 
school district receive more money 
than it does at the present time by 
sending directly to the school districts 
money now kept by the Department of 
Education for administrative purposes 
and money kept by State educational 
agencies for administrative purposes. 
The second goal was to reduce the 
flood, the blizzard, of paperwork im- 
posed on all of our school districts 
across the country with respect to doz- 
ens, perhaps even hundreds, of separate 
programs directly or indirectly aimed 
at the education of our children be- 
tween kindergarten and 12th grade. 
And the third and philosophical reason 
for the amendment was the belief that 
the professional educators, the parents, 
and the elected school board members 
in each State and school district in 
this country had the education of their 
children close to their hearts and real- 
ly knew, in each community, more 
about what the children of that com- 
munity required in connection with 
education policy than did any person in 
Washington, DC, whether a bureaucrat 
in the Department of Education or a 
U.S. Senator in this body. 

Perhaps the most difficult conclusion 
for any of us here to reach is that 
maybe we don’t know as much as do 
people at home about the immediate 
problems and challenges that they face 
in a wide range of areas—in this case, 
most particularly, education. So it was 
an attempt to allow 10,000 flowers to 
bloom, to allow each individual school 
district far more discretion than it has 
at the present time to determine where 
Federal aid could best be used. After 
all, we only come up with 6 to 8 percent 
of the money that our schools spend. 
We don’t have a right to come up with 
50 or 60 percent of the rules and regula- 
tions and forms with which our schools 
must contend. That burden lessens the 
ability of teachers to teach and admin- 
istrators to administer and school 
board members to set policies. 

Somewhat to my surprise, that 
amendment was passed by a vote of 51 


@ This bullet“ symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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to 49. It was objected to, partly on sub- 
stantive grounds and partly on proce- 
dural grounds. It had not been the sub- 
ject of hearings. The House of Rep- 
resentatives was uncomfortable with 
it. The President was opposed. And it 
was eventually dropped in the con- 
ference committee on that appropria- 
tions bill. Since then, however, it has 
been a matter of major discussion 
among school officials all across the 
United States. It has been the subject 
of hearings here in the U.S. Senate, 
conducted by my distinguished friend 
and colleague, Senator FRIST from Ten- 
nessee, on a bipartisan basis. I have 
spent countless hours talking to edu- 
cators on the subject and listening to 
both their praise and to their concerns. 
As a consequence, this amendment is 
somewhat changed from the previous 
amendment. This amendment will last 
for 5 years, but its effective date will 
be delayed in order to give the people 
of each State a very real choice in the 
way in which they receive their Fed- 
eral aid for education. 

We heard the representative of at 
least one State school superintendent 
say that he liked the present system. 
We heard several State school super- 
intendents say how much more they 
could do with the money dramatically 
to reform education policy if the 
money came to each of the 50 States, 
to their Governor or to their super- 
intendent of schools. Many of the out- 
side intellectuals and academics in the 
field of education feel that it is at the 
State level that true education reform 
is taking place. 

We hear from many school board 
members—I hear from many of them in 
my home State and so do other Mem- 
bers—that they liked my original pro- 
posal to get rid of both bureaucracies 
and allow each individual school dis- 
trict to make these decisions. 

So this amendment gives each State 
a choice. The State legislature in the 
next year may elect to continue the 
present system, it may elect to take 
the money at the State level going 
through whatever educational estab- 
lishment that State has established, or 
it may elect, either positively or by 
taking no action, to allow the money 
to go directly through to school dis- 
tricts. 

Senator FRIST will offer a second-de- 
gree amendment allowing that choice 
to be rescinded to change the amend- 
ment I think friendly to the propo- 
sition. 

As a consequence, we will be able to 
determine whether or not the proposal 
I made last year is a significant benefit 
to education, whether the best system 
is one in which each State makes its 
own choices, much as we have done 
with respect to welfare reform, or 
whether the present system is best, be- 
cause there will be States that make 
each of these three decisions. 

I hope that this will turn this pro- 
posal into a bipartisan proposal. I am 
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not sure why anyone should oppose 
that triple option allowing a different 
way of doing things. Only if we re- 
garded the present education system as 
perfect should we reject an experiment 
of this sort. 

The second objection, the second ap- 
prehension that was close to universal, 
was the proposition that if we went to 
a block grant, if we combined all of 
these ideas into a block grant, Con- 
gress would immediately lose interest 
in education and the block grant would 
inevitably decline and that the money 
wouldn’t be there for schools. I believe 
the interest in education here to be 
high enough so that that would not 
have taken place, but the concern was 
very real. 

In responding to that concern, we 
have set authorization levels for the 5 
years during which this experiment 
will take place, each of which rises 
modestly in each of those years con- 
sistent with the balanced budget agree- 
ment and the projections of the freeze 
under which discretionary spending 
will operate. This proposal says that if 
in any year we don’t meet that author- 
ization level, the whole experiment 
falls and ends, and we go back to the 
present system. We have guaranteed 
not only a continuation of effort, we 
have guaranteed a modest increase in 
that effort over the years. 

Finally, we have a hold harmless 
under which school districts say that 
no school will receive less money if 
they elect one of the two systems other 
than continuing the status quo than 
they would have received otherwise, 
with the distribution of title I money 
based on the number of title I eligible 
students fundamentally, bilingual 
money based on the number of bilin- 
gual students fundamentally, and a dis- 
tribution of the balance on the basis of 
the prosperity and poverty of a given 
State. 

I think we have something very posi- 
tive for education here, a system that 
will get more money into the class- 
room, will allow more experimen- 
tation, will allow us to find out wheth- 
er the present system is the best sys- 
tem we can come up with or a State- 
based system or a local-based system. 

At this point, Mr. President, I urge 
my colleagues of both parties to look 
at this very carefully, not to judge it 
necessarily on the basis of the way in 
which they judged last year’s proposal 
but to judge it on the basis of whether 
or not they have a sufficient trust in 
their own elected school board mem- 
bers, elected by the same people who 
elect us, to make better judgments, in 
some cases, about their schools than 
we can make here on a one-size-fits-all 
basis in Washington, DC. 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I rise 
to oppose the Gorton amendment. I lis- 
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tened with great interest to the Sen- 
ator’s presentation, as I did the last 
time we debated this issue. Of course, 
we understand now that if the States 
want to go out to their taxpayers and 
raise taxes and to vote those taxes to 
any of the points that the Senator de- 
sires, they have every right to do so, 
and there is nothing that any of us are 
doing here that would prohibit them 
from doing it. 

The fact is that the resources which 
are being provided here and which the 
amendment is directed to are the re- 
sources that are being raised at the 
Federal level and have been targeted to 
those aspects of our educational sys- 
tems that have been identified as being 
meaningful in terms of our national in- 
terest and our national purpose. The 
Senator’s amendment effectively elimi- 
nates the Drug-Free Schools Program. 
That would be included in his block 
grant, but the funding would not be 
there. 

Maybe parents are speaking to the 
Senator from Washington and saying 
they don’t like a drug-free program in 
their schools, but parents in my State 
are saying they like it and they hope it 
will be enhanced. 

They talk about dispute resolutions 
that are being developed in various 
schools. They don’t want that program 
emasculated or effectively destroyed. 
It does not reach a level of priority in 
the Gorton amendment. 

When I go around my State of Massa- 
chusetts, particularly after all of the 
publicity that was received in the 
international competition about where 
the United States stood in areas of 
math and science, they are not saying 
cut out the Eisenhower Math and 
Science Education Training Program. 
They are asking me, Do we have in 
our schools qualified teachers in math 
and science, and what are you going to 
do in your higher ed bill to try to have 
enhanced math and science qualified 
teachers who are going to teach our 
children in our schools?” 

Too many of the teachers who are 
teaching in the schools in my State— 
and in every other State, I might add— 
are not qualified to teach in their par- 
ticular courses. One of the most effec- 
tive programs is math and science 
under the Eisenhower program. That 
doesn’t exist in the Gorton amend- 
ment. 

Maybe people are going around and 
saying to their Senators that math and 
science training and additional en- 
hancements for our teachers is some- 
thing in which they are not interested. 
But I do not hear that in Massachu- 
setts. I do not hear that. 

We have support for programming 
that is going to enhance academic 
achievement and accomplishments to 
raise the bar. One of the most impor- 
tant transitions we have seen in terms 
of education policy is to free ourselves 
from dumbing down academics, from 
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social promotions in the various 
schools, and setting high academic 
standards. The provisions that exist in 
Federal law would be virtually elimi- 
nated by the Senator’s amendment. I 
do not find parents in my State saying, 
“We are not interested in establishing 
higher academic standards in our 
schools.” That is eliminated. 

If, in particular, communities do not 
choose to take advantage of these pro- 
grams, they do not have to take advan- 
tage of these programs. But why deny 
the people in my State the opportunity 
to take advantage of it if it is desired 
in the local community and the State 
makes that determination of priority? 
It is a partnership today. It is a part- 
nership, but they effectively are deny- 
ing it under the Gorton block grant 
resolution. 

Mr. President, our role is extremely 
limited. We provide maybe 7 cents out 
of every dollar that is extended lo- 
cally—maybe 6, 7, 8 cents. A chunk of 
that goes into nutrition programs. A 
good part of that is the title I pro- 
grams, additional help and assistance 
in terms of IDEA, a small part in terms 
of the bilingual program and a few oth- 
ers, such as the math and science pro- 
grams. In the Eisenhower math and 
science training, it is about $360 mil- 
lion, but it is a very good qualified pro- 
gram. And for the life of me, I do not 
understand where this demand is com- 
ing to vitiate that and eliminate those 
programs. 

If a particular community wants to 
innovate and create and try to do all 
these other kinds of matters that the 
Senator talks about, then let them go 
ahead and do it, let them go ahead and 
do it. But these programs have been 
targeted, been basically developed with 
strong bipartisan support, I might add, 
or they would not be on the books. We 
have had strong bipartisan support in 
terms of the safe and drug-free schools. 

We have had it with regard to the Ei- 
senhower training programs, math and 
science training programs. They will be 
reinstated when we are dealing again 
with the Higher Ed Act, with strong bi- 
partisan support. Effectively, we are 
saying, without a day of hearings, with 
a very limited debate here for 30 min- 
utes—a few hours in the last session of 
Congress—that we are effectively 
emasculating all of these programs. 

It is not sound education policy, and 
I think it is unwise policy for us to be 
considering at this particular time. We 
ought to be looking and evaluating 
each of these programs one by one. If 
they are having a heavy administrative 
burden, we ought to examine that and 
address that. That is why we are com- 
mending the work that has been 
worked out with Senators DEWINE, 
WELLSTONE, JEFFORDS, and others in 
our committee for consolidating var- 
ious work training programs, 126 work 
training programs in six different agen- 
cies to eliminate those administrative 
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costs and to try to do it in a way as to 
protect the function but eliminate a 
lot of the administrative costs. 

We have been involved in the last 
several years with waiving various 
rules and regulations in States and in 
educational districts, which is working 
out. And we can do that, selectively 
and effectively. We welcome the oppor- 
tunity to do so. We have had evalua- 
tions, and they are effective. We wel- 
come the opportunity to work with 
Members here. The leader in that effort 
was Senator Hatfield of Oregon, who is 
a leader in education as well as an at- 
tempt to try to give the focus of lim- 
ited Federal funds to areas which have 
national purpose and national accord. 

Finally, Mr. President, we do not 
have accountability under the Gorton 
amendment. We hear a great deal 
about trying to have greater account- 
ability so we know what are going to 
be the results of investments of scarce 
Federal funds. We do not have that in 
the Gorton amendment. We do not 
know what is going to happen when 
that money goes out into these various 
communities. There may be some feel- 
good measures that people feel good 
that they are able to try to move var- 
ious resources around in different di- 
rections, but we do not know what the 
outcomes are going to be. You do not 
have the accountability. 

So finally I just say that we have a 
relationship at the Federal, State, and 
local community levels in terms of 
education. It is a partnership. I think 
it is fair to review that partnership. It 
is fair to examine various programs 
and what is effective in that partner- 
ship. But we raise money at the Fed- 
eral level for national purposes, safe 
and drug-free schools. We made that a 
part of our war on drugs in this 
country. 

It is a matter of national policy. We 
said we want, as a national policy, to 
have drug-free schools. That is effec- 
tively eliminated in this program. We 
said we want focus and attention on 
math and science in our schools, and 
we developed a program that if initi- 
ated in the local communities on a 
competitive basis will provide those re- 
sources. That program is eliminated. 

We have said as a matter of national 
policy that—and just about everyone 
agrees with that—we ought to raise the 
bar in terms of academic achievement 
and accomplishment. Let us go ahead 
and do that. And we have an agreement 
by parents. They are enthusiastic 
about it. And that is going to be elimi- 
nated under this program. 

Mr. President, this is not an advance. 
It is rearranging the deck chairs, but 
we are not enhancing the academic op- 
portunities for children in this country 
with this amendment. And I hope that 
it will not be accepted. 

Mr. President, how much time do we 
have on this side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. You have 
5 minutes 40 seconds. 
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Mr. KENNEDY. I withhold the bal- 
ance of the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, those 
deck chairs, as I remember, were sit- 
ting on the deck of the Titanic. It is al- 
ready going down. 

I ask unanimous consent that Sen- 
ator ASHCROFT be added as a cosponsor 
to the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

GORTON. Mr. President, I am 
saddened by the response of Senator 
KENNEDY. This amendment was revised 
very substantially after consultation, 
wide consultation with people thought- 
fully interested in education. 

By the terms of the amendment, any 
State that wants to continue the 
present system and thinks it is best 
may do so, any State that wants to op- 
erate its Federal aid through its State 
educational entity may do so, and any 
State that thinks that education will 
best be conducted at the local level 
will be permitted to do so. How that 
destroys programs or hurts education 
is beyond my understanding. 

In January, Dr. Carlotta Joyner of 
the General Accounting Office came 
before the Senate budget task force 
and said in three areas of education 15 
Federal departments and agencies ad- 
minister 127 at-risk and delinquent 
youth programs; 11 Federal depart- 
ments and agencies administer more 
than 90 early childhood programs; and 
9 Federal departments and agencies ad- 
minister 86 teacher-training programs. 

Twenty programs are consolidated 
into this block grant for those States 
that wish it. It takes about one-third 
of all of the money that the U.S. De- 
partment of Education spends on edu- 
cation from kindergarten through 12th 
grade. To say that once we reduce the 
rulemaking functions of the U.S. De- 
partment of Education we are going to 
destroy education is to say that nei- 
ther State education agencies nor local 
school districts nor superintendents 
nor teachers either know what they are 
doing or care about what they are 
doing. 

That is simply wrong. They know 
more and they care more because they 
are right there with our children. If it 
does not work, it will go out of exist- 
ence. Any State that does not want it 
does not have to take it. I believe this 
is an amendment that ought to be 
adopted unanimously. I regret the op- 
position of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts. What we are doing is improving 
education and getting more dollars 
into the classroom, not less. 

Mr. President, I yield such time as he 
wishes to the Senator from New 
Mexico. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Two? 

Mr. GORTON. I yield the Senator 1 
minute. Sorry. 
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Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
to congratulate both Senator GORTON 
and Senator FRIST. Senator FRIST con- 
ducted a series of hearings in his Budg- 
et Committee task force from which 
came much of the factual information 
and evidence of the great need for re- 
form in the programs that are now in 
the Gorton amendment. 

Frankly, I think what has happened 
is some are still looking at last year’s 
Gorton amendment and assuming that 
is the bill before us. This is about one- 
third of the Department of Education’s 
programs, a little over $10 billion out 
of a little over $30 billion. So one-third 
of it will be block granted. 

But the point of this amendment this 
year for those who thought we were 
going to in some way dismantle the 
programs nationally, this bill has op- 
tions in it so if anybody wants to stand 
up and say these Federal programs are 
the greatest thing and the States love 
them and the school boards love them 
and they participate wholeheartedly 
and they are effective, they can say 
that. It really isn’t true, but they can 
say that, and we can stand up and say, 
well, fine, if they are that good, obvi- 
ously, the States and school boards 
across the land will choose the option 
to keep them just like they are and let 
the Federal Government run them. The 
healthy part of this is it is going to be 
a wonderful experiment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous 
consent I be permitted to speak for 1 
additional minute and it not be count- 
ed against Senator GORTON’s time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. This will be a won- 
derful experiment, for if, indeed, some 
States choose to remain under the bu- 
reaucratic programs that in many 
cases do not even fit the needs, and in 
many cases States do not even partici- 
pate because they are so far from what 
the needs are, if they want to, they 
keep the programs. And then a number 
of States may go the other route, it 
will be marvelous for Americans to be 
able to see, in about 5 or 6 years, which 
approach helped the kids more, which 
approach got more education dollars 
into the classroom on a day-by-day 
basis, addressing the major problems 
that the school boards and State school 
boards find to be the real areas of need 
at the State level. 

I think it is time to let States make 
that choice. Let us see which one 
works best—categorical strings at- 
tached, Federal programs that fre- 
quently miss the mark, or the ap- 
proach that Senator GORTON has. I am 
delighted to be a cosponsor. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. DORGAN. How much time re- 
mains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota has 5 minutes 
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40 seconds and the manager has 1 
minute. 

Mr. DORGAN. Let me make a couple 
of comments. 

First, I think the Senator from 
Washington, Senator GORTON, is a 
thoughtful legislator and I have agreed 
with him on a number of education 
policies, including last year his fairly 
controversial amendment on IDEA. I 
supported him on that and I thought 
his amendment was the right amend- 
ment. 

This is an area in which there is just 
some philosophical disagreement. Let 
us be honest, there are some—I don’t 
think the Senator from Washington is 
among them, or perhaps the Senator 
from New Mexico—there are some who 
very much believe the Federal Govern- 
ment should not be involved in edu- 
cation in the elementary and sec- 
ondary education at all. 

The Republican Party platform in 
1996 said, ‘This is why we will abolish 
the Department of Education and end 
Federal meddling in our schools.” Iam 
not suggesting that is what this 
amendment does, but philosophically 
there are people, and a fairly signifi- 
cant number in your party, who really 
believe there should not be a Federal 
Department of Education, who believe 
that these programs represent med- 
dling, and it ought to all be done at the 
local level. 

My point is this: There have been 
certain national priorities that we 
have tried to address with the pro- 
grams that we have developed for ele- 
mentary and secondary education at 
the Federal level. By far the bulk of 
funding for elementary and secondary 
education is at the local level. They 
run the schools; they finance the 
schools. If we were to decide, Let's 
not care about how these moneys are 
spent that go to State and local gov- 
ernments from the Federal Govern- 
ment for elementary and secondary 
education,” I would say then let’s not 
be a tax collector here. That is what we 
would be. If we say we don’t care how 
the money is spent, we will collect the 
money and throw it back there, all we 
end up being is a tax collector to add 
extra money for elementary and sec- 
ondary education. In that case I say, 
raise the money at home. Why pass 
around an ice cube? All that does is 
mean you get less money back when 
you do it that way, so just raise the 
money at home. Don't do it at all. Just 
suggest there aren’t national programs 
of national interest or national need. 

Some of us here believe very strongly 
that what we have done with the De- 
partment of Education and the kind of 
“gap funding’ we have provided for 
certain title programs and other pro- 
grams of some national importance and 
national interest and national need 
have advanced the issue of education in 
this country. It doesn’t mean we have 
tried to run the school systems. We 
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haven't and shouldn't and won't. It 
does mean that a number of these 
things we have done nationally 
strengthens the schools. It fills in 
areas of national need on issues of na- 
tional importance that otherwise 
would not have gotten done. 

Again, I have great respect for the 
Senator from Washington, but I will 
oppose his amendment simply because 
I happen to think that what we have 
done in creating a Department of Edu- 
cation and in providing some directed 
gap financing for programs that rep- 
resent national interest and national 
need—drug-free schools program being 
one, for example, and many, many oth- 
ers that are very important that I 
think have strengthened education in 
this country. 

I understand there will be a second- 
degree amendment offered here and 
that will allow a few more minutes of 
discussion. But let me just say again, I 
think this stems just from some philo- 
sophical differences. I respect those on 
the other side who say, Well, you can 
spend this money better at home.” I 
say, if that is the case that there shall 
be no national purpose and no national 
interest with respect to some of these 
issues, let us not have tax collectors in 
Washington raising the money here 
and taking it away before they send it 
back home. Just have the folks back 
home raise all the money and spend all 
the money. 

If you believe there are certain 
things that are worthy—including pro- 
grams like title I and so many others— 
that have advanced education in this 
country and been very helpful, not in- 
trusive, but very helpful, to State and 
local governments who run our elemen- 
tary and secondary school systems, if 
you believe that, then I think you sup- 
port what we have done to improve it 
and strengthen it. 

I yield back the remainder of our 
time. My understanding is there will be 
offered a second-degree amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon). The Senator from 
Washington. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, my 
friend from North Dakota makes two 
arguments. One, a philosophical argu- 
ment against the abolition of the De- 
partment of Education, based on the 
philosophy that there is a function of 
the Department of Education in Wash- 
ington, DC. That, however, is not an 
argument against this amendment 
since this amendment does not abolish 
the Department. It takes only about 
one-third of the money that it is spend- 
ing in K through 12 education. 

The second argument the Senator 
from North Dakota makes is that it is 
absolutely essential for the success of 
our educational efforts that there be 
very strict rules coming from the De- 
partment of Education to every school 
district in the United States. That 
would be a forceful argument if we had 
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been a tremendous signal“ success in 
these policies. Nothing indicates that 
we have been. It is one of the reasons 
we are debating education policy here 
today. 

What I proposed is an opportunity to 
try three experiments: Continue the 
present system, allow the States to do 
it, or allow local school districts to do 
it. I remain puzzled that anyone should 
say that we are so successful today 
that we can't experiment, we can’t 
change. Let’s try for a while three dif- 
ferent systems and see which one 
works the best. Competition always 
ends up with the best results. 

I yield back the remaining time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time on 
the amendment is expired. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2294 TO AMENDMENT NO, 2293 
(Purpose: To provide for direct awards of 
education funding) 

Mr. FRIST. I send an amendment to 
the desk and ask for its immediate con- 
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. FRIST] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2294 to 
amendment No. 2293. 

Mr. FRIST. I ask unanimous consent 
reading of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print- 
ed in today’s RECORD under Amend- 
ments Submitted.“ 

Mr. FRIST. I understand we have 15 
minutes on either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the Gorton amend- 
ment and also rise to explain the 
amendment which I just submitted. 

As has previously been referred to 
this morning, I have had the oppor- 
tunity over the past 6 months to chair 
the Senate Budget Committee task 
force on education. During that series 
of seven hearings that we held, I lis- 
tened very carefully to a number of 
witnesses. Both Democrats and Repub- 
licans alike came before our committee 
and discussed the nature of the Federal 
role in education. The terms that were 
used and the picture painted was that 
we had this sprawling endeavor, that is 
duplicative in many ways, that has not 
been focused to the degree that any of 
us would like, which in turn, in many 
ways, has tied the hands of the edu- 
cation establishment, has tied the 
hands of State communities and local 
communities and local school adminis- 
trators and teachers and principals and 
parents. We have heard it again and 
again. 

I applaud Senator GORTON for build- 
ing upon his amendment from last 
year. The amendment that we see 
today, which I think goes a long way 
toward accomplishing the goals as rec- 
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ommended by the task force to consoli- 
date—not eliminate, but consolidate— 
the various efforts we have at the Fed- 
eral level to accomplish what we want 
to accomplish; that is, to educate the 
young people, K through 12 today. We 
have not been successful in the past. 
We all know that. That has been dem- 
onstrated again and again. 

The amendment that I introduced 
today makes the Gorton amendment, I 
believe, even stronger. Under the Gor- 
ton amendment, a State must choose 
within a l-year time period and pursu- 
ant to a majority vote in their State 
legislature and with the concurrence of 
the Governor, one of three options. 
Again, the beauty of this amendment is 
that there are three options. After the 
initial selection under the Gorton 
amendment, a State can only change 
that selection one time and only after 
a 3-year period. 

My amendment would simply allow a 
State which has chosen to remain in 
the current system—again that is the 
beauty; if a State elects not to change 
under the Gorton amendment, they 
don’t have to change—if a State does 
say we will stay exactly as we are 
today, continue the categorical pro- 
gram that they have today, under my 
amendment they will be able to opt 
any time over the next 4 years to go 
into one of the block grant programs. 

That is the extent of my amendment. 
In addition, we heard from States like 
Kentucky that have biennial State leg- 
islatures, and it gives them the oppor- 
tunity to make that decision after they 
next meet, since the underlying amend- 
ment had this l-year time limit. The 
real theme to the Gorton amendment 
is the flexibility that is given to local- 
ities—flexibility for individual local- 
ities and individual States to decide for 
themselves, based on their own prior- 
ities, based on their own identified 
needs, how to best spend their edu- 
cation dollars. 

My amendment builds on that flexi- 
bility, allowing States to decide, and 
they are given more choice. The need 
for consolidation could not be clearer 
today. We know that over the last 20 
years we have had stagnant student 
performance in science, mathematics, 
and reading. We have seen that data 
again and again. Our task force looked 
at the Federal role in education, and 
we found this sprawling, unfocused ef- 
fort that did suffer from a pro- 
grammatic reluctance to ask the fun- 
damental question: What works and 
what doesn’t work? There is something 
inherent in the program that prevented 
us from asking that question, until 
today. 

We saw these huge charts that take 
the 500 Federal programs, or 2,900 pro- 
grams of the Department of Education, 
and we saw these overlapping, inter- 
twining, well-intended programs that 
have lacked the focus, have lacked the 
streamlined consolidation approach, 
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and they have not worked. What the 
Gorton amendment allows us to do is 
choose a system, not change it all for 
two block grants of about $10 billion, 
to choose based on your individual 
needs what might work for you. 

We have already tabled, over the last 
2 days, a school construction program. 
We will debate other amendments that 
create a program for dropout preven- 
tion, to create new programs, The 
beauty of the Gorton amendment is 
that we give the States and the local- 
ities the money, and if they have a 
problem with dropouts, they can iden- 
tify that program and use the money 
there. If they don’t have a problem, 
they don’t have to use it there. For 
technology development, we give the 
States and the localities the option to 
decide how to spend that money. 

It is not a partisan issue. People have 
tried to make it, both in the media and 
sometimes on the floor, Republicans 
versus Democrats. We listened care- 
fully in our task force to the Demo- 
cratic officials from the Chicago school 
system. They extolled the virtues of 
flexibility. That is what the Gorton 
amendment is all about. They said that 
the flexibility in much of their own 
program’s success in reforming the 
Chicago system can be—it draws back 
to that use of block grants, which has 
that flexibility. They said to our task 
force: We know the system, and we 
believe we know the things that it 
needs to have in order to improve.” 
They continued: So the more flexi- 
bility we have with Federal and State 
funds, the easier it is to make those 
changes.” 

Florida’s commissioner of education 
went on to say: We at the State and 
local level feel the crushing burden 
caused by too many Federal regula- 
tions, procedures, and mandates. Flor- 
ida spends millions of dollars every 
year to administer inflexible categor- 
ical Federal programs that divert pre- 
cious dollars away from raising student 
achievement. Many of these Federal 
programs typify the misguided, one- 
size-fits-all command and control ap- 
proach.” 

Those were the words of Florida’s 
commissioner of education. 

We also heard that the Department 
of Education has indeed made some 
progress in eliminating some regula- 
tions and consolidating programs. Sec- 
retary of Education Riley reported 
that the Department eliminated 64 pro- 
grams. But then we heard 2 weeks later 
from the General Accounting Office 
that the Department still oversees 244 
separate individual programs. Given 
that the Department and the Secretary 
are moving in the direction of stream- 
lining and consolidation, it is really 
confusing to me why the Department 
and the administration oppose the Gor- 
ton amendment, which does just that; 
it consolidates, it does not eliminate 
the Department of Education, it does 
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not eliminate the targeted populations; 
it consolidates and allows individual 
communities to best choose how to use 
those same amounts of dollars. 

Accountability was mentioned. It isa 
red herring. The Gorton amendment 
very specifically provides for account- 
ability to both the Federal Govern- 
ment and to those people who really 
care the most. I am absolutely con- 
vinced that the people who really care 
the most are the parents of those chil- 
dren in those schools. The Gorton 
amendment very specifically requires 
public involvement in planning a strat- 
egy for the use of block-granted funds 
and an accounting to the public of the 
results once the funds are used. Ac- 
countability is specifically addressed. 

Targeting. We heard about the title I 
population. That is specifically spelled 
out in this amendment. There is no 
weakening of the targeting nature of 
the Federal funding of things like title 
I. It is interesting to note that the Gor- 
ton amendment does not do this. In 
fact, 100 percent of title I part A funds 
would flow directly to the local edu- 
cation agencies—100 percent. There is 
no cutting there. Under the Gorton 
amendment, 100 percent of the funds 
would be used by the schools in the 
classrooms, not with that administra- 
tive overlay, administrative cut taken 
off to be spent here in Washington, DC. 
No; this makes sure that the targeted 
populations receive the funds in the 
classroom. 

The premise behind both my second- 
degree amendment and the Gorton 
amendment is flexibility. States and 
localities will have the flexibility to 
decide for themselves how to best use 
education dollars, not the U.S. Con- 
gress’ well-intended layering on of pro- 
gram on program, not the administra- 
tion’s budget proposal sent to us in 
which there were eight new education 
programs. Another four have been pro- 
posed here in the last 2 days. No; we 
want those moneys, that account- 
ability, that flexibility to be carried 
out at the local level. 

The task force heard testimony of 
numerous witnesses. We heard from 
Susan Gendrich, who runs a wonderful 
public school in Murfreesboro, TN, 
called Cason Lane Academy. We heard 
that the real beauty, the reason they 
have been able to accomplish so much, 
is because they were given the flexi- 
bility to have remedial schoolwork in 
the afternoons by using unused funds 
that otherwise would have gone to 
something they did not need. 

Yes, let the States and the lodalities 
exercise some creativity. That is where 
the innovation actually is. Again, re- 
member, in the last 20 years we have 
been stagnant in school performance. 
What we have done through 500 pro- 
grams, spending $100 billion a year, has 
not improved education in our public 
schools. Let’s give them an option. 
That is what this is, an option to keep 
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what you have, to go to a block grant 
program. Our current approach is sim- 
ply not working. Let’s try a new ap- 
proach, something novel, and return 
decisionmaking authority to those 
closest to our students—the States and 
the localities. 

Mr. President, I urge adoption of the 
FRIST amendment, and I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Missouri. 

How much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four 
minutes 42 seconds. 

Mr. FRIST. I yield 4 minutes to the 
Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise 
to commend Senators GORTON and 
FRIST for what I believe to be a very 
important step forward in providing 
the basis for educational achievement 
by students. Sometimes I think in all 
the debate we have about education, we 
get worried about one group of individ- 
uals who might manage funds here and 
one group who might manage funds 
there, and whether or not this would be 
directed by this group or that group. 
The ultimate objective of our program 
in education is student achievement. 
We want students to develop, as a re- 
sult of our educational efforts, the ca- 
pacity to grapple with the issues of the 
next century. We ought to ask our- 
selves on a regular basis, How is that 
best done? How do we elevate the ca- 
pacity and the performance of the stu- 
dents? What is it that gets that done 
best? 

Well, I think this particular effort on 
the part of the Senator from Wash- 
ington and the Senator from Tennessee 
recognizes two or three important prin- 
ciples in student achievement. First, 
nothing is more directly correlated to 
student achievement than parental in- 
volvement. The more influence we give 
to parents, to community leaders, and 
to the role models who are right 
around those students in shaping the 
students’ opportunities, the more like- 
ly those students are to achieve. Study 
after study shows that when parents 
are involved, when schoolteachers and 
community officials are involved, when 
the culture around the student is in- 
volved in decisionmaking and they get 
active in the schools, that is when 
achievement goes up. 

Now, this block grant approach is 
going to move toward the parents, to- 
ward the communities, toward the stu- 
dents, toward the cultural leaders who 
surround the students, and give the 
right to make and the opportunity to 
make decisions that they believe will 
best motivate and enhance the capac- 
ity of students to achieve. It is very, 
very important. 

Second, I believe that it is very dif- 
ficult to make intelligent decisions for 
the whole country under the rubric of a 
single prescription. There are a lot of 
health problems in the United States. 
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But if we were to say we were going to 
prescribe a single wonder drug, I think 
people would wonder about it. They 
know they would like to be able to go 
to their doctor to decide what is wrong 
with them, what their problems are, 
and to get a prescription that would 
really make a difference to them. I 
think when we give the capacity to de- 
ploy resources to State and local 
school agencies and we don’t tell them 
what sort of prescription there has to 
be but we allow them to use the re- 
sources to best achieve what is needed 
in that area, we provide the basis for 
student achievement for actually deliv- 
ering through the educational process 
what it is we need to deliver. 

I visited a school in southwest Mis- 
souri just this last year. Both State 
and local governments had so many 
strings on what they said money could 
be used for that they could not do what 
needed to be done. They needed to 
build new classrooms. They were labor- 
ing under a requirement that they had 
to spend so much of the money for 
teacher’s salaries. They wanted to be 
able to do teacher’s salaries. But they 
first needed classes. Because it was a 
high growth area, they were trapped 
between needing to get the classrooms 
first, for which they could not spend 
the money, and having to spend the 
money for teachers. They couldn’t use 
the teachers until they had the class- 
rooms. 

We really need to free the people who 
care the most about America’s future— 
they are parents, community leaders, 
school leaders, teachers, and adminis- 
trators at the local level. We need to 
free them to be able to deploy re- 
sources effectively. 

There is a myth in Washington; that 
is, that we can make something where 
one size fits all. The truth of the mat- 
ter is one size fits none. 

These amendments are fundamen- 
tally beneficial amendments which will 
help Americans develop and shape bet- 
ter schools for their children in which 
students achieve. 

I thank the Senator from Tennessee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, once 
again I think we have a philosophical 
difference here. I don’t see that par- 
ents, teachers, schools, and local offi- 
cials are not free now. They are cer- 
tainly free now to develop their own 
programs, raise their own money, and 
run their own schools. They do that. 
They are free to do that. They do it 
every day in every way. 

The local school in my hometown of 
300 people is run by the local school 
board. They raise the money in the 
local tax district. The school board 
hires the teachers. They decide with 
the State government about the cur- 
riculum. They are perfectly free to do 
that, and do it every day. 
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The Senator from Washington indi- 
cated this is not a debate about abol- 
ishing the Department of Education. 
He is absolutely correct about that. 
This, however, represents a seed from 
the same garden. That is why I men- 
tioned that in the 1996 Republican Na- 
tional Party platform it says: That is 
why we will abolish the Department of 
Education and Federal meddling in our 
schools.” 

It is a seed from the same garden 
that says, by the way, if there is any 
money going back from the Federal 
Government, let's make sure that 
there is no purpose for that money; 
let’s make sure it goes back in the 
form only of general aid and not some 
kind of assistance, as has historically 
been the case for compensatory edu- 
cation for poor children. 

One-half of the Federal money that 
has been spent since 1960 for elemen- 
tary and secondary education has been 
spent for compensatory education for 
lower-income children. It has been re- 
markably successful. 

Once again, let me emphasize that we 
don’t run and never will run the local 
school districts, and we don’t finance 
the local school systems. This is kind 
of gap financing for certain things that 
we have considered a national purpose, 
among which, as I mentioned, is com- 
pensatory education for lower-income 
children, but other areas as well. 

Let me mention just a couple of 
them: The School-to-Work Program, 
the Safe and Drug-Free Schools Pro- 
gram. What if, for example, this 
amendment passes, and it is decided 
that in 45 States, while we have said 
there ought to be a national priority 
on the Safe and Drug-Free Schools Pro- 
gram, and here is the money for it, 45 
States say, Well, sorry. It is not our 
priority. That is not our priority. We 
are not going to do that.” Yet, we keep 
sending the money, and we have 45 
States in which there is not a safe and 
drug-free schools program. 

My question to the Senator from 
Tennessee and the Senator from Wash- 
ington is: Why would we want to keep 
spending the money in that case? Why 
would we want the Federal Govern- 
ment to become a tax collector for 
local school districts for no national 
purpose? They have said, “We want 
your money, but there is no national 
purpose served in having a safe and 
drug-free school program.” I don’t 
think that makes any sense. 

I say just do this through the front 
door. If one really doesn’t want the 
Federal Government to be involved in 
these programs, just end the financing 
for the programs. 

What we are suggesting here is not— 
the Senator from Washington is cor- 
rect—abolish the Department of Edu- 
cation, although I certainly think 
there are plenty who want to do that. 
But I think the American people prob- 
ably would not approve of that. So it is 
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the kind of an approach that says, 
Well, let's simply abolish the purpose 
for the money but continue to provide 
the money.” I just do not understand 
that. 

The Senator from Missouri made a 
general point about education. Let me 
say that I agree with what he said 
about education. Education works in 
our local schools all across this coun- 
try when you have a teacher that is a 
good teacher, when you have a student 
who comes to school willing to learn, 
and when you have a parent involved in 
that education. Those three elements 
are critical and necessary for education 
to work. There is no question about 
that. 

We debated yesterday the question of 
the priority of school construction to 
see if there could be some incentive to 
promote further investment in school 
construction. That was not the priority 
yesterday. There needs to be other dis- 
cussions. Regrettably, I wish it was. 
But that is also a rather important 
point. That child must go through the 
classroom door of the classroom that is 
a good classroom in good repair and 
not overcrowded. 

I mentioned a week ago that I was at 
the Cannon Ball school—at an Indian 
school, a public school, and a public 
school district—and a second grader 
named Rosie Two Bears, she is going to 
school this morning in a school that is 
not in good repair. You can have all 
the other things that work, and then to 
have classes where one teacher is 
teaching two classes back and forth at 
50-minute intervals with kids with 
desks that don’t have a half an inch be- 
tween them, because there is not room 
with 140 kids and 40 staff people in a 
building that is 90 years old, part of 
which is condemned, and they have two 
bathrooms and one water fountain for 
180 people, that is not in good repair. 
Does that school need substantial in- 
vestment to make sure this second 
grader named Rosie who goes to school 
has the same opportunity that your 
kids and my kids do? Absolutely. 

We have a lot to do, and a lot of chal- 
lenges. 

This issue, however, is not about the 
general financing of elementary and 
secondary education, because we do not 
do that. The general financing and the 
management of our elementary and 
secondary education system is done at 
home. That is where it ought to be 
done. We have, however, in recent dec- 
ades indicated there are some basic 
issues of national purpose to be served 
by creating a title I program, a voca- 
tional education program, and a safe 
and drug-free schools program. That 
represents national interests and a na- 
tional purpose that you would hope to 
see attained at every school district in 
every State all across this country. 
Some say, Well, let's just retreat on 
this issue of national purpose. Let’s 
just back up on this issue of national 
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importance.” The Senator from Wash- 
ington last year when he offered his 
amendment included, for example, title 
I in vocational education. He did not 
include it this year. I am pleased to see 
that because, frankly, it seems to me 
that if you just look at what has hap- 
pened to the success of these programs 
you can’t help but conclude that what 
we have done, while not perfect, has 
been enormously important in the lives 
of a lot of students, especially poor stu- 
dents in every school district in this 
country. 

The General Accounting Office re- 
cently found that the targeting of the 
Federal education programs to those 
with the greatest financial need has 
been very successful. 

In fact, they say for every dollar the 
Federal Government provides to a stu- 
dent, in general, it provides $4.73 to an 
impoverished student. 

What that means is what we have 
tried to do has largely worked to try to 
fill in some gaps to say that where 
there is not adequate funding locally 
and where we have a sense of national 
purpose about something that we know 
needs to be done, we are going to try to 
fill in that gap. 

It seems to me to say that we are 
going to retreat on that and say what 
we are going to send back now will just 
be general aid—I say the right ap- 
proach for that is, if you are going to 
retreat altogether, just say we will not 
be sending categorical aid because we 
do not sense a national priority or a 
national purpose or a national interest 
and therefore we won't send the money 
either. 

Or, alternatively, you can end up de- 
ciding there is no national purpose 
here and we will not support the na- 
tional interest in these programs, safe 
and drug-free schools being an exam- 
ple, but we will continue to be a tax 
collector and will collect the taxes and 
then send the money back. Gee, I think 
the folks back home would be much 
more impressed with a straightforward 
approach to this alternative, which I 
don’t support, in which we say we do 
not support the programs and we will 
not collect the money for it; you do 
what you will back home. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Tennessee has 29 seconds re- 
maining. 

Mr. FRIST. And the other side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Six min- 
utes 22 seconds. 

Mr. FRIST addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. FRIST. In my 29 seconds, let me 
make it very clear that the Gorton 
amendment continues to target title I, 
the student. The disadvantaged stu- 
dents still get the money, still get the 
programs. The difference is that 100 
percent of the money gets down to the 
classroom where it is needed. 
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The Gorton amendment has as its un- 
derlying theme flexibility and account- 
ability, the two things that we have 
heard again and again are necessary to 
accomplish our goals of educating stu- 
dents. We are not doing a good job. Our 
education system is not successful. 
When we compare ourselves in the 12th 
grade to science students all over the 
world, out of 21 countries only 2 do 
worse than us. It is not successful. 

This bill preserves choice. It gives 
options: No. 1, to continue to receive 
this $10 billion in Federal funds under 
the current system with the same regu- 
lations, no change. You can choose 
that. Or your second choice: Have 
those Federal funds sent directly to the 
local school districts minus the Fed- 
eral regulations. Or choice No. 3: Have 
Federal funds sent to the State edu- 
cation authority minus Federal regula- 
tions. 

As Frank Grogan, Florida’s commis- 
sioner of education, said: 

With education, we are already beginning 
to see States becoming living laboratories. If 
left to pursue reform without added Federal 
burdens and interference, States can learn 
from the success and mistakes of others with 
the freedom to emulate some programs as 
models and/or discard those that are ineffec- 
tive. 

The Gorton amendment gives that 
opportunity, with accountability built 
into those States and the local level. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Six min- 
utes 22 seconds. 

Mr. DORGAN. Let me just make an- 
other quick point. 

You will not find a challenge any- 
where in this Chamber by anyone who 
would stand up and say it is not impor- 
tant to have local people making local 
decisions, that some of the best deci- 
sions that can be made can be made lo- 
cally. No one is going to contest that. 

The point I am making is this: Local 
governments, State and local officials 
who run the elementary and secondary 
school systems in many cases over now 
many years, have indicated they do not 
have the resources to provide the kind 
of help we provide in title I as a gap fi- 
nancing that moves certain kinds of as- 
sistance to poor children or children 
who go to poor school districts. 

Now, the amendment of the Senator 
from Washington does not put title I in 
this block grant category this time, as 
I indicated he did last year but does 
not this time, as I understand it. I ad- 
dress the Senator from Washington. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. GORTON. No, the Senator is not 
correct. Title I is in this amendment. 
However, the money is distributed only 
on the basis of title I-eligible students. 
In other words, the school districts will 
get the same amount of money and will 
still be targeted for title I-eligible stu- 
dents. But it is in this amendment. 

Mr. DORGAN. My understanding was 
that title I was not part of his amend- 
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ment. We were trying last evening and 
this morning to understand exactly 
what the language would be. 

That makes his amendment much, 
much worse than I had previously 
thought. It does confirm then what I 
said earlier, that we have taken a suc- 
cessful approach in which we have tried 
to provide some compensatory edu- 
cation assistance especially directed at 
impoverished areas and at poor chil- 
dren, and have done it in a very suc- 
cessful way, and now say but all of that 
will become a pot of money that we 
send back, and we will just become tax 
collectors for local governments or for 
school districts and say, ‘‘You all pret- 
ty much retool this and rethink what 
you want to do with it along the lines 
that represent your priorities.” They 
have their priorities, and should have 
their priorities, and their priorities are 
to govern how they run their schools. 
And they are free to do that. 

Again, the discussion earlier was 
about they are not free somehow. Of 
course, they are free. State and local 
schools are run by the State and local 
school districts. They are free to raise 
their money, free to impose taxes, free 
with their State governments to de- 
velop curriculums. Of course, they are 
free to make those decisions. But in 
areas where we have provided some as- 
sistance based on what we perceive to 
be a national purpose, the amendment 
says, let us provide the money but no 
requirement that anyone sign up to 
this national purpose. And again I 
come to the issue of safe and drug-free 
schools. There are a good many of 
them: Eisenhower Professional Devel- 
opment, the Innovative Education Pro- 
gram, the Technology Challenge 
Grants, and so on—safe and drug-free 
schools. 

Have we decided, or should we decide, 
or will we decide as a country on a na- 
tional need to have a safe and drug-free 
schools program across this country 
that is stimulated by some financing 
that we say you must pursue this and 
must have it because there is a na- 
tional purpose for this, and we will pro- 
vide some financing help because we 
are mandating something? Are we at a 
point where we say, no, there is no 
longer a national purpose for a Safe 
and Drug-Free Schools Act? Let’s have 
a Safe and Drug-Free Schools Act, for 
example, in North Dakota, but the 
other 46 States say, Gee, we don’t 
want one; this is not a national pri- 
ority.” 

Drugs and the issues surrounding 
drugs and young Americans and school- 
children are a national priority. It is of 
national interest. And we have decided 
in the Safe and Drug-Free Schools Act 
that we want to provide some funding 
if we are going to provide a mandate 
here, some funding from the Federal 
Government to say to these school dis- 
tricts, We would like you to do this as 
a sense of national purpose and na- 
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tional interest, and here is some fi- 
nancing to help you do it.” 

The amendment is an amendment 
that essentially says, well, let’s con- 
vert all of those national interests and 
urges to some notion of general aid, 
and so we will then be tax collectors 
and we will just collect money and 
send it back. I say as I started, that is 
like passing an ice cube around. By the 
time you get to the sixth or seventh 
position on that ice cube passing, there 
is no ice cube left. 

A much more straightforward way of 
doing this would be to say we don’t be- 
lieve these are programs of national in- 
terest, and therefore let us say to local 
governments, “Raise your own money 
and spend your own money. We are out 
of the way.” We are, as their party 
would suggest in their platform, abol- 
ishing the Department of Education. 
Get out of the way and let everyone 
else do their thing. 

There is a different way, and the 
other way is to recognize that most all 
of elementary and secondary education 
is funded by, controlled by, the local 
people back in the home districts and 
the school district in the towns. It will 
always be that way. But there are 
things that represent a national inter- 
est, and those kinds of policies and 
those kinds of issues, debated over 
many, many years here in this Con- 
gress, resulted in the construction of a 
program called title I and other title 
programs. The Safe and Drug-Free 
Schools Act, the Technology Challenge 
Grants, and others have been, I think, 
enormously important to say to the 
local school districts, While you are 
there, we are going to offer some help, 
for example, to see that you get your 
school wired up to the Internet. If you 
need help to do that, here is some help 
to do that, to see that you have a safe 
and drug-free schools program in your 
school district, in your schools.” 

That has been the nature of our in- 
volvement in education. Again, it is 
very seductive, I think, to say, well, 
gee, shouldn’t local people make all 
these decisions. Yes, I think so. With 
their money they should make all their 
decisions in their elementary and sec- 
ondary education programs. But isn’t 
there a circumstance where we have 
some issues of national importance 
where our money, our resources, our 
investment ought to follow that urge 
of national importance on the Safe and 
Drug-Free Schools Act? I think so. To 
back away from that, I think, would be 
a mistake. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I under- 
stand the minority will simply permit 
the Frist second-degree amendment to 
pass by a voice vote. I will then ask for 
a rolicall vote, which will take place at 
3 o’clock, on the underlying amend- 
ment. 
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Mr. DORGAN. Might I, by consent, 
say to the Senator from Washington, 
while we do not support the second-de- 
gree amendment, the second-degree 
amendment is a rather technical 
change of the underlying amendment 
and we see no purpose in having an- 
other rolleall vote on that. While I do 
not support it, we will accept a voice 
vote on the second-degree and then 
have a recorded vote on the underlying 
amendment today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the second- 
degree amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2294) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. DORGAN. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2293 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, in 1768 
in a letter to George Wythe, Thomas 
Jefferson wrote, 

No other sure foundation can be devised for 
the preservation of freedom and happiness 
. . . Preach a crusade against ignorance; es- 
tablish and improve the law for educating 
the common people. Let our countrymen 
know that the people alone can protect us 
against the evils [of misgovernment]. 

As a nation we have long recognized 
the importance of education of the fu- 
ture well-being of our children and our 
nation. A quality education is vital in 
an increasingly competitive global en- 
vironment and indeed, as Jefferson 
notes, to the preservation of our de- 
mocracy. Every Senator undoubtedly 
wants to do everything in their power 
to improve the educational opportuni- 
ties for all children. It is one of our 
highest priorities in the U.S. Senate. 

As many of my colleagues may re- 
call, last year I offered an amendment 
to the fiscal year 1998 Senate Labor, 
Health and Human Services Education 
appropriations bill that consolidated 
most federally funded K-12 education 
programs, and sent that money di- 
rectly to local school districts free 
from the mandates and regulations im- 
posed on our schools by Washington, 
DC, bureaucrats. The Senate approved 
the amendment but, at the administra- 
tion’s insistence, it was stripped from 
the final bill. 

For most of this half century Wash- 
ington, DC, has been dominated by peo- 
ple who believe that centralized deci- 
sions and centralized control exercised 
by Washington, DC, is the best way to 
solve problems, including those in the 
classroom. This approach has not 
worked. As Washington, DC, has taken 
power and authority from local school 
districts, our schools have not im- 
proved. But, old habits die hard. The 
belief in centralized power is still very 
much alive. When I proposed my 
amendment last year, every single 
Democrat in the Senate opposed it and 
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the President strongly criticized the 
approach of returning money and au- 
thority over education to our school 
districts. 

Why is the status quo no longer ac- 
ceptable? There are a multitude of rea- 
sons. As many of you know, the results 
of the Third International Math and 
Science Study (TIMSS) were recently 
announced. Unfortunately, those grad- 
uating from our high schools did not 
fare well. Twelfth grade students from 
the United States did not achieve at a 
level I would call acceptable, with 
scores below the international average 
in both science and mathematics. 

Is it because the United States has 
not been devoting sufficient resources 
to education? The facts don't bear out 
that assessment. Resources devoted to 
education have been increasing in con- 
stant dollars almost yearly for the last 
25 years, but there has been no signifi- 
cant change in the achievement of stu- 
dents. 

What do we have to show for our in- 
vestment? We have a web of literally 
hundreds of Federal education pro- 
grams woven throughout 39 Federal de- 
partments and agencies and totaling 
$73.1 billion in 1997. I wish I had a com- 
prehensive list of all the Federal edu- 
cation programs to show you, but the 
Department of Education doesn’t know 
exactly how many there are. 

In January of this year Dr. Carlotta 
Joyner of the GAO appeared before the 
Senate Budget Committee Education 
Task Force and presented us with a 
graphic that highlights the web of Fed- 
eral education programs in only the 
three areas of education: At Risk and 
Delinquent Youth, Early Childhood 
programs, and Teacher training pro- 
grams. What this chart shows is that 15 
Federal departments and agencies ad- 
minister 127 At Risk and Delinquent 
Youth programs, 11 Federal depart- 
ments and agencies administer more 
than 90 Early Childhood programs, and 
9 Federal departments and agencies ad- 
minister 86 Teacher Training pro- 
grams, 

It is no wonder that more and more, 
our states and local school districts are 
being suffocated by a tidal wave of pa- 
pers, forms and programs, each of 
which no doubt began with good inten- 
tions. The net result of this tidal wave, 
however, is precisely what makes it 
difficult to set priorities in each of the 
many varied states and school districts 
across the country to determine that 
which will best serve their students. I 
firmly believe that the elected school 
board members, parents, superintend- 
ents and principals, as well as gov- 
ernors and legislatures, are dedicated 
to providing the best possible edu- 
cation for school children that they 
possibly can, and that they are better 
able to make decisions about what is 
best for their students than are Mem- 
bers of Congress or bureaucrats in the 
Department of Education. 
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It is extremely arrogant of us here in 
this body to set detailed requirements 
for very specific education programs 
that apply to children all across the 
United States. It’s wrong to believe 
that Congress or the Department of 
Education has all the answers to the 
variety of problems our schools and 
educators face. Why should a bureau- 
crat in Washington, DC, decide what’s 
best for the children in Washington 
State? They don’t know Walla Walla 
from Wenatchee from Woodinville. 

Over the past several months I have 
had the opportunity to meet with par- 
ents and educators from across Wash- 
ington State and the Nation. They 
have expressed a great deal of concern 
about the stifling nature of the rules 
and regulations that come along with 
the myriad of federal education pro- 
grams in existence. In fact, several 
have commented that although school 
districts receive only about 7 percent 
of their funding from the Federal Gov- 
ernment, with that money comes 50 
percent of the rules and regulations 
they must comply with. i 

A perfect example of the crushing na- 
ture of Federal rules, regulations and 
paperwork comes from a program I 
didn’t even include in my amendment. 
The Bellevue School District, a subur- 
ban school district east of Seattle, has 
gathered all the paperwork necessary 
to begin, just begin, the file they are 
required to keep for special education 
students under the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). 
Placed end to end, this paperwork ex- 
tends for almost 40 feet. 40 Feet! We 
have allowed bureaucrats in Wash- 
ington, DC, to impose half or more 
than half of the rules and regulations 
that so often frustrate innovation and 
success in our schools. 

Therefore, I have come to the conclu- 
sion that Congress must do more to 
free State and local officials from the 
burden placed on them by the Federal 
Government to educating America’s 
children. We must be willing to admit 
that somebody else may know a little 
bit more than we do about this subject. 
My firm belief is that the wisdom need- 
ed to educate our children lies in 
States and individual school districts— 
with parents at home, with teachers in 
the classroom, with principals in the 
schools, and with school board mem- 
bers who, almost without exception, 
are public-spirited citizens who have 
run for election to a job that does not 
pay or pays very little. We must keep 
in mind that the same citizenry who 
elected us to the U.S. Senate also 
elected our school board members. It is 
unlikely that they were wise in elect- 
ing us and ignorant of their own inter- 
ests in picking their school board 
members. 

I have listened to educators from 
around the country and have applied 
those lessons to the crafting of this 
amendment. My amendment makes 
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several changes that address the con- 
cerns of those who have been kind 
enough to take the time and work with 
me and my office to improve upon the 
work begun during last year’s appro- 
priations process. 

First, there were concerns that any 
attempt to block grant education funds 
to local communities was simply a 
back door attempt to cut funding. My 
amendment makes it crystal clear that 
is not what this effort is about. My 
amendment authorizes specific levels 
of funding through fiscal year 2003, tar- 
gets that appropriators must meet in 
order for the block grants to continue. 
If these targets are not met, we would 
revert to the status quo. 

Others have expressed concern that 
my amendment is an attempt to close 
the Department of Education. Nothing 
could be further from the truth. My 
amendment is not about abolishing the 
Department of Education—my amend- 
ment is about giving communities the 
flexibility they need to educate our 
children. Even after enactment of my 
amendment, there would be plenty of 
work left for the Department. My 
amendment does not even touch on the 
Department's responsibilities with re- 
spect to higher education. And even 
though my amendment includes more 
than 20 Federal education programs, 
that is but a fraction of the total num- 
ber of education programs adminis- 
tered by the Department of Education, 
not to mention the Federal Govern- 
ment as a whole. 

Concerns have also been expressed 
about the targeting of Federal funds to 
disadvantaged students. The concern is 
that because Federal funding often is 
targeted at a specific population, block 
granting funds and allowing States and 
school districts to decide how those 
funds are spent will mean those popu- 
lations will no longer be served. Well, 
this mentality is what led to the cre- 
ation of the quagmire of education pro- 
grams we find ourselves wallowing in 
today. My amendment retains speci- 
fication for what populations the Bilin- 
gual Education and Education for the 
Disadvantaged (Title I, Part A), funds 
are to be spent, but it leaves up to 
States and school districts the method 
by which those populations are best 
served. As for the list of 20 Federal pro- 
grams, my amendment outlines a se- 
ries of allowable uses such as hiring 
new teachers, magnet schools, charter 
schools, and combating illiteracy, 
which give local officials flexibility in 
designing reforms to improve the 
achievement of students. The total 
amount of funding that gets to the 
classroom will be considerably greater 
because so much less will get lost in 
the gears of administration at two, 
three or four different levels of bu- 
reaucracy between Washington, DC, 
and the classroom. As I’ve stated pre- 
viously, we cannot assume that Wash- 
ington, DC, knows best when it comes 
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to educating the diverse population 
that exists in America today. 

I have heard comments that different 
states have different opinions about 
how they should receive federal funds. 
As a member of the Senate Budget 
Committee Education Task Force, 
chaired by my good friend and col- 
league Senator FRIST, I had a chance to 
hear from Frank Brogan, Commis- 
sioner of Education from the State of 
Florida, and Henry Der, Deputy Super- 
intendent of Public Instruction from 
the State of California. Mr. Brogan and 
Mr. Der have widely different opinions 
about the efficacy of involving the Fed- 
eral Government in decisions regarding 
education in their States. Mr. Brogan 
states, 

Congress should identify priority areas and 
allow States to designate the dollars for spe- 
cific programs. 

With Education, we are already beginning 
to see States becoming living laboratories, 
testing varied programs and options. If left 
to pursue reform without added Federal bur- 
dens and interference, States can learn from 
the success and mistakes of others, . . . with 
the freedom to emulate some programs as 
models and/or discard those that are ineffec- 
tive. 

Mr. Der followed Mr. Brogan with, 

We submit to you that the roads toward 
devolution will result in less opportunities 
for those with special needs and will retard 
the leadership role that the U.S. Department 
of Education has played, as well as under- 
mine the accountability that we need to 
build into our education programs.“ 

Therefore, it became clear to me that 
States should have a choice concerning 
how they receive their Federal funds, 
and my amendment gives them that 
choice. My amendment says that 
States will have three options with re- 
spect to how they receive Federal edu- 
cation funds. Simply put, a State legis- 
lature, with the concurrence of the 
Governor, will choose from one of three 
methods for receiving Federal funds: 
(1) States can continue to receive Fed- 
eral education funds through current 
categorical programs; (2) States can re- 
ceive Federal education funds in a 
block grant to the State Educational 
Agency; or (3) States can direct the 
Federal Government to send Federal 
education funds directly to their Local 
Educational Agencies. 

There are also provisions in my 
amendment that respond to other con- 
cerns about the immediate financial 
impact on States and school districts. 
My amendment includes a 100 percent 
hold harmless, so that no State or 
school district will receive less than 
what they received before enactment of 
this legislation. Further, there is a pro- 
vision which says that for those States 
receiving a multiyear grant through 
one of the programs included in the 
block grant, that multiyear grant will 
be funded through to completion in 
order to provide an appropriate transi- 
tion from one process to another. 

Finally, my amendment encourages 
accountability by requiring States and 
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school districts to collect information 
about how Federal funds are spent, as 
well as involving parents and other 
members of the public in debates over 
how funds will be utilized. 

As you can see, my amendment is 
based on the principle that with addi- 
tional authority and money schools 
would receive from this reform, our 
teachers, parents, principals, and 
school boards would be inspired to do 
even more for our children. They would 
not, as some suggested during debate 
on this issue last year, be inspired to 
build swimming pools. They would be 
inspired to make sure that every child 
in their community receives the best 
education possible. While I think this 
example shows the fundamental dif- 
ference between the approach I advo- 
cate, and that of the administration, I 
just have to ask this question: Does 
anyone really believe that there are 
parents, teachers or school board mem- 
bers in America who would rather use 
scarce education dollars for swimming 
pools instead of providing a quality 
education for their children? 

On February 10 of this year, I had the 
opportunity to visit the Union Gap Ele- 
mentary School and learn about the 
tremendous work they are doing, in the 
words of their Superintendent Bob 
McLaughlin, to ‘heal’ their children’s 
reading difficulties. 

More than three years ago, Dr. 
McLaughlin became painfully aware 
that the Union Gap School District did 
not have a program to assist its stu- 
dents who were having difficulty learn- 
ing to read. Dr. McLaughlin then took 
it upon himself to search out a pro- 
gram which would be both affordable 
and helpful to the students. During the 
1995-96 school year. Dr. McLaughlin 
discovered the Read-Write program and 
soon thereafter the program underwent 
a 10-week test in the school. 

The test was so successful that at the 
conclusion of the 10-week test run the 
school board adopted the program and 
fully implemented it for the 1996-97 
school year. Since the program has 
been implemented, significant gains 
have become evident. 

Dr. McLaughlin also took the time to 
explain to me his previous experience 
as a principal at a neighboring high 
school upon which brought him to the 
conclusion something should be done 
about reading comprehension at the el- 
ementary level. As a high school prin- 
cipal, Dr. McLaughlin would contin- 
ually see students entering his school 
unprepared to read and write effec- 
tively, and in many instances nowhere 
near grade level. The frustration he ex- 
perienced seeing these kids struggle 
through high school without the nec- 
essary tools, drove Dr. McLaughlin to 
seek a solution at Union Gap Elemen- 
tary. As Dr. McLaughlin and other 
teachers at the elementary school 
know, once you teach a child to read, 
that child has gained a skill he or she 
retained for a lifetime of enrichment. 
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This instance is a clear example of 
the innovative work school districts 
are engaging in to improve the edu- 
cation of their students. Under the 
Gorton Amendment, Dr. McLaughlin 
and his school board would have the 
flexibility to expand this program if 
that is what they felt was in the best 
interest of their students. I doubt seri- 
ously that Dr. McLaughlin would con- 
sider tennis courts or swimming pools 
to be a priority. 

This issue boils down to each Senator 
asking if he or she believes schools will 
be improved through more control 
from Washington, DC, or by giving 
more control to parents, teachers, prin- 
cipals, superintendents, and school 
board members. I believe our best hope 
for improving the education of our 
children is to put the American people 
in charge of their local schools. 

Mr. President, I wonder if the minor- 
ity manager will agree to a unanimous 
consent agreement that I have 3 addi- 
tional minutes on this amendment? I 
do see my colleague from Washington 
here. We are going forward with that 
amendment, and I would like just 3 
minutes further to speak on this sub- 
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, my 
friend and colleague from North Da- 
kota and I, together, less than 2 
months ago, voted with 94 other Mem- 
bers of this Senate for a bill relating to 
transportation covering somewhat 
more than four times as many billions 
of dollars as this amendment does. Un- 
like the House of Representatives, we 
included no specific programs in that 
transportation bill. We decided there 
was a national purpose for transpor- 
tation but that the priorities as to how 
that money for highways ought to be 
spent should be set by States—gen- 
erally speaking, not by elected officials 
in those States, but usually by a high- 
way bureaucracy. 

No one said that, because we weren't 
telling the States what roads to build, 
there was no national purpose and we 
should abandon transportation as a na- 
tional issue. Yet the Senator from 
North Dakota says that, rather than 
give a three-way option to States with 
respect to $10 billion a year in edu- 
cation money, it would be philosophi- 
cally more consistent to abandon the 
field because, after all, the States 
might set different priorities; maybe 
the States and local school districts 
don’t care about drugs or don’t care 
about disadvantaged students. 

Mr. President, that is a basic philo- 
sophical difference between us. The 
thought being expressed to me—that 
elected school] board members and prin- 
cipals and teachers and parents and 
even State legislators don’t care much 
about education or about education 
priorities—boggles the mind. We are 
the only people who do so? We are the 
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only people who can set the way in 
which national priorities are carried 
out? We and bureaucrats at the Depart- 
ment of Education? Let me tell you, we 
come up with 7 percent of the money 
and 50 or 60 percent of the rules? In one 
field not covered by this, where the 
Senator from North Dakota did sup- 
port me, we give 9 percent of the 
money for disabled education and we 
set rules that are so stringent that 
some school board members are saying 
they are going to defy those rules be- 
cause they cannot provide for a safe en- 
vironment for their students. In title I, 
the forms are exceeded only by IDEA. 

This proposal will allow schools to 
spend more money on disadvantaged 
students, more money on bilingual stu- 
dents, and do it in a way that suits the 
particular needs of the districts, if the 
State elects to do so. Any State that 
agrees with the position of Senator 
DORGAN is perfectly free to keep the 
present system. Any State that feels it 
can do a better job will be allowed to 
do a better job. And any State that 
feels its elected school board members 
can do a better job will be allowed to 
do that. 

Maybe Senator DORGAN is right. If so, 
we will learn by experiment. But unless 
we feel—with him and Senator KEN- 
NEDY—that the present system is work- 
ing magnificently, that our system of 
education is so good that it doesn’t 
need to be changed or experimented 
with at all, we should reject this 
amendment. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I know 
the Senator from Washington will 
allow me, by consent, 2 minutes to re- 
spond. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DORGAN. The Senator from 
Washington chooses an inappropriate 
example to begin with, the highway 
system. We provide Federal money to 
the State of Washington. But if I go to 
Washington and drive on roads that are 
constructed in the State of Washington 
by his State highway officials with 
Federal money, I know I am not going 
to drive on a roadbed of marshmallows 
or cork. Why? Because his highway of- 
ficials must follow the Federal pre- 
scribed rules about what kind of high- 
ways they are going to build with those 
Federal funds. 

My only point is, if the Senator from 
Washington suggests that if, for exam- 
ple, the Safe and Drug-Free Schools 
Program is not a national priority, 
let’s give them the money for it but 
not require them to do it, I think that 
is a huge step backwards. Is it in most 
instances the case that people closer to 
the problem can spend the money more 
effectively? Absolutely. That is why al- 
most all of elementary and secondary 
education is done and managed and 
controlled locally. But there are some 
programs of national interest for which 
we provide the financing and for which 
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we hope there is a national purpose and 
to which we will have all school dis- 
tricts subscribe. That is the purpose for 
all this. 

I find it interesting. You could make 
the same case about food safety. You 
could have exactly the same debate. 
Say, do you think back home they are 
not concerned about food safety? Why 
do we need national food safety stand- 
ards? Do you think back home in every 
State they are not concerned about 
food safety? Of course they are. Of 
course they are. But it is something of 
national interest and national impor- 
tance, and that is the gap financing 
that is involved here with respect to 
these kinds of programs. Are they per- 
fect? No. Should they be changed? Yes. 
Should we retreat from them? In my 
opinion, I think that would be a huge 
mistake. 

I yield the remainder of my time. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator 
MCCONNELL be added as a cosponsor to 
the Gorton amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, seeing 
there is the sponsor of another amend- 
ment here, I think proper procedure is 
to move to that amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask for a rollcall on 
the Gorton amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Gorton amend- 
ment is temporarily laid aside and the 
Senator from Washington, Senator 
MURRAY, is recognized to offer an 
amendment on which there shall be 30 
minutes equally divided. 

The Senator from Washington. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2295 

(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress 

regarding reductions in class size) 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Washington [Mrs. MUR- 
RAY] proposes an amendment numbered 2295. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 

TITLE —SENSE OF CONGRESS 
SEC. ol. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 

(1) Qualified teachers in small classes can 
provide students with more individualized 
attention, spend more time on instruction 
and less on other tasks, cover more material 
effectively, and are better able to work with 
parents to help the parents further their 
children’s education. 
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(2) Rigorous research has shown that stu- 
dents attending small classes in the early 
grades make more rapid educational 
progress than the students in larger classes, 
and that those achievement gains persist 
through at least the 8th grade. For example: 

(A) In a landmark 4-year experimental 
study of class size reduction in grades kin- 
dergarten through grade 3 in Tennessee, re- 
searchers found that students in smaller 
classes earned significantly higher scores on 
basic skills tests in all 4 years and in all 
types of schools, including urban, rural, and 
suburban schools. 

(B) After 2 years in reduced class sizes, stu- 
dents in the Flint, Michigan Public School 
District improved their reading scores by 44 
percent. 

(3) The benefits of smaller classes are 
greatest for lower-achieving, minority, poor, 
and inner-city children. One study found 
that urban 4th-graders in smaller than aver- 
age classes were % of a school year ahead of 
their counterparts in larger than average 
classes. 

(4) Smaller classes allow teachers to iden- 
tify and work sooner with students who have 
learning disabilities and, potentially, can re- 
duce those students’ need for special edu- 
cation services in the later grades. 

(5) Students in smaller classes are able to 
become more actively engaged in learning 
than their peers in large classes. 

(6) Efforts to improve educational out- 
comes by reducing class sizes in the early 
grades are likely to be successful only if 
well-qualified teachers are hired to fill addi- 
tional classroom positions and if teachers re- 
ceived intensive, continuing training in 
working effectively in smaller classroom set- 
tings. 

(7) State certified and licensed teachers 
help ensure high quality instruction in the 
classroom. 

(8) According to the National Commission 
on Teaching and America’s Future, the most 
important influence on student achievement 
is the expertise of their teachers. One New 
York City study comparing high- and low- 
achieving elementary schools with similar 
student characteristics, found that more 
than 90 percent of the variation in achieve- 
ment in mathematics and reading was due to 
differences in teacher qualifications. 

(9) Our Nation needs more qualified teach- 
ers to meet changing demographics and to 
help students meet high standards, as dem- 
onstrated by the following: 

(A) Over the next decade, our Nation will 
need to hire over 2,000,000 teachers to meet 
increasing student enrollments and teacher 
retirements. 

(B) 1 out of 4 high school teachers does not 
have a major or minor in the main subject 
that they teach. This is true for more than 30 
percent of mathematics teachers. 

(C) In schools with the highest minority 
enrollments, students have less than a 50 
percent chance of getting a science or math- 
ematics teacher who holds a degree in that 
field. 

(D) In 1991, 25 percent of new public school 
teachers had not completed the requirements 
for a license in their main assignment field. 
This number increased to 27 percent by 1994, 
including 11 percent who did not have a li- 
cense. 

(10) We need more teachers who are ade- 
quately prepared for the challenges of the 
2lst century classroom, as demonstrated by 
the fact that— 

(A) 50 percent of teachers have little or no 
experience using technology in the class- 
room; and 
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(B) in 1994, only 10 percent of new teachers 
felt they were prepared to integrate new 
technology into their instruction. 

(11) Teacher quality cannot be further 
compromised to meet the demographic de- 
mand for new teachers and smaller class 
sizes. Comprehensive improvements in 
teacher preparation and development pro- 
grams are also necessary to ensure the effec- 
tiveness of new teachers and the academic 
success of students in the classroom. These 
comprehensive improvements should include 
encouraging more institutions of higher edu- 
cation that operate teacher preparation pro- 
grams to work in partnership with local edu- 
cational agencies and elementary and sec- 
ondary schools; providing more hands-on, 
classroom experience to prospective teach- 
ers; creating mentorship programs for new 
teachers; providing high quality content 
area training and classroom skills for new 
teachers; and training teachers to incor- 
porate technology into the classroom. 

(12) Efforts should be made to provide pro- 
spective teachers with a greater knowledge 
of instructional programs that are research- 
based, of demonstrated effectiveness, 
replicable in diverse and challenging cir- 
cumstances, and supported by networks of 
experts and experienced practitioners. 

(13) Several States have begun serious ef- 
forts to reduce class sizes in the early ele- 
mentary grades, but these actions may be 
impeded by financial limitations or difficul- 
ties in hiring qualified teachers. 

(14) The Federal Government can assist in 
this effort by providing funding for class size 
reductions in grades 1 through 3, and by 
helping to ensure that the new teachers 
brought into the classroom are well-quali- 
fied. 

SEC. 02. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that Congress 
should support efforts to hire 100,000 new 
teachers to reduce class sizes in first, second, 
and third grades to an average of 18 students 
per class all across America. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, we 
have been debating education policy 
for several days and actually several 
times over the last several months here 
on the floor of the U.S. Senate. I am 
very excited about that, because one of 
the reasons I came here to the U.S. 
Senate was to make sure that we focus 
on real issues that affect everyday av- 
erage families across our country. 
There is nothing more important to 
any parents than making sure, when 
they send their children off to school in 
the morning, that they get the kind of 
education that will mean they will be a 
success in this country. 

I am disappointed, however, that the 
bill before us, the Coverdell IRA pro- 
posal, will not provide that kind of 
quality education that parents are de- 
manding. I believe it is a flawed policy 
which really will not make any mean- 
ingful difference for either private or 
public school students and their fami- 
lies. It is not a real results-driven pro- 
posal. 

Many of my colleagues have been out 
here on the floor over the last several 
days talking about what the IRA 
Coverdell proposal will do and that it 
will only mean $7 for a family in the 
future. Many of my colleagues have 
talked about how it will begin us on a 
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road to publicly funding private 
schools, and the dangers of that. 

We can debate that. But I am here 
today to bring forward an amendment 
that I believe will make a substantial 
difference in our children’s education 
across the country, and that is regard- 
ing the issue of class size. Ask any par- 
ent who sends his or her child off to 
school what question they ask when 
their child comes home on the first day 
of school. It is, “How many kids are in 
your class?” They ask that because 
they know it will make a difference in 
whether or not their child gets the at- 
tention and the education he or she 
needs throughout that entire school 
year. If there are 40 kids in the class- 
room, or 35 kids in the classroom, your 
child will not get the kind of education 
and attention that he or she needs and 
deserves in this complex world that we 
live in today. 

My amendment that is before the 
Senate is a sense of the Congress that 
we should support efforts to hire 100,000 
new teachers so that we can reduce 
class sizes in first, second and third 
grades to an average of 18 students per 
class all across America. 

This is simply a sense of the Congress 
saying this is the way we should move 
forward. We have been on the floor be- 
fore to debate this issue, and this Con- 
gress has said no, they are not going to 
fund lower class sizes. I am back today 
because I believe this is the kind of dif- 
ference that we can make, that we 
should make, and that we must make. 
Reducing class sizes will make a dif- 
ference for children across the country. 

Will 100,000 teachers be enough? No, 
but it will be an impetus. This amend- 
ment simply will send a message that 
we understand the issue and we are 
willing to take it under consideration 
and move it forward. 

I know as a former educator what a 
difference it makes to have a smaller 
class size. I have taught 4-year-olds. I 
have had 18 children in my classroom. 
I have had 24 children in my classroom. 
It means the difference between having 
the time to work individually with stu- 
dents or simply having crowd control 
for the entire classroom. 

Every teacher of early grades will 
tell you the more time they have with 
their students, the better chance they 
have to make sure that all students 
will have the chance to learn to read, 
to learn to write, to learn the basic 
skills that will mean that they are a 
success throughout their later years. It 
also means that those teachers will 
have the time to deal with the complex 
problems that come before them as a 
teacher in our classrooms. 

I distinctly remember one time I had 
with a class when I had a young stu- 
dent come to class and we were in the 
process of talking about the alphabet. 
We were talking about one of the let- 
ters. I was talking with my young chil- 
dren about different words that begin 
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with the letter A, and all of a sudden a 
young child in my classroom just sim- 
ply blurted out to me, My dad didn’t 
come home last night; he was ar- 
rested.” My entire class stopped. How 
could I have talked about the alphabet? 
How could I have talked about the 
words that started with the letter A? 

I had a devastated child in my class- 
room of 24. Yet, I could not take the 
time to sit with him and work with 
him because I had 23 other children in 
my classroom who needed attention 
and whose parents wanted them to 
learn about the alphabet. 

That child probably went on to a 
very troubled adulthood. We could have 
made a difference simply by having 
fewer students in the classroom, by 
simply having the time to deal with 
these kind of problems. Don’t just take 
it from me as a former educator, take 
it from the studies. 

I have submitted a number of studies 
in the past as I have talked about this 
issue on this floor. A 1989 study of the 
Tennessee STAR Program which com- 
pared the performance of students in 
grades K through 3 in small and reg- 
ular size classes found that students in 
small classes of 13 to 17 students sig- 
nificantly outperformed other students 
in math and reading every year at all 
grade levels across all geographic 
areas. 

My sense of the Congress simply says 
we understand this is significant. It 
says we in the Senate want to make a 
difference in the learning of American 
children, and we want to move forward 
on the progress of reducing class size 
and take that on as an issue in this 
country. 

I have talked about it as an educator. 
I have talked about the studies many 
times that prove what I say, but we 
should also be listening to other peo- 
ple. I know that when we were here a 
month ago and debating, I submitted a 
number of letters from different teach- 
ers from across my State and across 
this country, but I want to specifically 
have printed today a letter, and I ask 
unanimous consent that a letter to the 
editor by State Senator Al Bauer be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
to the editor was ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

{From the Columbian, April 15, 1998] 
MURRAY HAS THE RIGHT IDEA 

The April 5 editorial, “Patty Murray's 
teacher plan is costly mandate,” criticized 
the plan by U.S. Sen. Patty Murray, D- 
Wash., for the federal government to hire 
100,000 new teachers to reduce class sizes na- 
tionwide. 

The editorial warned that ‘unintended 
consequences can destroy any attempt at 
progress,” noting that a school district in 
the Seattle area cut early childhood edu- 
cation for at-risk youngsters because of its 
decision to reduce class sizes. 

The criticism makes the best case for 
Murray’s proposal. If that school district had 
the additional federally funded teachers to 
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reduce class sizes in all grades, it would not 
have to negatively impact Head Start and 
at-risk programs. Matter of fact, the district 
could also improve those programs by small- 
er Class sizes. 

As for the criticism that 100,000 new teach- 
ers would need that many more new class- 
rooms, teachers are creative enough to de- 
velop curriculum around the needs of chil- 
dren without additional classrooms. 

I visited several classrooms this year 
where two teachers shared 46 or more stu- 
dents. With Murray’s proposal, a third teach- 
er could be added to such a team, thereby re- 
ducing the student-teacher ratio from one 
teacher for 22 students to one for 15. We are 
not talking about added classrooms; we are 
talking about more teacher time for each 
student so that fewer students fall through 
the cracks. 

As for how Murray should pay for the addi- 
tional teachers, Congress should pay in the 
same way the members propose to pay for a 
highway budget that is billions of dollars 
higher than the balanced-budget agreement. 

It sounds like what happened in the State 
Legislature this past session. The majority 
party refused the proposal by us Democrats 
to spend $50 million more for class size re- 
ductions, particularly in the early-grades. 
The majority also decided to propose to the 
voters in November to transfer currently 
used sources of revenue for education from 
the general fund to the highway fund. 

The editorial correctly urges school dis- 
tricts to sue the Legislature for under- 
funding education from the State level. In 
1977 the Legislature was sued, and the courts 
ruled that it was the paramount duty of the 
Legislature to fully fund kindergarten 
through grade-12 education. As a con- 
sequence, in the Vancouver School District 
school levies dropped. A person with a $50,000 
home or property saved $254 a year. 

It is time to get the Legislature to live up 
to the court’s mandate. Where are our prior- 
ities? Children’s education lasts forever; as- 
phalt lasts a few years. 

I am glad we have Murray in the U.S. Sen- 
ate. By speaking out for our most valuable 
assets, our children, she is exerting the lead- 
ership on educational matters she dem- 
onstrated while serving in the State Sen- 
ate.—State Sen. Al Bauer, Vancouver. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, Al 
Bauer is a former colleague of mine in 
the State Senate of Washington. He is 
also a former educator, and he speaks 
from his heart when he talks about 
education. He wrote in his letter that 
hiring more well-trained teachers will 
help school districts stave off cuts to 
other special programs for at-risk stu- 
dents. He argues that more teachers 
does not have to mean more class- 
rooms. It is the number of well-trained 
adults in the room that is important, 
because students’ access to time with 
the teacher is at the heart of learning. 
He argues that Congress can pay for 
class-size reductions if we can put bil- 
lions of extra dollars into transpor- 
tation. 

State Senator Al Bauer is absolutely 
right. The arguments against this pro- 
posal are not valid. It doesn’t mean 
that we need more class space. It 
doesn’t mean that we will siphon 
money from other places. 

It does mean that this Congress, this 
Senate, the people on this floor are lis- 
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tening to what parents and educators 
and people across this country are say- 
ing. When we send our children off to 
school, we want to know they are safe, 
we want to know they will learn, and 
we know they will be safe and they will 
learn and get the attention they need if 
we begin to focus on class size in this 
country. 

Now, a person could spend a year or 
a lifetime searching, and they would 
not be able to find someone who under- 
stands education in Washington state 
more deeply than Senator Al Bauer. 
And he happens to be a former educa- 
tor, and he happens to be a Democrat. 
But Senator Bauer and I stood together 
in the state Senate, and we worked 
with our Republican colleagues to do 
everything we could to improve public 
education. 

He knows and I know that Repub- 
licans and Democrats in Washington 
state can work together. They have 
worked together to reduce class size, 
increase family involvement in school 
decisions, fund school construction, 
improve teacher quality, allow commu- 
nities to set higher standards for stu- 
dents, publish school report cards, hold 
schools accountable for results, reward 
schools that do well and mediate 
schools that are failing, increase stu- 
dent’s options about which school they 
attend. 

All these things were bipartisan pro- 
posals, based on what local school com- 
munities told us would work to im- 
prove results for students. And the 
great news is that many of these pro- 
posals have actually improved things 
in Washington state schools. 

And when I think about the partisan 
tone of this debate on education, and I 
look at the education IRA proposal 
which offers only a seven-dollar a year 
solution to only a few families—I think 
of all the things we could be doing that 
would really make a difference for all 
students. And class size improvement 
is near the top of that list. 

I think it is important to listen to 
what educators say. I want to read to 
you what some of the educators have 
written to me as I have talked about 
this issue over the last several months. 

Larry Swift, who is the executive di- 
rector of the Washington State School 
Directors’ Association, wrote to me, 
and I especially appreciate his words 
because I am a former school board 
member and Larry Swift represents the 
school board members across my State. 
He says: 

As we pursue our state’s goal of improving 
learning for all of our students, it becomes 
increasingly important that all of our re- 
sources be used efficiently and effectively. 
The most valuable resource in today’s 
schools is the people who devote their time 
and effort to make schools successful—the 
teachers. Reducing the ratio of students to 
adults is particularly critical for youngsters 
with a variety of learning challenges that 
must be overcome if those students are to 
meet the new, higher learning standards. 
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Mr. President, Larry Swift is right. 
Representing the school boards across 
my country, he makes a very clear case 
that increasing the number of teachers 
and reducing the class size is critical 
because we are requiring our young 
students to know more today than we 
ever have before in the history of this 
country. 

Let me also quote from Kenneth 
Winkes, who is the head of the Associa- 
tion of Washington State Principals. 
He represents all the principals in my 
State, and here is what they say: 


It is increasingly evident that students en- 
tering our schools have diverse and unique 
needs which can only be addressed by prin- 
cipals, teachers, and support personnel who 
are not overwhelmed by crowded classrooms. 
Rather, educators must be able to devote at- 
tention to each student in smaller, more 
manageable classes. 


That is what principals say. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that four short statements be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


WASHINGTON STATE SCHOOL 
DIRECTORS’ ASSOCIATION, 
Olympia, WA, March 20, 1998. 

“As we pursue our state's goal of improv- 
ing learning for all of our students,” Larry 
Swift, executive director of the Washington 
State School Directors’ Association, said, ‘it 
becomes increasingly important that all of 
our resources be used efficiently and effec- 
tively. The most valuable resource in today's 
schools is the people who devote their time 
and effort to make schools successful—the 
teachers. Reducing the ratio of students to 
adults is particularly critical for youngsters 
with a variety of learning challenges that 
must be overcome if those students are to 
meet the new, higher learning standards. 

“We acknowledge and commend Senator 
Murray for leading the way to assuring that 
our students have the learning environment 
and the human resources necessary for the 
kind of schools that will provide the oppor- 
tunities and training they need to become 
successful,” Swift said. 

The Washington State School Directors’ 
Association is a statewide organization rep- 
resenting all of the 1,482 locally-elected 
school board members from the state’s 296 
school districts. WSSDA serves as an advo- 
cate for the state’s public schools, provides 
training and technical assistance for school 
board members and is very active in the leg- 
islative process. 

THE ASSOCIATION OF 
WASHINGTON SCHOOL PRINCIPALS, 
Olympia, WA. 

The Association of Washington School 
Principals (AWSP) is strongly committed to 
supporting legislation which reduces class 
size in our public school system. It is in- 
creasingly evident that students entering 
our schools have diverse and unique needs 
which can only be addressed by principals, 
teachers, and support personnel who are not 
overwhelmed by crowded classrooms. Rather, 
educators must be able to devote attention 
to each student in smaller, more manageable 
classes. 

Recent studies on reduced class size and 
their impact on student performance, under- 
taken in Tennessee (STAR study) and Wis- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


consin (SAGE study), speak to learner bene- 
fits in areas such as reading, language arts, 
and math. In our own state of Washington, 
reduction of class size and improved student 
performance are priorities for both legisla- 
tors and educators. 

AWSP is convinced that class size reduc- 
tion is essential if our state’s, and nation’s, 
efforts towards school improvement are to be 
successful. We appreciate and support Sen- 
ator Patty Murray’s commitment to this 
end. 

WASHINGTON EDUCATION ASSOCIATION, 

Federal Way, WA, Friday, March 20, 1998. 
WEA PRESIDENT APPLAUDS SEN. MURRAY'S 
WORK ON CLASS SIZE 
STATEMENT OF LEE ANN PRIELIPP, PRESIDENT 

OF THE WASHINGTON EDUCATION ASSOCIATION, 

REGARDING SEN. PATTY MURRAY'S WORK TO 

LOWER CLASS SIZES IN WASHINGTON, MARCH 

20, 1998 

Every student deserves a safe and effective 
learning environment, and we commend Sen. 
Murray's devotion to this pressing issue. 
Washington currently has the fourth largest 
class sizes in the United States, a dubious 
distinction which we must work to change. 

When educators have too many students in 
a class, it is hard for them to give each stu- 
dent the individual attention that students 
need. It is this individual attention that is at 
the heart of the learning process, and it is 
crucial in helping our students succeed. 

The 65,000 members of WEA support Sen. 
Murray in her work to lower class size in 
Washington. This is an issue that is getting 
worse, and which we can no longer ignore. 
Thank you, Senator Murray, for working to 
give our students the education they need 
and deserve. 

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF 
‘TEACHERS, 
Washington, DC, March 20, 1998. 
STATEMENT BY SANDRA FELDMAN, PRESIDENT, 

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF TEACHERS ON RE- 

DUCING CLASS SIZES 

Modern schools and more well-trained 
teachers are the right antidote for the over- 
crowding that plagues too many American 
schools. Research shows that youngsters, es- 
pecially in the early grades, perform better 
in smaller classes that allow for greater one- 
on-one instruction. Smaller classes also help 
teachers maintain discipline. Parents and 
teachers understand this well, and that’s 
why Senator Murray is absolutely correct in 
supporting the President’s proposal to pro- 
vide subsidies for school construction and to 
emphasize teacher recruitment. 

Several new studies clearly demonstrate 
the link between reduced class sizes and im- 
proved academic achievement. A sampling: 

STAR, the highly reputed Tennessee class- 
size study, analyzed the achievement levels 
of K-3 students randomly assigned to classes 
of 13 to 17. Those in small classes did much 
better than students in regular classes in 
math and reading, every year and in all 
grades. The small classes made the biggest 
difference in the scores of children in inner- 
city schools. 

SAGE, a Wisconsin program begun in 1996- 
97, reduces class size for K-3 children in cer- 
tain high-poverty schools. At the end of the 
first year, SAGE kids had made significantly 
greater improvements in reading, language 
arts, and math than children had in similar 
schools. 


Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I have 
numerous quotes from teachers, and I 
can tell you from personal anecdotes, 
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as I have talked with teachers through- 
out my State, it makes a difference 
when you have time, it makes a dif- 
ference when you have to turn away 
three or four students with a question 
because you simply don’t have time. 
We demand higher learning skills. We 
have a responsibility to do something 
about it. We can’t just say, Oh, it's a 
local school district problem.” Oh. 
it’s a State problem.” Oh, it’s some- 
body else’s problem.” 

We have a responsibility in the U.S. 
Senate as leaders in this country to 
send a message that we want to make 
a difference and we are listening to the 
people we represent that class size 
makes a difference. 

Let me also tell you what some stu- 
dents say, because I have a group of 
students who are my advisors. They are 
called my student advisory youth in- 
volvement team or SAYIT. I go to 
them and ask them to tell me what 
they think of the issues we are debat- 
ing. 

On the issue of class size, this is what 
students say: 

Brook Bodnar, who is age 16, recently 
moved from a school with larger class- 
es to Olympia High School which has 
smaller classes. She says: 

... With smaller classes I'm learning so 
much more. Class is going so much faster. 

That is what a student says. 

Jared Stueckle, age 16, a junior at 
Selah High School, believes education 
should be a higher priority in funding 
and that class size is a good invest- 
ment. Jared says: 

The classes in which the number (of stu- 
dents) is lower I generally do better, but in 
a crowded class, the teacher does not give us 
enough individual attention. 

I have numbers of comments from 
young students. They are excellent. I 
ask unanimous consent they be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CLASS SIZE REDUCTION—WHAT STUDENTS SAY 

Meghan Sullivan, age 15, a 10th grader at 
Tumwater High School, says: . . reduction 
is needed especially at the K-65 grade levels. 
This is the beginning of their education and 
this is where they form study habits and 
learning skills, so it’s more important to get 
some one-on-one contact with teachers.” 

Antonella Novi, age 18, a senior at 
Anacortes High School, says: Smaller class 
sizes enrich the learning experience for the 
student and the teaching experience for the 
teacher.” 

Jaime Oberlander, age 16, a junior at 
Tumwater High School, says: “I know that I 
have learned more in smaller classes. I have 
a stronger relationship with the teacher. I 
am less intimidated to participate in class 
discussions or ask for help when I need it. I 
also receive more feedback from my teacher 
bbs my teacher can spend more time 
critiquing my work and helping me to 
learn.” 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, if we 
listen to parents, if we listen to teach- 
ers, if we listen to principals, if we lis- 
ten to school board members, and if we 


6280 


listen to our children, we will hear 
what the American public truly wants 
and knows is right. Parents say it, 
teachers say it, studies prove it: Small- 
er class sizes will make a difference in 
our children’s ability to learn. 

My amendment simply says that it is 
the sense of the Congress that we will 
move forward in any way we can to 
make sure that class sizes in this coun- 
try are reduced to manageable levels. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 


Mr. COVERDELL addressed the 
Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 


GRAMS). The Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, we 
certainly concur with the Senator from 
Washington that class size is a funda- 
mental ingredient, a concern to every- 
one. I will simply say that perhaps 
there are two very meaningful issues 
that would affect that. 

We have just spent over an hour dis- 
cussing a real bullet that is not a sense 
of the Senate, it is a real bullet that 
would free up over $10 billion to local 
schools to take care of whatever issue 
they have. If it is like the Senator from 
Missouri said, they had to have new 
classrooms before they could hire new 
teachers. They could not use the teach- 
ers if they did not get the classrooms. 

The Gorton amendment which has 
just been discussed would send over $10 
billion to local schools to do just what 
the Senator from Washington wants to 
have done. They would be in a position 
and be freed to have resources to re- 
duce their class size or to make more 
efficient the facilities for teaching in 
these local school districts. 

In a moment we will hear from the 
Senator from Arkansas, who brings a 
very meaningful perspective to moving 
these resources directly to classrooms 
and not letting it get siphoned off en 
route. 

So, Mr. President, with these two 
points—we have just spent an hour ad- 
dressing the issue that the amendment 
of the Senator from Washington al- 
ludes to, and we have a real solution 
here that will be before us this after- 
noon that really gets to the problem— 
I yield the remainder of my time to the 
Senator from Arkansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the last 
minute of our time be reserved for Sen- 
ator COVERDELL from Georgia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I thank the Sen- 
ator for yielding. 

While no one questions the sincerity 
of the desire of my colleague from 
Washington to lower the class size and 
the student-teacher ratio, I think it 
once again reveals the huge philosophic 
chasm that has been evident time and 
time again during this debate on edu- 
cation and the amendments that have 
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been offered on the floor of the Senate, 
the difference between the approach 
and the philosophy that we can best do 
things controlled out of Washington, 
DC, that knowledge and wisdom flows 
from this city and this institution, and 
that we want to concentrate the power 
and the control over education in this 
country in Washington. 

The effort here to support the Presi- 
dent’s plan for hiring 100,000 new teach- 
ers at the Federal level, I think, is once 
again evidence that those of us who be- 
lieve that there needs to be flexibility 
with local control cannot accept this 
as moving in the right direction. 

One size does not always fit all. 
While some schools may benefit from 
reduced class sizes, other schools may 
not benefit from reduced class sizes. In 
fact most teachers—most teachers —in 
this country are satisfied with current 
class sizes. 

For example, according to a survey 
by the Department of Education, 79 
percent of the teachers in my home 
State of Arkansas are satisfied with 
current class sizes—79 percent. My sis- 
ter teaches in public school in Rogers, 
AR. There are many things that my 
sister is not satisfied with about edu- 
cation in Arkansas. I know that is true 
of public school teachers all across the 
State of Arkansas. There are many 
things they would like to change and 
improve. But 79 percent said that that 
is one area that they currently are sat- 
isfied with, that the student-teacher 
ratio is not the big problem in edu- 
cation in Arkansas. 

Over three-quarters of the teachers 
in Connecticut, Kansas, Montana, Ne- 
braska, Oklahoma, South Dakota, and 
Wyoming are satisfied with the current 
class size ratio. 

Nationally—I would call the atten- 
tion of my colleagues—nationally 65 
percent of teachers are satisfied with 
current class sizes. So I suggest if there 
is a crisis in class size, if there is one 
group in this country that would know, 
it would be the teachers of this coun- 
try. And the teachers of this country 
are saying that is one area where there 
is not a crisis. Thus the Washington- 
knows-best proposal to hire 100,000 new 
teachers does not make any sense. 

Class size does not always mean bet- 
ter education. Many schools with small 
class sizes have poor achievement re- 
sults, and vice versa. For example, 
once again according to the Depart- 
ment of Education, Washington, DC, 
schools have one of the lowest average 
class sizes in the Nation but ranks near 
the bottom in academic achievement; 
while Utah ranks near the bottom in 
class size ratio but ranks very high in 
student achievement. There is not a di- 
rect and definite correlation. 

I further point out that average class 
size has already dropped significantly 
over the past 40 years and we have not 
seen a corresponding improvement in 
student achievement. Average class 
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size has dropped from 27 to 1 in 1955, to 
21 in 1975, to 17.3 today. Isn’t it inter- 
esting that over the last 40 years, while 
we have seen class sizes consistently 
drop from 27 to 21 to 17.3, that student 
achievement scores—student achieve- 
ment—have been dropping during that 
same 40-year period? 

Average elementary class size has 
dropped from 30.2 in 1955 to 18.5 today, 
a dramatic drop in class sizes on the el- 
ementary level, and once again we have 
student achievement scores falling at 
the same time. According to the De- 
partment of Education, most States al- 
ready have average class sizes of 18 or 
less. 

Although elementary classes are a 
little bit larger, the national average 
now is 17.3, with the lowest being in 
New Jersey and Vermont at 13.8, and 
the highest being in California at 24 
and Utah at 23.8 and Washington State 
at 20.4. 

The average elementary class size— 
18.5—due to demographics alone, is pro- 
jected to fall over the next 10 years 
without any massive infusion of teach- 
ers from the Federal level. We will, be- 
cause of demography, see the class 
sizes at the elementary level continue 
to drop. Many States, independent of 
the Federal Government, independ- 
ently of anything we do, are already 
taking actions to reduce class size. My 
point being, we do not need a new Fed- 
eral program to hire teachers when the 
States are already addressing this 
problem. We should not be imposing 
this from the Federal level. 

Five States—California, Virginia, 
Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Wis- 
consin—have already taken dramatic 
steps to reduce class size by hiring 
thousands of new teachers in their 
States. These States are hiring teach- 
ers, and they are doing it with State 
dollars. 

Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN yesterday 
shared convincing pictures that her 
State needs to use Federal money, if it 
gets it, for school construction and re- 
pair. I do not agree with a Federal pro- 
gram to do that. But Illinois has an av- 
erage class size of 17. Their great need, 
according to Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN, 
is not for an infusion of teachers. Their 
great need is actually in school con- 
struction. 

That is the beauty of the Gorton ap- 
proach. That is the beauty of the dol- 
lars-to-the-classrooms approach. I have 
a bill we introduced that would ensure 
that the money actually reaches the 
local level and that the local decision- 
makers have the right to decide where 
the need is and how that money should 
be spent. 

Washington, DC, needs funds for 
school repair, textbooks and other sup- 
plies in the District right here. The 
great need is not for more teachers in 
the Nation’s Capital. The great need is 
school repair, textbooks, other sup- 
plies, perhaps computers. They already 
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have an average class size of 15 in the 
District. And so what do we say? ‘‘Well, 
let’s hire 100,000 new teachers.” That is 
not the great need here in our Nation's 
Capital. That is not the great need in 
the State of Arkansas. 

There are many needs in education, 
some of them being resource oriented. 
But for us to have a one-size-fits-all so- 
lution from Washington is not the di- 
rection we need to be going. 

A new Federal teacher program 
would further add to the paperwork 
burden that our teachers already com- 
plain about, thus increasing the true 
cost of this program and reducing its 
effectiveness. As we have heard so 
often in this debate, we provide 6, 7 
percent of local school funding but we 
provide 50 to 60 percent of their regula- 
tions and their paperwork burden. 

So what do we come up with? An- 
other Federal solution with more pa- 
perwork and more regulations on that 
local level. New Federal programs re- 
quire new Federal bureaucrats to ad- 
minister the program. We have already 
placed an enormously heavy burden 
upon those local teachers, and we don’t 
need to siphon off scarce Federal dol- 
lars going to the States currently to 
start a new program hiring large num- 
bers of teachers with Federal dollars. 

My sister, Gerri, teaches at the 
Reagan Elementary Public School in 
Rogers, AR. She reflects the attitude of 
79 percent of the teachers in Arkansas 
that class size is not the big problem 
that she faces. Discipline, yes; many 
other needs, yes. Class size is not at 
the top of the list. Arkansas has made 
great strides. I think we rank 28th in 
student-teacher ratio nationally. 
Twenty-eighth is not great, but it is 
far better than we are in many other 
categories, including academic scores 
and the percentage going on to college 
and so forth. So while we have many 
challenges, we wouldn’t put class size 
at the top of the list. We couldn't. I 
have never heard my sister complain 
once about the size of her class. 

I believe the Gorton amendment that 
we will vote on later today—the dollars 
to the classroom bill, legislation that I 
have introduced, that would ensure 
that 95 cents out of every dollar, Fed- 
eral dollar, would actually reach the 
classroom and local control—is a far 
better approach. Allow local school 
boards, allow classroom teachers, 
greater discretion, greater flexibility 
on how those dollars are used, greater 
flexibility with fewer Federal man- 
dates. Perhaps they need to paint the 
classroom. Perhaps they need to buy a 
computer. Perhaps they need to hire a 
tutor. Perhaps they have another local 
need. But what we don’t need to do is 
to start a new Federal program and to 
hire massive numbers of new teachers 
from the Federal level. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington. 
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Mrs. MURRAY. How much time re- 
mains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 3 minutes remaining, and the 
other side has 2 minutes 47 seconds. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Thank you, 
President. 

I listened with interest to my col- 
league from the other side of the aisle 
debate the issue of whether or not we 
as parents across this country believe 
that our class sizes should be reduced 
and that it will make a difference. I 
heard numbers that don’t take into ac- 
count what is really happening, be- 
cause that is the number of adults in a 
school that my colleague from Arkan- 
sas referred to—the nurses, the coun- 
selors, librarians, social workers. What 
we are talking about here is the need 
to put new teachers across this country 
into classrooms so we can reduce class 
size. 

I speak to all of the people who are 
listening to this debate today. When 
you hear somebody say your class sizes 
are the right size, think about how 
many kids are in the classroom in your 
local school; think of the amount of at- 
tention they are getting; think about 
whether or not they are getting the 
skills that you as a parent want them 
to get. If you agree with me that class 
size reduction will make a difference, 
call this Senate and let us know. Call 
this Senate and let us know. People 
across this country need to let us know 
that you recognize it is our responsi- 
bility as adults at every level to make 
sure that our children are getting a 
good education. Parents know it, 
teachers know it, and studies show it: 
Class size reduction makes a dif- 
ference. We can’t pass this off and say 
it is somebody else’s responsibility; it 
is our responsibility. 

I heard my colleague say there is a 
philosophical difference. You bet there 
is a philosophical difference. There is a 
philosophical difference between those 
who believe we should go down a path 
of block grants and cuts, meaning 
high-need students will get less. There 
is a proposal that we eliminate the De- 
partment of Education and no longer 
even say public education is in the do- 
main of this country or that we care 
about it as a priority. 

This current budget that was passed 
by the Republicans just a short time 
ago cut education by $2.2 billion. The 
IRA proposal in front of us that takes 
us down a road where somebody gets $7 
in the year 2002 for education, it is a 
narrow road that says in the future 
only a few children will get a good edu- 
cation. 

The philosophy I believe is that every 
child, no matter who they are, where 
they come from, or how much money 
they have in these United States of 
America, will be able to get a good pub- 
lic education. We can do that by reduc- 
ing class size, by rebuilding our crum- 
bling schools, by making an invest- 
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ment in our teachers and training 
them with the skills they need to teach 
our children. That is the philosophy 
that will make sure we have a strong 
democracy in the future. 

I hope that parents across this coun- 
try weigh in on this debate. It is a crit- 
ical one for the future of all of us. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

The Senator from Arkansas has 1 
minute 47 seconds remaining. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Let me respond 
to a couple of points. The Senator from 
Washington said the figures I used 
speak of a number of adults in the 
school system. That is not the fact. 
The Department of Education has pro- 
vided these figures, and it speaks of 
class size. Average class size has 
dropped from 27 in 1955 to 17.3 today. 
That is class size. It has dropped dra- 
matically. And while it has dropped 
dramatically, student achievement has 
decreased. Twenty-one countries tested 
in the 12th grade math and science 
competency; the United States ranked 
19th. There is no disputing our schools 
have problems, but it is also very evi- 
dent that simply reducing class size, as 
we have done over the last 40 years, 
will not be the magic bullet. It will not 
be the panacea that suddenly is going 
to give us great academic achievement. 

What we do need is, in fact, greater 
local control, greater flexibility. The 
issue is not, as my colleague tried to 
make it, whether we will eliminate the 
Department of Education; that is a red 
herring, a straw man. 

The issue and the debate is whether 
we are going to provide greater flexi- 
bility and greater control at the local 
level, or whether we continue down the 
path that Washington, DC, is the fount 
of all wisdom, have all our solutions 
float from the Nation’s Capitol, and it 
is so evidently demonstrated we don't 
solve the problem, and in many cases 
we simply exacerbate them. 

I suggest this is a sense-of-the-Senate 
resolution that is, while well moti- 
vated, ill conceived and takes us down 
the road of further federalizing edu- 
cation, placing greater mandates and 
greater burdens upon local teachers 
while not appreciably addressing the 
educational problems we face in this 
country. 

I ask my colleagues to consider there 
is a better way. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Arkansas has ex- 
pired. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2296 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2295 
(Purpose: Expressing the sense of Congress 

that the Department of Education, States, 
and local educational agencies should 
spend a greater percentage of Federal edu- 
cation tax dollars in our children’s class- 
rooms) 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I have a second- 
degree amendment that I send to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia has reserved 1 
minute. 


6282 


Does the Senator from Arkansas 
yield that back? 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I yield that back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. 

The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. HUTCH- 
INSON] proposes an amendment numbered 
2296 to amendment numbered 2295. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I ask unanimous 
consent that reading of the amendment 
be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 


Strike all after “TITLE and insert 
the following: 
—SENSE OF CONGRESS 
SEC, 01. FINDINGS. 


Congress makes the following findings: 

(1) The people of the United States know 
that effective teaching takes place when the 
people of the United States begin (A) helping 
children master basic academics, (B) engag- 
ing and involving parents, (C) creating safe 
and orderly classrooms, and (D) getting dol- 
lars to the classroom. 

(2) Our Nation’s children deserve an edu- 
cational system which will provide opportu- 
nities to excel. 

(3) States and localities must spend a sig- 
nificant amount of Federal education tax 
dollars applying for and administering Fed- 
eral education dollars. 

(4) Several States have reported that al- 
though the States receive less than 10 per- 
cent of their education funding from the 
Federal Government, more than 50 percent of 
their paperwork is associated with those 
Federal dollars. 

(5) While it is unknown exactly what per- 
centage of Federal education dollars reaches 
the classroom, a recent audit of New York 
City public schools found that only 43 per- 
cent of their local education budget reaches 
the classroom; further, it is thought that 
only 85 percent of funds administered by the 
Department of Education for elementary and 
secondary education reach the school dis- 
trict level; and even if 65 percent of Federal 
education funds reach the classroom, it still 
means that billions of dollars are not di- 
rectly spent on children in the classroom. 

(6) American students are not performing 
up to their full academic potential, despite 
the more than 760 Federal education pro- 
grams, which span 39 Federal agencies at the 
price of nearly $100,000,000,000 annually. 

(7) According to the Digest of Education 
Statistics, in 1993 only $141,598,786,000 out of 
$265,285,370,000 spent on elementary and sec- 
ondary education was spent on instruction. 

(8) According to the National Center for 
Education Statistics, in 1994 only 52 percent 
of staff employed in public elementary and 
secondary school systems were teachers. 

(9) Too much of our Federal education 
funding is spent on bureaucracy, and too lit- 
tle is spent on our Nation’s youth. 

(10) Getting 95 percent of Department of 
Education elementary and secondary edu- 
cation funds to the classroom could provide 
approximately $2,094 in additional funding 
per classroom across the United States. 

(11) More education funding should be put 
in the hands of someone in a child's class- 
room who knows the child’s name. 

(12) President Clinton has stated: We can- 
not ask the American people to spend more 
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on education until we do a better job with 
the money we've got now.“. 

(13) President Clinton and Vice President 
Gore agree that the reinventing of public 
education will not begin in Washington but 
in communities across the United States and 
that the people of the United States must 
ask fundamental questions about how our 
Nation’s public school systems’ dollars are 
spent. 

(14) President Clinton and Vice President 
Gore agree that in an age of tight budgets, 
our Nation should be spending public funds 
on teachers and children, not on unnecessary 
overhead and bloated bureaucracy. 

SEC. 02. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that the Depart- 
ment of Education, States, and local edu- 
cational agencies should work together to 
ensure that not less than 95 percent of all 
funds appropriated for the purpose of car- 
rying out elementary and secondary edu- 
cation programs administered by the Depart- 
ment of Education is spent for our Nation’s 
children in their classrooms. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
30 minutes of debate equally divided on 
this amendment. 

The Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. There is no doubt 
we are facing a crisis in American edu- 
cation, a crisis that is putting us at 
risk economically. While it has been 15 
years since the education alarm was 
sounded in this Nation with the report, 
“A Nation at Risk, most indicators 
show that U.S. education is still des- 
perately in need of repair. 

As I have suggested, mandating the 
hiring of 100,000 new teachers at the 
Federal level is not the right answer. I 
further suggest there is a better way, 
and that is the dollars to the class- 
room. If we can take the limited Fed- 
eral dollars—and I think that is about 
67 percent of local funding of the 
schools right now—if we can take those 
dollars and assure they actually reach 
the classroom, we will be far better off. 
Keep the local control. It will mean 
more money at the local level. 

So the sense-of-the-Senate resolution 
that I am offering as a perfecting sec- 
ond-degree amendment would simply 
say that we will make our efforts to 
ensure that 95 cents out of every dollar 
actually reaches the classroom. Right 
now, money does not reach the class- 
room. It is estimated between 15 per- 
cent and 35 percent of Federal funds 
spent on education never reaches the 
classroom. My colleagues, that is abso- 
lutely amazing. That is astounding, 
that 15 to 35 percent of Federal funds 
spent on education never reach the 
classroom. That is as much as $5.4 bil- 
lion of taxpayer money targeted to 
education that will get lost in nothing 
but bureaucracy. School systems waste 
their own money on Federal paper- 
work. Federal paperwork burdens ac- 
count for 50 percent of paperwork com- 
pleted at the State education agencies, 
yet only 6 percent of their funds come 
from the Federal Government. 

Federal money is wasted—wasted 
over and over again. If we can take a 
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look at this chart, we have a little ex- 
ample of where some of those Federal 
dollars are wasted. There are 21,922 
publications listed by the Department. 
What are some of those publications 
that our tax dollars are being spent on? 

They include: 140 studies on check- 
lists; 13 studies on welding; 260 studies 
on surveys; 100 studies on education re- 
searchers researching their research 
techniques; and 3 studies entitled Ce- 
ment: The Concrete Experience.“ 

If there were any other evidence nec- 
essary to demonstrate that the solu- 
tion doesn’t come from Washington, 
DC, I don’t know what it would be. 
This should be sufficient. Is it any won- 
der that only 65 cents out of every dol- 
lar actually reaches the classroom 
when we are spending Federal edu- 
cation dollars in these ways? Again, 
three studies were entitled, Cement: 
The Concrete Experience.” 

We also spend Federal education dol- 
lars for closed captioning of programs 
like Baywatch, Jerry Springer, Jenny 
Jones, Hard Copy, and MTV’s Real 
World. Those are some of the areas 
where I believe we are currently wast- 
ing valuable and precious tax dollars. 

So we find that between 15 and 35 per- 
cent of these funds are consumed at the 
Federal bureaucracy. So $5.4 billion of 
taxpayer money targeted to education 
will get lost in the bureaucracy. Fed- 
eral money is wasted time and time 
again. The fact is that a large portion 
of Federal education dollars support 
this huge and growing Federal and 
State education bureaucracy. 

The question boils down to how we 
spend the money, not how much we 
spend. We throw money at problem 
after problem and find that the prob- 
lems simply get worse. Even the Presi- 
dent said this: “We cannot ask the 
American people to spend more on edu- 
cation until we do a better job with the 
money we have got now.“ So I believe 
the solution—or at least a step in the 
right direction is the dollars-to-the- 
classroom proposal. The fact is that 
those closest to the students are the 
parents. That is the first and best de- 
partment of education” that has ever 
existed. And the teachers who spend 
every day in that classroom with those 
children and the school administrators 
know best the individual needs of the 
students. That is why I am offering 
this sense-of-the-Senate resolution. 

Under the sense-of-the-Senate resolu- 
tion, we urge that 95 percent of Federal 
funds should go to the classroom. If 95 
percent went to the classroom, each 
class would have an additional $2,094 to 
spend on their particular needs. 

I will show this chart to my col- 
leagues. Under the dollars-to-the-class- 
room amendment, simply go through 
the figures. The number of students in 
K through 12 in the United States is 
51.7 million. Elementary and secondary 
Department of Education outlays for 
fiscal year 1997, according to CBO, were 
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$15.04 billion. The current estimate of 
above-mentioned dollars to the class- 
rooms, the 65 percent that actually 
make it to the classroom under current 
policies, is $9.78 billion. The goal of the 
above-mentioned dollars to the class- 
rooms, 95 percent, would be $14.29 bil- 
lion that would get to the classroom. 
So the added dollars for use in the 
classroom are over $4.5 billion. That is 
without any new taxes. Without any 
new appropriations necessary, we 
would free up $4.5 billion for use in the 
classroom to be determined by the 
local school boards as to how that 
money could best be spent. That could 
be the hiring of additional teachers. It 
could be that in some school districts 
the great need is to lower classroom 
sizes. It could also be that they need to 
build a new school building or purchase 
some computers. It could be that they 
need to hire a tutor to help in a par- 
ticular academic area. Additional dol- 
lars per student under this formula of 
95 percent would be $89.23 per student. 
Average class size is 23.2 for teachers in 
departments, 25.2 for self-employed— 
approximately 24 children per class. If 
you multiply by 24, you come out with 
over $2,000 per classroom. 

I suggest to my colleagues that that 
is a far wiser approach than starting a 
new Federal program. The classroom is 
where learning occurs. It is where 
knowledge grows. It is not in some 
stuffy office in Washington where 35 
cents out of every dollar is currently 
being spent. Thus, we should get the 
money away from Washington and 
drive it to the classrooms through that 
block grant approach that has been so 
ridiculed. We would be able to accom- 
plish that, where local school boards or 
the States would be able to make those 
decisions. 

This resolution—it is only a sense of 
the Senate—lays the groundwork for 
getting education dollars to the 
schools, where local officials and par- 
ents and teachers can decide how best 
to spend the money. The question is, 
whom do we trust? Do we trust Wash- 
ington, or local school boards, local 
schools, teachers and parents? A vote 
for this perfecting second-degree 
amendment is a vote for the classroom 
in your States and a vote against bu- 
reaucracy. That is the question. Do 
you want it down in the classroom or 
do you want to have another Federal 
bureaucracy hiring more teachers, an- 
other overlay, another step in federal- 
izing education in this country? 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution on dol- 
lars to the classroom, where the money 
can best be used, where the decisions 
can best be made. 

I reserve the remainder of my time, 
Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas has 7 minutes re- 
maining. 

Who yields time in opposition? 
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Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. But I see the Senator 
from Washington on her feet at this 
time. Maybe she would like to address 
this and then I will make some brief 
comments about it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington is recognized. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, we 
have had a brief chance to take a look 
at this amendment. We have not seen 
it before 10 minutes ago. We are look- 
ing at the language now. 

The Senator from Arkansas says that 
he wants 95 percent of the money to go 
to classrooms. I don't think anybody 
disagrees with that. In fact, it is my 
understanding that much more than 
that—in fact, 98 percent of Federal 
funds actually go to school districts 
and classrooms. So what he is asking 
for currently is in place. 

We go back to why I originally put 
this amendment before us, which is the 
fact that we have classrooms that are 
overcrowded, classrooms where chil- 
dren are not learning. We have class- 
rooms where we as elected officials are 
demanding that our students learn 
math, reading, and language skills but 
simply do not have the ability to do it 
because of overcrowded classrooms. 

Mr. President, we will continue to 
take a look at this language. I yield to 
my colleague from Massachusetts for a 
comment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts is recognized. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
amendment of the Senator from Wash- 
ington is really targeted on a key area 
of educational policy—that is, the re- 
duced class size—for all the reasons she 
eloquently presented to the Senate just 
a few moments ago. It is a time-tested 
way of enhancing academic achieve- 
ment and accomplishment for our pub- 
lic schools. The fact is that she has 
taken this proposal, offered it to the 
Senate so that we would have an oppor- 
tunity to state whether we believe that 
smaller class size would be useful and 
helpful, particularly in the early 
grades. That is what this is really tar- 
geted on. 

The Senator from Arkansas has come 
in and offered an amendment that ef- 
fectively vitiates her amendment, by 
saying that we should be committed to 
at least 95 cents of the educational dol- 
lar going into the classroom. Well, we 
are in favor of that. This is a rather 
clever way, evidently, by our Repub- 
lican friends of trying to obscure the 
issue of whether smaller class size is an 
important educational tool. 

We agree that 95 percent of the funds 
ought to go to the classrooms. In many 
programs, it’s more than 95 percent; 98 
percent goes through to the class- 
rooms. So why the Senator has made 
this proposal is to wipe out the MUR- 
RAY amendment. Let’s not fool our- 
selves. We can stand up here all day 
long and say how we want to preserve 
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taxpayer funding to targeted areas in 
educational programs. We are for it. 
We are all for it. It is not a new idea. 
It has already been accepted in the 
House of Representatives. We hope 
there will be a voice vote on it. But we 
ask the Senator, why attempt to viti- 
ate the excellent program or deny the 
Senator the opportunity to get a vote 
on her program for smaller class size? 

That is what you are basically about. 
Let’s not kid ourselves. Let’s not stand 
up here and take the time of the U.S. 
Senate and try to say we are all for 
trying to get the money into the class- 
room. We are all for that. The Senator 
has the legitimacy to take the time of 
the Senate to do so. We are for it. But 
what you should say is: By accepting 
my amendment, we effectively emas- 
culate the Murray amendment, which 
has tried to put the Senate on record 
saying that smaller classrooms can be 
one of a number of tools to try to en- 
hance academic achievement and ac- 
complishment. 

You are effectively trying to deny 
that. Let’s call a spade a spade. That is 
why I certainly hope that we have 
every intention of getting a vote on the 
Murray concept. We will have that op- 
portunity to do so at some time. I hope 
we will persevere. 

I think the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Washington is a carefully 
crafted amendment and that we in this 
body understand the importance of 
moving towards smaller class size. I 
heard the Senator eloquently speak 
from her own personal experience. 
There isn’t a Member in this body who 
can speak with the personal experience 
of the Senator from Washington. She 
has been in the classroom. She has 
been in large classes and in smaller 
classes and has been a school board 
member. There isn’t a Member in the 
Senate who can claim those kinds of 
credentials. She knows about this as an 
important concept. 

We are not going to be denied by any 
Senator in here from at least getting 
an opportunity to vote on that. You 
can try what you like, but you are not 
going to be successful. I hope we can 
get beyond the chaff that is out here 
and get to the real wheat, which is the 
Senator’s amendment. 

If the Senator wants to have a vote 
on his, good. I hope we would get on 
with it, if we are serious about having 
an education debate. But make no mis- 
take about it. The thrust of the Sen- 
ator’s amendment is to effectively 
deny the Senate an opportunity to vote 
on the Murray amendment because we 
all virtually agree. I have not heard a 
voice out here that isn’t going to sup- 
port the Senator’s amendment, which 
is about 95 cents out of every dollar 
going to the classroom. That is not 
what this is about. It is to deny the 
Senator from Washington of having a 
fair chance to have her amendment 
heard. We know our Republican friends 
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are so tied up with this idea of using 
scarce resources for private schools, 
and we know the drive that has in 
terms of the whole Coverdell proposal. 
But they want to deny even the oppor- 
tunity for the Senate to address in a 
short period of time a very important 
and significant educational policy 
issue. Even under these restrictive 
rules, which we had to agree to, they 
are not going to be able to prohibit the 
Senator from getting a vote on it. 

I hope that we do that in a way that 
will be accommodated. We can do it 
nice or do it rough. But we are going to 
get a vote on it. The Senator can make 
up his mind which way he wants to 
play with it. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, may I 
inquire? What time is available, with- 
out consuming time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington controls 8 min- 
utes; the Senator from Arkansas is in 
control of 7 minutes. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Arkansas may want to 
respond. But let me make a point that 
his amendment essentially, as the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts says, wipes 
out the Murray amendment dealing 
with class size and 100,000 teachers and 
reducing the class size of first, second, 
and third grades to an average of 18 
students. 

The point I made the other day is 
that this debate is about the priorities 
of need in education. The Senator from 
Georgia brings a bill to the floor and 
says the priority of need is a provision 
for a tax credit, the bulk of which will 
go to wealthy folks who send kids to 
private schools. That is his priority of 
need. It is not me saying that; it is now 
the Department of Treasury saying 
that of the legislation. 

The Senator from Washington says 
there is another need. We talked ear- 
lier about school construction. The 
President and the Senator from Wash- 
ington has done a lot of work on this 
issue and talk about the need to reduce 
the class size of first, second, and third 
grades. We know that makes a dif- 
ference in education. That is not rock- 
et science. We know that works. That 
makes a difference in education. 

The second-degree perfecting amend- 
ment that has been offered essentially 
obliterates this and takes it out. The 
Senator from Massachusetts just indi- 
cated—he is absolutely correct—that 
we are going to get a vote on the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Washington, Senator MURRAY. We 
have a right to get that vote. We will, 
because the Senator from Arkansas 
says he wants to obliterate that 
amendment. We will then come back 
and offer a second-degree at the end of 
his amendment, and we will get this 
vote later now rather than sooner. But 
we will get it. 

So I don’t have any objection to 
somebody coming to the floor saying 
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let’s have 99 percent of the money 
spent on education going into the 
classroom. I have no objection to that. 
I have no objection to his amendment 
at all. What I object to is he comes to 
the floor and says—by the way, the 
Senator from Washington worked on 
this for some while, and it was one 
called for in the President’s State of 
the Union Address—we will just wipe 
that out. That is not part of the unani- 
mous consent. She has a right to vote 
on it. What we will do at 11:30 in the 
morning is just wipe it out. 

Finally, let me propound a par- 
liamentary inquiry, if I might, to the 
Presiding Officer. Is it not the case 
that the Senator from Washington will 
be able to offer a second-degree amend- 
ment at the end of the perfecting 
amendment providing this perfecting 
amendment is approved by the Senate 
at some appropriate point in this proc- 
ess and get a vote on the second-degree 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Upon dis- 
position or taking care of the Hutch- 
inson second-degree, other second-de- 
grees would be in order. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. How much time 
do I control? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven 
minutes. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor and reserve the remainder of 
the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas is recognized. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, as 
I began my remarks, I was not trying 
to play dirty pool, or something, as the 
Senator from Massachusetts has sug- 
gested. The rules are the rules. The 
rules allow me to offer a second-degree 
amendment. As I expressed at the very 
beginning, I think there is a big philo- 
sophic difference as to how we improve 
education in this country because I 
don't believe that a Federal program of 
100,000 new teachers is the best way to 
do it. It doesn’t mean that I somehow 
am playing dirty pool. We have a great 
difference of opinion as to what is the 
best approach. 

Everybody stands up and says what 
we want in this case is to just lower 
the class size and we are going to have 
better schools. No one deals with the 
figures. No one deals with the facts 
that I have given. I wish somebody 
would. The Department of Education 
gives us figures saying from 1955, when 
the class size average was 27 in this 
country until the current time when 
the average size is 18.5 in elementary, 
17.3 overall, that we have seen class 
size drop now by over 10 per class size. 
During the same 40-year period, we 
have seen academic achievement de- 
crease. 

Furthermore, I wish somebody would 
explain this to me. Here in Wash- 
ington, DC, we have one of the lowest 
average class sizes in the Nation—13. 
Yet, our Nation’s Capital ranks near 
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the bottom in academic achievement. 
If this is the solution, why 100,000? 
Let’s hire 200,000, if the solution to 
education in this country is getting 
class sizes down. Let’s get it down to 
10. But the fact is we have seen class 
sizes drop and drop and drop, and at the 
same time we have seen academic 
scores—nationalized achievement 
tests—drop and drop and drop. What do 
we do? Let’s hire more teachers. That 
is bound to help. Yet, no one wants to 
deal with the issue. They just want to 
say this isn’t right, that you should 
offer a second-degree amendment. 

By the way, I am so glad about the 
endorsement of the 95 cents out of 
every dollar going to classrooms. There 
is legislation that would do that. I ex- 
pect now—as Senator DORGAN says—I 
don’t think they actually will but I 
hope that we get the dollars for the 
classrooms and allow us to get that 
money to the classrooms. It is a better 
approach. 

In Utah, the State of Utah ranks near 
the bottom in class size. In fact, I 
think it was 48th in class size. Yet, 
they are at the top nationally in stu- 
dent achievement. But the way we are 
going to solve the school problems in 
this country is hire more teachers. 

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. No, I will not 
yield for questions at this time. I re- 
sent the implication that somehow I 
have violated the comity of the process 
by offering a second-degree amendment 
which sincerely reflects my desire to 
address the education problems in this 
Nation in what I believe is a better way 
and my sincere—my sincere—reluc- 
tance to further federalize education in 
this country by hiring 100,000 new 
teachers with Federal funds. I think it 
is the wrong direction. 

I think it is the right of any Senator 
to come and propose a better way. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas has 3 minutes 1 
second remaining. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I will yield for a 
question. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Arkansas has offered an 
amendment that strikes the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from 
Washington. We had a unanimous con- 
sent agreement in this Chamber on 
how we were going to handle amend- 
ments. It provided that she was going 
to have an opportunity to offer her 
amendment and get a vote on her 
amendment. I didn’t use the words 
“dirty pool.” The Senator did. But my 
point is, if we had an agreement that 
she was going to be able to offer this 
amendment on the Senate floor and the 
Senator comes and strikes her amend- 
ment, it seems to me that is not what 
we agreed to some long while ago when 
we agreed to the rules of this debate. 
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The Senator is within his rights of 
offering the second degree. I don’t dis- 
agree. But my point is the Senator 
comes to the floor, not just advancing 
his ideas, but essentially prevents her 
from getting a vote on her amendment 
because the Senator strikes the Mur- 
ray amendment. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I am not sure 
what the question is. I yielded for a 
question. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. DORGAN. Let me ask a question. 
And while you do this you make the 
point apparently larger class sizes are 
better. Do you believe that? 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I have not made 
that point, as we all well know. Let me 
say again, what I think I demonstrated 
very, very clearly is that there is no 
evidence that simply lowering class 
size is going to improve academic 
achievement. That’s been the assertion 
from the other side. 

I yield to the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I just wanted to 
clarify the unanimous consent agree- 
ment. I have been off the floor for a 
moment. But the unanimous consent 
agreed to 12 Democrat amendments, 5 
Republican amendments and any sec- 
ond degrees, unlimited. So I don’t 
think anything has happened here that 
was not appropriate under the unani- 
mous consent agreement. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. COVERDELL. I yield. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Is it your under- 
standing that my offering of the sec- 
ond-degree amendment is any violation 
of comity as to the agreement that was 
entered into? 

Mr. COVERDELL. No, there is not. 
That’s the point. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Any implication 
that somehow I have wronged the Sen- 
ator from Washington in offering this 
would be inaccurate? 

Mr. COVERDELL. That is 
curate. 

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2296, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I believe I have 
control of the floor. I ask the Senator 
from Georgia if he would be agreeable 
to me offering this as a first-degree 
amendment with a recorded vote and 
removing this as a second-degree 
amendment, in my effort, in my desire 
to be as agreeable and cooperative as 
possible to the Senator from Wash- 
ington? 

Mr. COVERDELL. If I understand—I 
just heard this—what the Senator from 
Arkansas is saying, there is a sugges- 
tion that your second degree would be 
framed as a first degree? 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. That is correct. 

Mr. COVERDELL. On which there 
would be a vote, and then there would 
be a vote on the amendment of the 
Senator from Washington absent the 
second degree. So both proposals would 
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be voted on. It is my understanding 
that was agreeable to the Senator from 
Washington. If it is agreeable to the 
Senator from Arkansas, I think that 
could be facilitated. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. It is agreeable to 
the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mrs. MURRAY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington. 

Mrs. MURRAY. If the Senator will 
yield, I will get a vote then on my 
amendment? 

Mr. COVERDELL. That is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Georgia want to propose 
that as a unanimous consent request? 

The Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Let me propose it 
as a unanimous consent request then. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I have not had a 
chance to respond. How much time do 
I have remaining on my side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington has 4 minutes. 

Mr. COVERDELL. When I said no 
more time, I didn’t mean to interrupt 
the time already allotted. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Is it the Senator’s in- 
tention there be no second-degree in- 
tervening amendment before voting on 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Washington? 

Mr. COVERDELL. Yes. We are agree- 
ing to have a vote on the amendment 
of the Senator from Washington and 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Arkansas, and no other amendment. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, again 
reserving, and I shall not object, this 
does correct exactly what we were 
complaining about. I appreciate very 
much the opportunity to do that be- 
cause the unanimous consent agree- 
ment gave her the understanding that 
she was going to be able to offer an 
amendment, provide the debate and get 
a vote on her amendment. I do not rep- 
resent that the intention here was to 
deliberately prevent that. But the ef- 
fect—— 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Such a sugges- 
tion was made. 

Mr. DORGAN. But the effect of it is 
to prevent her from getting a vote on 
her amendment unless it is corrected. 
This does correct it, and I think it 
makes a great deal of sense. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 2296), as modi- 
fied, reads as follows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 

TITLE —SENSE OF CONGRESS 
SEC. 01. FINDINGS. 
Congress makes the following findings: 
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(1) The people of the United States know 
that effective teaching takes place when the 
people of the United States begin (A) helping 
children master basic academics, (B) engag- 
ing and involving parents, (C) creating safe 
and orderly classrooms, and (D) getting dol- 
lars to the classroom. 

(2) Our Nation's children deserve an edu- 
cational system which will provide opportu- 
nities to excel. 

(3) States and localities must spend a sig- 
nificant amount of Federal education tax 
dollars applying for and administering Fed- 
eral education dollars. 

(4) Several States have reported that al- 
though the States receive less than 10 per- 
cent of their education funding from the 
Federal Government, more than 50 percent of 
their paperwork is associated with those 
Federal dollars. 

(5) While it is unknown exactly what per- 
centage of Federal education dollars reaches 
the classroom, a recent audit of New York 
City public schools found that only 43 per- 
cent of their local education budget reaches 
the classroom; further, it is thought that 
only 85 percent of funds administered by the 
Department of Education for elementary and 
secondary education reach the school dis- 
trict level; and even if 65 percent of Federal 
education funds reach the classroom, it still 
means that billions of dollars are not di- 
rectly spent on children in the classroom. 

(6) American students are not performing 
up to their full academic potential, despite 
the more than 760 Federal education pro- 
grams, which span 39 Federal agencies at the 
price of nearly $100,000,000,000 annually. 

(7) According to the Digest of Education 
Statistics, in 1993 only $141,598,786,000 out of 
$265,285,370,000 spent on elementary and sec- 
ondary education was spent on instruction. 

(8) According to the National Center for 
Education Statistics, in 1994 only 52 percent 
of staff employed in public elementary and 
secondary school systems were teachers. 

(9) Too much of our Federal education 
funding is spent on bureaucracy, and too lit- 
tle is spent on our Nation’s youth. 

(10) Getting 95 percent of Department of 
Education elementary and secondary edu- 
cation funds to the classroom could provide 
approximately $2,094 in additional funding 
per classroom across the United States. 

(11) More education funding should be put 
in the hands of someone in a child’s class- 
room who knows the child’s name. 

(12) President Clinton has stated: “We can- 
not ask the American people to spend more 
on education until we do a better job with 
the money we've got now.“ 

(13) President Clinton and Vice President 
Gore agree that the reinventing of public 
education will not begin in Washington but 
in communities across the United States and 
that the people of the United States must 
ask fundamental questions about how our 
Nation’s public school systems’ dollars are 
spent. 

(14) President Clinton and Vice President 
Gore agree that in an age of tight budgets, 
our Nation should be spending public funds 
on teachers and children, not on unnecessary 
overhead and bloated bureaucracy. 

SEC. 02. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that the Depart- 
ment of Education, States, and local edu- 
cational agencies should work together to 
ensure that not less than 95 percent of all 
funds appropriated for the purpose of car- 
rying out elementary and secondary edu- 
cation programs administered by the Depart- 
ment of Education is spent for our Nation's 
children in their classrooms. 
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Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I see 
the Senator from Washington is on the 
floor. I will just take a moment or two 
to talk about support for smaller class 
sizes. The idea that we say this is going 
to be the answer in education, of 
course, no one has represented that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington has 4 minutes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Two minutes. No one 
has represented that. 

But what we have found, for example, 
as a result of very extensive hearings— 
I do not know which ones were cited— 
is that in Flint, MI, efforts over the 
last 3 years to reduce class size in 
grades K through 3 have lead to a 44 
percent increase in reading scores and 
an 18 percent increase in math scores. 
In Wisconsin, student achievement in 
grades K through 3 is also finding simi- 
lar results. Project STAR in Tennessee, 
K through 3 in 80 different schools in 
Tennessee. And in California similar 
kinds of results. So the idea that this 
is not a worthwhile educational policy 
tied into other education policy as a 
way to help to assist local schools that 
make that judgment fails, I think, to 
be credible, and I think that is why we 
are all grateful we are going to be ina 
situation that we can have the vote on 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Washington and a vote on the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Arkansas. I 
hope this body will vote in favor of 
both. 

I thank the Senator from Washington 
for bringing this very important meas- 
ure to the Senate. 

Mrs. MURRAY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington has 24% minutes. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank the Chair. I 
thank my colleagues from Massachu- 
setts and North Dakota because they 
are stating the case quite correctly on 
class size. It absolutely makes a dif- 
ference when you reduce class size par- 
ticularly in lower grades. 

The Senator from Massachusetts has 
cited what several empirical studies 
have shown. The Educational Testing 
Service says that empirical evidence is 
clear; smaller classes can make higher 
levels of student achievement, at least 
in the elementary school grades and 
particularly for disadvantaged stu- 
dents. 

We have submitted these studies for 
the record, and our colleagues are wel- 
come to look at the record. But I can 
tell you as an educator, clearly class 
size makes a difference. There is not a 
parent in this country who does not 
want to send their child off to school 
and know that they are learning how 
to read, that they are learning how to 
write, that they are learning math 
skills. When you have reduced class 
size, it makes a difference. Ask any 
parent. Ask any student. Ask any 
teacher. It will make a difference. 
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Every parent asks their child on the 
first day of school when they come 
home, “Who is your teacher? How 
many kids in your classroom?” They 
ask that because they know it makes a 
difference. Parents know it. Students 
know it. Teachers know it. And the 
studies show it. If you want to help 
IDEA kids, to which many of my col- 
leagues have been alluding on the floor, 
I will tell you that class size matters. 
It matters more than anything else. I 
think it is absolutely imperative that 
this Senate go on record stating that 
we understand that. We are not going 
to ignore it. We are not going to come 
up with all kinds of arguments about 
paperwork and bureaucracy and fed- 
eralism. We are going to say that as 
leaders in this country we understand 
that class size makes a difference. We 
want to make a difference for our chil- 
dren in our schools across this country, 
and we can by passing this amendment. 

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mrs. MURRAY. Yes. Mr. President, 
how much time do I have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington has 15 seconds. 

Mr. NICKLES. The question to my 
colleague from Washington is: How 
much does your proposal cost, and are 
these going to be Federal teachers? Are 
they going to be paid for entirely by 
the Federal Government or partly by 
the State government? What is the 
cost allocation? 

Mrs. MURRAY. In the President’s 
State of the Union Address, he said he 
wanted us, in our budget, to add 100,000 
additional teachers in our classrooms 
just as we added 100,000 police officers. 
Within our budget, we will look at how 
we can do that. My sense of the Senate 
simply puts us on record, as leaders in 
this country, that we are going to 
move in this direction. We have numer- 
ous ways of looking at it. 

If we can fund roads, if we can fund 
construction projects across this coun- 
try, if we can fund numerous projects 
that we have in our budgets, we cer- 
tainly can fund lower class sizes for our 
students across this country that will 
make a difference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Washington has 
expired. The Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that each side have an additional 
2 minutes to discuss this issue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I yield 2 minutes 
to the Senator from Oklahoma. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma is recognized for 2 
minutes. 

Mr. NICKLES. I appreciate my col- 
league’s response. I said, How much is 
it going to cost? She said it is in the 
President’s budget. The President’s 
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budget says we will spend $7.3 billion to 
hire an additional 100,000 teachers. It 
doesn’t really define in the budget how 
that is going to be done. My colleague 
from Washington said it is going to be 
done like we did community policing. 
He has a goal to hire 100,000 commu- 
nity police. When that started out, it 
was 100 percent or 75 percent Federal, 
and then 50 percent Federal, and then 
25 percent Federal each succeeding 
year, and the individual communities 
had to pick up the greater costs. 

I laugh at that. A lot of communities 
are saying, We like the program when 
the Federal Government is paying all 
of it. We don’t like it when we have to 
pay all of it.” 

Then I asked my communities in the 
State, I went around to several com- 
munities—I am sure several of my col- 
leagues did—and said, “Are you going 
to get one of these teachers? Is your 
school going to get a teacher? Is your 
school going to get a teacher? Who is 
going to be lucky enough to get the 
Federal teacher?” I don’t think it 
makes any sense. 

Do I want smaller class size? I would 
say, in general, yes. Do I think the 
Federal Government should mandate 
it, should pay for it? The answer is no. 
I think the solution is, as our Senator 
from Washington said, let’s give the 
money and power and control back to 
the States, and if they want smaller 
class size, they can make that decision. 
If they want new buildings, they can 
make that decision. If they want new 
computers, they can make that deci- 
sion. We should not try to say, Oh, we 
think this classroom should have an- 
other teacher. We are going to have a 
Federal teacher here and have the Fed- 
eral Government pay 75 percent of it or 
50 percent of it for the first year.” I 
just don't think it makes sense. I don’t 
think it is affordable. 

The $7.3 billion the President had in 
his budget was financed on the so- 
called tobacco deal, and we don’t even 
know whether or not it is going to hap- 
pen. So I urge my colleagues to support 
the amendment of my friend and col- 
league from Arkansas saying that 95 
percent of this money should go di- 
rectly to the classroom. I urge my col- 
leagues not to say we should be dic- 
tating to the States how, and put Fed- 
eral teachers or federally-paid-for 
teachers in the schools. I think it 
would be a serious mistake. 

If we want to have a sense of the Sen- 
ate, Hey, we urge you to have smaller 
class size, and leave it to the States, 
fine. But the implication of the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Washington 
is that we need to have the President's 
program, we need to have the Federal 
Government writing checks for teach- 
ers in individual school districts, and I 
think that is a mistake. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I have 2 minutes 
remaining? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 2 minutes remaining under your 
control. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I appreciate the 
Senator from Oklahoma and his clari- 
fication on the amendment, the sense- 
of-the-Senate resolution of the Senator 
from Washington, because it is not 
clear whether these are Federal teach- 
ers, federally funded or not. It is clear 
now that it is Senator MURRAY’s inten- 
tion that this fulfill the President’s re- 
quest in his budget; that is $7.3 billion. 

We all want smaller class sizes. My 
point has been that we have been get- 
ting that. Mr. President, 27 was the av- 
erage class size in 1955, 21 in 1975, 17.3 
today. Class sizes are dropping. They 
will continue to. Demographically, we 
are told class sizes will continue to de- 
crease. 

Furthermore, we know as well that 
many States are already addressing 
this problem. California, Virginia, Mas- 
sachusetts, Connecticut, and Wisconsin 
have taken dramatic steps to reduce 
class size on their own. Our whole 
point has been that 100,000 new teach- 
ers hired at the Federal level is not the 
best use of $7.3 billion. We would be far 
wiser in use of limited Federal re- 
sources to ensure that that money gets 
to the classroom, as opposed to start- 
ing another Federal initiative, another 
Federal effort. 

We know that our schools have prob- 
lems. Mr. President, 25 percent of 12th 
grade scores were below basic reading 
in the 1994 NAPE test. The literacy 
level of young adults, 15 to 21, dropped 
11 points between 1984 and 1994. That 
has happened simultaneous with small- 
er class sizes. We all want smaller class 
sizes. I think that is wonderful. But is 
that the best use of scarce resources? 
The answer is no. 

What is the correct answer is to pro- 
vide maximum flexibility with the few- 
est possible mandates, ensuring that 
the highest percentage possible of 
those dollars gets to the classroom. 
That is what my amendment does. 
That is what the dollars to the class- 
room” proposal is all about—more 
money to the classroom with fewer reg- 
ulations and fewer controls from the 
bureaucrats in Washington, DC. I think 
most Americans agree with that, I 
think most schoolteachers agree with 
that, and I am sure most parents agree 
with that proposal. 

So I ask my colleagues to vote for 
this sense-of-the-Senate resolution. It 
expresses their reluctance, skepticism 
about another Federal program hiring 
another 100,000 teachers for our local 
schools. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
of the Senator from Arkansas has ex- 
pired. The Senator from Washington 
has 2 minutes. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I have 
listened carefully to the education de- 
bate because I care deeply about public 
education in this country. I believe 
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that our democracy was founded on the 
principle that all children, no matter 
who they are or where they come from 
or how much money they have, should 
have the opportunity within our public 
education system in this country to 
get a good education. I have gone 
across my State and asked parents and 
teachers and principals and school 
board members, What will make a dif- 
ference? And resoundingly they have 
said to me we need to focus attention 
on class size; the Senate needs to focus 
their attention on class size. 

I am, frankly, really tired of the ar- 
gument that our public education sys- 
tem has failed. Our public education 
system has not failed. We have failed 
our public education system. And we 
have failed it because we have not put 
in the adequate resources for what we 
are demanding, as leaders in this coun- 
try—that our children learn how to 
read and write and get the skills they 
need to get jobs one day. These are 
skills we are demanding. Yet we turn 
our backs and say we are not going to 
fund it. 

This is an issue of priorities. Are we 
going to fund public education in this 
country? Or are we going to do what 
my Republican colleagues did in this 
budget and cut $2.2 billion from edu- 
cation? Mr. President, we can go down 
a narrow road in this country, and we 
can pass vouchers, and we can say that 
we can block grant, and we can make 
sure that a few kids get a public edu- 
cation. But that is not the country I 
was born and raised in. That is not the 
philosophy I believe in. I believe we 
can do the right thing. I know, and I 
will tell all of you: Reducing class size 
makes a difference. Ask any parent. 
Ask any parent if they know that it 
makes a difference, and they will tell 
you yes, it does. 

Mr. President, this is a simple 
amendment that we are offering. It 
simply says this Congress understands 
that class size reduction is an issue 
that makes a difference and we are 
willing to look at how we can help 
make that happen across this country. 
I urge its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Washington has 
expired. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays on the 
Hutchinson amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2295 

Mr. KENNEDY. The yeas and nays on 
the Murray amendment, Mr. President? 
I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Murray amend- 
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ment and the Hutchinson amendment 
are temporarily laid aside. The Senator 
from Indiana, Mr. COATS, is recognized 
to offer an amendment. 


AMENDMENT NO, 2297 


(Purpose: To amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to provide an additional incen- 
tive to donate to elementary and sec- 
ondary schools or other organizations 
which provide scholarships to disadvan- 
taged children, and for other purposes) 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
BURNS). The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 


The Senator from Indiana [Mr. COATS] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2297. 


Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the end add the following: 


TITLE —ADDITIONAL INCENTIVE TO 
MAKE SCHOLARSHIP DONATIONS 
. ADDITIONAL INCENTIVE TO MAKE DO- 
NATIONS TO SCHOOLS OR ORGANI- 
ZATIONS WHICH OFFER SCHOLAR- 
SHIPS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 170 (relating to 
charitable, etc., contributions and gifts) is 
amended by redesignating subsection (m) as 
subsection (n) and by inserting after sub- 
section (1) the following: 

„m) TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS PAID TO CER- 
TAIN EDUCATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS.— 

() IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, 110 percent of any amount described in 
paragraph (2) shall be treated as a charitable 
contribution. 

(2) AMOUNT DESCRIBED.—For purposes of 
paragraph (1), an amount is described in this 
paragraph if the amount— 

„() is paid in cash by the taxpayer to or 
for the benefit of a qualified organization, 
and 

(B) is used by such organization to pro- 
vide qualified scholarships (as defined in sec- 
tion 117(b)) to any individual attending kin- 
dergarten through grade 12 whose family in- 
come does not exceed 185 percent of the pov- 
erty line for a family of the size involved. 

(3) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub- 
section— 

“(A) QUALIFIED ORGANIZATION.—The term 
‘qualified organization’ means— 

) an educational organization 

“(I) which is described in subsection 
(bd) (ADD, and 

(I) which provides elementary education 
or secondary education (kindergarten 
through grade 12), as determined under State 
law, or 

(ii) an organization which is described in 
section 501(c)(3) and exempt from taxation 
under section 501(a). 

“(B) POVERTY LINE.—The term ‘poverty 
line’ means the income official poverty line 
(as defined by the Office of Management and 
Budget, and revised annually in accordance 
with section 673(2) of the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1981) applicable to a 
family of the size involved. 

(4) TERMINATION.—This subsection shall 
not apply to contributions made after De- 
cember 31, 2002. 


(Mr. 


SEC. 
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(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1998. 

SEC. . CLARIFICATION AND EXPANSION OF 
MATHEMATICAL ERROR ASSESS- 
MENT PROCEDURES. 

(a) TIN DEEMED INCORRECT IF INFORMATION 
ON RETURN DIFFERS WITH AGENCY RECORDS.— 
Section 6213(g¢)(2) (defining mathematical or 
clerical error) is amended by adding at the 
end the following flush sentence: 


“A taxpayer shall be treated as having omit- 
ted a correct TIN for purposes of the pre- 
ceding sentence if information provided by 
the taxpayer on the return with respect to 
the individual whose TIN was provided dif- 
fers from the information the Secretary ob- 
tains from the person issuing the TIN.” 

(b) EXPANSION OF MATHEMATICAL ERROR 
PROCEDURES TO CASES WHERE TIN ESTAB- 
LISHES INDIVIDUAL NOT ELIGIBLE FOR TAX 
CREDIT.—Section 6213(g¢)(2), as amended by 
title VI of this Act, is amended by striking 
“and” at the end of subparagraph (J), by 
striking the period at the end of the subpara- 
graph (K) and inserting , and“, and by add- 
ing at the end the following new subpara- 
graph: 

(IL) the inclusion on a return of a TIN re- 
quired to be included on the return under 
section 21, 24, or 32 if— 

) such TIN is of an individual whose age 
affects the amount of the credit under such 
section, and 

(10 the computation of the credit on the 
return reflects the treatment of such indi- 
vidual as being of an age different from the 
individual’s age based on such TIN.” 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years ending after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

SEC, . CERTAIN CUSTOMER RECEIVABLES IN- 
ELIGIBLE FOR MARK-TO-MARKET 
TREATMENT. 

(a) CERTAIN RECEIVABLES NOT ELIGIBLE FOR 
MARK TO MARKET.—Section 475(c) (relating 
to definitions) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph: 

(4) SPECIAL RULES FOR CERTAIN RECEIV- 
ABLES.— 

H(A) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2)(C) shall 
not include any note, bond, debenture, or 
other evidence of indebtedness which is non- 
financial customer paper. 

“(B) NONFINANCIAL CUSTOMER PAPER.—For 
purposes of subparagraph (A), the term ‘non- 
financial customer paper’ means any receiv- 
able— 

“(i) arising out of the sale of goods or serv- 
ices by a person the principal activity of 
which is the selling or providing of non- 
financial goods and services, and 

“(ii) held by such person or a related per- 
son at all times since issue.” 

(b) EFFECTIVE DaTE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 
this section shall apply to taxable years end- 
ing after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. - 

(2) CHANGE IN METHOD OF ACCOUNTING.—In 
the case of any taxpayer required by the 
amendments made by this section to change 
its method of accounting for its first taxable 
year ending after the date of the enactment 
of this Act— 

(A) such change shall be treated as initi- 
ated by the taxpayer, 

(B) such change shall be treated as made 
with the consent of the Secretary of the 
Treasury, and 

(C) the net amount of the adjustments re- 
quired to be taken into account by the tax- 
payer under section 481 of the Internal Rev- 
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enue Code of 1986 shall be taken into account 
ratably over the 4-taxable year period begin- 
ning with such first taxable year. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, can I in- 
quire of the time allotted to the Sen- 
ator for this amendment? My under- 
standing is it is 15 minutes. Is that cor- 
rect? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Indiana has 30 minutes on 
this amendment, equally divided. So 15 
minutes under the control of the Sen- 
ator from Indiana. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, first of 
all, I compliment the author of the un- 
derlying legislation. It has been an ex- 
traordinary effort. It is a bipartisan ef- 
fort, we ought to stress, and it is one 
that clearly offers long-term improve- 
ment in education and opportunities in 
education for many Americans. I thank 
them for their work on this, and I in- 
tend to support them when it comes to 
a vote. 

There has been a critique of the legis- 
lation in that most of the benefits will 
flow to middle-income Americans and 
above, and that we are not paying ade- 
quate attention to low-income Ameri- 
cans and particularly those who attend 
urban schools, so many of which are 
failing urban schools. 

That critique is really misplaced be- 
cause that is not the intent of the bill. 
There have been other opportunities of- 
fered on this floor, again, in a bipar- 
tisan fashion. Senator LIEBERMAN and I 
have joined forces on a number of occa- 
sions to try to address specifically the 
problems of low-income students, mi- 
nority students, who are receiving in- 
adequate educations, and each time 
those efforts have been met with a fili- 
buster and defeated. 

There have been other initiatives. I 
have offered some, and other Members 
have offered some. We are going to con- 
tinue to do that. So the critique is 
really misplaced. But in an effort to 
strengthen the underlying bill which 
we are addressing, I am offering this 
amendment which I will explain in a 
moment. 

It is clear that there will be Ameri- 
cans, a sizable number of Americans, 
who don’t have the income to take ad- 
vantage of the tax-free savings ac- 
counts that are created in this legisla- 
tion. Under the best of circumstances, 
it would take them years to accumu- 
late the amount of money necessary to 
utilize those funds for alternative 
means of education. We cannot afford 
years. We are losing people to the sys- 
tem, and it is an inadequate system. 

Let me take a moment to talk about 
that crisis that exists in urban edu- 
cation. 

A recent study published by Edu- 
cation Week points out just how des- 
perate the situation has become. In 
1997, just 43 percent of grade-school-age 
children attending urban schools met 
the basic standard for reading skills, 
and that basic,“ just for my col- 
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leagues’ understanding, is defined as 
being able to read a very simple child’s 
book or children’s literature. Among 
children attending urban schools in 
high-poverty areas, basic reading abil- 
ity rates fall to just 23 percent of stu- 
dents. Think of it: Fewer than one in 
three children attending schools in 
poor neighborhoods can read a simple 
story; two-thirds of nonurban students 
meet the basic standard for mathe- 
matics. 

Among urban students in high-pov- 
erty areas, this one-in-three statistic is 
truly disturbing. Looking at the area 
of science, while 65 percent of nonurban 
students are meeting the basic stand- 
ard in science achievement, only 38 
percent of urban students perform this, 
and in high-poverty schools, only 31 
percent. So, again, fewer than one in 
three are meeting these standards. 

A public school system in which over 
two-thirds of our children are function- 
ally illiterate in reading, in science, in 
math is a system that cannot and must 
not be defended. Yet, those who are op- 
posing any efforts to try to move this 
system to improve it or reform it, to 
provide alternatives for children 
trapped in the system, are met with 
disdain, are met with challenges. 

The logic—actually, I should say the 
illogic—of the opponents of attempts 
at reform is difficult to understand, be- 
cause it is literally condemning poor 
children to an inadequate education. 
The one chance they have to escape the 
plight that they live in is being denied 
them, because people want to main- 
tain—some people want to maintain— 
the status quo, and the status quo is 
bankrupt. 

Every year, we debate, as I said, dif- 
ferent proposals to permit these low-in- 
come children to escape the plight in 
which they find themselves. Every 
year, we talk about the need for com- 
petition to force public schools to re- 
form the way in which they teach their 
children. And every year, we are met 
on the Senate floor with a filibuster by 
those who say, “No; let’s maintain the 
status quo in the name of absolute 
equality.” 

One of the analogies that is often 
used is that we are just simply trying 
to throw lifeboats out and scholarships 
are just lifeboats that are not available 
to all; and if they are not available to 
all, then they shouldn't be available to 
anybody. 

A lot of us have seen the recent epic 
“The Titanic.” Fortunately, the oppo- 
nents of the basis of the proposal that, 
if you can’t help everybody, you 
shouldn’t help anybody were not run- 
ning the Titanic, because then every- 
body would have been denied an oppor- 
tunity to escape on a lifeboat because 
there were not enough lifeboats for ev- 
erybody. 

If we cannot help everybody all at 
once, we are not going to help anybody. 
That is the logic of the opponents of 
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any attempt, whether it is this bill, 
whether it is the voucher bill that this 
Senator, Senator LIEBERMAN, and oth- 
ers have been offering, or whether it is 
any other proposal that other Members 
have been offering. That is the logic of 
the opposition. It does not match up. 

Recently—I think it was just yester- 
day or maybe a couple days ago—the 
President at a press conference with 
the Democratic leadership challenged 
the supporters of scholarships to make 
their case to the Nation, he said. The 
President said, “You ought to do some- 
thing rather than just talk about it.” 

Mr. President, I don’t know where 
you have been lately—well, maybe I do 
know, preoccupied with other mat- 
ters—but if you will just look very 
closely, you will understand that 
things are being done by those who 
favor the proposal. We are doing some- 
thing. 

Currently, there are 32 privately 
funded scholarship programs operating 
across this country. In virtually every 
major urban area of this Nation—New 
York, Washington, Los Angeles, Se- 
attle, Indianapolis, Albany, San Anto- 
nio, Atlanta, just to name a few—pri- 
vate citizens are joining forces to pro- 
vide poor children a way out of col- 
lapsing public school systems. To date, 
these foundations have raised over $30 
million and have provided assistance to 
over 13,000 children. Just this morning, 
we learned that a major private funder 
of private school choice announced a 
$50 million gift to San Antonio’s pro- 
gram that will permit any low-income 
student in the San Antonio system to 
opt out of a public school if they are 
not getting an adequate education. 

I say we are putting our money where 
our mouths are. Individuals are step- 
ping forward, people are addressing it 
and are doing so out of a matter of des- 
peration, desperation that children are 
being left behind and are not buying 
into this idea that if you cannot do it 
for everybody right now, don’t do it for 
anybody. 

The demand for this is rising. We are 
all familiar with the New York City 
Private Scholarship Foundation. When 
they announced they had 13 new schol- 
arships for low-income children, they 
received 17,000 applications. Ten per- 
cent of the eligible population of New 
York said, Give us a chance. Give us 
something different.” They were over- 
whelmed by the response. 

Last year, the Washington Scholar- 
ship Fund here in the District of Co- 
lumbia announced plans to offer 1,000 
new scholarships and received 7,500 re- 
quests. That represents 15 percent of 
the eligible population in the D.C. pub- 
lic schools. 

A recent poll of minority parents 
published last year found that two- 
thirds of them are crying out for some 
alternative for education. Low-income 
families in cities around the country 
are saying, We refuse to continue to 
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allow our children to be condemned to 
schools which don’t give them any 
chance to escape the poverty that they 
live in.” 

My colleague, Senator LIEBERMAN, 
has appealed to his party to say: We 
are the party of equality. We are the 
party that reaches out to help those 
who need help, and yet we are turning 
our backs on the very people our party 
is supposed to defend. We are con- 
demning them to an inadequate edu- 
cation and therefore condemning them 
to a life in which they will not be able 
to participate in the American dream. 

The only way out of many of these 
areas in our urban cities is drugs, ath- 
letics, or education. One in 10,000 make 
it into college athletics. That is the 
statistics of all the kids playing bas- 
ketball, baseball, and football: 1 in 
10,000 gets a college scholarship. Out of 
that, the number is infinitesimal of 
those who can go on and actually earn 
a living playing professional sports. So 
while many dream of being the next 
Michael Jordan, the reality is that 
only 1 in about 100,000 or maybe a mil- 
lion is going to be that person or have 
that opportunity. 

The next alternative is drugs and 
crime. And the statistics there are ap- 
palling. Children are dying on the 
streets, as we speak, at tender ages be- 
cause they think the way out of their 
plight—the only way out of their 
plight—is to move drugs. And that is a 
prescription for death, that is a pre- 
scription for incarceration, that is a 
prescription for failure. 

What do parents want? They under- 
stand those realities. They want their 
children to be educated, given the 
skills necessary to be able to enter to- 
day’s workplace, given the education 
to be able to go on and further their 
education after high school. And they 
are not getting that in our urban 
schools. 

How does my amendment try to ad- 
dress this? We try to provide a little 
piece of a solution to the puzzle we are 
trying to put together, a mosaic we are 
trying to put together to try to get us 
out of this conundrum that tweaks the 
Tax Code a little bit to give a little 
extra encouragement to people who do- 
nate money to those scholarship funds. 

Under current law, a contribution to 
a 501(c)(3) organization that provides 
scholarships is deductible against in- 
come. My amendment would simply 
give them a 10 percent incentive to try 
to encourage more people to give more. 
We offset that so that it is paid for and 
revenue neutral. I offered an offset 
which I thought would be fairly attrac- 
tive, but I could not get the votes to 
support it. I did not want to see my 
amendment fail on that basis, so we 
worked with the majority leader, we 
worked with Members, to try to find 
something that had been vented by the 
Finance Committee, had been approved 
as a potential offset. And I do not be- 
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lieve there is any controversy. We have 
tried to run all the traps on that in 
terms of the offset. 

I can describe the offset. It is two 
technical items that pay for the change 
which takes place in the Tax Code with 
this. What it means is that if a family 
wanted to donate $500 to a scholarship 
fund or an individual, they would get a 
$550 deduction for that. It is an extra 
incentive. It is just a small piece. I 
mean, people are going to come down 
and probably say, Well, this doesn’t 
solve the problem.“ No, it does not 
solve the problem, but it is a step in 
the right correction. It is a tiny step. 
And I guess we are reaching out saying, 
at least can we take some tiny steps to 
help people who find themselves in an 
absolute lockbox of inadequate edu- 
cation with no way to escape? 

This is my latest attempt. I keep try- 
ing to bring ideas down here to try to 
give poor kids, minority kids, kids con- 
demned to failing urban schools, a 
chance to get out and get an education. 
I try to use it as a basis to spur some 
competition so those who run the pub- 
lic schools will get the idea they need 
to improve their schools. 

We really care about these low-in- 
come children, which this bill does not 
address, but, again, that is not the in- 
tent of the bill. I think this strength- 
ens the bill. Then we ought to look for 
ways in which we can encourage alter- 
natives to education and encourage 
competition in the system that will 
force some change. 

I will never forget the testimony of 
the former 25-year superintendent of 
the Milwaukee public schools, an edu- 
cated man, an African American, who 
said: Senator, I’ve tried everything. 
You can’t name a reform proposal 
within the system that has worked. 
The unions block it. The public teach- 
ers don't want it. We've tried every- 
thing. I defy you to name an approach 
within the current public education 
system that forces change. Only one 
thing has forced change in the Mil- 
waukee public schools, and that is the 
competition from private schools, the 
vouchers and the scholarships that 
have been available so that parents can 
vote with their feet and their children 
may have a choice. All of a sudden that 
has wakened up the Milwaukee public 
schools which has said, We've got to 
change or we're going to lose these 
kids.” 

So instead of trying to perpetuate a 
bureaucracy that protects their em- 
ployment, and their tenure, they have 
said, ‘‘Let’s make the changes that will 
give students an opportunity to learn, 
to read, to meet the math and the 
science skills, to advance in their edu- 
cation.” 

Who do we care more about? Pro- 
tecting the system or helping the chil- 
dren? That is the only thing. And so 
this is an attempt to, one, provide 
some lifeboats for some kids who are 
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trapped—no, we cannot provide enough 
for everybody. That really isn’t even 
my intent. My intent is to reform the 
public school system, because we are 
going to have, and we need to have, a 
public school system, a viable public 
school system, but we can do it by pro- 
viding competition. In the meantime, 
we can at least help some kids. This 
amendment will do that. I hope I have 
the support of my colleagues in doing 


so. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 1 minute 40 seconds remain- 


ing. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I reserve 
the remainder of my time. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise in 
opposition to this amendment to in- 
crease the charitable deduction to 110 
percent of any contribution made to an 
educational institution if the contribu- 
tion is used to provide scholarships for 
low-income families. 

Education is paramount to the future 
of our children and nation, and contrib- 
uting toward the education of another 
is certainly one of the finest forms 
charitable giving can take. 

Let me also say that I know the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Indiana has 
the best intentions with this amend- 
ment. I generally believe that chari- 
table giving serves disadvantaged peo- 
ple much better than government pro- 
grams. 

However, there are several concerns 
that I believe need to be fully exam- 
ined and addressed before we consider 
moving down a road that provides a 
charitable tax deduction in excess of 
the amount donated. This is a serious 
departure from settled tax policy prin- 
ciples. 

Once we begin to offer charitable tax 
deductions that are more than the 
amount donated for low-income schol- 
arships, what comes next? 

What other kinds of tax benefits will 
be proposed where the amount of the 
deduction exceeds the cost to the tax- 
payer? 

Should these kinds of scholarships be 
the only charitable activities enjoying 
this benefit? And, if not, are we pre- 
pared to move forward with such a 
precedent? 

There are other concerns I have 
about the Senator from Indiana’s pro- 
posal. On what basis does one decide 
that the percentage should be 105, 120 
percent, or a percentage lower than 100 
percent? Should we be in the position 
of choosing among charities and as- 
signing percentages? 

Another concern I have is the pro- 
posal’s attempt to single out one kind 
of charitable activity and offer it spe- 
cial tax advantages. Why is this kind of 
charitable activity better than other 
charitable activities? To do so is a step 
towards complexity in the tax code. 

Mr. President, I believe charitable 
giving is an activity that we must con- 
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tinue to encourage with tax benefits. 
For instance, most taxpayers do not 
itemize, and therefore, cannot deduct 
their charitable contributions. This is 
a feature of our tax policy that con- 
cerns many members. 

This issue, along with other pro- 
posals in the charitable giving area, 
such as the one from the Senator from 
Indiana, should be reviewed when the 
Finance Committee holds hearings on 
fundamental tax reform. 

Mr. President, Senator COATS’ 
amendment is well-intended, but raises 
too many questions to be hastily con- 
sidered in a Senate floor vote. Let’s 
pass the Coverdell bill, and deliver to 
taxpayers education tax incentives we 
have previously debated and approved. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
amendment. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, we 
conferred with the other side and I am 
going to ask unanimous consent that 
the Coats amendment be set aside. 

Mr. COATS. Reserving the right to 
object, I want to make sure that the 
time remaining is reserved under the 
amendment. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Let me clarify the 
unanimous consent—that all time re- 
maining be reserved and the amend- 
ment be brought back into the queue 
at the appropriate time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, as I 
understand it, the next amendment in 
order would be a Levin amendment. We 
are now notifying the Senator that he 
is next in the order. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I will 
soon send an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Coats amend- 
ment will be set aside. 

Mr. LEVIN. Reserving the right to 
object, I wonder if I can ask the man- 
ager of the bill whether or not this 
amendment has been cleared on our 
side. 

Mr. COVERDELL. It has been cleared 
on both sides. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I under- 
stand that regular order now would 
call for me to offer my amendment. I 
tell my friends, if they can work out 
the issues that they have, that I would 
be happy to stand aside in the middle 
of my presentation and turn the floor 
over to the Senator from Arizona. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2299 
(Purpose: To replace the expansion of edu- 
cation individual retirement accounts to 
elementary and secondary school expenses 
with an increase the lifetime learning edu- 
cation credit for expenses of teachers in 
improving technology training) 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), 
for himself, and Mr. BINGAMAN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2299. 


Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

Beginning on page 2, line 9, strike all 
through page 10, line 21, and insert: 

SEC. 101. MODIFICATIONS TO EDUCATION INDI- 
VIDUAL RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS. 

(a) MAXIMUM ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 530(b)(1)(A)(iii) 
(defining education individual retirement ac- 
count) is amended by striking 8500“ and in- 
serting “the contribution limit for such tax- 
able year”. 

(2) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.—Section 530(b) (re- 
lating to definitions and special rules) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

(J) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.—The term con- 
tribution limit’ means $500 ($2,000 in the case 
of any taxable year beginning after Decem- 
ber 31, 1998, and ending before January 1, 
2003). 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) Section 530(d)(4C) is amended by 
striking 3500 and inserting the contribu- 
tion limit for such taxable year”. 

(B) Section 4973(e)(1)(A) is amended by 
striking 3500“ and inserting the contribu- 
tion limit (as defined in section 530(b)(5)) for 
such taxable year“. 

(b) WAIVER OF AGE LIMITATIONS FOR CHIL- 
DREN WITH SPECIAL NEEDS.—Section 530(b)(1) 
(defining education individual retirement ac- 
count) is amended by adding at the end the 
following flush sentence: 


“The age limitations in the preceding sen- 
tence shall not apply to any designated bene- 
ficiary with special needs (as determined 
under regulations prescribed by the Sec- 
retary). 

(C) CORPORATIONS PERMITTED TO CON- 
TRIBUTE TO ACCOUNTS.—Section 530(c)(1) (re- 
lating to reduction in permitted contribu- 
tions based on adjusted gross income) is 
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amended by striking The maximum amount 
which a contributor” and inserting In the 
case of a contributor who is an individual, 
the maximum amount the contributor”. 

(d) NO DOUBLE BENEFIT.—Section 530(d)(2) 
(relating to distributions for qualified edu- 
cation expenses) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subparagraph: 

„D) DISALLOWANCE OF EXCLUDED AMOUNTS 
AS CREDIT OR DEDUCTION.—No deduction or 
credit shall be allowed to the taxpayer under 
any other section of this chapter for any 
qualified education expenses to the extent 
taken into account in determining the 
amount of the exclusion under this para- 
graph.“ 

(e) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.— 

AGXA) Section 530(b)(1)(E) (defining edu- 
cation individual retirement account) is 
amended to read as follows: 

(E) Any balance to the credit of the des- 
ignated beneficiary on the date on which the 
beneficiary attains age 30 shall be distrib- 
uted within 30 days after such date to the 
beneficiary or, if the beneficiary dies before 
attaining age 30, shall be distributed within 
30 days after the date of death to the estate 
of such beneficiary.” 

(B) Section 530(d) (relating to tax treat- 
ment of distributions) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraph: 

“(8) DEEMED DISTRIBUTION ON REQUIRED DIS- 
TRIBUTION DATE.—In any case in which a dis- 
tribution is required under subsection 
(b)(1)(B), any balance to the credit of a des- 
ignated beneficiary as of the close of the 30- 
day period referred to in such subsection for 
making such distribution shall be deemed 
distributed at the close of such period.” 

(2)(A) Section 530(d)(1) is amended by strik- 
ing section ab)“ and inserting section 

(B) Section 72(e) (relating to amounts not 
received as annuities) is amended by insert- 
ing after paragraph (8) the following new 
paragraph: 

(9) EXTENSION OF PARAGRAPH (2)(B) TO 
QUALIFIED STATE TUITION PROGRAMS AND EDU- 
CATIONAL INDIVIDUAL RETIREMENT AC- 
COUNTS.—Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this subsection, paragraph (2)(B) shall 
apply to amounts received under a qualified 
State tuition program (as defined in section 
529(b)) or under an education individual re- 
tirement account (as defined in section 
530(b)). The rule of paragraph (8)(B) shall 
apply for purposes of this paragraph.” 

(3) Section 530(d)(4)(B) (relating to excep- 
tions) is amended by striking “or” at the end 
of clause (ii), by striking the period at the 
end of clause (iii) and inserting , or”, and 
by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

“(iv) an amount which is includible in 
gross income solely because the taxpayer 
elected under paragraph (2)(C) to waive the 
application of paragraph (2) for the taxable 
year.” 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall apply to taxable years begin- 
ning after December 31, 1998. 

(2) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—The amend- 
ments made by subsection (e) shall take ef- 
fect as if included in the amendments made 
by section 213 of the Taxpayer Relief Act of 
1997. 

On page 21, between lines 9 and 10, insert: 
SEC. 107. INCREASED LIFETIME LEARNING CRED- 

IT FOR TECHNOLOGY TRAINING OF 
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 
TEACHERS, 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 25A(c) (relating 

to lifetime learning credit) is amended by 
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adding at the end the following new para- 
graph: 

“(3) SPECIAL RULE FOR TECHNOLOGY TRAIN- 
ING OF CERTAIN TEACHERS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If any portion of the 
qualified tuition and related expenses to 
which this subsection applies— 

J) are paid or incurred by an individual 
who is a kindergarten through grade 12 
teacher in an elementary or secondary 
school, and 

(ii) are incurred as part of a program 
which is approved and certified by the appro- 
priate local educational agency as directly 
related to improvement of the individual’s 
capacity to use technology in teaching, 
paragraph (1) shall be applied with respect to 
such portion by substituting ‘50 percent’ for 
20 percent’. 

(B) TERMINATION.—This paragraph shall 
not apply to expenses paid after December 
31, 2002, for education furnished in academic 
periods beginning after such date.” 

(b) EFFECTIVE DaTE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to expenses 
paid after June 30, 1998, for education fur- 
nished in academic periods beginning after 
such date. 

Mr. PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan is recognized for 15 
minutes. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent Senator BINGAMAN 
be added as a cosponsor. 

Under current law, there is a learn- 
ing credit in the Tax Code equal to 20 
percent of a student’s college education 
cost, up to $5,000. My amendment in- 
creases the percentage from 20 percent 
to 50 percent of those college costs for 
teachers who return to receive training 
in technology. We currently have this 
lifetime learning credit of 20 percent 
for college costs, up to $5,000. 

Because of the critical importance of 
our teachers learning how to utilize 
technology in the classrooms, this 
amendment would increase that credit 
to 50 percent of that teacher’s college 
costs in those courses where he or she 
received training in technology. The 
amendment does not affect most of the 
beneficial aspects of the bill before us. 
It only removes the most controversial 
part of that bill relative to the use of 
the IRA in the K through 12th grades— 
I will come to that in a moment—but it 
leaves in place the other parts of the 
education bill before us, including the 
extension of the tax exclusion for em- 
ployer-provided education assistance, 
the provision of a tax exclusion for 
withdrawals from State tuition pro- 
grams, the limited school construction 
provisions, and, again, the expansion of 
the education IRA as it relates to col- 
lege and postsecondary education. 

This amendment is necessary in our 
school districts all over our country 
because they are making investments 
in technology, hardware and software, 
wiring together schools so they can 
connect their computers, and inside of 
the school building connecting com- 
puters through what is called local 
area networks,“ connecting our K 
through 12 classrooms to colleges and 
universities for distance learning 
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through fiber optics. Lots of new tech- 
nologies are being provided in our 
schools at great cost to our taxpayers. 

I have spent a lot of time traveling in 
my State. What I find is that no mat- 
ter how advanced a school district is in 
the installation of these technologies, 
we do not have nearly enough of the 
professional development, the giving to 
our teachers those skills that are es- 
sential so that they can utilize these 
education technologies. 

School districts vary as to how much 
technology they have, how much ac- 
cess to the Internet they have, how 
modern their computers are, how many 
computers they have for their stu- 
dents, and how well-connected they are 
to the higher institutions to which 
they connect. They vary in that regard 
a great deal. But all of the school dis- 
tricts tell me their teachers who are so 
experienced in teaching in the tradi- 
tional ways have not been given the 
skills to utilize these new technologies. 
So we are making these huge invest- 
ments in hardware and software and 
wiring without making anywhere close 
to full use of these investments. 

A study that was conducted by the 
Education Testing Service at Prince- 
ton, NJ, shows that on the national av- 
erage only 15 percent of our teachers at 
the time of the study had at least 9 
hours of training in education tech- 
nology in their lifetime. By the way, 
that training is mostly spent just 
teaching a teacher how to use a com- 
puter to, for instance, give their grades 
and keep track of attendance, to input. 
What we are talking about here is 
training teachers in the use of tech- 
nology so that they can use that 
wealth of information that is now 
available, those thousands of libraries 
around the world, those hundreds of 
field trips that they can bring into 
their classroom through this tech- 
nology. What our teachers need to do is 
have the opportunity to train them- 
selves to use these technologies for 
those new, wonderful opportunities to 
bring exciting material into their cur- 
riculum, to integrate into their cur- 
riculum the material that is now avail- 
able through these technologies. For 
instance, in my State, only 10 percent 
of the teachers had 9 hours of training 
in their lifetime in the use of education 
technology for any purpose. The na- 
tional average is 15 percent. That 
meant that 85 percent of our teachers 
did not even have 9 hours of training in 
their lifetime in the use of education 
technology. 

For the younger generation, it is 
easy to learn how to input, it is easy to 
learn how to access the Internet. For 
those of us who are older, it is not so 
easy. It takes training. My children 
teach me how to input, how to access 
the Internet. For them, it is like 
breathing. For me, it is work. It is con- 
centration. It is repetition. It is having 
a mentor. That mentor might be 5 
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years old. But for me it is more dif- 
ficult. For our experienced teachers, it 
takes training. In many cases it takes 
returning to school. This amendment 
provides the incentive to go back to 
school to learn how to use the edu- 
cation technologies which are now 
made available to our teachers. 

This amendment pays for this by re- 
stricting the use of the expanded IRA 
that is in this bill to postsecondary 
education. This is a highly controver- 
sial part of the bill, as we all know. 
Senator GLENN offered an amendment 
to strike this provision just as it re- 
lates to K through 12. My amendment 
goes the same distance as Senator 
GLENN in trying to strike this provi- 
sion for the reasons which he and so 
many others have spoken about on this 
floor. But it takes the funds that are 
freed up and invests them in this 50- 
percent lifetime learning credit for 
teachers who go back to learn how to 
utilize education technology. 

The provision in the bill relative to 
the use of these funds in the lower 
grades, K through 12, is flawed for 
many reasons, I believe constitu- 
tionally flawed, but it also has a funda- 
mental unfairness. 

It is significantly tilted towards 
those families with children in private 
schools. This is according to the Joint 
Committee on Taxation. These num- 
bers are not mine; these are the num- 
bers of the Joint Committee on Tax- 
ation. There are 35.4 million families 
filing tax returns who have children in 
public schools. Those families get less 
than half of the dollars which are uti- 
lized in this part of the pending bill; 48 
percent of the dollars go to 35 million 
taxpayers, the ones with children in 
public schools. More than half, 52 per- 
cent, of the dollars, according to the 
Joint Committee on Taxation, go to 2.9 
million taxpayers with children in pri- 
vate schools. 

Now, that is a significant inequity. 
Putting aside its constitutional ques- 
tion, that represents a significant tilt 
away from public schools. This amend- 
ment would strike that part of the ex- 
panded IRA. It leaves all the other pro- 
visions in the education bill before us 
that I have talked about. The exten- 
sion of the tax exclusion for employer- 
provided education assistance is not 
touched. The tax exclusion it provides 
for withdrawals from State tuition pro- 
grams is not touched by this amend- 
ment. The limited school construction 
language is not touched. The expansion 
of the education IRA for college and 
graduate cost is not touched. 

What is eliminated is the use of the 
expanded IRA for kindergarten through 
the 12th grade, and it uses that money 
instead to give incentives to teachers 
to learn how to use the technologies 
which are being provided at such great 
cost by our taxpayers to our schools. 
There is no point in spending a fortune 
on computers and distance learning 
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and software unless our teachers have 
the training to fully utilize those tech- 
nologies, and this amendment address- 
es that issue. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, most 
of the teachers in today’s public 
schools became educators before the 
era of personal computers really began 
and was established. To address the 
skills of the next generation of teach- 
ers, 32 states require a course in edu- 
cation technology as part of the teach- 
er preparation curriculum. 18 states 
have not yet incorporated such a re- 
quirement. 

New Mexico teachers must have just 
one education technology course before 
they are certified, and some univer- 
sities such as New Mexico State Uni- 
versity and Eastern are taking the lead 
in integrating technology into their 
education school programs. Yet, the 
majority of New Mexico’s current 
teachers received their training before 
the start of the computer era in the 
mid-1980’s and the new regulations do 
not address their training needs. 

Nationwide, although 98 percent of 
schools are equipped with computers to 
some degree, 90 percent of new teach- 
ers, even after a single course, do not 
feel prepared to use technology in the 
classroom. Clearly, more skill develop- 
ment needs to take place to increase 
the comfort teachers feel with tech- 
nology. 

Most of the roughly $6 million in New 
Mexico state and federal funding for 
education technology has been used to 
purchase and install equipment rather 
than to train teachers to use new tech- 
nology. Tremendous resources have 
been invested in hardware and install- 
ing the mechanism for access to the 
Internet. Sixty five percent of schools 
nationwide have at least some connec- 
tion to the Internet, yet only 13 per- 
cent of schools have Internet training 
for teachers, and only 20 percent of 
teachers say that they readily use the 
Internet to help with their instruction. 

With a teaching load of 80 students 
and an average salary of $29,600, most 
New Mexican teachers cannot afford to 
pay for their own training or take the 
summer off to learn how to use com- 
puters. 

Although we have seen significant 
progress over the last few years in Fed- 
eral support for technology and the use 
of technology in education, the one 
great deficiency is the preparation 
teachers need to use technology effec- 
tively. This legislation will help to cor- 
rect the problem by supporting edu- 
cators’ pursuit of training and exper- 
tise. 

I thank Senator LEVIN for sponsoring 
this legislation as an amendment to 
the Coverdell bill, and I’m proud to 
serve as a cosponsor on it. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, if I have 
time remaining, I would ask to reserve 
the remainder of that time. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 4 minutes 41 seconds remain- 
ing, and the time has been reserved. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise in 
opposition to this amendment. I rise in 
opposition because it takes away the 
ability of parents to use educational 
IRAs to pay for expenses relating to 
the schooling of their children between 
kindergarten and 12th grade. Allowing 
parents greater resources to meet the 
educational needs of their young people 
is a very important part of the Cover- 
dell legislation. Senator LEVIN pro- 
poses to take those resources away and 
give them to teachers by expanding the 
lifetime learning credit for those who 
participate in technology training. 

No one can argue that helping teach- 
ers become more proficient in tech- 
nology is not a good thing. It is vitally 
important. It will have a positive influ- 
ence on their ability to teach our chil- 
dren. However, to increase the lifetime 
learning credit for teachers at the ex- 
pense of expanding the IRAs for our 
children runs contrary to the needs and 
objectives of American families. 

Mothers and fathers need increased 
wherewithal to support their children’s 
educational goals. Mothers and fathers 
need stronger, more useful IRAs. They 
need the ability to use more of their 
own hard-earned money to take care of 
family priorities. The Senate recog- 
nized this last year when we gave par- 
ents with children in grades K-12 the 
ability to use educational IRAs. 

Our objective was to strengthen mom 
and dad’s ability to get the best edu- 
cation possible for their children. Our 
objective remains the same today. This 
is what the Coverdell legislation is all 
about, empowering families to make 
decisions that are in their best inter- 
ests, allowing them to use their own 
resources for their own benefit. 

Remember, Mr. President, the money 
in question here belongs to the tax- 
payers. They earned it. It is theirs. 
They will save it, and they should be 
able to choose how it will be spent. Let 
them use it where it serves them best— 
on their children. 

Senator LEVIN’s amendment is well 
intentioned. A lifetime learning credit 
is a provision that was included in the 
Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997. It allows 
everyone pursuing postsecondary edu- 
cation to take a tax credit each year 
equal to 20 percent of their qualified 
expenses. Those expenses are limited 
annually to $5,000 through the year 
2002, and starting in the year 2003 they 
will be annually limited to a total of 
$10,000. The lifetime learning credit is 
available to any taxpayer who meets 
the income requirements. Full-time 
students can take the credit, as can 
any professional who wants to continue 
his or her education. And this includes 
teachers, engineers, or research sci- 
entists. 

What Senator LEVIN proposes is to 
single out teachers and increase their 
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lifetime learning credit to 50 percent 
for technology training. Not only 
would this come at the expense of stu- 
dents and their families but it would be 
inequitable among the professions. Re- 
member, teachers can already receive a 
20 percent credit for any additional 
education in which they engage. The 
fact is, Senator LEVIN’s amendment 
goes too far too fast and it comes at 
the expense of the children. 

This amendment takes the means to 
use expanded IRAs to educate children, 
and it creates a more complex and dis- 
torted learning credit. Not only will 
meeting the criteria to qualify for the 
credit create a bureaucracy to deter- 
mine what conditions qualify, but it 
emphasizes one area of study over an- 
other. For example, why give a 50 per- 
cent credit for teachers to become 
more proficient in using and teaching 
technology but only give a 20 percent 
credit to those who take courses to be- 
come better reading instructors? Or we 
could ask the same question. What 
about the teacher who takes courses to 
enable them to better teach those who 
are disabled? All worthy goals. And the 
problem here is that we would single 
out one to benefit over the others, 
which only adds to the complexity of 
this matter. 

This is not what we want to do. Ask 
the parents of America. Ask our fami- 
lies. Ask our students how they would 
choose to use the financial resources in 
question. I believe the vast majority 
would make it clear that they want the 
opportunity to use their money to give 
them greater flexibility and power to 
meet the educational objectives of the 
family. 

Mr. President, I must oppose the 
Levin amendment. The educational 
IRA is the foundation of the Coverdell 
bill. This modification guts the bill at 
the expense of the children. For that 
reason I oppose this amendment and 
urge my colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain- 
der of my time. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, 
how much time remains on both sides? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 7 minutes 28 seconds, and the 
Senator from Michigan has 4 minutes 
41 seconds. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, will 
the Chair notify me at the expiration 
of 2 minutes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia is recognized for 2 
minutes. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
echo the remarks of the Senator from 
Delaware, the Finance Committee 
chairman. I rise in opposition to the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Michigan because its effect would 
make moot a core component of the 
legislation that came from the Finance 
Committee and to the Senate floor; 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


i.e., the education savings account. If 
the Levin amendment were to succeed, 
it would have the effect of telling 14 
million American families, “No 
thanks. We don’t want you to create 
these savings accounts and prepare for 
your children’s specific educational 
needs.” 


The number of children who would no 
longer have the opportunity to be bene- 
ficiaries of these savings accounts, 
guided to help them with their edu- 
cational needs, would be over 20 mil- 
lion—14 million families, 20 million 
children. Public schools, private 
schools, home schools all across our 
Nation would be deprived of, over a 5- 
year period, $5 billion of volunteered 
money and resources that would be 
coming to the aid of America’s chil- 
dren grades kindergarten through col- 
lege. You would severely hamper the 
ability of families to prepare for the 
higher costs of higher education. Over 
a 10-year period, the effect of the 
amendment would be to eliminate over 
$10 billion of savings that would have 
been accrued. 


Remember, these moneys are volun- 
teered moneys. They are moneys com- 
ing from the individual families them- 
selves and sponsors, and no school 
board, no school district had to raise a 
dime of taxes. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GREGG). The Senator’s 2 minutes is ex- 
hausted. 


Mr. COVERDELL. I ask for 1 more 
minute. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized. 


Mr. COVERDELL. No county school 
board had to raise taxes, no State had 
to raise income taxes, no Federal taxes 
were required to accomplish a $10 bil- 
lion resource coming to the aid of chil- 
dren throughout all of our country. So 
this, among the other reasons listed by 
the Finance chairman, would be the 
reason I oppose the amendment. 


I reserve the remainder of our time. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Michi- 
gan. 


Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, first, I 
ask unanimous consent that a number 
of letters from a number of groups sup- 
porting my amendment be printed in 
the RECORD at this time. Those groups 
are the National Association of State 
Boards of Education that support the 
amendment, the Association for Super- 
vision and Curriculum Development, 
the American Association of Univer- 
sity Professors and the American Asso- 
ciation of Colleges for Teacher Edu- 
cation, as well as the American Voca- 
tional Association. 


There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
STATE BOARDS OF EDUCATION, 
Alexandria, VA, April 17, 1998. 
Hon. CARL LEVIN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LEVIN: The National Asso- 
ciation of State Boards of Education 
(NASBE) appreciates your intent to offer an 
amendment to the Coverdell Education IRA 
bill which will be considered by the Senate 
early next week. 

The Coverdell bill, S. 1133/H.R. 2646, seeks 
to expand existing higher education savings 
accounts to include K-12 educational ex- 
penses, including private school tuition. 
These benefits will disproportionately accrue 
to wealthy families and even then will only 
amount to $37 in annual tax savings, accord- 
ing to the Joint Committee on Taxation. 

Unlike the Coverdell bill, which does noth- 
ing to improve public education, your 
amendment to increase the lifetime learning 
education tax credit for teachers enrolled in 
technology training will directly improve 
the quality of instruction for America’s stu- 
dents. As more advanced technologies are in- 
troduced into the classroom, teachers will 
need more training in both new methods of 
instruction and integrating this technology 
into the curriculum. The Levin amendment 
would help accomplish these goals. 

NASBE supports your efforts to replace 
the Coverdell provision with your proposal 
to promote teacher training. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID GRIFFITH, 
Director of Governmental Affairs. 


FAX MEMO 


From: Don Ernst, Director of Government 
Relations, Association for Supervision 
and Curriculum Development. 

Subject: Support for Senator Levin’s Amend- 
ment for improvement of teacher train- 
ing in the use of technology. 

Date: 20 April 1998. 

ASCD endorses Senator Levin’s proposal to 
provide tax credit support for K-12 teachers 
in the essential quest to improve the use of 
technology in classrooms and schools. Ulti- 
mately, such support for teachers will ben- 
efit students who must face the daily impli- 
cations of technology. 

Indeed, .essential to the success of teachers 
in the future will be their ability to assist 
students with accessing the Internet, using 
new technologies to expand curricular offer- 
ings and enrich pedagogy, providing students 
with the skills and knowledge to critique the 
use of technology, and improving student 
learning with the power of accessible, rel- 
evant, and timely knowledge that edu- 
cational technology has the potential to pro- 
vide. 

Good luck and we will send a formal letter 
in the next day or so! 

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION 
OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS, 
Washington, DC, April 20, 1998. 

Re increased lifelong learning credit for 

technology education for teachers. 


Senator CARL LEVIN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LEVIN: The American Asso- 
ciation of University Professors supports 
your proposal to increase the Lifelong 
Learning Credit to support teachers’ efforts 
to upgrade their knowledge and skills with 
regard to new technologies. 
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Teachers are being asked to incorporate 
into their teaching new ways of finding, sort- 
ing, evaluating, and understanding informa- 
tion using the new tools that electronic com- 
munication systems offer. In order to teach 
their students how learn in these media—in 
order to go beyond the merely technical 
skills involved in operating the machinery— 
teachers need some educational support. 

Using the newly created Lifelong Learning 
Credit as a vehicle is an appropriate and effi- 
cient way to assist teachers in meeting this 
shared need. We appreciate your initiative in 
coming forward with this proposal. 

Sincerely, 
RUTH FLOWERS, 
Director, AAUP Government Relations. 
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION 
OF COLLEGES FOR TEACHER EDUCATION, 
Washington, DC, April 20, 1998. 
Senator CARL LEVIN, 
Russell Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LEVIN: On behalf of the 
American Association of Colleges for Teach- 
er Education, please accept our endorsement 
of your legislation to provide a tax credit for 
teachers who take coursework to improve 
their use of technology in the classroom. 

We appreciate your leadership on this issue 
and your commitment to well prepared 
teachers. Please let me know if we may be of 
assistance to you. 

Sincerely, 
PENELOPE, M. EARLEY, 
Senior Director. 
AMERICAN VOCATIONAL ASSOCIATION, 
Alerandria, VA, April 20, 1998. 
Hon. CARL LEVIN, 
Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LEVIN: On behalf of the 
American Vocational Association (AVA), I 
am writing to commend you on your efforts 
to emphasize technology in teacher training. 
Your amendment to expand the Lifelong 
Learning Credit for teachers enrolled in 
technology programs is an important step in 
raising awareness of the need for teachers to 
better understand and more effectively use 
technology in the classroom. 

AVA represents 38,000 secondary and post- 
secondary teachers, career guidance coun- 
selors, administrators, teacher educators and 
business leaders from across the country who 
are dedicated to improving vocational-tech- 
nical education for our nation’s students. 
Vocational-technical education prepares stu- 
dents with the critical combination of aca- 
demic and technical skills that is needed to 
succeed in a technologically advanced work- 
place. Teachers must have high-level tech- 
nology skills to prepare students effectively 
for the careers of the future. In addition, ex- 
panding the use of technology as a teaching 
tool will make teaching more effective and 
will give students a first-hand view of how 
technology applies to learning and work. 

With these things in mind, AVA is advo- 
cating for a stronger focus on technology 
issues in the reauthorization of the Higher 
Education Act and the reauthorization of the 
Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied 
Technology Education Act. .Federal leader- 
ship on this issue is necessary to promote in- 
novation and improvement in teacher prepa- 
ration. Your amendment helps to highlight 
this priority. 

In addition to seeking federal leadership, 
AVA is working hand-in-hand with the busi- 
ness community to create new opportunities 
for teachers and students to improve their 
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knowledge of technology. Our new partner- 
ship with Pulsar Data Systems and the 
Xerox Corporation will provide scholarships 
to teachers to learn how to use technology 
and to students who want to pursue edu- 
cation programs that will enable them to 
enter into information technology careers. 
We are excited about this project and will 
continue to seek additional ways to expand 
the technology focus in education. 

Thank you for your leadership in seeking 
to improve teachers’ knowledge of tech- 
nology. We also greatly appreciate the work 
of Dan Guglielmo and Jackie Parker of your 
staff who have been most helpful to us in 
working on this important issue. Please feel 
free to contact Nancy O’Brien, AVA’s assist- 
ant executive director for government rela- 
tions, or me whenever we may be of assist- 
ance to you. 

Sincerely, 
BRET LOVEJOY, 
Executive Director. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, first on 
the question of why technology. In my 
earlier remarks I indicated why there 
was such a need for training in tech- 
nology for our teachers. We make a 
number of special provisions in our law 
for technology. It’s not unique. We 
make special provisions for lots of pur- 
poses, including language training. 
Why language training? Because there 
is a need that we have for language 
training. Why technology? Because ob- 
viously the incomes of our students are 
going to depend on how well they can 
use technologies and how well we uti- 
lize technologies in their training. For 
instance, we currently have a Tech- 
nology Literacy Challenge Fund. That 
is part of our law; $425 million, I be- 
lieve, in this year’s fiscal budget. It is 
addressed towards technology because 
of the importance of technology. So 
there is nothing unusual about having 
special provisions for different parts of 
education and for training, and this 
amendment is focused on one of the 
very critical needs that we now have. 

Let me briefly quote the acting di- 
rector of technology from the Michigan 
Education Department. His name is 
Jamie Fitzpatrick. I have worked with 
him closely over the past 6 months as 
I have traveled over the State visiting 
with schools and school districts in 
this technology area. This is what Mr. 
Fitzpatrick says, as quoted in a press 
dispatch: 

For every dollar we spend on computer 
hardware and software in kindergarten 
through 12th grades, I think we would be 
lucky if we saw 5 cents on the dollar spent on 
training and support. If we continue with 
those kinds of ratios, we will never realize 
the gain in student achievement that we 
think technology has the potential to elicit. 
We obviously need to put money into train- 
ing. 

That is what this amendment is 
aimed at, giving an incentive to teach- 
ers, experienced teachers in their 
courses, to go back to get skills nec- 
essary to utilize these new tech- 
nologies in their curricula. Otherwise 
we are not utilizing fully the potential 
of these technologies that come at such 
great cost to our parents. 
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I would wager on the answer, if we 
ask the American people whether or 
not they think it is right for 35.4 mil- 
lion families with students in public 
schools to get less of a benefit from the 
current provision in this bill that we 
would draft—less of a dollar benefit 
than the 2.9 million families with stu- 
dents in private schools who get the 
lion’s share of that IRA money for 
grades K-12. That’s not my numbers. 
That’s the Joint Committee on Tax- 
ation’s numbers. I wish we had a way of 
taking a survey of families in America, 
to ask whether or not they think this 
provision in the pending bill fairly 
treats the families of America. I don't 
think it does, and I think those fami- 
lies want us to have our teachers fully 
trained to utilize these new tech- 
nologies. I think that is why the sup- 
port for this amendment comes from 
the grassroots, as I know it does from 
my travels around my own State. 

Mr. President if I have any time re- 
maining, I reserve the remainder of 
that time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 41 seconds. Who yields time? 
The Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield my- 
self 2 minutes. First of all, I want to 
point out again that we have no quar- 
rel with respect to the importance of 
technology and technical training. We 
think that it is of key interest. But at 
the same time we think its critically 
important to recognize that other 
types of training for teachers are 
equally important. For example, tak- 
ing programs to better learn how to 
teach the disabled is certainly a top 
goal and desire, or to teach math or 
English to our children. All of these 
are worthy goals, and our concern is 
that by singling out technology we 
would be hurting others who have in- 
terests of similar importance. 

I am also concerned about the com- 
plexity this proposal writes into the 
Tax Code. One of the constant com- 
plaints—and I think a justified com- 
plaint—is that we are always making 
the Federal code more difficult, more 
complex to administer. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. The Sen- 
ator’s 2 minutes have expired. The Sen- 
ator has 3 minutes remaining. 

Mr. ROTH. I yield myself 1 more 
minute. 

So, I say that one of the problems 
with this proposal is that it adds an ad- 
ditional complexity that is going to be 
harder to administer and require the 
creation of a new bureaucracy. Let’s 
keep and treat all people in this situa- 
tion the same. 

The other point I want to make is 
that the benefits of the Coverdell 
amendment do not go to the wealthy. I 
point out that 70 percent of the bene- 
fits of the Coverdell education IRA go 
to families making $75,000 or less. I 
point out that a blue-collar worker can 
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easily be making $40,000 with overtime; 
his spouse or her spouse working as a 
teacher, or otherwise, can be within 
this range. I defy anyone to go out and 
ask any of these people whether they 
consider themselves to be wealthy. The 
answer will be no. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re- 
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator yield back the remainder of 
his time? 

Mr. ROTH. No; I reserve the remain- 
der of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 1 minute 51 seconds remain- 
ing. 

Who yields time? 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, very brief- 
ly, the argument that alleges or sug- 
gests that someone making $75,000 is 
wealthy, we did not address that issue 
at all. What this chart shows, though, 
is that the 2.9 million families with 
children in private schools get more of 
the benefit than the 35.4 million fami- 
lies with children in public schools. 
That is the disproportion and inequity 
that I point out in this amendment. 

We have almost 36 million families 
getting back less of a total benefit, 48 
percent, than 2.9 million families with 
children in private schools. That is the 
argument. 

I do not have any time to yield back, 
but I thank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. Who yields 
time? 

Mr. COVERDELL 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. How much time is 
remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 
minute 50 seconds. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
would like to address the chart. The 
chart, with all due respect to my good 
colleague, is very misleading. Seventy- 
five percent of the families who open 
savings accounts will be supporting 
children in public schools, and 30 per- 
cent will be supporting children in pri- 
vate schools. Clearly, those families, or 
what comes out of the accounts, the $5 
billion saved, is directly proportional 
to what the families are willing to put 
into the account. 

The families who have children in 
private schools understand they have a 
higher hurdle. They are paying public 
school taxes, and they have to pay the 
private school costs over and above 
that. What this reflects is they are 
going to put more money in their ac- 
counts because they have more costs to 
cover. Nevertheless, $2.5 billion of the 
$5 billion will go in support of children 
in public schools, and about $2.5 billion 
will go in support of children in private 
schools. 


addressed the 
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The chart is nothing more than a 
function of which families are saving 
what. The entire cost, to cause all 
these billions of dollars to be saved, is 
$500 million over the next 5 years. So 
the entire bill, in support of private 
education, is about 7.5 percent of all 
this investment to children in private 
schools and the balance to children in 
public schools. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. All time has 
expired. 

Mr. ASHCROFT addressed the Chair. 

Mr. LEVIN. May I make a unanimous 
consent request? 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I yield—well, 
serving the right—— 

Mr. LEVIN. I ask the Senator from 
Missouri if he will yield for a unani- 
mous consent request to have printed a 
document from the Joint Committee 
on Taxation that supports this chart. 

There being no objection,the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. CONGRESS, 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON TAXATION, 
Washington, DC, March 2, 1998. 
To: Maury Passman and Nick Giordano 
From: Lindy L. Paull 
Subject: Revenue Requests 

The attached tables are in response to your 
request dated January 28, 1998, for revenue 
estimates of H.R. 2646 as passed by House of 
Representatives and as modified by Senator 
Lott’s second degree amendment as well as 
the corresponding number of taxpayers esti- 
mated to benefit from H.R. 2646. 

Additionally, you requested information 
regarding the utilization of educational sav- 
ings accounts for public versus private edu- 
cation. We estimate that approximately 38.3 
million returns would have dependents in 
schools at the primary or secondary level in 
1999. We estimate that, of those eligible to 
contribute, approximately 2.9 million re- 
turns would have children in private schools, 
and that approximately 2.4 million of these 
returns would utilize education IRAs. 

We estimate that the proposed expansion 
of education IRAs to include withdrawals to 
cover primary and secondary education ex- 
penses would extend approximately 52 per- 
cent of the tax benefit to taxpayers with 
children in private schools. We estimate that 
the average per return tax benefit for tax- 
payers with children attending private 
schools would be approximately $37 in tax 
year 2002. 

Conversely, we estimate that of the 38.3 
million returns eligible, approximately 35.4 
million returns would have dependents in 
public schools, and that approximately 10.8 
million of these returns would utilize edu- 
cation IRAs. 

We estimate that the proposed expansion 
of education IRAs would extend approxi- 
mately 40 percent of the tax benefit to tax- 
payers with children in public schools, with 
an average per return tax benefit of approxi- 
mately $7 in tax year 2002. 


Mr. ASHCROFT. I have no objection. 

Mr. LEVIN. I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the RECORD a letter 
from the Joint Committee on Taxation 
that explains this chart. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri is recognized. 


re- 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2300 TO AMENDMENT NO, 2299 

(Purpose: To prohibit spending Federal edu- 
cation funds on national testing without 
explicit and specific legislation) 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I 
offer a second-degree amendment to 
the pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. ASHCROFT] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2300 to 
amendment No. 2299. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print- 
ed in today’s RECORD under Amend- 
ments Submitted.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized for 15 minutes in 
support of his amendment. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Missouri thanks the 
Chair. 

The first thing the second-degree 
amendment which I have offered will 
do is restore the Coverdell IRA lan- 
guage which has been stricken from 
the measure by the first-degree amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from 
Michigan. 

I think that debate has been pretty 
clearly conducted. I believe it is clear 
that the Coverdell amendment is a vir- 
tuous amendment. The suggestion that 
individuals in public schools don’t get 
as much benefit in terms of the tax 
break here, it seems to me, overlooks 
one thing: That virtually the entirety, 
of the public school cost is already tax 
underwritten and funded by the Gov- 
ernment. Those who are in private 
schools are not only paying that rate, 
but as taxpayers they are also seeking 
to provide education for their children 
on a secondary and alternative track. 
To suggest that we should ignore the 
fact that the totality of the edu- 
cational experience, virtually the to- 
tality of it, has already been paid for 
governmentally in the public school 
system is, I think, failing to take into 
account a very important point. 

In addition to restoring the Coverdell 
language, which would provide a basis 
for an IRA for individuals who would 
save for their children’s education, my 
second-degree amendment adds a per- 
manent ban on Federal funding for na- 
tional testing of students in our 
schools unless there is explicit congres- 
sional authority for such funding. 

Any movement toward the national 
control of education, I believe, savages 
educational principles that we as 
Americans hold dear. Parental author- 
ity and control, local control of 
schools, school board control, commu- 
nity control, teachers who are free to 
teach core subject matters, and school 
boards that are responsive to their 
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communities, not held captive by dis- 
tant bureaucrats, are a fundamental 
commitment of this Nation. 

When President Clinton proposed na- 
tional testing for our children, it was 
an example of a Federal power grab. 
The President wants to move power 
out of the hands of parents and out of 
the hands of school boards and away 
from communities and begin, through 
national testing, to direct the way the 
schools are operated all across the Na- 
tion. It doesn’t take an educational ex- 
pert to know that when you dictate the 
test, you describe the curriculum. 

I visited lots of schools during my 
time as Governor, and I have since I 
have become a Senator. I asked a group 
of 5th graders not long ago when I was 
in their school, If I were to tell you 
that I was going to test you on the first 
50 words in the dictionary this after- 
noon, what would you study this morn- 
ing?” It didn’t take any of them any 
trouble to know that they would study 
the first 50 words in the dictionary. 
The test dictates the curriculum. 

Last fall, 36 other Senators joined 
with me to threaten a filibuster of the 
Labor-HHS and Education appropria- 
tions bill unless there was a ban during 
the fiscal year on Federal funding for 
the President’s national testing pro- 
posal. We won an important victory 
when Congress and the administration 
agreed to provisions banning deploy- 
ment of any tests or field testing ac- 
tivities during the year in which we are 
now operating. However, that 1-year 
ban is not enough. Congress must per- 
manently ban Federal funding for na- 
tional testing in order to protect pa- 
rental involvement and local control of 
education. 

Why do I oppose national testing, 
this description of what has to be 
taught by what you are going to test? 
First of all, I think we should hold our 
children to the challenging academic 
standards that will lead them to great- 
ness. However, any such standards 
should be set at State and local levels 
where parents, teachers and school 
boards are fundamental participants in 
making the critical decisions that will 
relate to the children’s educational ex- 
perience. 

Federalized tests mandated from 
Washington will hurt education in the 
Nation. First, because the No. 1 indi- 
cator of student achievement is paren- 
tal involvement. Whenever we say to 
parents, We're going to decide what is 
tested, therefore we will decide what is 
taught, you're not going to be relevant 
anymore,” we dislocate parents from 
the process. 

All the data indicate that the most 
important factor in student achieve- 
ment is parental involvement. Study 
after study has proven this. I refer you 
to a 1980 study reported in Psychology 
in the Schools. It showed that family 
involvement improved Chicago elemen- 
tary school children’s performance in 
reading comprehension. 
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Here is the conclusion: 1 year after 
initiating a Chicago citywide program 
aimed at helping parents create aca- 
demic support conditions, students in 
grades 1 through 6, intensively exposed 
to the program, improved a half to six- 
tenths of a grade equivalent more in 
their Iowa test of basic skills over stu- 
dents less intensively involved in the 
program. 

Parental involvement boosts student 
achievement. We should not have a na- 
tional program which disengages par- 
ents. We should not say to parents, 
“parents need not apply.” We should 
not be telling parents that we do not 
care what you think and that we in 
Washington know better what ought to 
be done. 

Let me just indicate that there are a 
number of other similar studies. I ask 
unanimous consent to have material 
about them printed in the RECORD, in- 
cluding the California and Maryland el- 
ementary schools studies. 

California and Maryland elementary 
schools achieved strong gains in student per- 
formance after implementing “partnership” 
programs, which emphasize parent involve- 
ment. 

A 1993 study describes how two elementary 
schools implemented a “partnership” pro- 
gram which emphasized two-way commu- 
nication and mutual support between par- 
ents and teachers, enhanced learning at both 
home and school, and joint decision making 
between parents and teachers. 

Students at Columbia Park School in 
Prince George's County, Maryland. who 
once lagged far behind national averages, 
now perform above the 90th percentile in 
math, and above the 50th percentile in read- 
ing,” after implementing the partnership 
program, 

“In its fourth year of the [partnership] pro- 
gram, the Daniel Webster School in Redwood 
City, California, shows significant gains in 
student achievement compared to other 
schools in the district. Webster students 
have increased their average California Test 
of Basic Skills math scores by 19 percentile 
points, with all grades performing above 
grade level. In language, most classes im- 
proved at least 10 percentile points.” 

Source: Developing Home-School Partner- 
ships: Form Concepts to Practice, Susan 
McAllister Swap. New York: Teachers Col- 
lege Press, Columbia University, 1993. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. These studies show 
the amazing impact that parental in- 
volvement has on children's edu- 
cational performance. 

I think there is a clear understanding 
that when parents are actively in- 
volved and engaged, students prosper. 
Why should we have a situation in 
which Washington begins to dictate 
what happens in our schools? 

Former Governor George Allen of 
Virginia, a State that developed widely 
acclaimed standards of learning, indi- 
cates that the most impressive gains 
happen when we emphasize the grass- 
roots. Governor Allen states: 

If there is one important lesson we have 
learned during our efforts to set clear, rig- 
orous and measurable academic expectations 
for children in Virginia’s public school sys- 
tem, it is that effective education reform oc- 
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curs at the grassroots, local and State levels, 
not at the Federal Government level. 

This confirms the experience I had as 
Governor and, of course, as an indi- 
vidual who had an intimate responsi- 
bility for being helpful to local school 
districts. I learned firsthand that local 
control is needed to create educational 
programs that respond to the needs of 
local communities. A local community 
should be able to decide whether it is 
going to teach with phonics or whether 
it is going to use some other measure. 

A local community should be able to 
decide that it wants to teach the new 
math or the whole math or any method 
it wants to use to teach basic, funda- 
mental mathematics and arithmetic 
skills that focus on computation. 

When our military, for example, re- 
sponded to the Federal Government’s 
demand that they initiate the new 
math—or what some people called 
“MTV” math or “fuzzy” math, as one 
Member of this Chamber on the other 
side of the aisle referred to it—we saw 
precipitous declines in student per- 
formance. 

I believe when you start saying from 
the national level that you are going to 
provide tests that will dictate what is 
taught, and frequently how it is 
taught, there is a real threat to the 
ability of local schools, parents, com- 
munity leaders and the culture to 
shape the educational experience that 
is so fundamental and important. 

Perhaps that is why the Missouri 
State Teachers Association, which is 
comprised of 40,000 members—by far 
the largest teacher association in my 
State—warned: The mere presence of 
a Federal test would create a de facto 
Federal curriculum as teachers and 
schools adjust their curriculum to en- 
sure that their students perform well 
on the tests.“ The mere presence of a 
Federal test begins to direct every- 
thing toward the Federal Government 
instead of toward what parents, teach- 
ers and community leaders want. 

In fact, when Jimmy Carter was 
President of the United States and was 
considering a national test proposed in 
this Chamber, Joseph Califano, 
Carter’s Secretary of Health, Edu- 
cation and Welfare, warned, “Any set 
of test questions that the Federal Gov- 
ernment prescribes should surely be 
suspect as a first step toward a na- 
tional curriculum.“ He went on to say, 
“In its most extreme form, national 
control of curriculum is a form of na- 
tional control of ideas.” 

I think it is time for us to make per- 
manent the funding ban on national 
testing by the U.S. Government. There 
are plenty of other instruments that 
help us understand how our students 
are doing. It is important that we say 
that this Congress is on record as pro- 
hibiting the utilization of tax resources 
to undermine schools in determining 
what should be taught and how it is to 
be taught at the local level. We do this 
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because, at bottom, students learn best 
when parents, local officials, school of- 
ficials, and community leaders make 
decisions about the schools and partici- 
pate in them so that student achieve- 
ment is the No. 1 objective and goal. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain- 
der of my time. 

Mr. COVERDELL addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Will the Senator 
from Missouri yield for 1 minute? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 5 minutes. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I will be pleased to 
yield. 

Mr. COVERDELL. If we are in a na- 
tional debate about the condition of el- 
ementary and secondary education, 
would one be nervous, given the forces 
that want to protect the status quo, 
that testing could be designed to pro- 
tect the condition we are in? 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Certainly. And 
dumbing down the test would be an 
easy way to make it look like we were 
making great progress. 

I will just state that a few years ago, 
when there was an effort to set na- 
tional history standards, we watched 
the politically correct movement over- 
take school officials as they demanded 
that we delete people like Robert E. 
Lee, Thomas Edison and other notables 
from the history standards and, in- 
stead, insert people like Madonna. I 
think the last thing we need is 
dumbed-down national standards. We 
need real academics, not politically 
correct education. The threat of politi- 
cally correct curriculum and politi- 
cally correct tests is something Amer- 
ica should not endure. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 minutes, and then I will yield 
the remainder of time to the Senator 
from Massachusetts to control. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, first, on 
the amendment that I offered before, I 
just want to read very briefly from the 
memorandum from the Joint Com- 
mittee on Taxation which supports the 
chart I have used. This memorandum, 
which is now part of the RECORD, says 
that they estimate that 2.4 million of 
the returns [who have children in pri- 
vate school] would utilize education 
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IRAs” and that those returns would 
utilize 52 percent of the tax ben- 
efit: . 


On the other hand, this letter says 
that the ‘35.4 million returns [with] 
dependents in public schools” would 
utilize 48 percent of the tax benefit. 

That is a direct quote from the Joint 
Committee on Taxation. 
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Relative to the amendment of the 
Senator from Missouri, I will just 
speak briefly because I will turn the re- 
mainder of the time over to the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts on this issue. 
But I will say this. I do not disagree 
with his point that local school dis- 
tricts, communities, and parents 
should control the curriculum. I hap- 
pen to be a strong believer in local con- 
trol. 

Whether or not a school district 
wants to use new math or old math is 
something they ought to be able to de- 
cide. But one of the things they also 
should be able to decide is whether or 
not they want to utilize a national test 
which will give them some idea as to 
where their students stand relative to 
other students. 

If they do not like that idea, they 
should not have to give that test. That 
should be a local option. It is a local 
option under the President’s proposal. 
It is not a mandatory test. It is vol- 
untary as he proposes it. School dis- 
tricts can use it or not use it. The ques- 
tion is whether or not, then, we should 
deny a school district the option, 
whether we should deny a local com- 
munity an option to use a tool if they 
see fit to use it. That is the issue. 

That tool may not be a useful tool. 
The Senator from Missouri may be cor- 
rect. A school district may decide they 
do not want any part of it for the rea- 
sons that he gives. That should be the 
right and is the right of the local 
school district under the President’s 
proposal. 

But it should also be an obligation 
available to a local school district if 
they think there is a benefit from uti- 
lizing a national test. Why deny a com- 
munity? Why deny a local government, 
a local school district, a tool which 
they believe is useful? 

That is the issue. That is what would 
be denied under this second-degree 
amendment. I don’t think we ought to 
deny that opportunity here for local 
school districts to make that choice. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent I be allowed to yield the remain- 
der of my time to be under the control 
of the Senator from Massachusetts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Massachusetts has 
11 minutes 48 seconds. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself 8 min- 
utes. 

Mr. President, I strongly oppose the 
Ashcroft amendment to prohibit the 
administration from developing vol- 
untary tests for academic achieve- 
ment. Schools need clear-cut standards 
of achievement. Realistic tests to 
measure achievement are an essential 
part of good education. The same vol- 
untary tests that received broad sup- 
port in the Senate last year, the test- 
ing compromise, had a vote of 87-13. 

Voluntary national tests based on 
widely recognized national standards 
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makes sense. They give parents and 
communities and schools an effective 
way to improve education and to chart 
the progress they are making. The vol- 
untary national tests will be designed 
to assess fourth grade reading and 
eighth grade math. They are basic sub- 
jects and basic stages in each students’ 
academic development. The assess- 
ments are timely and worthwhile. 

Every student, parent, and school 
will benefit from them. The Ashcroft 
amendment will keep them in the 
dark. Parents want to know how well 
their children are doing and how well 
their schools are doing compared to 
other students in other schools across 
the Nation. Today, too many schools in 
communities across the country are at- 
tempting to educate their students 
without the kind of assistance and 
guidance that ought to be available. 
They have no way to compare the per- 
formance of their students with stu- 
dents in other schools and other com- 
munities in other parts of the country. 

We know by every current indicator 
the performance of American elemen- 
tary and secondary school students 
falls far short of the performance of 
students in many other nations. We 
have to do better. Knowing where 
schools and students now stand is an 
essential part of helping them do bet- 
ter. 

As the Senator from Michigan, Sen- 
ator LEVIN, pointed out, the tests will 
be entirely voluntary. I repeat, en- 
tirely voluntary. States and local dis- 
tricts will have the opportunity to par- 
ticipate if they choose to. Nothing is 
mandated by the Federal Government. 
Nothing is mandated by the Federal 
Government. There is no Federal con- 
trol of local education. What is being 
made available on a voluntary basis is 
a long overdue opportunity for schools 
across the country to have realistic 
guideposts to measure the academic 
progress of their students. The tests 
will be based on national and inter- 
national standards that will show 
whether students are meeting widely 
accepted criteria for achievement in 
reading and math. 

No current test is available to pro- 
vide this essential information to stu- 
dents and parents and teachers and 
school administrators. Families have 
no way to measure the performance of 
students in their community on a com- 
parative basis with students in other 
schools and other communities and 
other States. 

Mr. President, 87 of us agreed last 
year that the National Assessment 
Governing Board, which is a bipartisan 
group, is well equipped to oversee the 
tests. It is a time-honored bipartisan 
group of skilled educators, made up of 
different representatives of the edu- 
cational community. Voluntary na- 
tional tests do not undermine local ef- 
forts on school reform. They enhance 
them. We need to do what we can to 
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support local efforts to improve teach- 
ing and learning, especially in such 
vital areas as reading and math. Vol- 
untary tests are an important way to 
support local school reform. I urge my 
colleagues to oppose the Ashcroft 
amendment. 

Finally, I think this is an empower- 
ment issue for parents. Basically, we 
are permitting on a voluntary basis, 
the States and then again the local 
communities, to make a decision about 
whether they are going to have these 
tests in the various communities and 
then to permit, obviously, the parents 
to know how their children are doing. 
By knowing how they are doing, then 
the parents can make judgments and 
decisions about what additional steps 
ought to be taken to try to improve 
the academic achievement and accom- 
plishment of their children. 

These kinds of tests are in the inter- 
ests of the parent, so they know how 
their children are doing in schools, it is 
in the interests of the school board 
member to know whether they are 
making the correct judgments in terms 
of allocating resources and priorities, 
and it is in the interests of the commu- 
nity so they will know how they are 
doing in comparison with other com- 
munities. 

All of these issues were debated at 
very significant length in the last Con- 
gress, and steps were taken to make 
sure that the bipartisan or virtually 
the nonpartisan education group was 
going to be developing these tests. 
They are in the process of doing so at 
the present time. They are not going to 
go into implementation until the year 
2002. We are in 1998 at the present time 
and they are going into effect in 2002. 
So we are approaching this issue very 
modestly. They are going to be tested 
before they will be accepted. We will 
have ample opportunity to review the 
results of both the tests, the testing re- 
sults as they give application to the 
tests, long before they go into effect. 

The question is whether we will take 
this step by step and make judgments 
that will ultimately enhance the power 
of parents in knowing how their chil- 
dren are doing. If the Ashcroft amend- 
ment goes into effect, we are termi- 
nating that and denying a very impor- 
tant ingredient to parents and local 
communities. Parents in local schools 
want to know how their children are 
doing. Too often they have been kept 
in the dark. If there is a local decision, 
a local judgment, a State judgment, to 
put these into effect, they ought to 
have that opportunity to do so. Under 
the Ashcroft amendment, they will be 
denied that opportunity to do so. 

I think this is a very modest program 
that is being put into the process at 
the present time and we should not un- 
dermine it this early in the process. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. COVERDELL. How much time 
remains on both sides? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri has 3 minutes 50 
seconds remaining and the Senator 
from Massachusetts has 5 minutes 6 
seconds remaining. If neither side 
yields, time will run equally. 

Mr. COATS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
COVERDELL). The Chair recognizes the 
Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. COATS. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. President, earlier in debate on 
this, I attempted to offer a compromise 
amendment partly because I believed, 
and still do, that the assessment of 
achieving reading and math standards 
is important information for parents, 
school boards, and others involved in 
education to make appropriate deci- 
sions about how changes should be ac- 
complished so that we can achieve bet- 
ter results. 

There was a lot of complication with 
that because of the concern about the 
influence of the Department of Edu- 
cation over the design of the tests, the 
fact that some of this information as- 
sessment might not be accurately as- 
sessed. 

What I was attempting to accomplish 
was to give parents more knowledge so 
they could put more pressure on their 
local public schools to do a better job, 
to accept reforms. In many instances I 
was concerned because State depart- 
ments of education are deceiving par- 
ents in an effort, from a political 
standpoint, to convince their constitu- 
ents that their schools are doing just 
fine, that their students are doing as 
well as anyone. They are not admin- 
istering tests, I think, or interpreting 
those tests in the way that gives par- 
ents adequate reflection of that. 

If we could structure this in a way to 
get an independent, outside the Depart- 
ment of Education test, voluntary on a 
State basis, it could be helpful. Well, 
we weren’t able to do that. I think it is 
now entirely appropriate that the Sen- 
ator’s amendment, which essentially 
says set this aside until we authorize 
it, debate this thing, work it through, 
is the way to go. So I am going to sup- 
port his amendment. I thank the Sen- 
ator for the time. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I thank the Senator 
from Indiana. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 5 minutes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself 3 min- 
utes. Before the Senator from Indiana 
leaves the floor, I was very persuaded 
by the logic and eloquence of the Sen- 
ator on the reasons he supported the 
compromise last time. I was under the 
impression that we still had NAGB 
doing that test at the present time. 
The independent board has already 
taken, as I understand it, several steps 
to address the key concerns that were 
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raised during the debate and discus- 
sion. I understand they are doing the 
test at the present time. Is the Sen- 
ator’s information different? 

Mr. COATS. No. The Senator is cor- 
rect. There seems, however, to be some 
considerable degree of confusion in the 
Congress about how that test is going 
to be structured and what the process 
is and an expression on the part of 
many Members that Congress ought to 
be involved in the process. So let’s just 
temporarily put that on hold so that 
the Congress can engage in terms of a 
better understanding and defining how 
that ought to be put together. I have 
agreed that perhaps that is the best 
way to go, because unless we really 
have some better understanding and 
assessment of that, I am not exactly 
sure we are going to accomplish what 
we want. I think the basic principle 
that I tried to propose earlier, which 
the Senator supports, I still retain 
that. I am going to work toward that 
end. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator. 
I wonder why we are going through 
this, because I am strongly committed 
to achieving the compromise that was 
worked out with the leadership. The 
Senator from Indiana and, I believe, 
Senator GREGG were interested in this. 
We had a great deal of debate and dis- 
cussion. I thought that giving the as- 
surances in terms of the integrity of 
the test should be the tough kind of 
criteria that the Senator from Indiana 
established in terms of the makeup of 
these tests. I understood this was in 
the process now. That is why I think it 
is premature to wipe all of that out. I 
hope that if there are differences, we 
can try to work those out in a way that 
is consistent with that agreement rath- 
er than just halting the whole process 
now. As the Senator knows well, we are 
not going to have this go into effect 
until 2002. We have a long way to go. 
Rather than stop it and start it, it 
might be wise if we can sort of measure 
it at the present time rather than end 
it. 

Mr. COATS. In response to the Sen- 
ator, I would not describe it as a stop; 
it is just a temporary pause while we 
better discuss the matter with our col- 
leagues to make sure they understand 
exactly what we are trying to do. Ap- 
parently, I have been unsuccessful with 
that to this point. I am hoping to do 
better. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts that his 3 minutes have ex- 
pired. The Senator from Massachusetts 
has 1 minute 57 seconds. The Senator 
from Missouri has 1 minute 42 seconds. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, as we 
heard from the Senator from Indiana, 
the reasons for these kinds of reviews 
are basically that there is nothing 
wrong with setting high standards for 
the achievement for the Nation’s chil- 
dren and giving parents the oppor- 
tunity to know how their children are 


April 22, 1998 


doing. I think that is the basic policy 
issue. 

The Senator from Indiana and the 
Senator from New Hampshire insisted 
that this is being done in a non- 
partisan, bipartisan way, and I agree 
completely. I believe that is the way it 
is being done. It should be a national 
priority to do all we can to help the 
children meet these high standards. 

Under the existing proposal, that 
would be done voluntarily. The States 
would make a judgment, local commu- 
nities would make a judgment. I think 
we ought to retain the current system 
and try to adjust it if it needs to be ad- 
justed rather than to effectively stop it 
in its tracks. Therefore, I oppose the 
Ashcroft amendment. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. How much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Coats). The Senator has 1 minute 46 
seconds remaining. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I find it novel that 
individuals would allege that there are 
no tests to tell us how we are doing 
now, but then they can tell us how far 
behind we are. The truth of the matter 
is, there are lots of privately gen- 
erated, academically appropriate tests. 
There are no politically proper tests 
that come from Government. The Iowa 
Test of Basic Skills and the. Stanford 
Inventories are there. That is the rea- 
son we know where we are and parents 
can find that out. 

The leadership is clear on this. I have 
talked to Senator LOTT and his staff. 
He is going to be strong for this. Rep- 
resentative GOODLING has led an over- 
whelming vote of 242-174 in this direc- 
tion in the House of Representatives. 
Senator COVERDELL, who is leading this 
matter on this bill is a part of this ef- 
fort. It is an important effort. There 
are lots of national tests. It is said that 
this would be a voluntary test. Here is 
what President Clinton said about the 
voluntary nature of the test: “I want 
to create a climate in which no one can 
say no.” 

So much for Federal voluntary pro- 
grams. “. . . a climate in which no one 
can say no.” 

Incidentally, that was made in re- 
marks to a joint session of the Michi- 
gan Legislature in Lansing, MI, on 
March 10, 1997. We don’t need politi- 
cally imposed, politically correct 
things in education. We need academi- 
cally appropriate, strong things that 
local communities trust and can man- 
date and enforce. We don’t need direc- 
tion from Washington, DC. I think we 
have a clear opportunity here to rein- 
force local control of schools, parental 
involvement in the education of their 
students. I am delighted that the occu- 
pant of the Chair has said we should 
take additional time here to make sure 
we don’t do something that is inappro- 
priate. 

I urge this body to vote in favor of 
this second-degree amendment. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
yielded to the proponents of the 
amendment has expired. The Senator 
from Massachusetts has 54 seconds re- 
maining. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, there 
is no question that there are tests that 
are out there, but quite clearly the 
hearings demonstrated they would not 
provide the kind of information to the 
parents across this country that this 
kind of initiative would provide. It 
seems to me that we want to challenge 
the young people of this country, set- 
ting the high standards for the Na- 
tion’s children and giving the parents 
the opportunity and responsibility to 
know how their children are doing and 
then taking action at the local level on 
how they are going to deal with it. 
That was the principle that was accept- 
ed by the Senate and the strong bipar- 
tisan vote last year. Let’s continue 
with that and give that a try before ef- 
fectively stopping it in its tracks. 

I yield the remainder of the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, just 
an update here. It appears that on our 
side we have one amendment that has 
been set aside for some resolution. On 
the other side, it appears that there are 
four amendments that are yet to be 
considered. We, of course, would en- 
courage any Senator that has amend- 
ments to come forward. The aircraft 
that has taken a delegation to the fu- 
neral of a former Member of the Senate 
from North Carolina was scheduled to 
land, and voting was to begin at ap- 
proximately 3 o'clock. It has been con- 
firmed that the aircraft will probably 
be a little late. So this will alert the 
Members of the Senate that the 
stacked voting will probably more like- 
ly occur around 3:45 this afternoon. 

Mr. KENNEDY. If the Senator will 
yield. I will be glad to inquire on our 
side of those who desire to speak or 
offer an amendment and request their 
presence so that we can move along 
and not in any way hold this process 


up. 

I will do that. I see our friend, the 
good Senator from Wisconsin. Maybe 
he could be entitled to speak for some 
time. I will inquire from our colleagues 
on our side about Senators who still 
have amendments so that we can move 
this process along. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I appreciate that 
consideration from the Senator from 
Massachusetts. We will do the same. 

I ask the Senator from Wisconsin 
about how much time he will need. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I will ask for 15 min- 
utes in morning business. 

Mr. COVERDELL. On another sub- 
ject? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. On a different sub- 


ject. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I have no objec- 
tion. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on my amend- 
ment. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for fifteen minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Wisconsin is recog- 
nized. 

(The remarks of Mr. FEINGOLD per- 
taining to the introduction of S. 1966 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
“Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.““) 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I 
yield the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. GRAMS. I ask unanimous con- 
sent to be allowed to speak up to 10 
minutes as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

—— 


EARTH DAY 1998 


Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, today, 
across our country, Americans are 
commemorating Earth Day, a day that 
is vitally important to all who serve in 
this chamber. 

As my colleagues know, Earth Day 
was first observed on April 22, 1970. Its 
purpose was—and remains—to make 
people across the country and inter- 
nationally reflect on the splendor of 
our world, an opportunity to get people 
to think about the earth’s many gifts 
we often take for granted. Earth Day is 
a day for us to sit in the grass, take a 
walk, listen to the birds, and observe 
wildlife. Earth Day is a day for all of us 
to reflect on our dependence on our 
natural resources and recognize the 
care with which we must respect and 
use our natural resources, recycling 
and replenishing them where possible. 

The New York Times, on the original 
Earth Day, ran a story which in part 
read, 

Conservatives were for it. Liberals were for 
it. Democrats, Republicans and independents 
were for it. So were the ins, the outs, the Ex- 
ecutives and Legislative branches of govern- 
ment. 

The goals of Earth Day 1970 were 
goals upon which all of us agree. 
They're goals still shared across our 
country, regardless of age, gender, 
race, economic status, or religious 
background. 

They’re shared by this Senator, as 
well. I consider myself a conserva- 
tionist and an environmentalist. I 
think everyone who serves in the Sen- 
ate does. No one among us is willing to 
accept the proposition that our chil- 
dren or grandchildren will ever have to 
endure dirty water or filthy skies. Our 
children deserve to live in a world that 
affords them the same, or better, envi- 
ronmental opportunities their parents 
enjoy today. 
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Mr. President, I believe today, on 
Earth Day 1998, we must speak of our 
responsibilities—our responsibilities to 
the Earth, to one another, and to our 
nation. It is clearly our responsibility 
to protect our earth and ensure its 
health. Congress has a duty to see to it 
that we are cautious and conscientious 
stewards of our natural resources. 
Since the late 1960s, Congress has met 
this challenge by enacting what has 
amounted to a war on pollution.” By 
engaging in this battle, Congress and 
an increasingly large federal bureauc- 
racy have been successful in central- 
izing power, expanding regulations, 
saddling taxpayers with more debt, and 
leaving states and localities without 
the power to meet local environmental 
challenges with local environmental 
solutions. Local governments have the 
best ability to improve the environ- 
ment—and the most incentive to pro- 
tect their people as well. 

To be sure, this war on pollution has 
had its successes. The Clean Air Act 
and Clean Water Act have improved 
our environment in countless ways. 
This Congress, and many before it, 
have spent billions upon billions of dol- 
lars in environmental protection plans, 
conservation plans, superfund clean- 
ups, endangered species act protec- 
tions, wetlands protections, and wild- 
life refuges just to name a few. Our 
urban landscapes are no longer pol- 
luted by the thick, black smoke of in- 
dustrial smokestacks. Our lakes and 
rivers are no longer the dumping 
ground for toxic sludge. We’re recy- 
cling newspapers, glass, and plastics in 
record numbers—this, in fact, is a pri- 
ority in many Senate offices, including 
my own. Through efforts such as the 
Conservation Reserve Program, Con- 
gress is working in partnership with 
the American people to ensure our gen- 
eration leaves behind a cleaner Earth 
than the one we inherited. 

Over the past few years, however, 
issues of environmental concern have 
moved away from the consensus re- 
quired of prudent public policy making 
and increasingly toward the margins. 
Americans have enabled this shift be- 
cause even though we've become more 
environmentally aware, in many cases 
we've failed to become more environ- 
mentally educated, resulting in ex- 
tremes on both sides of many issues. 
This past year, a 14-year old student in 
Idaho used a simple experiment to 
prove this observation. 

In a story reported across the coun- 
try, young Nathan Zohner entered a 
project in a local science fair warning 
people of the dangers of dihydrogen 
monoxide, or DHMO. He described 
DHMO as a substance potent enough to 
prompt sweating and vomiting, cause 
severe burns in its gaseous state, or 
even kill if accidentally inhaled. Fur- 
ther, he claimed, DHMO contributes to 
erosion, decreases the effectiveness of 
automobile brakes, and can be found in 
acid rain and cancerous tumors. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Nathan then asked roughly 50 people 
to sign a petition demanding strict 
control or a complete banning of the 
chemical. Not surprisingly, 43 said yes, 
while five would not sign and two were 
neutral. What’s surprising to many 
who hear of this story is that dihydro- 
gen monoxide is merely water—a sub- 
stance, Mr. President, we all know is 
completely safe when handled and con- 
sumed properly. 

Sadly, it took the efforts of a 14-year- 
old boy to point out the drastic lengths 
to which our society has taken the 
rhetoric of environmental protection. 
Americans today fear everything from 
drinking water to beef—and are 
spurred on by leaders who are often 
masters of fiction, whipping up dooms- 
day scenarios prompted by our sup- 
posedly careless treatment of Mother 
Earth. 

Mr. President, Nathan Zohner's ex- 
periment only scratched the surface of 
the insanity of over-zealous regulation. 
Regulations today cost Americans over 
$700 billion each year. That amounts to 
almost $7,000 per household. Let me re- 
peat that—regulations in our country 
cost every American household nearly 
$7,000 per year. 

That is outrageous and it ultimately 
has nothing to do with protecting the 
earth or being good stewards. It is the 
result of a centralized federal bureauc- 
racy which must not only justify its 
existence, but expand its purpose and 
scope in order to feed its insatiable ap- 
petite for power. 

Let’s review the process. Congress 
enacts legislation and the President 
signs it into law. Simple enough, but 
what happens next? 

Well, Executive Agencies such as the 
Environmental Protection Agency in- 
terpret what Congress meant and go on 
a rampage of issuing and enforcing reg- 
ulations that often fly in the face of 
Congressional intent. In Congress, we 
protest that we didn’t mean for that to 
happen, but rarely, if ever, are we able 
to reverse the process or rescind the 
regulation. We fail in our most basic 
role of oversight. And far too many 
times Congressional intent is thrown 
aside by these growing federal 
bureauracies and their own desires are 
then enforced. 

American businesses, workers, farm- 
ers, states, and localities are then 
forced to comply with the goals of the 
EPA’s regulations and ordered to 
achieve those goals at the direction of 
the EPA as well. Too often, those being 
regulated aren’t allowed to find unique 
and innovative means of compliance. 

They aren't allowed to tap into the 
same American ingenuity which, for 
the span of our nation’s history, has 
provided workable solutions to achiev- 
able goals. 

They are approached by the federal 
government as adversaries, not as part- 
ners—and are therefore given a one- 
size-fits-all dictate by a government 
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that most often either doesn’t care or 
doesn’t know any better. And millions 
of dollars are spent to do $10 worth of 
good. 

We all come to the floor and regu- 
larly recite polls and studies and intri- 
cate, numerical details. We often for- 
get that real people and real jobs and 
real families mean a whole lot more 
than just the numbers behind the lat- 
est study. But one thing is certain: 
Americans do not expect that they 
should have to chose between environ- 
mental protections and their jobs or 
standard of living. When we do both, 
we can ensure a healthy environment 
and a strong economy and strong eco- 
nomic growth. 

According to a Wirthlin Worldwide 
Study conducted last August, only 11% 
of Americans consider themselves ac- 
tive environmentalists while 57% are 
sympathetic to environmental con- 
cerns. The same study found that 70% 
of Americans believe they should not 
have to choose between environmental 
quality and economic growth. 

Clearly, Americans want their lead- 
ers to work pro-actively towards a 
clean and healthy environment, but 
not to the extreme and certainly not at 
the cost of their safety, their jobs, or 
their individual freedoms. 

Mr. President, I suggest that on 
Earth Day we pledge to come together 
to improve our environment and 
strengthen our natural resources. I 
also suggest that we recognize both our 
failures and successes of the past. 

We must recognize that today, com- 
pliance with regulations is the rule— 
and that blatant attempts to pollute 
and circumvent regulations are the ex- 
ception. With this in mind, I believe we 
must renew our nation’s commitment 
to pragmatism. 

Government, on all levels, must do 
its part as watchdog while empowering 
those being regulated to develop 
unique and innovative means of com- 
pliance. 

At the same time, we must promote 
ideas that create public/private part- 
nerships and encourage companies and 
individuals to take voluntary steps to 
protect our natural resources. Through 
education and awareness, we'll be able 
to approach environmental issues in a 
way that fosters compromises and en- 
sures public policy is pursued in the 
best interests of all. 

It is time, Mr. President, that we 
commit ourselves to achieving real re- 
sults through environmental initia- 
tives. We must make sure that Super- 
fund dollars go to clean-up, not to law- 
yers. We must actually restore endan- 
gered species and remove them from 
protections, rather than cordon off 
large areas of our Nation with little or 
no results. We must base our decisions 
on clear science with stated goals and 
flexible solutions. We must give our job 
creators more flexibility in meeting 
national standards as a means of elimi- 
nating the pervasive “command and 
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control“ approach that has infected so 
many Federal programs. And finally, 
the Federal Government needs to pro- 
mote a better partnership between all 
levels of government, job-providers, en- 
vironmental interest groups, and the 
taxpayers. 

With this in mind I believe that on 
this Earth Day we must collect the ex- 
tremist rhetoric found on both sides of 
the environmental debate and flush it 
down the toilet—remember to flush 
twice, though, if it’s a new, EPA-man- 
dated low-flow toilet, or it might not 
be gone for good. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 


— 
ORDER OF PROCEDURE 


Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that no votes 
occur prior to 3:45 today; and, further, 
the time until 3 o’clock be equally di- 
vided in the usual form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, we 
have essentially accomplished this so 
far: The Senator from Wisconsin, the 
Senator from Minnesota. I understand 
the Senator from Vermont has a sub- 
ject he needs to cover at this time. We 
encourage Senators with amendments 
to come forward. When we finish, Sen- 
ator LANDRIEU will perhaps be here 
around 3 o’clock and we will facilitate 
that. We will try to give any amend- 
ment priority over any other business 
during this time. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 
going to take about 10 minutes, but I 
am wondering whether it may be ap- 
propriate to ask that my time not be 
charged to either side. It is not going 
to be on the bill itself. 

Mr. COVERDELL. What we are basi- 
cally trying to do—I don’t think it is 
necessary—is to divide this period of 
time between them, and it would be ap- 
propriate for your side to have time at 
this point. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, then I 
will take the floor, if I might. I assure 
my distinguished colleagues from 
Georgia and from Massachusetts, I will 
not be long. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? As I understand 
from the Senator from Georgia, then, 
at 3:45 we intend to start voting on the 
subject matters which we have debated 
earlier, and dispose of those, and then, 
according to the leadership, try to con- 
tinue to dispose of other amendments 
subsequent. Am I correct in that? 

Mr. COVERDELL. You are absolutely 
correct. It is a little unclear what will 
occur following the vote. We will po- 
tentially have up to five votes. Again, 
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we are not absolutely certain when 
those coming from the funeral will ar- 
rive. It is a little unclear, but that is 
generally the plan. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask to be able to 
follow the Senator from Vermont for 
up to 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Vermont. 


MERCURY POLLUTION: 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, as I have 
said many times on the floor of the 
Senate, I am blessed to come from and 
in fact represent a State in which peo- 
ple share a deep and abiding concern 
for the environment. In many ways, 
Vermont is an example to the Nation 
in its environmental ethics and its en- 
vironmental action. 

We Vermonters are especially proud 
that much of the environmental 
progress the Nation has achieved in the 
last 3 decades is also part of the legacy 
of Vermont’s own Robert Stafford. Sen- 
ator Stafford’s leadership in this body 
helped shape national environmental 
policy from the time the environ- 
mental movement was in its infancy, 
and then continued well into its matu- 
rity. In his role as chairman of the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works—a post that Senator Stafford 
assumed in 1981—Bob Stafford coura- 
geously and successfully stood up to 
the powerful interests who tried to roll 
back our environmental standards. 
Today, as we celebrate the 28th anni- 
versary of Earth Day, I would like to 
take a moment to reflect on the 
progress we have made to protect our 
environment. But I also want to talk 
about the job that remains to be done. 

In the past few weeks, one of 
Vermont's great treasures, Lake Cham- 
plain, has received a great deal of at- 
tention. This has also offered an oppor- 
tunity to explain one of the threats to 
Lake Champlain from toxic pollutants 
that are drifting into our State. One of 
these pollutants, mercury, should be of 
particular concern. Like lakes and wa- 
terways in most States, Lake Cham- 
plain now has fish advisories for wall- 
eye and lake trout and bass. All that is 
due to mercury. 

When I was growing up and I could 
spend parts of my summers on Lake 
Champlain, I never had to worry about 
eating the fish that I caught. Actually, 
I only had to worry about being good 
enough to catch them in the first 
place. But someday, when I take my 
grandson out fishing, I don’t want to 
explain to him why he can’t eat a fish 
he catches there. What I tell my grand- 
son is largely a function of what direc- 
tion we decide to take in Congress to 
protect the environment. Depending 
upon what we do here, that will deter- 
mine whether I can tell him to eat the 
fish or not. Are we going to rest on our 
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laurels, or are we going to build on the 
courageous steps that Bob Stafford and 
others took to protect our environment 
for future generations? 

We should be proud of the great 
strides we have made to reduce the 
level of many air and water pollutants, 
to rebuild populations of endangered 
species, and to clean up abandoned haz- 
ardous waste sites. And we are proud of 
that. But now we have to continue to 
address the environmental threats that 
do not have any easy solutions. One of 
these threats is the mercury that seeps 
into our air and water every day from 
coal-fired power plants and waste com- 
bustors and utility boilers. It is one of 
the last remaining toxins for which 
there is no control strategy. 

When we originally wrote the Clean 
Air Act, we didn’t understand the dan- 
gers posed by mercury, but we have 
seen the dangers in our own State. Two 
high schools in my own State had to be 
closed for a week because there were 
small amounts of mercury found in the 
classrooms. But these were instances 
where you could actually see the mer- 
cury. The more elusive problems are 
the ones where the mercury goes 
through the air and water and we don’t 
see it. With the release of the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency’s Mercury 
Study Protection Report to Congress, 
we have the information to solve the 
problem of mercury pollution. We have 
the information to solve the problem. 
The question we have to ask is: Do we 
have the will to solve it? 

The report shows some very trou- 
bling levels of mercury in fish, and also 
estimates in the United States there 
are more than 1% million pregnant 
women and their fetuses, women of 
childbearing age, and children who are 
at risk of brain and nerve development 
damage from mercury pollution. 

There are new facts of mercury pollu- 
tion, too. Look at this chart. In 1993, 
there were 27 States with fish 
advisories for mercury contamination. 
These are the States in red. There are 
899 lakes, river segments and streams 
identified as yielding mercury-con- 
taminated fish. That was just 5 years 
ago. 

Now let’s see what has happened as 
we go to 1997. Look at how the red is 
filling up the country. You can see that 
39 States have issued mercury fish 
advisories for 1,675 water bodies. This 
is where we are with mercury-contami- 
nated fish; almost every State in the 
country, 1,675 advisories. 

In only 5 years, it is an increase of 86 
percent. We are going in the wrong di- 
rection. We are soon going to see the 
map totally red. 

What we should be doing, Mr. Presi- 
dent, is trying to reverse course, get- 
ting rid of this mercury pollution and 
going back to where we can have a 
country without them. 

We pump 150 tons of mercury into the 
atmosphere every year—every year, 
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year after year after year. It doesn’t go 
away. It becomes more potent. We put 
a lot of love and time and energy and 
fiscal resources into our children, but 
we are not protecting them from the 
possibility of being poisoned by a po- 
tent neurotoxin. 

The critics of inaction are right. We 
can’t tell to what degree people with 
learning disorders, coordination prob- 
lems, hearing, sight or speech problems 
have been harmed by mercury pollu- 
tion. We don’t know how many little 
Sarahs or Johnnys would have been 
gifted physicians, poets or teachers but 
who now have no chance of reaching 
their full potential because they are 
exposed to mercury in the womb or 
during early childhood. 

Just as with lead, we know that mer- 
cury has much graver effects on chil- 
dren at very low levels than it does on 
adults. It is insidious. 

Because we can’t measure how much 
potential has been lost, some special 
interests say we should continue to do 
nothing. 

Our late colleague, Senator Edmund 
Muskie of Maine, put it well when he 
said, “[t]he first responsibility of Con- 
gress is not the making of techno- 
logical or economic judgments. Our re- 
sponsibility is to establish what the 
public interest requires - requires 
“to protect the health of persons.“ 

We have enough information to act. 
We don’t have to wait until we have a 
body count. We have the information, 
now we need the will, and we should 
have the will to act. 

I propose we put a stop to this poi- 
soning of America. Mercury can be re- 
moved from products. It has been done. 
Mercury can be removed from coal- 
fired powerplants, and it should be 
done. We should limit the mercury that 
enters our environment from coal-fired 
powerplants, waste incinerators, and 
large industrial boilers and other 
known sources. 

Americans have a right to know what 
is being spewed out of these facilities 
and into their backyards and into the 
food of their children. We in Congress 
have the responsibility to give them 
the knowledge and the tools to protect 
their children. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRIST). The Chair notifies the Senator 
from Vermont that initially there were 
23 minutes to each side. Senator KEN- 
NEDY, by unanimous consent, claimed 
15 minutes of the 23 minutes. There- 
fore, we are now into Senator KEN- 
NEDY’s time. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, that 
wasn't precisely the way that I recall 
the intent of the unanimous consent 
agreement, but let me just say this. 
The EPA report estimates the cost na- 
tionally of controlling mercury from 
powerplants at $5 billion per year, and 
this is an industry that generates more 
than $200 billion a year in revenue. 
That is less than 2.5 percent. It strikes 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


me as being the equivalent of a fly on 
an elephant’s back. We can do a lot 
better. 

The residents of Colchester, VT have 
been fighting for 7 years to clean up a 
waste incinerator in their backyard 
that they were originally told was 
clean enough to toast marshmallows 
in. Well, now we know better and we 
need to require this and other facilities 
to eliminate mercury emissions. 

One of the largest sources of mercury 
is coal-fired power plants. With States 
deregulating their utility industries, 
Congress today has a unique oppor- 
tunity to make sure these powerplants 
begin to internalize the cost of their 
pollution. 

Many of the problems the Clean Air 
Act of 1970 was drafted to solve are 
being addressed. But one thing has not 
worked out the way Congress origi- 
nally envisioned. It seemed back then 
that old, dirty, inefficient power plants 
would eventually be retired and re- 
placed by a new generation of clean 
and efficient plants. The concept 
worked with tailpipe controls on cars. 
Eventually the fleet turns over and the 
dirty ones are out of circulation. 

But, 28 years later, many utilities 
continue to operate dirty, inefficient 
plants that were built in the 1950s or 
before. These plants are subject to 
much less stringent pollution controls 
than are new facilities, and what we 
now have is a big loophole, and these 
plants are pouring pollution through 
it. 

If we don’t level the pollution play- 
ing field now, in a deregulated industry 
the financial incentive will be to pump 
even more power and pollution out of 
these plants for as long as they will 
last. As long as the rules of the game 
allow this, these utility companies are 
acting in a manner that suits solely 
their economic self interest. As a na- 
tion, we cannot afford to subsidize 
their inefficiency, but our inaction 
does just that. 

We will hear a lot of rhetoric about 
how much implementing this bill will 
cost. I want to address those com- 
plaints up front. The cost argument 
does not hold water. I say it again, the 
EPA report estimates the cost nation- 
ally of controlling mercury from power 
plants at $5 billion per year, and this 
industry generates more than $200 bil- 
lion a year in revenue. That is less that 
two and a half percent, and that 
strikes me as being the equivalent of a 
fly on an elephant’s back. 

Mercury pollution is a key piece of 
unfinished business in cleaning up our 
environment. The poisoning of Amer- 
ica’s lakes, rivers, lands, and citizens 
with mercury pollution can be stopped. 
It is unnecessary, and continuing to ig- 
nore it mortgages the health of our 
children and grandchildren. 

I yield to the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts. 

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 
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EDUCATION SAVINGS ACT FOR 
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand the Senator from Missouri 
has a statement. I will be glad to fol- 
low him. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I express 
my appreciation to my good friend and 
colleague from Massachusetts. I ask for 
5 minutes to be yielded from the major- 
ity side. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I yield 5 minutes 
to the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. I thank the Chair and I 
thank the distinguished manager. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of the 
Coverdell measure and in support of 
the Gorton-Frist amendment and in 
support of the Ashcroft amendment. 
We have an opportunity as a body to 
make some very clear statements 
about education that the people in our 
States are asking us to make. 

I firmly believe that education is a 
national priority but a local responsi- 
bility. This leads to a fundamental dif- 
ference between this side and what 
might be referred to as a Washington 
establishment on education. 

I believe that those who know the 
names of the students personally are 
better at making decisions than those 
who don’t know them. Unfortunately, 
Federal involvement in education over 
the years has started off with a great 
idea of providing resources in support 
for what we believe for our children is 
the highest priority, and that is get- 
ting them a good education, but it has 
mushroomed into burdensome regula- 
tions, judicial intrusion, unfunded 
mandates and unwanted meddling. 

The results have been that local 
school officials who are accountable to 
parents and communities have increas- 
ingly less and less control over what 
goes on in their classrooms. In some 
cases, parents really feel that they 
have lost control of their child’s edu- 
cation. They have told me horror sto- 
ries about how their children are not 
getting an education because of re- 
quirements that the Federal Govern- 
ment has put on the schools. 

I believe that parents and local 
school boards are and must be the key 
to true educational reform, not big 
Government. We should be empowering 
parents and teachers and school dis- 
tricts and States to develop chal- 
lenging academic standards, programs 
and priorities, not making their jobs of 
educating children of America more 
difficult. 

As my colleague from Missouri, Sen- 
ator ASHCROFT, said, we already have 
standards, we already have tests. As a 
result of those tests, we know where 
the problems are in education, and we 
need to do something about it. Yes, na- 
tionally we ought to focus on the prob- 
lem, but we ought not to try to solve 
with a Washington, DC, solution“ the 
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problems we face in every community 
and every city throughout Missouri 
and throughout America. 

I have had a very interesting and in- 
formative experience over the last year 
and a half talking to school board 
members, talking to teachers, talking 
to principals and talking to parents 
across my State of Missouri. It is from 
these discussions that I come back here 
with a renewed commitment to keep 
local control over education. 

We have school districts in Missouri 
hiring hordes of consultants and grant 
writers instead of teachers because 
they know they have to play Mother 
May I?“ with Washington, DC. We have 
some schools, the smaller schools, that 
say they don’t even bother to apply for 
the Federal funds because they don’t 
have the time and the resources to pre- 
pare the application. 

Leaders in school districts have told 
me of the unforeseen consequences of 
getting a grant. They get a grant de- 
velopment program and the grant ex- 
pires and the school district has to de- 
termine whether to take local money 
from existing resources to continue the 
program or to eliminate it. 

One of my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle said very, very con- 
vincingly today, and I love these 
words, The Federal Government 
doesn’t run schools, and the Federal 
Government doesn’t fund schools.” I 
agree with those principles. I just wish 
that he were correct in the facts. 

The Federal Government should not 
be micromanaging school districts. In 
Missouri, 6 to 7 percent of the funds 
that go to the school districts come 
from the Federal Government. These 
are general funds for K through 12. 
They tell me, depending upon the 
school district, that anywhere from 40 
to 85 percent of the red tape and the 
hassle and the regulations come from 
Washington. 

I don’t think that is right. Last year, 
when we adopted the Gorton amend- 
ment to send money directly to the 
schools, some of my colleagues very 
eloquently said, We don’t want to 
have Federal dollars going directly to 
school districts because the school dis- 
tricts will waste the money; they 
might build athletic facilities; or they 
will waste it in some other way.” 

Mr. President, I have spent my adult 
career working with parents and teach- 
ers and school boards in Missouri. I 
have watched them work. I have 
watched their education decisions. I 
have spent about the last 11 years in 
this body watching Congress debate 
issues and watching the Federal bu- 
reaucracy administer programs. And 
when it comes to who wastes money, 
Mr. President, it is not even close. It is 
not a contest. The Washington way 
wastes more money by far. The locally 
controlled schools are far better at ap- 
plying those dollars to the needs of the 
children in their schools. 
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There is no disagreement that in 
some cases a local school district may 
need money to build some more schools 
or it may need money to hire more 
teachers. For some schools, new text- 
books should be the top priority. For 
others, additional computers might be 
needed or a school safety program 
might need to be implemented. 

Who knows best? Those at the local 
level, held accountable by those they 
serve, or the bureaucrats in Wash- 
ington? A _ one-size-fits-all approach 
does not and will not work in edu- 
cation. Let us give our schools, our 
teachers, and our parents the resources 
and flexibility they need to educate our 
children for a lifetime of achievement 
and accomplishment. I urge my col- 
leagues to support the amendments 
and to support the bill, and I urge that 
they give a sound, strong endorsement 
to local control over education. 

I reserve the remainder of the time 
on this side and yield the floor. Again, 
I extend my sincere thanks to my dis- 
tinguished colleague from Massachu- 
setts. 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, we all 
know what our priorities are in edu- 
cation. We need to do all we can to sup- 
port and improve our public schools. 
That means additional assistance to 
every State to repair crumbling 
schools and to build new facilities. It 
means recruiting more teachers to 
meet the existing demand and to deal 
with the crisis of rising enrollments, 
especially in priority disciplines, in 
math and science. It means reducing 
class sizes. It means more support for 
afterschool programs to keep kids off 
the streets, away from drugs, and out 
of trouble. It means a major effort to 
teach young children how to read be- 
cause we know that literacy is the 
foundation of every other aspect of 
learning. It means setting higher 
standards for schools to meet in edu- 
cating their students. We know these 
ideas will work. But schools across the 
country are in desperate need of funds 
to make them work. 

Our goal is to improve public schools, 
not abandon them. It makes no sense 
to call for greater priority for edu- 
cation and then earmark aid for pri- 
vate schools instead of public schools. 
Public schools are instituting these 
ideas and getting results. We should 
make sure that every school and com- 
munity has the resources to put in 
practice what works so that no child is 
left out or left behind. 

Mr. President, this chart here shows 
what is happening to the schools in 
this country. And this is according to 
the General Accounting Office: 14 mil- 
lion children learn in substandard 
schools; 7 million children attend 
schools with asbestos, lead paint, or 
radon in the ceilings or walls; 12 mil- 
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lion children go to school under leaky 
roofs; one-third of all American chil- 
dren study in classrooms without 
enough panel outlets and the electrical 
wiring to accommodate computers and 
multimedia equipment. 

This is a tragedy, a national tragedy. 
It is not only a physical tragedy in 
terms of the facilities are getting more 
and more antiquated every single year, 
but it is also a tragedy in the kind of 
subliminal message—and it isn’t so 
subliminal a message—that it sends to 
children and their parents. Because as 
grownups and as political leaders are 
talking about the importance of chil- 
dren in our country and in our society, 
and that the children are our future, on 
the other hand, we are sending our 
children into these kinds of conditions 
every single day. We are sending the 
message that we do not really care 
about the kind of facilities where you 
are trying to learn, and we do not real- 
ly care very much about education. 
That is the message that is being ham- 
mered home every single day to these 
millions of children who are going to 
school in these kinds of conditions. 
That is wrong. We are trying to address 
that. And that is a principal policy dif- 
ference between the Republicans and 
the Democrats on the education issue. 

Massachusetts is no exception. 
Forty-one percent of Massachusetts 
schools report that at least one build- 
ing needs extensive repairs or should be 
replaced. Seventy-five percent report 
serious problems in buildings, such as 
plumbing or heating defects. Eighty 
percent have at least one unsatisfac- 
tory environmental factor. It is dif- 
ficult enough to teach or learn in mod- 
ern classrooms, and it makes no sense 
to compound the difficulty by sub- 
jecting teachers and students to dilapi- 
dated facilities. We cannot tolerate a 
situation in which facilities deterio- 
rate while enrollments escalate. 

Mr. President, in far too many com- 
munities across the country, children 
are also learning in overcrowded class- 
rooms. This year, K-12 enrollment 
reached an all-time high, and will con- 
tinue to rise over the next 7 years, and 
will increase by about 4 million chil- 
dren in K-12 over the period of the next 
4 years. 

That is why it is so important that 
we are going to have a major effort in 
terms of increasing the teaching pro- 
fession and giving them the skills to be 
able to teach these children to ever 
higher standards and to take into con- 
sideration the utilizations of the new 
electronics and to tie those into cur- 
riculum, all of that so that our chil- 
dren are going to have a world-class 
education. That is a new phenomenon. 
That is a national phenomenon—the 
expansion and growth of our children 
in our schools. We know this is hap- 
pening. 

And now we need 6,000 new public 
schools built and needed by the year 


6304 


2006 just to maintain the current class 
sizes. We know this is happening. We 
have been given that information by 
the Department of Education and by 
everyone that has studied this situa- 
tion. 

Due to the overcrowded schools, they 
are using trailers for classrooms and 
teaching students in former hallways, 
closets, and bathrooms. And over- 
crowded classrooms undermine the dis- 
cipline and decrease student morale. 

We have had the testimony during 
the earlier debates—I have given exam- 
ples of these kinds of conditions—and 
for the first time heard from an out- 
standing president of a very important 
school in neighboring Virginia the fact 
that because of these overcrowded con- 
ditions, a new phenomenon is devel- 
oping in their school, and it is called 
hall rage—hall rage. I never heard 
those words used before. 

What he was pointing out was, with 
the increasing number of students in 
these confined areas, that from the 
brushing against one another and the 
kinds of violence that is taking place 
in the classroom, you see the explosion 
in the number of fights, misunder- 
standings, and a deterioration in both 
morale and discipline because of hall 
rage—too many students trying to get 
to too many different places, and often 
in these trailers for classrooms and in 
closets and other situations. That is 
what is happening in the United States 
of America. That is what is happening. 

We ought to give a helping hand to 
the local communities. We are not in- 
terested in superimposing some Fed- 
eral solution, some new bureauc- 
racy,” those old cliches. I have listened 
to the same cliches for 30-odd years. 
You would think they would have new 
ones, talking about the new bureauc- 
racy,” one size fits all,” Washington 
doesn’t know everything.” You hear 
those every single day for 30 years, and 
you would think they would find some 
new ones. 

What we are finding out with over- 
crowded classrooms is, we have the de- 
mand for additional teachers and we 
have the demand for additional kinds 
of support for students as well in other 
areas. 

Mr. President, class sizes are too 
large. Students in small classes in the 
early grades make much more rapid 
progress than students in larger class- 
es. In the exchange earlier today, I 
pointed out what some of the States 
are doing, and the findings in Wis- 
consin, the findings in California, 
Flint, MI, very important findings in 
terms of increasing literacy and aca- 
demic achievement with these smaller 
classes. It is not the answer to every- 
thing, but it is a pretty clear and com- 
pelling case to be made. And it was 
made so clearly by the Senator from 
Washington, Senator MURRAY, on the 
importance of getting into smaller 
classes. As a former teacher and school 
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board member, she is talking about 
what is happening out on Main Street. 
This is a message that should have 
been listened to. And we will have an 
opportunity to vote on her excellent 
amendment in just a little while. 

The benefits are greatest for low- 
achieving minority and low-income 
children with smaller classes. Smaller 
classes also enable teachers to identify 
and work effectively with students who 
have learning disabilities and reduce 
the need for special education at later 
grades. 

The Nation’s students deserve mod- 
ern schools with world-class teachers. 
But too many students in too many 
schools in too many communities 
across the country fail to achieve that 
standard. 

The latest international survey on 
math and science achievement con- 
firms the urgent need to raise stand- 
ards of performance for schools, teach- 
ers, and students alike. It is shameful 
that America’s 12th graders ranked 
among the lowest of 22 nations partici- 
pating in the international survey on 
math and science. Here we have pro- 
spectively, in the year 2000, on a vol- 
untary basis, on the States and local 
community tests, so that we can raise 
the standards of American children in 
areas of math and science—we have an 
amendment to strike that, strike that 
proposal—tests that will be developed 
in a bipartisan way so parents have 
greater information to make decisions 
locally to enhance academic achieve- 
ment and accomplishment, a com- 
promise that was agreed to by 87 Mem- 
bers of this body, a bipartisan com- 
promise, and now we have an amend- 
ment to strike that at a time when we 
are having these results and effectively 
denying the parents the opportunity to 
have knowledge and understanding 
about where their children are, in their 
school, in their community, in their 
State, relevant to other communities 
across the country, if they want to, if 
they believe that is important. I think 
that makes no sense whatever, and I 
hope the Ashcroft amendment will be 
defeated. 

Teacher shortages forced many 
school districts to hire uncertified 
teachers or to ask certified teachers to 
teach outside their area of expertise. 
That is what is happening in every area 
of the country. Each year, over 50,000 
underprepared teachers enter the class- 
room. One in four does not fully meet 
State certification requirements. 
Twelve percent of new teachers have no 
training teacher at all. Students in 
inner city schools have only a 50 per- 
cent chance of being taught by a quali- 
fied science or math teacher. Listen to 
that: only a 50 percent chance of being 
taught by a qualified science or math 
teacher. 

Instead of putting the $1.6 billion in 
tax advantage for individuals who will 
send their kids to private schools, let’s 
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do something about those school- 
teachers who are not certified in the 
areas of math and science, and upgrade 
their skills. They will go back to the 
public schools and be able to enhance 
the quality of education for those kids. 
This is a basic difference between our 
Republican friends and those on this 
side on the issue of teachers and the 
importance of having high standards 
on which to measure our children. 

Another high priority is to meet the 
need for more afterschool activities. 
Each day, 5 million children, many as 
young as 8 or 9 years old, are home 
alone after school. Juvenile delinquent 
crime peaks between the hours of 3 and 
8. Children left unsupervised are more 
likely to be involved in antisocial ac- 
tivities and destructive patterns of be- 
havior. It isn’t just that there are 
greater opportunities for them to get 
in trouble, it is that there are advan- 
tages of having those children in cir- 
cumstances where they are able to go 
into local community-based systems 
where they may get some help and as- 
sistance with their homework over the 
afternoon or maybe participate in some 
sports events that are supervised, so 
when the parents get home after a 
long, hard day, the children can have 
some quality time instead of having 
parents too often come home, know the 
kids have been watching television, or 
not knowing where their kids are, and 
sending them to their room to do the 
homework, and the parent lacks that 
opportunity to spend quality time. No 
one denies if the parents want to work 
with the child, well and good, but for 
the parents hard-pressed and working 
from early morning to late in the 
evening, and who have the responsi- 
bility in terms of the family that value 
the afternoon kind of program, they 
ought to be at least available. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself 5 more 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. COVERDELL. Reserving the 
right to object, how much time re- 
mains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
has expired on the minority side; the 
majority side has 16 minutes. 

Mr. COVERDELL. The Senator would 
be using our side’s time. I want to af- 
ford the Senator an opportunity to 
complete his remarks. May I yield an- 
other 2% minutes of my time to the 
Senator? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Well, we had set for 3 
o’clock—as the Senator knows, I have 
been trying to get people over here. I 
will yield as soon as anybody comes 
over. I have about 5 more minutes. I 
would like to be able to continue for 5 
more minutes. 

Mr. COVERDELL. It was my inten- 
tion to try to respond to the time that 
the Senator is using. I am trying to 
split the difference. 
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I yield 3 minutes of my time to the 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I have how much 
time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired on the Democratic side. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, lit- 
eracy is another very high priority, to 
date. Too many children are reading at 
unacceptable levels—40 percent of the 
fourth graders fail to attain the basic 
level of reading. 

Incredibly, Mr. President, the tax 
proposal that is the Coverdell proposal 
ignores each and every one of these 
pressing needs. The regressive Repub- 
lican tax bill does nothing to improve 
public schools, nothing to address the 
need for public schools to build new fa- 
cilities, nothing to reduce class size in 
school, nothing to provide qualified 
teachers, nothing to provide after- 
school activities to keep children away 
from drugs, nothing to help all children 
learn to read, and nothing to help 
reach higher academic standards. It 
does nothing to improve the quality of 
education for children in public 
schools. Tax breaks for private schools 
is not the answer to the serious prob- 
lems facing the Nation’s public schools. 

There are serious problems in the Na- 
tion’s public schools. We can do much 
more to turn troubled schools around 
and undertake a wide-range of proven 
reforms to create and sustain safe and 
high-performing schools. There are no 
magic remedies to improve schools and 
improve student learning. We need to 
use our limited resources wisely to get 
the most benefits for our tax dollars. 

The Republican approach would di- 
vert urgently needed funds away from 
public schools into private schools. 
That is wrong for education, wrong for 
America, and wrong for the Nation’s 
future. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Massachusetts has char- 
acterized the differences here today as 
Republican and Democrat, and they are 
not. The dispute we are having here 
today is between a community that is 
defending the status quo and rejecting 
change and a group of Senators who 
are committed to reform and change. 
And they are not Republicans and 
Democrats, as the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts has suggested. 

The measure that is before the Sen- 
ate is cosponsored by Senator 
TORRICELLI from New Jersey, a Demo- 
crat. The school construction proposal 
that is before the Senate was authored 
by Senator GRAHAM of Florida, a Dem- 
ocrat. The assistance to these States to 
students that have prepaid State tui- 
tion assistance is authored by Senator 
MOYNIHAN of New York, a Democrat. 
And aiding employees by facilitating 
an employers’ ability to help con- 
tinuing education is the suggestion of 
Senator BREAUX from Louisiana, a 
Democrat. So this is a bipartisan pro- 
posal that is here. It is not a Repub- 
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lican proposal. There are many Demo- 
crats who are at the forefront of what 
is being discussed and debated here 
today. 

The Senator from Massachusetts also 
characterizes this as an education sav- 
ings account as if there were nothing 
else in the proposal. As I have just 
said, yes, there is an education savings 
account in our proposal that is directed 
to helping parents, parents who have 
children in public schools, in private 
schools, and at-home schools. But 
there are also provisions in the pro- 
posal that aid the 21 States in the 
Union that have prepaid tuition plans. 

This proposal that is before the Sen- 
ate, and I predict will pass the Senate, 
makes sure that when those funds 
come to the students, when they actu- 
ally need them to go to college, those 
funds are not going to get taxed at that 
time. The full benefit of those State- 
prepaid tuition programs will be there 
for 1 million college students. 

There are already 1 million students 
in the queue in 21 States, and 17 more 
States are about to adopt such provi- 
sions. The plan before the Senate will 
aid employers in funding continuing 
education for 1 million employees in 
America—1 million. What it does is it 
enables them to spend up to $5,250 an- 
nually to help with the continuing edu- 
cation program. And that is not going 
to be treated as income to the em- 
ployee, is not going to be taxed, a dis- 
incentive to offering the program. 

The plan deals with school construc- 
tion, but it leaves the decision about 
what should be constructed to local 
communities. Senator GRAHAM’s pro- 
posal expands financing tools for local 
communities and high-growth commu- 
nities to deal with school construction. 

So the proposal before the Senate is 
wide-ranging, from education savings 
accounts that help parents and stu- 
dents—14 million of them to be exact, 
and 20 million students to be exact 
—who will save in the first 5 years up- 
wards of $5 billion, and over 10 years 
$10 billion. The suggestion is that all 
these resources go to private schools. 
It is simply not true. Seventy percent 
of the families that use these savings 
accounts, their children are in public 
schools. Public schools are a big win- 
ner. The division of where the money 
goes is about 50/50 because folks who 
have children in private schools save 
more. They know they have to have 
more. But it’s their money; it’s not 
public money. 

So all of these issues that the Sen- 
ator has alluded to are embraced— 
maybe not exactly the way he would 
like them—in the proposal before the 
Senate: education savings accounts for 
parents, tax incentives for employers 
to help employees, the protection of 
prepaid State tuition plans, and school 
construction. 

Now, on top of that, we are going to 
have a chance to vote on an amend- 
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ment offered on this bill by Senator 
GORTON. Senator GORTON takes a por- 
tion of the Federal assistance and re- 
moves all the regulations, like it has to 
happen on a blue“ day and a “green” 
Tuesday, or whatever. All the morass 
that the Senator from Tennessee, now 
in the Chair, talked about earlier 
today—strip those away from about $10 
billion-plus that goes to the local 
States and they can do exactly what 
the Senator from Massachusetts wants 
to see done. They can build schools, 
they can hire teachers, they can reduce 
class size, they can develop after- 
school programs, they can build parks, 
they can do whatever they think, and 
that is $10 billion on top of which we 
have created a new pool of $10 billion. 

The other side wants to look away 
from that voluntary money in those 
savings accounts. This is money being 
brought forward by parents and friends 
of parents of children. There is no new 
tax that has to be raised. No school dis- 
trict has to raise their taxes to get the 
$10 billion. No State has to increase in- 
come taxes. The Federal Government 
doesn’t have to spend more money. By 
this simple, small incentive, we are 
causing American families to come for- 
ward with billions of new dollars to 
help public, private, and home schools. 
They will hire tutors. I think they are 
smarter dollars than a lot of dollars we 
talk about here. Why? Because they 
are guided by the family to the specific 
problem the child has. If a child has a 
math deficiency in a public school, pri- 
vate, or home school, then the family 
can hire a tutor with that savings ac- 
count they generate. If they don’t have 
a home computer—and I might point 
out that only 15 percent of the students 
in inner city schools have home com- 
puters—well, they could buy one with 
these savings accounts. If they have a 
learning disability—dyslexia or some- 
thing like that—then the family has a 
tool they can use to fix that specific 
problem. Public dollars have a hard 
time doing that. 

The Senator from Massachusetts, on 
several occasions, has referred to this 
tax incentive that will go to create 
these savings accounts. It is true that 
about $500 million is used as the tax in- 
centive—just over $500 million. That is 
a newer figure. The figure the Senator 
used is a little larger than that, but 
that was the figure I had at the same 
time. It is about $520 million in the 
first 5 years of tax relief to anybody 
that would open the account, by not 
taxing the interest buildup. That mod- 
est incentive, that modest amount of 
tax relief is what generates $5 billion in 
savings. 

The proposal that the Senator was 
talking about in terms of school con- 
struction is a $9 billion tax relief pro- 
posal. Who does that go to? That goes 
to banks and insurance companies and 
Wall Street brokers. They will get the 
tax breaks on the school bonds under 


6306 


the proposal to build schools. On the 
one hand, we have $500 million of tax 
relief over 5 years to generate $5 billion 
of new savings. On the other hand, we 
have $9 billion of tax relief going to the 
holders of the bonds on the school pro- 
posal. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield a minute on that issue? 

Mr. COVERDELL. Yes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I don’t know which 
particular amendment the Senator is 
talking on. On the school construction 
amendment by Senator MOSELEY- 
BRAUN, there is $3.3 billion to create 
$22 billion in school construction. I 
don’t know which one the Senator is 
referring to. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I am using the 10- 
year figure. The figure you used is cor- 
rect for the first 5 years. 

Mr. KENNEDY. You are using a 10- 
year figure for her and a 5-year figure 
for yourself. 

Mr. COVERDELL. My 10-year figure 
would be about $1.1 billion. Let’s take 
the 5 years. In 5 years, it is $500 million 
in tax relief for 14 million middle-in- 
come families on the education savings 
account and over 5 years, over $3 bil- 
lion of tax relief for the people that 
buy those big bonds. That is a very se- 
lect community that can play that 
game. Then in 10 years mine becomes 
$1.1 billion for the 14 million families, 
and they save because of that, $10 bil- 
lion. No one saves a dime on the sav- 
ings proposed for the school bonds. 
That doesn’t generate anything, except 
school construction. But the bene- 
ficiaries of the tax relief are a very se- 
lect group of Americans. They fit in a 
very small percentage group. 

The point Iam making—that amend- 
ment obviated tax relief for the mid- 
dle-class Americans, the 14 million 
families; it took it out and replaced it 
with $9 billion in tax relief for, as I 
said, large financial institutions. 

I know my time is about to expire. 
How much time do I have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 2 minutes 55 seconds. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I want to make 
the point that all the subjects—school 
construction, smaller class size, rein- 
forcing communities and parents—we 
are talking about the same subjects. 
We may differ on our approach, and 
this doesn’t cut down party lines; this 
cuts down status quo or reform, doing 
things differently, with more authority 
at the local level, more decisionmaking 
at the local level, more decisionmaking 
for families. That is where the cut is. It 
is not Democrat or Republican. My 
chief cosponsor is a prominent member 
of the Democratic side of the aisle. 

Mr. President, how much time re- 
mains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two 
minutes. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I want to reiterate 
that what we are talking about helps 14 
million families who are the 
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carekeepers of over 20 million school- 
children. And every school environ- 
ment is helped—public, private, and 
home. Our proposal will aid 1 million 
college students, 250,000 graduate stu- 
dents, 1 million employees, 500 new 
schools, $10 million in new savings. The 
Federal Government doesn’t have this. 
This is coming from families, $10 mil- 
lion, a huge influx of new resources. 

If the Gorton amendment passes, 
there will be over 10 additional bil- 
lions—not new expenditures, just freed 
up expenditures—for smaller class- 
rooms, for new schools, or for whatever 
those States and local communities 
feel are necessary to get at the crisis 
and challenge that we all know and 
have both cited time and time again 
are occurring, particularly in kinder- 
garten through high school. 

Mr. President, I believe the hour of 3 
o’clock has arrived. It is my under- 
standing that Senator LANDRIEU is 
scheduled to begin her amendment at 
this hour. 

Mr. KENNEDY. If the Senator will 
yield, she was going to make a best ef- 
fort. She was over here at 1 o’clock and 
was over here this morning. So we will 
inquire and try to determine her loca- 
tion, and then I will report back to the 
Senator. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Very good. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. CoL- 
LINS). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2301 
(Purpose: To strike section 101, and to 
provide funding for Blue Ribbon Schools) 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I 
send an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Louisiana (Ms. 
LANDRIEU) proposes an amendment num- 
bered 2301. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

Strike section 101, and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 101. BLUE RIBBON SCHOOLS. 

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.— 

(1) RECOGNITION.—The Secretary of Edu- 
cation is authorized to carry out a program 
that recognizes public and private elemen- 
tary and secondary schools that have estab- 
lished standards of excellence and dem- 
onstrated a high level of quality. 

(2) DESIGNATION.—Each school recognized 
under paragraph (1) shall be designated as a 
“Blue Ribbon School” for a period of 3 years. 
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(b) AWARDS.— 

(1) AMouNT.—The Secretary shall make an 
award for each school recognized under sub- 
section (a) in the amount of $100,000. 

(2) SPECIAL RULE.—If the Secretary is pro- 
hibited from making an award directly to a 
school, the Secretary shall make such award 
to the local educational agency serving such 
school for the exclusive use of such school, 

(3) PRIVATE SCHOOLS.—Awards for private 
schools recognized under subsection (a) shall 
be used to provide students and teachers at 
the schools with educational services and 
benefits that are similar to, and provided in 
the same manner as, the services and bene- 
fits provided to private school students and 
teachers under part A of title I, or title VI, 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965. 

(4) LIMITATION.—The Secretary shall not 
make more than 250 awards under this sec- 
tion for any fiscal year. 

(5) WAIT-OUT PERIOD.—The Secretary shall 
not make a second or subsequent award to a 
school under this section before the expira- 
tion of the 3-year designation period under 
subsection (a)) that is applicable to the 
preceding award. 

(c) APPLICATIONS AND TECHNICAL ASSIST- 
ANCE GRANTS,— 

(1) APPLICATIONS.—Each school desiring 
recognition under subsection (a)(1) shall sub- 
mit to the Secretary an application at such 
time, in such manner, and accompanied by 
such information as the Secretary may re- 
quire. 

(2) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS.—The 
Secretary is authorized to award grants to 
States to enable the States to provide tech- 
nical assistance to schools desiring recogni- 
tion under subsection (a)(1). 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 
appropriated to carry out this section (other 
than subsection (c)(2)) $25,000,000 for each of 
the fiscal years 1999 through 2003. 

(2) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS.—There 
is authorized to be appropriated to carry out 
subsection (c)(2) $2,000,000 for each of the fis- 
cal years 1999 through 2003. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I 
send this amendment to the desk to 
offer an alternative to my distin- 
guished colleague from Georgia, an al- 
ternative in the way we would spend 
this $1.6 billion that we have been de- 
bating and have been debating for some 
time now. 

Let me thank my colleague from 
Georgia for at least getting the Senate 
to begin a significant debate about the 
ways in which we can improve the sta- 
tus of education in our Nation. I, 
frankly, am one Senator who believes 
that there is nothing really more im- 
portant that we can spend our time on 
now than talking about this important 
issue. I think the debate has been very 
lively. It has come with controversy. 
But I thank my colleague from Georgia 
for at least offering this idea, so that 
we can have a debate about the best 
way to spend our money when it comes 
to trying to improve our schools, 
which, in my opinion, is the number 
one priority of all Americans, regard- 
less of whether they have children in 
school or not. We all know as a nation 
the value of our education system, 
both public as well as private. 
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I was very open to this idea initially 
as it was presented. I have, I think, 
demonstrated in the year I have been 
here an ability to be open to new ideas 
about how to solve this problem. I 
don’t think the old ways work. I don’t 
believe the American public wants us 
to just throw more money at a prob- 
lem. I think they are looking at inno- 
vation and creativity in improving our 
schools. I think the American people, 
particularly people in Louisiana, have 
witnessed many schools that are work- 
ing, many pilot programs and initia- 
tives, whether it is charter schools and 
more accountability, teacher training, 
teacher testing, or higher student 
achievement and things that are work- 
ing. 

So I looked, with hope perhaps, at 
this bill, now called the Coverdell- 
Torricelli proposal, but after looking 
at the studies that have come in about 
who would really benefit from this ini- 
tiative to spend $1.5 billion, it is clear 
to me from the GAO report and other 
economists reporting that the major 
benefit of this $1.5 billion to be spent 
over 5 years would go to a very small 
segment of parents and families who 
have their children in private or non- 
public schools. 

I want to be part of a team of Sen- 
ators and leaders who support efforts 
that help all schools as fairly as they 
can. There are some in this body and in 
Congress who do not want to do very 
much at all to help parochial or private 
schools. I am not in that group. I be- 
lieve our Government within the 
framework of our Constitution should 
try to help all of our schools and all of 
our students. But this is not the best 
way we can go about this, and that is 
why I am not going to be able to sup- 
port the bill and would offer this 
amendment as a substitute, if you will. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President, 
I wonder if the Senator will yield one 
moment so we can clarify an adminis- 
trative detail. 

Ms. LANDRIBEU. Yes. 

Mr. COVERDELL. It won't take a 
minute. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that at the hour of 3:45 today 
the Senate proceed to a series of votes 
on or in relation to the following 
amendments: Gorton No. 2293, Hutch- 
inson No. 2296, Murray No. 2295, 
Ashcroft No. 2300, Levin No. 2299. I fur- 
ther ask unanimous consent that if 
amendment No. 2300 is agreed to, the 
Levin amendment No. 2299 be open to 
further amendment under the same 
time limitations under the original 
order. I further ask unanimous consent 
that there be 2 minutes of debate 
equally divided between each of the 
votes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

The Senator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I thank the Chair. 
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Madam President, if I can continue, 
my amendment is called the blue rib- 
bon schools amendment. It is quite 
simple. It would take the money we 
would otherwise be setting aside for 
these very small savings accounts that 
would reach only a small group of 
beneficiaries and spread it over all 50 
States, to many schools in those States 
that have been designated basically by 
their peers to be blue ribbon schools 
and schools of excellence. It is time 
that we in this country stop at the 
Federal level—and I hope we can en- 
courage States and local governments 
to stop—funding failure and start re- 
warding results and success. 

That is what this amendment does. 
This amendment will take the money 
otherwise spent by the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia and give $100,000 
grants to all of the schools designated, 
and there are 250 so designated each 
year, as the most excellent schools in 
America. They are public; they are pa- 
rochial; they are private. There have 
been 3,000 schools that have achieved 
this designation since this program 
started 10 years ago. 

It is currently operating this way. 
The schools are rigorously evaluated 
and 250 are chosen. They are invited to 
come to Washington. They are given a 
plaque and a pat on the back and they 
are basically sent home. I think we 
need to do more than give them a pat 
on the back and a plaque to hang on 
their school wall, as proud as they are 
to display this plaque, and begin to re- 
ward success and say, congratulations, 
a job well done and here is $100,000 to 
help you continue that good job. 

Many of these schools are succeeding 
despite the odds because they have bit- 
ten the bullet; they have made tough 
choices; they are making good deci- 
sions at the local level. I think the 
most important thing we in the Fed- 
eral Government can do is to begin ac- 
knowledging success and rewarding 
success. 

That is what this amendment does. It 
also provides a small amount of money 
to help the States administer this very 
cost-effective program because it is a 
locally based initiative. It is a panel of 
their peers who makes these choices. It 
would be a great way to spend this $1 
billion to reward these schools. 

Madam President, that is simply 
what this amendment does. It is a blue 
ribbon school amendment. I think it 
will go a long way to encouraging 
schools that are beating the odds to 
continue to do so, and we will reward 
them with something significant. So 
they can take that $100,000 and apply it 
to technology, teacher training, and 
other opportunities for students. And 
this is available, I want to stress, for 
parochial and private schools, as well 
as public, within the constitutional 
framework so that we are better reach- 
ing across all of the Nation to many of 
the schools and doing it in a fair way. 
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That is what my amendment does, and 
I offer it as a substitute. 

In closing, let me say this is only 1 of 
10 or 15 ways on which I personally 
think it is better to spend this $1.5 bil- 
lion, that will have a longer and a 
greater impact on improving education 
than establishing these savings ac- 
counts. 

I did not get to speak on Senator 
GLENN’s amendment, but I will just say 
another way to spend this $1 billion 
would be to expand the IRA from $500 
to $2,000, which he so eloquently talked 
about yesterday. It would be another 
good way to have a positive effect in 
encouraging people to save early for 
their children’s college education, 
which is so expensive. 

So with all due respect to my col- 
league from Georgia for all of the good 
remarks he has made, there are just 
better ways to spend the money. This 
blue ribbon school amendment is only 
one, but I commend it and recommend 
it to this body to consider. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Ms. LANDRIBEU. Yes, I will. 

Mr. KENNEDY. We have now an op- 
portunity to make a choice as we are 
going to vote on this measure, the 
Coverdell bill, which has been esti- 
mated to be $1.6 billion over the period 
of the next 10 years. We will have a 
choice either this evening or tomorrow 
as to how we are going to expend those 
funds, whether they will be used pri- 
marily, as the Tax Committee says, for 
private schools or, as I understand the 
Senator’s amendment, to recognize ex- 
cellence in schools all across this coun- 
try as a result of local decisions that 
are being made by parents, local com- 
munity decisions, and to give a finan- 
cial reward. $100,000 is a considerable 
reward, but I imagine, since these 
schools are dedicating themselves to 
improving and strengthening their aca- 
demic achievements and accomplish- 
ments, those resources are going to be 
used to further student advancement, 
thereby giving some real meaning to 
the local initiatives to put excellence 
first in terms of public education. 

So on the one hand we are going to 
have a choice for recognizing excel- 
lence at the local level selected by peer 
review or the funds will be primarily 
used in terms of private education. Do 
I understand it correctly? 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Yes, the Senator 
from Massachusetts understands this 
correctly and has articulated it very 
accurately. The reason that I am un- 
able to support Senator COVERDELL’s 
proposal is because it is clear from the 
studies that the vast majority of the 
benefit would go to just a small portion 
of those in parochial or private schools. 

I believe that we need to be more bal- 
anced in our approach to help all of our 
schools and all of our families, as bal- 
anced as we can be, and not try to put 
one above the other. 
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So, this amendment gives funding to 
parochial schools, to private schools, 
and to public schools, based on their ef- 
forts to be excellent. And, as the Sen- 
ator knows, sometimes against great 
odds, in very poor districts, these 
schools—many parochial schools—are 
doing a great job. I believe they should 
be rewarded within the framework of 
the Constitution, which is clearly ap- 
propriate with this program. 

So it is my hope that the Senate and 
the Congress will strongly consider 
this approach, because this is exactly 
what we need to be doing, rewarding 
and encouraging success. 

Mr. KENNEDY. If the Senator will 
yield further, I imagine, then, after 
they are selected, hopefully these will 
be models within the local community? 
People will say, “These schools have 
been selected because of their enhanced 
academic achievement and excellence. 
I wonder what they did right.” Parents 
in neighboring communities will un- 
derstand it, others will understand it, 
and hopefully, as a result of these 
kinds of awards, it will be an incentive 
for replicating the kinds of decisions at 
the local level that have resulted in ex- 
cellence. Is that the objective as well? 

Ms. LANDRIEU. That is the objec- 
tive. If I could read into the RECORD 
the way the schools are chosen now, it 
is if they are student focused and have 
great student support, if their stand- 
ards are challenging and their cur- 
ricula challenging, if they are teaching 
active learning, if they have developed 
partnerships with their communities, 
and if they have strong leadership. 
Those are just some of the measures 
that are used. 

So, yes, the Senator is correct. As 
they receive their blue ribbons and 
their plaques, they are being honored 
now in our Nation and they are held up 
to high esteem. The problem is, they 
basically leave here emptyhanded, be- 
cause we send them back with a plaque 
and a ribbon. I think we need to send 
them home with some money and some 
real help, to put our money where our 
mouth is and say, Good job; here's 
some money to help you continue to do 
that good job. You make us proud. You 
have done it against the odds.” 

We want to be a more reliable part- 
ner. That is what I think the greatness 
is with this amendment. There are 
other approaches we could use, but this 
is, I think, getting us on the right 
track. 

I thank the Senator, and I yield back 
whatever time I have remaining. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
withhold the time, perhaps, just in case 
we need respond? 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Yes. I reserve the 
time in the event we need to respond, 
Madam President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Who yields time? The Senator from 
Tennessee. 
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Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment pro- 
posed by the Senator from Louisiana. 
Both she and I agree on many different 
issues. I will come to why I oppose the 
amendment itself. But let me say that 
I do agree with her in her statement 
that it is important to reward excel- 
lence, and to reward it appropriately, 
in terms of our Nation's schools. It is 
especially important when, clearly, 
what we are doing today is not accom- 
plishing it in the aggregate. We do need 
to identify particular schools, reward 
them, change what they are doing, so 
we will improve the overall standards 
of all schools. 

In Tennessee, there have been many 
schools that have received and earned 
the Blue Ribbon Schools Excellence in 
Education awards. I am proud of them, 
to go by and see them. They are given 
a Presidential Citation, a flag of excel- 
lence signifying that school’s exem- 
plary status. 

I understand the Senator from Lou- 
isiana wants to expand on this notion 
of honoring success, but to do so by 
having the schools receive national fi- 
nancial rewards of $100,000. 

We agree on many points, in terms of 
encouraging success, but we differ on 
one key element. The one key element, 
all of our colleagues must be aware of, 
because it is key in this amendment, 
and that is that this amendment has 
been offered as a result of the Senator’s 
opposition to the Coverdell Savings Ac- 
count A+ Act. As a result of this oppo- 
sition, the proposed amendment would 
strike section 101 of the Coverdell bill. 
In effect, it is a poison pill to the 
Coverdell savings account initiative. 

As chairman of the Senate Budget 
Committee Task Force on Education, I 
have had the opportunity over the last 
6 months to conduct hearings and to 
hear from people who are at schools, 
who run schools in the local commu- 
nities. I have heard again and again 
how important it is—repeatedly—that 
we must look for creative solutions, for 
innovation, to the problems that 
plague our Nation’s schools. Senator 
COVERDELL’s plans for savings accounts 
is a good, positive first step. The pro- 
posed amendment would gut that to- 
tally. I do not believe it is the final so- 
lution, but the proposal does take us in 
that very important direction of em- 
powering that parent-child team. 

I would like to just take a moment to 
highlight the provisions of the Cover- 
dell bill which I believe make it an ef- 
fective tool, a positive tool, in helping 
students and families across the coun- 
try which, if this amendment were to 
pass, the Coverdell advantages would 
go away. What does the Coverdell A+ 
Accounts do? We expand the education 
savings accounts in the Taxpayer Re- 
lief Act of 1997 by increasing the an- 
nual contribution limit for education 
IRAs from $500 to $2,000. The bill, very 
importantly, expands the definition of 
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what is qualified education expenses. 
They are currently limited to higher 
education. The Coverdell bill expands 
it to K-12—K-12 expenses, the sort of 
expenses we have already talked about. 

It could be anything from equipment 
to computers to books to supplies, or if 
you are an individual with a disability, 
to give you the tools that you might 
not otherwise have so you can learn, 
homeschooling expenses, uniforms, 
transportation costs—all of these 
would be encompassed by the Coverdell 
bill. If the amendment by the Senator 
from Louisiana is agreed to instead of 
the Coverdell bill, they will all go 
away. We all know that it is the par- 
ents, the parents who want the very 
best for their children. I believe it is 
important—which the Coverdell bill 
does—to encourage parents to invest in 
their children’s education, to give 
them that opportunity, to lower the 
barriers to do so, to give them the in- 
centives to invest in their children. 

The President signed into law on Au- 
gust 5, 1997, the Taxpayer Relief Act, 
which authorized new education IRAs. 
But that was just for higher education, 
not K-12. I am fully supportive of every 
measure we can put on the table help- 
ing families plan for higher education 
expenses. I also believe this effort 
should be expanded to provide tax al- 
lowances for what families spend on el- 
ementary and secondary education. 
That is not allowed today but will be 
allowed under the Coverdell proposal. 

While our colleges and universities 
are the very best in the world—and this 
was put before our task force com- 
mittee again and again—the founda- 
tion on which those colleges and uni- 
versities rest is not sturdy; it is weak. 
In fact, our elementary and secondary 
schools are not the envy of the world, 
unlike our colleges and universities. 

In a recent TIMMS, the third math 
and science study, scores show just 
how poorly our students are measuring 
up to their international counterparts. 
I referred to this earlier. This is the 
12th grade mathematics general knowl- 
edge achievement compared to 21 other 
countries. You don’t need to read the 
chart, but these are countries that do 
better than us, such countries as Aus- 
tria, Slovenia does better than us, Ger- 
many, Denmark, Switzerland. Only 2 
nations—these are the nations we do 
equal to—only 2 nations out of 21 do 
worse than the United States in the 
12th grade mathematics. The same can 
be said of science. So we are not doing, 
in K-12, anywhere near what we should 
be doing. 

Even our colleges and universities 
have to take on that additional burden 
by reteaching students that they re- 
ceive. Approximately 30 percent of 
freshmen in college today require re- 
medial course work. We need to direct 
our attention to this K-12 foundation, 
which the Coverdell bill does. 

Under current law, we assist parents, 
students, and families with numerous 


April 22, 1998 


tax allowances for higher education. 
We have HOPE and Lifetime Learning 
Savings. We have the education IRAs 
for higher education. We have the 
State prepaid tuition programs. We 
have U.S. savings bonds. In terms of 
loans for students, we provide deduc- 
tions for interest payments—all for 
higher education. We are the best in 
the world. Now is the time to look at 
K-12 education. 

I would like to talk just very briefly 
about why I think a new approach is 
needed. By agreeing to the amendment 
that is proposed by the Senator from 
Louisiana, again, we are gutting the 
Coverdell bill. In essence, we are say- 
ing let’s not change the system at all, 
that we are doing OK. That is in es- 
sence what this amendment is doing. 
Are we doing OK? This chart basically 
shows, in science, trends in average 
science scale scores over the last 20 
years, going from 1970 on your left to 
1996 on the right. This is age 17, the 
purple line. The green line is age 13. 
The orange line is age 7. And the whole 
point is that, over the last 20 years, we 
are not improving at all. 

I just compared globally; we are 
doing worse. Out of 21 nations, in the 
12th grade, only 2 nations did worse 
than us. So, in spite of all 500 programs 
that we have today, in spite of spend- 
ing about $74 billion at the Federal 
level, we are doing no better. 

Beneath the surface of this whole dis- 
appointment of stagnant student per- 
formance and despite a commitment of 
increased resources—and let me show 
very briefly on this chart what we have 
been doing as a nation. 

This is 1971 to 1997, about a 27-year 
period. This is how much we spend per 
pupil in adjusted dollars today. That is 
what the red line is, constant 1996-1997 
dollars. What it shows is that in 1970 
we were spending, in today’s dollars, 
about $4,000. Today, we are spending 
about 50 percent more, about $6,000. We 
have had a stagnant performance at 
the same time we have had increased 
expenditures. 

A vote for the amendment by the 
Senator from Louisiana says, let’s not 
change the system, let’s keep doing ex- 
actly what we are doing today—some- 
thing with which I heartily disagree. 

Beneath the surface of this whole dis- 
appointment that we see in terms of 
stagnant student performance, there is 
an acute crisis in our urban schools. 
One out of every four public school stu- 
dents are enrolled in an urban school 
district. 

A recent report examining our urban 
schools noted: 

It is hard to exaggerate the education cri- 
sis in America’s cities. Words like scandal, 
failure, corruption and despair echo in the 
pages of the Nation’s newspapers. 

Another area of concern is the Fed- 
eral component in the landscape of 
American education. I show this chart 
again not so much to show the details, 
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but this is a chart that was generated 
by the General Accounting Office. As 
the task force chairman, I basically 
found it can be depicted by a chart like 
this, that we have today at the Federal 
level a sprawling and unfocused effort 
which suffers from a programmatic re- 
luctance to ask itself what works and 
what doesn’t work. 

Over the last couple of days, we have 
said that we have heard again and 
again maybe one more program will 
help out. This basically shows, among 
three target groups—this happens to be 
teachers, and the various departments 
and various Federal programs are 
around the border—how they influence 
teachers. Just walk away from it, and 
you see that this is a spider web almost 
of unrelated programs all targeted at 
the individuals. There are over 500 such 
programs right now. 

What we need to do, if anything, is to 
consolidate and to improve. We do need 
to change. We do need to allow that 
creativity, to allow that innovation. A 
vote for the amendment of the Senator 
from Louisiana guts the Coverdell bill. 
It says, let’s not change, let’s not 
structurally improve the system. 

In the last few minutes, I talked 
about the disparity between the assist- 
ance we provide for higher education 
and elementary and secondary edu- 
cation. I have shown the data which 
show our children are not at the level 
we need for them to be if we are to re- 
main competitive in the global mar- 
ketplace. 

I talked a little bit about the need 
for creative solutions in our K-12 sys- 
tem, the sort of solutions that are of- 
fered in the Coverdell bill. I mentioned 
provisions in the bill of the Senator 
from Georgia which will enable the 
parent-child team—and that is what we 
need to stay focused on—to make im- 
portant education decisions in the 
early years. 

Coming back to the amendment of 
the Senator from Louisiana, awarding 
schools is on the right track. It is a 
good approach. We need to recognize 
success. I might add, we need to rep- 
licate that success as well. I will say, 
as an alternative to the Coverdell bill, 
it is totally unacceptable. Savings ac- 
counts are too important for families 
in Tennessee and all across this Na- 
tion. We simply cannot afford to desert 
this effort, despite the merits of these 
other proposals. Savings accounts, 
bonds for school construction, State 
prepaid tuition, the underlying Cover- 
dell bill provides all of this. To replace 
that bill with a program that does rec- 
ognize merit but does nothing more is 
simply unsatisfactory. 

I urge my colleagues to defeat the 
amendment of the Senator from Lou- 
isiana and support the underlying bill. 
I reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. COVERDELL addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 
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Mr. COVERDELL. Just for clarifica- 
tion, how much time remains on both 
sides? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia has 1 minute 50 sec- 
onds; the opposing side has 2 minutes 
33 seconds remaining. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I 
will use the remainder of my time to 
thank my distinguished colleague from 
Tennessee for agreeing that this 
amendment is, in fact, on the right 
track and for saying that it is about 
time we begin rewarding success and 
innovation, it is about time we become 
a reliable partner with our local 
schools that are achieving, despite 
sometimes great difficulty, and to 
begin rewarding them. I thank him for 
his comments. 

I do not disagree with him as he laid 
out all of the problems associated cur- 
rently with our public and general edu- 
cation system in the United States. No 
one in this Chamber disagrees with the 
sad statistics about lack of achieve- 
ment, lack of discipline, et cetera, al- 
though I want to say for the RECORD 
that there are many, many, many good 
public schools, private and parochial 
schools in this Nation, of which we 
should be proud. The fact is that we 
need to have every one to be excellent, 
but we are falling from the mark. 

Let me, if I can, Madam President, in 
the 1 minute I have left, call to your 
attention one of the real failings of the 
Coverdell proposal. 

In order to save money, obviously, 
you have to save it for a long period of 
time for it to generate any benefit to 
the saver. One of the problems with 
setting aside $500 to begin using in kin- 
dergarten is that you don’t have the 
money set aside long enough for there 
to be a benefit to a family. So what we 
are saying is a $30 benefit is not really 
that great a benefit. There are so many 
better ways we can spend this money 
to really improve education. 

If we want to have a savings plan, 
which I would support, and prepaid col- 
lege tuition, which is certainly one I 
support, then let’s do some real saving 
in this country. Let’s really save $500 
or $2,000, which is part of the Coverdell 
proposal that I do agree with. Let’s set 
aside money, increase it—which is 
what Senator GLENN tried to do—from 
$500 to $2,000 a year to enable families, 
from when their child is 1, if they save 
until 17 at a 6 percent yield, to save 
$60,000. If they received a 12 percent re- 
turn, they could save over $110,000 ap- 
proximately. Then you are talking 
about real money, and you are talking 
about real benefit, and you are talking 
about real savings, and you are talking 
about a Tax Code that really might 
work and do something good. If we had 
adopted JOHN GLENN’s amendment, this 
is what people in America would be 
doing, and I would be proud to sign my 
name to it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 
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Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I 
offer this for the RECORD and thank 
you for letting me offer the blue ribbon 
school amendment and the long-term 
savings amendment. 

Mr. COVERDELL addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President, 
I want to make it very clear that the 
education savings accounts would 
inure to the benefit of 14 million Amer- 
ican families. The initial amount of 
money saved would be $5 billion. 

The example that the Senator from 
Louisiana offers doesn’t really paint 
the picture. The $30 she talks about is, 
of course, averaging everybody out, 
and that is the interest only. She has 
forgotten that it is the interest on a 
lot of principal. 

We have said from the outset, one of 
the surprises about this education sav- 
ings account is the tax relief involved 
over 5 years is only a little over $500 
million. But that little amount makes 
Americans do big things. Because of 
that simple, small incentive, they go 
out and save $5 billion to put behind 
education. 

This blue-ribbon proposal would end 
up helping maybe 400 schools in Amer- 
ica. They would be schools that have 
been generally better off. What we are 
talking about is helping 14 million 
families deal with the situation in all 
the schools that 20 million children at- 
tend. That might be a school that 
would in no way be able to compete for 
one of these excellence awards. Very 
few of your inner city schools could 
meet these standards. 

So what do you want, 400 schools 
that get $300,000 a year for the building, 
or 14 million families and 20 million 
kids having an ability to buy a home 
computer or a tutor? To me, there is no 
decision to make here. Do you want 
lots and lots of Americans opening up 
savings accounts trying to help their 
children with whatever the specific 
needs are, or do you want a specialized 
program that rewards the students in 
400 schools? That is fine, but as a sub- 
stitute for what we are talking about, 
there is no comparison. 

Madam President, I yield back my re- 
maining time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired on the amendment. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Idaho is recognized. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Thank you very 
much, Madam President. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2302 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2301 
(Purpose: To amend section 6201 of the Ele- 

mentary and Secondary Education Act of 

1965 to provide for student improvement 

incentive awards, and for other purposes) 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. I rise to offer a 
second-degree amendment to the 
Landrieu amendment, and I send it to 
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the desk for its immediate consider- 
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. KEMPTHORNE] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2302 to 
amendment No. 2301. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Madam Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that 
reading of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print- 
ed in today’s RECORD under Amend- 
ments Submitted.’’) 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Madam Presi- 
dent, the current discussion on edu- 
cation in the United States has been 
widespread. Both sides of the debate, I 
believe, truly have the best interests of 
our Nation’s young people at heart. It 
has been a good discussion, and I com- 
mend the Senator from Georgia, Sen- 
ator COVERDELL, for his leadership on 
this issue. 

We often differ on issues of school 
choice, Federal involvement in the 
classroom, and State flexibility. The 
amendment that I offer today address- 
es one of this Nation’s educational 
needs while doing so in a manner which 
should not be controversial. This is the 
student improvement incentive grant 
program. 

The amendment I am offering today 
is quite simple in its nature. Under the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act, States are given a level of flexi- 
bility with how to use some of those 
funds. My amendment provides yet an- 
other option for States. 

Under my amendment, States would 
be allowed to use some of their Federal 
education funds to provide awards to 
public high schools based on the 
schools’ performances on statewide as- 
sessment tests, the content and sub- 
stance of which would be entirely up to 
the State. 

There are several important elements 
to this proposal. First, this is not a 
new program but merely a new option 
from which States may choose. Second, 
the assessments would be based en- 
tirely on State priorities and desires. 
Third, no new funds are required. Thus, 
my proposal gives States a new way to 
create a healthy competition amongst 
public high schools without imposing 
new Federal requirements, additional 
Federal oversight, or increasing Fed- 
eral spending. 

As my colleagues are well aware, ap- 
proximately 2 months ago it was wide- 
ly reported in the media that high 
school students in the United States 
scored well below their peers in an 
international exam in math and 
science. In fact, of the 21 nations in- 
volved, U.S. students ranked 19th. In 
comparison, however, U.S. fourth grad- 
ers performed strongly against their 
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international peers on similar exams. 
Somewhere along the way we are fail- 
ing our students by not encouraging 
them to maintain the high standards 
that they have demonstrated early in 
their academic careers. 

My amendment will help change this 
trend by creating financial incentives 
to encourage greater academic per- 
formance in our secondary schools. At 
the same time, it achieves this goal 
while leaving the control over edu- 
cation where it belongs, in the State 
and local communities. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
student improvement incentive grant 
amendment. 

I yield the floor, Madam President. 

Mr. COVERDELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia is recognized. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Just a point of 
clarification. The hour of 3:45 has ar- 
rived. I believe under a previous unani- 
mous consent agreement, the Senate is 
about to proceed to a series of votes on 
amendments, beginning with Senator 
GORTON’s, and that there would be 2 
minutes for each amendment equally 
divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Consider- 
ation of the pending amendment is 
temporarily suspended. 

The pending question will occur on 
the Gorton amendment No. 2293, as 
amended. The Senator is correct that 
there will be 2 minutes of debate equal- 
ly divided. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President, 
then the remaining time on the amend- 
ment offered by Senator KEMPTHORNE 
would occur immediately following the 
last vote? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2293, AS AMENDED 

Mr. GORTON. Madam President, the 
Gorton-Frist amendment is based on 
two philosophical principles. The first 
of those principles is that the present 
system under which 7 percent of the 
dollars going into education come from 
the Federal Government, together with 
50 percent of all of the rules and regu- 
lations under which that education is 
provided, is not necessarily either in 
theory or in practice the best way to 
set policies for our public schools or to 
fund those public schools. 

It is based also on the philosophy 
that parents and teachers and prin- 
cipals and superintendents and elected 
school board members all across the 
United States not only care more 
about the children in their trust but 
are better able to set the educational 
policies for their children in their 
schools than are bureaucrats in Wash- 
ington, DC, or even Senators in the 
U.S. Senate. 
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The Gorton-Frist amendment, how- 
ever, forces these two philosophical 
distinctions or principles on no one. 
Under this amendment, any State that 
likes the present system of Federal 
control is authorized to retain it. Any 
State that believes educational policy 
should be set at the State capital 
through a State school board or Gov- 
ernor or State superintendent of public 
instruction is free to adopt such a sys- 
tem. And any State that believes, as 
we do, that local control and local 
spending policies are best, is free to 
adopt that policy. 

We also guarantee that no State will 
lose money under this amendment. I 
commend it to the President and to the 
Members of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Who yields time? 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
agree with the Senator from Wash- 
ington that if the State wants to tax 
its own people and do whatever it 
wants to, it should have the ability to 
do it. If the local community wants to 
tax its people, they ought to be able to 
do whatever they want. But what Sen- 
ator GORTON is saying is, we are going 
to use Federal taxpayers’ money, the 
money that is directed by the Con- 
gress. 

We have designated three very impor- 
tant areas that are eliminated by the 
amendment of the Senator from Wash- 
ington. 

First, drug-free schools. I do not find 
any parents from Massachusetts say- 
ing, “Abolish drug-free schools.” The 
Gorton amendment will abolish it. 

Second, for the training of teachers 
in math and science, I do not find par- 
ents saying, “We ought to abolish that 
program.” The Gorton amendment 
does it. 

And third, in terms of raising high 
academic standards, the programs that 
help and assist local schools to be able 
to do it, I do not find parents in my 
State saying, “Abolish that program.” 
It will be abolished by the Gorton 
amendment. 

It makes no sense, Madam President. 
And there is no accountability under 
the Gorton amendment how these 
funds are being spent and what the ef- 
fect of it is in improving academic 
achievement and accomplishment. To 
do it after 30 minutes of debate makes 
no sense whatsoever. I hope that the 
amendment will be defeated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. The question now occurs 
on agreeing to the Gorton amendment 
No. 2293, as amended. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
HELMS) is necessarily absent. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BROWNBACK). Are there any other Sen- 
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 50, 
nays 49, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 91 Leg.] 


YEAS—50 
Abraham Faircloth McCain 
Allard Frist McConnell 
Ashcroft Gorton Murkowski 
Bennett Gramm Nickles 
Bond Grams Roberts 
Brownback Grassley Roth 
Burns Gregg 
Campbell Hagel 3 
Coats Hatch Shelby 
Cochran Hutchinson Smith (NH) 
Collins Hutchison Smith (OR 
Coverdell Inhofe n 
Craig Kempthorne Stevens 
D'Amato Kyl Thomas 
DeWine Lott Thompson 
Domenici Lugar Thurmond 
Enzi Mack Warner 

NAYS—49 
Akaka Feinstein Lieberman 
Baucus Ford Mikulski 
Biden Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Bingaman Graham Moynihan 
Boxer Harkin Murray 
Breaux Hollings Reed 
Bryan Inouye Reid 
Bumpers Jeffords Robb 

hnson 
5 gaun — Rockefeller 
Cleland Kerrey 9 
Conrad Kerry 
Daschle Kohl Specter 
Dodd Landrieu Torricelli 
Dorgan Lautenberg Wellstone 
Durbin Leahy Wyden 
Feingold Levin 

NOT VOTING—1 
Helms 


The amendment (No. 2293), as amend- 
ed, was agreed to. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LOTT. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2296 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on the Hutchinson 
amendment No. 2296. Under the pre- 
vious order, there are 2 minutes of de- 
bate equally divided prior to the vote. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the next 
vote in this series of four be limited to 
10 minutes in length. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas is recognized for 1 
minute. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. President, this is a dollars-for- 
the-classroom amendment that ex- 
presses the sense of the Senate that we 
will do our best to ensure that 95 cents 
out of every dollar actually gets to the 
classroom where the needs are the 
greatest. Unfortunately, studies indi- 
cate that right now as little as 65 cents 
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of every Federal education dollar actu- 
ally gets down to the classroom. Where 
does it go? Much of it goes to bureauc- 
racies, Federal and State. We have 307 
Federal education programs. 

This simply says let’s give 95 cents 
out of every dollar to the classroom. 
That will be $2,000 per classroom for 
every classroom in America—addi- 
tional money that the teachers and the 
local school boards can determine how 
it should be spent. It maximizes local 
control. States’ needs are different. To 
say 100,000 teachers or to say let's 
spend Federal dollars for construction 
isn’t the wisest approach. It is better 
to let those decisions be made locally 
where the needs differ across the coun- 
try. 

The question on this sense-of-the- 
Senate amendment is, Are you for bu- 
reaucrats, or are you for books? I think 
we want it to go to the classroom. 
Let’s support this sense of the Senate. 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, those 
who support the education programs, 
title I and other programs that will be 
affected, want the greatest amount of 
money to go to the local classrooms. 
So we support this measure. We have 
no problem whatsoever in supporting 
this measure, It is supported by the ad- 
ministration and by the Department of 
Education. We want to make sure that 
as much of the funds as possible go 
right into the classroom. We are abso- 
lutely in support of it. We hope the 
amendment will pass overwhelmingly. 

When the Senator initially offered 
his amendment, it provided not only 
for this measure but to eliminate the 
amendment of the Senator from Wash- 
ington. Now the Senator from Wash- 
ington will have a chance to have her 
amendment voted on. 

I hope all of our Members will sup- 
port this measure. It makes good sense. 
We all want the resources to go into 
the classroom for the benefit of the 
children. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment of the Senator 
from Arkansas. On this question, the 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
HELMS) is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 99, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rolicall Vote No. 92 Leg.] 


YEAS—99 
Abraham Baucus Bond 
Akaka Bennett Boxer 
Allard Biden Breaux 
Ashcroft Bingaman Brownback 
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Bryan Gramm McConnell 
Bumpers Grams Mikulski 
Burns Grassley Moseley-Braun 
Byrd Gregg Moynihan 
Campbell Hagel Murkowski 
Chafee Harkin Murray 
Cleland Hatch Nickles 
Coats Hollings Reed 
Cochran Hutchinson Reid 
Collins Hutchison Robb 
Conrad Inhofe Roberts 
Coverdell Inouye Rockefeller 
Craig Jeffords Roth 
D'Amato Johnson Santorum 
Daschle Kempthorne Sarbanes 
DeWine Kennedy Sessions 
Dodd Kerrey Shelby 
Domenici Kerry Smith (NH) 
Dorgan Kohl Smith (OR) 
Durbin Kyl Snowe 
Enzi Landrieu Specter 
Faircloth Lautenberg Stevens 
Feingold Leahy Thomas 
Feinstein Levin Thompson 
Ford Lieberman Thurmond 
Frist Lott Torricelli 
Glenn Lugar Warner 
Gorton Mack Wellstone 
Graham McCain Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Helms 


The amendment (No. 2296) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2295 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on agreeing to 
Murray amendment No. 2295. Under the 
previous order, there are 2 minutes of 
debate equally divided before the vote. 

Who seeks recognition? 

Mrs. MURRAY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank the Chair. 

The amendment before us is very 
simple. It merely asks us to go on 
record as to whether or not we Mem- 
bers of the Senate believe we should 
support efforts to decrease class size in 
the early grades. 

As a parent of a child in public edu- 
cation, two children who have gone 
through our public schools, as a former 
school board member, as a member of 
the PTA, as a former educator myself 
who has been in the classroom, who 
knows the difference between having 18 
young 4-year-olds or 24 4-year-olds, who 
knows the difference between teaching 
and crowd control, I will tell the Mem- 
bers of this Senate that decreasing 
class size is one of the most important 
things we can do to increase the edu- 
cation for our young children. Every 
Member here has talked about the need 
for increased math skills, the need for 
our young children to be able to read 
and write and have the skills they 
need. If we decrease class size, every 
parent in this country will tell you 
that it will make a difference. Studies 
show it. Parents know it. Teachers 
know it. It is time for this Senate to 
recognize that and move, on our part, 
with our responsibility, to decrease 
class size. I urge the adoption of this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, 
this amendment calls for 100,000 new 
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teachers paid for at the Federal level. 
It is an endorsement of the President’s 
proposal. I reluctantly oppose it. Mr. 
President, 79 percent of the teachers in 
Arkansas are satisfied with class size, 
65 percent of the teachers nationwide 
are satisfied with their class sizes. It is 
wrong to have a one-size-fits-all ap- 
proach on the Federal level. We may 
need more teachers in some States, but 
we may not need them in others. So I 
believe this is an area States are al- 
ready addressing, 

California and many other States 
have adopted programs to reduce class 
size. It is not something the Federal 
Government needs to get involved in. 
It has a $7 billion price tag. Those 
funds can be better used, and more 
wisely used, in other areas. So I ask 
my colleagues to oppose this sense-of- 
the-Senate resolution endorsing the 
100,000 teacher, $7 billion expansion of 
the Federal role in public school edu- 
cation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. The question occurs on the 
Murray amendment, No. 2295. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
HELMS) is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 49, 
nays 50, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 93 Leg.] 


YEAS—49 
Akaka Feingold Levin 
Baucus Feinstein Lieberman 
Biden Ford Mikulski 
Bingaman Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Boxer Graham Moynihan 
Breaux Harkin Murray 
Bryan Hollings Reed 
Bumpers Inouye Reid 
Byrd Jeffords Robb 
Campbell Johnson Rockefeller 
Cleland Kennedy Kantan 
Conrad Kerrey 55 
D'Amato Kerry Specter 
Daschle Kohl Torricelli 
Dodd Landrieu Wellstone 
Dorgan Lautenberg Wyden 
Durbin Leahy 
NAYS—50 

Abraham Frist McConnell 
Allard Gorton Murkowski 
Ashcroft Gramm Nickles 
Bennett Grams Roberts 
Bond Grassley Roth 
ca —.— Santorum 
urns e 
Chafee Hatch a, 
Coats Hutchinson Smith (NH) 
Cochran Hutchison Smith (OR) 
Collins Inhofe 
Coverdell Kempthorne Snowe 
Craig Kyl Stevens 
DeWine Lott Thomas 
Domenici Lugar Thompson 
Enzi Mack Thurmond 
Faircloth McCain Warner 

NOT VOTING—1 

Helms 
The amendment (No. 2295) was re- 
jected. 


Mr. COVERDELL. I move to recon- 
sider the vote. 

Mr. GRAMM. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 
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The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2300 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on the Ashcroft 
amendment No. 2300, which is a second- 
degree amendment to the Levin 
amendment No. 2299. 

Under the previous order, there will 
now be 2 minutes of debate, equally di- 
vided, prior to the vote. 

Who seeks recognition? 

Mr. ASHCROFT addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, this 
amendment prohibits Federal funding 
for national testing in our schools un- 
less there is explicit congressional au- 
thority for such funding, so that no 
funding of the Federal Government 
could be used to supply or provide for 
national tests unless the Congress spe- 
cifically authorized it. 

I ask unanimous consent that Sen- 
ator HAGEL of Nebraska be added as an 
original cosponsor of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I believe the funda- 
mental opportunity in education and 
the opportunity for achievement by 
children relates to the involvement of 
parents in education. Whenever we 
begin to dictate curriculum from 
Washington, with a national test which 
will ultimately define curriculum, we 
will have lost the genius of America’s 
education system, which is local in- 
volvement in schools, parental involve- 
ment. 

For that reason, I believe this 
amendment should be adopted. I am 
pleased that Senator LOTT has been in 
support of this amendment. I am 
pleased that a number of other individ- 
uals are supporting it strongly and am 
glad to have the cosponsorship of Sen- 
ator HAGEL. I urge its adoption. 

I ask unanimous consent that Sen- 
ator NICKLES be added as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator’s time has expired. 

Who seeks recognition? 

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Mexico is recognized for 
1 minute. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, last 
November, 5 months ago, we worked 
out a bipartisan compromise. It re- 
ceived 87 votes here. It called for the 
National Academy of Sciences to do a 
study about the possibility of linking 
various State tests and commercial 
tests and called on this National As- 
sessment Governing Board, an inde- 
pendent board, to go ahead and develop 
some test questions. And essentially it 
set up a procedure we could look at. It 
also prohibited the use of any funds for 
field testing or pilot testing, anything 
in this fiscal year. 

This amendment would gut all of 
that, would say the National Academy 


April 22, 1998 


needs to stop in its tracks, it cannot 
complete its work. It would say that 
the National Assessment Board has to 
stop what it is doing and breach its 
contract. 

Later this year, in the appropriations 
eycle, we should revisit this issue and 
decide at that point whether to allow 
field testing. But we should not be pro- 
hibiting continued study of the issue 
and development of questions by the 
National Board at this point. So I urge 
colleagues to oppose the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

All time has expired. 

The question now occurs on agreeing 
to the Ashcroft amendment No. 2300. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
HELMS) is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ABRAHAM). Are there any other Sen- 
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 52, 
nays 47, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 94 Leg.] 


YEAS—52 
Abraham Feingold McConnell 
Allard Frist Murkowski 
Ashcroft Gorton Nickles 
Bennett Gramm Roberts 
Bond Grams Roth 
Brownback Grassley Santorum 
Burns Gregg Sessions 
Campbell Hagel Shelby 
Chafee Hatch Smith (NH) 
Coats Hutchinson Smith (OR) 
Cochran Hutchison 8 
Coluns Inhofe nore 
Coverdell Kempthorne Stevens 
Craig Kyl Thomas 
DeWine Lott Thompson 
Domenict Lugar Thurmond 
Enzi Mack Warner 
Faircloth McCain 
NAYS—47 
Akaka Feinstein Levin 
Baucus Ford Lieberman 
Biden Glenn Mikulski 
Bingaman Graham Moseley-Braun 
Boxer Harkin Moynihan 
Breaux Hollings Murray 
Bryan Inouye Reed 
Bumpers Jeffords Reid 
Byrd Johnson Robb 
pcan 3 Rockefeller 
D'Amato Kerry Sarbanes 
Daschle Kohl Specter 
Dodd Landrieu Torricelli 
Dorgan Lautenberg Wellstone 
Durbin Leahy Wyden 
NOT VOTING—1 
Helms 


The amendment (No. 2300) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. CRAIG. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the Levin amendment, 
as amended. 

The Senator from Michigan is recog- 
nized. 
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Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, as I un- 
derstand the regular order now, it 
would be for me to now resubmit the 
amendment that I offered earlier 
today, which was recently defeated, in 
effect, through the adoption of the 
Ashcroft second-degree amendment. 
Under the regular order, I am allowed 
to resubmit this amendment so that we 
can have a vote on it, or it can be sec- 
ond degreed again. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2303 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2299 
(Purpose: To replace the expansion of edu- 

cation individual retirement accounts to 
elementary and secondary school expenses 
with an increase the lifetime learning edu- 
cation credit for expenses of teachers in 
improving technology training) 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I send the 
amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2303. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the end of the amendment add the fol- 
lowing: 

Section 101 is null and void. 

SEC. . MODIFICATIONS TO EDUCATION INDI- 
VIDUAL RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS, 

(a) MAXIMUM ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS,— 

(1) IN GBENERAL.—Section 530(b)(1)(A)(iii) 
(defining education individual retirement ac- 
count) is amended by striking 3500“ and in- 
serting the contribution limit for such tax- 
able year”. 

(2) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.—Section 530(b) (re- 
lating to definitions and special rules) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

(J) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.—The term con- 
tribution limit’ means $500 ($2,000 in the case 
of any taxable year beginning after Decem- 
ber 31, 1998, and ending before January 1, 
2003).” 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) Section 530(d)X4XC) is amended by 
striking 5500“ and inserting the contribu- 
tion limit for such taxable year”. 

(B) Section 4973(e)(1(A) is amended by 
striking 3500“ and inserting the contribu- 
tion limit (as defined in section 530(b)(5)) for 
such taxable year”. 

(b) WAIVER OF AGE LIMITATIONS FOR CHIL- 
DREN WITH SPECIAL NEEDS.—Section 530(b)(1) 
(defining education individual retirement ac- 
count) is amended by adding at the end the 
following flush sentence: 


»The age limitations in the preceding sen- 
tence shall not apply to any designated bene- 
ficiary with special needs (as determined 
under regulations prescribed by the Sec- 
retary).“ 

(c) CORPORATIONS PERMITTED TO CON- 
TRIBUTE TO ACCOUNTS.—Section 530(c)(1) (re- 
lating to reduction in permitted contribu- 
tions based on adjusted gross income) is 
amended by striking The maximum amount 
which a contributor” and inserting In the 
case of a contributor who is an individual, 
the maximum amount the contributor”. 

(d) No DOUBLE BENEFIT.—Section 530(d)(2) 
(relating to distributions for qualified edu- 
cation expenses) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subparagraph: 
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D) DISALLOWANCE OF EXCLUDED AMOUNTS 
AS CREDIT OR DEDUCTION.—No deduction or 
credit shall be allowed to the taxpayer under 
any other section of this chapter for any 
qualified education expenses to the extent 
taken into account in determining the 
amount of the exclusion under this para- 
graph.” 

(e) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.— 

AGXA) Section 530(b)(1)(E) (defining edu- 
cation individual retirement account) is 
amended to read as follows: 

„E) Any balance to the credit of the des- 
ignated beneficiary on the date on which the 
beneficiary attains age 30 shall be distrib- 
uted within 30 days after such date to the 
beneficiary or, if the beneficiary dies before 
attaining age 30, shall be distributed within 
30 days after the date of death to the estate 
of such beneficiary.” 

(B) Section 530(d) (relating to tax treat- 
ment of distributions) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraph: 

(8) DEEMED DISTRIBUTION ON REQUIRED DIS- 
TRIBUTION DATE.—In any case in which a dis- 
tribution is required under subsection 
(b)(1)(B), any balance to the credit of a des- 
ignated beneficiary as of the close of the 30- 
day period referred to in such subsection for 
making such distribution shall be deemed 
distributed at the close of such period.” 

(2)(A) Section 530(d)(1) is amended by strik- 
ing section Jab)“ and inserting section 
72". 

(B) Section 72(e) (relating to amounts not 
received as annuities) is amended by insert- 
ing after paragraph (8) the following new 
paragraph: 

“(9) EXTENSION OF PARAGRAPH (2B) TO 
QUALIFIED STATE TUITION PROGRAMS AND EDU- 
CATIONAL INDIVIDUAL RETIREMENT AC- 
COUNTS.—Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this subsection, paragraph (2)(B) shall 
apply to amounts received under a qualified 
State tuition program (as defined in section 
52%b)) or under an education individual re- 
tirement account (as defined in section 
530(b)). The rule of paragraph (8)(B) shall 
apply for purposes of this paragraph.” 

(3) Section 530(d)(4)(B) (relating to excep- 
tions) is amended by striking “or” at the end 
of clause (ii), by striking the period at the 
end of clause (iii) and inserting , or”, and 
by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

(iv) an amount which is includible in 
gross income solely because the taxpayer 
elected under paragraph (2)(C) to waive the 
application of paragraph (2) for the taxable 
year.” 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall apply to taxable years begin- 
ning after December 31, 1998. 

(2) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—The amend- 
ments made by subsection (e) shall take ef- 
fect as if included in the amendments made 
by section 213 of the Taxpayer Relief Act of 
1997. 

On page 21, between lines 9 and 10, insert: 
SEC. 107. INCREASED LIFETIME LEARNING CRED- 

IT FOR TECHNOLOGY TRAINING OF 
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 
‘TEACHERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 25A(c) (relating 
to lifetime learning credit) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para- 
graph: 

“(3) SPECIAL RULE FOR TECHNOLOGY TRAIN- 
ING OF CERTAIN TEACHERS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If any portion of the 
qualified tuition and related expenses to 
which this subsection applies— 
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(i) are paid or incurred by an individual 
who is a kindergarten through grade 12 
teacher in an elementary or secondary 
school, and 

(i) are incurred as part of a program 
which is approved and certified by the appro- 
priate local educational agency as directly 
related to improvement of the individual's 
capacity to use technology in teaching, 
paragraph (1) shall be applied with respect to 
such portion by substituting 50 percent’ for 
‘20 percent’. 

(B) TERMINATION.—This paragraph shall 
not apply to expenses paid after December 
31, 2002, for education furnished in academic 
periods beginning after such date.” 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to expenses 
paid after June 30, 1998, for education fur- 
nished in academic periods beginning after 
such date. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask that the new Levin amendment be 
laid aside to recur following the 
stacked votes tomorrow morning. It 
would be the first amendment to be de- 
bated after 3 votes tomorrow morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FORD. What about debate on 
that amendment, Mr. President? 

Mr. COVERDELL. There will be 30 
minutes equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate will come to order. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, for 
the information of all Senators, the 
Senate will now conclude debate on the 
following pending amendments: Coats, 
Kempthorne, and Landrieu. 

Following those concluding remarks, 
if any other Senator wishes to debate 
their amendment, the manager will re- 
main in the Chamber for additional de- 
bate. The three amendments concluded 
this evening will be stacked to occur 
beginning at 9:30 a.m. on Thursday. 
Having entered into this arrangement 
with all Senators, there will be no fur- 
ther votes this evening. The voting se- 
quence tomorrow will begin at 9:30 a.m. 

Just for everybody’s information, it 
is my understanding that the remain- 
ing amendments on the other side— 
Dodd, Bingaman, and Boxer—have all 
indicated they want to do that tomor- 
row, which will occur following the 30 
minutes of debate on the Levin amend- 
ment. At this point we will finish 
Coats, Kempthorne and Landrieu, and 
there will be no further votes this 
evening. 

I ask unanimous consent that this be 
accepted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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(The remarks of Mr. ABRAHAM per- 
taining to the introduction of S. 1970 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
“Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.” ) 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this is 
a very important education bill before 
us today. It builds upon the education 
savings accounts enacted last year. It 
expands the amount of money that can 
be saved and expands its uses to in- 
clude K-12. 

About 14 million individuals are ex- 
pected to sign up for these accounts by 
the year 2002. Contributions can be 
saved to cover college expenses or used 
when needed to pay for a wide range of 
education expenses during a student’s 
elementary and high school years. Ex- 
amples of eligible expenses include text 
books, computers, school uniforms, tu- 
toring, advanced placement college 
credits, home schooling, after-school 
care and college preparation courses. 

A tutor can make the difference be- 
tween success or a student falling 
hopelessly behind. 

A computer can open the world to a 
child. Children growing up in homes 
with computers will be the achievers. I 
am afraid children growing up in 
homes without computers will be at a 
disadvantage. This bill will allow 
money from an education savings ac- 
count to be sent on a computer, soft- 
ware, lessons on how to use the com- 
puter. 

The bill has several solid worthwhile 
provisions. 

It raises the limits on annual con- 
tributions to an education IRA from 
$500 to $2,000 per year, and allows ac- 
counts to be used for K-12 expenses. 
The bill allows parents or grandparents 
to make the contribution in after-tax 
money each year. 

The accounts would grow with inter- 
est, and withdrawals for educational 
expenses would be tax-free. A+ ac- 
counts, as under current law, are tar- 
geted to middle income taxpayers. Eli- 
gibility phases out beginning at $95,000 
for individuals and $150,000 for joint fil- 
ers. Under these terms almost all New 
Mexicans would be eligible to set up 
one of these accounts. 

The bill allows parents to purchase 
contracts that lock-in tomorrow’s tui- 
tion costs at today’s prices. This bill 
would make these savings completely 
tax-free. 

Families purchasing plans would pay 
no federal income tax on interest 
build-up. Under current law, state-run 
programs allowed tax-deferred savings 
for college. However, savings in such 
plans, when withdrawn, are taxable as 
income to the student. This provision 
would benefit 1 million students. 

Twenty-one states have created tui- 
tion plans. New Mexico has not yet im- 
plemented one but it does have a pro- 
posal under consideration. If the state 
finalizes its pre-paid tuition plan fu- 
ture students would be able to benefit. 
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Pre-paid tuition plans are a great way 
to secure the future. 

The bill extends through 2002, the ex- 
clusion for employers who pay for their 
employees’ tuition and expands the 
program to cover graduate students be- 
ginning in 1998. The exclusion allows 
employers to pay up to $5,250 per year 
for educational expenses to benefit em- 
ployees without requiring the employ- 
ees to declare that benefit as income 
and pay federal income tax on the ben- 
efit. One million workers, including 
250,000 graduate students, would ben- 
efit from a tax-free employer-provided 
education assistance provision. 

The bill also creates a new category 
of exempt facility bonds for privately- 
owned and publicly operated elemen- 
tary and secondary school construction 
high growth areas. The bill makes $3 
billion in school construction bonds 
over five years. This is enough to build 
500 elementary schools. 

I am pleased that the bill includes 
the amendment to provide new grants 
to states that (1) test K-12 teachers for 
proficiency in the subject area they 
teach and (2) has a merit based teacher 
compensation system. 

In line with my belief that teacher 
competence is key to improving Amer- 
ican education, this bill creates incen- 
tives for states to establish teacher and 
merit pay policies. 

I believe the best teachers should be 
rewarded for their efforts to educate 
our children. A little competition in 
our public schools would be a good 
thing for rewarding those teachers who 
excel at their profession and moti- 
vating those who may need to improve 
their performance. 

This is but one step forward in our 
bid to improve the educational per- 
formance of American students. This 
amendment supports the principle that 
all children deserve to be taught by 
well-educated, competent and qualified 
teachers. 

I hope the Senate will complete its 
work quickly on this bill and that the 
President will sign it. 

The MERIT amendment would use 
the Eisenhower Professional Develop- 
ment Program (Title II) to provide in- 
centive funds to states that establish 
periodic assessments of elementary and 
secondary school teachers, including a 
pay system to reward teachers based 
on merit and proven performance. 

The legislation would not reduce cur- 
rent funding for the Eisenhower Profes- 
sional Development Program. Incen- 
tives will be provided to states that es- 
tablish teacher testing and merit pay 
programs. The amendment permits the 
use of Federal education dollars to es- 
tablish and administer these programs. 

The Eisenhower program, established 
in 1985, gives teachers and other edu- 
cational staff access to sustained and 
high-quality professional development 
training. In 1998, the Congress approved 
$28.3 million, $10 million more than in 
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1997, for the Eisenhower program to 
provide in-service training for teachers 
in core subject areas. 

The President requested $50 million 
for the Eisenhower program in 1999, an 
increase of $26.7 million above the $28.3 
million provided in 1998. New Mexico 
received $2.4 million in 1997 for all 89 
school districts. The President funds 
his 1999 request at the expense of Title 
VI, Innovative Program Strategies, 
which New Mexico also heavily uti- 
lizes. He requests no funding for this 
program, which received $350 million in 
1998. 

Mr. 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
announce that the order of business is 
to complete the Coats amendment. The 
author, Senator Cors, is here. I 
talked to the other side. We have some 
Senators who want to offer some pro- 
posals of their own not related to this 
legislation. But if we could—everybody 
is in agreement—we can proceed with 
the Coats amendment. 

Mr. COATS addressed the Chair. 

Mr. FORD. Will the Senator from In- 
diana withhold for just a moment? 

We have now allowed several minutes 
to introduce a bill. Then we are going 
back to an amendment that should be 
on this bill. Then we have others here 
who would like to speak for up to 30 or 
35 minutes. I think we are going to 
have to have some sort of an agree- 
ment on how it is going to work. Is this 
the only debate for amendments? 

Mr. COVERDELL. There are two oth- 
ers. 

Mr. FORD. Are they here? 

Mr. COVERDELL. They are not here. 
If we could facilitate Senator COATS, 
we can go to Senator FEINGOLD. 

Mr. FORD. With the understanding 
that it is approximately 35 minutes. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I understand. 

Mr. FORD. Just so there is no mis- 
understanding, we are all on the same 
wavelength. 

Mr. COVERDELL. We are on the 
same wavelength. 

Mr. FORD. I thank the chairman and 
the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, Senator COATS is 
recognized to speak for 2 minutes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2297 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, what is 
the time situation on this particular 
amendment? We were in the midst of 
offering it. We set it aside. There is 
some time remaining. I would like to 
know what time is remaining under the 
original amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ABRAHAM). When the bill was set aside, 
the Senator from Indiana had 2 min- 
utes remaining on the time, and the 
opposition had 15 minutes remaining. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I reserve 
that 2 minutes. There is someone on 
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the opposing side who wants to begin 
using their 15 minutes. This is obvi- 
ously the time. Perhaps if there is no 
opposition 

Mr. FORD. I am certain there will be 
opposition. Mr. President, I am here to 
try to help facilitate this. I don’t know 
who will be here. I am under the im- 
pression we will have somebody who 
will oppose it. But as of now it is like 
on the other side. The other two Mem- 
bers are not here to oppose it either, I 
don’t imagine. We have 30 minutes to 
work it out. 

I suggest that since the Senator from 
Indiana only has 2 minutes left, we will 
wait to see if we can find somebody to 
use up our 15, and the Senator could 
have 2 minutes tomorrow. 

Mr. COATS. I think it was well-un- 
derstood by everybody involved in this 
amendment that I would offer it imme- 
diately after the stacked votes. I am 
here prepared to finish up my time. I 
would like to get it done, because my 
schedule is not going to allow me to 
wait for 35 minutes while someone does 
morning business. 

Mr. FORD. The Senator may proceed. 
If there is no one here, I will yield back 
our time and then the Senator can 
have it voted on within the stacked 
votes in the morning. 

Mr. COATS. I will be happy to do 
that. Mr. President, I will use up the 
last 2 minutes. 

Very briefly, I do not think this 
amendment is all that controversial. It 
simply provides an extra incentive for 
individuals or organizations that want 
to make charitable contributions to 
scholarship funds which would provide 
scholarships for low-income children 
for educational purposes. As such, we 
are just simply offering an additional 
deduction of 10 percent for that specific 
purpose. I outlined earlier the basis for 
that and the reasons why we need to do 
that. I believe it complements the bill 
we are dealing with. The current bill 
addresses essentially middle income 
and above taxpayers. This goes to low- 
income taxpayers, and it gives them an 
opportunity to provide the kind of edu- 
cation they think is appropriate for 
their children. 

I hope my colleagues will accept it. 
The cost is offset by changes in the Tax 
Code which have been approved by the 
Finance Committee. There is no con- 
troversy there. I urge my colleagues to 
vote in support of the amendment 
when the vote occurs tomorrow morn- 
ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 15 seconds remaining. 

Mr. COATS. I yield the remainder of 
my time. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum on the 15 min- 
utes on this side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 
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Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I yield the 
balance of time in opposition to the 
Coats amendment. I understand the 
change is offset. Most people are happy 
with it. Therefore, there is no opposi- 
tion at the moment. I am sure some 
will vote against it, but I yield what- 
ever time this side might have. It is my 
understanding that we now go to Sen- 
ator FEINGOLD for a statement as if in 
morning business. 

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin is recognized 
under the previous order. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Thank you, 
President. 


Mr. 


— 
CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 


Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, in 
late February the Senate considered 
campaign finance reform on the floor 
of the Senate for the second time in 
this Congress. Once again, we did not 
resolve the issue. Although a clear ma- 
jority of this body now supports the 
McCain-Feingold bill, a determined mi- 
nority once again prevented it from 
being adopted. 

Mr. President, I would like to take a 
few minutes today to try to put our de- 
bate in some perspective. This is a par- 
ticularly good time to revisit the issue 
because of what has been happening 
just in the past few days in the other 
body, in the House of Representatives. 
In fact, the latest development on the 
other side of the Capitol has made it 
very clear that the defenders of the 
current system are on the run, and 
campaign finance reform is very much 
alive. 

Last fall, the Speaker of the House 
promised an open debate on campaign 
finance reform by the end of March. 
The other body, of course, is supposed 
to be the place where the majority can 
work its will. There is no filibuster 
rule in the House of Representatives— 
in effect, no requirement that you have 
to get a three-fifths majority to pass 
legislation, as has long been the case in 
the Senate. 

At the end of March, when a bipar- 
tisan majority began to clearly coa- 
lesce behind the McCain-Feingold bill, 
or the Shays-Meehan bill as it is called 
in the other body, the House leadership 
and other opponents of reform began 
looking for a way out. The House lead- 
ership decided to bring up campaign fi- 
nance reform under suspension of the 
rules. That is a procedure that is usu- 
ally used to allow noncontroversial 
bills to pass quickly. It was used here 
for a very different purpose. It allows 
very limited debate and no amend- 
ments, and it requires a two-thirds 
vote for passage. 
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So the leadership of the other body 
brought up its own campaign finance 
bill under the suspension procedure 
that would guarantee, in effect, the de- 
feat of its own bill. In the end, this bill 
of the leadership of the House got only 
74 votes, and 337 Members of the House 
voted no. 

Let’s think about that. The major 
campaign finance bill offered by the 
chairman of the committee of jurisdic- 
tion received only 74 votes in the House 
of Representatives. The Democrats in 
the House were not even allowed to 
offer a substitute, which is customary 
in the other body. And here is the kick- 
er. The main bipartisan reform bill 
which, by all accounts, actually had 
majority support in the House, did not 
even get a vote. The leadership of the 
House did everything in its power to 
make sure that the McCain-Feingold 
bill would not pass, and they suc- 
ceeded, but only temporarily. 

Supporters of reform in the House 
were understandably outraged. Just as 
the opponents of reform in this body 
relied on a filibuster and on parliamen- 
tary tactics such as filling the amend- 
ment tree to prevent a bipartisan ma- 
jority from passing McCain-Feingold, 
opponents of reform in the House, the 
body that is supposed to reflect the 
will of majority, in effect rigged the 
procedure to make sure that reformers 
did not even get a vote on their bill. 

Tactics of this kind can work for a 
while, but they cannot work forever. 
The American people are tired of tricks 
and tactics. They are tired of a par- 
tisan minority stopping the bipartisan 
majority from enacting reform. And 
now there are clear signs that public 
outrage over these kinds of tactics is 
having an effect. In the other body, re- 
formers gathered 205 signatures on a 
discharge petition that would require 
the other body to consider campaign fi- 
nance reform under a fair and open pro- 
cedure. They needed just 13 more Mem- 
bers of the House to sign the discharge 
petition to force the issue to the House 
floor despite the opposition of the lead- 
ership. This would have been almost 
unprecedented. 

It is clear that Members of the Con- 
gress are feeling the heat. Five Mem- 
bers agreed to sign the petition over 
the recess after they heard from their 
constituents how important it is to 
have a real vote on reform in the House 
this year, and four more announced in 
the last 2 days they will sign the peti- 
tion. 

Mr. President, what we found out 
today is that the leadership in the 
House reconsidered its hard line posi- 
tion because a meltdown was occur- 
ring. I was informed just a little bit 
earlier that there has been an an- 
nouncement that the leadership of the 
other body will now bring campaign fi- 
nance reform back to the House floor 
by May 15, and this time there at least 
supposedly is going to be an open rule 
and a bipartisan bill will get a vote. 
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This is very good news, and I con- 
gratulate the bipartisan reformers in 
the House for their persistence and ef- 
fectiveness. They have shown that the 
will of the people can prevail if only we 
in the Congress have the courage to 
fight for it. If the House passes a bipar- 
tisan bill in the next few weeks, fortu- 
nately, the spotlight will come back 
here again. 

The distinguished majority leader of 
our body was asked on Monday, what 
will he do if the House passes McCain- 
Feingold? His answer? “Nothing.” And 
everyone laughed. I don’t think they 
are laughing today, because the re- 
formers in the House have succeeded in 
their effort to force a fair vote. We will 
see if the American people will stand 
for this kind of obstructionism if a bill 
comes back from the House. I do not 
think they will. I think the Senate will 
have to deal with this issue again this 
year and soon. 

So I can say to the American people 
today as I have before, this fight is not 
over. The opponents of reform may be 
winning these parliamentary battles, 
but they are losing the legislative war. 
The American people know that our 
current system must be changed. A 
majority of this Senate, and now of the 
House, knows that our current system 
must be changed. Sooner or later, we 
will prevail. I am absolutely certain of 
that. 

I have spent a great deal of time re- 
viewing the debate on campaign fi- 
nance reform from both this past Feb- 
ruary and last fall. As most people who 
watched the debate know, there was a 
lot of argument on this floor about 
whether the first amendment to the 
Constitution would be violated by the 
provisions of our bill in the Snowe-Jef- 
fords amendment dealing with so- 
called issue advocacy by outside 
groups. I think these arguments based 
on the Constitution were grossly exag- 
gerated and they will be shown to be 
inaccurate over time in the context of 
the actual state of constitutional law. 

But there were a lot of other things 
said about our bill, a lot of other jus- 
tifications offered for killing reform, 
and today I want to concentrate on 
what I call the three worst excuses for 
voting against the bipartisan McCain- 
Feingold bill. These arguments simply 
do not hold water. And since we will be 
back sooner or later—and I suspect 
sooner—to discuss these matters, let 
me say a bit about them today. 

Here is the first poor excuse for vot- 
ing against our bill. We heard time and 
time again, both last fall and last Feb- 
ruary, that we do not need changes in 
the law, we just have to enforce the 
current law. Now, that gave the oppo- 
nents the opportunity to excoriate the 
Clinton administration for its fund- 
raising excesses in 1996 and to try to 
dodge responsibility as Senators to try 
to clean up the system. 

But I have a number of responses. 
First, we have to remember that the 
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McCain-Feingold bill actually had a 
whole lot of provisions that were de- 
signed to specifically deal with the al- 
leged lawbreaking of the last election. 
Our bill makes it perfectly clear that 
fundraising for Federal campaigns can- 
not take place on Federal property. In 
other words, no more no controlling 
legal authority,” no more debate about 
whether dialing for dollars from your 
office is OK if you are asking for soft 
money rather than hard money. Under 
our bill, you cannot use your office, 
which is paid for by the taxpayers to 
raise money. Period. 

In the McCain-Feingold bill, we also 
ban all foreign money from U.S. elec- 
tions first by banning all soft money 
contributions to political parties. The 
legislation would prohibit any source, 
foreign or domestic, from contributing 
these unlimited and unregulated 
amounts of money to the national po- 
litical party. But our bill also makes 
clear that foreign nationals are prohib- 
ited from making any sort of campaign 
expenditure—coordinated with a can- 
didate or party or an independent ex- 
penditure—in connection with any Fed- 
eral, State, or local election. 

So while we will not put people in 
jail with this legislation or force pros- 
ecution of lawbreakers, we can make 
absolutely sure that the loopholes, or 
alleged loopholes, in the law that those 
accused of wrongdoing have fallen back 
on will, in fact, be permanently closed. 

But beyond that, we reject the notion 
that the scandals we saw in 1996 were 
just due to lawbreaking. They were due 
to problems with the law itself. The 
biggest scandal stems not from what is 
illegal today but from what is perfectly 
legal—soft money. 

Let me put it this way. Why was the 
White House charging $100,000 a night 
for a night in the Lincoln bedroom? 
Why did coffee with the President or 
dinners with key leaders of the Con- 
gress cost people some $50,000? Because 
it is legal to contribute $50,000 or 
$100,000 or even more to a political 
party in this country. Unless we 
change that law, the ever-increasing 
demand for money will lead our party 
leaders to stretch the bounds of pro- 
priety. We have to take responsibility. 
We have to do our part as lawmakers. 

What about the huge amounts of 
money spent by groups on so-called 
issue ads that looked just like cam- 
paign ads but fell just outside the 
boundaries of the Federal election law? 
That is not a problem with illegal ac- 
tivities. It is a problem with the law, 
and we need to address it. 

Mr. President, poor excuse No. 2 for 
opposing bipartisan reform. I heard a 
lot of people who oppose McCain-Fein- 
gold say that what we really need to do 
to solve the campaign finance issue is 
to have full and instantaneous disclo- 
sure of contributions and spending. My 
first response to that argument is that 
McCain-Feingold includes the most ex- 
tensive disclosure provisions of any 
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campaign finance legislation intro- 
duced in the Senate in this Congress. 
But not a single Senator who argued 
against this bill and said that disclo- 
sure is what we really need would even 
acknowledge the important disclosure 
provisions in our bill. 

What does it do? We require all can- 
didates to file their disclosure reports 
electronically and require the FEC to 
post this information on the Internet 
within 24 hours of its receipt. 

We prohibit campaigns from depos- 
iting campaign contributions of over 
$200 into their treasuries until all re- 
quired disclosure information has been 
collected. We step up the reporting of 
independent expenditures in the clos- 
ing days of the campaign. We even 
lower the reporting threshold for cam- 
paign contributions from $200 to $50, 
and we require political advertise- 
ments to carry a tag line identifying 
who is responsible for the content of 
the advertising. 

These provisions are very important 
and they are helpful and they do a 
great job, but they are not enough in 
themselves to restore the public’s faith 
in our system and in us. We already 
know that $262 million in soft money 
was contributed to the national polit- 
ical parties in 1996. We already know 
that Philip Morris gave over $3 million 
in soft money in the 1996 cycle, and 
that RJR Nabisco, Joseph Seagram & 
Sons, Atlantic Richfield, and AT&T all 
gave over $1 million. Federal Express 
gave almost a million. 

It is still a scandal that the tobacco 
companies did contribute millions of 
dollars to our political parties while 
the Congress is considering extraor- 
dinarily important legislation that will 
decide the fate of that industry and of 
the children that its product kills, even 
if those contributions are disclosed. It 
is interesting that some of the same 
Senators who proclaim the miracle 
benefits of disclosure are unwilling to 
bring under the Federal election laws 
the activities of secretive groups fund- 
ed by wealthy donors that run ads at- 
tacking candidates in the last weeks of 
the campaign. 

So disclosure is not the answer. It is 
an answer, but it is not the answer. 

How can we really expect a lot of 
hard-working Americans, many of 
whom do not even have a computer, to 
spend their free time examining FEC 
reports to make sure that we are not 
under the influence of special interest 
contributions? Who are we kidding 
with this idea that full disclosure alone 
will solve all our problems? Most peo- 
ple do not know who the richest people 
in America are and who they work for. 
Most people do not know what legisla- 
tive agenda is pursued by the PACs 
that fund our campaigns. Most people 
will not be able to recognize a poten- 
tially corrupting contribution from 
just some name on a report. 

So we still need reasonable limits on 
contributions. We still need a ban on 
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soft money. We still need to outlaw 
fundraising on Federal property. We 
still need to address the phony issue 
ads of unknown origin that attack can- 
didates in the last day of a campaign 
and simply avoid the Federal election 
laws. Disclosure is a great thing and I 
am proud that our bill includes some 
tough new provisions, but disclosure 
alone is not the answer. 

One very interesting thing about our 
debate last fall was that very few of 
the opponents of our bill ever wanted 
to discuss the central feature of our 
bill—a ban on soft money. I do not 
blame the opponents of our bill for not 
wanting to discuss it. Soft money is an 
embarrassment to the American polit- 
ical system. It should shame the de- 
fenders of the status quo. Soft money 
was at the very heart of the scandals of 
1996. But a few hearty souls have ven- 
tured out onto the floor to defend soft 
money. I want to take my remaining 
time to address their arguments. They 
have given the absolute worst excuse 
for opposing our bill—that the soft 
money ban is either unconstitutional 
or a bad idea. 

Soft money is the mother of all loop- 
holes. It is the most ingenious money 
laundering scheme in American his- 
tory. Corporations and labor unions are 
prohibited from giving money directly 
to candidates. It has been that way for 
most of the century. Instead; what 
they do is they give the money to the 
candidate’s party. That means, instead 
of having to use a PAC, the corporation 
can reach into its shareholders’ mon- 
eys and a union can reach into its 
members’ dues. 

The sky is truly the limit for these 
contributions. You can give $5,000, you 
can give $50,000, you can give $500,000. 
There is no reason under this loophole 
why you could not give the party $5 
million by yourself. There are no limits 
on soft money—none at all. 

This laundering scheme allows the 
parties to dump tens of millions of un- 
regulated dollars into congressional 
elections and into Presidential elec- 
tions. Just last fall the Republican 
Party ran an unprecedented issue ad 
campaign in the special congressional 
election for the seat vacated by former 
Representative Susan Molinari of New 
York. The party reportedly spent 
$800,000 on ads attacking the Demo- 
cratic candidate for that office. Much 
of that money was soft money, money 
that is supposed to be illegal in Federal 
elections. 

In the 1996 cycle, the two political 
parties raised and spent over $262 mil- 
lion in soft money. That is $262 million 
that was raised and spent completely 
outside of the scope of Federal election 
law. 

The trend with respect to soft money 
is frightening. In 1992, the two parties 
raised and spent a combined $86 million 
in soft money. In just 4 years, that has 
gone from $86 million to $262 million. It 
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tripled in just 4 years. And this year, 
even with the scandals and the very 
sharp attention to the issue, the money 
machine just keeps churning away. The 
FEC just announced that the parties 
raised $74 million in 1997, the most 
money ever raised in an off-election 
year, and more than twice as much as 
they raised in 1993, the year after the 
1992 Presidential election. 

Those are just the overall amounts of 
soft money, and the numbers are truly 
staggering. But what is most troubling 
about the soft money system is the 
shameless solicitation of these multi- 
hundred-thousand dollar contributions 
from corporations, labor unions, and 
wealthy individuals. 

Both political parties are offering big 
contributors special access to high- 
ranking Government officials in ex- 
change for a $100,000, $250,000, or a 
$500,000 contribution. Maybe you get to 
sit at the head table with the Presi- 
dent. Maybe you get to have a special 
meeting with a congressional com- 
mittee chairman. Maybe you get to 
participate in a trade mission to a for- 
eign land. 

But let's not pretend that someone is 
making a $500,000 contribution purely 
in the interest of good government and 
good democracy. Just this past year 
Philip Morris, facing the growing chal- 
lenge of lawsuits around the country 
and possible congressional action on 
tobacco legislation, gave another 
$450,000 to the Republican Party and 
$60,000 to the Democrats. What is that 
all about? I think we know what it is 
all about. 

Remember Roger Tamraz, one of the 
most colorful characters to appear be- 
fore Senator THOMPSON’s investigation 
last year? When asked if he felt he got 
his money’s worth for his $300,000 con- 
tribution, Tamraz told the Government 
Affairs Committee that next time he 
would give $600,000. When asked if one 
of the reasons he made the contribu- 
tion was to get special access, Tamraz 
responded by saying it wasn’t one of 
the reasons, it was the only reason. 

Mr. President, there is massive pub- 
lic support for a ban on soft money. 
Three former Presidents, over 200 
former Members of Congress, countless 
editorial boards across the country, 
and even many people in the business 
community want to end this disgrace. 
Therefore, I am not surprised that vir- 
tually no one who is opposed to our 
legislation has stepped forward to offer 
a defense of this shameful system. 

How can anyone defend a system that 
rewards the Roger Tamraz’s of the 
world? How can anyone defend the 
$500,000 contributions flowing into Fed- 
eral elections and the auctioning off of 
special access to high-ranking Govern- 
ment officials? 

What do the few supporters of this 
corrupt and corrupting system say? 
Well, a number of Senators complained 
that banning soft money would ‘‘fed- 
eralize all elections.” One even argued 
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that the Supreme Court in Buckley had 
actually permitted the use of soft 
money by the political parties, and 
somehow enhanced its legitimacy in 
the Colorado case. 

Actually, the Colorado case con- 
cerned hard money expenditures made 
by the parties, supposedly independent 
of its candidates. The Court did men- 
tion soft money, but assumed that it 
may not be used to influence Federal 
elections. The whole reason we need to 
ban soft money is that it is abundantly 
clear that it is being used to influence 
Federal elections. That is why 126 legal 
scholars wrote us to say that it would 
clearly be constitutional to ban soft 
money. 

As for federalizing all elections, that 
argument is like the one made by a 
Senator who is worried that banning 
soft money will hurt State parties. He 
complained that State parties will 
have to use hard money for voter reg- 
istration and things like bumper stick- 
ers and buttons. The soft money provi- 
sion in McCain-Feingold does allow the 
State parties to continue to raise 
money from corporations and unions if 
their States allow it, but not for Fed- 
eral election activities. They can use 
soft money for voter registration up to 
4 months before a Federal election. 

They can use soft money, non-Fed- 
eral money to support State can- 
didates. They just can’t use it to run 
these ads that mention Federal can- 
didates. 

That is not federalizing all elec- 
tions.“ That is just making sure that 
money that would be illegal, if given to 
candidates, cannot be used to benefit 
their elections by doing an end run 
around the Federal election laws. What 
use is prohibiting the national parties 
from raising and spending this illegal 
money if it can simply be diverted to 
State parties to turn around and do ex- 
actly the same thing with it? 

Mr. President, there were a few oppo- 
nents of McCain-Feingold who had the 
candor last fall to admit that, of 
course, Congress can constitutionally 
ban soft money. The Senator from 
Washington, Senator GORTON, and the 
Senator from New Mexico, Senator 
DOMENICI, both fine lawyers, indicated 
that that was their position. But they 
argued that we shouldn't do it because 
it would hurt the political parties and 
create an “imbalance” in the system. 
They fear that without soft money, 
parties would be ineffective, and the 
most irresponsible ads, the ones run by 
independent groups, would be encour- 
aged. 

That is a pretty interesting argu- 
ment. These Senators appear unwilling 
to address the evasion of the election 
laws by outside organizations, unwill- 
ing even to try to craft a provision 
dealing with the phony issue ads and 
let the Supreme Court finally address 
the issue advocacy versus express advo- 
cacy problem by letting the Court 
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know what the Congress thinks the law 
should be and then, because they don’t 
like these unaccountable ads, which 
they themselves refuse to do anything 
about, they want to leave open the big- 
gest and most objectionable loophole of 
all in our Federal election law today— 
soft money. 

Our great political parties and, in- 
deed, our political system are soiled by 
this soft money system. We ought to be 
racing to get rid of it. We ought to be 
trying to clean up our reputation. We 
ought to try to redeem ourselves in the 
eyes of the American people. 

Are we really going to take the posi- 
tion, as we head into the 1998 elections, 
that our political parties, with their 
rich and important histories in this 
country, cannot thrive, cannot survive, 
without soft money? Are the parties so 
divorced from what real people want 
that they have to rely for their finan- 
cial support on huge contributions 
from corporations and wealthy individ- 
uals who seek special access to pursue 
their own special interests? 

I, Mr. President, am one who believes 
that the parties can survive without 
soft money. They did it up until the 
late 1980s. Remember, the law permits 
the parties to raise up to $20,000 per 
year in hard money from each contrib- 
utor. But the parties have gotten lazy. 
They don’t like having to raise money 
piece by piece, $20,000 by $20,000, voter 
by voter. They would rather hold din- 
ners at big Washington hotels, send out 
invitations to lobbyists promising spe- 
cial access and then just sit back and 
collect a few big soft money checks. 
They are addicted to these huge sums 
of money and the nasty attack ads 
they can buy if the party lawyers are 
clever enough in how they spend the 
money. 

That is right, Mr. President, I don't 
think our political parties are worth 
supporting anymore if they don’t have 
anything to offer except fancy fund- 
raisers for corporate lobbyists. If they 
can no longer appeal to the people of 
this country to fund their legitimate 
activity, maybe their time has come 
and gone. That is why protecting the 
political parties’ ability to raise soft 
money is the very worst excuse for op- 
posing the McCain-Feingold bill. It 
simply admits that our political sys- 
tem has utterly failed; that our parties 
are bankrupt morally and intellectu- 
ally, even if they have full bank ac- 
counts; that our representative democ- 
racy has become a corporation democ- 
racy, where the amount of power you 
have depends on how much money you 
have. 

I refuse to accept the judgment that 
we are doomed to have this kind of 
campaign finance system in America, 
the greatest democracy on Earth. That 
is why I am still fighting for campaign 
finance reform in this Congress. If the 
opportunity presents itself, if it looks 
like more of my colleagues are ready 
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to reject the excuses—and I suspect 
there will be more—I will be ready to 
bring the McCain-Feingold bill, or any 
portion of it, before this Senate again. 

I think the American people should 
know where this Senate stands on the 
issue of soft money. I think the people 
who sent us here deserve to know 
whether we think it is right that our 
elections are dominated by this unlim- 
ited, unregulated money or not. Be- 
cause we know that they don’t think it 
is right, the time has come to act. 

Most of the pundits say we lost in 
February, but I think we won a battle. 
We won because we showed that a bi- 
partisan majority of the Senate wants 
reform, and a bipartisan majority of 
the Senate will stick together and 
fight for reform. The battle for reform 
on both sides of Capitol Hill is pro- 
ceeding, and it will go forward until 
the American people win the war and 
get their Government back. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. COVERDELL addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL- 
LARD). The Senator from Georgia. 


— 


EDUCATION SAVINGS ACT FOR 
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2302, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Kemp- 
thorne amendment No. 2302 be modified 
with the text which is now at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The text of the amendment (No. 
2302), as modified, will be printed in a 
future edition of the RECORD. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
now yield back all time remaining with 
respect to amendments Nos. 2297, 2302 
and 2301. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


—G— 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that there now 
be a period for the transaction of morn- 
ing business, with Senators permitted 
to speak for up to 5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


— 


TRIBUTE TO DR. RICHARD E. 
GREENLEAF 


Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
to pay tribute to a distinguished schol- 
ar and son of New Mexico. This year, 
Dr. Richard Greenleaf, Professor of 
Latin American History and Director 
of the Center for Latin American Stud- 
ies at Tulane University, ends a re- 
markable career of more than a half 


the 
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century of research and teaching. Dr. 
Greenleaf has now returned to new 
Mexico to enjoy his retirement. 

A few weeks ago, Dr. Greenleaf’s stu- 
dents and colleagues gathered at 
Tulane University to honor their men- 
tor and friend. One of Dr. Greenleaf’s 
former students, Dr. Stanley Hordes of 
the Latin American Institute of the 
University of New Mexico, wrote an 
essay to commemorate that event. The 
essay recounts Dr. Greenleaf’s extraor- 
dinary career and warmly expresses the 
deep affection his students hold for 
him. 

For all his accomplishments, I salute 
Dr. Greenleaf. I welcome him home to 
New Mexico, and I join all those who 
are indebted to him for his lifetime 
commitment to scholarship and teach- 
ing. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that Dr. Hordes’ tribute to Dr. 
Greenleaf be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the tribute 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DEDICATION OF THE RICHARD E. GREENLEAF 

CONFERENCE ROOM, APRIL 3, 1998 

Dr. Richard Edward Greenleaf, France 
Vinton Scholes Professor of Colonial Latin 
American History, and Director of the Cen- 
ter for Latin American Studies at Tulane 
University was born in Hot Springs, Arkan- 
sas on May 6, 1930. He grew up in Albu- 
querque, New Mexico, and took his Bach- 
elor’s, Master’s and Doctoral degrees at the 
University of New Mexico, where he studied 
under the dean of inquisition scholars, Pro- 
fessor France V. Scholes. Dr. Greenleaf’s 
doctoral dissertation, “Zumárraga and the 
Mexican Inquisition 1536-1543, served as the 
basis for his many excellent publications on 
the history of the Holy Office in Latin Amer- 
ica. 

Dr. Greenleaf authored eleven major schol- 
arly books, served as co-author of, or con- 
tributor to seventeen others, and published 
almost four dozen articles in the field of 
Latin American and Borderlands history. He 
has served on the editorial boards of several 
major publications, including the Handbook 
of Latin American Studies, The Americas 
and the Hispanic American Historical Re- 
view, and was the recipient of many distin- 
guished awards, among them Silver Medal, 
Sahagún Prize: Mexican National History 
Award, and the Serra Award of the Academy 
of American Franciscan History for Distin- 
guished Scholarship in Colonial Latin Amer- 
ican History. 

Richard Greenleaf began his teaching ca- 
reer at the University of Albuquerque in 
1953. Shortly thereafter, he moved to Mexico 
City, where he taught at the University of 
the Americas, later serving as Chair of the 
Department of History and International Re- 
lations, Academic Vice-President and Dean 
of the Graduate School. In 1969, he accepted 
a faculty position at Tulane, assuming the 
directorship of the Center for Latin Amer- 
ican Studies the following year, and the 
chairmanship of the History Department in 
1978. In 1982, he was installed in the France 
Vinton Scholes Chair in Colonial Latin 
American History. In his long and distin- 
guished teaching career, Dr. Greenleaf has 
served as mentor to numerous doctoral stu- 
dents, and countless master’s and under- 
graduate students, all of whom are greatly 
indebted to him for his inspiration and guid- 
ance. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


RECOGNITION OF YVONNE ULLAS, 
WASHINGTON STATE TEACHER 
OF THE YEAR 


Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, today, 
as we debate the most important issue 
we will discuss all year on the Senate 
floor—our children’s education—I 
would like to take a moment to recog- 
nize Washington State’s Teacher of the 
Year, Ms. Yvonne Ullas. A first grade 
teacher at Naches Primary School in 
Yakima, Washington, Ms. Ullas is 
being honored in Washington, DC to 
recognize her dedication to her profes- 
sion and innovation in the classroom. 
We think we have a challenging job in 
the Senate, but every day Ms. Ullas is 
charged with stimulating the minds of 
24 active first graders. 

The Naches primary school has pre- 
pared this book with their advice for 
President Clinton and have asked that 
I send it over to the White House. 
Many of the children commented that 
if they were President they would 
make sure our kids have the best edu- 
cation. I will make sure the words of 
advice reach the President. I know Ms. 
Ullas serves as an example of excel- 
lence in education and of the dedica- 
tion of many people in our local com- 
munities to ensuring a bright future 
for our children. 


— 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting a withdrawal and 
sundry nominations which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


— 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 


At 4:10 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 2691. An act to reauthorize and im- 
prove the operations of the National High- 
way Traffic Safety Administration. 

H.R. 2729. An act for the private relief of 
Ruth Hairston by waiver of a filing deadline 
for appeal from a ruling relating to her ap- 
plication for a survivor annuity. 

H.R. 3528. An act to amend title 28, United 
States Code, with respect to the use of alter- 
native dispute resolution processes in United 
States district courts, and for other pur- 
poses. 

H.R. 3565. An act to amend Part L of the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968. 
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MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bills were read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent and referred as indicated: 


H.R. 2691. An act to reauthorize and im- 
prove the operations of the National High- 
way Traffic Safety Administration; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

H.R. 2729. An act for the private relief of 
Ruth Hairston by waiver of a filing deadline 
for appeal from a ruling relating to her ap- 
plication for a survivor annuity; to the Com- 
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

H.R. 3528. An act to amend title 28, United 
States Code, with respect to the use of alter- 
native dispute resolution processes in United 
States district courts, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


———— 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, which were referred as indi- 
cated: 


EC-4649. A communication from the Ad- 
ministrator of the Agricultural Marketing 
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the reports of two 
rules received on April 16, 1998; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For- 
estry. 

EC-4650. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on enlistment waiver trends for 
fiscal years 1991 through 1997; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

EC-4651. A communication from the Gen- 
eral Counsel of the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Empowerment Zones: Rule for Second 
Round Designations’ received on April 16, 
1998; to the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs. 

EC-4652. A communication from the Presi- 
dent and Chairman of the Export-Import 
Bank of the United States, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report relative to a trans- 
action involving U.S. exports to Russia; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC-4653. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Attorney General, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the annual report of the Bureau 
of Justice Assistance for fiscal year 1996; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 


— 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The following petitions and memo- 
rials were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 


POM-384. A resolution adopted by the Sen- 
ate of the Legislature of the State of Lou- 
isiana; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry. 

Whereas, Congress, through the Federal 
Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 
1996 (FAIR Act), mandated that the sec- 
retary of agriculture consolidate the then 
existing thirty-two federal milk marketing 
orders into no fewer than ten nor more than 
fourteen orders by no later than April 4, 1999; 
and 

Whereas, the FAIR Act also authorized the 
secretary of agriculture to review and reform 
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the pricing and other provisions of the con- 
solidated orders; and 

Whereas, on January 23, 1998, the secretary 
of agriculture issued the proposed rules for 
federal milk order consolidations and re- 
forms; and 

Whereas, these proposed rules included two 
options for pricing milk used in Class I (fluid 
milk products), which are noted and referred 
to as Option 1A and Option 1B; and 

Whereas, Option 1A is similar to the 
present geographic price structures; how- 
ever, Option 1B would reduce the minimum 
federal order prices in Louisiana more than 
$1.00 per hundred weight; and 

Whereas, while demand has been rising due 
to increasing population, milk production in 
Louisiana and the entire Southeast has de- 
clined during each of the past seven years; as 
a result, larger quantities of milk are im- 
ported from other regions at higher cost 
than local milk; and 

Whereas, implementation of Option 1B, 
even with the highest transition option, 
would aggravate the loss of dairy farms and 
local milk production; and 

Whereas, such loss will be devastating to 
the dairy farmer, the rural communities, and 
the consumers: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate of the Legisla- 
ture of Louisiana memorializes the Congress 
of the United States to support, and urges 
and requests the secretary of agriculture to 
incorporate, Option 1A as the pricing proce- 
dure in all federal milk marketing orders in 
his final decision on consolidation and re- 
form of these orders. Be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this Resolution 
shall be transmitted to the secretary of the 
United States Senate, the clerk of the 
United States House of Representatives, 
each member of the Louisiana congressional 
delegation, and the secretary of the United 
States Department of Agriculture. 

POM-385. A resolution adopted by the 
Council of the City of Wilkes-Barre, Pennsyl- 
vania relative to Federal credit unions; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

POM-386. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Maine; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 


JOINT RESOLUTION MEMORALIZING THE CON- 
GRESS OF THE UNITED STATES TO PRESERVE 
THE CURRENT FAIR HOUSING ACT 


Whereas, 10 years ago the Fair Housing 
Amendments Act of 1988 amended Title VIII 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1968, to extend the 
principle of equal housing opportunity to 
people with disabilities and to families with 
children; and 

Whereas, on February 12, 1998, the Fair 
Housing Amendments Act of 1998 was intro- 
duced for the purpose of repealing the federal 
protections for people with mental retarda- 
tion and other disabilities; and 

Whereas, the accomplishments that have 
been made during the last 30 years to protect 
people with disabilities and families with 
children should be celebrated and improved 
upon, not weakened; Now, Therefore, be it 
Resolved, That the important civil rights pro- 
tections extended by the Fair Housing 
Amendments Act of 1988 must be preserved; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That suitable copies of this me- 
morial, duly authenticated by the Secretary 
of State, be transmitted to Charles Canady, 
Chair of the House Judiciary Subcommittee 
on the Constitution, to the President of the 
Senate and the Speaker of the House of Rep- 
resentatives of the Congress of the United 
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States and to each member of the Maine 
Congressional Delegation. 

POM-387. A resolution adopted by the 
House of the Legislature of the Common- 
wealth of Pennsylvania; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 


HOUSE RESOLUTION NO. 388 


Whereas, This Commonwealth has used 
four telephone area codes since the 1940s; and 

Whereas, A shortage of available telephone 
numbers in two area codes in this Common- 
wealth has prompted the Pennsylvania Pub- 
lic Utility Commission to create two new 
area codes since 1995, increasing the total 
number of area codes to six; and 

Whereas, Anticipated shortages in the 717, 
215 and 610 area codes prompted the Pennsyl- 
vania Public Utility Commission to institute 
practices that would conserve telephone 
numbers in these area codes and so miti- 
gated the need to create additional area 
codes; and 

Whereas, Beginning in July 1997, the Penn- 
sylvania Public Utility Commission adopted 
orders authorizing several methods of con- 
serving telephone numbers in the 717, 215 and 
610 area codes; and 

Whereas, These methods to reduce the 
amount of telephone numbers provided to 
telephone service providers in any given 
local exchange, to develop a transparent area 
code and to ration available numbers were 
challenged at the Federal Communications 
Commission; and 

Whereas, The delays and denials from the 
Federal Communications Commission pre- 
vented the Pennsylvania Public Utility Com- 
mission from implementing its conservation 
methods and so forced the Pennsylvania 
Public Utility Commission to act to create 
new area codes; and 

Whereas, Due to these delays and denials, 
this Commonwealth faces a crisis in avail- 
able telephone numbers in the 717, 215 and 610 
area codes, which has forced the Pennsyl- 
vania Public Utility Commission to ten- 
tatively create two new area codes; and 

Whereas, The creation of new area codes 
prior to the full implementation of conserva- 
tion methods results in unnecessary incon- 
venience, confusion and expense to citizens 
in the affected areas; and 

Whereas, The creation of these proposed 
new area codes could have been prevented or 
significantly delayed had the Federal Com- 
munications Commission acted expeditiously 
on the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commis- 
sion’s conservation proposals: Therefore, be 
it Resolved, That the House of Representa- 
tives memorialize the Congress of the United 
States and the Federal Communications 
Commission to allow state regulatory agen- 
cies the flexibility they need to conserve 
available telephone numbers and so extend 
the useful lives of existing area codes; and, 
be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States, the chairman of the Federal Commu- 
nications Commission, the presiding officers 
of each house of Congress and to each mem- 
ber of Congress from Pennsylvania. 

POM-388. A joint resolution adopted by the 
General Assembly of the Commonwealth of 
Virginia; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 220 

Whereas, the air transportation needs of 
the metropolitan Washington region are ad- 
dressed through a finely balanced, com- 
prehensive regional airport plan; and 
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Whereas, under that plan, Ronald Reagan 
Washington National Airport and Wash- 
ington Dulles International Airport each 
perform a separate and unique function in 
that regional airport plan; and 

Whereas, Ronald Reagan Washington Na- 
tional Airport functions as the local and re- 
gional airport, serving cities within a 1,250- 
mile radius; and 

Whereas, Washington Dulles International 
Airport serves as the national and inter- 
national airport; and 

Whereas, significant local decisions about 
airport investment and development plans 
have been based on this locally and federally 
endorsed balance of traffic; and 

Whereas, the allocation of roles to each 
airport under the plan has stimulated the 
growth and development of Washington Dul- 
les International Airport; and 

Whereas, the development of Washington 
Dulles International Airport has improved 
the quality of regional, domestic, and inter- 
national air transportation for all citizens of 
the region; and 

Whereas, the improvement in air transpor- 
tation alternatives has brought to local pas- 
sengers the benefits of increased competition 
in the form of competitive fares and a broad 
array of new service options between these 
two airports; and 

Whereas, the region has also benefited 
from investments by many new firms in 
Northern Virginia that have located to this 
area because of the presence of a major 
international airport, Washington Dulles 
International Airport, and the strength and 
continued viability of competitive air serv- 
ice offerings at both Washington Dulles 
International Airport and Ronald Reagan 
Washington National Airport; and 

Whereas, the increased business activity 
has produced substantial economic benefits 
for the region; and 

Whereas, a linchpin of this balanced re- 
gional air transportation system is the rule 
at Ronald Reagan Washington National Air- 
port limiting flights to 1,250 miles from the 
airport; and 

Whereas, changes to the perimeter rule 
would threaten air service to smaller com- 
munities within the perimeter than now 
enjoy convenient access to Northern Vir- 
ginia by air; and 

Whereas, this perimeter rule was enacted 
as Section 6012 of the Metropolitan Wash- 
ington Airports Act of 1986; and 

Whereas, legislation is being considered in 
the United States Congress that would pro- 
vide for exemptions from the perimeter rule; 
and 

Whereas, any change in the current perim- 
eter rule would threaten the benefits now en- 
joyed by citizens of the region as a result of 
the balance of services among the regional 
airports; and 

Whereas, maintaining the perimeter rule is 
critical to the continued effectiveness of the 
balanced regional air transportation plan: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate, the House of Dele- 
gates concurring, That the General Assembly 
oppose any relaxation of, exemption from, or 
amendment to Section 6012 of the Metropoli- 
tan Washington Airports Act of 1986 or the 
regulations promulgated pursuant thereto; 
and, be it 

Resolved further, That the Clerk of the Sen- 
ate transmit copies of this resolution to the 
Speaker of the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives, the President of the United 
States Senate, and the members of the Vir- 
ginia Congressional Delegation in order that 
they may be apprised of the sense of the Vir- 
ginia General Assembly in this matter. 
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POM-389. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Washington; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 
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Whereas, The people of the State of Wash- 
ington are facing the impacts of the listing 
and proposed listings of salmon and 
steelhead stocks under the federal Endan- 
gered Species Act; and 

Whereas, These listings represent a serious 
threat to the continued economic well-being 
of the people of the State of Washington; and 

Whereas, The people of the State of Wash- 
ington will fully comply with the require- 
ments of the federal Endangered Species Act 
within its borders and territorial waters; and 

Whereas, The salmon and steelhead that 
spawn in the State of Washington spend 
most of their life cycle outside of waters con- 
trolled by the state; and 

Whereas, Considerable threats to the salm- 
on and steelhead of the State of Washington 
can only be addressed by the intervention of 
the United States Government; and 

Whereas, The success of any conservation 
plan implemented under the federal Endan- 
gered Species Act for listed salmon and 
steelhead runs in the State of Washington is 
in doubt without immediate action by the 
federal government; 

Now, therefore, Your Memorialists respect- 
fully pray that the United States Govern- 
ment immediately resolve the United States- 
Canada fishing dispute, enforce the two hun- 
dred-mile limit and the ban on high seas 
drift net fishing, and provide funding for 
salmon recovery efforts which mitigate the 
loss of habitat caused by the construction of 
hydroelectric dams on the Columbia River. 

Be it resolved, That copies of this Memorial 
be immediately transmitted to the Honor- 
able William J. Clinton, President of the 
United States, the President of the United 
States Senate, the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, and each member of Con- 
gress from the State of Washington. 

POM-390. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of West Vir- 
ginia; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 


HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 25 


Whereas, Television has become a medium 
of great importance as a source of informa- 
tion and entertainment to the citizens of 
West Virginia and the United States; and 

Whereas, Cable television sometimes pro- 
vides the only access to quality television 
signals in many areas of West Virginia; and 

Whereas, Cable television services in West 
Virginia are not subject to effective competi- 
tion; and 

Whereas, Over the last ten years, despite 
the efforts of the Congress of the United 
States and the Legislature of West Virginia, 
the prices that consumers pay for cable tele- 
vision services have escalated at alarming 
rates, far outpacing the increase in the costs 
of other goods or services; and 

Whereas, The enormous increases in the 
costs for subscribers of cable television serv- 
ices is a result of the absence of competition 
in the industry coupled with inadequate reg- 
ulation; and 

Whereas, It is the duty of government to 
intervene to protect its citizens from the 
pricing practices of monopolies: Therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the Legislature of West Virginia, 
That this legislature respectfully urges the 
Congress of the United States to address this 
important issue by enacting comprehensive 
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legislation to create widespread competition 
within the cable television industry and 
until such time as competition exists, that 
the Congress of the United States will pass 
comprehensive legislation allowing the sev- 
eral states and local franchising authorities 
to have complete and unfettered power and 
authority to regulate the rates that cable 
television companies may charge to the sub- 
scribers of cable television service, including 
charges for any and all tiers of program- 
ming; and, be it further 

Resolved, This Legislature respectfully 
urges the Congress of the United States to 
enact laws requiring cable television compa- 
nies to permit consumers to select and de- 
cline individual channels that they desire to 
have or not to have, so that consumers are 
not forced to buy programming that they do 
not want simply to be able to have the pro- 
gramming that they do want; and, be it fur- 
ther 

Resolved, That the Clerk of the House of 
Delegates be hereby directed to transmit ap- 
propriate copies of this resolution to the 
President of the United States, the Speaker 
of the United States House of Representa- 
tives, the President of the United States 
Senate, and to each member of the West Vir- 
ginia Delegation of the Congress. 


—ñ —Ub 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. ROTH, from the Committee on Fi- 
nance, with an amendment in the nature of 
a substitute: 

H.R. 2676. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to restructure and reform 
the Internal Revenue Service, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 105-174). 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 


The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. SPECTER, from the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs: 

Togo Dennis West, Jr., of the District of 
Columbia, to be Secretary of Veterans Af- 
fairs. 

(The above nomination was reported 
with the recommendation that he be 
confirmed, subject to the nominee’s 
commitment to respond to requests to 
appear and testify before any duly con- 
stituted committee of the Senate.) 


——ñô— 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN: 

S. 1965. A bill to prohibit the publication of 
identifying information relating to a minor 
for criminal sexual purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself and Mr. 
KOHL): 

S. 1966. A bill to direct the Secretary of the 
Interior to study whether the Apostle Is- 
lands National Lakeshore should be pro- 
tected as a wilderness area; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. SARBANES: 

S. 1967. A bill to provide for mass transpor- 

tation in national parks and related public 
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lands; to the Committee on Energy and Nat- 
ural Resources. 

By Mr. FORD (for himself, Mr. ROCKE- 
FELLER, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. HOLLINGS, 
and Mr. HARKIN): 

S. 1968. A bill to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to authorize the Secretary of 
Transportation to implement a pilot pro- 
gram to improve access to the national 
transportation system for small commu- 
nities, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

By Mr. KENNEDY: 

S. 1969. A bill to provide health benefits for 
workers and their families; to the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself and Mr. 
DASCHLE): 

S. 1970. A bill to require the Secretary of 
the Interior to establish a program to pro- 
vide assistance in the conservation of 
neotropical migratory birds; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 


— 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 


By Mr. HUTCHINSON (for himself, Mr. 
ASHCROFT, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. 
BROWNBACK, and Mr. FEINGOLD): 

S. Res. 212. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that at the upcoming 
United States-China summit the President 
should demand the release of all persons re- 
maining imprisoned in China and Tibet for 
political or religious reasons, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

By Mr. LOTT (for Mr. HELMS (for him- 
self, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. FAIRCLOTH, 
Mr. KEMPTHORNE, Mr. WARNER, Mr. 
HOLLINGS, Mr. SMITH of New Hamp- 
shire, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. ROBB, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Ms. SNOWE, 
Mr. ASHCROFT, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
ROBERTS, Mr. CLELAND, Mr. DASCHLE, 
Mr. HAGEL, Mr. Cors. Mr. BINGA- 
MAN, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. 
BYRD, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. LOTT, Mr. 
GLENN, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. KOHL, and 
Mr. STEVENS)): 

S. Res. 213. A resolution congratulating the 
United States Army Reserve on its 90th anni- 
versary and recognizing the important con- 
tributions of Strom Thurmond, the Presi- 
dent Pro Tempore of the Senate, who served 
with distinction in the United States Army 
Reserve for 36 years; considered and agreed 
to. 

By Mr. CONRAD (for himself, Mr. DOR- 
GAN, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. COVERDELL, 
Mr. HAGEL, and Mr. MOYNIHAN): 

S. Res. 214. A resolution commending the 
Grand Forks Herald for its public service to 
the Grand Forks area and receipt of a Pul- 
itzer Prize; considered and agreed to. 


O Å) 


STATEMENTS OF INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN: 

S. 1965. A bill to prohibit the publica- 
tion of identifying information relat- 
ing to a minor for criminal sexual pur- 
poses; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 
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THE INTERNET PREDATOR PREVENTION ACT OF 
1998 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I am pleased to introduce the 
Internet Predator Prevention Act of 
1998. This legislation will give much 
needed protection to the millions of 
American families with children. 

In the past two decades, the Internet 
has grown dramatically. In 1981, there 
were only 213 computers hooked into 
the Internet. In January of last year, it 
was estimated that 17,753,266 computers 
were wired into the Internet. And the 
number of web sites has also increased 
significantly in just the last several 
years: In June of 1993, there were only 
130 reported web sites. By January 1996, 
that number had grown to more than 
100,000. The Congressional Research 
Service reports that studies on the 
internet have found that 9 million to 47 
million people are using the Internet 
each year. 

This enormous new ‘“‘cyberworld,”’ 
which crosses state and national 
boundaries as well as race, gender and 
age barriers, has created a plethora of 
new communities, new business oppor- 
tunities, and unfortunately, new 
crimes. It seems as if every month, we 
are hearing stories of children who 
have been exploited and hurt because 
of contacts they have made on the 
Internet. 

I am struck by two particular inci- 
dents that arose in my home state of 
Illinois in just the past year. In August 
of 1997, I was contacted by the mother 
of a 9-year-old Joilet girl whose name 
and number had been posted on a series 
of web pages, bulletin boards and chat 
rooms that was designed to attract 
child molesters. This family only 
learned of the posting when they began 
to receive illicit phone calls from 
strangers at odd times of the night. A 
second family from Illinois had a simi- 
lar experience when a stranger began 
“logging on’’ using their 10-year-old 
daughter’s name. The child’s name and 
the family’s home telephone number 
was posted on the Internet in a chat 
room for pedophiles. These parents 
were lucky enough to learn that their 
child’s name had been posted on one of 
these sites before their children were 
placed in greater danger. 

Across this nation, there have been 
numerous other instances in which par- 
ents have learned that their children’s 
names, addresses, and phone numbers 
have been posted on Web pages, bul- 
letin boards, and chat rooms where 
pedophiles and child molesters lurk. 

This ought to be a crime. No one 
should be allowed to set a child up for 
a potentially dangerous situation that 
could have a lasting and irrevocable 
impact. The Internet should serve as a 
resource and learning took, and not a 
vehicle for exploitation. 

Currently, there are very few state 
laws that exist that address this issue. 
The few laws that do exist are vague 
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and do not carry the weight needed to 
prosecute pedophiles for their crimes. 


The quick growth of the Internet has 


made it difficult to control Internet 
postings and, in this case, state and 
other traditional boundaries cannot 
and do not apply. Often times, a child 
and his or her exploiter may live in dif- 
ferent states on different sides of the 
country. The crime taking place, how- 
ever, is not any less significant than if 
they were in the same room. 

I believe that the Federal govern- 
ment can play an important role in 
stopping child exploitation on the 
Internet. The federal government has 
the ability to regulate interstate activ- 
ity and federal law has jurisdiction 
over all 50 states and territories. A fed- 
eral law will be able to navigate the 
complexity of the issues the Internet 
raises regarding interstate commerce 
and can be used to prosecute criminals 
regardless of what state the perpe- 
trator lives in. 

Today, I am introducing legislation 
which I believe will address this grow- 
ing problem. My legislation would 
make it a crime to post a child’s name, 
address, or telephone number on an 
Internet web site, chat room or bul- 
letin board in order to make that child 
available for criminal sexual acts with 
an adult. This bill uses the least re- 
strictive means of regulating against 
one of the most offensive acts a human 
being can commit toward another: the 
exploitation of a child. 

I urge all of my colleagues to join me 
in supporting the quick passage of this 
legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1965 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘Internet 
Predator Prevention Act of 1998”. 

SEC. 2. PROHIBITION AND PENALTIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 110 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“$2261. Publication of identifying informa- 
tion relating to a minor for criminal sexual 
purposes 
(a) DEFINITION OF IDENTIFYING INFORMA- 

TION RELATING TO A MINOR.—In this section, 

the term ‘identifying information relating to 

a minor’ includes the name, address, tele- 

phone number, social security number, or e- 

mail address of a minor. 

(b) PROHIBITION AND PENALTIES.—Who- 
ever, through the use of any facility in or af- 
fecting interstate or foreign commerce (in- 
cluding any interactive computer service) 
publishes, or causes to be published, any 
identifying information relating to a minor 
who has not attained the age of 17 years, for 
the purpose of soliciting any person to en- 
gage in any sexual activity for which the 
person can be charged with criminal offense 
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under Federal or State law, shall be impris- 
oned not less than 1 and not more than 5 
years, fined under this title, or both.“ 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 110 of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

2261. Publication of identifying information 
relating to a minor for criminal 
sexual purposes. 


By Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself 
and Mr. KOHL): 

S. 1966. A bill to direct the Secretary 
of the Interior to study whether the 
Apostle Islands National Lakeshore 
should be protected as a wilderness 
area; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

THE GAYLORD NELSON APOSTLE ISLANDS 
STEWARDSHIP ACT OF 1988 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce “The Gaylord Nel- 
son Apostle Islands Stewardship Act of 
1998.” Iam very pleased that my senior 
colleague from Wisconsin joins me as 
an original author of the bill, and also 
that my colleague in the other body, 
Congressman OBEY is joining me in in- 
troducing the companion legislation as 
he represents the area of Wisconsin 
where the Apostle Islands are located. 

Mr. President, on this Earth Day, the 
29th Earth Day, I have chosen to name 
this legislation in recognition of the 
accomplishments of Earth Day’s found- 
er, a former member of this body and 
former Governor of my state, Gaylord 
Nelson. Many outside Wisconsin may 
not know that, in addition to founding 
Earth Day, Senator Nelson was also 
the primary sponsor of the Apostle Is- 
lands National Lakeshore Act. That 
Act, which passed in 1970—the same 
year Earth Day was founded, protects 
one of Northern Wisconsin’s most beau- 
tiful areas, and it is a place where 
every year my family and I spend our 
favorite vacation. 

Though Senator Nelson has received 
many awards, I know that among his 
proudest accomplishments are those 
bills he crafted which have produced 
real and lasting change in preserving 
America’s lands, such as the Apostle 
Islands. 

The Apostle Islands National Lake- 
shore includes 21 forested islands and 
12 miles of pristine shoreline which are 
among the Great Lakes’ most spectac- 
ular scenery. Centuries of wave action, 
freezing, and thawing have sculpted the 
shorelines and nature has carved intri- 
cate caves into the sandstone which 
forms the islands. Delicate arches, 
vaulted chambers, and hidden passage- 
ways honeycomb cliffs on the north 
shore of Devil’s Island, Swallow Point 
on Sand Island, and northeast of Cor- 
nucopia on the mainland. The Apostle 
Islands National Lakeshore includes 
more lighthouses than any other coast- 
line of similar size in the United 
States, and is home to diverse wildlife 
including: black bear, bald eagles and 
deer. It is an important recreational 
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area as well. Its campgrounds and acres 
of forest, make the Apostles a favorite 
destination for hikers, sailors, 
kayakers, and bikers. The Lakeshore 
also includes the underwater lakebed 
as well, and scuba divers register with 
the National Park Service to view the 
area’s underwater resources. 

I also know that Senator Nelson, if 
he were still a member of this body, 
would have been wholeheartedly pur- 
suing the full implementation of the 
ecological vision that Wisconsinites 
and all Americans share for the Lake- 
shore. Unfortunately, as do many of 
the lands managed by the National 
Park Service, the Apostle Islands Na- 
tional Lakeshore finds itself, now 28 
years later, with both some significant 
financial and legal resource needs. If 
we are to be true stewards of America’s 
public lands, we need to be willing to 
make necessary financial investments 
and management improvements when 
they are warranted. Thus, I am intro- 
ducing this legislation in an attempt to 
resolve the unfinished business that re- 
mains at the Lakeshore, as well as to 
renew our Nation’s commitment to 
this beautiful place. 

Mr. President, the legislation has 
three major sections. First, it directs 
the Park Service to conduct a wilder- 
ness suitability study of the Lakeshore 
as required by the Wilderness Act. The 
legislation authorizes $200,000 for that 
purpose. 

This study mandate is needed to en- 
sure that we have the appropriate level 
of management at the Apostle Islands 
National Lakeshore. The Wilderness 
Act and the National Park Service 
policies require the Park Service to 
conduct an evaluation of the lands it 
manages for possible inclusion in the 
National Wilderness system. Such a 
study would result in a recommenda- 
tion to Congress about whether any of 
the federally-owned lands currently 
within the Lakeshore still retain the 
characteristics that would make them 
suitable to be legally designated as wil- 
derness. The Congress would then have 
an opportunity to review such informa- 
tion. If Congress found that such infor- 
mation indicated that some of the fed- 
eral lands within the Lakeshore were 
in need of legal wilderness status, Con- 
gress would have to subsequently pass 
legislation to confer such status. 

We need this study, Mr. President be- 
cause, though 28 years have passed, we 
are not certain whether we are under- 
or over-managing the Lakeshore. Dur- 
ing the General Management Planning 
Process for the Lakeshore, which was 
completed nearly a decade ago in 1989, 
the need for a formal wilderness study 
was identified. Although a wilderness 
study has been identified as a high pri- 
ority by the Lakeshore, it has never 
been funded. 

Since 1989, most of the Lakeshore, 
roughly 80 percent of the acreage, is 
being managed by the Park Service as 
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if it were federally designated wilder- 
ness. As a protective measure, all lands 
which might be suitable for wilderness 
designation were zoned to protect any 
wilderness characteristics they may 
have pending completion of the study. 
However, we may be managing lands as 
wilderness in the Lakeshore that 
might, due to use patterns, no longer 
be suitable for wilderness designation. 
Correspondingly, some land area may 
have become more ecologically sen- 
sitive and may need additional legal 
protection. 

Second, this legislation also directs 
the Park Service to protect the his- 
toric Raspberry Island and Outer Is- 
land lighthouses. The bill authorizes 
$3.9 million for bluff stabilization and 
other necessary actions. There are six 
lighthouses in the Apostle Island Na- 
tional Lakeshore—Sand Island, Devil’s 
Island, Raspberry Island, Outer Island, 
Long Island and Michigan Island. Engi- 
neering studies completed for the Na- 
tional Park Service have determined 
that several of these lighthouses are in 
danger of structural damage due to the 
continued erosion of the red clay banks 
upon which they were built. The situa- 
tions at Outer Island and Raspberry Is- 
land, the two which this legislation ad- 
dresses, were determined to be in the 
most jeopardy. 

The Raspberry Island situation is 
most critical. The Raspberry Island 
lighthouse was completed in 1863 to 
mark the west channel through the 
Apostle Islands. The original light was 
a rectangular frame structure sur- 
mounted by a square tower that held a 
lens 40 feet above the ground. 

A fog signal building was added to 
Raspberry Island in 1902. The red brick 
structure housed a ten-inch steam 
whistle and a hoisting engine for a 
tramway. The need for additional per- 
sonnel at the station led to a redesign 
of the lighthouse building in 1906-07. 
The structure was converted to a du- 
plex, housing the keeper and his family 
in the east half, with the two assistant 
keepers sharing the west half. A 23-kil- 
owatt, diesel-driven electric generator 
was installed at the station in 1928. The 
light was automated in 1947 and then 
moved to a metal tower in front of the 
fog signal building in 1952. 

Raspberry Island light is now the 
most frequently visited of Apostle Is- 
lands National Lakeshore's light- 
houses. Recent erosion is threatening 
the access tram and the fog signal 
building. 

The Outer Island light station was 
built in 1874 on a red clay bluff 40 feet 
above Lake Superior. The lighthouse 
tower stands 90 feet high and the 
watchroom is encircled by an outside 
walkway and topped by the lantern. 

Historic architects have indicated to 
the Park Service that Outer Island 
lighthouse may already be suffering 
some structural damage due to its lo- 
cation on the bluff and the situation 
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would be much worse if Lake Superior 
were exceedingly high. 

Engineers believe that preservation 
of these structures requires protection 
of the bluff beneath the lighthouses, 
stabilization of the banks, and 
dewatering of the area immediately 
shoreward of the bluffs. Although the 
projects have in the past been included 
within the Park Service-wide construc- 
tion priorities, they have never been 
funded. 

Finally, this legislation adds lan- 
guage to the act which created the 
Lakeshore allowing the Park Service 
to enter into cooperative agreements 
with state, tribal, local governments, 
universities or other non-profit entities 
to enlist their assistance in managing 
the Lakeshore. Some parks have spe- 
cific language in the act which created 
the park allowing them to enter into 
such agreements. Parks have used 
them for activities such as research, 
historic preservation, and emergency 
services. Apostle Islands currently does 
not have this authority, which this leg- 
islation adds. 

Other National Park lands and lands 
which are managed by the Park Serv- 
ice, such as the Lakeshore, have such 
authority. Adding such authority to 
the Lakeshore will be a way to make 
Lakeshore management resources go 
farther. The Park Service has the op- 
portunity to carry out joint projects 
with other partners which could con- 
tribute to the management of the 
Lakeshore including: state, local, and 
tribal governments, universities, and 
non-profit groups. Such endeavors 
would have both scientific manage- 
ment and fiscal benefits. In the past, 
the Lakeshore has had to pass over op- 
portunities because the specific author- 
ity has been absent. 

In his 1969 book on the environment, 
entitled America’s Last Chance, Sen- 
ator Nelson issued a political chal- 
lenge: “I have come to the conclusion 
that the number one domestic problem 
facing this country is the threatened 
destruction of our natural resources 
and the disaster which would confront 
mankind should such destruction 
occur. There is a real question as to 
whether the nation, which has spent 
some two hundred years developing an 
intricate system of local, State and 
Federal Government to deal with the 
public’s problems, will be bold, imagi- 
native and flexible enough to meet this 
supreme test.” 

Though, fortunately, the Apostle Is- 
lands are not, because of former Sen- 
ator Nelson’s efforts, “threatened with 
destruction,“ I believe that Senator 
Nelson meant two things by his chal- 
lenge. Not only did he mean that gov- 
ernment must act immediately and de- 
cisively to protect resources in crisis, 
but he also meant that government 
must be responsible and flexible 
enough to remain committed to the 
protection of the areas we wisely seek 
to preserve under our laws. 
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Thus, Mr. President, on this Earth 
Day I am proud to introduce this legis- 
lation as a renewal of the federal gov- 
ernment’s commitment to the Apostle 
Islands National Lakeshore. I look for- 
ward to working with my colleagues on 
this legislation. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of this legislation be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1966 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE, 

This Act may be cited as the “Gaylord Nel- 
son Apostle Islands Stewardship Act of 1998", 
SEC. 2. GAYLORD NELSON APOSTLE ISLANDS. 

(a) DECLARATIONS.—Congress declares 
that— 

(1) the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore 
is a national and a Wisconsin treasure; 

(2) the sesquicentennial year of the State 
of Wisconsin provides an opportunity to re- 
flect on and act to protect important compo- 
nents of the State’s ecological and cultural 
identity, such as the Lakeshore; 

(3) the State of Wisconsin is particularly 
indebted to former Senator Gaylord Nelson 
for his leadership in the creation of the 
Lakeshore; 

(4) after 28 years of enjoyment, some issues 
critical to maintaining the overall ecologi- 
cal, recreational, and cultural vision of the 
Lakeshore need additional attention; 

(5) the general management planning proc- 
ess for the Lakeshore has identified a need 
for a formal wilderness study; 

(6) all lands within the Lakeshore that 
might be suitable for designation as wilder- 
ness are currently zoned and managed to 
protect wilderness characteristics pending 
completion of such a study; 

(7) several historic lighthouses within the 
Lakeshore are currently in danger of struc- 
tural damage due to severe erosion; 

(8) the Secretary of the Interior has been 
unable to take full advantage of cooperative 
agreements with Federal, State, local, and 
tribal governmental agencies, institutions of 
higher education, and other nonprofit orga- 
nizations that could assist the National Park 
Service by contributing to the management 
of the Lakeshore; 

(9) because of competing needs in other 
units of the National Park System, the 
standard authorizing and budgetary process 
has not resulted in updated legislative au- 
thority and necessary funding for improve- 
ments to the Lakeshore; and 

(10) the need for improvements to the 
Lakeshore and completion of a wilderness 
study should be accorded a high priority 
among National Park Service activities. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) LAKESHORE.—The term “Lakeshore” 
means the Apostle Islands National Lake- 
shore. 

(2) SECRETARY.—The term Secretary“ 
means the Secretary of the Interior, acting. 
through the Director of the National Park 
Service. 

(c) WILDERNESS Stupy.—In fulfillment of 
the responsibilities of the Secretary under 
the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.) 
and of applicable agency policy, the Sec- 
retary shall evaluate areas of land within 
the Lakeshore for inclusion in the National 
Wilderness System. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


(d) APOSTLE ISLANDS LIGHTHOUSES.—The 
Secretary shall undertake appropriate ac- 
tion (including protection of the bluff toe be- 
neath the lighthouses, stabilization of the 
bank face, and dewatering of the area imme- 
diately shoreward of the bluffs) to protect 
the lighthouse structures at Raspberry 
Lighthouse and Outer Island Lighthouse 
within the Lakeshore. 

(e) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—Section 6 
of Public Law 91-424 (16 U.S.C. 460w-5) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking Spo. 6. The lakeshore” and 
inserting the following: 

“SEC. 6. MANAGEMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The lakeshore’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

(b) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—The Sec- 
retary may enter into a cooperative agree- 
ment with a Federal, State, tribal, or local 
government agency or a nonprofit private 
entity if the Secretary determines that a co- 
operative agreement would be beneficial in 
carrying out section 7.”. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated— 

(1) $200,000 to carry out subsection (c); and 

(2) $3,900,000 to carry out subsection (d). 


By Mr. SARBANES: 

S. 1967. A bill to provide for mass 
transportation in national parks and 
related public lands; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

THE TRANSIT IN PARKS ACT 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing new legislation 
to help ease congestion, protect our na- 
tion’s natural resources, and improve 
mobility and accessibility in our na- 
tional parks and wildlife refuges. The 
“Transit In Parks Act” or TRIP bill is 
a new federal transit grant initiative 
that is designed to provide mass tran- 
sit and alternative transportation serv- 
ices for our national parks, our wildlife 
refuges, federal recreational areas, and 
other public lands managed by three 
agencies of the Department of the Inte- 
rior. 

When the parks first opened in the 
second half of the nineteenth century, 
visitors arrived by stagecoach along 
dirt roads. Travel through parklands, 
such as Yosemite or Yellowstone, was 
difficult and long and costly. Not many 
people could afford or endure such a 
trip. 

The introduction of the automobile 
gave every American greater mobility 
and freedom, which included the free- 
dom to travel and see some of our na- 
tion’s great natural wonders. Early in 
this century landscape architects from 
the National Park Service and highway 
engineers from the U.S. Bureau of Pub- 
lic Roads collaborated to produce many 
feats of road engineering that opened 
the national park lands to millions of 
Americans. 

Yet greater mobility and easier ac- 
cess now threaten the very environ- 
ments that the National Park Service 
is mandated to protect. The on-going 
tension between preservation and ac- 
cess has always been a challenge for 
our national park system. Today, 
record numbers of visitors and cars has 
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resulted in increasing damage to our 
parks. The Grand Canyon alone has 
five million visitors a year. It may sur- 
prise you to know that the average vis- 
itor stay is only three hours. As many 
as 6,000 vehicles arrive in a single sum- 
mer day. They compete for 2,000 park- 
ing spaces. Between 32,000 and 35,000 
tour buses go to the park each year. 
During the peak summer season, the 
entrance route becomes a giant park- 
ing lot. 

In the decade from 1984 to 1994, the 
number of visits to America’s national 
parks increased 25 percent, rising from 
208 million to 269 million a year. This 
is equal to more than one visit by 
every man, woman, and child in this 
country. This has created an over- 
whelming demand on these areas, re- 
sulting in severe traffic congestion, 
visitor restrictions, and in some in- 
stances vacationers being shut-out of 
the parks altogether. The environ- 
mental damage at the Grand Canyon is 
visible at many other parks: Yosemite, 
which has more than 4 million visitors 
a year; Yellowstone, which has more 
than 3 million visitors a year and expe- 
riences such severe traffic congestion 
that access has to be restricted; Zion; 
Acadia; Bryce; and many others. We 
need to solve these problems now or 
risk permanent damage to our nation’s 
natural, cultural, and historical herit- 


age. 

The legislation I am introducing 
builds upon two previous initiatives to 
address these problems. First is the 
study of alternative transportation 
strategies in our national parks that 
was mandated by the Intermodal Sur- 
face Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991, ISTEA. This study, completed by 
the National Park Service in May 1994, 
found that many of our most heavily 
visited national parks are experiencing 
the same problems of congestion and 
pollution that afflict our cities and 
metropolitan areas. Yet, overwhelm- 
ingly, the principal transportation sys- 
tems that the Federal Government has 
developed to provide access into our 
national parks are roads primarily for 
private automobile access. 

Second, last November, Secretary of 
Transportation Rodney Slater and Sec- 
retary of the Interior Bruce Babbitt 
signed an agreement to work together 
to address transportation and resource 
management needs in and around na- 
tional parks. The findings in the 
Memorandum Of Understanding en- 
tered into by the two departments are 
especially revealing: 

Congestion in and approaching many Na- 
tional Parks is causing lengthy traffic delays 
and backups that substantially detract from 
the visitor experience. Visitors find that 
many of the National Parks contain signifi- 
cant noise and air pollution, and traffic con- 
gestion similar to that found on the city 
streets they left behind. 

In many National Park units, the capacity 
of parking facilities at interpretive or 
science areas is well below demand. As a re- 
sult, visitors park along roadsides, damaging 
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park resources and subjecting people to haz- 
ardous safety conditions as they walk near 
busy roads to access visitor use areas. 

On occasion, National Park units must 
close their gates during high visitation peri- 
ods and turn away the public because the ex- 
isting infrastructure and transportation sys- 
tems are at, or beyond, the capacity for 
which they were designed. 

The challenge for park management 
is two-fold: to conserve and protect the 
nation’s natural, historical, and cul- 
tural resources, while at the same time 
ensuring visitor access and enjoyment 
of these sensitive environments. 

The Transit in Parks Act will go far 
to meeting this challenge. The bill’s 
objectives are to develop new and ex- 
panded mass transit services through- 
out the national parks and other public 
lands to conserve and protect fragile 
natural, cultural, and historical re- 
sources, to prevent adverse impact on 
those resources, and to reduce pollu- 
tion and congestion, while at the same 
time facilitating appropriate visitor 
access and improving the visitor expe- 
rience. 

This new federal transit grant pro- 
gram will provide funding to three Fed- 
eral land management agencies in the 
Department of the Interior—the Na- 
tional Park Service, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, and the Bureau of 
Land Management—that manage the 
375 various parks within the National 
Park System, including national bat- 
tlefields, monuments and national sea- 
shores, as well as the national wildlife 
refuges and federal recreational areas. 
The program will allocate capital funds 
for transit projects, including rail or 
clean fuel bus projects, joint develop- 
ment activities, pedestrian and bike 
paths, or park waterway access, within 
or adjacent to national park lands. The 
bill authorizes $50 million for this new 
program for each of the fiscal years 
1999 through 2003. It is anticipated that 
other resources—both public and pri- 
vate—will be available to augment 
these amounts in the initial phase. 

The bill formalizes the cooperative 
arrangement entered into last Novem- 
ber between the Secretary of Transpor- 
tation and the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior to exchange technical assistance 
and to develop procedures relating to 
the planning, selection and funding of 
transit projects in national park lands. 

The projects eligible for funding shall 
be developed through the ISTEA plan- 
ning process and selected in consulta- 
tion with the Secretary of the Interior. 
The bill provides funds for planning, re- 
search, and technical assistance that 
can supplement other financial re- 
sources available to the Federal land 
management agencies. 

It is anticipated that the Secretary 
of Transportation shall select projects 
that are diverse in location and size. 
While major national parks such as the 
Grand Canyon or Yellowstone are 
clearly appropriate candidates for sig- 
nificant transit projects under this sec- 
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tion, there are numerous small urban 
and rural Federal park lands that can 
benefit enormously from small 
projects, such as bike paths or im- 
proved connections with an urban pub- 
lic transit system. Project selection 
should include the following criteria: 
the historical and cultural significance 
of a project; safety; and the extent to 
which the project would conserve re- 
sources, prevent adverse impact, en- 
hance the environment, improve mobil- 
ity, and contribute to livable commu- 
nities. 

The bill also identifies projects of re- 
gional or national significance that 
more closely resemble the Federal 
transit program’s New Starts projects. 
Where the project costs are $25 million 
or greater, the projects shall comply 
with the transit New Starts require- 
ments. No single project shall receive 
more than 12 percent of the total 
amount available in any given year. 
This ensures a diversity of projects se- 
lected for assistance. 

Finally, the bill directs the Secretary 
of Transportation, in coordination with 
the Secretary of the Interior, to under- 
take a comprehensive study of alter- 
native transportation needs in the na- 
tional parks and other public lands eli- 
gible for assistance under this pro- 
gram. The objective of this study is to 
better identify those areas with exist- 
ing and potential problems of conges- 
tion and pollution, or which can ben- 
efit from mass transportation services, 
and to identify and estimate the 
project costs for these sites. 

This program can create new oppor- 
tunities for the Federal land manage- 
ment agency to partner with local 
transit agencies in gateway commu- 
nities adjacent to the parks, both 
through the ISTEA planning process 
and in developing integrated transpor- 
tation systems. This will spur new eco- 
nomic development within these com- 
munities, as they develop transpor- 
tation centers for park visitors to con- 
nect to transit links into the national 
parks and other public lands. 

The on-going tension between preser- 
vation and access has always been a 
challenge for the National Park Serv- 
ice. Today, that challenge has new di- 
mensions, with overcrowding, pollu- 
tion, congestion, and resource degrada- 
tion increasing at many of our national 
parks. This legislation—the Transit in 
Parks Act—will give our Federal land 
management agencies important new 
tools to improve both preservation and 
access. 

Just as we have found in metropoli- 
tan areas, transit is essential to mov- 
ing large numbers of people in our na- 
tional parks—quickly, efficiently, at 
low cost, and without adverse impact. 
At the same time, transit can enhance 
the economic development potential of 
our gateway communities. 

So today, as we celebrate Earth Day 
and throughout this entire week as we 
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mark National Parks Week, I cannot 
think of a more worthy endeavor to 
help our environment and preserve our 
national parks, wildlife refuges, and 
federal recreational areas than by en- 
couraging alternative transportation 
in these areas. My bill is strongly sup- 
ported by the American Public Transit 
Association, the National Parks and 
Conservation Association, the Surface 
Transportation Policy Project, the 
Natural Resources Defense Council, 
and the Environmental Defense Fund, 
and I ask unanimous consent that 
these letters and additional supporting 
material be included in the RECORD im- 
mediately following my remarks. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this important legislation 
and to recognize the enormous environ- 
mental and economic benefits that 
transit can bring to our national parks. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the following be printed in 
the RECORD: 

Text of the Bill; 

Section-by-section summary; 

Washington Post November 26, 1997, 
article: “Strict Limits on Cars set for 3 
National Parks”; and 

Letters of support from the American 
Public Transit Association, National 
Parks and Conservation Association, 
Surface Transportation Policy Project, 
Natural Resources Defense Council and 
Environmental Defense Fund. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1967 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Transit in 
Parks (TRIP) Act”. 

SEC. 2. MASS TRANSPORTATION IN NATIONAL 
PARKS AND RELATED PUBLIC 
LANDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 53 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 


“$5339. Mass transportation in national parks 
and related public lands 


(a) POLICIES, FINDINGS, AND PURPOSES.— 

(I) DEVELOPMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SYS- 
TEMS.—It is in the interest of the United 
States to encourage and promote the devel- 
opment of transportation systems for the 
betterment of the national parks and other 
units of the National Park System, national 
wildlife refuges, recreational areas, and 
other public lands in order to conserve nat- 
ural, historical, and cultural resources and 
prevent adverse impact, relieve congestion, 
minimize transportation fuel consumption, 
reduce pollution (including noise and visual 
pollution), and enhance visitor mobility and 
accessibility and the visitor experience. 

“(2) GENERAL FINDINGS.—Congress finds 
that— 

“(A) section 1050 of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (Public 
Law 102-240) authorized a study of alter- 
natives for visitor transportation in the Na- 
tional Park System which was released by 
the National Park Service in May 1994; 

B) the study found that 
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““(i) increasing traffic congestion in the na- 
tional parks requires alternative transpor- 
tation strategies to enhance resource protec- 
tion and the visitor experience and to reduce 
congestion; 

(ii) visitor use, National Park Service 
units, and concession facilities require inte- 
grated planning; and 

(iii) the transportation problems and vis- 
itor services require increased coordination 
with gateway communities; 

() on November 25, 1997, the Department 
of Transportation and the Department of the 
Interior entered into a Memorandum of Un- 
derstanding to address transportation needs 
within and adjacent to national parks and to 
enhance cooperation between the depart- 
ments on park transportation issues; 

(D) to initiate the Memorandum of Under- 
standing, and to implement President Clin- 
ton’s ‘Parks for Tomorrow’ initiative, out- 
lined on Earth Day, 1996, the Department of 
Transportation and the Department of the 
Interior announced, in December 1997, the in- 
tention to implement mass transportation 
services in the Grand Canyon National Park, 
Zion National Park, and Yosemite National 
Park; 

(E) many of the national parks and re- 
lated public lands are experiencing increased 
visitation and congestion and degradation of 


the natural, historical, and cultural re- 
sources; 
(F) there is a growing need for new and 


expanded mass transportation services 
throughout the national parks and related 
public lands to conserve and protect fragile 
natural, historical, and cultural resources, 
prevent adverse impact on those resources, 
and reduce pollution and congestion, while 
at the same time facilitating appropriate 
visitor mobility and accessibility and im- 
proving the visitor experience; 

“(G) the Federal Transit Administration, 
through the Department of Transportation, 
can assist the Federal land management 
agencies through financial support and tech- 
nical assistance and further the achievement 
of national goals to enhance the environ- 
ment, improve mobility, create more livable 
communities, conserve energy, and reduce 
pollution and congestion in all regions of the 
country; and 

(I) immediate financial and technical as- 
sistance by the Department of Transpor- 
tation, working with Federal land manage- 
ment agencies and State and local govern- 
mental authorities to develop efficient and 
coordinated mass transportation systems 
within and adjacent to national parks and 
related public lands is essential to conserve 
natural, historical, and cultural resources, 
relieve congestion, reduce pollution, improve 
mobility, and enhance visitor accessibility 
and the visitor experience. 

(3) GENERAL PURPOSES.—The purposes of 
this section are— 

“(A) to develop a cooperative relationship 
between the Secretary of Transportation and 
the Secretary of the Interior to carry out 
this section; 

(B) to encourage the planning and estab- 
lishment of mass transportation systems and 
nonmotorized transportation systems needed 
within and adjacent to national parks and 
related public lands, located in both urban 
and rural areas, that enhance resource pro- 
tection, prevent adverse impacts on those re- 
sources, improve visitor mobility and acces- 
sibility and the visitor experience, reduce 
pollution and congestion, conserve energy, 
and increase coordination with gateway 
communities. 

() to assist Federal land management 
agencies and State and local governmental 
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authorities in financing areawide mass 
transportation systems to be operated by 
public or private mass transportation au- 
thorities, as determined by local and re- 
gional needs, and to encourage public-pri- 
vate partnerships; and 

„D) to assist in the research and develop- 
ment of improved mass transportation equip- 
ment, facilities, techniques, and methods 
with the cooperation of public and private 
companies and other entities engaged in the 
provision of mass transportation services. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section 

“(1) the term Federal land management 
agency’ means the National Park Service, 
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 
or the Bureau of Land Management; 

(2) the term ‘national parks and related 
public lands’ means the national parks and 
other units of the National Park System, na- 
tional wildlife refuges, recreational areas, 
and other public lands managed by the Fed- 
eral land management agencies; 

(3) the term ‘qualified participant’ means 
a Federal land management agency, or a 
State or local governmental authority, act- 
ing alone, in partnership, or with another 
Governmental or nongovernmental partici- 
pant; 

(4) the term ‘qualified mass transpor- 
tation project’ means a project— 

(A) that is carried out within or adjacent 
to national parks and related public lands; 
and 

B) that 

“(i) is a capital project, as defined in sec- 
tion 5302(a)(1) (other than preventive mainte- 
nance activities); 

“di) is any activity described in section 
§309(a)(1)(A); 

(i) involves the purchase of rolling stock 
that incorporates clean fuel technology or 
the replacement of existing buses with clean 
fuel vehicles or the deployment of mass 
transportation vehicles that introduce new 
technology; 

(iv) relates to the capital costs of coordi- 
nating the Federal land management agency 
mass transportation systems with other 
mass transportation systems; 

„ involves nonmotorized transportation 
systems, including the provision of facilities 
for pedestrians and bicycles; 

“(vi) involves the development of water- 
borne access within or adjacent to national 
parks and related public lands, including 
watercraft, as appropriate to and consistent 
with the purposes described in subsection 
(a)(3); or 

(vi) is any transportation project that 

(J) enhances the environment; 

(IJ) prevents adverse impact on natural 
resources; 

(III) improves Federal land management 
agency resources management; 

(IV) improves visitor mobility and acces- 
sibility and the visitor experience; 

J) reduces congestion and pollution, in- 
cluding noise and visual pollution; 

(VI) conserves natural, historical, and 
cultural resources (other than through the 
rehabilitation or restoration of historic 
buildings); and 

“(VII incorporates private investment; 
and 

(5) the term ‘Secretary’ means the Sec- 
retary of Transportation. 

„e FEDERAL AGENCY COOPERATIVE AR- 
RANGEMENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall de- 
velop a cooperative relationship with the 
Secretary of the Interior, which shall pro- 
vide for— 

A) the exchange of technical assistance; 
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(B) interagency and multidisciplinary 
teams to develop Federal land management 
agency transportation policy, procedures, 
and coordination; and 

(C) the development of procedures and 
criteria relating to the planning, selection, 
and funding of qualified mass transportation 
projects, and implementation and oversight 
of the project plan in accordance with the re- 
quirements of this section. 

(2) PROJECT SELECTION.—The Secretary, 
after consultation with the Secretary of the 
Interior, shall determine the final selection 
and funding of projects in accordance with 
this section. 


(d) TYPES OF ASSISTANCE.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may con- 
tract for or enter into grants, cooperative 
agreements, or other agreements with a 
qualified participant to carry out a qualified 
mass transportation project under this sec- 
tion. 

(2) OTHER USES.—A grant or cooperative 
agreement or other agreement for a qualified 
mass transportation project under this sec- 
tion also is available to finance the leasing 
of equipment and facilities for use in mass 
transportation, subject to regulations the 
Secretary prescribes limiting the grant or 
cooperative arrangement or other agreement 
to leasing arrangements that are more cost 
effective than purchase or construction. 


(e) LIMITATION ON USE OF AVAILABLE 
AMOUNTS.—The Secretary may not use more 
than 5 percent of the amount made available 
for a fiscal year under section 5338(m) to 
carry out planning, research, and technical 
assistance under this section, including the 
development of technology appropriate for 
use in a qualified mass transportation 
project. Amounts made available under this 
subsection are in addition to amounts other- 
wise available for planning, research, and 
technical assistance under this title or any 
other provision of law. 


() PLANNING PROCESS.—In undertaking a 
qualified mass transportation project under 
this section— 

(J) if the qualified participant is a Federal 
land management agency— 

(A) the Secretary, in cooperation with the 
Secretary of the Interior, shall develop 
transportation planning procedures that are 
consistent with sections 5303 through 5306; 
and 

„(B) the General Management Plans of the 
units of the National Park System shall be 
incorporated into the planning process; 

(2) if the qualified participant is a State 
or local governmental authority, or more 
than 1 State or local governmental authority 
in more than 1 State, the qualified partici- 
pant shall comply with sections 5303 through 
5306; 

(3) if the national parks and related pub- 
lic lands at issue lie in multiple States, 
there shall be cooperation in the planning 
process under sections 5303 through 5306, to 
the maximum extent practicable, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary, between those 
States and the Secretary of the Interior; and 

(4) the qualified participant shall comply 
with the public participation requirements 
of section 5307(c). 


(g) GOVERNMENT’S SHARE OF COSTS.— 

(I) IN GENERAL. -The Secretary shall es- 
tablish the Federal Government share of as- 
sistance to a qualified participant under this 
section. 

(2) CONSIDERATIONS.—In establishing the 
Government's share of the net costs of a 
qualified transportation project under para- 
graph (1), the Secretary shall consider— 
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(A) visitation levels and the revenue de- 
rived from user fees in the national parks 
and related public lands at issue; 

“(B) the extent to which the qualified par- 
ticipant coordinates with an existing public 
or private mass transportation authority; 

(0) private investment in the qualified 
mass transportation project, including the 
provision of contract services, joint develop- 
ment activities, and the use of innovative fi- 
nancing mechanisms; 

„D) the clear and direct benefit to a quali- 
fied participant assisted under this section; 
and 

„E) any other matters that the Secretary 
considers appropriate to carry out this sec- 
tion. 

“(3) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, Federal 
funds appropriated to any Federal land man- 
agement agency may be counted toward the 
non-Federal share of the costs of any mass 
transportation project that is eligible for as- 
sistance under this section. 

ch) SELECTION OF QUALIFIED MASS TRANS“ 
PORTATION PROJECTS.—In awarding assist- 
ance for a qualified mass transportation 
project under this section, the Secretary 
shall consider— 

(I) project justification, including the ex- 
tent to which the project would conserve the 
resources, prevent adverse impact, and en- 
hance the environment; 

“(2) the location of the qualified mass 
transportation project, to assure that the se- 
lection of projects— 

“(A) is geographically diverse nationwide; 
and 

“(B) encompasses both urban and rural 
areas; 

(3) the size of the qualified mass transpor- 
tation project, to assure a balanced distribu- 
tion; 

(4) historical and cultural significance of 
a project; 

(5) safety; 

(6) the extent to which the project would 
enhance livable communities; 

“(7) the extent to which the project would 
reduce pollution, including noise and visual 
pollution; 

“(8) the extent to which the project would 
reduce congestion and improve the mobility 
of people in the most efficient manner; and 

(9) any other matters that the Secretary 
considers appropriate to carry out this sec- 
tion. 

“(i) PROJECTS OF REGIONAL OR NATIONAL 
SIGNIFICANCE.— 

“(1) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In addition to 
other qualified mass transportation projects, 
the Secretary may select a qualified mass 
transportation project that is of regional or 
national significance, or that has significant 
visitation, or that can benefit from alter- 
native transportation solutions to problems 
of resource management, pollution, conges- 
tion, mobility, and accessibility. Such 
projects shall meet the criteria set forth in 
paragraphs (2) through (5) of section 5309(e), 
as applicable. 

(2) PROJECT SELECTION CRITERIA.— 

( CONSIDERATIONS.—In selecting a quali- 
fied mass transportation project described in 
paragraph (1), the Secretary shall consider, 
as appropriate, in addition to the consider- 
ations set forth in subsection (h)— 

“(i) visitation levels; 

(10) the use of innovative financing or 
joint development strategies; 

“(iii) coordination with the gateway com- 
munities; and 

(iv) any other matters that the Secretary 
considers appropriate to carry out this sub- 
section. 
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(B) CERTAIN LOCATIONS.—For fiscal years 
1999 through 2003, projects described in para- 
graph (1) may include the following loca- 
tions: 

) Grand Canyon National Park. 

(10 Zion National Park. 

(11) Yosemite National Park. 

(v) Acadia National Park. 

(O) LIMIT.—No project assisted under this 
subsection shall receive more than 12 percent 
of the total amount made available under 
this section in any fiscal year. 

„D) FULL FUNDING GRANT AGREEMENTS.—A 
project assisted under this subsection whose 
net project cost is greater than $25,000,000 
shall be carried out through a full funding 
grant agreement in accordance with section 


g). 

“(j) UNDERTAKING PROJECTS IN ADVANCE.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may pay 
the Government’s share of the net project 
cost to a qualified participant that carries 
out any part of a qualified mass transpor- 
tation project without assistance under this 
section, and according to all applicable pro- 
cedures and requirements, if— 

“(A) the qualified participant applies for 
the payment; 

(B) the Secretary approves the payment; 
and 

„() before carrying out that part of the 
project, the Secretary approves the plans 
and specifications in the same way as other 
projects assisted under this chapter. 

(2) INTEREST.—The cost of carrying out a 
part of a project referred to in paragraph (1) 
includes the amount of interest earned and 
payable on bonds issued by the State or local 
governmental authority, to the extent pro- 
ceeds of the bond are expended in carrying 
out that part. However, the amount of inter- 
est under this paragraph may not exceed the 
most favorable interest terms reasonably 
available for the project at the time of bor- 
rowing. The applicant shall certify, in a 
manner that is satisfactory to the Secretary, 
that the applicant has shown reasonable dili- 
gence in seeking the most favorable finan- 
cial terms. 

(3) COST CHANGE CONSIDERATIONS.—The 
Secretary shall consider changes in project 
cost indices when determining the estimated 
cost under paragraph (2). 

(k) PROJECT MANAGEMENT OVERSIGHT.— 
The Secretary may use not more than 0.5 
percent of amounts made available under 
this section for a fiscal year to oversee 
projects and participants in accordance with 
section 5327. 

“(1) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAWS.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise spe- 
cifically provided in this section, but subject 
to paragraph (2) of this subsection, the Sec- 
retary shall require that all grants, con- 
tracts, cooperative agreements, or other 
agreements under this section shall be sub- 
ject to the requirements of sections 5307(d), 
5307(1), and any other terms, conditions, re- 
quirements, and provisions that the Sec- 
retary determines are necessary or appro- 
priate to carry out this section, including re- 
quirements for the distribution of proceeds 
on disposition of real property and equip- 
ment resulting from the project assisted 
under this section. 

(2) LABOR STANDARDS.—Sections 
5323(a)(1)(D) and 5333(b) apply to assistance 
provided under this section. 

m) STATE INFRASTRUCTURE BANKS.—A 
project assisted under this section shall be 
eligible for funding through a State Infra- 
structure Bank or other innovative financing 
mechanism otherwise available to finance an 
eligible mass transportation project under 
this chapter. 
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(n) ASSET MANAGEMENT.—The Secretary 
may transfer the Department of Transpor- 
tation interest in and control over all facili- 
ties and equipment acquired under this sec- 
tion to a qualified participant for use and 
disposition in accordance with property 
management rules and regulations of the de- 
partment, agency, or instrumentality of the 
Federal Government. 

(o COORDINATION OF RESEARCH AND DE- 
PLOYMENT OF NEW TECHNOLOGIES.—The Sec- 
retary may undertake, or make grants or 
contracts (including agreements with de- 
partments, agencies, and instrumentalities 
of the Federal Government) or other agree- 
ments for research, development, and de- 
ployment of new technologies that will con- 
serve resources and prevent adverse environ- 
mental impact, improve visitor mobility, ac- 
cessibility and enjoyment, and reduce pollu- 
tion, including noise and visual pollution, in 
the national parks and related public lands. 
The Secretary may request and receive ap- 
propriate information from any source. This 
subsection does not limit the authority of 
the Secretary under any other provision of 
law. 

ph REPORT.—The Secretary, in consulta- 
tion with the Secretary of the Interior, shall 
report annually to the Committee on Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure of the House of 
Representatives and to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the 
Senate, on the allocation of amounts to be 
made available to assist qualified mass 
transportation projects under this section. 
Such report shall be included in the report 
required under section 5309(m)(3). 

(d) STUDY OF TRANSIT NEEDS IN NATIONAL 
PARKS AND RELATED PUBLIC LANDS.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in coordi- 
nation with the Secretary of the Interior, 
shall undertake a comprehensive study of al- 
ternative transportation needs in national 
parks and related public lands managed by 
Federal land management agencies. The 
study shall be submitted to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of 
the Senate not later than January 1, 2000. 

(2) STUDY ELEMENTS.—The study required 
by paragraph (1) shall— 

(A) identify transportation strategies 
that improve the management of the na- 
tional parks and related public lands; 

„(B) identify national parks and related 
public lands with existing and potential 
problems of adverse impact, high congestion, 
and pollution, or which can benefit from al- 
ternative transportation modes; 

“(C) assess the feasibility of alternative 
transportation modes; and 

„D) identify and estimate the costs of al- 
ternative transportation modes for each of 
the national parks and related public lands 
referred to in paragraph (1). 

(3) FUNDING.—From amounts made avail- 
able under section 5338(m), $500,000 shall be 
made available in fiscal year 1999 to carry 
out this subsection.”’. 

(b) AUTHORIZATIONS.—Section 5338 of title 
49, United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

m) SECTION 5339.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 
appropriated to carry out section 5339 
$50,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1999 
through 2003. 

*(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts made avail- 
able under this subsection for any fiscal year 
shall remain available until expended until 
the last day of the third fiscal year com- 
mencing after the last day of the fiscal year 
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for which the amounts were initially made 
available under this subsection.”’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 53 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

5339. Mass transportation in national parks 
and related public lands.“ 


SECTION-BY-SECTION—TRANSIT IN PARKS ACT 


I. Amends Federal Transit laws by adding 
new section 5339, “Mass Transportation in 
National Parks and Related Public Lands.” 

II. Statement of Policies, Findings, and 
Purposes: 

To encourage and promote the develop- 
ment of transportation systems for the bet- 
terment of national parks and related public 
lands and to conserve natural, historical, 
and cultural resources and prevent adverse 
impact, relieve congestion, minimize trans- 
portation fuel consumption, reduce pollution 
and enhance visitor mobility and accessi- 
bility and the visitor experience. 

To that end, this program establishes fed- 
eral assistance to certain Federal land man- 
agement agencies and State and local gov- 
ernmental authorities to finance mass trans- 
portation capital projects, to encourage pub- 
lic-private partnerships, and to assist in the 
research and deployment of improved mass 
transportation equipment and methods. 

III. Definitions: 

(1) eligible “Federal land management 
agencies” are: National Park Service, U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, Bureau of Land 
Management (all under Department of the 
Interior). 

(2) “national parks and related public 
lands”; eligible areas under the management 
of these agencies. 

(3) “qualified mass transportation 
project“; a capital mass transportation 
project carried out within or adjacent to na- 
tional parks and related public lands, includ- 
ing rail projects, clean fuel vehicles, joint 
development activities, pedestrian and bike 
paths, waterborne access, or projects that 
otherwise better protect the national parks 
and related public lands and increase visitor 
mobility and accessibility. 

IV. Federal Agency Cooperative Arrange- 
ments: 

Implements the Memorandum of Under- 
standing between the Departments of Trans- 
portation and the Interior for the exchange 
of technical assistance, the development of 
transportation policy and coordination, and 
the establishment of criteria for planning, 
selection and funding of capital projects 
under this section. The Secretary of Trans- 
portation selects the projects, after con- 
sultation with Secretary of the Interior. 

V. Assistance: 

To be provided through grants, cooperative 
agreements, or other agreements, including 
leasing under certain conditions, for an eligi- 
ble capital project under this section. Not 
more than 5% of the amounts available can 
be used for planning, research and technical 
assistance, and these amounts can be supple- 
mented from other sources. 

VI. Planning Process: 

The Departments of Transportation and 
Interior shall cooperatively develop a plan- 
ning process consistent with the ISTEA 
planning process in sections 5305 through 
5306 of the Federal Transit laws. 

VII. Government’s Share of the Costs: 

In determining the Federal Transit Admin- 
istration share of the project costs, the Sec- 
retary of Transportation must consider cer- 
tain factors, including visitation levels and 
user fee revenues, the coordination in the 
project development with a public or private 
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transit authority, private investment, and 
whether there is a clear and direct financial 
benefit to the applicant. The intent is to es- 
tablish criteria for a sliding scale of assist- 
ance, with a lower Government share for 
large projects that can attract outside in- 
vestment, and a higher Government share 
for projects that may not have access to 
such outside resources. In addition, funds 
from the Federal land management agencies 
can be counted as the local share. 

VIII. Selection of Projects: 

The Secretary shall consider: (1) project 
justification, including the extent to which 
the project conserves the resources, prevents 
adverse impact and enhances the environ- 
ment; (2) project location to ensure geo- 
graphic diversity and both rural and urban 
projects; (3) project size for a balanced dis- 
tribution; (4) historical and cultural signifi- 
cance; (5) safety; (6) the extent to which the 
project would enhance livable communities; 
(7) the reduction of pollution, including 
noise and visual pollution; (8) the reduction 
of congestion and the improvement of the 
mobility of people in the most efficient man- 
ner; and (9) any other considerations the 
Secretary deems appropriate. Projects fund- 
ed under this section must meet certain 
transit law requirements. 

IX. Projects of Regional or National Sig- 
nificance 

This is a special category that sets forth 
criteria for special, generally larger, projects 
or for those areas that may have problems of 
resource management, pollution, congestion, 
mobility, and accessibility that can be ad- 
dressed by this program. Additional project 
selection criteria include: visitation levels; 
the use of innovative financing or joint de- 
velopment strategies; coordination with the 
gateway communities; and any other consid- 
erations the Secretary deems appropriate. 
Projects under this section must meet cer- 
tain Federal Transit New Starts criteria. 
This section identifies some locations that 
may fit these criteria. Any project in this 
category that is $25 million or greater in 
cost will have a full funding grant agreement 
similar to Federal Transit New Starts 
projects. No project can receive more than 
12% of the total amount available in any 
given year. 

X. Undertaking Projects in Advance: 

This provision applies current transit law 
to this section, allowing projects to advance 
prior to receiving Federal funding, but al- 
lowing the advance activities to be counted 
so the local share as long as certain condi- 
tions are met. 

IX. Project Management Oversight: 

This provision applies current transit law 
to this section, limiting oversight funds to 
0.5% per year of the funds made available for 
this section. 

XII. Relationship to Other Laws: 

This provision applies certain transit laws 
to all projects funded under this section and 
permits the Secretary to apply any other 
terms or conditions he deems appropriate. 

XIII. State Infrastructure Banks: 

A project assisted under this section can 
also use funding from a State Infrastructure 
Bank or other innovative financing mecha- 
nism that funds eligible transit projects. 

XIV. Asset Management: 

This provision permits the Secretary of 
Transportation to transfer control over a 
transit asset acquired with Federal funds 
under this section in accord with certain 
Federal property management rules. 

XV. Coordination of Research and Deploy- 
ment of New Technologies: 

This provision allows grants for research 
and deployment of new technologies to meet 
the special needs of the national park lands. 
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XVI. Report: 

This requires the Secretary of Transpor- 
tation to submit a report on projects funded 
under this section to the House Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure Committee and the 
Senate Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
Committee, to be included in the Depart- 
ment's annual project report. 

XVII. Study of Transit Needs in National 
Park Lands: 

This authorizes $500,000 for a comprehen- 
sive study of alternative transportation 
needs in national parks and related public 
lands to be completed by January 1, 2000, and 
specifies the study elements. 

XVIII. Authorization: 

$50,000,000 is authorized to be appropriated 
for the Secretary to carry out this program 
for each of the fiscal years 1999 through 2003. 


[From the Washington Post, Nov. 26, 1997] 
STRICT LIMITS ON CARS SET FOR 3 NATIONAL 

PARKS—RAIL AND BUS SYSTEMS TO EASE 

TRAFFIC JAMS 

(By Joby Warrick) 

The Clinton administration is imposing a 
virtual ban on cars in busy sections of the 
Grand Canyon and two other national parks 
as part of a strategy to ease the traffic jams 
that have tarnished America’s most spectac- 
ular natural attractions. 

Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt and 
Transportation Secretary Rodney E. Slater 
yesterday jointly announced plans for mass 
transit systems that will dramatically 
change the way most visitors experience the 
Grand Canyon, Yosemite National Park in 
California and Zion National Park in south- 
western Utah. The plans call for ripping up 
roads and dozens of acres of existing parking 
lots and using buses and trains to ferry tour- 
ists into the parks. 

The transit systems—which could be intro- 
duced in other parks—are designed to relieve 
the chronic congestion that is one of the 
most serious challenges facing park adminis- 
trators. Because of record numbers of visi- 
tors, many of the nation’s most-beloved 
tourist destinations are in danger of being 
“loved to death,” Babbitt said. 

The road to [Grand Canyon’s] South Rim 
is now jammed with cars,“ Babbitt said. 
The once fresh and clear air now smells of 
diesel fumes and asphalt, the stunning view 
now marred by filling stations and smog, the 
sound of breeze-rustled pines now drowned 
by the echo of engines and horns.” 

Ever-larger crowds forced Yosemite offi- 
cials to begin turning away visitors on the 
busiest days. But Babbitt said buses and 
trains will allow all the parks to keep the 
‘Welcome’ sign out.” 

Under the pilot programs announced yes- 
terday, visitors to the parks could be riding 
trains or buses by 2001. At Grand Canyon Na- 
tional Park, a $14 million light rail line 
would carry up to 4,000 riders an hour from a 
remote parking lot to a new visitor center at 
the park’s South Rim. The center will be 
paid for with funds from park entry fees, 
which are not expected to increase. 

Once in the park, visitors can travel to 
destinations using a fleet of clean-burning 
buses that will run on electricity or natural 
gas. Overnight guests could continue to use 
cars to drive to hotels or campsites within 
the park. 

Similar systems using buses will be estab- 
lished at Zion and at Yosemite, which two 
weeks ago announced a plan designed to cut 
traffic levels by 50 percent. 

The announcement comes a year after 
President Clinton ordered the agencies to de- 
velop alternative transportation strategies 
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to curb overcrowding in the most popular na- 

tional parks. The administration also has 

banned some flights at the Grand Canyon. 

Park officials applauded details of the new 
transit plans. Robert Arnberger, super- 
intendent of Grand Canyon National Park, 
said the park's resources were being ham- 
mered” by a daily onslaught of 6,100 vehicles. 
Competition among motorists for the park’s 
2,000 parking spaces have prompted fights, at 
least one attempted murder charge and “God 
knows how many divorces.” 

Environmental groups also praised the de- 
cision and urged the administration to push 
for more aggressive restrictions in air traffic 
around national parks. 

“We want to see the sun reflecting off wa- 
terfalls and canyons—not the bumper of the 
car in front of us,“ said Bill Meadows, presi- 
dent of The Wilderness Society. “Even in 
Disney World, cars don’t go right to the 
heart of the park.” 

AMERICAN PUBLIC 
TRANSIT ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, DC, April 1, 1998. 

Hon. PAUL S. SARBANES, 

Ranking Minority Member, Committee on Bank- 
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs, U.S. Sen- 
ate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR SARBANES: Thank you for 
forwarding us a draft copy of the Transit in 
Parks (TRIP) Act“ which would amend fed- 
eral transit law at chapter 53, title 49 U.S.C. 

The Act would authorize federal assistance 
to certain federal agencies and state and 
local entities to finance mass transit 
projects generally for the purpose of address- 
ing transportation congestion and mobility 
issues at national parks. Among other 
things, the bill would implement the recent 
Memorandum of Understanding between the 
Department of Transportation and Interior 
regarding joint efforts of those federal agen- 
cles to encourage the use of public transpor- 
tation at national parks. 

In December 1997, I was pleased to write to 
the Secretaries of Transportation and Inte- 
rior in support of their MOU, and I am just 
as pleased to support your efforts to improve 
mobility in our national parks. Public trans- 
portation clearly has much to offer citizens 
who visit these national treasures, where 
congestion and pollution are significant— 
and growing—problems. Moreover, this legis- 
lation should broaden the base of support for 
public transportation, a key principle APTA 
has been advocating for many years. In that 
regard, we will be reviewing your bill with 
APTA’s legislative leadership. 

I applaud you for introducing the legisla- 
tion, and look forward to continuing to work 
with you and your staff. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM W. MILLAR, 
President. 
NATIONAL PARKS 
AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION, 
April 20, 1998. 

Hon. PAUL SARBANES, 

U.S. Senate Office Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR SARBANES: On behalf of the 
National Parks and Conservation Associa- 
tion and its nearly half a million members, I 
want to thank you for your foresight and 
leadership in proposing a bill that would en- 
hance transit options for access to America’s 
national parks. 

As you know, from 1975 to 1996, the na- 
tional parks have experienced a surge in visi- 
tation, from 190.4 million to 265.8 million 
visitors per year. With this increased public 
interest in these special places has come sub- 
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stantial additional burdens on the resources 
that have drawn such public acclaim. As 
more people crowd into our national parks 
(typically by auto) fragile habitat, endan- 
gered plants and animals, unique historical 
treasures, and nationally recognized symbols 
of our cultural heritage will become dam- 
aged from air and water pollution, noise in- 
trusion, and inappropriate use. 

Your bill’s establishment of a new program 
within the Federal Transit Administration, 
dedicated to enhancing transit options in 
and adjacent to the national parks, can have 
a powerful, positive effect on the future in- 
tegrity of the parks and their resources by 
reducing the need for access by automobile. 
Development of transportation centers and 
auto parking lots outside the parks, and the 
use of buses, vans, and rail systems would 
provide much more efficient means of han- 
dling the crush of visitation. As a com- 
plement to the Federal Lands Highway Pro- 
gram which provides funds principally for 
park road projects through the Federal High- 
way Administration, your legislation would 
properly recognize the critical role that 
mass transit can play in protecting the 
parks and enhancing the visitor experience. 

In accomplishing its goal, your bill would 
further the Memorandum of Agreement 
signed by the U.S. Department of the Inte- 
rior and the U.S. Department of Transpor- 
tation last December. This memorandum 
would boost the role of alternative transpor- 
tation solutions for national parks, particu- 
larly those most heavily impacted by visita- 
tion, including Yellowstone, Yosemite, the 
Grand Canyon, and Zion. Your bill would 
also provide an excellent opportunity for the 
National Park Service to enter into public/ 
private partnerships between the federal gov- 
ernment and states, localities, and the pri- 
vate sector to provide a fuller range of trans- 
portation options than exists today. These 
partnerships could leverage funds that the 
National Park Service currently has great 
difficulty accessing. 

NPCA looks upon your bill as a creative 
new mechanism to fulfill the principal fed- 
eral mandate governing the national parks, 
which is to conserve the scenery and the 
natural and historic objects and the wildlife 
therein, and to provide for the enjoyment of 
the same in such manner and by such means 
as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoy- 
ment of future generations.“ We look for- 
ward to working with you to move this legis- 
lation to enactment. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS C. KIERNAN, 
President. 
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 
POLICY PROJECT, 
April 21, 1998. 
Hon. PAUL SARBANES, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR SARBANES: On behalf of the 
Surface Transportation Policy Project, a co- 
alition of over 30 national and 200 local and 
regional groups that work to make transpor- 
tation policy contribute to healthy commu- 
nities and a healthy environment, I would 
like to commend you for the legislation you 
are introducing to provide a direct funding 
source for alternative transportation 
projects in our national parks. Your leader- 
ship in bringing attention to this emerging 
issue will be a major building block in what 
we hope will be a broad effort to lessen the 
environmental impacts of visitation on these 
most important natural areas. 

We believe that public transportation can 
be the right choice for many parks, particu- 
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larly those where visitors enter from only 
one or two major access corridors, and a ma- 
jority of them visit a small number of pop- 
ular destinations within the park. In these 
circumstances, allowing people to leave their 
ears behind will both enhance the park expe- 
rience for all visitors, who will not have to 
negotiate heavy traffic in order to have a 
quality outdoor experience, and will benefit 
visitors who will not have to fight for park- 
ing spaces at popular attractions. 

The STPP coalition appreciates your lead- 
ership on this issue. Please let me know if 
there is anything we can do to help you ad- 
vance this important piece of legislation. 

Sincerely, 
Roy KIENITZ, 
Deputy Director. 
NATURAL RESOURCES 
COUNCIL—ENVIRONMENTAL 
FENSE FUND, 


DEFENSE 
DE- 


April 22, 1998. 
Senator PAUL SARBANES, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

Dear Senator: On behalf of the Natural Re- 
sources Defense Council and the Environ- 
mental Defense Fund, we are writing to ex- 
press our support for your bill, the Transit in 
Parks Act, which will provide dedicated 
funding for transit projects in our national 
parks. Too many of our parks suffer from the 
consequences of poor transportation sys- 
tems: traffic congestion, air and water pollu- 
tion, and disturbance of the natural eco- 
system. We believe that increased funding 
for transit will help mitigate some of these 
problems. A good working transit system in 
a number of our national parks will make 
the park experience not only more enjoyable 
for the many families that travel there, it 
will help improve environmental conditions. 
High ozone (smog) levels that impair peoples 
breathing and exacerbates asthma, and haze, 
which can obliterate the views at our parks, 
will both be abated by a decrease in the num- 
ber of cars and congestion levels. 

We appreciate your leadership on this issue 
and your dedication to the health of our na- 
tional parks. We look forward to working 
with you to move your legislation forward. 

Sincerely, 

JOHN ADAMS, 
Executive Director, Natural Resources De- 
fense Council. 
FRED KRUPP, 
Executive Director, Environmental Defense 

Fund. 

By Mr. FORD (for himself, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. 
HOLLINGS, and Mr. HARKIN): 

S. 1968. A bill to amend title 49, 
United States Code, to authorize the 
Secretary of Transportation to imple- 
ment a pilot program to improve ac- 
cess to the national transportation sys- 
tem for small communities, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

THE AIR SERVICE RESTORATION ACT 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, today I am 
pleased to introduce the Air Service 
Restoration Act. Over the last several 
months, there has been a growing de- 
bate about the airline industry, com- 
petition, slots and service. This Act 
seeks to reshape this debate by focus- 
ing on problems that small commu- 
nities have with a deregulated aviation 
system. Deregulation has provided 
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many benefits to many communities. 
But, as the General Accounting Office 
has noted, there are many small com- 
munities which have been left behind. 

Some of these communities, these 
“pockets of pain” as noted by the GAO, 
would like nothing better than for the 
Congress to re-regulate the industry. 
However, Mr. President, I do not be- 
lieve that is the answer—and that is 
not what this bill seeks to do. Rather, 
our legislation proposes to facilitate 
public-private actions which focus on 
developing market opportunities for 
small communities. In this way, com- 
munities can develop air service that 
fits the needs and desires of the com- 
munity; rather than Washington regu- 
lating service. 

This bill is not about competition, 
but rather the lack of service. As the 
General Accounting Office noted, since 
deregulation, communities have seen a 
decline in the types of service and 
quality of service. That decline can be 
attributed to a variety of factors: air- 
ports nearby with better, or cheaper, 
service, the loss of a major employer in 
the community, or a lack of informa- 
tion about what it takes to create a 
market. 

But, there are ways to reverse these 
trends. Let me give you an example. 
One town in Virginia had about 18,000 
enplanements annually, but gradually 
declined to under 10,000. The airport set 
out very aggressively to find out what 
happened, and why. Ultimately, the 
enplanements went back up, and serv- 
ice is now increasing. 

Unfortunately, Mr. President, not all 
our communities have the resources to 
aggressively pursue or create market 
needs. The Federal government must 
play a role in helping our small com- 
munities. It can not stand by as com- 
munities lose service, or get cut off 
from the national air transportation 
system. Travel, tourism and businesses 
are too dependent on the system, and 
each of our small communities must be 
a part of the system. 

This legislation brings together the 
Federal government, local government, 
airports, air carriers and the business 
communities in partnership to develop 
ways to increase the use of our nation’s 
small airports. Without these services, 
small communities can not attract new 
jobs. It is that simple. We have too 
much invested in our small towns to 
let them simply lose their access to the 
national air transportation system. 

In Owensboro, Kentucky, our airport, 
in conjunction with community busi- 
ness leaders, is developing an air park: 
attracting businesses, and creating 
jobs. That type of activity should be 
encouraged. 

There are a number of carriers that 
will not like some of the provisions in 
the bill—for example, the bill gives 
DOT the authority to require joint 
fares and interlining. These provisions 
may be necessary to make sure that a 
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small community has the ability to 
connect with major hubs. Such author- 
ity would only be required in limited 
circumstances. 

Mr. President, we need to begin to 
look at solutions to the problems faced 
by our small communities—and the 
need for these communities to have ac- 
cess to our national aviation transpor- 
tation system. The economic survival 
of these communities in a global mar- 
ketplace depends on the ability to con- 
nect to the marketplace. It is my hope 
and belief that this legislation re-fo- 
cuses the debate on this issue—con- 
necting America’s small communities 
to the greatest, most efficient, and 
safest air transportation system in the 
world. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 


S. 1968 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION. 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Air Service 
Restoration Act“. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that— 

(1) a national transportation system pro- 
viding safe, high quality service to all areas 
of the United States is essential to inter- 
state commerce and the economic well-being 
of cities and towns throughout the United 
States; 

(2) taxpayers throughout the United States 
have supported and helped to fund the 
United States aviation infrastructure and 
have a right to expect that aviation services 
will be provided in an equitable and fair 
manner to every region of the country; 

(3) some communities have not benefited 
from airline deregulation and access to es- 
sential airports and air services has been 
limited; 

(4) air service to a number of small com- 
munities has suffered since deregulation; 

(5) studies by the Department of Transpor- 
tation have documented that, since the air- 
line industry was deregulated in 1978— 

(A) 34 small communities have lost service 
and many small communities have had jet 
aircraft service replaced by turboprop air- 
craft service; 

(B) out of a total of 320 small communities, 
the number of small communities being 
served by major air carriers declined from 
213 in 1978 to 33 in 1995; 

(C) the number of small communities re- 
ceiving service to only one major hub airport 
increased from 79 in 1978 to 134 in 1995; and 

(D) the number of small communities re- 
ceiving multiple-carrier service decreased 
from 136 in 1978 to 122 in 1995; and 

(6) improving air service to small and me- 
dium-sized communities that have not bene- 
fited from fare reductions and improved 
service since deregulation will likely entail a 
range of Federal, State, regional, local, and 
private sector initiatives. 

SEC. 3. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this Act is to facilitate, 
through a pilot program, incentives and 
projects that will help communities to im- 
prove their access to the essential airport fa- 
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cilities of the national air transportation 
system through public-private partnerships 
and to identify and establish ways to over- 
come the unique policy, economic, geo- 
graphic, and marketplace factors that may 
inhibit the availability of quality, affordable 
air service to small communities. 

SEC, 4. ESTABLISHMENT OF SMALL COMMUNITY 

AVIATION DEVELOPMENT OFFICE. 

Section 102 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 

(g SMALL COMMUNITY AIR SERVICE DEVEL- 
OPMENT OFFICE,— 

(J) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish within the Department of Trans- 
portation an Office of Aviation Development. 
The Office shall be headed by a Director, des- 
ignated by the Secretary. 

(2) FUNCTIONS.—The Director shall— 

(A) function as a facilitator between 
small communities and air carriers; 

B) carry out section 41743 of this title; 

(O) carry out the airline service restora- 
tion program under subchapter III of chapter 
417 of this title; 

D) ensure that the Bureau of Transpor- 
tation Statistics collects data on passenger 
information to assess the service needs of 
small communities; 

„(E) work with and coordinate efforts with 
other Federal, State, and local agencies to 
increase the viability of service to small 
communities and the creation of aviation de- 
velopment zones; and 

(F) provide policy recommendations to 
the Secretary and the Congress that will en- 
sure that small communities have access to 
quality, affordable air transportation serv- 
ices. 

(3) REPORTS.—The Director shall provide 
an annual report to the Secretary and the 
Congress beginning in 1999 that— 

“(A) analyzes the availability of air trans- 
portation services in small communities, in- 
cluding, but not limited to, an assessment of 
the air fares charged for air transportation 
services in small communities compared to 
air fares charged for air transportation serv- 
ices in larger metropolitan areas and an as- 
sessment of the levels of service, measured 
by types of aircraft used, the availability of 
seats, and scheduling of flights, provided to 
small communities; 

(B) identifies the policy, economic, geo- 
graphic and marketplace factors that inhibit 
the availability of quality, affordable air 
transportation services to small commu- 
nities; and 

(0) provides policy recommendations to 
address the policy, economic, geographic, 
and marketplace factors inhibiting the avail- 
ability of quality, affordable air transpor- 
tation services to small communities.“ 

SEC. 5. COMMUNITY-CARRIER AIR SERVICE PRO- 
GRAM. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following: 


“$41743. Air service program for small com- 
munities 


(a) COMMUNITIES PROGRAM.—Under advi- 
sory guidelines prescribed by the Secretary 
of Transportation, a small community or a 
consortia of small communities or a State 
may develop an assessment of its air service 
requirements, in such form as the Director of 
the Office of Aviation Development may re- 
quire, and submit the assessment and service 
proposal to the Office. 

“(b) SELECTION OF PARTICIPANTS.—In se- 
lecting community programs for participa- 
tion in the communities program under sub- 
section (a), the Director shall apply criteria, 
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including geographical diversity and the 
presentation of unique circumstances, that 
will demonstrate the feasibility of the pro- 


“(c) CARRIERS PROGRAM.—The Director 
shall invite part 121 air carriers and regional/ 
commuter carriers (as such terms are defined 
in section 41715(d) of this title) to offer serv- 
ice proposals in response to, or in conjunc- 
tion with, community aircraft service assess- 
ments submitted to the office under sub- 
section (a). A service proposal under this 
paragraph shall include— 

“(1) an assessment of potential daily pas- 
senger traffic, revenues, and costs necessary 
for the carrier to offer the service; 

(2) a forecast of the minimum percentage 
of that traffic the carrier would require the 
community to garner in order for the carrier 
to start up and maintain the service; and 

(3) the costs and benefits of providing jet 
service by regional or other jet aircraft. 

“(d) OFFICE SUPPORT FUNCTION.—The Di- 
rector shall work with small communities 
and air carriers, taking into account their 
proposals and needs, to facilitate the initi- 
ation of service. The Director— 

“(1) may work with communities to de- 
velop innovative means and incentives for 
the initiation of service; 

(2) may obligate funds available to carry 
out this subchapter to make up the dif- 
ference between the carrier's forecast and 
the community’s ability to generate the nec- 
essary percentage of traffic; 

*(3) shall continue to work with both the 
carriers and the communities to develop a 
combination of community incentives and 
carrier service levels that— 

“(A) are acceptable to communities and 
carriers; and 

(B) do not conflict with other Federal or 
State programs to facilitate air transpor- 
tation to the communities; 

(4) may designate an airport in the pro- 
gram as an Air Service Development Zone 
and work with the community on means to 
attract business to the area surrounding the 
airport, to develop land use options for the 
area, and provide data, working with the De- 
partment of Commerce and other agencies; 

(5) may take such other action under sub- 
chapter III of this chapter as may be appro- 
priate. 

(e) LIMITATIONS.— 

“(1) COMMUNITY SUPPORT.—The Director 
may not provide financial assistance under 
subsection (c) to any community unless 
the Director determines that— 

„(A) a public-private partnership exists at 
the community level to carry out the com- 
munity’s proposal; 

“(B) the community will make a substan- 
tial financial contribution that is appro- 
priate for that community's resources; 

„() the community has established an 
open process for soliciting air service pro- 
posals; and 

“(D) the community will accord similar 
benefits to air carriers that are similarly sit- 
uated. 

(2) AMOUNT.—The Director may not pro- 
vide financial assistance under subsection 
(d)(2) to any community in excess of the less- 
er of— 

“(A) up to 75 percent of the financial con- 
tribution made by the community; or 

B) $500,000 per year. 

“(f) RepoRT.—The Director shall report 
through the Secretary to the Congress annu- 
ally on the progress made under this section 
during the preceding year in expanding com- 
mercial aviation service to small commu- 
nities.’’. 
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“(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The chap- 
ter analysis for chapter 417 of such title is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 41742 the following: 

41743. Air service program for small com- 
munities”. 


(c) WAIVER OF LOCAL CONTRIBUTION.—Sec- 
tion 41736(b) of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting after paragraph (4) 
the following: 

“Paragraph (4) does not apply to any com- 

munity approved for service under this sec- 

tion during the period beginning October 1, 

1991, and ending December 31, 1997.”. 

SEC. 6. AIRLINE SERVICE RESTORATION PILOT 
PROGRAM. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 417 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following: 


“SUBCHAPTER III. AIRLINE SERVICE 
RESTORATION 


41761. Pilot program project authority 

41762. Assistance to communities for service 

41763. Additional authority 

41764. Air traffic control services pilot pro- 
gram 

“$41761. Pilot program project authority 


(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Of- 
fice of Aviation Development shall establish 
a pilot program— 

(J) to assist communities and States with 
inadequate access to the national transpor- 
tation system to improve their access to 
that system; and 

(2) to facilitate better link-ups to support 
the improved access, 

“(b) PROJECT AUTHORITY.—Under the pilot 
program established pursuant to subsection 
(a), the Director may— 

(I) provide financial assistance by way of 
grants to small communities under section 
41743; and 

(2) take such other action as may be ap- 
propriate. 

“(c) OTHER ACTION.—Under the pilot pro- 
gram established pursuant to subsection (a), 
the Director may facilitate service by— 

(J) working with airports and air carriers 
to ensure that appropriate facilities are 
made available at essential airports; 

(2) requiring interline or joint-fare agree- 
ments between air carriers for domestic 
United States service if necessary to facili- 
tate access to essential facilities for partici- 
pants in the program subject to the right of 
a carrier being required to enter into such 
agreements to impose reasonable safety, 
service, and other obligations on the poten- 
tial partner; 

(3) collecting data on air carrier service 
to small communities; and 

(4) providing policy recommendations to 
the Secretary to stimulate air service and 
competition to small communities. 


“$41762. Assistance to communities for serv- 
ice 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Financial assistance 
provided under section 41743 during any fis- 
cal year as part of the pilot program estab- 
lished under section 41761(a) shall be imple- 
mented for not more than— 

“(1) 4 communities within any State at 
any given time; and 

(2) 40 communities in the entire program 
at any time. 

For purposes of this subsection, a consor- 
tium of communities shall be treated as a 
single community. 

(b) ELIGIBILITy.—In order to participate 
in a pilot project under this subchapter, a 
State, community, or group of communities 
shall apply to the Secretary in such form 
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and at such time, and shall supply such in- 
formation, as the Secretary may require, and 
shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the 
Secretary that— 

(J) the applicant has an identifiable need 
for access, or improved access, to the na- 
tional air transportation system that would 
benefit the public; 

(2) the pilot project will provide material 
benefits to a broad section of the travelling 
public, businesses, educational institutions, 
and other enterprises whose access to the na- 
tional air transportation system is limited; 

(3) the pilot project will not impede com- 
petition; and 

(4) the applicant has established, or will 
establish, public-private partnerships in con- 
nection with the pilot project to facilitate 
service to the public, 

(e) COORDINATION WITH SUBCHAPTER II.— 
The Secretary shall carry out this sub- 
chapter in such a manner as to complement 
action taken under subchapter II of this 
chapter. To the extent the Secretary deter- 
mines to be appropriate, the Secretary may 
adopt criteria for implementation of this 
subchapter that are the same as, or similar 
to, the criteria developed under subchapter 
II for determining which airports are eligible 
under that subchapter. The Secretary shall 
also, to the extent possible, provide incen- 
tives where no direct, viable, and feasible al- 
ternative service exists, taking into account 
geographical diversity and appropriate mar- 
ket definitions. 

(d) MAXIMIZATION OF PARTICIPATION.—The 
Secretary shall structure the program estab- 
lished pursuant to section 41761(a) in a way 
designed to— 

(i) permit the participation of the max- 
imum feasible number of communities and 
States over a 5-year period by limiting the 
number of years of participation or other- 
wise; and 

(2) obtain the greatest possible leverage 
from the financial resources available to the 
Secretary and the applicant by— 

“(A) progressively decreasing, on a project- 
by-project basis, any Federal financial incen- 
tives provided under this chapter over the 5- 
year period; and 

(B) terminating as early as feasible Fed- 
eral financial incentives for any project de- 
termined by the Secretary after its imple- 
mentation to be— 

() viable without further support under 
this subchapter; or 

(ii) failing to meet the purposes of this 
chapter or criteria established by the Sec- 
retary under the pilot program. 

“(e) Success Bonus.—If Federal financial 
incentives to a community are terminated 
under subsection (d)(2)(B) because of the suc- 
cess of the program in that community, then 
that community may receive a one-time in- 
centive grant to ensure the continued suc- 
cess of that program. 

() PROGRAM TO TERMINATE IN 5 YEARS.— 
No new financial assistance may be provided 
under this subchapter for any fiscal year be- 
ginning more than 5 years after the date of 
enactment of the Air Service Restoration 
Act. 


“$4163. Additional authority 


“In carrying out this chapter, the Sec- 
retary— 

() may provide assistance to States and 
communities in the design and application 
phase of any project under this chapter, and 
oversee the implementation of any such 
project; 

“(2) may assist States and communities in 
putting together projects under this chapter 
to utilize private sector resources, other 
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Federal resources, or a combination of public 
and private resources; 

(3) may accord priority to service by jet 
aircraft; 

(4) take such action as may be necessary 
to ensure that financial resources, facilities, 
and administrative arrangements made 
under this chapter are used to carry out the 
purposes of the Air Service Restoration Act; 
and 

(5) shall work with the Federal Aviation 
Administration on airport and air traffic 
control needs of communities in program. 
“$4164. Air traffic control services pilot pro- 

gram 

(a) IN GENERAL.—To further facilitate the 
use of, and improve the safety at, small air- 
ports, the Administrator of the Federal 
Aviation Administration shall establish a 
pilot program to contract for Level I air 
traffic control services at 20 facilities not el- 
igible for participation in the Federal Con- 
tract Tower Program. 

“(b) PROGRAM COMPONENTS.—In carrying 
out the pilot program established under sub- 
section (a), the Administrator may— 

(J) utilize current, actual, site-specific 
data, forecast estimates, or airport system 
plan data provided by a facility owner or op- 
erator; 

(2) take into consideration unique avia- 
tion safety, weather, strategic national in- 
terest, disaster relief, medical and other 
emergency management relief services, sta- 
tus of regional airline service, and related 
factors at the facility; 

(3) approve for participation any facility 
willing to fund a pro rata share of the oper- 
ating costs used by the Federal Aviation Ad- 
ministration to calculate, and, as necessary, 
a 1:1 benefit-to-cost ratio, as required for eli- 
gibility under the Federal Contract Tower 
Program; and 

“(4) approve for participation any facility 
willing to fund a pro rata share of construc- 
tion used by the Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration to calculate, and, as necessary, a 1:1 
benefit-to-cost ratio, as required for eligi- 
bility under the Federal Contract Tower Pro- 
gram, 

“(c) REPORT.—One year before the pilot 
program established under subsection (a) 
terminates, the Administrator shall report 
to the Congress on the effectiveness of the 
program, with particular emphasis on the 
safety and economic benefits provided to 
program participants and the national air 
transportation system.”’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The chapter 
analysis for chapter 417 of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: 


“SUBCHAPTER III. AIRLINE SERVICE 
RESTORATION 


41761. Pilot programs 

41762. Financial assistance to States 

41763. Additional authority 

41764. Air traffic control services pilot pro- 
gram”. 

SEC. 7. FUNDING AUTHORITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Trans- 
portation may obligate not more than 
$20,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1999 
through 2002 to carry out subchapter III of 
chapter 417 of title 49, United States Code, 
out of funds otherwise available for aviation 
programs other than funds appropriated, ob- 
ligated, or made available to carry out sub- 
chapter II of such chapter. 

(b) SUCCESS Bonus.—If the Secretary deter- 
mines that the program carried out under 
such subchapter III is successful in providing 
enhanced air carrier service to small com- 
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munities, then the Secretary may obligate 

an additional amount, not in excess of 

$5,000,000, for each of fiscal years 2001 and 

2002 to carry out that subchapter out of such 

funds. 

SEC. 8. JOINT FARES AND INTERLINE AGREE- 
MENTS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter I of chapter 
417 of title 49, United States Code, is amend- 
ed by adding at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing: 

“$4176. Joint fares and interline agreements 
for domestic transportation 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In order to more effec- 
tively facilitate service to small commu- 
nities, the Secretary of Transportation may, 
if necessary, require an air carrier that 
serves an essential airport facility in the 
United States and an air carrier that offers 
service in an under-served market within the 
United States to enter into an agreement 
with a qualifying air carrier that files a re- 
quest with the Secretary, in such form and 
manner and at such time as the Secretary 
may require. 

“(b) SECRETARY MAY COMPEL JOINT FARE 
STRUCTURE.—If the Secretary determines 
that it is necessary in order to facilitate 
service to small communities, the Secretary 
may require any air carrier to enter into a 
joint-fare or interline agreement with any 
qualifying air carrier that serves an under- 
served market to facilitate air transpor- 
tation. 

(e APPLICATION LIMITED TO SERVICE TO 
COMMUNITIES RECEIVING DOT ASSISTANCE.— 
The Secretary may not require an air carrier 
to enter into an agreement under subsection 
(a) or (b) except to the extent determined by 
the Secretary to be necessary to the provi- 
sion of air service to a community receiving 
financial assistance under section 41761. 
Nothing in this section provides authority 
for the Secretary to establish air fares for 
service to which this section applies. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion— 

() QUALIFYING AIR CARRIER.—The term 
‘qualifying air carrier’ means an air carrier 
that operates pursuant to a certificate of 
public convenience and necessity under 
chapter 411 of this title. 

(2) UNDER-SERVED MARKET.—The term 
‘under-served market’ means a commercial 
service airport that is a nonhub airport (as 
defined in section 41731(4) of this title), a 
small hub airport (as defined in section 
41731(5) of this title), or an airport that is 
smaller than a nonhub or small hub airport. 

(3) ESSENTIAL AIRPORT FACILITY.—The 
term ‘essential airport facility’ means a hub 
airport (as defined in section 41731(a)(3) of 
this title).“ 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The chapter 
analysis for chapter 417 of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 41715 the fol- 
lowing: 

41716. Joint fares and interline agreements 
for domestic transportation”. 
SEC. 9. REVITALIZATION OF AIR SERVICE TO 
RURAL AREAS. 

Section 40101(a) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end there- 
of the following: 

(16) ensuring that consumers in all re- 
gions of the United States, including those 
in small communities and rural and remote 
areas, have access to affordable, regularly 
scheduled air service. 

(17) ensuring that any slots given to air 
carriers to provide small community air 
service are withdrawn if the carrier fails to 
provide the service.“ 
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SEC. 10. MARKETING PRACTICES. 

Section 41712 of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by— 

(1) inserting (a) IN GENERAL.—’’ before 
“On”; and 

(2) adding at the end thereof the following: 

“(b) MARKETING PRACTICES THAT AD- 
VERSELY AFFECT SERVICE TO SMALL OR ME- 
DIUM COMMUNITIES.—Within 180 days after 
the date of enactment of the Air Service Res- 
toration Act, the Secretary shall review the 
marketing practices of air carriers that may 
inhibit the availability of quality, affordable 
air transportation services to small and me- 
dium-sized communities, including— 

(J) marketing arrangements between air- 
lines and travel agents; 

(2) code-sharing partnerships; 

(3) computer reservation system displays; 

(4) gate arrangements at airports; and 

“(5) any other marketing practice that 
may have the same effect. 

(e) REGULATIONS.—If the Secretary finds, 
after conducting the review required by sub- 
section (b), that marketing practices inhibit 
the availability of such service to such com- 
munities, then, after public notice and an op- 
portunity for a hearing, the Secretary shall 
promulgate regulations that address the 
problem.”’. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
rise today to join a number of my col- 
leagues, and most especially Senators 
HOLLINGS, FORD, and DORGAN, in intro- 
ducing the “Air Service Restoration 
Act of 1997.“ This legislation is the re- 
sult of many months of effort, first, to 
understand what has happened to air 
service in small and rural communities 
in the last twenty years and, then, to 
develop a comprehensive strategy for 
restoring and promoting air service to 
these areas—many of which have suf- 
fered such a dramatic decline in service 
and increase in fares that the U.S. De- 
partment of Transportation refers to 
them as “pockets of pain.” 

By most accounts the 1978 deregula- 
tion of the airline industry has been a 
huge success—with lower fares, better 
service, and more competition enjoyed 
by most of the nation, as well as an 
airline industry that has reached un- 
precedented levels of financial success 
and stability. But for all its successes, 
airline deregulation has one, poten- 
tially fatal, flaw—the creation of an 
ever-widening gap between the air 
transportation haves“ and ‘“have- 
nots”, with small and rural commu- 
nities across the nation left to choose 
between high-cost, poor-quality service 
or no service at all. Clearly we have 
not and are not meeting our responsi- 
bility to foster and maintain a truly 
national air transportation system. 

West Virginia’s communities are un- 
questionably among the hardest hit in 
the nation when it comes to air service 
declines. Prior to deregulation, West 
Virginia was served by at least five 
major commercial air carriers. We en- 
joyed a comprehensive route structure 
and comfortable levels of jet service at 
competitive prices. In the twenty years 
since, every major carrier, with the no- 
table exception of U.S. Airways, aban- 
doned its direct service to West Vir- 
ginia. Jet service all but disappeared. 
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Three airports—Elkins, Martinsburg, 
and Wheeling—lost commercial pas- 
senger service altogether. 

At the same time, West Virginia pas- 
sengers experienced fare increases of 
20-30 percent, in real terms, with serv- 
ice from regional or commuter airlines 
using smaller, turboprop planes. Some 
of these are solid airlines and offer 
good service, and we are thankful that 
they have stayed with us. But for many 
years their West Virginia product has 
been far inferior to that provided other 
communities—their planes are small, 
their schedules thin and their prices 
high. Not surprisingly, West Virginia 
businesses and passengers have re- 
sponded by flying less or going else- 
where. At a time when the rest of the 
nation has experienced a 75 percent in- 
crease in air traffic, passenger 
enplanements in our state have de- 
clined at every airport, with a state- 
wide decrease of nearly 40 percent. 

My top priority over the past twenty 
years—the same twenty years as air- 
line deregulation—has been to bring 
good jobs and opportunity to West Vir- 
ginia. Whether it’s a specific project or 
a broad policy issue, from trade to con- 
necting schools to the information 
highway, most of my work is about 
creating economic growth in my home 
state. In the last several years I have 
begun to see and hear more and more 
that the lack of convenient and afford- 
able air service is holding us back, 
stunting economic growth in West Vir- 
ginia just as it is in small and rural 
communities across the country. And 
unless we act now to restore and pro- 
mote air service to under-served areas, 
we will never be able to close the eco- 
nomic development gaps in any mean- 
ingful and sustained way. 

Part of the change that I believe 
needs to take place can and must occur 
at the state and local level, where busi- 
ness and community leaders know 
what their needs are and can develop a 
real stake in the future of their air- 
ports by educating consumers, attract- 
ing air service, and filling airplanes. 
But aviation is a national issue, with 
global implications. No small or rural 
community should be expected to over- 
come the cumulative effect of twenty 
years of deregulation on its own. They 
need help, they’ve asked for help, and 
they deserve help. 

The legislation that we introduce 
today is part of what I hope will be a 
new era in our national aviation pol- 
icy—an era that builds on the successes 
of deregulation and takes responsi- 
bility for its failures. The centerpiece 
of the bill is a five-year $100 million 
pilot program for up to 40 commu- 
nities, with grants of up to $500,000 to 
each community for local initiatives to 
attract and promote service. Commu- 
nities would provide local matching 
funds of up to 25 percent, and could do 
so directly or indirectly, through 
mechanisms such as seat guarantees. 
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The Department of ‘Transportation 
would have the authority to facilitate 
links between pilot communities and 
major airports by requiring joint fares 
and interline agreements between dom- 
inant airlines and new service pro- 
viders. 

To administer the grant program and 
provide a resource for small commu- 
nities both in and out of the pilot pro- 
gram, the bill creates a new Office of 
Small Community Air Service Develop- 
ment at the Department of Transpor- 
tation dedicated to promoting and re- 
storing air service to small commu- 
nities. Among other tasks, this office 
would be responsible for ensuring that 
accurate and meaningful passenger 
traffic data is available regarding serv- 
ice to small communities, as it is today 
for larger communities. 

To clarify the priority for small com- 
munities in receiving and retaining 
service to slot-controlled airports, the 
bill directs the Department to ensure 
that any slots given to air carriers for 
small community air service will be 
withdrawn if the carrier fails to pro- 
vide the service. 

To address a major infrastructure 
concern of small and rural airports, the 
bill establishes a pilot program allow- 
ing communities that face the loss of 
an air traffic control tower to instead 
share the cost of funding the tower, on 
a contract basis, in proportion to the 
cost-benefit ratio of the tower. 

Finally, the bill calls on the Depart- 
ment to review the airline industry’s 
current marketing practices—practices 
which many believe are exacerbating 
the decline in air service to small com- 
munities—and, if necessary, promul- 
gate regulations to curb abuses that in- 
hibit market entry. 

The legislation we introduce today 
will begin to afford small and rural 
community air service the priority 
they deserve in our national transpor- 
tation policy. It is my hope and intent 
to pursue this legislation in the con- 
text of the 1998 reauthorization of the 
Federal Aviation Administration and 
Airport Improvement Program, and I 
look forward to working together with 
others of my colleagues, several of 
whom have shown a real commitment 
to achieving needed solutions in this 
area. 

In the global marketplace of today 
air service has become perhaps the sin- 
gle most important mode of mass 
transportation. When it comes to eco- 
nomic growth, there is no substitute 
for good air service. If we are to ensure 
that all communities throughout the 
nation are prepared to compete in the 
next century, we have no choice but to 
improve their transportation options. 


By Mr. KENNEDY: 

S. 1969. A bill to provide health bene- 
fits for workers and their families; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources. 
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THE HEALTH CARE FOR WORKING FAMILIES ACT 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I rise 
to introduce the Health Care for Work- 
ing Families Act. 

Today we resume the battle for 
health insurance for all Americans. 

We face a continuing crisis in health 
care for millions of workers and their 
families. Forty-one million Americans 
are uninsured. The number grew by 
more than one million last year, and if 
we do nothing, it will continue to grow 
at the same alarming rate. 

The vast majority—85%—of these un- 
insured Americans—are workers or 
members of their families. These citi- 
zens work hard—40 hours a week, 52 
weeks of the year in most cases—but 
all their hard work cannot buy them 
the health insurance they need to pro- 
tect their families, because they can’t 
afford it and their employers won’t 
provide it. 

Every uninsured American is an 
American tragedy waiting to happen. 
Infants lose their chance to grow up 
strong and healthy because they do not 
get critical prenatal care. A young 
family loses its livelihood because a 
breadwinner cannot afford essential 
medical services. Middle-aged parents 
see the savings set aside to send their 
children to college or pay for their re- 
tirement swept away by a tidal wave of 
medical debt. 

These conditions should be unaccept- 
able in America today. The time has 
come to take a simple but important 
step toward the day when every job 
carries with it a guarantee of afford- 
able family health care. 

Every business is expected to pay a 
minimum wage, and to obey the child 
labor laws. Every business is expected 
to provide safe and healthy working 
conditions, and to protect against in- 
jury on the job through worker's com- 
pensation. Every business is expected 
to contribute to retirement through 
Social Security, and to the health 
needs of the elderly through Medicare. 
It is long past time for businesses also 
to contribute to the cost of basic 
health insurance coverage for their 
workers. 

Some small firms have special prob- 
lems that may call for special solu- 
tions. But there can be no excuse for 
large firms to shirk their responsibility 
to provide affordable health insurance 
for their workers. 

Under the bill we are introducing 
today, businesses with 50 or more 
workers will be required to provide 
health insurance coverage. Approxi- 
mately half of all uninsured employees 
and their families—15 million people— 
will gain the coverage they need and 
deserve. This legislation is a giant step 
toward the day when every American 
will be guaranteed the fundamental 
right to health care. 

Many—even most—businesses_ al- 
ready provide insurance, The vast ma- 
jority of large business, in particular, 
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fulfill this obligation. But too many 
others do not. In more and more cases, 
unfair competition from firms that 
refuse to provide insurance for their 
workers is compelling other firms to 
reduce health benefits or drop coverage 
altogether. 

Health insurance for working Ameri- 
cans does not have to mean com- 
plicated regulations or excessive gov- 
ernment intervention. The legislation 
we are introducing today is simple— 
less than ten pages. It will not cost 
taxpayers a dime. It includes no spe- 
cific mandated benefits or burdensome 
red tape. It simply says that every 
business with 50 workers or more must 
offer its employees coverage equal in 
value to the Blue Cross/Blue Shield 
Standard Option Plan that is available 
to every Senator and Representative 
and must pay at least 72% of the cost— 
the same proportion that taxpayers 
contribute for every member of Con- 
gress. 

The American people deserve health 
care for their families that is every bit 
as good as the health care they provide 
to every member of Congress. The in- 
cremental reform enacted in recent 
years has helped many families, but it 
is far from sufficient. The time has 
come for Congress to take a larger 
step. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1969 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Health Care 
for Working Families Act”. 
SEC. 2, FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 

(1) every industrialized country in the 
world except the United States guarantees 
the fundamental right to health care to all 
its citizens; 

(2) 41,000,000 Americans are without health 
insurance coverage; 

(3) the number of uninsured Americans is 
growing every year; 

(4) the vast majority of uninsured Ameri- 
cans are workers or dependents of workers; 

(5) for more than half a century, Congress 
has enacted laws to ensure that work is ap- 
propriately rewarded, including laws estab- 
lishing a minimum wage and a 40 hour work 
week, laws ensuring safe and healthy work- 
ing conditions, and laws requiring employers 
to contribute to the cost of retirement secu- 
rity through Social Security and Medicare; 
and 

(6) as the United States approaches the 
2ist century, it is time to enact require- 
ments guaranteeing that jobs carry with 
them affordable, adequate health insurance 
benefits. 

SEC. 3. HEALTH BENEFITS FOR EMPLOYEES AND 
THEIR FAMILIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Fair Labor Standards 
Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 201 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new title: 
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“TITLE II—HEALTH BENEFITS FOR 
EMPLOYEES AND THEIR FAMILIES 
“SEC. 201. HEALTH BENEFITS. 

(a) OFFER TO ENROLL.— 

(I) IN GENERAL,—Each large employer, in 
accordance with this title, shall offer to each 
of its employees the opportunity to enroll in 
a qualifying health benefit plan that pro- 
vides coverage for the employee and the fam- 
ily of the employee. 

*(2) QUALIFYING HEALTH BENEFIT PLAN.— 
For purposes of this title, the term ‘quali- 
fying health benefit plan’ means a plan that 
provides benefits for health care items and 
services that are actuarily equivalent or 
greater in value than the benefits offered as 
of January 1, 1998 under the Blue Cross/Blue 
Shield Standard Plan provided under the 
Federal Employees Health Benefit Program 
under chapter 89 of title 5, United States 
Code, and that meets the requirements of 
title XXVII of the Public Health Service Act 
applicable to the plan. 

(b) CONTRIBUTION AND WITHHOLDING.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—Each large employer, in 
accordance with this title, shall— 

() contribute to the cost of any quali- 
fying health benefit plan offered to its em- 
ployees under subsection (a); and 

(B) withhold from the wages of an em- 
ployee, the employee share of the premium 
assessed for coverage under the qualifying 
health benefit plan. 

(2) REQUIRED CONTRIBUTION.—Except as 
provided in paragraphs (3) and (4), the por- 
tion of the total premium to be paid by a 
large employer under paragraph (1)(A) shall 
not be less than the portion of the total pre- 
mium that the Federal Government contrib- 
utes under the Blue Cross/Blue Shield Stand- 
ard Plan provided under the Federal Employ- 
ees Health Benefit Program under chapter 89 
of title 5, United States Code. 

(3) PART-TIME EMPLOYEES.—With respect 
to an employee who works less than 30 hours 
per week, the employer contribution re- 
quired under paragraph (2) shall be equal to 
the product of— 

(A) the contribution required under para- 
graph (2); and 

„B) the ratio of number of hours worker 
by the employee in a typical week to 30 
hours. 

(4) LIMITATION.—No employer contribu- 
tion shall be required under this subsection 
with respect to an employer who works less 
than 10 hours per week. 

(e EMPLOYEE OBLIGATION UNDER CERTAIN 
PROGRAMS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—With respect to an em- 
ployee covered under a Federal health insur- 
ance program (as defined in paragraph (3)), 
such employee shall accept an offer of health 
insurance coverage under subsection (a) and 
agree to the appropriate payroll 
withholdings under subsection (b)(1)(B) for 
such coverage or provide for the payment of 
the employee share of premiums under para- 
graph (2), except that this subsection shall 
not apply— 

(A) with respect to an employee who is 
otherwise covered under an employment- 
based qualified health benefit plan; or 

B) with respect to the coverage of a fam- 
ily member of an employee if the employee 
does not elect coverage for such family mem- 
ber and the family member is otherwise cov- 
ered under an employment-based qualified 
health benefit plan. 

*(2) PAYMENT OF PREMIUMS.—At the re- 
quest of an employee to which paragraph (1) 
applies, the relevant Federal administrator 
of the Federal health insurance program in- 
volved shall provide for the payment of the 
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employee share of the premium assessed for 
coverage under the qualifying health benefit 
plan involved. For purposes of title XIX of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 et 
seq.), the requirement of this paragraph shall 
be deemed to be a requirement under the ap- 
propriate State plan under such title XIX. 

(3) FEDERAL HEALTH INSURANCE PRO- 
GRAM.—As used in this subsection, the term 
‘Federal health insurance program’ means— 

“(A) the medicare or medicaid program 
under title XVIII or XIX of the Social Secu- 
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1395 or 1396 et seq.); 

(B) the Federal employee health benefit 
program under chapter 89 of title V, United 
States Code; or 

() the Civilian Health and Medical Pro- 
gram of the Uniformed Services 
(CHAMPUS), as defined in section 1073(4) of 
title 10, United States Code. 

(d) LARGE EMPLOYERS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The provisions of this 
title shall only apply to large employers. 

(2) DEFINITION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—As used in paragraph (1), 
the term ‘large employer’ means, with re- 
spect to a calendar year and plan year, an 
employer that employed an average of at 
least 50 full-time employees on business days 
during the preceding calendar year and who 
employs not less than 50 employees on the 
first day of the plan year. 

B) EXCEPTION.—The provisions of this 
title shall apply with respect to an employer 
that is not a large employer under subpara- 
graph (A) if the majority of the services per- 
formed by such employer consist of services 
performed on behalf of a single large em- 
ployer. 

(3) CONTRACT WORKERS.—For purposes of 
this title, a contract worker of an employer 
shall be considered to be an employee of the 
employer. 

“SEC. 202, REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO TIMING 
OF COVERAGE AND WITHHOLDING. 

(a) DATE OF INITIAL COVERAGE.—In the 
case of an employee enrolled under a quali- 
fying health benefit plan provided by a large 
employer, the coverage under the plan must 
begin not later than 30 days after the day on 
which the employee first performs an hour of 
service as an employee of that employer. 

“(b) WITHHOLDING PERMITTED.—No provi- 
sion of State law shall prevent an employer 
of an employee enrolled under a qualifying 
health benefit plan established under this 
title from withholding the amount of any 
premium due by the employee from the pay- 
roll of the employee. 

“SEC, 203, ENFORCEMENT. 

(a) CIVIL MONEY PENALTY AGAINST PRI- 
VATE EMPLOYERS.—The provisions of section 
502— 


(J) relating to the commencement of civil 
actions by the Secretary under subsection 
(a) of such section; 

“(2) relating to civil money penalties 
under subsection (c)(2) of such section; and 

(3) relating to the procedures for assess- 
ing, collecting and the judicial review of 
such civil money penalties; 
shall apply with respect to any large em- 
ployer that does not comply with this title. 

(b) INJUNCTIVE RELIEF.—The provisions of 
section 17 shall apply with respect to viola- 
tions of this title. 

“SEC. 204. PREEMPTION. 

“Nothing in this title shall be construed to 
prevent a State from establishing, imple- 
menting, or continuing in effect standards 
and requirements relating to employer pro- 
vided health insurance coverage unless such 
standards and requirements prevent the ap- 
plication of a requirements of this title. 
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“SEC, 205. DEFINITION AND EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) DEFINITION.—In this title the terms 
‘family’ and ‘family member’ mean, with re- 
spect to an employee, the spouse and chil- 
dren (including adopted children) of the em- 
ployee. 

“(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), this title shall apply with re- 
spect to employers on January 1, 1999. 

(2) COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENTS.— 
This title shall apply with respect to em- 
ployees covered under a collective bar- 
gaining agreement on the first day of the 
first plan year beginning after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, or January 1, 1999, 
whichever occurs later.“. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) The Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 is 
amended by striking out the first section 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
“SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938’. 

“TITLE I—WAGES AND HOURS”. 


(2) The Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 is 
amended by striking out “this Act” each 
place it occurs and inserting in lieu thereof 
“this title“. 

(3) Section 17 of the Fair Labor Standards 
Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 217) is amended by in- 


serting “or violations of title II” before the 
period. 
SEC. 4, AMENDMENT TO PUBLIC HEALTH SERV- 


ICE ACT, 
Title II of the Public Health Service Act 
(42 U.S.C. 202 et seq.) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 


“SEC, 247. REQUIREMENT FOR HEALTH INSUR- 
ANCE COVERAGE. 

“A health insurance issuer (as defined in 
section 2791(a)) that offers health insurance 
coverage (as defined in section 2791(a)) to an 
employer on behalf of the employees of such 
employer shall ensure that such coverage 
complies with the requirements of title II of 
the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938."’. 


By Mr. ABRAHAM for himself 
and Mr. DASCHLE: 

S. 1970. A bill to require the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to establish a 
program to provide assistance in the 
conservation of neotropical migratory 
birds; to the Committee on Environ- 
ment and Public Works. 

THE NEOTROPICAL MIGRATORY BIRD 
CONSERVATION ACT OF 1998 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the ‘Neotropical 
Migratory Bird Conservation Act of 
1998.” This legislation, which I am in- 
troducing today with my distinguished 
colleague, Senator DASCHLE, is de- 
signed to protect over 90 endangered 
species of bird spending certain seasons 
in the United States and other seasons 
in other nations of the Western Hemi- 
sphere. I think it is fitting that we in- 
troduce this legislation on Earth Day, 
that day we have dedicated to increas- 
ing awareness of environmental issues. 

Every year, approximately 25 million 
Americans travel to observe birds, and 
60 million American adults watch and 
feed birds at home. Birdwatching is a 
source of great pleasure to many Amer- 
icans, as well as a source of important 
revenue to states, like my own state of 
Michigan, which attract tourists to 
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their scenes of natural beauty. Bird- 
watching and feeding generates fully 
$20 billion every ear in revenue across 
America. 

Birdwatching is a popular activity in 
Michigan, and its increased popularity 
is reflected by an increase in tourist 
dollars being spent in small, rural com- 
munities. Healthy bird populations 
also prevent hundreds of millions of 
dollars in economic losses each year to 
farming and timber interests. They 
help control insect populations, there- 
by preventing crop failures and infesta- 
tions. 

Despite the enormous benefits we de- 
rive from our bird populations, many of 
them are struggling to survive. Ninety 
species are listed as endangered or 
threatened in the United States. An- 
other 124 species are of high conserva- 
tion concern. The primary reason for 
these declines is the degradation and 
loss of bird habitat. 

What makes this all the more trou- 
bling is that efforts in the United 
States to protect these birds’ habitats 
can only be of limited utility. Among 
bird watches’ favorites, many 
neotropical birds are endangered or of 
high conservation concern. And several 
of the most popular neotropical spe- 
cies, including bluebirds, robins, gold- 
finches, and orioles, migrate to and 
from the Caribbean and Latin America. 

Because neotropical migratory birds 
range across a number of international 
borders every year, we must work to 
establish safeguards at both ends of 
their migration routes, as well as at 
critical stopover areas along their way. 
Only in this way can conservation ef- 
forts prove successful. 

Mr. President, that is why Senator 
DASHLE and I have introduced the 
“Neotropical Migratory Bird Conserva- 
tion Act.” This legislation will protect 
bird habitats across international 
boundaries by establishing partner- 
ships between the business community, 
nongovernmental organizations and 
foreign nations. By teaming businesses 
with international organizations con- 
cerned to protect the environment we 
can combine capital with know-how. 
By partnering these entities with local 
organizations in countries where bird 
habitat is endangered we can see to it 
that local people receive the training 
they need to preserve this habitat and 
maintain this critical natural resource. 

This act establishes a three year 
demonstration project providing $4 
million each year to help establish pro- 
grams in Latin America and the Carib- 
bean. These programs will manage and 
conserve neotropical migratory bird 
populations. Those eligible to partici- 
pate will include national and inter- 
national nongovernmental organiza- 
tions and business interests, as well as 
U.S. government entities. 

The key to this act is cooperation 
among nongovernmental organizations. 
The federal share of each project’s cost 
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is never to exceed 33 percent, and half 
the nonfederal contribution must be in 
cash, not in-kind contributions. 

The approach taken by this legisla- 
tion differs from that of current pro- 
grams in that it is proactive and, by 
avoiding a crisis management ap- 
proach, will prove significantly more 
cost effective. In addition, this legisla- 
tion does not call for complicated and 
expensive bureaucratic structures such 
as councils, commissions or multi- 
tiered oversight structures. Further, 
this legislation will bring needed at- 
tention and expertise to areas now re- 
ceiving relatively little attention in 
the area of environmental degradation. 

This legislation has the support of 
the National Audobon Society, the 
American Bird Conservancy and the 
Ornithological Council. These organi- 
zations agree with Senator DASCHLE 
and I that, by establishing partnerships 
between business, government and non- 
governmental organizations both here 
and abroad we can greatly enhance the 
protection of migratory bird habitat. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, it is 
my pleasure today to join Senator 
Spencer ABRAHAM to introduce the 
Neotropical Migratory Bird Conserva- 
tion Act. 

First, let me commend my colleague, 
Senator ABRAHAM, for all of his work 
to develop this legislation. This bill ad- 
dresses some of the critical threats to 
wildlife habitat and species diversity 
and demonstrates his commitment, 
which I strongly share, to solving the 
many challenges we face in this regard. 

The Neotropical Migratory Bird Con- 
servation Act will help to ensure that 
some of our most valuable and beau- 
tiful species of birds—those that most 
of us take for granted, including blue- 
birds, goldfinches, robins and orioles— 
may overcome the challenges posed by 
habitat destruction and thrive for gen- 
erations to come. It is not widely rec- 
ognized that many North American 
bird species once considered common 
are in decline. In fact, a total of 90 spe- 
cies of migratory birds are listed as en- 
dangered or threatened in the United 
States, and another 124 species are con- 
sidered to be of high conservation con- 
cern. 

The main cause of this decline is the 
loss of critical habitat throughout our 
hemisphere. Because these birds range 
across international borders, it is es- 
sential that we work with nations in 
Latin America and the Caribbean to es- 
tablish protected stopover areas during 
their migrations. This bill achieves 
that goal by fostering partnerships be- 
tween businesses, nongovernmental or- 
ganizations and other nations to bring 
together the capital and expertise 
needed to preserve habitat throughout 
our hemisphere. 

As we celebrate Earth Day, I urge my 
colleagues to support this legislation. 
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It has been endorsed by the National 
Audobon Society, the American Bird 
Conservancy and the Ornithological 
Council. I believe that it will substan- 
tially improve upon our ability to 
maintain critical habitat in our hemi- 
sphere and help to halt the decline of 
these important species. 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


8. 62 
At the request of Mr. KOHL, the name 
of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 82, a bill 
to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to provide a credit against tax for 
employers who provide child care as- 
sistance for dependents of their em- 
ployees, and for other purposes. 
S. 320 
At the request of Ms. MOSELEY- 
BRAUN, the name of the Senator from 
California [Mrs. BOXER) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 320, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro- 
vide comprehensive pension protection 
for women. 
S. 332 
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. HOLLINGS) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 332, a bill to prohibit the 
importation of goods produced abroad 
with child labor, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 496 
At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
BRYAN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
496, a bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide a credit 
against income tax to individuals who 
rehabilitate historic homes or who are 
the first purchasers of rehabilitated 
historic homes for use as a principal 
residence. 
S. 497 
At the request of Mr. COVERDELL, the 
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
BENNETT) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 497, a bill to amend the National 
Labor Relations Act and the Railway 
Labor Act to repeal the provisions of 
the Acts that require employees to pay 
union dues or fees as a condition of em- 
ployment. 
S. 617 
At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
GRASSLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 617, a bill to amend the Federal Meat 
Inspection Act to require that im- 
ported meat, and meat food products 
containing imported meat, bear a label 
identifying the country of origin. 
S. 778 
At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. HAGEL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 778, a bill to authorize a new trade 
and investment policy for sub-Saharan 
African. 
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S. 1326 
At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1326, a bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to provide for med- 
icaid coverage of all certified nurse 
practitioners and clinical nurse spe- 
cialists services. 
S. 1334 
At the request of Mr. BOND, the name 
of the Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. SMITH) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1334, a bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to establish a dem- 
onstration project to evaluate the fea- 
sibility of using the Federal Employees 
Health Benefits program to ensure the 
availability of adequate health care for 
Medicare-eligible beneficiaries under 
the military health care system. 
S. 1360 
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1360, a bill to amend the Illegal 
Immigration Reform and Immigrant 
Responsibility Act of 1996 to clarify 
and improve the requirements for the 
development of an automated entry- 
exit control system, to enhance land 
border control and enforcement, and 
for other purposes. 
S. 1680 
At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
CLELAND) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1680, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to clarify that 
licensed pharmacists are not subject to 
the surety bond requirements under 
the medicare program. 
S. 1799 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro- 
lina (Mr. THURMOND) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1799, a bill to amend sec- 
tion 121 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 to provide that a member of the 
Armed Forces of the United States 
shall be treated as using a principal 
residence while away from home on ex- 
tended active duty. 
S. 1864 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
REID) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1864, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to exclude clinical 
social worker services from coverage 
under the medicare skilled nursing fa- 
cility prospective payment system. 
S. 1875 
At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1875, a bill to initiate a coordinated na- 
tional effort to prevent, detect, and 
educate the public concerning Fetal 
Alcohol Syndrome and Fetal Alcohol 
Effect and to identify effective inter- 
ventions for children, adolescents, and 
adults with Fetal Alcohol Syndrome 
and Fetal Alcohol Effect, and for other 
purposes. 
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S. 1919 

At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. THOMAS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1919, a bill to provide for the en- 
ergy security of the Nation through en- 
couraging the production of domestic 
oil and gas resources from stripper 
wells on federal lands, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 1920 

At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. THOMAS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1920, a bill to improve the admin- 
istration of oil and gas leases on Fed- 
eral lands, and for other purposes. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 175 

At the request of Mr. ROBB, the 
names of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. BIDEN), the Senator from New 
Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN), the Senator 
from California (Mrs. BOXER), the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut (Mr. DODD), the 
Senator from Ohio (Mr. GLENN), the 
Senator from Maryland (Ms. MIKUL- 
SKI), the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. 
WELLSTONE), the Senator from Colo- 
rado (Mr. ALLARD), the Senator from 
Louisiana (Mr. BREAUX), the Senator 
from Colorado (Mr. CAMPBELL), the 
Senator from North Dakota (Mr. 
CONRAD), the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAIG), the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. DOMENICI), the Senator from 
North Dakota (Mr. DORGAN), the Sen- 
ator from Wyoming (Mr. ENzr), the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
FAIRCLOTH), the Senator from Wash- 
ington (Mr. GORTON), the Senator from 
Nebraska (Mr. HAGEL), the Senator 
from Utah (Mr. HATCH), the Senator 
from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCHINSON), the 
Senator from Vermont (Mr. JEFFORDS), 
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. KYL), 
the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. 
KOHL), the Senator from Michigan (Mr. 
LEVIN), the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. LOTT), the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. McCAIN), the Senator from Ken- 
tucky (Mr. MCCONNELL), the Senator 
from Illinois (Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN), the 
Senator from Nevada (Mr. REID), the 
Senator from Kansas (Mr. ROBERTS), 
the Senator from Alabama (Mr. SES- 
SIONS), the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire (Mr. SMITH), the Senator from Or- 
egon (Mr. SMITH), the Senator from 
Wyoming (Mr. THOMAS), the Senator 
from Tennessee (Mr. THOMPSON), the 
Senator from Oregon (Mr. WYDEN), the 
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 
THURMOND), and the Senator from 
Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Resolution 175, a 
bill to designate the week of May 3, 
1998 as “National Correctional Officers 
and Employees Week.” 

SENATE RESOLUTION 188 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. HAGEL) was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Resolution 188, a resolution 
expressing the sense of the Senate re- 
garding Israeli membership in a United 
Nations regional group. 
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At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. ASHCROFT) was added as a cospon- 
sor of Senate Resolution 188, supra. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 189 

At the request of Mr. TORRICELLI, the 
names of the Senator from Texas (Mrs. 
HUTCHISON), the Senator from New Jer- 
sey (Mr. LAUTENBERG), the Senator 
from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), and the 
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. JOHN- 
SON) were added as cosponsors of Sen- 
ate Resolution 189, a resolution hon- 
oring the 150th anniversary of the 
United States Women’s Rights Move- 
ment that was initiated by the 1848 
Women’s Rights Convention held in 
Seneca Falls, New York, and calling for 
a national celebration of women’s 
rights in 1998. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 192 

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 
names of the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia (Mr. BYRD), the Senator from 
North Carolina (Mr. FAIRCLOTH), the 
Senator from Indiana (Mr. LUGAR), the 
Senator from Nevada (Mr. REID), the 
Senator from Delaware (Mr. ROTH), and 
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. SMITH) 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Resolution 192, a resolution expressing 
the sense of the Senate that institu- 
tions of higher education should carry 
out activities to change the culture of 
alcohol consumption on college cam- 
puses. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 193 

At the request of Mr. REID, the 
names of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
GLENN), the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY), the Senator from 
Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), and the Senator 
from New Jersey (Mr. LAUTENBERG) 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Resolution 193, a resolution desig- 
nating December 13, 1998, as National 
Children’s Memorial Day.” 

SENATE RESOLUTION 194 

At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the 
names of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS), the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. ASHCROFT), and the Senator from 
Oregon (Mr. SMITH) were added as co- 
sponsors of Senate Resolution 194, a 
resolution designating the week of 
April 20 through April 26, 1998, as Na- 
tional Kick Drugs Out of America 
Week.” 

SENATE RESOLUTION 197 

At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from California (Mrs. 
BOXER) was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Resolution 197, a resolution des- 
ignating May 6, 1998, as “National Eat- 
ing Disorders Awareness Day” to 
heighten awareness and stress preven- 
tion of eating disorders. 


— 
SENATE RESOLUTION 212—REL- 
ATIVE TO THE UPCOMING 


UNITED STATES-CHINA SUMMIT 


Mr. HUTCHINSON (for himself, Mr. 
ASHCROFT, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. BROWNBACK, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


and Mr. FEINGOLD) submitted the fol- 
lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions: 

S. RES. 212 


Whereas Chinese dissident Wang Dan, a 
leader of the 1989 pro-democracy demonstra- 
tions that were crushed at Tiananmen 
Square in 1989 was released on April 18, 1998, 
from a Chinese jail; 

Whereas Wei Jingsheng and Wang Dan 
were released from prison ostensibly for 
medical reasons, it is clear that their release 
into exile was intended as a political gesture 
to diminish public U.S. criticism of China’s 
human rights practices; 

Whereas China's most famous dissident” 
Wei Jingsheng was released on November 16, 
1997, from a Chinese jail; 

Whereas, in addition to Wei Jingsheng and 
Wang Dan, thousands of other political, reli- 
gious, and labor dissidents are imprisoned in 
China and Tibet for peacefully expressing 
their beliefs and exercising their inter- 
nationally recognized rights of free associa- 
tion and expression, including— 

(1) Gao Yu, a journalist sentenced to 6 
years in prison in November 1994 and hon- 
ored by UNESCO in May 1997, who has a 
heart condition; 

(2) Chen Longde, a leading human rights 
advocate now serving a 3-year reeducation 
through labor sentence imposed without 
trial in August 1996, who has reportedly been 
subject to repeated beatings and electric 
shocks at a labor camp for refusing to con- 
fess his guilt; 

(3) Li Hai, sentenced to nine years in pris- 
on on December 18, 1996, for collecting infor- 
mation on those imprisoned after the 1989 
crackdown; he was convicted of “prying into 
and gathering. . information about per- 
sons sentenced for criminal activity during 
the June 4, 1989, period:““ 

(4) Yang Qinheng, apprehended February 
26, 1998, and assigned to 3 years’ “reeduca- 
tion through labor” in March for “disturbing 
social order’’, who had called for independent 
trade unions; 

(5) Shen Liangqing, former public pros- 
ecutor and petitioner, who was apprehended 
on February 25, 1998, and assigned to 2 years’ 
labor on April 4, 1998, for unauthorized con- 
tact with foreign journalists”; 

(6) Tu Guangwen, an organizer of a street 
protest, who was sentenced by the Jiangxia 
district court on February 19, 1998, to 3 
years’ imprisonment after being convicted of 
“gathering a crowd to disrupt orderly traf- 
fic’ during a demonstration by laid-off 
workers; and 

(7) Ngawang Choephel, a Tibet Fullbright 
scholar sentenced to 18 years in prison by 
Chinese Authorities in December 1996 on 
charges of esplonage:“ 

Whereas the Government of the People’s 
Republic of China, as detailed in successive 
annual reports on human rights by the 
United States Department of State, rou- 
tinely, systematically, and massively vio- 
lates the human rights of its citizens, includ- 
ing freedom of speech, assembly, worship, 
and peaceful political dissent; 

Whereas the Government of the People’s 
Republic of China restricts the ability of re- 
ligious adherents, including Christians, Bud- 
dhists, Muslims, and others, to practice out- 
side of state-approved religious organiza- 
tions, and detains worshipers and clergy who 
participate in religious services conducted 
outside state-approved religious organiza- 
tions, as well as those who refuse to register 
with the authorities, as required; 
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Whereas the Government of the People’s 
Republic of China routinely, systematically, 
and massively continues to commit wide- 
spread human rights abuses in Tibet, includ- 
ing instances of death in detention, torture, 
arbitrary arrest, detention without public 
trial, long detention of Tibetan nationalists 
for peacefully expressing their religious and 
political views, and intensified controls on 
religion and on freedom of speech and the 
press, particularly for ethnic Tibetans; and 

Whereas the Government of the People’s 
Republic of China engages in reprehensible, 
brutal, and coercive family planning prac- 
tices, including forced abortions and forced 
sterilization, resulting in widespread infan- 
ticide, particularly of female infants: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that— 

(1) in the upcoming, proposed summit be- 
tween President Clinton and President Jiang 
Zemin of China, President Clinton should de- 
mand the immediate and unconditional re- 
lease, consistent with established inter- 
national principles of human rights, of all 
persons remaining imprisoned in China and 
Tibet for political or religious reasons; and 

(2) the President should submit a report to 
Congress as soon as possible after the pro- 
posed summit in China concerning his 
progress in securing the release of persons 
remaining imprisoned in China and Tibet, as 
described in paragraph (1); and 

(3) the release of one prisoner into exile 
does not change the fundamental flaws with- 
in the Chinese judicial and penal system; 

(4) the U.S. policy of granting concessions 
to the Chinese government in exchange for 
the release of high profile prisoners is an of- 
fense to the thousands of dissidents remain- 
ing in prison; and 

(5) the President should not offer to lift the 
sanctions imposed on China after the 1989 
crackdown in Tiananmen Square. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, 
yesterday’s papers were replete with 
stories praising the People’s Republic 
of China for releasing Wang Dan, a 
leader of the 1989 pro-democracy dem- 
onstration at Tiananmen Square which 
was crushed by China’s military. This 
release follows, by less than six 
months, the release of Wei Jingshen— 
arguably China’s best known human 
rights dissident. While these are cer- 
tainly positive developments, it is im- 
portant to note that both of these re- 
leases are tainted by the fact that nei- 
ther dissident was allowed to stay in 
their own country, but were instead ex- 
iled to the United States for medical 
treatment.” These exiles conveniently 
allow China to gain favor with the 
United States while simultaneously al- 
lowing them to silence two of their 
loudest critics by banishing them to 
the United States. 

Mr. President, the truth is that 
China appears to be using its dissidents 
as pawns in an international game of 
chess with the United States to gain 
military, technological and other fa- 
vors from the Clinton Administration. 
In fact, the release of these two pris- 
oners appears to be payment for the 
United States decision not to support a 
resolution condemning China’s human 
rights record at the recently completed 
U.N. Conference on Human Rights and 
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for the United States certification of 
China to join a pact on ballistic missile 
technology. It is amazing that this 
great country, which has long stood be- 
side political prisoners around the 
world, is willing to be a player in China 
game of siphoning out political pris- 
oners in return for international fa- 
vors. 

Let us not forget that the People’s 
Republic of China continues to have 
one of the worst human rights records 
in the world. A record that includes 
torture, extrajudicial killings, arbi- 
trary arrest and detention, forced abor- 
tion and sterilization, crackdowns on 
independent Catholic and Protestant 
bishops and believers, brutal oppres- 
sion of ethnic minorities and religions 
in Tibet and Xinjiang, absolute intoler- 
ance of free political speech or free 
press, and most recently, the har- 
vesting and selling of human organs. 

Likewise, let us not forget that 
China continues to threaten its neigh- 
bors, most notably Taiwan and let us 
not forget that China continues to vio- 
late international agreements on non- 
proliferation, having recently been 
caught negotiating to sell chemicals to 
Iran which could be used to produce 
weapons-grade uranium. 

Mr. President, we must end this 
deadly and humiliating game with 
China, and demand the immediate re- 
lease of the hundreds, if not thousands, 
of political, religious, and labor dis- 
sidents currently imprisoned in China 
for having peacefully expressed their 
beliefs and for having exercised their 
basic human rights. This list includes 
the likes of Gao Yu, a journalist sen- 
tenced to six years in 1994; Chen 
Longde, a leading human rights advo- 
cate serving a three year re-edu- 
cation” sentence which began in 1995; 
Li Qingxi, a unionist arrested in 1998, 
and many, many others. While I hope 
that the recent release of two of Chi- 
na’s most notable dissidents was just 
the beginning, and that the remaining 
political prisoners held in the People’s 
Republic of China will soon be released, 
I see little evidence that this is the 
case. 

Therefore, I urge my fellow Senators 
to support my Sense of the Senate Res- 
olution calling on the President to de- 
mand that China release all such pris- 
oners prior to their upcoming U.S.- 
China summit meeting, and that the 
President report to this body on the 
progress being made by the administra- 
tion in securing the release of these 
prisoners immediately following this 
planned summit. 

Mr. President, this is a reasonable 
resolution—a resolution that once 
again puts this body on record sup- 
porting those that would give up their 
freedom in support of the freedom of 
their fellow countrymen. I can think of 
no more important issue. I thank my 
Senate colleagues for their support. 
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SENATE RESOLUTION 
GRATULATING THE 
STATES ARMY RESERVE 


Mr. LOTT (for Mr. HELMS (for him- 
self, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. FAIRCLOTH, Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE, Mr. WARNER, Mr. HOL- 
LINGS, Mr. SMITH of New Ham, Mr. 
McCAIN, Mr. ROBB, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
HUTCHINSON, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. ASHCROFT, 
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. 
CLELAND, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. 
CoaTs, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. BENNETT, 
Mr. NICKLES, Mr. BYRD, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. LOTT, Mr. GLENN, Mr. 
INHOFE, Mr. KOHL, and Mr. STEVENS)) 
submitted the following resolution; 
which was considered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 213 


Whereas the United States Army Reserve 
was created by statute on April 23, 1908; 

Whereas the United States Army Reserve 
was the first of the Federal reserve forces 
created by Congress; 

Whereas the United States Army Reserve 
has played a major role in the defense of this 
country for 90 years; 

Whereas many notable Americans have 
served with distinction in the United States 
Army Reserve, including Presidents Harry S 
Truman and Ronald W. Reagan, the current 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen- 
eral Henry H. Shelton, Brigadier General 
Theodore Roosevelt, Jr., Major General Wil- 
liam J. Donovan (Director of the Office of 
Strategic Services during World War II), Drs. 
Charles H. Mayo and William J. Mayo, and 
Captain Eddie Rickenbacker; 

Whereas the President Pro Tempore of the 
Senate, Strom Thurmond, who received the 
Purple Heart for injuries received while par- 
ticipating in the Normandy invasion with 
the 82d Airborne Division on D-Day, served 
with distinction in the United States Army 
Reserve for 36 years, rising to the rank of 
Major General; 

Whereas the United States Army Reserve 
contributed more than 160,000 soldiers to the 
United States Army during World War I; 

Whereas the United States Army Reserve 
was recognized by General George C. Mar- 
shall for its unique and invaluable contribu- 
tions to the national defense during World 
War II; 

Whereas more than 240,000 soldiers from 
the United States Army Reserve were called 
to active duty during the Korean War; 

Whereas 35 units of the United States 
Army Reserve were sent to Vietnam, where 
they served honorably and well; 

Whereas the United States Army Reserve 
contributed more than 90,000 soldiers to Op- 
erations Desert Storm and Desert Shield in 
1990 and 1991; 

Whereas the United States Army Reserve 
has contributed more than 70 percent of the 
reserve soldiers mobilized in support of Oper- 
ation Joint Endeavor/Joint Guard in Bosnia; 

Whereas the United States Army Reserve 
constitutes a very high percentage of the 
mission essential combat support and com- 
bat service support forces of the Army; 

Whereas the Army cannot go to war with- 
out the 1,100,000 trained Ready Reserve and 
Retired Reserve personnel of the United 
States Army Reserve; 

Whereas the United States Army Reserve 
is a community-based force with over 1,200 
facilities in communities across the United 
States; and 

Whereas the United States Army Reserve 
has made these contributions to the security 
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of our country in return for a very small per- 
centage of the Army budget: Now, therefore, 
be it 


Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) congratulates the United States Army 
Reserve on the occasion of the 90th anniver- 
sary of its establishment on April 23, 1998; 

(2) recognizes and commends the United 
States Army Reserve for the selfless and 
dedicated service of its past and present cit- 
izen-soldiers who have preserved the freedom 
and national security of the United States; 
and 

(3) recognizes Strom Thurmond, the Presi- 
dent Pro Tempore of the Senate, for 36 years 
of service with distinction in the United 
States Army Reserve. 


SENATE RESOLUTION 214—COM- 
MENDING THE GRAND FORKS 
HERALD 


Mr. CONRAD (for himself, Mr. Dor- 
GAN, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. 
HAGEL, and Mr. MOYNIHAN) submitted 
the following resolution; which was 
considered and agreed to: 


S. REs. 214 


Whereas the residents of the Grand Forks 
area in North Dakota and Minnesota experi- 
enced the most devastating floods in 500 
years during April 1997; 

Whereas more than 50,000 residents of the 
Red River Valley area were severely dis- 
placed for months by the flooding; 

Whereas the offices of the Grand Forks 
Herald, whose newspaper has a daily circula- 
tion of 37,000, were displaced by the floods 
and moved to various locations to publish 
the newspaper, including the University of 
North Dakota and Manvel Elementary 
School, and the paper was printed by the St. 
Paul Pioneer Press of St. Paul, Minnesota, 
to enable the paper to maintain continuous 
publication; 

Whereas the Grand Forks Herald publisher 
Mike Maidenberg, editor Mike Jacobs, and 
more than 70 staff members, whose lives 
were turned upside down by the floods, never 
failed to publish an edition of the newspaper 
during the floods, sometimes hitting a cir- 
culation of 117,000 and keeping the commu- 
nity together even though the paper’s facili- 
ties were totally destroyed; 

Whereas the Grand Forks Herald was hon- 
ored with journalism’s most prestigious 
award, the Pulitzer Prize for public service, 
for its extraordinary efforts to continue pub- 
lishing during the severe flooding; and 

Whereas the dedication and devotion of the 
Grand Forks Herald to the community made 
an extraordinary difference in the lives of 
many people during the flooding by helping 
to maintain a sense of stability during this 
terrible natural disaster: Now, therefore, be 
it 


Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) commends the Grand Forks Herald and 
its staff for their dedication to community 
and excellence in public service; and 

(2) congratulates the newspaper on being 
selected to receive one of our Nation's most 
coveted awards for public service, the Pul- 
itzer Prize. 
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AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 


THE EDUCATION SAVINGS ACT 
FOR PUBLIC AND PRIVATE 
SCHOOLS 


GORTON (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2293 


Mr. GORTON (for himself, Mr. FRIST, 
Mr. HAGEL, Mr. MACK, Mr. COVERDELL, 
Mr. HELMS, Mr. SMITH of New Hamp- 
shire, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. ASHCROFT, Mr. 
DOMENICI, Mr. GREGG, and Mr. McCon- 
NELL) proposed an amendment to the 
bill (H.R. 2646) to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow tax-free 
expenditures from education individual 
retirement accounts for elementary 
and secondary school expenses, to in- 
crease the maximum annual amount of 
contributions to such accounts, and for 
other purposes; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 

TITLE —EDUCATION FUNDING 
01. DIRECT AWARDS OF CERTAIN EDU- 
CATION FUNDING. 

(a) STATE OPTIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law and subject to sub- 
section (b)(2), each State shall notify the 
Secretary regarding the State’s election to 
receive the State's portion of the applicable 
funding described in subsection (e) according 
to one of the following options: 

(A) STATE BLOCK GRANT OPTION.—The State 
may receive the funding pursuant to a State 
allotment described in subsection (c)(1)(A). 

(B) LOCAL BLOCK GRANT OPTION.—The State 
may direct the Secretary to send the funding 
directly to local educational agencies in the 
State pursuant to a local allotment de- 
scribed in subsection (c)(1)(B). 

(C) FEDERAL STATUTE OPTION.—The State 
may receive the funding according to the 
provisions of law described in subsection (e). 

(2) OPTION REQUIREMENTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—A State shall select an 
option described in paragraph (1)— 

(i) within 1 year of the date of enactment 
of this Act; 

(ii) pursuant to a majority vote of the 
State legislature; and 

(iii) with the concurrence of the Governor. 

(B) FAILURE TO SELECT AN OPTION.—If a 
State fails to select an option in accordance 
with this subsection, the Secretary shall 
award the applicable funding pursuant to 
paragraph (1)(B). 

(C) CHANGES.—A State may alter the selec- 
tion made under paragraph (1) only once and 
only after receiving the applicable funding 
for 3 years pursuant to 1 of the options de- 
scribed in such paragraph. 

(3) MINIMUM.—No State shall receive an 
amount under this section for a fiscal year 
that is less than 0.5 percent of the applicable 
funding available for the fiscal year. 

(4) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

(A) the term State“ means each of the 
several States of the United States, the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico; and 

(B) the term “outlying area“ means Guam, 
American Samoa, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, the United States 
Virgin Islands, the Republic of the Marshall 
Islands, the Federated States of Micronesia, 
and the Republic of Palau. 

(b) RESERVATION AND APPLICABILITY.— 
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(1) RESERVATION.—From the total amount 
of applicable funding available for a fiscal 
year, the Secretary shall reserve 1 percent to 
make awards to the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and the outlying areas according to their re- 
spective needs for assistance under this sec- 
tion. 

(2) APPLICABILITY.—The provisions of this 
section shall not apply— 

(A) for fiscal year 1999, if the total amount 
appropriated to carry out the provisions of 
law described in subsection (e) for the fiscal 
year is less than $2,564,000,000; 

(B) for fiscal year 2000, if the total amount 
so appropriated for the fiscal year is less 
than $2,625,000,000; 

(C) for fiscal year 2001, if the total amount 
so appropriated for the fiscal year is less 
than $2,687,000,000; 

(D) for fiscal year 2002, if the total amount 
so appropriated for the fiscal year is less 
than $2,750,000,000; and 

(E) for fiscal year 2003, if the total amount 
so appropriated for the fiscal year is less 
than $2,817,000,000. 

(c) BLOCK GRANTS.— 

(1) ALLOTMENTS.— 

(A) STATES.—From the total applicable 
funding available for a fiscal year, and not 
reserved under subsection (b)(1) for the fiscal 
year, the Secretary may make allotments to 
each State selecting the option described in 
subsection (a)(1)(A) in an amount that bears 
the same relation— 

(i) to 50 percent of such total applicable 
funding as the number of individuals in the 
State who are aged 5 through 17 bears to the 
total number of such individuals in all 
States; and 

(ii) to 50 percent of such total applicable 
funding as the total amount all local edu- 
cational agencies in the State are eligible to 
receive under part A of title I of the Elemen- 
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 for 
the fiscal year bears to the total amount all 
local educational agencies in all States are 
eligible to receive under such part for the 
fiscal year. 

(B) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES.—From 
the total applicable funding available for a 
fiscal year, and not reserved under sub- 
section (b)(1) for the fiscal year, the Sec- 
retary may make allotments to each local 
educational agency in a State selecting the 
option described in subsection (a)(1)(B) in an 
amount that bears the same relation— 

(i) to 50 percent of such total applicable 
funding as the number of individuals in the 
school district served by the local edu- 
cational agency who are aged 5 through 17 
bears to the total number of such individuals 
in all school districts served by all local edu- 
cational agencies in all States; and 

(ii) to 50 percent of such total amount as 
the total amount all local educational agen- 
cies in the State are eligible to receive under 
part A of title I of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 for the fiscal 
year bears to the total amount all local edu- 
cational agencies in all States are eligible to 
receive under such part for the fiscal year. 

(2) USE OF ALLOTTED FUNDS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL,—A State or local edu- 
cational agency receiving an allotment 
under paragraph (1) shall use the allotted 
funds for innovative assistance programs de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B). 

(B) INNOVATIVE ASSISTANCE.—The innova- 
tive assistance programs referred to in sub- 
paragraph (A) include— 

(i) technology programs related to the im- 
plementation of school-based reform pro- 
grams, including professional development 
to assist teachers and other school officials 
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regarding how to use effectively such equip- 
ment and software; 

(ii) programs for the acquisition and use of 
instructional and educational materials, in- 
cluding library services and materials (in- 
cluding media materials), assessments, ref- 
erence materials, computer software and 
hardware for instructional use, and other 
curricular materials that— 

(I) are tied to high academic standards; 

(I) will be used to improve student 
achievement; and 

(II) are part of an overall education re- 
form program; 

(iil) promising education reform programs, 
including effective schools and magnet 
schools; 

(iv) programs to improve the higher order 
thinking skills of disadvantaged elementary 
school and secondary school students and to 
prevent students from dropping out of 
school; 

(v) programs to combat illiteracy in the 
student and adult populations, including par- 
ent illiteracy; 

(vi) programs to provide for the edu- 
cational needs of gifted and talented chil- 
dren; 

(vii) hiring of teachers or teaching assist- 
ants to decrease a school, school district, or 
statewide student-to-teacher ratio; and 

(viii) school improvement programs or ac- 
tivities described in sections 1116 and 1117 of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965, 

(3) STATE FUNDING RULE.— 

(A) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES AND STATE- 
WIDE ACTIVITIES.—A State that receives an 
allotment under paragraph (1)(A) for a fiscal 
year may use not more than 5 percent of the 
allotted funds for the fiscal year for adminis- 
trative expenses or statewide activities. 

(B) STATE FUNDING RULES.—A State that 
receives an allotment under paragraph 
(1)(A)— 

(i) may, at the State’s discretion, place 
limits on the use of the allotted funds; and 

(ii) may allocate the allotted funds to pub- 
lic and private entities within the State as 
the State determines appropriate. 

(4) HOLD HARMLESS REQUIREMENTS.— 

(A) STATES.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this section, no State that se- 
lects the option described in subsection 
(a) ch) for a fiscal year shall receive an 
amount under this section for the fiscal year 
that is less than the amount the State is, or 
all local educational agencies in the State 
are, eligible to receive pursuant to the provi- 
sions of law described in subsection (e) for 
the fiscal year. 

(B) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES.—Not- 
withstanding any other provision of this sec- 
tion, no local educational agency for which 
the option described in subsection (a)(1)(B) is 
applicable for a fiscal year shall receive an 
amount under this section for the fiscal year 
that is less than the amount the local edu- 
cational agency is eligible to receive pursu- 
ant to the provisions of law described in sub- 
section (e) for the fiscal year. 

(d) FEDERAL STATUTE OPTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—From the applicable fund- 
ing that remains after making the reserva- 
tion under subsection (b)(1) and allotments 
under subsection (c) for a fiscal year, the 
Secretary may make awards according to 
the provisions of law described in subsection 
(e), to State and local recipients, in States 
making the election described in subsection 
(AXC). 

(2) PERCENTAGE REDUCTIONS.—The Sec- 
retary, after making the allotments under 
subsection (c) for a fiscal year, shall reduce 
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the total amount of applicable funding avail- 
able to carry out the provisions of law de- 
scribed in subsection (e) for the fiscal year, 
for any State selecting the option described 
in subsection (a)(1)(C), by an equal percent- 
age for each such provision. 

(e) APPLICABLE FUNDING.— 

(1) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
“applicable funding“ means all funds not 
used to carry out paragraph (2) for a fiscal 
year that are appropriated for the Depart- 
ment of Education for the fiscal year to 
carry out programs or activities under the 
following provisions of law: 

(A) Title III of the Goals 2000: Educate 
America Act (20 U.S.C, 5881 et seq.). 

(B) Title IV of the Goals 2000: Educate 
America Act (20 U.S.C. 5911 et seq.). 

(C) Title VI of the Goals 2000: 
America Act (20 U.S.C. 5951). 

(D) Titles II, III. and IV of the School-to- 
Work Opportunities Act of 1994 (20 U.S.C. 
6121 et seq., 6171 et seq., and 6191 et seq.). 

(E) Part A of title II of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6621 et seq.). 

(F) Section 3122 of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6832). 

(G) Sections 3132 and 3136 of the Elemen- 
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 6842 and 6846). 

(H) Section 3141 of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6861). 

(1) Part B of title III of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6891 et seq.). 

(J) Part C of title III of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 6921 et seq.). 

(K) Part D of title III of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 6951 et seq.). 

(L) Subpart 1 of part A of title IV of the El- 
ementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 7111 et seq.). 

(M) Subpart 2 of part A of title IV of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 7131 et seq.). 

(N) Part A of title V of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
7201 et seq.). 

(O) Title VI of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 311 et 
seq.). 

(P) Part A of title X of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
8001 et seq.). 

(Q) Part B of title X of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
8031 et seq.). 

(R) Part G of title X of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
8161 et seq.). 

(S) Part I of title X of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
8241 et seq.). 

(T) Part A of title XIII of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 8621 et seq.). 

(U) Part C of title XIII of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 8671 et seq.). 

(2) MULTIYEAR AWARDS.—The Secretary 
shall use funds appropriated to carry out the 
provisions of law described in paragraph (1) 
(other than subparagraphs (A), (B), and (O) of 
paragraph (1)) for each fiscal year to make 
payments to eligible recipients under such 
provisions pursuant to any multiyear award 
made under such provisions prior to the date 
of enactment of this Act. The payments shall 
be made for the duration of the multiyear 
award. 
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(f) CENSUS DETERMINATION. — 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Each local educational 
agency shall conduct a census to determine 
the number of kindergarten through grade 12 
students that are in the school district 
served by the local educational agency for an 
academic year. 

(2) PRIVATE SCHOOL STUDENTS.—In carrying 
out paragraph (1), each local educational 
agency shall determine the number of pri- 
vate school students described in such para- 
graph for an academic year on the basis of 
data the agency determines reliable. 

(3) SUBMISSION.—Each local educational 
agency shall submit the total number of pub- 
lic and private school children described in 
this paragraph for an academic year to the 
Secretary not later than February 1 of the 
academic year. 

(4) PENALTY.—If the Secretary determines 
that a local educational agency has know- 
ingly submitted false information under this 
subsection for the purpose of gaining addi- 
tional funds under this section, then the 
local educational agency shall be fined an 
amount equal to twice the difference be- 
tween the amount the local educational 
agency received under this section, and the 
correct amount the local educational agency 
would have received if the agency had sub- 
mitted accurate information under this sub- 
section. 

SEC, 02. DIRECT AWARDS OF PART A OF TITLE 
I FUNDING. 

(a) DIRECT AWARDS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law and subject to sub- 
section (c), the Secretary shall award the 
total amount of funds appropriated to carry 
out part A of title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6311 et seq.) for a fiscal year directly to local 
educational agencies in accordance with 
paragraph (2) to enable the local educational 
agencies to support programs or activities, 
for kindergarten through grade 12 students, 
that the local educational agencies deem ap- 
propriate. 

(2) ELIGIBLE LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGEN- 
CIES.—The Secretary shall make awards 
under this section for a fiscal year only to 
local educational agencies that are eligible 
for assistance under part A of title I of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 for the fiscal year. 

(b) AMOUNT.—Each local educational agen- 
cy shall receive an amount awarded under 
this subsection for a fiscal year equal to the 
amount the local educational agency is eligi- 
ble to receive under part A of title I of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 for the fiscal year. 

(c) APPLICABILITY.—The provisions of this 
section shall not apply— 

(1) for fiscal year 1999, if the total amount 
appropriated to carry out part A of title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 for the fiscal year is less than 
$7,694,000,000; 

(2) for fiscal year 2000, if the total amount 
so appropriated for the fiscal year is less 
than $7,875,000,000; 

(3) for fiscal year 2001, if the total amount 
so appropriated for the fiscal year is less 
than $8,064,000,000; 

(4) for fiscal year 2002, if the total amount 
so appropriated for the fiscal year is less 
than $8,251,000,000; and 

(5) for fiscal year 2003, if the total amount 
so appropriated for the fiscal year is less 
than $8,426,000,000. 

(d) REQUIREMENTS.— 

(1) ELIGIBLE SCHOOL ATTENDANCE AREAS.—A 
local educational agency shall use funds re- 
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ceived under this section only in eligible 
school attendance areas determined in ac- 
cordance with section 1113 of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 other 
than subsection (c) of such section. 

(2) ELIGIBLE PUPILS.—A local educational 
agency shall use funds received under this 
section— 

(A) in the case of a school that meets the 
criteria described in section 1114(a)(1), to 
serve all pupils in the school; and 

(B) in the case of a school that does not 
meet such criteria, to serve the children at- 
tending the school who are eligible children 
described in section 1115(b). 

SEC. 03. DIRECT AWARDS OF BILINGUAL EDU- 
CATION FUNDING. 

(a) STATE OPTIONS,— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law and subject to sub- 
section (b)(2), each State shall notify the 
Secretary regarding the State's election to 
receive the State’s portion of the finds ap- 
propriated to carry out parts A, B, and C of 
title VII of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7401 et seq., 
7511 et seq., and 7541 et seq.) according to one 
of the following options: 

(A) STATE BLOCK GRANT OPTION.—The State 
may receive the funding pursuant to a State 
allotment described in subsection (ch). 

(B) LOCAL BLOCK GRANT OPTION.—The State 
may direct the Secretary to send the funding 
directly to local educational agencies in the 
State that serve the recipients in the State 
under parts A, B, and C pursuant to a local 
allotment described in subsection (c)(1)(B). 

(C) FEDERAL STATUTE OPTION.—The State 
may receive the funding according to the 
provisions of law described in subsection (e). 

(2) OPTION REQUIREMENTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—A State shall select an 
option described in paragraph (1)— 

(i) within 1 year of the date of enactment 
of this Act; 

(ii) pursuant to a majority vote of the 
State legislature; and 

(iii) with the concurrence of the Governor. 

(B) FAILURE TO SELECT AN OPTION.—If a 
State fails to select an option in accordance 
with this subsection, the Secretary shall 
award the funding pursuant to paragraph 
(1)(B). 

(C) CHANGES.—A State may alter the selec- 
tion made under paragraph (1) only once and 
only after receiving the funding for 3 years 
pursuant to 1 of the options described in such 
paragraph. 

(3) MULTIYEAR AWARDS.—The Secretary 
shall use funds appropriated to carry out 
parts A, B, and C of title VII of the Elemen- 
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 for 
each fiscal year to make payments to eligi- 
ble recipients under such parts pursuant to 
any multiyear award under such parts made 
prior to the date of enactment of this Act. 
The payments shall be made for the duration 
of the multiyear award. 

(4) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

(A) the term State“ means each of the 
several States of the United States and the 
District of Columbia; and 

(B) the term “outlying area” means the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, Amer- 
ican Samoa, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, the United States 
Virgin Islands, the Republic of the Marshall 
Islands, the Federated States of Micronesia, 
and the Republic of Palau. 

(b) RESERVATION AND APPLICABILITY.— 

(1) RESERVATION.—From the total amount 
of funds appropriated to carry out parts A, B, 
and C of title VII of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 for a fiscal year 
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that are not used to carry out subsection 
(a)(3) for the fiscal year, the Secretary shall 
reserve 1 percent to make awards to the Bu- 
reau of Indian Affairs and the outlying areas 
according to their respective needs for as- 
sistance under this section. 

(2) APPLICABILITY.—The provisions of this 
section shall not apply— 

(A) for fiscal year 1999, if the total amount 
appropriated to carry out parts A, B, and C 
of title VII of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 for the fiscal year is 
less than $362,000,000; 

(B) for fiscal year 2000, if the total amount 
so appropriated for the fiscal year is less 
than $370,000,000; 

(C) for fiscal year 2001, if the total amount 
so appropriated for the fiscal year is less 
than $379,000,000; 

(D) for fiscal year 2002, if the total amount 
so appropriated for the fiscal year is less 
than $388,000,000; and 

(E) for fiscal year 2003, if the total amount 
so appropriated for the fiscal year is less 
than $398,000,000. 

(e) BLOCK GRANTS.— 

(1) ALLOTMENTS.— 

(A) STATES.—From the total amount of 
funds appropriated to carry out parts A, B, 
and C of title VII of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 for a fiscal year 
that are not used to carry out subsection 
(a)(3) for the fiscal year, and are not reserved 
under subsection (b)(1) for the fiscal year, 
the Secretary may make allotments to each 
State selecting the option described in sub- 
section (a)(1)(A) in an amount that bears the 
same relation to such total amount of funds 
as the amount all entities in the State re- 
ceived under such parts for fiscal year 1998 
bears to the total amount all entities in all 
States received under such parts for fiscal 
year 1998. 

(B) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES.—From 
the total amount of funds appropriated to 
carry out parts A, B, and C of title VII of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 for a fiscal year that are not used to 
carry out subsection (a)(3) for the fiscal year, 
and are not reserved under subsection (b)(1) 
for the fiscal year, the Secretary may make 
allotments to each local educational agency 
in a State selecting the option described in 
subsection (a)(1)(B) in an amount that bears 
the same relation to such total amount of 
funds as the amount all recipients in the 
area served by the local educational agency 
received under such parts for fiscal year 1998 
bears to the total amount all recipients in 
all areas served by all local educational 
agencies received under such parts for fiscal 
year 1998. 

(2) USE OF ALLOTTED FUNDS.—Funds award- 
ed under this section shall be used to pay for 
enhanced instructional opportunities for 
limited English proficient children and 
youth, that may include— 

(A) family literacy, parent outreach, and 
training activities designed to assist parents 
to become active participants in the edu- 
cation of their children; 

(B) salaries of personnel, including teacher 
aids, who have been specifically trained, or 
are being trained, to provide services to lim- 
ited English proficient children and youth; 

(C) tutorials, mentoring, and academic or 
career counseling for limited English pro- 
ficient children and youth; 

(D) identification and acquisition of cur- 
ricular materials, educational software, and 
technologies to be used; 

(E) basic instructional services that are di- 
rectly attributable to the presence of limited 
English proficient children, including the 
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costs of providing additional classroom sup- 
plies, overhead costs, costs of construction, 
acquisition or rental of space, costs of trans- 
portation, or such other costs as are directly 
attributable to such additional basic instruc- 
tional services; and 

(F) such other activities, related to innova- 
tive programs described in subparagraphs (A) 
through (E), as the Secretary may authorize. 

(3) STATE FUNDING RULE.— 

(A) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES AND STATE- 
WIDE ACTIVITIES.—A State that receives an 
allotment under paragraph (1)(A) for a fiscal 
year may use not more than 5 percent of the 
allotted funds for the fiscal year for adminis- 
trative expenses or statewide activities. 

(B) STATE FUNDING RULES.—A State that 
receives an allotment under paragraph 
aXA)— 

(i) may, at the State’s discretion, place 
limits on the use of the allotted funds; and 

(ii) subject to subsection (f), may allocate 
the allotted funds to public and private enti- 
ties within the State as the State determines 
appropriate. 

(d) FEDERAL STATUTE OPTION,— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—From the total amount of 
funds appropriated to carry out parts A, B, 
and C of the Elementary and Secondary Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 for a fiscal year that re- 
main after carrying out subsection (a)(3) for 
the fiscal year, making the reservation 
under subsection (b) for the fiscal year, and 
making allotments under subsection (c) for 
the fiscal year, the Secretary may make 
awards according to the provisions of such 
parts A, B, and C, respectively, to State and 
local recipients, in States making the elec- 
tion described in subsection (a)(1)(C). 

(2) PERCENTAGE REDUCTIONS.—The Sec- 
retary, after making the allotments under 
subsection (c) for a fiscal year, shall reduce 
the total amount of funding available to 
carry out such parts A, B, and C for the fis- 
cal year, for any State selecting the option 
described in subsection (a)(1)(C), by an equal 
percentage for each such part. 

(e) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section 
shall be construed— 

(1) to prohibit a local educational agency 
from serving limited English proficient chil- 
dren simultaneously with students with 
similar educational needs, in the same edu- 
cational settings where appropriate; and 

(2) to mandate a particular type of cur- 
riculum or educational method for limited 
English proficient children and youth, which 
decisions— 

(A) shall be the sole responsibility of the 
State educational agency, local educational 
agency, or other State or local recipients; 
and 

(B) shall be made in accordance with appli- 
cable State law. 

SEC. 04. PARTICIPATION OF CHILDREN EN- 
ROLLED IN PRIVATE SCHOOLS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Each local educational 
agency that receives assistance under sec- 
tions 01 or 03 shall provide for the 
participation of children enrolled in private 
schools in the activities and services assisted 
under sections 01 or 03, respectively, 
in the same manner as the children partici- 
pate in activities and services under the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.) pursuant to sec- 
tions 14503, 14504, 14505, and 14506 of such Act 
(20 U.S.C. 8893, 8894, 8895, and 8896). 

(b) PART A OF TITLE I FUNDING.—Each local 
educational agency that receives assistance 
under section 02 shall provide for the par- 
ticipation of children enrolled in private 
schools in the activities and services assisted 
under section 02 in the same manner as 


6341 


the children participate in activities and 
services under the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 
et seq.) pursuant to section 1120 such Act (20 
U.S.C. 6321). 

SEC. 05. ACCOUNTABILITY. 

(a) STANDARD APPLICATION AND REPORTING 
ForMs.—The Secretary shall develop stand- 
ard forms for applications for assistance 
under this title and for reporting with re- 
spect to activities assisted under this title. 
In developing the forms, the Secretary shall 
ensure that not more than 2 percent of the 
assistance provided to an entity under this 
title is used to complete the forms. 

(b) PUBLIC INPUT.—Each entity receiving 
assistance under this title shall— 

(1) involve parents and members of the 
public in planning for the use of funds pro- 
vided under this title; and 

(2) disseminate to the public reports re- 
garding the use and effects of funds provided 
under this title. 

SEC. 06. DEFINITIONS, 

In this title— 

(1) the term local educational agency” 
has the meaning given the term in section 
14101 of the Elementary and Secondary Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801); and 

(2) the term “Secretary” means the Sec- 
retary of Education. 

SEC. 07. CONSTRUCTION. 

Nothing in this title shall be construed to 
supersede the authority of a State or State 
educational agency over State education 
policies. 


FRIST AMENDMENT NO. 2294 


Mr. FRIST proposed an amendment 
to amendment No. 2293 proposed by Mr. 
GORTON to the bill, H.R. 2646, supra; as 
follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in- 
serted, insert the following: 

TITLE —EDUCATION FUNDING 
01. DIRECT AWARDS OF CERTAIN EDU- 
CATION FUNDING. 

(a) STATE OPTIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law and subject to sub- 
section (b)(2), each State shall notify the 
Secretary regarding the State's election to 
receive the State’s portion of the applicable 
funding described in subsection (e) according 
to one of the following options: 

(A) STATE BLOCK GRANT OPTION.—The State 
may receive the funding pursuant to a State 
allotment described in subsection (c)(1)(A). 

(B) LOCAL BLOCK GRANT OPTION.—The State 
may direct the Secretary to send the funding 
directly to local educational agencies in the 
State pursuant to a local allotment de- 
scribed in subsection (c)(1)(B). 

(C) FEDERAL STATUTE OPTION.—The State 
may receive the funding according to the 
provisions of law described in subsection (e). 

(2) OPTION REQUIREMENTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—A State shall select an 
option described in paragraph (1)— 

(i) within 1 year of the date of enactment 
of this Act; 

(ii) pursuant to a majority vote of the 
State legislature; and 

(iii) with the concurrence of the Governor. 

(B) FAILURE TO SELECT AN OPTION.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—If a State legislature 
meets within 1 year of the date of enactment 
of this Act and fails to select an option in ac- 
cordance with this subsection, the Secretary 
shall award the applicable funding pursuant 
to paragraph (1)(B). 

(ii) LEGISLATURE WHICH DOES NOT MEET.—If 
a State does not select an option described in 
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paragraph (1) in accordance with this sub- 
section because the State legislature does 
not meet within 1 year of the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the State may select, at 
the first meeting of the State legislature 
after such date, any such option in accord- 
ance with this subsection, which option shall 
take effect for the fiscal year that begins 
after such meeting. 

(C) CHANGES.— 

(i) BLOCK GRANT OPTIONS.—If a State se- 
lects the option described in subparagraph 
(A) or (B) of paragraph (1), the State may 
alter the selection made under paragraph (1) 
only once and only after receiving the appli- 
cable funding for 3 years pursuant to the op- 
tion described in such subparagraph. 

(ii) FEDERAL STATUTE OPTION.—Subject to 
clause (i), if a State selects the option de- 
scribed in paragraph (1)(C) for a fiscal year, 
the State may select the option described in 
subparagraph (A) or (B) of paragraph (1) for 
the succeeding fiscal year. 

(3) MINIMUM.—No State shall receive an 
amount under this section for a fiscal year 
that is less than 0.5 percent of the applicable 
funding available for the fiscal year. 

(4) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

(A) the term State“ means each of the 
several States of the United States, the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico; and 

(B) the term “outlying area” means Guam, 
American Samoa, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, the United States 
Virgin Islands, the Republic of the Marshall 
Islands, the Federated States of Micronesia, 
and the Republic of Palau. 

(b) RESERVATION AND APPLICABILITY.— 

(1) RESERVATION.—From the total amount 
of applicable funding available for a fiscal 
year, the Secretary shall reserve 1 percent to 
make awards to the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and the outlying areas according to their re- 
spective needs for assistance under this sec- 
tion. 

(2) APPLICABILITY.—The provisions of this 
section shall not apply— 

(A) for fiscal year 1999, if the total amount 
appropriated to carry out the provisions of 
law described in subsection (e) for the fiscal 
year is less than $2,564,000,000; 

(B) for fiscal year 2000, if the total amount 
so appropriated for the fiscal year is less 
than $2,625,000,000; 

(C) for fiscal year 2001, if the total amount 
so appropriated for the fiscal year is less 
than $2,687,000,000; 

(D) for fiscal year 2002, if the total amount 
so appropriated for the fiscal year is less 
than $2,750,000,000; and 

(E) for fiscal year 2003, if the total amount 
so appropriated for the fiscal year is less 
than $2,817,000,000. 

(c) BLOCK GRANTS.— 

(1) ALLOTMENTS.— 

(A) STATES.—From the total applicable 
funding available for a fiscal year, and not 
reserved under subsection (b)(1) for the fiscal 
year, the Secretary may make allotments to 
each State selecting the option described in 
subsection (a)(1)A) in an amount that bears 
the same relation— 

(i) to 50 percent of such total applicable 
funding as the number of individuals in the 
State who are aged 5 through 17 bears to the 
total number of such individuals in all 
States; and 

(ii) to 50 percent of such total applicable 
funding as the total amount all local edu- 
cational agencies in the State are eligible to 
receive under part A of title I of the Elemen- 
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 for 
the fiscal year bears to the total amount all 
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local educational agencies in all States are 
eligible to receive under such part for the 
fiscal year. 

(B) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES.—From 
the total applicable funding available for a 
fiscal year, and not reserved under sub- 
section (b)(1) for the fiscal year, the Sec- 
retary may make allotments to each local 
educational agency in a State selecting the 
option described in subsection (a)(1)(B) in an 
amount that bears the same relation— 

(i) to 50 percent of such total applicable 
funding as the number of individuals in the 
school district served by the local edu- 
cational agency who are aged 5 through 17 
bears to the total number of such individuals 
in all school districts served by all local edu- 
cational agencies in all States; and 

(ii) to 50 percent of such total amount as 
the total amount all local educational agen- 
cies in the State are eligible to receive under 
part A of title I of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 for the fiscal 
year bears to the total amount all local edu- 
cational agencies in all States are eligible to 
receive under such part for the fiscal year. 

(2) USE OF ALLOTTED FUNDS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—A State or local edu- 
cational agency receiving an allotment 
under paragraph (1) shall use the allotted 
funds for innovative assistance programs de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B). 

(B) INNOVATIVE ASSISTANCE.—The innova- 
tive assistance programs referred to in sub- 
paragraph (A) include— 

(i) technology programs related to the im- 
plementation of school-based reform pro- 
grams, including professional development 
to assist teachers and other school officials 
regarding how to use effectively such equip- 
ment and software; 

(ii) programs for the acquisition and use of 
instructional and educational materials, in- 
cluding library services and materials (in- 
cluding media materials), assessments, ref- 
erence materials, computer software and 
hardware for instructional use, and other 
curricular materials that— 

(I) are tied to high academic standards; 

(II) will be used to improve student 
achievement; and 

QII) are part of an overall education re- 
form program; 

(iii) promising education reform programs, 
including effective schools and magnet 
schools; 

(iv) programs to improve the higher order 
thinking skills of disadvantaged elementary 
school and secondary school students and to 
prevent students from dropping out of 
school; 

(v) programs to combat illiteracy in the 
student and adult populations, including par- 
ent illiteracy; 

(vi) programs to provide for the edu- 
cational needs of gifted and talented chil- 
dren; 

(vii) hiring of teachers or teaching assist- 
ants to decrease a school, school district, or 
statewide student-to-teacher ratio; and 

(viii) school improvement programs or ac- 
tivities described in sections 1116 and 1117 of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965. 

(3) STATE FUNDING RULE.— 

(A) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES AND STATE- 
WIDE ACTIVITIES.—A State that receives an 
allotment under paragraph (1)(A) for a fiscal 
year may use not more than 5 percent of the 
allotted funds for the fiscal year for adminis- 
trative expenses or statewide activities. 

(B) STATE FUNDING RULES.—A State that 
receives an allotment under paragraph 
(1(A)— 
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(i) may, at the State’s discretion, place 
limits on the use of the allotted funds; and 

(ii) may allocate the allotted funds to pub- 
lic and private entities within the State as 
the State determines appropriate. 

(4) HOLD HARMLESS REQUIREMENTS.— 

(A) STATES.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this section, no State that se- 
lects the option described in subsection 
(DAA) for a fiscal year shall receive an 
amount under this section for the fiscal year 
that is less than the amount the State is, or 
all local educational agencies in the State 
are, eligible to receive pursuant to the provi- 
sions of law described in subsection (e) for 
the fiscal year. 

(B) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES.—Not- 
withstanding any other provision of this sec- 
tion, no local educational agency for which 
the option described in subsection (a)(1)(B) is 
applicable for a fiscal year shall receive an 
amount under this section for the fiscal year 
that is less than the amount the local edu- 
cational agency is eligible to receive pursu- 
ant to the provisions of law described in sub- 
section (e) for the fiscal year. 


(d) FEDERAL STATUTE OPTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—From the applicable fund- 
ing that remains after making the reserva- 
tion under subsection (b)(1) and allotments 
under subsection (c) for a fiscal year, the 
Secretary may make awards according to 
the provisions of law described in subsection 
(e), to State and local recipients, in States 
making the election described in subsection 
(ach). 

(2) PERCENTAGE REDUCTIONS.—The Sec- 
retary, after making the allotments under 
subsection (c) for a fiscal year, shall reduce 
the total amount of applicable funding avail- 
able to carry out the provisions of law de- 
scribed in subsection (e) for the fiscal year, 
for any State selecting the option described 
in subsection (a)(1)(C), by an equal percent- 
age for each such provision. 


(e) APPLICABLE FUNDING.— 

(1) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
“applicable funding“ means all funds not 
used to carry out paragraph (2) for a fiscal 
year that are appropriated for the Depart- 
ment of Education for the fiscal year to 
carry out programs or activities under the 
following provisions of law: 

(A) Title III of the Goals 2000: Educate 
America Act (20 U.S.C. 5881 et seq.). 

(B) Title IV of the Goals 2000: Educate 
America Act (20 U.S.C. 5911 et seq.). 

(C) Title VI of the Goals 2000: 
America Act (20 U.S.C. 5951). 

(D) Titles II. III, and IV of the School-to- 
Work Opportunities Act of 1994 (20 U.S.C. 
6121 et seq., 6171 et seq., and 6191 et seq.). 

(E) Part A of title TI of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6621 et seq.). 

(F) Section 3122 of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6832). 

(G) Sections 3132 and 3136 of the Elemen- 
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 6842 and 6846). 

(H) Section 3141 of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6861). 

Y) Part B of title III of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6891 et seq.). 

(J) Part C of title III of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 6921 et seq.). 

(K) Part D of title III of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 6951 et seq.). 
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(L) Subpart 1 of part A of title IV of the El- 
ementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 7111 et seq.). 

(M) Subpart 2 of part A of title IV of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 7131 et seq.). 

(N) Part A of title V of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
7201 et seq.). 

(O) Title VI of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 311 et 
Sed.) 

P) Part A of title X of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
8001 et seq.). 

(Q) Part B of title X of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
8031 et seq.). 

(R) Part G of title X of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
8161 et seq.). 

(S) Part I of title X of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
8241 et seq.). 

(T) Part A of title XIII of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 8621 et seq.). 

(U) Part C of title XIII of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C, 8671 et seq.). 

(2) MULTIYEAR AWARDS.—The Secretary 
shall use funds appropriated to carry out the 
provisions of law described in paragraph (1) 
(other than subparagraphs (A), (B), and (O) of 
paragraph (1)) for each fiscal year to make 
payments to eligible recipients under such 
provisions pursuant to any multiyear award 
made under such provisions prior to the date 
of enactment of this Act. The payments shall 
be made for the duration of the multiyear 
award. 

(f) CENSUS DETERMINATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Each local educational 
agency shall conduct a census to determine 
the number of kindergarten through grade 12 
students that are in the school district 
served by the local educational agency for an 
academic year. 

(2) PRIVATE SCHOOL STUDENTS.—In carrying 
out paragraph (1), each local educational 
agency shall determine the number of pri- 
vate school students described in such para- 
graph for an academic year on the basis of 
data the agency determines reliable. 

(3) SUBMISSION.—Each local educational 
agency shall submit the total number of pub- 
lic and private school children described in 
this paragraph for an academic year to the 
Secretary not later than February 1 of the 
academic year. 

(4) PENALTY.—If the Secretary determines 
that a local educational agency has know- 
ingly submitted false information under this 
subsection for the purpose of gaining addi- 
tional funds under this section, then the 
local educational agency shall be fined an 
amount equal to twice the difference be- 
tween the amount the local educational 
agency received under this section, and the 
correct amount the local educational agency 
would have received if the agency had sub- 
mitted accurate information under this sub- 
section, 
SEC. 02. DIRECT AWARDS OF PART A OF TITLE 

I FUNDING. 

(a) DIRECT AWARDS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law and subject to sub- 
section (c), the Secretary shall award the 
total amount of funds appropriated to carry 
out part A of title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6311 et seq.) for a fiscal year directly to local 
educational agencies in accordance with 
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paragraph (2) to enable the local educational 
agencies to support programs or activities, 
for kindergarten through grade 12 students, 
that the local educational agencies deem ap- 
propriate. 

(2) ELIGIBLE LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGEN- 
cCIES.—The Secretary shall make awards 
under this section for a fiscal year only to 
local educational agencies that are eligible 
for assistance under part A of title I of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 for the fiscal year. 

(b) AMOUNT.—Each local educational agen- 
cy shall receive an amount awarded under 
this subsection for a fiscal year equal to the 
amount the local educational agency is eligi- 
ble to receive under part A of title I of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 for the fiscal year. 

(c) APPLICABILITY.—The provisions of this 
section shall not apply— 

(1) for fiscal year 1999, if the total amount 
appropriated to carry out part A of title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 for the fiscal year is less than 
$7,694 ,000,000; 

(2) for fiscal year 2000, if the total amount 
so appropriated for the fiscal year is less 
than $7,875,000,000; 

(3) for fiscal year 2001, if the total amount 
so appropriated for the fiscal year is less 
than $8,064,000,000; 

(4) for fiscal year 2002, if the total amount 
so appropriated for the fiscal year is less 
than $8,251,000,000; and 

(5) for fiscal year 2003, if the total amount 
so appropriated for the fiscal year is less 
than $8,426,000,000. 

(d) REQUIREMENTS.— 

(1) ELIGIBLE SCHOOL ATTENDANCE AREAS.—A 
local educational agency shall use funds re- 
ceived under this section only in eligible 
school attendance areas determined in ac- 
cordance with section 1113 of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 other 
than subsection (c) of such section. 

(2) ELIGIBLE PUPILS.—A local educational 
agency shall use funds received under this 
section— 

(A) in the case of a school that meets the 
criteria described in section 1114(a)(1), to 
serve all pupils in the school; and 

(B) in the case of a school that does not 
meet such criteria, to serve the children at- 
tending the school who are eligible children 
described in section 1115(b). 

SEC. 03. DIRECT AWARDS OF BILINGUAL EDU- 
CATION FUNDING. 

(a) STATE OPTIONS.— 

() IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law and subject to sub- 
section (b)(2), each State shall notify the 
Secretary regarding the State’s election to 
receive the State’s portion of the finds ap- 
propriated to carry out parts A, B, and C of 
title VII of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7401 et seq., 
7511 et seq., and 7541 et seq.) according to one 
of the following options: 

(A) STATE BLOCK GRANT OPTION.—The State 
may receive the funding pursuant to a State 
allotment described in subsection (c)(1)(A). 

(B) LOCAL BLOCK GRANT OPTION.—The State 
may direct the Secretary to send the funding 
directly to local educational agencies in the 
State that serve the recipients in the State 
under parts A, B, and C pursuant to a local 
allotment described in subsection (c)(1)(B). 

(C) FEDERAL STATUTE OPTION.—The State 
may receive the funding according to the 
provisions of law described in subsection (e). 

(2) OPTION REQUIREMENTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—A State shall select an 
option described in paragraph (1)— 
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(i) within 1 year of the date of enactment 
of this Act; 

(ii) pursuant to a majority vote of the 
State legislature; and 

(ill) with the concurrence of the Governor. 

(B) FAILURE TO SELECT AN OPTION.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—If a State legislature 
meets within 1 year of the date of enactment 
of this Act and fails to select an option in ac- 
cordance with this subsection, the Secretary 
shall award the applicable funding pursuant 
to paragraph (1)(B). 

(ii) LEGISLATURE WHICH DOES NOT MEET.—If 
a State does not select an option described in 
paragraph (1) in accordance with this sub- 
section because the State legislature does 
not meet within 1 year of the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the State may select, at 
the first meeting of the State legislature 
after such date, any such option in accord- 
ance with this subsection, which option shall 
take effect for the fiscal year that begins 
after such meeting. 

(C) CHANGES.— 

(i) BLOCK GRANTS.—If a State selects the 
option described in subparagraph (A) or (B) 
of paragraph (1), the State may alter the se- 
lection made under paragraph (1) only once 
and only after receiving the funding for 3 
years pursuant to the option described in 
such subparagraph. 

(ii) FEDERAL STATUTE OPTION.—Subject to 
clause (i), if a State selects the option de- 
scribed in paragraph (1)(C) for a fiscal year, 
the State may select the option described in 
subparagraph (A) or (B) of paragraph (1) for 
the succeeding fiscal year. 

(3) MULTIYEAR AWARDS.—The Secretary 
shall use funds appropriated to carry out 
parts A, B, and C of title VII of the Elemen- 
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 for 
each fiscal year to make payments to eligi- 
ble recipients under such parts pursuant to 
any multiyear award under such parts made 
prior to the date of enactment of this Act. 
The payments shall be made for the duration 
of the multiyear award. 

(4) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

(A) the term State“ means each of the 
several States of the United States and the 
District of Columbia; and 

(B) the term “outlying area’’ means the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, Amer- 
ican Samoa, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, the United States 
Virgin Islands, the Republic of the Marshall 
Islands, the Federated States of Micronesia, 
and the Republic of Palau. 

(b) RESERVATION AND APPLICABILITY.— 

(1) RESERVATION.—From the total amount 
of funds appropriated to carry out parts A, B, 
and C of title VII of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 for a fiscal year 
that are not used to carry out subsection 
(a)(3) for the fiscal year, the Secretary shall 
reserve 1 percent to make awards to the Bu- 
reau of Indian Affairs and the outlying areas 
according to their respective needs for as- 
sistance under this section. 

(2) APPLICABILITY.—The provisions of this 
section shall not apply— 

(A) for fiscal year 1999, if the total amount 
appropriated to carry out parts A, B, and C 
of title VII of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 for the fiscal year is 
less than $362,000,000; 

(B) for fiscal year 2000, if the total amount 
so appropriated for the fiscal year is less 
than $370,000,000; 

(C) for fiscal year 2001, if the total amount 
so appropriated for the fiscal year is less 
than $379,000,000; 

(D) for fiscal year 2002, if the total amount 
so appropriated for the fiscal year is less 
than $388,000,000; and 
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(E) for fiscal year 2003, if the total amount 
so appropriated for the fiscal year is less 

(c) BLOCK GRANTS,— 

(1) ALLOTMENTS.— 

(A) STATES.—From the total amount of 
funds appropriated to carry out parts A, B, 
and C of title VII of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 for a fiscal year 
that are not used to carry out subsection 
(a)(3) for the fiscal year, and are not reserved 
under subsection (b)(1) for the fiscal year, 
the Secretary may make allotments to each 
State selecting the option described in sub- 
section (a)(1)(A) in an amount that bears the 
same relation to such total amount of funds 
as the amount all entities in the State re- 
ceived under such parts for fiscal year 1998 
bears to the total amount all entities in all 
States received under such parts for fiscal 
year 1998. 

(B) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES.—From 
the total amount of funds appropriated to 
carry out parts A, B, and C of title VII of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 for a fiscal year that are not used to 
carry out subsection (a)(3) for the fiscal year, 
and are not reserved under subsection (b)(1) 
for the fiscal year, the Secretary may make 
allotments to each local educational agency 
in a State selecting the option described in 
subsection (a)(1)(B) in an amount that bears 
the same relation to such total amount of 
funds as the amount all recipients in the 
area served by the local educational agency 
received under such parts for fiscal year 1998 
bears to the total amount all recipients in 
all areas served by all local educational 
agencies received under such parts for fiscal 
year 1998. 

(2) USE OF ALLOTTED FUNDS.—Funds award- 
ed under this section shall be used to pay for 
enhanced instructional opportunities for 
limited English proficient children and 
youth, that may include— 

(A) family literacy, parent outreach, and 
training activities designed to assist parents 
to become active participants in the edu- 
cation of their children; 

(B) salaries of personnel, including teacher 
aids, who have been specifically trained, or 
are being trained, to provide services to lim- 
ited English proficient children and youth; 

(C) tutorials, mentoring, and academic or 
career counseling for limited English pro- 
ficient children and youth; 

(D) identification and acquisition of cur- 
ricular materials, educational software, and 
technologies to be used; 

(E) basic instructional services that are di- 
rectly attributable to the presence of limited 
English proficient children, including the 
costs of providing additional classroom sup- 
plies, overhead costs, costs of construction, 
acquisition or rental of space, costs of trans- 
portation, or such other costs as are directly 
attributable to such additional basic instruc- 
tional services; and 

(F) such other activities, related to innova- 
tive programs described in subparagraphs (A) 
through (E), as the Secretary may authorize. 

(3) STATE FUNDING RULE.— 

(A) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES AND STATE- 
WIDE ACTIVITIES.—A State that receives an 
allotment under paragraph (1)(A) for a fiscal 
year may use not more than 5 percent of the 
allotted funds for the fiscal year for adminis- 
trative expenses or statewlde activities. 

(B) STATE FUNDING RULES.—A State that 
receives an allotment under paragraph 
aXA)— 

(i) may, at the State’s discretion, place 
limits on the use of the allotted funds; and 

(ii) subject to subsection (f), may allocate 
the allotted funds to public and private enti- 
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ties within the State as the State determines 
appropriate. 

(d) FEDERAL STATUTE OPTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—From the total amount of 
funds appropriated to carry out parts A, B, 
and C of the Elementary and Secondary Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 for a fiscal year that re- 
main after carrying out subsection (a)(3) for 
the fiscal year, making the reservation 
under subsection (b) for the fiscal year, and 
making allotments under subsection (c) for 
the fiscal year, the Secretary may make 
awards according to the provisions of such 
parts A, B, and C, respectively, to State and 
local recipients, in States making the elec- 
tion described in subsection (a)(1)(C). 

(2) PERCENTAGE REDUCTIONS.—The Sec- 
retary, after making the allotments under 
subsection (c) for a fiscal year, shall reduce 
the total amount of funding available to 
carry out such parts A, B, and C for the fis- 
cal year, for any State selecting the option 
described in subsection (a),), by an equal 
percentage for each such part. 

(e) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section 
shall be construed— 

(1) to prohibit a local educational agency 
from serving limited English proficient chil- 
dren simultaneously with students with 
similar educational needs, in the same edu- 
cational settings where appropriate; and 

(2) to mandate a particular type of cur- 
riculum or educational method for limited 
English proficient children and youth, which 
decisions— 

(A) shall be the sole responsibility of the 
State educational agency, local educational 
agency, or other State or local recipients; 
and 

(B) shall be made in accordance with appli- 
cable State law. 


SEC. 04. PARTICIPATION OF CHILDREN EN- 
ROLLED IN PRIVATE SCHOOLS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Each local educational 


agency that receives assistance under sec- 
tions 01 or 03 shall provide for the 
participation of children enrolled in private 
schools in the activities and services assisted 
under sections 01 or 03, respectively, 
in the same manner as the children partici- 
pate in activities and services under the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.) pursuant to sec- 
tions 14503, 14504, 14505, and 14506 of such Act 
(20 U.S.C. 8893, 8894, 8895, and 8896). 

(b) PART A OF TITLE I FUNDING.—Each local 
educational agency that receives assistance 
under section 02 shall provide for the par- 
ticipation of children enrolled in private 
schools in the activities and services assisted 
under section 02 in the same manner as 
the children participate in activities and 
services under the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 
et seq.) pursuant to section 1120 such Act (20 
U.S.C. 6321). 

SEC. 05. ACCOUNTABILITY. 

(a) STANDARD APPLICATION AND REPORTING 
ForMS.—The Secretary shall develop stand- 
ard forms for applications for assistance 
under this title and for reporting with re- 
spect to activities assisted under this title. 
In developing the forms, the Secretary shall 
ensure that not more than 2 percent of the 
assistance provided to an entity under this 
title is used to complete the forms. 

(b) PUBLIC INpuT.—Each. entity receiving 
assistance under this title shall 

(J) involve parents and members of the 
public in planning for the use of funds pro- 
vided under this title; and 

(2) disseminate to the public reports re- 
garding the use and effects of funds provided 
under this title. 
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SEC. 06. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title— 

(1) the term local educational agency” 
has the meaning given the term in section 
14101 of the Elementary and Secondary Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801); and 

(2) the term Secretary“ means the Sec- 
retary of Education. 

SEC. 07. CONSTRUCTION. 

Nothing in this title shall be construed to 
supersede the authority of a State or State 
educational agency over State education 
policies. 


MURRAY AMENDMENT NO. 2295 


Mrs. MURRAY proposed an amend- 
ment to the bill, H.R. 2646, supra; as 
follows: 

At the end, add the following: 

TITLE —SENSE OF CONGRESS 
SEC. 01. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 

(1) Qualified teachers in small classes can 
provide students with more individualized 
attention, spend more time on instruction 
and less on other tasks, cover more material 
effectively, and are better able to work with 
parents to help the parents further their 
children’s education. 

(2) Rigorous research has shown that stu- 
dents attending small classes in the early 
grades make more rapid educational 
progress than the students in larger classes, 
and that those achievement gains persist 
through at least the 8th grade. For example: 

(A) In a landmark 4-year experimental 
study of class size reduction in grades kin- 
dergarten through grade 3 in Tennessee, re- 
searchers found that students in smaller 
classes earned significantly higher scores on 
basic skills tests in all 4 years and in all 
types of schools, including urban, rural, and 
suburban schools. 

(B) After 2 years in reduced class sizes, stu- 
dents in the Flint, Michigan Public School 
District improved their reading scores by 44 
percent. 

(3) The benefits of smaller classes are 
greatest for lower-achieving, minority, poor, 
and inner-city children. One study found 
that urban 4th-graders in smaller than aver- 
age classes were 34 of a school year ahead of 
their counterparts in larger than average 
classes. 

(4) Smaller classes allow teachers to iden- 
tify and work sooner with students who have 
learning disabilities and, potentially, can re- 
duce those students’ need for special edu- 
cation services in the later grades. 

(5) Students in smaller classes are able to 
become more actively engaged in learning 
than their peers in large classes. 

(6) Efforts to improve educational out- 
comes by reducing class sizes in the early 
grades are likely to be successful only if 
well-qualified teachers are hired to fill addi- 
tional classroom positions and if teachers re- 
ceived intensive, continuing training in 
working effectively in smaller classroom set- 
tings. 

(7) State certified and licensed teachers 
help ensure high quality instruction in the 
classroom. 

(8) According to the National Commission 
on Teaching and America’s Future, the most 
important influence on student achievement 
is the expertise of their teachers. One New 
York City study comparing high- and low- 
achieving elementary schools with similar 
student characteristics, found that more 
than 90 percent of the variation in achieve- 
ment in mathematics and reading was due to 
differences in teacher qualifications. 
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(9) Our Nation needs more qualified teach- 
ers to meet changing demographics and to 
help students meet high standards, as dem- 
onstrated by the following: 

(A) Over the next decade, our Nation will 
need to hire over 2,000,000 teachers to meet 
increasing student enrollments and teacher 
retirements. 

(B) 1 out of 4 high school teachers does not 
have a major or minor in the main subject 
that they teach. This is true for more than 30 
percent of mathematics teachers. 

(C) In schools with the highest minority 
enrollments, students have less than a 50 
percent chance of getting a science or math- 
ematics teacher who holds a degree in that 
field. 

(D) In 1991, 25 percent of new public school 
teachers had not completed the requirements 
for a license in their main assignment field. 
This number increased to 27 percent by 1994, 
including 11 percent who did not have a li- 
cense. 

(10) We need more teachers who are ade- 
quately prepared for the challenges of the 
21st century classroom, as demonstrated by 
the fact that— 

(A) 50 percent of teachers have little or no 
experience using technology in the class- 
room; and 

(B) in 1994, only 10 percent of new teachers 
felt they were prepared to integrate new 
technology into their instruction. 

(11) Teacher quality cannot be further 
compromised to meet the demographic de- 
mand for new teachers and smaller class 
sizes. Comprehensive improvements in 
teacher preparation and development pro- 
grams are also necessary to ensure the effec- 
tiveness of new teachers and the academic 
success of students in the classroom. These 
comprehensive improvements should include 
encouraging more institutions of higher edu- 
cation that operate teacher preparation pro- 
grams to work in partnership with local edu- 
cational agencies and elementary and sec- 
ondary schools; providing more hands-on, 
classroom experience to prospective teach- 
ers; creating mentorship programs for new 
teachers; providing high quality content 
area training and classroom skills for new 
teachers; and training teachers to incor- 
porate technology into the classroom. 

(12) Efforts should be made to provide pro- 
spective teachers with a greater knowledge 
of instructional programs that are research- 
based, of demonstrated effectiveness, 
replicable in diverse and challenging cir- 
cumstances, and supported by networks of 
experts and experienced practitioners. 

(13) Several States have begun serious ef- 
forts to reduce class sizes in the early ele- 
mentary grades, but these actions may be 
impeded by financial limitations or difficul- 
ties in hiring qualified teachers. 

(14) The Federal Government can assist In 
this effort by providing funding for class size 
reductions in grades 1 through 3, and by 
helping to ensure that the new teachers 
brought into the classroom are well-quali- 
fied. 

SEC. 02. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that Congress 
should support efforts to hire 100,000 new 
teachers to reduce class sizes in first, second, 
and third grades to an average of 18 students 
per class all across America. 


HUTCHINSON AMENDMENT NO. 2296 

Mr. HUTCHINSON proposed an 
amendment to amendment No. 2295 
proposed by Mrs. MURRAY to the bill, 
H.R. 2646, supra; as follows: 
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Strike all after “TITLE and insert 
the following: 
—SENSE OF CONGRESS 


SEC. 01. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 

(1) The people of the United States know 
that effective teaching takes place when the 
people of the United States begin (A) helping 
children master basic academics, (B) engag- 
ing and involving parents, (C) creating safe 
and orderly classrooms, and (D) getting dol- 
lars to the classroom. 

(2) Our Nation’s children deserve an edu- 
cational system which will provide opportu- 
nities to excel. 

(3) States and localities must spend a sig- 
nificant amount of Federal education tax 
dollars applying for and administering Fed- 
eral education dollars. 

(4) Several States have reported that al- 
though the States receive less than 10 per- 
cent of their education funding from the 
Federal Government, more than 50 percent of 
their paperwork is associated with those 
Federal dollars. 

(5) While it is unknown exactly what per- 
centage of Federal education dollars reaches 
the classroom, a recent audit of New York 
City public schools found that only 43 per- 
cent of their local education budget reaches 
the classroom; further, it is thought that 
only 85 percent of funds administered by the 
Department of Education for elementary and 
secondary education reach the school dis- 
trict level; and even if 65 percent of Federal 
education funds reach the classroom, it still 
means that billions of dollars are not di- 
rectly spent on children in the classroom. 

(6) American students are not performing 
up to their full academic potential, despite 
the more than 760 Federal education pro- 
grams, which span 39 Federal agencies at the 
price of nearly $100,000,000,000 annually. 

(7) According to the Digest of Education 
Statistics, in 1993 only $141,598,786,000 out of 
$265,285,370,000 spent on elementary and sec- 
ondary education was spent on instruction. 

(8) According to the National Center for 
Education Statistics, in 1994 only 52 percent 
of staff employed in public elementary and 
secondary school systems were teachers. 

(9) Too much of our Federal education 
funding is spent on bureaucracy, and too lit- 
tle is spent on our Nation's youth. 

(10) Getting 95 percent of Department of 
Education elementary and secondary edu- 
cation funds to the classroom could provide 
approximately $2,094 in additional funding 
per classroom across the United States. 

(11) More education funding should be put 
in the hands of someone in a child’s class- 
room who knows the child’s name. 

(12) President Clinton has stated: We can- 
not ask the American people to spend more 
on education until we do a better job with 
the money we've got now.”. 

(13) President Clinton and Vice President 
Gore agree that the reinventing of public 
education will not begin in Washington but 
in communities across the United States and 
that the people of the United States must 
ask fundamental questions about how our 
Nation’s public school systems’ dollars are 
spent, 

(14) President Clinton and Vice President 
Gore agree that in an age of tight budgets, 
our Nation should be spending public funds 
on teachers and children, not on unnecessary 
overhead and bloated bureaucracy. 

SEC. 02. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that the Depart- 
ment of Education, States, and local edu- 
cational agencies should work together to 
ensure that not less than 95 percent of all 
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funds appropriated for the purpose of car- 
rying out elementary and secondary edu- 
cation programs administered by the Depart- 
ment of Education is spent for our Nation’s 
children in their classrooms. 


COATS AMENDMENT NO. 2297 


Mr. COATS proposed an amendment 
to the bill, H.R. 2646, supra; as follows: 

At the end add the following: 

TITLE —ADDTTIONAL INCENTIVE TO 
MAKE SCHOLARSHIP DONATIONS 
SFC. ADDITIONAL INCENTIVE TO MAKE DO- 
NATIONS TO SCHOOLS OR ORGANI- 
ZATIONS WHICH OFFER SCHOLAR- 

SHIPS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 170 (relating to 
charitable, etc., contributions and gifts) is 
amended by redesignating subsection (m) as 
subsection (n) and by inserting after sub- 
section (1) the following: 

„m) TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS PAID TO CER- 
TAIN EDUCATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, 110 percent of any amount described in 
paragraph (2) shall be treated as a charitable 
contribution. 

“(2) AMOUNT DESCRIBED.—For purposes of 
paragraph (1), an amount is described in this 
paragraph if the amount— 

(A) is paid in cash by the taxpayer to or 
for the benefit of a qualified organization, 
and 

(B) is used by such organization to pro- 
vide qualified scholarships (as defined in sec- 
tion 117(b)) to any individual attending kin- 
dergarten through grade 12 whose family in- 
come does not exceed 185 percent of the pov- 
erty line for a family of the size involved. 

“(3) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub- 
section— 

“(A) QUALIFIED ORGANIZATION.—The term 
‘qualified organization’ means— 

“(i) an educational organization 

J which is described in subsection 
AXAMI), and 

(ID which provides elementary education 
or secondary education (kindergarten 
through grade 12), as determined under State 
law, or 

(ii) an organization which is described in 
section 501(c)(3) and exempt from taxation 
under section 501(a). 

(B) POVERTY LINE.—The term ‘poverty 
line’ means the income official poverty line 
(as defined by the Office of Management and 
Budget, and revised annually in accordance 
with section 673(2) of the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1981) applicable to a 
family of the size involved. 

(4) TERMINATION.—This subsection shall 
not apply to contributions made after De- 
cember 31, 2002. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1998. 

SEC. . CLARIFICATION AND EXPANSION OF 
MATHEMATICAL ERROR ASSESS- 
MENT PROCEDURES. 

(a) TIN DEEMED INCORRECT IF INFORMATION 

ON RETURN DIFFERS WITH AGENCY RECORDS.— 
Section 6213(g)(2) (defining mathematical or 
clerical error) is amended by adding at the 
end the following flush sentence: 
“A taxpayer shall be treated as having omit- 
ted a correct TIN for purposes of the pre- 
ceding sentence if information provided by 
the taxpayer on the return with respect to 
the individual whose TIN was provided dif- 
fers from the information the Secretary ob- 
tains from the person issuing the TIN.” 

(b) EXPANSION OF MATHEMATICAL ERROR 
PROCEDURES TO CASES WHERE TIN ESTAB- 
LISHES INDIVIDUAL NoT ELIGIBLE FOR TAX 
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CrepiT.—Section 6213(g)(2), as amended by 
title VI of this Act, is amended by striking 
“and” at the end of subparagraph (J), by 
striking the period at the end of the subpara- 
graph (K) and inserting , and“, and by add- 
ing at the end the following new subpara- 
graph: 

(I) the inclusion on a return of a TIN re- 
quired to be included on the return under 
section 21, 24, or 32 if— 

„i) such TIN is of an individual whose age 
affects the amount of the credit under such 
section, and 

“Gi) the computation of the credit on the 
return reflects the treatment of such indi- 
vidual as being of an age different from the 
individual's age based on such TIN.” 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years ending after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

SEC. CERTAIN CUSTOMER RECEIVABLES IN- 
ELIGIBLE FOR MARK-TO-MARKET 
TREATMENT. 

(a) CERTAIN RECEIVABLES NOT ELIGIBLE FOR 
MARK TO MARKET.—Section 475(c) (relating 
to definitions) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph: 

(4) SPECIAL RULES FOR CERTAIN RECEIV- 
ABLES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2)(C) shall 
not include any note, bond, debenture, or 
other evidence of indebtedness which is non- 
financial customer paper. 

(B) NONFINANCIAL CUSTOMER PAPER.—For 
purposes of subparagraph (A), the term ‘non- 
financial customer paper’ means any receiv- 
able— 

() arising out of the sale of goods or serv- 
ices by a person the principal activity of 
which is the selling or providing of non- 
financial goods and services, and 

„(10 held by such person or a related per- 
son at all times since issue.” 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 
this section shall apply to taxable years end- 
ing after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(2) CHANGE IN METHOD OF ACCOUNTING.—In 
the case of any taxpayer required by the 
amendments made by this section to change 
its method of accounting for its first taxable 
year ending after the date of the enactment 
of this Act— 

(A) such change shall be treated as initi- 
ated by the taxpayer, 

(B) such change shall be treated as made 
with the consent of the Secretary of the 
Treasury, and 

(C) the net amount of the adjustments re- 
quired to be taken into account by the tax- 
payer under section 481 of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 shall be taken into account 
ratably over the 4-taxable year period begin- 
ning with such first taxable year. 


McCAIN AMENDMENT NO. 2298 


(Ordered to lie on the table.) 

Mr. McCAIN. submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, H.R. 2646, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. . MULTILINGUALISM STUDY. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that even 
though all residents of the United States 
should be proficient in English, without re- 
gard to their country of birth, it is also of 
vital importance to the competitiveness of 
the United States that those residents be en- 
couraged to learn other languages. 

(b) RESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES DE- 
FINED.—In this section, the term resident of 
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the United States” means an individual who 
resides in the United States, other than an 
alien who is not lawfully present in the 
United States. 

(c) STUDY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
(referred to in this section as the Comp- 
troller General’) shall conduct a study of 
multilingualism in the United States in ac- 
cordance with this section. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The study conducted 
under this section shall ascertain— 

(i) the percentage of residents in the 
United States who are proficient in English 
and at least 1 other language; 

(ii) the predominant language other than 
English in which residents referred to in 
clause (i) are proficient; 

(iii) the percentage of the residents de- 
scribed in clause (i) who were born in a for- 
eign country; 

(iv) the percentage of the residents de- 
scribed in clause (i) who were born in the 
United States; 

(v) the percentage of the residents de- 
scribed in clause (iv) who are second-genera- 
tion residents of the United States; and 

(vi) the percentage of the residents de- 
scribed in clause (iv) who are third-genera- 
tion residents of the United States. 

(B) AGE-SPECIFIC CATEGORIES.—The study 
under this section shall, with respect to the 
residents described in subparagraph (A)(i), 
determine the number of those residents in 
each of the following categories: 

(i) Residents who have not attained the age 
of 12. 

(ii) Residents have attained the age of 12, 
but have not attained the age of 18. 

(iii) Residents who have attained the age of 
18, but have not attained the age of 50. 

(iv) Residents who have attained the age of 


(C) FEDERAL PROGRAMS.—In conducting the 
study under this section, the Comptroller 
General shall establish a list of each Federal 
program that encourages multilingualism 
with respect to any category of residents de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B). 

(D) COMPARISONS.—In conducting the study 
under this section, the Comptroller General 
shall compare the multilingual population 
described in subparagraph (A) with the mul- 
tilingual populations of foreign countries— 

(i) in the Western hemisphere; and 

(ii) in Asia. 

(d) REPORT.—Upon completion of the study 
under this section, the Comptroller General 
shall prepare, and submit to Congress, a re- 
port that contains the results of the study 
conducted under this section, and such find- 
ings and recommendations as the Comp- 
troller General determines to be appropriate. 


LEVIN (AND BINGAMAN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2299 


Mr. LEVIN (for himself and Mr. 
BINGAMAN) proposed an amendment to 
the bill, H.R. 2646, supra; as follows: 

Beginning on page 2, line 9, strike all 
through page 10, line 21, and insert: 

SEC. 101. MODIFICATIONS TO EDUCATION INDI- 
VIDUAL RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS. 

(a) MAXIMUM ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 530(b)(1)A)(ii) 
(defining education individual retirement ac- 
count) is amended by striking 5500 and in- 
serting the contribution limit for such tax- 
able year”. 

(2) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.—Section 530(b) (re- 
lating to definitions and special rules) is 
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amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

(4) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.—The term con- 
tribution limit’ means $500 ($2,000 in the case 
of any taxable year beginning after Decem- 
ber 31, 1998, and ending before January 1, 
2003). 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) Section 530(d)(4(C) is amended by 
striking 58500“ and inserting the contribu- 
tion limit for such taxable year”. 

(B) Section 4973(e)1)(A) is amended by 
striking 5500“ and inserting the contribu- 
tion limit (as defined in section 530(b)(5)) for 
such taxable year”. 

(b) WAIVER OF AGE LIMITATIONS FOR CHIL- 
DREN WITH SPECIAL NEEDS.—Section 530(b)(1) 
(defining education individual retirement ac- 
count) is amended by adding at the end the 
following flush sentence: 


“The age limitations in the preceding sen- 
tence shall not apply to any designated bene- 
ficilary with special needs (as determined 
under regulations prescribed by the Sec- 
retary).” 

(c) CORPORATIONS PERMITTED TO CoN- 
TRIBUTE TO ACCOUNTS.—Section 530(c)(1) (re- 
lating to reduction in permitted contribu- 
tions based on adjusted gross income) is 
amended by striking The maximum amount 
which a contributor’ and inserting ‘‘In the 
case of a contributor who is an individual, 
the maximum amount the contributor”. 

(d) NO DOUBLE BENEFIT.—Section 530(d)(2) 
(relating to distributions for qualified edu- 
cation expenses) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subparagraph: 

„D) DISALLOWANCE OF EXCLUDED AMOUNTS 
AS CREDIT OR DEDUCTION.—No deduction or 
credit shall be allowed to the taxpayer under 
any other section of this chapter for any 
qualified education expenses to the extent 
taken into account in determining the 
amount of the exclusion under this para- 
graph.” 

(e) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.— 

AXA) Section 530(b)1)(E) (defining edu- 
cation individual retirement account) is 
amended to read as follows: 

(E) Any balance to the credit of the des- 
ignated beneficiary on the date on which the 
beneficiary attains age 30 shall be distrib- 
uted within 30 days after such date to the 
beneficiary or, if the beneficiary dies before 
attaining age 30, shall be distributed within 
30 days after the date of death to the estate 
of such beneficiary.” 

(B) Section 530(d) (relating to tax treat- 
ment of distributions) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraph: 

(8) DEEMED DISTRIBUTION ON REQUIRED DIS- 
TRIBUTION DATE.—In any case in which a dis- 
tribution is required under subsection 
(b)(1)(E), any balance to the credit of a des- 
ignated beneficiary as of the close of the 30- 
day period referred to in such subsection for 
making such distribution shall be deemed 
distributed at the close of such period.“ 

(2)(A) Section 530(d)(1) is amended by strik- 
ing section 72(b)’’ and inserting section 
72”. 

(B) Section 72(e) (relating to amounts not 
received as annuities) is amended by insert- 
ing after paragraph (8) the following new 
paragraph: 

“(9) EXTENSION OF PARAGRAPH (2B) TO 
QUALIFIED STATE TUITION PROGRAMS AND EDU- 
CATIONAL INDIVIDUAL RETIREMENT AC- 
COUNTS.—Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this subsection, paragraph (2)(B) shall 
apply to amounts received under a qualified 
State tuition program (as defined in section 
529(b)) or under an education individual re- 
tirement account (as defined in section 
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530(b)). The rule of paragraph (8)(B) shall 
apply for purposes of this paragraph.“ 

(3) Section 530(d)(4)(B) (relating to excep- 
tions) is amended by striking or“ at the end 
of clause (il), by striking the period at the 
end of clause (iii) and inserting , or“, and 
by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

(iv) an amount which is includible in 
gross income solely because the taxpayer 
elected under paragraph (200) to waive the 
application of paragraph (2) for the taxable 
year.” 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall apply to taxable years begin- 
ning after December 31, 1998. 

(2) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—The amend- 
ments made by subsection (e) shall take ef- 
fect as if included in the amendments made 
by section 213 of the Taxpayer Relief Act of 
1997. 

On page 21, between lines 9 and 10, insert: 
SEC. 107, INCREASED LIFETIME LEARNING CRED- 

IT FOR TECHNOLOGY TRAINING OF 
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 
TEACHERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 25A(c) (relating 
to lifetime learning credit) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para- 
graph: 

(3) SPECIAL RULE FOR TECHNOLOGY TRAIN- 
ING OF CERTAIN TEACHERS.— 

H(A) IN GENERAL.—If any portion of the 
qualified tuition and related expenses to 
which this subsection applies— 

J) are paid or incurred by an individual 
who is a kindergarten through grade 12 
teacher in an elementary or secondary 
school, and 

(ii) are incurred as part of a program 
which is approved and certified by the appro- 
priate local educational agency as directly 
related to improvement of the individual's 
capacity to use technology in teaching, 


paragraph (1) shall be applied with respect to 
such portion by substituting ‘50 percent’ for 
‘20 percent’. 

(B) TERMINATION.—This paragraph shall 
not apply to expenses paid after December 
31, 2002, for education furnished in academic 
periods beginning after such date.” 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to expenses 
paid after June 30, 1998, for education fur- 
nished in academic periods beginning after 
such date. 

ASHCROFT (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2300 


Mr. ASHCROFT (for himself, Mr. 
HAGEL, and Mr. NICKLES) proposed an 
amendment to amendment No. 2299 
proposed by Mr. LEVIN to the bill, H.R. 
2646, supra; as follows: 

Strike all after “SEC.” and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

101. MODIFICATIONS TO EDUCATION INDIVIDUAL 
RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS. 

(a) TAX-FREE EXPENDITURES FOR ELEMEN- 
TARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL EXPENSES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 530(b)(2) (defining 
qualified higher education expenses) is 
amended to read as follows: 

(2) QUALIFIED EDUCATION EXPENSES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term qualified edu- 
cation expenses’ means— 

“(1) qualified higher education expenses (as 
defined in section 529(e)(3)), and 

“(ii) qualified elementary and secondary 
education expenses (as defined in paragraph 
(4)). 
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Such expenses shall be reduced as provided 
in section 25A(g)(2). 

„(B) QUALIFIED STATE TUITION PROGRAMS.— 
Such term shall include amounts paid or in- 
curred to purchase tuition credits or certifi- 
cates, or to make contributions to an ac- 
count, under a qualified State tuition pro- 
gram (as defined in section 529(b)) for the 
benefit of the beneficiary of the account.“ 

(2) QUALIFIED ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 
EDUCATION EXPENSES.—Section 530(b) (relat- 
ing to definitions and special rules) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

(4) QUALIFIED ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 
EDUCATION EXPENSES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified ele- 
mentary and secondary education expenses’ 
means— 

“(i) expenses for tuition, fees, academic tu- 
toring, special needs services, books, sup- 
plies, computer equipment (including related 
software and services), and other equipment 
which are incurred in connection with the 
enrollment or attendance of the designated 
beneficiary of the trust as an elementary or 
secondary school student at a public, pri- 
vate, or religious school, or 

(11) expenses for room and board, uni- 
forms, transportation, and supplementary 
items and services (including extended day 
programs) which are required or provided by 
a public, private, or religious school in con- 
nection with such enrollment or attendance. 

“(B) SPECIAL RULE FOR HOMESCHOOLING.— 
Such term shall include expenses described 
in subparagraph (A)(i) in connection with 
education provided by homeschooling if the 
requirements of any applicable State or local 
law are met with respect to such education. 

“(C) ScHOOL.—The term ‘school’ means any 
school which provides elementary education 
or secondary education (kindergarten 
through grade 12), as determined under State 
law.“ 

(3) SPECIAL RULES FOR APPLYING EXCLUSION 
TO ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EXPENSES.— 
Section 530(d)\(2) (relating to distributions 
for qualified higher education expenses) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subparagraph: 

„D) SPECIAL RULES FOR ELEMENTARY AND 
SECONDARY EXPENSES.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The aggregate amount of 
qualified elementary and secondary edu- 
cation expenses taken into account for pur- 
poses of this paragraph with respect to any 
education individual retirement account for 
all taxable years shall not exceed the sum of 
the aggregate contributions to such account 
for taxable years beginning after December 
31, 1998, and before January 1, 2003, and earn- 
ings on such contributions. 

“(ii) SPECIAL OPERATING RULES.—For pur- 
poses of clause (i)— 

(J) the trustee of an education individual 
retirement account shall keep separate ac- 
counts with respect to contributions and 
earnings described in clause (i), and 

“(ID if there are distributions in excess of 
qualified elementary and secondary edu- 
cation expenses for any taxable year, such 
excess distributions shall be allocated first 
to contributions and earnings not described 
in clause (i).” 

(4) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Subsections 
(bi) and (d)(2) of section 530 are each 
amended by striking “higher” each place it 
appears in the text and heading thereof. 

(b) MAXIMUM ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 530(b)(1)(A)(ili) 
(defining education individual retirement ac- 
count) is amended by striking 5500“ and in- 
serting the contribution limit for such tax- 
able year”. 
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(2) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.—Section 530(b) (re- 
lating to definitions and special rules), as 
amended by subsection (a)(2), is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para- 
graph: 

(5) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.—The term con- 
tribution limit’ means $500 ($2,000 in the case 
of any taxable year beginning after Decem- 
ber 31, 1998, and ending before January 1, 
2003).” 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) Section 530(dX4XC) is amended by 
striking 3500“ and inserting the contribu- 
tion limit for such taxable year”. 

(B) Section 4973(e)(1)(A) is amended by 
striking 5500“ and inserting the contribu- 
tion limit (as defined in section 530(b)(5)) for 
such taxable year“. 

(c) WAIVER OF AGE LIMITATIONS FOR CHIL- 
DREN WITH SPECIAL NEEDS.—Section 530(b)(1) 
(defining education individual retirement ac- 
count) is amended by adding at the end the 
following flush sentence: 


The age limitations in the preceding sen- 
tence shall not apply to any designated bene- 
ficiary with special needs (as determined 
under regulations prescribed by the Sec- 
retary).”’ 

(d) CORPORATIONS PERMITTED TO CON- 
TRIBUTE TO ACCOUNTS.—Section 530(c)(1) (re- 
lating to reduction in permitted contribu- 
tions based on adjusted gross income) is 
amended by striking The maximum amount 
which a contributor” and inserting In the 
case of a contributor who is an individual, 
the maximum amount the contributor”. 

(e) NO DOUBLE BENEFIT.—Section 530(d)(2) 
(relating to distributions for qualified edu- 
cation expenses), as amended by subsection 
(a)(3), is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subparagraph: 

(E) DISALLOWANCE OF EXCLUDED AMOUNTS 
AS CREDIT OR DEDUCTION.—No deduction or 
credit shall be allowed to the taxpayer under 
any other section of this chapter for any 
qualified education expenses to the extent 
taken into account in determining the 
amount of the exclusion under this para- 
graph.“ 

(f) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.— 

(1A) Section 530(b)(1)E) (defining edu- 
cation individual retirement account) is 
amended to read as follows: 

(E) Any balance to the credit of the des- 
ignated beneficiary on the date on which the 
beneficiary attains age 30 shall be distrib- 
uted within 30 days after such date to the 
beneficiary or, if the beneficiary dies before 
attaining age 30, shall be distributed within 
30 days after the date of death to the estate 
of such beneficiary.” 

(B) Section 530(d) (relating to tax treat- 
ment of distributions) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraph: 

(8) DEEMED DISTRIBUTION ON REQUIRED DIS- 
TRIBUTION DATE.—In any case in which a dis- 
tribution is required under subsection 
(b)(1)(E), any balance to the credit of a des- 
ignated beneficiary as of the close of the 30- 
day period referred to in such subsection for 
making such distribution shall be deemed 
distributed at the close of such period.” 

(2)(A) Section 530(d)(1) is amended by strik- 
ing section Jab)“ and inserting section 
72. 

(B) Section 72(e) (relating to amounts not 
received as annuities) is amended by insert- 
ing after paragraph (8) the following new 
paragraph: 

(9) EXTENSION OF PARAGRAPH (g) TO 
QUALIFIED STATE TUITION PROGRAMS AND EDU- 
CATIONAL INDIVIDUAL RETIREMENT AC- 
COUNTS.—Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this subsection, paragraph (2)(B) shall 
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apply to amounts received under a qualified 
State tuition program (as defined in section 
§29(b)) or under an education individual re- 
tirement account (as defined in section 
530(b)). The rule of paragraph (8)(B) shall 
apply for purposes of this paragraph.“ 

(3) Section 530(d)(4)(B) (relating to excep- 
tions) is amended by striking “or” at the end 
of clause (ii), by striking the period at the 
end of clause (iii) and inserting , or“, and 
by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

(iv) an amount which is includible in 
gross income solely because the taxpayer 
elected under paragraph (2)(C) to waive the 
application of paragraph (2) for the taxable 
year.” 

(g) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall apply to taxable years begin- 
ning after December 31, 1998. 

(2) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—The amend- 
ments made by subsection (f) shall take ef- 
fect as if included in the amendments made 
by section 213 of the Taxpayer Relief Act of 
1997. 

SEC. 102. PROHIBITION ON FEDERALLY SPON- 
SORED TESTING. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1) High State and local standards in read- 
ing, mathematics, and other core academic 
subjects are essential to the future well- 
being of elementary and secondary education 
in the United States. 

(2) State and local control of education is 
the hallmark of education in the United 
States. 

(3) Each of the 50 States already utilizes 
numerous tests to measure student achieve- 
ment, including State and commercially 
available assessments. State assessments are 
based primarily upon State and locally de- 
veloped academic standards. 

(4) Public Law 105-78, the Departments of 
Labor, Health and Human Services, and Edu- 
cation, and Related Agencies Appropriations 
Act, 1998, ensures that Federal funds may 
not be used to field test, pilot test, imple- 
ment, administer, or distribute in any way, 
any federally sponsored national test in fis- 
cal year 1998, requires the National Academy 
of Sciences to conduct a study to determine 
whether an equivalency scale can be devel- 
oped that would allow existing tests to be 
compared one to another, and permits very 
limited test development activities in fourth 
grade reading and eighth grade mathematics 
in fiscal year 1998. 

(5) There is no specific or explicit author- 
ity in current Federal law authorizing the 
proposed federally sponsored national tests 
in fourth grade reading and eighth grade 
mathematics. 

(6) The decision of whether or not the 
United States implements, administers, dis- 
seminates, or otherwise has federally spon- 
sored national tests in fourth grade reading 
and eighth grade mathematics or any other 
subject, will be determined primarily 
through the normal legislative process in- 
volving Congress and the respective author- 
izing committees. 

(b) PROHIBITION ON FEDERALLY SPONSORED 
TESTING.—Part C of the General Education 
Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. 1231 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
“SEC. 447. PROHIBITION ON FEDERALLY SPON- 

SORED TESTING. 

(a) GENERAL  PROHIBITION.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of Federal law 
and, except as provided in sections 305 
through 311 of Public Law 105-78, the Depart- 
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ments of Labor, Health and Human Services, 
and Education, and Related Agencies Appro- 
priations Act, 1998, funds provided to the De- 
partment of Education or to an applicable 
program under this Act or any other Act, 
may not be used to develop, plan, implement 
(including pilot testing or field testing), or 
administer any federally sponsored national 
test in reading, mathematics, or any other 
subject that is not specifically and explicitly 
provided for in authorizing legislation en- 
acted into law. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—Subsection (a) shall not 
apply to the Third International Mathe- 
matics and Science Study or other inter- 
national comparative assessments developed 
under the authority of section 404(a)(6) of the 
National Education Statistics Act of 1994 (20 
U.S.C, 9003(a)(6) et seq.), and administered to 


only a representative sample of pupils in the 


United States and in foreign nations.”’. 


LANDRIEU AMENDMENT NO. 2301 


Ms. LANDRIEU proposed an amend- 
ment to the bill, H.R. 2646, supra; as 
follows: 

Strike section 101, 
lowing: 

SEC. 101. BLUE RIBBON SCHOOLS, 

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.— 

(1) RECOGNITION.—The Secretary of Edu- 
cation is authorized to carry out a program 
that recognizes public and private elemen- 
tary and secondary schools that have estab- 
lished standards of excellence and dem- 
onstrated a high level of quality. 

(2) DESIGNATION.—Each school recognized 
under paragraph (1) shall be designated as a 
Blue Ribbon School” for a period of 3 years. 

(b) AWARDS.— 

(1) AMOUNT.—The Secretary shall make an 
award for each school recognized under sub- 
section (a) in the amount of $50,000. 

(2) SPECIAL RULE.—If the Secretary is pro- 
hibited from making an award directly to a 
school, the Secretary shall make such award 
to the local educational agency serving such 
school for the exclusive use of such school. 

(3) PRIVATE SCHOOLS.—Awards for private 
schools recognized under subsection (a) shall 
be used to provide students and teachers at 
the schools with educational services and 
benefits that are similar to, and provided in 
the same manner as, the services and bene- 
fits provided to private school students and 
teachers under part A of title I, or title VI, 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965. 

(4) LImMITATION.—The Secretary shall not 
make more than 250 awards under this sec- 
tion for any fiscal year. 

(5) WAIT-OUT PERIOD.—The Secretary shall 
not make a second or subsequent award to a 
school under this section before the expira- 
tion of the 3-year designation period under 
subsection (a)(2) that is applicable to the 
preceding award. 

(c) APPLICATIONS AND TECHNICAL ASSIST- 
ANCE GRANTS.— 

(1) APPLICATIONS.—Each school desiring 
recognition under subsection (a)(1) shall sub- 
mit to the Secretary an application at such 
time, in such manner, and accompanied by 
such information as the Secretary may re- 
quire. 

(2) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS.—The 
Secretary is authorized to award grants to 
States to enable the States to provide tech- 
nical assistance to schools desiring recogni- 
tion under subsection (a)(1). 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 
appropriated to carry out this section (other 


and insert the fol- 
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than subsection (c)(2)) $125,000,000 for each of 
the fiscal years 1999 through 2003. 

(2) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS.—There 
is authorized to be appropriated to carry out 
subsection (c)(2) $2,000,000 for each of the fis- 
cal years 1999 through 2003. 


KEMPTHORNE AMENDMENT NO. 
2302 


Mr. KEMPTHORNE proposed an 
amendment to amendment No. 2301 
proposed by Ms. LANDRIEU to the bill, 
H.R. 2646, supra; as follows: 

Strike all after the first word, and insert 
the following: 

101. MODIFICATIONS TO EDUCATION INDIVIDUAL 
RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS, 

(a) TAX-FREE EXPENDITURES FOR ELEMEN- 
TARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL EXPENSES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 530(b)(2) (defining 
qualified higher education expenses) is 
amended to read as follows: 

**(2) QUALIFIED EDUCATION EXPENSES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified edu- 
cation expenses’ means— 

(J) qualified higher education expenses (as 
defined in section 529(e)(3)), and 

“di) qualified elementary and secondary 
education expenses (as defined in paragraph 
(4)). 


Such expenses shall be reduced as provided 
in section 25A(g)(2). 

(B) QUALIFIED STATE TUITION PROGRAMS.— 
Such term shall include amounts paid or in- 
curred to purchase tuition credits or certifi- 
cates, or to make contributions to an ac- 
count, under a qualified State tuition pro- 
gram (as defined in section 52%b)) for the 
benefit of the beneficiary of the account." 

(2) QUALIFIED ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 
EDUCATION EXPENSES.—Section 530(b) (relat- 
ing to definitions and special rules) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

“(4) QUALIFIED ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 
EDUCATION EXPENSES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified ele- 
mentary and secondary education expenses’ 
means— 

expenses for tuition, fees, academic tu- 
toring, special needs services, books, sup- 
plies, computer equipment (including related 
software and services), and other equipment 
which are incurred in connection with the 
enrollment or attendance of the designated 
beneficiary of the trust as an elementary or 
secondary school student at a public, pri- 
vate, or religious school, or 

(1) expenses for room and board, uni- 
forms, transportation, and supplementary 
items and services (including extended day 
programs) which are required or provided by 
a public, private, or religious school in con- 
nection with such enrollment or attendance. 

(B) SPECIAL RULE FOR HOMESCHOOLING.— 
Such term shall include expenses described 
in subparagraph (AXi) in connection with 
education provided by homeschooling if the 
requirements of any applicable State or local 
law are met with respect to such education. 

“(C) SCHOOL.—The term ‘school’ means any 
school which provides elementary education 
or secondary education (kindergarten 
through grade 12), as determined under State 
law,” 

(3) SPECIAL RULES FOR APPLYING EXCLUSION 
TO. ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EXPENSES.— 
Section 5630(d)(2) (relating to distributions 
for qualified higher education expenses) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subparagraph: 

„D) SPECIAL RULES FOR ELEMENTARY AND 
SECONDARY EXPENSES,— 
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(I) IN GENERAL.—The aggregate amount of 
qualified elementary and secondary edu- 
cation expenses taken into account for pur- 
poses of this paragraph with respect to any 
education individual retirement account for 
all taxable years shall not exceed the sum of 
the aggregate contributions to such account 
for taxable years beginning after December 
31, 1998, and before January 1, 2003, and earn- 
ings on such contributions. 

“(ii) SPECIAL OPERATING RULES.—For pur- 
poses of clause (i)— 

(J) the trustee of an education individual 
retirement account shall keep separate ac- 
counts with respect to contributions and 
earnings described in clause (i), and 

(II) if there are distributions in excess of 
qualified elementary and secondary edu- 
cation expenses for any taxable year, such 
excess distributions shall be allocated first 
to contributions and earnings not described 
in clause (J).“ 

(4) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Subsections 
(bei) and (d)(2) of section 530 are each 
amended by striking higher“ each place it 
appears in the text and heading thereof. 

(b) MAXIMUM ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 530(b)(1) A) ili) 
(defining education individual retirement ac- 
count) is amended by striking 5500“ and in- 
serting the contribution limit for such tax- 
able year”. 

(2) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.—Section 530(b) (re- 
lating to definitions and special rules), as 
amended by subsection (a)(2), is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para- 
graph: 

(5) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.—The term con- 
tribution limit’ means $500 ($2,000 in the case 
of any taxable year beginning after Decem- 
ber 31, 1998, and ending before January 1, 
2003). 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) Section 530(d)(4(C) is amended by 
striking 3500“ and inserting the contribu- 
tion limit for such taxable year”. 

(B) Section 4973(e)(1)(A) is amended by 
striking 3500 and inserting the contribu- 
tion limit (as defined in section 530(b)(5)) for 
such taxable year”. 

(c) WAIVER OF AGE LIMITATIONS FOR CHIL- 
DREN WITH SPECIAL NEEDS.—Section 530(b)(1) 
(defining education individual retirement ac- 
count) is amended by adding at the end the 
following flush sentence: 


“The age limitations in the preceding sen- 
tence shall not apply to any designated bene- 
ficiary with special needs (as determined 
under regulations prescribed by the Sec- 
retary).“ 

(d) CORPORATIONS PERMITTED TO CON- 
TRIBUTE TO ACCOUNTS.—Section 530(c)(1) (re- 
lating to reduction in permitted contribu- 
tions based on adjusted gross income) is 
amended by striking The maximum amount 
which a contributor” and inserting In the 
case of a contributor who is an individual, 
the maximum amount the contributor”. 

(e) NO DOUBLE BENEFIT.—Section 530(d)(2) 
(relating to distributions for qualified edu- 
cation expenses), as amended by subsection 
(a)(3), is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subparagraph: 

(E) DISALLOWANCE OF EXCLUDED AMOUNTS 
AS CREDIT OR DEDUCTION.—No deduction or 
credit shall be allowed to the taxpayer under 
any other section of this chapter for any 
qualified education expenses to the extent 
taken into account in determining the 
amount of the exclusion under this para- 
graph.” 

(£) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.— 

OXA) Section 530(b)(1)(E) (defining edu- 
cation individual retirement account) is 
amended to read as follows: 
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(E) Any balance to the credit of the des- 
ignated beneficiary on the date on which the 
beneficiary attains age 30 shall be distrib- 
uted within 30 days after such date to the 
beneficiary or, if the beneficiary dies before 
attaining age 30, shall be distributed within 
30 days after the date of death to the estate 
of such beneficiary.” 

(B) Section 530(d) (relating to tax treat- 
ment of distributions) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraph: 

(8) DEEMED DISTRIBUTION ON REQUIRED DIS- 
TRIBUTION DATE.—In any case in which a dis- 
tribution is required under subsection 
(WOE), any balance to the credit of a des- 
ignated beneficiary as of the close of the 30- 
day period referred to in such subsection for 
making such distribution shall be deemed 
distributed at the close of such period.” 

(2)(A) Section 530(d)(1) is amended by strik- 
ing “section 72(b)"’ and inserting ‘section 
72”. 

(B) Section 72(e) (relating to amounts not 
received as annuities) is amended by insert- 
ing after paragraph (8) the following new 
paragraph: 

“(9) EXTENSION OF PARAGRAPH (2B) TO 
QUALIFIED STATE TUITION PROGRAMS AND EDU- 
CATIONAL INDIVIDUAL RETIREMENT AC- 
COUNTS.—Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this subsection, paragraph (2)(B) shall 
apply to amounts received under a qualified 
State tuition program (as defined in section 
529(b)) or under an education individual re- 
tirement account (as defined in section 
530(b)). The rule of paragraph (8)(B) shall 
apply for purposes of this paragraph.” 

(3) Section 530(d)(4)(B) (relating to excep- 
tions) is amended by striking or“ at the end 
of clause (ii), by striking the period at the 
end of clause (iii) and inserting , or“, and 
by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

(iv) an amount which is includible in 
gross income solely because the taxpayer 
elected under paragraph (2)(C) to waive the 
application of paragraph (2) for the taxable 
year.“ 

(g) EFFECTIVE DATES. 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall apply to taxable years begin- 
ning after December 31, 1998. 

(2) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—The amend- 
ments made by subsection (f) shall take ef- 
fect as if included in the amendments made 
by section 213 of the Taxpayer Relief Act of 
1997 
SEC. 102. STUDENT IMPROVEMENT INCENTIVE 

AWARDS. 

Section 6201 of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7331) 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(C), by striking “and” 
after the semicolon; 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking the period 
and inserting ; and”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

(3) student improvement incentive awards 
described in subsection (c).“; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(c) STUDENT IMPROVEMENT INCENTIVE 
AWARDS.— 

(I) AWARDS.—A State educational agency 
may use funds made available for State use 
under this title to make awards to public 
secondary schools in the State that are de- 
termined to be outstanding schools pursuant 
to a statewide assessment described in para- 
graph (2). 

(2) STATEWIDE ASSESSMENT.—The state- 
wide assessment referred to in paragraph 
()— 
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(A shall 

“(i) determine the educational progress of 
students attending public secondary schools 
within the State; and 

(ii) allow for an objective analysis of the 
assessment on a school-by-school basis; and 

B) may involve exit exams.“ 


LEVIN (AND BINGAMAN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2303 


Mr. LEVIN (for himself and Mr. 
BINGAMAN) proposed an amendment to 
amendment No. 2299 proposed by Mr. 
LEVIN to the bill, H.R. 2646, supra; as 
follows: 


At the end of the amendment add the fol- 
lowing: 

Section 101 is null and void. 

SEC. . MODIFICATIONS TO EDUCATION INDI- 
VIDUAL RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS. 

(a) MAXIMUM ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 530(b)(1)(A)(iii) 
(defining education individual retirement ac- 
count) is amended by striking 5500“ and in- 
serting “the contribution limit for such tax- 
able year”. 

(2) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.—Section 530(b) (re- 
lating to definitions and special rules) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

(4) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.—The term con- 
tribution limit’ means $500 ($2,000 in the case 
of any taxable year beginning after Decem- 
ber 31, 1998, and ending before January 1, 
2003). ” 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) Section 530(d)(4(C) is amended by 
striking 5500“ and inserting the contribu- 
tion limit for such taxable year 

(B) Section 4973(e)(1)A) is amended by 
striking 3500“ and inserting the contribu- 
tion limit (as defined in section 530(b)(5)) for 
such taxable year”. 

(b) WAIVER OF AGE LIMITATIONS FOR CHIL- 
DREN WITH SPECIAL NEEDS.—Section 530(b)(1) 
(defining education individual retirement ac- 
count) is amended by adding at the end the 
following flush sentence: 


“The age limitations in the preceding sen- 
tence shall not apply to any designated bene- 
ficiary with special needs (as determined 
under regulations prescribed by the Sec- 
retary).” 

(c) CORPORATIONS PERMITTED TO CON- 
TRIBUTE TO ACCOUNTS.—Section 530(c)(1) (re- 
lating to reduction in permitted contribu- 
tions based on adjusted gross income) is 
amended by striking ‘The maximum amount 
which a contributor” and inserting In the 
case of a contributor who is an individual, 
the maximum amount the contributor”. 

(d) No DOUBLE BENEFIT.—Section 530(d)(2) 
(relating to distributions for qualified edu- 
cation expenses) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subparagraph: 

D) DISALLOWANCE OF EXCLUDED AMOUNTS 
AS CREDIT OR DEDUCTION.—No deduction or 
credit shall be allowed to the taxpayer under 
any other section of this chapter for any 
qualified education expenses to the extent 
taken into account in determining the 
amount of the exclusion under this para- 
graph.“ 

(e) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.— 

AXA) Section 530(b))(E) (defining edu- 
cation individual retirement account) is 
amended to read as follows: 

(E) Any balance to the credit of the des- 
ignated beneficiary on the date on which the 
beneficiary attains age 30 shall be distrib- 
uted within 30 days after such date to the 
beneficiary or, if the beneficiary dies before 
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attaining age 30, shall be distributed within 
30 days after the date of death to the estate 
of such beneficiary.” 

(B) Section 530(d) (relating to tax treat- 
ment of distributions) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraph: 

“(8) DEEMED DISTRIBUTION ON REQUIRED DIS- 
TRIBUTION DATE.—In any case in which a dis- 
tribution is required under subsection 
(b)(1)(E), any balance to the credit of a des- 
ignated beneficiary as of the close of the 30- 
day period referred to in such subsection for 
making such distribution shall be deemed 
distributed at the close of such period.” 

(2)(A) Section 530(d)(1) is amended by strik- 
ing section 72(b)’’ and inserting section 
72”. 

(B) Section 72(e) (relating to amounts not 
received as annuities) is amended by insert- 
ing after paragraph (8) the following new 
paragraph: 

“(9) EXTENSION OF PARAGRAPH (2B) TO 
QUALIFIED STATE TUITION PROGRAMS AND EDU- 
CATIONAL INDIVIDUAL RETIREMENT AC- 
COUNTS.—Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this subsection, paragraph (2)(B) shall 
apply to amounts received under a qualified 
State tuition program (as defined in section 
§29(b)) or under an education individual re- 
tirement account (as defined in section 
530(b)). The rule of paragraph (8)(B) shall 
apply for purposes of this paragraph.” 

(3) Section 530(d)(4)(B) (relating to excep- 
tions) is amended by striking or“ at the end 
of clause (ii), by striking the period at the 
end of clause (iii) and inserting , or“, and 
by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

) an amount which is includible in 
gross income solely because the taxpayer 
elected under paragraph (2)(C) to waive the 
application of paragraph (2) for the taxable 
year.” 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall apply to taxable years begin- 
ning after December 31, 1998. 

(2) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—The amend- 
ments made by subsection (e) shall take ef- 
fect as if included in the amendments made 
by section 213 of the Taxpayer Relief Act of 
1997. 

On page 21, between lines 9 and 10, insert: 
SEC. 107, INCREASED LIFETIME LEARNING CRED- 

IT FOR TECHNOLOGY TRAINING OF 
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 
TEACHERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 25A(c) (relating 
to lifetime learning credit) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para- 
graph: 

(3) SPECIAL RULE FOR TECHNOLOGY TRAIN- 
ING OF CERTAIN TEACHERS,.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If any portion of the 
qualified tuition and related expenses to 
which this subsection applies— 

“(i) are paid or incurred by an individual 
who is a kindergarten through grade 12 
teacher in an elementary or secondary 
school, and 

(1) are incurred as part of a program 
which is approved and certified by the appro- 
priate local educational agency as directly 
related to improvement of the individual's 
capacity to use technology in teaching, 
paragraph (1) shall be applied with respect to 
such portion by substituting ‘50 percent’ for 
20 percent’. 

“(B) TERMINATION.—This paragraph shall 
not apply to expenses paid after December 
31, 2002, for education furnished in academic 
periods beginning after such date.” 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to expenses 
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paid after June 30, 1998, for education fur- 
nished in academic periods beginning after 
such date. 


— 


PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT- 
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC- 
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY, 
AND CZECH REPUBLIC 


JEFFORDS EXECUTIVE 
AMENDMENT NO. 2304 


(Ordered to lie on the table.) 

Mr. JEFFORDS submitted an execu- 
tive amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the resolution of rati- 
fication for the treaty (Treaty Doc. No. 
105-36) protocols to the North Atlantic 
Treaty of 1949 on the accession of Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic. 
These protocols were opened for signa- 
ture at Brussels on December 16, 1997, 
and signed on behalf of the United 
States of America and other parties to 
the North Atlantic Treaty; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in section 3 of the 
resolution, insert the following: 

( ) UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT DISCUS- 
SIONS WITH FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS REGARDING 
POSSIBLE FURTHER ENLARGEMENT OF NATO.— 

(i) Finpincs.—The Senate finds that 

(I) the President has consistently stated 
that the current round of accession to the 
North Atlantic Treaty will not be the last 
and that the door to membership will remain 
open; 

(I) the following nine Partnership for 
Peace countries have begun the formal appli- 
cation process to join NATO: Estonia, Lat- 
via, Lithuania, Romania, Bulgaria, Albania, 
Slovakia, Slovenia, and the Former Yugo- 
slav Republic of Macedonia; 

(IID the following 15 countries have sought 
a closer relationship with NATO by joining 
the Partnership for Peace: Armenia, Austria, 
Azerbaijan, Belarus, Finland, Georgia, 
Kazakstan, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, Russia, 
Sweden, Switzerland, Turkmenistan, 
Ukraine, and Uzbekistan; and 

(IV) Croatia has expressed interest in 
NATO membership; 

(ii) ANNUAL REPORTS.—Prior to the deposit 
of the United States instrument of ratifica- 
tion, and annually thereafter, the President 
shall submit a report to the Senate on the 
status of discussions concerning NATO mem- 
bership for Partnership for Peace countries 
and other countries that have expressed in- 
terest in NATO membership, including— 

(I) the expected timetable for those coun- 
tries to meet the criteria for NATO member- 
ship; and 

(II) a discussion of how the functioning of 
NATO would be altered if those countries 
were included. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, today 
I am submitting an amendment to the 
resolution to ratify the accession of 
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub- 
lic to the North Atlantic Treaty Orga- 
nization (NATO). This amendment ad- 
dresses future new membership in the 
alliance. 

28 countries in central Asia and east- 
ern Europe that have applied for NATO 
membership or may aspire to join at a 
future date when they can meet NATO 
criteria. Today we are considering ex- 
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tending the NATO security umbrella to 
only three countries—Poland, Hun- 
gary, and the Czech Republic. It is im- 
portant that we have a clear under- 
standing that the expansion process 
may go much further than this initial 
round. 

In January 1994, the Administration 
adopted the Partnership for Peace pro- 
gram to provide a framework for 
NATO’s evaluation of states that are 
considered to be candidates for alliance 
membership. In addition to the first 
three countries invited to join NATO, 
nine other Partnership for Peace coun- 
tries have begun the formal application 
process for membership—Estonia, Lat- 
via, Lithuania, Romania, Bulgaria, Al- 
bania, Slovakia, Slovenia, and the 
Former Yugoslavia Republic of Mac- 
edonia. Moreover, another 15 countries 
have expressed an interest in NATO by 
joining the Partnership for Peace. 
These countries include Armenia, Aus- 
tria, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Finland, 
Georgia, Kazakstan, Kyrgystan, 
Moldova, Russia, Switzerland, 
Turkmenistan, Ukraine, and 
Uzbekistan. Although not associated 
with Partnership for Peace, Croatia 
has expressed hope that they too will 
be admitted some day. 

The extensive territory covered by 
these NATO hopefuls begs for more in- 
formation on the nature and mission of 
the alliance in the future. My amend- 
ment would require an annual report to 
the Senate on United States Govern- 
ment discussions with the governments 
of each of these countries on their pos- 
sible accession. The reports would in- 
clude the expected timetable for those 
countries to meet the criteria for 
NATO membership and how the Admin- 
istration believes the functioning of 
NATO would be altered if they were to 
become a member. 

Just how far are we willing to extend 
the NATO alliance? I am not ques- 
tioning whether Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic deserve to become 
alliance members. All three have made 
remarkable gains since the end of the 
Cold War. But in the future, other of 
these 25 nations will meet the criteria 
to join NATO and may be no less de- 
serving of membership. Now is the time 
for the Senate to begin thinking about 
the long-term indications of a decision 
to open NATOs doors to the East. 


a 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, April 22, 1998, to conduct a 
hearing on the nomination of Donna 
Tanoue, of Hawaii, to be a member and 
chairperson of the Board of Directors 
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of the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor- 
poration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent on behalf of the 
Governmental Affairs Committee to 
meet on Wednesday, April 22, 1998, at 10 
a.m. for a hearing on the nominations 
of G. Edward DeSeve to be Deputy Di- 
rector for Management of the Office of 
Management and Budget, and Deidre 
Lee to be Administrator of the Office of 
Federal Procurement Policy for the Of- 
fice of Management and Budget. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on Wednesday, April 22, 1998 at 10:30 
a.m. in room 226 of the Senate Dirksen 
Office Building to hold a hearing on the 
nomination of James K. Robinson to be 
assistant attorney general for the 
criminal division. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Human Resources 
and the House Committee on Edu- 
cation and the Workforce be authorized 
to meet for a joint hearing on Individ- 
uals with Disabilities Education Act 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, April 22, 1998, at 10:30 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs would 
like to request unanimous consent to 
hold a markup on the nomination of 
Togo D. West, Jr., to be Secretary of 
the Department of Veterans Affairs. 
The markup will take place in S216, of 
the Capitol Building, after the first 
scheduled vote in the Senate after 3 
p.m. on Wednesday, April 22, 1998. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Spe- 
cial Committee on Aging be permitted 
to meet on April 22, 1998 at 1 p.m. for 
the purpose of conducting a hearing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON COMMUNICATIONS 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Communications of the 
Senate Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation be author- 
ized to meet on Wednesday, April 22, 
1998, at 9:30 am on section 706 and band- 
width issues. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON MANUFACTURING 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Manu- 
facturing Subcommittee of the Senate 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
on Wednesday, April 22, 1998, at 2:30 pm 
on virtual manufacturing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SECURITY 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, the 
Finance Committee Subcommittee on 
Social Security and Family Policy re- 
quests unanimous consent to conduct a 
hearing on Wednesday, April 22, 1998, 
beginning at 10 a.m. in room 215 Dirk- 
sen. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TECHNOLOGY, TERRORISM, 

AND GOVERNMENT INFORMATION 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Technology, Terrorism, 
and Government Information, of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee, and the 
Senate Select Committee on Intel- 
ligence be authorized to hold a joint 
hearing during the session of the Sen- 
ate on Wednesday, April 22, 1998 at 2:30 
p.m. in room 226, Senate Dirksen Office 
Building, on: Chemical and Biological 
Weapons Threats to America: Are We 
Prepared?” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

— H— 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


IN RECOGNITION OF GILDA’S 
CLUB, METRO DETROIT 


è Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to call my colleagues’ attention 
to the April 30, 1998 Grand Opening of 
the new, and permanent, home of 
Gilda’s Club, Metro Detroit in Royal 
Oak, Michigan. Gilda’s Club is a sup- 
port community for men, women and 
children who are living with cancer as 
well as their families and friends. 
Gilda’s Club is named for the late 
comedienne Gilda Radner, a Detroit 
native who died at the age of 42 after a 
courageous fight against cancer. Gilda 
first became known for her portrayals 
of irreverent characters on “Saturday 
Night Live.” She also appeared on 
Broadway and in movies. Shortly be- 
fore she died, Gilda wrote It's Always 
Something,” a book about her experi- 
ence living with cancer. Gilda’s Club 
was born from Gilda Radner’s wish for 
all people with cancer to have as 
strong a support group as she had. 
Gilda’s Club aims to provide a friend- 
ly, residential haven for cancer pa- 
tients and their friends and families. In 
this home-like setting, people living 
with or affected by cancer can share 
their experiences, participate in work- 
shops and lectures, and attend social 
events. Gilda’s Club is designed to en- 
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hance medical treatment with the 
emotional and social support which can 
be so crucial for those living with the 
disease. 

Thousands of people from commu- 
nities throughout Michigan pulled to- 
gether to make Gilda’s Club’s perma- 
nent home a reality. Many organiza- 
tions and businesses have hosted fund- 
raising events and have committed 
their own money to the cause. A com- 
edy event is held once a year to raise 
funds for Gilda’s Club, and thousands 
of people walk in the Annual 5K Gilda’s 
Club Family Walk and Block Party. In 
1997, this event involved more than 
three thousand walkers and raised 
more than $175,000. 

Mr. President, people living with can- 
cer have long been able to rely on gift- 
ed and dedicated doctors to help them 
fight the disease which affects their 
bodies. Gilda’s Club, Metro Detroit of- 
fers a critical supplement—emotional 
uplift—to the care cancer patients re- 
ceive from their physicians. By pro- 
moting hope and healing, Gilda’s Club 
will have an impact on thousands of 
people. I hope my colleagues will join 
me in recognizing the efforts of the 
many people who have made Gilda’s 
Club, Metro Detroit possible, and in ex- 
tending our prayers and high hopes to 
everyone who walks through its doors. 

— 


THE VERY BAD DEBT BOX SCORE 


è Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business yesterday, Tuesday, 
April 21, 1998, the federal debt stood at 
$5,518,978,332,463.05 (Five trillion, five 
hundred eighteen billion, nine hundred 
seventy-eight million, three hundred 
thirty-two thousand, four hundred 
sixty-three dollars and five cents). 

One year ago, April 21, 1997, the fed- 
eral debt stood at $5,352,734,000,000 
(Five trillion, three hundred fifty-two 
billion, seven hundred thirty-four mil- 
lion). 

Five years ago, April 21, 1993, the fed- 
eral debt stood at $4,257,526,000,000 
(Four trillion, two hundred fifty-seven 
billion, five hundred twenty-six mil- 
lion). 

Ten years ago, April 21, 1988, the fed- 
eral debt stood at $2,499,121,000,000 (Two 
trillion, four hundred ninety-nine bil- 
lion, one hundred twenty-one million). 

Fifteen years ago, April 21, 1983, the 
federal debt stood at $1,243,863,000,000 
(One trillion, two hundred forty-three 
billion, eight hundred sixty-three 
million) which reflects a debt increase 
of more than $4 trillion— 
$4,275,115,332,463.05 (Four trillion, two 
hundred seventy-five billion, one hun- 
dred fifteen million, three hundred 
thirty-two thousand, four hundred 
sixty-three dollars and five cents) dur- 
ing the past 15 years.e 


——————— |y 
JUSTICE FOR THE PEOPLE OF 
CAMBODIA 
èe Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, last 


week, the mastermind of one of this 
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century’s most horrific crimes against 
humanity died apparently peacefully in 
his sleep. Pol Pot, founder and leader 
of the Khmer Rouge, architect of the 
grisly genocide which claimed at least 
one million Cambodian lives between 
1975 and 1979, died at the age of 73. 
While some may see Pol Pot’s death as 
final closure on one of the most 
shockingly brutal and despotic reigns 
in history, his death should not absolve 
the international community from 
seeking justice for the people of Cam- 
bodia. 

The scars from Pol Pot’s four-year 
reign of terror remain in Cambodia, 
and on the face of humanity. History 
will judge us. Did they do enough? Did 
they do what they could? Did they even 
care? If those assessments were written 
today, the community of nations would 
be found wanting. The fact that Pol 
Pot lived to his dying day having never 
been punished for his crimes is the best 
evidence of that. 

When Pol Pot and his Khmer Rouge 
captured the Cambodian capitol of 
Phnom Penh in April 1975, he and his 
lieutenants began a barbaric campaign 
to exterminate intellectuals, for- 
eigners, bureaucrats, merchants, and 
countless others who did not fit Pol 
Pot's vision of a “pure” Cambodia. 
Many thousands more were forced into 
slave labor camps, eventually dying 
from starvation, torture, and disease. I 
have met some of the survivors of that 
nightmare who escaped to Thailand 
and ultimately resettled in the United 
States, including in Vermont. They are 
a living tribute to the invincibility of 
the human spirit. 

Four years later in 1979 Pol Pot and 
the Khmer Rouge were forced from 
power, but they left behind a ghastly 
swath of death and carnage that count- 
ed at least one million Cambodians 
dead and a country that to this day is 
trying to cope with the ghosts of that 
era. Virtually every Cambodian now 
alive knows or is related to someone 
who perished under the Khmer Rouge. 

Although Pol Pot was the architect 
of the killing fields of Cambodia, those 
in his inner circle were responsible for 
carrying out his commands. Many of 
Pol Pot’s chief lieutenants still roam 
the Cambodian countryside, reportedly 
along the Thai border. Men like Khieu 
Samphan, former President of 
Kampuchea; Nuon Chea, former second 
in command and someone described as 
Pol Pot’s alter ego;’’ and Ta Mok, a 
Khmer Rouge leader whose portfolio 
included killing Cambodians who had 
worked for the old Lon Nol govern- 
ment. Ta Mok was nicknamed the 
Butcher.“ 

The wanton killing did not end dec- 
ades ago. In 1996 British mine clearer 
Christopher Howes and his Cambodian 
interpreter, Houn Hourth, were ab- 
ducted by Khmer Rouge soldiers and 
later led to a field and shot in the 
back. According to recent reports of 
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interviews with Khmer Rouge officials, 
aides close to Pol Pot ordered the kill- 
ing. Mr. Howes posed no threat to Pol 
Pot or the Khmer Rouge. He was in 
Cambodia working to make the coun- 
try safer for the Cambodian people by 
helping remove one-by-one the millions 
of landmines sown in the fields. Today, 
Cambodia is infested with mines which 
continue to maim and kill the inno- 
cent. 

I am encouraged that the Adminis- 
tration appears ready to seek some for- 
mal mechanism to bring to justice key 
members of Pol Pot’s inner circle. A 
number of possible approaches have 
been suggested, including a war crimes 
tribunal for Cambodia like the existing 
tribunal for the former Yugoslavia, or 
an international penal tribunal that in- 
cludes Cambodian participation. These 
ideas and others merit further discus- 
sion as we examine appropriate ways to 
seek justice for the Cambodian people. 

The United Nations has also named a 
three-person team to investigate the 
remaining Khmer Rouge leaders. This 
too, is an encouraging sign. 

Whatever it takes, we must not let 
the fact that Pol Pot eluded justice di- 
minish our resolve to apprehend and 
punish the members of his inner circle 
who are also guilty of crimes against 
humanity. History will judge us harsh- 
ly if we turn our backs now. 

I ask unanimous consent that two 
editorials be printed in the RECORD. 

The editorials follow: 

[From The New York Times, April 17, 1998) 

POL POT ESCAPES JUSTICE 

Pol Pot, elusive to the end, died just as the 
world finally seemed to be serious about 
bringing him to justice. No punishment, 
however, could have fit the evil he com- 
mitted. From 1975 to 1979, Pol Pot’s Khmer 
Rouge wiped out a large fraction of Cam- 
bodia’s people, and left the rest with a coun- 
try submerged in violence and pain. 

The Khmer Rouge regime was surely the 
most bizarre in modern history, its philos- 
ophy made up of one part Maoism and three 
parts paranoia. It emptied the cities and 
marched Cambodians to the countryside to 
starve on state farms. Having an education, 
or even wearing glasses, could get one killed 
as a class enemy. Thousands of Khmer 
Rouge’s own cadres were forced to confess to 
spying and tortured to death. There is prob- 
ably no adult in Cambodia today unscarred 
by the loss of a close relative. Political life, 
too, is still poisoned. The nation’s spectac- 
ular misrule stems in part from the scarcity 
of educated people and the political habits 
learned in four years of terror. 

The Vietnamese invasion that ousted the 
Khmer Rouge in 1979 forced Pol Pot and his 
men into the jungle, where they continue to 
wage a guerrilla war to this day. Many 
Khmer Rouge troops have received amnesty 
and become wealthy and influential mem- 
bers of Hun Sen’s Government, including Mr. 
Hun Sen himself. Pol Pot's death will rob in- 
vestigators of the chance to try him and to 
hear about the crimes of Khmer Rouge lead- 
ers who are still in positions of power. 

Pol Pot, who became a Communist while 
on a scholarship in Paris in the early 1950's, 
never apologized. In an interview last Octo- 
ber, the only one he had granted since 1978, 
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he said that whatever he had done he did for 
his country. He disputed that millions had 
died but acknowledged that hundreds of 
thousands had. Those killings were nec- 
essary, he said, because the Vietnamese 
wanted to assassinate him and swallow up 
Cambodia. His conscience was clear. 

This was said by an old man so weakened 
by malaria and stroke that he could barely 
walk. He always had a gentle manner and 
soft voice, and in the interview smiled con- 
stantly. He did not seem a man who could 
have presided over the deaths of more than a 
million people. Three months before the 
interview, however, the Khmer Rouge put 
him on trial, not for the crimes of his regime 
but for his murder of a political rival and the 
man’s family. The camera showed the Khmer 
Rouge troops watching the trial chanting 
robotically, “Crush, crush, crush.“ He, of 
course, had taught them that. The soft-spo- 
ken old man of the interview was a mirage. 
His disciples showed who Pol Pot really was. 


[From The Washington Post, April 17, 1998] 
AFTER POL POT 

The reported death of Pol Pot in the Cam- 
bodian jungle means that one of this cen- 
tury’s most egregious mass murderers will 
not stand trial or be held accountable for his 
crimes. But it should not mean that Pol 
Pot's accomplices now will be let off the 
hook, and it does not mean that other na- 
tions with an interest in Cambodia’s future 
should ease their pressure for a restoration 
of democracy there. 

Between 1975 and 1979 more than 1 million 
and probably closer to 2 million Cambodians 
were executed or died from the effects of tor- 
ture, deliberate starvation and brutal over- 
work. Pol Pot was the nation’s communist 
leader at the time; he presided over the 
deaths of one-fifth of his population. But he 
was not alone. According to painstaking doc- 
umentation assembled by the Cambodia 
Genocide Project at Yale University (par- 
tially funded by the State Department), a 
standing committee, on March 30, 1976, for- 
mally established an integrated national 
network of extermination centers. These 
were responsible for an estimated 1 million 
deaths of people who are now buried in 20,000 
mass graves. Eight to 10 members of that 
committee are still alive and at large. 

The tendency on the part of the inter- 
national community will be to abandon ef- 
forts to bring to trial those guilty of crimes 
against humanity. With Pol Pot gone, atten- 
tion will fade; some believe his colleagues 
killed him for just that reason. Moreover, 
some of Pol Pot’s onetime comrades are in 
league with Cambodia’s current leader, Hun 
Sen. It would make diplomats’ jobs easier to 
let them be. It would also be an affront to 
justice and to Cambodia's many victims. 

The same international fatigue is emerg- 
ing with respect to Hun Sen, who seized 
power in a coup last July. Officials from the 
United States, Japan, Cambodia’s neighbors 
and other nations will meet in Bangkok on 
Sunday to decide whether to resume some 
aid to his regime, at least to help organize 
an election he wants to hold in July. Hun 
Sen hopes the election will legitimize his au- 
thoritarian rule. Some in Bangkok will want 
to go forward because Hun Sen has allowed 
deposed prime minister Prince Ranariddh to 
return to Cambodia, supposedly a gesture of 
reconciliation. 

But political killings of Ranariddh sup- 
porters continue, and no one has been 
brought to justice for more than 40 past mur- 
ders; Hun Sen’s opponents live in fear and 
with limited access to the media; no impar- 
tial courts or electoral commission exist. 
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Until these conditions change, a credible 
election is impossible. The United States and 
its allies should not put themselves in the 
position of blessing any other kind.e 


—— — 


EARTH DAY 1998 


è Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
would like to take the opportunity to 
address our environment and energy 
resources this Earth Day 1998. 

My perspective is derived from my 
quarter-century in the United States 
Senate, wherein I have devoted much 
of my time to environmental and en- 
ergy concerns. When I started my ten- 
ure here in 1973, the commemoration of 
Earth Day was three years young. Dur- 
ing the ensuing years, I have witnessed 
great strides towards the improvement 
of our nation’s environment. We are 
uniquely fortunate to be prosperous 
enough to consciously choose to pro- 
mote environmental concerns and con- 
serve resources. This Earth Day 1998 
should focus on creating ways to not 
only continue these improvements in 
our own country, but also assist other 
nations in improving their ability to 
protect the world’s environment. The 
earth is currently the only home we all 
share. 

I would like to think that I have con- 
tributed to the continuing United 
States environmental improvement 
during my years of public service. I ac- 
tively participated in the multi-year 
debate on the 1977 amendments to the 
Clean Air Act, and I am pleased to say, 
played a key role in shaping the 1990 
amendments which has reaped substan- 
tial decreases in air pollutants since 
the first Earth Day in 1970. 

Through passage of the Clean Water 
Act and reauthorization of the Safe 
Drinking Water Act, the United States 
of America has vastly improved the 
quality of its rivers, lakes, and coastal 
waters, and has the safest drinking 
water in the world. Communities, while 
suffering some hardships, have been 
able to decrease emissions, provide 
clean, safe public areas for their citi- 
zens, and still remain a world economic 
leader. We have learned that costly 
regulation is not the solution, but co- 
operation with and incentives for the 
business community, as well as pro- 
viding local control over local con- 
cerns, improves everyone’s way of life. 

It is from the vantage point of my 
years of service in environmental and 
energy issues that I speak today about 
the divergence in regulation and policy 
from the best interests of our global 
climate. Several examples can be 
gleaned from the recent debates re- 
garding emission standards and the 
global climate change document which 
emerged from Kyoto, Japan in Decem- 
ber. 

Remember, since 1970, air pollution 
in this country has been steadily de- 
clining, despite the fact that the U.S. 
population has increased by almost 
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30% and vehicle travel has more than 
doubled. Now, I believe anyone will tell 
you they want clean air. However, one 
must also realize that any environ- 
mental improvement comes at some 
economic cost in our industrialized 
world. The United States may be re- 
sponsible for 20 percent of the world’s 
carbon dioxide emissions, but it also 
responsible for producing 26 percent of 
the world’s goods and services. And we 
still have some of the most stringent 
environmental standards around. We 
need to keep finding ways to improve 
air quality, while maintaining a stand- 
ard of living that is envied the world 
over. 

American cities have just recently 
been able to achieve the stringent air 
quality standards, and air quality is 
improving. In my home state of New 
Mexico, Albuquerque was one of the 
first U.S. cities to be removed from the 
list of violators of national carbon 
monoxide standards. Let’s let all com- 
munities continue to improve, rather 
than impose strict and costly new air 
quality standards before we know that 
they are based in sound science. 

I believe that many of my distin- 
guished colleagues here in the Senate 
know I have long been a strong pro- 
ponent of basing governmental deci- 
sion making on sound science. Indeed, 
in both the Clean Air Act Amendments 
of 1990 and the Safe Drinking Water 
Act of last Congress, I fought hard to 
make sure sound science” provisions 
were included in the legislation as a 
matter of policy. There has been some 
question about the scientific validity 
of the global warming theory. Theories 
do change. It was not all that long ago 
that my children were being taught in 
school that we were approaching an- 
other ice age. 

However, assuming that global cli- 
mate change is occurring and emis- 
sions need to be reduced to improve the 
global climate, what is the logic of ex- 
empting developing countries from any 
global treaty aimed at reducing those 
emissions? Many developing countries, 
like China or India, are predicted to 
rapidly exceed developed countries’ 
emission levels. Shouldn't every coun- 
try be bound to reduce their carbon di- 
oxide emissions? Why should this coun- 
try bear the burden in this inequitable 
arrangement that will not reduce net 
emissions levels? 

Do not misunderstand me. We all 
have to live on this planet; we all 
should live well and live in a clean en- 
vironment. I do not believe these goals 
are contradictory. Progress is not a 
curse. This nation is blessed to be lead- 
ers in Environmental protection and to 
also enjoy modern conveniences. I do 
applaud the fact that the climate 
change debate has focused some atten- 
tion on looking to alternative and 
cleaner fuel sources. 

I do sometimes find it ironic that 
those environmental activists who 
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speak the loudest about a dirty envi- 
ronment oppose development of the 
safest, cleanest energy source available 
in quantities to sustain our modern 
needs: nuclear energy. 

As we leave the 20th Century and 
head for a new millennium, we truly 
need to confront these strategic energy 
issues with careful logic and sound 
science. 

We live in the dominant economic, 
military, and cultural entity in the 
world. Our principles of government 
and economics are increasingly becom- 
ing the principles of the world. We can 
afford a clean world. As developing 
countries try to emulate our nation’s 
success, we will find ourselves com- 
peting for resources that fuel modern 
economics. 

I have pledged to initiate a more 
forthright discussion of nuclear policy. 
We often define environmental debates 
in terms of ‘‘us versus them.” When it 
comes to global environment there is 
no them. We are all environmentalists. 
Nobody belittles the fundamental need 
for clean air and water. Some activists 
make their cause all-important, from 
whichever direction they come, and do 
not focus on what is right or fair. I be- 
lieve that the emotional response is 
not always the logical alternative. 

As Chairman of the Senate Budget 
Committee, I have faced criticism from 
both sides on some of my positions. 
Now, the President has outlined a pro- 
gram to reduce U.S. production of car- 
bon dioxide and other greenhouse gases 
below 1990 levels by some time between 
2008 and 2012. Unfortunately, the Presi- 
dent's goals are not achievable without 
seriously impacting our economy. 

Our national laboratories have stud- 
ied the issue. Their report indicates 
that to get to the President’s goals we 
would have to impose a $50/ton carbon 
tax. That would result in an increase of 
12.5 cents/gallon for gas and 1.5 cents/ 
kilowatt-hour for electricity—almost a 
doubling a of the current cost of coal 
or natural gas-generated electricity. 
However, Nuclear energy can help meet 
the global goal. 

I was very disappointed that the 
talks in Kyoto did not include any seri- 
ous discussion about nuclear energy. 
As I have pointed out before, in 1996 
alone, nuclear power plants prevented 
the release of 147 metric tons of carbon, 
2.5 million tons of nitrogen oxides, and 
5 million tons of sulfur dioxide into the 
atmosphere. Nuclear power is now only 
providing 20% of the United States’ 
electricity, but those utilities’ emis- 
sions of greenhouse gases were 25% 
lower than they would have been from 
fossil fuels. 

In the aspect of recognizing nuclear 
energy as a clean, economic fuel alter- 
native, the United States has thus far 
failed to take the lead. Other coun- 
tries, such as France, Japan, and Rus- 
sia, have recognized the importance of 
nuclear energy sources. And there are 
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many more beneficial uses of nuclear 
technologies, from the destruction of 
dangerous organisms in our food to en- 
joying healthier lives from medical 
procedures dependent on nuclear proc- 
esses. The notation on our calendar 
should read that today, Earth Day, is 
the day we should begin to catch up 
with other countries that have pru- 
dently decided to use more nuclear 
power because it is good for the envi- 
ronment and makes good sense. 

I realize, however, that we cannot ad- 
dress the issue of nuclear energy with- 
out discussing the problem of nuclear 
waste. This should not deter us from a 
prudent course; we must, and we can, 
find ways to address nuclear waste 
safely. Currently there are exciting sci- 
entific ideas being developed to utilize 
the 60-75% of energy available in spent 
nuclear fuel rods while still reducing 
the half-life of residual material. 

I encourage debate this Earth Day on 
ways to improve the world’s economy 
while maintaining a clean environ- 
ment. Exploring nuclear energy issue is 
but one way. And indeed, the issue of 
energy use and environment is perti- 
nent on more than one day a year. Let 
us just reflect on the possibilities for 
the new millennium as we proudly re- 
view our past successes.@ 


— 


THE J.P. “COTTON” KNOX FAM- 
ILY—A 20TH CENTURY AMERICAN 
FAMILY 


è Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to a great 20th 
century American family from the 
state of Ilinois—the J.P. Cotton“ 
Knox family. Through the industrial 
age, the Great Depression, two world 
wars, and presidents from Teddy Roo- 
sevelt to Bill Clinton, the Knox family 
has spanned the American Century. We 
take a moment today to reflect on 
their history and their contribution to 
our nation. 

It all began with J.P. “Cotton” Knox, 
born November 16, 1880, and his wife Es- 
ther Loretta Knox, born April 11, 1885— 
both in Sangamon County, Illinois. 
They started courting at the turn of 
the century, married in 1907 and lived 
on a small farm west of Curran in San- 
gamon County where J.P. shucked corn 
by hand in the moonlight. 

During the first quarter of the 20th 
century, the family grew rapidly. 
Thomas Dickerson, J.P. and Esther’s 
first child, was born July 8, 1908. James 
Donald came next on November 24, 1909 
and was followed by Kathryn Loretta 
on May 9, 1912, John Louis on July 23, 
1914, Charles Carroll on November 21, 
1916, Lawrence William on January 26, 
1919, Howard Eugene on March 29, 1921, 
Paul Edward on January 18, 1923, and 
Joseph Patrick on February 10, 1925. 
Each child was born healthy and at 
home except for Howard Eugene, who 
was born in the hospital because of a 
scarlet fever epidemic. 
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In the second quarter of the 20th cen- 
tury, the family struggled through the 
Great Depression along with the rest of 
the nation. Kathryn had grown old 
enough that she was able to serve as 
relief pitcher and back-up quarterback 
for her mother. J.P. was elected Cor- 
oner of Sangamon County in 1932 and 
instilled in his children the importance 
of voting because it was a duty and a 
privilege as an American. 

Perhaps the most remarkable chap- 
ter in the family’s history came when 
the United States entered World War II 
following the bombing of Pearl Harbor 
in December 1941. Thomas, the oldest, 
was 33 and married with three children 
when the war began. As CEO of Doyle 
Freight Lines based in Saginaw, Michi- 
gan, he was declared an essential man 
in an essential industry. The Governor 
of Michigan appointed him as coordi- 
nator of transporting supplies to mili- 
tary bases in certain Midwest states. 
After the war, he was listed in Who’s 
Who in the Midwest. 

The other brothers, one by one, 
joined the military, even though some 
could have remained on the homefront. 
Lawrence, who worked in the FBI in 
Washington, was exempt from military 
service but chose to enlist in the Ma- 
rines. Joseph was the last child left 
home with J.P. and Esther. He could 
have applied for a deferment but chose 
to serve with the approval of his par- 
ents. Three weeks after graduating 
from high school in 1943, he was in the 
Navy. Carroll was the only brother who 
did not go overseas, and served as a 
medical corpsman in the Navy in San 
Diego, California. Of the seven brothers 
who served, three were in the Navy, 
three in the Army and one in the Ma- 
rines. 

J.P. and Esther would have been all 
alone had it not been for Kathryn and 
her three children who lived with them 
when Kathryn’s husband joined the 
Navy. Kathryn provided tremendous 
support to her parents, who had a lot 
to worry about with six of their eight 
sons in harm’s way. She kept their mo- 
rale high until, amazingly, all seven of 
the Knox boys in the military returned 
home safely with honorable discharges 
after the war. Combined, they gave 20 
years, six months of service, including 
nearly 13 years overseas. 

The third quarter of the 20th century 
had just begun when J.P. passed away 
in 1951. He was eulogized with a one- 
quarter page editorial by V.Y. 
Dallman, editor of the Illinois State 
Register in Springfield, Illinois. Esther 
passed away in 1972. All nine children 
were employed in various fields and 
raising families of their own. Joseph 
followed in his father’s political foot- 
steps, serving several terms as Clerk of 
the Circuit Court of Sangamon County 
and Public Health Commissioner for 
the City of Springfield. To this day, he 
insists the voters were not voting for 
him, but rather for the Knox family. 
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His was simply the name that hap- 
pened to be on the ballot. 

In the last quarter of the 20th cen- 
tury, three of the Knox children passed 
away—Thomas in 1986, Howard in 1987 
and Louis in 1993. Six siblings remain— 
all in reasonably good health. 

As the 21st century approaches, we 
wish the Knox family well and thank 
them for their service to the country 
and the state of Illinois. And I ask that 
my statement be included in the 
RECORD so that future generations of 
the J.P. ‘Cotton’ Knox family will 
know that their forebears were proud 
to be Americans and proud to serve 
their nation.e 


O e 


THE 83D ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
ARMENIAN GENOCIDE 


è Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 
rise today to commemorate the 83d an- 
niversary of the Armenian genocide. 
On this sad occasion, my thoughts and 
sympathies are with the Armenian peo- 
ple as they remember the horrors of 
the events 83 years ago. 

It is with a great sense of sorrow that 
we mark the 83d year since the tragic 
genocide and exile of the Armenian 
people. The senseless murder and ex- 
pulsion of 1.5 million Armenians 
through a staged campaign of the 
Turkish Ottoman Empire has been one 
of the most sobering events in modern 
history. The Armenian Genocide has 
the uneviable distinction of being the 
first genocide in the 20th century. This 
fact alone underscores the seriousness 
of the events between 1915 and 1918, and 
it should remind us of the need to keep 
all those who perished during the 
Genocide alive in our memory. 

We pause now to ensure that the Ar- 
menian Genocide will never slip into 
the recesses of history. While human- 
kind has the ability to sponsor acts of 
great kindness and sacrifice, we also 
have the capacity for great evil. Along 
with the Holocaust, the Armenian 
Genocide signifies our ability to pro- 
mote evil, but if we close our eyes to 
the tragedies of the past, we risk the 
chance of repeating them in the future. 

Sadly, the Armenian American com- 
munity has its roots in the Armenian 
Genocide. Many individuals living here 
in the United States either lost family 
members at the hands of the Ottomans, 
or are survivors themselves. They have 
risen above adversity to become promi- 
nent and successful citizens despite a 
tragic past. The Armenian American 
community has been vocal in express- 
ing its anguish about the Genocide. It 
is my hope that their perseverance in 
marking this event each year, as well 
as our own efforts here in the United 
States Senate, will be enough to allow 
us to remember the lessons of the 
Genocide. We are constantly forced to 
relearn the effects of evil unchecked, 
but I hope, in this case, we will be guid- 
ed to a better future.e 
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NGAWANG CHOEPHEL 


è Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, Sec- 
retary Albright is planning to travel to 
China soon to discuss a wide range of 
important issues with Chinese officials. 
Her trip is in anticipation of a subse- 
quent visit by President Clinton. On 
her agenda will be the issue of human 
rights, and I want to use this oppor- 
tunity to remind other Senators of the 
case of Ngawang Choephel, a Tibetan 
ethnomusicologist and former 
Middlebury College student. Mr. 
Choephel came to this country on a 
Fulbright Scholarship, and in Sep- 
tember 1995 he was arrested in Tibet 
for making a film about traditional Ti- 
betan music and dance. On December 
26, 1996, just one month after I spoke to 
Chinese President Jiang Zemin person- 
ally about Mr. Choephel, he was sen- 
tenced after a secret trial to 18 years in 
prison. 

This case goes to the heart of our on- 
going difficulties with the Chinese 
Government on human rights. I have 
repeatedly asked for, and never re- 
ceived, a shred of evidence that Mr. 
Choephel was engaged in any illegal or 
political activity. His crime, it ap- 
pears, was that he was Tibetan and 
wanted to preserve Tibetan culture. 

Mr. President, every country has the 
right to prosecute individuals who en- 
gage in conduct that threatens the 
safety of others. But no country has 
the right to violate internationally 
recognized human rights which are the 
rights of all people regardless of na- 
tionality. As long as a person can be 
imprisoned for doing nothing more 
than making a film about Tibetan cul- 
ture, our relations with China will con- 
tinue to suffer. By releasing Mr. 
Choephel, the Chinese Government 
would risk nothing, but it would rep- 
resent an important step to those of us 
who are looking for credible signs that 
the Chinese Government genuinely 
wants to improve its human rights 
record. 

An April 21, 1998 editorial in the Rut- 
land Daily Herald notes the release of 
Chinese dissident Wang Dan, and calls 
for the release of Ngawang Choephel. I 
ask that excerpts of the editorial be 
printed in the RECORD. 

DON’T FORGET TIBET 

The release of a leading dissident by the 
Chinese government has shown the Chinese 
leadership to be willing to make the right 
political gestures in anticipation of a visit 
later this spring by President Clinton. 

Now is a good time to remind the Chinese 
that Americans believe Tibet to be an impor- 
tant human rights issue and that future rela- 
tions with the United States would be im- 
proved by better treatment of Tibet. it is a 
good time, too, to remind the Chinese of a 
Tibetan with a Vermont connection who has 
been sentenced to serve 18 years in jail. 

* * * * * 

Ngawang Choephel had fled Tibet with his 
mother when he was 2 years old. He eventu- 
ally found his way to Middlebury College 
where he was a student of ethnomusiclogy. 
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He returned to Tibet to record the music and 
dance of his native land, but he was arrested 
in the summer of 1995 and sentenced to 18 
years. 

* * * * * 


Releasing one or two well-known dis- 
sidents is not enough to establish a record of 
respect for human rights when other thou- 
sands remain behind prison walls for crimes 
no more offensive then the recording of folk 
songs. 

* * * * * 


Ngawang Choephel is just one among thou- 
sands who remain behind. As long as he is 
not forgotten, Clinton and the Chinese may 
also remember how much more needs to be 
done before China has established itself as a 
nation with proper respect for the rights of 
the individual.e 


THE CONTENT OF UNITED STATES 
ENGAGEMENT WITH CHINA 


e Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, on 
April 3, 1998 I addressed a conference at 
Stanford University on the subject of 
“The Content of U.S. Engagement with 
China.” This conference, on an issue 
which I believe to be of paramount im- 
portance, was convened by The Center 
for International Security and Arms 
Control and the Institute for Inter- 
national Studies in conjunction with 
the Stanford University and Harvard 
University Preventive Defense Project. 
I thought my colleagues would find my 
remarks to be of interest, and I ask 
that they be printed in the RECORD. 
The remarks follow: 


ENGAGING CHINA: THE DIRECTION OF THE 
FUTURE 


For the last twenty years I have believed 
that the single most important undeveloped 
bilateral relationship in the world is the re- 
lationship between China and the United 
States of America. And I have been puzzled 
as to why so little attention has been given 
to its development. q2lNow, after many 
years of little presidential interaction be- 
tween Washington and Beijing, President 
Clinton’s decision to move up his visit to 
China from November to June I think means 
that each President is looking at the rela- 
tionship in a different way. And I believe 
that this Administration is now ready to 
fully engage China. 

So, what does engagement mean? What 
should be the content of such a policy? How 
should it be carried out? And why has it 
taken so long? 

While the debate between engagement and 
containment with China is by no means 
dead, this clear and unequivocal effort to en- 
gage Beijing now at the highest level marks 
an historic turning point in U.S.-China rela- 
tions—and what may well be the most defin- 
ing bilateral relationship of the coming cen- 
tury. 

As we move forward in this new effort at 
engagement, it is worthwhile to explore the 
issue of why it has been so difficult to reach 
this point, and then discuss what engage- 
ment” should look like, and some of the 
practical steps the United States can take to 
carry out this effort. 

OBSTACLES TO A SUSTAINED POLICY OF 
ENGAGEMENT 


Anyone who has participated in China pol- 


icy debates in recent years knows first-hand 
how difficult it has been to sustain any goal- 
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oriented, consistent policy of engagement. 
Several reasons come to mind.: 

First is the events at Tiananmen Square 
on June 4, 1989. Just as Tiananmen Square 
was a much more significant event for China 
than the Chinese government would like to 
admit, it also substantially impacted the 
ability of the U.S. to pursue a policy of en- 
gagement. 

For many Americans, the events of June 4, 
1989 remain their dominant view of modern 
China—a view shaped by horrifying pictures 
of tanks advancing on students and workers, 
and the one white-shirted, slight man, 
clutching a shopping bag, defiantly facing 
down an advancing tank. These images are 
etched indelibly on the minds of virtually 
everyone who saw the extensive television 
coverage. It left a mark of unvarnished bru- 
tality on the government of China and on 
the People’s Liberation Army. Many in this 
country came to view China as nothing more 
than a brutal dictatorship. 

From that day on in Washington, China 
policy became event-driven, lurching from 
one crisis to the next—every media revela- 
tion on human rights, every trade dispute, 
every diplomatic confrontation over Taiwan, 
the future of Hong Kong, and the plight of 
Tibetans. U.S. policy toward China was held 
hostage daily by whatever message“ we 
were sending to respond to a particular 
issue—from the summary and prolonged de- 
tention of students involved in Tiananmen 
Square, to the incarceration of Harry Wu, to 
the arbitrary imprisonment of scholars and 
dissidents. Issues like prison labor, and abor- 
tion dominate the views of certain members 
of Congress to this very day. 

Secondly, Americans have trouble accept- 
ing a non-elected government as a legitimate 
partner, particularly when that government 
is Communist. American political instincts 
are so entrenched when it comes to com- 
munism that they often override even our 
own stated interests. Perhaps this is due to 
the long Cold War with the Soviet Union. 
But Americans remain distrustful of a “Red 
China despite the fact that China has 
adopted Western-style market capitalism 
and is reaching out to the West. Many in 
Congress see the tight control over political 
expression and unjust incarceration of dis- 
senters as that which should be the control- 
ling factor of our foreign policy with China. 

Thirdly, China’s modernization of its mili- 
tary, its increasing nationalism, and the 
military saber-rattling toward Taiwan in re- 
action to the Cornell visit of Lee Teng-hui— 
which culminated in a tense show of force in- 
volving missile launches and aircraft car- 
riers—encouraged many here to vilify China 
as the new Evil Empire and likely military 
adversary. The book China Can Say No intro- 
duced a very real element of hostility, and 
the American corollary, The Coming Conflict 
with China, argued, in response, that conflict 
is indeed inevitable, that the Beijing govern- 
ment should be contested and weakened, and 
that the U.S. policy demeanor should be one 
of cold encounters.” 

Lost in all of this, largely because of the 
ignorance of so many Americans about the 
history and culture of China, has been the 
progress made in China toward a dramati- 
cally improved standard of living and freer 
lifestyle for so many tens of millions of peo- 
ple. One has but to consider the China of the 
Cultural Revolution, with the enormous loss 
of life and freedom suffered during the period 
of the “Gang of Four,” to understand that 
the gains and changes that have been made 
in China are more profound than those that 
have occurred in virtually any large country 


6356 


anywhere else in the world in such a short 
twenty year period of time. 

One point driven home to me is that most 
Americans have remarkably little knowledge 
of China’s 5,000-year history, its culture, and 
its governance. When I was studying history 
here at Stanford, taking a course in modern 
China, the professor said to me, Beware, 
Dianne, Americans do not understand 
China.” That is absolutely correct. It does 
not register on most Americans that China, 
throughout its history, has been governed by 
one man—usually a despotic emperor, and 
then revolutionary war heroes. As Jiang 
Zemin said to me a couple of years ago in 
Beijing: ‘‘The U.S. cannot expect a country 
ruled by man for 5,000 years to make the 
transition to a rule of law overnight.” 

China’s humiliation at the hands of Euro- 
pean powers during the Opium Wars, its sub- 
sequent isolation from the West for over 100 
years, and then its suffering at the hands of 
the Nationalists, the Communist Revolution, 
and the Cultural Revolution, and the rami- 
fications of all of these events on its people, 
are largely unknown to Americans. 

I was amazed to learn that a poll con- 
ducted during the transition of Hong Kong to 
Chinese sovereignty showed that only 12 per- 
cent of Americans knew that Hong Kong 
was, prior to the transition, governed by 
Great Britain. Most thought Hong Kong to 
be an independent entity being returned to 
China. This lack of knowledge makes it dif- 
ficult for many Americans to understand 
why development of this relationship is so 
complex and important to our national in- 
terest. 

Additionally, the fact that our own govern- 
ment is divided with one party charting for- 
eign policy from the White House and the 
other trying to dictate it from Congress does 
not make a consistent policy easy to 
achieve. That division does, however, facili- 
tate the opportunity for individuals and in- 
terest groups to weigh in heavily with the 
Congress with whatever agenda they may 
have to criticize the Administration. The 
easiest path, of course, is to do little in the 
face of this criticism and lack of under- 
standing. To some extent, this same ambiva- 
lence is mirrored on the Chinese side. Since 
the visit of Lee Teng-hui to the United 
States, we have seen the impact of rising 
Chinese nationalism, not just as a leadership 
issue, but as a deeply felt conviction 
throughout the countryside. 

It is my deep belief that China today is 
America’s most important undeveloped bi- 
lateral relationship, and that our own na- 
tional interests suggest that whoever is 
President must be committed to engage this 
rising giant on an ongoing and consistent 
basis, regardless of other pressing domestic 
and international issues. China policy can- 
not afford a sense of drift, long periods of in- 
action, or even a fear of spelling out the im- 
portance of engagement and all of its rami- 
fications and pluses to the American people. 

DEFINING ENGAGEMENT: A STRATEGIC 
PARTNERSHIP 

So what should a policy of engagement be? 
First of all, it should be a policy that is 
clear, consistent, and goal-oriented. It 
should be aimed at developing the trust, mu- 
tual respect, and —most importantly—the 
dialogue and diplomacy necessary to accom- 
plish two things: 1) minimize the likelihood 
of conflict between the United States and 
China, and 2) encourage China's development 
as an open, responsible, and stable world 
leader capable of helping maintain a safe and 
secure Asia. If there is going to be appre- 
ciable progress toward this goal in the next 
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10-15 years, it will come about through the 
development of a strategic partnership be- 
tween the United States and China. 

This strategic partnership must be based, 
first and foremost, on a recognition of shared 
security interests, including: a stable and se- 
cure Western Pacific, in which all countries 
have secure borders and are at peace; elimi- 
nating the spread of weapons of mass de- 
struction; stable economic conditions in the 
Asian-Pacific region; and the free flow of 
commerce and people through Asian and 
global sea lanes. 

This strategic partnership must also be 
based on mutual trust, developed over time, 
through repeated contact and constant com- 
munication. Mutual trust requires the devel- 
opment of a common understanding that the 
interests of one side do not threaten the 
other; an understanding by the United States 
that China's rising strength need not nec- 
essarily pose a threat to the U.S.; and an un- 
derstanding by China that the U.S. role in 
Asia is not aimed at containing China or pre- 
venting it from playing its rightful role in 
the region. 

Finally, this strategic partnership must be 
based on a set of mutual understandings 
about issues of importance to each side, es- 
pecially the issue of Taiwan, non-prolifera- 
tion, and agreed-upon rules of trade. 

Taiwan: The most critical area of shared 
understanding must be Taiwan. The new Chi- 
nese Ambassador in Washington, Li 
Zhaoxing, recently met with me in my office 
and reiterated unequivocally that the key 
issue remains Taiwan. Beyond that, all 
issues are negotiable. So, the United States’ 
adherence to the “One China” policy, and 
the principles set forth in the three Sino- 
American Joint Communiques, remain the 
bedrock of any American policy of engage- 
ment. 

Specifically, the U.S. should make sure 
China understands that the United States is 
committed first and foremost to a peaceful 
resolution of the Taiwan issue, brought 
about through talks between the Chinese and 
the Taiwanese. In this regard, we can take 
encouragement from the fact that Cross- 
Straits dicussions are expected to resume in 
Beijing later this month for the first time 
since mid-1995. 

As a matter of American policy, we need to 
be vigilant in ensuring that the United 
States will do nothing to support Taiwanese 
independence, and will consistently encour- 
age Taiwan to pursue a course of moderation 
and avoid provocative acts. At the same time 
we must make clear that we will not coun- 
tenance any military action against Taiwan, 
and that any aggressive action is clearly ad- 
verse to U.S. national interests. 

Nuclear Nonproliferation: China’s need for 
constant reassuring regarding U.S. inten- 
tions toward Taiwan mirrors American con- 
cerns about Chinese efforts at stopping the 
spread of weapons of mass destruction. The 
U.S. and China have achieved some equi- 
librium on the issue of Taiwan, and have 
moved much closer to a common under- 
standing on the issue of non-proliferation. 

China today has signed or is now sup- 
porting virtually every multinational treaty 
and agreement on nuclear non-proliferation, 
including the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Treaty, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, 
most recently by joining the Zangger Com- 
mittee to control and monitor exports of nu- 
clear technology. And, at the summit in Oc- 
tober, China committed not to engage in any 
new nuclear cooperation projects with Iran, 
fulfilling a longtime U.S. policy goal. 

There are still questions about whether or 
not China has fully turned the corner in its 
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approach to nuclear non-proliferation, but 
the signs are encouraging. China has been 
supportive of U.S. efforts to halt nuclear pro- 
liferation in North Korea and is partici- 
pating in the four-party talks and supportive 
of the Agreed Framework. China has also 
agreed to cease assistance to any 
unsafeguarded nuclear facility, which is es- 
pecially critical in the case of Pakistan. 
Today, both India and Pakistan are capable 
of launching nuclear devices in a matter of 
days, and hopefully China now understands 
that it makes little sense to have a group of 
states with major nuclear weapons capacity 
just over its borders. 

Now is the time for the United States, 
when President Clinton goes to China in 
June, to propose a cooperative approach to 
nonproliferation as a major initiative with 
President Jiang Zemin. The United States 
can build on the successes already achieved 
by seeking to encourage China to become a 
full member of the Missile Technology Con- 
trol Regime (MTCR), which will require 
China to abide, not just by the regime’s 
guidelines, but by the technology transfer 
restrictions contained in its annexes. This is 
key to a nonproliferation agreement. 

Trade: Special attention should be paid to 
the dynamics of the U.S.-China trade rela- 
tionship, because the trading relationship, 
with its domestic ramifications, is such that 
it can undermine other aspects of a strategic 
partnership. Hence, there is a real need for a 
shared understanding and agreement on the 
rules of trade between the two parties. It is 
clear that a major United States interest is 
to have China—which will soon be the 
world’s third-largest economy and growing 
at unprecedented rates of GDP—abide by the 
same rules of trade as the rest of the inter- 
national community. 

To that end, a major goal of our policy of 
engagement should be to encourage China’s 
participation in international economic re- 
gimes, and, most notably, the World Trade 
Organization. As Nicholas Lardy of the 
Brookings Institution has written, the 
United States goal of China's accession into 
the WTO on “commercially viable terms” 
must dovetail with a realistic assessment of 
how fast China can achieve the standards 
necessary for full membership. 

A phase-in period is no doubt appropriate 
given the enormous changes the Chinese 
economy will have to endure, especially if 
China continues to show good faith and is 
moving in the right direction—as the new 
Premier Zhu Rongji seems inclined to do. 

As a further encouragement for China to 
make the necessary adjustments in its trade 
practices, Congress might end the applica- 
tion of the Jackson-Vanik amendment to 
China, thereby making China’s MFN status 
permanent. I intend to cosponsor legislation 
later this year with the chairman of the Sen- 
ate Finance Committee, Senator William 
Roth of Delaware, and others, which would 
guarantee that upon China’s accession to the 
WTO under terms agreed to by the United 
States, China’s MFN status would be made 
permanent. If necessary, the legislation 
could be structured so that Jackson-Vanik 
could be reinstated if China failed to meet 
its commitments under the WTO. But the 
important thing is to end the unnecessary 
and disruptive practice of subjecting the en- 
tire U.S.-China relationship to an annual re- 
view. 

There are other steps the United States 
can take to ensure a further deepening our 
strategic partnership with China in the trade 
area. Each year, the leaders of the world's 
great industrialized democracies meet in 
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what has been known as the G-7 and, now 
that Russia is a participant, the Summit of 
the Eight. These leading nations meet to dis- 
cuss their common interests and agendas in 
world economics, trade, and security. 

While China is not yet a democracy, it isa 
rising power in Asia and the world, and, as 
such, should interact with this summit. As 
with Russia, full membership is not nec- 
essary at the outset. But China’s potential 
role in shaping global peace and economic 
stability should be recognized and encour- 
aged. It would serve the interests of the 
United States and our allies at this summit 
to be able to discuss with Chinese leaders 
how China and the Western powers can inter- 
face and work together. 

Most observers agree that China has 
played a helpful role in responding to the fi- 
nancial crises gripping much of Asia, and 
there is good reason to be very seriously con- 
cerned. Despite a decline in foreign invest- 
ment and Chinese exports, China has held 
the line against pressure to devalue its cur- 
rency, and has pledged to offer financial as- 
sistance to its troubled neighbors. China also 
has pledged to continue and accelerate its re- 
form of state-owned enterprises and the re- 
structuring of its government, with full 
knowledge that it will have to deal with 
probable social disruption as a result. This 
responsible international economic behavior, 
which has been praised by Secretary of the 
Treasury Robert Rubin, bodes well for the 
strategic partnership we are trying to build. 

When I first went to China twenty years 
ago, virtually all businesses were owned by 
the state. Today, about 25 percent is owned 
privately, 25 percent is cooperative, and 
about 50 percent is still owned by the central 
government. 

These highly subsidized state-owned enter- 
prises are hugely inefficient, but they em- 
ploy tens of millions of people. Zhu Rongji is 
determined to shut down these white ele- 
phants. As he closes them, unemployment is 
sure to increase. Already in China there is a 
huge unemployed migrant population in the 
millions, moving from city to city, with lit- 
tle hope and little opportunity. As these re- 
forms are carried out and inefficient compa- 
nies are shut down, the situation that the 
Chinese have the most concern about, insta- 
bility, is a real possibility. Also, there is 
growing unrest in minority areas. These 
events together will test China’s commit- 
ment to reform, but the early indications are 
that the commitment of the new Prime Min- 
ister is strong. 

STEPS TOWARD MUTUAL TRUST 


The strategic partnership we are trying to 
build requires the development of a sense of 
mutual trust. I do not believe this can be ac- 
complished at secondary levels, but rather 
must be developed over time, leader to lead- 
er, with a lot of listening needed on the U.S. 
side—something we are not very accom- 
plished at doing. This takes time and persist- 
ence. There will be setbacks. But I do not be- 
lieve that second-level delegations sweeping 
into Beijing for a day or two, giving ulti- 
matums, can accomplish much. To this end, 
the United States and Chinese leaders need 
to develop methods of ongoing communica- 
tion. It is amazing to me to know that, from 
the resumption of diplomatic relations with 
China in 1978 until the present day, there has 
been no red telephone—no ability for the two 
leaders to talk, exchange information, or 
discuss points of concern. Hard to believe, 
but true. 

I will never forget visiting Jiang Zemin at 
Zhongnanhai in August of 1995 and having 
him tell me that he did not know of the U.S. 
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decision to grant a visa to Lee Teng-hui to 
visit Cornell University until he read about 
it in the newspaper—and I saw it written all 
over his face, the loss of face. The Chinese 
believed that they had been reassured in May 
of that year—just weeks before—that such a 
visit would not take place. When it did, the 
relationship was shaken to its foundation, 
culminating in Chinese missile exercises 
aimed at intimidating Taiwan and U.S. air- 
craft carriers being sent to the Taiwan 
Strait. 

I am also of the view that it is possible, 
perhaps even probable, that the ministries of 
China often act independently of Beijing, 
such as in the case of the sale of $75,000 
worth of ring magnets to Pakistan. I know 
that in the case of the intellectual property 
debate, information was given by the govern- 
ment of Guangdong Province to Beijing indi- 
cating that all pirate CD factories in the 
province had been closed, when they had not. 

These cases are small examples of when 
conversations, and a sharing of key informa- 
tion at critical times, between the leaders of 
each country—outside of the foreign min- 
istries—can prevent all kinds of difficulties. 
That is why I am so pleased that a telephone 
link between the two leaders is set to be- 
come operational in May of this year. Other 
forms of direct contact are important as 
well. The exchange of visits between the two 
presidents we are now seeing should be made 
an annual occurrence. In addition, regular, 
ongoing high-level visits from both sides at 
the Secretary of State/Foreign Minister 
level, as well as cabinet-level visits in other 
important areas of mutual interests, are 
vital to developing understanding and trust. 

These senior-level talks must also be sup- 
plemented by working-level committees that 
meet at least twice yearly in each other's 
capitals to discuss  non-proliferation, 
transnational threats such as narcotics traf- 
ficking and terrorism, economic cooperation, 
trade issues, science and technology coopera- 
tion, and human rights. Many of our trade 
disputes with China—over phytosanitary 
standards, or the calculation of the trade im- 
balance and what can be done to improve the 
imbalance, for instance—will never be set- 
tled unless there is continuing, ongoing dia- 
logue at both the senior and working levels. 

A lack of communication can assert itself 
in big and small ways. In January of 1996, 
Sam Nunn, John Glenn, and I met with the 
Chinese Defense Minister, Chi Haotian, in 
Beijing. After discussing the tensions in the 
Taiwan Strait, I asked him if there were any 
other direct problems between our countries. 
He said, Ves, there was one—the problem of 
U.S. military overflights of Chinese terri- 
torial waters.“ He indicated that some 
American fighter planes were flying too 
close to the Chinese coast and may have vio- 
lated Chinese airspace. From Beijing, I then 
called Secretary of Defense William Perry. 
He indicated that he would look into it right 
away and take care of it, which he did. The 
U.S. and the Chinese side were able to reach 
an understanding on these flights fairly eas- 
ily. 

But this incident really showed me the 
danger inherent in the absence of ongoing 
communication. Secretary Perry also recog- 
nized this gap, and he began a very impor- 
tant process of building an expanded mili- 
tary-to-military dialogue, a process which I 
strongly support and believe should be con- 
tinued. In the last two years, there has been 
an exchange of visits by the Defense Min- 
isters, occasional meetings between officers 
of the two sides, and a handful of port visits. 
All are healthy. 


6357 


The October summit helped to advance 
this process with an agreement on regular 
high-level and mid-level exchanges, between 
both officers and specialists in each coun- 
try's war colleges. An agreement was also 
reached on a communication system to avoid 
accidental encounters between U.S. and Chi- 
nese naval forces at sea. This military-to- 
military dialogue is important. In order to 
broaden and deepen these exchanges, the 
United States might conduct some joint ex- 
ercises with the Chinese military—perhaps 
initially just search-and-rescue, or disaster 
relief cooperation—a priority. 

Another aspect of a strategic partnership 
is to combat the transnational criminal 
threats—such as terrorism, drug trafficking, 
and alien smuggling—that disrupt each of 
our societies, and the Chinese have been very 
cooperative in these efforts. Hopefully, the 
two presidents will build on this cooperation 
in June by reaching agreement. to allow the 
U.S. to station DEA agents in China, and 
perhaps an FBI placement. 

This cooperation could be combined with 
law enforcement-related exchanges in mod- 
ern investigative techniques, forensics, case- 
building, and proper training in crowd con- 
trol techniques. It should be remembered 
that, until recently, the Chinese had no local 
police and relied on the army in many do- 
mestic situations, including Tianamen 
Square in 1989. 

HUMAN RIGHTS AND ENGAGEMENT 

One cannot talk about what should be con- 
tained in a policy of engagement of China 
without discussing how human rights poli- 
cies should interact with other aspects of 
U.S.-China policy. The truth is that the 
human rights situation in China remains 
deeply disturbing. Fundamental freedoms— 
expression, political acitivity, assembly, and 
religion—remain sharply restricted no mat- 
ter what the Chinese say. Dissidents con- 
tinue to languish in prison. Arbitrary arrest, 
torture, and the imprisonment of political 
prisoners continue. 

The situation is even worse in Tibet, which 
remains a troublesome and unfathomable 
issue. There is no question but that the Chi- 
nese have continued to harden their policies 
against the Tibetan people. This has taken 
the form of a crackdown on dissent (merely 
to have a picture of the Dalai Lama in a 
home is a cause for arrest), and brutalizing 
those who do not conform. Han Chinese con- 
tinue to build a major Chinese presence in 
the capital of Lhasa, which is rapidly look- 
ing more Chinese than Tibetan. Most dis- 
couraging, the Chinese maintain their re- 
fusal to meet with the Dalai Lama, despite 
his repeated assurances that he has dis- 
carded Tibetan independence as a point of 
contention. 

This issue has been a very personal one for 
me. I was initially brought into the Tibet 
issue by my husband, Richard Blum, who has 
been a longstanding friend of His Holiness 
the Dalai Lama and first introduced me to 
him in 1978. In 1979, when I became Mayor of 
San Francisco, I was the first American offi- 
cial to receive His Holiness. So the issue has 
become a very personal one for me. Nine 
years ago, Richard and I began a small quest. 
That was to arrange a meeting between the 
Chinese leadership and His Holiness. In 1991, 
we first carried letters to the Chinese leader- 
ship from the Dalai Lama. These discussions 
have continued for several years. 

Then, last September, I thought there was 
going to be a breakthrough. I was asked by 
Beijing to come to China to deliver a written 
message and proposal from the Dalai Lama, 
which I had been holding since June. We flew 
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to Beijing on a weekend and presented the 
letter to President Jiang Zemin. The meet- 
ing did not go well, and I was very dis- 
appointed after it. But before I left Beijing, 
I received word that the door was not closed 
to the Dalai Lama's offer. And I have held 
out hope that there is still an opportunity to 
capitalize on this offer. 

Then, very recently, I saw an article dis- 
tributed by Xinhua, which falsely depicts the 
position of the Dalai Lama. The article cites 
a recent issue of the journal China's Tibet. 
The article says: The Dalai Lama has never 
sought genuine talks with the Central gov- 
ernment of China in the last ten years.” The 
article goes on to repeat accusations that 
the Dalai Lama is working to split Tibet 
from China and is seeking Tibetan independ- 
ence, 

Simply put, these charges are not true. 
The Dalai Lama has repeatedly made state- 
ments, publicly and privately, that should 
have long since satisfied Chinese concerns. 
And I, personally, have delivered two of 
them—one in 1991, and one last September. 

Until recently, I have been unable to say 
anything about this, because these contacts 
have been basically private. But on March 10 
of this year, the Dalai Lama released a state- 
ment, which goes to the heart of this sub- 
ject. The Dalai Lama’s statement, while ac- 
knowledging some progress in human rights 
in China, says: 

“In stark contrast to these positive as- 
pects of development in China proper, the 
situation in Tibet has sadly worsened in re- 
cent years. Of late, it has become apparent 
that Beijing is carrying out what amounts to 
a deliberate policy of cultural genocide in 
Tibet. The infamous ‘strike hard’ campaign 
against Tibetan religion and nationalism has 
intensified with each passing year.” 

Further on in the statement, the Dalai 
Lama makes clear what he is seeking from 
the Chinese leadership: 


“With regard to a mutually acceptable so- 
lution to the issue of Tibet, my position is 
very straightforward. I am not seeking inde- 
pendence. As I have said many times before, 
what I am seeking is for the Tibetan people 
to be given the opportunity to have a gen- 
uine self-rule in order to preserve their civ- 
ilization and for the unique Tibetan culture, 
religion, language, and way of life to grow 
and thrive. My main concern is to ensure the 
survival of the Tibetan people with their own 
unique Buddhist cultural heritage. For this, 
it is essential, as the past decades have 
shown clearly, that the Tibetans be able to 
handle all their domestic affairs and to free- 
ly determine their social, economic, and cul- 
tural development.” 


In light of this background, I propose three 
directions for U.S. policy on human rights in 
China: 

First, the Tibet issue should be elevated to 
the highest priority of the U.S. human rights 
agenda. Just a few months ago, the Sec- 
retary of State appointed Gregory Craig to 
be the State Department’s Special Coordi- 
nator for Tibet. The United States should 
launch a major initiative, as part of Presi- 
dent Clinton’s visit, to convince the Presi- 
dent of China that he should take the Dalai 
Lama at his word, and sit down and meet 
with him. After all, the Dalai Lama is the 
spiritual leader of some six million Tibetans, 
and as such, his view and proposals deserve 
to be heard by the government of his people. 

Secondly, the United States must also ac- 
tively promote and help China develop the 
rule of law, which is the most important 
guarantor of individual freedoms. A truly 
independent judiciary, which it is not now, 
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due process of law, and modern civil, crimi- 
nal, and commercial codes are all vital to 
this effort. The Administration has already 
proposed a new $5 million program, which I 
strongly support, to be administered under 
the auspices of the Asia Foundation for this 
purpose. This program can be the single 
most important thing we can do to make 
major changes possible in the area of human 
rights. 

Finally, the United States should continue 
to press for the release of political dis- 
sidents, for reform of the prison system, the 
abolition of child labor and prison labor, and 
increased religious tolerance. There has been 
some progress, first with Wei Jingsheng’s re- 
lease, and more recently with Wang Dan’s. 


WHAT KIND OF CHINA? 


The key question that a policy of engage- 
ment attempts to address is: What kind of 
China do we hope to be dealing with in 2015? 
As most of our deepest partnerships around 
the world are with democratic nations, the 
ideal answer of course is that we would see a 
fully democratic China. But the history of 
transitions to democracy suggests to us that 
China may not have made that entire transi- 
tion in another decade or two. Yet if the cur- 
rent trends toward openness and individual 
freedoms in Chinese society continue, I be- 
lieve it will happen, probably along the Tai- 
wan model. 

Specifically, we should be looking for the 
following: 

an increasingly open country and society, 
with sharply reduced barriers to interaction 
with the West; 

a China in which the people have a voice in 
their governance, at the local, provincial, 
and even national level—which is now begin- 
ning with the widespread village elections 
initiative; 

a China in which the rule of law, due proc- 
ess, an independent judiciary, and modern 
civil, criminal, and commercial codes, and 
the protection of individual rights have been 
firmly established as the basis of human en- 
deavor; and, 

a responsible leadership, which allows 
itself to be held accountable for its decisions 
and actions, both at home and abroad, and is 
willing and able to ensure its own peace and 
stability, and play a role in establishing 
peace and security all along the Pacific Rim. 

I deeply believe in engaging China fully. 
And as China changes—and it will—engage- 
ment will become both easier to practice and 
easier to build support for at home. All those 
who are pursuing this effort have the United 
States best interests at heart.e 


—— 


CONGRATULATING U.S. ARMY RE- 
SERVE ON ITS 90TH ANNIVER- 
SARY AND RECOGNIZING CON- 
TRIBUTIONS OF STROM THUR- 
MOND, PRESIDENT PRO TEM- 
PORE 


Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of Senate Resolution 213 sub- 


mitted earlier today by Senator 
HELMS. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 213) congratulating 
the United States Army Reserve on its 90th 
anniversary and recognizing the important 
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contributions of STROM 'THURMOND, the 
President Pro Tempore of the Senate, who 
served with distinction in the United States 
Army Reserve for 36 years. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
resolution. 
èe Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the reso- 
lution that I am offering today, along 
with 28 other Senators, is intended to 
commemorate the 90th Anniversary of 
the United States Army Reserve and to 
honor the soldiers who have served in 
the USAR, including our good friend 
and Senate President pro tempore, 
Senator STROM THURMOND, who served 
with distinction as an Army Reservist 
for 36 years. 

Winston Churchill once remarked 
that “the reservist is twice the cit- 
izen.” Indeed, the accolade twice the 
citizen” serves as the title of the defin- 
itive history of the U.S. Army Reserve 
that was written by the late Colonel 
Richard B. Crossland and Colonel 
James T. Currie, whose assistance was 
invaluable in drafting this resolution. 
The concept that reservists fulfill mul- 
tiple roles as citizens in their commu- 
nity while simultaneously training for 
war and other military operations was 
never more true than today. 

Today’s Army Reserve of almost 
487,000 Ready Reserve and Standby Re- 
serve soldiers and 600,000 Retired Re- 
serve soldiers is a far cry from its pred- 
ecessor, the Medical Reserve Corps, 
which was authorized by statute on 
April 23, 1908. On that date, President 
Theodore Roosevelt signed an act to 
Increase the Efficiency of the Medical 
Department of the United States 
Army.” The act provided for the com- 
missioning of a few hundred Reserve 
medical doctors, in order to avert fu- 
ture shortages of officers, such as the 
one that had occurred during the Span- 
ish-American War. 

Mr. President, since that modest be- 
ginning, the USAR has grown to be- 
come a community-based force with 
over 1200 facilities across the United 
States and more than 2000 units in the 
United States and its territories. 

While comprising only about 20 per- 
cent of the Army’s organized units and 
receiving only about 5 percent of the 
Army’s budget , today’s Army Reserve 
includes 46 percent of the Army’s com- 
bat service support (CSS) assets and 
more than a quarter of the Army’s 
combat support (CS) assets. These as- 
sets include medical, engineer, trans- 
portation, civil affairs, legal, military 
police, and psychological operations 
units which are essential to any mili- 
tary operation. 

From World War I when the USAR 
contributed more than 160,000 soldiers 
to the United States Army, through 
World War II, Korea, Vietnam and 
Desert Shield/Desert Storm, the sol- 
diers of the USAR have been ready 
when the President called upon them. 

Even today, as we spend more and 
more of our limited defense resources 
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on so-called “contingency operations” 
and ‘operations other than war,” the 
soldiers of the USAR and their families 
are making the sacrifices necessary to 
serve their country. 

Each year, the Army Reserve deploys ap- 
proximately 20,000 soldiers to 50 countries 
worldwide on a variety of missions. In Bos- 
nia alone, the Army Reserve has contributed 
almost 15,000 citizen-soldiers, representing 
more than 70% of the Army’s reserve compo- 
nent mobilization. 

Mr. President, I recently received a 
letter from Colonel Herbert N. Harmon 
(USMCR), National President of the 
Reserve Officers Association, who sug- 
gested that I introduce this resolution. 

Iam honored to do so. 

Mr. President, it is appropriate that 
Senator THURMOND and the citizen-sol- 
diers of the USAR be honored on the 
occasion of the Army Reserves 90th An- 
niversary on April 23, 1998. For, in 
many ways, Senator THURMOND’s serv- 
ice as a reservist is the story of the 
consummate citizen-soldier. 

His remarkable record of service as a 
reservist began in 1924 when he re- 
ceived a commission as a Second Lieu- 
tenant in the Infantry. By the time he 
transferred to the Retired Reserve in 
1965, Senator THURMOND had risen to 
the rank of Major General, the highest 
rank available to a Reserve Officer. 

Then First Lieutenant Thurmond 
volunteered the day war was declared 
against Germany even though his posi- 
tion as a South Carolina Circuit Judge 
exempted him from service in World 
War II. He received a commission in 
the active Army, became a member of 
the First U.S. Army and was attached 
to the 82nd Airborne Division for the 
Normandy invasion. It was during that 
action that he sustained an injury for 
which he was awarded a Purple Heart. 

While serving in Europe, Senator 
THURMOND served in all battles of the 
First Army, which fought through 
France, Belgium, Holland, Luxem- 
bourg, Czechoslovakia, and Germany. 
In addition to the Purple Heart, he re- 
ceived numerous other awards and 
commendations for his heroism and 
valor, including the Legion of Merit, 
the Bronze Star Medal with V device 
and the Army Commendation Ribbon 
just to cite a few. 

Mr. President, it would be difficult to 
overstate Senator THURMOND’s con- 
tribution to the security of our coun- 
try and our gratitude for his excep- 
tional service. Suffice it to say that he 
is, perhaps, the single most qualified 
person ever to serve as the Chairman of 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
and that I am honored to have had the 
privilege of serving with him for these 
past 25 years. 

Iam also grateful for the service and 
the sacrifices of the soldiers who will- 
ingly serve in, and the families who 
support, the Army Reserve. Their dedi- 
cation, commitment, and accomplish- 
ments are properly noted on this occa- 
sion. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Mr. President, I urge Senators to 
support this resolution and to join me 
in honoring Senator THURMOND and the 
soldiers of the United States Army Re- 
serve. It’s the right thing to do and I 
am confident that Senators will agree. 

I ask that the letter from Col. Her- 
bert N. Harmon be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The letter follows: 


RESERVE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION 
OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, DC, April 14, 1998. 
Hon. JESSE HELMS, 
U.S, Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HELMS: On April 23, the 
United States Army Reserve will observe the 
90th anniversary of its founding as the first 
federal Reserve force established by the Con- 
gress. During those 90 years the Army Re- 
serve has served proudly and effectively as a 
full partner in our nation’s Army. Indeed, 
today it is no exaggeration to say that the 
Army cannot conduct any sustained oper- 
ation without the support of the Army Re- 
serve. It is appropriate that the contribu- 
tions of our Army Reserve be recognized on 
this occasion. 

Enclosed is a draft resolution that con- 
gratulates the Army Reserve on its 90th 
birthday; commends the citizen-soldiers of 
the USAR for their service and sacrifice; and 
recognizes Senator Strom Thurmond, Presi- 
dent Pro Tempore of the Senate, and former 
national president of this association, who 
served with distinction for 36 years in the 
Army Reserve, rising to the rank of major 
general. We ask that you introduce this reso- 
lution honoring the Army Reserve and Sen- 
ator Thurmond. 

We thank you for your support of our men 
and women in uniform and for your support 
of this resolution honoring the Army Re- 
serve and Senator Thurmond. If we may be 
of assistance to you in this matter, please let 
us know. 

Sincerely, 
HERBERT N. HARMON, 
Colonel, USMCR, 
National President. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the reso- 
lution be agreed to; the preamble be 
agreed to, and the motion to reconsider 
be laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, is 
as follows: 


213) was 


S. RES. 213 


Whereas the United States Army Reserve 
was created by statute on April 23, 1908; 

Whereas the United States Army Reserve 
was the first of the Federal reserve forces 
created by Congress; 

Whereas the United States Army Reserve 
has played a major role in the defense of this 
country for 90 years; 

Whereas many notable Americans have 
served with distinction in the United States 
Army Reserve, including Presidents Harry S 
Truman and Ronald W. Reagan, the current 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen- 
eral Henry H. Shelton, Brigadier General 
Theodore Roosevelt, Jr., Major General Wil- 
liam J. Donovan (Director of the Office of 
Strategic Services during World War II), Drs. 
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Charles H. Mayo and William J. Mayo, and 
Captain Eddie Rickenbacker; 

Whereas the President Pro Tempore of the 
Senate, Strom Thurmond, who received the 
Purple Heart for injuries received while par- 
ticipating in the Normandy invasion with 
the 82d Airborne Division on D-Day, served 
with distinction in the United States Army 
Reserve for 36 years, rising to the rank of 
Major General; 

Whereas the United States Army Reserve 
contributed more than 160,000 soldiers to the 
United States Army during World War I; 

Whereas the United States Army Reserve 
was recognized by General George C. Mar- 
shall for its unique and invaluable contribu- 
tions to the national defense during World 
War II: 

Whereas more than 240,000 soldiers from 
the United States Army Reserve were called 
to active duty during the Korean War; 

Whereas 35 units of the United States 
Army Reserve were sent to Vietnam, where 
they served honorably and well; 

Whereas the United States Army Reserve 
contributed more than 90,000 soldiers to Op- 
erations Desert Storm and Desert Shield in 
1990 and 1991; 

Whereas the United States Army Reserve 
has contributed more than 70 percent of the 
reserve soldiers mobilized in support of Oper- 
ation Joint Endeavor/Joint Guard in Bosnia; 

Whereas the United States Army Reserve 
constitutes a very high percentage of the 
mission essential combat support and com- 
bat service support forces of the Army; 

Whereas the Army cannot go to war with- 
out the 1,100,000 trained Ready Reserve and 
Retired Reserve personnel of the United 
States Army Reserve; 

Whereas the United States Army Reserve 
is a community-based force with over 1,200 
facilities in communities across the United 
States; and 

Whereas the United States Army Reserve 
has made these contributions to the security 
of our country in return for a very small per- 
centage of the Army budget: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) congratulates the United States Army 
Reserve on the occasion of the 90th anniver- 
sary of its establishment on April 23, 1998; 

(2) recognizes and commends the United 
States Army Reserve for the selfless and 
dedicated service of its past and present cit- 
izen-soldiers who have preserved the freedom 
and national security of the United States; 
and 

(3) recognizes Strom Thurmond, the Presi- 
dent Pro Tempore of the Senate, for 36 years 
of service with distinction in the United 
States Army Reserve. 


—— 


COMMENDING THE GRAND FORKS 
HERALD 


Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of Senate Resolution 214 sub- 
mitted earlier today by Senators 
CONRAD, DORGAN and others. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as fol- 
lows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 214) commending the 
Grand Forks Herald for its public service to 
the Grand Forks area and receipt of a Pul- 
itzer Prize. 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
resolution. 
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Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the reso- 
lution and preamble be agreed to, en 
bloc; that the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table; and that any state- 
ments relating thereto be placed at the 
appropriate place in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, is 
as follows: 


214) was 


S. REs. 214 


Whereas the residents of the Grand Forks 
area in North Dakota and Minnesota experi- 
enced the most devastating floods in 500 
years during April 1997; 

Whereas more than 50,000 residents of the 
Red River Valley area were severely dis- 
placed for months by the flooding; 

Whereas the offices of the Grand Forks 
Herald, whose newspaper has a daily circula- 
tion of 37,000, were displaced by the floods 
and moved to various locations to publish 
the newspaper, including the University of 
North Dakota and Manvel Elementary 
School, and the paper was printed by the St. 
Paul Pioneer Press of St. Paul, Minnesota, 
to enable the paper to maintain continuous 
publication; 

Whereas the Grand Forks Herald publisher 
Mike Maidenberg, editor Mike Jacobs, and 
more than 70 staff members, whose lives 
were turned upside down by the floods, never 
failed to publish an edition of the newspaper 
during the floods, sometimes hitting a cir- 
culation of 117,000 and keeping the commu- 
nity together even though the paper's facili- 
ties were totally destroyed; 

Whereas the Grand Forks Herald was hon- 
ored with journalism’s most prestigious 
award, the Pulitzer Prize for public service, 
for its extraordinary efforts to continue pub- 
lishing during the severe flooding; and 

Whereas the dedication and devotion of the 
Grand Forks Herald to the community made 
an extraordinary difference in the lives of 
‘many people during the flooding by helping 
to maintain a sense of stability during this 
terrible natural disaster: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) commends the Grand Forks Herald and 
its staff for their dedication to community 
and excellence in public service; and 

(2) congratulates the newspaper on being 
selected to receive one of our Nation’s most 
coveted awards for public service, the Pul- 
itzer Prize. 


— 


CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR 
THE UNITED STATES GOVERN- 
MENT FOR FISCAL YEARS 1999, 
2000, 2001, 2002 AND 2003 


Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the pre- 
viously agreed to amendment No. 2180 
be modified with the changes that are 
at the desk and, further, that the modi- 
fication be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The previously agreed to amendment 
(No. 2180), as modified, was agreed to, 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 
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SEC. . GENERAL PROHIBITION ON THE USE OF 
MARIJUANA FOR MEDICINAL PUR- 
POSES. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the provi- 
sions of this resolution assume that no funds 
appropriated by Congress should be used to 
provide, procure, furnish, fund or support, or 
to compel any individual, institution or gov- 
ernment entity to provide, procure, furnish, 
fund or support, any item, good, benefit, pro- 
gram or service, for the purpose of the use of 
marijuana for medicinal purposes, except 
that this section shall not apply to medical 
research and investigational new drug pro- 
grams under the jurisdiction of the Food and 
Drug Administration. 


— 


ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, APRIL 
23, 1998 


Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
stand in adjournment until 9:30 a.m. on 
Thursday, April 23. I further ask unani- 
mous consent that on Thursday, imme- 
diately following the prayer, the rou- 
tine requests through the morning 
hour be granted and the Senate imme- 
diately resume consideration of H.R. 
2646, the Coverdell A+ education bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
further ask unanimous consent that at 
9:30 a.m., the Senate immediately pro- 
ceed to a rollcall vote on or in relation 
to the Coats amendment. Further, that 
following that vote, the Senate proceed 
to a vote on or in relation to the Kemp- 
thorne amendment. I further ask unan- 
imous consent that if the Kempthorne 
amendment is agreed to, the Kemp- 
thorne amendment be modified to re- 
flect a first-degree form and the Senate 
proceed to an immediate vote on or in 
relation to the Landrieu amendment. 

Further, I ask unanimous consent 
that there be 2 minutes of debate be- 
fore each vote and no amendments be 
in order to these votes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


— 


PROGRAM 


Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, for 
the information of all Senators, fol- 
lowing a series of stacked rollcall votes 
at 9:30 a.m., there appears to be up to 
four additional first-degree amend- 
ments remaining in order to the Cover- 
dell education bill: the Bingaman 
amendment, the Boxer amendment, the 
Levin amendment and an amendment 
by Senator Dopp. 

It is hoped that these amendments 
will be offered and debated in a timely 
fashion so that final passage can occur 
by early afternoon tomorrow. There- 
fore, Senators should expect rollcall 
votes throughout Thursday’s session in 
order to finish this important piece of 
legislation or any other legislative or 
executive items cleared for action. 
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ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be- 
fore the Senate, I now ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate stand in ad- 
journment under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 6 p.m., adjourned until Thursday, 
April 23, 1998, at 9:30 a.m. 


——ů— 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate April 22, 1998: 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


WILLIAM DAVIS CLARKE, OF MARYLAND, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR- 
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE STATE OF ERITREA. 

GEORGE WILLIFORD BOYCE HALEY, OF MARYLAND, TO 
BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENI- 
POTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO 
THE REPUBLIC OF THE GAMBIA. 

KATHERINE HUBAY PETERSON, OF CALIFORNIA, A CA- 
REER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, 
CLASS OF COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR- 
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE KINGDOM OF LESOTHO. 


FOREIGN SERVICE 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED PERSONS OF THE AGENCIES 
INDICATED FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OF- 
FICERS OF THE CLASSES STATED, AND ALSO FOR THE 
OTHER APPOINTMENTS INDICATED HEREWITH: 

FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS OF 
CLASS ONE, CONSULAR OFFICERS AND SECRETARIES IN 
THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA: 


AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 


MICHAEL FARBMAN, OF VIRGINIA 
JOHN RICHARD TABER, OF ALASKA 


FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS OF 
CLASS TWO, CONSULAR OFFICERS AND SECRETARIES IN 
THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA; 


AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 


JEFFREY D. BELL, OF NEVADA 
HERBERT B. SMITH, JR., OF DELAWARE 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


ALBERTA G.J. MAYBERRY, OF OKLAHOMA 
GERALDINE H. O'BRIEN, OF VIRGINIA 


FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS OF 
CLASS THREE, CONSULAR OFFICERS AND SECRETARIES 
IN THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA: 


AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 


JULIE M. ALLATRE-MAC DONALD, OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
CARRIE V. DAILEY, OF ILLINOIS 

CELESTINA M. DOOLEY-JONES, OF SOUTH DAKOTA 
RICHARD LABROT EDWARDS, OF OREGON 
WILLIAM KING ELDERBAUM, OF FLORIDA 

W. JAMES GOHARY, OF TEXAS 

GARDENIA M. HENLEY, OF NORTH CAROLINA 
CAROLYN NIVENS HUGHES, OF NORTH CAROLINA 
MARIE CARELL LAURENT, OF FLORIDA 

PETER A. MALNAK, OF FLORIDA 

ALLAN A. MCKENNA, OF TEXAS 

MICHELE A. MOLONEY-KITTS, OF WYOMING 
GREGORY EDWIN VINCENT PICUR, OF FLORIDA 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


LYNNE G. PLATT, OF CONNECTICUT 


FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS OF 
CLASS FOUR, CONSULAR OFFICERS AND SECRETARIES IN 
THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA: 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


JOHN LOWELL ARMSTRONG, OF MINNESOTA 
CHARLIE H. ASHLEY III, OF TEXAS 

DAVID MARK BIRDSEY, OF NEW JERSEY 
DAVID NOEL BRIZZEE, OF IDAHO 

DAVID BURGER, OF VIRGINIA 

JILLIAN LESLIE BURNS, OF NEVADA 

DANIEL LEE CHASE, OF VIRGINIA 

KAY CRAWFORD, OF ILLINOIS 

JOEL EHRENDREICH, OF WISCONSIN 

SILVIA EIRIZ, OF NEW YORK 

THOMAS R. FAVRET, OF PENNSYLVANIA 
ALICE K. FUGATE, OF TEXAS 

TIMOTHY MICHAEL HANWAY., OF CALIFORNIA 
BONITA G. HARRIS, OF TEXAS. 

PATRICK MICHAEL HEFFERNAN, OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
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LINDA R. HOOVER, OF INDIANA 

TINA 8, KAIDANOW, OF NEW YORK 
THOMAS ALEXANDER KELSEY, OF FLORIDA 
JESSICA E. LAPENN, OF NEW YORK 

MARK W. LIBBY, OF CONNECTICUT 

JOHN DAVID LIPPEATT, OF CALIFORNIA 
REBEKAH J. LYNN, OF CALIFORNIA 

KARIN L. MELKA, OF CALIFORNIA 

PHILLIP RODERICK NELSON, OF VIRGINIA 
ELISHA EDWARD NYMAN, OF WASHINGTON 
TIMOTHY JOEL POUNDS, OF FLORIDA 

JOEL RICHARD REIFMAN, OF TEXAS 
DAVID W. RENZ, OF VIRGINIA 

ROBERT KENNETH SCOTT, OF MARYLAND 
ELIZABETH ANNE SHARRIER, OF VIRGINIA 
ERIC ALLAN SHIMP, OF IOWA 

NAN FORSYTH STEWART, OF OREGON 
DEAN RICHARD THOMPSON, OF MARYLAND 
PHILIP ALAN THOMPSON, OF ARKANSAS 
LYNNE M. TRACY, OF WASHINGTON 

KURT FREDERICK VAN DER WALDE, OF VIRGINIA 
THOMAS J, WALSH, OF VIRGINIA 

HAROLD G. WOODLEY, OF VIRGINIA 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED MEMBERS OF THE FOREIGN 
SERVICE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND THE 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE TO BE CONSULAR OFFICERS 
AND/OR SECRETARIES IN THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, AS INDICATED: 

CONSULAR OFFICERS AND SECRETARIES IN THE DIP- 
LOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA: 


KARIN L. BALDWIN, OF VIRGINIA 

WILLIAM QUINN BEARDSLEE, OF COLORADO 
TODD M. BLUHM, OF VIRGINIA 

MICHELE A. BRADFORD, OF MARYLAND 
EDWARD BENNETT LLOYD BURKHALTER, OF VIRGINIA 
CLAUDIA MARIA COLEMAN, OF TEXAS 
‘THOMAS P. DINEEN, OF VIRGINIA 

GERALD A, DONOVAN, OF DELAWARE 
DANIEL WRIGHT EMORY, OF VIRGINIA 
LAURIE A, FARRIS, OF VIRGINIA 

DANIEL L. FOOTE, OF CALIFORNIA 

ANDREA FRANCA GASTALDO, OF TEXAS 
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CATHERINE S. GILL, OF VIRGINIA 
RICHARD L. GREENE, OF NEW YORK 
DEIRDRE VICTORIA GROLL, OF MARYLAND 
GAYLE J. S. HALLMAN, OF VIRGINIA 
MICHAEL J. HAZEL, OF WASHINGTON 
BRIAN GEORGE HEATH, OF NEW JERSEY 
RICHARD CHARLES HEGGER, OF MONTANA 
JERRY W. HILL, OF VIRGINIA 


VIRGINIA MEADE BEDELL HOTCHNER, OF VIRGINIA 


MATTHEW G. JOHNSON, OF CALIFORNIA 
DEENA JOHNSONBAUGH, OF WASHINGTON 
JON C. KARBER, OF VIRGINIA 

LUKE KAY, OF MICHIGAN 

MARY MARGARET KNUDSON, OF COLORADO 
DOUGLAS KREMER, OF NEW YORK 
JENNIFER LEE LANGSTON, OF CALIFORNIA 
INGRID D. LARSON, OF MARYLAND 

DENNIS H. LEIGHTON, OF WASHINGTON 
DENIS MARK MANDICH, OF VIRGINIA 

BRIAN M. MARKLEY, OF VIRGINIA 

JOE C. MAYES, III, OF VIRGINIA 

DAVID R. MCCAWLEY, OF CALIFORNIA 
MEREDITH C. MCEVOY, OF MINNESOTA 
ANGELA M. MINER, OF VIRGINIA 

TESS ANNETTE MOORE, OF TEXAS 

LEIGH ANNE MUGISHIMA-BUSHERY, OF VIRGINIA 
MATTHEW D. MURRAY, OF MARYLAND 
ROBERT STEVEN NEUS, OF NEW JERSEY 
SCOTT MCCONNIN OUDKIRK, OF VIRGINIA 
RICHARD W. PABST, OF VIRGINIA 
JACQUELINE K. PAYNE, OF VIRGINIA 

BRIAN W. PEPPER, OF VIRGINIA 

KRISTA A. PETERSON, OF NEW MEXICO 
USHA PITTS, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
ARTHUR J. PYRAK, OF VIRGINIA 

SCOTT REMINGTON, OF ARIZONA 

JEFFREY JAMES ROBERTSON, OF CALIFORNIA 
JEFFREY ROBERT ROSENBERG, OF VIRGINIA 
MAUREEN SHAHEEN, OF VIRGINIA 
MATTHEW L. SHIELDS, OF VIRGINIA 

NANCY L. SMITH, OF VIRGINIA 

THERESA A. RENNER SMITH, OF MARYLAND 
RICHARD WILLIAM SNELSIRE, OF TEXAS 
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STEPHEN WILLIAM THOMPSON. OF OREGON 
SOLINUU P. TOPALIAN, OF VIRGINIA 
WALTER RANDALL TOWNSEND, OF TEXAS 
NANCY W. VAN SPEYBROECK, OF CALIFORNIA 
RUBY P. VINAL, OF VIRGINIA 
LIAN VON WANTOCH, OF CALIFORNIA 
THE FOLLOWING-NAMED CAREER MEMBERS OF THE 
FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE FOR 
PROMOTION IN THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE TO THE 
CLASS INDICATED, EFFECTIVE DECEMBER 24, 1995: 
CAREER MEMBERS OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CLASS OF MIN- 
ISTER-COUNSELOR: 


JUDYT LANDSTEIN MANDEL, OF THE DISTRICT OF CO- 
LUMBIA 
MARY C. PENDLETON, OF VIRGINIA 


NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 


LAURENCE J. COHEN, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
TO BE GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE NATIONAL LABOR RE- 
LATIONS BOARD FOR A TERM OF FOUR YEARS, VICE 
FREDERICK L. FEINSTEIN, RESIGNED. 


——— 


WITHDRAWAL 


Executive message transmitted by 
the president to the senate on April 22, 
1998, withdrawing from further senate 
consideration the following nomina- 
tion: 

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 


JOHN C. TRUESDALE, OF MARYLAND. TO BE GENERAL 
COUNSEL OF THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 
FOR A TERM OF FOUR YEARS, VICE FREDERICK L. FEIN- 
STEIN, RESIGNED, WHICH WAS SENT TO THE SENATE ON 
APRIL 2. 1998. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


The House met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. GILLMOR). 


— 


DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
April 22, 1998. 

I hereby designate the Honorable PAUL E. 
GILLMOR to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


———ů— 
PRAYER 


Reverend Adrian Condit, Baptist Pas- 
tor, retired, Ceres, California, offered 
the following prayer: 

Our Heavenly Father, as we come 
into Your holy presence this morning, 
we come, first of all, to give You praise 
and thanks for Your abundant grace 
that has abounded to us. We thank You 
as individuals, for we have all tasted of 
Your kindness to us through our Lord 
Jesus Christ in our homes throughout 
our great Nation. For over 200 years, 
Your hand of mercy has been extended 
to us many times, in war, through our 
social ills, and in times of economic 
distress. And today we stand at the 
threshold, Our Father, of turning the 
corner into the 21st Century. 

As I stand here in this hallowed 
place, I feel so very small and so very 
humble, but I know that I am praying 
to the Creator of heaven and earth. I 
am praying for these men and women 
who stand before me here today, for 
they have the power to make decisions 
that affect people’s lives, and some- 
times change their lives forever; and if 
anyone ever needed wisdom from 
above, it is these who stand here in 
this House and transact business as the 
government of the people and for the 
people. I pray, my Father, for each of 
them to be very sensitive to Your pres- 
ence and to Your leadership in their 
lives. 

I especially pray for my own son, 
Congressman GARY CONDIT. Father, 
You know that I am very proud of him, 
and ask for Your special touch upon his 
life. 

As we write the last chapter of this 
century, may we not forget the words 
of Our Loving Lord, when He said, “A 
house divided against itself shall not 
stand.” 

I pray that we will see a state of 
unity in this House among both par- 


ties; that we may finish our task and 
be able to write a chapter of success 
and achievements that will usher in 
the new century, blessed by God Al- 
mighty, giving hope and life for our 
children, grandchildren and great 
grandchildren, and to as many genera- 
tions for as long as time permits. 

May we be able to say with truth 
that we are one Nation, under God, in- 
divisible, with liberty and justice for 
all. 

In the name of our Loving Lord and 
Saviour, Jesus Christ, I pray. Amen. 


— 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day's proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
CONDIT) come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. CONDIT led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one Nation under 
God, indivisible, with liberty and justice for 
all. 


—— 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an- 
nounced that the Senate passed a bill 
of the following title, in which concur- 
rence of the House is requested. 

S. 414. An act to amend the Shipping Act of 
1984 to encourage competition in inter- 
national shipping and growth of United 
States exports, and for other purposes. 


— — 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. There 
will be 15 1-minute speeches on each 
side this morning, following the 1- 
minute from the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. CONDIT). 

O ÅÁ— 


INTRODUCTION OF GUEST 
CHAPLAIN ADRIAN CONDIT 


(Mr. CONDIT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Speaker, a moment 
ago we heard the opening prayer pre- 


sented by my father, the Reverend 
Adrian Condit. I want to thank the 
Speaker, as well as Chaplain Ford, for 
extending this courtesy to my father. 

My family has been honored that my 
father has been allowed the privilege of 
offering the opening prayer both here 
and in Sacramento before the Cali- 
fornia State legislature. Along with my 
family, I deeply appreciate this privi- 
lege and honor. I benefited from his 
counsel throughout my life, and I am 
proud to be able to share him with you 
this morning; to share him with my 
colleagues and the Nation. 

There are three generations of 
Condits here today. In addition to my 
father, my son, Chad, is here in the gal- 
lery as well. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, I want to thank 
you a lot. This means a lot to us this 
morning. This is a memory that the 
Condit family will cherish for a long 
time. I want to thank you for allowing 
us this opportunity this morning. 


—— nau—ʃj1—è y 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem- 
bers should avoid references to the gal- 
lery. 


—_—_—_—_—— 


TAX LIMITATION AMENDMENT 
WORKS 


(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to tell my colleagues, and as 
well, the American people, that the tax 
limitation amendment works. Four- 
teen States have now adopted language 
that includes tax limitations, including 
my home State of Nevada. 

In tax limitation States, taxes grow 
more slowly and government spending 
grows more slowly. On the other hand, 
the economies expand faster and the 
job base grows more quickly. Today, 
we have an opportunity to allow the 
Federal Government and the national 
economy to get the same benefits. 

It is helpful for us to remember that 
after taking control in 1994, the Repub- 
lican Congress balanced the Federal 
budget for the first time in a genera- 
tion. It was done by reducing wasteful 
government spending, not by raising 
taxes. 

Now that we have reached a balanced 
budget, the tax limitation constitu- 
tional amendment will ensure that fu- 
ture Congresses do not resort to the old 


(1 This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., O 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 


Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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“tax and spend” ways of the past. This 
legislation makes raising taxes on the 
American people exactly what it 
should be, a last resort. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
join me in support of this important 
and much-needed legislation. 


SCHEDULE VOTE ON TOBACCO 
LEGISLATION TODAY 


(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, for 
years tobacco companies have set their 
sights on America’s young people, pin- 
pointing the most appealing way to 
market their product to them, and de- 
liberately hooking our kids on ciga- 
rettes. 

A 1984 R.J. Reynolds marketing re- 
port says it all: Young people are the 
“only source of replacement smokers,” 
and that if kids “turn away from 
smoking, the industry must decline, 
just as the population which does not 
give birth will eventually dwindle.” 

Yet the Republican leadership has re- 
fused to act to protect our kids from 
this deadly habit, perhaps because the 
tobacco companies are the largest cor- 
porate contributors to the Republican 
Party. 

Every day the Republican leadership 
fails to schedule debate on comprehen- 
sive tobacco legislation, 3,000 more 
kids in America will pick up this dead- 
ly habit, and 1,000 of them will eventu- 
ally die of a tobacco-related illness. 

Mr. Speaker, do the right thing. 
Schedule a vote on tobacco legislation 
today. 


— 


TIME TO HEAL WOUNDS IN 
SOCIETY 


(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, once 
again the New York Stock Exchange 
has set a new record as it presses on to 
the 10,000 mark. Our economy is strong 
nationwide, consumer confidence is 
very high, and unemployment is at its 
lowest point, with 2,200,000 people 
working today that were on welfare in 


1994. 

With all the good things that are 
happening today, with all the benefits 
from being the strongest market in the 
world, we have overlooked this empti- 
ness in our Nation’s soul. The symp- 
toms are everywhere. They are in the 
paper, on the radio, on prime time tele- 
vision. People no longer honor their 
commitments, driving divorces up in 
America. Spousal abuse is up as people 
deal with life’s frustrations without 
consideration for each other. Children 
are abused and forgotten in the whole 
process as people try to put their lives 
back together again. 
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Let us heal these wounds in our soci- 
ety by returning to faith in God and 
the values and virtues that built this 
great Nation. 


—— 


BEST FOREIGN POLICY IN CHINA! S 
HISTORY 


(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, with 
$60 billion, China buys California naval 
bases, missiles, attack aircraft, nuclear 
submarines. If that is not enough to 
tax your limitation, China then sells 
missiles to Iran and Pakistan to get 
more money, and then they use that 
money to control the Panama Canal. 

Now, if that is not enough, folks, 
check this out: An American company 
recently gave missile secrets to China 
that the Pentagon admits these secrets 
can help China hit every American city 
right between the eyes with one of 
their nuclear missiles. Beam me up. 

When is the White House going to re- 
alize that America has crafted the best 
foreign policy in China’s history? 

I yield back the balance of any com- 
mon sense left in our Capitol. 


— 
PAY DOWN THE DEBT 


(Mr. SHIMKUS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, welcome 
back to all my colleagues from the 
Easter break work period. I am inter- 
ested in hearing the collective view of 
our Nation’s citizens from my col- 
leagues. I will share mine. 

From the 20th District of Ilinois 
comes one consistent message on the 
budget surplus: Pay down the debt. Pay 
down the debt. Pay down the debt. It is 
the best way to ensure economic 
growth and opportunity for all, and the 
most important method of ensuring So- 
cial Security. 

Let us work toward that end. 

—— 


BEGIN WITH CONSERVING THE 
HEALTH OF AMERICA’S YOUNG 
PEOPLE 


(Mr. DOGGETT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, it is 
alarming, but hardly surprising, to find 
the House Republican leadership con- 
tinuing to do the bidding of the to- 
bacco lobby. Within the last few days, 
the Speaker has declared that Joe 
Camel had nothing to do with youth 
smoking, and today the House Repub- 
lican whip has opposed efforts in an ar- 
ticle in the Wall Street Journal, of 
course, to reduce youth smoking by 
raising the price of tobacco. 
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This is the same House Republican 
leadership that last year thought the 
way to a tobacco settlement was to ap- 
prove a $50 billion tax break for the to- 
bacco lobby. The only thing I can find 
to agree on this subject with Speaker 
GINGRICH on is we need a conservative 
approach, a very conservative approach 
that begins with conserving the health 
of America’s young people; not pro- 
tecting the nicotine peddlers who have 
exploited them at the same time they 
have funded the Republican Party. 


— 
FREE NEEDLE POLICY WRONG 


(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, what 
can we say about the Enabler in Chief, 
who has just announced a policy that 
will actually put the Federal Govern- 
ment in the business of handing out 
needles to illegal drug users? 

The government often does stupid 
things. The American people know 
that, and they despair at many of the 
dumb things the government tries to 
do. But the government should not be 
doing dangerous things, especially 
when people are at their most vulner- 
able, and they are the ones who will 
suffer the consequences. 

But here we have a government that 
is at its most misguided, most irre- 
sponsible, and most dangerous. The ad- 
ministration is using bad science done 
by left-wing radicals with an agenda, 
and basing national policy on a pack of 
lies. Adults with alcohol addiction do 
not need enablers who indulge their 
weakness for alcohol. Kids who take up 
smoking do not need enablers to pro- 
vide them with low-tar cigarettes on 
the theory, well, they are going to 
smoke anyway. 
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Drug addicts do not need needle 
enablers who help them continue their 
illegal drug use by giving them free 
needles. Mr. Speaker, this policy is 
nuts. 


———— 


CHILDREN NEED TOBACCO OUT OF 
THEIR LIVES 


(Mr. MILLER of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, our national effort to hold the 
tobacco companies responsible for 
their criminal behavior of the past, of 
intentional efforts to hook our children 
on tobacco and nicotine, was dealt a 
major setback when the Speaker of the 
House has indicated that it may be dif- 
ficult for the House to pass tobacco 
legislation. It will only be difficult if 
the Speaker of the House does not 
schedule the bill. 
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It is the Speaker of the House, the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. NEWT 
GINGRICH), who has the power to sched- 
ule the bill or not to schedule the bill, 
and then the House can address the 
outrageous behavior of the tobacco 
companies toward America’s children. 

The Speaker spent the last 2 weeks 
traveling in America talking about les- 
sons learned the hard way. Maybe the 
lesson learned the hard way is if they 
take their money, a million dollars of 
tobacco money, the Republicans can- 
not find it in their hearts to get Amer- 
ica’s children off of tobacco. If Mem- 
bers take a million dollars of tobacco 
companies’ money, they try in the mid- 
dle of the night, as the Speaker did last 
year, to put a $50 billion tax break for 
the tobacco companies in the Tax Code. 

Mr. Speaker, the lesson learned the 
hard way is that children need tobacco 
out of their lives. 


— 


LET US REMEMBER TO THINK 
GLOBALLY AND ACT LOCALLY 
FOR THE ENVIRONMENT 


(Mr. WELLER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, let us 
not forget that today is Earth Day. Of 
course, Earth Day is an important day 
for all of us who care about our envi- 
ronment. Clearly, one message of Earth 
Day we should never forget is to think 
globally and act locally. 

I am proud of the locally-led efforts 
in the South Side of Chicago and the 
south suburbs of Chicago that have 
worked to establish some important 
local environmental initiatives: to es- 
tablish the Midewin National Tallgrass 
Prairie in the former Joliet Arsenal, ef- 
forts to establish the Calumet National 
Heritage area in the biState area 
northwest in Indiana, in the South 
Side of Chicago efforts to save the Kan- 
kakee River from sand and silt sedi- 
mentation. 

All three are local priorities, locally 
led; local partnerships working to save 
the environment locally. The Midewin 
National Tallgrass Prairie is the larg- 
est conservation area of its kind, the 
first national tallgrass prairie. Cal- 
umet National Heritage Area will be a 
unique biState national ecological area 
established in a former industrial area. 
And, of course, the Kankakee River, 
the solution to save the Kankakee 
River, deserves the same kind of na- 
tional priority as restoration of the Ev- 
erglades. 

Let us remember to think globally 
and act locally. It works. 


LET US ADDRESS THE QUESTION 

OF TEEN SMOKING IN AMERICA 

(Mr. WYNN asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 
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Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to speak out about tobacco. It is time 
for the Congress to do the right thing. 
Unfortunately, the messages coming 
from the Speaker’s Office are mixed. 
One day, we ought to do something; the 
next day, it is too big a burden. It is 
not too big a burden. We have to pro- 
tect our young people. 

Each day, approximately 6,000 young 
people try a cigarette. Each day, 300 
become long-term smokers. The aver- 
age teen smoker starts at age 13. 
Among adults who smoke daily, 82 per- 
cent started as teenagers. We can ad- 
dress this problem if we put aside the 
rhetoric and get down to business. 

We are very serious about teen drink- 
ing, and we prohibit it. We need to be 
equally vigilant about teen smoking. 
We have the means; we have the where- 
withal. The only question that remains 
is whether the Republican leadership 
has the will. 

Please, let us address the question of 
teen smoking in America. 

— 


WE MUST BE SOUND 
ENVIRONMENTAL STEWARDS 


(Mr. BOB SCHAFFER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. 
Mr. Speaker, today we celebrate Earth 
Day, a day to remember that we must 
all be conscious of the obligation we 
have to be sound environmental stew- 
ards. In centuries past, mankind was 
occasionally careless or unaware of the 
need for environmentally responsible 
behavior, but modern science has 
brought about new awareness of the 
problems that shortsighted practices 
pose for future generations who inhabit 
this resource-rich planet. 

The good news is that the scientific 
age has also brought about the techno- 
logical revolution to both combat envi- 
ronmental degradation and to main- 
tain the integrity of our natural sur- 
roundings. Businesses across the coun- 
try now adopt environmentally safe 
practices, due to their awareness of 
their importance to our future and be- 
cause technology is now available to 
make such practices an everyday re- 
ality. Earth Day is a day to bring both 
parties together, for all Americans 
value clean water, clean air, and a 
healthy planet. Let us celebrate today, 
that special day. 


— 


AMERICA DESERVES A COM- 
PREHENSIVE TOBACCO REFORM 
BILL NOW 


(Mr. ROTHMAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. ROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, for the 
past 50 years the tobacco industry has 
waged a war of deception against the 
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American people. They have tried to 
hide the terrible toll that cigarettes 
take on our children, our families, and 
on our society. So it should be no sur- 
prise that the tobacco industry is try- 
ing to deceive the United States Con- 
gress. The problem is that the leader- 
ship of the United States Congress is 
falling for the industry’s spin, hook, 
line, and sinker. 

Mr. Speaker, Joe Camel is part of the 
problem. It is time for Congress to 
solve the Joe Camel problem. This year 
Congress can pass a comprehensive law 
to protect America’s young people 
from cigarettes and at long last hold 
the tobacco industry responsible for 30 
years of deception. 

Every day in America more than 
6,000 American children start smoking. 
We cannot wait any longer. The Amer- 
ican people deserve a comprehensive 
tobacco reform bill, and they deserve it 
now. 


— 


NEEDLE EXCHANGE PROGRAM RE- 
FLECTS A DISASTROUS FED- 
ERAL DRUG POLICY 


(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, what is it 
about 1960s liberals and their absolute 
incapacity to distinguish between good 
science and bad? Again and again we 
see the same pattern where left-wing 
politics trumps science when it comes 
to regulation, environmental policy, 
secondhand smoke, safety and risk 
studies, global warming and, now, free 
needles for illegal drug users. It is al- 
ways the same story: bogus science and 
new government programs. 

Many commonsense Democrats do 
not support this newest outrage. Soc- 
cer moms taking their kids to school 
certainly do not favor this policy. The 
President’s own drug czar does not sup- 
port this policy. Experts who have 
studied the problem do not support this 
policy; experts, that is, who believe 
that politics should not get in the way 
of good science. 

No, Mr. Speaker, the people who fail 
to fight the drug war and who make ex- 
cuses for that failure to protect kids 
from drugs are the ones behind this dis- 
astrous policy. 

O Å—— | 


DISCHARGE PETITION WILL 
ALLOW A FULL, FAIR, AND OPEN 
DEBATE ON CAMPAIGN FINANCE 
REFORM 


(Mr. STUPAK asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, as a num- 
ber of individuals have mentioned this 
morning, today is Earth Day. I have 
some very important legislation, the 
leaking underground storage tank bill, 
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that I would like to address. But as I 
was sitting there waiting for my turn, 
I could not help but notice that two of 
our Democratic colleagues got up and 
signed the discharge petition for cam- 
paign finance reform. 

The Democratic Party is leading a 
fight for campaign finance reform, true 
campaign finance reform. What the dis- 
charge petition says, if we can get 218 
signatures on it, is to bring forth our 
petition, which says let us have a full, 
fair, open debate on campaign finance. 
It does not endorse any proposal but 
lets us have a true, fair, open debate on 
campaign finance. 

Unfortunately, the Republican Party 
leadership will not allow this to hap- 
pen, so we have to use the discharge pe- 
tition. So with two more Members 
signing today, we are now up to 204. We 
need 14 more Members to come down, 
have the courage to come down to the 
well of this floor and sign our discharge 
petition. 

Mr. Speaker, the Democratic Party is 
leading the fight to have campaign fi- 
nance reform, without endorsing any 
proposal. Let us do campaign finance 
reform. Sign the discharge petition. 


— — öZu᷑— 


TIME FOR CONGRESS TO PASS 
THE TAX LIMITATION AMEND- 
MENT 


(Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak- 
er, the Constitution of the United 
States provides for 10 instances in 
which a supermajority is required for 
legislative approval. In other words, 
there are 10 occasions where legislators 
are required to have more than a ma- 
jority of votes for legislative changes 
to be made. I think we need an 11th. It 
is time for Congress to pass the tax 
limitation amendment to the Constitu- 
tion. 

The reasons why should be obvious to 
all Americans who pay taxes, but, just 
in case, let me explain. The main rea- 
son is because politicians who run on 
promises of tax cuts often end up doing 
exactly the opposite. They pass tax in- 
creases. 

Just recall for a moment back in 1992 
when a certain presidential candidate 
ran on a middle-class tax cut and, sur- 
prise, surprise, what do we get? We got 
a tax increase, the largest in U.S. his- 
tory. Middle-class families now fork 
over between a quarter and a half of 
their income to the very politicians 
who have broken middle-class tax cut 
promises again and again. This amend- 
ment will make that a lot more dif- 
ficult. 


— 
FIFTY-FIVE WOMEN IN CONGRESS 
SETS NEW RECORD 


(Ms. NORTON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
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minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, the 
House has just set another record, 55 
strong; 55 strong women, that is, two 
new Democrats, one new Republican, 
all three gentlewomen from California, 
Representatives LOIS CAPPS, MARY 
Bono, and BARBARA LEE. Our thanks to 
California for sending us all three, for 
it is California that has made us 55. 

The gentlewoman from California 
(Representative MARY BONO), a Repub- 
lican, and the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia (Representative BARBARA LEE), 
a Democrat, were both sworn in yester- 
day. They embraced warmly on the 
floor in the spirit of our bipartisan 
Women’s Caucus. Congratulations to 
the Democrats for the gentlewomen 
from California, Representative LOIS 
Capps and Representative BARBARA 
LEE, congratulations to the Repub- 
licans for the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia (Representative MARY BONO), 
and a special message for the Repub- 
licans: If they must send us more Re- 
publicans, please let them be women! 

———————— 


FREE NEEDLES TO DRUG AD- 
DICTS, THE LATEST PROGRAM 
OF GOVERNMENT HANDOUTS 


(Mr. THUNE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, there the 
liberals go again. I do not get it. I do 
not get why the President is opposing 
his own drug czar by announcing that 
the Federal Government now wants to 
start another program of government 
handouts. 

Enthusiasm for government handouts 
is nothing new for this administration, 
only this time the government wants 
to start handing out free needles to 
drug addicts. Instead of trying to get 
drug addicts off the street and into a 
program that will stop their self-de- 
structive behavior, the government 
will now give a green light to their 
drug habit and send them on their way 
with clean needles so that they can, 
get this, abuse drugs safely. 

I have had about enough of the lib- 
eral insanity, and I think that most 
Americans are tired of left-wing ex- 
perts peddling a policy based on bogus 
science that runs counter to common 
sense. 

The liberals love to come up with 
new handouts: money, condoms, free 
this and free that. Now, just when we 
think it cannot get any worse, free nee- 
dles for safe shooting. Safe shooting, 
America. 

———— à—üůTa 
ON EARTH DAY, A REMINDER OF 
TWO ENVIRONMENTAL BILLS 
LOCKED UP IN THE HOUSE 


(Mr. HINCHEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
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minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, as has 
been noted a couple of times here this 
morning, today is Earth Day. It is the 
day in which we remind ourselves of 
the symbiotic relationship that exists 
between our species and every other 
species on the planet and how depend- 
ent everything else is on Earth upon 
our actions. 

It is also important for us to observe 
today that there are a number of envi- 
ronmental bills that are pending in 
this House, or I should say really 
locked up in this House, that are not 
making progress. I will mention just 
two, the Federal Superfund, which 
needs to be reauthorized, and the En- 
dangered Species Act. 

With regard to the Endangered Spe- 
cies Act, a recent poll of more than 400 
American biologists indicates that 
they are deeply concerned about the 
loss of biological diversity which we 
are currently experiencing. They esti- 
mate that up to one-fifth of all the spe- 
cies on the Earth will be wiped out 
within the next 30 years, unless we do 
something to protect the habitat of 
these species. 

We are directly linked to everything 
else on Earth. We have a responsibility 
to protect them. We have a responsi- 
bility to pass the Endangered Species 
Act and get other important environ- 
mental bills out on this floor. 


EEE 
o 1030 


JUDGE STARR IS MAKING 
PROGRESS 


(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, we 
hear quite often these days that Judge 
Starr is taking too long in his inves- 
tigation of the White House and their 
various scandals. I would say one thing 
to my Democrat colleagues. Number 
one, obviously it would not take so 
long if we would have someone that 
would cooperate at the White House, 
but there is a lot of stonewalling and 
general shenanigans going on when 
asked even the straightest of ques- 
tions. 

Looking at it historically, James 
Walsh spent 7 years investigating on 
Iran-Contra and spent about $50 mil- 
lion, and I do not believe got any con- 
victions. The Democrats spent 8 years 
investigating HUD Secretary Samuel 
Pierce and the Democrats spent 7 years 
on a special investigation of Ray Dono- 
van, Labor Secretary, and none of 
these brought convictions. 

In contrast, Judge Starr has spent 4 
years and gotten 13 convictions, includ- 
ing an ex-Governor coincidentally from 
the President’s home State, an Asso- 
ciate Attorney General, all kinds of 
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high, very close advisors to the Presi- 
dent of the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, I would not suggest 
that there is guilt by association. Just 
because all of one’s friends are in jail 
does not mean that they are guilty, 
and does not mean that they were with 
them when it happened. But let us not 
go around saying that Judge Starr is 
not making progress, because he cer- 
tainly is. 


—— 


THE CIRCUS HAS COME TO TOWN 


(Ms. JACK SON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACK SON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, today the circus has come to 
town. On the floor of the House today 
our Republican friends want to put the 
super tax bill requiring two-thirds of 
this entire House to raise revenue. At 
the same time, however, only 51 per- 
cent of those voting are required to 
spend revenue. 

What does this do? Actually, it shuts 
down the government. Super paralysis. 
We cannot pay for health and human 
services, education, veterans benefits, 
Social Security. 

Super deficits. Well, we can spend 
money but we cannot raise the money 
to pay for it. What does that mean? 
Deficit spending. 

Super loopholes, so therefore if there 
is a loophole for the rich guy, we can- 
not find it. 

Super tobacco. We cannot pass the 
McCain bill that requires children to 
stop smoking. 

And, yes, the super minority holding 
hostage the majority. It means a recal- 
citrant few can keep us from funding 
veterans benefits, defense, health care, 
Social Security, Medicare. 

Yes, the circus has come to town, Mr. 
Speaker. The circus is good for kids, 
but it is not good for running the 
American government. 


— 


TAX LIMITATION AMENDMENT 


(Mr. GUTKNECHT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, it is 
kind of comical to listen to some of our 
liberal friends debate the tax limita- 
tion amendment. They do not like it. 
They really do not like it. They do not 
like the idea that Congress must get a 
supermajority before passing legisla- 
tion to erode our freedoms. 

They do not mind eroding freedoms 
when it comes to ideology that opposes 
freedom. Even though our Founders 
fought a revolution to win our freedom, 
and even though the overwhelming ma- 
jority of Americans would vote for 
freedom when given the chance, the 
Democratic Party stands opposed to 
the idea that it should be difficult to 
erode basic freedoms. 
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Mr. Speaker, the fact is that Ameri- 
cans on average have to work until 
May 11 just to pay the tax man. The 
average American family spends more 
for taxes than for food, clothing, and 
shelter combined. 

I think the time is long since past to 
say enough is enough. May 10, 1998 is 
already too much freedom lost. That is 
why we need to pass the Tax Limita- 
tion Amendment tomorrow so that 
Americans can have more freedom, so 
that they can keep more of their 
money to spend on their families and 
their priorities. I hope the amendment 
passes. 


—— 


UNDERAGE SMOKING SHOULD BE 
CONGRESS’ TARGET 


(Mr. GREEN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, we see the 
House Republican leadership and the 
tobacco industry are united in their 
message. They are both attacking big 
taxes, big government, and saying 
there they go again. 

Tobacco companies have full page 
ads in newspapers all over the country 
saying, “We want to attack big taxes 
and big government.” Well, so do we. 
But what I want to be concerned about 
is the children that they have admitted 
to addicting for many years to tobacco. 

In testimony before our Committee 
on Commerce they agreed they mar- 
keted their industry to children 12 
years old, 13- and 14-year-olds. That is 
why they agreed to a settlement to pay 
for what they did for the last 30 years 
to have those children addicted who 
are now my age. That is why they 
agreed to pay $300-plus billion now. 

What we want to do is make sure 
they do not continue to do that to the 
next generation, to addict more Ameri- 
cans at a young age. It is really sad 
that more children know Joe Camel 
than know Mickey Mouse. That is be- 
cause of the success of their adver- 
tising campaign. 

Mr. Speaker, instead of attacking big 
government and big taxes, why not at- 
tack the issue of trying to stop chil- 
dren from smoking? 

— 


TOBACCO SETTLEMENT IS A 
FARCE 


(Mr. COOKSEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. COOKSEY. Mr. Speaker, many 
years ago Charles Kuralt was On the 
Road” and he was interviewing a farm- 
er from Georgia and he asked that 
farmer, he said, “What are the biggest 
problems in this area today?” And that 
farmer said, The two biggest problems 
are kudzu and Baptist preachers.” 

Well, Mr. Speaker, I beg to differ 
with that farmer. The two biggest 
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problems in this country today are 
trial lawyers and tobacco. They are 
both bad. They are bad for this coun- 
try. They are bad for the people's 
health and they are the ones that are 
trying to perpetrate this problem, this 
tobacco settlement, on this country 
today. 

I am a physician. I spent my career 
taking care of people with health prob- 
lems, and I promise, tobacco is bad. We 
have been publicizing it for years. It 
has been on the tobacco packages since 
1962. Mr. Speaker, anybody that 
smokes cigarettes is crazy. 

But this tobacco settlement is a farce 
that is strictly to transfer money to 
the trial lawyers and to create a lot of 
unfounded hope for money to support 
programs that will never be done. 


— 


TOBACCO IS THE GATEWAY DRUG 
TO MARIJUANA AND CRIME 


(Mr. BALDACCI asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Speaker, Maine 
unfortunately leads the Nation in the 
category of teenage smoking and the 
increases in teenage smoking. Over 
3,000 children every day are getting 
hooked on cigarettes and a thousand of 
them are dying because of it. 

Today a family came down from 
Maine and their daughter, Karen, is 
doing a study on tobacco. She is in the 
eighth grade and she is interested in 
history. She is the daughter of Sue and 
Kenny Cota from Maine. 

One of the things that was remarked 
about was the ability, that if this were 
a drug cartel from Colombia that want- 
ed to be able to addict 25 percent of our 
population, this Congress and this lead- 
ership would be falling all over them- 
selves to do whatever they could do to 
make sure they put them out of busi- 
ness. But since it is the tobacco compa- 
nies and the tobacco contributions and 
the tobacco influence, it seems that we 
are at a standstill from addressing the 
real problems that are confronting the 
young people of today. 

All the studies that are in the news- 
paper today show that smoking and 
marijuana are hooked together. Smok- 
ing, marijuana, drugs, and crime are 
hooked together because they commit 
the crimes to be able to pay for the 
smoking, marijuana, and drugs. 

When we talk about teen violence 
and crime, it is cigarettes that are the 
gateway drug. We have got to address 
this issue. I ask the leadership to ad- 
dress this issue and to have good, 
strong tobacco legislation to stop 
young people from smoking. 

—— 


TAX LIMITATION AMENDMENT IS 
STRAIGHTFORWARD 


(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and 
was given permission to address the 
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House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
later this afternoon we are going to 
have a debate and a vote on the two- 
thirds tax limitation amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States. 

This amendment is very straight- 
forward. If it passes and it is passed in 
the Senate and goes to the States and 
is ratified by three-fourths of the 
States, it would make it a voting re- 
quirement. To pass a tax increase in ei- 
ther body or to expand the tax base 
would take a two-thirds vote instead of 
the one-half plus one vote that it now 
currently takes. 

Mr. Speaker, when the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. GREEN), my good 
friend from Houston, was up here ear- 
lier talking about all the bad things 
that might happen and all the pro- 
grams that might not be funded, I 
would point out that we are moving 
into a budget surplus. We would still 
have those programs. But if we wanted 
to spend more money, we would have a 
debate on spending priorities, not on 
tax increases, unless we could get a 
consensus. We would need a two-thirds 
vote in both houses of Congress to pass 
a tax increase. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col- 
leagues to vote for the two-thirds tax 
limitation amendment. 


—ͤ— 


COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIRMAN 
OF COMMITTEE ON TRANSPOR- 
TATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WATTS of Oklahoma) laid before the 
House the following communication 
from the chairman of the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure; 
which was read and, without objection, 
referred to the Committee on Appro- 
priations: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM- 
MITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE, 

Washington, DC, March 31, 1998. 
Hon. NEwT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Enclosed are copies of 
resolutions adopted on March 24, 1998 by the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. Copies of the resolutions are being 
transmitted to the Department of the Army. 

With kind personal regards, Iam 

Sincerely, 
BUD SHUSTER, Chairman. 

Enclosures. 

RESOLUTION 
(Docket 2551—Bronx River Basin, New York] 

Resolved by the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure of the United 
States House of Representatives, That the 
Secretary of the Army is requested to review 
the report of the Chief of Engineers on the 
Bronx River, New York, published as House 
Document 897, 62nd Congress, 2nd Session, 
and other pertinent reports, to determine 
whether any modifications of the rec- 
ommendations contained therein are advis- 
able at the present time, in the interest of 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


water resources development, including flood 
control, environmental restoration and pro- 
tection and other related purposes. 
Adopted: March 24, 1998. 
Attest. 
BUD SHUSTER, Chairman. 


RESOLUTION 
(Docket 2550—Mile Point, Florida] 


Resolved by the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure of the United 
States House of Representatives, That the 
Secretary of the Army is requested to review 
the report of the Chief of Engineers on Jack- 
sonville Harbor, Florida, published as House 
Document 214, 89th Congress, lst Session, 
and other pertinent reports to determine 
whether any modifications of the rec- 
ommendations contained therein are advis- 
able at the present time in the interest of 
navigation and other related purposes, with 
particular reference. 

Adopted: March 24, 1998. 

Attest. 

BUD SHUSTER, Chairman. 


RESOLUTION 
(Docket 2549—Spring Bayou Area, Louisiana] 


Resolved by the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure of the United 
States House of Representatives, That the 
Secretary of the Army is requested to review 
the report of the Chief of Engineers on the 
Mississippi River and Tributaries Project, 
published as House Document 308, 88th Con- 
gress, 2nd Session, to determine whether any 
modifications of the recommendations con- 
tained therein are advisable at the present 
time in the interest of a comprehensive plan 
of improvement for environmental restora- 
tion and protection, flood damage preven- 
tion, improved drainage, and other related 
purposes in the Spring Bayou area. 

Adopted: March 24, 1998. 


Attest. 
BUD SHUSTER, Chairman. 
RESOLUTION 
(Docket 2548—Rahway River Basin, New 
Jersey] 


Resolved by the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure of the United 
States House of Representatives, That the 
Secretary of the Army is requested to review 
the report of the Chief of Engineers on the 
Rahway River, New Jersey, published as 
House Document 67, 89th Congress, and other 
pertinent reports to determine whether any 
modifications of the recommendations con- 
tained therein are advisable at the present 
time, in the interest of water resources de- 
velopment, including flood control, environ- 
mental restoration and protection and other 
related purposes. 

Adopted: March 24, 1998. 

Attest. 

BUD SHUSTER, Chairman. 


There was no objection. 
—— 


MAKING IN ORDER ON TODAY OR 
ANY DAY THEREAFTER CONSID- 
ERATION OF H.R. 3164, HYDRO- 
GRAPHIC SERVICES IMPROVE- 
MENT ACT OF 1998 


Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be in order 
on today, or on any day thereafter, for 
the Speaker, as though pursuant to 
clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, to declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for consideration of the bill 
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(H.R. 3164) to describe the hydrographic 
services functions of the Administrator 
of the National Oceanic and Atmos- 
pheric Administration, and for other 
purposes, and that consideration of the 
bill proceed according to the following 
order: 

One, the first reading of the bill shall 
be dispensed with. Points of order 
against consideration of the bill for 
failure to comply with clause 2(1)(6) of 
rule XI or section 303(a) of the Congres- 
sional Budget Act of 1974 are waived. 

Two, general debate shall be confined 
to the bill and shall not exceed one 
hour equally divided and controlled by 
the chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Re- 
sources. 

Three, after general debate the bill 
shall be considered for amendment 
under the 5-minute rule. 

Four, in lieu of the amendment rec- 
ommended by the Committee on Re- 
sources now printed in the bill, it shall 
be in order to consider as an original 
bill for the purpose of amendment 
under the 5-minute rule the amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
and numbered 1 pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XXIII. Each section of that 
amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute shall be considered as read. 
Points of order against that amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute for 
failure to comply with clause 5(a) of 
rule XXI or section 303(a) of the Con- 
gressional Budget Act of 1974 are 
waived. 

Five, during consideration of the bill 
for amendment, the Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole may accord 
priority in recognition on the basis of 
whether the Member offering an 
amendment has caused it to be printed 
in the portion of the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD designated for that purpose in 
clause 6 of rule XXIII. Amendments so 
printed shall be considered as read. 

Six, the Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole may, one, postpone until 
a time during further consideration in 
the Committee of the Whole a request 
for a recorded vote on any amendment; 
and, two, reduce to 5 minutes the min- 
imum time for electronic voting on any 
postponed question that follows an- 
other electronic vote without inter- 
vening business, provided that the min- 
imum time for electronic voting in the 
first in any series of questions shall be 
15 minutes. 

Seven, at the conclusion of consider- 
ation of the bill for amendment the 
Committee shall rise and report the 
bill to the House with such amend- 
ments as may have been adopted. Any 
Member may demand a separate vote 
in the House on any amendment adopt- 
ed in the Committee of the Whole to 
the bill or to the amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute made in order as 
original text. 

Eight, the previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and 
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amendments thereto to final passage 
without intervening motion except one 
motion to recommit with or without 
instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 


—— UG-— 


HYDROGRAPHIC SERVICES 
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1998 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of today 
and rule XXIII, the Chair declares the 
House in the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 3164. 


o 1043 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 


itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3164) to 
describe the hydrographic services 
functions of the Administrator of the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad- 
ministration, and for other purposes, 
with Mr. GILLMOR in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the bill is 
considered as having been read the first 
time. 

The gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SAXTON) and the gentleman from 
American Samoa (Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA) 
each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON). 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of H.R. 
3164 is to speed up the critically needed 
improvements to our Nation’s nautical 
charting program. Nautical charting 
receives much less publicity or funding 
than either highway construction or 
airline safety, but it is just as impor- 
tant to the United States’ economy, 
particularly in today’s world of inter- 
national trade. 
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However, funding for nautical chart- 
ing has been cut in half over the last 15 
years, and at the present time it will 
take nearly 30 years just to bring the 
minimum number of charts necessary 
to ensure safe navigation in U.S. wa- 
ters up to modern standards. 

Congress has recognized the need for 
more support for this program and in- 
creased appropriations for nautical 
charting over the last 4 fiscal years. 
However, with only three Federal sur- 
vey ships available, serious efforts to 
reduce the charting backlog will re- 
quire a partnership between the Fed- 
eral Government and private contrac- 
tors. This process has moved slowly 
over the last 3 years due to disagree- 
ments over the extent of Federal and 
private responsibilities in ensuring 
data accuracy. 
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H.R. 3164 defines these responsibil- 
ities, allowing the process of reducing 
the backlog to proceed more quickly. 
It authorizes the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration to main- 
tain sufficient ships and personnel to 
certify the accuracy of charts and pro- 
tect the government from liability. 

After this requirement is satisfied, 
all additional survey work will be car- 
ried out by the private sector. H.R. 3164 
also sets policy for modernizing tide 
and current prediction systems in 
major ports and authorizes increased 
appropriations for nautical charting 
and tide and current programs. 

At the funding levels authorized in 
this bill, the survey backlog could be 
completed at least 30 percent faster, 
and commercial vessels as well as pri- 
vate boats would be able to take advan- 
tage of modern navigational tech- 
nologies, and have the potential to sig- 
nificantly improve safety and effi- 
ciency on our waterways. 

Mr. Chairman, investing in these pro- 
grams yields a huge payoff in both eco- 
nomic competitiveness and environ- 
mental protection. We need to make 
this small investment now in order to 
protect ourselves from possible serious 
dangers in the future. 

The bill is an important step in the 
right direction, and I urge all of my 
colleagues to support it. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to first 
commend my good friend, the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON), 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Fisheries Conservation, Wildlife and 
Oceans, for his leadership and for 
bringing this piece of legislation to the 
floor for consideration by this body. 

I rise in strong support of H.R. 3164. 
The need for accurate nautical charts 
to promote safe navigation was recog- 
nized by Thomas Jefferson, who as 
President in 1807, established a coast 
survey to produce charts and collect 
other data needed by mariners. Mari- 
time transportation and the tech- 
nology used in collecting and dissemi- 
nating nautical data have changed dra- 
matically since then, but the need for 
accurate and timely data for safe navi- 
gation has not. 

Mr. Chairman, in recent years our 
Federal program to produce nautical 
charts carried out by the National Oce- 
anic and Atmospheric Administration 
has fallen on hard times. In constant 
dollars, funding for these activities has 
fallen 50 percent over the last 25 years. 

NOAA currently has only three ships 
in service collecting charting data, 
down from 11 vessels in 1971. Yet there 
is a backlog of some 39,000 square miles 
of heavily traveled marine areas with 
inadequate or obsolete surveys. Many 
of these areas were last surveyed with 
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weighted lead lines, a technology that 
Mr. Jefferson would have been familiar 
with. 

With today’s tight budgets and rap- 
idly changing technology, Mr. Chair- 
man, there is a recognition that 
NOAA’s nautical charting program 
needs to be modernized. H.R. 3164 pro- 
vides a blueprint by which NOAA can 
continue to provide data vital to the 
maritime community while allowing 
the maximum opportunity for the pri- 
vate sector to participate in that proc- 
ess. The subcommittee chairman, the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SAXTON) has very effectively detailed 
the specifics of what H.R. 3164 will pro- 
vide. 

Mr. Chairman, suffice it to say, H.R. 
3164 establishes clear and appropriate 
roles for the government and the pri- 
vate sector in the collection, proc- 
essing and dissemination of nautical 
data. Importantly, the bill provides 
NOAA with the flexibility to require 
the services of contractors based on 
qualification and not on cost. This 
change in law is especially important 
in the collection of hydrographic data 
where lives and property could be lost 
if mistakes are made. 

Mr. Chairman, in short this is win- 
win legislation. The private sector ben- 
efits from an increased share of 
NOAA’s charting work being 
outsourced; the government benefits 
from its being able to avail itself of the 
latest technology through contractors 
without being burdened by substantial 
acquisition costs for capital assets. The 
public benefits from having more accu- 
rate, up-to-date nautical charts pro- 
duced at lower cost. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the bill 
authorizes a total of $581 million for 5 
years for hydrographic and geodetic 
programs for the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration. The bill 
also clarifies NOAA’s hydrographic re- 
sponsibilities. It requires NOAA to the 
greatest extent possible to contract 
with private sector companies to con- 
duct nautical surveys and prepare nau- 
tical charts. It authorizes NOAA to 
maintain sufficient vessels, equipment 
and expertise to certify the accuracy of 
U.S. nautical charts and other hydro- 
graphic products. 

The bill also establishes a quality as- 
surance program under which NOAA 
may certify that non-Federal hydro- 
graphic products meet Federal stand- 
ards and provides for the moderniza- 
tion of tide and current measurement 
systems in major ports. 

The measure is intended to enact 
into law the division of survey and 
other responsibilities agreed to in 1997 
between NOAA and the private sector, 
and to increase funding for these ac- 
tivities so that the existing backlog of 
nautical surveys may be more quickly 
addressed. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support this piece of legislation. 
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 7 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT), my 
good friend. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to thank my good friends the gen- 
tleman from American Samoa (Mr. 
FALEOMAVABGA) and the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON). I com- 
mend them on a fine bill. 

I guess I am talking about an issue 
that no one seems to talk about, and I, 
for the life of me, do not understand it. 
This past month we had another record 
trade deficit. China is exceeding $5 bil- 
lion in surpluses every month with 
Uncle Sam now. And Japan, who has 
been threatened by every President 
since Nixon with sanctions if they did 
not open up their markets, is cleaning 
our clock in excess now of $60 billion. If 
you are an American worker, this is 
about the plight of it. 

American televisions are made in 
Mexico. American typewriters are 
made in Mexico. American telephones 
are made in Singapore. American com- 
puters and VCR’s are made in China 
and Japan; radios in China and Japan; 
high-tech electronics, China and Japan. 
America is slowly again becoming a 
colony, a colony of trade activity. To 
me, it is unbelievable. 

Another record trade deficit, in my 
opinion, that endangers our national 
security where China is now buying 
missiles, attack aircraft, and nuclear 
submarines with our dollars, and for 
the life of me, it seems nobody is lis- 
tening. 

More of our products are being made 
overseas. And the final insult to what 
is the intelligence of the American peo- 
ple, time after time foreign products 
come into America bearing a fraudu- 
lent “Made in America” label and they 
continue to laugh in our face. I support 
this bill 100 percent. 

I am furthermore confident about its 
impact because of the chairman and 
the people who have crafted the legis- 
lation. But I want to say this: My little 
amendment, I think, should even be ex- 
panded in this Congress and should be 
fortified. But I will be offering an 
amendment that I would like Members’ 
support on that would do the following: 

It says that anyone who gets any 
money under this act shall basically 
agree to comply with the Buy Amer- 
ican Act that has been passed and set 
into law by the Congress. 

Second of all, it says that when any- 
body is getting money under this bill, 
we cannot force it, but Congress en- 
courages them; that is how weak we 
are, to at least buy and shop for Amer- 
ican-made goods and products. 

Third of all, we say the Secretary of 
Commerce shall provide to anybody 
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getting any money under this act a no- 
tice where the Congress encourages 
them to wherever possible try and buy 
one from the Gipper. And finally, this 
legislation would prohibit any con- 
tracts being awarded to anyone who 
fraudulently places a Made in Amer- 
ica’? label on a foreign import. That 
may be more important than all of it, 
but let me just let the Congress of the 
United States know, they are being au- 
thorized for appropriation $800 million 
under this bill. 

I am hoping my good friend from 
Louisiana, one of the strongest 
proworker representatives in the Con- 
gress, would also take a look at the 1- 
800 Buy America bill. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I just 
wanted to commend the gentleman for 
the well-thought-out amendment. It 
certainly does a great deal to enhance 
our bill. As one of our staffers said a 
little while ago, we should have 
thought of this ourselves. I commend 
the gentleman for his forethought and 
his effort in bringing the amendment 
to the floor, which apparently he will 
do in just a few minutes. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my friend for yielding to me. He is the 
most outspoken person on this floor in 
defense of buy-American policies and 
the workers of America who lose their 
jobs to this growing trade deficit. 

I want to commend him for con- 
stantly being on this floor and con- 
stantly reminding us in all of our legis- 
lation to focus on those very salient 
points he made. 

I want to also remind the gentleman, 
we are beginning a debate around 
America on the whole issue of how we 
collect Federal taxes in this country. 
Just to point out to him that this 
growing trade deficit is not due to one 
cause, but it is not unaffected by the 
fact that because we collect income 
taxes on America, which we cannot ex- 
empt from our exports, and we cannot 
apply to imports, and income taxes 
themselves add somewhere between 10 
and 25 percent to the cost of every 
American export and every American 
product we try to consume in this 
country. Whereas, foreign products 
come in now more and more tax free, 
under GATT and NAFTA, they come in 
from countries that exempt their con- 
sumer taxes on them so that they can 
compete unfairly with good old Amer- 
ican workers and American products. 

And if there is one thing that is driv- 
ing me around this country in this na- 
tional debate over taxes, it is this prob- 
lem; that our Tax Code punishes an 
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American for buying a product made in 
America, and rewards us for buying 
something made overseas. We ought to 
do something about changing that. I 
thank my friend for his vigilance on 
this point. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just like to say, Iam encouraged 
by the comments of the chairman from 
New Jersey and our distinguished 
chairman, who is leading a tremendous 
fight with the gentleman from Colo- 
rado (Mr. DAN SCHAEFER) on the Tax 
Code, and I support that. I think we re- 
ward dependence, subsidize illegit- 
imacy, kill investments with our Tax 
Code. We must make a significant 
change. 

Also, as part of that, I must say this: 
I have come to despair on the Congress’ 
intent to deal with the buy-American 
aspects of our law. That is why I have 
submitted 1-800 Buy America. I believe 
that only the American consumers now 
can really, through their consciences, 
be prepared to look at and shop for 
American-made goods. 

Now, I do believe we should not be 
protectionist in it. We cannot force 
anybody to buy our products. But I 
think we should incentivize every op- 
portunity available for the American 
consumer to make a choice and to let 
them at least market American-made 
goods and products. 

This is a little bit off base. I thank 
both the respective leaders of this bill 
on the floor, and I will offer my amend- 
ment, and I hope that it will be ap- 
proved and will stay in the conference. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

I certainly want to commend the 
gentleman from Ohio for his com- 
ments. I, for one, cannot think of a 
more able and consistent advocate here 
on the floor of the House than the gen- 
tleman from Ohio for supporting and 
always pressing for the fact that we 
should buy American, and the fact that 
American workers and those who are 
managing corporate communities 
should be working together so that the 
Americans should buy American prod- 
ucts. 
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And I cannot thank the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) enough for 
advocating this issue again. And I do 
thank the gentleman from Louisiana 
(Mr. TAUZIN) for complementing the 
provisions of this bill. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chairman, | rise 
to speak in support of H.R. 3164, the Hydro- 
graphic Services Improvement Act of 1998. | 
am an original cosponsor of this legislation, 
which was introduced by our colleague, JiM 
SAXTON, Chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Fisheries Conservation, Wildlife, and Oceans. 

The purpose of the bill is to make much- 
needed improvements in the U.S. nautical 
charting program. The United States, and es- 
pecially the State of Alaska, is dependent on 
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marine transportation. However, every day 
large ships traverse 40,000 square miles of 
U.S. waterways that have shallow waters, 
known obstacles, and obsolete or inadequate 
charts. The vast majority of these critical areas 
are in Alaska. At last year’s funding level, it 
will take more than 30 years to update the 
charts in Alaska alone. In the meantime, we 
are entrusting a significant portion of the Na- 
tion's oil supply, the safety of fishermen and 
cruise ship passengers, and the health of the 
marine environment to inadequate charts. This 
situation is not acceptable. 

H.R. 3164 will help to correct this problem. 
First, it authorizes increased funding for nau- 
tical charting. Second, it will increase the use 
of private survey contractors to supply data 
used in producing U.S. charts. This will greatly 
increase the number of ships and other re- 
sources that can be used to reduce the back- 
aaa quickly as possible. 

e cannot afford to wait any longer to cor- 
rect the nautical charting backlog. H.R. 3164 
is an important contribution to fixing this prob- 
lem, and | urge all of you to support it. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GILLMOR). All 
time for general debate has expired. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute consisting of the text of 
Amendment No. 1 printed in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD shall be considered 
by sections as an original bill for the 
purpose of amendment, and pursuant 
to the order of the House of today, each 
section is considered read. 

During consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Chairman may accord 
priority in recognition to a Member of- 
fering an amendment that he has print- 
ed in the designated place in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD. Those amend- 
ments will be considered read. 

The Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole may postpone a request for a 
recorded vote on any amendment and 
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes 
the time for voting on any postponed 
question that immediately follows an- 
other vote, provided that the time for 
voting on the first question shall be a 
minimum of 15 minutes. 

The Clerk will designate section 1. 

The text of section 1 is as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Hydro- 
graphic Services Improvement Act of 1998”. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to section 1? 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the remainder 
of the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute be printed in the RECORD 
and open to amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

The text of the remainder of the 
amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute is as follows: 
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SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 

(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term Adminis- 
trator” means the Administrator of the Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion. 

(2) ADMINISTRATION.—The term Adminis- 
tration” means the National Oceanic and At- 
mospheric Administration. 

(3) HYDROGRAPHIC DATA.—The term hydro- 
graphic data“ means information acquired 
through hydrographic or bathymetric sur- 
veying, photogrammetry, geodetic measure- 
ments, tide and current observations, or 
other methods, that is used in providing hy- 
drographic services. 

(4) HYDROGRAPHIC SERVICES.—The term 
“hydrographic services” means— 

(A) the management, maintenance, inter- 
pretation, certification, and dissemination of 
bathymetric, hydrographic, geodetic, and 
tide and current information, including the 
production of nautical charts, nautical infor- 
mation databases, and other products de- 
rived from hydrographic data; 

(B) the development of nautical informa- 
tion systems; and 

(C) related activities. 

(5) ACT OF 1947,—The term “Act of 1947” 
means the Act entitled “An Act to define the 
functions and duties of the Coast and Geo- 
detic Survey, and for other purposes”, ap- 
proved August 6, 1947 (33 U.S.C. 883a et seq.). 
SEC. 3. FUNCTIONS OF THE ADMINISTRATOR. 

(a) RESPONSIBILITIES.—To fulfill the data 
gathering and dissemination duties of the 
Administration under the Act of 1947, the 
Administrator shall— 

(1) acquire hydrographic data; 

(2) promulgate standards for hydrographic 
data used by the Administration in providing 
hydrographic services; 

(3) promulgate standards for hydrographic 
services provided by the Administration; 

(4) ensure comprehensive geographic cov- 
erage of hydrographic services, in coopera- 
tion with other appropriate Federal agen- 
cies; 

(5) maintain a national database of hydro- 
graphic data, in cooperation with other ap- 
propriate Federal agencies; 

(6) provide hydrographic services in uni- 
form, easily accessible formats; 

(7) participate in the development of, and 
implement for the United States in coopera- 
tion with other appropriate Federal agen- 
cies, international standards for hydro- 
graphic data and hydrographic services; and 

(8) to the greatest extent practicable and 
cost-effective, fulfill the requirements of 
paragraphs (1) and (6) through contracts or 
other agreements with private sector enti- 
ties. 

(b) AUTHORITIES.—To fulfill the data gath- 
ering and dissemination duties of the Admin- 
istration under the Act of 1947, and subject 
to the availability of appropriations, the Ad- 
ministrator— 

(1) may procure, lease, evaluate, test, de- 
velop, and operate vessels, equipment, and 
technologies necessary to ensure safe navi- 
gation and maintain operational expertise in 
hydrographic data acquisition and hydro- 
graphic services; 

(2) may enter into contracts and other 
agreements with qualified entities, con- 
sistent with subsection (a)(8), for the acquisi- 
tion of hydrographic data and the provision 
of hydrographic services; 

(3) shall award contracts for the acquisi- 
tion of hydrographic data in accordance with 
title IX of the Federal Property and Admin- 
istrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 541 et 
seq.); and 
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(4) may, subject to section 5, design and in- 
stall where appropriate Physical Oceano- 
graphic Real-Time Systems to enhance navi- 
gation safety and efficiency. 


SEC. 4. QUALITY ASSURANCE PROGRAM. 


(a) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the term “hydrographic product” 
means any publicly or commercially avail- 
able product produced by a non-Federal enti- 
ty that includes or displays hydrographic 
data. 

(b) PROGRAM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may— 

(A) develop and implement a quality assur- 
ance program, under which the Adminis- 
trator may certify hydrographic products 
that satisfy the standards promulgated by 
the Administrator under section 3(a)(3); 

(B) authorize the use of the emblem or any 
trademark of the Administration on a hydro- 
graphic product certified under subparagraph 
(A); and 

(C) charge a fee for such certification and 
use. 

(2) LIMITATION ON FEE AMOUNT.—Any fee 
under paragraph (1)(C) shall not exceed the 
costs of conducting the quality assurance 
testing, evaluation, or studies necessary to 
determine whether the hydrographic product 
satisfies the standards adopted under section 
3(aX3), including the cost of administering 
such a program. 


(c) LIMITATION ON LIABILITY.—The Govern- 
ment of the United States shall not be liable 
for any negligence by a person that produces 
hydrographic products certified under this 
section. 


(d) HYDROGRAPHIC SERVICES ACCOUNT.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
in the Treasury a separate account, which 
shall be known as the Hydrographic Services 
Account. 

(2) CONTENT.—The account shall consist 
of— 

(A) amounts received by the United States 
as fees charged under subsection (b)(1)(C); 
and 

(B) such other amounts as may be provided 
by law. 

(3) Limitation; Deposit. Fees deposited in 
this account during any fiscal year pursuant 
to this section shall be deposited and cred- 
ited as offsetting collections to the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
Operations, Research, and Facilities ac- 
count. No amounts collected pursuant to 
this section for any fiscal year may be spent 
except to the extent provided in advance in 
appropriations Acts. 


(e) LIMITATION ON NEW FEES AND INCREASES 
IN EXISTING FEES FOR HYDROGRAPHIC SERV- 
ices.—After the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Administrator may not— 

(1) establish any fee or other charge for the 
provision of any hydrographic service except 
as authorized by this section; or 

(2) increase the amount of any fee or other 
charge for the provision of any hydrographic 
service except as authorized by this section 
and section 1307 of title 44, United States 
Code. 


SEC. 5, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF PHYS- 
ICAL OCEANOGRAPHIC REAL-TIME 
SYSTEMS. 


(a) NEW SyYSTEMS.—After the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Administrator may not 
design or install any Physical Oceanographic 
Real-Time System, unless the local sponsor 
of the system or another Federal agency has 
agreed to assume the cost of operating and 
maintaining the system within 90 days after 
the date the system becomes operational. 
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(b) EXISTING SYSTEMS.—After October 1, 
1999, the Administration shall cease to oper- 
ate Physical Oceanographic Real-Time Sys- 
tems, other than any system for which the 
local sponsor or another Federal agency has 
agreed to assume the cost of operating and 
maintaining the system by January 1, 1999. 
SEC. 6. REPORTS. 

(a) PHOTOGRAMMETRY AND REMOTE SENS- 
ING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator shall report to the Congress 
on a plan to increase, consistent with this 
Act, contracting with the private sector for 
photogrammetric and remote sensing serv- 
ices related to hydrographic data acquisition 
or hydrographic services. In preparing the 
report, the Administrator shall consult with 
private sector entities knowledgeable in pho- 
togrammetry and remote sensing. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The report shall include the 
following: 

(A) An assessment of which of the photo- 
grammetric and remote sensing services re- 
lated to hydrographic data acquisition or hy- 
drographic services performed by the Na- 
tional Ocean Service can be performed ade- 
quately by private-sector entities. 

(B) An evaluation of the relative cost-ef- 
fectiveness of the Federal Government and 
private-sector entities in performing those 
services. 

(C) A plan for increasing the use of con- 
tracts with private-sector entities in per- 
forming those services, with the goal of ob- 
taining performance of 50 percent of those 
services through contracts with private-sec- 
tor entities by fiscal year 2003. 

(b) PortTs.—Not later than 6 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad- 
ministrator shall report to the Congress on— 

(1) the status of implementation of real- 
time tide and current data systems in United 
States ports; 

(2) existing safety and efficiency needs in 
United States ports that could be met by in- 
creased use of those systems; and 

(3) a plan for expanding those systems to 
meet those needs, including an estimate of 
the cost of implementing those systems in 
priority locations. 

(c) MAINTAINING FEDERAL EXPERTISE IN Hy- 
DROGRAPHIC SERVICES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator shall report to the Congress 
on a plan to ensure that Federal competence 
and expertise in hydrographic surveying will 
be maintained after the decommissioning of 
the 3 existing National Oceanic and Atmos- 
pheric Administration hydrographic survey 
vessels. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The report shall include— 

(A) an evaluation of the seagoing capacity, 
personnel, and equipment necessary to main- 
tain Federal expertise in hydrographic serv- 
ices; 

(B) an estimated schedule for decommis- 
sioning the 3 existing survey vessels; 

(C) a plan to maintain Federal expertise in 
hydrographic services after the decommis- 
sioning of these vessels; and 

(D) an estimate of the cost of carrying out 
this plan. 

SEC. 7. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There is authorized to be appropriated to 
the Administrator the following: 

(1) To carry out nautical mapping and 
charting functions under the Act of 1947 and 
sections 3 and 4, except for conducting hy- 
drographic surveys, $33,000,000 for fiscal year 
1999, $34,000,000 for fiscal year 2000, $35,000,000 
for fiscal year 2001, $36,000,000 for fiscal year 
2002, and $37,000,000 for fiscal year 2003. 
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(2) To conduct hydrographic surveys under 
section 3(a)(1), including leasing of ships, 
$33,000,000 for fiscal year 1999, $35,000,000 for 
fiscal year 2000, $37,000,000 for fiscal year 
2001, $39,000,000 for fiscal year 2002, and 
$41,000,000 for fiscal year 2003. Of these 
amounts, no more than $14,000,000 is author- 
ized for any one fiscal year to operate hydro- 
graphic survey vessels owned and operated 
by the Administration. 

(3) To carry out geodetic functions under 
the Act of 1947, $20,000,000 for fiscal year 1999, 
and $22,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2000, 
2001, 2002, and 2003. 

(4) To carry out tide and current measure- 
ment functions under the Act of 1947, 
$22,500,000 for each of fiscal years 1999 
through 2003. Of these amounts, $2,500,000 is 
authorized for each fiscal year to implement 
and operate a national quality control sys- 
tem for real-time tide and current data, and 
$7,500,000 is authorized for each fiscal year to 
design and install real-time tide and current 
data measurement systems under section 
3(b)(4) (subject to section 5). 


The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to the bill? 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new sections: 

SEC. . COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMERICAN 
ACT. 

No funds authorized pursuant to this Act 
may be expended by an entity unless the en- 
tity agrees that in expending the assistance 
the entity will comply with sections 2 
through 4 of the Act of March 3, 1933 (41 
U.S.C. 10a-10c, popularly known as the Buy 
American Act”). 

SEC. . SENSE OF CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT 
REGARDING NOTICE. 

(a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIP- 
MENT AND PRODUCTS.—In the case of any 
equipment or products that may be author- 
ized to be purchased with financial assist- 
ance provided under this Act, it is the sense 
of the Congress that entities receiving such 
assistance should, in expending the assist- 
ance, purchase only American-made equip- 
ment and products. 

(b) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.— 
In providing financial assistance under this 
Act, the Secretary of Commerce shall pro- 
vide to each recipient of the assistance a no- 
tice describing the statement made in sub- 
section (a) by the Congress. 

SEC. . PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS. 

If it has been finally determined by a court 
or Federal agency that any person inten- 
tionally affixed a label bearing a Made in 
America” inscription, or any inscription 
with the same meaning, to any product sold 
in or shipped to the United States that is not 
made in the United States, such person shall 
be ineligible to receive any contract or sub- 
contract made with funds provided pursuant 
to this Act, pursuant to the debarment, sus- 
pension, and ineligibility procedures de- 
scribed in section 9.400 through 9.409 of title 
48, Code of Federal Regulations. 


Mr. TRAFICANT (during the read- 
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 
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There was no objection. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment has been discussed in the 
debate earlier. I offer it here, and I 
would hope that all of the parts of this 
respectively would remain in con- 
ference, especially those that deal with 
fraudulent labels. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other 
amendments? 

If not, the question is on the amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute, as 
amended. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as amended, was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the Com- 
mittee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
PEASE) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
GILLMOR, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 3164) to describe the hydrographic 
services functions of the Administrator 
of the National Oceanic and Atmos- 
pheric Administration, and for other 
purposes, pursuant to the order of the 
House today, he reported the bill back 
to the House with an amendment 
adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PEASE). Under the rule, the previous 
question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on 
amendment to the amendment in 
nature of a substitute adopted by 
Committee of the Whole? If not, 
question is on the amendment in 
nature of a substitute. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

—————— | 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and to 
include extraneous material on H.R. 
3164, the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey? i! 

There was no objection. 

— 


1-800 BUY AMERICA 


(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I 
have before this Congress a bill called 
1-800 Buy America.” It says that any 


the 
the 
the 
the 
the 
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product that costs more than $250 is el- 
igible to be listed on this national toll 
line for the purchase of American-made 
goods. 

It is not paid for by the American 
consumers. It is paid for by the Amer- 
ican companies who build a product 
made in America by American workers 
who pay American taxes that enure to 
the benefit of all in this country. $250, 
where a woman in Ohio could say, “I 
am buying a refrigerator. 1-800 Buy 
America, what refrigerators are made 
in America?” 

Now, that bill passed the House last 
Congress without a vote, on a voice 
vote, but it was not enacted into law; 
and it fell down in the Senate with a 
bunch of so-called free traders that are 
so dumb they could throw themselves 
at the ground and miss. 

I am letting the Congress know that 
this is one of the most important 
pieces of legislation, where the Amer- 
ican consumers can at least know what 
is made in America. They can price 
their products and see that, many 
times, American-made products made 
in our country by American workers 
cost less than some of these now-exotic 
foreign imports. 

Let me remind the Congress that a 
pair of these Chinese-made tennis shoes 
that sell for $150 cost 17 cents to make 
in China, and they are buying missile 
technology with our dollars. 

So, with that, 1-800 Buy America,” I 
would appreciate if the Congress, while 
we are waiting on people to get here, 
would enact that legislation. 


ee 


TAX LIMITATION CONSTITUTIONAL 
AMENDMENT 


Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 407, and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. Res. 407 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to consider in 
the House the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 111) 
proposing an amendment to the Constitution 
of the United States with respect to tax limi- 
tations. The joint resolution shall be consid- 
ered as read for amendment. The amendment 
specified in the report of the Committee on 
Rules accompanying this resolution shall be 
considered as adopted. The previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the joint 
resolution, as amended, and on any further 
amendment thereto to final passage without 
intervening motion except: (1) three hours of 
debate on the joint resolution, as amended, 
which shall be equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority mem- 
ber of the Committee on the Judiciary; (2) 
one motion to amend, if offered by the Mi- 
nority Leader or his designee, which shall be 
considered as read and shall be separately 
debatable for one hour equally divided and 
controlled by the proponent and an oppo- 
nent; and (3) one motion to recommit with or 
without instructions. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE) is 
recognized for 1 hour. 
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Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus- 
tomary 30 minutes to the distinguished 
ranking member of the Committee on 
Rules, the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. MOAKLEY), pending which I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. During consideration of this res- 
olution, all the time yielded is for the 
purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 407 is 
a modified closed rule providing for the 
consideration of H.J. Res. 111, the tax 
limitation amendment, which seeks to 
amend the U.S. Constitution to require 
a two-thirds vote of Congress to pass 
legislation which increases taxes. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not the first 
time this Congress has considered such 
an amendment. In fact, the rule before 
us is virtually identical to the rule the 
House adopted last year which provided 
for consideration of the same issue. As 
in 1997, the rule provides for a generous 
3 hours of general debate time, equally 
divided between the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

In addition, the rule provides for the 
consideration of an amendment offered 
by the minority leader or his designee 
which will be debatable for 1 hour; and 
another opportunity for the minority 
to change the legislation will be avail- 
able through the customary motion to 
recommit, with or without instruc- 
tions. 

My colleagues should understand 
that when the House votes to adopt 
this rule, it will automatically adopt 
an amendment to H.J. Res. 111, which 
is specified in the Committee on Rules 
report. 

Specifically, the amendment will 
clarify that any bill, resolution or 
other legislative measure changing in- 
ternal revenue laws will be subject to a 
two-thirds vote in both the House and 
the Senate and that the vote must be a 
recorded vote. This is the same lan- 
guage that the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary added to last year’s bill. 

Further, the amendment clarifies 
that any revenue increase that is a re- 
sult of a tax cut would not be subject 
to the two-thirds vote. This is the lan- 
guage which the gentleman from Flor- 
ida (Mr. McCoLLUM) was successful in 
adding to the tax limitation amend- 
ment last year. Its purpose is to ensure 
that the amendment does not inadvert- 
ently make it more difficult to reduce 
taxes in the future. 

Again, I would reiterate to my col- 
leagues that both this rule and the un- 
derlying bill we will consider are vir- 
tually identical to what the House 
voted on April 15, 1997. 

Given the similarities, some of my 
colleagues may question the purpose of 
revisiting this issue. Well, what we 
learned in the Committee on Rules yes- 
terday is that support for this measure 
is growing and no doubt will continue 
to grow. Sixty-eight percent of Ameri- 
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cans support an amendment to the 
Constitution requiring a supermajority 
vote by Congress to raise taxes. To- 
day’s vote will provide another oppor- 
tunity for Members to respond to their 
constituents and public opinion, which 
across party lines is clearly supportive 
of a tax limitation amendment. 

I am sure that when Members were 
home in their districts over the Easter 
and Passover holidays they had the op- 
portunity to meet with their constitu- 
ents who were either preparing their 
taxes or had just paid them. I hope 
those meetings remind all of us just 
who is paying the tax bills around here 
and how high the Government’s bills 
have become in terms of what the aver- 
age American family can afford. The 
Federal tax burden alone is now near- 
ing a record one-fifth of family income. 

How can this Congress justify a tax 
rate that represents the largest burden 
Americans have been asked to bear 
since World War II? Combined with 
State and local taxes, Americans are 
saddled with the highest tax rate ever. 

At a time when our economy is 
booming, unemployment is low, and we 
are on the verge of realizing a budget 
surplus, this policy is simply unaccept- 
able. The illogic of this situation cries 
for reasonable measures to control our 
government's insatiable appetite for 
consuming the taxpayers’ hard-earned 
pay. Reasonableness is what the tax 
limitation amendment demands of this 
institution. 

Mr. Speaker, all the amendment be- 
fore us would do is make it a little bit 
harder for Congress to raise taxes dur- 
ing times of peace. At the same time, it 
encourages Congress to look at other 
options other than taxes as a means of 
managing the Federal budget. 

I don’t think any of my colleagues 
would claim that there is no fat in the 
Federal bureaucracy to trim. But, 
while the special interests that benefit 
from government spending often have a 
paid voice looking out for their inter- 
ests, the average American taxpayer 
has to rely on his or her Member of 
Congress as a voice for controlling 
spending and protecting their pay- 
checks. 

Considering that the average Federal 
tax burden per person has more than 
doubled from 1980 to 1995, I think Con- 
gress needs to do a better job of look- 
ing out for our constituents, the tax- 
payers, interests. Through this amend- 
ment, our constituents will have a 
voice that can compete with that of 
special interests. 

And we know tax limitation amend- 
ments can be effective. They have been 
tried and tested by the States with 
very good results. In States that re- 
quire a supermajority vote to raise rev- 
enue, taxes have increased more slow- 
ly, economies have grown more rap- 
idly, and jobs have been created more 
quickly. 
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Mr. Speaker, the need for this con- 
stitutional amendment is clear. Con- 
gress has demonstrated that even in 
times of prosperity and peace it cannot 
curb its penchant to tax. 

The discipline and balance imposed 
by our Founding Fathers was swept 
away by the 16th amendment which 
gave Congress the right to directly tax 
individuals’ income. As a result, the 
power to lay and collect taxes has been 
so abused that families are no longer 
saving to buy homes and pay for their 
children’s education. They are saving 
to pay the government on April 15. 

It is time to restore some discipline 
and fairness to our system if we are to 
ever to give our citizens the economic 
freedom to pursue their dreams, wheth- 
er those dreams are of homeownership, 
education, self-employment, a secure 
retirement, or a more prosperous fu- 
ture for their children and grand- 
children. 

Given what is at stake, a higher 
standard of consideration and con- 
sensus for higher taxes is totally ap- 
propriate and should be demanded by 
the American people. 
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In closing, Mr. Speaker, I would urge 
my colleagues to support both the rule 
and the underlying legislation. This is 
a balanced rule that will enable the 
House to have a full and fair discussion 
of the merits of this constitutional 
amendment, and I urge its swift adop- 
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague and my dear friend from 
Ohio, the Honorable Justice PRYCE, for 
yielding me the customary half hour. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Today, Mr. Speaker, my Republican 
colleagues say they want to amend the 
Constitution to require a super- 
majority vote for tax increases. Mr. 
Speaker, just 2 years ago the Repub- 
licans changed the House rules to re- 
quire a three-fifths vote for tax in- 
creases every time the bill came up. 
But every time that bill came up with 
that amendment in it, they waived 
their requirement. That is right, Mr. 
Speaker, once again my Republican 
colleagues are proposing amending the 
Constitution with the requirement 
that they ignored, not once, not twice, 
but five times just in the last Congress. 

They waived the three-fifths rule on 
the Contract with America Tax Relief 
Act. They waived the three-fifths rule 
on the Medicare Preservation Act of 
1994. They waived the three-fifths rule 
on the Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1996. They waived the three-fifths rule 
on Health Insurance Reform. And they 
waived the three-fifths rule on the Wel- 
fare Reform Conference Report. 

In short, Mr. Speaker, they waived 
the rule every time that it applied. But 
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today they want to attach it to the 
United States Constitution. 

Mr. Speaker, amending the Constitu- 
tion, as you know it, as I know it, isa 
very serious business and should never 
be used as a political tool. Our Con- 
stitution has only been amended 27 
times in the last 210 years since it was 
ratified. 

Today’s proposed amendment will re- 
quire a supermajority to pass revenue- 
raising legislation. Mr. Speaker, we 
should make sure that any law we im- 
pose on the American people has as 
much support as possible. But the prob- 
lem with a supermajority is it effec- 
tively turns control over to a small mi- 
nority who can stop legislation, even 
legislation that the majority supports. 
In other words, Mr. Speaker, one-third 
plus one of either the House or Senate 
could effectively hold up the entire 
country. 

This has been a bad idea, not last 
year, 2 years ago, 10 years ago, it has 
been a bad idea for a very, very long 
time. In fact, James Madison in the 
Federalist Papers said that under a 
supermajority the fundamental prin- 
ciple of free government would be re- 
versed. It would no longer be the ma- 
jority party that would rule. The power 
would be transferred to the minority. 

Since this amendment requires 290 
votes to pass the House, this bill looks 
a lot more like showboating than legis- 
lating. Mr. Speaker, the American peo- 
ple deserve a lot better than that. 

This amendment will cripple our gov- 
ernment’s ability to act during a na- 
tional crisis. It will make it impossible 
to pass the McCain bipartisan tobacco 
bill. It will lock in every corporate wel- 
fare and tax break for the very rich at 
the expense of the middle and lower 
class families. 

In fact, Mr. Speaker, this amendment 
has an extreme loophole. My Repub- 
lican colleagues can still increase taxes 
on the working families as long as they 
also decrease the taxes on the very 
rich. 

An editorial in Monday’s Washington 
Post warns that the effects of this 
amendment would be to add to future 
deficits while disturbing the balance of 
powers and undercutting the demo- 
cratic process by enshrining minority 
rule. 

This amendment is poorly thought 
out. It will empower the minority, 
which is not the way our government is 
supposed to work. And it will probably 
hurt middle and low income families 
while helping the rich. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
oppose the rule and oppose the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON), 
one of the authors of this legislation. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
as I begin to speak, the Pages are put- 
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ting an example of the first 1040 form 
up for those Members in the Chamber 
to look at. 

This was a 1040 form in 1914. It was 
one page long. It is a little difficult to 
read, but if we will look here, citizens 
were taxed 1 percent on net income 
over $3,000, 1 percent. Less than 1 per- 
cent of the American people had to pay 
any income tax the first time it was 
collected in 1914. 

If we go on down and look at these 
numbers again, it is very difficult to 
see from the Chamber, but if we had 
over $20,000 of net income, we paid an 
additional 1 percent. If we had over 
$50,000, we paid 2 percent. And it goes 
down. Then if we had over $500,000 of 
net income back in 1914, we paid the 
horrendous rate of 6 percent. That was 
the first income tax collected on the 
American taxpayers by the Federal 
Government back in 1914. 

Since that time, the marginal rate 
has not stayed at 1 percent. It is now 
over 40 percent. That is an increase of 
4,000 percent. The time has come to do 
something about that. The time has 
come to support the rule that the gen- 
tlewoman from Ohio is on the floor, 
representing a majority of the Mem- 
bers of the Committee on Rules, to 
make in order the rule for the debate of 
the tax limitation constitutional 
amendment. 

This rule makes in order the bill that 
we voted on last year, the constitu- 
tional amendment that we voted on 
last year. It also makes in order a 
Democratic substitute, if they wish to 
offer a substitute, and a motion to re- 
commit. So it is a very fair rule. 

The amendment that was reported 
out of the Committee on the Judiciary 
last year, and we did not have a hear- 
ing in the Committee on the Judiciary 
this year but we reported the same bill 
to the Committee on Rules, would re- 
quire a two-thirds vote of the House 
and the Senate to raise taxes. 

It explicitly states that if we want to 
lower the capital gains tax rate, we can 
do that with the simple majority vote. 
If we want to change to a national 
sales tax, if we want to change to a flat 
tax, as long as the overall revenue ef- 
fect is de minimis, and that is a very 
fancy Latin word that means very lit- 
tle”, we can do that with a majority 
vote. 

We may be asking, as my good friend 
from Massachusetts said in his opposi- 
tion just a second ago or a few minutes 
ago, is this a gimmick? The answer is 
no, it is not a gimmick. If we could 
have, not that chart but the one right 
underneath here, you see this has been 
tried in 14 States. It is either in the 
State constitutions in 14 States or it is 
in the State law in 14 States, some of 
them as far back as 1890. 

In the year 1890, 100 years ago, the 
State of Mississippi said, if we are 
going to have a tax increase, it takes a 
three-fifths vote. The other 13 States 


6374 


that have it, some of them are as high 
as three-fourths. Since 1934, the State 
of Arkansas, where our President was 
the former governor. Most of them are 
two-thirds, which is in the amendment. 

These 14 States, a number of studies 
have been done over the years, and 
there are four things that are true in 
those 14 States. Their taxes are lower 
than in States that do not have a 
supermajority requirement. Their 
taxes go up slower than in those States 
that do not have a supermajority tax 
increase requirement. Therefore, their 
economy grows faster. Believe it or 
not, it means that more jobs are cre- 
ated, about 43 percent in States that 
have the supermajority requirement, 
more jobs are created than in those 
States that do not. 

When we get to the debate later this 
afternoon on the amendment, keep a 
few things in mind. The opponents that 
are against this are not against it be- 
cause they do not think it will work. 
They are against it because they know 
it will work. They know that it will 
take a consensus of the country and a 
consensus of the Congress, not just the 
Republicans, not just the Democrats, 
but a bipartisan majority, super- 
majority to require a tax increase. 

If I could see the last chart, there are 
going to be some other poll numbers 
reported later in the debate. This is a 
poll that was taken last year. And the 
poll that was taken last year, 64 per- 
cent of people identified with the 
Democratic Party said they were for a 
two-thirds vote to raise taxes. Sixty- 
eight percent of Federal employees 
that were polled said they were for a 
two-thirds requirement to raise their 
Federal taxes. Seventy-one percent of 
union members said that they were for 
a two-thirds requirement to raise their 
taxes, and 73 percent overall of all 
Americans. 

So this is not a conservative issue. 
This is not a Republican issue. This is 
an American issue. The latest number 
poll, that is this year, 75 percent of all 
Americans are for the supermajority 
requirement. So vote for the rule. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. TRAFICANT). 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, cap- 
ital gains taxes, withholding taxes, in- 
come taxes, sales taxes, excise taxes, 
highway taxes, aviation taxes, fuel 
taxes, property taxes, manufacturing 
taxes, education taxes, cigarette taxes, 
liquor taxes, ticket taxes, corporation 
taxes, old taxes, new taxes, flat taxes, 
fast flat taxes, surtaxes, taxes on 
taxes, and a retroactive tax to tax us if 
we miss something the government 
needed. 

I understand all the philosophical de- 
bates that are being brought up here 
today, but I support the rule and sup- 
port the bill for the following reasons: 
I think a Nation that overtaxes their 
people, kills hope and rewards their en- 
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emies, and part of the enemy is the 
Congress who can raise our taxes too 
easily. Just look at the Constitution, if 
it makes any difference. We have en- 
acted a macroeconomic trade agree- 
ment with great bearings on tax rev- 
enue with a one simple majority vote 
when the Constitution called for a two- 
thirds requirement. We are out of sync. 

In addition, we have a tax code that 
rewards dependency, penalizes achieve- 
ment, subsidizes illegitimacy, kills in- 
vestment, kills jobs. If we work hard, 
we send a lot of money to government. 
If we do not work, government sends us 
a check. Beam me up here. I mean it. 
Beam me up. 

If we go to a tax court, we are guilty 
in the eyes of the court and we have 
got to prove ourselves innocent. That 
is unbelievable to me, and I do not see 
anybody talking about this. 

I wanted to thank the Republicans 
for including my burden-of-proof provi- 
sion in the IRS reform bill. Without it, 
there is nothing of significant protec- 
tion for our taxpayers. 

Look, is it any wonder the American 
people are taxed off? They are fed up. 
They are fed up with a system that 
kills families, destroys families, and 
treats people like second-class citizens. 

This may not be the exact answer. I 
do not know if this will become law. 
Probably not. But I want to support it. 
Any measure that makes it tougher to 
tax the American people is absolutely 
100 percent on target with me. 

I would like to just remind everybody 
that all of these taxes that we do pay, 
the American people are now beginning 
to question how we are employing 
them and using them. I think it is fit- 
ting for the Congress of the United 
States to make it more difficult to 
raise these taxes. 

The American people are taxed off. 
And I think Congress should recognize 
it before there are other great changes 
here. 

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate the remarks of my good 
friend and colleague from the great 
State of Ohio. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. CAMPBELL). 
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Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my colleague for yielding this 
time to me. 

I regret I cannot support this amend- 
ment to the Constitution, and I would 
like to take a moment to explain why. 

If we make it more difficult to in- 
crease taxes but we do not make it any 
more difficult to spend money, what we 
will create is a bias in favor of increas- 
ing spending and simply borrowing the 
money. That is even worse than in- 
creasing spending and increasing taxes 
to pay for it, because when we increase 
spending and increase taxes to pay for 
it, at least we are being honest and 
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asking the very people who benefit 
from the spending to ante up and pay 
the cost and suffer the pain of the tax 
increase. But when we spend their 
money and make our children pay for 
it, which is what we do when we bor- 
row, we get the political gain but we 
make the next generation—who do not 
yet have the right to vote—pay for it. 

The size of the United States debt is 
very, very large. It is $5.7 trillion. As a 
percentage of the GNP it is the highest 
it has been since the end of World War 
Il, and what we do in this amendment 
today is make it far more likely that 
that debt will increase. What we should 
do and what I would support is a two- 
thirds requirement to increase bor- 
rowing also. Then we would have a 
two-thirds requirement for either in- 
creasing taxes or increasing borrowing; 
and we would not bias the system in 
favor of borrowing. 

Without that change, I cannot sup- 
port this amendment. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no remaining speakers. I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing let me reit- 
erate that this rule is identical to the 
rule the House adopted last year by 
voice vote on the same issue. It gives 
ample opportunity for all sides to be 
heard on the tax limitation amend- 
ment, and it gives the minority two 
separate opportunities to change the 
underlying legislation. 

Let me also remind my colleagues 
that the tax limitation amendment has 
the support of 68 percent of all Ameri- 
cans, and it is not hard to understand 
why. Today nearly 40 percent of the av- 
erage American family’s income goes 
toward taxes. It is reasonable in the 
minds of those Americans to put a 
small bump in the road that will slow 
down the people who want to take even 
more of their hard-earned money. 

Today’s vote will not end debate on 
this matter but instead it will start the 
debate down across all 50 States, down 
to the local level where the people will 
determine whether amending the Con- 
stitution is in order. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
let reasonableness and the will of the 
people prevail by voting yes“ on the 
rule and “yes” on the tax limitation 
amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, pur- 
suant to House Resolution 407, I call up 
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 111) pro- 
posing an amendment to the Constitu- 
tion of the United States with respect 
to tax limitations, and ask for its im- 
mediate consideration in the House. 
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The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 407, the joint 
resolution is considered read for 
amendment. 

The text of House Joint Resolution 
111 is as follows: 

H.J. Res. 111 


Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled (two-thirds of each House 
concurring therein), That the following article 
is proposed as an amendment to the Con- 
stitution of the United States, which shall be 
valid to all intents and purposes as part of 
the Constitution when ratified by the legis- 
latures of three-fourths of the several States 
within seven years after the date of its sub- 
mission for ratification: 


“ARTICLE — 


“SECTION 1. A bill to increase the internal 
revenue shall require for final adoption in 
each House the concurrence of two-thirds of 
the whole number of that House, unless that 
bill is determined at the time of adoption, in 
a reasonable manner prescribed by law, not 
to increase the internal revenue by more 
than a de minimis amount. 

“SECTION 2. The Congress may waive the 
requirements of this article when a declara- 
tion of war is in effect. The Congress may 
also waive this article when the United 
States is engaged in military conflict which 
causes an imminent and serious threat to na- 
tional security and is so declared by a joint 
resolution, adopted by a majority of the 
whole number of each House, which becomes 
law. Any increase in the internal revenue en- 
acted under such a waiver shall be effective 
for not longer than two years. 

“SECTION 3. Congress shall enforce and im- 
plement this article by appropriate legisla- 
tion.“ 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 407 the amend- 
ment printed in House Report 105-488 is 
adopted. 

The text of House Joint Resolution 
111, as amended by the amendment 
printed in House Report 105-488, is as 
follows: 


Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled (two-thirds of each House 
concurring therein), That the following article 
is proposed as an amendment to the Con- 
stitution of the United States, which shall be 
valid to all intents and purposes as part of 
the Constitution when ratified by the legis- 
latures of three-fourths of the several States 
within seven years after the date of its sub- 
mission for ratification: 


“ARTICLE — 


“SECTION 1. Any bill, resolution, or other 
legislative measure changing the internal 
revenue laws shall require for final adoption 
in each House the concurrence of two-thirds 
of the Members of that House voting and 
present, unless that bill is determined at the 
time of adoption, in a reasonable manner 
prescribed by law, not to increase the inter- 
nal revenue by more than a de minimis 
amount. For purposes of determining any in- 
crease in the internal revenue under this sec- 
tion, there shall be excluded any increase re- 
sulting from the lowering of an effective rate 
of any tax. On any vote for which the concur- 
rence of two-thirds is required under this ar- 
ticle, the yeas and nays of the Members of ei- 
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ther House shall be entered on the journal of 
that House. 

“SECTION 2. The Congress may waive the 
requirements of this article when a declara- 
tion of war is in effect. The Congress may 
also waive this article when the United 
States is engaged in military conflict which 
causes an imminent and serious threat to na- 
tional security and is so declared by a joint 
resolution, adopted by a majority of the 
whole number of each House, which becomes 
law. Any increase in the internal revenue en- 
acted under such a waiver shall be effective 
for not longer than two years. 

“SECTION 3. Congress shall enforce and im- 
plement this article by appropriate legisla- 
tion.“. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. GOODLATTE) and the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) each will 
control 1% hours. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE), 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Joint Resolution 
111 requires a two-thirds vote in both 
the House and Senate for any bill that 
changes the internal revenue laws by 
more than a de minimis amount. The 
resolution allows Congress to waive the 
supermajority requirement to pass a 
tax increase during a period of declared 
war between the United States and an- 
other country, or when the Congress 
and the President enact a resolution 
stating that the United States is en- 
gaged in a military conflict which 
threatens national security. Tax legis- 
lation enacted under this waiver can be 
enforced for no longer than 2 years 
after its enactment. 

H.J. Res. 111 provides a simple mech- 
anism to curb wasteful and abusive 
government spending by restraining 
the government’s unquenchable appe- 
tite for taking the American people’s 
money. The more the government has, 
the more it spends. The tax limitation 
amendment will ensure that when the 
government needs money it will not 
simply look to the American people to 
foot the bill. 

A constitutional amendment is the 
only way we can assure the American 
people that Congress will only take 
from their pocketbooks that which is 
truly needed. This constitutional 
amendment will force Congress to 
focus on options other than raising 
taxes to manage the Federal budget. It 
will also force Congress to carefully 
consider how best to use current re- 
sources before demanding that tax- 
payers dig deeper into their hard- 
earned wages to pay for increased Fed- 
eral spending. 

Furthermore, if Congress has less to 
spend on programs, it will be forced to 
act responsibly and choose what is 
truly important to the American peo- 
ple, and it will be forced to make sure 
government programs are run as effec- 
tively and efficiently as possible. Sim- 
ply put, the harder it is for Congress to 
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tax the American people, the harder it 
will be for Congress to spend their 
hard-earned money. Government will 
spend less when the American people 
give it less. 

Mr. Speaker, tax limitation require- 
ments have been proven to work. In the 
14 States that have adopted super- 
majority requirements for tax in- 
creases, taxes grew at a rate about 10 
percent less than States without tax 
limitation requirements. Between 1980 
and 1992, in States with a super- 
majority requirement economic growth 
was 43 percent, compared to 35 percent 
in States without such a requirement. 
Employment growth was 26 percent, 
compared to 21 percent in States with- 
out such a requirement. 

The need for this amendment is 
clear. The tax burden on our citizenry 
is out of control. In 1934 Federal taxes 
were 5 percent of the average family’s 
income. Today that figure is nearly 25 
percent. Overall taxes consume nearly 
40 percent of an average family’s in- 
come. That is more than food, housing 
and clothing combined. 

To support this huge level of tax- 
ation we have developed a cumbersome 
Tax Code that causes needless confu- 
sion and delay. In 1914 the Internal 
Revenue Code contained 11,400 words. 
Our current code contains over 7 mil- 
lion words. American taxpayers spend 
over $200 billion and 5.4 billion hours a 
year just to comply with Federal taxes. 
Sixty percent of taxpayers must hire a 
professional just to sort through their 
own return. 

_ Just think how small, simple and fair 
our Tax Code would be if we would 
have had a supermajority requirement 
when the taxes that created this mon- 
ster were enacted. In fact, four of the 
last five major tax increases, including 
the 1993 increase, the largest tax in- 
crease in American history, four out of 
five would not have passed if the tax 
limitation amendment had been in ef- 
fect when they were enacted. 
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This would have saved the American 
people hundreds of billions of dollars. 
That is money the American people 
could have used to invest, pay for re- 
tirement, or for their children’s edu- 
cation. It is simply too easy for Con- 
gress to tax the American people too 
much and too often by a Tax Code that 
is too complicated. 

Our Constitution contains a Bill of 
Rights designed to preserve freedom by 
restricting government intrusion into 
the lives of the people. But the power 
to tax is the power to reach the lives of 
the people in a very direct way, con- 
trolling what and how much the people 
can do with their own resources. Taxes 
affect how you invest your money, how 
you spend it, where you live, and many 
other aspects of everyday life. 

The power to tax has been abused by 
the government, using it as a club to 
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drive the government's will into the 
lives of the people at the expense of 
freedom and opportunity. 

Mr. Speaker, this amendment simply 
returns control of the American tax- 
payer’s pocketbook to where it be- 
longs, the American taxpayer. While 
this Congress has shown discipline and 
restrained increases in spending lead- 
ing to the first balanced budget in 
three decades, it is simply too easy for 
Congress to spend the people’s money. 

As long as Congress can continue to 
raise taxes every time it wants to 
spend more money, we will never have 
true tax relief; we will never have true 
debt reduction. 

The Constitution entrusts Congress 
with the power of the purse. Unfortu- 
nately, Congress time and time again, 
has taken that to mean it can pay for 
its own bloating simply by pulling the 
American people's already tight purse 
strings. This amendment reminds Con- 
gress it is not the government's money; 
it is the people’s money. 

I believe in good and effective gov- 
ernment, but more money does not 
mean better government. Better gov- 
ernment means doing more with less of 
the American people’s money. Requir- 
ing a two-thirds vote in both Houses to 
raise taxes will force Congress to do 
more with smaller and more efficient 
government. 

I have great confidence in the Amer- 
ican people. Americans have shown 
they are the most ingenuous, creative, 
and hard-working people in the world. 
The government should not punish 
those very traits that have made the 
United States the most effective and 
productive Nation in history. 

Working hard to make more money 
for your family is rewarded by tax 
after tax after tax. There is the income 
tax, the marriage tax, the death tax, 
the Social Security tax, the sales tax; 
you name it, government can find a 
way to tax it. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, this amendment 
says no more. The American people 
have had enough. Our tax system is out 
of control, unfair, and abusive. The 
least we can do is take action to pre- 
vent it from becoming more so. It is 
time for Washington to stop asking 
American families to shoulder the fi- 
nancial burden brought by bloated 
budgets and wasteful spending. Once 
and for all, it is time for Washington to 
get off the American people’s backs 
and out of their pocketbooks. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT), 
the ranking member of the Sub- 
committee on the Constitution of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to thank the ranking member 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
for yielding me time. 
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Before I begin discussing our con- 
cerns about the amendment, I would 
like to say a few words about my con- 
cerns about the priorities of the House. 

Consideration of this amendment 
represents an annual tax day press 
event. Although we fail to do much of 
substance in the 105th Congress, here 
we are in front of the cameras debating 
an impractical tax limitation amend- 
ment. I would hope we would begin to 
debate some of the serious issues before 
us, like the tobacco settlement, saving 
Social Security, health care, juvenile 
justice. But those issues are nowhere 
to be seen because we have taken polls, 
and on an annual April 15th situation, 
we are debating the same constitu- 
tional amendment that was defeated 
last year around April 15th. So let us 
put it in perspective: We are not legis- 
lating; we are just posturing for polit- 
ical advantage. 

But I would have serious concerns 
about the constitutional amendment, 
H.J. Res. 111, the proposed constitu- 
tional amendment, with respect to tax 
limitation. The terms of the amend- 
ment are unbelievably vague. The only 
thing clear about the amendment is 
the fact that the amendment will cause 
great confusion. 

When we had a hearing on the resolu- 
tion before it was defeated last year, 
both Democratic and Republican wit- 
nesses expressed very serious concerns 
about H.J. Res. 111. Former Office of 
Management and Budget Director Jim 
Miller, tax limitation amendment sup- 
porter, went so far as to call some of 
the language silly and unworkable. 

The language considered by experts 
at the hearing requiring a two-thirds 
majority vote to increase the Internal 
Revenue was the language we heard 
last time. We marked up a different 
bill in the committee than that which 
was reviewed by the experts, and the 
language that is now before us on the 
floor requires a two-thirds majority to 
change the Internal Revenue laws, re- 
sulting in an increase in the Internal 
Revenue by more than a de minimis 
amount. 

Of course, no one seems to have the 
slightest idea what a change in the In- 
ternal Revenue laws to increase the 
general revenue by more than a de 
minimis amount, nobody knows ex- 
actly what that means, and it is our in- 
tention, therefore, apparently to leave 
this very significant interpretive ques- 
tion to the whims and wishes of the 
courts, or to some bureaucratic person. 

The confusion created by the con- 
stitutional amendment will create 
powers in a new bureaucracy. For ex- 
ample, who are we going to anoint with 
the power to decide the golden ques- 
tion? Will a particular bill constitute 
an increase in revenue, or will it in- 
crease revenue by more than a de mini- 
mis amount? 

We heard testimony that this power 
would be investigated in a bureaucrat 
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with unprecedented powers to control 
the legislative power, because once 
that decision is made, that could re- 
quire a two-thirds, rather than a sim- 
ple majority vote. 

Who becomes the golden decider of 
that particular question? The Amer- 
ican public deserves answers to these 
questions before, not after, we have 
made a mess that cannot be cleaned up. 
What happens if we pass, for example, a 
controversial corporate tax loophole 
that we estimated would cost $500 mil- 
lion, but later discover it is costing 
$500 billion? Although it took only a 
simple majority to pass the corporate 
tax loophole, it will take two-thirds in 
both the House and the Senate to cor- 
rect it. 

For this reason, we ought to be call- 
ing the resolution the Corporate Loop- 
hole Protection Act. 

Furthermore, there are those who 
support the legislation saying it will 
control spending. There is nothing in 
the legislation to control spending. 
Spending will continue with a simple 
majority vote. Unfortunately, paying 
for the spending will require a two- 
thirds vote. That is obviously a pre- 
scription for disaster. 

In addition to being vague and biased 
in its protection of corporate loop- 
holes, this amendment would be un- 
workable. There are very good reasons 
why supermajorities are rare in our 
Constitution, and that is because they 
have learned from experiences of the 
failed Continental Congress that exces- 
sive supermajority requirements are 
not practical for an efficient govern- 
ment. 

We only require supermajorities for 
things like overriding a Presidential 
veto, impeachment or proposing con- 
stitutional amendments. These are 
well-defined circumstances, not open 
to interpretation. 

But, unfortunately, there will always 
be numerous views on whether or not a 
bill increases the revenue by more than 
a de minimis amount. Incredibly, the 
supermajority prescribed in this reso- 
lution would be a much stronger re- 
quirement than the supermajorities re- 
quired for impeachment, treaty ratifi- 
cation or veto overrides, because it re- 
quires a two-thirds vote of the Mem- 
bership of the House; not just those 
present and voting. 

In fact, we have not been able to ad- 
here to our own tax limitation rules. 
That would give us a fairly good idea of 
what would happen under this con- 
stitutional amendment. In the 104th 
Congress we had a rule that required a 
three-fifths vote on bills requiring Fed- 
eral income tax increases. 

The story of the tax limitations rules 
provides us with what would happen, 
because there was waiver after waiver 
after waiver, because many major bills 
included changes in the tax system 
that increased taxes. 
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The rule was waived for the 1996 
budget reconciliation conference re- 
port; it was waived for the Medicare 
preservation bill; it was waived for the 
Health Coverage and Availability Act. 
In recent history, no major tax 
changes, whether signed into law by a 
Democrat or Republican President, 
have passed both Houses by two-thirds 
majority. 

If we could not function with a three- 
fifths majority, how could we possibly 
function with a two-thirds require- 
ment, that can only be waived in cases 
of war or amending the Constitution? 

Amending the Constitution is very 
serious business, and should not be 
conducted haphazardly. Some very 
tough questions are not even close to 
being answered. Therefore, I urge my 
colleagues to act responsibly and reject 
this tax day publicity stunt, and vote 
no on H.J. Res. 111. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks on House Joint Resolution 111. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GILLMOR). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, in response to my good 
friend, the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. Scorer), I would like to include for 
the record a letter from the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER), the chair- 
man of the House Committee on Ways 
and Means, to the gentleman from Illi- 
nois (Mr. HYDE), the chairman of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

The letter referred to follows: 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, 
Washington, DC, April 7, 1997. 
Hon. HENRY J. HYDE, 
Chairman, Committee on Judiciary, Rayburn 
House Office Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN HYDE: I understand that 
the Judiciary Committee is scheduled to 
consider H.J. Res. 62. Section 1 of the resolu- 
tion would generally require a supermajority 
vote for any bill that amends the internal 
revenue laws unless that bill is determined 
at the time of adoption, in a reasonable man- 
ner prescribed by law, not to increase the in- 
ternal revenue by more than a de minimis 
amount. In relevant respects, this language 
in H.J. Res. 62 is substantially identical to 
the language of H.J. Res. 169, as considered 
by the full House last year. That language 
was carefully crafted by myself and Mr. Bar- 
ton and the other sponsors of the legislation. 
Moreover, Mr. Barton and I entered into a 
colloquy on the House floor, describing how 
we interpreted the language of the resolu- 
tion. 

First of all, the Constitutional amendment 
would not apply to tax legislation that is a 
net tax cut or that is revenue neutral over- 
all. Thus, the supermajority requirement 
would not have applied to the Balanced 
Budget Act of 1995" or the Contract with 
America Tax Relief Act“ since those bills 
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provided a net tax cut. Similarly, it would 
also not apply to legislation that replaces 
one tax system with another as long as that 
replacement is revenue neutral. For exam- 
ple, if we were successful in replacing the 
current income tax with a broad-based con- 
sumption tax, that legislation would be sub- 
ject only to a simple majority vote provided 
that the replacement tax raised the same 
amount or less revenue than the current tax. 

Second, the Constitutional amendment 
excepts from the 26 requirement tax legisla- 
tion that raises no more than a de mini- 
mis” amount of revenue. The amendment 
states that Congress may reasonably pro- 
vide” how this exception is applied. Details 
may be very important, but they do not be- 
long in the Constitution. Instead, Congress 
would adopt legislation that implements the 
Constitutional amendment by defining terms 
and fleshing out procedures. 

It is up to this or a future Congress to de- 
sign this “implementing legislation.” How- 
ever, it is my understanding and intent that 
such legislation will have the following char- 
acteristics: 

Revenue would be measured over a period 
consistent with current budget windows. For 
example, measuring the net change in rev- 
enue over a 5 year period would be appro- 
priate. 

Estimation would be made employing the 
usual revenue estimating rules. As under the 
Budget Act, a committee of jurisdiction or 
conference committee would, in consultation 
with the Congressional Budget Office or the 
Joint Committee on Taxation, determine the 
revenue effect of a bill. 

A bill would be considered to raise a “de 
minimis” amount of revenue if it increased 
Federal tax revenues by no more than 0.1 
percent over 5 years. 

For purposes of determining whether a bill 
raises more than a de minimis’ amount of 
revenue, only tax provisions (i.e., provisions 
modifying the internal revenue laws) in the 
bill would be considered. Other provisions 
that increase Federal revenues or receipts 
(such as asset sales, tariffs, user fees, etc.) 
would not be taken into account in deter- 
mining the revenue raised by the bill. 

“Internal revenue laws” means the current 
Internal Revenue Code (I. e., the Federal indi- 
vidual and corporate income tax, estate and 
gift taxes, employment taxes, and excise 
taxes). It would also include any new tax 
that may be added to the current Internal 
Revenue Code or that is analogous to any tax 
in the Internal Revenue Code. It does not, 
however, include tariffs. 

Accordingly, a supermajority vote would 
not have been required for H.R. 831, which in- 
creased and extended the health insurance 
deduction for the self-employed; H.R. 2778, 
which provided tax relief to our troops in 
Bosnia; H.R. 3103, the Health Coverage Avail- 
ability and Affordability Act of 1996;"" and 
H.R. 3448, the Small Business Job Protec- 
tion Act of 1996.“ Each of the bills was de- 
signed to be revenue neutral but, due to the 
strictures of the Budget Act, was slightly 
revenue positive and raised a de minimis” 
amount of revenue. 

I hope that this information is helpful in 
the deliberations of the Committee on Judi- 
ciary. 

With best personal regards, 
BILL ARCHER, 
Chairman. 


Mr. Speaker, I would note that as a 
part of this letter, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. ARCHER) says, Second, the 
Constitutional amendment excepts 
from the two-thirds tax requirement 
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legislation that raises no more than a 
de minimis amount of revenue.” 

The gentleman from Virginia asks 
what that might be. The gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) continues, 
“The amendment states that Congress 
might reasonably provide how this ex- 
ception is applied. Details may be very 
important,” and they are, but they do 
not belong in the Constitution. In- 
stead, Congress would adopt legislation 
that implements the constitutional 
amendment by defining terms and 
fleshing out procedures. 

It is up to this or a future Congress 
to design this implementing legisla- 
tion. However, it is my understanding 
and intent that such legislation will 
have the following characteristics: 

Revenue would be measured over a 
period consistent with current budget 
windows. For example, measuring the 
net change in revenue over a 5-year pe- 
riod would be appropriate. 

“Estimation would be made employ- 
ing the usual revenue estimating rules. 
As under the Budget Act, a committee 
of jurisdiction or conference com- 
mittee would, in consultation with the 
Congressional Budget Office or the 
Joint Committee on Taxation, deter- 
mine the revenue effect of a bill. 

“A bill would be considered to raise a 
de minimis amount of revenue if it in- 
creased Federal tax revenues by no 
more than 0.1 percent over 5 years. 

“For purposes of determining wheth- 
er a bill raises more than a de minimis 
amount of revenue, only tax provisions 
in the bill would be considered. Other 
provisions that increase Federal reve- 
nues or receipts, such as asset sales, 
tariffs, user fees, et cetera, would not 
be taken into account in determining 
the revenue raised by the bill. 

“Internal Revenue laws means the 
current Internal Revenue Code. 

“Accordingly, a supermajority would 
not have been required for House Reso- 
lution 831, which increased and ex- 
tended the health insurance deduction 
for the self-employed; House Resolu- 
tion 2778, which provided for tax relief 
to our troops in Bosnia; H.R. 3103, the 
Health Coverage Availability and Af- 
fordability Act of 1996; and H.R. 3448, 
the Small Business Job Protection Act 
of 1996. Each of the bills was designed 
to be revenue neutral, but due to the 
strictures of the Budget Act, was 
slightly budget positive and raised a de 
minimis amount of revenue. 

“I hope that this information is help- 
ful to the deliberation of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary.” 

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BARTON) and I ask unanimous con- 
sent that he be permitted to control 
that time and yield to other Members. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I would announce that when the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. HALL) comes 
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to the floor, I will ask unanimous con- 
sent to yield some of my time to him 
as the chief Democrat sponsor. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MILLER.) 
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Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
today I rise in strong support of a tax 
limitation amendment. I would like to 
take a minute to share what I have 
been hearing from my constituents in 
southwest Florida. 

In March, the Citizens for a Sound 
Economy's Scrap the Code Tour made a 
stop in Sarasota. Six hundred and fifty 
residents attended to hear the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY) and 
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. 
TAUZIN) talk about the flat tax and the 
national sales tax. There was real ex- 
citement about the possibility of real 
tax reform. But I am also hearing at 
home that the tax limitation amend- 
ment is the first and perhaps the most 
critical step towards fundamental re- 
form. 

At a recent town hall meeting, I 
asked my constituents to tell me 
whether they prefer a flat tax or a na- 
tional sales tax. They told me that ei- 
ther approach was a vast improvement 
over the current system, but they do 
not believe that politicians can re- 
strain themselves from tampering with 
the system once they fix it. 

Sarasota residents told me that tax 
rules must be consistent if taxpayers 
are to be a player in the game. But the 
truth is, and taxpayers know this bet- 
ter than anyone, that Congress changes 
tax laws every year. If we are to move 
to a simpler, fairer tax system, then we 
must assure the American people that 
Congress will not repeatedly change 
the rules. 

The sad truth is that Americans will 
no longer take our word for it. They 
want a legal restraint on Washington's 
tax and spend nature, and who can 
blame them? American taxpayers need 
to have confidence that if Congress re- 
duces the tax burden this year, that 
they will not turn around and hike 
taxes next year. How can an American 
family decide how much to save or 
whether to buy a house if Congress 
continues to change the rules of the 
game? 

By requiring a two-fifths vote of Con- 
gress to any tax increase, taxpayers 
could finally have the confidence in the 
system. Americans need that peace of 
mind. They deserve that peace of mind. 
I advise my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to listen to the American peo- 
ple. They are urging us to pass the tax 
limitation amendment. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the gen- 
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. SHEILA 
JACKSON-LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the ranking member 
for yielding time to me. 
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To the ranking member of the Sub- 
committee on the Constitution of the 
Committee on the Judiciary, and to my 
colleagues, I think the real issue here 
on this day, April 22, which is Earth 
Day, which hopefully has us embracing 
the richness of our earth and the value 
of the assets that this earth bestows 
upon all of us, I think we should actu- 
ally come to the floor of the House and 
tell the simple truth. 

This legislation, which unfortunately 
our Republican friends did not have the 
opportunity to put before the House on 
April 15, for all of the political shenani- 
gans that that would have generated 
across the country, is truly a case of 
the rule and the tyranny of the minor- 
ity. 

This constitutional amendment is 
bogus and does not represent truth in 
lending or truth in telling the story 
about taxes in America. What actually 
tells the story of taxes in America is 
real reform: simplification of the Tax 
Code; making sure that the IRS lends 
itself to mediation and dispute resolu- 
tion; ensuring that there is no mar- 
riage penalty, language that is in my 
Taxpayers Justice Act that was filed in 
1997, that has yet to see its time on the 
floor of the House for debate. 

But this bill simply is tyranny. For 
when I am home with my constituents 
and I hear from the veterans of the 
Vietnam War, people needing Social 
Security and Medicare, health benefits 
and education, they talk about fiscal 
responsibility. They talk about bal- 
ancing the budget, but they realize 
that as we appropriate monies for these 
great needs, veterans’ hospitals that 
are seeing closings and diminishing of 
service, and having to put veterans out 
after a 24-hour stay, they realize we 
must balance the budget with the re- 
sponsibility of appropriating monies 
for these great needs in this country, 
at the same time as increasing or pro- 
moting or having the ability to raise 
revenue. 

What does this constitutional amend- 
ment do; a constitutional amendment, 
by the way, that never went to the 
Committee on the Judiciary, never fol- 
lowed the lines of processes? Yes, it 
went in 1997, but if my calendar tells 
me right, it is 1998, so it had no judicial 
process whatsoever. Mr. Speaker, the 
key is that it did not go through the 
judicial process, the committee that 
had the right of jurisdiction. 

In so doing, what we have in this 
process, we have two-thirds of this 
body that are required to raise the rev- 
enue to protect the veterans’ benefits, 
health benefits, education benefits, and 
at the same time only 51 percent that 
can appropriate. So therefore, we ap- 
propriate, but do not have the money 
to either help balance or help pay for 
these needs. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 
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Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
this is the second session of the 105th 
Congress. In the first session of the 
105th Congress, the Subcommittee on 
the Constitution of the Committee on 
the Judiciary held a hearing on March 
18, 1997, where the resolution was or- 
dered reported to the full House on 
April 8, 1997, by the subcommittee. It is 
the exact language that was voted on 
last year, so the gentleman from Illi- 
nois (Mr. HYDE) did not feel they need- 
ed to hold another hearing on the exact 
language, since this is in the same Con- 
gress. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I appreciate the clarification 
of my colleague, the gentleman from 
Texas. 

Let me clarify and say that as I un- 
derstand it, the bill did not succeed in 
1997, and therefore, I would argue very 
vigorously because of the real concerns 
with this legislation that it needed ad- 
ditional hearings and an additional op- 
portunity to go through the process 
through the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

Let me also respond to my colleague, 
the gentleman from Texas, to say that 
this is a dangerous piece of legislation, 
because as we look to balance and se- 
cure Social Security and Medicare, this 
bill smacks in the face of being able to 
ensure that Medicare and Social Secu- 
rity are safe. 

A 1996 report for the Social Security 
trustees projects the Social Security 
trust fund to start running in deficits 
in 2012. Medicare actuaries project the 
Medicare Hospital Insurance Trust 
Fund will become insolvent in 2010. It 
is, therefore, a requirement that not 
only do we see a decrease in benefits, 
but we also see an increase in revenue 
to provide for the solvency of Social 
Security and Medicare. This bill will 
kill that. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in opposition to 
House Joint Resolution 111, the Tax Limitation 
amendment. As you all know, this amendment 
seeks to require a two-thirds majority vote in 
each House to increase tax revenues by more 
than a “de minimis” amount, except in times 
of war or military conflict which posed a threat 
to national security. First of all, this measure 
is completely ambiguous. If we are proposing 
to amend the longest standing document of 
civil liberty and freedom in the Western world, 
surely, we should be absolutely clear about 
what our intentions are. 

Leaving the determination to Congress as to 
what a “de minimis” increase is, is ultimately 
as arbitrary and meaningless as not having a 
standard at all. The fact of the matter is that 
this language will inevitably encourage years 
of exhaustive litigation about what a “de mini- 
mis” increase truly is. Do the authors of this 
bill intend that potential tax increases be eval- 
uated by changes in percentages or by nu- 
merical amount? When do changes begin to 
exceed the “de minimis” standard included in 
this bill, is it over an annual period, a two-year 
period or a five-year period? The plain answer 
is that nobody knows. Furthermore, the one 
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exception in the bill in regards to the special 
circumstances that may arise during an armed 
military conflict are written too narrowly to be 
effective. Even in this drastic case, the tax lim- 
itation is only waived for a maximum of two 
years. 

But more importantly, this constitutional 
amendment is contrary to the very spirit and 
purpose of the Constitution. This nation was 
founded upon principles of majority rule, so 
why should we now sacrifice these sacred 
principles to encapsulated the level of the fed- 
eral government's tax revenues? The whole 
purpose of the Connecticut and New Jersey 
Compromises that helped to form this great 
Congress over two centuries ago, was to allow 
the American people the opportunity to ex- 
press their will through both locally and broad- 
ly elected representation that had their par- 
ticular interests at hand. 

But how can this process continue to take 
place when 146 members of this body could 
vote to defeat any new tax measure that is not 
a so-called “de minimis” change in current tax 
policy? Clearly, any initiative that would seek 
to give such an enormous amount of power to 
such a small minority is both imprudent and 
inappropriate. | believe that this bill is a poorly 
written expression of a poorly conceived legis- 
lative initiative, and | urge all of my colleagues 
to vote it down, just like we have done over 
the last two years. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 1 minute to my good friend, the 
gentlewoman from Houston, Texas (Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me the time. 

What we have as we look to this bill, 
which requires a two-thirds majority 
for increasing the revenue, we have a 
rule by tyranny, a rule by the minor- 
ity. We have a tyrannical ruling of 
those who would have us not provide 
for Social Security and Medicare, vet- 
erans’ benefits, health benefits, edu- 
cational benefits. 

Do Members know what else we 
have? We give to all of our large cor- 
porate multinationals, those individ- 
uals who see tax loopholes as a way to 
survive, we give them another hammer 
to beat down tax loopholes. Because 
what it would require of us, if we found 
a tax loophole that might just by coin- 
cidence raise a slight bit of revenue, 
two-thirds of this body would have to 
vote for it. That means that tax loop- 
holes would proliferate across this Na- 
tion. 

I simply say that I realize my col- 
leagues have good intentions, but this 
is not the way to run a government. 
This is a way to shut down a govern- 
ment. This is what the Founding Fa- 
thers did not want to have happen, the 
tyranny of the minority, telling us 
that we could not vote for or provide 
for the people of this Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that my col- 
leagues vote this down and rule on be- 
half of the people of America. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
we are going to put the gentlewoman 
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from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) down as 
undecided on this amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to my 
good friend, the gentleman from my 
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER). 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
the time. 

Mr. Speaker, it has been long ob- 
served that a frog thrown into a pot of 
boiling water will jump right out, but 
throw a frog into a pot of tepid water 
and then slowly turn up the heat under 
the pot, and the frog will stay there 
until he is cooked. 

That boiled frog strategy is how Con- 
gress imposed a monstrous tax burden 
on the American people. Congress did 
not wake up one day and then pass a 
law that confiscates more than 20 per- 
cent of an American family’s income, 
which is exactly how much in Federal 
taxes the American people are paying. 
Many people are paying more than 20 
percent. But the heat was turned up on 
the American taxpayer over the last 
six decades. That is how we got to this 
position. 

In 1934 the Federal Government took 
just 5 percent of an American family’s 
income. Because of the increase in Fed- 
eral taxes that we have seen, because 
that increase has been gradual, the 
American people have gone along just 
treading water while the heat was 
turned up. It made it even easier for 
Congress to increase taxes on the peo- 
ple, turning up the heat on the people 
all the time. 

This has come to a point today where 
our freedom is threatened by the level 
of taxation that our people have to 
bear. We are now at a level of taxation 
that is totally inconsistent with what 
our Founding Fathers had in mind and 
what our Founding Fathers believed 
was consistent with a free society. We 
are just servants, unable to choose our 
servitude, and having the fruits of our 
labor stolen by the government. 

We are here today to pass a tax limi- 
tation constitutional amendment 
which would make it harder to turn up 
the heat on the taxpayers. This resolu- 
tion would amend the U.S. Constitu- 
tion to require a two-thirds majority 
vote of the House of Representatives 
and the Senate to pass any legislation 
resulting in a tax increase. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the arguments 
we are hearing against this amendment 
is that it requires more than just a 
simple majority, which is 50 percent 
plus one, and that that subverts major- 
ity rule. But a supermajority is a ma- 
jority. It is just a stronger majority, 
because it is reserved for situations 
that are important. 

In fact, there are two dozen instances 
in which the House of Representatives, 
or at least, excuse me, one House of 
Congress, is required to vote by more 
than a simple majority to get its work 
done. That is more. What is more, 
eight of these supermajorities are spe- 
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cifically written into the U.S. Con- 
stitution. 

What we are saying today is let us 
just add another, a ninth constitu- 
tional requirement, that would make it 
more difficult for Congress to raise the 
taxes of the American people. Because 
what we are recognizing today is that 
by raising taxes, we are diminishing 
the freedom of the individual American 
citizen to make decisions with his or 
her life about the product of their 
labor. Today we have a chance to vote 
clearly on the side of the people’s free- 
dom against increasing taxes and boil- 
ing their freedom down. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia (Mr. SCOTT), the ranking member. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I wanted to 
correct the statement made in the ear- 
lier comments. It was indicated it re- 
quired a two-thirds vote of the mem- 
bership of the House. That was the bill 
as it had been introduced. The rule 
that we passed changed the bill, so it is 
only two-thirds of those present and 
voting. So if we want to cut Social Se- 
curity, it would require a simple ma- 
jority; if we want to cut education, a 
simple majority; cut Medicare, a sim- 
ple majority. But to close the cor- 
porate loophole, it would require two- 
thirds of those present and voting. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. STEARNS). 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, Daniel 
Webster, a great Member of this body, 
said. The power to tax is the power to 
destroy.” 

Now, there are lots of folks that are 
saying we are taxed too much. They 
say, well, this is just the Federal level 
we are talking about. It is not a lot of 
taxes. But there are taxes on the local 
level, there are taxes on the State 
level, there are taxes on our gasoline, 
there are taxes on our bread. It goes on 
and on. So this simple amendment is 
needed if we are going to stem the tide 
here. 

This is not a new idea. Fourteen 
States currently require supermajori- 
ties in their legislative bodies to in- 
crease taxes or revenue. Let me repeat 
that, fourteen States already do this. 
This is not something new. From 1980 
to 1987 taxpayers in those States en- 
joyed a 2 percent decrease in personal 
income taxes paid. 

More States are looking to protect 
their citizens from overtaxation. Since 
1995, Mr. Speaker, legislators in 21 
States introduced similar legislation. 
So what we have is the start of a rebel- 
lion across this country of ours of peo- 
ple saying, hold it, no more taxes; no 
more increasing taxes on the State, 
Federal, and local level until we pass it 
by a two-thirds majority. 

A lot of folks will say this is a draco- 
nian step, but it was pointed out by an- 
other colleague here, the gentleman 
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from California (Mr. DANA ROHR- 
ABACHER) that there are already on the 
books ten instances in which the Con- 
stitution already requires a super- 
majority vote. I will not go through 
and list all ten, I will make them part 
of the record. 

Let me mention one: conviction and 
impeachment trials. On that we would 
all agree. What about consent to a 
treaty? We cannot pass it by just a 
simple majority vote, we have to have 
two-thirds. 
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So surely if we consent to a treaty, 
we should have consent to taxes on the 
American people. State ratification of 
the original Constitution. And if the 
Electoral College is going to meet, if 
the Electoral College sits down and 
they want to vote, they have got to 
have a two-thirds presence and two- 
thirds vote to even start the proce- 
dures. 

If the President has a disability, it 
requires two-thirds of this body to 
vote. To remove one of the Members 
from holding office who is engaged in 
insurrection requires a two-thirds vote. 
There is a long history of using two- 
thirds majority or supermajority re- 
quirement to take action. 

So, Mr. Speaker, this is not undemo- 
cratic. It is not unusual. This is some- 
thing that the States are now doing. 
The Federal Government is stepping up 
to the plate and many of us support 
this strongly. I urge my colleagues to 
align themselves with the States, align 
themselves with the people and move 
forward and pass this amendment 
today. 

Mr. Speaker, I am providing for the 
RECORD a list of the instances where 
our Constitution already requires a 
supermajority vote, as mentioned in 
testimony on this legislation before 
the Committee on the Judiciary by 
Daniel Mitchell, McKenna Senior Fel- 
low at the Heritage Foundation: 
SUPERMAJORITY REQUIREMENTS AND TAXATION 

There is nothing undemocratic or unusual 
about supermajority requirements in our 
system of representative democracy. Super- 
majority voting requirements are routinely 
used for legislative business in both the 
House and the Senate. Since 1828, the House 
has allowed a two-thirds vote to suspend 
rules and pass legislation. Senate rules re- 
quire a two-thirds vote for suspension of the 
rules and for the fixing of time for consid- 
ering a subject. The Senate requires a three- 
fifths vote of all Senators to end debate or to 
increase the time available under cloture. 
Senate Budget procedures require that three- 
fifths of the full Senate must agree to waive 
balanced budget provisions or points of order 
to consider amendments that would violate 
the budget approved by Congress. 

There are ten instances in which the Con- 
stitution already requires a supermajority 
vote. Seven of these were part of the original 
Constitution and three were added through 
the amendment process: 

Art. I, 3, cl. 6: Conviction in impeachment 
trials. 

Art. I, 5, cl. 2: Expulsion of a Member of 
Congress. 
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Art. I, 7, cl. 2: Override a Presidential 
Veto. 

Art. II. 1, cl. 3: Quorum of two-thirds of the 
states to elect the President. 

Art II. 2, cl. 2: Consent to a treaty. 

Art V: Proposing Constitutional Amend- 
ments. 

Art. VII: State ratification of the original 
Constitution. 

Amendment XII: Quorum of two-thirds of 
the states to elect the President and the 
Vice President. 

Amendment XIV: 3: To remove disability 
for holding office where one has engaged in 
“insurrection or rebellion.” 

Amendment XXV, 4: Presidential dis- 
ability. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would ask the gen- 
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS), 
my good friend, about the revolution 
he described. Last April 15th it failed 
in the House. Does the gentleman have 
some additional information that will 
lead us to believe we are going to be 
overwhelmed today with the passage of 
this amendment? 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) 
has always been very kind to question 
me after my speech, and I appreciate 
that because it gives me an oppor- 
tunity—— 

Mr. CONYERS. That is why I do it. 

Mr. STEARNS. To bring back some 
salient points that I may have forgot- 
ten. 

Mr. CONYERS. Just answer the ques- 
tion. I have yielded only a minute. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
say to my colleague that frankly, from 
the time it was voted on the House 
floor until today, we have been enlight- 
ened. And since April 15th it has been 
very close to our minds and I think it 
will pass. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, reclaim- 
ing my time, I would ask if the gen- 
tleman remembers the $50 billion se- 
cret cigarette tax cut that has come 
into the legislation by Speaker Ging- 
rich since April 15th? That is a ques- 
tion. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman would continue to yield, I 
do not know about a secret—— 

Mr. CONYERS. Oh, the gentleman 
does not know about it? 

Mr. STEARNS. My colleague would 
realize that everything is passed on the 
House floor. There is nothing secret 
about it. 

Mr. CONYERS. The $50 billion to- 
bacco tax cut was public? The gen- 
tleman knew about it before it was re- 
vealed, after it had been found in the 
budget bill? Just answer the question. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman is asking me a question that 
does have not an answer. 

Mr. CONYERS. Did the gentleman 
know about it before all of us knew it? 
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The gentleman knew about the $50 bil- 
lion tobacco tax cut? Did he? 

Mr. STEARNS. I knew what I voted 
on on the House floor and the gen- 
tleman from Michigan did too. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. SHADEGG) to re- 
spond. I do not mind doing it. 

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, I sim- 
ply want to make the point, the ques- 
tion was asked as to what has changed 
since the last time this was voted upon 
in this body that would cause a dif- 
ferent result. I think it is worth noting 
that two States have enacted tax limi- 
tation amendments since the last vote 
in this House on this issue. Those two 
States did so by a margin of over 70 
percent. 

I think it is also very important to 
note that it is now broadly being pub- 
licized in this country that we are tax- 
ing the American people today at the 
highest rate we ever have in American 
history. Federal taxes are higher than 
at any point in time since the end of 
World War II, since 1945. 

In 1945, by the way, a war year in 
which we were funding a war economy 
and a war, in 1945 Federal taxes were 
one-tenth of 1 percentage point higher 
than they are now as a proportion of 
our Gross Domestic Product. If we add 
the obviously higher State and local 
taxes, dramatically higher than 1945, to 
those almost all-time high Federal 
taxes, it is clear we are taxing the 
American people at the highest level in 
our history. í 

I think that is a change. It has been 
broadly publicized. It is part of the 
change which led two new States by a 
broad majority, 70 percent plus of the 
voters in those States, to enact their 
own tax limitation amendments. 

I think those are changes that have 
occurred since the last vote and hope- 
fully will encourage Members of this 
body to embrace this today. Clear 
changes that have occurred since the 
last vote. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. DEFAZIO). 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Michigan for yield- 
ing me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, in response to the pre- 
vious speaker, yes, taxes are high 
today on the American people. But 
they are highest because of the high 
FICA taxes on Social Security. More 
than half of American workers pay 
more in FICA taxes than they do in in- 
come taxes to the Federal Government. 

The wealthy are paying a rate of 
taxes less than 50 percent of what the 
gentleman talked about in those years. 
Less than 50 percent. That is what this 
bill is all about today: the wealthy and 
the powerful. Not about middle income 
people, not about working people who 
are paying more in FICA taxes than 
they are income taxes. 
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We should be considering real reform 
today here on the floor of the House. 
The Tax Code could be reformed. It 
could be a lot simpler so people do not 
have to hire accountants. And if we 
make it simpler, we are going to cut 
out a lot of those loopholes and special 
interest tax breaks. That would be real 
reform. 

We could have the IRS reform, the 
Taxpayer Bill of Rights that passed the 
House of Representatives last year 
which is held up by a Republican ma- 
jority in the Senate for some strange 
reason. That would be real reform. 

We could middle income tax relief. 
That would be real reform. Expand the 
Earned Income Tax Credit to get peo- 
ple working and not confiscate taxes 
from people who earn below the pov- 
erty level. That would be real reform. 

But, no, what that is about today is 
quite simple. The Republicans are trot- 
ting out their same old tired, bait-and- 
switch constitutional amendment. It 
should be called The Special Interest 
Loophole and Deficit Promotion Act.” 
It is not targeted toward average 
Americans. 

What are the Republican majority 
afraid of? Are they afraid that they are 
going to raise taxes on average Ameri- 
cans, so that they want to require a 
two-thirds vote in the House of Rep- 
resentatives? I do not think so. 

What they are afraid of is that the 
outrage, and there is real outrage that 
the previous gentleman spoke about, 
among the American people that they 
are being screwed because the wealthy, 
the large corporations and the foreign 
corporations are not paying their fair 
share, that that might sink in with the 
American people and they might de- 
mand real reform. They are afraid that 
they will not be able to protect their 
corporate and special interest sponsors 
here on the floor of the House from a 
real grass roots movement to reform 
the Tax Code. 

Foreign corporations in this country, 
73 percent of the foreign corporations 
operating in America pay no Federal 
income taxes because of a very gen- 
erous loophole provided in our Federal 
Tax Code not provided by any of our 
competitor Nations. Won here, a gift to 
foreign corporations. It is beyond me 
why we cannot close that loophole and 
raise $15 billion a year from foreign 
corporations that make money in this 
country by just asking that they pay 
at the same pathetic rate that Amer- 
ican corporations pay. 

But, no. We allow them to pay zero. 
Nothing. And under this bill that will 
never change, because it requires two- 
thirds vote here on the floor of the 
House to require foreign corporations 
to begin to pay income taxes, maybe so 
we could provide income tax relief to 
middle income Americans. 

U.S. multinationals use the same 
loophole to get around taxes. We have 
the pharmaceutical industry, a real 
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darling. We have noticed the reason- 
able price of pharmaceuticals in this 
country. $3 billion tax loophole because 
they say all of our profits are made in 
Puerto Rico where we do not have to 
pay taxes, and all of our losses and de- 
velopment costs are here in the United 
States of America where we sell the 
drugs at inflated prices to the same 
people who are paying high taxes. 

Now, that would be real reform but, 
no, we are going to protect against re- 
forming and closing that loophole by 
this amendment. 

Accelerated depreciation, the biggest 
loophole in the Tax Code. It would be 
nice if average Americans could get 
that. Eastman Kodak paid an average 
of 17.3 percent on their products last 
year. American Home Products, 15.6 
percent on $4.2 billion of earnings. And 
Allied Signal, 10.7 percent on $3.4 bil- 
lion of earnings. 

It would be nice if a teacher working 
full-time could pay taxes to the Fed- 
eral Government at the rate of 10.7 per- 
cent like Allied Signal did with their 
tax loophole. But that will never hap- 
pen in the Republicans’ world if this 
amendment passes. We will never close 
those loopholes. We will never provide 
that tax relief to average Americans. 

This is not about wage earners. It is 
not about the middle-class. It is about 
the wealthy. It is about the people who 
have written the special interest loop- 
hole-ridden Tax Code that we have 
today, and it is about desperate at- 
tempts to protect those special interest 
loopholes against a real revolt by the 
American taxpayers. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time to send this 
phony amendment packing as we have 
three or four times previously, and to 
take up real reform on the floor of the 
House with a simple majority. Close 
the tax loopholes; make the special in- 
terests, make the foreign corporations, 
make others pay their fair share, and 
give the American workers the tax re- 
lief they deserve. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself 1 minute to respond to 
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
DEFAZIO). 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman is abso- 
lutely right. FICA taxes are a tax. 
Under this amendment it would take a 
two-thirds vote to raise FICA taxes, 
which would make it unlikely. 

The gentleman may be right about 
some of the tax loopholes. I would 
point out that under this amendment 
we could close every loophole in the 
Tax Code if we wanted to, as long as we 
used that revenue that was generated 
to then lower the overall tax rate or 
tax burden, and the overall net effect 
was a de minimis increase in taxes. We 
could do that until the cows come 
home. 

We could go to a flat tax, a sales tax. 
What we cannot do is raise the overall 
tax burden unless two-thirds of the 
Members of this House and the other 
body vote to do that. 
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Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
HEFLEY). 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Texas for yielding 
me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, Tip O'Neill once made 
the statement, Tip O’Neill, the long- 
time Speaker of the House here in this 
Chamber made the statement, and I 
quote directly, God, I love big govern- 
ment.” If my colleagues adhere to that 
philosophy, then they do not want this 
amendment. 

But if my colleagues want a smaller 
government, a less intrusive govern- 
ment, a less expensive government, 
this amendment needs to be passed. It 
should not be easy to raise taxes and it 
is far too easy to do that now. 

Mr. Speaker, I have listened to some 
of the comments coming from the 
other side on this issue and they keep 
telling us that we should not make it 
harder for Congress to raise taxes for 
the sake of the people. Do not do it be- 
cause it would hurt seniors and Social 
Security. Do not do it because too 
many children are smoking. Do not do 
it because there are too many people 
out there that need our help. Always 
reasons to take more of the people’s 
hard-earned money because we seem to 
know a better way to spend it than 
they do. 

A great deal of my colleagues seem 
to think that if the Nation has a prob- 
lem, we should simply raise taxes to 
solve it. They still do not understand 
that in so many cases higher taxes is 
the problem. 

If we allow every American to keep 
more of their own money, lower taxes 
could make seniors and future retirees 
less reliant on the Federal Government 
and Social Security. It could mean 
that families might be able to spend a 
little more time together instead of 
one parent working to pay the taxes 
and the other parent working to pay 
the bills, as in so many families. The 
extra family time would do more to en- 
sure our children are raised right than 
all the Federal programs that we can 
drag out. 

Mr. Speaker, those on the other side 
of this issue still do not get it. And un- 
fortunately if we do not get it, the 
American people will pay the price. ’ 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume 
just to engage in a colloquy with the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
HEFLEY), who made a very impassioned 
statement that I agree with in prin- 
ciple. 

Mr. Speaker, the problem is, though, 
that if we do this, it may be virtually 
impossible to raise the excise tax on 
cigarettes pursuant to the pending to- 
bacco settlement legislation. Had the 
gentleman considered that? 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Colorado. 
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Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, there is 
no tobacco settlement at this point. 

Mr. CONYERS. I said pending to- 
bacco settlement legislation. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, there is 
all kinds of pending out there that by 
the time we get through, it will change 
form many times. But by the time this 
amendment is ratified, we will have far 
more than enough time to do whatever 
the gentleman wants to do with the to- 
bacco settlement. 

Mr. CONYERS. Okay. I get it. Then 
the gentleman from Colorado, too, was 
one of the ones that presumably knew 
about the $50 billion tax cut for the to- 
bacco people that was put into the 
budget amendment? 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I think 
that is a ridiculous question. 

Mr. CONYERS. That is a ridiculous 
question, is it not? 

Mr. HEFLEY. My answer to the gen- 
tleman is I think that is a ridiculous 
question that not even the gentleman 
from Michigan—— 

Mr. CONYERS. The gentleman does 
not even want to answer it. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Neither the gentleman 
from Michigan nor I know whether 
there was a $50 billion tax cut put in 
the budget agreements. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, reclaim- 
ing my time, I would say to the gen- 
tleman that we voted it out of the bill. 
It must have been put into the bill. I 
presume the gentleman was aware and 
awake the day we voted to take it out. 
What does the gentleman mean that he 
does not know if it was put in in the 
first place? 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, as I said 
earlier, there is no tobacco settle- 
ment 

Mr. CONNY ERS. Mr. Speaker, I did 
not yield to the gentleman. I am not 
going to yield to the gentleman any- 
more. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 
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Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. JONES). 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, today the 
House is listening to the American peo- 
ple by voting on the tax limitation 
amendment. I feel very strongly about 
this vote because I know that the citi- 
zens in my district, the Third District 
of North Carolina, need and deserve tax 
fairness. They, like so many Americans 
throughout this Nation, are tired of 
Congress raising their taxes time and 
time again with just a simple majority. 

Taxes have been raised so many 
times over the years that the American 
citizen now spends more on taxes than 
on food, clothing, and shelter com- 
bined. In 1934, the American people 
paid just 5 percent of their income in 
Federal taxes, but today that burden 
has soared to over 20 percent. This is 
simply unfair to the American people. 
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The tax limitation amendment will 
protect the American people from 
elected officials who wish to raise their 
taxes on a lark by requiring a super- 
majority for such a vote. Four out of 
the last five major tax increases have 
passed with less than the two-thirds 
majority which this amendment would 
require. That means had the tax limi- 
tation amendment been in place, the 
American taxpayer could have kept ap- 
proximately $660 billion of their hard- 
earned dollars instead of sending the 
money to Washington, D.C. 

I imagine this is why polls show that 
75 percent of the American people sup- 
port this amendment. When I was 
elected to Congress in 1994, I made a 
promise to the people of my district 
that I would work to reduce their un- 
fair tax burden. This legislation that 
we are voting on today represents a 
major step toward that goal. It is a 
protection for the taxpayer that is long 
overdue, and I urge my colleagues to 
support it. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing, let me ask 
my colleagues to keep in mind a quote 
from an editorial in today’s Investors 
Business Daily. I quote: “The U.S. 
House will have the chance Wednesday 
to perform a noble deed. It can begin to 
unshackle American taxpayers by pass- 
ing a tax limitation amendment to the 
Constitution.” 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Colo- 
rado (Mr. SKAGGS). 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, here we go again. It is 
the third time in as many years that 
we are considering amending the Con- 
stitution to require a two-thirds major- 
ity of both Houses regarding any in- 
crease in revenue. Note revenue, not 
just taxes. 

I guess this is turning into one of 
those rites of spring, like the Cherry 
Blossom Festival, that comes around 
when the sap rises. But let us not be 
taken for saps in this. 

This is not a spring fling that is 
harmless fun. It is very serious busi- 
ness. We need to take it seriously even 
though the process and the timing of 
this debate, like the cherry blossom pa- 
rade, suggest that it is mainly for 
show. 

The proposed amendment is a bad 
idea. But it is also coming before this 
House through a process that insults 
Members’ intelligence, contradicts any 
aspiration that this body has to be a 
thoughtful one, and really demeans and 
debases the constitutional amendment 
process itself. 

Second, perhaps, only to declaring 
war, an amendment to the Constitu- 
tion ought to command the most seri- 
ous deliberation and legislative review 
and analysis we are capable of. It de- 
serves much better treatment than this 
kind of rush job. The Constitution is a 
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little bit too important to be used as a 
prop for a political stunt. 

Even if this were being considered in 
a serious way, it does not warrant ap- 
proval, first, because it is undemo- 
cratic, and second, because it is grossly 
impractical. 

First, this proposed amendment vio- 
lates what James Madison called the 
fundamental principle of free govern- 
ment, the principle of majority rule. In 
the Federalist paper No. 58, Madison put 
it quite well, and I quote, “It has been 
said that more than a majority ought 
to be required,” in certain instances. 
Madison goes on, “In all cases where 
justice or the general good might re- 
quire new laws to be passed or active 
measures to be pursued, the funda- 
mental principle of free government 
would be reversed. It would no longer 
be the majority that would rule, the 
power would be transferred to the mi- 
nority.”’ 

In other words, the logical corollary 
of supermajority rule is minority con- 
trol. And this amendment dem- 
onstrates that in a dramatic way. 

Under this proposed amendment, 34 
United States Senators, who today 
might represent less than 10 percent of 
the American people, would have the 
power to control the government’s tax 
and revenue policy. 

The Constitution makes very few ex- 
ceptions to the general principle of ma- 
jority rule; none of them, none of them 
having to do with the core ongoing re- 
sponsibilities of government. 

The framers considered this very 
question of whether to require super- 
majorities for passage of certain kinds 
of legislation. They specifically re- 
jected proposals to require a super- 
majority to pass bills on subjects such 
as navigation and revenues because of 
their experience under the Articles of 
Confederation and of the paralysis 
caused by the Articles’ requirement for 
supermajorities to raise and spend 
money. Their judgment ought to reso- 
nate today and cause us great pause. 

In those few exceptions where the 
framers did impose supermajority re- 
quirements, none deals with the ongo- 
ing core responsibilities of govern- 
ment. There were only two require- 
ments for supermajorities in both 
Houses as this amendment would in- 
volve: one, to override a Presidential 
veto; two on the referral of other 
amendments to the Constitution. Both 
extraordinary matters. 

Under this proposal, it would be, and 
this gets to the impracticability of it, 
much more difficult to close corporate 
loopholes than it would be to impeach 
the President of the United States. In 
sum, this goes far beyond any existing 
constitutional precedent. 

But if it is bad in theory, it is even 
worse in practice. 

For example, some of the things that 
would be made much more difficult, if 
not impossible, if this amendment were 
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really in the Constitution would be: 
tax reform, which is hard to do if you 
do not also have offsetting revenues as 
well as revenue decreases; eliminating 
corporate welfare and improving the 
fairness of the Tax Code by getting rid 
of special tax breaks on loopholes; sell- 
ing Federal assets. 

There is no definition in this pro- 
posal of what internal revenue is. We 
recently sold the Elk Hills Petroleum 
Reserve for over $3 billion, certainly 
not de minimis, that went into the in- 
ternal revenues of the country. Would 
that bill have required two-thirds? No- 
body can answer that question because 
this thing was rushed through without 
any kind of careful deliberation. 

Preserving Social Security, Medi- 
care, balancing the budget, all of those 
things are likely to involve offsetting 
raises and subtractions. Presumably 
the raises are going to demand a two- 
thirds margin. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SNOWBARGER). The time of the gen- 
tleman from Colorado (Mr. SKAGGS) 
has expired. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Colo- 
rado (Mr. SKAGGS). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. Scorr) will now control the time 
for the opposition. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Colorado (Mr. SKAGGS) is 
recognized for an additional 2 minutes. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, we hear 
an awful lot about wanting to reduce 
taxes and everybody would love to 
lower taxes. But do we really think 
that reasonable, rational, serious- 
minded Members of future Congresses 
will be likely to reduce taxes in times 
when we have budget surpluses and are 
able responsibly to do so knowing full 
well that if times go bad and there 
were need, again, to balance the budget 
with increased revenues, that it would 
take two-thirds then to do so? 

It is no wonder, Mr. Speaker, that 
when the House was constrained by its 
own rule requiring a three-fifths super- 
majority to deal with this same issue, 
it waived that rule repeatedly, to bal- 
ance the budget, to reform welfare, to 
preserve Medicare, to extend health 
care coverage, and increase deductions 
for small business. But if this super- 
majority requirement were in the Con- 
stitution rather than in the House 
rules, we could not have waived it, and 
we could not have passed those bills. 

One thing we can be very sure of, we 
do not know what the future holds. 
Why would this Congress wish to de- 
prive our successors of the tools and 
ability to deal with future problems? 
How arrogant is it of us to say to our 
successor Members of Congress: We do 
not care what may be the problems 
that you face. We are so certain today 
that you will be incompetent to exer- 
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cise good judgment in the future that 
we will make sure that you are de- 
prived of the ability to do so through 
majority rule. 

Rather than insulting those future 
Members of this body, we ought to 
honor the wisdom of the framers and 
protect that central principle of this 
wonderful government of ours: the 
principle of majority rule. It has stood 
us in good stead for over 200 years. We 
should reject this atrocious idea. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
may I inquire as to the time remaining 
on each side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON) has 64 
minutes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) has 61 min- 
utes remaining. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself 2 minutes to respond to 
the gentleman from Colorado. 

First, I want to commend the gen- 
tleman from Colorado (Mr. SKAGGS). He 
led the debate in opposition to this at 
least one of the times it has been on 
the floor. I thought we had a very good, 
informed, and intellectual debate. I 
would say to my good friend that the 
reason it is on the floor is because it is 
something that needs to be done. 

We have 14 States that require some 
sort of supermajority for tax increase, 
including, I believe, the gentleman’s 
State of Colorado. We have 27 groups 
that have endorsed this amendment. 
We have 10 national groups that have 
key voted it. We have approximately 10 
Governors who have now come out in 
support of it. We can debate spending 
priorities; that is a fair thing. 

We can debate whether we should 
have any tax increase or more tax in- 
creases, but if you look at the marginal 
tax rate that has gone up from 1 per- 
cent back in 1914 to around 40 percent 
today, you cannot debate that taxes 
have gone up tremendously, and to 
most Americans that tax burden is as 
high as it should be. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I com- 
mend the gentleman for the straight 
face with which he suggests that we 
are indulged in serious business. We all 
know we are doing this because it is 
close to tax day. We did this a year 
ago. We did this 2 years ago. It failed 
both times. This is a charade and the 
gentleman is well aware of it. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
Iam totally unaware of that. I think it 
is a serious issue. I would ask my good 
friend from Colorado to ask me to his 
congressional district at a time and 
place of his convenience, and we will 
engage in as serious a debate as the 
gentleman wishes to participate in be- 
fore his constituents. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
be delighted. 
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Mr. BARTON of Texas. We will see if 
they think it should be more difficult 
to raise their taxes. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, we 
will be in touch to work out a date. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. HAYWORTH). 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Texas for 
yielding me the time. I listened with 
great interest to my colleague from 
Colorado who plans to return to pri- 
vate life, and I appreciate my colleague 
from Colorado a great deal, especially 
since he was one who spearheaded the 
notion of civility returning to this 
Chamber. 

Let me humbly suggest in the most 
civil tones I can offer that when the 
people’s business comes before the 
House, whether it is in April or Decem- 
ber or a time in between, it will befit 
this House to call serious debate or to 
characterize serious debate as some 
form of stunt. 

I also appreciate the gentleman’s re- 
vision of American history because the 
gentleman, I know, swore to uphold 
and defend the Constitution. Let us 
just simply read the first clause from 
article 5, Mr. Speaker. The Congress, 
whenever two-thirds of both Houses 
shall deem it necessary, shall propose 
amendments to this Constitution. 
There is no subservience to some 
Washingtonized rules of the House. 

This House, whenever it shall deem it 
necessary, shall propose amendments 
to the Constitution, but to the revi- 
sionist history offered by my colleague 
from Colorado on the left, I would 
point out that when it came to ques- 
tions of revenue in the Federal Govern- 
ment and the intent of our founders, 
there is a larger question this House 
should consider. And that is, if revenue 
procurement was so noble and so nec- 
essary, why did not the founders in- 
clude the direct taxation of income in 
the main body of the Constitution or in 
the subsequent Bill of Rights? 

Indeed, if that is so noble, if that is 
so civic minded, it would appear to me 
if that were so sober that our founders 
would have incorporated that form of 
revenue procurement into the main 
body of the Constitution. 
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And yet, the amendment process 
gave us the 16th amendment. And, as 
my colleague from Texas pointed out, 
starting at a very modest level, we 
have seen taxes grow from 1 percent to 
almost 40 percent of the median family 
income. 

Therefore, to be truly constitutional 
and true to the spirit of debate and ci- 
vility in this Chamber, those of us who 
are here to serve the people bring this 
proposal forward again, not because of 
cherry blossoms in the spring or sap or 
any other derogatory comment that 
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some gentleman may offer to score de- 
bating points but because, to be true to 
the spirit of the Constitution, the 5th 
article is a living, breathing part of the 
Constitution and we have every right 
to do this. Because the people govern; 
and the people in the 6th district of Ar- 
izona and across the State of Arizona 
who have enacted a supermajority 
limit for raising taxes in State govern- 
ment, and I see my colleague from Ari- 
zona, who helped lead that initiative 
when we were both private citizens, 
have said, enough is enough. 

And so we stand here today to say, 
the people know best. Not that Wash- 
ington knows best and not that any 
type of verbal gymnastics can obscure 
this basic notion, that it is not a pro- 
file in courage to go back to the pock- 
etbooks of the American people again 
and again and again and, by the margin 
of one vote, enact what the liberal sen- 
ior senator from New York called the 
largest tax increase in the history of 
the world. 

Indeed, this amendment offers a tool 
completely constitutional, completely 
rational, and I daresay completely civil 
to allow Americans to hold on to more 
of their hard-earned money and send 
less of it to Washington. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts (Mr. FRANK) before I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I am reassured that this is 
not purely symbolism. But I am puz- 
zled. As I calculate the debate, we have 
about 2 hours left. It is a quarter to 1. 
I went into my cloakroom assuming I 
would be told we would be voting be- 
tween 3 and 3:30. But I am told that we 
have been informed that the vote will 
not be until 5:30 or so because the 
Speaker of the House is not in town. He 
is out doing something else, and we 
have to hold the vote so he can be sit- 
ting here. 

Now, I hope that is inaccurate. And I 
am always glad to be corrected. Well, 
not always glad. Sometimes I am 
gladder than other times. If I am to be 
corrected, I would like to be. But if we 
are holding up a vote for 2 hours just so 
our out-of-town Speaker can rejoin us 
and preside on the vote, that seems to 
me a little symbolistic. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield for an answer? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I saw the Speaker in HT-5 less than an 
hour ago. So at least an hour ago he 
was in town. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. So we 
will be voting right at the conclusion 
of this debate? 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. If the gen- 
tleman would yield further, I do not 
know when we are going to vote. But 
the Speaker is in town. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5% 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DOGGETT). 
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Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to this Republican tax loop- 
hole preservation act. 

Certainly, it is tempting to write off 
the proposal as just another expression 
of Republican frustration at their fail- 
ure to advance the cause of true tax re- 
form in this Congress. We know that 
even the bipartisan legislation that we 
approved here in the House last year to 
correct some of the abuses at the IRS 
continues to linger. 

Indeed, one of the many subjects on 
which this do-nothing Republican Con- 
gress has done nothing this year is tax 
reform. There is not one taxpayer in 
this entire country that can point to a 
bit of help that it has gotten in 4 
months out of this Republican Con- 
gress since it convened in January. 
And this constitutional amendment is 
no doubt a part of the overall Repub- 
lican strategy with reference to the 
United States Constitution. 

I have got some friends there in Aus- 
tin and they wake up each morning and 
on their calendar they have a thought 
for the day. Well, the House Repub- 
licans always go them one better. They 
seem to have a constitutional amend- 
ment a day. They profess to be a con- 
servative Congress, but we would never 
know that from the fervor and the 
furor to edit and tinker and rewrite 
one provision after another in the 
United States Constitution that has 
served our country so well over the last 
2 centuries. 

The document upon which this Na- 
tion was founded is in danger of being 
tinkered with and overwritten, until it 
commands as much respect as the mu- 
nicipal traffic code. 

And, of course, the immediate effect 
of this proposal on our efforts to reduce 
youth smoking must also be consid- 
ered. 

In this morning’s paper, our col- 
league, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY), writes, No new taxes. No, not 
even on cigarettes,” and he declares 
that any increase on Federal taxes on 
tobacco is unwise, unwarranted, and 
unfair. 

Well, those of us who have seen the 
studies that this is the most effective 
way to cause young Americans to not 
become addicted to nicotine, the lead- 
ing cause of preventable death in this 
country, reject that kind of thinking. 
We have had difficulty mustering a ma- 
jority to overcome the stranglehold 
that big tobacco has had on this House, 
and to get a two-thirds majority would 
be impossible forever. And perhaps that 
is why the tobacco companies support 
this kind of an approach. 

But even more is at stake on this 
particular matter, and that is why I 
call it the Republican tax loophole 
preservation act. Americans are right- 
fully dissatisfied with our tax system 
and our Tax Code. They know that it 
has one provision after another that is 
a special loophole or advantage that 
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benefits the few at the expense of the 
many. 

Let me reiterate one of the examples 
that has been given on this floor and 
enlighten my colleagues a little bit 
more about it. The $50 billion tax cred- 
it that the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. GINGRICH) and his cohorts put into 
this Tax Code last year as they pro- 
posed it was passed here in the House 
on about page 317 of an extensive bill 
under a title that masqueraded as as- 
sistance for small business. They in- 
cluded $50 billion for the tobacco indus- 
try. And only after the bill passed and 
that little provision was found tucked 
in there did they suddenly disavow any 
knowledge. They did not even know 
how it got there. 

Well, if this piece of legislation, this 
constitutional amendment, passes, all 
that we need is to get some smooth 
lobbyist and the cooperation of the 
Speaker of the House to tuck in a pro- 
vision like this $50 billion tax credit, 
and guess what? It will be there forever 
unless we can muster two-thirds to 
undo the damage. Unless we can find 
the will in the House to get two-thirds 
of this body to write out these loop- 
holes, they are going to be there for- 
ever. 

I am concerned about the loopholes, 
about the corporate welfare in our Tax 
Code. I think it is unfair. I think there 
is one provision, one special provision 
put in there by these thick-carpet lob- 
byists after another that ought to be 
repealed in the Tax Code. But if we 
want to ensure that our Tax Code has 
all the loopholes that it has today plus 
any that the Speaker and the lobby can 
throw in there in the future and that 
they stay there and that all the rest of 
us who are out there working for a liv- 
ing have to pay for those tax loopholes, 
approve this measure. 

Because the only way we get rid of 
any of those loopholes is not only to 
get the majority we find so difficult to 
get for reforming the tax system today, 
we will have to have two-thirds of this 
body. This is the tax loophole protec- 
tion measure that is up for consider- 
ation today. 

And every American who wants to 
see this system change and changed 
fundamentally so that there is more 
fairness in our tax system, so that it 
does not take a bank of accountants to 
prepare a tax return on April 15, all of 
us who want to see real change in that 
system need to be here speaking out 
against this constitutional amend- 
ment. Because it will set back our ef- 
fort at reform, not advance it. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Utah (Mr. CANNON). 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I have 
listened to the arguments time and 
again against this amendment. This is 
straightforward. 

Government survives on the gen- 
erosity of its citizens. Should not 
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changes that affect that generosity re- 
quire more than 50 percent plus one 
vote? 

When the people put on the cloak of 
responsibility inherent in citizenship 
of this great country, they understand 
that they will have an obligation to 
contribute. They must keep vigilant of 
the issues of the day, express their 
opinions, vote their conscience, and ac- 
tually pay money into the system. This 
is the price of democracy. 

Government has a responsibility, in 
turn, to respect its citizens. When we 
talk about legislating an increase in 
the cost of government, we are talking 
about taking by force more of the hard- 
earned money of our own constituents, 
the people who voted to have us rep- 
resent them here in Washington, D.C. 

In 1996, during my campaign, I 
pledged, like many other Members, to 
reduce the tax burden put on American 
families and to require a supermajority 
to raise taxes. Today, just a few days 
after April 15, we all agree that our 
Tax Code is too thick, our tax laws are 
too complicated, and our tax system is 
too burdensome. Our constituents 
agree. In fact, that is why many if not 
most of us are here. 

An editorial from yesterday’s Inves- 
tor’s Business Daily makes this point 
clearly. The tax limitation amendment 
is key to reforming a corrupt system 
that pushes the average American fam- 
ily’s tax bill beyond the combined costs 
of food, clothing, and housing. It is 
hard to imagine that anyone could find 
fault with it, certainly not the tax- 
payers who will work until May 10 just 
to make enough money to pay taxes. 

It is our responsibility today to re- 
store respect for our citizen’s gen- 
erosity with the accountability that 
the they deserve. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. EDWARDS). 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
spect my friend and colleague, the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON), and 
his genuine concern for high taxes, and 
I share that concern. But the more I 
study this constitutional amendment, 
the less I like it. It is bad policy, pe- 
riod. 

This resolution should be named the 
tax loophole protection act. And this is 
how it works. If they can afford a mil- 
lion-dollar tax lobbyist, just hide a spe- 
cial interest tax break in a huge tax 
bill; and then, once it becomes law, it 
would require a two-thirds vote in Con- 
gress to undo their special deal. 

Let us be specific. Just a few years 
ago, when we were trying to stop 
multi-billionaire American citizens 
from leaving this country and not pay- 
ing their fair share of taxes, this would 
have been a dream come true for them. 
That is bad news for average working 
families. They will pay higher taxes to 
cover the costs of special-interest tax 
loopholes for multinational corpora- 
tions and multi-millionaires. 
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If they can afford to hire well-heeled 
tax lobbyists, this bill is a dream come 
true. But if they are a typical hard- 
working American trying to support 
their family, this bill is a nightmare. 

Mr. Speaker, what bothers most 
Americans is not paying their fair 
share of taxes. What bothers most 
Americans, and especially on April 15, 
is that their taxes are higher because 
some powerful special interest too 
often got back-room, one-of-a-kind tax 
loopholes. If they think it is a great 
idea that special interests get tax 
breaks and loopholes we do not get, 
they will love the tax loophole protec- 
tion act. 

The American people need to know, 
and we certainly know, the congres- 
sional tax bills are filled with special- 
interest tax breaks. Sometimes these 
bills are hundreds, hundreds of pages 
long; and the effect of hiding taxes, tax 
cuts, loopholes behind vague language 
would make Rembrandt and Picasso 
green with envy. 

If there is a single Member of this 
House that claims that he or she is 
aware of every hidden tax loophole in 
our tax bills in recent years, I will re- 
linquish the rest of my time right now. 
I did not think so. 

Mr. Speaker, we should not enshrine 
into law tax loopholes by requiring the 
same supermajority vote to amend 
those loopholes that it would tax to 
amend our U.S. Constitution. Somehow 
it just does not seem right to give spe- 
cial-interest tax loopholes the same 
protection we give our American Con- 
stitution. This resolution may lower 
taxes for the powerfully connected, but 
it will raise taxes for average working 
Americans. 
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Vote no on this resolution. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 7 minutes to the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. SHADEGG), one of the 
chief sponsors of this amendment. 

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding the time. It 
is often important in a debate to have 
a red herring. If we do not want to talk 
about the real issue in a piece of legis- 
lation, talk about something that we 
can imply is involved in the legislation 
but really is not, a red hearing. 

In this debate today, sadly, we have a 
red herring. The red herring is the ar- 
gument raised on the other side that 
this measure will make it harder to 
close tax loopholes. Member after 
Member after Member after Member of 
the other side has gotten up and said 
this is the Tax Loophole Protection 
Act. This will make it impossible to 
close tax loopholes. This is a bad idea 
because it will make it impossible to 
reach corporate tax loopholes. Sadly, it 
appears that those Members either 
have read it and know that to be false, 
or have not bothered to read the lan- 
guage that we are voting on. 
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Simply stated, this measure will 
make it no harder to close tax loop- 
holes. Any tax loophole in the current 
Code, as the last speaker identified, 
and the speaker before him, and the 
speaker before him berated their con- 
cern about not being able to close tax 
loopholes, every single one of the tax 
loopholes about which they are con- 
cerned can be closed under this meas- 
ure, and can be closed with a simple 
majority vote provided that the Con- 
gress does not use the closing of the 
tax loophole to raise overall taxes. 

That is, if we close the tax loophole 
on one particular group or corporation 
as they would like to do, we have to 
give tax relief to some other group of 
Americans. If they are greatly con- 
cerned about individual taxpayers 
being punished when they close the tax 
loophole, all they have to do is grant 
tax relief to individual Americans, and 
only a simple majority vote is re- 
quired. 

All of this discussion of preserving 
forever tax loopholes is simply wrong. 
It is not the way the measure is writ- 
ten. The measure is written to provide 
that any tax increase, that means the 
closing of the tax loophole, which is 
revenue neutral, does not result in the 
increase in overall taxes, passes with a 
simple vote. 

We close a tax loophole, we give 
other Americans a tax break, and there 
is, in fact, only a simple majority re- 
quired. It is sad that they cannot com- 
prehend the language of this measure 
and want to use a red herring. 

Let us talk about some of the other 
arguments that have been made. It has 
been argued that this matter is imprac- 
tical. Well, 14 States are currently op- 
erating under this measure and doing 
extremely well. 

It has also been argued that it is con- 
fusing, and we do not know what will 
happen. Well, 68 million Americans 
know what will happen under tax limi- 
tation. In a 12-year statistical compari- 
son of States with tax limitation 
against States without tax limitation, 
what happens is very clear. 

In States where we have tax limita- 
tion, government spending goes up 
more slowly. As a matter of fact, in tax 
limitation States, while government 
spending went up by 132 percent over 
those 12 years, in nontax limitation 
States it went up by 141 percent. 

There is another corollary. Taxes go 
up more slowly in tax limitation 
States. In this 12-year period, taxes 
went up 102 percent. It is clearly pos- 
sible still to raise taxes. In nontax lim- 
itation States, taxes went up by 112 
percent. So we slow the growth of gov- 
ernment if we pass a tax limitation 
amendment. 

But let us talk about the positive 
side of this for the American people. In 
tax limitation States, this 12-year 
study showed economies expand faster. 
Overall economies grow dramatically 


6386 


faster. In tax limitation States, econo- 
mies grew by 43 percent, whereas, in 
nontax limitation States, the econo- 
mies grew by only 35 percent. 

Let us talk about the final benefit of 
this so we do know what would happen. 
In those States which have enacted tax 
limitation, employment, jobs, putting 
people to work grows faster and grew 
faster in those 12 years than in nontax 
limitation States. 

In tax limitation States, States 
which have adopted a Constitutional 
amendment identical to this one, em- 
ployment grew at 26 percent in the 12 
years. By contrast, in States which re- 
fused to adopt this, as my colleagues 
on the other side are arguing, employ- 
ment grew by only 21 percent. 

The bottom line is it is very clear tax 
limitation slows the growth of govern- 
ment and boosts the private economy, 
including jobs for which my colleagues 
on the other side are so concerned. 

Another colleague of mine got up and 
said that this is undemocratic. Some- 
how this flies in the face of democracy. 
He quoted James Hamilton, excuse me, 
James Madison. Let me make it very 
clear what James Madison said. He was 
a vocal supporter of majority rule. But 
he argued that the greatest threat to 
liberty in the republic came from an 
unrestrained majority rule. 

On top of James Madison who argued 
that an unrestrained majority rule is 
bad for democracies, Alexander Ham- 
ilton also argued in favor of the danger 
of an unrestrained majority. The Presi- 
dential veto used by this President is 
the best example of the restraining the 
majority rule. 

The final argument I want to turn to 
is the issue of how this is somehow in- 
consistent with the Founding Fathers’ 
view of the world and that the Found- 
ing Fathers considered and rejected 
this. Absolutely nothing could be fur- 
ther from the truth. 

Alexander Hamilton, who expressed 
his views on this issue, pointed out 
that direct taxes should require spe- 
cific constitutional constraints. And I 
would note that, at the founding of this 
Nation, there was no direct tax. To 
argue that the Founding Fathers de- 
bated this issue and rejected it is silli- 
ness. At the founding of this country, 
there, we not only could pass an in- 
come tax with a simple majority vote, 
we could not pass an income tax with 
100 percent vote. Because, at that time, 
direct taxation of the people was not 
permitted. 

The second claim made by that same 
speaker was, well, if we pass a tax limi- 
tation amendment, no future Congress 
will ever cut taxes, because they will 
be afraid that they cannot raise them 
again in the future. Again the argu- 
ment is false. 

In my State of Arizona, we passed 
tax limitation in 1992. Since then, we 
have enacted four significant tax cuts. 
So with tax limitation in place, the 
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legislature of the State of Arizona has 
said that they could still cut taxes and 
have the courage to do that. 

There is a simple fact here. This 
measure will make it harder for this 
Congress to raise taxes, harder for this 
Congress to reach into the wallets of 
hard-working Americans and take 
money out of those wallets. 

All the other discussion on the other 
side is red herring. What they want is 
they want it to be easy to reach into 
your wallet or your purse and take 
your money. And they understand the 
simple principle. If we have to have a 
two-thirds vote, it is going to be harder 
to raise taxes than if we have to have 
a simple majority vote. I urge my col- 
leagues to support the amendment. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi- 
gan (Mr. CONYERS). 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, could I 
gain the attention of the floor man- 
ager, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
BARTON)? He, in response to the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts, said that 
he saw the Speaker. He was sighted re- 
cently this morning. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I did. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I have 
not yielded yet. The fact of the matter 
is, if the Speaker’s office is correct, 
they say he is out of town, and is not 
due back until late afternoon. 

I just wanted to announce that so 
that everybody will know that there is 
not clones of Speaker GINGRICH around 
on the floor. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield to 
me? 

Mr. CONYERS. Yes, I yield to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I spoke with the gentleman. 
Apparently, he misspoke; that what 
happened, he had said that he had 
thought he had seen the Speaker an 
hour ago. He later told me he had seen 
him maybe a couple of hours or 2% or 
3 hours before. But we have since 
asked, because I was just puzzled. 

This debate is going to end by 3:00 or 
3:30, and we were told we would not 
vote until 5:30. We have been told that 
the reason for the delay is that the 
Speaker is out of town. He wanted per- 
sonally to reside, and that is why we 
are going to delay it. I mention that in 
the context of whether or not that was 
symbolic. 

So I appreciate the gentleman’s in- 
formation. Apparently, the gentleman 
from Texas miscalculated on the time, 
and he had seen the Speaker earlier. 
The Speaker since left town, and we 
are going to apparently delay the vote 
until the Speaker comes back. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I add 
this information, not that I am con- 
cerned that he is here or not here, but 
I just want the record to be correct. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
is there a question? 
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Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I just 
wanted the gentleman’s attention. No; 
it is not a question. I am making an 
announcement. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON), chair- 
man of the Joint Economic Committee. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, first let me commend 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BAR- 
TON), who recognizes the effect of high 
taxes on the economy. As a matter of 
fact, recently he traveled to my home 
State of New Jersey to boost an effort 
there to do a very similar type of thing 
that we are trying to do here, hope- 
fully, with a successful vote today. 

He went to New Jersey because New 
Jersey serves as a case study for the 
reasons that we believe strongly that 
this bill ought to be passed today. And 
let me just recite a bit about that case 
study. 

Back in 1990, the then Governor of 
New Jersey proposed a $2.8 billion tax 
increase on the citizens of New Jersey, 
Mr. Speaker. By a single vote, by a sin- 
gle vote in both the State Assembly, 
that is the lower house, and, of course, 
the State Senate, also by a single vote 
in the Senate, the tyranny of a one- 
person majority pushed through the 
largest tax increase in New Jersey’s 
history. 

The consequences of this onerous tax 
cost 300,000 taxpayers in New Jersey 
their jobs. And 300,000 people, following 
that tax break, following that tax in- 
crease, were out of jobs. The economy 
of New Jersey, already hit by the na- 
tionwide recession, fell into further 
crisis. We called it a recession within a 
recession because of that large tax in- 
crease. 

As a result, the leadership in New 
Jersey changed. It changed hands. And 
Governor Christie Todd Whitman was 
elected to reverse the devastating ef- 
fects of the 1990 tax increase. Governor 
Whitman pledged during her campaign 
to cut taxes and then maintained the 
pledge, and followed through even ear- 
lier and more quickly and more effi- 
ciently than she had promised. 

However, the real threat continues in 
New Jersey. The tyranny of a one-per- 
son majority still has the power to 
raise taxes on hard-working people in 
New Jersey. For this reason, Governor 
Whitman has set out on an ambitious 
endeavor to ensure that a one-vote ma- 
jority in both Houses of the State leg- 
islature will never again raise the 
taxes on hard-working families in New 
Jersey with similar results of the 1990 
increase. 

Governor Whitman has begun to 
lobby the State legislature to enact a 
supermajority to raise taxes modeled 
after the attempt here today to pass 
the Constitutional amendment. The 
people of New Jersey have experienced 
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raising taxes on the work force and on 
the economy. 

Providing an amendment to the Con- 
stitution requiring a supermajority to 
raise taxes will negate the possibility 
of the tyranny of a one-person major- 
ity as history in New Jersey has dem- 
onstrated. It will be more difficult to 
raise taxes on hard-working Ameri- 
cans. It will be easier for people to 
make a living, and easier for the econ- 
omy to respond in a positive nature. 

I urge Members to vote in favor of 
H.J. Res. 111, and commend the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON), the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. SHAD- 
EGG), and the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. HALL) for their leadership on this 
issue. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi- 
gan (Mr. CONYERS). 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, my good 
friend from Arizona (Mr. SHADEGG) 
made a statement about how great the 
seven States were doing that require a 
supermajority vote of the legislature. 
Sorry. Wrong report. 

The fact of it is that the Heritage 
Foundation report is fundamentally 
flawed. My source is the Center on 
Budget and Policy Priorities, which 
point out that five of the seven States 
that the gentleman cited experienced 
slower than average growth in tax rev- 
enue, because the study is flawed for 
the reason that it considers only State 
level tax changes rather than changes 
in total State and local revenues. The 
gentleman forgot that. It is a small 
point, but it is critical. 

By some measures, supermajority 
States have had less economic growth 
than other States, and have not had 
smaller tax increases. Sorry about 
that. Five of the seven States with 
supermajority requirements experience 
lower than average economic growth as 
measured by changes in per capita, per- 
sonal incomes between the years 1979 
and 1989, 

In addition, five of the seven super- 
majority requirement States had high- 
er than average growth of State and 
local revenues as a percentage of resi- 
dents’ income. Case closed. 

Why do you not bring some accurate 
statistics and reports, I say to the gen- 
tleman from Arizona, who is still my 
friend? But let us be accurate. We are 
talking about constitutional amend- 
ments. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON). 
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Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
Texas for yielding this time to me and 
commend him on his work on this 
issue. 

Why should we make it more difficult 
to raise taxes? Most Americans believe 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 
firsthand the devastating impact of 


the Federal Government is too big, is 
too intrusive in their lives. It is a bu- 
reaucracy they cannot deal with, and 
they do not want it to grow, so we do 
not need to look at more money. This 
government grows and our taxes grow 
without raising them. 

Many have said we are trying to pro- 
tect the current Tax Code. That is a 
lie. If those really believe that, I urge 
them to join the Largent-Paxton bill 
that I joined and many have joined 
here that sunsets the current code on 
December 31st of 2001, but also requires 
that by July the 4th we have a replace- 
ment. We want to replace this code, 
but we do not want to make it easier to 
raise taxes. 

The vast majority of Americans be- 
lieve the Federal Government should 
stop growing. It grows because of the 
aggressiveness of our current Tax Code. 
I come from a State government where 
taxes were flat. We did not get the kind 
of growth we get, usually double the 
rate of inflation just with new money 
every year. 

Then there are those that are sali- 
vating over the cigarette tax because it 
will allow government to grow even 
more. Now I am not opposing the ciga- 
rette tax, but I say for every penny 
that we bring in on a cigarette tax we 
need to decrease taxes an equal amount 
because we do not need more money in 
Washington. The cigarette tax should 
not come forward unless we agree that 
we are going to cut taxes equally. 

Why are Democrats afraid of tax lim- 
itation? They ruled here for four dec- 
ades by buying the people’s support 
with new programs, more government, 
a bigger Federal Government, and this 
will stop them in their tracks. The 
American public changed here a couple 
years ago because they suddenly real- 
ized that all of this free money from 
Washington was not free. They were 
sending it to Washington, and they got 
less back than they sent and a Federal 
Government that does not answer their 
phone calls, a Federal bureaucracy 
that does not care about them, a Fed- 
eral bureaucracy that is totally insen- 
sitive to the needs of our communities 
because they do not understand them. 

Yes, the voters today realize that 
when they increase Federal taxes that 
the Federal Government is going to 
grow, and that is what Democrats 
want, that is what made them success- 
ful. But all of a sudden the American 
taxpayers had as much government as 
they could afford and as they could 
want, and that is why Republicans are 
running the Congress today. And this 
bill, this resolution, will lock in and 
make it more difficult to grow this 
Federal Government that by most peo- 
ple’s standards is too big and too hard 
to deal with. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 8 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts (Mr. FRANK). 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I think the previous speaker 
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made it very clear. The motivation for 
this is a distrust of democracy in the 
people. The gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania said the Democrats kept control 
by buying the support of the people 
with programs. In other words, the peo- 
ple dared to disagree with him. The 
majority preferred certain programs. 

For example, to take a program that 
I believe would have been made impos- 
sible by this amendment, the Medicare 
program, because the Medicare pro- 
gram was passed by less than a two- 
thirds majority, and it raised taxes be- 
cause we financed Medigap through So- 
cial Security, and the gentleman is 
correct. The Democratic majority of 
1965 would not have been able to buy 
the support of the people who crassly 
said, We'll take some Medicare in re- 
turn for a tax increase.” He would like 
to make it impossible. 

What this amendment is about is a 
fundamental distrust of democracy, 
and arguing frankly as to what the re- 
sults are of having tax limitation or 
not seems to me inappropriate because 
we do not in my view derogate from de- 
mocracy because we think it will have 
better results. 

If my colleagues are committed to 
majority rule, now we have a modified 
form of majority rule. We have 2 sen- 
ators per State. We do not have un- 
daunted majority rule, but within that 
framework we have always felt that a 
majority is a more democratic, more 
representative method than a minor- 
ity, and what we are being told here is 
no, majority rule does not work. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. PETERSON) made it clear. The darn 
people kept voting for Democrats. 
They were bought off. We cannot trust 
these people to make their own deci- 
sions. And then he said correctly, yes, 
people were unhappy so they voted Re- 
publican. But I think my Republican 
friends are not sure that is going to 
stick. They shut down the Federal gov- 
ernment in 1995; it was not the best de- 
cision they ever made. They were a lit- 
tle worried. 

So what do they want to do? We 
heard the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania; he wants to lock in the decision. 
In other words, Democrats had won, 
now Republicans have won, let us not 
trust democracy. We never can tell 
about those people, they may get 
bought off by support for programs 
again. As my colleagues know, they 
were for Medicare, they were for Social 
Security, they may be for another one 
of those other darn programs. 

Let us therefore lock this in; let us 
change the rules. Let us, while we have 
a majority now, change the rules so if 
the people change their opinion, if the 
public decides that they want more of 
a public sector, if we were to decide 
that years from now we might want to 
increase this percentage of revenue, if 
the people decided they wanted to raise 
taxes on cigarettes and not necessarily 
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reduce revenues elsewhere, if people de- 
cided they wanted to raise taxes on 
cigarettes just for programs dealing 
with health, let us make that impos- 
sible. Let us go to a two-thirds vote. 

The question is democracy, and by 
the way, that is a pattern. 

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, 
the gentleman understands that when 
we considered this the last time it got 
233 votes, a majority. The only reason 
that they carried the debate with a mi- 
nority is that it takes two-thirds in 
order to amend the Constitution. 

Does the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts think that Article V of the Con- 
stitution distrusts democracy? Does 
the gentleman think when three-quar- 
ters of the State legislatures have to 
approve what we are doing here today 
by a bare majority vote, not a super- 
majority, that it is not distrusting de- 
mocracy? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Yes, it 
is. Mr. Speaker, I would be glad to re- 
spond to the gentleman. 

Of course there is a difference, and 
this is a very profound and very clear 
difference. There is a difference be- 
tween the day-to-day decisions that 
government makes and the question 
about what the basic rules will be. 

Of course the Constitution treats 
amending the Constitution differently 
than passing legislation, because what 
we say is when we are creating the fun- 
damental structure of government, 
that is a more fundamental decision. 
And yes it is, I think, reasonable to 
say. And, no, I am not going to yield 
yet. The gentleman apparently just 
discovered that the Constitution re- 
quired two-thirds and three-quarters. 

Mr. COX of California. If the gen- 
tleman would yield for a point of per- 
sonal privilege, I went to the same law 
school at the very same time, and the 
gentleman and I were classmates. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I must say the relevance of 
where either the gentleman or I went 
to law school, my friend talked about 
red herrings, that seems to me totally 
trivial. The fact is this: 

There is a very clear distinction be- 
tween a Constitutional Convention and 
the rules for amending the funda- 
mental rules and the day-to-day deci- 
sions, and no, I do not think decisions 
about whether or not we should have a 
Medicare program. And I want to be 
clear, the Medicare program would 
have been made impossible by this. 

This is a kind of imposition on the 
people they do not like. They try to 
whittle it down, now they would appar- 
ently wish they never had it. But the 
fact is that a decision about whether or 
not there were Medicare programs, a 
decision about whether or not to raise 
taxes on cigarettes, is not the same as 
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the fundamental decision about the 
structure of government. 

And, yes, I think it ought to take 
two-thirds to decide if we are going to 
change the Bill of Rights, if we are 
going to change the basic rules by 
which we govern ourselves, but that is 
not the same as saying that the deci- 
sion to raise the cigarette tax or to in- 
stitute Medicare, and those are two 
issues which are involved, should be 
done only by a majority. 

And I think it is very clear the other 
side does not like a majority. The gen- 
tleman from California conceded that 
point. No, he does not want it to be by 
majority rule. They have had bad luck 
with the majority. They did come back 
into control of Congress in 1994, and it 
turned out the public has been less 
sympathetic to their wishes than they 
had hoped them to be. 

So what they are trying to do, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania was 
right, they want to lock it in. They 
want to use the temporary majority 
they have now to change the rules so in 
the future majorities that disagree 
with them will not have a chance to 
vote. 

They do not like some of the highway 
bill. They think the highway bill is one 
of those programs where the Americans 
get bought off. I have heard some of 
the Republican leaders say that is what 
Democrats do. I think the American 
people have a right to decide they want 
to go forward with that program. I do 
not think they are getting bought off. 

Now the point again I want to stress 
is this: Results in tax limitation States 
and nontax limitation States seem to 
me irrelevant. We do not decide wheth- 
er or not we are going to stay with the 
fundamental precepts of democracy be- 
cause it might be advantageous. 

I will say as far as results are con- 
cerned there is a difference between a 
Federal and a State taxation base. I 
heard all these arguments about how 
terrible taxes were for the minority in 
1993. They made all kinds of pre- 
dictions about the tax bill of 1993 would 
hurt the economy. Never have they 
been more wrong. But the question is if 
we will stay with democracy or restrict 
the people because we do not trust 
them. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman, who went to the same 
law school as the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Why 
do all my colleagues keep saying that? 

Mr. CONYERS. It does not mean that 
everybody learned the same thing at 
that class. I mean everyone did their 
own thing. So some of this information 
is very important about the Constitu- 
tion that we are discussing here today. 

Now the $50 billion cigarette tax re- 
duction for the tobacco industry, which 
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the Speaker knows about since his fin- 
gerprints are the only ones on it, would 
have required a two-thirds majority to 
have taken out. That is what the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
FRANK) keeps telling the Republicans, 
that that is what the problem with this 
giveaway bill is that they are 
masquerading as something good for 
working folks. It is a corporate give- 
away, and they are not going to get 
away with it again. They did not suc- 
ceed last year and it does not look like 
they are going to do it again. 
APPENDIX 

DATA DO NOT SHOW BETTER ECONOMIC PER- 

FORMANCE IN STATES WITH SUPERMAJORITY 

REQUIREMENTS 

The Heritage Foundation contends that 
states in which a supermajority vote of the 
legislature is required to raise taxes have ex- 
perienced faster economic growth and fewer 
tax increases than other states. A March 1996 
Heritage report looks at the seven states 
that have had supermajority requirements in 
place for a number of years—Arkansas, Cali- 
fornia, Delaware, Florida, Louisiana, Mis- 
sissippi, and South Dakota—and finds that 
five of the seven states experienced slower 
than average growth in tax revenue. It also 
finds that five of the seven states (but not 
the same five states) experienced faster eco- 
nomic growth than the average state. The 
Heritage report suggests a casual link be- 
tween supermajority limits, lower taxes, and 
faster economic growth, saying **. . . there is 
no escaping the logical relationship between 
supermajorities and super state perform- 
ances.” 3 

But the Heritage study is fundamentally 
flawed. It considers only state-level tax 
changes rather than changes in total state 
and local revenues, despite the capacity of 
states to shift costs and responsibilities to 
local governments. In addition, it compares 
1980, a year in which the economy was just 
turning down from the peak of an economic 
expansion, with 1992, a year at the beginning 
of a recovery from a deep recession. Econo- 
mists and analysts generally frown upon 
comparisons that use years representing dif- 
ferent points in the business cycle. 

If one measures state and local revenues, 
examines years that represent similar points 
in the business cycle, and looks at various 
measures of economic growth, conclusions 
very different from those Heritage has pre- 
sented may be drawn. By some measures, 
supermajority states have had less economic 
growth than other states and have not had 
smaller tax increases. For example: 

Five of the seven states with super- 
majority requirements experienced lower- 
than-average economic growth, as measured 
by changes in per capita personal incomes 
between 1979 and 1989. (These years both rep- 
resented business cycle peaks.) Four of the 
seven supermajority states had lower-than- 
average economic growth during this period 
as measured by changes in Gross State Prod- 
uct. 

In addition, five of the seven states with 
supermajority requirements had higher- 
than-average growth of state and local reve- 
nues as a percent of residents’ incomes from 
1979 to 1989. Five of the seven states (not the 
same five) had higher-than-average increases 
in state and local taxes per capita from 1984 
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to 1993, two other years falling at similar 
points in the business cycle. 

This is not to say that supermajority re- 
quirements hinder economic growth and lead 
to revenue increases. Rather, the point is 
that different choices of years and of meas- 
ures of taxes and economic growth lead to 
diametrically opposed results. This should 
serve as a strong caution that no valid con- 
clusions about the effects of supermajority 
requirements can be drawn from the type of 
simplistic analysis the Heritage Foundation 
has conducted. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I just want to summarize, to 
say I understand particularly that the 
conservative wing of the Republican 
party has been dissatisfied lately. They 
used to be dissatisfied with the Demo- 
crats, they were dissatisfied with the 
President. Now they are dissatisfied 
with their leadership, and I think they 
are beginning to show dissatisfaction 
with the American people. The Amer- 
ican people are not quite as willing as 
they are to see the government dis- 
mantled. 

Yes, people have criticisms of the 
government in general, but the people 
show more support for particular pro- 
grams than is popular with some over 
there. That is why the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania talked witheringly about 
the people being bought off and locking 
these in, and I say to my friends on the 
other side, the response when they 
think the majority is no longer as sup- 
portive of their philosophy as they 
once were is to try to talk them back 
into being on their side. It is not to 
change the rules so that the country 
becomes structurally less democratic 
than it was the day before. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Par- 
liamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SNOWBARGER). The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, does that mean we will be 
voting at the close of approximately an 
hour-and-a-half that is left? Will we be 
voting right away around 3:30, for the 
Members that want to know when we 
are going to vote? Does that mean 
when this debate ends we will proceed 
immediately to a vote? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will make that judgment at that 
time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Well, 
who will tell the Chair what judgment 
to make, Mr. Speaker? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will be making that decision at 
that time. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

To the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. FRANK), I want in the inter- 
ests of full disclosure and open and 
honest debate, subsequent to his con- 
versation with me publicly and pri- 
vately, I have called the Speaker’s of- 
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fice to try to confirm his whereabouts. 
The Speaker is not on Capitol Hill at 
this point in time. He does expect to 
arrive between 5:00 and 5:30. I will at 
the appropriate time, at the end of all 
debate, if we use the full time, ask for 
the yeas and nays, and I have asked 
that the vote be held until the Speaker 
can be here which should be between 
5:00 and 5:30. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
clarifying that and for not mentioning 
where my friend and I went to law 
school 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CONYERS. I thank the gen- 
tleman for making that announcement, 
but I made it earlier. I made it first. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. So? 

I would like to walk through some of 
the constitutional mechanisms which I 
believe are very important, and which 
show that the majority that supports 
this amendment wants the majority to 
speak on this amendment. 

The 16th Amendment allowed a Fed- 
eral income tax. That passed with a 
two-thirds vote in the House and the 
Senate, was sent to the States, and 
three-fourths of the States ratified it. 
It is my belief that because of the 16th 
Amendment, which allowed income 
taxes to be placed on the heads of the 
American taxpayer, that we need a 
constitutional amendment raising the 
bar to a two-thirds vote. 

If we were to pass this amendment 
today, it would take two-thirds of the 
House. We would send it to the Senate, 
it would take two-thirds of the Senate. 
It would go to the States, it would take 
three-fourths of the States to ratify. 
Those States would ratify by a major- 
ity vote in the States, so there will be 
ample opportunity for a majority of 
the citizenry and their elected legisla- 
tures in this country to determine 
whether they want to raise the bar on 
raising taxes. 

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. COX of California. I think the 
gentleman raises a very important 
point. We were just having a debate 
about what are procedural rules and 
what are substantive rules. The gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts insists 
that it would be antidemocratic were 
we to have a two-thirds vote require- 
ment to have procedural rules that 
govern revenue bills, and yet the gen- 
tleman makes a very fine point. 

The Founding Fathers who wrote the 
Constitution, including the Bill of 
Rights that we now so cherish and 


6389 


would not amend without a two-thirds 
vote, said there could be no income tax 
at all, not Medicare payroll taxes, not 
any kind of tax. And it required the 
16th Amendment to the Constitution in 
the 20th century, which passed not only 
the Congress by a two-thirds vote but 
all of the State legislatures, three- 
quarters of them by another majority 
vote in each, in order to change that 
rule. 
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Clearly the constitutional require- 
ments to raise revenue are the sorts of 
procedural rules that the Founding Fa- 
thers intended would be governed by 
Article V of the Constitution, and 
clearly the consequence of the amend- 
ment that the gentleman is proposing 
here today is not only to ensure that 
two-thirds of the House and Senate are 
with us, so it is clearly majoritarian, 
but also all of the States get in on this 
debate. 

In 75 percent of the State legisla- 
tures, at least we would have to have a 
majority vote in support of this pro- 
posal before it can become law. I can 
think of no more deep trust in democ- 
racy than this proposal. 

Mr. Speaker, I would point out that 
the constitutional fathers wanted to 
make it impossible to have an income 
tax, so you could have had 100 percent 
vote, and it would have been unconsti- 
tutional, because direct head taxes 
were unconstitutional. It took an 
amendment to the Constitution in 1914 
to make income taxes permissible. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. GRANG- 
ER), the former mayor of Fort Worth. 

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of the tax limi- 
tation amendment. Ronald Reagan 
once said, We all work for the Federal 
Government. It’s just that some of us 
don’t take the civil service exam.” 

The Gipper was making a joke, but 
he was not trying to be funny. He was 
referring to the fact that every Amer- 
ican works from January 1 to May 9 
just to pay his Federal income taxes. 
That is right, for over 4 months of the 
year, the income of Americans goes not 
to their savings account, not to their 
families, but to the government. 

For too long, Washington has taken 
too much money from too many peo- 
ple. The only way to stop this is to 
lower taxes and keep them lowered. 

How can we do this? With the tax 
limitation amendment. This amend- 
ment simply says if you want to raise 
taxes, you better have a good reason, 
and you better be able to convince two- 
thirds of the people’s representatives in 
Congress. 

For the critics of this amendment, I 
have some questions. Do you really 
think the American people are 
undertaxed? Most Americans do not 
think so. Do you really think a tax in- 
crease automatically equals a revenue 
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increase? History suggests otherwise. 
Do you really think it is such a bad 
thing to make it difficult to raise 
taxes? After all, it is not our money we 
are talking about; it is the hard- 
earned, hard-won money of the Amer- 
ican people. 

Mr. Speaker, I would remind some of 
our friends on the other side of the 
aisle that Congress does not live on 
taxes alone. We have reached a budget 
surplus by controlling spending and 
growing the economy. 

More importantly, Mr. Speaker, I 
support this amendment because it is 
true to the spirit and the soul of our 
Nation. Before there was an American 
dream, there was the dream of Amer- 
ica; a place where free people could 
raise a family, work for a living, and 
maybe own a home. A place where free 
people were busy making a living by 
making a difference. 

This is a story of America. Our great- 
ness is found not in the halls of Con- 
gress, but in the heartland of the Na- 
tion. We have solved our problems not 
because of government programs, but 
because of our good people. 

Mr. Speaker, just think what the 
American people can do and will do 
when we let them keep more of their 
own money. Just think of the history 
that will be written in the next cen- 
tury, if only we allow Americans to 
have the resources they need and the 
freedom they deserve. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN). 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to H.J. Res. 
111, the tax limitation amendment. | support 
fiscal discipline, including strict adherence to 
the Balanced Budget Act we enacted just 8 
months ago, and | support a simpler, fairer, 
and more efficient tax code. But this proposed 
constitutional amendment does not guarantee 
that we will stay the course of fiscal discipline 
or enact responsible tax reform. This legisla- 
tion is bad process, bad politics and bad pol- 
icy. 

First, an amendment requiring two-thirds of 
both houses of Congress to raise taxes would 
allow a small minority to hijack tax policy. 
That's critical because only 146 members of 
the House could exert control over the Federal 
Government's most powerful policy lever. This 
is simply unwise. A small minority of the 
House could impose its will on the majority 
giving new meaning to the phrase, “Taxation 
without representation.” And why limit the two- 
thirds requirement to tax increases? Why not 
require a two-thirds increase to reduce Social 
Security benefits or to declare war? In making 
policy choices, the Constitution adheres to the 
time-honored principle of majority-rule. | be- 
lieve we should stay the course. 

Second, although the resolution would 
amend the Constitution to make it more dif- 
ficult to raise taxes, it does not define what 
constitutes a tax or a tax increase. For in- 
stance, many of us support scrapping the Fed- 
eral Tax Code. Yet, if this amendment were 
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adopted it could result in a small minority 
blocking significant tax reform because any 
closure of a tax loophole to create a more 
simple and fairer tax system could be consid- 
ered a tax increase. Eliminating the wasteful 
ethanol subsidy could be interpreted as a tax 
increase. Issues like this would kill tax reform. 

Third, this is the third time in 3 years that 
we will go through this publicity stunt. In 1996, 
an identical resolution failed by 37 votes. In 
1997, it failed by 49 votes. The Senate did not 
even consider the bill. Each time, more mem- 
bers are realizing that the resolution is a Re- 
publican Party publicity stunt performed 
around each April 15. This is a political device 
disguised as a solemn constitutional amend- 
ment; it embraces a popular goal while main- 
taining silence over the means to accomplish 
it. 

| want to emphasize that this is not a vote 
on whether to raise taxes. Many who oppose 
this legislation, myself included, voted for $95 
billion in tax cuts as part of the balanced 
budget agreement reached last year. Rather, 
this is a vote about whether we will effectively 
put the President and the Congress in a policy 
Straightjacket that would severely limit our abil- 
ity to fight recessions, depressions, capital 
flights, currency devaluations, reform the Fed- 
eral Tax Code, and other challenges posed by 
a new economy. 

Rather than engage in making political 
points, this Congress should continue on the 
path of sound fiscal policy we established in 
the Balanced Budget Act of 1997. Passage of 
this act showed we could balance the budget 
while cutting taxes for working families, en- 
couraging Americans to save for retirement, 
protecting Medicare, and investing in edu- 
cation and research. 

If we are serious about reforming the Tax 
Code and maintaining fiscal discipline, we 
cannot rely on gimmicks that tinker with the 
Constitution. Rather, let us get on with the im- 
portant work of this Congress, including pass- 
ing a long-overdue budget resolution that 
abides by the budget agreement, committing 
any surpluses to paying down the $5.4 trillion 
Federal debt, and strengthening Social Secu- 
rity for future generations. These are steps 
that will make a real difference for the Amer- 
ican people. This legislation will not. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con- 
necticut (Ms. DELAURO). 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of tax cuts for hard-working 
American families, but in opposition to 
this tax loophole protection bill. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill would require a 
two-thirds majority vote to approve 
any legislation raising taxes. Now, that 
is a great sound bite, until you realize 
that it stops bills closing tax loopholes 
for the wealthy in order to provide tax 
relief to working middle-class families 
in this country. 

For instance, it would allow billion- 
aires, who have made their fortunes 
here, to decide to renounce their citi- 
zenship to go to live in another coun- 
try, and, therefore, not have to pay for 
any taxes. It makes it harder to pass 
legislation raising tobacco taxes to 
stop children from smoking. 
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I support tax relief for working fami- 
lies. The first bill I introduced as a 
Member of Congress was a bill to cut 
taxes for middle-class families. In this 
Congress, I have introduced the bipar- 
tisan Smoke-Free and Healthy Chil- 
dren Act to raise taxes on tobacco by 
$1.50 per pack. This bill would deter 
children from starting to smoke. It 
would fund cancer research and public 
health initiatives, and it will support 
safe, affordable child care for all of our 
children. But if this two-thirds require- 
ment passes, legislation raising to- 
bacco taxes is doomed. 

Mr. Speaker, the legislation before us 
today protects the tobacco industry 
and makes it harder for Congress to 
pass legislation increasing the taxes on 
cigarettes. Today, as we discuss to- 
bacco legislation, the tobacco industry 
executives must be dancing for joy. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col- 
leagues to vote no on this bill. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 6 minutes to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. Cox), the Chair- 
man of the Republican Policy Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. COX of California. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, I would point out in re- 
sponse to my colleague who just spoke 
that she is incorrect about the way 
that the amendment would work. It 
would be very easy for us by mere ma- 
jority vote to have a tobacco tax, even 
with this amendment in the Constitu- 
tion. However, it would be very dif- 
ficult for us to raise $300 billion or 
more from the American people and 
grow the government by that amount. 

What would be required by this 
amendment is that we have a thorough 
debate on whether we want to grow the 
government with those new taxes or 
whether we want to offset other taxes 
on the working Americans that the 
gentlewoman says she favors simulta- 
neously. If the net effect is to grow the 
government by $300 billion rather than 
impose a new tariff on tobacco, but re- 
turn those revenues to the American 
people who earn the money in the first 
place in the form of other tax cuts, it 
makes a big, big difference. 

What this legislation is all about is 
the tax burden on the American people, 
which right now is higher than at any 
time in two centuries of American his- 
tory. 

It is worth dwelling on that. In fact, 
we should have a moment of silence for 
the hard-working American people 
bearing this tax burden. Not just the 
highest tax burden in the history of the 
United States of America in terms of 
the raw number of dollars, not even the 
highest tax burden in terms of infla- 
tion-adjusted dollars, but the highest 
tax burden as a share of the economy 
in two centuries of American history, 
even with this large and growing econ- 
omy, as a share of that economy, with 
the exception of 2 years, 1944 and 1945, 
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when income taxation by the Federal 
Government reached 20.9 percent of 
gross domestic product. 

We are up over 20 percent again now 
in peacetime, not World War II. That is 
where the tax limitation amendment 
passed the House of Representatives on 
April 15th, 1997, a year ago, with 233 
votes, a significant majority. But the 
defenders of majority rule over there, 
who say we distrust majorities, are 
hiding behind the fact they have to 
have a two-thirds vote in order to pass 
this, and claiming victory because a 
minority of them want to have higher 
taxes on the American people, and it is 
minority rule and minority dictation 
that are actually controlling this de- 
bate today, because we need to get 
from 233 votes to 290 votes in order to 
succeed, where the State legislatures 
then, after we propose, and that is all 
we do in this process as Congress, is 
propose a constitutional amendment, 
will pass it or not by a majority vote. 
A majority will rule in the State legis- 
latures. 

That is how constitutional amend- 
ments under Article V of the Constitu- 
tion become part of that charter docu- 
ment. Seventy-five percent of the 
State legislatures would have to enact 
it by a 50 percent vote. 

So do not give us this stuff about 
We are for majority rule.” You are 
hiding behind the supermajority vote 
requirement here to defeat tax limita- 
tion for the American people so you 
can keep taxes high and make them 
easier to raise. The tax burden on the 
American people now is unconscion- 
ably high, and we need relief. 

It is currently a rule of the House of 
Representatives that we have a super- 
majority vote to raise taxes. That is 
the way we operate right now. Ever 
since Democrats lost their status as 
the majority party here in 1994, we 
have operated under this rule, and we 
have not raised taxes. 

In 1993 we had the largest tax in- 
crease in American history, and that 
was the penultimate act of the Demo- 
cratic Congress before they lost their 
status as the majority party. 

In 1994, when we won majority status 
as Republicans in this Congress, the 
Dow Jones industrial average was at 
3900. Today, it is around 9000. Today, 
tax collection by governments at all 
levels are higher than ever as a result 
of wise tax policy; not trying to soak 
the American people for every last red 
cent they are worth, but as a result of 
some common sense and moderation. 

The 16th amendment to the Constitu- 
tion, which made the income tax pos- 
sible, was proposed by a Republican 
Congress. In the House of Representa- 
tives, in this very building, in 1909, 
Representative Sereno Payne of New 
York offered what became the 16th 
amendment to the Constitution; and 
Champ Clark, the minority leader from 
Missouri, also spoke in favor of that. 
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Both of them were opposed to the kinds 
of tax regime we have today. 

Mr. Payne, the chief sponsor of the 
16th amendment, said he wanted to 
make sure that we had this power 
added to the Constitution so that we 
could exercise it only in time of na- 
tional security emergency, in time of 
war. 

As to the general policy of an income 
tax, he said, 

I am with Gladstone. I believe it tends to 
make a Nation of liars. It is, in a word, a tax 
upon the income of honest citizens, and an 
exemption, to a greater or lesser extent, of 
the income of rascals. 

That is the chief sponsor of the 16th 
amendment that made this possible. It 
took two-thirds of both the House and 
the Senate to give us that amendment 
in the first place. 

If you want to trust democracy, then 
trust our State legislatures, who, by 
majority vote, will give us this tax lim- 
itation upon the Congress, or they will 
not. Seventy-five percent of them must 
act by majority vote in order for this 
to happen. 

If you want to trust democracy, con- 
sider the results of the last half cen- 
tury, when the income taxes exploded 
by leaps and bounds. As recently as the 
eve of Pearl Harbor, only one in seven 
Americans had to file an income tax. 
My folks, when raising me, making the 
average national income, like every 
family making the average national in- 
come in the 19508, paid income tax at 
a rate of 2 percent. The FICA tax on 
my dad’s paycheck was 1.5 percent. 
Look at where we are today. 

If you think taxes need to be higher, 
vote against this. If you think it is un- 
democratic that we require two-thirds 
of the United States Senate to ratify a 
treaty, vote against this. 

If you believe in the United States 
Constitution, if you believe in the wis- 
dom of the Founding Fathers and the 
Constitution that they gave us, if you 
believe in the American people, and 
you do not think this is a giveaway, 
but rather letting them keep their 
money, vote with the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. BARTON) and vote for this 
amendment. We desperately and dearly 
need it for the future of America. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Maine 
(Mr. ALLEN). 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, I would say in response 
to the comments of the gentleman 
from California that I do believe in the 
United States Constitution, and I 
think sometimes that the Republican 
majority in this House thinks that the 
U.S. Constitution is a draft document 
that needs constant revision. Our 
Founding Fathers set up a document 
that establishes a balance between the 
branches and establishes majority rule 
on those issues of substance that come 
before this particular body. 
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There is a difference. As the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts pointed 
out earlier, there is a difference be- 
tween those rules laid out in the Con- 
stitution that govern how we operate 
here and the matters that relate to 
what working families in this country 
have to deal with. 

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. COX of California. I would point 
out, if I understood the gentleman, he 
said the Founding Fathers set up this 
balance, and that the Constitution is 
not a draft document. But the Con- 
stitution the Founding Fathers gave us 
made taxes unconstitutional and it 
took the 16th amendment to make it 
possible. So we are only amending the 
16th amendment. 
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Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, the Found- 
ing Fathers said very clearly that 
there is a process for establishing, for 
amending the Constitution. That is 
what we are going through. This is not 
hiding behind the supermajority vote. 
This is not minority dictation. This is 
an issue of how we are going to deal 
with substantial, substantive issues as 
we go forward. 

There has been a lot of debate here 
about State examples. They are, in my 
view, almost completely irrelevant. 
The States are not responsible for 
Medicare, the States are not respon- 
sible for Social Security, the States 
are not responsible for national de- 
fense, and the States are not respon- 
sible for taking this country out of a 
deep recession or depression, if we ever 
fall into one again. 

We want to preserve majority rules 
on those issues that matter, mostly 
that involve the business of this House, 
as we conduct it. 

I would say this. One speaker earlier 
said this limitation, constitutional tax 
limitation agreement, would make it 
harder for this Congress to raise taxes. 
That is right. It would make it harder 
for this Congress to raise taxes, and it 
would make it much harder for this 
Congress to reduce deficits, because the 
two go together. 

If we look back at history, what has 
happened here in this Congress in re- 
cent years, since 1982, five of the six 
major deficit reduction acts that have 
been enacted since 1982 and helped us 
balance the budget have included a 
combination of revenue increases and 
program cuts. President Reagan signed 
three of those deficit reduction meas- 
ures, President Bush signed one, and 
President Clinton signed one. Not one 
of those five passed with a two-thirds 
majority in this House of Representa- 
tives. 

There is no one in this House, there 
is no one in this House who can look 
out into the future and see what is 
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going to happen to Medicare in 10, 20, 
30 or 40 years. There is no one in this 
House who can be absolutely sure that 
we are not going to need to do some- 
thing with Social Security, or other 
issues that come before us. 

This is a bad bill, and it should be 
voted down. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I am happy to yield 2 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from the 
great State of Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN). 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, it is a big 
deal to amend the Constitution, I 
agree. Mr. Speaker, I want to talk 
about this issue from a little bit dif- 
ferent level than what we have talked 
about it thus far. 

Why should we change the Constitu- 
tion and make it hard to raise taxes? 
One simple reason: freedom, freedom, 
freedom. If we take someone’s money, 
we take their freedom away. The more 
money we take, the more freedom we 
take away. It is inherent upon us to try 
to restore some of the freedoms that 
have been lost in the last 50 years in 
this country. 

Mr. Speaker, I can remember as a 
small boy and then as a young man and 
now here at 50 years of age, I can list 
the things I cannot do today as an 
American citizen that I could do at 
those times. So what I would want the 
American people to think, and for the 
Members of Congress to consider, is are 
they more free if we make it harder to 
raise Americans’ taxes? Are Americans 
more free if we take less of their 
money, not more? That is what this is 
about. We are not amending the Con- 
stitution any more than we are amend- 
ing the sixteenth amendment, which 
made it all too easy to raise taxes. 

We just heard about the five tax in- 
creases that have been passed. Not one 
of those balanced the budget. The 
budget is not balanced now. 

We have heard of surpluses. That is a 
joke. We are going to borrow $150 bil- 
lion this year. There is no surplus. 

The tax increase never gave us a bal- 
anced budget. For every dollar we in- 
creased taxes out of the last five, the 
Members of this body have not had the 
determination, except to spend another 
$1.46 for every dollar we increased the 
taxes. So we should make it very dif- 
ficult to raise taxes, because it is very 
important we return freedom to the 
people of this society. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary- 
land (Mr. WYNN). 

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in opposi- 
tion to this amendment, because it is 
part of the annual rite of spring: that 
is, the Republicans wait until tax day 
and then they trot out this bill. And in 
a somewhat cynical fashion they sug- 
gest to us, you did not like paying your 
taxes, so here is our solution so you 
will not have to pay higher taxes. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Let us try to go behind the rhetoric 
and look at the reality. The fact of the 
matter is, it is not likely that we are 
going to raise taxes. Number one, we 
are in a period of unprecedented eco- 
nomic prosperity. We have projected 
surpluses for the next 5 to 10 years. 
There is absolutely no enthusiasm or 
inclination to raise taxes. 

Second, as the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia pointed out, we are operating 
under House rules by the Republicans 
that say we have to have a super- 
majority to initiate a revenue increase. 
Unfortunately, they have waived it 
about three times, but the fact of the 
matter is, if we have the House rules 
that prevent raising taxes, if we have 
an economy that suggests there is no 
need to raise taxes, we have to wonder, 
why are they so determined to pass 
this measure? 

Let me suggest that this is just an- 
other in the continuing chapter of the 
Republican efforts to provide tax re- 
form for the rich. Why? Because what 
this bill would do is prevent us from 
closing tax loopholes in two areas: 
first, the corporate tax loopholes. What 
this bill would say is, if we Democrats 
propose to close tax loopholes, oh, that 
is raising revenue, we cannot do it. 
There are also tax loopholes for the 
very wealthy. We could also be prohib- 
ited under this amendment from clos- 
ing those tax loopholes. 

So the real beneficiaries of this 
amendment are not going to be average 
Americans, who are not likely to see a 
tax increase. The real beneficiaries are 
going to be the very wealthy and the 
corporations. 

One other group we heard about, the 
billionaire expatriates; that is, the peo- 
ple who earned their money in this 
country and then decided to leave and 
take up foreign citizenship so they 
could avoid paying taxes. They, too, 
would be protected under this amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Speaker, the point is this: We 
need to close some tax loopholes. We 
need to close corporate tax loopholes, 
we need to close corporate loopholes 
for the very wealthy, and we need to 
close the expatriate tax loophole. We 
need the ability to do it. This bill im- 
pedes that. 

We do not need to tinker with the 
Constitution. I found it very inter- 
esting that the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia suggested, well, the reason we 
cannot get this bill passed is because 
we require a supermajority to amend 
the Constitution. That is the whole 
point. That is why this is a bad idea. I 
do not think the gentleman can have it 
both ways. 

The Constitution is working. The 
economy is working. The only people 
who benefit from this April Fool’s joke 
are the rich. It does not benefit the av- 
erage taxpayer. I urge the rejection of 
this amendment. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself 1 minute. 
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Mr. Speaker, I will actually read the 
resolution we are voting on and explain 
it: 

“Any bill, resolution, or other legis- 
lative measure,” and that means any 
vehicle that we bring to the floor, 
“changing the Internal Revenue laws,” 
that is, the Internal Revenue Code we 
currently operate under, shall re- 
quire,” it means we must, for final 
adoption in each House,” that is, the 
House and Senate, the concurrence of 
two-thirds of the Members of that 
House voting and present,” it means it 
would take a two-thirds vote to raise 
taxes, unless that bill is determined 
at the time of adoption,“ i.e., through 
the normal committee process, in a 
reasonable manner,“ we would be open 
and transparent, ‘prescribed by law, 
not to increase the internal revenue by 
more than a de minimis amount.” De 
minimis is a Latin word that means a 
very little bit, if you want to talk 
Texan. 

“For purposes of determining any in- 
crease in the internal revenue under 
this section, there shall be excluded 
any increase resulting from the low- 
ering of an effective rate of any tax.” 
That is, you can cut the capital gains 
tax rate with a majority vote, and if 
that raises revenues, so be it. “On any 
vote for which the concurrence of two- 
thirds is required under this article, 
the yeas and nays of the Members of ei- 
ther House shall be entered,“ so it has 
to be a record vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), the 
distinguished Majority Whip. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for all his hard work. I am 
proud to call him a fellow Texan, and 
he has worked so hard on this constitu- 
tional amendment, along with the gen- 
tleman from Arizona and so many 
other people, just to get this amend- 
ment passed for the American people. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the gen- 
tleman clarifying what has been going 
on here. It will be tough to pass this 
legislation today, chiefly because of 
the efforts of liberal Democrats to kill 
it. We all know that. 

There has been a lot of talk about ad- 
diction these days: drug addiction, cig- 
arette addiction, other things. Make no 
mistake about it, liberal Democrats 
are addicted to higher taxes. They 
want higher taxes so they can spend 
more money and expand the size of this 
government. We know that. That is the 
difference between the two parties. 
They are trying to defend it, though, 
by covering up the reality of what this 
bill actually does. 

The gentleman from Maryland was 
talking about the fact that we cannot 
close corporate loopholes for the rich. 
That is not true. What is in the amend- 
ment is, basically, if we want to close 
corporate loopholes, then cut taxes for 
somebody else and make it a tax-neu- 
tral bill, and we will not have to have 
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the supermajority vote. That is cov- 
ering up what is the truth here. He 
wants more taxes to expand the size of 
government. 

The gentleman from Maine was talk- 
ing about the fact that, since 1982, 
there have been five bills introduced in 
this House to lower the deficit and bal- 
ance the budget, each one of them to 
raise taxes by a majority vote. He is 
absolutely right. But the fact was, in 
every one of those bills, including the 
ones signed by Reagan and Bush, the 
size of government expanded, the taxes 
went up, and the deficits went up, too. 
There was no balanced budget. The 
only budget that is close to being bal- 
anced is the one that we passed last 
year that cut taxes and restricted 
spending and the growth of this gov- 
ernment. 

The American people know that. 
They are not going to be fooled by all 
the rhetoric. Every proposal that has 
come out of this White House is a pro- 
posal that will be funded with higher 
taxes. 

The gentleman from Maryland said 
we are not going to raise taxes around 
here because we have a surplus. Has he 
not been listening to the White House? 
They want to raise cigarette taxes. 
They are talking about it almost every 
day, about raising cigarette taxes to $1 
or $2 a pack. Every proposal that 
comes out of this White House will be 
funded by more taxes. 

In fact, later on this week, tomorrow, 
I understand, the White House is going 
to celebrate with those Members of 
Congress who voted for the largest tax 
increase in history in 1993. They are 
going to have a party over at the White 
House, imagine that, a celebration for 
those who voted for the largest tax in- 
crease in the history of this country. 

I have to tell the Members, many of 
those people that will be celebrating 
tomorrow at the White House are now 
former Members of Congress. The 
American people spoke in that last 
election that made them former Mem- 


bers. 
Mr. Speaker, clearly, clearly the 
White House, the President of the 


United States, liberal Democrats, are 
totally out of touch with the American 
people. If we look at the elections all 
across this country, their philosophy of 
higher taxes and bigger government is 
being rejected all across this country. 
The American people are overtaxed, 
they are overregulated, and they are 
overburdened by this Federal Govern- 
ment. 

I am not talking about the tax bur- 
den of 38 percent. Over 50 percent of the 
average family’s income goes to pay 
for government, if we add up all the 
costs of government, local, State, and 
Federal taxes, and the cost of regula- 
tions. Fifty cents out of every one of 
Members’ constituents’ hard-earned 
dollars goes to the government today. 
No wonder America’s families are 
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under such strain, because it takes one 
parent who is forced to support the 
government while the other one works 
for the family in this country. 

We think that is immoral. We have 
got to stop this rampaging in the 
American family’s pocketbook, Mr. 
Speaker. This amendment to the Con- 
stitution will make it more difficult to 
raise those taxes, and we should make 
it more difficult to raise taxes. That is 
why I support this legislation. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 8 
minutes to my distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
MORAN). 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak- 
er, I thank my friend and colleague 
from Virginia for yielding time to me. 

I rise in opposition to this resolution 
to amend the U.S. Constitution to re- 
quire a two-thirds vote to raise Federal 
taxes. 

Last year, the Washington Post char- 
acterized this best under the editorial, 
Show Vote on Tax Day. That does not 
apply this year, because we were in re- 
cess when April 15 came and went, but 
the strongest argument is still applica- 
ble, we should not be using the Con- 
stitution as a political prop. 

We know the political advantages of 
doing this kind of thing, but let me tell 
the Members some of the disadvantages 
of doing it and some of the fatal flaws 
that are involved with this legislation. 
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One of them is that we fail to define 
a number of the most important terms. 
For example, what is de minimis”? 
We do not explain whether we are talk- 
ing about a $50 million tax increase or 
a $1 billion tax increase. 

What constitutes a ‘‘broadening of 
the tax base”? Whose interpretation is 
it? The leadership of the Congress? 
When we are talking about something 
this serious, clearly we need to define 
precisely what it is we are talking 
about. 

But it also needs to be stated and 
considered by the majority that this 
would preclude any fundamental re- 
form of the IRS Code, because we can- 
not have a fundamental reform of the 
IRS Code without affecting tax rates 
and altering the present tax base. Any 
changes that would broaden the base, 
such as closing corporate loopholes or 
replacing the current tax system, as 
the majority leader wants to do with 
the new flat tax, or the chairman of 
the Committee on Ways and Means 
wants to do with a national sales tax, 
would now require a % vote and then 
ultimately would not be determined on 
the floor of the House. Instead, there 
issues would have to be determined 
across the street in the Supreme Court. 

But let me tell my colleagues about 
another issue, one that smacks of hy- 
pocrisy. Let me bring the House back 
to 1995 when this body passed the Con- 
tract on America, and we had one pro- 
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vision which was the most celebrated. 
First of all we had a rule that passed in 
January, and I think all the Members 
remember that. We had to have a 
three-fifths vote to raise any taxes. It 
said “no bill or joint resolution or 
amendment or conference report car- 
rying a Federal income tax increase 
shall be considered or passed or agreed 
to unless determined by three-fifths of 
all the Members voting.” That is a rule 
that applied to all of our legislation. 

We then had the Contract With 
America Tax Relief Act of 1995 three 
months later, which became the first 
violation of that very rule. I raised a 
point of order because that so-called 
Tax Relief Act actually increased cap- 
ital gains taxes on small business from 
14 percent to 19.8 percent. There was a 
point of order that should have been 
applied. In a precipitous ruling it was 
originally rejected, but then I got a let- 
ter from the House Parliamentarian 
saying absolutely, it was a violation of 
the House rule. 

Subsequently and because of that 
ruling, the House leadership, the Com- 
mittee on Rules, has had to waive the 
three-fifths vote requirement on every 
single occasion they have brought up a 
tax bill. Four occasions in the last 
term. For the Balanced Budget Act of 
1995, they had to waive the rule. For 
the Medicare Preservation Act, they 
had to waived the rule. The Health 
Coverage Affordability and Portability 
Act, waive the three-fifths require- 
ment. Likewise, the Small Business 
Protection Act. Four times we waived 
the rule that required a three-fifths 
vote because we never had three-fifths 
of the votes to pass just those basic rel- 
atively non-controversial tax law 
changes. 

Now, let me tell my colleagues about 
another more recent example, and that 
is the tax relief bill we just passed as 
part of the Balanced Budget Act. It was 
a compromise. The majority and the 
minority both agreed to it. It was 
called the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997. 
It closed some tax loopholes, but it im- 
posed a new aviation excise tax and 
broadened the tax base to help pay for 
some of the bill’s tax cuts. That also 
did not get three-fifths. It was a viola- 
tion of the House rule. 

Mr. Speaker, we know if this was 
passed we could never do that kind of a 
thing. We could never have that kind of 
a Balanced Budget Act. 

Lastly, I want to go even further 
back to the Articles of Confederation. 
Initially they thought this was a good 
idea. They said that nine out of the 
original 13 States would have to vote. 
Article 9 of the Articles of Confed- 
eration required just this kind of 
supermajority, nine out of 13 States. 

If we look back at some of the debate 
that occurred in the Constitutional 
Convention, we will find that tax in- 
creases became too politicized. They 
could never get 9 out of 13 States to ac- 
tually do what was necessary to keep 
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this Republic going. And so in 1787 at 
the Constitutional Convention our 
Founding Fathers recognized that this 
was a supreme defect and they estab- 
lished a national government that 
could impose and enforce laws and col- 
lect revenues through a simple major- 
ity rule. 

Mr. Speaker, my point is, this is a 
legislative responsibility. Do not take 
this legislative responsibility and pass 
the buck, send it across the street to 
the Supreme Court and have these dif- 
ficult issues resolved by the Judicial 
Branch. They should properly be re- 
solved by the legislative branch, by 
Congress. 

I do agree with that Post article last 
year that this is another show vote.” 
We do not need show votes in the Con- 
gress. What we need is people who are 
willing to make the tough choices, who 
are willing to look back at history and 
realize that the public is best served by 
majority rule and a Congress with the 
courage to do the right thing ahead of 
the politically expedient thing. This 
constitutional amendment is not the 
right thing to do, it is at best a politi- 
cally expedient show vote”. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. I yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank the gentleman from Virginia 
for his contribution today. Four times 
they have had, the Republicans have 
had to waive their own requirement. 
Does the gentleman have there any ex- 
planation from them as to why that oc- 
curred? 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak- 
er, reclaiming my time, obviously they 
felt that they got the political benefit 
from putting in that three-fifths rule 
requirement. But then when it would 
apply, they got a rule that waived it. 
We raised an objection but nobody 
seemed to care. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman would continue to yield, 
why would people come to the floor 
crying about that same issue, then? 
Why would people now come to the 
floor crying about why they need to 
impose this two-thirds requirement 
rule, when the same rule they imposed 
in the House under NEWT GINGRICH, the 
Speaker, is the one they ignore, they 
honor in the breach, they never do it? 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak- 
er, I would say to the distinguished 
ranking member that he makes an ex- 
cellent point. Here we cannot even 
meet the 60 percent requirement and 
they want to raise it to a 67 percent re- 
quirement. It seems to me, again, that 
this is just window dressing and not 
substantive legislation. I thank the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON- 
YERS) for raising an excellent point. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. PAUL). 
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Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON) 
for yielding me this time, and I thank 
the gentleman for bringing this very 
important issue to the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to 
compliment the gentlemen and ladies 
on the other side who have spoken out 
against this resolution, because I have 
to compliment them. They are brave to 
be able to come up here and speak their 
beliefs and really come out on the posi- 
tion of being for taxes. If I did some- 
thing like that, I could not return to 
Texas. But I have to admire them for 
their willingness to come here and take 
a pro-tax position, so I think that is to 
be commended. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to suggest 
to our side that if we all in the Con- 
gress did a better job in following the 
Constitution, we would not need this 
amendment. Because if we took our 
oath of office seriously, if we followed 
the doctrine of enumerated powers, if 
we knew the original intent of the Con- 
stitution, this government and this 
Congress would be very small and, 
therefore, we would not have to be wor- 
rying. 

The other contention we have and 
have to think about is if we do not al- 
ready follow the Constitution in so 
many ways, why are we going to follow 
it next time? Nevertheless, this is a 
great debate. I am glad I am a cospon- 
sor. I am glad it was brought to the 
floor. 

We do have to remember there is an- 
other half to taxation and that is the 
spending half. It is politically unpopu- 
lar to talk about spending. It is politi- 
cally very popular to talk about the 
taxes. So, yes, we are for lower taxes, 
but we also have to realize that the 
government is too big. They are con- 
suming 50 percent of our revenues and 
our income today, and that is the prob- 
lem. 

Government can pay for these bills in 
three different ways. One, they can tax 
us. One, they can borrow. And one, 
they can have the tax of inflation, 
which is indeed a tax. We are dealing 
here only with one single tax. But 
eventually, when we make a sincere ef- 
fort to get this government under con- 
trol, we will look at all three areas. 

We will limit the borrowing power. 
We will limit the ability of this Con- 
gress to inflate the currency to pay the 
bills. And we certainly will follow the 
rules of this House and this Constitu- 
tion and not raise taxes. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts (Mr. NEAL). 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
say to the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
PAUL) before he goes out, I just wanted 
to explain one thing. This is not a de- 
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bate about those for“ taxes and those 
“against” taxes, so the gentleman mis- 
understands our position. Our position 
is not for enshrining corporate loop- 
holes to the tune of $450 billion in a 
constitutional amendment. It is not 
about being for taxes. I am not for 
taxes. I am trying to keep the gentle- 
man’s side of the aisle from enshrining 
this $450 billion loophole. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reclaiming my time, for the 
third year in a row we are now debat- 
ing a resolution to pass a constitu- 
tional amendment to require a two- 
thirds majority for any bill making a 
change in the revenue laws unless it is, 
“determined at the time of adoption in 
a reasonable manner prescribed by law 
not to increase revenue by more than a 
de minimis amount.“ The resolution 
failed to receive a two-thirds majority 
for passage the past two years, and last 
year the defeat was by a greater mar- 
gin. 

All I can say about this resolution is 
that we have said enough about it and 
it is time to move on, instead of this 
waste of time with the gimmicks that 
are typically associated with these ef- 
forts in this House. Let us get away 
from the gimmicks. 

Mr. Speaker, if I can, we ought to 
call this the “Republican Straight- 
Faced Amendment.” There are Mem- 
bers of this House that vote for term 
limits after they have served for 20- 
plus years and do not retire. That con- 
stitutionally we ought to take the line- 
item veto and pass it down to the 
White House, because somehow they 
believe that there is more wisdom at 
that end of Pennsylvania Avenue than 
this end of Pennsylvania Avenue. And, 
Mr. Speaker, instead of doing our 
work, we ought to have a balanced 
budget amendment to the Constitu- 
tion, which we balanced without dis- 
turbing the Constitution. 

Mr. Speaker, it is gimmickry and it 
speaks to the lowest instincts of the 
American voter when these proposals 
are repeatedly put in front of them by 
people who lack the fundamental sin- 
cerity on most of these issues. If they 
are for term limits after 12 years or 6 
years, pick up and go. If they pledge at 
home that they are going to do that, 
they ought to take advantage of it and 
leave the institution. But no, we come 
back with this kind of a gimmick time 
and time again. 

Since this is the third year in a row, 
Mr. Speaker, that this proposal is 
brought before us, let me give my testi- 
mony from the last 2 years as well and 
submit that for the RECORD: 

Mr. Speaker, today is a day that is dreaded 
by most Americans for one reason or another. 
Today, April 15th is commonly known as “Tax 
Day.” Anxiety is high and many Americans are 
scrambling to meet the deadline. People 
across America are concerned if they have to 
pay or if they did their taxes right. Today, the 
House is participating in a publicity stunt to try 
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to ease the anxiety and fear about our current 
tax system. 

We went through this exercise exactly a 
year ago today and rational minds prevailed. 
The resolution fell 37 votes short of the two- 
thirds majority required to endorse a change in 
the Constitution. We should not waste our 
time by having this debate again and hear Mr. 
Speaker would like to have it every April 15th. 

Instead of holding this publicity stunt, Con- 
gress should be working towards balancing 
the budget. This resolution will not help indi- 
vidual taxpayers. A balanced budget will ben- 
efit us all. If we want to help taxpayers, we 
should enact targeted tax breaks such as ex- 
panded individual retirement accounts (IRAs). 
IRAs will provide a tax incentive for savings. 
We need to increase our national savings rate. 

Today, we are debating an amendment to 
the Constitution. Any time we amend the Con- 
stitution it should be done in a serious man- 
ner. Amending the Constitution should not be 
taken lightly. This proposed amendment to the 
Constitution would require a two-thirds major- 
ity for any bill making a change in the revenue 
laws unless it is “determined at the time of 
adoption, in a reasonable manner prescribed 
by law, not to increase internal revenue by 
more than a de minimis amount.” This resolu- 
tion does nothing but compound our current 
budget debate. 

As a former history teacher, | value the 
Constitution and | have tried to pass this on to 
my students. Currently, the Constitution re- 
quires a two-thirds majority vote in the House 
in only three instances—overriding the Presi- 
dent's veto, submission of a constitutional 
amendment to the states, and expelling a 
Member from the House. These instances dif- 
fer substantially from the issue before us 
today. 

The proposed Constitutional Amendment is 
similar to a House rule which was adopted last 
Congress. The rule required a three-fifth ma- 
jority for “carrying a Federal income tax rate 
increase.” This rule change was narrower than 
the proposed Constitutional amendment. The 
Constitutional Amendment would affect all 
taxes and would also prohibit revenue in- 
creases through eliminating loopholes or other 
base broadeners. 

The experience with the House rule dem- 
onstrates the unworkability of the proposed 
Constitutional Amendment. This rule was nar- 
rowed at the beginning of this Congress and 
the rule is basically meaningless. 

The issue of requiring a two-thirds majority 
is not a new issue. This issue plagued our 
Founding Fathers. This proposed amendment 
would gravely weaken the principle of majority 
rule that has been at the heart of our system 
for more than 200 years. The Constitutional 
Convention rejected requiring a super-majority 
approval for basic functions such as raising 
taxes. James Madison associated majority rule 
with “free government.” He believed a person 
whose vote is diluted by super-maijority rules 
is not an equal citizen and his freedom is not 
fully enjoyed. The arguments of James Madi- 
son still hold true today. With the adoption of 
this amendment, power would be transferred 
to the minority. A minority would be able to 
prevent passage of important legislation. Our 
Founding Fathers recognized the difficulty of 
operating under a two-thirds majority. The Arti- 
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cles of Confederation required the vote of nine 
of the thirteen states to raise revenue. We 
should learn from the wisdom of our Founding 
Fathers. 

The proposed Constitutional Amendment 
would change how the House currently func- 
tions. This amendment would require any bill 
closing loopholes for deficit reduction to re- 
quire a two-thirds majority. However, the 
amendment would permit tax increases on 
one group of taxpayers to pay for a tax break 
for another group of preferences. 

This proposed amendment would require a 
two-thirds majority to reinstate funding of the 
Superfund program. A supermajority would be 
required to reinstate the trust fund for the air- 
port and safety and improvement program. 

Deficit reduction should be our primary 
focus and this proposed amendment would 
make it harder to enact deficit reduction. The 
Coalition Budget which was a responsible bal- 
anced budget would require a two-third major- 
ity by closing unnecessary tax preferences. 

We should take a hard look at the action we 
are about to take today. Last year the Wash- 
ington Post ran an editorial entitled “False 
Promises.” This editorial hit the nail on the 
head. It reminds us that damage done to the 
Constitution cannot be undone. We simply 
cannot waive the Constitution. 

We should realize that we are elected to 
make hard decisions. A majority of major leg- 
islation passes with less than a two-thirds 
margin. Our job would be easier here if two- 
thirds of us could always agree and this is not 
supposed to be an easy job. We have to 
make tough decisions which often result in 
close votes. 

Between 1982 and 1993, five bills that 
raised significant revenue were enacted. 
President Reagan signed three and the other 
two were signed by President Bush and Presi- 
dent Clinton. All five of these bills did not re- 
ceive a two-thirds vote on the House Floor. 

Raising taxes is never an easy decision. | 
voted for President Clinton’s budget in 1993 
and parts of this budget were hard to support 
enthusiastically. But as a package, it was the 
right thing to do. President Clinton’s budget in 
1993 tackled the deficit. In 1992, the deficit 
was equal to 4.7 percent of the gross domes- 
tic product. The deficit will drop to 1.4 percent 
of GDP. The difference is money available for 
investment in the private economy. 

| cannot predict the future, but based on 
past precedents, | believe it will be extremely 
difficult for any President to have a budget 
pass Congress if this amendment is enacted. 
So many of us hear the complaints from our 
constituents about gridlock. This amendment 
could add to the gridlock. We would not be 
able to pass the budget deals of the past with- 
out a supermajority. We should all know from 
this year's budget process how difficult this 
could be. 

We will hear today that this amendment is 
important because it will help reduce our 
taxes. If we really want to help the American 
taxpayer we can do better than this legislation 
today. Our energy should be focused on def- 
icit reduction. This amendment would make 
deficit reduction more difficult. 

We all want to make our tax system more 
fair and simpler. This amendment will not help 
reach that goal. We have not studied the ef- 
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fects of this amendment closely enough. The 
wording of this amendment is not clear and 
could result in years of litigation. The resolu- 
tion is not specific enough to address ques- 
tions such as the length of the budget window 
or what constitutes a tax or a fee. 

| urge you not to support this proposed 
amendment. We do not know enough about 
its effects. Just because it is Tax Day, we 
should not support a Constitutional Amend- 
ment that sounds good at first. In reality, this 
amendment will create numerous problems 
and will change the concept of majority rule. 
With this Amendment, we are turning back the 
clock of history and not moving forward. 

Mr. Speaker, what we should be 
doing here today, according to the Cer- 
tified Public Accountants of America, 
is speaking to the 10 big taxpayer head- 
aches that could be cured through a lit- 
tle tax simplification. We could use our 
time to correct legislation that would 
make the tax burden easier for the 
American people. 

Number two and three are individual 
alternative minimum tax and indi- 
vidual capital gains. Democrats on the 
Ways and Means subcommittee have 
introduced two bills that would address 
these important issues. 

But let me talk if I can about AMT. 
The accountants refer to the individual 
AMT as the “iceberg on the horizon 
sneaking up on unsuspecting middle in- 
come taxpayers as fast as the Titanic 
went down.” 

The individual AMT is a tax on the 
individual taxpayer to the extent that 
the taxpayer’s minimum liability ex- 
ceeds his or her regular tax liability. 
The AMT imposes a lower marginal 
rate of tax on a broader base of income. 
The nonrefundable credits available to 
an individual to reduce his or her reg- 
ular tax liability generally may not re- 
duce the individual’s minimum tax. 

But starting in 1998, individuals who 
take advantage of that tax credit en- 
acted as part of the Taxpayer Relief 
Act of 1997 will now have to fill out the 
complicated AMT form. In 1998, 856,000 
people will pay the AMT, and this will 
increase to 3,000,822 taxpayers in the 
year 2008. 
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The AMT will affect middle-income 
earners and result in the individual not 
being able to fully benefit from the new 
credits. An example would be a married 
couple with three children, including 
one in college, with a gross income of 
$63,000 would be affected by the AMT. 
This couple is entitled to $2,300 in cred- 
its, but $620 of that amount would be 
disallowed due to the alternative min- 
imum tax. 

The gentlewoman from Connecticut 
(Mrs. KENNELLY) has introduced a good 
piece of legislation that would fix that 
problem. Many of us have spent hours 
upon hours of filling out schedule D. 
The Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 pro- 
vides for five different rates. An addi- 
tional tax rate is scheduled to take 
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place in 2001 and another in 2006. The 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
COYNE) has introduced a very sim- 
plified Capital Gains Tax Act of 1998. 
This legislation would require a tax- 
payer to include 60 percent of their 
total capital distributions on appro- 
priate tax lines. 

My argument here today is simply 
this. The other side knows that this is 
not going to pass, and they are trying 
to position Members of this House 
again in an election year over this 
issue. Leave the Constitution alone. 
The Constitution works fine as we have 
demonstrated with the balanced budget 
amendment, as we have demonstrated 
internationally with the demise of the 
Soviet Union. The rest of the world en- 
vies this system and they view it with 
a great deal of envy. Yet we sit here 
and come up with gimmicks rather 
than speaking to the real issues that 
confront the American citizen every 
single day, whether in the workplace or 
in other avenues of their lives. It is 
time to move on from this gimmickry, 
Mr. Speaker, and get to the real issues 
that confront this Nation. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the very distin- 
guished gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. NEUMANN). 

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, let me 
begin by commending the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. BARTON) on a fine pro- 
posal here. 

I have been here for about 45 min- 
utes. I finally heard something I abso- 
lutely agree with on the other side. 
The purpose of bringing this bill to the 
floor today is to position Members offi- 
cially, those that are for higher taxes, 
and those who think taxes are too high 
already. I absolutely agree that that is 
what this bill will do. 

If Members do not support the Tax 
Limitation Act, they are clearly defin- 
ing themselves as being a person who is 
for higher taxes. The reality is this de- 
bate is not about what has been dis- 
cussed here so far, though. This debate 
is about who knows best how to spend 
the hard-working people of America’s 
money. That is what this debate is 
about. 

The United States Government right 
now today collects an average of $6,500 
for every man, woman and child in the 
United States of America. A lot of citi- 
zens say, do not worry about me; I do 
not pay that much in taxes. 

If one does something as simple as 
buy a pair of shoes in a store, and the 
store owner makes a profit selling that 
pair of shoes, the store owner then has 
to turn around, take some of that 
money, and send it here to Washington. 
The point is, the United States Govern- 
ment is too big and spends too much of 
the taxpayers money, and the people in 
this city want to maintain the power 
and the ability to even take more out 
of those paychecks of hard-working 
Americans, and that is wrong. 
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Why is it, why is it that that tax rate 
is so high? We need to understand the 
thinking in this town. The reason taxes 
are so high is because the people in this 
community believe they know how to 
spend the hard-working people of 
America’s money better than those 
people themselves know how to spend 
it. The reason taxes are so high is be- 
cause spending is so high. 

When we got here in 1995, spending 
was growing at twice the rate of infla- 
tion. Think about that. What other 
family in America, what other institu- 
tion in America was in a position 
where they could increase the spending 
rates at twice the rate of inflation? But 
that is what government was doing. 
The only reason we have a balanced 
budget today, the economy is strong, 
but the reason we have a balanced 
budget is because in the face of that 
strong economy we slowed the growth 
rate of Washington spending down to 
the rate of inflation, and one would 
have thought we were cutting it to rib- 
bons. All we did was slow the growth 
rate so it was only going up as fast as 
the rate of inflation, and in this com- 
munity one would have thought we 
were cutting it to ribbons. 

I rise today to urge in the strongest 
way I can the support of this amend- 
ment to prevent higher taxes in the fu- 
ture. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. FAZIO). 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, supporters of this resolution, as we 
have just heard, would like us to be- 
lieve that this is a debate between 
those who would raise taxes and those 
who do not want to raise taxes. But 
this is a wolf in sheep’s clothing, little 
more than an invitation, instead, to 
gridlock. 

If Members need any evidence of 
that, just look to my home State to see 
how giving the power of a majority to 
a few has resulted in a deadlocked leg- 
islature that has been annually unable 
to govern effectively. 

In California, we have a two-thirds 
rule requirement for passing taxes and 
budgets. As a result, State government 
has missed its budget deadline nearly 
every year. The legislative gridlock is 
intense, throwing the operation of the 
State into a crisis mode time and time 
again. 

We had a taste of that kind of dead- 
lock 2 years ago when the President 
and Congress were unable to see eye to 
eye on the budget and the government 
was shut down. I doubt any of us would 
want to relive that experience every 
year, least of all the new majority that 
brought it about. 

Passage of this resolution would also 
thwart any attempts at real tax reform 
because it would take a two-thirds ma- 
jority to pass changes in the tax sys- 
tem to make it fairer. The current tax 
system, laced with loopholes and com- 
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plexities, would stay on the books for- 
ever. 

So forget about any ideas for tax 
simplification because a two-thirds 
majority would be required. We will be 
stuck with what we have. Somehow I 
doubt those pushing this resolution 
today, as well as those who want a fair- 
er, simpler tax system, would be happy 
about that. 

It is also easy to see why special in- 
terests are lined up today to support 
this resolution. While it would still 
take only a majority vote to write a 
loophole to give a tax break to an in- 
dustry, it would be nearly impossible 
to repeal it. Why? Because the two- 
thirds vote would be required. 

If the voters are not happy with 
those who vote for tax increases in the 
best interests of our Nation, they have 
ample opportunity to express their 
opinions every other November. That is 
the way our democracy works. When 
George Bush said “no new taxes” and 
did otherwise, a simple majority of 
New Hampshire’s Presidential primary 
sent him a punishing message. We 
would not have been able to slash our 
Federal budget deficit either, if this 
two-thirds rule had been in effect dur- 
ing the past 10 years. 

In 1990, 1993 and 1997, we made tough 
votes, including one that passed by a 
single vote, to move this Nation from 
the $200 billion deficits of the Reagan 
era to our upcoming budget surplus of 
over $50 billion. Not one of those meas- 
ures would have been passed if a two- 
thirds requirement was in place. 

I know we have heard quotes from 
our Founding Fathers time and time 
again today about the tyranny of the 
minority, but the framers of our Con- 
stitution, who witnessed the collapse of 
the Articles of Confederation which re- 
quired 9 of the 13 States to approve any 
tax, well understood the danger of the 
supermajority requirements. 

As Madison wrote, the minorities 
might take advantage of it to screen 
themselves from equitable sacrifices to 
the general weal, or in particular emer- 
gencies, to extort unreasonable indul- 
gences.” 

This would be especially so in the 
Senate, where a third of the Senate 
represents only 10 percent of the popu- 
lation of this country. They would be 
in position to kill any legislation. In 
other words, the State of California—10 
percent of the population with but two 
votes in the Senate, is equal to the 
smallest States adding up to a third of 
the Senate; and yet those 17 States 
could control what would be voted out 
of that institution, a rampant example 
of minority power which frustrates the 
will of the majority and only adds to 
the existing inequity in the other body. 

For example, it would be nearly im- 
possible to pass any tax increase on the 
tobacco companies because Senators 
representing the handful of tobacco- 
growing States with only a few allies 
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could effectively thwart any tax in- 
crease, That might be a good example 
of what some of the advocates of this 
proposal bring us today: To hand a 
small minority veto power over what 
the majority believes is important to 
democracy. This amendment ought to 
be defeated every year in April when it 
is brought back for political purposes, 
as it is today. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Woodlands, Texas (Mr. 
BRADY). 

Mr. BRADY. Mr. Speaker, on a radio 
quiz program that premiered this day 
back in 1940, America first heard the 
phrase, “the 64-dollar question.” At 
that time that was pretty good money 
and a lot of listeners tuned in. Of 
course, it was just a few years after 
that that it had grown to the $64,000 
question. And then that game was on a 
roll. 

Of course, today we look at State lot- 
teries; it is not unusual to see a $64 
million prize handed out. It has gotten 
ridiculous and taxes have inflated over 
the years much the same way. And it is 
our families and our small businesses 
that are paying the price. 

Look at what we do each day. As we 
get up in the morning, we drink the 
first cup of coffee, we pay a sales tax 
on it. Jump in the shower, pay a water 
tax; get in our car to drive to work, 
and pay a fuel tax. At work we pay on 
our income an income tax and the pay- 
roll tax; drive home to our house on 
which we pay a property tax; flick on 
the lights and pay the electricity tax; 
hit the TV and pay cable tax; talk on 
the telephone and pay a franchise tax. 
On and on and on until at the end of 
our life we pay a death tax. No wonder 
it is so hard for families to make ends 
meet these days. We are taking their 
dollars and they need to keep more of 
what they earn. And that is what this 
amendment is all about. 

I have served on the city council, had 
the privilege of serving in the Texas 
legislature, and now in Congress. I can 
tell my colleagues, when revenues go 
down, government first tries to raise 
taxes. If that does not work, they bor- 
row. If that does not work, they use ac- 
counting tricks. And finally, and only 
if they are forced to, they will live 
within their means. 

That is what this amendment is all 
about, forcing the government, who 
historically has not lived within its 
means, to start living within its 
means. 

I am proud to be an original cospon- 
sor of this bill and urge its passage. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. STENHOLM). 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to this resolution. I cer- 
tainly share the goal of limiting taxes 
and strongly support reducing taxes. 
However, I cannot support a fiscally ir- 
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responsible proposal that allows us to 
increase spending with a simple major- 
ity, but requires a supermajority to 
pay for the spending increases that we 
have already enacted. 

I want to start by saying that I have 
a great deal of respect for my col- 
league, the gentleman from Texas, who 
has worked diligently and honorably 
for years on behalf of this amendment, 
and I know that the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. BARTON) has the highest 
level of integrity. Having worked with 
him on several efforts to control spend- 
ing and bring fiscal responsibility to 
our government, I know that he advo- 
cates this amendment based on a sin- 
cere principle, and I respect that. 

Unfortunately, Iam not sure that ev- 
eryone advocating this amendment is 
doing so for the same motivations. 
This debate today is part of a pattern 
of fiscal irresponsibility and a fiscally 
irresponsible legislative agenda of this 
year. 

Two weeks ago we passed a highway 
bill that increased spending by more 
than $20 billion beyond the 42-percent 
increase in highway spending in the 
budget resolution without saying how 
we are going to pay for it. Next month, 
we will vote to sunset the current Tax 
Code without giving business and other 
taxpayers any idea of how they should 
plan for the future. We read about all 
kinds of promises about what Congress 
is going to do, but we do not have a 
budget resolution to show how we are 
going to pay for it all. If Congress is in- 
terested in keeping taxes low, we 
should focus our energy on controlling 
spending. 

Unfortunately, the Republican lead- 
ership seems to be more interested in 
moving legislation to increase spend- 
ing than they are in working to control 
spending. The Concord Coalition, one 
of the most credible watchdogs of def- 
icit spending, opposes this amendment 
because it would be detrimental to 
maintaining a balanced budget, and 
they are right. 

My foremost fiscal concern is that we 
not mortgage our children's future to 
pay for today’s consumption. Bal- 
ancing the budget honestly without de- 
pending on the Social Security surplus 
should be our highest priority. Under 
this amendment, we can increase 
spending by a majority vote, but would 
need a two-thirds vote to raise the rev- 
enues to pay for the increased spend- 
ing. 

The easy option will be for Congress 
to increase spending and pay for that 
by increasing the debt we will leave to 
our children and grandchildren. Wit- 
ness the 1980's, if Members do not be- 
lieve Congress left to its own whims, 
what we will do. This debate is just a 
distraction from a meaningful debate 
on genuine tax reform and budget pri- 
orities. If we were serious about help- 
ing American taxpayers, we would be 
doing our work to develop legislation 
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that will actually accomplish some- 
thing meaningful. 

We would have passed a budget reso- 
lution to establish a road map to show 
how we are going on control spending 
and maintain a balanced budget. We 
would have passed IRS reform legisla- 
tion to ensure that the important pro- 
tections in this bill were available 
when Americans filed their tax returns 
this year. We would be conducting seri- 
ous hearings to carefully examine the 
various options for tax reform. I am 
anxious to begin work on tax reform. 

I thought we were supposed to start 
work on tax reform before the Presi- 
dential election in 1996. We have been 
talking about tax reform for almost 3 
years now, but have not even begun to 
do any serious work in committees to 
bring legislation forward. 


1430 


Jam a lot more interested in working 
to pass meaningful IRS reform and tax 
reform legislation that would do a lot 
more for American taxpayers instead 
of spending time debating amendments 
that are going nowhere. 

Saying that a simple majority can 
increase spending but a two-thirds vote 
is necessary to pay for it is irrespon- 
sible. The truly conservative and re- 
sponsible position is to protect future 
generations from having to bear the 
burden of our irresponsibility today. 
Vote responsibly. Oppose this amend- 
ment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SNOWBARGER). The Chair would advise 
the Members that the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) controls 10% min- 
utes and the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BARTON) controls 17 minutes. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 1% long minutes to the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
COBLE), the distinguished chairman, a 
member of the Committee on the Judi- 


ciary. 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, one issue 
distinguishing the two major political 
parties is a five-letter word, taxes.“ 

Now, I am not suggesting that all 
Democrats favor high taxes nor that 
all Republicans favor low taxes. There 
are exceptions to every rule. But I am 
suggesting that the philosophy of the 
two major parties is clear and that it is 
genuinely recognized from sea to sea, 
from border to border, that the Repub- 
lican Party is generally the party that 
advocates low taxes, that the Repub- 
lican Party is the party that generally 
advocates and permits workers to re- 
tain more of their earnings. 

We talked for a long time about es- 
tate tax reform, capital gains tax re- 
form. Oh, we can’t do that. It costs 
too much money on collections.” In 
fact, some of my Democrat friends 
about 5, 6 or 7 years ago wanted to 
lower the exemption threshold on es- 
tate taxes from $600,000 to $200,000. 

Well, we have raised it, raised the ex- 
emption. We have delayed the call of 
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the tax man knocking on the door at 
the estate’s house collecting the tax. 
We advocate low taxes. 

What I am saying, Mr. Speaker, is 
that perhaps the bar in raising taxes of 
a simple majority may be too low. Let 
us raise that bar and make it a little 
more difficult and a little more chal- 
lenging to negotiate in the resulting 
tax increase. Make it tougher. 

I advocate the resolution that the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON) is 
promoting and urge my colleagues to 
do likewise. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield as 
much time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. MIL- 
LER). 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in opposition to the res- 
olution. 

Two things about today's tax bill are impor- 
tant to note: 

First, it is a waste of time, and therefore— 
ironically—a waste of taxpayer's money. 

And second, it is a diversionary tactic, in- 
tended to distract the public’s attention away 
from the fact that the Republican leaders have 
stifled action on issues that most American 
families really want, like: Protecting thousands 
of teenagers and pre-adolescents from preda- 
tory practices of cigarette companies; passing 
a bill to protect the rights of patients unfairly 
treated by their HMOs and insurance compa- 
nies; and enacting real campaign finance re- 
form to reduce the influence of special interest 
money in politics. 

Instead, because it does not want to act on 
any of these critical issues, the Republican 
leadership is running out the legislative clock 
by bringing to the floor a bill that has failed 
time and time again. 

This proposal failed in 1996. It got even 
fewer votes when it was brought up in 1997. 
And the Republicans know full well that it will 
fail again today. 

Today, ladies and gentlemen, you are wit- 
nessing a show. But shows belong in the the- 
ater, not on the floor of the People’s House. 

If Republicans had really wanted to get 
something done for taxpayers, they would 
have already sent the bipartisan IRS reform 
bill to the President for his signature. 

The reason today's bill has failed in the 
past, and the reason it will fail again today, is 
that it is bad legislation. 

Despite what you are being told, this bill 
would do very little to help, and a lot more to 
hurt, the average taxpayer. 

In fact, this legislation is custom-made to 
perpetuate some of the most egregious inequi- 
ties in the current tax system and to frustrate 
efforts at real reform, all at the expense of the 
American taxpayer. 

This bill would effectively prevent any tax re- 
form which would close tax loopholes for cor- 
porations and special interests. 

t would make it virtually impossible to pass 
comprehensive tobacco legislation like the bi- 
partisan bill developed by Senator MCCAIN. 

It would cripple the ability of the government 
to act during national crises. 

And it could saddle America with financial 
disaster by foreclosing any revenue increases 
to deal with future deficits. 
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This bill is yet another effort by this Repub- 
lican leadership to further restrict the demo- 
cratic process in the House of Representatives 
and to prevent a majority of Members from ex- 
ercising its will. Under this bill, all it would take 
is one-third of members to block real tax re- 
form or to block a tobacco settlement. 

| congratulate my colleagues in advance for 
their resolve in standing up to the Republican 
leadership and voting against this legislation. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I advise the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON) 
that we have two speakers left; and if 
he has more than that, we would prefer 
that he go at this point. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Utah (Mr. Cook). 

Mr. COOK. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
speak in favor of the tax limitation 
amendment. 

It has amazed me today to listen to 
the opponents of this amendment call 
it undemocratic. I can think of nothing 
more democratic than doing what the 
majority of the American people want 
to have done. And the American people 
want this amendment. We have seen it 
in poll after poll. The latest polls show 
that, 3-to-1, people in this country 
favor this amendment, support for it is 
so strong, that a growing number of 
States are now requiring supermajori- 
ties in their own legislatures to raise 
taxes. 

My colleagues, let us cut to the bot- 
tom line. This is not about democracy. 
It is about the fear some Members have 
of losing power, the power to increase 
the tax burden on the American people 
with a slim majority. We can see why 
some Members are afraid of losing that 
power when we see how often Congress 
has exercised that power in the past, 
usually unwisely. 

In recent decades, Congress has 
raised taxes time and time again. Until 
today, working Americans struggle 
under the heaviest tax burden they 
have carried in the last 50 years. At the 
same time we have that shocking tax 
burden, we have a revenue surplus that 
is now predicted to swell annually for 
the next several years. Why? Because 
President Clinton acted too hastily 
when he asked for the largest tax hike 
in history 5 years ago and the Demo- 
cratic-controlled Congress acted un- 
necessarily when it gave it to him by 
the slimmest of majorities, one vote. 

For the last 5 years, working Ameri- 
cans have paid the price for that haste 
and imprudence. With this amendment, 
that would never have happened and it 
could never happen again. This amend- 
ment simply says that Congress must 
have a strong enough, compelling 
enough reason to raise taxes, a reason 
that is so sound it persuades two-thirds 
of the Congress. My colleagues, if there 
ever was time for this amendment, 
that time is now. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON), and 
we will have two speakers after that. 
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Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, this must be an election 
year or something. The Republican ma- 
jority this year fancies itself a con- 
stitutional convention, so many con- 
stitutional amendments have come for- 
ward. 

The framers gave us a flawed docu- 
ment, but this was not the flaw in it. 
Why is two-thirds so rare in the Con- 
stitution for a presidential veto, for a 
constitutional amendment and for ex- 
pulsion of a Member? Because the 
framers were democrats. They reserved 
minority power for fundamental rights 
only, not for everyday business of the 
House. 

This amendment would create a field 
day for lawyers: the de minimis” lan- 
guage in the amendment, for example 
De minimis” in relationship to what? 

Who is the majority afraid of? They 
control the House. Are they afraid they 
will raise taxes, like taxes on tobacco, 
for example, to save the lives of chil- 
dren? 

We are not smarter than the framers. 
I like the framework they gave us. 
Let’s keep it. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. KASICH), the distin- 
guished chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I was on 
the road within the last month and I 
happened to be at a Holiday Inn. I 
changed my clothes, and I was getting 
ready to leave the Holiday Inn, and I 
walked past the door where there was a 
family. It kind of took me back to my 
youth. Remember when we used to go 
on vacation as a kid? We would spend 
the first 24 hours arguing about where 
we were going to stay and then the 
next 12 hours arguing about the fact 
that we did not stay at the right place. 

I looked inside the hotel room, and 
there was mom and dad and the kids. 
And I say to Members of the House, 
like many of them in the gallery here 
today, and there was grandma and 
grandpa. Then I looked inside the room 
real quickly, because I kind of thought 
I saw myself there for just a minute 
thinking about my childhood. And 
there was mom and dad taking lunch 
meat and making sandwiches for all 
the people in that room. 

I knew the kids were going to go in 
that little swimming pool in that Holi- 
day Inn, and they were going to have 
some of the greatest times bonding as 
a family, understanding each other’s 
love and caring, which we all need 
more of in this world. 

When I looked in the room of that 
hotel, do my colleagues know what 
struck me and what touched my heart? 
Would it not be great if that family 
had more, would it not be great if that 
family could take that trip more than 
once a year, and would it not be great 


April 22, 1998 


if that family could, instead of having 
to take the lunch meat and make the 
sandwiches, maybe that night they 
would get to go to McDonald’s and 
they can get the quarter-pounder and 
extra large fries. 

There are sO many people in this 
Chamber today smiling about that 
story because there are so many people 
in this Chamber today that live that 
life. And this proposal is designed to 
say to the government officials and the 
politicians, “You are not going to get 
into the people’s budgets anymore to 
make the government budget bigger 
and the family budget smaller.” 

Why do we want to lock in two- 
thirds? Because we think there is a cri- 
sis in the family in America today. We 
are not going to solve the problems of 
violence in our schools with another 
cop in the school yard. We are going to 
solve it with love and support and re- 
building of families. 

So I want to compliment the gen- 
tleman today; and I think every Mem- 
ber ought to come to this floor and say 
that if the government at some point 
decides it has to take more power from 
families, they ought to have a large 
percentage of this House that goes 
along. 

Frankly, tax cuts are not about eco- 
nomic theory. They are about personal 
power. And the more that moms and 
dads have in their hands, the better off 
their children are, the better off their 
communities are, the better off all the 
American people are. So that is why we 
think this is such an important issue. 

I ask my colleagues not just to vote 
for this amendment to help that family 
in that Holiday Inn that I saw, but why 
do they not exercise a little self-inter- 
est and help their children and the 
children of their constituents so that 
family budgets get bigger, so that fam- 
ilies are more powerful, that we have 
more love and peace in this country? 

That is what this is really all about, 
not economic theory. Although that is 
a part of it, not economic theory. It is 
about the stuff of life and about the 
stuff of caring. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Wyoming (Mrs. CUBIN), who rep- 
resents the entire State. 

Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of this resolution. 

There is one fact that Americans 
must always bear in mind: The govern- 
ment spends their money because it 
does not have any money of its own to 
spend, period. It is their money when 
they earn it. It is their money when it 
is taken out of their paycheck before 
they ever see it. And it is still their 
money when the government spends it. 
And when it is their money that is 
spent, the government ought to be 
more accountable to them. 

Do my colleagues know what we have 
done with the spending habits in this 
government? The average American 
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family pays 40 percent of their income 
in taxes. What that means is we have 
stolen the choice of many of our young 
families as to whether or not one par- 
ent will stay home and raise the chil- 
dren and the other one go to work to 
support the family. 

Now, as it is, one has to support the 
family and the other one works full- 
time to support the government. That 
means that they cannot be the room 
mother, they cannot stay home to take 
care of their ailing elderly parents, 
they have to work because they have 
to feed the government. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Alabama (Mr. RILEY), in hope that he 
would talk fast. 

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in strong support of the American tax- 
payer and in support of the tax limita- 
tion amendment. 

This Congress, more than any other, 
has given the American people much- 
needed tax relief. But there is still a 
lot we must do. Taxes are still too 
high. The Tax Code is still too com- 
plicated. 

Seventy-nine percent of the Amer- 
ican people believe that it is far too 
easy for Congress to raise their taxes. 
Mr. Speaker, I agree with them. 

Four out of the last five major tax 
increases passed Congress with less 
than a two-thirds majority. In my 
book, it should be much more difficult 
for this government to confiscate an 
even bigger chunk of the family’s in- 
come. The time to turn this trend 
around has come. The tax limitation 
amendment will do just that. 

Once again, we have heard from the 
naysayers and the doomsdayers who 
fear that the sky will fall if this tax 
limitation amendment is enacted. 
They say that a supermajority require- 
ment will make it too difficult to raise 
taxes for their feel-good social policies. 
They are rightfully concerned, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The tax limitation amendment will 
indeed make it tougher for Congress to 
raise taxes. That is exactly why I sup- 
port it. 

This year the average American family will 
work until approximately mid-May to earn 
enough income to pay an entire year’s worth 
of taxes. Factor in local and state taxes, and 
U.S. taxpayers will spend more time working 
for the government than they will for their own 
families. Mr. Speaker, that is wrong. 

This amendment will once and for all give 
Congress the needed discipline to hold the 
line on taxes. It will require a two-thirds super- 
majority vote in both Houses of Congress be- 
fore any tax increase can be passed. 

The American people know how to spend 
their hard earned income better than we do. It 
is time we let them keep more of it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would advise the Members that 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BAR- 
TON) has 8% minutes remaining and the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) 
controls 942 minutes. 
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Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi- 
gan (Mr. CONYERS). 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
wiping the tears from my eyes from the 
touching Holiday Inn story of the gen- 
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KASICH), where 
he peeked into the door and saw him- 
self with this family. 

And I just want him to know, wher- 
ever he is, that if that family had got- 
ten a fair and honest campaign financ- 
ing system that the Speaker of the 
House continues to bottle up, they 
would have more money. If that family 
in the Holiday Inn that he peeked in on 
was relying on Medicare or Social Se- 
curity, they would oppose the amend- 
ment because it threatens their viabil- 
ity. If that family relied on a minimum 
wage, they would be hurt by this Re- 
publican Congress that does not want 
to raise the minimum wage. 
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If for all of the Republicans that 
claim that they are for lower taxes but 
for really huge tax loopholes, they 
would realize how fraudulent this 
measure is. It really takes some acting 
to pull this off every April around tax 
time. The same people who are willing 
to throw out and undercut the corner- 
stone of our democracy majority rule 
to let this repose in a small and a con- 
trolled system, reversing the principles 
of James Madison. I think that this is 
outrageous that we would permanently 
enshrine $450 billion corporate and tax 
loopholes in an amendment like this. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I call on you 
this year, I called on you last year, I 
called on you the year before, reject 
this foolishness that demeans the 
House of Representatives. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
it is my distinct pleasure and high 
honor to yield 4 minutes to the honor- 
able gentleman from Rockwell, Texas 
(Mr. HALL), the chief Democratic spon- 
sor of the tax limitation amendment. 
He has done an outstanding job on his 
side of the aisle in pushing this very 
necessary constitutional amendment. 

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
stand here of course today with my col- 
leagues to show my support for the tax 
limitation amendment. I have no ill 
will toward anyone on either side. It is 
an issue that reasonable men and 
women can differ. It is not a situation 
where a double handful of Republicans 
or just a few of us Democrats are for 
tax limitation. There are a lot of us 
that are for it. Last time, it got 170, 180 
or 190 votes. That is not just a double 
handful of people. That is a ground 
swell, and it is a beginning. 

We may not pass it this time. It has 
been said by my friend, the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS), who is 
truly my friend, and he expresses his 
own thoughts on behalf of his own dis- 
trict and does it very well. I have to do 
the same thing. I can do it without 
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rancor. I can do it without calling any- 
body names or anything. I just think 
that it makes sense to make it a little 
tougher to put taxes on anyone, to pass 
any more taxes. 

Along the way to passing something 
like this, I think this will pass. It may 
not pass. As several speakers have said, 
it may not pass today, but it will pass 
in time and, along the way, good men 
and good women will differ. 

It has been my privilege to work for 
this measure for the past 3 years with 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BAR- 
TON) and, of course, with the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. SHADEGG) and the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN- 
DREWS) and others. 

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. BAR- 
TON) and I share the representation of 
probably two of the most conservative 
areas in the State of Texas. But that 
does not mean that they have a corner 
on the market of being smart or know- 
ing how we tax people or how we 
should not tax people. They are simply 
fiscally conservative districts, and 
they think we ought to have a tax limi- 
tation amendment. 

It will be a very responsible tool for 
providing continued budgetary dis- 
cipline for those deserving constituents 
that we are standing here representing. 

The premise behind the tax limita- 
tion amendment is simple, but it is 
very powerful. The Constitution would 
simply be amended to permanently re- 
flect current House rules which were 
implemented in response to a past 
record of a lot of pork barrel spending. 
There is no question about that. 

Look at the transportation bill we 
just passed. We just passed a balanced 
budget amendment and then passed a 
bill with an increase of 45 or 48 percent 
increase over the last budget, busts the 
budget by $20 billion or $30 billion. I 
think we just have to be sensible about 
it. 

I think, also, it has been said that we 
cannot look into the future. One of the 
speakers over here who opposes this 
says we cannot look into the future. 
We may have more problems for Medi- 
care and Medicaid. He is exactly right. 

Henry Ford in 1913 thought he had 
the only assembly line that was ever 
going to be worth 15 cents. It happened 
so that same year they passed the IRS 
bill, the very first. And they could not 
look into the future, because they said 
it was temporary. It is a page and a 
half. 

We will pass tax limitation. It is 
going to take some time. It took 15 or 
20 years to get a balanced budget 
amendment, but it happened. It took 10 
or 12 years to pass the Telecommuni- 
cations Act, but it happened because 
good people kept pressing, good people 
kept pushing. 

We are in the tenth or twelfth year 
on record to try to reauthorize the 
superfund legislation, but it is going to 
happen because it ought to happen. 
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And I think so with the tax limitation, 
not for the rich, but for the working, 
for people who are working for money, 
have to buy school clothes in Sep- 
tember, people who have to make pay- 
ments on cars. They ought not to have 
their taxes passed on to them without 
having some say in it. 

We are not taking that say away 
from anybody today. We are passing it 
on to the 50 States. They get last guess 
at whether or not this amendment 
ought to pass. Are we afraid of their 
decision? I think not. 

I ask each Member of this Congress, 
maybe not today but before we vote 
again on it, for it or against it next 
year, and, yes, on tax day is a good day 
because people are very interested in 
taxes on April the 15th, walk out into 
your district and talk to the first 10 
people you see. Do not handpick them 
and do not have a poll that you like. 
Walk out there and talk to the first 10 
people that are having to pay taxes, no 
matter what their station in life is, no 
matter how far they are. Ask them if 
they are for making it a little more 
difficult to put taxes on their poor old 
backs. I think 9 out of 10 will tell you 
they are for the limitation tax bill, and 
soam I. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
SOLOMON), the Chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Rules. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
associate my remarks with a good 
Democrat, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. HALL) and another good Repub- 
lican, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
BARTON). Thank you for bringing this 
bill before us. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of this amend- 
ment to the Constitution of the United States 
to require a two-thirds vote to increase taxes. 

This Congress needs to act to limit taxes. 
Our current tax system takes so much out of 
the take home pay of the average family that 
it is difficult to pay the rest of the bills. 

We talk about the need to preserve families 
and family values, but then government takes 
away more and more, leaving families with 
less and less. 

This tax limitation amendment is designed 
to make it more difficult for the Federal Gov- 
ernment to take more of the es money. 

It will require the Congress to focus on op- 
tions other than raising taxes to manage the 
Federal budget. 

Some on the other side of this issue have 
argued that a requirement for a two-thirds vote 
to increase taxes is somehow undemocratic. 

But the truth is that there are already nu- 
merous supermajority voting requirements. 

For over a century and a half the House has 
required a two-thirds vote to suspend the rules 
and pass legislation. It requires a two-thirds 
vote to take up a rule on the same day that 
it is reported from the Rules Committee. The 
House also requires a three-fifths vote to pass 
bills on the Corrections Calendar. 

On the other side of this building, the Sen- 
ate requires a three-fifths vote of all Senators 
to end a filibuster. 
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Senate budget procedures require that 
three-fifths of the Senate must agree to waive 
points of order that would violate the budget 
approved by Congress. 

There are ten instances in which the Con- 
stitution currently requires a supermajority 
vote. Seven of these were part of the original 
Constitution, and three were added through 
the amendment process. 

The seven in the original Constitution are: 

(1) Conviction in impeachment trials; 

(2) Expulsion of a Member of Congress; 

(3) Override a presidential veto; 

(4) Quorum of two-thirds of the states to 
elect the President; 

(5) Consent to a treaty; 

(6) Proposing constitutional amendments; 
and 

(7) State ratification of the original Constitu- 
tion. 

The three additional supermajority require- 
ments included in the amendments to the 
Constitution are: 

(1) Quorum of two-thirds of the states to 
elect the President and the Vice President; 

(2) To remove disability for holding office 
where one has engaged in “insurrection or re- 
bellion”; and 

(3) Presidential disability. 

It is no doubt important to require a two- 
thirds vote to remove the disability for holding 
office where one has engaged in “insurrection 
or rebellion”. But it seems to me that increas- 
ing the burdens of taxation on our own citi- 
zens is a much more important decision in the 
life of this nation. 

The adoption of a requirement for a two- 
thirds vote to raise taxes will ensure Congress 
has to think twice before it increases the bur- 
dens on hardworking American families. Mem- 
bers should vote for this rule and the constitu- 
tional amendment to make it harder to raise 
taxes. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen- 
tleman from American Samoa (Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA). 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in opposition to the resolution. 
The Constitution does not need to be 
fixed. If it is not broken, it does not 
need fixing. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in strong opposi- 
tion to House Joint Resolution 111, a constitu- 
tional amendment that would require a two- 
thirds majority vote in the U.S. House of Rep- 
resentatives and U.S. Senate to pass any bill 
increasing federal taxes, except in time of war 
or military conflict. 

Mr. Speaker, | oppose this bill for many rea- 
sons, but the fundamental reason is the 
change in our tradition of majority rule which 
has governed our country, with limited excep- 
tions, for the past two centuries. Over the 
years | have seen our system of checks and 
balances work to the benefit of the American 
people time and time again. When Congress 
gets out of sync with the American people, the 
people elect new Senators and Members of 
Congress. When the views of the public 
change more than those of the Members of 
Congress, we see more significant changes in 
the membership of the two Houses of Con- 
gress. These larger changes take place be- 
cause individual voters take their right to vote 
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seriously, and vote for individuals who rep- 
resent their interests. 

This system has worked well for over 200 
years. Today, H.J. Res. 111 proposes to alter 
this system and give to one-third of the Mem- 
bers of either House of Congress the power to 
prevent Congress from increasing revenue 
collected by the government. Why is this being 
proposed? Supporters of this resolution say it 
is too easy to raise taxes. | find that difficult 
to accept. While | cannot vote on the floor of 
this House, | generally find consideration of 
legislation which will raise taxes difficult 
enough just to support, let alone vote for. 

Our voting records are all reviewed carefully 
by our opponents at election time, and votes 
which are perceived to be unpopular back 
home are brought to the public’s attention over 
and over again through political advertising. 
Votes to increase taxes are difficult votes, but 
there are times when it is in the national inter- 
est to do so. Traditionally, it has been the ma- 
jority of the Members of Congress, together 
with the President, who determine what is in 
the national interest. H.J. Res. 111 would per- 
mit one-third of either House of Congress to 
make that decision for what could be the vast 
majority of Congress. For example, thirty-four 
Senators could subvert the wishes of 435 
Members of the House and 66 Senators. This 
is an important point because the Constitution 


gives the power to originate tax measures to. 


this body, the U.S. House of Representatives. 
Under the terms of H.J. Res. 111, the will of 
a vast majority of this body could be thwarted 
by 34 Senators. Mr. Speaker, this is not de- 
mocracy and should not be supported. 

There are many examples of the problems 
the proposed constitutional amendment would 
create, and | want to take a moment to briefly 
mention a couple. For example, would a provi- 
sion that reduces revenues for five years but 
would raise them every year after that be pro- 
hibited? Are we to be stuck with current tax 
rates on the rich? Are those to be the max- 
imum tax rates forever? Currently, the poor 
pay no federal income taxes. Are we to be 
stuck with the tax rate of zero percent for 
them forever? Under the terms of H.J. Res. 
111, | submit we would be, because it will be 
very difficult to get two-thirds of both Houses 
of Congress and the President of the United 
States to sign a bill which would change those 
rates. 

There is also the issue of tax loopholes. It 
is hard enough under current law to end these 
provisions which inure to the benefit of special 
interest groups. Let us not make it any harder. 

Mr. Speaker, we are all up for re-election 
every two years. That alone is a strong 
enough disincentive to raise taxes only when 
it is in our national interest to do so. The vot- 
ers are the check in our current system and 
the current system is working well. Under the 
current system, majority rules. Under H.J. 
Res. 111, the minority rules. Lets not change 
the Constitution to give this significant power 
to a minority of Congress. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
balance of the time to the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. BONIOR), the Mi- 
nority Whip. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Michigan is recognized for 
7% minutes. 
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Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend for yielding to me, and I ap- 
preciate the debate that we have had 
this afternoon. 

This amendment would rewrite the 
Constitution to say that the tail should 
wag the dog. How else would you de- 
scribe an amendment that empowers a 
minority of the Congress to dictate 
policy to the majority? How else can 
you describe an amendment that effec- 
tively denies a majority of Americans a 
voice on their own taxes? That is what 
the amendment would do. 

But it is only one of 99 constitutional 
amendments that have been proposed 
in this Congress. So were Jefferson and 
Madison and the other framers of the 
Constitution so negligent that our Con- 
stitution actually needs 99 amend- 
ments? Are members of the 105th Con- 
gress so wise that we can propose 99 
improvements to one of the greatest 
documents in the history of democ- 
racy? 

America needs tax reform. We agree 
on that. But we do not need a constitu- 
tional amendment that would protect 
special interest loopholes. 

Now, this proposal that we have been 
discussing today might as well be 
called a loophole protection act, be- 
cause it will make it nearly impossible 
to eliminate tax loopholes that cost, 
every day, American taxpayers billions 
of dollars, like the tax breaks that 
companies that send American jobs 
overseas would get. 

Or do you remember the bill we had 
just last Congress that would reward 
billionaires who renounce their Amer- 
ican citizenship just to avoid taxes? 
That would be protected under this 
proposal. You would need supermajori- 
ties to deal with that, to repeal those 
benefits. 

We have seen this proposal before. We 
voted it down in 1996. We defeated it 
again just last year. Bad ideas, like 
rotten fish, do not improve with age. 
This amendment is just one of a whole 
series of bad tax proposals the Repub- 
licans have put forward lately. 

It is almost as bad as their plan to 
enact the national sales plan. They 
have a plan, listen to this, that would 
effectively force Americans to pay 30 
percent more for a house, 30 percent 
more for a car, 30 percent more for 
your child’s education, 30 percent more 
for everything. It’s their sales tax pro- 
posal. 

Under this plan, the heaviest burden, 
of course, would fall on those who 
could least afford it, working families, 
senior citizens, those on fixed income. 
They need tax relief, not what these 
folks are offering over here in the GOP. 

What if the price of prescription 
drugs went up 30 percent overnight? 
Look at this chart: blood pressure, ar- 
thritis, diabetes, heart disease, inhaler 
drugs priced at a 30 percent increase on 
these basic commodities oftentimes 
used by our seniors. How would that af- 


6401 


fect them? How would it affect our 
mothers and our fathers and our grand- 
parents who are living on a budget that 
is tight? How could they afford this 30 
percent GOP tax increase? 

The flat tax is another idea that they 
have, the GOP flat tax. If you are a 
middle-class family making between 
$25,000 and $100,000 a year, the GOP flat 
tax would actually mean a tax increase 
for you, a tax increase for you. If you 
make over $100,000 a year, as this chart 
shows, you would get a tremendous tax 
break. If you make between $25,000 and 
$100,000, you are paying. 

So our message is that working fami- 
lies need tax relief, not a tax increase. 
Let us leave the Constitution alone. 
Let us defeat this ill-conceived amend- 
ment. 

We are for tax cuts. I believe those 
cuts must be a part of a fair and a rea- 
sonable approach to tax reform, tax re- 
form that genuinely helps America’s 
working families. Like the education 
tax credit we recently adopted that 
would provide Hope scholarships and 
other types of tax credits and scholar- 
ships for higher education, make edu- 
cation more affordable for our families. 
Like the child care tax credit that 
makes raising families a little bit easi- 
er. Like the earned income tax credit 
that helps literally tens of millions of 
people in this country, those were 
Democratic proposals that help people 
specifically. And like, of course, the 
tax credit that we are suggesting this 
Congress that would help in child care 
for our families. 

This kind of tax relief makes sense. 
It makes a difference in people’s lives. 
We ought to focus on that, not on half- 
baked constitutional ideas that would 
take away from the majority the right 
to control, to have a say in the tax 
policies of this country. 

I urge my colleagues to vote no on 
this proposal. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON) is rec- 
ognized for 4⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, first, I want to com- 
mend the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. CONYERS) and the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. ScoTT) for the tone of the 
debate. I thought we had a good debate 
this year, and I appreciate your par- 
ticipation. I want to thank the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. HALL), my 
chief Democratic sponsor, along with 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
ANDREWS) for his efforts. 

Mr. Speaker, the first Federal in- 
come tax that was levied on the Amer- 
ican people was 1 percent of any net in- 
come over $3,000. Today, the average 
American taxpayer pays 39.8 percent in 
Federal and State taxes. That is an all- 
time high with the exception of World 
War II when we were fighting to main- 
tain democracy against Naziism and 
imperialism of the empire of Japan. 
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Simply put, something needs to be 
done about that. We need a tax limita- 
tion amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States of America. When 
the original Constitution was written 
by our Founding Fathers, they made it 
unconstitutional to have an income 
tax. Unconstitutional. You could have 
had a 100 percent vote, and there would 
be no income tax because it was uncon- 
stitutional. 

But the sixteenth amendment to the 
Constitution, which was passed in 1913, 
made income taxes constitutional. So 
we need a two-thirds vote to raise 
taxes, Federal taxes on the American 
people. 

The question is, would it work? That 
is a fair question. We have not had any- 
body who opposes it say that it would 
not work. They are opposed to it for 
the reason that it would work. 

There are 14 States that have re- 
quirements for supermajorities to raise 
taxes. And in those 14 States, their 
taxes are lower, their taxes go up slow- 
er, their economies grow faster, and 
more jobs are created than States that 
do not. So if it works in the States, I 
think it would work here in the Fed- 
eral Government. 

Is it supported by the American peo- 
ple? I will enter into the RECORD an en- 
dorsement letter from the American 
Legislative Exchange Counsel which is 
3,000 legislators on a bipartisan basis 
around this country, endorsing the tax 
limitation amendment. The signer of 
this is the Speaker of the Arkansas 
House, a Democrat, Bobby Hogue. So 
the State legislators support it and 
think that it would work. 

Mr. Speaker, I include that letter for 
the RECORD as follows: 

AMERICAN LEGISLATIVE 
EXCHANGE COUNSEL, 
Washington, DC, April 17, 1998. 
Congressman JOE BARTON, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BARTON: The 3,000 
State legislators who are members of the 
American Legislative Exchange Council 
(ALEC), the nation’s largest bipartisan mem- 
bership organization of state legislators, 
would like to voice their support of a federal 
amendment requiring a two-thirds super- 
majority vote in each chamber of Congress 
to pass any bill that would increase taxes. 

The federal tax burden is at a record high. 
This year the average American family will 
spend more than 38 percent of their total in- 
come on federal, state and local taxes. More 
than they will spend on food, clothing, shel- 
ter and medical expenses combined. Tax in- 
creases fuel excessive government spending 
and smother economic growth and job cre- 
ation. Thus, any increase in the tax burden 
should require a broad consensus. Taking 
money from hard working Americans should 
not be an easy task for the tax and spend 
politicians. A supermajority requirement 
would make tax hikes more difficult and 
shift the debate from tax increases to spend- 
ing cuts. 

Fourteen states already require a super- 
majority to raise taxes. These states have 
demonstrated faster economic growth, high- 
er employment growth and experienced slow- 
er tax and spending increases, than the 
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states without a supermajority requirement. 
A supermajority amendment would con- 
strain tax and spend policies that squash 
economic opportunities for American fami- 
lies. 

Congress has a momentous opportunity to 
provide a brighter, more prosperous future 
for this great nation. The states have shown 
the benefits of a supermajority requirement, 
now it is time to apply this experience to the 
federal government. 

Sincerely, 
Speaker BOBBY HOGUE, 
Arkansas, National Chairman. 


We have over 27 national groups that 
have endorsed the tax limitation con- 
stitutional amendment. I will enter 
that into the RECORD at this point in 
time. 

The document referred to is as fol- 
lows: 

SUPPORTERS OF H.J. RES. 111, THE TAX 
LIMITATION AMENDMENT 

Association of Concerned Taxpayers; 
American Conservative Union; American 
Legislative Exchange Council; Americans for 
Hope, Growth & Opportunity; Americans for 
Tax Reform; Associated Builders & Contrac- 
tors; Christian Coalition; Citizens for a 
Sound Economy; Competitive Enterprise In- 
stitute; Concerned Woman for America; 
Council for Affordable Health Insurance; 
Council for Citizens Against Government 
Waste; Empower America; Family Research 
Council; Food Distributors International; 
National Association of Manufacturers; Na- 
tional Association of Wholesaler-Distribu- 
tors; National Beer Wholesalers Association; 
National Federation of American-Hungar- 
ians; National Federation of Independent 
Business; National Tax Limitation Com- 
mittee; National Taxpayers Union; Seniors 
Coalition; Small Business Survival Com- 
mittee; United Seniors Association; U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce; and 60 Plus. 

We have 10 groups that have 
keyvoted it, saying it is something 
that they have really taken a look at: 
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the 
Americans for Tax Reform, the Citi- 
zens for a Sound Economy, the Na- 
tional Taxpayers Union, the National 
Association of Manufacturers, 60 Plus, 
Seniors Coalition, Associated Builders 
and Contractors, National Beer Whole- 
salers. 

We have got 10 governors who think 
it will work. I will enter their names in 
the RECORD, and they support it. 

The document referred to follows: 
KEY POINTS ON H.J. RES. 111, THE TAX 
LIMITATION AMENDMENT 

Highest cosponsor total ever—186. 

27 diverse groups from pro-business to pro- 
family have endorsed TLA (See attached en- 
dorsement list). 

Keyvote by: U.S. Chamber of Commerce; 
Americans for Tax Reform; Citizens for a 
Sound Economy; National Taxpayers Union; 
National Association of Manufacturers; 60 
Plus; Seniors Coalition; Associated Builders 
and Contractors; and National Beer Whole- 
salers. 

Have received encouragement/endorsement 
letters from the following Governors: Gov- 
ernor Christine Todd Whitman (NJ); Gov- 
ernor Mike Huckabee (AR); Governor Paul 
Cellucci (MA); Governor Frank Keating 
(OK); Governor Pete Wilson (CA); Governor 
Jane Dee Hull (AZ); Governor Kirk Fordice 
(MS); and Lt. Governor Bob Peeler (SC). 
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But the reason that I am here on the 
floor of the House of Representatives 
supporting this as strongly as I am is 
not because of all the groups that are 
for it, it is not because all of my col- 
leagues are for it, it is because it is in 
the best interest of my family. 

Nell Barton, retiree, widow on Social 
Security and teacher retirement, had 
to write a check for over $1,000 to pay 
her Federal income taxes 2 weeks ago. 
My son, Brad Barton, has graduated 
from graduate school, going into the 
job market; my daughter, Allison, just 
graduated from college, wants to be a 
teacher; my wife, Janet, who has been 
a homemaker while we have raised our 
children, wants to go back into the job 
market. 
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I do not want their taxes to go up, I 
am sorry. Our problem in Washington, 
D.C., is not lack of revenue. Do my col- 
leagues know how much revenue in- 
creased from last year to this year at 
the Federal level? $126 billion. $126 bil- 
lion. Do my colleagues know what the 
average is for the last 4 years? $106 bil- 
lion. Do my colleagues know what the 
average is for the last 10 years? Over 
$60 billion. 

My colleagues, our problem is not 
lack of revenue. Our problem is lack of 
spending discipline. 

As the chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget, the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. KASICH), pointed out about 15 min- 
utes ago, we need to make it tougher 
to raise taxes. Let us vote for a two- 
thirds constitutional requirement to 
raise taxes, send it to the other body, 
send it to the States, and hopefully 
three-fourths of the legislatures will 
ratify it and it will become a part of 
the Constitution of the United States 
of America. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time to stop debat- 
ing. It is time to vote to make it 
tougher to raise taxes. 

Vote for the constitutional amend- 
ment. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposi- 
tion to the tax limitation amendment to the 
Constitution. Mr. Speaker, this amendment is 
not appropriately named. A more accurate title 
would be the “Minority Rules Amendment,” 
because it would require a two-thirds majority 
vote in the House and Senate to pass any bill 
increasing Federal revenues. 

What we are debating here today is not 
whether taxes should be raised or lowered, 
but whether the majority of the House of Rep- 
resentatives should be empowered to make 
the tough decisions on one of the most impor- 
tant areas of governmental operation. The ef- 
fects of the legislation before us would go far 
beyond debates on personal tax rates—this 
legislation would impose dangerous limits on 
our ability to address the health and social 
welfare needs of millions of Americans. 

Some of the most critical areas of policy 
that this House will consider in the near future 
will involve debates about taxation, including 
tobacco control, Medicare, and Social Secu- 


rity. 
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On the issue of tobacco, we have research 
showing that price increases can be effective 
at reducing teen smoking—the most important 
aspect of tobacco legislation being considered 
this year. 

Passage of the constitutional amendment 
before us would undermine our ability to enact 
legislation which puts this research to work, by 
making it more difficult to impose tax in- 
creases on tobacco products. It would mean 
that we cannot equally and fairly consider the 
range of options available to limit tobacco use 
among young people. Why should a minority 
of Members be empowered to proscribe our 
consideration of the options to reduce teen 
smoking? 

On Social Security, there are numerous pro- 
posals being offered to secure the financial 
health of the trust fund for decades to come. 
And there are few issues more important to 
our constituents than protecting the stability of 
the social Security system. If we pass the leg- 
islation before us today, one potential ingre- 
dient of a comprehensive plan to support So- 
cial Security will become far more difficult to 
enact. | ask again, why should a minority of 
Members be able to stop congressional action 
in this area? 

The point is not to make taxation easier. 
None of us want to do that. The point is main- 
tain the principle of majority rule on essential 
matters before the Congress. It is to recognize 
that on the key issues before this House, we 
must take responsibility to act thoughtfully and 
wisely. The issue of taxation has implications 
for our ability to promote public health, lift sen- 
iors out of poverty, and address other national 
priorities. We must not abandon majority rule 
and limit our ability to fairly and honestly con- 
sider policy on these and other critical issues. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposi- 
tion to H.J. Res. 111. 

This joint resolution would eviscerate the 
principle of majority rule in this House with re- 
spect to the most fundamental power of the 
Congress. Article |, Section 8 of the Constitu- 
tion enumerates the powers of the Congress. 
It begins with the words, “The Congress shall 
have Power to lay and collect Taxes.” 

Those words make clear the view of the 
Founders of the Constitution that the power to 
tax is the most basic power of the legislative 
branch of government. The men who wrote 
the Constitution were acutely aware of the 
dangers of the government's power to tax. 
Their anger and frustration over the taxing 
practices of the British government led to the 
American Revolution. 

The framers of the Constitution also were 
familiar with the use of supermajority require- 
ments. The Constitution reserves supermajori- 
ties to instances involving the fundamental 
processes of government, not substantive pol- 
icy proposals. The House is required to 
produce a supermajority in only three cases— 
overriding a presidential veto, submitting a 
constitutional amendment to the states, and 
expulsion of a member from the House. 

What is clear is that the American people 
are disgusted with our federal tax system. 
What is also clear is that the problem with the 
tax system in this country is not found in the 
Constitution. It is found in this Congress. In- 
stead of tax reform, we continue to add com- 
plexity and confusion to a tax code that is al- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


ready beyond comprehension for most Ameri- 
cans. We need tax reform, not constitutional 
gimmickry. 

The fact is that this proposal is unworkable. 
The evidence of this is in the record of the 
majority party in this House. In January of 
1995, fresh upon taking control of the House 
for the first time in forty years, the new major- 
ity amended the rules of this House to require 
a three-fifths majority to pass any tax in- 
crease. 

During the 104th Congress, the rule came 
into play on five occasions. And each time, 
five out of five, the majority chose to waive the 
rule. At the start of this Congress, having 
learned from that embarrassing experience, 
the majority narrowed the rule to make it un- 
likely it will ever apply to any legislation. 

Imagine the crisis that might have ensured 
had this constitutional amendment been in ef- 
fect instead of the provision amending the 
rules of the House. Instead of simply having 
the Rules Committee waive the rule to permit 
the legislative process to function, we would 
have had a potential constitutional crisis. The 
last thing this country needs is to have the 
legislative process bogged down in extended 
court battles every time a revenue increase is 
included in any legislation. 

Let me emphasize this problem. The vague- 
ness of this amendment is a constitutional 
shipwreck waiting to happen. Most members 
of this body, and the overwhelming majority of 
the American people, agree on the need for 
comprehensive reform of our tax system. 
Under this amendment, however, tax reform— 
already facing an uphill political battle—will be- 
come all but impossible. 

Tax reform will involve tremendous shifts in 
the ways the federal government collects reve- 
nues. As a supporter of a plan to move from 
the current tax system to a fairer, more sim- 
ple, more efficient system based on a broad- 
based consumption tax, | am committed to the 
principle that tax reform must be accomplished 
on a revenue neutral basis. 

But in tax reform, there will be winners and 
losers. If the constitution says that revenue in- 
creases must be approved by a two-thirds ma- 
jority, the losers in tax reform will be sure to 
pursue the matter in court. The resulting delay 
and confusion will make it even more difficult 
to give the American people the tax reform 
they deserve. 

Let me make one final point. The sponsors 
of this proposal argue that it is needed be- 
cause without it, it is just too easy to raise 
taxes. Respectfully, that is a ridiculous notion. 
It is not easy to raise taxes. It has never been 
easy to raise taxes. It never should be, and it 
never will be. 

Consider the 1993 tax bill, which the sup- 
porters of this proposal cite as an example of 
the horrors that the amendment would pre- 
vent. It passed by one vote margins in both 
Houses. It definitely wasn’t easy. 

But more important, had this amendment 
been in effect, that legislation would not be 
law. The budget of the United States, instead 
of heading for the first surplus in thirty years, 
would be hundreds of billions of dollars in the 
red. The national debt, instead of heading 
down, would be climbing toward $7 trillion. 
And instead of looking at the third tax cut bill 
in the three years, we would be in the depths 
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of the fiscal crisis that gripped this country and 
choked our economy. 

Mr. Speaker, let us not trivialize the Con- 
stitution. We should defeat this diversion, and 
move quickly to get on with the real business 
of tax reform. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong 
support of H.J. Res. 111, the Tax Limitation 
Constitutional Amendment. 

Since | was first elected to this body, | have 
fought against the growth of government in 
Washington. For most of my tenure, that fight 
was an uphill battle, and our rising debt and 
annual deficits were testaments to that fact. 
The last time our government enjoyed a budg- 
et surplus was the year | was first elected to 
Congress, 1969. Until recent years, Congress 
has been to blame for the lack of fiscal dis- 
cipline, not the taxpayers. Even though we are 
enjoying a budget surplus, Americans have 
the highest tax burden since World War II. 

Quite simply, the Tax Limitation Amendment 
proposes a constitutional amendment requiring 
a two-thirds majority vote of both the House 
and Senate for passage of a bill that would 
raise taxes, except in the case of war. Even 
taxes that were increased as a result of the 
United States involvement in a war would be 
in effect for no more than 2 years. That provi- 
sion alone would have forced Congress after 
World War II to revisit the high taxes, and the 
implementation of mandatory tax withholding, 
that helped to fund our victory over tyranny, 
but which were unnecessary after peace was 
achieved. 

Since 1980, four of the five tax increase bills 
passed with less than a two-thirds majority. 
The last tax increase, the 1993 Clinton tax in- 
crease, was the largest in America’s history. 
That bill passed both Houses by a two-vote 
margin. Although it will do nothing to redress 
past tax increases, a supermajority require- 
ment will protect the American taxpayers from 
future Congresses. 

To those who have reservations or objec- 
tions to making this part of the Constitution, | 
assure you that the Tax Limitation Amendment 
is completely consistent with that document. 
The Constitution demands that Congress con- 
sider important matters such as overriding 
presidential vetoes and passing constitutional 
amendments by two-thirds majorities. Cer- 
tainly, protecting the wallets of American tax- 
payers from profligate Washington spending is 
just as important. 

| urge my colleagues to join me in voting for 
the Tax Limitation Amendment. 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong 
opposition to H.J. Res. 111, proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution to require a 
two-thirds supermajority vote in both House 
and Senate for any legislation that would raise 
revenues through changes to the Tax Code. 

A supermajority requirement is a profoundly 
bad idea. Majority rule is a fundamental prin- 
ciple of our American government. To allow a 
minority in one Chamber to block urgently 
needed legislation for any reason—ideological, 
partisan, whatever—would stand that principle 
on its head. 

Today, with no supermajority requirements, 
Congress can do a great many things with 
only a simple majority in each Chamber. Many 
of us consider these just as important as rais- 
ing taxes. Yet no supermajority requirement is 
proposed for them: 
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Congress can declare war, surely one of the 
most significant powers granted us by the 
Constitution—by majority vote. 

Congress can pass appropriations to protect 
and enhance the well-being of our people, 
through education, biomedical research, law 
enforcement, public health, housing, food 
safety, national security—by majority vote. 

Congress can pass bills that invest in Amer- 
ica’s physical infrastructure, our highways and 
airways, transit systems, ports, and parks—by 
majority vote. 

Congress can balance tax and spending 
provisions to deal with pressing budgetary and 
economic situations—by majority vote. 

Congress can create or close tax loopholes 
for wealthy special interests or pass a steep 
hike in the federal tobacco tax—by majority 
vote. 

Congress can permit or deny access to fed- 
erally-funded abortions—by majority vote. 

Congress can impose the death penalty for 
more crimes, and for ever-younger criminals— 
by majority vote. 

Surely these policies are as important and 
deserve as much deference as raising taxes 
does. 

Mr. Speaker, why are we wasting a day on 
this loser? The same amendment failed to 
pass in 1996 and actually lost support in 1997. 
There’s no reason to believe it will do better 
this year. This is an exercise in empty rhetoric, 
nothing more. 

There are other bills we could have taken 
up today that might actually accomplish some- 
thing. But no, Republicans must prove their 
devotion to tax cuts above all other priorities 
by engaging in 3 hours of unproductive bom- 
bast and then failing to pass anything. 

| urge my colleagues to oppose this mis- 
guided legislation. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
express my opposition to H.J. Res. 111, the 
Tax Limitation Amendment, which would re- 
quire a two-thirds supermajority in both 
houses of Congress to approve increases in 
taxes. 

Mr. Speaker, | believe our fiscal problems 
result from excessive spending and | do not 
favor tax increases. | voted against tax in- 
creases in 1983 and 1990 and President Clin- 
ton's 1993 tax increase, and | have supported 
fiscally conservative policies throughout my 
service in Congress. My voting record in this 
regard has earned numerous awards from 
groups such as the National Taxpayers Union, 
the Grace Commission's Citizens Against 
Government Waste, the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce, Watchdogs of the Treasury, Inc., 
Citizens For A Sound Economy and the Con- 
cord Coalition, which rated my work in the last 
Congress at 100 percent. 

Despite my strong opposition to tax in- 
creases, however, | do not feel it is appro- 
priate to amend the Constitution by adding a 
two-thirds supermajority requirement to it for 
Congress to pass tax increases. Over 200 
years ago, our forefathers founded our nation 
in tax revolt. King George III's imposition of 
huge and unfair levies without the consent of 
the American colonists led to their rallying cry 
of “no taxation without representation.” The 
British crown’s impositions, including heavy 
taxation, were among the principal causes of 
the American Revolution. 
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Within a decade, in 1787, the leaders of that 
revolution were writing a new constitution to 
govern the relationship among the new na- 
tional government, the states, and the people. 
Heavy upon their minds was the power of the 
central government to tax, as can be seen 
throughout the document. Yet having the op- 
portunity to require supermajorities for the im- 
position of any tax, they did not write such a 
provision into the new constitution. 

Supermajorities are found in our Constitu- 
tion for a number of purposes, but each one 
relates to the separation of powers and the 
system of checks and balances among the 
branches of government. No supermajority 
provisions concern policies which federal gov- 
ernments might seek to follow in the future. 
Our nation’s wise founders clearly and explic- 
itly placed their faith and the entire structure of 
our government in simple majority rule. This is 
the essence of our democratic Republic under 
the Constitution. 

To write a two-thirds requirement for tax in- 
creases into the House rules is one thing. | 
support it and voted for ti during the last Con- 
gress. But to write the same provision into our 
Constitution to bind Americans for all time to 
come is quite a different matter. | cannot sup- 
port it. | believe it should be a matter for the 
people of each time to determine on their own. 

As always, | remain committed to cutting 
federal spending and to opposing tax in- 
creases. My view is that these policy decisions 
should be driven by the will of the people and 
the individuals they choose to elect in their 
time, not by the views of one generation en- 
shrined as a constitutional mandate. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, taxes are too 
high. Federal taxes take over a fifth of Amer- 
ica’s entire economic output—more than ever 
before in history, and many Americans pay 
half of their income in combined Federal, 
State, and local taxes. 

And some people will do anything to throw 
up roadblocks and detours in our trip to fiscal 
responsibility. They don’t want to make the 
journey toward a balanced budget in the first 
place. They like joyriding instead, and sending 
the bill to taxpayers. They want to spend, 
spend, spend, without regard for how much it 
costs or how much debt we build. 

When confronted with the debt, they always 
do the same thing: Raise taxes, and pat them- 
selves on the back for “making the tough deci- 
sions!” 

Mr. Speaker, the joyride is over. This time 
we move toward a balanced budget, and we 
can't bill taxpayers for the trip. 

Big government got us where we are. So 
big government can foot the travel costs to get 
us back to fiscal sanity. Cutting spending is 
the way to reach a balanced 81 

But the joyriders won't stop looking for a 
free ride from taxpayers, and thats why we 
need the Barton tax limitation amendment. No 
more detours. No more tax increases. 

Let’s pay our own way to a balanced budg- 
et. Support the Barton amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SNOWBARGER). All time for debate has 
expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 407, 
the previous question is ordered on the 
joint resolution, as amended. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the joint resolu- 
tion. 
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The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, and 
was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on passage of the joint reso- 
lution. 

The question was taken. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 5, rule I, further pro- 
ceedings on final passage are post- 
poned. 


——_—_———E 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will recognize special orders 
without prejudice to resumption of leg- 
islative business. 


— 
SPECIAL ORDERS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Michi- 
gan (Mr. STUPAK) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor- 
ity leader. 


—— u— 
INVESTIGATION VIOLATIONS 


Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, there are 
a number of issues I would like to ad- 
dress today in my time here as a spe- 
cial order: leaking underground storage 
tanks, on this, today being Earth Day; 
and also on food safety; but first, Mr. 
Speaker, I have something I would like 
to say. I think I, as all Americans, we 
should be outraged by the actions of 
the so-called investigations that are 
going on here in Washington, D.C, 

Mr. Speaker, unfortunately these are 
not investigations but violations of ev- 
erything that we hold as dear as Amer- 
ican citizens. Every basic right, every 
fundamental belief on which this great 
country was founded upon is being 
trampled by a select few. But it is this 
few, those who think they are above 
the law, that give Congress and govern- 
ment a bad name. 

But this is more than just giving 
Congress or government a real bad 
name. This is about privacy, it is about 
the Constitution, it is about the laws 
of this Nation, it is about the oath of 
office, and it is about our word. 

Mr. Speaker, the chairman of the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight, the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. BURTON), has released private re- 
corded conversations covered by the 
Privacy Act to the news media. The 
conversations released were those of 
Mr. Hubbell, and those conversations 
were amongst himself to his wife and 
his family, and they were subpoenaed 
by the committee from the Justice De- 
partment. 

The gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
BURTON) was allowed access to these 
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recordings because of his position as a 
Member of Congress and as chairman of 
the Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight. The gentleman from In- 
diana (Mr. BURTON) was warned by the 
Justice Department that Mr. Hubbell 
had a right to privacy, and that the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) 
and his committee should safeguard 
these tapes against improper disclo- 
sure, The gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
BURTON), a Member of Congress, put 
himself above the law and has purpose- 
fully released these tapes. 

Does not a Member’s oath of office, 
the Constitution of the United States, 
in which we are sworn to uphold the 
Bill of Rights, the Privacy Act, human 
decency mean anything any more? 
Since when is it okay for a Member of 
Congress to trample the rights of indi- 
vidual citizens, no matter who that 
Member of Congress is? It is never 
okay for anyone, let alone a Member of 
Congress, to trample the individual 
rights of individuals. 

Mr. Speaker, the rule of law applies 
to everyone on every occasion. This 
government cannot pick and choose 
when to follow the law. The laws of 
this Nation mean everyone must follow 
the law. Everyone includes, and espe- 
cially it includes, Members of Con- 
gress, those of us who are sworn to up- 
hold the law. 

When Members or individuals who 
are elected officials sit by and allow a 
chairman or any Member of this Con- 
gress to openly ignore the law, then we 
are not worthy of holding elected of- 
fice. That is why I can no longer sit by 
while the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
BURTON) continues to place himself 
above and beyond the rule of law. 

And then I must ask who is going to 
be the next target? Who is the next tar- 
get of invasion of privacy, of violation 
of our constitutional rights? I often 
have to ask myself, in the last few 
days, why do the American people sit 
idly by and tolerate such an invasion of 
rights of privacy? 

Mr. Speaker, in this case let us be 
very, very clear what is going on here. 
In this case the gentleman from Indi- 
ana (Mr. BuRTON) is the first chairman 
in congressional history, in the 200- 
and-some years that we have had Con- 
gresses, to have the power to unilater- 
ally, unilaterally issue subpoenas and 
release confidential information. 

The Committee on Government Re- 
form and Oversight set up a so-called 
document working group, and it is 
comprised of three Republicans, includ- 
ing the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
BURTON) and two Democrats. The 
working group is supposed to issue 
nonbinding recommendations on 
whether the chairman should release 
particular documents. 

The gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
BURTON) subpoenaed the Hubbell tapes 
from the Department of Justice. The 
Department of Justice is prohibited 
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from publicly releasing these tapes be- 
cause of the Privacy Act. But the Pri- 
vacy Act has an exemption, and that 
exemption is for releasing information 
to Congress. So DOJ under the Privacy 
Act releases it to the Burton com- 
mittee because they can, under an ex- 
ception to the Privacy Act. 

At the time of the release the De- 
partment of Justice informed the gen- 
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) of 
his responsibility to treat the tapes in 
a very sensitive manner. After all, the 
privacy law does apply to the Depart- 
ment of Justice, the custodian of these 
tapes. 

Well, what happens? Then on March 
19 the Wall Street Journal ran an arti- 
cle that excerpted pieces of tapes, of 
conversations contained on these 
tapes. So they put in their paper, they 
print parts of recorded private con- 
versations. This is on March 19. At the 
time the Chairman was trying to force 
Mr. Hubbell to testify before the com- 
mittee, so the way he was trying to 
force it was by leaking information. He 
was trying to intimidate the witness to 
testify. 

And then in the May edition of the 
American Spectator, if anyone reads it, 
if you read the American Spectator, 
they ran an article on information 
from the tapes that the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) received 
from the Department of Justice. 

As Democrats learned of this, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. WAx- 
MAN) in particular, he wrote to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) and 
asked him stop leaking the tapes: 
These are highly sensitive, you have 
been warned, do not do it. That was 
back on March 20, 1998. The gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) wrote back 
and said, “Look, I didn’t leak the 
tapes. Since I had a unanimous con- 
sent, inserted it in the record, then the 
tapes could be released.” That was on 
March 27, 1998. 

The gentleman from California (Mr. 
WAXMAN) went back through the tapes 
and went back through the record, and 
he found by going through the record 
of the committee that there was no 
unanimous consent to release these 
tapes. And that was on April 2 when 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
WAXMAN) wrote back and said there is 
no authority or unanimous consent to 
release this information. 

The gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
BURTON) did inform the gentleman 
from California (Mr. WAXMAN) on April 
14 of his decision to make the tapes 
public. Private recorded conversations 
now going to be made public. 

The gentleman from California (Mr. 
WAXMAN) requested that the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) should im- 
mediately convene the working group, 
convene the working group to meet to 
determine whether the documents 
could even be released. That was on 
April 15, 1998. The gentleman from In- 
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diana (Mr. BURTON) answered that he 
would not convene the working group 
and he was going to release the tapes 
immediately on April 15, 1998. At this 
point it is unclear how much of the 
tapes were released. 

Mr. Speaker, the problem is here we 
have the Privacy Act that governs the 
release of information, a Member of 
Congress uses his office to obtain the 
information, and despite warnings that 
they not be released because they are 
subject to the Privacy Act, they are re- 
leased anyway to intimidate a person 
to come and testify before a com- 
mittee. 

I do not know Mr. Hubbell and I do 
not know all the players involved here, 
but when do we allow Members of Con- 
gress to place themselves above the 
letter, the intent and the spirit of the 
law? Since when do we as Members of 
Congress sit by and watch other Mem- 
bers openly violate the law? And such 
an abuse of power, if we cannot do it 
through a front door, we try to slip it 
in through the back door. 

Mr. Speaker, prior to coming to Con- 
gress I was a police officer up in the 
upper peninsula of Michigan, in Esca- 
naba, and also with the Michigan State 
Police. I was injured in the line of duty 
and I was medically retired. But one of 
the last cases I worked on when I was 
in the State Police and actually was fi- 
nalized was a criminal investigation 
involving a State legislator. 

I did not leak information to the 
news media about the case. I did not 
violate her rights. I did not treat her 
unjustly, but only with humaneness 
and respect. I did not invade her right 
to privacy. I did not violate her con- 
stitutional rights. I did my job in a 
professional manner, and we got the 
conviction. I did my job within the 
bounds of the law, and we were still 
able to get our conviction. The case 
went to the Michigan Supreme Court 
and they upheld the conviction. 

The point I am trying to make: There 
is a proper way and a way as Ameri- 
cans that we expect to conduct our- 
selves, not only as individuals but as 
law enforcement officers, as prosecu- 
tors, as chairmen of committees. You 
can do an investigation, an investiga- 
tion which honors the law, and not vio- 
late the privacy rights. We did our in- 
vestigation within the bounds of the 
law and not out of bounds. 

Mr. BURTON’s treatment of Mr. Hub- 
bell is wrong, it is outside the law and 
is outside common decency, and it is 
contrary to what people and what we in 
government should and do stand for. I 
would hope that no future tapes would 
be released by the gentleman from In- 
diana (Mr. BURTON). I would hope that 
the Justice Department would inter- 
vene to protect the rights of citizens to 
their privacy, to their right of privacy 
and to the rights afforded all citizens 
of this great country. 
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Mr. Speaker, my theory is with the 
majority party, with all these inves- 
tigations going on in Washington, D.C., 
from Mr. BURTON’s committee to spe- 
cial prosecutor Ken Starr, each and 
every day Americans are having their 
rights violated under the guise of 
criminal investigations or grand jury 
investigations. 
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Mr. Speaker, the joke around here is, 
have you received your subpoena 
today? But it really is no joking mat- 
ter when the prosecutor uses the grand 
jury and the subpoena power of the 
grand jury to conduct even the most 
basic initial inquiry of a witness; that 
is no substitute for professional inves- 
tigation. It is my understanding from 
reading news accounts that the special 
prosecutor has some 70 to 75 FBI 
agents. People are being subpoenaed 
without ever being interviewed by law 
enforcement. 

Why have a subpoena power or law 
enforcement working on a case when 
you are just going to subpoena people 
in. Every time you subpoena people in 
before a grand jury there is a cost in- 
volved of getting legal counsel; there is 
humiliation and probably the damage 
to the reputation. Instead of doing our 
work and doing our job the old-fash- 
ioned way, actually going out and 
pounding the pavement and inter- 
viewing witnesses to see if you have 
anything worthy to tell a grand jury, 
we are now dragging people underneath 
subpoena power. 

When and under what right and au- 
thority does the special prosecutor 
have to go into book stores to get a list 
of the latest books you may have read 
or purchased? Is there not a privacy 
right there protecting individuals on 
the books they read? Or have we sunk 
so far as a country that we now start 
making lists of books that people read? 

When is a mother forced to testify 
under subpoena about her own daugh- 
ter? Once again, isn’t there some privi- 
leged conversations here between a 
parent and their child? 

When is it allowable for someone to 
leave a message on a telephone answer- 
ing machine and then only to have the 
caller be subpoenaed for expressing an 
opinion about the special prosecutor 
investigation? 

Mr. Speaker, I think we ought to ask 
ourselves what is going on here? How 
far have we gone? Why are we allowing 
this to go on? Where is the privacy? 
Where is the authority? Under what 
authority, what right, does the govern- 
ment have to do these things? Why are 
FBI agents, special prosecutors, chair- 
men of committees, Members of Con- 
gress, why do they believe they do not 
have to follow the law?. 

In the 5 years that I have been here, 
we have been working so hard to get 
government out of our lives, but now 
government has not only taken over 
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our lives, they are taking over every 
aspect, even the most private of con- 
versations. Even conversations in 
which we have been warned that there 
is a Privacy Act here and these are sen- 
sitive matters, but we still release 
them in the name of some investiga- 
tion. 

Whether you are a Democrat or Re- 
publican, a Liberal, a Conservative, or 
an Independent, you are an American, 
and if you are an American, you should 
be outraged by the actions and the 
abuses of power recently displayed in 
committees and by special prosecutors 
in these past few months. 

I do not personally know the individ- 
uals involved, who may or may not 
have been subpoenaed. I only know 
what I read and have heard about in 
the newspapers. I do not know the guilt 
or innocence of people, and I am not 
here passing judgment on guilt or inno- 
cence. But I do know that as you do an 
investigation, there is a right way and 
there is a wrong way. There are certain 
rights and liberties as Americans that 
we hold dear to us. And if there is 
going to be agility or innocence deter- 
mination, then the evidence must be 
fairly obtained, without violating the 
law, without the abuse of power. And 
then the guilt or innocence of an indi- 
vidual is brought before a judge and a 
jury. 

It is not obtained by one government 
agency, subpoenaed by another govern- 
ment agency, and then released under 
the guise of some cloak of exception to 
the privacy rule because we are a Mem- 
ber of Congress. Whoever would do that 
has put themselves and this great 
body, the Congress of the United 
States, above the law, and we are not 
above the law. We are equal under- 
neath the eyes of the law. 

I know, and I believe, that as an 
American citizen, I have certain rights. 
As an American citizen, not even the 
Congress of the United States can take 
away those rights, and the Congress 
does not have the legal authority to 
violate or take away any of these 
rights. 

As a human being, there is a certain 
decency and kindness, a dignity and re- 
spect, that all Americans and every in- 
dividual should be afforded. Some 
would call those inalienable rights. 
They are to be upheld and honored. 
And that requirement goes to the 
chairman of the Government Reform 
and Oversight Committee. It goes to 
the special prosecutors in this town, 
and I wish they would begin to conduct 
themselves in professional, courteous 
manners, as law enforcement does in 
this country. 

Having been there and having been in 
law enforcement and done these inves- 
tigations, just coming back from 
break, I can’t tell you how many of my 
friends in law enforcement have said 
what is going on out there? If we tried 
to do any of those things when we were 
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doing criminal investigations or work- 
ing the street, we would have certainly 
been in great difficulty. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from California, Mr. WAXMAN, the 
ranking Democrat on the Government 
Oversight Investigation Committee. I 
certainly appreciate his efforts in try- 
ing to bring these violations of rights 
forward that he sees happening on that 
committee. I am, quite frankly, 
ashamed of the way Congress has been 
conducting these hearings. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to compliment the gentleman on the 
superb job he has just done laying out 
the problems that we are seeing in the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight under the leadership of the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON). 
This committee has wide-ranging re- 
sponsibility to conduct an investiga- 
tion on an issue that is important to 
the American people. But the Repub- 
licans on that committee have dele- 
gated to Mr. BURTON extraordinary 
powers. 

No chairman of any committee in the 
history of the House of Representatives 
has had the power to go out and issue 
subpoenas without asking anybody to 
approve it; not the minority, not even 
the majority members of his com- 
mittee. And to date, Chairman BURTON 
has issued 1,049 information requests in 
connection with the campaign finance 
investigation. 

Of these, by the way, 1,037 or 99 per- 
cent were issued to investigate allega- 
tions of Democratic fund-raising 
abuses, and he also had 532 out of 541 
subpoenas, and 144 out of 146 deposi- 
tions all targeting Democrats. 

Now, no one in this Congress or the 
country can believe that the only cam- 
paign finance abuses have been by 
Democrats. 

What is also so troubling to me is the 
statement that Congressman BURTON 
just made back home in his district. He 
was quoted as saying about the Presi- 
dent of the United States, if I could 
prove 10 percent of what I believe hap- 
pened, he would be gone. This guy is a 
scum bag. That is why I am after him. 

This is the statement of the chair- 
man involved in an investigation. It is 
clear that he has a vendetta. He is not 
in any semblance trying to conduct an 
inquiry that will be fair and bring out 
all the facts, wherever they may lead. 
He is out to get the President of the 
United States. 

His statements, it seems to me, are 
so outrageous, quite vial. If they were 
delivered on the House floor as a Mem- 
ber of Congress, his words could be 
taken down. It is inappropriate for 
Members of Congress to speak that 
way. It is inappropriate for any Amer- 
ican to speak that way about the Presi- 
dent of the United States. 

But you have reported in this special 
order one of the most troubling things 
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that also concerns me, and that is the 
fact that Chairman BURTON has taken 
tapes of private, intimate, personal 
conversations, that Webb Hubbell has 
had with his wife and personal friends, 
and made them public. 

These are tapes about very personal 
matters. They have nothing to do with 
anything that relates to the campaign 
finance question. For his staff to have 
sat there and eavesdropped over these 
conversations, and then to send them, 
as he did, to the American Spectator, 
one of the right-wing magazines in this 
country, and other publications, to hu- 
miliate the man, there is really know 
other purpose but to humiliate him. 

Now, I do not know whether Webb 
Hubbell has committed any other 
crimes than that which he admitted to, 
and it is appropriate for law enforce- 
ment to investigate it. It would be ap- 
propriate for our committee to inves- 
tigate any wrongdoing on his part that 
relates to the jurisdiction of our com- 
mittee. But to use the power to release 
these personal conversations as a weap- 
on against him, is so offensive, it re- 
minds me of that comment that has 
gone down so well in history, that Joe 
Welch said at the Armey-McCarthy 
hearings: After all, have you no de- 
cency? 

I wrote to the Attorney General and, 
by the way, she, under the law, could 
not have made these tapes public. Ken 
Starr could not have made these tapes 
public. And under the Rules of the 
House, even Chairman BURTON is not 
permitted to make these tapes public. 
He has done it, in violation of the rules 
of our committee, and I believe that 
the members of the committee will 
have to deal with that matter, and 
maybe even the Members of this House 
will have to further deal with the ques- 
tion of the ethical propriety of the 
chairman’s conduct. 

But when he was given these tapes by 
the Attorney General, he was specifi- 
cally told that these personal matters 
were to be kept personal and confiden- 
tial. 

I am so troubled by Chairman BUR- 
TON’s conduct, I think it is reprehen- 
sible. His statements are vial. They do 
not befit a chairman who is trying to 
take on such important responsibil- 
ities. 

A lot of people have not paid atten- 
tion to the investigation of the Burton 
committee, the way they did with Sen- 
ator THOMPSON’s committee. They just 
cannot take it seriously. But the power 
that this man has to subpoena docu- 
ments, to force people to come in and 
be deposed, to have to hire lawyers to 
be there with them, and to ask ques- 
tions that have nothing to do with 
campaign finance investigations. We 
have had witnesses who have been 
brought in and asked questions about 
their drug use, and if they don’t want 
to answer that question, because it is 
not the business of the committee 
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looking at campaign finance questions 
to ask such personal matters, they can 
argue that it is not pertinent, but then 
the chairman would make a ruling that 
it is. 

They then have the choice of being in 
contempt of Congress and fighting it 
out in court, where they would prob- 
ably win. But do you know what it 
means when an American citizen, who 
has never been accused of doing any- 
thing wrong, has to face the over- 
whelming intrusive power of the Con- 
gress of the United States, asking for 
their personal records, asking them the 
most personal questions? I can think of 
no greater invasion of personal lib- 
erties than what we have seen in this 
Burton investigation. 

I think the disclosure, so out of sync 
with the rules of these Hubbell tips, are 
only the tip of the iceberg. What they 
have done to other witnesses by way of 
harassment speaks so poorly of any 
committee of the Congress of the 
United States. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding 
me time and allowing me to join with 
him in expression of concern about the 
conduct we have seen. 

Mr. STUPAK. If the gentleman would 
remain, we still have some time left. 
Before I get to other issues, you said a 
couple of things I would just like to 
ask about. You said there has been 
1,049 different documents subpoenaed 
and depositions taken by this com- 
mittee. 

If the chairman of the committee, 
Mr. BURTON, is going to release infor- 
mation protected underneath the Pri- 
vacy Act, obviously contrary to the in- 
tent and spirit in the written law, then 
what is there to prevent him from re- 
leasing these documents or the deposi- 
tions or interviews of other people? 

Have we gone so far that whatever 
government wants to do, despite per- 
sonal liberties that we as Americans 
possess, government, at least this com- 
mittee, can release whatever they want 
with impunity towards the law? Is 
there any recourse for action like this? 

Mr. WAXMAN. Let me draw a dis- 
tinction. If a committee of Congress 
asks a witness to come and testify at a 
hearing or to testify under oath in a 
deposition, that information should be 
made public. That is on the record. 

Mr. STUPAK. A committee hearing. 

Mr. WAXMAN. A committee hearing 
or deposition ought to be made public. 
We have insisted these depositions be 
made public, and some of them are still 
being held back from the public. But 
what we have in these that is so offen- 
sive about the process is that witnesses 
are being harassed to come in and tes- 
tify, not one day, but sometimes two, 
three, four and five days. Just to an- 
swer any question they want to ask 
these witnesses. And that means that 
any witness that comes before a com- 
mittee of Congress has to have an at- 
torney. He just can’t take a chance 
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that he will do anything wrong. You 
need to have legal representation. 

For someone working in the Depart- 
ment of Commerce, for example, or 
Secretary Babbitt’s committee, where 
they were looking at the question of 
whether there ought to be a dog track 
approved to be turned into a gambling 
casino in Hudson, Wisconsin, we had 3 
days of hearings on this issue. A lot of 
people were deposed before those hear- 
ings. Their depositions were released, 
but they never testified. 

The people who worked as govern- 
ment civil servants were brought in to 
answer extensive questions. They had 
to hire a lawyer at their own expense, 
answer the questions. They did. 
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But they were asked to give deposi- 
tions after they had already testified in 
the Senate and given depositions in the 
Senate committee. So they were being 
harassed for no purpose, because the 
information was already available. 

This is a different issue, these sub- 
poenas and depositions, than what hap- 
pened with Web Hubbell, because what 
happened with Web Hubbell was a tape 
made without the intention of it ever 
being made public. Those who were in- 
volved in the conversations never 
dreamed that their private discussions 
would be made public. That is different 
from someone who comes in for a depo- 
sition. 

Imagine just having a conversation 
with your wife about the family, about 
very intimate kinds of things, being 
taped; and you may even know it is 
being taped, but you expect it is never 
going to be disclosed; but then having 
it disclosed, or pored over by people 
who are, in effect, eavesdropping on the 
most sensitive kinds of communica- 
tions. 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, my con- 
cern with this whole mentality we have 
going right now in Washington, D.C. 
with all of these investigations, as we 
see in the Ken Starr case, going in the 
bookstores to find out what people read 
or what they may have purchased, 
someone leaving a message on a tele- 
phone answering machine, and then 
being subpoenaed before a grand jury 
to explain it because they expressed an 
opinion contrary to what, contrary to 
what the special prosecutor thought in 
this case; or a mother being forced to 
testify under subpoena about her 
daughter's activities. 

As American citizens, again, whether 
you are a liberal, conservative, Demo- 
crat, Republican, or Independent, I 
think we should be concerned about 
where these investigations are going. 
Whether it is Web Hubbell, whether it 
is the Ken Starr investigation, we have 
certain rights and certain liberties 
that must be respected by law enforce- 
ment, by prosecutors. 

Certain things are guaranteed in the 
Constitution, and I am afraid that in 


6408 


the last few months these things are 
getting so out of focus that we are 
using every possible means to force 
people to testify, whether it is against 
their will or not. 

Certainly in the Hubbell matter, he 
chose not to testify before the com- 
mittee, so tapes are being released to 
try to coerce him into testifying. We 
always hear that people are concerned 
about government is always in their 
face and is all-intrusive, and you can- 
not get away from the government. 
What are we getting, here? We are get- 
ting more and more of this, not less. 

As we try to get government out of 
our lives, when it comes to an inves- 
tigation, government not only is in our 
life, it is in the bookstore, it is on our 
answering machine, and it is in our 
personal conversations, and we have no 
control over it. And if we object, they 
find a way to come through the back 
door and violate our rights on what 
they cannot get through the front door. 

As a former law enforcement officer 
and an attorney, I just really resent 
what is going on here. It reflects ter- 
ribly upon every Member of Congress, 
because it is the Committee on Govern- 
ment Reform and Oversight and every- 
one who sits on that committee. I no 
longer sit on it. I did at one time, and 
we did some work in my first term 
here. 

Where have we gone with this whole 
thing? This is totally out of control. 
Every Member of Congress should be 
outraged, and every American citizen 
should be outraged. These are rights 
and personal liberties guaranteed to us 
which are being trampled in the name 
of an investigation. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. WAXMAN). 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, this 
committee spent $6 million. They 
ought to have something to show for it. 
We have had only six public hearings 
over a period of 13 days, as opposed to 
Senator THOMPSON, his investigation, 
where they held 33 days of hearings, 
and they issued a 1,100 page report at a 
cost of less than $3.5 million. 

The gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
BURTON) it has been reported in the 
press is hoping to be on the committee 
that Speaker GINGRICH will set up if 
there is a possible inquiry of impeach- 
ment of the President of the United 
States. How can we have someone on a 
committee to decide whether to im- 
peach the President of the United 
States when a Member has already said 
such a vile accusation against the 
President, and indicated he is out to 
get the President of the United States? 
We have clear bias, a vendetta, no ob- 
jectivity or fairness. He is not inter- 
ested in the facts. He has already made 
up his mind. 

So I point that out. Let us stop 
spending money unless it is really for 
an investigation that will get to the 
facts, and not just be used recklessly 
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for partisan purposes. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for coming down. I am 
not sure if he is aware, I was reading 
some articles, and I was so outraged 
over what I read. When I think back 
over what has happened in the last few 
months, I think every American should 
be outraged over what is going on. 

I often tell my folks back home that 
when you have politicians inves- 
tigating other politicians, what do you 
get? More politics. I really wish we 
would leave these to professional law 
enforcement, who certainly do respect 
the rights of individuals. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend, the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. BAR- 
RETT). 

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. STUPAK) for yielding to 
me. It is an honor to be here. I want to 
compliment the gentleman for bringing 
this to the body’s attention here, and I 
want to compliment the gentleman 
from California (Mr. WAXMAN) for the 
fine job he has done. 

Like the gentleman, I was amazed 
when I looked at the article in the Wall 
Street Journal several weeks ago that 
talked about the taping of Webster 
Hubbell’s conversations. I am not here 
to defend Webster Hubbell. I do not 
think anybody here is doing that. But 
there is a concern here that I think 
every American has to pay attention 
to, what we are doing here. 

I heard the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. WAXMAN) ask the question, 
have you no decency? That was exactly 
what went through my mind as I read 
what is going on here with the gen- 
tleman from Ilinois (Chairman BUR- 
TON) and the committee we are dealing 
here with today. 

The article was from the Wall Street 
Journal of March 19, 1998: “As he wast- 
ed away, the prisoner had but one thing 
on his mind. What he had on his mind 
was food during the time he was in 
prison. Webster Hubbell lost a lot of 
weight. He was concerned about food. 

“His conversations were recorded, his 
phone conversations with his wife were 
recorded. There were no nefarious plots 
discussed, there were no illegal discus- 
sions that took place. They talked 
about incredibly mundane matters be- 
tween a man and his wife. Unfortu- 
nately, those verbatim conversations 
made their way not only into the Wall 
Street Journal, but also into the Amer- 
ican Spectator.” 

I would like to read or make ref- 
erence to a letter that the gentleman 
from California (Mr. WAXMAN) wrote to 
the Attorney General, if I may, talking 
about this. 

In the letter, which is dated April 20, 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
WAXMAN) wrote: “I wrote to Chairman 
BURTON on March 20, 1998, and noted 
that the only possible sources for the 
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tapes, the release of the tapes, to the 
Wall Street Journal and the American 
Spectator were Independent Counsel 
Kenneth Starr or Chairman BURTON. It 
would be illegal for Mr. Starr to release 
the tapes, and it would be a violation 
of our committee rules if Chairman 
BURTON had released the tapes without 
notice.” 

On March 27 the gentleman from In- 
diana (Chairman BURTON) responded 
and argued that the released tapes 
were not a leak. In his letter he noted 
that, In fact, the tapes in question 
were entered into the committee 
record on December 10th, 1997, during a 
hearing regarding Attorney General 
Reno’s decision to seek appointment of 
an independent counsel.” 

That statement was not correct, as 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
WAXMAN) responded on April 2 to 
Chairman BURTON’s letter and in- 
formed him, and this is Mr. Waxman, 
now: “I have thoroughly reviewed the 
transcript from the December 10th 
committee hearing. At no point were 
the tapes entered into the hearing 
record.” 

Mr. Waxman also challenged Chair- 
man BURTON’S assertion that the 
leaked tapes discussed matters under 
investigation by the committee. Again, 
the reference in the media was to food. 

“On April 14th of this year, just last 
week, in an apparent recognition that 
he had not received prior approval for 
the release of the Hubbell tapes, Chair- 
man BURTON wrote and informed him 
of his intent to release the tapes and 
other records. And then in an April 15 
letter the minority staff director in- 
formed Chairman BURTON’s staff direc- 
tor that he objected to the release of 
the tapes because they would be an un- 
necessary invasion of privacy and serve 
no purpose.” 

So what we have here is we have a 
situation where these tapes have been 
released. I understand that the gen- 
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) does 
not like Mr. Hubbell, and it is clear he 
does not like President Clinton. That is 
his right. If he does not like these two 
gentlemen, that is his right. He is ina 
position of authority. He is in a posi- 
tion of authority that should not be 
abused. 

My concern is that the committee 
that I serve on along with the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. WAXMAN) 
is abusing not only the rules of this 
House, but common rules of decency. 
We have an individual who has been 
punished under the law, as he should 
have been, Mr. Hubbell. But that does 
not mean that he has lost his citizen- 
ship, that does not mean he has lost all 
his rights. What it means is that he 
should be punished, and he has been. 
But even as a prisoner, he has some 
rights. To violate those rights I think 
is a gross invasion of privacy and is an 
embarrassment to this body. 

I wanted to come down here to share 
the gentleman’s sentiments, share the 
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sentiments of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia. The letter I was reading from 
was a letter from the gentleman from 
California (Mr. WAXMAN) to Attorney 
General Janet Reno. I concur with his 
question. The Attorney General should 
be looking into this matter, because it 
is an important matter. As soon as this 
body starts violating the rights of 
American citizens, we are on the road 
to tyranny, because it is just not some- 
thing that should be tolerated. 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for adding to this dis- 
cussion here today. The issue is not 
whether the conversation was about 
food or how mundane the discussion 
may have been, and what was or what 
was not the discussion that was re- 
corded and then later released. It is the 
principle here. It is the constitutional 
right. It is the invasion of privacy. 

We are not here defending Mr. Hub- 
bell or even the President of the United 
States. They can defend themselves. If 
someone does not appreciate the job 
they are doing or did, that is their 
right. But there are some rights where 
you are restricted from going, whether 
you are a private citizen or a member 
of the United States Congress or a law 
enforcement officer. 

The principle of privacy is something 
we as Americans have always held near 
and dear to us, so when they say you 
have no shame, or you have no respect 
or no decency, I guess those who would 
release this information have no shame 
and have no respect for the Constitu- 
tion and the laws of this country. 

When we start putting ourselves 
above the law, or using documents that 
are obtained, and the only way they 
were obtained is because a Member of 
Congress, a chairman of a committee, 
subpoenaed them, otherwise, no other 
citizen could get them; and then to be 
used to release or to try to intimidate 
a person to come in and testify, where 
have we gone as a country? 

We talk about morals and ethics and 
values in this country, but when we use 
those kinds of tactics to try to force 
people to testify, if you will, against 
themselves, then have we really gone 
way too far? 

I really do hope that the Attorney 
General does investigate this and puts 
some restriction on, or calls back these 
tapes. I would hope that the media 
would use their good judgment and not 
release these documents that are sen- 
sitive and private conversations be- 
tween a husband and his wife. 

Whether we agree with the parties or 
not, they still have an expectation of 
privacy. We know that expectation of 
privacy has been invaded, has been vio- 
lated, but I do not think that then 
gives the media justification to print 
it. So I would hope that by bringing 
forth this discussion today, that all 
Members of Congress and our friends in 
the media would use some good com- 
mon sense as these investigations go 
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on and as questionable tactics come to 
light. 

Again, it is not just the Burton inves- 
tigation, if you will, but also what is 
happening with Ken Starr, with people 
going into bookstores to see what you 
may or may not have read or purchased 
recently, on tape recordings, on an- 
swering machines, and people then get 
subpoenaed. 

I would hope, I would certainly hope, 
that we would respect and bring some 
decency to these investigations and 
what is going on. Whether people are 
guilty of this or that will be deter- 
mined by another body. We would need 
a judge or jury, and we should at least 
respect the Constitution and laws 
which we all live under. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. BARRETT). 

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to echo what the gen- 
tleman is saying. I think the people of 
this body and of this country have to 
understand the magnitude of what is 
going on. Webster Hubbell may not be 
a particularly admirable figure to 
many Americans, but he does have 
rights. Every American has rights. 

If we start down the road where we 
can basically violate someone’s rights 
because we do not like them, then I 
think every one of us in this Chamber 
is in danger, I think every American is 
in danger. 

Just think about it for a second. 
Think about any conversation that you 
have with your spouse, about any con- 
versation you have with a family mem- 
ber, think about any conversation you 
have with a friend. Think about that 
conversation being taped. Then think 
about that conversation being released 
to the public, to the media, because 
someone in a position of authority does 
not like you. They do not like your 
politics, they do not like what you 
have done in the past, and they are 
going to use that position of authority 
to try to destroy you. 

That is extremely dangerous. That is 
something that Americans cannot just 
let happen on a daily basis. I am afraid 
that what we are seeing in this Cham- 
ber and what we are seeing in this com- 
mittee structure and some of the inves- 
tigations is we are seeing steps toward 
that, where truly the ends justify the 
means, and an investigator has decided 
that we do not like this person and 
they are guilty of something. 

There is an article from the Star 
News today, or actually from April 16, 
and it talks about the committee’s 
database that we have here in Wash- 
ington from the committee that I serve 
on: 

The oversight committee’s database on 
Capitol Hill contains 90,000 entries that per- 
tain to questionable conduct by the adminis- 
tration. Somewhere in all that BURTON be- 
lieves is an indictable offense. 

I will take any American, any Amer- 
ican, and if you give me 90,000 entries 
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about their life, they have done some- 
thing wrong. What we have here is we 
have a situation where a completely 
one-sided investigation is out to paint 
Democrats and the administration in a 
bad light. 

I think the American people see 
through it. They recognize that vir- 
tually none of the subpoenas have been 
directed towards Republicans, and 
there is not a person in this world, in 
this country, who believes that all Re- 
publicans are wonderful and all Demo- 
crats are terrible. That is just not the 
way it is. I am not here to say that 
Democrats are 100 percent good, but I 
am certainly here to say that Repub- 
licans are not 100 percent good. 

If we are going to have an investiga- 
tion, we should have a fair investiga- 
tion. This is not a fair investigation. 
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Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman. And whether we are a 
Democrat or Republican, again it is the 
basic principles and beliefs that all 
Americans hold near and dear to them. 
And if we are going to do an investiga- 
tion, let us do it based upon the law of 
this land and not upon the position we 
may hold in the government or else- 
where, and respect those laws. 

IL thank the gentleman and thank 
him for coming down. He probably did 
not realize that I was going to do this 
today, and neither did I until I woke up 
this morning and read the paper. It got 
me going. 

Mr. Speaker, I did say I was going to 
spend a few minutes on leaking under- 
ground storage tanks and if there is 
time, I would still like to do that. 
Being Earth Day, one of the bills that 
I have worked on in the 104th and 105th 
Congresses is the leaking underground 
storage tanks. Today being Earth Day, 
it is a bill that both myself and the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. DAN 
SCHAEFER), a Republican and member 
of the Subcommittee on Health and 
Environment with me on the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, we have been 
pushing this bill for the last two years. 

The last Congress, the 104th Con- 
gress, it passed this House by near 
unanimous agreement and went to the 
other body, and unfortunately it died 
over there. In the 105th Congress, I be- 
lieve it was July of last year we once 
again passed the bill. 

The bill is supported by the adminis- 
tration and supported by the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency. And the 
reason why it is, the greatest pollutant 
of our groundwater is leaking under- 
ground storage tanks which contain 
gasoline and other petroleum products, 
oil, gas, kerosene, whatever it may be. 

That bill once again sits before the 
other side of this House, over in the 
Senate side, and we would hope that 
they would see to it that they would 
bring that bill up very, very soon. 

What the bill does is reorganize the 
program. There is a trust fund which 
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petroleum companies and others pay 
into to help clean up leaking under- 
ground storage tanks. Again, the great- 
est pollutant of our groundwater is 
leaking underground tanks. On this 
Earth Day one of the best things we 
could do is pass this bill to get that 
leaking underground storage tanks 
program up and running in this coun- 
try. 

In my home State of Michigan we did 
have a Michigan Underground Storage 
Tank Act. Unfortunately, that fund has 
gone bankrupt and we need to pump 
some new life and some new money 
into it, and the bill we have would cer- 
tainly do that. 

Mr. Speaker, one other issue that I 
said I would speak on is food safety. In 
my work on the Subcommittee on 
Health and Environment we have been 
watching closely food safety and food 
safety agreements and how they are af- 
fected by trade agreements. 

In this country we have the world’s 
highest standards when it comes to 
food and food safety. Unfortunately, 
from statistics from the Centers on 
Disease Control, we have found that 
every second of every day an American 
is stricken with food poisoning. We 
know that 33 million Americans this 
year will suffer from food poisoning. Of 
those 33 million Americans, 9,000 
deaths will occur due to food poisoning. 

Why do we have so many deaths when 
we have the highest standards in the 
world? Why are so many Americans 
getting sick based on food poisoning? If 
we take a look at statistics put forth 
by those who are in charge of food in- 
spection, the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration and the Department of Agri- 
culture and others, back in 1981 we 
used to make 25,000 inspections of food. 
In 1996, we made 5,000 inspections of 
food in this country. 

During that same period of time, es- 
pecially since the passage of NAFTA, 
the North American Free Trade Agree- 
ment, food imports in this country 
have gone up some 40 percent. In fact, 
in my home State of Michigan during 
the winter months 70 percent of the 
food, the fruits and vegetables, 70 per- 
cent of the fruits and vegetables that 
come into Michigan come from foreign 
countries. And we know that a food 
item from a foreign country is likely to 
have three times greater amount of 
pesticides on it than those grown do- 
mestically in the United States. 

So as we were doing food safety 
issues relating to trade agreements, we 
asked the President as we are negoti- 
ating these trade agreements if three 
things could happen: Number one, cer- 
tainly increase our inspections at the 
border so that we prevent contami- 
nated foods or foods laced with pes- 
ticides, prevent them from coming into 
this country, and to make sure that 
those foods, fruits, vegetables, meats, 
fish or poultry, meet United States 
standards. 
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Secondly, to renegotiate some of the 
provisions of the trade agreements that 
allow us time to inspect food ship- 
ments coming into this country. Right 
now we inspect about 1 percent. We 
have 9,000 trucks a day coming in from 
the southern border bringing in food 
products, but we are only inspecting 1 
percent. Is it any wonder why more and 
more food is getting into this country 
not being inspected? 

And finally, the last but not least, we 
asked the President if we could put 
forth and if he would endorse the idea 
of a country of origin food labeling, so 
if we go to the supermarket and take a 
look at the tomatoes and decide wheth- 
er or not to purchase those tomatoes, 
we would know if they were grown in 
Florida, which at one time had the 
world’s tomato market and now they 
are second to Mexico, or whether or 
not they were grown in Mexico. And 
those are the issues that the American 
consumers, who will have the ultimate 
choice here, consumers really should 
make. 

In my home State of Michigan we 
had, in the spring of 1997, 179 school- 
children stricken by tainted straw- 
berries in the school lunch program. 
Now it is up to 324 cases of hepatitis A. 
Those strawberries came from Mexico. 
When they were shipped into the 
United States, they were packaged in 
the hot lunch program and distributed 
throughout this country. 

Our concern and our problem, and I 
said earlier that are there is a greater 
likelihood that foods and fruits and 
vegetables from other countries have 
three times more pesticides than what 
we use here in the United States, our 
concern is simply this: While we have 
these young children ages 10 to 11 in 
Michigan being very ill with hepatitis 
A, they got over hepatitis A but now 
they are suffering from secondary 
symptoms. The secondary symptoms 
are atypical of hepatitis A. By that I 
mean they have hair loss and skin 
rashes and sores in their mouth and 
shingles at 10 years old, and a number 
of secondary symptoms and illnesses, 
certainly not due to hepatitis A but 
other things that were in those straw- 
berries. 

Recently we were down in Mexico 
doing some work on trade agreements 
and we saw the sanitation, or I should 
say the lack of sanitation, the lack of 
clean water, the use of pesticides on 
agricultural crops. So it is no wonder 
that they are having secondary symp- 
toms when we do not know what is the 
cause of those secondary symptoms. 
Could it be lead? Could it be mercury? 
Could it be pesticide use? Those are 
some of the suspected agents that we 
have. 

We then went to the Central Valley 
of California and we saw their condi- 
tions and standards that they use to 
grow, package and bring forth produce 
in this country. A vast world of dif- 


April 22, 1998 


ference. But yet the farmers there were 
telling us that many of the products 
that we may see in our store and 
canned under U.S. label are actually 
grown in other countries, and they do 
not have to put where it was grown, 
just where it was canned or packaged. 


In particular, olives, black olives, the 
market used to be in California. It is 
now in Mexico. It comes over, they cut 
off the top and the bottom, take the pit 
out and put it in the can and it says 
“canned in the United States.” It does 
not say that the produce, or in this 
case the olives, were canned in the 
United States but in fact they were 
grown in Mexico. 


So we can see how the problems of 
food safety enter into our food supply 
each and every day. So having the 
world’s highest standards concerning 
fruits vegetables, meat, poultry, there 
are some things we can do as American 
consumers. 


We have been pushing legislation to 
get proper labeling with country of ori- 
gin, so that we as the American con- 
sumer can decide whether or not we 
want to serve these strawberries from 
Mexico or from southern California to 
our family; or Guatemalan raspberries, 
where we had 15,000 people stricken 
last year with those; or whatever other 
fruit or vegetable or meat or poultry it 
may be. 


So as we continue this debate, Mr. 
Speaker, on trade issues, I would hope 
that we stop and not lower our stand- 
ards to allow trade and items to come 
into the United States, but maintain 
the rigid standards that we have in the 
United States, not just for fruits and 
vegetables and meats and fish and 
poultry but for all products. I find it 
amazing that in this country we can 
insist upon standards for CDs and in- 
tellectual property and movie rights, 
but yet we cannot insist on the same 
standards that would apply to our food 
and our food sources in this great coun- 
try. While we have the world’s highest 
standards, we must maintain them. 


We are not opposed to trade policies; 
we are opposed to trade policies which 
reduce or lessen our standards that we 
have accepted here in the United 
States. 


So, Mr. Speaker, with that I would 
close. The next big fight on trade may 
be the Multinational Agreement on In- 
vestment, which once again would at- 
tack our health, our environmental 
and our food and safety standards in 
this country. So I would ask all Mem- 
bers to be alert for the MAI, the Multi- 
national Agreement on Investment, 
which once again is a way of lowering 
our standards that we are used to here 
in this country and attacks our sov- 
ereignty as a Nation. 
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RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de- 
clares the House in recess until 5:15 
p.m. 

Accordingly (at 3 o’clock and 56 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
until 5:15 p.m. 


————— 
O 1737 


AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. PEASE) at 5 o’clock and 37 
minutes p.m. 


—— 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO- 
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 1252, JUDICIAL REFORM ACT 
OF 1998 


Mr. SOLOMON, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 105-491) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 408) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 1252) to modify the proce- 
dures of the Federal courts in certain 
matters, and for other purposes, which 
was referred to the House Calendar and 
ordered to be printed. 


— 


TAX LIMITATION CONSTITUTIONAL 
AMENDMENT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of the 
passage of House Joint Resolution 111 
on which a recorded vote was ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the joint 
resolution. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 238, noes 186, 
not voting 9, as follows: 


[Roll No. 102] 
AYES—238 

Aderholt Callahan Dickey 
Andrews Calvert Doolittle 
Archer Camp Dreier 
Armey Canady Duncan 
Bachus Cannon Dunn 
Baker Castle Ehlers 
Ballenger Chabot Ehrlich 
Barcia Chambliss Emerson 
Barr Chenoweth English 
Barrett (NE) Christensen Ensign 
Bartlett Coble Etheridge 
Barton Coburn Everett 
Bass Collins Ewing 
Berry Combest Fawell 
Bilbray Condit Foley 
Bilirakis Cook Forbes 
Bliley Cooksey Fossella 
Blunt Cox Fowler 
Boehner Cramer Fox 
Bonilla Crane Franks (NJ) 
Bono Crapo Frelinghuysen 
Boswell Cubin Gallegly 
Brady Cunningham Ganske 
Bryant Danner Gekas 
Bunning Davis (VA) Gibbons 
Burr Deal Gilchrest 
Burton DeLay Gilman 
Buyer Diaz-Balart Gingrich 


Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Jenkins 


Klug 
Kolbe 


Leach 

Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Maloney (CT) 


Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Baesler 
Baldacci 
Barrett (W1) 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Campbell 
Capps 
Cardin 
Carson 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cummings 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 


Manzullo 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 


Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Moran (KS) 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pappas 
Parker 
Paul 

Paxon 
Pease 
Peterson (PA) 


rs 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Royce 

Ryun 
Salmon 


NOES—186 


Doggett 
Dooley 


Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gillmor 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hill 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 
(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
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Sanchez 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer, Dan 
Schaffer, Bob 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith, Linda 
Snowbarger 
Solomon 
Souder 


Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Traficant 
Upton 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wolf 

Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 


Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Lee 

Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 


Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Millender- 
McDonald 
Miller (CA) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran (VA) 
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Morella Rivers Stupak 
Murtha Rodriguez Tauscher 
Nadler Rothman Thompson 
Neal Roybal-Allard Thurman 
Oberstar Rush Tierney 
Obey Sabo Torres 
Olver Sanders Towns 
Ortiz Sawyer Turner 
Owens Scott Velazquez 
Pascrell Serrano Vento 
Pastor Shaw Visclosk: 
Payne Sisisky N 
Pelosi Skaggs Walsh 
Peterson (MN) Slaughter Waters 
Pickett Smith, Adam Watt (NC) 
Pomeroy Snyder Waxman 
Porter Spratt Wexler 
Poshard Stabenow Weygand 
Price (NC) Stark Wise 
Rahall Stenholm Woolsey 
Rangel Stokes Wynn 
Reyes Strickland Yates 
NOT VOTING—9 
Bateman Gonzalez Istook 
Brown (CA) Hastings (FL) Schumer 
Dixon Hefner Tanner 
O 1758 


So (two-thirds not having voted in 
favor thereof) the joint resolution was 
not passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid upon 
the table. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, | regret could not 
be present to vote for the Tax Limitation 
Amendment. | am attending a special family 
milestone—my oldest son's graduation from 
college. Had | been present | would have 
voted AYE. 


CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 1150, 
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, EX- 
TENSION, AND EDUCATION RE- 
FORM ACT OF 1998 


Mr. SMITH of Oregon submitted the 
following conference report and state- 
ment on the Senate bill (S. 1150) to en- 
sure that federally funded agricultural 
research, extension, and education ad- 
dress high-priority concerns with na- 
tional or multistate significance, to re- 
form, extend, and eliminate certain ag- 
ricultural research programs, and for 
other purposes: 


CONFERENCE REPORT (H, REPT. 105-492) 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 1150), 
to ensure that federally funded agricultural 
research, extension, and education address 
high-priority concerns with national or 
multistate significance, to reform, extend, 
and eliminate certain agricultural research 
programs, and for other purposes, having 
met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the House and 
agree to the same with an amendment as fol- 
lows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in- 
serted by the House amendment, insert the 
following: 
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SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Education Reform Act of 1998”. 
(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents of this Act is as follows: 


Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 

Sec. 2. Definitions. 

Sec. 3. Short titles for Smith-Lever Act and 
Hatch Act of 1887. 


TITLE I—PRIORITIES, SCOPE, REVIEW, 
AND COORDINATION OF AGRICULTURAL 
RESEARCH, EXTENSION, AND EDU- 
CATION 

Sec. 101. Standards for Federal funding of agri- 
cultural research, extension, and 
education. 

Sec. 102. Priority setting process. 

Sec. 103. Relevance and merit of agricultural 
research, extension, and edu- 
cation funded by the Department. 

Sec. 104, Research formula funds for 1862 Insti- 
tutions. 

Sec. 105. Extension formula funds for 1862 In- 
stitutions. 

Sec. 106. Research facilities. 


TITLE I—REFORM OF EXISTING AGRICUL- 
TURAL RESEARCH, EXTENSION, AND 
EDUCATION AUTHORITIES 


Subtitle A—Smith-Lever Act and Hatch Act of 
1887 


Sec. 201. Cooperative agricultural extension 
work by 1862, 1890, and 1994 Insti- 
tutions. 

Sec. 202. Plans of work to address critical re- 
search and extension issues and 
use of protocols to measure suc- 
cess of plans. 

Sec. 203. Consistent matching funds require- 
ments under Hatch Act of 1887 
and Smith-Lever Act. 

Sec. 204. Integration of research and extension. 


Subtitle B—Competitive, Special, and 
Facilities Research Grant Act 


Sec. 211. Competitive grants. 
Sec. 212. Special grants. 


Subtitle C—National Agricultural Research, 
Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 
Sec. 221. Definitions regarding agricultural re- 

search, extension, and education. 

Sec. 222. Advisory Board. 

Sec. 223. Grants and fellowships for food and 
agricultural sciences education. 

Sec. 224. Policy research centers. 

Sec. 225. Plans of work for 1890 Institutions to 
address critical research and er- 
tension issues and use of protocols 
to measure success of plans. 

Sec. 226. Matching funds requirement for re- 
search and extension activities at 
1890 Institutions. 

Sec. 227. International research, extension, and 
teaching. 

Sec. 228. United States-Merico joint agricul- 
tural research. 

Sec. 229. Competitive grants for international 
agricultural science and edu- 
cation programs. 

Sec. 230. General administrative costs. 

Sec. 231. Expansion of authority to enter into 
cost-reimbursable agreements. 


Subtitle D—Food, Agriculture, Conservation, 
and Trade Act of 1990 

Sec. 241, Agricultural Genome Initiative. 

Sec. 242. High-priority research and extension 
initiatives. 

Sec. 243. Nutrient management research and er- 
tension initiative. 

Sec. 244. Organic agriculture research and er- 
tension initiative. 

Sec. 245. Agricultural telecommunications pro- 
gram. 
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Sec. 246. Assistive technology program for farm- 
ers with disabilities. 


Subtitle E—Other Laws 
Sec. 251, Equity in Educational Land-Grant 
Status Act of 1994. 

Sec. 252. Fund for Rural America, 

Sec. 253. Forest and rangeland renewable re- 

sources research. 

TITLE I1I—EXTENSION OR REPEAL OF AG- 
RICULTURAL RESEARCH, EXTENSION, 
AND EDUCATION AUTHORITIES 

Sec. 301. Extensions. 

Sec. 302. Repeuls. 

TITLE IV—NEW AGRICULTURAL RE- 
SEARCH, EXTENSION, AND EDUCATION 
INITIATIVES 


Sec. 401. Initiative for Future Agriculture and 
Food Systems. 

Sec. 402. Partnerships for high-value agricul- 
tural product quality research. 

Sec. 403. Precision agriculture. 

Sec. 404. Biobased products. 

Sec. 405. Thomas Jefferson Initiative for Crop 
Diversification. 

Sec. 406. Integrated research, education, and 
ertension competitive grants pro- 
gram. 

Sec. 407. Coordinated program of research, er- 
tension, and education to improve 
viability of small and medium size 
dairy, livestock, and poultry oper- 
ations. 

Sec. 408. Support for research regarding dis- 
eases of wheat and barley caused 
by Fusarium graminearum. 


TITLE V—AGRICULTURAL PROGRAM 
ADJUSTMENTS 


Subtitle A—Food Stamp Program 

Sec. 501. Reductions in funding of employment 
and training programs. 

Sec. 502. Reductions in payments for adminis- 
trative costs. 

Sec. 503. Extension of eligibility period for refu- 
gees and certain other qualified 
aliens from 5 to 7 years. 

Sec. 504. Food stamp eligibility for certain dis- 
abled aliens. 

Sec. 505. Food stamp eligibility for certain Indi- 
ans. 

Sec. 506. Food stamp eligibility for certain el- 
derly individuals. 

Sec. 507. Food stamp eligibility for certain chil- 
dren. 

Sec. 508. Food stamp eligibility for certain 
Hmong and Highland Laotians. 

Sec. 509. Conforming amendments. 

Sec. 510. Effective dates. 

Subtitle B—Information Technology Funding 

Sec. 521. Information technology funding. 

Subtitle C—Crop Insurance 

Sec. 531. Funding. 

Sec. 532. Budgetary offsets. 

Sec. 533. Procedures for responding to certain 
inquiries. 

Sec. 534. Time period for responding to submis- 
sion of new policies. 

Sec. 535. Crop insurance study. 

Sec. 536. Required terms and conditions of 
Standard Reinsurance Agree- 
ments. 

Sec. 537. Effective date. 

TITLE VI—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
Subtitle A—Existing Authorities 

Sec. 601. Retention and use of fees. 

Sec. 602. Office of Energy Policy and New Uses. 

Sec. 603. Kiwifruit research, promotion, and 
consumer information program. 

Sec. 604. Food Animal Residue Avoidance Data- 
base program. 

Sec. 605. Honey research, promotion, and con- 
sumer information. 

Sec. 606. Technical corrections. 
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Subtitle B—New Authorities 


Sec. 611. Nutrient composition data. 

Sec. 612. National Swine Research Center. 

Sec. 613. Role of Secretary regarding food and 
agricultural sciences research and 
extension. 

Sec. 614. Office of Pest Management Policy. 

Sec. 615. Food Safety Research Information Of- 
fice and National Conference. 

Sec. 616. Safe food handling education. 

Sec. 617. Reimbursement of expenses incurred 
under Sheep Promotion, Research, 
and Information Act of 1994. 

Sec. 618. Designation of Crisis Management 
Team within Department. 

Sec. 619. Designation of Kika de la Garza Sub- 
tropical Agricultural Research 
Center, Weslaco, Texas. 


Subtitle C—Studies 


Sec. 631. Evaluation and assessment of agricul- 
tural research, extension, and 
education programs. 

Sec, 632. Study of federally funded agricultural 
research, extension, and edu- 
cation. 


Subtitle D—Senses of Congress 


Sec. 641. Sense of Congress regarding Agricul- 
tural Research Service emphasis 
on field research regarding methyl 
bromide alternatives. 

Sec. 642. Sense of Congress regarding impor- 
tance of school-based agricultural 
education. 

SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 

(1) 1862 INSTITUTION.—The term Js Institu- 
tion” means a college or university eligible to re- 
ceive funds under the Act of July 2, 1862 (12 
Stat. 503, chapter 130; 7 U.S.C. 301 et seq.). 

(2) 1890 INSTITUTION.—The term a Institu- 
tion” means a college or university eligible to re- 
ceive funds under the Act of August 30, 1890 (26 
Stat. 419, chapter 841; 7 U.S.C. 321 et seq.), in- 
cluding Tuskegee University. 

(3) 1994 INSTITUTION.—The term 19 Institu- 
tion” means 1 of the 1994 Institutions (as de- 
fined in section 532 of the Equity in Educational 
Land-Grant Status Act of 1994 (Public Law 103- 
382; 7 U.S.C. 301 note)) (as amended by section 
251(a)). 

(4) ADVISORY BOARD.—The term Advisory 
Board” means the National Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, Education, and Economics 
Advisory Board established under section 1408 
of the National Agricultural Research, Exten- 
sion, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 
3123). 

(5) DEPARTMENT.—The term Department“ 
means the Department of Agriculture. 

(6) SECRETARY.—The term Secretary“ means 
the Secretary of Agriculture. 

SEC, 3. SHORT TITLES FOR SMITH-LEVER ACT 

AND HATCH ACT OF 1887. 

(a) SMITH-LEVER ACT.—The Act of May 8, 
1914 (commonly known as the Smith-Lever 
Act”) (38 Stat. 372, chapter 79; 7 U.S.C. 341 et 
seq.), is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 11. SHORT TITLE. 

“This Act may be cited as the ‘Smith-Lever 
ACE: 

(b) HATCH ACT OF 1887.—The Act of March 2, 
1887 (commonly known as the “Hatch Act of 
1887"') (24 Stat. 440, chapter 314; 7 U.S.C. 361a et 
seq.), is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 10. SHORT TITLE. 

“This Act may be cited as the ‘Hatch Act of 
1667. 
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TITLE I—PRIORITIES, SCOPE, REVIEW, 
AND COORDINATION OF AGRICULTURAL 
RESEARCH, EXTENSION, AND EDU- 
CATION 

SEC. 101. STANDARDS FOR FEDERAL FUNDING OF 
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, EXTEN- 
SION, AND EDUCATION, 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall ensure 
that agricultural research, extension, or edu- 
cation activities described in subsection (b) ad- 
dress a concern that— 

(1) is a priority, as determined under section 
102(a); and 

(2) has national, multistate, or regional sig- 
nificance. 

(b) APPLICATION.—Subsection (a) applies to— 

(1) research activities conducted by the Agri- 
cultural Research Service; and 

(2) research, extension, or education activities 
administered, on a competitive basis, by the Co- 
operative State Research, Education, and Ex- 
tension Service. 

SEC. 102. PRIORITY SETTING PROCESS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Consistent with section 
1402 of the National Agricultural Research, Ex- 
tension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 3101), the Secretary shall establish prior- 
ities for agricultural research, extension, and 
education activities conducted or funded by the 
Department. 

(b) RESPONSIBILITIES OF SECRETARY.—In es- 
tablishing priorities for agricultural research, 
extension, and education activities conducted or 
funded by the Department, the Secretary shall 
solicit and consider input and recommendations 
from persons who conduct or use agricultural 
research, ertension, or education. 

(c) RESPONSIBILITIES OF 1862, 1890, AND 1994 
INSTITUTIONS.— 

(1) PROCESS.—Effective October 1, 1999, to ob- 
tain agricultural research, extension, or edu- 
cation formula funds from the Secretary, each 
1862 Institution, 1890 Institution, and 1994 Insti- 
tution shall establish and implement a process 
for obtaining input from persons who conduct or 
use agricultural research, extension, or edu- 
cation concerning the use of the funds. 

(2) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall pro- 
mulgate regulations that prescribe— 

(A) the requirements for an institution re- 
ferred to in paragraph (1) to comply with para- 
graph (1); and 

(B) the consequences for an institution of not 
complying with paragraph (1), which may in- 
clude the withholding or redistribution of funds 
to which the institution may be entitled until 
the institution complies with paragraph (1). 

(d) MANAGEMENT PRINCIPLES.—To the mar- 
imum extent practicable, the Secretary shall en- 
sure that federally supported and conducted ag- 
ricultural research, extension, and education 
activities are accomplished in a manner that— 

(1) integrates agricultural research, extension, 
and education functions to better link research 
to technology transfer and information dissemi- 
nation activities; 

(2) encourages regional and multistate pro- 
grams to address relevant issues of common con- 
cern and to better leverage scarce resources; and 

(3) achieves agricultural research, ertension, 
and education objectives through multi-institu- 
tional and multifunctional approaches and by 
conducting research at facilities and institutions 
best equipped to achieve those objectives. 

SEC. 103. RELEVANCE AND MERIT OF AGRICUL- 
TURAL RESEARCH, EXTENSION, AND 
EDUCATION FUNDED BY THE DE- 
PARTMENT. 

(a) REVIEW OF COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH, 
EDUCATION, AND EXTENSION SERVICE.— 

(1) PEER REVIEW OF RESEARCH GRANTS.—The 
Secretary shall establish procedures that provide 
for scientific peer review of each agricultural re- 
search grant administered, on a competitive 
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basis, by the Cooperative State Research, Edu- 
cation, and Extension Service of the Depart- 
ment. 

(2) MERIT REVIEW OF EXTENSION AND EDU- 
CATION GRANTS.— 

(A) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROCEDURES.—The 
Secretary shall establish procedures that provide 
for merit review of each agricultural extension 
or education grant administered, on a competi- 
tive basis, by the Cooperative State Research, 
Education, and Extension Service. 

(B) CONSULTATION WITH ADVISORY BOARD.— 
The Secretary shall consult with the Advisory 
Board in establishing the merit review proce- 
dures. 

(b) ADVISORY BOARD REVIEW.—On an annual 
basis, the Advisory Board shall review— 

(1) the relevance to the priorities established 
under section 102(a) of the funding of all agri- 
cultural research, extension, or education ac- 
tivities conducted or funded by the Department; 
and 

(2) the adequacy of the funding. 

(c) REQUESTS FOR PROPOSALS.— 

(1) REVIEW RESULTS.—AS soon as practicable 
after the review is conducted under subsection 
(b) for a fiscal year, the Secretary shall consider 
the results of the review when formulating each 
request for proposals, and evaluating proposals, 
involving an agricultural research, extension, or 
education activity funded, on a competitive 
basis, by the Department. 

(2) INPuT.—In formulating a request for pro- 
posals described in paragraph (1) for a fiscal 
year, the Secretary shall solicit and consider 
input from persons who conduct or use agricul- 
tural research, extension, or education regard- 
ing the prior year’s request for proposals. 

(d) SCIENTIFIC PEER REVIEW OF AGRICUL- 
TURAL RESEARCH.— 

(1) PEER REVIEW PROCEDURES.—The Secretary 
shall establish procedures that ensure scientific 
peer review of all research activities conducted 
by the Department. 

(2) REVIEW PANEL REQUIRED.—As part of the 
procedures established under paragraph (1), a 
review panel shall verify, at least once every 5 
years, that each research activity of the Depart- 
ment and research conducted under each re- 
search program of the Department has scientific 
merit and relevance. 

(3) MISSION AREA.—If the research activity or 
program to be reviewed is included in the re- 
search, educational, and economics mission area 
of the Department, the review panel shall con- 
sider— 

(A) the scientific merit and relevance of the 
activity or research in light of the priorities es- 
tablished pursuant to section 102; and 

(B) the national or multistate significance of 
the activity or research. 

(4) COMPOSITION OF REVIEW PANEL.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—A review panel shall be com- 
posed of individuals with scientific expertise, a 
majority of whom are not employees of the agen- 
cy whose research is being reviewed. 

(B) SCIENTISTS FROM COLLEGES AND UNIVER- 
SITIES.—To the marimum extent practicable, the 
Secretary shall use scientists from colleges and 
universities to serve on the review panels. 

(5) SUBMISSION OF RESULTS.—The results of 
the panel reviews shall be submitted to the Advi- 
sory Board. 

(e) MERIT REVIEW.— 

(1) 1862 AND 1890 INSTITUTIONS.—Effective Oc- 
tober 1, 1999, to be eligible to obtain agricultural 
research or extension funds from the Secretary 
for an activity, each 1862 Institution and 1890 
Institution shall 

(A) establish a process for merit review of the 
activity; and 

(B) review the activity in accordance with the 
process. 

(2) 1994 INSTITUTIONS.—Effective October 1, 
1999, to be eligible to obtain agricultural erten- 
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sion funds from the Secretary for an activity, 
each 1994 Institution shall— 

(A) establish a process for merit review of the 
activity; and 

(B) review the activity in accordance with the 
process. 

(f) REPEAL OF PROVISIONS FOR WITHHOLDING 
FUNDS.— 

(1) SMITH-LEVER ACT.—Section 6 of the Smith- 
Lever Act (7 U.S.C. 346) is repealed. 

(2) HATCH ACT OF 1887.—Section 7 of the Hatch 
Act of 1887 (7 U.S.C. 361g) is amended by strik- 
ing the last paragraph. 

(3) NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, EX- 
TENSION, AND TEACHING POLICY ACT OF 1977.— 
The National Agricultural Research, Extension, 
and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 is amended— 

(A) in section 1444 (7 U.S.C. 3221)— 

(i) by striking subsection (f); and 

(ii) by redesignating subsection (g) as sub- 
section (f); 

(B) in section 1445(g) (7 U.S.C. 3222(g)), by 
striking paragraph (3); and 

(C) by striking section 1468 (7 U.S.C. 3314). 
SEC. 104. RESEARCH FORMULA FUNDS FOR 1862 

INSTITUTIONS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3 of the Hatch Act 
of 1887 (7 U.S.C. 361c) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)— 

(A) by redesignating paragraphs 1, 2, 3, and 5 
as paragraphs (1), (2), (3), and (4), respectively; 
and 

(B) by striking paragraph (3) and inserting 
the following: 

) Not less than 25 percent shall be allotted 
to the States for cooperative research employing 
multidisciplinary approaches in which a State 
agricultural experiment station, working with 
another State agricultural experiment station, 
the Agricultural Research Service, or a college 
or university, cooperates to solve problems that 
concern more than 1 State. The funds available 
under this paragraph, together with the funds 
available under subsection (b) for a similar pur- 
pose, shall be designated as the ‘Multistate Re- 
search Fund, State Agricultural Experiment 
Stations. and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(h) PEER REVIEW AND PLAN OF WORK.— 

“(1) PEER REVIEW.—Research carried out 
under subsection (c)(3) shall be subject to sci- 
entific peer review. The review of a project con- 
ducted under this paragraph shall be considered 
to satisfy the merit review requirements of sec- 
tion 103(e) of the Agricultural Research, Erten- 
sion, and Education Reform Act of 1998. 

ö) PLAN OF WORK.—The State shall include 
in the plan of work of the State required under 
section 7 a description of the manner in which 
the State will meet the requirements of sub- 
section (c).“. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 3 of 
the Hatch Act of 1887 (7 U.S.C. 361c) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in subsection (b)(1), by striking sub- 
section 3(c)(3)” and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(c)(3)"; and 

(2) in subsection (e), by striking “subsection 
3(c)3" and inserting ‘‘subsection (c). 

SEC. 105. EXTENSION FORMULA FUNDS FOR 1862 
INSTITUTIONS. 

Section 3 of the Smith-Lever Act (7 U.S.C. 343) 
is amended by adding at the end the following: 

“(h) MULTISTATE COOPERATIVE EXTENSION 
ACTIVITIES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not less than the applicable 
percentage specified under paragraph (2) of the 
amounts that are paid to a State under sub- 
sections (b) and (c) during a fiscal year shall be 
expended by States for cooperative extension ac- 
tivities in which 2 or more States cooperate to 
solve problems that concern more than 1 State 
(referred to in this subsection as ‘multistate ac- 
tivities’). 
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(2) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGES.— 

(A) 1997 EXPENDITURES ON MULTISTATE AC- 
TIVITIES.—Of the Federal formula funds that 
were paid to each State for fiscal year 1997 
under subsections (b) and (c), the Secretary of 
Agriculture shall determine the percentage that 
the State erpended for multistate activities. 

(B) REQUIRED EXPENDITURES ON MULTISTATE 
ACTIVITIES.—Of the Federal formula funds that 
are paid to each State for fiscal year 2000 and 
each subsequent fiscal year under subsections 
(b) and (c), the State shall expend for the fiscal 
year for multistate activities a percentage that is 
at least equal to the lesser of— 

( 25 percent; or 

ii) twice the percentage for the State deter- 
mined under subparagraph (A). 

O REDUCTION BY SECRETARY.—The Sec- 
retary may reduce the minimum percentage re- 
quired to be expended for multistate activities 
under subparagraph (B) by a State in a case of 
hardship, infeasibility, or other similar cir- 
cumstance beyond the control of the State, as 
determined by the Secretary. 

“(D) PLAN OF WORK.—The State shall include 
in the plan of work of the State required under 
section 4 a description of the manner in which 
the State will meet the requirements of this 
paragraph. 

) APPLICABILITY.—This subsection does not 
apply to funds provided— 

“(A) by a State or local government pursuant 
to a matching requirement; 

“(B) to a 1994 Institution (as defined in sec- 
tion 532 of the Equity in Educational Land- 
Grant Status Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-382; 7 
U.S.C. 301 note)); or 

O) to the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Virgin Islands, or Guam. 

“(i) MERIT REVIEW.— 

Y REVIEW REQUIRED.—Effective October 1, 
1999, extension activity carried out under sub- 
section (h) shall be subject to merit review. 

(2) OTHER REQUIREMENTS.—An extension ac- 
tivity for which merit review is conducted under 
paragraph (1) shall be considered to have satis- 
fied the requirements for review under section 
103(e) of the Agricultural Research, Extension, 
and Education Reform Act of 1998.”’. 

SEC. 106. RESEARCH FACILITIES. 

(a) CRITERIA FOR APPROVAL: Section 
3(c)(2)(C)(ii) of the Research Facilities Act (7 
U.S.C. 390a(c)(2)(C)(ii)) is amended by striking 
“regional needs“ and inserting “national or 
multistate needs“. 

(b) NATIONAL OR MULTISTATE NEEDS SERVED 
BY ARS FACILITIES.—Section 3 of the Research 
Facilities Act (7 U.S.C. 390a) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: 

0e NATIONAL OR MULTISTATE NEEDS SERVED 
BY ARS FACILITIES.—The Secretary shall ensure 
that each research activity conducted by a facil- 
ity of the Agricultural Research Service serves a 
national or multistate need. 

(c) 10-YEAR STRATEGIC PLAN.—Section 4(d) of 
the Research Facilities Act (7 U.S.C. 390b(d)) is 
amended by striking “regional” and inserting 
“multistate’’. 

(d) COMPREHENSIVE RESEARCH CAPACITY.— 
Section 4 of the Research Facilities Act (7 U.S.C. 
390b) is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

„ COMPREHENSIVE RESEARCH CAPACITY.— 
After submission of the 10-year strategic plan re- 
quired under subsection (d), the Secretary shall 
continue to review periodically each operating 
agricultural research facility constructed in 
whole or in part with Federal funds, and each 
planned agricultural research facility proposed 
to be constructed in whole or in part with Fed- 
eral funds, pursuant to criteria established by 
the Secretary, to ensure that a comprehensive 
research capacity is maintained. 
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TITLE II—REFORM OF EXISTING AGRICUL- 
TURAL RESEARCH, EXTENSION, AND 
EDUCATION AUTHORITIES 

Subtitle A—Smith-Lever Act and Hatch Act of 

1887 
SEC. 201. COOPERATIVE AGRICULTURAL EXTEN- 
SION WORK BY 1862, 1890, AND 1994 
INSTITUTIONS. 

Section 3(b)(3) of the Smith-Lever Act (7 
U.S.C. 343(b)(3)) is amended in the last sentence 
by striking State institutions” and all that fol- 
lows through the period at the end and insert- 
ing 1994 Institutions (in accordance with regu- 
lations that the Secretary may promulgate) and 
may be administered by the 1994 Institutions 
through cooperative agreements with colleges 
and universities eligible to receive funds under 
the Act of July 2, 1862 (12 Stat. 503, chapter 130; 
7 U.S.C. 301 et seq.), or the Act of August 30, 
1890 (26 Stat. 419, chapter 841; 7 U.S.C. 321 et 
seq.), including Tuskegee University, located in 
any State. 

SEC. 202. PLANS OF WORK TO ADDRESS CRITICAL 

RESEARCH AND EXTENSION ISSUES 
AND USE OF PROTOCOLS TO MEAS- 
URE SUCCESS OF PLANS. 

(a) SMITH-LEVER ACT.—Section 4 of the 
Smith-Lever Act (7 U.S.C. 344) is amended— 

(1) by striking “SEC. 4. and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 4, ASCERTAINMENT OF ENTITLEMENT OF 

STATE TO FUNDS; TIME AND MAN- 
NER OF PAYMENT; STATE REPORT- 
ING REQUIREMENTS; PLANS OF 
WORK. 

(a) ASCERTAINMENT OF ENTITLEMENT.—"’; 

(2) in the last sentence, by striking "Such 
sums” and inserting the following: 

““(b) TIME AND MANNER OF PAYMENT; RE- 
LATED REPORTS.—The amount to which a State 
is entitled’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

C REQUIREMENTS RELATED TO PLAN OF 
WorK.—Each extension plan of work for a State 
required under subsection (a) shall contain de- 
scriptions of the following: 

Y The critical short-term, intermediate, and 
long-term agricultural issues in the State and 
the current and planned extension programs 
and projects targeted to address the issues. 

(2) The process established to consult with 
ertension users regarding the identification of 
critical agricultural issues in the State and the 
development of extension programs and projects 
targeted to address the issues. 

) The efforts made to identify and collabo- 
rate with other colleges and universities within 
the State, and within other States, that have a 
unique capacity to address the identified agri- 
cultural issues in the State and the ertent of 
current and emerging efforts (including regional 
efforts) to work with those other institutions. 

Ine manner in which research and erten- 
sion, including research and extension activities 
funded other than through formula funds, will 
cooperate to address the critical issues in the 
State, including the activities to be carried out 
separately, the activities to be carried out se- 
quentially, and the activities to be carried out 
jointly. 

“(5) The education and outreach programs al- 
ready underway to convey available research 
results that are pertinent to a critical agricul- 
tural issue, including efforts to encourage multi- 
county cooperation in the dissemination of re- 
search results. 

d) EXTENSION PROTOCOLS.— 

I DEVELOPMENT.—The Secretary of Agri- 
culture shall develop protocols to be used to 
evaluate the success of multistate, multi-institu- 
tional, and multidisciplinary extension activities 
and joint research and extension activities in 
addressing critical agricultural issues identified 
in the plans of work submitted under subsection 
(a). 
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“(2) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary of Agri- 
culture shall develop the protocols in consulta- 
tion with the National Agricultural Research, 
Extension, Education, and Economics Advisory 
Board established under section 1408 of the Na- 
tional Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3123) and 
land-grant colleges and universities. 

e TREATMENT OF PLANS OF WORK FOR 
OTHER PURPOSES.—To the marimum extent 
practicable, the Secretary shall consider a plan 
of work submitted under subsection (a) to sat- 
isfy other appropriate Federal reporting require- 
ments. 

(b) HATCH ACT OF 1887.—Section 7 of the 
Hatch Act of 1887 (7 U.S.C. 361g) (as amended 
by section 103(f)(2)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “SEC. 7." and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 7. DUTIES OF SECRETARY; ASCERTAIN- 
MENT OF ENTITLEMENT OF STATE 
TO FUNDS; PLANS OF WORK. 

() DUTIES OF SECRETARY.—"’; 

(2) by striking “On or before” and inserting 
the following: 

ö D ASCERTAINMENT OF ENTITLEMENT.—On or 
before"; 

(3) by striking “Whenever it shall appear" 
and inserting the following: 

0 EFFECT OF FAILURE TO EXPEND FULL AL- 
LOTMENT.—Whenever it shall appear”; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

d) PLAN OF WORK REQUIRED.—Before funds 
may be provided to a State under this Act for 
any fiscal year, a plan of work to be carried out 
under this Act shall be submitted by the proper 
officials of the State and shall be approved by 
the Secretary of Agriculture. 

“(e) REQUIREMENTS RELATED TO PLAN OF 
WORK.—Each plan of work for a State required 
under subsection (d) shall contain descriptions 
of the following: 

) The critical short-term, intermediate, and 
long-term agricultural issues in the State and 
the current and planned research programs and 
projects targeted to address the issues. 

“(2) The process established to consult with 
users of agricultural research regarding the 
identification of critical agricultural issues in 
the State and the development of research pro- 
grams and projects targeted to address the 
issues. 

() The efforts made to identify and collabo- 
rate with other colleges and universities within 
the State, and within other States, that have a 
unique capacity to address the identified agri- 
cultural issues in the State and the extent of 
current and emerging efforts (including regional 
efforts) to work with those other institutions. 

(4) The manner in which research and exten- 
sion, including research and extension activities 
funded other than through formula funds, will 
cooperate to address the critical issues in the 
State, including the activities to be carried out 
separately, the activities to be carried out se- 
quentially, and the activities to be carried out 
jointly. 

Y RESEARCH PROTOCOLS,— 

“(1) DEVELOPMENT.—The Secretary of Agri- 
culture shall develop protocols to be used to 
evaluate the success of multistate, multi-institu- 
tional, and multidisciplinary research activities 
and joint research and extension activities in 
addressing critical agricultural issues identified 
in the plans of work submitted under subsection 
(d). 

) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary of Agri- 
culture shall develop the protocols in consulta- 
tion with the National Agricultural Research, 
Extension, Education, and Economics Advisory 
Board established under section 1408 of the Na- 
tional Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3123) and 
land-grant colleges and universities. 
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„ TREATMENT OF PLANS OF WORK FOR 
OTHER PURPOSES.—To the maximum extent 
practicable, the Secretary shall consider a plan 
of work submitted under subsection (d) to sat- 
isfy other appropriate Federal reporting require- 
ments.“ 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section take effect on October 1, 1999. 
SEC. 203. CONSISTENT MATCHING FUNDS RE- 

QUIREMENTS UNDER HATCH ACT OF 
1887 AND SMITH-LEVER ACT. 

(a) HATCH ACT OF 1887.—Section 3 of the 
Hatch Act of 1887 (7 U.S.C. 361c) is amended by 
striking subsection (d) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

d) MATCHING FUNDS.— 

“(1) REQUIREMENT.—No allotment shall be 
made to a State under subsection (b) or (c), and 
no payments from the allotment shall be made to 
a State, in excess of the amount that the State 
makes available out of non-Federal funds for 
agricultural research and for the establishment 
and maintenance of facilities for the perform- 
ance of the research. 

“(2) FAILURE TO PROVIDE MATCHING FUNDS.— 
If a State fails to comply with the requirement 
to provide matching funds for a fiscal year 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary of Agri- 
culture shall withhold from payment to the 
State for that fiscal year an amount equal to the 
difference between— 

“(A) the amount that would be allotted and 
paid to the State under subsections (b) and (c) 
(if the full amount of matching funds were pro- 
vided by the State); and 

) the amount of matching funds actually 
provided by the State. 

0) REAPPORTIONMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agri- 
culture shall reapportion amounts withheld 
under paragraph (2) for a fiscal year among the 
States satisfying the matching requirement for 
that fiscal year. 

“(B) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—Any reappor- 
tionment of funds under this paragraph shall be 
subject to the matching requirement specified in 
paragraph (). 

(b) SMITH-LEVER AcT.—Section 3 of the 
Smith-Lever Act (7 U.S.C. 343) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c) 

(A) by redesignating paragraphs 1 and 2 as 
paragraphs (1) and (2), respectively; and 

(B) in paragraph (2) (as so redesignated), by 
striking “census: Provided, That payments” 
and all that follows through Provided further, 
That any" and inserting census. Any"; and 

(2) by striking subsections (e) and (f) and in- 
serting the following: 

“(e) MATCHING FUNDS.— 

“(1) REQUIREMENT.—Except as provided in 
subsection (f), no allotment shall be made to a 
State under subsection (b) or (c), and no pay- 
ments from the allotment shall be made to a 
State, in excess of the amount that the State 
makes available out of non-Federal funds for 
cooperative extension work. 

“(2) FAILURE TO PROVIDE MATCHING FUNDS.— 
If a State fails to comply with the requirement 
to provide matching funds for a fiscal year 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary of Agri- 
culture shall withhold from payment to the 
State for that fiscal year an amount equal to the 
difference between— 

“(A) the amount that would be allotted and 
paid to the State under subsections (b) and (c) 
(if the full amount of matching funds were pro- 
vided by the State); and 

) the amount of matching funds actually 
provided by the State. 

“(3) REAPPORTIONMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agri- 
culture shall reapportion amounts withheld 
under paragraph (2) for a fiscal year among the 
States satisfying the matching requirement for 
that fiscal year. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


D MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—Any reappor- 
tionment of funds under this paragraph shall be 
subject to the matching requirement specified in 
paragraph (1). 

D MATCHING FUNDS EXCEPTION FOR 1994 IN- 
STITUTIONS.—There shall be no matching re- 
quirement for funds made available to a 1994 In- 
stitution pursuant to subsection (b)(3)."’. 

(c) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.— 

(1) RECOGNITION OF STATEHOOD OF ALASKA 
AND HAWAII.—Section 1 of the Hatch Act of 1887 
(7 U.S.C. 361a) is amended in the second sen- 
tence by striking ‘‘Alaska, Hawaii, ”. 

(2) ROLE OF SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE.— 
Section 3 of the Smith-Lever Act (7 U.S.C. 343) 
is amended— 

(A) in subsections (b)(1), (c), and (d), by strik- 
ing "Federal Extension Service” each place it 
appears and inserting Secretary of Agri- 
culture”; and 

(B) in subsection (g)(1), by striking “through 
the Federal Extension Service”. 

(3) REFERENCES TO REGIONAL RESEARCH 
FUND.—Section 5 of the Hatch Act of 1887 (7 
U.S.C. 361e) is amended in the first sentence by 
striking regional research fund authorized by 
subsection 3(c)(3)"’ and inserting Multistate 
Research Fund, State Agricultural Experiment 
Stations”. 

SEC. 204. INTEGRATION OF RESEARCH AND EX- 
TENSION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3 of the Hatch Act 
of 1887 (7 U.S.C. 361c) (as amended by section 
104(a)(2)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

% INTEGRATION OF RESEARCH AND EXTEN- 
SION.— 

Y IN GENERAL.—Not less than the applicable 
percentage specified under paragraph (2) of the 
Federal formula funds that are paid under this 
Act and subsections (b) and (c) of section 3 of 
the Smith-Lever Act (7 U.S.C. 343) to colleges 
and universities eligible to receive funds under 
the Act of July 2, 1862 (12 Stat. 503, chapter 130; 
7 U.S.C. 301 et seq.), during a fiscal year shall 
be expended for activities that integrate cooper- 
ative research and extension (referred to in this 
subsection as ‘integrated activities’). 

2) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGES.— 

(A 1997 EXPENDITURES ON MULTISTATE AC- 
TIVITIES.—Of the Federal formula funds that 
were paid to each State for fiscal year 1997 
under this Act and subsections (b) and (c) of 
section 3 of the Smith-Lever Act (7 U.S.C. 343), 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall determine the 
percentage that the State expended for inte- 
grated activities. 

ö) REQUIRED EXPENDITURES ON MULTISTATE 
ACTIVITIES.—Of the Federal formula funds that 
are paid to each State for fiscal year 2000 and 
each subsequent fiscal year under this Act and 
subsections (b) and (c) of section 3 of the Smith- 
Lever Act (7 U.S.C. 343), the State shall erpend 
for the fiscal year for integrated activities a per- 
centage that is at least equal to the lesser of— 

i) 25 percent; or 

ii) twice the percentage for the State deter- 
mined under subparagraph (A). 

“(C) REDUCTION BY SECRETARY.—The Sec- 
retary of Agriculture may reduce the minimum 
percentage required to be erpended by a State 
for integrated activities under subparagraph (B) 
in a case of hardship, infeasibility, or other 
similar circumstance beyond the control of the 
State, as determined by the Secretary. 

D) PLAN OF WORK.—The State shall include 
in the plan of work of the State required under 
section 7 of this Act or section 4 of the Smith- 
Lever Act (7 U.S.C. 344), as applicable, a de- 
scription of the manner in which the State will 
meet the requirements of this paragraph. 

) APPLICABILITY.—This subsection does not 
apply to funds provided— 

( by a State or local government pursuant 
to a matching requirement; 
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) to a 1994 Institution (as defined in sec- 
tion 532 of the Equity in Educational Land- 
Grant Status Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-382; 7 
U.S.C. 301 note)); or 

(O) to the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Virgin Islands, or Guam. 

“(4) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—Federal formula funds described in 
paragraph (1) that are used by a State for a fis- 
cal year for integrated activities in accordance 
with paragraph (2)(B) may also be used to sat- 
isfy the multistate activities requirements of sub- 
section (c)(3) of this section and section 3(h) of 
the Smith-Lever Act (7 U.S.C. 343(h)) for the 
same fiscal year. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 3 of 
the Smith-Lever Act (7 U.S.C. 343) (as amended 
by section 105) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(j) INTEGRATION OF RESEARCH AND EXTEN- 
SION.—Section 3(i) of the Hatch Act of 1887 (7 
U.S.C. 361c(i)) shall apply to amounts made 
available to carry out this Act.”. 

Subtitle B—Competitive, Special, and 
Facilities Research Grant Act 
SEC. 211. COMPETITIVE GRANTS. 

The Competitive, Special, and Facilities Re- 
search Grant Act (7 U.S.C. 450i) is amended in 
subsection (b)— 

(1) in the first sentence of paragraph (1), by 
inserting national laboratories," after Fed- 
eral agencies,“ 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking “regional” 
and inserting ‘‘multistate’’; 

(3) in the second sentence of paragraph (3)(E), 
by striking un individual shall have less than” 
and all that follows through “research experi- 
ence” and inserting “an individual shall be 
within 5 years of the individual's initial career 
track position”; and 

(4) in paragraph (8)(B)— 

(A) by striking the cost“ and inserting the 
cost of”; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: “The 
Secretary may waive all or part of the matching 
requirement under this subparagraph in the 
case of a smaller college or university (as de- 
scribed in section 793(c)(2)(C)(ii) of the Federal 
Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 
1996 (7 U.S.C. 2204f(c)(2)(C)Gii))) if the equip- 
ment to be acquired costs not more than $25,000 
and has multiple uses within a single research 
project or is usable in more than 1 research 
project. 

SEC. 212. SPECIAL GRANTS. 

The Competitive, Special, and Facilities Re- 
search Grant Act (7 U.S.C. 450i) is amended in 
subsection (c) 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) by striking “5 years” and inserting “3 
years”; 

(B) in subparagraph (A), by inserting , er- 
tension, or education activities after con- 
ducting research”; and 

(C) in subparagraph (B)— 

(i) in the matter preceding clause (i), by in- 
serting , extension, or education" after ‘‘agri- 
cultural research’’; 

(ii) in clause (i), by inserting ‘', extension, or 
education after “research”; and 

(iii) in clause (iv), by striking among States 
through regional research” and inserting , er- 
tension, or education among States through re- 
gional”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(5) REVIEW REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(A) RESEARCH ACTIVITIES—The Secretary 
shall make a grant under this subsection for a 
research activity only if the activity has under- 
gone scientific peer review arranged by the 
grantee in accordance with regulations promul- 
gated by the Secretary. 

“(B) EXTENSION AND EDUCATION ACTIVITIES.— 
The Secretary shall make a grant under this 
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subsection for an extension or education activity 
only if the activity has undergone merit review 
arranged by the grantee in accordance with reg- 
ulations promulgated by the Secretary. 

(6) REPORTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A recipient of a grant 
under this subsection shall submit to the Sec- 
retary on an annual basis a report describing 
the results of the research, extension, or edu- 
cation activity and the merit of the results. 

„) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Exrcept as provided in 
clause (ii), on request, the Secretary shall make 
the report available to the public. 

(ii) EXCEPTIONS.—Clause (i) shall not apply 
to the extent that making the report, or a part 
of the report, available to the public is not au- 
thorized or permitted by section 552 of title 5, 
United States Code, or section 1905 of title 18, 
United States Code. 


Subtitle C—National Agricultural Research, 
Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 
SEC, 221. DEFINITIONS REGARDING AGRICUL- 
TURAL RESEARCH, EXTENSION, AND 

EDUCATION. 

(a) FOOD AND AGRICULTURAL SCIENCES.—Sec- 
tion 1404 of the National Agricultural Research, 
Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 3103) is amended by striking paragraph 
(8) and inserting the following: 

ö) FOOD AND AGRICULTURAL SCIENCES.—The 
term ‘food and agricultural sciences’ means 
basic, applied, and developmental research, er- 
tension, and teaching activities in food and 
fiber, agricultural, renewable natural resources, 
forestry, and physical and social sciences, in- 
cluding activities relating to the following: 

) Animal health, production, and well- 
being. 

) Plant health and production. 

‘(C) Animal and plant germ plasm collection 
and preservation. 

D) Aquaculture. 

Food safety. 

“(F) Soil and water conservation and im- 
provement. 

“(G) Forestry, horticulture, and range man- 
agement. 

“(H) Nutritional sciences and promotion. 

“(I) Farm enhancement, including financial 
management, input efficiency, and profitability. 

“(J) Home economics. 

“(K) Rural human ecology. 

“(L) Youth development and agricultural edu- 
cation, including 4-H clubs. 

) Expansion of domestic and international 
markets for agricultural commodities and prod- 
ucts, including agricultural trade barrier identi- 
fication and analysis. 

V Information management and technology 
transfer related to agriculture. 

“(O) Biotechnology related to agriculture. 

) The processing, distributing, marketing, 
and utilization of food and agricultural prod- 
ucts. 

(b) REFERENCES TO TEACHING OR EDU- 
CATION.—Section 1404(14) of the National Agri- 
cultural Research, Ertension, and Teaching 
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3103(14)) is amended 
by striking the term ‘teaching’ means and in- 
serting ‘‘TEACHING AND EDUCATION.—The terms 
‘teaching’ and ‘education’ mean”. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 1404 
of the National Agricultural Research, Erten- 
sion, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 
3103) is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by 
striking title“ and inserting title:“; 

(2) in paragraphs (1), (2), (3), (5), (6), (7), (10) 
through (13), (15), (16), and (17), by striking 
“the term” each place it appears and inserting 
“The term“ 

(3) in paragraph (4), by striking “the terms” 
and inserting “The terms“ 
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(4) in paragraph (9), by striking “the term” 
the first place it appears and inserting “The 
term“; 

(5) by striking the semicolon at the end of 
paragraphs (1) through (7) and (9) through (15) 
and inserting a period; and 

(6) in paragraph (16)(F), by striking, and" 
and inserting a period. 

SEC. 222, ADVISORY BOARD. 

(a) REPRESENTATION ON BOARD. Section 
1408(b) of the National Agricultural Research, 
Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 3123(b)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

) EQUAL REPRESENTATION OF PUBLIC AND 
PRIVATE SECTOR MEMBERS.—In appointing mem- 
bers to serve on the Advisory Board, the Sec- 
retary shall ensure, to the marimum ertent 
practicable, equal representation of public and 
private sector members.“. 

(b) CONSULTATION.—Section 1408(d) of the Na- 
tional Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3123(d)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking in“ and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“(1) DUTIES OF ADVISORY BOARD.—In"’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

(2) DUTIES OF SECRETARY.—To comply with a 
provision of this title or any other law that re- 
quires the Secretary to consult or cooperate with 
the Advisory Board or that authorizes the Advi- 
sory Board to submit recommendations to the 
Secretary, the Secretary shall— 

(A) solicit the written opinions and rec- 
ommendations of the Advisory Board; and 

) provide a written response to the Advi- 
sory Board regarding the manner and extent to 
which the Secretary will implement rec- 
ommendations submitted by the Advisory 
Board. 

(c) LIMITATION ON EXPENSES OF ADVISORY 
BoOARD.—Section 1408 of the National Agricul- 
tural Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3123) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (g) as sub- 
section (h); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (f) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(g) ANNUAL LIMITATION ON ADVISORY BOARD 
EXPENSES.— 

(1) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—Not more than 
$350,000 may be used to cover the necessary er- 
penses of the Advisory Board for each fiscal 
year. 

*(2) GENERAL LIMITATION.—The expenses of 
the Advisory Board shall not be counted toward 
any general limitation on the erpenses of advi- 
sory committees, panels, commissions, and task 
forces of the Department of Agriculture con- 
tained in any Act making appropriations for the 
Department of Agriculture, whether enacted be- 
fore, on, or after the date of enactment of this 
paragraph, unless the appropriation Act specifi- 
cally refers to this subsection and specifically 
includes this Advisory Board within the general 
limitation.“ 

SEC. 223. GRANTS AND FELLOWSHIPS FOR FOOD 
AND AGRICULTURAL SCIENCES EDU- 
CATION. 

Section 1417 of the National Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 3152) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (c), (d), (e), 
(f). (g), (h), (i), and (j) as subsections (d), (f), 
(9), (h), i), O. (k), and (l), respectively; 

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol- 
lowing: 

"(c) PRIORITIES.—In awarding grants under 
subsection (b), the Secretary shall give priority 
to— 

I applications for teaching enhancement 
projects that demonstrate enhanced coordina- 
tion among all types of institutions eligible for 
funding under this section; and 
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2 applications for teaching enhancement 
projects that focus on innovative, multidisci- 
plinary education programs, material, and cur- 
ricula."’; and 

(3) by inserting after subsection (d) (as redes- 
ignated by paragraph (1)) the following: 

(e) FOOD AND AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION IN- 
FORMATION SYSTEM.—From amounts made 
available for grants under this section, the Sec- 
retary may maintain a national food and agri- 
cultural education information system that con- 
tains— 

) information on enrollment, degrees 
awarded, faculty, and employment placement in 
the food and agricultural sciences; and 

(2) such other similar information as the Sec- 
retary considers appropriate. 

SEC, 224, POLICY RESEARCH CENTERS. 

Section 1419A(a) of the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act 
of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3155(a)) is amended by insert- 
ing “and trade agreements" after “public poli- 
cies”. 

SEC. 225. PLANS OF WORK FOR 1890 INSTITU- 
TIONS TO ADDRESS CRITICAL RE- 
SEARCH AND EXTENSION ISSUES 
AND USE OF PROTOCOLS TO MEAS- 
URE SUCCESS OF PLANS. 

(a) EXTENSION AT 1890 INSTITUTIONS.—Section 
1444(d) of the National Agricultural Research, 
Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 3221(d)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “(d)” and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“(d) ASCERTAINMENT OF ENTITLEMENT TO 
FUNDS; TIME AND MANNER OF PAYMENT; STATE 
REPORTING REQUIREMENTS; PLANS OF WORK.— 

„D ASCERTAINMENT OF ENTITLEMENT.—"’; 

(2) in the last sentence, by striking ‘‘Such 
sums” and inserting the following: 

“(2) TIME AND MANNER OF PAYMENT; RELATED 
REPORTS.—The amount to which an eligible in- 
stitution is entitled”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

(3) REQUIREMENTS RELATED TO PLAN OF 
WORK.—Each plan of work for an eligible insti- 
tution required under this section shall contain 
descriptions of the following: 

“(A) The critical short-term, intermediate, 
and long-term agricultural issues in the State in 
which the eligible institution is located and the 
current and planned extension programs and 
projects targeted to address the issues. 

) The process established to consult with 
extension users regarding the identification of 
critical agricultural issues in the State and the 
development of extension programs and projects 
targeted to address the issues. 

“(C) The efforts made to identify and collabo- 
rate with other colleges and universities within 
the State, and within other States, that have a 
unique capacity to address the identified agri- 
cultural issues in the State and the extent of 
current and emerging efforts (including regional 
extension efforts) to work with those other insti- 
tutions. 

D) The manner in which research and ex- 
tension, including research and extension ac- 
tivities funded other than through formula 
funds, will cooperate to address the critical 
issues in the State, including the activities to be 
carried out separately, the activities to be car- 
ried out sequentially, and the activities to be 
carried out jointly. 

() The education and outreach programs 
already underway to convey currently available 
research results that are pertinent to a critical 
agricultural issue, including efforts to encour- 
age multicounty cooperation in the dissemina- 
tion of research results. 

A EXTENSION PROTOCOLS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall de- 
velop protocols to be used to evaluate the suc- 
cess of multistate, multi-institutional, and mul- 
tidisciplinary extension activities and joint re- 
search and ertension activities in addressing 
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critical agricultural issues identified in the 
plans of work submitted under this section. 

“(B) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall de- 
velop the protocols in consultation with the Ad- 
visory Board and land-grant colleges and uni- 
versities. 

“(5) TREATMENT OF PLANS OF WORK FOR 
OTHER PURPOSES.—To the maximum extent prac- 
ticable, the Secretary shall consider a plan of 
work submitted under this section to satisfy 
other appropriate Federal reporting require- 
ments. 

(b) AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AT 1890 INSTITU- 
TIONS.—Section 1445(c) of the National Agricul- 
tural Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3222(c)) is amended— 

(1) by striking )“ and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

e PROGRAM AND PLANS OF WORK.— 

“(1) INITIAL COMPREHENSIVE PROGRAM OF AG- 
RICULTURAL RESEARCH. and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

(ö) PLAN OF WORK REQUIRED.—Before funds 
may be provided to an eligible institution under 
this section for any fiscal year, a plan of work 
to be carried out under this section shall be sub- 
mitted by the research director specified in sub- 
section (d) and shall be approved by the Sec- 
retary. 

“(3) REQUIREMENTS RELATED TO PLAN OF 
WORK.—Each plan of work required under para- 
graph (2) shall contain descriptions of the fol- 
lowing: 

“(A) The critical short-term, intermediate, 
and long-term agricultural issues in the State in 
which the eligible institution is located and 
the current and planned research pro- 
grams and projects targeted to address the 
issues. 

) The process established to consult with 
users of agricultural research regarding the 
identification of critical agricultural issues in 
the State and the development of research pro- 
grams and projects targeted to address the 
issues. 

“(C) Other colleges and universities within 
the State, and within other States, that have a 
unique capacity to address the identified agri- 
cultural issues in the State. 

“(D) The current and emerging efforts to work 
with those other institutions to build on each 
other's experience and take advantage of each 
institution 's unique capacities. 

) The manner in which research and et- 
tension, including research and extension ac- 
tivities funded other than through formula 
funds, will cooperate to address the critical 
issues in the State, including the activities to be 
carried out separately, the activities to be car- 
ried out sequentially, and the activities to be 
carried out jointly. 

) RESEARCH PROTOCOLS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall de- 
velop protocols to be used to evaluate the suc- 
cess of multistate, multi-institutional, and mul- 
tidisciplinary research activities and joint re- 
search and ertension activities in addressing 
critical agricultural issues identified in the 
plans of work submitted under paragraph (2). 

) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall de- 
velop the protocols in consultation with the Ad- 
visory Board and land-grant colleges and uni- 
versities. 

‘(5) TREATMENT OF PLANS OF WORK FOR 
OTHER PURPOSES.—To the maximum extent prac- 
ticable, the Secretary shall consider a plan of 
work submitted under paragraph (2) to satisfy 
other appropriate Federal reporting require- 
ments.“ 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE. IT he amendments made 
by this section take effect on October 1, 1999. 
SEC. 226. MATCHING FUNDS REQUIREMENT FOR 

RESEARCH AND EXTENSION ACTIVI- 
TIES AT 1890 INSTITUTIONS. 

(a) IMPOSITION OF REQUIREMENT.—Subdtitle G 

of the National Agricultural Research, Exten- 
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sion, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 is amend- 

ed by inserting after section 1448 (7 U.S.C. 3222c) 

the following: 

“SEC. 1449. MATCHING FUNDS REQUIREMENT 
FOR RESEARCH AND EXTENSION AC- 
TIVITIES AT ELIGIBLE INSTITU- 
TIONS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

I ELIGIBLE INSTITUTION.—The term ‘eligible 
institution’ means a college eligible to receive 
funds under the Act of August 30, 1890 (7 U.S.C. 
321 et seq.) (commonly known as the ‘Second 
Morrill Act’), including Tuskegee University. 

ö FORMULA FUNDS.—The term ‘formula 
funds’ means the formula allocation funds dis- 
tributed to eligible institutions under sections 
1444 and 1445. 

“(b) DETERMINATION OF NON-FEDERAL 
SOURCES OF FUNDS.—Not later than September 
30, 1999, each eligible institution shall submit to 
the Secretary a report describing for fiscal year 
1999— 

“(1) the sources of non-Federal funds made 
available by the State to the eligible institution 
for agricultural research, ertension, and edu- 
cation to meet the requirements of this section; 
and 

“(2) the amount of such funds generally 
available from each source. 

(c) MATCHING FORMULA.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of this subtitle, the distribu- 
tion of formula funds to an eligible institution 
shall be subject to the following matching re- 
quirements: 

“(1) For fiscal year 2000, the State shall pro- 
vide matching funds from non-Federal sources 
in an amount equal to not less than 30 percent 
of the formula funds to be distributed to the eli- 
gible institution. 

“(2) For fiscal year 2001, the State shall pro- 
vide matching funds from non-Federal sources 
in an amount equal to not less than 45 percent 
of the formula funds to be distributed to the eli- 
gible institution. 

) For fiscal year 2002 and each fiscal year 
thereafter, the State shall provide matching 
funds from non-Federal sources in an amount 
equal to not less than 50 percent of the formula 
funds to be distributed to the eligible institution. 

d) LIMITED WAIVER AUTHORITY.— 

“(1) FISCAL YEAR 2000.—Notwithstanding sub- 
section (f), the Secretary may waive the match- 
ing funds requirement under subsection (c)(1) 
for fiscal year 2000 for an eligible institution of 
a State if the Secretary determines that, based 
on the report received under subsection (b), the 
State will be unlikely to satisfy the matching re- 
quirement. 

(2) FUTURE FISCAL YEARS.—The Secretary 
may not waive the matching requirement under 
subsection (c) for any fiscal year other than fis- 
cal year 2000. 

(e) USE OF MATCHING FUNDS.—Under terms 
and conditions established by the Secretary, 
matching funds provided as required by sub- 
section (c) may be used by an eligible institution 
for agricultural research, extension, and edu- 
cation activities. 

“(f) REDISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS.— 

“(1) REDISTRIBUTION REQUIRED.—Federal 
funds that are not matched by a State in ac- 
cordance with subsection (c) for a fiscal year 
shall be redistributed by the Secretary to eligible 
institutions whose States have satisfied the 
matching funds requirement for that fiscal year. 

“(2) ADMINISTRATION.—Any redistribution of 
funds under this subsection shall be subject to 
the applicable matching requirement specified in 
subsection (c) and shall be made in a manner 
consistent with sections 1444 and 1445, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary.”’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
1445(g) of the National Agricultural Research, 
Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 3222(g)) is amended— 
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(1) by striking paragraph (2); and 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para- 
graph (2). 

(c) REFERENCES TO TUSKEGEE UNIVERSITY.— 
The National Agricultural Research, Extension, 
and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 is amended— 

(1) in section 1404 (7 U.S.C. 3103), by striking 
“the Tuskegee Institute” in paragraphs (10) and 
(16)(B) and inserting “Tuskegee University“, 

(2) in section 1444 (7 U.S.C. 3221)— 

(A) by striking the section heading and SO. 
1444.” and inserting the following: 

“SEC. 1444. EXTENSION AT 1890 LAND-GRANT COL- 
LEGES, INCLUDING TUSKEGEE UNI- 
VERSITY.”; 

and 

(B) in subsections (a) and (b), by striking 
“Tuskegee Institute” each place it appears and 
inserting “Tuskegee University”; and 

(3) in section 1445 (7 U.S.C. 3222)— 

(A) by striking the section heading and “SEC. 
1445. and inserting the following: 

“SEC. 1445. AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AT 1890 
LAND-GRANT COLLEGES, INCLUDING 
TUSKEGEE UNIVERSITY.”; 


and 

(B) in subsections (a) and (b)(2)(B), by strik- 
ing “Tuskegee Institute” each place it appears 
and inserting “Tuskegee University". 

SEC. 227. INTERNATIONAL RESEARCH, EXTEN- 
SION, AND TEACHING. 

(a) INCLUSION OF TEACHING.—Section 1458 of 
the National Agricultural Research, Extension, 
and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3291) 
is amended— 

(1) in the section heading, by striking ‘‘RE- 
SEARCH AND EXTENSION” and inserting ‘RESEARCH, EX- 
TENSION, AND TEACHING”; 

(2) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking “related research and erten- 
sion” and inserting “related research, erten- 
sion, and teaching"; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking “research 
and ertension on“ and inserting “research, er- 
tension, and teaching activities that address“; 

(B) in paragraphs (2) and (6), by striking 
education“ each place it appears and inserting 
teaching“: 

(C) in paragraph (4), by striking scientists 
and experts“ and inserting science and edu- 
cation experts“, 

(D) in paragraph (5), by inserting teaching.“ 
after development,“ 

(E) in paragraph (7), by striking “research 
and extension that is” and inserting ‘‘research, 
extension, and teaching programs”; and 

(F) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘research ca- 
pabilities’’ and inserting “research, extension, 
and teaching capabilities"; and 

(3) in subsection (b), by striking “counterpart 
agencies” and inserting ‘‘counterpart research, 
extension, and teaching agencies”. 

(b) GRANTS FOR COLLABORATIVE PROJECTS.— 
Section 1458(a) of the National Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 3291(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (7), by striking und at the 
end; 

(2) in paragraph (8), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

( ) make competitive grants for collaborative 
projects that— 

“(A) involve Federal scientists or scientists 
from land-grant colleges and universities or 
other colleges and universities with scientists at 
international agricultural research centers in 
other nations, including the international agri- 
cultural research centers of the Consultative 
Group on International Agriculture Research; 

) focus on developing and using new tech- 
nologies and programs for— 

i) increasing the production of food and 
fiber, while safeguarding the environment 
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worldwide and enhancing the global competi- 
tiveness of United States agriculture; or 

ii) training scientists; 

O are mutually beneficial to the United 
States and other countries; and 

‘(D) encourage private sector involvement 
and the leveraging of private sector funds. 

(c) REPORTS.—Section 1458 of the National 
Agricultural Research, Extension, and Teaching 
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3291) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

(d) REPORTS.—The Secretary shall provide 
biennial reports to the Committee on Agriculture 
of the House of Representatives and the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
of the Senate on efforts of the Federal Govern- 
ment— 

J) to coordinate international agricultural 
research within the Federal Government; and 

2) to more effectively link the activities of 
domestic and international agricultural re- 
searchers, particularly researchers of the Agri- 
cultural Research Service.. 

(d) FULL PAYMENT OF FUNDS MADE AVAIL- 
ABLE FOR CERTAIN BINATIONAL PROJECTS.—Sec- 
tion 1458 of the National Agricultural Research, 
Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 3291) is amended by inserting after sub- 
section (d) (as added by subsection (c) of this 
section) the following: 

(e) FULL PAYMENT OF FUNDS MADE AVAIL- 
ABLE FOR CERTAIN BINATIONAL PROJECTS.—Not- 
withstanding any other provision of law, the 
full amount of any funds appropriated or other- 
wise made available to carry out cooperative 
projects under the arrangement entered into be- 
tween the Secretary and the Government of 
Israel to support the Israel-United States Bina- 
tional Agricultural Research and Development 
Fund shall be paid directly to the Fund. 

(e) SUBTITLE HEADING.—Subtitle I of title XIV 
of the National Agricultural Research, Exten- 
sion, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 
3291 et seq.) is amended by striking the subtitle 
heading and inserting the following: 


“Subtitle I—International Research, 
Extension, and Teaching”. 
SEC. 228. UNITED STATES-MEXICO JOINT AGRI- 
CULTURAL RESEARCH. 

Subtitle I of the National Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of 
1977 is amended by inserting after section 1458 (7 
U.S.C. 3291) the following: 

“SEC. 1459. UNITED STATES-MEXICO JOINT AGRI- 
CULTURAL RESEARCH. 

( RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PRO- 
GRAM.—The Secretary may provide for an agri- 
cultural research and development program 
with the United States Mexico Foundation for 
Science. The program shall focus on binational 
problems facing agricultural producers and con- 
sumers in the 2 countries, in particular pressing 
problems in the areas of food safety, plant and 
animal pest control, and the natural resources 
base on which agriculture depends. 

‘(b) ADMINISTRATION.—Grants under the re- 
search and development program shall be 
awarded competitively through the Foundation. 

“(c) MATCHING REQUIREMENTS.—The provi- 
sion of funds to the Foundation by the United 
States Government shall be subject to the condi- 
tion that the Government of Mexico match, on 
at least a dollar-for-dollar basis, any funds pro- 
vided by the United States Government. 

„d) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS.—Funds 
provided under this section may not be used for 
the planning, repair, rehabilitation, acquisition, 
or construction of a building or facility."’. 

SEC. 229. COMPETITIVE GRANTS FOR INTER- 
NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL SCIENCE 
AND EDUCATION PROGRAMS. 

Subtitle I of the National Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 3291 et seq.) is amended by insert- 
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ing after section 1459 (as added by section 228) 

the following: 

“SEC, 1459A. COMPETITIVE GRANTS FOR INTER- 
NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL SCIENCE 
AND EDUCATION PROGRAMS. 

() COMPETITIVE GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—The 
Secretary may make competitive grants to col- 
leges and universities in order to strengthen 
United States economic competitiveness and to 
promote international market development. 

D PURPOSE OF GRANTS.—Grants under this 
section shall be directed to agricultural re- 
search, extension, and teaching activities that 
will— 

“(1) enhance the international content of the 
curricula in colleges and universities so as to en- 
sure that United States students acquire an un- 
derstanding of the international dimensions and 
trade implications of their studies; 

(2) ensure that United States scientists, et- 
tension agents, and educators involved in agri- 
cultural research and development activities 
outside of the United States have the oppor- 
tunity to convey the implications of their activi- 
ties and findings to their peers and students in 
the United States and to the users of agricul- 
tural research, extension, and teaching; 

) enhance the capabilities of colleges and 
universities to do collaborative research with 
other countries, in cooperation with other Fed- 
eral agencies, on issues relevant to United 
States agricultural competitiveness; 

J enhance the capabilities of colleges and 
universities to provide cooperative extension 
education to promote the application of new 
technology developed in foreign countries to 
United States agriculture; and 

enhance the capability of United States 
colleges and universities, in cooperation with 
other Federal agencies, to provide leadership 
and educational programs that will assist 
United States natural resources and food pro- 
duction, processing, and distribution businesses 
and industries to compete internationally, in- 
cluding product market identification, inter- 
national policies limiting or enhancing market 
production, development of new or enhancement 
of existing markets, and production efficiencies. 

„C AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this section 
for each of fiscal years 1999 through 2002. 

SEC. 230. GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS. 

(a) LIMITATION ON CHARGING INDIRECT 
CosTs.—Subtitle K of the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act 
of 1977 is amended by inserting before section 
1463 (7 U.S.C. 3311) the following: 

“SEC. 1462. LIMITATION ON INDIRECT COSTS FOR 
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, EDU- 
CATION, AND EXTENSION PRO- 
GRAMS. 

“Except as otherwise provided in law, indirect 
costs charged against a competitive agricultural 
research, education, or extension grant awarded 
under this Act or any other Act pursuant to au- 
thority delegated to the Under Secretary of Ag- 
riculture for Research, Education, and Econom- 
ics shall not erceed 19 percent of the total Fed- 
eral funds provided under the grant award, as 
determined by the Secretary.”’. 

(b) LIMITATION ON DEPARTMENT ADMINISTRA- 
TIVE COSTS.—Section 1469 of the National Agri- 
cultural Research, Extension, and Teaching 
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3315) is amended— 

(1) by striking the section heading and all 
that follows through Except as” and inserting 
the following: 

“SEC. 1469. AUDITING, REPORTING, BOOK- 
KEEPING, AND ADMINISTRATIVE RE- 
QUIREMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL,—Except as: 

(2) by striking paragraph (3) and inserting the 
following: 
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) the Secretary may retain up to 4 percent 
of amounts appropriated for agricultural re- 
search, extension, and teaching assistance pro- 
grams for the administration of those programs 
authorized under this Act or any other Act; 
and“, and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

h COMMUNITY FOOD PROJECTS.—The Sec- 
retary may retain, for the administration of 
community food projects under section 25 of the 
Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2034), 4 per- 
cent of amounts available for the projects, not- 
withstanding the availability of any appropria- 
tion for administrative expenses of the projects. 

“(c) PEER PANEL EXPENSES.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law regarding a competi- 
tive research, education, or extension grant pro- 
gram of the Depariment of Agriculture, the Sec- 
retary may use grant program funds, as nec- 
essary, to supplement funds otherwise available 
for program administration, to pay for the costs 
associated with peer review of grant proposals 
under the program. 

“(d) DEFINITION OF IN-KIND SUPPORT.—In 
any law relating to agricultural research, edu- 
cation, or extension activities administered by 
the Secretary, the term ‘in-kind support’, with 
regard to a requirement that the recipient of 
funds provided by the Secretary match all or 
part of the amount of the funds, means con- 
tributions such as office space, equipment, and 
staff Support. 

SEC. 231. EXPANSION OF AUTHORITY TO ENTER 

INTO COST-REIMBURSABLE AGREE- 
MENTS. 

Section 1473A of the National Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 3319a) is amended in the first sen- 
tence by inserting “or other colleges and univer- 
sities” after institutions“. 

Subtitle D—Food, Agriculture, Conservation, 
and Trade Act of 1990 

SEC. 241. AGRICULTURAL GENOME INITIATIVE. 
Section 1671 of the Food, Agriculture, Con- 

servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5924) 

is amended to read as follows: 

“SEC. 1671. AGRICULTURAL GENOME INITIATIVE. 
“(a) GOALS:—The goals of this section are 
J) to expand the knowledge of public and 

private sector entities and persons concerning 
genomes for species of importance to the food 
and agriculture sectors in order to maximize the 
return on the investment in genomics of agri- 
culturally important species; 

“*(2) to focus on the species that will yield sci- 
entifically important results that will enhance 
the usefulness of many agriculturally important 


es; 

) to build on genomic research, such as the 
Human Genome Initiative and the Arabidopsis 
Genome Project, to understand gene structure 
and function that is expected to have consider- 
able payoffs in agriculturally important species; 

(4) to develop improved bioinformatics to en- 
hance both sequence or structure determination 
and analysis of the biological function of genes 
and gene products; 

) to encourage Federal Government partici- 
pants to maximize the utility of public and pri- 
vate partnerships for agricultural genome re- 
search; 

“(6) to allow resources developed under this 
section, including data, software, germplasm, 
and other biological materials, to be openly ac- 
cessible to all persons, subject to any confiden- 
tiality requirements imposed by law; and 

“(7) to encourage international partnerships 
with each partner country responsible for fi- 
nancing its own strategy for agricultural ge- 
nome research. 

(b) DUTIES OF SECRETARY.—The Secretary of 
Agriculture (referred to in this section as the 
‘Secretary') shall conduct a research initiative 
(to be known as the ‘Agricultural Genome Ini- 
tiative') for the purpose of— 
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“(1) studying and mapping agriculturally sig- 
nificant genes to achieve sustainable and secure 
agricultural production; 

“(2) ensuring that current gaps in existing ag- 
ricultural genetics knowledge are filled; 

) identifying and developing a functional 
understanding of genes responsible for economi- 
cally important traits in agriculturally impor- 
tant species, including emerging plant and ani- 
mal diseases causing economic hardship; 

“(4) ensuring future genetic improvement of 
agriculturally important species; 

“(5) supporting preservation 
germplasm; 

(6) ensuring preservation of biodiversity to 
maintain access to genes that may be of impor- 
tance in the future; and 

) otherwise carrying out this section. 

“(c) GRANTS AND COOPERATIVE AGREE- 
MENTS.— 

“(1) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary may make 
grants or enter into cooperative agreements with 
individuals and organizations in accordance 
with section 1472 of the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act 
of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3318). 

) COMPETITIVE BASIS.—A grant or coopera- 
tive agreement under this subsection shall be 
made or entered into on a competitive basis. 

„d ADMINISTRATION.—Paragraphs (1), (6), 
(7), and (11) of subsection (b) of the Competitive, 
Special, and Facilities Research Grant Act (7 
U.S.C. 450i) shall apply with respect to the mak- 
ing of a grant or cooperative agreement under 
this section. 

ö MATCHING OF FUNDS.— 

ö GENERAL REQUIREMENT.—If a grant or co- 
operative agreement under this section provides 
a particular benefit to a specific agricultural 
commodity, the Secretary shall require the re- 
cipient to provide funds or in-kind support to 
match the amount of funds provided by the Sec- 
retary under the grant or cooperative agree- 
ment. 

(2) WAIVER.—The Secretary may waive the 
matching funds requirement of paragraph (1) 
with respect to a research project if the Sec- 
retary determines that— 

“(A) the results of the project, while of par- 
ticular benefit to a specific agricultural com- 
modity, are likely to be applicable to agricul- 
tural commodities generally; or 

“(B) the project involves a minor commodity, 
the project deals with scientifically important 
research, and the recipient is unable to satisfy 
the matching funds requirement. 

“(f) CONSULTATION WITH NATIONAL ACADEMY 
OF SCIENCES.—The Secretary may use funds 
made available under this section to consult 
with the National Academy of Sciences regard- 
ing the administration of the Agricultural Ge- 
nome Initiative.“ 

SEC. 242. HIGH-PRIORITY RESEARCH AND EXTEN- 
SION INITIATIVES. 

Section 1672 of the Food, Agriculture, Con- 
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5925) 
is amended to read as follows: 

“SEC. 1672. HIGH-PRIORITY RESEARCH AND EX- 
TENSION INITIATIVES. 

“(a) COMPETITIVE SPECIALIZED RESEARCH AND 
EXTENSION GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—The Sec- 
retary of Agriculture (referred to in this section 
as the Secretary) may make competitive grants 
to support research and ertension activities 
specified in subsections (e), (f), and (g). The 
Secretary shall make the grants in consultation 
with the National Agricultural Research, Exten- 
sion, Education, and Economics Advisory 
Board. 

“(b) ADMINISTRATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this section, paragraphs (1), (6), (7), 
and (11) of subsection (b) of the Competitive, 
Special, and Facilities Research Grant Act (7 
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U.S.C. 450i) shall apply with respect to the mak- 
ing of grants under this section. 

“(2) USE OF TASK FORCES.—To facilitate the 
making of research and extension grants under 
this section in the research and ertension areas 
specified in subsection (e), the Secretary may 
appoint a task force for each such area to make 
recommendations to the Secretary. The Sec- 
retary may not incur costs in excess of $1,000 for 
any fiscal year in connection with each task 
force established under this paragraph. 

“(c) MATCHING FUNDS REQUIRED.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall require 
the recipient of a grant under this section to 
provide funds or in-kind support from non-Fed- 
eral sources in an amount at least equal to the 
amount provided by the Federal Government. 

“(2) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—The Secretary may 
waive the matching funds requirement specified 
in paragraph (1) with respect to a research 
project if the Secretary determines that— 

(A) the results of the project, while of par- 
ticular benefit to a specific agricultural com- 
modity, are likely to be applicable to agricul- 
tural commodities generally; or 

) the project involves a minor commodity, 
the project deals with scientifically important 
research, and the grant recipient is unable to 
satisfy the matching funds requirement. 

„d) PARTNERSHIPS ENCOURAGED.—Following 
the completion of a peer review process for grant 
proposals received under this section, the Sec- 
retary may provide a priority to those grant pro- 
posals, found in the peer review process to be 
scientifically meritorious, that involve the co- 
operation of multiple entities. 

‘“(e) HIGH-PRIORITY RESEARCH AND EXTENSION 
AREAS.— 

“(1) BROWN CITRUS APHID AND CITRUS 
TRISTEZA VIRUS RESEARCH AND EXTENSION.—Re- 
search and extension grants may be made under 
this section for the purpose of— 

(A developing methods to control or eradi- 
cate the brown citrus aphid and the citrus 
tristeza virus from citrus crops grown in the 
United States; or 

) adapting citrus crops grown in the 
United States to the brown citrus aphid and the 
citrus tristeza virus. 

““(2) ETHANOL RESEARCH AND EXTENSION.—Re- 
search and extension grants may be made under 
this section for the purpose of carrying out or 
enhancing research on ethanol derived from ag- 
ricultural crops as an alternative fuel source. 

*(3) AFLATOXIN RESEARCH AND EXTENSION.— 
Research and ertension grants may be made 
under this section for the purpose of identifying 
and controlling aflatoxin in the food and feed 
chains. 

“(4) MESQUITE RESEARCH AND EXTENSION.— 
Research and ertension grants may be made 
under this section for the purpose of developing 
enhanced production methods and commercial 
uses of mesquite. 

“(5) PRICKLY PEAR RESEARCH AND EXTEN- 
SION.—Research and extension grants may be 
made under this section for the purpose of in- 
vestigating enhanced genetic selection and proc- 
essing techniques of prickly pears. 

“(6) DEER TICK ECOLOGY RESEARCH AND EX- 
TENSION.—Research and extension grants may 
be made under this section for the purpose of 
studying the population ecology of deer ticks 
and other insects and pests that transmit Lyme 
disease. 

) RED MEAT SAFETY RESEARCH AND EXTEN- 
SION.—Research and extension grants may be 
made under this section for the purpose of de- 
veloping— 

A) intervention strategies that reduce micro- 
bial contamination on carcass surfaces; 

A) microbiological mapping of carcass sur- 
faces; and 

„ ) model hazard analysis and critical con- 
trol point plans. 
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(8) GRAIN SORGHUM ERGOT RESEARCH AND EX- 
TENSION.—Research and extension grants may 
be made under this section for the purpose of 
developing techniques for the eradication of sor- 
ghum ergot. 

“(9) PEANUT MARKET ENHANCEMENT RESEARCH 
AND EXTENSION.—Research and ertension grants 
may be made under this section for the purpose 
of evaluating the economics of applying innova- 
tive technologies for peanut processing in a com- 
mercial environment. 

*(10) DAIRY FINANCIAL RISK MANAGEMENT RE- 
SEARCH AND EXTENSION.—Research and erten- 
sion grants may be made under this section for 
the purpose of providing research, development, 
or education materials, information, and out- 
reach programs regarding risk management 
strategies for dairy producers and for dairy co- 
operatives and other processors and marketers 
of milk. 

“(11) COTTON RESEARCH AND EXTENSION.—Re- 
search and extension grants may be made under 
this section for the purpose of improving pest 
management, fiber quality enhancement, eco- 
nomic assessment, tertile production, and opti- 
mized production systems for short staple cot- 
ton. 
(Ia) METHYL BROMIDE RESEARCH AND EXTEN- 
SION.—Research and extension grants may be 
made under this section for the purpose of— 

“(A) developing and evaluating chemical and 
nonchemical alternatives, and use and emission 
reduction strategies, for pre-planting and post- 
harvest uses of methyl bromide; and 

“(B) transferring the results of the research 
for use by agricultural producers. 

(13) POTATO RESEARCH AND EXTENSION.—Re- 
search and extension grants may be made under 
this section for the purpose of developing and 
evaluating new strains of potatoes that are re- 
sistant to blight and other diseases, as well as 
insects. Emphasis may be placed on developing 
potato varieties that lend themselves to innova- 
tive marketing approaches. 

“(14) WOOD USE RESEARCH AND EXTENSION.— 
Research and extension grants may be made 
under this section for the purpose of developing 
new uses for wood from underused tree species 
as well as investigating methods of modifying 
wood and wood fibers to produce better building 
materials. 

“(15) LOW-BUSH BLUEBERRY RESEARCH AND 
EXTENSION.—Research and extension grants 
may be made under this section for the purpose 
of evaluating methods of propagating and devel- 
oping low-bush blueberry as a marketable crop. 

“(16) WETLANDS USE RESEARCH AND EXTEN- 
SION.—Research and extension grants may be 
made under this section for the purpose of better 
use of wetlands in diverse ways to provide var- 
ious economic, agricultural, and environmental 
benefits. 

“(17) WILD PAMPAS GRASS CONTROL, MANAGE- 
MENT, AND ERADICATION RESEARCH AND EXTEN- 
SION.—Research and extension grants may be 
made under this section for the purpose of con- 
trol, management, and eradication of wild pam- 


pas grass. 

“(18) FOOD SAFETY, INCLUDING PATHOGEN DE- 
TECTION AND LIMITATION, RESEARCH AND EXTEN- 
SION.—Research and extension grants may be 
made under this section for the purpose of in- 
creasing food safety, including the identifica- 
tion of advanced detection and processing meth- 
ods to limit the presence of pathogens (including 
hepatitis A and E. coli 0157:H7) in domestic and 
imported foods. 

(19) FINANCIAL RISK MANAGEMENT RESEARCH 
AND EXTENSION.—Research and ertension grants 
may be made under this section for the purpose 
of providing research, development, or edu- 
cation materials, information, and outreach pro- 
grams regarding financial risk management 
strategies for agricultural producers and for co- 
operatives and other processors and marketers 
of any agricultural commodity. 
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( A ORNAMENTAL TROPICAL FISH RESEARCH 
AND EXTENSION.—Research and ertension grants 
may be made under this section for the purpose 
of meeting the needs of commercial producers of 
ornamental tropical fish and aquatic plants for 
improvements in the areas of fish reproduction, 
health, nutrition, predator control, water use, 
water quality control, and farming technology. 

„ö SHEEP SCRAPIE RESEARCH AND EXTEN- 
SION.—Research and extension grants may be 
made under this section for the purpose of in- 
vestigating the genetic aspects of scrapie in 
sheep. 

ö) GYPSY MOTH RESEARCH AND EXTEN- 
SION.—Research and extension grants may be 
made under this section for the purpose of de- 
veloping biological control, management, and 
eradication methods against nonnative insects, 
including Lymantria dispar (commonly known 
as the ‘gypsy moth’), that contribute to signifi- 
cant agricultural, economic, or environmental 
harm. 

023) FORESTRY RESEARCH AND EXTENSION.— 
Research and extension grants may be made 
under this section to develop and distribute 
new, high-quality, science-based information for 
the purpose of improving the long-term produc- 
tivity of forest resources and contributing to for- 
est-based economic development by addressing 
such issues as— 

(A) forest land use policies; 

() multiple-use forest management, includ- 
ing wildlife habitat development, improved for- 
est regeneration systems, and timber supply; 
and 

“(C) improved development, manufacturing, 
and marketing of forest products. 

(24) TOMATO SPOTTED WILT VIRUS RESEARCH 
AND EXTENSION.—Research and extension grants 
may be made under this section for the purpose 
of control, management, and eradication of to- 
mato spotted wilt virus. 

D IMPORTED FIRE ANT CONTROL, MANAGE- 
MENT, AND ERADICATION.— 

“(1) TASK FORCE.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish a task force pursuant to subsection (b)(2) 
regarding the control, management, and eradi- 
cation of imported fire ants. The Secretary shall 
solicit and evaluate grant proposals under this 
subsection in consultation with the task force. 

(2) INITIAL GRANTS.— 

“(A) REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS.—The Secretary 
shall publish a request for proposals for grants 
for research or demonstration projects related to 
the control, management, and possible eradi- 
cation of imported fire ants. 

() SELECTION.—Not later than I year after 
the date of publication of the request for pro- 
posals, the Secretary shall evaluate the grant 
proposals submitted in response to the request 
and may select meritorious research or dem- 
onstration projects related to the control, man- 
agement, and possible eradication of imported 
fire ants to receive an initial grant under this 
subsection. 

) SUBSEQUENT GRANTS.— 

“(A) EVALUATION OF INITIAL GRANTS.—If the 
Secretary awards grants under paragraph 
(2)(B), the Secretary shall evaluate all of the re- 
search or demonstration projects conducted 
under the grants for their use as the basis of a 
national plan for the control, management, and 
possible eradication of imported fire ants by the 
Federal Government, State and local govern- 
ments, and owners and operators of land. 

) SELECTION.—On the basis of the evalua- 
tion under subparagraph (A), the Secretary may 
select the projects that the Secretary considers 
most promising for additional research or dem- 
onstration related to preparation of a national 
plan for the control, management, and possible 
eradication of imported fire ants. The Secretary 
shall notify the task force of the projects se- 
lected under this subparagraph. 
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C SELECTION AND SUBMISSION OF NATIONAL 
PLAN.— 

C EVALUATION OF SUBSEQUENT GRANTS.—If 
the Secretary awards grants under paragraph 
(3)(B), the Secretary shall evaluate all of the re- 
search or demonstration projects conducted 
under the grants for use as the basis of a na- 
tional plan for the control, management, and 
possible eradication of imported fire ants by the 
Federal Government, State and local govern- 
ments, and owners and operators of land. 

) SELECTION.—On the basis of the evalua- 
tion under subparagraph (A), the Secretary 
shall select 1 project funded under paragraph 
(3)(B), or a combination of those projects, for 
award of a grant for final preparation of the 
national plan. 

O) SUBMISSION.—The Secretary shall submit 
to Congress the final national plan prepared 
under subparagraph (B) for the control, man- 
agement, and possible eradication of imported 
fire ants. 

“(g) FORMOSAN TERMITE RESEARCH AND 
ERADICATION.— 

“(1) RESEARCH PROGRAM.—The Secretary may 
make competitive research grants under this 
subsection to regional and multijurisdictional 
entities, local government planning organiza- 
tions, and local governments for the purpose of 
conducting research for the control, manage- 
ment, and possible eradication of Formosan ter- 
mites in the United States. 

“(2) ERADICATION PROGRAM.—The Secretary 
may enter into cooperative agreements with re- 
gional and multijurisdictional entities, local 
government planning organizations, and local 
governments for the purposes of— 

“(A) conducting projects for the control, man- 
agement, and possible eradication of Formosan 
termites in the United States; and 

“(B) collecting data on the effectiveness of the 
projects. 

“(3) FUNDING PRIORITY.—In allocating funds 
made available to carry out paragraph (2), the 
Secretary shall provide a higher priority for re- 
gions or locations with the highest historical 
rates of infestation of Formosan termites. 

“(4) MANAGEMENT COORDINATION.—The pro- 
gram management of research grants, coopera- 
tive agreements, and projects under this sub- 
section shall be conducted under existing au- 
thority in coordination with the national for- 
mosan termite management and research dem- 
onstration program conducted by the Agricul- 
tural Research Service. 

“(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this section 
for each of fiscal years 1999 through 2002. 

SEC. 243. NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT RESEARCH 
AND EXTENSION INITIATIVE. 

The Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and 
Trade Act of 1990 is amended by inserting after 
section 1672 (7 U.S.C. 5925) the following: 

“SEC. 1672A. NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT RESEARCH 
AND EXTENSION INITIATIVE. 

(a) COMPETITIVE RESEARCH AND EXTENSION 
GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary of Agri- 
culture (referred to in this section as the ‘Sec- 
retary’) may make competitive grants to support 
research and extension activities specified in 
subsection (e). The Secretary shall make the 
grants in consultation with the National Agri- 
cultural Research, Extension, Education, and 
Economics Advisory Board, 

“(b) ADMINISTRATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraphs (1), (6), (7), 
and (11) of subsection (b) of the Competitive, 
Special, and Facilities Research Grant Act (7 
U.S.C. 450i) shall apply with respect to the mak- 
ing of grants under this section. 

(2) USE OF TASK FORCES.—To facilitate the 
making of research and extension grants under 
this section in the research and extension areas 
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specified in subsection (e), the Secretary may 
appoint a task force for each such area to make 
recommendations to the Secretary. The Sec- 
retary may not incur costs in excess of $1,000 for 
any fiscal year in connection with each task 
force established under this paragraph. 

“(c) MATCHING FUNDS REQUIRED.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall require 
the recipient of a grant under this section to 
provide funds or in-kind support from non-Fed- 
eral sources in an amount at least equal to the 
amount provided by the Federal Government. 

(A) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—The Secretary may 
waive the matching funds requirement specified 
in paragraph (1) with respect to a research 
project if the Secretary determines that— 

“(A) the results of the project, while of par- 
ticular benefit to a specific agricultural com- 
modity, are likely to be applicable to agricul- 
tural commodities generally; or 

) the project involves a minor commodity, 
the project deals with scientifically important 
research, and the grant recipient is unable to 
satisfy the matching funds requirement. 

“(d) PARTNERSHIPS ENCOURAGED.—Following 
the completion of a peer review process for grant 
proposals received under this section, the Sec- 
retary may provide a priority to those grant pro- 
posals, found in the peer review process to be 
scientifically meritorious, that involve the co- 
operation of multiple entities. 

e NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT RESEARCH AND 
EXTENSION AREAS.— 

“(1) ANIMAL WASTE AND ODOR MANAGEMENT.— 
Research and extension grants may be made 
under this section for the purpose / 

( identifying, evaluating, and dem- 
onstrating innovative technologies for animal 
waste management and related air quality man- 
agement and odor control; 

() investigating the unique microbiology of 
specific animal wastes, such as swine waste, to 
develop improved methods to effectively manage 
air and water quality; and 

“(C) conducting information workshops to 
disseminate the results of the research. 

“(2) WATER QUALITY AND AQUATIC ECO- 
SYSTEMS.—Research and extension grants may 
be made under this section for the purpose of in- 
vestigating the impact on aquatic food webs, es- 
pecially commercially important aquatic species 
and their habitats, of microorganisms of the 
genus Pfiesteria and other microorganisms that 
are a threat to human or animal health. 

) RURAL AND URBAN INTERFACE.—Research 
and ertension grants may be made under this 
section for the purpose of identifying, evalu- 
ating, and demonstrating innovative tech- 
nologies to be used for animal waste manage- 
ment (including odor control) in rural areas ad- 
jacent to urban or suburban areas in connection 
with waste management activities undertaken in 
urban or suburban areas. 

“(4) ANIMAL FEED.—Research and extension 
grants may be made under this section for the 
purpose of maximizing nutrition management 
for livestock, while limiting risks, such as min- 
eral bypass, associated with livestock feeding 
practices. 

“(5) ALTERNATIVE USES OF ANIMAL WASTE.— 
Research and ertension grants may be made 
under this section for the purpose of finding in- 
novative methods and technologies for economic 
use or disposal of animal waste. 

‘(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this section 
for each of fiscal years 1999 through 2002. 

SEC. 244. ORGANIC AGRICULTURE RESEARCH 
AND EXTENSION INITIATIVE. 

The Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and 
Trade Act of 1990 is amended by inserting after 
section 1672A (as added by section 243) the fol- 
lowing: 
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“SEC. 1672B. ORGANIC AGRICULTURE RESEARCH 
AND EXTENSION INITIATIVE. 

() COMPETITIVE SPECIALIZED RESEARCH AND 
EXTENSION GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—In consulta- 
tion with the National Agricultural Research, 
Extension, Education, and Economics Advisory 
Board, the Secretary of Agriculture (referred to 
in this section as the ‘Secretary') may make 
competitive grants to support research and er- 
tension activities regarding organically grown 
and processed agricultural commodities for the 
purposes of— 

“(1) facilitating the development of organic 
agriculture production and processing methods; 

2) evaluating the potential economic bene- 
fits to producers and processors who use organic 
methods; and 

) exploring international trade opportuni- 
ties for organically grown and processed agri- 
cultural commodities. 

h GRANT TYPES AND PROCESS, PROHIBITION 
ON CONSTRUCTION.—Paragraphs (1), (6), (7), and 
(11) of subsection (b) of the Competitive, Special, 
and Facilities Research Grant Act (7 U.S.C. 
450i) shall apply with respect to the making of 
grants under this section. 

“(c) MATCHING FUNDS REQUIRED.— 

CI IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall require 
the recipient of a grant under this section to 
provide funds or in-kind support from non-Fed- 
eral sources in an amount at least equal to the 
amount provided by the Federal Government. 

*(2) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—The Secretary may 
waive the matching funds requirement specified 
in paragraph (1) with respect to a research 
project if the Secretary determines that— 

(A the results of the project, while of par- 
ticular benefit to a specified agricultural com- 
modity, are likely to be applicable to agricul- 
tural commodities generally; or 

() the project involves a minor commodity, 
the project deals with scientifically important 
research, and the grant recipient is unable to 
satisfy the matching funds requirement. 

d) PARTNERSHIPS ENCOURAGED.—Following 
the completion of a peer review process for grant 
proposals received under this section, the Sec- 
retary may provide a priority to those grant pro- 
posals, found in the peer review process to be 
scientifically meritorious, that involve the co- 
operation of multiple entities. 

"(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this section 
for each of fiscal years 1999 through 2002. 

SEC, 245, AGRICULTURAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
PROGRAM. 

Section 1673 of the Food, Agriculture, Con- 
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5926) 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)— 

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through 
(5) as paragraphs (2) through (6), respectively; 

(B) by inserting before paragraph (2) (as so re- 
designated) the following: 

I A*DEC.—The term ‘A*DEC’ means the 
distance education consortium known as 
A*DEC."; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(7) SECRETARY.—Except as provided in sub- 
section (d)(1), the term ‘Secretary’ means the 
Secretary of Agriculture, acting through 
DEC.“ 

(2) in subsection (d)(1), by striking The Sec- 
retary shall establish a program, to be adminis- 
tered by the Assistant Secretary for Science and 
Education," and inserting “The Secretary of 
Agriculture shall establish a program, to be ad- 
ministered through a grant provided to A*DEC 
under terms and conditions established by the 
Secretary of Agriculture, ; and 

(3) in the first sentence of subsection (f)(2), by 
striking “the Assistant Secretary for Science 
and Education" and inserting ‘‘A*DEC”’. 
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SEC. 246. ASSISTIVE TECHNOLOGY PROGRAM FOR 
FARMERS WITH DISABILITIES. 

Section 1680 of the Food, Agriculture, Con- 
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5933) 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking paragraph 
(6); 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by striking “‘DISSEMINATION.—"’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘GENERAL.—The”’ and in- 
serting ‘‘DISSEMINATION.—The"’; and 

(B) by striking paragraph (2); and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

““(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

D IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
there is authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out this section $6,000,000 for each of fiscal 
years 1999 through 2002. 

(2) NATIONAL GRANT.—Not more than 15 per- 
cent of the amounts made available under para- 
graph (1) for a fiscal year shall be used to carry 
out subsection (d).“ 

Subtitle E—Other Laws 
SEC. 251. EQUITY IN EDUCATIONAL LAND-GRANT 
STATUS ACT OF 1994. 

(a) DEFINITION OF 1994 INSTITUTIONS.—Section 
532 of the Equity in Educational Land-Grant 
Status Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-382; 7 U.S.C. 
301 note) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

630) Little Priest Tribal College.. 

(b) ACCREDITATION.—Section 533(a) of the Eq- 
uity in Educational Land-Grant Status Act of 
1994 (Public Law 103-382; 7 U.S.C. 301 note) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“(3) ACCREDITATION.—To receive funding 
under sections 534 and 535, a 1994 Institution 
shall certify to the Secretary that the 1994 Insti- 
tution— 

A is accredited by a nationally recognized 
accrediting agency or association determined by 
the Secretary, in consultation with the Sec- 
retary of Education, to be a reliable authority 
regarding the quality of training offered; or 

) is making progress toward the accredita- 
tion, as determined by the nationally recognized 
accrediting agency or association.“ 

(c) RESEARCH GRANTS.—The Equity in Edu- 
cational Land-Grant Status Act of 1994 (Public 
Law 103-382; 7 U.S.C. 301 note) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“SEC. 536. RESEARCH GRANTS. 

() RESEARCH GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—The 
Secretary of Agriculture may make grants under 
this section, on the basis of a competitive appli- 
cation process (and in accordance with such 
regulations as the Secretary may promulgate), 
to a 1994 Institution to assist the Institution to 
conduct agricultural research that addresses 
high priority concerns of tribal, national, or 
multistate significance. 

“(b) REQUIREMENTS.—Grant applications sub- 
mitted under this section shall certify that the 
research to be conducted will be performed 
under a cooperative agreement with at least 1 
other land-grant college or university (exclusive 
of another 1994 Institution). 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this section 
for each of fiscal years 1999 through 2002. 
Amounts appropriated shall remain available 
until erpended.”’. 

SEC. 252. FUND FOR RURAL AMERICA. 

Section 793(b) of the Federal Agriculture Im- 
provement and Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 
2204f(b)) is amended by striking paragraph (1) 
and inserting the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—On October 1, 1998, and 
each October 1 thereafter through October 1, 
2002, out of any funds in the Treasury not oth- 
erwise appropriated, the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury shall transfer $60,000,000 to the Account. 
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SEC. 253. FOREST AND RANGELAND RENEWABLE 
RESOURCES RESEARCH. 

(a) FinDINGS.—Section 2 of the Forest and 
Rangeland Renewable Resources Research Act 
of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 1641) is amended by striking 
“SEC. 2. and subsection (a) and inserting the 
following: 

“SEC, 2, FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

“(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the following: 

J) Forests and rangeland, and the resources 
of forests and rangeland, are of strategic eco- 
nomic and ecological importance to the United 
States, and the Federal Government has an im- 
portant and substantial role in ensuring the 
continued health, productivity, and sustain- 
ability of the forests and rangeland of the 
United States. 

2) Over 75 percent of the productive com- 
mercial forest land in the United States is pri- 
vately owned, with some 60 percent owned by 
small nonindustrial private owners. These 
10,000,000 nonindustrial private owners are crit- 
ical to providing both commodity and noncom- 
modity values to the citizens of the United 
States. 

“(3) The National Forest System manages 
only 17 percent of the commercial timberland of 
the United States, with over half of the standing 
softwoods inventory located on that land. Dra- 
matic changes in Federal agency policy during 
the early 1990’s have significantly curtailed the 
management of this vast timber resource, caus- 
ing abrupt shifts in the supply of timber from 
public to private ownership. As a result of these 
shifts in supply, some 60 percent of total wood 
production in the United States is now coming 
from private forest land in the southern United 
States. 

) At the same time that pressures are build- 
ing for the removal of even more land from com- 
mercial production, the Federal Government is 
significantly reducing its commitment to produc- 
tivity-related research regarding forests and 
rangeland, which is critically needed by the pri- 
vate sector for the sustained management of re- 
maining available timber and forage resources 
for the benefit of all species. 

(5) Uncertainty over the availability of the 
United States timber supply, increasing regu- 
latory burdens, and the lack of Federal Govern- 
ment support for research is causing domestic 
wood and paper producers to move outside the 
United States to find reliable sources of wood 
supplies, which in turn results in a worsening of 
the United States trade balance, the loss of em- 
ployment and infrastructure investments, and 
an increased risk of infestations of exotic pests 
and diseases from imported wood products. 

( Wood and paper producers in the United 
States are being challenged not only by shifts in 
Federal Government policy, but also by inter- 
national competition from tropical countries 
where growth rates of trees far exceed those in 
the United States. Wood production per acre 
will need to quadruple from 1996 levels for the 
United States forestry sector to remain inter- 
nationally competitive on an ever decreasing 
forest land base. 

“(7) Better and more frequent forest 
inventorying and analysis is necessary to iden- 
tify productivity-related forestry research needs 
and to provide forest managers with the current 
data necessary to make timely and effective 
management decisions.“ 

(b) HIGH PRIORITY FORESTRY AND RANGELAND 
RESEARCH AND EDUCATION.—Section 3 of the 
Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Re- 
search Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 1642) is amended 
by striking subsection (d) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“(d) HIGH PRIORITY FORESTRY AND RANGE- 
LAND RESEARCH AND EDUCATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may con- 
duct, support, and cooperate in forestry and 
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rangeland research and education that is of the 
highest priority to the United States and to 
users of public and private forest land and 
rangeland in the United States. 

) PRIORITIES.—The research and education 
priorities include the following: 

(A The biology of forest organisms and 
rangeland organisms. 

) Functional characteristics and cost-ef- 
fective management of forest and rangeland eco- 
systems. 

(O Interactions between humans and forests 
and rangeland. 

D) Wood and forage as a raw material. 

( International trade, competition, and co- 
operation. 

**(3) NORTHEASTERN STATES RESEARCH COOPER- 
ATIVE.—The Secretary may cooperate with the 
northeastern States of New Hampshire, New 
York, Maine, and Vermont, land-grant colleges 
and universities of those States, natural re- 
sources and forestry schools of those States, 
other Federal agencies, and other interested per- 
sons in those States to coordinate and improve 
ecological and economic research relating to ag- 
ricultural research, extension, and education, 
including— 

(A) research on ecosystem health, forest 
management, product development, economics, 
and related fields; 

) research to assist those States and land- 
owners in those States to achieve sustainable 
forest management; 

O technology transfer to the wood products 
industry of technologies that promote efficient 
processing, pollution prevention, and energy 
conservation; 

D) dissemination of existing and new infor- 
mation to landowners, public and private re- 
source managers, State forest citizen advisory 
committees, and the general public through pro- 
fessional associations, publications, and other 
information clearinghouse activities; and 

E) analysis of strategies for the protection 
of areas of outstanding ecological significance 
or high biological diversity, and strategies for 
the provision of important recreational opportu- 
nities and traditional uses, including strategies 
for areas identified through State land con- 
servation planning processes. 

(c) FOREST INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS.—Sec- 
tion 3 of the Forest and Rangeland Renewable 
Resources Research Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 1642) 
is amended by adding at the end the following: 

e) FOREST INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS.— 

“(1) PROGRAM REQUIRED.—In compliance with 
other applicable provisions of law, the Secretary 
shall establish a program to inventory and ana- 
lyze, in a timely manner, public and private for- 
ests and their resources in the United States. 

ö ANNUAL STATE INVENTORY.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than the end of 
each full fiscal year beginning after the date of 
enactment of this subsection, the Secretary shall 
prepare for each State, in cooperation with the 
State forester for the State, an inventory of for- 
ests and their resources in the State. 

) SAMPLE PLOTS.—For purposes of pre- 
paring the inventory for a State, the Secretary 
shall measure annually 20 percent of all sample 
plots that are included in the inventory program 
for that State. 

(O COMPILATION OF INVENTORY.—On com- 
pletion of the inventory for a year, the Sec- 
retary shall make available to the public a com- 
pilation of all data collected for that year from 
measurements of sample plots as well as any 
analysis made of the samples. 

“(3) 5-YEAR REPORTS.—Not more often than 
every 5 full fiscal years after the date of enact- 
ment of this subsection, the Secretary shall pre- 
pare, publish, and make available to the public 
a report, prepared in cooperation with State for- 
esters, that— 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


“(A) contains a description of each State in- 
ventory of forests and their resources, incor- 
porating all sample plot measurements con- 
ducted during the 5 years covered by the report; 

B) displays and analyzes on a nationwide 
basis the results of the annual reports required 
by paragraph (2); and 

(O) contains an analysis of forest health 
conditions and trends over the previous 2 dec- 
ades, with an emphasis on such conditions and 
trends during the period subsequent to the im- 
mediately preceding report under this para- 
graph. 

C NATIONAL STANDARDS AND DEFINITIONS.— 
To ensure uniform and consistent data collec- 
tion for all forest land that is publicly or pri- 
vately owned and for each State, the Secretary 
shall develop, in consultation with State for- 
esters and Federal land management agencies 
not under the jurisdiction of the Secretary, and 
publish national standards and definitions to be 
applied in inventorying and analyzing forests 
and their resources under this subsection. The 
standards shall include a core set of variables to 
be measured on all sample plots under para- 
graph (2) and a standard set of tables to be in- 
cluded in the reports under paragraph (3). 

“(5) PROTECTION FOR PRIVATE PROPERTY 
RIGHTS.—The Secretary shall obtain authoriza- 
tion from property owners prior to collecting 
data from sample plots located on private prop- 
erty pursuant to paragraphs (2) and (3). 

“(6) STRATEGIC PLAN.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, the Secretary shall prepare and submit 
to Congress a strategic plan to implement and 
carry out this subsection, including the annual 
updates required by paragraph (2) and the re- 
ports required by paragraph (3), that shall de- 
scribe in detail— 

“(A) the financial resources required to imple- 
ment and carry out this subsection, including 
the identification of any resources required in 
excess of the amounts provided for forest 
inventorying and analysis in recent appropria- 
tions Acts; 

) the personnel necessary to implement 
and carry out this subsection, including any 
personnel in addition to personnel currently 
performing inventorying and analysis functions; 

) the organization and procedures nec- 
essary to implement and carry out this sub- 
section, including proposed coordination with 
Federal land management agencies and State 
foresters; 

D) the schedules for annual sample plot 
measurements in each State inventory required 
by paragraph (2) within the first 5-year interval 
after the date of enactment of this subsection; 

) the core set of variables to be measured 
in each sample plot under paragraph (2) and the 
standard set of tables to be used in each State 
and national report under paragraph (3); and 

the process for employing, in coordina- 
tion with the Secretary of Energy and the Ad- 
ministrator of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, remote sensing, global po- 
sitioning systems, and other advanced tech- 
nologies to carry out this subsection, and the 
subsequent use of the technologies. 

(d) FORESTRY AND RANGELAND COMPETITIVE 
RESEARCH GRANTS.—Section 5 of the Forest and 
Rangeland Renewable Resources Research Act 
of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 1644) is amended— 

(1) by striking the section heading and “SEC. 
5. and inserting the following: 

“SEC. 5. FORESTRY AND RANGELAND COMPETI- 
TIVE RESEARCH GRANTS. 

() COMPETITIVE GRANT AUTHORITY.—"’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

„D EMPHASIS ON CERTAIN HIGH PRIORITY 
FORESTRY RESEARCH.—The Secretary may use 
up to 5 percent of the amounts made available 
for research under section 3 to make competitive 
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grants regarding forestry research in the high 
priority research areas identified under section 
3(d). 

C EMPHASIS ON CERTAIN HIGH PRIORITY 
RANGELAND RESEARCH.—The Secretary may use 
up to 5 percent of the amounts made available 
for research under section 3 to make competitive 
grants regarding rangeland research in the high 
priority research areas identified under section 
3(d). 

d) PRIORITIES —In making grants under 
subsections (b) and (c), the Secretary shall give 
priority to research proposals under which— 

“(1) the proposed research will be collabo- 
rative research organized through a center of 
scientific excellence; 

A2) the applicant agrees to provide matching 
funds (in the form of direct funding or in-kind 
support) in an amount equal to not less than 50 
percent of the grant amount; and 

“(3) the proposed research will be conducted 
as part of an existing private and public part- 
nership or cooperative research effort and in- 
volves several interested research partners. 


TITLE HI—EXTENSION OR REPEAL OF AG- 
RICULTURAL RESEARCH, EXTENSION, 
AND EDUCATION AUTHORITIES 

SEC, 301, EXTENSIONS, 

(a) NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, EX- 
TENSION, AND TEACHING POLICY ACT OF 1977.— 
The National Agricultural Research, Extension, 
and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 is amended— 

(1) in subsection (l) of section 1417 (7 U.S.C. 
3152) (as redesignated by section 223(1)), by 
striking i and inserting 2002“, 

(2) in section 1419(d) (7 U.S.C. 3154(d)), by 
striking 1997 and inserting 2002, 

(3) in section 1419A(d) (7 U.S.C. 3155(d)), by 
striking ‘‘fiscal years 1996 and 1997" and insert- 
ing “each of fiscal years 1996 through 2002"; 

(4) in section 1424(d) (7 U.S.C. 3174(d)), by 
striking ‘‘fiscal years 1996 and 1997” and insert- 
ing “each of fiscal years 1996 through 2002"'; 

(5) in section 1424A(d) (7 U.S.C. 3174a(d)), by 
striking ‘‘fiscal year 1997” and inserting each 
of fiscal years 1997 through 2002”’; 

(6) in section 1425(¢)(3) (7 U.S.C. 3175(c)(3)), 
by striking “and 1997” and inserting through 
2002”; 

(7) in the first sentence of section 1433(a) (7 
U.S.C. 3195(a)), by striking 199? and inserting 
“2002”; 

(8) in section 1434(a) (7 U.S.C. 3196(a)), by 
striking 1997 and inserting ‘‘2002"'; 

(9) in section 1447(b) (7 U.S.C. 3222b(b)), by 
striking “and 1997 and inserting ‘through 
2002""; 

(10) in section 1448 (7 U.S.C. 3222c)— 

(A) in subsection (a)(1), by striking and 
1997" and inserting through 2002 ͤ and 

(B) in subsection (f), by striking 1997 and 
inserting ‘'2002"'; 

(11) in section 1455(c) (7 U.S.C. J, by 
striking “fiscal year 1997” and inserting “each 
of fiscal years 1997 through 2002"'; 

(12) in section 1463 (7 U.S.C. 3311), by striking 
“1997"" each place it appears in subsections (a) 
and (b) and inserting ‘‘2002"'; 

(13) in section 1464 (7 U.S.C. 3312), by striking 
“1997” and inserting 2002“, 

(14) in section 1473D(a) (7 U.S.C. 3319d(a)), by 
striking *'1997"’ and inserting ‘‘2002"'; 

(15) in the first sentence of section 1477 (7 
U.S.C. 3324), by striking 1997“ and inserting 
200 and 

(16) in section 1483(a) (7 U.S.C. 3336(a)), by 
striking 1997 and inserting 2002 

(b) FOOD, AGRICULTURE, CONSERVATION, AND 
TRADE ACT OF 1990.—The Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in section 1635(b) (7 U.S.C. 5844(b)), by 
striking 19? and inserting ‘‘2002’'; 

(2) in section 1673(h) (7 U.S.C. 5926(h)), by 
striking ‘'1997"' and inserting ‘'2002’'; 
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(3) in section 2381(e) (7 U.S.C. 3125b(e)), by 
striking ‘'1997"' and inserting ‘‘2002”’. 

(c) CRITICAL AGRICULTURAL MATERIALS 
ACT. Section 16(a) of the Critical Agricultural 
Materials Act (7 U.S.C. 178n(a)) is amended by 
striking *‘1997" and inserting ‘‘2002"’. 

(d) RESEARCH FACILITIES ACT.—Section 6(a) of 
the Research Facilities Act (7 U.S.C. 390d(a)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘fiscal years 1996 and 
1997” and inserting “each of fiscal years 1996 
through 2002"'. 

(e) NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, EX- 
TENSION, AND TEACHING POLICY ACT AMEND- 
MENTS OF 1985.—Section 1431 of the National 
Agricultural Research, Extension, and Teaching 
Policy Act Amendments of 1985 (Public Law 99- 
198; 99 Stat. 1556) is amended by striking 1997 
and inserting 2002“. 

(f) COMPETITIVE, SPECIAL, AND FACILITIES RE- 
SEARCH GRANT ACT.—Subsection (b)(10) of the 
Competitive, Special, and Facilities Research 
Grant Act (7 U.S.C. 450i(b)(10)) is amended by 
striking ‘'1997"' and inserting ‘'2002"'. 

(g) EQUITY IN EDUCATIONAL LAND-GRANT STA- 
TUS ACT OF 1994.—Sections 533(b) and 535 of the 
Equity in Educational Land-Grant Status Act of 
1994 (Public Law 103-382; 7 U.S.C. 301 note) are 
amended by striking 200“ each place it ap- 
pears and inserting ‘'2002"’. 

(h) RENEWABLE RESOURCES EXTENSION ACT OF 
1978.—Section 6 of the Renewable Resources Ex- 
tension Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 1675) is amended 
in the first sentence by striking “the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1988," and all that follows 
through the period at the end and inserting 
“each of fiscal years 1987 through 2002.“ 

(Ù NATIONAL AQUACULTURE ACT OF 1980.— 
Section 10 of the National Aquaculture Act of 
1980 (16 U.S.C. 2809) is amended by striking “the 
fiscal years 1991, 1992, and 1993" each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘fiscal years 1991 through 
2002". 

SEC. 302. REPEALS. 

(a) NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, EX- 
TENSION, AND TEACHING POLICY ACT OF 1977.— 
Section 1476 of the National Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 3323) is repealed. 

(b) NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, EX- 
TENSION, AND TEACHING POLICY ACT AMEND- 
MENTS OF 1981,—Subsection (b) of section 1432 of 
the National Agricultural Research, Extension, 
and Teaching Policy Act Amendments of 1981 
(Public Law 97-98; 7 U.S.C. 3222 note) is re- 
pealed. 

(c) FOOD, AGRICULTURE, CONSERVATION, AND 
TRADE ACT OF 1990,—Subtitle G of title XIV and 
sections 1670 and 1675 of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5501 et seq., 5923, 5928) are repealed. 

(d) FEDERAL AGRICULTURE IMPROVEMENT AND 
REFORM ACT OF 1996.—Subtitle E of title VIII of 
the Federal Agriculture Improvement and Re- 
form Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-127; 110 Stat. 
1184) is repealed. 

TITLE IV—NEW AGRICULTURAL RE- 
SEARCH, EXTENSION, AND EDUCATION 
INITIATIVES 

SEC. 401, INITIATIVE FOR FUTURE AGRICULTURE 

AND FOOD SYSTEMS. 

(a) TREASURY ACCOUNT.—There is established 
in the Treasury of the United States an account 
to be known as the Initiative for Future Agri- 
culture and Food Systems (referred to in this 
section as the Account“) to provide funds for 
activities authorized under this section. 

(b) FUNDING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—On October 1, 1998, and each 
October 1 thereafter through October 1, 2002, 
out of any funds in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall transfer $120,000,000 to the Account. 

(2) ENTITLEMENT.—The Secretary of Agri- 
culture— 
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(A) shall be entitled to receive the funds 
transferred to the Account under paragraph (1); 

(B) shall accept the funds; and 

(C) shall use the funds to carry out this sec- 
tion. 

(c) PURPOSES.— 

(1) CRITICAL EMERGING ISSUES.—The Secretary 
shall use the funds in the Account— 

(A) subject to paragraph (2), for research, ex- 
tension, and education grants (referred to in 
this section as grants“) to address critical 
emerging agricultural issues related to— 

(i) future food production; 

(ii) environmental quality and natural re- 
source management; or 

(iii) farm income; and 

(B) for activities carried out under the Alter- 
native Agricultural Research and Commer- 
cialization Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5901 et seq.). 

(2) PRIORITY MISSION AREAS.—In_ making 
grants under this section, the Secretary, in con- 
sultation with the Advisory Board, shall address 
priority mission areas related to— 

(A) agricultural genome; 

(B) food safety, food technology, and human 
nutrition; 

(C) new and alternative uses and production 
of agricultural commodities and products; 

(D) agricultural biotechnology; 

(E) natural resource management, including 
precision agriculture; and 

(F) farm efficiency and profitability, includ- 
ing the viability and competitiveness of small- 
and medium-sized dairy, livestock, crop, and 
other commodity operations. 

(d) ELIGIBLE GRANTEES.—The Secretary may 
make a grant under this section to— 

(1) a Federal research agency; 

(2) a national laboratory; 

(3) a college or university or a research foun- 
dation maintained by a college or university; or 

(4) a private research organization with an es- 
tablished and demonstrated capacity to perform 
research or technology transfer. 

(e) SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS.— 

(1) SMALLER INSTITUTIONS.—The Secretary 
may award grants under this section in a man- 
ner that ensures that the faculty of small and 
mid-sized institutions that have not previously 
been successful in obtaining competitive grants 
under subsection (b) of the Competitive, Special, 
and Facilities Research Grant Act (7 U.S.C. 
450i(b)) receive a portion of the grants under 
this section. 

(2) PRIORITIES.—In making grants under this 
section, the Secretary shall provide a higher pri- 
ority to— 

(A) a project that is multistate, multi-institu- 
tional, or multidisciplinary; or 

(B) a project that integrates agricultural re- 
search, extension, and education. 

(f) ADMINISTRATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In making grants under this 
section, the Secretary shall— 

(A) seek and accept proposals for grants; 

(B) determine the relevance and merit of pro- 
posals through a system of peer review in ac- 
cordance with section 103; 

(C) award grants on the basis of merit, qual- 
ity, and relevance to advancing the purposes 
and priority mission areas established under 
subsection (c); and 

(D) solicit and consider input from persons 
who conduct or use agricultural research, erten- 
sion, or education in accordance with section 
102(b). 

(2) COMPETITIVE BASIS.—A grant under this 
section shall be awarded on a competitive basis. 

(3) TERM.—A grant under this section shall 
have a term that does not exceed 5 years. 

(4) MATCHING Ds. As a condition of mak- 
ing a grant under this section, the Secretary 
shall require the funding of the grant be 
matched with equal matching funds from a non- 
Federal source if the grant is— 
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(A) for applied research that is commodity- 
specific; and 

(B) not of national scope. 

(5) DELEGATION.—The Secretary shall admin- 
ister this section through the Cooperative State 
Research, Education, and Ertension Service of 
the Department. The Secretary may establish 1 
or more institutes to carry out all or part of the 
activities authorized under this section. 

(6) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Funds for grants 
under this section shall be available to the Sec- 
retary for obligation for a 2-year period. 

(7) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—The Secretary 
may use not more than 4 percent of the funds 
made available for grants under this section for 
administrative costs incurred by the Secretary in 
carrying out this section. 

(8) BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES.—Funds made 
available for grants under this section shall not 
be used for the construction of a new building 
or facility or the acquisition, erpansion, remod- 
eling, or alteration of an existing building or fa- 
cility (including site grading and improvement 
and architect fees). 

SEC. 402. PARTNERSHIPS FOR HIGH-VALUE AGRI- 
CULTURAL PRODUCT QUALITY RE- 
SEARCH. 

(a) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE PARTNERSHIP.—In 
this section, the term eligible partnership“ 
means a partnership consisting of a land-grant 
college or university and other entities specified 
in subsection (c)(1) that satisfies the eligibility 
criteria specified in subsection (c). 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF PARTNERSHIPS BY 
GRANT.—T he Secretary of Agriculture may make 
competitive grants to an eligible partnership to 
coordinate and manage research and extension 
activities to enhance the quality of high-value 
agricultural products. 

(c) CRITERIA POR AN ELIGIBLE PARTNERSHIP.— 

(1) PRIMARY INSTITUTIONS IN PARTNERSHIP.— 
The primary institution involved in an eligible 
partnership shall be a land-grant college or uni- 
versity, acting in partnership with other colleges 
or universities, nonprofit research and develop- 
ment entities, and Federal laboratories. 

(2) PRIORITIZATION OF RESEARCH ACTIVITIES.— 
An eligible partnership shall prioritize research 
and extension activities in order to 

(A) enhance the competitiveness of United 
States agricultural products; 

(B) increase exports of such products; and 

(C) substitute such products for imported 
products. 

(3) COORDINATION.—An eligible partnership 
shall coordinate among the entities comprising 
the partnership the activities supported by the 
eligible partnership, including the provision of 
mechanisms for sharing resources between insti- 
tutions and laboratories and the coordination of 
public and private sector partners to maximize 
cost-effectiveness. 

(d) TYPES OF RESEARCH AND EXTENSION AC- 
TIVITIES.—Research or extension supported by 
an eligible partnership may address the full 
spectrum of production, processing, packaging, 
transportation, and marketing issues related to 
a high-value agricultural product. Such issues 
include— 

(1) environmentally responsible— 

(A) pest management alternatives and bio- 
technology; 

(B) sustainable farming methods; and 

(C) soil conservation and enhanced resource 
management; 

(2) genetic research to develop improved agri- 
cultural-based products; 

(3) refinement of field production practices 
and technology to improve quality, yield, and 
production efficiencies; 

(4) processing and package technology to im- 
prove product quality, stability, or flavor inten- 
sity; 

(5) marketing research regarding consumer 
perceptions and preferences; 
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(6) economic research, including industry 
characteristics, growth, and competitive anal- 
ysis; and 

(7) research to facilitate diversified, value- 
added enterprises in rural areas. 

(e) ELEMENTS OF GRANT MAKING PROCESS.— 

(1) PERIOD OF GRANT.—The Secretary may 
award a grant under this section for a period 
not to exceed 5 years. 

(2) PREFERENCES.—In making grants under 
this section, the Secretary shall provide a pref- 
erence to proposals that— 

(A) demonstrate linkages with— 

(i) agencies of the Department; 

(ii) other related Federal research laboratories 
and agencies; 

(iii) colleges and universities; and 

(iv) private industry; and 

(B) guarantee matching funds in excess of the 
amounts required by paragraph (3). 

(3) MATCHING FUNDS.—An eligible partnership 
shall contribute an amount of non-Federal 
funds for the operation of the partnership that 
is at least equal to the amount of grant funds 
received by the partnership under this section. 

(f) LIMITATION ON USE OF GRANT FUNDS.— 
Funds provided under this section may not be 
used for the planning, repair, rehabilitation, ac- 
quisition, or construction of a building or facil- 
ity. 

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this section 
for each of fiscal years 1999 through 2002. 

SEC. 403. PRECISION AGRICULTURE. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) AGRICULTURAL INPUTS.—The term “‘agri- 
cultural inputs’ includes all farm management, 
agronomic, and field-applied agricultural pro- 
duction inputs, such as machinery, labor, time, 
fuel, irrigation water, commercial nutrients, 
feed stuffs, veterinary drugs and vaccines, live- 
stock waste, crop protection chemicals, agro- 
nomic data and information, application and 
management services, seed, and other inputs 
used in agricultural production. 

(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—The term “eligible enti- 
ty” means— 

(A) a State agricultural erperiment station; 

(B) a college or university; 

(C) a research institution or organization; 

(D) a Federal or State government entity or 
agency; 

(E) a national laboratory; 

(F) a private organization or corporation; 

(G) an agricultural producer or other land 
manager; or 

(H) a precision agriculture partnership re- 
ferred to in subsection (g). 

(3) PRECISION AGRICULTURE.—The term pre- 
cision agriculture" means an integrated 
information- and production-based farming sys- 
tem that is designed to increase long-term, site- 
specific, and whole farm production efficiencies, 
productivity, and profitability while minimizing 
unintended impacts on wildlife and the environ- 
ment by— 

(A) combining agricultural sciences, agricul- 
tural inputs and practices, agronomic produc- 
tion databases, and precision agriculture tech- 
nologies to efficiently manage agronomic and 
livestock production systems; 

(B) gathering on-farm information pertaining 
to the variation and interaction of site-specific 
spatial and temporal factors affecting crop and 
livestock production; 

(C) integrating such information with appro- 
priate data derived from field scouting, remote 
sensing, and other precision agriculture tech- 
nologies in a timely manner in order to facilitate 
on-farm decisionmaking; or 

(D) using such information to prescribe and 
deliver site-specific application of agricultural 
inputs and management practices in agricul- 
tural production systems, 
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(4) PRECISION AGRICULTURE TECHNOLOGIES.— 
The term precision agriculture technologies“ 
includes— 

(A) instrumentation and techniques ranging 
from sophisticated sensors and software systems 
to manual sampling and data collection tools 
that measure, record, and manage spatial and 
temporal data; 

(B) technologies for searching out and assem- 
bling information necessary for sound agricul- 
tural production decisionmaking; 

(C) open systems technologies for data net- 
working and processing that produce valued 
systems for farm management decisionmaking; 
or 

(D) machines that deliver information-based 
management practices. 

(5) SYSTEMS RESEARCH.—The term systems 
research” means an integrated, coordinated, 
and iterative investigative process that in- 
volves— 

(A) the multiple interacting components and 
aspects of precision agriculture systems, includ- 
ing synthesis of new knowledge regarding the 
physical-chemical-biological processes and com- 
plex interactions of the systems with cropping, 
livestock production practices, and natural re- 
source systems; 

(B) precision agriculture technologies develop- 
ment and implementation; 

(C) data and information collection and inter- 
pretation; 

(D) production scale planning; 

(E) production-scale implementation; and 

(F) farm production efficiencies, productivity, 
and profitability. 

(b) GRANTS AUTHORIZED.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agriculture 
may make competitive grants, for periods not to 
exceed 5 years, to eligible entities to conduct re- 
search, education, or information dissemination 
projects for the development and advancement 
of precision agriculture. 

(2) PRIVATE SECTOR FINANCING.—A_ grant 
under this section shall be used to support only 
a project that the Secretary determines is un- 
likely to be financed by the private sector. 

(3) CONSULTATION WITH ADVISORY BOARD.— 
The Secretary shall make grants under this sec- 
tion in consultation with the Advisory Board. 

(c) PURPOSES OF PROJECTS.—A research, edu- 
cation, or information dissemination project 
supported by a grant under this section shall 
address 1 or more of the following purposes: 

(1) The study and promotion of components of 
precision agriculture technologies using a sys- 
tems research approach designed to increase 
long-term site-specific and whole-farm produc- 
tion efficiencies, productivity, and profitability. 

(2) The improvement in the understanding of 
agronomic systems, including, soil, water, land 
cover (including grazing land), pest manage- 
ment systems, and meteorological variability. 

(3) The provision of training and educational 
programs for State cooperative ertension serv- 
ices agents, and other professionals involved in 
the production and transfer of integrated preci- 
sion agriculture technology. 

(4) The development, demonstration, and dis- 
semination of information regarding precision 
agriculture technologies and systems and the 
potential costs and benefits of precision agri- 
culture as it relates to— 

(A) increased long-term farm production effi- 
ciencies, productivity, and profitability; 

(B) the maintenance of the environment; 

(C) improvements in international trade; and 

(D) an integrated program of education for 
agricultural producers and consumers, includ- 
ing family owned and operated farms. 

(5) The promotion of systems research and 
education projects focusing on the integration of 
the multiple aspects of precision agriculture, in- 
cluding development, production-scale imple- 
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mentation, and farm production efficiencies, 
productivity, and profitability. 

(6) The study of whether precision agriculture 
technologies are applicable and accessible to 
small and medium-size farms and the study of 
methods of improving the applicability of preci- 
sion agriculture technologies to those farms. 

(d) GRANT PRIORITIES.—In making grants to 
eligible entities under this section, the Sec- 
retary, in consultation with the Advisory Board, 
shall give priority to research, education, or in- 
formation dissemination projects designed to ac- 
complish the following: 

(1) Evaluate the use of precision agriculture 
technologies using a systems research approach 
to increase long-term site-specific and whole 
farm production efficiencies, productivity, prof- 
itability. 

(2) Integrate research, education, and infor- 
mation dissemination components in a practical 
and readily available manner so that the find- 
ings of the project will be made readily usable 
by agricultural producers. 

(3) Demonstrate the efficient use of agricul- 
tural inputs, rather than the uniform reduction 
in the use of agricultural inputs. 

(4) Maximize the involvement and cooperation 
of precision agriculture producers, certified crop 
advisers, State cooperative extension services 
agents, agricultural input machinery, product 
and service providers, nonprofit organizations, 
agribusinesses, veterinarians, land-grant col- 
leges and universities, and Federal agencies in 
precision agriculture systems research projects 
involving on-farm research, education, and dis- 
semination of precision agriculture information. 

(5) Maximize collaboration with multiple 
agencies and other partners, including through 
leveraging of funds and resources. 

(e) MATCHING FUNDS.—The amount of a grant 
under this section to an eligible entity (other 
than a Federal agency) may not exceed the 
amount that the eligible entity makes available 
out of non-Federal funds for precision agri- 
culture research and for the establishment and 
maintenance of facilities necessary for con- 
ducting precision agriculture research. 

(f) RESERVATION OF FUNDS FOR EDUCATION 
AND INFORMATION DISSEMINATION PROJECTS.— 
Of the funds made available for grants under 
this section, the Secretary shall reserve a por- 
tion of the funds for grants for projects regard- 
ing precision agriculture related to education or 
information dissemination. 

(g) PRECISION AGRICULTURE PARTNERSHIPS.— 
In carrying out this section, the Secretary, in 
consultation with the Advisory Board, shall en- 
courage the establishment of appropriate 
multistate and national partnerships or con- 
sortia between— 

(1) land-grant colleges and universities, State 
agricultural experiment stations, State coopera- 
tive extension services, other colleges and uni- 
versities with demonstrable expertise regarding 
precision agriculture, agencies of the Depart- 
ment, national laboratories, agribusinesses, ag- 
ricultural equipment and input manufacturers 
and retailers, certified crop advisers, commodity 
organizations, veterinarians, other Federal or 
State government entities and agencies, or non- 
agricultural industries and nonprofit organiza- 
tions with demonstrable expertise regarding pre- 
cision agriculture; and 

(2) agricultural producers or other land man- 
agers. 

(h) LIMITATION REGARDING FACILITIES.—A 
grant made under this section may not be used 
for the planning, repair, rehabilitation, acquisi- 
tion, or construction of a building or facility. 

(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as are necessary to 
carry out this section for each of fiscal years 
1999 through 2002, of which, for each fiscal 
year— 
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(A) not less than 30 percent shall be available 
to make grants for research to be conducted by 
multidisciplinary teams; and 

(B) not less than 40 percent shall be available 
to make grants for research to be conducted by 
eligible entities conducting systems research di- 
rectly applicable to producers and agricultural 
production systems. 

(2) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Funds made 
available under paragraph (1) shall be available 
for obligation for a 2-year period beginning on 
October 1 of the fiscal year for which the funds 
are made available. 

SEC. 404, BIOBASED PRODUCTS. 

(a) DEFINITION OF BIOBASED PRODUCT.—In 
this section, the term ‘‘biobased product” means 
a product suitable for food or nonfood use that 
is derived in whole or in part from renewable 
agricultural and forestry materials. 

(b) COORDINATION OF BIOBASED PRODUCT AC- 
TIVITIES.—T he Secretary of Agriculture shall— 

(1) coordinate the research, technical erper- 
tise, economic information, and market informa- 
tion resources and activities of the Department 
to develop, commercialize, and promote the use 
of biobased products; 

(2) solicit input from private sector persons 
who produce, or are interested in producing, 
biobased products; 

(3) provide a centralized contact point for ad- 
vice and technical assistance for promising and 
innovative biobased products; and 

(4) submit an annual report to Congress de- 
scribing the coordinated research, marketing, 
and commercialization activities of the Depart- 
ment relating to biobased products. 

(c) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS FOR BIOBASED 
PRODUCTS.— 

(1) AGREEMENTS AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary 
may enter into cooperative agreements with pri- 
vate entities described in subsection (d), under 
which the facilities and technical expertise of 
the Agricultural Research Service may be made 
available to operate pilot plants and other large- 
scale preparation facilities for the purpose of 
bringing technologies necessary for the develop- 
ment and commercialization of new biobased 
products to the point of practical application. 

(2) DESCRIPTION OF COOPERATIVE ACTIVI- 
TIES.—Cooperative activities may include— 

(A) research on potential environmental im- 
pacts of a biobased product; 

(B) methods to reduce the cost of manufac- 
turing a biobased product; and 

(C) other appropriate research. 

(d) ELIGIBLE PARTNERS.—The following enti- 
ties shall be eligible to enter into a cooperative 
agreement under subsection (c): 

(1) A party that has entered into a cooperative 
research and development agreement with the 
Secretary under section 12 of the Stevenson- 
Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 1980 (15 
U.S.C. 3710a). 

(2) A recipient of funding from the Alternative 
Agricultural Research and Commercialization 
Corporation established under section 1658 of 
the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade 
Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5902). 

(3) A recipient of funding from the Bio- 
technology Research and Development Corpora- 
tion. 

(4) A recipient of funding from the Secretary 
under a Small Business Innovation Research 
Program established under section 9 of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638). 

(e) PILOT PRoJECT.—The Secretary, acting 
through the Agricultural Research Service, may 
establish and carry out a pilot project under 
which grants are provided, on a competitive 
basis, to scientists of the Agricultural Research 
Service to— 

(1) encourage innovative and collaborative 
science; and 

(2) during each of fiscal years 1999 through 
2001, develop biobased products with promising 
commercial potential. 
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(f) SOURCE OF FUNDS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para- 
graph (2), to carry out this section, the Sec- 
retary may use— 

(A) funds appropriated to carry out this sec- 
tion; and 

(B) funds otherwise available for cooperative 
research and development agreements under the 
Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 
1980 (15 U.S.C. 3701 et seq.). 

(2) EXCEPTION.—The Secretary may not use 
funds referred to in paragraph () to carry 
out subsection (e). 

(g) SALE OF DEVELOPED PRODUCTS.—For the 
purpose of determining the market potential for 
new biobased products produced at a pilot plant 
or other large-scale preparation facility under a 
cooperative agreement under this section, the 
Secretary shall authorize the private partner or 
partners to the agreement to sell the products. 

(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this section 
for each of fiscal years 1999 through 2002. 

SEC. 405. THOMAS JEFFERSON INITIATIVE FOR 
CROP DIVERSIFICATION. 

(a) INITIATIVE REQUIRED.—The Secretary of 
Agriculture shall provide for a research initia- 
tive (to be known as the “Thomas Jefferson Ini- 
tiative for Crop Diversification") for the pur- 
pose of conducting research and development, in 
cooperation with other public and private enti- 
ties, on the production and marketing of new 
and nontraditional crops needed to strengthen 
and diversify the agricultural production base 
of the United States. 

(b) RESEARCH AND EDUCATION EFFORTS.—The 
initiative shall include research and education 
efforts regarding new and nontraditional crops 
designed— 

(1) to identify and overcome agronomic bar- 
riers to profitable production; 

(2) to identify and overcome other production 
and marketing barriers; and 

(3) to develop processing and utilization tech- 
nologies for new and nontraditional crops. 

(c) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the initiative 
are 

(1) to develop a focused program of research 
and development at the regional and national 
levels to overcome barriers to the development 
of— 

(A) new crop opportunities for agricultural 
producers; and 

(B) related value-added enterprises in rural 
communities; and 

(2) to ensure a broad-based effort encom- 
passing research, education, market develop- 
ment, and support of entrepreneurial activity 
leading to increased agricultural diversification. 

(d) ESTABLISHMENT OF INITIATIVE.—The Sec- 
retary shall coordinate the initiative through a 
nonprofit center or institute that will coordinate 
research and education programs in cooperation 
with other public and private entities. The Sec- 
retary shall administer research and education 
grants made under this section. 

(e) REGIONAL EMPHASIS.— 

(1) REQUIRED.—The Secretary shall support 
development of multistate regional efforts in 
crop diversification. 

(2) SITE-SPECIFIC CROP DEVELOPMENT EF- 
FORTS.—Of funding made available to carry out 
the initiative, not less than 50 percent shall be 
used for regional efforts centered at colleges and 
universities in order to facilitate site-specific 
crop development efforts. 

(f) ELIGIBLE GRANTEE.—The Secretary may 
award funds under this section to colleges or 
universities, nonprofit organizations, public 
agencies, or individuals. 

(g) ADMINISTRATION, — 

(1) GRANTS AND CONTRACTS.—Grants awarded 
through the initiative shall be selected on a 
competitive basis. 
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(2) PRIVATE BUSINESSES.—The recipient of a 
grant may use a portion of the grant funds for 
standard contracts with private businesses, such 
as for test processing of a new or nontraditional 
crop. 

(3) TERMS.—The term of a grant awarded 
through the initiative may not exceed 5 years. 

(4) MATCHING FUNDS.—The Secretary shall re- 
quire the recipient of a grant awarded through 
the initiative to contribute an amount of funds 
from non-Federal sources that is at least equal 
to the amount provided by the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this section 
for each of fiscal years 1999 through 2002. 


SEC. 406. INTEGRATED RESEARCH, EDUCATION, 
EXTENSION COMPETITIVE 


AND 
GRANTS PROGRAM. 

(a) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this section 
to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to es- 
tablish an integrated research, education, and 
extension competitive grant program to provide 
funding for integrated, multifunctional agricul- 
tural research, extension, and education activi- 
ties. 

(b) COMPETITIVE GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—Sub- 
ject to the availability of appropriations to 
carry out this section, the Secretary may award 
grants to colleges and universities (as defined in 
section 1404 of the National Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 3103)) on a competitive basis for 
integrated agricultural research, education, and 
extension projects in accordance with this sec- 
tion. 

(c) CRITERIA FOR GRANTS.—Grants under this 
section shall be awarded to address priorities in 
United States agriculture, determined by the 
Secretary in consultation with the Advisory 
Board, that involve integrated research, erten- 
sion, and education activities. 

(d) MATCHING OF FUNDS.— 

(1) GENERAL REQUIREMENT.—If a grant under 
this section provides a particular benefit to a 
specific agricultural commodity, the Secretary 
shall require the recipient of the grant to pro- 
vide funds or in-kind support to match the 
amount of funds provided by the Secretary in 
the grant. 

(2) WAIVER.—The Secretary may waive the 
matching funds requirement specified in para- 
graph (1) with respect to a grant if the Secretary 
determines that— 

(A) the results of the project, while of par- 
ticular benefit to a specific agricultural com- 
modity, are likely to be applicable to agricul- 
tural commodities generally; or 

(B) the project involves a minor commodity, 
the project deals with scientifically important 
research, and the grant recipient is unable to 
satisfy the matching funds requirement. 

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this section 
for each of fiscal years 1999 through 2002. 

SEC. 407. COORDINATED PROGRAM OF RE- 
SEARCH, EXTENSION, AND EDU- 
CATION TO IMPROVE VIABILITY OF 
SMALL AND MEDIUM SIZE DAIRY, 
LIVESTOCK, AND POULTRY OPER- 
ATIONS. 

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary of 
Agriculture may carry out a coordinated pro- 
gram of research, extension, and education to 
improve the competitiveness, viability, and sus- 
tainability of small and medium size dairy, live- 
stock, and poultry operations (referred to in this 
section as operations). 

(b) COMPONENTS.—To the extent the Secretary 
elects to carry out the program, the Secretary 
shall conduct— 
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(1) research, development, and on-farm erten- 
sion and education concerning low-cost produc- 
tion facilities and practices, management sys- 
tems, and genetics that are appropriate for the 
operations; 

(2) in the case of dairy and livestock oper- 
ations, research and ertension on management- 
intensive grazing systems for dairy and livestock 
production to realize the potential for reduced 
capital and feed costs through greater use of 
management skills, labor availability optimiza- 
tion, and the natural benefits of grazing pas- 
tures; 

(3) research and extension on integrated crop 
and livestock or poultry systems that increase 
efficiencies, reduce costs, and prevent environ- 
mental pollution to strengthen the competitive 
position of the operations; 

(4) economic analyses and market feasibility 
studies to identify new and expanded opportu- 
nities for producers on the operations that pro- 
vide tools and strategies to meet consumer de- 
mand in domestic and international markets, 
such as cooperative marketing and value-added 
strategies for milk, meat, and poultry produc- 
tion and processing; and 

(5) technology assessment that compares the 
technological resources of large specialized pro- 
ducers with the technological needs of producers 
on the operations to identify and transfer exist- 
ing technology across all sizes and scales and to 
identify the specific research and education 
needs of the producers. 

(c) ADMINISTRATION.—The Secretary may use 
the funds, facilities, and technical expertise of 
the Agricultural Research Service and the Coop- 
erative State Research, Education, and Exten- 
sion Service and other funds available to the 
Secretary (other than funds of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation) to carry out this section. 
SEC. 408. SUPPORT FOR RESEARCH REGARDING 


GRAMINEARUM. 

(a) RESEARCH GRANT AUTHORIZED.—The Sec- 
retary of Agriculture may make a grant to a 
consortium of land-grant colleges and univer- 
sities to enhance the ability of the consortium to 
carry out a multi-State research project aimed 
at understanding and combating diseases of 
wheat and barley caused by Fusarium 
graminearum and related fungi (referred to in 
this section as “wheat scab"’). 

(b) RESEARCH COMPONENTS.—Funds provided 
under this section shall be available for the fol- 
lowing collaborative, multi-State research ac- 
tivities: 

(1) Identification and understanding of the 
epidemiology of wheat scab and the tori- 
cological properties of vomitorin, a toric me- 
tabolite commonly occurring in wheat and bar- 
ley infected with wheat scab. 

(2) Development of crop management strate- 
gies to reduce the risk of wheat scab occurrence. 

(3) Development o/ 

(A) efficient and accurate methods to monitor 
wheat and barley for the presence of wheat scab 
and resulting vomitorin contamination; 

(B) post-harvest management techniques for 
wheat and barley infected with wheat scab; and 

(C) milling and food processing techniques to 
render contaminated grain safe. 

(4) Strengthening and expansion of plant- 
breeding activities to enhance the resistance of 
wheat and barley to wheat scab, including the 
establishment of a regional advanced breeding 
material evaluation nursery and a germplasm 
introduction and evaluation system. 

(5) Development and deployment of alter- 
native fungicide application systems and formu- 
lations to control wheat scab and consideration 
of other chemical control strategies to assist 
farmers until new more resistant wheat and bar- 
ley varieties are available. 

(c) COMMUNICATIONS NETWORKS.—Funds pro- 
vided under this section shall be available for 
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efforts to concentrate, integrate, and dissemi- 
nate research, extension, and outreach-ori- 
entated information regarding wheat scab. 

(d) MANAGEMENT.—To oversee the use of a 
grant made under this section, the Secretary 
may establish a committee composed of the di- 
rectors of the agricultural experiment stations in 
the States in which land-grant colleges and uni- 
versities that are members of the consortium are 
located. 

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out this section $5,200,000 for each of fiscal 
years 1999 through 2002. 

TITLE V—AGRICULTURAL PROGRAM 
ADJUSTMENTS 
Subtitle A—Food Stamp Program 
SEC. 501. REDUCTIONS IN FUNDING OF EMPLOY- 
MENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS. 

Section 16(h)(1)(A) of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2025(h)(1)(A)) is amended— 

(1) in clause (iv by striking 
**$131,000,000"' and inserting *'$31,000,000"'; and 

(2) in clause (v)(II), by striking ‘'$131,000,000"" 
and inserting ‘‘$86,000,000"". 

SEC. 502. REDUCTIONS IN PAYMENTS FOR ADMIN- 
ISTRATIVE COSTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 16 of the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2025) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence of subsection (a), by 
striking “The Secretary” and inserting “Subject 
to subsection (k), the Secretary”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

„ REDUCTIONS IN PAYMENTS FOR ADMINIS- 
TRATIVE COSTS.— 

“(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 

“(A) AFDC PROGRAM.—The term ‘AFDC pro- 
gram’ means the program of aid to families with 
dependent children established under part A of 
title IV of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 
et seq. (as in effect, with respect to a State, dur- 
ing the base period for that State)). 

“(B) BASE PERIOD.—The term ‘base period’ 
means the period used to determine the amount 
of the State family assistance grant for a State 
under section 403 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 603). 

“(C) MEDICAID PROGRAM.—The term ‘medicaid 
program’ means the program of medical assist- 
ance under a State plan or under a waiver of 
the plan under title XIX of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 et seq.). 

“(2) DETERMINATIONS OF AMOUNTS ATTRIB- 
UTABLE TO BENEFITING PROGRAMS.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of enactment of this 
subsection, the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, in consultation with the Secretary of 
Agriculture and the States, shall, with respect 
to the base period for each State, determine— 

(A) the annualized amount the State re- 
ceived under section 403(a)(3) of the Social Secu- 
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(3) (as in effect during 
the base period)) for administrative costs com- 
mon to determining the eligibility of individuals, 
families, and households eligible or applying for 
the AFDC program and the food stamp program, 
the AFDC program and the medicaid program, 
and the AFDC program, the food stamp pro- 
gram, and the medicaid program that were allo- 
cated to the AFDC program; and 

) the annualized amount the State would 
have received under section 403(a)(3) of the So- 
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(3) (as so in 
effect)), section 1903(a)(7) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C, 1396b(a)(7) (as so in effect)), and 
subsection (a) of this section (as so in effect), for 
administrative costs common to determining the 
eligibility of individuals, families, and house- 
holds eligible or applying for the AFDC program 
and the food stamp program, the AFDC program 
and the medicaid program, and the AFDC pro- 
gram, the food stamp program, and the medicaid 
program, if those costs had been allocated 
equally among such programs for which the in- 
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dividual, family, or household was eligible or 
applied for. 

(3) REDUCTION IN PAYMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this section, effective for each of fis- 
cal years 1999 through 2002, the Secretary shall 
reduce, for each fiscal year, the amount paid 
under subsection (a) to each State by an amount 
equal to the amount determined for the food 
stamp program under paragraph (2)(B). The 
Secretary shall, to the extent practicable, make 
the reductions required by this paragraph on a 
quarterly basis. 

ö APPLICATION.—If the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services does not make the deter- 
minations required by paragraph (2) by Sep- 
tember 30, 1999— 

“(ü during the fiscal year in which the deter- 
minations are made, the Secretary shall reduce 
the amount paid under subsection (a) to each 
State by an amount equal to the sum of the 
amounts determined for the food stamp program 
under paragraph (2)(B) for fiscal year 1999 
through the fiscal year during which the deter- 
minations are made; and 

“(iW for each subsequent fiscal year through 
fiscal year 2002, subparagraph (A) applies. 

„ APPEAL OF DETERMINATIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 5 days after 
the date on which the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services makes any determination re- 
quired by paragraph (2) with respect to a State, 
the Secretary shall notify the chief executive of- 
ficer of the State of the determination. 

“(B) REVIEW BY ADMINISTRATIVE 
JUDGE.— 

"(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days after 
the date on which a State receives notice under 
subparagraph (A) of a determination, the State 
may appeal the determination, in whole or in 
part, to an administrative law judge of the De- 
partment of Health and Human Services by fil- 
ing an appeal with the administrative law 
judge. 

(ii) DOCUMENTATION.—The administrative 
law judge shall consider an appeal filed by a 
State under clause (i) on the basis of such docu- 
mentation as the State may submit and as the 
administrative law judge may require to support 
the final decision of the administrative law 
judge. 

ii) REeview.—In deciding whether to uphold 
a determination, in whole or in part, the admin- 
istrative law judge shall conduct a thorough re- 
view of the issues and take into account all rel- 
evant evidence. 

(iv) DEADLINE.—Not later than 60 days after 
the date on which the record is closed, the ad- 
ministrative law judge shall— 

“(I) make a final decision with respect to an 
appeal filed under clause (i); and 

I notify the chief executive officer of the 
State of the decision. 

“(C) REVIEW BY DEPARTMENTAL APPEALS 
BOARD.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days after 
the date on which a State receives notice under 
subparagraph (B) of a final decision, the State 
may appeal the decision, in whole or in part, to 
the Departmental Appeals Board established in 
the Department of Health and Human Services 
(referred to in this paragraph as the ‘Board') by 
filing an appeal with the Board. 

(it) REVIEW.—The Board shall review the de- 
cision on the record, 

“(iii) DEADLINE.—Not later than 60 days after 
the date on which the appeal is filed, the Board 
shall— 

“(D make a final decision with respect to an 
appeal filed under clause (i); and 

“(ID notify the chief executive officer of the 
State of the decision. 

“(D) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—The determinations 
of the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
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under paragraph (2), and a final decision of the 
administrative law judge or Board under sub- 
paragraphs (B) and (C), respectively, shall not 
be subject to judicial review. 

) REDUCED PAYMENTS PENDING APPEAL.— 
The pendency of an appeal under this para- 
graph shall not affect the requirement that the 
Secretary reduce payments in accordance with 
paragraph (3). 

“(5) ALLOCATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—No funds or expenditures 
described in subparagraph (B) may be used to 
pay for costs— 

“(i) eligible for reimbursement under sub- 
section (a) (or costs that would have been eligi- 
ble for reimbursement but for this subsection); 
and 

ii) allocated for reimbursement to the food 
stamp program under a plan submitted by a 
State to the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services to allocate administrative costs for pub- 
lic assistance programs. 

“(B) FUNDS AND EXPENDITURES.—Subpara- 
graph (A) applies to— 

“(i) funds made available to carry out part A 
of title IV, or title XX, of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 601 et seq., 1397 et seq.); 

ii) expenditures made as qualified State er- 
penditures (as defined in section 409(a)(7)(B) of 
that Act (42 U.S.C. 609(a)(7)(B))); 

iii) any other Federal funds (except funds 
provided under subsection (a)); and 

iv) any other State funds that are 

Y expended as a condition of receiving Fed- 
eral funds; or 

“(ID used to match Federal funds under a 
Federal program other than the food stamp pro- 
gram.". 

(b) REVIEW OF METHODOLOGY USED TO MAKE 
CERTAIN DETERMINATIONS. Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment, the Comp- 
troller General of the United States shall— 

(1) review the adequacy of the methodology 
used in making the determinations required 
under section 16(k)(2)(B) of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977 (as added by subsection (a)(2)); and 

(2) submit a written report on the results of 
the review to the Committee on Agriculture of 
the House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the 
Senate. 

SEC. 503. EXTENSION OF ELIGIBILITY PERIOD 
FOR REFUGEES AND CERTAIN 
OTHER QUALIFIED ALIENS FROM 5 
TO 7 YEARS. 

Section 402(a)(2)(A) of the Personal Responsi- 
bility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act 
of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1612(a)(2)(A)) is amended— 

(1) by striking clause (ii); $ 

(2) by striking “ASYLEES.—" and all that fol- 
lows through paragraph (3)(A)"’ and inserting 
“ASYLEES.—With respect to the specified Federal 
programs described in paragraph ()“, and 

(3) by redesignating subclauses (I) through 
(V) as clauses (i) through (v) and indenting ap- 
propriately. 

SEC. 504. FOOD STAMP ELIGIBILITY FOR CERTAIN 
DISABLED ALIENS. 

Section 402(a)(2)(F) of the Personal Responsi- 
bility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act 
of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1612(a)(2)(F)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “program defined in paragraph 
(3)(A) (relating to the supplemental security in- 
come program)” and inserting ‘‘specified Fed- 
eral programs described in paragraph (, and 

(2) in clause (ii) — 

(A) by inserting ‘‘(1) in the case of the speci- 
fied Federal program described in paragraph 
GC), after “(ii)”; 

(B) by striking the period at the end and in- 
serting ‘‘; and"; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

I in the case of the specified Federal pro- 
gram described in paragraph (3)(B), is receiving 
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benefits or assistance for blindness or disability 

(within the meaning of section 3(r) of the Food 

Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2012(r))).”’. 

SEC. 505. FOOD STAMP ELIGIBILITY FOR CERTAIN 
INDIANS. 

Section 402(a)(2)(G) of the Personal Responsi- 
bility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act 
of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1612(a)(2)(G)) is amended— 

(1) in the subparagraph heading, by striking 
“SSI EXCEPTION” and inserting “EXCEPTION”; 
and 

(2) by striking program defined in paragraph 
(3)(A) (relating to the supplemental security in- 
come program)" and inserting ‘‘specified Fed- 
eral programs described in paragraph (3)"’. 

SEC. 506. FOOD STAMP ELIGIBILITY FOR CERTAIN 
ELDERLY INDIVIDUALS. 

Section 402(a)(2) of the Personal Responsi- 
bility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act 
of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1612(a)(2)) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: 

“(I) FOOD STAMP EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN EL- 
DERLY INDIVIDUALS.—With respect to eligibility 
for benefits for the specified Federal program 
described in paragraph (3)(B), paragraph (1) 
shall not apply to any individual who on Au- 
gust 22, 1996— 

“() was lawfully residing in the United 
States; and 

it) was 65 years of age or older. 

SEC. 507, FOOD STAMP ELIGIBILITY FOR CERTAIN 
CHILDREN. 

Section 402(a)(2) of the Personal Responsi- 
bility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act 
of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1612(a)(2)) (as amended by sec- 
tion 506) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“(J) FOOD STAMP EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN 
CHILDREN.—With respect to eligibility for bene- 
fits for the specified Federal program described 
in paragraph (3)(B), paragraph (1) shall not 
apply to any individual who— 

i) was lawfully residing in the United States 
on August 22, 1996; and 

(ii) is under 18 years of age."’. 

SEC. 508. FOOD STAMP ELIGIBILITY FOR CERTAIN 
HMONG AND HIGHLAND LAOTIANS. 

Section 402(a)(2) of the Personal Responsi- 
bility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act 
of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1612(a)(2)) (as amended by sec- 
tion 507) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“(K) FOOD STAMP EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN 
HMONG AND HIGHLAND LAOTIANS.—With respect 
to eligibility for benefits for the specified Fed- 
eral program described in paragraph (3)(B), 
paragraph (1) shall not apply to— 

“(i) any individual who— 

“(D is lawfully residing in the United States; 
and 

I was a member of a Hmong or Highland 
Laotian tribe at the time that the tribe rendered 
assistance to United States personnel by taking 
part in a military or rescue operation during the 
Vietnam era (as defined in section 101 of title 38, 
United States Code); 

ii) the spouse, or an unmarried dependent 
child, of such an individual; or 

(iii) the unremarried surviving spouse of 
such an individual who is deceased."’. 

SEC. 509. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

Section 403(d) of the Personal Responsibility 
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 
1996 (8 U.S.C. 1613(da)) is amended— 

(1) in the subsection heading, by striking 
“SSI” and all that follows through “INDIANS” 
and inserting ‘‘BENEFITS FOR CERTAIN GROUPS"; 

(2) by striking not apply to an individual" 
and inserting ‘‘not apply to 

J) an individual“, 

(3) by striking ‘‘(a)(3)(A)" 
“(a)(3)"; and 

(4) by striking the period at the end and in- 
serting , or”; and 


and inserting 
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(5) by adding at the end the following: 

2) an individual, spouse, or dependent de- 
scribed in section 402(a)(2)(K), but only with re- 
spect to the specified Federal program described 
in section 402(a)(3)(B)."’. 

SEC. 510. EFFECTIVE DATES. 

(a) REDUCTIONS.—The amendments made by 
sections 501 and 502 take effect on the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

(b) FOOD STAMP ELIGIBILITY.—The amend- 
ments made by sections 503 through 509 take ef- 
fect on November 1, 1998. 


Subtitle B—Information Technology Funding 


SEC. 521. INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY FUNDING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 4(g) of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation Charter Act (15 
U.S.C. 714b(g)) is amended in the first sentence 
by striking ‘‘$275,000,000"' and inserting 
**$193,000,000"". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) takes effect on October 1, 1997. 
Subtitle C—Crop Insurance 

SEC. 531. FUNDING. 

Section 516 of the Federal Crop Insurance Act 
(7 U.S.C, 1516) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a) 

(A) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

“(1) DISCRETIONARY EXPENSES.—There are au- 
thorized to be appropriated for fiscal year 1999 
and each subsequent fiscal year such sums as 
are necessary to cover the salaries and expenses 
of the Corporation.“ and 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) by inserting after are necessary to cover” 
the following: Jor each of the 1999 and subse- 
quent reinsurance years”; and 

(ii) by striking subparagraph (A) and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(A) the administrative and operating er- 
penses of the Corporation for the sales commis- 
sions of agents; and“ and 

(2) by striking subsection (b) and inserting the 
following: 

“(b) PAYMENT OF CORPORATION EXPENSES 
FROM INSURANCE FU. 

) EXPENSES GENERALLY.—For each of the 
1999 and subsequent reinsurance years, the Cor- 
poration may pay from the insurance fund es- 
tablished under subsection (c) all expenses of 
the Corporation (other than expenses covered by 
subsection (a)(1) and expenses covered by para- 
graph (2)(A)), including 

(A) premium subsidies and indemnities; 

() administrative and operating erpenses of 
the Corporation necessary to pay the sales com- 
missions of agents; and 

(O all administrative and operating expense 
reimbursements due under a reinsurance agree- 
ment with an approved insurance provider. 

“(2) RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT EXPENSES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—For each of the 1999 and 
subsequent reinsurance years, the Corporation 
may pay from the insurance fund established 
under subsection (c) research and development 
expenses of the Corporation, but not to erceed 
$3,500,000 for each fiscal year. 

"(B) DAIRY OPTIONS PILOT PROGRAM.— 
Amounts necessary to carry out the dairy op- 
tions pilot program shall not be counted toward 
the limitation on research and development ex- 
penses specified in subparagraph (A). 

SEC. 532. BUDGETARY OFFSETS. 

(a) ADMINISTRATIVE FEE FOR CATASTROPHIC 
RISK PROTECTION.—Section 508(b) of the Federal 
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(b)) is amend- 
ed by striking paragraph (5) and inserting the 
following: 

“(5) ADMINISTRATIVE FEE.— 

“(A) BASIC FEE.—Each producer shall pay an 
administrative fee for catastrophic risk protec- 
tion in an amount equal to 10 percent of the pre- 
mium for the catastrophic risk protection or $50 
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per crop per county, whichever is greater, as de- 
termined by the Corporation. 

) ADDITIONAL FEE.—In addition to the 
amount required under subparagraph (A), the 
producer shall pay a $10 fee for each amount de- 
termined under subparagraph (A). 

O) TIME FOR PAYMENT.—The amounts re- 
quired under subparagraphs (A) and (B) shall 
be paid by the producer on the date that pre- 
mium for a policy of additional coverage would 
be paid by the producer. 

“(D) USE OF FEES.— 

( IN GENERAL.—The amounts paid under 
this paragraph shall be deposited in the crop in- 
surance fund established under section 516(c), to 
be available for the programs and activities of 
the Corporation. 

(ii) LIMITATION.—No funds deposited in the 
crop insurance fund under this subparagraph 
may be used to compensate an approved insur- 
ance provider or agent for the delivery of serv- 
ices under this subsection. 

“(E) WAIVER OF FEE.—The Corporation shall 
waive the amounts required under this para- 
graph for limited resource farmers, as defined by 
the Corporation.“ 

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE FEE FOR ADDITIONAL 
COVERAGE.—Section 508(c)(10) of the Federal 
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(c)(10)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking subparagraph (A) and inserting 
the following: 

(A) PEE REQUIRED.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this paragraph, if a producer elects to 
purchase additional coverage for a crop at a 
level that is less than 65 percent of the recorded 
or appraised average yield indemnified at 100 
percent of the expected market price, or an 
equivalent coverage, the producer shall pay an 
administrative fee for the additional coverage. 
The administrative fee for the producer shall be 
$50 per crop per county, but not to exceed $200 
per producer per county, up to a maximum of 
$600 per producer for all counties in which a 
producer has insured crops. Subparagraphs (D) 
and (E) of subsection (b)(5) shall apply with re- 
spect to the use of administrative fees under this 
subparagraph."’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (C), by striking 10 
and inserting 820. 

(c) REIMBURSEMENT FOR ADMINISTRATIVE AND 
OPERATING COSTS.—Section 508(k) of the Fed- 
eral Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(k)) is 
amended by striking paragraph (4) and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(4) RATE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (B), the rate established by the 
Board to reimburse approved insurance pro- 
viders and agents for the administrative and op- 
erating costs of the providers and agents shall 
not exrceed— 

i for the 1998 reinsurance year, 27 percent 
of the premium used to define loss ratio; and 

ii) for each of the 1999 and subsequent rein- 
surance years, 24.5 percent of the premium used 
to define loss ratio. 

) PROPORTIONAL REDUCTIONS.—A policy of 
additional coverage that received a rate of reim- 
bursement for administrative and operating 
costs for the 1998 reinsurance year that is lower 
than the rate specified in subparagraph (A)(i) 
shall receive a reduction in the rate of reim- 
bursement that is proportional to the reduction 
in the rate of reimbursement between clauses (i) 
and (ii) of subparagraph (A. 

(d) LOSS ADJUSTMENT EXPENSES FOR CATA- 
STROPHIC RISK PROTECTION.—Section 508(b) of 
the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 
1508(b)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

I) LOSS ADJUSTMENT.—The rate for reim- 
bursing an approved insurance provider or 
agent for erpenses incurred by the approved in- 
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surance provider or agent for loss adjustment in 

connection with a policy of catastrophic risk 

protection shall not exceed 11 percent of the pre- 

mium for catastrophic risk protection that is 

used to define loss ratio. 

SEC, 533. PROCEDURES FOR RESPONDING TO 
CERTAIN INQUIRIES. 

Section 506 of the Federal Crop Insurance Act 
(7 U.S.C. 1506) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

S PROCEDURES FOR RESPONDING TO CER- 
TAIN INQUIRIES.— 

I PROCEDURES REQUIRED.—The Corpora- 
tion shall establish procedures under which the 
Corporation will provide a final agency deter- 
mination in response to an inquiry regarding 
the interpretation by the Corporation of this 
title or any regulation issued under this title. 

“(2) IMPLEMENTATION.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, the Corporation shall issue regulations 
to implement this subsection. At a minimum, the 
regulations shall establish— 

(A the manner in which inquiries described 
in paragraph (1) are required to be submitted to 
the Corporation; and 

) a reasonable maximum number of days 
within which the Corporation will respond to all 
inquiries. 

“(3) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO TIMELY RE- 
SPOND.—If the Corporation fails to respond to 
an inquiry in accordance with the procedures 
established pursuant to this subsection, the per- 
son requesting the interpretation of this title or 
regulation may assume the interpretation is cor- 
rect for the applicable reinsurance year. 

SEC. 534. TIME PERIOD FOR RESPONDING TO 
SUBMISSION OF NEW POLICIES. 

Section 508(h) of the Federal Crop Insurance 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(h)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

*(10) TIME LIMITS FOR RESPONSE TO SUBMIS- 
SION OF NEW POLICIES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Board shall establish 
a reasonable time period within which the 
Board shall approve or disapprove a proposal 
from a person regarding a new policy submitted 
in accordance with this subsection. 

) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO MEET TIME LIM- 
ITS.—Except as provided in subparagraph (C), if 
the Board fails to provide a response to a pro- 
posal described in subparagraph (A) in accord- 
ance with subparagraph (A), the new policy 
shall be deemed to be approved by the Board for 
purposes of this subsection for the initial rein- 
surance year designated for the new policy in 
the request. 

“(C) EXCEPTIONS.—Subparagraph (B) shall 
not apply to a proposal submitted under this 
subsection if the Board and the person submit- 
ting the request agree to an extension of the 
time period. 

SEC. 535. CROP INSURANCE STUDY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of Agriculture shall enter into a contract, with 
1 or more entities outside the Federal Govern- 
ment with expertise in the establishment and de- 
livery of crop and revenue insurance to agricul- 
tural producers, under which the contractor 
shall conduct a study of crop insurance issues 
specified in the contract, including— 

(1) improvement of crop insurance service to 
agricultural producers; 

(2) options for transforming the role of the 
Federal Government from a crop insurance pro- 
vider to solely that of a crop insurance regu- 
lator; and 

(3) privatization of crop insurance coverage. 

(b) CONTRACTOR.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date the contract is entered into, the 
contractor shall complete the study and submit 
a report on the study, including appropriate 
recommendations, to the Secretary. 
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(c) REPORT.—Not later than 30 days after the 
date the Secretary receives the report, the Sec- 
retary shall submit the report, and any com- 
ments on the report, to the Committee on Agri- 
culture of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For- 
estry of the Senate. 

SEC. 536. REQUIRED TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF 
STANDARD REINSURANCE AGREE- 
MENTS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the terms 
“approved insurance provider and Corpora- 
tion" have the meanings given the terms in sec- 
tion 502(b) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 
U.S.C. 1502(b)). 

(b) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.— 

(1) INCORPORATION OF AMENDMENTS.—For 
each of the 1999 and subsequent reinsurance 
years, the Corporation shall ensure that each 
Standard Reinsurance Agreement between an 
approved insurance provider and the Corpora- 
tion reflects the amendments to the Federal 
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.) that 
are made by this subtitle to the extent the 
amendments are applicable to approved insur- 
ance providers. 

(2) RETENTION OF EXISTING PROVISIONS.—Er- 
cept to the extent necessary to implement the 
amendments made by this subtitle, each Stand- 
ard Reinsurance Agreement described in para- 
graph (1) shall contain the following provisions 
of the Standard Reinsurance Agreement for the 
1998 reinsurance year: 

(A) Section II, concerning the terms of rein- 
surance and underwriting gain and loss for an 
approved insurance provider. 

(B) Section III, concerning the terms for sub- 
sidies and administrative fees for an approved 
insurance provider. 

(C) Section IV, concerning the terms for loss 
adjustment for an approved insurance provider 
under catastrophic risk protection. 

(D) Section V.C., concerning interest pay- 
ments between the Corporation and an approved 
insurance provider. 

(E) Section V.1.5., concerning liquidated dam- 
ages. 

(c) IMPLEMENTATION.—To implement this sub- 
title and the amendments made by this subtitle, 
the Corporation is not required to amend provi- 
sions of the Standard Reinsurance Agreement 
not specifically affected by this subtitle or an 
amendment made by this subtitle. 

SEC. 537. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as provided in section 535, this subtitle 
and the amendments made by this subtitle take 
effect on July 1, 1998. 

TITLE VI—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

Subtitle A—Existing Authorities 
SEC. 601. RETENTION AND USE OF FEES. 

(a) ORGANIC CERTIFICATION.—Section 2107 of 
the Organic Foods Production Act of 1990 (7 
U.S.C. 6506) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(d) AVAILABILITY OF FEES.— 

J ACCOUNT.—Fees collected under sub- 
section (a)(10) (including late payment penalties 
and interest earned from investment of the fees) 
shall be credited to the account that incurs the 
cost of the services provided under this title. 

(2) USE—The collected fees shall be avail- 
able to the Secretary, without further appro- 
priation or fiscal-year limitation, to pay the et- 
penses of the Secretary incurred in providing 
accreditation services under this title.. 

(b) NATIONAL ARBORETUM.—Section 6(b) of 
the Act of March 4, 1927 (20 U.S.C. 196(b)), is 
amended by striking Treusury and inserting 
“Treasury. Amounts in the special fund shall be 
available to the Secretary of Agriculture, with- 
out further appropriation,”’. 

(c) PATENT CULTURE COLLECTION FEES.— 

(1) RETENTION.—AIl funds collected by the Ag- 
ricultural Research Service of the Department of 
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Agriculture in connection with the acceptance 
of microorganisms for deposit in, or the distribu- 
tion of microorganisms from, the Patent Culture 
Collection maintained and operated by the Agri- 
cultural Research Service shall be credited to 
the appropriation supporting the maintenance 
and operation of the Patent Culture Collection. 
(2) UsE.—The collected funds shall be avail- 
able to the Agricultural Research Service, with- 
out further appropriation or fiscal-year limita- 
tion, to carry out its responsibilities under law 
(including international treaties) with respect to 
the Patent Culture Collection. 
SEC. 602. P 


The Department of Agriculture Reorganiza- 
tion Act of 1994 is amended by inserting after 
section 219 (7 U.S.C. 6919) the following: 

“SEC. 220. OFFICE OF ENERGY POLICY AND NEW 


“The Secretary shall establish for the Depart- 
ment, in the Office of the Secretary, an Office of 
Energy Policy and New Uses. 

SEC. 603. KIWIFRUIT RESEARCH, PROMOTION, 
AND CONSUMER INFORMATION PRO- 
GRAM. 

(a) AMENDMENTS TO ORDERS.—Section 554(c) 
of the National Kiwifruit Research, Promotion, 
and Consumer Information Act (7 U.S.C. 
7463(c)) is amended in the second sentence by 
inserting before the period at the end the fol- 
lowing: , except that an amendment to an 
order shall not require a referendum to become 
effective". 

(b) NATIONAL KIWIFRUIT BOARD.—Section 555 
of the National Kiwifruit Research, Promotion, 
and Consumer Information Act (7 U.S.C. 7464) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking paragraphs 
(1) through (3) and inserting the following: 

“(1) 10 members who are producers, exporters, 
or importers (or their representatives), based on 
a proportional representation of the level of do- 
mestic production and imports of kiwifruit (as 
determined by the Secretary). 

(2) 1 member appointed from the general 
public. 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘MEMBERSHIP.—"' and all that 
follows through “paragraph (2), the” and in- 
serting ‘‘“MEMBERSHIP.—Subject to the 11-mem- 
ber limit, the”; and 

(B) by striking paragraph (2); and 

(3) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in paragraph (2), by inserting “who are 
producers” after “members”; 

(B) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) by inserting “who are importers or erport- 
ers” after “members”; and 

(ii) by striking (a)“ 
“(a)(1)”; and 

(C) in the second sentence of paragraph (5), 
by inserting und alternate after “member”. 
SEC. 604. FOOD ANIMAL RESIDUE AVOIDANCE 

DATABASE PROGRAM. 

(a) CONTINUATION OF PROGRAM.—The Sec- 
retary of Agriculture shall continue operation of 
the Food Animal Residue Avoidance Database 
program (referred to in this section as the 
“FARAD program”) through contracts, grants, 
or cooperative agreements with appropriate col- 
leges or universities. 

(b) ACTIVITIES.—In carrying out the FARAD 
program, the Secretary shall— 

(1) provide livestock producers, extension spe- 
cialists, scientists, and veterinarians with infor- 
mation to prevent drug, pesticide, and environ- 
mental contaminant residues in food animal 
products; 

(2) maintain up-to-date 
cerning— 

(A) withdrawal times on FDA-approved food 
animal drugs and appropriate withdrawal inter- 
vals for drugs used in food animals in the 


and inserting 


information con- 
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United States, as established under section 
512(a) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act (21 U.S.C. 360b(a)); 

(B) official tolerances for drugs and pesticides 
in tissues, eggs, and milk; 

(C) descriptions and sensitivities of rapid 
screening tests for detecting residues in tissues, 
eggs, and milk; and 

(D) data on the distribution and fate of 
chemicals in food animals; 

(3) publish periodically a compilation of food 
animal drugs approved by the Food and Drug 
Administration; 

(4) make information on food animal drugs 
available to the public through handbooks and 
other literature, computer software, a telephone 
hotline, and the Internet; 

(5) furnish producer quality-assurance pro- 
grams with up-to-date data on approved drugs; 

(6) maintain a comprehensive and up-to-date, 
residue avoidance database; 

(7) provide professional advice for determining 
the withdrawal times necessary for food safety 
in the use of drugs in food animals; and 

(8) engage in other activities designed to pro- 
mote food safety. 

(c) CONTRACT, GRANTS, AND COOPERATIVE 
AGREEMENTS.—The Secretary shall offer to enter 
into a contract, grant, or cooperative agreement 
with 1 or more appropriate colleges and univer- 
sities to operate the FARAD program. The term 
of the contract, grant, or cooperative agreement 
shall be 3 years, with options to extend the term 
of the contract triennially. 

(d) INDIRECT CosTs.—Federal funds provided 
by the Secretary under a contract, grant, or co- 
operative agreement under this section shall be 
subject to reduction for indirect costs of the re- 
cipient of the funds in an amount not to exceed 
19 percent of the total Federal funds provided 
under the contract, grant, or cooperative agree- 
ment. 

SEC. 605. HONEY RESEARCH, PROMOTION, AND 
CONSUMER INFORMATION. 

(a) FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.—Section 2 of the 
Honey Research, Promotion, and Consumer In- 
formation Act (7 U.S.C. 4601) is amended— 

(1) by striking the section heading and all 
that follows through “The Congress finds that:” 
and inserting the following: 

“SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

“(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the following 
findings:"’; 

(2) in subsection (a) (as so designated)— 

(A) in paragraphs (6) and (7), by striking 
“and consumer education” each place it ap- 
pears and inserting “consumer education, and 
industry information"; and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (7) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(8) The ability to develop and maintain pu- 
rity standards for honey and honey products is 
critical to maintaining the consumer confidence, 
safety, and trust that are essential components 
of any undertaking to maintain and develop 
markets for honey and honey products. 

( Research directed at improving the cost 
effectiveness and efficiency of beekeeping, as 
well as developing better means of dealing with 
pest and disease problems, is essential to keep- 
ing honey and honey product prices competitive 
and facilitating market growth as well as main- 
taining the financial well-being of the honey in- 
dustry. 

(10) Research involving the quality, safety, 
and image of honey and honey products and 
how that quality, safety, and image may be af- 
fected during the extraction, processing, pack- 
aging, marketing, and other stages of the honey 
and honey product production and distribution 
process, is highly important to building and 
maintaining markets for honey and honey prod- 
ucts.”; and 

(3) by striking subsection (b) and inserting the 
following: 
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D PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are— 

“(1) to authorize the establishment of an or- 
derly procedure for the development and financ- 
ing, through an adequate assessment, of an ef- 
fective, continuous, and nationally coordinated 
program of promotion, research, consumer edu- 
cation, and industry information designed to— 

“(A) strengthen the position of the honey in- 
dustry in the marketplace; 

“(B) maintain, develop, and erpand domestic 
and foreign markets and uses for honey and 
honey products; 

“(C) maintain and improve the competitive- 
ness and efficiency of the honey industry; and 

“(D) sponsor research to develop better means 
of dealing with pest and disease problems; 

(2) to maintain and erpand the markets for 
all honey and honey products in a manner 
that— 

“(A) is not designed to maintain or expand 
any individual producer's, importer’s, or han- 
dler’s share of the market; and 

) does not compete with or replace indi- 
vidual advertising or promotion efforts designed 
to promote individual brand name or trade name 
honey or honey products; and 

) to authorize and fund programs that re- 
sult in government speech promoting govern- 
ment objectives. 

“(c) ADMINISTRATION.—Nothing in this Act 

“(1) prohibits the sale of various grades of 
honey; ` 

2) provides for control of honey production; 

) limits the right of the individual honey 
producer to produce honey; or 

J creates a trade barrier to honey or honey 
products produced in a foreign country. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—Section 3 of the Honey Re- 
search, Promotion, and Consumer Information 
Act (7 U.S.C. 4602) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (7) and inserting the 
following: 

“(7) HANDLE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘handle’ means 
to process, package, sell, transport, purchase, or 
in any other way place or cause to be placed in 
commerce, honey or a honey product. 

B) INCLUSION.—The term ‘handle’ includes 
selling unprocessed honey that will be consumed 
or used without further processing or pack- 
aging. 

( EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘handle’ does not 
include— 

i) the transportation of unprocessed honey 
by a producer to a handler; 

(ii) the transportation by a commercial car- 
rier of honey, whether processed or unprocessed, 
for a handler or producer; or 

“(iii) the purchase of honey or a honey prod- 
uct by a consumer or other end-user of the 
honey or honey product.“, 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(19) DEPARTMENT.—The term Department 
means the Department of Agriculture. 

(20) HONEY PRODUCTION.—The term ‘honey 
production’ means all beekeeping operations re- 
lated to— ` 

“(A) managing honey bee colonies to produce 
honey; 

) harvesting honey from the colonies; 

“(C) extracting honey from the honeycombs; 
and 

D) preparing honey for sale for further 
processing. 

“(21) INDUSTRY INFORMATION.—The term in- 
dustry information’ means information or a pro- 
gram that will lead to the development of new 
markets, new marketing strategies, or increased 
efficiency for the honey industry, or an activity 
to enhance the image of honey and honey prod- 
ucts and of the honey industry. 

“(22) NATIONAL HONEY MARKETING COOPERA- 
TIVE.—The term ‘national honey marketing co- 
operative’ means a cooperative that markets its 
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products in at least 2 of the following 4 regions 
of the United States, as determined by the Sec- 
retary: 

“(A) The Atlantic Coast, including the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico. 

“(B) The Mideast. 

‘(C) The Midwest. 

D) The Pacific, including the States of Alas- 
ka and Hawaii. 

“*(23) QUALIFIED NATIONAL ORGANIZATION REP- 
RESENTING HANDLER  INTERESTS.—The term 
‘qualified national organization representing 
handler interests’ means an organization that 
the Secretary certifies as being eligible to rec- 
ommend nominations for the Committee handler, 
handler-importer, alternate handler, and alter- 
nate handler-importer members of the Honey 
Board under section 7(b). 

(24) QUALIFIED NATIONAL ORGANIZATION REP- 
RESENTING IMPORTER INTERESTS.—The term 
‘qualified national organization representing 
importer interests’ means an organization that 
the Secretary certifies as being eligible to rec- 
ommend nominations for the Committee im- 
porter, handler-importer, alternate importer, 
and alternate handler-importer members of the 
Honey Board under section 7(b)."’; and 

(3) by reordering the paragraphs so that they 
are in alphabetical order by term defined and 
redesignating the paragraphs accordingly. 

(c) HONEY RESEARCH, PROMOTION, AND CON- 
SUMER INFORMATION ORDER.—Section 4 of the 
Honey Research, Promotion, and Consumer In- 
formation Act (7 U.S.C. 4603) is amended by in- 
serling and regulations” after orders“. 

(d) NOTICE AND HEARING.—Section 5 of the 
Honey Research, Promotion, and Consumer In- 
formation Act (7 U.S.C, 4604) is amended to read 
as follows: 

“SEC. 5. NOTICE AND HEARING. 

() NOTICE AND COMMENT.—In issuing an 
order under this Act, an amendment to an order, 
or a regulation to carry out this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall comply with section 553 of title 5, 
United States Code. 

b FORMAL AGENCY ACTION,—Sections 556 
and 557 of that title shall not apply with respect 
to the issuance of an order, an amendment to an 
order, or a regulation under this Act. 

“(c) PROPOSAL OF AN ORDER.—A proposal for 
an order may be submitted to the Secretary by 
any organization or interested person affected 
by this Act.“. 

(e) FINDINGS AND ISSUANCE OF ORDER.—Sec- 
tion 6 of the Honey Research, Promotion, and 
Consumer Information Act (7 U.S.C. 4605) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“SEC. 6. FINDINGS AND ISSUANCE OF ORDER. 

“After notice and opportunity for comment 
has been provided in accordance with section 
5(a), the Secretary shall issue an order, an 
amendment to an order, or a regulation under 
this Act, if the Secretary finds, and specifies in 
the order, amendment, or regulation, that the 
issuance of the order, amendment, or regulation 
will assist in carrying out the purposes of this 
42 

(f) REQUIRED TERMS OF AN ORDER.— 

(1) NATIONAL HONEY NOMINATIONS COM- 
MITTEE.—Section Fb) of the Honey Research, 
Promotion, and Consumer Information Act (7 
U.S.C. 4606(b)) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘except’' and 
all that follows through ‘‘three-year terms” and 
inserting ercept that the term of appointments 
to the Committee may be staggered periodically, 
as determined by the Secretary”; and 

(B) in paragraph (5)— 

(i) in the second sentence, by striking “after 
the first annual meeting’; and 

(ii) in the third sentence, by striking per cen- 
tum” and inserting percent“. 

(2) HONEY BOARD.—Section 7(c) of the Honey 
Research, Promotion, and Consumer Informa- 
tion Act (7 U.S.C. 4606(c)) is amended— 
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(A) by redesignating paragraphs (3) through 
(6) as paragraphs (8) through (11), respectively; 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking “seven” 
and inserting ‘'7"’; and 

(ii) by striking subparagraphs (B) through (E) 
and all that follows and inserting the following: 

“(B) 2 members who are handlers appointed 
from nominations submitted by the Committee 
from recommendations made by qualified na- 
tional organizations representing handler inter- 
ests; 

O) if approved in a referendum conducted 
under this Act, 2 members who— 

i) are handlers of honey; 

ii) during any 3 of the preceding 5 years, 
were also importers of record of at least 40,000 
pounds of honey; and 

iii) are appointed from nominations sub- 
mitted by the Committee from recommendations 
made by— 

„ qualified national organizations rep- 
resenting handler interests or qualified national 
organizations representing importer interests; or 

“(ID if the Secretary determines that there is 
not a qualified national organization rep- 
resenting handler interests or a qualified na- 
tional organization representing importer inter- 
ests, individual handlers or importers that have 
paid assessments to the Honey Board on im- 
ported honey or honey products; 

D) 2 members who are importers appointed 
from nominations submitted by the Committee 
from recommendations made by— 

„i) qualified national organizations rep- 
resenting importer interests; or 

(ii) if the Secretary determines that there is 
not a qualified national organization rep- 
resenting importer interests, individual import- 
ers that have paid assessments to the Honey 
Board on imported honey or honey products; 
and 

“(E) 1 member who is an officer, director, or 
employee of a national honey marketing cooper- 
ative appointed from nominations submitted by 
the Committee from recommendations made by 
qualified national honey marketing coopera- 
tives. 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

) ALTERNATES.—The Committee shall sub- 
mit nominations for an alternate for each mem- 
ber of the Honey Board described in paragraph 
(2). An alternate shall be appointed in the same 
manner as a member and shall serve when the 
member is absent from a meeting or is disquali- 
fied. 

C RECONSTITUTION.— 

“(A) REVIEW.—If approved in a referendum 
conducted under this Act and in accordance 
with rules issued by the Secretary, the Honey 
Board shall review, at times determined under 
subparagraph (E)— 

i) the geographic distribution of the quan- 
tities of domestically produced honey assessed 
under the order; and 

ii) changes in the annual average percent- 
age of assessments owed by importers under the 
order relative to assessments owed by producers 
and handlers of domestic honey, including— 

“(1) whether any changes in assessments owed 
on imported quantities are owed by importers 
described in paragraph (5)(B); or 

I whether such importers are handler-im- 
porters described in paragraph (2)(C). 

) RECOMMENDATIONS.—If warranted and 
in accordance with this subsection, the Honey 
Board shall recommend to the Secretary— 

(i) changes in the regional representation of 
honey producers established by the Secretary; 

iti) if necessary to reflect any changes in the 
proportion of domestic and imported honey as- 
sessed under the order or the source of assess- 
ments on imported honey or honey products, the 
reallocation of— 
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Y handler-importer member positions under 
paragraph (2)(C) as handler member positions 
under paragraph (2)(B); 

“(II) importer member positions under para- 
graph (2)(D) as handler-importer member posi- 
tions under paragraph (2)(C); or 

“(III) handler-importer member positions 
under paragraph (2)(C) as importer member po- 
sitions under paragraph (2)(D); or 

(iii) if necessary to reflect any changes in the 
proportion of domestic and imported honey or 
honey products assessed under the order, the 
addition of members to the Honey Board under 
5 (A), (B), (C), or (D) of paragraph 
(2). 
“(C) SCOPE OF REVIEW.—The review required 
under subparagraph (A) shall be based on data 
from the 5-year period preceding the year in 
which the review is conducted. 

D) BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (F), recommendations made under 
subparagraph (B) shall be based on— 

Y the 5-year average annual assessments, 
excluding the 2 years containing the highest 
and lowest disparity between the proportion of 
assessments owed from imported and domestic 
honey or honey products, determined pursuant 
to the review that is conducted under subpara- 
graph (A); and 

(I) whether any change in the average an- 
nual assessments is from the assessments owed 
by importers described in paragraph (5)(B) or 
from the assessments owed by handler-importers 
described in paragraph (2)(C). 

(ii) PROPORTIONS.—The Honey Board shall 
recommend a reallocation or addition of mem- 
bers pursuant to clause (ii) or (iii) of subpara- 
graph (B) only if 1 or more of the following pro- 
portions change by more than 6 percent from the 
base period proportion determined in accordance 
with subparagraph (F): 

Ine proportion of assessments owed by 
handler-importers described in paragraph (2)(C) 
compared with the proportion of assessments 
owed by importers described in paragraph 
(2)(D). 

I The proportion of assessments owed by 
importers compared with the proportion of as- 
sessments owed on domestic honey by producers 
and handlers. 

E TIMING OF REVIEW.— 

i) IN GENERAL.—The Honey Board shall 
conduct the reviews required under this para- 
graph not more than once during each 5-year 
period. 

“(ii) INITIAL REVIEW.—The Honey Board shall 
conduct the initial review required under this 
paragraph prior to the initial continuation ref- 
erendum conducted under section 13(c) fol- 
lowing the referendum conducted under section 
14. 

Y BASE PERIOD PROPORTIONS.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The base period proportions 
for determining the magnitude of change under 
subparagraph (D) shall be the proportions de- 
termined during the prior review conducted 
under this paragraph. 

(ii) INITIAL REVIEW.—In the case of the ini- 
tial review required under subparagraph (E)(ti), 
the base period proportions shall be the propor- 
tions determined by the Honey Board for fiscal 
year 1996. 

*(5) RESTRICTIONS ON NOMINATION AND AP- 
POINTMENT.— 

“(A) PRODUCER-PACKERS AS PRODUCERS.—No 
producer-packer that, during any 3 of the pre- 
ceding 5 years, purchased for resale more honey 
than the producer-packer produced shall be eli- 
gible for nomination or appointment to the 
Honey Board as a producer described in para- 
graph (2)(A) or as an alternate to such a pro- 
ducer. 

) IMPORTERS.—No importer that, during 
any 3 of the preceding 5 years, did not receive 
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at least 75 percent of the gross income generated 
by the sale of honey and honey products from 
the sale of imported honey and honey products 
shall be eligible for nomination or appointment 
to the Honey Board as an importer described in 
paragraph (2)(D) or an alternate to such an im- 
porter. 

(6) CERTIFICATION OF ORGANIZATIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The eligibility of an orga- 
nization to participate in the making of rec- 
ommendations to the Committee for nomination 
to the Honey Board to represent handlers or im- 
porters under this section shall be certified by 
the Secretary. 

“(B) ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA.—Subject to the 
other provisions of this paragraph, the Sec- 
retary shall certify an organization that the 
Secretary determines meets the eligibility criteria 
established by the Secretary under this para- 
graph. 

“(C) FINALITY.—An eligibility determination 
of the Secretary under this paragraph shall be 
final. 

D) BASIS FOR CERTIFICATION.—Certification 
of an organization under this paragraph shall 
be based on, in addition to other available infor- 
mation, a factual report submitted by the orga- 
nization that contains information considered 
relevant by the Secretary, including— 

“(i) the geographic territory covered by the 
active membership of the organization; 

ii) the nature and size of the active member- 
ship of the organization, including the propor- 
tion of the total number of active handlers or 
importers represented by the organization; 

iii) evidence of the stability and perma- 
nency of the organization; 

“(iv) sources from which the operating funds 
of the organization are derived; 

v) the functions of the organization; and 

vi) the ability and willingness of the organi- 
zation to further the purposes of this Act. 

E PRIMARY CONSIDERATIONS.—A primary 
consideration in determining the eligibility of an 
organization under this paragraph shall be 
whether— 

“(i) the membership of the organization con- 
sists primarily of handlers or importers that de- 
rive a substantial quantity of their income from 
sales of honey and honey products; and 

ii) the organization has an interest in the 
marketing of honey and honey products. 

D NONMEMBERS.—AS d condition of certifi- 
cation under this paragraph, an organization 
shall agree— 

i) to notify nonmembers of the organization 
of Honey Board nomination opportunities for 
which the organization is certified to make rec- 
ommendations to the Committee; and 

ii) to consider the nomination of nonmem- 
bers when making the nominations of the orga- 
nization to the Committee, if nonmembers indi- 
cate an interest in serving on the Honey Board. 

“(7) MINIMUM PERCENTAGE OF HONEY PRO- 
DUCERS.—Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this subsection, at least 50 percent of the 
members of the Honey Board shall be honey pro- 
ducers."’; and 

(D) in paragraph (8) (as so redesignated), by 
striking except and all that follows through 
“three-year terms” and inserting ‘‘ercept that 
appointments to the Honey Board may be stag- 
gered periodically, as determined by the Sec- 
retary, to maintain continuity of the Honey 
Board with respect to all members and with re- 
spect to members representing particular 
groups. 

(3) ASSESSMENTS.—Section 7(e) of the Honey 
Research, Promotion, and Consumer Informa- 
tion Act (7 U.S.C. 4606(e)) is amended— 

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (2) and (3) as 
paragraphs (4) and (5), respectively; 

(B) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 
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I) IN GENERAL.—The Honey Board shall ad- 
minister collection of the assessment provided 
for in this subsection, and may accept voluntary 
contributions from other sources, to finance the 
expenses described in subsections (d) and (f). 

(2) RATE.—Except as provided in paragraph 
(3), the assessment rate shall be $0.0075 per 
pound (payable in the manner described in sec- 
tion 9), with— 

() in the case of honey produced in the 
United States, $0.0075 per pound payable by 
honey producers; and 

) in the case of honey or honey products 
imported into the United States, $0.0075 per 
pound payable by honey importers. 

(3) ALTERNATIVE RATE APPROVED IN REF- 
ERENDUM.—If approved in a referendum con- 
ducted under this Act, the assessment rate shall 
be $0.015 per pound (payable in the manner de- 
scribed in section 9)— 

“(A) in the case of honey produced in the 
United States— 

(i) $0.0075 per pound payable by— 

I honey producers; and 

I producer-packers on all honey produced 
by the producer-packers; and 

ii) $0.0075 per pound payable by— 

Y handlers; and 

“(ID producer-packers on all honey and 
honey products handled by the producer-pack- 
ers, including honey produced by the producer- 
packers); and 

) in the case of honey and honey products 
imported into the United States, $0.015 per 
pound payable by honey importers, of which 
$0.0075 per pound represents the assessment due 
from the handler to be paid by the importer on 
behalf of the handler. 

(C) in paragraph (4) (as so redesignated), by 
striking subparagraph (B) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“(B) SMALL QUANTITIES.— 

i IN GENERAL.—A producer, producer-pack- 
er, handler, or importer that produces, imports, 
or handles during a year less than 6,000 pounds 
of honey or honey products shall be exempt in 
that year from payment of an assessment on 
honey or honey products that the person distrib- 
utes directly through local retail outlets, as de- 
termined by the Secretary, during that year. 

“(ii) INAPPLICABILITY.—If a person no longer 
meets the requirements of clause (i) for an ex- 
emption, the person shall— 

file a report with the Honey Board in the 
form and manner prescribed by the Honey 
Board; and 

I pay an assessment on or before March 15 
of the subsequent year on all honey or honey 
products produced, imported, or handled by the 
person during the year in which the person no 
longer meets the requirements of clause (i) for 
an exemption. , and 

(D) in paragraph (5) (as so redesignated)— 

(i) by inserting “handier,” after producer- 
packer” each place it appears; 

(ti) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
“paragraph (4)"’; and 

(iii) by inserting , handler,” after pro- 
ducer" the last place it appears. 

(4) USE OF FUNDS.—Section 7(f) of the Honey 
Research, Promotion, and Consumer Informa- 
tion Act (7 U.S.C. 4606(f)) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(f) Funds collected by the 
Honey Board from the assessments” and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(f) FUNDS.— 

) USE.—Funds collected by the Honey 
Board"’; 

(B) by striking "The Secretary shall” and in- 
serting the following: 

) REIMBURSEMENT.—The Secretary shall“; 
and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (1) (as des- 
ignated by subparagraph (A)) the following: 
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(2) RESEARCH PROJECTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If approved in a ref- 
erendum conducted under this Act, the Honey 
Board shall reserve at least 8 percent of all as- 
sessments collected during a year for expendi- 
ture on approved research projects designed to 
advance the cost effectiveness, competitiveness, 
efficiency, pest and disease control, and other 
management aspects of beekeeping, honey pro- 
duction, and honey bees. 

) CARRYOVER.—If all funds reserved under 
subparagraph (A) are not allocated to approved 
research projects in a year, any reserved funds 
remaining unallocated shall be carried forward 
for allocation and expenditure under subpara- 
graph (A) in subsequent years. 

(5) FALSE OR UNWARRANTED CLAIMS OR STATE- 
MENTS.—Section 7(g) of the Honey Research, 
Promotion, and Consumer Information Act (7 
U.S.C. 4606(g)) is amended by striking “with as- 
sessments collected” and inserting “by the 
Honey Board”. 

(6) INFLUENCING GOVERNMENTAL POLICY OR 
ACTION.—Section 7(h) of the Honey Research, 
Promotion, and Consumer Information Act (7 
U.S.C. 4606(h)) is amended by striking “through 
assessments authorized by and inserting “by 
the Honey Board under“. 

(g) PERMISSIVE TERMS AND PROVISIONS.—Sec- 
tion 8 of the Honey Research, Promotion, and 
Consumer Information Act (7 U.S.C. 4607) is 
amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—"’ before 
“On”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

) If approved in a referendum conducted 
under this Act, providing authority for the de- 
velopment of programs and related rules and 
regulations that will, with the approval of the 
Secretary, establish minimum purity standards 
for honey and honey products that are designed 
to maintain a positive and wholesome marketing 
image for honey and honey products. 

(b) INSPECTION AND MONITORING SYSTEM.— 

“(1) INSPECTION.—Any program, rule, or regu- 
lation under subsection (a)(8) may provide for 
the inspection, by the Secretary, of honey and 
honey products being sold for domestic con- 
sumption in, or for export from, the United 
States. 

(2) MONITORING SYSTEM.—The Honey Board 
may develop and recommend to the Secretary a 
system for monitoring the purity of honey and 
honey products being sold for domestic con- 
sumption in, or for export from, the United 
States, including a system for identifying adul- 
terated honey. 

““(3) COORDINATION WITH OTHER FEDERAL 
AGENCIES.—The Secretary may coordinate, to 
the maximum extent practicable, with the head 
of any other Federal agency that has authority 
to ensure compliance with labeling or other re- 
quirements relating to the purity of honey and 
honey products concerning an enforcement ac- 
tion against any person that does not comply 
with a rule or regulation issued by any other 
Federal agency concerning the labeling or pu- 
rity requirements of honey and honey products. 

A AUTHORITY TO ISSUE REGULATIONS.—The 
Secretary may issue such rules and regulations 
as are necessary to carry out this subsection. 

“(c) VOLUNTARY QUALITY ASSURANCE PRO- 
GRAM.— 

I IN GENERAL.—In addition to or inde- 
pendent of any program, rule, or regulation 
under subsection (b), the Honey Board, with the 
approval of the Secretary, may establish and 
carry out a voluntary quality assurance pro- 
gram concerning purity standards for honey 
and honey products. 

(2) COMPONENTS.—The program may in- 
clude— 

( the establishment of an official Honey 
Board seal of approval to be displayed on honey 
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and honey products of producers, handlers, and 
importers that participate in the voluntary pro- 
gram and are found to meet such standards of 
purity as are established under the program; 
() actions to encourage producers, kan- 
dlers, and importers to participate in the pro- 


(O) actions to encourage consumers to pur- 
chase honey and honey products bearing the of- 
ficial seal of approval; and 

D) periodic inspections by the Secretary, or 
other parties approved by the Secretary, of 
honey and honey products of producers, han- 
dlers, and importers that participate in the vol- 
untary program. 

) DISPLAY OF SEAL OF APPROVAL.—To be el- 
igible to display the official seal of approval es- 
tablished under paragraph (2)(A) on a honey or 
honey product, a producer, handler, or importer 
shall participate in the voluntary program 
under this subsection. 

“(d) AUTHORITY OF THE SECRETARY.—Not- 
withstanding any other provision of this Act, 
the Secretary shall have the authority to ap- 
prove or disapprove the establishment of min- 
imum purity standards, the inspection and mon- 
itoring system under subsection (b), and the vol- 
untary quality assurance program under sub- 
section (c). 

(h) COLLECTION OF ASSESSMENTS.— 

(1) NEW ASSESSMENT.—Section 9 of the Honey 
Research, Promotion, and Consumer Informa- 
tion Act (7 U.S.C. 4608) is amended— 

(A) by striking subsection (a) and inserting 
the following: 

(a) HANDLERS.—Exrcept as otherwise pro- 
vided in this section, a first handler of honey 
shall be responsible, at the time of first pur- 
chase— 

“(1) for the collection, and payment to the 
Honey Board, of the assessment payable by a 
producer under section 7(e)(2)(A) or, if approved 
in a referendum conducted under this Act, 
under section e and 

“(2) if approved in a referendum conducted 
under this Act, for the payment to the Honey 
Board of an additional assessment payable by 
the handler under section Fe.“ 

(B) by striking subsection (c) and inserting 
the following: 

C IMPORTERS.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this section, at the time of entry of 
honey and honey products into the United 
States, an importer shall remit to the Honey 
Board through the United States Customs Serv- 
ice— 

) the assessment on the imported honey 
and honey products required under section 
7(e)(2)(B); or 

(2) if approved in a referendum conducted 
under this Act, the assessment on the imported 
honey and honey products required under sec- 
tion 7(e)(3)(B), of which the amount payable 
under section 7(e)(3)(A)(ii) represents the assess- 
ment due from the handler to be paid by the im- 
porter on behalf of the handler."’; and 

(C) by striking subsection (e) and inserting the 
following: 

e) PRODUCER-PACKERS.—Except as other- 
wise provided in this section, a producer-packer 
shall be responsible for the collection, and pay- 
ment to the Honey Board, of— 

“(1) the assessment payable by the producer- 
packer under section 7(e)(2)(A) or, if approved 
in a referendum conducted under this Act, 
under section 7(e)(3)(A)() on honey produced by 
the producer-packer; 

A2) at the time of first purchase, the assess- 
ment payable by a producer under section 
7(e)(2)(A) or, if approved in a referendum con- 
ducted under this Act, under section 
eGA) on honey purchased by the pro- 
ducer-packer as a first handler; and 

) if approved in a referendum conducted 
under this Act, an additional assessment pay- 
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able by the producer-packer under section 
NOAGA). 

(2) INSPECTION; BOOKS AND RECORDS.—Section 
9 of the Honey Research, Promotion, and Con- 
sumer Information Act (7 U.S.C. 4608) is amend- 
ed by striking subsection (f) and inserting the 
following: 

Y INSPECTION; BOOKS AND RECORDS.— 

ö IN GENERAL.—To make available to the 
Secretary and the Honey Board such informa- 
tion and data as are necessary to carry out this 
Act (including an order or regulation issued 
under this Act), a handler, importer, producer, 
or producer-packer responsible for payment of 
an assessment under this Act, and a person re- 
ceiving an eremption from an assessment under 
section 7(e)(4), shall— 

(A) maintain and make available for inspec- 
tion by the Secretary and the Honey Board such 
books and records as are required by the order 
and regulations issued under this Act; and 

) file reports at the times, in the manner, 
and having the content prescribed by the order 
and regulations, which reports shall include the 
total number of bee colonies maintained, the 
quantity of honey produced, and the quantity 
of honey and honey products handled or im- 
ported. 

(2) EMPLOYEE OR AGENT.—T°o conduct an in- 
spection or review a report of a handler, im- 
porter, producer, or producer-packer under 
paragraph (1), an individual shall be an em- 
ployee or agent of the Department or the Honey 
Board, and shall not be a member or alternate 
member of the Honey Board. 

“(3) CONFIDENTIALITY.—An employee or agent 
described in paragraph (2) shall be subject to 
the confidentiality requirements of subsection 
(00. 
(3) CONFIDENTIALITY OF INFORMATION; DISCLO- 
SURE.—Section 9 of the Honey Research, Pro- 
motion, and Consumer Information Act (7 
U.S.C. 4608) is amended by striking subsection 
(g) and inserting the following: 

„ CONFIDENTIALITY OF INFORMATION; DIS- 
CLOSURE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—AIll information obtained 
under subsection (f) shall be kept confidential 
by all officers, employees, and agents of the De- 
partment or of the Honey Board. 

A DISCLOSURE.—Information subject 
paragraph (1) may be disclosed— 

(A) only in a suit or administrative hearing 
brought at the request of the Secretary, or to 
which the Secretary or any officer of the United 
States is a party, that involves the order with 
respect to which the information was furnished 
or acquired; and 

“(B) only if the Secretary determines that the 
information is relevant to the suit or administra- 
tive hearing. 

“(3) EXCEPTIONS.—Nothing in this subsection 
prohibits— 

(A) the issuance of general statements based 
on the reports of a number of handlers subject 
to an order, if the statements do not identify the 
information furnished by any person; or 

() the publication, by direction of the Sec- 
retary, of the name of any person that violates 
any order issued under this Act, together with a 
statement of the particular provisions of the 
order violated by the person. 

“(4) VIOLATION.—Any person that knowingly 
violates this subsection, on conviction— 

“(A) shall be fined not more than $1,000, im- 
prisoned not more than I year, or both; and 

) if the person is an officer or employee of 
the Honey Board or the Department, shall be re- 
moved from office.“. 

(4) REFUNDS.—Section 9 of the Honey Re- 
search, Promotion, and Consumer Information 
Act (7 U.S.C. 4608) is amended by striking sub- 
section (h). 

(5) ADMINISTRATION AND REMITTANCE.—Sec- 
tion 9 of the Honey Research, Promotion, and 
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Consumer Information Act (7 U.S.C. 4608) (as 
amended by paragraph (4)) is amended by in- 
serting after subsection (g) the following: 

“(h) ADMINISTRATION AND REMITTANCE.—Ad- 
ministration and remittance of the assessments 
under this Act shall be conducted— 

J) in the manner prescribed in the order and 
regulations issued under this Act; and 

“(2) if approved in a referendum conducted 
under this Act, in a manner that ensures that 
all honey and honey products are assessed a 
total of, but not more than, $0.015 per pound, 
including any producer or importer assess- 
ment.“. 

(6) LIABILITY FOR ASSESSMENTS.—Section Ni) 
of the Honey Research, Promotion, and Con- 
sumer Information Act (7 U.S.C. 4608(i)) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking (i If’ and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

% LIABILITY FOR ASSESSMENTS.— 

Y PRODUCERS.—If"’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

D IMPORTERS.—If the United States Cus- 
toms Service fails to collect an assessment from 
an importer or an importer fails to pay an as- 
sessment at the time of entry of honey and 
honey products into the United States under 
this section, the importer shall be responsible for 
the remission of the assessment to the Honey 
Board. 

(i) PETITION AND REVIEW.—Section 10 of the 
Honey Research, Promotion, and Consumer In- 
formation Act (7 U.S.C. 4609) is amended by 
striking subsection (a) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“(a) FILING OF PETITION; HEARING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (4), a 
person subject to an order may file a written pe- 
tition with the Secretary— 

“(A) that states that the order, any provision 
of the order, or any obligation imposed in con- 
nection with the order is not in accordance with 
law; and 

“(B) that requests— 

(i) a modification of the order, provision, or 
obligation; or 

(ii) to be exempted from the order, provision, 
or obligation. 

“(2) HEARING.—In accordance with regula- 
tions issued by the Secretary, the petitioner 
shall be given an opportunity for a hearing on 
the petition. 

) RULING.—After the hearing, the Secretary 
shall make a ruling on the petition that shall be 
final, if in accordance with law. 

“(4) STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS.—A petition 
filed under this subsection that challenges an 
order, any provision of the order, or any obliga- 
tion imposed in connection with the order, shall 
be filed not later than 2 years after the later 
of— 

“(A) the effective date of the order, provision, 
or obligation challenged in the petition; or 

) the date on which the petitioner became 
subject to the order, provision, or obligation 
challenged in the petition. ”. 

(j) ENFORCEMENT.—Subsections (a) and (b) of 
section 11 of the Honey Research, Promotion, 
and Consumer Information Act (7 U.S.C. 4610) 
are amended by striking plan each place it 
appears and inserting “order”. 

(k) REQUIREMENTS OF REFERENDUM.—Section 
12 of the Honey Research, Promotion, and Con- 
sumer Information Act (7 U.S.C. 4611) is amend- 
ed to read as follows: 

“SEC. 12. REQUIREMENTS OF REFERENDUM. 

( IN GENERAL.—For the purpose of 
ascertaining whether issuance of an order is ap- 
proved by producers, importers, and in the case 
of an order assessing handlers, handlers, the 
Secretary shall conduct a referendum among 
producers, importers, and, in the case of an 
order assessing handlers, handlers, not erempt 
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under section 7(e)(4), that, during a representa- 
tive period determined by the Secretary, have 
been engaged in the production, importation, or 
handling of honey or honey products. 

“(b) EFFECTIVENESS OF ORDER.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—No order issued under this 
Act shall be effective unless the Secretary deter- 
mines that— 

“(A) the order is approved by a majority of 
the producers, importers, and if covered by the 
order, handlers, voting in the referendum; and 

B) the producers, importers, and handlers 
comprising the majority produced, imported, 
and handled not less than 50 percent of the 
quantity of the honey and honey products pro- 
duced, imported, and handled during the rep- 
resentative period by the persons voting in the 
referendum. 

(A AMENDMENTS TO ORDERS.—The Secretary 
may amend an order in accordance with the ad- 
ministrative procedures specified in sections 5 
and 6, except that the Secretary may not amend 
a provision of an order that implements a provi- 
sion of this Act that specifically provides for ap- 
proval in a referendum without the approval 
provided for in this section. 

) PRODUCER-PACKERS AND IMPORTERS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Each producer-packer and 
each importer shall have 1 vote as a handler as 
well as I vote as a producer or importer (unless 
exempt under section 7(e)(4)) in all referenda 
concerning orders assessing handlers to the er- 
tent that the individual producer-packer or im- 
porter owes assessments as a handler. 

“(2) ATTRIBUTION OF QUANTITY OF HONEY.— 
For the purpose of subsection (b)(1)(B)— 

“(A) the quantity of honey or honey products 
on which the qualifying producer-packer or im- 
porter owes assessments as a handler shall be 
attributed to the person's vote as a handler 
under paragraph (1); and 

) the quantity of honey or honey products 
on which the producer-packer or importer owes 
an assessment as a producer or importer shall be 
attributed to the person’s vote as a producer or 
importer. 

„d) CONFIDENTIALITY.—The ballots and other 
information or reports that reveal, or tend to re- 
veal, the identity or vote of any producer, im- 
porter, or handler of honey or honey products 
shall be held strictly confidential and shall not 
be disclosed. 

D TERMINATION OR SUSPENSION.—Section 13 
of the Honey Research, Promotion, and Con- 
sumer Information Act (7 U.S.C. 4612) is amend- 
ed to read as follows: 

“SEC. 13. TERMINATION OR SUSPENSION. 

() DEFINITION OF PERSON.—In this section, 
the term person means a producer, importer, or 
handler. 

‘(b) AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY.—If the Sec- 
retary finds that an order issued under this Act, 
or any provision of the order, obstructs or does 
not tend to effectuate the purposes of this Act, 
the Secretary shall terminate or suspend the op- 
eration of the order or provision. 

“(c) PERIODIC REFERENDA.—Except as pro- 
vided in subsection (d)(3) and section 14(g), on 
the date that is 5 years after the date on which 
the Secretary issues an order authorizing the 
collection of assessments on honey or honey 
products under this Act, and every 5 years 
thereafter, the Secretary shall conduct a ref- 
erendum to determine if the persons subject to 
assessment under the order approve continu- 
ation of the order in accordance with section 12. 

d) REFERENDA ON REQUEST.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—On the request of the 
Honey Board or the petition of at least 10 per- 
cent of the total number of persons subject to as- 
sessment under the order, the Secretary shall 
conduct a referendum to determine if the per- 
sons subject to assessment under the order ap- 
prove continuation of the order in accordance 
with section 12. 
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) LIMITATION.—Referenda conducted under 
paragraph (1) may not be held more than once 
every 2 years, 

3) EFFECT ON PERIODIC REFERENDA.—If a 
referendum is conducted under this subsection 
and the Secretary determines that continuation 
of the order is approved under section 12, any 
referendum otherwise required to be conducted 
under subsection (c) shall not be held before the 
date that is 5 years after the date of the ref- 
erendum conducted under this subsection. 

(e) TIMING AND REQUIREMENTS FOR TERMI- 
NATION OR SUSPENSION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall termi- 
nate or suspend an order at the end of the mar- 
keting year during which a referendum is con- 
ducted under subsection (c) or (d) if the Sec- 
retary determines that continuation of an order 
is not approved under section 12. 

“(2) SUBSEQUENT REFERENDUM.—If the Sec- 
retary terminates or suspends an order that as- 
sesses the handling of honey and honey prod- 
ucts under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall, 
not later than 90 days after submission of a pro- 
posed order by an interested party— 

“(A) propose another order to establish a re- 
search, promotion, and consumer information 
program; and 

) conduct a referendum on the order 
among persons that would be subject to assess- 
ment under the order. 

(3) EFFECTIVENESS OF ORDER.—Section 12 
shall apply in determining the effectiveness of 
the subsequent amended order under paragraph 
(2).”. 

(m) IMPLEMENTATION OF AMENDMENTS.—The 
Honey Research, Promotion, and Consumer In- 
formation Act is amended by inserting after sec- 
tion 13 (7 U.S.C. 4612) the following: 

“SEC. 14. IMPLEMENTATION OF AMENDMENTS 
MADE BY AGRICULTURAL RE- 
SEARCH, EXTENSION, AND EDU- 
CATION REFORM ACT OF 1998. 

(a) ISSUANCE OF AMENDED ORDER.—To im- 
plement the amendments made to this Act by 
section 605 of the Agricultural Research, Erten- 
sion, and Education Reform Act of 1998 (other 
than subsection (m) of that section), the Sec- 
retary shall issue an amended order under sec- 
tion 4 that reflects those amendments. 

b) PROPOSAL OF AMENDED ORDER.—Not 
later than 90 days after the date of enactment of 
this section, the Secretary shall publish a pro- 
posed order under section 4 that reflects the 
amendments made by section 605 of the Agricul- 
tural Research, Extension, and Education Re- 
Jorm Act of 1998. The Secretary shall provide 
notice and an opportunity for public comment 
on the proposed order in accordance with sec- 
tion 5. 

c ISSUANCE OF AMENDED ODER. Not later 
than 240 days after publication of the proposed 
order, the Secretary shall issue an order under 
section 6, taking into consideration the com- 
ments received and including in the order such 
provisions as are necessary to ensure that the 
order conforms with the amendments made by 
section 605 of the Agricultural Research, Erten- 
sion, and Education Reform Act of 1998. 

“(d) REFERENDUM ON AMENDED ORDER:— 

“(1) REQUIREMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—On issuance of an order 
under section 6 reflecting the amendments made 
by section 605 of the Agricultural Research, ET- 
tension, and Education Reform Act of 1998, the 
Secretary shall conduct a referendum under this 
section for the sole purpose of determining 
whether the order as amended shall become ef- 
fective. 

„ INDIVIDUAL PROVISIONS.—No individual 
provision of the amended order shall be subject 
to a separate vote under the referendum. 

(2) ELIGIBLE VOTERS.—The Secretary shall 
conduct the referendum among persons subject 
to assessment under the order that have been 
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producers, producer-packers, importers, or han- 
dlers during the 2-calendar-year period that 
precedes the referendum, which period shall be 
considered to be the representative period. 

) DETERMINATION OF QUANTITY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Producer-packers, import- 
ers, and handlers shall be allowed to vote as . 

“(i) the amended order had been in place dur- 
ing the representative period described in para- 
graph (2); and 

ii) they had owed the increased assessments 
provided by the amended order. 

) VOTES AND ATTRIBUTED QUANTITY FOR 
PRODUCER-PACKERS AND IMPORTERS.—The votes 
and the quantity of honey and honey products 
attributed to the votes of producer-packers and 
importers shall be determined in accordance 
with section 12. 

(O) ATTRIBUTED QUANTITY FOR HANDLERS.— 
The quantity of honey and honey products at- 
tributed to the vote of a handler shall be the 
quantity handled in the representative period 
described in paragraph (2) for which the han- 
dler would have owed assessments had the 
amended order been in effect. 

Y EFFECTIVENESS OF ORDER.—The amended 
order shall become effective only if the Secretary 
determines that the amended order is effective in 
accordance with section 12. 

“(e) CONTINUATION OF EXISTING ORDER IF 
AMENDED ORDER IS REJECTED.—If adoption of 
the amended order is not approved— 

“(1) the order issued under section 4 that is in 
effect on the date of enactment of this section 
shall continue in full force and effect; and 

2) the Secretary may amend the order to en- 
sure the conformity of the order with this Act 
(as in effect on the day before the date of enact- 
ment of this section). 

“(f) EFFECT OF REJECTION ON SUBSEQUENT 
ORDERS.— 

Y) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), if 
adoption of the amended order is not approved 
in the referendum required under subsection (d), 
the Secretary may issue an amended order that 
implements some or all of the amendments made 
to this Act by section 605 of the Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Education Reform Act of 
1998, or makes other changes to an existing 
order, in accordance with the administrative 
procedures specified in sections 5 and 6. 

“(2) APPROVAL.—An amendment to an order 
that implements a provision that is subject to a 
referendum shall be approved in accordance 
with section 12 before becoming effective. 

"(g) EFFECT ON PERIODIC REFERENDA.—If the 
amended order becomes effective, any ref- 
erendum otherwise required to be conducted 
under section 13(c) shall not be held before the 
date that is 5 years after the date of the ref- 
erendum conducted under this section. 

SEC. 606. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS. 

(a) SUPPLEMENTAL AND ALTERNATIVE CROPS 
RESEARCH,—Effective as of April 6, 1996, section 
819(b)(5) of the Federal Agriculture Improve- 
ment and Reform Act of 1996 (Public Law 104- 


127; 110 Stat. 1167) is amended by striking 
“paragraph (3) and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(c)(3)”". 


(b) JOINT COUNCIL ON FOOD AND AGRICUL- 
TURAL SCIENCES.—Section 1413(b) of the Na- 
tional Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3128(b)) is 
amended by striking Joint Council, the Advi- 
sory Board," and inserting Advisory Board". 

(c) ADVISORY BOARD. 

(1) SUPPORT FOR ADVISORY BOARD.—Section 
1412 of the National Agricultural Research, Et- 
tension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 3127) is amended— 

(A) in subsections (a) and (b), by striking 
“their duties” each place it appears and insert- 
ing its duties; and 

(B) in subsection (c), by striking “their rec- 
ommendations” and inserting its recommenda- 
tions“. 
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(2) GENERAL PROVISIONS.—Section 1413(a) of 
the National Agricultural Research, Extension, 
and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 
3128(a)) is amended by striking their powers” 
and inserting its duties“. 

(d) ANIMAL HEALTH AND DISEASE RESEARCH.— 
The National Agricultural Research, Extension, 
and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 is amended— 

(1) in section 1430 (7 U.S.C. 3192)— 

(A) in paragraph (3), by adding “and” at the 
end; 

(B) by striking paragraph (4); and 

(C) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para- 
graph (4); 

(2) in section 1433(b)(3) (7 U.S.C. 3195(b)(3)), 
by striking “with the advice, when available, of 
the Board”; 

(3) in section 1434(c) (7 U.S.C. 3196(c))— 

(A) in the second sentence, by striking “and 
the Board, and 

(B) in the fourth sentence, by striking, the 
Advisory Board, and the Board” and inserting 
“and the Advisory Board’’; and 

(4) in the first sentence of section 1437 (7 
U.S.C. 3199), by striking with the advice, when 
available, of the Bord“. 

(e) RANGELAND RESEARCH.—The second sen- 
tence of section 1483(b) of the National Agricul- 
tural Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3336(b)) is amended by 
Striking the last sentence. 

(f) PLANT AND ANIMAL PEST AND DISEASE 
CONTROL PROGRAM.—Section 1629(g) of the 
Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act 
of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5832(g)) is amended by striking 
“section 1650, 

(g) GRANTS TO UPGRADE 1890 INSTITUTIONS 
EXTENSION FACILITIES.—Effective as of April 6, 
1996, section 873 of the Federal Agriculture Im- 
provement and Reform Act of 1996 (Public Law 
104-127; 110 Stat. 1175) is amended by striking 
*1981"’ and inserting 1983“. 

(h) COMPETITIVE AND SPECIAL GRANTS.—The 
Competitive, Special, and Facilities Research 
Grant Act (7 U.S.C. 450i) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(1), by striking Joint 
Council on Food and Agricultural Sciences and 
the National Agricultural Research and Exten- 
sion Users Advisory Board" and inserting Na- 
tional Agricultural Research, Extension, Edu- 
cation, and Economics Advisory Board (as es- 
tablished under section 1408 of the National Ag- 
ricultural Research, Extension, and Teaching 
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3123))"’; and 

(2) by striking subsection (l). 

Subtitle B—New Authorities 
SEC, 611. NUTRIENT COMPOSITION DATA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agriculture 
shall update, on a periodic basis, nutrient com- 
position data. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall submit to the Committee on Agriculture of 
the House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the 
Senate a report that describes— 

(1) the method the Secretary will use to up- 
date nutrient composition data, including the 
quality assurance criteria that will be used and 
the method for generating the data; and 

(2) the timing for updating the data. 

SEC. 612. NATIONAL SWINE RESEARCH CENTER. 

Subject to the availability of appropriations to 
carry out this section, or through a reprogram- 
ming of funds provided for swine research to 
carry out this section pursuant to established 
procedures, during the period beginning on the 
date of enactment of this Act and ending De- 
cember 31, 1998, the Secretary of Agriculture, 
acting through the Agricultural Research Serv- 
ice, may accept as a gift, and administer, the 
National Swine Research Center located in 
Ames, lowa. 
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SEC. 613. ROLE OF SECRETARY REGARDING FOOD 
AND AGRICULTURAL SCIENCES RE- 
SEARCH AND EXTENSION. 

The Secretary of Agriculture shall be the prin- 
cipal official in the executive branch responsible 
for coordinating all Federal research and erten- 
sion activities related to food and agricultural 
sciences. 

SEC, 614. OFFICE OF PEST MANAGEMENT POLICY. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section is 
to establish an Office of Pest Management Pol- 
icy to provide for the effective coordination of 
agricultural policies and activities within the 
Department of Agriculture related to pesticides 
and of the development and use of pest manage- 
ment tools, while taking into account the effects 
of regulatory actions of other government agen- 
cies, 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE; PRINCIPAL RE- 
SPONSIBILITIES.—The Secretary of Agriculture 
shall establish in the Department an Office of 
Pest Management Policy, which shall be respon- 
sible for— 

(1) the development and coordination of De- 
partment policy on pest management and pes- 
ticides; 

(2) the coordination of activities and services 
of the Department, including research, erten- 
sion, and education activities, regarding the de- 
velopment, availability, and use of economically 
and environmentally sound pest management 
tools and practices; 

(3) assisting other agencies of the Department 
in fulfilling their responsibilities related to pest 
management or pesticides under the Food Qual- 
ity Protection Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-170; 
110 Stat. 1489), the Federal Insecticide, Fun- 
gicide, and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136 et 
seq.), the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
(21 U.S.C. 301 et seq.), and other applicable 
laws; and 

(4) performing such other functions as may be 
required by law or prescribed by the Secretary. 

(c) INTERAGENCY COORDINATION.—In support 
of its responsibilities under subsection (b), the 
Office of Pest Management Policy shall provide 
leadership to ensure coordination of interagency 
activities with the Environmental Protection 
Agency, the Food and Drug Administration, 
and other Federal and State agencies. 

(d) OUTREACH.—The Office of Pest Manage- 
ment Policy shall consult with agricultural pro- 
ducers that may be affected by pest management 
or pesticide-related activities or actions of the 
Department or other agencies as necessary in 
carrying out the Office's responsibilities under 
this section. 

(e) DIRECTOR. Ahe Office of Pest Manage- 
ment Policy shall be under the direction of a Di- 
rector appointed by the Secretary, who shall re- 
port directly to the Secretary or a designee of 
the Secretary. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this section 
for each of fiscal years 1999 through 2002. 

SEC. 615. FOOD SAFETY RESEARCH INFORMATION 
OFFICE AND NATIONAL CON- 
FERENCE. 

(a) FOOD SAFETY RESEARCH INFORMATION OF- 
FICE.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary of Agri- 
culture shall establish a Food Safety Research 
Information Office at the National Agricultural 
Library. 

(2) PURPOSE.—The Office shall provide to the 
research community and the general public in- 
formation on publicly funded, and to the mar- 
imum ertent practicable, privately funded food 
safety research initiatives for the purpose o/ 

(A) preventing unintended duplication of food 
safety research; and 

(B) assisting the executive and legislative 
branches of the Federal Government and private 
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research entities to assess food safety research 
needs and priorities. 

(3) COOPERATION.—The Office shall carry out 
this subsection in cooperation with the National 
Institutes of Health, the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration, the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention, public institutions, and, on a vol- 
untary basis, private research entities. 

(b) NATIONAL CONFERENCE; ANNUAL WORK- 
SHOPS.—Not later than 120 days after the date 
of enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall 
sponsor a conference to be known as the Na- 
tional Conference on Food Safety Research", 
for the purpose of beginning the task of 
prioritization of food safety research. The Sec- 
retary shall sponsor annual workshops in each 
of the subsequent 4 years after the conference so 
that priorities can be updated or adjusted to re- 
flect changing food safety concerns. 

(c) FOOD SAFETY REPORT.—With regard to the 
study and report to be prepared by the National 
Academy of Sciences on the scientific and orga- 
nizational needs for an effective food safety sys- 
tem, the study shall include recommendations to 
ensure that the food safety inspection system, 
within the resources traditionally available to 
existing food safety agencies, protects the public 
health. 

SEC. 616. SAFE FOOD HANDLING EDUCATION. 


The Secretary of Agriculture shall continue to 
develop a national program of safe food han- 
dling education for adults and young people to 
reduce the risk of food-borne illness. The na- 
tional program shall be suitable for adoption 
and implementation through State cooperative 
extension services and school-based education 
programs. 

SEC. 617. REIMBURSEMENT OF EXPENSES IN- 
CURRED UNDER SHEEP PROMOTION, 
RESEARCH, AND INFORMATION ACT 
OF 1994. 

Using funds available to the Agricultural 
Marketing Service, the Service may reimburse 
the American Sheep Industry Association for ex- 
penses incurred by the American Sheep Industry 
Association between February 6, 1996, and May 
17, 1996, in preparation for the implementation 
of a sheep and wool promotion, research, edu- 
cation, and information order under the Sheep 
Promotion, Research, and Information Act of 
1994 (7 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.). 

SEC. 618. DESIGNATION OF CRISIS MANAGEMENT 
TEAM WITHIN DEPARTMENT. 

(a) DESIGNATION OF CRISIS MANAGEMENT 

TEAM.—The Secretary of Agriculture shall des- 
ignate a Crisis Management Team within the 
Department of Agriculture, which shall be— 
- (1) composed of senior departmental personnel 
with strong subject matter expertise selected 
from each relevant agency of the Department; 
and 

(2) headed by a team leader with management 
and communications skills. 

(b) DUTIES OF CRISIS MANAGEMENT TEAM.— 
The Crisis Management Team shall be respon- 
sible for the following: 

(1) Developing a Department-wide crisis man- 
agement plan, taking into account similar plans 
developed by other government agencies and 
other large organizations, and developing writ- 
ten procedures for the implementation of the cri- 
sis management plan. 

(2) Conducting periodic reviews and revisions 
of the crisis management plan and procedures 
developed under paragraph (1). 

(3) Ensuring compliance with crisis manage- 
ment procedures by personnel of the Department 
and ensuring that appropriate Department per- 
sonnel are familiar with the crisis management 
plan and procedures and are encouraged to 
bring information regarding crises or potential 
crises to the attention of members of the Crisis 
Management Team. 
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(4) Coordinating the Department's informa- 
tion gathering and dissemination activities con- 
cerning issues managed by the Crisis Manage- 
ment Team, 

(5) Ensuring that Department spokespersons 
convey accurate, timely, and scientifically 
sound information regarding crises or potential 
crises that can be easily understood by the gen- 
eral public. 

(6) Cooperating with, and coordinating 
among, other Federal agencies, States, local 
governments, industry, and public interest 
groups, Department activities regarding a crisis. 

(c) ROLE IN PRIORITIZING CERTAIN RE- 
SEARCH.—The Crisis Management Team shall 
cooperate with the Advisory Board in the 
prioritization of agricultural research conducted 
or funded by the Department regarding animal 
health, natural disasters, food safety, and other 
agricultural issues. 

(d) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—The_ Sec- 
retary shall seek to enter into cooperative agree- 
ments with other Federal departments and 
agencies that have related programs or activities 
to help ensure consistent, accurate, and coordi- 
nated dissemination of information throughout 
the executive branch in the event of a crisis, 
such as, in the case of a threat to human health 
from food-borne pathogens, developing a rapid 
and coordinated response among the Depart- 
ment, the Centers for Disease Control, and the 
Food and Drug Administration. 

SEC. 619. DESIGNATION OF KIKA DE LA GARZA 
SUBTROPICAL AGRICULTURAL RE- 
SEARCH CENTER, WESLACO, TEXAS. 

(a) DESIGNATION.—The Federal facilities lo- 
cated at 2413 East Highway 83, and 2301 South 
International Boulevard, in Weslaco, Teras, 
and known as the ‘‘Subtropical Agricultural Re- 
search Center”, shall be known and designated 
as the “Kika de la Garza Subtropical Agricul- 
tural Research Center". 

(b) REFERENCES,—Any reference in a law, 
map, regulation, document, paper, or other 
record of the United States to the Federal facili- 
ties referred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed 
to be a reference to the "Kika de la Garza Sub- 
tropical Agricultural Research Center". 

Subtitle C—Studies 
SEC. 631. EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT OF AG- 
RICULTURAL RESEARCH, EXTEN- 
SION, AND EDUCATION PROGRAMS. 

(a) EVALUATION.—The Secretary of Agri- 
culture shall conduct a performance evaluation 
to determine whether federally funded agricul- 
tural research, extension, and education pro- 
grams result in public goods that have national 
or multistate significance. 

(b) CONTRACT.—The Secretary shall enter into 
a contract with 1 or more entities with erpertise 
in research assessment and performance evalua- 
tion to provide input and recommendations to 
the Secretary with respect to federally funded 
agricultural research, extension, and education 
programs. 

(c) GUIDELINES FOR PERFORMANCE MEASURE- 
MENT.—The contractor selected under sub- 
section (b) shall develop and propose to the Sec- 
retary practical guidelines for measuring per- 
formance of federally funded agricultural re- 
search, extension, and education programs. The 
guidelines shall be consistent with the Govern- 
ment Performance and Results Act of 1993 (Pub- 
lic Law 103-62) and amendments made by that 
Act. 

SEC. 632, STUDY OF FEDERALLY FUNDED AGRI- 
CULTURAL RESEARCH, EXTENSION, 
AND EDUCATION. 

(a) STUDY.—Not later than January 1, 1999, 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall request the 
National Academy of Sciences to conduct a 
study of the role and mission of federally fund- 
ed agricultural research, extension, and edu- 
cation. 
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(b) REQUIREMENTS.—The study shall— 

(1) evaluate the strength of science conducted 
by the Agricultural Research Service and the 
relevance of the science to national priorities; 

(2) examine how the work of the Agricultural 
Research Service relates to the capacity of the 
agricultural research, extension, and education 
system of the United States; 

(3) examine the appropriateness of the for- 
mulas for the allocation of funds under the 
Smith-Lever Act (7 U.S.C, 341 et seq.) and the 
Hatch Act of 1887 (7 U.S.C. 361a et seq.) with re- 
spect to current conditions of the agricultural 
economy and other factors of the various re- 
gions and States of the United States and de- 
velop recommendations to revise the formulas to 
more accurately reflect the current conditions; 
and 

(4) examine the system of competitive grants 
for agricultural research, extension, and edu- 
cation. 

(c) REPORTS.—The Secretary shall prepare 
and submit to the Committee on Agriculture of 
the House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry of the 
Senate— 

(1) not later than 18 months after the com- 
mencement of the study, a report that describes 
the results of the study as it relates to para- 
graphs (1) and (2) of subsection (b), including 
any appropriate recommendations; and 

(2) not later than 3 years after the commence- 
ment of the study, a report that describes the re- 
sults of the study as it relates to paragraphs (3) 
and (4) of subsection (b), including the rec- 
ommendations developed under paragraph (3) of 
subsection (b) and other appropriate rec- 
ommendations. 

Subtitle D—Senses of Congress 
SEC. 641. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING AGRI- 
CULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE EM- 
PHASIS ON FIELD RESEARCH RE- 
GARDING METHYL BROMIDE ALTER- 
NATIVES. 

It is the sense of Congress that, of the Agricul- 
tural Research Service funds made available for 
a fiscal year for research regarding the develop- 
ment for agricultural use of alternatives to 
methyl bromide, the Secretary of Agriculture 
should use a substantial portion of the funds for 
research to be conducted in real field conditions, 
especially pre-planting and post-harvest condi- 
tions, so as to erpedite the development and 
commercial use of methyl bromide alternatives. 
SEC. 642. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING IM- 

PORTANCE OF SCHOOL-BASED AGRI- 
CULTURAL EDUCATION. 

It is the sense of Congress that the Secretary 
of Agriculture and the Secretary of Education 
should collaborate and cooperate in providing 
both instructional and technical support for 
school-based agricultural education. 

And the House agree to the same. 


ROBERT SMITH, 
LARRY COMBEST, 
BILL BARRETT, 
CHARLES W. STENHOLM, 
CALVIN DOOLEY, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


RICHARD G. LUGAR, 
THAD COCHRAN, 
PAUL D. COVERDELL, 
Tou HARKIN, 
PATRICK LEAHY, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF 
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 


The Managers on the part of the House and 
the Senate at the Conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 1150) 
to ensure that federally funded agricultural 
research, extension, and education address 


6435 


high-priority concerns with national or 
multistate significance and to reform, ex- 
tend, and eliminate certain agricultural re- 
search programs and for other purposes, sub- 
mit the following joint statement to the 
House and the Senate in explanation of the 
effect of the action agreed upon by the man- 
agers and recommended in the accom- 
panying conference report: 

The House amendment struck out all of 
the Senate bill after the enacting clause and 
inserted a substitute text. 

The Senate recedes from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the House with an 
amendment which is a substitute for the 
Senate bill and the House amendment. The 
differences between the Senate bill, the 
House amendment, and the substitute agreed 
to in conference are noted below, except for 
clerical corrections, conforming changes 
made necessary by agreements reached by 
the conferees, and minor drafting and clari- 
fying changes. 

(1) SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS 


The Senate bill titles the Act the “Agricul- 
tural Research, Extension, and Education 
Reform Act of 1997”. (Section 1) 

The House amendment states that this Act 
may be cited at the Agricultural Research, 
Extension, and Education Reauthorization 
Act of 1997”. (Section 1) 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision. (Section 1) 


(2) DEFINITIONS 


The Senate bill contains definitions for 
terms used throughout the bill, including 
“1862”, 1890 and 1994 Institutions, Ad- 
visory Board.“ Department.“ Hatch Act of 
1887,” “Secretary,” Smith-Lever Act,“ and 
“Stakeholder.” (Section 2) 

The House amendment amends the defini- 
tion of Food and Agricultural Sciences” as 
it currently appears in the National Agricul- 
tural Research, Extension, and Teaching 
Policy Act of 1977 to simplify the references 
to animal and plant production and health; 
specify food safety as a research objective; 
substitute the term “rural human ecology” 
for rural community welfare and develop- 
ment; and add information management, 
technology transfer, and agricultural bio- 
technology as subject areas under the food 
and agricultural sciences. The House amend- 
ment in subsection (b) clarifies that ref- 
erences to Teaching“ shall mean Teaching 
and Education.” 

The House amendment defines ‘in-kind 
support” and designates the definitions in- 
cluded in the National Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act 
of 1977 as the principle definitions when used 
in this title or any law pertaining to the De- 
partment of Agriculture relating to research, 
extension, or education regarding the food 
and agricultural sciences unless the context 
requires otherwise. (Section 102) 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision with an amendment striking 
the definition for stakeholder (Section 2) and 
adopts the House provision with an amend- 
ment to retain current law on processing of 
agricultural commodities (Sections 221 and 
230). 

The Managers consider many critical 
emerging issues related to international ag- 
ricultural trade as being of primary impor- 
tance to United States agricultural competi- 
tiveness and farm income. The Managers en- 
courage the Secretary to provide priority 
funding for research to address these issues 


The House Report (H.Rept.105-376) and the Senate 
Report (S.Rept.105-73) are incorporated by reference. 
‘ 
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and facilitate export market expansion for 
United States agricultural products, includ- 
ing the identification, removal or reduction 
of barriers to agricultural trade. The Man- 
agers intend that the Secretary should take 
into account input and recommendations 
from the agricultural community and others 
concerned with agricultural trade in order to 
ensure that research activities in food and 
agricultural sciences respond to the current 
and anticipated needs of United States agri- 
cultural producers and exporters. 


(3) STANDARDS FOR FEDERAL FUNDING OF AGRI- 
CULTURAL RESEARCH, EXTENSION, AND EDU- 
CATION 


The Senate bill requires the Secretary to 
ensure that agricultural research, extension 
or education activities conducted by ARS or 
on a competitive basis by CSREES address 
concerns that are high priority and have na- 
tional or multi state significance. (Section 
101) 

The House amendment has no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision with an amendment to clarify 
that research have national, multi state or 
regional significance. (Section 101) 

This section establishes a standard for re- 
search conducted by the ARS and funding 
awarded competitively by CSREES. The 
Managers expect that the Department would 
require applicants for grant funding to dem- 
onstrate that the project is of multi state or 
national relevance and to demonstrate the 
gap in knowledge they are trying to fill. The 
Managers intend that the term regional“ as 
used in this section may include a region 
covering a multi-state area or an area within 
one state. 


(4) PRIORITY SETTING PROCESS 


The Senate bill requires the Secretary to 
establish priorities for agricultural research, 
extension and education activities conducted 
by or for the Department. In establishing 
these priorities, the Secretary must solicit 
and consider input and recommendations 
from stakeholders. The Secretary must no- 
tify the Advisory Board in writing regarding 
the implementation of its recommendations 
and must send copies of the letter to the 
Senate and House Agriculture Committees 
regarding the recommendations of the Advi- 
sory Board if the recommendations are re- 
garding the priority mission areas under the 
Initiative for Future Agriculture and Food 
Systems. This section also requires the 1862, 
1890, and 1994 institutions to establish and 
implement a process for obtaining stake- 
holder input concerning the uses of Federal 
formula funds and the Secretary is directed 
to establish regulations on the requirements 
for complying with the stakeholder input re- 
quirement and the consequences of not com- 
plying. 

The section also adds a list of management 
principles for research, extension and edu- 
cation funded by the Department. (Section 
102) 

The House amendment requires the Sec- 
retary, in consultation with the National 
Agricultural Research, Extension, Edu- 
cation, and Economics Advisory Board (Ad- 
visory Board) and persons who conduct or 
use agricultural research, to establish prior- 
ities for Federally funded agricultural re- 
search, extension, and education activities 
that are conducted by or funded by the De- 
partment. 

The House amendment also adds a list of 
management principles for research, edu- 
cation, and extension activities funded by 
the Department. (Section 101) 
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The House amendment amends section 1408 
of the National Agricultural Research, Ex- 
tension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 by 
requiring that the Advisory Board, whenever 
there is a required consultation, solicit opin- 
ions and recommendations from persons who 
will benefit from and use Federally funded 
agricultural research, extension, education, 
and economics. Whenever the Secretary pro- 
poses to perform any duty or activity that 
requires the Secretary to consult or cooper- 
ate with the Advisory Board or authorizes 
the Advisory Board to submit recommenda- 
tions with regard to that duty or activity, 
the Secretary shall solicit written opinions 
and recommendations from the Advisory 
Board and provide a written response to the 
Advisory Board regarding the manner and 
extent to which the Secretary will imple- 
ment the recommendations. (Section 103) 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision with an amendment to delete 
one of the management principles and an 
amendment exempting the Advisory Board 
from Departmental limitations on expenses 
for advisory committees and setting an an- 
nual cap of $350,000 for Advisory Board ex- 
penses. (Section 102 and Section 222) 

The Managers intend that the term re- 
gional" as used in this section may include a 
region covering a multi-state area or an area 
within one state. 

The Managers recognize the increasingly 
important role that international trade 
plays in ensuring the viability of United 
States agriculture. The Managers are aware 
that many historical tariff barriers have 
been replaced with various non-tariff trade 
barriers to agricultural trade, such as the 
sanitary and phytosanitary restrictions. The 
Managers feel strongly that the Secretary 
and the research community should take 
into account the tremendous importance of 
agricultural trade when establishing prior- 
ities for federally funded agricultural re- 
search, extension, and education. The Sec- 
retary should designate an appropriate per- 
son in the Department to receive input from 
the agricultural community, the Advisory 
Board, Federal agencies concerned with agri- 
cultural trade, and other interested parties 
to help ensure that research activities in 
food and agricultural sciences are prioritized 
in a way that responds to the current and fu- 
ture needs of agricultural producers and ex- 
porters, including the development of meth- 
ods to identify, remove, or reduce potential 
and existing barriers to agricultural trade. 
By recognizing the significance of agricul- 
tural trade in the priority setting process, 
the Secretary will be better able to focus ag- 
ricultural research to help enhance the com- 
petitiveness of the United States agriculture 
and food industry. 

(5) RELEVANCE AND MERIT OF FEDERALLY FUND- 
ED AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, EXTENSION, 
AND EDUCATION 
The Senate bill requires the Secretary to 

establish procedures that ensure scientific 

peer review of each agricultural research 
grant funded, on a competitive basis, by 

CSREES. This section also requires the Sec- 

retary to establish procedures that ensure 

merit review of each agricultural extension 
or education grant funded, on a competitive 
basis, by CSREES. 

The Senate bill requires the Advisory 
Board to perform an annual review of the 
relevancy of the Department’s agricultural 
research, extension and education funding 
portfolio in relation to the Secretary’s prior- 
ities established under section 102. The re- 
sults of this review are to be considered 
when formulating requests for proposals for 
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the next fiscal year, if the results are avail- 
able then. The Secretary is also required to 
solicit and consider input from stakeholders 
on the prior year’s request for proposals 
when formulating a request for proposals for 
a new year. 

The Senate bill requires the Secretary to 
establish procedures to ensure scientific peer 
review of ARS research activities and the re- 
search of each scientist employed by ARS at 
least once every 5 years by a review panel to 
verify that the activities have scientific 
merit and relevance to the Secretary's prior- 
ities as well as national or multistate sig- 
nificance. The review panel under this sec- 
tion is to be comprised of individuals with 
scientific expertise, a majority of whom are 
not employees of ARS. The results of these 
reviews are to be transmitted to Congress 
and the Advisory Board. 

The Senate bill requires the 1862 and 1890 
Institutions to establish and implement a 
process for merit review in order to obtain 
agricultural research or extension funds and 
1994 Institutions are required to establish 
and implement a merit review process in 
order to receive extension funds from the 
Secretary. 

The Senate bill also repeals outdated au- 
thority of the Secretary to withhold formula 
funds. (Section 103) 

The House amendment amends subtitle K 
of the National Agricultural Research, Ex- 
tension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 by 
inserting a new section before section 1463. 
This new section requires the Secretary to 
establish procedures to ensure scientific 
peer-review of each agricultural research 
grant funded on a competitive basis by 
CSREES. The Secretary, in consultation 
with the Advisory Board, must establish pro- 
cedures that ensure merit review of each ag- 
ricultural extension or education grant com- 
petitively funded by CSREES. When formu- 
lating a request for proposals involving an 
agricultural research, extension, or edu- 
cation activity funded on a competitive 
basis, the Secretary shall solicit and con- 
sider input from the Advisory Board and 
users of agricultural research, extension, and 
education regarding the request for pro- 
posals from the previous year. If the activity 
has not been the subject of a previous re- 
quest for proposals, the Secretary shall so- 
licit and consider input from the Advisory 
Board and users of such research, extension, 
and education. 

The House amendment requires the Sec- 
retary to establish procedures for a scientific 
peer-review of all research activities con- 
ducted by the Department. A review panel 
comprised of individuals with scientific ex- 
pertise, the majority of which cannot be 
USDA employees, shall verify that each re- 
search project has scientific merit, and the 
panel shall review each research activity at 
least once every three years. 

In the House amendment, beginning Octo- 
ber 1, 1998, each 1862 and 1890 Institution 
shall develop a process for merit review of 
the activity and review the activity in ac- 
cordance with that process as a condition for 
receiving Federal formula funds for research 
or extension. In the House amendment, be- 
ginning October 1, 1998 each 1994 institution 
shall develop a process for merit review of 
the activity in accordance with that process 
as a condition for receiving Federal formula 
funds for extension. 

The House amendment repeals outdated 
provisions of the Smith-Lever Act, Hatch 
Act of 1887, and the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977 that require the Secretary to re- 
port to the President when the Secretary 
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withholds funds from a land-grant college or 
university. (Section 104) 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision with amendments to delete 
the requirement that input be required be- 
fore issuing a RFP, to require that review of 
USDA research be every five years, to re- 
quire the Advisory Board to perform an an- 
nual relevancy review, and to strike the 
FACA exemption. (Section 103) 


(6) RESEARCH FORMULA FUNDS FOR 1862 
INSTITUTIONS 


The Senate bill amends the Hatch Act to 
require that not less than 25 percent of a 
State’s Hatch Act funds will be used for 
projects in which a state agricultural experi- 
ment station, working with another agricul- 
tural experiment station, ARS, or a college 
or university, cooperates to solve multi- 
state problems utilizing multidisciplinary 
approaches. This research will be subject to 
scientific peer review. A project reviewed 
under this section will also be deemed to 
have satisfied the merit review requirements 
of section 103. (Section 104). 

The House amendment has no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision with an amendment to ref- 
erence the plans of work. (Section 104) 

The Managers recognize that issues of na- 
tional significance would meet the require- 
ment of multi-state interest as required by 
this section, and that the research of na- 
tional significance may be conducted be- 
tween partners in a single state. 

(7) EXTENSION FORMULA FUNDS FOR 1862 
INSTITUTIONS 


The Senate bill amends the Smith-Lever 
Act by requiring that a certain percentage of 
Smith-Lever (b) and (c) funds going to a 
State be used for cooperative extension ac- 
tivities in which 2 or more states cooperate 
to solve problems that concern more than 
one State. In order to determine the applica- 
ble percentage, the Secretary shall deter- 
mine the percentage of Federal formula 
funds that a State spent for fiscal year 1997 
for multistate activities. Then starting in 
fiscal year 2000, the applicable percentage 
will be 25 percent or twice the percentage de- 
termined to be spent on multistate activities 
in 1997, whichever is less. The Secretary is 
given the authority to reduce the minimum 
percentage required in a case of hardship, in- 
feasibility or other similar circumstance be- 
yond the control of the State. 

In the Senate bill, States are to include in 
their plans of work the manner in which 
they will meet the applicable percentage re- 
quirement. State and local matching funds 
are not subject to the percentage require- 
ment. The section also imposes a merit re- 
view requirement for these funds. The merit 
review in this section will satisfy the merit 
review requirement of section 103 as well. 
(Section 105) 

The House amendment has no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision with an amendment to ref- 
erence plans of work. (Section 105) 

(8) RESEARCH FACILITIES 

The Senate bill amends the Research Fa- 
cilities Act by replacing the word “regional” 
everywhere it appears with “multi state.” 
This section requires the Secretary to ensure 
that ARS research facilities serve national 
or multi state needs. The section requires 
the Secretary to periodically review each op- 
erating agricultural research facilities con- 
structed in whole or in part with Federal 
funds and each planned agricultural research 
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facility. The Competitive, Special and Fa- 
cilities Research Grant Act is also amended 
by replacing the word regional“ everywhere 
it appears with ‘national or multi state.“ 
(Section 106) 

The House amendment repeals the Re- 
search Facilities Act but transfers the exist- 
ing authority for the task force on agri- 
culture research facilities to the National 
Agriculture Research, Extension, and Teach- 
ing Policy Act of 1977. (Section 214) 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision. (Section 106) 


(9) ADVISORY BOARD 


The Senate bill requires the Secretary to 
ensure, to the maximum extent practicable, 
equal representation of public and private 
sector members on the Advisory Board. (Sec- 
tion 201) 

The House amendment has no comparable 
provision, 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision. (Section 222) 


(10) GRANTS AND FELLOWSHIPS FOR FOOD AND 
AGRICULTURAL SCIENCES EDUCATION 


The Senate bill requires the Secretary to 
give priority in this grant program to teach- 
ing enhancement projects that demonstrate 
enhanced cooperation among all types of in- 
stitutions and priority to teaching enhance- 
ment projects that focus on innovative, 
multi disciplinary education programs, ma- 
terials and curricula. This section also au- 
thorizes the Secretary to maintain a na- 
tional food and agricultural education infor- 
mation system containing information on 
enrollment, degrees awarded, faculty and 
employment placement in the food and agri- 
cultural sciences. (Section 202). 

The House amendment has no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision. (Section 223) 


(11) POLICY RESEARCH CENTERS 


The Senate bill amends current grant mak- 
ing authority to include grants for studies 
that concern the effect of trade agreements 
on farm and agricultural sector; the environ- 
ment; rural families, households and econo- 
mies; and consumer, food, and nutrition. 
(Section 203) 

The House amendment has no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision. (Section 224) 

The Managers recognize the growing im- 
portance of international markets on the 
farm and agricultural sectors; the environ- 
ment; rural families, households and econo- 
mies and consumers, food and nutrition. 
While the overall impact of increased trade 
opportunities will benefit all of these areas, 
the conferees recognize that different areas 
of the country face unique situations. For in- 
stance, the Northern Plains states encom- 
pass a unique set of factors including cli- 
mate, crop mix, and marketing of agricul- 
tural commodities and products. This sec- 
tion would allow a policy research center to 
evaluate the impact of multinational trade 
on this or any other area of the country. 


(12) INTERNATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, 
EXTENSION, AND TEACHING 


The Senate bill adds the word “teaching” 
to the purposes of several grant programs 
and authorizes competitive grants for col- 
laborative projects between U.S. scientists, 
land grant scientists, or scientists from 
other colleges and universities and scientists 
from international agricultural research 
centers in other nations, including the inter- 
national agricultural research centers of the 
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Consultative Group on International Agri- 
culture Research. This section also requires 
the Secretary to submit a biennial report to 
the House and Senate Agriculture Commit- 
tees about efforts to coordinate inter- 
national agricultural research and better 
link domestic and international agricultural 
research, (Section 204) 

The House amendment adds the word 
“teaching” throughout Section 1458 of the 
National Agriculture Research, Extension, 
and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 concerning 
international agricultural research and ex- 
tension programs. In the case of the coopera- 
tive agreement entered into between the 
Secretary and Israel, the full amount of ap- 
propriated funds shall be transferred directly 
to the Binational Agricultural Research and 
Development Fund. This section prohibits 
the Secretary from retaining any portion of 
the funds for overhead or any other adminis- 
trative expense. (Section 213) 

The House amendment amends the Na- 
tional Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3291) by 
inserting a new section which authorizes the 
Secretary to establish an agricultural re- 
search and development program with the 
United States/Mexico Foundation for 
Science. The Foundation shall award com- 
petitive grants, with a matching funds re- 
quirement by the Mexican government, to 
focus on binational problems such as food 
safety, plant and animal pest control, and 
the natural resource base on which agri- 
culture depends. (Section 423) 

The House amendment amends the Na- 
tional Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 by adding a sec- 
tion authorizing the Secretary to award 
competitive grants to colleges and univer- 
sities to strengthen U.S. economic competi- 
tiveness and promote international market 
development. Grants will be awarded to re- 
search, extension, and teaching activities 
that enhance the international content of 
curricula in colleges and universities, dis- 
seminates the findings of agricultural re- 
search outside the United States to students 
and users of agricultural research within the 
United States, enhances collaborative re- 
search with other countries, and enhances 
the capability of U.S. colleges and institu- 
tions in assisting food production, proc- 
essing, and distribution. (Section 424) 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision with an amendment to au- 
thorize competitive grants as described in 
the Senate bill and to require the Secretary 
to submit a biennial report to the House and 
Senate Agriculture Committees. (Sections 
227, 228, and 229) 

(13) GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS 

The Senate bill amends subtitle K of the 
National Agricultural Research, Extension, 
and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 by inserting 
section 1461 which sets an indirect cost cap 
of 25 percent of total Federal funds provided 
under a grant for competitive research, ex- 
tension, or education awarded under the Na- 
tional Research Initiative, the Fund for 
Rural America, or the Initiative for Future 
Agriculture and Food Systems. 

The Senate bill amends section 1469 of the 
National Agricultural Research, Extension, 
and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 to allow the 
Secretary of Agriculture to retain up to 4 
percent of amounts appropriated for an agri- 
cultural research, extension, or teaching as- 
sistance program for the administration of 
such program, except where the act author- 
izing such program specifically authorizes 
the Secretary to withhold a percentage of 
funds for the administration of that specific 
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program. This subsection would also amend 
section 1469 to provide for the retention for 
administrative costs of 4 percent of funds 
made available under section 25 of the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 for community food 
projects. (Section 205) 

The House amendment has no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision with an amendment to cap in- 
direct costs at 19 percent of total federal 
funds for all competitively awarded agricul- 
tural research, education, or extension 
grants and an amendment to authorize use of 
program funds for peer review panels. (Sec- 
tion 230) 


(14) EXPANSION OF AUTHORITY TO ENTER INTO 
COST-REIMBURSABLE AGREEMENTS 


The Senate bill amends section 1473A of 
the National Agricultural Research, Exten- 
sion, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 to ex- 
pand current authority of the Secretary of 
Agriculture to enter into cost-reimbursable 
agreements with State cooperative institu- 
tions (i.e., land-grant colleges and univer- 
sities) for the acquisition of goods or serv- 
ices, including personal services, to carry 
out agricultural research, extension, or 
teaching activities of mutual interest, by ad- 
ditionally allowing the Secretary to enter 
into such agreements with any college or 
university. (Section 206) 

The House amendment amends section 
1473A of the National Agricultural Research, 
Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 
to expand current authority of the Secretary 
to enter into cost-reimbursable agreements 
with State cooperative institutions (i.e. 
land-grant colleges and universities) for the 
acquisition of goods and services, including 
personnel services, to carry out agricultural 
research, extension, or teaching activities of 
mutual interest by additionally allowing the 
Secretary to enter into such agreements 
with any college or university. (Section 105) 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision. (Section 231) 


(15) NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL WEATHER 
INFORMATION SYSTEM 


The Senate bill amends subtitle D of title 
XVI of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, 
and Trade Act of 1990 and provides that sec- 
tion 1637 of the Act establish the short title 
for the subtitle as the National Agricul- 
tural Weather Information System Act of 
1997" and establishes the purposes of this 
subtitle to coordinate national agricultural 
weather and climate station network, ensure 
timely and accurate agriculture related 
weather information is disseminated and aid 
research and education projects which re- 
quire agricultural weather and climate data. 

The Senate bill provides that section 1638 
of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and 
Trade Act of 1990 would authorize the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture to establish the Na- 
tional Agricultural Weather Information 
System (NAWIS). The Senate bill authorizes 
the Secretary of Agriculture to enter into 
cooperative projects with, and award grants 
to other Federal, regional, and State agen- 
cies to support development and dissemina- 
tion of agricultural weather and climate in- 
formation; to collect weather data through 
regional and State agricultural weather in- 
formation systems; coordinate the weather 
activities of the Department of Agriculture 
with other Federal agencies and the private 
sector; make grants regarding State and re- 
gional agricultural weather information sys- 
tems; and to encourage private sector par- 
ticipation in NAWIS activities. The Senate 
bill authorizes a competitive grants program 
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to support projects to improve the manner in 
which agricultural weather and climate in- 
formation is collected, retained, and distrib- 
uted. 

The Senate bill amends section 1639 of the 
Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade 
Act of 1990 to require that no more than two- 
thirds of the funds appropriated for the sub- 
title shall be used for work with the Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion. This revised section would also prohibit 
the Secretary of Agriculture from awarding 
any grant funds for the construction of fa- 
cilities and would limit the purchase of 
equipment with grants funds to no more 
than the lesser of one-third of the award or 
$15,000. 

The Senate bill amends section 1640 of the 
Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade 
Act of 1990 to authorize to be appropriated 
$15 million for each of the 1998 through 2002 
fiscal years to carry out the purposes of the 
revised subtitle. (Section 211) 

The House has no comparable provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision. 

(16) NATIONAL FOOD GENOME STRATEGY 


The Senate bill amends section 1671 of the 
Food, Agriculture, Conservation and Trade 
Act of 1990 to authorize the Secretary to es- 
tablish a National Food Genome Strategy for 
agriculturally important plants, animals, 
and microbes. Subsection (a) establishes the 
purposes of the section. This section also 
provides that USDA is to be the lead federal 
agency for the Plant Genome Initiative un- 
less funding provided through USDA for the 
Plant Genome Initiative is substantially less 
than funding provided through another Fed- 
eral agency, in which case the other Federal 
agency would be the lead agency as deter- 
mined by the President. Subsection (b) re- 
quires the Secretary of Agriculture develop 
and carry out a National Food Genome 
Strategy on the development and dissemina- 
tion of information regarding the genetics of 
agriculturally important plants, animals, 
and microbes. Subsection (c) authorizes the 
Secretary of Agriculture to enter into con- 
tracts, grants, or cooperative agreements 
with individuals and organizations in accord- 
ance with section 1472 of the National Agri- 
cultural Research, Extension, and Teaching 
Policy Act of 1977 to carryout the purposes of 
this section. This subsection also requires 
that grants made under this subsection be 
awarded on a competitive basis. Subsection 
(d) requires the Secretary of Agriculture to 
issue necessary regulations. The Senate bill 
authorizes the Secretary to consult with the 
National Academy of Sciences regarding the 
National Food Genome Strategy. The Senate 
bill authorizes the Secretary to include in 
contracts, grants, and cooperative agree- 
ments an allowance for indirect costs in the 
same manner such costs are allowed under 
contracts, grants and cooperative agree- 
ments by the National Science Foundation. 
(Section 212) 

The House amendment amends the heading 
of Section 1671 of the Food, Agriculture, Con- 
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 to Agricul- 
tural Genome Initiative.” The Secretary 
shall conduct research for the purposes of 
supporting basic and applied research and 
technology, studying and mapping agri- 
culturally significant genes, ensuring that 
current gaps in existing agricultural genet- 
ics knowledge are filled, and preserving di- 
verse germplasm and biodiversity. 

Grants made under the House amendment 
would be awarded on a competitive basis, 
and no funds awarded under this section may 
be used to fund construction. In the House 
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amendment, a one-to-one match or in-kind 
support is required for any grant which is to 
benefit a specific commodity but the Sec- 
retary may waive the matching requirement 
with respect to an individual project if (1) 
the Secretary determines the results of the 
project, while of particular benefit to a spe- 
cific commodity, are likely to be applicable 
to agricultural commodities generally or (2) 
the project involves a minor commodity, 
deals with scientifically important research, 
and the grant recipient would be unable to 
satisfy the matching requirement. 

The House amendment authorizes the nec- 
essary funds to be appropriated for each of 
the 1998 through 2002 fiscal years to carry 
out the purposes of the revised section. (Sec- 
tion 232) 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision with amendments to modify 
the goals, to prescribe duties of the Sec- 
retary, to provide authority for cooperative 
agreements which would be subject to 
matching requirements, to require grants or 
cooperative agreements to be made on a 
competitive basis, to allow consultation with 
the National Academy of Sciences and to 
strike the authorization of appropriations. 
(Section 241) 

In establishing the Agricultural Genome 
Initiative, it is the intent of the Managers 
that USDA would continue to be the lead 
federal agency for agricultural genomic re- 
search. 


(17) IMPORTED FIRE ANT CONTROL, 
MANAGEMENT, AND ERADICATION 


The Senate bill creates a three tiered grant 
program and authorizes the Secretary to es- 
tablish a National Advisory Board on fire 
ant control, management, and eradication. 
Eligible grant recipients include colleges, 
universities, research institutes, Federal 
labs, or private entities selected by the Sec- 
retary on a competitive basis. (Section 213) 

The House amendment authorizes the Sec- 
retary to make competitive grants for 32 
high priority research and extension issues 
including fire ants. (Section 421 (e)(10)) 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision with an amendment to strike 
the board and instead allow formation of a 
task force and inserts the provision in the 
section for high priority research and exten- 
sion issues. (Section 242) 

The Managers intend that in carrying out 
these grants the Secretary may establish a 
task force consisting of individuals from aca- 
demia, research institutes, and the private 
sector and who are experts in entomology, 
ant ecology, wildlife biology, electrical engi- 
neering, economics, and agribusiness. The 
Managers intend that the Secretary shall so- 
licit and consider input from this task force 
in developing a request for proposals for 
grants. 


(18) AGRICULTURAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
PROGRAM 


The Senate bill authorizes the Secretary to 
award a grant to A*DEC to enable it to ad- 
minister the Agricultural Telecommuni- 
cations Program. (Section 214). 

The House amendment has no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision. (Section 245) 

This section authorizes the Secretary to 
award a grant to A*DEC to enable it to ad- 
minister a competitive grant program as au- 
thorized under the agricultural tele- 
communications program. It is the intent of 
the Managers that a cohesive, affordable and 
sustainable agricultural telecommunications 
network be developed that makes optimal 
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use of available resources for agriculture and 
rural America. The network must dissemi- 
nate and share academic instruction, exten- 
sion programming, agricultural research and 
domestic and international marketing infor- 
mation. 

A*DEC is a consortium whose members in- 
clude the U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
numerous state universities and land grant 
institutions, and a growing number of inter- 
national associate members. The Managers 
intend that the Secretary of Agriculture, 
acting through A*DEC, administer a com- 
petitive grant program that uses the power 
and efficiency of the Internet, audio and 
video conferencing, and printed materials. 
The Managers expect A*DEC to design an 
open process for disseminating grant infor- 
mation and requirements, to utilize a peer 
review process for grant applications, and to 
use an on-line submission, report and evalua- 
tion process. These steps will assure that all 
aspects of the grant program are open, trans- 
parent, and will allow for partnership devel- 
opment and rapid feedback from the review 
process. 

The Managers expect that the transfer of 
the management of the program to A*DEC 
will not affect the awarding of these grants 
on a competitive basis to all eligible institu- 
tions and entities, regardless of membership 
in the A*DEC consortium. 


(19) ASSISTIVE TECHNOLOGY PROGRAM FOR 
FARMERS WITH DISABILITIES 


The Senate bill changes the AgrAbility au- 
thorization to reflect the current distribu- 
tion of funds. It eliminates the separate 
spending authority for the national grant 
program in favor of a combined authoriza- 
tion of $6 million, with instructions that 15 
percent of total program appropriations be 
designated for nationally coordinated 
AgrAbility activities. (Section 215) 

The House amendment reauthorizes exist- 
ing program until fiscal year 2002. (Section 
323) 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision. (Section 246) 


(20) 1994 INSTITUTIONS 


The Senate bill amends the Equity In Edu- 
cation Land-Grant Status Act of 1994 by add- 
ing Little Priest Tribal College of Nebraska 
to the list of 1994 Institutions and adds a re- 
quirement that 1994 Institutions either be 
accredited or working towards accreditation 
in order to receive funding under the Act. 
(Section 221) 

The House amendment has no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision. (Section 251) 


(21) COOPERATIVE AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION 
WORK BY 1862, 1890, AND 1994 INSTITUTIONS 


The Senate bill amends the Smith-Lever 
Act to provide funding and authority for 1994 
Institutions for extension activities which 
may be carried out through cooperative 
agreements with land grant colleges in any 
State. (Section 222) 

The House amendment has no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision. (Section 201) 


(22) ELIGIBILITY OF CERTAIN COLLEGES AND 
UNIVERSITIES FOR EXTENSION FUNDING 


The Senate bill amends section 3(d) of the 
Smith-Lever Act by expanding the list of in- 
stitutions eligible to receive competitive 
funding under the Act to include all colleges 
and universities. It further amends section 
3(d) of the Act by making 1890 and 1994 Insti- 
tutions eligible for non-competitive exten- 
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sion funding, as well as the 1862 Institutions. 
The Secretary is authorized to enter into 
memoranda of understanding, cooperative 
agreements and reimbursable agreements 
with other Federal agencies to assist in car- 
rying out extension programs. The section 
also contains a conforming amendment. 
(Section 223) 

The House amendment has no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision. 


(23) INTEGRATION OF RESEARCH AND EXTENSION 


The Senate bill amends the Smith-Lever 
and Hatch Acts by requiring that a certain 
percentage of Smith-Lever (b) and (c) and 
Hatch Act funds going to a State be used for 
integrated cooperative extension and re- 
search activities. In order to determine the 
applicable percentage, the Secretary shall 
determine the percentage of Federal formula 
funds that a State spent for fiscal year 1997 
for integrated research and cooperative ex- 
tension activities. Then starting in fiscal 
year 2000, the applicable percentage will be 
25 percent or twice the percentage deter- 
mined to be spent on integrated activities in 
1997, whichever is less. The Secretary is 
given the authority to reduce the minimum 
percentage required in a case of hardship, in- 
feasibility or other similar circumstance be- 
yond the control of the State. 

Under the Senate bill the States would in- 
form the Secretary of the manner in which 
they will meet the applicable percentage re- 
quirement. The section also provides that 
funds used towards meeting the integration 
requirement may also be used to satisfy the 
percentage requirements contained in sec- 
tions 104 and 105 of the Bill. The section con- 
tains language exempting any State and 
local matching funds from the integration 
requirement. (Section 224) 

The House amendment has no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision with an amendment to ref- 
erence plans of work. (Section 204) 


(24) COMPETITIVE, SPECIAL AND FACILITIES 
RESEARCH GRANTS 


The Senate bill amends the Competitive, 
Special, and Facilities Research Grants Act 
by adding national laboratories to the list of 
eligible grantees under the NRI. 

The section amends the time period for 
special grants from 5 years to 3 years and re- 
quires that the grants be for the purpose of 
conducting research to address agricultural 
research needs of immediate importance, by 
themselves or in conjunction with extension 
or education; or new or emerging areas of ag- 
ricultural research, by themselves or in con- 
junction with extension or education. This 
section retains the prohibition on providing 
special grants for facilities. Scientific peer 
review is required for research projects fund- 
ed under this section and merit review is re- 
quired for extension or education projects 
funded by a special grant. Eligible grantees 
include colleges, universities, other research 
institutions and organizations, Federal agen- 
cies, private organizations or corporations, 
and individuals. 

The Senate bill imposes a partnership re- 
quirement for projects that address imme- 
diate needs. For projects that address new or 
emerging research issues, a partnership is re- 
quired after three years in order to receive 
funding for additional years and the partner- 
ship must be comprised of at least 2 other 
entities, in addition to the grantee. Each 
grantee must also provide to the Secretary a 
proposed plan for graduation from Federal 
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funding under this section. Graduation plans 
and partnership requirements do not apply 
to non-competitive special grants. Grant re- 
cipients are required to file annual reports 
describing the results of their research, ex- 
tension or education activities and the merit 
of those results. To the extent allowable by 
law, these reports are to be made available 
to the public. The section also contains a 4 
percent set aside for administrative costs. 
The effective date for the section is October 
1, 1998. 

The Senate bill allows grant awards under 
the NRI to a new investigator who is still 
within 5 years of the individual's initial ca- 
reer track position rather than investigators 
who have less than 5 years of post-graduate 
research experience. (Section 225) 

The House amendment amends the match- 
ing requirement provision for equipment 
purchase of the National Research Initiative, 
Competitive Grants Program to provide that 
the Secretary may waive all or a portion of 
the matching requirement in the case of 
small colleges or universities if (1) the cost 
of the equipment does not exceed $25,000 and 
(2) has multiple uses within a single research 
project or is usable in more than one re- 
search project. (Section 241) 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision with amendments to add na- 
tional laboratories to NRI eligibility, to 
allow NRI grants for new investigators with- 
in 5 years of the individual's initial career 
track position, to require scientific peer or 
merit review of special grants, to authorize 
special grants for three years rather than 
five years, and to require annual reports for 
special grants. (Sections 211 and 212) 

(25) FUND FOR RURAL AMERICA 

The Senate bill provides funding for the 
Fund through October 1, 2001, including FY 
1998 which had not been funded. The percent- 
age of the Fund to be allocated among Rural 
Development programs is increased to 50 per- 
cent and the Research portion is established 
at 33 percent with the remaining 17 percent 
to be allocated among either the Research or 
Rural Development Accounts at the discre- 
tion of the Secretary. (Section 226) 

The House amendment has no comparable 
provision, 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision with amendments to provide an 
additional $100 million for the Fund so that 
$60 million will be provided each year for 
FY99-03 and to retain current law on the dis- 
tribution of funding under the Fund for 
Rural America. (Section 252) 

The Managers strongly encourage that 
each year the Secretary award half of the 
funds within his discretion to research. 

(26) HONEY RESEARCH 

The Senate bill contains an amendment to 
the Honey Research, Promotion, and Con- 
sumer Information Improvement Act of 1997 
and requires the Honey Board to reserve at 
least 8 percent of all assessments collected 
for expenditure on approved research 
projects to advance the competitiveness of 
the honey industry. (Section 227) 

The House amendment has no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision with amendments to provide 
for a 3/4 of a cent per pound assessment on 
honey producers, handlers and importers to 
provide funding for research; to change rep- 
resentation on the National Honey Board 
and allow for periodic review of the Board 
composition; and to establish, with approval 
of the Secretary, a program to improve the 
quality and purity of honey and honey prod- 
ucts. (Section 605) 
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(21) OFFICE OF ENERGY POLICY AND NEW USES 

The Senate bill amends the Department of 
Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1994 by es- 
tablishing, within the Office of the Sec- 
retary, an Office of Energy Policy and New 
Uses. (Section 228) 

The House amendment has no comparable 
provision. 

-The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision. (Section 602) 

(28) KIWIFRUIT RESEARCH, PROMOTION, AND 
CONSUMER INFORMATION PROGRAM 

The Senate bill would amend the National 
Kiwifruit Research, Promotion, and Con- 
sumer Information Act to require that pro- 
ducer, exporter, and importer representation 
on the National Kiwifruit Board be propor- 
tional to the level of domestic production 
and imports of kiwifruit. (Section 229) 

The House amendment has no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision. (Section 603) 


(29) NATIONAL AQUACULTURE POLICY, PLANNING, 
AND DEVELOPMENT 


The Senate bill amends the National Aqua- 
culture Act by changing the definition of 
aquaculture and defining private aqua- 
culture; by designating USDA as the lead 
agency for aquaculture and establishing a 
national policy for private aquaculture; by 
requiring the Secretary to develop and im- 
plement a plan for coordinating and imple- 
menting aquaculture activities and pro- 
grams within the Department and sup- 
porting the development of private aqua- 
culture. The Secretary is also authorized to 
maintain and support a National Aqua- 
culture Information Center at the National 
Agricultural Library. The Secretary is di- 
rected to treat private aquaculture as agri- 
culture and is directed to coordinate inter- 
departmental functions and activities relat- 
ing to private aquaculture. The authoriza- 
tion of appropriations is extended through 
2002. (Section 230) 

The House amendment has no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision with an amendment striking 
the Senate language and substituting reau- 
thorization of the National Aquaculture Act 
through 2002. (Section 301) 

(30) BIOBASED PRODUCTS 

The Senate bill directs the Secretary to co- 
ordinate research, economic information, 
market information and other activities to 
develop and promote biobased products. The 
Secretary shall consult with private sector 
biobased product producers and provide a 
centralized contact point to provide advice 
and technical assistance to individuals inter- 
ested in developing biobased products. The 
Secretary will make an annual report to 
Congress on biobased activities. The Sec- 
retary is given the authority to use sci- 
entific expertise and facilities to conduct re- 
search leading to the further development 
and market testing of biobased products. 
This authority is open to CRADA partners, 
and individuals who have received funding 
through AARC, BRDC and SBIR. The Sec- 
retary is given the authority to award ARS 
funds competitively to encourage scientific 
excellence and creativity. The first three 
years of this authority direct the Secretary 
to focus such grants toward the development 
of biobased products with promising com- 
mercial potential. The section provides an 
authorization of appropriations of $10 mil- 
lion per year. (Section 231) 

The House amendment authorizes the Sec- 
retary to enter into cooperative agreements 
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with eligible partners, as specified, so that 
the facilities and technical expertise of ARS 
may be made available to operate pilot 
plants in order to bring technologies of 
biobased products to the point of practical 
application. This section defines “biobased 
products” as a product suitable for food and 
nonfood use that is derived in whole or in 
part from renewable agricultural and for- 
estry materials. The Secretary may use ap- 
propriated funds to carry out this section 
and cooperative research and development 
agreement funds. The Secretary shall au- 
thorize the private partner to sell biobased 
products for the purpose of determining mar- 
ket potential. (Section 426) 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision with amendments to add the 
coordination provisions from the Senate bill 
and to modify the pilot project authority in 
the Senate bill. (Section 404) 

The Managers expect that the coordination 
of biobased product activities required under 
this section will be coordinated by the Office 
of Energy Policy and New Uses created in 
Section 602. 

(31) PRECISION AGRICULTURE 

The Senate bill authorizes a new competi- 
tive grant program for research, education 
and information dissemination projects for 
the development and promotion of precision 
agriculture. (Section 232) 

The House amendment defines ‘precision 
agriculture’ as an integrated information 
and production-based farming system that is 
designed to increase long-term, site specific 
and whole farm production efficiencies, pro- 
ductivity, and profitability while minimizing 
unintended impacts on wildlife and the envi- 
ronment in specified ways. This section also 
defines “precision agricultural tech- 
nologies,” Advisory Board,” agricultural 
inputs,” “eligible entity,” and “systems re- 
search.” (Section 411) 

The House amendment authorizes the Sec- 
retary, in consultation with the Advisory 
Board, to make 5 year competitive grants for 
research, education, or information dissemi- 
nation projects for precision agriculture. The 
Secretary may only give grants to projects 
that are unlikely to be financed by the pri- 
vate sector in the absence of a grant, and the 
partnership must match the amount of Fed- 
eral funds. Priority shall be given to re- 
search, education, or information dissemina- 
tion projects that evaluate precision agricul- 
tural technologies to increase long-term effi- 
ciencies, make the findings readily available 
to farmers, demonstrates the efficient use of 
agricultural inputs, maximizes cooperation 
between all interested parties, and maxi- 
mizes leveraging of funds and resources. 
(Section 412) 

The House amendment provides that, of 
the funds appropriated for precision agri- 
culture research grants, the Secretary shall 
reserve a portion for grants for projects re- 
garding precision agriculture related to edu- 
cation and information dissemination. (Sec- 
tion 413) 

The House amendment provides that the 
Secretary, in consultation with the Advisory 
Board, shall encourage the establishment of 
multi-State and national partnerships be- 
tween land-grant institutions, State Agricul- 
tural Experiment Stations, State coopera- 
tive extension services, other colleges and 
universities, USDA agencies, national lab- 
oratories, agribusinesses, certified crop ad- 
visers, commodity organizations, other Fed- 
eral or State government entities, non- 
agricultural industries and nonprofit organi- 
zations, and agricultural producers and agri- 
cultural producers or other land managers. 
(Section 414) 
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The House amendment prohibits the use of 
grant money to be used for facility construc- 
tion. (Section 415) 

The House amendment authorizes 
$40,000,000 to be appropriated for each of the 
fiscal years 1998 through 2002 for this sub- 
title. The House amendment also limits the 
amount retained by the Secretary for admin- 
istrative costs to 3 percent of the amount ap- 
propriated. (Section 415) 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision with amendments to modify 
the purposes of the grants; to strike the 
FACA exemption; and to authorize to be ap- 
propriated such sums as necessary each fis- 
cal year of which not less than 30 percent 
must be multidisciplinary, not less than 40 
percent must be systems research directly 
applicable to producers and agricultural pro- 
duction systems, and not more than 4 per- 
cent may be used for administrative costs. 
(Section 403) 


(32) FORMOSAN TERMITE ERADICATION PROGRAM 


The Senate bill authorizes a new competi- 
tive grant program for the purposes of con- 
ducting research for the control, manage- 
ment and possible eradication of Formosan 
termites in the United States. It also pro- 
vides that the Secretary may enter into co- 
operative agreements for conducting 
projects for Formosan termite control and 
management and data collection. (Section 
233) 

The House amendment authorizes the Sec- 
retary to make competitive grants for 32 
high priority research and extension issues 
including Formosan termites. (Section 
421(e)(20)) 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision with an amendment and inserts 
the provision in the section for high priority 
research and extension issues. (Section 242) 

The Managers expect the Agricultural Re- 
search Service to cooperate and collaborate 
with the U.S. Forest Service Wood Products 
Insect Research unit in its administration of 
the Formosan termite research program. 


(33) NUTRIENT COMPOSITION DATA 


The Senate bill requires the Secretary to 
periodically update nutrient composition 
data and to report to Congress the method 
that will be used to update the data and the 
timing of the update. (Section 234) 

The House amendment directs the Sec- 
retary to update nutrient composition data 
periodically. (Section 504) 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision. (Section 611) 


(34) CONSOLIDATED ADMINISTRATIVE AND 
LABORATORY FACILITY 


The Senate bill provides authority for the 
Secretary to contract for construction of a 
consolidated APHIS laboratory facility in 
Ames, Iowa. (Section 235) 

The House amendment has no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision. (Section 611) 


(35) NATIONAL SWINE RESEARCH CENTER 


The Senate bill authorizes the Secretary, 
subject to the availability of appropriations 
and prior to December 31, 1998, to accept as 
a gift and administer the National Swine Re- 
search Center located in Ames, Iowa. (Sec- 
tion 236) 

The House amendment has no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision. (Section 612) 
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(36) COORDINATED PROGRAM OF RESEARCH, EX- 
TENSION AND EDUCATION TO IMPROVE THE 
COMPETITIVENESS, VIABILITY AND SUSTAIN- 
ABILITY OF SMALL AND MEDIUM SIZE DAIRY 
AND LIVESTOCK OPERATIONS 
The Senate bill would authorize the Sec- 

retary to carry out a coordinated program of 

research, extension and education to im- 

prove the competitiveness, viability and sus- 

tainability of small and medium sized dairy 

and livestock operations, (Section 237) 

The House amendment authorizes the Sec- 
retary to make competitive grants for 32 
high priority research and extension issues 
including dairy efficiency, profitability and 
competitiveness. (Section 421 (e)(13)) 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision with an amendment to add 
poultry. (Section 407) 

Small and medium-size farms are inde- 
pendent owner-operated farms where the in- 
dividual or family that owns the production 
provides the majority of the labor and man- 
agement. It is the intent of the Managers 
that particular attention be directed toward 
the needs of independent beginning farmers 
seeking to establish small and medium-size 
farms. 

(37) SUPPORT FOR RESEARCH REGARDING DIS- 
EASES OF WHEAT AND BARLEY CAUSED BY FU- 
SARIUM GRAMINEARUM 
The Senate bill would authorize the Sec- 

retary to make grants to a consortium of 

land-grant colleges and universities for 
multi-State research projects aimed at un- 
derstanding and combating diseases of wheat 
and barley caused by Fusarium graminearum 
and related fungi (wheat scab’'). An author- 
ization of appropriations for $5.2 million for 
each of fiscal years 1998 through 2002 is in- 

cluded, (Section 238). 

The House amendment authorizes the Sec- 
retary to make competitive grants for 32 
high priority research and extension issues 
including wheat scab. (Section 421 (e)(11)) 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision. (Section 408) 

(38) FOOD ANIMAL RESIDUE AVOIDANCE 
DATABASE PROGRAM 

The Senate bill directs the Secretary to 
continue operation of the Food Animal Res- 
idue Avoidance Database program through 
contracts with appropriate colleges or uni- 
versities. An authorization of appropriations 
for $1 million for each fiscal year is included. 
(Section 239) 

The House amendment provides that the 
Secretary shall continue operation of the 
Food Animal Residue Avoidance Database 
program (FARAD program). The Secretary 
shall provide the necessary information to 
the appropriate specialists, maintain up-to- 
date information, disseminate information 
to the public, furnish up-to-date data on ap- 
proved drugs, maintain a comprehensive res- 
idue avoidance database, provide profes- 
sional advice for determining the withdrawal 
times necessary for food safety in the use of 
drugs in food animals, and engage in other 
activities that promote food safety. The Sec- 
retary, in consultation with the Advisory 
Board, may make 3 year grants to colleges 
and universities to operate the FARAD pro- 
gram. (Section 425) 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision with amendments to provide 
authority for grants or cooperative agree- 
ments, to cap indirect costs at 19 percent of 
total federal funds, and to strike the author- 
ization of appropriations. (Section 604) 

(39) FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR CERTAIN RURAL 

AREAS 

The Senate bill would authorize the Sec- 

retary to provide financial assistance to a 
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nationally recognized organization to pro- 
mote educational opportunities at the pri- 
mary and secondary levels is rural areas 
with a historic incidence of poverty and low 
academic achievement, including the Lower 
Mississippi River Delta. An authorization of 
appropriations for up to $10 million for each 
fiscal year is included. (Section 240) 

The House amendment has no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision. 
(40) EVALUATION OF AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, 

EXTENSION AND EDUCATION PROGRAM 


The Senate bill directs the Secretary to 
conduct a performance evaluation to deter- 
mine whether federally funded agricultural 
research, extension, and education programs 
result in public goods that have national or 
multistate significance. This section also re- 
quires the Secretary to contract with an ex- 
pert in research assessment and performance 
to provide to the Secretary practical guide- 
lines for measuring performance of federally 
funded agricultural research, extension or 
education programs. This input should be 
consistent with the Government Perform- 
ance and Results Act of 1993. (Section 241) 

The House amendment directs the Sec- 
retary shall create guidelines for perform- 
ance measurement of agricultural research, 
extension, and education programs and then 
conduct an evaluation to determine whether 
agricultural research, extension, and edu- 
cation programs conducted or funded by the 
Department result in public benefits that 
have national or multi-State significance. 
(Section 106) 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision with an amendment to replace 
the expert with entity or entities with exper- 
tise. (Section 631) 

(41) STUDY OF FEDERALLY FUNDED AGRICUL- 
TURAL RESEARCH, EXTENSION, AND EDU- 
CATION 
The Senate bill directs the Secretary to re- 

quest the National Academy of Sciences to 

conduct a study of the role and mission of 
federally funded agricultural research, ex- 
tension, and education. The study will in- 
clude an evaluation of the strength of 
science conducted by the ARS and the rel- 
evance of that science to national priorities; 
and examination of the formulas for agricul- 
tural research and extension funding and ex- 
amination of the competitive grant system. 

A report of the study is to be submitted to 

Congress in two stages beginning eighteen 

months after the commencement of the 

Study and concluding within 3 years of the 

commencement. (Section 242) 

The House amendment has no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision with an amendment to revise 
study requirements. (Section 632) 

(42) SENSE OF CONGRESS ON STATE MATCH FOR 

1890 INSTITUTIONS 


The Senate bill states that it is the Sense 
of Congress that states should provide 
matching funds for Federal formula funds 
provided to the 1890 Institutions. (Section 
243) 

The House amendment amends the Na- 
tional Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 to phase-in a 
non-Federal matching requirement for re- 
search and extension formula funds to 1890 
Institutions. Beginning in fiscal year 1999, 
1890 Institutions shall submit a report de- 
scribing sources of non-Federal funds avail- 
able to the institution for fiscal year 1999. 
The phase-in schedule begins in fiscal year 
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2000 with 70 percent of the formula allocation 
requiring no match and 30 percent requiring 
a non-Federal match. In fiscal year 2001, the 
matching requirement increases to 45 per- 
cent of the Federal allocation; and 50 percent 
in fiscal year 2002 and thereafter. Based on 
the 1999 report, the Secretary may waive the 
match requirement for specific institutions 
in the fiscal year 2000; however, these insti- 
tutions would be required to make the 45 
percent match for fiscal year 2001. Non-Fed- 
eral matching funds may be directed to agri- 
cultural research, extension, or teaching pro- 
grams at the discretion of the 1890 institu- 
tion. The Secretary shall withhold the dif- 
ference between the total amount that 
should have been provided and the non-Fed- 
eral funds that were actually provided dur- 
ing the fiscal year from States which fail to 
provide funds for the fiscal year. The Sec- 
retary shall redistribute the withheld funds 
to other eligible 1890 institutions satisfying 
the matching funds requirement for that fis- 
cal year, and the re-apportioned funds shall 
be subject to a match requirement. (Section 
212) 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision with technical amendments. 
(Section 226) 

(43) INITIATIVE FOR FUTURE AGRICULTURE AND 
FOOD SYSTEMS 


The Senate bill creates a new mandatory 
spending account that provides $780 million 
over 5 years for research funding. In FY 1998, 
the amount is $100 million and in FY 1999- 
2002, the amount is $170 million per year. 
This competitively awarded research funding 
must address critical emerging agricultural 
issues related to future food production, en- 
vironmental protection, or farm income or 
be for activities carried out under the Alter- 
native Agricultural Research and Commer- 
cialization Act of 1990. Priority mission 
areas to be addressed with funding in the 
first year are food genome; food safety, food 
technology and human nutrition; new and al- 
ternative uses and production of agricultural 
commodities and products; agricultural bio- 
technology; and natural resource manage- 
ment including precision agriculture. In fis- 
cal years 1999 through 2001, the Secretary, 
after consultation with the Advisory Board, 
may change or add to the list of priority 
mission areas. 

The Senate bill provides that eligible 
grantees include Federal research agencies, 
national laboratories, colleges or univer- 
sities, and private research organizations 
with established research capacity. The Sec- 
retary may award grants to ensure that the 
faculty of small and mid-sized institutions 
who have not previously obtained competi- 
tive grants from the Secretary receive a por- 
tion of the grants. The Secretary is to give 
priority to grants that are multi-state, 
multi-institutional, or multi-disciplinary 
and to grants that integrate agricultural re- 
search, extension and education. The Sec- 
retary is also directed to solicit and consider 
input from stakeholders as required in sec- 
tion 102 of the bill in formulating the re- 
quests for grant proposals. Scientific peer re- 
view or merit review are required as stated 
in section 103 of the Bill. 

The Senate bill requires that matching 
funds be provided from a non-Federal source 
if the grant is for research that is com- 
modity-specific and not of national scope. 
The Secretary is authorized to establish one 
or more institutes to carry out all or part of 
the section. (Section 301) 

The House amendment has no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision with amendments to provide 
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$120 million annually for FY99-03 and to add 
an additional priority mission area of farm 
efficiency and profitability. (Section 401) 

The Managers intend that the Secretary 
may establish one or more institutes to 
carry out this section. The Managers intend 
that such institutes would be virtual in na- 
ture and designed to maximize efficiency of 
research funding and not result in invest- 
ment in physical infrastructure or designa- 
tion of specific institutions as institutes. 

The Managers intend that among the re- 
search, education and extension activities 
conducted and carried out under the priority 
mission area related to farm efficiency are 
ways to improve the efficiency and profit- 
ability of rural business enterprises. 


(44) EXTENSIONS OF AUTHORITIES 


The Senate bill reauthorizes most existing 
research programs until the year 2002. (Sec- 
tion 401) 

The House amendment reauthorizes most 
existing research programs until the year 
2002. (Subtitle A of Title III) 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision with amendments to reauthor- 
ize the pilot research program to combine 
medical and agricultural research, to strike 
extension of red meat safety research center, 
and to strike extension of global climate 
change. (Section 301) 


(45) REPEAL OF AUTHORITIES 


The Senate bill repeals authority for cer- 
tain agricultural research programs. (Sec- 
tion 402) 

The House amendment repeals authority 
for certain agricultural research programs. 
(Subtitle B of Title III) 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision with an amendment to repeal 
the dairy goat research grant. (Section 302) 


(46) SHORT TITLES FOR SMITH-LEVER ACT AND 
HATCH ACT OF 1887 


The Senate bill amends the Smith-Lever 
and Hatch Acts to include short titles of 
each Act. (Section 403) 

The House amendment amends the Smith- 
Lever and Hatch Acts to include short titles 
of each Act. (Section 201) 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision. (Section 3) 


(47) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS TO RESEARCH PRO- 
VISIONS OF FEDERAL AGRICULTURE IMPROVE- 
MENT AND REFORM ACT OF 1996 


The Senate bill contains technical correc- 
tions to the Research title of the 1996 Farm 
Bill, (Section 404) 

The House amendment has no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision. (Section 606) 


(48) NUTRITION PROGRAMS 
Subtitle A—Food Stamp Program 
Current law 


Employment and Training Funds. — All states 
are entitled to a formula share of specific 
amounts (established in the Food Stamp 
Act) for employment and training programs 
for food stamp recipients. These are set at: 
$81 million in fiscal year 1998, $84 million in 
fiscal year 1999, $86 million in fiscal year 
2000, $88 million in fiscal year 2001, and $90 
million in fiscal year 2002. 

States that meet a maintenance of ef- 
fort” requirement are entitled to a formula 
share of additional amounts (established in 
the Food Stamp Act) for employment and 
training programs. These additional pay- 
ments are: $131 million a year in fiscal years 
1998 through 2001 and $75 million in fiscal 
year 2002. 
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Administrative Funds.—The Federal Govern- 
ment pays half of States’ food stamp-related 
administrative costs, without limit. In addi- 
tion, some States’ Temporary Assistance for 
Needy Families (TANF) block grants include 
amounts attributable to food stamp-related 
administrative costs. 

Public assistance programs, such as food 
stamps, Medicaid, and cash welfare, are often 
administered together. Some administrative 
activities, such as the collection of informa- 
tion on income and assets, need only be done 
once when determining eligibility and bene- 
fits for applicants or recipients of multiple 
programs. The cost of collecting and 
verifying this information is “common” 
among the programs involved. 

Before the 1996 welfare reform law (P.L. 
104-193), States often ‘‘charged’’ the Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) 
program for the common costs of deter- 
mining eligibility for multiple public assist- 
ance benefits. The 1996 law replaced the 
AFDC program (and some related programs) 
with the TANF block grant program and 
based each State’s block grant on historical 
Federal payments under the AFDC program 
(including those for administrative costs). 
To the extent that common costs for admin- 
istering public assistance programs were 
charged to the AFDC program in the past, 
they were included in the calculation of each 
State’s new TANF grant. States may amend 
their cost allocation plans in such a way as 
to receive a second reimbursement for com- 
mon costs in the Food Stamp (and Medicaid) 
programs, while retaining their full TANF 
block grant. 

Aliens.—The Personal Responsibility and 
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 
(PRWORA; P.L. 104-193) barred most legal 
immigrants, or “qualified aliens,” from the 
Food Stamp program. Qualified alien“ is 
defined to include legal permanent residents, 
refugees, aliens paroled into the United 
States for at least one year, aliens granted 
asylum or related relief, and certain abused 
spouses and children. Non-citizens who re- 
main eligible include: (1) those who meet a 
10-year requirement for work covered under 
the social security system and (2) veterans 
and active duty military personnel, together 
with their families. In addition, refugees and 
asylees (including Cuban/Haitian entrants 
and Amerasians) are eligible for food stamps 
for five years after entering as refugees or 
being granted asylum. 

Senate bill 

The Senate bill would reduce food stamp 
administrative reimbursements to States 
prospectively by the amount of food stamp 
administrative costs assumed in each State’s 
TANF block grant. The Department of 
Health and Human Services would deter- 
mine, for each State, the extent to which 
common administrative costs were incor- 
porated into the State’s TANF allocation 
and the extent to which those costs could 
have been attributed to the Food Stamp Pro- 
gram had States allocated costs equally 
among Food Stamp, Medicaid and cash wel- 
fare programs. The Secretary of Agriculture 
would reduce future food stamp administra- 
tive reimbursements to States by the 
amounts in TANF that could have been at- 
tributed to the Food Stamp Program. The 
Food Stamp Program’s share would be ap- 
proximately one-third of the common costs 
of administering the Food Stamp, AFDC, and 
Medicaid programs that were charged to 
AFDC during the historical base period used 
to establish the State’s TANF grant. The 
provision lapses in fiscal year 2002 (sec. 
501(a)). 
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The Senate bill would require the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture to establish a competi- 
tive low-income area grant program to pro- 
vide funding to initiate school breakfast and 
summer food service programs in low-income 
areas. The grant program would be funded at 
$5,000,000 annually and the Secretary must 
use the funds to the extent that a sufficient 
number of schools and service institutions 
meet eligibility guidelines established by the 
Secretary, but the Secretary is not required 
to use all of the money provided. The grant 
program gives priority to school food au- 
thorities (typically school districts) serving 
primarily low-income children which do not 
already operate school breakfast or summer 
food service programs (sec. 501(b)). 

The Senate bill would require the Sec- 
retary to reimburse child care centers for 
serving a fourth meal or supplement to chil- 
dren who are in centers longer than eight 
hours per day in order to accommodate 
working parents. This section also would re- 
quire the Secretary to reimburse service in- 
stitutions running summer food service pro- 
grams at camps for low-income children or 
that serve primarily migrant children for up 
to four meals or supplements during each 
day of operation. This requirement would 
take effect on September 1, 1998 (sec. 501(b)). 

The Senate bill would provide $185,000 for 
each of fiscal years 1998 through 2002 for the 
Information Clearinghouse. The clearing- 
house provides information to groups that 
assist low-income individuals in becoming 
self-reliant and less dependent on Federal, 
State or local governmental agencies for 
food and other assistance (sec. 501(c)). 

The Senate bill would restore food stamp 
benefits to American Indians living along 
the Mexican and Canadian borders (sec. 
501(d)). 

House amendment 


The House amendment contains no com- 
parable provision. 


Conference agreement 


The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provisions with technical amendments 
and amendments that: 

“Delete provisions to: (1) establish a low- 
income area grant program to provide fund- 
ing to initiate school breakfast and summer 
food service programs in low-income areas; 
(2) reimburse child care centers for serving a 
fourth meal to children in centers longer 
than eight hours; and (3) reauthorize and 
provide funding for the Information Clear- 
inghouse; 

“Reduce additional amounts to States for 
employment and training programs by $100 
million in fiscal year 1999 and $45 million in 
fiscal year 2000 (sec. 501); 

“Stipulate that, if determined by the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services, food 
stamp administrative reimbursements will 
be reduced for fiscal years 1999 through 2002 
and that the reductions will be made, to the 
extent practicable, on a quarterly basis (sec. 
502); 

Make clear that no TANF funds, funds 
available to carry out title XX of the Social 
Security Act, State expenditures that qual- 
ify as maintenance of effort“ spending 
under the TANF program, or any other Fed- 
eral funds from programs (other than the 
Food Stamp Program) or any other State 
funds expended as a condition to receive Fed- 
eral matching funds, may be used to replace 
reductions being made by the Secretary of 
Agriculture (sec. 502); 

“Require the Comptroller General of the 
United States to review the methodology 
used by the Secretary of Health and Human 
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Services to determine amounts serving as a 
basis for the reductions in each States’ food 
stamp administrative reimbursement and re- 
quire the Comptroller General to submit a 
written report to the Committee on Agri- 
culture of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate (sec. 502); 

“Establish an appeals process under which 
States may appeal the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services’ determinations serving 
as the basis for reductions in their food 
stamp administrative reimbursements to an 
administrative law judge and the Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services’ Depart- 
mental Appeals Board (but bar judicial re- 
view) (sec. 502); 

‘Maintain the requirement for reductions 
in food stamp administrative reimburse- 
ments during the pendency of a State’s ap- 
peal (sec.502); 

Extend food stamp eligibility to refugees 
and asylees for 7 years after entry as refu- 
gees or obtaining asylum status in the 
United States, instead of 5 years under cur- 
rent law (sec. 503); 

“Restore food stamp eligibility to ‘quali- 
fied aliens’ with disabilities who were law- 
fully residing in the United States on August 
22, 1996 (the enactment date of the 
PRWORA), including those who become dis- 
abled after that date (sec. 504); 

“Restore food stamp eligibility to ‘quali- 
fied aliens’ who were lawfully residing in the 
United States and were 65 years of age or 
over as of August 22, 1996 (sec. 506); 

“Restore food stamp eligibility to ‘quali- 
fied alien’ children under age 18 who were 
lawfully residing in the United States on Au- 
gust 22, 1996 (sec.507); and 

“Restore food stamp eligibility to individ- 
uals (including the spouse, unmarried de- 
pendent child of such individuals or 
unremarried surviving spouse of such de- 
ceased individuals) who: (1) were a member 
of a Hmong or Highland Laotian tribe at the 
time that the tribe rendered assistance to 
United States personnel by taking part in a 
military or rescue operation during the Viet- 
nam era, and (2) are lawfully residing in the 
United States (sec. 508). 

The Managers intend that, to the extent 
that the food stamp disability definition has 
a disparate application in a particular State 
because of unique State programs or poli- 
cies, the Secretary will review available op- 
tions under section 3(r) of the Food Stamp 
Act and inform States about their options so 
that the exemption for disabled individuals 
will be implemented in that State in a man- 
ner which is consistent with the implemen- 
tation in other States. 

The Managers note that the State of Or- 
egon has proposed a food stamp demonstra- 
tion project incorporating plans to move 
food stamp participants to self-sufficiency 
through a case management strategy. This 
project would build on a similar initiative 
Oregon has pursued for its TANF partici- 
pants. In the 1996 welfare reform measure, 
Congress changed food stamp law substan- 
tially to: (1) increase the Secretary’s ability 
to approve pilot projects that increase self- 
sufficiency of food stamp participants, test 
innovative welfare reform strategies, or 
allow greater conformity with the rules of 
other programs,” (2) give States the option 
to apply many TANF rules to food stamp 
participants, (3) permit States to disqualify 
participants from the Food Stamp Program 
for violating other public assistance program 
rules, and (4) expand States’ control over 
work and training requirements. This was 
with the intent that States’ efforts to inno- 
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vate and coordinate among public assistance 

programs be supported by the Federal Gov- 

ernment. In light of this, the conferees 

strongly urge the Secretary to carefully con- 

sider and promptly act on Oregon’s request. 
(49) INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY FUNDING 

The Senate bill allows CCC funding to be 
used to purchase automated data processing 
equipment, telecommunications equipment, 
and other information technology was 
capped in the FAIR Act. This section, as of 
the 1998 fiscal year, would further lower the 
funding cap to achieve a savings of $82 mil- 
lion dollars through 2002. (Section 502) 

The House amendment has no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision with amendments regarding 
crop insurance. (Section 521) 

An amendment to Section 516 of the Fed- 
eral Crop Insurance Act would provide man- 
datory funding for the sales commissions of 
crop insurance agents beginning in the 1999 
reinsurance year. The section also limits to 
$3.5 million annually mandatory funding 
available to the Agriculture Department's 
Risk Management Agency for crop insurance 
research, development, and risk manage- 
ment education. This limitation does not af- 
fect mandatory funding for the Dairy Op- 
tions Pilot Program. (Section 531) 

An amendment to Section 508(b)(5) and 
(c)(10) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act 
would change the amount and use of the ad- 
ministrative fee producers pay for cata- 
strophic risk protection and the amount of 
fees paid for additional coverage protection 
effective with the 1999 reinsurance year. The 
amount a producer must pay for cata- 
strophic risk protection is changed to the 
maximum of $50 per crop or 10 percent of the 
premium for such protection as determined 
by the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation. 
Producers would also pay an additional $10 
fee for catastrophic risk protection. Pro- 
ducers would be required to pay catastrophic 
policy fees at the same time premium is paid 
on additional coverage policies. All cata- 
strophic coverage fees would be deposited in 
the FCIC Fund to be available for programs 
and activities of the Corporation, except as 
compensation to an approved insurance pro- 
vider or agent. The section also increases the 
fee paid for additional coverage protection to 
$20 with the proceeds similarly deposited in 
the FCIC Fund. (Section 532) 

An amendment to Section 508k) of the 
Federal Crop Insurance Act would reduce the 
maximum rate payable by the FCIC Board to 
reimburse approved insurance providers and 
agents for their administrative and oper- 
ating costs. Effective with the 1999 reinsur- 
ance year, the maximum reimbursement 
rate for additional coverage policies is re- 
duced to 24.5 percent of the premium. Addi- 
tional coverage policies that currently re- 
ceive a rate lower than 27 percent receive a 
reduction in the reimbursement rate that is 
proportional to the reduction between 25 per- 
cent and 27 percent. Also, the loss adjust- 
ment expense reimbursement companies re- 
ceive for delivery of catastrophic policies is 
reduced to 11 percent of premium. (Section 
532) 

An amendment codifies provisions of the 
1998 Standard Reinsurance Agreement as 
modified by this subtitle that affect pay- 
ments to approved insurance providers or 
agents. (Section 536) 

An amendment requires the Corporation to 
establish procedures for responding to in- 
quiries about its interpretations of the Act 
and its regulations. (Section 533) 

An amendment requires the Corporation to 
establish regulations regarding time limits 
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for approving a new policy of insurance pro- 
posed by a private entity. (Section 534) 

An amendment requires the Secretary of 
Agriculture to contract with a private entity 
to study: (1) improvement of services to agri- 
cultural producers; (2) transforming the role 
of the Agriculture Department's Risk Man- 
agement Agency to that of an arm’s-length 
regulator and (3) privatization of crop insur- 
ance coverage. (Section 535) 

These amendments to the Federal Crop In- 
surance Act are effective as of the 1999 rein- 
surance year. (Section 537) 


(50) CONSISTENT MATCHING FUNDS REQUIRE- 
MENTS UNDER HATCH ACT OF 1887 AND SMITH- 
LEVER ACT 


The House amendment amends the Hatch 
Act of 1887 to clarify that States receiving 
Federal formula funds for research and edu- 
cation under the Act must provide a min- 
imum of a one-to-one match with non-Fed- 
eral dollars for each fiscal year and elimi- 
nates a 1955 amendment that gave States a 
$90,000 allocation before requiring the one-to- 
one match. This section requires the Sec- 
retary to withhold the difference between 
the total amount that should have been pro- 
vided and the non-Federal funds that were 
actually provided during the fiscal year from 
States which fail to provide matching funds 
for the fiscal year. The Secretary shall re-ap- 
portion withheld funds among the States 
satisfying the matching requirement for the 
fiscal year, and the re-apportionment shall 
be subject to the match requirement. An ex- 
ception to the match requirement is granted 
to States for funds received for regional re- 
search. 

The House amendment amends the Smith- 
Lever Act to clarify that States receiving 
Federal formula funds for extension under 
the Act must provide a minimum of a one-to- 
one match with non-Federal dollars for each 
fiscal year. The section requires the Sec- 
retary to withhold the difference between 
the total amount that should have been pro- 
vided and the non-Federal funds that were 
actually provided during the fiscal year from 
States which fail to provide matching funds 
for any fiscal year. The Secretary shall re- 
apportion withheld funds among the States 
satisfying the matching requirement for the 
fiscal year, and the re-apportionment shall 
be subject to the match requirement. An ex- 
ception to the match requirement is granted 
for matching funds to 1994 Institutions. (Sec- 
tion 202) 

The Senate bill has no comparable provi- 
sion. 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision. (Section 203) 


(51) PLANS OF WORK TO ADDRESS CRITICAL RE- 
SEARCH AND EXTENSION ISSUES AND USE OF 
PROTOCOLS TO MEASURE SUCCESS OF PLANS 


The House amendment amends section 4 of 
the Smith-Lever Act. Beginning October 1, 
1998, as a condition of receipt for Federal for- 
mula funds for extension, this section re- 
quires that institutions develop a plan of 
work that contains a description of impor- 
tant State agricultural issues and activities 
in which two or more State institutions co- 
operate to address those issues; identifies 
other colleges and universities in the State 
and other States with capacity to partici- 
pate with them in current and emerging ef- 
forts towards improved collaborations; and 
provides a summary of current programs. 
The Secretary, in consultation with the Ad- 
visory Board and land-grant colleges and 
universities, shall develop protocols to be 
used to evaluate the plans of work. To the 
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extent practicable, the Secretary shall con- 

sider plans of work submitted under this sec- 

tion to satisfy other appropriate Federal re- 
porting requirements. 

The House amendment amends section 7 of 
the Hatch Act of 1887. Beginning October 1, 
1998, as a condition of receipt for Federal for- 
mula funds for extension, this section re- 
quires that institutions develop a plan of 
work that contain a description of important 
State agricultural issues and activities in 
which two or more State institutions cooper- 
ate to address those issues; describes the 
consultation process with users of funds; 
identifies other colleges and universities in 
the State and other States with capacity to 
participate with them in current and emerg- 
ing efforts towards improved collaborations; 
and provides a summary of current pro- 
grams. The Secretary, in consultation with 
the Advisory Board and land-grant colleges 
and universities, shall develop protocols to 
be used to evaluate the plans of work. To the 
extent practicable, the Secretary shall con- 
sider plans of work submitted under this sec- 
tion to satisfy other appropriate Federal re- 
porting requirements. The Secretary may 
delay the applicability of these requirements 
until October 1, 1999 if the Secretary finds 
that the State will be unable to meet such 
requirements despite good faith efforts. (Sec- 
tion 203) 

The Senate bill has no comparable provi- 
sion. 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision. (Section 202) 

(52) PLANS OF WORK FOR 189 INSTITUTIONS TO 
ADDRESS CRITICAL RESEARCH AND EXTENSION 
ISSUES AND USE OF PROTOCOLS TO MEASURE 
SUCCESS OF PLANS 


The House amendment amends section 
1444(d) of the National Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Teach Policy Act of 
1977. Beginning October 1, 1998, as a condi- 
tion of receipt for Federal formula funds for 
extension, 1890 Institutions shall develop a 
plan of work that contains a description of 
important State agricultural issues and ac- 
tivities in which two or more State institu- 
tions cooperate to address those issues; de- 
scribes the consultation process with users 
of funds; identifies other colleges and univer- 
sities in the State and other States with ca- 
pacity to participate with them in current 
and emerging efforts towards improved col- 
laborations; and provides a summary of cur- 
rent programs. The Secretary, in consulta- 
tion with the Advisory Board and land-grant 
colleges and universities, shall develop pro- 
tocols to be used to evaluate the plans of 
work. To the extent practicable, the Sec- 
retary shall consider plans of work sub- 
mitted under this section to satisfy other ap- 
propriate Federal reporting requirements. 

This section requires that beginning Octo- 
ber 1, 1998 as a condition of receipt for Fed- 
eral formula funds for research, 1890 Institu- 
tions shall develop a plan of work that con- 
tains a description of important State agri- 
cultural issues and activities in which two or 
more State institutions cooperate to address 
those issues; identifies other colleges and 
universities in the State and other States 
with capacity to participate with them in 
current and emerging efforts towards im- 
proved collaborations; and provides a sum- 
mary of current programs. The Secretary, in 
consultation with the Advisory Board and 
land-grant colleges and universities, shall 
develop protocols to be used to evaluate the 
plans of work. The Secretary may delay the 
applicability of these requirements until Oc- 
tober 1, 1999, if the Secretary finds that the 
eligible institution will be unable to meet 
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such requirements despite good faith efforts. 

(Section 211) 

The Senate has no comparable provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision. (Section 225) 

(53) FINDINGS, AUTHORITIES, AND COMPETITIVE 
RESEARCH GRANTS UNDER FOREST AND 
RANGELAND RENEWABLE RESOURCES RE- 
SEARCH ACT OF 1978 
The House Amendment amends the con- 

gressional statement of findings and pur- 
poses of the Forest and Rangeland Renew- 
able Resources Act of 1978. The Secretary is 
authorized to conduct, support, and cooper- 
ate in forestry and rangeland research and 
education that is of the highest priority to 
the United States and users of public and 
private forest lands and rangelands in the 
United States. This section includes 5 prior- 
ities for Federal forest and range research 
and education which include: the biology of 
forest and range organisms; functional char- 
acteristics and cost-effective management of 
forest and rangelands ecosystems; inter- 
actions between humans and forests and 
rangelands; wood and forage as a raw mate- 
rial; and international trade, competition, 
and cooperation. 

Under the House amendment, the Sec- 
retary shall inventory and analyze public 
and private forests and their resources at 
least every five years as compared with the 
current eight to ten years. The Secretary 
shall also prepare a State forest inventory 
for each State. At least every five years, the 
Secretary shall prepare a report that con- 
tains a description of the State forest inven- 
tories, analyzes the results of the annual na- 
tionwide reports, and analyzes forest health 
trends. 

The House amendment modifies the com- 
petitive grants authority under the Forest 
and Rangeland Renewable Resources Act of 
1978 to allow the Secretary to use up to 5 per- 
cent of appropriated funds to make competi- 
tive grants for forestry research and up to 5 
percent for rangeland research in the five 
priority areas. The Secretary shall give pri- 
ority to proposals with collaborative re- 
search, matching funds, and in cooperation 
with existing research efforts. (Section 251) 

The Senate has no comparable provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision with an amendment regard- 
ing authorization from private property own- 
ers for the inventory and an amendment au- 
thorizing forestry research for Northeastern 
states . (Section 253) 

The Managers recognize that the Forest 
Service already obtains verbal permission 
from private landowners before visiting plots 
located on private land, abides by provisions 
of the Privacy Act of 1974 to safeguard the 
confidentiality of data collected on private 
lands, and assumes the liability for any in- 
jury suffered by field crew members while on 
private land. Where a landowner wishes a 
written authorization, a written notice shall 
be provided outlining the purpose and legal 
authority for conducting the forest inven- 
tory, the voluntary nature of private land- 
owner participation, and a means for the 
landowner to communicate in writing a de- 
nial of access. Landowners participating in 
the inventory program by allowing data col- 
lection on their property shall be provided a 
written communication of the date and time 
when data were collected and a copy of the 
annual compilation required by paragraph (2) 
that is based, in part, on their data. 

The Managers intend that the core set of 
variables collected on federal lands, such as 
the National Forest System should be con- 
sistent across all landownerships. 
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The Managers intend the words and edu- 
cation” in the subsection related to high pri- 
ority forestry research and education ex- 
clude the teaching of full semester-long uni- 
versity courses by Forest Service employees 
as a regular part of their Federal employ- 
ment. 


(54) PARTNERSHIPS FOR HIGH-VALUE 
AGRICULTURAL PRODUCT QUALITY RESEARCH 


The House amendment defines “eligible 
partnership,” “high-value agricultural prod- 
uct,” and Secretary.“ (Section 401) 

The House amendment authorizes the Sec- 
retary to make competitive grants to estab- 
lish partnerships to coordinate and manage 
research and extension activities to enhance 
the quality of high-value agricultural prod- 
ucts. The primary institution involved in a 
partnership shall be a land-grant college or 
university acting in partnership with other 
colleges or universities, nonprofit research 
and development entities, and Federal lab- 
oratories. Partnerships shall prioritize re- 
search and extension activities to enhance 
the competitiveness of agricultural products, 
increase agricultural exports, and substitute 
such products for imports. (Section 402) 

The House amendment provides that the 
partnership may address a spectrum of pro- 
duction, processing, packaging, transpor- 
tation, and marketing issues regarding effec- 
tive and environmentally responsible pest 
management alternatives and biotechnology, 
genetic research, refinement of field produc- 
tion practices, processing and packaging 
technology, and research to facilitate diver- 
sified, value-added enterprises in rural areas. 
(Section 402) 

The House amendment provides that 
grants may be awarded for a maximum of 5 
years with a possibility for renewal. The Sec- 
retary shall give preference to multi-institu- 
tional proposals that guarantee matching 
funds in excess of the required amount. The 
non-Federal sponsors of a partnership shall 
contribute, at a minimum, the same amount 
awarded by the Federal Government. (Sec- 
tion 403) 

The House amendment authorizes the nec- 
essary funds to be appropriated for this sub- 
title for fiscal years 1998 through 2002. (Sec- 
tion 404) 

The Senate bill has no comparable provi- 
sion. 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision. (Section 402) 

The Managers recognize the need for addi- 
tional research emphasis on high value agri- 
cultural commodities such as wine, horti- 
cultural and floriculture products, and other 
products that depend on quality issues that 
are best addressed through cooperative re- 
search agreements. The Managers intend 
that this initiative will emphasize a team 
approach which furthers cooperation among 
industry, government and academic re- 
searchers, 


(55) HIGH-PRIORITY RESEARCH AND EXTENSION 
INITIATIVES 


The House amendment amends Section 
1672 of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, 
and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5925) to allow 
the Secretary, in consultation with the Advi- 
sory Board, to make competitive grants for 
high-priority research and extension grants 
and provides that the Secretary shall seek 
proposals for grants and perform peer-review 
of the proposals from State agricultural ex- 
periment stations, all colleges and univer- 
sities, Federal agencies, and the private sec- 
tor for high priority research and extension. 
The grant may not be used for construction 
of a facility. 
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The House amendment requires grant re- 
cipients to contribute non-Federal matching 
funds or in-kind support. The Secretary may 
waive this matching funds requirement if the 
Secretary determines that the results of the 
project are likely to be applicable to agricul- 
tural commodities generally or that the 
project involves a minor commodity, deals 
with scientifically important research, and 
the recipient would be unable to satisfy the 
match requirement. 

The House amendment permits the Sec- 
retary to give priority, after the peer-review 
process for all grant proposals, to proposals 
involving the cooperation of multiple insti- 
tutions. 

The House amendment identifies and de- 
scribes the thirty-two high-priority research 
and extension areas for which the Secretary 
will make grants and authorizes the nec- 
essary funds to be appropriated for fiscal 
years 1998 through 2002. 

The House amendment authorizes the Sec- 
retary to establish task forces to make rec- 
ommendations in the high-priority research 
and extension areas. The Secretary may not 
incur costs greater than $1,000 in any fiscal 
year in connection with each task force. 
(Section 421) 

The Senate bill authorizes separate re- 
search programs for fire ants, formosan ter- 
mite, wheat scab, small and medium sized 
dairy and livestock operations and reauthor- 
izes the red meat safety research center. 
(Sections 213, 233, 238, 237, and 401) 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision with amendments to strike 
the authorization for dairy efficiency, profit- 
ability and competitiveness and instead 
adopt the Senate research provision for 
dairy, livestock and poultry operations; to 
insert an authorization for tomato spotted 
wilt virus; to insert modified Senate provi- 
sions regarding Formosan termites and im- 
ported fire ants; and to create a separate nu- 
trient management research and extension 
initiative focusing on authorization for ani- 
mal waste and odor, water quality and eco- 
systems, rural/urban interfaces, animal feed, 
and alternative uses of animal waste. (Sec- 
tions 242 and 243) 

The Managers recognize the growing 
threat of the Tomato Spotted Wilt Virus 
(TSWV), to several integral crops in the 
Southeast such as peanuts, tobacco, and to- 
matoes. Spotted wilt epidemics in the South- 
east involve two thrips species, western flow- 
er thrips (Frankliniella occidentalis) and to- 
bacco thrips (F. Fusca) in which the virus 
multiplies and thus can be transmitted for 
the life of the thrips. The TSWV and related 
viruses cause approximately $1 billion a year 
in damages. The TSWV has an extremely 
wide host range that includes many impor- 
tant cultivated crops as well as weeds. Two 
of the species of thrips that transmit TSWV 
are endemic in the Southeast. The wide host 
range of the virus and its thrips vectors 
make spotted wilt control extremely dif- 
ficult. Progress in better managing spotted 
wilt has been limited by an inadequate un- 
derstanding of the disease. The Managers en- 
courage the Secretary to give priority fund- 
ing to those areas with the highest historical 
rates of infestation. 

The Managers strongly believe that food 
safety research should be a priority at the 
Department of Agriculture and our nation’s 
colleges and universities. We applaud the ef- 
forts of institutions whose work on E. coli 
0157:H7, Cyclospora, and other foodborne 
pathogens has helped us gain a better under- 
standing of these new and emerging threats. 
The Managers consider this matter of ex- 
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treme importance and encourage the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, in cooperation with 
other agencies and institutions, to utilize 
funds for research partnerships. 

The Managers encourage the Secretary to 
direct research toward practices that pre- 
serve the nutrient value of manure and its 
use as a crop nutrient source. This would in- 
clude methods to alter the storage and use of 
manure from different production systems 
but would also include the assessment of the 
nutrient value of manure once applied to the 
soil. Research should especially focus on 
gaining understanding of the process of odor 
formation, transport across landscapes, and 
effective techniques for odor reduction. 

The Managers recognize that animal waste 
management involves the investigation of 
the nutrient properties of manure that can 
be used in crop and pasture production sys- 
tems, including composting to enhance ma- 
nure characteristics. Furthermore, it is clear 
that efforts need to be directed toward meth- 
ods to assess manure quality, processing to 
improve nutrient value and methods of re- 
ducing water content to improve transport 
characteristics. As this research continues 
to progress, the Managers further encourage 
the integration of research concepts into 
demonstration trials in order to transfer this 
information to producers. 

The Managers intend that the Department 
make every effort to implement the new sec- 
tion dealing with swine nutrient manage- 
ment and odor control research and exten- 
sion with minimal disruption. The Managers 
are aware that laboratories are currently 
doing swine odor research. To the maximum 
extent possible, the Department should inte- 
grate this new section with ongoing microbi- 
ology and water quality research, empha- 
sizing environmentally sound animal produc- 
tion methods. 


(56) ORGANIC AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND 
EXTENSION INITIATIVE 


The House amendment authorizes the Sec- 
retary, in consultation with the Advisory 
Board, to make competitive specialized re- 
search and extension grants for organic ac- 
tivities. The recipient must provide match- 
ing, non-Federal funds; however, the Sec- 
retary may waive the match if the results of 
the project, while of particular benefit to one 
commodity, are likely to be applicable to ag- 
riculture generally or the project involves a 
minor commodity, deals with scientifically 
important research, and the recipient would 
be unable to satisfy the matching funds re- 
quirement. (Section 422) 

The Senate bill does not contain a com- 
parable provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision with an amendment to di- 
rect that fees collected under the Organic 
Foods Production Act be provided to USDA 
to cover the cost of the program. (Sections 
244 and 601) 


(57) THOMAS JEFFERSON INITIATIVE FOR CROP 
DIVERSIFICATION 


Section 427 establishes the Thomas Jeffer- 
son Initiative in order to conduct research 
and development, in cooperation with other 
public and private entities, on the produc- 
tion and marketing of new and nontradi- 
tional crops. The Secretary shall coordinate 
the initiative through a nonprofit center 
that will coordinate research and education 
programs in cooperation with other public 
and private entities. The Secretary shall 
support development of multi-State regional 
efforts in crop diversification, and 50 percent 
of available funding shall be used for re- 
gional efforts centered at land-grant institu- 
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tions. The Secretary may award the remain- 
ing funds to colleges or universities, non- 
profit organizations, or public agencies in 5 
year, competitive grants. Recipients must 
contribute matching non-Federal funds. 
(Section 427) 

The Senate bill does not contain a com- 
parable provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision. (Section 405) 


(58) INTEGRATED RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND 
EXTENSION COMPETITIVE GRANTS PROGRAM 


The House amendment authorizes the Sec- 
retary to award competitive grants to col- 
leges and universities for integrated re- 
search, education, and extension projects 
that address priorities of U.S. agriculture. 
The Secretary shall require matching funds 
or in-kind support if the grant will benefit a 
particular commodity; however, the Sec- 
retary may waive the requirement if the re- 
sults are likely to benefit agriculture gen- 
erally or the project involves a minor com- 
modity, deals with scientifically important 
research, and the recipient would be unable 
to meet the match requirement. (Section 428) 

The Senate bill does not contain a com- 
parable provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision. (Section 406) 


(59) RESEARCH GRANTS UNDER EQUITY IN 
EDUCATION LAND-GRANT STATES ACT OF 1994 


The House amendment amends the Equity 
in Education Land-Grant States Act to au- 
thorize the Secretary to make competitive 
grants to 1994 Institutions to conduct agri- 
cultural research that addresses high pri- 
ority concerns of tribal, national, and multi- 
State significance. Research will be con- 
ducted under a cooperative agreement with 
land-grant colleges and universities. (Sec- 
tion 429) 

The Senate bill does not contain a com- 
parable provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision. (Section 251) 


(60) ROLE OF SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE RE- 
GARDING FOOD AND AGRICULTURAL SCIENCES 
RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND EXTENSION 


The House amendment designates the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture as the principal official 
in the Executive branch responsible for co- 
ordinating all Federal research and exten- 
sion activities related to food and agricul- 
tural sciences. (Section 501) 

The Senate bill has no comparable provi- 
sion. 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision. (Section 613) 


(61) OFFICE OF PEST MANAGEMENT POLICY 


The House amendment requires the Sec- 
retary to establish an Office of Pest Manage- 
ment Policy. This Office of Pest Manage- 
ment Policy shall, in addition to its assigned 
responsibilities within the Department of 
Agriculture, shall provide leadership in co- 
ordinating interagency activities with the 
EPA, FDA, and other Federal and State 
agencies and coordinate agricultural policies 
within the Department related to pesticides. 
This section requires the Office of Pest Man- 
agement Policy to consult with and provide 
services to producer groups and interested 
parties. (Section 502) 

The Senate bill has no comparable provi- 
sion. 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision. (Section 614) 

The Managers believe that the creation of 
an Office of Pest Management Policy is nec- 
essary to focus and coordinate the many pest 
management and pesticide-related activities 
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carried out within the Department. The 
Managers feel strongly that this is a nec- 
essary step if the Department is to be effec- 
tive in carrying out its statutory respon- 
sibilities with respect to pesticide issues and 
pest management research. For example, the 
National Cancer Institute (NCI), in conjunc- 
tion with the National Institute of Environ- 
mental and Health Sciences and the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency (EPA), are con- 
ducting a series of epidemiological studies, 
collectively called the “Agricultural Health 
Study.“ The studies are designed to evaluate 
the health of farmers and will focus pri- 
marily on pesticide exposures. The managers 
believe that the studies should be carried out 
and the results reported according to the 
highest standards of epidemiological science. 
The Managers expect the Office of Pest Man- 
agement Policy to closely monitor this 
project and provide input and advice when- 
ever appropriate. 

The Managers also expect the Office of 
Pest Management Policy to coordinate with 
the EPA to ensure effective implementation 
of the Food Quality Protection Act of 1996 
(FQPA). The Managers recommend the Di- 
rector of the office work with EPA, pro- 
ducers, and other appropriate groups to de- 
velop effective, efficient mechanisms for 
gathering data necessary for making regu- 
latory decisions under FQPA. The Managers 
expect the Director and the Administrators 
of the relevant Departmental agencies to 
work with producers in reorienting research 
priorities in pest management to facilitate 
development, evaluation and delivery of al- 
ternative pest management tools. 

The Managers expect the office to be cre- 
ated within and staffed by an official within 
the Office of the Secretary. The managers in- 
tend for the Director of the office to report 
directly to the Secretary or the Deputy Sec- 
retary of Agriculture. 


(62) FOOD SAFETY RESEARCH INFORMATION 
OFFICE AND NATIONAL CONFERENCE 


The House amendment directs the Sec- 
retary to establish a Food and Safety Re- 
search Information Office at the National 
Agricultural Library to provide information 
on food safety research initiatives to the re- 
search community and the general public 
and further directs the Secretary to sponsor 
a National Conference on Food Safety Re- 
search within 120 days after the enactment 
of this Act as well as annual workshops in 
each of the subsequent four years after the 
conference. 

The House amendment provides that the 
National Academy of Sciences’ study include 
recommendations to ensure that the food 
safety inspection system, within the re- 
sources traditionally available to existing 
food safety agencies, protects the public 
health. (Section 503) 

The Senate bill has no comparable provi- 
sion. 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision with an amendment to au- 
thorize continued development of food safety 
handling education. (Section 615) 


(63) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS RECEIVED OR COL- 
LECTED ON BEHALF OF NATIONAL ARBORETUM 


The House amendment provides a technical 
amendment to clarify that fees collected at 
the National Arboretum under the Act of 
March 4, 1927 are available for use by the 
Secretary without further appropriation. 
(Section 505) 

The Senate bill does not contain a com- 
parable provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision. (Section 601) 
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(64) RETENTION AND USE OF AGRICULTURAL RE- 
SEARCH SERVICE PATENT CULTURE COLLEC- 
TION FEES 
The House amendment provides that fees 

collected by ARS from the Patent Culture 

Collection shall be retained by ARS for 

maintenance and operation of the Patent 

Culture Collection. (Section 506) 

The Senate bill does not contain a com- 
parable provision. 
The conference substitute adopts the 

House provision. (Section 601) 

(65) REIMBURSEMENT OF EXPENSES INCURRED 
UNDER SHEEP PROMOTION, RESEARCH, AND IN- 
FORMATION ACT OF 1994 


The House amendment provides that the 
Agricultural Marketing Service may use its 
funds to reimburse the American Sheep In- 
dustry Association for expenses incurred by 
the Association in preparation for the imple- 
mentation of a sheep and wool promotion, 
research, education, and information order. 
(Section 507) 

The Senate bill does not contain a com- 
parable provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision. (Section 617) 


(66) DESIGNATION OF KIKA DE LA GARZA SUB- 
TROPICAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH CENTER, 
WESLACO, TEXAS 


The House amendment designates the Sub- 
tropical Agricultural Research Center in 
Weslaco, Texas, as the Kika de la Garza Sub- 
tropical Agricultural Research Center. (Sec- 
tion 508) 

The Senate bill does not contain a com- 
parable provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision. (Section 619) 


(67) SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING AGRICUL- 
TURAL RESEARCH SERVICE EMPHASIS ON 
FIELD RESEARCH REGARDING METHYL BRO- 
MIDE ALTERNATIVES 


The House amendment provides that it is 
the sense of Congress that the Secretary of 
Agriculture should use a substantial portion 
of the ARS funds appropriated for the devel- 
opment of agricultural alternatives to meth- 
yl bromide for research to be conducted in 
real field conditions such as pre-planting and 
post-harvest conditions. (Section 509) 

The Senate bill does not contain a com- 
parable provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision. (Section 641) 


(68) SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING IMPOR- 
TANCE OF SCHOOL-BASED AGRICULTURAL EDU- 
CATION 


The House amendment contains Sense of 
Congress that the Secretary of Agriculture 
and the Secretary of Education cooperate in 
providing support for school-based agricul- 
tural education. (Section 510) 

The Senate bill does not contain a com- 
parable provision. 

The conference substitute adopts the 
House provision. (Section 642) 


(69) SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING DESIGNA- 
TION OF DEPARTMENT CRISIS MANAGEMENT 
TEAM 
Based on congressional findings, it is the 

sense of Congress that the Secretary should 

designated a Crisis Management Team, com- 
posed of senior departmental personnel in 

relevant areas, to develop and implement a 

department-wide crisis management plan. 

(Section 511) 

The Senate bill does not contain a com- 
parable provision. 
The conference substitute adopts the 

House provision with an amendment to 

strike the findings and require the Secretary 
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to develop a crisis management strategy and 
to designate a crisis management team. 
(Section 618) 


COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES, 
Washington, DC, March 20, 1998. 
Hon. ROBERT F. SMITH, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, Long- 
worth HOB, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Although S. 1150 con- 
tains substantial amendments to the Na- 
tional Aquaculture Act of 1980, an act within 
the jurisdiction of the Committee on Re- 
sources, I was disappointed that the Com- 
mittee on Resources was not named a con- 
feree on the bill. 

However, I understand that there is some 
interest in including a simple authorization 
of the National Aquaculture Act in the con- 
ference report on S. 1150. As funding author- 
ization for the National Aquaculture Act has 
expired and no reauthorization vehicle has 
been introduced this Congress, in the inter- 
ests of efficiency, I would have no objection 
to including a level reauthorization of appro- 
priations for the Department of Interior, 
Commerce and Agriculture through 2003 in 
the conference report. Reauthorization of 
the National Aquaculture Act has been in- 
cluded in other bills reported from the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture in the past, but the 
Committee on Merchant Marine (the prede- 
cessor to the Committee on Resources in this 
jurisdictional area) had always been named a 
conferee on those provisions. In addition, 8. 
1150 itself was never referred to a committee 
in the House of Representatives. Therefore, I 
make this request with the understanding 
that the inclusion of funding for these agen- 
cies in a bill authorizing agricultural re- 
search, a matter within the jurisdiction of 
the Agriculture Committee, does not dimin- 
ish or otherwise affect the long-standing ju- 
risdiction of the Committee on Resources 
over the National Aquaculture Act. 

I appreciate you keeping me informed on 
the progress of the conference on this bill 
and I thank you for your continued recogni- 
tion of the role of the Committee on Re- 
sources in aquaculture. 

Sincerely, 
DON YOUNG, 
Chairman. 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, DC, March 24, 1998. 
Hon. DON YOUNG, 
Chairman, Committee on Resources, Longworth 
HOB, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 
letter of March 20, 1998 agreeing to include in 
the conference report on S. 1150 a simple re- 
authorization of appropriations for that por- 
tion of the National Aquaculture Act under 
the jurisdiction of the Committee on Re- 
sources. 

As you noted, funding authorization for 
the Act has expired and no bill addressing 
this matter has been introduced in the 
House. I appreciate your willingness to expe- 
dite the reauthorizing process by using S. 
1150 as the vehicle. You duly noted in your 
letter that had S. 1150 been referred to com- 
mittee, you would have requested referral to 
the Committee on Resources and that you 
had requested conferees from that com- 
mittee after that bill passed the House. I can 
assure you that inclusion of this provision in 
S. 1150, a bill authorizing agricultural re- 
search, a matter within the jurisdiction of 
the Committee on Agriculture, should not be 
construed to diminish or otherwise affect the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Resources 
over subject matter contained in the Na- 
tional Aquaculture Act. 
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I look forward to working with you and the 
Committee on Resources, of which I am a 
member, on aquaculture and other issues of 
shared jurisdiction, 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT F. (BOB) SMITH, 
Chairman. 

ROBERT SMITH, 
LARRY COMBEST, 
BILL BARRETT, 
CHARLES W. STENHOLM, 
CALVIN DOOLEY, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
RICHARD G. LUGAR, 
THAD COCHRAN, 
PAUL D. COVERDELL, 
TOM HARKIN, 
PATRICK LEAHY, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


o 1800 


APPOINTMENT OF ADDITIONAL 
CONFEREES ON H.R. 2400, BUILD- 
ING EFFICIENT SURFACE TRANS- 
PORTATION AND EQUITY ACT OF 
1998 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PEASE). Without objection, the Chair 
appoints the following additional con- 
ferees on H.R. 2400: 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Commerce, for consider- 
ation of provisions in the House bill 
and Senate amendment relating to the 
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
Improvement Program; and sections 
124, 125, 303, and 502 of the House bill; 
and sections 1407, 1601, 1602, 2103, 3106, 
3301-3302, 4101-4104, and 5004 of the Sen- 
ate amendment and modifications com- 
mitted to conference: 

Messrs. BLILEY, BILIRAKIS, and DIN- 
GELL. 

Provided that Mr. TAuzIn is ap- 
pointed in lieu of Mr. BILIRAKIS for 
consideration of sections 1407, 2103, and 
3106 of the Senate amendment. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will appoint further additional 
conferees from other committees at a 
subsequent time. 

The Clerk will notify the Senate of 
the change in conferees. 


—— [—ü—iů＋—ů.iꝛ— 


SPECIAL ORDERS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 7, 1997, and under a previous order 
of the House, the following Members 
will be recognized for 5 minutes each. 


— 


TRIBUTE TO VICTIMS OF 
ARMENIAN GENOCIDE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today as my colleagues and I do every 
time at this time of year, I should say, 
in what has become one of the proudest 
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traditions in this House and that is to 
remember and pay tribute to the vic- 
tims of one of history’s worst crimes 
against humanity, the Armenian geno- 
cide of 1915 through 1923. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I know 
there are a number of Members who 
would like to participate in the special 
orders tonight on this subject, and I 
would ask unanimous consent that all 
Members have 5 legislative days to re- 
vise and extend their remarks on the 
topic of my special order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, when 
we talk about the Armenian genocide, 
we are describing one of the most hor- 
rible events of the 20th century and in 
all of human history. Yet many, per- 
haps most, Americans and most people 
around the world are barely aware of 
this extremely significant historical 
event. There are those who even try to 
deny that the genocide ever happened. 
But it did happen. 

The Armenian genocide was the sys- 
tematic extermination of 1% million 
Armenian men, women, and children 
during the final years of the Ottoman- 
Turkish empire. This was the first 
genocide of the 20th century, a pre- 
cursor to the Nazi Holocaust and other 
cases of ethic cleansing and mass ex- 
terminations which are still all too 
common around the world. 

Friday, April 24, marks the 88rd anni- 
versary of the unleashing of the Arme- 
nian genocide. This evening, here in 
the Capitol building, the Armenian Na- 
tional Committee of America is spon- 
soring a ceremony and reception of re- 
membrance for the genocide; and the 
ANC and the Armenian Assembly have 
both been at the forefront for calling 
for recognition of the genocide, not 
just for the people of Armenian descent 
who have heard the history from their 
parents or grandparents but for all of 
us as an active education and witness 
about the evils of genocide and the 
danger of forgetting. 

Yet, Mr. Speaker, I regret to say that 
the United States still does not offi- 
cially recognize the Armenian geno- 
cide. Bowing to strong pressure from 
Turkey, the U.S. State Department has 
for more than 15 years shied away from 
referring to the tragic events of 1915 to 
1923 by the word “genocide.” 

President Clinton and his recent 
predecessors have annually issued proc- 
lamations on the anniversary of the 
genocide expressing sorrow for the 
massacres and solidarity with the vic- 
tims but always stopping short of using 
the word genocide,“ thus minimizing 
and not accurately conveying what 
really happened beginning 83 years ago. 

Mr. Speaker, the United States 
should go on record clearly and unam- 
biguously recognizing the Armenian 


6447 


genocide and setting aside April 24 asa 
day of remembrance. To that end, I 
urge renewed efforts to, on the part of 
Congress, to pass a resolution that puts 
the United States firmly on record on 
the side of truth. We will also keep up 
the pressure on the President to call 
the genocide by its proper name. 

And what is almost as appalling as 
the act of genocide itself is the fact 
that the Republic of Turkey simply 
goes on denying that the genocide ever 
took place. Indeed, Turkey has mount- 
ed an aggressive effort to try to 
present an alternative and false version 
of history, using its extensive financial 
and lobbying resources in this country. 

The Turkish Government has em- 
barked on a strategy of endowing 
Turkish study programs at various uni- 
versities around the United States. 
And while Turkish and Ottoman stud- 
ies are cleared worthy of academic in- 
terest, the Turkish Government is at- 
taching conditions to these funds that 
make it clear that the program will be 
carried out under the watchful eyes of 
the Turkish Government and other 
pro-Turkish elements. One of the major 
goals of this propaganda effort is to 
minimize, distort, and outright deny 
the facts of the Armenian genocide. 

Mr. Speaker, adding insult to injury, 
the Republic of Azerbaijan has mount- 
ed an effort to try to accuse Armenians 
of committing genocide against the 
people of Azerbaijan, in many cases di- 
rectly mimicking Armenian state- 
ments and simply turning them around 
against the Armenians. 

Recently, the Assembly of Turkish- 
American Associations circulated a 
booklet to congressional offices deny- 
ing the Armenian genocide and fabri- 
cating a wide range of half-truths, 
slanders, and lies against the Armenian 
people. But these denials fly in the face 
of the preponderance of evidence. 

The U.S. National Archives holds the 
most comprehensive documentation in 
the world on this historical tragedy. 
Formal protests were made at the time 
by the U.S. Ambassador, and Congress 
approved of allowing a private relief 
agency to raise funds in the United 
States. American consular officials and 
private aide workers secretly housed 
Armenians at great personal risks to 
themselves and in direct defiance of 
Turkish orders not to help the Arme- 
nians. 

Mr. Speaker, I know many of my 
other colleagues would like to address 
this subject tonight, and I would like 
to say that the Armenian genocide is a 
very painful subject to discuss, yet we 
must never forget what happened and 
never cease speaking out. We must 
overcome the denials and indifference 
and keep alive the memory and the 
truth of what happened. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, if the gen- 
tleman will yield, I want to thank the 
gentleman for his remarks and asso- 
ciate myself with them. 
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Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to join with my colleagues in re- 
membering the Armenian people who 
lost their lives in one of history’s 
greatest atrocities, the Armenian geno- 
cide. 

Mr. Speaker, on April 24, 1915, Turk- 
ish officials arrested and exiled more 
than 200 Armenian political, intellec- 
tual and religious leaders. This sym- 
bolic rounding up of Armenian leaders 
began a reign of terror against the Ar- 
menian people that lasted for the next 
eight years, and resulted in the death 
of more than 1.5 million Armenians. 
Acts of deportations, torture, enslave- 
ment and mass executions obliterated 
the Armenian population and changed 
the world forever. These mass extermi- 
nations and incidents of ethnic cleans- 
ing are the first examples of genocide 
in this century, and have often been re- 
ferred to as the precursor to the Nazi 
Holocaust. 

It is most important that we remem- 
ber the Armenian people and recognize 
the Armenian Genocide so that we 
never again see such a heinous dis- 
regard for human life. The memory of 
this event, no matter how cruel and 
brutal, must serve as a lesson to us all 
to never ignore such actions. We owe 
that to the Armenian people who 
showed such bravery in a time of great 
pain and tragedy. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr. Speak- 
er, during the First World War, the Armenian 
people suffered greatly under the hands of 
Turkey, leading to what we now have come to 
call the Armenian Genocide. 

It was one of the first state ordered geno- 
cides of this century, and would later become 
one of the many genocides that have marred 
the recent history of our World. 

During the First World War, the willingness 
of the Armenians to serve in the Allied forces, 
was seen as a threat to the Turkish govern- 
ment. The Turks ordered a mass deportation 
of almost the entire Armenian population from 
their homeland to two provinces of the Turkish 
Empire. 

More than one million Armenians died dur- 
ing this long forced march, many from disease 
and malnutrition. 

Once a year, we pay tribute to those who 
survived and we honor the memory of those 
who perished in the genocide. Nearly 1.5 mil- 
lion persons were killed and another half mil- 
lion were deported from their home country. 

Unfortunately, the atrocities of the past have 
been replayed in the Holocaust of World War 
ll, Cambodia, Rwanda, the former Yugoslavia, 
and many other places world wide where lead- 
ers have turned their backs on human rights 
and human suffering. 

The crime of genocide must never again be 
allowed a part of our lives, and today we 
stand with our Armenian friends, to remember 
and share in their grief, and to make a com- 
mitment to prevent such acts in the future. 

We must work to remember and never for- 
get the genocide, and to fight for peace in this 
region and worldwide. 

| will be going to Armenia in May, and look 
forward to meeting with Armenians on the on- 
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going issues that they have with Turkey and 
an overview of the history that they have en- 
dured. 

am proud to join Armenians around the 
world as we remember the terrible massacres 
suffered in 1915-23. 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today, 
together with my colleagues, to commemorate 
the Armenian Genocide of 1915-1923. This is 
an episode of human history so dark, and so 
repulsive to our sense of decency and moral- 
ity, that it deserves our special attention. In 
the eight years of the genocide, more than 1.5 
million Armenians of the Ottoman Empire were 
systematically slaughtered. Their property was 
confiscated, and many were forced on long 
marches, often without food and water, during 
which thousands of victims died. Others were 
forced into slave labor, while many were sim- 
ply tortured and executed. These atrocious 
acts comprised the first instance of genocide 
in the twentieth century—and tragically it was 
not the last systematic attempt to destroy an 
entire race of people. 

It is of the utmost importance that we not 
allow this tragedy to lapse from our memory. 
Equally important is that we should not by 
means of obfuscation and equivocation at- 
tempt to deny these horrifying events. It has 
been said that denial of genocide is the final 
state of genocide: by attempting to erase the 
memory of the act and trivialize the suffering 
of its victims it destroys the dignity of all those 
who died. 

| therefore call on the Turkish government to 
right a wrong and recognize the occurrence of 
the Armenian Genocide. In this way, we can 
finally come to terms with this tragedy, not as 
Turks or Armenians or members of any par- 
ticular ethnic group, but as human beings. For 
it is only after we have acknowledged the evils 
of which humankind is capable, that we can 
prevent these evils from occurring again. 

Many are aware of the remark made by Ad- 
olph Hitler as he was planning the “final solu- 
tion” for the “Jewish problem” that “who, after 
all, speaks today of the annihilation of the Ar- 
menians?” The fact that he could take comfort 
in our collective amnesia only proves the need 
to remember these atrocities. | am honored to 
be joining with all those who are commemo- 
rating the Armenian Genocide today through- 
out the world, and | thank my colleagues, 
Congressmen JOHN PORTER and FRANK 
PALLONE, for helping to keep Members of the 
House focused on this very important issue. | 
implore everyone, young and old, to heed well 
the all-important phrase: “We must never for- 

et!” 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, | thank Mr. 
PALLONE and Mr. PORTER for their leadership 
in bringing us together to remember a time in 
world history when the Armenian people were 
singled out for a brutal attack on their very ex- 
istence, an attack that would come to be 
known as the Armenian Genocide. On April 
24, 1915, the rulers of the Ottoman Empire set 
out to annihilate the Armenian minority. Over 
the course of the next eight years, the Turkish 
government systematically murdered 1.5 mil- 
lion Armenians and deported 500,000. By the 
end of 1923, the entire Armenian population of 
Anatolia and Western Armenia was either 
murdered or deported. 

This anniversary serves to remind us of the 
importance of vigilance against oppression 
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and acts of violence against the rights of eth- 
nic minorities around the world. In my home 
state of California, the story of the Armenian 
Genocide is included in the social studies cur- 
riculum as mandated by the State Board of 
Education in 1987. Similar curricula on human 
rights and genocide exist in New Jersey, New 
York, Connecticut and Massachusetts. 

And while a growing number of Americans 
come to understand the horror of this episode 
in history, the perpetrators continue their de- 
nial. Just last year, Turkey attempted to 
endow a chair on Turkish and Ottoman history 
at UCLA. School officials were forced to tem- 
per their initial enthusiasm when concerns 
were raised that this effort was a stab at his- 
torical revisionism. 

Turkey continues to violate the human rights 
of the Kurdish minority, at times in ways that 
are reminiscent of its historical treatment of 
the Armenians and Greeks. The Turkish gov- 
ernment has failed to ensure the safety of the 
Ecumenical Patriarch and the seat of the Or- 
thodox Church in Istanbul. In Cyprus, the 
Turkish army enforces a partition of the island 
that has been universally denounced since it 
invaded in 1974. This consistent and constant 
disregard of international convention is a hall- 
mark of a nation that ignores the obvious les- 
sons from its own history. 

Despite the near obliteration of their ancient 
culture, the Armenian people have survived. 
Throughout the world they have made enor- 
mous cultural and economic contributions to 
the communities in their adopted homelands. 
Recently, Armenia held presidential elections, 
and while there were some problems, this 
fragile democracy continues to move forward. 
| congratulate the Armenian people for their 
resilience. Their triumph over adversity is a 
story from which we all draw strength. 

ARMENIAN GENOCIDE—83D ANNIVERSARY 

Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr. Speaker, 
as a proud member of the Congressional Cau- 
cus on Armenian Issues, and the representa- 
tive of a large and vibrant community of Arme- 
nian-Americans, | rise today to join my col- 
leagues in the sad commemoration of the Ar- 
menian Genocide. 

First, | would like to commend the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) and 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. PORTER), co- 
chairs of the caucus, for all of their hard work 
on this issue and other issues of human 
rights. 

April 24, 1998 marks the 83d anniversary of 
the beginning of the Armenian genocide. It 
was on that day in 1915 that over 200 Arme- 
nian religious, political, and intellectual leaders 
were arrested and subsequently murdered in 
central Turkey. 

This date marks the beginning of an orga- 
nized campaign by the “Young Turk” govern- 
ment to eliminate the Armenians from the 
Ottoman Empire. 

Over the next 8 years, 1.5 million Arme- 
nians died at the hands of the Turks, and a 
half million more were departed. 

As the United States Ambassador to the 
Ottoman Empire, Henry Morgenthau, Sr., has 
written: “When the Turkish authorities gave 
the orders for these deportations, they were 
merely giving the death warrant to a whole 
race. They understood this well and made no 
particular attempt to conceal the fact.” 
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As a supporter of human rights, | am dis- 
mayed that the Turkish government is still re- 
fusing to acknowledge what happened and in- 
stead is attempting to rewrite history. 

In a sense, even more appalling than Tur- 
key’s denial is the willingness of some officials 
in our own government to join in rewriting the 
history of the Armenian Genocide. It is vital 
that we do not let political agendas get in the 
way of doing the right thing. 

Mr. Speaker, the issues surrounding the Ar- 
menian genocide should not go unresolved. | 
call upon the United States Government to de- 
mand complete accountability by the Turkish 
Government for the Armenian Genocide of 
1915-1923. To heal the wounds of the past, 
the Turkish government must first recognize 
the responsibility of its country’s leaders at 
that time for this catastrophe. 

Nothing we can do or say will bring those 
who perished back to life, but we can imbue 
their memories with everlasting meaning by 
teaching the lessons of the Armenian geno- 
cide to future generations. 

The noted philosopher, George Santayana, 
has taught us that “those who cannot remem- 
ber the past are condemned to repeat it.” We 
should heed this wise principle and do all we 
can to ensure that the martyrdom of the Arme- 
nian people is not forgotten. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, today, | join voices 
with my colleagues in Congress and Arme- 
nians all over the world as we commemorate 
the 83d anniversary of the Armenian Geno- 
cide. 

Between 1894 and 1923, approximately two 
million Armenians were massacred, per- 
secuted, or exiled by the Ottoman Empire. 
Today, fewer than 80,000 declared Armenians 
remain in Turkey. The Eastern provinces, the 
Armenian heartland, are virtually without Ar- 
menians. 

The years since the Armenian Genocide 
have magnified its tragedy, not diminished it. 
It is true for the hundreds of thousands who 
lost their lives as well as their families for 
whom the void can never be filled. 

It also has been true for all the world. The 
Holocaust of the 1930's and 1940's has been 
followed by a number of genocides in the last 
three decades. The failure of the Turkish gov- 
ernment to acknowledge the sinful acts of its 
predecessors sent the wrong message to the 
rulers of Cambodia, Rwanda and Bosnia. The 
failure of countries of the world to take prompt 
notice of these modern atrocities should re- 
mind all of us of the failure of other nations to 
promptly acknowledge the massacre of Arme- 
nians in the Ottoman Empire. 

In a word, it is the duty of all Armenians to 
join Armenian-Americans in remembering the 
Armenian genocide. We have been fighting 
this battle for formal acknowledgement by the 
Turkish government for many years. We must 
not give in until the battle is won. 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, each year, for 
the past six or seven years of my memory, my 
colleagues, Mr. PALLONE and Mr. PORTER, 
have organized this special congressional op- 
portunity for this body to pause to honor the 
memory of the 1% million Armenians who 
were killed between 1915 and 1923 by agents 
of the Turkish Ottoman Empire in what is 
known in infamy as the Armenian Genocide. 
In essence, we retell a story of a moment in 
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history, an even which began some 83 years 
ago. | have noticed that each year, | find my- 
self using the same words to tell this story, 
and | realize that this process of retelling the 
facts of genocide, committed against the peo- 
ple of Armenia is in itself a very important 
event. For in retelling this story of the horror 
which was perpetuated, we remember to be 
vigilant against the planting of the seeds of fu- 
ture atrocities. 

| would like to add that my district, the 34th 
Congressional district of California, has what | 
believe is the only monument in the United 
States which commemorates and records the 
Genocide against the Armenian people. The 
citizens of the 34th Congressional district have 
strong feelings about today’s commemoration, 
and on their behalf | am here today to share 
with you this retelling of an old and difficult 
story. 

Some would claim that our remembrance 
today fans the flames of atavistic hatred and 
that this issue of the Ottoman government's 
efforts to destroy the Armenian people is a 
matter best left to scholars and historians. | do 
not agree. One fact remains undeniable: the 
death and suffering of Armenians on a mas- 
sive scale happened, and is deserving of rec- 
ognition and remembrance. 

This solemn occasion permits us to join in 
remembrance with the many Americans of Ar- 
menian ancestry, to remind this country of the 
tragic price paid by the Armenian community 
for its long pursuit of life, liberty and freedom. 

Today, | rise, with my Colleagues to recall 
and remember one of the most tragic events 
in history and through this act of remem- 
brance, to make public and vivid the memory 
of the ultimate price paid by the Armenian 
community by this blot against human civility. 

We come together each year with this act of 
commemoration, this year being the 83rd anni- 
versary of this genocide, to tell the stories of 
this atrocity so that we will not sink into igno- 
rance of our capacity to taint human progress 
with acts of mass under. 

The Armenian genocide was a deliberate 
act to kill, or deport, all Armenians from Asia 
Minor, and takes its place in history with other 
acts of genocide such as Stalin’s destruction 
of the Kulaks, Hilter’s calculated wrath on the 
Jews, Poles, and Romany Gypsy community 
in Central Europe, and Pol Pots attempt to 
purge incorrect political thought from Cam- 
bodia by killing all of his people over the age 
of fifteen, and more recently, the ethnic 
cleansing atrocities in Bosnia and Rwanda. 

We do not have the ability to go back and 
correct acts of a previous time, or to right the 
wrongs of the past. If we had this capacity, 
perhaps we could have prevented the murders 
of millions of men, women and children. 

We can, however, do everything in our 
power to prevent such atrocities from occur- 
ring again. To do this, we must educate peo- 
ple about these horrible incidents, comfort the 
survivors and keep alive the memories of 
those who died. | encourage everyone to use 
this moment to think about the tragedy which 
was the Armenian Genocide, to contemplate 
the massive loss of lives, and to ponder the 
loss of the human contributions which might 
have been. 

Although the massacre we depict and de- 
scribe started 83 years ago, the Armenian 
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people continue to fight for their freedom and 
independence today, in Nagorno Karabakh. 
Again, this year, | would like to close my re- 
marks with an urgent plea that we use this 
moment as an occasion to recommit ourselves 
to the spirit of human understanding, compas- 
sion, patience, and love. 

For these alone are the tools for overcoming 
our tragic, and uniquely human proclivity for 
resolving differences and conflicts by acts of 
violence. 

This century has been characterized as one 
of the bloodiest in our archives of human his- 
tory. Certainly, the genocide perpetuated 
against the Armenian people has been a fac- 
tor in this dismal record. 

The dawning of a new millennium offers our 
human race two paths. One continues along a 
road of destruction, distrust, and despair. 
Those who travel this path have lost their con- 
nection to the primal directives, which permit 
us as a society to maintain balance, continuity, 
and harmony. | would ask my colleagues, on 
this 83d anniversary of one of history's blood- 
iest massacres of human beings—and during 
a time in history when violent solutions to 
problems between peoples continue to hold 
sway—to contemplate the second path. The 
map to this path exists within the guiding 
teachings of all major world religions and are 
encapsulated in what Christians refer to as the 
10 Commandments. | would ask my col- 
leagues, no matter their religious or political 
persuasions and beliefs, to revisit these core 
teachings which form a common bond be- 
tween all peoples. To use these common be- 
liefs as the basis for action and understanding 
in these trying times. The surface differences 
between peoples, offer only an exciting diver- 
sity in form. At the core all peoples are united 
by common dreams, aspirations, and beliefs in 
a desire for harmony, decency, and peace 
with justice. 

Let these testimonies of the atrocities per- 
petuated against the Armenian people serve 
as a reminder that as a human race we can, 
and must, do better. It takes strength and wis- 
dom to understand that the sword of compas- 
sion is indeed mightier than the sword of steel. 

Certainly, as we reflect over the conflicts of 
this closing century, we can only come to the 
conclusion that violence begets violence, ha- 
tred begets hatred and that only under- 
standing patience, compassion, and love can 
open the door to the realization of the dreams 
which we all hold for our children and for their 
children. 

Let our statements today, remembering and 
openly condemning the atrocity committed 
against the Armenians, help renew a commit- 
ment of the American people to oppose any 
and all instances of genocide. As we enter the 
new millennium let us commit ourselves to 
finding new and peaceful paths for resolving 
differences which inevitably arise. 

| thank my colleagues for permitting me the 
honor of sharing these thoughts and words 
with you today. 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, tonight we gath- 
er to commemorate those who lost their 
homes, loved ones, and lives in the Armenian 
Genocide at the beginning of this century. 

| am the only Member of Congress of Arme- 
nian descent. Every other day of the year, my 
heritage is a source of honor for me because 
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not only do | represent a congressional dis- 
trict, but | also represent a community of peo- 
ple who have made tremendous contributions 
to the world. However, tonight being Armenian 
carries with it an obligation to bear witness 
to remember what began in 1915 * * * 
to remember what happened to my family and 
over a million other Armenians when the Otto- 
man Empire forgot its humanity and set out on 
a path of destruction. 

We gather here to remember the first geno- 
cide of this century so we don't forget that it 
was not an isolated incident. The Armenians 
were followed by the victims of Stalin’s 
purges, the German Holocaust, Cambodia's 
Killing Fields, the “ethnic cleansing” of Bosnia, 
and the tragedy of the Great Lakes region in 
Africa 


Despite these examples we still do not un- 
derstand why one day a community can be liv- 
ing peaceably among another, and the next 
they are singled out, rounded up, imprisoned 
and eventually killed. We may not understand 
why the Ottoman Empire decided to kill the 
Armenians, but we do know that it did happen 
and that it was, without question, morally 
wrong. Despite continued attempts to down- 
play or deny the scale of the tragedy, the 
forced removal of a half a million people, and 
the massacre of 1.5 million more has no other 
name but genocide. 

This past year several books written by 
members of the Armenian diaspora have been 
published, and in conclusion, | would like to 
quote from one of these books, Black Dog of 
Fate,” by Peter Balakian. He writes the fol- 
lowing: 

Commemoration is an essential process for 
the bereaved and for the inheritors of the 
legacy of genocide. It is a process of making 
meaning out of the unthinkable horror and 
loss. Because the dead have not been lit- 
erally or emotionally buried in the wake of 
genocide, commemoration is also a ritual of 
burying the dead—that first act of civiliza- 
tion. Because genocide seeks to negate all 
meaning, to unmake the world, the survivors 
and their children must find a way back to 
civilization. Commemoration, then publicly 
legitimizes the victim culture’s grief. The 
burden of bereavement can be alleviated if 
shared and witnessed by a larger community. 
Only then can redemption, hope and commu- 
nity be achieved. 

| thank Representatives PALLONE and Por- 
TER for organizing tonight's remembrance. You 
help to provide a larger community, where Ar- 
menians can share and witness, and give 
hope for redemption. 

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. Speak- 
er, | rise today in commemoration of the 83rd 
anniversary of the Armenian Genocide. On 
April 24, 1915, over 200 Armenian religious 
and political leaders were taken to Turkey and 
systematically executed. The years that fol- 
lowed brought further persecution upon the Ar- 
menian people. It is important to recognize the 
horror of the Armenian genocide as it is a les- 
son for all time. Recognition and education are 
the best tools available to help us learn from 
the mistakes of the past and insure human 
dignity for people worldwide. As we remember 
the persecution that the Armenians endured, 
we as Americans must not take for granted 
our freedom and security. We must always 
work to ensure human rights for all people. 

The atrocities that occurred in the Ottoman 
Empire from 1915 until 1923 were more than 
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a series of massacres in a time of instability, 
they foreshadowed the nightmare of the Nazi 
Holocaust and other cases of ethnic cleansing 
in the twentieth century. A failure to be honest 
with the past led to the terrors that followed 
later in the twentieth century. The Armenian 
people were driven from their homes and de- 
prived of their freedom, their dignity and finally 
their lives. By 1923, 1.5 million Armenians had 
died, and 500,000 more had been evicted 
from their homes at the hands of the Ottoman 
authorities. We look back with sadness at 
these tragic occurrences and mourn the tre- 
mendous losses of the Armenian people. 

To ignore the Armenian genocide and its 
impact on history would dishonor the victims 
of this tragedy. This was the first genocide of 
the twentieth century, and, sadly, it was not 
the last. On this, the 83d anniversary of the 
Armenian genocide we must not forget the vic- 
tims and we must be prepared to prevent fur- 
ther crimes against humanity. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. On this day | stand with 
Armenians worldwide in remembering the an- 
niversary of the genocide committed against 
the Armenian people between 1915 and 1923. 

Eighty-three years ago today, representa- 
tives of the Ottoman Empire arrested Arme- 
nian religious, political, and intellectual lead- 
ers. During the 8 years that followed, an esti- 
mated 1.5 million Armenians were executed. 
Many were raped, tortured, or enslaved. In ad- 
dition to those killed, an estimated 500,000 Ar- 
menians were deported from the Ottoman Em- 
pire. Thankfully, many of those exiles made 
their way to freedom in the United States 
where they and their descendants continue to 
make significant contributions to the cultural, 
political, and commercial fabric of the United 
States. 

Despite the formidable challenges they have 
faced over the years, the Armenian people 
have demonstrated remarkable resilience. To- 
day’s anniversary of the genocide affords us a 
chance to reflect upon the challenges Arme- 
nian faces today. While it continues to struggle 
under blockades imposed by its neighbors, Ar- 
menia continues to make economic progress 
and just concluded an improved democratic 
election. This continues the progress begun 
on September 21, 1991, when more than 94 
percent of Armenia’s eligible voters turned out 
to vote in a referendum for Armenian inde- 
pendence. Two days later, the Armenian Par- 
liament made the people's desire official when 
it declared Armenia’s independence from the 
Soviet Union. 

There are two ways to fight to prevent geno- 
cide from occurring again. One way is to do 
what we can as a nation and as individuals to 
take notice, to condemn, and to intervene 
when necessary before those who would kill 
are emboldened. The second is to embrace 
the truth, to remember history, and to confront 
those who would otherwise ignore or distort 
the occurrence of genocide. 

My family history intertwines with the trag- 
edy of the Armenia's past. My father's entire 
family was exterminated as was most of my 
mother's during the Holocaust. My father and 
mother escaped Hitler and Stalin and met in a 
displaced-persons camp in Germany after the 
war and took me and my sister away to peace 
and freedom in eastern Connecticut, which | 
now proudly represent in Congress. 
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When Hitler proposed his extermination of 
the Jews, he heard some opposition in the 
room. He silenced his opposition by asking the 
question, “Who remembers the Armenians?” | 
stand today so that everyone remembers the 
Armenians and the Jews, so no one can com- 
mit the atrocities of the past again. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, today 
we remember the Armenian Genocide, and 
honor the memory of the 1.5 million Arme- 
nians who died between 1915 and 1923. 

It has been 83 years since the Ottoman Em- 
pire began the systematic slaughter of Arme- 
nians living in Turkey. It started in 1915, when 
the Turkish government rounded up and killed 
Armenian soldiers. Then, on April 24, 1915, 
the government turned its attention to slaugh- 
tering Armenian intellectuals. They were killed 
because of their ethnicity, the first group in the 
20th Century killed not for what they did, but 
for who they were. 

By the time the bloodshed of the genocide 
ended, the victims included the aged, women 
and children who had been forced from their 
homes and marched to relocation camps, 
beaten and brutalized along the way. In addi- 
tion to the 1.5 million dead, over 500,000 Ar- 
menians were chased from their homeland. 

We take time every year to remember the 
victims of the Armenian genocide. We hope 
that, by remembering the bloodshed and 
atrocities committed against the Armenians, 
we can prevent this kind of tragedy from re- 
peating itself. Unfortunately, we have been un- 
successful. From Germany to Cambodia to 
Rwanda, the horrors of the genocide have re- 
peated themselves. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we must continue to talk 
about the genocide. We must keep alive the 
memory of those who lost their lives during 
the eight years of bloodshed in Armenia. We 
must educate other nations who have not rec- 
ognized that the Armenian genocide occurred. 
We must be vigilant and guard against this 
kind of wholesale slaughter from happening in 
the future. 

Mr. Speaker, | commend Armenian-Ameri- 
cans—the survivors and their descendants— 
who continue to educate the world about the 
tragedy of the Armenian Genocide and make 
valuable contributions to our shared American 
culture. Because of their efforts, the world will 
not be allowed to forget the memory of the 
victims of the first 20th Century holocaust. 

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of 
the Armenian community in Rhode Island, | 
would like to recognize and commemorate the 
observance of the 83rd anniversary of the Ar- 
menian Genocide, a solemn, yet historically 
significant event. 

On April 24, 1915, 200 intellectuals, political 
and religious leaders from Constantinople 
were executed by Turkish officials. Over the 
next 8 years, 1.5 million Armenians were driv- 
en from their homes, forced to endure death 
marches, starved, forced into slavery, de- 
ported, tortured and executed in mass num- 
bers. The period of 1915-23 marks one of the 
darkest periods of modern times—the first ex- 
ample of genocide in the 20th century. 

Today, we honor the victims, who suffered 
at the hands of the Ottoman Turks, and ex- 
press our condolences to their descendants. 
The world has chosen to ignore this tragedy 
and because we must ensure that history 
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does not repeat itself, we need to properly ac- 
knowledge the horrors of the Armenian Geno- 
cide. 

| join with my colleagues and the Armenian 
community to proclaim that the genocide did 
indeed happen, despite the protests from the 
Turkish Government. Unfortunately, we cannot 
change the past, but by honoring the victims 
of the Armenian Genocide and sharing the 
grief of their families, we can begin to heal the 
many wounds and work together to ensure 
that these injustices never occur again. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, | join many of 
my colleagues today in commemorating the 
83rd anniversary of the Armenian Genocide. 
For many Armenians, April 24, 1915 signifies 
the beginning of the systematic and deliberate 
campaign of the Ottoman Empire to extinguish 
the Armenian population under their rule. On 
this day, Armenians from around the world will 
be joined by many others, not only to remem- 
ber one of this century's worst tragedies, but 
to use it as a lesson for future generations to 
preserve human rights around the world. 

This somber occasion marks the anniver- 
sary of that day in 1915 when members of the 
Armenian religious, political, and intellectual 
leadership were arrested and executed. This 
incident was not isolated and marked the be- 
ginning of a mass persecution of Armenian 
men, women, and children. At that time, the 
U.S. Ambassador to the Ottoman Empire, 
Henry Morgenthau, Sr., stated that “When the 
Turkish authorities gave the orders for these 
deportations, they were giving the death war- 
rant to a whole new race. The great mas- 
sacres and persecutions of the past seem al- 
most insignificant when compared to the 
sufferings of the Armenian race in 1915.” 

Tragically, from 1915 to 1923, 1.5 million Ar- 
menians were killed, with another 500,000 that 
were exiled from their homes. By the end of 
1923, the two million Armenians that had re- 
sided in Turkey were either killed or deported. 

Throughout my life | have had the privilege 
of becoming friends with a number of Arme- 
nians who have shared the tales of the hor- 
rible and inhumane experiences their relatives 
endured. As we reflect on this tragedy today, 
we will certainly remember those who suffered 
and pay tribute to the memory of the millions 
of Armenian victims. 

Today | ask my colleagues to condemn the 
atrocities committed against the Armenians 
and continue in our efforts to prevent similar 
tragedies from developing. We must recognize 
and openly acknowledge the atrocities com- 
mitted against humanity before we are able to 
prevent them from happening again in the fu- 
ture. If we fail to speak out against such 
crimes, we are only ensuring that these atroc- 
ities will continue to occur as time goes on. 
That is a tragedy we cannot afford to risk. 

Thank you for allowing me to participate in 
this special tribute to the Armenian commu- 
nity. | am honored to be here. 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
commemorate the first of this century’s many 
examples of man’s inhumanity to man: the 
brutal suppression perpetrated by the Ottoman 
Empire against 1.5 million Armenian men, 
women, and children at the beginning of this 
century. On April 24, 1915, Ottoman authori- 
ties arrested 200 political, religious, and intel- 
lectual leaders of the Armenian community of 
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Constantinople. In the eight long years that 
followed, the Armenian population of Asia 
Minor was subjected to forced privation, de- 
portation, torture, and death. 

Mr. Speaker, it is important to remember 
this event, just as it is important to remember 
the suffering of millions of other victims of ha- 
tred and violence. It is important to remember 
because by remembering we say no Holo- 
caust, no “ethnic cleansing,” no mass extermi- 
nation must ever happen again. 

No observer of the world scene today can 
ignore the long-lasting repercussions of such 
atrocities. In the Balkans and Central Asia, we 
see how memories of past injustice and mass 
human rights violations complicate the search 
for peace. In commemorating the Armenian 
Genocide today, we must renew our commit- 
ment to help prevent future ethnic and reli- 
gious hatred. 

This day of remembrance also highlights the 
endurance and the spirit of the Armenian peo- 
ple. Many displaced Armenians joined the 
ranks of those who sought haven in our coun- 
try. Many settled in my home State of Cali- 
fornia, where they achieved prosperity, con- 
tributed to civic life, and added to the cultural 
richness of our State. California today is home 
to the largest—and thriving—community of Ar- 
menian-Americans. Their success says to the 
tyrants and the perpetrators of mass persecu- 
tion in the world that the human spirit cannot 
be suppressed. 

Mr. Speaker, | thank my colleagues Mr. 
PALLONE and Mr. PORTER for organizing this 
special order, and join my colleagues here 
today, the Armenian-American community, 
and Americans across our country in com- 
memorating the Armenian Genocide. 

Mr. MANTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
join my colleagues in remembering the 83rd 
Anniversary of the Armenian Genocide. | want 
to thank my colleagues Congressmen FRANK 
PALLONE and JOHN PORTER for organizing this 
Special Order to commemorate the victims of 
one of the most tragic events in history. 

On this day in 1915, a group of distin- 
guished Armenian leaders—intellectual, polit- 
ical, and religious—were arrested and brutally 
murdered by the Ottoman Empire. This began 
a long and abysmal process by which 1.5 mil- 
lion Armenians lost their lives. A disgraceful 
and inhuman process which also resulted in 
more than 500,000 deportations. The accounts 
by survivors go beyond the massive killings, 
there were rapes, forced slavery and the dep- 
rivation of land and homes. 

Unfortunately, the infringement on Armenian 
human rights continues today with the conflict 
over Nagorno-Karabagh. This ongoing and 
needless confrontation has ripped families and 
communities apart and killed more than 1,500 
Armenians. However, | hope and pray the 
newly elected President of Armenia, Robert 
Kocharian, will continue to lend his expertise 
towards a solution on the Nagorno Karabagh 
dispute. | congratulate President Kocharian 
and wish him the best as he leads the people 
of Armenian into the next millennium. 

Mr. Speaker, | am proud to join my col- 
leagues every year in commemorating the Ar- 
menian Genocide. Unfortunately, many people 
continue to deny these events took place in 
the years between 1915 and 1923. | cannot 
stress enough the importance that we as 
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members of Congress continue to officially 
recognize this genocide because it is a part of 
our world history. We cannot deny, nor forget 
it. 

Although many of the survivors of the Arme- 
nian Genocide are no longer with us, it is im- 
portant that we recognize this tragedy in honor 
of their relatives who continue to live with the 
memory of the event and teach their children 
about this tragedy. New York State is one of 
the few states which has offered a human 
rights/genocide curricula for teachers to use at 
their discretion, including the story of the Ar- 
menian genocide. | encourage my colleagues 
to work with their state educators to implement 
a similar program. Education programs, along 
with family discussions, are ways to ensure a 
peaceful future not only for the people of Ar- 
menia, but for all peoples. 

Mr. Speaker, | encourage my colleagues to 
join me as a member of the Congressional Ar- 
menia Caucus where they will have the oppor- 
tunity to work on issues affecting Armenians 
and Armenian-Americans while strengthening 
U.S.-Armenian relations in a bipartisan man- 
ner. 

| commend the people of Armenia for their 
tremendous contributions to the world while 
continuing to strengthen their own democracy. 
| look forward to working with my colleagues 
and the people of Armenia to ensure a stable 
and bright future for the years to come. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, this year marks 
the 83d anniversary of the Armenian Geno- 
cide, an act of mass murder that took 1.5 mil- 
lion Armenian lives and led to the exile of the 
Armenian nation from its historic homeland. 

It is of vital importance that we never forget 
what happened to the Armenian people. In- 
deed the only thing we can do for the victims 
is to remember, and we forget at our own 
peril. 

The Armenian Genocide, which began 15 
years after the start of the twentieth century, 
was the first act of genocide of this century, 
but it was far from the last. The Armenian 
Genocide was followed by the Holocaust, Sta- 
lin's purges, and other acts of mass murder 
around the world. 

Adolf Hitler himself sad that the world’s in- 
difference to the slaughter in Armenia indi- 
cated that there would be no global outcry if 
he undertook the mass murder of Jews and 
others he considered less than human. And 
he was right. It was only after the Holocaust 
that the cry “never again” arose throughout 
the world. But it was too late for millions of 
victims. Too late for the six million Jews. Too 
late for the 1.5 million Armenians. 

Today we recall the Armenian Genocide 
and we mourn its victims. We also pledge that 
we shall do everything we can to protect the 
Armenian nation against further aggression; in 
the Republic of Armenia, in Nagorno- 
Karabagh, or anywhere else. 

Unfortunately, there are some who still think 
it is acceptable to block the delivery of U.S. 
humanitarian assistance around the world. De- 
spite overwhelming international condemna- 
tion, Azerbaijan continues its blockade of U.S. 
humanitarian assistance to Armenia. 

It is tragic that Azerbaijan's tactics have de- 
nied food and medicine to innocent men, 
women, and children in Armenia, and created 
thousands of refugees. The U.S. must stand 
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firm against any dealings with Azerbaijan until 
it ends this immoral blockade. We must make 
clear that warfare and blockades aimed at ci- 
villians are unacceptable as means for resolv- 
ing disputes. 

Mr. Speaker, after the Genocide, the Arme- 
nian people wiped away their tears and cried 
out, “Let us never forget. Let us always re- 
member the atrocities that have taken the 
lives of our parents and our children and our 
neighbors.” 

As the Armenian-American author William 
Saroyan wrote, “Go ahead, destroy this race 
. . . Send them from their homes into the 
desert. Bum their homes and churches. 
Then see if they will not laugh again, see if 
they will not sing and pray again. For, when 
two of them meet anywhere in the world, see 
if they will not create a New Armenia.” 

| rise today to remember those cries and to 
make sure that they were not uttered in vain. 
The Armenian nation lives. We must do every- 
thing we can to ensure that it is never imper- 
iled again. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, at this time of 
year the descendants and relatives of those 
Armenians who died in the series of deporta- 
tions and executions organized by the Turkish 
Ottoman Empire during the First World War 
gather at ceremonies across America to honor 
those victims’ memory. 

| am pleased to join in this special order 
today, organized to commemorate those who 
died in that series of brutal programs and at- 
tacks—the effects of which were tantamount 
to a campaign of genocide. 

Although those who died in those tragic and 
violent days did not live to see it, the Arme- 
nian nation has now re-emerged, despite the 
terrible loss of life that has been suffered 
under the Ottoman Empire and the eight dec- 
ades of communist dictatorship under the 
former Soviet Union. 

Today, the independent state of Armenia 
stands as clear proof that indeed the Arme- 
nian people have survived the challenges of 
the past—and will survive the challenges of 
the present and future as well. 

Mr. Speaker, as we today honor the mem- 
ory of those who lost their lives long before 
the Armenian nation regained its independ- 
ence, let us today look forward to that day 
when the new, independent Republic of Arme- 
nia and its people will live in peace with their 
neighbors—a peace that will never see Arme- 
nian men, women and children subjected to 
the horrors and atrocities their ancestors expe- 
rienced eighty years ago. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to commemorate the 83rd anniversary of the 
Armenian genocide. As in years past, | am 
pleased to join my House colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle in ensuring that the terrible 
atrocities committed against the Armenian 
people are never repeated. 

The event we come together to remember 
began on April 24, 1915, when over 200 reli- 
gious, political, and intellectual leaders of the 
Armenian community were brutally executed 
by the Turkish government in Istanbul. By the 
time it ended in 1923, this war of ethnic geno- 
cide against the Armenian people by the Otto- 
man Empire claimed the lives of over half the 
world's Armenian population—an estimated 
1.5 million men, women, and children. 
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Sadly, there are some people who still 
question the fact that the Armenian genocide 
even occurred. History is clear, however, that 
the Ottoman Empire engaged in a systematic 
attempt to destroy the Armenian people and 
their culture. The U.S. National Archives con- 
tain numerous reports detailing the process by 
which the Armenian population of the Ottoman 
Empire was systematically decimated. That is 
one of the reasons we come together every 
year at this time: to remind the world that this 
event did indeed take place and that we must 
remain forever vigilant in our efforts to prevent 
all such future calamities. 

| am pleased to report that a strong and vi- 
brant Armenian-American community thrives in 
my district in Northwest Indiana. My prede- 
cessor in the House, the late Adam Benjamin, 
was of Armenian heritage, and Northwest Indi- 
ana’s strong ties to Armenian continue to 
flourish. Over the years, members of the Ar- 
menian-American community throughout the 
United States have contributed millions of dol- 
lars and countless hours of their time to var- 
ious Armenian causes. Of particular note are 
Mrs. Vicki Hovanessian and her husband, Dr. 
Raffi Hovanessian, residents of Indiana’s First 
Congressional District, who have worked to 
improve the quality of life in Armenian, as well 
as in Northwest Indiana. Two other Armenian- 
American families in my congressional district, 
Heratch and Sonya Doumanian and Ara and 
Rosy Yeretsian, have also contributed greatly 
toward charitable works in the United States 
and Armenia. Their efforts, together with hun- 
dreds of other members of the Armenian- 
American community, have helped to finance 
several important projects in Armenia, includ- 
ing the construction of new schools, a mam- 
mography clinic, and a crucial roadway con- 
necting Armenia to Nagorno Karabagh. 

The Armenian people have a long and 
proud history. In the fourth century, they be- 
came the first nation to embrace Christianity. 
During World War |, the Ottoman Empire was 
ruled by an organization, known as the Young 
Turk Committee, and became allied with Ger- 
many. Amid fighting in the Ottoman Empire’s 
eastern Anatolian provinces, the historic heart- 
land of the Christian Armenians, Ottoman au- 
thorities ordered the deportation and execution 
of all Armenians in the region. By the end of 
1923, virtually the entire Armenian population 
of Anatolia and western Armenia had been ei- 
ther killed or deported. 

While it is important to keep the lessons of 
history in mind, we must also remain eternally 
vigilant in order to protect Armenia from new 
and more hostile aggressors. Even now, as 
we rise to commemorate the accomplishments 
of the Armenian people and mourn the trage- 
dies they have suffered, Turkey and other 
countries are attempting to break Armenia’s 
spirit by engaging in a debilitating blockade 
against this free nation. 

That is why two years ago, | led the fight in 
the House of Representatives to free Armenia 
from Turkey's vicious blockade by offering an 
amendment to the Fiscal Year 1997 Foreign 
Operations appropriations bill. Under current 
law, U.S. economic assistance may not be 
given to any country that blocks humanitarian 
assistance from reaching another country. De- 
spite the fact that Turkey has been blocking 
humanitarian aid for Armenia for many years, 
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the President has used his waiver authority to 
keep economic assistance for Turkey intact. 
My amendment, which passed in the House 
by a bipartisan vote of 301-118, would have 
prevented the President from using his waiver 
authority and would have cut off U.S. eco- 
nomic aid to Turkey unless it allowed humani- 
tarian aid to reach Armenia. Unfortunately, my 
amendment was not included in the final 
version of the Foreign Operations appropria- 
tions bill and the Turkish blockade of Armenia 
continues unabated. 

Mr. Speaker, | would like to thank my col- 
leagues, Representatives JOHN PORTER and 
FRANK PALLONE, for organizing this special 
order to commemorate the 83rd anniversary of 
the Armenian genocide. Their efforts will not 
only help to bring needed attention to this 
tragic period in world history, but also serve as 
a reminder to remain vigilant in the fight to 
protect basic human rights and freedoms 
around the world. 

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
commemorate the Anniversary of the Arme- 
nian Genocide. April 24th, 1915, is solemnly 
recalled by the people of Armenia and Arme- 
nian-Americans as the beginning of a long- 
term, organized deprivation and relocation of a 
people from their homeland. Ejighty-three 
years later, we mark this date to remember 
the beginning of this systematic elimination of 
Armenian civilians, which lasted for over 
seven years. By 1923, 1.5 million Armenians 
had been massacred and 500,000 more de- 
ported. 

Thousands of Armenian-Americans reside in 
my congressional district, and each year they 
mark this date to commemorate this anniver- 
sary and remember those who were lost. April 
24th, 1915, marked a day when thousands of 
Armenian intellectual, religious and political 
leaders were arrested in Constantinople and 
deported or murdered. Today, we reflect on 
the massive destruction of property, freedom 
and dignity of those Armenians who were de- 
ported or killed under the Ottoman empire. We 
honor their memory and vow that such depri- 
vation will never happen again. 

Mr. Speaker, we also mark this date to cele- 
brate the contributions of millions of Arme- 
nians and Armenian-Americans since that 
awful time. As we continue to strengthen our 
bonds with the Armenian people, we must be 
vigilant about remaining a strong friend of Ar- 
menian democracy through U.S. foreign pol- 
icy. It is important for those of us in the Con- 
gress to continue to speak out in favor of Ar- 
menian human rights and free trade. 

| urge my colleagues to join me in com- 
memorating this solemn anniversary. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased 
to join with my colleagues here today in com- 
memorating the 80th anniversary of the Arme- 
nian genocide. | want to thank my colleagues, 
Mr. PORTER and Mr. PALLONE, for their work in 
organizing this tribute. 

This observance takes place every year on 
April 24. It was on that date in 1915 that more 
than 200 Armenian religious, political, and in- 
tellectual leaders were arrested in Constanti- 
nople and murdered. Over the next eight 
years, persecution of Armenians intensified, 
and by 1923, more than 1.5 million had died 
and another 500,000 had gone into exile. At 
the end of 1923, all of the Armenian residents 
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of Anatolia and Western Armenia had been ei- 
ther killed or deported. 

The genocide was criticized at the time by 
U.S. Ambassador Henry Morgenthau, who ac- 
cused the Turkish authorities of “giving the 
death warrant to a whole race.” The founder 
of the modern Turkish nation, Kemal Ataturk, 
condemned the crimes perpetrated by his 
predecessors. Yet this forthright and sober 
analysis has been spurned by Turkey and the 
United States during the last decade. 

The Intransigence of this and prior adminis- 
trations to recognizing and commemorating 
the Armenian genocide demonstrates our con- 
tinued difficulty in reconciling the lessons of 
history with realpolitik policies; that is, those 
who fail to learn the lessons of history are 
condemned to repeat it. We have seen contin- 
ually in this century the abject failure to learn 
and apply this basic principle. The Armenian 
genocide has been followed by the Holocaust 
against the Jews and mass killings in 
Kurdistan, Rwanda, Burundi, and Bosnia. 
Many of these situations are ongoing, and 
there seems little apparent sense of urgency 
or moral imperative to resolve them. 

Commemoration of the Armenian genocide 
is important not only for its acknowledgement 
of the suffering of the Armenian people, but 
also for establishing the historical truth. It also 
demonstrates that events in Armenia, Nazi Eu- 
rope, and elsewhere should be seen not as 
isolated incidents but as part of a historical 
continuum showing that the human community 
still suffers from its basic inability to resolve its 
problems peacefully and with mutual respect. 

| hope that today’s remarks by Members 
concerned about Armenia will help to renew 
our commitment, and that of all of the Amer- 
ican people, to opposing any and all instances 
of genocide. 

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today with respect to a tragic—and, unfortu- 
nately, still largely unknown—event in world 
history. Eighty-three years ago, the Armenians 
of Ottoman Turkey became the victim of a 
comprehensive government-sponsored cam- 
paign of persecution which, after eight terrible 
years, left dead or deported some two million 
Armenian men, women, and children. 

From 1915 to 1923, Turkish Armenians 
were executed. Tortured, and put into forced 
labor, solely because of their ethnic heritage. 
The human costs were terrible and enormous. 
Over one million Armenians died as a result of 
the genocide, and hundreds of thousands of 
others became refugees. One statistic is espe- 
cially telling: Over 2.5 million Armenians lived 
in Ottoman Turkey before the genocide began; 
today, less than 80,000 remain. 

Although the lives that were lost as a result 
of the genocide can never be returned, we 
must never forget what befell the Armenians 
of Ottoman Turkey solely because of their eth- 
nicity. We must remember, not only in the 
honor of their memories, but so that future 
generations understand the terrible effects of 
bigotry and ethnic hatred. 

hen isolated incidents of persecution are 
tolerated, or when politicians gain from sup- 
porting ethnic persecution, the consequences 
can be terrible. We must therefore never tol- 
erate discrimination in any form. We must also 
remember that such tragic events can happen 
again when the world community ignores the 
warning signs before it is too late. 
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| join Armenian-Americans and others in 
commemorating the terrible events of eighty- 
three years ago, and urge that we work to pro- 
tect the human rights of all people around the 
world, so that we may prevent such a terrible 
tragedy from ever happening again. 

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to join my colleagues in commemo- 
rating the 83rd Anniversary of the Armenian 
Genocide. 

This terrible human tragedy must not and 
will not be forgotten. Like the Holocaust, the 
Armenian Genocide stands as a historical ex- 
ample of the human suffering that results from 
hatred and intolerance. 

One and one-half million Armenian people 
were massacred by the Ottoman Turkish Em- 
pire between 1915 and 1923. More than 
500,000 Armenians were exiled from a home- 
land that their ancestors had occupied for 
more than 3,000 years. A race of people was 
nearly eliminated. 

However, great the loss of human life and 
homeland that occurred during the genocide, a 
greater tragedy would be to forget that the Ar- 
menian Genocide ever happened. To not rec- 
ognize the horror of such events almost 
assures their repetition in the future. Adolf Hit- 
ler, in preparing his genocide plans for the 
Jews, predicted that no one would remember 
the atrocities he was about to unleash. After 
all, he asked, “Who remembers the Arme- 
nians?” 

Our statements today are intended to pre- 
serve the memory of the Armenian loss, and 
to remind the world that the Turkish govern- 
ment—to this day—refuses to acknowledge 
the Armenian Genocide. The truth of this trag- 
edy can never and should never be denied. 

This 83rd anniversary also brings to mind 
the current suffering of the Armenian people, 
who are still immersed in tragedy and vio- 
lence. The unrest between Armenia and Azer- 
baijan continues in Nagorno-Karabakh. Thou- 
sands of innocent people have already per- 
ished in this dispute, and still many more have 
been displaced and are homeless. 

In the face of this difficult situation comes 
an opportunity for reconciliation. Now is the 
time for Armenia and its neighbors, including 
Turkey, to come together, to work toward 
building relationships that will assure lasting 
peace. 

Meanwhile, in America, the Armenian-Amer- 
ican community continues to thrive and to pro- 
vide assistance and solidarity to its country- 
men and women abroad. Now numbering 
nearly 1 million, the Armenian-American com- 
munity is bound together by strong 
generational and family ties, an enduring work 
ethic and a proud sense of ethnic heritage. 
Today we recall the tragedy of their past, not 
to place blame, but to answer a fundamental 
question, “Who remembers the Armenians?” 

Our commemoration of the Armenian Geno- 
cide speaks directly to that, and | an- 
swer. . . . We do. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise to com- 
memorate the 83rd anniversary of the start of 
the Armenian genocide, a period of tragic op- 
pression and terrible suffering. On April 24, 
1915, the Turkish government began to arrest 
Armenian community and political leaders. 
Many were executed without ever being for- 
mally charged with crimes. The following 
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month the government deported most Arme- 
nians from Turkish Armenia, ordering that they 
resettle in what is now Syria. Many deportees 
never reached that destination. From 1915 to 
1918, more than a million Armenians died of 
Starvation or disease on long marches, or 
were massacred outright by Turkish forces. 
From 1918 to 1923, Armenians continued to 
suffer at the hands of the Turkish military, 
which eventually removed all remaining Arme- 
nians from Turkey. 

We mark this anniversary of the start of the 
Armenian genocide in part because this trag- 
edy for the Armenian people was a tragedy for 
all people. Genocide is not an ancient act, it 
is a horror which we must daily renew our 
commitment to prevent. If we do not remem- 
ber, we will be condemned to witness such 
atrocities again and again. 

We should not be alone in remembering 
these events. We will know that humanity has 
progressed when it is not just the survivors 
who honor the dead but also when those 
whose ancestors perpetrated the horrors ac- 
knowledge their terrible responsibility and 
honor as well the memory of genocide’s vic- 
tims. 

Sadly, we cannot say that such atrocities 
are history. The death last week of Pol Pot re- 
minds us of Cambodia's “killing fields” in the 
1970s, and we have only to recall this dec- 
ade’s mass ethnic killings in Bosnia and 
Rwanda to see that the threat of genocide 
persists. As President Clinton noted during his 
visit to Rwanda in March, the world community 
needs to do more to prevent genocide. We 
have not done so. We have not yet learned 
the lessons of this day. 

We also remember this day because it is a 
moment for us to celebrate the contribution of 
the Armenian community in America to the 
richness of our character and culture. The 
strength they have displayed in overcoming 
tragedy to flourish in this country is an exam- 
ple for all of us. Their powerful example is 
moving testimony to the truth that tyranny can- 
not extinguish the vitality of the human spirit. 
To all who wish to remember and to praise Ar- 
menian Americans | recommend the recently 
published memoir by one of America’s most 
important contemporary poets, Peter Balakian, 
whose book Black Dog of Fate is a powerful 
reminded of Armenian history. 

Surrounded by countries hostile to them, to 
this day the Armenian struggle continues. But 
now with an independent Armenian state, the 
United States has the opportunity to contribute 
to a true memorial to the past by strength- 
ening Armenia’s emerging democracy. We 
must do all we can through aid and trade to 
support Armenia's efforts to construct an open 
political and economic system. 

| urge all my colleagues to ponder on the 
history of this moment and honor the memory 
and the accomplishments of the Armenian 
people and join with me in efforts to aid Arme- 
nia today. 

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to commemorate and remember the 
Genocide against the Armenian people. Be- 
tween 1915 and 1923 the Ottoman Turkish 
Empire committed a horrible Genocide against 
the Armenian people. In a systematic and de- 
liberate attempt to eliminate the Armenian 
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people and erase Armenian culture and his- 
tory, the Ottoman Turkish government com- 
mitted this atrocity. As a result, over one and 
one-half million Armenians were massacred. 
The Armenian Genocide is a historical fact, 
and has been recognized by academicians 
and historians worldwide. The evidence is ir- 
refutable and includes many eyewitness ac- 
counts, and statements from the U.S. Ambas- 
sador to Turkey at the time. Unfortunately, to- 
day’s Turkish government is still persisting in 
their denial that the Armenian Genocide ever 
took place. 

On April 24 each year Armenians around 
the world commemorate the anniversary of the 
Armenian Genocide. Commemoration activi- 
ties will take place in Washington D.C., Los 
Angeles, New York, Armenia, and in my Con- 
gressiona! District in Fresno, California. Many 
commemoration activities are planned in Fres- 
no and the San Joaquin Valley over the next 
several days. | have the honor of representing 
thousands of Armenian-Americans in Califor- 
nia’s Nineteenth Congressional District, and 
today | send them my most sincere condo- 
lences on this solemn occasion. 

As a member of the Congressional Caucus 
on Armenian issues | have fought hard for aid 
to Armenia, aid to Nagomo-Karabagh, and 
other important issues. However, | am equally 
proud to be the author along with Rep. Davio 
Bonion, of H. Con. Res. 55 which would 
“honor the memories of the victims of the Ar- 
menian Genocide.” As well as having this 
Congress honor the memories of the victims, 
H. Con. Res. 55 also encourages The Repub- 
lic of Turkey to do the same. This legislation 
calls on the govemment of Turkey to turn 
away from its denials of the Armenian Geno- 
cide, and instead, to openly acknowledge this 
tragic chapter in its history. By doing so, the 
Turkish government can help to raise the level 
of trust and relations between Armenia and 
Turkey and allow Armenians to begin the heal- 
ing progress. | encourage my colleagues to 
vote for the passage of H. Con. Res. 55. 

Remembering this Genocide against the Ar- 
menians will help ensure this type of tragedy 
is never allowed to occur again. 

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, | join my col- 
leagues today in commemorating the 83rd an- 
niversary of the Armenian Genocide. It has 
become a tradition for members to stand in 
the well of the House and pay tribute to the 
memory of the 1.5 million Armenians who 
were slaughtered by the Ottoman Turks from 
1915 to 1923. 

Mr. Speaker, April 24, 1915 represents a 
tragic day in the history of the Armenian peo- 
ple. It is a day that has left an indelible mark 
on the consciousness of mankind. Eighty-three 
years ago, the Ottoman Turks unleashed the 
forces of hatred upon Armenian men, women 
and children in a deliberate, calculated policy 
of extermination. On the night of April 24, 
1915, the Ottoman Turks ruthlessly rounded 
up and targeted for elimination Armenian reli- 
gious, political and intellectual leaders. So 
began one of the darkest chapters of the 20th 
century. 

For eight bloody years a reign of terror ruled 
the daily lives of Armenians in the Ottoman 
empire. For eight long horrific years, Arme- 
nians were consumed by the fires of racial 
and religious intolerance. Tragically, by the 
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end of 1923, the entire Armenian population of 
Anatolia and western Armenia had been either 
killed or deported. 

On the eve of launching the Jewish holo- 
caust, Adolph Hitler commented to his gen- 
erals, “who, after all, speaks of the Annihila- 
tion of the Armenians?” Mr. Speaker, the 
members of the U.S. Congress speak of the 
Annihilation of the Armenians. We speak out 
today so that future generations of Americans 
will know the facts surrounding the first geno- 
cide of the 20th century. We observe this sol- 
emn anniversary, along with the Armenian- 
American community and the people of Arme- 
nia, so that no one will be able to deny the un- 
deniable. 

Many of the survivors of the Armenian 
Genocide established new lives in America, 
contributing their considerable talents and en- 
ergy to the economic prosperity and cultural 
diversity of our great nation. Therefore, Mr. 
Speaker, it is with a sense of gratitude toward 
Americans of Armenian descent and a deep 
sense of moral obligation that | join my col- 
leagues in honoring the memory of these fall- 
en victims of genocide. They have not been 
forgotten. 


EDUCATION IN AMERICA IS 
FACING CRISIS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, education in 
this country is facing a crisis. If we 
look at our schools carefully, we find 
out that there are a lot of drugs in our 
schools, actually murders occur in our 
schools, rape occurs in our schools, it 
is infested with teenage pregnancies. 
There is total disrespect for authority 
in many of our schools, and there is no 
good record to show that the academic 
progress is being made that is nec- 
essary. 

The President happens to believe 
that if we have national testing, this 
will solve all our problems. And now he 
is addressing these very, very serious 
problems that we have in our schools 
with saying that if we can only get 
these kids not to smoke a cigarette, 
maybe we are going to solve these edu- 
cational problems. 

I would say that he is going in the 
wrong direction. These are serious 
problems and we must do something, 
but pretending that we are going to 
crack down on kids testing a cigarette, 
as bad as it is, is not going to solve our 
problems. 

I have a couple suggestions to make 
on what we can do to improve the edu- 
cational system. I have a bill that I in- 
troduced recently. It is H.R. 3626. It is 
called the Agriculture Education Free- 
dom Act. This is a bill I think every- 
body in this body could support. 

What it does, it takes away taxation 
on any youngster who makes some 
money at one of these 4-H or Future 
Farmers of America fairs. When they 
sell their livestock, believe it or not, 
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we go and tax them. Just think of this. 
The kids are out there trying to do 
something for themselves, earn some 
money, save some money and go to 
school; and what do we do as a Con- 
gress, we pick on the kids, we go and 
we tax these kids. 

I talked to a youngster just this past 
weekend in the farm community in my 
district, and he told me he just sold an 
animal for $1,200 and he has to give $340 
to the U.S. Government. Now, what are 
we doing, trying to destroy the incen- 
tive for these youngsters assuming 
some responsibility for themselves? In- 
stead, what do we do? We say the only 
way a youngster could ever go to col- 
lege is if we give them a grant, if we 
give them a scholarship, if we give 
them a student loan. And what is the 
record on payment on student loans? 
Not very good. A lot of them walk 
away. 

There is also the principle of it. Why 
should the Federal Government be in- 
volved in this educational process? And 
besides, the other question is, if we 
give scholarships and low-interest 
loans to people who go to college, what 
we are doing is making the people who 
do not get to go to college pay for that 
education, which to me does not seem 
fair. It seems like that the advantage 
goes to the individual who gets to go to 
college, and the people who do not get 
to go to college should not have to sub- 
sidize them. 

I think it is unfair it pick on these 
kids. I think it is time that we quit 
taxing any youngster who makes some 
money at a 4-H fair or Future Farmers 
of America fair where they are selling 
their livestock and trying to earn 
money to go to college. 
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I think it is proper to say that they 
should have no taxation without rep- 
resentation. They are not even old 
enough to vote, and here we are taxing 
them. I mean that is not fair. 

So I am hoping that I get a lot of co- 
sponsors for this bill, because there 
sure are a lot of youngsters around the 
country trying to assume responsi- 
bility for themselves. 

I do not believe for 1 minute the 
President’s approach that we are going 
to assume that every kid is going to 
grow up to be a smoke fiend, and if we 
do not do something quickly, we are 
going to have them developing all 
these bad habits; at the same time, we 
see the deterioration of the public edu- 
cational system. 

Also, I would like to mention very 
briefly another piece of legislation that 
would deal with this educational crisis. 
The Federal Government has been in- 
volved in our public schools for several 
decades. There is no evidence to show 
that, as we increase the funding and in- 
crease the bureaucracy, that there has 
been any improvement in education. 
Quite to the contrary, the exact oppo- 
site has happened. 
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So I would say there is a very good 
practical case. I know the constitu- 
tional argument does not mean much. 
But the practical case is there is no 
evidence that what we have done so far 
has been helpful. 

I have another piece of legislation 
that would give $3,000 tax credit to 
every family for every child that they 
want to educate by themselves. So if 
they would spend any money on their 
child, whether they are in school or out 
of school, in private school, at home 
schooling, they would get this $3,000 
credit. I hope my colleagues will take a 
look at these two pieces of legislation. 


COMMEMORATING THE 83RD ANNI- 
VERSARY OF THE ARMENIAN 
GENOCIDE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PEASE). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia (Ms. WOOLSEY) is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, today is 
the sad and solemn day on which we re- 
member one of the greatest tragedies 
that humankind has witnessed. Today 
marks the 83rd anniversary of the Ar- 
menian genocide, the first genocide of 
the 20th Century. 

I have come to the floor of the House 
to acknowledge the atrocities suffered 
by the Armenian people at the hands of 
the Ottoman Turks. On April 23, 1915, 
over 200 Armenian religious, political, 
and intellectual leaders were mas- 
sacred in Turkey. Little did anyone 
know that April 23rd, 1915, would sig- 
nify the beginning of a Turkish cam- 
paign to eliminate the Armenian peo- 
ple from the face of the earth. 

Over the following 8 years, 142 mil- 
lion Armenians perished. And more 
than 500,000 were exiled from their 
homes. Armenian civilization, one of 
the oldest civilizations, virtually 
ceased to exist. Of course, that was the 
Turkish plan. 

Unfortunately, the Armenian geno- 
cide is not as well known in history 
today as it should be. Little attention 
was paid to this tragic episode in his- 
tory by the victorious allied powers at 
the end of World War I or by historians 
since. 

Thus, ignored by many, the valuable 
lessons which might have been learned 
from this Armenian genocide went 
largely unnoticed. If more attention 
had been centered on the slaughter of 
these innocent men, women, and chil- 
dren, perhaps the events of World War 
II, the Holocaust, might never have 
taken place. 

As George Santayana reminds us, 
those who forget the past are con- 
demned to repeat it. Perhaps this, 
above all, is the valuable lesson each of 
us must learn from the Armenian geno- 
cide. : 

As a result of the failure of some na- 
tions to acknowledge this horrible 
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tragedy, the Turkish crimes have re- 
mained unpunished. An international 
court yet to condemn the holocaust of 
an entire nation, and this impunity has 
permitted the Turks to repeat similar 
crimes against the Greek inhabitants 
of Asia Minor, the Syrian Orthodox 
people, and, recently, people living in 
Cyprus. 

However, despite the unmerciful ef- 
forts of the Turks, Armenian civiliza- 
tion lives on today. It lives on in the 
independent Republic of Armenia. And 
it lives on in communities throughout 
America, particularly from my home 
State of California. 

Today, we honor the innocent Arme- 
nians who tragically lost their lives. 
Today, we acknowledge that the Otto- 
man Turks committed genocide 
against the Armenian people. Today, 
we demand that this undeniable fact be 
accounted for by the current leaders in 
Istanbul. 

I look forward to the day when the 
world says in one united voice we re- 
member the Armenian genocide. Until 
that day comes, I will continue to 
stand up here before the House of Rep- 
resentatives and remind all of us of our 
responsibility to learn from the past 
and our responsibility to prevent any 
such atrocities in the future. 


—— 


COMMEMORATION OF THE 
ARMENIAN GENOCIDE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Michigan (Mr. KNOLLEN- 
BERG) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I 
join my colleagues in commemorating 
the Armenian genocide. I hope other 
Members of the House will join us in 
commemorating this 83rd anniversary. 

The Oxford Dictionary defines the 
word “genocide” as, and I quote, the 
deliberate extermination of a people or 
a nation.” When most people hear this 
word, they immediately think of Adolf 
Hitler and his persecution of the Jews 
during World War II. 

Most individuals that you meet on 
the street are unaware that the first 
genocide of the 20th Century occurred 
during World War I, and was per- 
petrated by the Ottoman Empire 
against the Armenian people. The tac- 
tics utilized by the Ottoman Empire 
were every bit as brutal and deliberate 
as those used by Hitler. 

Concerned that the Armenian people 
would move to establish their own gov- 
ernment, the Ottoman Empire em- 
barked on a reign of terror that re- 
sulted in the massacre of over a million 
and a half Armenians. 

This atrocious crime began on April 
15, 1915, when the Ottoman Empire ar- 
rested, exiled, and eventually killed 
hundreds of Armenians; the religious, 
the political, and the intellectual lead- 
ers. 

Once they had eliminated the Arme- 
nian people’s leadership, they turned 
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their attention to the Armenians that 
were serving in the Ottoman army. 
These soldiers were disarmed. They 
were placed in labor camps where they 
were either starved or were executed. 

The Armenian people, lacking any 
political leadership, then were deprived 
of all of the young able-bodied men 
who could fight against the onslaught, 
were then deported from every region 
of Turkish Armenia. 

The images of atrocities endured by 
these men and women are as graphic 
and as haunting as the ones that are 
etched in our minds from the Holo- 
caust. Why, then, are so many people 
unaware of the Armenian genocide? I 
believe the answer can be found in the 
international communities; response to 
this disturbing event. Simply put, the 
unspeakable crimes against the Arme- 
nian people were essentially ignored. 

At the end of World War I, those re- 
sponsible for ordering and imple- 
menting the Armenian genocide were 
never brought to justice, and the world 
casually forgot about the pain and suf- 
fering inflicted upon the Armenian 
people. This proved to be a grave mis- 
take. 

In 1939, in a speech before his inva- 
sion of Poland, Hitler justified his bru- 
tal tactics with the infamous state- 
ment, Who today remembers the Ar- 
menians.“ And 6 years after his speech, 
6 million Jews have been exterminated 
by the Nazis. As has been repeated on 
the floor this evening already, never 
has the phrase, those who forget the 
past will be destined to repeat it,” been 
more true and more applicable. 

If the international community had 
spoken out against this merciless 
slaughtering of the Armenian people 
instead of ignoring it, the horrors of 
the Holocaust might never have taken 
place. 

As we commemorate the 83rd anni- 
versary of the Armenian genocide, I be- 
lieve it is time to give this event its 
rightful place in history. That is why 
we gather tonight to honor the memo- 
ries of the victims of the genocide that 
occurred 83 years ago. 

So let us pay homage to those who 
fell victim to their Ottoman oppressors 
and tell the story of the forgotten 
genocide, the forgotten genocide. For 
the sake of the Armenian heritage, it is 
a story that must be heard, and it must 
be remembered. 


O 


ARMENIAN GENOCIDE 
COMMEMORATION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. MENEN- 
DEZ) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, as we 
have heard from some of our col- 
leagues, we come again this year to the 
House floor to commemorate and pay 
tribute to the 1.5 million victims of the 
Armenian genocide. Some ask why 83 
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years later we continue this exercise. 
The answer in my mind is rather sim- 
ple. By telling the history and evoking 
the names of the victims, we protect 
them and others who would willfully 
erase from history their lives’ and the 
tragic events which occurred between 
1915 and 1923. 

As with the Nazi Holocaust, the Irish 
Famine, and other atrocities, we have 
a responsibility to society to recount 
of the history of the Armenian geno- 
cide so that we do not forget its vic- 
tims and so that we remember man’s 
capacity to destroy others who differ in 
their opinions, their race, religion, or 
ethnicity. 

Genocide is the most egregious of 
crimes. It is not a crime of passion or 
revenge, but of hate. 

Since 1923, Turkey has denied the Ar- 
menian genocide, and there has been no 
justice, and no Nuremberg trials for 
the victims and the families of the Ar- 
menian genocide. 

To those who continue to resist the 
truth, I can only believe that they had 
chosen to ignore the hard evidence or 
to indulge, to their shame, by ignoring 
the facts. Like the Holocaust, denying 
the Armenian genocide cannot erase 
the tragedy, the lives that were lost, or 
compensate: for driving people from 
their homeland. 

For the people of Armenia, the fight 
continues, particularly for those resid- 
ing in Karabagh. I am hopeful that we 
will see the day when peace, stability, 
and prosperity are realized for the peo- 
ple of Karabagh, and for all Armenians. 

For my part, I am hopeful that, 
through our continued efforts in the 
Congress, we can improve the lives of 
the Armenian people, continue to 
speak out for the human rights observ- 
ers that, in fact, we hope for that part 
of the world, and continue to speak out 
against the atrocities that are contin- 
ued to be committed by the Turkish 
Government. Certainly, we will con- 
tinue to remember those who lost their 
lives and continue to commemorate 
this somber occasion. 

Ralph Waldo Emerson tells us: 

The history of persecution is a history of 
endeavors to cheat nature, to make water 
run uphill, to twist a rope of sand. The mar- 
tyr cannot be dishonored. Every lash in- 
flicted is a tongue of fame; every prison a 
more illustrious abode; every burned book or 
house enlightens the world; every suppressed 
or expunged word reverberates through the 
earth from side to side. Hours of sanity and 
consideration are always arriving to commu- 
nities as to individuals when truth is seen 
and martyrs are justified. 

His words ring very true to us, Mr. 
Speaker, as we again commemorate 
the Armenian genocide. 


O — 


PROPOSED SETTLEMENT FOR 
TOBACCO CONTROVERSY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. WHITFIELD) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Speaker, last 
summer, State attorneys general, rep- 
resentatives of health care groups, rep- 
resentatives from the White House, and 
the tobacco industry met to see if they 
could come up with a settlement of a 
tobacco controversy regarding teenage 
smoking. 

After many hard hours of negotia- 
tion, and in fact, many days of negotia- 
tion, an agreement was reached, and 
the tobacco companies agreed that 
they would pay the sum of $368 billion 
every 25 years forever. In addition, 
they said that they would allow and 
agree that a health care agency, a 
third party, would set targets to reduce 
teenage smoking by a certain percent 
each year. If that target was not 
reached, the industry would pay $80 
million for every one percentage point 
that the target was not met. 

In addition, the industry agreed that 
it would pay $5 billion annually into a 
trust fund to take care of any court 
judgments obtained against the indus- 
try. In addition, the industry agreed 
that they would allow the Food and 
Drug Administration to regulate the 
tobacco industry, going far beyond the 
FDA regulations proposed by former 
FDA Commissioner David Kessler, in 
fact, going much further than had ever 
been recommended before. They agreed 
also that they would waive their con- 
stitutional right to advertise their 
product. 
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In addition they agreed, and this is 
really almost unheard of because every 
citizen in America has a right to peti- 
tion the government, to lobby the gov- 
ernment, but the industry agreed that 
they would also ban and eliminate the 
Tobacco Institute which was their lob- 
bying arm. 

They also agreed that, like today, 
any individual that is harmed by using 
a tobacco product would have the right 
to continue to sue the tobacco industry 
to obtain damages for any injuries that 
they suffered. 

And so the health care groups, the 
State attorneys general, the White 
House, all of those groups received ex- 
actly what they wanted from the in- 
dustry. 

Now what did the industry want in 
return? 

Well the industry said that they 
would simply like to have settled the 
40 State lawsuits brought by State at- 
torneys general under an innovative 
new legal theory of reimbursing States 
for Medicaid costs that they expended 
in treating Medicaid beneficiaries who 
received damages from using tobacco 
products, and that was agreed to. They 
said, Okay, we'll settle these lawsuits, 
and some of the $368 billion that the in- 
dustry is going to pay every 25 years 
forever will go to the States.” 

And so everyone left that settlement, 
and President Clinton said it was a 
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great settlement, Vice President GORE 
said it was a great settlement, the to- 
bacco industries were satisfied, the 
health care industries were satisfied, 
and even FDA Commissioner Kessler 
said that it represents the single most 
fundamental change in the history of 
tobacco control in any Nation of the 
world. 

But yet when the bill started moving 
through the Senate, the administration 
changed their views, the health care in- 
dustry changed their views, David 
Kessler changed his view, and they be- 
came greedy, to put it very bluntly. 
They wanted more. They had this in- 
dustry on the run; they wanted more. 
And so I think they lost sight of the 
original goal, to reduce teenage smok- 
ing. They now wanted to punish an in- 
dustry. 

And under the McCain bill the $368 
billion that the industry agreed to pay 
every 25 years forever went to $506 bil- 
lion every 25 years forever. If the in- 
dustry missed the targeted reduction, 
instead of paying $80 million per per- 
centage point, they now under the 
McCain bill would be paying $240 mil- 
lion. And then, furthermore, the one 
thing that the industry received from 
it, immunity from these State law- 
suits, they lost. 

So it is not surprising that the to- 
bacco industry said we are going to 
walk away from this agreement, and 
who could blame them really, because 
if the goal is to reduce teenage smok- 
ing there was plenty of money there. 
There was plenty of money to initiate 
programs to help teenagers reduce 
smoking. But as I said, people became 
greedy and they wanted to punish this 
industry, and so the whole thing has 
fallen apart. 

And I would suggest to you today 
that the real problem facing teenagers 
is more the use of illegal drugs than to- 
bacco. 

I hope that we can retain some com- 
mon sense and approach this problem 
to solve it, and I look forward to work- 
ing with others in that effort. 


— 


DO NOT FORGET ARMENIAN 
GENOCIDE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. SHERMAN) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, like 
many of my colleagues, I rise today to 
remember the Armenian genocide of 83 
years ago. We are asked why it is so 
important that we come to this floor 
and remember. We must remember to 
make sure that it never happens again, 
and we must remember because there 
is an organized effort to force us and 
convince us to forget. 

Let us look back at the historical 
record., The American Ambassador to 
the Ottoman Empire was an eyewitness 
in 1919, and he recounts his discussion 
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with Turkish authorities. He says in 
his memoirs, When the Turkish au- 
thorities gave the orders for these de- 
portations they were merely giving the 
death warrant to an entire race. They 
understood this well and in their con- 
versations with me made no particular 
attempt to conceal this fact.” 

He went on to describe what he saw 
at the Euphrates River, and he said, as 
our eyes and ears in the Ottoman Em- 
pire in the year 1919 as a representative 
of the American government, I have 
by no means told the most terrible de- 
tails, for a complete narration of the 
sadistic orgies of which they, Arme- 
nian men and women, are victims can 
never be printed in an American publi- 
cation. Whatever crimes the most per- 
verted instincts of the human mind can 
devise, whatever refinements of perse- 
cution and injustice the most debased 
imagination can conceive, became the 
daily misfortune of the Armenian peo- 
ple.” 

As other speakers have pointed out, 
the first genocide of this century laid 
the foundation for the second genocide, 
and as a Jewish American I can never 
forget that 8 days before he invaded 
Poland Adolf Hitler turned to his inner 
circle and said, ‘‘Who today remembers 
the extermination of the Armenians?” 
The impunity with which the Turkish 
Government acted in annihilating the 
Armenian people emboldened Adolf 
Hitler to carry out the holocaust of the 
Jewish people. 

And yet today there is an organized 
effort to expunge from our memory 
this genocide, and the focus is on the 
elites and academia. 

I am a proud graduate of UCLA, and 
I would like to tell you a short story 
about my alma mater, for earlier this 
year and late last year UCLA consid- 
ered the offer of over $1 million from 
the Turkish government, $1 million to 
be used to study Ottoman history, and 
it is important indeed that we study 
the history and culture and language of 
Turkey. But this $1 million gift came 
with strings attached, strings designed 
to make sure that the person who sat 
in that chair at UCLA would be a per- 
son selected by the Turkish Govern- 
ment to begin the process of covering 
up and concealing the Armenian geno- 
cide. 

Now I am proud of many things at 
UCLA. I was there when Bill Walton 
led us to an NCAA championship. But I 
was never prouder of my alma mater 
than when UCLA said ‘‘no’’ to the $1 
million. And now that same $1 million 
is being floated in front of the Univer- 
sity of California at Berkeley and other 
institutions. I hope that academic in- 
stitutions from one coast to the other 
will join in unison in saying America’s 
academic integrity is not for sale; $1 
million, $10 million will not buy the 
prestige of American universities and 
enlist them in the goal of denying the 
Armenian genocide. 
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Likewise, it is time for the State De- 
partment to go beyond shallow, hollow 
reminders and remembrances of this 
day and to use the word genocide“ in 
describing the genocide of the Arme- 
nian people at the hands of the Otto- 
man Turks. 

You know the United States plays a 
unique role in the world today. Never 
before in history has a single Nation 
not only been the sole superpower but 
then accepted by all the other nations 
in the world as the sole superpower. We 
hold that position uncontested because 
other nations have allowed us. They 
have not joined in some sort of anti- 
American alliance but rather are happy 
to see America as the world’s super- 
power. Why? Because our foreign policy 
is guided by morality. 

Mr. Speaker, never again, never for- 
get. 


— 


REMEMBERING THE ARMENIAN 
GENOCIDE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. ROGAN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Speaker, Haig 
Baronian of Glendale, California in my 
district can recite history like few his- 
torians can. He has lived it. Last year 
he told the Daily News of Los Angeles 
that he had seen his mother pulled 
away, never to be seen again. The story 
he has to tell is like those echoed in 
history books, college classrooms and 
town halls across the Nation. However, 
he did not live in Bosnia, Uganda, Cam- 
bodia or Nazi Germany. As a child Haig 
lived in Armenia. 

Between 1915 and 1923 over 1 million 
Armenians, who had inhabited their 
homeland since the time of Christ, 
were displaced, deported, tortured and 
killed at the hands of the Ottoman Em- 
pire. Families were split, homes were 
destroyed, lives were torn apart. In the 
years since, officials from what is now 
Turkey have dismissed these charges 
as a mere civil war. But men like Mr. 
Baronian tell a different tale, and 
today I ask my colleagues to join me in 
remembering his family and his neigh- 
bors, and to seek justice so that future 
generations will never again face trag- 
edy at the hands of their own govern- 
ment. 

Mr. Speaker, as their friends and 
family were killed before them, nearly 
a million managed to escape and build 
new lives in the United States. Of 
these, nearly 100,000 Armenians now 
live in the Los Angeles area. What is 
inspiring to me is witnessing their 
climb from tragedy to triumph as dedi- 
cated, informed and prosperous mem- 
bers of our community. And while the 
story of Armenians in America is truly 
a success story, an injustice to friends, 
neighbors and to history still remains. 

Every April 24 we in Congress gather 
to recognize the contributions of Arme- 
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nian Americans and to remember the 
Armenian genocide. As we look to a 
new century we must be mindful of our 
dual obligation both to diplomacy and 
to justice. Like my colleagues, I rise 
today in the interests of justice, to call 
on humanity to put to rest one of the 
darkest episodes in history. 

Mr. Speaker, for 10 years the Otto- 
man Empire tried to strip the Arme- 
nian people of their dignity, their prop- 
erty and their lives. What they failed 
to do was rob them of their soul and 
their will to survive and prosper. 

In recognition of Haig Baronian and 
his fellow Armenians, both at home 
and abroad, who suffered at the hands 
of the Ottomans, I ask my colleagues 
to join me and for Congress to commit 
itself to the interest of justice and to 
the cause of peace. I ask that we re- 
member the past so, as we have been 
warned before, we shall not be con- 
demned to repeat it. 


— 
O 1845 


TRIBUTE TO NANCY OSTER, 
BARBIE DEUTSCH AND THE 
BREAST RESOURCE CENTER 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
woman from California (Mrs. CAPPS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to a very brave 
woman from my district, Nancy Oster, 
and to a very special organization, the 
Breast Resource Center. 

Nancy Oster is a survivor of breast 
cancer. As a survivor, she is an exam- 
ple and a symbol of courage and per- 
sistence. She was determined to do 
something about that life-changing 
event called breast cancer. 

Another example of resolve and brav- 
ery, Barbie Deutsch, is in the gallery 
today. She is from my district, and I 
am honored to be speaking in her pres- 
ence. 

A few weeks ago, Nancy Oster came 
to visit me here in Washington while 
she was attending the celebration of 
survivors in conjunction with the Race 
For The Cure. Seeing her here, I was 
once again struck by her bravery and 
her caring nature, and energized by her 
commitment to the unique breast can- 
cer collaborative community project 
that has emerged in Santa Barbara. 
And I want to pay tribute to that ef- 
fort. 

Nancy Oster is President of the 
Board of the Breast Resource Center of 
Santa Barbara. This organization came 
about after a group of women diag- 
nosed with the disease found it very 
difficult to obtain critical and objec- 
tive information. 

Ideally, they wanted a friendly place 
where anyone impacted by a breast 
cancer diagnosis could come and find 
information about local and national 
resources, and also find access to what 
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they described as a breast cancer 
grapevine. People who are willing to 
listen, to share experiences, and to 
offer a reassuring hand. 

Their brainstorming session took 
place in 1996. Just 1 year later, the 
dreams of these courageous women 
came to fruition and the Santa Barbara 
Breast Resource Center was born. A 
cottage on Pueblo Street is the home 
for this special organization in Santa 
Barbara. 

I have been at the cottage, and it is 
indeed a warm and inviting place. 
There is a pot of chicken soup on the 
stove; there is a little garden outside; 
there is access to the Internet. There 
are many books and pamphlets, com- 
fortable couches, and most of all, car- 
ing and concerned people. 

Dr. Susan Love, its medical director 
of the Breast Cancer Institute in Santa 
Barbara, serves as honorary chair of 
the Breast Resource Center. She was 
the driving force in the formation of 
this group, and in her words, informa- 
tion is power, which helps to dispel the 
fear and vulnerability of a breast can- 
cer diagnosis. The Breast Resource 
Center provides the Santa Barbara 
community the access to that power. 

The central coast of California is 
unique in that we have so much and 
such easily accessible support for those 
battling this disease. I hold Santa Bar- 
bara up as a model for communities all 
around the country. It provides won- 
derful resources for women who often 
feel like they have nowhere else to 
turn. 

I am honored and humbled to be a 
partner in this effort and in this enter- 
prise. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I salute the Breast 
Cancer Institute, the Breast Resource 
Center, Nancy Oster, Barbie Deutsch, 
and all the other breast cancer sur- 
vivors who carry on. They have taken 
what can be seen as a tragic cir- 
cumstance and turned it into some- 
thing real and something powerful. 
This is a community operating at its 
best, and I implore women all around 
the country to look to Santa Barbara 
and these special women for inspira- 
tion. I also implore those of us who are 
Members of this body, this House of 
Representatives, to take the inspira- 
tion of these women as motivation, as 
a call to action, to provide the re- 
sources to find a cure, resources for 
early diagnosis, for effective treat- 
ment. 

We are partners with you, Barbie and 
Nancy, and those of you in the Breast 
Resource Center. I salute you, and I 
thank you for leading the way. 


—_—_ | 


COMMEMORATION OF THE 83RD 
ANNIVERSARY OF THE ARME- 
NIAN GENOCIDE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen- 

tleman from Illinois (Mr. PORTER) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, today I 
come to the floor again to commemo- 
rate the anniversary of one of the dark- 
est stains on the history of Western 
civilization, the genocide of the Arme- 
nian people by the Ottoman Turkish 
Empire. I greatly appreciate the strong 
support of so many of our colleagues in 
this effort, especially that of the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) 
my fellow cochairman of the Armenian 
Issues Caucus. 

I commend the gentleman for arrang- 
ing this evening and for his continued 
dedication to these vitally important 
issues. 

Mr. Speaker, there is not a single 
Member here who wishes that we did 
not have to have this special order. We 
would like to believe that such a trag- 
edy could have never happened, be- 
cause it is painful to accept that man 
is capable of perpetuating and toler- 
ating such atrocities. Unfortunately, 
however, we have seen over and over 
the tragic results of hatred and igno- 
rance; the Holocaust, ethnic cleansing 
in the former Yugoslavia, the Rwandan 
genocide. And too often, the so-called 
civilized nations of the world have 
turned a blind eye. 

On April 24th, 1915, over 200 Arme- 
nian religious, political, and intellec- 
tual leaders were arrested in Istanbul 
and killed, marking the beginning of 
an 8-year campaign, which resulted in 
the destruction of the ethnic Armenian 
community, which had previously lived 
in Anatolia, in western Armenia. Be- 
tween 1915 and 1923, approximately 1.5 
million Armenians were killed, and 
more than 500,000 were exiled. 

The U.S. Government was aware of 
what was happening during these trag- 
ic years. The U.S. Ambassador to the 
Ottoman Empire, Henry Morgenthau, 
Sr., sent back graphic descriptions of 
death marches and mass killings. Other 
Western diplomats did the same. 

Although the U.S. and others voiced 
concerns about the atrocities and sent 
humanitarian assistance, little was ac- 
tually done to stop the massacres. The 
Armenian genocide was the first geno- 
cide of the modern age and has been 
recognized as a precursor of subsequent 
attempts to destroy a race through an 
official systematic effort. 

We must call this what it was, geno- 
cide, and we must never forget that it 
happened. Congress has consistently 
demanded recognition of the historical 
fact of the Armenian genocide. Unfor- 
tunately, the same cannot be said for 
our executive branch. 

The modern German Government, al- 
though not itself responsible for the 
horrors of the Holocaust, has taken re- 
sponsibility for it and apologized for it. 
Yet the modern Turkish Government 
continues to deny that the Armenian 
genocide ever happened. Moreover, 
they have chosen to attack the mes- 
sengers with smear campaigns and mis- 
information, rather than facing histor- 
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ical facts. A number of Members of 
Congress have been called names and 
accused of lying and treachery by the 
Turkish media for simply speaking the 
truth. 

Turkish refusal to acknowledge his- 
torical facts fits the pattern of denial 
that, unfortunately, we have come to 
expect; denial of torture, denial of re- 
pression of minorities, denial of polit- 
ical repression, denial of high-level cor- 
ruption. 

Recently, however, some Turkish of- 
ficials have realized that the only way 
Turkey can cement her position in the 
community of democratic nations is to 
admit these problems and deal with 
them. 

There is finally a national dialogue 
in Turkey about these human rights 
abuses. I have yet, however, to witness 
a change in rhetoric about the Arme- 
nian genocide. I hope that the fact that 
Turkey and Armenia may begin direct 
bilateral discussions to improve rela- 
tions will signal real substantive 
change. 

Armenia and the Armenians will re- 
main vigilant to assure that this tragic 
history is not repeated. The United 
States should do all it can in this re- 
gard as well, including a clear message 
about the historical fact of the Arme- 
nian genocide. 

I call on President Clinton to have 
the courage to speak plainly about 
what happened 83 years ago. We do 
Turkey no favors by facilitating her 
self-delusion, and we make ourselves 
hypocrites when we fail to sound the 
alarm on the human rights abuses oc- 
curring in Turkey, a close American 
ally today. 

Armenia has made amazing progres- 
sion in rebuilding a society and a Na- 
tion, a triumph of the human spirit in 
the face of dramatic obstacles. Arme- 
nia is committed to democracy, mar- 
ket economics, and the rule of law, as 
evidenced by the recent peaceful free 
and successful Presidential elections. 

The time has come to recognize the 
history of the region, to admit the 
truth of the Armenian genocide, and to 
bring the nations and peoples together 
to live in peace and with a commit- 
ment that never again will an atrocity 
such as this be allowed to occur. 


— 


TRIBUTE TO THE LATE 
HONORABLE BELLA ABZUG 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, along 
with the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. NADLER), I am due later to cospon- 
sor a special order for Bella Abzug, who 
died last week. I will need to be in my 
district for an event, and wanted to 
offer these 5 minutes of commemora- 
tion at this time. 
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When I heard that Bella was dead, I 
immediately said something close to, 
“Well, she can’t die. She doesn’t die. 
Bella doesn’t do things like that.” 

I think this was my spontaneous re- 
action, because Bella seemed to many 
of us incapable of dying. There was so 
much life there, we felt that by the 
time she was to die, there would simply 
be leftover life. In the permanence of 
the memory of her life and times there, 
of course, is leftover life. 

Feminists will compete with the 
other great causes of Bella’s time for 
entitlement to her energetic legacy, 
for Bella’s feminism owed as much to 
her universal sense of justice as to her 
gender. 

Bella has been called, The bravest, 
smartest, brightest progressive of our 
generation,” and I think that the vote 
in the House where she served would 
not be close on that one. Civil liberties 
and the antiwar movement, civil rights 
and the environment, economic justice 
and the labor movement, Bella did not 
simply taste the great social move- 
ments of her time; she drank deeply, 
more often than not after being among 
the first to pour the energy into them 
that started their growth in the first 
place. 

Every new movement needs a Bella. 
Few get them. The second feminist rev- 
olution got Bella, and Bella is just 
what feminism needed then. Women 
had been patronized and placated for so 
long in this country, they needed a 
woman who could not be ignored. 

Bella of the Bronx, in case you had 
not noticed; Bella, daughter of the live- 
and-let-live meat market; Bella, who 
learned to live by the opposite credo; 
Bella was a force that spread through 
this House and has made it never the 
same since. 

Then there were 10; now we are 55. 
Today we celebrated three new women 
who bring us to 55 strong. Bella so 
filled the place, there must be some 
who cannot even tell that our numbers 
have grown since she left; so large was 
her impact that those three short 
terms beginning in 1970 seemed not to 
have ended. 

After Bella left, she showed she did 
not need this House to have impact. 
While she was here though, she brought 
her causes to the House floor, and often 
made them law, from the resolution to 
withdraw from Vietnam introduced on 
her first day in the House, to her place 
as the first to call for the impeachment 
of Richard Nixon. 

Make no mistake, Bella was a legis- 
lature par excellence and a procedural 
expert in this House. She coauthored 
the Freedom of Information Act and 
the Privacy Act, bringing into law her 
lifelong crusade against the excesses of 
the FBI and the CIA, and the promi- 
nent battle for which she will always 
be remembered, of course, the Equal 
Rights Amendment. 

Once Bella got in, they could not get 
her out, so they redistricted her out. 
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Her State came within 1 percent of get- 
ting her in the Senate, however. 

For many women who serve in the 
House, Bella’s place will always be in 
the House and in our hearts. 

If the truth be told, however, Bella, 
the outsider, never came fully into this 
House or any part of the establish- 
ment. For public officials today, this 
capacity not to take your official self 
so seriously that you lose sight of the 
outside causes that sent you here in 
the first place may be the most valu- 
able legacy of her service in this place. 

If we remember only that part of her 
fact legacy, all of us who serve here 
will serve better, and all of us who seek 
to be better public servants shall have 
found in her an important guiding prin- 
ciple left over from Bella’s abundant 
life. 


——— 
1900 


REMEMBERING THE GENOCIDE OF 
THE ARMENIAN PEOPLE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PEASE). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. BILIRAKIS) is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I, too, 
rise today to remember one of the most 
appalling events in human history, the 
genocide of the Armenian people. 

It shames and saddens me to say that 
the human race is no stranger to geno- 
cide: the great purges in Russia, during 
which Stalin methodically killed mil- 
lions of Russians; the Holocaust, in 
which 6 million Jews were systemati- 
cally slaughtered by the Nazis; and less 
well known but certainly just as sig- 
nificant, the Armenian genocide, in 
which 1.5 million Armenians were 
exterminated by the Ottoman Turks. 

I feel a special kinship to the Arme- 
nian people. As many know, I am of 
Greek descent and my ancestors, too, 
suffered at the hands of the Ottoman 
Turks. In fact, this past March 25, my 
colleague, the gentlewoman from New 
York (Mrs. CAROLYN MALONEY) and I 
conducted a special order to celebrate 
Greek Independence Day. 

On that day, 177 years ago, the 
Greeks mounted a revolution which 
eventually freed them from the tyr- 
anny of the Ottoman Empire. Unfortu- 
nately, the Armenians were not as for- 
tunate as their Greek brothers and sis- 
ters. Between 1915 and 1923, one and 
one-half million Armenians were mur- 
dered, and hundreds of thousands were 
driven from their homes by the Otto- 
man Turks. 

Today I want to acknowledge this 
tragedy and remember those Arme- 
nians who lost their lives. As citizens 
of a Nation that celebrates the 
strength of its diversity, we should al- 
ways remember those dark moments in 
history where people were persecuted 
because they were different. 
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Mr. Speaker, there is an unfortunate 
tendency to forget these horrific trage- 
dies and bury them in the past. How- 
ever, it is only through the painful 
process of acknowledging and remem- 
bering that we could keep similar dark 
moments from happening in the future. 

I thank the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. PORTER) and the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE), the co- 
chairs of the Congressional Caucus on 
Armenian Issues, for helping us do 
that. 


—— 


THE CENSUS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
woman from New York (Mrs. MALONEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

THE ARMENIAN GENOCIDE 

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise to put on the record my 
statement on the Armenian genocide 
on its 83rd anniversary. As we stand 
here on the floor now, the Armenian 
National Committee is hosting a meet- 
ing with Members of Congress to re- 
member the genocide and to take ac- 
tion to make sure that it becomes part 
of the history of the world and is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take 
this opportunity to commend the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) 
and the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
PORTER), who are co-chairs of the Ar- 
menian Caucus, for all of their hard 
work on this issue and other human 
rights issues. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to talk about a 
very important point, and that is get- 
ting a fair and accurate census, one 
that counts every American. 

There has been a lot of rhetoric 
about the Census Monitoring Board 
floating around. Once again, there has 
been little connection between that 
rhetoric and reality. I hope to set the 
record straight by discussing the facts 
of the situation and not the mythology 
the opponents of a fair census are try- 
ing to create. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues who op- 
pose a fair and accurate census, who re- 
peatedly call for spending billions more 
to assure that the inaccuracies of the 
past are repeated, have criticized the 
President for appointing a couple of, 
and I use their quotes, political hit 
men” to the Census Monitoring Board 
set up in the 1998 appropriations bill. 
These appointments, they claim, show 
that the President is really interested 
in politics, not in science. 

The facts argue that just the oppo- 
site is true. The President has put for- 
ward a plan for the 2000 Census based 
on science, not politics. The opponents 
of that plan know they cannot win a 
debate on the merits, so they have 
tried to smear the President and the 
Census Bureau with innuendo. 

The President appointed politicians 
to the Census Monitoring Board be- 
cause, from the outset, it has been 
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clear that the board was a political en- 
tity. The President appointed politi- 
cians to counter the politicians ap- 
pointed by the Republicans. It is clear 
that, from the beginning, the new lead- 
ership intended this board to be polit- 
ical. 

Let us look at the facts. When the 
board first appeared in language draft- 
ed by the Republican leadership during 
the negotiations over the 1998 budget, 
it had four Republican appointees and 
just two Democratic appointees. That 
sounds rather partisan and slanted to 
me. At the same time, they tried to 
give the board subpoena power, con- 
gressional printing authority, and a 
host of other functions. In fact, they 
designed the board to look very much 
like a House committee, where they 
could control the rules of the game. In 
other words, they tried to create a po- 
litical entity. 

We are fortunate that the President 
refused to accept such a blatantly par- 
tisan board. Even after the President 
forced the Republican leadership to ac- 
cept a board that had four Republican 
appointees and four Democratic ap- 
pointees, the Republican leadership 
wanted the board to operate with a 
quorum of four. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like Members to 
stop and think about what that means. 
A quorum of four would allow the four 
Republican appointees to meet without 
including a single Democrat. Is that 
partisan? Does that tell us what their 
agenda is? I think it does. 

The Republican leadership at every 
turn has signaled that this monitoring 
board is nothing but a political entity. 
The President has responded to these 
signals in the only rational way pos- 
sible. When the Speaker of the House 
and the Majority Leader of the Senate 
appointed board members with polit- 
ical rather than scientific credentials, 
the President did likewise. 

What is different is that the Presi- 
dent has a strong record on the science 
of this issue, and the Republican lead- 
ership does not. The President called 
on the National Academy of Sciences 
for advice. The Republican leadership 
has ridiculed the Academy as political 
because it does not like their scientific 
judgment. The President continues to 
seek the advice of experts through the 
National Academy of Sciences and 
through advisory committees. The Re- 
publican leadership continues to fret 
about what a fair and accurate census 
might do to their attempts to manipu- 
late the redistricting process. 

Right now, the Census Monitoring 
Board is a political entity because the 
Republican leadership made it that 
way. But it does not have to continue 
in that vein. Let me put forward four 
principles that, if adopted, could make 
the monitoring board a bipartisan op- 
eration. 

First, all personnel hired to work for the 
monitoring board other than the executive di- 
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rectors, have to be hired with the agreement 
of both executive directors. 

Second, all work done by board employees 
has to be approved by both executive direc- 
tors. 

Third, any press release, publication, or 
statement attributed to the board has to have 
the approval of both chairs before released. 

Fourth, any funds expended by the board 
have to be approved by the two chairs. 

If the Republican appointees on the Board 
will agree to these four principles, the board 
can proceed in a bipartisan manner. 

If they refuse to agree with these principles, 
it is a clear indication that their agenda is to 
conduct partisan political activities and try to 
use the monitoring board to legitimize their 
partisan agenda. 

| ask the Chairman of the Census Sub- 
committee to join me in calling for the Census 
Monitoring Board to accept these four prin- 
ciples. 

His willingness to join me in supporting 
these principles will also send a signal that he 
too is interested in fact and not fiction. 


LET US REMEMBER THE 
ARMENIAN GENOCIDE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. HORN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, as we near 
the dawn of a new millennium, many 
people have begun reviewing the events 
of the past 1,000 years. In the year 1000, 
Europe was only just beginning to rise 
from the Dark Ages, but the advances 
of the enlightenment were still cen- 
turies away. Life was still brutish and 
short, marked by random violence and 
terrible purges from time to time. We 
like to look at history and see a steady 
improvement in the condition of man- 
kind. We would prefer to believe that 
humanity today bears little resem- 
blance to the near barbarism that 
marked the last millennial change. 

Sadly, as we narrow our focus and 
look back at the 20th century, we see 
that many of the horrors that marked 
the 10th and lith centuries still exist 
in our world. This century has seen 
horrors on a scale that even the cru- 
elest leaders of the beginning of this 
millennium could not have imagined. 
More than 100 million people have been 
savagely murdered in this century. It 
is disheartening that many in the 
present day continue to hide or dimin- 
ish these events of sheer terror. 

In our lifetime, we have seen the 
genocide of Stalin, of Mao, of Hitler, of 
Pol Pot, and a large number of lesser 
known despots; the Nazi Holocaust 
against the Jews. 

The practice of genocide certainly 
was rooted in the efforts of the Turks 
to destroy the Armenian people 83 
years ago. At that time, the Ottoman 
Empire began a movement that would 
ultimately kill more than 1.5 million 
Armenians, and it left deep scars upon 
those who survived, scars that con- 
tinue to exist today. 
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What is so disheartening is that not 
only did this awful travesty occur but 
today the effort to cover it up or di- 
minish this awful event continues. 
Mankind is capable of forgiveness, but 
it requires an acknowledgment by the 
guilty party of that guilt and a desire 
for contrition. Unfortunately, the gov- 
ernment of Turkey wants to escape its 
guilty by blaming the Ottomans and 
has made no effort at reconciliation. 

Mr. Speaker, Turkey not only denies 
responsibility for its past action but 
has continued efforts to cause hardship 
in Armenia by blocking U.S. assistance 
from reaching Armenia and generally 
trying to obstruct closer relations be- 
tween the United States and Armenia. 
Turkey is our ally and has helped fur- 
ther the security of the United States 
and Europe. It would be unfair to leave 
this unacknowledged. But it would also 
be unfair to ignore a serious issue that 
does affect our mutual relations. 

By accepting its responsibility, Tur- 
key can help show that, while horrible 
events still take place, mankind has 
advanced to the point that we acknowl- 
edge and atone for these awful actions. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to extend my ap- 
preciation to the Members of this body 
who have done so much to prevent the 
world from forgetting the atrocities of 
83 years ago, and to the many Arme- 
nian American organizations through- 
out the Nation, and in particular Cali- 
fornia, for their good work on behalf of 
the Armenian American community 
and to foster closer ties between the 
United States and Armenia. 

Let us remember. Let us never for- 
get. 


——— 


RECOGNIZING THE SACRIFICE OF 
THE CREW OF THE U.S.S. INDI- 
ANAPOLIS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
woman from Indiana (Ms. CARSON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. CARSON. Mr. Speaker, today 
several of my colleagues and I join 12- 
year-old Hunter Scott in his out- 
standing efforts to correct an injustice 
dealt to the skipper and crew of a 
World War II battle cruiser. The U.S.S. 
Indianapolis was torpedoed and sunk 
just before the end of the war, in the 
U.S. Navy's worst disaster at sea. 

Hunter Scott, a 7th grader at Ransom 
Middle School of Cantonment, Florida, 
researched the story of the U. S. S. Indi- 
anapolis as a school history project. 
This week, today, he came to Wash- 
ington to ask Congress to exonerate 
Charles McVay, the ship’s captain, who 
was court-martialed for the loss of the 
ship. 

Hunter has been able to do what 
adults have been unable to do for 53 
years. He has drawn attention to the 
story of the Indianapolis, and now we 
are preparing to give the crew and cap- 
tain of the ship the recognition that 
they so rightfully deserve. 
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The U.S.S. Indianapolis was sunk by a 
Japanese submarine in 1945 after deliv- 
ering the components of the atom 
bomb to Tinian Island in the Pacific. 
Only 316 of the 1,916 soldiers who served 
on the U.S.S. Indianapolis survived to 
be rescued. 

The crew was adrift at sea without 
lifeboats, food, or water for 4%½ days. 
More than 500 were eaten by sharks or 
succumbed to injuries or the elements. 
During this time, the failure of the 
ship to arrive in port at the Philippines 
went totally unnoticed. The ship's Cap- 
tain, Charles B. McVay III, was con- 
victed in a 1946 court-martial. He was 
the first U.S. naval officer ever to be 
tried and convicted following the loss 
of his ship in combat. McVay com- 
mitted suicide in 1968. 

Captain McVay’s conviction was 
based on the fact that he failed to zig- 
zag the ship, but his superiors never 
gave him information that a Japanese 
submarine was patrolling the area. In 
addition, the Japanese captain of the 
submarine said before the trial that he 
would have sunk the ship even if it had 
been zigzagging. 

Evidence suggests that the Navy 
made McVay a scapegoat for the em- 
barrassing loss of the ship and tragic 
death of most of the crew. Because 
MecVay’s court-martial severely tar- 
nished the ship’s reputation, the crew 
of the Indianapolis has gone without 
recognition for 53 years. 

Today, my colleague and I introduced 
legislation to reverse this injustice to 
Captain McVay and the crew of the 
U. S. S. Indianapolis. The enactment of 
the bill would exonerate Captain 
McVay of the responsibility for sinking 
the U.S.S. Indianapolis. It would ex- 
press the sense of Congress that the 
court-martial conviction of McVay was 
a grave injustice. It urges the Presi- 
dent to grant a posthumous pardon to 
Captain McVay and expresses the sense 
of Congress that the President not only 
award a Presidential Unit Citation to 
the crew of the U.S.S. Indianapolis in 
recognition of their courage and for- 
titude but it waives any time limit ap- 
plicable to such a situation. 

Twelve of the survivors of the sink- 
ing of the U.S.S. Indianapolis came to 
Washington to join Hunter in his cru- 
sade. After the ship sank, they endured 
almost 5 days adrift in shark-infested 
waters, where two-thirds of their ship- 
mates perished from shark attacks, 
hunger, thirst, and exposure. 

Let us, at long last, understand that 
justice delayed is justice denied and 
recognize in a very patriotic fashion 
the kind of sacrifices that were ren- 
dered at that particular time. 


1915 


The Walt Disney Channel on Sunday 
has a very special and unique presen- 
tation about the U.S.S. Indianapolis. 
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THE THIRD CONGRESSIONAL DIS- 
TRICT OF MASSACHUSETTS RE- 
MEMBERS ARMENIA 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MCGOVERN) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, last 
year on April 25th, 1997, I attended a re- 
membrance for the 1% million men, 
women, and children who were per- 
secuted by the Turkish Ottoman gov- 
ernment and who perished during 1915 
to 1923. The commemoration, held at 
the Worcester City Hall in Worcester, 
Massachusetts, honored the 60 sur- 
vivors of the Armenian Genocide who 
are still living and residing in the 
Third Congressional District of Massa- 
chusetts. I had the privilege of meeting 
14 of them, and nothing I can express 
will ever compare to their words or 
memories. 

In the past year I have had the privi- 
lege to meet with many Armenian 
Americans in discussions not only 
about Armenia, but also on how to 
strengthen our communities, our 
schools, our health care, and the wel- 
fare of our children. I have learned a 
great deal from the Armenian commu- 
nity in central Massachusetts and I 
hope that they will continue to share 
with me their views and their insights. 

I also had the opportunity to spend a 
memorable afternoon at the Armenian 
Youth Federation Summer Camp in 
Franklin, Massachusetts, also in my 
district. There I met and spoke with 
young Armenian Americans who come 
to this camp from all around the coun- 
try. It is clear that the sons and daugh- 
ters of Armenian heritage will con- 
tinue to speak about their family’s his- 
tory and tragedy, and they will greatly 
enhance life in America with their 
spirit, intelligence and humor. 

It is as much out of my respect for 
them, these young people, that I feel 
privileged to add my voice to today’s 
commemoration of the Armenian 
Genocide. 

Every year we gather not just to 
honor and commemorate the victims, 
but to stand witness and declare that 
we will never forget this horrific trag- 
edy. What happened during those years 
was more than just a series of mas- 
sacres carried out by the Turkish Gov- 
ernment during a time of instability, 
revolution and war. Whole commu- 
nities were wiped off the face of the 
map. Over 1½ million men, women, and 
children were deported, forced into 
slave labor, tortured and exterminated 
by the Ottoman Government of Tur- 
key. 

It was deliberate. Millions of Arme- 
nians were systemically uprooted from 
their homeland of 3,000 years and elimi- 
nated through massacres and exile. It 
was a carefully executed plan of exter- 
mination. It was the first example of 
genocide in the 20th century, and it 
was the precursor to the Nazi Holo- 
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caust and the other cases of ethnic 
cleansing and mass extermination that 
are the nightmares that haunt and 
characterize our own times. 

Unlike Germany, the Government of 
Turkey, however, has never acknowl- 
edged its attempted annihilation of Ar- 
menians. Instead, successive Turkish 
governments have engaged in a global 
campaign of denial and historical revi- 
sionism. 

Mr. Speaker, this is why we must re- 
member, why we must always remem- 
ber. This is why we must speak out, 
why we must always speak out. To for- 
get history dishonors the victims and 
the survivors of the Armenian Geno- 
cide, and it encourages tyrants every- 
where to believe that they can kill 
with impunity. 

Over 30 nations, from Australia to 
Russia to Lebanon, have adopted reso- 
lutions officially recognizing the Ar- 
menian Genocide. Earlier this month 
the Senate in Brussels, Belgium, ap- 
proved a resolution recognizing and 
commemorating the Armenian Geno- 
cide. 

Mr. Speaker, as an American and a 
Member of Congress, I am profoundly 
angry that the United States of Amer- 
ica has yet to recognize the actions 
taken by the Turkish Government be- 
tween 1894 and 1923 as acts of genocide 
against the Armenian people. What 
other name could we possibly give to 
actions that reduced the Armenian 
population in the Ottoman Empire 
from 2,500,000 souls at the beginning of 
World War I to the fewer than 80,000 
who remain today inside of Turkey? 
Yet every year the administration fails 
to acknowledge that a genocide took 
place in order to appease our Turkish 
allies. 

As a Member of the Congressional 
Caucus on Armenia, I am a proud co- 
sponsor of H. Con. Res. 55, legislation 
that honors the victims and survivors 
of the Armenian Genocide, and calls 
upon the United States Government to 
recognize the genocide and encourage 
the Republic of Turkey to acknowledge 
and commemorate the atrocity carried 
out against the Armenian people. 

As a Member of that caucus, I work 
with my congressional colleagues to 
strengthen support and assistance to 
the people of Armenia; to support the 
Democratic process and elections re- 
cently held in Armenia; and to support 
and aid the Armenians of Nagorno- 
Karabagh who must daily confront the 
hostility and violence of Azerbaijan 
and the threat of another genocide. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the 1,400 
Armenian families who reside in my 
district, I will continue to work and 
speak on these issues in the 105th Con- 
gress. I will continue to honor the 
memory of the survivors of the Arme- 
nian Genocide, and I will continue to 
work for the freedom and human rights 
of Armenians everywhere. 

I thank my colleagues, the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) 
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and the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
PORTER), for their leadership on Arme- 
nian issues and for coordinating these 
special orders today. 

O 


CRISIS IN AMERICAN EDUCATION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, last 
Sunday, April 19th, there appeared on 
the front page of the Orlando Sentinel, 
my hometown newspaper, an extraor- 
dinary article with an extraordinary 
insight into the nature and the scope of 
the problem with public education that 
we are facing in the United States. 

I think that this is an article which 
should be read by all of our colleagues, 
and I call it to our colleagues’s atten- 
tion. 

I also at this time, so that I do not 
forget to do it later, although I am 
going to be referring to this liberally, 
would like ask that the entire text of 
this article and the accompanying text 
of a teacher’s diary, an insert on the 
front page of this newspaper, be intro- 
duced into the RECORD following my re- 
marks today. 

Mr. Speaker, back a couple of years 
ago, the Florida legislature passed a 
law requiring that every student who 
graduates from high school in the 
State of Florida had to have a 2.0 aver- 
age throughout their high school stud- 
ies. A 2.0 on a four-point scale means a 
C average. My colleagues might be sur- 
prised to learn that somebody would 
have to have a C average to graduate. 
Before that they only had to have a 1.5, 
and my colleagues would not believe 
the uproar that it has caused in our 
school system, but it has. : 

At exactly the same time the legisla- 
ture said we are also going to say that 
what counts for C is a 70 on a scoring 
sheet of paper when students take a 
test, no longer a 65. So they have to 
have a 70 get a C and they have to have 
a C average to graduate. 

Here is what this newspaper article 
found after a year or so of operation of 
this law. This article entitled. Thou- 
sands continue to fall short,“ by Mike 
Berry says, 

First semester grades for the Class of 2000 
are in and they show that a third of central 
Florida’s sophomores are in serious trouble 
and on a path that would keep them from 
graduating. Schools have been struggling for 
a year and a half to find ways to rescue these 
kids. But the latest grades show that very 
few have been able to turn things around. 
More than 7,000 students remain on the brink 
of failure. If that weren't bad enough, the 
new freshman class is doing worse than last 
year’s freshmen. More than 11,000 kids have 
D or F averages. That's 40 percent of the 
class. 

The article goes on to say that, 

At Leesburg High, Principal Wayne 
McLeod expects half of his freshman class to 
drop out. A large number of them have a spe- 
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cial problem: They cannot read. Many sim- 
ply cannot fathom the concept of a textbook. 
Forty percent of the freshmen are years be- 
hind where they should be. 


Berry goes on to say, 

These kinds of problems are not new. The 
truth is that schools have been graduating 
kids who can’t read for years. In Florida, one 
of every four freshmen entering a college or 
a university needs some kind of remedial 
help. And though educators and legislators 
have been talking about the 2.0 rule for a 
couple of years, there still is no comprehen- 
sive plan for a way to turn things around. 
That is being left up to individual schools. 
At the district level, officials only now are 
starting to talk about overall strategy. 

Last year you could have filled the lower 
bowl of Orlando Arena with Central Florida 
freshmen who couldn’t make a 2.0. This year, 
the first that the rule applies to every stu- 
dent, you could fill the entire arena and still 
leave another 6,000 standing outside. 

“Students who earn more than 24 
credits can drop their lowest grade“ in 
some of these schools, Berry says. 
“There are classes without tests. There 
are sessions where kids get one-on-one 
attention.” But regardless of what the 
teachers do, these kids still don’t have 
a 2.0 average. 

The question he poses is: Who is to 
blame for this? And we can go through 
a lot of hand-wringing. Obviously, we 
know there are problems with the 
schools themselves, but there are also 
problems with the kids and there are 
problems with the parents and their in- 
volvement. 

“Regardless of what teachers do, too 
many kids,” he says, care only about 
their lives outside the classroom. One 
Oak Ridge math teacher, Cherry Jones, 
struggles to teach multiplication, only 
to hear kids respond, ‘Why? I’ve got a 
calculator.“ And another surprise 
these days is the attitude of some par- 
ents. They don’t care either. 

But, Mr. Speaker, I thought the most 
interesting point of all about this came 
from a diary that accompanied this 
text and this article by an English 
teacher in Central Florida, and I am 
just going to quote a little bit of what 
she had to say. This is one day’s entry. 

Today I gave a test. As always, the stu- 
dents were allowed to use their notes. The 
way I see it, I serve them better by honing 
their note-taking and comprehension skills 
as opposed to memorization skills. I have 
been giving open-note tests since day one. 

Even so, every time I lecture I have to re- 
mind them to copy what I write on the 
board. They have been in class for 150 days. 
When will they catch on that it will be bene- 
ficial to have notes? 

Last week I put a note on the board about 
when the test would be. Every day since, I 
reminded them. Yesterday, I gave them a list 
of topics that would be covered. Last night I 
put a reminder on my homework hotline. 

Apparently, I speak a different language 
than they do because a quarter of them came 
in this morning and said, We have a test 
today? You didn’t tell us we had a test 
today! Can we use our notes?” 

Now it’s 8 o'clock and I've just finished 
grading the test. My spouse has gone into 
the other room, tired of hearing me yell, 
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“How many times did we go over this?” as I 
drew a line through another wrong answer. 

More frustrating than the students who an- 
swered incorrectly were the ones who don’t 
even attempt an answer. 


We have got a major problem with 
education in this country this is only 
illustrative of this problem, but I com- 
mend my colleagues to read the whole 
text of this-article and the diary be- 
cause it does give an insight we do not 
get anywhere else. 

[From the Orlando Sentinel Online] 
THOUSANDS CONTINUE TO FALL SHORT 
(By Mike Berry) 


First-semester grades for the Class of 2000 
are in and they show that a third of Central 
Florida’s sophomores are in serious trouble 
and on a path that would keep them from 
graduating. 

Schools have been struggling for a year 
and a half to find ways to rescue these kids. 
But the latest grades show that very few 
have been able to turn things around. More 
than 7,000 students remain on the brink of 
failure. 

If that weren't bad enough, the new fresh- 
man class is doing worse than last year’s 
freshmen. More than 11,000 kids from five 
Central Florida counties have D or F aver- 
ages. That's 40 percent of the class. 

Under standards that applied to most 
freshman for the first time last year, these 
kids will need C averages to graduate. 


Florida's get tough standards 


The reality is that they cannot meet the 
most basic standards. Despite numerous re- 
mediation programs, schools just don't know 
how many kids will graduate. 


Number of Students below 2.0 GPA at the end of 
the first semester '97-'98 


Last year, educators in large part were 
talking the company line: If you raise the 
bar, the kids will meet it. 

But the numbers are daunting. There is 
great uncertainty. More teachers and admin- 
istrators are acknowledging how tough 
things really are. 

Here are some of the signs: 

In 23 of 39 Central Florida public high 
schools, the percentage of incoming fresh- 
men making D’s and F's increased this year. 
At 19 schools, more than 40 percent of fresh- 
men can’t muster a 2.0 on a 4.0 grading scale. 
At four of those schools, half of the freshman 
class can’t cut it. 

In Lake County, where four of every 10 
freshmen have D or F averages, officials are 
rushing to set up alternative schools to help 
at least some at-risk kids graduate. Lake of- 
ficials said they've made the decision be- 
cause of research by The Orlando Sentinel 
showing that schools aren’t coping with the 
crush of student failure. 

Although grades for sophomores improved 
a bit from last year, one of every three 10th- 
graders still is in trouble. The schools are 
working to help failing kids, but there clear- 
ly is no quick fix. 

There are 5,490 juniors and seniors below a 
2.0. They, too, must meet that standard for 
their last years of school. Borderline seniors 
won't know until a few days before gradua- 
tion whether they'll get diplomas. 

Lump them all together, and the number 
of kids at risk is accumulating at a fright- 
ening pace. 

A year ago, schools were concerned with 
7,311 freshmen who couldn't manage passing 
grades. Now they must try to help 24,000 who 
aren't making it. 
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At some schools, officials say they’re not 
worried, that students tend to do better as 
they get older. 

In Volusia County, for instance, high 
school services coordinator Tim Egnor found 
many historically had begun high school 
with abysmal grades. 

“If past history has any accuracy whatso- 
ever, this just won't be that big a deal,” 
Egnor said. “It always looks really ugly up 
front, but. . . four years later there's always 
been dramatic improvement.” 

THE HARSH REALITY 

But the bottom line is this: When kids 
needed a 1.5 grade-point average to graduate, 
about one in four didn’t make it. Now, there 
is an even tougher standard, and no one 
knows how many more might fall by the 
wayside. 

Many teachers feel besieged. They say they 
are facing ill-equipped, often uninterested 
kids they just didn’t see 10 years ago. 

Florida’s new get-tough rules say every 
student must have a 2.0 cumulative grade- 
point average—a C—to get a diploma. Every 
time a kid gets a 1.5 in one class, he has to 
do better than 2.0 in other classes to improve 
his average. 

But as kids get older, they have less time 
to pull up their grades. At the same time, 
the grading scale has gotten tougher. Now, 
kids have to get a 70 for a D. The cutoff used 
to be 65. 

Many among the current crop aren't going 
to make it, or they’ll spend six years in high 
school, or they'll get a certificate of comple- 
tion, which means they went to school but 
never got a diploma. 

And that doesn't point to a bright future. 
Without diplomas, kids cannot get into col- 
lege. They cannot compete for the best jobs. 

And so there is pessimism. 

At Leesburg High, Principal Wayne 
McLeod expects half of his freshman class to 
drop out. A large number of them have a spe- 
cial problem: They cannot read. 

Many simply cannot fathom the contents 
of a textbook. Forty percent of the freshman 
are years behind where they should be. 

Lake School Board member Mary Fletcher, 
a former teacher, remembers her shock when 
she returned to Leesburg High. “I assigned a 
classic to the class,” she said, “and one girl 
raised her hand to protest: ‘I don't do read- 

One indication of the problem is that Lake 
County held back many more freshmen this 
year than the year before, but that didn't do 
much to help the percentage of sophomores 
below 2.0. 

Who's to blame? Everyone points a finger, 
either at high schools for doing a bad job, or 
at middle and elementary schools for passing 
along kids who should be held back, or at 
parents. 

What is clear is that thousands of kids just 
aren't ready. 

Oak Ridge High freshman Michael Petty 
got A’s in middle school. Now, he is strug- 
gling with a 1.25 grade-point average. 

“In math class last year, the only real 
work was graphing. When we came here and 
went straight to doing equations, it was like, 
‘Equations? I don’t know how to do any of 
this.“ 

Making things worse, many kids are living 
in a dream world. School, they think, has no 
connection with their lives. They just want 
jobs so they can get cars. 

Many simply won't show up: These kids 
will not come to class, McLeod said. They 
will not do a bit of work when they do come. 
We need to fail them.” 

Parents are scared. Don Peplow, parent of 
a Lake Mary High junior, said he is afraid 
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too many students below a 2.0 are going to 
give up. D students can’t suddenly be ex- 
pected to start making B’s and A’s, he said. 

“They're going to say, Screw it. Why 
bother?“ Peplow said. That's what really 
gets me.” 

A BLEAK OUTLOOK 

These kinds of problems are not new. The 
truth is that schools have been graduating 
kids who can’t read for years. In Florida, one 
of every four freshmen entering a college or 
a university needs some kind of remedial 
help. 

And though educators and legislators have 
been talking about the 2.0 rule for a couple 
of years, there still is no comprehensive plan 
for a way to turn things around. 

That is being left up to individual schools. 
At the district level, officials only now are 
starting to talk about overall strategy. 

In Lake County, “we are absolutely still 
developing a program, Superintendent 
Jerry Smith said. 

For 10th-graders who did very poorly last 
year, Lake has special programs. But only 60 
kids at each high school can get in. 

In Osceola County's Gateway High, where 
40 percent of the Class of 2000 is below 2.0, 
the dropout prevention program was dumped 
two years ago. 

A few miles west, at Poinciana High, there 
is a seventh-period class for extra help. But 
it only works for kids with transportation 
because it ends more than an hour after the 
last bus has gone. 

Most remedial programs deal with small 
groups, so teachers can work closely with 
the kids. And that means they are expensive. 

To try to buck that trend, Colonial High 
tries to find a mentor for every kid in trou- 
ble. 

Social studies teacher Dee Libonati recog- 
nized that Jeffrey Cope needed help. Jeffrey 
is bright and conscientious, but he lost inter- 
est and got behind. She offered to meet regu- 
larly with him before school. 

“You gave me a lot of encouragement,” he 
told her. “You always checked up on me.” 

Jeffrey is doing a lot better. But the bad 
news is that there are almost 600 underclass- 
men at Colonial alone who need help. 

What has been left out of the discussion of 
“raising the bar“ is this: How long it will 
take before results begin to show? 

“We knew we were in for a long-term fight. 
But we have to start somewhere,” said 
Frank Brogan, state education commis- 
sioner. 

“We were always very careful to point out 
that you cannot take a freshman already 
two grade levels below his peers and in six 
months see that student catch fire.” 

Nevertheless, the new rules affect thou- 
sands of kids who would have graduated 
under the old system. 

Last year, you could have filled the lower 
bowl of Orlando Arena with Central Florida 
freshmen who couldn’t make a 2.0. This year, 
the first that the rule applies to every stu- 
dent, you could fill the entire arena and 
leave another 6,000 standing outside. 

Jennifer Reeves, a senior director for Or- 
ange County schools, thinks it was a mis- 
take to impose the 2.0 requirement all at 
once, instead of phasing it in. 

“It wasn’t our decision. I wouldn’t have 
done it that way. It was a lot to throw at 
kids. It's a feel-good thing: We're going to 
be tough. 

Caesar Campana, who teaches freshman 
English at Orange County’s Edgewater High, 
isn’t surprised at the poor showing. 

“On top of the 2.0, we’re asking our stu- 
dents to pass a year of algebra I, and this is 
difficult for a lot of our students.” 
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“They say, raise the bar. I love that, It’s 
like taking a kid in a weight room who can’t 
bench press 200 pounds, and saying, I'm 
going to make you stronger. So you have to 
bench press 300 pounds. 

UNINTERESTED AUDIENCE 


As difficult as the task is, schools are feel- 
ing great pressure to get kids through. There 
is remediation, tutoring, night school. 

In Volusia County, they’ve held pep rallies 
to fire kids up about studying harder. Some 
schools sent letters home to parents. Some 
offer alternative classes that award more 
credits in less time. 

Students who earn more than 24 credits 
can drop their lowest grade. There are class- 
es without tests. There are sessions where 
kids get one-on-one attention. 

At Lake County’s Eustis High, Lino 
Santos, 17, has done well in a special class 
for 10th-graders. 

“I used to be a D student,“ he said, and 
now I am pretty much an A and B student.” 

Here, the work is simpler. It is much easi- 
er,” said Crystal Edge, 15, another Eustis 
High 10th-grader. 

And that may be a mixed bag. 

“There are some days when I feel this is 
great. If kids don’t get their diploma, what 
will they be doing? This keeps them in 
school,” said Skellie Morris, who teaches at 
Tavares High. 

“But maybe we are giving them the easy 
way out.” 

Yet, it’s not just a matter of finding some- 
thing that works. Regardless of what teach- 
ers do, too many kids care only about their 
lives outside the classroom. 

At Oak Ridge High, Assistant Principal 
Susan Storch said some kids are far more 
concerned about having good jobs and cars. 

“Their future is Friday night.“ Storch 
said. 

Oak Ridge math teacher Cherry Jones 
struggles to teach multiplication, only to 
hear kids respond: Why? I’ve got a calcu- 
lator.” 

Bobby Jones is a typical 10th-grader at 
Umatilla High. He has a C average. He could 
do better. It just isn’t worth the investment. 

“I would have to spend all of my time in 
school,“ he said. “I just won't do it. 

“I’m a slacker. I'm still passing, but I 
could have good enough grades to get a 
scholarship. But it is not going to happen be- 
cause school is not my main priority.” 

Sadly, it is not simply a question of atti- 
tude. Talk to longtime teachers. They'll tell 
you there have been fundamental changes in 
the way things are. 

Storch calls it “simplistic” to impose 
higher standards and expect kids suddenly to 
rise to the occasion. 

“We will do our best. But we would all like 
to see some of these people come to a high 
school—any high school—and experience it 
for themselves. How they remember school 
to be, that it is not what it is today.” 

For DeLand High School sophomore 
Shante Thomas, the tougher standard has 
added to an already hefty load. Shante is 15, 
has a 1.7 grade-point average and often 
misses school because her  1-year-old, 
Lametriana Harding, suffers from chronic 
bronchitis. 

Shante brings her son to a child-care facil- 
ity at her school. And although there is an 
after-school tutoring program, she can’t at- 
tend. The child-care program closes when 
classes end. 

“I want to do good, and I know I could, but 
for me it’s hard to catch up.“ she said. “I 
have all these other things I have to do, like 
change diapers and take care of my baby.” 


Another surprise these days is the attitude 
of some parents. They don’t care, either. 

“We have parents now who advise their 
children to drop out of school and get a job,” 
said Delores Gray, longtime guidance coun- 
selor at Leesburg High. “I about fall out of 
my chair when I hear them.” 


PUSH FOR ACCOUNTABILITY 


So what’s the answer? 

Across Florida and the nation there is a 
push for more accountability. Brogan, the 
education commissioner, three years ago 
began publishing a list of Florida public 
schools that fall below minimum expecta- 
tions in test scores. Since then, the number 
of schools on the list has dropped from 158 to 
30. Those still on the list this year may face 
some sort of state intervention. 

Administrators are thinking about typing 
principals’ job reviews to student perform- 
ance. But they are stepping very gingerly. 

What happens, Seminole County's sec- 
ondary education director Tom Marcy asks, 
if a school consistently fails to improve? 

You would have to look for a trend, not 
just a change from one semester to the next, 
he said. Then you would have to make sure 
there were no significant changes in the stu- 
dent population or faculty, that might ex- 
plain a drop in grades. That can happen with 
something as simple as a change in attend- 
ance zones. 

Should teachers who raise test scores get 
more money? Should principals who fail to 
teach kids get fired? 

Historically, educators have fiercely re- 
sisted such moves. The rationale: Should a 
principal of a school with a largely poor, 
highly mobile student body be as account- 
able as one in an affluent, stable community 
flush with bright-eyed honors students? 

“Its very controversial.“ said Peter 
Gorman, associate superintendent in Osceola 
County. 

However, he said, “the public can no longer 
accept us saying we can't improve our 
schools based on factors beyond our con- 
trol.” 

Eventually, the pressure—and the new em- 
phasis on grades—will bring most kids up to 
speed, Seminole Superintendent Paul 
Hagerty says. 

But for years to come, some kids will go 
without diplomas. 

“It may take a trauma for a few kids,” 
Hagerty said, to get the attention of the 
others.” 


FLORIDA'S GET-TOUGH STANDARDS 


Florida’s education reform effort isn’t just 
the 2.0 rule and a tougher grading scale. 

This year, all teachers must teach the Sun- 
shine State Standards—guidelines for what 
kids should know and be able to do by cer- 
tain grades. This year, the state begins to 
measure progress with its Florida Com- 
prehensive Assessment Test. 

The state is requiring schools to target 
students who fail to meet math and reading 
standards, a chronic problem. In Orange and 
Osceola counties, for example, at least 30 
percent of eighth-graders scored below the 
25th percentile on reading and math achieve- 
ment tests. That means they did worse than 
75 percent of kids across the country. 

There is a push to get kids up to speed 
early on, particularly in reading. A state law 
that takes effect next year won't allow grade 
school kids who don’t read well enough to be 
promoted. Seminole County has new elemen- 
tary school tests to diagnose reading prob- 
lems. In Lake County, there are 250 reading 
volunteers in elementary schools. Orange 
County this year will have summer school in 
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at least 19 low-achieving elementary 
schools—more than double the number last 
year. 


[From the Orlando Sentinel Online] 


TEACHER’S DIARY: ‘APPARENTLY, I SPEAK A 
DIFFERENT LANGUAGE THAN THEY Do’ 


Today, I gave a test. As always, the stu- 
dents were allowed to use their notes. The 
way I see it, I serve them better by honing 
their note-taking and comprehension skills, 
as opposed to their memorization skills. I 
have been giving open-note tests since day 
one. 

Even so, every time I lecture, I have to re- 
mind them to copy what I write on the 
board. They have been in class for 150 days. 
When will they catch on that it will be bene- 
ficial to have notes? 

Last week, I put a note on the board about 
when the test would be. Every day since, I 
reminded them. Yesterday, I gave them a list 
of the topics that would be covered. Last 
night, I put a reminder on my homework 
hotline. 

Apparently, I speak a different language 
than they do, because a quarter of them 
came in this morning and said, We have a 
test today? You didn’t tell us we had a test 
today! Can we use our notes?“ 

Now, it’s 8 o'clock and I have just finished 
grading the tests. My spouse has gone into 
the other room, tired of hearing me yell, 
How many times did we go over this!?”’ as 
I drew a line through another wrong answer. 

More frustrating than the students who an- 
swered incorrectly are the ones who don't 
even attempt an answer. 

I explain to them before every test that I 
will give them partial credit if I can see they 
knew at least a little about the answer. 

Even if their answers are different from 
what we discussed in class, I will give credit 
if they can explain their point of view. 

Believe it or not, I have had students 
choose to take a zero because they left their 
notes at home. What do they do in other 
classes? What were they doing for the last 
week when we were learning about the ideas 
that test covers? Where is their survival in- 
stinct? 

I encourage what is known as “thinking 
out of the box.“ I want my students to dis- 
agree with me. I want them to think, to seek 
alternatives. Sadly, most of them just can't. 
Sadder still, many don't want to. They want 
to be given the answer; they want to write it 
on the test from memory; and then they 
want never to think about it again. 

I think that the theory that high expecta- 
tions will cause kids to rise up to meet those 
expectations is only true if the kids already 
have some foundation to stand on. But by 
the time they reach the upper grades, their 
feet are already mired in quicksand. 

One foot is stuck in their own inescapable 
kid-ness, which causes them to try and get 
out of as much work as possible. 

But the other is mired with teachers who 
don’t expect them to do anything but memo- 
rize. I have kids who are about to go to col- 
lege whose teachers actually give them a 
copy of the upcoming test to use as a study 
guide. 

And do you know what? Even after that, 
some of them fail. Why should I try to teach 
them to think? 


— — 


ACTIVITIES DURING THE DISTRICT 
WORK PERIOD 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
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uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Colo- 
rado (Mr. BoB SCHAFFER) is recognized 
for 60 minutes as the designee of the 
majority leader. 

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. 
Mr. Speaker, this evening I would like 
it go through a number of issues. 
Wednesday evening is the opportunity 
for the freshmen Republican class to 
spend a little time on the House floor 
and brief our colleagues and, indeed, 
the rest of the country on some of the 
activities that we are pursuing 
throughout America in our respective 
districts. 

I know for me out in the Fourth Dis- 
trict of Colorado that I represent, 
which is essentially the eastern plains 
of the country, I spent the last two 
weeks over the Easter break working 
pretty hard, actually. It was not much 
of a break at all. We did a lot of town 
meetings and a lot of visits at school 
sites throughout the district and so on. 

I wanted to spend a little bit of time 
tonight just telling my colleagues 
about some of the activities that I had 
pursued with the Education and the 
Workforce Committee that made a site 
visit out to my district recently, and 
report back on some of the comments 
that we received at that subcommittee. 

It was a subcommittee of the Edu- 
cation and the Workforce Committee, 
the Subcommittee on Oversight and In- 
vestigations led by the chairman of 
that committee, the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA). They came 
out to the town of Timnath, Colorado, 
which is a little bit east of Fort Col- 
lins, and Timnath is a community that 
includes an elementary school that we 
went to visit, Timnath Elementary 
School. 

The school was a unique one and one 
that I think provided perhaps the best 
snapshot of education in my district as 
far as at the elementary level, because 
this particular community is located 
just on the outskirts of a bigger city, 
the City of Fort Collins, but still has a 
large rural component. So we have an 
interesting mesh of children from 
urban as well as rural settings, and of 
course that is representative of the dis- 
trict overall. 

We met for a day-long hearing of the 
subcommittee, again, part of the Cross- 
roads in Education program of the 
committee which has taken place in 
several States throughout the country 
under the leadership of the committee. 

Let me tell you, Mr. Speaker, about 
some of the individuals that we heard 
from. Our focus was asking local lead- 
ers about what works and what is wast- 
ed in public education today. We heard 
from Don Unger, who is the super- 
intendent of the Poudre School Dis- 
trict in the town of Fort Collins. 

He cited one of the biggest problems 
that he is confronted with as a super- 
intendent of a relatively large school 
district in Colorado. He said that we 
continue to receive increased Federal 
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mandates. What he focused on, for ex- 
ample, were the changes made in the 
IDEA bill last summer, which are tak- 
ing well over 100 hours of staff time 
with no new resources provided to sup- 
port this additional mandated require- 
ment. 

He also spoke about parent and staff 
litigation against the school district 
which he said caused a major demand 
on staff and dollars. These litigations 
are coming from three areas, he said: 
the Office of Civil Rights; right to due 
process under IDEA; and through pa- 
rental and staff complaints to the 
State government. 


1930 


He said that some of the things that 
are working very well are the efforts 
here in the Congress to consolidate 
Federal programs, and, in fact, this 
Congress accomplished that in the last 
session with a number of education ti- 
tles that we reviewed and consolidated 
here. He spoke about some of the lit- 
eracy programs that we have promoted 
as a Republican Congress, and com- 
mented that they are working very 
well in his district. 

Secondly, we heard from a woman 
named Pat Chase. She is the president 
of the Colorado Association of School 
Boards, and she takes in a perspective 
in her testimony of the entire State 
and all of the school boards that she 
represents, which are 176 in number, of 
locally elected school board members, 
and all very dedicated to education. 

She says that the efforts in the State 
to lead local school districts in estab- 
lishing standards are being received 
very positively, and have had a very 
positive impact on local schools. She, 
once again, hit on the issues of public 
school mandates, and described the 
Federal mandates that we are handing 
down to school districts as being par- 
ticularly detrimental. She said the 
Omnibus ‘Transportation Employee 
Testing Act has been somewhat of a 
problem that imposes drug and alcohol 
testing requirements on school bus 
drivers, and she said that the mandate 
has the best of intentions. And on a 
State level and local level it is some- 
thing that, in fact, Colorado would 
most likely support anyway without 
the mandate from the Federal level. 

However, the Federal mandate just 
being in existence compels States and 
local school districts to fill out a lot of 
paperwork; spend a lot of time com- 
plying with the Federal mandate. Here 
is a mandate that is pretty obvious. 
You want to make sure that the people 
driving buses and being around kids are 
free from drugs, and pass the drug 
tests. And as I mentioned, Colorado is 
no different than many other States in 
that it would accomplish this objective 
on its own; left to its own devices and 
its own laws, but again the Federal 
Government’s intrusion on something 
that is rather obvious results in noth- 
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ing more in Colorado than more paper- 
work and more headaches for school 
board members throughout the State, 
and in the end detracts from getting 
dollars to classrooms where they are 
also needed most. 

We also heard from Dr. Randy Ever- 
ett. Randy Everett is a urologic sur- 
geon. He and his wife have been very 
involved in establishing education op- 
portunities for children throughout 
northern Colorado where they were in- 
strumental in establishing a school 
that focuses on the Hirsch ‘Core 
Knowledge” curriculum or the “Core 
Knowledge” sequence designed by Dr. 
E. D. Hirsch. And they started that 
school as an alternative school, and it 
resulted in a huge waiting list of par- 
ents who wanted to get their children 
into that kind of an education setting. 

This school is one that is created 
around a sequential curriculum, very 
well ordered, and very logical in terms 
of one lesson building upon the pre- 
vious one. It is built around a concept 
called mature literacy and cultural lit- 
eracy, which is one step above just 
basic functional literacy; the whole no- 
tion that children should be able to 
read for meaning and be able to under- 
stand all of the historic and scientific 
and cultural context of things that 
they read, and the way they under- 
stand the world. 

A curriculum that is being used 
throughout the world, certainly 
throughout the United States with 
great success, this was the first alter- 
native school that was established in 
Ft. Collins. Dr. Everett then went on to 
establish a second school under Colo- 
rado’s charter school law. That school, 
as well, the Liberty Common School, is 
one that is enjoying tremendous suc- 
cess in its first year and Dr. Everett 
was on hand to give us testimony about 
the success of that institution. 

We also heard from Mr. Clair Orr, 
who is an individual from Greeley, Col- 
orado. He serves on the State board of 
education, was elected to that position 
from throughout my Congressional 
District in the Fourth District. He 
spoke about a number of issues. The 
huge variances that we have in Colo- 
rado, very large school districts, down 
to small school districts that have in 
some cases 60 students total. And he 
spoke very directly, again, about the 
Federal Government taking on several 
responsibilities and duties for which it 
does not pay. And at one point in time 
our Federal Government mandated a 
number of requirements upon school 
districts, and over the years the size of 
the U.S. Department of Education has 
been broadened and flattened out, and 
there are too many programs now, far 
more than the government is able to 
fund. 

We heard from Jane Anderson, a par- 
ent at Liberty Common School. Jane 
Anderson spoke about school choice 
and the positive impact that that has 
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on parental involvement. Many, many 
parents, far more parents than seems 
to be typical are getting involved in 
education delivery right at the class- 
room level when empowered by school 
administrators to do that, and again 
spoke about how wonderful that seems 
to work in Colorado. 

We heard from Bob Selle, a super- 
intendent from east Yuma County 
school district, RJ-2, way out in the 
eastern part of Colorado, almost out 
near Kansas. He spoke about, once 
again, about some of the very difficult 
challenges that rural communities 
have. They spend a disproportionate 
amount of money on transportation be- 
cause they have to transport their chil- 
dren from such far distances to get to 
some of the rural schools, and spoke 
about the success of some of the read- 
ing programs that the Federal Govern- 
ment helps initiate. 

One of the most memorable portions 
of our hearing involved testimony from 
a science teacher named Pam Schmidt. 
She is Colorado’s 1997 Teacher of the 
Year and she teaches at Thunder Ridge 
Middle School in Aurora, Colorado. 
That is in the Cherry Creek school dis- 
trict. She’s a very inspirational teach- 
er. 

What struck me most about Pam’s 
comments and testimony was her de- 
sire to see teachers treated like real 
professionals. That is a term that I use 
quite frequently, and I asked her about 
a system that we have today, largely 
dominated by the union politics of the 
National Education Association and 
the Colorado regimen being the Colo- 
rado Education Association. This union 
has secured a contract essentially that 
treats all teachers the same, regardless 
of their professional abilities and their 
ability to contribute to an education 
system and process; in fact, a system 
that results in the absolute worst 
teacher in the district being paid the 
same as the absolute best. 

She and I agreed that we ought to 
create a system throughout the coun- 
try where teachers are rewarded as real 
professionals, and, in fact, allowing the 
very best teachers to become wealthy 
in carrying out the services that they 
render to children, which if we as a so- 
ciety agree, and I think we mostly 
would, that this process of public edu- 
cation is of paramount importance, 
truly then those who are the best and 
who are those who excel in their pro- 
fession and field ought to be rewarded 
financially as well as professionally on 
that basis. And conversely, those who 
fail to perform well ought to be per- 
suaded to find a new line of work. 

That, according to Pam, does not 
happen in public schools today. The 
worst teachers seem to be protected 
most by laws that certainly do not 
have the best interests of children first 
and foremost in their intent. 

We heard from Dan Balcerak, prin- 
cipal of Timnath Elementary School. 
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First of all, let me say he was very gra- 
cious, and we certainly appreciated his 
hospitality in opening up his school for 
a day to the Congress and to the State 
of Colorado. Principal Balcerak men- 
tioned that public education serves the 
needs of a wide variety of students, so 
teaching methods need to include ac- 
commodations for a wide spectrum of 
learning styles. 

He spoke about how local control 
being the best way to accomplish that, 
not centralizing curriculum in Wash- 
ington, D.C., as many people here in 
Washington would suggest needs to 
occur. You find most of those folks 
over in the U.S. Department of Edu- 
cation and in the Clinton administra- 
tion. And we assured Dan Balcerak 
that on the Republican side of the 
aisle, we are working very hard to lib- 
erate public schools throughout the 
country, and honor the freedom under 
which they operate best. 

We heard from Bill Moloney, the 
Commissioner of Education of the 
State of Colorado. He spoke about 
many things that seem to work very 
well. He said that technology, for ex- 
ample, is having a remarkable impact 
upon public education. He spoke about 
the Core Knowledge movement as being 
very positive, a rigid strategy toward 
testing and accountability that is oc- 
curring in Colorado; pointing out 
where the real problems are, and allow- 
ing professionals to go to work on im- 
proving those particular aspects of our 
school system. And he again spoke 
about the unfunded Federal mandates, 
and the real need for this Congress to 
work forcefully to liberate public 
schools at the State and local level, 
and free them from these burdensome 
rules and regulations that are again 
largely unfunded. 

Mr. Speaker, I just wanted to go 
through that report for the benefit of 
the Members here and also for those 
who wonder what it is we do when we 
take these breaks from Congress. In 
this case, which is a snapshot of one 
day, we spent considerable amount of 
time bringing other Members of Con- 
gress from other parts of the country 
out to Colorado to consider the con- 
tributions and the problems that we 
are dealing with in a part of my State 
where the rural areas come up against 
some urban areas. 

I see the gentleman from South Da- 
kota has joined me here. The gen- 
tleman from South Dakota (Mr. 
THUNE) is one of the outstanding lead- 
ers of the freshman class. I appreciate 
him joining us here tonight. 

I yield to the gentleman from South 
Dakota (Mr. THUNE) to present what- 
ever point he needs to bring to our at- 
tention tonight. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the gentleman from Colorado for 
yielding to me. I might add that as you 
traveled across your State of Colorado, 
I would suspect that many of the con- 
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cerns that you heard were not unlike 
the ones I hear in traveling my State 
of South Dakota, because I think our 
congressional districts are very much 
alike in many respects, and as I spent 
the better part of 2 weeks, actually all 
of 2 weeks traveling across South Da- 
kota, I had the occasion to visit with a 
wide range of groups from economic de- 
velopment groups, to agricultural 
groups to education groups, and to dis- 
cuss with them a wide range of issues; 
all of which I think are very relevant 
as we look to the future, and what 
some of the needs are that are out 
there. 

It is sort of ironic. I was listening to 
the debate today on the tax limitation 
amendment here on the House floor, 
and there was a lot of invoking, I guess 
you would say, of our Founding Fa- 
thers and what their intentions were 
with respect to taxes and whatnot. And 
there was the suggestion, the notion 
that somehow because our Founding 
Fathers did not include in those origi- 
nal documents a supermajority re- 
quirement to raise taxes, that in their 
wisdom they had excluded that, and 
they talked about, I heard the discus- 
sion of the Articles of Confederation 
and whatnot, and it occurred to me, I 
guess, that in my reading of history 
that the Articles of Confederation 
were, in fact, they relied upon the 
States to raise revenue, and it became 
clear that the States were not going to 
do it. And so they came up with a way 
in which they could raise revenue for 
the national government. 

But that, nevertheless, I would also 
argue that our Founding Fathers prob- 
ably never anticipated that we would 
be looking at $5.5 trillion in debt. In 
fact, if our Founding Fathers had 
known that we were going to run the 
country $5.5 trillion in debt, they prob- 
ably would have moved back to Europe 
and forgotten the whole thing to start 
with. 

The fact of the matter is that there 
is an inertia in government to spend, 
and one of the things that the tax limi- 
tation amendment does, it says in very 
straightforward terms that if, in fact, 
the government is going to raise taxes, 
that the representative form of govern- 
ment that we have, that they elect peo- 
ple to make these decisions; that it 
will take a two-thirds majority, super- 
majority to raise taxes. I think that is 
something that is very much in the in- 
terest of the people in this country so 
that we can get away from this built-in 
inertia toward big government to spend 
dollars. 

I look at our State of South Dakota, 
which I think is a good case in point. 
We have in our Constitution a balanced 
budget amendment. We balance our 
budget every year. We have a require- 
ment for a supermajority. 

In fact, in 1996, on the ballot almost 
75 percent of the voters in South Da- 
kota voted in favor of making it a two- 
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thirds requirement in order to raise 
taxes in our State. And more and more 
States are moving in that direction be- 
cause the people of this country, I 
think, have realized what we already 
know and what you cannot help but re- 
alize after you have been in this town 
for a very short time: that there is an 
incredible inertia in this city and in 
government generally to continue to 
spend and spend and spend. So this 
afternoon we had the vote on that. 

I think it was a significant vote for 
the people of this country, and for your 
voters in Colorado, and the folks in 
Michigan. And the gentleman from 
Michigan has just joined us, but cer- 
tainly for the people in South Dakota, 
interestingly enough, as I traveled 
across our State, and we dealt with, 
again, a wide range of issues. We talked 
about corn prices and wheat prices and 
cattle prices, and there is not a whole 
lot to be happy about in agriculture 
today. A little bit about supporting 
ethanol, making sure that we have op- 
portunities to add values to our raw 
commodities in South Dakota and 
across the agricultural sector of this 
country. 

We also talked a lot about retirement 
issues, a lot about education issues, 
drug issues, which is an incredible 
problem in many small communities 
across South Dakota today. But inter- 
estingly enough, one incident in par- 
ticular that stuck out to me, as 1 
stopped at a gas station in Aberdeen, 
South Dakota and the young lady at 
the counter said to me, as I walked in, 
she said, Congressman, working fami- 
lies need lower taxes. And she said, my 
husband and I both work. We are rais- 
ing kids, paying the bills, trying to 
educate our kids, put aside a little bit 
for retirement, and we are writing 
these big checks to Uncle Sam. 
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And the best thing that you can do 
to make our lives easier and to allow 
us to make to have more control over 
our futures is to lower taxes on work- 
ing families.” 

In fact, I would like to just briefly 
mention a couple of bills that I intro- 
duced some time ago which would do 
just that. The Taxpayer Relief Act was 
one, H.R. 3151; the Taxpayer Choice 
Act, which is H.R. 3149, lowered the tax 
burden on working people in this coun- 
try in a way that addresses a couple of 
principles that I think we ought to be 
concerned about when we talk about 
lowering taxes. And one is, not further 
complicating the Tax Code. 

We have 480 forms, and we put them 
on a scale one day at one of the meet- 
ings I had in South Dakota. 34⁄2 pounds 
of tax code and instructions and all 
that. So, clearly, we need to move in a 
direction towards simplification so the 
people who pay this rate in this coun- 
try can understand what it is, the Tax 
Code, that they are supposed to comply 
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with in the first place; and, secondly, 
we ought to do something that is broad 
based. 

Now, this administration has forever 
seemed smitten with the notion that 
we have to do things in a targeted way 
so that Washington can identify and 
pick winners and losers. And the legis- 
lation that we introduced drops more 
people out of the 28 percent bracket 
down to the 15 percent bracket, in fact, 
10 million filers in this country. Alto- 
gether, 29 million Americans would pay 
lower taxes as a result of lowering 
that. 

What in effect it does is it says to the 
people of this country that, instead of 
each additional dollar that they earn 
we are going to tax them at 28 cents, 
we are only going to take 15 cents. 
That is an incredible incentive to work 
harder, earn more, produce more, be 
more productive, and improve their lot 
in life. Today I think as people grow 
into higher tax brackets we continue 
to penalize them and to take away the 
incentive. 

The other bill, very simply, raises 
the personal exemption from $2,700 to 
$3,400, and that does affect in a broad 
based way everybody across this coun- 
try who pays taxes, and it brings real 
relief. We talk about giving people 
more education when it comes to child 
care and education and health care and 
retirement. 

Giving money back to people or al- 
lowing them to keep more in of what 
they earn in the first place and making 
the Federal budget smaller and the 
family budget bigger does that in a 
very meaningful way because it allows 
families the freedom to make decisions 
that affect their lives. And they can de- 
termine how best to meet those needs, 
to make that house payment, to make 
that car payment, to pay for child care, 
to pay for health care. But it is doing 
it in a way that is consistent with the 
principle and the value which I think 
we in the Chamber all share, and that 
is to allow people in this country to 
make those decisions, rather than bu- 
reaucrats in Washington, D.C. 

So I commend those particular bills 
to your consideration, and as we get 
into this budget debate I hope they will 
be on the table. 

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. 
Mr. Speaker, I will yield to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA) 
in just a second. 

Because it is interesting, at the 
crossroads hearing that we had in my 
district that I mentioned, the topic, of 
course, was education, but one of the 
State Board of Education members, an 
elected official, in speaking about a va- 
riety of education issues, mentioned 
the marriage tax penalty that existed 
where a married couple, where two in- 
dividuals who are earning incomes get 
married, they move into a higher tax 
bracket or a portion of their income 
does. But he spoke about, just on a 
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philosophical basis, how this Federal 
Government consistently beats up on 
families that are the most central and 
essential social unit in America and 
makes it difficult for a variety of rea- 
sons. 

And he looked to that particular ex- 
ample of a fallacy in our tax code and 
was able to show very dramatically to 
the chairman and I, about the direct 
impact that that has on local edu- 
cation, on families, on just the ability 
of families to be functional in America 
today, whether it is health care, 
whether it is keeping their children on 
the straight and narrow or educating 
them appropriately in school. 

The chairman is here with us to- 
night, the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. HOEKSTRA). And that was one of 
the most memorable portions, in my 
opinion, of that hearing that we had. 
And I want to publicly say I sure ap- 
preciate the gentleman for bringing the 
committee out to my district, and 
those in my community appreciate his 
attention as well. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding, and 
I thank both of my colleagues for being 
here and also for the work that they 
have helped us accomplish in this Con- 
gress. 

We are talking about education. We 
are talking about the budget. We are 
talking about where we go with spend- 
ing and tax cuts. And because of the 
work of Members like my colleague, we 
here now in Washington I think really 
are at a crossroads on a number of 
issues, on education, where we have got 
these series of hearings, we have gone 
to 17 different States, and we are at a 
crossroads I think in Washington about 
deciding how we deal with education in 
America. 

We know that, since 1979, with the 
Education Department, we have been 
bringing more power and more funding, 
more rules and regulations to Wash- 
ington and saying we need to improve 
education in America, and the way to 
do that is to move more money and 
power to Washington and allow the 
Education Department to dictate to 
local schools and to local parents and 
local administrators how best to edu- 
cate their kids. 

After 19 years of following down that 
path and seeing that our children’s test 
scores are not up and seeing that Wash- 
ington defines education“ as being 760 
programs going through 39 different 
agencies, and there is 34 pounds of 
rules and regulations in the IRS code, 
I can tell my colleagues that when we 
took a look at all of the forms that 
schools have to fill out for these 760 
different programs, we had about four 
or five stacks that were four or five 
feet high and it is like wow, and what 
that means is when we spend a dollar 
to Washington for education, only 65 
cents gets back to the classroom. 

What we found in our 17 hearings 
around the country is what is the le- 
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verage points for improving education 
in the local school in Colorado, in New 
York, in Michigan. It is parents, it is 
local teachers, it is local administra- 
tors identifying the needs for their 
kids. So I think here in Washington 
now we are going to have some votes 
on this on the floor, we are going to 
have some votes in committee about 
we are at the crossroads. 

The President does not agree with 
the gentleman, because the President 
wants to spend more of the money that 
comes here. He is not in favor of tax 
cuts. He believes bureaucrats here 
ought to define what school districts 
get more money for school construc- 
tion, which schools get money for tech- 
nology, which schools get money for 
lowering class size. He wants that 
money to come here and not stay in 
the district. 

So we are going to have to make the 
decision. Are Washington bureaucrats 
going to make more of those decisions 
or are we going to take these pro- 
grams, consolidate it, move it back to 
local teachers and administrators and 
parents and say, hey, here is a check, if 
you want to use this to reduce class 
size, use it to reduce class size? If you 
need technology, you decide where you 
are going to spend it. 

So I think we are at a crossroads. 
There is a group here in Washington 
that says we need to spend more and 
we need to tell people what to do, and 
there is a group that came out and 
said, we have gone around the country, 
we have gone to these places, the en- 
ergy and innovation and the effective- 
ness, the good things that are hap- 
pening in education in America today, 
and there are lots of them, it is hap- 
pening because there are people at the 
local level who have a passion for help- 
ing their kids and they know what to 
do and we have got to unleash their po- 
tential and follow the roles of the 
States with charter schools, with inno- 
vation. That is the key crossroads in 
education. 

We are going to have the same types 
of questions on the budget. I know that 
we do not have a surplus as good as we 
would like to have and it is only a sur- 
plus in Washington terms, but it is a 
significant change. There are some 
that want to spend it. I think some of 
us want tax reduction and pay down 
the debt. That is another crossroads. 
Are we going to use it to grow govern- 
ment or are we going to use this to 
take the opportunity to rethink pro- 
grams and move the power back to the 
American people? 

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. 
Shrinking the size of the Federal Gov- 
ernment has benefits not only for edu- 
cation but for everything we do as 
Americans and for the constituents we 
represent back home. 

Right now, the Federal budget is $512 
trillion. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. If the gentleman 
would further yield, the debt is $5.6 
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trillion. And we spend $1.6 trillion, $1.7 
trillion. 

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. 
Right. I am sorry if I misspoke. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I always get beat up 
at my town meetings between getting 
the deficit and the debt confused. 

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. 
The debt is $532 trillion for the na- 
tional debt. The amount we spend 
every year, $1.7 trillion to run the Gov- 
ernment this year, for example. But 
even with this surplus. We talked 
about how we consistently run up $52 
trillion debt. We have here in Wash- 
ington, we have to realize and remind 
people that this is only a surplus the 
way the Federal Government does its 
accounting. 

We are still moving in the right di- 
rection. There is no question about 
that. We are able to put more resources 
into relieving some of these debt 
issues. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. My colleague talks 
about moving in the right direction. 
When I first came here in 1993, the def- 
icit as Washington counted it for 1998 
was projected to be $300 billion per 
year. We are on the path now to have a 
$40 billion to $50 billion surplus. This is 
a switch of $350 billion to the positive. 

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. 
Well, whatever we can do to lower the 
size of that effective debt and move not 
only authority but real wealth back to 
the States and the people allows us to 
speak more forcefully and more seri- 
ously about improving our local 
schools, about improving local econo- 
mies, the ability to pour capital back 
into the private sector rather than 
hoard it here in Washington, either 
held as debt or spent on a number of 
government programs is a choice that 
we just have to make in favor of States 
and the people. 

And we talked about education a lot 
tonight. The problem we are really 
dealing with the U.S. Department of 
Education is the disagreement that we 
have, and the debate that is at the cen- 
ter of education issues is not about 
whether resources ought to be spent in 
classrooms. On that point we all agree. 
The question is, how do we do that? 

For those of us who are conservatives 
here and try to figure out how to make 
our government operate more effi- 
ciently and really improve classrooms, 
our big concern is the 40 to 60 percent 
of the money that we are spending 
right now out of the Federal budget 
never makes it to a classroom. It gets 
soaked up by bureaucrats here in 
Washington, never leaves the city. 
When it goes back to the States it gets 
soaked by various Federal bureaucrats 
and State bureaucrats at the local 
level. 

We believe very firmly that in order 
to reduce class sizes, in order to allow 
technology to be used appropriately in 
classrooms, in order to allow for inno- 
vations in education to occur at the 
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classroom level, we just need to get the 
Federal Government out of the way 
and allow the wealth that the country 
is generating to be spent on its legiti- 
mate intended purpose, which is to 
help children. It is not occurring today, 
and we are fighting very hard to make 
that happen. 

Mr. THUNE. If I might add, we look 
at the Washington model, which is ob- 
viously, I think we would all concur, in 
many respects a failed model and the 
message that Washington sends to our 
young people. And would we not be 
much better served if we had our par- 
ents and teachers and administrators 
and people plugged into the local levels 
and all just issue a recent incident of 
this that I think needs to be talked 
about later on today? 

But Washington, D.C.’s idea of how to 
help our young people is to give them 
free needles and to tell them to go 
ahead and shoot up. And that is a 
mixed signal when Washington gets in 
the middle of something affecting the 
young people in America today. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Is this the same 
Washington that is going to stop our 
kids from smoking but we are going to 
give them free needles? Somewhere in 
here there is a contradiction. We can 
stop our kids from smoking through 
Washington programs, but we cannot 
keep them off drugs so we are going to 
give them free needles. 

Mr. THUNE. If the gentleman would 
yield on that, because that is an impor- 
tant point, and we are talking about an 
important issue. Tobacco is an impor- 
tant issue, and it is something that we 
are going to pass legislation which pre- 
vents teens from starting smoking. 

But the issue, the reason that they 
are talking about at the White House 
the tobacco issue not the drug issue is 
because it is a money issue. It is all 
about money. It is about bringing more 
money in here to create new govern- 
ment, Washington-based spending pro- 
grams. That is what the issue is. And if 
the objective ultimately is to help 
young people, to get them to stop 
smoking, to get them to stop quit 
using drugs, that is exactly the wrong 
message to send. We do not want to 
hand them free needles. 

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. 
Mr. Speaker, I will yield time to the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT) 
in a minute. 

What I have here in my hand is about 
2 days’ worth of responses to a public 
opinion survey I sent out in my district 
about the topic of education. And my 
colleagues can pour through these. And 
we have to respect the confidentiality 
of those who sent them. I do not want 
to disclose any names. 

But just in general, I asked about a 
number of education topics. But in the 
comments people wrote in, it was 
alarming to go see how many times 
parents expressed real concern for 
drugs in their schools, that their con- 
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cern, the most precious things in the 
lives of these parents are their kids and 
they send them to schools to learn and 
they have these great hopes and ambi- 
tions for their children and their fami- 
lies. 

We ought to be, when it comes to 
schools, talking about class size and 
curriculum and the real issues that are 
confronting our children in schools. 
But to see the concerns of parents over 
and over and over again expressed in a 
way that goes right to this drug issue, 
it is a tremendous problem throughout 
the country. And parents in America 
should not have to worry about sending 
their children to a public school and 
having them confronted with the re- 
ality of drug addiction, drug abuse, and 
illegal drugs at all. 

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HASTERT) is here, who is one the fore- 
most leaders in the Congress on trying 
to reduce the rate of drug abuse in 
America, especially among children. I 
would yield to him at this point. 

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I would 
thank the gentleman from Colorado for 
yielding. And certainly this is a real 
issue. I appreciate him talking about 
what happens when government has 
too much money. And when they have 
too much money there, there is a lot of 
ideas that people have about how to 
spend that money. 

Unfortunately, one of the ideas that 
this administration has was, well, it 
was a good idea to hand out free nee- 
dles to drug addicts. 
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Now we have to look at this issue. 
You know, drugs are not legal. Mari- 
juana, heroin, crack, cocaine, all those 
are against the law. But, yet, the para- 
phernalia, needles and other things 
that are used to inject those drugs into 
a human body all of a sudden are not 
just legal, all of a sudden, you have the 
Federal Government with a plan to use 
taxpayer dollars, Federal dollars to 
hand those needles to drug addicts. 

I am saying, you know, maybe we 
have got something wrong. We talked 
about trying to stop kids from smoking 
cigarettes. I think that is something 
we should do. I mean, we should send a 
message. We should have the moral 
courage to talk about this issue. Cer- 
tainly teen smoking is not a good 
thing. But I question when we take a 
cigarette out of a kid’s mouth and 
stick a needle in his arm, I mean, 
where are we going? What is the issue 
here? How can you justify that and 
morally move that idea forward? 

I think we have a bad message, cer- 
tainly a bad message to drug addicts to 
all of a sudden say it cannot be too 
bad. The Federal Government is giving 
me the paraphernalia to put these 
drugs in my veins. 

And certainly the message to par- 
ents, and I think as a parent myself, 
and a teacher, the worst thing that I 
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would ever want to happen is to think 
about my kids using drugs. I think 
most parents think of that, boy, one of 
the things I do not want to see ever 
happen in my family is to have my kids 
use drugs. Yet, the Federal Govern- 
ment is actually saying, oh, by the 
way, if you need free needles to use 
drugs, you cannot use drugs. That is 
bad. That is illegal. But if you want 
the free needles to use them, here they 
are. 

I do not quite understand that. The 
logic is not there. You know, it is the 
wrong message. I am particularly frus- 
trated in what signal, in what message 
we are sending to the kids in this coun- 
try, the parents of this country, the 
schools of this country, our foreign 
neighbors. 

I was just down in Chile last weekend 
attending the President’s Summit 
down there in South America on issues 
that are relevant. One of the things, 
one of the messages we are trying to 
get across to our South American 
neighbors is that we need to stop drugs. 
We need to have them stop growing 
drugs in South America and in Colom- 
bia and Peru and Bolivia and other 
countries. We need to stop having them 
move those drugs or transit those 
drugs across their countries and across 
through Mexico and on to our borders. 

But when we are saying it is our job, 
too, to take care of the demand in this 
country, but, oh, by the way, we are 
against people using drugs, and we 
want to stop the demand because we 
know the demand in some sense drives 
supply and vice versa, here, by the 
way, here is what we are doing. We are 
instigating a program. We are giving 
away needles so people can use drugs. 
The message is wrong, very, very 
wrong. 

I think this Congress needs to stand 
up. They need to say it is wrong. They 
need to convince this administration 
that it is a wrong-headed policy. That 
is our job. 

I think, you know, one of the reasons 
we are talking tonight and trying to 
get involved in this and have talked to 
the American people is to get people to 
react. Iam not sure if there are many 
people in this country who realize that 
the Federal Government wants to in- 
stigate a program that starts giving 
away taxpayer-paid needles to drug ad- 
dicts. 

I think in the heart of hearts of some 
people, the reason they are going to do 
that is that because there is a high in- 
cidence of AIDS among drug addicts, 
and they want to stop AIDS. But do 
you know what the facts are? In both 
the Montreal study and in the Van- 
couver study and in the Chicago study, 
and I would like to enter those studies 
into the RECORD. 

What it says is, you know, people 
who get free needles pass these needles 
around anyway. The drug is such, espe- 
cially the purity of heroin that we have 
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today, is such a driving need for those 
people, once they become addicted, is 
that they do not care; they just have 
needles. They do not care if they are 
clean needles or dirty needles. Once 
they get that drug buy, they do not 
want to go more than 100 feet away 
from where they are at to inject the 
drug. They will take a dirty needle. 
They will take a needle from a friend. 

The statistics are amazing that, in 
programs where you do not give nee- 
dles away, 38 percent of the people 
trade needles. In programs where you 
give needles away, such as they did in 
a study in Montreal and Vancouver and 
in Chicago, 39 percent of the people 
trade needles. So it does not make any 
difference. As a matter of fact, it exac- 
erbates the problem. 

What else you find is, when there are 
free needle programs, it does not do 
away with drug addicts. The percent- 
age of drug addicts in a neighborhood 
actually rise. More people are using 
drugs. And do you know what? The 
whole issue is to do away with HIV. 
And do you know what? You have more 
incidents of HIV. Plus crime increases. 

So you have all these dynamics that 
happen that certainly are not good. 

Another interesting thing, too, in 
New York City, we had a hearing last 
September, as a matter of fact, Sep- 
tember 18, 1997, and it was a hearing on 
the needle exchange and legalization 
and the failure of the Swiss heroin ex- 
periments. In this study, we found out 
that, in New York City, for every 40 
needles given away, only one needle 
was actually exchanged. Let me ex- 
plain that. 

The idea of a needle exchange is, you 
give one needle to the person; he gives 
you the dirty needle back. Here in New 
York City, they give 40 needles away 
and get only one dirty needle back. So 
the exchange means you just put out 
more needles in the universe and cer- 
tainly something that just perplexes 
me. 

Interesting, I have a constituent in 
my district who heads up the Illinois 
Drug Educational Alliance, a woman 
by the name of Judy Kreamer. Ms. 
Kreamer says needle exchange pro- 
grams are offered as a way to prevent 
the spread of HIV, AIDS. However, 
studies have shown that such programs 
increase the spread of HIV, AIDS. 

In addition, needle exchange pro- 
grams encourage drug use and pose a 
serious threat to the health and safety 
of innocent people, and I will attach 
support. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the documents 
referred to for the RECORD. 

{From the New York Times, Apr. 22, 1998] 

CLEAN BUT NOT SAFE 
FREE NEEDLES DON’T HELP DRUG ADDICTS 
(By James L. Curtis) 

Donna Shalala, the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, wanted it both ways 
this week. She announced that Federal 
money would not be used for programs that 
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distribute clean needles to addicts. But she 
offered only a halfhearted defense of that de- 
cision, even stating that while the Clinton 
Administration would not finance such pro- 
grams, it supported them in theory. 

Ms. Shalala should have defended the Ad- 
ministration’s decision vigorously. Instead, 
she chose to placate AIDS activists, who in- 
sist that giving free needles to addicts is a 
cheap and easy way to prevent H.I.V. infec- 
tion. 

This is simplistic nonsense that stands 
common sense on its head. For the past 10 
years, as a black psychiatrist specializing in 
addiction, I have warned about the dangers 
of needle-exchange policies, which hurt not 
only individual addicts but also poor and mi- 
nority communities. 

There is no evidence that such programs 
work. Take a look at the way many of them 
are conducted in the United States. An ad- 
dict is enrolled anonymously, without being 
given an H.I.V. test to determine whether he 
or she is already infected. The addict is given 
a coded identification card exempting him or 
her from arrest for carrying drug para- 
phernalia. There is no strict accounting of 
how many needles are given out or returned. 

How can such an effort prove it is pre- 
venting the spread of H.I.V. if the partici- 
pants are anonymous and if they aren't test- 
ed for the virus before and after entering the 
program? 

Studies in Montreal and Vancouver did 
systematically test participants in needle- 
exchange programs. And the studies found 
that those addicts who took part in such ex- 
changes were two to three times more likely 
to become infected with H.I.V. than those 
who did not participate. They also found 
that almost half the addicts frequently 
shared needles with others anyway. 

This was unwelcome news to the AIDS es- 
tablishment. For almost two years, the Mon- 
treal study was not reported in scientific 
journals. After the study finally appeared 
last year in a medical journal, two of the re- 
searchers, Julie Bruneau and Martin T. 
Schechter, said that their results had been 
misinterpreted. The results, they said, need- 
ed to be seen in the context of H.I.V. rates in 
other innercity neighborhoods. They even 
suggested that maybe the number of needles 
given out in Vancouver should be raised to 10 
million from 2 million. 

Needle-exchange programs are reckless ex- 
periments. Clearly there is more than a 
minimal risk of contracting the virus. And 
addicts already infected with H.I.V., or in- 
fected while in the program, are not given 
antiretroviral medications, which we know 
combats the virus in its earliest stages. 

Needle exchanges also affect poor commu- 
nities adversely. For instance, the Lower 
East Side Harm Reduction Center is one of 
New York City’s largest needle-exchange 
programs. According to tenant groups we 
have talked to, the center, since it began in 
1992, has become a magnet not only for ad- 
dicts but for dealers as well. Used needles, 
syringes and crack vials litter the sidewalk. 
Tenants who live next door to the center 
complain that the police don't arrest addicts 
who hang out near it, even though they are 
openly buying drugs and injecting them. 

The indisputable fact is that needle ex- 
changes merely help addicts continue to use 
drugs. It’s not unlike giving an alcoholic a 
clean Scotch tumbler to prevent meningitis. 
Drug addicts suffer from a serious disease re- 
quiring comprehensive treatment, some- 
times under compulsion. Ultimately, that's 
the best way to reduce H.I.V. infection 
among this group. What addicts don’t need is 
the lure of free needles. 
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[From the Wall Street Journal, Apr. 22, 1998] 
CLEAN NEEDLES May BE BAD MEDICINE 
(By David Murray) 

The Clinton administration on Monday en- 
dorsed the practice of giving clean needles to 
drug addicts in order to prevent trans- 
mission of the AIDS virus. “A meticulous 
scientific review has now proven that needle- 
exchange programs can reduce the trans- 
mission of HIV and save lives without losing 
ground on the battle against illegal drugs,” 
Secretary of Health and Human Services 
Donna Shalala announced. 

The administration is not unanimous, how- 
ever; the drug czar, Gen. Barry McCaffrey, 
who opposes needle exchange, was out of the 
country Monday. Who's right? As recently as 
a month ago, HHS had restated needle-ex- 
change programs, We have not yet con- 
cluded that needle exchange programs do not 
encourage drug use,” spokeswoman Melissa 
Skolfield told the Washington Post March 17. 
By Monday the department had reached that 
conclusion, though the scientific evidence 
that needle exchanges don’t encourage drug 
use is as weak today as it was a month ago. 

In fact, the evidence is far from clear that 
needle-exchange programs protect against 
HIV infection. Most studies have had serious 
methodological limitations, and new studies 
in Montreal and Vancouver have revealed a 
troubling pattern: In general, the better the 
study design, the less convincing the evi- 
dence that clean-needle giveaways protect 
against HIV. 

The Montreal study, the most sophisti- 
cated yet, found that those who attended 
needle-exchange programs had a substan- 
tially higher risk of HIV infection than in- 
travenous drug addicts who did not. In a 
much-discussed new York Times op-ed arti- 
cle two weeks ago, Julia Bruneau and Martin 
T. Schechter, authors of the Montreal and 
Vancouver studies respectively, explained 
the higher risk this way: Because these pro- 
grams are in inner-city neighborhoods, they 
serve users who are at greatest risk of infec- 
tion. Those who didn't accept free needles 

. . were less likely to engage in the riskiest 
activities.” 

Dr. Bruneau is apparently rejecting her 
own research. For her study had statistical 
controls to correct for precisely this factor. 
In the American Journal of Epidemiology, 
Dr. Bruneau wrote: These findings cannot 
be explained solely on the basis of the con- 
centration around needle-exchange programs 
of a higher risk intravenous drug user popu- 
lation with a greater baseline HIV preva- 
lence.” 

Even more troubling, Dr. Bruneau reported 
that addicts who were initially HIV-negative 
were more likely to become positive after 
participation in the needle exchange. Dr. 
Bruneau speculated that needle-exchange 
programs may have facilitated formation of 
new sharing networks, with the programs be- 
coming the gathering places for isolated [ad- 
dicts].” 

Janet Lapay of Drug Watch International 
says needle-exchange programs often become 
buyer's clubs“ for addicts, attracting not 
only scattered users but opportunistic deal- 
ers. Not everyone agrees. Dr. Schechter says 
that when he asked his study’s heroin users, 
they reported meeting elsewhere. But a dele- 
gation from Gen. McCaffrey’s office returned 
from Vancouver in early April with some 
startling news: Although more than 2.5 mil- 
lion clean needles were given out last year, 
the death rate from illegal drugs has 
Skyrocked. Vancouver is literally swamped 
with drugs, the delegation concluded. 
“With an at-risk population, without access 
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to drug treatment, needle exchange appears 
to be nothing more than a facilitor for drug 
use.” 

The problem for science is that no study 
has used the most effective method for set- 
tling such issues—a randomized control 
trial. Moreover, needle-exchange programs 
are usually embedded in complex programs 
of outreach, education and treatment, which 
themselves affect HIV risk. A 1996 study 
showed that through outreach and education 
alone, HIV incidence in Chicago-area intra- 
venous drug users was reduced 71% in the ab- 
sence of a needle exchange. 

Peter Lurie of the University of Michigan 
argues that to defer public health action on 
those grounds [awaiting better research] is 
to surrender the science of epidemiology to 
thoughtless empiricism and to endanger the 
lives of thousands of intravenous drug 
users.“ But Dr. Lurie’s reasoning appears 
circular. Only someone convinced that nee- 
dle-exchange programs are effective at pre- 
venting HIV can claim that addicts are jeop- 
ardized by further testing. 

And drug use carries risks besides HIV in- 
fection. A recent article in the Journal of 
the American Medical Association warned 
that the arrival of a new drug from Mexico 
called black-tar-heroin,“ cut with dirt and 
shoe polish, is spreading wound botulism.” 
This potent toxin leads to paralysis and ago- 
nizing death, even when injected by a clean 
needle. 

Thus, dispensing needles to the addicted 
could produce a public health tragedy if this 
policy does indeed place them at greater risk 
for HIV or enhances the legitimacy of hard 
drug use. Simply put, the administration’s 
case is not proven. 

NEEDLE EXCHANGE PROGRAMS HAVE NOT BEEN 
PROVEN TO PREVENT HIV/AIDS 


Outreach/education programs have been 
shown to be very effective in preventing HIV/ 
AIDS. For instance, a Chicago study showed 
that HIV seroconversion rates fell from 8.4 to 
2.4 per 100 person-years, a drop of 71%, in IV 
drug addicts through outreach/education 
alone without provision of needles. i (1) Nee- 
dle exchange programs (NEPs) add needle 
provision to such programs. Therefore, in 
order to prove that the needle component of 
a program is beneficial, NEPs must be com- 
pared to outreach/education programs which 
do not dispense needles. This point was made 
in a Montreal study which stated, “We cau- 
tion against trying to prove directly the 
causal relation between NEP use and reduc- 
tion in HIV incidence. Evaluating the effect 
of NEPs per se without accounting for other 
interventions and changes over time in the 
dynamics of the epidemic may prove to be a 
perilous exercise.” ii (2) The authors con- 
clude, “Observational epidemiological stud- 
ies... are yet to provide unequivocal evi- 
dence of benefit for NEPS.“ An example of 
this failure to control for variables is a NEP 
study in The Lancet which compared HIV 
prevalence in different cities but did not 
compare differences in outreach/education 
and/or treatment facilities. iii (3) 

Furthermore, recent studies of NEPs show 
a marked increase in AIDS. A 1997 Van- 
couver study reported that when their NEP 
started in 1988, HIV prevalence in IV drug ad- 
dicts was only 1-2%, now it is 23%. iv (4) HIV 
seroconversion rate in addicts (92% of whom 
have used the NEP) is now 18.6 per 100 per- 
son-years. Vancouver, with a population of 
450,000, has the largest NEP in North Amer- 
ica, providing over 2 million needles per 
year. However, a very high rate of needle 
sharing still occurs. The study found that 
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40% of HIV-positive addicts had lent their 
used syringe in the previous 6 months, and 
39% of HIV-negative addicts had borrowed a 
used syringe in the previous 6 months. Her- 
oin use has also risen as will be described 
below. Ironically, the Vancouver NEP was 
highly praised in a 1993 study sponsored by 
the Centers for Disease Control. v (5) 

The Vancouver study corroborates a pre- 
vious Chicago study which also dem- 
onstrated that their NEP did not reduce nee- 
dle-sharing and other risky injecting behav- 
ior among participants. vi (6) The Chicago 
study found that 39% of program partici- 
pants shared syringes vs 38% of non-partici- 
pants; 39% of program participants handed 
off” dirty needles vs 38% of non-participants; 
and 68% of program participants displayed 
injecting risks vs 66% of non-participants. 

A Montreal study showed that IV addicts 
who used the NEP were more than twice as 
likely to become infected with HIV as IV ad- 
dicts who did not use the NEP. vii (7) There 
was an HIV seroconversion rate of 7.9 per 100 
person years among those who attended the 
needle program, and a rate of 3.1 per 100 per- 
son-years among those who did not. The data 
was collected from 1988-1995 with 974 subjects 
involved in the seroconversion analysis. 
There was a cumulative probability of 33% 
HIV seroconversion for NEP participants 
compared to 13% for non-users. 

It is important to note that the Chicago, 
Montreal, and Vancouver studies followed 
the same group of addicts over an extended 
period of time, measuring their 
seroconversion from HIV negative to HIV 
positive. This has not been the case in pre- 
vious studies which have purported to show 
the success of NEPs, such as a New York 
study which combined results in different 
populations viii (8) or the New Haven study 
which was based on a mathematical model of 
anonymous needles. ix (9) 

Some authors have suggested that the in- 
crease in HIV in NEP users in Vancouver and 
Montreal is because NEPs attract high-risk 
IVDUs. If this is true, then most IVDUs are 
at high risk, since 92% of Vancouver IVDUs 
used the NEP. However, an alternative hy- 
pothesis was posed by the authors of the 
Montreal study who postulated that NEPs 
may serve to facilitate the formation of 
“new [needle] sharing groups gathering to- 
gether isolated IVDUs.“ x (10) This evidence 
is supported by information that NEPs serve 
as buyers’ clubs and facilitate drug use. Pro- 
needle activist Donald Grove has written, 
“Most needle exchange programs actually 
provide a valuable service to users beyond 
sterile injection equipment. They serve as 
sites of informal (and increasingly formal) 
organizing and coming together. A user 
might be able to do the networking needed 
to find good drugs in the half an hour he 
spends at the street-based needle exchange 
site—networking that might otherwise have 
taken half a day.“ xi (11) By cutting down on 
the search time, i.e. the time necessary to 
find drugs, an addict again is able to inject 
more frequently, resulting in increased drug 
use, dependency, and exposure to HIV/AIDS 
through needle sharing or sexual behavior. 

FACILITATION OF DRUG USE LEADS TO RISE IN 

COCAINE AND HEROIN 

This facilitation of drug use, coupled with 
the provision of needles in large quantities, 
may also explain the rapid rise in binge co- 
caine injection which may be is injected up 
to 40 times a day. Some NEPs are actually 
encouraging cocaine and crack injection by 
providing so-called “safe crack kits” with 
instructions on how to inject crack intra- 
venously. xii (12) This increases the addict's 
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drug dependency and irrational behavior, in- 
cluding prostitution and needle sharing. In 
some NEPs, needles are provided in huge 
batches of 1000, and although there is sup- 
posed to be a one-for-one exchange, the re- 
ality is that more needles are put out on the 
street than are taken in. For instance, on 
March 8, 1997, Nancy Sosman of the Coalition 
for a Better Community, NYC, accompanied 
by a reporter from the New York Times vis- 
ited the Manhattan Lower East Side NEP re- 
questing needles. xiii (13) Even though they 
had no needles to exchange and were not 
drug-users, they were promptly given 60 sy- 
ringes and needles, little pans for cooking 
the heroin, instructions on how to properly 
inject drugs into their veins, and a card ex- 
empting them from arrest for possession of 
drug paraphernalia. They were told that 
they did not need to return the needles, This 
community has requested that the NEP be 
closed. 

NEPs also facilitate drug use because po- 
lice are instructed not to “harass” addicts in 
areas surrounding these needle programs. 
Addicts are exempted from arrest because 
they are given an anonymous identification 
code number. Since police in these areas 
must ignore drug use, as they are instructed 
not to “harass” these program participants, 
it is no wonder drug addiction is increasing. 
In Vancouver, Lynne Bryson, a Downtown 
Eastside resident, notes that large numbers 
of addicts visit the exchange, pick up nee- 
dles, and “shoot up’ nearby. She has 
watched addicts buy heroin outside the NEP 
building ‘‘and inject it while huddled against 
buildings in nearby alleys.” xiv (14) As the 
presence of law enforcement declines in 
these areas, it is not surprising that the sup- 
ply of drugs also rises, with increased purity 
and lower prices. This also serves to hook 
new young users. With addictive drugs, in- 
creased supply creates increased demand. 
Surprisingly, the response in both Vancouver 
and Montreal to the above-mentioned re- 
ports was to increase the amount of needles 
provided. 

Many drug prevention experts have long 
feared that the proliferation of NEPs, now 
numbering over 100 in the US, would result 
in a rise in heroin use, and indeed, this has 
come to pass. This rise in drug use was ig- 
nored by all the federally-funded studies 
which recommended federally funding NEPs. 
The National Center on Addiction and Sub- 
stance Abuse at Columbia University re- 
ported August 14, 1997 that heroin use by 
American teens doubled from 1991 to 1996. In 
the past decade, experts estimate that the 
number of U.S. heroin addicts has risen from 
550,000 to 700.000. xv (15) 

A 1994 San Francisco study falsely con- 
cluded that there was no increase in commu- 
nity heroin use because there was no in- 
crease in young users frequenting the NEP. 
xvi (16) The rising rate of heroin use in the 
community was not measured, and the lead 
author, needle provider John Watters, was 
found dead of an IV heroin overdose in No- 
vember 1995. According to the Public Statis- 
tics Institute, hospital admissions for heroin 
in San Francisco increased 66% from 1986 to 
1995. xvii (17) 

In Vancouver, heroin use has risen sharply: 
deaths from drug overdoses have increased 
over five-fold since 1988 when the NEP start- 
ed. Now Vancouver has the highest heroin 
death rate in North America, and is referred 
to as Canada’s “drug and crime capital.” 
xviii (18) 

The 1997 National Institutes of Health Con- 
sensus Panel Report on HIV Prevention 
praised the NEP in Glasgow, Scotland, but 
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the report ignored Glasgow’s massive result- 
ant heroin epidemic. Currently, as revealed 
in an article entitled “Rethinking ‘harm re- 
duction’ for Glasgow addicts,” Glasgow leads 
the United Kingdom in deaths from heroin 
overdose, and the incidence of AIDS is rising. 
xix (19) 


In Boston, illegal NEPs were encouraged 
after the well-known, long-time needle pro- 
vider Jon Stuen-Parker was acquitted in 1990 
amidst much media publicity. xx (20) Then in 
July 1993, NEPs were legalized, and the city 
became a magnet for heroin. Logan Airport 
has been branded the country’s “heroin 
port;” xxi (21) Boston leads the nation in 
heroin purity (average 81%); and heroin sam- 
ples of 99.9% are found on Boston streets. 
xxii (22) Boston now has the cheapest, purest 
heroin in the world and a serious heroin epi- 
demic among the youth. xxiii (23) The Bos- 
ton NEP was supposed to be a pilot study“ 
but there was no evaluation of 
seroconversion rates in the addicts nor of the 
rising level of heroin use in the Boston area. 
xxiv (24) 


Similarly, the Baltimore NEP is praised by 
those who run it, but the massive drug epi- 
demic in the city is overlooked. For in- 
stance, the National Institutes of Health re- 
ports that heroin treatment and ER admis- 
sion rates in Baltimore have increased stead- 
ily from 1991 to 1995. “At one open-air drug 
supermarket (open 9 a.m. to 9 p.m.) cus- 
tomers were herded into lines sometimes 20 
or 30 people deep. Guarded by persons armed 
with guns and baseball bats, customers are 
frisked for weapons, and then allowed to pur- 
chase $10 capsules of heroin.” xxv (25) Balti- 
more’s mayor Kurt Schmoke is a pro-drug 
legalizer on the Board of the Drug Policy 
Foundation. He favors not only NEPs but 
also heroin distribution. xxvi (26) 


Any societal intervention which encour- 
ages drug use will also result in increased 
AIDS rates. It is important to note that nee- 
dle sharing is not the only way drug users 
are infected with AIDS since they are at 
high risk for acquiring AIDS sexually 
through promiscuity or prostitution. For in- 
stance, a study of non-needle using NYC 
crack addicts showed a high incidence of 
HIV/AIDS. xxvii (27) Addicts often fund their 
addiction through prostitution and trading 
sex for drugs. Furthermore, addicts com- 
monly support their habit by selling drugs to 
other addicts, and by recruiting new addicts. 
They target the youth, often providing free 
samples and free needles to hook their cli- 
ents. By enabling addicts to stay addicted, 
NEPs serve to increase the numbers of new 
young addicts. 


Recently, many communities have been at- 
tempting to defeat these NEPs before they 
start or to close them once they have start- 
ed. In Willimantic, Connecticut, community 
opposition to its NEP arose as many dis- 
carded needles were observed along with in- 
creased open drug use. One man, having re- 
ceived needles from NEP, fatally overdosed 
after his friend unsuccessfully tried to get 
help from the exchange. Also, a toddler was 
stuck by a needle discarded near the NEP 
which was finally shut down. xxviii (28) In 
New Bedford, Massachusetts, there was a ref- 
erendum, and the people voted down NEPs 
by a margin of over 2-1. xxix (29) A 1997 sur- 
vey done by the Family Research Council 
found that Americans overwhelmingly op- 
pose NEPs and believe giving an endless sup- 
ply of needles to drug addicts is irrespon- 
sible, representing an official endorsement of 
illegal drug use which encourages teenage 
drug use. 
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RATHER THAN ENCOURAGE DRUG USE, 
TREATMENT SHOULD BE MANDATED 

By providing needles to addicts, NEPs en- 
able the addict to continue self-destructive 
illegal behavior. With regard to treatment 
outcomes, NEPs should be compared to man- 
datory treatment programs, such as drug 
courts, which serve to force addicts into 
treatment whether they are “ready” or not. 
An addict under the influence of a mind-al- 
tering drug does not think clearly and may 
overdose before he/she ever concludes that 
treatment is the best choice. Indeed, most 
persons in treatment are there because of an 
encounter with the criminal justice system, 
and studies show that involuntary treatment 
works as well as voluntary treatment. Thus 
addiction specialist Dr. Sally Satel writes 
that “For Addicts, Force is the Best Medi- 
cine.” xxx(30) Even worse is the fact that, as 
pointed out by addiction expert Dr. James L. 
Curtis, NEPs often serve to lure recovering 
addicts back into injecting drug use. xxxi(31) 

Since outreach/education programs and 
mandatory treatment programs are safe and 
effective in preventing both drug use and 
HIV/AIDS, these programs should be encour- 
aged and funded. NEPs should be discon- 
tinued since they are not safe or effective 
and since they result in increased drug use 
and HIV/AIDS. 
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Mr. Speaker, my friend, the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BARR), has 
done a lot of work in this area. 

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. BARR). 

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Colorado for 
yielding. I also thank the gentleman 
from Illinois, the distinguished Chair- 
man of the Subcommittee on National 
Security on which I have the honor of 
serving and which has really been on 
the forefront on the war against mind- 
altering drugs, both here domestically 
as well as in the international mani- 
festations. 

We have, in recent years, as we know 
and, Mr. Speaker, as you know, become 
a Nation deeply concerned with the 
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messages that we, as adults, send to 
our children. We yearn for the athlete 
whose poster hangs above our child's 
bed to be as good a citizen as to be a 
ball player. We want our teachers to 
practice what they preach, and we 
want our government to provide an en- 
vironment by which our children can 
truly learn safely. 

Unfortunately, our government, at 
the direction of the President, is fail- 
ing miserably. Drug use among Amer- 
ica’s children is on the rise. This was 
confirmed recently in a study, Sub- 
stance Abuse and the American Adoles- 
cent, released by the National Center 
for Addiction and Substance Abuse at 
Columbia University. 

What is more, surveys have found 
that 23.5 percent of 12-year-olds person- 
ally now know a drug user, whereas, 2 
years ago, in 1996, 10.6 percent of 12- 
year-olds personally knew a drug deal- 
er. That is an increase of 122 percent. 
Drug overdoses and emergency room 
treatment of drug patients are also in- 
creasing. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, the President and 
his Secretary of Health and Human 
Services would have us believe that 
giving needles to drug users is sound 
policy and good for our Nation’s chil- 
dren. This is pure lunacy. 

In the wake of this ill-advised policy, 
we now have evidence that America’s 
children are drinking, smoking, and 
using mind-altering drugs at the 
youngest ages ever. 

The war on drugs should only be 
thought of in one way, a war for the 
very lives of our children. I am con- 
stantly dismayed that many of our col- 
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
who rarely introduce legislation with- 
out claiming that it is for America’s 
children would support any legislation 
or initiatives that in any way encour- 
age drug abuse, particularly since ini- 
tiatives have proved to be destructive 
in other nations that have similarly 
experimented with the lives of their 
children. Mr. Speaker, we must never 
experiment with the lives of children 
in America. 

As the distinguished subcommittee 
chairman indicated, Switzerland has 
gone through this very same policy 
with devastating results. I had the op- 
portunity just last year to visit Swit- 
zerland where such an experiment has 
taken place. It has failed. Drug use in 
Switzerland has not decreased. It has 
increased. America will rue the day 
when you can walk down a city street 
in Atlanta or Washington or Indianap- 
olis or Boulder and next to a Coke ma- 
chine find a machine that distributes 
needles or, more accurately, death in a 
box, indiscriminately, to any man, 
woman, or child, with the only quali- 
fication to getting that out of the ma- 
chine is that you are tall enough to 
drop the coins into the slot. 

The proponents of this medicinal use 
of marijuana or needle exchange pro- 
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grams which, as the distinguished sub- 
committee chairman said, is really a 
needle giveaway program, know that 
this is simply the first step towards le- 
galizing drugs in our Nation. For our 
children, this must never happen. 

In Switzerland each year, their nee- 
dle distribution programs have given 
out more, not fewer drug needles. It 
does not take a rocket scientist to con- 
clude that more, not fewer people, are 
using drugs under the Swiss experi- 
ment. Of course, the initial logic be- 
hind these distribution programs was 
suspiciously benign: to help combat the 
spread of HIV. 

In 1986, the Swiss started a needle ex- 
change program in a park in Zurich. In 
the beginning, they exchanged about 
300 needles a day. By 1992, that number 
had swelled to 12,000. We should not, we 
must not be fooled. 

This is part of a strategy to legalize 
drugs in the United States. First, it 
starts with needles. Then it moves to 
distributing the drugs. To be sure, 
there will be some clever reason why 
this should be done. There is always an 
excuse, always a rationale. 

Were I to support this needle give- 
away program, how could I or any of us 
ever look a mother in the eye who 
comes to us in a town hall meeting or 
visits us in our office and says to us 
that her child is shooting up drugs and 
what can we do to help? How could any 
of us tell that parent that that needle 
that child is using could be a needle 
that was bought and paid for by our 
government? Her tax dollars at work, 
in the hands of her child, in the form of 
a needle, containing a recipe for death. 
What a cruel twist of fate. 

Mr. Speaker, there can be no com- 
promise in the lives of our children. As 
the saying goes, the buck does stop 
here. Not one single penny of Federal 
tax dollars, not one should ever be used 
to help addicts continue their destruc- 
tive and deadly work on the streets, in 
the homes, in the schools, and in the 
businesses of these United States of 
America. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the gen- 
tleman from Colorado for yielding, and 
I want to once again thank the gen- 
tleman from Indiana for the distin- 
guished leadership that he has provided 
as chairman of the Subcommittee on 
National Security. 

If the gentleman from Colorado 
would continue to yield, Mr. Speaker, I 
want to insert into the RECORD with 
my remarks the following editorial 
which appeared on April 22, 1998, by 
James L. Curtis in the New York 
Times, entitled Clean But Not Safe. 

Mr. Curtis is a professor of psychi- 
atry at Columbia University’s Medical 
School and the director of psychiatry 
at Harlem Hospital. He has written a 
very eloquent, very eloquent, indeed, 
opinion piece on this matter which he 
concludes as we do here that needle ex- 
change or needle giveaway programs 
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are not a cure. They are simply one 
more way of getting death and destruc- 
tion into the veins of our citizens. 
The editorial is as follows: 
[From The New York Times, Apr. 22, 1998] 
CLEAN BUT NOT SAFE 
(By James L. Curtis) 


Donna Shalala, the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, wanted it both ways 
this week. She announced that Federal 
money would not be used for programs that 
distribute clean needles to addicts. But she 
offered only a halfhearted defense of that de- 
cision, even stating that while the Clinton 
Administration would not finance such pro- 
grams, it supported them in theory. 

Ms. Shalala should have defended the Ad- 
ministration’s decision vigorously. Instead, 
she chose to placate AIDS activists, who in- 
sist that giving free needles to addicts is a 
cheap and easy way to prevent H.I.V. infec- 
tion. 

This is simplistic nonsense that stands 
common sense on its head. For the past 10 
years, as a black psychiatrist specializing in 
addiction, I have warned about the dangers 
of needle-exchange policies, which hurt not 
only individual addicts but also poor and mi- 
nority communities. 

There is no evidence that such programs 
work. Take a look at the way many of them 
are conducted in the United States. An ad- 
dict is enrolled anonymously, without being 
given an H.I.V. test to determine whether he 
or she is already infected. The addict is given 
a coded identification card exempting him or 
her from arrest for carrying drug para- 
phernalia. There is no strict accounting of 
how many needles are given out or returned. 

How can such an effort prove it is pre- 
venting the spread of H.I.V. if the partici- 
pants are anonymous and if they aren’t test- 
ed for the virus before and after entering the 
program? 

Studies in Montreal and Vancouver did 
systematically test participants in needle- 
exchange programs. And the studies found 
that those addicts who took part in such ex- 
changes were two to three times more likely 
to become infected with H.I.V. than those 
who did not participate. They also found 
that almost half the addicts frequently 
shared needles with others anyway. 

This was unwelcome news to the AIDS es- 
tablishment. For almost two years, the Mon- 
treal study was not reported in scientific 
journals. 

After the study finally appeared last year 
in a medical journal, two of the researchers, 
Julie Bruneau and Martin T. Schechter, said 
that their results had been misinterpreted. 
The results, they said, needed to be seen in 
the context of H.I.V. rates in other inner- 
city neighborhoods. They even suggested 
that maybe the number of needles given out 
in Vancouver should be raised to 10 million 
from 2 million. 

Needle-exchange programs are reckless ex- 
periments. Clearly there is more than a 
minimal risk of contracting the virus. And 
addicts already infected with H.I.V., or in- 
fected while in the program, are not given 
antiretroviral medications, which we know 
combats the virus in its earliest stages. 

Needle exchanges also affect poor commu- 
nities adversely. For instance, the Lower 
East Side Harm Reduction Center is one of 
New York City’s largest needle-exchange 
programs. According to tenant groups I have 
talked to, the center, since it began in 1992, 
has become a magnet not only for addicts 
buy for dealers as well. Used needles, sy- 
ringes and crack vials litter the sidewalk. 
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Tenants who live next door to the center 
complain that the police don’t arrest addicts 
who hang out near it, even though they are 
openly buying drugs and injecting them. 

The indisputable fact is that needle ex- 
changes merely help addicts continue to use 
drugs. It’s not unlike giving an alcoholic a 
clean Scotch tumbler to prevent meningitis. 
Drug addicts suffer from a serious disease re- 
quiring comprehensive treatment, some- 
times under compulsion. Ultimately, that’s 
the best way to reduce H.I.V. infection 
among this group. What addicts don't need is 
the lure of free needles. 

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield to the Majority 
Whip, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY). 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

I really appreciate the gentleman for 
taking this special order and allowing 
us to participate, and I really appre- 
ciate my Chief Deputy Whip for all the 
fine work that he has done on drug 
abuse. Everybody that has spoken, I 
greatly appreciate it. I want to just 
take a few minutes, if I could, to ex- 
press my opinion about the drug war 
and the lack of emphasis that the 
White House is making. 

You know, when a mother sends her 
son off to a foreign war, she worries 
ceaselessly about his safety. Yet, every 
day, millions of mothers put their chil- 
dren on a school bus and send them off 
into a domestic drug war zone. Teen 
drug abuse has reached epidemic pro- 
portions. And few places, least of all 
the classroom, are safe havens from 
this insidious modern plague. 

Let us not mince any words here. 
Drugs are everywhere. They are in the 
lockers and bathrooms and play- 
grounds of America’s children’s schools 
and parks and on the streets of our 
towns. Their poison, no longer confined 
to the inner city, has burst the damn 
and flooded the suburbs. 
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Marijuana and hard narcotics are no 
longer the province of beatniks, punks 
and gangsters. The new drug abusers 
look a lot like Beaver Cleaver. Truth 
is, drug users do not just look like your 
son or daughter, drug users may very 
well include your son or daughter. 

So, Mr. Speaker, the facts speak for 
themselves. 

Overall teenage drug use has nearly 
doubled, nearly doubled in the 1990's, 
and perhaps most frightening of all, 
nearly half of all 17-year-olds say that 
they could buy marijuana within an 
hour, and that is according to a survey 
by Columbia’s highly respected Center 
for Addiction and Substance Abuse. 
For those under 18, marijuana has be- 
come as accessible as beer or ciga- 
rettes, and with the President who did 
not inhale and a generation of baby 
boom parents nostalgic about their 
own youthful drug use and who too 
often considered marijuana benign, our 
children have been getting mixed mes- 
sages for years. 
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It does matter, character does mat- 
ter. That is not to say that President 
Clinton or any national figure can be 
held individually responsible for the 
drug habits of our children, but the 
Clinton administration has made the 
fight against drugs its last priority and 
then abandoned ship mid-storm. No 
wonder teen drug use is on the rise. 

Wherever American children turn, in 
the schools, in the neighborhoods, par- 
ties, movies, rock concerts, even at 
home where household products can 
double as inhalants, they will find 
drugs available. Children rate drugs 
their No. 1 problem, and every single 
child in America is at risk of falling 
prey, regardless of race, ethnicity or 
economic status. 

So where is our war on drugs? Where 
is our political courage? Where is our 
sense of responsibility? Where is our 
leadership? Where is our shame? 

Too often we find that people who 
should be leading us out of this crisis 
are leading us deeper and deeper into 
it. Just this week Bill Clinton, the 
President of the United States, pub- 
licly embraced the outrageous practice 
of supplying hypodermic needles to 
drug abusers. On the one hand he wants 
to take cigarettes away from teen- 
agers, and on the other hand he wants 
to give them condoms and needles. 

What kind of anti-drug policy is 
that? Instead of providing those ad- 
dicted to drugs with assistance in kick- 
ing their habits, Bill Clinton is actu- 
ally promoting the practice of pro- 
viding drug addicts with the necessary 
tools needed to sustain their addiction. 
The issue is not whether our children 
are going to be tossed into the sea of 
drugs; the issue is how we will teach 
them to swim while we drain the pool. 

But there is a solution, multiple so- 
lutions in fact. We wish to solve the 
drug crisis. We will start with the fam- 
ily. If we want to solve the drug crisis 
we will start with the family and the 
school and with our churches and syna- 
gogues. Teens with families that eat 
together, play together and pray to- 
gether are the ones least likely to try 
drugs. Teens with parents who assume 
responsibility for their children and do 
not blame society at large, teens who 
have an active religious life, these are 
the teens least likely to use drugs. 

Now, unfortunately there is an ever- 
increasing minority of our children. If 
the battle against drug abuse is waged 
at home, the war is only half won. Par- 
ents and children must also demand 
that their schools and their commu- 
nities be made drug-free and take the 
actions necessary to keep them that 
way. 

We need to encourage kids to report 
drug dealers to their teachers even 
when those drug dealers are their class- 
mates. We need to empower teachers so 
that when they know who the drug 
dealers are there is actually something 
they can do about it, and we must de- 
mand absolute accountability and zero 
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tolerance by principals for any drug 
use on school grounds whatsoever. 
Only when our teachers and principals 
are enlisted in the anti-drug effort can 
we make our schools truly drug-free. 

The good news is that our children 
seem ready to enlist. More than 80 per- 
cent say that if their classmates went 
along they would make a pledge prom- 
ising not to smoke, drink or use illegal 
drugs at school. 

Now some communities should con- 
sider assigning a full-time police offi- 
cer to each school. They could walk the 
hallways like they would walk the 
beat, passing lockers, checking the 
parking lot, becoming a presence in the 
cafeteria. It is happening in some 
places already and it is working. Offi- 
cers are bonding with the students be- 
cause the students know that the cops 
are there to help. The drugs are kept 
out of the school and the kids are kept 
out of harm’s way. 

Now there is even a role for the Fed- 
eral Government. We can be more ag- 
gressive in guarding our borders, we 
can be more proactive in helping our 
neighbors to the south with their anti- 
drug efforts, as the gentleman from Il- 
linois (Mr. HASTERT) is so good at 
doing, and we can be more vigilant in 
our policing, arresting and prosecution 
of anyone, anyone who sells this poison 
to our children. 

But it is time for the policy-makers 
to acknowledge to parents and their 
children that while Washington must 
use the bully pulpit to set an example, 
the drug crisis cannot be solved here in 
Washington. It must be solved in an 
our homes, in our schools, in our neigh- 
borhoods, and in every other place 
where children make decisions about 
whether or not to use illegal drugs. 

It is time for parents to say, We're 
mad as hell and we’re not going to take 
it any more.” It is time for them to 
send their kids a unequivocal message 
that they do not want them to try 
marijuana or any other illegal drugs 
and they will not tolerate it if they do. 
There is nothing wrong with being 
judgmental when it comes to the lives 
of our children, and I call upon every 
parent, Mr. Speaker, every parent to be 
intolerant and judgmental when it 
comes to drug use. It is time for par- 
ents to exert tough love for their chil- 
dren before these children become a 
physical threat to themselves and soci- 
ety at large. 

And it is time for us to take a stand 
against those in the community that 
preach the life-threatening notion that 
drugs are harmless. Shame on the en- 
tertainment industry for glorifying 
drug abuse. Shame on the sports stars 
who use drugs and fail to live up to 
their responsibility as role models. 
Shame on the drug legalizers who prof- 
it from addicting innocent children and 
citizens. And, yes, I even say shame on 
us, the parents, the teachers, the prin- 
cipals and the politicians who have 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


passed the buck and turned a blind eye 
for too long. 

For the sake of our children we can- 
not afford to be shy any longer about 
calling drug abuse what it is, a moral 
crisis that must be addressed both im- 
mediately and over the long term. 
Drug use is wrong because it is im- 
moral, and it is immoral because it en- 
slaves the mind and destroys the soul. 
People addicted to drugs neglect their 
duties, their family, their friends, their 
education, their jobs, everything im- 
portant, noble and worthwhile in life. 
In the end the drug problem is nothing 
so much as a manifestation of weak- 
ness, weakened families, weakened 
communities, weakened institutions. 

People turn to drugs in an attempt to 
escape the realities of life with all its 
richness and suffering. Drugs may 
numb the pain, but they also flatten 
the world and cause it to lose all tex- 
ture. 

The question that the drug crisis 
poses is no less than the question of 
our civilization’s future. Can humanity 
survive freedom and influence? Can we 
meet the challenge of liberty or must 
we, absent political bonds, find a way 
to enslave ourselves chemically? I de- 
cline to accept the dim view that man 
cannot retain the old virtues, the old 
values in this modern age. I decline to 
accept the notion that humanity is not 
suited for freedom. 

America can overcome the drug prob- 
lem, but it will not simply go away on 
its own. No, the cure for drugs lies in 
the hearts and the minds of America’s 
families and communities. It is time 
for us to act. 

By combining national leadership 
with community activism, we can and 
we will save America, one child and 
one neighborhood at a time. Working 
together with the American values of 
family, faith and sacrifice close at 
hand, we can ensure that the lives of 
our children are safer, more productive 
and free of the drugs that cripple their 
minds and destroy their souls. They, 
our legacy, deserve nothing less. 

I appreciate the gentleman from Col- 
orado taking this special order and the 
gentleman from Illinois for all the fine 
work that they have done in this re- 
gard. It is just a shame, as far as lam 
concerned, that our own President and 
our own administration seems to care 
less about what is happening to our 
children when it comes to drugs. 

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. I 
have about a minute left, and I yield to 
the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I appre- 
ciate the gentleman from Colorado 
yielding time to me, and the eloquence 
of the whip from Texas, a very nice 
presentation. 

But the sad story is that we have 
20,000 people who die of drugs in this 
country every year, 14,000 directly from 
drugs. They die because of overdose, 
they die because of gang violence. They 
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are our kids. They are dying today at 
our street corners in the darkest parts 
of our cities. We should not help them 
die. We should work to stop the drug 
menace in this country. 


O 


BELLA ABZUG, A WOMAN AHEAD 
OF HER TIME 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. NADLER) is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I am hon- 
ored to represent most of the district 
once represented by the late Bella 
Abzug in Congress, and as such I come 
forward today together with my friend 
from the District of Columbia and with 
the Congressional Women’s Caucus to 
say a few words about a departed leg- 
end. I would like to thank Congress- 
man OWENS of New York for so kindly 
giving us this special order time which 
he had reserved. 
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Not only was she driven to do the 
right thing, but she demanded the 
same of everyone she came in contact 
with. 

She was not expected to win her 1970 
campaign for the House. I remember 
when she ran the first time, I cam- 
paigned for her. I just graduated from 
college; we had run against the same 
incumbent every 2 years since 1962, and 
we lost in 1962, and we lost in 1964. We 
lost in 1966; we lost in 1968; and no one 
expected any different in 1970. 

But Bella changed the mode. Bella 
didn’t just try to get out her vote and 
up the percentage a few percentage 
points and hope that more of our vote 
would come out than theirs. Bella went 
into the opposition stronghold and 
cracked it, and made them vote for her 
and changed the whole tone and the 
whole model of politics in lower Man- 
hattan. 

I remember the astonishment when 
she won that June day in 1970. She 
changed the mode and the model of 
how New York politics was looked at. 

Then she got here, and, of course, she 
made an immediate impression. It is 
hard to realize, she was such an inspi- 
ration to an entire generation. She 
made such an impression that we still 
remember today that it is hard to real- 
ize she served in this House for only 
three terms, for only 6 years. 

But in that time, what a difference 
she made, what a difference she made 
for the emerging feminist movement, 
what a difference she made for the 
rights of women, for civil rights, for 
civil liberties, for social justice, for the 
struggle for economic justice. What a 
boost she gave to the opposition to an 
unjust war in Vietnam, and what a dif- 
ference she made in so many different 
subjects. 

People remember her as a great 
speaker, and a great leader, and a great 
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expositor, and a great example. But 
sometimes I think they do not remem- 
ber that she was also a great legisla- 
tive crafts person. 

She, for example, crafted the inter- 
state transfer amendment under which 
32 States gained billions and billions 
and billions of dollars for mass transit 
systems from highways whose con- 
struction they had changed their minds 
about. And she enabled them to trade 
in unwanted highways on the map for 
new mass transit systems, or for im- 
proved mass transit systems. 

In my own city of New York, we got 
$1.7 billion for the mass transit system 
by trading in the West Way Highway, 
about which city and State govern- 
ment changed their minds. 

So she was a great legislative crafts 
person, and she was a great leader on a 
host of issues. And she never, never 
thought that enough was enough. 

I remember whenever I would talk to 
her, she would say to me, are you doing 
enough? Are you doing enough? What- 
ever it was I was doing, are you doing 
enough? 

And then occasionally, almost be- 
grudgingly, very occasionally, she 
would say, well, you are doing okay. 
And I would leave our conversation 
feeling as if I had received the greatest 
compliment one could ever receive. 

That is one of my memories of Bella, 
and I am sure many Members of Con- 
gress have others they would like to 
share. That is why we are holding this 
special order so that those of us who 
still remain at this late hour can come 
forward and give former Representa- 
tive Bella Abzug the tribute which is 
surely her due. 

Let me add one other thing. She 
made as great a contribution to the 
people of this country, to the people of 
this world, after she left the House, and 
unfortunately she was not elected to 
the Senate, but after she left the 
House, as she did before. As the Rep- 
resentative of the United States to the 
United Nations, to various conferences, 
to women’s conferences, abroad, she 
made a great contribution, and it will 
be long remembered. 

Finally, regarding my colleague, I 
can only conclude with this: When 
Bella Abzug left this House, this cham- 
ber became a poorer place. Likewise, 
with her passing, the world became a 
poorer place, though all of us are im- 
mensely richer for her presence on this 
planet. 

Mr. Speaker, it is now my pleasure to 
yield to the gentlewoman from New 
York (Mrs. MALONEY). 

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my colleague, the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. NAD- 
LER), for yielding, and I thank the gen- 
tleman for organizing this special order 
for Bella Abzug. 

Perhaps it was fitting that we lost 
one of the world’s greatest women’s 
rights leaders at the end of March. 
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March was Women’s History Month. It 
was a time when we recalled the great 
contributions made by women for 
women, and Bella, my friend and my 
mentor, was a great contributor. 

I would like to say that Bella Abzug 
will not only be remembered for her 
flamboyant, colorful hats, but for what 
was under them; her wonderful mind 
and the voice with which she spoke it 
and her inspired heart. 

I am deeply indebted to Bella, and I 
know many women feel the same way. 
But I also know that there are many 
young women who may just take 
Bella’s work and the work of other 
women before them for granted. I in- 
vite them to get to know Bella’s mem- 
ory, because without it we could lose 
ground. If we begin to take her hard- 
fought victories for granted, we will 
lose sight of the work that lies ahead. 

There is not an American woman 
alive today who does not command 
more respect or enjoy more oppor- 
tunity as a result of Bella’s work. Be- 
cause of Bella Abzug, women today 
stand a little taller, walk a little 
prouder, and accept nothing less than 
what they deserve. 

Bella broke through barriers; she 
shattered glass ceilings, she rattled 
cages, and she set women free. Even in 
her last years when she was confined to 
a wheelchair, no woman stood taller in 
the fight for women’s rights, for wom- 
en’s equality, than Bella Abzug. 

Bella was a pioneer on so many lev- 
els. She was a legislator, a peace activ- 
ist, a labor lawyer, a lecturer, a news 
commentator, a civil liberties advo- 
cate, and the first woman to be elected 
to Congress, not under the banner of a 
particular party, but on a banner based 
on women’s rights and a peace plat- 
form. 

She cofounded the National Women’s 
Political Caucus, which celebrates this 
year its 21st anniversary. She coau- 
thored the Freedom of Information and 
Privacy Acts. She cast one of the first 
votes for the Equal Rights Amend- 
ment, which still has not been enacted 
into law in this country. She presided 
over the Women’s Congress for a 
Healthy Planet. She organized the first 
National Women’s Conference in Hous- 
ton, Texas, and organized this past 
year the 20th anniversary of remem- 
brance of the accomplishments of that 
conference. She authored Women’s 
Equality Day, and she cofounded the 
Women’s Environment and Develop- 
ment Organization. 

She had an impressive resume. How- 
ever, the whole of Bella’s life was much 
more than the sum of its parts. She is 
now a historical figure, a cultural icon. 
She changed how people thought, how 
they looked at the world, and how they 
lived their lives. 

Bella was a firebrand orator. One of 
my favorite Bellarisms goes like this: 
“Women will change the nature of 
power, rather than power changing the 
nature of women.” 
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She proclaimed just last year, We 
are building a women’s movement, and 
we have been making it larger and 
larger. It is worldwide. It is where it 
has never been before.” 

She was building a worldwide net- 
work because she could. She was a con- 
summate organizer. She was always 
pushing the envelope, always trying to 
do more, and challenging others to do 
more. I suspect by now Bella has al- 
ready demanded a meeting with God 
and has begun to try to reorganize 
heaven. If she were with us here today, 
she would tell us not to mourn, but to 
organize and to mobilize, and she 
would be right. We can never forget 
Bella Abzug or her works or her funny 
charm, but our best vehicle for remem- 
bering her will be to carry on her work. 

Her sense of outrage must become 
ours. Her commitment to reaching out 
to our Nation’s younger women must 
become ours. Her courage, her vision, 
her wit and her boundless energy must 
become ours. After all, these are the 
things she left us. We must take them 
as gifts and use them to advance the 
cause of women in America around the 
world. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, we had a 
number of other speakers, about eight 
or nine other speakers, who, because of 
the lateness of the hour and the arrival 
of other events of the evening, who had 
planned to. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, as one of many 
friends and longtime admirers of Bella Abzug, 
| rise today to pay tribute and express my 
heartfelt admiration and respect for this excep- 
tional woman. Bella Abzug was truly loved by 
many in the world who were positively im- 
pacted by her groundbreaking work on a myr- 
iad of crucial progressive issues. 

The first time | met Bella | was working for 
my predecessor, the Honorable Congressman 
Ronald V. Dellums. Bella and Ron worked 
closely on a number of progressive causes, 
remaining at the forefront of peace, social, and 
economic justice issues, as well as efforts to 
normalize relations with Cuba. 

Bella was a true pioneer. She had a brilliant 
mind, and her tireless efforts over the decades 
to build diverse coalitions and protect the civil 
rights of women, the poor, and people of color 
throughout the world will long be remembered 
and respected. Her most recent efforts 
through the Women's Environment and Devel- 
opment Organization, which she co-founded, 
have permanently changed the impact that all 
non-governmental organizations have on pol- 
icy making. Her influence was truly global. 

A great strategist for the advancement of 
feminist issues, Bella’s unyielding dedication 
to gaining access to political power for women 
was also remarkable. Personally, | was a for- 
tunate recipient of her encouragement, guid- 
ance, and a political knowledge from the time 
began my public service. The last time | 
spoke with Bella was at a fundraiser for my 
California State Senate Race. Her involvement 
at this event is an example of her continual 
energy and support, for which | will be forever 
grateful. For me, Bella has been a truly inspir- 
ing mentor and role model. 


6476 


| am proud to join my colleagues | paying 
tribute to and expressing my admiration for 
this superwoman. | am honored to have been 
able to call Bella a friend. It is my hope, that 
as | travel this new road, | will in some small 
way be able to keep her spirit and tenacity 
alive by continuing the ongoing struggle to re- 
move barriers which prevent women and peo- 
ple of color from participating fully in society. 

Bella, | know you are watching and listen- 
ing. We all love you, and we truly miss you. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I am honored to rise today to 
honor the memory of former Congress- 
woman Bella Abzug, who made such 
significant contributions to this House 
and to America’s least represented peo- 
ple. Bella dedicated her life to public 
service, fighting particularly hard for 
the rights of women and minorities, 
even before such fights were popular or 
politically wise. Her death, just weeks 
ago on March 31, 1998, at the age of 77, 
is mourned by friends, former col- 
leagues in this body, and those of us 
who simply admired her work. 

Bella Abzug, the daughter of immi- 
grant parents, made a habit of break- 
ing through barriers and accomplishing 
the unlikely. Bella earned a law degree 
from Columbia University in 1947, 
which at that time was an accomplish- 
ment in and of itself for a woman. 
Bella used her law degree to fight for 
those who needed her assistance most: 
union workers, civil rights litigants, 
and minority criminal defendants in 
the South. Much of her work was done 
pro bono, or for a minimal fee. 

Bella Abzug is perhaps best known 
for her contributions to the civil rights 
movement. During the 1950s, she coun- 
seled tenants and minority groups and 
helped to draft legislation that was in- 
corporated into the Civil Rights Act of 
1954 and Voting Rights Act of 1965. 

Bella’s efforts to ensure peace and 
end the war in Vietnam are also well 
known. Columnist Jimmy Breslin once 
remarked about the peace movement 
that Some came early, others came 
late. Bella has been there forever.” 
After the withdrawal of American 
troops from Indochina, Bella turned 
her attention towards banning nuclear 
testing and encouraging disarmament, 
mostly through the organization she 
founded, Women Strike for Peace. 

Fortunately for the residents of New 
York City, Bella Abzug decide to take 
her passion and enthusiasm to a public 
office. Running with the slogan This 
woman belongs in the House’’—the 
House of Representatives—in 1970, 
Bella was easily elected to this body 
for two terms as the Representative 
from New York’s Nineteenth Congres- 
sional District. She served as chair of 
the House Subcommittee on Govern- 
ment Information and Individual 
Rights, conducting inquiries into cov- 
ert and illegal activities by agencies of 
the federal government, and helping to 
produce the “Government in the Sun- 
shine” law which gave the public great 
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access to government records. While 
here in Congress, Bella often amazed 
and aggravated friends and opponents 
alike with her brash speaking style and 
passionate devotion to issues. 

After leaving Congress, Bella contin- 
ued to serve her government in ap- 
pointed positions, and assisted with the 
creation and expansion of organiza- 
tions that encourage women to achieve 
equality through economic, social, and 
political empowerment. In 1994, she 
was inducted into the National Wom- 
en’s Hall of fame in Seneca Falls, New 
York, where the first women’s rights 
conference was held in 1848. The Con- 
gressional Caucus for Women’s Issues 
has requested that the Speaker send a 
Congressional delegation to the 150th 
anniversary celebration of that con- 
ference later this year. Certainly, if 
such a delegation is sent, Bella Abzug’s 
presence will be felt and recognized. 

Bella was a key organizer of the 
Fourth World Conference on Women, 
held in Beijing just three years ago. 
During that conference, the inter- 
national audience presented her with 
numerous awards and accolades that 
recognized her longstanding devotion 
to the needs and rights of women, par- 
ticularly minority women. 

Bella Abzug’s dedication to the needs 
of women and minorities, and her will- 
ingness to fight those who were not 
similarly devoted, should stand as a 
model of effective nonconformity in 
this age when compliance and com- 
promise reign supreme. I, along with 
other women and minorities in this 
body and in America in general, thank 
Bella for her time and effort, and as- 
sure her that her work, and the work of 
so many others like her, will continue. 

While I certainly appreciate the op- 
portunity to appear here today and 
speak warmly of Bella, we must do 
more. The most fitting tribute we can 
bestow upon Bella Abzug is to prove 
her prophetic: in 1996, she said that in 
the 21st century, “Women will change 
the nature of power, rather than power 
changing the nature of women.” Let us 
all, here in this House and beyond, en- 
sure that this is the case—not only for 
the good of this nation and its peoples, 
but in memory of women like Bella 
who paved the way. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to mourn the passing of a truly remarkable 
woman. In fact, across America, if not the 
world, women mourn the passing of Bella 
Abzug. It goes without saying that she was a 
pioneer. She was certainly more than just the 
first Jewish woman elected to Congress. She 
was at the forefront of a movement that said 
that women were capable of anything. 

To put the achievements of this great 
woman in perspective, she was born in the 
year that women gained the right to vote. She 
earned her law degree from Columbia Univer- 
sity in 1944, one of seven women to graduate 
in a class of a hundred twenty. In 1970, Bella 
Abzug was one of three new women Members 
of Congress, bringing the total number of 
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women serving this institution to twelve. Yes- 
terday, two more women became Members of 
the House of Representatives, bringing the 
total to fifty-five. 

Of course, Bella Abzug did not come to 
Congress to rest on her laurels. Bella came to 
this town to make a difference, and its safe to 
say that Washington has never been the 
same. Bella did not understand that in 1971 
women Members of Congress were supposed 
to take a back seat to their male counterparts. 
She did not understand that there were two 
sets of rules—and she cheerfully, boldly, 
bravely violated those rules if that’s what it 
took to bring about change. On her first day 
as a Member of Congress, she introduced a 
resolution to end the war in Vietnam. Never 
mind that this sort of bold act was just not 
done in those days—she did it because it was 
the right thing to do. 

She was candid, visionary, and her pres- 
ence in this chamber made it possible for an 
entire generation of women to achieve suc- 
cess in a world from which they had been 
largely excluded. Bella once said, quote, 
“Women have been trained to speak softly 
and carry a lipstick. Those days are over, un- 
quote.” Yes, thanks to Bella Abzug, those 
days are over. 

And so, | join my colleagues, men and 
women, in expressing my deep sadness at the 
passing of this extraordinary woman. Bella 
Abzug will be terribly, terribly missed. 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the achievements of my former col- 
league, Bella Abzug, the “Queen of New 
York.” 

Throughout her illustrious career in public 
service, she was a zealous advocate for all. 
This New York Democrat was truly a woman 
who dared to be different. As a Member of 
Congress, labor lawyer, civil-liberties advo- 
cate, and peace activist, Bella used her spe- 
cial talents to give “voice” to many causes. 

From her first day on the floor of the House 
of Representatives when she protested the 
Vietnam war to her recent efforts to promote 
a “safe and sustainable” global environment, 
she gained the respect of the world. | am truly 
honored to have known the regal Bella Abzug. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me in honoring the 
memory of my dear colleague, Bella Abzug. 
Her indelible mark on this nation will be re- 
membered for a lifetime. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, as we mourn 
the death of our former colleague, Bella 
Abzug, | would like to pause to reflect and cel- 
ebrate the life of an extraordinarily gifted 
human being. 

| have fond memories of Bella Abzug and 
admire so many of the principles which guided 
her as she struggled to make the world a 
more humane place. | think about the unpopu- 
lar causes she championed during the 1950's 
for civil rights. A specialist in labor law, she 
worked “gratis” for union groups, workers in 
the fur industry, restaurant workers, auto work- 
ers, and the first rank-and-file longshoremen 
Strikers. 

A large portion of her work outside of the 
labor field was done “pro bono,” or for a mini- 
mal fee, for civil rights and civil liberties liti- 
gants. She was the chief counsel in the two- 
year appeal of Willie McGee, an African Amer- 
ican man convicted of raping a white woman 


April 22, 1998 


and sentenced to death. The case drew world- 
wide attention, and some Southern newspaper 
editorials attacked McGee's “white lady law- 
yer” in language meant to incite racism and 
hatred between groups. 

Bella argued passionately, and challenged 
the injustice of excluding Blacks from juries 
and applying the death sentence for rape vir- 
tually exclusively to Blacks. Although her argu- 
ments fell on deaf ears and McGree was exe- 
cuted in Mississippi in 1951, the case was an 
example of Bella's compassion and lifelong 
commitment to the underdog. She helped to 
draft legislation that was incorporated into the 
Civil Rights Act of 1954 and the Voting Rights 
Act of 1965. An advocate of free speech dur- 
ing the 1960's she was a leader in the move- 
ment for women’s rights, an opponent of the 
Vietnam War, and a supporter of environ- 
mental issues. 

When we entered the Congress together in 
January of 1971, Bella was certainly no wall- 
flower freshman. If her feisty, raspy-throated 
speeches didn’t attract attention, her trade- 
mark hats certainly did. They were a throw- 
back, she said, to her early days as one of the 
New York City’s few female lawyers. 

Bella came in demanding appointment to 
the House Armed Services Committee—a 
choice assignment seldom awarded to a fresh- 
man Representative. The last woman to serve 
on the committee had been Margaret Chase 
Smith, an outspoken critic of the military, in 
1949. Although Bella failed at her attempt to 
secure a seat on the Armed Services Com- 
mittee, she served effectively on the Govern- 
ment Operations and the Public Works Com- 
mittees. Time and time again, she proved that 
regardless of the capacity in which she 
served, her presence would be felt, her voice 
always heard. Bella could not be silenced or 
contained against her will. 

One of 15 women serving in the House of 
Representatives in 1971, and the first woman 
of Jewish descent to serve in Congress, Bella 
relished her reputation as a “brash and 
brassy” New Yorker. In 1998, we now have 55 
women in the House of Representatives. Al- 
though Bella might say that we can do better, 
| think she was pleased and proud of the 
progress that was made during her lifetime. 

Bella Abzug was truly a visionary, pas- 
sionate, committed trailblazer, and a compas- 
sionate leader. She was also my friend. May 
she rest in peace. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, | rise today to pay special tribute 
to one of our great leaders, Congresswoman 
Bella Abzug. | was deeply saddened to hear 
of Ms. Abzug's passing last month and would 
like to take this opportunity to recognize her 
many accomplishments. 

Over the years, Congresswoman Abzug 
worked diligently to improve the status of 
women. Not content to work only on the behalf 
of the State of New York, she concentrated on 
issues such as the environment, civil rights, 
gay rights, education, affordable healthcare 
and many other issues of national concem. 

This highly visible Congresswoman served 
as a member of the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation and chaired the 
Subcommittee on Government Information and 
Individual Rights. She helped create the “Gov- 
ernment in the Sunshine Law” which allows 
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the public to have greater access to govern- 
ment records. In addition, during her service in 
Congress, she was able to help pass several 
laws that target and prevent sex discrimina- 
tion. Without a doubt, the country is a much 
better place for women and men alike be- 
cause of her leadership in Congress over the 
years. 

Outside of her congressional career, Ms. 
Abzug led the way in improving the status of 
women. In 1971, Abzug co-founded the Na- 
tional Women's Political Caucus. As a firm be- 
liever in economic, social and political equality 
for women, she was appointed co-chair of the 
National Advisory Committee for Women. In 
1995, she helped organize the Fourth World 
Conference on Women held in Beijing; during 
that conference she received many awards 
and accolades. As a crusader in the civil rights 
movement, Ms. Abzug expressed her opposi- 
tion to the exclusion of African-Americans from 
juries and their receipt of harsher criminal sen- 
tences. During the 1950’s, she helped draft 
legislation that was incorporated into the Civil 
Rights Act of 1954 and the Voting Rights Act 
of 1965. 

Yesterday, in welcoming BARBARA LEE and 
Mary BONO as new Members of the House, 
many speakers noted the unprecedented num- 
ber of women now serving in Congress. All of 
the women Members of Congress owe a large 
debt of gratitude to Bella Abzug, the woman 
who trail blazed the path for us. 

Bella Abzug followed her heart and was al- 
ways a crusader for just causes. We have lost 
a valuable colleague and role model and | will 
always remember her as one of the most influ- 
ential women of the world. | am confident that 
her wisdom and spirit will be continued and re- 
membered by all. 

Mr. MANTON. Mr. Speaker, | thank the gen- 
tleman, my friend and colleague from New 
York, Mr. NADLER, for organizing this evening’s 
special order in honor of Bella Abzug. 

Mr. Speaker, with the recent passing of 
Congresswoman Abzug, this House, and in- 
deed the Nation, has lost one more personal 
link to our Nation’s history. 

Bella is probably best known to the average 
citizen for her role as a Congresswoman dur- 
ing the rather tumultuous period of the 1970's. 
But, as the Speaker and many of Colleagues 
know full well, Bella was much, much more 
than simply that ex-Congresswoman from New 
York City who wore outlandish hats. 

Bella’s long and distinguished career of pub- 
lic service spanned many decades and a mul- 
titude of activities. In many respects, she was 
busier and had a greater impact on her com- 
munity, the Nation, and, indeed the world, 
after leaving the House of Representatives. 
Her undying, total dedication to the causes 
she believed in will live on for many years to 
come. 

Bella Abzug was an attorney, author, lec- 
turer, environmentalist, news commentator, 
and, perhaps most of all, a lifelong activist. Of 
course, no matter what “hat” she was wear- 
ing, Bella was always a strong and vocal de- 
fender of women and women's rights through- 
out the world. 

Mr. Speaker, it is no secret, and should not 
come as a shock or surprise to anyone who 
follows politics, that Bella Abzug and | were 
not close compatriots fighting in the trenches 
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together. We came from different wings of the 
Democratic Party. Quite frankly, we were not 
often in agreement on many a matter or how 
best to address an issue. 

Perhaps this difference, this diversity of 
opinions and methods, was an example of 
what makes the Democratic party so strong. 

But, having said this, | was never prouder or 
more honored than to have been on Bella’s 
side in opposition to the War in Vietnam. 

Instinctively, the Liberal—and, this is not a 
pejorative term—Congresswoman from Man- 
hattan and this moderate local politician un- 
derstood the toll this war was taking on our 
Nation and our “best and brightest.” As a 
Congressman who's Woodside, New York, 
neighborhood lost the most servicemen in this 
war, | know full well that the position Bella and 
| took was the right and just one. 

Mr. Speaker, regardless of your Party or po- 
litical leaning, this House would do well to re- 
member the dedication, hard work, caring, and 
conviction of Congresswoman Bella Abzug. 
Not only did she strive to make the world a 
better place for all its people, she also suc- 
ceeded. 


— 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks on the tribute to Bella Abzug. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WELDON of Florida). Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 


— 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. DIXON (at the request of Mr. GEP- 
HARDT) for Tuesday, April 21, and the 
balance of the week on account of med- 
ical reasons. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida (at the re- 
quest of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today and 
the balance of the week on account of 
official business. 

Mr. TANNER (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT) for today and the balance of 
the week on account of a death in the 
family. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD (at the request of 
Mr. GEPHARDT) for today on account of 
official business. 


—— 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis- 
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. SERRANO) to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material: 

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes. 

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes. 

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MENENDEZ, for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. COYNE, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. SHERMAN, for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. MALONEY of New York, for 5 
minutes. 

Mrs. CAPPS, for 5 minutes. 

Ms. ESHOO, for 5 minutes. 

Ms. CARSON, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KLINK, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MCGOVERN, for 5 minutes. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min- 
utes. 

The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. WHITFIELD) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex- 
traneous material: 

Mr. GILCHREST, today, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PORTER, today, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HORN, today, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Cox of California, today, for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. KINGSTON, today, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER, on April 23, for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS, today, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. McCoLLuM, today, for 5 minutes. 


— 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. SERRANO) to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr. KIND. 

Mr. CONDIT. 

Mr. KUCINICH. 

Mr. PALLONE. 

Mr. FILNER. 

Mr. BARCIA. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 

Mr. LANTOS. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. 

Mr. HAMILTON. 

Mr. SCHUMER. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. 

Mr. STARK. 

Mr. Davis of Illinois. 

Mr. LEVIN. 

Mr. SERRANO. 

Mr. CLAY. 

Mr. DAvis of Illinois. 

Mr. EVANS. 

Ms. HARMAN. 

Mr. ANDREWS. 

Mr. OWENS. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. WHITFIELD) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. WOLF. 

Mrs. MORELLA. 

Mr. RADANOVICH. 

Mr. RIGGS. 

Mr. CRAPO. 

Mr. RILEY. 

Mr. MCKEON. 

Mr. GILMAN. 

Mr. EVERETT. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. NADLER) to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material:) 
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Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. 
Mr. HORN. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 42 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to- 
morrow, Thursday, April 23, 1998, at 10 
a.m. 


— 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol- 
lows: 


8579. A letter from the Congressional Re- 
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule—Mediterranean Fruit Fly; 
Addition to Quarantined Areas [Docket No. 
98-046-1] received April 21, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C, 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture. 

8580. A letter from the Congressional Re- 
view Coordinator, Animal Plant Health In- 
spection, transmitting the Department's 
final rule—Brucellosis in Cattle; State and 
Area Classifications; Alabama [Docket No. 
98-036-1] received April 17, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture. 

8581. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Corporation For National Service, transmit- 
ting the Corporation’s final rule—Adminis- 
trative Costs for Learn and Serve America 
and AmeriCorps Grants Programs [45 CFR 
Parts 2510, 2516, 2517, 2519, 2521 and 2540) re- 
ceived April 17, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. 

8582. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and 
Promulgation of State Plans for Designated 
Facilities and Pollutants; Missouri; Control 
of Landfill Gas Emissions From Existing Mu- 
nicipal Solid Waste Landfills [MO 053-1053a; 
FRL-6003-2] received April 21, 1998, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

8583. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Deletion of Cer- 
tain Chemicals; Toxic Chemical Release Re- 
porting; Community Right-To-Know 
[OPPTS~400082D; FRL-5785-5) (RIN: 2070- 
AC00) received April 21, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

8584. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting 
the Department of the Navy's proposed lease 
of defense articles to the Taipei Economic 
and Cultural Representative Office in the 
United States (Transmittal No. 08-98), pursu- 
ant to 22 U.S.C. 2796a(a); to the Committee 
on International Relations. 

8585. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Administrator for Acquisition Policy, Gen- 
eral Services Administration, transmitting 
the Administration's final rule—General 
Services Administration Acquisition Regula- 
tion; Requesting Debriefings At GSA And 
Electronic Sales Reporting And Schedule 
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For Submission Of Reports And Fees For In- 
dustrial Funding Under Federal Supply Serv- 
ice Schedule Contracts [APD 2800.12A, CHGE 
78) (RIN: 3090-AG71) received April 17, 1998, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Government Reform and Over- 
sight. 

8586. A letter from the Assistant Adminis- 
trator for Fisheries, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting 
the Administration's final rule—Fisheries of 
the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico, and South At- 
lantic; Reef Fish Fishery of the Gulf of Mex- 
ico; Red Snapper Management Measures 
(Docket No. 980408088-8088-01; I.D. 040798A] 
(RIN: 0648-AK98) received April 17, 1998, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Resources. 

8587. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Oce- 
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans- 
mitting the Administration's final rule— 
Fisheries Off West Coast States and in the 
Western Pacific; West Coast Salmon Fish- 
eries; Inseason Adjustments, Cape Falcon, 
OR, to Point Mugu, CA [Docket No. 
970429101-7101-01; I.D. 032798] received April 
17, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Resources. 

8588. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Oce- 
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans- 
mitting the Administration's final rule— 
Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico, 
and South Atlantic; Coastal Migratory Pe- 
lagic Resources of the Gulf of Mexico and 
South Atlantic; Closure [Docket No. 
970930235-8028-02; I.D. 032598D] received April 
17, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Resources. 

8589. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Oce- 
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans- 
mitting the Administration's final rule— 
Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico, 
and South Atlantic; Coastal Migratory Pe- 
lagic Resources of the Gulf of Mexico and 
South Atlantic; Closure [Docket No. 
970930235-8028-02; I.D. 032598E] received April 
17, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Resources. 

8590. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforce- 
ment, transmitting the Office’s final rule— 
Texas Regulatory Program and Abandoned 
Mine Land Reclamation Plan [SPATS No. 
TX-040-FOR] received April 21, 1998, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Resources. 

8591. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforce- 
ment, transmitting the Office’s final rule— 
Pennsylvania Regulatory Program [PA-112- 
FOR] received April 21, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re- 
sources. 

8592. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency's final rule—Interim Guid- 
ance on Cost Sharing/Matching Require- 
ments on the Award of Grants to Indian 
tribes Under Section 106 of the Clean Water 
Act for FY 1998— received April 21, 1998, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 


— — 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
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for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re- 
sources. H.R. 1309. A bill to provide for an ex- 
change of lands with the city of Greeley, Col- 
orado, and The Water Supply and Storage 
Company to eliminate private inholdings in 
wilderness areas, and for other purposes 
(Rept. 105-489). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. STUMP: Committee on Veterans’ Af- 
fairs. H.R. 3603. A bill to authorize major 
medical facility projects and major medical 
facility leases for the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs for fiscal year 1999, and for 
other purposes (Rept. 105-490). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. GOSS: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 408. Resolution providing for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1252) to modify 
the procedures of the Federal courts in cer- 
tain matters, and for other purposes (Rept. 
105-491). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon: Committee of Con- 
ference. Conference report on S. 1150. An act 
to ensure that federally funded agricultural 
research, extension, and education address 
high-priority concerns with national 
multistate significance, to reform, extend, 
and eliminate certain agricultural research 
programs, and for other purposes (Rept. 105- 
492). Ordered to be printed. 


— 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RE SOLUTIONS 


Under clause 5 of Rule X and clause 4 
of Rule XXII, public bills and resolu- 
tions were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. EVANS: 

H.R. 3702. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide the Secretary of Vet- 
erans Affairs with the authority to reim- 
burse veterans enrolled in the veterans 
health care system for the cost of emergency 
care or services received in non-Department 
of Veterans Affairs facilities; to the Com- 
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. DELAHUNT: 

H.R. 3703. A bill to establish the Adams Na- 
tional Historical Park in the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts as the successor to the 
Adams National Historic Site; to the Com- 
mittee on Resources. 

By Mr. FORBES: 

H.R. 3704. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
Transportation to conduct a study and issue 
a report on predatory and discriminatory 
practices of airlines which restrict consumer 
access to unbiased air transportation pas- 
senger service and fare information; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

By Mr. GIBBONS (for himself and Mr. 
ENSIGN): 

H.R. 3705, A bill to provide for the sale of 
certain public lands in the Ivanpah Valley, 
Nevada, to the Clark County Department of 
Aviation; to the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. HERGER: 

H.R. 3706. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to implement the provisions 
of the Agreement conveying title to a Dis- 
tribution System from the United States to 
the Clear Creek Community Services Dis- 
trict; to the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON (for himself and 
Mr. HAYWORTH): 

H.R. 3707. A bill to amend the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985 to allow reductions in the discre- 
tionary spending limits to be used to offset 
tax cuts; to the Committee on the Budget. 
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By Mr. OBEY: 

H.R. 3708. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to study whether the Apostle Is- 
lands National Lakeshore should be pro- 
tected as a wilderness area; to the Com- 
mittee on Resources. 

By Mr. RILEY (for himself, Mr. BACH- 
us, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. CALLAHAN, 
Mr. CRAMER, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. EVER- 
ETT, and Mr. JENKINS): 

H.R. 3709. A bill to amend the Taxpayer Re- 
lief Act of 1997 to provide for the abatement 
of interest on underpayments by taxpayers 
in Presidentially declared disaster areas in 
1998; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SCARBOROUGH (for himself, 
Ms. CARSON, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mrs. 
MinK of Hawaii, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. 
ABERCROMBIE, and Mr. FROST): 

H.R. 3710. A bill to exonerate the late Rear 
Admiral Charles Butler McVay, III, captain 
of the U.S.S. INDIANAPOLIS when it was 
sunk on July 30, 1945, from responsibility for 
that sinking, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on National Security. 

By Mr. SMITH of Michigan: 

H.R. 3711. A bill to amend title 11 of the 
United States Code to make debts to govern- 
mental units for the care and maintenance of 
minor children nondischargeable; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SOLOMON: 

H.R. 3712. A bill to prohibit the expendi- 
ture of Federal funds to provide or support 
programs to provide individuals with hypo- 
dermic needles or syringes for the use of ille- 
gal drugs; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. STARK (for himself, Mr. WAx- 
MAN, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. MILLER of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Ms. 
EsHoo, and Mr. LANTOS): 

H.R. 3713. A bill to amend title XXI of the 
Social Security Act to prevent conflicts of 
interest in the use of administrative vendors 
in the administration of State Children’s 
Health Insurance Plans; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WICKER (for himself, Mr. 
HASTERT, Mr. BARR of Georgia, and 
Mr. DELAY): 

H.R. 3714. A bill to establish a prohibition 
regarding illegal drugs and the distribution 
of hypodermic needles; to the Committee on 
Commerce. 


— 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 


H.R. 7: Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. LINDER, and Mr. 
GILCHREST. 

H.R. 371: Mr. KILDEE and Mr. BARCIA of 
Michigan. 

H.R. 678: Mr. DELAY, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. 
MCHUGH, Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut, Ms. 
HARMAN, Mr. Gibbons, Mr. SKAGGS, Mr. 
Drxon, Mr. DICKS, Mr. GEJDENSON, and Mr. 
BAKER. 

H.R. 900: Mr. BALDACCI. 

H.R. 980: Mr. NORWOOD. 

H.R. 1023: Mr. PORTMAN. 

H.R. 1126: Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. BISHOP, 
and Mr. PACKARD. 

H.R. 1165: Mrs. Lowey. 

H.R. 1231: Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. MCHALE, Mr. 
KANJORSKI, and Mr. ANDREWS. 

H.R. 1241: Mr. WAXMAN and Mr. MARTINEZ. 

H.R. 1376: Mr. BROWN of Ohio. 

H.R. 1401: Mr. DEUTSCH. 

H.R. 1425: Mr. MENENDEZ. 

H.R. 1525: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, 
LOBIONDO, and Mr. TRAFICANT. 


Mr. 
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H.R. 1586: Ms. NORTON, Ms. ESHOO, Ms. 
PELOSI, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. KILDEE, and Mr. 
Brown of California. 

H.R. 1715: Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. MCDERMOTT, 
Mr. HOSTETTLER, Ms. NORTON, Mr. YATES, 
and Mr. FILNER. 

H.R. 1766: Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. BAKER, Mr. 
BALDACCI, Mrs. CAPPS, Ms. DEGETTE, Ms. 
DELAURO, Ms. FURSE, Mr. HERGER, Mr. HORN, 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mrs. 
KELLY, Mr. KIND of Wisconsin, Mr. KUCINICH, 
Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. RUSH, and Ms. 
STABENOW. 

H.R. 1788: Mr. BALDACCI. 

H.R. 1813: Mr. TORRES and Mr. BORSKI. 

H.R. 1895: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. LAMPSON, 
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, and Mrs. LOWEY. 

H.R. 1972: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 

H.R. 2081: Mr. WYNN. 

H.R. 2094: Mrs. MORELLA and Mr. BROWN of 
California. 

H.R. 2173: Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. LUTHER, and 
Mr. BACHUS. 

H.R. 2202: Mr. SAWYER, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. 
BONIOR, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. 
KUCINICH, Mr. LIPINSKI, Ms. MCCARTHY of 
Missouri, Mr. MILLER of California, and Mr. 
NEAL of Massachusetts. 

H.R. 2224: Mr. OLVER. 

H.R. 2291: Mr. BOB SCHAFFER. 

H.R. 2409: Mr. CAMP, Mr. UPTON, Mr. SHAYS, 
Mr. HORN, and Mr. QUINN. 

H.R. 2431: Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. BALDACCI, 
Mr. FILNER, and Mr. KIND of Wisconsin. 

H.R. 2454: Mr. GILMAN. 

H.R. 2457: Mr. GILMAN. 

H.R. 2499: Ms. DUNN, Mr. WOLF, Mr. HALL of 
Ohio, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. 
Davis of Illinois, Mr. YATES, Mr. CALVERT, 
Mr. WALSH, Mr. KUCINICH, and Mr. BERMAN. 

H.R. 2547: Mrs. TAUSCHER and Mrs. CAPPS. 

H.R. 2609: Mr. ADERHOLT. 

H.R. 2664: Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. SERRANO, 
Mrs. THURMAN, Ms. JACKSON-LEE, and Mr. 
Davis of Illinois. 

H.R. 2678: Mr. STARK. 

H.R. 2714: Mr. HOLDEN and Mrs. KENNELLY 
of Connecticut. 

H.R. 2754: Mr. GORDON, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
KUCINICH, and Mr. BISHOP. 

H.R. 2788: Mr. LAFALCE. 

H.R. 2817: Ms. RIVERS and Mrs. JOHNSON of 
Connecticut. 

H.R. 2863: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 

H.R. 2874: Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. 
LANTOS, and Mr. BALDACCI. 

H.R. 2884: Mr. SAXTON. 

H.R. 2912: Mr. DEFAZIO. 

H.R. 2929: Mr. PARKER. 

H.R. 2936: Mr. JONES. 

H.R. 3043: Ms. CARSON, Mr. SHERMAN, and 
Mr. FROST. 

H.R. 3050: Mr. MANTON, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 
Dicks, Mr. KILDEE, and Mr. VENTO. 

H.R. 3073: Mrs. CAPPS. 

H.R. 3074: Mrs. CAPPS. 

H.R. 3084: Mr. SANDERS. 

H.R. 3131: Mr. SALMON. 

H.R. 3140: Mr. BRADY, Mr. JOHN, and Mrs. 
CUBIN. 

H.R. 3149: Mr. CHABOT. 

H.R. 3151: Mr. CHABOT. 

H.R. 3177: Mr. BAKER and Mr. CHRISTENSEN. 

H.R. 3181: Mr. PASTOR and Mr. ROTHMAN. 

H.R. 3205: Mr. BONIOR. 

H.R. 3206: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. 
EHRLICH, Mr. ISTOOK, and Mrs. CUBIN. 

H.R. 3217: Mr. STARK and Mr. HULSHOF. 

H.R. 3260: Mr. Kasicu, Mr. BURR of North 
Carolina, Mr. BUYER, and Mrs. MYRICK. 

H.R. 3293: Mr. RUSH, Mr. WYNN, Mr. BONIOR, 
and Mr. ABERCROMBIE. 

H.R. 3297: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington and 
Mr. EVERETT. 
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H.R. 3300: Mr. POMEROY. 

H. R. 3336: Mr. FOLEY. 

H. R. 3341: Ms. VELAZQUEZ and Mr. DAVIS of 
Illinois, 

H.R. 3400: Mr. YATES. 

H.R. 3435: Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. MCINNIS, Mr. 
HAYWORTH, and Mrs. TAUSCHER. 

H.R. 3445: Mr. FORBES. 

H.R. 3470: Mr. TORRES, Mr. DIXON, Mr. MAR- 
TINEZ, and Mr. ABERCROMBIE. 

H.R. 3474: Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut, 
Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. SANDERS, and Mr. 
WEYGAND. 

H.R. 3503: Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. HILLIARD, 
and Mr. NADLER. 

H.R. 3506: Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. WALSH, Mr. 
GOODLING, Mr. MANTON, Mr. PAXON, Mr. SNY- 
DER, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. Fox of Pennsylvania, 
Mr. VENTO, Mrs. BONO, Mr. CHABOT, Mrs. 
CUBIN, Mr. COBLE, Mr. REGULA, Mr. HOYER, 
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr, SHIMKUS, Mrs. 
Capps, Mr. COYNE, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. TOWNS, 
Mr. BLILEY, Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washington, 
Mr. WOLF, and Mrs. MYRICK. 

H.R. 3517: Mr. NETHERCUTT, Ms. FURSE, Mr. 
Cook, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. ROMERO- 
BARCELO, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. Frost, Mr. 
Bonior, Mr. LANTOS, and Mr. CALVERT. 

H.R. 3546: Mr. REDMOND, Mr. HERGER, and 
Mr. WELLER. 

H.R. 3547: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. 

H.R. 3567: Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr. 
BONIOR, Mr. BARCIA of Michigan, and Mr. 
KIND of Wisconsin. 

H.R. 3584: Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. 
CAMP, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. CAMPBELL, 
Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. LEACH, Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey, Mr. PAUL, Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. 
FROST, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, and Mr. 
COOKSEY, 

H.R. 3605: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. 
CLYBURN, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. MEEKS of New 
York, Mr. WATT of North Carolina, Mr. GON- 
ZALEZ, Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr. 
HALL of Ohio, Mr. BALDACCI, Mr. ACKERMAN, 
Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Ms. HARMAN, Ms. 
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. 
BECERRA, and Mr. SNYDER. 

H.R. 3610: Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. KENNEDY of 
Massachusetts, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. DAVIS of 
Virginia, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. NEY, and Mr. 
MCNULTY. 

H.R. 3627: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, 
Ms. ESHOO, Mr. MANTON, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. 
ENGEL, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr. HINCHEY, 
and Mr. FROST. 

H.R. 3629: Mr. SESSIONS. 

H.R. 3647: Mr. SHAW. 

H.R. 3661: Ms. WOOLSEY and Mr. NADLER. 

H.R. 3690: Mr. PICKETT and Mr. BOEHNER. 

H.J. Res. 108: Mr. MARKEY. 

H. Con. Res. 19: Mr. POSHARD, Mr. WAXMAN, 
Mr. SCHUMER, and Mr. WEXLER. 

H. Con. Res. 55: Mr. UPTON, Mr. MENENDEZ, 
and Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. 

H. Con. Res. 220: Mr. MENENDEZ, 
MORELLA, and Mr, PAPPAS. 

H. Con. Res. 229: Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. BONIOR, 
Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. HUTCH- 
INSON, Ms. LOFGREN, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. 
PALLONE, Mr. QUINN, Mr. SCHUMER, and Mr. 
SNYDER. 

H. Con. Res. 233: Mr. FORBES, Mr. TANNER, 
Mr. PAYNE, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. CLEMENT, and 
Ms. LOFGREN. 


Mrs. 
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H. Con. Res. 239: Mr. MCNULTY. 

H. Con. Res. 249: Mr. BROWN of California, 
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. BISHOP, 
Mr. SANDERS, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. LANTOS, 
Mrs. Capps, Mr. CAMP, and Mr. ENGLISH of 
Pennsylvania. 

H. Con. Res. 254: Mr. LANTOS, Mr. FRELING- 
HUYSEN, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 
Pappas, Mr. FOSSELLA, and Mr. ROTHMAN. 

H. Res. 247: Mr. BALDACCI. 


— 


AMENDMENTS 


Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, proposed 
amendments were submitted as follows: 


H.R. 1252 
OFFERED By: MR. ADERHOLT 


AMENDMENT NO. 1: Page 8, line 15, insert 
“or to disburse any funds to remedy the dep- 
rivation of a right under the Constitution,” 
after tax.“ 

Page 8, line 21, strike or assessment“ and 
insert assessment, or disbursement”. 

Page 9, line 1, insert or disbursement of 
funds” after “tax”, 

Page 9, line 9, strike “or assessment” and 
insert assessment, or disbursement’. 

Page 9, line 10, insert or disbursement of 
funds“ after tax“. 

Page 9, line 11, insert , or (in the case of 
a disbursement of funds) of the residents of 
the State or political subdivision,” after 
“taxpayers”. 

Page 9, line 17, insert “or disburse any 
funds to remedy the deprivation of a right 
under the Constitution” after “tax”. 

Page 9, line 20, insert or disburse any 
funds to remedy the deprivation of a right 
under the Constitution after tax“. 

Page 10, line 7, insert after tax,“ the fol- 
lowing: “and any person or entity that is a 
resident of the State or political subdivision 
that would be required to disburse funds 
under paragraph (1) shall have the right to 
intervene in any proceeding concerning such 
disbursement,”’. 

Page 10, line 16, insert , or disburse the 
funds,” after tax“. 

Page 10, line 21, insert , or the disburse- 
ment of funds,” after “tax”. 

Page 10, line 25, insert “or the disburse- 
ment of funds, as the case may be” after 
“tax”. 

Page 11, line 10, insert , or a disbursement 
of funds that is made,” after ‘‘imposed’’. 


H.R. 1252 
OFFERED By: MR. CAMPBELL 
AMENDMENT No. 2: Page 9, line 5, add “and” 
after the semicolon. 
Page 9, line 9, strike; and” and insert a 
period. 
Page 9, strike lines 10 through 12. 
H.R. 1252 
OFFERED By: MR. DELAHUNT 


AMENDMENT NO. 3: Page 9, strike lines 13 
through 20 and insert the following: 

(2) The limitation contained in paragraph 
(1) shall apply only to any order or settle- 
ment which expressly directs any State, or 
political subdivision of a State, to impose, 
increase, levy, or assess any tax. 
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Redesignate succeeding paragraphs accord- 
ingly. 
H.R. 1252 
OFFERED BY: MR. DELAY 


AMENDMENT No. 4: Add the following at the 
end: 


SEC. 12. LIMITATION ON PRISONER RELEASE OR- 
DERS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 99 of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 


“$1632. Limitation on prisoner release orders 


(a) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding section 
3626(a)(3) of title 18 or any other provision of 
law, in a civil action with respect to prison 
conditions, no court of the United States or 
other court listed in section 610 shall have 
jurisdiction to enter or carry out any pris- 
oner release order that would result in the 
release from or nonadmission to a prison, on 
the basis of prison conditions, of any person 
subject to incarceration, detention, or ad- 
mission to a facility because of a conviction 
of a felony under the laws of the relevant ju- 
risdiction, or a violation of the terms or con- 
ditions of parole, probation, pretrial release, 
or a diversionary program, relating to the 
commission of a felony under the laws of the 
relevant jurisdiction. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section— 

(I) the terms ‘civil action with respect to 
prison conditions’, ‘prisoner’, ‘prisoner re- 
lease order’, and ‘prison’ have the meanings 
given those terms in section 3626(g) of title 
18; and 

(2) the term ‘prison conditions’ means 
conditions of confinement or the effects of 
actions by government officials on the lives 
of persons confined in prison. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 99 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following new item: 


1632. Limitation on prisoner release or- 
ders.“. 

(c) CONSENT DECREES.— 

(1) TERMINATION OF EXISTING CONSENT DE- 
CREES.—Any consent decree that was entered 
into before the date of the enactment of the 
Prison Litigation Reform Act of 1995, that is 
in effect on the day before the date of the en- 
actment of this Act, and that provides for 
remedies relating to prison conditions shall 
cease to be effective on the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. 

(2) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this sub- 
section— 

(A) the term ‘consent decree’ has the 
meaning given that term in section 3626(g) of 
title 18, United States Code; and 

(B) the term prison conditions“ has the 
meaning given that term in section 1632(c) of 
title 28, United States Code, as added by sub- 
section (a) of this section. 


H.R. 1252 
OFFERED By: MR. ROGAN 


AMENDMENT NO, 5: Strike section 6 and re- 
designate succeeding sections, and references 
thereto, accordingly. 


April 22, 1998 
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CELEBRATING EARTH DAY 
HON. CONSTANCE A. MORELLA 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, | rise in rec- 
ognition of Earth Day. Today, we observe and 
celebrate the twenty-eighth annual Earth Day. 
Every year on this date, the people of our na- 
tion and across the globe focus their attention 
on the environment. The spring observation of 
Earth Day gives us the opportunity to renew 
our commitments to environmental preserva- 
tion with activities from tree plantings to work- 
shops and community clean-ups. | have long 
been an advocate of conservation and envi- 
ronmental protection, and | am particularly 
proud to lend my voice to this celebration. 

Now more than ever, Americans enjoy the 
benefits of our country’s natural resources, 
from our National Parks to our forests, lakes, 
rivers, and beaches. Environmental protection 
is consistently recognized as an overwhelming 
concern of the American public. A new study 
released yesterday affirms that environmental 
concerns span generations, from teenagers to 
baby boomers. Earth Day offers us the oppor- 
tunity to continue the challenging task of pro- 
tecting our natural resources | believe that it is 
the responsibility of Congress to enact legisla- 
tion to help create a cleaner, safer, and 
healthier environment. We must work to en- 
sure that our children and future generations 
can live in a clean environment. 

Since the first Earth Day in 1970, we have 
made significant progress in preserving our 
environment. Much has been accomplished in 
terms of protecting our natural resources and 
cleaning our environment. Because of the dili- 
gence of many, our land, air, and water are 
cleaner. Species such as the bald eagle have 
been saved from the brink of extinction. How- 
ever, there is much work to be done, both na- 
tionally and internationally. The environment 
and our health are threatened more than ever. 
For example, a study released this week indi- 
cates that a mass extinction of plants and ani- 
mals is currently underway. This rate of loss, 
perhaps up to 20% of all species in the next 
30 years, is much greater than at any time in 
history. A mass extinction of this magnitude 
could pose a major threat to humans in the 
next century. Earth Day offers us the oppor- 
tunity to applaud our progress, but more im- 
portantly, today's celebration allows us to 
renew our commitment to the challenges fac- 
ing our planet. It is important to raise the 
awareness about the continued threats to our 
environment, and the positive steps that we 
can take to face these hazards. 

| consider environmental protection to be a 
national priority. We must continue to work for 
the preservation of our natural resources and 
protection of the public’s health. As Henry 
David Thoreau wrote in Walden, “Heaven is 


under our feet as well as over our heads.” 
The bounty of nature cannot be wasted, and 
we must preserve and protect this treasure for 
future generations. The hard work of our na- 
tion will lead to a healthier world to live and 
flourish. Today, Earth Day, let us reaffirm our 
commitment to a cleaner world. 


— 


SPACE POLICY 
HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
insert my Washington Report for Wednesday, 
April 15, 1998 into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 


EXPLORING THE FINAL FRONTIER 


The American public has had an abiding 
fascination with space exploration. When I 
first came to Congress in 1965, the public’s 
attention was focused on the National Aero- 
nautics and Space Administration’s (NASA) 
efforts to put a man on the moon. Hoosiers 
had a special interest in the Apollo program 
because many of the astronauts, including 
Gus Grissom, had ties to Indiana. 

While humans haven't set foot on the 
moon in over a generation, space-related sto- 
ries continue to hold our attention, whether 
those stories involve photographs from the 
surface of Mars, or the recent detection of 
ice on the moon, or the images from deep 
space produced by the Hubble Telescope, or 
the announcement that Senator John Glenn 
will return to space this fall. The recent pre- 
diction, which has now been discredited, that 
an asteroid might collide with the Earth 
early next century dominated the news for 
several days. 

Space exploration continues to enjoy wide- 
spread public support. The challenge for 
NASA will be to achieve its objectives over 
the next 20 years, including the building of a 
Space Station and possibly a human mission 
to Mars, in an era of constrained federal 
budgets. NASA budgets, for example, have 
been relatively flat in recent years. 

NASA has worked to streamline its oper- 
ations by cutting costs, shifting more re- 
sponsibilities to the private sector, and 
partnering with other countries. It remains 
to be seen, however, whether those efforts 
will succeed in bringing NASA’s ambitious 
program in line with budget realities. 


MAJOR NASA PROGRAMS 


The current NASA budget, $13.6 billion, 
represents less than one percent of total fed- 
eral spending. NASA's proposals for the next 
few years include three major components: 

Space Station: The International Space Sta- 
tion is to be a configuration of laboratories 
placed in orbit by the U.S., Russia and other 
international partners that will allow astro- 
nauts to live and work in space for months 
at a time. Originally planned to be oper- 
ational by 1994, the Space Station has under- 
gone a number of redesigns, delays and cost 


overruns. The current plan calls for assem- 
bly of the station to begin later this year 
and be completed by 2003. Total cost esti- 
mates for the project, including previous 
work, design, assembly and operation, range 
from $30 billion (a NASA estimate) to $94 bil- 
lion (a General Accounting Office estimate). 

The Space Station has been mired in con- 
troversy for the last several years. Sup- 
porters say that the station is critical to fu- 
ture exploration of space, particularly 
human exploration, and to scientific ad- 
vances in materials, biomedicine and agri- 
culture. Critics, including me, respond that 
the program is too costly and poorly man- 
aged, that it diverts limited federal re- 
sources from other NASA programs as well 
as other domestic programs, and that the 
amount of research that can be conducted on 
the redesigned station is not worth the in- 
vestment. 

Earth observation: Another major NASA 
program, called Mission to Planet Earth, in- 
volves a series of satellites to be launched 
over the next several years to collect envi- 
ronmental data on the Earth. The goal of the 
program is to increase our understanding of 
the Earth’s natural processes and how hu- 
mans might be affecting them. The program 
will study such problems as ozone depletion, 
deforestation, and global warming. The sat- 
ellites, the first of which will be launched in 
June, will collect data ranging from surface 
temperatures and cloud structure to solar 
radiation and carbon monoxide. 

Study of the planets: NASA has launched 
many spacecraft over the years to study 
other planets in our solar system. Robotic 
probes have visited all the planets in the 
solar system, except Pluto. Galileo, launched 
in 1989, reached Jupiter in 1995 and is suc- 
cessfully sending back data about the planet 
and its moons. A similar space probe called 
Cassini was launched in 1997 to explore Sat- 
urn and is scheduled to arrive at the planet 
in 2004. 

Current attention, however, has focused on 
NASA’s study of Mars. Last July the Mars 
Pathfinder space probe landed on the surface 
of the “Red Planet”, capturing video footage 
of the planet. A second spacecraft, the Mars 
Global Surveyor (MGS), arrived at Mars last 
September and will gather data on the plan- 
et from orbit. MGS is the first in a series of 
“Mars Surveyor” spacecraft which are sched- 
uled to be launched at 26-month intervals 
through the year 2005. The intensive analysis 
of Mars may set the stage for future human 
exploration in the next century, although 
the cost of such an effort would likely run 
into the hundreds of billions of dollars. 


OUTLOOK 


Pressures to keep down overall spending on 
space have had important consequences for 
how NASA manages its programs. First, 
NASA is placing increased emphasis on 
international cooperation in space. Con- 
strained budgets in the U.S. and elsewhere 
will continue to bring countries together in 
the name of space exploration and research. 
My sense is that the U.S. will continue to 
lead space-related efforts, but the end of the 
Cold War has certainly created new opportu- 
nities for international partnerships. 


@ This bullet“ symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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Second, NASA is looking increasingly to 
private sector involvement in space pro- 
grams to help lower costs and spur innova- 
tion. The private sector is already heavily 
involved in satellite launching and oper- 
ations for communications and imaging. 
Other potential commercial space activities 
are microgravity materials processing and 
space tourism. 

CONCLUSION 

I believe that we have a basic need to ex- 
plore the final frontier. The American people 
have a great romance with space. They 
watch the astronauts dance through the 
vastness of space and do a job that no one 
could be sure was even possible. We need to 
be bold and innovative, and I understand 
that we cannot make progress unless we 
take risks. 

Nonetheless, I have serious reservations 
about NASA’s emphasis on human space 
spectaculars. If our goal is really to explore 
space and advance our knowledge of its mys- 
teries, robotic rather than human explo- 
ration can penetrate longer, farther and 
deeper into space for a fraction of the cost. 

I do not reject the long-term goal of 
human space exploration, but believe that 
NASA's focus should be on scientific re- 
search projects like Mission to Planet Earth, 
which will improve the quality of life for 
people on this planet. Among other things, 
this approach would mean scaling back if not 
eliminating the Space Station, the purpose 
of which has never been as clear as its huge 
costs. 


O ee 


IN HONOR OF PROFESSOR HENRY 
KING 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor a man, Henry King, who at the age of 
twenty-seven, when most persons are just be- 
ginning to think about their careers, took part 
in one of the most prominent events in the 
post-World War I| era: the Nuremberg Trials. 
Professor Henry King undertook a great task 
in joining the United States prosecution team 
at Nuremberg and his many accomplishments 
in the field of law during and after the trial truly 
are a testimony to his successful career. 

Professor King was educated at several fine 
institutions of higher learning in his younger 
years and later matriculated at Yale Law 
School. After graduating and obtaining a pres- 
tigious position with a New York law firm, King 
was Offered the chance to join the U.S. pros- 
ecution team in the trials of Nazi criminals at 
Nuremberg in 1946. Exempted from military 
service because of a heart murmur, King felt 
he could serve his country and attempt to cor- 
rect the wrongs of the war by serving as an 
attorney on this team. 

King was heavily involved with the prosecu- 
tion of Erhard Milch who participated in slave 
labor and human experimentation. While in- 
vestigating Milch, King met and interviewed Al- 
bert Speer, one of Hitler's highest ranking lieu- 
tenants, and gained insight on the secret ac- 
tivities of the Third Reich. After success in the 
prosecution of the Nazi war criminals, King 
had a successful career in corporate and gov- 
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ernment posts. He became chief corporate 
international counsel for TRW in 1983 and 
joined the faculty at Case Western Reserve 
University's School of Law. He recently au- 
thored a book about Speer and his experi- 
ences at the war tribunal. 

My fellow colleagues, join me in saluting the 
accomplishments of Professor Henry King 
through his many years in the practice of law 
and most notably, his contribution to his coun- 
try at the Nuremberg war crimes trial. 


TRIBUTE TO JACK FIELDS 
HON. DAVID E. BONIOR 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, today | would 
like to congratulate, Mr. Jack Fields upon his 
retirement next month from his position as St. 
Clair Shores City Clerk. His friends and col- 
leagues will honor him with a retirement party 
at Blossom Heath on April 8, 1998. 

Jack Field’s compassion and dedication 
have earned him a special place in the hearts 
of the residents of St. Clair Shores. In his of- 
fice, a cork board is warmly decorated with 
pictures of families and children who reside in 
St. Clair Shores. The people who know and 
work with Jack realize he is more than just the 
City Clerk, he is a friend. As St. Clair Shores 
mayor Curt Dumas has said, “He has touched 
a lot of people in many ways. Jack Fields al- 
ways has that kind of smile on his face that 
helped so many people.” 

When Jack quit his job at an automotive 
factory in 1971 to run the Civic Arena, he had 
no idea the job would lead him to the position 
of City Clerk. During the twelve years that 
Jack ran the Civic Arena, he earned a reputa- 
tion for fairness and as a peacemaker. His 
popularity within the community prompted city 
Officials to ask Jack to apply for the position 
as clerk. Jack turned them down. However, 
after some persuasion, Jack became the City 
Clerk in 1983. Jack has said, “I have loved 
this job more than | can express.” | as sure 
many people in the community feel the same 
way about him. 

St. Clair Shores has been lucky to have a 
leader like Jack Fields. Few people give to 
their community with the same time and en- 
ergy that Jack has given to his. On behalf of 
the citizens of St. Clair Shores, | would like to 
thank Jack for all of his hard work and dedica- 
tion. 


— 


VETERANS’ ACCESS TO EMER- 
GENCY HEALTH CARE ACT OF 
1998 H.R. 3702 


HON, LANE EVANS 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, for years veterans 
who rely on the VA for their health care have 
run into a brick wall when they sought reim- 
bursement from VA for emergency health care 
received from a non-VA provider. Even when 
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veterans took the time to contact VA when a 
medical emergency arose and were directed 
by VA to seek emergency care from the clos- 
est health care provider, they have been rou- 
tinely denied reimbursement by VA for the 
cost of the emergency health care they need- 
ed and received from a non-VA provider. 

The Veterans’ Access to Emergency Health 
Care Act of 1998 will provide veterans access 
to emergency services when and where the 
need arises. It will solve a long-standing prob- 
lem—reimbursement from VA—that has be- 
deviled veterans who needed and received 
emergency health care when they were need- 
ed from a non-VA provider. 

The Veterans’ Access to Emergency Health 
Care Act of 1998 will also make it possible for 
the Department of Veterans Affairs to comply 
with the Consumer Bill of Rights, which Presi- 
dent Clinton has directed every Federal agen- 
cy that administers or manages health plans 
to adopt. VA has reported that it will largely be 
able to comply with the Consumer Bill of 
Rights through administrative action, but legis- 
lation will be required to provide veterans the 
access to emergency services. Currently, only 
veterans who are on VA property when an 
emergency occurs receive reimbursement 
from VA for contract emergency care fur- 
nished by a non-VA provider. VA has limited 
emergency care capabilities and must refer 
much of its emergent care to other providers. 

The Consumer Bill of Rights, developed by 
a Presidential Advisory Commission on Con- 
sumer Protection and Quality in the Health 
Care Industry, establishes eight basic rights 
for consumers. In addition to access to emer- 
gency services, these rights include: Accurate 
information about health plans; a choice of 
providers and plans; participation in treatment 
decisions; nondiscrimination; the protection of 
their confidential medical information; and a 
fair and efficient process for complaining about 
and/or appealing a medical decision; and re- 
sponsibility for one’s own health. 

VA has reported it will be able to largely 
comply with the Consumer Bill of Rights 
through administrative action, but legislation 
will be required to provide veterans the access 
to emergency services. 

The Veterans’ Access to Emergency Health 
Care Act of 1998 will provide veterans access 
to emergency services when and where the 
need arises. Providing veterans who rely on 
VA for health care access to emergency serv- 
ices when the need arises is long overdue. 
This legislation should be quickly passed by 
Congress and signed into law by the Presi- 
dent. 


CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 
HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, April 22, 1998 
Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
insert my Washington Report for Wednesday, 
April 22, 1998 into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 
CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 


I often hear that nobody really cares that 
the way we finance political campaigns is 


April 22, 1998 


rotten. Polls indicate that by a wide margin 
Americans believe the system is corrupting 
and needs a major overhaul, yet I rarely find 
people outraged that the system isn’t being 
reformed. The American people are deeply 
cynical that the system will ever be changed. 
They recognize that special interests and 
elected officials from both parties are 
complicit in the system and have a vested in- 
terest in perpetuating it. After all, they have 
made the system work successfully for them. 

I've come to the view that those of us who 
think the current system must be over- 
hauled immediately need to spell out more 
specifically why Americans should be out- 
raged by the failure of Congress to reform 
the campaign finance system. 


NEED FOR REFORM 


Defenders of the current system argue that 
as a nation we spend far less on our federal 
elections than is spent to advertise various 
consumer products, that contributions from 
individuals still exceed PAC contributions in 
congressional races, that campaign contribu- 
tions are protected by the First Amendment 
right of free speech, and that it is difficult to 
demonstrate a clear connection between 
campaign contributions and voting patterns. 
Yet I believe that the current system has se- 
rious problems and is in urgent need of re- 
form. 

Buying access 

Money talks. The current system of cam- 
paign finance is anti-democratic. Those who 
have money clearly have a stronger voice in 
our representative democracy. The reverse is 
also true, that those without money have 
less of a voice. There is no doubt that under 
the current system the have gain more while 
the have-nots remain unrepresented or 
underrepresented. 

Those who contribute can be paid back 
with access, time to discuss issues, and 
sometimes even a role in drafting legisla- 
tion, which means other people are being 
shut out of the process. When the elected of- 
ficial walks into his office late in the after- 
noon and has ten phone calls to return but 
only time to make one, who gets the atten- 
tion? Almost certainly the person who has 
contributed substantially to his campaign. 

It is hard to challenge the cynical view 
that large contributors have bought their 
way into the White House and obtained ac- 
cess to powerful Members of both parties. My 
view is that the current financing system, if 
not constrained, will end up doing serious 
harm to representative democracy. 

Special favors 

Contributors usually want something in 
return for their political contributions—a 
subsidy, a contract, a tax break, a hand-out 
from the federal government. That costs tax- 
payers money and makes it difficult to con- 
trol federal spending or properly allocate 
limited resources. The average American can 
also be affected more directly. For example, 
you pay more today for sugar because con- 
tributions from the sugar lobby are a signifi- 
cant factor in keeping sugar price supports 
on the books. 

The system can be corrupting. Candidates 
are put in very difficult situations. It is al- 
most impossible today to run a political 
campaign without accepting money that has 
some strings attached, even if the strings are 
subtle and not explicit. 

Enormous cost of campaigns 

The cost of campaigns for high office— 
driven largely by the cost of television— has 
risen to a point that it is destructive to the 
democratic process. Today, competitive 
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House races can easily cost $1 million, and 
the winners in Senate races on average spend 
well over $4 million. The prospect of raising 
such amounts discourages many good people 
from running for office, and both parties now 
make a major effort to recruit wealthy can- 
didates. Candidates have already started to 
run expensive political ads, indicating that 
the system is increasingly spinning out of 
control. 
Time spent fundraising 

Under the current system, the candidates 
have to spend a huge amount of time chasing 
money. A Senator running for re-election 
needs to raise a minimum of $15,000 every 
week of his six-year term to try to hold on to 
his seat. Members are so involved in the sys- 
tem that they often don't realize the nature 
and the shape of the treadmill they are on. 
The more time Members spend raising 
money, the less time they are able to spend 
on public policy issues and meeting with 
constituents to discuss the issues. Members 
will often state that their vote is not for 
sale, but it is quite clear that their time is. 


Pressures to skirt limits 


The competition to raise money is so fierce 
that it can push people to the edge of the law 
if not over it. It’s no accident that some of 
the biggest fundraisers in 1996 got into deep 
trouble after the campaign for raising large 
amounts of money from sources that were ei- 
ther forbidden or doubtful under the law. 


Numerous loopholes 


Even the current systems’s rather mild re- 
strictions on money in politics have numer- 
ous loopholes. *‘Soft money” can be donated 
in unlimited amounts to the political par- 
ties, rather than to individual candidates, 
but it can easily be diverted to individual 
campaigns, Through “independent expendi- 
tures” outside groups can come into a state 
and spend millions of dollars on television 
ads attacking a candidate as long as there is 
no coordination with the candidate’s oppo- 
nent. Spending on issue advocacy” is grow- 
ing even faster, as outside groups can spend 
millions of dollars in unreported funds for 
thinly veiled ads attacking a candidate as 
long as the ads don’t specifically say to vote 
against him. All of this forces candidates to 
spend even more time fundraising to prepare 
for possible attacks from forces that are 
completely unaccountable to the voters. 


Undermines public trust 


The rising flood of money that flows into 
campaigns undermines public trust in gov- 
ernment. By a four-to-one margin Americans 
believe that elected officials are influenced 
more by pressures from campaign contribu- 
tors than by what's in the best interests of 
the country. Cynicism is always the worst 
enemy of democracy, and it has certainly 
been bolstered by our campaign finance sys- 
tem. 


CONCLUSION 


Reforming the current campaign finance 
system will be enormously difficult unless 
there is a much greater public outcry. Lead- 
ers of both parties simply do not see a need 
to change a system that has elected them. 
Members read the polls showing that the 
public has largely given up on the chances of 
reform. They know how infrequently cam- 
paign finance reform is brought up in their 
public meetings and in letters from constitu- 
ents. And they know that people will rarely 
vote against them because of their failure to 
pass reform. If the system is to be changed, 
the American people will need to become 
more active in bringing that about. 
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A VOICE IN OUR DEMOCRACY 


HON. MICHAEL D. CRAPO 


OF IDAHO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. CRAPO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
bring to your attention an award-winning essay 
written by a constituent of mine on a subject 
| know is near to your heart—the importance 
of freedom and democracy. 

Im pleased to announce that Amanda 
Burtenshaw of Monteview, Idaho, has been 
honored by the Veterans of Foreign Wars of 
the United States with a VFW 1998 Voice of 
Democracy Scholarship Award. Amanda's 
broadcast script is an important reminder of 
the need to be active in our efforts to ensure 
that we continue to enjoy our freedom and 
rights. With all of today’s headlines bemoaning 
the lack of appreciation America’s youth has 
for civics, it is encouraging to know that those 
as young as Amanda understand the impor- 
tance of democracy and freedom. 

| would insert that award-winning script into 
the RECORD at this time. 


1997-98 VFW VOICE OF DEMOCRACY SCHOLAR- 
SHIP COMPETITION—*MY VOICE IN OUR DE- 
MOCRACY” 


(By Amanda Burtenshaw) 


A small girl stands wide-eyed on the street 
curb, watching as the numerous wonders of 
the annual parade promenade through the 
streets. Her fascination is obvious as she 
stands among thousands of people enjoying 
the celebration. As three prancing white 
horses enter the scene, she recognizes the 
American flag, to which she pledges alle- 
giance each morning in her first grade class- 
room. Dismayed at the inability to make her 
voice be heard above the crowd, she does the 
most appropriate thing she can think of. She 
raises to her full height of four feet, steps 
out as far into the street as she dares, and 
places a tiny hand over her heart as she 
watches, in reverent sincerity, Old Glory 
pass by. Few notice the innocent gesture, 
those that do chuckle and remark, How 
cute!” The crowd grows silent, however, as a 
war-hardened veteran pulls his horse to the 
side and halts in front of the little girl. He 
leans down, speaking directly to her, but 
loud enough the crowd can hear. Thank 
you,” he solemnly states, for showing prop- 
er respect to our flag. You are the first pa- 
triot I've seen today.“ With that, he salutes 
the girl gallantly and wheels to rejoin the 
procession, but not before the tears in his 
eyes are witnesses by the crowd. No one 
looks at anyone, and all sit and ponder upon 
what they have just witnessed. 

Citizens of America, does it require an of- 
fice of importance or a battle on the front 
lines to be an important member of our 
blessed country? Certainly not, for even 
through the simple placing of the hand on a 
heart, many can be affected. The key is to 
want to be involved, to want to make a dif- 
ference. And still, wanting to make a dif- 
ference is not enough, we must do all we can 
to put that want into effect. A common be- 
lief in our society says “faith without works 
is nothing”, is this not so in the case of de- 
sire without action? Yet, I cannot make you 
take action . . but I can lead by example. I 
am studying our form of government, and de- 
veloping opinions and values of my own. I 
am getting involved wherever I can in orga- 
nizations that will better my political 
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knowledge. I am developing talents for effec- 
tive public speaking and persuasive writing 
in order to make my voice“ understandable 
and easily heard. I am dedicating my life to 
my country, and though I may not die for 
the freedom of my country, I can live for the 
betterment of our democracy. I am a youth 
in America. I am the future of our country. 
My actions today will determine the condi- 
tions of tomorrow. 

Everyday, I enjoy so many blessings that 
come with living in this country. I can put 
gas in my car and drive to a public school, 
where I can learn skills that will aide me in 
the job field later on. I have the freedom to 
choose my career, to marry whom I please, 
to have as many children as I want, and then 
to raise them in a society where they are en- 
couraged to become the best they can pos- 
sibly be. I can sit down to a meal at Thanks- 
giving, my family surrounding me, and feel 
safe in the security of my home, my town, 
and my country. The simple ability to say 
my prayers at night, to the God I have cho- 
sen as mine, in the manner I feel proper for 
me is the greatest blessing of all. Everything 
I have, I owe to America, and to the system 
so widely developed by the Fathers of this 
country, who were not afraid to make their 
voices heard. Is it asking too much to take 
the time out of my life to become involved in 
the institution which secures my life, my 
liberty, and the pursuit of my happiness? I 
think not. And in the service of my country, 
I will learn to love it even more, and if the 
time comes to fight to preserve the freedoms 
of America, then I will, in the words of sing- 
er Lee Greenwood. Gladly stand up 
next to you, and defend her still today, for 
there (is) no doubt I love this land. God bless 
the U. S.A.!“ 

Thank vou. 


INTRODUCING THE DISASTER 
VICTIMS TAX FAIRNESS ACT 


HON. BOB RILEY 


OF ALABAMA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. RILEY. Mr. Speaker, the devastating 
storms that swept through Alabama and Geor- 
gia on April 8, 1998, left hundreds, if not thou- 
sands, of people's lives in shambles. Many of 
these families have lost every thing they 
own—their homes, their clothes, their life's 
work. Some have lost much more. 

Unfortunately, they are not the only people 
who have been hit by severe weather. Already 
this year, the President has declared 21 nat- 
ural disasters affecting over 350 counties na- 
tionwide. In a time of tragedy when people are 
trying to pick up the pieces of their lives and 
rebuild, the last thing they should be faced 
with is filing their federal income tax returns. 

Fortunately, Mr. Speaker, Treasury Sec- 
retary Rubin has directed the IRS to extend 
the deadline to file federal tax returns for vic- 
tims of the weather related disasters in 1998. 
This means that the IRS will not assess ef- 
fected taxpayers in these areas late-filing or 
later-payment penalties unless they file after 
the new deadline. However, by law, the IRS 
must charge these taxpayers interest—at the 
current rate of 8 percent a year—on any un- 
paid taxes from the original due date (April 15, 
1998) until the tax is paid. 

In my view, charging disaster victims inter- 
est on their unpaid taxes after the IRS granted 
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them an extension is unfair and irresponsible. 
It constitutes an undue hardship that should 
be remedied as quickly as possible. The Sec- 
retary has done the right thing by extending 
the filing deadline. Now, Congress must step 
up to the plate and do its part. For this reason, 
| am introducing legislation which will allow 
Secretary Rubin to waive any interest charged 
to victims of a presidentially declared natural 
disaster. 

The Disaster Victims Tax Fairness Act will 
amend Section 915 of the Taxpayer Relief Act 
of 1997 (P.L. 105-34) to include federal disas- 
ters that occurred in 1998. It will apply only to 
residents of a presidentially declared federal 
disaster area and interest abatement will be 
offered solely to taxpayers who were granted 
a disaster related filing extension. 

Mr. Speaker, in light of the tremendous 
emotional, physical, and financial strain placed 
on the victims of natural disasters, | do not be- 
lieve that the federal government should add 
to these people’s hardship by charging interest 
on taxes not paid by the April 15, deadline. | 
urge you to bring this legislation to the floor as 
quickly as possible so Congress can do its 
part in helping the victims of these natural dis- 
asters. 


IN MEMORY OF MIKE HOTZ 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the memory of Mike Hotz for his years 
of dedication to his business and his family. 

Born in Cleveland in 1919, Mr. Hotz grew 
up on the South Side of the city. While living 
through the Great Depression, he learned the 
trade of his father at the family-owned tavern, 
Hotz Cafe. Mr. Hotz graduated from Lincoln 
High School in 1938. Recognizing the impor- 
tance of serving his country on the battlefield, 
Mr. Hotz entered the armed services in 1942 
at the height of World War Il. As a staff ser- 
geant in the Sixth Night Fighter Squadron, he 
fought in the Pacific and was awarded the Asi- 
atic Pacific Theater Ribbon for his efforts. 

After the war, Mr. Hotz returned to Cleve- 
land to own and operate Hotz Cafe. While he 
served drinks and prepared food, he also 
helped his customers through hard times, dis- 
pensing financial and personal advice. Mr. 
Hotz joined the Alcoholics Anonymous Asso- 
ciation in 1966 to share this much-needed ad- 
vice to struggling alcoholics. He finally retired 
from the tavern business in 1982 and moved 
to Florida. When he returned to Ohio a few 
years later, he worked at a funeral home and 
continued to enjoy being near his family. 

Mr. Hotz’s devotion to his family exhibits his 
spirited nature and his love for humanity. He 
is survived by his loving wife Lottie, his son 
Michael, his daughter Michele, four grand- 
children, and many nieces and nephews. 

My fellow colleagues, join me in saluting the 
life of Mike Hotz, a devoted father, husband, 
and community servant. 
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TRIBUTE TO RABBI JACK M. 
ROSOFF 


HON. FRANK PALLONE, JR. 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, on May 16, 
1998, Rabbi Jack M. Rosoff of Congregation 
B'nai Israel in Rumson, NJ, will be honored on 
the occasion of his retirement after 34 years of 
devoted service to his congregation and his 
community. It is a great honor for me to join 
in paying tribute to this great religious leader, 
who has done so much to foster positive val- 
ues among young people and has coura- 
geously fought against bigotry. 

Since 1964, Rabbi Rosoff has led the 
growth of the Congregation, quadrupling its 
members to the present total of 600 families. 
He has also presided over the expansion of 
the religious school, which now provides edu- 
cation for 300 students from kindergarten 
through grade 12. He developed the Israel 
Scholarship Program, enabling all junior stu- 
dents to spend six weeks in Israel. Rabbi 
Rosoff's organizational and motivational skills 
in the service of good causes was evidenced 
by raising over $3 million for the United Jew- 
ish Appeal and Israel Bonds through inspiring 
High Holy Day appeals, as well as his orga- 
nizing and chairing the first Madison Square 
Garden rally for Soviet Jewry. He led the an- 
nual Walk for Israel, involving many syna- 
gogues in the Shore Area, and he led moving 
Holocaust Memorial Day Services every year. 

Rabbi Rosoff has been devoted to every as- 
pect of his service to the Congregation, offici- 
ating outstandingly at life's joyous events—Bar 
and Bat Mitzvahs, weddings and brises—as 
well as counseling families and individuals at 
times of sickness, stress and bereavement. 
He organized and led the Rabbi's Bible Study 
and other Adult Education activities, and every 
week, through his inspiring sermons, he urged 
the members of his Congregation to join him 
in confronting the most serious issues. 

Rabbi Jack Rosoff bravely confronted dis- 
crimination everywhere he found it. When 
B'nai Israel, and a nearby Catholic church, 
were desecrated by vandals, he organized 
and led the response by more than 25 houses 
of worship in the Greater Red Bank religious 
community. He served as a strong influence in 
securing equal rights for women in all religious 
observances, and was a key figure in securing 
acceptance of women as rabbis in the Con- 
servative movement. 

Mr. Speaker, Rabbi Rosoff's list of associa- 
tions, tributes and awards is a long one. 
Among his leadership positions were First 
President of the Shore Area Board of Con- 
servative and Reform Rabbis, President of the 
New Jersey Rabbinical Assembly of United 
Synagogue and Rabbinical Assembly Rep- 
resentative to the American Conference on 
Soviet Jewry. He has served on the Board of 
Directors of Riverview Medical Center, Board 
of Directors of the Monmouth County Mental 
Health Association, where he chaired the Sui- 
cide Prevention Committee, Board of Directors 
of the Monmouth County Day Care Center, 
Board of Trustees of the Monmouth County 
Action Program and a member of the Planned 
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Parenthood of Monmouth County Clergy Advi- 
sory Council. The Rabbi was Founder/Director 
of the Pastoral Counseling Institute for Clergy 
at Brookdale College, was a founding member 
of the Greater Red Bank Interfaith Council, 
and supported active participation in the Lunch 
Break program for the needy in the Red Bank 
area. He received the Jerusalem City of 
Peace Award from Israel Bonds and the Israel 
Solidarity and Aliyah Laregal awards for pro- 
moting tourism to Israel. 


Finally, Mr. Speaker, the Other Body was 
honored by Rabbi Rosoff's presence when he 
delivered the opening prayer at the United 
States Senate. 


Mr. Speaker, Rabbi Rosoff has recently 
been battling cancer. Just as Rabbi Rosoff 
has prayed for so many during his years of 
service to Congregation B'nai Israel, our pray- 
ers are now with him. For his years of service, 
he has richly earned the admiration, gratitude 
and love of his Congregation and our entire 
community. 


IN HONOR OF ASSUMPTION GREEK 
ORTHODOX 70TH ANNIVERSARY 


HON. DAVID E. BONIOR 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, today | have the 
honor to recognize Assumption Greek Ortho- 
dox Church and Cultural Center as they cele- 
brate their 70th Anniversary on April 5, 1998. 
Father Kavadas and the members of the Par- 
ish will be joined by Archbishop Spyridon, the 
first American Born Archbishop, to celebrate 
this historical event. 


Throughout the past seventy years, the 
members of Assumption Greek Orthodox 
Church have joined together to create a strong 
spiritual community. The leaders and founders 
realized that many people depend on the 
emotional, educational, and spiritual support 
they receive from their church. To see that 
these needs are met is a difficult yet reward- 
ing endeavor. | commend the church for all 
their efforts. 


On Sunday, the members of Assumption 
Greek Orthodox will participate in a very spe- 
cial service. At 11:00 a.m., Archbishop 
Spyridon will consecrate with Holy Water and 
Sacred Myrrh a unique holy icon of the Virgin 
Mary with the Child, similar to Our Lady of 
Perpetual Help. This icon will be called “Our 
Lady of the Great Lakes,” a name chosen to 
establish a Protectress for this area of the 
world. 


would like to congratulate the congregation 
of Assumption Greek Orthodox Church on this 
proud milestone—especially the pioneers who 
played such an important role in the early 
years. May the next 70 years be as fruitful as 
the past. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
THE REAL McCOYS 


HON. BOB FILNER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker and Colleagues, | 
rise before you today to honor Michael and 
Patricia McCoy, two tireless advocates for the 
environment who recently received the Na- 
tional Wetlands Award for their volunteer lead- 
ership from the Environmental Law Institute. 

The National Wetlands Award, also co- 
sponsored by the U.S. Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency, the National Resources Con- 
servation Service, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and the National Marine Fisheries 
Service, recognizes outstanding individuals 
who have demonstrated an extraordinary com- 
mitment to the conservation and restoration of 
the nation’s wetlands. 

The McCoys certainly qualify! In a region 
where the majority of wetlands have been lost 
to dredging, filling, and other activities, the 
McCoys’ two-decades of activism to preserve 
and protect the Tijuana Estuary is a remark- 
able achievement. With their vision and 
boundless dedication to this cause, Mike and 
Pat have organized community support, edu- 
cated the public about wetland resources, and 
shaped local policy to protect wetlands for fu- 
ture generations. The McCoys have enabled 
us to leave a living, vibrant legacy to all our 
children in the San Diego and Tijuana areas. 

As was said in their nomination for the 
award, “the Tijuana River National Estuarine 
Research Reserve owes its existence to the 
McCoys. Destined to become a marina in the 
1970s, this 2,500-acre reserve now includes a 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Refuge for En- 
dangered Species, Border Field State Park, an 
outdoor research lab, and a visitor center that 
highlights the estuary’s wildlife.” 

In 1979, the McCoys founded the Southwest 
Wetlands Interpretive Association, dedicated 
to the protection and acquisition of wetlands 
and to public education. The Association's vol- 
unteers today help staff the Tijuana Estuary 
Visitor Center. The McCoys, the Association 
and its subsidiary, the Friends of South Bay 
Wildlife, are currently working to establish 
about 2,400 acres of salt ponds and wetlands 
as a National Wildlife Refuge in San Diego 
Bay. 

Mike and Pat's activities involving the Ti- 
juana Estuary and south San Diego wetlands 
are too numerous to list, but they include Pat 
McCoy's supervision, as a volunteer, of the 
construction of a tidal restoration channel and 
a U.S. Navy mitigation project to remove con- 
crete from the Estuary. Mike’s strong research 
background is instrumental in strengthening 
linkages with local universities and creating a 
unique partnership with San Diego State Uni- 
versity resulting in the Estuary being a field 
station of the university. They have served on 
or helped to create almost every committee or 
board that guides the Estuary's fate. 

From 1983 to 1993, the McCoys helped 
build a novel wastewater treatment and recov- 
ery system in Tijuana, Mexico to treat raw 
sewage that would otherwise flow north into 
the Tijuana Estuary. This project became a 
model for alternative treatment demonstrating 
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water reuse in desert climates and developing 
countries. 

| know that Mike and Pat McCoy believe 
that a thriving wetland is the only reward and 
testament to their efforts that is needed. Their 
volunteer work, however, goes so far above 
and beyond the call of duty, that it is past time 
to recognize the McCoys with this impressive 
national award. | want to thank these dedi- 
cated visionaries on behalf of all of the people 
of San Diego County and beyond who will ap- 
preciate the beauty of these wetlands. These 
are the real McCoys! 


CERTIFICATION, AS SEEN FROM 
THE BORDER 


HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | commend to 
my colleagues’ attention the excellent article 
written by our colleague from Texas, 
SILVESTRE REYES. We all have something to 
learn from Mr. REYES—a Border Patrol Agent 
of 26 years, including 11 years as a Sector 
chief in McAllen and El Paso. 


[From the Home Index Search Archives, 
Washington Post, Apr. 20, 1998] 


AN ALLY IN THE WAR ON DRUGS 
(By Silvestre Reyes) 


I live on our nation’s border with Mexico. 
I have firsthand knowledge and experience of 
our nation’s war on drugs.“ I spent more 
than 26 years of my life on the front line of 
that “war” as a Border Patrol agent, enforc- 
ing our nation’s immigration and narcotics 
laws. For 11 of those years, I was the Border 
Patrol sector chief in McAllen, Tex., and El 
Paso. 

The most important lesson I learned while 
working on the border is that to be success- 
ful in our fight against drug trafficking, we 
must help Mexico reform its police appa- 
ratus as well as its legal and judicial sys- 
tems. If the United States and Mexico are to 
stop drug smuggling, we must cooperate and 
work in an environment of mutual under- 
standing. Because about 60 percent of the co- 
caine on the streets of the United States 
passes through Mexico, its cooperation is 
vital to any counter-drug effort. Merely 
criticizing Mexico achieves nothing. 

The United States consumes more than $5 
billion a year in illegal drugs. We should own 
up to our responsibility and stop trying to 
blame others. Indeed, a recent survey found 
that 46 percent of Americans believe that 
Americans are responsible for the problem of 
illegal drugs in the United States. Interest- 
ingly, 50 percent of those same Americans 
believe that certification should be made 
tougher. They believe that we as a country 
are responsible for creating the demand, but 
we need to punish foreign nations for our 
problems. We should not continue to use the 
certification process as a forum to vent the 
frustrations we as a nation feel about the 
devastating impact of drugs on our commu- 
nities. 

The Mexican government bristles at the 
annual certification process, viewing it as an 
affront to their nation and an infringement 
on their sovereignty. The Mexican ambas- 
sador to the United States, Jesus Reyes- 
Heroles, refers to the certification process as 
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the most stressful period each year in the 
relationship between the two nations. This 
stress does not, in our view, enhance the co- 
operation essential to defeat this mutual 
scourge.” 

Our nation shares a 2,000-mile border with 
Mexico, but we along the border share more 
than that with our neighbors to the south. 
Not only have our economies long been 
interdependent, but our cultures also are 
tied by more than 400 years of history. 

Since the implementation of NAFTA in 
1993, communities on both sides of the border 
have become an integral part of the hemi- 
spheric trade success of North America with 
Latin America. American exports to Mexico 
increased by 126 percent from 1990 to 1996. 
The trade pact not only makes economic 
sense, it is also a logical evolution of inter- 
national trade and commerce. It is a vibrant 
success story in the making, but it can be 
jeopardized by the process of certification 
and the contentious issues associated with it 
each year. 

Mexico's efforts in this “war on drugs“ are 
notable and should not be overlooked. In the 
past year, Mexico has enacted money-laun- 
dering legislation and created new investiga- 
tive units to help root out official corrup- 
tion. The Mexicans also have begun to re- 
build their anti-drug institutions under the 
leadership of Attorney General Jorge 
Madrazo. 

The Mexican government also has im- 
proved its efforts relating to extradition and 
has signed a bilateral extradition protocol. 
Mexico City already has approved the extra- 
dition of 27 fugitives from U.S. justice. Of 
the 27, 13 fugitives were extradited (seven for 
drug crimes) while the remaining 14 have ap- 
pealed their extraditions. 

We must continue to build on this kind of 
progress. The United States policy of judging 
the drug-fighting efforts of other countries is 
counterproductive and must be changed if we 
are to have any real impact on international 
drug trafficking. We must develop a process 
in which we engage our partners through co- 
operation rather than confrontation. 

The writer, a Democrat, is a U.S. Rep- 
resentative from Texas. 


EEE 


IN MEMORY OF MARGARET 
McCAFFERY 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor a truly memorable Cleveland woman. 
Margaret McCaffery, a member of Cleveland 
city council for twenty-eight years, represented 
her community with strong dedication and 
service. 

Margaret was born in Vancouver, British Co- 
lumbia and later moved to Washington state. 
While a teenager, Margaret was a vaudeville 
dancer and met her husband, James “Mickey” 
McCaffery, on tour in 1924. She raised five 
children through the tough times of the Thirties 
and Forties. James McCaffery died in July 
1947 after taking out petitions to run for the 
Cleveland city council seat he had formerly 
held. Margaret took on a great burden and ran 
for the seat in his place. Her successful elec- 
tion the following fall gave her the seat that 
she would represent for the next sixteen 
years. 
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After her seat was eliminated as a result of 
redistricting, Margaret moved to the near West 
Side and was again elected to council. 
Throughout her twenty-eight years on the 
council, Margaret chaired numerous commit- 
tees and represented her ward well. She re- 
ceived many awards and was recognized by 
President John F. Kennedy as one of the most 
influential women politicians in the country. 

| had the pleasure of serving with Margaret 
on the Cleveland city council. | treasure our 
thirty-year friendship and always admired her 
unique ability to balance strength and 
gentleness, which is what made her such an 
effective council member. She is survived by 
two sons, two daughters, ten grandchildren, 
and seven great-grandchildren. Margaret will 
be greatly missed by all who knew her. 

My fellow colleagues, join with me in hon- 
oring Mrs. Margaret McCaffery. 


BOB PATZER: TWO DECADES OF 
OUTSTANDING SERVICE 


HON. JAMES A. BARCIA 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, if you want a job 
done right, hire a professional. For the past 
twenty years, Associated Underground Con- 
tractors, Inc., has done exactly that, having 
had Bob Patzer as its Assistant Executive Di- 
rector from December, 1977, until he became 
the Executive Director in December of 1987. 
He was recently honored for his twenty years 
of outstanding service, an honor that he has 
most certainly earned. 

Bob Patzer understands project construction 
from beginning to end. He worked as a sum- 
mer construction worker after his graduation 
from high school and as his way of earning his 
college degree at Michigan State University. 
Following graduation, he worked for Bennis & 
Son, Flintkote Corporation, Mayo Company, 
and finally Alexander & Alexander. Having 
worked with sales, supplies, bid develop- 
ments, field responsibilities, and as an account 
executive, Bob had truly learned every phase 
of the business. 

With his experience and talent, it was only 
natural that he should be selected by Associ- 
ated Underground Contractors, Inc. This asso- 
ciation provides a variety of assistance with 
labor, legal, communication, legislative and 
safety matters. It provides education and train- 
ing programs, legislative ombudsmanship, and 
information programs that are essential for 
companies in today's complex age. Bob 
Patzer has worked with and developed many 
of these programs, and because of his efforts, 
many of us regularly rely on AUC for informa- 
tion that is credible, timely, and effective. 

Bob has been credited with the successful 
passage of several important legislative pro- 
posals in the State of Michigan. | know his 
knowledge and influence have helped to play 
a significant role on matters that have come 
before us here as well. We can design a pro- 
gram, initiate an effort, or espouse a dream. 
But none of these worthwhile activities bear 
fruit until they have been designed and built 
by professionals like Bob Patzer. 
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With the support that Bob has had from his 
wife, Linda, and his children, Tiffany and 
Shane, Bob has had a successful professional 
life sustained and encouraged by a wonderful 
family. They also deserve to be thanked and 
congratulated for the support they have of- 
fered to Bob during his career. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge you and all of our col- 
leagues to join me in congratulating Bob 
Patzer on his 20th anniversary with Associ- 
ated Underground Contractors, Inc., and wish- 
ing him many more years filled with at least an 
equal amount of success. 


THE LAST FLIGHT MISSION OF 
THE FIRST JET AIRCRAFT DES- 
IGNATED AIR FORCE ONE 


HON. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, on March 26 of President Clin- 
ton’s historic voyage to Africa, the first aircraft 
designated as Air Force One flew its last mis- 
sion. Vice President GORE signed it into retire- 
ment as of April 1, but not before the first Air 
Force One carried Members of Congress who 
accompanied President Clinton to South Afri- 
ca. 
Mr. Speaker, | was one of those Members 
who joined the President on this trip. The im- 
portance of his travel to Africa and the signifi- 
cance of being aboard the aircraft were very 
relevant to me. It was this Air Force One that 
transported President John F. Kennedy's body 
from Dallas to Washington after his assassina- 
tion in 1963. 

Mr. Speaker, representing Dallas, | am re- 
minded of that fateful day by driving through 
the streets, parades, and other activities along 
the grassy knoll area. However, being on 
board the plane that carried President Ken- 
nedy’s body made those remembrances much 
more special. The first Air Force One rep- 
resented a tragic end for our country, but also 
a new beginning. The plane was the site of 
President Lyndon Johnson's swearing-in as 
the 36th President prior to that flight. 

In 1962, the Government purchased and de- 
ployed the aircraft that carried President Rich- 
ard Nixon on his trips to China and Russia in 
1962. Air Force One continued historic and 
important flights, serving eight Presidents. 

Mr. Speaker, this exclusive aircraft symbol- 
izes service to the President as he and other 
passengers travel throughout the world to pro- 
mote peace and democracy in other countries. 
The first Air Force One began, and now ends 
successfully in that purpose. One great exam- 
ple of that purpose was the ribbon-cutting 
ceremony celebrating the 1-year inauguration 
of the Ron Brown Commercial Center in South 
Africa, named after the late Commerce Sec- 
retary. 

The center was an impressive testimony to 
his mission of promoting democracy and eco- 
nomic opportunities in developing countries. 
Of course, the ceremony was one of many im- 
portant and memorable visits what would not 
have been possible without Air Force One and 
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its staff. On behalf of the United States dele- 
gation to Africa that traveled aboard the air- 
craft, | would like to express how honored we 
were to fly on its last voyage. 

Mr. Speaker, the plane will be on display at 
the U.S. Air Force Museum at the Wright-Pat- 
terson Air Force Base outside of Dayton, OH. 
As many Americans view this plane, | hope 
that they will do it service by not forgetting its 
missions and its significance to our country. 
As a recent passenger, | know that | will not 
forget the first Air Force One. 

or the RECORD, Mr. Speaker, | would like 
to document the United States delegation to 
South Africa who flew aboard the original Air 
Force One during its last flight: 

Representative John Conyers; Rep. Corrine 
Brown; Rep. Juanita Millender-McDonald; 
Paul A. Allaire, Chairman/CEO, Xerox Cor- 
poration; Alma Arrington Brown, Chair, 
Ronald H. Brown Foundation; Ronald 
Burkle, Managing Partner, Yucaipa Compa- 
nies; Melvin Clark, Jr., President/CEO, 
Metroplex Corporation; Dr. Ramona H. 
Edelin, President/CEO, National Urban Coa- 
lition, Interim Exec. Director, Congressional 
Black Caucus Foundation, Inc.; Rep. Amory 
Houghton; Rep. Shelia Jackson-Lee; Rep. 
Harold Ford, Jr.; Honorable Dennis Archer, 
Mayor, City of Detroit; Rev. Dr. Joan Brown- 
Campbell, General Secretary, National Coun- 
cil of Churches of Christ in the USA; Dr. 
Emma C. Chappell, Founder, Chairman & 
CEO, United Bank of Philadelphia; Ronald 
Dellums, Former Member of Congress, 
Healthcare International Management Com- 
pany; and Ernest Green, Chairman, African 
Development Foundation. 

Bishop Frederick Calhoun James, Former 
Bishop, 2nd Episcopal District, African 
Methodist Episcopal Church; Kase Lawal, 
Chairman, President/CEO, Camac Holdings, 
Inc., Kweisi Mfume, President & CEO, 
NAACP; Ilyasha Shabazz, Director of Public 
Affairs & Special Events, Office of Honorable 
Mayor Ernest Davis; John Sweeney, Presi- 
dent, AFL-CIO; The Honorable Wellington 
Webb, Mayor of Denver, Colorado; Robert 
Johnson, Founder, Chairman & CEO, Black 
Entertainment Television, Inc.; C. Payne 
Lucas, President, Africare, Ernest S. Micek, 
Chairman & CEO, Cargill, Inc.; Lottie 
Shackelford, Board Member, OPIC; Maurice 
Templesman, Leon Templesman & Son; and 
Carol Willis, Director of Community Serv- 
ices, Democratic National Committee. 


TRIBUTE TO RABBI CHAIM 
SEIDLER-FELLER 


HON. HENRY A. WAXMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, | ask my col- 
leagues to join me in recognizing Rabbi Chaim 
Seidler-Feller for his tremendous contributions 
as Director of Hillel Council at UCLA for more 
than two decades. 

Hillel provides meaningful service to UCLA 
students by offering them an opportunity to ex- 
perience Jewish life and ritual away from 
home. Many students come to Hillel to con- 
tinue to practice in the Jewish faith, while oth- 
ers are introduced to the traditions of the faith 
at Hillel. 

Rabbi Seidler-Feller has created and intro- 
duced many new and innovative programs at 
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Hillel designed to embrace the diverse cross- 
section of the student population. For exam- 
ple, he has sponsored conferences and semi- 
nars that explore the unique relationship be- 
tween African-American and Jewish students. 

In addition to his remarkable contributions to 
Hillel, Rabbi Seidler-Feller has been actively 
involved as a teacher and lecturer at UCLA, 
Hebrew Union College, and the University of 
Judaism. We owe Rabbi Seidler-Feller a debt 
of gratitude for his vision, his devotion, and his 
support of this vital UCLA institution. 

am delighted to bring Rabbi Seidler- 
Feller’s tireless and selfless work to the atten- 
tion of my colleagues and ask you to join me 
in saluting him for his many important con- 
tributions. 

— 


IN HONOR OF THE FIFTIETH ANNI- 
VERSARY OF THE BAY VILLAGE 
LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor a truly remarkable organization dedi- 
cated to promoting informed and active citizen 
Participation in government. For the last fifty 
years, the Bay Village, Ohio chapter of the 
League of Women Voters has educated the 
citizens of Bay Village in each citizen's polit- 
ical responsibility. This organization effectively 
serves Bay Village in the arena of citizenship 
and public activism. 

Founded in 1920, the national nonpartisan 
League of Women Voters established itself on 
the principles of voter responsibility. Women 
had just received the right to vote, and this or- 
ganization wanted to ensure that all voters 
would have the necessary resources to cast 
an educated vote. The League of Women Vot- 
ers of Bay Village continued this proud tradi- 
tion with the establishment of the local chapter 
in 1948. On the fiftieth anniversary of the 
founding of this chapter, the League continues 
to make an educated voter its first priority. By 
supporting citizen participation in government 
and influencing public policy through education 
and advocacy, the chapter clearly has an influ- 
ence on the educated voter. 

For fifty years, the League of Women Voters 
of Bay Village has encouraged good citizen- 
ship and voter understanding of government. 
This organization's outstanding service to the 
community and to the country is commend- 
able. 

My fellow colleagues, join me in celebrating 
the anniversary of a patriotic organization that 
is dedicated to the task of informing the aver- 
age voter: The League of Women Voters of 
Bay Village, Ohio. 


IN HONOR OF RABBI JOSEPH I. 
WEISS 


HON. CHARLES E. SCHUMER 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
take a few minutes today to honor and ac- 
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knowledge a shining member of our religious 
community for his services to the people of 
the Rockaway Peninsula. 

| ask my colleagues today to join me in rec- 
ognizing Rabbi Joseph |. Weiss on the occa- 
sion of his 85th birthday for the many ways in 
which he has enriched his community with his 
religious leadership and adventurous spirit. His 
sense of civic duty has not stopped with his 
own temple, rather driving him to make a dif- 
ference throughout all of New York. 

Rabbi Weiss has served as spiritual leader 
of the congregation at the West End Temple 
in Neponsit New York for forty-nine years. He 
is a member of the New York Board of Rabbis 
and is past president of both the New York 
Association of Reform Rabbis and the Brook- 
lyn Association of Reform Rabbis. He also 
serves as the first Vice-President of the Na- 
tional Association of Retired Reform Rabbis. 

The Rabbi has an outstanding commitment 
to the community beyond his temple. He is the 
holder of the Shofar Award for service to Jew- 
ish Scouting in recognition for his time as a 
Board Member of the South Shore Division of 
the Boy Scouts of America. Rabbi Weiss has 
worked diligently to promote interfaith unity 
and to that end he has served as a board 
member for the Rockaway Interfaith Clergy 
and has been a hard-working member of the 
board for the Rockaway Catholic-Jewish Rela- 
tions Committee. These commitments, plus his 
position as the Senior Active Member of the 
Rockaway Rotary Club have truly made a dif- 
ference in the lives of others. 

Rabbi Weiss received his B.A. in 1934 from 
the University of Cincinnati and his Rabbinical 
Ordination from Hebrew Union College in 
1939. During World War Il he was an Army 
Chaplain serving in the South Pacific and was 
the President of the Association of Jewish Mili- 
tary Chaplains of the United States. Before 
joining the West End Temple in 1949, Rabbi 
Weiss led Temple Israel in Columbus, Georgia 
from 1947 to 1948. 

At 85, the Rabbi remains very active athlet- 
ically and socially. He plays tennis and golf, 
ice skates, and is a member of the 70 Plus 
Ski Club. He is also a patron of the Rockaway 
Music and Arts Council. He has traveled ex- 
tensively throughout the world and has made 
many visits to Israel. 

It is my honor to recognize Rabbi Joseph |. 
Weiss today for both his religious guidance 
and his exuberant service to the State of New 
York. 


— 


ANTITRUST 
HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
insert my Washington Report for Wednesday, 
April 8, 1998 into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 


AN ANTITRUST REVIVAL 


The Justice Department’s recent decision 
to sue defense giant Lockheed Martin to 
block its proposed $12 billion purchase of 
Northrop Grumman reflects a trend toward 
tougher enforcement of our antitrust laws. 
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The federal government is giving closer scru- 
tiny to mergers and consolidations in a wide 
range of industries, including everything 
from defense and health care to telephones 
and airlines. It is also taking a harder look 
at the growing dominance of firms in the 
high-tech field, most notably Microsoft. 

This revival of antitrust reflects a sea 
change from the 1980s, when deregulation 
and free markets were emphasized. Back 
then, antitrust was viewed as government 
meddling in the operation of free markets, 
and was rarely enforced. Antitrust regu- 
lators continue to approve most of the merg- 
ers then investigate, but the fact that they 
are investigating many more proposed merg- 
ers and, in certain cases, suing to block them 
is a notable development. 

Purpose and enforcement: Antitrust law 
has its origins in the Progressive Era of the 
late 19th Century. The landmark laws of the 
time, the Sherman Act of 1890 and the Clay- 
ton Act of 1914, aimed at curbing the power 
of trusts, the large combinations of indus- 
trial interests. The Sherman Act bars com- 
binations which unreasonably restrain trade. 
The clearest example of a violation would be 
competitors in a given industry agreeing to 
fix prices. The Act also prohibits a dominant 
firm in a given market from acting to mo- 
nopolize commerce in that market. The 
Clayton Act forbids mergers which have the 
effect of substantially lessening competition 
or creating a monopoly. What precisely these 
vaguely-worded statutes require has been 
left to the courts and regulators to decide 
over the years. 

Antitrust law has two primary objectives. 
First, it seeks to promote vigorous competi- 
tion in the U.S, economy. Competition is de- 
sirable because it tends to keep costs and 
prices lower, encourage the efficient alloca- 
tion of economic resources, and provide for 
innovation and consumer choice. The pre- 
sumption of antitrust law is that the normal 
operation of the free markets will foster 
competition. Government will only step in 
where there is evidence of anti-competitive 
conduct. Second, antitrust law aims to limit 
the concentration of corporate power. The 
concern in the Progressive Era was that the 
large corporate trusts threatened to trample 
individual liberties, and that suspicion of big 
business persists. 

Antitrust enforcement has waxed and 
waned over the years. While regulators 
brought some high-profile cases, including 
the one that broke up Standard Oil in 1911, 
enforcement in the early years was lax. The 
Great Depression ushered in a period of 
tougher enforcement as the American public 
demanded stricter regulation of corporations 
the pendulum swung back the other way in 
the 1980s, reflecting the Reagan Administra- 
tion’s preference for free markets. Antitrust 
enforcement is shifting again. The prevailing 
view today is that free markets work, but 
don't work perfectly and government inter- 
vention may be necessary to prevent over- 
reaching by powerful market players. 

The problem of mergers: The spate of 
mergers in the last five years has raised con- 
cerns, particularly about competition in in- 
dustries where there are fewer and fewer 
competitors. The proposed Lockheed-Nor- 
throp deal, for example, would have limited 
competition in government contracts for key 
weapons systems, including airborne radar, 
missile warning systems, and military air- 
craft production. Likewise, the government 
successfully blocked the proposed merger of 
Staples and Office Depot because the merger 
would have effectively eliminated competi- 
tion for certain office supplies in certain ge- 
ographic markets. 
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Antitrust enforcement will often involve a 
fact-intensive weighing of the competitive 
costs and benefits of a proposed merger. 
Companies involved in the merger may 
argue, for example, that the merger im- 
proves economic efficiency by cutting over- 
capacity in the industry as well as overhead 
costs, or that the merger is needed to keep 
pace with overseas competition. Regulators 
will, in turn, try to assess how the proposed 
merger affects choice and price for the con- 
sumer, whether the consumer is the U.S. 
government, a small businessperson, or a pri- 
vate citizen. Regulators rarely block merg- 
ers outright, but rather seek to work with 
the parties to limit anti-competitive effects. 

The problem of monopoly: Monopolization 
is a related concern for antitrust regulators, 
as demonstrated most recently by the Jus- 
tice Department's battle with Microsoft, the 
computer software giant. Antitrust law has 
never been construed to say that merely be- 
cause a firm is dominant it is engaging in il- 
legal monopolistic conduct. If a firm domi- 
nates a market because of superior skill or 
energy, antitrust steps aside. If, however, a 
firm engages in unreasonably exclusionary 
or anticompetitive activities to stay on top, 
that kind of behavior will be challenged. The 
rationale is that monopolies tend to stifle in- 
novation, which in the long run hurts the 
economy and the consumer. 

Our new high-tech economy presents a dif- 
ficult challenge for antitrust. On the one 
hand, high-tech companies like Microsoft 
have been on the cutting edge of innovation, 
transforming our economy, generating jobs 
and wealth, and boosting our competitive- 
ness in the global marketplace. On the other 
hand, high-tech companies, particularly 
those that enjoy a dominant market posi- 
tion, may have opportunities to exploit con- 
sumers and crush potential rivals. The con- 
cern in the Microsoft case, for example, was 
that the company was using its dominance 
in the computer software industry to squeeze 
out competitors in the market for Internet 
software. 

Government regulators have tried to strike 
a balanced approach in this area. They rec- 
ognize that the high-tech industry is dif- 
ferent—that companies must constantly in- 
novate to stay ahead of their competitors 
and that government does not want to inter- 
fere with this beneficial process. They rea- 
son, nonetheless, that the high-tech sector is 
not immune to the risks associated with mo- 
nopolies, and will take steps to ensure that 
companies play by the rules. 

Conclusion: I accept the need for antitrust 
enforcement. After all, the economy is in the 
midst of an unprecedented wave of mergers. 
Antitrust authorities should review the com- 
petitive effects of proposed mergers, pro- 
vided such reviews are based on facts and 
careful market analysis, not ideology. The 
government must be careful not to do more 
harm than good. Free markets may some- 
times fail, but it does not follow that govern- 
ment can make things better. 


TRIBUTE TO NATHAN SHAPELL 
HON. TOM LANTOS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, April 22, 1998 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, on Thursday of 
this week, representatives of the Congress, 
the Administration, and the Supreme Court will 
gather in the Great Rotunda of this building for 
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the National Civic Commemoration to remem- 
ber the victims of the Holocaust. This annual 
national memorial service pays tribute to the 
six million Jews who died through senseless 
and systematic Nazi terror and brutality. At 
this somber commemoration, we will also 
honor those heroic American and other Allied 
forces who liberated the Nazi concentration 
camps over half a century ago. 

Mr. Speaker, this past week Fortune Maga- 
zine (April 13, 1998) devoted several pages to 
an article entitled “Everything in History was 
Against Them,” which profiles five survivors of 
Nazi savagery who came to the United States 
penniless and built fortunes here in their 
adopted homeland. It is significant, Mr. Speak- 
er, that four of these five are residents of my 
home state of California. My dear friend Na- 
than Shapell of Los Angeles was one of the 
five that Fortune Magazine selected to high- 
light in this extraordinary article, and | want to 
pay tribute to him today. 

Nate Shapell, like the other four singled out 
by Fortune Magazine, has a unique story, but 
there are common threads to these five tales 
of personal success. The story of the penni- 
less immigrant who succeeds in America is a 
familiar theme in our nation’s lore, but these 
stories involve a degree of courage and deter- 
mination unmatched in the most inspiring of 
Horatio Alger’s stories. 

These men were, in the words of author 
Carol J. Loomis, “Holocaust survivors in the 
most rigorous sense,” they “actually experi- 
enced the most awful horrors of the Holo- 
caust, enduring a Nazi death camp or a con- 
centration camp or one of the ghettos that 
were essentially holding pens for those 
camps.” 

They picked themselves up “from the very 
cruelest of circumstances, they traveled to 
America and prospered as businessmen. They 
did it, to borrow a phrase from Elie Wiesel, 
when everything in history was against them.” 
They were teenagers or younger when World 
War Il began. They lost six years of their 
youth and six years of education. “They were 
deprived of liberty and shorn of dignity. All lost 
relatives, and most lost one or both parents. 
Each . . . was forced to live constantly with 
the threat of death and the knowledge that 
next time he might be ‘thumbed’ not into a line 
of prisoners allowed to live, but into another 
line headed for the gas chambers.” Through 
luck and the sheer will to survive, these were 
some of the very fortunate who lived to tell the 
story of that horror. 

The second part of their stories is also simi- 
lar—a variant of the American dream. These 
courageous men came to the United States 
with “little English and less money.” Despite 
their lack of friends and mentors, they found 
the drive to succeed. As Loomis notes, “many 
millions who were unencumbered by the 
heavy, exhausting baggage of the Holocaust 
had the same opportunities and never reached 
out to seize them as these men did.” Their 
success in view of the immense obstacles that 
impeded their path makes their stories all the 
more remarkable. 

One other element that is also common to 
these five outstanding business leaders—they 
are “Founders” of the U.S. Holocaust Memo- 
rial Museum here in Washington, D.C. They 
have shown a strong commitment to remem- 
bering the brutal horrors of the Holocaust, 
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paying honor to its victims, and working to 
prevent the repetition of this vicious inhu- 


manity. 

Mr. Speaker, Nathan Shapell is one of the 
five Holocaust survivors and leading American 
entrepreneurs highlighted in this article. Nate 
is the Chairman of Shapell Industries in Los 
Angeles. As we here in the Congress mark 
the annual Days of Remembrance in honor of 
the victims of Nazi terror, | ask that the profile 
of Nate Shapell from Fortune Magazine be 
placed in the RECORD. 


{From Fortune, April 13, 1998] 
NATHAN SHAPELL—CHAIRMAN, SHAPELL 
INDUSTRIES 

Nathan Shapell’s history illustrates two 
truths about the Holocaust. First, by sharp 
and courageous use of his wits, a Jew could 
often greatly improve his chances of sur- 
viving. Second, in the end he practically al- 
ways needed luck as well. 

Now 76. Shapell (originally named 
Schapelski) was the youngest of five children 
in a family that lived in the western Poland 
city of Sosnowiec. After the Nazis invaded 
Poland, though, the father and two of his 
children scattered, leaving Nathan, then still 
in his teens, the only male in a household of 
four. Growing up quickly, he got decent 
work in the city’s sanitation department and 
also gained the favor of certain German offi- 
cials by managing to get them scarcities 
such as textiles and meat. For nearly three 
years Shapell's standing with these Germans 
not only kept his family safe but also al- 
lowed him repeatedly to help other Jews. 

In the summer of 1942, however, Shapell’s 
mother and hundreds of other Sosnowiec 
Jews were rounded up and incarcerated in a 
part of the city called Targowa. Frantic but 
able once more to tap the help of his Ger- 
mans, Nathan got past Targowa’s guards on 
the pretense that he was going in to survey 
the sanitation needs of the area. Making his 
way through crowds of desperate Jews, he fi- 
nally found his mother, gave her food, and 
promised her help. 

But he also realized that the sanitation 
arm band he wore might be the key to more 
rescues. Later that day he told the authori- 
ties that Targowa's sanitation needs were 
large, and secured permission to go into the 
area at least daily with a small crew. Over 
the next few days, he and his men entered 
just before a shift change for the guards, 
with each member of his crew wearing a 
sanitation arm band—and with a few more 
arm bands stuffed into Shapell’s pocket. 
These he gave to male prisoners, who each 
day exited, trying to appear nonchalant, 
with the crews and their refuse-loaded carts. 
The discovery of this ruse would almost cer- 
tainly have meant death for all concerned, 
but the guards on the new shifts never 
caught on. 

Next Shapell focused on the huge pots of 
soup that were each day carried into 
Targowa and later taken out empty. Shapell 
and his men instead filled them up with 
small children (warned to total silence) and 
then boldly carried out the posts, as if they 
were simply helping with the day’s chores. A 
half-dozen or so children, most thrust at the 
men by their parents, were rescued that way 
and released outside the gate. One, a small 
girl of 5 or 6, looked up from the street where 
Shapell had set her and said. Where shall I 
go?” He answered. Child. I don’t know. Run, 
run.” As he tried to talk about that moment 
recently, Shapell broke down, unable to fin- 
ish. 

In a week of arm bands and soup pots, 
Shapell did not manage to rescue his mother. 
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He finally succeeded, though, on a chaotic 
day in which the Germans encircled all of 
Targowa's Jews with a gigantic noose of rope 
and prepared to load them up for transport. 
Shapell’s mother escaped because Nathan, 
talking his way into Targowa, found her and 
made her lie down on a pile of dead bodies. 
He then contrived to get the job of removing 
the bodies for disposal and got his mother to 
safety. 

By the summer of 1943, though, the Nazis’ 
vicious campaign to make Europe 
Judenrein—free of Jews—had wrenched the 
family apart and sent each of its members to 
a work camp or a concentration camp. The 
hellhole of Auschwitz-Birkenau was Na- 
than’s lot, but there his youth and relative 
vigor got him thumbed into line of people to 
work, not die. He was then tattooed with the 
number he still wears: 134138. 

In the nearly two years of captivity, hun- 
ger, and oppression that followed, he contin- 
ued to be sustained by wits, guts, and a 
steely resolve to survive. He smuggled food 
out of kitchens, hid when exposure would 
have meant death, and got himself classified 
as a carpenter though he could barely drive 
a nail. But there was a moment near war's 
end, at a work site called Gintergruber, when 
nothing else counted but luck. One day a 
prisoner in his work crew escaped. When 
none of the other prisoners would admit to 
knowledge of how he’d gotten out, SS troops 
lined them up—some 200 men, in ranks four 
deep. Shapell was in the front row. The SS 
counted down it, ordering the fifth man to 
step forward, and then the next fifth man, 
until ten prisoners were lined up for all to 
see. The ten were then shot. Shapell, in the 
80% of the front line that survived, went 
back to work. 

Shapell was later moved in a forced march 
to a camp called Waldenburg. Freedom ar- 
rived there on May 8, 1945. No German guards 
came that morning to make their daily head 
count, and in the afternoon the camp’s com- 
mandant drove out for the last time, his eyes 
venomous as he looked back at the prisoners 
watching in disbelief. The Jews then 
swarmed out of the camp to scavenge for 
food, on the way encountering Russian sol- 
diers who were still at war, even though Ger- 
many had surrendered the day before. 

The world called them displaced persons, 
and in the next six years Shapell, 23 at the 
end of the war, became a leader in aiding 
homeless Jews who bore the label. His place 
of work was a small Bavarian town named 
Munchberg, where he established a model DP 
community. He oversaw the construction of 
houses and even set up a large home that 
took in Jewish children with no place to go. 
Wrote an American officer who had author- 
ity over Munchberg and knew himself fortu- 
nate to have crossed paths with this young 
refugee: “I heartily endorse Mr. Schapelski 
as an energetic, efficient, trustworthy, and 
most capable man.” 

For Nathan, Munchberg meant more than 
work well done. He was married there (to a 
Holocaust survivor) and was joined in the 
town by two siblings who turned out to have 
survived the war, Sala and David. (The re- 
maining four members of Shapell’s family 
are either known, or believed, to have died.) 
Eventually Nathan, David, and an Auschwitz 
friend of Nathan’s who Sala married, Max 
Weisbrot, secured a permit to start a textile 
manufacturing and wholesaling business, and 
it did well. 

So it was that when the three men make it 
to the U.S. in the early 1950s, they had some 
money. They went first to Detroit because a 
relative lived there. But Nathan didn’t like 
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Detroit, and they traveled in search of an- 
other landing spot, thinking that either su- 
permarkets or homebuilding might be their 
future. They hit California, and for Nathan 
it was love at first sight. “Just the trees,” he 
says today, “just the smell from the oranges 
and lemons. It was unbelievable, beautiful.” 

Through a Detroit connection, they met 
one night with a young building contractor 
in Los Angeles, Morley Benjamin. Knowing 
their English to be inadequate, the three 
visitors brought with them a taxi driver 
hired to be a translator—but he kept falling 
asleep. The meeting came to nothing. 

Some months later, though, having picked 
up more English, the three went back to 
Benjamin, and this time they struck a deal 
to build houses together. The Shapell group 
put in $600,000, and Morely Benjamin and a 
partner contributed expertise. In two sub- 
urbs of Los Angeles, Norwalk and Whittier, 
they built some 2,400 houses and sold them to 
veterans for $10,990 each, no money down. 
Nathan, the leader of this band, badgered the 
young builder he always called Mr. Ben- 
jamin” to teach him everything he knew 
about the business. Remembers Benjamin: 
Nathan was constantly in my office, con- 
stantly wanting to know. Once I said to him, 
‘Nathan, do not come back for at least an 
hour.“ But Benjamin says Shapell never 
asked the same question twice. He was, be- 
sides, a whiz with figures. 

In 1955 the parties split up, amlably. 
Shapell, with his relatives, formed S&S Con- 
struction and proceeded to build anew in 
Norwald. He has always had a belief, he says 
today, that a prudent man should keep one- 
third of his money in cash and another one- 
third in good “stuff,” and then if he wishes, 
put the other one-third at risk. But in 1955 
he felt the Norwalk project required the 
commitment of everything he had. Out of it, 
though, came a small profit, enough to send 
S&S Construction on its way. 

Since then the company now called 
Shapell Industries has built 64,000 houses and 
spread well beyond Lost Angeles. The com- 
pany is known for high-quality building, for 
astute purchases of land, and for conserv- 
ative financial behavior in an industry that 
tends to binge on leverage. Shapell himself 
dresses down from the elegant suits he wears 
in his office and “walks” his sites, doing 
hands-on quality control. He is not apt to 
stop those inspections soon: For three years 
a widower, he usually works at least six days 
a week and has no plans to retire. 

In his business history, there is a period 
that caused him anguish. In 1969, when his 
company was doing about $30 million in sales 
and $3 million in profits, he took it public 
and was immediately sorry. Impatient by na- 
ture— he has the attention span of a gnat,” 
says an acquaintance—he could not abide 
dealing with securities analysts. He feels, 
moreover, that the homebuilding business, 
with its cycles, weather delays, and general 
ups and downs, is not well suited to a public 
market that craves consistency. If you are 
honest and reporting exactly what happens,” 
Shapell says, “Wall Street tells you good- 
bye.“ His company was itself a case history 
in volatility. In 1981, when interest rates 
skyrocketed, it lost nearly $10 million on 
revenues that exceeded $300 million—another 
period of acute anguish for Shapell. By 1983, 
through, the company was making $15 mil- 
lion on revenues cut by a third. 

So in 1984, Shapell took his creation pri- 
vate, buying in the 28% of the company that 
the public owned for $33 million. Best money 
he ever spent, says Shapell: “when we'd done 
the deal, I felt like a million pounds had 
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been taken off me. It hardly ranks with the 
first, of course, but he calls that day his 
“second liberation.” 


EARTH DAY, 1998 
HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, Earth Day helps 
us to remember that environmental issues 
know no political bounds and affect all of the 
people, plants, and animals of the world com- 
munity. It is essential that the policies our 
Government enacts, and the personal activi- 
ties we undertake reflect our profound concern 
for safeguarding the Earth. 

From combating global climate change to 
protecting threatened species to maintaining 
clean air and pure water standards, we have 
a duty to act locally and globally to protect the 
environment for present and our future gen- 
erations. 

Saving the planet may seem to be an insur- 
mountable task, but in order for our children to 
have a brighter future we must commit our- 
selves to an environmental policy which seeks 
to establish a clean, safe, and productive envi- 
ronment. 

We must not forget the air we breathe, our 
most precious resource. Americans can clearly 
see, smell, and feel the difference that pollu- 
tion has made in their lives. As a strong sup- 
porter of the Clean Air Act, | understand the 
need for clean air standards. So too, we must 
not neglect our efforts to purify our water. By 
encouraging innovation, cooperation, and the 
development of new technologies for pollution 
reduction, these standards build upon the spir- 
it of ingenuity that is the foundation of Amer- 
ica’s leadership in the world. 

Moreover, the issue of global warming is 
one that affects us all. Without our interven- 
tion, global warming will find sea levels con- 
tinuing to rise, an increase in heat-related 
deaths, increased allergic disorders, and other 
serious air quality programs. 

By burning oil, coal, and natural gas to 
power our cars, heat our homes, light our cit- 
ies, and through deforestation and clearing of 
land for agriculture, we are releasing green- 
house gases to the atmosphere more quickly 
than we can remove them. 

Over the last century atmospheric levels of 
these gases have steadily climbed and are 
predicted to increase as global economies 
grow. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (ICC) estimates that global surface air 
temperature will increase approximately an- 
other 5 degrees in the next 100 years. The 
ICC also predicts that “the balance of evi- 
dence suggest that there is a discernible 
human influence on global climate.” With this 
in mind, we need to act now to protect our 
planet. 

| invite my colleagues to join with Secretary 
of State, Madeleine Albright, in her pledge to 
announce “A full court press to encourage 
meaningful developing country participation in 
the effort to combat global climate change”. 

As chairman of the International Relations 
Committee, | understand the importance of 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


using our leadership in the United States to 
assist other countries in developing and main- 
taining successful environmental programs. | 
personally have led efforts to protect whales 
from commercial hunting and to protect Afri- 
can elephants from the deadly effect of the 
international ivory trade. | have also been in 
the forefront in bringing greater awareness to 
the linkages between refugees, world hunger, 
and national security to environmental deg- 
radation. In addition, if we do not assist in the 
survival of indigenous and tribal people, their 
wealth of traditional knowledge and their im- 
portant habitats will no longer be available for 
the rest of mankind. 

Earth Day is a successful incentive for on- 
going environmental education, action, and 
change. Earth Day activities address world- 
wide environmental concerns and offer oppor- 
tunities for individuals and communities to 
focus on their local environmental problems. 
As you may know, along with several of my 
colleagues, | introduced H.R. 1256, which was 
approved by Congress to authorize the pur- 
chase of Sterling Forest. Added to existing 
parks, this purchase created a 15,000 acre 
area of greenery just 40 miles north of New 
York City. | am pleased to state that we have 
also received an additional $8.5 million fund- 
ing for this important project. Along with Rep. 
Sue Kelly, | have requested funding for the 
Hudson Valley national heritage area, which 
would help preserve the history, culture, and 
traditions of our beautiful region. | am also 
proud to note that my 20th district of New 
York is home to the Lamont-Doherty Earth 
Observatory, one of the country’s leading cli- 
mate study institutions. 

Earth Day is a powerful catalyst for people 
to make a difference toward a clean, healthy, 
prosperous future. We must not continue with 
the lax attitude that someone else will clean 
up after us. We need to take care of our world 
today. | cannot think of a better day to commit 
to this than today, on Earth Day. Let us salute 
all of the people who observe Earth Day, in all 
ways, large or small. 


— 


REMARKS ON THE . 08 BAC 
STANDARD 


HON. ROBERT E. ANDREWS 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
share with my colleagues an excerpt from the 
newsletter of the Conneaut Cellars Winery in 
Conneaut Lake, Pennsylvania. It was written 
by Mr. Joal Wolf, who is the proprietor of the 
winery. | believe this text eloquently articulates 
the arguments against the national .08 stand- 
ard. 

Recently neo-prohibitionists, social Do- 
Gooders, and short-sighted legislators (all in 
the business to scare you and make numbers 
look the worst possible) started their propa- 
ganda with nastier attacks due to the lack of 
attention in public. These attacks are direct 
at drinkers in general and unfortunately not 
at abusers and drunk drivers. They would 
like to duck the new reality, punish respon- 
sible drinkers, and blackmail states and 
local jurisdictions by withholding state high- 
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way funds (ISTEA) for not accepting a Blood 
Alcohol (BAC) level of 0.08%. 

Decades of government data show that the 
number one cause of drunk driving incidents 
is the alcohol abuser who drinks excessively 
and then drives. Yet the proposed legislation 
inexplicably ignores this reckless menace 
and instead calls for laws that would make it 
illegal for a 120 lb. woman to drive after 
drinking two glasses of wine within two 
hours. According to the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration, the average 
BAC among fatally injured drunk drivers is 
0.18%, and more than 80% of these drivers 
have at least 0.14% BAC. Federal government 
statistics show a very small percentage, not 
enough for casual effects, of accidents are 
caused by people with between 0.08 to 0.10% 
BAC. Fewer than 1.0% of fatalities involve 
drinking drivers (not drunks) with BAC 
under 0.10%. 

Drunk driving versus drinking and driv- 
ing—why bother with semantics when high- 
way carnage is at stake? The real problem is 
the act of driving drunk. The crime should 
be when your ability is truly impaired, 
whether it is alcohol, lack of sleep, anxiety, 
anger, illegal drugs, and so forth. 


— 


IN MEMORY OF THE HONORABLE 
JAMES R. STRONG 


HON. IKE SKELTON 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, | wish to take 
a moment to speak about a man of distin- 
guished civil service and professional integrity. 
The Honorable James R. “Jim” Strong, former 
Missouri State Representative and State Sen- 
ator, recently passed away at the age of 77. 

A native of Marshfield, MO, and a lifelong 
resident of the Jefferson City, MO, area, 
Strong graduated from Jefferson City High 
School in 1939. After studying at Jefferson 
City Junior College, Strong served in the 
United States Navy and was abroad the USS 
Phoenix at Pearl Harbor on December 7, 
1941. He served in the South Pacific for the 
remainder of World War II. 

After the war, Jim Strong became the co- 
founder of Strong Brothers Millwork and Lum- 
ber Company, and later co-owned other lum- 
ber companies. He also was involved in office 
and commercial real estate rental and was a 
cattle farmer for many years. He served on 
the Jefferson City Council from 1969 to 1972, 
and was elected to the Missouri House of 
Representatives in 1973. In 1982, Strong was 
elected to the Missouri Senate, and he was 
re-elected in 1986. He retired from public serv- 
ice in 1990. 

In addition to his contributions as a public 
servant, Jim Strong participated in many com- 
munity activities. He was a member and elder 
of the First Presbyterian Church and also held 
memberships or offices in the VFW Post 1003, 
American Legion Post 5, Pearl Harbor Sur- 
vivors Association, Cole County Fair Associa- 
tion, Cole County Fair and Horse Show, Sal- 
vation Army Advisory Board, Jefferson City 
Chamber of Commerce, Jefferson City Jay 
Booster Club, Cole County Historical Society, 
Capital City Council of the Arts, Memorial 
Community Hospital Board of Governors, St. 
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Mary's Health Center Advisory Board, Cole 
County Republican Club, Pachyderm Club, 
Conservation Federation of Missouri, Cole 
County Association for Mental Health, Cole 
County Volunteer Fire Department, Jefferson 
City United Way, Cole County Extension Serv- 
ice, Lions Club, Jefferson City Rotary Club, 
Jefferson City Jaycees, Jaycee Cole County 
Fair Association, Mayor’s Bond Issue Advisory 
Board, and Jefferson City Planning and Zon- 
ing Committee. 

Jim is survived by his wife, Sue, one son, 
two daughters, two sisters, one brother, eight 
grandchildren, and two great-grandchildren. 

Mr. Speaker, Jim Strong was a true gen- 
tleman, and he displayed honesty and integrity 
throughout his public service career. | am cer- 
tain that the Members of the House will join 
me in paying tribute to the fine Missouri legis- 
lator. 


— 


CONGRATULATIONS TO 
JOHNSON, MICHAEL WALSH, 
LINDA COLEMAN, MATTHEW 
ETHEN, AND DIANE JACKSON 


HON. GEORGE P. RADANOVICH 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to congratulate Scott Johnson, Michael 
Walsh, Linda Coleman, Matthew Ethen, and 
Diane Jackson for being honored with the 
1998 Excellence In Teaching Awards. These 
exceptional educators were honored for their 
unique contributions to the betterment of edu- 
cation. 

Scott Johnson is a third grade teacher at 
Fresno Unified School Districts Aynesworth 
Elementary School. He has been teaching for 
eighteen years. He has also taught fourth, 
sixth, and second grade classes. Scott has 
been in charge of the reading lab, E. S. L. 
teaching lab, and was a resource teacher for 
6 years. As a member of the Fresno Zoolog- 
ical Society, he has volunteered for the past 
eight years in various fund-raising events. He 
has performed with the Fresno Childrens’ 
Playhouse, bringing live theater to Fresno stu- 
dents. He has actively worked with his 
church’s Children’s Ministry and has been list- 
ed in the California State Department of Edu- 
cation’s List of Exemplary Language Arts 
Teachers. 

Michael Walsh is currently a sixth grade 
teacher at Fresno Unified School District's 
Roeding Elementary School. During his ca- 
reer, Michael Walsh has been a teacher at 
Rowell Elementary School, Slater Elementary 
School, and on special assignment at the Dis- 
covery Center. He has also served as a 
Teacher/Energy Coordinator at Easterby Ele- 
mentary School, Elementary Science Spe- 
cialist For the Fresno Unified School District, 
and Assistant Energy Coordinator for the Fres- 
no Unified School District. He has a Bachelor 
of Arts degree from Arizona State University 
and has studied at California State University, 
Fresno, the University of California at Berkeley 
and Fresno Pacific College. Michael Walsh is 
also the author of the work titled “Science 
Education.” 
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Linda Coleman is currently teaching at Fres- 
no Unified School Districts Yosemite Middle 
School. During her 25 years of teaching, Linda 
Coleman has served as a writing consultant, a 
teacher of physical education, and a teacher 
of language arts & science. Additionally, she is 
a coach for both volleyball and track and field 
at Yosemite Middle School. She received both 
her Bachelor of Science degree and teaching 
credential from Califomia State University, 
Fresno and is an active volunteer in the com- 
munity. Her volunteer activities include author- 
ing Yosemite's first technology plan, member 
of the School Improvement Plan Committee, 
Language Arts Representative, and WASA 
member of the Superintendents Advisory 
Committee. 


Matthew C. Ethen is currently a Social Stud- 
ies Teacher at Fresno Unified School Districts 
Edison High School. Matthew Ethen has an 
extensive Military Background. He is a Com- 
missioned Second Lieutenant in the Army 
ROTC and an Adjutant to the HHD 818th 
Transportation Battalion, where he was re- 
sponsible for the training and welfare of 50 
Army Reserves. He has also served as an Ex- 
ecutive Officer, Captain, and Operations Offi- 
cer. Outside his military service, he has 
served as a tutor, an assistant to a university 
professor, and a student teacher. Other re- 
sponsibilities of his have included acting as an 
Educational Services Assistant for the Fresno 
Bee and an Educational Consultant for West 
Publishing Company. He has taught at Edison 
High School since 1991. Matthew Ethen 
earned his Bachelor of Science Degree at St. 
Cloud University and his teaching credential 
from California State University, Fresno. 


Diane Jackson is currently the Principal of 
Fresno Unified School District's Bullard 
T.A.L.E.N.T. Elementary School. During her 
teaching career, Diane Jackson was a Lan- 
guage Arts Teacher at Orcutt Junior High in 
Santa Maria, a Resource Specialist at Fitch 
Middle School of Monterey, a Reading Spe- 
cialist at Seaside High School of Monterey, 
and an instructor at Chapman University. Her 
administrative experience began in 1981 when 
she took on the position of Curriculum Coordi- 
nator for the Monterey Peninsula Unified 
School District. She moved on to become Ele- 
mentary Principle of Crumpton Elementary 
School in Monterey from 1986-1989, Elemen- 
tary Principal of Indianola Elementary School 
in Selma from 1989-1993, and a K-8 Prin- 
cipal in Coarsegold, California from 1993- 
1996. Diane Jackson earned her Bachelor of 
Arts degree in English at the University of 
California at Santa Barbara and a Master of 
Arts degree from California State University, 
San Jose. 


Mr. Speaker, it is with greater honor that | 
congratulate Scott Johnson, Michael Walsh, 
Linda Coleman, Matthew Ethen, and Diane 
Jackson for being recognized with the 1998 
Excellence in Teaching Awards. Their devo- 
tion and care for education serves as a model 
for all individuals involved in education. | ask 
my colleagues to join me in wishing Scott 
Johnson, Michael Walsh, Linda Coleman, Mat- 
thew Ethen, and Diane Jackson many more 
years of success. 
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CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 


HON. RON KIND 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. KIND. Mr, Speaker, today is a great day 
for supporters of campaign finance reform. It 
appears that after long last the leadership of 
the House of Representatives has agreed to 
allow an open, honest debate on campaign fi- 
nance reform. The will of the people has over- 
taken the reluctance of the leadership in this 
crucial debate. 

| began delivering a daily statement on cam- 
paign finance reform after the House failed to 
pass legislation by July 4th of 1997. That was 
the date the President challenged Congress to 
pass comprehensive reform. Since | began my 
daily statements | have received overwhelming 
encouragement from the people of western 
Wisconsin who have told me that Congress 
must do something about the big money in 
politics. | am pleased that the leadership has 
finally given in to the demands of a majority of 
the members of the House who have advo- 
cated for real campaign finance reform. 

This struggle is not over yet. We have re- 
ceived false promises before. | will continue to 
remind the leadership of their promise to allow 
an open and fair debate until that promise is 
kept. 

| am pleased that the base bill for debate 
will be H.R. 2183, the Bipartisan Campaign In- 
tegrity Act. This is a bipartisan bill, worked out 
among freshman members the House. The 
freshman bill is an honest effort to craft a bill 
that will take the big money out of politics and 
give our elections back to the people. | hope 
the House passes this bill. 

| thank the leadership for agreeing to end 
their stalling tactics and allow an open honest 
debate on campaign finance reform. 

— 


HONORING THE BAILEY-RICHMAN 
VFW POST’S 50TH YEAR 


HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, permit me to 
take this opportunity to recognize the 50th an- 
niversary of the Veterans of Foreign Wars Bai- 
ley-Richman Post No. 9588 in Monticello, New 
York. This VFW Post has been an invaluable 
asset to Sullivan County, assisting the vet- 
erans of our region and our nation as a whole. 

The VFW Post No. 9588 was chartered 
April 4, 1948 in the memory of Erwin Richman 
and Ralph Bailey, both of whom lost their lives 
fighting for our nation in World War Il. The 
Post, founded in the spirit of patriotism and 
honor, has fulfilled its legacy with dedication 
and hard work. It has served as a spiritual as 
well as a civic guide for the Sullivan County 
community. The Post’s 28 Charter Life Mem- 
bers, 80 regular members, 44 Life Members 
and the 25 Past Commanders are all leading 
examples of bravery and selflessness. Their 
sacrifice to preserve America’s principles and 
ethics have helped to ensure a new and prom- 
ising future for all Americans. 
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Since 1899 the Veterans of Foreign Wars of 
the United States has fought for and protected 
veteran's rights.. Their importance is undeni- 
able, having assisted the concerns of Vet- 
eran's across the nation. Today, the Veterans 
of the Foreign Wars actively petitioned govern- 
ment to bring about beneficial change. The 
Bailey-Richman Post No. 9588 has supported 
the national effort as well as working with the 
community members to make a better life for 
our veterans. 

In the ongoing effort to improve health care 
for our Veterans in the Hudson Valley Region, 
the V.F.W. has been indispensable. The Vet- 
erans of Foreign Wars has recognized the 
desperate need to improve the health care of 
our Veterans. Through their diligent and tire- 
less efforts, the V.F.W. has exposed and high- 
lighted the need for improved Veteran health 
care. 

Mr. Speaker, | invite my colleagues to join 
with me in recognizing the fifty remarkable 
years of service of the Bailey-Richman Post 
No. 9588 and their contributions to our com- 
munities and our nation. 


EARTH DAY 
HON. DANNY K. DAVIS 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, in honor 
of Earth Day 1998, | challenge Congress to 
join with me in better protecting our children’s 
health and leaving our children a legacy of 
protected natural resources. 

Over the last 25 years, this country has 
made enormous progress on environmental 
protection. The health of American children 
has improved because (1) We have made sig- 
nificant progress in cleaning up the air our 
children breathe; (2) We have made significant 
progress in cleaning up our lakes and rivers in 
which our children swim, boat and fish; and 
(3) We have made significant progress on 
cleaning up the toxic waste sites around which 
millions of our children live. However, we still 
have a long way to go in order to protect and 
preserve our nation’s natural resources so that 
your children and mine can enjoy its beauty 
and benefits tomorrow. Thus, | believe we 
need to recognize that it is not a question of 
whether we can afford to protect the environ- 
ment, rather it is a question of whether we can 
afford not to. 

| look forward to working with my colleagues 
to ensure that this years budget provides 
funding to Restore clean water to our commu- 
nities; Accelerate and make polluters pay for 
toxic waste clean up; and protect our national 
parks, wildlife refuges, and national forests. 


EARTH DAY AND ELSMERE 
CANYON 


HON. HOWARD P. “BUCK” McKEON 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
discuss a very significant environmental issue: 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


Elsmere Canyon. | find it particularly appro- 
priate that | am afforded the opportunity to 
speak today, Earth Day, on a subject that is 
important not just to me, but also to the com- 
munity that | represent. 

Let me provide a brief history on this matter, 
Mr. Speaker. Before coming to Congress, | 
had the honor of serving as the first mayor of 
the City of Santa Clarita, which was incor- 
porated in 1987. While in that capacity, a situ- 
ation came to my attention that galvanized our 
community. A solid waste disposal company 
had proposed building a landfill using a portion 
of the Angeles National Forest known as 
Elsmere Canyon. If approved, the largest land- 
fill in the United States—with a capacity of 
190-million tons—would have been con- 
structed in Elsmere Canyon. 

In the early 1980's Los Angeles County's 
population boomed. At the same time, many 
small landfills were closed without any alter- 
native measure to deal with the increased 
trash. As a result, Elsmere Canyon became a 
prime location for a new landfill to handle the 
country’s trash. However, the choice of 
Elsmere Canyon had major shortcomings that 
were easily recognizable. 

The first issue involved preserving the integ- 
rity of our National Forest System. The Ange- 
les National Forest, which is visited by over 30 
million people each year, is considered by 
Southern Californians to be our “Central 
Park”. Using part of the forest for a landfill 
was, in my view, bad public policy. Second, 
the Elsmere landfill would potentially contami- 
nate groundwater and displace endangered 
wildlife and plant life in the Angeles. Third, 
after the 1994 Northridge earthquake, whose 
epicenter was a mere eight miles from 
Elsmere Canyon, the presence of seismic ac- 
tivity presented additional concerns that had to 
be addressed. 

Finally, | was deeply concerned Los Ange- 
les County was already accepting trash from 
other counties in California. | cannot agree 
with the notion that new landfills should be 
built in order to accept other communities’ 
trash. 

Additionally, there are proven alternatives to 
landfills, such as recycling and environ- 
mentally-safe incineration programs, and we 
need to explore them. Instead of passing 
waste from one area to the next, we should in- 
vestigate the potential of disposing of trash in 
other manners. This also would alleviate grow- 
ing tensions between our communities regard- 
ing the transportation of waste. 

In 1995, | was proud to introduce legislation 
prohibiting the Secretary of Argriculture from 
approving any land transfer of Elsmere Can- 
yon for the purposes of creating a landfill. | 
was even prouder when this legislation was 
approved as part of the Omnibus Parks Act of 
1996. This legislation was the result of a com- 
munity coming together—environmentalists 
and business leaders, government representa- 
tives, and civic-minded individuals—to bring 
about this historic change. 

Yet this fight is not over Mr. Speaker. The 
portion of Elsmere Canyon that is not owned 
by the Forest Service is still viewed by Los 
Angeles County as a potential site for a future 
landfill. As you might imagine, this would be a 
major blow to our community and one that | 
continue to work to prevent. 
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However, | am not here today just to speak 
words but to seek action. | have requested 
and am ultimately hopeful that Browning-Ferris 
Industries, which in late 1995 purchased the 
company that proposed the original Elsmere 
landfill, will donate its Elsmere parcel to the 
Angeles National Forest. Should this occur, 
the entire canyon would become part of the 
Angeles National Forest and would be pre- 
served and enjoyed for future generations. 

Mr. Speaker, | view Earth Day as an oppor- 
tunity to remember the natural beauty and 
wonders that God has given us and what we 
can do to preserve those gifts. Elsmere Can- 
yon truly is one of those gifts and | am proud 
to have done what | can to preserve this mar- 
velous place. | am also proud of the work that 
my community has done to save this treasure. 
So as we celebrate Earth Day, | would like to 
take the time to remember the accomplish- 
ments of my community to make Earth a bet- 
ter place to live. | also would like to recall how 
these achievements were accomplished. Not 
through finger pointing or heated debate. Our 
community came together with a common 
goal. A goal to make our community, our 
state, our nation, and our earth a better place. 

— 


TRIBUTE TO THE COORS BREWING 
COMPANY 


HON. DAN SCHAEFER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. DAN SCHAEFER of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, | rise today to pay tribute to a great 
American company, one that will be cele- 
brating its 125th anniversary next month. The 
success of Coors Brewing Company is a great 
American story. When Adolph Coors arrived in 
this country in 1868, he didn’t speak English, 
but he did know how to brew a great beer. 

From 1873 until today, Coors has made its 
reputation on the lasting values of its founder. 
The great American values of tradition, com- 
mitment, quality, and innovation. Those values 
helped Coors grow from a tiny local brewery 
in Golden, Colorado into a world-class com- 
petitor producing more than 20 million barrels 
of beer each year. Today, Coors’ familiar 
products are sold not only across the U.S. but 
in 45 foreign countries as well. 

Through the years, Coors has been at the 
forefront of responsible community involve- 
ment, and today it is recognized as a leader 
in corporate citizenship. Thats why Business 
Ethics magazine recently placed Coors in the 
top ten of its “The 100 Best Corporate Citi- 
zens.” Coors also have been cited numerous 
times for its outstanding record in attracting, 
hiring, and promoting minority Americans. It is 
what you would expect, given Coors record of 
investing hundreds of millions of dollars in 
economic development and other programs 
designed to strengthen Hispanic and African- 
American communities. 

When you do business in Colorado, respect 
for the environment is, of course, a must. And 
Coors is a leader here too. Coors launched 
the aluminum recycling revolution back in 
1959 when it began offering a penny for every 
returned can. Since 1990, the Coors Pure 
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Water 2000 program has provided more than 
$2.5 million to support more than 700 environ- 
mental programs across the nation. 

One of its most noteworthy accomplish- 
ments has been in developing and promoting 
effective programs to discourage abuse of its 
products. Coors has a record of encouraging 
responsible consumption of its products by 
adults—and only adults. Over the years, mil- 
lions of dollars have been devoted to commu- 
nity-based education and prevention pro- 
grams. Coors’ “21 means 21” message has 
been one of the elements responsible for the 
steady decline in underage drinking and drunk 
driving that we in the United States have been 
fortunate to see in recent years. 

Coors has set the standard for responsible 
advertising, and has led the industry with poli- 
cies to ensure that its ads encourage modera- 
tion, and are directed only to those over the 
age of 21. 

This week, | urge my colleagues to join me 
in a toast to the thousands of Coors employ- 
ees, those who work at Coors breweries in 
Colorado, Tennessee and Virginia, and at 
Coors distributorships in every state of the na- 
tion: Congratulations on a job well done. 


EARTH DAY 
HON. KAREN McCARTHY 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
in commemorating Earth Day, | rise to pay 
tribute to Rachel Carson, whose courage and 
conviction in writing the 1962 acclaimed novel 
Silent Spring inspired a generation to action. 
She was the founder of the modern environ- 
mental movement, and her spirit was one of 
the driving forces behind the first Earth Day in 
April of 1970. | participated in that first Earth 
Day, as | have in each of them for 28 years, 
to demonstrate my support of the environ- 
mental gains we have made and to renew my 
commitment to those issues we must still re- 
solve. 

One of the most pressing issues that we are 
faced with today is that of global climate 
change, the effects of which can be seen in 
the unprecedented severity of climate changes 
ravaging the world. The global scientific com- 
munity has established the seriousness of the 
problem through their landmark research in 
Antarctica. 

In December of 1997 | participated in the 
Kyoto Round of the Global Conference on Cli- 
mate Change, a process begun in 1992 at the 
Rio de Janeiro Earth Summit. The agreement 
which was reached in Kyoto outlines the im- 
portant principles which need to be under- 
taken to slow the emission of greenhouse gas- 
ses, which are the primary contributors to the 
warming of our climate. On this important day 
we recognize the challenges that we must 
confront as a society to assure that the earth 
remains a livable place for future generations. 
We must take advantage of new technologies 
and fuel alternatives to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions, and with these technologies 
assist developing nations to be environ- 
mentally responsible as they compete in the 
global marketplace. 
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Mr. Speaker, thirty-six years ago, Rachel 
Carson changed our thinking about the Earth. 
On this Earth Day, | urge my colleagues and 
the American people to honor her by embrac- 
ing public policy which will continue to make 
our world a better place in which to live. 

— — Ʒ&ü:'a—ͤ i— 


HONORING THE RETIREMENT OF 
COL. RICHARD MARTIN FROM 
THE CASTLE JOINT POWERS AU- 
THORITY 


HON. GARY A. CONDIT 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today with 
respect and appreciation to recognize one of 
my friends and constituents, Col. Richard D. 
Martin of Winton, California, in his retirement 
as executive director of the Castle Joint Pow- 
ers Authority. 

Colonel Martin, a former Wing Commander 
at Castle Air Force Base, has directed our 
successful reuse efforts from the beginning. In 
7 years as director, he has led the effort which 
transformed Castle into one of the best exam- 
ples in our Nation of successful conversion of 
military facilities into civilian use. 

Castle Air Force Base closed in 1995. We 
now have more than 2,000 civilian employees 
with more on the way. In 1995, building after 
building was vacant. Now, most are leased 
and Castle is once again a vibrant economic 
machine. In 1995, no environmental remedi- 
ation plan existed. Now, we are well on our 
way for restoring Castle to full public use. In 
3 short years, we have turned the corner and 
we did it in large part because Colonel Martin 
was at the helm. 

What could easily have become a drain on 
scarce public resources has instead become 
one of our region's greatest economic assets. 
More than any one other person, Dick Martin 
was responsible for this outcome. 

He demonstrated leadership, vision, tenac- 
ity, creativity professionalism and loyalty 
throughout his tenure are director while facing 
incredible odds and challenges unique to 
transforming a military installation into one of 
the Department of Defense’s base reuse suc- 
cess stories. 

Our community owes him a great debt of 
gratitude. | ask that my colleagues in the 
House of Representatives rise in tribute to 
Dick Martin for what can only be described as 
an outstanding performance above and be- 
yond the call of duty. 


O u 


PRAISING THE VOLUNTEERS OF 
RADIO VISION, FOR 18 YEARS OF 
DEDICATION 


HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is my distinct 
pleasure to report that on Saturday, April 25, 
1998, Radio Vision, of Orange County, N.Y. 
will cover its 18th annual Volunteer Recogni- 
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tion Day. Radio Vision is a closed circuit serv- 
ice for the blind and sight impaired of the Mid- 
Hudson region of South Eastern, N.Y. This 
radio service, for over 600 blind and visually 
handicapped listeners, provides its clients with 
news, novels, community happenings such as 
local sales and events, and a myriad of other 
informational and intellectually stimulating pro- 
gramming—all fully manned by volunteers. 

Radio Vision offers invaluable aid to the 
blind. We often take for granted what a con- 
venience it is to be able to watch the TV, or 
open the newspaper, to learn about the out- 
side world around us. This is not an option for 
the blind or visually handicapped. Radio Vision 
offers the ability to learn about our environ- 
ment just by turning on their radio. Radio Vi- 
sion’s purpose is to help the visually handi- 
capped by specifically tailoring information in a 
unique format beneficial to them. Local and 
national news, shopping hints, new literature 
and other sources of entertainment and infor- 
mation—are all made available to the sight im- 
paired by Radio Vision through their radio. 

Radio Vision has been a continual success 
for the past 18 years due to the diligent work 
and dedication of our volunteers. | am pleased 
to commend the over 105 volunteers who 
have given so much, of their time, their hearts, 
and their voices, in order to benefit others who 
need assistance. It is a truly selfless act and 
their efforts have greatly enriched the lives of 
many sight impaired people. 

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased that | am given 
the opportunity once again this year to high- 
light the worthy deeds by the people of Radio 
Vision. | invite my colleagues to join with me 
in offering praise and thanks to these hard 
working volunteers. | offer Radio Vision my 
fondest thanks and best wishes for many 
more great years of making a difference. 


TRIBUTE TO FLUHRER BAKERIES 
HON. FRANK RIGGS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
take this opportunity to pay tribute to a North- 
em California Institution at its 100th Anniver- 
sary: Fluhrer Bakeries, Inc. 

Fluhrer Bakeries, the largest wholesale bak- 
ery north of San Francisco and south of Eu- 
gene, Oregon, is located in California's First 
Congressional District behind the “Redwood 
Curtain,” in the City of Eureka. Eureka is 265 
miles north of San Francisco, California, and 
100 miles south of the Oregon border. Its mar- 
ket area includes: Humboldt, Del Norte, 
Mendocino, Shasta, Trinity, Tehama, Siskiyou, 
Butte, Sutter counties in California, and Curry 
County in Southern Oregon. 

Fluhrer bakes daily a full range of pan 
breads, hearth breads, rolls and buns. The 
company serves the retail trade, and also car- 
ries a full line of restaurant and institutional 
products. 

Fluhrer Bakeries started out as Log Cabin 
Bakery in 1898. It was located at 621 Sin 
Street, Eureka, California and was owned by 
Ira S. Mulford. The 1898 Eureka City Directory 
also lists the same address as his place of 
residence. 
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Log Cabin Bakery, under the direction of Ar- 
thur Hunting, was incorporated on February 
15th, 1923. At one point, Log Cabin Bakery 
suffered a disastrous fire that demolished the 
bakery. They were able to continue baking 
through the generosity of the Casagrande 
Family, owners of the Humboldt Bakery. They 
were also able to bake at the Roma Bakery 
(later the Butternut Bakery) owned by the 
Pinochi Family. 

Log Cabin Bakery moved into the present 
site in the early 1930's. This site was originally 
built to house a creamery. 

On August 19, 1939, William “Heine” 
Fluhrer and his wife Margaret sold o interest 
in Fluhrers Log Cabin Bakery to F.A. 
Schoenen, W.T. Molloy, and Grover Hillman 
for the sum of $33,786.82. It was incorporated 
as Fluhrer Bakeries, Inc. Lucien “Dick” Koenig 
was brought in from Klamath Falls, as General 
Manager of the Eureka facility in 1937. Fluhrer 
Bakeries, Inc., at the time, consisted of a 
chain of bakeries including locations in Med- 
ford, Klamath Falls, Salem, Portland, 
Roseburg, Grants Pass, and Walla Walla, 
Washington. 

On August 22, 1948, William “Heine” 
Fluhrer, along with three other State of Or- 
egon Republican Party leaders, was killed in 
an airplane crash. The Eureka facility was 
eventually purchased by a group of investors 
led by Lucien “Dick” Koenig, the General 
Manager. 

The Butternut (Roma) Bakery in Eureka was 
purchased by Fluhrer Bakeries, Inc. from the 
Pinochi Family on April 6th, 1955 for the sum 
of Ten ($10.00) and “other valuable consider- 
ations.” The Butternut, Roma, and Logger 
Loaf brands as well as the routes, and em- 
ployees were incorporated into the Fluhrer 
system. 

The Koenig family operated the bakery until 
1973, and during their tenure instituted a num- 
ber of improvements including the shipping 
building that was completed in 1962. Fluhrer 
Bakeries started the move to automation in 
the 1960's with the installation of a “state-of- 
the-art” Baker-Perkins Model 970 Single Lap 
Oven at the cost of $75,000. Further improve- 
ments included cooling conveyors, and other 
efficient machinery. Fluhrer Bakeries, Inc. was 
one of the first bakeries to use poly bags; now 
the industry standard. 

As the result of a labor strike that closed 
down the bakery for 6 months, Fluhrer Bak- 
eries, Inc. was sold to a partnership including 
Robert A. Dunaway and Darrel Norberry in 
1973. Mr. Dunaway, a local attorney, gradually 
bought out his other partners and presided 
over the company until his death in 1989. The 
heirs of Mr. Dunaway sold the assets of the 
bakery to an investment group in August of 
1990. 

The current President of Fluhrer Bakeries, 
Inc. is Mr. Kerry R. Glavich who is a 4th gen- 
eration Humboldt County native and a 1971 
graduate of Eureka High School. Mr. Glavich 
started at an entry-level position in the produc- 
tion department and has worked for Fluhrer 
Bakeries, Inc. since 1974. 

The Director of Sales and Marketing is Bert 
Cortez. Bert went through the local school 
system graduating from Arcata High School in 
1976. He has worked for Fluhrer Bakeries, 
Inc. since 1991 after a 17-year career in the 
local supermarket business. 
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Alan Hillyard is the Bakery Operations Man- 
ager. He graduated from Del Norte High 
School in Crescent City in 1971. He has been 
with Fluhrer Bakeries, Inc. since 1985, starting 
at an entry-level position and working his way 
into his present position. 

Linda A. Graham serves as the Financial 
Services Manager. She is a 1976 graduate 
(Summa Cum Laude) from St. Louis University 
with a B.S. Degree in Accounting. She has 
held CPA licenses in the States of Missouri, 
Washington, and Oregon. She joined Fluhrer 
Bakeries, Inc. in 1995. 

Mr. Speaker, Fluhrer Bakeries is an Amer- 
ican success story. Starting out as a small 
business operated out of a home, it has grown 
to become a well-respected regional company. 
As the company enters its second century, | 
wish it and all its employees continued suc- 
cess. 


— 


IN RECOGNITION OF RAY AND PAT 
MURPHY 


HON. LUIS V. GUTIERREZ 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to recognize my constituents Ray and Pat 
Murphy, a very active couple in my community 
who are celebrating their well-deserved retire- 
ment this Saturday, April 25, 1998 at Nativity 
of Our Lord Church Hall in Chicago. 

Decades of dedication and hard work char- 
acterize the lives of Ray and Pat Murphy. The 
mother of two children, John and Margaret, 
Pat Murphy is the true example of a hard- 
working wife and mother. In addition to her 
work as a volunteer in many political elections 
and her tireless support of causes that she 
strongly believes in, Pat also worked for more 
than 38 years with NAPA-Genuine Parts Com- 
pany until her retirement three weeks ago, on 
April 3, 1998. 

Ray Murphy deserves recognition for his 
hard work and dedication to our community. 
After working for the railroad, the Standard 
Unit Parts Company, the Checker Cab Com- 
pany and the City of Chicago, Ray began a 
22-year career with the Clerk of the Circuit 
Court of Cook County that ended on Novem- 
ber 19, 1992. Only a month later, Ray took on 
yet another challenge and started working at 
the Cook County Sheriff's office, where he 
stayed until his retirement on February 27, 
1998. In addition to his professional accom- 
plishments, Ray is also the President of the 
Hamburg Athletic Association and is a mem- 
ber of the Irish Fellowship. 

Mr. Speaker, it is people like Pat and Ray, 
hard-working and dedicated community mem- 
bers who make a difference in our lives and 
constitute the backbone of our society. Their 
strong family values and commitment to hard 
work and honest living is what this great coun- 
try is all about. Their legacy is celebrated 
today and will certainly continue on with their 
children John and Margaret and their grand- 
children Dennis, Amanda and Patricia. 

Today | salute them and their wonderful 
contributions to their community in the city of 
Chicago and wish them continued happiness, 
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health and success in their future endeavors. 
May they continue to pursue their love for 
travel and embark on many exciting and safe 
trips to their favorite destinations. 


— 


COMMEMORATION OF THE 83RD 
ANNIVERSARY OF THE ARME- 
NIAN GENOCIDE 


HON. STEPHEN HORN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, as we near the 
dawn of a new millennium, many people have 
begun reviewing the events of the past 1,000 
years. In the year 1000, Europe was only just 
beginning to rise from the Dark Ages, but the 
advances of the Enlightenment were still cen- 
turies away. Life was still brutish and short, 
marked by random violence and terrible 
scourges. We like to look at history and see 
a steady improvement in the condition of man- 
kind. We would prefer to believe that humanity 
today bears little resemblance to the near-bar- 
barism that marked the last millennial change. 

Sadly, as we narrow our focus and look 
back at the 20th Century, we see that many 
of the horrors that marked the 10th and 11th 
Centuries still exist in our world. This century 
has seen horrors on a scale that even the cru- 
elest leaders of the beginning of this millen- 
nium could not have imagined. Tens of mil- 
lions of people have been savagely murdered 
in this century. It is more disheartening that 
many in the present day continue to hide or 
diminish events of sheer terror. 

In our lifetime, we have seen the genocide 
of Stalin, of Mao, of Hitler, of Pol Pot, and a 
large number of less known despots. 

While the term genocide did not come into 
common use until after the Nazi-run Holocaust 
against the Jews, the practice is rooted in the 
efforts of the Turks to destroy the Armenian 
people 83 years ago. At that time, the Otto- 
man Empire began a movement that would ul- 
timately kill more than 1.5 million Armenians 
and leave deep scars upon those who sur- 
vived—scars that continue to exist today. 

What is so disheartening is that not only did 
this travesty occur, but today the effort to 
cover up or diminish this awful event con- 
tinues. Mankind is capable of forgiveness, but 
it requires an acknowledgment by the guilty 
party of that guilt and a desire for contrition. 
Unfortunately, the Government of Turkey 
wants to escape its guilt by blaming the Otto- 
mans and has made no effort at contrition. 
This stands in stark contrast to Germany, 
which could have tried to shirk its guilt by 
blaming the Third Reich. It did not. It accepted 
responsibility for the truth. Turkey should do 
the same. 

Turkey not only denies responsibility for its 
past action, but has continued efforts to cause 
hardship in Armenia by blocking U.S. assist- 
ance from reaching Armenia and generally try- 
ing to obstruct closer relations between the 
United States and Armenia. Turkey is our ally 
and has helped further U.S. and European se- 
curity. It would be unfair to leave this 
unacknowledged, but it would also be unfair to 
ignore a serious issue that does affect our mu- 
tual relations. By accepting its responsibility, 
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Turkey can help show that while horrible 
events still take place, mankind has advanced 
to the point that we acknowledge and atone 
for such awful actions. 

Mr. Speaker, | want to extend my apprecia- 
tion to the Members of this body who have 
done so much to prevent the world from for- 
getting the atrocities of 83 years ago, and to 
the many Armenian-American organizations 
throughout the nation—and in particular in 
Califomia for their good work on behalf of 
the Armenian-American community and to fos- 
ter close ties between the United States of 
America and Armenia. 


—— 


THE STATE CHILDREN’S HEALTH 
INSURANCE PROGRAM INTEG- 
RITY ACT OF 1998 


HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to 
join today with my California colleagues, Rep- 
resentatives HENRY WAXMAN, GEORGE MILLER, 
ROBERT MATSUI, ANNA ESHOO and TOM LAN- 
TOS; and with Representative SHERROD 
BROWN, the ranking Democrat on the Com- 
merce Health and Environment Subcommittee, 
to introduce the State Children’s Health Insur- 
ance Program Integrity Act of 1998. 

This legislation is simply a technical correc- 
tion to the Children’s Health Insurance Pro- 
gram (CHIP) legislation passed by Congress 
last year—but it is an important technical cor- 
rection. The bill would protect the integrity of 
state CHIP programs by eliminating the poten- 
tial for direct conflict of interest problems 
caused by a health plan playing dual roles in 
a state CHIP program. Under this bill, a state 
would be prohibited from allowing a health 
plan to simultaneously administer and partici- 
pate in the state CHIP program. 

This legislation was developed in direct re- 
sponse to events that occurred during the 
Health Care Financing Administration's 
(HCFA) review and approval process of Cali- 
fornia’s CHIP program (called Healthy Fami- 
lies). 

Under California's program, the administra- 
tive vendor will perform a wide variety of func- 
tions including: providing trained staff on the 
program’s toll free telephone lines, making eli- 
gibility determinations and redeterminations, 
collecting premiums, enrolling and disenrolling 
members, transmitting enrollment information 
and updates to participating health plans, ad- 
ministering the annual open enrollment proc- 
ess, and the list goes on and on. These are 
clearly functions over which a participating 
health plan has tremendous interest and will 
certainly attempt to influence in any system. 

California's CHIP program design would 
have permitted a private health plan to serve 
as both the administrative vendor and a par- 
ticipating health plan. Initially, California did 
select a private health plan to be the adminis- 
trative vendor of the CHIP program. That plan 
would have run the program (and performed 
all of the above-mentioned functions) while 
also participating as a health plan option for 
low-income children. 
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We firmly believe that a system of such a 
nature is inherently biased. And, at a time 
when there are numerous alternatives to se- 
lecting a health plan with a financial interest in 
that market, it is a bias that can be easily 
avoided. 

Our concern regarding California’s choice of 
the administrative vendor was alleviated when 
the private health plan pulled out of the con- 
tract and the State selected a non-health plan 
entity as the new administrative vendor. We 
introduce our legislation today to be sure that 
no other states attempt to develop biased pro- 
grams. 

Our reasoning for the need for such clari- 
fying legislation is reinforced by looking at an- 
other provision in the Balanced Budget Act of 
1997 (BBA). The BBA allows state Medicaid 
programs to choose private enrollment brokers 
to handle the day-to-day enrollment functions 
of their Medicaid programs. However, in allow- 
ing these enrollment brokers, the law clearly 
stipulates that the enrollment broker be free of 
any conflicts of interest. Specifically, the law 
requires that, “The broker is independent of 
any such entity and of any health care pro- 
viders (whether or not any such provider par- 
ticipates in the State plan under this title) that 
provide coverage of services in the same 
State in which the broker is conducting enroll- 
ment activities.” 

Our new legislation would apply the same 
conflict-of-interest standard that exists in the 
Medicaid enrollment broker law to the CHIP 
law. 

This is an important bill that would protect 
the integrity of CHIP programs around the 
country. And, we look forward to working with 
our colleagues for passage of the State Chil- 
dren's Health Insurance Program Integrity Act 
this year. 


SALUTE TO EARTH ANGELS 
HON. WILLIAM (BILL) CLAY 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, today we com- 
memorate Earth Day—an important occasion 
that has raised our national consciousness 
about environmental protection. In celebration 
of this event, | would like to pay tribute to one 
of the most committed environmental groups 
in the United States today, St. Louis’ Earth 
Angels. 

The Earth Angels are a very special group 
of young environmentalists who are dedicated 
champions of our natural world. A grassroots 
group, there are now 150 Earth Angels work- 
ing to preserve and protect the natural envi- 
ronment in our city. Many of the children who 
become Earth Angels come from homes of 
limited resources and few privileges. And they 
are courageously committed to improving their 
lives by helping to improve the quality of life 
in our community. 

The Earth Angels have adopted a noble 
mission. They are working to preserve the nat- 
ural life of our planet. These children have 
worked thousands of hours recycling garbage, 
planting trees and raising funds to help protect 
the environment. They created and recently 
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expanded a Model Prairie Garden at the 
Delmar Landing Metrolink station and now are 
hard at work on their third butterfly garden es- 
tablished on a vacant inner city lot. 

Over the years, the Earth Angels have re- 
ceived many national awards for their environ- 
mental achievements. Today the Earth Angels 
are receiving a “Renew America Award” from 
the National Awards Council for Environmental 
Sustainability (NACES), a coalition of 60 na- 
tional environmental, nonprofit, government 
and business organizations including the Na- 
tional Audubon Society, Sierra Club, AT&T, 
National Geographic and the Smithsonian In- 
Stitution. Later this month, the Earth Angels 
will receive the National Arbor Day Founda- 
tion's Annual Award for 1998 in the category 
of Environmental Education. And recently St. 
Louis’ Earth Angels received a Giraffe award 
from the Giraffe Foundation of Washington 
State—an honor given to those who have 
“stuck their necks out” for the common good. 

Mr. Speaker. The Earth Angels are truly 
among the finest citizens in the city of St. 
Louis. These children are wise beyond their 
years and are sure to become tomorrow's 
leaders. The Earth Angels have the highest 
respect for the living world. They observe 
Earth Day every day. The Earth Angels are 
hard-working achievers who have made many 
invaluable contributions to the St. Louis com- 
munity—I am proud to salute these out- 


standing young people. 


TRIBUTE TO LORA LUCKS 
HON. JOSE E. SERRANO 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to Mrs. Lora Lucks, an outstanding 
individual who has dedicated her life to public 
service and education. She will be honored to- 
morrow evening for her outstanding contribu- 
tions to the community at the Ninth Annual 
Scholarship Dinner Dance that will be hosted 
by the Association of Jewish Professionals, 
Inc. in New York. 

Born and raised in Brooklyn and a graduate 
of Brooklyn College, Lora Lucks started her 
teaching career at Mark Twain Junior High 
School. Thirty one years ago she joined P.S. 
48 in the Bronx where she started her super- 
visory career. For the past 22 years she has 
served as Principal at P.S. 48 and played a 
prominent role as a true educational leader. 

In addition, Mrs. Lucks has been the Project 
Director of the Hunts Point Cultural Arts Cen- 
ter for the past 14 years. This after-school pro- 
gram nurtures the artistic talents and fosters a 
sense of pride and accomplishments in stu- 
dents within the South Bronx Community. 
Having forged a strong alliance with busi- 
nesses, organizations, and foundations, Lora 
has been able to bring much-needed re- 
sources to the school and the children of 
Hunts Point. 

Through her years of service she has been 
given several awards. In 1992 she was hon- 
ored as the District 8 Supervisor of the year 
and in 1993 she was the recipient of the Reli- 
ance Award for Excellence in Education. 
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Mrs. Lucks is married and has two sons, 
Stuart and Robert, one grandson, Arie, and a 
daughter-in-law, Charlotte. Her husband, Sol- 
omon is a retired New York City educator and 
supervisor. He served as the chairman of the 
Technology Department at Bayside High 
School for 27 years. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in recognizing Mrs. Lora Lucks for her out- 
standing achievements in education and her 
enduring commitment to the community. 

— 


THE PEOPLE OF BAYONNE 
REMEMBER THE HOLOCAUST 


HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to thank the people of Bayonne, New Jersey 
for the commitment they have made to honor 
the victims of the Holocaust. On May 4, 1998, 
the Inter-Faith Clergy and the Bayonne Jewish 
Community Council will sponsor The Holo- 
caust Memorial Observance Program at the 
City Hall Council Chambers of Bayonne to ac- 
knowledge the fifty-second anniversary of the 
liberation of the concentration camps of Eu- 
rope at the end of the Second World War. 

We must never forget that from 1933 to 
1945, more than six million Jews were tortured 
and killed in the Holocaust. 

| bring this event being held in Bayonne to 
the attention of my colleagues as a reminder 
that it has become the duty of us all, as citi- 
zens of a free and democratic society, to 
maintain an unwavering vigilance in order to 
ensure that the horrors of the Holocaust are 
never repeated. This responsibility is dedi- 
cated to the observance of Yom Hasboab, 
Holocaust Remembrance Day. 

By honoring the memory of those slain in 
the Holocaust and by emphasizing the impor- 
tance of remaining vigilant against bigotry and 
tyranny, the people of Bayonne are doing their 
part to ensure that such atrocities will never 
again be committed. 


— 


VINCENT A. BERGAMO“ S OUT- 
STANDING CONTRIBUTIONS TO 
HARNESS RACING 


HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is my honor to 
announce the well deserved retirement of Vin- 
cent A. Bergamo from the New York State 
Racing and Wagering Board. There will prob- 
ably never be another individual who has ac- 
complished or meant as much to the sport of 
Harness Racing as Vincent Bergamo has. Due 
to Vincent's career of hard work and dedica- 
tion, harness racing has been improved for the 
better. 

Having had the honor and distinction of 
working with Vince, | believe he exemplifies all 
that is great about this sport: he is dedicated, 
hard working and honest. Mr. Bergamo has 
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served Harness Racing for 40 years and will 
be sorely missed. 


Mr. Bergamo's distinguished career began 
in 1958 at the Monticello Raceway. However, 
his love for harness racing began long before. 
As a native of Goshen, NY, Vince early be- 
came acquainted with the sport. As a young 
man he worked as a stable boy for the Har- 
riman Family and then for five years, while 
teaching history and math in Middletown NY, 
he worked summers as a judge at several 
race tracks. At the age of 23, Vince’s love for 
the sport became a full time commitment, as 
he became the youngest Presiding Judge in 
the history of the Saratoga Harness Racing 
Track. 


Throughout his distinguished career Vince 
fulfilled the presiding judge responsibilities at 
every track in New York State and at tracks in 
the state of Florida, Maryland, New Hamp- 
shire, and Pennsylvania. Known for being 
tough, but fair, Vince fostered an environment 
of true integrity and competitiveness in the 
sport wherever he went. 


As one of its founding members, Mr. Ber- 
gamo has been devoted and responsible for 
saving and preserving the Goshen Historic 
Track, the oldest existing sporting site in the 
United States. The Goshen Historic Track was 
greatly endangered when the Harriman Family 
relinquished its title after nearly a century of 
ownership. Vince’s exhaustive efforts, purely 
voluntary, on behalf of the track, directly led to 
its designation as a Historic Site in the Na- 
tional Register. Today, the men and women 
who serve on the Goshen Historic Track 
Board of Directors successfully keep the track 
alive and well, as a non-profit corporation. 


During his illustrious career Mr. Bergamo 
has been the proud recipient of numerous 
awards and honors, including: 1994 William 
Houghton Memorial; 1993 Elected Trustee of 
the Harness Racing Hall of Fame and Mu- 
seum; 1992 Presidents Medal of Harness 
Racing; 1991 National Amateur Lifetime 
Award; 1987 USHWA Distinguished Service; 
1986 Recognized for 25 Years Historic Track 
with “Bergamo Day”; 1986 Member of the 
USHWA; 1971 Founded C.K.G. Billings Se- 
ries; 1961 Founded the Goshen Matinee Pro- 
gram. 


Along with all of his accomplishments, Vin- 
cent A. Bergamo is also a family man, who 
has raised 10 children: 7 sons and 3 daugh- 
ters. He is a dedicated man, whether it be to 
his family or to the sport, and there will never 
be another quite like him. His years of selfless 
volunteering have earned him a long and plen- 
tiful retirement. 


Mr. Speaker | invite my colleagues to join 
me in saluting a remarkable man on the con- 
clusion of his great career, and in wishing 
Vince, his wife, and their family many years of 
good health and happiness in the years 
ahead. 
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TRIBUTE TO THE RETIRED SENIOR 
VOLUNTEER PROGRAM OF HOUS- 
TON AND HENRY COUNTIES 


HON. TERRY EVERETT 


OF ALABAMA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker, | wish to bring 
to the attention of the House a very special 
group from my congressional district cele- 
brating a milestone of public service to the 
people of Southeast Alabama. 

| am speaking about the Retired Senior Vol- 
unteer Program of Houston and Henry Coun- 
ties in the Alabama Wiregrass region. This 
month this organization celebrates 25 years of 
community volunteerism and selfless public 
service. 

Founded locally in 1973, the RSVP provides 
meaningful volunteer opportunities for people 
who are retired or semi-retired. During the 
past quarter century, the RSVP’s volunteers 
have impacted Houston County, Alabama with 
2 million hours of service. If you were to con- 
vert that to a monetary value, it would exceed 
$10 million. 

Federally funded by the Corporation of Na- 
tional Service and sponsored by the Zonta 
Club of the Dothan Area Incorporated, the 
RSVP is making a difference in the lives of 
many Alabamians. | am very proud to salute 
the RSVP of Houston and Henry Counties as 
they commemorate 25 years of helping others. 
| join all my colleagues in wishing them 25 
more productive and beneficial years of com- 
munity service. 


EARTH DAY RECOGNITION 
HON. SAM GEJDENSON 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, as a former 
member of 4-H while growing up in eastern 
Connecticut, | would like to take this oppor- 
tunity to share with you the results of a recent 
national poll conducted by 4-H and Honda, 
which shows the American people are de- 
manding more vigilance from the U.S. govern- 
ment and industry in safeguarding the environ- 
ment. 

According to the EarthView survey released 
this week, teenagers and baby boomers agree 
that government and industry are falling short 
of their environmental obligations and that 
time is running out to protect the Earth from 
permanent environmental damage. 

Sixty-three percent of teens and 64% of 
boomers agree that government leaders are 
not concerned about the future impact of to- 
days environmental problems. 

Eighty-two percent of teens and 76% of 
boomers think government leaders should do 
more to control pollution from the oil and 
chemical industries, even if that increases the 
price of oil. 

The American people have rejected the ex- 
treme policies of the anti-environmentalists in 
Congress. In fact, every poll conducted since 
the 1994 election, which includes questions 
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about the environment, demonstrates the vast 
majority of the American people support the 
progress of the past twenty five years. More- 
over, a majority of Americans continue to re- 
ject the false choice between the environment 
and economic growth. Public opinion aside, 
the Republican Party is committed to rolling 
back important protections which guarantee 
every American can enjoy a healthy environ- 
ment. | have opposed these dangerous at- 
tacks on the House floor as well as a former 
member of the Resources Committee. 

| remain committed to preserving the funda- 
mental tenets of our most important environ- 
mental statutes. While we have made tremen- 
dous progress over the last generation, we 
must remain vigilant. The American people do 
not believe we have gone too far and that it's 
time to turn back the clock. We need to con- 
tinue our efforts to improve water quality to 
ensure our children will be able to enjoy our 
precious natural resources like the Quinebaug 
and Shetucket rivers in eastern Connecticut 
and Long Island Sound. We must preserve 
endangered plants and animals for their aes- 
thetic, economic and pharmacological benefits. 
National standards must be maintained to en- 
sure every American, regardless of where they 
live, will receive certain basic protections and 
to guarantee taxpayers in our state do not see 
their investments rendered meaningless by ac- 
tions of our neighbors. Finally, changes to 
major statutes must be fully debated before 
the American people and not brought about 
through backdoor tactics. 

Finally, | would like to submit for the 
RECORD an op-ed piece by William Strauss 
and Neil Howe which appeared in USA Today 
regarding this survey. Be assured that | will 
continue to fight to preserve, and further, the 
gains of the past twenty-five years and | hope 
you will join me in the fight. 


GRANDPA SURE WOULD LIKE THIS EARTH DAY 
(By William Strauss and Neil Howe) 

The original Earth Day, April 22, 1970, took 
place when the fabled ‘generation gap” be- 
tween young boomers and their middle-age 
parents was at its widest. Back then, eco-ac- 
tivists openly loathed the pro-construction 
mind-set of the dominant “can-do” G.I. gen- 
eration. 

The times, they are (again) a-changin’. A 
new generational wave is about to break 
over the environmental movement as the 
boomers’ own ‘‘can-do”’ kids come of age, ac- 
cording to a new poll. 

ENTER THE ‘MILLENNIALS’ 

Today's teens are the front ranks of the 
Millennial Generation, 1980s babies who are 
now populating American middle and high 
schools. Whereas their boomer parents were 
better talkers than doers, these Millennial 
kids are doers first, the poll says. 

Millennials are no more like Generation X 
than inner-driven Xers were like boomers. 
Through the 1980s and early ‘90s, Gen X teens 
commonly viewed Earth Day not as boomer- 
style ‘‘eco-awareness,’’ but rather as an oc- 
casion to do something personal, local and 
manageable. They'd recycle, pick up litter or 
tidy up a park. All that was useful, but it 
narrowed the crusading spirit of the original 
Earth-Day activism. 

Earth View, a new poll conducted by the 
National 4-H Council and Honda, compares 
the environmental views of 1,000 American 
teen-agers ages 13-18 with those of 1,000 of 
their parents, now in their 40s and early 50s. 
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The poll reveals that the ‘‘eco-awareness” of 
Earth Days gone by soon may be supplanted 
by “‘eco-action.” 

Consider this. Three out of five boomer 
parents believe their own generation cares 
more about the environment than their kids 
do. Talking isn’t doing, though. Millennials 
agree that their parents’ generation cares as 
much about the environment as they do. but 
they see their own generation as far more in- 
clined to take concrete action. 

Where boomer parents are somewhat more 
likely than their kids to have donated to 
eco-causes or to have boycotted polluters’ 
products, more Millenials have actually 
cleaned up or measured pollution, the poll 
shows. 

Today's teens are more willing than their 
parents—or than teens a decade ago—to dig 
into their pockets. Seven in 10 say they 
would support shelling out 50 cents more per 
gallon for gasoline to make the air cleaner. 
Nearly eight in 10 would pay 50 cents more 
per compact disc to fund plastic-recycling 
programs, 

Where the Earth Days of the '70s reflected 
a distrust of technology—recall the burying 
of automobiles—the Earth Days of the next 
century are likely to celebrate it. Aging 
boomers and Millennials overwhelmingly 
agree that technology can play a major role 
in safeguarding the planet. 

ACTIVISM REVIVED 

More than their parents, today’s teens feel 
an urgency about the environment. Yet the 
Earth View poll also shows them to be more 
optimistic that they can do something about 
it. Fully 86% believe that it’s their genera- 
tion—and only 9% believe that it’s 
boomers—whose actions today will matter 
most in 20 or 25 years. 

If current trends continue, eco-activism 
early in the next century could become a 
modern version of what it was in the 1930s. 
That’s when uninformed workers from the 
Civilian Conservation Corps cut trails, plant- 
ed trees, and built enormous flood-control 
and power-generation edifices. 

And who were those civic doers whose atti- 
tudes remind us of today’s teens? The same 
G.I. Generation that won World War Land 
then came home to create suburbia and give 
birth to the boomers. 

The boomers’ own environmental visions 
may be achieved by their children, whose at- 
titudes resemble the boomers’ parents. Yet 
it’s the G.I. generation's grand constructions 
that the original Earth Day activists so 
often condemned. How ironic. 

Neil Howe and William Strauss are co-au- 
thors of Generations, 13th-Gen and The 
Fourth Turning. 


SE 


A TRIBUTE TO ST. JOHN’S UNI- 
VERSITY CHAPTER OF SIGMA 
DELTA PI 


HON. NYDIA M. VELAZQUEZ 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to pay tribute to epsilon Kappa. St. John’s Uni- 
versity’s Chapter of sigma Delta Pi, the Na- 
tional Collegiate Hispanic Society which, for 
seventy-seven years has been promoting His- 
panic culture and language in the United 
States. In light of the act that we are honoring 
Hispanic heritage and culture, | am choosing 
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to make this tribute in my native language 
Spanish. 

Hace exactamente setenta y siete años en 
Berkeley, California, se creó una asociación 


honoraria para reunir estudiantes 
universitarios sobresalientes en literatura y 
cultura tanto española como 


hispanoamericana para formar parte de esta 
cofradía dedicada a promover el pasado y 
presente glorioso del mundo hispánico: lo 
español, lo indígena y lo africano. A partir de 
ese momento, su propósito ha sido preparar 
nuevas generaciones para que se sientan 
orgullosas de sus raíces e iniciar a 
estudiantes de otras culturas a apreciar lo 
maravilloso de lo nuestro. 

Es muy importante tomar en consideración 
los ataques en contra de comunidades étnicas 
como la nuestra, que quieren preservar su 
identidad a través del lenguaje y cultura. Me 
estoy refiriendo a la legislación que 
comunmente es reconocida como “English 
Only”, que fue presentada en la Cámara de 
este Congreso para establecer el inglés como 
idioma oficial de este país. Si esta legislación 
hubiese sido aprobada, nos habría prohibido 
hablar nuestra lengua en esta Cámara de 
Representantes o en cualquier sitio público. 
Es importante que organizaciones como 
Sigma Delta Pi continúen con su esfuerzo en 
preservar la cultura hispana y, de esta 
manera, complementen a la cultura general de 
este país. 

Successful organizations like this cannot 
promote themselves alone. They need the 
guidance and vision of talented leaders like 
Professor Marie-Lise Gazarian-Gautier, a ren- 
ovate scholar in literature at St. John’s Univer- 
sity, Coordinator of the Graduate Spanish Pro- 
gram and Moderator of Epsilon Kappa. St. 
John’s Chapter of Sigma Delta Pi. Dr. 
Gazarian is affiliate with universities in Paris- 
France, Moscow-Russia, and Santiago the 
1945 Chilean Nobel Prize Laureate. She is 
also author of several books, among them: 
“Gabriela Mistral: La maestra de Elqui”. In ad- 
dition, she serves as Foreign Correspondent 
for several literary journals abroad and has 
hosted a nationwide series on “Contemporary 
Hispanic Fiction” produced by WCBS-TV and 
St. John’s Television Center. In 1996 she was 
appointed Judge of the Selection Committee 
for the Poet Laureate from Queens. She cur- 
rently serves as Vice President for the North- 
east of Sigma Delta Pi. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to rise 
with me today in honor of the seventy-seventh 
anniversary of Sigma Delta Pi and the invalu- 
able contribution its chapters are making 
throughout the Hispanic Culture and society 
throughout the United States. We wish Sigma 
Delta Pi continued success and recognize St. 
John’s University’s Chapter, Epsilon Kappa, 
for its outstanding work in promoting Hispanic 
culture in America. 


HONORING MISS ERNA ELDER ON 
HER RETIREMENT 


HON. JERRY F. COSTELLO 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize a great teacher, Miss Erna Elder, on 
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her retirement from St. 
School in Steeleville, Illinois. 

She has shared her many talents with her 
community for the past 42 years. Miss Elder 
joined the St. Mark’s staff in the fall of 1957 
and taught both the first and second grade 
classes. For twenty-four of the past forty-two 
years she also served as the school’s sec- 
retary during the summer months. In 1979, 
Miss Elder also served as the Secretary- 
Treasurer of the Southern Illinois District 
Teacher's Conference. During the 1986 school 
term she served as the acting Principal. 

Miss Elder served St. Mark’s in many other 
capacities over the years, such as Walther 
League Counselor, basketball scorekeeper 
and several committees benefiting the St. 
Mark's community. She has also had the 
pleasure of watching St. Mark's grow from 
having just five class room teachers for grades 
1-8 to eleven teachers for Pre-Kindergarten 
through grade 8. 

Miss Elder is an alumnus of St. Mark’s hav- 
ing attended grades 4-8. She is a graduate of 
Sparta High School. From there she went on 
to receive a Bachelor of Science Degree in 
Education from Southern Illinois University in 
Carbondale where she majored in Elementary 
Education. 

In 1992, Miss Elder received the honor of 
being named to Who’s Who Among America’s 
Teachers. Over the years, Miss Elder has 
taught 846 students. As the first grade teacher 
for the majority of her 42 years of dedicated 
service to St. Marks she has influenced many 
young lives. 

| ask my colleagues to please join me in 
congratulating Miss Erna Elder on her retire- 
ment after many devoted years of service to 
the children of St. Marks and the entire com- 
munity. 


Mark’s Lutheran 


— 


TAX LIMITATION AMENDMENT 
APRIL 22, 1998 


HON. RON PACKARD 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, today we will 
have the opportunity to vote on a piece of leg- 
islation which will make it more difficult for the 
government to raise taxes. The Tax Limitation 
Amendment is good for American taxpayers 
because, ultimately, it will allow hard-earned 
wages to stay where they belong—in the 
hands of those who earn them. 

If this amendment to the Constitution is 
passed, a two-thirds majority vote of the 
House and Senate will be necessary before 
any tax increase is imposed on the American 
public. Mr. Speaker, isn’t this exactly what our 
forefathers intended when they included the 
concept of “no taxation without representa- 
tion” in the Declaration of Independence? 

Fourteen states already require a super- 
majority in order for their state legislatures to 
raise taxes. These states have proved that tax 
limitation does work—when taxes are limited, 
big government spending remains low and 
economies and the job base flourish. 

Tax limitation already exists in the House of 
Representatives, but only through the end of 
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this Congress. Let's preserve this statute, 
which works for government and works for 
taxpayers. Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues 
to listen to the American public, to regulate 
taxes and to support the Tax Limitation 
Amendment. 


— 


WORKING TOWARD ECONOMIC 
SELF DETERMINATION: A NEW 
AGENDA FOR AFRICA 


HON. CAROLYN C. KILPATRICK 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to inform my colleagues and concerned citi- 
zens of an important event taking place in the 
15th Congressional District of Michigan. On 
Friday, April 24, 1998, | will join the Constitu- 
ency for Africa, Africa World Expo Inc. and the 
Detroit Minority Business Opportunity Com- 
mittee in hosting “A New Agenda for Africa: 
Augmenting Business Opportunities with Afri- 
ca,” a conference designed to help build suc- 
cessful trading partnerships between small 
and medium-sized American businesses and 
Africa. The conference, to be held in Detroit, 
Michigan, follows two monumental events in 
the history of this country’s relationship with 
Africa: this body’s passage of the Africa 
Growth and Opportunity Act and President 
Clinton’s groundbreaking visit to six African 
nations. 

On March 11, 1998, Congress voted 233 to 
186 to support the African Growth and Oppor- 
tunity Act. This bill sets forth a much-needed 
new U.S. economic and trade policy toward 
the countries of sub-Saharan Africa, encour- 
ages closer economic cooperation with this re- 
gion, and supports debt reduction for the poor- 
est African countries. This legislation was de- 
veloped on a bi-partisan basis with the 48 
Presidents and ambassadors of the sub-Saha- 
ran African nations themselves. Last Decem- 
ber, | had the honor and privilege of partici- 
pating in a Presidential mission on economic 
cooperation to six countries in sub-Saharan 
Africa. This bill complements, rather than sup- 
plants, continued, effective aid to Africa. Aid to 
Africa has been cut by 25 percent; the pas- 
sage of this bill is but beginning toward estab- 
lishing economic self-determination and self- 
sufficiency for sub-Saharan Africa. 

The conference will feature a number of ex- 
perts on African trade issues, and will spotlight 
American business operators who have suc- 
cessful ventures in sub-Saharan Africa. Con- 
ference participants will hear first-hand ac- 
counts of the trade environment in sub-Saha- 
ran Africa from Mamadou Seck, Senegalese 
Ambassador to the United States; Koby 
Koomson, Ghanaian Ambassador to the 
United States; Mr. Banji Milambo, an econo- 
mist with the Republic of Zambia; The Honor- 
able Ackim Nkole, Deputy Minister of the Re- 
public of Zambia, Dr. Ng’andu Bwalya, Direc- 
tor General of the Zambia Investment Center 
and Mr. Gerry Munyama, commercial officer 
for Namibia. It is my honor and privilege that 
these ambassadors and experts have taken 
the time to educate all Americans about trade 
and business opportunities in Africa. 
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| warmly welcome these and all of the par- 
ticipants for this important conference and en- 
courage American business owners to con- 
sider Africa as they enter our increasingly- 
global economy. | thank the Speaker for allow- 
ing me to enter these remarks in the CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 


MAKING FISCALLY RESPONSIBLE 
POLICY PERMANENT 


HON. JIM KOLBE 


OF ARIZONA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, for years, in 
scores of town hall meetings | have conducted 
throughout my district, an overwhelming ma- 
jority of my constituents have told me consist- 
ently that balancing the federal budget and 
making our tax system fairer rank among their 
top priorities. 

That's why | am so pleased that this year, 
for the first time in a generation, we will 
achieve a balanced budget. Indeed, the Con- 
gressional Budget Office, is now actually pro- 
jecting a surplus by year-end. This is great 
news. But what's to guarantee that Congress, 
in future years, will continue to maintain fiscal 
discipline and live within its means? What's to 
prevent Congress from returning to the ruin- 
ous tax-and-spend policies of the past? 

Today, the House will vote on the Tax Limi- 
tation Amendment. | am proud to be a co- 
sponsor of this important, bipartisan resolution, 
which would make it unconstitutional for Con- 
gress to raise taxes without first achieving a 
two-thirds supermajority vote in both Houses. 

According to a poll conducted just last 
month, a supermajority of the American tax- 
payers supports a supermajority requirement 
for Congress to raise taxes. And just last 
week, when | spoke to the Tucson Metropoli- 
tan Chamber of Commerce, my assertion that 
Congress should vote to impose this restric- 
tion on itself drew loud applause. 

Legislatures in fourteen states, including my 
home state of Arizona, have already instituted 
this fiscally responsible provision. And the evi- 
dence is clear that tax limitation amendments 
work. Studies have shown that states with this 
supermajority provision have not only reduced 
the growth of taxes and spending, but also in- 
creased economic growth and employment, 
compared to states that have no tax limitation 
provision. 

The Tax Limitation Amendment would en- 
shrine the principle of tax limitation, and the 
supermajority requirement, in permanent law, 
while providing the right mix of discipline and 
flexibility for Congress. It would make it much 
more difficult for Congress to increase discre- 
tionary spending without undermining its au- 
thority to deal with legitimate economic and 
military emergencies. 

The House of Representatives already is on 
record for tax limitation. House rules now re- 
quire a supermajority vote is increase income 
taxes. But this only applies to the House, 
and—because it is only a rule, not a law—it is 
only for this Congress. There is no guarantee 
that future Congresses will adopt similar rules. 
To make tax limitation permanent, we must 
pass this amendment. 
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IN RECOGNITION OF THE CARIB- 
BEAN AMERICAN CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE AND  INDUSTRY’S 
13TH ANNUAL ENTREPRENEURS 
OF THE YEAR AWARDS GALA 


HON. MAJOR R. OWENS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the Caribbean American Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry, Inc. (CACCI) and the 
honorees of the 13th Annual Entrepreneur of 
the Year Awards Gala. The special event will 
be held in Brooklyn, New York on April 23rd, 
1998. Mr. Roy Hastick, Sr., President and 
CEO of the Caribbean American Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry, Inc.; Mr. John 
Imperiale, Dinner Chairman; Mr. Richard Jack- 
son, Chairman of the Board for the Chamber; 
and other organizers of the event have tire- 
lessly dedicated themselves to developing an 
event that will celebrate the accomplishments 
of a few outstanding entrepreneurs in New 
York City. 

The CACCI is a statewide, not-for-profit or- 
ganization incorporated in the State of New 
York in 1985 to promote economic develop- 
ment among Caribbean-American/African- 
American and other minority entrepreneurs. 
During the many years of dedicated service to 
the business community, the Chamber of 
Commerce, Inc. has aggressively and com- 
passionately pursued opportunities to ensure 
the survival of Caribbean/African American 
and other minority entrepreneurs. The Cham- 
bers contributions to the economic develop- 
ment have increased their level of influence in 
today's competitive business climate. 

Over the past several years, the Caribbean 
American Chamber of Commerce and Indus- 
try, Inc. has received numerous awards for its 
strong advocacy role. In 1998, the Chamber of 
Commerce was awarded the National, New 
York State, and New York City Small Business 
Advocate of the Year awards. More recently, 
the Chamber received the Martin Luther King 
Jr. Humanitarian Award, the Ronald H. Brown 
Business Service Award, the U.S. Small Busi- 
ness Administration Award for Distinguished 
Service, and the New York State Federation of 
Hispanic Chamber of Commerce “Chamber of 
the Year Award.” 

| salute the fifteen honorees who have 
made significant achievements in their respec- 
tive professions and who deserve recognition 
for their devotion to our Caribbean-American/ 
African American community. The individuals 
that will be honored at the special event in- 
clude the following: Denzel Bacchus, Presi- 
dent of Exotic Caribbean Products; Clifford P. 
Charles & Kenneth A. Charles of Charles and 
Charles Certified Public Accountants; Grace 
Claxton-Johnson, President of Johnson Home 
Care Services, Inc.; Julia Lystra Collis, Owner, 
President and CEO of Aristocrat Manor; Ricot 
Duputy, President of Radio Solliel D'Haiti; 
Rosner Jean George, President of Irvington 
Manor Catering Hall; Dick Gidron, CEO/ 
Founder of Dick Gidron Ford; Herman Hall, 
Publisher of Everybody's Magazine; Lowell 
Hawthorne, President of Golden Krust Bak- 
eries, Inc.; Daniel Passrello, General Manager 
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of Kings Plaza Shopping Mall; Balfour Peart, 
Manager of Worldwide Sales; Ellis Watson, 
President of ETS Air Shuttle; Zamal Sanker, 
CEO of Caribbean Daylight; and Josephine 
Infanti, Executive Director of Hunts Point Local 
Development Corporation. 

The honorees of this year’s awards dinner 
represent national and international models for 
the promotion of economic opportunity and 
leadership in the business community. They 
have displayed a level of determination and 
commitment to economic development that 
must serve as a source of inspiration in other 
cities. These community leaders represent an 
unwavering commitment to job creation by 
recognizing the positive impact that equal op- 
portunity in employment has on the quality of 
life for many residents of the city and the 
State of New York. It is these unique and spe- 
cial qualities as individuals and business pro- 
fessionals that warrant their recognition. | am 
proud to be involved with such an accom- 
plished group of individuals. | am certain that 
my colleagues will join me in honoring these 
remarkable individuals. 

| commend the Caribbean American Cham- 
ber of Commerce and Industry, Inc. mission to 
ensure diversity in the American business sec- 
tor. | further commend the Chamber for their 
impressive showcase of professional excel- 
lence. Mr. Hastick, Mr. Imperiale, and Mr. 
Jackson have committed their lives to devel- 
oping closer political and economic ties be- 
tween persons in New York and in other na- 
tions. | look forward to broadening and deep- 
ening my friendship with the Caribbean Amer- 
ican Chamber of Commerce and Industry, Inc. 
in the years ahead for the benefit of the peo- 
ple of Brooklyn and New York. 


TRIBUTE TO CHIEF GARY | 
JOHANSEN 


HON. JANE HARMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Police Chief Gary E. Johansen on 
his retirement from the Palos Verdes Estates, 
California, Police Department after ten years 
of dedicated service. 

Gary joined the Pleasanton, California, Po- 
lice Department in 1977 after a career as a 
high school instructor. His experience as a 
teacher greatly enhanced his law enforcement 
career and the communities he served. He 
was active in teaching in the fields of traffic 
accident investigation and drug enforcement. 
He was a patrolman, motor officer, sergeant in 
patrol and training, lieutenant in patrol and ad- 
ministration and captain in managing the in- 
vestigation’s division. 

In 1988, Gary was appointed Chief of Police 
in the City of Palos Verdes Estates. During his 
tenure he guided the Department through dif- 
ficult financial times while improving both train- 
ing and equipment. He established the DARE 
Anti-drug program in local schools, oversaw 
installation of Computer Aided Dispatch, re- 
duced response time on police calls, in- 
creased the number of Neighborhood Watch 
Groups, and worked on community outreach 
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to resolve local conflicts in schools or among 
residents. 

Chief Johnson has continued to teach in 
both school and police environments. He 
holds a Bachelor and Masters Degree from 
California State University in Fresno, is a 
graduate of the POST Command College and 
holds an Executive Certificate from California 
Peace Officers Standards and Training. 

My close friendship with Chief Johansen 
began in tragedy. He provided strength and 
courage to his officers, staff and families after 
a masked gunman charged into a hotel room 
during a training session and murdered two of 
his officers. His example helped sustain a 
shocked and grieving community. Gary's re- 
tirement to his home in Bend, Oregon, will 
leave a grateful community in his debt. 


IN RECOGNITION OF EARTH DAY 
HON. RON KIND 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, today, we celebrate 
Earth Day. From its humble grass-roots begin- 
ning, Earth Day has grown to an international 
event. Events are planned in all 50 states and 
in the continents of Africa, Asia, Europe and 
North and South America. 

Proudly, my home state of Wisconsin can 
claim some credit for this worthwhile event. 
Former Governor, U.S. Senator and Earth Day 
founder Gaylord Nelson championed environ- 
mental issues during his 18 years in Wash- 
ington. Of all Senator Nelson achievements, 
he will always be remembered for his progres- 
sive environmental record. 

In 1963, Senator Nelson urged then-Presi- 
dent John F. Kennedy to give national visibility 
to the importance of protecting the environ- 
ment by taking a nationwide conservation tour. 
At every stop he would spell out, in dramatic 
fashion, the serious and deteriorating condition 
of our environment and discuss a comprehen- 
sive agenda to begin to address the problem. 
No President had ever made such a tour. 
While Earth Day was still seven years off, 
President Kennedy’s conservation tour awoke 
the nation’s attention to this issue. 

After 28 years, Senator Nelson and other 
environmental advocates of his day may be 
proud of what Earth Day has grown to be- 
come. Since the first Earth Day celebration, 
this country has passed a number of important 
environmental measures—the Clean Air Act, 
the Clean Water Act, the Endangered Species 
Act, Conservation Reserve Program to name 
just a few. Thousands of acres of wetlands 
have also been restored and nearly extinct 
species have been saved. Wisconsin can 
clearly see the positive effect of these impor- 
tant laws every time we enjoy the beauty of 
the Mississippi River and its tributaries. 

As a nation and a world, we must not rest 
on our past achievements. In the next 35 
years, America’s population is expected to 
grow from approximately 266 million people to 
nearly 350 million. This growth brings develop- 
ment which may encroach upon many of the 
environmental accomplishments we have at- 
tained. With new found freedom and economic 


6500 


prosperity, many other nations of the world 
also project increased populations and envi- 
ronmental concerns as their industrial bases 
expand. 

As members of Congress, we have a re- 
sponsibility to ensure the protection of our en- 
vironmental resources. | urge all my col- 
leagues, Democrats and Republicans alike, to 
remember the efforts of Senator Nelson and 
others of his generation by joining me in pass- 
ing legislation that protects the nation’s and 
world's natural resources. 

O 


HONORING THE 150TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE ILLINOIS & MICHI- 
GAN CANAL 


HON. JERRY WELLER 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the 150th Anniversary of the Illinois & 
Michigan Canal. At its 150th birthday, the I&M 
Canal is one of the best-kept secrets of Amer- 
ican history. In 1848, when the I&M Canal 
connected the Great Lakes and the Mis- 
sissippi, it created a water highway between 
New York harbor and the Gulf of Mexico. The 
Canal opened the floodgates to an influx of 
new commodities, new people, and new ideas. 
The I&M, and the railroad and highway lines 
that soon paralleled its connection between 
Chicago and LaSalle, became the great pas- 
sageway to the American West. At a stroke, 
the opening of the I&M Canal gave Illinois the 
key to mastery of the American mid-continent. 

The dream of the canal had animated every 
vision and underlaid every plan for Illinois for 
200 years before. As it was being built, the 
Canal’s commissioners laid out a canal port 
called Chicago that would grow into a great 
metropolis. Creative Illinois investors patented 
new agricultural and industrial machines that 
would make this the richest economic zone 
the world had ever seen. That people from all 
over the world flocked to the region, lending 
their intelligence and their muscle to building 
the most populous inland American state, and 
Chicago the greatest city of the American 
heartland, is directly traceable to the 97-mile 
canal that linked the Great Lakes to the Illinois 
and Mississippi rivers. 

The Illinois & Michigan Canal did not do the 
whole job by itself. But it started the ball roll- 
ing. In the wake of the canal, Chicago got its 
first street plan, attracted its first generation of 
merchants, created its board of trade and sys- 
tem of commodities trading. The railroads 
would complete the work, but only on the 
basis of what was pioneered by the canal. 

In 1984, Congress recognized the I&M Ca- 
nal's historic significance and future potential 
by designating the nations’ first Heritage Cor- 
ridor. Private citizens, business and govern- 
ment leaders are cooperating in unprece- 
dented park, trail, and historic preservation 
projects. After years of economic decline, the 
newly revitalized Canal Corridor is now be- 
coming a splendid living history museum of 
American enterprise, technological invention, 
ethnic diversity, and cultural creativity. The 
I&M Canas mix of open space conservation, 
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historic preservation and economic develop- 
ment is fast becoming a national model for re- 
gional planning and tourism promotion. The 
heritage of the I&M Canal is becoming a cata- 
lyst for Northern Illinois’ future economic 
health and an inspiration for future genera- 
tions. 


— 


A HISTORIC DAY FOR THE CITY 
OF MILWAUKEE AND ITS THOU- 
SANDS OF IRISH-AMERICAN 
RESIDENTS 


HON. THOMAS M. BARRETT 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, | 
would like to take a moment to recognize a 
historic day for the city of Milwaukee and its 
thousands of Irish-American residents. 

Tomorrow, April 23, several officials who ne- 
gotiated the ground-breaking Northern Ireland 
peace accord will be in the Common Council 
Room at Milwaukee's City Hall. The news con- 
ference is a precursor to the officials’ partici- 
pation in the ninth annual University of Wis- 
consin-Milwaukee George F. Kennan Forum in 
International Affairs. This year’s forum, entitled 
“Prospects for Peace in Northern Ireland,” 
was arranged long before the peace talks re- 
ported progress this spring and culminated in 
the Good Friday Agreement peace accords 
announced on April 10. 

The officials attending the UWM Forum on 
International Affairs include: W. David Trimble, 
leader of the Ulster Unionist Party; Anthony 
Cary, counsellor political at the British Em- 
bassy in Washington, D.C.; and Irish Consul 
General Frank Sheridan of Chicago. Other 
confirmed speakers include Bronagh Hinds, of 
the Northern Ireland Women's Coalition of Bel- 
fast; Mitchell McLaughlin, Head, Island Wide 
Sinn Fein Organization of Belfast; Bridd Rod- 
gers, Chairperson of the SDLP Negotiations 
Team. 

The Good Friday Agreement ended twenty- 
one months of grueling talks and tense nego- 
tiations and one last 32-hour marathon ses- 
sion between Northern Ireland's political lead- 
ers. The settlement plan offers a hope for 
peace among sectarian groups that have 
waged a war of terrorism against each other 
for nearly thirty years. 

Under the settlement plan, self-rule would 
be restored to Northern Ireland for the first 
time in 26 years and new institutions would be 
created to provide the minority Catholics with 
a greater voice and to meet the majority 
Protestant wishes that Northern Ireland remain 
a part of Britain. The settlement plan also calls 
for the strengthening of relations between 
Northern Ireland and the Irish Republic. 

Although some factions have voiced opposi- 
tion to the settlement plan, the hope for peace 
continues to grow as the May 22 referendum 
date approaches. On that day, the people of 
both Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ire- 
land will have the opportunity to vote for 
peace. 

| think President Clinton said it best when 
he said “After a thirty year winter of sectarian 
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violence, Northern Ireland today has the prom- 
ise of a springtime of peace.” 


Milwaukee has long participated in the prac- 
tice of healing and developing understanding 
among Irish youth. Since 1980, Milwaukee 
area families have participated in The Ulster 
Project, which brings Catholic and Protestant 
teen-agers between 14 and 16 years of age, 
at no cost, to the United States to live with 
Catholic and Protestant families with children 
of the same age. The Belfast teens, nomi- 
nated by church and school officials in North- 
em Ireland, are selected for participation 
based on leadership potential. The American 
teens and their families are recruited, 
screened, and selected based on their willing- 
ness and ability to accommodate the addition 
of another teenager to their household for the 
one-month long project. 


The Ulster Project is important because it 
teaches young people the skills of conflict res- 
olution in an environment far from the politi- 
cally charged atmosphere of Northern Ireland. 
The teens participate in an intensely pro- 
grammed and professionally supervised month 
of educational, ecumenically spiritual and so- 
cial activities that promote interaction and re- 
flection. The teens are also required to per- 
form weekly community service tasks and are 
allowed time to have fun with the new friends 
they make from both America and their home- 
land. 


The Ulster Project provides the teens with 
an alternative to the “them against us” mind 
set that has permeated the politics of Northern 
Ireland for thirty years and that, until recently, 
had prevented reason from prevailing in the 
peace talks. The Ulster Project teaches a 
“them and us” approach of inclusion and dis- 
cussion and resolution. Teens returning to 
Northern Ireland after participating in the Ul- 
ster Project have been able to view the con- 
flict in a different light and change their per- 
ceptions of Catholics or Protestants. The Ul- 
ster Project has become a real and effective 
factor in turning young people away from con- 
tinuing the conflict and towards working for 
peace. 


There are many more Ulster Projects across 
the United States that have provided the same 
opportunities to teenagers from Northern Ire- 
land. The American people have deliberately 
gotten involved in the effort to restore peace 
to all of Ireland and their efforts have paid off. 
President Clinton also recognized the impor- 
tance of peace in Northern Ireland and de- 
voted the resources of his administration to 
working to resolve the conflict in Northern Ire- 
land and he has been credited with keeping 
the talks going which lead to the peace settle- 
ment. 


The Milwaukee community is obviously ex- 
cited to host the key players from the Northern 
Ireland peace talks. And, to finally see the 
prospect of peace manifested in the peace 
agreement is an accomplishment in which the 
Irish in Milwaukee, and around the nation, can 
surely take pride. 
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A TRIBUTE TO THE COLORADO 
EMS FOUNDATION 


HON. ROBERT E. ANDREWS 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
celebrate the 350th anniversary of the Amer- 
ican fire service, a history steeped in tradition 
about individuals risking their own lives to 
save the lives of others. As Chairman of the 
Congressional Fire Services Caucus, | ap- 
plaud the work of individuals and organiza- 
tions, both past and present, who have pre- 
served our communities and protected them 
against the threat of fire and other dangers. 

Protecting communities against fire exacts a 
toll on fire departments, whether they are paid 
or volunteer. We, as private citizens, should 
feel a sense of duty to help our first respond- 
ers be properly trained and equipped to per- 
form their work. For 350 years, they have re- 
sponded to our calls without failure. As fire 
protection becomes a more expensive under- 
taking, the need for additional community sup- 
port becomes more imperative. 

This goes beyond public financing. The pri- 
vate sector can play a major role in aug- 
menting local government efforts. Recently, | 
learned of an organization in the state of Colo- 
rado that awards grants and other types of aid 
to improve the readiness of first responders. 
Since its inception in 1996, the Colorado EMS 
Foundation has awarded hundreds of thou- 
sands of dollars to Colorado-based fire depart- 
ments and EMS providers, allowing them to 
purchase state of the art equipment that will 
help save lives and reduce property damages 
caused by fires. 

The Colorado EMS Foundation is primarily 
funded by one family, the Dixons. They are 
private citizens committed to a safer Colorado. 
The Executive Director of the Foundation, 
Robert W. Dixon, is a paramedic and former 
volunteer firefighter. His experiences exposed 
the Dixon family to the problems many fire de- 
partments face regarding inadequate equip- 
ment, instilling in them a desire to help our do- 
mestic defenders. When | hear of stories 
about private sector initiatives supporting first 
responders, | want them to be heard by oth- 
ers. 

| commend the Dixon family for their efforts 
in Colorado. | hope that others across the 
country hear of their work and follow their 
lead. The American fire and EMS services 
need more people like the Dixons, individuals 
who realize the challenges facing emergency 
responders and who are willing to take it upon 
themselves to make a difference and come to 
their aid. 


—— 
TRIBUTE TO LAUREL ELEMEN- 


TARY SCHOOL FIFTH GRADE 
STUDENTS AND TEACHERS 


HON. BOB SCHAFFER 
OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, April 22, 1998 
Mr. SCHAFFER of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to pay tribute to the Laurel Elemen- 
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tary School fifth grade students and their 
teachers. Recently, | was invited to be a guest 
reader at the school’s Read-Aloud Day, an all- 
volunteer effort to demonstrate to children the 
importance of reading. My time with the stu- 
dents was very rewarding and one of my fa- 
vorite experiences as a Congressman. 

Laurel Elementary School, whose motto is, 
“Learning Together for a Better Tomorrow,” 
opened its current building in 1993, retaining 
the original school’s name which was on Lau- 
rel Street. The staff is committed to and ac- 
cepts the responsibility for providing a com- 
prehensive academic experience which chal- 
lenges all students. The staff and community 
work collaboratively to provide a safe and nur- 
turing learning environment. They are deter- 
mined that all students will learn essential 
skills to become successful, lifelong learners. 

The ability to read is one of the most critical 
keys to a person's success and happiness, so 
| am pleased that Laurel Elementary School is 
fostering a love of reading. As the son of two 
public school teachers and the father of four 
children, | greatly value quality public edu- 
cation. It is my goal for all children to obtain 
the background knowledge necessary to 
achieve mature literacy and succeed. 

The Fort Collins Read-Aloud Day has been 
held for the last eight years and is organized 
to promote community awareness of the im- 
portance of reading. This year, more than 100 
volunteers are giving their time to local 
schools. | am honored to have been invited to 
participate at Laurel Elementary School. 


— 


CONGRATULATING THE STATE OF 
ISRAEL ON ITS 50TH ANNIVER- 
SARY 


HON. CONSTANCE A. MORELLA 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased 
to take this opportunity to congratulate the 
State of Israel and all of the people of Israel 
as they celebrate the 50th anniversary of their 
nation’s independence. 

The desire of the Jewish people to establish 
an independent modern State of Israel is the 
outgrowth of the existence of the historic King- 
dom of Israel established three thousand 
years ago in the City of Jerusalem and in the 
land of Israel, and was finally realized with the 
assistance of the world community following 
the slaughter of six million European Jews 
during the Holocaust. 

The people of Israel rightly take great pride 
in having rebuilt a nation, forged a new and 
dynamic society, and created a unique and 
vital economic, political, cultural, and intellec- 
tual life despite the heavy costs of six wars, 
terrorism, international ostracism, and eco- 
nomic boycotts. Furthermore, under these dif- 
ficult circumstances, the people of Israel have 
established a vibrant and functioning pluralistic 
democratic political system including freedom 
of speech, a free press, free, fair and open 
elections, the rule of law, and other demo- 
cratic principles and practices. 

Because of our shared experience in build- 
ing new nations and recognizing the funda- 
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mental liberties of our people, the United 
States and Israel have maintained a special 
relationship based on mutually shared demo- 
cratic values, common strategic interests, and 
moral bonds of friendship and mutual respect. 
In addition, the American people have shared 
an affinity with the people of Israel and regard 
Israel as a trusted ally and an important stra- 
tegic partner. 

| extend my warmest congratulations and 
best wishes to the State of Israel and her peo- 
ple for a peaceful, prosperous, and successful 
future. 

— 


FAUQUIER COUNTY HONORS 
SENIOR VOLUNTEERS 


HON. FRANK R. WOLF 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, this Saturday, April 
25, will be a special day in Fauquier County 
in the 10th District of Virginia. A very special 
volunteer recognition luncheon will be held at 
Fauquier High School in Warrenton sponsored 
by the Board of Supervisors of Fauquier 
County. 

That event will conclude the county’s Na- 
tional Volunteer Week activities in two special 
ways. First, and most importantly, it will honor 
more than 30 very dedicated senior citizens 
who have given selfishly of their time and en- 
ergy for many years to help make their com- 
munity a better place in which to live. Second, 
it will be the first county-wide recognition event 
to be cosponsored by the community-at-large 
and the newly established County Volunteer 
and Information Assistance Center. 

Mr. Speaker, what is so wonderful about 
this recognition is that the citizen volunteers 
who will be honored are 80 years of age or 
older, and many are still very active volun- 
teers. They support the Hospital Auxiliary, the 
Red Cross, and the Senior Center. Their serv- 
ices have ranged from helping to provide food 
and clothing, to supporting blood donation 
drives, to tutoring and mentoring, to visiting 
and helping the sick and shut-ins. They are 
people who have contributed in so many ways 
to creating the wholesome, caring, and shar- 
ing community the citizens of Fauquier County 
enjoy. 

| know our colleagues would join in saluting 
these extraordinary people and thanking them 
for their spirit of volunteerism. They have 
shown us that helping neighbors by volunteer 
efforts knows no age barrier. They are folks 
who continue to be an inspiration and example 
for all to follow. 

We join in honoring the following senior vol- 
unteers: Virginia T. Allison, Ethel Bailey, Hazel 
Bell, Ruth H. Brittle, Florence Mabel Cooper, 
Mary E. Culver, Everett Danley, Addie V. 
Desantis, F. Byrd Greene, Isabelle H. Hilleary, 
DeNiece O. Johnson, Viola F. Latham, Alice 
M. Mann, Grace Miller, Ann C. Nelson, 
Blanche C. O'Connell, Mary H. 
O'Shaughnessy, Andrew C. Parrish, Lewis A. 
Payne, Luther R. Payne, Alice Pullen, Mattie 
F. Rector, Annie R. Rogers, Alyce G. Russell, 
Dorothy V. Rust, Refa M. Ryan, Anne Brooke 
Smith, Lawrence W. Sudduth, Nina P. Thorpe, 
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Helen Warren, Barbara E. Waterman, Elsie C. 
Woodzell, and John Zirnheld. 


BOSNIA 


SPEECH OF 


HON. JOHN P. MURTHA 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 31, 1998 


Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, | include the fol- 
lowing speech by retired General George 
Joulwan, who was Supreme Allied Com- 
mander in Europe from 1993-1997 and the 
overall commander for NATO's forces in Bos- 
nia. 

This is one of the best assessments of the 
situation there that | have heard. 


What a great introduction! Thanks. And 
though I do not need to tell this group, you 
are indeed fortunate to be represented in 
Washington by Congressman Jack Murtha. 
Not only is he devoted to his district in west- 
ern Pennsylvania, but he is absolutely dedi- 
cated to the security of our Nation. In my 7 
years as a CINC, as commander-in-chief of 
U.S. forces in both Central and South Amer- 
ica and in Europe, Middle East and Africa— 
no other Member of Congress was more sup- 
portive than Jack Murtha. He cares deeply 
about this country and he cares deeply for 
the young men and women who wear the uni- 
form of our country. I want to thank him 
personally for his support—and on behalf of 
the millions of troops I was privileged to 
command. 

Let me also say a special word about Mrs. 
Murtha. She, too, cares about both Country 
and Community. Her dedication to the Girl 
Scouts of America here in Johnstown is in- 
dicative of her concern for the youth and fu- 
ture leaders of our Country. Thank you—for 
your interest, commitment, and concern. I 
might add that another reason I am here is 
that I am the father of three daughters—all 
three were in the Girl Scouts. And that in- 
cluded girl scout troops when we were sta- 
tioned in Europe. The Girl Scout experience 
instilled poise, self esteem and character 
into my daughters. It was a wonderful foun- 
dation on which to build as one matures. All 
three are graduated from college—Penn 
State, I might add—and all three are mar- 
ried. And I have two granddaughters who 
soon also will be girl scouts. So it is indeed 
a pleasure to be here. 

So I am pleased to be here with people who 
truly care about young children and our 
country. And I thank you for all you are 
doing. And it is in that spirit that I want to 
talk to you tonight. As a former Supreme 
Allied Commander in Europe and as a father 
and grandfather. 

My purpose tonight is to discuss a true 
success story for the United States and Eu- 
rope—Bosnia. Bosnia is important to the 
United States and to NATO and the world be- 
cause it symbolizes a new era in preventive 
defense—that is to prevent conflict rather 
than to fight a war. And that concept is im- 
portant to you here in Johnstown who suf- 
fered more from casualties in the Gulf War 
than any other district in America. Bosnia is 
also important because even though Amer- 
ican leadership is crucial, Europeans are pro- 
viding the bulk of the troops—to include 
Russia. And Bosnia is important because 
with success in Bosnia a new security ar- 
rangement is possible for Europe. A security 
arrangement for the 21st Century built on 
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democratization and free enterprise; on mu- 
tual trust and confidence and on freedom, 
justice and liberty. This is what General 
Marshall envisioned in the Marshall Plan of 
1947. 50 years later we have the opportunity 
to realize Marshall's dream. That's why we 
must get it right in Bosnia. And the main 
message I want to leave with you is the abso- 
lute need for clarity of mission and purpose 
by our political authorities anytime we com- 
mit young American men and women in 
harm's way. And as we are on the verge of a 
new phase in Bosnia, my purpose this 
evening is to share with you my thoughts on 
the way ahead. 

I will do so as one who was closely involved 
with the Dayton Accords and as one who was 
overall responsible for the NATO and mili- 
tary operations in Bosnia. As one who 
strongly believes in the importance of U.S. 
leadership and involvement in not only 
fighting and winning our nation’s wars but 
being proactive in preventing deadly con- 
flict. And as one who sees a genuine oppor- 
tunity for peace, stability, and a better life 
for all the people of Bosnia. To achieve this 
stability we along with our NATO allies and 
partners have taken risks for peace in Bos- 
nia—and continue to do so today. 

It is interesting that as we meet tonight, 
planners from 36 countries are meeting at 
my former headquarters in Mons Belgium to 
determine the force structure for the next 
phase. I started this process nearly three 
years ago and it works. Indeed European 
forces will comprise nearly 80% of the new 
force for SFOR after June of this year. And 
U.S. forces will drop from 8,500 to about 6,000. 
But the issue that still needs to be answered 
is “to do what?” 

When the President agreed to keep Amer- 
ican troops in Bosnia beyond June of 1998, he 
did so in principle” pending clarity on the 
missions to be assigned to the follow-on 
force. The President was right to do so. As 
the vanguard of NATO, U.S. troops are essen- 
tial to the consolidation of the gains that 
have been made since Dayton and to the nur- 
turing of peace and stability in the Balkans. 
It is doubtful whether the peace will hold 
without the presence of outside military 
forces. Now the President needs to assure the 
American people, Congress, and, more impor- 
tant, the troops, that the mission and tasks 
to be performed after June are spelled out 
before the final decision is made to keep 
American forces on the ground in Bosnia. 
Not to do so can result in failure and un- 
wanted casualties. 

As one who had the responsibility for pro- 
viding military advice on the implementa- 
tion force (IFOR) and the stabilization force 
(SFOR) to the President as well as the 16 na- 
tions of NATO, I suggest that a comprehen- 
sive dialogue take place for the next phase of 
the operation. When I briefed the President 
and his advisers in the oval office in Novem- 
ber 1995, I recommended the following condi- 
tions be met for the commitment of U.S. 
troops: Clarity of mission and purpose, unity 
of command, robust rules of engagement and 
timely political decisions. The President 
agreed with the comprehensive military plan 
based on those conditions as did the 16 na- 
tions of NATO. As a result, when the NATO- 
led force deployed to Bosnia in December of 
1995 and the U.S. troops crossed the Sava 
River, we did so with great confidence and 
determination because the mission was clear 
and the troops were well trained for the 
tasks assigned. Despite dire predictions, the 
multinational force was successful in accom- 
plishing all tasks assigned and without, to 
date, one hostile death casualty. That’s 855 
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days! That’s because we did it right. And we 
need to do it right in the next phase of the 
operation beyond June 1998. 


Given the conditions mentioned above, 
what then should be the issues for the post 
June 1998 commitment of U.S. forces to Bos- 
nia? The key question that must be answered 
is the specific mission of the follow-on force. 
In November 1996 when the decision was 
made to down size IFOR from 60,000 to an 
SFOR of 30,000, I had several sessions with 
NATO and U.S. decision makers on the mis- 
sions to be performed. To determine the size 
of SFOR I asked the 16 ambassadors of 
NATO’s North Atlantic Council three ques- 
tions. Do you want SFOR to hunt down and 
arrest indicted war criminals? Do you want 
SFOR to perform civil police functions? And 
do you want SFOR to forcibly return refu- 
gees to their homes? The answer to all three 
questions was no. Indeed the written polit- 
ical guidance of 26 November 1996 from the 
Council reflected this intent of NATO's polit- 
ical authorities. If the answers were yes then 
I would have recommended additional troops 
and training. Those same questions need to 
be addressed now before a decision is made to 
extend the mandate beyond June. The an- 
swers to these questions must provide clear 
political instructions so that the senior mili- 
tary leadership can give the best advice to 
our political authorities on the force re- 
quired to do the tasks assigned, the re- 
sources needed, and the risks involved. Most 
important, such guidance will provide the 
framework to train the force to the tasks. 
And it is training that is absolutely para- 
mount for our forces in Bosnia—train to mis- 
sion enhances mission success and minimizes 
casualties. 


Clarity of mission is also needed because 
SFOR is a multinational operation. 36 na- 
tions contribute forces. Over 75% of the 
SFOR is from nations other than the United 
States. Indeed NATO’s Partnership for Peace 
initiative is bearing fruit in Bosnia. There is 
a Russian brigade conducting joint patrols in 
the American sector; I had a Russian general 
on my staff as my deputy; Ukrainian troops 
are in Mostar; and Polish soldiers work 
along side those from Scandinavian coun- 
tries. As a result of our success to date in 
Bosnia, mutual trust and confidence is being 
developed between former adversaries. An 
unprecedented number of treaties are being 
signed between countries that for centuries 
have been bitter enemies. NATO is now 
ready to admit three new members-—Poland, 
Czech Republic, and Hungary. Stability and 
democracy are taking root in Eastern and 
central Europe. But the path for long term 
security in Europe goes through Bosnia. 


It is in this larger context that Bosnia is 
important. NATO's credibility and relevance 
are on the line in Bosnia. Therefore the 
tasks and missions need to be understood 
and debated now. And we must get it right 
not only for the military but primarily for 
civilian implementation as well. Again, let 
me be more specific. 


Under the Dayton accord the military 
force provides a secure environment for the 
international police force (IPTF), the UN 
High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), 
and other UN and international agencies to 
operate. It does so by ensuring the military 
and paramilitary forces of the former war- 
ring factions do not engage in hostilities, 
conducts over a hundred patrols a day, mon- 
itors 600 heavy weapon storage areas, and 
within capabilities provides assistance to 
civil agencies. On the latter task the support 
has been significant; 60 bridges have been 
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built, 2500 kilometers of road paved, four air- 
ports opened, and significant support pro- 
vided to the High Representative and inter- 
national organizations. Three elections held 
in Bosnia in the past two years were success- 
ful in large part due to IFOR and SFOR sup- 
port. Another question that must be an- 
swered therefore, is to what extent the new 
military force will support civilian tasks in 
Bosnia. The military force required to carry 
out those tasks is significant. While I accept 
the need for soldiers to provide a secure envi- 
ronment for civilian agencies, it is also im- 
portant for civilian agencies to have a sense 
of urgency in meeting the goals set forth in 
Dayton. There were 11 annexes in the Dayton 
Agreement—only one applies to the military, 
the other 10 are the responsibility of civilian 
agencies. As we enter the next phase clear 
milestones should be established and met by 
civil agencies and organizations. An inte- 
grated civil-military plan must be developed 
for all facets of the Bosnia mission. I say 
this because the military can create an ab- 
sence of war; but only the civilian agencies 
and the ethnic groups themselves can bring 
true peace. And one of the critical areas that 
needs to be addressed now is that of the po- 
lice. 

If the political authorities in Washington 
and Brussels want the new military force to 
assume other tasks such as internal police 
functions, then Washington and the North 
Atlantic Council need to clearly state that 
mission. Surely there is a requirement for a 
robust functioning police force in Bosnia. 
Crime and corruption are rampant. Custom 
violations are the norm. Citizens are intimi- 
dated and refugees are denied returning to 
their homes. But is the military force the 
right organization to do police actions? Tem- 
porarily seizing radio towers is one thing; ar- 
resting citizens and shooting rubber bullets 
into an unarmed mob is yet another. The 
President made the point in his December 
speech when he called for a ‘self-sustaining 
secure environment in Bosnia that will allow 
us to remove our troops“. I agree. Therefore, 
a key issue for discussion before our troops 
are committed beyond June is what is the fu- 
ture security plan for Bosnia that will meet 
the President’s objective? 

Right now a capability gap exists between 
the heavily armed troops of SFOR and the 
unarmed international police task force 
(IPTF). In two years the IPTF has never ex- 
ceeded 2000 police from over 20 nations and 
funding has been very difficult to obtain. 
What the President needs to insist on is a 
more robust role for the international police 
and a sense of urgency is establishing a 
multiethnic police academy that graduates 
500-800 professional police every three 
months. Not to do so only ensures that the 
military force will slide down the slippery 
slope and become policemen without ade- 
quate training and rules of engagement. And 
without a long-term security plan, the prob- 
ability increases that US and NATO forces 
will remain for a very long time in Bosnia. 
But there is an alternative—an armed inter- 
national police force. 

The armed international police force could 
come from several of our allies and partners 
and perform the critical policing functions 
until sufficient local police trained by the 
IPTF graduated from the police academy. 
France, Belgium, Italy and Germany have 
highly regarded paramilitary police forces. 
Organized in battalions, properly armed and 
equipped, these paramilitary police are ex- 
actly what is needed for the next phase in 
Bosnia. Many of these organizations are now 
under the ministers of defense in their re- 
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spective countries and routinely work side 
by side with the military. The armed inter- 
national police force should come under the 
command and control of the military com- 
mand in Bosnia and thereby preserve the 
principle of unity of command. An inte- 
grated staff would ensure tasks were under- 
stood and assigned to the right organization. 

With an armed international police force, 
the capability gap between the unarmed 
IPTF and the heavily armed NATO force is 
filled. The armed international police force 
could operate within the secure environment 
of the military force and with the local po- 
lice assist in crowd control, return of refu- 
gees, and other police functions. With an 
armed international police force in place 
plus a sense of urgency in graduating profes- 
sional local police from an IPTF monitored 
police academy, then it is possible to see an 
eventual end to a large military presence in 
Bosnia. Of course, some officials within our 
own government would prefer to give police 
tasks to our soldiers—and so would several 
of our allies. If that is the case—and if the 
President agrees—then the administration 
should clearly make known the police func- 
tion requirement before the decision is final 
to extend the force beyond June 1998. But 
soldiers generally make poor policemen. Law 
and order need to be institutionalized with 
the support of an armed international police 
force. However, if the President and the Alli- 
ance want to give the military police func- 
tions then let's get the mission clear now 
and not back into it after June. 

Another issue that requires discussion is 
the role of the follow-on force in hunting 
down and arresting indicated war criminals 
such as Radovan Karadzic and General 
Mladic. Certainly these indicated war crimi- 
nals need to be brought to justice before the 
international tribunal at The Hague. Right 
now the NATO-led force is restricted in what 
actions it can take in actively conducting 
operations against those accused of brutal 
atrocities in this war. Those restrictions 
were imposed by the 16 nations of NATO. In- 
deed, Dayton places responsibility for bring- 
ing war criminals to justice on the parties 
who signed the agreement—Presidents 
Milosevic, Tudgman and Itzebegovic. But 
SFOR will do all within its mandate to bring 
indicated war criminals to justice as was 
done recently in Prejidor and Vitez. How- 
ever, if the political authorities want the 
military multinational force to hunt down 
and arrest Karadic and Mladic then that 
guidance must be given in the written man- 
date from the North Atlantic Council of 
which the United States is a leading mem- 
ber. Given that clarity, the military authori- 
ties will generate the force, request the re- 
sources, identify the risks, develop action- 
able intelligence, and when the political de- 
cision is made will execute the mission. 

As I said, clearly war criminals belong be- 
fore the Internationa] Tribunal in the Hague, 
Netherlands. And I strongly believe we need 
to be proactive in doing so. In fact in Novem- 
ber 1996 I presented a plan to the head of the 
International Tribunal Judge Goldstone and 
his successor Judge Arbor on how NATO 
could assist in apprehending indicated war 
criminals and stay within its mandate. The 
plan called a force of police or military other 
than SFOR; formed and trained outside Bos- 
nia; and committed to arrest indicted war 
criminals to include Karadic and Mladic 
whenever there were actionable intelligence. 
SFOR would form the outer ring of protec- 
tion for this apprehension force and coordi- 
nate the action. Last March we began plan- 
ning and training for the first operation 
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under the new plan. The targets were two 
war criminals identified in sealed indict- 
ments—that is the war criminals did not 
know they were indicated and subject to ap- 
prehension. 

Since the two suspected war criminals 
were in the British sector, the United King- 
dom had the lead. We began an intensive in- 
telligence collection effort to locate the two 
suspects. I spend a great deal of time coordi- 
nating with the Secretary General of NATO 
to ensure that clarity of mission and the po- 
litical guidance were sufficient. Indeed, I 
briefed the President of the United States in 
Madrid in July. I told both that if there was 
any reaction by the Serbs to attack SFOR I 
would immediately respond with air strikes. 
Both agreed. The only deviation from prior 
guidance I made was that the military would 
determine the time and place for apprehen- 
sion. This was to protect the troops and to 
improve our chances for success with min- 
imum civilian casualties. Once we had good 
intelligence the force was formed and 
trained in June in the UK; deployed to Bos- 
nia on July 9; conducted its mission on July 
10 and withdrew on July 11. In this encounter 
one of the indicated war criminals drew a 
pistol and fired at the British soldiers 
wounding one of them. The British returned 
fire and killed the indicated war criminal. 
Thus are the hazards of conflict. If we had 
listened to the media and other critics who 
thought you could send two soldiers to a cafe 
where the indicated criminals were drinking 
coffee—tap them on the shoulder and arrest 
them we would have two dead soldiers. I 
value our soldiers lives to risk them so fool- 
ishly. We did it right in Prejidor. And subse- 
quently, it was done right in Vitez and just 
last week again in the British sector. If the 
political authorities want SFOR to do more 
in the next phase then make it clear in the 
written guidance. This assures political, as 
well as, military accountability. No more 
Somalis! 

The long range security plan the President 
has called for also should include the evo- 
lution and role of the militaries in Bosnia. 
National institutions in addition to entity 
security structures need to be developed. A 
national level Minister of Defense and joint 
staff and commanders should be the objec- 
tive. NATO's Partnership for Peace (PfP) ini- 
tiative could be used to encourage the devel- 
opment of national security institutions. 
The three ethnic groups have all expressed 
interest in joining their neighbors in the PfP 
program. In time, NATO and 27 partner na- 
tions could be exercising, conducting semi- 
nars, and building trust and confidence with 
a multiethnic military in Bosnia. With a 
continuing NATO PfP presence in Bosnia the 
need for a large armed NATO force could be 
significantly reduced over the long term. In- 
deed the Partnership for Peace initiative 
could be used as an incentive for Sarajevo, 
Zagreb and Belgrade to join the rest of Eu- 
rope in accepting the basic principles of re- 
spect for international boundaries, human 
rights, and democratic norms. This is an ef- 
fective means by which to transition to what 
the President called a “self-sustaining se- 
cure environment“ in Bosnia. 

Let me briefly summarize: It is important 
that the missions and the tasks for the fol- 
low-on force in Bosnia be clear before the 
final decision is made. That an armed inter- 
national police force be formed to work with 
the NATO force and the IPTF to develop a 
“self-sustaining security environment in 
Bosnia”. That clear political guidance be 
given on hunting down war criminals, police 
functions, and forcibly returning refugees. 
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That the Partnership for Peace initiative be 
offered as an incentive for Sarajevo, Bel- 
grade and Zagreb to join their neighbors in 
Europe in respect for borders, human rights, 
and democratic principles. To provide this 
clarity now creates the best conditions for 
success in Bosnia. 

Ladies and gentlemen, much has been ac- 
complished over the past two years in 
NATO's first operational mission since its 
inception. Optimism has replaced pessimism; 
hope has replaced despair for the people of 
Bosnia, The United States and its partners 
have demonstrated their ability to respond 
to the new threats that confront the Euro- 
Atlantic community and the world. Within 
the framework of NATO, American political 
and military leadership have been instru- 
mental in providing the resolve and re- 
sources to create the conditions for success 
in Bosnia. This has been done with candor, 
compassion, vision and clarity. And our 
troops, along with those of 36 nations to in- 
clude Russia, have performed superbly for 
over two years. It truly is one team with one 
mission! A new security framework for con- 
flict prevention in Europe will result with 
the success of this multinational force. But 
it is important that the United States stay 
engaged—not as the world’s policeman, but 
the world’s leader. 

The President is right to stay the course in 
NATO. But this important mission requires 
thoughtful consideration before final ap- 
proval. It must be based on well considered 
tasks for all those who continue the tedious 
and potentially dangerous work of building 
the foundation for a lasting and truly self- 
sustaining peace in Bosnia. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I was a 2d lieuten- 
ant in Germany when the Berlin Wall was 
being built and a LTG Corps Commander in 
the famous Fulda Gap when it was torn 
down. I saw Germany reunited and Russian 
troops depart from Central Europe. As Su- 
preme Commander, I witnessed NATO's tran- 
sition in mission and structure to a new 
NATO but one built on the rock solid founda- 
tion of the past-shared ideals and values, and 
mutual respect and confidence. Indeed, these 
are exciting times! There is unprecedented 
opportunity for peace stability and pros- 
perity in a Europe that has seen two World 
Wars and millions of death in this Century. 
We can enter the 2lst Century with great 
hope for our children and our grandchildren. 
It has been my privilege to serve my Country 
for 40 years to create this opportunity for 
peace and freedom. We must not fail. And 
with the help of patriotic citizens as we find 
here in Johnstown, Pennsylvania, I know we 
will succeed. I urge you to stay involved and 
interested in world affairs, to commit your- 
selves to make the world a safer, better 
place. I know you will. God bless you for 
your support of our troops and of our great 
nation. Thanks for what you're doing for the 
young people of Johnstown. And thank you 
for keeping Jack Murtha in the Congress of 
the United States. 

Retired General George Joulwan was Su- 
preme Allied Commander, Europe from 1993- 
1997 and the overall commander for NATO's 
forces in Bosnia. 


EARTH DAY 
HON. BOB SCHAFFER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, today is Earth Day, a day to cele- 
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brate environmental stewardship, care for the 
land, preserving America’s scenic beauty, and 
responsibly managing our precious natural re- 
sources and values. Like most Americans, | 
am committed to achieving the highest stand- 
ards of environmental protection and wise use 
of our resources. 

| know that we cannot have a strong, pros- 
perous America if we do not preserve our nat- 
ural resources. | also know that prosperity and 
a clean environment is not an either- or“ prop- 
osition. We can have both if we are true to a 
few core American values of: accountability for 
results, personal and community responsibility, 
honest dialogue and effective use of our entre- 
preneurial spirit through sound science and 
technological advances. 

It is clear that responsible values and stew- 
ardship lay the foundation for a better environ- 
ment and a stronger economy. | am pleased 
to submit the remarks of Thomas J. Donohue, 
the President and CEO of the U.S. Chamber 
of Commerce on Earth Day for the RECORD. | 
applaud Mr. Donohue and the U.S. Chamber 
for their efforts to promote a better environ- 
ment through industry and innovation. 


A BUSINESS VIEW OF EARTH DAY 98: TIME FOR 
A NEW GENERATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
SAFEGUARDS 
My very first day on the job as the new 

president and CEO of the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce fell on September 1 of last year, 
which just happened to be Labor Day. We 
marked that occasion with a vigorous series 
of speeches, media interviews and other ac- 
tivities. Some thought that was kind of curi- 
ous. They weren’t used to seeing business 
step forward on Labor Day to speak out 
about policies affecting workers. 

Now, as America prepares to observe Earth 
Day 1998 this Wednesday, I suspect that 
again, many will wonder what business has 
to offer on a day typically reserved for re- 
flections, predictions—and yes, accusations— 
by those associated with environmental 
causes. 

In fact, business normally hides on Earth 
Day. It’s an understandable reaction, given 
the eagerness of some environmentalists to 
vilify business as the malevolent, profit-hun- 
gry force behind all our environmental prob- 
lems. 

Well, I want Earth Day 1998 to be remem- 
bered as the occasion when business came 
out of hiding and moved off the defensive. 

We have progress to report and a good 
story to tell. We also have a warning to 
sound and a constructive proposal to make. 
Above all, as the institution that has 
brought unparalleled prosperity to our coun- 
try—and, which over the last decade has 
spent at least one trillion dollars to clean 
the air, water and land—we have earned the 
right to be heard. And we will be. 

And so today, I would like to: First, report 
on the tremendous environmental progress 
this nation has made and why. Second, ex- 
plain why new regulatory proposals pushed 
by the EPA and the administration, as well 
as the global environmental community, will 
stall further environmental cleanup—and, 
hurt our society's ability to pay for it. And 
third, discuss a new approach to environ- 
mental management going forward. 

I. THE STATE OF THE ENVIRONMENT—1998 

To best determine how to move forward on 
environmental policy, Americans need to 
fully understand just now far we’ve come. 

The environment is much cleaner and safer 
than 30 years ago. It is an impressive story. 
Let me give you the highlights: 
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Water 


Since the inception of the Clean Water Act 
in 1972, 93% of businesses are in significant 
compliance with the law. 

Point source pollution has been reduced 
dramatically. More than 1 billion pounds of 
toxic pollution have been prevented from en- 
tering the nation’s waters each year due to 
the wastewater standards put in place over 
the past generation. 

More than 64,000 major industrial per- 
mits—agreements between companies and 
the government—are now in place to control 
discharges. 

As of 1996, the business community’s an- 
nual investment in clean water reached $50 
billion. 

Air 

Air quality has also improved dramati- 
cally. Since 1970, emissions of lead have vir- 
tually disappeared, emissions of particulate 
matter have decreased by 78%, and total 
emissions of six common air pollutants have 
declined by an average of 24%. Since 1980, 
sulfur dioxide emissions from electric power 
plants have been cut in half. 

These improvements have occurred even as 
the U.S. economy, as measured by GDP, grew 
by 104%, the population rose by 29%, and the 
number of motor vehicle miles driven in- 
creased by 121%, according to EPA. 

The business community’s annual con- 
tribution to cleaner air as of 1994 is $25 bil- 
lion, 


Land 
Prior to 1976, solid and hazardous waste in 
the United States went literally 


unmanaged—other than private and munic- 
ipal haulers picking up household waste. It 
was estimated that there were over 17,000 
open dumps. 

Little attention was paid to hazardous 
waste either and the health impacts were un- 
known. The first law that was enacted to 
regulate the transportation, treatment, stor- 
age and disposal of hazardous waste, the Re- 
source Conservation and Recovery Act 
(“RCRA”), was supported by industry, to 
prevent any one state becoming a dumping 
ground for the waste from other states. 

Today there are no known open dumps 
being allowed to operate in the United 
States. As for hazardous waste, its improper 
disposal is virtually non-existent. 

What accounts for such substantial 
progress in cleaning the water, air and land? 
The simple, easy and wrong answer is that 
government is responsible because it forced 
businesses, consumers and communities to 
act. Speaking for business, there were times 
when companies had to be nudged or even 
pushed into action. But on other occasions 
business led the way. And, in two critical re- 
spects, it was business that gave our nation 
the resources and the tools to succeed. I’m 
talking about unparalleled economic pros- 
perity and the world’s best technology. 

It is only because of the wealth created by 
our enterprise that we have been able to in- 
vest at least a trillion dollars into making 
the United States one of the cleanest envi- 
ronments on earth. Without a strong econ- 
omy and without the advances in science and 
technology, we would have the horrendous 
pollution problems of the developing world. 
Clearly, the stronger the economy, the 
cleaner the environment. 

You will not see this business organization 
asking the American people to sacrifice envi- 
ronmental quality for the sake of economic 
prosperity—our message is you cannot have 
one without the other. A growing economy 
pays the bills for environmental cleanup. 
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And a clean, healthy environment spawns 

profitable new industries and technologies— 

technologies we can export—adding immeas- 
urably to the health, productivity and qual- 
ity of life of workers and their families. 

With our technological base, it is business 
that developed the tools to enhance environ- 
mental protection at less cost to govern- 
ment, taxpayers and consumers. Environ- 
mental technology is a key growth sector of 
the economy—nearly 1.3 million Americans 
are employed by more than 50,000 private en- 
vironmental technology companies nation- 
wide. 

U. THE WRONG APPROACH GOING FORWARD: 
NAAQS, GLOBAL WARMING, ENVIRONMENTAL 
JUSTICE 
Cleaner air, cleaner water, cleaner land— 

the existing system of permits and controls 

has scored all of the easy gains on each of 
these fronts. But now, the law of diminishing 
returns has kicked-in. For example, al- 
though 90% of gains achieved in water qual- 
ity enhancement occurred between 1972 and 

1990, we are spending $50 billion annually on 

pollution control investments and complying 

with thousands of pages of new EPA regula- 
tions, to achieve little additional protection 
of health and the environment. 

Some laws have never gotten off the 
ground. The Superfund law is a prime exam- 
ple of a complicated law, lacking common 
sense and designed solely to punish. That ap- 
proach has never worked and never will 
work. 

Let's just look at the facts. Superfund has 
been around since 1980. Of the 1200 sites on 
the National Priority List, only about 200 of 
them have been cleaned up and that was at 
a cost of $32 billion. Depending on what 
study one relies on, somewhere between 50% 
and 70% of the money expended on this dys- 
functional program has been spent on trans- 
actional costs—on lawsuits, lawyers and con- 
sultants. 

The regulatory trend has been toward 
more stringent controls, more prescriptive 
standards of performance, and new fines and 
penalties—even when compliance is high. 
The concept of “compliance” has come to 
mean adherence to a rigid process, rather 
than achieving environmental outcomes. 
Clearly, this top down, command-and-control 
approach has outlived its usefulness. 

Environmental regulators should be look- 
ing at new approaches for scoring gains that 
are increasingly complex, incremental and 
hard to come by. Unfortunately, they seem 
to be leaping headlong in the opposite direc- 
tion—toward more bureaucratic control, 
even on a global scale. Where common sense, 
cooperation and pragmatism should prevail, 
they seem content to rely on the most pro- 
vocative sound bite, the scariest headline 
and the squishiest science. 

NAAQS—For example, EPA’s new clean air 
rules clearly illustrate just how far Wash- 
ington regulators can stray from reality and 
common sense. Just as businesses and com- 
munities were working to reach the very am- 
bitious clean air standards set in 1990, EPA 
simply changed the definition of clean air 
and moved the goalposts, throwing every- 
one’s good faith plans and programs into 
doubt. Many of EPA’s own scientists have 
questioned the basis for thee new rules 
which, through regulatory sleight-of-hand, 
could well quadruple the number of areas 
thrown out of clean air compliance, thus 
crippling their economic development plans. 

On top of all that, EPA has proposed new 
haze regulations that further complicate the 
ability of businesses and communities to 
meet environmental mandates. 
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Global Warming—Then there’s the issue of 
global climate change. Before we allow a 
group of nations under the banner of the 
United Nations to impose what would be, in 
effect, a $30,000 tax on each American house- 
hold over the next twenty years, we need to 
make sure that the sky is really falling this 
time around. Let me explain. 

In the 1930's this nation experienced its 
first global warming scare—that’s right, I 
said the 1930s! Then, as now, temperatures 
rose for several years in a row and artificial 
gases were alleged to be the cause. Then, as 
now, there were cries that human activity 
was destroying the earth. 

The only problem was that by 1940 it start- 
ed getting colder. By 1977 we experienced the 
coldest winter of the century. Some environ- 
mentalists said we were entering a new Ice 
Age. —and Congress even held hearings to 
bemoan the fact that the earth seemed to be 
getting colder and colder. 

By the mid-1980's the forecast had 
changed—the weather was getting warmer 
and the cries of Global Warming” were re- 
newed. 

Science is on both sides of the issue. To me 
that suggests we need a reasoned debate— 
not the kind of approach taken by Interior 
Secretary Bruce Babbitt who when dis- 
cussing global warming, accused business of 
being un- American.“ ! Nothing sells like 
fear, but this kind of scapegoating does not 
exactly foster a positive dialogue. 

As a business leader I caution the United 
States not to commit to actions that will 
sink our economy while doing little to pro- 
tect our environment. We should not allow 
the United Nations to control our domestic 
policy or usurp our national sovereignty. 
That is what Kyoto would do since much of 
the developing world would be exempt from 
the treaty’s harsh edicts. Instead of dividing 
the world into winners and losers, why not 
adopt a win-win approach with a strong em- 
phasis on the export of our environmental 
technologies to dirtier developing nations? 

Environmental Justice—Now, let me also dis- 
cuss a proposal that ought to disturb all 
Americans who are interested in creating a 
more broadly based prosperity that leaves no 
one behind. 

On February 5, 1998, EPA issued an interim 
Guidance Document on so-called Environ- 
mental Justice. Under EPA’s doctrine, the 
federal government establishes a new proce- 
dure under which individuals, in low-income 
or minority areas, can bring lawsuits against 
states and local governments and can de- 
mand that these governmental agencies im- 
pose special conditions on facilities oper- 
ating in those areas. In fact, EPA can even 
require that companies located in these 
areas undertake actions to mitigate impacts 
of industry that may have operated in the 
area for decades. This would add great cost 
to companies that might not have even been 
there when the land was polluted. 

For the last decade Congress has enacted 
laws to create empowerment zones and en- 
terprise communities to help minorities and 
welfare recipients get into private sector 
jobs. Congress has created tax benefits, job 
training, tax-exempt bond financing, loan 
guarantees, block grants, technical assist- 
ance and help with locating private sources 
of capital to encourage companies to locate 
in low income and minority communities. 

Environmental Justice as proposed by the 
Administration is not only contrary to these 
efforts to create new jobs in low income and 
minority areas; it is a policy that will drive 
existing good paying jobs out of those areas. 

The Administration ought to reexamine its 
policy. It is already having a terrible effect 
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on economic opportunity. For example, EPA 
is trying to stop the Shinteck project in 
Louisiana, a $700 million state of the art 
PVC plant. In communities outside of Chi- 
cago and Philadelphia, under the guise of en- 
vironmental justice, surrounding residents 
are trying to bankrupt facilities costing sev- 
eral hundred million dollars apiece. Who 
wants this justice that deprives low-income 
workers and minorities good paying jobs, a 
solid tax base in their communities, and in- 
vestment? 

This is not justice—it’s economic, social 
and environmental insanity. Businesses will 
be left with no other option than to move 
jobs and opportunities out of the areas that 
need them the most. The only beneficiaries 
of this misguided policy will be the plain- 
tiffs attorneys who will enjoy yet another 
windfall of lawsuits. 

III. A NEW GENERATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL 

MANAGEMENT 

The reality is that the major threat to en- 
vironmental progress is the tired laws and 
regulatory programs that have brought us as 
far as they can but which will actually in- 
hibit future advances. Today we have a regu- 
latory approach that no longer provides the 
trust that is necessary for the proper man- 
agement of our environment. The regulated 
community and many in the states do not 
trust EPA. EPA does not trust the regulated 
community or the states. Business does not 
trust the environmentalists and the environ- 
mentalists do not trust anyone. 

And so American business is today asking 
the Clinton administration to join us in hon- 
oring Earth Day 1998 in a truly significant 
way—by embracing a new approach to envi- 
ronmental management which expends re- 
sources on priority health risks rather than 
perceived or unproven risks that have emo- 
tional appeal. What are the key elements of 
this approach? 

First, clear and realistic goals should be set— 
with the emphasis on results, not paperwork 
and bureaucracy. Present laws and regula- 
tions have us bogged down in minutiae—we 
literally cannot see the forest for the trees. 
Setting goals would help in allocating re- 
sources and would deliver a bigger bang for 
the buck. It would also expose the confusing 
patchwork of overlapping—even con- 
flicting—laws, regulations, and guidelines; 

Second, only the best science and most effec- 
tive technologies should be used when making 
decisions and establishing action plans. The in- 
flexible language of environmental statutes 
and rules often prohibit agencies and regu- 
lated businesses from taking advantage of 
new technologies. For example, an experi- 
mental project at Amoco’s Yorktown, VA re- 
finery found that EPA regulations made the 
company spend $95 million on required clean- 
ups when alternate ways not only would 
have been more effective, but would also 
have cost only 15% of that. 

Next, cost-benefit analysis, risk assessment, 
and other analytical tools must be deployed to 
help us prioritize environmental cleanup re- 
sources. EPA provided cost-benefit estimates 
for fewer than half of its 430 planned major 
rules for 1998. 

Next, we need customized tools and strategies 
for preventing pollution at specific sites. This is 
a case where one size fits nobody. In order to 
do this, we need to break down legal barriers 
that currently inhibit diverse approaches to 
environmental management. 

Finally, federal regulators should view 
state and local government and the private sec- 
tor are allies, not adversaries. Businesses, 
farmers, homeowners, and state and local 
government should be enlisted in this effort 


6506 


as partners, because those closest to the re- 

source manage it the best. This requires a 

shift in the Washington-knows-best attitude. 
CONCLUSION 


Going forward, we need an environmental 
policy that values performance over paper- 
work. We need regulations based on hard 
numbers, clear goals and sound science. We 
need realistic targets and maximum flexi- 
bility as to how companies and communities 
can reach these targets. We need a new spirit 
of cooperation between EPA, the regulated 
community and the states. And we must 
fully encourage and embrace the promise of 
technology. Its role in future environmental 
progress and U.S. economic leadership can- 
not be overstated. 

Adopt this program and business will con- 
tinue to deliver a cleaner environment, just 
as we have done for nearly three decades. 

On Earth Day two years ago, EPA Admin- 
istrator Carol Browner said “the past 25 
years have left us with a complex and un- 
wieldy system of laws and regulations and 
increasing conflict over how we achieve envi- 
ronmental protection. The result of this his- 
tory? An adversarial system of environ- 
mental policy. A system built on distrust. 
And too little environmental protection at 
too high a cost.“ 

I couldn’t agree more. And so I will seek 
the earliest opportunity to meet with Ms. 
Browner, Vice President Al Gore and his re- 
inventing government’ team to give both 
the regulators and the regulated a chance to 
put all their cards on the table—to seriously 
and realistically discuss how we can proceed 
in the future to build on the solid environ- 
mental gains we've made in the past. And 
since the states play such a key role in im- 
plementing environmental rules, I believe 
the governors, through the National Gov- 
ernors Association, should be involved in 
these discussions as well. 

Working together, we can fashion the tools 
needed for a new millennium of environ- 
mental stewardship, one that won't sacrifice 
our economy or our environment. A pros- 
perous economy pays the bills and develops 
the technologies for a clean environment. A 
clean environment makes all the hard work 
that goes into economic growth worth- 
while—because it affords us all a healthy and 
enjoyable quality of life. It's time to bridge 
that gulf that has separated these two great 
goals for so long. It’s time to see economic 
opportunity and environmental quality as 
indivisible parts of the same great dream— 
the American dream. 

Mr. Speaker, environmentalism for the next 
century should focus on core American values 
and produce tangible results, rather than bu- 
reaucratic command-and-control regulation. As 
Thomas Donohue of the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce points out, personal responsibility 
is the key to the new environmental steward- 
ship. It is the efforts that adequately involve 
local communities, stakeholders and the 
American public that promise a cleaner envi- 
ronment, a stronger economy, and a brighter 
future. 


SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
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This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, 
April 23, 1998, may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD. 


EEE 


MEETINGS SCHEDULED 


APRIL 27 
2:00 p.m. 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings to examine Department 
of Justice prosecution trends. 
SD-226 


APRIL 28 


9:30 a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings to examine possible 
problems relating to the Year 2000 com- 
puter conversion. 
SR-253 
10:00 a.m. 
Budget 
To hold hearings to examine Japan’s eco- 
nomic difficulties and their potential 
United States impact. 
SD-608 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
to reform bankruptcy law provisions. 
SD-226 
Labor and Human Resources 
To hold hearings to examine reading and 
literacy initiatives. 
SD-430 
Small Business 
To hold hearings to examine environ- 
mental compliance tools for small 
business. 
SR-428A 
2:00 p.m. 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings on S.J. Res. 44, pro- 
posing an amendment to the Constitu- 
tion of the United States to protect the 
rights of crime victims. 
SD-226 
2:30 p.m. 
Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the 
United States Agency for International 
Development. 
SD-192 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Science, Technology, and Space Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings to examine the Depart- 
ment of Commerce’s Federal research 
and development needs. 
SR-253 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Forests and Public Land Management Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings on S. 326, to provide for 
the reclamation of abandoned hardrock 
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mines, S. 327, to ensure that Federal 
taxpayers receive a fair return for the 
extraction of locatable minerals on 
public domain lands, and S. 1102, to 
provide a reasonable royalty from min- 
eral activities on Federal lands, to 
specify reclamation requirements for 
mineral activities on Federal lands, 
and to create a State program for the 
reclamation of abandoned hard rock 
mining sites on Federal lands. 

SD-366 


APRIL 29 


9:30 a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Communications Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine satellite re- 
form, focusing on regulation policy and 
deregulation. 
SR-253 
Indian Affairs 
To resume hearings to examine Indian 
gaming issues. 
Room to be announced 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De- 
partment of Defense, focusing on Army 
programs. 
8-192 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings to examine opportuni- 
ties for the blackmarket to raise to- 
bacco prices. 
SD-226 
Labor and Human Resources 
To hold hearings to examine proposed 
legislation relating to assistive tech- 


nology. 
SD-430 
2:00 p.m. 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings on pending nomina- 
tions. 
SD-226 
APRIL 30 
9:00 a.m. 


Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
To hold hearings to examine agricultural 
transportation issues. 


SR-332 
9:30 a.m. 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub- 
committee 


To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the 
Envrionmental Protection Agency, and 
the Council on Environmental Quality. 

SD-138 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 

To hold hearings on the nominations of 
James M. Loy, USC, to be Com- 
mandant, and James C. Card, USC, to 
be Vice Commandant, both of the 
United States Coast Guard. 

SR-253 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Forests and Public Land Management Sub- 
committee 

To resume hearings on S. 1253, to provide 
to the Federal land management agen- 
cles the authority and capability to 
manage effectively the federal lands in 
accordance with the principles of mul- 
tiple use and sustained yield. 

SD-366 
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Labor and Human Resources 
Public Health and Safety Subcommittee 
To resum hearings to examine the role of 
the Agency for Health Care Policy Re- 
search in health care quality. 
SD-~430 


10:00 a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 
SR-253 
Judiciary 
Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 
SD-226 
2:00 p.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Aviation Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
authorizing funds for the Airport Im- 
provement Program. 
SR-253 
Energy and Natural Resources 
National Parks, Historic Preservation, and 
Recreation Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on title IV of S. 1693, to 
renew, reform, reinvigorate, and pro- 
tect the National Park System, and S. 
624, to establish a competitive process 
for the awarding of concession con- 
tracts in units of the National Park 


System. 
SD-366 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings on S. 1645, to prohibit 
taking minors across State lines to 
avoid laws requiring the involvement 
of parents in abortion decisions. 
SD-226 


MAY 5 


9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Forests and Public Land Management Sub- 
committee 
To resume hearings on S. 1253, to provide 
to the Federal land management agen- 
cies the authority and capability to 
manage effectively the federal lands in 
accordance with the principles of mul- 
tiple use and sustained yield. 
SD-366 


Labor and Human Resources 
Children and Families Subcommittee 
To resume hearings on proposed legisla- 
tion authorizing funds through fiscal 
year 2002 for the Head Start program. 
SD-430 
10:30 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for foreign 
assistance programs. 
Room to be announced 
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MAY 6 


10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De- 
partment of Defense, focusing on the 
U.S. Pacific Command. 
SD-192 
2:30 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Forests and Public Land Management Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings on S. 94 and H.R. 449, 
bills to provide for the orderly disposal 
of Federal lands in Nevada, and for the 
acquisition of certain environmentally 
sensitive lands in Nevada. 
SD-366 


MAY 7 


9:00 a.m. 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
To hold hearings to examine agricultural 


trade policies. 
SR-332 
9:30 a.m. 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub- 
committee 


To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the Na- 
tional Science Foundation, and the Of- 
fice of Science and Technology. 

SD-138 
Appropriations 
Treasury, Postal Service, and General Gov- 
ernment Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the Ex- 
ecutive Office of the President. 

SD-192 
2:00 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
National Parks, Historic Preservation, and 
Recreation Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on titles VI, VU, VIII, 
and XI of S. 1693, to renew, reform, re- 
invigorate, and protect the National 
Park System. 

SD-366 


MAY 11 
2:00 p.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De- 
partment of Defense. 
SD-192 
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10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De- 
partment of Defense. 


SD-192 


MAY 14 


9:00 a.m. 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
To hold hearings on the Department of 
Agriculture’s Year 2000 compliance. 


SR-332 


2:00 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
National Parks, Historic Preservation, and 
Recreation Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on titles IX and X of S. 
1693, to renew, reform, reinvigorate, 
and protect the National Park System, 
and S. 1614, to require a permit for the 
making of motion picture, television 
program, or other forms of commercial 
visual depiction in a unit of the Na- 
tional Park System or National Wild- 
life Refuge System. 


SD-366 


MAY 21 


2:00 p.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 

Energy Research and Development, Pro- 
duction and Regulation Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 1141, to amend the 

Energy Policy Act of 1992 to take into 
account newly developed renewable 
energy- based fuels and to equalize al- 
ternative fuel vehicle acquisition in- 
centives to increase the flexibility of 
controlled fleet owners and operators, 
and S. 1418, to promote the research, 
identification, assessment, exploration, 
and development of methane hydrate 
resources, 


SD-366 


OCTOBER 6 


9:30 a.m. 
Veterans’ Affairs 
To hold joint hearings with the House 
Committee on Veterans Affairs on the 
legislative recommendations of the 
American Legion. 


345 Cannon Building 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


April 23, 1998 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, April 23, 1998 


The House met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. EWING). 


Oo 


DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER. pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
April 23, 1998. 

I hereby designate the Honorable THOMAS 
W. EwING to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


—̃ vu—3—Lv— 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Reverend James David 
Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Of all Your wonderful gifts to us, and 
of all Your blessings so freely given, we 
offer our thanks and praise to You, O 
God, for the gifts of wisdom and dis- 
cernment. We recognize that knowing 
only the details and facts of our cir- 
cumstances is not enough, not enough 
to make good judgments, or to under- 
stand decisions. Teach us again, Gra- 
cious God, those values and ideals that 
have strengthened our Nation in days 
past, and which values and ideals will 
illumine our minds and help us to see 
more clearly the meaning and purpose 
of life. For wisdom in our decisions and 
for discernment in our judgments, we 
pray this day. Amen. 


EEE 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 

——— 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREU- 
TER) come forward and lead the House 
in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. BEREUTER led the Pledge of Al- 
legiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


— 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair will entertain ten 1-minute 

speeches on each side. 


IN NEVADA EVERY DAY IS EARTH 
DAY 


(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, today I 
rise to remind my colleagues and our 
guests that yesterday was Earth Day. 
Interestingly enough, as I look back, 
last week Chicago residents protested 
and stopped a shipment of napalm from 
coming through their area. I am so 
pleased to know that the Federal Gov- 
ernment is so committed to preserving 
and maintaining the environment that 
they have dedicated a whole 24 hours in 
its honor. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, in Nevada every 
day is Earth Day, and the hard-work- 
ing men and women of Nevada are so 
dedicated to maintaining the environ- 
ment that they fight each and every 
day to stop 70,000 tons of high-level nu- 
clear waste from being shoved down 
their throats. 

I was encouraged by the over- 
whelming demonstration of support for 
Earth Day from my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle. Consequently, I 
greatly anticipate their support in our 
effort to keep the environment safe 
from the dangers of transporting high- 
level nuclear waste through their com- 
munities. 

What better way to celebrate every 
day as Earth Day than to stop the 
needless transportation through our 
communities of the deadliest material 
on earth. 

I urge my colleagues to use science, 
not the politics of emotion, in sup- 
porting Earth Day. 


— 


COMMANDOS FINALLY RECEIVING 
JUSTICE 


(Ms. SANCHEZ asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, for the 
past year, I have been working to en- 
sure that the United States Govern- 
ment honor a 30-year-old debt to 
former South Vietnamese Army com- 
mandos, who worked for the U.S. Gov- 
ernment during the Vietnam War. And 
these individuals were recruited by the 
United States to cross enemy lines and 
fight the Communists on behalf of the 
Americans. 

Last year, Congress unanimously ap- 
proved legislation to finally pay the 30- 
year-old debt, and I am very happy to 
announce that the long wait for rec- 


ognition and compensation may be fi- 
nally over for the commandos. 

To date, the Commando Compensa- 
tion Board has processed 266 claims. 
One hundred forty-two commando 
cases have been approved, and these in- 
dividuals are finally receiving their 
compensation. 

I am pleased that the U.S. Govern- 
ment is finally honoring their con- 
tracts for their years of service and for 
their bravery in service to the United 
States. The least we must do is keep 
our word. 

I look forward to the day that all of 
these cases are closed and every single 
commando receives his justice. 


— 


JAPAN’S ROLE IN THE ASIAN 
FINANCIAL CRISIS 


(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, the 
world is closely watching Japan to de- 
termine if that country’s leaders can 
steer the world’s second largest econ- 
omy clear of recession. The implica- 
tions of their action or inaction is 
enormous for Japan itself, for the re- 
gional and global economy, and for the 
United States. Today at 1:30, in 2172 
Rayburn, the Subcommittee on Asia 
and the Pacific, and the Subcommittee 
on International Economic Policy and 
Trade hear testimony on this subject, 
and on the legislation offered by this 
Member, the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia, Representative BERMAN and 
others, from four experts on Japan’s 
role in the Asian financial crisis. 

This Member urges interested Mem- 
bers to send their staff and to read the 
summary in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD on this important and timely 
hearing so that we can all learn more 
about Japan’s enormous role in our 
own future, and to review the sugges- 
tions of what Japan must do to ensure 
that the future is bright for all of us. 


—— 


REAL CAMPAIGN FINANCE 
REFORM 


(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to congratulate my Democratic col- 
leagues and the Democratic leadership 
for a successful effort to push Speaker 
GINGRICH and the Republicans, and 
force them to bring up real campaign 
finance reform. 


(This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., C] 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 
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Speaker GINGRICH tried to get around 
his promise to bring up campaign fi- 
nance reform by posting a phony bill 
with a sham procedure just before the 
April Congressional recess. Democrats 
responded by signing a discharge peti- 
tion, and forcing the Republican lead- 
ership’s hand. 

Our Democratic leader, the gen- 
tleman from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT), 
was right when he said yesterday this 
was not a conversion, but a retreat by 
Speaker GINGRICH. He now promises to 
bring up campaign finance reform 
again in May. 

Mr. Speaker, Democrats have to be 
vigilant and hold Speaker GINGRICH to 
his promise. Campaign finance reform 
needs to be brought up with an open 
rule so that Members have an oppor- 
tunity to vote on proposals that will 
limit the amount of money in political 
campaigns, and not allow more money 
from wealthy special interests, and 
that is, of course, the position favored 
by Speaker GINGRICH and the Repub- 
lican leadership. 


TIME TO REIN IN THE IRS 


(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, although 
the Liberals just hate to bash the IRS, 
ordinary Americans who pay taxes 
have no other choice. 

Consider this: In Fortune Magazine 
recently it says that there were 119 
million returns filed in the tax year 
1996. Those returns triggered 28 million 
error notices. It turns out that one in 
11 of those error notices was itself in 
error. So the IRS is routinely wrong 
about your being wrong. 

Now, I did not learn arithmetic using 
whole math” like our lucky kids 
today, but I come up with about 2.5 
million IRS errors, 2.5 million times 
when the IRS is accusing you of being 
a tax cheat, when, in fact, you are just 
one more falsely accused taxpayer by 
the IRS. 

The IRS is a place that does not oper- 
ate under the same rules as society 
does. The IRS can accuse, make de- 
mands, confiscate, shut down, and 
make you prove that the IRS is wrong. 
And when the IRS is wrong, well, tough 
luck. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time to rein in the 
IRS. 


— jZmàã̃⁵uñ 


COMMON SENSE LACKING IN 
POLITICIANS IN WASHINGTON, D.C. 


(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, in 
America, Communists can work in our 
defense plants, illegal immigrants who 
jump the fence can get citizenship, 
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there are law libraries for mass mur- 
derers; some want free condoms for 
schoo] children, and some now want 
free needles for drug addicts. Think 
about it. Free condoms, free needles, 
but in America, no school prayer. Is it 
any wonder the streets of America are 
full of narcotics and blood? 

The founders believed that a Nation 
without prayer would be a Nation with- 
out God. I agree. The Congress should 
pass school prayer. 

I yield back the balance of any com- 
mon sense left in any of the politicians 
in Washington, D.C. 


— 


OUTRAGE OVER WHITE HOUSE 
HIRING OF PRIVATE INVESTIGA- 
TORS 


(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, on Feb- 
ruary 22, 1998, White House Press Sec- 
retary Mike McCurry denied that any 
of President Clinton’s private attor- 
neys have hired or authorized any pri- 
vate investigator to look into the 
background of prosecutors or reporters. 

Now, let us listen to that quote 
again, and let us think about whether 
we should keep on doing our business 
and ignore the White House deception 
and deceit, because, hey, the stock 
market is doing just great. 

The President’s press secretary de- 
nied any of President Clinton’s private 
attorneys have hired or authorized any 
private investigators to look into the 
backgrounds of prosecutors or report- 
ers. But it turns out that the private 
investigator himself, Terry Lenzner, 
admitted that he had, indeed, been 
hired by the White House to look into 
the private lives of journalists, Federal 
investigators and anyone else the 
White House wants to smear. 

Finally, someone in the employ of 
the White House has the integrity to 
tell the truth. I guess the 900 FBI files 
illegally obtained were not enough dirt 
for them to dig up. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a President hir- 
ing private investigators and then hav- 
ing his spokesman misrepresent the 
truth about it. I think when the Amer- 
ican people understand this, both Re- 
publicans and Democrats alike will be 
outraged. 


ENSURE CAMPAIGN FINANCE 
REFORM OCCURS 


(Mr. DOGGETT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I be- 
lieve that the millions of Americans 
who want some real change in the way 
our campaign finance system works 
and want to reduce the corrupting in- 
fluence of money on our political sys- 
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tem can be encouraged by the sudden 
reversal yesterday of Speaker GINGRICH 
and his announcement that we would, 
within the next 3 weeks, act on this 
floor in a fair, bipartisan way to ad- 
dress the problems that are so critical 
in this system. 

However, I think all of us have to 
wonder whether this represents only 
another New Hampshire handshake. 
Americans will remember that it was 
back in 1995 in New Hampshire that 
Speaker GINGRICH promised President 
Clinton there would be action then on 
campaign finance reform. 

We have had one broken promise, one 
bit of double talk, doublecrossing after 
another on this issue since then. So we 
must remain vigilant and involved to 
ensure that real reform occurs here, 
and not more talk and doubletalk. 


EL PASO QUADRICENTENNIAL 
FESTIVAL 


(Mr. REYES asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, beginning 
tomorrow, April 24 through April 26, 
the city of El Paso, Texas, will host the 
El Paso Quadricentennial Festival. 
This festival is an international cele- 
bration, bringing together representa- 
tives from Spain, Mexico and other na- 
tions around the world to join in cele- 
brating the 400th anniversary of the ex- 
pedition of the Spanish explorer, Don 
Juan de Onate, through the Southwest. 

His exploration began in January of 
1598, when he and 400 other men and 
women traveled from Mexico through 
the present day El Paso, Texas. After 
numerous hardships during their jour- 
ney, the expedition arrived along the 
banks of the Rio Grande River in April 
of 1598. 

In gratitude for surviving their dif- 
ficult travel and finding water along 
the Rio Grande, they observed a feast 
and celebrated with local Indians. This 
historical event is considered the first 
Thanksgiving, which occurred 22 years 
before the pilgrims landed at Plym- 
outh, Massachusetts. 

Mr. Speaker, it is important for our 
Nation to recognize this 400th anniver- 
sary. I am proud that El Paso is 
hosting this International Commemo- 
ration, as it enhances our country’s un- 
derstanding of the extensive influence 
of the Spanish language and culture on 
our heritage and origins of this Nation. 


O 1015 


CONGRESS NEEDS TO STAND FIRM 
AGAINST THE WHITE HOUSE ON 
FREE NEEDLE PROGRAM 


(Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 
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Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. 
Mr. Speaker, many people remember 
the President’s Surgeon General claim- 
ing that the answer to youth violence 
was safer guns and safer bullets; that 
the answer to sexual promiscuity 
among America’s youth is condoms in 
schools. Now we have the answer to the 
escalating drug problem in America 
coming out of the White House, free 
needles to heroin addicts. Imagine 
that, Mr. Speaker, government-sub- 
sidized free needles to heroin addicts. 

I submit the following: Any Presi- 
dent who supports and would promote 
the subsidization of free needles to her- 
oin addicts is just as guilty as any drug 
pusher or any drug user who causes 
death and destruction among Amer- 
ica’s communities today. 

This level of social decay is unac- 
ceptable. This Congress needs to stand 
firm against the White House. The 
partnership for a Drug-Free America 
has met its match. The White House 
and the heroin industry formed the 
partnership for free drugs in America. 
Common sense needs to rule the day. 
We need to stand firm. 

In a minute another member of the 
President’s party is going to step to 
the microphone, and I want to ask di- 
rectly, is he going to stand with Ameri- 
cans against this free needle exchange 
program, or is he going to talk about 
something else today? 


———— 


THE PEOPLE STILL WANT COM- 
PREHENSIVE CAMPAIGN FI- 
NANCE REFORM 


(Mr. FARR of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker, 
law enforcement in my district sup- 
ports needle exchange. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to point out 
that the majority party controls this 
House. This is the people’s House. This 
is where people’s voices can be heard, 
because everybody here has to be elect- 
ed. We cannot run away from that re- 
sponsibility. 

When the Democrats controlled this 
House, we passed out several times, 
three times, in fact, campaign finance 
reform, comprehensive campaign fi- 
nance reform. The last of those bills to 
reach the President's desk was vetoed 
by President Bush. The people still 
want comprehensive campaign finance 
reform. Their pressure now gives this 
House a second chance, after the lead- 
ership orchestrated a defeat by a two- 
thirds vote and by scheduling it on a 
day when one of the Members, a former 
Member, had a funeral. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I ask Members to 
keep watching. Will we get a com- 
prehensive campaign reform or will we 
see another orchestrated defeat? 
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PAY-GO MUST GO 


(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to talk about another 
ridiculous Washington budget rule 
called pay-go. This rule promotes big 
government spending while Americans 
pay taxes, higher taxes, as a matter of 
fact. Under pay-go, if we eliminated 
every welfare big government program, 
we could not give any of those savings 
back to the American people in the 
form of tax relief because of our own 
rules. It means we have to raise taxes 
to lower taxes. We have to change our 
rules. 

Yesterday the gentleman from Ari- 
zona (Mr. J.D. HAYWORTH) and I intro- 
duced a bill just to do that. We must be 
able to cut big government spending, 
get Washington out of Americans’ 
lives, and give the money back to the 
American people. After all, it is your 
dollars. 

It is wrong that we cannot, for exam- 
ple, cut a $3 million TV documentary 
on infrastructure awareness and use 
that same money to eliminate the mar- 
riage penalty tax. Do Members not 
think families are more important 
than welfare government programs? 

Pay-go is a stumbling block to good 
government. It must go. 

— 


COMMEMORATING FROSTBURG 
STATE UNIVERSITY S CENTEN- 
NIAL ANNIVERSARY 


(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise to commend an extraor- 
dinary community and its school. 
Frostburg State University in 
Frostburg, Maryland, celebrates its 
100th anniversary this Sunday. 

Frostburg State University began as 
a community dream. Actually, it was 
the community coal miners’ dream. It 
was a dream that all parents dream for 
their children: a better life than theirs. 
They knew the key to this dream was 
education. 

These concerned parents made a deal 
with the State legislature. The deal? If 
the coal miners could raise the money 
to buy the land for a State normal 
school, the General Assembly would 
appropriate funds for the buildings. 
These parents literally went door-to- 
door collecting money from their 
neighbors to keep their end of the deal. 
In April of 1898, the General Assembly 
of Maryland appropriated the funds for 
Maryland Normal School No. 2, which 
was built and opened its doors to 57 
students. 

Today, Frostburg State University 
enrolls more than 5,000 undergraduate 
and graduate students and helps tens of 
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thousands of dreams come true. Con- 
gratulations, Frostburg State Univer- 
sity. 


— 


WE CAN TRUST AMERICANS TO 
DECIDE ON CAMPAIGN FINANCE 
REFORM 


(Mr. WELDON of Florida asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak- 
er, I would like to respond to the dis- 
ingenuous statements made by liberal 
colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle. The other side talks as if one side 
of the aisle is on the side of the angels 
and supports campaign finance reform 
and the other side is against campaign 
finance reform. How ironic that the 
side that made a mockery of campaign 
finance reform laws in the 1996 elec- 
tions now feels qualified to adopt a 
holier-than-thou attitude on this issue. 

The truth is that the reforms that 
they are seeking are not even constitu- 
tional, which I guess is not surprising, 
given that post-sixties liberals are no 
longer champions of free speech. The 
liberals want to limit political speech. 
We do not. I think the American people 
are well qualified to decide this issue, 
once they know the facts. 


— 


PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT LEADS 
TO A BETTER AMERICA 


(Mr. NEUMANN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, it is a 
very special day here in Washington, 
D.C. I rise to extend a special welcome 
to a group of students that are out 
here, about 100 students from the Ju- 
neau School. It is a school where par- 
ents are actively involved. There are 
students here from Juneau, Hustisford, 
and Dodgeland, and we would like to 
express a special welcome to them this 
morning. 

I think it provides an opportunity to 
talk about the fact that where parents 
are involved in the school and where 
parents are actively involved in their 
kids’ lives, America benefits. 

When we look at a school with stu- 
dents like what we have here this 
morning, where the parents are ac- 
tively involved in the lives of these 
kids, we find that there is a dramatic 
drop in the probability of these stu- 
dents being involved in crime. We find 
a drop in the drug use rate. We find a 
drop in teen pregnancies in their fu- 
ture. We find less teen smoking. All the 
problems do not go away, but we sure 
recognize and understand that when 
the parents are actively involved in 
their kids’ lives, like what happens at 
the school that is out here today, that 
certainly leads to a better America for 
all citizens. 
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JUDICIAL REFORM ACT OF 1998 


Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, by direction 
of the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 408 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 


H. Res. 408 


Resolved, That at any time after the adop- 
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur- 
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1252) to modify 
the procedures of the Federal courts in cer- 
tain matters, and for other purposes. The 
first reading of the bill shall be dispensed 
with. Points of order against consideration 
of the bill for failure to comply with section 
303(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 
are waived. General debate shall be confined 
to the bill and shall not exceed one hour 
equally divided and controlled by the chair- 
man and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. After general 
debate the bill shall be considered for 
amendment under the five-minute rule. It 
shall be in order to consider as an original 
bill for the purpose of amendment under the 
five-minute rule the amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute recommended by the 
Committee on the Judiciary now printed in 
the bill, modified by striking section 9 (and 
redesignating succeeding sections accord- 
ingly). Each section of that amendment in 
the nature of a substitute shall be considered 
as read. Points of order against that amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute for failure 
to comply with clause 7 of rule XVI or sec- 
tion 303(a) of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 are waived. During consideration of 
the bill for amendment, the Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole may accord priority 
in recognition on the basis of whether the 
Member offering an amendment has caused 
it to be printed in the portion of the Con- 
gressional Record designated for that pur- 
pose in clause 6 of rule XXIII. Amendments 
so printed shall be considered as read. The 
chairman of the Committee of the Whole 
may: (1) postpone until a time during further 
consideration in the Committee of the Whole 
a request for a recorded vote on any amend- 
ment; and (2) reduce to five minutes the min- 
imum time for electronic voting on any post- 
poned question that follows another elec- 
tronic vote without intervening business, 
provided that the minimum time for elec- 
tronic voting on the first in any series of 
questions shall be 15 minutes. At the conclu- 
sion of consideration of the bill for amend- 
ment the Committee shall rise and report 
the bill to the House with such amendments 
as may have been adopted. Any Member may 
demand a separate vote in the House on any 
amendment adopted in the Committee of the 
Whole to the bill or to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute made in order as origi- 
nal text. The previous question shall be con- 
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend- 
ments thereto to final passage without inter- 
vening motion except one motion to recom- 
mit with or without instructions. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
EWING). The gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. Goss) is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, for purposes 
of debate only, I yield the customary 30 
minutes to my friend, the distin- 
guished gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
HALL), pending which I yield myself 
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such time as I may consume. During 
consideration of this resolution, all 
time yielded is for purpose of debate on 
this subject only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 408 is 
an open rule providing for the consider- 
ation of H.R. 1252, the Judicial Reform 
Act of 1998. The rule provides the cus- 
tomary 1 hour of general debate, equal- 
ly divided between the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

The rule waives points of order 
against the consideration of the bill for 
failure to comply with section 303(a) of 
the Congressional Budget Act, which 
prohibits consideration of legislation 
providing new budget authority, 
changes in revenues, or changes in the 
public debt for a fiscal year until the 
budget resolution for that year has 
been agreed to. 

The purpose of that section of the 
Budget Act is a sound one that we gen- 
erally try to adhere to, keeping the 
budget process moving forward in a 
commonsense direction, with the budg- 
et resolution coming first and then al- 
lowing for subsequent consideration of 
the legislation that implements the 
provisions of the budget resolution. 

In this case, however, we are tech- 
nically required to provide this waiver, 
but our Committee on Rules has also 
provided a fix for the Budget Act prob- 
lem. We have done that by making in 
order under this rule the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute rec- 
ommended by the Committee on the 
Judiciary, modified by striking section 
9 of that amendment which caused the 
303(a) problem and redesignating suc- 
ceeding sections accordingly. 

Section 9 of the amendment specifi- 
cally deals with the process by which 
cost of living adjustments for Federal 
judges are implemented. The effect of 
that section would have been to create 
a new mandatory spending category in 
the budget, something that we tried 
not to do outside the normal congres- 
sional budget process. 

Apart from the substance of that 
issue relating to pay for judges, the 
Committee on Rules has attempted in 
this rule to preserve the integrity of 
the budget process. 

Mr. Speaker, the rule further pro- 
vides that each section of the amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute shall 
be considered as read, and it waives 
points of order against that amend- 
ment for failure to comply with clause 
7 of rule XVI prohibiting nongermane 
amendments, or section 303(a) of the 
Congressional Budget Act, for the rea- 
sons I just explained. 

The rule accords priority in recogni- 
tion to Members who have caused their 
amendments to be preprinted in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, assuming 
those amendments are in accordance 
with the standing rules of the House. 

It further provides that the chairman 
of the Committee of the Whole may 
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postpone votes during consideration of 
the bill and reduce the voting time to 
5 minutes on a postponed question if 
the vote follows a 15-minute vote; and, 
finally, as is the custom, the rule pro- 
vides for one motion to recommit, with 
or without instructions. That explains 
the rule. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, with the exception 
of the technical Budget Act fix, this is 
a very straightforward rule. It is fair, 
and it is wide open. It allows all Mem- 
bers the chance to offer germane 
amendments and conduct thoughtful 
discussion about a very important sub- 
ject. 

Istrongly support the premise behind 
this bill, that it is time to control judi- 
cial activism, the so-called runaway 
judges on the Federal bench. This 
statement alone is usually enough to 
generate controversy in many circles, 
and this debate is by no means a simple 
one, as it involves many of the most 
basic tenets of our democratic system 
and the separation of powers. 


o 1030 


I think we could all come up with an- 
ecdotal evidence that there have been 
problems within the Federal judiciary 
with judges exceeding their charter and 
authority. The Committee on the Judi- 
ciary has, in my view, put forth a re- 
sponsible product that deals with these 
problems by focusing on specific prac- 
tices within the Federal courts that to- 
gether constitute a real threat to the 
rights of citizens and the prerogatives 
of this Congress. 

In my view, this legislation con- 
stitutes a measured and carefully justi- 
fied response to legitimate problems. It 
is not simply throwing down the gaunt- 
let. It is coming up with responsible so- 
lutions, which we will have ample op- 
portunity to debate under an open rule. 

I applaud the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. HYDE), and the subcommittee 
chairman, the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. COBLE) for their work on 
this bill. Still, I know that many Mem- 
bers have concerns about specific pro- 
visions of the legislation. Those Mem- 
bers will have their opportunity to air 
their concerns and propose alterations 
during the open debate and amendment 
process established by this rule. 

I urge support for the rule and the 
underlying bill. I look forward to a 
lively and informative debate. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. I want to thank my colleague for 
yielding me the time. 

This is an open rule. It will allow for 
full and fair debate on H.R. 1252, which 
is the bill that modifies certain proce- 
dures of the Federal courts. 

As my colleague from Florida de- 
scribed, this rule provides for 1 hour of 
general debate equally divided and con- 
trolled by the chairman and the rank- 
ing minority member of the Committee 
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on the Judiciary. The rule allows 
amendments under the 5-minute rule, 
which is the normal amending process 
in the House. All Members on both 
sides of the aisle will have the oppor- 
tunity to offer amendments. 

Judicial decisions that force govern- 
ment action by their nature are un- 
popular. If those actions were popular, 
then the legislature and the adminis- 
trations would have already taken 
them. Some of those unpopular deci- 
sions have resulted in the protection of 
our health, safety and civil rights. In 
recent years, some judges have as- 
sumed broad powers traditionally re- 
served for the legislative and the exec- 
utive branches of State and local gov- 
ernment. There is merit in some of the 
criticism of these actions when the re- 
sult is an antigovernment backlash 
that weakens support for government. 

But if this is a real problem, then the 
answer is really not this bill. I think 
the bill threatens to undermine the 
independence of the Federal judiciary 
and reduce efficiency. The Attorney 
General will recommend to the Presi- 
dent that he veto the bill if it is passed 
in its current form. Mr. Speaker, even 
though the bill is flawed, there is noth- 
ing wrong with this rule. It is open. It 
should be supported. I support it. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

May I inquire of my colleague 
through the Chair if he has any speak- 
ers? We have none, and we would just 
as soon get on with the debate, and 
yield the balance of the time, if that 
fits with the pattern from the other 
side. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
had expected two speakers, but they 
have not shown up. Therefore, I will 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I would be 
very happy to afford the gentleman an 
extra minute or so if he is aware that 
those Members are coming. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. I am not aware. I 
was just asked, before we started, they 
asked to speak on it. They have not ar- 
rived. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I will be managing the bill on 
our side. I think Members will have 
general debate. There will be an hour 
of general debate that is not going to 
be overfilled with requests for time. I 
think they can be accommodated. 

Mr. GOSS. Reclaiming my time, if it 
is my time, I understand, and we have 
no speakers, and we are going to yield 
back in about a minute, and call for 
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the question. We are not intending to 
call for a recorded vote. We believe 
that it is an open rule, and there is no 
need to do that. y 

We also agree with the distinguished 
gentleman from the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts that there is ample de- 
bate opportunity today because of this 
very fair open rule that we have craft- 
ed. We are certainly looking forward to 
that debate, and would not want to put 
any impediment to it. Unfortunately, 
we are not quite logistically prepared 
to begin the debate. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, if the gentleman will con- 
tinue to yield, I thank the gentleman. 
I thought I would help him because he 
seems to be in no great hurry. We are 
not waiting for the Speaker to come 
back from Florida again, are we, like 
yesterday? 

Mr. GOSS. Reclaiming my time, Mr. 
Speaker, I am delighted that the gen- 
tleman brought the Speaker’s trip to 
Florida up. It shows the outreach that 
we have in this House to go to the im- 
portant States in our Nation, Florida 
being the fourth most populace State, 
and a place where we will all go sooner 
or later, which we are very proud to 
represent, those of us who are there 
now. I believe the Speaker has returned 
from Florida, and has done brilliant 
things there. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
| come before you today to speak to you 
about an important rule on an important piece 
of legislation. | am pleased that this rule is an 
open rule and that both Democrats and Re- 
publicans are able to come together on the 
floor of the House and offer reasonable com- 
mon sense amendments that improve this bill. 
However, | am disturbed that the judicial pay 
raise amendments were not made a part of 
this rule. The Federal Judges do a lot more 
than just come to work. They interpret the law 
and preserve justice. Increasing Federal judi- 
cial compensation is important because the 
Federal Judiciary is composed of men and 
women who give up a lot of money to work in 
the public sector. We all know that they give 
up a lot for this special type of public service 
and they should be justly compensated for it. 
| have an amendment that was made in order. 
This amendment would permit a federal court 
to enter an order restricting the disclosure of 
information obtained through discovery or an 
order restricting access to court records in a 
civil case only after making a finding of fact 
that such order would not restrict the disclo- 
sure of information which is relevant to the 
protection of public health and safety. | am 
glad that this rule includes my amendment but 
it should have included amendments that im- 
prove and increase Federal judicial compensa- 
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG). Pursuant to House Res- 
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olution 408 and rule XXIII, the Chair 
declares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill, 
H.R. 1252. 

The Chair designates the gentleman 
from California (Mr. RIGGS) as Chair- 
man of the Committee of the Whole, 
and requests the gentleman from Illi- 
nois (Mr. EWING) to assume the chair 
temporarily. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill (H.R. 1252) to 
modify the procedures of the Federal 
courts in certain matters, and for other 
purposes, with Mr. EwInG (Chairman 
pro tempore) in the Chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the bill is considered as 
having been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. COBLE) and the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
FRANK), each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. COBLE). 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

H.R. 1252, the Judicial Reform Act of 
1998, is a restrained but purposeful ef- 
fort to combat specific areas of abuse 
that exist within the Federal judiciary. 
The gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HYDE), as he spoke to the Committee 
on Rules yesterday, said this bill per- 
haps goes too far for some Members, 
not far enough for others. But that is 
not unlike much legislation that we 
consider in this hall. 

Before describing what the bill does, 
however, let me emphasize what it does 
not do; namely, it will not compromise 
the independence of the Federal judici- 
ary, which is an indispensable at- 
tribute for that branch of the Federal 
Government, nor is H.R. 1252 an at- 
tempt to influence or overturn legal 
disputes. Above all, we most certainly 
are not creating a novel, more lenient 
standard of impeachment to remove 
particular judges from the Federal 
bench without cause or to intimidate 
them with a threat of doing so. That 
said, the Judiciary Reform Act of 1998 
is largely an amalgam of ideas devel- 
oped by various Members of Congress 
that will curtail certain abusive prac- 
tices within our Federal court system. 

Specifically, the bill consists of six 
procedural changes in furtherance of 
this end. In addition, the four other re- 
forms that will improve other matters 
related to article 3, Federal courts. The 
six core revisions set forth in the bill 
concern the following matters: 

First, a featured component of the 
bill was initially developed by our col- 
league and good friend, the late Sonny 
Bono. It would require three judge pan- 
els to hear constitutional challenges of 
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State laws enacted pursuant to voter 
referenda. Under current law, a single 
judge possesses the power to invalidate 
the results of a State-wide referendum. 

Second, H.R. 1252 would permit inter- 
locutory or interim appeal of class-ac- 
tion certifications championed by the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. CANADY). 
This provision would enable litigants 
to a class-action suit to appeal a deci- 
sion certifying a national class prior to 
the conclusion of a trial. 

Currently, defendants may expend a 
great deal of financial resources 
through trial only to find upon appeal 
that a class was improperly certified at 
the outset of litigation. Third, the 
measure infuses greater objectivity in 
the current process by which citizens 
may register complaints against Fed- 
eral judges for misconduct. 

Present law on the subject is pre- 
mised on a peer review system by 
judges from the same circuit. Pursuant 
to the change set forth in this bill be- 
fore us, complaints which do not speak 
to the merits of a decision, or are not 
otherwise frivolous will be referred to a 
different circuit. 
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This means that truly substantive 
complaints will be more objectively re- 
viewed by judges who have no personal 
ties to the judge who is the subject of 
the complaint. The gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. BRYANT) and the gen- 
tleman from Indiana (Mr. PEASE) con- 
tributed to this section of the bill. 

Fourth, H.R. 1252 would inhibit the 
ability of Federal courts to require 
States and local municipalities to raise 
taxes on the affected citizenry to pay 
for projects that the States and mu- 
nicipalities are unwilling to fund them- 
selves. 

While a Federal court may possess 
the technical right under certain con- 
ditions to devise such a remedy to re- 
dress a constitutional harm, we have 
carefully crafted some parameters that 
will constrain the practice of judicial 
taxation. The gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. MANZULLO), whose district is home 
to a city which is subject to a judicial 
taxation order, contributed to this por- 
tion of the bill. 

Fifth, the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. CANADY) worked with our former 
colleague Dan Lungren, who presently 
serves as Attorney General for Cali- 
fornia, to create a procedural right for 
a litigant to request one time only that 
a different judge be assigned to his or 
her case. Some judges are so possessed 
of an injudicious temperament or are 
otherwise biased as to warrant this re- 
vision. 

Sixth, it is has come to our attention 
that some Federal judges are unalter- 
ably opposed to enforcing the death 
penalty, even to the point of dragging 
their feet on expeditious consideration 
of habeas corpus petitions to forestall 
execution. Based on comments made by 
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the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. DELAHUNT), this section of the bill 
would prevent the chief justice of a cir- 
cuit from reserving all such petitions 
for one judge on an exclusive basis. 

Mr. Chairman, there are three other 
items contained in the Judicial Reform 
Act that do not otherwise speak to 
abusive judicial practices but will 
nonetheless improve the functioning of 
our Federal courts. They are: 

One, the permitted practice of tele- 
vising proceedings in our Federal ap- 
pellate courts and, for a 3-year period, 
in our district or trial courts, sug- 
gested to at the discretion of the pre- 
siding judge; 

Second, the expedited consolidation 
of cases pertaining to complex, multi- 
district disaster litigation; 

And, third, the allowance of an addi- 
tional 30 days, or a total of 60 days, for 
the Office of Personnel Management to 
appeal adverse personnel decisions con- 
sistent with appellate procedure for 
other Federal agencies. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, these provi- 
sions are straightforward and re- 
strained in their application and will 
assist in promoting equity for litigants 
and taxpayers within the Federal court 
system. I urge all Members to support 
passage of H.R. 1252. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the bill be open for amend- 
ment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. That request by the 
gentleman may be made after general 
debate has concluded and the Com- 
mittee begins the 5-minute rule. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Let me say, I appreciate the gen- 
tleman making the request. Because 
even though it cannot be acted on until 
the 5-minute rule begins, Members who 
may be interested should know it is 
our intention to have amendments be 
in order at any point so they do not 
have to worry about a section-by-sec- 
tion reading. I do not believe we have a 
large number of amendments. 

Mr. Chairman, the Subcommittee on 
Courts and Intellectual Property, on 
which I am pleased to serve with the 
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
COBLE), has a good deal of business 
which we do in a nonideological way 
and in a nonpartisan way, and I am 
very proud of that. The intellectual 
property jurisdiction we have is an im- 
portant one, and we have had some ju- 
dicial reform bills. 

This bill does not, however, conform 
to that pattern. This is an exception in 
that it is one on which I think we have 
some fairly sharp division, and the rea- 
son we have the division I think frank- 
ly stems from some frustration on the 
part of some of those on the other side. 

There are people particularly in the 
very conservative wing of the Repub- 
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lican party, which I must say has out- 
grown wing status. It is now at least a 
wing and a tail and maybe another 
wing and a couple of beaks. They do 
not like some of the things that the 
courts do. I believe that their problem, 
however, is not so much with the 
courts as with the Constitution. And 
there is not a great deal we can do 
about the Constitution. We try. 

We recently have sought on the floor, 
at least some have sought on the floor, 
to amend the Constitution with great 
regularity and with equal lack of suc- 
cess. The Congress has voted down half 
a dozen or more efforts to change the 
Constitution. Not being able to change 
the Constitution, the people in the con- 
servative wing of the Republican party 
have decided to demonize it instead 
and to denounce the judges. But there 
is a great disconnect between the vio- 
lence of the rhetoric and the actuality 
of the legislation. 

I am going to vote against this bill. I 
am glad that the President plans to 
veto it if we pass it as-is, although we 
could make it passable under some as- 
pects of the bill which I think are very 
useful. But even if it were to pass, it 
would have virtually no effect on the 
kinds of things that people complain 
of. 

In fact, one of the most interesting 
facts is that, while people on the con- 
servative side complain about this bill 
because they say it empowers an inap- 
propriate form of judicial activism, it 
is very clear if we study this that they 
simply do not like the results. They 
simply do not like courts finding that 
this or that statute might not be per- 
missible under the Constitution. Be- 
cause if we look at the judges who have 
been judicial activists, what we find, of 
course, is that the most conservative 
justices of the Supreme Court, for ex- 
ample, are also the most judicially ac- 
tive. 

Justices Scalia and Thomas, the two 
most conservative justices, strongly 
supported by the conservatives, have in 
fact voted to invalidate more statutes, 
to find more acts of Congress unconsti- 
tutional than their more moderate and 
liberal counterparts. If in fact they 
think it is a terrible idea for the Su- 
preme Court to strike down statutes, 
then they would be very critical of Mr. 
Scalia and Mr. Thomas, the Religious 
Freedom Restoration Act that they did 
not like, the Brady Bill, parts of which 
they did not like. There are a whole se- 
ries of them. And the conservative jus- 
tices are in league. 

One of the most glaring examples of 
this came recently with regard to a se- 
ries of decisions in California where 
judges in California found referenda 
unconstitutional. Now, in a couple of 
cases, at least in one case, a district 
judge found the referendum unconsti- 
tutional under affirmative action. That 
district judge was promptly overruled. 
No harm was done to the cause of the 
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people who were against it. We went 
through the regular procedure. 

And if we listen to my Republican 
friends, we might get the impression 
that they do not like the idea of a Fed- 
eral judge invalidating a popular ref- 
erendum. But if we got that idea, Mr. 
Chairman, we would be wrong. 

Sometimes in an excess of their con- 
cern over a particular case, my friends 
on the other side overstate their alle- 
giance to general principles. Because, 
in fact, when the people on the Repub- 
lican Party do not like the result of a 
referendum, what do they do? Well, in 
California, they go to court and they 
ask a single district judge to invalidate 
it. 

Indeed, it seems to me clear that, 
with regard to judicial activism, my 
friends on the other side have essen- 
tially the same position with regards 
to States’ 
rights. They are against it except when 
they like it. They are prepared to de- 
nounce it when it produces a result 
they do not like. But when it gets in 
the way of a result they like, then they 
ignore it. That is where they are on 
States’ rights, and that is a perfectly 
valid viewpoint. 

That is, it is valid to be result-ori- 
ented. It is valid to say, Iam going to 
hope for the right decision. What is not 
intellectually valid, it seems to me, is 
to assert adherence to a principle to 
which one does not, in fact, adhere. 
And when we talk about States’ rights 
but are prepared to disregard States’ 
rights and talk reform and criminal 
procedure and economic regulation and 
consumer protection, then we really 
forfeit our rights to talk about States’ 
rights. And when we denounce judicial 
activism but Honor Justices Scalia and 
Thomas, our two most active justices, 
then it seems to me we undercut our 
argument. 

And with regard to the notion that 
somehow it is a terrible thing for a dis- 
trict court judge to invalidate a pop- 
ular referendum, let me read a refuta- 
tion of that view. I am reading from a 
legal brief. 

The blanket primary is not valid because it 
apparently was passed by a majority of 
Democrats and Republicans who voted in the 
1996 election. Voters cannot validly enact a 
law which conflicts with parties’ rules gov- 
erning the nomination of candidates and in- 
fringes their first amendment rights any 
more than can a legislature. 

Let me read that again correctly. 
“Voters cannot validly enact a law 
which conflicts with parties’ rules gov- 
erning the nomination of candidates 
and infringes their first amendment 
rights any more anymore than a legis- 
lature.” 

Let me also now read. Even if the 
electorate could enact statutes to regu- 
late the selection of nominees for par- 
tisan offices, it cannot do so in a way 
that undermines the integrity of the 
electoral process.“ 

And then quoting with approval an- 
other decision, “Voters may no more 
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violate the Constitution by enacting a 
ballot measure than a legislative body 
may do so by enacting legislation. A 
court must undertake the same con- 
stitutional analysis of laws passed by 
initiative as by a legislature. There is 
little significance to the fact that a 
law was adopted by a popular vote 
rather than as an act of the State leg- 
islature. Indeed, there are substantial 
reasons for according deference to leg- 
islative enactments that do not exist 
with respect to proposals adopted by 
initiative.” And that is a quote again 
from another decision. 

Now, where do these arguments in 
favor of allowing a single Federal dis- 
trict judge to invalidate a referendum 
of the people of California if it was un- 
constitutional come from? What rad- 
ical group, what group of anti-public 
elitists, what sneering left-wingers, un- 
willing to let the people decide, put 
this forward? Who says that, in fact, 
the legislative enactment might even 
get more deference from a court than 
the people? Who are these judicial ac- 
tivist encouragers who so sneer at the 
public? They are the California Repub- 
lican Party. 

I am quoting from the brief filed by 
the California Republican Party, Mi- 
chael Schroeder, Shawn Steel, and 
Donna Shalansky. Not that Shalala. 
Donna Shalansky. It was filed July 28, 
1997. Because the people of California 
dared to pass a referendum changing 
the way candidates are nominated for 
office which the Republican and Demo- 
cratic Parties of California did not 
like. 

So the Republican Party of Cali- 
fornia went to court with the Demo- 
cratic Party of California and said, 
judge, you make those people stop vio- 
lating my constitutional rights. And 
they wrote down here that just because 
the people did it in a referendum does 
not mean anything. In fact, it may 
mean it is even less entitled to respect 
than when the people do it. 
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Of course, we have a bill on the floor 
that does exactly the opposite. We have 
a bill on the floor that says that, if a 
referendum is involved, we have to 
have a three-judge court. 

It just seems to me, Mr. Chairman, 
that there ought to be some limit to 
the extent to which a gap is allowed to 
exist between what people say they 
truly believe and what they do when it 
is important to them. 

So what we have here is a cry of frus- 
tration. We have the right wing not 
liking the fact that the court some- 
times enforces constitutional rights. 
So they talk about all the doctrines 
which they, it does not seem to me, fol- 
low themselves when they are incon- 
venient. 

So they come forward with a bill 
which is mostly a nuisance and inter- 
ference and a derogation from the effi- 
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ciency of our Court system. We will be 
offering some amendments to try to 
clear that up. And absent the passage 
of those amendments, I hope the bill is 
defeated. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), the 
Chairman of the House Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I will re- 
strain myself from quoting the well- 
known line about a foolish consistency, 
because I tend to agree with the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
FRANK). I think consistency is a virtue, 
and I do not have the time to point out 
inconsistencies on the left. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman, be- 
cause my good friend from Illinois and 
I do not always agree on the definition 
of virtue, so I am glad we do in this 
case. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, that is 
right, at least in this instance. But I 
would like to suggest that I think he 
proves too much when he refers to this 
bill as somehow hostile to the vi- 
brancy, the vitality, the importance, 
the significance of the Federal judici- 
ary. Just the opposite; it is an effort to 
make the Federal judiciary work bet- 
ter. 

We will have amendments here, and 
we will debate this issue, but I do not 
think there is anything in the bill that 
is hostile at all to the notion of the 
third branch of government and its 
very important role in the functioning 
of our democracy. 

As to the three-judge panel, somehow 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
views that as a derogation of author- 
ity, proper authority that belongs to 
the courts. I would just simply suggest 
that the notion of setting aside by in- 
junction a referendum that has passed 
through a State process where mem- 
bers of the State have voted in the ref- 
erendum is a topic of some significance 
and deserves the gravity of a three- 
judge court rather than just one judge. 

I say that because we do this in the 
context of three-judge courts already 
deciding appeals from voting rights 
cases and reapportionment cases. I am 
sure the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts supports enthusiastically the no- 
tion that three-judge courts have to 
hear voting rights cases. They are im- 
portant. Three-judge courts ought to 
hear appeals on reapportionment be- 
cause they are important. 

We feel a State referendum is equally 
important. So rather than derogating 
from the importance of the Federal 
courts deciding these, we are adding 
some gravatas to the process by saying 
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where an entire State has voted on an 
issue, that the setting aside of that 
should be done by a three-judge court 
rather than one. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding to me. I would say, as our 
friend from North Carolina had re- 
minded us, the original reason for a 
three-judge court in the voting rights 
case had to do with the unfortunate 
history of judges in the South, who did 
not really believe in it. I do not think 
that there was need for it any further, 
and I would not insist on maintaining 
it. 

I would say with regard to the sub- 
stance of what the gentleman said, I 
understand his argument that there is 
something special about a referendum. 
But the California Republican Party 
filed a lawsuit directly contradicting 
that. 

I would ask the gentleman, do the 
California Republicans, who serve on 
the Committee on the Judiciary, have 
they talked to the California Repub- 
lican Party and tried to enlighten 
them and correct this error, which 
they have so strongly propagated? 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I would 
say to my friend, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts, that is the one aspect 
of this controversy I have not re- 
searched. But I can also tell him that I 
will not research it. But, nonetheless, 
the purpose of the three-judge court is 
a recognition of the significance of an 
entire State voting on a referendum, 
and giving it the added dignity of a 
three-judge court to set aside the ex- 
pressed wish of perhaps millions of peo- 
ple; the same as in voting rights ap- 
peals and in reapportionment. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask the gentleman to 
yield. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, this is al- 
most amounting to harassment, but I, 
nonetheless, in the mood of accommo- 
dation, yield to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I seek no quid pro quo, so I 
do not think it is harassment. 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Chairman, I did not 
hear what the gentleman said. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I seek no quid pro quo, so I 
do not think it is harassment because I 
am not the gentleman’s supervisor. 

I would say to the gentleman that I 
appreciate his talking about the rel- 
evance of respecting the wishes of mil- 
lions of California voters in a ref- 
erendum. I hope when the resolution 
condemning those same voters for vot- 
ing for medical marijuana comes up 
that the respect that the gentleman is 
now showing for those California vot- 
ers does not evaporate as rapidly as I 
fear it might. 
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Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman’s superior knowledge on 
marijuana. 

I simply would like to say that the 
rest of this bill deals with improve- 
ments in the Federal court system, 
abuses that can occur in class-action 
certifications, questions of judicial 
misconducts. Some of us feel those are 
better handled by a committee in an- 
other circuit rather than the circuit 
where the judge practices or sits. 

We deal with questions of courts or- 
dering taxing bodies to raise taxes. We 
feel that is a violation of separation of 
powers. We like to help avoid getting 
stuck, if I may use that inelegant 
term, with a judge who is inappropriate 
for a particular party or litigant or 
lawyer by letting us at least change 
once, which we can do in every circuit 
court throughout the country. We deal 
with cameras in the courtroom han- 
dling capital punishment appeals. 

So this is a good bill. I do not doubt 
it is controversial. It is not hostile to 
the courts. We will have a struggle per- 
haps later on over judicial pay. Some 
people who just congenitally dislike 
judges will have their say, but that is 
for later in the day. 

SUMMARY OF H.R. 1252, THE JUDICIARY 
REFORM ACT OF 1998 

This necessary legislation addresses one of 
the most disturbing problems facing our con- 
stitutional system today—the infrequent but 
intolerable breach of the separation of pow- 
ers by some members of the Federal judici- 
ary. 

THREE-JUDGE PANELS 

The first reform contained in this bill was 
developed originally by a valued member of 
the Committee on the Judiciary, the late 
Representative Sonny Bono of California. 
Recognizing the unjust effect on voting 
rights created by injunctions issued in Cali- 
fornia by one judge against the will of the 
people of the State as reflected in Propo- 
sitions 187 and 209, H.R. 1252 provides that re- 
quests for injunctions in cases challenging 
the constitutionality of measures passed by 
a state referendum must be heard by a three- 
judge court. Like other federal voting rights 
legislation containing a provision providing 
for a hearing by a three-judge court, the Ju- 
dicial Reform Act of 1998 is designed to pro- 
tect voters in the exercise of their vote and 
to further protect the results of that vote. It 
requires that legislation voted upon and ap- 
proved directly by the citizens of a state be 
afforded the protection of a three-judge 
court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §2284 if an appli- 
cation for an injunction is brought in federal 
court to arrest the enforcement of the ref- 
erendum on the premise that the referendum 
is unconstitutional. This system already ap- 
plies to Voting Rights Act and reapportion- 
ment cases. 

In effect, where the entire populace of a 
state democratically exercises a direct vote 
on an issue, one federal judge will be able to 
issue an injunction preventing the enforce- 
ment of the will of the people of that state. 
Rather, three judges, at the trial level, ac- 
cording to procedures already provided by 
statute, will hear the application for an in- 
junction and determine whether the re- 
quested injunction should issue. An appeal is 
taken directly to the Supreme Court, expe- 
diting the enforcement of the referendum if 
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the final decision is that the referendum is 
constitutional. Such an expedited procedure 
is already provided for in other voting rights 
cases. It should be no different in this case, 
since a state is redistricted“ for purposes of 
a vote on a referendum into one voting 
block. The Congressional Research Service 
estimates that these three-judge courts 
would be required less than 10 times in a dec- 
ade under this bill, causing a very insubstan- 
tial burden on the federal judiciary, while 
substantially protecting the rights of the 
voters of a state. 

This bill recognizes that state referenda re- 
flect, more than any other process, the one- 
person/one-vote system, and seeks to protect 
a fundamental part of our national founda- 
tion. This bill will implement a fair and ef- 
fective policy that preserves a proper bal- 
ance in federal-state relations. 


INTERIM APPEALS OF CLASS ACTION 
CERTIFICATIONS 


The second reform contained in this bill 
was developed by the Chairman of the Sub- 
committee on the Constitution, Representa- 
tive Charles Canady of Florida. It allows im- 
mediate (interlocutory) appeals of class ac- 
tion certifications by a federal District 
judge. 

When a District judge determines that an 
action may be maintained as a class action, 
the provisions contained in the Judicial Re- 
form Act allow a party to that case to appeal 
that decision immediately to the proper 
Court of Appeals without delaying the 
progress of the underlying case. This pre- 
vents automatic“ certification of class ac- 
tions by judges whose decisions to certify 
may go unchallenged because the parties 
have invested too many resources into the 
case before an appeal is allowed. 

This bill will also prevent abuses by attor- 
neys who bring class action suits when they 
are not warranted, and provides protection 
to defendants who may be forced to expend 
unnecessary resources at trial, only to find 
that a class action was improperly brought 
against them in the first place. As a prac- 
tical matter, the outcome of a class-action 
suit is often determined by whether the 
judge elects to certify a class since certifi- 
cations may guarantee that a plaintiff's at- 
torney can extract a favorable settlement, 
irrespective of whether the certification was 
proper. 

COMPLAINTS AGAINST JUDICIAL MISCONDUCT 


The third reform contained in this bill was 
developed by another member of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, Representative Ed 
Bryant of Tennessee. It requires that a com- 
plaint brought against a federal judge be 
sent to a circuit other than the one in which 
the judge who is the object of the complaint 
sits for review. This will provide for a more 
objective review of the complaint and im- 
prove the efficacy of the Judicial Councils 
Reform and Judicial Conduct and Disability 
Act of 1980, 28 U.S.C. §372 („The 1980 Act“), 
which established a mechanism for the filing 
of complaints against federal judges. 

Under those procedures, a complaint alleg- 
ing that a federal judge has engaged in con- 
duct prejudicial to the effective and expedi- 
tious administration of the business of the 
courts may be filed with the clerk of the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the circuit in which the 
federal judge who is the subject of the com- 
plaint sits. Under the Act, a special com- 
mittee will report to the judicial council of 
the circuit, which will decide what action, if 
any, should be taken. 

By requiring that complaints filed under 
the 1980 Act be transferred to a circuit other 
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than the circuit in which the alleged wrong- 
doer sits, more objectivity and account- 
ability will exist for litigants who find them- 
selves in need of relief from a judge who is 
not properly performing his or her functions. 
In addition, the bill has been amended to 
limit out-of-circuit referrals to those cases 
in which a complaint is not dismissed as 
being incomplete, frivolous, or directly re- 
lated to the merits of a decision or proce- 
dural ruling. This amendment represents an 
effort to respond to those critics who assert 
that the revision to existing complaint pro- 
cedures will generate unnecessary and trivial 
administrative expenses for out-of-circuit 
judges. In other words, only “substantive” 
complaints will be referred out of circuit. 
JUDICIAL TAXATION 


The fourth reform contained in this bill 
prohibits a federal court from expressly di- 
recting’’ or necessarily requiring’’ that a 
state or municipality impose taxes on its 
citizenry, a function reserved to legislative 
bodies, for the purpose of enforcing a legal 
decision. Seizing the power of the public 
purse by imposing taxes on any community 
is an egregious example of how some mem- 
bers of the judiciary have breached this na- 
tion’s founding principle of separation of 
powers and undermined the concept of self- 
rule. 

In some cases, judges have designed in spe- 
cific detail local school systems and public 
housing systems, and then ordered tax in- 
creases to finance the spending bills dis- 
guised in their judicial rulings. The most 
conspicuous example illustrating this prob- 
lem is the ongoing case of Missouri v. Jenkins, 
in which the Supreme Court has issued three 
opinions and the court of appeals more than 
20. In Jenkins, the Supreme Court ruled that 
while it was permissible for the lower court 
in the Kansas City school system to order 
the state or municipality to raise taxes to 
remedy a constitutional deprivation, it re- 
manded and reversed the lower court deci- 
sion based on the fact that the lower court 
lacks the authority to impose a tax itself; it 
must order the state or local municipality to 
do so. The Jenkins litigation also dem- 
onstrates that once a federal court seizes 
such a structural reform” case, it will con- 
stantly reevaluate its progress for years 
until the constitutional deprivation” has 
been cured. 

State and federal laws leave budget and 
spending authority to legislative bodies, be- 
cause only a body which represents the will 
of the people can decide properly how to 
spend the people’s taxes. While rulings on 
due process are important to protect the 
rights of litigants, and remedy which would 
force the public to pay more in taxes must 
come from the House of the people and not 
from the authority of the bench. The judici- 
ary is neither equipped nor given the power 
to make such decisions. To allow otherwise 
is to usurp self-rule and replace it with self- 
appointed authority. As four justices of the 
United States Supreme Court have stated, 
the imposition of taxes by courts “disregards 
fundamental precepts for the democratic 
control of public institutions. The power of 
taxation is one that the federal judiciary 
does not possess.” 

This bill will restore the proper balance de- 
fined in the Constitution between the federal 
branches and federal-state relations by for- 
bidding any U.S. District court from enter- 
ing an order or approving a settlement that 
requires a state or one of its subdivisions to 
impose, increase, levy, or assess any tax for 
the purpose of enforcing any federal or state 
common law, statutory, or constitutional 
right or law. 
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This reform contains a narrow, multi-part 
exception to the general prohibition of judi- 
cially-imposed taxation. Specifically, a court 
may not order a state or political subdivi- 
sion to impose a tax unless the court first 
determines by clear and convincing evidence 
that: (1) there are no other means available 
to remedy the relevant deprivation of rights 
or laws, and the tax is narrowly tailored and 
directly related to the specific constitu- 
tional deprivation or harm necessitating re- 
dress; (2) the tax will not exacerbate the dep- 
rivation intended to be remedied; (3) the tax 
will not result in a revenue loss for the af- 
fected subdivision; (4) the tax will not result 
in a depreciation of property values for the 
affected taxpayers; (5) plans submitted by 
state or local authorities will not effectively 
redress the relevant deprivation; and (6) the 
interests of state and local authorities in 
managing their own affairs is not usurped by 
the proposed tax, consistent with the Con- 
stitution. 

Finally, the bill specifies that the judicial 
tax provisions will apply to any action or 
proceeding pending on, or commenced on or 
after, the date of enactment. This was done 
at the behest of Representative Don Man- 
zullo of Illinois, whose district is home to 
Rockford, a city which is subject to a court 
taxation order that has devastated local 
communities. 


REASSIGNMENT OF CASES 


The fifth reform contained in this bill was 
also developed by Representative Canady. It 
allows all parties on one side of a civil case 
brought in federal District court to agree, 
after initial assignment to a judge, to bring 
a motion requiring that the case be reas- 
signed to a different judge. Each side of the 
case may exercise this option only once. 
Under the provision, a motion to reassign 
must be made not later than 20 days after 
the notice of original assignment of the case 
is given. 

Because some critics believe the reassign- 
ment device might encourage forum-shop- 
ping and attendant delay, its application will 
be limited to the 21 largest federal judicial 
districts (each containing over 10 judges to 
allow a random reassignment) over a five- 
year period, thereby allowing Congress to 
evaluate its effects and to determine wheth- 
er it ought to be extended to all districts and 
perpetuated in the future. 

This substitution-of-judge, or, as referred 
to in the bill, ‘‘reassignment-of-case-as-of- 
right,” provision mirrors similar state laws 
and allows litigants on both sides of a case 
to avoid being subjected to a particular fed- 
eral judge, appointed for life, in any specific 
case. It might be used by litigants in a com- 
munity to avoid “forum shopping” by the 
other side in a case, or to avoid a judge who 
is known to engage in improper courtroom 
behavior, who is known to be prejudiced, or 
who regularly exceeds judicial authority. 

This provision is not meant to replace ap- 
pellate review of trial judges’ decisions, but 
rather to complement appellate review by 
encouraging judges to fairly administer their 
oaths of office to uphold the Constitution. 
Many judges face constant reversals on ap- 
peal, but still force litigants to bear extraor- 
dinary costs before them and further bear 
the burden of overcoming standards of re- 
view on appeal. This provision allows liti- 
gants some freedom in ensuring that due 
process will be given to their case before 
they bear the costs associated with liti- 
gating in trial court and will encourage the 
judiciary to be as impartial as required by 
their charge. 
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HANDLING OF CAPITAL PUNISHMENT APPEALS 

The sixth reform set forth in H.R. 1252 was 
developed in response to the May 14, 1997, 
testimony of Charlotte Stout, who partici- 
pated in an oversight hearing on judicial 
misconduct, and comments made by Rep- 
resentative William Delahunt of Massachu- 
setts. Ms. Stout’s daughter was raped and 
murdered by a man who sat on death row for 
18 years as a result of filing numerous habeas 
petitions at the state and federal level. His 
federal petition was handled by a judge who 
delayed its consideration for four years be- 
fore ordering a new trial. This same judge 
handles all habeas petitions in that judicial 
circuit, and has delayed consideration of all 
capital cases appealed to that circuit by a 
minimum of 65 years. All cases on which he 
has reached a final decision have resulted in 
an over-turning of a jury verdict to impose 
execution. In effect, this judge has taken it 
upon himself to usurp the decision of a jury 
to impose the death penalty. Pursuant to the 
bill, the chief judge of a circuit could neither 
handle all habeas cases by himself or herself, 
nor delegate the responsibility on an exclu- 
sive basis to another judge. 

CAMERAS IN THE COURTROOM 

A seventh reform would permit a presiding 
judge, in his or her discretion, to permit the 
use of cameras during federal appellate pro- 
ceedings. Based on legislation introduced by 
Representative Steve Chabot of Ohio, the 
change mirrors state efforts to provide 
greater public access to the workings of the 
judiciary. The Committee on the Judiciary 
also adopted an amendment offered by Rep- 
resentative Chabot which creates a three- 
year pilot program allowing televised pro- 
ceedings in any U.S. District (trial-level) 
proceeding, subject to the discretion of the 
presiding judge. 

JUDICIAL PAY 

An eighth reform includes parts of legisla- 
tion introduced by Representative Henry 
Hyde of Illinois, Chairman of the Committee 
on the Judiciary, that would grant federal 
judges an annual cost-of-living adjustment 
unless Congress takes action to the con- 
trary. 

COMPLEX DISASTER LITIGATION 

With Representative Jim Sensenbrenner of 
Wisconsin as its chief advocate, a ninth re- 
form consists of language which the House 
passed in the 101st and 102nd Congress, and 
which the full Committee on the Judiciary 
passed in the 103rd Congress. This language 
is intended to improve the ability of federal 
courts to handle complex multidistrict liti- 
gation arising from a single accident, such as 
a plane crash. 

Briefly, these changes would bestow origi- 
nal jurisdiction on federal District courts in 
civil actions involving minimal diversity ju- 
risdiction among adverse parties based on a 
Single accident where at least 25 persons 
have either died or sustained injuries exceed- 
ing $50,000 per person. The District court in 
which such cases are consolidated would re- 
tain those cases for purposes of determining 
liability and punitive damages, and would 
also determine the substantive law that 
would apply for findings of liability and 
damage. Returning individual cases to state 
and federal courts where they were origi- 
nally filed for a determination of compen- 
satory money damages (and where all rel- 
evant records are located) is fair to the 
plaintiffs or their estates. 

These changes should reduce litigation 
costs as well as the likelihood of forum-shop- 
ping in airline and other accident cases. An 
effective one-time determination of punitive 
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damages would eliminate multiple or incon- 
sistent awards arising from multiforum liti- 
gation. 
AGENCY (OPM) APPEALS OF ADVERSE 
PERSONNEL DECISIONS 

The tenth and final reform of H.R. 1252, 
proposed by Representative Conyers of 
Michigan, would permit the Office of Per- 
sonnel Management (OPM) to appeal final 
decisions of the Merit Systems Protection 
Board (MSPB) and final arbitral awards deal- 
ing with adverse personnel actions to the 
Federal Circuit within 60 days from the time 
final notice of a decision is received. Cur- 
rently, OPM must file its appellate briefs 
within 30 days, which is half the time allot- 
ted to other federal agencies. 

This bill is limited in scope. It reforms the 
procedures of the federal courts to ensure 
fairness in the hearing of cases without 
stripping jurisdiction, or reclaiming any 
powers granted by Congress to the lower 
courts. It does assure that litigants in fed- 
eral courts will be entitled to fair rules of 
practice and procedure leading to the due 
process of claims. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5⁄2 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), the 
majority whip for the House. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the Chairman for yielding. I want to 
commend the chairman of the sub- 
committee and the chairman of the full 
committee and the Members of the 
Committee on the Judiciary for their 
very hard work and effort in what I 
consider a much needed piece of legis- 
lation. 

The system of checks and balances so 
carefully crafted by our Founding Fa- 
thers is in serious disrepair and has 
been for years. This bill takes a very 
necessary step to bring the courts back 
into constitutional order. 

The Founding Fathers established a 
system of government in the United 
States that does not allow one branch 
to become too powerful at the expense 
of the other. I contend, quite frankly, 
if we read the Constitution as it origi- 
nally was written and intended, the ju- 
diciary branch was supposed to be the 
weakest branch of the three created by 
the Constitution. 

Contrary to the opinion of the liberal 
legal establishment of this country, ju- 
dicial power is not limitless. Judicial 
power does not equal legislative power. 
Judges apply the law. They are not to 
make the law. When judges go further 
and unilaterally impose legislative 
remedies, they exceed the legitimate 
limits of power given to them by the 
Constitution. 

When judges legislate, they usurp the 
power of Congress. When judges stray 
beyond the Constitution, they usurp 
the power of the people. For instance, 
under the Constitution, only Congress 
can lay and collect taxes. But that did 
not stop District Judge Russell Clark 
from ordering tax increases from the 
bench, 
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That tax increase, and 2 billion tax 
dollars, turned the city school district 
into a spending orgy, complete with ed- 
iting and animation labs, greenhouses, 
temperature-controlled art galleries, 
and a model United Nations that was 
wired for language translation. If that 
is not taxation without representation, 
I do not know what it is. 

Another example of a judge tossing 
aside the Constitution and supplanting 
his own personal biases was the deci- 
sion of the District Court Judge, 
Thelton Henderson, prohibiting the 
State of California from implementing 
the California Civil Rights Initiative, 
the CCRI. 

The CCRI simply removed the oppor- 
tunity for State officials to judge peo- 
ple by their race and their sex, a prac- 
tice that I think most Americans con- 
sider repugnant. In a ruling that 
turned common sense and our Con- 
stitution on its head, Justice Hender- 
son ruled that by adopting the equal 
protection clause of the 14th amend- 
ment, the voters of the State of Cali- 
fornia had violated that same 14th 
amendment. 

Although judicial taxation and Judge 
Henderson’s circumvention of the Con- 
stitution are two extreme examples of 
judges breaching the separation of pow- 
ers, there are, of course, many, many 
others. 

Judges have created the right to die. 
Judges have prohibited States from de- 
claring English as an official language. 
Judges have extended the right of 
States to withhold taxpayer-funded 
services from illegal aliens, all without 
sound constitutional basis. 

Now, some Federal judges have even 
made themselves the sovereigns of the 
cell blocks, micromanaging our State 
prisons, and forcing changes in prison 
operations that have resulted in the 
early release each year of literally 
hundreds of thousands of violent and/or 
repeat criminals out on our streets and 
the streets to plague our families. 

In 1970, not a single prison system 
was operating under the sweeping 
court orders common today. By 1990, 
some 508 municipalities, and over 1,200 
State prisons were operating under 
some judicial confinement order or 
some consent decree. 

In New York City, judges have forced 
prison officials to require that only li- 
censed barbers cut the hair of the pris- 
oners; that sweetened coffee may never 
be served at meals for the prisoners; 
and a court-appointed monitor must be 
given a city car within one grade of the 
prison commissioner’s car. If it were 
not so appalling, it would be funny. 

But if that is not enough, the same 
activist judges have also imposed pris- 
on caps, mandating the release of vio- 
lent felons and drug dealers before they 
have even served their time. 

Later today, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) and I will 
offer an amendment that will end this 
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travesty of justice caused by overac- 
tive judges. Our amendment will pro- 
hibit a Federal judge from ever releas- 
ing a felon from prison because of 
claims of prison overcrowding. 

The prisoners claim of overcrowding 
has become a get-out-of-jail-free card. 
And we say no longer. No longer will 
these prisoners plague our families, 
and our cities, and in our towns. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Hyde bill and the DeLay-Murtha 
amendment. The time has come to re- 
establish our system of checks and bal- 
ances and to restore sanity to our 
criminal justice system. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Michi- 
gan (Mr. CONYERS), the ranking mem- 
ber of the full committee. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I was delighted to 
hear the majority whip, constitutional 
expert in his own right, whose opinions 
I respect very much, and which will be- 
come very much in focus today. The 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), 
majority whip, is the same Member of 
Congress who claims it is time we im- 
peach judges whose opinions consist- 
ently ignore their constitutional role, 
violate their oath of office, and breach 
the separation of powers. 
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That is a quote. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. DELAY. Does the gentleman be- 
lieve that a judge should not be im- 
peached that violates his oath of office 
and violates the Constitution? 

Mr. CONYERS. I will get to that 
later. Right now I am making my own 
presentation, and I wanted to make 
sure I am quoting the gentleman cor- 


rectly. 

Mr. DELAY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gen- 
tleman, yes. 


Mr. DELAY. The gentleman from 
Michigan is absolutely quoting me cor- 
rectly. 

Mr. CONYERS. All right, that is all I 
need. The majority whip should use his 
own time. 

Now let me ask the majority whip, 
who is enjoying this as much as I am, 
“Do you have any judges in mind since 
you made that statement a few months 
ago or do you plan to do anything 
about your pronouncements on that 
subject?“ 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONYERS. With pleasure. 

Mr. DELAY. I got a list and it is 
growing, yes, sir. 

Mr. CONYERS. The gentleman from 
Texas got a list and it is growing. 
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Well, does the gentleman plan to ever 
do anything with the list, though? 
That is the point, and I yield again. 

Mr. DELAY. I will be glad to consult 
with the gentleman when I have a can- 
didate that has violated his oath of of- 
fice and the Constitution. 

Mr. CONYERS. Okay. Then that 
means up to now the gentleman does 
not have a candidate but he has got a 
list. 

Mr. 
yield? 

Mr. CONYERS. Yes, sir. 

Mr. DELAY. I thought the list of can- 
didates is what I was referring to. I 
have got plenty of candidates, yes. I 
am just looking for one that is particu- 
larly bad in violating the Constitution 
and his oath of office, yes. 

Mr. CONYERS. I get it. Then the 
gentleman does not have a candidate 
right now. He has got a list. And I am 
not yielding any more. The gentleman 
from Texas can get time. I got a way 
for him to get as much time as he 
wants, but it is on the other side on his 
own time. 

Okay. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. If the gentleman 
would inquire of the majority whip to 
give us the names on that particular 
list. 

Mr. CONYERS. No, I am not going to 
go there. I am not going to go there. He 
has got a list and he is working on it, 
but he does not have a name yet so I 
got to wait. Said just stay tuned and he 
is going to make his presentation when 
the time comes. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Will the gentleman 
continue to yield? Could he reveal to us 
the number of candidates that are on 
it? 

Mr. CONYERS. I am not going to go 
there, either. Maybe he will tell us 
today, maybe he will not. Maybe he 
will come up with a list next month. 
Who knows? That is what he is telling 
me. 

Well, now, ‘Congressional Repub- 
licans yesterday rallied,” this is the 
great Washington newspaper, the 
Washington Times, ‘Congressional Re- 
publicans yesterday rallied behind 
House Majority Whip Tom DeLay’s an- 
nouncement that the GOP will pursue 
impeachment proceedings against ac- 
tivist Federal judges.” 

Now I would like to gain the distin- 
guished majority whip's attention 
again. Excuse me, sir, if I may gain 
your attention again. 

Mr. DELAY. Is the gentleman going 
to yield to me now? 

Mr. CONYERS. Just a moment. I just 
want to gain the gentleman’s attention 
first. Okay. I thank the gentleman. 
“Congressional Republicans yesterday 
rallied behind House Majority Whip 
Tom DeLay’s announcement that the 
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GOP will pursue impeachment pro- 
ceedings against activist Federal 
judges.” 

And I will be happy to yield to the 
gentleman. What generally is his de- 
scription of activist Federal judges? 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. DELAY. I appreciate the gen- 
tleman giving me this opportunity. 

Mr. CONYERS. It is a pleasure. 

Mr. DELAY. First of all, I did not 
write that. 

Mr. CONYERS. I know the gentleman 
did not. 

Mr. DELAY. I am not looking to im- 
peach activist judges. What I am look- 
ing for are judges that violate their 
oath of office and judges that violate 
the Constitution of the United States. 

Mr. CONYERS. Okay. Then the 
Washington Times is wrong again, and 
to the extent that they are incorrect I 
apologize for bringing it to the gentle- 
man’s attention. 

Mr. DELAY. Will the gentleman yield 
again? 

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. DELAY. They just used the 
wrong word. 

Mr. CONYERS. I see. 
should they have used? 

Mr. DELAY. Judges that violate the 
Constitution and their oath of office. 

Mr. CONYERS. So this is not about 
activist judges. Okay. Well we are get- 
ting someplace. 

Now here is the problem with this 
bill. There was a section in H.R. 1252 
granting parties in the 21 largest Fed- 
eral districts the right to peremptorily 
challenge a Federal judge’s right to 
hear a civil action. In effect, listen 
carefully, Republican Members of this 
House, in effect this provision permits 
prejudicial challenges based on the 
race or gender of the judge. 

Now, current law already provides a 
clear and coherent statutory regime 
for removing judges in appropriate cir- 
cumstances, and it has been working 
pretty well all these years. But now 
today, 1998, we get a proposal in this 
bill that goes well beyond removing 
judges for cause and allows the parties 
to remove judges for no stated reason 
whatsoever, no stated reason whatso- 
ever. 

This is what the Republican lawyers 
on the House Committee on the Judici- 
ary propose we do to the Federal courts 
today, for no reason, any reason. These 
are lawyers on the Committee on the 
Judiciary seriously proposing that that 
is what we do, and I say that is wrong. 

In addition, these challenges would 
not require the exercising party to 
make any showing or even any allega- 
tion of bias on the part of the judge. In 
other words, “I don’t like that judge, 
let's get another judge.“ Does the gen- 
tleman know what that would do to the 
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judicial process in the Federal system? 
Every judge that walks into every 
court where he is assigned, a judge, any 
party that does not like the judge, they 
get another one. And they go there and 
they get another one. They do not like 
the next one, someone else objects. 

And this is a serious proposal, my 
colleagues. I think we ought to take a 
good look at this and find out just 
what is fueling this desire to allow 
every lawyer that comes into Federal 
court to forum shop. I do not think it 
is proper, and I do not think that it 
ought to be in the law. The judges are 
not too thrilled about it either. The 
delay would be incredible, and the Ju- 
dicial Conference is a little bit exer- 
cised, as my colleague can believe. 

A preemptive challenge would be dev- 
astating of this kind. All the expertise 
that a judge acquired regarding the 
cases developed over many months 
would be lost. New judges would have 
to educate themselves regarding the 
attendant cases, with delay and ex- 
pense. . 

And so we are asking that this provi- 
sion be stricken from the bill. We hope 
that a lot of Members, lawyers and 
constitutional experts and Members 
that do not make that claim, will join 
us in opposing this section of the bill. 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia (Mrs. BONO). 

Mrs, BONO, Mr. Chairman, as one of 
the newest Members of the 105th Con- 
gress, I want to express what a privi- 
lege it is to arrive at this great institu- 
tion and participate during these im- 
portant debates. 

As one of my first official acts I am 
very proud to rise today to support the 
bill under consideration, the Judicial 
Reform Act of 1997. This is a very good 
bill, and among its important provi- 
sions is one of special significance to 
the voters of my district, of my State 
and to myself. Section 2 of the bill re- 
flects the bill, H.R. 1170, which was my 
late husband’s first piece of legislation 
in Congress and which passed this 
House last Congress. This is a simple 
but long overdue measure that will 
protect the franchise of democracy. 

This provision, as my colleagues al- 
ready know, establishes a three-judge 
panel to review the constitutionality of 
voter-passed initiatives. When a single 
Federal judge can block the will of the 
people for years at a time, that is one 
of the most antidemocratic features of 
our legal system. For the voters of 
California and other States that have 
initiatives, justice is delayed, and thus 
it is denied. 

Quickly I want to spell out three rea- 
sons why the three-judge panel provi- 
sion should be passed by the House 
today. This is a commonsense idea; it 
will make the Federal courts more ob- 
jective in the way they review cases 
arising from a vote of the people. 

This is a mainstream idea. This 
measure was part of the American 
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legal system for years, and in my view 
we are bringing back something that 
has an important role in protecting our 
democratic system. Every Member 
knows that the three-judge panels are 
used today in voting rights and appor- 
tionment cases. 

And, finally, this is a bipartisan idea. 
The three-judge panel bill, H.R. 1170, 
was supported by an overwhelming and 
bipartisan vote of this body in the last 
Congress. The bill we are considering 
today also contains provisions that Re- 
publicans and Democrats should unite 
to support. 

In closing, I want to commend the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) and 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. COBLE) for their hard work in 
bringing this excellent bill to the floor. 
Again, I ask every Member to support 
this provision and pass this bill. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tlewoman from California (Ms. Wa- 
TERS), a member of the committee. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to this odious bill. This bill 
may as well be called the anti-Thelton 
Henderson bill. Republicans got upset 
with one Federal district judge’s deci- 
sion regarding proposition 209, and now 
they want to change the whole judicial 
process. These changes would make it 
possible to pick and choose with no jus- 
tification. Thus, black judges, Latino 
judges, women judges would be chal- 
lenged simply because of their color. 

The changes they propose are out- 
rageous. They want to make it easy for 
racist and sexist judges to hear cases in 
civil actions. They want the Reagan- 
Bush appointed court of appeals judges 
to control the decisions about the con- 
stitutionality of State referenda issues. 
They want to restrict Federal district 
courts from enforcing rights laws if 
there are any fines involved. 

Now, after proposing all of that, the 
Republicans dangle the cameras in the 
courtroom provision as if to make a 
concession. Well, I am not falling for 
it. Now I wholly support the opening up 
of the judiciary. Cameras would help 
the public understand the justice sys- 
tem. But I will not sacrifice the integ- 
rity of the entire Federal judiciary for 
one good provision. 

This bill is unconscionable and un- 
constitutional. Tampering with the 
Federal justice system to get back at 
one judge’s decision is petty and dan- 
gerous, and shame on my colleagues for 
pushing this bill, shame on all of us if 
we vote for it. 

I strongly urge a vote of ‘‘no’’ on 
H.R. 1252. 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee (Mr. BRYANT), a member of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Chairman, this 
legislation before us was created after 
a number of judges across this country 
have began taking away rights and lib- 
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erties in many of the cases before 
them, and the portion of this bill that 
I strongly support and actually au- 
thored has an impact in this situation 
when it comes to filing ethical com- 
plaints against judges by people who 
feel that they have been wrongfully 
treated in those courtrooms. And what 
it does, it removes the issue of appear- 
ance of conflict of interest, possible 
bias and favoritism in the review of 
these ethical complaints against the 
judges now presently done by that 
judge’s own colleagues. 
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The process is once a complaint is 
filed, it is given to the clerk of the cir- 
cuit court, who then passes it on to the 
chief judge. 

My proposal allows this chief judge 
to ferret out, to eliminate those frivo- 
lous claims, and those claims that are 
based on the judge’s ruling itself, 
which is not proper, or those incom- 
plete complaints. But once he finds 
there is some merit to a complaint 
against a judge, rather than allow, as I 
said before, the judge’s own colleagues 
within that circuit court to determine 
whether or not that judge is guilty of 
an ethical violation, I simply ask the 
courts to allow that to be moved over 
to another circuit, to other judges, who 
perhaps do not know that judge as 
well. 

What that simply does is allow the 
person who filed that complaint, the 
citizen, to have a fair hearing of that 
complaint against the judge, without 
the appearance of a conflict of interest, 
without the appearance of favoritism 
by colleagues. Whether that exists or 
not, at a minimum, the appearance ex- 
ists. 

It is a question of freedom and fair- 
ness. This legislation would protect 
those filing such a grievance, such a 
complaint, and allow it to be heard by 
judges who do not have that friendship 
or who do not have that working rela- 
tionship with the judge under issue. 

Mr. Chairman, I close by simply urg- 
ing my colleagues to support this bill. 
It is a very good bill. 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Arkan- 
sas (Mr. HUTCHINSON), a member of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
time. I appreciate the leadership of the 
gentleman on this important issue. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
H.R. 1252, the Judicial Reform Act, and 
want to speak about two provisions of 
the bill. 

The first one is one long-championed 
by our former colleague, Sonny Bono, 
which ensures that the will of millions 
of voters is not overturned by a single 
Federal judge. Of course, the illustra- 
tion was given in the State of Cali- 
fornia, but that can be duplicated in 
Arkansas, in which the initiative peti- 
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tion drive alternative of the voters is 
utilized quite frequently. 

Whenever we have a ballot initiative 
that is passed by the voters, I think it 
is wrong to have that potentially over- 
turned by one single Federal judge. I 
believe the three-judge panel is a bet- 
ter procedure because it preserves the 
right of judicial review, which I believe 
in. Yet at the same time it ensures it 
is not going to be passed on the whim 
of one Federal judge, but would at least 
require three to review and act upon 
what the voters of a particular State 
have done, and it would be a due regard 
for the Constitution of the United 
States. 

The second thing that I believe is im- 
portant in this provision is the section 
that prohibits Federal judges from lev- 
ying taxes on localities or municipali- 
ties as part of a settlement or a court 
ruling. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that our con- 
stituents are probably wondering why 
we are even debating this, because the 
Constitution gives Congress the sole 
authority to impose taxes on the citi- 
zens. Because of what has happened in 
one particular case in Missouri, there 
is the fear that it could happen again. 
So this kind of judicial activism is, in- 
deed, considered an outrage by the 
American public, and this legislation 
will ensure it does not happen again in 
our localities. 

So I believe that this is appropriate. 
It is responsible legislation; it has a 
good balance between the judicial re- 
view that is appropriate for judges to 
maintain, but yet we in this Congress 
are sworn to uphold the Constitution of 
the United States as well. 

I believe that this legislation is in 
line with our constitutional authority, 
and I would ask my colleagues to sup- 
port it. 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. CHABOT), a member of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Judicial Reform Act. As my colleagues 
know, this legislation contains lan- 
guage authored by the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. SCHUMER) and myself 
that would permit Federal judges in 
appropriate situations to allow the 
televising of civil and criminal trials 
or appeals. Again, it would permit it, 
but it would not require cameras in the 
courtroom. It is at the discretion of the 
trial judge. 

Open, public trials have a long- 
standing tradition in our country. The 
framers of the Constitution required 
public trials because they recognized 
that a thriving democracy depends on a 
well-informed public. They knew that 
the public needs to see how an impor- 
tant branch of the Federal Government 
works, or, in some cases, does not 
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work, and they understood that the 
dignity of the court comes from the 
courtroom itself and from the values 
and beliefs on display. 

Those values and beliefs are invig- 
orated, not undercut, as opponents of 
open government would argue, by giv- 
ing the people the ability to see our ju- 
dicial system in action. 

Chief Justice Berger, for example, 
once wrote, People in an open society 
do not demand infallibility from their 
institutions, but it is difficult for them 
to accept what they are prohibited 
from observing.” 

An informed citizenry also is essen- 
tial to our constitutional system of 
checks and balances. The Federal 
courts play a very important part in 
our government. Federal judges, after 
all, serve for life. The American people 
deserve the opportunity to see how 
they operate. We need to encourage 
deeper understanding and further na- 
tional discussion of the proper and 
properly limited role of the Federal 
judges. 

In an age where new technological 
breakthroughs are made every day and 
televisions are present in virtually 
every American home, it is inconceiv- 
able that access to the courts would be 
strictly limited to those Americans 
who have the time and ability to per- 
sonally visit a courthouse. 

Our Founding Fathers over 200 years 
ago wanted our Federal courts to be 
open, and they are open. But who has 
the time nowadays to take off of work 
or to take away from the time in rais- 
ing their families to go down to the 
Federal courts, which are generally 
downtown? They should have the abil- 
ity to view what is going on in those 
courtrooms at home. After all, those 
courts do not belong to the judges; 
they belong to the people. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge passage of this 
bill. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, to close for us, I yield the 
balance of my time to the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. WATT). 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
EWING). The gentleman from North 
Carolina is recognized for 8 minutes. 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I actually had tried to 
restrain myself from taking time in 
general debate on this bill because I 
had very, very mixed emotions 
throughout this debate. 

I had the pleasure of practicing, 
sometimes the pain, of practicing law 
for 22 years before I was elected to Con- 
gress. There have been many, many 
times during that 22 years that I would 
have longed for the opportunity to be 
given the right to strike a judge and 
select another judge. 

There have been many times during 
that 22 years that I was on the verge of 
losing confidence in a process, and had 
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to step back from it and evaluate the 
process that was there in our court sys- 
tem, and try to say to myself, how 
would I do this differently if I were de- 
signing a court system? 

So, in a sense, I guess I can 
empathize with my Republican col- 
leagues who would like to make a sub- 
stantial change in our judicial system 
because they have a sense of frustra- 
tion about some aspect of it. 

There is probably not another person 
in this body, if there are, there are 
probably only a few, who have had a 
judge look at them or their law part- 
ners and call them a “nigger” in the 
courtroom. I would love to have had 
the opportunity to strike that judge 
and go on to another judge. 

There is probably nobody who has, as 
much as I, been involved in a system 
that had a three-judge panel, and rec- 
ognized the benefits and detriments of 
having a three-judge panel in litiga- 
tion. 

But when all is said and done, what 
we have to recognize is that we operate 
in a system that is unique to our coun- 
try. I am in the majority a lot in this 
House, but I cannot start changing 
every rule that sometimes cuts in my 
favor and sometimes cuts against me. 
There has to be a set of rules that gov- 
ern any kind of organized system, and 
our court system has a set of rules that 
govern it. 

So while I have experienced that 
frustration that some of my colleagues 
have talked about, what I have said to 
myself over and over and over again is 
that our system has to be protected. 
Otherwise, there is no rule of law; 
there can be no justice. We substan- 
tially undercut it when we start selec- 
tively trying to take some result and 
change it by changing the whole proc- 
ess under which we operate. 

That is what this bill does in sub- 
stantial measure. It gives every citizen 
the opportunity to come in and say, I 
don’t like this judge because I don’t 
like what color he is or what gender 
she is or what political perspective 
they have, and therefore I am going to 
exercise a peremptory challenge, just 
like we do in a jury pool. 

That is an unprecedented change in 
our system. One, which I would have 
loved to have had on many occasions, 
but I have understood would undermine 
the system of justice that we have sub- 
stantially in our country. 

Yet, my colleagues would come in 
here and whine and say I don’t like the 
result, therefore I am going to change 
the whole system and give everybody 
in America the right to delay trials 
and subvert the system. This, my 
friends, is not a good bill. 

It may have some superficially ap- 
pealing aspects to it, some which I can 
understand and empathize with, but we 
must protect the system of justice and 
the rules of the road, and we cannot 
start making them subject to who is in 
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power in the Congress of the United 
States and whether it is Conservatives 
versus Liberals. We must have rules 
under which we operate. 

Once we undermine those rules, as 
this bill does substantially, then we 
have undermined our whole system of 
justice in this country. 

So I beg my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle to evaluate this bill and see 
if this really is where they want to be. 
It may serve some short-term political 
objective that they have, but what does 
it do to the confidence of the public in 
our judiciary and in our judicial sys- 
tem? 
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At the end of the day, after my col- 
leagues have made that kind of evalua- 
tion, I believe, if they are acting in the 
interests of justice and the integrity of 
our system, they will reject this bill so 
that we can have a reasonable set of 
rules that have governed our system 
for years and years and years and do 
not delay the trial of cases in our sys- 
tem. 

I ask my colleagues to vote against 
this bill, even though it may have some 
political, superficial benefit to them. 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Llinois 
(Mr. MANZULLO). 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, if 
there is any phrase that sums up the 
reason for the existence of this Repub- 
lic, that phrase is no taxation without 
representation.” That is not the phrase 
of DON MANZULLO. It is the phrase of 
Thomas Jefferson, who, when he wrote 
the Declaration of Independence, cited 
King George for three things: that King 
George, III, refused to pass laws that 
would allow people the right to be rep- 
resented in their own legislatures; that 
he called together legislative bodies at 
unusual times so nothing could be 
done; that he imposed taxes on us with- 
out our consent. 

Taxation without consent gave rise 
to the Boston Tea Party, and it gave 
rise to the Constitution that was writ- 
ten in 1787, a document so magnificent 
that author Flexner has said, never be- 
fore in history had people gathered to- 
gether to write a document by which 
people can govern themselves. 

Two of the people who had a tremen- 
dous impact on that Constitution were 
Hamilton and Madison. Hamilton said, 
in Federalist Paper 78, “The judiciary 
has no influence over either the sword 
or the purse, no direction either of the 
strength or of the wealth of the soci- 
ety.” 

And Madison said in Federalist Paper 
33, “What is a power but the ability or 
faculty of doing a thing? What is the 
power of laying and collecting taxes 
but a legislative power?” 

And so powerful were those words, 
Mr. Chairman, that they were written 
into article 1, section 7, that said. All 
bills for raising revenue shall originate 
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in the House of Representatives.” It is 
very clear, any Federal attempt to 
raise taxes must come in the people’s 
House, and it must come by people who 
have to stand for reelection every 2 
years. 

But history has not proved that out, 
because it is not only in Kansas City, 
Missouri, where the judge has raised $2 
billion worth of taxes, but it is in 
Rockford, Illinois, where an unelected 
magistrate ordered the members of the 
school board to either raise taxes or go 
to jail for the purpose of implementing 
a desegregation plan. 

That is taxation without representa- 
tion, and that is why we are here 
today, because Madison compelled it 
whenever one branch of government 
would become predominant over the 
other. In fact, in number 47 he said, 
The accumulation of all powers, legis- 
lative, executive, and judiciary, in the 
same hands, whether of one, a few, or 
many, and whether hereditary, self-ap- 
pointed, or elective, may justly be pro- 
nounced the very definition of tyr- 
anny.” 

We are here, perhaps for the first 
time since the Constitution was adopt- 
ed, perhaps for the first time that the 
House of Representatives has been here 
in existence, for the first time in his- 
tory, to argue Congress should take 
back from the judges the power to tax. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, | rise in oppo- 
sition to H.R. 1252. There are many in this 
chamber who from time to time have dis- 
agreed with decisions rendered by federal 
judges. Count me among them. But | have al- 
ways felt that our independent life-tenured fed- 
eral judiciary is one of the glories of the Amer- 
ican system of government, and that efforts by 
the Congress to retaliate against particular de- 
cisions are inimical to our larger stake in the 
preservation of the American constitutional 
system. 

That is why | am so strongly opposed to 
H.R. 1252. It is simply wrong to manipulate 
court jurisdiction and procedure as this bill 
would do to try to make it more or less likely 
that the federal courts will reach particular re- 
sults. 

am particularly concerned that H.R. 1252 
seeks to strip the remedial power of the fed- 
eral courts, to the detriment of all Americans. 
By prohibiting a federal district court from en- 
tering any order or approving any settlement 
that could require a state or local government 
to raise taxes—and applying this provision to 
pending cases, to boot—the bill deprives all 
Americans of effective recourse for the vindi- 
cation of their rights under federal law. As crit- 
ics have noted, Brown v. Board of Education 
required expenditures to desegregate the pub- 
lic schools. Would the proponents of this bill 
suggest that the authority of the federal courts 
should have been limited to declaring seg- 
regation unconstitutional, and the courts 
barred from ordering desegregation? 

And on the very week that we celebrate 
Earth Day, please do not tell me that we are 
going to deprive the federal judiciary of the 
ability to effectively enforce the nation’s envi- 
ronmental laws. For all these reasons, | urge 
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support for the amendment to be offered by 
our colleagues Mr. DELAHUNT and Mr. BOEH- 
LERT to strike Section 5 of the bill. 

| also note with great concern that Section 
6 of the bill would grant parties in federal court 
the right to remove the judge randomly as- 
signed to their case. Because due process 
guarantees an impartial judge, under current 
law a party can seek to remove a judge for 
bias or prejudice. But to go further and allow 
peremptory strikes is to “replace the traditional 
process with a dangerous alternative. * * * 
We would be wrong to buy into a proposed re- 
form whose basic effect is to influence judges 
through considerations extrinsic to the merits 
of a case.” That is the analysis of the eminent 
Chief Judge of the 4th Circuit, J. Harvie 
Wilkinson, widely viewed as a conservative 
Republican jurist. Why would we seek to intro- 
duce strategic judge-shopping based on a 
judge’s race, gender, or experience before 
taking the bench, into what is now the impec- 
cably random assignment of judges to cases, 
and in so doing risk chilling decisionmaking in 
difficult cases? 

| am heartened that my neighbor and col- 
league form California, Mr. ROGAN, will join in 
seeking to strike Section 6 later today. In light 
of his experience as a judge, | hope my col- 
leagues will carefully consider the concerns 
which prompt him to offer his amendment. 

| also want to make note of Section 2 of the 
bill, which would bring back into federal judi- 
cial practice a mechanism largely discarded by 
Congress in 1976 as inefficient and unwieldy, 
namely three judge panels in the district court. 
Section 2 would require a three judge court in 
all cases involving constitutional challenges to 
state referenda and initiatives. The authority of 
the federal judiciary to hear and decide con- 
stitutional questions, including challenges to 
state laws, should not turn on whether the 
challenged law was enacted by a state legisla- 
ture or by a state’s voters. Indeed, Section 2 
would create the anomalous result that iden- 
tical laws adopted by two different states 
would be treated completely differently by the 
federal courts. Because appeals of decisions 
of three judge courts are heard on an expe- 
dited basis by the Supreme Court without the 
benefit of circuit court review, the laws of 
those states where the referendum and initia- 
tive processes do not exist could be placed at 
a disadvantage. Why would we do that? 

In all of these instances, | believe the legis- 
lation before us threatens the independence of 
the federal judiciary and imposes increased 
delays and costs for our constituents who 
seek recourse in the federal courts. This legis- 
lation endangers the balance among the 
branches of government so carefully wrought 
by the Founding Fathers and threatens the 
vindication of our constitutional rights. | urge 
its defeat. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, today we will 
consider the Judicial Reform Act, a piece of 
legislation that will curb judicial activism by re- 
straining judges who use their authority to ad- 
vance political agenda rather than uphold the 
laws set forth in the Constitution. As it stands 
now, federal, district and circuit court judges 
wield an enormous amount of power, and yet 
are accountable to no one. They are not elect- 
ed, but are appointed for life. 

Judicial activism has taken its hold through- 
out the country. Recently, a federal judge in 
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California declared State proposition 187 un- 
constitutional, succumbing to political pres- 
sures rather than preserving the liberties of 
law-abiding citizens. Now illegal immigrants 
will enjoy public benefits at the expense of 
American taxpayers. Proposition 187 was a 
ballot initiative that was studied and passed by 
voters in California. One individual had the 
power to overturn a statute that was agreed 
upon by a majority of the electorate. Mr. 
Chairman, this is not democratic and it is far 
from constitutional! 

The Judicial Reform Act will restrict judges 
who practice judicial activism, designating a 
panel of judges to review U.S. district court 
decisions when they may be perceived as un- 
constitutional. Establishing new rules is the 
only way to halt this growing problem. Mr. 
Chairman, | urge my colleagues to take a 
closer look at how judicial activism is nega- 
tively impacting their constituents and to sup- 
port the Judicial Reform Act. 

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Chairman, | rise today to 
bring to the attention of my colleagues a par- 
ticular provision of H.R. 1252—section seven: 
random assignment of habeas corpus cases. 

This section was added to the bill as a re- 
sult of the testimony of one of my constituents, 
Mrs. Charlotte Stout of Greenfield, Tennessee. 
I'd like to submit the testimony of Mrs. Stout 
for the RECORD since | can’t hope to duplicate 
her eloquent effort. 

Before | begin, let me first say that | under- 
stand the difficulty facing this House in that ju- 
dicial independence is a cornerstone of our 
democracy; but independence does not mean 
that we as a co-equal branch of government 
abdicate all responsibility for seeing that jus- 
tice is done in this country. This House has 
heard all to often that justice delayed is justice 
denied. This is yet another unfortunate inci- 
dent where this valid statement applies. | be- 
lieve we do have a solemn duty to respond to 
injustice whenever and wherever we can. 

This section is a response to an injustice 
and | commend Chairman CoBLe and his staff 
for working diligently with me and Mr. 
DELAHUNT to add this important provision. 

The story of Charlotte Stout's daughter, 
Cary Ann Medlin is one which is too gruesome 
and too cruel to recount fully and | won't fur- 
ther their suffering by a detailed account—nei- 
ther would Charlotte want me to. She is not an 
avenging mother, but a compassionate con- 
cerned woman who wants justice for not only 
herself, but all victims of crime. 

On September 1, 1979 her daughter Cary 
Ann Medlin, age 9, went out to ride her bicycle 
for a few minutes before dinner. Charlotte 
never saw her alive again. A man, by his own 
confession, brutally raped, sodomized, and 
murdered her small child. This man was 
brought to trial in 1981 and sentenced to two 
life sentences and death by electrocution. This 
case was appealed in all the appropriate state 
courts. 

In 1992, this killer filed his second petition 
for habeas corpus relief in the federal court. In 
December of 1996, after being reprimanded 
for delay by the chief judge of the district, the 
judge finally ruled on this case after having it 
in his court for 4 years and 10 months. 

While this one woman's ordeal through the 
federal court system has made the constitu- 
ents of my district question our judicial system 
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and rightly so, Charlotte did not come to 
Washington to testify about an isolated, single 
case. 

This federal judge in the middle district of 
Tennessee, after very lengthy delays, has 
overturned 100% of all death penalty cases on 
which he has reached a final decision. Five to 
ten years is the norm in this judge’s court and 
in my view this is unacceptable. This judge 
delayed eight capital cases a combined total 
of over 66 years. 

The citizens of Tennessee are concerned 
that since the reinstatement of the death pen- 
alty in 1977, this judge has received almost 
100% of the cases prior to 1990. He did not 
transfer the cases back to the district of origin, 
nor did he recuse himself in hearing the 
cases. The lengthy and constant delays in 
these capital cases has resulted in the victims 
of crime being denied justice. That is wrong; 
that is an injustice; and | support this section 
as a minor response to a grave injustice which 
if left unchecked could threaten the very credi- 
bility of the judiciary. 

Again, | thank the Subcommittee for hearing 
the testimony of Mrs. Charlotte Stout from 
Greenfield, Tennessee and the mother of Cary 
Ann Medlin. 


HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON COURTS AND INTEL- 
LECTUAL PROPERTIES—SUMMARY OF WRIT- 
TEN TESTIMONY BY CHARLOTTE STOUT, MAY 
15, 1997 


I am not here today as an avenging moth- 
er. I am not here because a Federal Judge 
overturned one isolated death penalty case. 
If that were the case, you could discredit me 
as an emotional extremist and I would be 
wasting this committee’s and my time. I rep- 
resent almost 27,000 others who are con- 
cerned with and perceive a grave miscarriage 
of justice in Tennessee. The source of our 
concern is life-time appointed Federal Judge 
John Nixon of the Middle Tennessee District. 

Judge Nixon has delayed eight counted 
death penalty cases a compiled total of 65 
years and 7 months. He has then overturned 
100% of all death penalty cases on which he 
has reached a final decision. If our concern 
stemmed from one isolated decision, then I 
would also call attention to Judge Morton of 
Middle Tennessee who has also overturned a 
death penalty case. Our concern stems from 
several reasons, not just Judge Nixon's deci- 
sion on one case. We are concerned with the 
consistency with which Judge Nixon makes 
his decisions. We are concerned about the in- 
ordinate delays on death penalty cases in his 
court. We are concerned because of his mis- 
conduct in office by accepting an award from 
a group who has a previously stated con- 
troversial point of view on a legal issue. We 
are concerned with the amount of financial 
reimbursement he has authorized in capital 
cases. We are concerned that since the rein- 
statement of capital punishment in Ten- 
nessee in 1977, Judge Nixon received almost 
100% of the cases prior to 1990. He did not 
transfer the cases back to the district of ori- 
gin, nor did he recuse himself from hearing 
the cases. And finally, we are concerned 
about the system for filing judicial com- 
plaints. Twelve (12) complaints were offi- 
cially filed against Judge Nixon in the 6th 
Circuit Court. These were reviewed by a 
judge who is his peer and social acquaint- 
ance. 

From the Governor, (and past Governor) to 
the ‘blue-collar’? workers, from East Ten- 
nessee to West Tennessee, thousands believe 
that Judge Nixon is opposed to capital pun- 
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ishment and is allowing his personal convic- 
tions to obstruct the law of the State of Ten- 
nessee. Tennessee Senate Joint Resolution 41 
has been proposed by Senator Tommy Burks 
which is a resolution memorializing the U.S. 
Congress to initiate impeachment pro- 
ceedings against U.S. District Court Judge 
John T. Nixon. We believe, Judge Nixon who 
is appointed for a life-time term, will con- 
tinue to overturn death penalty convictions 
and order new trials, if he is allowed to con- 
tinue in his historic path. I cannot begin to 
elaborate on the number of newspaper edi- 
torials, TV news segments, and public com- 
mentaries that have been expressed against 
Judge Nixon. A Federal Judge, who is ap- 
pointed for life is holding the citizens of Ten- 
nessee “hostage” to his conscientious be- 
liefs. He does have the right to his beliefs. No 
one disputes that. But when those beliefs 
interfere with the administration of justice 
and the performance of his duties as an offi- 
cer of the court, he should be removed or at 
the very least restrained. Capital punish- 
ment has been ruled to be constitutionally 
appropriate. How then, can one individual be 
allowed to hold his beliefs above the law be- 
cause he is a Federal Judge? He is frus- 
trating the entire legal system in our state. 
To what purpose do our law enforcement of- 
ficers, prosecuting attorneys, Judges and 
courts spend countless hours and taxpayer 
dollars to bring criminals to swift and sound 
justice. How can due process be served when 
delays of 10 years exist in one court? A fair 
trial after two decades will be impossible for 
any of these cases. What a tragedy if any one 
of these men is innocent. What a tragedy if 
they are guilty and allowed to abuse the sys- 
tem. What a tragedy if a Federal Judge is al- 
lowed flagrant misconduct in office and our 
elected Representatives refuse to act for the 
sake of protecting the independence of the 
judiciary. The framers of our Constitution 
surely never intended for one branch of the 
government to act completely independent 
of the other two branches. If that were the 
case, there would be no true system of 
checks and balances. 

We realize that only 15 judges have ever 
been brought up on impeachment charges 
and only seven of them have been convicted 
and removed from the bench. We realize the 
grounds for impeachment are complex. The 
Constitution sets the framework for im- 
peachment and defines an impeachable of- 
fense as “High crimes or misdemeanors” but 
also states that judges who have lifetime ap- 
pointments must be of “good behavior”. Our 
elected Representatives can define the pa- 
rameters of good behavior. On April 9, 1996, 
Chief Justice of the U.S. Supreme Court Wil- 
liam Rehnquist said to the Washington Col- 
lege of Law, It would be a mistake to think 
that just because a certain kind of judicial 
business has always been conducted in a par- 
ticular way in the past, it therefore ought to 
be conducted that way in the future.” 

We, the people, have only one voice, the 
voice of our elected Representatives. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex- 
pired. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute printed in the bill, modified 
by striking section 9 and redesignating 
each succeeding section accordingly, 
shall be considered by sections as an 
original bill for the purpose of amend- 
ment. Pursuant to the rule, each sec- 
tion is considered as read. 

During consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Chair may accord pri- 
ority in recognition to a Member offer- 
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ing an amendment that he has printed 
in the designated place in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments 
will be considered as read. 

The Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole may postpone a request for a 
recorded vote on any amendment, and 
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes 
the time for voting on any postponed 
question that immediately follows an- 
other vote, provided that the time for 
voting on the first question shall be a 
minimum of 15 minutes. 

The Clerk will designate section 1. 

The text of section 1 is as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Judicial Reform 

Act of 1998". 


The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to section 1? 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the remainder 
of the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as modified, be printed in 
the RECORD and open to amendment at 
any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

The text of the remainder of the 
amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute, as modified, is as follows: 

SEC. 2. seis" COURT FOR ANTICIPATORY RE- 


(a) REQUIREMENT OF 3-JUDGE COURT.—Any 
application for anticipatory relief against the 
enforcement, operation, or execution of a State 
law adopted by referendum shall not be granted 
by a United States district court or judge thereof 
upon the ground that the State law is repug- 
nant to the Constitution, treaties, or laws of the 
United States unless the application for antici- 
patory relief is heard and determined by a court 
of 3 judges in accordance with section 2284 of 
title 28, United States Code. Any appeal of a de- 
termination on such application shall be to the 
Supreme Court. In any case to which this sec- 
tion applies, the additional judges who will 
serve on the 3-judge court shall be designated 
under section 2284(b)(1) of title 28, United States 
Code, as soon as practicable, and the court shall 
expedite the consideration of the application for 
anticipatory relief. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—AS used in this section— 

(1) the term “State” means each of the several 
States and the District of Columbia; 

(2) the term State law” means the constitu- 
tion of a State, or any statute, rule, regulation, 
or other measure of a State that has the force of 
law, and any amendment thereto; 

(3) the term “referendum” means the submis- 
sion to popular vote, by the voters of the State, 
of a measure passed upon or proposed by a leg- 
islative body or by popular initiative; and 

(4) the term “anticipatory relief” means an in- 
terlocutory or permanent injunction or a declar- 
atory judgment. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section applies to 
any application for anticipatory relief that is 
filed on or after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

SEC. 3. INTERLOCUTORY APPEALS OF COURT OR- 
DERS RELATING TO CLASS ACTIONS. 

(a) INTERLOCUTORY APPEALS.—Section 1292(b) 
of title 28, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by inserting “(1)” after “(b)”; and 
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(2) by adding at the end the following: 

ö) A party to an action in which the district 
court has made a determination of whether the 
action may be maintained as a class action may 
make application for appeal of that determina- 
tion to the court of appeals which would have 
jurisdiction of an appeal of that action. The 
court of appeals may, in its discretion, permit 
the appeal to be taken from such determination 
if the application is made within 10 days after 
the entry of the court’s determination relating 
to the class action. Application for an appeal 
under this paragraph shall not stay proceedings 
in the district court unless the district judge or 
the court of appeals or a judge thereof shall so 
order. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) applies to any action com- 
menced on or after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

SEC, 4. PROCEEDINGS ON COMPLAINTS AGAINST 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT. 

(a) REFERRAL OF PROCEEDINGS TO ANOTHER 
JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OR CoURT.—Section 372(c) of 
title 28, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1) by adding at the end the 
following: “In the case of a complaint so identi- 
fied, the chief judge shall notify the clerk of the 
court of appeals of the complaint, together with 
a brief statement of the facts underlying the 
complaint.“ 

(2) in paragraph (2) in the second sentence by 
inserting or statement of facts underlying the 
complaint (as the case may be)” after “copy of 
the complaint”; 

(3) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) by inserting () after "(3)"; 

(B) by striking may and all that follows 
through the end of subparagraph (B) and in- 
serting the following: ma dismiss the com- 
plaint if the chief judge finds it to be— 

i) not in conformity with paragraph (1); 

ii) directly related to the merits of a decision 
or procedural ruling; or 

lit) frivolous."’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(B) If the chief judge does not enter an order 
under subparagraph (A), then the complaint or 
(in the case of a complaint identified under 
paragraph (1)) the statement of facts underlying 
the complaint shall be referred to the chief judge 
of another judicial circuit for proceedings under 
this subsection (hereafter in this subsection re- 
ferred to as the ‘chief judge’), in accordance 
with a system established by rule by the Judicial 
Conference, which prescribes the circuits to 
which the complaints will be referred. The Judi- 
cial Conference shall establish and submit to the 
Congress the system described in the preceding 
sentence not later than 180 days after the date 
of the enactment of the Judicial Reform Act of 
1998. 

“(C) After expeditiously reviewing the com- 
plaint, the chief judge may, by written order ex- 
plaining the chief judge's reasons, conclude the 
proceeding if the chief judge finds that appro- 
priate corrective action has been taken or that 
action on the complaint is no longer necessary 
because of intervening events.“ 

(4) in paragraph (4)— 

(A) by striking “paragraph (3)” and inserting 
“paragraph (3)(C)"'; and 

(B) in subparagraph (A) by inserting ‘‘(to 
which the complaint or statement of facts un- 
derlying the complaint is referred)” after the 
circuit”; 

(5) in paragraph (5)— 

(A) in the first sentence by inserting to 
which the complaint or statement of facts un- 
derlying the complaint is referred” after the 
circuit”; and 

(B) in the second sentence by striking the 
circuit” and inserting ‘‘that circuit”; 

(6) in the first sentence of paragraph (15) by 
inserting before the period at the end the fol- 
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lowing: in which the complaint was filed or 
identified under paragraph ( and 

(7) by amending paragraph (18) to read as fol- 
lows: 

(18) The Judicial Conference shall prescribe 
rules, consistent with the preceding provisions 
of this subsection— 

(A) establishing procedures for the filing of 
complaints with respect to the conduct of any 
judge of the United States Court of Federal 
Claims, the Court of International Trade, or the 
Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit, and 
for the investigation and resolution of such com- 
plaints; and 

) establishing a system for referring com- 

plaints filed with respect to the conduct of a 
judge of any such court to any of the first elev- 
en judicial circuits or to another court for inves- 
tigation and resolution. 
The Judicial Conference shall establish and sub- 
mit to the Congress the system described in sub- 
paragraph (B) not later than 180 days after the 
date of the enactment of the Judicial Reform Act 
of 190. 

(b) DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION.—Section 
372(c)(14) of title 28, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (B) by striking “or” after 
the semicolon; 

(2) in subparagraph (C) by striking the period 
at the end and inserting “'; or”; and 

(3) by adding after subparagraph (C) the fol- 
lowing: 

D) such disclosure is made to another agen- 
cy or instrumentality of any governmental juris- 
diction within or under the control the United 
States for a civil or criminal law enforcement 
activity authorized by law.”. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by subsection (a) apply to complaints filed on or 
after the 180th day after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. 

SEC, 5. LIMITATION ON COURT-IMPOSED TAXES. 

(a) LIMITATION.—Chapter 85 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following new section: 

“§ 1369. Limitation on Federal court remedies 

“(a) LIMITATION ON COURT-IMPOSED TAXES.— 
(1) No district court may enter any order or ap- 
prove any settlement that requires any State, or 
political subdivision of a State, to impose, in- 
crease, levy, or assess any tar, unless the court 
finds by clear and convincing evidence, that— 

A there are no other means available to 
remedy the deprivation of a right under the 
Constitution of the United States; 

) the proposed imposition, increase, lev- 
ying, or assessment is narrowly tailored to rem- 
edy the specific deprivation at issue so that the 
remedy imposed is directly related to the harm 
caused by the deprivation; 

“(C) the tar will not contribute to or eracer- 
bate the deprivation intended to be remedied; 

D) plans submitted to the court by State 
and local authorities will not effectively redress 
the deprivations at issue; 

) the interests of State and local authori- 
ties in managing their affairs are not usurped, 
in violation of the Constitution, by the proposed 
imposition, increase, levying, or assessment; and 

) the proposed tar will not result in the 
loss or depreciation of property values of the 
tarpayers who are affected. 

ö The limitation contained in paragraph (1) 
shall apply only to any order or settlement 
which— 

“(A) expressly directs any State, or political 
subdivision of a State, to impose, increase, levy, 
or assess any tat; or 

) will necessarily require a State, or polit- 
ical subdivision of a State, to impose, increase, 
levy, or assess any tar. 

““(3) If the court finds that the conditions set 
forth in paragraph (1) have been satisfied, it 
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shall enter an order incorporating that finding, 
and that order shall be subject to immediate in- 
terlocutory de novo review. 

A remedy permitted under paragraph (1) 
shall not extend beyond the case or controversy 
before the court. 

“(5)(A) Notwithstanding any law or rule of 
procedure, any person or entity whose tar li- 
ability would be directly affected by the imposi- 
tion of a tax under paragraph (1) shall have the 
right to intervene in any proceeding concerning 
the imposition of the tar, except that the court 
may deny intervention if it finds that the inter- 
est of that person or entity is adequately rep- 
resented by existing parties. 

) A person or entity that intervenes pursu- 
ant to subparagraph (A) shall have the right 
to— 

“(i) present evidence and appear before the 
court to present oral and written testimony; and 

“(i appeal any finding required to be made 
by this section, or any other related action 
taken to impose, increase, levy, or assess the tar 
that is the subject of the intervention. 

“(b) TERMINATION OF ORDERS.—Notwith- 
standing any law or rule of procedure, any 
order of, or settlement approved by, a district 
court requiring the imposition, increase, levy, or 
assessment of a tar pursuant to subsection 
(a) shall automatically terminate or expire on 
the date that is— 

“(1) 1 year after the date of the imposition of 
the tax; or 

2) an earlier date, if the court determines 
that the deprivation of rights that is addressed 
by the order or settlement has been cured to the 
extent practicable. 

Any new such order or settlement relating to the 
same issue is subject to all the requirements of 
this section. 

“(c) PREEMPTION.—This section shall not be 
construed to preempt any law of a State or po- 
litical subdivision thereof that imposes limita- 
tions on, or otherwise restricts the imposition of, 
a tar, levy, or assessment that is imposed in re- 
sponse to a court order or settlement referred to 
in subsection (b). 

“(d) ADDITIONAL RESTRICTIONS ON COURT AC- 
TION.—(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
nothing in this section may be construed to 
allow a Federal court to, for the purpose of 
funding the administration of an order or settle- 
ment referred to in subsection (b), use funds ac- 
quired by a State or political subdivision thereof 
from a tax imposed by the State or political sub- 
division thereof. 

(2) Paragraph (1) does not apply to any tar, 
levy, or assessment that may, in accordance 
with applicable State or local law, be used to 
fund the actions of a State or political subdivi- 
sion thereof in meeting the requirements of an 
order or settlement referred to in subsection (b). 

“(e) NOTICE TO STATES.—The court shall pro- 
vide written notice to a State or political sub- 
division thereof subject to an order or settlement 
referred to in subsection (b) with respect to any 
finding required to be made by the court under 
subsection (a). Such notice shall be provided be- 
fore the beginning of the next fiscal year of that 
State or political subdivision occurring after the 
order or settlement is issued. 

Y SPECIAL RULES.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion— 

IJ) the District of Columbia shall be consid- 
ered to be a State; and 

A any Act of Congress applicable erclu- 
sively to the District of Columbia shall be con- 
sidered to be a statute of the District of Colum- 
bia. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents for chapter 85 of title 28, United States 
Code, is amended by adding after the item relat- 
ing to section 1368 the following new item: 


1369. Limitation on Federal court remedies.”’. 
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(c) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing con- 
tained in this section or the amendments made 
by this section shall be construed to make legal, 
validate, or approve the imposition of a tar, 
levy, or assessment by a United States district 
court or a spending measure required by a 
United States district court. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section and the 
amendments made by this section shall apply 
with respect to any action or other proceeding 
in a Federal court that is pending on, or com- 
menced on or after, the date of the enactment of 
this Act, and the I ur limitation set forth in 
subsection (b) of section 1369 of title 28, United 
States Code, as added by this section, shall 
apply to any court order or settlement described 
in subsection (a)(1) of such section 1369, that is 
in effect on the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

SEC. 6. REASSIGNMENT OF CASE AS OF RIGHT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 21 of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“$464, Reassignment of cases upon motion by 

a party 

(a) UPON MOTION.—(1) If all parties on one 
side of a civil case to be tried in a United States 
district court described in subsection (e) bring a 
motion to reassign the case, the case shall be re- 
assigned to another appropriate judicial officer. 
Each side shall be entitled to one reassignment 
without cause as a matter of right. 

““(2) If any question arises as to which parties 
should be grouped together as a side for pur- 
poses of this section, the chief judge of the court 
of appeals for the circuit in which the case is to 
be tried, or another judge of the court of appeals 
designated by the chief judge, shall determine 
that question. 

“(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR BRINGING MOTION.— 
(1) Subject to paragraph (2), a motion to reas- 
sign under this section shall not be entertained 
unless it is brought, not later than 20 days after 
notice of the original assignment of the case, to 
the judicial officer to whom the case is assigned 
for the purpose of hearing or deciding any mat- 
ter. Such motion shall be granted if— 

A it is presented before trial or hearing be- 
gins and before the judicial officer to whom it is 
presented has ruled on any substantial issue in 
the case, or 

(B) it is presented by consent of the parties 
on all sides. 

‘ (2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1)— 

(A) a party joined in a civil action after the 
initial filing may, with the concurrence of the 
other parties on the same side, bring a motion 
under this section within 20 days after the serv- 
ice of the complaint on that party; 

) a party served with a supplemental or 
amended complaint or a third-party complaint 
in a civil action may, with the concurrence of 
the other parties on the same side, bring a mo- 
tion under this section within 20 days after serv- 
ice on that party of the supplemental, amended, 
or third-party complaint; and 

“(C) rulings in a case by the judicial officer 
on any substantial issue before a party who has 
not been found in default enters an appearance 
in the case shall not be grounds for denying an 
otherwise timely and appropriate motion 
brought by that party under this section. 

“(3) No motion under this section may be 
brought by the party or parties on a side in a 
case if any party or parties on that side have 
previously brought a motion to reassign under 
this section in that case. 

c) COSTS OF TRAVEL TO NEW LOCATION.—(1) 
If a motion to reassign brought under this sec- 
tion requires a change in location for purposes 
of appearing before a newly assigned judicial 
officer, the party or parties bringing the motion 
shall pay the reasonable costs incurred by the 
parties on different sides of the case in travel- 
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ling to the new location for all matters associ- 
ated with the case requiring an appearance at 
the new location. In a case in which both sides 
bring a motion to reassign under this section 
that requires a change in location, the party or 
parties bringing the motions on both sides shall 
split the travelling costs referred to in the pre- 
ceding sentence. 

2) For parties financially unable to obtain 
adequate representation, the Government shall 
pay the reasonable costs under paragraph (1). 

„d) DEFINITION.—AS used in this section, the 
term ‘appropriate judicial officer’ means— 

“(1) a United States magistrate judge in a 
case referred to such a magistrate judge; and 

“(2) a United States district court judge in 
any other case before a United States district 
court. 

e) DISTRICT COURTS THAT MAY AUTHORIZE 
REASSIGNMENT.—The district courts referred to 
in subsection (a) are the district courts for the 
21 judicial districts for which the President is di- 
rected to appoint the largest numbers of perma- 
nent judges. 

“(f) 3-JUDGE COURT CASES EXCLUDED.—This 
section shall not apply to any civil action re- 
quired to be heard and determined by a district 
court of 3 judges. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of con- 
tents for chapter 21 of title 28, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing new item: 

464. Reassignment of cases upon motion by a 
party.. 

(c) MONITORING.—The Federal Judicial Center 
shall monitor the use of the right to bring a mo- 
tion to reassign a case under section 464 of title 
28, United States Code, as added by subsection 
(a) of this section, and shall report annually to 
the Congress its findings on the basis of such 
monitoring. 

(d) SUNSET.—Effective 5 years after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, section 464 of title 
28, United States Code, and the item relating to 
that section in the table of contents for chapter 
21 of such title, are repealed, except that such 
repeal shall not affect civil cases reassigned 
under such section 464 before the date of repeal. 
SEC. 7. RANDOM ASSIGNMENT OF HABEAS COR- 

PUS CASES. 

Section 2241 of title 28, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

(e) Applications for writs of habeas corpus 
received in or transferred to a district court 
shall be randomly assigned to the judges of that 
court. 

SEC. S. AUTHORITY OF PRESIDING JUDGE TO 
ALLOW MEDIA COVERAGE OF APPEL- 
LATE COURT PROCEEDINGS. 

(a) AUTHORITY OF APPELLATE COURTS.—Not- 
withstanding any other provision of law, the 
presiding judge of an appellate court of the 
United States may, in his or her discretion, per- 
mit the photographing, electronic recording, 
broadcasting, or televising to the public of court 
proceedings over which that judge presides. 

(b) AUTHORITY OF DISTRICT COURTS.—Not- 
withstanding any other provision of law, any 
presiding judge of a district court of the United 
States may, in his or her discretion, permit the 
photographing, electronic recording, broad- 
casting, or televising to the public of court pro- 
ceedings over which that judge presides. 

(c) ADVISORY GUIDELINES.—The Judicial Con- 
ference of the United States is authorized to 
promulgate advisory guidelines to which a pre- 
siding judge, in his or her discretion, may refer 
in making decisions with respect to the manage- 
ment and administration of photographing, re- 
cording, broadcasting, or televising described in 
subsections (a) and (b). 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section: 

(1) PRESIDING JUDGE.—The term “presiding 
judge” means the judge presiding over the court 
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proceeding concerned. In proceedings in which 
more than one judge participates, the presiding 
judge shall be the senior active judge so partici- 
pating or, in the case of a circuit court of ap- 
peals, the senior active circuit judge so partici- 
pating, except that 

(A) in en banc sittings of any United States 
circuit court of appeals, the presiding judge 
shall be the chief judge of the circuit whenever 
the chief judge participates; and 

(B) in en banc sittings of the Supreme Court 
of the United States, the presiding judge shall 
be the Chief Justice whenever the Chief Justice 
participates. 

(2) APPELLATE COURT OF THE UNITED 
STATES.—The term “appellate court of the 
United States” means any United States circuit 
court of appeals and the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

(e) SUNSET.—The authority under subsection 
(b) shall terminate on the date that is 3 years 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 9. MULTIPARTY, MULTIFORUM JURISDIC- 
TION OF DISTRICT COURTS. 

(a) BASIS OF JURISDICTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 85 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following new section: 


“$1370. Multiparty, multiforum jurisdiction 


( IN GENERAL.—The district courts shall 
have original jurisdiction of any civil action in- 
volving minimal diversity between adverse par- 
ties that arises from a single accident, where at 
least 25 natural persons have either died or in- 
curred injury in the accident at a discrete loca- 
tion and, in the case of injury, the injury has 
resulted in damages which exceed $50,000 per 
person, exclusive of interest and costs, if— 

) a defendant resides in a State and a sub- 
stantial part of the accident took place in an- 
other State or other location, regardless of 
whether that defendant is also a resident of the 
State where a substantial part of the accident 
took place; 

(2) any two defendants reside in different 
States, regardless of whether such defendants 
are also residents of the same State or States; or 

) substantial parts of the accident took 
place in different States. 

h SPECIAL RULES AND DEFINITIONS.—For 
purposes of this section— 

“(1) minimal diversity exists between adverse 
parties if any party is a citizen of a State and 
any adverse party is a citizen of another State, 
a citizen or subject of a foreign state, or a for- 
eign state as defined in section 1603(a) of this 
title; 

A2) a corporation is deemed to be a citizen of 
any State, and a citizen or subject of any for- 
eign state, in which it is incorporated or has its 
principal place of business, and is deemed to be 
a resident of any State in which it is incor- 
porated or licensed to do business or is doing 
business; 

) the term ‘injury’ means— 

“(A) physical harm to a natural person; and 

( physical damage to or destruction of tan- 
gible property, but only if physical harm de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A) exists, 

) the term ‘accident’ means a sudden acci- 
dent, or a natural event culminating in an acci- 
dent, that results in death or injury incurred at 
a discrete location by at least 25 natural per- 
sons; and 

) the term ‘State’ includes the District of 
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, 
and any territory or possession of the United 
States. 

(c) INTERVENING PARTIES.—In any action in 
a district court which is or could have been 
brought, in whole or in part, under this section, 
any person with a claim arising from the acci- 
dent described in subsection (a) shall be per- 
mitted to intervene as a party plaintiff in the 
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action, even if that person could not have 
brought an action in a district court as an origi- 
nal matter. 

d) NOTIFICATION OF JUDICIAL PANEL ON 
MULTIDISTRICT LITIGATION.—A district court in 
which an action under this section is pending 
shall promptly notify the judicial panel on 
multidistrict litigation of the pendency of the 
action.“. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 85 of title 
28, United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new item: 

“1370. Multiparty, multiforum jurisdiction." 

(b) VENUE.—Section 1391 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(g) A civil action in which jurisdiction of the 
district court is based upon section 1370 of this 
title may be brought in any district in which 
any defendant resides or in which a substantial 
part of the accident giving rise to the action 
took place.“. 

(c) MULTIDISTRICT LITIGATION.—Section 1407 
of title 28, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

/ In actions transferred under this sec- 
tion when jurisdiction is or could have been 
based, in whole or in part, on section 1370 of 
this title, the transferee district court may, not- 
withstanding any other provision of this sec- 
tion, retain actions so transferred for the deter- 
mination of liability and punitive damages. An 
action retained for the determination of liability 
shall be remanded to the district court from 
which the action was transferred, or to the 
State court from which the action was removed, 
for the determination of damages, other than 
punitive damages, unless the court finds, for the 
convenience of parties and witnesses and in the 
interest of justice, that the action should be re- 
tained for the determination of damages. 

“(2) Any remand under paragraph (1) shall 
not be effective until 60 days after the transferee 
court has issued an order determining liability 
and has certified its intention to remand some or 
all of the transferred actions for the determina- 
tion of damages. An appeal with respect to the 
liability determination and the choice of law de- 
termination of the transferee court may be taken 
during that 60-day period to the court of ap- 
peals with appellate jurisdiction over the trans- 
feree court. In the event a party files such an 
appeal, the remand shall not be effective until 
the appeal has been finally disposed of. Once 
the remand has become effective, the liability 
determination and the choice of law determina- 
tion shall not be subject to further review by ap- 
peal or otherwise. 

) An appeal with respect to determination 
of punitive damages by the transferee court may 
be taken, during the 60-day period beginning on 
the date the order making the determination is 
issued, to the court of appeals with jurisdiction 
over the transferee court. 

“(4) Any decision under this subsection con- 
cerning remand for the determination of dam- 
ages shall not be reviewable by appeal or other- 
wise. 

““(5) Nothing in this subsection shall restrict 
the authority of the transferee court to transfer 
or dismiss an action on the ground of inconven- 
ient forum."’. 

(d) REMOVAL OF ACTIONS.—Section 1441 of 
title 28, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (e) by striking de The court 
to which such civil action is removed" and in- 
serting Y The court to which a civil action is 
removed under this section"; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

(e Notwithstanding the provisions of sub- 
section (b) of this section, a defendant in a civil 
action in a State court may remove the action to 
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the district court of the United States for the 
district and division embracing the place where 
the action is pending if— 

“(A) the action could have been brought in a 
United States district court under section 1370 of 
this title, or 

() the defendant is a party to an action 

which is or could have been brought, in whole 
or in part, under section 1370 in a United States 
district court and arises from the same accident 
as the action in State court, even if the action 
to be removed could not have been brought in a 
district court as an original matter. 
The removal of an action under this subsection 
shall be made in accordance with section 1446 of 
this title, except that a notice of removal may 
also be filed before trial of the action in State 
court within 30 days after the date on which the 
defendant first becomes a party to an action 
under section 1370 in a United States district 
court that arises from the same accident as the 
action in State court, or at a later time with 
leave of the district court. 

A) Whenever an action is removed under this 
subsection and the district court to which it is 
removed or transferred under section 1407(i) has 
made a liability determination requiring further 
proceedings as to damages, the district court 
shall remand the action to the State court from 
which it had been removed for the determina- 
tion of damages, unless the court finds that, for 
the convenience of parties and witnesses and in 
the interest of justice, the action should be re- 
tained for the determination of damages. 

“(3) Any remand under paragraph (2) shall 
not be effective until 60 days after the district 
court has issued an order determining liability 
and has certified its intention to remand the re- 
moved action for the determination of damages. 
An appeal with respect to the liability deter- 
mination and the choice of law determination of 
the district court may be taken during that 60- 
day period to the court of appeals with appel- 
late jurisdiction over the district court. In the 
event a party files such an appeal, the remand 
shall not be effective until the appeal has been 
ſinall disposed of. Once the remand has become 
effective, the liability determination and the 
choice of law determination shall not be subject 
to further review by appeal or otherwise. 

“(4) Any decision under this subsection con- 
cerning remand for the determination of dam- 
ages shall not be reviewable by appeal or other- 
wise. 

5) An action removed under this subsection 
shall be deemed to be an action under section 
1370 and an action in which jurisdiction is 
based on section 1368 of this title for purposes of 
this section and sections 1407, 1660, 1697, and 
1785 of this title. 

(6) Nothing in this subsection shall restrict 
the authority of the district court to transfer or 
dismiss an action on the ground of inconvenient 
forum.”’. 

(e) CHOICE OF LAW.— 

(1) DETERMINATION BY THE COURT.—Chapter 
111 of title 28, United States Code, is amended 
by adding at the end the following new section: 
“$1660. Choice of law in multiparty, 

multiforum actions 

(a) FACTORS.—In an action which is or could 
have been brought, in whole or in part, under 
section 1370 of this title, the district court in 
which the action is brought or to which it is re- 
moved shall determine the source of the applica- 
ble substantive law, ercept that if an action is 
transferred to another district court, the trans- 
feree court shall determine the source of the ap- 
plicable substantive law. In making this deter- 
mination, a district court shall not be bound by 
the choice of law rules of any State, and the 
factors that the court may consider in choosing 
the applicable law include— 

I) the place of the injury; 


6525 


““(2) the place of the conduct causing the in- 
jury; 

“(3) the principal places of business or 
domiciles of the parties; 

A the danger of creating unnecessary in- 
centives for forum shopping; and 

“(5) whether the choice of law would be rea- 

sonably foreseeable to the parties. 
The factors set forth in paragraphs (1) through 
(5) shall be evaluated according to their relative 
importance with respect to the particular action. 
If good cause is shown in erceptional cases, in- 
cluding constitutional reasons, the court may 
allow the law of more than one State to be ap- 
plied with respect to a party, claim, or other ele- 
ment of an action. 

“(b) ORDER DESIGNATING CHOICE OF LAW.— 
The district court making the determination 
under subsection (a) shall enter an order desig- 
nating the single jurisdiction whose substantive 
law is to be applied in all other actions under 
section 1370 arising from the same accident as 
that giving rise to the action in which the deter- 
mination is made. The substantive law of the 
designated jurisdiction shall be applied to the 
parties and claims in all such actions before the 
court, and to all other elements of each action, 
ercept where Federal law applies or the order 
specifically provides for the application of the 
law of another jurisdiction with respect to a 
party, claim, or other element of an action. 

„ CONTINUATION OF CHOICE OF LAW AFTER 
REMAND.—In an action remanded to another 
district court or a State court under section 
1407()(1) or 1441(e)(2) of this title, the district 
court's choice of law under subsection (b) shall 
continue to app. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 111 of title 
28, United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new item: 

“1660. Choice of law in multiparty, multiforum 
actions. ". 

(f) SERVICE OF PROCESS.— 

(1) OTHER THAN SUBPOENAS.—(A) Chapter 113 
of title 28, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 
“$1697. Service in multiparty, multiforum ac- 

tions 

“When the jurisdiction of the district court is 
based in whole or in part upon section 1370 of 
this title, process, other than subpoenas, may be 
served at any place within the United States, or 
anywhere outside the United States if otherwise 
permitted by law.“ 

(B) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 113 of title 28, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new item: 

7697. Service in multiparty, multiforum ac- 
tions.“ 

(2) SERVICE OF SUBPOENAS.—(A) Chapter 117 
of title 28, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 
“$1785. Subpoenas in multiparty, multiforum 

act 

“When the jurisdiction of the district court is 
based in whole or in part upon section 1370 of 
this title, a subpoena for attendance at a hear- 
ing or trial may, if authorized by the court upon 
motion for good cause shown, and upon such 
terms and conditions as the court may impose, 
be served at any place within the United States, 
or anywhere outside the United States if other- 
wise permitted by law. 

(B) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 117 of title 28, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new item: 

“1785. Subpoenas in multiparty, multiforum ac- 
tions. 

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply to a civil action if the 
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accident giving rise to the cause of action oc- 

curred on or after the 90th day after the date of 

the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 10. APPEALS OF MERIT SYSTEMS PROTEC- 
TION BOARD. 


(a) APPEALS.—Section 7703 of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(1), by striking 30 and 
inserting ‘60; and 

(2) in the first sentence of subsection (d), by 
inserting after ‘‘filing’’ the following: ‘‘, within 
60 days after the date the Director received no- 
tice of the final order or decision of the Board.. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by subsection (a) take effect on the date of the 
enactment of this Act and apply to any adminis- 
trative or judicial proceeding pending on that 
date or commenced on or after that date. 


The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 

amendments to the bill? 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COBLE 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. COBLE: 

Add the following at the end: 

SEC, 11. EXTENSION OF JUDICIARY INFORMA- 
TION TECHNOLOGY FUND. 

Section 612 of title 28, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by striking “equipment” each place it 
appears and inserting resources“; 

(2) by striking subsection (f) and redesig- 
nating subsequent subsections accordingly; 

(3) in subsection (g), as so redesignated, by 
striking paragraph (3); and 

(4) in subsection (i), as so redesignated— 

(A) by striking Judiclary'“ each place it 
appears and inserting “judiciary”; 

(B) by striking “subparagraph (c)(1)(B)”’ 
and inserting “subsection (c)(1)(B)"; and 

(C) by striking under (c)(1)(B)"’ and in- 
serting “under subsection (c)(1)(B)”’. 

SEC. 12, OFFSETTING RECEIPTS. 

For fiscal year 1999 and thereafter, any 
portion of miscellaneous fees collected as 
prescribed by the Judicial Conference of the 
United States pursuant to sections 1913, 
1914(b), 1926(a), 1930(b), and 1932 of title 28, 
United States Code, exceeding the amount of 
such fees in effect on September 30, 1998, 
shall be deposited into the special fund of the 
Treasury established under section 1931 of 
title 28, United States Code. 

SEC. 13. MEMBERSHIP IN CIRCUIT JUDICIAL 
COUNCILS. 

Section 332(a) of title 28, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

(J) The chief judge of each judicial circuit 
shall call and preside at a meeting of the ju- 
dicial council of the circuit at least twice in 
each year and at such places as he or she 
may designate. The council shall consist of 
an equal number of circuit judges (including 
the chief judge of the circuit) and district 
judges, as such number is determined by ma- 
jority vote of all such judges of the circuit in 
regular active service.“; 

(2) by striking paragraph (3) and inserting 
the following: 

(3) Except for the chief judge of the cir- 
cuit, either judges in regular active service 
or judges retired from regular active service 
under section 371(b) of this title may serve as 
members of the council.“ and 

(3) by striking “retirement,” in paragraph 
(5) and inserting “retirement under section 
371(a) or section 372(a) of this title.“ 

SEC. 14. SUNSET OF CIVIL JUSTICE EXPENSE AND 
DELAY REDUCTION PLANS. 

Section 103(b)(2)(A) of the Civil Justice Re- 

form Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-650; 104 
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Stat. 5096; 28 U.S.C. 471 note), as amended by 

Public Law 105-53 (111 Stat. 1173), is amended 

by inserting 471.“ after sections“. 

SEC. 15. CREATION OF CERTIFYING OFFICERS IN 
THE JUDICIAL BRANCH. 

(a) APPOINTMENT OF DISBURSING AND CERTI- 
FYING OFFICERS.—Chapter 41 of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 

“$613. Disbursing and certifying officers 

(a) DISBURSING OFFICERS.—The Director 
may designate in writing officers and em- 
ployees of the judicial branch of the Govern- 
ment, including the courts as defined in sec- 
tion 610 other than the Supreme Court, to be 
disbursing officers in such numbers and loca- 
tions as the Director considers necessary. 
Such disbursing officers shall— 

(I) disburse moneys appropriated to the 
judicial branch and other funds only in strict 
accordance with payment requests certified 
by the Director or in accordance with sub- 
section (b); 

(2) examine payment requests as nec- 
essary to ascertain whether they are in prop- 
er form, certified, and approved; and 

(3) be held accountable for their actions 
as provided by law, except that such a dis- 
bursing officer shall not be held accountable 
or responsible for any illegal, improper, or 
incorrect payment resulting from any false, 
inaccurate, or misleading certificate for 
which a certifying officer is responsible 
under subsection (b). 

“(b) CERTIFYING OFFICERS.—(1) The Direc- 
tor may designate in writing officers and em- 
ployees of the judicial branch of the Govern- 
ment, including the courts as defined in sec- 
tion 610 other than the Supreme Court, to 
certify payment requests payable from ap- 
propriations and funds. Such certifying offi- 
cers shall be responsible and accountable 
for— 

“(A) the existence and correctness of the 
facts recited in the certificate or other re- 
quest for payment or its supporting papers; 

(B) the legality of the proposed payment 
under the appropriation or fund involved; 
and 

() the correctness of the computations of 
certified payment requests. 

*(2) The liability of a certifying officer 
shall be enforced in the same manner and to 
the same extent as provided by law with re- 
spect to the enforcement of the liability of 
disbursing and other accountable officers. A 
certifying officer shall be required to make 
restitution to the United States for the 
amount of any illegal, improper, or incorrect 
payment resulting from any false, inac- 
curate, or misleading certificates made by 
the certifying officer, as well as for any pay- 
ment prohibited by law or which did not rep- 
resent a legal obligation under the appro- 
priation or fund involved. 

() RIGHTS.—A certifying or disbursing of- 
ficer— 

(J) has the right to apply for and obtain a 
decision by the Comptroller General on any 
question of law involved in a payment re- 
quest presented for certification; and 

(2) is entitled to relief from liability aris- 
ing under this section in accordance with 
title 31. 

“(d) OTHER AUTHORITY NOT AFFECTED.— 
Nothing in this section affects the authority 
of the courts with respect to moneys depos- 
ited with the courts under chapter 129 of this 
title.“. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 41 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following item: 


613. Disbursing and certifying officers.”’. 
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(c) DuTIES OF DIRECTOR.—Paragraph (8) of 
subsection (a) of section 604 of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

(8) Disburse appropriations and other 
funds for the maintenance and operation of 
the courts;”’. 

Page 17, line 12, strike “appellate”. 


Mr. COBLE (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Chairman, this is a 
technical amendment that contains no 
controversial provisions, but which 
will aid in making the judiciary func- 
tion more efficiently, and will clarify 
certain provisions of the law as they 
pertain to the third branch. 

In short, the amendment will extend 
the Judiciary Information Technology 
Fund, allow the judiciary to retain any 
additional offsetting receipts derived 
from increases in miscellaneous fees 
charged in the Federal courts, enhance 
membership in Circuit Judicial Coun- 
cils, sunset the Civil Justice Expense 
Plan, and create certifying officers in 
the judicial branch. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
technical amendment, which I believe 
contains no controversial matter. 
Summary follows for purposes of questions or 

explanation 

Extension of the Judiciary Information Tech- 
nology Fund: This amendment eliminates the 
provision in the statute authorizing the Ju- 
diciary Information Technology Fund, which 
subjects the activities of this Fund to the 
management process of the executive 
branch. 

Offsetting Receipts: This provision would 
allow the judiciary to retain any additional 
offsetting receipts derived from increases in 
miscellaneous fees charged in the federal 
courts of appeals, district courts, bank- 
ruptcy courts, the Court of Federal Claims, 
and the Judicial Panel on Multi-district 
Litigation. This provision responds to a di- 
rective from congressional appropriations 
committees that the Judiciary identify ways 
to increase offsetting receipts. 

Membership in Circuit Judicial Councils: This 
section amends 28 U.S.C. §332(a) to enhance 
judge participation in the federal judiciary’s 
internal governance process by equalizing 
the representation of circuit judges and dis- 
trict judges on circuit judicial councils and 
establishing the eligibility of senior circuit 
and district judges to serve as members of 
those councils. 

Sunset of Civil Justice Erpense and Delay Re- 
duction Plans: This provision would clarify 
that section 103(b)(2)(A) of the Civil Justice 
Reform Act is not to be extended. Provisions 
of the Civil Justice Reform Act have lapsed. 
An amendment to last year’s Appropriations 
Act extended the reporting of old cases, but 
unintentionally also extended this section of 
the Act. This section was intended to sunset, 
but a technical change is needed to clarify 
that intent. This simply accomplishes that 
purpose. 

Creation of Certifying Officers in the Judicial 
Branch: This section would enable the Direc- 
tor of the Administrative Office of the 
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United States Courts to appoint certifying 
officials in the various court units who 
would be responsible for the propriety of 
payments they request. It would also enable 
the Director of the AO to appoint disbursing 
officials in the various court units who 
would be responsible for ensuring that pay- 
ment requests are proper, certified and ap- 
proved. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I agree with the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
COBLE). 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
COBLE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there other 
amendments? 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. DELAHUNT 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment 
DELAHUNT: 

Page 9, strike lines 13 through 20 and insert 
the following: 

(2) The limitation contained in paragraph 
(1) shall apply only to any order or settle- 
ment which expressly directs any State, or 
political subdivision of a State, to impose, 
increase, levy, or assess any tax. 

Redesignate succeeding paragraphs accord- 
ingly. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, 
some context is needed to understand 
this amendment. Reference was made 
earlier to the Missouri versus Jenkins 
case. 

Back in 1990, the Supreme Court ren- 
dered a decision involving the State of 
Missouri; and it held clearly that the 
Federal courts could not directly im- 
pose a tax levy on State or local gov- 
ernments. As far as I can tell, every 
member of the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary, on a bipartisan basis, under- 
stands and supports that concept. That 
is a principle everyone embraced. 

This amendment which I have filed 
with my colleague, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. BOEHLERT), would sim- 
ply do just that. Let me repeat, the 
amendment would prohibit a court 
from directly imposing a tax increase 
on State or local government, or any 
other political subdivision, for that 
matter, as a remedy for an illegal or 
wrongful action by that particular 
State or local government. 

This amendment, the Delahunt-Boeh- 
lert amendment, makes clear that the 
levying of taxes is not an appropriate 
judicial function. It leaves it to State 
and local governments to decide how to 
fund a judicial remedy to some illegal 
or wrongful action that they them- 
selves are responsible for. 

It may involve spending cuts. It may 
involve borrowing. It may even involve 
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raising taxes. But it is the State or 
local government’s decision, not the 
court’s decision, how to fund that par- 
ticular remedy. That is what this 
amendment is all about. In fact, when 
I offered this amendment at the sub- 
committee it was agreed to. 

I might add, there was considerable 
discussion at that point in time. It was 
voted unanimously, on a voice vote. 
However, the bill came out of the full 
committee dramatically changed, 
changed to the point that it is now 
considered unconstitutional by hun- 
dreds of legal scholars. 

The Department of Justice also 
agrees, as it is presently drafted, it is 
of dubious constitutionality, and that 
based on these and other concerns with 
the bill, the Attorney General will ab- 
solutely recommend a veto unless 
amended. 

As presently written, a court could 
not even issue an order which would re- 
quire a State or local government to 
impose a tax. That is absurd. It is the 
end of an independent judiciary, be- 
cause it is utterly meaningless for the 
courts to order a remedy without the 
ability to compel the wrongdoer to im- 
plement that remedy. 

Just imagine how State and local 
governments could flout court orders 
by simply claiming they did not have 
sufficient cash on hand to comply with 
the remedy. It is no exaggeration to 
say that a State or local government 
could very well avoid responsibility for 
its malfeasance in the operation of a 
sewage treatment plant that polluted 
our constituents’ drinking water if this 
amendment fails. That is one of the 
reasons that every major environ- 
mental group in the country opposes 
the underlying bill. 

The bill as it now stands is worse 
than the perceived abuses it was meant 
to cure. Speaking to that issue of per- 
ceived abuses, let us be honest. Despite 
what we hear, there is no outbreak of 
judicial taxation cases in this country 
today. They simply do not exist. 

The truth is clear. It is very simple. 
The Federal courts have not directly 
imposed a tax, except for the single 
school desegregation case, Missouri 
versus Jenkins, which I referenced ear- 
lier and the gentleman from Illinois al- 
luded to. That case was overturned in 
1995 by a unanimous Supreme Court 
that rejected the concept of direct im- 
position of taxes by a Federal court. 

Adoption of the Delahunt-Boehlert 
amendment would accomplish the 
goals articulated by many of those who 
advocate judicial restraint. Let us ex- 
ercise some common sense and support 
the Delahunt-Boehlert amendment. 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, my good friend, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts and I 
generally agree on this matter. I am 
not in agreement with him. I appre- 
ciate his comments, but the amend- 
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ment was defeated in full committee 
during markup. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, this probably 
would gut the judicial taxation provi- 
sion of the bill. The amendment would 
allow a Federal judge to, in my opin- 
ion, circumvent section 5 of the bill in 
the following manner. The provisions 
constraining the ability of a judge to 
order a State or municipality to im- 
pose taxes on affected citizens would 
apply only if a judge expressly directed 
a tax. 
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To avoid the restrictions set forth in 
section 5, a judge, it seems to me, could 
simply order a State or municipality to 
construct a new school building, for ex- 
ample, according to particular speci- 
fications, without specifying how the 
project would be funded. 

The practical effect of this result, 
however, would be to compel the State 
or the municipality or whatever polit- 
ical subdivision to impose a tax if no 
other revenues were available. And I 
believe that the bill as written cures 
such a problem by applying section 5 to 
orders which expressly direct a tax or 
which necessarily require a tax. And 
for those reasons, Mr. Chairman, I op- 
pose the amendment. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup- 
port of the Delahunt-Boehlert amend- 
ment. What is at stake here is nothing 
less than whether we are going to ex- 
empt State and local governments 
from complying with a wide range of 
environmental and other laws. I do not 
think that Congress ought to be pro- 
viding that sort of blanket exemption. 

I want to emphasize again that the 
issue here is whether we believe that 
States and localities ought to comply 
with the laws we pass. This is not 
about judicial activism or tax rates. 
Our amendment blocks judicial activ- 
ism by keeping intact all of the provi- 
sions of section 5 that prevent judges 
from imposing or raising taxes. Let me 
repeat that. Our amendment blocks ju- 
dicial activism by keeping intact all of 
the provisions of section 5 that prevent 
judges from imposing or raising taxes. 

Courts ought not to be levying taxes 
and our amendment keeps them from 
doing so. But the language we are re- 
moving from the bill would do far more 
than prevent judges from overreaching. 
It would prevent judges from doing 
their jobs. It would prevent judges 
from taking actions that are required 
by law. 

For example, let us say a municipal 
waste treatment plant upstream from 
our town is discharging pollutants into 
a river, closing beaches in our town. 
We sue to get the sewage treatment 
plant to comply with the standards in 
the Clean Water Act. Under H.R. 1252, a 
judge could be unable to issue an order 
requiring compliance with the Clean 
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Water Act, because doing so might lead 
the town to raise taxes. 

Even worse, if we and the town 
agreed to settle the case by the town 
agreeing voluntarily to fix the sewage 
treatment plant, H.R. 1252 could forbid 
the judge from approving the voluntary 
settlement. Yet, if an industry were 
discharging the same pollutants into 
the same river, a judge would be able 
to force the industry to comply. 

That is bad law. That is bad policy. 
And, quite simply, it is unfair. 

Virtually every environmental group, 
as well as the Judicial Conference of 
the United States, chaired by Chief 
Justice Rehnquist, oppose section 5 be- 
cause of its perverse consequences such 
as the ones I have just outlined. And 
environmental laws are not the only 
ones that could become dead letters 
under this bill. The Americans with 
Disabilities Act, the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act, other civil 
rights statutes and worker protection 
statutes would also be affected. Indeed, 
one judge has noted that even the 
Brown v. Board of Education decision 
would have been difficult to enforce if 
H.R. 1252 had been in effect. 

Section 5 as written would simply 
undermine the enforcement of our 
laws. If Congress does not like the 
laws, like the Clean Water Act, then we 
ought to rewrite them. But we will not 
do that because the laws have proven 
so successful and so immensely pop- 
ular. 

If we think localities ought to get 
more Federal aid to comply with these 
laws, let us provide the money. I am 
fighting with the administration right 
now to increase the funding available 
for municipal sewage treatment plants. 

Those are all reasonable remedies. 
Preventing enforcement of statutes 
that are on the books is not a reason- 
able way to change the law. In fact, the 
approach in this bill is to offset, offer 
massive congressional overreaching to 
counteract an occasional and rare judi- 
cial overreaching. It is like hearing 
that one of our kids has misbehaved at 
school and responding by never sending 
any of our kids to school again. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge support for the 
Delahunt-Boehlert amendment. It will 
prevent judges from raising taxes while 
allowing the proper enforcement of le- 
gitimate laws to continue. 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, the Delahunt-Boehlert 
amendment would gut section 5. There 
is a legal fiction as to whether or not 
a court can order the increase of tax or 
a court can order a municipality to in- 
crease tax. 

Our bill provides in both situations a 
court will be prevented from directly 
or indirectly raising taxes. What the 
amendment does, it prevents a court 
from directly raising taxes, but all the 
courts have to do is to read Missouri 
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versus Jenkins and instead of the court 
directly raising the tax, it says “I am 
ordering you to raise the tax.” 

The Delahunt-Boehlert amendment 
would allow a Federal judge, as the 
judge in Rockford, Illinois, has done, to 
point to a duly elected school board 
and say, Either you raise taxes or you 
are going to jail.” That is the purpose 
of section 5. 

If the amendment is adopted, the 
Delahunt-Boehlert amendment, it will 
not affect the situation. The judge can 
still do the same thing. And it is legal 
fiction which they are presenting be- 
fore this body today to allow them to 
have all of the congressional mandates 
come before the Federal courts and for 
the Federal courts to say, local munici- 
palities to comply, either raise taxes or 
go to jail. That is what this amend- 
ment is about. 

Mr. Chairman, I have letters here 
from people in Rockford, Illinois. Mr. 
DELAHUNT said he knew of no area in 
the country that is affected similarly 
to Kansas City, Missouri. Well, the 
same master in Kansas City, Missouri 
is now the master in Rockford, Illinois. 
Listen to this letter from Adam 
Lamarre: 

Dear Representative Manzullo, Thank you 
for the support you gave limiting the powers 
of judges to impose taxes. My family is con- 
sidering moving out of Rockford because we 
can no longer afford to pay high taxes. 

This is from Earl and Ann Young in 
Rockford: 

Dear Mr. Manzullo, we are very affected by 
Magistrate Mahoney’s rulings. We are senior 
citizen property owners in Rockford School 
District 205, living on a fixed income, who 
are being taxed out of our home! 

To add insult to injury, we did not live in 
Rockford when the alleged discrimination 
took place, have never had children in the Il- 
linois school system, but we are judged 
guilty because our House is in district 205. 

We would like you to tell us how can this 
one man,” the unelected magistrate respon- 
sible to no one, “assume to have all this 
power, and what action you are pursuing in 
Washington. 

And a letter from Carol Angelico: 

I'm writing to you because of my saddened 
frustration that no one can ‘fairly’ resolve 
the unnecessary and overburdening taxation 
problem in our City of Rockford. 

Oh, yes, the City of Rockford, with 
over 2,200 homes for sale in a city of 
less than 150,000 people. The City of 
Rockford, where the property values 
keep going down. The City of Rockford, 
where people are being taxed unmerci- 
fully and senior citizens come to my of- 
fice with tears in their eyes and say, 
“Congressman, we cannot afford to pay 
our taxes because the Federal mag- 
istrate raised our taxes. You represent 
us. You should be the one responsible, 
because if you raise taxes, I will re- 
move you from office.” 

What we are doing today is historic, 
perhaps the first time in the history of 
this Republic in which Congress is try- 
ing to reclaim the ground where only 
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we have the power in Federal situa- 
tions to raise taxes, and to take it back 
from the courts and say that they do 
not have the power to raise taxes. That 
was not given to them. 

Hamilton expressly said, “You shall 
not have it.” Madison said, vou shall 
not have it.“ And Jefferson said, when 
writing about King George III, said, 
“He has taxed us without representa- 
tion.” 

This is what this Republic is about. 
Who is in control of raising taxes in 
this Republic? Is it the unelected 
judges appointed for life, or is it Mem- 
bers of the United States Congress who 
have to stand for reelection every 2 
years? 

Delahunt-Boehlert guts section 5. It 
makes it meaningless, and I would urge 
my colleagues, especially those who 
voted yesterday that said this body can 
only raise taxes by having two-thirds 
of the vote, to say only this body can 
raise taxes and not the judiciary, and 
to vote against Delahunt-Boehlert. 

Mr. Chairman, I include the following 
for the RECORD: 

APRIL 12, 1997. 
Congressman DON MANZULLO, 
Cannon House Office Bldg., Washington, DC. 

CONGRESSMAN MANZULLO: I’m writing to 
you because of my saddened frustration that 
no one can “Fairly” resolve the unnecessary 
and over-burdening taxation problem in our 
city of Rockford. 

Tl clarify my above statement by getting 
to the point as briefly as I can. A federal 
judge “Mahoney” ordered real estate tax in- 
creases to pay for three (3) new schools (we 
have closed schools in some areas and have 
been busing our school children), this ruling 
was the result of a lawsuit because a small 
group of people didn’t like their school being 
closed and it accelerated into a state of “ri- 
diculous’’ with an end result of lawyers fees, 
court fees, and consultant fees already cost- 
ing $100 million dollars taken from a Tort 
Fund which was the money to be used for the 
schools. This is not right! 

lst—A judge taxes us without any rep- 
resentation (our forefathers started this 
country because of that reason). 

2nd—$100 million dollars spent not for our 
school children, or schools but for lawyers, 
and consultants. That money would have 
been better spent improving the education of 
our children. 

My husband and I have filed a joint tax 
protest with other people in town to no 
avail, and have spoken to our State Rep's be- 
fore only to hear a lot of rhetoric but no ac- 
tion to back them up and change the laws re- 
garding federal judges rulings with no regard 
to the negative effect financially on the 
community, nor allowing the majority of the 
people to have their voice heard and vote on 
instead of just giving the minority a voice. I 
thought this country was a democracy in 
which the majority vote was the law/rule, at 
least that’s what I was taught in history 
classes in school. Have our governing bodies 
forgotten that! A federal judge wielding such 
a ruling not only here but anywhere in the 
U.S. is wrong!!! We are paying so much in 
taxes already, not only Real Estate but 
other areas of our now structured govern- 
ment. 

So I'm asking you Congressman, to con- 
tinue to take the initiative and act on the 
behalf of the hard working people who pay 
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all these taxes by doing without and tight- 
ening the belt, but the belt is becoming so 
tight we are all strangling. We want our 
schools to produce educated people but 
that's not what our money is being used for. 
It has not gone to the schools or for our chil- 
dren’s education, New schools do not edu- 
cate; teachers, books, computers, etc. do!! 
Changes need to be made regarding this mat- 
ter. Two incomes are already necessary 
today so we can give our families the neces- 
sities of life because the taxation has gotten 
out of hand, literally, from our hands to gov- 
ernment hands. Then we have the additional 
burden of our school districts court order. 
People can't keep their homes for their chil- 
dren who would be going to our school, not 
to mention our elderly homeowners. My hus- 
band and I are paying monthly real estate 
payments almost equal to our mortgage pay- 
ment, this is really getting scary because we 
were reassessed on our property again last 
year and our tax bill will be higher again for 
1996. 

Please express to your fellow congressmen 
and congresswomen that it's their responsi- 
bility, which was given to them by us the the 
voter, that they are in the political office 
they now hold, to work for and with the ma- 
jority of us not against us. That’s how they 
won their office, by the majority not the mi- 
nority. I hear to many people say why write 
to express your dissatisfaction, nothing gets 
done about, only the minority get catered to 
and politicians are only self-interested in 
matter to better themselves and not the gen- 
eral public—PROVE THEM WRONG!!! 

Respectfully, 
CAROL A. ANGELICO. 
DECEMBER 26, 1997. 
Representative DONALD MANZULLO, 
Broadway, Suite 1, Rockford, IL. 

DEAR MR. MANZULLO: The enclosed article 
is from the December 26, 1997 issue of the 
Rockford Register Star. It reflects a major 
concern of ours. How does an appointed offi- 
cial of the Judiciary Branch of our Govern- 
ment obtain such power, and what can be 
done to eliminate the power, and/or remove 
Mahoney from office? 

Mr. Nelson, the writer of the article, 
claims to be “a citizen not directly affected 
by the decision.’ We, on the other hand, are 
very affected by Mahoney’s rulings. We are 
Senior Citizen property owners in School 
District 205, living on a fixed income, who 
are being taxed out of our home! 

To add insult to injury, we did not live in 
Rockford when the alleged discrimination 
took place, have never had children in the Tl- 
linois school system, but we are judged 
guilty because our house is in district 205. 

We would like you to tell us how this one 
man Can assume to have all this power, and 
what action YOU are pursuing in Wash- 
ington to restrict and/or eliminate such mis- 
use of assumed judicial power! 

Sincerely Yours, 
EARL AND ANN YOUNG. 


TIME TO CLIP JUDICIAL WINGS 


Magistrate P. Michael Mahoney should be 
given a Nobel Prize for coming up with a so- 
lution to our most vexing problem, how to 
lower taxes. Since he has established that 
elected legislative bodies must vote accord- 
ing to the wishes of the judiciary, we can 
save enormous sums of money by elimi- 
nating all such bodies and just let the judici- 
ary run the country. Think of the savings: 
No senators, no congressmen, no aldermen, 
no county boards, and most importantly the 
elimination of the bureaucracies that sup- 
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port these institutions. In fact we can take 
it one step further and eliminate the execu- 
tive branch and let judges appoint masters. 

To those of you who support Magistrate 
Mahoney’s decision, would you support him 
if he ordered the state legislature to raise 
the state income tax 30 percent to pay for in- 
creases in school funding or raises for 
judges? 

Would you support him if he ordered you 
to vote for a specific candidate in the next 
election? 

To our elected representatives: It is up to 
you to assert your constitutional right to 
the separation of powers. 

The judiciary has been allowed to slowly 
undermine the very constitution that they 
are sworn to protect. 

If this nation is to continue to exist as a 
democratic republic, it is up to those legisla- 
tors elected by the people to reassert their 
constitutional right to vote their conscience. 

I am aware that this is not the first time 
the judiciary has directed an action by elect- 
ed officials, but I am not aware of any other 
time that a member of the judiciary has de- 
termined how to fund said action. As a cit- 
izen not directly affected by the decision, I 
besiege our state and federal legislators to 
clip the wings of the judiciary before they 
make voters totally irrelevant. 

I realize that this particular case involves 
a lowly little school board, but remember, 
this is an elected legislative body being or- 
dered to vote a specific way by a lowly fed- 
eral magistrate acting on behalf of one semi- 
retired judge.—Roger T. Nelson, Loves Park 

ROCKFORD, IL, 
July 3, 1997. 

DEAR REP. MANZULLO: Thank you for the 
support you gave limiting judge’s ability to 
impose taxes. My family is considering mov- 
ing out of Rockford because we can no longer 
afford to pay the big property taxes. 

Sincerely, 
ADAM LAMARRE, 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask the gen- 
tleman from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO) 
whether he has ever heard of the Su- 
preme Court case, Missouri v. Jenkins. 

Mr. MANZULLO. Yes, I quoted from 
that. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, did the gen- 
tleman not read in there that the 
courts cannot impose taxes? 

Mr. MANZULLO. It is very sim- 
ple—— 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I just 
asked the gentleman a question. 

Mr. MANZULLO. If I am given the 
opportunity to respond—— 

Mr. CONYERS. Yes or no? 

Mr. MANZULLO. What is the ques- 
tion again? 

Mr. CONYERS. Forget it. 

Mr. MANZULLO. No, I do not want 
to forget it. I want to make this clear. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, I want to forget 
it on my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) controls 
the time. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, before 
we vote, the Supreme Court said, in the 
case that the gentleman read so clear- 
ly, and the question when he could not 
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remember what I asked, said that the 
court cannot impose taxes. Repeat. The 
court cannot impose taxes. They can 
enforce an order for taxes. That is the 
case. 

So I urge the gentleman to read it 
again. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just reiterate what the gen- 
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) 
said in terms of the holding in the Mis- 
souri v. Jenkins case, and the gen- 
tleman from Illinois indicated that he 
was quoting from Missouri v. Jenkins. 
He quoted earlier from Thomas Jeffer- 
son, or at least he credited Thomas Jef- 
ferson the quote that taxation without 
representation is tyranny. 

Mr. Chairman, I would correct the 
gentleman, because I come from that 
part of the country where the gen- 
tleman was born and raised who had 
made that quote. His name is James 
Otis and he lived on Cape Cod. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not know whether 
the gentleman misquoted or misread 
the Missouri v. Jenkins decision, but it 
clearly stated that Federal courts 
could not impose a tax levy on a State 
or local government. In the Federal 
district court which had earlier issued 
an order that did impose a tax levy in 
that tax case, it was overturned by a 
unanimous decision of the Supreme 
Court. 

The Boehlert-Delahunt amendment 
simply codifies the Missouri case. It 
prohibits a court from directly impos- 
ing a tax increase on State and local 
government or any other. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, re- 
claiming my time, let us all go to law 
school. All right? The Supreme Court 
case. Outside the context of a few 19th 
century municipal bond cases, the Fed- 
eral courts have not directly imposed a 
tax except for a single school desegre- 
gation case, Missouri v. Jenkins. And 
even this isolated case was overturned 
by the Supreme Court in 1995 when the 
Justices unanimously rejected the con- 
cept of a direct Federal court imposi- 
tion of taxes. Now, is that clear or is it 
not? 

Mr. Chairman, I did not ask the gen- 
tleman anything. I just wanted to get 
his attention to read simple English to 
him of what the Supreme Court said. 
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The gentleman may get his own 
time. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, I 
think what is most interesting is that 
upon a careful and thorough analysis of 
the language that presently exists in 
title V, that there has been a conclu- 
sion by many legal scholars that that 
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language is patently unconstitutional 
as a result of the decision in Missouri 
v. Jenkins. It is also clear that the De- 
partment of Justice will recommend a 
veto of this bill if it should pass, if this 
language is not deleted and the Boeh- 
lert-Delahunt amendment does not 


pass. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, re- 
claiming my time, I am going to read 
this one more time. I am going to read 
it slowly. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON- 
YERS) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. CONYERS 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
going to read this one more time. 

Outside the context of a few 19th cen- 
tury municipal bond cases, the Federal 
courts have not directly imposed a tax 
except for a single school desegrega- 
tion case, Missouri v. Jenkins. And 
even this isolated case was overturned 
by the Supreme Court in 1995, when the 
Justices unanimously rejected the con- 
cept of direct Federal court imposition 
of taxes. 

End of sentence. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO). 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, the 
Missouri versus Jenkins case is very 
simple. Five justices against four jus- 
tices ruled that a court can indirectly 
raise taxes by applying this legal fic- 
tion. The difference is between the 
judge saying from the bench, I raise 
your taxes, and the judge saying, I 
order you to raise your taxes. 

The Delahunt-Boehlert amendment 
would still allow a judge to say, I order 
you to raise your taxes. In fact, the 
majority decision was so feeble that 
four justices in the minority said that 
the majority opinion is an expansion 
of power in the Federal judiciary be- 
yond all precedent,” and Delahunt- 
Boehlert, therefore, if they are saying 
it would codify Missouri versus Jen- 
kins, would therefore be, quote, an ex- 
pansion of power in the Federal judici- 
ary beyond all precedent.” 

It is just that simple. A vote on that 
amendment would gut section 5. It 
would still allow judicial taxation to 
take place. And for my friend from 
Massachusetts, I would say, if he would 
make reference to the Declaration of 
Independence, that is where Mr. Jeffer- 
son says and accuses King George III of 
taxing the people without representa- 
tion. I like to quote from Jefferson. He 
is the most credible. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Reclaiming my 
time, Mr. Chairman, Missouri versus 
Jenkins, I believe, is correctly de- 
scribed both by my friend from Illinois 
and my friend from Massachusetts. Ac- 
cordingly, at least as I read it, if the 
Boehlert-Delahunt amendment passes, 
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the bill will have no effect beyond Mis- 
souri versus Jenkins, and Missouri 
versus Jenkins does say that a court 
may not directly impose a tax. So both 
gentlemen are right, Mr. Chairman, 
which is to say that if this amendment 
passed, the purpose of this bill will be 
defeated. 

I would like that result—if the bill’s 
managers has not agreed to my amend- 
ment. The problem is, my amendment 
comes up next, it is not up now. So I 
would like to take a moment and ex- 
plain what my amendment would do 
because I think it takes the most dan- 
gerous part of this bill away. 

The most dangerous part of this bill 
to me is section F of section 5. The 
whole idea of this bill is to make it 
hard for courts to impose taxes; fine. 
Since Missouri versus Jenkins says a 
court cannot directly impose a tax, 
this bill says let us also make it hard 
for courts effectively to impose a tax 
by leaving no other options. Okay, fine, 
let us make it hard. 

But—do not make it impossible. 
Where the Constitution requires it; it 
should be done. Accordingly, what I 
would like to do is to go through the 
provisions that are left in the bill, be- 
cause if my amendment is taken, which 
strikes F, then the remaining restric- 
tions, I think, are very reasonable; 
namely, that a court cannot effectively 
impose a tax unless it is constitutional 
to do so, it is narrowly imposed, it will 
help as opposed to make worse the 
problem being addressed by the court 
suit in the first place, there is no ade- 
quate alternative remedy under the 
State and local government, and the 
interests of the State are not unconsti- 
tutionally usurped. That is the exact 
phrase used. 

Accordingly, if you get rid of F, there 
is nothing, at least in my mind, that is 
difficult in this proposal (or, surely, 
that is unconstitutional) in this pro- 
posal. What was F? “F” was that the 
court would have to be assured that 
the proposed tax would not result in a 
depreciation of property values. That is 
an impossible standard, because any 
property tax is going to result in a de- 
preciation of property values. 

Suppose, for example, a school deseg- 
regation order said a school district 
had to allow in blacks. The school dis- 
trict’s revenues come from property 
tax. Say the school district now must 
allow in 20 to 30 percent more children; 
the taxes then have to go up to pay for 
them. There go the property values. 

My good friends on this side of the 
aisle are willing to drop section F, and 
I only hope that my amendment had 
come up first. It has not, but under the 
assurance that it will, I would simply 
wish to point out that the unconstitu- 
tional aspects of this provision are now 
gone. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CONYERS). 
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Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from California 
for yielding to me. I hope he teaches a 
law school course for Members of Con- 
gress in the evenings with or without 
credit because I completely agree with 
him. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Is it in order, Mr. 
Chairman, to ask unanimous consent 
to consider my amendment ahead of 
this or to consider it at this time? Is 
there a procedural provision allowing 
that or not? 

The CHAIRMAN. In response to the 
gentleman’s query of the Chair, the 
pending amendment would have to be 
first withdrawn by unanimous consent 
of the Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Then I cannot pro- 
ceed as I would have liked to. I thank 
the Chair. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

I rise to support the Boehlert- 
Delahunt amendment. I would like to 
say very clearly first that the gen- 
tleman from Illinois has a good argu- 
ment in that we are taxed very heavily 
now, so I want to commend him on his 
effort to streamline the whole complex 
tax system. It is just that I fear that 
his method, which we agree with basi- 
cally, would go a little bit too far and 
have consequences that the gentleman 
from Massachusetts does not foresee. 
This bill and this amendment would 
not give the courts any extra power to 
raise taxes. It does not change any- 
thing in my understanding in that area 
at all. 

The gentleman from Illinois quoted 
Jefferson. He quoted Madison and he 
quoted Hamilton. Jefferson and Ham- 
ilton certainly did not want taxation 
without representation. This amend- 
ment does not tax people without rep- 
resentation. People continue to have 
representation. Jefferson, Hamilton, 
Madison would want people to have 
clean water, and they would want the 
collective community to be responsible 
for clean water. 

Let me give my colleagues an exam- 
ple. In my district, the Chesapeake 
Bay, over the last year or so, we have 
been having a problem with a micro- 
organism called pfiesteria. It is sci- 
entific conclusion that pfiesteria is 
stimulated in part by extra nitrogen 
and phosphorous going into the water- 
ways. The courts and the community, 
the public sector can impose fines and 
cause farmers to have to pay for the 
improvement of their practices to re- 
duce phosphorous and nitrogen getting 
into the water. 

If the gentleman from Illinois does 
not, if the gentleman from New York 
does not have his amendment passed, 
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the farmer would have to pay to clean 
up his act, but the local sewage treat- 
ment plant, which has also caused 
phosphorous and nitrogen into the wa- 
terway, which is called Pokomoke, 
would not. 

So the farmer would go to all these 
expenses and the local sewage treat- 
ment plant and everybody has a little 
problem with money, even people have 
problems with whether or not there 
really is a problem. And sometimes 
there are problems with competency, 
and the court is there to say yes, you 
also have to clean up your act. 

I will give you an example in Balti- 
more City. The sewage treatment plant 
right now is under order from the EPA 
to clean up their act. The EPA is going 
to fine, with the help of the courts, 
Baltimore not to put more nitrogen 
and phosphorous into the water. 

The local ARCO plant, the local CON- 
OCO plant, they have to clean up. They 
have to pay. The private sector has to 
pay. The farmer has to pay. But unless 
this amendment passes, the city of Bal- 
timore does not have to do anything. 
They can continue to put the phos- 
phorous and the nitrogen in the water 
that is causing to a great extent this 
microorganism that is decimating the 
fish population of the Chesapeake Bay. 

The Boehlert amendment does not 
give the court system any iota of more 
power to raise taxes, but unless the 
Boehlert amendment passes, your local 
farmer is going to be more responsible 
for cleaning up the waterways than the 
public facilities. I am sure Jefferson 
and Hamilton wanted us to drink clean 
water, and I think this amendment is 
perfectly balanced. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York (Mr. BOEHLERT). 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Maryland 
for yielding to me. The examples he 
cited are perfect and the illustration he 
presented is right on target. 

Courts cannot impose taxes. But 
courts are charged with the responsi- 
bility of dealing with the laws we, the 
House of Representatives, and the Sen- 
ate, and the Congress of the United 
States, pass. And when we are dealing 
with sensitive issues like clean water, 
which we all depend on, and which the 
American people want us to protect, we 
have to make certain that the laws we 
pass are dealt with in a responsible 
manner by the courts. 

The courts are not going to impose a 
tax, but the courts are going to say to 
a given community, for example, you 
have to stop polluting. And the com- 
munity is going to decide how it has to 
stop polluting. I thank the gentleman 
for the example. 

The gutting would occur, the gutting 
would occur, I would suggest, if we 
failed to amend section 5. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words, and I yield to the 
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gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MAN- 
ZULLO). 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, the 
proponents of the Delahunt-Boehlert 
amendment are trying to draw a fine 
line between a direct tax and an indi- 
rect tax. The effect is the same. The 
elected representatives still have to 
raise taxes and is it not interesting, 
they say, well, this will protect, this 
will stop courts from raising taxes. In 
Rockford, Illinois, the judge, the 
unelected magistrate has ordered the 
school board to either raise taxes or go 
to jail. 
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There is no difference between that 
and the judge saying, I am going to 
order raising of taxes on my own.” The 
original language of section 5 allows 
both scenarios. 

However, the Delahunt-Boehlert 
amendment removes the second sce- 
nario and not only says that the judge 
cannot directly raise taxes but it still 
allows the judge to indirectly raise 
taxes. And as to all the environmental 
issues and everything else, what our 
bill says simply is this, to live within 
our means, to allow remedial plans to 
come about. 

Maryland already has a State law 
with regard to cleaning up the environ- 
ment, to cleaning up the waters. All 
these scare tactics that this will gut 
environmental laws, this will gut ADA 
laws, that is not the case. We are sim- 
ply saying that local communities and 
elected representatives should not be 
ordered to go to jail unless they raise 
taxes. Because the only constitutional 
function for the Federal raising of tax 
is the United States Congress and not 
the Federal judiciary. And that is why 
it is absolutely important, it is compel- 
ling that to make this law have any 
teeth, we must defeat Delahunt-Boeh- 
lert. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair- 
man, I would say just one thing. I was 
not going to get involved in this argu- 
ment. But the concept that a judge can 
raise taxes on the public without due 
representation is inappropriate. 

Secondly, when we hear these scare 
tactics about clean water and clean air 
and all these good things in this bill, 
that is pure nonsense. States have the 
authority to do this to begin with. The 
States have the right to do it, and they 
should do it. 

I am going to suggest, I have seen 
small communities that EPA and other 
agencies have required to do certain 
things and they have gone broke. They 
have lost their schools, they lost other 
facilities in the infrastructure because 
of the agency saying they had to raise 
certain amounts of money to put in 
certain standards in that area. 

I am suggesting, respectfully, that 
this amendment is a mischievous 
amendment that will give back the au- 
thority for judges. And I do not par- 
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ticularly like judges to begin with. I 
want to tell my colleagues right now, 
especially those that are appointed and 
have a life expectancy. I think it is 
also time to let them recognize that 
the people should be represented in this 
Congress. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 


tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
DELAHUNT). 
The question was taken; and the 


Chairman announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 
RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 230, noes 181, 
not voting 21, as follows: 


[Roll No. 103] 
AYES—230 

Abercrombie Franks (NJ) Martinez 
Ackerman Frost Mascara 
Allen Furse McCarthy (MO) 
Andrews Ganske McCarthy (NY) 
Baesler Gejdenson McDade 
Baldacci Gephardt McDermott 
Barcia Gilchrest McGovern 
Barrett (WI) Gilman McHale 
Bass Gordon McIntyre 
Bentsen Green McKinney 
Berman Greenwood McNulty 
Berry Gutierrez Meehan 
Bilbray Gutknecht Meek (FL) 
Bishop Hall (OH) Meeks (NY) 
Blagojevich Hamilton Menendez 
Blumenauer Harman Millender- 
Boehlert Hefner McDonald 
Bonior Hinchey Minge 
Borski Hinojosa Mink 
Boswell Hobson Moakley 
Boucher Holden Mollohan 
Brown (CA) Hooley Moran (VA) 
Brown (FL) Horn Morella 
Brown (OH) Houghton Murtha 
Burr Hoyer Nadler 
Camp Jackson (IL) Neal 
Capps Jackson-Lee Ney 
Cardin (TX) Oberstar 
Carson Jefferson Obey 
Castle John Ortiz 
Clayton Johnson (CT) Owens 
Clement Johnson (WI) Pallone 
Clyburn Johnson, E. B. Pappas 
Conyers Kanjorski Pascrell 
Costello Kaptur Pastor 
Coyne Kelly Payne 
Cummings Kennedy (MA) Pelosi 
Davis (FL) Kennedy (RI) Pomeroy 
Davis (IL) Kennelly Porter 
DeFazio Kildee Poshard 
DeGette Kilpatrick Price (NC) 
Delahunt Kind (WI) Pryce (OH) 
DeLauro Kleczka Quinn 
Deutsch Klink Rahall 
Dicks Klug Ramstad 
Dingell Kucinich Rangel 
Doggett LaFalce Regula 
Dooley LaHood Reyes 
Doyle Lampson Rivers 
Edwards Lantos Rodriguez 
Ehlers LaTourette Roemer 
Engel Lazio Rothman 
Eshoo Leach Roukema 
Etheridge Lee Roybal-Allard 
Evans Levin Rush 
Ewing Lewis (GA) Sabo 
Farr Lipinski Sanchez 
Fattah LoBiondo Sanders 
Fawell Lofgren Sandlin 
Fazio Lowey Sawyer 
Filner Luther Saxton 
Forbes Maloney (CT) Schumer 
Ford Maloney (NY) Scott 
Fox Manton Serrano 
Frank (MA) Markey Shays 
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Sherman Sununu Watt (NC) 
Skaggs ‘Tauscher Waxman 
Skelton Thompson Weller 
Slaughter Thurman Wexler 
Smith (NJ) Tierney Weygand 
Smith, Adam Torres White 
Snyder Towns Whitfield 
Spratt Upton Wise 
Stabenow Velazquez Woolsey 
Stark Vento Wynn 
Stokes Visclosky bates 
Strickland Walsh uar 
Stupak Waters 
NOES—181 
Aderholt Gibbons Paul 
Archer Gillmor Pease 
Armey Goode Peterson (MN) 
Bachus Goodlatte Peterson (PA) 
Baker Goodling Pickering 
Ballenger Goss Pickett 
Barrett (NE) Graham Pitts 
Bartlett Granger Pombo 
Barton Hall (TX) Portman 
Bereuter Hansen Redmond 
Bilirakis Hastert Riggs 
Bliley Hastings (WA) Riley 
Blunt Hayworth Ro 
Boehner Hefley pow 
ny * ent ba Rohrabacher 
Brady Hilleary Ros-Lehtinen 
Bryant Hilliard Royce 
Burton Hoekstra Ryun 
Buyer Hostettler Salmon 
Callahan Hulshof Sanford 
Calvert Hunter Scarborough 
Campbell Hutchinson Schaefer, Dan 
Canady Hyde Schaffer, Bob 
Cannon Inglis Sensenbrenner 
Chabot Jenkins Sessions 
Chambliss Johnson, Sam Shadegg 
Chenoweth Jones Shaw 
Christensen Kasich Shimkus 
Coble Kim Shuster 
Coburn King (NY) Sisisky 
Collins Kingston Skeen 
Combest Knollenberg Smith (MI) 
Condit Kolbe Smith (OR) 
S 1 5 
Crane Lewis (CA) poate 
Crapo Lewis (KY) Solomon 
Cubin Linder Souder 
Cunningham Livingston Spence 
Danner Lucas Stearns 
Davis (VA) Manzullo Stenholm 
Deal McCollum Stump 
DeLay Motrery Talent 
Diaz-Balart McHugh Tauzi 
Dickey McInnis 8 
Doolittle McIntosh Taylor (MS) 
Dreier McKeon Taylor (NC) 
Duncan Metcalf Thomas 
Dunn Mica Thornberry 
Ehrlich Miller (FL) Thune 
Emerson Moran (KS) Tiahrt 
English Myrick Traficant 
Ensign Nethercutt Turner 
Everett Neumann Wamp 
Foley Northup Watts (OK) 
Fossella Norwood Weldon (FL) 
Fowler Nussle Wicker 
Frelinghuysen Oxley Wolf 
Gallegly Packard Young (AK) 
Gekas Parker Young (FL) 
NOT VOTING—21 
Barr Cooksey Olver 
Bateman Dixon Paxon 
Becerra Gonzalez Petri 
Boyd Hastings (FL) Radanovich 
Bunning Istook Tanner 
Clay Matsui Watkins 
Cook Miller (CA) Weldon (PA) 
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Messrs. CONDIT, DICKEY, KIM, SAM 
JOHNSON of Texas, and MCKEON 
changed their vote from aye' to “no.” 

Messrs. COYNE, GUTKNECHT, and 
EWING changed their vote from “no” 
to “aye.” 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
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The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to strike sec- 
tion 5 of the pending bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, not having been consulted on 
something of this importance, we are 
constrained to object, and so I do now 
object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CAMPBELL 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. CAMPBELL: 

Page 9, line 5, and “and” after the semi- 
colon. 

Page 9, line 9, strike; and” and insert a 
period. 

Page 9, strike lines 10 through 12. 

Page 9, line 2, insert after remedied'' the 
following: , including through its effect on 
property values or otherwise”. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, the 
passage of the Boehlert-Delahunt 
amendment makes this amendment 
less important. But I believe it is still 
an improvement in the bill. 

I am authorized to say that this 
amendment is agreeable to the major- 
ity, agreeable to the chairman of the 
committee, and agreeable to the au- 
thor of this provision of the bill. 

So in the interest of time, I would be 
prepared to yield back, unless this is 
controversial, in which case I will take 
additional time to explain it. But I 
have already tried my best to explain 
it to both sides, and I believe it is not 
controversial. So in the interest of 
time, I would yield back. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is a very 
good idea. I have nothing absolutely to 
add to this debate. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other 
Members seeking recognition on the 
amendment by the gentleman from 
California (Mr. CAMPBELL)? 

If not, the question is on the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from 
California (Mr. CAMPBELL). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. ROGAN 

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 5 offered by Mr. ROGAN: 

Strike section 6 and redesignate suc- 
ceeding sections, and references thereto, ac- 
cordingly. 

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment would involve deleting sec- 
tion 6 from the bill that is before us. 
Section 6 as proposed would allow par- 
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ties as a matter of right in a civil case 
to peremptorily challenge a judge, 
without any showing of cause, for bias 
or prejudice. Under current law, a 
judge may be challenged for cause or 
for bias, but there must be an actual 
showing. 
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My concern, Mr. Chairman, with re- 
spect to the proposal that is set forth, 
is that it would do a couple of things. 
First, it would increase the likelihood 
that attorneys will use the new proce- 
dure for “forum shopping”; secondly, it 
would allow lawyers to put judges in 
the position where retail justice is 
being served. 

Mr. Chairman, in California, my 
home State, we have a similar provi- 
sion already on the books that is being 
proposed by this current legislation 
under section 6. Unfortunately it is 
often used for all the wrong reasons. 
We have a number of examples in Cali- 
fornia where judges have been chal- 
lenged not because of their ability to 
be fair or to hear a case; they are chal- 
lenged because of their race, sex, age, 
political affiliation, or some other fac- 
tor unrelated to their ability to sit in 
judgment. 

Mr. Chairman, in California when I 
was a judge, I was present at judicial 
conferences where judges sat around 
and polled each other as to what the 
“going rate” was for sentencing in a 
particular case. Judges knew that if 
they deviated from the going rate, then 
attorneys who had the ability to come 
into court and file a blanket affidavit 
of prejudice against them would do so, 
thereby precluding them from hearing 
either a case, or a class of cases. 

I think that we ought to retain the 
current system where judges may be 
challenged in cases of actual bias or 
prejudice. Although I respect the fact 
that my dear friend, our former col- 
league from California, Dan Lungren, 
is in support of the bill in an 
unamended fashion, I rise because I op- 
pose this one particular provision. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Madam 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Madam Chairman, I am not going to 
oppose the gentleman’s amendment al- 
though I believe that there is a prob- 
lem with the current system that needs 
to be rectified. Under the current sys- 
tem in many cases I believe that liti- 
gants who have a reasonable basis for 
believing that they are not going to be 
treated fairly by a particular judge do 
not really have any realistic recourse 
to have the case moved to be consid- 
ered by another judge. I do not think 
the current system is working. 

Iam not going to oppose this amend- 
ment at this time because the version 
of preemptory challenge to judges that 
is contained in the bill is a much trun- 
cated version of my original bill which 
I introduced, which followed in a tradi- 
tion that was started by Representa- 
tive Drinan many Congresses ago when 
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he introduced a bill to allow for pre- 
emptory challenges of judges in crimi- 
nal cases. 

It is my belief that we should have a 
provision that covers criminal cases, 
civil cases in districts throughout the 
country. What is in the bill now, as a 
result of the work of the Committee on 
the Judiciary which I respect, is a 
version that only covers civil cases, it 
covers certain districts in the country, 
and I am not very enthusiastic about 
this version of the bill. 

What I would ask the gentleman 
from California to do is to consider the 
problems with the current system and 
to work with those of us on the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary who are con- 
cerned about those problems for a real- 
istic way of helping ensure that liti- 
gants can have confidence that they 
are going to be treated fairly and not 
be trapped in the courtroom of a judge 
who has a bias or who otherwise is not 
going to treat the particular litigant 
fairly. I think that is important to ev- 
eryone. 

In the past the American Bar Asso- 
ciation has supported efforts along 
these lines of preemptory challenge. 
Preemptory challenge may not be the 
right way to do it, but I am convinced 
that the current system is fundamen- 
tally flawed. At least the way it oper- 
ates is flawed in many cases, and we 
need to do something to address that. 

Having explained that background, I 
will not oppose the gentleman’s amend- 
ment, but I will hope that the gen- 
tleman, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. ROGAN), will be willing to work 
with us in coming up with ways of ad- 
dressing the real problems that do 
exist because what we are looking for 
is a system that will protect all liti- 
gants, a system that will allow every- 
one going into court to believe that 
they are going to get a fair shake, not 
that they are going to get any advan- 
tage but that they will not be treated 
unfairly. 

And that is my objection, and I be- 
lieve that that is the objective of the 
gentleman from California and all the 
others who have been engaged on this 
issue. 

Mr. ROGAN. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. I yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. ROGAN. Madam Chairman, first 
I want to thank my distinguished col- 
league, the subcommittee chairman, 
for his comments. And I think that the 
chairman has hit the nail on the head: 
there are some procedural defects in 
what is currently on the books. 

I agree that the procedure that was 
being proposed, a blanket preemptory 
challenge, is not the best way to deal 
with this. I would be the first to con- 
cede that there are problems with the 
current system. These problems are as 
diverse as the personalities of those 
judges who might be inclined to hear a 
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case. I would be honored to work with 
my colleague in this particular area to 
fashion a more appropriate remedy. 

So I want to thank the gentleman for 
his comments and for all the work he 
has done on this bill. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Madam 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
his comments, and I would extend the 
same offer to work together to the 
Democratic members of the Committee 
on the Judiciary who have opposed the 
provisions of the bill but who I also be- 
lieve are concerned about helping en- 
sure that all litigants are treated fairly 
in cases that are brought in the Fed- 
eral courts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chairman, I move to strike the 
requisite number of words. 

Madam Chairman, I want to, as did 
the gentleman from California, express 
my appreciation for the spirit of co- 
operation that the gentleman from 
Florida, to say yes. I think this is 
something we could work on in a coop- 
erative way. I would just like to ex- 
press my appreciation to the gen- 
tleman from California, the gentleman 
from South Carolina, who joined in 
this bipartisan effort, and I think it is 
very likely in the spirit that is devel- 
oping here we will be able to address 
these issues. So I welcome this support, 
I thank my colleagues for the coopera- 
tion, and I shut up. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON). The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California (Mr. ROGAN). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-LEE OF 
TEXAS 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Ms. JACKSON-LEB of 
Texas: 

Add the following at the end of the bill: 


SEC. 12. PROTECTIVE ORDERS AND SEALING OF 
CASES AND SETTLEMENTS RELAT- 
ING TO PUBLIC HEALTH OR SAFETY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 111 of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new section: 
“$1660. Protective orders and sealing of cases 

and settlements relating to public health or 

safety 

(a) FINDINGS OF FACT REGARDING PUBLIC 
HEALTH AND SAFETY.—No order entered in 
accordance with the provisions of rule 26(c) 
of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure shall 
continue in effect after the entry of final 
judgment in that case, unless at or after 
such entry the court makes a separate find- 
ing of fact that such order would not prevent 
the disclosure of information which would 
adversely affect public health or safety. 

“(b) RESTRICTION ON AGREEMENTS AMONG 
PARTIES.—(1) No agreement between or 
among parties in a civil action filed in a 
court of the United States may prohibit or 
otherwise restrict a party from disclosing 
any information relevant to such civil action 
to any Federal or State agency with author- 
ity to enforce laws regulating an activity re- 
lating to such information, unless the court 
makes a separate finding of fact that such 
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agreement would not adversely affect public 

health or safety. 

““2) Any disclosure of information de- 
scribed in paragraph (1) to a Federal or State 
agency shall be confidential to the extent 
provided by law.“. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.—The table of sections for chapter 111 
of title 28, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

1660. Protective orders and sealing of cases 
and settlements relating to 
public health or safety.“ 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect 30 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 
and shall apply only to orders entered in 
civil actions or agreements entered into on 
or after such date. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam 
Chairman, I appreciate very much the 
detailing of my amendment because I 
think if we listen acutely and care- 
fully, we will find that my amendment 
does represent judicial reform, and the 
reason is that I am not seeking to take 
away the discretion of the judiciary or 
the judge. I am simply saying that I 
think in support of the right to know 
of the American people, even if one 
would argue that we have not deter- 
mined that secrecy prevails and that 
judges may assess in their own deter- 
mination at some time and can be cited 
sometime that they had determined 
that in a settlement they would, in 
fact, allow the facts to be detailed. 

We have found that most often se- 
crecy, once it is requested, remains. 
That creates a dangerous and haz- 
ardous set of circumstances for Amer- 
ican consumers, American business 
persons, and generally it interferes 
with the fairness of having knowledge 
about anything that can impact nega- 
tively on the community. 

I want to focus in particular on the 
language of this amendment. It indi- 
cates that a judge is required to make 
an assessment of whether or not se- 
crecy must be maintained. That means 
that it allows the judge to go in specifi- 
cally and assess the facts and decidedly 
make a determination: Yes, this must 
remain secret; no, it must not. In that 
ruling we would hope that the judge 
would take into consideration the ter- 
rible devastation or the blight that 
would come about by way of not allow- 
ing this information to come out. 

Let me share with my colleagues an 
example that bears on health and safe- 
ty. A case in the United States Court 
of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit in- 
volved litigation of a manufacturer of 
an artificial heart valve. This manufac- 
turer of heart valves was allowed to 
keep secret through a court order life 
threatening defects, even as more of 
these valves were implanted in pa- 
tients. None of us want to tolerate that 
sense of a lack of responsibility. We re- 
alize there was a settlement, but in 
this instance if we take the scales of 
justice, the weight of the public right 
to know is a more important right and 
responsibility than the secrecy of liti- 
gation. 
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I would argue I do think that if we 
weigh the scales of justice we will find 
that the higher right and the higher 
moral ground, along with the balance 
of the scales of justice, requires that 
we have a situation where we have an 
oversight over the overall point of per- 
spective of settlement secrecy. 

Let me add one other case. There was 
a case in the Third Circuit where the 
manufacturer of a drug that caused in- 
ternal bleeding, they secured a secrecy 
order barring the injured consumer’s 
attorney from disclosing this informa- 
tion to a government agency. 

I am saying to all of my colleagues, 
this impacts our quality of life. In 1984 
studies indicating the hazards of sil- 
icon breast implants were being uncov- 
ered. However, because of a protective 
order, this critical information was 
hidden from public view and from the 
FDA until 1992, more than 7 years and 
literally tens of thousands of victims 
later. Secrecy in our State and Federal 
courts undermines the right to know of 
every American citizen. 

Let me now intervene and say it is 
not open season on secrecy. This par- 
ticular amendment, if we are truly con- 
cerned about judicial reform, simply 
requires the judge to make a ruling 
that, yes, this does not impact the pub- 
lic health and safety. 

Madam Chairman, I cannot imagine 
that Americans would not be so con- 
cerned as to not ensure that we have 
the open access to information that 
would impact their life and safety. 
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Secrecy keeps vital health and safety 
information from consumers. They 
have a right to know. The confidential 
settlements of early litigation involv- 
ing the artificial valves kept life- 
threatening defects secret, even as 
more valves were being implanted. 
Hundreds of patients have died as a re- 
sult of our failure. 

In other cases, doctors have avoided 
disciplinary charges because court 
files, which would document negligent 
care, have been sealed. Secrecy creates 
more litigation. If you do not have the 
right to have this information ac- 
knowledged, then others are injured. 

What does that generate? More liti- 
gation. If we are talking about bring- 
ing down the cost of what we perceive 
to be a litigious society, I happen to 
think everyone has a right to access 
the court of justice. But if for matter 
of argument we talk about increased 
litigation, secrecy helps to increase 
litigation, no matter what the cause. 
Business, personal injury, whatever we 
speak of, if we do not have knowledge 
and information, we increase litiga- 
tion. 

I would simply say as the American 
courts operate under the presumption 
of openness, my amendment enhances 
that openness. It allows those who feel 
that there is an element of secrecy 
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that devastates the public safety the 
opportunity for the judge to rule that, 
in fact, this information must be pre- 
sented to the American public and pro- 
tect the safety and health of Ameri- 


cans. 

Mr. COBLE. Madam Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Madam Chairman, the tenor here on 
the floor has gone from discord to har- 
mony. I am not going to bring it back 
to discord, but I want to at least go on 
record as resisting the amendment of 
the gentlewoman from Texas. 

The amendment was defeated during 
the committee markup of the bill. It is 
opposed by persons interested in pri- 
vacy issues; as well as the business 
community, including the National As- 
sociation of Manufacturers, NFIB; the 
Chamber of Commerce, and others. 

The amendment, it seems to me, 
would limit the ability of parties to ne- 
gotiate private settlements and the au- 
thorities of a court to seal sensitive in- 
formation after a final judgment has 
been reached unless a court makes a 
separate finding of fact that not reveal- 
ing the information would not ad- 
versely affect public health or safety. 

Recent studies, the Harvard Federal 
Judicial Center, the Judicial Con- 
ference, they strongly suggest that 
protective orders issued under rule 
26(c) are not causing health or safety 
problems. In fact, the Civil Rules Advi- 
sory Committee of the Judicial Con- 
ference met in March, last month, and 
determined that no changes to rule 
26(c) were needed. 

Since many protective orders, and 
maybe most, are issued in employment 
discrimination and civil rights cases, 
the amendment would compromise the 
privacy rights of individuals, it seems 
to me. For example, a sealed order re- 
garding medical records of an AIDS pa- 
tient, for example. The amendment 
would also jeopardize the proprietary 
rights of businesses, trade secrets, and 
other confidential information, which 
a competitor might want to gain access 
to such information. 

The courts already have rather wide 
discretion not to issue protective or- 
ders or to modify or rescind them. Dis- 
covery and the discovery process are 
designed to encourage parties to share 
information with each other and to set- 
tle, if possible. The amendment, it 
seems to me, interferes with this proc- 
ess and may well impose a greater 
strain on limited judicial resources. 

Madam Chairman, I urge my col- 
leagues to vote against the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Madam Chairman, my dear friend, 
the gentleman from North Carolina, 
Mr. COBLE, pointed out this amend- 
ment was defeated in subcommittee. 
Well, that is probably an indication it 
is a pretty good amendment. But it is 
important that we know that. 
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The next thing I should point out to 
everybody is that this amendment does 
not apply to civil rights cases. This 
amendment prohibits orders preserving 
the secrecy of documents that would 
adversely affect public health or safe- 
ty. So, we are all in agreement so far. 

So this is an amendment you might 
want to consider favorably, because 
when you do not disclose vital health 
and safety information and keep it out 
of the public’s reach, we have people 
that pay dearly; loss of life, as has been 
referenced by the gentlewoman from 
Texas. 

So these protective orders are dan- 
gerous. The artificial heart valves 
problem with their defects were kept 
hidden. Hundreds of people died unnec- 
essarily, because the court allowed 
these records to be sealed. 

Then before I yield to the gentle- 
woman from Texas, I want to raise the 
problem that might become involved 
with the tobacco settlement. Look, the 
court records have hidden thousands of 
critical documents concerning the 
strategies used around teenage smok- 
ing, minority targeting, nicotine ma- 
nipulation. You do not want to keep 
that information secret, do you? 

The tobacco industry, bless their 
hearts, have gone to incredible lengths 
to keep these documents under wraps. 
Let us make sure that with this 
amendment, they will not be able to do 
that, because the courts are public in- 
stitutions, and the records and what 
goes on in the courts should be within 
the province of the people. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam 
Chairman, I thank the ranking member 
for yielding. I am glad the gentleman 
has emphasized this is not and does not 
have an impact on civil rights cases. 
Clearly, it points to the question of 
public health and safety. 

Interestingly enough, if we want to 
clarify the procedural tracking of this 
amendment in committee, we had 
unanimous consent on this amendment 
for a period of time. I do note, and I, 
too, want to add to the collegiality of 
the floor debate and say to the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina (Chairman 
COBLE) that I recognize that there are 
supporters of this bill that are not sup- 
porting this particular amendment. 
Many of them are from the manufac- 
turing and business community. 

I would argue that that does not jus- 
tify opposing this particular amend- 
ment, because, in fact, I think it is 
more important to not get into a dis- 
cussion between defense attorneys and 
trial lawyers or plaintiff's lawyers. 
This has to be a question of the public 
health and safety and the balance be- 
tween the scales of justice. 

Do you want knowledge about car 
seats that impact babies to be kept se- 
cret, so that those who would have to 
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utilize these seats will not have the op- 
portunity to know the information to 
prevent future litigation? What about 
Xomax, the artificial pain reliever that 
was manufactured in the early 1980s 
and was found to be dangerous? What 
about waterslides, where a gentleman 
fell and slid and broke his neck? Why 
would we not want the information to 
be able to provide the consumers with 
the basis of not having that happen 
again? 

So I really think that we do better to 
err on the side of allowing the judge, 
and, again, this is not open season on 
violating settlements; it is allowing 
the judge to make an independent as- 
sessment that, in fact, you would do 
damage to public health and safety if 
you did not open these records. 

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Chairman, re- 
claiming my time, it is an easy “aye” 
vote, and I urge support of the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in support of 
this amendment. I think it is an excel- 
lent amendment. 

We have all read in the newspapers of 
settlements of major lawsuits in which 
many of the documents in court, the 
terms of the settlement, are secret. 
The fact is one of the purposes of our 
system of justice is to vindicate the 
public interest and the public safety. 
The suit in which someone sues a 
major company because the product 
they are producing is unsafe, that it is 
going to cause deaths, and the com- 
pany settles the suit, and one of the 
terms of the settlement is that the evi- 
dence and the admission, perhaps, that 
this product is unsafe, or will cause 
death unless modified; you keep that 
secret so people do not know it, that 
does not serve the public interest. 

Companies should not be permitted 
to buy off for cash these kind of safety 
concerns so that other members of the 
public will die or be injured. This needs 
to be in the public domain. 

So I commend the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) for having 
the originality and initiative to offer 
this amendment. I ask my colleagues 
to vote for it. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NADLER. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
his leadership on many of these issues. 

I would like to go back, Madam 
Chairman, to something that remains 
sort of controversial even today, but 
knowing the many breast implant sur- 
vivors that I have had the opportunity 
to interact with from a perspective of 
not trying to do anything more than to 
bring to the American public that their 
illnesses, that the impact of the sili- 
cone breast implants are not a dream; 
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they are not unreal, they are actually 
real. 

So we are not talking about now the 
litigation and debate or nonlitigation. 
What we want to debate is whether or 
not if we had had this particular provi- 
sion we would have been able to avoid 
the tragedies of what we are seeing 
today with so many victims of silicone 
breast implants. 

For example, in 1984, as I said earlier, 
and I want to repeat this, studies indi- 
cated the hazards of silicone breast im- 
plants were being uncovered. Because 
of a protective order, this critical in- 
formation was hidden from the public 
view and from the FDA until 1992, more 
than 7 years, and literally tens of thou- 
sands of victims later. 

I would imagine if the business com- 
munity actually sat down, scratched 
their head, and took out their pen, it 
would have been better for this infor- 
mation to be known in 1984 to avoid 
the thousands upon thousands and mil- 
lions of women who have been dev- 
astated by the silicone breast implant. 
Knowledge would have avoided the 
tragedies of 1998. 

I also say that with respect to fuel 
tanks, with respect, as I said, to the 
heart valves, with respect to a certain 
lighter that was utilized, as well as cer- 
tain xerox, asbestos, the Corvair story 
which we know so full well, these are 
stories that the American consumers 
would have far better appreciated or 
benefitted, if a judge had simply as- 
sessed beyond the need of secrecy and 
the individuals inside that courthouse, 
to say you have a settlement. But with 
respect to the violation of the con- 
sumer product or the product itself, I 
believe in making an assessment. 

That information should either go to 
the public or a governmental agency. 
That is what we are losing if we do not 
vote for this amendment. I cannot 
imagine if we are talking about judi- 
cial reform that we would not allow a 
court to make that assessment. 

For the response that the rule works 
all right, what was really said was we 
have seen no problems. We know a 
judge will do it if they need do it. 
Again, I am not doubting the integrity 
of the judiciary, but this is too high a 
stake for us to leave it randomly to the 
arguments of lawyers who would plead 
to that judge, don't you dare,” and, 
rightly so, the judge leaves it secret, 
rather than making an independent as- 
sessment that would cause a review of 
that material to allow just that infor- 
mation, public safety and health, to be 
allowed to be part of the public right- 
to-know. 

Madam Chairman, with that, I would 
ask with all due seriousness and call 
for judicial reform; that this is an 
amendment that speaks to reform be- 
yond all. I would certainly ask that my 
colleagues join in voting for this 
amendment on behalf of the American 
people’s right to know. 
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Mr. NADLER. Madam Chairman, re- 
claiming my time, I would add that I 
hope everyone votes for this amend- 
ment. It seems to me this is one of the 
very few amendments for which the ar- 
guments are all on one side. I urge all 
Members to vote for it. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON). The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentle- 
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 177, noes 242, 
not voting 13, as follows: 


[Roll No. 104] 
AYES—177 

Abercrombie Green Mollohan 
Ackerman Hall (OH) Moran (VA) 
Allen Harman Morella 
Andrews Hefner Nadler 
Baesler Hilliard Neal 
Baldacci Hinchey Oberstar 
Barcia Hinojosa Obey 
Barrett (WI) Holden Olver 
Becerra Hooley Ortiz 
Bentsen Horn Owens 
Bereuter Hoyer Pallone 
Berman Jackson (IL) 
Berry Jackson-Lee — 
Bishop (TX) Payne 
Blagojevich Jefferson Pelosi 
Blumenauer Johnson (WI) Poshard 
Bonior Johnson, E. B. Price (NC) 
Borski Kaptur Rahall 
Boswell Kennedy (MA) Rangel 
Boucher Kennedy (RI) Re 

yes 
Brown (CA) Kennelly Rivers 
Brown (FL) Kildee Rodriguez 
Brown (OH) Kilpatrick Roh bach 
Campbell Kind (WI) nn 

Roybal-Allard 
Capps Kleczka Rush 
Cardin Klink Sabo 
Carson Kucinich Sanch 
Clayton LaFalce 5 ba 
Clement Lampson ems ors 
Clyburn Lantos 3 N 
Conyers Leach N 
Costello Lee Scott 
Coyne Levin Serrano 
Cummings Lewis (GA) Shays 
Davis (FL) Lipinski Sherman 
Davis (IL) Lowey Slaughter 
DeFazio Luther Smith, Adam 
DeGette Maloney (CT) Spratt 
Delahunt Manton Stabenow 
DeLauro Markey Stark 
Deutsch Martinez Stokes 
Dingell Mascara Strickland 
Doggett McCarthy (MO) Stupak 
Edwards McCarthy (NY) Tauscher 
Emerson McDermott Thompson 
Engel McGovern Thurman 
Eshoo McHale Tierney 
Etheridge Mcintyre Torres 
Evans McKinney Towns 
Farr McNulty Velázquez 
Fattah Meehan Vento 
Fazio Meek (FL) Visclosky 
Filner Meeks (NY) Waters 
Ford Menendez Waxman 
Fox Millender- Wexler 
Frank (MA) McDonald Weygand 
Frost Miller (CA) Wise 
Furse Minge Woolsey 
Gejdenson Mink Wynn 
Gephardt Moakley Yates 
NOES—242 

Aderholt Bachus Barr 
Archer Baker Barrett (NE) 
Armey Ballenger Bartlett 
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Barton 
Bass 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehlert 


Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 

DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
English 
Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 


Bateman 
Clay 
Cook 
Dixon 
Gonzalez 


Ms. 


Granger Pitts 
Greenwood Pombo 
Gutknecht Pomeroy 
Hamilton Porter 
Hansen Portman 
Hastert Pryce (OH) 
Hastings (WA) Quinn 
Hayworth Radanovich 
Hefley Ramstad 
Herger Redmond 
Hill Regula 
Hilleary Riggs 
Hobson Riley 
Hoekstra Roemer 
Hostettler Rogan 
Houghton Rogers 
Hulshof Ros-Lehtinen 
Hunter Rothman 
Hutchinson Roukema 
Hyde Royce 
Inglis Ryun 
Jenkins Salmon 
John Sandlin 
Johnson (CT) Sanford 
— Saxton 

Scarborough 
Kanjorski 3 
— Schaffer, Bob 
— 4 Sensenbrenner 
King (NY) Saon 

Shadegg 
Kingston Shaw 
Klug Shimkus 
Knollenberg 

Shuster 
Kolbe Si 

sisky 

LaHood 
Largent Skaggs 

Skeen 
Latham 

Skelton 
LaTourette 
Lazio Smith (MI) 

Smith (NJ) 
Lewis (CA) 

Smith (OR) 
Lewis (KY) 

Smith (TX) 
Linder 
Livingston Smith, Linda 
LoBiondo Snowbarger 
Lofgren Snyder 
Lucas Solomon 
Maloney (NY) Souder 
Manzullo Spence 
Matsui Stearns 
McCollum Stenholm 
McDade Stump 
McHugh Sununu 
McInnis Talent 
McIntosh Tauzin 
McKeon ‘Taylor (MS) 
Metcalf ‘Taylor (NC) 
Mica Thomas 
Moran (KS) Thornberry 
Murtha Thune 
Myrick Tiahrt 
Nethercutt Traficant 
Neumann Turner 
Ney Upton 
Northup Walsh 
Norwood Wamp 
Nussle Watkins 
Oxley Watt (NC) 
Packard Watts (OK) 
Pappas Weldon (FL) 
Parker Weldon (PA) 
Paul Weller 
Pease White 
Peterson (MN) Whitfield 
Peterson (PA) Wicker 
Petri Wolf 
Pickering Young (AK) 
Pickett Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—13 
Gutierrez Miller (FL) 
Hall (TX) Paxon 
Hastings (FL) Tanner 
Istook 
McCrery 
1351 


McCARTHY of Missouri, 
THURMAN and Mr. BOSWELL changed 


their vote from no“ to taye.” 
So the amendment was rejected. 


The result of the vote was announced 


as above recorded. 


Mrs. 
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(By unanimous consent, Mr. WELDON 
of Pennsylvania was allowed to speak 
out of order.) 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF FIRE EMERGENCY IN THE 

LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. 
Madam Chairman, I move to strike the 
last word. 

Madam Chairman, we just experi- 
enced what could have been a very 
tragic incident in one of our House of- 
fice buildings, and that was a fire 
which started in the basement of the 
new elevator shaft that is being con- 
structed, that poured smoke through- 
out that seven-story complex and re- 
quired that building to be evacuated 
for a significant period of time. 

Eleven years ago I came on this floor 
and offered a privileged resolution of 
the House regarding the health and 
safety of the Members, because we had 
a similar fire in then Speaker Jim 
Wright’s office which burned out of 
control, and to which I had to respond 
that the buildings that we work in are 
absolute fire traps because there were 
no detection devices, no alarm sys- 
tems, no sprinklers, there was no 
preplanning, no exit drills. There were 
no efforts in place to guarantee the 
safety of both the Members and our 
constituents. 

Today I can rise and report exactly 
the opposite. In fact the response was 
quick, it was efficient. The Sergeant at 
Arms, the Capitol Hill Police, and 
those brave officers who by the way 
had to go to the hospital because of 
smoke inhalation and whose names I 
will enter into the RECORD today, all 
performed above and beyond the call of 
duty. 

I might add, however, that Members 
who were on the seventh floor of Long- 
worth did acknowledge that imme- 
diately the alarm system did not go 
off, and that is the reason why we must 
continue to press for adequate 
preplanning and the need for us to un- 
derstand the severity of the situation. 

As I stood there during the entire op- 
eration and saw people in wheelchairs 
and people who were challenged phys- 
ically coming off the elevators, we 
come to realize the importance of tak- 
ing lessons in advance to understand 
the potential for injury and perhaps 
even loss of life in these kinds of situa- 
tions. 

So while the story was absolutely a 
positive one, and Sergeant at Arms 
Livingood and the Architect of the 
Capitol, Ken Lauzier and the Chief of 
the Capitol Hill Police did an abso- 
lutely fantastic job with all the various 
components that we could muster on 
Capitol Hill, Dr. Eisold’s staff to treat 
those personnel who were, in fact, af- 
fected with smoke inhalation, there are 
some lessons to be learned from this. I 
would hope that it would remind all of 
us that we need to understand that life 
safety, both for ourselves and for our 
staffs and for our constituents, needs 
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to be a top priority every day this Con- 
gress is in session. 

Mr. HOYER. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. WELDON) for yielding to me. 
Madam Chairman, as all of us know, 
many of us know, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania has been one of the lead- 
ers on fire service protection not only 
on Capitol Hill but throughout this 
country. 

He is a former chief of a volunteer 
fire company of his own congressional 
district, a former municipal leader. 
And he did, in fact, raise to a high level 
of attention, subsequent to the fire in 
Speaker Wright’s office, the necessity 
to make our buildings more safe for 
our Members, for our staffs, as well as 
for the visitors to our offices. 

Today’s fire in the Longworth House 
Office Building was a fire that appar- 
ently an acetylene torch, I think, heat- 
ed up some materials that ignited very 
rapidly and shot flames seven stories 
high up through the elevator shaft. 
There was very significant smoke on 
the seventh floor. I do not know about 
other floors, but I heard from my staff 
on the seventh floor. 

What is significant, and I think we 
all ought to know, is the extraor- 
dinarily quick and very skillful re- 
sponse that was given by the Capitol 
Hill officers, our medical staffs, the 
Sergeant at Arms’ staff, all of those 
who were called upon to assist in evac- 
uating the building. Some of the offi- 
cers that were taken out, were taken 
out because they remained in the 
building to make sure that the building 
was, in fact, evacuated by showing 
great courage to assure the safety of 
all of those who might be in the build- 
ing. 

In addition, I want to report that my 
staff reported that the District of Co- 
lumbia Fire Department was there al- 
most immediately. There has been 
some criticism of the District of Co- 
lumbia Fire Department for not re- 
sponding as quickly as they might, but 
in this instance they were there very, 
very quickly. 

And I think we owe a debt of thanks 
to all of those who we rely on day-to- 
day. As is so often the case, we do not 
think of them because we are not per- 
sonally involved, it does not happen, 
there is not a crisis. And because they 
are there to respond to domestic crises 
such as this and we do not have one, we 
may not acknowledge their presence 
and their readiness to risk their limbs 
and their lives to protect their commu- 
nities. 

So I want to join with the distin- 
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. WELDON), who has really made it a 
cause, and a successful one at that, to 
ensure that we are aware of the risks 
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and take every precaution to avert 
risks that might have tragic con- 
sequences for individuals not only on 
Capitol Hill, not only in this city, but 
throughout this country. 

So I thank the gentleman for taking 
this time and thank him for yielding 
me this time. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. 
Madam Chairman, reclaiming my time, 
just in closing I would mention from 
the D.C. Fire Department that Bat- 
talion Chief Schaefer was the leader. 
We had Engine Company 13, 2, 8 and 6; 
Truck Company 7 and 10; Rescue Com- 
pany 1 and 3; and Battalion 2. They did 
an absolutely fantastic job. 

In addition, I would like to enter the 
names of those officers who were taken 
to the hospital. We do not know the 
status of these officers’ conditions. 
They were all affected by smoke inha- 
lation, but I think it once again under- 
scores the need for us to be aware of 
the duty and the honor that these peo- 
ple take so seriously in protecting the 
lives of ourselves and our constituents. 

Taken to local hospitals and either 
treated or currently there for further 
treatment are Sergeant Givens, Officer 
Merz, Officer Scott, Officer Worley, Of- 
ficer Sturdivant, Officer Cleveland and 
Officer Blackman-Malloy. 
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We thank all of them. We thank the 
chief of the department, Chief Abrecht. 
We thank Bill Livingood for a fantastic 
job, Dr. Eisold, as well as Ken Lauzier 
and everyone who came together in 
doing what should have been the right 
thing, and that is responding. I would 
encourage, again, our colleagues to re- 
member that on the seventh floor, the 
alarm did not go off. 

It is our responsibility to make sure 
if an incident occurs that we have to 
activate that manual alarm. It does 
not activate automatically. You have 
to pull that device down. That was not 
done on the seventh floor. 

Furthermore, I would say this is an 
opportune time for me to announce 
that next Thursday at this time, 12 
noon, there will be 3,000 firefighters 
from across the country in the parking 
lot right outside this door where we 
will assemble the largest gathering of 
the Nation’s fire and EMS community 
who are coming to us to talk about the 
fact that they feel we are not doing 
enough to assist them in their current 
efforts by our agencies in Washington 
to deal with the threats of terrorism 
and the response to those terrorist 
acts. 

I would encourage our colleagues to 
join with the gentleman from Mary- 
land (Mr. HOYER) and myself as we 
have a national press conference with 
the Speaker in attendance and focus on 
their issues, one week from today at 12 
noon directly outside of the House 
Chambers. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. NADLER 

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. NADLER: 

Page 17, strike line 20 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

(b) AUTHORITY OF DISTRICT COURTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding— 

Move the remaining text on lines 21 
through 25 2 ems to the right. 

Add after line 25 the following: 

(2) OBSCURING OF WITNESSES.—({A) Upon the 
request of any witness in a trial proceeding 
other than a party, the court shall order the 
face and voice of the witness to be disguised 
or otherwise obscured in such manner as to 
render the witness unrecognizable to the 
broadcast audience of the trial proceeding. 

(B) The presiding judge in a trial pro- 
ceeding shall inform each witness who is not 
a party that the witness has the right to re- 
quest that his or her image and voice be ob- 
scured during the witness’ testimony. 

Mr. NADLER (during the reading). 
Madam Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be consid- 
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chairman, I 
am pleased to offer this amendment 
along with my colleague, the gen- 
tleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT). As my 
colleagues know, this bill would permit 
cameras into Federal district courts at 
the judge’s discretion. In the past, I 
have been very concerned, and I have 
opposed allowing cameras into trial 
courts because I feared it might intimi- 
date witnesses. It is already intimi- 
dating enough for someone who wit- 
nesses an accident or a crime, and then 
sees an appeal on television that the 
police ask anyone who has seen this or 
has information please come forward. 
It is intimidating enough for such a 
person who knows that if they come 
forward they may well be asked to tes- 
tify in court; they may well be subject 
to cross-examination by an attorney 
whose job it is to impeach their credi- 
bility as a witness, and to make them 
look foolish. In effect, that is a pretty 
intimidating prospect. 

It is bad enough even if you are only 
going to be subject to that cross-exam- 
ination in front of 30 people in the 
courtroom. But to be subject to that 
cross-examination perhaps in front of 
all your relatives, and friends, and 
wife, and children, and neighbors might 
be even more intimidating. I have al- 
ways feared that this might lead to 
some witnesses not coming forward. 

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
CHABOT) suggested a way out of this di- 
lemma, and I am delighted to join him 
in offering this amendment. He sug- 
gested, and what this amendment does 
is to say that where you are having 
cameras in the courtroom in a trial 
court, any witness other than a party 
to the action may at his or her request 
have his face and voice distorted so you 
cannot tell whose face it is, and you 
cannot recognize the voice. You can 
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still hear what he is saying on the tele- 
vision so that, yes, this person’s name 
will be known; yes, you can photograph 
him walking in or out of the court- 
room, but he is not, he will have less 
fear of being made to look foolish in 
front of his friends on television by the 
opposing attorney. 

This is not the most important thing 
in the world, but I suspect very much 
that there are witnesses in this world 
who will come forward if this is the 
procedure who might not otherwise 
come forward if this is not the proce- 
dure. 

Again, you have cameras in the 
courtroom. This does not take that 
away. But it simply allows a witness at 
the witness’ request to have his or her 
face and voice obscured during the tes- 
timony. At the committee, no argu- 
ments were offered in opposition so 
there was some confusion and some 
Members voted against it. I hope that 
will not happen on the House floor 
today. 

Mr. CHABOT. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

I rise in support of the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. NADLER) and myself. The 
amendment gives important protec- 
tions to witnesses who may be other- 
wise reluctant to testify in a televised 
trial by requiring upon request of the 
witness that the face and voice of the 
witness be disguised or obscured in 
such a manner that it will not be evi- 
dent who that person is testifying. I 
think it is a good amendment. I thank 
the gentleman for offering it. 

Mr. COBLE. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

I will not consume 5 minutes. As we 
all know, cameras in the courtroom is 
an issue adamantly opposed by some; 
enthusiastically supported by others. 
This amendment, it seems to me, does 
no harm. It modifies the cameras in 
the courtroom approach slightly, but I 
think there the error is harmless, and 
I will not resist the amendment, not 
oppose the amendment. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chairman, I move to strike the 
requisite number of words. 

After the passionate appeal of the 
gentleman from North Carolina, I 
thought I would try to restore a sense 
of calm to the Chamber. I also do not 
regard this as an amendment of enor- 
mous significance. I may approach it, 
however, from the opposite direction. I 
do not like the underlying provision. 

I think requiring witnesses to a trial 
to be on camera, I think, is a mistake. 
I think where you are talking about 
appellate courts, it is reasonable, and I 
think the Supreme Court of the United 
States deserves criticism for not allow- 
ing its arguments to be run. I can 
think of few things that would be more 
useful and more informative for the 
country than for people to be able to 
watch Supreme Court arguments. 
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The notion that the nine Supreme 
Court justices and members of the Su- 
preme Court bar would somehow be in- 
timidated or thrown off by this is non- 
sensical. But when you get to wit- 
nesses, I think it is a mistake. I am not 
offering an amendment now; I do not 
want to take the time in the House. I 
do think the gentleman’s amendment 
makes a situation that I regard as an 
unfortunate one a little less unfortu- 
nate. I think it is a good idea to have 
the face obscured. 

On the other hand, I do have to say 
the gentleman said, well, people might 
be afraid of being made to look foolish. 
They will still be made to look foolish. 
They will, however, be made to look 
foolish with their face obscured. There 
may be a large number of people in this 
society who do not mind being made to 
look foolish, when everyone knows who 
they are, as long as their faces are ob- 
scured. But I think the, okay, put a 
mask over me and make me look silly 
group is smaller than my friend may 
make. 

So therefore I would rather not see 
this at all with regard to witnesses. I 
do think anybody ought to have a right 
to object. When you talk about people 
who are involuntary participants, pri- 
vate citizens, not used to the public de- 
bate being thrust into the public this 
way in a trial, I do not think it is a 
good idea to require them to be cross- 
examined, perhaps, and made to look 
foolish to be there. But that is not the 
issue now. This is an amendment that, 
as I said, makes what I regard as an un- 
fortunate situation a little less unfor- 
tunate, so I will also vote for the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
NADLER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Madam 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word for the purposes of a colloquy 
with the chairman. 

I simply wanted to, in a sense, create 
a legislative record so that everybody 
is aware of an interpretation that we 
are giving to a provision in this bill, 
and wanted to call the chairman’s at- 
tention to page 3, section 3 of the bill, 
and reaffirm with the chairman that it 
is, in fact, the intention of this bill to 
allow an immediate appeal either on 
the granting of a class action motion, 
or on the denial of a class action mo- 
tion to assure that this provision in the 
bill is intended to work in both direc- 
tions. 

Mr. COBLE. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. I yield 
to the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. COBLE. Madam Chairman, the 
gentleman from North Carolina is pre- 
cisely correct; that is the intent, to 
apply to both. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. LOFGREN 
Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Ms. LOFGREN: 
Add the following at the end: 


SEC. 12. PARENT-CHILD TESTIMONIAL PRIVI- 
LEGES IN FEDERAL CIVIL AND 
CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS. 


Rule 501 of the Federal Rules of Evidence is 
amended— 

(1) by designating the Ist sentence as sub- 
division (a); 

(2) by designating the 2nd sentence as sub- 
division (c); and 

(3) by inserting after the sentence so des- 
ignated as subdivision (a) the following new 
subdivision: 

*(bX1) A witness may not be compelled to 
testify against a child or parent of the wit- 
ness. 

(2) A witness may not be compelled to dis- 
close the content of a confidential commu- 
nication with a child or parent of the wit- 
ness. 

“(3) For purposes of this subdivision, 
‘child’ means, with respect to an individual, 
a birth, adoptive, or step-child of the indi- 
vidual, and any person (such as a foster child 
or a relative of whom the individual has 
long-term custody) with respect to whom the 
court recognizes the individual as having a 
right to act as a parent. 

“(4) The privileges provided in this subdivi- 
sion shall be governed by principles of the 
common law, as they may be interpreted by 
the courts of the United States in the light 
of reason and experience, that are similar to 
the principles that apply to the similar privi- 
leges of a witness with respect to a spouse of 
the witness.”’. 

Ms. LOFGREN (during the reading). 
Madam Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be consid- 
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from California? 

There was no objection. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Chairman, 
this amendment is offered by myself 
and the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
NADLER) to correct what is a very seri- 
ous defect in our Federal criminal and 
civil procedures. 

Under our Federal law and the law of 
many States, children can be com- 
pelled to testify against their parents, 
and parents can be compelled to testify 
against their children. Although most 
prosecutors refrain from subjecting a 
family to this terrible situation, it can 
and does occur. I have long believed 
that parents and their children should 
be shielded from this trauma, and that 
doing so would not do significant dam- 
age to the administration of justice. 

Therefore last month the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. NADLER) and I in- 
troduced H.R. 3577, which currently has 
18 cosponsors in the House. This bill, 
the Confidence in the Family Act, is 
identical to this proposed amendment. 

This amendment would ensure that 
parents and children could not be com- 
pelled to testify against one another, 
and that confidential communications 
between parents and children will be 
protected. These privileges would be 
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similar to the privileges currently pro- 
vided under Federal law to spouses, and 
would be developed by the courts in 
light of the common law, reason, and 
experience. 

Rule 501 of the Federal Rules of Evi- 
dence states that, except as otherwise 
required by the Constitution of the 
United States or act of Congress, the 
privilege of witnesses, persons, govern- 
ments, States, et cetera, will be gov- 
erned by the principles of the common 
law as they may be interpreted by the 
courts of the United States. 

We went to this development of evi- 
dence back in 1975 when the Committee 
on the Judiciary recommended, and the 
Congress adopted, the rule that allows 
our courts to develop the details of 
privileges and exceptions. 

As you note, in the amendment that 
the development of this exception for 
parents and children should follow that 
allowed for spouses. In answer to some 
questions that Members have had, 
spouses currently can be compelled to 
testify against each other in certain 
circumstances. 

For example, threats against spouses 
and spouses’ children do not further 
the purposes of marital communica- 
tions, and therefore are not protected 
from disclosure. Similarly, marital 
communications subject to the privi- 
lege are subject to an exception for 
crimes committed against a minor 
child and the rule that one spouse can- 
not be a witness against the other is 
subject to exception where one spouse 
commits an offense against the other. 
That is U.S. v. Allery. 

Why is this important? I think many 
of us, without going into any of the de- 
tails, recently observed a situation in 
which a mother was asked in a very 
high profile case to testify about con- 
fidences that her daughter had placed 
in her. When I saw that, and it is not a 
new thing in the law, I immediately 
thought of my daughter who is 16 years 
old, and I thought, could the govern- 
ment force me to reveal what my 16- 
year-old told to me in confidence? 
There is something quite wrong about 
that. 

We parents spend most of our lives 
trying to make sure that our children 
trust us enough that if they have a 
problem, if there is something that is 
troublesome, they always know that 
they can, and they should, come to 
their mom and sort through it with us 
so that we can help them make mature 
decisions, so that we can help them 
lead a good life, and come to where 
they need to be. 

If the young people of this country 
understand, as they currently do now, 
unfortunately quite well, that the con- 
fidences revealed to a parent as we sort 
through the things that we do in ado- 
lescence could be forced out into public 
view, that important bond, that impor- 
tant value, that family value is unal- 
terably disrupted. 
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We have talked a little bit about the 
details and the exceptions to this rule 
of evidence, but I think it is important 
to understand why there are exceptions 
to forcing testimony at all. 
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We do not force a husband and wife 
to testify against each other, and the 
reason why is that we have said that 
the spousal relationship is so impor- 
tant that we will not allow it to be dis- 
rupted by the government for any pur- 
pose. 

Surely, the relationship between 
mother and daughter, between father 
and daughter, between father and son 
is as valuable, as precious as that be- 
tween husband and wife. 

I hope that the House will look favor- 
ably upon the amendment. 

Mr. COBLE. Madam Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment, and I 
do so not real comfortably because of 
the fact that the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. LOFGREN) has been a 
very valuable member of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary and, more spe- 
cifically, the Subcommittee on Courts 
and Intellectual Property. 

But I say to the gentlewoman from 
California, there is a matter that prob- 
ably should have come a little earlier. 
I realize that we cannot always be per- 
fect as far as timing is concerned. But 
Rule 501 simply requires a court to ob- 
serve principles of common law when 
deciding whether to confer privileged 
status to an individual or relationship 
unless an action is civil and involves 
State law, in which case State law on 
the matter would be applicable. 

A privilege means, as most of my col- 
leagues know, that a court may not 
compel testimony against a privileged 
witness or party. For example, many 
States will not compel a person to tes- 
tify against his or her spouse or to re- 
veal confidential conversations be- 
tween them. 

The amendment creates a broad 
privilege that would prevent a court 
from compelling a witness to testify 
against a child or a parent of that wit- 
ness or from revealing confidential 
conversations between the two. The 
overwhelming majority of Federal and 
State courts, Madam Chairman, have 
rejected such a parent-child privilege. 

The Judicial Conference—well, let 
me say it a different way. I do not 
mean to say that we should only com- 
ply with what the Judicial Conference 
wants. But we do stay in touch with 
the Judicial Conference, and the Judi- 
cial Conference has not informed the 
committee that it plans to recommend 
any changes to Rule 501, which is of 
some significance I think. 

Recognition of a parent-child privi- 
lege might prevent a parent from act- 
ing in the child’s best interest by noti- 
fying authorities. Similarly would the 
alleged benefits of such a privilege out- 
weigh the harm caused by a child 
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whose testimony could not be com- 
pelled against a parent indulging, for 
example, in drug trafficking. 

The scope of the privilege is not ex- 
plained in the Lofgren amendment. I do 
not think the scope of the privilege is 
explained in the amendment. For ex- 
ample, would it only apply to 
unemancipated minors? What about 
stepparents? What about grandparents? 

And I guess I alluded to this earlier, 
Madam Chairman, that this was not 
the subject of the subcommittee hear- 
ing nor the full committee markup. 
And I think the idea is, essentially, un- 
tested at the State level; and I just do 
not believe that we can anticipate the 
consequences of enactment. And I just 
believe that it is ill-timed, among 
other reasons that I just mentioned. 

Madam Chairman, I yield to the gen- 
tlewoman from California (Ms. 
LOFGREN). 

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Chairman, I 
recognize that the gentleman from 
North Carolina disagrees on the sub- 
stance, but I did want to clarify so as 
not to mislead in terms of my previous 
comment. I was referring to line 3 in 
Rule 501. 

“The privilege of a witness, person, 
government, State or political subdivi- 
sion thereof shall be governed by the 
principles of the common law as they 
may be interpreted by the courts of the 
United States and in the light of rea- 
son and experience,” is what I meant 
to refer to so as to avoid any confusion. 

And as my colleague notes in the 
amendment, on line 3, page 2, the 
amendment suggests to the court that 
the privileges to be carved out for par- 
ent-child should be similar to those 
with the same exceptions that have 
been devised for the spousal privilege. 

Further, in answer to the question as 
to foster parents or stepchild, I have 
suggested, on line 17 on section 3, that 
such individuals should be included if 
the court recognizes that the indi- 
vidual is seen as having the right to 
act as a parent. 

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Madam Chairman, I rise to support 
this amendment to protect the parent- 
child privilege. A few weeks ago, I 
joined with the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. LOFGREN) to introduce 
a bill to create this privilege in Federal 
law; and I am proud to support this 
amendment today. 

Frankly, I always assumed it was in 
the law. It was only when we read 
about the situation with Ms. Lewis 
being compelled to testify against her 
daughter by the independent counsel 
that I, to my surprise, found there was 
no such privilege. 

This amendment will not affect that 
situation. That testimony has already 
occurred. But it will affect the future. 

We pride ourselves in this country on 
the sanctity of the family. It is one of 
the core, fundamental American val- 
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ues. We encourage our kids to talk to 
us. We ask them to confide in us, to 
come to us when they are in trouble. It 
is not always easy, but I am sure a lot 
of fellow parents out there will agree 
with me when I say that developing 
that bond of trust between parent and 
child is part of what being a parent is 
all about. 

The concept that a parent could be 
compelled to testify against his or her 
own daughter or son is shocking to a 
lot of people. It is shocking to me. In 
fact, a lot of people that I have spoken 
to are amazed that this kind of thing is 
not illegal already. They have asked, 
how can we do this in America? 

We have decided in our judicial sys- 
tem that certain privileges, certain re- 
lationships are sacred. The vast major- 
ity of jurisdictions recognize the hus- 
band-wife privilege as well as attorney- 
client and psychiatrist-patient. And, 
yes, there are cases that would have 
turned out differently if we could have 
compelled a psychiatrist to testify 
about his patient or lawyer against her 
client or husband against wife or wife 
against husband. But that is not the 
kind of judicial system we want, where 
husbands and wives are compelled to 
testify against each other except where 
there has occurred spousal abuse or 
child abuse or something of that na- 
ture. It is not the kind of country we 
want. 

I have long believed that the same 
sort of privilege should be extended to 
parents or children. No parents should 
ever be faced with the agony of being 
in contempt of court or of testifying 
against his or her child. No child 
should ever have to fear that sharing 
personal information with his parent 
or her parent could result in a sub- 
poena for his parent. 

This amendment would remedy this 
by establishing this parent-child privi- 
lege and would require the Federal 
courts to establish its boundaries ac- 
cording to the principles of common 
law as well as the court’s own reason 
and experience. 

For the past several years, there has 
been a lot of talk in this town about 
family values. I think it is fair to say 
that this amendment is a test of that. 
If we truly respect family values, we 
must put our money where our mouth 
is. If we truly respect family values, we 
must protect the ability of parents and 
children to have full trust in each 
other and not fear the court’s subpoena 
to get in between them. 

Now, I heard the gentleman a mo- 
ment ago say that we do not want to 
prevent parents, that this amendment 
might prevent parents from notifying 
authorities in case of crimes or dam- 
ages. But that is mistaken. It would 
not. This amendment would only pre- 
vent compulsion from the court. It 
would prevent the court from compel- 
ling a parent to testify or a child to 
testify against his or her parent. It 
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would certainly not prevent the par- 
ents from notifying the police or the 
courts of drugs of or crimes or of dan- 
ger or anything else that they wanted 
to notify and thought it advisable to 
notify the police or other authorities 
about. It simply would say the court 
shall not be between a parent and child 
and compel that testimony. 

I think we have to recognize, as to 
this human relationship we have, if we 
are ever going to be serious about pro- 
tecting family values, this is the key. 
Everything else we do about family 
values may be wise or not wise, but 
nothing is more key than enabling a 
parent and a child to talk under all cir- 
cumstances without anyone worrying 
that someone is going to compel the 
child or the parent to testify in court 
about the confidences. We want chil- 
dren to be able to confide in their par- 
ents and vice versa. 

So I very much urge all my col- 


leagues to support this excellent 
amendment. 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 


Madam Chairman, I move to strike the 
requisite number of words. 

I rise to disagree with my friend on 
the general principle, also on one spe- 
cific. He said, in the course of discus- 
sion of good conversations with our 
parents, we should put our money 
where our mouth is. My mother always 
told me never to put any money in my 
mouth. So I want to be truth to what 
she taught me. 

But I have both substantive and pro- 
cedural objections to this amendment. 
I understand that a lot of my col- 
leagues were unhappy with what Ken- 
neth Starr did. I have been often un- 
happy about what Kenneth Starr did. 
We might even want to come back 
after we have adjourned in a special 
session and call it the Kenneth Starr 
correction session. Because there are a 
number of things I would like to do to 
change some of the things Kenneth 
Starr has done, beginning with the un- 
derlying statute, but not in this man- 
ner. 

Hard cases make bad law we are told. 
Well, it can also be bad law if we react 
too quickly because we have a specific 
objection to a particular act. I am 
sorry that he subpoenaed Marcia 
Lewis. But what if we were talking 
about a case of murder? What if we 
were talking about a kidnapping? What 
if we were talking about a 60-year-old 
parent and a 35-year-old child? What if 
the criminal was the 60-year-old parent 
and the 35-year-old child had valuable 
information dealing with a serious fel- 
ony? 

This bill extends the privilege equal- 
ly to a 35-year-old child of a 60-year-old 
accused criminal as it does to a 35- 
year-old mother of an 8-year-old child, 
or vice versa. So, for instance, one of 
the questions I have and I noted my 
staff pointed out to me, the State of 
Massachusetts has such a privilege for 
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minor children only. Now, that is an 
interesting idea I would like to ex- 
plore. Maybe there ought to be some 
kind of privilege for minors. But that 
is not in this bill. 

This bill went through sub- 
committee. It went through hearing 
and subcommittee and committee. 
This is the first I have heard of it. I no- 
tice the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. LOFGREN) did file this as part of 
her bill on March 28, the Friday before 
we went out. It is just not enough time. 

This is civil and criminal. Maybe 
there should be a privilege in civil 
cases. Although, even in civil cases, I 
note when I read about insider trading, 
a crime which a lot of people on my 
side do not like, that very often those 
involved in insider trading are rel- 
atives, they are adult relatives, the 
adult stockbroker son of a lawyer fa- 
ther or mother. Well, I do not know 
that I want to give those people a 
privilege. 

I do not see that there is any problem 
in saying that adult children and adult 
parents who are in the financial busi- 
ness can conspire to do inside trading 
without talking to each other. These 
are all the issues that ought to be 
talked about, and they have not been. 

I do not think it is a good idea in 
anger against Kenneth Starr to bring 
this forward at this point without 
knowing a lot more about it. Maybe 
there are Members here who know a lot 
more than I do about this subject. That 
would not be hard. But that is pre- 
cisely the point. I doubt that very 
many of us are very familiar with this. 

The gentleman from New York (Mr. 
NADLER) acknowledged that he was 
surprised, as many were, that there 
was no such privilege. I do not think 
we should go as a body from ignorance 
about it, which I certainly had, to 
within a month or so passing a law 
that governs every civil case and every 
criminal case in the Federal system 
and every parent and every child no 
matter what their age. 

Madam Chairman, I yield to the gen- 
tlewoman from California (Ms. 
LOFGREN). 

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts for yielding. 

I think the point made about hear- 
ings is not a balanced one and it is one 
I have made from time to time on this 
floor about other bills. We have offered 
it up as an amendment to this bill be- 
cause it is germane and because I am 
reasonably confident that my bill will 
not be heard. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chairman, let me say this. I 
think the gentlewoman has made 
something of an assumption that is not 
fair to the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina. I do not see why she would as- 
sume that we could not have a hearing 
on this issue. I would be surprised if 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
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said at an appropriate time he will not 
do this. 

I will note that, on a bill that has 
been a bill for less than a month, it 
certainly would not be fair to criticize, 
and the gentlewoman was not criti- 
cizing. We have only been back in ses- 
sion for about a week and a half. But I 
think this is something we should be 
considering. But taking it up on the 
floor now, when nobody knows much 
about it, without any of these ques- 
tions, on a blanket basis, seems to me 
a very poor way to legislate. 

I also want to add again, I disagree at 
this point. I do not understand why a 
40-year-old who may have murdered 
someone should be shielded from his or 
her 60-year-old parent testifying. I do 
not understand that. It is a very dif- 
ferent situation if we are talking about 
a 14-year-old. But having one blanket 
to cover all of these situations seems 
to me to be a mistake. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Chairman, if 
the gentleman would yield further, 
that is a substantive disagreement; and 
that is fair enough. 

I would like to point out, however, in 
defense of the proposal, even though I 
understand his valid and thoughtful ob- 
jection, but the better view in terms of 
the cases as to criminal activity in the 
area of spousal privilege is that the 
privilege does not apply to furtherance 
of this. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chairman, I thank the gentle- 
woman. As she knows, the better view 
means, for the nonlawyers, understand 
my colleague is talking lawyer now, 
not English. That is not her fault. That 
is the language. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON). The time of the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK) has 
expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. FRANK of 
Massachusetts was allowed to proceed 
for 2 additional minutes.) 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chairman, the better view 
means more people hold that view than 
hold the other view. It means more 
courts have gone one way more than 
the other. But it also means some 
courts have gone the other way. So the 
gentlewoman is agreeing that, under 
the law to which she would refer us, 
this is an unsettled question and some 
judges go one way and some another. 

Well, I think if we are going to deal 
with this kind of privilege, we ought to 
decide whether we want it to cover 
murder cases. And, again, what the 
gentlewoman has here is a blanket pro- 
vision that applies equally as between 
adults who may have conspired to- 
gether to murder and minor children. 
And we all think about children. We all 
think about protecting young children. 
That is a very valid thing to do. 
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It seems to me Massachusetts has a 
good idea by talking differently about 
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minor children. That is not what the 
gentlewoman’s amendment does. To 
rush into this now and to lock it in 
would be an emotional response to an 
understandable provocation, but it 
would be, I think, an inappropriate way 
to legislate. 

I would say, as the senior minority 
member of the committee, this is the 
first time I have heard of this issue, 
today, yesterday, taking it back to the 
Committee on Rules. I would be glad to 
go and lobby my colleague from North 
Carolina and let us address this issue of 
privilege. There may be other privi- 
leges we want to look at. The question 
of lawyer/client privilege when the cli- 
ent has died might be a problem. I sup- 
pose lawyer/client privilege when the 
lawyer has died is less problematic, ex- 
cept for Shirley MacLaine. 

But, in general, this whole question 
of privilege could be looked at, but not 
hastily in reaction to a very politicized 
situation involving the current Inde- 
pendent Counsel, without many Mem- 
bers knowing what they should about 
it or having a chance to explore it. 

So I urge the Members to vote no“ 
on this, and let us deal with this very, 
very important issue in a more 
thoughtful context. 

Mr. HYDE. Madam Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I want to join the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
FRANK) in his well thought out senti- 
ments because I think he is exactly 
right. This is an important subject and 
it is one that deserves thoughtful con- 
sideration. 

A trial is a search for truth; and 
when we start asserting privileges, we 
are putting obstacles to that search for 
truth. They may well be justifiable, 
but I think they do impede the quest 
for learning the facts about a given sit- 
uation. 

We have a spousal privilege. We have 
an attorney/client privilege. We have 
executive privilege. We have a Secret 
Service privilege. Now we are creating 
a parent and child privilege. The whole 
subject of privilege is, it seems to me, 
important and significant and com- 
plicated, and perhaps we should look at 
it in a more thoughtful way than we 
are doing here. 

We missed the priest/penitent privi- 
lege. But what we are doing here, the 
gentlelady’s amendment is creating for 
the first time a Federal privilege, be- 
cause section 501 of the Federal Rules 
of Evidence says there are no Federal 
privileges. We follow the State law. Of 
course here we are creating for the 
first time a new privilege: A parent 
may not be compelled to testify 
against a child. 

I will forgo the opportunity to broad- 
en this discussion as some have by 
bringing in the name of the Inde- 
pendent Counsel now, but I think it is 
helpful in this context to note that 
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President Clinton’s lawyers deposed 
Paula Jones’ mother, Delmer Lee 
Corbin, and her sister, Lydia Cathey, in 
October of 1997. There was no hue and 
cry about protecting the mother from 
compulsory testimony. 

I think it is worth noting that Colo- 
nel North, Oliver North, back in the 
halcyon days of Iran Contra, his wife 
was called to testify before the grand 
jury. Colonel North’s lead attorney, 
Brendan Sullivan, was subpoenaed to 
appear before the grand jury. Colonel 
North’s wife’s sister was interrogated 
about how much it cost to feed their 
daughter’s horse. The Norths’ baby-sit- 
ter and a teenager who mowed the 
Norths’ lawn were questioned about 
how much they were paid. Oh, and 
Colonel North’s minister was asked 
how much the North family contrib- 
uted on Sunday. 

So we have had these things before. 
Fortunately, the gentlewoman has be- 
come sensitized to the problem some- 
what late in this century, but that is 
all right. But I would suggest that this 
is inappropriate, and I hope the 
gentlelady’s amendment is defeated. 

I hope, and I pledge, as the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
FRANK) suggests, that we look at this 
whole subject across the board on 
privilege, but try to take it out of the 
fever swamps of our current political 
situation. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from California. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Chairman, I 
just would like to note that I think in 
1973, in the 98rd Congress, that the ref- 
erence, at least the notes from the 
Committee on the Judiciary note sev- 
eral privileges that were recognized 
and then followed into rule 501 for fu- 
ture delineation. 

I understand that the gentleman’s 
objections are well-stated and sincere, 
and everyone has respect for his judg- 
ment. I would just like to note that I 
am in my second term. I was not here 
during Iran Contra to object or to in- 
troduce bills about that. I think it is 
terrible if Mr. North’s minister was 
called by the grand jury. 

As to the calling of the mother of the 
individual referenced, I think that is 
objectionable as well. I did not know 
about it until after I introduced this 
bill. 

Mr. HYDE. Madam Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam 
Chairman, I move to strike the req- 
uisite number of words. 

Madam Chairman, although the argu- 
ments on the floor opposing the 
gentlelady’s amendment may prove to 
be somewhat convincing, I would like 
to take those arguments and turn them 
around in support of the gentlelady’s 
amendment, and to acknowledge the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), 
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the chairman, in recognizing that this 
is in fact a bipartisan amendment or 
one that should garner bipartisan sup- 
port. 

The fact that Oliver North’s relatives 
were called, the fact that the Presi- 
dent’s lawyers deposed the mother of 
Ms. Jones, does not make it any more 
right. The issue of parent/child immu- 
nity should certainly fall and be given 
enough or sufficient or equal deference 
as the patient/doctor privilege, the psy- 
chiatrist/patient privilege, the priest’s 
privilege with his religious con- 
stituent, and certainly the spousal 
privilege. 

What the gentlewoman is saying, I 
believe, is that the common law has 
not responded to the crisis. Putting 
aside the immediacy of the national at- 
tention to the recent set of cir- 
cumstances, I would argue as an aside 
that the hauling down, in front of mas- 
sive media, the horrible evidence of the 
stress on that particular parent cer- 
tainly encourages this kind of pro- 
posal. It does not take away from it. 
But it certainly answers a response to 
any set of circumstances that involves 
a parent/child, although the gentle- 
woman’s proposal and the proposal of 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
NADLER) does give an exception if there 
is criminal fraud or conspiracy. So, 
therefore, if a parent and child were 
conspiring to do wrong, there is an ex- 
ception. 

Just a few weeks ago we saw a daring 
attempt for a mother to help her child 
escape from jail. I do not think there is 
any need to worry about whether there 
is parent/child immunity. The bare 
facts, the visuals will allow us to con- 
vince, I am sure, at some point, though 
there will be a trial, a jury that some- 
thing was done wrong, without either 
the child or the parent being required 
to testify against each other. There are 
others who may provide the evidence 
that would be able to point to the 
criminal and/or the civil act of wrong. 

So I do think that if we talk about 
all of our expressions of the sanctity of 
the parent, the child, our brief in the 
best interest of a child, the relation- 
ships of family, I believe that this 
amendment is one that carries with it 
the weight of what is right, the moral 
weight of what is right. 

I welcome the opportunity for fur- 
ther hearings. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield 
to the gentlewoman from California. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Chairman, as 
someone who is steeped in the law and 
a former judge, I am sure the gentle- 
woman is aware of the so-called 
trilemma that lends doubt to the ve- 
racity of testimony compelled by a 
parent against a child. If the parent 
faces this dilemma, she can either 
fudge the truth, she can betray her 
child’s confidences, or she can go to 
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jail. Under those three choices, many 
prosecutors and many judges have 
grave doubt about the veracity of testi- 
mony, because some parents choose to 
fudge the truth, the first option. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam 
Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman 
for that clarification. She is so very 
right, that in the course of the setting 
of a trial and a trial atmosphere, it is 
often doubtful as to whether that par- 
ent is totally truthful on the facts. And 
so I think that the question of whether 
or not we are moving too quickly on a 
parent/child immunity, I would hope 
that we would recognize that we would 
not do great or enormous injustice or 
deny justice by providing that privi- 
lege. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chairman, will the gentle- 
woman yield? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chairman, let me give another 
example. Two people for whom I have 
an enormous amount of respect are two 
people who may be considered to have 
betrayed the family tie, but they are 
the Kaczynskis, Ted Kaczynski’s broth- 
er and mother. They were not com- 
pelled, but they came forward. But 
that is an example. They came forward. 
Since they came forward, I think lives 
were saved, innocent lives were saved 
because they took this dangerous mur- 
derer off the streets. 

If, in fact, the prosecutor became 
aware that Mrs. Kaczynski had infor- 
mation that could have led, as it in 
fact did, to the apprehension of her 
son, I do not see why we would want to 
give absolute privilege for a man in his 
50s and his mother so that she could 
not be compelled to testify. In her case 
it was voluntary, but we could have 
seen a situation where that compulsory 
testimony could have been useful. 

Yes, where we are talking about a 
small child, maybe a teenager, it is a 
very appealing situation. Maybe we 
ought to tailor a privilege for that. But 
where we are talking about Ted 
Kaczynski’s mother and Ted 
Kaczynski, I do not think it is at all 
immediately obvious that we ought to, 
on this floor today, to vote to give 
somebody like that preference. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK- 
SON-LEE) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Ms. JACK- 
SON-LEE of Texas was allowed to pro- 
ceed for 2 additional minutes.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam 
Chairman, the gentleman is extremely 
convincing when we are talking about 
something that is heinous as that of 
those acts. I think, however, we need 
to ask the question as to whether or 
not, and a voice rises up, as to whether 
or not we know the status of the inves- 
tigation and whether or not those in- 
vestigating this heinous crime of the 
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Unabomber would have, even without, 
would have been able to determine the 
fact that he was the person and 
brought him to justice. 

I think more often than not we find 
circumstances where the parent/child 
relationship really rises above these 
questions of these very unique heinous 
crimes. I would simply say that the 
parent/child relationship, covering over 
200 million Americans, we can find 
more cases than not when we should 
protect that relationship as opposed to 
suggest we would be, if you will, tam- 
pering or hindering the rights of jus- 
tice if we did not allow the parent/child 
immunity. I simply see a range of 
places where that is important. 

I chair the Congressional Children’s 
Caucus. I think that when we talk 
about promoting children as a national 
agenda, when we talk about allowing 
these relationships, I look to it as the 
bulk of children, if you will, and realize 
that in cases where we are talking 
about an adult, I think there are excep- 
tions to inhibit any disallowance of 
justice. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield 
to the gentlewoman from California. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Chairman, I 
would just note that all of the modern 
cases that I have been able to find in 
the spousal immunity area that would 
be the guide in the parental/child im- 
munity cases do make exceptions for 
criminal activity. 

I would note also that in the case 
cited by our colleague, the Kaczynskis, 
I would join in his admiration of the 
Kaczynski family that came forward 
under very trying circumstances and 
did the right thing and did save lives, 
and they did it voluntarily. I believe, 
had they relevant evidence, clearly 
that since they came forward with the 
evidence, they would have testified. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK- 
SON-LEE) has again expired. 

(On request of Mr. FRANK of Massa- 
chusetts, and by unanimous consent, 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas was allowed 
to proceed for 1 additional minute.) 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chairman, will the gentle- 
woman yield to me? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chairman, my colleague said 
that there is an exception for criminal, 
but let me read what might be more 
relevant here, the title of her amend- 
ment as she wrote it: Parent/Child Tes- 
timonial Privileges in Federal Civil 
and Criminal Proceedings. If the gen- 
tlewoman in fact intends to exempt 
criminal, putting criminal' in the 
title is not the most artful drafting I 
have ever seen. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam 
Chairman, let me close by simply say- 
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ing that I really do believe that we 
have made a very strong argument as 
to the sanctity of the parent/child rela- 
tionship. I would commend, as well, the 
family of the Unabomber, and would 
say that that is something that prob- 
ably occurs more regularly than not 
where parents and relatives come for- 
ward because they believe in justice. 
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In the instance, however, where there 
is a relationship, parent-child, I cannot 
imagine that we would diminish par- 
ent-child any lower than the priest, the 
psychiatrist, the physician, the lawyer 
and anyone else that has now benefited 
from privilege. And as well let me say 
that in the criminal sense I do believe 
that justice will not be denied if we 
provide this single privilege. 

Madam Chairman, I would ask sup- 
port of this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON). The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentle- 
woman from California (Ms. LOFGREN). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 408, further 
proceedings on the amendment offered 
by the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. LOFGREN) will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. DELAY 

Mr. DELAY. Madam Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. DELAY: 

Add the following at the end: 


SEC. 12 LIMITATION ON PRISONER RELEASE OR- 
DERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 99 of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 

§ 1632. Limitation on prisoner release orders 

(a) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding section 
3626(a)(3) of title 18 or any other provision of 
law, in a civil action with respect to prison 
conditions, no court of the United States or 
other court listed in section 610 shall have 
jurisdiction to enter or carry out any pris- 
oner release order that would result in the 
release from or nonadmission to a prison, on 
the basis of prison conditions, of any person 
subject to incarceration, detention, or ad- 
mission to a facility because of a conviction 
of a felony under the laws of the relevant ju- 
risdiction, or a violation of the terms or con- 
ditions of parole, probation, pretrial release, 
or a diversionary program, relating to the 
commission of a felony under the laws of the 
relevant jurisdiction. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section 

(Ji) the terms ‘civil action with respect to 
prison conditions,’ ‘prisoner,’ ‘prisoner re- 
lease order,’ and ‘prison’ have the meanings 
given those terms in section 3626(g) of title 
18; and 

“(2) the term prison conditions’ means 
conditions of confinement or the effects of 
actions by government officials on the lives 
of persons confined in prison. 
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(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 99 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following new item: 

1632. Limitation on prisoner release or- 
ders. 

(c) CONSENT DECREES.— 

(1) TERMINATION OF EXISTING CONSENT DE- 
CREES.—Any consent decree that was entered 
into before the date of the enactment of the 
Prison Litigation Reform Act of 1995, that is 
in effect on the day before the date of the en- 
actment of this Act, and that provides for 
remedies relating to prison conditions shall 
cease to be effective on the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. 

(2) DEFINTIONS.—As used in this sub- 
section— 

(A) the term consent decree’ has the 
meaning given that term in section 3626(g) of 
title 18, United States Code; and 

(B) the term prison conditions“ has the 
meaning given that term in section 1632(c) of 
title 28, United States Code, as added by sub- 
section (a) of this section. 

Mr. DELAY. Madam Chairman, I just 
wanted to say that this is a wonderful 
debate that we are having. It is great 
to be part of an institution that is ac- 
tually trying to regain some of its au- 
thority and responsibility that the 
Founding Fathers envisioned in the 
Constitution of the United States, and 
I am offering an amendment with the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
MURTHA) that is, I think, pretty sim- 
ple. It ends forever the early release of 
violent felons and convicted drug deal- 
ers by judges who care more about the 
ACLU's prisoners’ rights wish list than 
about the Constitution and the safety 
of our towns and communities and our 
fellow citizens. 

Under the threat of Federal courts, 
States are being forced to prematurely 
release convicts because of what activ- 
ist judges call prison overcrowding. In 
Philadelphia, for instance, Federal 
Judge Norma Shapiro has used com- 
plaints filed by individual inmates, 
criminals, convicted criminals, to gain 
control over the prison system and es- 
tablish a cap on the number of pris- 
oners. 

Federal Judge Shapiro put a cap on 
the number of prisoners in Pennsyl- 
vania. To meet that cap she ordered 
the release of 500 prisoners a week, 500 
prisoners a week. In a 18-month period 
alone, 9,732 arrestees were out on the 
streets of Philadelphia on pretrial re- 
lease because of her prison cap. They 
were arrested on second charges, in- 
cluding 79 murders, 90 rapes, 701 bur- 
glaries, 959 robberies, 1,113 assaults, 
2,215 drug offenses and 2,748 thefts. 

How does Judge Shapiro sleep at 
night? Each one of these crimes was 
committed against a person with a 
family, dreaming of a safe and peaceful 
future, a future that was snuffed out by 
a judge who has a perverted view of the 
Constitution. 

Of course Judge Shapiro is not alone. 
We are seeing this all over the United 
States. There are many other exam- 
ples. In Texas, my home State, a case 
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that dates back all the way back to 
1972, Federal Judge William Wayne 
Justice took control of the Texas pris- 
on system and dictated changes in 
basic inmate disciplinary practices 
that wrested administrative authority 
from staff and resulted in rampant vio- 
lence behind bars. 

And under the threats of Judge Jus- 
tice, under the threats of Judge Jus- 
tice, Texas was forced to adopt what is 
known as the “nutty release law” that 
mandates good time credit for pris- 
oners. Murderers and drug dealers who 
should be behind bars are walking the 
streets of our Texas neighborhoods as I 
speak, thanks to Judge Justice. 

Wesley Wayne Miller was convicted 
in 1982 of a brutal murder. He served 
only 9 years of a 25-year sentence for 
butchering an 18-year-old Fort Worth 
girl. Now, after another crime spree, he 
was rearrested. Huey Moe was sen- 
tenced to 15 years for molesting a teen- 
aged girl. He is eligible for parole this 
September after serving only 2 years in 
prison. Kenneth McDuff was on death 
row for murder when his sentence was 
commuted. He ended up murdering 
somebody else. 

In addition to the cost to society of 
Judge Justice’s activism, Texas is reel- 
ing from the financial impact of Judge 
Justice’s sweeping order. I remember 
back when I was in the State legisla- 
ture, 1979, the State of Texas spent 
about $8 per day per prisoner to keep 
these prisoners. By 1994, with the full 
force of Judge Justice’s edict being felt 
in the State of Texas, the State is 
spending more than $40 every day for 
each prisoner. That is a fivefold in- 
crease over a period when the State’s 
prison system barely doubled. All of 
that money comes out of our families’ 
pocket. 

The truth is, no matter how Congress 
and State legislatures try to get tough 
on crime, we will not be effective until 
we deal with judicial activism. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DELAY 
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, the 
courts have undone almost every major 
anticrime initiative passed by the leg- 
islative branch. In the 19808, as many 
States passed mandatory minimum 
sentencing laws that the American 
people wanted to see happen around 
the country to keep these criminals in 
jail, judges checkmated the public by 
imposing prison caps on the amount of 
population that we can hold in prisons. 
When this Congress mandated the end 
of consent decrees regarding prison 
overcrowding in 1995, some courts just 
ignored our mandate. 

There is an activist judge behind 
each of most of the perverse failures of 
today’s justice system, violent offend- 
ers serving barely 40 percent of their 
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sentences. Three and a half million, 3% 
million criminals, most of them repeat 
offenders, are on the streets today and 
are on probation or parole. Thirty-five 
percent of all persons arrested for vio- 
lent crime were on probation, parole or 
pretrial release at the time of their ar- 
rest. 

Well, the Constitution of the United 
States gives us the power to take back 
our streets. Article III allows the Con- 
gress of the United States to set juris- 
dictional restraints on the courts, and 
my amendment will set such re- 
straints. 

I presume we will hear the cries of 
court stripping by the opponents of my 
amendment. These cries, however, will 
come from the same people who voted 
to limit the jurisdiction of Federal 
courts in the 1990 civil rights bill. 

Now let us not forget the pleas of our 
current Chief Justice of the United 
States, William Rehnquist. In his 1997 
year-end report on the Federal judici- 
ary he said, “I therefore call upon Con- 
gress to consider legislative proposals 
that will reduce the jurisdiction of the 
Federal courts.” We should heed Jus- 
tice Rehnquist’s call right here, right 
now. 

The voters will be watching this 
vote. A vote against this amendment is 
a vote to put prisoners, convicts, drug 
dealers and rapists on the streets of my 
colleagues’ congressional districts. Ju- 
dicial activism threatens the very safe- 
ty of our children and our constituents, 
if in the name of justice murderers and 
rapists are allowed to prowl on our 
streets before they serve their time. It 
is time to return some sanity to our 
justice system and keep violent offend- 
ers in jail, and I ask my colleagues to 
support my amendment. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chairman, I move to strike the 
requisite number of words. 

Madam Chairman, I listened to the 
gentleman from Texas describe an 
amendment that I would be prepared to 
vote for but I do not see it before me. 
The gentleman talked about murderers 
and rapists walking the streets of our 
districts, and I do not want that to 
happen. And if it was an amendment 
that was limited as the gentleman said, 
I suspect it would get virtually no op- 
position here, but the amendment is 
far broader. It is not limited to mur- 
derers and rapists, it is not even lim- 
ited to people who committed violent 
crimes. It applies to anybody convicted 
under any felony. 

Now there are some nonviolent felo- 
nies. There are also situations where 
prison conditions have been out- 
rageous. The gentleman said we should 
not release murderers because of over- 
crowding. I agree. But what about peo- 
ple who might have violated a securi- 
ties law or people who might have been 
guilty of nonsupport, if that were a fel- 
ony, or some other nonviolent felony 
which we have, insurance fraud. I do 
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not like people committing insurance 
fraud, but they are not all murderers 
and rapists. Most of them are probably 
not. It is probably kind of a distinction 
in the criminal class. 

And it also is not just overcrowding. 
It says prison conditions means condi- 
tions of confinement are the effect of 
actions by government officials on the 
lives of persons confined in prison. If in 
fact there are situations where par- 
ticular prison officials have behaved in 
a outrageous fashion abusive of peo- 
ple’s rights, may even have put these 
people in danger, and we are talking 
about nonviolent felons, I am not pre- 
pared to say that no judge ever ought 
to let them out. 

Now, as I said, if the gentleman had 
offered the amendment he described, I 
would not be up on my feet talking 
about it and I would not expect anyone 
else to be. If we were talking about vio- 
lent criminals, particularly murderers 
and rapists, but muggers and others 
who were being released surely for 
overcrowding, I would agree with him. 

We have an amendment that goes far 
broader. It does not just deal with 
overcrowding. It would immunize pris- 
on officials, as it is written, even by ac- 
tions they took that were violative of 
people’s rights and even for nonviolent 
criminals. It also is completely retro- 
active. It says any order now in effect 
is ended, and I think that would be a 
very unwise idea. 

Mr. DELAY. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. DELAY. Madam Chairman, I ap- 
preciate the gentleman yielding. He 
must be reading a different amendment 
than I put in. This amendment does 
not affect any court action brought 
against prison officials that might vio- 
late the criminals’ rights or even pris- 
on conditions. There are other kinds of 
remedies that can come into play here. 

What we are just saying is do not 
turn felons out, and surely the gen- 
tleman is not for turning felons out, in- 
cluding nonviolent felons like drug 
dealers, out on the street just because 
prison conditions may be overcrowded 
and they could put prisoners in tents. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. No, be- 
cause the gentleman is wrong in the 
description of his amendment. In the 
first place, there are nonviolent felons 
other than drug dealers. There are peo- 
ple who committed insurance fraud; 
there are people who cheated on their 
taxes, their State taxes. I do not say 
that under no circumstances should 
they be released because I think they 
are not the kind of danger that we are 
talking about to the community in the 
near term. The gentleman talked about 
murderers and rapists, but it includes 
nonviolent felons. 

Mr. DELAY. I totally agree with the 
gentleman. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. And I 
am glad the gentleman from Texas 
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does, and therefore there is no reason 
to interrupt me. Let me just say to my 
friend he should only interrupt me 
when he disagrees with me. He need 
not interrupt me when he agrees with 
me. He should just nod his head and we 
will all notice that. 

But I appreciate the agreement. So 
we are now in agreement that we are 
talking about nonviolent felons, and 
they said including people who may 
have been convicted of tax fraud or in- 
surance fraud. 

Secondly, though, this does say no 
release could be a remedy because of 
conditions of confinement or. Now the 
gentleman says it is only over- 
crowding, but the word or“ appar- 
ently means something different to me 
than it does to the gentleman. “Or” 
generally means there is something 
else that is involved. It says these in- 
surance fraud perpetrators cannot be 
released either because of conditions of 
confinement or because of the effects 
of actions by government officials on 
the lives of persons confined in prison. 
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In other words, if prison officials are 
grossly violating people’s rights, and 
even people who have committed fraud 
have rights, as we all agree, even if it 
is not overcrowded, but if it deals with 
violations of their rights by conscious 
acts, one of the remedies cannot be to 
release people. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
ROGERS). The time of the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK) has 
expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. FRANK of 
Massachusetts was allowed to proceed 
for 1 additional minute.) 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I do not think where we are 
talking about conscious misbehavior 
that violates the rights of nonviolent 
criminals. What we are talking about 
is saying if you have prison officials 
who are consciously abusing the rights 
of nonviolent felons, people who have 
committed fraud, it has nothing to do 
with overcrowding or violence, under 
no circumstances should a judge be 
able to say the remedy is, if you don’t 
stop abusing these people, we are going 
to make you let them loose. I don’t 
think under all circumstances we 
ought to say no to that. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I agree 
with the gentleman, but disagree with 
his interpretation. I have the advan- 
tage of not having gone to law school. 
The advantage is such that nothing 
stops the inmates’ rights to bring ac- 
tion against prison officials. All we are 
saying here is do not turn these felons 
out on the street. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. FRANK) has again expired. 
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(By unanimous consent, Mr. FRANK of 
Massachusetts was allowed to proceed 
for 1 additional minute.) 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I think the issue is not that 
my friend didn’t go to law school, the 
question is in what language did he not 
go to law school, because I am talking 
about English here; not law. What Iam 
talking about is the phrase that says 
you cannot release nonviolent felons 
because of the effects of actions by gov- 
ernment officials on the lives of per- 
sons confined in prison. 

In other words, nothing to do with 
overcrowding, but conscious abuse of 
people’s rights. I do think in some 
cases where you have got that pattern 
of abuse, ordering the release of non- 
violent felons might be something they 
may want to consider. 

For that reason, while I would have 
voted the amendment the gentleman 
described, I cannot vote for the gentle- 
man’s amendment as offered. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the req- 
uisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I happen to disagree 
with our previous speaker. The DeLay 
amendment really corrects a problem 
that I have spent most of my political 
career trying to fix. 

When I was in the Texas statehouse, 
I spent a lot of time speaking out 
against the antics of a judge named 
William Wayne Justice, a Federal 
judge who in 1980, single-handedly took 
control of and weakened the Texas 
prison system, which I think is a little 
bit out of line as far as our States 
rights policies are concerned. 

Judge Justice felt our State pris- 
oners were cramped and “unhappy with 
their living conditions,” so he forced 
Texas to turn jails into country clubs 
so that dangerous criminals could be 
more comfortable. He even ordered 
Texas to provide these criminals with 
color television. He ordered that 11 per- 
cent of Texas prison beds be empty at 
all times, and mandated that cells 
built for two prisoners only hold one, 
and that cells built for four prisoners 
only hold two. 

Consequently, we have got over 5,000 
empty beds in the Texas prison system 
because of a Federal judge’s ruling, and 
that caused overcrowding and it caused 
extra expense. These mandates have 
done nothing but set criminals free, in- 
crease overcrowding, and waste billions 
of taxpayer dollars. 

I want everyone to understand it is 
our Texas lawmakers that were forced 
to release hardened criminals on the 
order of a Federal judge. This means 
that criminals have been released back 
on to the Texas streets, all because a 
Federal judge was more concerned 
about the comfort of criminals than 
about the safety of law-abiding citi- 
zens. 

This amendment will do what the 
Texas legislature tried to do and could 
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not; stop Federal judges like William 
Wayne Justice from pushing their 
agenda at the expense of public safety. 
This language states in no uncertain 
terms that Federal judges cannot man- 
date early release of violent criminals. 
It also nullifies current consent decrees 
like the one inflicted on Texas by 
Judge Justice. 

This is common sense legislation. It 
is long overdue. The people of Texas 
have waited 20 years for relief from 
this Federal judge. Let us not make 
them wait any longer. I think it is long 
overdue. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support this amendment, because it 
is going to make America a lot safer by 
keeping your violent criminals behind 
bars. 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, what the House is 
doing today, the House of Representa- 
tives, the People’s House, is so unique 
in history, and it is truly remarkable, 
because what we are doing today is we 
are showing that when the Constitu- 
tion was drafted in 1787, that the men 
who met in Philadelphia in that year 
envisioned a system of the separation 
of powers, and they built into the Con- 
stitution a mechanism whereby one 
branch of government could reclaim 
the authority that had been usurped by 
another branch of government, and 
that is the genius of the Constitution. 

We can go back to the Declaration of 
Independence when Jefferson was asked 
by Benjamin Franklin, also in Phila- 
delphia, to draft that document and to 
set forth the reasons for the establish- 
ment of this republic. One of the rea- 
sons that Jefferson put in the Declara- 
tion of Independence is that King 
George III had obstructed the adminis- 
tration of justice by refusing assent to 
laws for establishing judiciary powers. 
In other words, it would be up to the 
individual colonies, and thus a central 
government in a new country, to estab- 
lish and define exactly what those judi- 
cial powers are. 

So in the Constitution, under Article 
III, Section 1, Congress was given the 
express power to ordain and establish 
inferior Federal courts, which includes 
the power of vesting them with juris- 
diction, either limited, concurrent, or 
exclusive. 

In fact, in a 1943 case, it has been, 
perhaps, we do not know how many 
decades, we have arguments here where 
Congress is trying to get back from ju- 
diciary powers that judiciary has 
taken, and in the case of Lockerty 
versus Phillips, the court said that 
Congress has the power to withhold ju- 
risdiction from courts in the exact de- 
grees and character which to Congress 
may seem proper for the public good. 

That is what is exciting about the 
legislation of the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DELAY). It takes a look at 
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Congress, the elected branch, the rep- 
resentative branch of government, and 
says we are overseeing the court sys- 
tem to bring about a change when 
something has happened in the court 
system that violates the public good. 

The public good to which the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) ad- 
dresses himself is the fact that courts 
have overstepped their boundaries by 
releasing dangerous felons, who go out 
to kill, and to maim, and to peddle 
drugs to our little children, who ingest 
these drugs, and the little innocent 
ones, my children and children of all 
Americans, thus become susceptible to 
more people who the law enforcement 
people have in good faith put away, but 
which a Federal judge says they should 
be out. 

So we are here today because the 
Constitution compels us to do so. It 
would do no good for me to reiterate 
the various travesties that have taken 
place in America because of what the 
Federal courts have done. But let us 
look upon this day in this Congress as 
being a responsible Congress and tell- 
ing the American people that the 
courts have gone too far, and that Con- 
gress is exercising the jurisdiction and 
the authority envisioned by the found- 
ers of this republic in saying we are 
going to correct what is wrong with the 
court system. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, let me strongly sup- 
port the efforts of the majority whip, 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY), because this amendment goes 
right to the heart of a horrible situa- 
tion we in Florida have faced. 

In 1993, the Florida Department of 
Corrections reported that between Jan- 
uary 1, 1987, and October 10, 1991, some 
127,486 prisoners were released early 
from Florida prisons. Within a few 
years of their early release, they com- 
mitted over 15,000 violent and property 
crimes, including 346 murders and 185 
sex offenses. 

Florida tried to stop the early release 
program last year, the “gain time” 
provision, which was created because of 
prison overcrowding. But, whoa, the 
judges said, the courts would not allow 
them to change it. 

The courts suggested that since it 
was given in advance to create or va- 
cate prison space, that it was now part 
of their sentence. It did not say when 
they were sentenced that they were en- 
titled to it, but because it was a mech- 
anism, a management tool created by 
the legislature, that it had to apply to 
every person in prison, no matter what 
crime they committed, whether it was 
bounced checks, murder or rape. 

Now, who is paying for this type of 
thinking? Who pays for this type of 
thinking in our society? Let me give 
you a few examples. 

One is a 21-year-old convicted burglar 
who got out of prison last October on 
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early release. A month later he was 
charged with kidnapping and mur- 
dering a 78-year-old woman in Avon 
Park near my district. He abducted her 
from her home, forced her into the 
trunk of her car, and killed her in an 
orange grove about 20 miles away. 

Then, there is the 30-year-old man 
jailed in 1989 on grand theft and armed 
burglary charges, who was released 
early in 1992 because of prison crowd- 
ing. Four years later he was charged 
with murdering the owner of a conven- 
ience store in West Palm Beach, Flor- 
ida, part of which I represent. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO 
TEMPORE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Our 
guests in the gallery will be advised 
they are guests of the House, but must 
not express approval or disapproval to 
interfere with the activities of the 
House. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, last 
month a 30-year-old drifter, jailed in 
1986 for kidnapping and brutally beat- 
ing a British tourist in Hollywood, 
Florida, but released early in 1986, was 
charged with first degree murder of a 
teenager after her partially mutilated 
corpse was found in his bathtub in 
Miami Beach. 

In 1991, in St. Lucie County, which I 
represent, a Fort Pierce police officer, 
Danny Parrish, was murdered by an ex- 
convict who had been released after 
serving less than a third of his prison 
term for auto burglary. Officer Parrish 
stopped him for driving the wrong way 
on a one-way street. The ex-convict, 
who admitted later he did not want to 
go back to prison for violating proba- 
tion, disarmed Officer Parrish and 
killed him with his own gun. 

Now, when are we in America going 
to wake up and recognize the rights of 
victims? I have heard constantly about 
judges stepping in and allowing pris- 
oners to smoke in prison, prisoners 
being allowed video machines so they 
can watch TV, prisoners being given 
weight rooms so they can exercise and 
feel comfortable and good about them- 
selves. And the same judges then say 
because it is a little crowded, we 
should let these people out early. 

So then ultimately, after serving 
only a third of the time they have been 
sentenced to, they maim, murder, kill 
our families and our children, and soci- 
ety pays greatly for these acts. Society 
pays more for the violence on our 
street because of early release than we 
could ever pay for the proper construc- 
tion of prison facilities. 

So I urge my colleagues to look very 
seriously at this amendment. It is not 
defeating the judges’ power; it is not 
usurping judicial power. It is asserting, 
first and foremost, that victims and 
their families should be given their 
rights first, not the criminal; that 
when you are sentenced to prison, it 
should mean something. When you are 
given 10 years, it should be 10 years, 
not 2 years. 
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When our young people look at the 
fact that people are being sentenced for 
10 years, they should know it is seri- 
ous. But when you commit a murder 
and are let out after 3 years of a 10- 
year sentence; when you are convicted 
of a crime, and told don't worry about 
it, it is only a year:“ in a recent case 
where a young girl killed her child, I 
understand she may get 2% years in 
prison. What a punishment, 

What does it say to society, the value 
we place on life. What does it say about 
the law of the land? What does it say to 
the law-abiding citizen? You can go 
ahead and get away with it, because a 
judge is going to be worried about your 
comfort in prison; that he will let you 
out on the street to maim, murder and 
kill once again? 
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I know judges do not do this because 
they do not care about our commu- 
nities, but Congress has to step into 
the debate, protect the communities 
we represent, all 435 of them, and do 
our best to suggest that if a prisoner 
commits a crime, if a person victimizes 
another human being, if a person vio- 
lates a human being, if a person mur- 
ders someone else, that that person 
should fulfill the full terms of the sen- 
tence meted out by the courts, should 
not be granted special benefits, should 
not be given game time, and should be 
treated like the criminals that they 
are. 

I urge the support of the fine amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY). 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO 
TEMPORE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair will remind all persons in the 
gallery that they are here as guests of 
the House, and that any manifestation 
of approval or disapproval of pro- 
ceedings is in violation of the rules of 
the House. 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the req- 
uisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a very, very 
difficult issue to debate, because when 
one postulates the rights of citizens, 
innocent citizens, against folks who 
have been sentenced to prison who are 
released, whether they are released for 
misdemeanors or felonies or whatever 
reason, because of prison overcrowding 
and conditions in prisons, it always 
seems like you are taking sides with 
the prisoners, as opposed to taking 
sides with the innocent people in the 
street. 

The gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
FOLEY) obviously makes a very, very 
powerful argument. But an amendment 
which basically says we are going to go 
back retroactively and undo existing 
consent orders that have been entered 
into, that retroactively says we are 
going to undo orders that courts have 
entered in these cases, or even an 
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amendment which, looking forward, 
says that even though the Constitution 
might, and we as a body of people in 
our country believe that nobody, no in- 
dividual, ought to be put into condi- 
tions where they are subjected to rape 
or disease or whatever by overcrowding 
or failure of supervision, we cannot en- 
force that order to protect those peo- 
ple, is an amendment which, in my 
opinion, goes too far. 

That is what this amendment does. It 
undoes prior consent orders. It under- 
mines prior orders, whether they are 
consent orders or not. Also, it effec- 
tively says that where there is a con- 
stitutional violation there really is no 
remedy for that violation, because we 
are not going to provide a constructive 
remedy for somebody who is put in in- 
humane, overcrowded conditions. 

So while I clearly am uncomfortable, 
and if anybody believes that I am sid- 
ing with prisoners over victims in the 
street, I am uncomfortable being in 
that position, but I think this amend- 
ment goes too far. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I appre- 
ciate the gentleman yielding. I under- 
stand the struggle that the gentleman 
is going through. I appreciate that. 

I just want to remind the gentleman 
that in 1995 we passed a law, signed by 
this President, dictating to these 
judges that they should vacate these 
consent decrees if they have no further 
constitutional grounds, and these 
judges have found loopholes by which 
they can continue. 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Let me 
stop the gentleman in the middle of his 
sentence, because that is a big if,“ if 
there are no further constitutional 
grounds. The ones that I am talking 
about are where there is a constitu- 
tional ground. And what this amend- 
ment does is say you cannot have a 
remedy where there is a constitutional 
basis for the order. So to just kind of 
gloss over that big if' in the gentle- 
man’s sentence is a serious matter. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. WATT) has expired. 

(On request of Mr. DELAY, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. WATT of North 
Carolina was allowed to proceed for 1 
additional minute.) 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, first of 
all, I am not, in my amendment, stop- 
ping any other remedies, any other 
constitutional remedies or the rights of 
inmates that are being mistreated, 
overcrowded, or any other prison con- 
dition. That is not my amendment. 

My amendment basically is saying to 
judges, stop finding loopholes to con- 
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tinue your consent decrees, and we are 
going to eliminate the “if” part about 
early release of prisoners. We are not 
going to put these criminals back on 
the streets. They can have all the other 
remedies. 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, if in fact the amendment 
was nearly as gentle and kind as the 
gentleman has portrayed it, I think I 
could get there with him, but that is 
not what the language of this amend- 
ment says. It says, we are undoing 
prior consent orders, we are undoing 
prior orders, and we are making it im- 
possible to address a constitutional 
violation because there is no remedy 
for it. It is that that I have serious con- 
cerns about. 

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today on behalf 
of families, victims and law-abiding 
citizens everywhere to support the Ju- 
dicial Reform Act of 1998, and particu- 
larly to support the amendment offered 
by my good friend, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DELAY). 

I do so because I believe there is a 
time in the life of every problem when 
it is large enough to see and yet small 
enough to solve. The problem of judi- 
cial activism is one which we can see 
and we can also solve, if only we have 
the commitment and the courage to 
make it right. 

According to the Bureau of Judicial 
Statistics, every day this year 14 peo- 
ple will be murdered, 48 women raped, 
and 570 robbed by criminals who have 
already been caught, convicted, and re- 
turned to the streets on probation or 
early parole. 

Mr. Chairman, this is more than a 
crisis, this is the crime. I believe the 
first order of our legal system is to pro- 
tect the innocent, and one way we can 
do this is to punish the guilty. But we 
cannot protect the innocent or punish 
the guilty by putting criminals back 
on the streets. Yet that is exactly what 
some judges are doing. 

Under the guise of legal apologetics, 
many judges are giving felons and drug 
dealers get-out-of-jail-free cards. For 
example, a U.S. district judge in Phila- 
delphia imposed a prison cap that had 
the effect of freeing scores of felons 
and drug dealers who are waiting trial 
in the prisons. In fact, 600 prisoners a 
week were released for over 1 year. 

What did they do when they got a 
new lease on life? They committed 79 
murders, 959 robberies, 2,215 drug-re- 
lated crimes, 90 rapes, and over 1,100 
assaults. This type of judicial activism 
is crazy, and it is changing once we 
pass the DeLay amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the American people 
want criminals to serve the sentences 
they are given. They do not want some 
judge overruling the law, the prosecu- 
tors who got them the conviction, or 
the jurors who sentenced them. 
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Mr. Chairman, let us not confuse our 
wants with our needs. We all want to 
give everyone a second chance, but we 
absolutely need to ensure that crime 
does not pay. I urge my colleagues to 
support the DeLay amendment. It is 
simple, it is smart, and it is a solution. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I agreed to cosponsor 
this amendment with the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. DELAY) because I felt 
it was so important for us to send a 
message to the court system and to our 
judicial system that, when a person is 
sentenced, that person should spend 
that appropriate time in prison. 

Now, I realize there may be some de- 
ficiencies in this amendment. I realize 
if this goes to conference that maybe a 
few things ought to be changed. But I 
think one of the reasons that we do not 
have as much crime as we had a few 
years ago is because people are staying 
in jail longer. We put mandatory sen- 
tences in. 

I worried about mandatory sen- 
tences, but the results are the crime 
rate has dropped dramatically for vio- 
lent crime throughout the country, and 
I think it is important for all of us to 
think about the victims of the crime. 
One way to make sure that they are 
separated is to keep them in prison for 
the time. 

They spend a lot of time in thinking 
about how long the sentences ought to 
be. If we put them out, drug dealers, a 
person that commits a violent crime, 
out on the street prematurely, there is 
no question in my mind the crime rate 
will start to go back up again. 

So I would urge Members to support 
this amendment and to vote over- 
whelmingly to send a message that we 
do not want people, just because of a 
technicality, overcrowding, to be out 
in the street before their time that 
they have spent in prison. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support the 
DeLay amendment. I think it is a great 
amendment, and I hope that it survives 
unscathed through both Houses of the 
Congress. 

This deals with the most funda- 
mental obligation of government, the 
reason we pay all of the huge amount 
of taxes that we are having to pay 
these days. That is, it is the job of gov- 
ernment to restrain men from injuring 
one another, to quote Thomas Jeffer- 
son. 

It is just unconscionable that these 
liberal judges, unelected by the people 
but in office for life, have taken it upon 
themselves, in some cases, to inflict 
this kind of injury upon a community. 
Think of the thousands and thousands 
of lives that have been ruined, in many 
cases, or severely impacted in others, 
by the types of crimes that have been 
committed. 
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We did a study in our State legisla- 
ture years ago, and it was a pretty es- 
tablished fact, as a result of the study, 
that two-thirds of the forcible-sex felo- 
nies are committed by repeat offend- 
ers, so that by dealing with this popu- 
lation and incarcerating them for long 
periods of time, we would dramatically 
reduce this type of crime. Indeed, that 
has been the case. 

In California and other States where 
they have had mandatory sentences 
and where they have long terms, we 
have spent an awful lot of resources in 
California locking people up, and we 
have overcrowded those prisons as 
much as we could, and I am glad that 
we have, because it has made our 
streets safer. 

We have now about 130,000 people in- 
carcerated in the State of California 
alone. Look at our crime rates. They 
have been dropping dramatically. So 
taking off the streets this kind of of- 
fender was exactly the right thing to 
do. 

Yet to have some isolated, arrogant, 
liberal, unelected district court judge 
turning these people loose because of 
some benighted belief in upholding 
some prisoner's constitutional rights is 
totally wrong. 

Occasionally, there will be a conflict 
between the constitutional right of the 
prisoner and between the right of the 
public not to have dangerous criminals 
out in the street. The amendment of 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) 
simply says, Judge, do not make your 
remedy letting them go. You have 
other remedies. One of them is not to 
say, let these dangerous people back 
out on the street. 

The public overwhelmingly supports 
the policy reflected in the DeLay 
amendment. It is long overdue. I 
strongly urge its adoption. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, | would like 
to voice my support for Congressman TOM 
DELaY’s amendment to the Judicial Reform 
Act, which we will be voting upon shortly. Mr. 
DELAy’s amendment addresses an issue of 
growing concern—the early release of con- 
victed criminals due to overcrowding in pris- 
ons. 

By this time we are all well aware of reper- 
cussions related to judicial activism. Mr. 
DELay’s amendment plays an important role in 
curbing this practice by targeting federal 
judges who order the release of persons con- 
victed of violent or drug related crimes be- 
cause of prison conditions. Uncomfortable 
prison conditions are no excuse for turning 
dangerous criminals out onto our streets. 

Mr. Chairman, | hope that my colleagues 
will join me in voting in favor of the Judicial 
Reform Act and the DeLay Amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 


6547 


RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 408, the min- 
imum time for electronic voting on the 
Lofgren amendment, if ordered, with- 
out intervening business, will be 5 min- 
utes. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 367, noes 52, 
not voting 13, as follows: 


{Roll No. 105) 
AYES—367 

Abercrombie Danner Hoekstra 
Ackerman Davis (FL) Holden 
Aderholt Davis (VA) Hooley 
Allen Deal Horn 
Andrews DeFazio Hostettler 
Archer DeLauro Houghton 
Armey DeLay Hoyer 
Bachus Deutsch Hulshof 
Baesler Diaz-Balart Hunter 
Baker Dickey Hutchinson 
Baldacci Dicks Hyde 
Ballenger Dingell Inglis 
Barcia Doggett Jefferson 
Barr Dooley Jenkins 
Barrett (NE) Doolittle John 
Bartlett Doyle Johnson (CT) 
Barton Dreier Johnson (WI) 
Bass Duncan Johnson, E. B. 
Becerra Dunn Johnson, Sam 
Bentsen Edwards Jones 
Bereuter Ehlers Kanjorski 
Berman Ehrlich Kaptur 
Berry Emerson Kasich 
Bilbray Engel Kelly 
Bilirakis English Kennelly 
Bishop Ensign Kildee 
Bìagojevich Eshoo Kim 
Bliley Etheridge Kind (WI) 
Blumenauer Everett King (NY) 
Blunt Ewing Kingston 
Boehlert Farr Kleczka 
Boehner Fazio Klink 
Bonilla Foley Klug 
Bono Forbes Knollenberg 
Borski Ford Kolbe 
Boswell Fossella Kucinich 
Boucher Fowler LaFalce 
Boyd Fox LaHood 
Brady Franks (NJ) Lampson 
Brown (FL) Frelinghuysen Lantos 
Brown (OH) Frost Largent 
Bryant Gallegly Latham 
Bunning Ganske LaTourette 
Burr Gejdenson Lazio 
Burton Gekas Leach 
Buyer Gephardt Levin 
Callahan Gibbons Lewis (CA) 
Calvert Gilchrest Lewis (KY) 
Camp Gillmor Linder 
Canady Gilman Lipinski 
Cannon Goode Livingston 
Capps Goodlatte LoBiondo 
Cardin Goodling Lofgren 
Castle Gordon Lowey 
Chabot Goss Lucas 
Chambliss Graham Luther 
Chenoweth Granger Maloney (CT) 
Christensen Green Maloney (NY) 
Clayton Greenwood Manton 
Clement Gutierrez Manzullo 
Coble Gutknecht Markey 
Coburn Hall (OH) Mascara 
Collins Hall (TX) Matsul 
Combest Hamilton McCarthy (MO) 
Condit Hansen McCarthy (NY) 
Cook Harman McCollum 
Cooksey Hastert McCrery 
Costello Hastings (WA) McDade 
Cox Hayworth McGovern 
Coyne Hefley McHale 
Cramer Hefner McHugh 
Crane Herger McInnis 
Crapo Hill Mcintosh 
Cubin Hilleary Mcintyre 
Cummings Hinojosa McKeon 
Cunningham Hobson McKinney 
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woman from California (Ms. LOFGREN) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre- 
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will designate the amend- 


McNulty Ramstad Snyder 
Menendez Redmond Solomon 
Metcalf Regula Souder 
Mica Reyes Spence 
Minge 9 Stabenow 
Mink ey tearns 
Moakley Rivers 8 
Mollohan Rodriguez Strickland 
Moran (KS) Roemer Stump 
Moran (VA) Rogan Stupak 
Morella Rogers S 
Murtha Rohrabacher 1 
Myrick Ros-Lehtinen ‘alent 
Nadler Rothman Tauscher 
Neal Roukema Tauzin 
Nethercutt Roybal-Allard Taylor (MS) 
Neumann Royce 8 (NC) 
Ney Ryan omas 
Northup Salmon Thornberry 
Norwood Sánchez Thune 
Nussle Sandlin Thurman 
Ortiz Sanford Tiahrt 
Oxley Sawyer Torres 
Packard Saxton Traficant 
Pallone Scarborough Turner 
Pappas Schaefer, Dan Upton 
Parker Schaffer, Bob Vento 
Pascrell Schumer Visclosky 
Pastor Sensenbrenner Walsh 
Paul Sessions Wamp 
Pease Shadegg Watkins 
Peterson (MN) Shaw Watts (OK) 
Peterson (PA) Shays Weldon (FL) 
Petri Sherman 
Pickering Shimkus ta 
Pickett Shuster 1 
Pitts Sisisky Wexler 
Pombo Skeen Weygand 
Pomeroy Skelton White 
Porter Slaughter Whitfield 
Portman Smith (MI) Wicker 
Poshard Smith (NJ) Wise 
Price (NC) Smith (OR) Wolf 
Pryce (OH) Smith (TX) Woolsey 
Quinn Smith, Adam Wynn 
Radanovich Smith, Linda Young (AK) 
Rahall Snowbarger Young (FL) 
NOES—52 
Barrett (WI) Jackson-Lee Pelosi 
Bonior (TX) Rangel 
Brown (CA) Kennedy (MA) Rush 
Campbell Kennedy (RI) Sabo 
Carson Kilpatrick Sanders 
Clyburn Lee Scott 
Conyers Lewis (GA) Serrano 
Davis (IL) Martinez Skaggs 
DeGette McDermott Stark 
Delahunt Meehan Stokes 
Evans Meeks (NY) Thompson 
Fawell Millender- Tierney 
Filner McDonald Towns 
Frank (MA) Miller (CA) Velazquez 
Furse Oberstar Waters 
Hilliard Olver Watt (NC) 
Hinchey Owens Waxman 
Jackson (IL) Payne Yates 
NOT VOTING—13 
Bateman Hastings (FL) Paxon 
Clay Istook Spratt 
Dixon Meek (FL) Tanner 
Fattah Miller (FL) 
Gonzalez Obey 
o 1552 
Messrs. BARRETT of Wisconsin, 
TOWNS, MILLER of California, 


SKAGGS, and TIERNEY changed their 
vote from “‘aye” to “no.” 

Messrs. RODRIGUEZ, JEFFERSON, 
SHAW, REYES, and FORD changed 
their vote from no“ to “aye.” 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. LOFGREN 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
ROGERS). The pending business is the 
demand for a recorded vote on the 
amendment offered by the gentle- 


ment. 
The 
ment. 


RECORDED VOTE 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re- 


Clerk designated the amend- 


corded vote has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 


The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 162, noes 256, 


not voting 14, as follows: 


{Roll No. 106] 

AYES—162 
Abercrombie Hall (OH) Neal 
Ackerman Harman Oberstar 
Andrews Hefner Obey 
Baesler Hilliard Olver 
Baldacci Hinchey Ortiz 
Barcia Hinojosa Owens 
Becerra Hooley Pallone 
Berman Jackson (IL) Pascrell 
Berry Jackson-Lee Pastor 
Bishop (TX) Paul 
Blagojevich Jefferson Payne 
Blumenauer Johnson (WI) Pelosi 
Bonior Johnson, E. B. 
Borski Kanjorski oe 
Boucher Kaptur Poshard 
Brown (CA) Kennedy (MA) Price (NC) 
Brown (FL) Kennedy (RI) Rahall 
Brown (OH) Kennelly Rangel 
Campbell Kildee 22 
Capps Kilpatrick — — 
Carson Kind (WI) 
Clayton King (NY) Rotiman 
Clement Klink Roybal-Allard 
Clyburn LaFalce Paes 
Condit Lampson A: 
Conyers Lantos Sanchez 
Costello Leach Sanders 
Coyne Lee Sandlin 
Cummings Lewis (GA) Sanford 
Davis (IL) LoBiondo Schumer 
DeFazio Lofgren Serrano 
DeGette Lowey Skelton 
Delahunt Luther Slaughter 
DeLauro Maloney (CT) Stabenow 
Deutsch Maloney (NY) Stark 
Diaz-Balart Markey Stokes 
Dooley Martinez Strickland 
Doyle Mascara Stupak 
Edwards Matsui Tauscher 
Engel McCarthy (NY) Pasa (MS) 
Eshoo McDade mpson 
Etheridge Mebermott Thurman 
Evans McKinney Torres 
Farr McNulty Traficant 
Fazio Meehan Velazquez 
Filner Meeks (NY) Vento 
Ford Menendez Visclosky 
Fox Millender- Waters 
Frost McDonald Watt (NC) 
Furse Miller (CA) Waxman 
Gejdenson Minge Weller 
Gephardt Mink Weygand 
Gordon Mollohan Woolsey 
Green Murtha Wynn 
Gutierrez Nadler Yates 

NOES—256 
Aderholt Bilirakis Calvert 
Allen Bliley Camp 
Archer Blunt Canady 
Armey Boehlert Cannon 
Bachus Boehner Cardin 
Baker Bonilla Castle 
Ballenger Bono Chabot 
Barr Boswell Chambliss 
Barrett (NE) Boyd Chenoweth 
Barrett (WI) Brady Christensen 
Bartlett Bryant Coble 
Barton Bunning Coburn 
Bass Burr Collins 
Bentsen Burton Combest 
Bereuter Buyer Cook 
Bilbray Callahan Cooksey 


Cox 

Cramer 
Crane 

Crapo 

Cubin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (VA) 


Doggett 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Ganske 


Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 


Bateman 
Clay 
Davis (FL) 
Dixon 
Fattah 
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Jenkins Riggs 
John Riley 
Johnson (CT) Rivers 
Johnson, Sam Roemer 
Jones Ro 
Kasich . 
Kelly Rohrabacher 
cae A Ros-Lehtinen 
Kleczka 2285 i 
Klug Ryun 
Knollenberg Salmon 
Kolbe Sawyer 
Kucinich Saxton 
2 Scarborough 
Latham Schaefer, Dan 
LaTourette Schaffer, Bob 
Lazio Scott 
Levin Sensenbrenner 
Lewis (CA) ee 
Lewis (KY) 2 
Linder Shaw 
Lipinski Shays 
Livingston Sherman 
Lucas Shimkus 
Manton Shuster 
Manzullo Sisisky 
McCarthy (MO) Skaggs 
McCollum Skeen 
McCrery Smith (MI) 
McGovern Smith (NJ) 
McHale Smith (OR) 
McHugh Smith (TX) 
McInnis Smith, Adam 
McIntosh Smith, Linda 
McIntyre Snyder 
McKeon Solomon 
Metcalf Souder 
Mica Spence 
Moakley Stearns 
Moran (KS) Stenholm 
Moran (VA) Stump 
Morella Sununu 
Myrick Talent 
Nethercutt Tauzin 
Neumann Taylor (NC) 
Ney Thomas 
Northup Thornberry 
Norwood Thune 
Nussle Tiahrt 
Oxley Tierney 
Packard Towns 
5 Turner 
Parker Upton 
Pease 
Peterson (PA) Walsh 
Petri Wamp 
Pickering Watkins 
Pickett Watts (OK) 
Pitts Weldon (FL) 
Pombo Weldon (PA) 
Porter Wexler 
Portman White 
Pryce (OH) Whitfield 
Quinn Wicker 
Radanovich Wise 
Ramstad Wolf 
Redmond Young (AK) 
Regula Young (FL) 
NOT VOTING—14 
Gonzalez Paxon 
Hastings (FL) Snowbarger 
Istook Spratt 
Meek (FL) Tanner 
Miller (FL) 
o 1603 


Mr. SAWYER changed his vote from 
“aye” to “no.” 
Mr. ABERCROMBIE changed his vote 
from no“ to “aye.” 
So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Chairman, 
during roll call vote 106, I was unavoid- 
ably detained. Had I been present, I 
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would have voted ‘‘aye’’ on the amend- 
ment offered by the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. LOFGREN). 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, at this stage, I was 
about to offer an amendment. I will not 
offer the amendment, but I think it is 
important to explain what kind of an 
amendment it was and why I am not 
going to offer it. 

Mr. Chairman, there are not many of 
us, a narrow band of Members, but 
there are some on both sides of the 
aisle who feel that we mistreat in 
terms of cost-of-living allowances our 
Federal judiciary. Now, that is a poi- 
sonous subject in some quarters, be- 
cause judge bashing is a universal 
sport. But it is a fact, of all the govern- 
ment employees in the galaxy, the only 
group that does not get an automatic 
cost-of-living increase is the Federal 
judiciary. 

There is a law, it is called Section 
140, that requires a specific vote before 
any Federal judge gets a cost-of-living 
allowance. Not a pay raise, a cost-of- 
living allowance. Even ourselves get an 
automatic cost-of-living allowance. 
Under the law, it can be reversed by 
vote. And, of course, sometimes we suc- 
cumb to the penurious complaints of 
Members and deny ourselves a pay 
raise. But we must take affirmative ac- 
tion to do that. 

Not so with the Federal judges. The 
only way they can get a cost-of-living 
allowance is by us voting them one. I 
think isolating Federal judges from all 
of the other employees in the Federal 
Government is wrong, it is mean-spir- 
ited, it is unfair. And I do believe the 
quality of justice, which is not of the 
highest I hasten to add, depends on the 
caliber of the people administering 
that justice; and that is the judges, 
male and female, throughout the land. 

We penalize them because they are 
Federal judges and we are mad at this 
judge or that judge for a dumb decision 
and, so, we are going to have the whole 
system rigged so they are different 
from everybody else. I think that is un- 
fair. 

Now, I have proposed in this bill a ju- 
dicial reform bill to remove the re- 
quirement that Federal judges could 
not get a cost-of-living increase with- 
out a vote to remove that. I learned 
very late in the day before I was to ap- 
pear before the Committee on Rules 
that the rule that would be proposed 
would be self-executing and would de- 
lete Section 9 of my bill, which was my 
amendment to provide for treating 
Federal judges like everybody else on 
cost-of-living allowances. I was upset 
at that and not having any notifica- 
tion. 

But, in any event, I was informed 
that the reason my bill was going to 
have that part deleted was that I was 
creating an entitlement and we do not 
create entitlements that way. Well, 
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there are ways to handle that, and one 
is to subject this change to appro- 
priated funds. That would cure that. 
But nobody was interested in helping 
me do that in the rule. And I was told 
if I offered an amendment to that ef- 
fect on the floor, even though this is an 
open amendment, that this would not 
be germane. 

Well, we took steps to see that it 
would be germane by redrafting it. Cer- 
tain amendments were adopted that 
broadened the purview of the statute. 
But that encountered serious resist- 
ance. And so, the upshot of all of this 
folderol about people nobody cares a 
great deal about, the Federal judiciary, 
treating them equally with everybody 
else, although we pretend to support 
equal justice for all, the upshot of it is, 
if I persist in my efforts, the bill will 
go down. And I do not want the bill to 
go down. 

I think this is a good bill. There are 
some good things in this. And, there- 
fore, I have agreed not to offer my 
amendment, to bite my lip, and to take 
the unfair, in my judgment, treatment 
of an issue that deserves debate on the 
floor in the vote. 

I understand why people do not want 
this change to occur, because it helps 
us get a pay raise if we can say the 
judges are being held back, too. But I 
do not see why economic politics 
should deny one group of Federal em- 
ployees, with all their warts and their 
flaws, equal treatment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
ROGERS). The time of the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HYDE 
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CONYERS), the ranking member. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the chairman of the Judiciary 
for yielding. 

I join my colleague in his sentiments 
and point out that this is going to take 
a considerable amount of work to ac- 
complish this delinking. But I think 
the time has come that judges, as a 
governmental class, should be able to 
be entitled to these very modest cost- 
of-living increases that the rest of peo- 
ple that serve in the government enjoy. 
I appreciate the efforts of the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
HOYER). 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the distinguished member of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary for yielding. 

There are not many, there are some 
but not many, who have stood on this 
floor and either voted for or advocated 
for the pay raises not only for Federal 
employees but for Members of Congress 
than I. 

I, however, in this instance, although 
understanding the concern that some 
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have with respect to impact on Mem- 
bers’ pay, want to strongly join the 
chairman of the committee in his com- 
ments with respect to delinking. 

Very frankly, my friends, this has to 
do with whether or not the Congress of 
the United States has either the cour- 
age or judgment to stand and do what 
I think the overwhelming majority 
voted to do back in 1989, and that is 
take a cost-of-living adjustment, not a 
pay raise, but a cost-of-living adjust- 
ment to keep pay even. That is what a 
cost-of-living adjustment does. It keeps 
pay even. 

Now, if we think we ought not to do 
that for ourselves, what the Chairman 
is saying, we ought not to tie in others 
to that same position, which in my 
opinion relates not to the equity of pay 
but relates all to politics. I understand 
that. I criticize no one for that. But I 
was going to support the Chairman’s 
inclusion of the delinking in the bill. 

Many on my side have not have done 
that, Mr. Chairman, as my colleagues 
know. And, frankly, some of my 
strongest allies on the other side on 
the pay issue would not have supported 
it. But I think it is wrong that we con- 
tinue to keep the judiciary tied to the 
political vagaries of what this body is 
willing to do for itself. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the Chairman for 
yielding. 

I would like to add my concern and 
willingness to go the extra mile on 
what I think is an important and cru- 
cial issue: Are we going to have the 
best judicial branch this Nation can af- 
ford? And I, too, supported the effort of 
the Chairman to reflect on our appre- 
ciation and respect for the judiciary 
and the difficulty of their job and posi- 
tion and, likewise, as a newer Member, 
think that we can defend COLAs no 
matter who it happens to before, unfor- 
tunately, politics do get in the way. 

Just about a year ago, one of my sen- 
ior judges, Judge Norman Black, who, 
unfortunately, passed away, came and 
made an eloquent argument, not for 
self, but for the standing and the qual- 
ity and the excellence of the judiciary. 
How can we do any less than to com- 
pensate them for this high calling? 

So I would just offer to work with 
the Chairman. I appreciate his position 
in terms of the overall bill. 
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But I do believe that we need to have 
further discussions on this issue and 
work through it so that we can have 
the quality of the judiciary that we 
would like to have and ensure that 
there is adequate compensation out of 
the way of the politics. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. FRANK). 
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Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to offer my support 
for the amendment that will now not 
be offered. But I want to express my 
admiration to the gentleman from Illi- 
nois. Taking the position he is taking 
so vigorously is not an easy one around 
here. But I hope Members will listen to 
what he said, separate out views that 
Members may have on particular 
judges and particular decisions from 
the more important question. 

We all agree that there is going to be 
Federal law. We agree that there is 
going to be Federal criminal law and 
Federal civil law. We certainly all 
agree, I hope, that we want our con- 
stituents well served by thoughtful, in- 
telligent people. 

We want people who are at the top of 
the profession in temperament, and in- 
telligence, and ability. Paying them as 
little as we do is a mistake. We are not 
going to get justice on the cheap that 
way, and we do not serve well this 
cause of justice for our constituents. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
ROGERS). The time of the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) has expired. 

(On request of Mr. FRANK of Massa- 
chusetts, and by unanimous consent, 
Mr. HYDE was allowed to proceed for 1 
additional minute.) 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield to 
me? 

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts, certainly. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. We do 
not serve the cause of justice by con- 
fusing unhappiness with particular 
judges and particular decisions with 
the functions of the judiciary. The gen- 
tleman is making a valiant effort to 
protect that function. I hope that in 
some other context those efforts are 
more successful. I regret, although I 
understand fully, the situation in 
which he found himself, that we will 
not be able to vote on it now. 

I will say, as an aside, this does make 
it an easier decision for me because, 
had the gentleman offered the amend- 
ment and had it been succeeded, I 
would have been conflicted, but now I 
can vote against what I think is kind 
of a silly bill without any problem. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CONYERS 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. CONYERS: 

Add the following at the end: 

SEC. 12. FOREIGN JURISDICTION AND PROCESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 113 of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 

“$1697. Foreign jurisdiction; service of proc- 
ess; compliance with rules of discovery 

(a) FOREIGN JURISDICTION AND PROCESS.— 
In any civil action for harm sustained in the 
United States, that is brought in a Federal 
court against a defendant located outside the 
United States, the court in which the action 
is brought shall have jurisdiction over such 
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defendant if the defendant knew or reason- 

ably should have known that its conduct 

would cause harm in the United States. 

Process in such civil action may be served 

wherever the defendant is located, has an 

agent, or transacts business. 

“(b) COMPLIANCE WITH RULES OF DIS- 
COVERY.—In any action described in sub- 
section (a), any party who is a citizen or na- 
tional of a foreign country shall comply with 
the rules governing the conduct of discovery 
in the same manner and to the same extent 
as a party that is a citizen of the United 
States, except that the deposition of a per- 
son who is a citizen or national of a foreign 
country may be taken only by leave of the 
court on such terms as the court pre- 
scribes.”’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 113 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following new item: 

1697. Foreign jurisdiction; service of proc- 
ess; compliance with rules of 
discovery.“ 

Mr. CONY ERS (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request from the 
gentleman of Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I used 
to say that my amendment is simple 
and should be noncontroversial, but I 
have stopped doing that lately. But 
this is not a complicated amendment. 
It changes title 28 to provide for serv- 
ice of process against actions brought 
against defendant corporations located 
outside of the United States. It is an 
amendment that has succeeded before 
on a couple of occasions, once in a bi- 
partisan vote, and the other in a mo- 
tion to instruct conferees. 

It responds to the problem of service 
to a foreign corporation by creating a 
nationwide contacts test whenever a 
foreign defendant is sued in Federal 
court if it knew or reasonably should 
have known that its conduct would 
cause harm in this country. 

This is not a new test. It has been re- 
peatedly upheld by our courts and is in 
the law already and for other activi- 
ties. It is similar to the standard 
adopted last Congress when we amend- 
ed the Foreign Service Immunities Act 
to permit actions against terrorist 
States to proceed in this country. 

Secondly, we provide for worldwide 
service of process. Presently, a big 
problem with service of process is that 
each nation requires different methods 
for process. A uniform worldwide serv- 
ice will fix this problem, and is con- 
sistent with our other laws like the 
Clayton Act, and the securities laws 
permitting service wherever the de- 
fendant can be found. 

Finally, my amendment ensures that 
foreign persons are subject to the same 
rules of discovery as our own citizens 
and corporations when they are sued 
for wrongdoing. Currently, Americans 
are subject to a cumbersome discovery 
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process which requires involvement of 
foreign courts and is subject to foreign 
laws that are designed to thwart dis- 
covery process. 

Let us continue to create a level 
playing field so that our American 
companies are not, in fact, disadvan- 
taged by foreign competitors. It will 
also help ensure justice for U.S. citi- 
zens that might be harmed by a foreign 
product. 

When a foreign automobile is defec- 
tive, or when fruit imported from out 
of the country causes widespread dis- 
ease, or when a halogen lamp made 
overseas but used in this country ex- 
plodes, we need to make sure that 
there is some form of accountability, 
whether the defendant is located with- 
in the United States or not. 

So I urge, again, for the favorable 
consideration of the amendment. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Michigan. This is an 
amendment which was considered by 
the full Committee on the Judiciary 
and was not adopted. It is also an 
amendment that was considered by the 
full House 3 years ago, I understand, 
when it was offered as an amendment 
to the product liability reform bill. It 
was defeated then. I understand there 
may have been a conflicting action on 
a motion to instruct conferees. 

I think it is important for the Mem- 
bers to focus on the potential impact of 
this amendment. I share the concern of 
the gentleman from Michigan that we 
act in such a way that we can help en- 
sure that American companies are not 
subjected to unfair foreign competi- 
tion. But I think we also have to be 
very concerned about the potential re- 
taliation by foreign nations if we adopt 
a provision such as this, that that is a 
primary concern, I think, that should 
move us to oppose the gentleman’s 
amendment and see that it is not 
adopted. 

The extent to which American stat- 
utes apply to foreign nationals already 
is a serious point of contention in our 
foreign relations. I believe it is impor- 
tant that we proceed cautiously in this 
area. I think additional caution is indi- 
cated due to the fact that this amend- 
ment has not been the subject of full 
consideration in hearings. 

I agree with the gentleman that this 
is an area for us to look at, but I do not 
think that we have adequately evalu- 
ated this in order to make sure that we 
are striking an appropriate balance 
that is not going to end up actually 
harming American interests. 

I respect the intentions of the gen- 
tleman from Michigan. I understand 
that he is trying to protect American 
interests. But it is my concern for 
which I believe that there is a strong 
basis that the actual impact of this 
could actually be to harm American in- 
terests around the world and to subject 
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American companies, American citi- 
zens doing business in other countries 
to retaliatory action in response to our 
enactment of this amendment. 

In light of those concerns, and with 
the recognition of the gentleman’s 
good faith in offering this, I would 
strongly urge the Members of the 
House to reject the amendment, but I 
would for myself certainly offer to the 
gentleman to work with him on this 
issue and to see if there may be a way 
that we can strike an appropriate bal- 
ance where we can help protect Amer- 
ican interests without inviting retalia- 
tion that could be harmful. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Colo- 
rado. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I just 
was curious because I was tracking, I 
think, the gentleman’s logic in this. It 
seems to me it might extend then to, 
for instance, opposing the Helms-Bur- 
ton legislation which has certain 
extraterritorial effects that run into 
serious opposition from our friends 
around the world. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I thank the gentleman for his in- 
sight on that issue. I would suggest to 
the gentleman from Colorado that 
there are extraordinary considerations 
involved there which the House has de- 
bated. The House has spoken on that 
issue along with the Senate, and I 
might also add along with the adminis- 
tration. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the distin- 
guished gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CONYERS), the ranking member. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
would want to say to my friend from 
Florida, we need to work on this some 
more, but what more work does the 
gentleman have in mind? This is no dif- 
ferent from the committee amend- 
ment. We have gone through this in the 
Committee on the Judiciary. That is 
the only way it got out to the floor. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SKAGGS. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, it is true we went through it in 
the Committee on the Judiciary, and 
the amendment was defeated. It was re- 
jected by the committee. Obviously, 
that is why we are here debating it 
today. 

Mr. CONYERS. Yes, it was defeated 
in the committee; but with no deroga- 
tory reflection on the committee. It 
was passed in the House by a vote of 258 
to 166, and then it was approved by an 
even larger motion to instruct con- 
ferees by 256 to 142, February 29, 1996. 

If the gentlemen are suggesting that 
I have got to pass an amendment in the 
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Committee on the Judiciary before I 
can pass an amendment that has al- 
ready passed on the floor, we maybe 
ought to reconsider the way that Con- 
gress works. Notwithstanding the 
Members in the committee, this is a 
very popular motion. 

Let us talk about the problems that 
one might examine here. First of all, I 
do not want to put the gentleman into 
a not wanting to protect American in- 
terests like the majority of us do. I 
know he does. I would argue that for 
anybody. But there is no retaliation. 
We are the ones that are being dis- 
advantaged already. 

What I am doing is trying to level 
the playing field. The fact of the mat- 
ter is that Americans cannot reach for- 
eign corporations because we are tied 
up by their laws of service, their laws 
of discovery, their laws of bringing 
them into litigation. 

All I am saying is that foreign cor- 
porations, if and when they may be the 
subject of litigation, would be subject 
to no less rules of procedure than 
American corporations. 

How that would antagonize a foreign 
corporation benefiting from American 
sales, and by the way, guess who buys 
the most from everybody in the world? 
So there is no way that we could make 
them angry and they would take their 
products away from us. I do not think 
that is going to really work. So please, 
please, sir, realize that this is very 
critical to American citizens, our con- 
stituents, who are trying to seek some 
recovery. 

Now, it just occurred to me, I men- 
tioned halogen lamps. You know, the 
greatest jazz musician in America, 
aged 90, Lionel Hampton, had his whole 
apartment destroyed because of a halo- 
gen lamp. I do not know whether it was 
made in or out of the U.S., but there 
was going to be a big suit, and they, 
fortunately, resolved it. 

But if it had gone to litigation, if it 
had been a foreign corporation, Lionel 
Hampton may not live long enough to 
ever see anything happen to it, because 
he would have to go along with the 
civil rules of procedure for whatever 
company, for whatever country the 
company originated in. 

All I am saying is let us have every- 
body play by the same set of rules. So 
if we could get another vote on it, and 
everyone is of the same opinion that 
they were 2 years ago, 1 year ago, I 
would be very grateful. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CONYERS). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote, and pending 
that, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 408, further 
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proceedings on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Michigan will 
be postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 


o 1630 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ADERHOLT 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. ADERHOLT: 

Page 8, line 15, insert or to disburse any 
funds to remedy the deprivation of a right 
under the Constitution,“ after tax.“. 

Page 8, line 21, strike or assessment“ and 
insert assessment, or disbursement’’. 

Page 9, strike lines 1 through 24 and insert 
the following: 

() the tax or assessment will not con- 
tribute to or exacerbate the deprivation in- 
tended to be remedied, including through its 
effect on property valves or otherwise; 

„D) plans submitted to the court by State 
and local authorities will not effectively re- 
dress the deprivations at issue; and 

„(E) the interests of State and local au- 
thorities in managing their affairs are not 
usurped, in violation of the Constitution, by 
the proposed imposition, increase, levying, 
or assessment. 

(2) The limitation contained in paragraph 
(1) shall apply only to any order or settle- 
ment which— 

(J) expressly directs any State, or polit- 
ical subdivision of a State, to impose, in- 
crease, levy, or assess any tax or disburse 
any funds to remedy the deprivation of a 
right under the Constitution; or 

“(B) will necessarily require a State, or po- 
litical subdivision of a State, to impose, in- 
crease, levy, or assess any tax or disburse 
any funds to remedy the deprivation of a 
right under the Constitution. 

“(3) If the court finds that the conditions 
set forth in paragraph (1) have been satisfied, 
it shall enter an order incorporating that 
finding, and that order shall be subject to 
immediate interlocutory de novo review. 

Page 10, line 7, insert after tax,“ the fol- 
lowing: “and any person or entity that is a 
resident of the State or political subdivision 
that would be required to disburse funds 
under paragraph (1) shall have the right to 
intervene in any proceeding concerning such 
disbursement,’’. 

Page 10, line 16, insert , or disburse the 
funds,” after “tax”. 

Page 10, line 21, insert , or the disburse- 
ment of funds,” after “tax”. 

Page 10, line 25, insert “or the disburse- 
ment of funds, as the case may be” after 
“tax”, 

Page 11, line 10, insert , or a disbursement 
of funds that is made,” after imposed”. 

Mr. ADERHOLT (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
ROGERS). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Chairman, 
today I have come to the House floor to 
call for an end to the unlimited power 
of Federal judges to legislate from the 
Federal bench and then send State and 
local taxpayers the bill. I want to 
make certain that Federal judges like 
some in Alabama, like Judge Ira De- 
Ment, so they cannot use the people’s 
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hard-earned tax dollars for things like 
court-appointed prayer monitors and 
sensitivity training for teachers on 
how to keep prayer out of schools. 

In Dekalb County, Alabama, which I 
am privileged to represent, the Fourth 
Congressional District, Judge DeMent 
has been decided to be a legislator and 
appropriate from the Federal bench. He 
ordered county school funds that 
should be going to the classrooms to go 
to pay for court-appointed monitors 
who will go into the schools and to 
make sure that there is no prayer. 

Although I disagree with Judge De- 
Ment’s ruling, there may be some here 
today who agree with it, but when a 
Federal judge has free rein to take con- 
trol and take local school funds away 
from local officials and then use them 
to pay for whatever he deems nec- 
essary, that is going too far. We need 
to have checks and balances. Our Na- 
tion was founded on this principle, and 
unfortunately we have drifted far away 
from this. Taxation without represen- 
tation has been a cause for revolt in 
this country since the beginning of the 
American Revolution, and we are still 
fighting this battle today. 

This amendment that I am offering 
today would re-insert and clarify the 
original language in section 5 of H.R. 
1252 to ensure that certain criteria are 
met before the courts can disburse ex- 
isting local and State taxpayer dollars 
in constitutional cases. The underlying 
bill has stated that a judge must meet 
certain criteria in order to raise or as- 
sess taxes. My amendment will give 
Federal judges the same pause for 
thought before using existing State 
and local revenues in constitutional 
cases. 

This amendment does not say a Fed- 
eral judge can never use State and 
local funds, it merely states that be- 
fore he acts he must make sure that he 
is doing the right thing. 

An unelected official should not be 
allowed to impose a tax on the people 
without first giving careful consider- 
ation to their actions. Likewise, if a 
Federal judge takes away local re- 
sources to enforce a ruling, especially 
in constitutional cases, there need to 
be protections built into the system to 
ensure that judges do not overstep 
their bounds and make decisions that 
are clearly out of the scope of their au- 
thority. 

Using existing funds collected from 
honest taxpaying citizens for purposes 
that a judge who has clearly over 
stepped his bounds, they should be pro- 
hibited, and that is what my amend- 
ment aims to do. 

I urge my colleagues to put a stop to 
the court systems in America that are 
running amok and vote in favor of my 
amendment to H.R. 1252. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. 
ADERHOLT). 
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The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 408, further 
proceedings on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. 
ADERHOLT) will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SKAGGS 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. SKAGGS: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 

SEC. COURT SETTLEMENT SUNSHINE. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the “Federal Court Settlements 
Sunshine Act of 1998.” 

(b) REQUIREMENTS REGARDING SETTLEMENT 
OF CASES.—Chapter 111 of Title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 


“SEC. 1661. PUBLIC AVAILABILITY OF SETTLE- 
MENTS OF CASES. 


“Any settlement made of a civil action to 
which the United States, an agency or de- 
partment thereof, or an officer or employee 
thereof in his or her official capacity, is a 
real party in interest, shall not be sealed, 
but shall be made available for public inspec- 
tion, unless the court determines that there 
is a compelling public interest in limiting 
such availability. Any such determination 
shall be made in writing and shall explain 
the basis for the determination.” 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 111 of 
title 28, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new item: 
“Sec. 1661. Public availability of settlements 

of cases.” 

Mr. SKAGGS (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the amendment be considered 
as having been read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I appre- 
ciate the opportunity to bring this 
issue to my colleagues, but in doing so 
I want first to apologize to particularly 
the chairmen of the committee and the 
subcommittee for not having brought 
this to them before we started debate 
on this on the floor today. It is not a 
process that I would normally want to 
follow and certainly not one that they 
want to have followed. 

But this is a matter that actually 
was heard in a Judiciary subcommittee 
a few years ago and reported out. It ba- 
sically would provide that in any civil 
case in which the United States, an 
agency of the United States or a officer 
of the United States is a party in inter- 
est, that any settlement entered into 
in such a case would in the normal 
course have to be made available to the 
public, public information, unless the 
presiding judge entered an order find- 
ing that there was a compelling public 
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interest in sealing the settlement pa- 
pers and making them secret. 

Certainly at a time when there is a 
lot of discussion about the need for 
more open and accountable govern- 
ment, I believe that moving in this di- 
rection with the Federal courts is an 
appropriate thing to do. 

We are all well aware that agencies 
in the United States Government are 
involved in litigation routinely around 
the country involving all manner of 
important public issues, whether 
Superfund matters, consumer products 
issues, whatever. Frequently these 
cases are settled and the judge consid- 
ering the settlement is requested to 
seal the settlement; that is, block any 
public disclosure. The reason for seal- 
ing these settlements can range from 
just avoiding embarrassment to pro- 
tecting trade secrets and a number of 
things, some of them quite legitimate 
and offering a compelling public inter- 
est reason for sealing the information. 

But I think it is important and there- 
fore this amendment would create a 
presumption that in cases in which the 
United States Government is a party, 
that the public’s right to know should 
be respected, again absent a presen- 
tation of reasons to seal a settlement 
and absent a determination by the 
court on a reasonable basis that there 
is good reason to withhold the terms of 
the settlement from the public. This is 
the public’s business. Often large sums 
of money or important matters of pub- 
lic policy can be at stake, so I think it 
is only right that we all have a chance 
to see what kind of settlement arrange- 
ments our national government has en- 
tered into. 

I know my colleagues may recall 
back to the savings and loan debacle 
days. In Colorado there was a settle- 
ment in the old Silverado case involv- 
ing something like a billion dollars, 
but that settlement was sealed and the 
people of Colorado and the country 
never had any opportunity to find out 
exactly what was going on there. I do 
not think that is the kind of presump- 
tion that creates and supports public 
trust and confidence in the courts, so I 
hope that this is an amendment that is 
reasonably drawn for a good purpose 
and can earn the support of my col- 
leagues. 

In the hearing that was held on this 
amendment some years ago before it 
was passed out of the same sub- 
committee that brings this bill to the 
floor, one Federal district judge who 
testified in support of the bill charac- 
terized this kind of public account- 
ability as, quote, the very essence of 
justice is that it is public. I think that 
ought to inform our treatment of this 
matter, and I ask my colleagues’ favor- 
able consideration. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise in opposition to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. SKAGGS). 
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Mr. Chairman, I am sorry to dis- 
appoint my friend and colleague from 
Colorado in opposing the amendment, 
but as the gentleman noted at the out- 
set, this is an amendment which we on 
the Committee on the Judiciary have 
really not had an opportunity to fully 
evaluate. 

I am sympathetic to the concerns un- 
derlying the amendment, and although 
I will have to say that this debate to a 
certain extent has already taken place 
in connection with the Jackson-Lee 
amendment that was offered earlier, 
obviously the gentleman’s amendment 
is more restricted in that it focuses on 
settlements involving the Government 
of the United States, whereas the Jack- 
son-Lee amendment was much broader 
than that. But, notwithstanding that, I 
am concerned that this amendment 
would in its present form serve to dis- 
courage settlement of cases by the gov- 
ernment and could result in the disclo- 
sure of information which should not 
be disclosed, which could cause unnec- 
essary embarrassment to innocent in- 
dividuals. 

There is also a potential, as the gen- 
tleman recognized, for disclosure of 
proprietary information. I believe the 
gentleman’s position would be that his 
amendment would not require the dis- 
closure of proprietary information. I 
am not certain that that is clear from 
the terms of the amendment, however, 
so that is a concern. 

I think another point to make in con- 
nection with this is that the Civil 
Rules Advisory Committee of the Judi- 
cial Conference has recommended that 
there be no changes to rule 26(c) re- 
garding protective orders, and I do not 
always agree with the Judicial Con- 
ference. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. I yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I 
would just note that the gentleman 
never agrees with the Judicial Con- 
ference. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Well, occa- 
sionally. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Except 
now. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Occasion- 
ally we agree with the Judicial Con- 
ference. The Judicial Conference has 
looked at this, and they have decided 
that there is no compelling need for a 
change in the rule. 

Another point that I think we should 
consider is that the sort of public mat- 
ters and settlements by government 
agencies that the gentleman is con- 
cerned about are subject to ongoing 
oversight by the Congress of the United 
States. I think that that is an appro- 
priate area for us to be involved, and I 
believe that to the extent that there 
may be problems with respect to settle- 
ments that are entered into by govern- 
ment agencies, it is our responsibility 
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in the Congress to conduct oversight 
with respect to those matters. I believe 
that that avenue of bringing public 
scrutiny to settlements is a valuable 
check on potential abuses in this area. 

So for all of these reasons I would 
urge the Members of the House to re- 
ject the gentleman’s amendment. 
Again, as with the earlier amendments, 
I as a member of the Subcommittee on 
Crime would be happy to work with the 
gentleman in addressing his concerns. 

There may be a way that could be 
more narrowly tailored and targeted 
which would help ensure that the pub- 
lic interest is protected, and that all 
the other concerns that we have are 
adequately covered so that we are not 
compromising the values that we seek 
to protect. We may be able to craft an 
approach that would take all those 
things into account and would be bal- 
anced and would deserve passage by the 
House, but I do not think we are there 
yet with this particular amendment, so 
I would urge the Members of the House 
to reject the amendment. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the req- 
uisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, as it has been said 
that patriotism is sometimes the last 
refuge of scoundrels, invocation of the 
Judicial Conference is the last refuge 
of my friend from Florida. He is rarely 
to be found on the same side of an issue 
as the Judicial Conference, he is rarely 
to be found on the same side of the 
hemisphere as the Judicial Conference, 
and when the gentleman from Florida 
invokes the Judicial Conference it isa 
simple affirmation of the principle that 
nature abhors a vacuum. Into the vacu- 
um of arguments that my friend had 
rushes a reference to the Judicial Con- 
ference. The fact that he who ordi- 
narily disagrees with it invokes it 
shows this is a pretty good idea. Not 
only is it a pretty good idea, but it is 
one that is hard to object to. 

The gentleman's amendment is quite 
moderate, the gentleman from Colo- 
rado. It says if a judge decides there is 
a compelling reason not to make this 
public, the judge can do that. But the 
rule ought to be, the assumption ought 
to be that the public will know about 
public business. 

I am surprised, frankly, at some of 
my conservative friends. Conservatives 
have traditionally distrusted the exec- 
utive. For them to be not wanting to 
require the executive to make clear the 
terms of any settlement which in the 
nature of the case would exclude the 
legislative body but be an executive de- 
cision surprises me. So I rise in support 
of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Colorado (Mr. SKAGGS) the 
author of the amendment. 
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Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I appre- 
ciate the comments made by my friend 
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from Florida about other ways of get- 
ting at the problem. I think it is a bit 
not quite sufficient to the issue to sug- 
gest that any problems along these 
lines, of course, would be susceptible to 
Congressional oversight and interven- 
tion by us. That can happen in a fairly 
haphazard fashion, as I think the gen- 
tleman is aware. 

But this really comes down to a pret- 
ty fundamental question, which is do 
you think the business of the United 
States courts, when involving the 
United States itself as a party, ought 
to be presumptively public business or 
not, yes or no, subject to the discretion 
of a judge, employing a reasonable 
standard to determine whether there 
are countervailing interests to that 
presumption of the public business of 
the public courts being public? 

If the gentleman is uncomfortable 
with that proposition, obviously he 
will vote against the amendment. But I 
think it is a fairly straightforward one, 
and one I was quite proud, for instance, 
to have the cosponsorship and support 
of the now chairman of the Committee 
on the Judiciary when this was re- 
ported out of the subcommittee that 
the gentleman is now a member of a 
couple of years ago. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Colorado (Mr. SKAGGS). 

The amendment was rejected. 

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE 
OF THE WHOLE 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 408, proceedings will now 
resume on those amendments on which 
further proceedings were postponed in 
the following order: 

The amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS), 
and the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Alabama (Mr. ADERHOLT). 

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote in this series. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CONYERS 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi- 
ness is the vote on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. CONYERS) on which further pro- 
ceedings were postponed, and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will designate the amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk designated the amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 200, noes 216, 
not voting 16, as follows: 


[Roll No. 107] 
AYES—200 
Abercrombie Baesler Barrett (WI) 
Ackerman Baldacci Becerra 
Allen Ballenger Bentsen 
Andrews Barcia Berman 
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Berry 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Capps 
Cardin 
Carson 
Chabot 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cummings 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 


Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fazio 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hefner 
Hilleary 
Hinchey 


Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 


Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bereuter 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Boyd 
Brady 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 


Holden 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 
(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 


McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Millender- 
McDonald 
Miller (CA) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Nadler 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 


NOES—216 


Campbell 
Canady 


Cunningham 


Everett 
Ewing 


Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pappas 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Salmon 
Sanchez 
Sanders 


Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith, Adam 


Waters 


Gallegly 


Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 

Herger 
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RECORDED VOTE 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re- 


Hill Mica Schaffer, Bob 
Hilliard Moran (KS) Sensenbrenner 
Hobson Murtha Sessions 
Hoekstra Myrick Shadegg 
Horn Nethercutt Shaw 
Hostettler Neumann Shays 
Houghton Ney Shimkus 
Hulshof Northup Shuster 
Hutchinson Norwood Sisisky 
Hyde Nussle Skeen 
Inglis Oxley Smith (NJ) 
Jenkins Packard Smith (OR) 
Johnson (CT) Parker Smith (TX) 
Johnson, Sam Paul Smith, Linda 
Jones Pease Snowbarger 
Kasich Peterson (MN) Solomon 
Kelly Peterson (PA) Souder 
Kim Petri Spence 
King (NY) Pickering Stenholm 
Kingston Pickett Stump 
Klug Pitts Sununu 
Knollenberg Pombo Talent 
Kolbe Porter Tauzin 
LaHood Portman Taylor (NC) 
Largent Pryce (OH) Thomas 
Latham Quinn Thornberry 
LaTourette Radanovich Thune 
Lazio Ramstad Tiahrt 
Leach Redmond Turner 
Lewis (CA) Regula Upton 
Lewis (KY) Riley Walsh 
Linder Rogan Watkins 
Lipinski Rogers Watts (OK) ‘ 
Livingston Rohrabacher Weldon (FL) 
Lucas Ros-Lehtinen Weldon (PA) 
Manzullo Rothman Weller 
McCollum Roukema Wexler 
McCrery Royce White 
McDade Ryun Whitfield 
McInnis Sanford Wicker 
McIntosh Saxton Wolf 
McKeon Scarborough Young (AK) 
Metcalf Schaefer, Dan Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—16 
Bateman Gonzalez Paxon 
Clay Hastings (FL) Poshard 
Coble Hinojosa Riggs 
Dixon Istook Tanner 
Fattah Meek (FL) 
Fox Miller (FL) 
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Messrs. FOLEY, YOUNG of Alaska, 
and CAMPBELL changed their vote 
from “aye” to “no.” 

Messrs. OWENS, KUCINICH, STU- 
PAK, McHUGH, HILLEARY, MINGE 
and HUNTER changed their vote from 
“no” to “aye.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO 
TEMPORE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 408, the Chair 
announces that he will reduce to a 
minimum of 5 minutes the period of 
time within which a vote by electronic 
device will be taken on the additional 
amendment on which the Chair has 
postponed further proceedings. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ADERHOLT 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
pending business is the demand for a 
recorded vote on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Alabama 
(Mr. ADERHOLT) on which further pro- 
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the ayes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will designate the amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk designated the amend- 
ment. 


corded vote has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. This is 
a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 174, noes 236, 
not voting 22, as follows: 


[Roll No. 108] 

AYES—174 
Aderholt Gibbons Packard 
Archer Gillmor Parker 
Armey Goode Paul 
Bachus Goodlatte Pease 
Baker Goodling Peterson (MN) 
Ballenger Goss Peterson (PA) 
Barr Graham Pickering 
Barrett (NE) Granger Pickett 
Bartlett Hall (TX) Pitts 
Barton Hansen Pombo 
Bereuter Hastert Portman 
Bilirakis Hastings (WA) Radanovich 
Bliley Hayworth Redmond 
Blunt Hefley Riley 
Boehner Hefner Rogan 
Bonilla Herger Rogers 
Bono Hill Rohrabacher 
Brady Hilleary Royce 
Bryant Hoekstra Ryun 
Bunning Hostettler Salmon 
Burr Hulshof Sanford 
Burton Hunter Scarborough 
Callahan Hutchinson Schaefer, Dan 
Calvert Hyde Schaffer, Bob 
Canady Inglis Sensenbrenner 
Cannon Jenkins Sessions 
Chabot Johnson, Sam Shadegg 
Chambliss Jones Shaw 
Chenoweth Kasich Shimkus 
Christensen Kim Shuster 
Coburn King (NY) Sisisky 
Collins Kingston Skeen 
Combest Knollenberg Smith (MI) 
Condit Kolbe Smith (OR) 
Cook Largent Smith (TX) 
Cooksey Latham Smith, Linda 
Cramer Lewis (CA) Snowbarger 
Crane Lewis (KY) Solomon 
Crapo Linder Spence 
Cubin Livingston Stearns 
Cunningham Lucas Stenholm 
Danner Manzullo Stump 
Deal McCollum Talent 
DeLay McCrery Tauzin 
Dickey McHugh Taylor (NC) 
Doolittle McInnis Thomas 
Dreier McIntosh Thornberry 
Duncan Mcintyre Thune 
Dunn McKeon Tiahrt 
Ehrlich Metcalf Traficant 
Emerson Mica Wamp 
Ensign Moran (KS) Watkins 
Everett Myrick Watts (OK) 
Foley Nethercutt Weldon (FL) 
Fossella Neumann Wicker 
Fowler Northup Wolf 
Gallegly Norwood Young (AK) 
Gekas Nussle Young (FL) 

NOES—236 
Abercrombie Boucher Delahunt 
Ackerman Boyd DeLauro 
Allen Brown (CA) Deutsch 
Andrews Brown (FL) Diaz-Balart 
Baesler Brown (OH) Dicks 
Baldacci Campbell Dingell 
Barcia Capps Doggett 
Barrett (WI) Cardin Dooley 
Bass Carson Doyle 
Becerra Castle Edwards 
Bentsen Clayton Ehlers 
Berman Clement Engel 
Berry Clyburn English 
Bilbray Conyers Eshoo 
Bishop Costello Etheridge 
Blagojevich Coyne Evans 
Blumenauer Cummings Ewing 
Boehlert Davis (FL) Farr 
Bonior Davis (VA) Fawell 
Borski DeFazio Fazio 
Boswell DeGette Filner 
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Forbes LoBiondo Rodriguez 
Ford Lofgren Roemer 
Frank (MA) Lowey Ros-Lehtinen 
Franks (NJ) Luther Rothman 
Frelinghuysen Maloney (CT) Roukema 
Frost Maloney (NY) Roybal-Allard 
Furse Manton Rush 
Ganske Markey Sabo 
Gejdenson Martinez Sanchez 
Gephardt Mascara Sanders 
Gilchrest Matsui Sandlin 
Gilman McCarthy (MO) Sawyer 
Gordon McCarthy (NY) Saxton 
Green McDade Sch 
Greenwood McDermott 5 
Gutierrez McGovern sa 
Gutknecht McHale Serrano 
Hall (OH) McKinney Shays 
Hamilton McNulty Sherman 
Harman Meehan Skages 
Hilliard Meeks (NY) Skelton 
Hinchey Menendez Slaughter 
Hobson Millender- Smith (NJ) 
Holden McDonald Smith, Adam 
Hooley Miller (CA) Snyder 
Horn Minge Spratt 
Houghton Mink Stabenow 
Hoyer Moakley Stark 
Jackson (IL) Mollohan Stokes 
Jackson-Lee Moran (VA) Strickland 

(TX) Morella Stupak 
Jefferson Martha Sununu 
John Nadler Tauscher 
Johnson (CT) Neal Taylor (MS) 
Johnson (WI) Ney Thompson 
Johnson, E. B. Oberstar Thurman 
Kanjorski Obey Tierney 
Kelly Olver Torres 
Kennedy (MA) Ortiz ‘Towns 
Kennedy (RI) Owens Turner 
Kennelly Oxley Upton 
Kildee Pallone 8 
Kilpatrick Pappas Seno 
Kind (WI) Pascrell be 
Kleczka Pastor Visclosky 
Klink Payne Walsh 
Klug Pelosi Waters 
Kucinich Petri Watt (NC) 
LaFalce Pomeroy Waxman 
LaHood Porter Weldon (PA) 
Lampson Price (NC) Weller 
Lantos Pryce (OH) Wexler 
LaTourette Quinn Weygand 
Lazio Rahall White 
Leach Ramstad Whitfleld 
Lee Rangel Wise 
Levin Regula Woolsey 
Lewis (GA) Reyes Wynn 
Lipinski Rivers Yates 

NOT VOTING—22 
Bateman Fattah Miller (FL) 
Buyer Fox Paxon 
Camp Gonzalez Poshard 
Clay Hastings (FL) Riggs 
Coble Hinojosa Souder 
Cox Istook Tanner 
Davis (IL) Kaptur 
Dixon Meek (FL) 
O 1718 


Messrs. GREEN, MCDADE, PETRI 
and MILLER of California changed 
their vote from “aye” to no.“ 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall no. 
108, my voting card did not register, although 
| voted no. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SOLOMON 
was allowed to speak out of order.) 

AMENDMENT PROCESS FOR H.R. 6, THE HIGHER 
EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1998 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word for the 
purposes of making an announcement. 

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on 
Rules is planning to meet the week of 
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April 27th, this coming week, to grant 
a rule which may limit the amendment 
process on H.R. 6, the Higher Education 
Amendments of 1998. 

The rule may, at the request of the 
Committee on Education and the 
Workforce, include a provision requir- 
ing amendments to be preprinted in the 
amendment section of the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD. Amendments to be 
preprinted should be signed by the 
Member and submitted at the Speak- 
er’s table. Amendments should be 
drafted to the text of the bill as re- 
ported by the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. 

Mr. Chairman, Members should use 
the Office of Legislative Counsel to en- 
sure that their amendments are prop- 
erly drafted and should check with the 
Office of the Parliamentarian to make 
certain that their amendments comply 
with the rules of the House. 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Clerk 
be directed to strike section 5 of the 
bill. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
ROGERS). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Illinois? 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Chairman, re- 
serving the right to object, and I do not 
intend to object, but I would like to en- 
gage in a colloquy with the distin- 
guished gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
CANADY) chairman of the Sub- 
committee on the Constitution of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to re- 
quest that the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary study the situation in DeKalb 
County, Alabama, which has occurred 
as a result of Judge DeMent’s ruling. I 
do not object to the unanimous consent 
at this time, but I would like to ask 
that that be studied. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ADERHOLT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I certainly understand the gentle- 
man’s concerns and I share the con- 
cerns regarding certain matters with 
respect to the judge’s order, and that is 
a matter which we will consider. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Chairman, re- 
claiming my time, I withdraw my res- 
ervation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Sec- 
tion 5, as amended, is stricken. 

Are there other amendments? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COBURN 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. COBURN: 

Add the following at the end: 

Sec. 12. LIMITATION ON RACKETEERING 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 99 of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 
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“Sec. 1633. LIMITATION ON RACKETEERING” 

(a) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, in an action under 
section 1964 of title 18, no court of the United 
States or other court listed in section 610 of 
this title shall have jurisdiction to enter or 
carry out any order against the defendant, 
unless the defendant has engaged in a profit- 
seeking purpose or committed a criminal of- 
fense under state law or under this title.“ 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 99 of title 26, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

1633. Limitation on racketeering.’’. 


Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, every- 
one knows what a racketeer is and 
what a racketeer-influenced corrupt 
organization is. These words refer to 
organized criminals, to people who 
form gangs for the purpose of hurting 
other people and stealing from them. 

Declaring people racketeers simply 
because they engage in activities and 
activism on behalf of a cause does 
something very serious to our form of 
self-government and our sense of civil 
liberties. It puts citizens at risk of los- 
ing everything they have if they sup- 
port a cause that happens to not be 
popular in the eyes of some court. It 
frightens citizens against the kind of 
civil activism that has been a hallmark 
of our democracy. It undercuts the 
very foundations of our government by 
the people. 

This amendment has no effect on the 
prosecution of criminals. It affects 
only civil actions under RICO. It offers 
no loophole of any sort for those who 
would attempt to steal the property of 
others or for those who would hurt in- 
nocent people. 

There is only one class of people who 
benefit from this amendment: citizens 
lawfully exercising their rights to 
speak out on issues of public concern. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my hope that we 
can support this amendment. 

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COBURN. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Arizona. 

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the gentleman’s amend- 
ment and do so on the basis that the 
law needs to provide that the purpose 
of the crime has to have been a profit- 
seeking motive. 

The Arizona RICO law is written in a 
fashion to parrot the gentleman’s 
amendment. It provides that the crime, 
the RICO offense, in order to be a pred- 
icate under the law, must have been 
pursued for financial gain. 

What the gentleman’s amendment 
does is simply clarify that and provide 
that unless there was either a profit- 
seeking purpose or a criminal offense 
as defined under State law or under 
Federal law, a RICO action cannot be 
brought. 

That is consistent, Mr. Chairman, 
with both the intent of the authors and 
of the experts that help write the law, 
specifically, I believe, law professor G. 
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Robert Blakey. I think the gentleman’s 
amendment clarifies the law and is a 
step in the right direction, and I sup- 
port the amendment wholeheartedly. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, we will now find out if 
on the Republican side sauce for the 
goose is sauce for the gander. 

I opposed an amendment that was of- 
fered before by the gentleman from 
California that would have created a 
brand-new privilege, a parent-child 
privilege, not on the grounds that it 
was an unthinkable idea but that deal- 
ing with a subject of that complexity 
and that impact for the first time on 
the floor of the House without having 
gone through any of our procedure was 
not a good idea. 
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The majority agreed with me. I make 
the same argument here. Actually, this 
is not so much an amendment as it is 
a periodical. I have gotten four 
versions of it. I understand that. I am 
holding all four versions. 

First, it said earlier today it would 
only apply if the defendant was not pri- 
marily engaged in a profit-seeking pur- 
pose. Then we got profit-seeking pur- 
pose or committed bodily injury. Then 
we got, we struck bodily injury, and we 
got criminal offense. Then we got a 
conforming amendment. 

I do not criticize the drafters. They 
are doing a very good job, but this is a 
work in progress. We have gotten four 
versions of it because they are trying 
to deal with a complex subject. I under- 
stand that this is a response to a deci- 
sion that was just made, but let me 
make a point that I thought was clear. 
You run the place. You control the 
committees. You could schedule a 
hearing next week. You could schedule 
a markup the week after. You can 
bring the bill to the floor. Do not work 
in such haste on this issue. 

Now, Members quoted Professor 
Blakey as saying that the RICO statute 
goes too far. Many of us agree. But do 
my colleagues know it does not just go 
too far for nonprofits. There are profit- 
making entities that have been un- 
fairly dealt with under RICO. 

You leave them alone, because my 
colleague from California did not like 
what Kenneth Starr did with regard to 
Monica Lewinsky and her mother, and 
came in with a bill right to the floor of 
the House. My colleagues here do not 
like what a court did with regard to a 
right-to-life group, and they come 
right to the floor of the House. This is 
not a place for instant therapy. If you 
do not like something you read in the 
paper, please do not come right up with 
an amendment. Let us use the proce- 
dures. 

I agree in both cases; legislative ac- 
tion is appropriate, but not right away; 
not version four of the amendment. Let 
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us have a hearing and a markup, and 
let us not say that we are only going to 
protect nonprofits. If you vote for this 
amendment, are you then going to tell 
people that as far as profit-making en- 
tities are concerned, RICO does not go 
too far? 

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, I sim- 
ply want to point out that the lan- 
guage as offered by the gentleman from 
Oklahoma does not limit this exemp- 
tion to nonprofits. It will apply to prof- 
its or nonprofits. What it does is limit 
the activity to whether or not the ac- 
tivity was profit-making activity. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I agree 
with that. That is exactly what I said. 
In fact, if you are a corporation trying 
to make a profit, which most corpora- 
tions do, you are not covered by this 
amendment. That is true. If you have a 
profit-making corporation that is sell- 
ing girl scout cookies, they could not 
be RICO'd for selling girl scout cookies. 
But under this amendment if they are 
a profit-seeking corporation seeking a 
profit, which profit-seeking corpora- 
tions are wont to do, they do not get 
the benefit of this. 

Mr. SHADEGG. Again, Mr. Chairman, 
if the gentleman will continue to yield, 
I want to try to make this clear. It 
does not matter whether the entity is a 
profit-making entity or a nonprofit- 
making entity. If a profit-making enti- 
ty is not engaged in a profit-making 
activity, they are engaged in a chari- 
table activity. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I understand that. Reclaim- 
ing my time, the gentleman is limited 
in the amount of time he can state the 
obvious. Yes, if you are a profit-mak- 
ing corporation and you are going 
about the business of trying to make a 
profit, this amendment does not pro- 
tect you. You could be subject to RICO. 
I agree. 

If General Motors was accused of try- 
ing to sell girl scout cookies in a rack- 
eteering way, you have come to their 
defense. But if someone said, corpora- 
tion X is guilty of racketeering in its 
profit-making corporate entity, they 
are not protected. I do not think that 
ought to be the case. I do think there 
have been abuses of RICO, but against 
profit-making entities trying to make 
a profit. Indeed, if you look at the pat- 
tern of RICO, it is more often used by 
one civil plaintiff against a civil de- 
fendant and a profit-making corpora- 
tion. 

I do not know what play they are 
going to call in the huddle, but we may 
be about to see version five. I have four 
versions and seven people working on 
amendment 5. 

Let us go to a hearing. Let us go to 
a markup. I do not think we should 
have the markup right here. It is not 
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polite. I think we ought to do this in 
the regular order. But this amendment 
says, if you are engaging in profit-mak- 
ing activity, and you have a profit- 
making purpose, you get no benefit. 
You are covered by RICO. 

RICO says you cannot get together 
for racketeering purposes. I would not 
suggest that that is what is going on 
over there, Mr. Chairman. What they 
are trying to do is what we should do in 
the regular legislative process. Let us 
have a hearing and do this in a sensible 
way. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to strike the last 
word. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
ROGERS). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I recog- 
nize the pertinent comments of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts, and 
would say that many of his comments 
are accurate, and that given his com- 
ments being accurate, I ask unanimous 
consent to withdraw the amendment. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COBURN. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I would look forward, as I 
think many on our side would, and I 
know the ranking member would, we 
would love to reexamine the RICO stat- 
ute across the board and deal with 
abuses, and on that basis I thank the 
gentleman and we will be cooperative. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COBURN. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
suggest to the gentleman from Okla- 
homa (Mr. COBURN) that he has per- 
formed a signal service by bringing this 
matter to our attention. Yes, it is in 
the wake of a jury verdict and a court 
case that happened in Chicago, but he 
is highlighting a problem this Congress 
has wrestled with for years; namely, 
trying to make some sense out of the 
RICO statute. 

There are abuses where it is applied 
where it was never intended to be ap- 
plied. That is recognized by the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
FRANK) and the gentleman from Michi- 
gan (Mr. CONYERS) and conservatives 
on this side. We need to look at RICO. 
And so if the gentleman is generous 
enough, and he has been, to withdraw 
his amendment, I pledge the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary will take a 
hard look at revising the RICO statute, 
hold hearings, working in a bipartisan 
way with the minority, and try to 
come up with a bill that does some- 
thing substantive and correct what we 
all agree is an egregious flaw. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman. 
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Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, if the gentleman will con- 
tinue to yield, we may wind up invok- 
ing that great quote from Edward G. 
Robinson in the civil situation, is this 
the end of RICO?” 

Mr. HYDE. That is from Little Cae- 
sar, and I remember it well. The gen- 
tleman and I are the only two. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend- 
ment be withdrawn. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are 
there further amendments to the bill? 

If not, the question is on the com- 
mittee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as modified. 

The amendment in the committee 
nature of a substitute, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
SNOWBARGER) having assumed the 
Chair, Mr. ROGERS, Chairman pro tem- 
pore of the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union, re- 
ported that that Committee, having 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 
1252) to modify the procedures of the 
Federal courts in certain matters, and 
for other purposes, pursuant to House 
Resolution 408, he reported the bill 
back to the House with an amendment 
adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or- 
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute 
adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole? If not, the question is on the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

Oo Å yy 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may have 5 legislative days 
to revise and extend their remarks on 
H.R. 1252. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

— 


AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO 
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN- 
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 1252, JUDI- 
CIAL REFORM ACT OF 1998 


Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent that in the 
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engrossment of the bill, H.R. 1252, the 
Clerk be authorized to correct section 
numbers, punctuation and cross ref- 
erences, and to make such other tech- 
nical and conforming changes as may 
be necessary to reflect the actions of 
the House in amending the bill, H.R. 
1252. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

——— 


APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 3579, 1998 EMERGENCY SUP- 
PLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT 


Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 3579) 
making emergency supplemental ap- 
propriations for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1998, and for other pur- 
poses, with a Senate amendment there- 
to, disagree to the Senate amendment, 
and agree to the conference asked by 
the Senate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 

MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo- 
tion to instruct. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. OBEY moves that the managers on the 
part of the House at the conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
bill H.R. 3579, making emergency supple- 
mental appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1998, and for other pur- 
poses, be instructed, within the scope of the 
conference, to agree to funding for the Inter- 
national Monetary Fund consistent with the 
terms, conditions, and provisions of H.R. 
3114, as reported by the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Financial Services. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) is 
recognized for 30 minutes, and the gen- 
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. LIVING- 
STON) is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I won- 
der if the gentleman from Louisiana is, 
in fact, in opposition to this IMF bail- 
out? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I am in opposition 
to the motion. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman. 
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self 8 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I am in a curious posi- 
tion here today. I am offering a motion 
to instruct to the conferees to defend 
what would have been considered a 
core Republican value when I first 
came to this body. 

When I came to this body, the Repub- 
lican Party was a very strong inter- 
nationalist party, and it recognized 
that the best way to defend our own 
economic interests was to make cer- 
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tain that our economy was operating 
in a world which was as stable as pos- 
sible. We are being asked to appoint 
conferees tonight on a bill which is 
supposed to contain not only supple- 
mental appropriations for Bosnia and 
for Iraq and for flood victim relief, it is 
also supposed to contain, at least the 
administration asked us to include in 
this proposition, full funding for the 
IMF replenishment and funding, as 
well, for the United Nations arrearages 
so that we can eliminate our debt sta- 
tus in that organization. 

I have a motion here tonight which 
would instruct the conferees to at least 
accept, as an add-on to the bill passed 
by this House, to accept our obligation 
to fully fund the administration re- 
quest for the IMF. 

I am not doing that because it will 
help American business, although it 
certainly will. I am not doing that be- 
cause I care about what is going to 
happen in Asian countries around the 
world. I care, but that is not the reason 
I am offering the motion. I am offering 
this motion because we need to be 
aware of the fact that what happens in 
our economies around the world can 
have a crushing effect on American 
workers and a hugely negative effect 
on the American economy. 

We have seen what has happened in 
Asia when that region has continued to 
engage in fiscally ludicrous acts. We 
have seen Japan for years follow an 
economic policy which has led to a 
huge over-building in many areas in 
Asia instead of having led to a growth 
in Japanese consumption. And we have 
seen speculative activities, as well, in 
Asia. And, as a result, a few months 
ago we saw a huge collapse of Asian 
currencies. 

I do not worry about that because of 
what it means to Asia. I worry about 
that because of what it means to us. 
Because what it means is that, as a re- 
sult of those devalued currencies, we 
have got every cargo ship known to 
man being loaded with artificially low- 
priced foreign goods who are on their 
way to the American economy and 
they are soon going to be sold in this 
economy at cut-rate prices because of 
currency disequilibrium; and those 
sales and the accompanying trade defi- 
cits are going to cost many American 
jobs and they are going to close many 
American factories. 

We are being told that, in spite of 
that threat, we should not act upon it 
because, somehow, an element of the 
majority party caucus still wants to 
use this IMF crisis as leverage in order 
to push their advantage on a totally 
unrelated issue involving family plan- 
ning policy known as the Mexico City 
policy. 

And so, the American business com- 
munity is being told that they should 
wait for another day to have this prob- 
lem addressed. I do not think we can 
afford to wait for another day. At any 
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moment, the act of some speculator, 
the run on country’s currency could 
cause a further unraveling of the situa- 
tion in Asia, which would present us 
with even bigger economic problems. 
At any time, we could have a currency 
crisis in the Ukraine, in Brazil, in Rus- 
sia, in India, in Turkey; and, without 
IMF replenishment, we would not be 
ready to defend the economic interest 
of the United States. 

My motion would simply instruct the 
House conferees to agree to the admin- 
istration’s request for funding of the 
International Monetary Fund under 
the terms and conditions approved by 
the House Banking Committee. That 
Banking Committee bill was approved 
on March 5 with the overwhelming bi- 
partisan vote of 40-89, with the support 
of virtually all of the Democrats on the 
Committee and the votes of two-thirds 
of the Republicans on the committee. 
And that bill was endorsed by the ad- 
ministration. 

That bill sets tough new labor rights 
and environmental conditions on IMF 
lending, as well as new requirements 
for increased accountability and trans- 
parency at the IMF. It sets up a watch- 
dog group, including representatives 
from labor and NGO groups, to review 
the implementation of labor rights and 
other criteria. And it does a number of 
other things. 

I do not think that we can afford to 
wait, and I do not especially think it is 
a good idea to allow us to go to the 
Senate and have only the Senate lan- 
guage on the table, language which was 
much more favorable to the adminis- 
tration, frankly, but language which I 
do not believe adequately defends the 
interest of American workers. 

That is why I would simply say to 
those of my colleagues who have told 
their workers or their businesses or 
their farmers that they are going to be 
defending the economic interest of 
American workers, I think this is the 
time and this is the vote. This is not a 
partisan issue. It certainly should not 
be a partisan issue. It has become 
wrapped up in partisan hostage poli- 
tics, unfortunately, but it should not 
be so. 

We are here tonight to answer the 
question whether or not we will defend 
the economic interest of the United 
States and to defend the interest of 
American workers; and I think the best 
way to do that is to support this mo- 
tion to recommit, and I would urge the 
House to do so when the vote comes 
later this evening. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks on H.R. 3579, and that I may in- 
clude tabular and extraneous material. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself 4 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, regardless of one’s posi- 
tion on the IMF, one should understand 
that this is simply a motion to instruct 
the conferees to adopt the position 
that has not been debated on the floor 
of this House. It seems to me that if we 
are going to instruct the conferees to 
do anything, we are on solid ground if 
we are instructing them to deal with 
issues that have been debated and sent 
forward. 

But the fact is the IMF is an issue 
that will be debated at some later date 
on the floor of this House. It has not 
yet been debated, and forcing the con- 
ferees to support this provision dealing 
with the IMF simply because the Sen- 
ate has dealt with it and the House has 
not is ill-advised. 

Moreover, reading the motion to in- 
struct, it says that we should support 
the terms, conditions and provisions of 
H.R. 3114, the bill reported by the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv- 
ices. That bill differs substantially 
from the IMF provisions contained in 
our Non-Emergency Supplemental bill. 
It may never get to the House. We do 
not know what is in that bill, and to 
force the conferees to support all of the 
terms and conditions of what I believe 
is about a 60-page bill and incorporate 
it I think is extremely ill-advised. 

The House Committee on Appropria- 
tions and the leadership of this House 
decided on a two-bill strategy. The bill 
which the House passed that will be be- 
fore a conference provides for emer- 
gency appropriations for Bosnian 
peacekeeping disaster relief, and other 
military assistance. 

In fact, if we do not address this mili- 
tary assistance by May 1, we under- 
stand from the Secretary of Defense 
that he might give notice of furloughs 
for people all within the Defense De- 
partment. So there is an emergency 
with respect to defense appropriations. 

And, obviously, we know from all the 
other disasters that have occurred 
around this country we need to provide 
additional assistance to people. We are 
trying to give them that relief and not 
get embroiled in a heavy discussion on 
IMF or any other extraneous issues. 

The second bill, which has not come 
before the House, is a non-emergency 
bill that includes $17.9 billion for the 
International Monetary Fund. That 
bill has passed the Committee. I sent a 
letter to the Committee on Rules ask- 
ing for an open rule for consideration 
of that bill, and I requested the leader- 
ship to schedule that legislation as 
soon as possible. 

Some people say that that second bill 
will never see the light of day. They 
are wrong. The fact is that many other 
items in the second bill absolutely 
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must pass. They have to pass. Things 
like the veterans compensation and 
pension benefits. Believe me, Mr. 
Speaker, there is going to be a second 
bill. 

There is going to be a second bill, and 
we should not prejudge the outcome of 
that bill by instructing conferees to 
weigh the consequences of that bill be- 
fore we even have a chance to debate 
the contents on the floor of the House. 
We are going to have a full and fair dis- 
cussion of those issues at a later date 
on the floor of the House. We should 
not prejudge them by putting them 
prematurely into the conference. They 
are totally unrelated to emergency ap- 
propriations, and the emergency bill 
needs to move forward so we can meet 
the needs of the disaster-afflicted peo- 
ple throughout the country and the 
military, which has to replenish the 
monies that they have expended in Iraq 
and in Bosnia. 

So I urge Members to defeat this mo- 
tion to instruct. It is on the wrong bill. 
It will have a full and adequate debate 
but not on a motion to instruct. We 
need to get the disaster bill 
conferenced and on its way to the 
President for his signature. 

Our troops in Bosnia and Iraq will 
get the money they need to do their 
job, nobody in the Defense Department 
will be furloughed, and our citizens and 
the victims of the disasters will get the 
money that they deserve. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. LEACH), the distinguished chair- 
man of the Committee on Banking and 
Financial Services. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

First, let me acknowledge part of 
what my distinguished colleague and 
good friend, the gentleman from Lou- 
isiana (Mr. LIVINGSTON), said. This is 
not a perfect process, and I do not 
think that. I want to say to my distin- 
guished friend that I appreciate very 
much the thoughtful attention his 
committee has given to this issue, and 
Iam very much in his debt. 

Having said that, I am hard-pressed 
not to support a product that comes 
from my committee, not only a prod- 
uct that comes from my committee but 
a product that has been caught up in 
some very unusual political kinds of 
pitfall debates that I think are not al- 
together central to the IMF issue. 

So here let me just take a brief mo- 
ment to talk about the IMF. The IMF, 
historically, was established in theory 
before the end of World War II and, in 
fact, right after the war to deal with 
the causes of war, the causes of depres- 
sion. 


o 1800 


The rationale for the creation of the 
IMF is very much alive today and is 
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symbolized in a circumstance in a part 
of the world that has fought three wars 
in the last 60 years. 

It is in the interest of the United 
States of America to stabilize the eco- 
nomic turmoil in Asia. It is in the in- 
terest of the United States economy to 
stabilize the circumstance in Asia and 
ensure that it does not widen and deep- 
en in terms of a gulf of economic reces- 
sion spreading from one region of the 
world to another. 

The word bailout is sometimes ap- 
plied to the IMF. Actually, it is any- 
thing but. It is a lending, not aid- 
granting institution. It is an institu- 
tion to which the United States prof- 
fers resources which amount to less 
than 20 percent of the total resources 
of the institution but resources which 
we have to call on on a very, very short 
notice, an institution that has almost 
$40 billion in gold reserves. 

In a way, one might argue the IMF is 
the cheapest conceivable stabilizing in- 
stitution in the world today. Rather 
than relying on the United States tax- 
payer alone and ways it could cause 
enormous liabilities of the United 
States, we are drawing on over 80 per- 
cent of the resources from others in 
ways using an institution that has a 
triple-A rating. 

Finally, with regard to timing, I 
would also simply add that the longer 
we delay, the greater the likelihood 
that this problem deepens and widens. 
Delay is on the side of instability. 
Firm, direct, straightforward, prompt 
American action is on the side of sta- 
bility. 

For the sake of stability and for the 
sake of the United States economy, for 
the sake of United States’ leadership in 
international affairs today, I would 
urge that, as awkward as this type of 
resolution is, that it be supported. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the very distin- 
guished gentleman from Alabama (Mr. 
BACHUS). 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, in ad- 
dressing this issue, I think we ought to 
first ask ourselves who is the IMF. 
Well, the IMF functions like a private 
club. Its minutes are secret. They are 
never released to the public. Its votes 
are not a matter of public record. The 
people who work for the IMF do not 
pay income taxes; or, actually, they 
pay income taxes, but then the IMF re- 
imburses them for those income taxes. 

We are talking about funding the 
IMF and funding its operation. Hear 
me, we are talking about an organiza- 
tion whose employees receive reim- 
bursement for their income taxes. 

When their children want to go to 
private schools, that education is fi- 
nanced; and we will continue to finance 
that if we vote another $18 billion to 
the IMF. When their children want to 
go to a private university or college, 
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the IMF will pay their full cost of edu- 
cation, tuition, books. 

We are asking the U.S. taxpayers in 
this funding request to reimburse the 
employees of the IMF for income taxes, 
for private school costs, for tuition, 
and not only that, but for salaries 
higher than those paid by the U.S. Gov- 
ernment. 

We might say, well, is it worth it? 
What will the IMF do with our money? 
We have been told they are going to 
bail out Asia, but that is not true. 
They have already funded the bailouts 
of Asia. 

They have $80 billion in reserve. They 
have $40 billion in gold reserve. Indo- 
nesia, who they loan money to, has $16 
billion in reserves. What are they going 
to do? They are going to expand their 
role and continue to give loans to for- 
eign countries at 4.5 percent interest 
when the going market rate is 10 to 14 
percent. 

I will tell my colleagues there is 
going to be an infinite supply of those 
lined up to get money subsidized by the 
U.S. taxpayer. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. DOOLEY). 

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in strong support of this 
motion. Clearly, the United States has 
a vested interest in the funding of the 
International Monetary Fund. We have 
an interest because we can protect 
jobs, we can protect the economic in- 
terest of the companies which are ex- 
porting so much product to Asia. 

When we look at my home State of 
California, nearly 30 percent of our ex- 
porting is going to Asia. It is clearly in 
our interest to restore confidence in 
that market, to provide greater finan- 
cial certainty for our businesses which 
are exporting critical products. 

It is also in the interest of the United 
States to provide IMF funding because 
it provides for greater international se- 
curity. When we look at the potential 
consequences of a weakened South 
Korea, with their inability to deal re- 
sponsibly with their financial crisis, we 
are on the verge of inviting potential 
conflict with North Korea, looking at 
perhaps a weakened neighbor to the 
south. 

Failure also to provide funding could 
further undermine the fragile investor 
confidence in the region and set off an- 
other round of global economic insecu- 
rity. If we do not arrest the financial 
crisis in Asia, we are inviting this to 
expand to other parts of the world, be 
it Russia, be it Latin America, which 
would further undermine the economic 
interest of the United States. 

Rejecting the IMF funding also 
threatens the leadership the United 
States is providing in the world, the 
leadership that we are providing in 
terms of providing economic stability 
as well as military stability. 

Clearly, this motion to instruct the 
conferees will ensure that this Con- 


6559 


gress will be able to act in an expedited 
fashion to ensure that our interest will 
be protected. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 


gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SAXTON). 
Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, if I 


thought that the $18 billion which is 
being asked for would provide a benefit 
to the people of this country and to the 
people of Asia, I would be the first one 
out front voting for it. 

The fact of the matter is that the 
Joint Economic Committee and others 
have been studying this issue since last 
summer, since this request came in, 
and that is simply not true. It is not 
true for a number of reasons. 

The gentleman from Alabama (Mr. 
BACHUS) talked about the secret club 
that surrounds the IMF. We cannot 
find out what they do, why they do it, 
the results of the studies on what they 
have done, any of that. That is all se- 
cret. 

Secondly, and more importantly, the 
average loan rate is 4.7 percent. 

Let me ask you a question, Mr. 
Speaker. If you were a businessman 
and the IMF came along and said, if 
you make risky investments, which the 
foreign countries and institutions did, 
and you fail, which they did, I will give 
you a loan of 4.5 percent, how would 
that make your decision making, un- 
derstanding that we have two criteria 
in making investments, one is to make 
a profit and the other is how much risk 
we have to involve when we do it? 

Obviously, a low interest rate bailout 
loan on a policy of the organization 
that does it on a global basis is going 
to have a deleterious, negative effect 
on the kinds of investment decisions 
that are made. 

Besides that, Mr. Speaker, I think 
there is another issue that needs to be 
discussed, and that is simply this: The 
IMF promotes higher taxes. The IMF 
promotes monetary instability. And 
here we are being asked today, after we 
have not even had a debate on this 
House floor, to vote $18 billion of 
American taxpayers’ money that pro- 
motes, through an organization that 
promotes higher taxes, that promotes 
monetary instability. That has a dele- 
terious effect on foreign economy that 
is not a positive one. 

I vote no, and I hope everyone else 
will here today. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. LAFALCE). 

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I really 
think that passage of the IMF legisla- 
tion is the most important economic 
issue confronting the Congress in the 
year 1998. If we do not pass it, I believe 
we would be defaulting on our global 
economic leadership. It is unthinkable 
for us not to pass it. We must partici- 
pate within the IMF. 

We must also participate in the legis- 
lative arena in a manner that will en- 
able us to obtain a majority of votes. 
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That means we have to proceed colle- 
gially. We proceeded collegially within 
the House Committee on Banking and 
Financial Services. We proceeded in a 
way that was able to bring about a sig- 
nificant majority of Republicans and 
Democrats so that we were able to re- 
port the bill out by a vote of 40 to 9. 

We recognize, of course, that there is 
significant criticism of the IMF and, 
therefore, we adopted amendments in a 
collegial, bipartisan manner to in- 
struct the administration in the ways 
to reform the IMF. Those amendments 
are essential to obtain passage and to 
accomplish mutually desired goals. 
Support the motion to instruct. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Vermont (Mr. SAND- 
ERS). 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I rise proudly as a progressive, as an 
internationalist, as somebody who is 
pro-choice, and someone who has a 100 
percent lifetime labor voting record in 
the House of Representatives and have 
worked for labor and working people 
for his whole adult life. 

I rise in strong opposition to the mo- 
tion brought forth by my good friend, 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
OBEY). 

Let us be clear what we are talking 
about here. We are talking about an $18 
billion replenishment of the IMF, a 45 
percent increase in our contribution to 
the IMF. 

Please understand the Asian bailout 
is over. The $19 billion that we have al- 
ready given to the Chase Manhattan 
Bank and the BankAmerica and to 
Citibank for their losses, and they 
came here for corporate welfare, and 
we gave it to them, that is gone. That 
is over. What we are talking about is 
new money for a new mission and for 
an expansion of the function of the 
IMF. That is point number one. 

Point number two, I believe it was 
last year that many people took to the 
floor of this House and they said, Mr. 
Speaker, you are wrong for combining 
disaster relief with other matters. I 
said so. 

How could we come back today and 
say the IMF is a disaster? It is not. 
People all over this country want to 
deal with the ice storm in the North- 
east, tornados, hurricanes. That is not 
an issue that the IMF should be com- 
bined with. 

Thirdly, no matter what our point of 
view may be on the IMF, this issue 
needs serious debate. It should not be 
brought here all of a sudden for a one- 
hour debate. It deserves many hours, 
and it deserves some ample warning 
time so we can have serious discussion. 

Fourthly, does the IMF need this 
money today? No, they do not. Nobody 
believes they do. The IMF has $45 bil- 
lion now in liquid resources, a $25 bil- 
lion credit line and $37,000 in gold re- 
serves. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to a well-known reactionary, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. FRANK). 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I am impressed by the gentle- 
man’s renewal of the Louisiana/ 
Vermont alliance. Not since the war of 
1812 has it been so vigorous, but I think 
it is wrong this time. 

The gentleman from Vermont talked 
about the Asian bailout as if it was all 
about Chase Manhattan Bank. I happen 
to think that Kim Tae-chung, the 
President of South Korea, is one of the 
great, small d, democratic heroes of 
our era. I will guarantee to my col- 
leagues that, if asked, he would express 
his appreciation for the role of the 
IMF 


This is a very courageous democrat, 
a man who risked his life for democ- 
racy. He was elected president. He is 
working with the unions. He is working 
to try and help his country. The IMF is 
very important to him. 

We have a thug like Soeharto, and we 
are working to try and change IMF 
policies there. That is why this par- 
ticular amendment is such a good one. 

People have said, well, we should 
have debated this. Fine by me, but I 
have not been in control of the com- 
mittee that kept it off the floor. We 
had a long debate and hearing in the 
Committee on Banking and Financial 
Services. This should have been on the 
floor before. We cannot keep it off the 
floor and then claim the benefit of it 
having been kept off the floor. We can- 
not shoot our parent and plead we are 
an orphan and ask for mercy. The peo- 
ple who controlled the House decided 
to keep it off the floor. That is why we 
are dealing with it now. 

It has been talked about a great deal. 
This is a version of it that reflects the 
importance of it to places like South 
Korea and to Thailand which are try- 
ing hard to make improvements. It re- 
flects the need for labor standards. We 
explicitly here, by the way, included 
strong protections for the agricultural 
sector of our economy. The bill was ex- 
plicitly amended to recognize that. 

This is not a perfect world. It is not 
a perfect institution or a perfect bill. It 
is as good an effort as we were able col- 
legially to put together, working with 
agriculture and labor and others, to 
provide more funds. It is true, it is not 
absolutely necessary now, but I will 
tell my colleagues this: If, in fact, we 
know that the House is never going to 
vote for the IMF, then maybe we ought 
to buy some Korean and Thai currency 
and sell it short. Because it is going to 
have a negative effect if we walk away 
from this on decent, struggling govern- 
ments from South Korea and Thailand 
that deserve some support. It is also in 
our own self-interest to support them. 


oO 1815 


Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
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gentleman from California (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM) a member of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
understand those that may want to 
support the IMF, but if we look, econo- 
mists themselves are split whether the 
IMF does any good or not. And then 
those that say even that they doubt 
that we need it to bail out southeast 
Asia. But yet $18 billion. 

As my colleagues know, this body 
has wrestled with emergency flood, 
emergency El Nino, emergency supple- 
mental for defense, and yet we are hav- 
ing to try to offset it so we do not 
break the budget caps through domes- 
tic spending. But yet we are going to 
give away $18 billion. Haiti, Somalia, 
Bosnia, $16 billion in operations that 
we get no credit for from the U.N., but 
yet there are those that want to give 
money to the U.N. in support, $16 bil- 
lion, $18 billion, $5 billion more for the 
extension in Bosnia. 

My colleagues, where does it stop? 
The American taxpayers have to pay 
for this. It is not our money. It is $18 
billion, not even million dollars, and 
we are going to give it away, Mr. 
Speaker. That is wrong. 

My colleagues rap on the Republicans 
all the time for having to offset money. 
We want to break the budget caps, we 
want to spend more money. Well, it is 
easy to spend it but it is difficult to go 
to the taxpayers and ask them to pay 
for it, and then even more difficult to 
say where are we going to take it out 
and still not break the budget caps? 
Alan Greenspan said if we do, interest 
rates will go back up, the economy is 
going to go to hell, and it just does not 
work. 

But yet here they are asking us again 
to spend, to spend, to spend, bigger 
government, higher taxes, spend 
money. It is the same old rhetoric, and 
I do not support it, and I do not think 
the American people do, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentle- 
woman from New Jersey (Mrs. ROU- 
KEMA). 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to stress again, when this bill passed 
the committee it passed by a vote of 40 
to 9. Two-thirds of the Republican 
members of the committee voted in 
favor of this bill. Now, why? Not be- 
cause we are giving money to for- 
eigners, not because we are bailing out 
banks, but because we are concerned 
about jobs here at home. 

I speak from New Jersey, representa- 
tive of export-oriented States, and I 
can see many around here who under- 
stand the agricultural community and 
their dependence on this kind of trade 
situation. That is why it passed with 
an overwhelming majority. 

I also want to say, and this has not 
been stressed enough, that we have in 
this bill, and it is included in the mo- 
tion to instruct, certain reforms that 
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are passed. We acknowledge the trans- 
parency and conditionality questions 
related to IMF. Those reforms are here. 
We will be requiring certain things of 
the countries that receive this aid. We 
will be putting more requirements on 
IMF in terms of the transparency, we 
acknowledge that. But, my friends, 
this is about jobs here at home and 
also security abroad. 

The House Banking Bill contains strong lan- 
guage on Conditionality and making the IMF 
more Accountable to Congress. 

The bill includes: 

Accountability. | think the American people 
should know what the IMF is doing with the 
money they have. Not surprisingly previous 
Congresses thought that an audit of IMF lend- 
ing activity was an important issue. The Na- 
tional Advisory Counsel—of which the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury is the chairman—is re- 
quired to report annually by April 1 to the Con- 
gress regarding IMF loans. | was shocked to 
find out that the most recent annual report 
filed by the Treasury covers 1992—and this 
was transmitted to Congress in December of 
1997! 

The Banking bill will require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to provide a semi-annual report 
to the Congress on certain IMF loans. 

The report would be a GAO “audit” of IMF 
loans—the amount, term, interest rate, dis- 
bursement schedule, etc. In addition, the re- 
port will include information regarding trade 
barriers in borrowing countries which may af- 
fect U.S. exporters as well as borrower coun- 
try export promotion policies which may result 
in dumping of foreign goods in the United 
States. And importantly, the Secretary of the 
Treasury would be required to testify annually 
before the Congress on the contents of such 
report. 

Let there be no mistake, | support full fund- 
ing of the IMF—but Congress needs to be in- 
formed and there needs to be accountability at 
the Treasury Department. Being 5 years be- 
hind in providing required reports is nothing 
short of outrageous and an insult to the legis- 
lative branch. It is for this reason that | will 
sponsor an amendment today. | urge my col- 
leagues on the Banking Committee to join me 
in supporting the Treasury Audit and Account- 
ability Amendment. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. KLINK). 

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, you are right, the 
House should not consider IMF funding 
just an hour before we all get on board 
planes to head toward home. We should 
have a full debate on this issue. 

Let me just give my colleagues one 
example of why we should be discussing 
this. The IMF is working on an amend- 
ment to its Articles of Agreement that 
would give the IMF the power to re- 
quire all member countries to liber- 
alize their laws regarding the flow of 
capital accounts. They would be the ul- 
timate enforcer of capital deregula- 
tion. All member countries, including 
the United States, would be told by the 
IMF what they could and could not do 
regarding the flow of capital. 
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If my colleagues want some inter- 
national bureaucrat to make that deci- 
sion instead of the elected Members of 
Congress, then we should pass this mo- 
tion. I think that there are some peo- 
ple probably who may disagree with 
me. The point is, we have not had a 
chance to study this issue, we have not 
had a chance to debate this issue. We 
are asked to come here at the end of a 
work week, after a two-week hiatus, 
and take up a very complex issue. And 
I think that the Members of this Con- 
gress deserve more, the people of this 
Nation need more, and whatever Mem- 
bers think about the MAI or the IMF, 
the one thing that they should know is 
that we should be making this decision 
after we study it and after we debate 
it. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentle- 
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI). 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. 

This evening we had a special oppor- 
tunity in this House of Representa- 
tives, and that is to accept a motion to 
instruct for a resolution that has 
strong bipartisan support in its com- 
mittee of jurisdiction. Many others 
have said it passed 40 to 9 with the sup- 
port of the Chair, the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) and the ranking 
member, the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. LAFALCE). 

It has a framework to address many 
of the concerns our colleagues have 
about the IMF, and frankly that I 
share, about the need for increased 
transparency, for conditionality that 
includes labor rights and environ- 
mental protections, and the moral haz- 
ard issue of do countries’ financial in- 
stitutions take risks unduly because 
they think there is an IMF bailout. 
This resolution, this provides the 
framework to increase that, and all of 
those concerns are trumped by the con- 
tagion clause. Contagion, that is the 
spread of what will happen to the cur- 
rencies in these countries, will have a 
terrible impact on workers in the 
United States. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to make one 
point very, very clearly. This is not a 
bailout, it is a loan. We get a credit, an 
asset for it. We are not bailing out, we 
are not giving money away. We are 
honoring our commitment. Even the 
staunchest critics of IMF say we need 
to do this replenishment now and then 
proceed with the reforms. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the very distin- 
guished gentleman from California 
(Mr. ROHRABACHER). 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
we should be debating this. I should 
have more than 1 minute, and I am not 
complaining to the gentleman from 
Louisiana (Mr. LIVINGSTON). It is a 
travesty to have this debate so that 
DANA ROHRABACHER has 1 minute to ex- 
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press himself on this issue. And the 
same with the rest of my colleagues. 
When are we going to stand up for our 
own rights in this body? 

Here we have the violation of the 
rights of our people to control their 
destiny, taken away from them by $18 
billion and given to some crook or 
some nincompoop overseas who has ba- 
sically driven their own financial insti- 
tutions into bankruptcy, and we can- 
not debate it for more than an hour. 
This is ridiculous, and it is as ridicu- 
lous as the idea of bailing out the IMF 
in the first place. 

I just returned from Asia. There are 
alternatives in Asia to this bailout. 
And yet if we force our money over 
there in this IMF bailout, it will under- 
cut the private efforts in that area to 
bail out their own problems. And what 
do they do with this money, this $18 
billion and the other money going over 
to Asia? It is used to finance factories 
that put out goods and services that 
put our own people out of work. 

It is immoral for us to give this 
money to foreigners after we have cut 
programs at home. We should not be 
bailing out the IMF, we should be bal- 
ancing our budget. And we should have 
a longer debate. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield unfortunately just 1 minute to 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
SOLOMON) my good friend, the very dis- 
tinguished chairman of the Committee 
on Rules. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I say to 
the gentleman if this were here under a 
rule we would have several hours to de- 
bate this and not several minutes. 

As my colleagues know, in the other 
body they are debating, my colleagues, 
the NATO expansion bill over there for 
Poland, Hungary and the Czech Repub- 
lic, and we have asked them to beef up 
their military so that they can inter- 
operate and communicate with our 
military to defend each others’ bound- 
aries. We are asking them to pay their 
fair share. 

Here the IMF is already warning 
these 3 countries they will not under- 
write economic development loans if 
the countries start jacking up the mili- 
tary budgets. That could cost us $19 
billion over the next 15 years. What is 
going wrong? 

We should go slow on this, we should 
ask the IMF, the socialist French econ- 
omist who is in charge of it, to come 
here and tell us why he is going against 
American foreign policy. We are foot- 
ing most of the bill; why do they not 
listen to us? 

This is going nowhere and we are 
going to see to it. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from California (Mr. Cox) 
the chairman of the Policy Committee 
of the Republican Conference. 

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me. 
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I would like to focus our attention on 
precisely where we are. We are being 
asked to increase the United States’ 
commitment to the International Mon- 
etary Fund by 45 percent over the long- 
standing level of U.S. support. We are 
being asked to add $18 billion to our 
commitment. Which works out, inci- 
dentally, to over $150 for every single 
working taxpayer in America. Can my 
colleagues imagine calling them up and 
asking for the money and telling them 
we only have time to debate this for an 
hour because it is not in the bill? We 
are adding it on the floor at the last 
minute. 

It has been pointed out here that the 
IMF needs some reform. We have got to 
exercise some leverage, even if we were 
going to give $18 billion to the IMF, if 
we want those reforms. But if we sim- 
ply sign on at the last minute without 
any questions, there will not be any re- 
forms. 

This proposal hurts American agri- 
culture because the IMF, as is well 
known, is going to continue its policy 
of supporting devaluations which hurt 
our market for exports. This hurts U.S. 
exporters. Without question, the IMF 
causes as many problems as it creates. 
This deserves real debate, has not any- 
thing to do with our El Nino storms, 
which is what this bill is supposed to 
be about. Keep it out. 
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self 30 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, it ought to be under- 
stood that we are not limited in debate 
today because of our choosing. We are 
limited in debate because we were de- 
nied the opportunity on the rule when 
this bill was considered to have a full- 
fledged debate on the IMF. We asked 
for that opportunity. Every person who 
voted against us on the rule has the re- 
sponsibility for the fact that we are 
limited only to one hour tonight. Do 
not blame us for the problem which 
you yourself created. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), the 
great whip of the majority party. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
chairman for all his hard work, and I 
appreciate being yielded this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
the motion to instruct. The question 
today, frankly, is not whether you sup- 
port the IMF. We will answer that 
question in due time. Instead, we have 
to ask whether this motion will speed 
up disaster assistance to the American 
people, or slow that assistance down. 

Clearly, if we pass this motion to in- 
struct conferees, we will complicate 
the process of getting needed assist- 
ance to Americans who have faced dis- 
asters in the last year. 

When it comes to the IMF, many of 
us continue to have strongly held and 
competing opinions. Why would one 
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want to mix that kind of under- 
standing and confusion? 

Some believe that we should give 
more money to the IMF, no matter 
what the consequences. Others of us be- 
lieve that the IMF is all too often not 
the solution, but rather the problem. 
Still others have opinions that fall 
somewhere in the middle. 

We all agree, however, that we should 
do our best to help Americans who 
have suffered from natural disasters. 
We also should all agree that our 
Armed Forces need the necessary funds 
to sustain them overseas. 

Mr. Chairman, I just urge my col- 
leagues to keep the process as simple 
as possible. Let us vote against this 
motion to instruct, and let us make 
sure that the American people are 
taken care of first. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. BOSWELL). 

Mr. BOSWELL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, a few weeks ago, not 
too long ago, several of us met with 
Mr. Greenspan, Mr. Rubin, and Mr. 
Glickman, and we had quite a good 
meeting. They agreed, and Rubin and 
Greenspan do not always agree on ev- 
erything, but they agreed that day IMF 
is very, very important to us. I think 
the question came from at least a half 
a dozen different approaches, and some 
of you may have been there, too. 

Is there risk in this? Mr. Greenspan 
said that we have never lost a dime on 
this; that there is always hard collat- 
eral. They also said that it is their 
opinion, the three of them, that the hit 
on this, if the Asian economy does go 
down, would be on agriculture. 

In our State, 40 percent of our pro- 
duction is exported. That is important. 
Forty percent. Then I remembered as I 
reviewed the figures on the trade bal- 
ance that it is up $26-$27 billion, but 
that agriculture is on the plus side. We 
cannot afford to take that risk. 

Now, if these people tell us that this 
is a line of credit, that they may not 
use it, but it ought to be there to save 
our economy, we ought to give it seri- 
ous thought. 

Mr. Speaker, I support this. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin- 
guished gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
KUCINICH). 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I am 
urging my colleagues to vote no on the 
motion to instruct. Congress gives in- 
structions to the IMF. There has been 
over 2,000 opportunities for the IMF to 
listen to the concerns of the American 
people, and each time the people have 
been ignored. As a matter of fact, the 
Executive Director of the IMF has only 
voted 12 of those 2,000 times. 

They have been absent without 
leave” at the IMF. Over and over they 
have ignored the will of the people and 
the will of the Congress. AWOL on 
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labor rights, AWOL on environmental 
rights, AWOL on human rights. 

So we are now going to tell this Con- 
gress that they are going to guarantee 
labor and environmental rights? That 
is baloney. Vote against the IMF, vote 
against the motion to instruct, and 
vote to stand up to this international 
financial cartel, which is destructive of 
jobs and human rights all over this 
world. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. VENTO). 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Obey motion to instruct. 
The fact is that the money is already 
in the Senate bill. The question is, are 
we going to give them any guidance, 
any further guidance, on how to use it? 

So the IMF wants what every bu- 
reaucracy wants, all the money and all 
the flexibility they can get. We are 
limiting them. The fact is there is an 
urgency to the passage of this money. 
There are 62 nations out of 183 that 
have loans, 183 Members of the IMF 
that have loans. It is obvious with the 
recessions or lack of growth in the Eu- 
ropean and Asian marketplaces that 
that does constitute the opportunity 
for our markets in terms of trade. 

This is a fight really about those of 
us that are really wanting to have a 
free market and free trade to occur. We 
have a battle going on right now in 
terms of those markets. If the Amer- 
ican model and the model of free mar- 
kets does not work, and it is going to 
fail, we have to have mechanisms in 
place that can prevent it from going 
down to ground zero. That is what the 
IMF does. 

All of us admit the IMF is not per- 
fect, but what other tool do you have 
to go to? If you are in the middle of the 
ocean facing a storm, I do not think 
the idea to jump overboard and start 
swimming is a good one. That is what 
the Members of this Congress are pro- 
posing to do. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS). 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the distinguished Chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi- 
tion to the motion to instruct con- 
ferees to provide funding to the fiscally 
unsound IMF. 

Mr. Speaker, for a moment let us 
consider a conversation down in my 
district with Alice and John Moore. If 
Bob Newhart could do this, he could do 
a much better job than I am going to 
do. 

I knock on the door and I say, 
“Hello, Alice and John. I am your Con- 
gressman. Tonight I am going to vote 
to fund the IMF.” 

They say, What is the IMF?” 

I say, “This is an international fund, 
not from the United States, that is 
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going to take your tax dollars and give 
it to Indonesia, South Korea, Thailand 
and others to help bail them out.” 

They say, Mr. Stearns, you are my 
Congressman. Why are you doing 
this?” 

‘Well, let me tell you, there is an 
elite group in Congress, in the Senate, 
particularly down at the White House, 
who thinks they can spend your money 
overseas with these countries.” 

“Why haven’t these countries taken 
care of themselves?” This is Alice talk- 
ing about her and her two daughters, 
and she is talking also about John, his 
paying the bills. She is saying if I can 
take care of my family, if I can take 
care of my bills, why can’t Indonesia, 
South Korea and these others take care 
of theirs? 

“The bottom line, there is a little 
group in Washington that thinks we 
need to tax you higher so we can pay 
the IMF.” 

Vote against this motion. 

Mr. Speaker. | rise in strong opposition to 
the Motion to Instruct Conferees to provide full 
funding to the fiscally unsound International 
Monetary Fund and to provide the fiscally irre- 
sponsible United Nations with alleged arrear- 
ages owed by our nation. 

This Motion to instruct is being offered 
under the guise of an Emergency Supple- 
mental Appropriation. 

Let me be clear. The International Monetary 
Fund is not currently suffering an emergency. 
The money that has been pledged by the IMF 
to Indonesia, Thailand, and South Korea to 
combat their fiscal crisis is already provided. 

Let me reiterate that point. By denying this 
Motion to Instruct and by denying any IMF 
money as part of a Supplemental Appropria- 
tion we will not harm the ongoing financial 
bailout of these Asian nations. 

The IMF and its proponents scream that 
they cannot handle a crisis and that the IMF 
immediately needs $18 billion from the Amer- 
ican taxpayer. How ludicrous. 

Since the financial crisis started in Asia in 
the Summer of 1997, there has been no other 
financial crisis that required the assistance of 
the IMF. In fact, the economic situation has 
settled down in East Asia and there is the be- 
ginnings of an economic recovery. 

The IMF has, right now, more than $75 bil- 
lion to combat financial crises. The IMF has 
an estimated $50 billion in reserve right now 
in addition to $25 billion in an emergency ac- 
count. On top of all that, the IMF will receive 
$28 billion in loan payments from other bor- 
rowing nations to the IMF by the end of the 
Year 2000. 

With all that said, by the end of 2000, the 
IMF will have over $100 billion in reserve for 
their uses. Plus, these Asian nations will be 
paying back the $120 billion that they have 
borrowed from the IMF in the last few months. 

Is a $200 bilion IMF reserve fund not 
enough? This attempt to increase the IMF 
quota is not to deal with any emergencies, but 
is a naked attempt to expand bureaucracy and 
the scope of the IMF. 

The IMF wants to play a dominant role in 
the world’s economic policies, not simply aid 
nations in distress. The IMF has even tried to 
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tell the United States what its economic poli- 


cies oT to be. 

The IMF is so arrogant that they still refuse 
to give Congress documents that we have re- 
quested over and over again that will give us 
more detail about how poor the IMF's policies 
are. 

| urge my colleagues to soundly defeat this 
Motion. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentlewoman from Con- 
necticut (Mrs. JOHNSON). 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, in my 30 seconds, let me say 
I rise in strong support of this motion. 
I regret having to support this proce- 
dure, but in spite of my great respect 
for my chairman of the Committee on 
Appropriations, the gentleman from 
Louisiana (Mr. LIVINGSTON) and for his 
fairness, there is no way we can get 
this issue of funding for the IMF on the 
floor as a clean debate, where we vote 
up or down on IMF funding, without 
unrelated issues that constitute legis- 
lating on appropriations bills, which is 
against our rules, but has been allowed 
in regard to this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support IMF 
funding. It is definitely jobs in my dis- 
trict. This House bailed out the S&L’s 
because we knew we had to minimize 
the damage, so we need to involve our- 
selves in this loan program to contain 
the Asian problem. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. PAUL). 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong objection to this motion. This 
should be a very easy vote for all of us; 
we should all vote no. They already 
have $35 billion of our money. They 
want $18 biliion more. That is $53 bil- 
lion. 

Think about it. Some of you would 
like to spend that on the military, on 
national defense. That would not be 
too bad an idea. Others might want to 
spend it on domestic welfare programs. 
This would be a better idea than bail- 
ing out rich bankers and foreign gov- 
ernments. Besides, there are some of us 
who would like to give the $53 billion 
back to the American people and lower 
their taxes. But to give them another 
$18 billion does not make any sense. 

Then to come to us and say it will 
not cost the taxpayers any money is 
absurd. Why do they come here and try 
to sneak through this appropriation 
with a parliamentary trick, if it is not 
going to cost the taxpayers any 
money? Certainly it is going to cost 
the taxpayers money. It adds to the na- 
tional debt, and we have to pay inter- 
est on the national debt. This is a cost. 

Now, the Director of the IMF had an 
interesting proposal. He said this will 
not cost us anything because it is com- 
ing out of the Central Bank. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM). 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, these 
elite groups that we heard talked about 
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a moment ago that are sneaking this 
through include the American Farm 
Bureau Federation, Dairy Farmers of 
America, National Cattlemen’s Beef 
Association and, U.S. Wheat Associ- 
ates. 

To all of these who have suggested 
that we are spending taxpayer money, 
you are not reading the facts. You 
know better than to stand here in the 
well and tell our colleagues who are 
not here that we are going to be appro- 
priating this money, when we have not 
appropriated one penny in the history 
of the IMF. 

Why are we here for the IMF? Be- 
cause it is in America’s best interests. 
It has been ever since we have had the 
IMF, and it is today. 

To those who want the reforms, I 
agree with you on that. And let us look 
at the Wall Street Journal of April 10. 
“IMF moves are expected to force open 
markets.” We are doing all of the 
things that critics who usually we 
agree on are saying we need to do, but 
the only way we can get it done is to 
bring this bill and have this action 
done. 

If we had not had this in place, we 
could not have had GSM-102 funding 
for agriculture that has been very suc- 
cessful in building up markets. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, does the 
gentleman think money grows on 
trees? Where does the IMF get the 
money, if Congress does not give it to 
them? Why are we voting on this to- 
night, if the gentleman does not think 
we are going to appropriate? Could the 
gentleman explain that? 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, re- 
claiming my time, these are loan 
funds. When loan funds are granted and 
paid back, there is no loss to the tax- 
payers of America. The gentleman 
knows this and I know this. 

Mr. STEARNS. The money is guaran- 
teed by the taxpayers of this country, 
and the money is given to them. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Guaranteed'' is 
correct. But the bottom line is, is it a 
good investment and for whom is it a 
good investment? It is a good invest- 
ment for American agriculture. And to 
those who continue to drag your feet 
and say we could not even bring this 
bill up and consider it, to those who 
continue to do that, you are in danger 
of doing irreparable harm to the Amer- 
ican farmer and rancher, because we 
depend upon world trade, and we are a 
part of a 182-nation group that is at- 
tempting to have organized trade. 

For us to continue to drag our feet 
can do irreparable harm to the Amer- 
ican farmer, and when you vote no on 
this, understand that. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to yield 1 minute to the gen- 
tleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT). 
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Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, this 
bill is to provide supplemental emer- 
gency aid. I thought it was to provide 
supplemental emergency aid to the 
Southeast United States of America, 
not Southeast Asia. I thought it was to 
provide emergency aid for American 
citizens, not for foreign citizens. 

Leave this bill alone. We were elected 
to the Congress of the United States, 
not to the Council of the United Na- 
tions. If the International Monetary 
Fund is worthy, the International Mon- 
etary Fund should stand on its own 
merit, not on the backs of American 
victims of great disasters which brings 
us to the floor about this bill. 

This is about emergency aid for 
American families, for victims of great 
disasters. Leave the bill alone. If you 
want to do something about the IMF, 
bring it up; let it stand on its own mer- 
its. 

Quite frankly, I think we are too 
international around here, and we 
should be taking care of the Midwest a 
hell of a lot more than we take care of 
these countries overseas. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
seconds to the distinguished gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN). 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, this bill 
does not spend $18 billion, it will not 
cost $150 to the taxpayers. What will 
cost the American taxpayer is chaos in 
Asia. The IMF has made mistakes, but 
more often than not, it led to liberal- 
ization of trade. Look at Poland, Esto- 
nia, Uganda and Egypt. 

Globalization is changing. For the 
first time, we have a bill that says an 
international institution has to pay at- 
tention to labor market conditions and 
the environment. Vote for this instruc- 
tion. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2½ minutes to the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
ARMEY), the Majority Leader of the 
House. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, what is this IMF that 
wants $18 billion of our money? Where 
did they come from and what do they 
do? I am shocked and appalled at how 
little we know about the IMF. We 
know a little bit about its history, but 
we do not know a thing about how it 
does business. 

We have an international financial 
institution that purports to manage 
international markets and commerce, 
has failed in its originally intended 
mission, and now intends to self-de- 
scribe a new mission so that it can be- 
come an international deposit insur- 
ance corporation. 

It is run by a French Keynesian, who 
operates the agency at such levels of 
secrecy that we have no idea how they 
come by the decisions. It is alleged by 
many fine scholars to have been the 
agency that caused the Asian flu first 
by forcing the Thais to devalue their 
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currency. It seems to have a consistent 
track record of opposing tax decreases 
and requiring tax increases. 

Now, even for a Keynesian, you have 
got it backwards. This is the tax- 
payers’ hard-earned dollars. We are 
being asked by this agency, that oper- 
ates in secrecy, Give us the money, or 
more catastrophe will come.” Many 
fine scholars believe that the catas- 
trophe we have called the Asian flu 
was, in fact, created by the IMF. 
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There is an old adage in economics, 
Mr. Speaker: When the government as- 
sumes the risk, nobody assumes the 
risk. If we have an agency out there 
with taxpayers’ dollars, that sends a 
message out, Mr. and Mrs. Inter- 
national Investor, irrespective of the 
denominations in which you will make 
risky, careless decisions, do not worry 
about it. We will be there with a bail- 
out, decisions made in countries that 
practice the worst kinds of failed crony 
capitalism. No, we need to study this 
issue. We need to understand this. 

I understand that there are indus- 
tries and sectors of the American econ- 
omy that feel they themselves are at 
risk. But will they, in fact, not put 
their own industries, agriculture, even, 
at worse risk if, in fact, the IMF is in- 
deed the perpetrator and not the savior 
in international crises? We need to un- 
derstand this. They need to come 
clean. 

They need to be willing to tell us who 
they are, how they do business, how de- 
cisions are made, by what criteria, on 
what empirical data, and through what 
historical precedents they base their 
judgments. They have a failed track 
record. They are not a good bet. 

If I were to take $18 of my own 
money out and bet it on a racehorse, I 
would not bet it on one that I had ob- 
served consistently running the wrong 
way in the dark of night. No, I would 
bet it on a racehorse that was running 
the right way and winning the race. 

Members are asking me to bet $18 bil- 
lion of the taxpayers’ money. I am tell- 
ing the Members, they are asking me 
to bet on a blind racehorse going the 
wrong way and dragging too many oth- 
ers with it. I need to know more. It is 
our duty to know more. If we do not 
see it as our constitutional duty, let us 
see it as a matter of the basic, funda- 
mental dignity and integrity of the 
House of Representatives. 

Members could not come to me today 
through any agency of the American 
government, working on behalf of the 
American people immediately and di- 
rectly, and say, give them $18 billion, 
no strings attached, no questions 
asked. We would certainly laugh them 
out of the body. Why would we do that 
for an international agency that re- 
fuses to reform and refuses to even tell 
us how they do business? 

Certainly, they are a grand institu- 
tion. Certainly, they are wrapped in 
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wonderful, international mystique. But 
because they are mysterious, is that 
the reason to give them more money 
more easily, with less consideration 
than we would give even an agency of 
our own government? No. 

The answer is, vote no. We will dis- 
cuss this at greater length later. We 
will hold the hearings. We will under- 
stand it later better. It just very well 
may be that we conclude, after thor- 
ough, full, complete understanding 
that we ought not to bet on this blind 
horse at any time. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BENTSEN). 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, with all 
due respect to my colleague from 
Texas, in the debate I have heard today 
there are a great deal of Members here 
who in fact do not understand the IMF 
and do not understand the situation, 
but the fact is this. I am not going to 
get into the details, because I don’t 
have enough time, but if we wanted to, 
we did not have to take 3 weeks off 
over the Easter recess. We could have 
passed the supplemental with the dis- 
aster relief. We could have done the 
work on this. We could have taken sev- 
eral hours and debated the IMF. But 
the leadership chose not to do that. 

We are all paid the same, and we are 
all here to work. We have important 
issues we have to deal with. The IMF is 
a very important issue. If the United 
States fails to act on this in what is a 
liquidity facility, the rest of the world 
will see it, the markets will see it, and 
the markets will be very efficient in 
how they will treat it, and we will see 
what will happen to the East Asian 
economies and the effect on the Amer- 
ican economy. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi- 
gan (Mr. BONIOR), the distinguished Mi- 
nority Whip. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I share some of the con- 
cerns that have been expressed on this 
floor this evening. I would not be in 
this well today to support a bill that 
endorsed the status quo. This bill is 
about reform. This vote is about re- 
form. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. LEACH), the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. LAFALCE), and the 
Committee on Banking and Financial 
Services, who in an overwhelming vote, 
40 to 9, endorsed the first major revi- 
sions and reform of the International 
Monetary Fund. 

They put for the first time in 50 
years working men and women at the 
table. They put for the first time the 
concerns of our fragile Earth at the 
table. They did this in a responsible 
way. I would have liked more, but I 
think they did the right thing, and 
they moved things forward in a respon- 
sible way. 
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Mr. Speaker, this bill sets labor 
standards and environmental standards 
and accountability standards and 
transparency for the IMF in a way that 
we have never seen before. It will, Mr. 
Speaker, for the first time, allow peo- 
ple to assemble, to organize, to bargain 
collectively. It will take on sweatshops 
and child labor. It will do the things 
that we all talk about around here, but 
we have not been able to accomplish 
through these lending institutions. 

So I say to my friends, this is a good 
bill. Not only will it do it, it will set up 
a watchdog group, including represent- 
atives from business, from labor, from 
agriculture, and from NGO groups to 
watch what they are doing and to re- 
port back to the public. It will require 
our Secretary of the Treasury to meet 
on a regular basis defined in the bill 
with different groups and issue a report 
card on how we are doing in these 
areas. 

It is a good piece of legislation. I 
urge my colleagues to vote yes on the 
motion to recommit, so we can begin 
the process of changing how we do 
business in this world. The world is a 
different place. These international or- 
ganizations must reform to the reality 
of a different place. This bill helps do 
it. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield the balance of my time 
to the very distinguished Speaker of 
the House, the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. GINGRICH). 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
very much my friend, the gentleman 
from Louisiana, for yielding time to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, let me say that I rise 
first to point out that the bill which we 
are actually going to conference on is, 
in fact, an important, urgent bill. In 
my State, for example, where we have 
had significant tornado damage, and 
my friends from Alabama, who can re- 
port on their tornado damage, Ten- 
nessee, other places around the coun- 
try, where there are real problems, we 
are trying to get the aid to the Federal 
Emergency Management Administra- 
tion. That is urgent. 

The Secretary of Defense has indi- 
cated if we do not get this bill finished 
and to the President before May 1, that 
he will have to begin to initiate laying 
off personnel, laying off contracts, cut- 
ting off training. That is urgent. So 
this is an important supplemental bill 
that is urgent. 

The Committee on Appropriations re- 
ported out a second bill, a bill which is 
not quite on as fast a track, but which 
will in fact be considered by the House. 
But I cannot help but draw to the 
House’s attention who has been lec- 
turing us today on international trade: 
Members who voted against NAFTA, 
Members who were prepared to vote 
against fast track, Members who have 
made a career out of protectionism, 
Members who are dedicated to not 
being part of the world market. 
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They now get up to lecture us, those 
of us who voted for NAFTA, those of us 
who supported fast track, those of us 
who actually believe in the world mar- 
ket, and we are to be told, rush this 
thing through; make sure that you get 
$24 billion or $18 billion down to the 
International Monetary Fund, or what- 
ever number the Secretary of the 
Treasury sends up. Do not look at it. 
Do not ask questions about it. Do not 
explore it. Send the money. Because 
after all, it is only money. 

Now, I believe we have an obligation 
to the people of America to look criti- 
cally at the International Monetary 
Fund. Former Secretary of the Treas- 
ury Bill Simon has said, abolish it, it is 
obsolete. He happens to be a man who 
has made a great deal of money in 
international trade. But ignore him for 
a moment. 

Former Secretary of State, former 
Secretary of the Treasury, former Sec- 
retary of Commerce, former Secretary 
of Labor, this is all the same person, 
George Schultz at Stanford University, 
one of the most respected international 
figures in American government his- 
tory, has said, abolish it, it is obsolete, 
it no longer serves a function. When 
Bretton Woods died, it died. It is a 
large, expensive bureaucracy finding a 
new excuse to mess things up. 

But we are not suggesting that we 
abolish it. We are suggesting we ask 
some questions. For example, the 
International Monetary Fund is con- 
sistently wrong. There is a very signifi- 
cant report that says it is the IMF 
which caused the bank crisis in Indo- 
nesia. There is a significant study 
which says it is the IMF which caused 
Thailand first to quit fixing its money, 
then to float its money, and then to 
suffer from an economic disaster. We 
know from Latin America it is routine 
for the International Monetary Fund 
to go in and say, raise taxes; take care 
of the international banks, but raise 
taxes. 

Let us talk about the crisis in bank- 
ing. Two major U.S. banks reported 
yesterday that they had had record 
profits. None of the big banks are suf- 
fering out of Indonesia. They have 
made their money. They are not suf- 
fering out of South Korea. But what 
does the International Monetary Fund 
answer? Raise taxes on the working 
poor. 

I hear people come to this floor who 
claim they represent the workers, who 
say they are for an international bank 
institution that is totally secret, that 
is run by a bureaucrat whose major 
policy is to raise taxes on workers in 
the Third World to pay off New York 
banks. That does not sound like popu- 
lism to me. 

But let me go a step further. We were 
told at Thanksgiving, I got the phone 
calls, big crisis in Asia, everything is 
going to collapse by Christmas. We 
were told at Christmas, big crisis in 
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Asia, everything is going to collapse by 
mid January. We were told in January, 
big crisis, might even lead to a war in 
Korea. We were told in February, big 
crisis, could be bad by March. 

But do Members know what we were 
told, over and over? Japan is not the 
problem, because all of Japan's debt is 
denominated in yen, and the Japanese 
can cope with it, and they have $270 
billion in reserve. Do Members know 
what the statement was this week? We 
have to have this money for Japan; 
which is, by the way, intellectually 
nonsense, because the IMF does not 
have enough money to deal with Japan. 

So what is really at stake here? We 
believe, on behalf of the taxpayers, 
that we have the right as the Congress 
to ask some very tough questions of a 
multi-billion dollar bureaucratic insti- 
tution that is totally secret. 

I will start with question number 
one: If they think tax increases are so 
good, how come no staff member of the 
IMF pays any taxes anywhere in the 
world? They do not pay taxes in the 
U.S., and they do not pay taxes in their 
home country. So the French leader of 
the IMF pays no taxes in socialist 
France while advocating tax increases. 
Maybe if the IMF staff paid taxes, they 
would not be as excited about tax in- 
creases. 

Let me give just one quick example 
of how out of touch with reality the 
IMF is. This is their annual report for 
1997 in which they recommend that we 
not have tax cuts because they are 
worried that the budget will not be bal- 
anced. This is their annual report lead- 
ing into this year. 

Now, we are the most transparent 
Nation in the world. There is more in- 
formation available about us than any 
other country. We are going to have a 
surplus this year of somewhere be- 
tween $18 billion, the inaccurate low 
and defensive Congressional Budget Of- 
fice number, because they are like the 
IMF, they are bureaucrats, and the free 
market estimate of $50 to $80 billion. 

If the IMF is wrong about the surplus 
of the United States of America, when 
it is headquartered in Washington, 
could it be possible that their bureau- 
crats do not have a clue about how the 
modern, instantaneous real-time 
worldwide money markets work, and 
could it be possible that their advice is 
consistently wrong? 

They said as late as July 28, 1997, 
that, Many directors also indicated 
that a faster pace of fiscal consolida- 
tion by bringing forward spending cuts 
and delaying tax cuts than that envi- 
sioned in the balanced budget agree- 
ment would help to contain demand 
pressures and enhance the plan's credi- 
bility, as well as increase the latitude 
for countercyclical fiscal policy.” 

What does that mean? It means as 
late as July last year, when we were 
bringing the budget agreement to the 
floor, they were against tax cuts, they 
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were for deeper spending cuts. They did 
not have a clue about the politics of 
the country their headquarters is in, 
and their policy was exactly back- 
wards. 


o 1900 


It was a big tax increase, big govern- 
ment, socialized policy. 

So here is my proposition. We have 
several hearings coming up. The Joint 
Economic Committee under Chairman 
SAXTON will be holding hearings. 
Former Secretary George Schultz has 
agreed to come and testify. Others will 
be asked to testify. I am certain our 
friends on the left who would like to 
have more taxes and bigger bureauc- 
racy will have a chance to come and 
testify. 

When we have finished the hearings 
and we are prepared to have appro- 
priate requirements to get trans- 
parency and accountability out of the 
International Monetary Fund, we will 
bring an appropriate bill to the floor 
this year in the appropriate way. 

But for my friends who are protec- 
tionists, who opposed NAFTA and who 
opposed Fast Track, to come to the 
floor and lecture the rest of us on the 
world market and demand that we 
move in ignorance now, before we can 
learn anything, I think is highly inap- 
propriate. 

I hope every Member will vote this 
down on behalf of defending the Amer- 
ican taxpayer, so we can get an effec- 
tive IMF program that in fact truly 
helps American agriculture and truly 
helps American exporters. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self 10 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, I would simply say to 
the distinguished Speaker, those of us 
who voted against NAFTA and Fast 
Track want to be involved in the world 
market, but in ways that are fair to 
workers and not just investors and 
CEOs. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of 
my time to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT), 
the minority leader. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I urge 
Members to vote for this motion to in- 
struct. I obviously reject the Speaker’s 
categorization of some of us as protec- 
tionists. I voted for Fast Track when 
George Bush was President. I voted for 
the WTO. I stand ready to vote for Fast 
Track for President Clinton if we can 
have the proper provisions to recognize 
the rights and the needs of workers and 
the environment. I was ready to vote 
for a NAFTA that had sufficient teeth 
in the side agreements. 

To refresh everybody’s memory, it 
was not long ago that the Speaker and 
I were called to the White House with 
then Majority Leader Dole and Mr. 
DASCHLE, and the President and Bob 
Rubin and Allen Greenspan told us that 
there was a crash happening in Mexico, 
this was after NAFTA was passed, and 
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that we needed to replenish funds for 
the IMF so that Mexico could be bailed 
out. 

We all said that we thought it was 
necessary to do that because there was 
no good for America in Mexico going 
bankrupt. But after we came back to 
the House and consulted on both sides 
of the aisle, we found there was not a 
good deal of support for doing that. 
And so the President, using a Justice 
Department opinion, decided to go 
ahead with that loan. 

One of the reasons they felt it was 
important to do that was because while 
Mexico was going down, something was 
happening that none of them had ever 
seen before. That was, developing coun- 
tries’ economies all over the world, 
Thailand, Indonesia, were going down. 

Mr. Speaker, we are in a new world. 
And in that new world, technology has 
put us at a point where when one devel- 
oping country has a horrible problem it 
begins to invade the economies of all 
the developing countries in the world. I 
believe the President did the right 
thing in using the IMF and Treasury 
funds to do something to help Mexico. 
As a result of that, the problem was 
stemmed across the world. Mexico is 
paying that loan off. In fact, most of it 
is already paid off with interest. 

The problem we face now is greater 
than the problem we faced with Mexico 
because it is not just one country that 
is experiencing trouble, it is six or 
seven or eight in Asia. 

Now, the Speaker says there is no 
rush and that he thought people were 
kind of overstating the problem a few 
months ago. Well, I do not think they 
were overstating the problem. But they 
were able, because they had funds 
available to commit, to go to these 
countries and to keep them from going 
into bankruptcy. So because of the ex- 
istence of the IMF and the ability to do 
this, we have avoided tremendous prob- 
lems. 

There is no good for any worker or 
any business in the United States to 
have any of these countries fail. Even 
with that in place, they may fail. And 
when we criticize the IMF, and I am 
sure there is a lot to criticize, I think 
we have to keep in our mind a little bit 
of humility about what is going on 
here. Let us face it, nobody at the IMF, 
nobody at Treasury, nobody at the 
World Bank, and I dare say nobody in 
the world really knows how to do what 
we are trying to do. 

We are literally trying to build a new 
architecture in our world for world 
trade. The truth is crony capitalism is 
not consistent with capitalism. And I 
now believe we cannot really have cap- 
italism unless we ultimately have de- 
mocracy and human rights. But we 
also know we cannot get those things 
to be achieved overnight, and so we 
have got to have a little bit of humility 
about what we know will work and 
what can bring these countries back to 
economic health. 
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Mr. Speaker, it is great to have a 
pledge that we may get to vote on this 
before the year is out. We could wake 
up tomorrow morning or next month or 
the month after that and be in a world 
of trouble. The IMF, the truth is, does 
not have the ability to deal with these 
problems now. We have a chance to- 
night to vote to instruct the conferees 
to try to pull some of this funding into 
this bill. We may be sorry, we all may 
be sorry, if this bill does not contain 
the monies that the IMF needs. 

This is an important moment. None 
of us will like a world that is in free 
fall, and it will be in free fall very 
quickly if they cannot move and act to 
stem problems that we have never seen 
before in the history of the world. 

I ask Members and beseech Members 
to act responsibly tonight and vote 
“yes” for this motion to instruct, so we 
have a chance to bring to this bill the 
kind of funding that it needs for the 
good of the world. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SNOWBARGER). All time has expired. 

Without objection, the previous ques- 
tion is ordered on the motion to in- 
struct. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to instruct 
offered by the gentleman from Wis- 
consin (Mr. OBEY). 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 186, noes 222, 
not voting 24, as follows: 


[Roll No. 109] 
AYES—186 

Abercrombie DeGette Hooley 
Ackerman Delahunt Houghton 
Allen DeLauro Hoyer 
Andrews Deutsch Jackson (IL) 
Baesler Dicks Jackson-Lee 
Baldacci Dingell (TX) 
Barrett (NE) Doggett John 
Barrett (WI) Dooley Johnson (CT) 
Becerra Edwards Johnson (WI) 
Bentsen Engel Johnson, E. B. 
Bereuter Eshoo Kanjorski 
Berman Etheridge Kennedy (MA) 
Blagojevich Farr Kennedy (RD 
Blumenauer Fawell Kennelly 
Bonior Fazio Kildee 
Borski Ford Kilpatrick 
Boswell Frank (MA) Kind (WI) 
Boucher Frost Kleczka 
Boyd Furse Kolbe 
Brown (CA) Gejdenson LaFalce 
Brown (FL) Gephardt LaHood 
Capps Gilchrest Lampson 
Cardin Gilman Lantos 
Castle Gordon Latham 
Christensen Green LaTourette 
Clayton Gutierrez Lazio 
Clement Hall (OH) Leach 
Clyburn Hamilton Lee 
Coyne Harman Levin 
Cramer Hefner Lewis (GA) 
Cummings Hilliard Lofgren 
Davis (FL) Hinchey Lowey 
Davis (IL) Hinojosa Luther 
Davis (VA) Holden Maloney (CT) 
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Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
Mcintyre 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Millender- 
McDonald 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Ney 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 


Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barcia 


Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brady 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 


Cannon 
Carson 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 


Cubin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 


Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Pickett 


Rush 


Everett 
Ewing 
Filner 
Foley 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gibbons 


Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 


Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 

Inglis 
Jenkins 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kasich 
Kelly 

Kim 

King (NY) 
Kingston 
Klink 

Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
Largent 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 


Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith, Adam 
Snyder 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Stupak 
Tauscher 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Torres 
Towns 
Turner 
Velázquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wynn 


McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McKeon 
McKinney 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller (CA) 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Northup 
Norwood 


Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 


Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 

Ryun 

Salmon 
Sanders 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer, Dan 
Schaffer, Bob 
Sensenbrenner 


Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith, Linda 
Snowbarger 
Solomon 
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Souder Thomas Watts (OK) 
Spence Thompson Weldon (FL) 
Stearns Thornberry Weldon (PA) 
Strickland Thune Weller 
Stump Tiahrt White 
Sununu Traficant Whitfield 
Talent Upton Wicker 
Tauzin Walsh Wolf 
Taylor (MS) Wamp Young (AK) 
Taylor (NC) Watkins Young (FL) 
NOT VOTING—24 
Bateman Fox Miller (FL) 
Boehner Gonzalez Morella 
Burr Hastert Paxon 
Clay Hastings (FL) Poshard 
Coble Istook Reyes 
Dixon Jefferson Stark 
Fattah Kaptur Tanner 
Forbes Meek (FL) Yates 
O 1929 
Ms. MCKINNEY and Mr. BLUNT 


changed their vote from “aye” to “no.” 

So the motion to instruct was re- 
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, | regret | could 
not be present to vote on the Motion to In- 
struct Conferees on IMF funding. | am attend- 
ing a special family milestone—my oldest 
son’s graduation from college. Had | been 
present | would have voted Nay. 


O 1930 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). Without objection, the Chair 
appoints the following conferees: 
Messrs. LIVINGSTON, MCDADE, YOUNG of 
Florida, REGULA, LEWIS of California, 
PORTER, ROGERS, SKEEN, WOLF, KOLBE, 
PACKARD, CALLAHAN, WALSH, OBEY, 
YATES, STOKES, MURTHA, SABO, FAZIO 
of California, HOYER; Ms. KAPTUR and 
Ms. PELOSI. 

There was no objection. 


——— 


APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 3130, CHILD SUPPORT PER- 
FORMANCE AND INCENTIVE ACT 
OF 1998 


Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 3130) 
to provide for an alternative penalty 
procedure for States that fail to meet 
Federal child support data processing 
requirements, to reform Federal incen- 
tive payments for effective child sup- 
port performance, to provide for a more 
flexible penalty procedure for States 
that violate interjurisdictional adop- 
tion requirements, to amend the Immi- 
gration and Nationality Act to make 
certain aliens determined to be delin- 
quent in the payment of child support 
inadmissible and ineligible for natu- 
ralization, and for other purposes, with 
Senate amendments thereto, disagree 
to the Senate amendments, and request 
a conference with the Senate thereon. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Florida? The Chair hears 


6567 


none and, without objection, appoints 
the following conferees: 

From the Committee on Ways and 
Means, for consideration of the House 
bill and Senate amendments and modi- 
fications committed to conference: 

Messrs. ARCHER, SHAW, CAMP, RAN- 
GEL, and LEVIN. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Education and the 
Workforce, for consideration of section 
401 of the Senate amendment and modi- 
fications committed to conference: 


Messrs. GOODLING, FAWELL, and 
PAYNE. 
There was no objection. 

— — 


APPOINTMENT OF ADDITIONAL 
CONFEREES ON H.R. 2400, BUILD- 
ING EFFICIENT SURFACE TRANS- 
PORTATION AND EQUITY ACT OF 
1998 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the Chair appoints the fol- 
lowing additional conferees on H.R. 
2400: 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Science, for consider- 
ation of section 312(d) and Title VI of 
the House bill and sections 1119, 1206, 
and Title II of the Senate bill and 
modifications committed to con- 
ference: 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mrs. MORELLA, 
and Mr. BROWN of California. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Speaker will appoint additional con- 
ferees at a subsequent time. 

The Clerk will inform the Senate of 
the change in conferees. 

— 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 


(Mr. BONIOR asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) 
to inquire from the distinguished Ma- 
jority Whip the schedule for today, the 
rest of the week, and next week. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I appre- 
ciate my friend the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. BONIOR), the distin- 
guished Minority Whip, yielding to me. 

I am pleased to announce, Mr. Speak- 
er, that we have concluded legislative 
business for the week. The House will 
next meet on Monday, April 27, for a 
pro forma session. There will be no leg- 
islative business and no votes that day. 

On Tuesday, April 28, the House will 
meet at 12:30 p.m. for the morning hour 
and 2 p.m. for legislative business. 

On Tuesday, we will consider a num- 
ber of bills under suspension of the 
rules, a list of which will be distributed 
to Members’ offices. Members should 
note that we do not expect any re- 
corded votes before 5:00 on Tuesday, 
April 28. 

On Wednesday, April 29, and Thurs- 
day, April 30, the House will meet at 10 
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a.m. to consider the following legisla- 
tion: 

A bill to establish a prohibition re- 
garding illegal drugs and the distribu- 
tion of hypodermic needles; H.R. 6, the 
Higher Education Amendment of 1998; 
H.R. 1872, the Communications Sat- 
ellite Competition and Privatization 
Act of 1997; H.R. 3546, the National Dia- 
logue on Social Security Act of 1998; 
and S. 1502, the District of Columbia 
Student Opportunity Scholarship Act 
of 1997. 

Next week, we also hope to consider 
the conference report to the Emer- 
gency Supplemental Appropriations 
Act. 

Mr. Speaker, we hope to conclude 
legislative business for the week by 6 
p.m. on Thursday, April 30. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, reclaim- 
ing my time, would the gentleman en- 
tertain a few questions? 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I would be 
glad to. 

Mr. BONIOR. Campaign finance re- 
form. When? When do we expect to 
have that before the body? 

Mr. DELAY. Well, as the gentleman 
knows, we are all excited about bring- 
ing campaign finance reform to the 
floor. 

Mr. BONIOR. I can tell on your face 
that you are just overjoyed. 

Mr. DELAY. And we hope to bring the 
campaign finance reform when it has 
had open and fair discussion sometime 
in May. Certainly, I would expect we 
would hope before the Memorial Day 
recess. 

Mr. BONIOR. We do not know that it 
is going to be before the Memorial Day 
recess? Is that still in doubt? 

Mr. DELAY. Anything in this body is 
in doubt, as the gentleman knows. We 
are working on it. We hope the com- 
mittees to work on the bill and bring it 
to the floor as soon as we can. 

Mr. BONIOR. I would encourage my 
friend, the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. SOLOMON), the chairman of the 
Committee on Rules, to engage in this 
if he would like. Are we expecting an 
open rule on campaign finance? 

I yield to my friend from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Yes, we are. The ar- 
rangement that was made on both sides 
of the aisle on a bipartisan basis was to 
have a freshmen bipartisan bill as the 
base text and then allow any of the 
germane substitutes that would be of- 
fered to it. 

Mr. BONIOR. Repeat the last part. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Would allow any ger- 
mane substitutes that are credible to 
be allowed to be debated for at least 1 
hour. 

Mr. BONIOR. And does my colleague 
expect the Shays-Meehan piece to be a 
part of that? 

Mr. SOLOMON. The Shays-Meehan, if 
it stays in the form it is in now, it 
would be germane and it would be al- 
lowed to be brought to the floor. 
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Mr. BONIOR. Let me ask this ques- 
tion of the gentleman. 

Some of us on this side of the aisle 
and on your side of the aisle think an- 
other approach that might be worth de- 
bating and discussing is the constitu- 
tional approach, trying to correct some 
of these problems through the con- 
stitutional route, given the court rul- 
ings with respect to participation in 
the system and limitations on spend- 
ing. 

Would the gentleman be entertaining 
opportunities for us to offer those type 
of remedies to our present predica- 
ment? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Constitutional 
amendments are joint resolutions, as 
the gentleman knows. And we can talk 
about it, but that is not a part of the 
arrangement that was allowed. 

Mr. DELAY. If the gentleman would 
yield. Certainly the gentleman is not 
talking about limiting the jurisdiction 
of judges, is he? 

Mr. BONIOR. No, that was your exer- 
cise today. 

My friend from New York said that 
this was an arrangement that was 
made by both sides. Can he apprise us 
who he talked to on our side, who his 
leaders talked to with respect to agree- 
ing on what the base bill was? I mean, 
I do not know of anybody on our side of 
the aisle that participated in any dis- 
cussions with him on this. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I will tell the gen- 
tleman, I do not know who else was 
spoken to. I see my good friend Sean 
Connery, no, that is not Sean Connery, 
that is the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. MOAKLEY) standing over 
there; and I sat down with him and ex- 
plained what we had in mind and it 
would be open and fair and every single 
Member of this House will be able to 
work their will as long as they have a 
credible plan, which we can discuss. 
And, as I told the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY), we will 
make those substitutes in order. 

Mr. BONIOR. Well, we are hoping 
that when the committee meets, the 
Committee on Rules, that the options 
available for a full debate and opportu- 
nities to debate the wide variety of 
proposals that are out there, including 
constitutional provisions, will be avail- 
able to Members. 

And that is all we have asked for 
with the discharge petition that we ini- 
tiated, and we hope that we can move 
on and have a good debate on those 
issues. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I think my colleague 
will be excited and happy with the rule 
that the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. MOAKLEY) and I will bring to 
the floor. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend from Texas, and I wish both 
my colleagues a very pleasant week- 
end. 

Mr. DELAY. I wish my colleague a 
very pleasant weekend. I hear the 
weather is nice in Michigan. 


April 23, 1998 


Mr. BONIOR. Great mellow moments 
in the House of Representatives. 


—— 


ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, 
APRIL 27, 1998 


Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that when the House ad- 
journs today it adjourn to meet at 2 
p.m. on Monday next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 


O 


HOUR OF MEETING ON TUESDAY, 
APRIL 28, 1998 


Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that when the House ad- 
journs on Monday, April 27, 1998, it ad- 
journ to meet at 12:30 p.m. on Tuesday, 
April 28, 1998, for morning hour de- 
bates. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 


——— 
DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 


WEDNESDAY NEXT 


Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the business in 
order under the Calendar Wednesday 
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday 
next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 


—— 


UNFAIRNESS IN TAX CODE: 
MARRIAGE TAX PENALTY 


(Mr. WELLER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks and include extraneous mate- 
rial.) 

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, a series 
of very simple questions state why pas- 
sage of the Marriage Tax Elimination 
Act is so important. Do Americans feel 
it is fair that our Tax Code punishes 
marriage with a higher tax? Do Ameri- 
cans feel that it is fair that 21 million 
married working couples with two in- 
comes pay on the average $1,400 more 
in taxes just because they are married? 
Do Americans feel that it is right that 
our Tax Code actually provides an in- 
centive to get divorced? 

Of course not. Americans recognize 
the marriage tax penalty is wrong; it is 
unfair; it is immoral. They also recog- 
nize that 21 million married working 
couples are paying $1,400 more. In the 
south side of Chicago, in the south sub- 
urbs, $1,400 dollars is real money for 
real people, one year’s tuition at Joliet 
Junior College or 3 months of day care 
at a local day care center. 
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The Marriage Tax Elimination Act 
has 238 cosponsors, a majority of the 
House. Let us eliminate the marriage 
tax penalty. Let us eliminate it now. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise today to highlight what is 
arguably the most unfair provision in the U.S. 
Tax code: the marriage tax penalty. | want to 
thank you for your long term interest in bring- 
ing parity to the tax burden imposed on work- 
ing married couples compared to a couple liv- 
ing together outside of marriage. 

In January, President Clinton gave his State 
of the Union Address outlining many of the 
things he wants to do with the budget surplus. 

A surplus provided by the bipartisan budget 
agreement which: cut waste; put America’s fis- 
cal house in order; and held Washington's feet 
to the fire to balance the budget. 

While President Clinton paraded a long list 
of new spending totaling at least 846-848 bil- 
lion in new programs—we believe that a top 
priority should be returning the budget surplus 
to America’s families as additional middle- 
class tax relief. 

This Congress has given more tax relief to 
the middle class and working poor than any 
Songran of the last half century. 

| think the issue of the marriage penalty can 
best be framed by asking these questions: Do 
Americans feel it's fair that our tax code im- 
poses a higher tax penalty on marriage? Do 
Americans feel it’s fair that the average mar- 
tied working couple pays almost $1,400 more 
in taxes than a couple with almost identical in- 
come living together outside of marriage? Is it 
right that our tax code provides an incentive to 
get divorced? 

In fact, today the only form one can file to 
avoid the marriage tax penalty is paperwork 
for divorce, And that is just wrong! 

Since 1969, our tax laws have punished 
married couples when both spouses work. For 
no other reason than the decision to be joined 
in holy matrimony, more than 21 million cou- 
ples a year are penalized. They pay more in 
taxes than they would if they were single. Not 
only is the marriage penalty unfair, it's wrong 
mat our tax code punishes society's most 
basic institution. The marriage tax penalty 
exacts a disproportionate toll on working 
women and lower income couples with chil- 
dren. In many cases it is a working woman's 
issue. 

Let me give you an example of how the 
marriage tax penalty unfairly affects middle 
class married working couples. 

For example, a machinist, at a Caterpillar 
manufacturing plant in my home district of Jo- 
liet, makes $30,500 a year in salary. His wife 
is a tenured elementary school teacher, also 
bringing home $30,500 a year in salary. If they 
would both file their taxes as singles, as indi- 
viduals, they would pay 15%. 


MARRIAGE PENALTY EXAMPLE IN THE SOUTH SUBURBS 


i School 
Machinist Teacher Couple 
Adjusted gross come $30,500 $30,500 $61,000 
Less personal exemption and standard 
deduction ....... a 6,550 6,550 11,800 
Taxable income 23,950 23,950 49,200 
Tax liability .. 3592.5 3592.5 8563 


Marriage pena! 


But if they chose to live their lives in holy 
matrimony, and now file jointly, their combined 
income of $61,000 pushes them into a higher 
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tax bracket of 28 percent, producing a tax 
penalty of $1400 in higher taxes. 

On average, America’s married working 
couples pay $1,400 more a year in taxes than 
individuals with the same incomes. That’s seri- 
ous money. Every day we get closer to April 
15th more married couples will be realizing 
that they are suffering the marriage tax pen- 
alty. 

Particularly if you think of it in terms of: a 
down payment on a house or car; one year's 
tuition at a local community college; or several 
months’ worth of quality child care at a local 
day care center. 

To that end, Congressman DAVID MCINTOSH 
and | have authored the Marriage Tax Elimi- 
nation Act. 

It would allow married couples a choice in 
filing their income taxes, either jointly or as in- 
dividuals—whichever way lets them keep 
more of their own money. 

Our bill already has the bipartisan cospon- 
sorship of 232 Members of the House and a 
similar bill in the Senate also enjoys wide- 
spread support. 

It isn't enough for President Clinton to sug- 
gest tax breaks for child care. The Presidents 
child care proposal would help a working cou- 
ple afford, on average, three weeks of day 
care. Elimination of the marriage tax penalty 
would give the same couple the choice of pay- 
ing for three months of child care or address- 
ing other family priorities. After all, parents 
know better than Washington what their family 
needs. 

We fondly remember the 1996 State of the 
Union address when the President declared 
emphatically that, quote “the era of big gov- 
ernment is over.” 

We must stick to our guns, and stay the 
course. 

There never was an American appetite for 
big government. 

But there certainly is for reforming the exist- 
ing way government does business. 

And what better way to show the American 
people that our government will continue along 
the path to reform and prosperity than by 
eliminating the marriage tax penalty. 

Ladies and gentlemen, we are on the verge 
of running a surplus. its basic math. 

It means Americans are already paying 
more than is needed for government to do the 
job we expect of it. 

What better way to give back than to begin 
with mom and dad and the American family— 
the backbone of our society. 

We ask that President Clinton join with Con- 
gress and make elimination of the marriage 
tax penalty a bipartisan priority. 

Of all the challenges married couples face 
in providing home and hearth to America’s 
children, the U.S. tax code should not be one 
of them. 

Let's eliminate the marriage tax penalty and 
do it now! 

WHICH IS BETTER? 

Note: The President’s Proposal to expand 
the child care tax credit will pay for only 2 
to 3 weeks of child care. The Weller- 
McIntosh Marriage Tax Elimination Act, 
H.R. 2456, will allow married couples to pay 
for 3 months of child care. 

Which is better, 3 weeks or 3 months? 
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CHILD CARE OPTIONS UNDER THE MARRIAGE TAX 
ELIMINATION ACT 


Average 


Average weekly Weeks 
tax relief daycare day care 
cost 
Marriage Tax Elimination Act $1,400 $127 11 
President's child care tax credit ........ 358 127 28 
—— 


AMERICAN PEOPLE HAVE BEEN 
THE BENEFICIARIES OF A BAL- 
ANCED BUDGET 


(Mr. ABERCROMBIE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I 
was privileged to be on the floor of the 
House of Representatives when the 
President's budget passed in 1993, that 
budget at the time denounced so se- 
verely by many critics of the President 
and what he was trying to accomplish. 

I think, some 5 years later, we found 
that all of the goals have been in fact 
accomplished with respect to balancing 
the budget; and, most particularly, we 
find ourselves in a situation with low 
interest rates and the ability of people 
to take advantage of the home interest 
deduction they might not otherwise 
have had. 

As a result, Mr. Speaker, I hope there 
is a recognition that this was the right 
course to take, that the American peo- 
ple have been the beneficiaries, that 
home ownership has been advanced, 
and that these 5 years provide a record 
of accomplishment of which we can all 
be proud. 

Mr. Speaker, Today, many if not every 
Member of Congress is going to receive a visit 
by realtors from our districts. 

| look forward to meeting today with the 
members of the Hawaii Association of Real- 
tors on their annual trip to Washington. 

| know one of their top priorities is pre- 
serving the home mortgage interest deduction. 
| stand with them completely on this issue. 

As the House moves closer to developing a 
tax bill in the months ahead, it is vitally impor- 
tant that we preserve the mortgage interest 
deduction. It is fundamental of fulfilling the 
American dream of home ownership. 

| am concerned that proposals for a flat tax 
or a national sales tax would endanger the 
mortgage interest deduction. 

The mortgage interest deduction in impor- 
tant to Hawaii, where the average cost of a 
single family home is $312,000. 

It is estimated that eliminating the mortgage 
interest deduction could cause the value of ex- 
isting homes to drop between 20-30 percent. 

As we in Hawaii face our greatest economic 
challenge since statehood, elimination of the 
mortgage interest deduction would be a dis- 
aster. 

Homeowners would suffer a disastrous loss 
of equity. Thousands of realtors, construction 
workers, and employees of financial institu- 
tions would lose their livelihoods. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in fighting any attempt to eliminate the 
home mortgage deduction. 
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SPECIAL ORDERS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOp). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of January 7, 1997, and 
under a previous order of the House, 
the following Members will be recog- 
nized for 5 minutes each. 


— 


REGARDING THE PRESIDENT'S 
TAX PARTY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, we would 
like to have gone into recess a few min- 
utes ago, but the staff of the House has 
convinced me otherwise. But we want- 
ed to go into recess to give time for our 
Democrat colleagues to go down to the 
White House so that they could cele- 
brate. 

And why are they celebrating? They 
are celebrating those Members of Con- 
gress who voted for the largest tax in- 
crease in the history of this country. 
We want to make sure they all were 
able to get down to the White House in 
a timely fashion. Included in that 
group are several former Members of 
Congress who lost because of that vote. 

I am not kidding. This is not April 
Fool’s Day. This is actually happening 
down at the White House as we speak. 
Do not worry, though. There will not 
be any Republicans invited to the 
White House tonight because not one 
Republican voted for the largest tax in- 
crease in history and so none of us got 
an invitation. 

But down in my office right now we 
are having hot dogs and pizza to cele- 
brate the fact that we voted for tax 
cuts last year. We are going to vote for 
tax cuts again this year. We are going 
to vote for tax cuts again next year. 
We will vote for tax cuts every year we 
are in the majority. 

And we will continue to want to cut 
taxes for America’s working families. 
Because we understand that over 50 
percent of a family’s income goes to 
the Government. If you add up State, 
local and Federal taxes and the cost of 
regulation, 50 cents out of every hard- 
earned dollar that the American family 
makes today goes to the government. 
No wonder our families are in strain. 
No wonder it takes one parent to work 
for the Government while the other 
parent works for the family. 

But Democrats, on the other hand, 
love to raise taxes. One prominent 
Democrat admitted that Democrats 
just do not like to cut taxes, they like 
to raise taxes. They think cutting 
taxes is irresponsible. 


1945 


They think raising taxes is respon- 
sible. Can we remember the debates of 
1995 and 1996? Everybody said we can- 
not cut taxes and balance the budget; 
that is irrelevant, and it is crazy. Well, 
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we did it last year. We cut taxes on the 
American family. We had the first bal- 
anced budget agreement in I do not 
know how many years. 

But this is why they are usually re- 
sponsible for increasing those taxes. 
Now, make no mistake about it, the 
Democrat budget not only increased 
taxes, it also increased spending and 
deepened the deficit. Now the Repub- 
lican budget, the budget we passed in 
1995, cut taxes and balanced the budg- 


So the lesson here is very simple. If 
we want higher taxes and more Wash- 
ington spending and higher deficits, 
then the American people need to vote 
for the Democrats. If we want lower 
taxes and a balanced budget and sen- 
sible government spending, then they 
should vote for the Republicans. 

So I hope my friends are enjoying 
themselves down at the White House 
tonight. But their party’s commitment 
to higher taxes is no party. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, will my friend the gentleman 
from Texas yield? 

Mr. DELAY. I will be glad to yield. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I am not going to argue with 
the gentleman on the tax increases, 
but it is misleading to the American 
people to say that this Congress has 
passed a balanced budget. They did not. 

Mr. DELAY. Well, the gentleman 
reads a different budget. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. 
budget plan that you passed 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I have the 
time, and Iam reclaiming the time and 
I am going to answer the gentleman’s 
statement. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. But, 
please, the American public needs to 
know we are not there yet. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOoop). The gentleman from Texas 
has the time. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman does not know what unified 
budgeting is. The gentleman obviously 
does not know. I agree with the gen- 
tleman that we have a huge surplus 
that we are spending on government 
spending. But if we take all the spend- 
ing and all the tax revenues, then we 
are in surplus. 

I want, as the gentleman wants, I am 
sure, I want to make it a true balanced 
budget by taking the Social Security 
surplus and not spend it on government 
spending. If the gentleman will work 
with me, I guarantee we will come up 
with a budget that will accomplish 
that. I think I have the credibility to 
do that. 


The 


——— 


PUT SOCIAL SECURITY FIRST 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak- 
er, I think it is reasonable to carry on 
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the discussion of what has happened in 
the last 5 years. I was elected, and my 
first year in Congress was 1993. In that 
year we had a deficit under the unified 
budget of $322 billion. In the next, that 
year for the budget for 1994, President 
Clinton sent us a budget with a deficit 
of $265 billion, a deficit in terms of a 
unified budget. 

So it was not only on the $265 billion 
that we were short, it was also what we 
were short borrowing from the Social 
Security Trust Fund and the other 
trust funds of this country. 

I think, number one, we have got to 
start being very honest with the Amer- 
ican people of what has happened. 
When the Republicans took the major- 
ity of this House in 1995, we changed 
the budget and started rescissions and 
started cutting down spending, getting 
rid of one-third of the staff in this Con- 
gress, cutting out committees, cutting 
out up to 200 different agencies and de- 
partments and divisions to try to reach 
a balanced budget. 

The Republicans really were 
demagogued in that election that even- 
tually followed because we were doing 
all sorts of budget cuts, cutting down 
on the spending of the Federal Govern- 
ment in order to get a balanced budget. 

We ended up winning. We ended up in 
the spring of 1996 sending a reconcili- 
ation bill to the President saying the 
operational budget, to keep govern- 
ment open, to keep it operating, is not 
going to go into effect, Mr. President, 
unless you send Congress a balanced 
budget. 

Finally, the President did send Con- 
gress a balanced budget, and now we 
have moved ahead. We have reframed 
the debate in Washington, D.C. so both 
sides of the aisle are now saying, great, 
we need a balanced budget. Let us be 
more frugal in our spending. 

We have come a long ways, but we 
have still got a long ways to go. We 
have got a long ways to go because we 
are still borrowing the money that is 
coming in surplus from the Social Se- 
curity Trust Fund to use for other gov- 
ernment spending, and that has got to 
stop. 

Here is my proposal of how we stop 
it. I introduced the only Social Secu- 
rity bill that has been introduced in 
the last session of Congress three years 
ago and again this session that has 
been scored by the Social Security Ad- 
ministration to keep Social Security 
solvent. So if we really want to put So- 
cial Security first, let us stop talking 
about it and start doing it. 

Now that we are looking at a surplus 
in terms of the unified budget that is 
coming in this year, and the estimates 
are as high now as a $40 to $50 billion 
surplus. Let us start taking that sur- 
plus money and allowing workers in 
this country to have their own per- 
sonal retirement savings account that 
will partially offset their fixed benefits 
and Social Security eventually when 
they are ready to retire. 
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But giving these workers some of 
this surplus money that is coming in, 
which is, after all, overtaxation, allow- 
ing them to see the creation of wealth, 
allowing them to see the magic of 
compounding interest where our money 
can double every 4 or 6, 8 years; and 
when we are ready for retirement at 
age 65, we are going to see much more 
money in those funds. 

So with even a partial offset, in my 
bill that I call for using these surplus 
monies to beef up Social Security, to 
start down the road of solvency, I am 
suggesting that for each $2 these people 
earn in the investment market of lim- 
ited investments, of so-called safe in- 
vestments, for every $2 they earn there 
be a $1 offset in their Social Security 
benefits, so there is really a safety net. 

But what we have got to do is make 
sure that existing retirees continue to 
have the benefits that have been prom- 
ised to them, but at the same time we 
make provisions that our kids and our 
grandkids and our kids’ grandkids and 
great-grandkids can have an oppor- 
tunity to have even more revenue re- 
turns in their retirement years. 

Look, we have got a demographic sit- 
uation where there are fewer workers 
paying in their FICA taxes to more and 
more retirees. When we started out in 
1935 we had an average age life-span of 
62 years old. That meant most people 
that paid into Social Security all their 
working life never received any bene- 
fits. 

Now the average age of mortality, 
the life-span today at birth is 74 years 
old for a male, 76 years old for a fe- 
male. But if we live to be 65 years old, 
then on the average we are going to 
live another 20 years. Let us get at it. 
Let us really put Social Security first. 

— 


TAKE OUR DAUGHTERS TO WORK 
DAY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
woman from California (Ms. 
MILLENDER-MCDONALD) is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to commemorate 
Take Our Daughters to Work Day. The 
Capitol Hill activities for Take Our 
Daughters to Work Day have been re- 
scheduled for next Thursday because of 
the D.C. schools having academic test- 
ing today. 

Today many fathers and mothers 
took their daughters to work. Take 
Our Daughters to Work Day was cre- 
ated in 1993 to help maintain that es- 
sential feeling of self-worth and en- 
hance their understanding of what is 
possible and what they can accomplish 
if they put forth the effort. 

This is an important day for the mil- 
lions of girls who are provided with the 
rare and much-needed opportunity to 
meet successful professional women 
and envision the immense possibilities 
that stand before them. 
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Numerous studies have shown how 
many girls exhibit a strong and dis- 
tinct sense of self-confidence until they 
reach the age of 11. Then there is a sud- 
den drop in self-esteem, a lowered 
sense of self-worth, and intense feelings 
of insecurity about their own judg- 
ments and emotions. Take Our Daugh- 
ters to Work Day is an effective way of 
maintaining their self-esteem. 

Last year, 48.3 million adults said 
that their company and their spouse’s 
company participated in this special 
day. In addition, three in ten adults 
said that they or their spouse person- 
ally participated by taking a girl to 
their workplace, which equals 15.4 mil- 
lion people. 

Clearly, this is a day not only for 
this Nation’s daughters but for parents, 
employers, and people who understand 
the value of investing in and training 
the younger generation to become bet- 
ter, stronger, and more effective mem- 
bers of the labor force in the years 
ahead. 

As we approach the new millennium, 
Take Our Daughters to Work Day and 
similar activities which promote 
reaching out to young girls and women 
will become even more essential. By 
the turn of the century, 8 out of every 
10 women between the ages of 25 and 54 
will be on the job because they want 
and, in most cases, need to work. For 
the first time in history, most new jobs 
will require education or training be- 
yond high school. 

I hope that Members will participate 
in the Take Our Daughters to Work 
Day activities we have organized for 
our colleagues on Capitol Hill next 
week. 

Our Nation’s daughters need to know 
who they are and what they can be, 
which will exceed far beyond any soci- 
etal limitations that were placed on 
their foremothers and to some degree 
continue to this day. 

This knowledge and self-confidence 
help them develop more ambitious 
dreams, strive to take on more chal- 
lenges, and become valuable leaders in 
America’s future. We look forward to 
next week, Take Our Daughters to 
Work Day. 


—— 


NATIONAL CRIME VICTIMS RIGHTS 
WEEK 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. BRADY) is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BRADY. Mr. Speaker, this week 
is a special time in our country. It is 
designated as National Crime Victims 
Rights Week. It is an opportunity to 
try to begin to balance the scales of 
justice that are weighted so heavily in 
favor of the accused and so lightly 
weighted in favor of the victims of vio- 
lent crime. 

I am proud to be an original cospon- 
sor of a constitutional amendment pro- 
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posed by the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. HYDE), Congressman and Chair- 
man of the House Committee on the 
Judiciary, that attempts to restore and 
provide really for the first time in this 
country solid, irreversible rights for 
victims of violent crime. 

What this constitutional amendment 
does is that it provides that victims 
have the right to be given notice, to 
know when there are public hearings 
related to the crime in which they have 
been victimized, to be heard if they are 
present, and if they are not, to submit 
a written statement at all public pro- 
ceedings where a sentencing occurs or 
a plea bargain is agreed to or there is 
a prospect that the criminal will be re- 
leased from custody. 

It provides the right under this con- 
stitutional amendment to be notified if 
that convict is released or escapes from 
custody, and because justice needs to 
be sure and swift, to seek relief as vic- 
tims from these unreasonable delays 
related to the crime; the right to have 
restitution, because for many of vic- 
tims of violent crime, especially if they 
lose a spouse or someone who is a 
source of income and revenue for their 
family, not only do they lose a loved 
one but they lose the financial support, 
the ability to send their children to 
college, the ability to spend time and 
have a house in which their children 
and those who survive the victim can 
live. 

This constitutional amendment en- 
sures that the victim’s safety is always 
considered when a parole board or simi- 
lar organization is looking at releasing 
a criminal in custody at whatever 
level. Finally, because rights mean 
nothing if we do not know of them, in 
this constitutional amendment we en- 
sure that victims are notified of these 
rights early in the process. 

As obvious as these rights are, the 
fact of the matter is, today in America 
very few enjoy them. With the excep- 
tion of some enlightened States and 
some individual communities, for the 
most part the victims have no rights in 
these proceedings, are ignored in the 
process, are left behind, bewildered at a 
time in their life when they are 
stunned by what is occurring to them. 

Our family has had some experience 
in this matter. When I was 12, my fa- 
ther was murdered in a South Dakota 
courtroom. While I was young at the 
time, and we do not remember every- 
thing as distinctly, I recall our family 
going through the trial, through the 
conviction, through the sentencing. 
And like a lot of families, we were be- 
fore the parole board trying to keep 
dad’s killer behind bars. 

We have been through it. The fact of 
the matter is that no one ever expects 
it to happen to them. They are sure it 
only occurs in someone else’s neighbor- 
hood, someone else’s family, in some- 
one else’s community. But the fact of 
the matter is, in this America there 
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are two classes of Americans: those 
who have been touched by violent 
crime and those who someday will be. 
This constitutional amendment is de- 
signed to protect those who have not 
yet been victimized by a crime, to 
make sure that at a time in their life 
that they never thought that they 
would be involved in, when justice 
seems so distant and remote, that they 
get the one thing in life that they most 
need at that time, which is justice. 
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Last year, I think in the year before, 
many of us watched the O.J. Simpson 
trial. We watched and read about the 
victims of the Oklahoma City bombing, 
and we had to pass a Federal law to en- 
sure that the victims of Oklahoma City 
bombing could be present in the court- 
room when that trial occurred. In most 
States all that a shrewd defense attor- 
ney has to do is identify the family or 
the victim’s family as a possible wit- 
ness in a courtroom case and excludes 
them, leaving the courtroom where the 
accused has a family behind them and 
full of supporters and where the victim 
is basically abandoned and empty. It is 
time that jurors see the victims of 
these crimes so that as they weigh the 
evidence, as they weigh the sentence, 
they understand that these are real 
people whose lives they affect. 

I support this constitutional amend- 
ment and urge my colleagues to do so 
as well. 


—— 


RANCHERS IN COLORADO KNOW 
HOW TO TAKE CARE OF THE LAND 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Colorado (Mr. MCINNIS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I woke up 
this morning and, doing the usual 
morning, looked at the newspapers and 
read some of the comments about 
Earth Day yesterday, and I was sur- 
prised at some of the remarks that 
were made that seem to want to imply 
to the American people or convince the 
American people that the way to pro- 
tect our environment is to have a larg- 
er and bigger government in Wash- 
ington, D.C.; that the people in Wash- 
ington, D.C., truly know better than 
those of you out there who own prop- 
erty, who have worked property, who 
work your land and live your land; that 
the people in Washington, D.C., really 
should be trusted with your water, 
they should be trusted with utilization 
of your land, they should be trusted 
with all of the decisions to be made 
about the environment. 

So briefly tonight I wanted to talk to 
you about a few people that live on the 
land. 

David and Sue Ann Smith, the Smith 
ranch located in Meeker, Colorado, 
that ranch is what they call a centen- 
nial ranch, which means one family has 
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been on that ranch more than a hun- 
dred years. In the Smith case, it is one 
of the most beautifully managed 
ranches that I have been on, and I have 
spent a lot of time on it. It is a centen- 
nial family, they care about it, they 
make their living off that land. 

Down in Carbondale, Colorado, 
former Congressman Mike Strang, 
Mike and Kit Strang have their ranch 
down there. It looks out over Mount 
Sopris. They take care of that land as 
if it were their own child. 

You go back up to Glenwood Springs, 
Colorado, Al Strouband’s. Al has a 
beautiful ranch up there, Storm King 
Ranch. He takes care of it. You should 
see what he does with the vegetation, 
you should see what he does with the 
utilization of the water, how he takes 
care of the game. 

And not only does Al have a ranch in 
Colorado, he also has a farm in Vir- 
ginia. Go down and see the farm and 
what he does with his farm, how well 
manicured it is, the animals that are 
taken care of, how he takes care of the 
environment, the soil, the water. 

And you come back to Colorado. Go 
back up to Meeker again, go visit Bart 
and Mary Strang. They have been there 
a long time, these Strang families, 
long, long time. See how they take 
care of the land, see how protective 
they are of the environmental issues. 

Go back up to Evergreen, Colorado, 
to Bill and Leslie Vollbracht. That is 
the utilization of conservation ease- 
ments so that they can protect their 
land into the future. 

Or if you want to, go back to Grand 
Junction, Colorado, Doug and Cathy 
King. I go up there every year to bugle 
elk. Some of the finest elk in the coun- 
try are up in that area, beautiful aspen 
trees. You should go up there sometime 
in the fall, should go and ride in the 
pickup truck with Doug and see how 
much he cares about that land, how 
fragile they are with the land. 

Go to Carbondale, Colorado to Tom 
and Ruth Perry’s ranch; to their in- 
laws, Tom and Rossie Turnbull’s. Look 
at what they do with their land and 
how protective they are. 

You will find three things in common 
with all of these families. Obviously 
the first thing in common is they care 
about that land. They love that land. 
They know how important the land 
was for generations before them. They 
know how important that land is for 
generations ahead of them. 

The second thing they all have in 
common is no one in Washington, D.C., 
no one in Washington, D.C., no Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency, nobody 
from Earth First or the National Si- 
erra Club had to march onto this prop- 
erty and tell these people how to care 
for that land. Nobody from Wash- 
ington, D.C. or Earth First or these or- 
ganizations had to tell them about the 
future generations. Nobody in Wash- 
ington, D.C. or Earth First or any of 
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those programs know anything about 
the past generations of this land. 

The other thing that is in common, 
they are all Republicans. 

Now when I read the papers this 
morning, the Democratic Party seems 
to think that through big government, 
through a larger EPA, through organi- 
zations like Earth First, that that is 
the way we ought to control and pro- 
tect our environment. Well, I am tell- 
ing you they have got it all wrong. 

What they need to do is just take a 
few minutes, go talk to their local 
members, go talk to the local ranchers, 
go talk to the men and women that 
make their livings off farms and 
ranches. Take enough time to ride 
around on horseback or in a pickup or 
walk around, whatever you want to do. 
That land, see how they care for it, see 
how they talk about it, see how they 
cuddle it like it is a small child, see 
how they talk about future genera- 
tions, and then reassess whether it is 
necessary for Washington, D.C. to im- 
pose their excess regulations, to im- 
pose some of the utopian ideas and in 
many cases to drive these people off 
that land. 

You know it is very easy in the East 
to tell them what to do in the West be- 
cause there is not much government 
land in the East. In the West, my dis- 
trict for example, my district, geo- 
graphically larger than the State of 
Florida, 20-some-million acres of Fed- 
eral land. We know about that land. We 
do not need Washington, D.C. to tell 
us. 
Sometime take a deep breath and go 
visit a ranch in Colorado. 


— 
AN AWESOME RESPONSIBILITY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, let me first apologize to the 
wonderful people who work for this 
House. I am sorry we are keeping you 
late, I am sorry I am contributing to 
that. 

As far as the American people, I want 
to apologize for the expense of this 
speech and the others. It costs about 
$8,000 an hour for special orders. 

I tried when the Democrats were in 
the majority to do away with it, to 
have us use a room upstairs, let these 
good people, approximately 80 House 
employees, go home. There is no reason 
for these 80 people to be here, there is 
no reason for the clock to keep run- 
ning. And I hope that some of my Re- 
publican friends who are equally cost- 
conscious would work with me on end- 
ing this practice. 

Mr. Speaker, there is a room upstairs 
we can use. We do not have to keep 80 
people around. My worries are not so 
great they need to be transcribed, and 
I can always ask that they be included 
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in the RECORD if I think it is worth- 
while. 

I am sorry Mr. DELAY left. I do like 
Mr. DELAY. But I do feel like he said 
some things that need to be clarified, 
and I want the American people to 
know where I am coming from as I 
make these remarks. 

I have been here almost nine years, 
and in those nine years have come to 
the conclusion that both the political 
parties have degraded themselves to 
the point where they are not much 
more than organizations that raise 
money and peddle influence. So I hope 
that no one will take this as a partisan 
speech, but merely somebody who cares 
about his country and wants to fix it. 

I regret that Mr. DELAY would lead 
the public to believe that we have a 
balanced budget, because we do not, 
and I do consider our Nation's debt as 
the greatest threat to our Nation. I re- 
gret to tell the American people that 
we are now spending a billion dollars a 
day on interest on that debt and it is 
growing. 

A couple yards away from me is a 
real neat human being by the name of 
DUNCAN HUNTER. He is the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Military Pro- 
curement of the Committee on Na- 
tional Security. One of DUNCAN’s great 
misfortunes is trying to replace an 
aging fleet for the Navy, replace aging 
airplanes for the Air Force, on a very, 
very small budget. And quite frankly, 
if we were not squandering a billion 
dollars a day on interest on the na- 
tional debt, we could be buying a de- 
stroyer a day with enough change left 
over to buy about 20 Blackhawk heli- 
copters. 

That is why it is important that we 
balance our budget, that is why it is 
important we be honest with the Amer- 
ican people. And it is not a Democrat 
or Republican issue because, doggone 
it, they are both guilty in creating the 
debt, and the only way we are going to 
get out of debt is working together. 

Iam sorry to say that the Cato Insti- 
tute can back up everything that I 
have said. Actually, overall spending in 
the first three years that the Repub- 
licans have run Congress has increased 
at a greater rate than the last three 
years that the Democrats were in the 
Congress. They are both wrong. It is 
wrong for both of us. 

But defense spending has either 
shrunk or been frozen under both, and 
that is equally wrong. There are kids 
today flying around in 30-year-old CH- 
46s, 30-year-old CH-47s. Almost a thou- 
sand UH-1 Hueys have been grounded 
because we finally came to the conclu- 
sion that it just was not fair, and above 
all it just was not safe to send those 
kids up. But people are still flying old 
F-14s, still flying old C—103s, and they 
are still going to sea in old ships. 

That is why it is important that, 
number one, we face up to the reality 
that we are still not balancing the 
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budget, that we are borrowing from the 
trust funds, and it does not get any 
easier to get out of that hole for a lot 
of reasons, but the biggest reason is as 
a Nation we are getting older. As a Na- 
tion we are getting fewer and fewer 
people who are taxpayers and more and 
more people who are receiving benefits. 

My dad a couple of days ago turned 77 
years old, and I will use his generation 
as an example. When my dad was a 
teenager in the 1930’s, there were 19 
working people for every retiree. One 
hundred years later, in the year 2030, it 
has been estimated that there will only 
be 1.2 working people for every retiree. 
If we do not pay our bills now, we will 
never pay our bills because the ratio of 
workers to retirees continues to de- 
cline. It gets only worse all the way 
out to at least halfway through the 
next century. 

So what I am going to ask Mr. DELAY 
on one side, what I am going to ask my 
fellow Democrats on the other, let us 
not claim victory in the budget be- 
cause we have not even started. We are 
$5.5 trillion in debt, and we do not need 
the Democrats over here or the dema- 
gogues over there misleading the pub- 
lic. 

We have an awesome responsibility 
to defend this nation. We have an 
equally awesome responsibility to pay 
our bills. We have an equally awesome 
responsibility to be honest with the 
American people, make them aware of 
the problem and then, as their elected 
representatives, both Democrats and 
Republicans, let us solve them. 

—— 


CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH- 
INSON) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to take this opportunity to ad- 
dress an important issue that really 
took a different spin this week. As we 
entered this week in legislative busi- 
ness, I did not expect campaign finance 
reform to be an issue that was going to 
be on the front lines of legislative busi- 
ness this week nor next week. 

But it took a turn this week, and it 
goes to show the legislative process 
works, and I want to express my appre- 
ciation, I think the appreciation of the 
American public, that the leadership 
indicated their willingness to have a 
full and fair and open debate on cam- 
paign finance reform. The procedure 
that has been outlined could not be 
more fair and open than having a base 
bill that comes to the floor of the 
House, which is the bipartisan Cam- 
paign Integrity Act, the freshman bill 
that is a bipartisan bill that addresses 
campaign finance reform, and then it is 
subject to amendments. It is a full and 
free open debate that no one can quar- 
rel about as to its fairness. 

That is what the American people ex- 
pect, and that is what they have re- 
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ceived, and I think it is a tribute to the 
leadership for recognizing this, re- 
sponding to it in a very fair fashion. 
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Now, they have selected the fresh- 
man bill, it is called. It is really the re- 
sult of a freshman task force, as the 
base bill that would come to the House 
on campaign reform. If you look at this 
bill, it is bipartisan in nature, but it is 
also bipartisan in process, and that is 
why it is so unique. 

Let me talk just for a second about 
how that bill, I suspect, might have 
been chosen. If you go back to the be- 
ginning of this Congress, the two re- 
spective freshmen classes, the Demo- 
crats and the Republicans, said let’s 
work together on an issue, and they 
choose finance campaign reform. 

A task force of six Republicans and 
six Democrats met together over the 
course of 5 months, heard experts on 
constitutional law. We heard from the 
Democratic Party and heard from the 
Republican Party as to what they be- 
lieved needed to be done. 

We heard from the American people. 
We heard from academia. We heard 
from everyone imaginable; from the 
unions to the business side. And from 
those hearings we learned a lot, but we 
also came up with a proposal. We said 
we need to avoid the extremes. That is 
what has killed this issue time and 
time again in Congress. Avoid the ex- 
tremes. 

Let us concentrate on what we can 
agree on, the consensus, the common 
ground. And that resulted in this bill 
that was produced by this task force, 
but now has over 70 cosponsors, both 
Republicans and Democrats, both Lib- 
erals and Conservatives. It crosses the 
political spectrum. Not only is it fair, 
but it is an improvement in our sys- 
tem. 

Now, it is not just a freshman bill. 
We have representatives all across the 
spectrum, every class that has spon- 
sored this, that has joined in support of 
this. We need more support for this bill 
as it moves to the floor. 

What does the bill do? First of all, I 
think it is very important to say that 
this is not a Republican leadership bill; 
it is not a Democrat bill. It is a bipar- 
tisan bill in process, in form and result, 
and I hope that we can continue that 
process as we move through the House. 

This bill, first of all, bans the cor- 
porate money from the multinational 
corporations that comes in huge sums 
to our national political parties. It 
bans the contributions in the same 
form from the labor unions that go to 
the national political parties. So it is 
balanced in banning soft money to the 
national parties. 

The second thing it does, besides re- 
ducing the influence of special inter- 
ests, it increases the role of individuals 
in our campaign process. It increases 
their contribution limits. It says they 
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should have a greater role in it. It re- 
duces special interests, increases the 
role of individuals, and then it in- 
creases the role of the American public 
by giving them more information, 
more information on who is affecting 
the campaigns, how much money is 
being spent, what groups are spending 
that money. And that is the informa- 
tion that they need to make the cor- 
rect decisions on campaigns, and who 
are trying to influence them. 

It is a basic bill that is good cam- 
paign reform, that is true reform, and 
I am delighted to have an opportunity 
for it to come to the floor, subject to 
amendment, as we debate this issue. 

So I think that we have come a long 
way. I look forward to the next 3 or 4 
weeks as we debate ideas and we have 
disagreements; both on the Republican 
and Democrat side. But what would be 
more fair to the American public than 
to debate ideas on the floor of this 
House and let the majority rule gov- 
ern? I think that is what democracy is 
about. That is what this institution is 
about. 

I addressed some eighth graders over 
the break at Alma High School. They 
asked me some questions. One was, 
why did you want to go to Congress? 
The answer was to reduce cynicism and 
distrust of our institutions of govern- 
ment. 

What we can do by having this full 
and fair debate is to increase con- 
fidence, to increase respect by the 
American public, and we have done a 
great service. In addition, we have a 
good chance of passing meaningful re- 
form, send it to the Senate, and let us 
see what they do. 

—— 


PUTTING SECURITY BACK INTO 
SOCIAL SECURITY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
COOKSEY). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. SANFORD) is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to follow up on what my colleague 
from Mississippi was talking about, 
and that is the surplus. 

As we all may know, theologians 
have a thing, a word, a concept, if you 
will, called original sin, and the idea is 
from original sin all other sins flow. 
And when Washington these days be- 
gins talking about the idea of surplus, 
it seems to me that that is the original 
sin in Washington, because I just have 
real questions about the idea of us real- 
ly running a surplus. 

I have got a question from the stand- 
point of accounting. I mean, in the 
President's budget that was sent up to 
the Congress, it listed in it a $9.5 bil- 
lion surplus, and yet the national debt 
would go up by $176 billion. That is the 
equivalent of saying I am going to pay 
off $95 on my credit card balance, but 
my credit card balance is going to go 
up by $1,700. 
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Mathematically that is impossible, 
with the exception of anyplace but 
Washington, D.C. Because in Wash- 
ington, D.C., if you were to break out 
the budget, what you would see is $103.5 
billion borrowed from Social Security, 
and as you add up the other trust fund 
borrowings, it comes to this $176 billion 
number. 

That number actually may be a little 
less than that because the surplus is 
supposed to be greater, but the point is 
that is not the way you do accounting 
back home in South Carolina, or Ne- 
vada, or Illinois, or anywhere else. 
That is not conventional accounting. 

Too, I think the surplus is somewhat 
fictitious simply from the standpoint 
of economy. The $225 billion that plugs 
the gap from where the Congress was 
and where the White House was built 
on the economy continuing to roll 
ahead, and I have serious reservations 
on it being able to continue to roll 
ahead. 

The third way, I guess, I have ques- 
tions on the sustainability of the sur- 
plus would be simply on the basis of 
what we send to Washington every 
year. We are at a post-World War II 
high in terms of the amount of money 
that people send in taxes to Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

This last year we hit 20.1 percent of 
GDP sent by hard-working Americans 
to Washington. Now, that was only met 
or exceeded basically at the height of 
World War II. In 1944, we hit 20.9 per- 
cent, and in 1945 we hit 20.4 percent of 
GDP. Other than that, it has been 
below 20 percent consistently, which 
means it only takes people modifying 
their behavior just a little in terms of 
a spouse working a little bit less or in 
terms of a worker spending a little bit 
more time with the family to all of a 
sudden have us drop below the 20 per- 
cent figure. 

If we did, the surpluses would go out 
the window. 

What this means to me as we begin 
to talk about the issue of Social Secu- 
rity is how do we have security with 
Social Security? Because what is inter- 
esting to me about the Social Security 
debate, is the President in this very 
Chamber said at the State of the Union 
that we ought to reserve every dollar 
of surplus for Social Security, and yet, 
given the way the trains have been 
running in this town recently, it seems 
to me if $50 or 60 billion comes to 
Washington, there is a good likelihood 
that that money will be spent. And if it 
is spent, it is not saved for Social Secu- 
rity. 

So I think that one of the things we 
really ought to begin looking at is the 
idea of the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
KASICH) of Social Security Plus. Quite 
simply, that would be taking the sur- 
plus money, rebating it back to every- 
body that pays Social Security taxes, 
and then letting them put that money 
in their own Social Security Plus ac- 
count. 
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The advantage for me of that idea is 
that by having it in your own account, 
and we are not talking about a lot of 
money, about $500, based on the size of 
the surplus in your account each year, 
and over the next 6 years, that would 
be $3,000. But by having that money in 
your account, Washington cannot 
reach in and borrow that money. 

I think we really need to begin look- 
ing at that kind of security when we 
talk about the word Social Security” 
if we are serious about, A, having every 
dollar of surplus go toward Social Se- 
curity, and, B, on the whole concept of 
protecting Social Security. 


——— ö— 


STATE OF MILITARY 
PREPAREDNESS IN AMERICA 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, we are 
getting closer and closer to the anni- 
versary of the invasion of South Korea, 
and I reflected back the other day 
when I was at my aunt and uncle’s 
house in Fort Worth, Texas, because on 
one of their dressers they have a photo- 
graph of a young marine; his name was 
Son Stilwell, a Marine Lieutenant 
killed in Korea, one of the 50,000-some 
casualties KIA that we suffered in that 
conflict. 

I reflected on that this pending anni- 
versary. We are on the eve of when I 
listened to our Secretary of Defense 
and President Clinton’s defense leaders 
as they presented a declining defense 
budget to the U.S. Congress. 

The situation, I think, is a lot like it 
was in those days in 1950 before that 
June invasion. To set the stage, Mr. 
Speaker, we have come down, we have 
slashed defense and cut down on our 
forces dramatically since Desert 
Storm. We have cut from 18 Army divi- 
sions that we had in 1991 to only 10 
today. That is, incidentally and coinci- 
dentally, the same number of Army di- 
visions we had when Korea was in- 
vaded. 

We have gone from 24 to only 13 
fighter air wings, so we have cut our 
air power almost in half under the 
Clinton Administration. And we have 
cut our naval vessels from 546 to 333, 
about a 40 percent cut in naval vessels. 

Now, the theme in 1950 and the rea- 
son that so many defense leaders from 
then Lewis Johnson, then Secretary of 
Defense, right on down, the theme that 
they propounded as they presented this 
declining defense budget to the U.S. 
Congress, and said that it was ade- 
quate, was that somehow we were the 
dominating Nation of the world with 
respect to high-tech, and nobody would 
mess with us. Of course, we had at that 
time the nuclear weapon. Nobody else 
presumably had that until a few years 
later. 

Yet we were shocked in June when 
the North Koreans invaded South 
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Korea and almost pushed the South 
Korean forces and the Americans that 
tried to stem the tide into the sea. We 
tried to hold them up at the Osan Pass, 
the 25th Infantry Division that we flew 
in, MacArthur flew in from Japan, was 
cut to ribbons. The commander, Gen- 
eral Dean was, in fact, captured by 
North Korean forces. 

We held the Pusan Peninsula by our 
toenails and finally started to push it 
up to the northern part of the penin- 
sula. Then, interestingly, the theme 
that the leaders had that nobody would 
mess with us because we had the high 
technology and the nuclear weapon was 
further devastated when the Com- 
munist Chinese invaded South Korea. 

The point isn’t that we are any 
dumber than we were in 1950 and/or 
maybe we were dumber than we are 
now, and maybe we have leaders today 
that know something those people 
didn't know. My point is that the 
events of the world are unpredictable 
and that we today are taking a high 
level of risk by dramatically cutting 
our defenses. 

The American people need to know 
that. They need to know that the mas- 
sive savings, so-called savings that 
President Clinton is showing the world 
proudly and showing the American peo- 
ple proudly, the millions of dollars that 
he has pulled out of programs, have 
primarily been pulled out of national 
security. 

We have dramatically cut back our 
national security. And we do not know 
what this world is going to bring us. I 
am reminded of the fact that when we 
had our assembled intelligence appa- 
ratus and our intelligence leaders in 
front of us, and we asked them a few 
simple questions, such as which of you 
predicted the Falklands war, none of 
them could raise their hands. When we 
asked which of you predicted the down- 
fall of the Soviet Union, that was in all 
the papers. None of them could raise 
their hands. 

And when we asked them which of 
you predicted the invasion of Kuwait, 
one of them actually said before or 
after the armored columns started 
moving? We said, no; before the ar- 
mored columns started moving. None 
of them had predicted the invasion of 
Kuwait. It is not that they are not 
smart, it is not that they don’t have a 
lot of resources at their disposal. The 
facts are that unexpected things hap- 
pen in this world. 

We are still living in a very unstable 
world, and we have a declining military 
to face that unstable world with. One 
reason we were able to bring home to 
the American people so many of the 
soldiers and sailors and marines who 
went over to Desert Storm, and the 
reason we didn't have to fill up those 
40,000 body bags we took with us in 
fighting the fourth largest army in the 
world, was because we were so strong 
we won the war decisively in a very 
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short period of time with very limited 
American casualties. 

Mr. Speaker, we are taking a big 
chance today, because under the Clin- 
ton Administration’s leadership, we 
have cut our military almost in half. If 
the balloon goes up today, we cannot 
win a Desert Storm war as decisively 
as we did just a few years ago. 

— 


SECURITY POSTURE IN AMERICA 
THREATENED 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
WELDON) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise as we complete legisla- 
tive work this week, in anticipation of 
next week when we will begin the 
markup process for one of the largest 
bills we do each year, and that is the 
defense authorization bill. As my col- 
league just discussed, we are in a mas- 
sive downsizing mode that I think is 
heading us right for a train wreck at 
the turn of the century in terms of our 
security posture. 

You are going to be hearing signifi- 
cant amounts of comments and speech- 
es and activities over the next four 
weeks as members of our committee, 
all 57 members, get involved in edu- 
cating Members of this body, and the 
American people about where we are in 
terms of our state of readiness. I want 
to call attention to my colleagues two 
events that will take place next week. 

First of all, Mr. Speaker, the largest 
loss of military life that we have had in 
this decade was back 7 years ago when 
28 young Americans were killed by a 
scud missile, a low complexity scud 
missile shot from Iraq into a barracks 
in Saudi Arabia. That missile dev- 
astated the lives of 28 young Ameri- 
cans. 

On Wednesday, all day in the Ray- 
burn courtyard off of New Jersey Ave- 
nue, we will display a 40-foot-long scud 
missile, a missile that, in fact, was pro- 
duced by the Iraqis with assistance 
from North Korea; that is the same 
missile that, in fact, killed American 
troops, the only major loss of life of 
our troops in this decade. 
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That missile is now being sold around 
the world. Rogue nations are pur- 
chasing it. It is still a threat to this 
country that we cannot defend against. 

Along with a display of that Scud 
missile, which will be available for in- 
spection by our colleagues in the House 
and the other body and by the Amer- 
ican public at that courtyard off of the 
Rayburn Building on New Jersey Ave- 
nue and C Street, will be a demonstra- 
tion of one of our responses. The Army 
will, in fact, have a full, active deploy- 
ment of a THAAD battery. THAAD is 
the Theater High Altitude Area De- 
fense System that we are developing 
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for our Army to deploy in theaters 
around the world to defeat missiles 
like the Iraqi Scud missile. 

The THAAD battery will allow Mem- 
bers to see firsthand the success we 
have had to date in building what will 
become a very capable system. The un- 
fortunate part of this is that it is going 
to take several years before this sys- 
tem will be available. But I want to en- 
courage Members to walk over to the 
Rayburn courtyard and see for them- 
selves how far we have come in terms 
of building a comprehensive system. 

In fact, it has been this body, both 
Democrats and Republicans, over the 
past 3 years that have increased fund- 
ing for these programs, at a time when 
the administration wanted to contin- 
ually decimate and decrease funding 
for these very important programs. 

The second event will occur the sec- 
ond day, on Thursday of next week, 
when 2,000 of America’s finest Amer- 
ican fire and domestic defenders, our 
emergency services personnel, will 
travel to Washington for our tenth an- 
nual dinner, where on Thursday night 
at the Washington Hilton we will pay 
tribute to these brave heroes. 

These individuals will come from 
every State in the Union, they will rep- 
resent every major community, large 
cities like New York, small towns 
across America, and they will come 
with one common purpose: that is, for 
us to be able to recognize their serv- 
ices. 

But something different will happen 
that day, Mr. Speaker. On Thursday, at 
noon, there will be a massive rally and 
demonstration at this Capitol building, 
where the fire and EMS providers in 
every congressional district in this 
country will gather for a massive rally 
at noon, after having surrounded this 
Capitol building with fire and emer- 
gency services apparatus, to make a 
statement. 

The statement is a simple one: As 
this Congress and this administration 
has increased funding for response to 
terrorism acts, to the potential use of 
weapons of mass destruction, and for 
the disasters that would result from 
those, from increases in funding for the 
Defense budget, the Department of Jus- 
tice budget, the Health and Human 
Services budget, the FEMA budget, and 
the Department of Energy budget, none 
of that money is in fact siphoning 
down to those people who are where 
the rubber meets the road, who are the 
Nation's first responders in each of 
these situations. 

The demonstration on Thursday, that 
will be loud and vocal, to which I invite 
all of our colleagues from both parties, 
will focus on the fact that this Con- 
gress and the administration need to 
understand that in working to prepare 
this Nation to deal with disasters, es- 
pecially those involving weapons of 
mass destruction, we need to provide 
the support to the 1.2 million men and 
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women in the 32,000 departments, 85 
percent of whom are volunteer, who 
protect this country every day. 

I am also asking our colleagues, Mr. 
Speaker, to reach out and invite fire 
and EMS personnel from across the 
country, and especially in this region, 
to travel to Washington on Thursday 
to send a signal throughout this Cap- 
itol, with a massive rally at noon right 
outside the steps of this Chamber, that 
we will no longer tolerate the consider- 
ation of our fire and EMS personnel as 
second-class citizens, that they deserve 
the top priority in preparing this Na- 
tion to deal with disasters, both man- 
made and the potential use of terrorist 
devices. 

— 


THE INCREDIBLE THINGS 
HAPPENING IN THIS COMMUNITY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Wis- 
consin (Mr. NEUMANN) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the Ma- 
jority Leader. 

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thought I would dedicate tonight’s spe- 
cial order to the incredible things that 
are happening here in this community. 
I could not get on a plane home be- 
cause we got out of session too late to- 
night, so I am kind of like putting my- 
self back in Wisconsin and looking at 
Washington and just looking at how 
some of the most incredible things in 
the world are going on right out here 
in this city today. 

I am going to start with one of the 
issues that was talked about today and 
actually we voted on today, and that is 
the IMF issue. 

Out in Wisconsin, if you said IMF to 
the average person out there, I am not 
sure they would even know what IMF 
is or what it is for or any of the rest of 
that. Frankly, I came out of the pri- 
vate sector and had no political experi- 
ence, so today I had an opportunity to 
sit in on an educational session on 
what the IMF is and how it actually 
goes about lending money and what it 
is all about. 

At the end of the session, Jack Kemp 
was leading the session, but there were 
other experts there on the IMF, and at 
the end of the session I started asking 
questions that I think most people in 
Wisconsin, if they had sat in on this 
thing, would have logically started 
asking. 

The first one I asked is, how much 
have we given the IMF already of the 
taxpayers’ money? Thirty-six billion 
dollars, is the answer. 

What do they want now? What are 
they asking for? They are asking for 
$18 billion more of the taxpayers’ 
money. 

The most incredible thing, and this is 
what this is dedicated to tonight, the 
incredible part of this is, as we heard 
on the floor during this debate, do not 
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worry about it, the IMF does not cost 
any money. If the IMF does not cost 
any money and we do not have to raise 
any taxes to put this money over there, 
then why are we talking about $18 bil- 
lion that we are somehow going to give 
them? Again, only in Washington could 
we have this kind of discussion. 

But I did not stop there. I started 
asking some more Wisconsin common- 
sense kinds of questions. The next one 
I asked is, they had gone through this 
whole thing about how wherever the 
IMF was, America was viewed as an 
enemy, not as a friend. So I said, now, 
wait a second, if the IMF is not work- 
ing today, why would we want to put 
more money into the system? 

I asked another what I consider com- 
monsense question: Does the IMF have 
enough money in the system today to 
keep going and doing what it is doing? 
And the amazing thing to me is they 
answered that question, yes, they do. 

So I asked what I considered another 
commonsense question: How much 
money do they have? They have $40 bil- 
lion of liquid assets today, $40 billion 
in the IMF of liquid assets today. But 
that is not the end. They have $35 bil- 
lion in gold, beyond that. On top of 
that, they have borrowing power of $25 
billion. 

So this agency that is asking us to go 
to the American taxpayers and get the 
$18 billion that is not going to cost our 
government anything, even though we 
are going to put it in the IMF, the 
amazing thing is they already have all 
of this liquid cash on hand. 

So I started asking what I thought 
was a logical question. I said, they 
have got $100 billion available already. 
What are they going to do with the $18 
billion they are now asking us to col- 
lect from the American taxpayers that 
is not going to cost the government 
any money? 

It turns out that this program, on 
which they spent 45 minutes describing 
why it was not working and what was 
wrong with it, the $18 billion is not to 
fund the program as it exists today, 
the $18 billion is to look at this pro- 
gram that they all say is not working 
and expand the program. 

The $18 billion is not for the ag in- 
dustry and the concerns that I hear 
from our ag folks, it is not to continue 
funding the programs to allow coun- 
tries to buy grain and some of our agri- 
culture products, the $18 billion is to 
expand this program that we heard 
from the leading experts is not work- 
ing. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NEUMANN. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. I ap- 
preciate this special order tonight. 

I was at that briefing, as well. I must 
tell the Members, it was eye-opening. 
When we look at what they are asking 
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for, I was reminded that somebody 
once observed that the definition of in- 
sanity is doing more of what you have 
always done and expecting a different 
result. 

If we look at what has happened in 
Asia, where they have gone in and 
forced some of the Asian economies to 
raise taxes, to devalue their currency, 
then they are surprised when, ulti- 
mately, that has a devastating impact 
on the economy, and it just seems to 
me this is wrongheadedness elevated to 
an absolute art form. 

When we heard some of the examples 
today of what has happened in Asia and 
what happened in Indonesia, what has 
happened in other parts, what hap- 
pened in Hungary, for example, and 
then they are coming in and saying, by 
the way, what we need is another $18 
billion from the American taxpayers, 
and, incidentally, we want no debate 
on this, we want you to do this as part 
of a supplemental emergency bill so 
that there is no debate here in Con- 
gress, no debate here on the floor of the 
House, so people do not have any 
chance to ask some serious questions, 
it really illustrated what is wrong with 
things here in Washington. 

We have a lot of things here in Wash- 
ington that are wrong, a lot of things 
that need to be questioned, and this 
certainly is one of them. We have our 
friend here, the gentleman from Colo- 
rado, and I would like to hear from him 
as well. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. NEUMANN. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Colorado. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I appre- 
ciate my colleague yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, we all grew up with the 
same thing, and my father and mother 
told me many times when I saw a great 
bargain, my father would always say, 
as yours did, just remember, nothing is 
free. Nothing is free. You always pay 
something. 

But under this IMF request for $18 
billion, Secretary Rubin and members 
of the administration say, it is not 
going to cost the taxpayer one dime. 
We heard it today. We have made a new 
discovery. The American people should 
be thrilled. They have discovered 
money that is free. Why send the IMF 
$18 billion, since it is free? We might as 
well send them several trillion dollars. 

Of course, it is not free. Where it 
comes from are the hard-working peo- 
ple of all of our constituencies who 
have never even imagined $18 billion. 
And where is it going? One of the 
things that concerns me is that this 
country was based on the checks and 
balances of the private marketplace, of 
capitalism. When you mess up, you go 
broke. If you do not produce a product 
that should satisfy the consumer, peo- 
ple quit buying the product and you 
have to revise the product. 

But do Members know what happens 
with this IMF money? They are going 
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to take this $18 billion, let it follow 
money that they have already shipped 
over there; and, by the way, they will 
be back, especially if they think the $18 
billion is easy money and free money 
out of the United States Congress. 

Besides, they are insulated. The IMF 
has never talked, the executives of the 
IMF, in my opinion, have never once 
talked to a taxpayer in my district, 
never once gone to somebody pumping 
gas at the gas station, never once 
stopped by the ranch and talked to the 
ranch hand and said, hey, you are the 
guy paying me, let me tell you what 
this is doing. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. If the gentleman 
will continue to yield, Mr. Speaker, not 
only do they not talk to the taxpayers, 
the people in Colorado, the people in 
Wisconsin, the people in Minnesota, 
they will not talk to us. They will not 
tell us what exactly they intend to do. 
They will not tell us what their poli- 
cies are. 

Mr. MCINNIS. It is because it is free. 
They think they can just go to the 
Congress and the money is going to 
flow in. Of course, as I was saying, that 
money that goes over to these coun- 
tries, what we are doing there, there 
are many private enterprises. 

Now, in the past with the IMF, what 
they have done in the history of the 
IMF, they have bailed out governments 
of countries that got into trouble, 
where the entire government was on 
the verge of collapse. This time, it is 
different. This time, the IMF is going 
in to families, private families, who as- 
sume the risk, and they are going to 
bail these families out of a misjudg- 
ment. They took a risk. 

What we are saying is that we are 
now making any kind of business ven- 
tures outside of the boundaries of our 
country risk-free. All you have to do is 
go out, throw out a few hundred mil- 
lion dollars, if you lose it, come to 
Washington, come to us, and get the 
money. 

Mr. NEUMANN. The amazing thing 
to me is when you understand what the 
policy of the IMF is. They have gone 
into these countries. They have en- 
couraged these countries to devalue 
their dollar. 

Let us translate that so our folks un- 
derstand exactly what that means, be- 
cause it is incredible. It is absolutely 
incredible that the folks, my col- 
leagues from the other side of the aisle, 
supported this effort today. 

When the IMF goes in and devalues 
the currency in a foreign country, what 
that means is it makes their goods 
cheaper to ship to the United States 
and any American-made goods more 
expensive to ship to their country. 

So how in the world did we have my 
colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle, supported en masse by the unions 
of this country, come out here and vote 
to not just keep the IMF where it is, 
because it already has the money to do 
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the things it is doing now, but vote to 
expand the IMF that is going into 
these countries and encouraging this 
devaluation of their dollar system, so 
that their goods become cheaper to 
ship into our country and our Amer- 
ican-made goods, produced by our 
American workers, with American 
jobs, become more expensive in their 
countries? 

I started this thing kind of light- 
hearted tonight, because this city is so 
ridiculous, but when you get into these 
things, it is infuriating that we would 
take the taxpayers’ money from our 
country, give it to an organization that 
is going to go to a foreign country, en- 
courage that foreign country to de- 
value their dollar so they can ship 
their goods to America cheaper, and 
our American-made goods and our 
American jobs, those goods get more 
expensive. 

It is just incredible the way things 
work in this city. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, if 
the gentleman will continue to yield, it 
is even worse than that. They have 
gone to a lot of our farmers, and obvi- 
ously we have lost market share in 
Asia. Whether you are shipping milk 
and cheese in Wisconsin, whether you 
are shipping pork and other commod- 
ities from Minnesota or whatever, beef 
and other products from Colorado, a lot 
of our farm groups have said, we have 
to do something to get these farm mar- 
kets back. We certainly agree with 
that. 

But if we take Indonesia, for exam- 
ple, and we take their currency, and we 
devalue it by 10 or 15 or 20 or 50 per- 
cent, 50 percent I think was the num- 
ber in Indonesia, how much can they 
really buy from us? The fact of the 
matter is they cannot buy anything 
from us anymore, whether it is Spam, 
whether it is cheese, whether it is beef, 
or whether it is any other product from 
the United States. We are really hurt- 
ing ourselves. 

Mr. NEUMANN. And that is the thing 
that our agriculture industry needs to 
understand. If this organization goes in 
with this policy of devaluation and 
they devalue the dollar in Indonesia by 
50 percent, that effectively makes our 
farm products that much more expen- 
sive to ship in Indonesia, and it effec- 
tively shuts the markets down. 

Before I end this part of our con- 
versation here this evening, though, I 
would like to come back to the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota and com- 
pliment him on bringing his Spam from 
his district to our meetings this morn- 
ing. I would like to tell him that was 
excellent, and we certainly are appre- 
ciative of the products that are pro- 
duced in our districts back home. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I always try to 
bring it along to the meetings we have 
on Thursday mornings. It has become 
almost a tradition. People who have 
not enjoyed it recently, we do rec- 
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ommend that Spam. You just warm it 
up in the microwave or fry it, and it is 
a wonderful product. 

More importantly, it is a wonderful 
product for export. This is a product 
that we can export anywhere in the 
world. Asia loves to buy more Spam. 
But when you devalue currencies, when 
you raise taxes, as the IMF is recom- 
mending to many of these economies, 
it really is the wrong prescription. 
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It is a little like giving poison to 
someone who is already weakened. This 
is like the old remedies that they had 
during the Dark Ages where if a pa- 
tient had a fever, they would do blood- 
letting. And that is exactly what the 
IMF has been doing to so many econo- 
mies. It is the wrong remedy and wrong 
prescription. 

And what is the answer that we are 
asked to deliver? More taxpayers’ 
money to do exactly the wrong thing. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
just like to say that the summary of 
what the IMF is asking us to do is to 
subsidize the IMF so they can turn 
around and subsidize mismanagement. 

These economies, these large private 
families that took private risks now 
want the American taxpayer, who by 
far is the largest contributor to the 
IMF fund, they want the American tax- 
payer to subsidize overseas their mis- 
management, their miscalculation and 
their risk. We do not even do it for a 
farmer in our district that does not get 
the prices he needs for his milk. We do 
not go in there and bail them out. We 
do not reward mismanagement. But we 
do with this. 

I appreciate the opportunity to visit 
with both of my colleagues this 
evening and have a discussion about 
this, because this is an issue which, as 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
NEUMANN) said, it is an issue that is 
complicated. It is hard to understand 
what IMF stands for, but it is impor- 
tant for us. 

I appreciate my colleagues including 
me in this conversation this evening to 
try to at least get the message out to 
our colleagues: Take a second look at 
this deal. Money is not free. Somebody 
is paying for it. And in these cir- 
cumstances, all of our constituencies 
are paying for this $18 billion to be 
shipped, wired out of here and wired 
over to these mismanaged inter- 
national economies. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. If the gentleman 
would yield, I think many of us in Con- 
gress would be willing to do something 
to try and strengthen the economies in 
Asia. I think historically the American 
people have been more than generous 
with people around the world. We un- 
derstand the importance of world 
trade. We want to strengthen those 
economies. 

But before we give $18 billion to this 
fund, I think that we in Congress have 
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a right to some serious discussion and, 
more importantly, some real answers 
to some of these questions about what 
is their policy. What exactly are they 
trying to impose upon these economies, 
and what in the end will it really mean 
in terms of world trade? 

Will it mean stronger world trade? 
Stronger economies? Better markets 
for American-grown products and pro- 
duced goods? Or will it in fact have the 
adverse consequences that we have 
seen in the past? 

I would yield to my colleague from 
Colorado. 

Mr. MCINNIS. And another thing we 
might ask is, when are they going to 
pay us back? I think that is a pretty 
logical question. Somebody borrows 
money from the bank, the bank says 
not only when are they going to pay it 
back, but how are they going to pay it 
back? 

The other thing is that in an econ- 
omy we have to let correction take 
place. There has to be that cycle of cor- 
rection. And what we are doing is real- 
ly we are doing an injustice to this 
country. We are avoiding the correc- 
tion, the necessary correction by bail- 
ing it out. That correction will not 
take place and the next correction they 
get hit with is going to be much, much 
harder. 

Again, we need to move on to some 
other subjects, but I do appreciate my 
colleagues and I appreciate the time 
that they have allowed me to join them 
this evening. 

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, we ap- 
preciate the gentleman from Colorado 
being with us. 

As we started tonight, we talked 
about the incredible things, and I think 
my colleagues would all like to be 
home in their home districts where it 
seems that common sense has a tend- 
ency to prevail more so than it does 
here. I would like to jump to another 
topic that I find absolutely incredible. 

Over at the White House, the reason 
that there is a lot of people gone to- 
night is that they are having a party. 
They are celebrating the five-year re- 
union of the biggest tax increase in 
American history. Think about this. 
Out in Wisconsin we would celebrate 
tax cuts. We would celebrate lowering 
the tax burden on the American people. 
We would celebrate restoring Social 
Security and balancing the budget. But 
we most certainly would not be out 
there celebrating a tax increase on the 
American people. 

It is just absolutely incredible to me 
that they would celebrate a tax in- 
crease. For anyone who has forgotten 
1993, I think we ought to remember ex- 
actly what happened in 1993. 

In 1993, these people looked at the 
fact that they had not been able to bal- 
ance the budget here in Washington. 
They realized it was a serious problem 
facing America and they concluded the 
only thing they could possibly do is 
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raise taxes on the American people and 
they did. 

And I heard my colleague, the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR) 
tonight, and so much of what he said I 
absolutely agreed with, but he said 
that spending was going up at slower 
rates before we got here and that is 
just plain not right. 

During the first two years of Demo- 
crat control when they had a Democrat 
House, a Democrat Senate and a Demo- 
crat President, spending rose at 3.7 per- 
cent, almost twice the rate of Bush's 
last year. The reason they needed tax 
increases in 1993 was to fund an in- 
creased rate of spending. There are no 
ifs, ands or buts about this. 

I brought a couple of charts with me 
tonight. Maybe we should go through a 
few more of the tax increases of 1993 
before we bounce to them. If anyone 
thought they did not have their taxes 
increased in 1993, listening to the 
Washington rhetoric, I would under- 
stand that because they tried to play 
this off as a tax increase on the rich. 
When we start thinking about, who it 
is that they defined as rich, it becomes 
a fascinating discussion as well. 

First, if someone was a senior citizen 
getting a Social Security check and 
they earned $32,000 a year or more, 
their Social Security tax rate went up. 
They started paying taxes on a whole 
bunch more Social Security. So the 
first group of people that this hit sol- 
idly was moderate, low-income senior 
citizens that earned $32,000 a year or 
more. They paid more taxes. 

If anyone thinks they are not rich be- 
cause they are not in that group, let 
me get to the next group. If Americans 
own an automobile and they fill their 
car up with gas, they are considered 
rich under this tax increase package of 
1993. The gasoline taxes increased 4.3 
cents a gallon in 1993. And as incredible 
as this seems, when they raised the So- 
cial Security taxes they did not put the 
money in Social Security. They spent 
it on other programs. When they raised 
the gasoline tax, they did not spend it 
building roads. They put the money 
into their social welfare spending pro- 
grams. 

Mr. Speaker, it is incredible. Small 
business owners, I used to be in the 
real estate business and the home 
building business. I would meet with 
clients sometimes and we would start 
at 8:00 in the morning and we would go 
right straight through to noon. Real- 
tors understand that if they have been 
with their clients for four hours, they 
buy them lunch. That is part of busi- 
ness. At lunch the sale is discussed. 
When they buy the property, the real- 
tor makes a commission and pays taxes 
on the commission. That is how this 
thing works. That lunch with those cli- 
ents that the realtor has been with for 
four or five hours, that is part of their 
business expense. 

What they did was dramatically re- 
duce the ability of a business profes- 
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sional to write off that particular din- 
ner or lunch with clients where they 
were selling as part of business, and in 
real estate that is how we did our busi- 
ness. It is just incredible to me that to- 
night the White House is celebrating 
these tax increases. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Only in Wash- 
ington, only in Washington dominated 
by the liberals would we have a birth- 
day party, in effect, an anniversary 
party of the fifth anniversary of the 
largest tax increase in the history of 
the world. Only in Washington. 

Mr. NEUMANN. Does the gentleman 
know what they are saying over there? 
They are saying that this tax increase 
somehow balanced the budget. I have 
brought a couple of notes with me. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. One of my favorite 
quotes is from John Adams, and John 
Adams had something to do with writ- 
ing our Constitution. And John Adams 
often said, Facts are stubborn 
things.“ And you have some charts 
which help demonstrate the facts. 

Mr. NEUMANN. The gentleman is ab- 
solutely right. Facts are stubborn 
things. Let us get some facts on the 
table to understand that that tax in- 
crease in 1993 was not the right answer 
to get to a balanced budget. 

What I have is a chart and this top 
line shows where the deficit was going 
in 1995, two years after this tax in- 
crease, if we passed the President’s 
budget. I do not know how I could 
make it clearer. This shows where the 
deficit was going after the tax increase 
if we passed the President’s budget. 

I mean, this is not like maybe this 
might have happened. Any person in 
America can pull this up on the Inter- 
net and find this budget and find it 
scored and they would find deficits in 
excess of $200 billion, even scored by 
the President’s people. Scored by CBO 
it was up over $350 billion. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Those are not our 
numbers. Those are from the non- 
partisan Congressional Budget Office. 
That even after the enormous tax in- 
creases of 1993, had we passed the 
President's budget, the red line rep- 
resents how much the deficit was going 
up over the next five years. 

Mr. NEUMANN. The reason for that 
is very clear. The reason they raised 
taxes is so they could spend more 
money in Washington. Remember, this 
is a picture that starts in 1995, two 
years after the tax increase. The defi- 
cits were nowhere near under control. 

When we were elected and came in 
here together in 1995, when we were 
elected to the House of Representatives 
we came with a different idea. We un- 
derstood that reaching into the pock- 
ets of hard-working Americans and 
bringing more money to Washington 
was not the right answer. We under- 
stood that the way to get this done was 
by controlling wasteful Washington 
spending. 

This yellow line on the chart shows 
where we were after 12 months of us 
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being in office. It is significantly bet- 
ter, but still not done. 

The green line shows the plan that 
we had to reach a balanced budget. And 
I am happy to report the blue line 
shows what actually happened. And in 
fact for the last 12 months running, by 
Washington’s definition, but for the 
last 12 months running the United 
States Government actually spent less 
money than they had in their check- 
book. 

Our colleague, the gentleman from 
Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR), earlier this 
evening pointed out that that is not 
really a balanced budget. This is kind 
of a sad thing here. Washington defines 
a balanced budget is when the dollars 
in equals the dollars out. Part of those 
dollars in are the Social Security 
money. In the private sector where I 
come from, when I was running my 
company I had a pension plan for em- 
ployees. The money had to be put into 
the pension fund. 

The Social Security money should be 
put away. But what the gentleman 
from Mississippi misses in my opinion 
is that by controlling this growth of 
Washington spending we have, in fact, 
reached a balanced budget, even by 
Washington’s definition, for the first 
time since 1969. 

The definition that they have been 
using, even with all of that Social Se- 
curity money in there, they have had 
not a single solitary 12-month period of 
time since 1969 where they did not 
spend more money than they had in 
their checkbook. So it is a monu- 
mental accomplishment. The gentle- 
man’s point that we still have a long 
ways to go is absolutely true. 

So I want to start with this picture 
to make it very, very clear that raising 
taxes did not lead us to a balanced 
budget. Raising taxes, the President's 
proposal in 1995 has a huge deficit star- 
ing us in the face. It was only when we 
started controlling Washington spend- 
ing that we actually started getting to 
a balanced budget. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. If the gentleman 
would yield, I think it really illus- 
trates the difference between the two 
philosophies. One says, and the people 
who are celebrating down at the White 
House the largest tax increase in the 
history of the world, those people are 
saying the problem was that the Amer- 
ican people were not paying enough 
taxes. What the American people be- 
lieve, and we believe, is the problem 
was that there was too much Wash- 
ington spending. 

I think we have proven and we can 
demonstrate with some of your other 
charts that by eliminating 300 pro- 
grams, by beginning to get control of 
those entitlements, including welfare, 
including Medicare spending, by doing 
that we have come closer now, in fact 
by the old Washington accounting 
standards, for the first time since Neil 
Armstrong walked on the face of the 
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moon we will in fact have a balanced 
budget this year. 

It seems to be an incredible coinci- 
dence that all of this has happened lit- 
erally since the 1994 elections, because 
in 1994 the American people finally said 
enough is enough. This team has had 
their chance now for 30 years, they 
have controlled Washington, they have 
controlled Congress, they have run up 
deficits. 

And I might just point out that one 
of the most scary statistics about our 
deficits and ultimately the debt, and 
we talk a lot about deficit and some- 
times people get confused. There is a 
difference between the national debt 
and the deficit. Deficits are annual. 
But we have run up a debt of over $5.5 
trillion on our kids and grandkids. 
That is a scary statistic. But what is 
scarier is how much we have to pay 
every year just to pay the interest on 
that national debt. 

I tell people in my district, because 
Wisconsin and Minnesota are divided 
by the Mississippi River, but every sin- 
gle dollar of personal income taxes col- 
lected west of the Mississippi River 
now goes to pay the interest on the na- 
tional debt. If that is not a scary sta- 
tistic, I do not know what is. 

The charts that we have there, and I 
want you to talk about it a bit, dem- 
onstrates how much we have actually 
slowed the rate of growth in spending 
here in Washington since we came and 
became part of that historic 104th Con- 
gress. 

Mr. NEUMANN. That is what is so in- 
credible about the party that they are 
holding in the White House tonight to 
celebrate the tax increase. For good- 
ness sakes, if we look at what has hap- 
pened, the red shows how fast spending 
was going up before we got here. The 
reason they raised taxes in 1993 was to 
pay for this spending increase. 

This is how fast spending is going up 
now with the new Congress since 1995. 
Notice there is a 40 percent decrease in 
the growth of Washington spending. It 
is this difference between here and here 
that has gotten spending under control 
and gotten us to a point where we have 
actually spent less money in the last 12 
months than in our checkbook. 

Every time I say that I acknowledge 
the Social Security problem. It is the 
old Washington definition. I sincerely 
hope that our class is successful in 
moving this city forward to defining a 
balanced budget as something that we 
would accept in Wisconsin or Min- 
nesota. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. We ought to use 
the same kind of accounting that every 
business uses and every family uses. 
Unfortunately, we are still stuck with 
the old accounting standards used by 
Washington since 1964. 
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I might mention a lot of people, a lot 
of Members who are watching this in 
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their offices, and others, they really 
need to understand that in 1964 in 
many respects Washington changed the 
accounting standards. They went to 
what is called a unified budget, and 
many believe that the real reason that 
they did that is because they wanted to 
disguise the total of the Vietnamese 
war plus the total cost of the great so- 
ciety. And by taking all of that money 
from Social Security that was supposed 
to go into a trust fund and transferring 
that into the general fund, they made 
the deficit look much smaller. In the 
end, it is real money either way. 

Mr. NEUMANN. I just want to bring 
up another point here because that 
party in the White House tonight cele- 
brating these tax increases; the gaso- 
line tax increase, the increase on sen- 
iors, increase on small business owners, 
it is so incredible that they would hold 
a party to celebrate this. I wanted to 
point out what happened after they 
raised taxes in 1993, and what this 
chart shows is exactly what happened 
to interest rates as soon as they raised 
those taxes. 

You see on the far side of this chart 
is September of 1993; that is when they 
passed the tax increase. What you see, 
this climb right straight up, as soon as 
they raised taxes, interest rates start- 
ed climbing. And they climbed right 
straight through until November of 
1994, when we elected a Republican 
Congress. And why did it change in No- 
vember of 1994? It changed because the 
people understood that we became 
committed to controlling Washington 
spending, and we were not going to go 
out and raise more taxes on the hard- 
working people of this country. 

So what happened when we got here 
is they slowly, gradually started to un- 
derstand that we were serious about 
getting Washington spending under 
control because here is what happened 
next. Those interest rates started tum- 
bling. The reason they started tum- 
bling is because when Washington 
spends less money, they borrow less 
money out of the private sector. 

When there is less money coming out 
of the private sector to Washington, 
that, of course, means there is more 
money available in the private sector. 
With more money available in the pri- 
vate sector, and increased availability 
of money, it does not take Einstein to 
figure out, with more money available, 
the interest rates went down. 

You can see they have been consist- 
ently below this point since we were 
here, some ups and downs as you go 
forward, but they have always stayed 
consistently below where they were at 
the peak after they raised taxes. That 
is why it is just incredible. 

Are they celebrating over at the 
White House that the American people 
that wanted to buy a house or car got 
to pay more interest? What is it that 
they are celebrating over there? Are 
they celebrating they got to pay more 
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taxes, or are they celebrating they got 
to pay more interest for their taxes 
and cars? 

I keep coming back to, I guess I 
should have been on a plane back to 
Wisconsin tonight where we get back 
to some common sense out there. It is 
incredible in this city that they are 
holding a party to celebrate, for good- 
ness sakes, to celebrate higher taxes 
and higher interest rates. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I might just point 
out about that chart, it is no secret 
that interest rates peaked on election 
day of 1994. They trended down dra- 
matically after the people on Wall 
Street, and more importantly the peo- 
ple on Main Street began to believe 
that the new Congress was serious 
about controlling spending. You see a 
couple of blips up there. 

I think those correspond almost ex- 
actly with those periods when it looked 
as if we were going to lose that fight in 
terms of balancing the budget and pay- 
ing down some of the debt in this coun- 
try. And when the American economy, 
when Americans, as I say, from Wall 
Street to Main Street started to think 
that perhaps we were not going to suc- 
ceed, we saw interest rates begin to 
trend upward. 

But generally speaking, they know 
better sometimes than the pundits and 
the pollsters and whatever that it has 
been the Republican Congress since we 
came here in 1994 that has put a lid on 
Federal spending and said the problem 
is not that Americans do not pay 
enough taxes. 

The problem is that Washington 
spends it so rapidly. If I could just 
close with this on this particular issue, 
there was a farmer in my district who 
said it so well and so simply, better 
than I can say it, and I quote him, and 
lam sorry, I do not have his name. But 
he once, I was out meeting with farm- 
ers one day and he said, talking about 
Federal spending and the deficit and 
the debt, he said the problem is not 
that we do not send enough money into 
Washington. He said the problem is 
that you guys spend it faster than we 
can send it in. And that, I think, is the 
best way to say it. 

The problem was not that Americans 
were not paying enough taxes. They 
can celebrate down in the White House 
because I think it demonstrates to the 
American people more clearly than 
anything else that those folks believe 
that the problem has been that the 
American people were not paying 
enough in taxes. We believe that the 
American people were right in saying 
that the real problem was that Wash- 
ington spent it too fast. We have 
slowed that spending rate dramati- 
cally. As a result, we have a balanced 
budget. 

Mr. NEUMANN. I sincerely hope that 
the American people will pay attention 
to this particular situation and to the 
party that is going on over there at the 
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White House tonight, and I really mean 
this sincerely. I think every American 
citizen who believes higher taxes is the 
right way to solve the economic prob- 
lems facing our country, and there are 
some out there, they should all vote for 
the Democrat ticket in the fall of this 
year. 

I think everybody who believes that 
we should control Washington spend- 
ing, they should be voting for the Re- 
publican ticket; that believe that taxes 
are already too high, taxes should 
come down, we should get spending 
under control so we can restore Social 
Security, start paying down the Fed- 
eral debt, that $5.5 trillion debt that 
our colleague from Mississippi so elo- 
quently talked about before, the people 
that believe that controlling Wash- 
ington spending is the right way to re- 
store Social Security, pay down the 
debt and get the tax rate under con- 
trol, those folks should be voting on 
the Republican ticket. The people that 
believe higher taxes is the right answer 
to do the same things, they ought to be 
voting Democrat. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. There really is a 
philosophical divide. 

Mr. NEUMANN. Reclaiming for just 
a minute, I do want to point out, inter- 
est rates peaked out in November of 
1994 when we were first elected. As 
Main Street America started to under- 
stand we were serious, they got all the 
way down here. It was almost a full 
year later, if you remember, a full year 
later we were in that government shut- 
down period. 

This peak occurs shortly after we 
folded in the government shutdown be- 
cause the American people thought we 
were going to go right back to the old 
spending ways. As they figured out 
that that was not true, you see the in- 
terest rates coming back down again. 
So the idea that we can control spend- 
ing directly impacts these interest 
rates, and we should not just talk 
about this in terms of the numbers and 
these lines up here. Let me talk about 
this in a little different way. 

If the interest rate falls by 2 points 
on a family that has bought a home for 
$100,000, that means that they keep in 
their house $2,000 extra money or 
roughly $160 a month that they get to 
decide how to spend for themselves. 
This is not even taxes we are talking 
about. This is simply because the inter- 
est rates are lower because Washington 
has got its spending under control. 

If you take a family of five that went 
out and bought a three-bedroom, two- 
bathroom ranch in our neck of the 
woods, probably $110- $115,000 type 
home, they have got $100,000 mortgage 
on it. This means that in that family 
those parents get to decide what to do 
with an extra $150, $160 a month. Let 
me translate that even further. 

If this family is looking at this $150 a 
month and they do not have to spend it 
on the interest, and they also look at 
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the tax cuts that were passed because 
the spending is under control so they 
have this extra money in their house, 
these families may be able to make the 
decision to not take a second and third 
job. And when they do not take the 
second and third job that they would 
have otherwise had to take to pay the 
higher interest rates, to pay the higher 
taxes that they are over there cele- 
brating about, if they would have had 
to take that second job, that means 
they cannot spend the time with their 
kids. 

When they do not spend time with 
their kids, I have been talking about 
this 12,000-student survey done here re- 
cently, when parents do not spend time 
with kids, the single common factor in 
higher crime, more likeliness to have 
drug problems, teen pregnancy, teen 
smoking, the single uniting factor in 
those issues. It was parental time with 
the kids or parental connectedness. It 
is not just about charts and numbers; 
it is about the families out there in 
America that get to keep an extra $150 
a month in their pocket because of the 
fact that the spending got under con- 
trol and the rates came down. 

Add that to the tax cut rate, and let 
us hope some of these families will not 
have to take a second and third job. 
Let us hope that some of our families 
will have more time to spend with 
their kids, and by parents spending 
more time with kids, education will get 
much better. We will see lower crime 
rates. We will see lower drug use, fewer 
teen pregnancies. 

They looked at 12,000 students. This 
is a given fact. If parents spend more 
time with their kids, the probability 
that the kids are going to have drug 
problems, crime problems, teen preg- 
nancy, smoking problems, the 
likeliness of the student or the young 
teenager being involved with these 
things decreases dramatically. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Let us talk a lit- 
tle bit about what has happened in 
America over the last 30 years with the 
other team in control. I was fortunate; 
I was raised in the 1950’s. So were you. 
You are a little bit younger than I am. 

Mr. NEUMANN. Late 1950’s, early 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Nonetheless, let 
us talk about what it was like growing 
up in the 1950s. In the early 1950s, the 
average American family sent to Wash- 
ington about 4 percent of their gross 
income. And I was really fortunate be- 
cause my mom and dad could raise me 
and two brothers, three boys in our 
family on one paycheck. 

Mom was always there when we came 
home from school, when we were doing 
things around the house, mom was 
there. Things have changed a lot in the 
last 30 years. Back then they paid 4 
percent of their gross income to the 
Federal Government. Today, the aver- 
age family sends 25 percent of their 
gross income to the Federal Govern- 
ment. What a difference that makes. 
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Today, the average family spends 
more on taxes than they do for food, 
clothing and shelter combined. And 
that is what is really driving a lot of 
the things you are talking about be- 
cause we have changed the nature of 
the family. We have decided somehow 
in Washington that we could spend 
money smarter than the American 
family, that by creating more and 
more government programs that some- 
how we could improve the moral and 
the social fabric of this country. The 
facts just do not bear that out. 

As a matter of fact, most Americans 
now believe that the fabric, the moral 
fabric of our country today is in worse 
shape than it was back in the 1950s. 
More government programs clearly are 
not the answer. Strengthening the cor- 
nerstone that makes our society work, 
strengthening the American family 
really is the answer. 

Mr. NEUMANN. I might add on the 
moral front, I think we need strong 
leadership in our Nation. I think the 
leadership of our Nation needs to set 
the example and needs to be an exam- 
ple that people both around the world 
as well as our own teenagers and our 
own kids can look to. I have one more 
chart that I would like to briefly talk 
about that just lends more to the in- 
credibleness of that party that is going 
on over at the White House tonight 
celebrating tax increase. 

This shows the level of the stock 
market. This is between here, and the 
far side of the chart is between the tax 
increase and when we were first elected 
to office. This becomes pretty signifi- 
cant, again not because just the Dow 
Jones has soared as much as it has. It 
becomes significant because in our so- 
ciety today when I am at town hall 
meetings and I ask how many people 
own a stock or a bond or a mutual 
fund, I mean virtually every hand in 
the room goes up. 

So we are now talking about not just 
numbers and the Dow Jones, we are 
talking about Main Street America, we 
are talking about families in 
Jaynesville and Beloit and Racine. We 
are talking about regular American 
families that own stocks and bonds. 
And what happens is since we were 
elected, we got spending under control, 
the interest rates came down; no big 
surprise. People started buying more 
houses and cars. 

The economy got very strong because 
with low interest rates and available 
capital there is more jobs available and 
naturally we expect the economy to be 
strong. And that is exactly what is re- 
flected in this chart as the Dow Jones 
rose dramatically since we were elect- 
ed in 1994, late 1994. Again, I think 
what is important, here we are talking 
about the opportunity for people in our 
age group, people in their 50’s and peo- 
ple in their 60’s to retire and have a 
better life-style than what perhaps 
they would have otherwise had because 
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they have got their money invested in 
these stocks and bonds and mutual 
funds so when they sell them off, of 
course, they are going to get to keep 
more money. Hopefully, that means a 
better life-style for them. 

So this chart and this talk about 
budget numbers, that is all nice, but 
what is really important is that when 
somebody reaches age 65, if they put 
their money back in down here, the 
stock market is up here now, when 
they take those bonds and cash them 
and get the money, they can now live a 
better life-style, provide better health 
care for themselves and their family, 
provide a better life-style in general 
than they otherwise would have been 
able to do. It is not just numbers and 
charts and graphs, it is about a better 
life-style and the opportunity for a bet- 
ter life-style. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Those numbers 
are a little small to read. What it real- 
ly says is that under the old policies of 
the past with higher taxes and more 
spending, the market was growing at 
about 18 percent, had grown about 18 
percent. Since the American people 
said enough is enough, and let us elect 
a whole new team to run things, and 
let us control spending instead of just 
raising taxes. In fact, let us control 
spending and allow families to keep 
more of what they earn and invest, the 
market has grown by 136 percent. 

So they are celebrating the failed 
policies of 18 percent and we are talk- 
ing about growth of 136 percent. And 
you are right, in the end it really is 
about quality of life and a lot more 
people can enjoy a higher quality of 
life when you have a stronger market, 
lower interest rates. You can have an 
economy that is growing at 3 and 4 per- 
cent, which we believe it should grow 
at, than you can with an economy that 
is only growing at 1.8 percent. 

We have not even talked about the 
real impact in terms of welfare and 
what we have done for poor people and 
allowing people to get on the ladder 
and climb that ladder of success and go 
from poverty and get that job and 
begin to grow and invest and grow with 
this economy. 
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I think the most exciting thing that 
has happened since my colleague and I 
came to Washington is that we cut the 
welfare roles by 2.2 million American 
families. And a lot of people thought, 
when we were talking about reforming 
welfare, they said, this is an account- 
ing exercise, and it is just about saving 
money. Well, welfare reform is not so 
much about saving money as it was 
about saving people. It was about sav- 
ing families. It was about saving chil- 
dren. It was about saving those kids 
from one more generation of depend- 
ency and despair. 

I think one of the greatest victories 
we have had since my colleague and I 
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came to Congress is this victory over 
welfare. We have got a long ways to go, 
but enormous progress has been made. 

Mr. NEUMANN. Reclaiming my time, 
I would like to point out one other 
thing that is very, very important 
when we look at this picture and rise 
in the stock market and we see the 
number of people that now own stocks 
and bonds and mutual funds in Amer- 
ica, I think we should also talk about 
the fact that, because Washington is 
under control, as they make this addi- 
tional profit, as they make more profit, 
of course, they pay more taxes and 
make the problem easier to solve, but 
now the tax is already at a lower rate 
because, last year, for the first time in 
16 years, we actually lowered taxes. 

What a direct contrast between what 
they are celebrating over there in the 
White House, the biggest tax increase 
in American history, and what has hap- 
pened since then where we are now able 
to lower taxes while still achieving, al- 
beit the Washington definition, the 
first significant step towards getting 
us to a real balanced budget. It is ex- 
citing to think about. 

By the way, I hope people make prof- 
it. I sincerely hope that the people that 
have invested in this stock market 
make profit and make money. That is 
what investing is all about in America. 
It is not evil and rotten in America to 
make an investment and make a profit 
from it. 

Now that tax rate on that profit, it 
used to be $28 out of every $100 we 
earned or made on our investment 
came to Washington. Now it is only $20 
out of every $100. So it went down from 
28 percent down to 20 earned. 

I found we need to mention the other 
side of this. If they are earning less 
than $40,000 a year, it is amazing how 
many people are still in the stock mar- 
ket and bonds even in the low and mod- 
erate income brackets. If they are 
earning less than $40,000 a year, the 
capital gains tax rate dropped from 15 
down to 10. So, again, it is not only 
this picture of the growing stock mar- 
ket, it is the impact on real lives of 
real people by reducing the tax rate. 

The next topic that we talked about, 
if it is all right if we move on. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I think we should. 
My colleague mentioned several times 
about the old accounting standards and 
how we use Social Security to make 
the deficit look smaller. I think we 
need to talk about it. Because the 
truth of the matter is, and I think the 
American people understand, we have 
made enormous progress, if we look at 
where we were just 4 years ago in 
terms of the deficit going up. 

As a matter of fact, we need to be re- 
minded that when the Congressional 
Budget Office scored the President’s 
budget back in 1995, shortly after we 
came here, they said by the year 2002 
we would be looking at deficits of $322 
billion. And that is when we began to 
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roll up our sleeves. We have eliminated 
300 programs. We have dramatically 
changed the way the entitlements 
worked. We reformed welfare and Medi- 
care and Medicaid. We made a lot of 
changes. And, as a result, we cut the 
rate of growth in Federal spending by 
about 40 percent. So where we were 4 
years ago was headed towards disaster. 

Where we are today is that the econ- 
omy is stronger, the deficit under the 
old accounting standards is gone. And I 
think my colleague and I have been 
working on some of the numbers. My 
colleague does a better job, it seems to 
me, than almost anybody in Wash- 
ington in terms of predicting where the 
economy is going and what it is going 
to mean to our budget. 

My colleague is predicting, and 
frankly I agree, that we are going to 
see a surplus by the end of this fiscal 
year of somewhere in the area of $50 
billion. That is good news. But what 
gets even better as we look forward, we 
are going to see surpluses perhaps if we 
continue to exercise the kind of fiscal 
discipline that we have for the last 
couple of years. If we continue that 
kind of discipline, we can actually see 
surpluses in the area of $250 to $300 bil- 
lion. And what a great debate to have. 

And now we can start talking about 
how do we save Social Security? How 
do we make some of those changes per- 
manent so we can begin to guarantee 
our kids a better standard of living and 
a better quality of life in the future? 

I would be happy to yield back. Be- 
cause I say, nobody in Congress has 
done a better job than my colleague 
has of creating a model and a computer 
model so that we really have a blue- 
print of where we can go in the future. 

Mr. NEUMANN. I do think it is im- 
portant. And when I listened to the 
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. TAy- 
LOR) earlier tonight, my colleague, who 
I have the greatest respect for, most 
everything he said, I really agree with 
except for the pessimistic side of it. We 
do not have to be pessimistic in Amer- 
ica. We do not have to say our best 
days are behind us. 

I will never forget at basketball 
games. I coach a lot. As a matter of 
fact, we just signed up for a couple 
more tournaments that my son and 
some of his friends in school will be 
playing in, one in Kenosha, one up in 
Omro, Wisconsin, and perhaps one in 
Oconomowoc. And we get into these 
basketball games and sometimes we 
are behind at halftime. And I like to 
compare this to what has happened in 
America over the last 20, 30, 40 years. 

We are behind right now. But when 
we get into halftime and we are down 
by 12 points in a basketball game, I al- 
ways tell our young players, in the 
first half of this game they beat us by 
12 points. Now we got the second half. 
Let us go out and make sure we beat 
them by 13 points so we actually win 
the game. 
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We do not have to conclude because 
of the problems we have in America 
today that our best days are behind us. 
We can go out and play the second half 
of this game, the second half of our 
lives, if you like, and we can make sure 
that by 20 or 30 years down the road, a 
generation from now, we can make 
sure we have done the right things to 
restore this Nation. I do not think we 
have to be pessimistic about the fu- 
ture. 

My colleague was talking about what 
is happening around us right now. We 
do not have to do anything different 
than the first 3 years we have been in 
office. We just have to hold the con- 
straints on spending. If we hold the 
constraints on spending that we have 
had here, government spending is going 
up at roughly the rate of inflation. So 
let no one out there misconstrue this, 
that somehow it is being twisted or 
dramatically cut back somehow. It is 
not. Government spending is still going 
up at the rate of inflation, too fast in 
my opinion. 

But for all the people around the 
country, it seems to be a rate they 
have learned to live with over the last 
3 years. If we can keep government 
spending going up at the rate of infla- 
tion, because revenues go up because of 
both inflation and real growth in the 
economy, these large surpluses start to 
appear. 

In all fairness, if I were the American 
people and I were listening to this con- 
cept that we might actually have these 
large surpluses, I would use the line 
“show me the money” to believe it. 
But I would point out, a year ago we 
were on this floor doing special orders, 
predicting surpluses in fiscal year 1998, 
and they were laughing at us. 

We are now on the floor, and it is a 
given fact, that the United States Gov- 
ernment will spend $50 billion less than 
it has in its checkbook this year. So 
what they were laughing at a year ago 
is reality today. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. If the gentleman 
would yield, I remember on the floor of 
this House, in fact, he came and we did 
some town hall meetings, one in Wi- 
nona, Minnesota, and one in Mankato. 
And I think a lot of people thought we 
were crazy then when we said there was 
a very good chance that we would actu- 
ally balance the budget this year. This 
was a year ago. And my colleague and 
I were a very small fraternity then who 
believed not so much that we believed 
at what was being done in Congress, I 
think the real thing was we believed in 
the American people. 

The American people do not need a 
big incentive. They do not need large 
incentives to do what they have done 
throughout the generations. And lit- 
erally since the pilgrims landed at 
Plymouth Rock, the history of this 
country has been that people would 
work, they would invest, they would 
save, they would produce and ulti- 
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mately produce more wealth for more 
people. 

The marvelous thing about this free 
enterprise system we have in the 
United States is that it has an enor- 
mous propensity to produce wealth not 
just for the wealthy but for all Ameri- 
cans. 

John Kennedy reminded us back in 
the sixties that a rising tide lifts all 
boats, and that is what we are seeing in 
this economy. It is not perfect. There 
are still people being left behind. And 
we have to be aware of that and do 
what we can to pull our brothers along. 

But the American people are doing 
what they have always done before, 
and that is they have been investing 
and saving and producing. They have 
been growing wealth and growing jobs 
and growing the economy. And, as a re- 
sult, we have more revenue than any- 
body except perhaps my colleague 
would have predicted just a year ago. 

Mr. NEUMANN. The good news is, if 
we get to a point where this does keep 
going, we keep spending under control 
and revenue just keeps growing like it 
has been for the last 3 or 4 or 5 years 
and it just keeps doing what it has 
been doing, these $250 billion surpluses 
are not far off. That means we can both 
put the money aside for Social Secu- 
rity and start paying down the Federal 
debt so our children might inherit a 
debt-free Nation and lower the tax bur- 
den on the American people. We can do 
all three of those things if we just man- 
age to stay under control with spend- 
ing in this city. 

We talked about some incredible 
things here and we talked about how 
sometimes common sense in Wash- 
ington and Wisconsin and Minnesota 
are very, very different. I would like to 
bring up one more topic, and then I 
would like to take the last few minutes 
to kind of close with a vision where we 
are going on the future. 

The topic I would like to bring up is 
the needle exchange. This is perhaps as 
incredible as any discussion I have ever 
seen in this city. What they are pro- 
posing that we do, and as a matter of 
fact, the law was actually passed that 
this happened, is that the United 
States Government provide clean nee- 
dles to drug users. Just think of it. We 
are not talking about legal medication 
here. We are talking about illegal drug 
users being able to turn in their dirty 
needles and get brand new ones. 

What is really incredible about this 
is when they started to implement the 
program in various parts around the 
country, they traded in one dirty nee- 
dle and got 39 new ones. Now, I do not 
know what my colleague thinks about 
this. But in my mind it does not take 
Einstein to figure out that if they 
turned in one dirty needle and got 39 
new ones, the United States Govern- 
ment just became an agent in pro- 
moting the use of drugs in the United 
States of America; and that is pa- 
thetic. 
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I am happy to say that at least tem- 
porarily they have stopped this needle 
exchange program. But the law is still 
on the books, and that law needs to be 
changed. It is incredible that we would 
in this city decide that the right way 
to solve drug problems is to somehow 
trade dirty needles in for clean needles. 
It is just incredible that we would 
make that sort of decision. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I do not think the 
people back in Wisconsin or Minnesota, 
at least the common-sense people sit- 
ting around the coffee shops and the 
feed mills, I mean they would say this 
is crazy, especially when we are sup- 
posedly having a war on drugs. 

In fact, what makes it even more bi- 
zarre is we have some folks in Wash- 
ington who want to have this war on 
tobacco. And, on the one hand, we are 
going to do everything we can, and I 
certainly support the notion of doing 
everything we can to try and keep kids 
from starting smoking, but, on the 
other hand, we have some of the most 
dangerous drugs which we know, for 
example, if they are a heroin addict ul- 
timately it will kill them; and some- 
how we have this bizarre notion that 
we will make it safer by providing 
clean needles to heroin addicts. 

This is sort of the tortured logic that 
has run this city for too long, and I 
think we have got to get back to some 
of those old-fashioned notions, things 
like personal responsibility and ulti- 
mately calling things the way they are 
and saying we have got to do every- 
thing to keep people from using heroin 
rather than making it easier for them 
to use heroin with cleaner needles. 

Mr. NEUMANN. We have spent an 
hour here tonight talking about some 
of the incredible things going on in this 
city from IMF funding to the strange 
way that we found support in this Con- 
gress for IMF funding today. We found 
that people that voted against it were 
people that we might have thought 
might vote for it, especially people 
that represent union districts sup- 
porting an agency that is encouraging 
devaluation of the dollar. Which means 
foreign goods come in cheaper and our 
American made goods cost more, which 
means we lose American jobs. 

We talked about the party going on 
at the White House where they are 
celebrating tax increases, where what 
we ought to be doing is celebrating the 
tax cuts from last year. And we talked 
about the needle exchange. 

I would like to kind of conclude this 
evening by not talking about some- 
thing incredible, but rather talking 
about where we might go in the future 
with this great Nation that we live in; 
and I would like to kind of present a vi- 
sion here for where we might go with 
America both from an economic front 
and from a social front. Let me start 
on the economic side because we have 
talked about it already a little bit to- 
night. 
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On the economic side, I think the 
first thing we need to do is make sure 
that Social Security is safe and secure 
for every senior citizen in the United 
States of America. I believe our seniors 
have the right to get up in the morning 
and not worry about whether their So- 
cial Security check is going to be 
there. So the first thing economically, 
let us make sure Social Security is safe 
for our senior citizens. 

Second, we have got a $5 trillion 
debt staring us in the face. Let us start 
making payments on that debt, much 
like we would pay off a home mort- 
gage, and let us pay off the debt so our 
children can inherent a debt-free na- 
tion instead of having a legacy of a $512 
trillion debt. 

The third thing, the tax rate is too 
high. The tax rate in America, if we 
look at State, local, Federal, property 
taxes, if we look at all taxes people 
pay, $37 out of every $100 they earn in 
America today goes to taxes of some 
form. So on this economic side, let us 
get a vision. Restore Social Security so 
our seniors are safe, pay off the debt so 
our children can inherent a debt-free 
nation, and let us get that tax burden 
down to not more than $25 out of every 
$100 the people earn, instead of the $37 
that it currently is. 

A lot of people would say that is pie- 
in-the-sky vision. I tell my colleagues, 
3 years ago if we said we were going to 
balance the budget by 1998, they would 
say that was pie-in-the-sky. I believe in 
America and I believe what our people 
can do in this great country that we 
live in. It is possible to achieve these 
economic goals. 

Let us go to the social side for just a 
minute. On the social side, I think edu- 
cation is the number-one problem fac- 
ing the United States of America. Our 
kids have dropped to 21st in the world 
in education. I think the right answer 
to education is not Washington going 
out and spending more money on edu- 
cation. The right answer on education 
is empowering our parents to be ac- 
tively involved in deciding where our 
kids go to school, what they are 
taught, and how they are taught it. 

If we can just empower our parents 
to be actively involved in the kids’ 
education, all kinds of things will 
change. It is the right way to bring 
education back up. More Washington 
control, more Washington dollars. Tak- 
ing that responsibility away from the 
parents is the wrong answer. The right 
answer is parental involvement in the 
education system. 

Now I am going to refer back to that 
study I talked about before of 12,000 
teenagers. When parents are more ac- 
tively involved in their kids’ school, 
there is a side benefit. When parents 
are more actively involved in what 
their kids are learning, there is a side 
benefit. And the study of 12,000 teen- 
agers pointed it out directly. 
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There is an immediate impact. The 
more parents that are involved with 
their kids, the less likely it is that the 
kids will be involved with crime, the 
less likely it is the kids will be in- 
volved with drugs, the less likely it is 
that the kids will have teen preg- 
nancies, and the less likely it is the 
teens will be smoking. 

So when we talk about those social 
problems facing America, the single 
most important thing that we can do is 
empower our parents to get more ac- 
tively involved with our kids. 

Both sides of this issue, both sides of 
this chart are intertwined in that, if we 
can reduce the tax burden from $37 out 
of every $100 the people earn down to 
$25 out of every $100 the people earn, 
we will be in a position where parents 
are no longer forced to take a second 
and a third job. 

When they do not take the second 
and third job, they will have more time 
to spend with their kids. More time in- 
volved with their kids’ education will 
automatically improve the education 
of their kids. And as they spend more 
time, the side benefits of less crime, 
less drugs, fewer teen pregnancies, and 
less teen smoking is an automatic out- 
come based on the survey that we just 
looked at. Again, the survey of 12,000 
teenagers, the survey is accurate. 

The last thing I would mention on 
the social side is something I did not 
really understand when I first came to 
Congress 4 years ago. I did not under- 
stand what a partial-birth abortion 
was. I am pro-life, so I understood the 
abortion issue reasonably well, but I 
did not understand partial birth. 

When someone first explained to me 
that, in the third trimester of a preg- 
nancy, in the seventh, eighth, or ninth 
month of a pregnancy that they would 
partially deliver a baby, and then with 
the baby going to live if they finish the 
delivery, at the last second, they would 
kill the baby in this abortion. A sev- 
enth, eighth or ninth month killing of 
a baby that would otherwise live is 
what a partial birth abortion is, and 
that is just plain wrong. 

Wherever you are at on the abortion 
issue, I know from the State of Wis- 
consin, in the House of Representa- 
tives, the people that are pro-choice 
that are Democrats, the people that 
are pro-choice that are Republicans, 
the people that are pro-life Democrats 
and pro-life Republicans, all of them 
voted to end partial-birth abortions in 
America. 

When I think about a social agenda, 
I do not believe that our free society 
now understanding what is happening 
in a partial-birth abortion can allow 
this to continue. It is one thing to not 
understand it; it is another thing to 
know about it and not do something 
about. 

I would like to close tonight with a 
thought that I think about regularly. I 
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think about this country and where we 
are at and where we have come over 
the last 40 years. I think about the 
problems in the White House and the 
message that that is sending to our 
kids, and I think about all of these so- 
cial problems facing America and the 
education problems, and I think about 
the financial problems. These words 
just keep ringing in my ears. I keep 
hearing these words that, in order for 
evil to succeed, good people need only 
sit idly by and watch. 

I wonder, when generations look 
back on our generation, and they ask 
what kind of people were these? Were 
these the people that sat quietly by, 
were these the good people that sat 
quietly by while evil succeeded during 
their generation? 

Folks, we over the next 10, 15, 20 
years, will we be the people that said 
enough is enough? We are not going to 
spend our children’s money anymore. 
We are not going to take that money 
out of the Social Security Trust Fund. 
The taxes are too high, and we are 
going to get it down. We are going to 
pay off this debt so our kids get a debt- 
free nation. 

We have had it with our kids being 
21st in education in the world. They 
are going to be number one again. 
When they are number one with our 
parents more actively involved in their 
lives, the crime rate goes down, the 
drug use goes down, teen pregnancies 
are fewer, less teen smoking. We end 
partial-birth abortions. 

Are we going to be the people that 
history looks back on and say that was 
the people in our society, that was the 
people in America that said enough is 
enough. The good people would no 
longer stand idly by and watch evil 
succeed. They are the people that stood 
up and took this country back and pro- 
vided our children with a safe, secure 
moral future. 


— 


REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3156 


Mr. COOKSEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that my name be 
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 3156. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GUTKNECHT). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Lou- 
isiana? 

There was no objection. 


REPUBLIC OF TURKEY SEEKING 
U.S. APPROVAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the mi- 
nority leader. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
plan to use very much of the hour this 
evening, probably about 15 or 20 min- 
utes. 
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My topic relates to foreign affairs 
and U.S. relations with two countries 
that I feel very close to. One is Arme- 
nia. I happen to cochair the Armenia 
Caucus in the House of Representa- 
tives. And also India, another country 
where I cochair our Members’ caucus 
that we have with approximately 100 
Members, in the case of the India Cau- 
cus, and I think 65 or so in the Armenia 
Caucus. 

I would like to turn first to the situa- 
tion in Armenia. I should say really 
threats, if you will, to the Republic of 
Armenia, and also the Republic of 
Nagorno Karabagh that are coming, 
once again, from its neighbors. 

I would like to specifically address a 
very troubling situation involving the 
possible transfer of sophisticated U.S. 
arms to Azerbaijan, an unstable and 
undemocratic regime. There have re- 
cently been press reports suggesting 
that the Republic of Turkey, another 
neighbor of Armenia, is seeking U.S. 
approval to sell F-16 fighter planes, as- 
sembled in Turkey, but based on a U.S. 
license, to the Republic of Azerbaijan. 

According to the press reports, the 
idea of arms sale emerged during talks 
between government officials from the 
two countries regarding a Turkey- 
Azerbaijan defense agreement. 

Mr. Speaker, for the transfer of the 
F-16’s to take place, Turkey would 
have to seek permission from the 
United States and also of NATO. I have 
come to the House floor tonight to ask 
my colleagues to join me in urging our 
administration to reject any such pro- 
posal and discourage Turkey’s growing 
role as an arms supplier to such vola- 
tile regions as the Transcaucasus and 
the Middle East. 

In the next few days, I will be seek- 
ing signatures for letters to our Presi- 
dent and other key national security 
officials in opposition to the Turkish 
sale of F-16’s to Azerbaijan. Indeed, Mr. 
Speaker, it is inconceivable to me, and 
I think to most of the American people 
that our military, diplomatic, and in- 
telligence agencies would even con- 
template such a proposal. 

While all the facts about the F-16 
deal are still somewhat in dispute, 
these recent reports are the latest indi- 
cation of a growing military and polit- 
ical alliance between Turkey and Azer- 
baijan, a very troubling development in 
terms of peace, stability, and democ- 
racy in this strategically important 
Caucasus region. 

Both Turkey and Azerbaijan con- 
tinue to maintain blockades of their 
neighbor, Armenia. These blockades, 
which are both illegal and immoral, 
have made it extremely difficult for 
much-needed emergency food, medi- 
cine, and energy supplies to reach the 
people in Armenia, including supplies 
sent by the American people. 

In addition, Azerbaijan continues to 
refuse to compromise on negotiations 
to achieve a settlement over the 
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Nagorno Karabagh conflict. Nagorno 
Karabagh is a region that has been pri- 
marily populated by Armenians for 
centuries, which has proclaimed its 
independence about 10 years ago, but 
which continues to be claimed by Azer- 
baijan. As a matter of fact, Azerbaijan 
also continues to maintain a blockade 
of Nagorno Karabagh, causing signifi- 
cant human hardship there as well. 

Mr. Speaker, when I was in the re- 
gion earlier this year in the Caucasus, 
in the frontline area of Karabagh, 
which was the target of constant sniper 
fire from Azerbaijani forces, I became 
aware of a very disturbing fact, which 
I would like to point out this evening. 

The equipment that was being used 
by the Azerbaijani forces, from the 
weapons right down to the uniforms, 
were American and NATO supplies, 
provided to Turkey and then funneled 
to Azerbaijan. 

Of course, Turkey, as we know, is a 
NATO ally, despite the fact that, un- 
like the other NATO countries of North 
America and Western Europe, Turkey 
is a country with numerous restric- 
tions on democratic and civil liberties 
and a terrible human rights record. 

But while Turkey is a NATO mem- 
ber, Azerbaijan is not, and it should 
not be receiving American military 
equipment, particularly not anything 
as sophisticated and dangerous as F-16 
aircraft. Turkey should not be sup- 
plying such equipment to other na- 
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, Azerbaijan is not ex- 
actly one of the democratic success 
stories of the former Soviet Union. In 
fact, the leader of Azerbaijan, Heydar 
Aliyev, is a former Communist Party 
boss who seized power in a coup and 
has led an authoritarian regime ever 
since. He has not permitted opposition 
political organizations or a free media. 

More shocking, while oil wealth be- 
gins to pour into the Azeri capital of 
Baku, President Aliyev has done noth- 
ing to relieve the suffering of his own 
people in the countryside of Azer- 
baijan. Yet, it is precisely the huge oil 
wealth and Azeri territory in the Cas- 
pian Sea that has led Western Govern- 
ments, including, I am sorry to say, 
our own government, to tolerate and 
promote this antidemocratic regime. 

The combination of the oil resources 
in Azerbaijan and Turkey’s position as 
a NATO member have led to excessive 
tolerance, in my opinion, on the part of 
our State Department for these two re- 
gimes and their growing military part- 
nership. 

I just hope, Mr. Speaker, and this is 
the last thing I would like to say to- 
night on this subject, is I just hope 
that the proposed Turkish-Azerbaijani 
F-16 sale will be where we finally draw 
the line in our support for this un- 
democratic regime and the dangerous 
situation that the F-16s might pose if 
this sale were ever allowed. 
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Now, Mr. Speaker, if I could, I would 
like to switch now and talk again brief- 
ly about the situation in India. I would 
like to make a very positive state- 
ment, if I could, about the recent visit 
to India by some of our U.S. officials 
representing the President. I speak 
today specifically about U.S. Ambas- 
sador to the United Nations, Mr. Bill 
Richardson, a former colleague of ours 
in the House of Representatives; As- 
sistant Secretary of State for South 
Asia, Mr. Kar] Inderfurth; and Director 
for South Asia in the National Secu- 
rity Council, Mr. Bruce Reidel, who re- 
cently made a very successful trip to 
India. 

Indian and American officials associ- 
ated with the trip have stated that the 
meetings were conducted with excep- 
tional warmth, which can only indicate 
that U.S.-India relations have never 
been stronger. 

I wanted to say, Mr. Speaker, that 
Ambassador Richardson and Secretary 
Inderfurth have traveled to South Asia 
in preparation for President Clinton’s 
trip to the subcontinent, which was 
scheduled for this fall. As you know, 
President Clinton’s trip to South Asia 
will be the first by an American Presi- 
dent that has taken place in over 20 
years. 

These meetings were not intended to 
produce high-level agreements, but 
they gave senior administration offi- 
cials the opportunity to meet with sen- 
ior officials from the newly elected In- 
dian government. The government in 
India changed hands. It was an election 
in March, and a new government took 
office in early April. Numerous issues 
were discussed with our U.S. officials 
and the new government, and I am 
pleased to see that the talks were very 
positive. 

I wanted to talk about some of the 
issues that were discussed, because I 
think they are important. The U.S. del- 
egation spent much of its time encour- 
aging the reassumption of dialogue be- 
tween India and Pakistan. This was 
something that the previous Prime 
Minister Gujral had encouraged quite a 
bit. 

Talks between these South Asian 
neighbors had abruptly ended in Sep- 
tember just prior to the new election 
cycle when both countries failed to re- 
solve their differences over Kashmir. 
Fortunately, soon after Ambassador 
Richardson and Secretary Inderfurth 
had left South Asia, reports indicated 
that talks between the two countries 
may resume after a summit meeting of 
the Indian and Pakistani Prime Min- 
isters during the SAARC meeting in 
July. So we are very hopeful that we 
are going to see the reassumption of 
these talks, and I was very pleased to 
see that our representatives encour- 
aged the reassumption of the dialogue 
between India and Pakistan. 

Mr. Speaker, both the United States 
and India also, I would note, were very 
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willing to discuss sensitive and con- 
troversial issues. For example, Ambas- 
sador Richardson stated that the 
United States will continue to work 
with the Indians in curbing the devel- 
opment of the nuclear weapons pro- 
gram, but that the nuclear issue would 
not dominate the dialogue between the 
two countries. 

The U.S. Delegation informed Indian 
officials that the United States was 
pleased that the Indians had shown re- 
straint after Pakistan had test-fired 
the Ghauri missile. I would like to in- 
form Members of this body that the De- 
fense Department is ready to consider 
sanctions against Pakistan following 
the firing of the missile. 

A spokesman from the Pentagon re- 
cently stated, and I quote, that the 
United States has imposed sanctions 
against Pakistan in the past under the 
Missile Technology Control Regime. 
We are continuing to review the par- 
ticular case and that review was in its 
advanced stages. 

I would like the administration to 
look very closely at this issue. I am 
concerned that China or North Korea 
might have provided Pakistan with the 
technical information for the Ghauri 
missile. The continued illegal transfer 
of missile and nuclear technology may 
lead to further instability in South 
Asia. That is why I continue to oppose 
the administration’s certification that 
will allow the United States to transfer 
nuclear technology to China. 

Mr. Speaker, China is known to have 
transferred nuclear technology to 
Pakistan, so we should not be transfer- 
ring any kind of technology to China 
that ultimately could be transferred to 
Pakistan. 

I would also like to note that, on the 
heels of Ambassador Richardson and 
Secretary Inderfurth’s trip, reports 
from India indicate that the United 
States and India are set to reinitiate 
civilian nuclear cooperation after 20 
years. This partnership will focus on 
bilateral research projects and aimed 
at the improvement of the operational 
safety of India’s nuclear power plants. 

The first meeting between the two 
countries is scheduled to take place in 
the U.S. later this year. U.S. law will 
govern the exchange of civilian nuclear 
officials. The proposed safety coopera- 
tion between our countries would not 
involve the transfer of technology or 
controlled information or commodities 
from the U.S. to India. But increased 
dialogue on nuclear issues between our 
two countries can only lead to a safer 
and cleaner nuclear environment. So 
again, this is a very positive develop- 
ment. 


o 2145 


During the meetings that took place 
with Ambassador Richardson and Sec- 
retary Inderfurth the United States 
also acknowledged India’s bid for per- 
manent membership on the United Na- 
tions Security Council. 
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Now basically what the U.S. position 
is, and they basically stated it again at 
this meeting, is that the U.S. endorses 
Security Council reform and the U.S. 
supports the inclusion of Germany and 
Japan and one country each from Latin 
America, Asia and Africa. The United 
States, however, would allow the re- 
gions to determine who their rep- 
resentatives would be. 

So United States is saying that there 
should be another Asian representa- 
tive, but it does not necessarily have to 
be India. 

I have to say, though, that in private 
discussions with administration offi- 
cials there is no question in my mind 
that they support India’s bid, and I 
hope that the United States public pol- 
icy will ultimately be supportive of 
India being a permanent member of the 
Security Council. 

There was also discussion between 
the U.S. and Indian officials during 
this recent trip on the need to fight 
terrorism. Ambassador Richardson had 
called on India’s prime minister and 
home minister and had shared their 
concern over Pakistan-sponsored ter- 
rorism in Jammu and Kashmir and in 
other parts of India. 

Obviously, again, the United States 
needs to do more to fight terrorism, to 
basically put pressure on Pakistan to 
not encourage and to harbor and train 
terrorists on its soil, and hopefully the 
comments that were made by Ambas- 
sador Richardson and Mr. Inderfurth 
will mean that the U.S. takes a more 
proactive view and tries to basically 
pressure, if you will, Pakistan into not 
encouraging terrorism in Kashmir and 
in other places in south Asia. 

Both countries also discussed, very 
importantly I would say, the need to 
increase trade and investment. Finance 
Minister Sinha was just in the United 
States last week, this is the new fi- 
nance minister in India, in the Indian 
government, and he assured U.S. busi- 
ness leaders that the new BJP govern- 
ment was not anti-foreign investment 
and that economic reforms would be 
accelerated with the new government. 
He recently stated that there was no 
doubt about the continuity of the re- 
form process, and the finance minister 
said that the Indian government would 
seek foreign investment, particularly 
infrastructure like roads, railways, 
power, rural and high technology sec- 
tors, and he assured investors that the 
new government would continue the 
deregulation process to help build a 
strong private sector. 

Now once again this is very impor- 
tant. One of the goals of our India Cau- 
cus is to promote more trade and in- 
vestment by U.S. businesses in India. It 
is very important to see that the move 
towards a market economy, towards 
privatization, continues under the aus- 
pices of this new government. 

There was a lot of attention paid dur- 
ing this recent trip to the so-called 
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strategic dialogue that has been initi- 
ated by U.S. officials, and I would like 
to see the strategic dialogue extended 
into the defense area. 

During the trip Defense Minister 
George Fernandez and the U.S. delega- 
tion agreed that more cooperation was 
needed in technology and military-to- 
military exchange, and I think that 
India, Mr. Speaker, can be a bulwark 
against the expansion of China’s mili- 
tary in Asia. India should be more inte- 
grated in my opinion into the U.S. de- 
fense framework, and it should be able 
to buy military equipment and supplies 
from the United States on an equal 
basis with other allies. The strategic 
dialogue being fostered by the U.S. offi- 
cials’ recent trip I think will hopefully 
lead in this direction. 

And finally, Mr. Speaker, my overall 
goals and the goals of the India Caucus 
include bringing India and the United 
States closer together, making India 
more of a foreign policy priority for 
the United States and, again, increas- 
ing U.S. trade with and investment in 
India. And I believe very strongly that 
this recent trip by U.S. officials to 
India has clearly helped to achieve 
these goals and is going a long ways to- 
wards improving our relationship on 
almost every level with India. 


— 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. MILLER of Florida (at the request 
of Mr. ARMEy) for today after 1:00 p.m. 
on account of attending his daughter’s 
wedding. 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida (at the request 
of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today after 2:00 
p.m. on account of personal reasons. ` 

Mr. YATES (at the request of Mr. GEP- 
HARDT) for today after 6:00 p.m. on ac- 
count of physical reasons. 


—— 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis- 
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mrs. CAPPS) to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material:) 

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today. 

Ms. CARLSON, for 5 minutes, today. 

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, for 5 min- 
utes, today. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. MCINNIS) to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr. LATHAM, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. BRADY, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. METCALF, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. MCINNIS, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. DELAY, for 5 minutes, today. 
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mrs. CAPPS) and to include ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr. HILLIARD. 

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. 

Mr. HAMILTON. 

Mr. LAMPSON. 

Ms. DELAURO. 

Ms. ESHOO. 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. 

Mr. NEAL. 

Mr. TOWNS. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. 

Mr. KUCINICH. 

Mr. KLECZKA. 

Mr. BARCIA. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. 

Mr. SHERMAN. 

Mr. SKELTON. 

Mr. POSHARD. 

Mr. KIND. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. MCINNIS) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. 

Mr. WALSH. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. 

Mr. GALLEGLY. 

Mr. SOLOMON. 

Mr. GRAHAM. 

Mr. RADANOVICH. 

Mr. BUNNING in two instances. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. 

Mr. COLLINS. 

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. 

Mr. COBLE. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 50 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, April 
27, 1998, at 2 p.m. 


—— 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol- 
lows: 


8593. A letter from the Deputy Chief, Pro- 
grams and Legislation Division, Department 
of the Air Force, transmitting notification 
that the Commander of Hill Air Force Base 
(AFB), Utah, has conducted a cost compari- 
son to reduce the cost of operating grounds 
maintenance, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2304 nt.; 
to the Committee on National Security. 

8594. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Legislative Affairs, Federal Deposit Insur- 
ance Corporation, transmitting the Corpora- 
tion's final rule—International Banking Reg- 
ulations; Consolidation and Simplification 
(RIN: 3064—-AC05) received April 14, 1998, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Financial Services. 


April 23, 1998 


8595. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
transmitting the Agency's final rule—Sus- 
pension of Community Eligibility [Docket 
No. FEMA~7684] received April 6, 1998, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Banking and Financial Services. 

8596. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—List of 
Communities Eligible for the Sale of Flood 
Insurance [Docket No. FEMA-~7685) received 
April 6, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Banking and Financial 
Services. 

8597. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
transmitting the Agency’s final rule— 
Changes in Flood Elevation Determinations 
[44 CFR Part 65] received April 6, 1998, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Banking and Financial Services. 

8598. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
transmitting the Agency's final rule— 
Changes in Flood Elevation Determinations 
[44 CFR Part 65] received April 6, 1998, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Banking and Financial Services. 

8599. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
transmitting the Agency’s final rule— 
Changes in Flood Elevation Determinations 
[Docket No. FEMA-7249] received April 6, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv- 
ices. 

8600. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
transmitting the Agency’s final rule— 
Changes in Flood Elevation Determinations 
[Docket No. FEMA-7236] received April 6, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv- 
ices. 

8601. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Final 
Flood Elevation Determinations (44 CFR 
Part 67) received April 6, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. S01(0a) HA); to the Committee on 
Banking and Financial Services. 

8602. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Final 
Flood Elevation Determinations (44 CFR 
Part 67) received April 6, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C, 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Banking and Financial Services. 

8603. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Final 
Flood Elevation Determinations (44 CFR 
Part 67) received April 6, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 8010 aA); to the Committee on 
Banking and Financial Services. 

8604. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
transmitting the Agency’s final rule— 
Changes in Flood Elevation Determinations 
(44 CFR Part 65) received April 6, 1998, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Banking and Financial Services. 

8605. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Financial Institutions Examination Council, 
transmitting the Council’s 1997 Annual Re- 
port to Congress, pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 3305; 
to the Committee on Banking and Financial 
Services. 

8606. A letter from the Chairman, National 
Credit Union Administration, transmitting 
the 1997 Annual Report of the National Cred- 
it Union Administration, pursuant to 12 
U.S.C. 1752a(d); to the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Financial Services. 


April 23, 1998 


8607. A letter from the Administrator of 
National Banks, Legislative and Regulatory 
Activities Division, Office of the Comptroller 
of the Currency, transmitting the Office’s 
final rule—Expanded Examination Cycle for 
Certain Small Insured Institutions [Docket 
No. 98-03] (RIN: 1557-AB56) received April 1, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv- 
ices. 

8608. A letter from the Chairperson, Na- 
tional Council on Disability, transmitting 
the Council’s Annual Report for Fiscal Year 
1997, pursuant to 29 U.S.C. 781(a)(8); to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

8609. A letter from the Acting Adminis- 
trator for Health Resources and Services Ad- 
ministration, Department of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule—Grants for the Construc- 
tion of Teaching Facilities for Health Profes- 
sions Personnel (RIN: 0906-AA39) received 
April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

8610. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
OSG, Department of Health and Human 
Services, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule—Medicare, Medicaid, and CLIA 
Programs; Clinical Laboratory Require- 
ments-Extension of Certain Effective Dates 
for Clinical Laboratory Requirements Under 
CLIA [HSQ-237-FC] (RIN: 0938-AH84) re- 
ceived April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

8611. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and 
Promulgation of Implementation Plans; 
State of Missouri [MO 046-1046; FRL-6001-2] 
received April 21, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

8612. A letter from the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation to amend title XIX of 
the Social Security Act to clarify and revise 
requirements regarding penalties for certain 
taxes on and donations by health care pro- 
viders; to the Committee on Commerce. 

8613. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a report on the progress made 
toward opening the United States Embassy 
in Jerusalem, pursuant to Public Law 104-45, 
section 6 (109 Stat. 400); to the Committee on 
International Relations. 

8614. A letter from the President, Inter- 
American Foundation, transmitting the 
Foundation’s Fiscal Year 1997 Audited Fi- 
nancial Statements, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 
283j-1(c); to the Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight. 

8615. A letter from the Director, Adminis- 
tration and Management, Department of De- 
fense, transmitting the Department's final 
rule—Defense Logistics Agency Privacy Pro- 
gram [Defense Logistics Agency Reg. 5400.21) 
received April 15, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Govern- 
ment Reform and Oversight. 

8616. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General for Administration, Department of 
Justice, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Justice Acquisition Regulations [48 
CFR Chapter 28] received April 7, 1998, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight. 

8617. A letter from the Chairman, Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, transmitting a re- 
port on the Commission’s Fiscal Year 1997 
Accountability Report, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 
3512(c\(3) Public Law 103-56; to the Com- 
mittee on Government Reform and Over- 
sight. 
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8618. A letter from the Attorney General, 
Department of Justice, transmitting a copy 
of the Annual Report of the Attorney Gen- 
eral for Fiscal Year 1997, pursuant to 28 
U.S.C. 522; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

8619. A letter from the President, The 
Foundation of the Federal Bar Association, 
transmitting a copy of the Association’s 
audit report for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 1997, pursuant to 36 U.S.C. 1101(22) 
and 1103; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

8620. A letter from the Administrator, Fed- 
eral Aviation Administration, transmitting 
the Pilot Minimum Flight Time Require- 
ments Study, pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 44935 nt; 
to the Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure. 

8621. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Dornier Model 328-100 Series Air- 
planes [Docket No. 97-NM-62-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-10434; AD 98-07-14] (RIN: 2120-A A64) 
received April 13, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8622. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Drawbridge Op- 
eration Regulations: Hutchinson River, NY 
(CGD01-97-125] (RIN: 2115-AE47) received 
April 13, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8623. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Drawbridge Op- 
eration Regulations: Richmond Creek, NY 
(CGD01-98-013] (RIN: 2115-AE47) received 
April 13, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8624. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Drawbridge Op- 
eration Regulations: North River, MA 
(CGD01-97-126] (RIN: 2115-AE47) received 
April 13, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8625. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Drawbridge Op- 
eration Regulations: Sheepscot River, ME 
(CGD01-97-128] (RIN: 2115-AE47) received 
April 13, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8626. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Drawbridge Op- 
eration Regulations: Presumpscot River, ME 
(CGD01-97-124] (RIN: 2115-AE47) received 
April 13, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8627. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final ruale—Drawbridge Op- 
eration Regulations: Fore River, ME [CGD01- 
97-127] (RIN: 2115-AE47) received April 13, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

8628. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; AERMACCI S.p.A. Models S.208 
and S. 2084 Airplanes [Docket No. 97-CE-140- 
AD; Amendment 39-10453; AD 98-08-04] (RIN: 
2120-A A64) received April 13, 1998, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 
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8629. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; AERMACCI S. p. A. S.205 Series 
and Models 8.208 and S.208A Airplanes 
[Docket No. 97-CE-144-AD; Amendment 39- 
10455; AD 98-08-06] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
April 13, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8630. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Pilatus Aircraft Ltd. Model PC-7 
Airplanes [Docket No. 97-CE-149-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-10456; AD 98-08-07] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 13, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8631. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Stemme GmbH & Co. KG Models 
$10 and S10-V Sailplanes [Docket No. 97-CE- 
127-AD; Amendment 39-10452; AD 98-08-03) 
(RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 13, 1998, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

8632. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Robinson Helicopter Company 
Model R44 Helicopters [Docket No. 98-SW-08- 
AD; Amendment 39-10461; AD 98-04-12] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received April 13, 1998, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C, 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8633. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Eurocopter France Model SA 
330F, G, and J, and AS 332C, L, L1, and L2 
Helicopters [Docket No. 97-SW-27-AD; 
Amendment 39-10462; AD 98-08-13] (RIN: 2120- 
AA64) received April 13, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8634. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Eurocopter France Model SA 
365N, N1 and AS 365N2 Helicopters [Docket 
No. 97-SW-21-AD; Amendment 39-10463; AD 
98-08-14] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 13, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

8635. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Aerospatiale Model ATR42-500 
Series Airplanes [Docket No. 98-NM-107-AD; 
Amendment 39-10457; AD98-08-08] (RIN; 2120- 
AA64) received April 13, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8636. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Fokker Mode] F28 Mark 0070 and 
Mark 0100 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 97- 
NM-249-AD; Amendment 39-10450; AD 98-08- 
01] (RIN: 2120-A A64) received April 13, 1998, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

8637. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Establishment 
of Class D Airspace: Fayetteville (Spring- 
dale), AR [Airspace Docket No. 97-ASW-19] 
received April 13, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 
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8638. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Pilatus Aircraft Ltd. Models PC- 
12 and PC-12/45 Airplanes [Docket No. 97-CE- 
119-AD; Amendment 39-10438; AD 98-07-18] 
(RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 13, 1998, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

8639. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Boeing Model 767 Series Air- 
planes [Docket No. 98-NM-95-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-10448; AD 98-07-26] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 13, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(aX(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8640. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rale—Airworthiness 
Directives; Dornier Model 328-100 Series Air- 
planes [Docket No. 96-NM-119-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-10432; AD 98-07-12] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 13, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8641. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Schempp-Hirth K.G. Models Nim- 
bus-2B, Mini-Nimbus B, Discus a, Discus b 
Sailplanes [Docket No. 96-CE-19-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-10439; AD 97-08-02 RI] (RIN: 2120- 
AA64) received April 13, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8642. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Airbus Model A300-600 Series Air- 
planes [Docket No. 95-NM-92-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-10451; AD 98-08-02] (RIN: 2120-A A64) 
received April 13, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8643. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Saab Model SAAB 340B Series 
Airplanes [Docket No, 98-NM-49-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-10449} (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
April 13, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8644. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Establishment 
of Class E Airspace; Cooperstown, ND Cor- 
rection [Airspace Docket No. 97-AGL-50] re- 
ceived April 13, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8645. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Amendment of 
Class E Airspace; New Bern, NC [Airspace 
Docket No. 97-ASO-26] received April 13, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

8646. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Special Use 
Airspace [Docket No. 29179; Amendment No. 
73-8] received April 13, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8647. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Revocation of 
Class E Airspace; Spofford, TX [Airspace 
Docket No. 98-ASW-21] received April 13, 
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1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

8648. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Employment and Training, De- 
partment of Labor, transmitting the Depart- 
ment's final rule—Unemployment Insurance 
Program Letter [No. 18-98) received April 8, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

8649. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Employment and Training, De- 
partment of Labor, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule—Indian and Native Amer- 
ican Welfare-To-Work Grants Program (RIN: 
1205-AB16) received April 1, 1998, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

8650. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule—Determination of 
Issue Price in the Case of Certain Debt In- 
struments Issued for Property [Rev. Rul. 98- 
23] received April 21, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

8651. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Import Administration, International 
Trade Administration, transmitting the Ad- 
ministration’s final rule—Antidumping Du- 
ties; Countervailing Duties [Docket No. 
950306068-6361-04} (RIN: 0625-AA45) received 
April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

8652. A letter from the Administrator, Na- 
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra- 
tion, transmitting the Administration's final 
rule—Duty-Free Entry of Space Articles 
(RIN: 2700-AC12) received April 1, 1998, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

8653. A letter from the President, U.S. In- 
stitute of Peace, transmitting the Institute's 
Fiscal Year 1997 Audit Report, pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 4607(h); jointly to the Committees on 
Education and the Workforce and Inter- 
national Relations. 

8654. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
OSG, Department of Health and Human 
Services, transmitting the Department's 
final rule—Medicare Program; Medicare Ap- 
peals of Individual Claims [BPD-453-FC] 
(RIN: 0938-AG18) received April 7, 1998, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)A); jointly to the 
Committees on Commerce and Ways and 
Means. 

8655. A letter from the Executive Director, 
District of Columbia Financial Responsi- 
bility and Management Assistance Author- 
ity, transmitting a report entitled The 
Opening of District of Columbia Public 
Schools for the 1998-1999 Academic Year,” 
pursuant to Public Law 105-100, section 143; 
jointly to the Committees on Government 
Reform and Oversight and Appropriations. 

8656. A letter from the Acting Director of 
Communications and Legislative Affairs, 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commis- 
sion, transmitting the Commission's Annual 
Report for Fiscal Year 1995, pursuant to 42 
U.S.C. 2000e-4(e); jointly to the Committees 
on the Judiciary and Education and the 
Workforce. 

8657. A letter from the Secretary of Trans- 
portation, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to authorize activities under the 
Federal Railroad safety laws for fiscal years 
1999 through 2002, and for other purposes; 
jointly to the Committees on Transportation 
and Infrastructure and the Judiciary. 

8658. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
OSG, Department of Health and Human 
Services, transmitting the Department's 
final rule—Medicare and Medicaid Programs; 
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New Payment Methodology for Routine Ex- 
tended Care Services Provided in a Swing- 
Bed Hospital [BPD-805-F] (RIN: 0938-AG68) 
received April 7, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)1)(A); jointly to the Committees on 
Ways and Means and Commerce. 

8659. A letter from the Office of Inspector 
General, Department of Health and Human 
Services, transmitting the Department's 
final rule—Medicare and State Health Care 
Programs: Fraud and Abuse; Issuance of Ad- 
visory Opinions by the OIG (RIN: 0991-A A85) 
received March 26, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); jointly to the Committees on 
Ways and Means and Commerce. 

8660. A letter from the Regulations Officer, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule— 
Health Care Programs: Fraud and Abuse; Re- 
vised PRO Sanctions for Failing To Meet 
Statutory Obligations (RIN: 0991-A A86) re- 
ceived March 26, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); jointly to the Committees on 
Ways and Means and Commerce. 

8661. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency's final rule—National Emis- 
sion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
for Source Category: Pulp and Paper Produc- 
tion; Effluent Limitations Guidelines, 
Pretreatment Standards, and New Source 
Performance Standards: Pulp, Paper, and Pa- 
perboard Category (RIN: 2040-AB97) received 
April 14, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); jointly to the Committees on the 
Joint Committee on Printing and Commerce. 

8662. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Treasury, Securities and Exchange Commis- 
sion, and Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System, transmitting Secretary of 
the Treasury, the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, and the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System: Joint Study of 
Regulatory System for Government Securi- 
ties, pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 780-5 nt.; jointly 
to the Committees on Commerce, Ways and 
Means, and Banking and Financial Services. 


— 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. ARCHER: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H.R. 3546. A bill to provide for a na- 
tional dialogue on Social Security and to es- 
tablish the bipartisan panel to design long- 
range Social Security reform: with an 
amendment (Rept. 105-493). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 


— y 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 5 of Rule X and clause 4 
of Rule XXII, public bills and resolu- 
tions were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. McINNIS: 

H.R. 3715. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to convey the facilities of the 
Pine River Project, to allow jurisdictional 
transfer of lands between the Department of 
Agriculture, Forest Service, and the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, 
and the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Re- 
sources. 

By Mrs. LOWEY (for herself and Mrs. 
MORELLA): 
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H.R. 3716. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to extend the program of 
research on breast cancer; to the Committee 
on Commerce. 

By Mr. SOLOMON (for himself, Mr. 
WICKER, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. BARR of 
Georgia, and Mr. DELAY): 

H.R. 3717. A bill to prohibit the expendi- 
ture of Federal funds for the distribution of 
needles or syringes for the hypodermic injec- 
tion of illegal drugs; to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

By Mr. DELAY: 

H.R. 3718. A bill to limit the jurisdiction of 
the Federal courts with respect to prison re- 
lease orders; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

By Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland: 

H.R. 3719. A bill to authorize the construc- 
tion of a monument to honor those who have 
served the Nation's civil defense and emer- 
gency management programs; to the Com- 
mittee on Resources. 

By Mr. DELAY (for himself, Mr. KING 
of New York, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. Liv- 
INGSTON, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. STUMP, Mr. 
DOOLITTLE, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. 
ROHRABACHER, Mr. PAUL, Mr. 
HERGER, Mr. CANADY of Florida, and 
Mr. HILLEARY): 

H.R. 3720. A bill to repeal the Bilingual 
Education Act and for certain other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 

By Mr. BASS: 

H.R. 3721. A bill to amend the Federal Elec- 
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to reform the fi- 
nancing of campaigns for election for Fed- 
eral office, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on House Oversight, and in addi- 
tion to the Committees on the Judiciary, 
and Government Reform and Oversight, for a 
period to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. CHRISTENSEN (for himself, 
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. BE- 
REUTER, Mr. BURR of North Carolina, 
Mrs. CuBIN, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Ms. DUNN 
of Washington, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. 
ENSIGN, Mr. GANSKE, Mr. HOEKSTRA, 
Mr. ISrook, Mr. MANZULLO, Mrs. 
Myrick, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. 
RAMSTAD, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. SENSEN- 
BRENNER, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. SISISKY, 
Mr. TALENT, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. TRAFI- 
CANT, and Mr. WOLF): 

H.R. 3722. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to clarify the standards 
used for determining whether individuals are 
not employees; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. COBLE: 

H.R. 3723. A bill to authorize funds for the 
payment of salaries and expenses of the Pat- 
ent and Trademark Office, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CUMMINGS (for himself, Ms. 
KILPATRICK, Ms. DELAURO, Ms. 
PELOSI, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. MEEHAN, 
Mr. FROST, Mr. HOYER, Mr. COYNE, 
Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. JACKSON, 
Mr. ScoTT, Mr. OLVER, Mr. LEWIS of 
Georgia, Mr. NADLER, Mr. HILLIARD, 
Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. 
KENNEDY of Massachusetts, Mr. 
RusH, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, 
Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr. 
STARK, Mr. MOAKLEY, Ms. LOFGREN, 
Mr. OWENS, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. BOR- 
SKI, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. BARRETT of 
Wisconsin, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. MEEKS 
of New York, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. CLAY, 
Mr. Davis of Illinois, and Mr. PAYNE): 
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H.R. 3724. A bill to provide for the continu- 
ation of the demonstration program, known 
as the Healthy Start Initiative, that is car- 
ried out by the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services as a program of grants to 
reduce the rate of infant mortality; to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. GREENWOOD: 

H.R. 3725. A bill to make the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act of 1970 applicable to 
the United States Postal Service in the same 
manner as any other employer; to the Com- 
mittee on Education and the Workforce, and 
in addition to the Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight, for a period to be sub- 
sequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. GUTIERREZ: 

H.R, 3726. A bill to amend the Electronic 
Fund Transfer Act to require additional dis- 
closures relating to exchange rates in trans- 
fers involving international transactions; to 
the Committee on Banking and Financial 
Services. 

By Mr. LAZIO of New York (for him- 
self, Mr. QUINN, Mr. HORN, and Mr. 
BOEHLERT): 

H.R. 3727. A bill to provide loan forgiveness 
for individuals who earn a degree in early 
childhood education, and enter and remain 
employed in the early child care profession, 
to provide loan cancellation for certain child 
care providers, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. OBEY: 

H.R. 3728. A bill to amend the Robert T. 
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As- 
sistance Act and other laws to return pri- 
mary responsibility for disaster relief to the 
States, to establish a private corporation to 
insure States against risks and costs of dis- 
asters otherwise borne by the States, and to 
provide for reimbursable Federal assistance 
to States for activities in response to disas- 
ters, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture, and in addition to the Committees on 
Agriculture, Small Business, and Banking 
and Financial Services, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Ms. PRYCE of Ohio: 

H.R. 3729. A bill to ensure that prisoners 
are not permitted unsupervised access to any 
interactive computer service; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SHAW (for himself and Mr. JEF- 
FERSON): 

H.R. 3730. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide for the elimi- 
nation of certain foreign base company ship- 
ping income from foreign base company in- 
come; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SKEEN (for himself, Mr. 
REDMOND, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, and 
Mr. PICKERING): 

H.R. 3731. A bill to designate the audito- 
rium located within the Sandia Technology 
Transfer Center in Albuquerque, New Mex- 
ico, as the Steve Schiff Auditorium”; to the 
Committee on National Security. 

By Mr. TIAHRT: 

H.R. 3732. A bill to amend title II of the So- 
cial Security Act to waive the waiting period 
otherwise required for disability bene- 
ficiaries in the case of individuals suffering 
from terminal illnesses with not more than 
six months to live, and to amend titles II and 
XVI of such Act to provide for appropriate 


treatment of prisoners; to the Committee on 


Ways and Means. 
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MEMORIALS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo- 
rials were presented and referred as fol- 
lows: 


282. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 
of the Legislature of the State of Colorado, 
relative to House Joint Resolution 98-1013 
memorializing the relocation of the ex- 
change and commissary at Fitzsimons Army 
Garrison to new facilities to be constructed 
at Buckley Air National Guard Base; to the 
Committee on National Security. 

283. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Kansas, relative to House Con- 
current Resolution No. 5035 memorializing 
the Congress not to take action to mandate 
competition in retail sales of electricity and 
to leave that responsibility to the individual 
states; to the Committee on Commerce. 

284. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep- 
resentatives of the State of Pennsylvania, 
relative to House Resolution 294 memori- 
alizing the Congress of the United States and 
the Federal Communications Commission to 
all state regulatory agencies the flexibility 
they need to conserve available telephone 
numbers and so extend the useful lives of ex- 
isting area codes; to the Committee on Com- 
merce. 

285. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, relative 
to House Resolution 388 memorializing Con- 
gress to authorize a ten-year extension of 
the Delaware and Lehigh Navigation Canal 
National Heritage Corridor Act and to au- 
thorize continued Federal support for cor- 
ridor projects; to the Committee on Re- 
sources. 

286. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the 
State of Kansas, relative to Senate Resolu- 
tion No. 1835 memorializing the United 
States Congress to enact legislation on tax- 
ation of electronic commerce that will treat 
in-state and out-of-state retailers in an equi- 
table fashion and help preserve the integrity 
of the tax systems of state and local govern- 
ments; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

287. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep- 
resentatives of the State of Pennsylvania, 
relative to House Resolution 296 memori- 
alizing the Congress of the United States to 
enact legislation directing the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency to return no less 
than 80% of all fines and penalties collected 
from any municipality, its authorities or 
agencies to same for the rehabilitation of the 
existing facilities to required environmental 
standards; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

288. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the 
State of Tennessee, relative to Senate Reso- 
lution No. 106 memorializing the United 
States Congress to maintain the incentive 
grant approach to accomplishing the shared 
public safety objectives and to refrain from 
imposing federal mandates to accomplish 
such objectives; to the Committee on Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure. 

289. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Idaho, relative to Senate Joint 
Memorial No. 106 memorializing the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers and the Bonneville 
Power Administration to reassess the most 
recent program recommendations and retain 
a policy of spreading the risks to assure per- 
petuation of the salmon fish run in the 
Salmon and Columbia river systems; jointly 
to the Committees on Transportation and In- 
frastructure and Resources. 


ESE 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 
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H.R. 59: Mr. GOODLING. 

H.R. 66: Mrs. KELLY. 

H.R. 68: Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. 

H.R. 218: Mr. HALL of Ohio and Ms. DUNN of 
Washington. 

H.R. 225: Mr. FOLEY. 

H.R. 322: Mr. BOEHLERT. 

H.R. 530: Mr. NEUMANN, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. 
SALMON, and Mr, GOODLATTE. 

H.R. 619: Mr. HASTERT, Mr. TRAFICANT, and 
Mr. LAMPSON. 

H.R. 716: Mr. MCCRERY. 

H.R. 738: Mr. SMITH of Texas. 

H.R. 814: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. 

H.R. 815: Mr. TRAFICANT and Mr. MEEKS of 
New York. 

H.R. 860: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas and Ms. STABENOW. 

H.R. 864: Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon, Mr. BOR- 
SKI, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. Scorr, and Mr. KLEcz- 
KA. 

H.R. 965: Ms. PRYCE of Ohio and Mr. RIGGS. 

H.R. 979: Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. 
GIBBONS, and Mr. STUPAK. 

H.R. 991: Mr. TOWNS. 

H.R. 1023: Mr. KLINK. 

H.R. 1126: Mr. TURNER and Mr. POMBO. 

H.R. 1231: Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 1311: Mr. BONIOR. 

H.R. 1320: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin and 
Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 1356: Mr. RAHALL, Ms. GRANGER, and 
Ms. SÁNCHEZ. 

H.R. 1398: Mr. OBERSTAR. 

H.R. 1415: Mr. CUMMINGS. 

H.R. 1492: Mr. CUNNINGHAM. 

. BOYD and Mr. MCCRERY. 
H.R. . SHERMAN, 

H.R. 1689: Mr. RYUN. 

H.R. 1766: Mr. DREIER, Ms. KILPATRICK, and 
Mr. HILLIARD. 

H.R. 1773: Mr. BOYD. 
H.R. 2009: Mr. CALVERT, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. 
NEY, Mr. DEFAZIO and Ms. SANCHEZ. 

H.R. 2019: Mr. CLEMENT. 

H.R. 2020: Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. 
Fox of Pennsylvania, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. LAN- 
TOS, Mr. DOYLE, and Mr. MASCARA. 

H.R. 2023: Mr. FROST, Mr. FILNER, Mr. LAN- 
TOS, Mr. BROWN of California, Mrs. MEEK of 
Florida, and Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 2163: Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. 

H.R. 2351: Mr. SCHUMER and Mr. FATTAH. 

H.R. 2409: Mr. HINCHEY. 

H.R. 2538: Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. BRADY, 
Ms. Dunn of Washington, Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr. 
HOSTETTLER, Mr. JONES, Mr. PAXON, Mr. 
RYUN, Mr. SNOWBARGER, Ms. FURSE, Mr. 
MARTINEZ, Mr. MORAN of Kansas, and Mr. 


. PETERSON of Minnesota. 

. BERRY. 

. HARMAN and Mr. CONYERS. 
. NADLER. 

. FRANK of Massachusetts. 

. DIXON. 

. GUTIERREZ. 

: Mr. GIBBONS. 

H.R. 2733: Mr. MURTHA, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. 
DEAL of Georgia, Mr. YATES, Mr. CALLAHAN, 
Mr. Sars. Mr. RUSH, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. 
McCoLLuM, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. LOFGREN, 
Mr. EVERETT, and Mr. MCNULTY. 

H.R. 2752: Mr. KiM and Mr. DREIER. 

H.R. 2829: Mr. ENSIGN. 

H.R. 2876: Ms. STABENOW. 

H.R. 2888: Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina and 
Mr. BEREUTER. 

H.R. 2898: Mr. SANDERS. 

H.R. 2912: Mr. DAvis of Illinois. 

H.R. 2921: Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. SANDERS, 
and Ms. KAPTUR. 

H. R. 2929: Mr. LIVINGSTON. 

H. R. 2949: Mr. LATHAM. 
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H.R. 2963: Ms. KILPATRICK, Mrs. MINK of 
Hawaii, Mr. STRICKLAND, and Mr. LANTOS. 

H.R. 2983: Mr. DOYLE and Mr. MENENDEZ. 

H.R. 2994: Ms. NORTON. 

H.R. 3050: Mr. GONZALEZ. 

H.R. 3081: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. MCGOVERN, 
Mr. GEJDENSON, and Ms. ESHOO. 

H.R. 3107: Mr. TIERNEY, Mrs. MALONEY of 
New York, and Mr. BILIRAKIS. 

H.R. 3121: Mr. BENTSEN. 

H.R. 3126: Mr. DAvis of Florida. 

H.R. 3156: Mr. STRICKLAND. 

H.R. 3167: Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
BOEHLERT, Mr. McHuGH, Mr. Towns, Mrs. 
MALONEY of New York, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. 
QUINN, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. MANTON, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER, Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. 
MEEKS of New York, Mr. NADLER, Mr. 
WALSH, Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, Mr. OWENS, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. LA- 
FALCE, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. RAN- 
GEL, and Mr. PAXON. 

H.R. 3181: Mr. WYNN. 

H.R. 3217: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. 

H.R. 3236: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, Ms. 
NORTON, Ms. RIVERS, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. 
CANADY of Florida, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. AR- 
CHER, and Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 

H.R. 3243: Mr. CANADY of Florida. 

H.R. 3249: Mr. Davis of Illinois. 

H.R. 3259: Mrs. CLAYTON. 

H.R. 3281: Mr. Cook, Ms. HARMAN, and Mr. 
MARKEY. 


H.R. 3295: Mr. COYNE, Ms. LER. Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. MCHALE, Mr. KASICH, and 
Mr. ENGEL. 

H.R. 3331: Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. CALVERT, and 
Mr. PAPPAS. 

H.R. 3342: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin and 
Mr. OLVER. 

H.R. 3379: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. RUSH, and Mr. FROST. 

H.R. 3396: Mr. SHAW, Mr. GOODLATTE, and 
Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. 

H.R. 3441: Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. Towns, Mr. 


WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr. EHLERS, Mrs. 
ROUKEMA, Mr. PORTER, Mr. MCHUGH, and Ms. 
FURSE. 

H.R. 3469: Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. WEYGAND, 
Mr. KLINK, and Mr. Lewis of Georgia 

H.R. 3506: Mr. BERRY, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. 
KOLBE, Mr. ROGAN, Mr. MILLER of California, 
Mr. MATSUI, Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin, Mr. 
PETERSON of Minnesota, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. 
REDMOND, Mr. FORBES, Mr. HALL of Texas, 
Mr. SHAW, and Mrs. ROUKEMA. 

H.R. 3510: Mr. CLYBURN. 

H.R. 3511: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, 
Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. STRICK- 
LAND, Mr, CARDIN, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. BURR 
of North Carolina, Mr. RANGEL, and Mr. 
BECERRA. 

H.R. 3513: Mr. RANGEL, Mrs. THURMAN, and 
Mr. BALDACCI. 

H.R. 3523: Mr. GOODE, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. 
Lazio of New York, Mr. REDMOND, Mr. 
WHITE, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. PICK- 
ERING, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, 
Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. HULSHOF, Mr. KIND of 
Wisconsin, Mr. PomsBo, Mr. Davis of Illinois, 
Mr. HILL, Mr. CRANE, and Mr. HINCHEY. 

H.R. 3538: Mr. STARK, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, 
and Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. 

H.R. 3552: Mr. HUTCHINSON and Mr. KING- 
STON. 

H.R. 3553: Mr. SERRANO, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, and Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN. 

H.R. 3561: Mr. GUTIERREZ and Mr. OLVER. 

H.R. 3567: Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. SHAW, and 
Mr. WEYGAND. 

H.R. 3568: Mr. SKEEN and Ms. DELAURO. 

H.R. 3595: Mr. MORAN of Virginia and Mr. 
LAFALCE. 
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H.R. 3610: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, 
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania, and Mr. 
COBURN. 

H.R. 3613: Mr. COMBEST, Mr. STEARNS, Ms. 
NORTON, Mr. CALVERT, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, 
Mr. BisHop, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. 
ADERHOLT, Mr, HUTCHINSON, Mr. KENNEDY of 
Rhode Island, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. Wol y, Ms. 
SANCHEZ, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. WATKINS, Mr. 
EHRLICH, Mr. FROST, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. 
KUCINICH, and Mr. BOYD. 

H.R. 3624: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. PAYNE, 
Mr. FROST, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. 
SANDLIN, and Mr. POSHARD. 

H.R. 3629: Mr. MCKEON. 

H.R. 3651: Mr. ACKERMAN and Mr. HINCHEY. 

H.R. 3652: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, 
Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. 
Davis of Florida, Mr. GORDON, and Mr. 
TORRES. 

H.R. 3659: Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. GOODE, Mr. 
SESSIONS, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. SMITH of Texas, 
and Mr. WYNN. 

H.R. 3668: Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma and Mr. 
SPENCE. 

H.R. 3672: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. MOAK- 
LEY, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. DELAHUNT, and Mr. 
GUTIERREZ. 

H. J. Res. 989: Ms. 
STABENOW, and Mr. FROST. 

H.J. Res. 99: Mr. FILNER, Mr. FRANKS of 
New Jersey, Mr. PASCRELL, and Mr. OLVER. 

H. Con. Res. 36: Mr. ARMEY and Mr. HALL of 
Texas. 

H. Con. Res. 52: Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Wash- 
ington, Mr. WA, and Mr. DUNCAN. 

H. Con. Res. 181: Ms. GRANGER, Mr. BOYD, 
Mr. GUTKNECHT, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. BILBRAY, 
Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr. COBLE, Mr. 
TALENT, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. SUNUNU, Mr. BOEH- 
LERT, Mr. STARK, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. SHUSTER, 
Mr. Davis of Illinois, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. 
MCHALE, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. MALONEY of 
Connecticut, Mr. TowNs, Ms. HARMAN, Ms. 
KILPATRICK, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. CLAY, and Mr. 
GALLEGLY. 

H. Con. Res. 217: Mr. CALVERT. 

H. Con. Res. 225: Mrs. KELLY, Mr. WAXMAN, 
Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. GUTIERREZ, 
and Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. 

H. Con. Res. 228: Mr. BLUMENAUER and Mr. 
BARRETT of Wisconsin. 

H. Con. Res. 229: Mr. BALDACCI, Mr. 
BLUMENAUER, Mr. CRANE, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. 
DELAHUNT, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. FARR of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. FORD, Mr. Goss, Mr. KIND of Wis- 
consin, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. SALMON, Mr. 
DAN SCHAEFER Of Colorado, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. 
SUNUNU, Mr. WALSH, Mr. WELDON of Pennsyl- 
vania, and Mr. WEXLER. 

H. Con. Res. 239: Mr. GEJDENSON and Ms. 
WOOLSEY. 

H. Con. Res. 249: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA and 
Mr. POSHARD. 

H. Res. 37: Mr. SAXTON, Mr. SABO, Mr. 
Mica, and Mr. STOKES. 

H. Res. 399: Mr. MORAN of Kansas. 


— —äZ—ö4—ͤ 


DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso- 
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 3156: Mr. COOKSEY. 


KILPATRICK, Ms. 


DISCHARGE PETITIONS— 
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS 


The following Members added their 
names to the following discharge peti- 
tions: 
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Petition 3 by Mr. BAESLER on House Res- 
olution 259: Amo Houghton, Thomas M. 
Davis, Zach Wamp, Bennie G. Thompson, 
Barbara Lee, Frank R. Wolf, Brian P. 
Bilbray, Lee H. Hamilton, and Tim Roemer. 

The following Members’ names were with- 
drawn from the following discharge petition: 

Petition 3 by Mr. BAESLER on House Res- 
olution 259: Christopher Shays, Frank R. 
Wolf, Amo Houghton, James A. Leach, Zach 
Wamp, Marge Roukema, Tom Campbell, 
Nancy L. Johnson, Thomas M. Davis, Brian 
P. Bilbray, and Michael N. Castle. 


——— 


AMENDMENTS 


Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro- 
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. CUMMINGS 

AMENDMENT NO. 1: Page 104, after line 15, 
insert the following new subsection: 

(h) THURGOOD MARSHALL LEGAL EDUCATION 
OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM.—Chapter 1 of sub- 
part 2 of part A of title IV is amended by in- 
serting after section 402H (20 U.S.C. 1070a-18) 
the following new section: 

“SEC. 4021. LEGAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY 
PROGRAM. 


(a) PROGRAM AUTHORITY.—The Secretary 
shall carry out a program to be known as the 
‘Thurgood Marshall Legal Educational Op- 
portunity Program’ designed to provide low- 
income, minority, and disadvantaged college 
students with the information, preparation, 
and financial assistance to gain access to 
and complete law school study. 

„(b) CONTRACT AUTHORIZED.—Subject to 
the availability of amounts appropriated 
pursuant to section 402A(f), the Secretary is 
authorized to enter into a contract with, or 
make a grant to, the Council on Legal Edu- 
cation Opportunity, for a period of no less 
than 5 years— 

“(1) to identify individuals from low-in- 
come, minority, and disadvantaged back- 
grounds; 

(2) to prepare such individuals for study 
at accredited law schools; 

(3) to assist students to select the appro- 
priate law school, make application for entry 
into law school, and receive financial assist- 
ance for such study; 

( 4) to provide support services to first- 
year law students to improve retention and 
success in law school studies; and 

(5) to motivate and prepare such students 
in law school studies and practice in low-in- 
come communities, 

“(c) SERVICES PROVIDED.—In carrying out 
the purposes described in subsection (b), the 
contract or grant shall provide for the deliv- 
ery of services through prelaw information 
resource centers, summer institutes, and 
midyear seminars conducted under this sec- 
tion. Such services may include— 

“(1) information and counseling regard- 
ing— 

“(A) accredited law school academic pro- 
grams, especially tuition, fees, and admis- 
sion requirements; 
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„B) course work offered and required for 
graduation; 

(0) faculty specialties and areas of legal 
emphasis; 

“(D) undergraduate preparatory courses 
and curriculum selection; 

(2) tutoring and academic counseling, in- 
cluding assistance in preparing for bar ex- 
aminations; 

(3) prelaw mentoring programs, involving 
law school faculty, members of State and 
local bar associations, and retired and sit- 
ting judges, justices, and magistrates; 

“(4) assistance in identifying preparatory 
courses and material for the law school apti- 
tude or admissions tests; 

“(5) summer institutes for Thurgood Mar- 
shall Fellows which expose them to a rig- 
orous curriculum that emphasizes abstract 
thinking, legal analysis, research, writing, 
and examination techniques; and 

(6) midyear seminars and other edu- 
cational activities designed to reinforce 
reading, writing, and studying skills of 
Thurgood Marshall Fellows during the first 
year of law school study. 

(d) SUBGRANTS AND SUBCONTRACTS.—For 
the purposes of planning, developing, or de- 
livering one or more of the services described 
in subsection (c), the Council on Legal Edu- 
cation Opportunity shall make subgrants to, 
and subcontracts with, institutions of higher 
education, law schools, public and private 
agencies and organizations, and combina- 
tions of such institutions, schools, agencies, 
and organizations. 

(e) STIPENDS.—The Secretary shall annu- 
ally establish the maximum stipend to be 
paid (including allowances for participant 
travel and for their dependents) to Thurgood 
Marshall Fellows for the period of prelaw 
preparation in summer institutes and mid- 
year seminar prior to and during the period 
of law school study. A Fellow may be eligible 
for such a stipend only if the Fellow main- 
tains satisfactory academic progress toward 
the Juris Doctor or Bachelor of Laws degree, 
as determined by the respective institutions. 

“(f) MAXIMUM GRANT LEVEL.—For any year 
for which an appropriation is made to carry 
out this chapter, the Secretary shall allocate 
not more than $5,000,000 for the purpose of 
providing the services described in sub- 
section (c).”’. 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. MCGOVERN 

AMENDMENT NO. 2: Page 95, after line 7, in- 
sert the following new subsection (and redes- 
ignate the succeeding subsections accord- 
ingly): 

(e) PELL GRANT INCENTIVES.—Section 401(b) 
is further amended by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 

“(9) (A) Notwithstanding the preceding 
provisions of this subsection, the amount of 
the basic grant under this section awarded to 
a student during the first two academic 
years of undergraduate education who grad- 
uated in the top 10 percent of his or her high 
school graduating class shall be an amount 
equal to twice the amount for which the stu- 
dent is eligible under this section as deter- 
mined without regard to the provisions of 
this paragraph. 
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(B) The Secretary shall establish by regu- 
lation procedures for the determination of 
eligibility of students under subparagraph 
(A), Such procedures shall include measures 
to prevent any secondary school from certi- 
fying more than 10 percent of it’s students 
for eligibility under this paragraph. 

() In prescribing procedures under sub- 
paragraph (B), the Secretary shall ensure 
that the determination of eligibility and the 
amount of the award is determined in a 
timely manner consistent with the require- 
ments of section 482 and the submission of 
the financial aid form required by section 
483. For such purposes, the Secretary may 
provide that, for the first of a student’s two 
academic years of eligibility under this sec- 
tion, class rank may be determined prior to 
graduation, at such time and in such manner 
as the Secretary may specify in the regula- 
tions prescribed under this subsection.”’. 


H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. PAUL 


AMENDMENT NO. 3: Page 50, line 13, at the 
end of paragraph (1) add the following new 
sentence: The Secretary shall not use the 
social security account numbers issued 
under title II of the Social Security Act as 
the electronic personal identifier, and shall 
not use any identifier used in any other Fed- 
eral program as the electronic personal iden- 
tifier.”. 


H.R. 6 
OFFERED BY: MR. STUPAK 


AMENDMENT NO. 4: Page 327, after line 10, 
insert the following new section (and con- 
form the table of contents accordingly): 


SEC. 705. FORGIVENESS AUTHORIZED. 


There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as may be necessary to permit the 
Secretary of Education to forgive the entire 
balance due, or any portion thereof, on any 
loan made to the Suomi College of Hancock, 
Michigan, under part C or part F of title ITI 
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (as in ef- 
fect on the day before the date of enactment 
of the Higher Education Amendments of 
1992), or under the College Housing and Aca- 
demic Facilities Loan program, or any other 
federally subsidized, insured, or authorized 
loan program designed to assist institutions 
of higher education to construct academic or 
dormitory facilities. 


H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. STUPAK 


AMENDMENT No. 5: Page 334, strike lines 20 
and 21 and insert the following: 

SEC. 806. REPEALS AND EXTENSIONS OF PRE- 
VIOUS HIGHER EDUCATION AMEND- 
MENTS PROVISIONS. 

Page 335, line 7, strike “D, and E” and in- 
sert “and D”; and after line 7, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

(3) OLYMPIC SCHOLARSHIPS.—Section 1543(d) 
of the Higher Education Amendments of 1992 
is amended by striking 1993 and inserting 
“*1999"". 
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SENATE—Thursday, April 23, 1998 


The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Almighty God, we praise You for 
Your guidance. As we begin the work of 
the Senate today, we pray with the 
Psalmist, Show me Your ways, O 
Lord; teach me Your paths. Lead me in 
Your truth and teach me, for You are 
the God of my salvation; on You I wait 
all the day.’’—Psalm 25:4-5. 

We acknowledge our total depend- 
ence on You. Revelation of Your truth 
comes in relationship with You; Your 
inspiration is given when we are illu- 
minated with Your Spirit. Therefore, 
we prepare for this day by opening our 
minds to the inflow of Your Spirit. You 
know what is ahead today. Crucial 
issues for the future of our Nation con- 
front us. 

We praise You Lord that when this 
day comes to an end we will have the 
deep inner peace of knowing that You 
have heard and answered this prayer 
for guidance. In the name of our Lord 
and Saviour. Amen. 


— 


RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able acting majority leader, the distin- 
guished Senator from Georgia, is recog- 
nized. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, this 
morning the Senate will immediately 
proceed to a stacked series of rollcall 
votes. Following the stacked votes, it 
appears that there are up to four re- 
maining first-degree amendments in 
order to the Coverdell education bill. It 
is hoped that these amendments will be 
offered and debated in a timely fashion 
so that final passage can occur by early 
afternoon today. Therefore, Senators 
should expect rollcall votes throughout 
today’s session with respect to the 
Coverdell bill or any other legislative 
or executive items cleared for action. 

I thank my colleagues for their at- 
tention. 

Mr. President, parliamentary in- 
quiry. Is it not true that by previous 
agreement we will now begin three 
stacked votes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
FAIRCLOTH). The Senator is correct. 


(Mr. 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 


EDUCATION SAVINGS ACT FOR 
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of H.R. 2646, 
which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 2646) to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow tax-free ex- 
penditures from education individual retire- 
ment accounts for elementary and secondary 
school expenses, to increase the maximum 
annual amount of contributions to such ac- 
counts, and for other purposes. 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 

Coats amendment No. 2297, to provide an 
additional incentive to donate to elementary 
and secondary schools or other organizations 
which provide scholarships to disadvantaged 
children. 

Levin/Bingaman amendment No. 2299, to 
replace the expansion of education indi- 
vidual retirement accounts to elementary 
and secondary school expenses with an in- 
crease in the lifetime learning education 
credit for expenses of teachers in improving 
technology training. 

Landrieu amendment No. 2301, to provide 
funding to carry out a program that recog- 
nizes public and private elementary and sec- 
ondary schools that have established stand- 
ards of excellence. 

Kempthorne modified amendment No. 2302 
(to amendment No. 2301), to provide for stu- 
dent improvement incentive awards. 

Levin amendment No. 2303 (to amendment 
No. 2299, as amended), to replace the expan- 
sion of education individual retirement ac- 
counts to elementary and secondary school 
expenses with an increase in the lifetime 
learning education credit for expenses of 
teachers in improving technology training. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2297 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 2 
minutes of debate prior to a vote on or 
in relation to the Coats amendment 
No. 2297. 

Mr. COATS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Indiana. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, this 
amendment Members will be voting on 
shortly simply adds an incentive to the 
current deduction that is allowed for 
individuals making contributions to 
tax-exempt organizations that provide 
scholarships for low-income children. 

Currently it is 100 percent deductible. 
We are adding an additional 10 percent 
incentive so that these organizations, 
of which currently more than 30 exist 


around the country, can receive addi- 
tional funds through this incentive so 
that they can offer additional scholar- 
ships to children trapped in an edu- 
cational system which allows them no 
escape. There are currently programs 
operating in virtually every major city 
in the country. They are giving chil- 
dren a chance. 

Those who say, If you can’t give ev- 
erybody a chance, you can’t give any- 
body a chance”, are like those standing 
on the Titanic saying, If we don't 
have enough lifeboats for all on this 
sinking ship, nobody gets to use the ex- 
isting lifeboats.” 

These kids are condemned to failure 
with no way out of the plight they are 
in. Let us allow these organizations 
that are reaching out through private 
contributions a chance to give these 
kids a chance. 

This is paid for. It is revenue neutral. 
Earlier the offset was an elimination of 
the gambling loss deduction. That has 
been replaced. There was controversy. 
We wanted the focus to be on this 
amendment. That has been replaced by 
two provisions of the Internal Revenue 
Code, changes that are approved by the 
Finance Committee. There should be 
no controversy on that. 

I urge my colleagues to give children, 
low-income children in minority situa- 
tions mostly in urban schools—let us 
give them a chance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this 
week we were supposed to be debating 
our Nation’s policy on education. 
Where our Nation’s children are going 
to school is to the public school sys- 
tems. We do not have anything against 
the private school system, but we 
ought to be testing every single rec- 
ommendation against does it really 
help our public schools or are we tak- 
ing needed funds away from our public 
schools? 

This does absolutely nothing for our 
public schools. It gives no help and as- 
sistance to hard-working parents 
whose children are going to public 
schools. What it does do is it says we 
are going to give a preference in terms 
of charitable giving to these specific 
organizations over charitable giving to 
cancer, over charitable giving to heart 
disease, over charitable giving to Alz- 
heimer’s, over charitable giving to a 
wide range of other very worthwhile 
factors. 

What is possibly the justification for 
that? We ought to consider tax policy 


@ This bullet“ symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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in that respect, but this is not good 
education policy. It does not advance 
our common interest of moving the 
public schools toward greater academic 
achievement and accomplishment. 
That ought to be the test. This fails on 
the education standard, and it fails on 
tax policy. 

Mr. President, I hope that the 
amendment will not be accepted. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment No. 2297. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 46, 
nays 54, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 95 Leg.] 


YEAS—46 
Abraham Frist McCain 
Allard Gorton McConnell 
Ashcroft Gramm Roberts 
Bennett Grams Santorum 
Bond Gregg Sessions 
Brownback Hatch Shelby 
Burns Helms 
Campbell Hutchinson per 8 
Coats Hutchison Snowe 
Cochran Inhoſe ee 
Coverdell Kempthorne 
Craig Kyl Thomas 
D'Amato Lieberman Thompson 
DeWine Lott Thurmond 
Domenici Lugar Warner 
Faircloth Mack 
NAYS—54 

Akaka Feingold Leahy 
Baucus Feinstein Levin 
Biden Ford Mikulski 
Bingaman Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Boxer Graham Moynihan 
Breaux Grassley Murkowski 
Bryan Hagel Murray 
Bumpers Harkin Nickles 
Byrd Hollings Reed 
Chafee Inouye Reid 
Cleland Jeffords Robb 
Collins Johnson Rockefeller 
Conrad Kennedy Roth 
Daschle Kerrey Sarbanes 
Dodd Kerry Specter 
Dorgan Kohl Torricelli 
Durbin Landrieu Wellstone 
Enzi Lautenberg Wyden 

The amendment (No. 2297) was re- 
jected. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 


move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. COVERDELL addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia is recognized. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the next 
vote in this series be limited to 10 min- 
utes in length. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


the 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2302, AS MODIFIED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order there will now be 2 
minutes of debate prior to the vote on 
or in relation to the Kempthorne 
amendment 2302, as modified. 

The text of the amendment (No. 
2302), as modified, is as follows: 


AMENDMENT NO. 2302 

(Purpose: To amend section 6201 of the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 to provide for student improvement 
incentive awards, and for other purposes) 
Strike all after the first word, and insert 

the following: 


101. MODIFICATIONS TO EDUCATION INDIVIDUAL 
RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS. 

(a) TAX-FREE EXPENDITURES FOR ELEMEN- 
TARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL EXPENSES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 530(b)(2) (defining 
qualified higher education expenses) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(2) QUALIFIED EDUCATION EXPENSES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified edu- 
cation expenses’ means— 

() qualified higher education expenses (as 
defined in section 529(e)(3)), and 

“(ii) qualified elementary and secondary 
education expenses (as defined in paragraph 
(4)). 


Such expenses shall be reduced as provided 
in section 25A(g)(2). 

B) QUALIFIED STATE TUITION PROGRAMS.— 
Such term shall include amounts paid or in- 
curred to purchase tuition credits or certifi- 
cates, or to make contributions to an ac- 
count, under a qualified State tuition pro- 
gram (as defined in section 529(b)) for the 
benefit of the beneficiary of the account.“ 

(2) QUALIFIED ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 
EDUCATION EXPENSES.—Section 530(b) (relat- 
ing to definitions and special rules) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

“(4) QUALIFIED ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 
EDUCATION EXPENSES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified ele- 
mentary and secondary education expenses’ 
means— 

D expenses for tuition, fees, academic tu- 
toring, special needs services, books, sup- 
plies, computer equipment (including related 
software and services), and other equipment 
which are incurred in connection with the 
enrollment or attendance of the designated 
beneficiary of the trust as an elementary or 
secondary school student at a public, pri- 
vate, or religious school, or 

(1) expenses for room and board, uni- 
forms, transportation, and supplementary 
items and services (including extended day 
programs) which are required or provided by 
a public, private, or religious school in con- 
nection with such enrollment or attendance. 

(B) SPECIAL RULE FOR HOMESCHOOLING.— 
Such term shall include expenses described 
in subparagraph (A)(i) in connection with 
education provided by homeschooling if the 
requirements of any applicable State or local 
law are met with respect to such education. 

“(C) ScHOOL.—The term ‘school’ means any 
school which provides elementary education 
or secondary education (kindergarten 
through grade 12), as determined under State 
law.” 

(3) SPECIAL RULES FOR APPLYING EXCLUSION 
TO ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EXPENSES.— 
Section 530(d)(2) (relating to distributions 
for qualified higher education expenses) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subparagraph: 

„D) SPECIAL RULES FOR ELEMENTARY AND 
SECONDARY EXPENSES.— 
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“(i) IN GENERAL.—The aggregate amount of 
qualified elementary and secondary edu- 
cation expenses taken into account for pur- 
poses of this paragraph with respect to any 
education individual retirement account for 
all taxable years shall not exceed the sum of 
the aggregate contributions to such account 
for taxable years beginning after December 
31, 1998, and before January 1, 2003, and earn- 
ings on such contributions. 

“(ii) SPECIAL OPERATING RULES.—For pur- 
poses of clause (i)— 

(I the trustee of an education individual 
retirement account shall keep separate ac- 
counts with respect to contributions and 
earnings described in clause (i), and 

(II) if there are distributions in excess of 
qualified elementary and secondary edu- 
cation expenses for any taxable year, such 
excess distributions shall be allocated first 
to contributions and earnings not described 
in clause (i).”’ 

(4) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Subsections 
(b) and (dee) of section 530 are each 
amended by striking “higher” each place it 
appears in the text and heading thereof. 

(b) MAXIMUM ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 530(b)(1)(A)(iii) 
(defining education individual retirement ac- 
count) is amended by striking 38500“ and in- 
serting the contribution limit for such tax- 
able year”. 

(2) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.—Section 530(b) (re- 
lating to definitions and special rules), as 
amended by subsection (a)(2), is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para- 
graph: 

(5) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.—The term con- 
tribution limit’ means $500 ($2,000 in the case 
of any taxable year beginning after Decem- 
ber 31, 1998, and ending before January 1, 
2003). 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) Section 530(d)(4(C) is amended by 
striking “$500” and inserting the contribu- 
tion limit for such taxable year”. 

(B) Section 4973(e)1)(A) is amended by 
striking 3500“ and inserting the contribu- 
tion limit (as defined in section 530(b)(5)) for 
such taxable year”, 

(c) WAIVER OF AGE LIMITATIONS FOR CHIL- 
DREN WITH SPECIAL NEEDS.—Section 530(b)(1) 
(defining education individual retirement ac- 
count) is amended by adding at the end the 
following flush sentence: 


“The age limitations in the preceding sen- 
tence shall not apply to any designated bene- 
ficiary with special needs (as determined 
under regulations prescribed by the Sec- 
retary).“ 

(d) CORPORATIONS PERMITTED TO CON- 
TRIBUTE TO ACCOUNTS.—Section 530(c)(1) (re- 
lating to reduction in permitted contribu- 
tions based on adjusted gross income) is 
amended by striking The maximum amount 
which a contributor” and inserting In the 
case of a contributor who is an individual, 
the maximum amount the contributor”. 

(e) NO DOUBLE BENEFIT.—Section 530(d)(2) 
(relating to distributions for qualified edu- 
cation expenses), as amended by subsection 
(a)(3), is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subparagraph: 

“(E) DISALLOWANCE OF EXCLUDED AMOUNTS 
AS CREDIT OR DEDUCTION.—No deduction or 
credit shall be allowed to the taxpayer under 
any other section of this chapter for any 
qualified education expenses to the extent 
taken into account in determining the 
amount of the exclusion under this para- 
graph.” 

(f) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.— 

AXA) Section 530(b)(1)(E) (defining edu- 
cation individual retirement account) is 
amended to read as follows: 


6594 


(E) Any balance to the credit of the des- 
ignated beneficiary on the date on which the 
beneficiary attains age 30 shall be distrib- 
uted within 30 days after such date to the 
beneficiary or, if the beneficiary dies before 
attaining age 30, shall be distributed within 
30 days after the date of death to the estate 
of such beneficiary.” 

(B) Section 530(d) (relating to tax treat- 
ment of distributions) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraph: 

(8) DEEMED DISTRIBUTION ON REQUIRED DIS- 
TRIBUTION DATE.—In any case in which a dis- 
tribution is required under subsection 
(b)(1)(E), any balance to the credit of a des- 
ignated beneficiary as of the close of the 30- 
day period referred to in such subsection for 
making such distribution shall be deemed 
distributed at the close of such period.” 

(2)(A) Section 530(d)(1) is amended by strik- 
ing “section 72(b)’’ and inserting section 

(B) Section 72(e) (relating to amounts not 
received as annuities) is amended by insert- 
ing after paragraph (8) the following new 
paragraph: 

“(9) EXTENSION OF PARAGRAPH (2B) TO 
QUALIFIED STATE TUITION PROGRAMS AND EDU- 
CATIONAL INDIVIDUAL RETIREMENT AC- 
COUNTS.—Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this subsection, paragraph (2)(B) shall 
apply to amounts received under a qualified 
State tuition program (as defined in section 
§29(b)) or under an education individual re- 
tirement account (as defined in section 
530 (b)). The rule of paragraph (8)(B) shall 
apply for purposes of this paragraph.“ 

(3) Section 530(d)(4)(B) (relating to excep- 
tions) is amended by striking or“ at the end 
of clause (ii), by striking the period at the 
end of clause (iii) and inserting , or“, and 
by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

“(iv) an amount which is includible in 
gross income solely because the taxpayer 
elected under paragraph (2)(C) to waive the 
application of paragraph (2) for the taxable 
year.” 

(g) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall apply to taxable years begin- 
ning after December 31, 1998. 

(2) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—The amend- 
ments made by subsection (f) shall take ef- 
fect as if included in the amendments made 
by section 213 of the Taxpayer Relief Act of 
1997. 

SEC. 102. STUDENT IMPROVEMENT INCENTIVE 
AWARDS. 

Section 6201 of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7331) 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(C), by striking “and” 
after the semicolon; 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking the period 
and inserting “; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

(IJ) student improvement incentive awards 
described in subsection (c).“; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

(e) STUDENT IMPROVEMENT INCENTIVE 
AWARDS.— 

(I) AWARDS.—A State educational agency 
may use funds made available for State use 
under this title to make awards to public 
schools in the State that are determined to 
be outstanding schools pursuant to a state- 
wide assessment described in paragraph (2). 

(2) STATEWIDE ASSESSMENT.—The state- 
wide assessment referred to in paragraph 
a— 

shall 
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“(i) determine the educational progress of 
students attending public schools within the 
State; and 

“(ii) allow for an objective analysis of the 
assessment on a school-by-school basis; and 

B) may involve exit exams.“ 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Idaho. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, 
thank you very much. 

Mr. President, this is a very straight- 
forward amendment. This is a vol- 
untary, incentive-based approach to 
help improve the academic excellence 
in our public schools. It allows each 
State, if they wish, to utilize Federal 
funds that they receive so they can re- 
ward excellence and encourage their 
schools. There is no new requirement 
of new Federal money. It uses existing 
Federal money. There is no new Fed- 
eral bureaucracy put in place. It would 
be taken care of, again, voluntarily by 
the States. It is simply a concept that 
all of us believe in; that is, incentive 
and reward. We now give a new tool to 
our public schools to utilize these 
funds for that purpose, if the States so 
choose. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
FRIST). Who yields time? 

Ms. LANDRIEU addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, let 
me ask my colleagues to join me in 
voting against the second-degree 
amendment to my underlying amend- 
ment on blue ribbon schools. This is a 
do-nothing amendment. The States ac- 
tually can already do this with the 
money they receive. There is no reason 
for this amendment. The only thing 
that this amendment does, if by any 
chance it passes, is it limits our—— 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
could we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate will be in order. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, this 
amendment is a do-nothing amend- 
ment. In some ways it could be harmful 
to the current blue ribbon program 
that is so excellent now in our country, 
because if this amendment would pass, 
you would not be able to reward pri- 
vate and parochial schools who are 
doing an excellent job. A wonderful 
thing about our blue ribbon school pro- 
gram is that it recognizes excellence 
across the board and helps us. It will 
give them more than a blue ribbon and 
a plaque; it will give them some finan- 
cial incentive to continue to do good 
work. 

I ask my colleagues to vote no“ on 
the Kempthorne amendment and then 
to support our blue ribbon amendment, 
which is the underlying amendment. 

Thank you very much, Mr. President. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 
greatly respect the Senator from Lou- 
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isiana, but I totally disagree with the 
characterization of the Senator from 
Louisiana. This allows the States to fi- 
nally utilize these funds so they can 
make financial rewards to our schools 
as they should do. 

Thank you. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
has expired. 

The yeas and nays have not yet been 
ordered. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays on the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Idaho. On 
this question, the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 58, 
nays 42, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 96 Leg.] 


YEAS—58 
Abraham Frist McConnell 
Allard Gorton Murkowski 
Ashcroft Gramm Nickles 
Bennett Grams Reid 
Bond Grassley Roberts 
Brownback oo Roth 
Burns Hage 
Campbell Hatch — 
Chafee Helms Shelby 
Cleland Hutchinson Smith (NH) 
Coats Hutchison Smith (OR 
Cochran Inhofe mita (OR) 
Collins Jeffords Snowe 
Coverdell Kempthorne Specter 
Craig Kyl Stevens 
D'Amato Lieberman Thomas 
DeWine Lott Thompson 
Domenici Lugar Thurmond 
Enzi Mack Warner 
Faircloth McCain 

NAYS—42 
Akaka Feingold Lautenberg 
Baucus Feinstein Leahy 
Biden Ford Levin 
Bingaman Glenn Mikulski 
Boxer Graham Moseley-Braun 
Breaux Harkin Moynihan 
Bryan Hollings Murray 
Bumpers Inouye Reed 
Byrd Johnson Robb 
Conrad Kennedy Rockefeller 
Daschle Kerrey Sarbanes 
Dodd Kerry Torricelli 
Dorgan Kohl Wellstone 
Durbin Landrieu Wyden 


The amendment (No. 2302), as modi- 
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote and I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the amendment is 
modified to be a first-degree amend- 
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2302), as modi- 
fied further, reads as follows: 

Strike section 101 and insert the following: 
101. MODIFICATIONS TO EDUCATION INDIVIDUAL 
RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS. 

(a) TAX-FREE EXPENDITURES FOR ELEMEN- 
TARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL EXPENSES.— 
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(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 530(b)(2) (defining 
qualified higher education expenses) is 
amended to read as follows: 

(2) QUALIFIED EDUCATION EXPENSES.— 

H(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified edu- 
cation expenses’ means— 

(J) qualified higher education expenses (as 
defined in section 529(e)(3)), and 

“(il) qualified elementary and secondary 
education expenses (as defined in paragraph 
(4)). 

Such expenses shall be reduced as provided 
in section 25A(g)(2). 

„(B) QUALIFIED STATE TUITION PROGRAMS.— 
Such term shall include amounts paid or in- 
curred to purchase tuition credits or certifi- 
cates, or to make contributions to an ac- 
count, under a qualified State tuition pro- 
gram (as defined in section 52%b)) for the 
benefit of the beneficiary of the account.” 

(2) QUALIFIED ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 
EDUCATION EXPENSES.—Section 530(b) (relat- 
ing to definitions and special rules) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

**(4) QUALIFIED ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 
EDUCATION EXPENSES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified ele- 
mentary and secondary education expenses’ 
means— 

) expenses for tuition, fees, academic tu- 
toring, special needs services, books, sup- 
plies, computer equipment (including related 
software and services), and other equipment 
which are incurred in connection with the 
enrollment or attendance of the designated 
beneficiary of the trust as an elementary or 
secondary school student at a public, pri- 
vate, or religious school, or 

(1) expenses for room and board, uni- 
forms, transportation, and supplementary 
items and services (including extended day 
programs) which are required or provided by 
a public, private, or religious school in con- 
nection with such enrollment or attendance. 

(B) SPECIAL RULE FOR HOMESCHOOLING.— 
Such term shall include expenses described 
in subparagraph (AXi) in connection with 
education provided by homeschooling if the 
requirements of any applicable State or local 
law are met with respect to such education. 

() SCHOOL.—The term ‘school’ means any 
school which provides elementary education 
or secondary education (kindergarten 
through grade 12), as determined under State 
law.” 

(3) SPECIAL RULES FOR APPLYING EXCLUSION 
TO ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EXPENSES.— 
Section 530(d)(2) (relating to distributions 
for qualified higher education expenses) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subparagraph: 

„D) SPECIAL RULES FOR ELEMENTARY AND 
SECONDARY EXPENSES.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The aggregate amount of 
qualified elementary and secondary edu- 
cation expenses taken into account for pur- 
poses of this paragraph with respect to any 
education individual retirement account for 
all taxable years shall not exceed the sum of 
the aggregate contributions to such account 
for taxable years beginning after December 
31, 1998, and before January 1, 2003, and earn- 
ings on such contributions. 

“(ii) SPECIAL OPERATING RULES.—For pur- 
poses of clause (1 

“(1D the trustee of an education individual 
retirement account shall keep separate ac- 
counts with respect to contributions and 
earnings described in clause (i), and 

“(ID if there are distributions in excess of 
qualified elementary and secondary edu- 
cation expenses for any taxable year, such 
excess distributions shall be allocated first 
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to contributions and earnings not described 
in clause (i).”’ 

(4) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Subsections 
(b) and (d)(2) of section 530 are each 
amended by striking higher“ each place it 
appears in the text and heading thereof. 

(b) MAXIMUM ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 530(b)(1)(A)(iiD 
(defining education individual retirement ac- 
count) is amended by striking 3500“ and in- 
serting the contribution limit for such tax- 
able year”. 

(2) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.—Section 530(b) (re- 
lating to definitions and special rules), as 
amended by subsection (a)(2), is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para- 
graph: 

(5) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.—The term con- 
tribution limit’ means $500 ($2,000 in the case 
of any taxable year beginning after Decem- 
ber 31, 1998, and ending before January 1, 
2003). 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) Section 530(d)(4\C) is amended by 
striking 3500“ and inserting the contribu- 
tion limit for such taxable year“. 

(B) Section 4973(e)(1)(A) is amended by 
striking 3500“ and inserting the contribu- 
tion limit (as defined in section 530(b)(5)) for 
such taxable year”. 

(c) WAIVER OF AGE LIMITATIONS FOR CHIL- 
DREN WITH SPECIAL NEEDS.—Section 530(b)(1) 
(defining education individual retirement ac- 
count) is amended by adding at the end the 
following flush sentence: 


“The age limitations in the preceding sen- 
tence shall not apply to any designated bene- 
ficiary with special needs (as determined 
under regulations prescribed by the Sec- 
retary).” 

(d) CORPORATIONS PERMITTED To CoN- 
TRIBUTE TO ACCOUNTS.—Section 530(c)(1) (re- 
lating to reduction in permitted contribu- 
tions based on adjusted gross income) is 
amended by striking The maximum amount 
which a contributor” and inserting In the 
case of a contributor who is an individual, 
the maximum amount the contributor”. 

(e) NO DOUBLE BENEFIT.—Section 530(d)(2) 
(relating to distributions for qualified edu- 
cation expenses), as amended by subsection 
(a)(3), is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subparagraph: 

„E) DISALLOWANCE OF EXCLUDED AMOUNTS 
AS CREDIT OR DEDUCTION.—No deduction or 
credit shall be allowed to the taxpayer under 
any other section of this chapter for any 
qualified education expenses to the extent 
taken into account in determining the 
amount of the exclusion under this para- 
graph.” 

(D TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.— 

AXA) Section 530(b)(1)(E) (defining edu- 
cation individual retirement account) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(E) Any balance to the credit of the des- 
ignated beneficiary on the date on which the 
beneficiary attains age 30 shall be distrib- 
uted within 30 days after such date to the 
beneficiary or, if the beneficiary dies before 
attaining age 30, shall be distributed within 
30 days after the date of death to the estate 
of such beneficiary.” 

(B) Section 530(d) (relating to tax treat- 
ment of distributions) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraph: 

(8) DEEMED DISTRIBUTION ON REQUIRED DIS- 
TRIBUTION DATE.—In any case in which a dis- 
tribution is required under subsection 
(b)(1)(E), any balance to the credit of a des- 
ignated beneficiary as of the close of the 30- 
day period referred to in such subsection for 
making such distribution shall be deemed 
distributed at the close of such period.” 
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(2)(A) Section 530(d)(1) is amended by strik- 
ing section 72(b)° and inserting section 
TES 

(B) Section 72(e) (relating to amounts not 
received as annuities) is amended by insert- 
ing after paragraph (8) the following new 
paragraph: 

“(9) EXTENSION OF PARAGRAPH (2B) TO 
QUALIFIED STATE TUITION PROGRAMS AND EDU- 
CATIONAL INDIVIDUAL RETIREMENT AC- 
cOoUNTS.—Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this subsection, paragraph (2)(B) shall 
apply to amounts received under a qualified 
State tuition program (as defined in section 
529(b)) or under an education individual re- 
tirement account (as defined in section 
530(b)). The rule of paragraph (8)(B) shall 
apply for purposes of this paragraph.” 

(3) Section 530(d)(4)(B) (relating to excep- 
tions) is amended by striking or“ at the end 
of clause (ii), by striking the period at the 
end of clause (iii) and inserting , or“, and 
by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

“(iv) an amount which is includible in 
gross income solely because the taxpayer 
elected under paragraph (2)(C) to waive the 
application of paragraph (2) for the taxable 
year.” 

(g) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall apply to taxable years begin- 
ning after December 31, 1998. 

(2) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—The amend- 
ments made by subsection (f) shall take ef- 
fect as if included in the amendments made 
by section 213 of the Taxpayer Relief Act of 
1997. 

SEC. 102. STUDENT IMPROVEMENT INCENTIVE 
AWARDS. 

Section 6201 of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7331) 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(C), by striking “and” 
after the semicolon; 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking the period 
and inserting ; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(3) student improvement incentive awards 
described in subsection (c).“; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(c) STUDENT IMPROVEMENT INCENTIVE 
AWARDS.— 

(I) AWARDS.—A State educational agency 
may use funds made available for State use 
under this title to make awards to public 
schools in the State that are determined to 
be outstanding schools pursuant to a state- 
wide assessment described in paragraph (2). 

(2) STATEWIDE ASSESSMENT.—The state- 
wide assessment referred to in paragraph 
a)— 

shall 

“(1) determine the educational progress of 
students attending public schools within the 
State; and 

(i) allow for an objective analysis of the 
assessment on a school-by-school basis; and 

B) may involve exit exams.“ 

AMENDMENT NO. 2301 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 2 
minutes of debate prior to a vote on or 
in relation to the Landrieu amendment 
No. 2301. Who yields time? 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, could 
I have some order, please? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, may 
we have order? The Senator is entitled 
to be heard. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate will be in order. The Senator from 
Louisiana. 


Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, as 
this body knows, many on both sides of 
this aisle support blue ribbon schools 
because we believe that we should 
begin rewarding excellence, funding re- 
sults, and we should stop funding fail- 
ures. Blue ribbon schools are chosen by 
their States every year. Some of them 
are public—many of them. Some of 
them are private. Some of them are pa- 
rochial. When they achieve against the 
odds and when their students succeed, 
we call them to Washington and they 
come, 250 of them every year. We give 
them a beautiful, shiny plaque and a 
big blue ribbon and we send them home 
with nothing else but the plaque and 
the blue ribbon. They are happy to get 
it, but what they really want and need 
are some resources to continue doing 
their good work. 


So I think this is a better way to 
spend the $1.5 billion. Instead of help- 
ing just a few people in America, we 
can help all of our schools and begin re- 
warding results. That is what this 
amendment does, the blue ribbon 
school amendment. I ask my col- 
leagues to support it. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. Who yields 
time? The Senator from Georgia. 


Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, 
there is certainly nothing wrong with 
an amendment that tries to improve 
blue ribbon schools. But the amend- 
ment by the Senator from Louisiana 
guts the underlying premise of the bill. 
What is substituted here is pretty sim- 
ple. You have 250 schools that would 
receive a grant of $100,000, or you have 
20 million children and 14 million fami- 
lies that will benefit all across the Na- 
tion. In balance, there is just no com- 
parison at all. So I would simply say 
again her amendment guts the under- 
lying premise we have been debating 
for 6 months and exchanges assistance 
to 200-some-odd schools for 14 million 
families. 


I urge the defeat of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have not yet been ordered. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. The yeas and nays have been or- 
dered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 


The result was announced—yeas 34, 
nays 66, as follows: 
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[Rollcall Vote No. 97 Leg.] 


YEAS—34 
Akaka Harkin Mikulski 
Bingaman Hollings Moseley-Braun 
Boxer Inouye Moynihan 
Bumpers Johnson Murray 
Conrad Kennedy Reed 
Daschle Kerrey Robb 
Dodd Kerry Rockefeller 
Dorgan Kohl Sarbanes 
Durbin Landrieu Wellstone 
Feingold Lautenberg Wyd 
Ford Leahy Foen. 
Glenn Levin 

NAYS—66 
Abraham Domenici Lugar 
Allard Enzi Mack 
Ashcroft Faircloth McCain 
Baucus Feinstein McConnell 
Bennett Frist Murkowski 
Biden Gorton Nickles 
Bond Graham Reid 
Breaux Gramm Roberts 
Brownback Grams Roth 
Bryan Grassley Santorum 
Burns Gregg Sessions 
Byrd Hagel Shelby 
Campbell Hatch Smith (NH) 
Chafee Helms Smith (OR) 
Cleland Hutchinson Snowe 
Coats Hutchison Specter 
Cochran Inhofe Stevens 
Collins Jeffords Thomas 
Coverdell Kempthorne Thompson 
Craig Kyl Thurmond 
D'Amato Lieberman Torricelli 
DeWine Lott Warner 

The amendment (No. 2301) was re- 

jected. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of Levin amend- 
ment No. 2303 on which there shall be 
30 minutes of debate equally divided. 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I yield 1 
minute to my good friend from Lou- 
isiana on an unrelated matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Thank you, Mr. 
President. I thank my colleague from 
Michigan. 


— 


TAKE OUR DAUGHTERS TO WORK 
DAY 


Ms. LANDRIEU. Today, Mr. Presi- 
dent, and colleagues, is a very special 
day in America. We are celebrating 
here in the Senate, and millions of peo- 
ple around our Nation are celebrating 
this special day. It is “Take Our 
Daughters to Work Day.” And mothers 
and fathers and aunts and uncles and 
friends are taking their special charges 
to work with them to see perhaps a 
side of life that some young girls do 
not get to see. 

It is the sixth year that our Nation 
has celebrated in this way. I wanted to 
just say for the record that we have 
made a lot of progress in our Nation in 
the past 30 years. In 1968, only 20 per- 
cent of 18- to 24-year-old women were 
enrolled in college. Today, thank good- 
ness that number is climbing, and we 
are at 36 percent. 

The median earnings for women in 
1968 was only $18,500. Today, women 
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earn an average of $23,000. We are mak- 
ing progress, but not enough. 

I saw a statistic the other day that 
still 80 percent of all women who work 
out of the home earn less than $25,000, 
earning 74 cents on every dollar earned 
by their male counterparts. 

In 1968, women owned fewer than 5 
percent of the Nation’s businesses. 
That number has doubled, and I am 
proud to say that there are more peo- 
ple employed by women-owned busi- 
nesses than all the Fortune 500 compa- 
nies in the country. So we are making 
progress. 

Today is a day to honor the progress 
that is being made. But it is also a day 
to encourage our young girls, particu- 
larly in the ages of 9 to 15, to reach for 
their dreams, to expand their horizons, 
to consider all the great options that 
are available for them as they think 
about beginning to make choices about 
their careers. They can balance home 
life and work life and they can chose 
careers that were unheard of just a few 
years ago. 

I hope some of these young girls who 
are here today with us will think about 
the Senate, I say to our colleague from 
Michigan, to think about encouraging 
more young women to run here for the 
Senate. 

So I thank my colleagues for giving 
me this time to recognize this day. I 
want to welcome my niece with me 
today, Gracie Landrieu, who came up— 
my daughter is only 10 months old, so 
she is a little too young to appreciate 
today. But she is going to be with me 
for a few minutes later today. But my 
niece, who is 10, can most certainly ap- 
preciate the great challenges before 
her. And I wish her all the best, as we 
do all of our daughters across America, 

Thank you. 


— 


EDUCATION SAVINGS ACT FOR 
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS 


The Senate continued with the con- 

sideration of the bill. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2303 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, first I ask 
unanimous consent that Senators 
BINGAMAN and MURRAY be added as co- 
sponsors to my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, this 
amendment provides a tax credit to 
teachers who return to school to learn 
education technology. The credit would 
be 50 percent of the cost of that train- 
ing. The current situation across our 
country is that educators are trying to 
find ways to use technologies to enrich 
the learning experience and to prepare 
students for a world in which informa- 
tion technologies are increasingly 
woven into the fabric of our life and 
our work. 

School districts all over this land are 
making investments in hardware and 
in software and in connecting com- 
puters and in accessing Internet and in 


April 23, 1998 


distance learning. I traveled around my 
State, and I have spent a lot of time 
doing this, focusing on education tech- 
nologies in the last 6 months. And I 
find, of course, as you would expect, 
there is a great variety in terms of how 
advanced school districts are when it 
comes to installing good computers, 
putting in the necessary software, how 
many computers they have for their 
student body, how much so-called local 
area networks, how many of those they 
have in the school connecting the com- 
puters to each other, how much access 
to the Internet in their school, to what 
extent are they connected to nearby 
colleges or distant colleges and univer- 
sities, and those kinds of efforts. A 
huge effort is being made with dif- 
ferent degrees of success. 

But what these school districts tell 
me universally is that where they are 
falling short is in the development of 
their teaching staff in the use of the 
technologies they are able to acquire. 
That is the common story I get from 
every school district—that we need to 
train our teachers in the use of these 
technologies. Typically, we find that 
only about 5 cents of the technology 
dollar is going into professional devel- 
opment and 95 cents of the education 
technology dollar is going into the 
hardware and software and connecters 
and the access. 

This Government is spending a for- 
tune, for instance, in the so-called uni- 
versal service fund to provide every 
school that applies with a discount on 
their communication bills to access 
the Internet, for instance, and on some 
of their internal linkages. But where 
we are falling way below where we 
must be is when it comes to the train- 
ing of our teachers, of our professional 
staff in the use of these technologies. 

This first chart shows, as of the time 
that the statistics were taken in 1994— 
and we do not think too much has 
changed since then; but this is the last 
available year—how the States are 
doing when it comes to the training of 
teachers. 

How much education technology 
training do our teachers have? The 
U.S. average, this red line on this 
chart, is 15 percent of our teachers; 15 
percent of our teachers have at least 9 
hours of training in education tech- 
nology. That is it. In my State, only 10 
percent of the teachers—1 out of 10— 
had at least 9 hours of training in their 
lifetime in the use of education tech- 
nology. That is a woeful story. 

What it means is that with all of the 
dollars that are going into hardware 
and software and these other tech- 
nologies that we are spending pennies 
on, what is critically important is the 
skills to use the technologies which are 
provided. The most difficult skill of all 
is the one that has been least acquired. 
That is the ability to integrate the ma- 
terial which is now available through 
these technologies into the curriculum. 
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Very few teachers are accessing the in- 
formation, the thousands of libraries 
now available to them through their 
computers, the hundreds of field trips 
which they now can take in their class- 
rooms if they know how to use these 
technologies. Until our teachers have 
those skills and are given those oppor- 
tunities, we are not using these tech- 
nologies to their fullest or anywhere 
close to their fullest. 

What this amendment does is, it says 
to those teachers who are willing to go 
back for training, we will give you a 
tax credit of 50 percent of the cost of 
that training. Now, we already have a 
lifetime learning credit of 20 percent 
that is a credit against the cost of 
higher education. That has been a 
great advance. It is effective this year. 
This amendment builds on that life- 
time learning credit. It says for those 
teachers who go back to gain the skills 
in the use of education technology, 
they will get a 50 percent credit. It is a 
significantly increased incentive to ob- 
tain those skills which are so critically 
necessary if we are going to make use 
of these technologies and if our chil- 
dren are going to have the kind of 
training and access to material which 
can only be given by their teachers, if 
they have these skills. 

The person who is the technology di- 
rector for the Michigan Education De- 
partment is a man named Jamey 
Fitzpatrick. He was quoted as saying: 

For every dollar we spend on computer 
hardware and software in kindergarten 
through 12th grades, I think we would be 
lucky if we saw five cents on the dollar spent 
on training and support. 

If we continue with those kinds of ratios 
we will never realize the gain in student 
achievement that we think technology has 
the potential to elicit. We obviously need to 
put money into training. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN be 
added as a cosponsor to the amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEVIN. What we do is leave most 
of the beneficial aspects of the under- 
lying education IRA bill in place—first 
of all, that is what we don’t do; what 
we do do, however, is we do not permit 
withdrawals from that IRA for K 
through 12. That is the most controver- 
sial part of this bill, for reasons I will 
get to in a moment. 

The rest of the provisions of this bill 
we do not touch. We don’t touch the 
expanded IRA relative to the cost of 
higher education. We don’t touch the 
extension of the tax exclusion for em- 
ployer-provided education assistance in 
this bill. We don’t touch the tax exclu- 
sion for withdrawals from State tuition 
programs or the limited school con- 
struction provisions in this bill. 

What we do, however, is not permit 
withdrawal from the IRA for the K 
through 12 expenses. We don’t do that 
because this most controversial provi- 
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sion of this bill, it seems to me, is se- 
verely tilted against public schools. I 
want to show a chart that gives a pic- 
ture of how serious this tilt is against 
public education in this IRA as it ex- 
ists in the underlying bill. 

According to the Joint Tax Com- 
mittee—and we have here a letter from 
the Joint Tax Committee which lays 
out these numbers—according to the 
Joint Tax Committee, the majority of 
the tax benefit will go to the 2.9 mil- 
lion taxpayers with dependents in pri- 
vate school. The minority of the tax 
benefit will go to the 35 million tax- 
payers who have dependents in public 
school. So, 35 million taxpayers, those 
with dependents in public schools, get 
less than half the bill. The 2.9 million 
taxpayers with children in private 
schools get 52 percent of the benefit. 
Translated into dollars, in another 
way, the average taxpayer with a child 
in private school gets a $37 tax deduc- 
tion in the year 2002; the public school 
taxpayer gets a $7 dollar deduction in 
the year 2002. 

I want to read the provisions from 
the letter because that is reflected in 
this chart. The Joint Tax Committee 
says, “We estimate that of those eligi- 
ble to contribute, approximately 2.9 
million returns would have children in 
private schools. We estimate that the 
proposed expansion of education IRAs 
to withdrawals to cover primary and 
secondary education would extend ap- 
proximately 52 percent of the tax ben- 
efit to taxpayers with children in pri- 
vate schools. We estimate that the av- 
erage per return tax benefit for tax- 
payers with children attending private 
schools would be approximately $37 in 
tax year 2002. Conversely, we estimate 
that of the 38.3 million returns eligible, 
approximately 35.4 million returns 
would have dependents in public 
schools and that approximately 10.8 
million of these returns would utilize 
education IRAs. We estimate that the 
proposed expansion of the education 
IRAs would extend approximately 48 
percent of the tax benefit to taxpayers 
with children in public schools with an 
average per return tax benefit of ap- 
proximately $7 in the year 2002.” 

I gather I have used my time, so I 
will not reserve the balance of it. I 
yield the floor, and I thank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield my- 
self 7 minutes. 

I rise in opposition to this amend- 
ment. As I stated yesterday, it strikes 
at the heart of the Coverdell bill. It 
takes away the ability of parents to 
use educational IRAs to pay for ex- 
penses related to the schooling of their 
children between kindergarten and 12th 
grade. 

Allowing parents greater resources to 
meet the educational needs of their 
young children is what the Coverdell 
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bill is all about. Senator LEVIN pro- 
poses to take those resources away. In- 
stead, he wants to expand the lifetime 
learning credit for those who partici- 
pate in technology training. No one 
can argue against the proposition that 
helping teachers become more capable 
in technology is a good thing. We want 
our students to understand the tech- 
nology of the 2lst century. We cer- 
tainly need to ensure that our teachers 
are proficient as well. But this amend- 
ment is not the way to reach that goal. 
First, expanding the lifetime learning 
credit for teachers at the expense of ex- 
panding the IRAs for our children runs 
contrary to the needs and objectives of 
American families. Mothers and fa- 
thers need increased wherewithal to 
support their children’s educational 
goals. Mothers and fathers need strong- 
er, more useful IRAs. They need the 
ability to use more of their own hard- 
earned money to take care of family 
priorities. 

The Senate recognized this fact last 
year when we gave parents with chil- 
dren in grades K through 12 the ability 
to use educational IRAs. Our objective 
was to strengthen moms’ and dads’ 
ability to get the best education pos- 
sible for their children. Our objective 
made sense then, and it certainly 
makes sense today. 

The Coverdell bill empowers families 
to make decisions that are in their best 
interests. It allows them to use their 
own resources for their own benefit. 
Remember, the money in question here 
belongs to the taxpayers. They earned 
it, it’s theirs, they will save it, and 
they should be able to choose how it 
will be spent. Let them use it where it 
serves them best—on their children. 

Mr. President, despite what some in 
this Chamber continue to argue, the 
education IRA is not a boondoggle for 
the rich. The education IRA phases out 
for high-income taxpayers. Because of 
these phaseouts, the vast majority of 
the benefits will go to middle-income 
taxpayers. According to the National 
Catholic Education Association, al- 
most 70 percent of the families with 
children in Catholic schools have in- 
come below $35,000, and almost 90 per- 
cent of those families have incomes 
below $50,000. These families, along 
with virtually all of the 38 million 
American families with children in 
public or private elementary and sec- 
ondary schools, are the families that 
the Coverdell bill is designed to help. 

At the same time, we should all take 
note that two-thirds of the individual 
income taxes in the United States are 
shouldered by taxpayers earning over 
$75,000 per year. So one can see that the 
Coverdell bill is focused on those fami- 
lies most in need of help. 

As my colleagues know, the lifetime 
learning credit is a provision that was 
included in the Taxpayer Relief Act of 
1997. It allows anyone pursuing postsec- 
ondary education to take a tax credit 
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each year equal to 20 percent of their 
qualified expenses. The lifetime learn- 
ing credit is available to anyone who 
meets the income requirement. Full- 
time students can take the credit, as 
can any professional who wants to con- 
tinue his or her education. And this in- 
cludes teachers, engineers, or research 
scientists. 

What Senator LEVIN proposes is to 
single out teachers and increase their 
lifetime learning credit to 50 percent 
for technology training. Not only 
would this come at the expense of stu- 
dents and their families, but it would 
be inequitable among the professions. 
Why should a teacher receive an in- 
creased credit for his or her additional 
education when an engineer is limited 
to the current 20 percent? More impor- 
tant, it emphasizes one type of teacher 
continuing education over another. 
And what is the basis of claim, for in- 
stance, that we should give a 50 percent 
credit for teachers to become more pro- 
ficient in using and teaching tech- 
nology, but only give 20 percent to 
those who take courses to become bet- 
ter reading or math instructors? Those 
skills are also vital to function in a so- 
ciety. 

It is important to note that the 
Coverdell bill already includes a provi- 
sion that allows an employee, such as a 
teacher, to receive, tax-free, employer- 
provided education assistance. In other 
words, the bill already encourages a 
school to pay for its teachers to receive 
training such as contemplated by the 
Senator from Michigan. I believe we 
should leave this type of policy deci- 
sion to the local schools. If a school at- 
taches a high priority to the use of 
technology in the classroom—and we 
hope they do—the school can send its 
teacher to a training class. The best 
part of all is that the teacher would 
not have to pay anything at all—no ex- 
penses, no taxes. Under the Levin pro- 
posal, a teacher would still end up pay- 
ing half the cost of this additional edu- 
cation. 

In summary, the Levin amendment 
takes the means to use expanded IRAs 
to educate children and it creates a 
more distorted and, I must say, much 
more complex learning credit. This is 
not what we want to do, Mr. President. 
If you ask the families of America how 
they would choose to use the financial 
resources in question, I believe the vast 
majority would make it clear that they 
want the opportunity to use their 
money to give them greater flexibility 
and power to meet the educational ob- 
jectives of their family. 

Mr. President, I oppose the Levin 
amendment. The educational IRA is 
the foundation of the Coverdell bill. 
This modification guts the bill at the 
expense of the children. For this rea- 
son, I oppose this amendment and urge 
my colleagues to do the same. 

I yield the floor and reserve any time 
that I may have left. 
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Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, 
how much time remains on this amend- 
ment on both sides? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon). Seven minutes on 
the Senator’s side, and 5 seconds on the 
Democrat side. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I will be very 
brief. I yield a minute of my time to be 
added to the 5 seconds of the Senator 
from Michigan so that the Senator 
from Connecticut can have a word. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. DODD. I thank my colleague. 

Mr. President, I had not intended to 
speak on this amendment. I have an 
amendment coming up that I will be 
addressing. But I think it is such an 
important amendment that our col- 
league from Michigan has raised here. I 
think all of us have become much more 
highly sensitized to the critical impor- 
tance of the generation of students in 
our country who are computer literate. 
It is no longer a question of whether or 
not that technology and the awareness 
of it is going to be important. It is crit- 
ical. I have made the assertion that 
what keyboards and computers bring 
to this generation is tantamount to 
what a ballpoint pen brought to my 
generation. Any child today not com- 
pleting elementary and secondary 
school without being computer literate 
is going to be totally unprepared for 
the 21st century economy. 

Our colleague from Michigan has 
made it possible for the teachers of our 
Nation, who truly would like to be- 
come better prepared to instruct young 
people in the importance of this tech- 
nology, to have the wherewithal to do 
so. This ought not to be a partisan de- 
bate in any way. It is a very thoughtful 
amendment, one that we all can be 
deeply proud of. 

We are only some 500 days away from 
a new millennium, and Senator LEVIN 
has offered us a chance to make a dif- 
ference for young people so that they 
might be able to acquire these skills. I 
commend him for the amendment and 
hope our colleagues will support it. 

Mr. COVERDELL addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia is recognized. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, cer- 
tainly the amendment of the Senator 
from Michigan is a thoughtful one. But 
as has been noted by the Finance chair- 
man, it completely makes moot a core 
principle of the underlying bill, and for 
that reason I oppose it. 

I don’t dispute the numbers that are 
demonstrated in his chart, but I would 
like to elaborate on them. 

The education savings account essen- 
tially takes the education savings ac- 
count that was celebrated and signed 
by the President last year, $500 per 
year to be saved, and it could only be 
used for higher education. The proposal 
before us takes that idea in its iden- 
tical form and expands the $500 to 
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$2,000 and says you can use it in kinder- 
garten through college. So it broadens 
the capacity of it. 

These numbers refer to kindergarten 
through high school only and do not 
look at the cap in these accounts—that 
is very difficult to project—saved for 
college. That is No. 1. 

No. 2, what that really means is that 
the tax relief, which is very modest for 
those that are in public school, is 
about $250 million over 5 years, and for 
those in private school it is about $250 
million. There are more families using 
it in public schools, as is noted on the 
chart. About 70 percent of what we es- 
timate to be 14 million families will 
use the savings account, and 70 percent 
of them will have children in public 
schools and 30 percent in private. 

The reason it starts to equal itself in 
the distribution is that people who 
have children in private schools recog- 
nize that they are paying for the public 
schools with their property tax base 
and they have to pay for the private 
school education on top of that. So 
they have to save more. They have a 
higher bar to reach. I agree. They will 
therefore, likely save more, which 
means there will be more interest that 
is earned, which means they would 
have a higher proportion of this very 
small account. 

In closing, I simply say that by offer- 
ing a tax incentive over 5 years of $500 
million-odd, which is modest in this big 
picture, it causes Americans to do a 
very big thing. They go out and save $5 
billion, all of which will be used for 20 
million children no matter where they 
are in  school—public, private, or 
home—to help get them ready for the 
new century. 

Mr. President, I will conclude my re- 
marks and yield back the remainder of 
my time. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I don’t 
think I have any time remaining. If I 
do, I will yield it. I thank my good 
friend for yielding that additional 
minute to Senator DODD, by the way. It 
was a generous gesture. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I was very glad to 
do so. 

If I might, Mr. President, for admin- 
istrative clarification, I believe the se- 
quence of events will be something like 
this. We are going to now take up the 
amendment being offered by the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut, Senator DODD, 
and there will be a vote. I think the 
Senator would prefer that a vote occur 
after his debate. The Levin, Boxer, and 
Bingaman amendments will be stacked 
for early this afternoon just before the 
final vote. There are two more Sen- 
ators who will debate following the 
vote of Senator DODD. I believe that is 
the description of the situation we 
have right now during the day. 

Mr. DODD addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2305 

(Purpose: To strike section 101, and to pro- 
vide funding for part B of the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act) 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Dopp), 
for himself, and Mr. LEAHY, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. WELLSTONE, and Mrs. BOXER, 
proposes an amendment numbered 2305. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

Strike section 101, and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 101. FUNDING FOR PART B OF IDEA. 

Any net revenue increases resulting from 
the enactment of title IT that remain avall- 
able, taking into account the provisions of 
this title, shall be used to carry out part B 
of the Individuals with Disabilities Edu- 
cation Act (20 U.S.C. 1411 et seq.). 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that our colleagues, 
Senators LEAHY, HARKIN, KENNEDY, 
WELLSTONE, and BOXER, be included as 
cosponsors of this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I have in 
front of me a chart which demonstrates 
what I think most Members of this 
body are familiar with; that is, the ris- 
ing cost of special education in our 
country and the rising population of 
students who are requiring special edu- 
cation services. 

Presently, for the special education 
needs of America, 55 percent of the cost 
is being borne by our States, and 35 
percent is being borne by local govern- 
ments and local property taxes, and 
roughly 10 percent by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. It is the Individuals with Dis- 
abilities Education Act (IDEA), en- 
dorsed and supported by those of us 
here in Congress, which rightly encour- 
ages and provides for the inclusion of 
all children who require special edu- 
cation services in the educational proc- 
ess of this Nation. 

It is worthy of note that at the time 
the U.S. Congress passed the IDEA leg- 
islation, it was recommended that the 
Federal Government would provide 40 
percent of the costs of special edu- 
cation services. Several decades later, 
the Federal Government is presently 
only contributing 10 percent of the 
costs of special education. Mr. Presi- 
dent, special education costs are rising. 
We are told nationally that these num- 
bers are moving up. In 1991, special 
education costs were 17 percent of the 
overall education budget; they are now 
19 percent of the overall education 
budget. 

I might also point out that the 
amount being spent on regular edu- 
cation has dropped to 56 percent, down 
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from 58 percent. Also, the population of 
special needs children is on the in- 
crease. The overall population of chil- 
dren in elementary and secondary 
schools has gone up about 7.3 percent 
in the last few years, whereas the num- 
ber of children requiring special edu- 
cation services has jumped over 12 per- 
cent in the same period of time. We 
have rising costs, rising population, 
and the Federal commitment to special 
education has remained static. 

I mention this because I am offering 
an amendment that, with all due re- 
spect to my colleague from Georgia, 
would take the $1.6 billion from tax 
proposal that would provide $37 or $7 in 
tax relief for private and public school 
families, respectively, and use that 
money to lower the cost at the local 
and State level for special education 
services. If the Federal Government is 
to meet its full commitment of 40 per- 
cent to special education, it would need 
to provide $16 billion to state and local 
school districts, more than four times 
the current funding. 

Let me quickly add that I commend 
the Budget Committee and others in 
recent weeks and months who have ac- 
tually increased spending on special 
education. The total commitment to 
States is slightly lower than $4 billion 
but is still substantially less than the 
$16 billion needed to meet the 40-per- 
cent commitment. 

I believe, given the scarce funding 
available to us, is that we would be far 
wiser, with all due respect to the au- 
thors of this underlying proposal, to 
take that $1.6 billion and give it back 
to the States and local governments to 
reduce the rising cost of special edu- 
cation in this country. 

We are told that the underlying bill 
is about choice. I argue there should be 
no choice when the needs of children 
with disabilities are involved. Private 
schools can simply accept or reject stu- 
dents that they want or don’t want. If 
your child is a special needs child, you 
don't have a choice whether you would 
like to go to a private school. The only 
school system that has to take you isa 
public school system. Parents with 
children with special needs don’t have 
those choices. Property taxpayers, 
sales taxpayers, and State income tax- 
payers don’t have any choice; they 
have to pay their tax bills. 

The only people I know of at this 
very moment who have a choice about 
education are the 100 of us in this body. 
We have a choice to take $1.6 billion 
and provide a $37 tax break for private 
school students and their families, a $7 
tax break for the public school stu- 
dents and their families, or we can help 
state and local school districts by pro- 
viding them with $320 per special needs 
child so that they can provide valuable 
special education services. That is 
what my amendment does. It is saying, 
let’s make a choice with rare funding 
dollars and apply them to help special 
needs children. 
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Let me share how big a cost this is 
and point out the situation in a num- 
ber of States. In Colorado, the State 
must pay a 60-percent share for special 
education services. In Connecticut, the 
State provides 59 percent of special 
education funding. In Maine, 33 per- 
cent; Michigan, 60 percent; Missouri, 60 
percent; Rhode Island, 59 percent; Vir- 
ginia, 68 percent. These are huge costs 
at the State and local level. I have one 
community in my State, Torrington, 
CT, where 2 years ago the bill was 
$635,000 for special education services. 
Two years later, it has risen to $1.3 
million. Mr. President, the costs asso- 
ciated with special education can often 
be staggering. 

What I am saying is, if we think this 
is a national goal, to do something 
about special education, then we ought 
to be willing to help our local towns 
and our States to reduce their share of 
special education costs. The $1.6 billion 
that my amendment would provide is 
not going to pay the entire bill. It is, 
however, a move in the right direction. 
But when you have very scarce fund- 
ing, wouldn’t it be wiser for us to make 
the choice here today to reduce prop- 
erty and State taxes, by saying here is 
$1.6 billion, which we know is not going 
to solve the whole problem, but I want 
to give that money back to the States, 
back to the local governments, to bring 
down the cost of special education 
services. 

We made that promise, Mr. Presi- 
dent. We said decades ago we would 
provide 40 percent of the cost of special 
education, and we have never provided 
more than 10 percent. There is a chance 
for us today to provide, not $37, not $7 
after taxes, but a $320 per child tax 
break in terms of reducing the cost of 
providing special education services. 

It seems to me this would be a far 
wiser way for us to spend our money. I 
say after-tax dollars because I think 
there is some confusion. Again, I say 
this with all due respect to the authors 
of the underlying bill. But the $2,000 
IRA contained in Senator COVERDELL’s 
legislation is an after-tax proposal. It 
provides as much as if you put $2,000 in 
a savings account and the interest that 
it earns, that is the money you get the 
tax break on, not the $2,000 principle. 
So when I say it provides a $37 and $7 
tax break, those are real numbers. 

Recently, I looked at what the cost 
of private schools is in the greater 
Washington, DC, area. They run any- 
where from $10,000 to $17,000 annually. 
Why are we providing a $37 tax break 
for families who are already sending 
their children to schools that expensive 
when the $1.6 billion specified in this 
legislation could help lower property 
taxes and assist with special edu- 
cation? 

Recently, when speaking with may- 
ors in Connecticut, they often men- 
tioned the high cost of special edu- 
cation services. By not contributing 40 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


percent of special education costs, we 
are pitting families against each other 
in these communities. I think every 
one of us probably knows someone, 
maybe in our own families, that has a 
special needs child. We know the con- 
cern, the fear, that a family goes 
through in discovering that a child re- 
quires special education services. It is 
a critically important issue. But I am 
also aware of what happens in a com- 
munity where you only have a handful 
of special needs students and all of a 
sudden their services cost a bit more 
and people get upset because it is their 
tax dollars that are paying for that 
education. The school systems in our 
states need our assistance. 

What we are offering here is some re- 
lief to State and local school systems. 
It is not total relief. We have $1.6 bil- 
lion over 10 years, what are we going to 
do with the taxpayers’ money of this 
country? Do we give it back to the 
communities in Connecticut and else- 
where that are struggling to meet the 
cost of special education? Or do I write 
a $37 check to someone who is sending 
their child to a school that is costing 
$10,000 or $13,000 or $14,000 a year? I 
don’t know how you justify it. I don’t 
know how I can explain to my con- 
stituents not providing some relief to 
their school systems for an area of 
great concern and importance—special 
education. 

That is the choice I get to make here 
in the next few minutes. Do we take 
these dollars and return them to our 
States, return them to our towns, try- 
ing to make a real difference for spe- 
cial education, or do we take them to 
provide minor tax relief. 

Now, again, let me mention briefly 
the role of public and private edu- 
cation. At this very hour, all across our 
country, even on the west coast where 
the Presiding Officer is from, children 
have started school. There are 53 mil- 
lion children in elementary and sec- 
ondary schools at this very hour all 
across our country; 48 million of them 
are in public schools and 5 million are 
in private schools. So we are talking 
about $1.6 billion, $37 of which goes to 
students in those private schools, $7 of 
which goes for those in public schools. 

I am a product in many ways of pri- 
vate education. My parents made that 
choice. I respect them for having made 
it. However, my parents never thought 
they should get a tax break for doing 
so. They understood that this Nation 
had a special obligation to public edu- 
cation and particularly the families 
with special needs children. I had to be 
accepted to the private schools I at- 
tended. They didn’t have to take me, 
Private schools can reject anyone they 
want. Public schools cannot. Public 
schools must accept these children. 
And you have that family that has 
done everything right and, unfortu- 
nately, has a situation with a child 
who requires special education serv- 
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ices, and they, of course, want that 
child to succeed. They don’t have the 
choice of going to a private school. Pri- 
vate school is not going to take that 
cost on. They have to attend a public 
school. Let us try to provide the valu- 
able resources specified by this legisla- 
tion to our local communities to help 
that family receive special education 
services for their child, to say to the 
other property taxpayers in that town 
that we are going to provide the 40 per- 
cent of special education costs we 
promised we would and never have. 

One hundred of us here in the next 20 
minutes or 15 minutes will be given the 
choice of deciding which is a higher 
priority. It is not a question of we 
would like to do everything. We can't 
do everything. But, we have $1.6 billion 
and we are going to decide in the next 
15 minutes where it is going to go. 

Does it go toward a $37 tax break for 
someone who has their child enrolled 
in a private school, or does it come 
back to that community in my State 
and other States all across this coun- 
try to provide some needed tax relief— 
at $320 per child—to begin the process 
of lowering the cost of special edu- 
cation services and making a difference 
in our towns and for these families. 
That is really the choice. That’s the 
real choice we have before us today. 

Mr. President, let me ask how much 
time I have remaining. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 1 minute and—— 

Mr. DODD. I withhold the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia has 15 minutes in op- 
position if he chooses to use it. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, 
there are sO many numbers tossed 
around. Anybody listening to this de- 
bate must be somewhat befuddled. You 
try to step back from it and look at the 
bigger picture. 

First of all, the concern of the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut about the fund- 
ing of special education is a real one, 
but he has already alluded to one of the 
major problems, and that is this man- 
date, which is one of the largest man- 
dates in American history, ordered by 
the Congress on local communities in 
1975, and in 1975 the promise was 40 per- 
cent of the funding would be Federal, 
40 State and 20 local. Now, the other 
side, until 1994, was in control of the 
Congress and never sent the check. 

Since we have been in the majority, 
last year we put in another $700 mil- 
lion. The Senate budget resolution 
placed special education as the top pri- 
ority. Republicans are seeking an addi- 
tional $2.5 billion over the next 5 years 
for educating children with disabil- 
ities. In fiscal year 1997, the President 
requested $3.6 billion for this IDEA. 
Our Congress provided $4 billion for it. 
In fiscal year 1998, the President re- 
quested $4.2 billion for this. We came 
up with $4.8. The President’s proposal 
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for 1999 proposes $4.8 billion a year for 
IDEA. Our resolution calls for $5.3 bil- 
lion, a $0.5 billion increase. 

So, while the other side controlled 
the Congress, this promise was left 
unfulfilled. Since we have controlled 
the Congress, we have begun paying 
down that obligation. In the Repub- 
lican BOOKS proposal, we proposed 
fully funding it. The Budget Com- 
mittee is moving rapidly in that direc- 
tion. We are not there yet. And we did 
it, and have been doing it, without gut- 
ting other ideas. 

So the additional money my friend 
from Connecticut talks about that 
ought to be fulfilling this promise—it 
is being done. We are doing exactly 
what he has asked that we do, and— 
comma “‘and’’—we are trying to help 14 
million American families individually 
take charge and help to connect them 
to the education of their children. We 
do not think it is mutually exclusive, 
you have to do this or you have to do 
that. We are doing both. So, since we 
have been in the majority, and the Sen- 
ator acknowledged it, we have been 
moving to try to fund IDEA. 

This $1.6 billion that’s referred to, 
that is tax relief over 10 years, and the 
$37, of course, is a statistical average, 
as is the $7. But it does not take into 
account the principal. The tax relief 
was only accrued because of the prin- 
cipal. For $37, you have to have $1,000 
in the account; for $7, you have to have 
$250. But what it means is we will have 
taken this $1.6 billion in relief to the 
same middle-class families that the 
President designated last year, the 
same criteria, same concept, and the 
Joint Tax Committee tells us that be- 
cause of that modest tax incentive, 
these 14 million families over 10 
years—that is the 10-year number you 
are using—will save, in principal and 
accumulated interest, over $10 billion; 
10 billion new dollars coming behind 
education. 

These $10 billion are not public dol- 
lars. They are private. They are will- 
fully volunteered by these families. So 
it means that public education will get, 
over the next 10 years, in support of it, 
$5 billion. And private will get $5 bil- 
lion. And, yes, the private represents 
fewer families, but it still means, at 
the bottom line at the end of the day, 
that there is $5 billion flowing behind 
public schools all across the country 
and there is $5 billion flowing behind 
private and home schools across the 
country. 

Those are very smart dollars, too, be- 
cause they are in individual family 
checking accounts where people know 
exactly what the frailty or problem is 
of a given child. If it is a math defi- 
ciency, it is going to go to hire a math 
tutor. If it is an inner city student who 
does not have a home computer, it is 
going to purchase a home computer. If 
it is transportation that is needed for 
an afterschool program that we all 
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want to encourage —it is smart dollars. 
Public dollars have a hard time doing 
that, going right to the problem. If it is 
dyslexia or special education, it will 
flow right to it. And no school board is 
going to have to raise the property tax 
to get ahold of this $10 billion, no State 
is going to have to raise income tax, 
and we are not having to raise taxes. 
This is volunteered money, and I think 
the value of the money is geometri- 
cally increased, it is probably worth 
three times other dollars because it is 
being driven right into the child’s need. 

The point we do not talk a lot about 
here—and they are not in these figures, 
either—is that the one distinction this 
savings account has is that it can ac- 
cept contributions from sponsors—an 
employer, a church, a grandparent, a 
sister or brother, a neighbor, a benevo- 
lent association. And as people under- 
stand this and they begin to connect to 
these ideas, there is going to be a lot 
more money in those accounts than we 
have even envisioned. 

Another point I would make about 
the savings account to my colleague 
from Connecticut, is that every time a 
family makes a conscious decision to 
open a savings account—every time 
they do it—there is a mental connec- 
tion to that child’s education. And 
every month, for 20-some-odd years, 
they will get a notice from some finan- 
cial institution that tells them the 
condition of that child’s account. It 
will remind them every month of the 
requirements and needs and will make 
them think about what those children 
need. 

I can certify that to be absolutely 
true because my dad and I did the same 
thing for my sister’s two sets of twins. 
We knew we were going to have some 
problems with the financial burden. So 
we started putting a little away. It was 
not a huge amount of money when they 
had to go to school—but it was a lot. 
And if this had been in place, it would 
have been twice what we had in that 
account. I think we got it up to $6,000 
or $7,000. It would have been doubled. It 
could have been tripled if we kept it 30 
years and used it for college. There is a 
special ed feature of this, too. Because 
if the child has a special educational 
need, it will stay with the child until 
he or she is 30 years old. 

So, my point is this. We agree that 
special ed needs attention and the Con- 
gress has been a party in seeing to this, 
and it has created enormous problems 
and we are responding to it. I am just 
citing the numbers here. But we are 
doing it, along with other reforms. We 
are doing it with an education savings 
account. We are doing it with a school 
construction proposal. We are doing it, 
helping employers fund continuing 
education for their employees. We are 
doing it and we are helping support 21 
States that have prepaid tuition pro- 
grams for families to help get ready for 
the cost of higher education. Mr. Presi- 
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dent, 17 more States are coming into 
the picture. 

We are accomplishing the funding of 
IDEA—which we agree is important. 
But we are not stopping the other 
changes and other ideas to help fami- 
lies. My colleague mentioned some- 
where, I believe, around 50 million are 
in our elementary and secondary 
schools. Mr. President, 20 million of 
them will be beneficiaries of these ac- 
counts, half of the entire population. 
Some will be more; some will be less. 
Some will save the full amount; some 
will only save part of it. Some will ac- 
cumulate $1,000; some will accumulate 
the entire amount. But they will all be 
helped and they will all be reminded 
about the needs of those children 

Like I said, we are funding IDEA. We 
are giving parents new tools. We are 
giving employers new tools. We are 
supporting the States with prepaid tui- 
tion programs. And we are building 
new schools. That is the underlying 
motion here. 

Mr. President, how much time re- 
mains on both sides? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 4 minutes 12 seconds. The 
Democratic side has 1 minute 18 sec- 
onds. 

Mr. DODD. I yield a minute to my 
good friend from Rhode Island, and I 
ask unanimous consent that he be 
added as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REED. Thank you very much. 
Mr. President, I rise in very strong sup- 
port of the amendment of the Senator 
from Connecticut. I think it illustrates 
two important points. 

First, the huge gap between what the 
Federal Government promised in terms 
of special education support to the 
States and what was delivered. Even 
though, as the Senator from Georgia 
pointed out, we are trying to do better, 
we can do much better. And using 
these resources rather than engaging 
in the private savings plan as the Sen- 
ator from Georgia proposes, but using 
these resources to assist special edu- 
cation, I think, will be the best way to 
use these dollars. 

The second point I think the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Connecticut 
illustrates is the critical role that pub- 
lic education plays in our country, be- 
cause these students—typically these 
disabled students—are all public edu- 
cation students. Private facilities don’t 
take these individuals typically be- 
cause they can’t afford them and they 
think they are disruptive. That is the 
essence of private education. They can 
pick and choose. 

A public school cannot. We have com- 
mitted ourselves in this Congress to 
ensure that every child in this country, 
regardless of ability or disability, has a 
free, excellent public education. But 
what that means in practice is that our 
public schools have to respond to large 
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numbers of special education students, 
something to which private education 
does not respond. That is, I think, at 
the heart of this debate. 

If we are going to have a public 
school system that we expect to give 
education to all of our citizens, then 
we cannot siphon off resources to pri- 
vate education in the way that is pro- 
posed by these savings accounts. We 
have to match our orders and com- 
mands to the schools of America and to 
educate all of our citizens with re- 
sources. 

This amendment does that. It pre- 
serves a program that we have all 
stood up and said is vitally important 
to this country, both educationally and 
socially—and that is special education 
—and it does so by reinforcing public 
education. That is the way we should 
proceed. 

I commend the Senator from Con- 
necticut for his efforts in regard to this 
amendment today. 

Mr. DODD. I thank my good friend 
from Rhode Island. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand there will be a point of order 
raised against this amendment. I re- 
gret that, because I am not asking to 
spend any more money than the under- 
lying amendment does, but I realize 
this is a point of order that will be sus- 
tained. I will make an appropriate mo- 
tion to vote on that. 

I am sorry that is going to be the 
case, because I really do believe that 
this is the one opportunity, a chance, 
after we all talked about trying to do 
something, about reducing the cost to 
communities, to make the choice to do 
so. But I need 60 votes, I am afraid, to 
prevail on all of that. When the appro- 
priate motion is made, I will respond to 
it. I hope that will not be the case. I 
hope we can have an up-or-down vote 
as we have had on every other amend- 
ment. 

I believe my time has expired, and if 
it has, I believe my colleague wants to 
make an appropriate motion. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, has 
the proponents’ time expired? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I do 
not believe we need to be in a dilemma 
where it is either/or—do this and not 
the education savings account, or do 
the other. 

The Senator from Connecticut is cor- 
rect that I will raise a point of order. 
The Congressional Budget Office has 
told us this amendment creates a new 
entitlement for special education, a 
program which has always been discre- 
tionary since its creation in 1985. This 
spending would be charged to the Fi- 
nance Committee, which has already 
exceeded its allocation. 

Therefore, we conclude that amend- 
ment No. 2305, offered by my colleague 
from Connecticut, Senator DODD, vio- 
lates section 302(f) of the Congressional 
Budget Act because it provides for an 
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increase to direct spending beyond the 
allocation of the committee of jurisdic- 
tion. I, therefore, raise a point of order 
under section 302(f) of the Budget Act 
against this amendment. I assume my 
colleague will move to waive. 

MOTION TO WAIVE THE BUDGET ACT 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I move to 
waive the Budget Act so that the 
amendment may be considered. I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I yield back my 
time in order to facilitate the two mo- 
tions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DEWINB). The question is on agreeing 
to the motion to waive the Budget Act 
with respect to amendment No. 2305, 
offered by the Senator from Con- 
necticut. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Colorado (Mr. CAMPBELL) 
is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 46, 
nays 53, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 98 Leg.] 


YEAS—46 
Akaka Feinstein Levin 
Baucus Ford Lieberman 
Bingaman Glenn Mikulski 
Boxer Graham Moseley-Braun 
Breaux Harkin Moynihan 
Bryan Hollings Murray 
Bumpers Inouye Reed 
Chafee Jeffords Reid 
Collins Johnson Robb 
Conrad Kennedy 
D'Amato Kerrey ae OE 
Daschle Kerry 
Dodd Kohl Torricelli 
Dorgan Landrieu Wellstone 
Durbin Lautenberg Wyden 
Feingold Leahy 
NAYS—53 
Abraham Frist McConnell 
Allard Gorton Murkowski 
Ashcroft Gramm Nickles 
Bennett Grams Roberts 
Biden Grassley Roth 
Bond Gregg Santorum 
Brownback Hagel Sessions 
Burns Hatch Shelby 
Byrd Helms Smith (NH) 
Cleland Hutchinson Smith (OR) 
Coats Hutchison Sadio 
Cochran Inhofe 
Coverdell Kempthorne Specter 
Craig Kyl Stevens 
DeWine Lott Thomas 
Domenici Lugar Thompson 
Enzi Mack Thurmond 
Faircloth McCain Warner 
NOT VOTING—1 
Campbell 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 46, the nays are 53. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho- 
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected. 
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The point of order is sustained and the 
amendment falls. 

Mr. COVERDELL addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia is recognized. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, it 
is my understanding that in the reg- 
ular order we will now go to the 
amendment to be offered by the Sen- 
ator from California. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California is recognized for 
15 minutes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2306 
(Purpose: To improve academic and social 
outcomes for students by providing produc- 
tive activities during after school hours) 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from California [Mrs. BOXER], 
for herself, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 
JOHNSON, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. Dopp, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. LEVIN, 
Mr. AKAKA, Mr. KOHL, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. 
BRYAN, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
DASCHLE, and Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, proposes 
an amendment numbered 2306. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 


the 


TITLE —AFTER SCHOOL EDUCATION 
AND SAFETY 
SECTION ol. SHORT TITLE. 


This title may be cited as the After 
School Education and Safety Act of 1998”. 
SEC, 02, PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this title is to improve aca- 
demic and social outcomes for students by 
providing productive activities during after 
school hours. 

SEC, 03. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 

(1) Today’s youth face far greater social 
risks than did their parents and grand- 
parents. 

(2) Students spend more of their waking 
hours alone, without supervision, compan- 
ionship, or activity than the students spend 
in school. 

(3) Law enforcement statistics show that 
youth who are ages 12 through 17 are most at 
risk of committing violent acts and being 
victims of violent acts between 3 p.m. and 6 
p.m. 

SEC. 04. GOALS. 

The goals of this title are as follows: 

(1) To increase the academic success of stu- 
dents. 

(2) To improve the intellectual, social, 
physical, and cultural skills of students. 

(3) To promote safe and healthy environ- 
ments for students. 

(4) To prepare students for workforce par- 
ticipation. 

(5) To provide alternatives to drug, alco- 
hol, tobacco, and gang, activity. 

SEC. 05. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 

(1) ScHOOL.—The term school! means a 
public kindergarten, or a public elementary 
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school or secondary school, as defined in sec- 
tion 14101 of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801). 

(2) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of Education. 


SEC. 06. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 


The Secretary is authorized to carry outa 
program under which the Secretary awards 
grants to schools to enable the schools to 
carry out the activities described in section 

oa). 


SEC. 07. AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES; REQUIRE- 
MENTS. 


(a) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.— 

(1) REQUIRED.—Each school receiving a 
grant under this title shall carry out at least 
2 of the following activities: 

(A) Mentoring programs. 

(B) Academic assistance. 

(C) Recreational activities. 

(D) Technology training. 

(2) PERMISSIVE.—Each school receiving a 
grant under this title may carry out any of 
the following activities: 

(A) Drug, alcohol, and gang, prevention ac- 
tivities. 

(B) Health and nutrition counseling. 

(C) Job skills preparation activities. 

(b) TIME.—A school shall provide the ac- 
tivities described in subsection (a) only after 
regular school hours during the school year. 

(c) SPECIAL RULE.—Each school receiving a 
grant under this title shall carry out activi- 
ties described in subsection (a) in a manner 
that reflects the specific needs of the popu- 
lation, students, and community to be 
served. 

(d) LOCATION.—A school shall carry out the 
activities described in subsection (a) in a 
school building or other public facility des- 
ignated by the school. 

(e) ADMINISTRATION.—In carrying out the 
activities described in subsection (a), a 
school is encouraged— 

(1) to request volunteers from the business 
and academic communities to serve as men- 
tors or to assist in other ways; 

(2) to request donations of computer equip- 
ment; and 

(3) to work with State and local park and 
recreation agencies so that activities which 
are described in subsection (a) and carried 
out prior to the date of enactment of this 
Act are not duplicated by activities assisted 
under this title. 


SEC. 08. APPLICATIONS. 


Each school desiring a grant under this 
title shall submit an application to the Sec- 
retary at such time, in such manner, and ac- 
companied by such information as the Sec- 
retary may require. Each such application 
shall— 

(1) identify how the goals set forth in sec- 
tion 04 shall be met by the activities as- 
sisted under this title; 

(2) provide evidence of collaborative efforts 
by students, parents, teachers, site adminis- 
trators, and community members in the 
planning and administration of the activi- 
ties; 

(3) contain a description of how the activi- 
ties will be administered; 

(4) demonstrate how the activities will uti- 
lize or cooperate with publicly or privately 
funded programs in order to avoid duplica- 
tion of activities in the community to be 
served; 

(5) contain a description of the funding 
sources and in-kind contributions that will 
support the activities; and 

(6) contain a plan for obtaining non-Fed- 
eral funding for the activities. 
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SEC. 09. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 


TIONS. 

There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this title $50,000,000 for each of the 
fiscal years 1998 through 2002. 

SEC. 10. SENSE OF THE SENATE. 

It is the sense of the Senate that funding 
to carry out this title should be provided by 
a reduction in certain function 920 allow- 
ances, as such reduction was provided in the 
Senate-passed budget resolution for fiscal 
year 1999. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
that the Chair inform me when I have 
used 8 minutes. 

Mr. President, I am very pleased to 
offer my After School Education and 
Safety Act as an amendment to the 
Coverdell bill. I want to mention those 
who are original sponsors of this legis- 
lation. They are: Senators MURRAY, 
BINGAMAN, JOHNSON, LIEBERMAN, SAR- 
BANES, KERRY from Massachusetts, 
DODD, DURBIN, LEVIN, AKAKA, KOHL, 
WELLSTONE, BRYAN, KENNEDY, INOUYE, 
DASCHLE, and MOSELEY-BRAUN. I men- 
tion them because I am very proud of 
their support for this very important 
measure. 

This is not a new issue. I presented 
this plan to the entire Senate during 
the budget markup, and I am very 
pleased to tell you that my amendment 
was adopted unanimously. I think most 
Senators understand the fact that 
after-school programs are very impor- 
tant for two reasons. First of all, our 
children need the mentoring help, our 
children need the attention, and our 
children need the community support 
after school because it really increases 
their academic achievement. 

Secondly, the FBI has told us that 
from the hours of 3 p.m. to 6 p.m., juve- 
nile crime goes way up because our 
children are joining gangs, and they 
are getting into trouble after school. 
We need to do something to keep them 
busy and to keep them out of trouble. 
That is why I believe I got such unani- 
mous support for this legislation dur- 
ing the budget debate. We have set 
aside $50 million in the budget for this 
program. Now we have a chance to au- 
thorize it. 

I am very hopeful that my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle will now fol- 
low though on the commitment they 
made in the budget resolution. 

Mr. President, in this picture you can 
see some of the faces of what we are 
talking about. These are children in a 
California after-school program in Sac- 
ramento. You can see from the looks 
on their faces how excited they are 
about the work they are doing after 
school. 

We have some others pictures to 
show you. This picture shows some of 
the valuable mentoring that occurs in 
this after school program. These chil- 
dren are working in small groups with 
a teacher or volunteer. These children 
are learning a tremendous amount. In 
fact, the academic performance of 
these students has dramatically in- 
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creased as a result of the attention 
that they are getting after school. 

Here are some pictures of the chil- 
dren learning music. There was a new 
study that just came out yesterday 
that says that children who engage in 
musical activities achieve higher levels 
of academic success. I see that our ma- 
jority leader is on the floor. He had a 
group of singing Senators and I think 
he realizes the value of music. Music 
promotes camaraderie and brings us to- 
gether. 

Here we see the children learning 
how to play the drums in an after- 
school setting. 

Finally, I have a picture of children 
working with one of the law enforce- 
ment officers who come into these pro- 
grams. 

Whether it is L.A.’s Best or Sac- 
ramento Start, whether it is the Ten- 
derloin Program in San Francisco, or 
our after school program in Oakland, 
all of these after school initiatives des- 
perately need some attention from our 
National Government. There is not one 
program in the Department of Edu- 
cation that is exclusively for after 
school, not one. 

Through my amendment we have an 
opportunity to improve the Coverdell 
bill, a bill that started off as a very 
simple bill. Unfortunately, I think that 
this bill is turning into an anti-edu- 
cation bill. I have to say that with a 
heavy heart because I really thought 
that we would have some bipartisan- 
ship. 

But what has happened to this bill? I 
think what we have before us is a bill 
that has been amended in such a way 
that it does great damage to our chil- 
dren. Let me explain what I mean. 

We had a number of amendments 
that were rejected out of hand—amend- 
ments to try to rebuild our schools. I 
understand why Senators who like the 
underlying bill voted against that, but 
they have not reached across the aisle 
to try to come up with any compromise 
on it at all. 

Our kids are facing schools that are 
crumbling. We do nothing. We reject it 
out of hand. We don’t work for com- 
promise. We say no. We had an amend- 
ment simply expressing support for re- 
ducing class sizes that was only de- 
bated for 3 minutes. That amendment 
passed. But then someone changed the 
vote, and we rejected that. If you ask 
parents all over this country, they will 
tell you that they want smaller class 
sizes. 

So what provisions do we accept? We 
also voted on an amendment that es- 
sentially will prohibit the implementa- 
tion of a program to test our students 
so parents will know if their kids are 
doing well or doing poorly and schools 
can be held accountable. To this, we 
say yes. To me this is unbelievable. We 
have an education bill here is that is 
turning into an anti-education bill, an 
antiparent bill, an antistudent bill. We 
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also have other amendments that did 
away with a whole series of programs 
and made them optional for schools. 

When Neil Armstrong landed on the 
Moon he said it was one small step for 
man, one giant leap for mankind.” This 
bill was one, tiny step forward for edu- 
cation, and it has become a huge step 
backward for education. 

Listen to the list of the nationally 
recognized programs that are done 
away with summarily in this bill. 

Critical programs for disadvantaged 
kids including Title I; School to Work; 
Goals 2000; STAR schools; education 
technology; Eisenhower professional 
development, which is teacher train- 
ing; safe and drug-free schools; magnet 
school assistance; telecommunications 
demonstration project for math skills, 
a fund for the improvement of edu- 
cation. The Javits gifted and talented 
education funding to support programs 
for special children is done away with. 
The Eisenhower regional math and 
science consortium is done away with. 
If you read President Eisenhower's 
comments on what we ought to do in 
education in the 1950s, he said, “It 
takes more than guns to make us 
strong.” We need strong kids and we 
need them to learn. Yet now we are 
doing away with the Eisenhower pro- 
gram. 

We are eliminating the International 
Education Exchange, which supports 
educational exchange programs. That 
is what the Gorton amendment did 
away with, or made it optional. The 
Gorton amendment took the National 
Government completely out of edu- 
cation. Education is the most impor- 
tant thing in the world, and this bill is 
a giant step backward. 

We can improve this bill a little bit if 
we support the Boxer amendment to 
support education and reduce juvenile 
crime. 

I told you before that juvenile offend- 
ers commit crimes between the hours 
of 3 p.m. to 6 p.m. That is why the po- 
lice in my home state are supporting 
the Boxer amendment. This includes 
bipartisan support from the chiefs of 
police of many, many cities in my 
State. California law enforcement un- 
derstands that when it comes to our 
children, we shouldn’t seek party lines. 
That is why I hope people will vote for 
this. 

Let’s hear what the police chief from 
Los Angeles says about the need to in- 
vest in our children: 

Police leaders know that America’s com- 
mitment to putting criminals in jail must be 
matched by its commitment to keeping kids 
from becoming criminals in the first place. 

Here is another quote from our law 
enforcement officials. 

“Crime Fighters Support 
School Programs”: 

We... call on all public officials to pro- 
tect public safety by adopting commonsense 
policies to: Provide for all of America's 
school-age children and teens after-school 


After- 
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programs, and access to weekend and sum- 
mer. 

This statement is very, very clear. 
The organization that made this state- 
ment—Fight Crime, Invest in Kids— 
has 170 of the Nation's leading police 
chiefs, sheriffs, and prosecutors. Across 
the country law enforcement officials 
support after school programs. 

Mr. President, I am hopeful that we 
will see a little bipartisanship. You all 
voted for it in the budget. You know 
what we did. We cut Government travel 
to pay for this initiative to fund 500 
after school programs. The local school 
districts will design them. They will 
pull in community groups like Big 
Brothers and Big Sisters. They will 
bring in the business community. 

Mr. President, we can keep our kids 
learning and keep them out of trouble. 
There is no magic solution to solve all 
the problems that our Nation is facing 
in terms of crime. But if we had to 
choose one way to fight crime it should 
be to keep our kids engaged when they 
are in school. 

I really look forward to this vote. I 
hope it will be bipartisan. 

I yield 2 minutes to my friend, Sen- 
ator JOHNSON. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California has 4 minutes 10 
seconds remaining. 

Mrs. BOXER. I retain the remainder. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from California and 
applaud her great leadership on what I 
think is one of the critical issues in our 
Nation today. 

I think it needs to be emphasized 
that the after-school program amend- 
ment being offered by Senator BOXER is 
not an alternative to the underlying 
Coverdell bill. Unlike other amend- 
ments that we have considered today, 
this is an add-on that is independent of 
the funding that is committed to the 
Coverdell legislation. 

I have been holding meetings all 
around my State of South Dakota, 
which is an overwhelmingly rural 
State. The Senator from California 
represents a State with large urban 
areas. One of the things that we share 
is a very strong sense from parents, 
from child care providers, teachers and 
school administrators, and from every- 
one who follows this issue that after- 
school programs are among the most 
important items on which we should 
focus our attention. 

In fact, the Republican Governor of 
my State has played a leading role in 
our State in trying to better utilize our 
school resources, recognizing that 
working moms are a larger and larger 
percentage of the work force. Welfare 
is pushing more and more people, most- 
ly working moms, into the workplace 
because we have provided bipartisan 
support for that goal. We have increas- 
ing numbers of latchkey kids in all of 
our communities, large and small. 
After-school programs for these chil- 
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dren are either nonexistent or far too 
expensive. We have studies from our 
law enforcement officials indicating 
overwhelmingly that between the 
hours of 3 to 6 in the afternoon is the 
greatest amount of juvenile crime, al- 
cohol and drug experimentation, and 
sexual experimentation. All this takes 
place because we have an entire gen- 
eration of young people in unsuper- 
vised settings, and these problems are 
becoming more widespread. 

I applaud Senator BOXER and her ef- 
fort to come up with an amendment 
that not only addresses this key issue 
but does it in a way that does not cre- 
ate new Federal bureaucracy, does not 
federalize anything but instead utilizes 
local resources, leaves the options and 
the administration and the decisions at 
the local level. Because of all of these 
strong reasons, I think this is a very 
positive and constructive contribution 
to the underlying legislation, and I cer- 
tainly again applaud the Senator’s 
leadership, and yield back the time to 
her. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Senator. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 2 minutes remaining. 

The Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, we 
have just been joined by the Senator 
from Arkansas, who I believe rises in 
opposition to this amendment. I yield 
up to 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Arkansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

I rise to speak in opposition to the 
Boxer amendment. My concern is that 
while there is, without doubt, an ac- 
knowledged need for after-school care 
and an acknowledged need for men- 
toring and tutorial-type programs, this 
would be taking the wrong step in the 
wrong direction and would create an- 
other Federal program, which, in my 
estimation, would be highly duplica- 
tive of existing programs, a multi- 
plicity of Federal programs that al- 
ready have been created for this pur- 


se. 

School districts already have the au- 
thority to establish after-school learn- 
ing centers, many already financed, 
and will benefit from additional provi- 
sions of this year’s budget for after- 
school programs. 

Let me give just a few examples. The 
2lst Century Community Learning 
Centers Act provides $40 million for 
rural and inner-city public schools to 
establish after-school programs. The 
Safe and Drug-Free Schools Act allows 
money to be spent on after-school pro- 
grams with a drug and violence preven- 
tion component. The child care devel- 
opment block grant and the commu- 
nity development block grant also pro- 
vide money for child care, including 
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after-school care. The Juvenile Justice 
Act will also target millions of dollars 
on prevention programs, including 
mentoring programs and after-school 
programs. It has already passed the 
House. These are just to give a few ex- 
amples. 

So I, once again, must object to the 
philosophy underlying the Senator’s 
amendment to create another Federal 
program. While I agree that one-on-one 
mentoring and tutoring is valuable, it 
will help improve educational achieve- 
ment of students, such tutoring is al- 
ready allowable under at least 19 other 
Federal programs. 

So I have listed a number of pro- 
grams in which we have after-school 
care provided. There are 19 programs 
that have tutoring and mentoring com- 
ponents: AmeriCorps, Learn and Serve, 
VISTA, JUMP, the Juvenile Justice 
Mentoring Program, CAMP, the Mi- 
grant Education Mentoring Program, 
TRIO, are all examples of existing 
mentoring and tutoring programs that 
are out there already. 

The Senator’s amendment, in my es- 
timation, would simply duplicate these 
existing programs. In addition, we find 
there are a great many volunteer orga- 
nizations that are providing and sup- 
plying after-school care currently. We 
are going to prohibit them, exclude 
them from the possibility of even ap- 
plying for, competing for these grants. 
And so I think that is a serious, serious 
weakness in the amendment as well. 
Organizations like the YMCA would be 
ineligible to compete for the grants 
even though they currently are doing a 
tremendous job in providing after- 
school care in many cities and many 
school districts. So to say it has to be 
school-based, run through the school, I 
think would unfairly exclude those 
that are currently doing such a great 
job. 

The application described in Senator 
BOXER’s amendment is a laundry list of 
paperwork. Read the amendment: iden- 
tify goals, provide evidence of a col- 
laborative effort, describe how the pro- 
gram would be administered, dem- 
onstrate how the activities will utilize 
or cooperate with programs, describe 
sources of other funds, provide a fund- 
raising plan. All of these will require 
more bureaucrats, more administra- 
tion, more reports, additional costs, 
and it would in all of that duplicate 
what we already have out there. 

I think it is the wrong thing for us to 
establish another Federal program 
when we have good programs there 
that need additional resources. We do 
not need to dilute that, diminish that 
by starting another Federal program 
for after-school care for tutoring and 
mentoring. 

So I ask my colleagues to consider 
this, do not just vote for an amend- 
ment because it has a good purpose, be- 
cause it has a good goal in mind. Con- 
sider seriously that this program will 
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be competing with a whole host of Fed- 
eral programs already designed to meet 
this need in our schools and among our 
young people. I think that need is 
being met, and it would be a mistake 
for us to create more bureaucracy and 
a new Federal program. I hope my col- 
leagues will oppose the Boxer amend- 
ment. 

I thank the Senator from Georgia for 
yielding this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
wonder if the Senator will yield for a 
question. As I understand what the 
Senator is saying, we have sort of got- 
ten ourselves into this difficulty over 
the years by creating another program 
and another program. How many pro- 
grams did the Senator say we already 
have? 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. There are 19 ex- 
isting programs for mentoring and tu- 
toring on the books as well as a whole 
host of programs dealing with after- 
school care. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would advise the Senator from 
Georgia has 10 minutes. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I appreciate that, 
Mr. President. 

In reading the amendment, it appears 
to me this establishes a direct link be- 
tween the Department of Education— 
Federal—and a school. I do not see 
from reading this that the grant proc- 
ess would run through the State’s 
board of education or the district board 
of education. This would be school to 
the Secretary. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. That is my under- 
standing as well, which is another step 
I believe in federalizing our local 
schools and removing the control ulti- 
mately from the local schools. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I did think that 
was a philosophical problem, but I 
think the more important issue that 
the Senator raises is this layering and 
layering and layering. We are strug- 
gling with that in every component of 
the Government. I don’t know how 
many programs we have for students. 
It just seems that we keep coming up 
with one after another after another. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. With another new 
program, there is another layer of bu- 
reaucracy, another level of bureauc- 
racy created. It really dilutes the re- 
sources we have actually getting to 
those kids who are in need of after- 
school caring and one-on-one tutoring. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I appreciate the 
remarks of the Senator from Arkansas. 
I do want to address several of the re- 
marks that were made by the Senator 
from California with regard to the leg- 
islation in general. 

How much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 8 minutes 30 seconds. 

Mr. COVERDELL. And the Senator 
from California? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California has 2 minutes. 
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Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, the 
Senator indicated that the underlying 
legislation could actually be harmful. I 
am puzzled by that statement, some- 
what stunned. And that we have not 
reached out. 

The first point I make is that the un- 
derlying legislation, in great part, has 
been designed by a colleague of the 
Senator from California, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, of New Jersey, who sits 
right next to her. The underlying pro- 
posal has a significant component for 
new school construction. The legisla- 
tion was designed and offered in the Fi- 
nance Committee by the Senator from 
Florida, Mr. GRAHAM, on the other side 
of the aisle. The underlying proposal 
has a very key provision to enforce or 
reinforce States that have prepaid tui- 
tion to help children meet college 
costs, and that was designed by Sen- 
ator BREAUX, of Louisiana, on the 
other side of the aisle. The underlying 
provision has a key component to help 
employers help employees who need 
continuing education, and that was ei- 
ther designed by Senator MOYNIHAN 
from New York or Senator BREAUX 
from Louisiana. 

So the underlying proposal, if you 
really want to add up just the financial 
impact, is 80 percent designed by the 
other side of the aisle and about 20 per- 
cent from our side. I guess in the gen- 
eral division of the issues, it is about 
50/50. But the underlying proposal will 
make available to 14 million families 
and half the school population of the 
United States, or thereabouts, the ben- 
efits of education savings accounts 
that their parents or sponsors can 
open; will reinforce the prepaid tuition 
programs of 21 States in the Union, 17 
of which are coming on board; will sup- 
port continuing education for 1 million 
employees, 1 million students in these 
prepaid tuition programs, and 250,000 
graduate students. 

I know we can have our differences 
about how to confront the issue of edu- 
cation. It is good that we are having 
the debate. We all want to improve it. 
We all want to get ready for the new 
century. But I don’t think it is accu- 
rate to suggest that the underlying 
proposition would be harmful, A, or, B, 
that it is a partisan instrument, be- 
cause it just is not. 

Mr. President, how much time re- 
mains on my side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia has 5 minutes 15 sec- 
onds. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I reserve the re- 
mainder of my time. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of Senator BOXER’s 
amendment to the Education IRA bill 
because it will ensure schools across 
our nation have the additional re- 
sources they need to establish and ex- 
pand after-school programs for school- 
aged children. With more and more 
parents of school-aged children work- 
ing outside the home, we, as a nation, 
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must make a commitment to our chil- 
dren to ensure they have safe and su- 
pervised places to be during the after- 
school hours. This amendment would 
provide much-needed funding to 
schools to set up such programs in 
their buildings or other public facili- 
ties, a cost-efficient way to provide 
children and teens with activities after 
the school bell rings. 

With youth at most risk of getting 
into trouble between 3 and 8 p.m., this 
additional funding will help keep teens 
out of trouble during these critical 
hours. I know how effective and impor- 
tant after-school programs are, parents 
around the country know it and our 
law enforcement officers know it. In 
fact, a recent survey of nearly 800 po- 
lice chiefs from across the nation found 
that 90 percent of the chiefs viewed 
prevention as a key factor in reducing 
our nation’s juvenile crime rates. In 
my opinion, the best crime reduction 
strategy is one which prevents crime 
from happening. The $250 million au- 
thorized in this amendment is a good 
investment, not only because it will 
provide children with a safe haven, but 
also because it will likely lead to re- 
duced crime rates in neighborhoods 
which choose to implement or expand 
their after-school programs. 

I am particularly pleased with the 
flexibility provided in Senator BOXER’s 
amendment. While no school is re- 
quired to participate, those which do 
may use the funds for children of any 
age—from kindergarten through high 
school. Those schools which choose to 
participate would also have the flexi- 
bility to decide what sort of programs 
to offer. For example, schools receiving 
grants could engage in mentoring ac- 
tivities, tutoring or academic assist- 
ance programs, recreational activities 
or technology training. So long as a 
school offers at least two of these ac- 
tivities, it would meet the grant’s eli- 
gibility requirements. Schools could 
also offer drug or alcohol prevention 
programs, gang prevention programs, 
health and nutrition counseling and 
job skills training. These broad cat- 
egories of activities will allow the local 
schools to decide how their children 
spend their after-school hours while en- 
suring that the children and teens are 
engaged in productive activities. 

Vermont is fortunate to have a wide 
variety of after-school programs avail- 
able for children, both on and off 
school campuses. I have been working 
to ensure this diversity of programs 
continues. But, I hear again and again 
from parents in Vermont that we need 
more after-school programs for our 
state’s children. Senator BOXER’s 
amendment would ensure one piece of 
the puzzle is better funded—after- 
school programs on school and public 
property. I plan to continue pushing 
for other resources for after-school, 
evening and weekend programs, includ- 
ing in S. 10, the Violent and Repeat Ju- 
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venile Offender Act of 1997. As the 
Ranking Member of the Judiciary 
Committee, I have been fighting hard 
to ensure that S. 10 has dedicated fund- 
ing for a variety of crime prevention 
programs. Senator BOXER’s amendment 
is a perfect complement to these ongo- 
ing efforts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Cali- 
fornia. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask for 
a minute of my time to say simply that 
Senator COVERDELL criticizes my pro- 
posal because it is a new program when 
he in fact is putting forward a new pro- 
gram. The issue is not about creating a 
new program. He doesn’t like this pro- 
gram, he likes his. 

Senator COVERDELL’s proposal gives 
the average private school household a 
$37 a year benefit; if you are in public 
school, you fare worse, $7 a year. And 
he likes the program. That is fine. But 
he doesn’t talk about these deleterious 
amendments that have made this a 
very dangerous bill by canceling 20 pro- 
grams that help our children read and 
learn. Programs created by President 
Eisenhower, Senator Javits, tried and 
true programs, are canceled, put in a 
block grant to let the locals do what 
they want. 

The fact is, the local districts like 
these programs yet this bill seeks to 
eliminate them. Other programs sup- 
ported by local districts are rejected 
out of hand. The Senate rejects putting 
more teachers in the classroom; rejects 
any national testing. This is a bill that 
has now been amended in such a fash- 
ion it does harm to our children. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s 1 minute has expired. 

Mrs. BOXER. I reserved that 1 
minute, if the Senator will take his 
time now. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Please proceed. 

Mrs. BOXER. All right, we will do 
that. I just ask the Senator, since he 
has 5 minutes and I have a minute, if I 
feel compelled, will he give me an addi- 
tional 60 seconds to respond to his con- 
cluding remarks? 

Mr. COVERDELL. I will be glad to 
yield a minute of my time to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. The Senator is a good 
debater, so I want to have that oppor- 
tunity. 

But I also want to respond to the 
Senator from Arkansas. I am sorry he 
is no longer in the Senate chamber. He 
has criticized this after-school program 
because it is a new program. In actu- 
ality this is not a new program. The 
after school programs that would be 
funded by this amendment are going 
on. The local districts are doing a great 
job, but they need help, and more want 
to do this. 

The Senator from Arkansas criticizes 
this program yet his side of the aisle 
agreed to it unanimously in the budg- 
et. We already debated this Boxer 
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amendment, this exact same thing, in 
the budget resolution. The Senator 
from Arkansas didn't object to it then. 

In addition the Senator from Arkan- 
sas cites a lot of programs that could 
fund after school initiatives, but those 
programs are not exclusively for after 
school; they also could fund senior citi- 
zens, parenting skills, or employment 
counseling. There is no direct program 


-that responds to the fact that after 


school the crime rate soars and doesn’t 
stop until mom and dad get home. 

Do you know how we pay for this pro- 
gram? By cutting the travel budget for 
bureaucrats. This seems a reasonable 
price to pay to protect and educate our 
children after school. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will advise the Senator she has 1 
minute. 

Mrs. BOXER. Do I have 1 minute re- 
maining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has used her minute. She has a 
minute of the Senator from Georgia. 

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. I will withhold until my col- 
league completes his remarks. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I assume I have 
somewhere in the range of 4 minutes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 4 minutes left. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, the 
first point I want to reiterate is, we do 
have to acknowledge, apart from the 
amendments, that the points I made a 
moment ago are all in the underlying 
bill: Education savings accounts for 14 
million families, 20 million children. 
And I might point out, those savings 
accounts will bring—when you use the 
figures $37 and $7, you are only talking 
about the interest that is saved be- 
cause we didn’t tax it in a given year. 

When you talk about the savings ac- 
counts, you have to look at the prin- 
cipal, and what happens is, when we 
create them, Americans do very big 
things and they go out and save, over a 
10-year period, $10 billion. That $10 bil- 
lion—$5 billion will support students in 
public schools and $5 billion will sup- 
port students in private schools, with- 
out us having to raise another dime. 
No taxes have to be raised, no property 
tax, no income tax. This is families 
stepping forward with a huge infusion 
of money. We are building new schools; 
we are helping employees with con- 
tinuing education; we are helping mil- 
lions of students with the costs of high- 
er education. 

To the amendment that the Senator 
has addressed, let me just say first, the 
amendment permitting block grants is 
totally voluntary; no one is required to 
do anything. It is a 3-year experiment 
that says if California wants to keep 
the system the way it is, fine. If they 
would like to experiment with the 
block grant, they might do that. If 
they want to experiment with the 
grant going directly to the school dis- 
trict, they might. But nothing is or- 
dered. 
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Frankly, I am one of those who 
thinks the Federal system has become 
so ensnarled that it severely constrains 
and restricts local communities. We 
had a story here just the other day of 
a person—they couldn’t build new 
classrooms. They needed new teachers, 
but they had to have the classrooms to 
reduce class size. Because of Federal 
constraints, they couldn’t get it done. I 
think the idea of loosening the flexi- 
bility is good. 

With regard to testing, it is very con- 
troversial. There are many of us who 
believe national tests will set national 
curricula and that national tests will 
be designed to enforce our current— 
could even be designed to ratify the 
current crisis we have. 

My only question about national 
testing is this. Every week I read about 
the condition of our fourth graders, our 
eighth graders, how we compete with 
the international community. I do not 
find a shortage in this country of un- 
derstanding the crisis we have in 
grades kindergarten through high 
school. We know a third of the students 
get there and can’t read right. We 
know only four out of ten of the stu- 
dents in inner-city schools can’t pass a 
basic exam. We know if we take all the 
schools and put them together, only 6 
out of 10 can pass a basic exam. We 
don’t need any more testing. We need 
some innovation. We need some change 
and reform like we are talking about. 
We know what is happening. We are 
losing, as we come to the new century. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 20 seconds remaining. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I yield back my 20 
seconds and dedicate my final minute 
to the Senator from California. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. My colleague is very 
generous. I thank him. In rapid fire, I 
will try to respond. 

The underlying bill really does no 
harm. As amended, this bill does a 
huge amount of harm, because it takes 
the National government out of the 
whole issue of education for our chil- 
dren. It takes us backward, away from 
visionaries like President Eisenhower, 
who said the strength of the Nation 
lies in its children. The National Gov- 
ernment, if it truly cares about its 
children, should fill the gaps that are 
identified by local government. And 
that is what is done away with in the 
Gorton amendment. 

Essentially, the Gorton amendment 
is saying to the people that education 
is not important on the national level. 
We know if we scratch the surface, 
many of our colleagues don’t want a 
Department of Education. That is what 
this is about. This takes away 75 per- 
cent of the Department of Education’s 
ability to at least in some way engage 
in the educational programs helping 
children in kindergarten through grade 
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twelve. And to say that our children 
don’t need any testing—you just ask 
the parents if they want testing. How 
can we talk about accountability with- 
out voluntarily testing? 

So, in closing, I thank my friend for 
his generosity. I hope we will support 
this modest bill, to bring down the 
crime rate and lift up our children. It 
is paid for in the budget, and I look for- 
ward to a bipartisan vote. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. COVERDELL addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
move to table the amendment of the 
Senator from California. 

I think we are going to set the 
amendment aside for a stacked vote. I 
withdraw my motion and will make the 
motion at the appropriate time. We 
will be moving to debate on the Binga- 
man amendment. 

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. COVERDELL. Yes. 

Mrs. BOXER. I just want to guar- 
antee that we will have a vote on a ta- 
bling motion or an up-or-down vote. 

Mr. COVERDELL. We will. 

Mrs. BOXER. I have the Senator’s 
word, and I am pleased with that. 
Thank you. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENTS 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that following 
the debate on the Bingaman amend- 
ment, it be in order for Senator COVER- 
DELL to offer a first-degree amendment 
regarding reading excellence. I further 
ask unanimous consent that no amend- 
ments be in order to either amendment 
and, finally, that the vote occur on, or 
in relation to, the Coverdell amend- 
ment prior to the vote on, or in rela- 
tion to, the Bingaman amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that following 
the vote on, or in relation to, the Levin 
second-degree amendment, if the Levin 
second-degree amendment is defeated, 
the Senate proceed to the immediate 
consideration of the Levin first-degree 
amendment, as amended by the 
Ashcroft amendment, and the Levin 
first-degree amendment be agreed to 
and the motion to reconsider be laid 
upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2298 AND 2307, EN BLOC 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that it be in 
order at this time to offer two amend- 
ments en bloc, an amendment on behalf 
of Senator MCCAIN on multilingualism 
and an amendment on behalf of Sen- 
ator DORGAN regarding safer schools. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that following 
the reporting of the amendments, the 
amendments be agreed to and the mo- 
tions to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, en bloc, and that any statements 
relating to these amendments appear 
at the appropriate place in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the amend- 
ments. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 


The Senator from Georgia [Mr. COVERDELL] 
proposes amendments numbered 2298 and 
2307. 


The amendments are as follows: 
AMENDMENT NO. 2298 


(Purpose: To provide for a study of 
multilingualism in the United States) 


At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. . MULTILINGUALISM STUDY. 

(a) FINDINds.— Congress finds that even 
though all residents of the United States 
should be proficient in English, without re- 
gard to their country of birth, it is also of 
vital importance to the competitiveness of 
the United States that those residents be en- 
couraged to learn other languages. 

(b) RESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES DE- 
FINED.—In this section, the term “resident of 
the United States“ means an individual who 
resides in the United States, other than an 
alien who is not lawfully present in the 
United States. 

(c) STUDY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
(referred to in this section as the Comp- 
troller General”) shall conduct a study of 
multilingualism in the United States in ac- 
cordance with this section. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The study conducted 
under this section shall ascertain— 

(i) the percentage of residents in the 
United States who are proficient in English 
and at least 1 other language; 

(ii) the predominant language other than 
English in which residents referred to in 
clause () are proficient; 

(iii) the percentage of the residents de- 
scribed in clause (i) who were born in a for- 
eign country; 

(iv) the percentage of the residents de- 
scribed in clause (i) who were born in the 
United States; 

(v) the percentage of the residents de- 
scribed in clause (iv) who are second-genera- 
tion residents of the United States; and 

(vi) the percentage of the residents de- 
scribed in clause (iv) who are third-genera- 
tion residents of the United States. 

(B) AGE-SPECIFIC CATEGORIES.—The study 
under this section shall, with respect to the 
residents described in subparagraph (A)i), 
determine the number of those residents in 
each of the following categories: 

(i) Residents who have not attained the age 
of 12. 

(ii) Residents have attained the age of 12, 
but have not attained the age of 18. 

(iii) Residents who have attained the age of 
18, but have not attained the age of 50. 

(iv) Residents who have attained the age of 


00 FEDERAL PROGRAMS.—In conducting the 
study under this section, the Comptroller 
General shall establish a list of each Federal 
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program that encourages multilingualism 
with respect to any category of residents de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B). 

(D) COMPARISONS.—In conducting the study 
under this section, the Comptroller General 
shall compare the multilingual population 
described in subparagraph (A) with the mul- 
tilingual populations of foreign countries— 

(i) in the Western hemisphere; and 

(10 in Asia. 

(d) REPORT.—Upon completion of the study 
under this section, the Comptroller General 
shall prepare, and submit to Congress, a re- 
port that contains the results of the study 
conducted under this section, and such find- 
ings and recommendations as the Comp- 
troller General determines to be appropriate. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to offer an amendment which 
would mandate a study of 
multilingualism in the United States. 
This amendment would direct the 
Comptroller General of the United 
States to identify, examine and ana- 
lyze the number of individuals who are 
proficient in English, but are also pro- 
ficient in one or more additional lan- 
guages. 

I believe that we can all agree that it 
is imperative for everyone in the 
United States to be fluent in English in 
order to succeed in today’s society. 
This is why we need to continue en- 
couraging all members of our society 
to be fluent in the English language. 
However, I believe it is equally impor- 
tant for us to encourage all members of 
our society to understand English— 
Plus one or more additional languages. 
Currently, I am working with members 
of the Hispanic task force in this effort 
to stress the importance of speaking 
English—Plus other languages. This 
study of multilingualism is a practical 
step in our efforts to encourage 
English—Plus the knowledge of many 
other languages. 

As I have stated, English is clearly 
the common language in the United 
States and is an important aspect of 
our society and individual success. 
However, it is equally important that 
we encourage and support efforts by in- 
dividuals to become proficient in addi- 
tional languages and broaden their op- 
portunities for success. 

I wholeheartedly applaud people who 
have the capability to communicate in 
multiple languages. Not only do they 
posses valuable language skills, but 
their knowledge of various languages 
affords them a multitude of opportuni- 
ties economically, socially, profes- 
sionally and personally. 

The ability to speak one or more lan- 
guages, in addition to English, is a tre- 
mendous resource to the United States 
because it enhances our competitive- 
ness in global markets by enabling im- 
proved communication and cross-cul- 
tural understanding while trading and 
conducting international business. In 
addition, multilingualism enhances our 
nation’s diplomatic efforts and leader- 
ship role on the international front by 
fostering greater communication and 
understanding between nations and 
their people. 
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Foreign language skills also serve as 
a powerful tool for promoting greater 
cross-cultural understanding between 
the multitude of racial and ethnic 
groups in our country. 

The data collected from the study re- 
quired by this legislation would enable 
us to identify the linguistic strengths 
and weaknesses in our society. Based 
upon this study we would be able to de- 
velop innovate initiatives which would 
promote the importance of foreign lan- 
guage skills, while providing a basis for 
expanding our nation’s linguistic abili- 
ties. 

The information we gather from this 
study will be invaluable in many as- 
pects of our society. It is important 
that we encourage and support every- 
body, no matter what their age, in 
learning one or more languages in addi- 
tion to English, since the opportunities 
which exist for individuals who can 
master additional languages are end- 
less. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2307 
(Purpose: To promote school safety) 
At the end, add the following: 
SEC. . SAFER SCHOOLS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the Safer Schools Act of 1998”. 

(b) AMENDMENT.—Section 14601 of the Gun- 
Free Schools Act of 1994 (20 U.S.C. 8921) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

(g) “For the purposes of this section, a 
weapon that has been determined to have 
been brought to a school by a student shall 
be admissible as evidence in any internal 
school disciplinary proceeding (related to an 
expulsion under this section.“. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments are agreed to. 

The amendments (Nos. 2298 and 2307) 
were agreed to. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
believe at this time the order of the 
day is to go to the Bingaman amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I thank the Senator 
from Georgia. 

Parliamentary inquiry. Is the amend- 
ment that I am proposing at the desk, 
or should I send it to the desk? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
Senator can send the amendment to 
the desk. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2308 
(Purpose: To provide for dropout prevention) 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
send the amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGA- 
MAN], for himself, Mr. REID, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, 
Mr, CHAFEE, and Mr. BRYAN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2308. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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(The text of the amendment is print- 
ed in today’s RECORD under Amend- 
ments Submitted.“) 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, this 
amendment is being offered on behalf 
of myself, Senator REID, Senator FEIN- 
STEIN and Senator CHAFEE. What I 
would like to do is very briefly describe 
what the amendment is and then yield 
to my colleague from Nevada for his 
comments. Then I will come back and 
make further statements in behalf of 
the amendment. 

The first obvious point is that there 
is a serious, pervasive dropout problem 
in our Nation’s schools. I see this in my 
State every day. I am sure each Sen- 
ator who has visited schools in his or 
her State sees the same problem. Over 
half a million students drop out of 
school each year before they complete 
high school, and they are joining a 
group of almost 4 million young adults 
who have neither graduated nor are 
getting a GED in lieu of graduation. 

The second point is that dropout 
rates are disproportionately high 
among low-income and minority stu- 
dents. That is just a fact, which we will 
get into more in the discussion in the 
minutes ahead. 

The third point is that the cost of 
this dropout crisis far exceeds the cost 
of preventing it. There may be some 
who suggest that my amendment, by 
proposing to spend as much as $150 mil- 
lion a year, is going to bust the budget. 
I suggest that we are spending more on 
the problem of unemployment, on wel- 
fare, on juvenile crime, on the incar- 
ceration of the 4 million undereducated 
young people than we are proposing in 
this amendment as a solution to the 
problem. 

The fourth point is that there is no 
Federal funding targeted to help mid- 
dle and high schools deal with this 
problem today. 

The amendment would allow over 
2,000 of the schools with the highest 
dropout rates in each State to compete 
for $50,000 restructuring grants. That is 
what we are talking about, very small 
amounts of money that would help 
these schools to begin the restruc- 
turing process to deal with the dropout 
problem. 

The fifth point is that the amend- 
ment does not add a new Federal edu- 
cation program. Instead, it replaces an 
unfunded dropout demonstration pro- 
gram from the 1994 Improving Amer- 
ica’s Schools Act. 

Sixth, this amendment would provide 
funding to every State. It would allow 
local schools to determine what drop- 
out prevention method works best for 
them. We are not dictating the course 
or the steps each school should take, 
but we are trying to assist them in be- 
ginning to take the steps to deal with 
the problem. 

Finally, reducing dropout rates needs 
to be a bipartisan national education 
goal. It was identified as such in 1989. 
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When President Bush met with all 50 
Governors in Charlottesville, it was the 
second education goal we identified: At 
least 90 percent of our students would 
complete high school, would graduate. 
We have never had a serious effort to 
reach that goal. It is time we did. This 
amendment begins to move us in that 
direction. 

Before I go on to any further discus- 
sion, I yield to my colleague, Senator 
REID, who has been a leader on this 
issue. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, it is my un- 
derstanding, I say to my friend from 
New Mexico, that I have 5 minutes. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Yes, Mr. President, 
I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Nevada. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. REID. Will the Chair inform me 
when I have 30 seconds left? 

I ask unanimous consent that Sen- 
ator BRYAN be added as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I underline 
and underscore every word said by my 
colleague from New Mexico. This is a 
serious problem. The little amount of 
money that we want to spend on this 
will save inordinate amounts of money 
in welfare costs, costs to our criminal 
justice system and in our education 
system. This amendment, in my opin- 
ion, is the most important aspect of 
the legislation with which we have 
dealt. If we are going to do something 
about education, we have to slow down 
and, if possible, stop the dropout rate 
in our schools. 

High school dropouts: Mr. President, 
unemployment rates of high school 
dropouts are more than twice those of 
high school graduates. The probability 
of falling into poverty is three times 
higher for high school dropouts than 
for students who have finished high 
school. 

The median personal income of high 
school graduates during prime earning 
years, 25 years to 54 years, is nearly 
twice that of high school dropouts. 
That figure is startling. 

The future of high school dropouts: 
What is the future? They may have a 
job making a lot of money in lawn 
maintenance or working in a service 
station. The median personal income of 
college graduates is more than three 
times that of high school dropouts. 

Among prisoners in the United 
States, 82 percent of the prisoners in 
the United States never finished high 
school. That should send a message to 
this body loud and clear. 

The children of dropouts have a much 
greater chance of dropping out of 
school. 

The demographics of the State of Ne- 
vada and many Western States are 
changing rapidly. In the State of Ne- 
vada, the Hispanic population is rising 
very rapidly, adding a great deal to the 
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culture of the State of Nevada, which 
is named after Hispanics—Nevada, 
snow-cap; Las Vegas, the meadows. 

The dropout rate among Hispanic 
students is 30 percent compared to an 
overall rate of 11 percent, about three 
times higher than any other group of 
people. The Hispanic unemployment 
rate is 11.3 percent compared to 7.3 per- 
cent for non-Hispanics. 

In 1991, Mr. President, 49 percent of 
all persons living in Hispanic house- 
holds received some type of assistance. 
This is much, much higher than any 
other group of people in the United 
States. This cries out for doing some- 
thing about dropouts, when the drop- 
out rate is 30 percent, three times high- 
er than any other group. 

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, 
Hispanic Americans will make up near- 
ly 20 percent of the U.S. population by 
the year 2030. This bill is not directed 
toward Hispanics, but Hispanics will 
benefit significantly from this legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. President, we need to make these 
changes. I congratulate and applaud 
the leadership of the Senator from New 
Mexico. 

Dropouts in high school are a prob- 
lem we must address. We must do it 
soon. The aim of our legislation is to 
encourage the type of innovative 
thinking that is working in other 
places, adopt and use those programs 
that work well. Each school would re- 
ceive a little bit of money, because we 
found it only takes a little bit to make 
a great deal of difference. I ask all my 
colleagues to join in supporting this 
most important amendment. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, how 
much time remains on our side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HUTCHINSON). The Senator from New 
Mexico has 7 minutes 39 seconds re- 
maining. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 5 minutes of that time and 
reserve the rest so that I can use the 
remainder to summarize after the op- 
ponents have spoken. 

But let me just go into this a little 
more in depth. I appreciate the strong 
support of the Senator from Nevada. 
What this amendment tries to do is to 
begin to focus our attention as a na- 
tion on what I see as a very, very seri- 
ous problem in our educational system. 
And that is the problem that many, 
many of our students are not ever com- 
pleting their high school education, in 
some cases are not completing their 
middle school education. These stu- 
dents are leaving the schools in large 
numbers, and we as a society are hav- 
ing to make accommodation to the 
fact that we have large numbers of 
young uneducated people coming into 
the work force. 

So what we are trying to do is to 
begin the process of focusing attention 
on it, begin the process of reversing 
this trend. Let me show a few charts 
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here, Mr. President, just to make the 
points. 

This first chart is called “Event 
Dropout Rates for Grades 10 through 
12, Ages 15 through 24, By Race and 
Ethnicity.” And this is the period 1972 
through October of 1995. 

You can see on this chart that for the 
white non-Hispanic students, although 
they have had the lowest annual drop- 
out rate of any group, that dropout 
rate has been increasing, not decreas- 
ing, in recent years. So this is a prob- 
lem that affects everybody. 

The non-Hispanic black students— 
that is this green line—it has been 
coming down somewhat. The general 
trend is down. But it also is quite high 
and is not near where it should be. 

Of course, the red line—which is the 
line that represents the Hispanic stu- 
dents in our school system—it is by far 
the highest of these lines and shows 
the seriousness of the problem. Drop- 
out rates have not declined in recent 
years. This is not a problem that is fix- 
ing itself; this is a problem that needs 
additional attention. Dropout rates are 
particularly adverse among the His- 
panic population. 

Let me show another chart here, Mr. 
President. You can see this is called 
“The Status Dropout Rate.” That indi- 
cates, rather than an annual rate, this 
is how many of our students have left 
school essentially before they grad- 
uate. You can see that this red line— 
representing the Hispanic students in 
our school system—it is consistently 
over 30 percent. We essentially are los- 
ing a third of the Hispanic students in 
our school system before they complete 
high school under the present cir- 
cumstance. 

There was recently a report done 
called the Hispanic Dropout Project 
Report, No More Excuses.” That report 
makes the case very convincingly that 
new strategies are needed, new efforts 
are needed, to deal with this problem. 

Let me show one other chart here, 
just because I know every Senator here 
is concerned about his or her State in 
particular. This is a listing of the drop- 
out counts and annual rates for States 
by State, starting with the State with 
the highest dropout rate. Unfortu- 
nately—and this, I am sure, is one of 
the reasons that the Senator from Ne- 
vada is so concerned about this issue— 
Nevada, according to this, had the 
highest dropout rate in 1993-94. Next 
was Georgia, the manager's State, that 
had an 8.7 percent dropout rate. And 
third was New Mexico, my own State, 
with an 8 percent dropout rate. That 
means, every year, 8 percent of the stu- 
dents in the school system drop out. 

So over the period of 4 years of high 
school and even some part of middle 
school, we lose more than 30 percent in 
many of our schools. 

These are crucial issues in my State. 
I run into this problem as I go around 
my State talking to parents, talking to 
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school administrators, talking to 
teachers, talking to the students them- 
selves. 

It is time for the country to act. It is 
not enough to just say, This can get 
handled by the larger issues. We don’t 
need to make special efforts with re- 
gard to this. It will take care of itself. 
As the general educational system im- 
proves, maybe this problem will go 
away too.” That is not an adequate an- 
swer. We need to do better than that. 
The simple truth is that too many of 
our schools are not meeting the aca- 
demic, the vocational, or the other 
needs of students. Students are leaving 
those schools. They are bored with the 
watered down, repetitive courses, and 
in many cases they are alienated by 
the very size of the schools. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has used 5 minutes. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, as I 
indicated, I will reserve the remainder 
of my time until after the opponents 
have spoken. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
yield as much of our time as is nec- 
essary to the distinguished Senator 
from Tennessee who rises in opposition 
to the Bingaman amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Tennessee is recognized. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, please no- 
tify me at 13 minutes. 

Mr. President, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment by the Senator from 
New Mexico. Senator BINGAMAN has of- 
fered an amendment which would cre- 
ate a new program intended to lower 
dropout rates in our Nation’s schools. 
It does replace a program that was in 
existence up until 1995. That program 
is no longer funded, nor was funding re- 
quested by the President of the United 
States back in 1995, 1996, 1997, nor was 
it requested by the Department of Edu- 
cation, as I understand. It is a new pro- 
gram, though, and I will come back to 
that. 

Senator BINGAMAN’s amendment 
would amend title V of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to 
authorize this new entity, and up to 
$125 million in that first year, with the 
objective which I obviously share; that 
is, reducing dropout rates. 

Secondly, the amendment, as I men- 
tioned, authorizes $125 million for 
grants in that first year and authorizes 
an additional $25 million for a national 
clearinghouse on dropout data. 

In addition, it would create an office 
in the Department of Education, it 
would create a new office of dropout 
prevention, and would also allow for 
the creation of a dropout czar at the 
Department of Education to focus at- 
tention on this issue. 

I say all of that because it is a new 
program not currently funded. It is a 
Federal program. And that is impor- 
tant, because so much of the discussion 
that we have undertaken over the last 
3 to 4 days and that I, as chairman of 
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the Senate Budget Committee Task 
Force on Education, have reviewed 
over the last 6 months is that if there 
is one thing we have too many Federal 
programs with too much overlap, and 
it is too confusing and too burdensome. 
I think we have made great progress in 
the last 2 days on this bill and in sim- 
plifying and streamlining with some of 
the amendments as well. 

The second point I want to come 
back to is that we do have a problem 
today in dropout rates, but we have 
made huge progress, huge progress, 
over the last 30 years. I have had the 
opportunity to go back and look at the 
statistics and the data in our task 
force. We need to do a lot more. I en- 
courage all of us, and maybe we can 
take it back to the Labor Committee 
where we can really analyze this data 
and see what the trends mean. 

But basically there are two points I 
want to make. I think we need fewer 
programs, not just another program, to 
address problems; and, No. 2, real 
progress has been made in lowering the 
dropout rate among all subgroups in 
this country, some more than others. 

The 1997 Digest of Education Statis- 
tics, produced by the National Center 
for Education Statistics on this very 
issue, has a chart. Contrary to what 
Senator BINGAMAN has said, let me go 
back and look at the entire 36-year pe- 
riod, because I think it puts it in a 
much better perspective for us. 

From 1960 to 1996, the dropout rate 
has fallen dramatically, from 27.2 per- 
cent down to 11 percent. The dropout 
rate over this period of time has fallen 
by much more than a half—almost by 
two-thirds. The current dropout rate is 
11.1 percent. In fact, if we look at the 
data from the last several years, we 
have not improved in science in the 
last 30 years and we have not improved 
in math and we have not improved in 
reading. The one area we have im- 
proved in education in this country is 
lowering that dropout rate. I don’t 
want to minimize the problem because 
I agree it is a problem, but we cut it 
not just by a quarter, not just by a 
half, but almost two-thirds, down to 
11.1 percent. 

In the same 1997 Digest, we learn 
from 1972 to 1996, look at women of His- 
panic origin, the rate has dropped from 
34.9 to 28.3—still too high. The intent of 
the amendment is to address the 28.3 
percent, but it is the wrong approach, 
another Federal program. If we look at 
black men, the rate has dropped from 
30.6 percent in 1967 down to 13 percent 
in 1996. That is dramatic. Not by just 
half, but two-thirds. Currently, it is 
13.6 percent. Women of all races, the 
rate has dropped from 26.7 percent in 
1960 to 10.9 percent in 1996. I wish we 
could see that much progress made in 
improvement in terms of science, 
math, and reading where we haven't 
seen any progress whatever. For men of 
all races, the rate has dropped from 27.8 
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percent in 1960 down to 11.4 percent in 
1996. So we have made huge progress 
over the last 30 years. 

Senator BINGAMAN and I are both 
members of the Senate Labor and 
Human Resources Committee, and 
much of the data I refer to was re- 
viewed in the Senate Budget Com- 
mittee task force. I do hope we have 
the opportunity, regardless of the out- 
come of this amendment, to go back 
and ask why the Hispanic dropout rate 
has gotten better but not as good as we 
would like and why for black men it 
has gotten remarkably better. I do not 
fully understand that and would like to 
find out in committee through hear- 
ings to see if we can address and if we 
can come up with an overall strategy. 


I suggest we look at creative ways to 
assist all of our students. We ap- 
proached that to some extent yester- 
day through the block grant, the Gor- 
ton-Frist amendent yesterday, which 
really allows States and localities to 
identify problems like this which may 
not be in every locality, which are not 
in every locality, every school district, 
but allow States and localities to iden- 
tify for themselves what that problem 
would be, and give them, through this 
block grant approach, the flexibility to 
decide how, for themselves, based on 
their priorities, based on their needs, 
they can address that specific problem 
and spend those education dollars that 
we provide. Clearly, our current system 
of complicated overlapping programs is 
not the answer, and therefore I hesi- 
tate and therefore oppose having an- 
other new Federal program in this re- 
gard. 

I have spoken a number of times 
about findings of the task force itself. 
It really comes down to having a frag- 
mented Federal education effort; it 
ends up being uncoordinated. The Gen- 
eral Accounting Office in our hearings 
presented testimony to the task force 
and noted how the Federal Government 
does target certain populations with a 
variety of Federal education programs. 
Again, the block grant approach 
through the Gorton-Frist amendment 
still allows the existence of programs 
but you give individual school districts 
or States the opportunity to use that 
money as they see fit or to keep those 
categorical programs. 

The General Accounting Office, in 
this chart I will show briefly on the 
floor, illustrates the problem that we 
have today by just having another pro- 
gram. This chart shows target groups 
served by multiple programs and agen- 
cies. In the middle is the target group 
which is aimed by the Federal Govern- 
ment called “at-risk and delinquent 
youth.” This is the area that the drop- 
out rate potential student exists. Look 
what we have today. Department of 
Agriculture has programs, Department 
of Education has programs, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services 
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has programs, Department of the Inte- 
rior has programs, and now we want to 
add yet another program. 

In fact, for this at-risk youth” tar- 
get group, we have 59 programs at the 
Department of Health and Human 
Services, 7 administered by the Depart- 
ment of Defense, 8 by the Department 
of Education, 4 by the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, 9 by 
the Department of Labor, 22 by the De- 
partment of Justice, 3 by the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, 7 by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, and 8 by various 
other agencies. We have 127 Federal 
programs right now that are directed 
to at-risk and delinquent youth. We 
take it from 127 to 128. I think we can’t 
kid ourselves that by adding another 
new program to address this funda- 
mental problem, that that will be the 
answer. 

The task force also held a hearing on 
January 28 called ‘‘Federal Education 
Funding: The State and Local Perspec- 
tive.” It was made clear at the hearing 
that additional Federal programs, 
which have numerous regulations and 
are costly to administer, is just simply 
not the best approach. In terms of the 
Federal burden, the commissioner of 
education for the State of Florida told 
the task force, using an example, that 
it takes 297 State employees to oversee 
and administer $1 billion in Federal 
funds; in contrast, only 374 employees 
oversee approximately $7 billion in 
State funds. The point being it takes 
almost six times as many people to ad- 
minister a Federal dollar as a State 
dollar. 

For some reason, and it has been re- 
flected on the floor over the last 2 
days, we had a problematic reluctance 
to ask the question, What works, 
what doesn’t work,” and let us promote 
what works. I have been dismayed 
through the whole process of the last 
several months looking at education, 
looking at the sort of chart that you 
just saw where we have 127 programs 
already designed to look at that at-risk 
youth. Is 128 going to make a dif- 
ference? I think not. 

In summary, if you step away from 
it, we have a too-complicated Federal 
effort today. We don’t need to have one 
more program in this already incoher- 
ent structure. No. 2, we have data to 
show that we have made, since 1960, 
dramatic progress, improvements in 
the dropout rates. Still, we have a 
problem. Still we need to address it. I 
argue that the best place to address 
that instead of right now on the floor 
where very few people have this data is 
in a committee, where you can debate 
it, look at the data, analyze it, and say 
why is one group doing better and one 
is not. 

Third, the Senate did agree yesterday 
to the Gorton-Frist block grant ap- 
proach which gives the opportunity for 
a State or a locality to obtain the same 
amount of funds and use those funds to 
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address the specific problem—whether 
it is the dropout rate or whether it is 
technology or whether it is more 
books, they get to choose. 

For these three reasons, I urge my 
colleagues to oppose and defeat Sen- 
ator BINGAMAN’s amendment. I look 
forward to working with him in the 
Labor Committee to address the issue 
that he has brought to the floor. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to support Senators BINGA- 
MAN and REID today and I thank them 
for including my suggestions to be 
more explicit in how school districts 
use funds authorized for dropout pre- 
vention. 

At my suggestion, Senators BINGA- 
MAN and REID added several specific 
strategies to the activities authorized 
by their original amendment. Under 
the original Bingaman-Reid amend- 
ment, funds would be authorized as 
grants to states and states would in 
turn award grants to public middle and 
secondary schools for activities like 
professional development and planning 
and research. 

Under the Feinstein amendment, 
schools could also use grants for reme- 
dial education; reducing pupil-teacher 
ratios; efforts to help students meet 
achievement standards, such as tutor- 
ing or enrichment programs; and coun- 
seling for at-risk students. 

I believe that the additions I sug- 
gested provide some concrete guidance 
to the states and represent specific, 
targeted strategies aimed at the under- 
lying causes of the dropout problem. 

Students at risk of dropping out need 
extra help and attention, such as 
smaller classes, counseling, and after- 
school academic programs and summer 
school. They require more than the 
normal school program, but schools are 
strapped as it is and this new injec- 
tion“ of funding can help schools pro- 
vide these extra services. 

For example, limited English speak- 
ing proficiency is a major risk factor 
for dropping out school, especially for 
Latino children, according to the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office in their July 
1994 report. For Latino students born 
in the U.S., the dropout rate is 18 per- 
cent. For newly immigrated Latino 
students, the dropout rate is 44 per- 
cent. For African-American students 
the dropout rate is 12 percent and for 
Anglo students it is 9 percent, accord- 
ing to the National Center for Edu- 
cation Statistics. Nearly one in five 
Latinos between ages 16 and 24 leaves 
school without a diploma [Hispanic 
Dropout Project, U.S. Department of 
Education, February 1998]. Whatever 
the numbers, in my view, one percent 
is too high for any group. Everyone 
needs a solid education. 

Other risk factors for dropping out 
are poverty, pregnancy, motherhood, 
disruptive behavior, academic failure, 
and lack of skills, said the General Ac- 
counting Office and the National Cen- 
ter for Education Statistics. 
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Dropping out of school can begin a 
downward spiral to delinquency, unem- 
ployment, disillusionment, drug and al- 
cohol abuse and crime. Dropping out 
forecloses opportunities for a life- 
time—having children who are poor 
and uneducated; lack of job skills; civic 
breakdown. 

Public schools need help and the 
added resources of this amendment in 
an effort to bring concentrated atten- 
tion to at-risk students and to prevent 
the downward plunge that can begin 
when children drop out of school. We 
should not give up on these children 
but give them extra help to stay in 
school. This amendment can provide 
some help and I urge the Senate to 
adopt it. 

Mr. COVERDELL. How much time is 
remaining on both sides? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pro- 
ponents have 3 minutes 27 seconds re- 
maining and the opponents have 2 min- 
utes 40 seconds remaining. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I would like to have 
the opportunity to summarize my ar- 
guments at the end. If the opponents 
would go ahead and complete their op- 
position, I prefer that. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I think this would 
be the appropriate time for you to do 
that and we will yield back and pro- 
ceed. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. You are planning to 
yield back your time? 

Mr. COVERDELL. Is there anything 
further from the Senator from Ten- 
nessee? 

Mr. FRIST. I reserve 30 seconds, but 
otherwise I have nothing further. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let 
me first just respond to a couple of 
points that were made by the Senator 
from Tennessee. He says we made huge 
progress. That is not what the people 
in my State believe. That is not what 
the school administrators and students 
and parents in my State believe. 

The Department of Education report 
that just came out this year indicates 
their conclusion is that there has been 
no overall progress in lowering dropout 
rates during the last 10 years. That is 
the decade during which we were sup- 
posed to be moving up to 90 percent of 
all of our students completing high 
school before they left school. 

In 1989, when the Governors and 
President Bush met in Charlottesville, 
the goal was set at 90 percent. It was 86 
percent then. It is today 86 percent, ac- 
cording to the National Education 
Goals Panel. In the last 10 years there 
has been no progress, in spite of the 
fact that we have had this national 
goal. 

Another part of the goal, in addition 
to getting 90 percent of our students to 
complete high school, was to eliminate 
the disparity in the different groups in 
our society so that you didn’t have 
such a large dropout problem among 
one group—in this case, the Hispanic 
students—and such a disparity between 
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the problem with that group and other 
groups. Clearly, those disparities have 
not been eliminated. The problem is 
very much with us. It needs attention, 
and it is every bit as serious now as it 
was in 1989 when we established the na- 
tional goal of getting to 90 percent. 

The Senator from Tennessee says we 
have too many programs already. I 
point out that my friend and colleague 
from Georgia is getting ready to offer 
another proposal here. We seem to have 
a double standard. When the proposed 
new programs are brought up on that 
side of the aisle, they are acceptable; 
when they are brought up on our side 
of the aisle, there are too many pro- 
grams. The reality is that there are no 
programs—there is no Federal money 
focused on dealing with this problem of 
dropout prevention. That is one reason 
we have never dealt with it. It is not on 
the national agenda, it is not on the 
agenda of the Department of Edu- 
cation, and, frankly, it is not on the 
agenda of most of our States and 
school districts, and it needs to be. 

Mr. President, if we are going to 
make progress on this, at some stage 
we are going to have to quit coming up 
with excuses. The title of a report that 
came out this year was No More Ex- 
cuses.“ To my mind, that sums it up 
well. Let’s get on with dealing with 
this problem. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
yield back the opponent’s time. I be- 
lieve that would move us to the next 
order of business. This amendment 
would be set aside for the stacked votes 
later this afternoon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia is correct. The 
amendment is set aside. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2309 
(Purpose: To provide for reading excellence) 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. COVERDELL] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2309. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print- 
ed in today’s RECORD under Amend- 
ments Submitted.“ 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, as 
we have noted throughout this debate, 
we have a lot of Americans who are ex- 
ceedingly deficient in reading. When 
more than 40 million Americans cannot 
read a phone book, a menu, or the di- 
rections on a medicine bottle, and only 
4 out of 10 third graders can read at 
grade level or above, new solutions are 
needed—I might add, not programs, but 
solutions. 
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This amendment, based on Senate 
bill 1596, the Coverdell-Gorton Reading 
Excellence Act, will help children learn 
to read. The reading excellence amend- 
ment would focus on training teachers 
to teach reading. Fewer than 10 percent 
of our teachers have received formal 
instruction on how to teach reading. 

My amendment would also send 95 
percent of the funds associated with it 
directly to the classroom, which I 
know the Chair would applaud, as he 
has been the author of the money-to- 
the-classroom legislation. It requires 
that funds be spent on research-based 
reading instruction, methods with 
proven track records. It provides extra 
tutorial assistance for at-risk children, 
as well as literacy assistance for par- 
ents, so they can be their children’s 
first and most important teacher. 

It is already funded. That is unique 
here. Two hundred and ten million dol- 
lars were set aside in the fiscal year 
1998 Labor-HHS appropriations bill spe- 
cifically for literacy work. However, 
this is contingent on the passage of an 
authorization bill by July 1, 1998. The 
House has already acted and passed a 
Reading Excellence Act by voice vote 
on November 8, 1997. 

President Clinton endorsed the Read- 
ing Excellence Act in his radio address 
February 28, 1998, and has called on the 
Senate to act. This amendment is a re- 
sponse to that call. I will read the ac- 
tual statement on behalf of the Presi- 
dent of the United States: 

But we need Congress’ help to meet this 
goal. 

The goal is that we are on track to 
give extra reading help to 3 million 
children at risk of falling behind. 

He says: 

But we need Congress’ help to meet this 
goal. This past November, the House of Rep- 
resentatives voted with bipartisan support to 
promote literacy efforts in the home, the 
school, the community. Legislation with 
these goals is now awaiting action in the 
Senate—— 

Not anymore— 
which means $210 million in targeted assist- 
ance is now on hold in Washington, not at 
work in our communities. 

We are getting ready to end that. 

So today I call on the Senate to pass this 
legislation without delay. We need it. Our 
children need it. 

That was the address of the President 
of the United States to the Nation on 
February 28, 1998. This is the answer to 
the call. The research is overwhelming. 
Most recently, the National Research 
Council, at the request of the Depart- 
ment of Education, released a report 
calling for a direct, systemic approach 
to teaching so that children can learn 
to connect the letters of words to the 
sounds they represent. Our amendment 
does this by requiring that proven sci- 
entific methods be used, ensuring that 
95 percent of the funds reach the class- 
room, and providing teachers with the 
skills to help our children. 
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We should seize this opportunity, as 
the President requested, to put our 
children first, which, I might add, is 
the genesis of this whole underlying 
proposal: Children first, system second. 
We have been fighting this system a 
long time, and we have bad numbers. It 
is time that we put the kids first. This 
amendment is in complete syne with 
the nature of the underlying bill and 
does just that. We know you can’t have 
a free population, Mr. President, if it is 
uneducated. It denies them the rights 
and privileges of American citizenship. 
If you can’t read a phone book or a 
medicine bottle, you can’t get a job. If 
you can’t get a job, you can’t take care 
of yourself, you lose your dignity, you 
are robbed of everything that America 
is all about. 

Mr. President, on April 17, 1998, I re- 
ceived a letter that was signed by Jim 
Barksdale, president and CEO of 
Netscape Communications; Carol 
Bartz, chairman of Autodesk; John 
Chambers, president of Cisco Systems; 
Eric Benhamou, president of 3COM; 
Floyd Kramme, a partner at Kleiner, 
Perkins, Caufield and Byers; and John 
Young, retired president and CEO of 
Hewlett-Packard. 

It says a lot of good things about 
what we are trying to do here today, 
but the last paragraph is particularly 
poignant: 

In our respective businesses, we are cre- 
ating thousands of jobs that our Nation’s 
education system is not preparing youths to 
fill. The 21st century economy will depend on 
one resource more than any other—qualified 
people—and dominance of the world econ- 
omy in the next century will shift to the na- 
tion that best educates its population. We 
are grateful that the Senate Republican 
leadership understands the seriousness of 
this challenge. 

Mr. President, I can’t think of a more 
fitting concluding amendment to the 
debate than the Reading Excellence 
Act. People have to be functional in 
our society. This amendment puts kids 
first. This amendment helps American 
teachers to do this job. This amend- 
ment has been passed by the House. 
This amendment has been called on for 
enactment by the President of the 
United States and, through this 
amendment, the leadership of the Sen- 
ate. I hope that our colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle in a continuing bipar- 
tisan spirit at the appropriate time 
will vote in favor of this amendment. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain- 
der of my time. 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, for 
those who may be in opposition, we 
have some time, as I understand it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 15 minutes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 
not sure that I qualify for being in op- 
position because I will urge our col- 
leagues to support this amendment. I 
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want to commend the Senator for giv- 
ing some focus and attention on the 
floor of the Senate to the issues of lit- 
eracy and literacy training. 

On next Tuesday in our Human Re- 
sources Committee, Senator JEFFORDS 
will be having a hearing on our literacy 
legislation. It is his hope and certainly 
all of ours in the committee that we 
will pass out a strong, bipartisan pro- 
posal that will incorporate a number of 
the ideas that are included in the 
Coverdell amendment and a number of 
the ideas that have been included in 
President Clinton’s literacy proposal of 
a little over a year ago. As we all 
know, now that the President has 
asked the colleges of this country in 
the work-study program for those 
young people to devote time for lit- 
eracy training, I take pride that our 
Massachusetts colleges are No. 2, with 
California being No. 1, in the number of 
colleges where the young people who 
are benefiting from the work-study 
program are actually involved in tuto- 
rial work. We have tried to get every 
one of the colleges in our State—there 
are 126—to be involved in that tutorial 
work. 

I think, the fact that this afternoon 
we are focusing on the issue of literacy, 
hopefully we will pave the way for a bi- 
partisan effort and for an outcome that 
will result in our ability to utilize the 
$250 million which have been des- 
ignated for literacy training as a part 
of the budget of last year and was 
worked out in a bipartisan way. We 
may have had differences on the num- 
ber of the education issues that we 
have been debating in the past days, 
but I certainly hope that we can in 
these next very, very few weeks have 
legislation out here that will have a re- 
sponsible literacy initiative. 

Mr. President, we know that the 
Academy of Sciences has recommended 
a modality for the development of lit- 
eracy programs. If we take the Cover- 
dell proposal, we will find it quite pre- 
scriptive in relationship to the range of 
initiatives that have been rec- 
ommended by the Academy of Sciences 
that provide greater flexibility. How 
we eventually are going to come out on 
that issue remains to be seen. But the 
strong emphasis on the teachers that 
they be well trained to teach is some- 
thing that we all would have common 
agreement on. The idea of the role of 
the tutors under the President’s pro- 
gram is an important role. I think 
under the Coverdell proposal we find 
that feature of it, hopefully, would be 
strengthened. 

I think there is probably some dif- 
ference in this body about the adminis- 
tration of the program. Under the 
Coverdell proposal, you set up a whole 
new bureaucracy effectively with your 
partnership program rather than work- 
ing with the State programs. It is quite 
prescriptive in the naming of a number 
of members that will serve on various 
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boards. You have a number of States 
now that are doing some very, very im- 
portant work. This would be a cir- 
cumstance where I hope that the pro- 
gram would work through the State 
agencies that are in the Coverdell pro- 
posal. 

I also believe that you have par- 
ticular features in here where you have 
the devoting of a good deal of money 
for assistance grants for tutors. I think 
most of those involved in literacy 
training feel that having a school- 
based system is a better use and a more 
effective use of the funds. 

Mr. President, I hope that at the 
time we address this issue Members 
will vote in favor of the Coverdell 
amendment. Then we will have an op- 
portunity to vote after in terms of the 
Bingaman and Reid proposal. I hope 
that we will vote in favor of that as 
well. 

I think the President’s proposal and 
ones which will be advanced in our 
Human Resources Committee will give 
greater emphasis to volunteers and to 
tutors than would necessarily be the 
case in the Coverdell proposal. 

We have under the leadership of our 
colleague and friend, Senator JEF- 
FORDS, the Everyone Wins Program, 
which is a reading program which a 
number of our colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle have been involved in at 
the Brent School on the Hill. We have 
good attendance from a number of our 
Members here where they go over and 
read each week to students. I think the 
kind of flexibility provided in the 
President’s program as well as the kind 
of support for a number of school-based 
systems has some additional credi- 
bility. I hope that we will support it. 

I commend the Senator for giving 
focus and attention. I want to pledge to 
the Senator from Georgia, as well as to 
our other colleagues, that we will cer- 
tainly work every way that we possibly 
can, those of us on the Education and 
Human Resources Committee, to work 
under the leadership of Senator JEF- 
FORDS who has really been a strong, 
strong leader on the issues of literacy 
long before many others in this body, 
and hopefully we will have a chance to 
all be together and join in something 
that can pass and be successful and 
really move us towards a country that 
has a real commitment towards lit- 
eracy. 

It is interesting that, if you go back 
into the history of our country, in the 
early days of this Nation at the time of 
the birth of the Republic we had a 
much higher rate of literacy than we 
have today. That is rather surprising 
to many, many people. The reason was 
because of the reading of the Bible, be- 
cause we had church-related efforts for 
literacy in every community across the 
country in order that children were 
going to be able to read the Bible. We 
had much higher degrees of literacy at 
other times in our history than we 
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have at the present time. That is one of 
the areas where we have slipped. I 
think we need to call for focus, atten- 
tion, energy, and I think some re- 
sources to really galvanize the sense of 
voluntarism, which I believe is out 
there, in an effective way to really 
make a dramatic impact on reducing 
illiteracy in the country. 

I hope our colleagues will support 
that amendment. I commend him for 
bringing it. I pledge that we will try to 
work to find ways to get a meaningful 
program. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain- 
der of my time. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, 
How much time remains on both sides? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia controls 6 minutes 
59 seconds. 

Mr. COVERDELL. And they have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The op- 
ponents have 7 minutes 8 seconds re- 
maining. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
am prepared to yield back here in just 
a minute so that we might proceed to 
a unanimous consent request to clarify 
for the Senate where we might head 
from here. 

I thank the Senator from Massachu- 
setts for his remarks. As he has noted, 
there are some differences remaining, 
but I pledge to work with the Senator 
as we move forward on this amend- 
ment. There is still the conference. 
Maybe there are other differences that 
we might deal with even at that time. 
But I do appreciate the Senator’s words 
in support of the amendment, and I am 
glad we are in a situation here where 
we can, by and large, respond to the 
President. I think we would both agree 
at least on this point that there is 
nothing more important or no more 
important skill than American citizens 
having the capacity to read. Again, I 
appreciate very much the genuine re- 
marks of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts. 

Mr. President, I am prepared to yield 
back the time on our side so that I 
might proceed to a unanimous consent 
request if that is agreeable. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I will 
just take one moment. I hope we can 
move forward. We may have a number 
of differences—probably will—in the 
conference, but this is an area where 
we really ought to try to get the best 
ideas that all of our Members have and 
then move it forward. 

I look forward to working with the 
Senator from Georgia on that. I know I 
speak for all of the Members on our 
side on the Labor and Human Re- 
sources Committee. No matter how the 
underlying legislation comes out, I will 
look forward to working with the Sen- 
ator from Georgia and others to make 
sure that we are going to get an effec- 
tive bill. I am prepared to yield back 
the remaining time that I have. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I yield back the 
time we have. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has been yielded. 

Mr. COVERDELL. We have now de- 
bated all outstanding amendments. I 
know that may be hard to believe by 
anybody listening. I ask unanimous 
consent that this next voting sequence 
occur beginning at 2:15, with no addi- 
tional amendments in order to the 
sequenced amendments and with 2 min- 
utes of debate between each vote for 
explanation. I further ask that at the 
conclusion of the amendment debate 
Senator BYRD be recognized for up to 30 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, the 
voting series will be as follows: the 
Levin amendment regarding vocational 
education, the Boxer amendment re- 
garding after-school programs, the 
Coverdell amendment regarding read- 
ing and excellence we have just con- 
cluded, and the Bingaman amendment 
regarding dropout prevention. It is my 
hope that following the voting series 
the Senate could quickly move to third 
reading and a final vote on the Cover- 
dell A+ education bill. I thank all of 
my colleagues for their continued co- 
operation and support. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I intend to 
vote for this bill. Some amendments 
have been adopted, however, with 
which I do not agree, and I would pre- 
fer that they had not been adopted. But 
that was the Senate’s will. Even so, I 
think this is a new approach and it is 
entitled to be tested. So I am going to 
support this legislation for that reason. 

Mr. President, the Bible tells us that 
Solomon prayed for wisdom and knowl- 
edge. He did not pray for riches. He did 
not pray for honor. He did not pray for 
the life of his enemies. He asked the 
Creator for knowledge and wisdom, and 
perhaps we in the Senate should do the 
same. 

Mr. President, I am very concerned 
by our Nation’s failure to produce bet- 
ter students despite the billions of Fed- 
eral dollars appropriated every year for 
various programs intended to aid and 
improve education. To put it simply, 
the sums of money invested in our Na- 
tion’s education system continue to 
grow each year and, yet, the quality of 
our Nation’s students does not keep 
pace. 

Several Senators have championed 
efforts to improve the dilapidated state 
of our Nation’s school buildings, and I 
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commend them for their leadership. 
According to the General Accounting 
Office (GAO), over fourteen million 
students attend schools in need of 
major renovations, and I am concerned 
by this figure. Then, why, my col- 
leagues may ask, have I chosen to vote 
against an initiative to use Federal 
funds for construction of our Nation’s 
school buildings? It is not because I do 
not recognize the benefits or the need 
for better school facilities—I certainly 
do. The GAO has estimated that the 
total bill for addressing this problem 
nationally tops $100 billion. However, I 
have reservations about the adminis- 
tration’s approach to school repair and 
construction, which may be more ap- 
propriate for better-heeled school dis- 
tricts than are to be found in West Vir- 
ginia and other rural States. Many 
poor districts do not have the ability 
to repay any loan, even an interest-free 
loan. 

We are right to be concerned about 
dilapidated school buildings in this Na- 
tion. However, Mr. President, I believe 
that before the Federal Government 
embarks upon the new mission of pro- 
viding massive amounts—and they will 
be massive amounts—of scarce Federal 
dollars for school construction, we 
should just step back and take a fresh 
look at why our students are not per- 
forming well scholastically. Is it due to 
aging school buildings? No. Reasons 
much more fundamental than aging 
school buildings underlie the poor aca- 
demic performance by American stu- 
dents. It is these problems which must 
be addressed. 

Senators stand on this Floor and we 
argue about the benefits of tax credits 
for education, we argue about funds for 
aging schools, we argue about funds for 
private schools versus funds for public 
schools. Yet, I tell you that I believe 
we are all just talking past each other 
and past the problem. The problem is 
rather clear. It has two major compo- 
nents. The problem with education in 
America has, as its root, (1) the quality 
of our teachers, and (2) the quality of 
what they are teaching. 

We have many good teachers and 
many of us owe more than we can ever 
pay to our good teachers. I had dedi- 
cated teachers when I was a child. 
They didn’t get paid much back in 
those days. We came through the Great 
Depression. But they were dedicated. 
They loved the children that they 
taught and they inspired us to excel. 
And a good teacher can do that, can in- 
spire his or her students to excel, to 
try harder, to work harder, and strive 
to be at the head of the class. 

According to the Third International 
Math and Science Study, released on 
February 24 of this year, “U.S. 12th 
graders outperformed only two (Cyprus 
and South Africa) of the 21 partici- 
pating countries in math and science.” 
This is deplorable, absolutely deplor- 
able. 
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Why is it that from 1993 to 1998, edu- 
cation spending has increased by 25 
percent, and at the same time, results 
from the Third International Mathe- 
matics and Science Study (TIMSS) 
rank U.S. high school seniors among 
the worst participants in the areas of 
math and science? Why is that? Why is 
it that in all three content areas of ad- 
vanced mathematics, U.S. advanced 
mathematics students’ performance 
was among the lowest of the twenty- 
one participating nations? It is not be- 
cause of lack of money. 

James A. Garfield, one of the Presi- 
dents, said with regard to the value of 
a true teacher: “Give me a log hut, 
with only a simple bench, Mark Hop- 
kins on one end and I on the other, and 
you may have all the buildings, appa- 
ratus and libraries without him.” He 
wasn't talking about massive build- 
ings, impressive halls and corridors. So 
why is it? Why is it that in all three 
content areas, as I say, of advanced 
math, U.S. advanced—the best—math 
students’ performance was among the 
lowest of the 21 participating nations? 
These are supposed to be our Nation’s 
stellar students, our Nation’s best stu- 
dents. This is not to say that all our 
students fall short. We have some ex- 
cellent students. We have some good 
schools. 

I am 100 percent for education. In all 
my life I have endeavored to press to 
improve myself. I wanted to start at 
the beginning, start with myself, im- 
prove myself. And I think I have—my 
colleagues know that. I also wanted to 
help others. So, in 1969, almost 30 years 
ago, I started a program in West Vir- 
ginia to reward the high school valedic- 
torians. And I started a program that 
is referred to as the Robert C. Byrd 
Scholastic Recognition Fund. When I 
began it, I began it with money out of 
my own pocket. In the beginning, a $25 
savings bond was presented to each 
high school valedictorian in the State 
of West Virginia. That was in 1969. 
After a while, I established a trust fund 
for purchasing the savings bonds, 
which, in recent years, have been $50 
bonds. I wanted to reward students— 
not the athletes, they get their re- 
wards—but the students who work hard 
to excel in reading and in mathematics 
and algebra and geometry and music 
and so on, encourage those students to 
excel and to recognize them for excel- 
lence. As I say, we recognize the great 
athletes. We don't recognize the best 
spellers. Often I hear my colleagues 
talk about their State’s No. 1 standing 
in football teams and so on. The ques- 
tion that occurs to me is how well can 
they spell? How well can they add and 
subtract and multiply and divide? How 
well can they read? That is what we 
need to reward—the children who are 
in the libraries and in the laboratories 
and who are working hard to improve 
themselves, to get an education. 

So Iam 100 percent for education but 
I want to have some confidence, more 
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than I presently have, that my vote to 
spend the hard-earned dollars of tax- 
payers will produce a return to merit 
that investment. I have been voting for 
Federal aid to education for decades— 
not just years, for decades—since 1965, 
to be exact. That was the year in which 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu- 
cation Act was passed as well as the 
Higher Education Act. I have been sup- 
porting those acts. 

But, we still seem to be losing the 
battle against mediocrity. I do not 
want to vote against spending for edu- 
cation. But, Mr. President, when do we 
admit that we are doing poorly, and 
try something new? It is glaringly ap- 
parent from the results of the Third 
International Mathematics and 
Science Study (TIMSS) and other simi- 
lar studies that increased education 
funding does not necessarily trans- 
late—does not necessarily translate— 
into higher student achievement levels. 
An even more recent study, conducted 
by the Fordham Foundation, a private 
organization committed to quality- 
based reform of elementary and sec- 
ondary education, indicates the low 
quality of state standards in math and 
science. In mathematics, the Nation 
flunks, with only three States out of 50 
receiving a grade of an “A”, and just 
nine others a grade of B“. In science, 
the United States is just mediocre, if 
we can call it that, with nine States 
failing and seven earning *‘D’s’’. 

The Thomas B. Fordham Foundation 
found that our schools are also doing a 
pretty dismal job of teaching history 
and geography. I quote from the fore- 
word of the report on history: .. the 
vast majority of young Americans are 
attending school in states that do not 
consider the study of history to be es- 
pecially important.” 

Now think of that. 

„. . . the vast majority of young 
Americans are attending schools in 
states that do not consider the study of 
history to be especially important.” 

Napoleon said: “Let my son often 
read and reflect on history; this is the 
only true philosophy.” That was Napo- 
leon. 

No doubt some children are learning 
lots of solid history from excellent 
teachers in fine schools. Their good for- 
tune, however, appears to be serendipi- 
tous. State standards rarely constitute 
a ceiling on what can be taught and 
learned. But it’s not unreasonable to 
view them as the floor below which no 
child or school should fall. . . when it 
comes to history, most states have 
placed that floor where the sub-base- 
ment ought to be... in only a few in- 
stances is history itself the focus of the 
state academic standards that pertain 
to it. In most jurisdictions, history re- 
mains mired in a curricular swamp 
called ‘social studies.. 

Social studies is all right. I don’t 
have any quarrel with social studies, 
but let’s also have history. Let’s don’t 
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substitute social studies for history. 
There is no substitute for history. 

History, of all things, is not thought 
to be important enough in many of our 
states to be taught as a separate sub- 
ject, and that is most unfortunate. 

Mr. President, merely continuing 
along this same path of proliferating 
education programs and investing more 
and more Federal dollars into our Na- 
tion’s education system will not solve 
the problem of improving the quality 
of our Nation’s students. 

I congratulate our colleagues who 
work diligently on their committees to 
bring bills to the floor and manage the 
bills, who are highly dedicated to serv- 
ing the students of the Nation and to 
improving the schools of the Nation 
and to getting better teachers. I con- 
gratulate my colleagues for their ef- 
forts. They, too, must become discour- 
aged. 

On a fundamental level, however, 
there is something askew with the way 
we are approaching education in this 
Nation. 

I started out in a little two-room 
schoolhouse along about 1923, when we 
did not have hand calculators. Lord, 
have mercy—calculators? We did not 
have them. We did not have computers 
or other high technology. We did not 
have much money for supplies, just the 
bare essentials. We got by with spring 
water. We had only one bucket in the 
school room. A two-room school; two 
buckets in the school. I was glad when 
the teacher chose me from time to 
time to go with another lad across the 
hill to the spring to bring back the 
bucket of water. We all drank out of 
the same bucket and out of the same 
dipper. 

We didn’t have any indoor plumbing. 
We had an outhouse—a couple of 
them—and we didn’t have electricity. 
When the storms came, we had to light 
a candle or a kerosene lamp. So I do 
know something about so-called dif- 
ficult” conditions. I am one of those 
children who started out with the bot- 
tom two or three rungs of the ladder 
gone; they were missing. 

In those days, mathematics was 
about rules, memorized procedures, 
memorized multiplication tables and 
other methodical tables. Science was 
stern stuff. History was about dates 
and heroes. That is where many of us 
who went to school in the mountains 
and hollows of West Virginia learned 
about our heroes, the people we wanted 
to be like. 

There is where we learned about Na- 
thanael Greene, one of Washington's 
top generals, perhaps his top one. 
Francis Marion, the Swamp Fox; Dan- 
iel Morgan; Nathan Hale, who died on 
September 22, 1776, because he had been 
asked by George Washington to go be- 
hind the British lines and to draw pic- 
tures of the breastworks and other 
military excavations, and so on. Hale 
was discovered the night before he was 
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about to return. He had these drawings 
in his pockets. The next morning, he 
was executed. 

He was asked if he had anything he 
would like to say. He had already 
asked for a Bible and a chaplain and 
had been denied both of those. He 
asked if he had any statement. He said, 
“I only regret that I have but one life 
to lose for my country.” 

So there in our history books is 
where we children first learned about 
American heroes, our heroes. 

History was about dates and heroes. 
And with these basics, the United 
States became a mighty industrial 
power, a leader in medicine, and a win- 
ner of world wars. But, somewhere 
along the line, we seem to have gotten 
off the track. Today, our students have 
algebra textbooks that include discus- 
sions of chili recipes and hot pepper va- 
rieties. I made a speech on this floor a 
year or so ago about this and brought 
the particular so-called algebra book 
with me. And these textbooks do not 
even begin to define an algebraic ex- 
pression until page 107—107 in this par- 
ticular book, so it is no wonder that 
our students do not fare better on 
international tests such as the TIMSS! 

On Friday, March 20, I noted an arti- 
cle on the front page of the Washington 
Post, which reported a new trend 
among teachers to teach without the 
benefit of textbooks. The article dis- 
cussed how teachers are increasingly 
relying on the Internet or on materials 
that they prepare themselves, and 
spurning the traditional student text- 
book. Now, what is the reason for this 
phenomenon? I quote from the Post 
piece, Scientific knowledge is expand- 
ing so rapidly that many textbooks are 
outdated only a few years after they 
are published. Recent political dis- 
putes’’—get this; this is the Wash- 
ington Post talking—‘‘Recent political 
disputes over textbook content have 
made publishers wary of offending any 
interest group, and the result is that 
the books have become bland and shal- 
low, some teachers complain. . Some 
teachers even cite a decline in chil- 
dren’s reading skills as a rationale for 
abandoning the tomes.” 

Mr. President, imagine that. Our kids 
can't read well enough to effectively 
digest a textbook. And furthermore, 
textbooks have become such worthless 
amalgams of touchy-feely, politically 
correct twaddle, that many teachers 
are casting them aside in favor of doing 
the extra work to prepare material 
themselves. 

Mr. President, if we ever hope to im- 
prove the quality of students in this 
country, it is essential that we recul- 
tivate an interest in education for its 
own sake—education for education's 
sake—not only in our Nation’s chil- 
dren, but also in their parents. Our Na- 
tion’s ailing education system is, in 
part, influenced by the parents of those 
children, and of young adults attending 
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high school and college. Parents need 
to take an active role in their chil- 
dren’s education. Without parental in- 
volvement, dumbed-down textbooks 
will continue to creep into the local 
school systems, and it will be our chil- 
dren and our grandchildren who suffer. 

I hope that we do not try to tell the 
American people that fighting over 
school vouchers or the size of an edu- 
cation IRA, or even the repair of our 
school buildings will solve the problem 
of the often shallow, substandard, low 
quality education we are offering our 
kids these days. I strongly suspect that 
our students’ poor performance as 
scholars has a lot more to do with the 
general dissolution of the family struc- 
ture, loss of respect for authority, 
rampant alcohol and drug use by stu- 
dents even in the lower grades, and a 
pervasive change in attitudes about the 
value of discipline, than it does with 
dilapidated school buildings. 

We can rebuild all the school build- 
ings that we want, and, yes, I agree 
that we undoubtedly need to modernize 
and to rebuild some of these struc- 
tures, but let no one believe that 
school construction will solve what is 
wrong with education in this country 
today. The problems assail us from 
many directions. How can our teachers 
teach if they have to create their own 
textbooks as well as attempt to main- 
tain discipline, and please every inter- 
est group? When one considers the 
meager salaries of teachers generally, 
and having to struggle against the 
backdrop of a society that glorifies 
athletics and the attainment of any 
type of celebrity far more than it cares 
about scholarship, it is easy to see why 
good teachers are increasingly hard to 
come by. How can mundane scholar- 
ship, which requires commitment and 
hard work on the part of the student, 
compete with sensational television 
and movies that offer brutal murder, 
steamy sex, and filthy language as 
standard daily fare for our young peo- 
ple? What in the world has happened to 
a society that is intent on rewriting 
every single discipline from algebra to 
geometry to history to be sure that 
those essential basic subjects are, first 
and foremost, absolutely politically 
correct? It has taken us over lock, 
stock and barrel. We are pulverizing es- 
sential knowledge and facts to pulp, 
easily digested by even the laziest and 
most undisciplined brains—baby pab- 
lum for the mind. 

So, while we rage on here today 
about which political party will cap- 
ture the education issue, let us remem- 
ber that we are only skimming the sur- 
face with any and all of these well-in- 
tentioned solutions. 

There is something much, much more 
fundamentally wrong with education in 
America today than a shortage of fund- 
ing. The public school system had bet- 
ter shape up, or else public support for 
it is going to completely erode. And I, 
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for one, am willing to try some new ap- 
proaches—new approaches—anything 
that may help our most precious re- 
source, 

The Democratic party is not our 
most precious resource. The Repub- 
lican party is not our most precious re- 
source in this country. Our children 
are our most precious resource—our 
kids. And so I am willing to try some 
new approaches to achieve the kind of 
scholastic excellence that our children 
need and deserve. 

My only hope is that someday—some- 
day—in some effective manner, we will 
find the courage and the practical 
means to address what amounts to edu- 
cational child abuse in this Nation in a 
bipartisan fashion. 

It should not make any difference 
whether the right approach is Demo- 
cratic or Republican. We ought to for- 
get that stuff. That is mere junk par- 
tisanship. What matters is the edu- 
cation of our children. 

There is no room for mere political 
jousting on a matter of such momen- 
tous importance to our people and to 
our Nation. And that is exactly what 
the country is witnessing in Wash- 
ington with regard to the education de- 
bate—political jousting. 

Mr. President, with U.S. high school 
seniors ranking 19th out of the 21 coun- 
tries in mathematics, and 16th out of 21 
countries in science, we must devote 
greater attention to stimulating excel- 
lence in education. Getting back to the 
basics is the obvious starting point, 
and we better start now. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SEs- 
SIONS). Under the previous order, there 
are 2 minutes of debate evenly divided. 

Mr. COVERDELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Parliamentary in- 
quiry. First, I think it has to be said 
that was a startling speech by the Sen- 
ator from West Virginia that cuts to 
the core. I do not think much else 
needs to be said. 

Mr. President, it is my understanding 
that we are now moving, by previous 
order, to the votes. The first vote will 
occur on the Levin amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Two 
equally divided? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two 
minutes equally divided. 

Mr. LEVIN. Let me thank the Sen- 
ator from West Virginia for his com- 
ments. 

AMENDMENT NO, 2303 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2299 

Mr. LEVIN. The demands that are 
being made on teachers, as a matter of 
fact, are what is behind my amend- 
ment, which is to provide a credit to 
teachers who now have all these new 
technologies that are brought into the 
schools to help those teachers go back 
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to learn how to utilize those tech- 
nologies, should they choose to do so. 
These demands are huge. We are put- 
ting a fortune into computers, software 
and connectors to Internet and every- 
thing else, but we are only putting pen- 
nies into the professional development 
of our teachers. 

This amendment would provide a 50 
percent tax credit for the cost when 
those teachers go back for that train- 
ing. It pays for it by not allowing the 
use of this new IRA in the K through 12 
area because it is so skewed against 
public schools. That is the main point 
here. It keeps the IRA increase for col- 
lege education, and it keeps other parts 
of this bill. But what it says is that 
withdrawals will not be permitted in 
the K through 12 grades because of the 
manner in which most of the money 
goes to private-school families, al- 
though they represent only 10 percent 
of the families with children in schools. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I oppose 
the Levin amendment as it takes away 
the ability of parents to use edu- 
cational IRAs to pay for K through 12 
school expenses. It runs contrary to 
the whole purpose of the Coverdell bill, 
which is to allow parents greater re- 
sources to meet the educational needs 
of their young children. 

Instead, Senator LEVIN wants to take 
these resources and expand the lifetime 
learning credit from 20 percent to 50 
percent for those teachers who partici- 
pate in technology training. A 20 per- 
cent lifetime learning credit is already 
available to teachers for continuing 
education, just as it is for members of 
other professionals. Let me remind my 
colleagues that the Coverdell bill al- 
ready contains a provision that allows 
teachers to receive tax-free technology 
training provided by their employer, 
the school. 

We all agree that it is vitally impor- 
tant for teachers to be proficient in the 
use of technology in the classroom, but 
this is not the way to do it. This 
amendment takes the resources of an 
expanded IRA from our families, our 
children, and creates a more distorted 
and complex learning credit. 

For these reasons, I oppose this 
amendment and urge my colleagues to 
vote against it. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
move to table the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Michigan, and I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to lay on the table the amendment of 
the Senator from Michigan. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 61, 
nays 39, as follows: 
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[Rollcall Vote No. 99 Leg.] 


YEAS—61 
Abraham Enzi McCain 
Allard Faircloth McConnell 
Ashcroft Feinstein Murkowski 
Bennett Frist Nickles 
Biden Gorton Roberts 
Bond Gramm Roth 
Breaux Grams 
Brownback Grassley aon eg 
Burns Gregg Shelby 
Byrd Hage Smith (NH) 
Campbell Hatch 
Chafee Helms Smith (OR) 
Cleland Hutchinson Snowe 
Coats Hutchison Specter 
Cochran Inhofe Stevens 
Collins Kempthorne Thomas 
Coverdell Kyl Thompson 
Craig Lieberman Thurmond 
D'Amato Lott Torricelli 
DeWine Lugar Warner 
Domenici Mack 

NAYS—39 
Akaka Glenn Leahy 
Baucus Graham Levin 
Bingaman Harkin Mikulski 
Boxer Hollings Moseley-Braun 
Bryan Inouye Moynihan 
Bumpers Jeffords Murray 
Conrad Johnson Reed 
Daschle Kennedy Reid 
Dodd Kerrey Robb 
Dorgan Kerry Rockefeller 
Durbin Kohl Sarbanes 
Feingold Landrieu Wellstone 
Fori Lautenberg Wyden 


The motion to lay on the table the 

amendment (No. 2303) was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2299, AS AMENDED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the amendment 
numbered 2299, as previously amended, 
is agreed to and the motion to recon- 
sider that action is laid on the table. 

The amendment (No. 2299), as amend- 
ed, was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2306 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be 2 minutes of debate, evenly 
divided, on amendment No. 2306. 

Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the re- 
maining votes in this series be limited 
to 10 minutes in length. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from California is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, parliamen- 
tary inquiry: How many votes are we 
having? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three 
additional votes. 

The Senator from California is recog- 
nized. 

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

Three weeks ago, my after-school bill 
was included in the budget agreed to by 
the Senate. It passed unanimously. 
Now what we are doing is authorizing 
the after-school program. It is paid for 
by cutting Government travel. 

My friends, there is absolutely no na- 
tional after-school grant program 
today. The after school program I am 
proposing today will have total local 
control. Community organizations and 
businesses will be brought into school 
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buildings that now get padlocked at 3 
p.m. when the juvenile crime rate goes 
up. That is why 170 of the Nation’s 
leading police officers, sheriffs, and 
prosecutors endorsed after-school pro- 
grams, so we can lift up our children 
and raise their academic performance, 
and keep them out of trouble. We cut 
Government. travel to pay for this pro- 
gram and use school buildings that are 
lying fallow. 

I hope we will have a strong bipar- 
tisan vote for this amendment. 

Thank you. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, 
this is an old formula to identify a 
problem and then you create a new 
Federal program that might solve it. 

There is a problem. There is a prob- 
lem with after-school care. The solu- 
tion is not to create yet another Fed- 
eral program. We already have four ex- 
isting programs that allow for after- 
school care. One of the problems with 
this amendment, or this program, 
would be that it would be school-based, 
school-run, and, therefore, prohibit 
scores of organizations like the YMCA 
that are currently providing for after- 
school care. They would be excluded 
entirely. There are 19 existing Federal 
programs that provide tutoring and 
mentoring for students on a one-on-one 
basis. So it is simply unnecessary to 
start a new Federal program at a price 
tag of $250 million. I ask my colleagues 
to oppose this amendment. 

Mr. COVERDELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays on the 
amendment of the Senator from Cali- 
fornia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There appears to be 
a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. The yeas and nays have been or- 
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 49, 
nays 51, as follows: 

{Rolicall Vote No. 100 Leg.] 


YEAS—49 
Akaka Dorgan Landrieu 
Baucus Durbin Lautenberg 
Biden Feingold Leahy 
Bingaman Feinstein Levin 
Bond Ford Lieberman 
Boxer Glenn Mikulski 
Breaux Graham 8 
Bryan Harkin “oe 
Bumpers Hollings Murray 
Byrd Inouye Reed 
Cleland Johnson Reid 
Conrad Kennedy 
D'Amato Kerrey Robb 
Daschle Kerry Rockefeller 
Dodd Kohl 
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Sarbanes Specter Wellstone 
Snowe Torricelli Wyden 
NAYS—451 
Abraham Frist Mack 
Allard Gorton McCain 
Ashcroft Gramm McConnell 
Bennett Grams Murkowski 
Brownback Grassley Nickles 
Burns Gregg Roberts 
Campbell Hagel Roth 
Chafee Hatch Santorum 
Coats Helms Sessions 
Cochran Hutchinson Shelby 
Collins Hutchison Smith (NH) 
Coverdell Inhofe Smith (OR) 
Craig Jeffords Stevens 
DeWine Kempthorne Thomas 
Domenici Kyl Thompson 
Enzi Lott Thurmond 
Faircloth Lugar Warner 
The amendment (No. 2306) was re- 
jected. 


Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. CRAIG. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2309 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon). The question is now 
on amendment No. 2309, offered by Mr. 
COVERDELL. The Senator from Georgia 
is recognized. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, 
may we have order in the Chamber? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate will be in order. The Senator from 
Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, this 
is the reading excellence amendment. 
It is designed to attack the reading de- 
ficiency. We have 40 million Americans 
who could not read a phone book or a 
medicine label. The President of the 
United States called for this initiative 
to be adopted by the Senate. Senator 
KENNEDY from Massachusetts spoke on 
behalf of the amendment. In deference 
to time, it is my understanding both 
sides will be agreeable to a voice vote, 
which I will call for after we have 
heard from the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, may 
we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate will be in order. The Senator from 
Massachusetts is recognized. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I want 
to just commend Senator COVERDELL 
for focusing on the issue of literacy. As 
we know, President Clinton advanced a 
literacy program in 1996. Our colleague, 
Senator JEFFORDS, has been having the 
hearings on this literacy issue in his 
committee and has been a leader on lit- 
eracy issues—child literacy, family lit- 
eracy, and adult literacy programs. I 
am very hopeful we will have a good 
bill that will be strong and bipartisan 
in the very near future. So I hope ev- 
eryone will support this program. 

I want to just mention quickly the 
concern that I have is that it is too 
prescriptive in terms of how it develops 
the programs. The Academy of 
Sciences has outlined a series of ways 
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of doing it. I think we ought to con- 
sider that. It establishes a new State 
bureaucracy. I think we ought to build 
on the States. The tutorial programs 
are not school based, and I think they 
would be stronger if they were. 

These are important issues, but what 
I think is enormously encouraging is 
that we have strong, bipartisan com- 
mitment to try to work out in the very 
near future a strong bipartisan literacy 
program. I commend Senator COVER- 
DELL for developing this amendment 
and his strong commitment to work 
with all of us. We look forward to 
working with him to get a good, strong 
bill. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. My under- 
standing is that the Chair is prepared 
to call for a voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 2309. 

The amendment (No. 2309) was agreed 
to, 
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2308 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, am 
I correct that the pending business is 
the vote on the Bingaman amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, this 
amendment tries to begin to focus na- 
tional attention and some resources on 
the problem of students who drop out 
of school before they complete high 
school. 

In 1989, when President Bush and the 
50 Governors met and set some na- 
tional education goals for the country, 
one of those goals was that we would 
have at least 90 percent of our students 
complete high school before they left 
school. At that time, 86 percent of our 
students were completing high school 
before they left. Today, it continues to 
be 86 percent. We have done absolutely 
nothing to reach this very important 
national goal. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, may we 
have order? It is getting a little out of 
hand here. The Senator from New Mex- 
ico deserves to be heard, the same as 
those on the other side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate will come to order. The Senator 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, 
thank you, and I thank my colleague 
from Kentucky. 

This amendment is offered on behalf 
of myself, Senator REID, Senator FEIN- 
STEIN, and Senator CHAFEE. It is bipar- 
tisan. It is an important bipartisan 
issue. We have always before, at least 
since the national goal was established 
in 1989, found excuses to not do any- 
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thing to follow up and achieve the goal. 
This time we need to go ahead and 
commit some Federal resources to help 
local school districts solve this prob- 
lem. This amendment is a step in that 
direction. I hope very much that people 
will support the amendment. 

Mr. COVERDELL addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
rise in opposition to Senator BINGA- 
MAN’s amendment. Under the Senator’s 
amendment, $125 million is authorized 
for grants in the first year alone. It 
would create an office of dropout pre- 
vention in the Department of Edu- 
cation. The amendment would allow 
for the creation of a dropout czar at 
the Department of Education. 

As Senator FRIST so eloquently stat- 
ed when the amendment was debated 
earlier, he suggested as chairman of 
the Budget Committee’s task force on 
education that we look to creative 
ways to assist all of our students, pro- 
posals such as the block grant, which 
the Senate agreed to only yesterday, 
which will allow States and localities 
the flexibility to decide for themselves 
how to best spend education dollars. 

Senator FRIST argued that this 
amendment adds yet to the complexity 
of an already encumbered Federal De- 
partment of Education. I call on my 
colleagues to oppose the amendment of 
the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 2308. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 74, 
nays 26, as follows: 


[Rollcall Vote No. 101 Leg.] 


the 


YEAS—74 
Abraham Dodd Landrieu 
Akaka Domenici Lautenberg 
Baucus Dorgan Leahy 
Bennett Durbin Levin 
Biden Faircloth Lieberman 
Bingaman Feinstein McCain 
Bond Ford McConnell 
Boxer Glenn Mikulski 
okey Graham Moseley-Braun 
ryan Gramm Mo. 

ynihan 
Bumpers Harkin Markowsiel 
Burns Hatch 
Byrd Hollings Murray 
Campbell Hutchison Reed 
Chafee Inouye Reid 
Cleland Jeffords Robb 
Collins Johnson Rockefeller 
Conrad Kempthorne Roth 
Coverdell Kennedy Santorum 
Craig Kerrey Sarbanes 
D'Amato Kerry Smith (NH) 
Daschle Kohl Smith (OR) 
Dewine Kyl Snowe 
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Specter Torricelli Wellstone 
Stevens Warner Wyden 
NAYS—26 
Allard Grams Mack 
Ashcroft Grassley Nickles 
Brownback Gregg Roberts 
Coats Hagel Sessions 
Cochran Helms Shelby 
Enzi Hutchinson Thomas 
Feingold Inhofe Thompson 
Frist Lott Thurmond 
Gorton Lugar 


The amendment (No. 2308) was agreed 
to. 
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. LOTT. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 2299 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to modify 
Amendment No. 2299, previously agreed 
to, making technical changes, which I 
have at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The modification is as follows: 

Change the instruction line to read: 

Strike section 101 as amended and insert 
the following: 


EXPLANATION OF ABSENCE—VOTE ON 
AMENDMENT NO. 2305 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, prior 
to the noon hour today, the Senate 
cast a roll call vote on our colleague 
Senator DODD’s amendment No. 2305 to 
H.R. 2646, the Coverdell Education bill. 
This vote to waive the Budget Act with 
respect to the Dodd amendment failed 
by a vote of 46-53. I was unavoidably 
detained in the Physician’s Office of 
the Capitol, but would have voted 
against waiving the Budget Act. My 
vote would not have altered the final 
outcome of the vote. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, just so all 
Members will be aware of what we are 
talking about at this point—and I do 
not have a unanimous consent request 
ready at this moment, but I will have 
one momentarily for Senator DASCHLE 
to review—we will be having additional 
votes tonight. We try to accommodate 
Senators’ schedules, but we believe we 
can get an agreement for final debate 
on the education bill and then have a 
recorded vote. That I presume would 
occur sometime around 7 o'clock, or 
earlier if some time is yielded back. 
That will be followed, if we can enter 
the agreement, by a debate of approxi- 
mately 30 minutes on the resolution 
dealing with Northern Ireland and a 
vote after that. 

I assume we will have then two addi- 
tional votes tonight, and then we will 
have a further announcement about 
the schedule on Friday, but with no re- 
corded votes on Friday, and Monday 
with likely recorded votes, at least a 
vote at 5:30 on Monday. But we will 
have that for each leader to review mo- 
mentarily, and we will be asking for 
consent to that effect. 
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I yield the floor. Is any Senator seek- 
ing recognition? 

I observe the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. In the interest of making 
sure we utilize all time that is avail- 
able, we have here and ready to speak 
Senators who are interested in the res- 
olution with regard to Ireland. 


———— 


ACKNOWLEDGING THE HISTORIC 
NORTHERN IRELAND PEACE 
AGREEMENT 


Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate now 
proceed to the current resolution re- 
garding Ireland; that there be 30 min- 
utes for debate only, equally divided 
between the majority and minority 
leaders or their designees; that no mo- 
tions or amendments be in order, and 
at the conclusion of yielding back of 
time, we have the vote on the resolu- 
tion on Ireland immediately following 
the education vote. So it would be 
stacked, those two—first the education 
vote and then the vote on the Ireland 
resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. I yield the floor, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Con. Res. 90) to acknowl- 
edge the historic Northern Ireland peace 
agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DODD addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut is recognized. 

The Senator controls 15 minutes on 
his side. 

Mr. DODD. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, I offer this resolution 
on behalf of myself, Senators KENNEDY, 
MOYNIHAN; the Democrat leader, Sen- 
ator DASCHLE; Senator LEAHY; Senator 
LAUTENBERG; Senator KERRY; Senator 
MACK; Senator D’AMATO; Senator HAR- 
KIN; and Senator BIDEN. 

Mr. President, today we are here con- 
sidering this resolution when there are 
renewed hopes for peace in Northern 
Ireland, hopes that spring from the 
successful conclusion of 22 months of 
negotiations on April 10, Good Friday. 
I do not think it was mere coincidence 
that it was during Holy Week, one of 
the most sacred periods in the Chris- 
tian calendar, that this small miracle 
occurred, the possibility of peace, po- 
litical stability, and reconciliation for 
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the 1.6 million people who reside in the 
six counties of Northern Ireland. Many 
people deserve credit and congratula- 
tions for making this small miracle 
possible. 

First, we should commend the indi- 
viduals who participated in the peace 
process for more than 3 years and 
stayed the course. It took courage on 
their parts, as Senator Mitchell noted, 
“to compete in the arena of democ- 
racy.” 

I think it is fair to say that one of 
the giants over the years in Northern 
Ireland and the Northern Ireland peace 
efforts has been John Hume of Derry, a 
long-time civil rights crusader and re- 
spected leader of the Social Demo- 
cratic and Labour Party. John Hume 
deserves great praise for his tireless ef- 
forts over the past 30 years to bring 
peace to his people. David Trimble, 
president of the Ulster Unionist Party, 
and Gerry Adams, president of Sinn 
Fein, were also indispensable in mak- 
ing a final agreement possible. 

They, along with other participants, 
deserve enormous credit for their per- 
sistence and determination, for their 
willingness to make honorable com- 
promises so that the people of Ireland 
can look forward to a day when hatred 
and bloodshed are not part of their 
daily landscape. 

Let me also take a moment, if I may, 
to mention a few of the other key ac- 
tors in this drama who warrant special 
recognition. First, British Prime Min- 
ister Tony Blair, who made the search 
for peace one of his first priorities upon 
assuming office last year. He did so be- 
cause he believed that the people of 
Belfast deserve a better future than a 
life of bloodshed, murder and dishar- 
mony.” 

Equally important to the success of 
the process was the Irish Taoiseach 
Bertie Ahern, also was new to the of- 
fice, who inspired trust and confidence 
in the nationalist community. They 
knew of his commitment to ensuring 
that any final agreement would protect 
and guarantee the rights, freedoms, 
and traditions of the Irish Catholic mi- 
nority in the north. 

It goes without saying that the 
American people can be justifiably 
proud of the role played by President 
Clinton throughout the process. Were 
it not for the President’s vision, perse- 
verance, and unwillingness to give up 
on the negotiations, we would not be 
here today talking about a new chapter 
in the history of Northern Ireland. 

Perhaps President Clinton refused to 
be discouraged because he had looked 
into the eyes of so many men and 
women during his visit to Belfast in 
1995 and saw how deeply they yearned 
for peace, most especially peace for 
their children. 

Last but not least, there was Senator 
George Mitchell, our former colleague, 
who shepherded the parties to an 
agreement. As someone who served 
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with Senator Mitchell, it came as no 
surprise to me that George found a way 
to overcome what at times appeared to 
be insurmountable differences among 
the parties. 

With patience, evenhandedness and 
acute political skills, Senator Mitchell 
guided and empowered the parties to 
find common ground and finalize an 
agreement. 

The tireless efforts of Ambassador 
Jean Kennedy Smith should also be ac- 
knowledged. She was there at every 
turn to keep everyone focused on what 
was happening throughout the process, 
and to ensure that at appropriate mo- 
ments, the necessary encouragement 
from the United States was. forth- 
coming. 

I should mention as well that our 
own colleague, Senator EDWARD KEN- 
NEDY of Massachusetts, played a very, 
very important role over many years 
to encourage a political and peaceful 
resolution of the problems in the 
north. 

There have been others of our col- 
leagues here in this Chamber, Senator 
MOYNIHAN of New York, Senator LEAHY 
of Vermont, Senator Mack of Florida, 
and in the other body PETER KING of 
New York, Congressman NEAL of Mas- 
sachusetts, BEN GILMAN of New York, 
JOE KENNEDY of Massachusetts all of 
whom have been deeply committed to 
finding a peaceful solution to Ireland’s 
Troubles. I know there are others as 
well, but these are the names that 
come to mind immediately who, for 
many, Many years sought to bring 
about a political and peaceful resolu- 
tion to the violence in the north. 

The 67-page final document is a com- 
plex mosaic of provisions that endeav- 
ors to address the interests and con- 
cerns of the two Northern Ireland com- 
munities, Protestant and Catholic, 
within a framework of democracy, jus- 
tice and equal rights. 

The April 10 agreement is in many 
ways the culmination of more than a 
decade of efforts by the British and 
Irish governments to broker peace in 
the conflicted North. The 1985 Anglo- 
Irish Accord, the 1993 Joint Declara- 
tion, and the 1995 New Framework for 
Agreement were all important mile- 
stones on the road to peace. 

Perhaps the secret of success on this 
occasion was that all of the parties to 
the conflict were represented in the ne- 
gotiations—each side setting forth for 
itself its concerns and aspirations. 
Those concerns and aspirations have in 
turn been interwoven into the final 
text of the accord. 

The August 1994, IRA cease-fire and 
the cease-fire by the Combined Loy- 
alist Military Command that followed 
shortly thereafter created the oppor- 
tunity for these all inclusive negotia- 
tions to take place. 

There were clearly anxious moments 
over the last several years during the 
quest for peace. To be sure, at times 
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the setbacks and disappointments that 
followed the promise of the 1994 cease- 
fire announcements, left all of us de- 
spairing that the situation was without 
hope. 

You will recall, for example, that the 
peace process was dealt a near fatal 
blow on February 9, 1996, with the deto- 
nation of an IRA bomb in London—a 
blast that injured scores of innocent 
people. 

Frankly, until the restoration of the 
IRA cease-fire last July, the Northern 
Ireland peace process had hit bottom, 
it had reached the point where, in the 
words of Irish poet Seamus Heaney, 
“bad news is no longer news.” 

We are now once again at a turning 
point in the history of Northern Ire- 
land. The possibility of peace is as real 
as it has ever been. 

As President Clinton has so aptly ob- 
served, to engage in serious negotia- 
tions, to be willing to make principled 
compromises, requires courage and cre- 
ativity.“ 

The political leaders of Northern Ire- 
land demonstrated that courage and 
creativity in finalizing this agreement. 

It is now up to the people of Ireland 
North and South—to ratify that agree- 
ment in the upcoming referendums. 
More importantly, it rests in their 
hands and hearts to make the words on 
that 67-page peace accord make a dif- 
ference in the daily lives of every man, 
woman and child who calls Northern 
Ireland home. 

On this day and in this Chamber, 
with what I hope will be the unanimous 
endorsement of every one of our col- 
leagues, I pray, as everyone else does, 
that the people of Northern Ireland 
will have the courage, wisdom and fore- 
sight to do that. 

Mr. President, I know my colleague, 
Senator KENNEDY, is here on the floor. 
If there is additional time, I ask unani- 
mous consent for another 5 or 10 addi- 
tional minutes for people to be heard 
on this issue if it is appropriate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 64% minutes remaining. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is a 
privilege to join my colleagues, Sen- 
ators DODD, MOYNIHAN, KERRY, LAU- 
TENBERG, LEAHY, DASCHLE, MACK, and 
D'AMATO in sponsoring this resolution, 
which commends the many leaders re- 
sponsible for the achievement of the 
recent historic peace agreement in 
Northern Ireland. 

The agreement reached on Good Fri- 
day marks a turning point in the his- 
tory of Northern Ireland. For too long, 
it has been a land synonymous with 
bloodshed, violence and hatred. But 
now Northern Ireland stands as an ex- 
ample to the world that agreement be- 
tween differing ethnic and national 
groups is attainable. 

The current troubles in Northern Ire- 
land began in 1969 and raged merci- 
lessly in the following decades, to the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


great distress of the many citizens 
there who wanted only peace and jus- 
tice. 

Many efforts to achieve a peaceful 
settlement over the years were unsuc- 
cessful. But finally, in December 1993, 
the Irish Government and the British 
Government issued a Joint Declara- 
tion, making it clear that if the groups 
resorting to violence declared 
ceasefires, their political representa- 
tives could join all-inclusive talks on 
Northern Ireland’s future. The time 
was ripe, and a hopeful formula for 
peace had been found. 

I give special credit for this historic 
achievement to John Hume, the leader 
of the Social Democratic and Labour 
Party in Northern Ireland, who has 
worked tirelessly and brilliantly for 
peace in Northern Ireland for the past 
quarter century. No one’s contribution 
has been greater. When the final his- 
tory of this extraordinary agreement is 
written, the name of John Hume will 
stand first. 

The courageous decision by President 
Clinton to grant a visa for Gerry 
Adams, the leader of Sinn Fein, to visit 
the United States in early 1994 was a 
key step leading to the decision by the 
Irish Republican Army to declare a 
ceasefire in August of that year, and 
the Loyalist paramilitaries did the 
same in October 1994. 

In the years that followed, there were 
many obstacles, setbacks, and crises to 
be overcome, but the parties never lost 
sight of the goal of the peace. A new 
British Government under Prime Min- 
ister Tony Blair was elected in May 
1997, and a new Irish Government under 
Taoiseach Bertie Ahern came to power 
in June. Both leaders, with the strong 
support of Britain’s Secretary of State 
for Northern Ireland, Marjorie 
Mowlam, committed themselves to 
peace, and worked skillfully and effec- 
tively to achieve it. 

Negotiations including Sinn Fein and 
chaired by our former Senate colleague 
George Mitchell began, and Senator 
Mitchell’s patience and determination 
were critical in guiding the talks to a 
successful conclusion. 

Great credit also goes to Taoiseach 
Ahern and Prime Minister Blair. They 
made Northern Ireland their high pri- 
ority, and constantly urged the parties 
to keep moving forward to agreement. 
President Clinton’s continuing strong 
support was also indispensable in the 
success that was finally achieved. And 
so were the support and encouragement 
of my sister, Ambassador Jean Ken- 
nedy Smith, who has done an out- 
standing job as America’s Ambassador 
to Ireland for the past five years, and 
whose early insight into the possibili- 
ties for peace helped launch this all- 
important peace process. 

The participants on both sides in the 
talks also deserve great credit. They 
had the courage to sit down to nego- 
tiate, and to produce a fair agreement 
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that reflects the aspirations of Nation- 
alists and Unionists alike. Truly, they 
are all profiles in courage. 

On May 22, the agreement will be 
voted on in separate referendums by 
the people of Ireland, North and South. 
Last Saturday, David Trimble, who de- 
serves great credit himself as a prin- 
cipal architect of the peace agreement, 
succeeded in obtaining the over- 
whelming endorsement of the Ulster 
Unionist Party for the agreement. I 
hope that the leaders of all the parties 
will work as hard and as effectively for 
a “yes” vote to convince their fol- 
lowers of the merits of this agreement. 

Hopefully, the people of Ireland and 
Northern Ireland will approve the 
agreement in the referendums to be 
held next month, so that implementa- 
tion of the agreement can begin. An 
Assembly must be elected. Changes 
must be made in the policing and the 
criminal justice systems to reassure 
both Nationalists and Unionists that 
they will receive equal protection 
under the law. Nationalists and Union- 
ists will have to work together in part- 
nership. After decades of animosity, 
this challenge is still very real, but 
Northern Ireland's parties can rise to 
meet it, as the events of Good Friday 
have proved. And they will have the 
continuing strong support of the 
United States as they do so. 

I thank the majority leader for 
scheduling this resolution in an ex- 
tremely pressed time. Given the his- 
toric agreement that has been reached, 
it is entirely appropriate that the Sen- 
ate speak on this issue. We are very, 
very appreciative that the majority 
leader is giving us the opportunity ina 
very busy time to consider this resolu- 
tion and support it. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, if my col- 
league will yield, I also thank the ma- 
jority leader. I know the pressures he 
is under. Everything is terribly impor- 
tant. As my colleague from Massachu- 
setts said, he is gracious to allow us to 
bring this up at this particular time. 

I ask—I know there are others, in- 
cluding our colleagues from Florida, 
New York and others, who want to be 
heard on this issue who may not be 
able to make it over to speak—that the 
RECORD be left open so their comments 
on the resolution appear prior to the 
adoption of the resolution. 

If it is appropriate, I ask for the yeas 
and nays on this resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent, for those Senators who 
would like to have their statements on 
this resolution inserted, that they be 
inserted at this point in the RECORD. I 
know Senator MACK, who had gotten 
away before we made these arrange- 
ments, would like his remarks included 
at this point. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to offer my support to the Reso- 
lution being debated on the floor this 
afternoon. I am proud to be a cosponsor 
of this important statement of Senate 
support for the Northern Ireland peace 
agreement. Like my colleagues, I be- 
lieve the settlement in Northern Ire- 
land is an historic opportunity to bring 
peace to a remarkable people that have 
suffered from violence for far too long. 
And as a nation with deep cultural ties 
and personal attachment to Ireland, I 
believe we can all take a moment to be 
hopeful that a new era of peace and 
prosperity in Northern Ireland is now 
possible. 

First, I would also like to use this op- 
portunity to offer my congratulations 
to our former colleague George Mitch- 
ell for his role as Independent Chair- 
man of the multiparty talks. Despite 
long odds and numerous setbacks, Sen- 
ator Mitchell has demonstrated diplo- 
matic skills that can only be learned 
by being Majority Leader of the Sen- 
ate. His actions have truly been a cred- 
it to our nation. 

Mr. President, for the first time in 
centuries there is hope that a lasting 
peace can be achieved in Northern Ire- 
land—I think our words today fail to 
capture the importance of this oppor- 
tunity. The agreements that led to the 
April 10 accord are the result of brave 
actions by both Protestant and Catho- 
lic political leaders, and the desire to 
find a solution to the cycle of violence 
that has virtually imprisoned all of the 
people of Northern Ireland for decades. 
I am confident, when given the chance 
to vote in the May 22 referendum, the 
people of Ireland will take the oppor- 
tunity to send a strong message to 
their political leaders of their desire to 
continue to move forward in this proc- 
ess. 

In our euphoria over the recent 
agreements, we must not forget that 
lasting peace will only come with con- 
tinued diligence. We must not allow 
the opponents of peace in Northern Ire- 
land to use terrorism to destroy what 
has been painstakingly built so far. Mr. 
President, with our strong support for 
this resolution we send an unmistak- 
able signal of our willingness to con- 
tinue to work with any and all people 
in Northern Ireland dedicated to bring- 
ing about a peaceful and lasting settle- 
ment. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President. I rise 
as an original sponsor of the resolution 
acknowledging the historic Northern 
Ireland peace agreement. In adopting 
this resolution, the Senate will dem- 
onstrate its strong support for this 
agreement which has been so long in 


coming. 
When I first came to the Senate in 
1977, Senator KENNEDY, Speaker 


O'Neill, then-Governor Hugh Carey of 
New York, and I joined together and 
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issued this St. Patrick’s Day state- 
ment: 


We appeal to all those organizations en- 
gaged in violence to renounce their cam- 
paigns of death and destruction and return 
to the path of life and peace. And we appeal 
as well to our fellow Americans to embrace 
this goal of peace, and to renounce any ac- 
tion that promotes the current violence or 
provides support or encouragement for orga- 
nizations engaged in violence. 


Now, finally, one of the oldest con- 
flicts in Europe has the potential of 
healing and being resolved. A coura- 
geous agreement has been reached in 
Northern Ireland. We in the United 
States Senate can be particularly 
proud of the role that our former col- 
league and leader George Mitchell 
played in mediating this agreement. He 
deserves no less than the Nobel Peace 
Prize. 

The search for a just and lasting 
peace in Northern Ireland has entered a 
most promising stage. This resolution 
indicates the strong support of the 
United States Senate for this historic 
agreement. May it fulfill our hopes. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr, President, I rise 
today to commend the Senator from 
Connecticut (Mr. DODD), the Senator 
from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), 
and the Senator from New York (Mr. 
MOYNIHAN) for introducing S. Con. Res. 
90, which acknowledges the historic 
Northern Ireland peace agreement, and 
congratulates the individuals who 
made the agreement possible. 

Just today, in my home state of Wis- 
consin, leaders representing all sides of 
the Northern Ireland peace process 
gathered in Milwaukee for a National 
Symposium on Prospects for Peace in 
Northern Ireland, sponsored by the 
George F. Kennan Forum on Inter- 
national Affairs. Mr. President, this 
conference was planned long before the 
historic peace agreement was an- 
nounced. I am pleased that the 
attendees were able to come to Mil- 
waukee with a viable agreement al- 
ready on the table. The speakers at to- 
day’s conference, who were involved in 
the negotiations of the peace agree- 
ment, discussed both the agreement 
itself and prospects for a lasting peace 
in Northern Ireland. 

In light of this resolution, I want to 
repeat some of my remarks for the 
peace symposium. 

The recent agreement reached by the 
parties to the conflict in Northern Ire- 
land offers real hope for an end to three 
decades of violence in that troubled 
land. This historic step is the product 
of a new commitment to peace by par- 
ties on all sides of this longstanding 
conflict. 

It is proper that this resolution com- 
mends President Clinton for making 
the search for an end to the conflict in 
Northern Ireland a top foreign policy 
priority. My former colleague, Senator 
George Mitchell, deserves special rec- 
ognition from this body for his leader- 
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ship in helping move the parties to an 
agreement. Above all, we commend the 
leaders from all sides of this conflict, 
many of whom worked tirelessly on 
this agreement, and had the will to put 
ancient hatreds aside and make peace 
their priority. 

Now the success of the agreement 
rests in the hands of the people of 
Northern Ireland, who continue to re- 
view the details and, eventually, will 
have the opportunity to express them- 
selves democratically through a ref- 
erendum. Let us hope that all the par- 
ties will be able to commit to this 
process and that none will turn to the 
sectarian violence of the past. It is now 
the duty of all who seek peace to resist 
the efforts of those who may seek to 
undermine the accords through vio- 
lence. 

As a member of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee, I believe this 
agreement signals new hope for long- 
standing conflicts around in the world. 
Just a few years ago, many saw the 
conflicts in South Africa and Northern 
Ireland as intractable, but today one 
has been peacefully resolved and the 
other has made tremendous progress, 
as we recognize with this resolution. 

So, Mr. President, I am happy to sup- 
port this resolution with hope for the 
future, and commend the brave leaders 
who have taken a risk for peace in 
Northern Ireland. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, on Good 
Friday a landmark agreement was 
reached in Northern Ireland to start 
down the road to bring to an end dec- 
ades of violent hostilities, and reshape 
fundamentally the political institu- 
tions of that province. All Americans 
have reason to be very pleased that the 
many competing political factions in 
Northern Ireland were able to resolve 
their longstanding, bitter disagree- 
ments. 

Today I want to express my par- 
ticular appreciation of the splendid ef- 
forts of President Clinton’s Special Ad- 
visor on Ireland, former Senate Major- 
ity Leader George Mitchell. It comes as 
no surprise to me that those closest to 
these negotiations believe that were it 
not for the tireless efforts of Senator 
Mitchell, this agreement would not 
have been reached. Having worked with 
Senator Mitchell for nearly fifteen 
years on many complex issues, I can 
certainly attest to his unique ability to 
forge an agreement that most thought 
unachievable. 

Senator Mitchell’s many fine at- 
tributes served him well in the U.S. 
Senate, and helped prepare him for the 
tremendous challenges he faced as 
chairman of the multi-party talks in 
Northern Ireland: 

He has the patience to listen to the 
contentions of people whose differences 
have existed for some three hundred 
years. Twenty-two months of talks 
may well have worn out a less capable, 
less disciplined person. 
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Senator Mitchell also brought with 
him to Belfast the Senate’s respect for 
full and fair debate. As chairman of 
these talks, he ensured that all voices 
at the table were permitted to speak. 
He knew well that in the end, a suc- 
cessful agreement required that all 
parties felt that they had been listened 
to. 

He possesses unrivaled negotiating 
skills. When needed, Senator Mitchell 
called upon Prime Ministers Blair of 
Great Britain and Ahern of Ireland, as 
well as President Clinton, in order to 
urge the participants to keep the talks 
alive. He also had the strategic think- 
ing to set a deadline to end the talks. 

Senator Mitchell was persistent in 
bringing about this agreement. Despite 
the long odds, he never gave up in his 
core belief that newborn children in 
Northern Ireland deserve the same 
chance as his six-month-old son to 
have peace, stability and reconcili- 
ation. 

Finally, Senator Mitchell believed in 
compromise. Unionists and national- 
ists were clearly far apart when these 
talks began, as they had been for dec- 
ades. Senator Mitchell was able to 
forge an agreement that gave just 
enough to both sides so that each could 
declare victory. Indeed, this ability to 
bridge differences helped create our 
very nation, as our Founding Fathers 
crafted a Constitution that satisfied 
the big states—that sought representa- 
tion by population—and the small 
states, that sought representation by 
states. 

Mr. President, George Mitchell's ac- 
complishment in Northern Ireland 
makes us all very proud of him and 
proud of American values and ideals. In 
announcing the Good Friday Agree- 
ment, he stated, it doesn't take cour- 
age to shoot a policeman in the back of 
the head, or to murder an unarmed taxi 
driver. What takes courage is to com- 
pete in the arena of democracy as these 
men and women are tonight.“ 

Senator Mitchell knows the value of 
this competition of ideas from his days 
in this institution. He recognizes that 
a government which upholds this com- 
petition of ideas serves its people best. 
The people of Northern Ireland have 
recognized this basic truth as well. We 
salute George Mitchell, a true states- 
man who has helped begin the end of 
one of the world’s most intractable 
conflicts. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, today I 
rise to express my support for Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 90, which ac- 
knowledges the historic Northern Ire- 
land Peace Agreement reached just two 
weeks ago. 

Both the governments of the Repub- 
lic of Ireland and the United Kingdom 
have worked for many years to facili- 
tate a peaceful resolution to the con- 
flict in Northern Ireland that has cost 
so many lives and caused so much suf- 
fering. Ultimately, it was the willing- 
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ness of the representatives of Northern 
Ireland's political parties to adhere to 
the principles of non-violence that 
helped create an atmosphere that led 
to this most historic agreement. 

I commend all those who helped lay 
the groundwork for this achievement: 
Prime Minister Tony Blair, Prime Min- 
ister Bertie Ahern and President Clin- 
ton for their dedication to the peace 
process. And I am especially proud of 
my former colleague, Senator George 
Mitchell, for his patient and herculean 
efforts to heal the deep wounds of this 
tragic conflict. 

It will come as no surprise to my fel- 
low Mainers and my Senate colleagues 
that Senator Mitchell would be unduly 
modest in recognizing the role he has 
played. As he noted, it may be true 
that the agreement alone guarantees 
nothing.” But it does bestow the pre- 
cious gift of hope upon a people who fi- 
nally have the chance for a better fu- 
ture.“ 

In his quiet, understated way, George 
Mitchell brought individuals who had 
been in conflict for the past thirty 
years out of the shadows of distrust 
and into the light of faith—faith in a 
nonviolent, democratic resolution. As 
one of the participants in the talks 
commented, Here the United States 
sent one of its most able, skilled, tal- 
ented, humble politicians, a supreme 
diplomat, and frankly we didn’t de- 
serve him.” 

That is a poignant and appropriate 
tribute to a man who has helped bring 
the promise of peace to a region most 
deserving of its blessings. As one who 
served with him in the Congress for 
nearly 15 years, I am proud to extend 
my gratitude to Senator Mitchell for 
his extraordinary work. And I do so 
knowing that the honor which would 
please George Mitchell most would be 
the true and lasting success of the re- 
markable agreement he helped to 
broker. 

May the Northern Ireland Peace 
Agreement finally bring an end to the 
fear and suffering, and may the future 
of Northern Ireland be as bright as the 
spirit and potential of her extraor- 
dinary people. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, it was 
Samuel Johnson who said in 1777 that 
the knowledge that you will be hanged 
in a fortnight does wonders to con- 
centrate your mind. In 1998, former 
Senate Majority Leader and Maine 
Senator George Mitchell proved the 
truth of this aphorism by giving the 
Northern Ireland peace talks a dead- 
line, placing upon these negotiations 
the equivalent, if you will, of a sun- 
set“ provision that left the parties no 
alternative but finally to come up with 
a real solution. 

This deadline accomplished its pur- 
pose: it concentrated their minds won- 
derfully, and this led directly to the 
historic Stormont Agreement. Some 
years ago it scarcely seemed possible 
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to imagine a Northern Ireland in which 
children could grow up without fear of 
sectarian violence and bloodshed. 
Today, however, this brighter future is 
not only imaginable—it is very nearly 
here. 

That Senator Mitchell should possess 
such statesmanship and political acu- 
men is, of course, no surprise in my 
home state of Maine. Senator Micthell 
is greatly admired in this country for 
his work on behalf of Maine and on be- 
half of all Americans. Today, however, 
the people of Northern Ireland and the 
Republic of Ireland—and peace-loving 
people everywhere—also owe Senator 
Mitchell a great debt for helping steer 
these talks to their successful conclu- 
sion. 

It is my great hope that with his 
statesmanship and steady hand, Sen- 
ator Mitchell has now made it possible 
to achieve a real reconciliation in 
Northern Ireland—and for the Irish 
people to go about building their future 
together, in cooperation rather than in 
conflict. 

And I am very pleased that the Sen- 
ate tonight will pass legislation ex- 
pressing our support for the Irish peace 
process and the brighter future rep- 
resented by the Stormont Agreement. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I am proud 
to join my colleagues in the United 
States Senate in congratulating the 
people of Northern Ireland for their 
tremendous courage and perseverence 
which allowed for the signing of the 
historic peace agreement. With contin- 
ued political leadership and the inspir- 
ing dedication of the Northern Ireland 
people, I am optimistic that peace may 
be at hand. 

I traveled to Northern Ireland this 
past January. In fact, I arrived on the 
date that the latest initiative which 
led to the peace agreement arrived: 
January 12. During three days there, as 
the parties reviewed the details and 
held discussions with their constitu- 
encies, I developed a deep admiration 
for the political leaders who eventually 
accepted this agreement. 

The concurrent resolution which we 
are submitting today seeks to thank 
all of the people who contributed to 
this peace agreement; I wish to person- 
ally thank all of the people who spent 
time listening to and talking with me. 

Mr. President, I learned a great deal 
about politics and courage from the 
representatives of the political parties 
in Northern Ireland. I found that poli- 
ticians in Northern Ireland share many 
of the challenges that politicians face 
in the United States Senate. Specifi- 
cally, they often spend hours of each 
day in very difficult negotiations 
which may result in dramatic changes 
in the lives of those they represent. 
Following these meetings, they face 
their constituencies and justify their 
actions. The difference, however, be- 
tween our jobs and theirs lies in the 
stakes. These people literally risked 
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their lives by engaging in the peace 
process; they risked their lives to en- 
dorse this agreement; and they con- 
tinue to bear this risk as the process 
continues. 

Mr. President, the American people 
recognize the incredible risks these 
leaders take, and we thank them. To 
these brave men and women, however, 
the reward diminishes the risk. If this 
agreement succeeds as planned, it may 
alter the course of history. Because of 
this brave sacrifice, the people of 
Northern Ireland have the promise of 
security, freedom, prosperity and an 
end to indiscriminate killings and ter- 
rorist acts. 

Mr. President, our concurrent resolu- 
tion thanks a lot of people. But for me, 
the most inspiring people I met were 
outside of Belfast. The role of the com- 
munity leaders cannot be overempha- 
sized. While the negotiations proceeded 
in Belfast, at homes, neighborhoods 
and towns across the region, people 
were building local relationships which 
crossed borders and communities. 
These are the true heroes of the peace 
process. The people I met are making 
changes and making a differences 
where they live. They support the po- 
litical process, but were not waiting 
around for anything coming from the 
capitals. Spending time among the peo- 
ple in the border regions, with the 
strongest faith in their abilities to 
make a difference in their own towns 
and neighborhoods, I became convinced 
that peace had a chance in Northern 
Ireland. 

I salute all of the people of Ireland 
and Norther Ireland today who have la- 
bored for peace. They are the driving 
force behind the peace process, and 
they will make it work. 

Mr. LOTT. I have a few remarks I 
would like to make on this. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I thank 
Senators KENNEDY and Dopp for their 
comments. I thought it appropriate 
today, without another day going by, 
that the U.S. Senate express itself on 
this very important issue on behalf of 
the American people. That is why we 
made sure that we brought it up and 
had these few minutes to discuss this 
resolution, and that we put on the 
record our salutations to those who 
have been involved in these negotia- 
tions. We offer our congratulations to 
all the participants in the negotia- 
tions. I think they deserve recognition 
for their willingness to make honorable 
compromises in order to reach this 


agreement. 
I think particular credit goes to our 
former colleague, Senator George 


Mitchell, for his persistence and his 
doggedness. Frankly, I wasn’t sure that 
it could be pulled off, but he stayed 
with it. I think we owe him a debt of 
gratitude for his work. 

Also, of course, I commend Prime 
Minister Tony Blair and Taoiseach 
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Bertie Ahearn for their involvement 
and leadership. I believe the American 
people are proud of the contributions 
the United States and our President 
have made to this effort. We hope it 
will lead to approval in the May 22 ref- 
erendums. Most of all, we hope it will 
lead to a lasting peace in Northern Ire- 
land. That is the desire and that is the 
prayer of the people in Northern Ire- 
land, in America and, hopefully, 
throughout the world. I endorse this 
resolution. 

I have no further request for time. I 
am prepared to yield back the remain- 
der of our time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. 

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, Senator 
DASCHLE and I have been commu- 
nicating. We do have an agreement we 
think is a fair way to conclude the de- 
bate on the education bill and also an 
agreement with regard to how the 
State Department reorganization con- 
ference report will be considered. 

———— 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 


Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Coverdell A+ 
education bill be advanced to third 
reading and that there be 3 hours 40 
minutes of remaining debate time, to 
be equally divided in the usual form; 
and that following the conclusion or 
yielding back of time, the Senate pro- 
ceed to a vote on passage of the Cover- 
dell A+ bill. 

I am hoping that Senators have had 
an opportunity to say what they need 
to say on this. Those who want to 
make closing remarks will be free to do 
so under this agreement, but it would 
be all right with the majority leader 
and the Senate if we did not have to 
use the full 3 hours 40 minutes. At that 
time, we will have a recorded vote, if 
this agreement is entered into, on the 
education bill, followed by a vote on 
the Irish resolution. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
at 10 a.m. on Friday, the Senate begin 
consideration of the conference report 
to accompany the State Department 
reorganization bill under the consent 
agreement of March 31, and that the 
vote occur on adoption of the con- 
ference report at 5:30 p.m. on Monday, 
April 27, with 10 minutes of debate re- 
maining for closing remarks to be 
equally divided just prior to the vote. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
when the Senate reconvenes on Mon- 
day, April 27, following morning busi- 
ness, the Senate proceed to executive 
session to consider the NATO enlarge- 
ment treaty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, for the in- 
formation of all Senators, we will have 
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two votes back to back around, I pre- 
sume, 7:30, hopefully. Then we will 
have the State Department reorganiza- 
tion debate on Friday, with no re- 
corded votes. The next recorded vote 
after tonight will be at 5:30 p.m. on 
Monday. We will have no other subject 
debated on Monday other than NATO 
enlargement. We will stay on NATO en- 
largement until Senators feel they are 
prepared to vote. Hopefully, by having 
that debate Monday and votes on 
amendments perhaps on Tuesday and 
Wednesday, we can come to a conclu- 
sion on Wednesday, but we will not 
hurry this most important issue and 
deliberation of the Senate with regard 
to the NATO enlargement treaty. 

Therefore, that will be the schedule 
for the remainder of this week and 
through some part of Wednesday of 
next week. 

I yield the floor, and we can now 
begin the debate. 


— 


EDUCATION SAVINGS ACT FOR 
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the order just stated, the Senate will 
now resume discussion and debate of 
H.R. 2646. 

Under the previous order, the ques- 
tion is on the engrossment of the 
amendments and third reading of the 
bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill was read a third time. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from the great State of California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
have not had an opportunity to speak 
on this bill. I take this opportunity to 
do so now. 

Prior to yesterday, it was my full in- 
tention to vote for this bill. After yes- 
terday, I regret to say I have some seri- 
ous problems with it and cannot vote 
for it at this time, but I will, if the 
problems are remedied, vote for this 
bill when it comes out of conference. 

Let me speak just briefly about what 
the problems are and then why I think 
the Coverdell-Torricelli bill is so im- 
portant and groundbreaking. 

Yesterday, this body accepted on a 
50-to-49 vote an amendment to convert 
over $10 billion in currently targeted 
Federal education funds to a block 
grant to States. With adoption of this 
amendment, our efforts to direct lim- 
ited Federal funds to national prior- 
ities are obliterated. Funds for dis- 
advantaged students, funds to make 
schools safe and drug-free, funds for 
meeting national student achievement 
goals—virtually gone. 

For ESEA Title I, the bill as it now 
stands deletes important requirements: 


the 
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Requirements for student perform- 
ance standards and assessment, some- 
thing that I believe is vital if we are 
going to change the downward trend of 
public education in this country. 

Requirements for evaluating a pro- 
gram’s effectiveness. How could some- 
one oppose that? 

Requirements to take corrective ac- 
tion if programs are not effective. You 
mean, don’t change a program if you 
find out it is not effective? 

And requirements that Federal funds 
not supplant State and local funds. 
That was the Gorton amendment. 

Secondly, that same day the Senate 
adopted, on a 52-47 vote, an amendment 
which would prohibit voluntary na- 
tional testing of students. Last year, 
this body worked out a bipartisan com- 
promise on reading and math testing 
under which States and local school 
districts could participate in national 
achievement tests, if they wished, vol- 
untarily. Many, including several 
school districts in California, have 
agreed to participate. A good thing. 
Without national tests we have no way 
of comparing student performance, 
therefore, the success of individual 
States in educating their students from 
State to State. This was the Ashcroft 
amendment. It would abolish these vol- 
untary tests. 

Both of these amendments run 
counter to my very strong education 
beliefs. And more importantly, I be- 
lieve they obliterate any chance of a 
veto being overridden by this body. I 
think that is really too bad, because I 
was one Democrat who was planning to 
vote to override a Presidential veto if 
necessary because I believe the Cover- 
dell-Torricelli bill breaks important 
ground which I, frankly, am pleased to 
stand and support and defend. 

I have heard the bill called a lot of 
things: A voucher system.” In my 
view, it isn’t. A “subsidy to private in- 
stitutions.” In my view, it isn’t. A 
“gift to the wealthy.” In my view, it 
isn’t. I have heard it said that it is 
“bad education policy.” I disagree. 
“Bad tax policy.” I disagree. 

What this bill is, is an encourage- 
ment to save for education in a society 
that lives on credit and saves very lit- 
tle. In my book, that is good. I in- 
tended to vote for this bill. 

Last year, as you all know, we had 
the IRA savings accounts for higher 
education of $500. Both political parties 
thought that was good. That would be 
extended to $2,000 and extended down 
through elementary school by this bill, 
whether the family that saves wants to 
spend that money in a public institu- 
tion, a private institution, a religious 
or a parochial institution. I think that 
is good, sound public policy. 

I have heard it said this is only for 
the rich. I suppose the reason for that 
is because these special savings ac- 
counts would be available to couples 
earning under $150,000 and single people 
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earning under $95,000. And some people 
say, Why should we give them any 
benefit?” Well, let me tell you, in my 
view, saving for education makes 
sense, whether you make $30,000 a year 
or $90,000 a year. It is good and we 
should encourage it. Of course, it may 
not be politically correct, but if it 
makes education a higher priority or a 
little easier, even better, what is wrong 
with that? 

Let me speak for a moment on how 
Americans save. 

The U.S. personal savings rate has 
been dropping for some time. In 1997, it 
fell again from 4.3 percent in 1996 to 3.8 
percent in 1997. The U.S. household per- 
sonal savings rate for 1996 was 4.4 per- 
cent; compared to Japan, with its trou- 
bled economy, at 12 percent; Germany 
at 11.4 percent; France at 12.8 percent; 
and Italy at 13 percent. So the United 
States saves about two-thirds less than 
any of these countries. 

I'll give you an example of what is 
good about this bill. Let us say you are 
a struggling single mother, as I was at 
one point in my life. I earned less than 
$30,000 a year. I was a single mother 
with a young child. I could not save; 
that is true. Nonetheless, if I had had 
an uncle who saw an incentive like the 
tax incentives in this bill, and said, 
“Aha, she’s got problems now. Let me 
start a savings account for her little 
girl,” I would have appreciated it. This 
savings incentive would be available to 
a parent, a grandparent, an uncle or an 
aunt. 

So if a grandparent can contribute to 
a grandchild’s education, when the 
mother of that child only earns $25,000 
or $30,000 a year, what is wrong with 
that? That is good. And if they want to 
spend that savings in a private school, 
in a public school, in a parochial 
school, I say, what is wrong with that? 

I am a strong supporter of public 
schools, but I must tell you that I re- 
ject the thinking that says there is 
only one way to look at strengthening 
education, that is that you can only 
push it in one direction. What this un- 
derlying bill does is to encourage peo- 
ple to save for education and then use 
their savings for education. 

What I like about this bill is it does 
just that. It says, if you send your 
child to a public school, you can use 
this bill perhaps to buy them a com- 
puter. You can use this bill to get them 
tutors or to send them to a special 
after-school program or you can use 
this bill to buy their school uniforms. 
Or if you are lucky enough or want to 
send your child to a private school, 
yes, you can use this money you saved, 
or the child’s grandparent or the 
child’s aunt or the child’s uncle saved, 
you can use that to educate this child. 

In a country where public education 
and other education is weak, why 
wouldn’t we want to encourage savings 
for education? In the first place, fami- 
lies can talk about it. Oh, I'm going 
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to contribute to a savings account for 
my granddaughter. And here’s where 
it’s going to go. And here’s how it’s 
going to be used. And when she needs 
it, here’s what’s going to be there.” I 
think that is healthy for this country. 

I commend both authors, both Sen- 
ator COVERDELL on the Republican side 
and Senator TORRICELLI on the Demo- 
cratic side. I think this is an important 
bill. The Joint Tax Committee has esti- 
mated that 58 percent of the tax ben- 
efit would accrue to those taxpayers 
filing returns with children in public 
schools. Fifty-eight percent would go 
to families who have children in public 
schools. So I do not believe this is a 
bailout for the rich. I do not believe it 
will help only the affluent. 

In California, a high-cost State, the 
cost of a home mortgage, a car loan, 
insurance premiums, clothing, recre- 
ation, are all high. Believe it or not, 
families that earn $90,000 a year have a 
hard time saving. 

In California, out of the 13 million 
tax returns filed, 10.4 million, or 78 per- 
cent, of these returns reflect earnings 
under $50,000. The average per capita 
income in California in 1998 is $28,500. 
Here is where the grandparents or an 
aunt or an uncle could really help out. 

Additionally, one out of every four 
students in a California school lives in 
a single-parent home. Again, 25 percent 
of the students are in single-parent 
families. 

I was in Los Angeles, meeting with a 
group of African American mayors of 
cities surrounding Los Angeles this 
past week, and a woman whom I very 
much respect from Watts, California, 
came up to me and said, Hey, Dianne, 
tell me about this bill. Does this mean 
that if I can save this money, I can 
save it for my grandchild?” And I said, 
“Yes, Alice, it sure does.” And she 
said, That sounds pretty good to me.” 
Well, I have to tell you, it sounds pret- 
ty good to me, too. 

Only 51 percent of California’s homes 
have a personal computer. Among 
Latino households, only 30 percent own 
a computer. 

In my State, we rank 45th out of 50 in 
student-to-computer ratios, with 14 
students for every computer, compared 
to the national rate of 10 students for a 
computer. We rank 43rd in network ac- 
cess. Our education technology task 
force has called for an $11 billion in- 
vestment to put technology into K 
through 12 classrooms. Computers in 
the home can supplement those in the 
classroom. And this is a way for a 
grandparent, an uncle, a niece, to help 
with that. 

Another important part of the Cover- 
dell-Torricelli bill that no one is talk- 
ing about are the incentives for college 
education. This bill helps in three 
ways. First, it increases the allowable 
contributions to education IRAs that 
we created last year for college edu- 
cation. It raises them from $500 to 
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$2,000. That is important in California 
because tuition is so high now, even in 
public institutions. This makes it pos- 
sible. 

Second, again, it expands those who 
contribute to include those other than 
parents. These changes should encour- 
age many more Californians to save for 
a college education. I say let’s try it. 
Let’s watch it. Let’s see what happens. 

Finally, the bill allows interest 
earned in qualified State tuition plans 
to be exempt from Federal taxation. 
This could increase participation in 
California’s new Scholarshare Trust 
Program. Effective January 1, 1998, 
this program authorizes participants to 
invest money in a trust on behalf of a 
specific beneficiary and it defers pay- 
ment of State and Federal income 
taxes on interest earned, on invest- 
ments in the trust, until benefits are 
distributed. Any California family or 
any person can open an account and 
distributions are authorized for all ex- 
penses of attending college. In the view 
of the Postsecondary Education Com- 
mission, the bill before us could enable 
Californians to save $25 million annu- 
ally in Federal taxes, savings that can 
then be devoted to education. 

Let me just indicate increases in col- 
lege tuition are outpacing increases in 
income. Total expenses during the 1997- 
1998 school year to attend the Univer- 
sity of California at Berkeley were 
$13,169—a year; at UC San Diego, 
$13,400; California State, Chico, $10,000. 
For private schools, the cost in 1996- 
1997 of attending my alma mater, Stan- 
ford, was $30,410—when I went there, we 
ran costs of about $1,200 a quarter. Now 
it is $30,000 a year; at Occidental, 
$26,000; University of the Pacific, 
$25,000. 

California’s public colleges and uni- 
versities have been told to prepare for 
a 24 percent increase in enrollment by 
the year 2005, which translates into al- 
most half a million additional stu- 
dents. The California Postsecondary 
Education Commission has predicted 
that our public college and university 
system will need about $1 billion in 
new revenues per year through 2006 to 
maintain existing facilities. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California has spoken 15 min- 
utes. She can seek more time if she so 
desires. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. This bill is not the 
end-all, be-all solution to the problems 
of our schools. But it is a good step. 

It is my intention to vote against 
this bill at this time because of the two 
additions I cited earlier. If the Gorton 
and Ashcroft amendments come out in 
conference and the appropriate tax in- 
centives to save for education remain, 
I will vote for this bill and I will vote 
to override a Presidential veto. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. I yield 15 minutes to 
the Senator from Minnesota, Senator 
WELLSTONE. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota is recognized for 
15 minutes. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. The U.S. Senate is 
about to pass a bill that deals with 
education and then send it to the 
President. 

Now, when I go back to Minnesota— 
and when I am in Minnesota I try to be 
in a school every 2 weeks—here are 
some of the questions that students 
might be asking me about this edu- 
cation bill. 

Senator, or PAUL, will this legis- 
lation reduce the class size or the size 
of our classes so that our teachers will 
be able to give us more attention so we 
won't have to sit on a radiator because 
there is not enough room in the class- 
room?” By the way, I don’t speak just 
for Minnesota but I speak for a lot of 
schools I visited in this country. My 
answer will be no, though I would like 
to be able to say to those students yes, 
because I know how important class 
size is to whether or not they receive a 
good education. 

“Senator, will there be any money to 
renovate our school?” I was just meet- 
ing with a group of students from one 
of our schools, a middle school in Min- 
nesota, the community of Cambridge. 
They were talking about some of the 
problems that they have. Senator, 
will there be any money to rebuild our 
schools?” 

Or as I think about some of the 
schools I visited around the country, 
and if I was talking to other children, 
they might be saying to me, “Senator, 
the roofs are caving in, the building is 
decrepit, the air-conditioning doesn’t 
work during the warm spring months, 
the heating system doesn’t work well 
during the cold weather months. Is 
there any money to invest in the infra- 
structure, because we don’t have the 
wealth in our communities to do this?” 
My answer will be, “No, not in this 
piece of legislation.” 

“Senator, will this bill train teachers 
to use technology so they can incor- 
porate that into their teaching—be- 
cause we are hearing that it is so im- 
portant for us to be technologically lit- 
erate to compete in the economy. Will 
that happen?” And my answer will be 
no. 

How about other people who work 
with children, people who are down in 
the trenches? This is their life’s work. 
This is their passion. They say to me, 
“Senator, did you in this education bill 
put any money into early childhood de- 
velopment so that when children reach 
kindergarten they will be ready to 
learn?” And the answer will be no. 

Then another question will come: 
“Senator, what about after-school 
care?“ I think about the Boxer amend- 
ment. “Did you put any money into 
good community-based after-school 
care programs?“ A lot of us with teen- 
age daughters and sons worry a lot 
about where they are and whether or 
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not there would be something positive 
for them to do after school. Did you 
all do anything in this legislation to 
help us?“ And the answer will be no. 

Then to make matters worse, with 
some of the amendments that have 
passed, I heard my colleague from Cali- 
fornia speaking, now we have block 
grant amendments that passed. So as a 
national community, what we used to 
say was we are a nation. We do not 
want to grow apart, we want to grow 
together. We make certain commit- 
ments here in the Senate and here in 
the House of Representatives rep- 
resenting our Nation. We are a na- 
tional community with certain values 
and priorities. By golly, one of them is 
title I. We want to make sure that chil- 
dren who come from families in dif- 
ficult circumstances—low and mod- 
erate income and other problems—get 
some additional support, and our 
schools get some additional support so 
they can give these kids some addi- 
tional help. 

Now there is no assurance that will 
happen. There is no assurance that we 
will have the same commitment to safe 
and drug-free schools. We now have 
with this piece of legislation $1.6 bil- 
lion or $1.7 billion—what we have done 
is not just a money issue. It is not just 
a lack of investment in crumbling 
schools. That is not there. It is not just 
the lack of investment in smaller class 
sizes. It is not there. It is not the lack 
of investment in enabling teachers to 
get more training for uses in tech- 
nology. It is not there. It is not just a 
great step backward where we don’t in- 
vest the money in public education. 

I don’t know what slice of the popu- 
lation we are talking about, but I will 
tell you there are not a lot of Minneso- 
tans who can just take $2,000 and put it 
into savings. What about the vast ma- 
jority of people who don’t have those 
dollars, who are concerned about the 
communities they live in and the 
schools their children go to, public edu- 
cation? 

This isn’t a great step forward for 
public education or education for chil- 
dren; this is a great leap backward. 
Now we have done something else, I 
say to my colleagues who supported 
this initial framework. What we have 
done through amendments passed on 
this floor is undercut what has been a 
historic national community commit- 
ment to title I, to children who need 
that additional help. This is not a step 
forward; this is a great leap backward. 

Mr. President, I will tell you, this 
piece of legislation is a piece of legisla- 
tion that does not do well for many, 
many children in our country. We 
should be able to do much better. If we 
were to think about the best kinds of 
things we could do to make sure that 
children would do well, that we could 
have good education for all of our chil- 
dren, we would have put a lot of em- 
phasis on smaller class size, and there 
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is no emphasis on it; a lot of emphasis 
on early childhood development, and 
there is no emphasis on this; a lot of 
emphasis on after-school programs, and 
there is nothing in this legislation; a 
lot of emphasis on rebuilding crum- 
bling schools. 

What kind of message do you think 
these children get when they walk into 
these dilapidated buildings? The mes- 
sage is that we don’t value them. But 
there is nothing in this legislation that 
deals with that. Mr. President, what we 
also would have done is, we would have 
focused not just on the children, but we 
should be focusing also on the parent 
or parents. The two most important ex- 
planatory variables in determining how 
well children do are the income status 
and the educational status of their par- 
ent or parents. We don’t put the em- 
phasis on that. We don’t put the em- 
phasis on making sure there is health 
care there and good jobs and family in- 
come. We don’t put the emphasis on 
smaller class size. We don’t put empha- 
sis on rebuilding crumbling schools. We 
don’t put emphasis on preschool, early 
childhood development or after-school 
programs. What we do is undercut and 
wipe away a major commitment that 
we have made to the title I program 
and funds for kids from low- and mod- 
erate-income families. 

This piece of legislation is not a 
great step forward; it is a great leap 
backward from a commitment to pub- 
lic education, from a commitment to 
children and families all across the 
United States of America, from a na- 
tional commitment to making sure 
that we expand opportunities for all of 
the children in our country. 

This piece of legislation doesn’t do 
that. It may pass, but it will be vetoed 
by the President. And I will say to my 
colleagues that I am sorry, because I 
guess, with the exception of some Sen- 
ators who have a different view, this is 
by and large a difference that we have 
on the two sides of the aisle. I look for- 
ward to this national debate. We will 
be debating education. In a way, this 
exercise—I would not call it meaning- 
less. People spoke. But the truth of the 
matter is that everybody knows the 
President is going to veto this bill. He 
has made that clear. In that sense, all 
of us have felt a little uneasy about 
this week. But the debate will go on, 
because this issue of education, this 
issue of our children, whether our chil- 
dren will get good educational opportu- 
nities so they will do well in their 
lives—this is an important issue to 
families in North Dakota, Connecticut, 
Minnesota, and all across the country. 

As a Democrat, I am telling you, we 
are going to take this issue out and 
about the country. We are going to 
have a discussion, dialog, and debate. 
This piece of legislation, especially 
with these amendments, represents a 
huge step backward, and I want people 
in the country to understand that on 
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this issue, the differences between the 
Democrats and Republicans makes a 
huge difference. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields the Senator time? 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
have been authorized to confirm the 
time allocated to the Senator from 
Georgia, Mr. COVERDELL, and yield my- 
self up to 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Coats). The Senator is recognized for 
up to 15 minutes. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to voice my support for the 
Parent and Student Savings Account 
PLUS Act, which I am pleased to join 
Senators COVERELL and TORRICELLI in 
cosponsoring, and also to urge my col- 
leagues to give this bill a full and fair 
hearing before making up their minds 
on it. 

The core of this legislation is similar 
to a provision that passed both houses 
of Congress as part of the Taxpayer Re- 
lief Act of 1997, but was stricken out 
before the President gave his final ap- 
proval. The Taxpayer Relief Act au- 
thorized the creation of an Education 
IRA that would allow parents to set 
aside up to $500 each year in a tax-free 
account to help pay for their children’s 
college education, a provision that I 
cosponsored. Senator COVERDELL suc- 
ceeded in adding an amendment that 
would permit parents to also use this 
Education IRA to pay for elementary 
and secondary education costs, but 
that provision was ultimately dropped 
from the final version of the Taxpayer 
Relief Act at the request of the Admin- 
istration. 

The bill we are considering today, 
H.R. 2646, mirrors the modifying 
amendment that Senator COVERDELL 
offered. It would increase the annual 
contribution limit for the Education 
IRA up to $2,000, and then expand the 
definition of “qualified expenses” to 
also allow families to withdraw money 
from the account without penalty for 
K-12 expenses, such as tutoring, tui- 
tion, books, uniforms, computers and 
special services for disabled students. 
Like the original Education savings ac- 
count, this expanded version would be 
targeted at the broad range of working 
and middle class families with depend- 
ents under 18 years old, limiting eligi- 
bility to those households with annual 
income of less than $160,000. 

Judging this proposal on the merits, 
it makes eminent sense. At a time 
when parents are growing increasingly 
concerned about the quality of K-12 
education their children are receiving 
and when many educators are trying 
desperately to spur greater parental in- 
volvement in their children’s school- 
ing, the expanded Education savings 
account would encourage parents to in- 
vest directly in their children’s edu- 
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cation, from kindergarten all the way 
through to graduate school, and take a 
more active role in the lives of their 
sons and daughters. And at a time 
when many parents are seeking more 
choices for their kids, especially for 
the students who are trapped in failing 
and unresponsive local schools, this 
bill would help make private or paro- 
chial school a more affordable option 
for those families who decide that is 
the best choice for their child, or in 
some cases, the only chance to get a 
decent education. 

For the average family, this plan 
would provide a significant incentive 
to set aside some of their savings for 
the myriad costs they may face in 
helping their children reach their full 
potential, such as the after-school 
math tutoring an underachieving child 
needs to reach grade level, or the new 
computer a budding programmer needs 
to upgrade his skills, or the special 
classes a dyslexic students needs to 
take to overcome her disability, or 
even the price of tuition a family needs 
to pay to ensure that their child can 
learn in a safe, disciplined environ- 
ment. According to an analysis by the 
Joint Tax Committee, if a family with 
annual income of $70,000 contributed 
the maximum each year to the ex- 
panded IRA, they would accumulate a 
savings of more than $17,000 by the 
time their first child was age seven, 
while saving $1,000 in taxes. By the 
time that same child was ready to 
start high school, the account would be 
worth $41,000, and the tax savings 
would top $4,300. 

Those are significant sums of money, 
which could be used for immediate 
needs when children are growing up, or 
in many families, could be reserved pri- 
marily to help meet the financial bur- 
den of going to college. The choice is 
up to each individual family on how to 
spend their money—which is an impor- 
tant point to stress, that we are talk- 
ing about after-tax income, not the 
government's' money, not a tax cred- 
it or even a deduction. It is the par- 
ent’s money, not the government’s. 
The modest tax benefit we are pro- 
posing would simply reward them for 
saving for their child’s future, which is 
exactly why we passed the original 
Education savings account with strong 
bipartisan support. 

This is all reasonable and sensible, 
which leaves me puzzled as to why 
some are attacking this bill as if we 
were proposing to destroy public edu- 
cation in this country as we know it. 
Judging from the overheated rhetoric 
we have been hearing, this plan is little 
more than a backdoor attempt to fun- 
nel money into private schools at the 
expense of public schools and create a 
new tax shelter for the wealthy. It 
would "do nothing to improve teaching 
or learning in our public schools,” in 
the words of one group; instead, it 
would “undermine support of public 
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education,” in the words of the an- 
other. And a third organization seethed 
that this bill is really private and pa- 
rochial school vouchers masquerading 
as tax policy.“ 

For those of us who have fought the 
school choice battles in the past, the 
nature and vehemence of these criti- 
cisms is familiar. Last fall, for in- 
stance, we called for the creation of a 
small pilot program here in Wash- 
ington, D.C., that would have author- 
ized $7 million to provide 2,000 dis- 
advantaged children with scholarships 
to attend the school of their choice, 
without a dime away from the amount 
requested by the D.C. public schools. 
For that Secretary of Education Rich- 
ard Riley, a man I truly admire, went 
so far as to suggest that our bill would 
“undermine a 200-year American com- 
mitment to the common school.“ 

But what is surprising in this case is 
how utterly disconnected the current 
criticisms are from the bill we are con- 
sidering today. Let’s start with the 
fact that this measure does not re- 
motely resemble a voucher or scholar- 
ship plan, nor does it target aid to pri- 
vate schools. This is a savings account 
bill, one that simply raises the con- 
tribution limit for the existing edu- 
cation savings account and gives par- 
ents the choice to use some of those 
savings for K-12 expenses. It is un- 
equivocally neutral on its face—it does 
not distinguish between public school 
parents and private school parents. It 
is meant to help all parents, and the 
truth of the matter is that the clear 
majority of parents who are expected 
to take advantage of it—70 percent, ac- 
cording to the Joint Tax Committee— 
will have their children in public 
schools. To suggest otherwise is to ig- 
nore the growing variety of edu- 
cational costs that many public school 
parents face these days, and overlook 
the tens of thousands of parents who 
are turning to places like Sylvan 
Learning Center to help improve their 
children’s skills. 

The critics of the education savings 
account legislation are also off base 
when they proclaim that it would do 
absolutely nothing to help public edu- 
cation. To see why, I would urge my 
colleagues on both sides to re-read the 
President’s major educational prior- 
ities. Both the President and the Sec- 
retary have rightly argued that stimu- 
lating greater parental involvement is 
critical to reaching all seven of the Ad- 
ministration’s top goals, particularly 
when it comes to improving reading 
proficiency. The Secretary believes it 
is so essential that he established a 
broad-based national initiative—the 
“Partnership for Family Involvement 
in Education’’—to better engage par- 
ents. The bill we are debating today, 
H.R. 2646, will help by encouraging par- 
ents across the country to save for the 
future and take a more active role in 
their children’s schooling. It will not 
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singlehandedly raise test scores or 
prompt millions of new parents to join 
their local PTAs. But is will com- 
plement and reinforce the work that 
the Secretary and many national and 
grassroots education groups are al- 
ready doing, and for that reason it is 
worthy of our support. 

Perhaps the most vexing criticism of 
this super Education IRA plan is the 
notion that it will only benefit the 
wealthy. The language of the bill ex- 
plicitly refutes that point, and I would 
urge my colleagues to read it for them- 
selves. They will see that it precludes 
any individual parent with income 
above $110,000 or any couple above 
$160,000 from contributing to an ex- 
panded IRA. I would also urge my col- 
leagues to refer again to the Joint Tax 
Committee’s analysis of the bill, which 
projects that 70 percent of the tax ben- 
efit from the expanded IRA will go to 
families with annual incomes less than 
$75,000—middle class families. And I 
would urge them to consider the provi- 
sion in the bill that allows any cor- 
poration, union, or non-profit organiza- 
tions to contribute to IRAs for low-in- 
come students. The growth of dona- 
tions to private scholarship funds 
across the country—more than $40 mil- 
lion has been raised since 1991 for pro- 
grams in more than 30 cities, including 
one in Bridgeport, Connecticut—sug- 
gests that there are many generous 
groups who would be interested in lend- 
ing their support to an Education IRS 
for a disadvantaged child. 

Mr. President, in making these 
points, I harbor no illusions. I recog- 
nize that a relatively small number of 
poor families will likely benefit from 
the expanded IRAs, and that these ac- 
counts will primarily help middle and 
upper middle class families who have 
the means to maintain them. But that 
is a significant chunk of our populace, 
and most of them are financially 
stressed in trying to meet the costs of 
home, family and school. If this bill 
can spur them to invest in their chil- 
dren’s education and generate parental 
involvement, then it will serve a valu- 
able purpose. 

Moreover, I would also say to my col- 
leagues that if they truly want to tar- 
get aid to disadvantaged children who 
are not being well-served by the status 
quo, then they should support legisla- 
tion that Senator COATS and I have 
sponsored that would establish low-in- 
come school choice programs in several 
major cities. These pilot programs 
would give thousands of poor students 
the opportunity to attend a better 
school and realize their hopes of better 
future, while providing us as policy- 
makers an opportunity to examine 
what impact this kind of narrowly-tar- 
geted, means-tested approach would 
and could have on the broader edu- 
cation system. Many of the supporters 
of the bill we are debating today also 
have expressed strong support for the 
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Coats-Lieberman bill, so it’s just not 
accurate to suggest that the sponsors 
of the education savings account legis- 
lation are merely interest in helping 
the well-off. 

Nevertheless, the opponents of this 
bill continue to insist that we are 
wrong no matter what the facts say. 
Last year, many of my Democratic col- 
leagues and many of the leading edu- 
cational groups voiced their strong 
support for the original Education IRA 
as a boon to middle class families 
struggling to pay for college. Today 
they turn around and attack the same 
concept with the same income caps— 
let me repeat, the same exact income 
caps—as a sop to the rich. The dif- 
ference, of course, is that parents 
would have the choice to use the sav- 
ings from the expanded IRA for K-12 
expenses for public and private schools 
students, or college or both. 

That distinction is so significant to 
our cities that they are willing to 
eliminate the part of the A+ Accounts 
bill that would increase the contribu- 
tion limit for the IRA from $500 to 
$2000, which would give millions of par- 
ents an even greater incentive to save 
for college, in order to prevent us from 
providing a modicum of relief for ele- 
mentary and secondary costs. That 
facet of the bill has gotten lost in all 
the hyperbole of this debate, and it 
bears repeating: Beyond allowing par- 
ents to use the IRA to pay for K-12 ex- 
penses, this measure would signifi- 
cantly enhance their ability to meet 
the burden of paying for college. In 
fact, according to the Joint Tax Com- 
mittee, the clear majority of the addi- 
tional $1.64 billion in tax benefit that 
this bill would extend over the next 10 
years would go to families who are sav- 
ing for higher education, a very impor- 
tant purpose for them and for our 
country in this education age. That is 
something that the critics of this super 
Education IRA are reluctant to ac- 
knowledge. According to them, prac- 
tically every last penny from this bill 
will end up in the coffers of private ele- 
mentary and secondary schools. On the 
contrary, most of the money saved will 
go to colleges and universities. 

Hearing these misdirected attacks, I 
can't help but ask why so many 
thoughtful, well-intentioned edu- 
cational groups are engaging in so 
many logical contortions to bring down 
this bill. To answer that question, I 
would repeat the simple theory I of- 
fered last fall during the rancorous de- 
bate over the D.C. scholarship bill: 
Love is blind even in public policy cir- 
cles. I fear that our critics are so com- 
mitted to the noble mission of public 
education that they have shut their 
eyes to the egregious failures in some 
of our public schools and insisted on 
defending the indefensible. And they 
are so conditioned to believing that 
any departure from the one-size-fits-all 
approach is the beginning of the end 
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for public schools that they refuse to 
even concede the possibility that offer- 
ing children a choice could give them a 
chance at a better life while we are 
working to repair and reform all of our 
public schools. 

In this week’s debate, we are seeing 
this reflexive defensiveness again. We 
are not discussing a voucher bill. We 
are not attempting to give nay Federal 
money to private schools. We are pro- 
posing a modest plan to help families— 
not public school families, or private 
school families, but families of all 
kinds—provide the best educational op- 
portunities for their children. It sounds 
a lot like the G.I. bill or the guaran- 
teed student loan program, which we 
all support. But because some parents 
who take advantage of these accounts 
and the small tax benefit we are offer- 
ing will choose to send their children 
to private schools, this bill is seen as 
anathema by some. 

Mr. President, as the consideration of 
this bill proceeds, I would appeal to my 
colleagues to lay down their rhetorical 
arms and listen—not to be bipartisan 
co-sponsors of the bill, but to the peo- 
ple we are trying to help. Yes, they 
want smaller class sizes, and yes, they 
want safer and sturdier public schools, 
and yes, they want  better-trained 
teachers. But those are not reasons to 
oppose this bill. In addition to seeking 
more money to improve our public 
schools, parents increasingly are de- 
manding more choices for their chil- 
dren—be it in the form of public school 
choice, charter schools, or scholarships 
for low-income kids to attend a quality 
private or parochial school. And they 
are seeking more of a focus on results 
rather than a defense of the system and 
all who function in it. 

Poll after poll confirms this. For the 
sake of this debate, let me cite just a 
few. A recent survey by the Center for 
Education Reform found that 82 per- 
cent of parents said they would support 
efforts to give them the option of send- 
ing their children to the public or pri- 
vate school of their choice. A much- 
quoted study done by the Joint Center 
for Political and Economic Studies last 
year found that 57 percent of African- 
Americans and 65 percent of Hispanics 
favor the use of vouchers to expand op- 
portunities for low-income students. 
And even Phi Beta Kappa, which is 
openly skeptical of private school 
choice, found in its annual poll on pub- 
lic attitudes towards public schools a 
slim plurality of Americans would now 
support a program using tax dollars to 
pay tuition at private school for some 
children. If my colleagues need any 
more evidence, I would point them to 
the mushrooming charter school move- 
ment, where parents and teachers hun- 
gry for alternatives to the status quo 
have started more than 700 new schools 
from scratch over the last five years, 
with hundreds more to open next fall. 

The bill we are considering today 
cannot and will not guarantee greater 
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choices for every family. But it does 
offer a progressive response to the 
public’s pleas for innovative edu- 
cational solutions that focus less on 
process and more on children. That, in 
my mind, is what is truly at stake here 
in this debate. We cannot walk away 
from our responsibility to fix what ails 
our public schools, to set high stand- 
ards, and demand greater account- 
ability in meeting them. But in doing 
so, we must not be so defensive in our 
thinking that we reflexively rule out 
innovative options that deviate a scin- 
tilla from the prevailing orthodoxy. 

That is why I have urged my col- 
leagues to give choice a chance. That is 
why I have urged this body to give 
charters a chance, which I am proud to 
report we did last year in raising Fed- 
eral funding by 60 percent for this fis- 
cal year. And that is why I am appeal- 
ing to my colleagues today to give this 
Education IRA bill a chance. By doing 
so, we can prove that it is possible to 
encourage parents to invest in their 
children’s future without disinvesting 
in our common schools. And hopefully 
we can begin to change the dynamic of 
what for too long has been a dis- 
appointingly dogmatic and unproduc- 
tive debate on education policy in this 
country and lay the groundwork for a 
new bipartisan commitment to putting 
children first. 

Mr. President, again, this bill is part 
of a host of responses to a reality to, I 
think, all of us here in this Chamber, 
which is that while we have many ex- 
traordinarily positive things going on 
in our system of education in this 
country, while we have tens of thou- 
sands, hundreds of thousands, of gifted 
and, I would say, heroically successful 
teachers, while we have excellent 
schools—public, private, and faith- 
based—in our country, the fact is that 
the status quo in American elementary 
and secondary education is not work- 
ing for millions of our children. 

The Senator from West Virginia, Mr. 
BYRD, spoke today with eloquence, 
with force, and with truth about the 
extent to which education, which has 
always been the way in which we have 
made the American dream of oppor- 
tunity real for generations of our peo- 
ple, and which is even more necessarily 
so today because of the highly informa- 
tional, technological age in which we 
live—how that ticket to a better life is 
being deprived to millions of our chil- 
dren today, who are going to school in 
buildings that are in shabby shape and 
schools that are unsafe—not only are 
the buildings unsafe, but it is unsafe to 
be there in many cases. Too often, they 
are taught—and I use the word advised- 
ly—by teachers who are not prepared 
in the subjects that they are supposed 
to be teaching. Too many parents are 
wanting to help their children more, 
but they are too burdened economi- 
cally to find a way to make that hap- 
pen. Class sizes are too large, and pro- 
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fessional development of teachers is 
not what it should be. 

Mr. President, I view this A+ Act, 
these A+ accounts, as one thoughtful, 
progressive response to that problem. 
It is not the solution to the problems 
that face American education and our 
children today. The fact is that there is 
no one answer to those problems. And 
the shortcoming of the debate that we 
have had here and the political joust- 
ing that is going on here—too much of 
it partisan—is that this debate is being 
framed as if it were a multiple-choice 
question on an exam for which there is 
only one right answer. That is not re- 
ality. There is not one right answer. 
The underlying bill here—the A+ ac- 
counts—is a thoughtful part of an an- 
swer. Many of the amendments offered, 
such as one regarding school construc- 
tion, and class size, and Senator 
BOXER’s on after-school education, are 
all part of the solution. And there are 
other decent, constructive, thoughtful 
answers to the crisis. 

I hope we can find a way—and I hope 
it is after we pass this bill, which I 
strongly support—to put aside the 
jousting and figure out a way to sit 
down together and find common 
ground that is aimed at benefiting the 
millions of schoolchildren in this coun- 
try who are not being adequately edu- 
cated today. That is going to require 
all sides to drop some of the 
orthodoxies, to drop some of the preju- 
dices, to drop some of the political re- 
flex instincts at work here today, and 
to go forward not to develop issues for 
the next campaign but to develop pro- 
grams for the next school year for our 
children. That is the way I approach 
this legislation. 

This is similar to a provision that 
passed both Houses of Congress as part 
of the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 but 
was stricken out before the President 
gave his final approval. The Taxpayer 
Relief Act did authorize the creation of 
an education savings account that 
would allow parents to set aside up to 
$500 each year in an after-tax account 
to help pay their children’s college 
education—a provision that I was 
proud to have cosponsored. The income 
limits in that proposal were exactly 
the same as in the proposal before us 
today. That proposal enjoyed broad bi- 
partisan support. No one called it a sop 
to the rich at that point, because it 
certainly was not. It was a helping 
hand to middle class families who are 
trying to send their kids to college to 
better educate them and to figure out 
how to do it without putting an enor- 
mous financial burden of debt on their 
backs. 

Senator COVERDELL and Senator 
TORRICELLI have had the imagination 
to simply take that idea and increase 
the amount of money that could be put 
in up to $2,000, and make it, as the de- 
bate has made clear, applicable to ele- 
mentary and secondary education as 
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well as college, and to make it avail- 
able for use by parents for both public 
school students and for students of 
those parents who choose to send them 
to private or faith-based schools. 

This bill could be called “the private 
GI bill.” It is really, in principle, no 
different than the GI bill that is one of 
the great accomplishments of the 
American Government in the postwar 
period. I say “private? because the 
money isn’t governmental, the money 
is the parents’. It is the families’ own 
money that they put into the accounts. 
Then they decide how they want to use 
it to benefit their child’s education and 
to put their child on a path to self-suf- 
ficiency in this technological informa- 
tion age. 

Some people talk about this bill as if 
it were the beginning and the end for 
public education. How could that be so? 
This is the beginning of an assist to 
parents of working middle class fami- 
lies, to encourage them to save some 
money so that they can help us better 
educate their children. Our priority in 
this country has been and always will 
be public education. That is where 
most of our children will be educated. 
That is where most of our effort must 
be put. But the crisis that plagues too 
many of our schools today forces us to 
focus on results. What are the results 
of the education system? What are we 
getting for the money we are putting 
into it and not on protecting the status 
quo? 

I view this not as a revolutionary 
proposal. Not at all. It is a modest, 
thoughtful, progressive, cost-efficient 
way to help parents better educate 
their children. Let’s not forget that 
one of the elements of the administra- 
tion’s education program is to get par- 
ents more involved in their children’s 
education. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to reread the President’s 
major education priorities. Both the 
President and the Secretary of Edu- 
cation have rightfully argued that 
stimulating greater parental involve- 
ment is critical to reaching all seven of 
the administration’s very worthy, 
right on target, top education goals, 
particularly when it comes to improv- 
ing reading proficiency. The Secretary 
believes it is so essential that he estab- 
lished a broad-based national initia- 
tive, a partnership for family involve- 
ment in education to better engage 
parents. 

The bill we are debating today I am 
convinced will help by encouraging 
parents across the country to save for 
the future and to take a more active 
role in their children’s schooling. It 
will not singlehandedly raise test 
scores or prompt millions of new par- 
ents to join their local PTA. But it will 
complement and reinforce the work of 
the Secretary of Education, the great 
work that he and many national and 
grassroots education groups are al- 
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ready doing. For that reason alone, to 
encourage more parental involvement 
in our children’s education, I think 
this proposal is worthy of support. 

Mr. President, as I see you in the 
Chair, the Senator from Indiana, it re- 
minds me to make this point. Some 
have said that this bill is a sop to the 
rich because of the income limits. In 
my opinion, it is a helping hand to the 
middle class working families. The re- 
ality is that the poorest families in our 
country probably will not have the 
money. I hope they can find some to 
put into these tax-free education sav- 
ings accounts. 

But I appeal to my colleagues. If you 
really want to help give a boost to poor 
children, if you are looking for a pro- 
gram that targets aid to those who are 
most disadvantaged, please take an- 
other look at the low-income school 
scholarship choice programs that the 
Senator from Indiana and I have tried 
in vain to convince 60 of our col- 
leagues, 58 besides ourselves, to sup- 
port so we could at least give these 
programs a test. Those programs are 
totally means tested. There is no sop 
to the rich there—not even a helping 
hand. It is to the middle class and di- 
rected totally to the poorest of our 
citizens. 

Mr. President, let me make two final 
points. I listened very carefully to my 
colleague and friend, the distinguished 
Senator from California, who is trou- 
bled by at least two of the amendments 
that have been put forward, both of 
which I voted against, one by the Sen- 
ator from Washington and the other by 
the Senator from Missouri. Her deci- 
sion, which I respect, is to vote against 
this bill because of those amendments. 

My decision, because of my strong 
support for the underlying bill, the 
idea of these empowering education 
savings accounts, is to vote for the bill 
with the amendments, although I op- 
pose the amendments, but to appeal to 
all of our colleagues who will sit on the 
conference committee on this measure 
to remove those amendments, to bring 
them back on another day, so that they 
do not jeopardize the enormous accom- 
plishment that we can make by passing 
the underlying bill. 

I want to say specifically with regard 
to Senator GORTON’s amendment on 
block grants that he spent a lot of time 
on it and he did a lot of good work. It 
is a very thoughtful proposal. It is sig- 
nificantly improved—if I could use that 
judgmental term at least in my frame 
of reference—from the last time he pre- 
sented it to the Senate. I know he has 
met with education groups about it. 
But the reality is, in my opinion, that 
it is too large a change. The underlying 
bill, that is significant, as I have said, 
is not revolutionary. Senator GORTON’s 
amendment is revolutionary. I think 
appropriately it ought not to be passed 
after a brief debate as an amendment 
to another bill; it ought to be consid- 
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ered in the fullest of time next year, 
when the Congress will take up the re- 
authorization of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act. 

The final point is this: I hope beyond 
the effort to take these controversial 
amendments off, which are guaranteed 
to bring a Presidential veto, that the 
conferees will break out of the tug-of- 
war mode that the two sides are in and 
see if we can’t find common ground. I 
have great respect for the Senator from 
Georgia, whose imagination built on 
the education savings account, the bill 
we passed last year, and made it into 
this excellent A+ account proposal. I 
know he has not spent the time which 
he has, as well as Senator TORRICELLI 
and others, just to pass a bill that is 
vetoed by the President and nothing 
happens. I know him well enough to 
know that he is not looking—if I may 
speak directly—for an issue, he is look- 
ing for an accomplishment, as all of us 


are. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s 15 minutes have expired. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I ask my colleague 
from Georgia for simply an additional 2 
minutes. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I yield another 2 
minutes to the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Sen- 
ator. 

My appeal is that when this bill 
passes, as I am convinced it will, that 
the conference committee, or meetings 
outside the conference meeting, includ- 
ing representatives of both parties, 
both Chambers, and the administra- 
tion, sit down together and see if we 
can’t put a package together that in- 
cludes these education savings ac- 
counts, the A+ accounts, and opens the 
door and includes some of the proposals 
that have been made by some of my 
Democratic colleagues in this debate 
and are favored by the administration. 

I think that is the way to have the 
result of all of this debate this week to 
be more than noise and issues to carry 
into the campaign. That is the way to 
have this debate result in some real 
change, some real hope of reform in 
America’s educational system, and, 
most specifically and in a more per- 
sonal way, some real hope for a better 
future for the millions of children in 
America who are not being given that 
chance for proficiency because we are 
not giving them the educational tools 
they deserve. 

I thank the Chair. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Georgia, 
Senator CLELAND. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia is recognized. 
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Mr. 
much. 

Mr. President, I would like to com- 
mend the senior Senator from Georgia, 
my dear colleague and friend, Senator 
COVERDELL, for his stick-to-itiveness in 
bringing this issue to the floor of the 
U.S. Senate. He has worked hard on the 
Parent and Student Savings Account 
Act. This bill is the product of many 
long hours of hard work and com- 
promise and collaboration, and Senator 
TORRICELLI and other members of the 
Finance Committee deserve praise for 
bringing this issue to the floor. 

I would like to state for the record 
that I had planned to support final pas- 
sage of the Parent and Student Savings 
Account (PLUS) Act as reported out of 
Committee. In addition to the edu- 
cation savings account provision in the 
bill, H.R. 2646 contains a number of 
measures that further increase edu- 
cation opportunities for students, in- 
cluding the expansion of employer-pro- 
vided education assistance to cover 
graduate courses, an allowance for in- 
dividuals to make withdrawals from 
State tuition program accounts on a 
tax-free basis, and a provision pro- 
viding an increase in the small issuer 
rebate exception for bonds used to fi- 
nance school construction, all of which 
I strongly support. 

And I also support the education sav- 
ings account provisions, especially the 
expansion of the credit for savings for 
college education, which have caused 
most of the controversy on the bill. 
While the Parent and Student Savings 
Account (PLUS) Act as reported by 
Committee was a modest and moderate 
bill and certainly was not the final an- 
swer to the education problems cur- 
rently facing our country, I believe 
that by making additional resources 
available for education this bill rep- 
resented a step forward and I had every 
intention of supporting it. 

Unfortunately, yesterday the Senate 
voted, by a one vote margin, to attach 
an amendment to this bill which I can 
not support, and which is neither mod- 
est nor moderate in impact. Senator 
GORTON’s block grant amendment 
greatly concerns me and I believe that 
it is a risky experiment that will un- 
dermine the legitimate, but limited, 
federal role in support of public edu- 
cation. 

Senator GORTON’s amendment would 
block grant funds for about one-third 
of the programs administered by the 
Education Department including those 
for bilingual education, Title I pro- 
grams which are targeted to poor, dis- 
advantaged school districts, Safe and 
Drug-free Schools, and education tech- 
nology. Some of these programs date 
back to the Eisenhower Administra- 
tion. We cannot turn back the clock on 
programs such as these. The Gorton 
amendment will undermine the federal 
commitment to improve the nation’s 
schools and opens the doors for aban- 
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donment of national commitments to 
disadvantaged and disabled students 
and other priorities established over 
the years by a bipartisan consensus in 
Congress. 

In spite of the fact that this idea was 
first advanced many months ago when 
the Senate took up last year’s edu- 
cation appropriations bill, no hearings 
have been held on this block grant pro- 
posal nor has there been any com- 
mittee review of its impact. As I stated 
earlier, this amendment affects one- 
third of the federal education programs 
and would, in effect, radically restruc- 
ture the administration of over $10 bil- 
lion of federal education dollars. I be- 
lieve that it is premature and irrespon- 
sible for this body to pass legislation 
that would make such sweeping 
changes to the federal role in education 
based on thirty minutes of debate. 

As a strong supporter of state and 
local decision-making I fully support 
our current educational system which 
vests most authority for education at 
the level of government closest to stu- 
dents and parents, usually local school 
boards, with the federal role largely 
limited to the provision of supple- 
mental financial assistance. However, I 
also believe that federal involvement, 
while limited, is necessary and that the 
Department of Education provides an 
appropriate oversight function to en- 
sure basic educational standards, civil 
rights protections, program quality 
safeguards as well as overall account- 
ability. 

I realize that there are many prob- 
lems with today’s schools. Our schools 
and our children, unfortunately, mirror 
many of the problems of our times. 
Drugs, gangs and weapons have infil- 
trated many of our schools and are ad- 
versely affecting our children. Student 
educational attainment is too low in 
far too many of our school systems. 
Combating these problems will take 
the best efforts of parents, teachers, 
administrators and governments at the 
local, state and federal level. 

In addition to Senator GORTON’s 
amendment I also am very concerned 
about Senator ASHCROFT’s amendment 
which will prohibit spending Federal 
education funds on national testing. I 
believe that voluntary national 
achievement tests will empower par- 
ents and local school districts to assess 
how well their students are performing. 
Such measures will give parents in- 
sight into how their children are doing 
and how well their children’s school is 
doing. From the voluntary tests, we 
will be able to determine if a child 
needs help, if a class needs help and if 
a school needs help. In direct conflict 
with the bipartisan compromise on na- 
tional testing so painstakingly crafted 
last year, the ASHCROFT Amendment 
will deny states and localities the right 
to utilize voluntary national tests to 
measure student learning and improve 
education so that all students will 
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meet high academic standards, particu- 
larly in math and reading. 

Again, I would like to reiterate that 
I would have voted for the Committee- 
approved version of H.R. 2646, which 
was a modest and moderate pro-edu- 
cation bill. However, due to the adop- 
tion of the block grant and national 
testing amendments, in my view the 
current version of this legislation does 
more harm than good and I cannot in 
good conscience vote for it. 

I say to Senator COVERDELL, who has 
put in many, many hours on behalf of 
this legislation, if these objectionable 
amendments are removed in con- 
ference, and I hope they will be, I will 
be pleased to vote for the conference 
report. 

I thank the Chair. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
am going to yield to the Senator from 
New Jersey whatever time he will need, 
but I also take this moment to ac- 
knowledge the enormous work he has 
provided as a principal cosponsor from 
the beginning. He has been tireless, 
dedicated, thoughtful, and a great ally. 

I yield to the Senator from New Jer- 
sey. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Jersey is recognized. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 
thank Senator COVERDELL for yielding 
the time and for his very gracious com- 
ments and, very importantly for the 
country and for the States, his extraor- 
dinary leadership on this issue. 

Mr. President, I will concede that 
when this debate began I believed we 
were entering upon something very im- 
portant, that after years of fooling our- 
selves about the quality of education in 
America, the Senate was about to un- 
dertake a broad and comprehensive de- 
bate—indeed, a discussion that could 
last not simply for this year or this 
Congress but through the decade— 
about how we fundamentally reform 
education in America, a debate in 
which everything was relevant and all 
subjects and proposals would come for- 
ward but one, and that is the defense of 
the status quo, because if there is one 
aspect of American life today that can- 
not in its entirety be defended, it is the 
quality of education that we are giving 
our children. 

The process of education in America 
today stands like a dagger at the heart 
of this country. It is time to speak the 
truth to parents and children alike, be- 
cause it is not simply that the edu- 
cation of our country is not of a qual- 
ity to compete, the problem is more 
fundamental—because many parents, 
working hard, paying their taxes, help- 
ing their children, believe they are 
being educated to world-class stand- 
ards when they are not. 

The simple answer to the question, 
what can be said about the future of a 
country where one-third of its students 
may enter the work force functionally 
illiterate, 40 percent of fourth graders 
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cannot meet minimum standards of 
math, 40 percent of eight graders can- 
not read at basic levels, the simple 
truth is a country that is teaching its 
children to those standards has a very 
limited economic future and cannot 
maintain its current quality of life or 
perhaps even social stability. 

That is the sad truth about our coun- 
try today. And so I believed that when 
Senator COVERDELL brought this legis- 
lation forward, we would be laying the 
foundation for an extensive debate 
about what we do about private and pa- 
rochial schools, what we do about the 
public schools, that we would incor- 
porate the best of President Clinton’s 
ideas and that of the Democratic and 
Republican leadership and set out an 
agenda to carry us through the years in 
this great debate. 

It was sadly, it appears, Mr. Presi- 
dent, not to be. There are aspects 
about the Coverdell legislation that 
have been said so many times and yet 
it is as if those who do not agree sim- 
ply do not want to hear. Among those, 
sadly, I must say, my friend and a man 
that I admire as much as any in this 
country, the President of the United 
States, Bill Clinton. I heard the Presi- 
dent yesterday say this is another form 
of a voucher, it is support for the 
wealthy, it is an abandonment of the 
public schools. 

It is worth stating one more time be- 
fore this debate concludes so, no mat- 
ter what the vote and however people 
may choose to cast their votes, we un- 
derstand the simple truth. No one ever 
contended that the Coverdell legisla- 
tion was an answer for every problem 
of education in America. If you are vot- 
ing for it because you believe in one 
vote you solve all problems, you will 
not only be disappointed but you will 
be dishonest in casting your vote. It is 
one idea to deal with one set of prob- 
lems. It does these things. But not as 
its critics have contended. 

Last year this Senate voted to estab- 
lish savings accounts for college edu- 
cations. In that instance, as on this 
day, we did not want this benefit to go 
to the wealthy alone. With limited re- 
sources, we wanted this benefit to go to 
middle-income people and working 
families. So we established income lim- 
its, $160,000 for a family, $110,000 for a 
single parent. Those are the same lim- 
its that are in this bill. If you came to 
this floor last year establishing savings 
accounts for college, believing you 
were targeting these resources to the 
middle-income people—and you did—on 
this day you have the same chance 
with the same limits of providing the 
same opportunity to the same families. 
This is a middle-income program. Yet 
it is argued this is just another form of 
a voucher. 

Senator COVERDELL and I differ on 
the question of vouchers. He supports 
them. I do not. In either case, this is 
not a voucher. A voucher is a system 
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whereby you take a drawing right upon 
Government money and you transfer 
that money from a public school to a 
private school. Under the Coverdell 
proposal, all the money being made 
available is your money. It is a fam- 
ily’s savings, not the Government’s. 
The public schools will not receive one 
dime less, not one dime less because we 
establish these accounts. All we are 
using, or allowing to be used, is the 
family’s own money. 

At the end of the day, as Members of 
the Senate come to this floor to cast 
their votes, the issue is really more 
simple than it might otherwise appear. 
Senator COVERDELL’s proposal will pro- 
vide a net increase over these years of 
$12 billion in new resources for Amer- 
ican education, public and private. Who 
among us, knowing the test scores of 
our students, the quality of their in- 
struction, the challenge to our coun- 
try, would argue that this $12 billion 
should not be made available when it 
draws nothing from the Treasury, puts 
no restraint upon our resources, but 
simply allows families to join the fight 
for a quality education? 

Now the question arises, of that $12 
billion, what else does it bring? Be- 
cause, you see, not only is it not draw- 
ing upon Government resources but it 
draws upon another powerful idea. 
Through most of the life of this coun- 
try, the education of a family, a child, 
a whole generation, was not seen as the 
responsibility of a school board or a 
government alone. It was grandparents 
and aunts and uncles, employers, a 
whole community was part of edu- 
cating a child. Somehow, through the 
years, education became a government 
issue alone. The government will al- 
ways be central to education, in raising 
the resources and hiring teachers and 
assuring quality, but part of the genius 
of this proposal is that through these 
savings accounts, on every holiday, on 
every birthday, on every occasion, 
aunts, uncles, grandparents, employ- 
ers, labor unions, churches, can also 
put their money in these accounts to 
help educate these children. It is an in- 
vitation to the American family and 
community to get back into the proc- 
ess of educating American children. 

Yet, it is argued, those who may now 
concede maybe it doesn't just go to the 
wealthy, and maybe after this final ar- 
gument they will concede maybe it is 
not government money, maybe it 
doesn’t hurt the public schools—but 
what does it do for most American stu- 
dents who have these accounts? It 
bears repeating, because it goes to the 
heart of the issue of educational qual- 
ity. I hope these accounts allow us to 
maintain a system of private edu- 
cation—be they Yeshivas or private or 
parochial schools, so parents have a le- 
gitimate choice of where to send their 
children. That choice and that com- 
petition has served America well in 
every other aspect of American life. I 
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doubt it is a complication and I doubt 
it will fail to provide quality in edu- 
cation, as it does in all other areas of 
American life. 

But the fact of the matter is, too, 
these accounts are not just about 
maintaining a private school system in 
the country free of constitutional chal- 
lenge by not using government money. 
The simple truth is, 90 percent of the 
students in America go to public 
school. We cannot begin to deal with 
issues of educational quality unless we 
also deal with public schools. Simply 
because most of these students go to 
public schools, by logic most of this 
money will go to public school stu- 
dents. The Joint Committee on Tax- 
ation has informed the Congress that 
70 percent of this money, 70 percent of 
the beneficiaries of this money, will be 
public school students. Because under 
the proposal of Senator COVERDELL, 
this money is available not simply for 
tuition to private schools, but after- 
school activities: Transportation after 
school, the hiring of tutors, home com- 
puters, books, software. 

It is an acknowledgment that edu- 
cation in the 2lst century is not any 
longer just about a teacher, a desk, and 
a student. Learning will take place 
throughout the day, throughout the 
year, in many avenues of learning. How 
many middle-class and working-class 
families in America can afford to buy 
home computers, pay the cost of hiring 
a public school teacher to teach in the 
evening or after school when a child is 
having trouble with her studies? How 
many can buy the software so a stu- 
dent can do the research? How many 
can afford the after-school transpor- 
tation, the uniforms, the athletic 
equipment, things that a generation 
ago as students we took for granted? 
They are not available anymore. Or 
they weren't necessary then, like tu- 
tors or home computers. But they are 
necessary now. 

For those who come to the floor and 
argue about the social justice of it, 
whether or not this is being made 
available to the broad majority of 
Americans, consider this. There is a 
new dividing line in America of oppor- 
tunity and it is access to knowledge 
and education. Mr. President, 60 per- 
cent of American families do not have 
home computers. Their ability to re- 
search, to write, to learn when they are 
not in school, to be competitive, is 
being compromised. Public education, 
the great leveler in America, can have 
two tiers—those families who have 
money for these ancillary purchases 
and those who do not; those who can 
afford tutors and those who do not, to 
participate in advanced math and 
science. 

Under the Coverdell proposal, these 
accounts are available to ensure that 
those 60 percent of Americans who do 
not have access to this technology can 
buy it through these accounts. Indeed, 
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it is worse than it appears on its face. 
In the minority communities, 85 per- 
cent of African American families do 
not have access to home computers. 
This is an opportunity, it is an avenue 
where many of these families—admit- 
tedly not all—many families can save 
their own money to prepare their stu- 
dents. 

Yet it will be argued by people of 
good faith who genuinely care about 
education, who will come to this floor 
and argue that, well, it may do those 
things, some students in the public 
schools may get home computers, some 
may get tutors, and in the private 
schools some working families may be 
able to keep their children in schools 
who couldn’t do it otherwise, but it 
won't help everybody, it won't help a 
third of the students, 20 percent of the 
students, 10 percent of the students. 
They could not be more right. I have 
not heard Senator COVERDELL argue, 
and certainly this Senator has not ar- 
gued, that this is a prescription that 
will help every student in every way in 
every educational problem in America. 

I challenge one Senator to come to 
this floor with one idea that will do 
that. This is a single idea, not the last 
idea. It may not even be the best idea, 
but it is an idea that does help the 
problem of education in America. Let 
me address that for a moment, if I can, 
frankly in a partisan sense. 

For many years, members of my 
party proudly have been able to con- 
tend that the issue of education in 
America, in access and in quality, be- 
longed to the Democratic Party. In- 
deed, from student loans to student 
lunches, title I through the vast array 
of 40 years of education programs, 
much of those programs were authored 
by Democrats in this Congress. It is 
one of the things that led me proudly 
to be a member of the Democratic 
Party. 

But if at this late date in our Nation 
dealing with our education problems 
we are about to engage in a partisan 
competition, if there is to be an upward 
spiral of competition in ideas for who 
can serve the cause of quality edu- 
cation, then it is a debate not only 
worthy of the country, but important 
for our future. 

Education savings accounts need be 
neither a Republican nor a Democratic 
idea. Last year in establishing such ac- 
counts for college, they were authored 
by President Clinton himself. This 
year, Senator LIEBERMAN, Senator 
BREAUX, Senator BIDEN, myself, and 
others have joined in this effort with 
Senator COVERDELL to establish these 
accounts. This does not mean that we 
subscribe to the notion that this is a 
replacement for either the President’s 
program or other proposals. Indeed, I 
began my remarks today by stating 
some profound disappointment. This 
legislation is worthy of being passed. It 
would be better if Senator CAROL 
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MOSELEY-BRAUN’s legislation for school 
construction were included. With two- 
thirds of American schools in funda- 
mental disrepair, needing serious con- 
struction, the Federal Government 
should be involved, and the President’s 
proposal, as advanced by the Senator 
from Illinois, should be included. 

Senator KENNEDY’s proposal, in ad- 
vancing the proposal of President Clin- 
ton for 100,000 new teachers to reduce 
class size to 18, should be included. 
Senator LEVIN’s proposal for tech- 
nology training for teachers would bet- 
ter prepare our schools and should be 
included. Senator MURRAY’s proposal 
for class size; Senator BOXER’s proposal 
for after-school activities. 

Jam going to support Senator COVER- 
DELL’s proposal, because I believe it is 
a worthwhile contribution, but I also 
concede this: This Senate could have 
done better. We may be addressing one 
important proposal and making one 
valuable contribution, but we could 
have made many valuable contribu- 
tions. We could have made this genu- 
inely bipartisan and further advance 
the cause of quality education. 

Finally, let me say that on this day 
when the vote is complete, I will join 
with Senator LIEBERMAN, Senator 
CLELAND, Senator BREAUX, and others 
in a letter to the majority leader, be- 
cause it is still not too late to have 
this educational debate be genuinely 
bipartisan to avoid a confrontation 
with President Clinton and to achieve 
something real in the process of edu- 
cation reform. 

The majority has the power in the 
conference committee to maintain its 
provisions to eliminate voluntary Fed- 
eral testing standards across the coun- 
try. The majority will have the votes 
and the power in the conference com- 
mittee to impose block grants on the 
Department of Education under the 
title. That power exists, but it will not 
lead to the cause of bipartisanship or 
more comprehensive education reform. 
It will ensure a Presidential veto, frus- 
trate those of us who have fought for 
education savings accounts, and dead- 
lock this Senate in further consider- 
ation of improving educational quality 
in the United States. 

I urge the majority leader in the con- 
ference committee to use his influence 
to have those provisions removed, to 
allow Senator COVERDELL’s proposal to 
stand on its merits in which we can 
privately engage in a conversation 
with the President and convince him in 
one of the great ironies of this debate. 
Senator COVERDELL's proposals are not 
only consistent with President Clin- 
ton’s goals for education in America, 
they, indeed, spring from the same 
roots as his own programs last year for 
college education. 

Finally, I want to state my great ad- 
miration for Senator COVERDELL, his 
tenacity and his creativity in having 
brought the Senate to this point. I 
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know he must share my disappoint- 
ment in that all of our optimism for bi- 
partisanship, our hope for a thorough 
educational debate in which we could 
have engaged in a competition of how 
together we could improve the quality 
of our schools rather than having 
sought partisan advantage—it has been 
a disappointment, but we make 
progress where we can, remembering 
Edison’s words that discontent is a 
necessary element in progress. We have 
had our share of discontent. Senator 
COVERDELL, in the passage of his legis- 
lation, will at least have a share of 
progress as well. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. COVERDELL addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague. I appreciate his 
eloquence, Again, I extend my thanks 
for his dedication and just tenacious 
strength in terms of promoting this 
legislation. I listened intently to his 
description of the circumstances, and I 
applaud his moment here in the Sen- 
ate. Thank you. 

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield 
10 minutes to the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts, Senator KERRY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Senator 
from North Dakota. 

Mr. President, I listened carefully to 
the debate, as we have called it, over 
the course of the last few days, and to 
the comments of the Senator from New 
Jersey. I regret to say he is correct in 
saying this could have been a great de- 
bate, but it wasn’t; this could have 
been a great bill, but it isn’t. 

The truth is that over the course of 
the last days, the Senate has fun- 
damentally avoided a real discussion 
and a real engagement on the subject 
of American education. What has hap- 
pened essentially has been a very par- 
tisan and very political exercise. I do 
not believe that was the design of the 
Senator from Georgia, and I know it is 
not his fault. But I regret that, as Iam 
sure he must regret it, because we 
know this is a bill that, in its current 
form, is going to be vetoed by the 
President of the United States, and I 
believe it ought to be vetoed by the 
President of the United States. 

I have previously said on the floor of 
the Senate that I do not think the idea 
of savings accounts is a bad idea, and 
there are ways to construct a savings 
account that makes sense. But if the 
Joint Committee on Taxation tells us, 
even though you can distort the figures 
and say, Well, X percentage of this is 
going to go to people in public school, 
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yes, it is going to go to families whose 
kids are in public school’’—it is still 
the high-income earners in America; 
the fact is over 70 percent of the bene- 
fits of this are going to go to the top 20 
percent of income earners. You cannot 
rationalize that by saying, Well, 48 
percent of it is going to go to public 
school people and 52 percent is going to 
go to private school people.” The 48 
percent of public school people who are 
going to get it are not the people who 
most need it and not the people, gen- 
erally speaking, who reflect the crisis 
of our schools. 

I come to the floor perhaps from a 
different place than some of my col- 
leagues, because I am prepared to say 
the public education system of this 
country is fundamentally imploding for 
a lot of different reasons. There are 
wonderful bright spots, so-called blue 
ribbon schools. We can go out, pin 
them up and award benefits to Teach- 
er of the Year” with salutations in 
Washington—and they are marvelous 
teachers, extraordinary teachers, as 
are the vast majority of teachers in the 
system. But no one can deny the hard 
realities of what we know is happening 
in the system. 

When you look at the fact that 2.6 
million kids graduated from high 
school a couple of years ago, and fully 
one-third of them graduated with a 
level of reading that was below a basic 
satisfactory reading level and only 
100,000 of the 2.6 million had a world- 
class reading level, how can anybody in 
their right mind sit there and defend 
that system? 

The Brookings Institute recently re- 
leased statistics that show a very 
damning reality with respect to the 
number of people who are teaching in 
their fields, so to speak. The number of 
teachers in our public school system 
who are actually teaching math who 
majored in math or are teaching 
science who majored in science is de- 
plorable. It is extraordinary. 

It is no wonder that all across Amer- 
ica we have parents who are desperate 
about the situation, who are trying to 
find ways to vote with their children, 
in a sense, by taking them out of the 
public school system and putting them 
into parochial school, teaching them at 
home, or putting them into a charter 
school and hence there is an enormous 
surge in America among our parents 
looking for safety, looking for a sanc- 
tuary for their children, looking for 
the certainty of adequacy of education. 

Everybody in the U.S. Senate ought 
to admit that. But having admitted it, 
the question is then, what are we pre- 
pared to do about it? What we are 
doing here has the potential to, in fact, 
undermine the capacity to fix the 
places where 90 percent of the children 
of this country go to school. Ninety 
percent of the children of this country 
are in public school today. But 90 per- 
cent of the benefit of this bill does not 
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go to public schools. A minimal per- 
centage of the benefit of this bill is 
going to go to the people who most 
need it, in the places that they most 
need it, for the reasons that they most 
need it. 

It is not enough to talk about put- 
ting more teachers into our classrooms 
if the teachers are not the right kinds 
of teachers, if the teachers do not get 
paid the right amount of money, if you 
cannot attract the right kinds of 
teachers because you do not pay them 
the right amount of money, if you do 
not put them in a school situation 
where there is the minimal level of 
safety so they can function in a way 
that does not put them at jeopardy, at 
risk of life and a whole lot of other 
things that are part of the problems in 
the public schools of America. We have 
a lot of people who are prepared to 
abandon that because of those prob- 
lems rather than try to fix those prob- 
lems. 

But you cannot build enough charter 
schools, you cannot provide enough 
vouchers to save a whole generation 
from the current crisis of education in 
this country for that 90 percent of our 
kids who are in public school. You can- 
not do it. And what this bill amounts 
to is a Band-Aid, a tiny little Band-Aid 
on a system that needs triage, a sys- 
tem that is basically floundering, but 
part of the reason that it is floundering 
is because this is what we do. 

We come to the U.S. Senate and we 
do not debate the real problems of how 
you turn this system around. What do 
you do in a school that is floundering 
in the inner city where parents do not 
have the options of a private school, 
where there is no place to take their 
voucher, where there is no place for 
them to somehow find a place that is a 
sanctuary for their children? Do you 
abandon that school? 

Well, the Senator from Illinois tried 
to come in here and say, Let's not 
abandon that school. Let’s provide the 
resources to guarantee that that school 
can be fixed up and decent.” What did 
we do? The U.S. Senate rejected that. 
The U.S. Senate is suggesting that it is 
OK to help those people for whom a tax 
benefit is a benefit, and if you do not 
get the benefit of the tax benefit, too 
bad. Sure that is going to save some 
kids. I do not deny that. That is really 
nice for people who can take advantage 
of that benefit. But what about all the 
rest of the people who are stuck in that 
system who do not even have a way of 
filing a tax return and getting a tax 
credit, don’t know anything about an 
IRA, can’t put away enough money to 
have an IRA or who are stuck in a sys- 
tem, as they are in Washington, DC, or 
elsewhere, that just does not function? 

I am going to be the first person to 
say that we have to talk differently 
about the whole education system. We 
have to talk differently on our side of 
the fence about the things that we 
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have been stuck in the cement on ideo- 
logically, about things like tenure and 
a whole lot of other third rails of 
American politics. 

And we also have to ask our friends 
on the other side of the aisle to face 
the reality that those 90 percent of our 
children who are stuck in those public 
schools desperately need us to help 
them have schools that function, that 
do not freeze them out of the classroom 
or bake them out of the classroom, to 
give them the opportunity to be able to 
learn, and that learning is a function of 
a whole bunch of things. 

Every blue ribbon school I visited, 
the first thing I have noticed is, boy, 
do they have a wonderful principal. 
And almost without exception, that 
principal is operating outside of the 
normal workings of the system. They 
work to deal with the school com- 
mittee. They work to deal with the 
parents. They work to deal even with 
the union, and teachers can be moved 
when they need to be moved. And, by 
God, you get a school that works all of 
a sudden. 

What we ought to be talking about is 
how we make every public school in 
the system fundamentally a charter 
school within the system. We could do 
that if we really wanted to. We could 
do that if we were not stuck in this 
sort of, gee, we are going to fight for 
vouchers, and we are going to be over 
here, and we are going to protect the 
people who do not like the vouchers, 
and, by God, we are going to talk past 
each other in the most important de- 
bate that this country has faced. That 
is what we are doing. 

This is the single most important 
subject in front of the country, because 
we have kids who come to school today 
in the first grade who do not even have 
the capacity of a first-grade level to 
read numbers, to repeat colors, to rec- 
ognize shapes. And that is where the 
problem for our teachers begins, with a 
whole different set of children. People 
who sit there and say, Gee, our school 
system ought to be the way it was with 
the little red schoolhouse,” are not 
willing to acknowledge that we are liv- 
ing in a very different world. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. DORGAN. I yield 4 additional 
minutes to the Senator. 

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized for an additional 4 
minutes. 

Mr. KERRY. The problems that our 
teachers face today are different from 
anything that ever existed previously 
in our lives. Kids come to school with 
different baggage. And teachers are ex- 
pected to perform a whole set of func- 
tions which they are not able to per- 
form, which they have not been trained 
to perform, and in many cases which 
they are simply not allowed to perform 
because the political correctness of the 


6634 


school system or the political correct- 
ness of the school boards, and the poli- 
tics of it, deny them the ability to be 
able to do the things that you can do in 
some of these other schools. 

I think people who are looking to 
those other schools, for example, are 
right. They are right. You have to look 
around to where education is really 
happening. You have to look to where 
kids are coming out with higher test 
scores, with better values, with a bet- 
ter sense of discipline, with a sense of 
order, and with opportunity in their 
lives. 

But why is it that we are incapable 
in the Senate of finding the ability to 
look for the common ground where we 
could find the best of what happens in 
parochial schools, the best of what hap- 
pens in charter schools, the best of 
what happens in blue ribbon schools, 
and make it happen in all of our 
schools? 

We did not try in this debate, in my 
judgment, because I think the Senate 
was busy talking past each other, cre- 
ating a lot of 30-second advertisements 
for campaigns and fundamentally set- 
ting up a structure where the kids are 
once again the victims of our unwill- 
ingness to meet these issues. 

We need a lot of fundamental reform 
in our school system, and I will speak 
considerably to that over the course of 
the next weeks. But I regret that in the 
course of this debate good ideas were 
left languishing. 

Let me give you an example. There 
was one amendment that passed by 63 
votes which provides incentives for 
States to establish and administer 
periodic teacher testing and merit pay 
programs. I am for that. I voted 
against it though. Why did I vote 
against it? Because it takes the money 
from teacher training programs for the 
very people who are trying to improve, 
who are in the system today, who have 
to have ongoing efforts in order to 
meet the standards that we want them 
to meet. 

So why could we not guarantee at 
least that we would protect the current 
structure sufficiently and find the ca- 
pacity to provide the merit pay and 
have the testing? And I think that 
what has happened generally here is 
the process of robbing Peter to pay 
Paul, because we are unwilling to ac- 
knowledge the size and complexity of 
the overall reform effort that is nec- 
essary. 

My hope is we will come back to this 
effort after the President has gone 
through his effort. Or perhaps the con- 
ference committee will totally rewrite 
this with a miracle. My hope is we will 
come back and write a bill that will 
adequately reflect the full measure of 
reform that is necessary and, most im- 
portantly, the full measure of commit- 
ment to the public school system of 
this country. 

My friend from New Jersey said this 
is not a voucher system. Well, it is not. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


It is not a direct voucher system. But 
you cannot tell me if 52 percent of the 
benefit goes to people in private 
schools and all of a sudden they are 
getting $2,000 instead of $500, that that 
will increase support for the public 
school system when they now have in- 
creased dollars in their pocket to send 
their kids to more private schools. It is 
a backdoor voucher system. It is pro- 
viding a savings account that, in effect, 
has the impact of a voucher system be- 
cause it strengthens parochial and pri- 
vate at the expense of the public school 
system and diminishes the base of sup- 
port, the foundation for that system. 

I will vote against it. I hope the Sen- 
ate will come back to have a real de- 
bate on education in the future. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, in a 
moment I will yield to the Senator 
from New Hampshire, but I do want to 
point out to the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts that so far, until we hear from 
Senator GREGG, the Senators who have 
come to the floor to speak about the 
education savings account in a favor- 
able forum were Senators BYRD, FEIN- 
STEIN, LIEBERMAN, CLELAND, and 
TORRICELLI—all Democrats. Despite 
the difficulty we have had, this has 
been a very significant bipartisan de- 
bate—not as partisan as the Senator 
characterized. 

We will next hear from the first Sen- 
ator on our side of the aisle in support, 
No. 1. 

No. 2, you are right when you say 
these statistics are befuddling. But at 
the end of the day, over a 10-year pe- 
riod over $10 billion gets saved in these 
accounts. Half goes to children who are 
in public schools and half goes to chil- 
dren in private. The construct of who 
benefits is identical, to the exact same 
people who were defined in the edu- 
cation savings account that the Presi- 
dent and we adopted last year. It is 
identical. It is the same targeted com- 
munity, same targeted community. 

The point that neither one of us can 
really settle, I believe it is statistically 
insignificant, the number of people 
—there will be some who will change 
schools because of the savings account. 
I think it is very limited. In other 
words, the reason that half this 
money—they represent a third of the 
people, but half the money in private, 
is because those folks are already pay- 
ing the public school system and they 
know they have a higher tuition, so 
they save more. 

In that sense it skews 50/50. But it is 
still $5 billion going to public schools 
and $5 billion going to help students in 
private. 

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. COVERDELL. I yield. 

Mr. KERRY. That is exactly what I 
said in my comments: 52 percent versus 
48 percent. That is almost even. But 
when you take that 48 percent and look 
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at their income levels, you have the 
largest percentage—— 

Mr. COVERDELL. Those are the 
same income levels as set in the IRA 
for higher education which has been 
celebrated by both parties and the 
President. 

Mr. KERRY. A second point is most 
of those people are putting away for 
higher education because they have no 
place to put it in terms of the public 
school unless they might choose to 
spend it on a computer or something, 
but there is no proof they will do that. 
There is no proof here as to how people 
will be able to spend their money. I 
will not get into how you go down that 
road. 

The underlying component of this 
that is so disturbing, after you finish 
that analysis, is this, and I think the 
Senator from Georgia will have to ac- 
knowledge it. You are still leaving that 
vast 90 percent out there, most of 
whom in the worst situations are stuck 
in situations where this will not im- 
prove their lives, their education, their 
capacity to move forward. That is the 
great dilemma that so many of us have 
with this. 

As I said, I like savings accounts. I 
want to vote for a savings account. I 
cannot do it in the structure that has 
been put in this bill. That is my regret. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I would like to 
come back to it. I did want to respond 
to the Senator. I appreciate the Sen- 
ator giving me an opportunity to re- 
spond. 

I now yield up to 15 minutes to the 
Senator from New Hampshire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire is recognized 
to speak for up to 15 minutes. 

Mr. GREGG. I thank the floor leader, 
and I wish to congratulate the floor 
leader for his excellent work in moving 
this bill forward. This is a very impor- 
tant piece of legislation for improving 
the quality of education in this coun- 
try, and specifically for empowering 
parents to have more of a role in choos- 
ing how their child is educated and 
being sure their children have the re- 
sources to obtain the type of education 
which parents want for their kids. It 
really is not a radical idea. It is a very 
reasonable idea. So reasonable it is 
hard to understand why there would be 
opposition to allowing parents to be 
able to save more, to use that savings 
for the benefit of their children, to edu- 
cate their children. So I certainly con- 
gratulate the Senator from Georgia for 
his excellent work in bringing this leg- 
islation. 

I wanted to speak on a couple of spe- 
cifics and then generally on the bill. 
There was an opportunity which I was 
going to undertake, along with Senator 
GORTON, to offer an amendment to try 
to clarify some of the issues relative to 
IDEA, especially in the questions deal- 
ing with the teacher role, in dealing 
with children who have special edu- 
cation needs but turn out to be violent. 
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We did pass the IDEA reauthorization 
bill last year, which I worked hard on. 
I was proud to participate in it. 

Unfortunately, the Department of 
Education has not followed the rather 
explicit instructions from the Congress 
on how regulations should be issued 
under this bill. As a result, the ques- 
tion of how we deal with the school sit- 
uation involving a child who is a phys- 
ical threat to other children in the 
classroom and to the teacher has not 
been properly addressed. My amend- 
ment would have addressed that. It was 
an amendment which I worked on. Sen- 
ator GORTON was the prime mover of 
such an amendment earlier last year, 
although it was the same amendment. 

The issue here, of course, is making 
sure that such language, should it be 
brought forward, does not allow school 
systems to in any arbitrary or capri- 
cious or inappropriate way bar the spe- 
cial-needs child from the classroom. 
That would be absolutely unacceptable. 

I headed up a school that dealt with 
special-needs children, and I under- 
stand, I think, this issue as well as 
anyone who is addressing it here in 
this Senate. I am very sensitive to the 
importance of making sure that noth- 
ing happens which would undermine 
the capacity of the child who is main- 
stream, and who is gaining from that 
mainstream experience, to receive that 
experience they have under the law. 

There is also a need to address the 
fact that in instances of true physical 
violence, teachers, principals, other 
children in the classroom, find them- 
selves sometimes put in a position 
where they have no way of adequately 
dealing with a child who is a physical 
threat to them. In fact, there have 
been a lot of instances which reflect 
this problem. 

Without the Department of Edu- 
cation addressing the issue, which it 
should have addressed, it is probably 
going to be appropriate to address the 
issue in some other form such as this. 
We decided not to move forward on 
that because we did not want to com- 
plicate this bill any further than it had 
already been complicated, and there- 
fore we—Senator GORTON and myself— 
reserved our amendment on that point. 

I must say, the special education 
community, which I have worked with 
rather aggressively over the years—I 
have been probably their greatest 
champion on a number of issues, spe- 
cifically on getting funding and on 
working on the last bill—has reacted, I 
think, overreacted to the proposal. 
They did not see the proposal. They 
simply characterized it and went forth 
to inform their constituency—mis- 
inform their constituency would be 
more accurate—as to what it would 
have done, which is ironic and inappro- 
priate considering the support I have 
given that community. 

On the second point, which was the 
number of amendments which we saw 
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here which were an attempt to basi- 
cally move dollars from this COVER- 
DELL approach from the A+ plan into 
special education, a number of amend- 
ments were brought forth, and specifi- 
cally the Dodd amendment, which I 
wanted to address because I didn’t have 
a chance in the 15-minute limitation of 
time to respond on these points. I have 
led this fight in the Senate now for 3 
years—well, actually since I got here, 
but I have actually been successful 
over the last 3 years—to try to increase 
funding for special education. The Fed- 
eral Government made a commitment 
that it would do 40 percent of the cost 
in special education. When I arrived 
here, having served as Governor, that 
commitment was not being fulfilled. In 
fact, the Federal Government was only 
doing about 6 percent of the cost of 
special education. 

The fact that the Federal Govern- 
ment was failing to do its share of spe- 
cial education costs was having a dis- 
proportionate and unfair impact on the 
local school systems, and it was espe- 
cially, in my opinion, putting the spe- 
cial-needs child and the parents of the 
special-needs child in an untenable po- 
sition in local school board meetings, 
where they were being looked at as si- 
phoning off resources from other ac- 
tivities of the school systems. They 
had every right to those resources, but 
unfortunately because the Federal 
Government wasn't paying the cost of 
that education, those resources had to 
come from other places. So the Federal 
Government has been totally irrespon- 
sible in this area of funding special 
education. 

As a result of my efforts and the ef- 
forts of Senator LOTT, first we passed a 
commitment to fully fund special edu- 
cation to 40 percent, and we followed 
that up with making the Budget Act 
make that statement, and followed it 
up by having the first bill put forth by 
the Republican Senate being S. 1, a 
commitment to full funding for special 
education. Then we followed all those 
words up with hard dollars. Two years 
ago, we increased the funding of special 
education by almost $700 million. We 
followed that up with another almost 
$700 million—I think it is over $700 mil- 
lion in the first year. We have dramati- 
cally increased funding in special edu- 
cation, not as far as we need to go, but 
we have done that. The Republicans did 
that. We had no support from the ad- 
ministration on this initiative and 
only marginal support when it came to 
the actual votes on those budgets from 
the other side of the aisle on this ini- 
tiative. 

So we have a track record of having 
delivered on this issue. The great irony 
here—another great irony—is that the 
amendments brought forth by the 
other side of the aisle were paper 
amendments meant to paper over, I 
think, the irresponsibility of this ad- 
ministration and the other side of the 
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aisle on the issue of special ed because, 
once again, just a few weeks ago when 
we passed the budget in this body, we 
saw that the administration and the 
other side of the aisle were not willing 
to put their name on the line on the 
cause of special education and funding 
special education. 

The Republican budget increases spe- 
cial education by $2.5 billion. I don’t 
think any Democrats—or maybe one or 
two—only a small number of Demo- 
crats voted for that budget. The Presi- 
dent’s budget that was brought forward 
and voted on in committee increased 
special education funding by a measly 
$35 million—$35 million. That was basi- 
cally a nonexistent event that would 
have probably been used for adminis- 
trative overhead down at the Depart- 
ment of Education. That $35 million 
probably would never have seen the 
light of day in any school system. 

So we made the commitment, and 
when it came to casting the vote, we 
cast the vote to increase special edu- 
cation funding. Now this cause has 
been taken up by the Speaker of the 
House, who talked about this, and the 
chairman of the House committee on 
this issue, and again the majority lead- 
er is aggressively pursuing it as well as 
myself. We intend to fulfill our obliga- 
tions for special education funding as a 
Congress under Republican leadership. 

So when we saw these amendments 
coming at us, we had to almost smile 
at the political grandstanding of it be- 
cause that is what they were, just po- 
litical grandstanding. If those folks 
really want to fund special education, 
we are going to give them the chance 
to do that. We are going to be bringing 
bills out here that do that. I wish they 
had been there on the budget amend- 
ment. Please take those votes and 
those amendments for what they were, 
which was trying to paper over their 
own lack of effort in this area in the 
face of what was a hard action on our 
part of delivering hard dollars out to 
the school systems for assistance to 
special education. 

On the bill overall, what we have 
here is a choice between the status 
quo—and I have heard basically almost 
an unlimited defense of the status quo 
from those folks who oppose this piece 
of legislation—and people who want to 
empower parents to have more of a role 
in the education of their children. Now, 
I know that money is a factor in edu- 
cation. We all know that. I know that 
the building is a factor in education. I 
know that the number of kids in a 
classroom is a factor in education. I 
will tell you something. In my experi- 
ence, and I think probably in the expe- 
rience of anybody who is going to be 
honest, the single most significant im- 
pact on a child’s education is the pa- 
rental involvement and the parental 
activity. What this bill does is it brings 
the parents into the process more ag- 
gressively. It gives the parents a new 
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tool to be able to help their children 
out as they try to move through this 
maze of education which we thrust at 
them. 

Why would we not want to do that? 
Well, I can’t think of any reason. This 
is a parent-empowering amendment 
and proposal. The opposition really 
comes from people who seem to think 
that this threatens the status quo. 
That is where the opposition is coming 
from. They see this as a threat to some 
structure that presently exists out 
there. That has been the basic under- 
lying theme of the opposition. Well, is 
the status quo so good? Is it so extraor- 
dinary and doing such a wonderful job 
that it should not be shaken a little 
bit? This is not a big shaking up; it’s 
just sort of a little vibration. I am not 
sure this would appear on the Richter 
scale, but it is a significant and good 
step. It is a good step, but it is not a 
dramatic shaking up of the status quo. 
I can think of some things we should 
do to dramatically shake up the status 
quo, and hopefully we will. But this is 
a step in the right direction. It is a par- 
ent-empowering step, confronting the 
defenders of the status quo on edu- 
cation. 

I have to tell you, the status quo in 
education isn’t cutting it. We know 
that as a society. Parents know it. 
Businesses that are trying to hire peo- 
ple coming out of our educational sys- 
tem know it. Regrettably, the world is 
seeing it. We have gotten to a point 
really where, in many instances, in 
many of our most cutting industries 
that are producing the jobs in this 
country, they are having to hire people 
from outside of the country because 
they don’t have the educational exper- 
tise to do it, or they don’t have enough 
educational expertise in this country. 
So the status quo is not working. We 
need to take some new, original ap- 
proaches. Clearly, the proposal before 
us, the A+ accounts, is an attempt to 
empower parents to do something, to 
give parents an opportunity to do 
something to help their kids get a bet- 
ter education. What an appropriate 
purpose that is. 

We had a whole series of amendments 
and other ideas on how we should im- 
prove education. We had an amend- 
ment to build more schools, an amend- 
ment to change the teacher ratios, and 
an amendment to do after-school plan- 
ning. These were all nice ideas, but 
they don’t belong in this body. These 
are ideas that belong in a school board 
meeting. If these Senators want these 
ideas to move forward, they should go 
back home to their school board meet- 
ing and suggest it. These are local con- 
trol issues. We should not be taking re- 
sources out of the local community, 
sending it to Washington, draining it 
off from the one program in Wash- 
ington that we are not funding, which 
is special ed, which should be funded, 
and sending it back to the community 
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and say that they have to do this or 
that with those dollars. You have to 
build a building, or you have to cut 
down your class size, or you have to do 
an after-school program with those dol- 
lars. That is a local control issue. That 
is where it belongs, in the local school 
board. They make those decisions. 

Let's give the local communities the 
flexibility to have the resources, and 
let’s give them the resources to have 
the flexibility to make decisions as to 
whether they want a new school build- 
ing or new art course or a foreign lan- 
guage course, or whether they want a 
new teacher who teaches some sort of 
high-grade technical computer science. 

The local school board knows best on 
that. But for us here in Washington to 
basically be taking the resources out of 
the local community by not fully fund- 
ing special education and then telling 
the local school board that we are 
going to send the resources back cov- 
ered with strings and directions, and, 
by the way, all of the things the local 
school board traditionally has control 
over, but we decide to take them over 
in Washington because we know better 
than you do. It is absurd. But it is clas- 
sic Washington. I am glad that all of 
those items were defeated because they 
should have been defeated. Let’s defeat 
them and send them back to the local 
school board. 

Again, I congratulate the Senator 
from Georgia. He has brought forward 
a concept and an idea that is going to 
empower the parents to be able to help 
their kids get a better education. I can- 
not think of any better sentiment or 
any better purpose for any bill. I look 
forward to its final passage. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
appreciate very much the remarks of 
the Senator from New Hampshire. He 
was for a long time a Governor, and he 
is someone who understands the issues 
very adroitly. I appreciate very much 
the comments he came to the floor to 
make this evening. 

I conferred with the other side. Sen- 
ator GORTON has another calendar 
event that he needs to attend to. So we 
will turn to the Senator for up to 10 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN- 
NETT). The Senator from Washington. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I am 
given to understand from the debate on 
the floor this afternoon that I have 
made many new friends along with the 
Senator from Georgia. Senators on the 
other side of the aisle who were totally 
unable to find a good word for his bill 
over the course of the last month or 
two have suddenly said how des- 
perately they wish to vote for his bill if 
it were not for the Gorton amendment 
having been added to it. 

Mr. President, the Gorton bill basi- 
cally takes $10 billion a year of Federal 
money for our public schools, of which 
about $2 billion is used by bureaucrats 
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today, and says that we prefer class- 
rooms to bureaucrats. We would like to 
allow each State, if it wished to do so, 
to say that the whole $10 billion went 
into our schools rather than to have 
roughly $2 billion of it siphoned off by 
Federal and State bureaucrats. 

I suppose it is perfectly appropriate 
for Members of this body to believe 
that without those bureaucrats in 
Washington, DC, and in our State cap- 
itals, all of that money would be wast- 
ed; that our school board members, our 
superintendents, our principals, our 
teachers, and our parents, don’t know 
what they are doing and that we must 
set national priorities for them and tell 
them there are certain things they 
must spend the money—that we have 
collected from them and returned to 
them—on. 

That, however, has not been the ar- 
gument against the Gorton amendment 
so far. More than one Member this 
afternoon opposing it talked about how 
it damaged disabled children. It doesn’t 
include the aid for disabled children. It 
is not affected by it at all. It is totally 
irrelevant to that subject. Others have 
said how it destroys the fight against 
drugs in our public schools, or for safe- 
ty, or for mathematics education, and 
the like. 

Mr. President, it may very well be 
that, for example, the principal debater 
against this, the senior Senator from 
Massachusetts, knows more about 
what the Boston schools need than 
does the Boston school committee, but 
I am reasonably confident that he does 
not know more about what the 
Wenatchee, WA, school district needs 
than do the teachers and parents and 
school board members in Wenatchee, 
WA. 

That amendment takes about one- 
third of the money, $10 billion out of 
$30 billion a year that goes to the De- 
partment of Education here in Wash- 
ington, DC, for common school edu- 
cation, and it says that States, like 
that system of Federal regulation and 
the narrow Federal categorical aid pro- 
gram, are perfectly free to retain it 
without change, but that those States 
that think that either their States or 
their local school districts might pos- 
sibly do better without those Federal 
regulations and with more money will 
have that option for a 5-year period. 
The State can adopt the policy under 
which it is the State educational agen- 
cy that makes the determination as to 
how this money can be used, or the 
States can opt. 

It is my preference, and was the only 
option a year ago when I first proposed 
it and this amendment was agreed to, 
that each of the 14,000 school districts 
in the United States can make those 
choices for themselves. It may be that 
the Wenatchee school district, or any 
other, will feel that the precise re- 
quirements and the exact amount of 
money in the Safe and Drug-Free 
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Schools Act is what the Wenatchee 
school district ought to spend on that 
subject. But if it were allowed to make 
those choices, that school district 
might decide that it wanted to spend 
more money on that subject from the 
Federal Government, and perhaps in a 
slightly different way than the set of 
Federal regulations set out for every 
school district in the country, and it 
might, if it is very fortunate, decide 
that it could get by with less and put 
more of that money into teaching 
English, or mathematics, or computer 
sciences. 

Mr. President, I suppose one can say 
that to allow that kind of discretion 
would be disastrous to our schools; 
that there is no way that it is appro- 
priate for us to trust those local school 
board members wisely to spend the 
money collected here in Washington, 
DC, and send it back for school pur- 
poses. But I believe that if there is to 
be an argument against that, it ought 
to be on the basis of what the amend- 
ment says and not the statements of 
those who have not read it. 

To repeat. It does essentially two 
things. It takes this $10 billion and 
says each State may continue the 
present system, may have a State- 
based system or may have a local-based 
system for a period of 5 years, at the 
end of which time, I think, perhaps we 
might know a little bit more about 
what works best. 

It does something else. It says that 
this bill stays in effect only as long as 
Congress keeps, modestly at least, in- 
creasing the amount of money it puts 
into our schools. I would have thought 
many on the other side of the aisle 
would have liked that effective guar- 
antee, a real incentive for us to do our 
job for education. Evidently, however, 
there is in this body a view not widely 
shared in the United States, a view 
that the present system is so close to 
perfect that we do not dare experiment 
with it; that we are doing so well with 
our Federal policies, that we are so 
successful that we should not experi- 
ment with them at all. For those who 
believe that bureaucrats are more im- 
portant than classrooms, or at the very 
least that bureaucrats here in Wash- 
ington, DC, should run our classrooms, 
and that they should retain literally 
billions of dollars that could otherwise 
be spent in the classroom, opposition 
to the amendment was appropriate and 
taken well. 

But for those who believe that there 
is not only great concern, perhaps the 
greatest concern, for children in a 
given part of the United States on the 
part of those children’s parents and 
their teachers, their principals, their 
school board members, and a degree of 
competence and knowledge about what 
those communities and schools need, 
this amendment offers a new chance 
and a real experiment. It isn’t perma- 
nent. Can I say that there is no ques- 
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tion but that it will be a better sys- 
tem? Of course not. I think it will be. 
I am sure we will learn when there are 
States that accept each of these three 
alternatives. 

But to say that it is some kind of dis- 
aster, to say that without this guid- 
ance, without these requirements from 
the Department of Education in Wash- 
ington, DC, without our wisdom, 100 
Members of this body, with all we 
know about schools, that we will 
irretrievably damage the educational 
fabric of this country is simply wrong. 
I regret having deprived my friend and 
colleague from Georgia of so many 
friends and so many supporters. I 
strongly support his bill, as he does 
mine. 

But it does seem to me that there 
ought to be enough tolerance in this 
body, enough faith in the American 
system that we are willing for a period 
of time to let some States in this coun- 
try try to operate under State-man- 
dated rules and others to let school dis- 
tricts make their own decisions. The 
amendment that a small majority of 
this body passed yesterday does just 
exactly that, nothing less and nothing 
more. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, let me 
take just a couple of minutes. I under- 
stand that the Senator from Georgia 
will be yielding time to the Senator 
from Florida. But before he does that, 
let me take a couple of minutes to re- 
spond to some of what I have heard. 

There have been interesting discus- 
sions on the floor of the Senate about 
this legislation, and it is clear that dif- 
ferent Senators see this issue from a 
different perspective. Many people 
come to the floor to talk about public 
education. Well, our proud tradition of 
public education began in this country 
in 1647. The Colonists in Massachusetts 
first developed tax-supported public 
schools, and we have had from that 
time on in this country an under- 
standing about the desire and obliga- 
tion to create a network of taxpayer-fi- 
nanced public schools in this country. 

I defy anyone to come to the floor of 
the Senate and show me a country any- 
where in the world that is as successful 
as this country has been, that has pro- 
duced as many scientists and engi- 
neers, aS many mathematicians, as 
many well educated men and women 
coming from our public school system. 
In fact, even today, do you know a 
country out there that you would like 
to trade places with, a country with a 
better economy than ours? 

Oh, you can point to some areas 
where you might say, gee, this country 
has a better education system than 
ours. Many countries take only its top 
students and run them up the ladder 
and say to one group of students, you 
are more appropriately going into an- 
other area, and to the best group, we 
say we are going to direct you toward 
higher education. And we are going to 
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compare that group to the American 
students, the students that have uni- 
versal opportunity. What a great tradi- 
tion we have of affording every young 
boy and girl in every school entering 
every classroom door the opportunity 
to be the best they can be because our 
public education system gives them 
that opportunity. 

It is interesting to me that there is a 
kind of blame America first” notion 
that somehow nothing works here. 
Again, tell me, with what country 
would you change places? I have two 
children in public schools. They are 
wonderful public schools. Both have 
wonderful teachers. I am enormously 
proud of what they are doing. They are 
doing harder work in those public 
schools in both grades than I did— 
much, much harder work than I did 
when I was in school. 

I also read to a young boy in the Ev- 
erybody Wins Program. Yesterday, my 
power lunch for an hour was reading 
with a young third grader in a school 
here in Washington, DC. And I under- 
stand the challenges of different 
schools. Some have more resources 
than others. I understand that not all 
is right with our education system. We 
have plenty of challenges, some exter- 
nal and some internal, in our education 
system. 

A week ago yesterday I was in the 
school in Cannon Ball, ND, on the 
Standing Rock Indian Reservation—in 
a public school in a public school dis- 
trict with a very poor tax base. This is 
a school with 145 students and 40 teach- 
ers and staff—180 people in a school, 
part of which is 90 years old and has 
been condemned as a fire hazard. 180 
people using 2 bathrooms and 1 water 
fountain; second graders, third graders, 
fourth graders, fifth graders in a choir 
room that is about 12 foot by 12 foot, 
that they can only use occasionally be- 
cause the stench of the sewer gas seeps 
into the classroom and drives them 
into another classroom. The other 
classrooms are only 8 foot by 12 foot in 
many cases, and the children sit in 
desks only a half inch apart with their 
desks touching because there is not 
enough room in that school and in 
those classrooms. And too many stu- 
dents they simply put in an open area, 
and one teacher will teach two classes 
at the same time by spending 15 min- 
utes talking to one group and then 15 
minutes talking to another group of 
students, in the same room, and by 
going back and forth all day long. 

The question I ask is, Who defends 
this underlying bill where we say here 
is the priority of need in education? It 
is a tax subsidy. The majority of the 
money from the subsidy will go to the 
parents of fewer than 10 percent of the 
children in this country who attend 
private schools. That is the priority of 
need identified in this bill. And the 
question of school construction and 
modernizing the school buildings so 
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that the wiring will allow kids to ac- 
cess the Internet, those priorities 
somehow don’t matter; they appar- 
ently represent some ranking of need 
well down below the tax issue. 

We are told, if we talk about the des- 
perate repair and construction needs, 
that what we are talking about is deci- 
sions that ought to be made by the 
local school board. In this case, the 
local school board doesn’t have any 
money. They have no tax base with 
which to issue bonds to repair this 
school. And there are plenty of other 
schools like it. To the second grader 
that I mentioned earlier this week, lit- 
tle Rosie Two Bears at that Cannon 
Ball school, who says, Mr. Senator, 
will you buy me a new school,” I say, 
“Well, we are talking about that in 
Washington, DC.” 

Can we provide some help perhaps to 
that school district to deal with school 
construction, to give those kids some 
help? It seems to me the people who 
are defending the current legislation 
are saying that issue doesn’t matter to 
us, that ought to matter to somebody 
else. Crowded classrooms, too few 
teachers, crumbling schools, those 
issues don’t matter to us; they belong 
in some other debate. 

In fact, the amendment that was of- 
fered by Senator GORTON, who just 
spoke, is an amendment that says let 
us take a substantial amount of money 
in the Department of Education and 
block grant it. That is a seed that 
comes from the same garden planted by 
those who want to abolish the Depart- 
ment of Education. In fact, abolishing 
the Department of Education is a part 
of the 1996 Republican national plat- 
form. They want to eliminate a na- 
tional role in education, but they don’t 
want to say that publicly. They don’t 
want to offer it publicly on the floor of 
the Senate, so they do something 
slightly different called a block grant. 

And I say to them, if you want to do 
that, why be a tax collector? Why col- 
lect the taxes, run it through Wash- 
ington and send it back in a block 
grant. That’s like passing an ice cube 
around; all you do is get a smaller cube 
every time you pass it. If you decide 
that safe and drug-free schools is not a 
program of national interest and na- 
tional importance and you want to tell 
the States this is not something that 
represents a national interest, it is fine 
if 5 schools or 5 States want to do it, 
and if 45 States want to do it, that’s 
OK, too; we will send you all the 
money for it, and you do whatever you 
want. If we decide there is not a na- 
tional interest in having safe and drug- 
free schools or title I or, for that mat- 
ter, a half dozen other programs, then 
why would we collect the tax money 
for it and send it back? Why not say to 
the local districts, you collect the 
taxes and you decide how to spend it. 
That is the way the system ought to 
work. 
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We don't run the local school boards 
and we should not. We have done some 
targeted financing in certain areas 
that have been enormously successful. 
For example, with title I we have pro- 
vided specific investments and oppor- 
tunities for the very lowest income 
kids in this country. Those invest- 
ments would not have been made and 
could not have been made by the local 
school districts. They are very impor- 
tant, and I am enormously proud of 
what we have done in this and other 
areas. 

Do I believe we should take those 
programs apart and block grant them? 
Absolutely not. Why take a giant step 
backwards? The defenders of the legis- 
lation before us are the folks who come 
here and say, Well, gee, we should not 
worry about that. We are a U.S. Sen- 
ate. This is not a national issue.” 

If education and achievement and 
competitiveness in the international 
arena is not a national issue—I am not 
talking about running the local 
schools; that is a local issue—then I do 
not know what is a national issue. 

So, I say to my friends who come 
here to speak in defense of the current 
bill, Rosie Two Bears was in school 
today in a school that in most cases 
none of you in this room would send 
your children to. That school is not 
going to get fixed with any help from 
us, despite the fact that President Clin- 
ton called for it in his State of the 
Union Address. I support this effort, 
and I think a number of others in this 
Chamber support some initiative to 
provide incentives to those school dis- 
tricts that don’t have the opportunity 
and don't have the resources, We are 
going to help you a bit,” because we 
believe that any kid who walks 
through any classroom anywhere in 
this country ought to have the expec- 
tation that they are going into a room 
that they can be proud of, a room in 
which learning will take place, a room 
in which education will prosper, a room 
in which young minds will blossom. 
That is not the case today in some 
areas, and we know it. 

I have great respect, incidentally—I 
have said this on a couple of occa- 
sions—for the Senator from Georgia. 
He has handled himself with great skill 
in this debate, and I have great respect 
for him. However, we differ with re- 
spect to the priority of needs. That’s 
the only place we differ. I see our prior- 
ities as very different than he does. I 
would like very much for us, if we have 
$1.6 billion, to debate about what we do 
with the $1.6 billion. Let us consider 
the range of needs that represent what 
we think are the national needs in edu- 
cation and then start at the top, pick 
No. 1, No. 2, or No. 3, and identify what 
we can do. 

We don’t do that. We bring this bill 
to the floor and we say, no, we are not 
going to deal with the top priority 
needs. We are going to establish tax 
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subsidized accounts, 52 percent of the 
benefits of which will go to parents 
who have fewer than 10 percent of the 
kids in schools and say that is what 
represents our priority of need. I just 
say to you I think this shortchanges a 
lot of children in schools in this coun- 
try. I regret that we have been pre- 
vented from having the kind of debate 
we should have had on these issues. 

Thirty minutes of debate on our 
side—30 minutes on this question of 
school construction as a national pri- 
ority—because that is what we were 
told was allowed to us under the time 
agreement for an issue of significant 
national importance. This was not the 
kind of free and open and aggressive 
debate that we ought to have had on 
the range of priorities of needs that 
exist in education in this country 
today. It didn’t happen this time. 
Maybe it will happen in the future. I 
think the Senator from Georgia will 
win this vote and lose the battle. Be- 
cause this bill will be vetoed. But then 
perhaps we will be able to debate the 
entire range of needs and try to deter- 
mine from that debate what kind of 
priorities we can achieve from each 
side. 

I am not somebody who believes only 
one side has wisdom. I think, instead of 
getting the worst of what each side has 
to offer in this Chamber, both can 
offer. The only way to do that is to 
have a real debate, not a debate based 
on very narrow one-sided rules, but a 
debate in which we guarantee everyone 
in this Chamber can bring up the best 
ideas and we can have a real competi- 
tion of ideas on the floor of the Senate. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
would like to respond to my good 
friend from North Dakota but, in def- 
erence to time—there will be other 
chances to do it—I am going to yield 15 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Florida. I might add, I think, as I 
listened to the Senator’s remarks—he 
dwelled on construction. There is a key 
component of school construction in 
the underlying bill and its author is 
the Senator from Florida. So it is op- 
portune that he would be here at this 
moment. 

The Senator from Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Florida. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, first to 
my good friend from Georgia and to my 
good friend from North Dakota, I wish 
to express my commendation for the 
quality of debate that is taking place 
this evening and that has taken place 
throughout the period of consideration 
of this legislation. This is, as we will 
all agree, important business that we 
are about. I believe that we all start 
from a desire to see that the young 
people of our Nation have the best pos- 
sible educational opportunities. We 
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may differ on the details of how we 
think we can achieve that objective, 
but we should respect our individual 
desires to achieve that goal. 

It is ironic that we are having this 
debate on this week as we mourn the 
death of our former colleague, Senator 
Terry Sanford. Senator Sanford, in the 
earlier part of his career, was the dis- 
tinguished Governor of North Carolina, 
from 1961 to 1965. During that period, 
he formed an alliance with the then- 
president of Harvard, who had written 
extensively on the needs of education 
in America in the postwar period. 
Then-Governor Sanford took the lead- 
ership in establishing an organization 
called the Education Commission of 
the States. The purpose of the Edu- 
cation Commission of the States was to 
assist in the national debate to ration- 
alize what should be the role of the 
Federal Government and the individual 
States in meeting the educational 
needs of American youth. 

It was agreed by the founders of the 
Education Commission of the States, 
under the leadership of Governor San- 
ford, that the primary responsibility 
for education in America is and should 
be at the local and State level. But it 
was also recognized that there were im- 
portant national goals of education 
which justified a Federal participation. 
What were some of those national 
roles? One, which was particularly 
searing at the time of Governor San- 
ford, was the issue of civil rights; that 
the National Government had a respon- 
sibility of assuring that all children 
had their full, legal civil and human 
rights protected within the education 
setting; that education should be an 
opportunity available to all American 
youth. The Education Commission of 
the States recognized that the Federal 
Government had a particular role in 
higher education, specifically in assur- 
ing access to higher education for all 
American children. 

We had just come through the period 
of the GI bill, at the end of World War 
Il, and we were learning, as a Nation, 
the benefits that we had secured by the 
fact that millions of Americans who 
previously had no chance at higher 
education suddenly were given that op- 
portunity and that that opportunity 
should not be limited to that one gen- 
eration who fought and won World War 
II, but should be a permanent part of 
our national commitment to its own 
future. And a third important area was 
at-risk children, children who did not 
come into this world with the benefits 
and opportunities to be fully competi- 
tive and were going to require addi- 
tional assistance because of their cir- 
cumstances which were beyond their 
control. 

Those have traditionally been some 
of the priority areas that have defined 
what should be Federal policy for edu- 
cation. I believe that as they were in 
the early 1960s, they continue in the 
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late 1990s as important principles to de- 
termine what should be the Federal 
role in education. 

For that reason, I am pleased with 
much of what is in this legislation, but 
concerned about other important pro- 
visions. I am concerned, for instance, 
about a theme that is running through 
several of the amendments that we 
have adopted, which essentially says 
that this thoughtful construction of a 
Federal role in education is no longer 
relevant, that we can treat all Federal 
education funds as if they are fungible, 
that they can serve any purpose that a 
State determines, that there is no 
longer an appropriate, focused Federal 
role in these areas such as access to 
higher education and at-risk children. 

We have adopted not just in one place 
but in several places amendments, lan- 
guage that says essentially, notwith- 
standing any other law or provision, 
that any Federal education funds can 
be used for the specific object that the 
authors of that amendment thought 
were appropriate. 

I do not believe that is tolerable edu- 
cation policy. It is not policy. It is the 
denial of a rational policy to direct 
Federal educational actions and re- 
sources. 

For that reason, I am going to vote 
for this bill, but I will announce at this 
point that if this bill should come back 
from the conference committee con- 
taining these what I consider to be 
troublesome provisions, I will have to 
vote against the conference report. I 
believe there is a sufficient amount of 
good in this bill that it is not appro- 
priate at this stage to pronounce its 
death; that, rather, we should try, with 
the opportunities that will be available 
to us in the next few weeks and with 
the confidence that I have in a person 
such as Senator COVERDELL—that we 
will be able to keep what is construc- 
tive and what is consistent with our 
tradition, keep those things that Sen- 
ator Sanford would be pleased to have 
as part of his legacy of educational pol- 
icy for America, and discard those that 
are not constructive and not consistent 
with our traditions. 

Let me focus on those areas in which 
I believe there is substantial good em- 
bedded for our education and con- 
sistent with our tradition. 

The fundamental thrust of this legis- 
lation is to increase the access to high- 
er education. While much has been 
made of the amendment that bears the 
specific name of the Senator from 
Georgia as to its role in elementary 
and secondary education, if anyone 
looks at the actual numbers and how 
this will play out in the planning of the 
American family, the reality is that 
the program is going to have its prin- 
cipal utility in preparing a family to 
meet those enormous costs that are as- 
sociated with higher education, and, 
thus, its principal contribution is going 
to be in making it possible for families 
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to save and plan and prepare for the 
cost of college and university. And that 
is a good thing. We are going to spend 
approximately $1.7 billion to accom- 
plish that. 

But that is not the only area in 
which we are going to encourage access 
to higher education. There is another 
provision in this bill which was spon- 
sored by the senior Senator from New 
York, Senator MOYNIHAN, which hap- 
pens to have a cost over the same time 
period of approximately $2 billion, 
more than the cost of Senator COVER- 
DELL’s provision. 

What will that provide? That will ex- 
tend the current provision in the law 
that says an employer can provide 
higher education tuition to one of its 
employees so that that employee can 
increase his or her skills and wisdom 
and contribution both to the company 
and to his or her own goals, and that 
that employee will not have to take 
into the employee’s income the value 
of that tuition provided by the em- 
ployer. 

That is clearly a provision aimed at 
making more certain, more stable, our 
concept of access to higher education 
through cooperation between employ- 
ers and employees. 

There is another provision which I 
have been active in advocating, and 
that relates to State programs through 
which families can purchase contracts 
to pay the tuition and, in the case of 
many States, the room and board for 
their child or grandchild or nephew or 
niece in advance of the time that that 
child is ready to enter college or uni- 
versity. 

These plans, which now are in place 
in 21 States and will add another 13 
States before the end of 1998, vary but 
have some similar elements. Those ele- 
ments generally include the ability to 
purchase at a point in time the tuition 
for a child prior to the time that child 
is ready for college and, thus, lock in 
the tuition at its current level. Thus, 
the family is able to avoid tuition in- 
flation, which has been running sub- 
stantially higher than inflation in the 
general economy and higher than in- 
creases in family income. 

It also provides an effective means by 
which families can plan and save for 
that large cost. It also fundamentally 
changes the nature of the question that 
a child will ask as they are growing to- 
wards college years. They no longer 
will have to ask the question, Will I 
be able to afford to go to college?” In- 
stead, they will ask the questions Will 
I be prepared to go to college? Will I 
work hard enough? Will I make ade- 
quate grades? Will I be able to distin- 
guish myself so that I will be admitted 
to the college for which I have already 
made financial preparations?” 

I think that will be a very important 
step toward increasing the level of mo- 
tivation and quality of learning. 

There has been a cloud over these 
plans, the plans that Senator LANDRIEU 
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sponsored when she was the Treasurer 
of the State of Louisiana, the plans 
which many Members of this Senate 
have been involved with in their indi- 
vidual States, and that cloud was that 
the Internal Revenue Service has said 
these plans are taxable and, therefore, 
sent a chilling signal to States consid- 
ering the establishment of the plan and 
individual families’ participation. 

In the last two years, in what I think 
were very wise decisions, this Congress 
eliminated the taxability of the plans 
on an annual basis. That is, as the in- 
terest accrued in the account for a par- 
ticular child, that accumulation would 
no longer be subject to Federal income 
taxation. 

The provision that is in this bill, 
which happens to have approximately 
the same cost to the Federal Treasury 
of $1.7 billion as the underlying provi- 
sion of the Senator from Georgia, will 
say that when the funds are transferred 
at the time of commencement of col- 
lege education from the State higher 
education tuition trust fund to the in- 
dividual university to which the stu- 
dent is now going to be enrolled, that 
that transaction will also be non- 
taxable. So the family can be assured 
that every dollar that it invests, every 
dollar that is accumulated in the fund 
during the period that the child is ma- 
turing to college age, will be used for 
that child’s education. 

I believe that with the adoption of 
this provision, we will find many more 
States that will establish a State plan 
and many more families than the over 
700,000 who are currently participating 
will participate in this means of pre- 
paring for their child’s higher edu- 
cation. 

At the end of the day with this legis- 
lation, we will have Senator COVER- 
DELL’s bill which will provide one 
means through an educational savings 
account to prepare for higher edu- 
cation, we will have Senator Moy- 
NIHAN’s provision that will provide for 
the adult who is studying through the 
financial assistance of his or her em- 
ployer, and we will have State-based 
plans fully tax free providing another 
vehicle by which Americans, youth and 
adult, can see that they will have the 
resources to meet their goal of higher 
education. 

That is a good thing. That is con- 
sistent with the role of the Federal 
Government which we have established 
at least since the GI bill in World War 
II and the definition of the Federal role 
in education as established by then 
Governor Terry Sanford. 

Another issue which is a very serious 
one, for which Senator DORGAN has just 
made an excellent plea, is the issue of 
school construction. This is a national 
crisis. The General Accounting Office 
completed a study a couple of years 
ago which indicated the cost of bring- 
ing existing schools up to appropriate 
educational standards was in the range 
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of $110 billion to $120 billion. There is 
not a comparable figure as to what is 
the cost of building new schools to 
meet the demands of a growing student 
population and to keep class size at 
reasonable levels, but the best estimate 
is that it is at least the equal of that 
cost of rehabilitation. 

I believe that this is an area in which 
the Federal Government has a role and 
needs to play a more effective partner- 
ship with the States. We are already 
doing a significant amount to assist 
the States. We are providing that 
States have access to tax-free financ- 
ing when those financings are done di- 
rectly to a public agency for purposes 
of public education. 

In this bill we have a provision which 
may be arcane but which will be sig- 
nificant, particularly to many small 
and rural school districts. And that is a 
provision that builds upon action 
taken a year ago in which we allow a 
school district that issues no more 
than $10 million per year in tax-exempt 
bonds to keep the difference between 
the interest that is earned as a lender 
of the funds prior to paying construc- 
tion vendors and the interest which it 
pays to the bondholders. 

As an example, a typical school dis- 
trict might issue a bond issue and pay 
6.5 percent interest to bondholders who 
do not have to pay tax on this interest 
received. For the period of time before 
it actually begins to spend that money 
to construct a school, it may be able to 
loan that money for 8.5 percent. This 
would allow the school district to keep 
that 2 percent differential, which is re- 
ferred to as arbitrage. 

This proposal will make this arbi- 
trage rebate exemption available to 
districts issuing up to $15 million in 
bonds, rather than the current $10 mil- 
lion. This will be particularly valuable 
to those small school districts who 
only occasionally are in the business of 
building that elementary school that 
they may only construct once every 50 
years in order to meet their needs. 

Another important provision which I 
think will be, if adopted, the beginning 
of a new and creative approach to pub- 
lic education construction assistance 
from the Federal level is called the pri- 
vate activity bonds. Private activity 
bonds are bonds issued by a public 
agency on behalf of a private concern 
in order to serve a public purpose. 
These bonds today are primarily used 
in areas such as airports, seaports, 
mass transit facilities, water and sewer 
facilities, solid waste disposal facili- 
ties, housing for low-income and af- 
fordable housing. Those are the kinds 
of areas in which this type of financing 
is currently available. 

By the adoption of a provision which 
is in this bill, we will make this avail- 
able for the first time to public 
schools. The irony is that under provi- 
sions that are already in effect, private 
schools, both at the higher education 
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level and at the primary and secondary 
level, are benefiting by private activity 
bonds. This creates parity by allowing 
public schools for the first time to par- 
ticipate directly in private activity 
bonds. 

Some examples of how this might 
work—let me give an example that is 
currently in a stage of finalization in 
Orange County, Orlando, FL, which is 
the home of one of the most rapidly ex- 
panding school populations in the 
country. 

I ask if I could have 3 more minutes 
to close. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I yield 3 more 
minutes to the Senator from Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES- 
SIONS). The Senator from Florida. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank the Senator. 

In the Orange County school district 
a proposal that is close to becoming a 
reality involves the school district 
working with the private developer 
who will build a public school which 
will be co-located with a YMCA facil- 
ity. The school district would make 
payments on the building at 2 percent 
interest for 5 years. At the end of that 
5-year period the school district will 
receive the building and lease out 
space to the YMCA, a creative example 
of financing co-location, being able to 
use the school as a means of meeting a 
variety of the needs of the children of 
that community. This use of private 
activity bonds will accelerate the cre- 
ativity and innovation of school dis- 
tricts, particularly those that are fac- 
ing crushing demands by escalating 
student population. This provision in 
the legislation before us has a cost of 
approximately $400 million. If I had a 
criticism, I would say both of these 
provisions, the one for the small and 
the rural schools and that for the fast- 
growing schools, are inadequate to the 
challenge. But in the one case it is 
building on progress that we made last 
year, on the other it is starting a new 
departure which I think will have tre- 
mendous long-term benefit. 

So it is for provisions like those that 
I will vote for this legislation. It is my 
hope, as I indicated, that with the good 
will and effort of people like Senator 
COVERDELL, and Members of my side of 
the aisle, that in conference we can 
take the ideas that are consistent with 
our tradition of a Federal role in edu- 
cation, build upon them, shape them, 
and bring them to the point that they 
can serve important, constructive pur- 
poses for the youth of America; with 
those ideas which may have been intro- 
duced, I would say, more for theater 
than for serious public policy, they can 
be discharged and will not cause the 
good ideas to be placed in jeopardy. 

I want this legislation to become law. 
I want to see the benefits in terms of 
access to higher education, school con- 
struction, and the other valuable provi- 
sions which are included in this bill to 
be made available to the children and 
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communities of America. Therefore, I 
will vote for this legislation. And I 
wish it well as it moves on to the next 
stages of its journey. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
want to acknowledge that the work of 
the Senator from Florida has been im- 
mense. All of the provisions that deal 
with school construction in the under- 
lying bill have been basically the gen- 
esis of the Senator from Florida. He 
has been consistent and persistent, and 
I want to compliment that work here 
this evening while he is here. 

I yield the floor. 

STATE PREPAID TUITION PROGRAMS 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alabama is recognized. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Thank you, 
President. 

Mr. President, I would like to engage 
the distinguished Senator from Georgia 
in a brief colloquy to discuss extending 
to all private college prepaid tuition 
plans the same tax treatment that pub- 
lic college prepaid plans receive. 

Currently, 16 states, including my 
home state of Alabama and the distin- 
guished Senator’s state of Georgia, 
have established prepaid tuition plans 
that allow resident families to lock in 
today’s tuition rates for tomorrow’s 
education. Income taxes on the accrued 
interest in these accounts are deferred 
until the account is cashed in to pay 
for college and these taxes are paid at 
the student's tax rate, which is typi- 
cally lower than that of their parents. 

Mr. President, as valuable as these 
plans are, however, there are draw- 
backs. Specifically, the plans typically 
cover only in-state public universities. 
Therefore, if a student decides to at- 
tend an out-of-state school or even an 
in-state private school, then the sav- 
ings accrued in the prepaid plan are 
less valuable because states typically 
redeem only the principal and some 
nominal interest to account for infla- 
tion. 

Mr. President, as my good friend 
from Georgia would agree, this places 
private schools at a distinct disadvan- 
tage vis-a-vis their public counter- 
parts. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Yes, the Senator 
from Alabama is correct. Under cur- 
rent law, private colleges are at a dis- 
tinct disadvantage to their public 
counterparts. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I appreciate the Sen- 
ator’s comments. I would like to ask 
the Senator from Georgia further, to 
clarify for me, that under this legisla- 
tion, H.R. 2646, the A+ Education Sav- 
ings Account Bill, is there no provision 
in the bill to place private college pre- 
paid tuition plans on equal ground with 
public prepaid tuition plans? 

Mr. COVERDELL. The Senator from 
Alabama is correct. Under this bill, 
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HR. 2646, the A+ Education Savings Ac- 
count Bill, there is currently no provi- 
sion that would provide the same type 
of tax treatment for parents and stu- 
dents to use for private college and 
university state pre-paid tuition pro- 
grams. 

Mr. President, I have met with the 
Heritage Foundation, and informed 
them that it is my intention to work to 
include private colleges and univer- 
sities into this bill in Conference so 
they will be eligible for parents and 
students who choose to attend these 
private universities and colleges by 
using state pre-paid tuition programs. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I would just like to 
convey to my good friend from Geor- 
gia, that I was prepared to offer an 
amendment to his bill that would rem- 
edy this inequity, by providing private 
schools the same fair and equitable 
treatment as is currently provided to 
public institutions of higher learning. 

However, it is my understanding that 
the Senator from Georgia plans to 
work with the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee Chairman, Senator ROTH, and 
our other colleagues during the con- 
ference on this bill to fix this disparity 
and provide a level playing field for 
private universities and colleges. Is 
this a correct characterization of the 
Senator from Georgia’s intention to do 
so? 

Mr. COVERDELL. I would say to my 
good friend from Alabama, that he is 
correct. I am committed to fight for 
the adoption of this provision in con- 
ference. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I 
would like to thank my colleague for 
his strong support on this issue and I 
look forward to working with him 
through conference and in support of 
this bill once it returns to the Floor. 

SAME-GENDER EDUCATION AMENDMENT 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I ask unanimous 
consent to engage my colleague, Sen- 
ator TORRICELLI, in a colloquy with re- 
gard to my recently-passed same-gen- 
der education amendment to the Cover- 
dell-Torricelli A+ bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, so ordered. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Thank you, Mr. 
President. I want to thank Senator 
TORRICELLI and my other colleagues 
who voted in favor of this important 
amendment yesterday. I think the Sen- 
ate’s strong 69 to 29 vote in favor of 
this amendment sent a strong signal 
that same-gender education should be 
made available as an option to parents 
and their children enrolled in public 
schools. I understand, however, that 
you have additional questions about 
the amendment and the issue of same- 
gender education. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I thank Senator 
HUTCHISON for setting aside this time 
today, and for her leadership on this 
issue in the Senate. I certainly share 
your support for making same-gender 
education available to more parents 
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and their children. The benefits of 
same-gender education have been dem- 
onstrated in the context of private and 
parochial schools, and the evidence is 
strong that these same benefits await 
public education, if the legal uncer- 
tainty surrounding this issue were lift- 
ed. 

That is why I was pleased to support 
your amendment—to allow schools to 
move forward with same-gender pro- 
grams, if they deem appropriate, and 
not with the fear that by doing so they 
risk losing federal financial support. 
Nevertheless, during the debate on 
your amendment, concern was raised 
as to the legal status and impact of 
your amendment, and some claimed 
your amendment allowing same-gender 
education funding could lead to dis- 
crimination against one sex or the 
other. Could you please elaborate as to 
why you believe that your amendment 
complies with both Title IX of the 1964 
Civil Rights Act and the Equal Protec- 
tion Clause of the 14th Amendment? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I thank Senator 
TORRICELLI very much for his state- 
ment and for his very important ques- 
tion. States, school districts, and indi- 
vidual public schools all over the coun- 
try have either tried to implement 
same-gender programs and have been 
forced to end them, or have been dis- 
suaded from even trying by the threat 
of lawsuit or termination of federal 
funds by the Department of Education. 

The fundamental purpose and intent 
of my amendment, then, is to make it 
clear to these schools that it is the will 
of Congress that they be allowed to in- 
stitute voluntary same-gender pro- 
grams if they believe it will help fur- 
ther their important mission of edu- 
cating students of both sexes. In no 
way, however, could this amendment 
possibly allow discrimination against 
either girls or boys. 

As you know, the text of my amend- 
ment is straight forward. It simply 
adds same-gender schools and class- 
rooms as one of the allowable uses for 
federal funds under Title VI of the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act. 
As you also know, Title VI is a very 
flexible block-grant program that can 
be used for virtually any education re- 
form effort a school district wishes to 
try, arguably including same-gender 
programs. But in order to receive Title 
VI funds for a same-gender school or 
classroom, the amendment requires 
that school district offer, quote com- 
parable educational opportunities for 
students of both sexes.” This require- 
ment is completely consistent with the 
requirements of both Title IX and the 
Equal Protection Clause. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. What is the opin- 
ion of the Senator from Texas on how 
Title IX and the Equal Protection 
Clause impact same-gender education? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Title IX of the 
1964 Civil Rights Act prohibits sex- 
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based discrimination by any school re- 
ceiving federal funds. However, by ex- 
plicit omission, Title IX does not apply 
to admissions at same-gender public 
schools. This is confirmed by Depart- 
ment of Education regulations that 
allow public, same-gender schools, as 
long as comparable courses and facili- 
ties are offered to both sexes. That 
word, comparable.“ is the precise 
word used by the Department in their 
own regulations. They do not say 
“equal’’—they say comparable.“ My 
guess as to why they chose not to use 
the word equal is they came to the 
same conclusion as I did when drafting 
my amendment—that equal“ means 
“the same,” and that requiring two or 
more schools or two or more class- 
rooms, (same-gender or coed), to be ex- 
actly the same would pose a nearly im- 
possible administrative and legal bur- 
den for any school official to meet. It 
also simply misses the point that in 
some respects the educational needs of 
boys and girls are different, and that 
these differences cannot and should not 
be ignored. An all-girls or all-boys 
school that simply ignored the fact 
that they were teaching only boys or 
only girls would be an exercise in futil- 
ity, and educators know it. Enforcing 
some ‘“‘equalness’’ standards, then, 
would not only fail to clear the way for 
schools to try same-gender programs, 
it would very likely ensure the end of 
such efforts in the future. 

I would also note that the language 
of Title [IX simply exempts admissions 
to same-gender public schools; it does 
not go on to say that this exemption 
only applies if a school meets either a 
comparability or an ‘‘equalness”’ stand- 
ard. So ensuring that same-sex schools 
afford comparable opportunities for 
both sexes, as my amendment does, in 
fact strengthens the existing protec- 
tions of Title IX against gender dis- 
crimination in schools. 

With regard to same-gender class- 
rooms within co-ed public schools, the 
Department of Education requires that 
there be a sufficient showing that a 
single-sex class is necessary to over- 
come past discrimination against one 
sex. But this purely agency-created re- 
quirement is nowhere to be found in 
the language of Title IX, and is in fact 
contrary to the language and intent of 
the statue. It seems clear that Con- 
gress would not allow same-gender 
schools but prohibit same-gender class- 
rooms, absent some onerous and am- 
biguous showing of past discrimina- 
tion. This defies logic and the legisla- 
tive history of Title IX. So, at least 
with regard to the use of the education 
reform funds identified in my amend- 
ment, I would seek to reverse this un- 
necessary and overly burdensome de- 
partment-imposed requirement. 

In fact, it was our colleague, Senator 
COLLINS, who pointed out how burden- 
some this requirement really is. She 
recounted how she had visited an all- 
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girls math class in Presque Isle, Maine. 
Despite the tremendous results she de- 
scribed in terms of watching girls real- 
ly excel at mathematics, the school 
was forced to undergo a host of, as she 
described them regulatory hoops” in 
order to be allowed by the Department 
of Education to continue to foster this 
success among girls in math. This is 
both unnecessary and unwise if we 
truly want to encourage achievement. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I also noted dur- 
ing the debate that someone cited the 
recent Supreme Court case involving 
the Virginia Military Institute in 
claiming that your amendment did not 
meet the standard for equal protection 
of the laws of the 14th Amendment to 
the Constitution. How would you re- 
spond to that? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. As you know, in 
that case the Supreme Court struck 
down the state-supported VMI because 
the state of Virginia failed to, quote 
provide any comparable single-gender 
women's instituion.” My amendment 
follows the Supreme Court’s own lan- 
guage and requires that programs offer 
comparable“ opportunities for both 
sexes. 

I should also highlight that while the 
VMI case is certainly in keeping with 
my amendment, it was a case about 
higher education, which clearly in- 
volves different considerations with re- 
gard to the different needs of male and 
female students than elementary and 
secondary education. The only major 
case in which the Supreme Court di- 
rectly dealt with the Equal Protection 
Clause as applied to K-12 education was 
in Vorchiemer, which involved a chal- 
lenge to an all-girls academy in Phila- 
delphia. In that case, the Supreme 
Court upheld a Third Circuit ruling 
that this single-gender public school 
did not violate Title IX or the l4th 
Amendment Equal Protection Clause. 
The court in that case explicitly held 
that there are legitimate differences 
between boys and girls that can justify 
separate educational programs in order 
to provide the best education possible. 

I appreciated the questions that were 
raised about this amendment, and I 
sincerely wish to engage them to see 
how we might best address their con- 
cerns. I hope our discussion here today 
has been helpful in clarifying some of 
these questions, and I would certainly 
be happy to answer any additional 
questions you or other individuals may 
have. 

The one point I do not wish to get 
lost in this discussion, however, is that 
you and I and the other supporters of 
this amendment simply wish to protect 
single-gender education as an option. If 
someone is opposed on principle to sin- 
gle-gender education, that’s fine. They 
can keep their children in a co-ed envi- 
ronment and even oppose single-gender 
education when their local school 
board brings it up. But the decision 
will be made at the local and indi- 
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vidual level. Parents and their children 
and administrators serving the commu- 
nity will choose, and that is what this 
effort is all about. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I thank the Sen- 
ator again for taking the time to clar- 
ify some of these points on her amend- 
ment. I look forward to continue to 
working with you to provide families 
with greater educational opportunities. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Thank you, and I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, this 
week the Senate has been debating a 
proposal that would enable families to 
invest in tax exempt savings accounts. 
The funds from these savings accounts 
could be used for educational expenses 
from kindergarten through college, in- 
cluding the cost of tuition at private 
and religious schools. 

I voted against this proposal in the 
Finance Committee, and I intend to 
vote against it today. If the President 
vetoes this bill, I will vote to sustain 
his veto. 

At first blush, this proposal sounds 
appealing. Why shouldn't parents be 
encouraged to save for their children’s 
education? The problem is that the 
“encouragement” the proposal would 
provide, costs more than $1.6 billion 
over 10 years and, according to the 
Treasury Department, 70 percent of the 
benefits go to the richest 20% of Ameri- 
cans. That is money that would be bet- 
ter spent on improving public schools, 
particularly low-income, urban schools 
where most of the problems exist. Also, 
it permits families to use funds from 
these tax-exempt accounts to pay for 
tuition at private and religious 
schools. Doing so would mean that the 
federal government is subsidizing pri- 
vate and religious education. 

I believe that the Federal role in edu- 
cation must be to support public 
schools. Nearly 90% of students attend 
public schools. Our nation’s public 
schools are required to take children 
who come to school at any time of the 
year, children with disabilities, chil- 
dren whose primary language is not 
English, children with disciplinary 
problems, and children with low IQs. 

Private schools have the ability to 
select the smartest and the least dif- 
ficult students, with the fewest chal- 
lenges to overcome. Families who send 
their children to private schools typi- 
cally come from higher income levels, 
yet it is these families who would re- 
ceive the greatest benefits from edu- 
cation savings accounts. 

There have been a number of amend- 
ments to this bill. Some of the amend- 
ments that I opposed have merit, and I 
would like to take a moment to explain 
my reasons for voting against them. 

Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN offered an 
amendment that would have provided 
tax incentives to help pay for school 
construction. Although her amendment 
failed, Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN has 
been very successful in making us all 
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aware of the deteriorating conditions 
of our nation’s school facilities. I voted 
against her amendment because I be- 
lieve her approach would be very dif- 
ficult for the IRS to administer, and I 
have concerns about using Superfund 
taxes as an offset. 

Senator GORTON offered an amend- 
ment, and, although I have serious con- 
cerns about its effect, he has high- 
lighted an important problem with fed- 
eral education funding. I share his view 
that states should have some flexi- 
bility in spending federal education 
funds. They should be able to target 
these funds to schools with the great- 
est needs, but I don’t agree that $10 bil- 
lion should be given to the states in 
block grants without the appropriate 
committees holding a single hearing. 
Also, the Commissioner of Education 
in my state had very serious concerns 
about the impact of this amendment. 
Next year, when the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act is up for re- 
authorization, I hope that consider- 
ation is given to Senator GORTON’s 
point of view and that appropriate 
hearings are held. 

I wholeheartedly agree with Senator 
MURRAY’s desire to encourage smaller 
class sizes, particularly in the primary 
grades. In fact, in 1987, I introduced a 
bill that would have created a dem- 
onstration program on small class 
sizes. Regrettably, the Labor Com- 
mittee never held hearings on my bill. 
I voted against Senator MURRAY’s 
amendment because I am concerned 
about providing short term federal sup- 
port for hiring new teachers. How 
would the school districts pay to keep 
100,000 new teachers after the federal 
funding expired? This is a question 
posed by representatives from local 
school committees in Rhode Island 
when they visited my office earlier this 


year. 

Finally, I voted for Senator 
ASHCROFT’s amendment to prohibit fed- 
eral funds from being used for national 
testing. Unlike many of my colleagues, 
I am not opposed to national testing. 
Parents should be able to compare 
their child’s performance with children 
across the United States. Parents 
should be able to compare the perform- 
ance of their child’s school with 
schools across the state and through- 
out the nation. Nevertheless, I agree 
with Senator ASHCROFT that it is Con- 
gress’ responsibility to authorize a na- 
tional testing program before federal 
funds can be used to implement such a 
program. 

Regardless of the outcome, we have 
had a good debate on a very important 
issue, namely the federal roll in edu- 
cation in America. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, it is 
with mixed feelings that I rise today to 
oppose, H.R. 2646, the A+ Education 
Savings Account Act. I am pleased to 
see that we in the Senate are dis- 
cussing educational issues. It is an im- 
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portant debate that the American peo- 
ple need to hear. However, I simply 
don’t believe this bill takes our na- 
tion’s education system in the right di- 
rection. 

One of my highest priorities is pre- 
paring Montana's children for the chal- 
lenges of the 21st Century. 

Education is the only way to improve 
our economy and keep our kids in-state 
working at good jobs that help them 
achieve the kind of future we want for 
all Americans. 

In the area of education I have taken 
it upon myself to do more than legis- 
late. Because legislation can only ac- 
complish so much. I have worked hard 
to put over 350 surplus computers in 
Montana schools. I've encouraged com- 
panies to donate funding for computer 
hardware and software. I’ve prepared a 
comprehensive guide on technology 
funding which has been distributed 
statewide. 

My office also conducted and com- 
piled a survey of Montana schools’ 
technology needs. And I hold weekly 
internet chats with students through- 
out Montana. 

In working toward ensuring that 
every child has strong technological, 
verbal, written , math and critical 
thinking skills, I have visited over 100 
schools during the last year. A lot of 
these schools are barely making ends 
meet. Often times teachers and prin- 
cipals are put in the agonizing position 
of deciding between new books or com- 
puters. New desks or a new furnace. 
While our public schools are in such 
straits I believe it is unfair to subsidize 
attendance at private schools. 

These institutions are charged with 
educating all children, not just those 
who are able to pay or who meet cer- 
tain requirements. 

Public education is a mainstay of our 
democracy. It is the great democratizer 
of the American people. Ninety-seven 
percent of children in America attend 
public schools. Public education is a 
promise to all children: if you work 
hard and commit yourself fully, you 
can receive a quality education. And 
you can achieve anything. 

Public education is a promise of op- 
portunity—a promise of open doors. 
And that is a promise which should be 
our number one priority to uphold. 

Unfortunately H.R. 2646 will not open 
the doors of educational opportunity 
for the average American family. 

This bill would primarily benefit 
those who are already most able to af- 
ford a private education. Those making 
less than $50,000 per year, will receive a 
tax cut of only a few dollars from this 
bill. 

Wealthier families who are in a much 
better position to save money, will 
have much larger accumulations of 
tax-free earnings. 

According to the Joint Committee on 
Taxation, 52% of the tax benefit from 
this bill would go to the 7% of families 
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whose children attend private schools. 
The other 48% of the benefits would go 
to the 93% of the families whose chil- 
dren attend public schools. The average 
benefit to a family with children in pri- 
vate schools would be $37 while the av- 
erage benefit for families with children 
in public schools would only be $7. 

Expanding the definition of qualified 
education expense will result in rev- 
enue losses of $760 million over five 
years and $1.6 billion over ten years. 
That's money that could be better in- 
vested in improving crumbling school 
buildings, buying computer equipment, 
paying teachers more and making 
classes smaller in our public schools. 

Public education faces more chal- 
lenges today than ever before. But 
rather than diverting precious re- 
sources and students from our public 
schools we need to face these problems 
head on. 

Simply abandoning public education 
does a disservice to every American—it 
breaks the promises that our country 
is founded on. 

By any measure, the schools in my 
own state are doing a good job. In 1997 
Montana continued to top the nation 
in ACT scores (fourth highest in the 
country) and our state’s SAT scores 
continued to be 37 points above the na- 
tional average in math and 40 points 
above the national average in verbal 
skills. 

Montana, like nearly half (47%) of 
the states, has a policy prescribing 
class size. 

Since 1970 Montana and national stu- 
dent/teacher ratios have stayed vir- 
tually parallel, with Montana main- 
taining a ratio of about two fewer stu- 
dents per teacher than the national av- 
erage. Beginning in the mid-1990’s Mon- 
tana’s statewide ratio of 14.8 students 
per teacher is only one fewer that the 
national average of 15.8 students per 
teacher. Class sizes in most of Mon- 
tana’s middle and larger sized school 
districts are roughly equal to the na- 
tional average. 

Unfortunately the salary scale for 
Montana teachers has not kept pace 
with the national average. In 1996 our 
educators were paid 16% less than the 
national average. 

Federal funding plays an increasingly 
important role in public education. 
After stagnating in the late 1980s and 
throughout the 1990s, Federal revenues 
now pay more that 10% of Montana’s 
public schools costs; or 2% more than 
in 1983. Unfortunately, during this pe- 
riod state revenues committed to edu- 
cation have declined. In 1993, state rev- 
enues paid for 53.8% of school costs but 
have now fallen to around 49% of total 
school expenditures. 

Montana is not willing to rest on its 
education laurels. Our State Board of 
Public Education is evaluating new 
standards for math and reading pro- 
ficiency. 

The State Superintendent of Public 
Instruction recently stated that (it's 
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time to raise the high bar on edu- 
cation” by forging ahead with develop- 
ment of new standards for science and 
communications, English, writing, 
speech and debate. 

Rather than providing tax benefits 
for those who can already send their 
children to the best schools, we need to 
invest in education systems like Mon- 
tana’s that have a proven record of suc- 
cess while insuring that public schools 
that do not perform well are held ac- 
countable for their performance. 

We are called upon today to discuss 
our nation’s education system. And I 
welcome the debate that all sides will 
give. However, I urge my colleagues to 
support public education—support the 
promise that we hold out to all chil- 
dren regardless of faith, race, income 
or ability. 

Oppose the A+ Education Savings Ac- 
count Act. And hold open wide the door 
of opportunity for all America’s chil- 
dren. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 
am here today to support the A+ Edu- 
cation Savings Accounts bill the Sen- 
ate is currently considering. 

Many Americans, including single 
mothers and low and middle income 
families, face the dilemma of how to 
afford the best possible education for 
their children. The A+ bill is good leg- 
islation that gives all families edu- 
cation opportunities they may not 
have otherwise. 

During my years as a United States 
Senator, I have learned that the true 
measure of the legislation we propose 
and pass comes from my constituents 
in Idaho. A letter from a northern 
Idaho school teacher named Brad 
Patzer perfectly expresses why the 
Senate should pass this bill. The Patzer 
family has one child in 2nd grade and 
the other in kindergarten. I would like 
to share with you an excerpt of Mr. 
Patzer’s sentiments regarding the edu- 
cational future of his two children. 
Brad wrote, “... I believe that the 
power of choice needs to rest with par- 
ents and I agree that this IRA would 
provide more equal opportunities for 
those willing to make their children’s 
education a priority.” 

The Patzers, like most parents, do 
not want their children’s impending 
education costs to prevent them from 
receiving the highest quality edu- 
cation. They want flexibility to make 
good choices both about day to day K- 
12 educational expenses and the future 
enrollment of their children in college. 
This legislation accomplishes these 
goals. 

The A+ Education Savings plan will 
aid families and school districts all 
over the country. As we contemplate 
the rising costs of education many 
would believe those comments are sole- 
ly directed to higher education. As we 
have learned in recent years, however, 
parents are having equal difficulty in 
paying for their kids elementary and 
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secondary schooling. The A+ legisla- 
tion begins by increasing the current 
contribution limit of $500 for edu- 
cational IRA’s to $2000. The scope of 
this IRA is also expanded to allow con- 
tributions to be used for day to day ele- 
mentary and secondary education as 
well as future college costs. This provi- 
sion allows parents to save for their fu- 
ture college expenses while at the same 
time covering expenses during their 
child’s younger years. For example, ifa 
family deposited an original $2,000 in 
an A+ account at the time of their 
child’s birth, they would have a savings 
of $4,522 by the time the child reaches 
kindergarten. Another provision in this 
bill would establish a tax free status 
for state-sponsored prepaid tuition pro- 
grams, allowing students to withdraw 
from an account, tax-free, that was es- 
tablished years before the student ap- 
proached his or her college years. 

In addition, the A+ bill proposes a 
new, and creative method for con- 
structing schools. The private sector 
would be allowed to use tax exempt fi- 
nancing to build schools, and would 
then be able to lease those facilities 
back to local school districts. After a 
designated number of years the facili- 
ties would then become the property of 
the leasing school district. In the bill’s 
current form, Idaho is authorized to 
issue up to $10.2 million of these new 
type of bonds; $5 million for wherever 
the need is the greatest and another $5 
million for high growth school dis- 
tricts. Under the bill, however, only a 
few school districts would be eligible to 
utilize this bond. I have raised, with 
the floor manager of the legislation, 
my concern that economically de- 
pressed school districts, not just high 
growth areas, should also receive spe- 
cial consideration. To be issued, how- 
ever, these bonds must conform to con- 
ditions imposed by Idaho state and 
constitutional law. The floor manager 
of the bill, the senior Senator from 
Georgia, has said he is willing to work 
to see whether this issue can be ad- 
dressed when this bill goes to con- 
ference with the House of Representa- 
tives. The measure retains current fed- 
eral law that allows school districts, 
with voter approval, to issue an unlim- 
ited amount of tax-exempt bonds for 
school construction. 

As I mentioned earlier, the A+ bill al- 
lows for the establishment of a tax-free 
savings account for each American 
child. It also contains a special provi- 
sion for the use of such accounts for 
children with special needs. Specifi- 
cally, the bill waives the age limit for 
children benefiting from such accounts 
for those students with special needs. I 
feel this is an important acknowledg- 
ment of the financial concerns which 
can come with being the parent of such 
a child. We reauthorized the Individ- 
uals with Disabilities Education Act 
because we wanted to improve the way 
we educate special needs children. This 
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provision will help parents expand on 
what we have already done. 

I would also like to thank my col- 
leagues for their support of my Student 
Improvement Incentive Grant amend- 
ment. This amendment provides states 
with a new option for how to use their 
federal education dollars. Under my 
amendment, states will be able to use 
these funds to reward schools which 
demonstrate excellence. Such a system 
will help create competition between 
schools to encourage improvement in 
education. Most importantly, in cre- 
ating this new option, we did not in- 
crease federal regulation, federal 
spending, or federal oversight of our 
schools. 

I support the pending legislation be- 
cause it gives parents more financial 
tools to meet education needs. The bill 
creates educational savings accounts 
which allow parents to place as much 
as $2,000 per year, per child in a des- 
ignated savings account. These after- 
tax, non-government dollars would 
earn interest at a tax-free rate and 
could be used for education expenses 
(home computers, tutoring, tuition) as- 
sociated with any K-12 school. With 
help of my amendment we have also es- 
tablished a precedence to raise the 
level of excellence within our schools. 
This legislation is not the sole answer 
to the future of America’s education, 
however, it is a step in the right direc- 
tion. I would urge my colleagues to 
recognize the significant role this edu- 
cational savings plan could have in the 
future of many American students and 
their families. I would urge my col- 
leagues to support and pass this legis- 
lation. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
today in opposition to H.R. 2646, the 
Education IRA Tax Bill. I oppose this 
bill for three reasons. First of all, it is 
does not meet the education needs of 
America’s children. Second, it does not 
support the mission of either public or 
private education. Third, it does not 
meet its stated goal of providing eco- 
nomic relief to America’s families. 

Mr. President, this bill is ineffective 
in serving the education needs of our 
children, One of my priorities as a Sen- 
ator for Maryland is standing behind 
our kids. I believe this priority should 
also be at the heart of the Senate’s 
agenda. The bill before us does not re- 
flect what America’s priorities in edu- 
cation should be. 

Let me state clearly that I believe 
that education should be a non-par- 
tisan issue about what is good for our 
kids and the future of our country. 
Fighting for education does not mean 
pitting our schools or our people 
against one another. It should not be 
about private schools vs. public 
schools, or wealthier people vs. people 
with more modest means of educating 
their children. 

This is not what education is about. 
This is not what the business of the 
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Senate is about. We are here to do the 
very best we can for ALL of the people 
of America, not just a select few. We 
have a duty to help ALL of the chil- 
dren of America to prepare themselves 
for the 2ist century. 

We need to be able to look toward a 
future that promotes a sustainable, ro- 
bust economy. A key element to our 
future is educating those who will be 
governing our future. We need to invest 
in our children’s education so that 
they can skillfully navigate our coun- 
try into the ever expanding world mar- 
kets. They need the skills to become 
productive members of our workforce. 
Our children need the educational tools 
that allow them to understand the 
complicated economic mechanisms 
that govern our modern world. 

While the Coverdell IRA bill purports 
to be a pro-education bill, it does noth- 
ing to improve the education of the 
majority of our students. Coverdell 
does nothing to ensure our kids have 
the tools they need to cope with these 
important issues as future leaders and 
hardworking adult citizens of our coun- 
try. 

Support for public education must be 
the priority for federal investment. 
Coverdell represents an actual divest- 
ment in public schools. The Coverdell 
bill costs $1.6 billion dollars over the 
next ten years and gives the majority 
of the benefits to only 7% of the fami- 
lies with children in school. Even those 
benefits are meager ones. For example, 
the average family with children in 
private schools stands to benefit only 
$37 a year in tax exclusions. 

This $1.6 billion can be much better 
spent following an agenda that truly 
gets behind our kids. The Senate 
should support and pass legislation 
that offers real solutions to address the 
problems faced by our schools. 

Students cannot learn in over- 
crowded schools that are falling down 
around them. Schools in every state in 
this country are in desperate need of 
repair. This year, K-12 enrollments 
reached an all-time high of 52 million 
children and they will continue to rise. 
It is estimated that we will need to 
build 6,000 new schools by 2006 to main- 
tain current class sizes. Leaky roofs 
and overcrowded classrooms are the 
real problems that need to be ad- 
dressed, not whether an average $37 per 
year tax benefit is what is best for 
Americans and education. 

We should target scarce federal re- 
sources to finance the construction and 
modernization of our public schools. 
These are the schools that 93% of our 
children attend. These schools will help 
many communities provide modern, 
well-equipped schools that can be wired 
for computers and technology so the 
children can get the education they 
need to succeed in the 21st century. 
These are also the same schools that 
may house after-school education and 
safety programs which our children 
need. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


We need to place our priorities on 
hiring new teachers. I supported Sen- 
ator KENNEDY’s amendment to hire 
100,000 new teachers and to make cer- 
tain that they are well qualified in the 
areas we need them most. 

Under the 1994 Crime bill, we agreed 
to add 100,000 cops to police forces 
throughout the country. My own state 
of Maryland has added over 1,200 cops— 
who are out in the community fighting 
crime. I know what a difference they’ve 
made in preventing crime, and in en- 
suring that those who commit crimes 
are apprehended. Our streets are safer 
because of this program. Think what a 
difference 100,000 new teachers could 
have made. I am disappointed that this 
amendment was not approved. 

The Coverdell bill does not meet any 
of these dire education needs—for 
school repair, for school construction, 
for more teachers and smaller class 
sizes. It is silent on these critical 
needs. 

The Coverdell bill is ineffective in 
supporting the mission of either public 
or private education. I believe that 
public education—the choice of 93% of 
America's families—must not be short- 
changed by the federal government. 
But let me be clear that I support our 
private schools as well. I am a proud 
product of parochial schools. What I 
am today I owe in large measure to the 
sisters who educated me in Baltimore’s 
parochial schools. They nourished my 
intellect, and they nourished my spirit. 

So I know about the value of private 
schools and I support private schools. 
But I believe there are better ways to 
support private school education. The 
federal government already provides 
substantial assistance in support of 
private education. There are a range of 
federal programs that private schools 
can take advantage of which are de- 
signed to serve a variety of school stu- 
dent and teacher needs. 

For example, there are 366 private 
schools in Maryland that take advan- 
tage of Innovative Programs,” a fed- 
eral program available to both private 
and public schools. Innovative Pro- 
grams supports a broad range of local 
activities in eight primary areas in- 
cluding technology, reform implemen- 
tation, disadvantaged children, lit- 
eracy programs, gifted programs and 
some Title I and Goals 2000 activities 
or programs. I believe that better use 
of the resources tied up by this bill— 
some $760 million over the next five 
years—could be better used through 
supporting existing programs that ben- 
efit both public and private schools. 

Finally, Mr. President, this legisla- 
tion is ineffective in providing eco- 
nomic relief to America’s families. I 
know how hard many families of mod- 
est means struggle to give their chil- 
dren the best education possible. The 
Coverdell bill has been presented as a 
tool to give these families some finan- 
cial relief. But, that is a hollow prom- 
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ise. The average family with children 
in private schools would receive tax re- 
lief of only $37.00 a year. $37.00, Mr. 
President. I know that every dollar 
counts, but $37.00 a year is not going to 
make much of a difference in the aver- 
age family’s budget. 

The bottom line is that the education 
IRA will not fix our crumbling schools 
or help us bring qualified teachers into 
our classrooms. The education IRA will 
not bring the information super- 
highway to public schools. In fact, it 
will bring very little benefit to the ma- 
jority of Americans and no benefit at 
all for Americans who cannot afford to 
contribute money to these savings ac- 
counts. 

For these reasons, I must oppose this 
legislation. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I want 
to cast my wholehearted support for a 
very important piece of legislation for 
our children and our nation’s future, 
H.R. 2646, the A-Plus Education Sav- 
ings Account Act. As my colleagues 
know, this bill would provide families 
with the economic freedom to save 
their own money, tax-free for their 
children’s elementary and secondary 
educational needs. 

Iam excited that the Senate is about 
to pass a bill which addresses the 
unique educational needs of all our 
children while making significant 
strides toward improving their aca- 
demic performance. This bill is an im- 
portant step toward returning to par- 
ents and communities the means and 
responsibility to provide for their chil- 
dren's education. This is why I support 
the A+ bill and will continue to sup- 
port innovative, flexible programs 
which focus on the best interests of our 
children, our future. 

As an original cosponsor of this legis- 
lation, I have consistently worked with 
my colleagues to ensure passage of this 
bill and have looked forward to the day 
when it would pass the full Senate. 

Unfortunately, I will be unavoidably 
absent for the final vote on this crucial 
education measure. I am very dis- 
appointed that the vote on final pas- 
sage for this measure was unexpectedly 
delayed. If I had been able to be present 
this evening, I would have voted yes for 
this bill. 

Again, I want to reiterate my com- 
mitment for this bill and regret my ab- 
sence for witnessing the passage of 
such a monumental measure. Finally, I 
would like to take a moment to ap- 
plaud the leadership of my colleague, 
Senator COVERDELL and his staff for his 
commitment to this proposal. He has 
fought tirelessly on behalf of our na- 
tion’s children and should be com- 
mended for his efforts. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, today I 
encourage my colleagues to support 
legislation which will open doors to 
education opportunities for parents 
and children throughout our nation. 
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Education savings accounts are a 
sensible step toward solving the edu- 
cation crisis in America by allowing 
families to save their own money to 
pay for their child’s educational needs. 

This bill would empower parents with 
the financial tools to provide for all 
the needs they recognize in their chil- 
dren—needs that teachers or adminis- 
trators should not be trusted to address 
in the same way that a parent can. 

These accounts would provide fami- 
lies the ability to save for extra fees, 
tutoring, home computers, S.A.T. prep- 
aration, transportation costs, or in 
cases of violent incidents, would allow 
a family to consider another public or 
private school. 

This kind of tax relief is especially 
important for parents who are working 
two jobs with no extra time to help 
with homework, or those who do not 
feel adequate in their own knowledge 
to tutor their children. 

As parents, I know that my wife and 
I were the best judges of our children’s 
needs because we truly cared about 
their future. 

And as all parents realize, I knew 
that I was in the best position to ad- 
dress those needs. 

As a small businessman, I would have 
welcomed an opportunity to accrue 
tax-free interest to help pay for more 
opportunities in education for my chil- 
dren. 

Far too many parents find that their 
hopes to provide the best education for 
their children are crushed as they real- 
ize the costs involved in accomplishing 
this task. 

Contrary to popular myth, 75% of the 
children who would benefit from this 
bill are public school students. The new 
estimates released by the Joint Tax 
Committee appear to disprove the 
claim that public school revenues 
would be reduced by A+ accounts. 

The Joint Tax Committee estimates 
that by the year 2000, 14 million stu- 
dents will be able to benefit from this 
bill, with 90 percent of those families 
earning between $15,000 and $100,000 a 
year. 

This savings is not reserved for the 
wealthy but instead lifts the burden 
from our nation’s hard working lower 
and middle class families. 

This bill is good for families—it’s 
good for schools—especially public 
schools. 

Since parents would be spending 
their own money, it fuels parental in- 
volvement in their children’s edu- 
cation. 

And because it gives them increased 
resources that can be used for edu- 
cation at their own child’s school, it 
encourages parental involvement in 
the schools as well. 

Tax-free savings accounts may not 
fix our nation’s education system, but 
they will give parents an opportunity 
to make a difference for their own chil- 
dren and their own community’s 
school. 
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Our tax code has always encouraged 
various deductions and credits for in- 
vestment in physical capital, but why 
have we never encouraged investments 
in human capital? 

Education for our children is the 
most worthwhile investment we have— 
one that we should protect and foster 
growth. 

This bill is a positive step towards re- 
form and choice in our public school 
system. 

Why anyone would vote against tax 
relief for America’s families and im- 
proving education for all of our na- 
tion’s children at the same time is dif- 
ficult for me to understand. 

I thank the Senator from Georgia, 
Mr. COVERDELL, for introducing this 
bill. 

I believe that the working families in 
our states will thank us for handing 
them an opportunity to invest in their 
own children. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise in strong opposition to the Cover- 
dell bill. This bill will undermine our 
public schools and provide the bulk of 
the tax breaks to wealthy individuals. 

Mr. President, before I talk about the 
Coverdell bill, I want to make two 
points. First, I am not opposed to tax 
cuts for families which help them 
make ends meet and invest in their 
children. For example, last year I sup- 
ported the $500 family tax credit and 
the HOPE Scholarship $1,500 tax credit 
for college tuition both contained in 
the 1997 Taxpayer Relief Act. I also be- 
lieve that we can enact further tar- 
geted tax cuts for hard working middle 
class families this year without tap- 
ping the surplus. 

Second, I am not opposed to private 
schools. In fact, I commend the teach- 
ers and administrators in private 
schools for their work. And I strongly 
support the mission of the private 
schools in my State. Catholic, Jewish, 
and other parochial and private schools 
provide an excellent education to thou- 
sands of New Jersey children. 

But I am also a strong supporter of 
our public school system, because 93 
percent of all children go to public 
schools. They come from all different, 
racial, ethnic, religious, disability, 
academic and financial backgrounds. 
They are generally poorer than chil- 
dren who go to private schools. They 
tend to live in unsafe neighborhoods— 
surrounded by crime and drugs. They 
mostly attend schools that are in need 
of great repair. Many have no text- 
books and ancient computer equipment 
that does not provide them access to 
the internet. 

Mr. President, these children should 
be our highest priority. And I will 
never give up on them. 

I strongly believe in educational eq- 
uity—the ability for all kids to have 
access to an excellent education with 
modern facilities and talented teach- 
ers. But the Coverdell bill will only 
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make our educational system less equi- 
table. If we pass it, we are turning our 
backs on our public schools. 

Mr. President, as ranking member of 
the Budget Committee, I must tell my 
colleagues that Federal budgeting is a 
zero sum game. And since this bill ef- 
fectively spends money to help private 
schools, we cannot spend more for pub- 
lic schools. It is that simple. 

Unfortunately, our public schools 
have enormous financial needs. For ex- 
ample, our schools need a tremendous 
amount of modernization. In fact, our 
existing school buildings are in such 
poor shape, the General Accounting Of- 
fice estimated that we need to spend 
$112 billion on repairs and renovations. 
Fourteen million children—mostly 
from poor or inner-city school dis- 
tricts—attend schools that need exten- 
sive repair or replacement. 

But the needs of our public schools 
do not stop here. They need modern 
computers. They need to be hooked up 
to the internet. They need more teach- 
ers to reduce class size. That is why 
the President proposed hiring 100,000 
new teachers. We also need greater 
funding for educating disabled chil- 
dren. And the list goes on and on. That 
is why the 93 percent of all American 
children who attend them should be 
our number one priority. 

Mr. President, this bill is also unfair 
as a matter of tax policy. While we are 
awaiting final figures from the Treas- 
ury Department, I would like to point 
out the tax distribution of last year’s 
Coverdell bill. Under last year’s Cover- 
dell bill, the average tax benefit for the 
richest 20 percent of all Americans 
would be $96. But do you know what 
the average tax benefit would be for 
the lowest 20 percent of all Americans? 
One dollar! One buck! 

Mr. President, this means that the 
richest Americans would get ninety-six 
times the tax break that the poorest 
Americans would get under the old 
Coverdell bill. Now, I understand that 
this new Coverdell bill is slightly modi- 
fied, but I understand that the same 
dramatic inequity still exists. 

We simply should not pass a tax bill 
that is so skewed toward the rich. Any 
tax relief should be focused towards 
middle class Americans—people who 
work hard to raise their families. 

Mr. President, the Democratic alter- 
native to this bill meets part of our 
educational needs in an equitable man- 
ner. It will provide tax incentives for 
employer paid education and pre-paid 
college tuition plans that exist in 
many states. It also provides $22 billion 
for school modernization. This will 
mean that thousands of schools across 
our country will have better science 
labs, safer classrooms and smaller class 
size. 

If we pass the Democratic education 
plan, along with the President's pro- 
posals to hire 100,000 teachers to reduce 
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class size, increase the number of tu- 
tors available and create new edu- 
cation opportunity zones, we will see 
real improvements in our educational 
system both public and private. 

Mr. President, I am pleased that the 
President has indicated that he will 
veto the Coverdell bill. It will hurt our 
public schools and provide a tax break 
for the rich on top of it. When it comes 
to our public school children, this bill 
says “let them eat cake.” 

I ask my colleagues to oppose this 
legislation for the sake of the millions 
of children who walk through the pub- 
lic school door house every day and 
seek a solid physical and educational 
foundation. 

Mr. DORGAN. Might I, before I yield 
time to the Senator from Delaware, 
Senator BIDEN, inquire of the Senator 
from Georgia—those we know on our 
side who have requested time include 
Senator BIDEN for 5 minutes; Senator 
KENNEDY for 5 minutes; and Senator 
DASCHLE for 10 minutes. That rep- 
resents the list of all of those we know 
who will be here to speak. 

Could the Senator from Georgia indi- 
cate to us the list that he has so we 
might determine when we might be 
headed for a vote? 

Mr. COVERDELL. My list is Senator 
DOMENICI, the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico, and my closing re- 
marks. We are 15 minutes or less. That 
would put a vote around 7:30. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, if that 
is the case, it might be useful for Mem- 
bers to understand that some time in 
the next 35 minutes or so we might be 
heading toward a vote. So with that, I 
yield the 5 minutes to the Senator 
from Delaware, Senator BIDEN. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Would the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. BIDEN. I would be glad to yield. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I want to be clear, on 
my time I would like to yield part of 
my time to Senator BINGAMAN on a 
Steve Schiff memorial we want to in- 
troduce. We will not take much time. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Fine. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I have lis- 
tened to and been involved in this de- 
bate now for weeks before this got to 
the floor, and since it has gotten to the 
floor, and now in the final moments. 
And I find myself in an unusual posi- 
tion. I think the claims made by every- 
one on both sides of this issue are 
greatly exaggerated. 

Although I have voted against vouch- 
ers, and have voted against direct fund- 
ing to private schools, I strongly sup- 
port, and have since I got here in 1973, 
the use of the Tax Code to indirectly 
assist private schools. 

My friend from North Dakota talked 
about how the public schools are get- 
ting short shrift, but so are the private 
schools. The private schools I went to 
were Catholic grade schools where the 
average income I expect was lower—I 
know it was lower in the neighborhood 
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I lived in—than the average income in 
the public schools. I will not belabor 
this, mainly because no one is inter- 
ested and, secondly, because I do not 
have the time. 

I think when we get here on the floor 
and people say, this is really about pri- 
orities, I agree. And if the debate really 
were whether or not to spend this 
money for aiding higher and elemen- 
tary and secondary education, all 
three—and about $300 million of this 
bill is for secondary and elementary 
education through the Tax Code—I 
would say that is a legitimate debate. 

The truth is, most of the people who 
are voting against this are voting 
against it because in principle they 
don’t think the Tax Code should be 
used this way, period. They have no de- 
sire under any circumstance—and they 
think it is anathema to our system—to 
help even indirectly private schools. 

So I find myself in strong disagree- 
ment and in a distinct minority in my 
party on that view. Consequently, I 
voted against a whole lot of things I 
have supported for 20 years, because 
most of the initiatives that were 
brought up that I supported were in 
lieu of—in lieu of—this use of the Tax 
Code, this IRA, which is going to be a 
very, very small amount of money for 
most people, by the way. 

Then having done that—and I do not 
in any way suggest that the sponsor of 
this legislation had this in mind—along 
came an amendment that trumped ev- 
erything for me. I have always been an 
extremely strong supporter of public 
schools. I have supported education for 
the 25 years I have been here. With 
every major education initiative, I 
have played a small part, at least in 
my vote, along with the Senator from 
Massachusetts, who has been the leader 
in this body on education issues since I 
have been here. 

So along comes an amendment by 
Senator GORTON that essentially emas- 
culates the notion of Federal participa- 
tion in the education process in our 
country. Iam not suggesting that he is 
not philosophically committed to the 
notion that there should be no Depart- 
ment of Education, that it should all 
be local. But, I think that is malarkey. 
I think that is absolutely brain dead” 
in terms of what this country needs. 
That is my view. 

So now I am faced with a dilemma. I 
want to support this bill. But, in help- 
ing a little tiny bit those parents who 
send their kids to private schools—over 
the objection of my friend Senator 
KENNEDY and others—in the process, 
from my perspective, I would be voting 
to emasculate the Federal responsi- 
bility in education by shifting all pro- 
grams to a block grant. 

I find it ironic, by the way, all this 
talk from Republicans about, We 
don’t want any directed education pro- 
grams, we want block grants,“ and 
then everyone voted for a Republican- 
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sponsored amendment to create a new 
directed Federal Government edu- 
cation program which is not a block 
grant. 

At any rate, I can no longer support 
this bill. It really makes me angry 
with myself that I can’t vote for this 
bill. All these years trying to get a lit- 
tle bit of fairness, in my view, for pri- 
vate and parochial schools. It is just 
about to happen, and I can’t vote for it 
now because it undermines everything 
I have believed about the role of the 
Federal Government in education for 
the last 25 years. 

So I say to my friend from Georgia, 
who has been straight up with me, up- 
front with me, the whole way—our of- 
fices are across from one other—al- 
though we met on this and strategized 
on this, and, I think to the chagrin of 
my Democratic colleagues, although I 
helped play a part in getting this bill 
to the floor, now I can’t vote with him. 

Now, if you go to conference and this 
is dropped—that is, the foolishness of 
the Gorton amendment—and the bill 
comes back here without the Gorton 
amendment in it, I will vote for it and 
I will vote to override a Presidential 
veto. But I cannot vote for it in its 
present form. 

The reason, Mr. President, I wanted 
to vote for the Education IRA proposal 
is because I believe in it. I have always 
believed—and I voted as far back as 
1978—that we should find some way to 
help financially those parents who wish 
to send their children to the school of 
their choice. 

That does not mean that I support 
every effort to provide tax dollars or 
tax breaks to support private edu- 
cation. But, I have supported—and will 
continue to support—reasonable, ap- 
propriate, constitutional measures 
that do not take money away from the 
public schools to help middle-class and 
lower-income families who choose an 
alternative to public schools. 

Let me also say that my support for 
this bill—and similar initiatives 
should in no way be viewed as an aban- 
donment of public education. Yes, 
there are some supporters of this bill 
who believe that there should be no 
Federal role in education or that the 
Federal government should not help 
States fund public education or that we 
should decrease our commitment to 
public education. I have not, do not, 
and never will subscribe to that philos- 
ophy. 

I have supported and will continue to 
support increasing funding for public 
schools and for programs to help the 
public schools—Title I for disadvan- 
taged children, Goals 2000 academic 
standards, safe and drug free schools, 
special education, school construction, 
and smaller class sizes, to name a few 
examples. Public education must be 
our top priority. But, no matter how 
much those on both sides of this issue 
try to make it so, this is not an either- 
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or choice—where you either support 
public education or you support fami- 
lies who choose an alternative to pub- 
lic schools. That is a false choice. 

Now, having said all that, Mr. Presi- 
dent, let me explain in some detail why 
I believe it to be true—why I believe 
this bill is reasonable and appropriate, 
and does not undermine public edu- 
cation. In doing so, I need to review 
some of the provisions of this bill, 
which my colleagues are familiar with. 
I do this because as I have talked to 
people about this bill—and as people 
have talked to me—it is clear that 
there is a lot of misunderstanding 
about it. So, let me take a few minutes 
to explain exactly what this bill is and 
is not. 

This bill is not a voucher bill. It does 
not provide a voucher or grant to pay 
for private schools. This is not a tui- 
tion tax credit bill. It does not give a 
tax write-off for the costs of tuition at 
private schools. And, this is not a bill 
to aid private schools. It does not give 
private schools a dime of tax money. 

What this bill does is simply say that 
the interest earned on a family’s sav- 
ings that are used for education will 
not be considered taxable income. Let 
me be more specific. 

Last year, we established Education 
IRAs for higher education. This was a 
proposal that I had originally intro- 
duced in 1996 as part of my comprehen- 
sive bill—known as the GET AHEAD” 
Act—to make college more affordable 
for middle-class families. Under last 
year’s tax bill, families can now put up 
to $500 per year into an Education IRA 
and if that money is later used to pay 
for the costs of higher education, the 
interest on that savings will not be 
taxed. 

This bill does two things to build on 
last year’s law. First, it increases the 
amount that can be put into the ac- 
count each year from $500 to $2000. Sec- 
ond, for families with incomes under 
$160,000, the bill allows funds in an 
Education IRA to be used—without 
having to pay tax on the interest—for 
the costs of a child’s education at any 
level—elementary, secondary, or high- 
er education—and at any school, public 
or private, or for home schooling ex- 
penses. 

There is no tax deduction for the 
amount put into the savings account. 
And, there is no tax deduction for the 
entire cost of a private school edu- 
cation. Those are myths. This bill sim- 
ply says that interest earned on Edu- 
cation IRAs—which already exist for 
higher education—will not be taxed if 
the money is used at any level of edu- 
cation. What is the harm in that? I see 
none. We are simply expanding existing 
Education IRAs so that people can use 
their own money to pay for elementary 
and secondary education costs. 

Now, Mr. President, here is some- 
thing interesting. The cost of this pro- 
posal is estimated by the Congressional 
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Budget Office to be $1.6 billion over ten 
years, paid for by closing loopholes in 
the current tax law—not by taking 
money away from public schools. But, 
about $1.3 billion of the cost is ex- 
pected to result from Education IRAs 
used to help finance the cost of a high- 
er education. Only $300 million—and, 
remember, that’s over a 10-year pe- 
riod—would result from Education 
IRAs used to help pay for elementary 
and secondary education. In other 
words, less than 20 percent of the cost 
of this proposal is a result of Education 
IRAs being used for elementary and 
secondary education costs—what all 
the hullabaloo has been about—and 
some of that would be used by families 
with children in public schools. 

Let me repeat that. Under this bill, 
Education IRAs can be used to help 
families whose kids attend public 
schools. If parents need to buy their 
kids public school uniforms, they can 
use this money. If parents need to buy 
their kids a computer, they can use 
this money. If a child needs an after- 
school or summer tutor, parents can 
pay for that tutor using this money. 

How is that a disaster that will befall 
this nation’s public school system? The 
answer is, it is not. That is a rhetorical 
exaggeration by opponents of this bill, 
who are trying to have it both ways. 
On the one hand, they claim that this 
bill is significant because it will under- 
mine public education, and on the 
other hand, they argue that this bill is 
meaningless because the tax benefit for 
the average family, they claim, will be 
$37 per year. Which is it—significant or 
meaningless? It cannot be both. 

The truth is, this bill in the aggre- 
gate will have only a marginal impact. 
But, to some families, it will be a real 
help. And, so I believe that this bill is 
an appropriate way to reach a desirable 
goal—assisting parents who wish to 
send their children to the school of 
their choice. 

Finally, Mr. President, although I 
support this bill, let me say that I am 
disappointed with the way the Repub- 
lican leadership chose to bring up this 
bill. I am disappointed because we did 
not use this opportunity to have a seri- 
ous debate on education in this coun- 
try. By any measure, as I just noted, 
this bill will have only a small impact. 
And, it will help primarily—not exclu- 
sively, but primarily—families whose 
children attend private schools. I sup- 
port it out of a sense of fairness. 

But, meanwhile, there are 45 million 
public school children in this country. 
And, we have schools that are falling 
down, classes that are overcrowded, 
and children who have nowhere to go 
and nothing to do when the final school 
bell rings at 3:00 in the afternoon. Even 
if the Education IRA proposal becomes 
law—which I think it should, and I 
hope it will—it is not a fix for the prob- 
lems of America’s schools, and we 
should not pretend otherwise. No mat- 
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ter how important I think this bill is, 
it is not about making our public 
schools better. We could have put more 
money in building and repairing 
schools. We could have put 100,000 new 
teachers in our elementary school 
classrooms to reduce class size. We 
could have funded after-school pro- 
grams to help keep kids off the streets 
and away from crime. We could have 
done all of these things in addition to 
the Education IRA proposal. But, we 
did not. 

We have missed the opportunity to 
think big and have instead gone for- 
ward with a bill that gets by with 
something small. Nonetheless what is 
being done here is important, and I 
look forward to voting for it if the Gor- 
ton amendment is dropped. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Mexico is recognized. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
thank the Chair. 

(The remarks of Mr. DOMENICI and 
Mr. BINGAMAN pertaining to the intro- 
duction of S. 1978 are located in today’s 
RECORD under “Statements on Intro- 
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.““) 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this is 
a very important education bill before 
us today. 

It is a revolutionary education bill. 

It encompasses a major philosophical 
shift. 

This legislation is as significant as 
when we, as a society, decided that it 
was okay, in fact desirable, to teach 
girls to read. It is as big of a philo- 
sophical shift as when the Supreme 
Court struck down separate but equal 
schools in the 19608. 

This bill stands for the proposition 
that during a time when our techno- 
logical capability is undergoing expo- 
nential change, education also needs 
exponential change not incremental 
tinkering. 

To understand the magnitude of this 
proposed change, start with old adage 
follow the money.” 

The Gorton amendment takes the 
money and provides three different 
paths for it to follow. Instead of a myr- 
iad of overlapping programs, each with 
its own set of guidelines, principles, 
and educational commandments, states 
are given maximum flexibility. Flexi- 
bility not only on what“ to do with 
the federal education dollars but 
“how” those federal dollars should be 
delivered to states. 

States can opt to send funds directly 
to local school districts minus the fed- 
eral regulations; or—states can decide 
they want their federal money to be 
sent to the state education authority 
without federal regulations or—states 
can opt to continue to receive federal 
funds under the current system. 

States are supposed to be labora- 
tories for government experiments. 
The Gorton amendment allows this ex- 
perimentation so that Congress will 
have some concrete examples and data 
to see how each approach works. 
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This bill stands for the proposition 
that the best decisions regarding edu- 
cation are local decisions and this 
amendment gives the federal purse to 
the local decision makers. 

This bill stands for the proposition 
that our schools need to do things dif- 
ferently. Too many kids are merely 
getting social promotions’ to keep 
them in a class with their age group re- 
gardless of whether they have learned 
their lessons. It is a sad state when 
many of our graduates can't read the 
diplomas they receive at graduation. 

Too many schools don’t teach the ba- 
sics any more, and what they do teach 
isn’t taught very well. 

Another important philosophical 
shift encompassed in this legislation is 
the long-overdue, common-sense rev- 
elation that it is reasonable to expect 
teachers to pass a competency test be- 
fore we can expect our students to be 
able to pass tests. I am pleased that 
this bill includes a provision providing 
for teacher testing and merit pay. 

The bill now includes an amendment 
to provide new grants to states that (1) 
test K-2 teachers for proficiency in the 
subject area they teach and (2) has a 
merit based teacher compensation sys- 
tem. 

In line with my belief that teacher 
competence is key to improving Amer- 
ican education, this bill creates incen- 
tives for states to establish teacher and 
merit pay policies. 

I believe the best teachers should be 
rewarded for their efforts to educate 
our children. A little competition in 
our public schools would be a good 
thing for rewarding these teachers who 
excel at their profession and moti- 
vating those who may need to improve 
their performance. 

The MERIT amendment would use 
the Eisenhower Professional Develop- 
ment Program (Title II) to provide in- 
centive funds to states that establish 
periodic assessments of elementary and 
secondary school teachers, including a 
pay system to reward teachers based 
on merit and proven performance. 

The legislation would not reduce cur- 
rent funding for the Eisenhower Profes- 
sional Development Program. Incen- 
tives will be provided to states that es- 
tablish teacher testing and merit pay 
programs. The amendment permits the 
use of federal education dollars to es- 
tablish and administer these programs. 

The Eisenhower program, established 
in 1985, gives teachers and other edu- 
cational staff access to sustained and 
high-quality professional development 
training. In 1998, the Congress approved 
$28.3 million, $10 million more than in 
1997, for the Eisenhower program to 
provide in-service training for teachers 
in core subject areas. 

The President requested $50 million 
for the Eisenhower program in 1999, an 
increase of $26.7 million above the $28.3 
million provided in 1998. New Mexico 
received $2.4 million in 1997 for all 89 
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school districts. The President funds 
his 1999 request at the expense of Title 
VI, Innovative Program Strategies, 
which New Mexico also heavily uti- 
lizes. He requests no funding for this 
program, which received $350 million in 
1998. 

This is but one step forward in our 
bid to improve the educational per- 
formance of American students. This 
amendment supports the principle that 
all children deserve to be taught by 
well-educated, competent and qualified 
teachers. 

This bill also builds upon the edu- 
cation savings accounts enacted last 
year. It expands the amount of money 
that can be saved and expands its uses 
to include K-12. 

About 14 million individuals are ex- 
pected to sign up for these accounts by 
the year 2002. Contributions can be 
saved to cover college expenses or used 
when needed to pay for a wide range of 
education expenses during a student’s 
elementary and high school years. Ex- 
amples of eligible expenses include text 
books, computers, school uniforms, tu- 
toring, advanced placement college 
credits, home schooling, after-school 
care and college preparation courses. 

A tutor can make the difference be- 
tween success or a student falling 
hopelessly behind. 

A computer can open the world, as 
well as cyberspace to a child. Children 
growing up in homes with computers 
will be the achievers. I am afraid chil- 
dren growing up in homes without 
computers will be at a disadvantage. 
This bill will allow money from an edu- 
cation savings account to be spent on a 
computer, software, and lessons on how 
to use the computer. 

The bill has several solid worthwhile 
provisions. 

It raises the limits on annual con- 
tributions to an education IRA from 
$500 to $2,000 per year, and allows ac- 
counts to be used for K-12 expenses. 
The bill allows parents or grandparents 
to make the contribution in after-tax 
money each year. 

The Accounts would grow with inter- 
est, and withdrawals for educational 
expenses would be tax-free. A+ ac- 
counts, as under current law, are tar- 
geted to middle income taxpayers. Eli- 
gibility phases out beginning at $95,000 
for individuals and $150,000 for joint fil- 
ers. Under these terms almost all New 
Mexicans would be eligible to set up 
one of these accounts. 

The bill allows parents to purchase 
contracts that lock-in tomorrow’s tui- 
tion costs at today’s prices. This bill 
would make these savings completely 
tax-free. 

Families purchasing plans would pay 
no federal income tax on interest 
build-up. Under current law, state-run 
programs allowed tax-deferred savings 
for college. However, savings in such 
plans, when withdrawn, are taxable as 
income to the student. This provision 
would benefit one million students. 
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Twenty-one states have created tui- 
tion plans. New Mexico has not yet im- 
plemented one but it does have a pro- 
posal under consideration. If the state 
finalizes it pre-paid tuition plan future 
students would be able to benefit. Pre- 
paid tuition plans are a great way to 
secure the future. 

The bill extends through 2002, the ex- 
clusion for employers who pay for their 
employees’ tuition and expands the 
program to cover graduate students be- 
ginning in 1998. The exclusion allows 
employers to pay up to $5,250 per year 
for educational expenses to benefit em- 
ployees without requiring the employ- 
ees to declare that benefit as income 
and pay federal income tax on the ben- 
efit. One million workers including 
250,000 graduate students, would ben- 
efit from tax-free employer-provided 
education assistance provision. 

The bill also creates a new category 
of exempt facility bonds for privately- 
owned and publicly operated elemen- 
tary and secondary school construction 
high growth areas. The bill makes $3 
billion in school construction bonds 
over five years. This is enough to build 
500 elementary schools. 

I hope the Senate will complete its 
work quickly on this bill and that the 
President will sign it. 

Mr. President, this education bill is a 
revolutionary education bill. When you 
look at it on its four corners as it has 
finally passed the Senate, it is not nib- 
bling around the edges. It is asking we 
make some fundamentally different de- 
cisions about the Federal involvement 
in public education. 

I am not sure everybody understands 
that the Federal Government’s involve- 
ment is about 7 percent. So when we 
talk about our U.S. Government hav- 
ing an impact on education for kinder- 
garten through 12, about 7 percent of 
the money spent in the public schools 
across this land comes from the Fed- 
eral Government. That means 93 per- 
cent comes from the States, munici- 
palities, counties, boroughs and the 
like. 

From what I can tell, the Federal 
Government has been doing too much 
dictating for 7 percent of the resources 
that they give to the States, too much 
of a heavy hand trying to dictate out- 
comes with very little money. One of 
the worst examples of the Federal Gov- 
ernment's involvement is when we de- 
cided we should help the disabled 
young people get into the mainstream 
of our public schools, a wonderful idea. 
Then we said we will pay 40 percent if 
you pay 60 percent. To this day, to this 
night as we stand here on the floor, the 
Federal Government has paid 9 per- 
cent, yet we impose regulations. The 
latest ones on the IDEA bill that im- 
plements our desire to help public edu- 
cation mainstream and educate dis- 
abled young people, this 9 percent has 
for many schools dictated such onerous 
mandates that some today are willing 
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to violate the law in order to get before 
a judge to show that some of what we 
are doing is so arbitrary that it is not 
even common sense. 

Now, frankly, the revolution is two- 
fold, as I see it. One, we are going to 
take a third of our public education 
money and say to our States: You have 
three options. You can take this one- 
third of our funding, a number of pro- 
grams, and leave it just like it is. You 
can stay with these categorical pro- 
grams where we put up a tiny bit of 
money. We have bureaucracy and regu- 
lations coming out of everybody’s ears 
as we try to impact on education with 
a little sliver of money, with a mar- 
velous purpose and goal attached to it. 
So, one, you can take it and keep it 
that way. The other is, you can say: 
State of New Mexico, State of Ala- 
bama, you send that money right to 
your school districts to be allocated to 
them proportionately and let them de- 
cide how to use the money in the best 
interests of their problems. Third is for 
the State to say: We will administer 
the money to the school districts and 
let them spend it the way we dictate. 
In all events, it is a marvelous research 
project. There is no downside for our 
kids. 

What we are doing is not working. So 
for those who stand up and worry about 
this new change, what is working 
today? Things are getting worse. We 
just had a TIMMS report that looked 
at our math and science kids, and it 
said the following, plain and simple: Up 
to the 5th grade, we are doing great. 
From 5th to 12th, we go right off the 
log, like the Titanic, into the ocean. 

We are at the bottom of the heap by 
the time the 12th grade arrives in the 
United States of America, the highest 
technology and science country in the 
world. We are sitting around worrying 
about one-third of the programs that 
we have been dumping on our school 
systems with highfalutin goals, and we 
are saying to the school systems that 
you can decide where to put that 
money. The other two-thirds we will 
leave the old way. 

Now, that is a revolution worth put- 
ting right before the public and seeing 
what happens. The other one is a little 
bit of a movement in the direction of 
merit pay and expanded teacher edu- 
cation. Both of them are revolutionary 
ideas and neither of them will harm 
anyone—in particular, the young peo- 
ple of our country. The chances are 
they will help our young people. 

I know the President is going to veto 
this bill, but I am as positive as any- 
thing that the change in public edu- 
cation from the U.S. Government will 
start with this bill. This bill is going to 
start a change that is going to be bor- 
derline revolutionary. We are either 
going to do more and accomplish more, 
or essentially we are going to find out 
why not. 

I yield the floor. 
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Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield 7 
minutes to the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts, Mr. KENNEDY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts is recognized 
for 7 minutes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
Republican approach these days often 
seems to be “one ideology fits all.” 
They want to privatize everything. 
They want to privatize Social Security, 
they want to privatize Medicare, and 
now they want to privatize education, 
and that would be their biggest mis- 
take of all. 

People ask why this bill is so impor- 
tant and why this debate has been so 
hard-fought. The answer is clear. This 
is not just another ordinary bill, or or- 
dinary day, or ordinary vote in the life 
of the Senate. The Republican Party is 
making a massive mistake, a mistake 
of truly historic dimensions, if they 
turn their backs on public schools, if 
that is the clear signal they are send- 
ing the country by pushing this mis- 
guided bill, because its fundamental 
purpose is to aid private schools, not 
help public schools. We all know that 
public schools have problems, but our 
goal should be to fix those problems, 
not ignore them or make them worse. 

Over the past few days, the Senate 
has had the opportunity to correct the 
defects in this bill and direct scarce re- 
sources to the public schools that have 
the greatest need. But at every turn 
Republicans have chosen to make this 
bad bill even worse. The bill uses tax 
breaks to subsidize parents who send 
their children to private schools, and it 
is a serious mistake. It diverts scarce 
resources away from public schools 
that have the greatest need. It under- 
mines the important Federal role in 
education, and it bans voluntary na- 
tional tests. It does nothing to improve 
public schools. It does nothing to ad- 
dress the serious need of public schools 
to build new facilities and to repair 
crumbling existing facilities. It does 
nothing to reduce class sizes in schools. 
It does nothing to provide qualified 
teachers in more classrooms across the 
Nation that will be needed. It does 
nothing to provide after-school activi- 
ties to keep kids off the streets, away 
from drugs, and out of trouble. It does 
nothing to help children reach high 
academic standards. It does nothing to 
improve the quality of education for 
children in public schools. 

On issue after issue, the Republican 
bill undermines Federal support for 
education, and that is irresponsible. We 
know what it takes to achieve genuine 
education reform. The place to start is 
by resoundingly rejecting this defec- 
tive bill that destroys the national 
commitment to improving education 
for all students. 

The challenge is clear: We must do 
all we can to improve teaching and 
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learning for all students across the Na- 
tion. We must continue to support ef- 
forts to raise academic standards. We 
must test students early so we know 
where they need help in time to make 
that help effective. We need better 
training for current and new teachers 
so that they are well-prepared to teach 
to high standards. We must reduce 
class size to help students obtain the 
individual attention they need. We 
need after-school programs to make 
constructive alternatives available to 
students. We need greater resources to 
modernize and expand school facilities 
to meet the urgent need of schools for 
modern technology and up-to-date 
classrooms. 

We cannot stand by and enact a re- 
gressive bill to help private schools at 
the expense of public schools. It is 
clear that our Republican friends are 
no friends of public schools. This Re- 
publican anti-education tax bill is 
wrong for education, it is wrong for 
America, and it is wrong for the Na- 
tion’s future. 

Public education is one of the all- 
time great achievements of our coun- 
try. Education is the key that unlocks 
the golden door of opportunity. Great 
leaders of a century and more ago un- 
derstood that. They understood what 
may be the greatest experiment of all 
in American democracy. They insisted 
on free public education for all, and in 
doing so they laid the solid foundation 
that made this country the most pow- 
erful and most successful nation on 
earth in this century. None of us—no 
Republican, no Democrat—should re- 
treat from that .basic bedrock prin- 
ciple. Yet, this unacceptable bill does 
that. It hangs a sign for all to see on 
the front door of every public school in 
America: Abandon hope, all ye who 
enter here. Get out while you can, pub- 
lic schools have failed. Find a private 
school that will take you in and we 
will subsidize the cost. 

I categorically reject that view. Pub- 
lic schools have not failed. Public 
schools are still the backbone of Amer- 
ican education, and they always will 
be. Let’s solve their problems, not 
abandon them. Let’s defeat this bill 
and make a fresh start to do all we can 
to help our public schools. 

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader is recognized. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Would the Chair in- 
form us as to the current status regard- 
ing time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democrats control 41% minutes, and 
there are 8 minutes 49 seconds left for 
the Republicans. I heard some discus- 
sion earlier about yielding that back. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, it is 
my understanding that I am the last 
speaker on our side, and then we have 
one speaker left on the Republican 
side. It is with that understanding that 
I will yield such time now as I may 
consume. 
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First of all, let me begin by com- 
mending the distinguished senior Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts for his elo- 
quence again just now and for his re- 
markable leadership on this debate for 
the last several days. He has been our 
quarterback, and he has been a real in- 
spiration to many of us. I thank him, 
and I thank all of our colleagues who 
have done so much to contribute to 
this debate, who have done so in a civil 
way, who have done so in an enlight- 
ened way, who have done so with every 
good intention about raising the level 
of debate and talking about these crit- 
ical issues, recognizing the significant 
difference of opinion that exists be- 
tween our parties on this important 
matter of national concern. 

This debate started out as really a 
difference of opinion on how we com- 
mit about $1.6 billion in resources to 
education. I have noted in the past 
that I have great admiration for the 
Senator from Georgia and his interest 
in pursuing ways in which to improve 
to education. I differ with him strongly 
on this particular issue. We have noted 
on many occasions as we have made 
reference to his approach that the 
original design of this legislation did 
little to address the real problems we 
have in education. We have argued on 
this floor on many occasions whether, 
with $1.6 billion, we should give tax re- 
lief largely to those in the most suc- 
cessful quintile of our economic strata. 
I am told about $37 in tax benefits 
would go to the top 20 percent of in- 
come earners in our country. 

The question is, is that the best way 
for our Federal Government to commit 
these hard-earned tax dollars? Should 
we provide that kind of tax relief, as 
laudable as the intentions might be 
and as a different an approach as it 
might be? Certainly we want to encour- 
age saving. Certainly we want to find 
ways to reduce the overall cost to all 
American families of education. The 
question is, is this the right way? Is 
this the best way? 

There are those who have argued 
that if you do not favor the status quo, 
that this is the approach we ought to 
be subscribing to. Mr. President, I have 
to say, probably of all the things that 
have been said on the Senate floor with 
regard to this issue and this debate, 
this is the one which perhaps I feel 
most vehement opposition to. 

Iam an ardent opponent of the status 
quo in many respects. I oppose simply 
accepting our current situation as fact. 
We know that there are things we can 
do, that we must do. In an information 
age, we cannot be content to simply sit 
back and say, yes, this is the best we 
can do. We can’t be content when we 
are not number one when it comes to 
math and science. We can’t be content 
when we know that there are people 
who are not getting a good education 
because we have not made the right 
commitments. 
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I defy anyone to challenge those of us 
who believe there is a better way than 
the underlying bill that somehow we 
are defending the status quo, because 
that could not be further from the 
truth. As evidence of that, I guess I 
would suggest, No. 1, that you look at 
the array of amendments that we have 
offered that would have changed the 
status quo, beginning with, first and 
foremost, the single most consequen- 
tial reduction in property tax that we 
have considered on the Senate floor, at 
least in my lifetime. As much as $10 
billion in potential property tax relief 
could have been part of this legislation. 
In my state of South Dakota, we could 
have reduced property taxes by as 
much as $25 million. If we had passed 
the Moseley-Braun amendment, we 
could have relieved the burden on state 
and local taxes, including property 
taxes, by $10 billion. We didn’t have the 
votes. The majority voted against re- 
ducing property taxes by $10 billion. I 
want to change the status quo. That 
would have done it. That would have 
done it, in addition to recognizing the 
fact that three out of four school dis- 
tricts in this country have at least one 
school that is in dire need of repair. 

I spoke to people in a school district 
not long ago who shared with me the 
fact that, when the winds in South Da- 
kota exceed 40 miles an hour, the 
school has to be evacuated. When the 
winds in South Dakota exceed 40 miles 
an hour, they have to go home. We had 
a chimney that fell through the third 
floor of one of our schools in Hartford, 
SD. I could go on and on. 

The fact is, we have an incredible 
problem with regard to infrastructure. 
While we legitimately commit, as we 
must, to highways, to bridges, to air- 
ports, and to the array of infrastruc- 
ture challenges we have—and I am a 
strong supporter of the effort to do 
that—-we ought to be committing to in- 
frastructure for the most important 
part of our population, our children. 
You want to change the status quo? We 
should have voted to support the 
Moseley-Braun amendment. You want 
to support change in the status quo? 
We should have supported the after- 
school program supported and offered 
by the distinguished Senator from Cali- 
fornia. You want to change the status 
quo? We should have recognized that 
we have to go out and find over 100,000 
new teachers in the next 3 years. That 
is real change in the status quo. 

Now our Republican colleagues have 
come back with proposals of their own 
to change the status quo. As the senior 
Senator from Massachusetts has just 
acknowledged, the real question now 
is, do we privatize public education? 
Because that is exactly what we will do 
if this bill passes and is signed into 
law. We would privatize public edu- 
cation. 

So while we started out with a bill 
that promised to do very little, we 
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have ended up with one that would do 
real damage. We’ve gone from doing al- 
most nothing for public education to 
doing serious damage to the funda- 
mental appreciation of the importance 
in democracy of education as we have 
known it for 200 years. We do damage. 
If this legislation was ever signed into 
law, we would do serious damage, be- 
cause we would abolish the promise of 
universal education for the people of 
the United States as we have known it. 
This promise has been largely respon- 
sible for the democracy that we have 
enjoyed with all of its richness. We 
would abolish all remedial education 
for disadvantaged children. We would 
abolish safe and drug-free schools. We 
would abolish the opportunities for 
schools to come to the people of the 
United States asking for assistance to 
acquire new technology in their class- 
room. We would abolish Goals 2000, 
which would set some goals for the 
whole country to achieve as we recog- 
nize the importance of the information 
age. We would abolish teacher training 
in math and science. We would abolish 
magnet schools. We would abolish 
school-to-work. We would abolish the 
ability to use voluntary national 
achievement tests in order to empower 
parents to find out just how their stu- 
dents are doing. The abolition of all of 
those tools and more are incorporated 
in what we are about to pass tonight. 

Mr. President, this is a lost oppor- 
tunity. Yes. But far more than that, 
during the debate on this bill, we have 
gone from doing little to doing dam- 
age—damage to our public educational 
system, damage to the opportunities 
that children all over this country 
ought to have when they walk into a 
classroom. We would abolish the na- 
tional role in public education. 

So the question tonight that we must 
ask ourselves is, do we support the con- 
tinued role of public education, recog- 
nizing, as we do, the need to move be- 
yond the status quo and fundamentally 
and radically find ways in which to im- 
prove upon the tradition of public edu- 
cation in this country? Do we do that? 
Or do we privatize education? Do we 
privatize it and take away whatever 
role the people of the United States 
have when we consider our educational 
challenges in the years ahead? That is 
the question. 

I hope our colleagues will vote a re- 
sounding no on final passage of this 
bill. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I'm pleased 
that we are moving toward passage of 
this significant bill. The importance of 
giving American families the resources 
and means they need to educate their 
children must be above politics. 

Before I get into the specific benefits 
of the bill, let me remind my col- 
leagues that with the exception of sev- 
eral school construction bond provi- 
sions—which were newly added this 
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year—all of the concepts in this bill 
should be very familiar. 

Mr. President, these concepts should 
be familiar because we have already 
endorsed them. The base provisions in 
the bill—which include the increase in 
the maximum allowable contribution 
to an education IRA, the use of the IRA 
for elementary and secondary school 
expenses for public and private schools, 
the tax-free treatment of state spon- 
sored prepaid tuition plans, and the ex- 
tension of tax-free treatment for em- 
ployer provided educational assist- 
ance—all received bipartisan support 
from the Senate as part of the Tax- 
payer Relief Act of 1997. 

Despite this Senate support, these 
provisions were dropped from the bill 
during conference negotiations. Be- 
cause of opposition from the Adminis- 
tration, these particular elements 
failed to be included in the final 
version of the Taxpayer Relief Act of 
1997. 

Today we will show our commitment 
to these provisions—and to enact what 
this body has already determined 
makes good sense for American fami- 
lies. 

Mr. President, it is important to note 
that this tax bill is not designed to an- 
swer all of the education-related issues 
that face this country. Those issues are 
too varied and complicated to be ad- 
dressed by the federal government. 
They need to be solved at the state and 
local level—by schools, teachers, and 
parents working together. 

Instead, this bill is designed to build 
on the innovative concepts that have 
been introduced in the last few years. 
Our goal is to improve the tax code so 
that it provides the necessary incen- 
tives to help American families help 
their children. These are much needed 
tools. 

Over the past 15 years, tuition at a 
four year college has increased by 
234%. The average student loan has in- 
creased by 367%. In contrast median 
household income rose only 82% during 
this period and the consumer price 
index rose only 74%. 

Our students—our families—need 
these resources to help them meet the 
costs and realize the opportunities of a 
quality education. The Senate recog- 
nized the importance of these provi- 
sions less than one year ago, voting in 
favor of them. I hope that my col- 
leagues continue to recognize just how 
important they remain. The American 
people are counting on us. 

The various provisions of this bill are 
important measures that will aid our 
students and parents. 

The first major change in this bill in- 
creases the maximum education IRA 
contribution from $500 to $2,000. That 
increase is important on two levels. 
First, with the well-documented in- 
crease in education costs, it is essen- 
tial that we provide American families 
with the resources to meet those costs. 
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I have long argued that it is essential 
to change the savings habits of the 
American people, and there are few 
things more important than the edu- 
cation of their children. Not only will 
saving in this way increase our invest- 
ment capital, it will increase Ameri- 
can’s education capital as well. Any- 
thing that thwarts either of these ob- 
jectives is short-sighted. 

By using the tax code to encourage 
individual responsibility for paying for 
educational expenses, we all benefit. 
The expansion of the education IRA 
will result in greater opportunities for 
individuals to save for their children’s 
education. 

Mr. President, the next major change 
that this bill makes to education IRAs 
is that it allows withdrawals for edu- 
cation expenses for elementary and 
secondary schools and for both private 
and public schools. 

As we recognized last year, it is a 
fundamental principle that a parent 
should have the right and the ability to 
make decisions about his or her child’s 
education—to decide basic questions 
such as how the child should be edu- 
cated and where the child should at- 
tend school. 

This bill recognizes that just like for 
secondary schools, we should not estab- 
lish a priority system where some ele- 
mentary and secondary schools are fa- 
vored over others. We should not forget 
that it is the taxpayer who funds the 
education IRA—that it is the parent 
who puts his or her hard-earned money 
into the education IRA. 

Mr. President, it seems a matter of 
common sense, therefore, that the par- 
ent should be able to choose how to 
spend that money. 

Mr. President, another provision in 
this bill makes state-sponsored prepaid 
tuition plans tax-free, not simply tax- 
deferred. This is a significant distinc- 
tion, because it allows students to 
withdraw the savings that accumulate 
in their pre-paid tuition accounts with- 
out paying any tax at all. It means 
that parents have the incentive to put 
money away today and their children 
have the full benefit of that money, 
without any tax, tomorrow. 

As I have already mentioned, forty- 
four states have pre-paid tuition plans 
in effect, and the other six are in the 
process of implementing such plans 
This means that every member of the 
Senate has parents and students back 
home who either benefit from this plan 
right now, or will benefit from this 
plan soon. 

Mr. President, the Coverdell bill also 
extends tax-free treatment of employer 
provided educational assistance for 
graduates and undergraduates through 
the year 2002. 

This particular program is a time- 
tested and widely used benefit for 
working students. Over one million 
workers across America receive tax- 
free employer provided education. This 
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allows them to stay on the cutting 
edge of their careers. It benefits not 
only them, individually, but their em- 
ployers and the economy as a whole. 
With the constant innovations and ad- 
vancing technology of our society, it is 
vitally important that we continue 
this program. 

The various provisions that I have 
just described are all ones that mem- 
bers of this body approved last year. 
They made sense then. They certainly 
continue to make sense today. 

Mr. President, the Coverdell bill does 
even more than address the costs of at- 
tending school. In response to concerns 
from Members on both sides of the 
aisle, the Finance Committee agreed 
on some measures to provide targeted 
relief in the area of school construc- 
tion. 

The first provision is directed at high 
growth school districts. It expands the 
tax-exempt bond rules for public/pri- 
vate partnerships set up for the con- 
struction, renovation, or restoration of 
public school facilities in these dis- 
tricts. In general, it allows states to 
issue tax-exempt bonds equal to $10 per 
state resident. Each state would be 
guaranteed a minimum allocation of at 
least $5 million of these tax-exempt 
bonds. In total, up to $600 million per 
year in new tax exempt bonds would be 
issued for these innovative school con- 
struction projects. 

This provision is important because 
it retains state and local flexibility. It 
does not impose a new bureaucracy on 
the states and it does not force the fed- 
eral government to micro-manage 
school construction. 

Mr. President, there is a second bond 
provision in this bill. That provision is 
designed to simplify the issuance of 
bonds for school construction. Under 
current law, arbitrage profits earned 
on investments unrelated to the pur- 
pose of the borrowing must be rebated 
to the Federal government. However, 
there is an exception—generally re- 
ferred to as the small issuer excep- 
tion—which allows governments to 
issue up to $5 million of bonds without 
being subject to the arbitrage rebate 
requirement. We recently increased 
this limit to $10 million for govern- 
ments that issue at least $5 million of 
public school bonds during the year. 

The provision in the Coverdell bill in- 
creases the small issuer exception to 
$15 million, provided that at least $10 
million of the bonds are issued to fi- 
nance public schools. 

Mr. President, it is clear that the 
Coverdell bill contains numerous im- 
portant provisions for the American 
family. As I have said already, many of 
these measures are ones that the Sen- 
ate passed last year. 

Anyone—students or parents—who is 
on the front line dealing with the costs 
of a quality education, must have been 
disappointed last year when we failed 
to give them all the tools that they 
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needed. American families understand 
the need for these measures. They have 
now been waiting for a year. I am 
pleased today that we will, once again, 
address the needs of American families 
and students. I urge my colleagues to 
support the Coverdell bill. 

Mr. COVERDELL addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle who made so many elo- 
quent statements on behalf of the un- 
derlying bill. As is obvious, this has 
not been easy for them. They have been 
at odds with their Members in the cau- 
cus. We all understand that takes con- 
siderable courage. The Senator from 
Delaware, who explained the dilemma 
that he faced—and that I accept, but I 
appreciate his comity and the efforts 
to work through this long journey very 
much, even though he cannot vote with 
us at this point. 

To my adversary, the other manager, 
it has been a very civil debate. We even 
ended up in agreement on the reading 
excellence amendment. I appreciate 
the comments that came. 

I would particularly like to associate 
myself with the remarks of the distin- 
guished Senator from West Virginia, a 
very moving statement. It reminded 
me of my father. That is another rela- 
tionship. He began his career as a coal 
truck driver in the Midwest. But when 
the Senator from West Virginia de- 
scribed the schoolroom in which that 
excellent mind of his was educated, I 
wish everyone could have heard it. 
While we all want excellent facilities, 
it isn't necessarily the key component 
in education. His came from a two- 
room building with two buckets of 
water. My dad’s was one room. It like- 
wise had no heat nor facilities. But 
that is for another day. I would admon- 
ish everybody to read the speech, 
though. 

Mr. President, the underlying bill is 
focused on children. In all these de- 
bates, sometimes it is buildings, it is 
tax policy, but at the end of the day 
what we are talking about is the desire 
of all of us to have the youth of our 
country be given a chance to fully par- 
ticipate in the greatest democracy in 
the history of the world. 

At one point in the debate I indicated 
that an uneducated mind is not capable 
of enjoying the full benefits of Amer- 
ican citizenship and an uneducated 
people cannot and will not remain free. 
A core stanchion of American liberty 
envisions a citizen who can think well 
and participate. When we deny them 
those opportunities, as the Senator 
from West Virginia indicated we have 
been doing in growing numbers, we are 
condemning these people to something 
less than full American citizenship. 
The first thing they are denied is eco- 
nomic liberty. And when they are de- 
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nied economic liberty, which is the sec- 
ond stanchion of American freedom, 
they are pushed to the periphery of so- 
ciety and before long they are pushed 
into those components of society that 
are a risk to the safety of persons and 
property, another component of Amer- 
ican liberty. 

So at the center of maintaining our 
democracy is the duty for each genera- 
tion to make sure that all of its youth 
are capable of participating in Amer- 
ican citizenship. 

It has been alleged that public edu- 
cation is being abandoned here. I would 
like to point out that of the economic 
underpinnings of this bill, over 90 per- 
cent of it supports public education, 
whether it is school construction, 
whether it is assistance through an 
education savings account to come to 
students that attend public schools, 
whether it is support of all of our pub- 
lic institutions in State prepaid tuition 
policy, whether it is aiding employers 
in continuing education for their em- 
ployees. A very small component, al- 
beit a meaningful component, of the 
funding of this bill deals with helping 
families whose children are in private 
schools. But it is simply wrong to char- 
acterize this as abandoning public edu- 
cation. Far from it. It is one of the 
most significant new energies behind 
public education we have seen in a long 
time here. 

Just to reiterate—we talked about 
these children—there are about 53 mil- 
lion children in our elementary and 
secondary schools. The Joint Tax Com- 
mittee has repeatedly said that 14 mil- 
lion American families will be bene- 
ficiaries of the savings account. That 
means nearly half of the entire popu- 
lation in elementary and secondary 
schools will receive some benefit. We 
also know that because of the work to 
help prepaid State tuition, a million 
university students will be helped. And 
we know 250,000 graduate students will 
benefit from these programs that we 
are talking about here today, that 1 
million American employees will ben- 
efit from helping employers assist 
them in continuing education, and that 
at least 500 new schools in high-popu- 
lation areas and rural areas will be 
helped here. 

This is a very large piece of legisla- 
tion affecting literally millions of 
Americans across the country on the 
basic belief that an educated mind is 
an absolute essential requirement for 
full citizenship in this American de- 
mocracy. 

Mr. President, I know we have had 
our differences. I think this is the be- 
ginning of a long debate. It could be 
upwards to a decade. I am pleased that 
the minority leader has agreed that the 
status quo is unacceptable. If we have 
at least achieved that, it has been a 
major breakthrough. 

In closing, I thank all of my col- 
leagues on both sides of the aisle for an 
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incredible amount of patience. The 
hour is near. 

On behalf of the leader, for the infor- 
mation of all Senators, these next two 
votes will be the last votes of the 
evening. The Senate will convene to- 
morrow at 10 a.m. and debate the State 
Department reorganization conference 
report under the parameters of the con- 
sent agreement of March 31. However, 
no votes will occur during Friday’s ses- 
sion of the Senate. 

On Monday, the Senate will debate 
the NATO treaty beginning at 12 noon. 
It is the leader’s hope that we will have 
vigorous debate and, hopefully, even 
have a few amendments offered on 
Monday. 

I announce to my colleagues that the 
next vote will occur at 5:30 p.m. on 
Monday, April 27. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on final passage of the education 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There appears to be 
a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall the bill pass? The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN) is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL- 
LARD). Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 56, 
nays 43, as follows: 


[Rollcall Vote No. 102 Leg.] 


YEAS—56 
Abraham Faircloth Mack 
Allard Frist McConnell 
Ashcroft Gorton Murkowski 
Bennett Graham Nickles 
Bond Gramm Roberts 
Breaux Grams Roth 
Brownback Grassley Santorum 
Burns Gregg Sessions 
Byrd nace Shelby 
Campbell Hatch 
Goats Helms Smith (NH) 
Cochran Hutchinson Smith (OR) 
Collins Hutchison Snowe 
Coverdell Inhofe Stevens 
Craig Kempthorne Thomas 
D'Amato Kyl Thompson 
DeWine Lieberman Thurmond 
Domenici Lott Torricelli 
Enzi Lugar Warner 

NAYS—43 
Akaka Feinstein Levin 
Baucus Ford Mikulski 
Biden Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Bingaman Harkin Moynihan 
Boxer Hollings Murray 
Bryan Inouye Reed 
Bumpers Jeffords Reid 
Chafee Johnson Robb 
88 * Rockefeller 
Daschle Kerry Sepang 
Dodd Kohl Specter 
Dorgan Landrieu Wellstone 
Durbin Lautenberg Wyden 
Feingold Leahy 
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NOT VOTING—1 
McCain 
The bill (H.R. 2646), as amended, was 


passed. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I move to recon- 
sider the vote. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 


EEE 
ACKNOWLEDGING THE HISTORIC 
NORTHERN IRELAND PEACE 
AGREEMENT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re- 
sume consideration of Senate Concur- 
rent Resolution No. 90. 

The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the concurrent resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the concur- 
rent resolution. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN), 
the Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), 
and the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
BROWNBACK) are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 97, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 103 Leg.) 


YEAS—97 

Abraham Feinstein Lugar 
Akaka Ford Mack 
Allard Frist McConnell 
Ashcroft Glenn Mikulski 
Baucus Gorton Moseley-Braun 
Biden Graham Moynihan 
Bingaman Gramm Murkowski 
Bond Grams Murray 
Boxer Grassley Nickles 
Breaux Gregg Reed 
Bryan Hagel Reid 
Bumpers Harkin 
Burns Hatch Robb 
Byrd Helms Roberts 
Campbell Hollings Rockefeller 
Chafee Hutchinson Roth 
Cleland Hutchison Santorum 
Coats Inhofe Sarbanes 
Cochran Inouye Sessions 
Collins Jeffords Shelby 
Conrad Johnson Smith (NH) 
Coverdell Kempthorne Smith (OR) 
Craig Kennedy Snowe 
D'Amato Kerrey Specter 
Daschle Kerry Stevens 
DeWine Kohl Thomas 
Dodd Kyl Thompson 
Domenici Landrieu Thurmond 
Dorgan Lautenberg Torricelli 
Durbin Leahy serie 
Enzi Levin Warner 
Faircloth Lieberman Wellstone 
Feingold Lott Wyden 

NOT VOTING—3 
Bennett Brownback McCain 


The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 90) was agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The concurrent resolution, with its 
preamble, is as follows: 

S. Con. REs. 90 

Whereas the people of Ireland have experi- 

enced civil conflict throughout their history 
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with the latest phase, known as The Trou- 
bles, ongoing for the last thirty years; 

Whereas this tragic history has cost the 
lives of thousands of men, women, and chil- 
dren, and has left a deep and profound legacy 
of suffering; 

Whereas the governments of the Republic 
of Ireland and the United Kingdom have en- 
deavored for many years to facilitate a 
peaceful resolution to the conflict in North- 
ern Ireland; and such efforts, including the 
1985 Anglo-Irish Agreement, the 1993 Joint 
Declaration, and the 1995 New Framework 
for Agreement, were important milestones in 
guiding the parties toward a political agree- 
ment; 

Whereas the announced cessation of armed 
hostilities in 1994 by the Irish Republican 
Army and the Combined Loyalist Military 
Command created the opportunity for all-in- 
clusive political discussions to occur; 

Whereas representatives from Northern 
Ireland's political parties, pledging to adhere 
to the principles of non-violence, commenced 
all-party talks in June 1996, and those talks 
greatly intensified in the Spring of 1998 
under the chairmanship of former United 
States Senator George Mitchell; 

Whereas the active participation of British 
Prime Minister Tony Blair and Irish 
Taoiseach Bertie Ahern was indispensable to 
the success of negotiations; 

Whereas the support and encouragement 
for the Northern Ireland peace process by 
President Clinton, on behalf of the United 
States, was also an important factor in the 
success of the negotiations; 

Whereas on April 10, 1998, the political par- 
ties, together with the British and Irish Gov- 
ernments successfully concluded the North- 
ern Ireland Peace Agreement; 

Whereas people throughout the island will 
have an opportunity to approve or reject the 
final agreement during the May 22 referen- 
dums; 

Whereas the British and Irish Governments 
have committed to making the necessary 
constitutional and other legal changes nec- 
essary to bring the agreement into effect 
after the referendum approval processes have 
been concluded: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), that it is the sense of 
the Congress that— 

(1) All of the participants in the negotia- 
tion deserve congratulations for their will- 
ingness to make honorable compromises in 
order to reach an agreement that promises 
to end the tragic cycle of violence that has 
dominated Northern Ireland for decades; 

(2) Prime Minister Tony Blair and 
Taoiseach Bertie Ahern deserve particular 
credit for their leadership and constant en- 
couragement in support of the peace process; 

(3) The American people can be especially 
proud of the contributions made by the 
United States in the quest for peace, includ- 
ing President Clinton’s vision and deter- 
mination to achieve peace in Northern Ire- 
land and his personal commitment to remain 
an active supporter throughout the process; 

(4) All friends of Ireland owe a lasting debt 
of gratitude to Senator George Mitchell for 
his dedication, courage, leadership, and wis- 
dom in guiding the peace talks to a success- 
ful conclusion. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


—— 
MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for the transaction of morning 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

—— 


COMMEMORATING THE U.S. 
HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL MUSEUM 


Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, today 
is a holy day, Yom Hashoah. It is a day 
set aside every year to remember the 
victims of the Holocaust. 

I had the privilege of starting this 
Yom Hashoah morning with an ex- 
traordinary group of people, the 
Founders of the U.S. Holocaust Memo- 
rial Museum. Founders are men and 
women from across America who have 
given at least $1 million to the Holo- 
caust Museum. 

This week, as we mark the fifth anni- 
versary of the opening of the museum, 
it seems an especially appropriate time 
to recognize the incredible gift the 
Founders, and all the museum’s sup- 
porters, have given our nation. 

We are indebted to them all—particu- 
larly to Miles Lerman, chairman of the 
museum council, and Ruth Mandel, the 
council’s vice chair, and to my dear 
friend Abe Pollin, the chairman of this 
year’s Founders Reunion. 

One of the sages of the Torah told us 
more than 200 years ago that God could 
have created plants that would grow 
loaves of bread. Instead, he created 
wheat for us to grow and mill and 
transform into bread. Why? Because He 
wanted us to be able to take part in the 
miracle of creation. 

That is what the Holocaust Museum 
Founders have done. They used stone 
and steel and sacred artifacts, rather 
than wheat. But they have unquestion- 
ably experienced the miracle of cre- 
ation. 

Simon Dubrow, the great Jewish his- 
torian, was one of the 6 million Jews 
murdered in the Holocaust. He was 
killed in the Latvian ghetto of Riga by 
a Gestapo officer who had once been his 
student. His dying words were 
“Schreibt und farschreibt.” Write and 
record.” He believed to the end that 
truth and memory ultimately would 
triumph over the evil of the Holocaust. 

Through the leadership and gen- 
erosity of the Holocaust Museum 
Founders, his prediction has come true. 
Many in Congress remain in awe of the 
fact that the U.S. Holocaust Memorial 
Museum has raised $320 million since 
its inception. That’s a part of the mu- 
seum’s story that isn’t fully known or 
appreciated. 

The Holocaust Museum has not only 
demonstrated that public/private part- 
nerships can work—it has set the 
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standard for such partnerships. Much 
has changed since that bitter cold, 
rainy day 5 years ago when the Holo- 
caust Museum was dedicated. 

Before the museum opened, I under- 
stand that the most optimistic esti- 
mates were that 700,000 people a year 
would walk through its doors. That 
first year, and every year since, I am 
now told, 2 million visitors have come 
to the museum—5,000 people every day. 
Before the museum opened, I well re- 
member that there were some who 
questioned whether it should be built 
on the National Mall, since the Holo- 
caust did not take place in our coun- 
try. 

Today, the Holocaust Memorial Mu- 
seum is a fundamental part of this 
city. Not only does it belong on the 
Mall, but it gives a deeper meaning to 
the other great memorials there. Ask 
anyone who has been through the mu- 
seum and they will tell you. The Wash- 
ington Monument and the Lincoln Me- 
morial have never looked so beau- 
tiful—and freedom and democracy have 
never seemed as precious—as they do 
when you emerge from the darkness of 
that extraordinary building. 

Elie Weisel has said, “Survivors are 
understood by survivors only. They 
speak in code. All outsiders could do 
was come close to the gates.” That is 
what the Holocaust Memorial Museum 
allows us to do: to come close to the 
gates; to see; to grieve; and, finally, to 
learn, so that we can pass the knowl- 
edge on from, generation to generation, 
about what can happen when intoler- 
ance and hatred are allowed to spread 
unchecked. 

Elie Weisel is right. We cannot walk 
on the shoes of the victims, or the sur- 
vivors. But we can see their shoes— 
that heartbreaking room full of dress 
shoes and work boots and baby shoes. 
And it is one of the many paradoxes of 
the museum, that in looking at some- 
thing as simple as those shoes, we can 
begin to feel the profound tragedy of 
that terrible time. 

Anyone who has been there knows, 
the Holocaust Museum is not an easy 
place to visit. The images in it are not 
images of beauty, but of incomprehen- 
sible evil. People always spend longer 
in the museum than they expect. And 
they leave shattered. But they also 
leave changed. It is one of the few mu- 
seums in the world that has the capac- 
ity to change people fundamentally. 

It teaches many lessons. One of the 
most profound lessons is about the hor- 
rors that can be unleashed when we 
deny the basic humanity of even one 
person. Another is what can happen to 
democracy when we are not vigilant in 
its protection. 

The museum also teaches us about 
the necessity of leadership dedicated to 
preventing intolerance, hatred and op- 
pression. For members of Congress, 
that is an especially important lesson. 
And the presence of the museum on the 
mall is a constant reminder of it. 
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Perhaps the most dramatic example 
of its influence on Congress was 2 years 
ago, when we debated how the United 
States should respond to the horrors in 
Bosnia. There were times during that 
debate when it was as if the victims of 
the Holocaust were looking down from 
the Senate galleries, reminding us of 
the moral imperative: Never again. I 
doubt we would have felt their presence 
so strongly, had it not been for the mu- 
seum. 

But evil is not always as obvious as 
it was in Bosnia, or Rwanda, or Pol 
Pot’s Cambodia. The Holocaust Mu- 
seum reminds us that the early warn- 
ing signs are more subtle—and, often, 
closer to home. That lesson is particu- 
larly important for people who are en- 
trusted to write the laws that guide 
this great nation. 

When you walk down that first long, 
dark corridor, and see the step-by-step 
dismantling of German democracy, you 
understand in a deeper way why we 
must never again allow books to be 
burned, or laws to be written that per- 
mit discrimination and expropriation. 

The last time I visited the museum I 
stopped on the way out to read what 
people had written in the comments“ 
book. None of the comments was very 
long. The museum has a way of leaving 
many people without words for a while. 

Among the short messages, there 
were two that especially stood out. 
Both were written in what appeared to 
be the handwriting of teenage girls. 
One said. The museum taught me the 
meaning of democracy.” The other said 
simply, “I will remember this for the 
rest of my life.” What an extraordinary 
gift the Founders have given those 
young women, and everyone else who 
has visited these first 5 years! 

I understand the museum is now tak- 
ing advantage of the Internet and other 
new technologies so that people in my 
home state of South Dakota, and all 
over the world, can visit,“ even if 
they can’t come to Washington. I’ve 
been told the website gets 100,000 hits a 
day! That’s most impressive. 

By reaching out in this way, the mu- 
seum is not only fulfilling our moral 
responsibility to write and record” 
the story of the Holocaust and its vic- 
tims. It is also creating a stronger 
America. And, in the process, it is rede- 
fining what museums, and public-pri- 
vate partnerships can be, and what 
they can accomplish. 

The poem that is written on the wall 
behind the shoes declares, ‘‘We are the 
shoes. We are the last witnesses.” In 
the 5 years since the museum opened, 
10 million new witnesses have been cre- 
ated—one for every person who per- 
ished in the Holocaust. Five years from 
now, there will be 10 million more. 
And, like the young woman who signed 
the book, each of them will be remem- 
bered for the rest of their lives. 

The Founders, and all the supporters 
of the Holocaust Museum, have indeed 
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taken part in the creation of some- 
thing very, very rare. Today, on this 
holy day of Yom Hashoah, as we re- 
member the victims of the Holocaust, 
the Congress and the people of the 
United States thank them. 


—— 


90TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE ARMY 
RESERVE OF THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, for 
the past week, the United States Army 
Reserve has had a number of events to 
help celebrate the 90th anniversary of 
their founding. Appropriately, the 
United States Senate, led by Senator 
Helms who was joined by 28 of our col- 
leagues, passed a resolution last night 
commending the Army Reserve and its 
citizen-soldiers on an impressive herit- 
age and on the invaluable contribu- 
tions they have made to keeping the 
United States free and safe. 

As a former Army Reservist, I was 
naturally interested in reading this 
resolution and I am certain you can 
imagine my surprise when I discovered 
that it was also a tribute to me and the 
service I rendered the United States as 
a Soldier. I was, and am, humbled and 
flattered by this very touching gesture, 
you have touched the heart of this old 
“trooper”, and I thank each of you for 
your kind act. 

I join each of you in commending all 
those who have served in the Army Re- 
serve throughout its 90-year history, 
particularly those men and women who 
serve today. In this era of skrinking 
force structure and defense budgets, we 
will increasingly rely on our reserve 
forces to meet the security and foreign 
policy goals of the United States. We 
should be grateful that there is no 
shortage of patriotic Americans willing 
to endure the hardships and demands of 
reserve service, we are all better off 
their efforts. I am certain that I speak 
for the entire Body when I say that we 
appreciate and value the work and con- 
tributions of the Soldiers of the Army 
Reserve and stand ready to assist them 
however we can. 


— 


IN HONOR OF FORMER SENATOR 
TERRY SANFORD 


Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, 
today, as it has for the past three days, 
the South mourns the passing of one of 
its greatest leaders. Terry Sanford, 
former Governor of and United States 
Senator from North Carolina, passed 
away on Saturday, April 18, 1998. 

From 1961 to 1965, Governor Sanford 
forged a remarkable record as one of 
America’s most progressive governors. 
His great passions were education, civil 
rights, and social justice. Perhaps his 
bravest act as Governor, and the one 
that posed the greatest political risk, 
was to encourage the people of North 
Carolina to accept the winds of change 
that swept the South during the 1960s. 

In a 1963 speech, for example, he im- 
plored the people of North Carolina to 
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end job discrimination against blacks 
and announced the creation of a bira- 
cial panel, the North Carolina Good 
Neighbor Council, to work toward that 
end. He also appointed many black 
North Carolinians to important posi- 
tions in his administration and pub- 
licly supported school integration. 

The other hallmark of Governor 
Sanford’s administration was his com- 
mitment to education. He pushed state 
lawmakers to provide more money to 
schools and laid the foundation that 
has helped make the North Carolina 
higher education system one of the 
best in the world. As a true intellectual 
and lover of the humanities, Terry 
Sanford understood the importance of 
ideas for their own sake. But he also 
was a practical man, and he realized 
that a well-educated populace is cru- 
cial to attracting new corporations and 
creating good jobs. Thanks to his vi- 
sion, North Carolina now is home to 
one of the best-educated populations in 
the nation, and it is a leader in cre- 
ating high-paying, high-tech jobs. 

From 1969 to 1985, Senator Sanford 
was President of Duke University. He 
was one of that institution’s most vig- 
orous and successful presidents, inspir- 
ing loyalty and love among faculty and 
students and helping the University in- 
crease its endowment and improve its 
resources. As President of Duke, Terry 
Sanford did great things for not just 
the students, but all the people of 
North Carolina. Under his hand, Duke 
joined North Carolina State and the 
University of North Carolina as part of 
the vaunted Research Triangle, which 
has generated high-tech jobs for North 
Carolina and helped the state secure a 
reputation as one of the best locations 
in the country for companies and their 
workers. President Sanford dedicated 
himself completely to Duke; he was 
driven to serve the school by the same 
passion for education and material and 
intellectual progress which had guided 
his governorship. 

Discontent with the direction in 
which our nation was headed and the 
seemingly intractable problems that 
had beset the political process drove 
Senator Sanford to offer himself for 
the Democratic nomination for Presi- 
dent in 1972 and 1976. Although both his 
candidacies were unsuccessful, Terry 
ran with conviction and courage. 
Above all, he ran to oppose those who 
offered no alternative to confusion 
other than darkness, who would have 
replaced idealism with cynicism, and 
who practiced the politics of division 
rather than unity. 

Terry Sanford achieved national of- 
fice in 1986, when the people of North 
Carolina elected him to the United 
States Senate. During his term, Sen- 
ator Sanford was one of the ablest and 
most conscientious legislators this 
body has ever seen. He maintained his 
well-deserved reputation for decency, 
integrity, and intelligence; continued 
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to show great interest in education and 
social policies; and never flagged in his 
commitment to the public good. 

After being narrowly defeated for re- 
election in 1992, Senator Sanford re- 
turned to Duke University, where he 
taught courses on public policy and 
government. As an outstanding educa- 
tor, he continued to enrich his stu- 
dents’ lives and devote himself to the 
dissemination of knowledge. 

Mr. President, Terry Sanford’s death 
is a loss for North Carolina, this na- 
tion, and this Senate. He embodied the 
best of public service and education. 
His tremendous accomplishments were 
recognized and appreciated for over 30 
years by the people of North Carolina. 
Increasingly, they have been recog- 
nized throughout the nation as well. In 
1981, for example, a Harvard University 
study named Terry Sanford one of the 
ten best governors in the nation in this 
century. This was high praise, but 
Terry surely deserved it. 

With his passing, our nation has lost 
one of its most tireless public servants. 
We in the Senate have lost a cherished 
colleague and loyal friend. Fortunately 
for us all, Terry Sanford’s legacy will 
live on in the educational institutions 
of North Carolina to which he gave so 
much and in the example he set for 
those of us who aspire to public serv- 
ice. 

Mr. President, of everything that has 
been said and written about our dear 
friend Terry Sanford, no one has said it 
better than Governor Jim Hunt of 
North Carolina, in the eulogy he deliv- 
ered at Senator Sanford’s funeral. At 
this time, Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that Governor Hunt’s eu- 
logy be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the eulogy 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

EULOGY BY Gov. JIM HUNT AT THE MEMORIAL 
SERVICES FOR TERRY SANFORD, APRIL 22, 1998 

In the words of a great Methodist hymn: 
“Oh, for a thousand tongues to sing our 
Great Redeemer’s praise.“ 

Indeed, our thousand tongues are here 
today to praise our Redeemer and one of His 
most magnificent gifts to the people of our 
state and our nation. 

I know that I speak for many of you when 
I say very simply: Terry Sanford was my 
hero. 

Im sure that Terry Sanford has already 
had his orientation with the Lord. And it is 
not a one way conversation. And I suspect 
that by now he has almost certainly given 
the Lord a few good ideas for improving 
Heaven. 

At a time when we struggle about whether 
government should act, let us remember the 
words of an uncommon man who could think 
great thoughts and make them a reality. In 
one of his books, Terry wrote: 

“Indeed, if government is not for the ex- 
press purpose of lifting the level of civiliza- 
tion by broadening the opportunities in life 
for its people, what is its purpose?” 

And he added: 

“Government is not something passive, not 
our kind of government. It has built into it 
the spirit of outreach, the concern for every 
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individual. Look at the verbs in the Con- 
stitution’s Preamble—establish, insure, pro- 
vide, promote, secure. All these connote ac- 
tion, and all suggest that we must con- 
stantly be striving to improve the opportuni- 
ties of our people.“ 

And act he did. Strive to improve opportu- 
nities for our people he did. 

Imagine what North Carolina would be like 
if we had not had Terry Sanford striving for 
us these many years. 

Imagine what North Carolina would have 
been like in the 1960s if we had not had a 
Governor who believed in bringing people of 
all races together. If we'd had a Governor 
like other states’ who appealed to the worst 
rather than the best in us. Imagine no Terry 
Sanford. 

Imagine what North Carolina would be like 
without the Research Triangle Park. Imag- 
ine no Terry Sanford. 

Imagine what North Carolina would be like 
without the community college system or 
the School] of the Arts, Imagine no Terry 
Sanford. 

Imagine what North Carolina would be like 
had he not set national excellence as the 
goal for this great university—and for that 
other one just up the road. Imagine no Terry 
Sanford. 

Imagine what North Carolina’s schools 
would be like if a great Governor hadn't had 
the courage to pass a tax for school improve- 
ments—an act of courage that cost his own 
political ambitions dearly. Imagine no Terry 
Sanford. 

It is truly unimaginable. You cannot imag- 
ine North Carolina without Terry Sanford. 

Forty years ago, no one could have imag- 
ined what North Carolina would become. 

No one, that is, but Terry Sanford. 

He once wrote: 

“The governor, by his very office, embodies 
his state. He stands alone at his inaugura- 
tion as the spokesman for all the people. His 
presence at the peak of the system is unique, 
for he must represent the slum and the sub- 
urb, his concerns must span rural poverty 
and urban blight. The responsibility for ini- 
tiative in statewide programs falls upon the 
governor. He must energize his administra- 
tion, search out the experts, formulate the 
programs, mobilize and support and carry 
new ideas into action.” 

Terry, you set the goals and our sights 
very high. So high that we often wonder if 
we can meet your standard. But your good 
works, your words and your spirit tell us 
every day, in every way, that the goal can be 
ours. That the struggle is worth it. 

When we leave today, we will leave the 
body of our hero in this chapel. We leave it 
here because no other structure is suffi- 
ciently magnificent to serve as the final 
resting place for a life as magnificent as his. 

But while we leave his body here to rest, 
the evidence of his good works is and will be 
everywhere around us—in the institutions he 
led, in the innovations he championed, in the 
individuals he touched and, most of all, in 
the spirit of everyone here today and every- 
one in this state. And so it will be for every 
generation yet to come. 

For all that North Carolina has become 
and will be, Terry, we thank you. 

God bless this place. God bless this family. 
And thank God for the magnificent blessing 
of giving North Carolina Terry Sandord. 


— 
90TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
UNITED STATES ARMY RESERVE 


Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I rise 
this evening to congratulate the 
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United States Army Reserve on its 90th 
anniversary and to recognize the con- 
tributions of my good friend STROM 
THURMOND who served in the Reserves 
for 36 years. 

Many of you know Senator THUR- 
MOND’s distinguished record in war and 
in peace and the contributions he has 
made to this institution. He, like the 
thousands of soldiers in the Army Re- 
serves today, is an example of the best 
in America. 

Some years ago, I was a Judge Advo- 
cate General (JAG) officer in the 
United States Army Reserve. I served 
for thirteen years in one of our 82 Ala- 
bama Reserve units and organizations, 
located in one of 19 cities and in 24 Re- 
serve Centers spread across Alabama. 
Today, Alabama is home to approxi- 
mately 7000 Army Reservists rep- 
resenting nearly 3%% of the total 
Army Reserve Force, I am particularly 
proud of the fact that we have the 81st 
Regional Support Command and the 
87th Division (Exercise) headquartered 
in Birmingham, a unit which com- 
mands and controls soldiers in a num- 
ber of surrounding southern states. 

Like any major element of the 
Armed Forces, America’s Army Re- 
serve has a great history. Let me share 
just a small portion of that history: 
Created by statute on April 23, 1908, 
first of the Federal reserve forces cre- 
ated by Congress, a trained and ready 
force of citizen soldiers bringing rel- 
evant skills into the military, an inte- 
gral part of today’s global power pro- 
jection strategy, a force which deploy’s 
20,000 reservists to 50 countries annu- 
ally, a force which has mobilized and 
deployed 70% of the reserve forces to 
Bosnia for Operation Joint Guard, a 
force which contributed over 90,000 sol- 
diers to Operation Desert Storm, one of 
which was my Chief of Staff, Armand 
DeKeyser, and a force which is found in 
all 50 states, U.S. territories, in Europe 
and in the Pacific region. 

Mr. President, we have much to be 
proud of in America tonight. We can 
add to that list the United States 
Army Reserve whose birthday we 
quietly celebrate. Happy Birthday to 
the men and women of the Army Re- 
serves. Men and women who quietly 
man the ramparts of freedom. You are 
always there when America needs you. 
For this act of selfless devotion, we as 
a nation ought to be truly grateful. 


—— 


THE VERY BAD DEBT BON SCORE 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business yesterday, Wednes- 
day, April 22, 1998, the federal debt 
stood at $5,521,690,068,621.47 (Five tril- 
lion, five hundred twenty-one billion, 
six hundred ninety million, sixty-eight 
thousand, six hundred twenty-one dol- 
lars and forty-seven cents). 

One year ago, April 22, 1997, the fed- 
eral debt stood at $5,340,281,000,000 
(Five trillion, three hundred forty bil- 
lion, two hundred eighty-one million). 
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Five years ago, April 22, 1993, the fed- 
eral debt stood at $4,228,121,000,000 
(Four trillion, two hundred twenty- 
eight billion, one hundred twenty-one 
million). 

Ten years ago, April 22, 1988, the fed- 
eral debt stood at $2,499,356,000,000 (Two 
trillion, four hundred ninety-nine bil- 
lion, three hundred fifty-six million). 

Fifteen years ago, April 22, 1983, the 
federal debt stood at $1,244,297,000,000 
(One trillion, two hundred forty-four 
billion, two hundred ninety-seven mil- 
lion) which reflects a debt increase of 
more than $4 trillion— 
$4,277,393,068,621.47 (Four trillion, two 
hundred seventy-seven billion, three 
hundred ninety-three million, sixty- 
eight thousand, six hundred twenty- 
one dollars and forty-seven cents) dur- 
ing the past 15 years. 


— 


CHIEF HAROLD BRUNELLE OF THE 
HYANNIS FIRE DEPARTMENT 


Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
Hyannis Fire Department recently 
honored Harold S. Brunelle of Hyannis 
by appointing him as Fire Chief. This 
honor is a well-deserved tribute to 
Chief Brunelle, his 26-year career with 
the Department, and his commitment 
to the community of Hyannis. 

Chief Brunelle was chosen after na- 
tion-wide competition for the position 
of Fire Chief, and he was selected 
unanimously for the position in a field 
of 34 applicants. 

Chief Brunelle joined the Hyannis 
Department in 1972 as a Junior Fire- 
fighter and rose through the ranks be- 
cause of his great ability and dedica- 
tion. His selection as Fire Chief dem- 
onstrates the town’s confidence in Mr. 
Brunelle and their faith in his able 
service and leadership to the residents 
of the community. 

Hyannis and Massachusetts are proud 
of Harold Brunelle’s appointment as 
Fire Chief. I congratulate him on this 
distinction, and I look forward to 
working closely with him in the years 
ahead. 


——— 
TRIBUTE TO BONNIE SUE COOPER 


Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize a tremendous indi- 
vidual who exemplifies citizenship, 
character, and service to humanity, 
Missouri State Representative Bonnie 
Sue Cooper. 

On December 5, 1997, Missouri State 
Representative Bonnie Sue Cooper fin- 
ished her tenure as the National Chair- 
woman of the American Legislative 
Exchange Council (ALEC). Representa- 
tive Cooper accomplished a great deal 
during her tenure as Chairwoman of 
ALEC. She succeeded in strengthening 
ALEC’s policy-making operations. She 
also heightened ALEC’s profile among 
both legislators and the private sector. 
ALEC thanked Representative Cooper 
for her hard work by choosing her as 
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the 1997 recipient of the Thomas Jeffer- 
son Freedom Award. The gratitude be- 
stowed on Representative Cooper for 
her excellent service and commitment 
to principle is reflected in the award. 
Previous recipients of this prestigious 
award include former President Ronald 
Reagan. 

While Representative Cooper’s tenure 
as Chairwoman of ALEC has ended, her 
legacy to this important organization 
of State Legislators lives on. It is an 
honor to commend Representative Coo- 
per for her service to the American 
Legislative Exchange Council. 


— 


CHILDREN’S MENTAL HEALTH 
WEEK 


Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize Children’s Mental 
Health Week which will be held the 
week of May 4-10. “Putting Our Voices 
Together For Children” is the theme of 
1998’s Children’s Mental Health Week. 
The Missouri Department of Mental 
Health and the Missouri Statewide 
Parent Advisory Network will serve as 
co-sponsors of the week; these organi- 
zations were instrumental in the estab- 
lishment of the first ever Children’s 
Mental Health Week in 1992. 

Children throughout the United 
States have been diagnosed with emo- 
tional and behavioral disorders. And 
yet, some estimate that only one third 
of the children are able to receive prop- 
er treatment and care. The reason for 
Children’s Mental Health Week is to 
provide our communities with addi- 
tional information and understanding 
of these disorders. The week serves to 
help spread valuable information that 
will ultimately aid our children and 
our future. 

During Children’s Mental Health 
Week, green ribbons will be circulated 
throughout cities to spread the mes- 
sage of support for our children. Nu- 
merous events will be hosted to honor 
Children’s Mental Health Week, as well 
as a two day conference for the spread 
of further information on children with 
mental health problems. The week will 
conclude with an awards ceremony to 
thank those who make a difference in 
working for children with emotional 
and behavioral disorders. 

I would like to thank all the diligent 
workers who have dedicated their time 
and energy to help the children who 
suffer from mental disorders. My best 
wishes of support and gratitude are ex- 
tended to the organizers of Children’s 
Mental Health Week. 


O 


THANKING AILEEN ADAMS FOR 
HER SERVICE AS DIRECTOR OF 
THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
OFFICE FOR VICTIMS OF CRIME 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, this year 
we have had to say farewell to Aileen 
Adams as she leaves the post of Direc- 
tor of Department of Justice Office for 
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Victims of Crime (OVC) and returns to 
California. Three years ago, Aileen was 
appointed by the President and con- 
firmed by the Senate. During her time 
in Washington, I worked with Aileen 
and OVC on a number of matters and 
came to know Aileen as a dedicated ad- 
vocate for crime victims. Her vision 
and dedication have been extraor- 
dinary. Aileen will be sincerely missed, 
although her legacy will benefit vic- 
tims of crime for years to come. 

Before coming to the Department of 
Justice, Aileen had served as the legal 
counsel for the Rape Treatment Center 
at Santa Monica Hospital for 10 years. 
In that position, Aileen demonstrated 
her leadership and innovation with the 
creation of Stuart House, an inter- 
agency center for sexually-abused chil- 
dren. 

As Director of OVC, Aileen focused 
on assisting local and state crime vic- 
tim programs around the country and 
improving crime victims services in 
the federal system. Aileen’s leadership 
has helped over two million crime vic- 
tims across the country and around the 
globe. In just this past year, OVC has 
administered over $528 million and sup- 
ported more than 2,500 victim assist- 
ance programs. 

Aileen’s dedication has impacted 
rural areas such as Vermont. She has 
helped sharpen the focus on rural crime 
and domestic violence and supported a 
rural crime initiative which will study 
and enhance services available to rural 
crime victims. 

Among the victim assistance pro- 
grams pioneered by Aileen was the es- 
tablishment of the National Victim As- 
sistance Academy last year. This Acad- 
emy provides training on victims’ 
rights and services and draws upon ex- 
pertise of professionals ranging from 
law enforcement officers to rape crises 
counselors. Over 200 victim advocates 
and professionals have graduated from 
the Academy and have taken their 
skills back to their communities, 
where they continue outreach work for 
the benefit of victims. 

Under her leadership, a group of 
international experts joined to draft a 
manual to implement the United Na- 
tions Declaration of Basic Principles of 
Justice for Victims of Crime and Abuse 
of Power. Among other things, this 
manual is a step toward ensuring that 
crime victims are treated fairly and 
that they are assisted throughout the 
globe. 

I had the opportunity to work with 
Aileen and the many dedicated mem- 
bers of her staff on a number of mat- 
ters over the last few years. In the 
aftermath of the bombing of the 
Murrah Federal Building in Oklahoma 
City, Aileen and OVC were among 
those immediately on the scene to pro- 
vide assistance to the victims. To- 
gether we have found ways to extend 
and expand that victims assistance 
over time and to enact legislation to 
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allow victims and their families great- 
er opportunity to attend and observe 
the trials of those charged in connec- 
tion with that horrendous crime. 

We worked together on the Victims 
of Terrorism Act that I added to the 
bill passed by the Senate in June 1995, 
in the wake of the Oklahoma City 
bombing, to improve our law recog- 
nizing the rights and needs of victims 
of crime. We also worked on the Jus- 
tice for Victims of Terrorism Act that 
was enacted in April 1996. We were able 
to make funds available through sup- 
plemental grants to the States to as- 
sist and compensate victims of ter- 
rorism and mass violence, which inci- 
dents might otherwise have over- 
whelmed the resources of Oklahoma’s 
crime victims compensation program 
or its victims assistance services. We 
also filled a gap in our law for residents 
of the United States who are victims of 
terrorism and mass violence that occur 
outside the borders of the United 
States. 

In addition, we allowed greater flexi- 
bility to our State and local victims’ 
assistance programs and some greater 
certainty so that they can know that 
our commitment to victims program- 
ming will not wax and wane with 
events. Accordingly, we enacted an im- 
portant provision to increase the base 
amounts for States’ victims assistance 
grants to $500,000 and allowed victims 
assistance grants to be made for a 3- 
year cycle of programming, rather 
than the year of award plus one, which 
was the limit contained in previous 
law. We were able to raise the assess- 
ments on those convicted of federal 
crimes in order to fund the needs of 
crime victims. 

We worked to improve the church 
burning legislation and to increase the 
stability to victim assistance and vic- 
tim compensation program funds. 

Aileen was helpful in consulting with 
me and other Senators on the Judici- 
ary Committee on the victims provi- 
sions of S. 15, a youth crime bill, so 
that the rights of victims of juvenile 
crime to appear, to be heard and to be 
informed would be protected. Those 
provisions have now been incorporated 
in the juvenile crime bill ordered re- 
ported by the Judiciary Committee. 

In addition, Senator KENNEDY and I 
incorporated a number of her sugges- 
tions in S. 1081, the Crime Victims As- 
sistance Act.” That bill would reform 
the Federal Rules and Federal law to 
establish additional rights and protec- 
tions for victims of federal crime. In 
particular, the legislation would pro- 
vide crime victims with an enhanced 
right to be heard on the issue of pre- 
trial detention, on plea bargains, at 
sentencing, on probation revocation, 
and to be notified of a defendant’s es- 
cape or release from prison. The legis- 
lation goes further than other victims 
rights proposals that are currently be- 
fore Congress by including enhanced 
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penalties for witness intimidation, an 
increase in Federal victim assistance 
personnel, enhanced training for State 
and local law enforcement and officers 
of the Court, development of state of 
the art systems for notifying victims of 
important dates and developments in 
their cases, and the establishment of 
ombudsman programs for crime vic- 
tims. 

I know that crime victim advocates 
in Vermont join me in thanking Aileen 
for her service. I was delighted that 
Aileen could come to Vermont to key- 
note the restorative justice conference 
in Vermont last June. Our Vermont ad- 
vocates are well aware of the extraor- 
dinary efforts at OVC and have worked 
with OVC to create greater opportuni- 
ties for rural programs. With support 
from OVC, Vermont has been able to 
implement its victims programs for 
outreach to underserved populations 
and coordinate among providers and al- 
lied professionals. 

I was especially proud when the re- 
cent site visit to Vermont resulted in 
the Justice Department concluding 
that Vermont's programs are setting 
the standard for outreach to under 
served populations and service coordi- 
nation among providers and allied pro- 
fessionals.” 

Aileen Adams has dedicated her serv- 
ice to the needs of crime victims. She 
has made a difference. She has im- 
proved federal programs for victims of 
domestic violence, victims of ter- 
rorism, and crime victim assistance 
generally. She has helped create a 
strong funding source for crime victim 
compensation and assistance programs. 
She has worked to expand crime vic- 
tims rights. Most importantly, she has 
made a difference in the lives of crime 
victims all across the country. 


— 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
RECEIVED DURING ADJOURNMENT 


Under the authority of the order of 
the Senate of January 7, 1997, the Sec- 
retary of the Senate, on April 6, 1998, 
during the adjournment of the Senate, 
received a message from the House of 
Representatives announcing that 
House disagrees to the amendment of 
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the Senate to the bill (H.R. 2400) to au- 
thorize funds for Federal-aid highways, 
highway safety programs, and transit 
programs, and for other purposes, and 
agrees to the conference asked by the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon; and appoints the 
following Members as the managers of 
the conference on the part of the 
House: 

For consideration of the House bill 
(except title XI) and the Senate amend- 
ment (except title VI), and modifica- 
tions committed to conference: Mr. 
SHUSTER, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. 
PETRI, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. KIM, Mr. 
HORN, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. BAKER, Mr. 
NEY, Mr. METCALF, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. 
RAHALL, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. 
WISE, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. FILNER, and 
Mr. MCGOVERN. 


—— 
MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 


At 4:06 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 3164. An act to describe the hydro- 
graphic services functions of the Adminis- 
trator of the National Oceanic and Atmos- 
pheric Administration, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of section 
801(b) of Public Law 100-696, and the 
order of the House of Wednesday, April 
1, 1998, the Chair announces the Speak- 
er’s appointment of the following Mem- 
ber of the House to the United States 
Capitol Preservation Commission: Mr. 
DAVIS of Virginia. 

The message further announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of section 
801(b)(6) and (8) of Public Law 100-696, 
the Minority Leader appoints the fol- 
lowing Member of the House to the 
United States Capitol Preservation 
Commission: Mr. SERRANO of New 
York. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to section 801 of Public Law 
100-696 (40 U.S.C. 188a), the Chairman of 
the Committee on House Oversight ap- 
points the Honorable JOHN L. MICA of 
Florida to serve on the United States 
Capitol Preservation Commission in 
the position reserved from the Chair- 
man of the Joint Committee on the Li- 
brary. 

The message further announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of section 
704(b)(1) of Public Law 105-78, the Mi- 
nority Leader appoints the following 
individual to the National Health Mu- 
seum Commission: Dr. H. Richard 
Nesson of Brookline, Massachusetts. 


At 5:38 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the Speaker appoints the 
following Members as additional con- 
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ferees in the conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendment of the Senate to the 
bill (H.R. 2400) to authorize funds for 
Federal-aid highways, highway safety 
programs, and transit programs, and 
for other purposes; and appoints as ad- 
ditional conferees from the Committee 
on Commerce, for consideration of pro- 
visions in the House bill and Senate 
amendment relating to the Congestion 
Mitigation and Air Quality Improve- 
ment Program; and sections 124, 125, 
303, and 502 of the House bill; and sec- 
tions 1407, 1601, 1602, 2103, 3106, 3301- 
3302, 4101-4104, and 5004 of the Senate 
amendment and modifications com- 
mitted to conference: Mr. BLILEY, Mr. 
BILIRAKIS, and Mr. DINGELL: Provided, 
that Mr. TAUZIN is appointed in lieu of 
Mr. BILIRAKIS for consideration of sec- 
tions 1407, 2103, and 3106 of the Senate 
amendment. 
—— 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bill was read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 3164. An act to describe the hydro- 
graphic services functions of the Adminis- 
trator of the National Oceanic and Atmos- 
pheric Administration, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 


— 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, which were referred as indi- 
cated: 

EC-4654. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary of Labor for Employ- 
ment and Training, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled Unem- 
ployment Insurance Program Letter No. 07- 
98” received on April 20, 1998; to the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Regulations Policy and Management 
Staff, Office of Policy, Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration, Department of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled “Medical 
Devices“ received on April 21, 1998; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-4656. A communication from the Acting 
Director of Communications and Legislative 
Affairs, U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a rule entitled Indicators of Equal Employ- 
ment Opportunity—Status and Trends”; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human Re- 
sources. 

EC-4657. A communication from the Presi- 
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, a report on the activities of 
U.S. Government departments and agencies 
relating to the prevention of nuclear pro- 
liferation for calendar year 1997; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-4658. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting the report of the 
texts of international agreements, other 
than treaties, and background statements; 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 
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EC-4659. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary of State (Legislative Affairs), 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel- 
ative to economic and political trans- 
formations of countries of Central and East- 
ern Europe after the collapse of the Com- 
munist system for fiscal year 1997; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-4660. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Division, Bureau of Alcohol, To- 
bacco and Firearms, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule received on April 15, 1998; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

EC-4661. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of Revenue Rul- 
ing 98:23 received on April 21, 1998; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC-4662. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of Notice 98:23 re- 
ceived on April 15, 1998; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

EC-4663 A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled 
“The Medicaid Quality of Care Medical 
Records Study”; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance, 

EC-4664. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled “Medicare Program“ (RIN0938-AI60) 
received on April 15, 1998; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

EC-4665. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Labor, transmitting, a draft of pro- 
posed legislation entitled The Unemploy- 
ment Compensation Amendments of 1998"; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

EC-4666. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Health Af- 
fairs), transmitting, pursuant to law, a re- 
port relative to the maintenance medication 
dispensing policy; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC-4667. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Reserve Af- 
fairs), transmitting, pursuant to law, a no- 
tice relative to the report on Reserve retire- 
ment initiatives; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC-4668. A communication from the Acting 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logis- 
tics), transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
relative to the Defense Logistics Agency; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-4669. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the annual report on the Third Party 
Collection Program for fiscal year 1997; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-4670. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Office of Small and Disadvantaged 
Business Utilization, Office of the Under Sec- 
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to Department of De- 
fense contracts and subcontracts; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-4671. A communication from the Acting 
Comptroller General of the United States, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a special impoundment message for fiscal 
year 1998; referred jointly, pursuant to the 
order of January 30, 1975, as modified by the 
order of April 11, 1986, to the Committee on 
Appropriations, to the Committee on the 
Budget, to the Committee on Finance, and to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, with an amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute: 

S. 1360. A bill to amend the Illegal Immi- 
gration Reform and Immigrant Responsi- 
bility Act of 1996 to clarify and improve the 
requirements for the development of an 
automated entry-exit control system, to en- 
hance land border control and enforcement, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 1504. A bill to adjust the immigration 
status of certain Haitian nationals who were 
provided refuge in the United States. 


— 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 


The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 


By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary: 

Wilma A. Lewis, of the District of Colum- 
bia, to be United States Attorney for the 
District of Columbia for the term of four 
years. 

James K. Robinson, Michigan, to be an As- 
sistant Attorney General resigned. 


(The above nominations were re- 
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed.) 


—ñ ——]—ꝛ 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr, COCHRAN: 

S. 1971. A bill to amend the American 
Folklife Preservation Act to permanently 
authorize the American Folklife Center of 
the Library of Congress; to the Committee 
on Rules and Administration. 

S. 1972. A bill to reform the laws relating 
to Postal Service finances, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs. 

By Mr. BUMPERS (for himself, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mr. TORRICELLI, and Mr. WELLSTONE): 

S. 1973. A bill to amend section 2511 of title 
18, United States Code, to revise the consent 
exception to the prohibiton on the intercep- 
tion of oral, wire, or electronic communica- 
tions; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself and 
Mr. STEVENS): 

S. 1974. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to exclude from gross in- 
come any Alaska Permanent Fund dividend 
received by a child under age 14; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. COVERDELL: 

S. 1975. A bill to broaden eligibility for 
emergency loans under the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself and Mr. 
LEAHY): 

S. 1976. A bill to increase public awareness 
of the plight of victims of crime with devel- 
opmental disabilities, to collect data to 
measure the magnitude of the problem, and 
to develop strategies to address the safety 
and justice needs of victims of crime with 
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developmental disabilities; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. D'AMATO (for himself and Mr. 
REID): 

S. 1977. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
Transportation to conduct a study and issue 
a report on predatory and discriminatory 
practices of airlines which restrict consumer 
access to unbiased air transportation pas- 
senger service and fare information; to the 


Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 
By Mr. DOMENICI (for himself and Mr. 
BINGAMAN): 


S. 1978. A bill to designate the auditorium 
located within the Sandia Technology Trans- 
fer Center in Albuquerque, New Mexico, as 
the “Steve Schiff Auditorium”; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself and 
Mr. FAIRCLOTH): 

S. 1979. A bill to ensure the transparency of 
International Monetary Fund operations; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. BREAUX: 

S. 1980. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to allow certain coins to be 
acquired by individual retirement accounts 
and other individually directed pension plan 
accounts; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. HUTCHINSON (for himself, Mr. 
Lort, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. COVERDELL, 
Mr. MACK, Mr. FRIST, Mr. Enzi, Mr. 
BOND, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. ROBERTS, 
Mr. ALLARD, Mr, HAGEL, and Mr. 
HELMS): 

S. 1981. A bill to preserve the balance of 
rights between employers, employees, and 
labor organizations which is fundamental to 
our system of collective bargaining while 
preserving the rights of workers to organize, 
or otherwise engage in concerted activities 
protected under the National Labor Rela- 
tions Act; read the first time. 

By Mr. WARNER (for himself, Mr. LAU- 
TENBERG, Mr. GREGG, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. BENNETT, 
Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. MuR- 
KOWSKI, Mr. REED, Mr. HELMS, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. GRAMM, 
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. SES- 
SIONS, Mr. KEMPTHORNE, Mr. ROBB, 


Mr. THURMOND, Mr. FORD, Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. ABRAHAM, Ms. 
LANDRIEU, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. SAR- 


BANES, Mr. DODD, and Mr. MCCAIN): 

S. J. Res. 45. A joint resolution designating 
March 1, 1999 as “United States Navy Asiatic 
Fleet Memorial Day”, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


— 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 


By Mrs. HUTCHISON: 

S. Res. 215. A resolution directing the Sec- 
retary of the Senate to request the House of 
Representatives to return the official papers 
on S. 414, and make a technical correction in 
the Act as passed by the Senate; considered 
and agreed to. 

By Mr. DODD (for himself, Mr. KEN- 
NEDY, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. DASCHLE, 
Mr. LEAHY, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. MACK, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. 
REED, Mr. KERREY, and Mr. 
WELLSTONE): 

S. Con. Res. 90. A concurrent resolution to 
acknowledge the Historic Northern Ireland 
Peace Agreement; considered and agreed to. 
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STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. COCHRAN: 

S. 1971. A bill to amend the American 
Folklife Preservation Act to perma- 
nently authorize the American Folklife 
Center of the Library of Congress; to 
the Committee on Rules and Adminis- 
tration. 

THE AMERICAN FOLKLIFE CENTER CREATION ACT 
OF 1998 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, a lit- 
tle more than 20 years ago, Congress 
enacted legislation which created the 
American Folklife Center at the Li- 
brary of Congress. The legislation en- 
joyed broad bipartisan and bicameral 
support. The legislation I am intro- 
ducing today will provide permanent 
authorization for the Center so that 
the Center may continue its work to 
preserve and share the collections of 
traditions which exemplify the diverse 
heritage of millions of ordinary Ameri- 
cans. 

The collections of the American 
Folklife Center contain rich and varied 
materials from my State of Mississippi 
and every State in the Nation. These 
materials document the diversity of 
the folk traditions of the many people 
who make up our Nation. The Folklife 
Center serves as a National repository 
of traditional culture and is used by 
scholars from around the world as well 
as schoolchildren, teachers, and gene- 
alogists. 

The Congress has charged the Amer- 
ican Folklife Center to preserve and 
present American Folklife for future 
generations. Providing the Center with 
permanent authorization will give the 
Center the security it needs to carry on 
its good work, continue its educational 
services, and strengthen its world-class 
collections. Permanent authorization 
will also allow the Center to engage 
the public’s support of its collections 
through long-range planning and fund- 
raising. 

American folklife is the traditional 
expressive culture shared within the 
many familial, ethnic, occupational, 
religious, and regional groups in the 
United States. It is the very basis of 
family and community life. I hope we 
can permanently authorize the Folklife 
Center so that these wonderful collec- 
tions will be available to future gen- 
erations. 


By Mr. COCHRAN: 

S. 1972. A bill to reform the laws re- 
lating to Postal Service Finances, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs. 

THE POSTAL FINANCING REFORM ACT OF 1998 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, today 
I am re-introducing a bill that I origi- 
nally introduced last fall—the Postal 
Financing Reform Act of 1998. This bill 
is designed to do three things: allow 
the Postal Service to deposit funds in 
private sector institutions, invest in 
open markets—with Treasury approval 
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of investment choices, and allow the 
Postal Service to borrow from private 
credit markets. 

For almost two decades now, the 
Postal Service has been  self-sup- 
porting. With a yearly budget near $60 
billion, and just $100 million appro- 
priated to provide free mailing for the 
blind, free overseas voting, and reduced 
postage rates for certain nonprofit 
mailers, continuing U.S. Treasury con- 
trol over Postal Service banking, in- 
vesting, and borrowing is no longer 
necessary or justified. Nonetheless, 
when I first introduced the Postal Fi- 
nancing Reform Act last fall, specific 
concerns were raised by some in the 
postal community, and I agreed to 
make changes that were suggested. The 
Postal Financing Reform Act of 1998 
incorporates these changes. Specifi- 
cally, the revised 1998 Act reverts back 
to existing law bill language that 
would have potentially allowed the 
Postal Service to invest in its private 
sector competitors, and to benefit from 
an increased borrowing ceiling at the 
U.S. Treasury. 

Current law prevents the Postal 
Service from obtaining the most favor- 
able combination of prices and services 
and results in added operating costs. 
Under this new approach, the Treasury 
Department would retain much of its 
current oversight, but it would no 
longer be the sole provider of certain 
financial services to the Postal Serv- 
ice. 

The Postal Financing Reform Act of 
1998 proposes four significant changes 
to current law. First, section two of 
the bill amends Title 39 of the U.S. 
Code to authorize the Postal Service to 
deposit its revenues in the Postal Serv- 
ice Fund within the U.S. Treasury or 
any Federal Reserve banks or deposi- 
tories for public funds. The require- 
ment to obtain the Secretary of the 
Treasury’s approval before any funds 
be deposited elsewhere would be elimi- 
nated, just as this approval is no longer 
necessary for other quasi-public agen- 
cies like the Tennessee Valley Author- 
ity (TVA). 

Section three continues the provision 
of existing law which requires that the 
Secretary of the Treasury approve any 
investments the Postal Service may 
make in non-Government securities. At 
the same time, it would permit the 
Postal Service to invest in U.S. Gov- 
ernment obligations on its own accord, 
without unnecessary constraints, thus 
enabling the Postal Service to take ad- 
vantage of favorable conditions in the 
Government securities market. 

Section four removes the control of 
the Secretary of the Treasury over the 
Postal Service’s financial borrowing 
decisions. The Postal Service would 
still be required to consult with the 
Secretary regarding the terms and con- 
ditions of the sale of any obligations 
issued by the Postal Service under sec- 
tion 2006(a) of Title 39, and the Sec- 
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retary would still exercise a power of 

approval over the timing of a sale of 

obligations. 

Finally, section five of the bill re- 
moves the ability of the Postal Service 
to require the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to purchase Postal Service obliga- 
tions. It merely permits the Secretary 
of the Treasury to buy Postal Service 
obligations upon the Postal Service’s 
request. 

I have heard from many sources that 
reforms in the Postal Service should be 
made. Though I have decided to refrain 
from undertaking comprehensive re- 
form, I have selected instead a simple, 
straightforward correction of an out of 
date practice that would reduce costs 
and help hold down future rate in- 
creases, without increasing risk to the 
taxpayers. 

Those who believe the Postal Service 
should operate as efficiently as pos- 
sible, thus reducing fees charged to 
consumers, should support this bill. So, 
too, should those who profess to see the 
Postal Service treated more like a 
business. 

I think it is time to act on this issue. 
I invite Senators to consider this pro- 
posal for reform and support this effort 
to ensure a more efficient and finan- 
cially sound U.S. Postal Service. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that additional material be print- 
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS—POSTAL 
FINANCING REFORM ACT OF 1998 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE 

The short title of this Act is the Postal Fi- 
nancing Reform Act of 1998. 

SECTION 2. END OF TREASURY CONTROL OF 

POSTAL SERVICE BANKING 

This provision would amend 39 U.S.C. 
2003(d) by enabling the Postal Service to 
have sole discretion to deposit its revenues 
in the Postal Service Fund within the U.S. 
Treasury or any Federal Reserve banks or 
depositories for public funds. This amend- 
ment enables the Postal Service to deposit 
its funds as it deems appropriate, and take 
advantage of banking and other modern fi- 
nancial services in the open market that are 
unavailable from the Treasury Department. 

SECTION 3. POSTAL SERVICE INVESTMENTS 

This amendment to 39 U.S.C. 2003(c) en- 
sures continued oversight of any non-Gov- 
ernment investments made by the Postal 
Service. It continues the provision of exist- 
ing law which requires that the Secretary of 
the Treasury approve any investments the 
Postal Service may make in non-Govern- 
ment securities. At the same time, it would 
permit the Postal Service to invest in U.S. 
Government obligations on its own accord, 
without unnecessary constraints, thus ena- 
bling the Postal Service to take advantage of 
favorable conditions in the Government se- 
curities market. 

SECTION 4. ELIMINATION OF TREASURY PREEMP- 
TION OF BORROWING BY THE POSTAL SERVICE 
This amendment to 39 U.S.C. 2006(a) re- 

moves the control of the Secretary of the 

Treasury over the Postal Service's financial 
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borrowing decisions. The Postal Service, 
however, must consult with the Secretary of 
the Treasury for a reasonable period of time, 
as determined by the Postal Service, regard- 
ing the terms and conditions of the sale of 
any obligations issued by the Postal Service 
under section 2006(a). The specification of a 
“reasonable” time, rather than a specific 
number of days, is intended to ensure that 
the consultation process is concluded in a 
commercially reasonable time, and does not 
unduly restrict the borrowing flexibility of 
the Postal Service. The Secretary will exer- 
cise a power of approval over the timing (but 
not the other terms) of a sale of obligations. 
At the end of the consultation period, the 
Postal Service may proceed to issue obliga- 
tions to a party other than the Secretary, 
and the Secretary cannot block such action, 
regardless of whether the Secretary has ap- 
proved such third-party sale. This provision 
should allow the Postal Service to minimize 
interest expense by obtaining the most cost 
efficient service available. 

SECTION 5. ELIMINATION OF POSTAL SERVICE 

“PUT” ON TREASURY 

Section 2006(b) of Title 39 allows the Postal 
Service to require the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to purchase obligations of the Postal 
Service up to a limit of $2 billion. The 
amendment removes the ability of the Postal 
Service to require the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to purchase Postal Service obligations. 
It merely permits the Secretary of the 
Treasury to buy Postal Service obligations 
upon the Postal Service’s request. Removing 
this “put” on the Treasury will be consistent 
with the purpose of directing the Postal 
Service borrowing to the private sector 
where it will be able to take advantage of a 
broader market, albeit with the requisite 
constraints. 

Since the decision to buy is at the discre- 
tion of the Secretary of the Treasury, there 
is no longer a need to place a dollar limit on 
the amount of Postal Service obligations 
that the Treasury can purchase. The total 
limit on Postal Service debt in Section 2005 
should apply. 

SECTION 6. EFFECTIVE DATE 

This Act will become effective 90 days 

after enactment. 


By Mr. BUMPERS (for himself, 
Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. TORRICELLI, and Mr. 
WELLSTONE): 

S. 1973. A bill to amend section 2511 
of title 18, United States Code, to re- 
vise the consent exception to the prohi- 
bition on the interception of oral, wire, 
or electronic communications; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

THE TELEPHONE PRIVACY ACT OF 1998 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I rise 
today, along with Senators CHAFEE, 
HOLLINGS, BOXER, TORRICELLI, and 
WELLSTONE, to introduce the Tele- 
phone Privacy Act of 1998. The issue of 
telephone privacy thrusts itself into 
the news every so often. I have intro- 
duced similar legislation twice before, 
because these concerns have been with 
us since Alexander Graham Bell in- 
stalled the first party line. 

In the early 808 Charles Wick was 
the head of USIA. He freely admitted 
that he had recorded more than eighty 
conversations with then President 
Reagan and former President Carter, 
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cabinet members and many others. 
None of those people knew that Mr. 
Wick had recorded their conversations. 
I was absolutely appalled to learn that 
such conduct is perfectly legal. I have 
been trying to correct that gap in the 
law ever since. 

Usually, we hear about this issue 
after some incident where an 
unsuspecting person has suffered harsh 
personal consequences after a private 
conversation has been recorded and dis- 
seminated. The Speaker of the House 
himself was recently recorded by a 
third party while speaking on a cel- 
lular phone. If that call had been made 
on an ordinary phone, any party to the 
call could have recorded it without in- 
forming the Speaker or anyone else— 
and it would have been perfectly legal. 
He could have broadcast it on the 
evening news and published the tran- 
script in the New York Times. This 
should be repugnant to almost every- 
one and yet it is all quite legal. My two 
previous efforts to make such conduct 
illegal failed. I believe that in the 
present environment a majority of our 
people think it is time to correct this 
abomination. 

Sixteen states have outlawed the tap- 
ing of phone conversations without the 
consent of all parties to the call, but 
the federal law has not caught up with 
those states. Until a bill like mine be- 
comes law, recording of personal con- 
versations will be legal, so long as one 
party to the conversation is aware of 
such recording. 

How many Americans are aware that 
it is legal for the private telephone 
conversations of any person in this 
country to be monitored and even re- 
corded without his or her consent? In- 
deed, how many Senators know? 

Americans cherish their privacy as 
nothing else. One of the reasons the 
President’s popularity is so high is peo- 
ple believe his privacy and the First 
Lady’s privacy has been unfairly in- 
vaded. 

How many times have we heard a re- 
cording on television or read a tran- 
script in the newspaper where one of 
the parties makes some embarrassing 
revelation, confident that the con- 
versation is private, never sus- 
pecting that he or she was being re- 
corded? 

I am not talking about authorized 
law enforcement surveillance. I'm not 
talking about calls to 911. Pm not talk- 
ing about employers who must monitor 
calls made by employees in the course 
of their duties and my bill makes no 
change in the law regarding Caller ID 
technologies. My bill would also allow 
victims of phone threats to record 
threatening calls. This bill retains all 
of the existing exceptions to the law 
that allow our law enforcement agen- 
cies and intelligence gathering agen- 
cies to carry out their important du- 
ties unimpeded. 

I want to emphasize that the only 
change this bill is intended to make to 
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the status quo is this: subject to exist- 
ing exceptions, under my bill, the 
interception of wire and electronic 
communications will be permitted only 
where all parties have consented, rath- 
er than allowing only one party to 
make that determination. Existing 
penalties for violations of the law will 
remain unchanged. 

The current law leaves a huge hole in 
the rights of telephone users. We have 
tolerated that gap for many years, but 
those have been years in which commu- 
nications technology has exploded. In 
1998, the technology to intercept and 
record telephone calls and other wire 
communications is available to almost 
everyone—you can do it with an ordi- 
nary answering machine. Much of our 
lives is now conducted over the tele- 
phone. Too much of our privacy is at 
risk. Too much mischief can be made 
to allow this flaw in our right to pri- 
vacy any longer. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1973 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Telephone 
Privacy Act of 1998”. 

SEC. 2. REVISION OF CONSENT EXCEPTION TO 
PROHIBITION ON INTERCEPTION OF 
ORAL, WIRE, OR ELECTRONIC COM- 
MUNICATIONS. 

Section 2511(2)(d) of title 18, United States 
Code, shall be revised to read as follows: 

(d) It shall not be unlawful under this 
chapter for a person not acting under color 
of law to intercept a wire, oral, or electronic 
communication where all parties to the com- 
munication have given prior consent to such 
interception unless such communication is 
intercepted for the purpose of committing 
any criminal or tortious act in violation of 
the Constitution or laws of the United States 
or of any State. 

(1) Notwithstanding subparagraph (i), a 
person may intercept a wire, oral, or elec- 
tronic communication where such person is 
party to the communication and the commu- 
nication conveys threats of physical harm, 
harassment or intimidation.” 


By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself 
and Mr. STEVENS): 

S. 1974. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to exclude from 
gross income any Alaska Permanent 
Fund dividend received by a child 
under age 14; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 


TAX LEGISLATION 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
rise to introduce legislation that would 
alleviate an IRS paperwork hassle that 
confronts every citizen of Alaska who 
has a child. I am pleased to be joined 
by the distinguished senior Senator 
from Alaska, Senator STEVENS, in in- 
troducing this legislation. 

Mr. President, when this nation was 
facing the oil crisis of the 1970s, Alas- 
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kan oil from Prudhoe Bay was in large 
part responsible for allowing our na- 
tion to bridge the oil crisis and over- 
come the blackmail the world faced 
from the OPEC cartel. The state of 
Alaska made a foresighted decision at 
that time that it would take a portion 
of the oil royalty money and place it 
into a trust fund for the benefit of the 
citizens of our State. 

This trust fund has grown signifi- 
cantly in the past two decades and has 
allowed the state to issue dividends to 
every citizen of the state each year. 
Mothers, fathers and children are all 
entitled to an equal share of the divi- 
dend. Yet when it comes time to file 
tax returns, every family with a child 
in Alaska is forced to file a separate 
tax return for the child based on the 
fact that the child’s only income is the 
permanent fund dividend. 

Children under 14 must pay income 
tax if they have investment income of 
more than $650. If their investment in- 
come is greater than $1,400, a special 
“kiddy tax’’ is levied that taxes the 
child’s income at the parents’ highest 
tax rate. The kiddy tax was designed 
for one simple purpose: To prevent high 
income taxpayers from shifting income 
to their children for tax avoidance pur- 
poses. 

Mr. President, in the case of nearly 
every child in Alaska, there is no effort 
for parents to shift income to their 
children. A two-year old is required to 
file a tax return simply because the 
state had the foresight to invest state 
oil royalty income for the benefit of all 
its citizens. 

In recent years, the annual Perma- 
nent Fund dividend checks have aver- 
aged nearly $1,000 per person. For a 
two-year old child who received that 
dividend, the child’s parents are re- 
sponsible for having a tax return pre- 
pared for the child that will show a tax 
liability of $52.50. As all of my col- 
leagues know, filling out tax returns 
has become ever more complicated. 
Fewer and fewer individuals are filling 
out their own returns. Instead, they 
are having to pay professional pre- 
parers to fill out these returns. 

In fact, IRS reports that returns 
filled out by paid preparers are a record 
high this year—54% of all returns filed 
had been prepared by professionals. For 
an Alaskan family with two children, 
that means a paid preparer must fill 
out three separate tax forms—one for 
the mother and father and one for each 
of the two children. How much addi- 
tional cost does the preparer charge for 
the additional returns? The simplest 
form to file—the 1040 EZ costs $16.50 at 
the local H&R Block. For two children 
that’s an additional $33, on top of the 
costs of the parents’ return. 

And what does it cost the IRS to 
process that return? I’ve heard costs 
that range from $5 to $30. I don’t think 
anyone knows the real answer. 

Mr. President, the bottom line is 
that families with children under 14 in 
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Alaska are subjected to additional IRS 
paperwork and filing requirements 
simply because their children’s perma- 
nent fund dividends are subject to a 
few dollars of federal income tax. 

The legislation we are introducing 
today would exclude from income per- 
manent fund dividends received by 
children under 14. This will eliminate 
the paperwork burdens that families in 
our state face simply because their 
children receive a dividend from the 
state. Although I am sure this will be 
scored as losing a modest amount of 
revenue, about $50 for every Alaskan 
child, IRS will have to process far 
fewer tax returns from Alaska’s chil- 
dren and parents in Alaska will not 
have to incur additional tax prepara- 
tion fees. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1974 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1, INCOME TAX EXCLUSION FOR ALAS- 
KA PERMANENT FUND DIVIDENDS 
RECEIVED BY CHILDREN UNDER 
AGE 14. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part III of subchapter B 
of chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 (relating to items specifically excluded 
from gross income) is amended by redesig- 
nating section 138 as section 139 and by in- 
serting after section 137 the following new 
section: 

“SEC. 138. ALASKA PERMANENT DIVIDENDS TO 
CHILDREN UNDER AGE 14. 

“Gross income shall not include any Alas- 
ka Permanent Fund dividend received by an 
individual during a taxable year if the indi- 
vidual has not attained age 14 before the 
close of the taxable year.” 

(D) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS,— 

(1) Section 1(g)(7)(A)(i) of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 is amended by striking 
“(including Alaska permanent fund divi- 
dends)“. 

(2) The table of sections for part III of sub- 
chapter B of chapter 1 of such Code is amend- 
ed by striking the item relating to section 
138 and inserting: 

“Sec. 138. Alaska Permanent Fund dividends 
to children under age 14. 
“Sec. 139. Cross references to other Acts.” 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1997. 


By Mr. DEWINE (for himself and 
Mr. LEAHY): 

S. 1976. A bill to increase public 
awareness of the plight of victims of 
crime with developmental disabilities, 
to collect data to measure the mag- 
nitude of the problem, and to develop 
strategies to address the safety and 
justice needs of victims of crime with 
developmental disabilities; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

THE CRIME VICTIMS WITH DISABILITIES 
AWARENESS ACT 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I am 

pleased today to join with Senator 
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LEAHY to introduce the Crime Victims 
With Disabilities Awareness Act. The 
purpose of this legislation is to achieve 
three basic goals: first, to increase pub- 
lic awareness of the plight of crime vic- 
tims with developmental disabilities; 
second, to start collecting data to 
measure the extent and nature of the 
problem; and third, to develop strate- 
gies to address the safety and justice 
needs of these victims. 

Research in foreign countries has 
found that persons with developmental 
disabilities are at a 4 to 10 times higher 
risk of becoming crime victims than 
those without disabilities. Studies in 
Canada, Australia, and Great Britain 
consistently show that crime victims 
with developmental disabilities suffer 
repeated victimization, because so few 
of the crimes against them are re- 
ported. Unfortunately, even when 
crimes against victims with disabil- 
ities are reported, there is sometimes a 
reluctance by justice officials to rely 
on the testimony of a disabled person, 
further making these victims a target 
for criminal predators. 

What do we know about similar 
crimes in the United States? Amaz- 
ingly, little if any. No significant stud- 
ies have been conducted in the United 
States. In fact, the Bureau of Justice 
Statistics in their annual National 
Crime Victims Survey does not specifi- 
cally collect data about crimes against 
persons with disabilities. 

Research needs to be done in the 
United States to (1) understand the na- 
ture and extent of crimes against per- 
sons with developmental disabilities; 
(2) assess how the law enforcement and 
justice systems currently respond to 
crimes against the developmentally 
disabled; and (3) identify programs, 
policies, or laws that hold promise for 
making our law enforcement and jus- 
tice systems more responsive to crimes 
against persons with developmental 
disabilities. 

Our legislation today would accom- 
plish these three research goals. Our 
legislation would direct the Attorney 
General to contract with the National 
Research Council through the National 
Academy of Sciences’ Committee on 
Law and Justice to develop a research 
agenda to increase the understanding 
and control of crime against persons 
with developmental disabilities. The 
National Academy of Sciences would 
develop a research agenda that in- 
cludes convening an interdisciplinary 
panel of nationally recognized experts 
on crime victims with disabilities and 
related fields, to define and address 
critical issues to understanding crimes 
against people with developmental dis- 
abilities. Their research would focus on 
preventive, educative, social, and legal 
strategies, and recommend methods for 
addressing the needs of underserved 
populations. 

An authoritative report resulting 
from this process should provide some 
important answers. 
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In addition, the bill would direct the 
Attorney General to begin collecting 
data for the National Crime Victims 
Survey of crime victims with develop- 
mental disabilities. The Attorney Gen- 
eral is asked to study and report to the 
States and to Congress on how the 
States may collect centralized data- 
bases on the incidences of crimes 
against the disabled. 

One reason why this issue is so im- 
portant, and why this legislation is 
necessary is because there are more 
and more people with developmental 
disabilities. The factors behind this ris- 
ing population include poor prenatal 
nutrition and care, increases in child 
abuse, and substance abuse during 
pregnancy. 

Iam hopeful that the research called 
for in this legislation will have broad, 
positive national policy implications. 
Greater knowledge about victims with 
developmental disabilities will help 
service providers target programs more 
effectively. Victims and their families 
will have a better understanding of 
crime risks. Justice and social service 
policy makers will have a greater un- 
derstanding of how, where, and when 
these crimes occur, the characteristics 
of victims, and how these crimes affect 
victims and their families. Law en- 
forcement may gain information on 
how to improve investigative and pros- 
ecution strategies, and how to use vic- 
tims’ testimony in conjunction with 
other case evidence. Clearly, what 
we're trying to do with this legislation 
is to raise considerably the national 
profile of this issue among research 
agencies and the academic community, 
and to continue to define and develop 
solutions to this problem. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be included in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 


S. 1976 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1, SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Crime Vic- 
tims With Disabilities Awareness Act“. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS; PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) although research conducted abroad 
demonstrates that individuals with develop- 
mental disabilities are at a 4 to 10 times 
higher risk of becoming crime victims than 
those without disabilities, there have been 
no significant studies on this subject con- 
ducted in the United States; 

(2) in fact, the National Crime Victim's 
Survey, conducted annually by the Bureau of 
Justice Statistics of the Department of Jus- 
tice, does not specifically collect data relat- 
ing to crimes against individuals with devel- 
opmental disabilities; 

(3) studies in Canada, Australia, and Great 
Britain consistently show that victims with 
developmental disabilities suffer repeated 
victimization because so few of the crimes 
against them are reported, and even when 


they are, there is sometimes a reluctance by 
justice officials to rely on the testimony of a 
disabled individual, making individuals with 
developmental disabilities a target for crimi- 
nal predators; and 

(4) research in the United States needs to 
be done to— 

(A) understand the nature and extent of 
crimes against individuals with develop- 
mental disabilities; 

(B) describe how the justice system re- 
sponds to crimes against the develop- 
mentally disabled; and 

(C) identify programs, policies, or laws 
that hold promises for making the justice 
system more responsive to crimes against in- 
dividuals with developmental disabilities. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are— 

(1) to increase public awareness of the 
plight of victims of crime who are individ- 
uals with developmental disabilities; 

(2) to collect data to measure the extent of 
the problem of crimes against individuals 
with developmental disabilities; and 

(3) to develop strategies to address the 
safety and justice needs of victims of crime 
who are individuals with developmental dis- 
abilities. 

SEC, 3. DEFINITION OF DEVELOPMENTAL DIS- 
ABILITY. 

In this Act, the term developmental dis- 
ability” has the meaning given the term in 
section 102 of the Developmental Disabilities 
Assistance and Bill of Rights Act (42 U.S.C. 
6001). 

SEC. 4, RESEARCH AGENDA. 

(a) REQUEST FOR CONTRACT.—Not later 
than 90 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Attorney General shall submit 
a request to the National Research Council, 
that the Committee on Law and Justice of 
the National Academy of Sciences, acting 
through the National Research Council, 
enter into a contract with the Attorney Gen- 
eral to develop a research agenda to increase 
public awareness of crimes against individ- 
uals with developmental disabilities and to 
reduce the incidence of crimes against those 
individuals. 

(b) RESEARCH AGENDA.—The research agen- 
da developed under this section shall— 

(1) address such issues as— 

(A) the nature and extent of crimes against 
individuals with developmental disabilities; 

(B) the risk factors associated with victim- 
ization of the developmentally disabled; 

(C) strategies to reduce crimes against in- 
dividuals with developmental disabilities; 

(D) the manner in which the justice and so- 
cial service systems respond to crimes 
against the developmentally disabled, and 
the means by which that response can be im- 
proved; 

(E) the personal and social consequences of 
victimization; 

(F) the importance of place and context in 
understanding crimes against the develop- 
mentally disabled; and 

(G) the means by which to achieve a better 
understanding of the interaction between 
caregiver, victim, and other circumstances 
in improving public safety; and 

(2) include an analysis of various meth- 
odologies for addressing the issues described 
in paragraph (1), which may include— 

(A) appropriate longitudinal designs to in- 
crease understanding of its causes; 

(B) rigorous evaluation research designs to 
inform and improve prevention, interven- 
tion, and control efforts; 

(C) a multidisciplinary approach to meas- 
uring the nature and frequency of crimes 
against the developmentally disabled, and 
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the personal and social consequences of 
those crimes; 

(D) survey data and analysis efforts that 
better describe the victimization experiences 
of the developmentally disabled, the context 
in which victimization occurs, and the social 
and institutional responses to these experi- 
ences; and 

(E) the development of a Federal research 
response and a coordinated research strategy 
by Federal agencies. 

(c) PANEL OF EXPERTS.—In developing the 
research agenda under this section, the Com- 
mittee on Law and Justice shall— 

(1) convene and consult with a panel, which 
shall be composed of— 

(A) nationally recognized experts on vic- 
tims of crime who are individuals with dis- 
abilities, in the fields of— 

(i) law; 

(ii) services to individuals with disabil- 
ities; 

(iii) criminology; 

(iv) education; 

(v) direct services to victims of crime; and 

(vi) the social sciences; and 

(B) crime victims with disabilities who are 
members of diverse ethnic, social, and reli- 
gious communities; and 

(2) focus primarily on preventive, edu- 
cative, social, and legal strategies, including 
addressing the needs of underserved popu- 
lations. è 

(d) REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Attorney General shall submit to the Com- 
mittees on the Judiciary of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives a report de- 
scribing the research agenda developed under 
this section. 

(2) REPORT.—The Attorney General shall 
ensure that— 

(A) the report submitted under paragraph 
(1) is disseminated widely in governmental, 
nonprofit, and academic arenas, including by 
seminars, briefings, and the Internet; and 

(B) shall make not less than 100 copies of 
the report available upon request to non- 
profit organizations free of charge. 

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $375,000 for each of fis- 
cal years 1999 and 2000. 

SEC. 5. NATIONAL CRIME VICTIMS SURVEY. 

(a) SuRvEY.—As part of each National 
Crime Victims Survey, the Attorney General 
shall include statistics relating to the nature 
and characteristics of victims of crime who 
are individuals with developmental disabil- 
ities. 

(b) CONSULTATION.—In carrying out sub- 
section (a), the Attorney General shall use a 
methodology developed in consultation with 
experts in the collection of criminal justice 
data, statistics, services to individuals with 
disabilities, and victims of crime. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $100,000 for fiscal year 
1999. 

SEC. 6. STATE DATABASES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General 
shall conduct a study and submit to Con- 
gress and to each State a report on the 
means by which each State may establish 
and maintain a centralized computer data- 
base on the incidence of crimes against indi- 
viduals with disabilities within the State. 

(b) CONSULTATION.—In conducting the 
study under subsection (a), the Attorney 
General shall consult with— 

(1) individuals who are experts in the col- 
lection of criminal justice data; 
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(2) State statistical administrators; 

(3) law enforcement personnel; 

(4) nonprofit nongovernmental agencies 
that provide direct services to victims of 
crime who are individuals with disabilities; 
and 

(5) such other individuals and entities as 
the Attorney General considers to be appro- 
priate. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Attor- 
ney General shall submit to the Committees 
on the Judiciary of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives, a report describing the 
results of the study under subsection (a), 
which report shall include the views of the 
individuals and agencies consulted under 
subsection (b). 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 
proud to join Senator DEWINE in intro- 
ducing the Crime Victims With Dis- 
abilities Awareness Act. This legisla- 
tion will address and strengthen our 
services for disabled victims of crime 
throughout our country. 

It is important that we focus atten- 
tion on the needs and rights of crime 
victims not only during this week, Na- 
tional Crime Victims Rights Week, but 
throughout the year. For the past sev- 
eral years, I have worked hard with 
others to make improvements in the 
law and provide greater assistance to 
victims of crime. 

My involvement with crime victims 
rights began more than three decades 
ago when I served as State’s Attorney 
for Chittenden County, Vermont, and 
witnessed first-hand the devastation of 
crime. I have worked ever since to en- 
sure that the criminal justice system is 
one that respects the rights and dig- 
nity of victims of crime and domestic 
violence, rather than presents addi- 
tional ordeals for those already victim- 
ized. 

The needs of victims of crime are 
many and must be addressed in a num- 
ber of ways, including strengthening 
law enforcement and education, im- 
proving and increasing services for vic- 
tims, and protecting the rights of vic- 
tims. Today I am proud to again have 
the support of the Vermont Center for 
Crime Victim Services in focusing at- 
tention on the needs of crime victims 
with disabilities with the Crime Vic- 
tims With Disabilities Awareness Act. 

Research conducted abroad has 
shown that individuals with disabil- 
ities have a four to 10 times higher risk 
of becoming a victim than do individ- 
uals without disabilities. Despite these 
findings, there have been no significant 
studies on this subject conducted in 
the United States. The Crime Victims 
With Disabilities Awareness Act we are 
introducing today will rectify this 
omission. 

The Crime Victims With Disabilities 
Awareness Act proposes to have the 
Committee on Law and Justice of the 
National Academy of Sciences conduct 
research so as to increase public aware- 
ness of victims of crime with disabil- 
ities, to understand the nature and ex- 
tent of such crimes, and to develop 
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strategies to address the safety and 
needs of victims of crime with disabil- 
ities. This Act directs the Attorney 
General to utilize statistics gathered 
from this study for inclusion in the Na- 
tional Crime Victims Survey. The 
Crime Victims With Disabilities 
Awareness Act also directs the Attor- 
ney General to submit a report detail- 
ing the means by which each State can 
establish and maintain a database on 
the incidence of crimes against individ- 
uals with disabilities. 

Over the last 20 years we have made 
strides in recognizing crime victims’ 
rights and providing much needed as- 
sistance. I am proud to have played a 
role in passage of the Victims and Wit- 
ness Protection Act of 1982, the Vic- 
tims of Crime Act of 1984, and the Vic- 
tims’ Rights and Restitution Act of 
1990 and the other improvements we 
have been able to make. 

In the Violent Crime Control Act of 
1994, Congress acted to ensure a right 
of allocation for victims of crimes of 
violence or sexual abuse and to make 
tens of millions of dollars available to 
crime victims. No amount of money 
can make up for the harm and trauma 
of being the victim of a crime, but we 
should do all that we can to see that 
victims are assisted, compensated and 
treated with dignity by the criminal 
justice system. 

I was the author of the Victims of 
Terrorism Act that was passed by the 
Senate in the wake of the Oklahoma 
City bombing and became the basis for 
the Justice for Victims of Terrorism 
Act signed into law in April 1996. We 
were able to make funds available 
through supplemental grants to the 
States to assist and compensate vic- 
tims of terrorism and mass violence, 
which incidents might otherwise have 
overwhelmed the resources of Okla- 
homa’s crime victims compensation 
program or its victims assistance serv- 
ices. We also filled a gap in our law for 
residents of the United States who are 
victims of terrorism and mass violence 
that occur outside the borders of the 
United States. In addition, we allowed 
greater flexibility to our State and 
local victims’ assistance programs and 
some greater certainty so that they 
can know that our commitment to vic- 
tims programming will not wax and 
wane with events. And we were able to 
raise the assessments on those con- 
victed of federal crimes in order to 
fund the needs of crime victims. 

Last year, I cosponsored the Victim 
Rights Clarification Act of 1997. That 
legislation reversed a presumption 
against crime victims observing the 
fact phase of a trial if they were likely 
to provide testimony during the sen- 
tencing phase of that trial. As a result 
of that legislation, not only were vic- 
tims of the Oklahoma City bombing 
able to observe the trial of Timothy 
McVeigh, all those who were able to 
witness the trial and were called as 
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witnesses to provide victim impact tes- 
timony at the sentencing phase of that 
trial were able to do so. 

The Crime Victims Assistance Act, 
legislation that I introduced this past 
July with Senator KENNEDY, builds 
upon the progress made over the last 
several years. It provides for a whole- 
sale reform of the Federal Rules and 
Federal law to establish additional 
rights and protections for victims of 
federal crime. This bill would provide 
crime victims with an enhanced right 
to be heard on the issue of pretrial de- 
tention and plea bargains, an enhanced 
right to a speedy trial and to be 
present in the courtroom throughout a 
trial, an enhanced right to be heard on 
probation revocation and to give a 
statement at sentencing, and the right 
to be notified of a defendant’s escape or 
release from prison. The Crime Victims 
Assistance Act would also strengthen 
victims’ services by increasing Federal 
victim assistance personnel, enhancing 
training for State and local law en- 
forcement and Officers of the Court, 
and establishing and ombudsman pro- 
gram for crime victims. 

With a simple majority of both 
Houses of Congress, the Crime Victims 
Assistance Act could be enacted this 
year and we could mark a significant 
and immediate difference in the lives 
of victims throughout our country. I 
hope that the Senate will turn to this 
important measure without further 
delay. Unfortunately, one consequence 
of the effort to focus attention on pro- 
posals to amend the Constitution has 
been to dissipate efforts to enact effec- 
tive victims rights legislation over the 
past two years. The momentum we had 
built over the last several years has 
been dissipated by this focus to the ex- 
clusion of statutory reform. 

While we have made great improve- 
ments in our law enforcement and 
crime victims assistance programs and 
have made advances in recognizing 
crime victims’ rights, we still have 
work to do. This week is National 
Crime Victims’ Rights Week. Crime 
victims advocates across Vermont and 
the nation are commemorating this 
week with ceremonies, awards and 
proclamations. I am honored to have 
received recognition from the Vermont 
Center for Crime Victims Services and 
the Vermont Network for Domestic Vi- 
olence and Sexual Assault during Na- 
tional Crime Victims Rights Week in 
1996 and a Congressional Leadership 
Award from the National Organization 
for Victim Assistance. Each year at 
this time our hearts go out to the fami- 
lies and victims of crime. Each year I 
try to help focus attention on those 
who work so hard every week of the 
year on behalf of all crime victims in 
crime victims’ assistance and com- 
pensation programs. 

There are many individuals in 
Vermont who I would like to thank for 
their expertise and advice in addressing 
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victims’ rights and services, including 
Lori Hayes, Executive Director of the 
Vermont Center for Crime Victim 
Services, and Marty Levin, Coordinator 
of the Vermont Network Against Do- 
mestic Violence and Sexual Assault. 
Their hard work and dedication have 
made a real difference in the lives of 
people who suffer from violence and 
abuse. 

In May 1997, the Department of Jus- 
tice Office for Victims of Crime con- 
cluded that Vermont's programs are 
setting the standard for outreach to 
undeserved populations and service co- 
ordination among providers and allied 
professionals.” Vermont's leadership 
was also recently recognized with its 
selection for participation in the De- 
partment of Justice Rural Victim Serv- 
ices 2000 project. The Vermont Center 
for Crime Victim Services will admin- 
ister this grant to conduct the first 
systematic survey of what rural crime 
victims need. The more informed we 
become of the needs of victims, the 
more we can adapt services to make 
them more effective and efficient. 

I commend all those in Vermont and 
across the country who are committed 
to assisting crime victims. 


By Mr. D’AMATO (for himself 
and Mr. REID): 

S. 1977. A bill to direct the Secretary 
of Transportation to conduct a study 
and issue a report on predatory and 
discriminatory practices of airlines 
which restrict consumer access to un- 
biased air transportation passenger 
service and fare information; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

THE CONSUMER ACCESS TO TRAVEL 
INFORMATION ACT OF 1998 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to offer legislation that will ben- 
efit consumers and small businessmen 
and women who must travel by air. 
The bill I am introducing today, the 
Consumer Access to Travel Informa- 
tion Act of 1998, will reverse an in- 
creasingly anti-consumer, anti-com- 
petitive trend in airline travel across 
the country. 

For three years, the major airlines 
have been moving to gain more control 
over the airline travel ticket distribu- 
tion system. While this effort may 
seem harmless, the ramifications to 
consumers are significant. Currently, 
most air travelers get their informa- 
tion from one of the 33,000 travel agen- 
cies around the country. These agen- 
cies provide consumers with unbiased 
and comprehensive air travel informa- 
tion, i.e., the best flight at the cheap- 
est fare. Without that independent 
source of travel information, there is 
no doubt that consumers will be paying 
more, in many cases, substantially 
more for air travel. 

The Consumer Access to Travel In- 
formation Act of 1998 is a reasonable, 
and balanced bill that is significant not 
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only for what it does, but also for what 
it doesn’t do. This legislation would 
simply require the Secretary of Trans- 
portation to investigate the behavior 
of major airlines, including discrimina- 
tory and predatory practices of airlines 
which target travel agents, other inde- 
pendent distributors, and small air- 
lines. This is authority that the Sec- 
retary currently has under the Airline 
Deregulation Act of 1978, but has thus 
far not elected to use. This bill makes 
certain this investigation is under- 
taken. If it is determined that anti- 
competitive, discriminatory or preda- 
tory practices exist, the Secretary 
must report to Congress those steps 
the Department intends to take to ad- 
dress such practices. 

What this legislation does not do is 
regulate the airline industry. In fact, 
this legislation is a wake up call for 
the industry. As the for-profit hospital 
and HMO industries discovered, if con- 
sumers are disregarded, and anti-com- 
petitive activities are encouraged, the 
heavy hand of regulators and anti-trust 
remedies will soon follow. This inves- 
tigation by DOT may bring to light 
practices that the airlines themselves 
may not even realize exist. It is far bet- 
ter to have DOT look into these issues 
and have them addressed now, than to 
have Congress begin pursuing more 
proactive legislative remedies in the 
future. 

Travel agents provide critical serv- 
ices to air travelers, and air travelers 
depend heavily upon travel agents to 
provide an accurate, broad selection of 
schedules, fare quotes, and ticketing 
services for all airlines. Agents quote 
schedules and fares, and provide 
ticketing services, to consumers on 
major U.S. airlines, small U.S. airlines, 
large and small international airlines, 
and start-up airlines. 

The travel agency community and 
other independent ticket distributors 
are the only efficient, independent and 
comprehensive sources of information 
for airline travel options. Travel agen- 
cies and other independent distributors 
comprise a considerable portion of the 
small business sector in the United 
States, employing over 250,000 people. 
Over 50% of travel agencies are owned 
by women or minorities. 

Every industry study conducted since 
the 1960's has concluded that travel 
agents can process reservation and 
ticketing transactions in any medium 
more efficiently than can airlines. Just 
this year, one of the world’s largest 
and most efficient airlines announced 
the closing of all of its U.S. ticket of- 
fices in favor of the efficiencies of the 
U.S. travel agency industry. 

So why are multi-billion dollar air- 
lines putting the squeeze on the mom 
and pop travel agencies? Unfortu- 
nately, the answer lies beyond just 
sucking more revenue from the travel 
agent. The biggest threat to the cur- 
rent airline oligopoly is the young, up- 
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start airlines. Wherever these airlines 
operate, the major air carriers’ prices 
are competitive. Wherever these air- 
lines do not operate, the consumer 
pays monopoly prices. Small domestic 
airlines, many international airlines, 
and start-up airlines heavily depend 
upon the travel agency distribution 
system. There is no alternate distribu- 
tion system available to these types of 
airlines. A less ubiquitous, less inde- 
pendent travel agency means less busi- 
ness for, and less competition from, the 
smaller airlines. 

As part of the effort to consolidate 
their market power, the airlines began 
to focus on the ticket distribution sys- 
tem. Twice in the last three years, the 
major airlines have initiated and sup- 
ported reductions in travel agent com- 
missions on the sale of air travel. In 
February alone, total travel agent 
commissions on domestic travel 
dropped 21%. More reductions from air- 
lines, and greater travel agent losses, 
are expected. The number of travel 
agencies has decreased for the first 
time since World War II, and many 
more closings are expected as agency 
operating reserves are exhausted. 

As travel agents are forced out of the 
industry and airlines secure more di- 
rect consumer business, consumer al- 
ternatives will continue to decrease, 
resulting in significantly higher con- 
sumer travel costs. Major airlines have 
generally misrepresented the reason 
for agency commission cuts, citing a 
need to reduce expenses and pass sav- 
ings on to consumers. In fact, airline 
ticket prices have steadily increased, 
there have been no consumer benefits, 
airlines are posting record profits quar- 
ter-after-quarter, and consumers are 
paying the highest airfares in history. 

Commissions are not the only way in 
which the airlines are using anti-com- 
petitive practices to pressure the trav- 
el agents. For example, confidential 
business information generated by 
travel agents, such as marketing, 
bookings, and sales data, is routinely 
shared by the airlines. 

Considering airlines regard them- 
selves as competitors of travel agents, 
this is an intolerable situation for the 
travel agents. 

Another example of unfair treatment 
is the use of promotions, concessions, 
and benefits that airlines can pass on 
to consumers that are denied to travel 
agents. In addition the airlines operate 
the Airlines Reporting Corporation 
(ARC), which controls both who can be- 
come a travel agent and the settlement 
of funds between travel agents and the 
airlines. 

Internet travel servicing, one ticket 
distribution alternative which holds 
great promise for consumers, is also 
being dominated by the major air car- 
riers. As a practical matter, travel 
agents have already been excluded by 
airlines from selling tickets booked by 
electronic means. As with conventional 
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distribution, Internet consumers have 
very limited ability to view consoli- 
dated electronic schedule and fare in- 
formation, much less interpret the 
rules, restrictions and penalties at- 
tached to such lower fares as might be 
found. 

That is why, Mr. President, Congress 
must pass the Consumer Access to 
Travel Information Act of 1998 before 
consumers are hurt further, and before 
there is an overwhelming cry to rereg- 
ulate air travel. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this legislation. I ask unani- 
mous consent that the text of the bill 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1977 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1, SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Consumer 
Access to Travel Information Act of 1998”. 
SEC, 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds the following: 

(1) To foster and preserve competition, na- 
tional transportation policy should support 
the continuation of widespread, convenient, 
and efficient public access to unbiased com- 
parative air transportation passenger service 
and fare information. 

(2) The traveling public relies upon unbi- 
ased comparative air transportation pas- 
senger service and fare information provided 
by independent retail travel agents and 
other independent sources. 

(3) Concentrations of market power, re- 
strictions on entry, and predatory and dis- 
criminatory practices of airlines impair con- 
sumer access to independently distributed 
unbiased comparative information about air 
transportation passenger services or fares. 

(4) If not corrected, such practices will se- 
riously restrict consumer access to the inde- 
pendent and unbiased service and fare infor- 
mation provided by travel agents and other 
independent sources. 

SEC. 3. POLICY. 

Section 4010l(a) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

(16) Ensuring that consumers may obtain 
unbiased comparative information from 
travel agents and other independent sources 
about air transportation passenger services 
and fares in an efficient and convenient man- 
ner. 

SEC. 4. STUDY; REPORT. 

(a) STupy.—Not later than 60 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Transportation (hereinafter in 
this Act referred to as the Secretary“) shall 
undertake a study of the availability to con- 
sumers of adequate unbiased information 
about air transportation passenger services 
and fares. The study shall include an inves- 
tigation of the following practices: 

(1) Air carrier policies that deter or pre- 
vent travel agents or other independent 
sources from using competitively efficient 
phone systems, computer reservation sys- 
tems, or other electronic systems to commu- 
nicate or consummate transactions with the 
public. 

(2) Air carrier policies that deter or pre- 
vent travel agents and other independent 
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sources from offering the public the same or 
greater concessions, benefits, or services 
than those offered by air carriers directly to 
those consumers. 

(3) Discriminatory collective or joint oper- 
ation of assets used to offer concessions, ben- 
efits, or services to the public while denying 
comparable access to such concessions, bene- 
fits, or services through travel agents and 
other independent sources, including joint 
sales activities, denial of competitive tools, 
and denial of distribution efficiencies. 

(4) Sharing of competitively significant 
sales transaction data in violation of the 
confidentiality interests of the travel agents 
or other independent sources that generated 
such data. 

(5) As the Secretary considers appropriate, 
any other practices which may impair con- 
sumer access to independently distributed 
unbiased comparative information about air 
transportation passenger services or fares. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall transmit to Congress a re- 
port of the conclusions of the study required 
by subsection (a). 

SEC. 5. CEASE AND DESIST ORDERS. 

The Secretary shall, after notice and hear- 
ing, order any air carrier or other party en- 
gaged in any practice or policy which con- 
stitutes a predatory, unfair, or deceptive 
practice or unfair method of competition 
which restricts the widespread, convenient, 
and efficient access by the public to unbiased 
comparative air transportation passenger 
service and fare information or the sale, 
booking, or distribution of air transpor- 
tation passenger services or products, to 
cease and desist therefrom. 


ýs Me DOMENICI (for himself 
d Mr. BINGAMAN): 

S. 1976. A bill to designate the audi- 
torium located within the Sandia Tech- 
nology Transfer Center in Albu- 
querque, New Mexico, as the Steve 
Schiff Auditorium”; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 


THE STEVE SCHIFF AUDITORIUM DESIGNATION 
ACT OF 1998 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, it is a 
real honor today to introduce legisla- 
tion, together with Senator BINGAMAN, 
to honor Representative Steve Schiff. 
This legislation designates a special 
auditorium at the Sandia National 
Laboratories as the “Steve Schiff Audi- 
torium.” Steve spoke in this Audito- 
rium on several occasions, as part of 
his long service to the people of New 
Mexico. 

I think everyone knows that Steve 
Schiff exemplified all that was good 
about public service: integrity of the 
highest order, deep and fundamental 
decency, and an acute and open mind. 
He went about his business quietly, but 
with wonderful efficiency. He was great 
at telling stories, usually about him- 
self. He was a model for all politicians 
to admire. 

Steve came to New Mexico from Chi- 
cago, where he was born and raised. He 
served the people of New Mexico in dif- 
ferent capacities since 1972, when he 
graduated from the Law School at the 
University of New Mexico. Before elec- 
tion to Congress in 1988, he served as 
District Attorney for eight years. 
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One of Steve’s favorite local pro- 
grams was his Tree Give-Away Pro- 
gram. For eight years, Steve held a 
Saturday tree give-away day at the In- 
dian Pueblo Cultural Center. He gave 
away more than 115,000 trees. Through 
those trees, he shared his own hope, 
faith, and love. Those trees now flour- 
ish throughout the Albuquerque area 
in New Mexico as lasting symbols of 
this man. In a similar way, his legisla- 
tive achievements continue to serve 
the American people as another re- 
minder of this great American. 

Along with those trees and his legis- 
lation, the Steve Schiff Auditorium 
will serve as a lasting memorial. I am 
happy and honored to have been a part 
of his life. 

I think he would be pleased that this 
major facility at Sandia National Lab- 
oratories, an auditorium where many 
events occur, many events he has spon- 
sored, that he desires that we talk 
about in our Federal Government as it 
pertains to nuclear weapons and re- 
search, that it be designated after him. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I feel 
very honored today to rise with my 
colleague, Senator DOMENICI, to intro- 
duce legislation to honor Representa- 
tive Steven H. Schiff, who died last 
month. This bill names the Auditorium 
in the Technology Transfer Center at 
Sandia National Laboratories as the 
Steven H. Schiff Auditorium. I have 
visited Sandia’s Technology Transfer 
Center (TTC) in Albuquerque, New 
Mexico. It is a beautiful building dedi- 
cated to furthering collaborations be- 
tween the fine staff of scientists and 
engineers at Sandia and their counter- 
parts in American universities and in- 
dustry. 

It is altogether fitting that we dedi- 
cate the TTC Auditorium to the mem- 
ory of Steven Schiff. Steve was a 
strong champion of collaborations and 
making the resources of our national 
laboratories available to US industry 
to help us compete in the global econ- 
omy. 

Mr. President, Sandia National Lab- 
oratories has 6,000 employees. The lab 
is one of the nation’s premier national 
security facilities with major respon- 
sibilities for our nation’s energy re- 
search and development projects. Part 
of Sandia’s mission includes tech- 
nology transfer. The emphasis is on 
partnerships between industry and the 
lab to collaborate on emerging new 
technologies. 

Today, Sandia’s vast technical exper- 
tise is being applied to solve a variety 
of technical problems that will benefit 
working Americans. A number of excit- 
ing collaborations between Sandia’s 
engineers and private industry have 
come about as a direct result of Steve's 
efforts. Some of these collaborations 
include projects to improve microelec- 
tronics and computers, airline and air- 
port safety, lightweight materials for 
automobiles, robots for advanced man- 
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ufacturing, and automobile tires that 
are safer and provide consumers better 
fuel economy. Madam President, I 
could go on and on. 

Perhaps the one area of Sandia's 
work that Steve was the most proud of 
was the lab’s application of its 20 years 
of experience in state-of-the-art phys- 
ical security technologies to the im- 
portant areas of fighting crime and ter- 
rorism. Today, Sandia’s vital and high- 
ly visible programs are helping to as- 
sure the safety and security of every 
American. In particular, Steve's efforts 
were instrumental in creating a sat- 
ellite facility of the National Institute 
of Justice at Sandia. This linkage was 
especially satisfying to Steve because 
of his leadership positions on both the 
House Science and Judiciary Commit- 
tees. 

In a short time, Sandia’s efforts for 
the Department of Justice and the FBI 
are helping to combat crime and ter- 
rorism. These programs are having a 
major impact on the safety and secu- 
rity of all Americans. These efforts are 
truly one of Steve Schiff's greatest leg- 
acies to New Mexico and the nation. 

I'd like to cite just a few examples of 
Sandia’s programs for the National In- 
stitute of Justice. Because of Steve’s 
efforts, Sandia was able to play a vital 
role in disarming a bomb left in the 
unabomber’s cabin. Sandia also has a 
school safety and security program 
that has dramatically increased the 
safety of high school students in Belén, 
New Mexico. I had a chance to visit the 
school, and it is truly remarkable what 
Sandia has accomplished there. An- 
other example of Sandia’s innovative 
technologies is the development of a 
“smart gun” that can only be fired in 
the hands of someone authorized to use 
it. And Sandia is developing explosive 
detectors for increased airport security 
and new ways of detecting illegal 
drugs. 

Perhaps the culmination of Steve's 
efforts was last August, when 64 of the 
world’s top bomb squads came to Oper- 
ation Albuquerque 97 for hands-on ex- 
perience with the latest science and 
methods for disabling terrorist bombs. 

Madam President, using our national 
laboratories’ unique resources to save 
lives and protect the safety of ordinary 
people is surely a proper memorial for 
Steve Schiff. Naming the auditorium 
at Sandia National Laboratories in his 
honor is another. I am proud to co- 
sponsor this legislation, and I thank 
my colleague, Senator DOMENICI, for 
his efforts. 


By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself 
and Mr. FAIRCLOTH): 

S. 1979. A bill to ensure the trans- 
parency of International Monetary 
Fund operations; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

THE IMF TRANSPARENCY AND EFFICIENCY ACT 

OF 1998 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, 

today I introduce the ‘International 
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Monetary Fund Transparency and Effi- 
ciency Act of 1998.“ When bailing out 
failing economies, the International 
Monetary Fund often requires coun- 
tries to make their markets more 
transparent, efficient and accountable. 
In the wake of the Asian economic cri- 
sis, it has become clear that the IMF 
itself also sorely needs the very same 
increased transparency, efficiency, and 
accountability that the IMF demands 
of others. 

I am pleased to be joined today by 
my colleague from North Carolina, 
Senator FAIRCLOTH, as an original co- 
sponsor of this legislation. 

On March 17, 1998, the Senate Appro- 
priations Committee approved S. 1769, 
which would provide Supplemental Ap- 
propriations for the IMF for Fiscal 
Year 1998. Although I voted against the 
amendment which would provide $18 
billion to bail out the IMF, the Senate 
ultimately adopted this amendment. 
While S. 1769 contains a few provisions 
calling for IMF reforms, like increased 
transparency and calling on countries 
receiving IMF loans to end market dis- 
torting government subsidies, S. 1769 
contains much weaker enforcement 
mechanisms than those contained in 
the bill I am introducing today. Also, 
S. 1769 does not curtail the IMF’s sub- 
sidized interest rates, something this 
bill will do. 

Just last week, the IMF itself freely 
admitted the need for increased open- 
ness and accountability. On April 14, 
1998, on the eve of the IMF’s annual 
spring meeting, Managing Director, 
Michel Camdessus, promised more 
openness and accountability at the 
IMF. Furthermore, during a National 
Journal interview earlier this month, 
Deputy Treasury Secretary Lawrence 
Summers was quoted as_ saying, 
“Equally, we cannot be satisfied with 
the IMF that we now have. And that is 
why it is important to build consensus 
as rapidly as possible on efforts to 
make the IMF a more transparent in- 
stitution.” I believe the American tax- 
payers deserve no less. 

We in Congress must act to ensure 
that just such IMF reforms become re- 
ality. By sending the IMF’s established 
hierarchy a clear and immediate rea- 
son to implement these reforms we will 
ensure that these long overdue reforms 
will actually take place. 

This legislation is also timely. When 
the IMF bails out failing economies, it 
regularly calls for increased trans- 
parency and governmental efficiency 
as a precondition for receiving finan- 
cial aid. The IMF is right on target in 
this respect. Increased transparency 
and accountability are crucial to give 
the American taxpayers reasonable as- 
surances that the problems that cause 
these -economic breakdowns are being 
directly addressed. Obviously, if these 
troubled economies had been trans- 
parent, efficient and open to American 
exports from the start, Congress would 
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not be debating about making another 
$18 billion available to the IMF. Clear- 
ly, the IMF itself should live up to the 
standards it sets for others. 

This legislation would withhold U.S. 
federal funding from the IMF until the 
Treasury Secretary certifies that the 
IMF has met four specific reform re- 
quirements, and then Congress enacts a 
joint resolution approving this certifi- 
cation. 

First, the IMF would be required to 
make the minutes of its board of Gov- 
ernors or Executive Board available for 
public inspection within three months 
of the meeting. Second, the IMF would 
release copies of loan and program doc- 
uments, written reviews, and other per- 
tinent documents related to proposed 
and ongoing programs within three 
months. Third, the IMF would estab- 
lish an independent board to review the 
IMF's operations, research and loan ac- 
tivities and then issue annual reports 
for public inspection. Finally, when 
granting financial assistance, the IMF 
would charge interest rates that are 
comparable to market interest rates 
rather than the subsidized interest 
rates it currently charges. Naturally, 
this bill includes special exemptions to 
protect classified U.S. information, in- 
formation which would disrupt mar- 
kets, and proprietary information. 

The administration and IMF have re- 
quested that the American taxpayers 
make an additional $18 billion of their 
hard-earned dollars available to the 
IMF to replenish its fund that has been 
depleted by the Asian financial crisis. 
My bill will bring accountability to an 
institution, funded in large part by the 
American people that has—for the last 
50 years—eluded true accountability. 
Increased transparency and efficiency 
will finally enable the American tax- 
payers to clearly see how their tax dol- 
lars are being used by the IMF. 

For the reasons stated above and 
more, I introduce this bill as the Sen- 
ate companion to H.R. 3331, recently 
introduced by our colleagues in the 
House, Congressman SAXTON of New 
Jersey, the Chairman of the Joint Eco- 
nomic Committee, Congressman TOM 
CAMPBELL from California, and House 
Majority Leader DICK ARMEY. The Her- 
itage Foundation has described this 
legislation as a compromise with a lot 
of merit. It is time for increased trans- 
parency and efficiency at the IMF, and 
I urge my colleagues to support pas- 
sage of this legislation. I ask unani- 
mous consent that the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1979 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “IMF Trans- 

parency and Efficiency Act of 1998”. 
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SEC. 2. DENIAL OF FEDERAL FUNDS TO THE 
INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND 
IF ITS OPERATIONS ARE NOT MADE 
MORE TRANSPARENT. 

Title XV of the International Financial In- 
stitutions Act (22 U.S.C. 2620-2620-1) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
“SEC. 1503, DENIAL OF FEDERAL FUNDS TO THE 

INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND 
IF ITS OPERATIONS ARE NOT MADE 
MORE TRANSPARENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—An officer, employee, or 
agent of the United States may not, directly 
or indirectly, provide Federal funds to, or for 
the benefit of the International Monetary 
Fund unless— 

(1) there is in effect a written certifi- 
cation, made by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to the Committee on Banking and Fi- 
nancial Services of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Committee on Banking, Hous- 
ing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate, that 
the International Monetary Fund has met 
the requirements of subsection (b); and 

(2) the Congress has enacted a joint reso- 
lution approving the certification. 

“(b) REQUIREMENTS.—The requirements of 
this subsection are the following: 

(J) Within 3 months after any meeting of 
the Board of Governors or the Executive 
Board of the International Monetary Fund, 
an edited copy of the minutes of the meeting 
shall be made available for public inspection, 
with the following information redacted: 

(A) Information which, if released, would 
adversely affect the national security of a 
country, and which is of the type that would 
be classified by the United States Govern- 
ment. 

(B) Information which, if released, would 
disrupt markets. 

“(C) Proprietary information. 

(2) Within 3 months after the staff of the 
International Monetary Fund makes a loan 
document, written review, program docu- 
ment, or assessment of any proposed or on- 
going loan program of the International 
Monetary Fund, a copy of the review, docu- 
ment, or assessment, and all related and sup- 
porting materials, shall be made available 
for public inspection, with the following in- 
formation redacted: 

(A) Information which, if released, would 
adversely affect the national security of a 
country, and which is of the type that would 
be classified by the United States Govern- 
ment. 

(B) Information which, if released, would 
disrupt markets. 

“(C) Proprietary information. 

“(3) Not later than 18 months after the 
date of enactment of this section: 

“(A) The International Monetary Fund 
shall establish an independent advisory 
board to review the research, operations, and 
loan programs of the International Monetary 
Fund. 

„(B) The legislature of each country which 
is represented on the Executive Board of the 
International Monetary Fund shall each ap- 
point to the advisory board 1 individual with 
expertise in private sector finance gained in 
the private sector or in academia. 

“(C) The advisory board shall issue annual 
reports summarizing its activities, which 
shall be available immediately for public in- 
spection. 

(4) The annual rate at which the Inter- 
national Monetary Fund charges interest on 
loans made after the date of enactment of 
this section shall be comparable to the aver- 
age annual rate of interest in financial mar- 
kets for loans of comparable maturity, ad- 
justed for risk. 

(%) EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF CERTIFICATION.— 
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“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), certification made under this 
section shall cease to be in effect 1 year after 
the date the certification is made. 

(2) REVOCATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A certification made 
under this section shall cease to be in effect 
if the Secretary of the Treasury revokes the 
certification. 

“(B) CAUSE FOR REVOCATION.—The Sec- 
retary of the Treasury shall revoke a certifi- 
cation made under this section if the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury is made aware that 
the International Monetary Fund has ceased 
to meet a requirement of subsection (b).”’. 
SEC, 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act shall take effect 6 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act. 


By Mr. BREAUX: 

S. 1980. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow certain 
coins to be acquired by individual re- 
tirement accounts and other individ- 
ually directed pension plan accounts; 
to the Committee on Finance. 
INDIVIDUAL RETIREMENT ACCOUNT LEGISLATION 

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation allowing 
certain U.S. legal tender coins to be 
qualified investments for an individual 
retirement account (IRA). 

Congress excluded collectibles“, 
such as antiques, gold and silver bul- 
lion, and legal tender coinage, as ap- 
propriate for contribution to IRAs in 
1981. The primary reason was the con- 
cern that individuals would get a tax 
break when they bought collectibles 
for their personal use. For example, a 
taxpayer might deduct the purchase of 
an antique rug for his/her living room 
as an IRA investment. Congress was 
also concerned about how the many 
different types of collectibles are val- 
ued. 

Over the years, however, certain 
coins and precious metals have been 
excluded from the definition of a col- 
lectible because they are independently 
valued investments that offer investors 
portfolio diversity and liquidity. For 
example, Congress excluded gold and 
silver U.S. American Eagles from the 
definition of collectibles in 1986, and 
the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 took 
the further step of excluding certain 
precious metals bullion. 

My legislation would exclude from 
the definition of collectibles only those 
U.S. legal tender coins which meet the 
following three standards: certification 
by a _ nationally-recognized grading 
service, traded on a nationally-recog- 
nized network, and held by a qualified 
trustee as described in the Internal 
Revenue Code. In other words, only in- 
vestment quality coins that are inde- 
pendently valued and not held for per- 
sonal use may be included in IRAs. 

There are several nationally-recog- 
nized, independent certification or 
grading services. Full-time profes- 
sional graders (numismatists) examine 
each coin for authenticity and grade 
them according to established stand- 
ards. Upon certification, the coin is 
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sonically-sealed (preserved) to ensure 
that it remains in the same condition 
as when it was graded. 

Legal tender coins are then traded 
via two independent electronic net- 
works—the Certified Coin Exchange 
and Certified CoinNet. These networks 
are independent of each other and have 
no financial interest in the legal tender 
coinage and precious metals markets. 
The networks function in precisely the 
same manner as the NASDAQ with a 
series of published “bid” and “ask” 
prices and last trades. The buys and 
sells are enforceable prices that must 
be honored as posted until updated. 

Mr. President, the liquidity provided 
through a bona fide national trading 
network, combined with published 
prices, make legal tender coinage a 
practical investment that offers inves- 
tors diversification and liquidity. In- 
vestment in these tangible assets has 
become a safe and prudent course of ac- 
tion for both the small and large inves- 
tor and should be given the same treat- 
ment under the law as other financial 
investments. I urge the Senate to enact 
this important legislation as soon as 
possible. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD as 
follows: 

S. 1980 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. CERTAIN COINS NOT TREATED AS 
COLLECTIBLES. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec- 
tion 408(m)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 (relating to exception for certain 
coins and bullion) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(A) any coin certified by a recognized 
grading service and traded on a nationally 
recognized electronic network, or listed by a 
recognized wholesale reporting service, and— 

“(i) which is or was at any time legal ten- 
der in the United States, or 

“(ii) issued under the laws of any State, 
and”. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1997. 


By Mr. HUTCHINSON: 

S. 1981. A bill to preserve the balance 
of rights between employers, employ- 
ees, and labor organizations which is 
fundamental to our system of collec- 
tive bargaining while preserving the 
rights of workers to organize, or other- 
wise engage in concerted activities pro- 
tected under the National Labor Rela- 
tions Act; read the first time. 

THE TRUTH IN EMPLOYMENT ACT 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, 
small businesses are under attack in 
this country, and the United States 
government, through the National 
Labor Relations Board and other regu- 
latory agencies, is aiding in this un- 
precedented assault. This battle is 
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being waged against small employers 
by paid and unpaid union operatives 
who get access to non-union work- 
places by seeking employment in these 
companies. Because employers are not 
allowed to refuse to hire union labor, 
they are usually hired. Once on job, 
these union agents put economic pres- 
sure on their employers by causing 
workplace disruptions that increase 
their employer's cost of doing business. 
This union guerilla warfare against 
employers is known as “salting.” 

The weapon of choice for these union 
operatives is to file unfair labor 
charges against their merit shop em- 
ployers at the National Labor Rela- 
tions Board or to file complaints 
against their employers at the EEOC, 
OSHA, or other regulatory agencies. 
Defending against these charges and 
complaints costs the employers in both 
legal fees and in lost time. As an added 
benefit, these cases often net union em- 
ployees large damage awards or settle- 
ments because their employers can ill- 
afford the expense of defending them- 
selves against the barrage of frivolous 
charges being filed against them. 

Consider the following examples: 
Gaylor Electric of Carmel, Indiana has 
had 96 charges filed against it. While 
each and every one of these cases has 
been dismissed without merit, Gaylor 
Electric has had to bear the cost of 
these cases to the tune of $250,000 per 
year. Likewise, hth Companies in 
Union, Missouri has had 48 unfair labor 
charges filed against it. Again, while 
all but one of these cases was dis- 
missed, hth Companies has wasted 
$150,000 defending itself against these 
frivolous charges. Bay Electric in Cape 
Elizabeth wasted over $100,000 defend- 
ing itself against 14 unfair labor 
charges—each of which was dismissed 
without merit. Wright Electric in Dela- 
no, Minnesota has lost almost $500,000 
defending itself against 15 unfair labor 
charges, 14 of which have been dis- 
missed, and one of which is still pend- 
ing. 

In my home state, Little Rock Elec- 
trical, of Little Rock, Arkansas has 
been flooded with 72 unfair labor cases 
in just one year, 20 of which have al- 
ready been dismissed, and 45 which 
have been set for trial. Finally, R.D. 
Goss in Clearfield, Pennsylvania has 
suffered the worst, having been hit 
with 20 unfair labor cases, all but one 
of which was dismissed—but which 
forced them out of business after 38 
years. 

Mr. President, I support the right of 
workers to organize, and I am always 
reluctant to propose federal legislation 
that interferes in private matters—par- 
ticularly private contractual relation- 
ships between employers and employ- 
ees. However, in this case, as the above 
examples show, the federal govern- 
ment, particularly through the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board, is 
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wreaking havoc on merit shop contrac- 
tors through this unfair, but legal, 
practice. 

Evidence as to the true nature and 
intent of union salting was best ex- 
plained in the Organizing Manual of 
the International Brotherhood of Elec- 
trical Workers (IBEW), which stated 
that the true goal of “salting” is to: 

. threaten or actually apply the eco- 
nomic pressure necessary to cause the em- 
ployer to... raise his prices to recoup addi- 
tional costs, scale back his business activi- 
ties, leave the union’s jurisdiction, go out of 
business, and so on. 

Or, more bluntly, in the words of an 
IBEW organizing flyer, the goal is: 

. . . infiltration, confrontation, litigation, 
disruption, and hopefully annihilation of all 
non-union contractors. 

On February 13, 1997, I introduced 
legislation that addresses the issue of 
salting. This legislation, The Truth in 
Employment Act of 1997, would have 
allowed employers to reject an appli- 
cant that has no intention of actually 
working for the company, but who was 
instead solely interested in organizing 
and harassing their employer and fel- 
low employees. Earlier this month, the 
House of Representatives passed their 
own version of the Truth in Employ- 
ment Act, under the able leadership of 
Chairman BILL GOODLING of Pennsyl- 
vania and Chairman HARRIS FAWELL of 
Illinois, both of whom I had the privi- 
lege of serving with when I was a Mem- 
ber of the House. 

Today, I am introducing new legisla- 
tion to address this issue of salting. My 
new bill, the Truth in Employment Act 
of 1998 is identical to the House passed 
version. 

Mr. President, the strength of this 
country rests on the freedom of indi- 
viduals to pursue their dreams and 
ideas, and to risk their own capital to 
open and operate small businesses. 
Likewise, this country is built on the 
principle that workers are free to sell 
their labor, and if they deem necessary, 
to join fellow workers to negotiate 
higher pay or better working condi- 
tions. This measure will not undermine 
either of these legitimate rights. This 
bill only seeks to stop the destructive 
practice of salting“ to protect em- 
ployers who operate non-union shops, 
and to protect employees who freely 
choose to work for these non-union em- 
ployers. 

I would urge my fellow Senators to 
join our colleagues in the House and 
pass the Truth in Employment Act. 
The survival of America’s small busi- 
nesses demand that we act. 

Í Å — 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 236 

At the request of Mr. GRAMS, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. INHOFE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 236, a bill to abolish the Depart- 
ment of Energy, and for other pur- 
poses. 
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S. 887 
At the request of Ms. MOSELEY- 
BRAUN, the name of the Senator from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. SANTORUM) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 887, a bill to 
establish in the National Park Service 
the National Underground Railroad 
Network to Freedom program, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 981 
At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. FRIST) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 981, a bill to provide for analysis of 
major rules. 
S. 1069 
At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1069, a bill entitled the 
National Discovery Trails Act of 
1997.” 
S. 1141 
At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro- 
lina (Mr. THURMOND) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1141, a bill to amend the 
Energy Policy Act of 1992 to take into 
account newly developed renewable en- 
ergy-based fuels and to equalize alter- 
native fuel vehicle acquisition incen- 
tives to increase the flexibility of con- 
trolled fleet owners and operators, and 
for other purposes. 
8. 1251 
At the request of Mr. D’AMATO, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. HAGEL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1251, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to increase the 
amount of private activity bonds which 
may be issued in each State, and to 
index such amount for inflation. 
S. 1252 
At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. HAGEL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1252, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to increase the 
amount of low-income housing credits 
which may be allocated in each State, 
and to index such amount for inflation. 
8. 1273 
At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro- 
lina (Mr. HOLLINGS) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1273, a bill to amend title 
10, United States Code, to expand the 
National Mail Order Pharmacy Pro- 
gram of the Department of Defense to 
include covered beneficiaries under the 
military health care system who are 
also entitled to medicare. 
S. 1375 
At the request of Mr. KOHL, the name 
of the Senator from Colorado (Mr. 
CAMPBELL) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1375, a bill to promote energy con- 
servation investments in Federal fa- 
cilities, and for other purposes. 
S. 1413 
At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Ms. 
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MOSELEY-BRAUN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1413, a bill to provide a 
framework for consideration by the 
legislative and executive branches of 
unilateral economic sanctions. 
S. 1525 
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
COVERDELL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1525, a bill to provide financial as- 
sistance for higher education to the de- 
pendents of Federal, State, and local 
public safety officers who are killed or 
permanently and totally disabled as 
the result of a traumatic injury sus- 
tained in the line of duty. 
8. 1580 
At the request of Mr. SHELBY, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. HUTCHINSON) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1580, a bill to amend the 
Balanced Budget Act of 1997 to place an 
18-month moratorium on the prohibi- 
tion of payment under the medicare 
program for home health services con- 
sisting of venipuncture solely for the 
purpose of obtaining a blood sample, 
and to require the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services to study potential 
fraud and abuse under such program 
with respect to such services. 
S. 1712 
At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the 
names of the Senator from North Caro- 
lina (Mr. FAIRCLOTH) and the Senator 
from Wisconsin (Mr. FEINGOLD) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1712, a bill to 
amend title XXVII of the Public Health 
Service Act and part 7 of subtitle B of 
title I of the Employee Retirement In- 
come Security Act of 1974 to improve 
the quality of health plans and provide 
protections for consumers enrolled in 
such plans. 
S. 1774 
At the request of Mr. LOTT, the name 
of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
COVERDELL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1774, a bill to amend the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development 
Act to authorize the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to make guaranteed farm own- 
ership loans and guaranteed farm oper- 
ating loans of up to $600,000, and to in- 
crease the maximum loan amounts 
with inflation. 
S. 1802 
At the request of Mr. ASHCROFT, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1802, a bill to authorize appropriations 
for the Surface Transportation Board 
for fiscal years 1999, 2000, and 2001. 
S. 1825 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro- 
lina (Mr. HELMS) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1825, a bill to amend title 
10, United States Code, to provide suffi- 
cient funding to assure a minimum size 
for honor guard details at funerals of 
veterans of the Armed Forces, to estab- 
lish the minimum size of such details, 
and for other purposes. 
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S. 1858 
At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1858, a bill to amend the So- 
cial Security Act to provide individ- 
uals with disabilities with incentives 
to become economically self-sufficient. 
S. 1868 
At the request of Mr. NICKLES, the 
names of the Senator from North Caro- 
lina (Mr. FAIRCLOTH) and the Senator 
from Colorado (Mr. ALLARD) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1868, a bill to 
express United States foreign policy 
with respect to, and to strengthen 
United States advocacy on behalf of, 
individuals persecuted for their faith 
worldwide; to authorize United States 
actions in response to religious perse- 
cution worldwide; to establish an Am- 
bassador at Large on International Re- 
ligious Freedom within the Depart- 
ment of State, a Commission on Inter- 
national Religious Persecution, and a 
Special Adviser on International Reli- 
gious Freedom within the National Se- 
curity Council; and for other purposes. 
S. 1900 
At the request of Mr. D’AMATO, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. THOMAS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1900, a bill to establish a commis- 
sion to examine issues pertaining to 
the disposition of Holocaust-era assets 
in the United States before, during, 
and after World War II, and to make 
recommendations to the President on 
further action, and for other purposes. 
S. 1907 
At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
name of the Senator from South Da- 
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1907, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow 
a refundable tax credit for wetland res- 
toration and conservation expenses. 
S. 1963 
At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro- 
lina (Mr. FAIRCLOTH) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1963, a bill to amend title 
10, United States Code, to permit cer- 
tain beneficiaries of the military 
health care system to enroll in Federal 
employees health benefits plans. 
S. 1970 
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. ALLARD) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1970, a bill to require the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to establish a 
program to provide assistance in the 
conservation of neotropical migratory 
birds. 
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 75 
At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the 
names of the Senator from South Da- 
kota (Mr. JOHNSON), the Senator from 
South Dakota (Mr. DASCHLE), the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN- 
NEDY), the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE), the Senator from North 
Dakota (Mr. DORGAN), the Senator 
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from North Dakota (Mr. CONRAD), the 
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. HAGEL), 
the Senator from Michigan (Mr. 
LEVIN), the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
GLENN), and the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts (Mr. KERRY) were added as co- 
sponsors of Senate Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 75, a concurrent resolution hon- 
oring the sesquicentennial of Wis- 
consin statehood. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2303 

At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the 
names of the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY) and the Senator from 
Illinois (Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
2303 proposed to H.R. 2646, a bill to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to allow tax-free expenditures 
from education individual retirement 
accounts for elementary and secondary 
school expenses, to increase the max- 
imum annual amount of contributions 
to such accounts, and for other pur- 
poses. 


———— 


SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU- 
TION 90—TO ACKNOWLEDGE THE 
HISTORIC NORTHERN IRELAND 
PEACE AGREEMENT 


Mr. DODD (for himself, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. KERRY, 
Mr. Mack, Mr. D’AMATO, and Mr. 
WELLSTONE) submitted the following 
concurrent resolution; which was con- 
sidered and agreed to: 

S. Con. RES. 90 

Whereas the people of Ireland have experi- 
enced civil conflict throughout their history 
with the latest phase, known as The Trou- 
bles, ongoing for the last thirty years; 

Whereas this tragic history has cost the 
lives of thousands of men, women, and chil- 
dren, and has left a deep and profound legacy 
of suffering; 

Whereas the governments of the Republic 
of Ireland and the United Kingdom have en- 
deavored for many years to facilitate a 
peaceful resolution to the conflict in North- 
ern Ireland; and such efforts, including the 
1985 Anglo-Irish Agreement, the 1993 Joint 
Declaration, and the 1995 New Framework 
for Agreement, were important milestones in 
guiding the parties toward a political agree- 
ment; 

Whereas the announced cessation of armed 
hostilities in 1994 by the Irish Republican 
Army and the Combined Loyalist Military 
Command created the opportunity for all-in- 
clusive political discussions to occur; 

Whereas representatives from Northern 
Ireland's political parties, pledging to adhere 
to the principles of non-violence, commenced 
all-party talks in June 1996, and those talks 
greatly intensified in the Spring of 1998 
under the chairmanship of former United 
States Senator George Mitchell; 

Whereas the active participation of British 
Prime Minister Tony Blair and Irish 
Taoiseach Bertie Ahern was indispensable to 
the success of negotiations; 

Whereas the support and encouragement 
for the Northern Ireland peace process by 
President Clinton, on behalf of the United 
States, was also an important factor in the 
success of the negotiations; 

Whereas on April 10, 1998, the political par- 
ties, together with the British and Irish Gov- 


6671 


ernments successfully concluded the North- 
ern Ireland Peace Agreement; 

Whereas people throughout the island will 
have an opportunity to approve or reject the 
final agreement during the May 22 referen- 
dums; 

Whereas the British and Irish Governments 
have committed to making the necessary 
constitutional and other legal changes nec- 
essary to bring the agreement into effect 
after the referendum approval processes have 
been concluded: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), that it is the sense of 
the Congress that— 

(1) All of the participants in the 
neogiations deserve congratulations for their 
willingness to make honorable compromises 
in order to reach an agreement that prom- 
ises to end the tragic cycle of violence that 
has dominated Northern Ireland for decades; 

(2) Prime Minister Tony Blair and 
Taoiseach Bertie Ahern deserve particular 
credit for their leadership and constant en- 
couragement in support of the peace process; 

(3) The American people can be especially 
proud of the contributions made by the 
United States in the quest for peace, includ- 
ing President Clinton’s vision and deter- 
mination to achieve peace in Northern Ire- 
land and his personal commitment to remain 
an active supporter throughout the process; 

(4) All friends of Ireland owe a lasting debt 
of gratitude to Senator George Mitchell for 
his dedication, courage, leadership, and wis- 
dom in guiding the peace talks to a success- 
ful conclusion. 


—— 


SENATE RESOLUTION 214—DIRECT- 
ING THE SECRETARY OF THE 
SENATE TO REQUEST THE 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
TO RETURN THE OFFICIAL PA- 
PERS ON S. 414 


Mrs. HUTCHISON submitted the fol- 
lowing resolution; which was consid- 
ered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 215 


Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate 
is directed to request the House of Rep- 
resentatives to return to the Senate the offi- 
cial papers on S. 414, entitled “An Act to 
amend the Shipping Act of 1984 to encourage 
competition in international shipping and 
growth of United States exports, and for 
other purposes”. 

Sec. 2. Upon the return of the official pa- 
pers from the House of Representatives, the 
Secretary of the Senate is directed to make 
the following change in the text of the bill, 
viz: 

In the amendment of section 8(f) of the 
Shipping Act of 1984 by section 106(e) of the 
bill, insert a comma and including limita- 
tions of liability for cargo loss or damage. 
after practices“. 


——— 
AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 


THE EDUCATION SAVINGS ACT 
FOR PUBLIC AND PRIVATE 
SCHOOLS 


DODD (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 


NO. 2305 
Mr. DODD (for himself, Mr. LEAHY, 
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
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WELLSTONE, Mrs. BOXER, and Mr. REED) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
(H.R. 2646) to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to allow tax-free ex- 
penditures from education individual 
retirement accounts for elementary 
and secondary school expenses, to in- 
crease the maximum annual amount of 
contributions to such accounts, and for 
other purposes; as follows: 

Strike section 101, and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 101. FUNDING FOR PART B OF IDEA. 

Any net revenue increases resulting from 
the enactment of title II that remain avail- 
able, taking into account the provisions of 
this title, shall be used to carry out part B 
of the Individuals with Disabilities Edu- 
cation Act (20 U.S.C. 1411 et seq.). 


BOXER (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2306 


Mrs. BOXER (for herself, Mrs. MUR- 
RAY, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. KERRY, 
Mr. DODD, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
AKAKA, Mr. KOHL, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. 
BRYAN, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, and Ms. 
MIKULSKI) proposed an amendment to 
the bill, H.R. 2646, supra; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 


TITLE —AFTER SCHOOL EDUCATION 
AND SAFETY 
SECTION 01. SHORT TITLE. 


This title may be cited as the After 
School Education and Safety Act of 1998”. 
SEC. 02. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this title is to improve aca- 
demic and social outcomes for students by 
providing productive activities during after 
school hours. 

SEC. 03. FINDINGS, 

Congress makes the following findings: 

(1) Today’s youth face far greater social 
risks than did their parents and grand- 
parents. 

(2) Students spend more of their waking 
hours alone, without supervision, compan- 
ionship, or activity than the students spend 
in school. 

(3) Law enforcement statistics show that 
youth who are ages 12 through 17 are most at 
risk of committing violent acts and being 
victims of violent acts between 3 p.m. and 6 
p.m. 

SEC. 04. GOALS. 

The goals of this title are as follows: 

(1) To increase the academic success of stu- 
dents. 

(2) To improve the intellectual, social, 
physical, and cultural skills of students. 

(3) To promote safe and healthy environ- 
ments for students. 

(4) To prepare students for workforce par- 
ticipation. 

(5) To provide alternatives to drug, alco- 
hol, tobacco, and gang, activity. 

SEC. 05. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 

(1) ScHOOL.—The term school“ means a 
public kindergarten, or a public elementary 
school or secondary school, as defined in sec- 
tion 14101 of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801). 

(2) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of Education. 

SEC. 06. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 

The Secretary is authorized to carry out a 

program under which the Secretary awards 
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grants to schools to enable the schools to 
carry out the activities described in section 
O7(a). 
SEC. 07. AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES; REQUIRE- 
MENTS 


(a) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.— 

(1) REQUIRED.—Each school receiving a 
grant under this title shall carry out at least 
2 of the following activities: 

(A) Mentoring programs. 

(B) Academic assistance. 

(C) Recreational activities. 

(D) Technology training. 

(2) PERMISSIVE.—Each school receiving a 
grant under this title may carry out any of 
the following activities: 

(A) Drug, alcohol, and gang prevention ac- 
tivities. 

(B) Health and nutrition counseling. 

(C) Job skills preparation activities. 

(b) TIME.—A school shall provide the ac- 
tivities described in subsection (a) only after 
regular school hours during the school year. 

(c) SPECIAL RULE.—Each school receiving a 
grant under this title shall carry out activi- 
ties described in subsection (a) in a manner 
that reflects the specific needs of the popu- 
lation, students, and community to be 
served. 

(d) LocaTion.—A school shall carry out the 
activities described in subsection (a) in a 
school building or other public facility des- 
ignated by the school. 

(e) ADMINISTRATION.—In carrying out the 
activities described in subsection (a), a 
school is encouraged— 

(1) to request volunteers from the business 
and academic communities to serve as men- 
tors or to assist in other ways; 

(2) to request donations of computer equip- 
ment; and 

(3) to work with State and local park and 
recreation agencies so that activities which 
are described in subsection (a) and carried 
out prior to the date of enactment of this 
Act are not duplicated by activities assisted 
under this title. 

SEC. 08. APPLICATIONS, 

Each school desiring a grant under this 
title shall submit an application to the Sec- 
retary at such time, in such manner, and ac- 
companied by such information as the Sec- 
retary may require. Each such application 
shall— 

(1) identify how the goals set forth in sec- 
tion 04 shall be met by the activities as- 
sisted under this title; 

(2) provide evidence of collaborative efforts 
by students, parents, teachers, site adminis- 
trators, and community members in the 
planning and administration of the activi- 
ties; 

(3) contain a description of how the activi- 
ties will be administered; 

(4) demonstrate how the activities will uti- 
lize or cooperate with publicly or privately 
funded programs in order to avoid duplica- 
tion of activities in the community to be 
served; 

(5) contain a description of the funding 
sources and in-kind contributions that will 
support the activities; and 

(6) contain a plan for obtaining non-Fed- 
eral funding for the activities. 

SEC. 09. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS. 

There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this title $50,000,000 for each of the 
fiscal years 1998 through 2002. 

SEC. 10. SENSE OF THE SENATE. 

It is the sense of the Senate that funding 
to carry out this title should be provided by 
a reduction in certain function 920 allow- 
ances, as such reduction was provided in the 
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Senate-passed budget resolution for fiscal 
year 1999. 


DORGAN AMENDMENT NO. 2307 


Mr. COVERDELL (for Mr. DORGAN) 
proposed an amendment to the bill, 
H.R. 2646, supra; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. . SAFER SCHOOLS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the “Safer Schools Act of 1998”. 

(bD) AMENDMENT.—Section 14601 of the Gun- 
Free Schools Act of 1994 (20 U.S.C. 8921) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

“(g) For the purposes of this section, a 
weapon that has been determined to have 
been brought to a school by a student shall 
be admissible as evidence in any internal 
school disciplinary proceeding (related to an 
expulsion under this section.“. 


BINGAMAN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2308 
Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and Mr. 
REID, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. CHAFEE, and 
Mr. BRYAN) proposed an amendment to 
the bill, H.R. 2646, supra; as follows: 
At the end, add the following: 


TITLE —DROPOUT PREVENTION AND 
STATE RESPONSIBILITIES 
SEC. 01. SHORT TITLE. 


This title may be cited as the National 

Dropout Prevention Act of 1998". 
Subtitle A—Dropout Prevention 
SEC. 11. DROPOUT PREVENTION. 

Part C of title V of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
7261 et seq.) is amended to read as follows: 

“PART C—ASSISTANCE TO ADDRESS 
SCHOOL DROPOUT PROBLEMS 

“Subpart 1—Coordinated National Strategy 
“SEC. 5311. NATIONAL ACTIVITIES. 

(a) NATIONAL PRIORITY.—It shall be a na- 
tional priority, for the 5-year period begin- 
ning on the date of enactment of the Na- 
tional Dropout Prevention Act of 1998, to 
lower the school dropout rate, and increase 
school completion, for middle school and sec- 
ondary schoo] students in accordance with 
Federal law. As part of this priority, all Fed- 
eral agencies that carry out activities that 
serve students at risk of dropping out of 
school or that are intended to help address 
the school dropout problem shall make 
school dropout prevention a top priority in 
the agencies’ funding priorities during the 5- 
year period. 

“(b) ENHANCED DATA COLLECTION.—The 
Secretary shall collect systematic data on 
the participation of different racial and eth- 
nic groups (including migrant and limited 
English proficient students) in all Federal 
programs. 

“SEC, 5312. NATIONAL SCHOOL DROPOUT PRE- 
VENTION STRATEGY. 

“(a) PLAN.—The Director shall develop, im- 
plement, and monitor an interagency plan 
(in this section referred to as the plan“) to 
assess the coordination, use of resources, and 
availability of funding under Federal law 
that can be used to address school dropout 
prevention, or middle school or secondary 
school reentry. The plan shall be completed 
and transmitted to the Secretary and Con- 
gress not later than 180 days after the first 
Director is appointed. 

(b) COORDINATION.—The plan shall address 
inter- and intra-agency program coordina- 
tion issues at the Federal level with respect 
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to school dropout prevention and middle 
school and secondary school reentry, assess 
the targeting of existing Federal services to 
students who are most at risk of dropping 
out of school, and the cost-effectiveness of 
various programs and approaches used to ad- 
dress school dropout prevention. 

“(c) AVAILABLE RESOURCES.—The plan 
shall also describe the ways in which State 
and local agencies can implement effective 
school dropout prevention programs using 
funds from a variety of Federal programs, in- 
cluding the programs under title I of the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.) and the School-to- 
Work Opportunities Act of 1994 (20 U.S.C. 
6101 et seq.). 

(d) Scoph.—The plan will address all Fed- 
eral programs with school dropout preven- 
tion or school reentry elements or objec- 
tives, programs under chapter 1 of subpart 2 
of part A of title IV of the Eigher Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070a-11 et seq.), title I 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.), the 
School-to-Work Opportunities Act of 1994 (20 
U.S.C. 6101 et seq.), and part B of title IV of 
the Job Training Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 
1691 et seq.), and other programs. 


SEC. 5313. NATIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE, 


“Not later than 6 months after the date of 
enactment of the National Dropout Preven- 
tion Act of 1998, the Director shall establish 
a national clearinghouse on effective school 
dropout prevention, intervention and reentry 
programs. The clearinghouse shall be estab- 
lished through a competitive grant or con- 
tract awarded to an organization with a 
demonstrated capacity to provide technical 
assistance and disseminate information in 
the area of school dropout prevention, inter- 
vention, and reentry programs. The clearing- 
house shall— 

“(1) collect and disseminate to educators, 
parents, and policymakers information on 
research, effective programs, best practices, 
and available Federal resources with respect 
to school dropout prevention, intervention, 
and reentry programs, including dissemina- 
tion by an electronically accessible data- 
base, a worldwide Web site, and a national 
journal; and 

(2) provide technical assistance regarding 
securing resources with respect to, and de- 
signing and implementing, effective and 
comprehensive school dropout prevention, 
intervention, and reentry programs. 


“SEC. 5314. NATIONAL RECOGNITION PROGRAM. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall carry 
out a national recognition program that rec- 
ognizes schools that have made extraor- 
dinary progress in lowering school dropout 
rates under which a public middle school or 
secondary school from each State will be 
recognized. The Director shall use uniform 
national guidelines that are developed by the 
Director for the recognition program and 
shall recognize schools from nominations 
submitted by State educational agencies. 

“(b) ELIGIBLE SCHOOLS.—The Director may 
recognize any public middle school or sec- 
ondary school (including a charter school) 
that has implemented comprehensive re- 
forms regarding the lowering of school drop- 
out rates for all students at that school. 

„% SuPPORT.—The Director may make 
monetary awards to schools recognized 
under this section, in amounts determined 
by the Director. Amounts received under 
this section shall be used for dissemination 
activities within the school district or na- 
tionally. 
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“Subpart 2—National School Dropout 
Prevention Initiative 
“SEC. 5321, FINDINGS. 

“Congress finds that, in order to lower 
dropout rates and raise academic achieve- 
ment levels, improved and redesigned 
schools must— 

(J) challenge all children to attain their 
highest academic potential; and 

(2) ensure that all students have substan- 
tial and ongoing opportunities to— 

(A) achieve high levels of academic and 
technical skills; 

(B) prepare for college and careers; 

“(C) learn by doing; 

„D) work with teachers in small schools 
within schools; 

„(E) receive ongoing support from adult 
mentors; 

“(F) access a wide variety of information 
about careers and postsecondary education 
and training; 

„(G) use technology to enhance and moti- 
vate learning; and 

(II) benefit from strong links among mid- 
dle schools, secondary schools, and postsec- 
ondary institutions. 

“SEC. 5322. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED, 

(a) ALLOTMENTS TO STATES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—From the sum made 
available under section 5332(b) for a fiscal 
year the Secretary shall make an allotment 
to each State in an amount that bears the 
same relation to the sum as the amount the 
State received under title I of the Elemen- 
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 6301 et seq.) for the preceding fiscal 
year bears to the amount received by all 
States under such title for the preceding fis- 
cal year. 

(2) DEFINITION OF STATE.—In this subpart, 
the term State“ means each of the several 
States of the United States, the District of 
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, the United States Virgin Islands, 
Guam, American Samoa, the Commonwealth 
of the Northern Mariana Islands, the Repub- 
lic of the Marshall Islands, the Federated 
States of Micronesia, and the Republic of 
Palau. 

“(b) GRANTS.—From amounts made avail- 
able to a State under subsection (a), the 
State educational agency may award grants 
to public middle schools or secondary 
schools, that have school dropout rates 
which are in the highest % of all school drop- 
out rates in the State, to enable the schools 
to pay only the startup and implementation 
costs of effective, sustainable, coordinated, 
and whole school dropout prevention pro- 
grams that involve activities such as— 

(J) professional development; 

2) obtaining curricular materials; 

(3) release time for professional staff; 

(4) planning and research; 

(5) remedial education; 

(6) reduction in pupil-to-teacher ratios; 

(7) efforts to meet State student achieve- 
ment standards; and 

(8) counseling for at-risk students. 

“(c) INTENT OF CONGRESS.—It is the intent 
of Congress that the activities started or im- 
plemented under subsection (a) shall be con- 
tinued with funding provided under part A of 
title I of the Elementary and Secondary Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6311 et seq.). 

“(d) AMOUNT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (e) 
and except as provided in paragraph (2), a 
grant under this subpart shall be awarded— 

(A) in the first year that a school receives 
a grant payment under this subpart, in an 
amount that is not less than $50,000 and not 
more than $100,000, based on factors such as— 
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(school size; 

( costs of the model being implemented; 
and 

“dii) local cost factors such as poverty 
rates; 

B) in the second such year, in an amount 
that is not less than 75 percent of the 
amount the school received under this sub- 
part in the first such year; 

*(C) in the third year, in an amount that is 
not less than 50 percent of the amount the 
school received under this subpart in the 
first such year; and 

„D) in each succeeding year in an amount 
that is not less than 30 percent of the 
amount the school received under this sub- 
part in the first such year. 

*(2) INCREASES.—The Director shall in- 
crease the amount awarded to a school under 
this subpart by 10 percent if the school cre- 
ates smaller learning communities within 
the school and the creation is certified by 
the State educational agency. 

(e) DURATION.—A grant under this subpart 
shall be awarded for a period of 3 years, and 
may be continued for a period of 2 additional 
years if the State educational agency deter- 
mines, based on the annual reports described 
in section 5328(a), that significant progress 
has been made in lowering the school drop- 
out rate for students participating in the 
program assisted under this subpart com- 
pared to students at similar schools who are 
not participating in the program. 

“SEC. 5323. Sa AND ALLOWABLE MOD- 


(a) STRATEGIES.—Each school receiving a 
grant under this subpart shall implement re- 
search-based, sustainable, and widely rep- 
licated, strategies for school dropout preven- 
tion and reentry that address the needs of an 
entire school population rather than a subset 
of students. The strategies may include— 

“(1) specific strategies for targeted pur- 
poses; and 

(2) approaches such as breaking larger 
schools down into smaller learning commu- 
nities and other comprehensive reform ap- 
proaches, developing clear linkages to career 
skills and employment, and addressing spe- 
cific gatekeeper hurdles that often limit stu- 
dent retention and academic success. 

“(b) ALLOWABLE MODELS.—The Director 
shall annually establish and publish in the 
Federal Register the principles, criteria, 
models, and other parameters regarding the 
types of effective, proven program models 
that are allowed to be used under this sub- 
part, based on existing research. 

“(c) CAPACITY BUILDING.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The Director, through a 
contract with a non-Federal entity, shall 
conduct a capacity building and design ini- 
tiative in order to increase the types of prov- 
en strategies for dropout prevention on a 
schoolwide level. 

02) NUMBER AND DURATION.— 

H(A) NUMBER.—The Director shall award 
not more than 5 contracts under this sub- 
section. 

„B) DuRATION.—The Director shall award 
a contract under this section for a period of 
not more than 5 years. 

(d) SUPPORT FOR EXISTING REFORM NET- 
WORKS.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall pro- 
vide appropriate support to eligible entities 
to enable the eligible entities to provide 
training, materials, development, and staff 
assistance to schools assisted under this sub- 
part. 

“(2) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—The 
term ‘eligible entity’ means an entity that, 
prior to the date of enactment of the Na- 
tional Dropout Prevention Act of 1998— 
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“(A) provided training, technical assist- 
ance, and materials to 100 or more elemen- 
tary schools or secondary schools; and 

„B) developed and published a specific 
educational program or design for use by the 
schools, 

“SEC. 5324. SELECTION OF SCHOOLS. 

(a) SCHOOL APPLICATION.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—Each school desiring a 
grant under this subpart shall submit an ap- 
plication to the State educational agency at 
such time, in such manner, and accompanied 
by such information as the State educational 
agency may require. 

(2) CONTENTS.—Each application sub- 
mitted under paragraph (1) shall— 

(A) contain a certification from the local 
educational agency serving the school that— 

“(i) the school has the highest number or 
rates of school dropouts in the age group 
served by the local educational agency; 

(1) the local educational agency is com- 
mitted to providing ongoing operational sup- 
port, for the school’s comprehensive reform 
plan to address the problem of school drop- 
outs, for a period of 5 years; and 

(i) the local educational agency will 
support the plan, including— 

(J) release time for teacher training; 

(I) efforts to coordinate activities for 
feeder schools; and 

(II) encouraging other schools served by 
the local educational agency to participate 
in the plan; 

„(B) demonstrate that the faculty and ad- 
ministration of the school have agreed to 
apply for assistance under this subpart, and 
provide evidence of the school’s willingness 
and ability to use the funds under this sub- 
part, including providing an assurance of the 
support of 80 percent or more of the profes- 
sional staff at the school; 

“(C) describe the instructional strategies 
to be implemented, how the strategies will 
serve all students, and the effectiveness of 
the strategies; 

„(D) describe a budget and timeline for im- 
plementing the strategies; 

„(E) contain evidence of interaction with 
an eligible entity described in section 
§323(d)(2); 

(F) contain evidence of coordination with 
existing resources; 

“(G) provide an assurance that funds pro- 
vided under this subpart will supplement and 
not supplant other Federal, State, and local 
funds; 

(I) describe how the activities to be as- 
sisted conform with an allowable model de- 
scribed in section 5323(b); and 

(J) demonstrate that the school and local 
educational agency have agreed to conduct a 
schoolwide program under 1114. 

(b) STATE AGENCY REVIEW AND AWARD.— 
The State educational agency shall review 
applications and award grants to schools 
under subsection (a) according to a review by 
a panel of experts on school dropout preven- 
tion. 

(e) CRITERIA.—The Director shall estab- 
lish clear and specific selection criteria for 
awarding grants to schools under this sub- 
part. Such criteria shall be based on school 
dropout rates and other relevant factors for 
State educational agencies to use in deter- 
mining the number of grants to award and 
the type of schools to be awarded grants. 

(d) ELIGIBILITY.— 

(I) IN GENERAL,—A school is eligible to re- 
ceive a grant under this subpart if the school 
is— 


(A) a public school— 
“(i) that is eligible to receive assistance 
under part A of title I of the Elementary and 
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Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6311 et seq.), including a comprehensive sec- 
ondary school, a vocational or technical sec- 
ondary school, and a charter school; and 

(ieh that serves students 50 percent or 
more of whom are low-income individuals; or 

(I) with respect to which the feeder 
schools that provide the majority of the in- 
coming students to the school serve students 
50 percent or more of whom are low-income 
individuals; or 

„B) is participating in a schoolwide pro- 
gram under section 1114 during the grant pe- 
riod. 

(2) OTHER SCHOOLS.—A private or paro- 
chial school, an alternative school, or a 
schoo] within a school, is not eligible to re- 
ceive a grant under this subpart, but an al- 
ternative school or school within a school 
may be served under this subpart as part of 
a whole school] reform effort within an entire 
school building. 

(e) COMMUNITY-BASED ORGANIZATIONS.—A 
school that receives a grant under this sub- 
part may use the grant funds to secure nec- 
essary services from a community-based or- 
ganization, including private sector entities, 
if— 

(J) the school approves the use; 

(2) the funds are used to provide school 
dropout prevention and reentry activities re- 
lated to schoolwide efforts; and 

3) the community-based organization has 
demonstrated the organization’s ability to 
provide effective services as described in sec- 
tion 107(a) of the Job Training Partnership 
Act (29 U.S.C. 1517(a)). 

“(f) COORDINATION.—Each school that re- 
ceives a grant under this subpart shall co- 
ordinate the activities assisted under this 
subpart with other Federal programs, such 
as programs assisted under chapter 1 of sub- 
part 2 of part A of title IV of the Higher Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070a-11 et seq.) 
and the School-to-Work Opportunities Act of 
1994 (20 U.S.C. 6101 et seq.). 

“SEC. 5325. DISSEMINATION ACTIVITIES. 

Each school that receives a grant under 
this subpart shall provide information and 
technical assistance to other schools within 
the school district, including presentations, 
document-sharing, and joint staff develop- 
ment. 

“SEC. 5326. PROGRESS INCENTIVES. 

“Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, each local educational agency that re- 
ceives funds under title I of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 6301 et seq.) shall use such funding to 
provide assistance to schools served by the 
agency that have not made progress toward 
lowering school dropout rates after receiving 
assistance under this subpart for 2 fiscal 
years. 

“SEC. 5327. ee DROPOUT RATE CALCULA- 

“For purposes of calculating a school drop- 
out rate under this subpart, a school shall 
use— 

(i) the annual event school dropout rate 
for students leaving a school in a single year 
determined in accordance with the National 
Center for Education Statistics’ Common 
Core of Data, if available; or 

(2) in other cases, a standard method for 
calculating the school dropout rate as deter- 
mined by the State educational agency. 

“SEC. 5328. REPORTING AND ACCOUNTABILITY. 

(a) REPORTING.—In order to receive fund- 
ing under this subpart for a fiscal year after 
the first fiscal year a school receives funding 
under this subpart, the school shall provide, 
on an annual basis, to the Director a report 
regarding the status of the implementation 
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of activities funded under this subpart, the 
disaggregated outcome data for students at 
schools assisted under this subpart such as 
dropout rates, and certification of progress 
from the eligible entity whose strategies the 
school is implementing. 

“(b) ACCOUNTABILITY.—On the basis of the 
reports submitted under subsection (a), the 
Director shall evaluate the effect of the ac- 
tivities assisted under this subpart on school 
dropout prevention compared to a control 
group. 

“SEC. 5329, PROHIBITION ON TRACKING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—A school shall be ineli- 
gible to receive funding under this subpart 
for a fiscal year, if the school— 

(I) has in place a general education track; 

(2) provides courses with significantly dif- 
ferent material and requirements to students 
at the same grade level; or 

(3) fails to encourage all students to take 
a core curriculum of courses. 

(b) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
promulgate regulations implementing sub- 
section (a). 


“Subpart 3—Definitions; Authorization of 


Appropriations 
“SEC. 5331. DEFINITIONS. 
In this Act: 
(i) DIRECTOR. -The term Director“ 


means the Director of the Office of Dropout 
Prevention and Program Completion estab- 
lished under section 219 of the General Edu- 
cation Provisions Act. 

(2) LOW-INCOME.—The term “low-income”, 
used with respect to an individual, means an 
individual determined to be low-income in 
accordance with measures described in sec- 
tion 1113(a)(5) of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6313(a)(5)). 

(3) SCHOOL DROPOUT.—The term school 
dropout“ has the meaning given the term in 
section 4(17) of the School-to-Work Opportu- 
nities Act of 1994 (20 U.S.C. 6103(17)). 

“SEC. 5332. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS. 

(a) SUBPART 1.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated to carry out subpart 1, 
$5,000,000 for fiscal year 1999 and such sums 
as may be necessary for each of the 4 suc- 
ceeding fiscal years. 

“(b) SUBPART 2.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated to carry out subpart 2, 
$145,000,000 for fiscal year 1999 and such sums 
as may be necessary for each of the 4 suc- 
ceeding fiscal years, of which— 

(J) $125,000,000 shall be available to carry 
out section 5322; and 

(2) $20,000,000 shall be available to carry 
out section 5323.“ 

SEC. 12. OFFICE OF DROPOUT PREVENTION 
AND PROGRAM COMPLETION. 

Title II of the Department of Education 
Organization Act (20 U.S.C. 3411) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by redesignating section 216 (as added 
by Public Law 103-227) as section 218; and 

(2) by adding after section 218 (as redesig- 
nated by paragraph (1)) the following: 


“OFFICE OF DROPOUT PREVENTION AND 
PROGRAM COMPLETION 


“SEC. 219. (a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There shall 
be in the Department of Education an Office 
of Dropout Prevention and Program Comple- 
tion (hereafter in this section referred to as 
the ‘Office’), to be administered by the Di- 
rector of the Office of Dropout Prevention 
and Program Completion. The Director of 
the Office shall report directly to the Sec- 
retary and shall perform such additional 
functions as the Secretary may prescribe. 
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b DuTIES.—The Director of the Office of 
Dropout Prevention and Program Comple- 
tion (hereafter in this section referred to as 
the ‘Director’), through the Office, shall— 

“(1) help coordinate Federal, State, and 
local efforts to lower school dropout rates 
and increase program completion by middle 
school, secondary school, and college stu- 
dents; 

(2) recommend Federal policies, objec- 
tives, and priorities to lower school dropout 
rates and increase program completion; 

(3) oversee the implementation of subpart 
2 of part C of title V of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965; 

(4) develop and implement the National 
School Dropout Prevention Strategy under 
section 6312 of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965; 

(5) annually prepare and submit to Con- 
gress and the Secretary a national report de- 
scribing efforts and recommended actions re- 
garding school dropout prevention and pro- 
gram completion; 

(66) recommend action to the Secretary 
and the President, as appropriate, regarding 
school dropout prevention and program com- 
pletion; and 

“(7) consult with and assist State and local 
governments regarding school dropout pre- 
vention and program completion. 

“(c) SCOPE OF DuTIES.—The scope of the 
Director’s duties under subsection (b) shall 
include examination of all Federal and non- 
Federal efforts related to— 

“(1) promoting program completion for 
children attending middle school or sec- 
ondary school; 

“(2) programs to obtain a secondary school 
diploma or its recognized equivalent (includ- 
ing general equivalency diploma (GED) pro- 
grams), or college degree programs; and 

(3) reentry programs for individuals aged 
12 to 24 who are out of school. 

(d) DETAILING.—In carrying out the Direc- 
tor’s duties under this section, the Director 
may request the head of any Federal depart- 
ment or agency to detail personnel who are 
engaged in school dropout prevention activi- 
ties to another Federal department or agen- 
cy in order to implement the National 
School Dropout Prevention Strategy.“ 

Subtitle B—State Responsibilities 
SEC. 21. STATE RESPONSIBILITIES, 

Title XIV of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801 
et seq.) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“PART I—DROPOUT PREVENTION 
“SEC. 14851. DROPOUT PREVENTION. 

In order to receive any assistance under 
this Act, a State educational agency shall 
comply with the following provisions regard- 
ing school dropouts: 

“(1) UNIFORM DATA COLLECTION.—Within 1 
year after the date of enactment of the Na- 
tional Dropout Prevention Act of 1998, a 
State educational agency shall report to the 
Secretary and statewide, all school district 
and school data regarding school dropout 
rates in the State, and demographic break- 
downs, according to procedures that conform 
with the National Center for Education Sta- 
tistics’ Common Core of Data. 

(2) ATTENDANCE-NEUTRAL FUNDING POLI- 
CIES.—Within 2 years after the date of enact- 
ment of the National Dropout Prevention 
Act of 1998, a State educational agency shall 
develop and implement education funding 
formula policies for public schools that pro- 
vide appropriate incentives to retain stu- 
dents in school throughout the school year, 
such as— 
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„(A a student count methodology that 
does not determine annual budgets based on 
attendance on a single day early in the aca- 
demic year; and 

(B) specific incentives for retaining en- 
rolled students throughout each year. 

(3) SUSPENSION AND EXPULSION POLICIES.— 
Within 2 years after the date of enactment of 
the National Dropout Prevention Act of 1998, 
a State educational agency shall develop 
uniform, long-term suspension and expulsion 
policies for serious infractions resulting in 
more than 10 days of exclusion from school 
per academic year so that similar violations 
result in similar penalties.’’. 


COVERDELL AMENDMENT NO. 2309 


Mr. COVERDELL proposed an 
amendment to the bill, H.R. 2646, 
supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

TITLE READING EXCELLENCE 
SEC. ol. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the Reading 
Excellence Act”, 
Subtitle A—Reading Grants 
11. AMENDMENT TO ESEA FOR READING 
GRANTS. 

Title II of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6601 et seq.) 
is amended— 

(1) by redesignating part D as part E; and 

(2) by inserting after part C the following: 

“PART D—READING GRANTS 


“SEC, 2351. PURPOSE, 

“The purposes of this part are as follows: 

“(1) To teach every child to read in their 
early childhood years— 

() as soon as they are ready to read; or 

„(B) as soon as possible once they enter 
school, but not later than 3d grade. 

(2) To improve the reading skills of stu- 
dents, and the in-service instructional prac- 
tices for teachers who teach reading, 
through the use of findings from reliable, 
replicable research on reading, including 
phonics. 

(3) To expand the number of high-quality 
family literacy programs. 

“(4) To reduce the number of children who 
are inappropriately referred to special edu- 
cation due to reading difficulties. 

“SEC, 2352. DEFINITIONS. 

“For purposes of this part: 

“(1) ELIGIBLE PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
PROVIDER.—The term ‘eligible professional 
development provider’ means a provider of 
professional development in reading instruc- 
tion to teachers that is based on reliable, 
replicable research on reading. 

(2) ELIGIBLE RESEARCH INSTITUTION.—The 
term ‘eligible research institution’ means an 
institution of higher education at which reli- 
able, replicable research on reading has been 
conducted. 

(3) FAMILY LITERACY SERVICES.—The term 
‘family literacy services’ means services pro- 
vided to participants on a voluntary basis 
that are of sufficient intensity in terms of 
hours, and of sufficient duration, to make 
sustainable changes in a family (such as 
eliminating or reducing welfare dependency) 
and that integrate all of the following activi- 
ties: 

„(A) Interactive literacy activities be- 
tween parents and their children. 

(B) Equipping parents to partner with 
their children in learning. 

(0) Parent literacy training, including 
training that contributes to economic self- 
sufficiency. 
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D) Appropriate instruction for children 
of parents receiving parent literacy services. 

“(4) READING.—The term ‘reading’ means 
the process of comprehending the meaning of 
written text by depending on— 

„(A) the ability to use phonics skills, that 
is, knowledge of letters and sounds, to de- 
code printed words quickly and effortlessly, 
both silently and aloud; 

(B) the ability to use previously learned 
strategies for reading comprehension; and 

“(C) the ability to think critically about 
the meaning, message, and aesthetic value of 
the text. 

(5) READING READINESS.—The term ‘read- 
ing readiness’ means activities that— 

“(A) provide experience and opportunity 
for language development; 

((B) create appreciation of the written 
word; 

„() develop an awareness of printed lan- 
guage, the alphabet, and phonemic aware- 
ness; and 

“(D) develop an understanding that spoken 
and written language is made up of pho- 
nemes, syllables, and words. 

(6) RELIABLE, REPLICABLE RESEARCH.—The 
term ‘reliable, replicable research’ means ob- 
jective, valid, scientific studies that— 

(A) include rigorously defined samples of 
subjects that are sufficiently large and rep- 
resentative to support the general conclu- 
sions drawn; 

(B) rely on measurements that meet es- 
tablished standards of reliability and valid- 
ity; 

“(C) test competing theories, where mul- 
tiple theories exist; 

„D) are subjected to peer review before 
their results are published; and 

(E) discover effective strategies for im- 
proving reading skills. 

“SEC. 2353. bry TO READING AND LITERACY 
ARTNERSHIPS. 


(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary 
may make grants on a competitive basis to 
reading and literacy partnerships for the 
purpose of permitting such partnerships to 
make subgrants under sections 2354 and 2355. 

“(b) READING AND LITERACY PARTNER- 
SHIPS.— 

() COMPOSITION.— 

(A) REQUIRED PARTICIPANTS.—In order to 
receive a grant under this section, a State 
shall establish a reading and literacy part- 
nership consisting of at least the following 
participants: 

) The Governor of the State. 

“(il) The chief State school officer. 

(i) The chairman and the ranking mem- 
ber of each committee of the State legisla- 
ture that is responsible for education policy. 

(iv) A representative, selected jointly by 
the Governor and the chief State school offi- 
cer, of at least 1 local educational agency 
that has at least 1 school that is identified 
for school improvement under section 1116(c) 
in the geographic area served by the agency. 

“(v) A representative, selected jointly by 
the Governor and the chief State school offi- 
cer, of a community-based organization 
working with children to improve their read- 
ing skills, particularly a community-based 
organization using volunteers. 

B) OPTIONAL PARTICIPANTS.—A reading 
and literacy partnership may include addi- 
tional participants, who shall be selected 
jointly by the Governor and the chief State 
school officer, which may include— 

() State directors of appropriate Federal 
or State programs with a strong reading 
component; 

(ih) a parent of a public or private school 
student or a parent who educates their child 
or children in their home; 
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“(ili) a teacher who teaches reading; or 

(v) a representative of (I) an institution 
of higher education operating a program of 
teacher preparation in the State; (ID a local 
educational agency; (III) an eligible research 
institution; (IV) a private nonprofit or for- 
profit eligible professional development pro- 
vider providing instruction based on reliable, 
replicable research on reading; (V) a family 
literacy service provider; (VI) an adult edu- 
cation provider; (VII) a volunteer organiza- 
tion that is involved in reading programs; or 
(VIII) a school or a public library that offers 
reading or literacy programs for children or 
families. 

(2) AGREEMENT.—The contractual agree- 
ment that establishes a reading and literacy 
partnership— 

„(A) shall specify , 

() the nature and extent of the associa- 
tion among the participants referred to in 
paragraph (1); and 

(1) the roles and duties of each such par- 
ticipant; and 

(B) shall remain in effect during the en- 
tire grant period proposed in the partner- 
ship’s grant application under subsection (e). 

(3) FUNCTIONS.—Each reading and literacy 
partnership for a State shall prepare and 
submit an application under subsection (e) 
and, if the partnership receives a grant under 
this section— 

(A) shall solicit applications for, and 
award, subgrants under sections 2354 and 


(B) shall oversee the performance of the 
subgrants and submit performance reports in 
accordance with subsection (h); 

„(O) if sufficient grant funds are available 
under this part— 

“(i) work to enhance the capacity of agen- 
cies in the State to disseminate reliable, 
replicable research on reading to schools, 
classrooms, and providers of early education 
and child care; 

„(1 facilitate the provision of technical 
assistance to subgrantees under sections 2354 
and 2355 by providing the subgrantees infor- 
mation about technical assistance providers; 
and 

(110 build on, and promote coordination 
among, literacy programs in the State, in 
order to increase their effectiveness and to 
avoid duplication of their efforts; and 

„D) shall ensure that each local edu- 
cational agency to which the partnership 
makes a subgrant under section 2354 makes 
available, upon request and in an under- 
standable and uniform format, to any parent 
of a student attending any school selected 
under section 2354(a)(2) in the geographic 
area served by the agency, information re- 
garding the qualifications of the student's 
classroom teacher to provide instruction in 
reading. 

(4) FISCAL AGENT.—The State educational 
agency shall act as the fiscal agent for the 
reading and literacy partnership for the pur- 
poses of receipt of funds from the Secretary, 
disbursement of funds to subgrantees under 
sections 2354 and 2355, and accounting for 
such funds. 

„e PREEXISTING PARTNERSHIP.—lIf, before 
the date of the enactment of the Reading Ex- 
cellence Act, a State established a consor- 
tium, partnership, or any other similar body, 
that includes the Governor and the chief 
State school officer and has, as a central 
part of its mission, the promotion of literacy 
for children in their early childhood years 
through the 3d grade, but that does not sat- 
isfy the requirements of subsection (b)(1), 
the State may elect to treat that consor- 
tium, partnership, or body as the reading 
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and literacy partnership for the State not- 
withstanding such subsection, and the con- 
sortium, partnership, or body shall be con- 
sidered a reading and literacy partnership 
for purposes of the other provisions of this 


“(d) MULTI-STATE PARTNERSHIP ARRANGE- 
MENTS.—A reading and literacy partnership 
that satisfies the requirements of subsection 
(b) may join with other such partnerships in 
other States to develop a single application 
that satisfies the requirements of subsection 
(e) and identifies which State educational 
agency, from among the States joining, shall 
act as the fiscal agent for the multi-State ar- 
rangement. For purposes of the other provi- 
sions of this part, any such multi-State ar- 
rangement shall be considered to be a read- 
ing and literacy partnership. 

(e) APPLICATIONS.—A reading and literacy 
partnership that desires to receive a grant 
under this section shall submit an applica- 
tion to the Secretary at such time, in such 
manner, and including such information as 
the Secretary may require. The application— 

(I) shall describe how the partnership will 
ensure that 95 percent of the grant funds are 
used to make subgrants under sections 2354 
and 2355; 

“(2) shall be integrated, to the maximum 
extent possible, with State plans and pro- 
grams under this Act, the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1400 et 
seq.), and, to the extent appropriate, the 
Adult Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1201 et seq.); 

(3) shall describe how the partnership will 
ensure that professional development funds 
available at the State and local levels are 
used effectively to improve instructional 
practices for reading and are based on reli- 
able, replicable research on reading; 

(4) shall describe 

(A) the contractual agreement that estab- 
lishes the partnership, including at least the 
elements of the agreement referred to in sub- 
section (b)(2); 

„B) how the partnership will assess, on a 
regular basis, the extent to which the activi- 
ties undertaken by the partnership and the 
partnership’s subgrantees under this part 
have been effective in achieving the purposes 
of this part; 

“(C) what evaluation instruments the part- 
nership will use to determine the success of 
local educational agencies to whom sub- 
grants under sections 2354 and 2355 are made 
in achieving the purposes of this part; 

„D) how subgrants made by the partner- 
ship under such sections will meet the re- 
quirements of this part, including how the 
partnership will ensure that subgrantees will 
use practices based on reliable, replicable re- 
search on reading; and 

„E) how the partnership will, to the ex- 
tent practicable, make grants to subgrantees 
in both rural and urban areas; 

(5) shall include an assurance that each 
local educational agency to whom the part- 
nership makes a subgrant under section 
2354— 

(A) will carry out family literacy pro- 
grams based on the Even Start family lit- 
eracy model authorized under part B of title 
I to enable parents to be their child’s first 
and most important teacher, and will make 
payments for the receipt of technical assist- 
ance for the development of such programs; 

(B) will carry out programs to assist 
those kindergarten students who are not 
ready for the transition to Ist grade, particu- 
larly students experiencing difficulty with 
reading skills; 

(C) will use supervised individuals (in- 
cluding tutors), who have been appropriately 
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trained using reliable, replicable research on 
reading, to provide additional support, before 
school, after school, on weekends, during 
non-instructional periods of the school day, 
or during the summer, for students in grades 
1 through 3 who are experiencing difficulty 
reading; and 

D) will carry out professional develop- 
ment for the classroom teacher and other ap- 
propriate teaching staff on the teaching of 
reading based on reliable, replicable research 
on reading; and 

(6) shall describe how the partnership— 

(A) will ensure that a portion of the grant 
funds that the partnership receives in each 
fiscal year will be used to make subgrants 
under section 2355; and 

(B) will make local educational agencies 
described in section 2355(a)(1) aware of the 
availability of such subgrants. 

“(f) PEER REVIEW PANEL.— 

() COMPOSITION OF PEER REVIEW PANEL.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The National Institute 
for Literacy, in consultation with the Na- 
tional Research Council of the National 
Academy of Sciences, the National Institute 
of Child Health and Human Development, 
and the Secretary, shall convene a panel to 
evaluate applications under this section. At 
a minimum the panel shall include rep- 
resentatives of the National Institute for 
Literacy, the National Research Council of 
the National Academy of Sciences, the Na- 
tional Institute of Child Health and Human 
Development, and the Secretary. 

(B) EXPERTS.—The panel shall include ex- 
perts who are competent, by virtue of their 
training, expertise, or experience, to evalu- 
ate applications under this section, and ex- 
perts who provide professional development 
to teachers of reading to children and adults, 
based on reliable, replicable research on 
reading, 

(C) LIMITATION.—Not more than 44 of the 
panel may be composed of individuals who 
are employees of the Federal Government. 

“(2) PAYMENT OF FEES AND EXPENSES OF 
CERTAIN MEMBERS.—The Secretary shall use 
funds reserved under section 2260(b)(2) to pay 
the expenses and fees of panel members who 
are not employees of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

(3) DUTIES OF PANEL.— 

(A) MODEL APPLICATION FORMS.—The peer 
review panel shall develop a model applica- 
tion form for reading and literacy partner- 
ships desiring to apply for a grant under this 
section. The peer review panel shall submit 
the model application form to the Secretary 
for final approval. 

„B) SELECTION OF APPLICATIONS.— 

“(1) RECOMMENDATIONS OF PANEL.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall re- 
ceive grant applications from reading and 
Hteracy partnerships under this section and 
shall provide the applications to the peer re- 
view panel for evaluation. With respect to 
each application, the peer review panel shall 
initially recommend the application for 
funding or for disapproval. 

(I PRIORITY.—In recommending applica- 
tions to the Secretary, the panel shall give 
priority to applications from States that 
have modified, are modifying, or provide an 
assurance that not later than 1 year after re- 
ceiving a grant under this section the State 
will modify, State teacher certification in 
the area of reading to reflect reliable, 
replicable research, except that nothing in 
this part shall be construed to establish a 
national system of teacher certification. 

(III) RANKING OF APPLICATIONS.—With re- 
spect to each application recommended for 
funding, the panel shall assign the applica- 
tion a rank, relative to other recommended 
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applications, based on the priority described 
in subclause (II), the extent to which the ap- 
plication furthers the purposes of this part, 
and the overall quality of the application. 

(IV) RECOMMENDATION OF AMOUNT.—With 
respect to each application recommended for 
funding, the panel shall make a rec- 
ommendation to the Secretary with respect 
to the amount of the grant that should be 
made. 

“(il) SECRETARIAL SELECTION.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ili), 
the Secretary shall determine, based on the 
peer review panel’s recommendations, which 
applications from reading and literacy part- 
nerships shall receive funding and the 
amounts of such grants. In determining 
grant amounts, the Secretary shall take into 
account the total amount of funds available 
for all grants under this section and the 
types of activities proposed to be carried out 
by the partnership. 

(II) EFFECT OF RANKING BY PANEL.—In 
making grants under this section, the Sec- 
retary shall select applications according to 
the ranking of the applications by the peer 
review panel, except in cases where the Sec- 
retary determines, for good cause, that a 
variation from that order is appropriate. 

“(iii) MINIMUM GRANT AMOUNTS.—Each 
reading and literacy partnership selected to 
receive a grant under this section shall re- 
ceive an amount for each fiscal year that is 
not less than $100,000. 

“(g) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EX- 
PENSES.—A reading and literacy partnership 
that receives a grant under this section may 
use not more than 3 percent of the grant 
funds for administrative costs. 

ch) REPORTING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A reading and literacy 
partnership that receives a grant under this 
section shall submit performance reports to 
the Secretary pursuant to a schedule to be 
determined by the Secretary, but not more 
frequently than annually. Such reports shall 
include— 

“(A) the results of use of the evaluation in- 
struments referred to in subsection (en)): 

B) the process used to select subgrantees; 

(O) a description of the subgrantees re- 
ceiving funds under this part; and 

„D) with respect to subgrants under sec- 
tion 2354, the model or models of reading in- 
struction, based on reliable, replicable re- 
search on reading, selected by subgrantees. 

“(2) PROVISION TO PEER REVIEW PANEL.— 
The Secretary shall provide the reports sub- 
mitted under paragraph (1) to the peer re- 
view panel convened under subsection (f). 
The panel shall use such reports in recom- 
mending applications for funding under this 
section. 

“SEC, 2354. LOCAL READING IMPROVEMENT SUB- 
GRANTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(i) SUBGRANTS.—A reading and literacy 
partnership that receives a grant under sec- 
tion 2353 shall make subgrants, on a com- 
petitive basis, to local educational agencies 
that have at least 1 school that is identified 
for school improvement under section 1116(c) 
in the geographic area served by the agency. 

(2) ROLE OF LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGEN- 
crmms.—A local educational agency that re- 
ceives a subgrant under this section shall use 
the subgrant in a manner consistent with 
this section to advance reform of reading in- 
struction in any school selected by the agen- 
cy that— 

(A) is identified for school improvement 
under section 1116(c) at the time the agency 
receives the subgrant; and 

(B) has a contractual association with 1 
or more community-based organizations that 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


have established a record of effectiveness 
with respect to reading readiness, reading in- 
struction for children in kindergarten 
through 3d grade, and early childhood lit- 
eracy. 

“(b) GRANT PERIOD.—A subgrant under this 
section shall be for a period of 3 years and 
may not be revoked or terminated on the 
ground that a school ceases, during the grant 
period, to be identified for school improve- 
ment under section 1116(c), 

“(c) APPLICATIONS.—A local educational 
agency that desires to receive a subgrant 
under this section shall submit an applica- 
tion to the reading and literacy partnership 
at such time, in such manner, and including 
such information as the partnership may re- 
quire. The application— 

“(1) shall describe how the local edu- 
cational agency will work with schools se- 
lected by the agency under subsection (a)(2) 
to select 1 or more models of reading instruc- 
tion, developed using reliable, replicable re- 
search on reading, as a model for imple- 
menting and improving reading instruction 
by all teachers and for all children in each of 
the schools selected by the agency under 
such subsection and, where appropriate, 
their parents; 

(2) shall select 1 or more models described 
in paragraph (1), for the purpose described in 
such paragraph, and shall describe each such 
selected model; 

(3) shall demonstrate that a person re- 
sponsible for the development of each such 
model, or a person with experience or exper- 
tise about such model and its implementa- 
tion, has agreed to work with the applicant 
in connection with such implementation and 
improvement efforts; 

(4) shall describe— 

“(A) how the applicant will ensure that 
funds available under this part, and funds 
available for reading for grades kindergarten 
through grade 6 from other appropriate 
sources, are effectively coordinated and, 
where appropriate, integrated, with funds 
under this Act in order to improve existing 
activities in the areas of reading instruction, 
professional development, program improve- 
ment, parental involvement, technical as- 
sistance, and other activities that can help 
meet the purposes of this part; and 

(B) the amount of funds available for 
reading for grades kindergarten through 
grade 6 from appropriate sources other than 
this part, including title I (except that such 
description shall not be required to include 
funds made available under part B of title I 
unless the applicant has established a con- 
tractual association in accordance with sub- 
section (d)(2) with an eligible entity under 
such part B), the Individuals with Disabil- 
ities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1400 et seq.), 
and any other law providing Federal finan- 
cial assistance for professional development 
for teachers of such grades who teach read- 
ing, which will be used to help achieve the 
purposes of this part; 

(5) shall describe the amount and nature 
of funds from any other public or private 
sources, including funds received under this 
Act and the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1400 et seq.), that 
will be combined with funds received under 
the subgrant; 

(6) shall include an assurance that the ap- 
plicant— 

“(A) will carry out family literacy pro- 
grams based on the Even Start family lit- 
eracy model authorized under part B of title 
I to enable parents to be their child's first 
and most important teacher, will make pay- 
ments for the receipt of technical assistance 
for the development of such programs; 
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(B) will carry out programs to assist 
those kindergarten students who are not 
ready for the transition to 1st grade, particu- 
larly students experiencing difficulty with 
reading skills; 

() will use supervised individuals (in- 
cluding tutors), who have been appropriately 
trained using reliable, replicable research on 
reading, to provide additional support, before 
school, after school, on weekends, during 
non-instructional periods of the school day, 
or during the summer, for students in grades 
1 through 3 who are experiencing difficulty 
reading; and 

„D) will carry out professional develop- 
ment for the classroom teacher and other 
teaching staff on the teaching of reading 
based on reliable, replicable research on 
reading; 

„%) shall describe how the local edu- 
cational agency provides instruction in read- 
ing to children who have not been deter- 
mined to be a child with a disability (as de- 
fined in section 602 of the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1401)), 
pursuant to section 614(b)(5) of such Act (20 
U.S.C. 1414(a)(5)), because of a lack of in- 
struction in reading; and 

“(8) shall indicate the amount of the 
subgrant funds (if any) that the applicant 
will use to carry out the duties described in 
section 2355(b)(2). 

(d) Priorrry.—In approving applications 
under this section, a reading and literacy 
partnership shall give priority to an applica- 
tion submitted by an applicant who dem- 
onstrates that the applicant has estab- 
lished— 

(i) a contractual association with 1 or 
more Head Start programs under the Head 
Start Act (42 U.S.C. 9801 et seq.) under 
which— 

„(A) the Head Start program agrees to se- 
lect the same model or models of reading in- 
struction, as a model for implementing and 
improving the reading readiness of children 
participating in the program, as was selected 
by the applicant; and 

“(B) the applicant agrees 

“(i) to share with the Head Start program 
an appropriate amount of the applicant's in- 
formation resources with respect to the 
model, such as curricula materials; and 

“(ii) to train personnel from the Head 
Start program; 

“(2) a contractual association with 1 or 
more State- or federally-funded preschool 
programs, or family literacy programs, 
under which— 

“(A) the program agrees to select the same 
model or models of reading instruction, as a 
model for implementing and improving read- 
ing instruction in the program’s activities, 
as was selected by the applicant; and 

(B) the applicant agrees to train per- 
sonnel from the program who work with 
children and parents in schools selected 
under subsection (a)(2); or 

(3) a contractual association with 1 or 
more public libraries providing reading or 
literacy services to preschool children, or 
preschool children and their families, under 
which— 

“(A) the library agrees to select the same 
model or models of reading instruction, as a 
model for implementing and improving read- 
ing instruction in the library’s reading or 
literacy programs, as was selected by the ap- 
plicant; and 

„(B) the applicant agrees to train per- 
sonnel, including volunteers, from such pro- 
grams who work with preschool children, or 
preschool children and their families, in 
schools selected under subsection (a)(2). 
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e) USE OF FUNDS.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
an applicant who receives a subgrant under 
this section may use the subgrant funds to 
carry out activities that are authorized by 
this part and described in the subgrant appli- 
cation, including the following: 

(A) Making reasonable payments for tech- 
nical and other assistance to a person re- 
sponsible for the development of a model of 
reading instruction, or a person with experi- 
ence or expertise about such model and its 
implementation, who has agreed to work 
with the recipient in connection with the im- 
plementation of the model. 

(B) Carrying out a contractual agreement 
described in subsection (d). 

“(C) Professional development (including 
training of volunteers), purchase of cur- 
ricular and other supporting materials, and 
technical assistance. 

D) Providing, on a voluntary basis, train- 
ing to parents of children enrolled in a 
school selected under subsection (a)(2) on 
how to help their children with school work, 
particularly in the development of reading 
skills. Such training may be provided di- 
rectly by the subgrant recipient, or through 
a grant or contract with another person. 
Such training shall be consistent with read- 
ing reforms taking place in the school set- 
ting. 

(E) Carrying out family literacy programs 
based on the Even Start family literacy 
model authorized under part B of title I to 
enable parents to be their child’s first and 
most important teacher, and making pay- 
ments for the receipt of technical assistance 
for the development of such programs. 

(F) Providing instruction for parents of 
children enrolled in a school selected under 
subsection (a)(2), and others who volunteer 
to be reading tutors for such children, in the 
instructional practices based on reliable, 
replicable research on reading used by the 
applicant. 

(8) Programs to assist those kindergarten 
students enrolled in a school selected under 
subsection (a)(2) who are not ready for the 
transition to Ist grade, particularly students 
experiencing difficulty with reading skills. 

“(H) Providing, for students who are en- 
rolled in grades 1 through 3 in a school se- 
lected under subsection (a)(2) and are experi- 
encing difficulty reading, additional support 
before school, after school, on weekends, dur- 
ing non-instructional periods of the school 
day, or during the summer, using supervised 
individuals (including tutors) who have been 
appropriately trained using reliable, 
replicable research on reading. 

“(D Carrying out the duties described in 
section 2355(b)(2) for children enrolled in a 
school selected under subsection (a)(2). 

“(J) Providing reading assistance to chil- 
dren who have not been determined to be a 
child with a disability (as defined in section 
602 of the Individuals with Disabilities Edu- 
cation Act (20 U.S.C. 1401)), pursuant to sec- 
tion 614(b)(5) of such Act (20 U.S.C. 
1414(b)(5)), because of a lack of instruction in 
reading. 

(2) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EX- 
PENSES.—A recipient of a subgrant under this 
section may use not more than 3 percent of 
the subgrant funds for administrative costs. 

“(f) TRAINING NONRECIPIENTS.—A recipient 
of a subgrant under this section may train, 
on a fee-for-service basis, personnel who are 
from schools, or local educational agencies, 
that are not receiving such a subgrant in the 
instructional practices based on reliable, 
replicable research on reading used by the 
recipient. Such a non-recipient school may 
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use funds received under title I, and other 
appropriate Federal funds used for reading 
instruction, to pay for such training, to the 
extent consistent with the law under which 
such funds were received. 

“SEC. 2355. TUTORIAL ASSISTANCE SUBGRANTS. 

„(A) IN GENERAL.— 

() SUBGRANTS.—A reading and literacy 
partnership that receives a grant under sec- 
tion 2353 shall make subgrants on a competi- 
tive basis to— 

H(A) local educational agencies that have 
at least 1 school in the geographic area 
served by the agency that— 

“(i) is located in an area designated as an 
empowerment zone under part I of sub- 
chapter U of chapter 1 of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986; or 

(10 is located in an area designated as an 
enterprise community under part I of sub- 
chapter U of chapter 1 of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986; or 

„(B) in the case of local educational agen- 
cies that do not have any such empowerment 
zone or enterprise community in the State in 
which the agency is located, local edu- 
cational agencies that have at least 1 school 
that is identified for school improvement 
under section 1116(c) in the geographic area 
served by the agency. 

(2) APPLICATIONS.—A local educational 
agency that desires to receive a subgrant 
under this section shall submit an applica- 
tion to the reading and literacy partnership 
at such time, in such manner, and including 
such information as the partnership may re- 
quire. The application shall include an assur- 
ance that the agency will use the subgrant 
funds to carry out the duties described in 
subsection (b) for children enrolled in 1 or 
more schools selected by the agency and de- 
scribed in paragraph (1). 

“(b) USE OF FUNDS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A local educational 
agency that receives a subgrant under this 
section shall carry out, using the funds pro- 
vided under the subgrant, each of the duties 
described in paragraph (2). 

(2) DUTIES.—The duties described in this 
paragraph are the provision of tutorial as- 
sistance in reading to children who have dif- 
ficulty reading, using instructional practices 
based on the principles of reliable, replicable 
research, through the following: 

“(A) The promulgation of a set of objective 
criteria, pertaining to the ability of a tuto- 
rial assistance provider successfully to pro- 
vide tutorial assistance in reading, that will 
be used to determine in a uniform manner, 
at the beginning of each school year, the eli- 
gibility of tutorial assistance providers, sub- 
ject to the succeeding subparagraphs of this 
paragraph, to be included on the list de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B) (and thereby be 
eligible to enter into a contract pursuant to 
subparagraph (F)). 

„(B) The promulgation, maintenance, and 
approval of a list of tutorial assistance pro- 
viders eligible to enter into a contract pursu- 
ant to subparagraph (F) who— 

(J) have established a record of effective- 
ness with respect to reading readiness, read- 
ing instruction for children in kindergarten 
through 3d grade, and early childhood lit- 
eracy; 

(1) are located in a geographic area con- 
venient to the school or schools attended by 
the children who will be receiving tutorial 
assistance from the providers; and 

(ui) are capable of providing tutoring in 
reading to children who have difficulty read- 
ing, using instructional practices based on 
the principles of reliable, replicable research 
and consistent with the instructional meth- 
ods used by the school the child attends. 
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“(C) The development of procedures (i) for 
the receipt of applications for tutorial as- 
sistance, from parents who are seeking such 
assistance for their child or children, that 
select a tutorial assistance provider from the 
list described in subparagraph (B) with whom 
the child or children will enroll, for tutoring 
in reading; and (ii) for considering children 
for tutorial assistance who are identified 
under subparagraph (D) and for whom no ap- 
plication has been submitted, provided that 
such procedures are in accordance with this 
paragraph and give such parents the right to 
select a tutorial assistance provider from the 
list referred to in subparagraph (B), and shall 
permit a local educational agency to rec- 
ommend a tutorial assistance provider from 
the list under subparagraph (B) in a case 
where a parent asks for assistance in the 
making of such selection. 

“(D) The development of a selection proc- 
ess for providing tutorial assistance in ac- 
cordance with this paragraph that limits the 
provision of assistance to children identified, 
by the school the child attends, as having 
difficulty reading, including difficulty mas- 
tering essential phonic, decoding, or vocabu- 
lary skills. In the case of a child included in 
the selection process for whom no applica- 
tion has been submitted by a parent of the 
child, the child’s eligibility for receipt of tu- 
torial assistance shall be determined under 
the same procedures, timeframe, and criteria 
for consideration as is used to determine the 
eligibility of a child whose parent has sub- 
mitted such an application. Such local edu- 
cational agency shall apply the provisions of 
subparagraphs (F) and (G) to a tutorial as- 
sistance provider selected for a child whose 
parent has not submitted an application pur- 
suant to subparagraph (C)(i) in the same 
manner as the provisions are applied to a 
provider selected in an application sub- 
mitted pursuant to subparagraph (C)(i). 

“(E) The development of procedures for se- 
lecting children to receive tutorial assist- 
ance, to be used in cases where insufficient 
funds are available to provide assistance 
with respect to all children identified by a 
school under subparagraph (D) that— 

“(i) gives priority to children who are de- 
termined, through State or local reading as- 
sessments, to be most in need of tutorial as- 
sistance; and 

(i) gives priority, in cases where children 
are determined, through State or local read- 
ing assessments, to be equally in need of tu- 
torial assistance, based on a random selec- 
tion principle. 

(F) The development of a methodology by 
which payments are made directly to tuto- 
rial assistance providers who are identified 
and selected pursuant to subparagraphs (C), 
(D), and (E). Such methodology shall include 
the making of a contract, consistent with 
State and local law, between the tutorial as- 
sistance provider and the local educational 
agency carrying out this paragraph. Such 
contract— 

() shall contain specific goals and time- 
tables with respect to the performance of the 
tutorial assistance provider; 

“(ii) shall require the tutorial assistance 
provider to report to the parent and the local 
educational agency on the provider's per- 
formance in meeting such goals and time- 
tables; and 

“dii) shall contain provisions with respect 
to the making of payments to the tutorial 
assistance provider by the local educational 
agency. 

“(G) The development of procedures under 
which the local educational agency carrying 
out this paragraph— 
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“(i) will ensure oversight of the quality 
and effectiveness of the tutorial assistance 
provided by each tutorial assistance provider 
that is selected for funding; 

(ii) will remove from the list under sub- 
paragraph (B) ineffective and unsuccessful 
providers (as determined by the local edu- 
cational agency based upon the performance 
of the provider with respect to the goals and 
timetables contained in the contract be- 
tween the agency and the provider under 
subparagraph (F)); 

(Ai) will provide to each parent of a child 
identified under subparagraph (D) who re- 
quests such information for the purpose of 
selecting a tutorial assistance provider for 
the child, in a comprehensible format, infor- 
mation with respect to the quality and effec- 
tiveness of the tutorial assistance referred to 
in clause (1); and 

“(iv) will ensure that each school identi- 
fying a child under subparagraph (D) will 
provide upon request, to a parent of the 
child, assistance in selecting, from among 
the tutorial assistance providers who are in- 
cluded on the list described in subparagraph 
(B), the provider who is best able to meet the 
needs of the child. 

„(e DEFINITION.—For the purpose of this 
section the term ‘parent’ includes a legal 
guardian. 

“SEC. 2356. PROGRAM EVALUATION, 

(a) IN GENERAL.—From funds reserved 
under section 2260(b)(1), the Secretary shall 
conduct a national assessment of the pro- 
grams under this part. In developing the cri- 
teria for the assessment, the Secretary shall 
receive recommendations from the peer re- 
view panel convened under section 2353(f). 

(b) SUBMISSION TO PEER REVIEW PANEL.— 
The Secretary shall submit the findings from 
the assessment under subsection (a) to the 
peer review panel convened under section 
2353(f). 

“SEC. 2357. INFORMATION DISSEMINATION, 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—From funds reserved 
under section 2260(b)(2), the National Insti- 
tute for Literacy shall disseminate informa- 
tion on reliable, replicable research on read- 
ing and information on subgrantee projects 
under section 2354 or 2355 that have proven 
effective. At a minimum, the institute shall 
disseminate such information to all recipi- 
ents of Federal financial assistance under ti- 
tles I and VII, the Head Start Act (42 U.S.C. 
9801 et seq.), the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1400 et seq.), and 
the Adult Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1201 et 


seq.). 

(b) COORDINATION.—In carrying out this 
section, the National Institute for Literacy— 

(I) shall use, to the extent practicable, in- 
formation networks developed and main- 
tained through other public and private per- 
sons, including the Secretary, the National 
Center for Family Literacy, and the 
Readline Program; 

(2) shall work in conjunction with any 
panel convened by the National Institute of 
Child Health and Human Development and 
the Secretary, and any panel convened by 
the Office of Educational Research and Im- 
provement to assess the current status of re- 
search-based knowledge on reading develop- 
ment, including the effectiveness of various 
approaches to teaching children to read, 
with respect to determining the criteria by 
which the National Institute for Literacy 
judges reliable, replicable research and the 
design of strategies to disseminate such in- 
formation; and 

*(3) shall assist any reading and literacy 
partnership selected to receive a grant under 
section 2353, and that requests such assist- 
ance— 
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„ in determining whether applications 
for subgrants submitted to the partnership 
meet the requirements of this part relating 
to reliable, replicable research on reading; 
and 

„B) in the development of subgrant appli- 
cation forms. 

“SEC. 2358. STATE EVALUATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Each reading and lit- 
eracy partnership that receives a grant 
under this part shall reserve not more than 
2 percent of such grant funds for the purpose 
of evaluating the success of the partnership's 
subgrantees in meeting the purposes of this 
part. At a minimum, the evaluation shall 
measure the extent to which students who 
are the intended beneficiaries of the sub- 
grants made by the partnership have im- 
proved their reading. 

“(b) CONTRACT.—A reading and literacy 
partnership shall carry out the evaluation 
under this section by entering into a con- 
tract with an eligible research institution 
under which the institution will perform the 
evaluation. 

„% SUBMISSION.—A reading and literacy 
partnership shall submit the findings from 
the evaluation under this section to the Sec- 
retary and the peer review panel convened 
under section 2353(f). The Secretary and the 
peer review panel shall submit a summary of 
the findings from the evaluations under this 
subsection to the appropriate committees of 
the Congress, including the Education and 
the Workforce Committee of the House of 
Representatives. 

“SEC. 2359. PARTICIPATION OF CHILDREN EN- 
ROLLED IN PRIVATE SCHOOLS. 

“Each reading and literacy partnership 
that receives funds under this part shall pro- 
vide for, or ensure that subgrantees provide 
for, the participation of children in private 
schools in the activities and services assisted 
under this part in the same manner as the 
children participate in activities and serv- 
ices pursuant to sections 2353, 2354, 2355, and 
2356. 


“SEC. 2260. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS; RESERVATIONS FROM AP- 
PROPRIATIONS; APPLICABILITY; 
SUNSET, 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—There are authorized 
to be appropriated to carry out this part 
$210,000,000 for fiscal years 1999, 2000, and 
2001. 

(b) RESERVATIONS.—From the amount ap- 
propriated under subsection (a) for each fis- 
cal year, the Secretary— 

(J) shall reserve 1.5 percent to carry out 
section 2356(a); 

(2) shall reserve $5,075,000 to carry out 
sections 2353(f)(2) and 2357, of which $5,000,000 
shall be reserved for section 2357; and 

(3) shall reserve $10,000,000 to carry out 
section 1202(c). 

(e APPLICABILITY.—Part E shall not apply 
to this part. 

“(d) SUNSET.—Notwithstanding section 
422(a) of the General Education Provisions 
Act (20 U.S.C. 1226a(a)), this part is repealed, 
effective September 30, 2001, and is not sub- 
ject to extension under such section.“. 

Subtitle B—Amendments to Even Start 
Family Literacy Programs 

SEC. 21. RESERVATION FOR GRANTS. 

Section 1202(c) of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6362(c)) is amended to read as follows: 

“(c) RESERVATION FOR GRANTS.— 

“(1) GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—From funds re- 
served under section 2260(b)(3), the Secretary 
shall award grants, on a competitive basis, 
to States to enable such States to plan and 
implement, statewide family literacy initia- 
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tives to coordinate and integrate existing 
Federal, State, and local literacy resources 
consistent with the purposes of this part. 
Such coordination and integration shall in- 
clude coordination and integration of funds 
available under the Adult Education Act (20 
U.S.C. 1201 et seq.), Head Start (42 U.S.C. 9801 
et seq.), this part, part A of this title, and 
part A of title IV of the Social Security Act. 

(2) CONSORTIA.— 

H(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—To receive a grant 
under this subsection, a State shall establish 
a consortium of State-level programs under 
the following laws: 

“(i) This title. 

“(ii) The Head Start Act. 

(Ii) The Adult Education Act. 

(Iv) All other State-funded preschool pro- 
grams and programs providing literacy serv- 
ices to adults. 

(B) PLAN.—To receive a grant under this 
subsection, the consortium established by a 
State shall create a plan to use a portion of 
the State’s resources, derived from the pro- 
grams referred to in subparagraph (A), to 
strengthen and expand family literacy serv- 
ices in such State. 

(0) COORDINATION WITH TITLE M. -The con- 
sortium shall coordinate its activities with 
the activities of the reading and literacy 
partnership for the State established under 
section 2353, if the State receives a grant 
under such section. 

(3) READING INSTRUCTION.—Statewide fam- 
ily literacy initiatives implemented under 
this subsection shall base reading instruc- 
tion on reliable, replicable research on read- 
ing (as such terms are defined in section 
2352). 

(% TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary 
shall provide, directly or through a grant or 
contract with an organization with experi- 
ence in the development and operation of 
successful family literacy services, technical 
assistance to States receiving a grant under 
this subsection. 

(5) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—The Sec- 
retary shall not make a grant to a State 
under this subsection unless the State agrees 
that, with respect to the costs to be incurred 
by the eligible consortium in carrying out 
the activities for which the grant was award- 
ed, the State will make available non-Fed- 
eral contributions in an amount equal to not 
less than the Federal funds provided under 
the grant.“ 


SEC. 22. DEFINITIONS. 


Section 1202(e) of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6362(e)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4) 
as paragraphs (4) and (5), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

(3) the term ‘family literacy services’ 
means services provided to participants on a 
voluntary basis that are of sufficient inten- 
sity in terms of hours, and of sufficient dura- 
tion, to make sustainable changes in a fam- 
ily (such as eliminating or reducing welfare 
dependency) and that integrate all of the fol- 
lowing activities: 

(A) Interactive literacy activities be- 
tween parents and their children. 

(B) Equipping parents to partner with 
their children in learning. 

“(C) Parent literacy training, including 
training that contributes to economic self- 
sufficiency. 

„D) Appropriate instruction for children 
of parents receiving parent literacy serv- 
ices.”’. 
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SEC. 23. EVALUATION. 

Section 1209 of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6369) 
is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting **; and”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

(3) to provide States and eligible entities 
receiving a subgrant under this part, directly 
or through a grant or contract with an orga- 
nization with experience in the development 
and operation of successful family literacy 
services, technical assistance to ensure local 
evaluations undertaken under section 
1205(10) provide accurate information on the 
effectiveness of programs assisted under this 
part. 

SEC. 24. INDICATORS OF PROGRAM QUALITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 
et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating section 1210 as section 
1212; and 

(2) by inserting after section 1209 the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC, 1210. INDICATORS OF PROGRAM QUALITY. 

“Each State receiving funds under this 
part shall develop, based on the best avail- 
able research and evaluation data, indicators 
of program quality for programs assisted 
under this part. Such indicators shall be 
used to monitor, evaluate, and improve such 
programs within the State. Such indicators 
shall include the following: 

(J) With respect to eligible participants in 
a program who are adults— 

(J) achievement in the areas of reading, 
writing, English language acquisition, prob- 
lem solving, and numeracy; 

) receipt of a secondary school diploma 
or its recognized equivalent; 

(O) entry into a postsecondary school, a 
job retraining program, or employment or 
career advancement, including the military; 
and 

„D) such other indicators as the State 
may develop. 

(2) With respect to eligible participants in 
a program who are children— 

“(A) improvement in ability to read on 
grade level or reading readiness; 

„(B) school attendance; 

““(C) grade retention and promotion; and 

“(D) such other indicators as the State 
may develop.“ 

(b) STATE LEVEL ACTIVITIES.—Section 
1203(a) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6363(a)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking and' at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting *‘; and”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

(3) carrying out section 1210.“ 

(C) AWARD OF SUBGRANTS.—Paragraphs (3) 
and (4) of section 1208(b) of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 6368) are amended to read as follows: 

(3) CONTINUING ELIGIBILITY.—In awarding 
subgrant funds to continue a program under 
this part for the second, third, or fourth 
year, the State educational agency shall 
evaluate the program based on the indicators 
of program quality developed by the State 
under section 1210. Such evaluation shall 
take place after the conclusion of the start- 
up period, if any. 

“(4) INSUFFICIENT PROGRESS.—The State 
educational agency may refuse to award 
subgrant funds if such agency finds that the 
eligible entity has not sufficiently improved 
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the performance of the program, as evalu- 
ated based on the indicators of program 
quality developed by the State under section 
1210, after— 

(A) providing technical assistance to the 
eligible entity; and 

„B) affording the eligible entity notice 
and an opportunity for a hearing.“ 

SEC. 25. RESEARCH. 

The Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.), as amend- 
ed by section 524 of this Act, is further 
amended by inserting after section 1210 the 
following: 

“SEC. 1211. RESEARCH. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
carry out, through grant or contract, re- 
search into the components of successful 
family literacy services. The purpose of the 
research shall be— 

(J) to improve the quality of existing pro- 
grams assisted under this part or other fam- 
ily literacy programs carried out under this 
Act or the Adult Education Act (20 U.S.C. 
1201 et seq.); and 

2) to develop models for new programs to 
be carried out under this Act or the Adult 
Education Act. 

“(b) DISSEMINATION.—The National Insti- 
tute for Literacy shall disseminate, pursuant 
to section 2357, the results of the research 
described in subsection (a) to States and re- 
cipients of subgrants under this part.“ 


— 


NOTICE OF HEARING 


COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce that the Senate Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry will meet on Thursday, April 
23, 1998 at 9:00 a.m. in SR-328A. The 
purpose of this meeting will be to ex- 
amine fraud and abuse in the federal 
food stamp program. 
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AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry be allowed to meet during the 
session of the Senate on Thursday, 
April 23, 1998 at 9:00 a.m. in SR-328A. 
The purpose of this meeting will be to 
examine fraud and abuse in the federal 
food stamp program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, the 
Finance Committee requests unani- 
mous consent to conduct a hearing on 
Thursday, April 23, 1998 beginning at 
10:00 a.m. in room 215 Dirksen. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TECHNOLOGY, TERRORISM 

AND GOVERNMENT INFORMATION 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate Judiciary Subcommittee on Tech- 
nology, Terrorism and Government In- 
formation, Committee on the Judiciary 
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and the Senate Select Committee on 
Intelligence be authorized to meet for 
a joint hearing during the session of 
the Senate on Thursday, April 23, 1998 
at 2:30 p.m. in room 226 of the Senate 
Dirksen Office Building to hold a joint 
hearing on: Chemical and Biological 
Weapons Threats to America: Are We 
Prepared?” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, be authorized 
to hold an Executive Business Meeting 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, April 23, 1998, at 10:00 a.m., 
in room 226 of the Senate Dirksen Of- 
fice Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Human Resources, 
Subcommittee on Public Health and 
Safety, and House Committee on Com- 
merce, Subcommittee on Health and 
Environment be authorized to meet for 
a hearing on Increasing Bone Marrow 
Donation and Transplantation during 
the session of the Senate on Thursday, 
April 23, 1998, at 2:30 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Thursday, April 23, 1998, at 
2:00 p.m. to hold a joint open hearing 
with the Senate Judiciary Sub- 
committee on Technology, Terrorism, 
and Government Information. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON AVIATION 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Avia- 
tion Subcommittee of the Senate Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
on Thursday, April 23, 1998, at 2:00 p.m. 
on Aviation Competition: DOT Com- 
petition Guidelines. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CLEAN AIR, WETLANDS, 

PRIVATE PROPERTY, AND NUCLEAR SAFETY 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Clean Air, Wetlands, Pri- 
vate. Property, and Nuclear Safety be 
granted permission to conduct a hear- 
ing on the proposed Clean Air Act re- 
gional haze regulations Thursday, 
April 23, 9:00 a.m., Hearing Room (SD- 
406). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent on behalf of the 


April 23, 1998 


Permanent Subcommittee on Inves- 
tigations of the Governmental] Affairs 
Committee to meet on Thursday, April 
23, 1998, at 9:30 a.m. for a hearing on 
the topic of The Exploding Problem of 
Telephone Slamming in America.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FORESTS AND PUBLIC LAND 

MANAGEMENT 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Forests and Public Land 
Management of the Committee on En- 
ergy and Natural Resources be granted 
permission to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Thursday, April 23, for 
purposes of conducting a subcommittee 
hearing which is scheduled to begin at 
2:30 p.m. The purpose of this hearing is 
to receive testimony on S. 1253, the 
Public Land Management Act of 1997. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

— 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE TO THE JCRC HOLO- 
CAUST MEMORIAL CEREMONY 


è Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, the 
Jewish Community Relations Council 
(JCRC) hosted the annual Holocaust 
Memorial Ceremony starting on April 
19 in remembrance of the six million 
Jews who died in the Holocaust. The 
theme for this year’s ceremony is “A 
People Survives: From the Gates of 
Hell to the Gates of Jerusalem.” This 
memorial service draws over 3,000 peo- 
ple every year to honor the stoicism 
and faith of all people who were un- 
justly massacred by the Nazis. The 
Holocaust Memorial Ceremony is one 
of the most profound events in the 
Jewish Community. 

The JCRC was established in 1938 and 
works to promote issues of Jewish 
communal concern and is driven by 
Jewish values of humanitarianism, re- 
spect for others, and the sanctity of 
human life. To this day the JCRC has 
worked to create a society in which 
there is equal opportunity for all, free- 
dom of thought, opinion, religion and 
constructive, amicable relationships 
between people of all races and creeds. 
They pledge to do all this while main- 
taining the integrity and character of 
the Jewish faith. 

In 1980 Congress established the 
United States Holocaust Memorial 
Council and mandated it to lead the 
nation in civic commemorations of the 
victims of the Holocaust (called Days 
of Remembrance), to sponsor the na- 
tional annual civic commemoration 
and to encourage appropriate Remem- 
brance observances throughout the 
country. This year Yom Hashoah was 
April 23. The Days of Remembrance of 
the victims of the Holocaust are being 
observed from Sunday, April 19 
through Sunday, April 26. 
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Before there was a United States Hol- 
ocaust Memorial Museum, Days of Re- 
membrance was established and carried 
out, not only in the Rotunda of the 
United States Capitol, but all across 
the nation. This annual, national com- 
memoration program is the United 
States Holocaust Memorial Council’s 
longest-running program and is essen- 
tial to the Council’s Congressional 
mandate. ; 

We have now reached the time at 
which many of the Holocaust survivors 
are passing on. It is imperative that all 
of humanity maintain respect for and 
never forget the tremendous suffering 
of the Jewish community. It is true 
that this event is a wholly Jewish ex- 
perience, and yet, the entire world still 
reels from its impact. It is the respon- 
sibility of the people of the United 
States and the world to ensure that the 
memory of the Holocaust lives on. 

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to 
give their blessings to the Holocaust 
Memorial Ceremony and to praise the 
efforts of the JCRC in maintaining 
awareness of the Holocaust.@ 

— 


AIR SERVICE RESTORATION ACT 


è Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, yester- 
day I and some of my colleagues on the 
Senate Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation intro- 
duced the Air Service Restoration Act 
designed to help revive air service to 
those parts of the country that have 
suffered under deregulation. The revi- 
talization of air service for small com- 
munities is of absolute importance to 
the economic and social well-being for 
these communities. While this legisla- 
tion is no panacea, it will hopefully 
provide some tools to help small com- 
munities address the air service deficit 
that has hit them since deregulation. 

Some rural states, such as North Da- 
kota, have not enjoyed the benefits of 
competition and deregulation that 
other regions of the country have expe- 
rienced. In fact, the federal policy of 
deregulation has led to less service, 
higher fares, and less competition for 
my state and other rural areas. Unfor- 
tunately, the air service problems fac- 
ing rural America have gone ignored 
for too long and we now have an air 
service crisis, in my judgment. This 
crisis needs immediate attention and 
the Air Service Restoration Act is a 
modest attempt to address this, the 
chronic air service deficit facing many 
small communities. 

This legislation is based on three 
principles. 

First, it acknowledges that since de- 
regulation some communities have in- 
deed suffered and there is a need for a 
federal role to address this small com- 
munity air service deficit. It seems to 
me that we need to move beyond the 
broader debate over whether or not de- 
regulation has been a good or a bad 
thing. It has been good for some and 
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bad for others—creating an unaccept- 
able circumstance of air service have” 
and have nots.” This legislation does 
not seek broad-sweeping policy changes 
that will dramatically alter federal 
aviation policy. Rather, the Air Serv- 
ice Restoration Act attempts to target 
some modest resources and policy ob- 
jectives to address the problem areas, 
i.e., the “have nots.” This legislation 
will not threaten deregulation. Rather, 
it is an attempt to save it by address- 
ing the casualties of a policy that has 
left some parts of the country behind. 
It is time that we develop air service 
development zones” and allow all re- 
gions of the nation to participate in a 
national air transportation system. 
This legislation does that by identi- 
fying the problem areas and creating 
opportunities to attract new air serv- 
ice. 


The second principle of this legisla- 
tion is based on the notion that the ini- 
tiative and locus of solving air service 
problems for small communities must 
begin at the local level. There is no 
federal “silver bullet” and those com- 
munities that seek to improve or re- 
store air service must roll up their 
sleeves and develop sustainable public- 
private partnerships that will make air 
service economically sustainable. This 
legislation is a market-based solution 
to improving air service for small com- 
munities. The only way small commu- 
nities are going to succeed in attract- 
ing new air service is that local offi- 
cials and business leaders will have to 
get together and identify ways to make 
it economically viable for carriers to 
add service. 


Finally, this legislation is based on 
the notion that there is clearly a need 
for a federal role. The U.S. Department 
of Transportation needs to play an ac- 
tive role by providing a means for 
small communities to access the re- 
sources and in making the regulatory 
changes necessary to allow new service 
to flourish. Under this legislation, a 
new office would be created within the 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
whose sole function would be to work 
with local communities and provide as- 
sistance to help them achieve their 
goals of improving air service by pro- 
viding financial assistance to local 
communities and addressing regulatory 
hurdles that inhibit air service to 
small communities. 


Hopefully, this legislation will help 
reverse the air service deficit in this 
country. Since 1978, more communities 
have lost service than the number of 
communities that have been added to 
the air service map of the United 
States. Over 30 small communities 
have lost all air service since 1978 and 
many more have had jet service re- 
placed with turboprop commuter serv- 
ice. 
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Service decline is not the only dis- 
turbing trend plaguing small commu- 
nity air service. Consolidation is hav- 
ing its toll as well. As the airline in- 
dustry continues its steady trend of 
consolidation, the major network car- 
riers are pulling out of rural areas. Out 
of a total of 320 small communities 
that had scheduled air service in 1978, 
213 of those were served by a major car- 
rier. In 1994, only 33 of those small 
communities had service from major 
carriers. Prior to deregulation, North 
Dakota was served by 6 major carriers 
and every major market in North Da- 
kota had 3 or 4 major carriers in each 
market, each providing jet service. 
Today, North Dakota has only 1 major 
carrier that provides jet service. 

The number of small communities re- 
ceiving multiple-carrier service de- 
creased from 136 in 1978 to 122 in 1995. 
Also, the number of small communities 
receiving service to only one major hub 
increased from 79 in 1978 to 134 in 1994. 

In 1938, when the Federal Govern- 
ment began to regulate air transpor- 
tation services, there were 16 carriers 
who accounted for all the total traffic 
in the U.S. domestic market. By 1978 
(the year Congress passed deregulation 
legislation) the same 16 carriers (re- 
duced to 11 through mergers) still ac- 
counted for 94% of the total traffic. 

Today, those same 11 carriers (now 
reduced to 6 through mergers and 
bankruptcies) account for 80% of the 
total traffic. 

One expert estimated in 1992 that 
since deregulation, over 120 new air- 
lines appeared. However, more than 200 
have gone bankrupt or been acquired in 
mergers and today, only 74 remain— 
most small and struggling. 

Between 1979 and 1988, there were 51 
airline mergers and acquisitions—20 of 
those were approved by the Depart- 
ment of Transportation after 1985, 
when it assumed all jurisdiction over 
merger and acquisition requests. In 
fact, DOT approved every airline merg- 
er submitted to it after it assumed ju- 
risdiction over mergers from the Civil 
Aeronautics Board in 1984. Fifteen 
independent airlines operating at the 
beginning of 1986 had been merged into 
six mega carriers by the end of 1987. 
And, these six carriers increased their 
market share from 71.3% in 1978 to 
80.5% in 1990. 

These mega carriers have created 
competition free zones, securing domi- 
nate market shares at regional hubs. 
Since deregulation, all major airlines 
have created hub-and-spoke systems 
where they funnel arrivals and depar- 
tures through hub airports where they 
dominate traffic. Today, all but 3 hubs 
are dominated by a single airline where 
the carrier has between 60 and 90 per- 
cent of all the arrivals, departures, and 
passengers at the hub. 

In a report by the General Account- 
ing Office entitled Airline Deregula- 
tion: Barriers to Entry Continue to 
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Limit Competition in Several Key Do- 
mestic Markets,” [GAO/RCED-97-4], 
operating limitations and marketing 
practices of large, dominate carriers 
restrict entry and competition to an 
extent not anticipated by Congress 
when it deregulated the airline indus- 
try. The GAO identified a number of 
entry barriers and anti-competitive 
practices which are stifling competi- 
tion and contributing to higher fares. 
The GAO issued a similar report in 1990 
and the 1996 report said that not only 
has the situation not improved for new 
entrants, but things have gotten worse. 

The fact is that deregulation has lead 
to greater concentration and stifling 
competition. The legislative history of 
the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 shows 
that Congress was as deeply concerned 
about destructive competition as it 
was with the monopolization of air 
transportation services. Thus, the CAA 
sought to ensure that a competitive 
economic environment existed. As we 
can see, deregulation is realizing the 
fears anticipated by the Congress in 
1938. Competition has not become the 
general rule. Rather, competition is 
the exception in an unregulated mar- 
ket controlled largely by regional mo- 
nopolies. 

It has been demonstrated that hub 
concentration has translated into high- 
er fares and rural communities that 
are dependent upon concentrated hubs 
have seen higher fares. Studies from 
DOT and the GAO have demonstrated 
that in the 15 out of 18 hubs in which a 
single carrier controls more than 50% 
of the traffic, passengers are paying 
more than the industry norm. The GAO 
studied 1988 fares at 15 concentrated 
airports and compared those with fares 
at 38 competitive hub airports. The 
GAO found that fares at the con- 
centrated hubs were 27% higher. 

The difference between regulation 
and deregulation is not a change from 
monopoly control to free market com- 
petition. Today, nearly two-thirds of 
our nation’s city-pairs are unregulated 
monopolies where a monopoly carrier 
can charge whatever they wish in 2 out 
of 3 city-pairs in the domestic market. 

A January 1991 GAO Report on Fares 
and Concentration at Small-City Air- 
ports found that passengers flying from 
small-city airports on average paid 34 
percent more when they flew to a 
major airport dominated by one or two 
airlines than when they flew to a major 
airport that was not concentrated. The 
report also found that when both the 
small airport and the major hub were 
concentrated, fares were 42 percent 
higher than if there was competition at 
both ends. 

A July 1993 GAO Report on Airline 
Competition concluded that airline 
passengers generally pay higher fares 
at 14 concentrated airports than at air- 
ports with more competition. The re- 
port found that fares at concentrated 
airports were about 22 percent higher 
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than fares at 35 less concentrated air- 
ports. The same report found that the 
number of destinations served directly 
by only one airline rose 56 percent to 64 
percent from 1985 to 1992, while the 
number of destinations served by 3 or 
more airlines fell from 19% to 11% dur- 
ing that same period. This report con- 
firmed similar conclusions reached in 
previous GAO studies conducted in 1989 
and 1990. 

The fact is that deregulation, while 
paving the road to concentration and 
consolidation, has allowed regional 
monopolies to control prices in non- 
competitive markets. While the en- 
trance of low cost carriers has intro- 
duced competition in dense markets, 
the main difference between today and 
pre-deregulation is that the monopolies 
are unregulated. 

Deregulation has been both a tremen- 
dous success in some aspects and a co- 
lossal failure in some circumstances. 
It’s time we started addressing the 
problems rather than just praising the 
successes. For hundreds of small com- 
munities, it has meant less service, 
higher fares, and fewer options. 

Air transportation in North Dakota 
is just as important as air service in 
New York and Denver. It is not in our 
national interest to allow vast regions 
of our country to become geographi- 
cally isolated. That would be not only 
tragic for our rural communities, but 
bad for the Nation. 

I hope my colleagues will support 
this legislation and that the Senate 
Commerce Committee expeditiously 
acts on it this year.e 


— 


CELEBRATING THE 125TH ANNI- 
VERSARY OF COORS BREWING 
COMPANY 


è Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to a great Amer- 
ican company, one that will be cele- 
brating its 125th Anniversary next 
month. The success of Coors Brewing 
Company is a great American story. 
When Adolph Coors arrived in this 
country in 1868, he did not speak 
English, but he did know how to brew 
a great beer. 

From 1873 until today, Coors has 
made its reputation on the lasting val- 
ues of its founder. The American values 
tradition, commitment, quality, and 
innovation have long been a part of 
this history. Holding steadfast to these 
values has helped Coors grow from a 
tiny local brewery in Golden, Colorado 
into a world-class competitor pro- 
ducing more than 20 million barrels of 
beer each year. Today, Coors’ familiar 
products are sold not only across the 
United States, but in 45 foreign coun- 
tries as well. 

Through the years, Coors has been at 
the forefront of responsible community 
involvement, and today it is recognized 
as a leader in corporate citizenship. 
That is why Business Ethics magazine 
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recently placed Coors in the top ten of 
its The 100 Best Corporate Citizens.” 
Coors also has been cited numerous 
times for its outstanding record in at- 
tracting, hiring, and promoting minor- 
ity Americans. It is what you would ex- 
pect, given Coors’ record of investing 
hundreds of millions of dollars in eco- 
nomic development and other programs 
designed to strengthen Hispanic and 
African-American communities. 

When you do business in Colorado, 
respect for the environment is, of 
course, a must. Coors is a leader in this 
area as well. Coors launched the alu- 
minum recycling revolution back in 
1959 when it began offering a penny for 
every returned can. Since 1990, the 
Coors Pure Water 2000 program has 
provided more than $2.5 million to sup- 
port more than 700 environmental pro- 
grams across the nation. 

One of its most noteworthy accom- 
plishments has been in developing and 
promoting effective programs to dis- 
courage abuse of its products. Coors 
has a record of encouraging responsible 
consumption of its products by 
adults—and only adults. Over the 
years, millions of dollars have been de- 
voted to community-based education 
and prevention programs. Coors’ 21 
means 21” message has been one of the 
elements responsible for the steady de- 
cline in underage drinking and drunk 
driving that we in the United States 
have been fortunate to see in the re- 
cent years. 

Coors has set the standard for respon- 
sible advertising, and has led the indus- 
try with policies to ensure that its ads 
encourage moderation, and are di- 
rected only to those over the age of 21. 

We all know of the controversies that 
can befall consumer products of all 
kinds during the highly politicized 
times in which we live today. But the 
record amassed by Coors over the past 
125 years is reassuring. It is good to 
know there are still people and compa- 
nies dedicated to doing the right thing. 

Today, I ask my colleagues to join 
me in a toast to the thousands of Coors 
employees in Colorado, Tennessee, Vir- 
ginia, and at Coors distributorships in 
every state of the nation: Congratula- 
tions on a job well donele 

O 


HONORING BRIGADIER GENERAL 
WALLER ON HIS RETIREMENT 


e Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise to 
honor Brigadier General Joseph N. 
Waller on the occasion of his retire- 
ment from the Rhode Island Air Na- 
tional Guard. 

For the past thirty-one years, Gen- 
eral Waller has dedicated himself to 
the citizens of our country and the 
Ocean state. He was first assigned to 
the 148rd Special Operations Squadron 
in July 1967 as a troop carrier pilot. 
The next year he was assigned as a tac- 
tical airlift pilot, a duty he performed 
for the next twenty-three years. Dur- 
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ing this time, he also served as a flight 
leader and instructor pilot. General 
Waller is a command pilot who has 
logged 4,500 flying hours. 

General Waller is noted not only for 
his piloting skills, but also for his lead- 
ership. In 1981, he was selected as com- 
mander of the 143rd Tactical Airlift 
Squadron. In December 1987, he was re- 
assigned to Headquarters, Rhode Island 
National Guard and named Deputy 
Chief of Staff. Three years later he be- 
came Chief of Staff. The very next year 
he was elevated to the position of As- 
sistant Adjutant General, the position 
he holds today. 

General Waller chairs the Eastern 
Region of the Air National Guard Long 
Range Planning Process and serves as 
the Air National Guard Assistant of 
Strategic Planning to the US Air Force 
Long Range Planning Office. He is well 
suited to these positions because dur- 
ing his thirty years in the Rhode Island 
National Guard, General Waller has 
witnessed and provided leadership 
through immense change. When Gen- 
eral Waller first joined the Guard in 
the 1960s, the United States was im- 
mersed in turmoil both at home and 
abroad. The goals and role of the mili- 
tary in the states and overseas were 
confused and conflicted. During the 
next decade, the United States moved 
to an all volunteer force, fundamen- 
tally changing the nature of the Guard. 
Then in the 1980s, military goals and 
perspectives shifted again during an 
enormous buildup which peaked in 1985 
with a record budget of $300 billion. 

Now, once again, the Guard is adjust- 
ing to new era of reduced force struc- 
ture, budget constraints, and base clo- 
sures. Members of the Guard no longer 
train one weekend a month and two 
weeks each summer. Instead, they par- 
ticipate 110-120 days a year and work 
side-by-side with their active duty col- 
leagues on missions in countries 
around the world. General Waller has 
been through it all and has never 
wavered from the core values of the 
Guard: integrity first, service before 
self, and excellence in all that is done. 

General Waller is clearly an out- 
standing soldier. His military awards 
and decorations include the Legion of 
Merit; Meritorious Service Medal with 
two bronze oak leaf clusters; Air Force 
Commendation Medal; Air Force 
Achievement Medal; Outstanding Unit 
Award; Combat Readiness medal with 
three bronze oak leaf clusters; National 
Defense Service Medal with one star; 
Air Force Longevity Service Award 
Ribbon with one silver and three 
bronze oak leaf clusters; Armed Forces 
Reserve medal with gold hourglass; 
Small Arms Expert Markmanship Rib- 
bon; Air Force Training Ribbon; Rhode 
Island Star with one oak leaf cluster; 
Rhode Island Defense Medal; and Rhode 
Island National Guard Service Medal 
with eagle and V' device. 

General Waller is also an outstanding 
citizen. He is the devoted husband of 
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Carol, the loving father of Wendy, Jay 
and Jill and the proud grandfather of 
three boys. Throughout the years he 
has also given to his community as a 
Boy Scout Master and a Sunday school 
teacher. 

General Waller rose from the enlisted 
ranks and has occupied and succeeded 
at virtually every level of command. 
He inspired and empowered those 
around him. He cares deeply for the 
Guard and the people in it. We are hon- 
ored by the legacy he leaves behind and 
aspire to ensure that General Waller is 
always proud of the Guard in the fu- 
ture. 

— 


DAY OF REMEMBRANCE 


è Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise 
today, April 23, as the United States 
Congress joins hands with the United 
States Holocaust Memorial Museum 
and conducts a Day of Remembrance 
ceremony in the Rotunda of the Cap- 
itol. This ceremony, and those in each 
of the 50 State capitols and in some 200 
cities and towns throughout the na- 
tion, honors the memory of those 11 
plus million Holocaust victims and the 
millions more who survived but found 
their pre-WWII lives in shambles and in 
all too many cases, irretrievable. 

This year’s ceremony pays special 
tribute to the children, those innocent 
victims of the war and the Nazis’ perse- 
cution. That they survived is remark- 
able. In some instances, they bear the 
physical markings of their plight. Oth- 
ers carry their wounds in their hearts 
and heads. 

That this great nation mandates a 
Day of Remembrance ceremony is an 
indication of its commitment to his- 
torical memory. But an equally impor- 
tant part of our effort to learn from 
the past is the presence of the United 
States Holocaust Memorial Museum. 
Its mission is to advance Holocaust 
memory, education and scholarship. 
This week marks its 5th anniversary. 

Five years ago, no one would have 
predicted the reaction of the United 
States to the opening of the Holocaust 
Museum. Estimates of visitation, even 
those most rosy, were low by a factor 
of more than two. Expecting 750,000 
visitors under the highest estimate, 
the museum welcomed over 2 million 
in its first year and every year since. 
Just drive by the Holocaust Museum 
any morning and see the line stretch- 
ing around the building. 

While I reflect on the Holocaust Mu- 
seum, I feel it appropriate to mention 
the work of a distinguished Vermonter, 
Professor Raul Hilberg. Professor 
Hilberg spent many years educating 
students at the University of Vermont 
about the Holocaust, but few people 
know how instrumental he was in fur- 
thering Holocaust related research as a 
real serious enterprise. It wasn't until 
Raul Hilberg began his study of this 
important subject that historians 
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began to take it seriously, and his re- 
search preceded the concept of the Hol- 
ocaust Memorial Museum. Professor 
Hilberg was instrumental in furthering 
the Museum’s research programs and 
many feel that he serves as a father 
figure to the institution. 


Americans care about the past and 
want the world they leave to their chil- 
dren to be a better and safer place. 
They have learned well the lessons 
from the fall of German democracy and 
the rise of Nazism. They look around 
the world today and see acts of geno- 
cide and crimes against humanity and 
rightly worry about our future. 


They come to the Holocaust Museum 
because it informs and educates. It 
makes disregarding the past and even 
contemporary acts of genocide and 
crimes against humanity more dif- 
ficult. 


We as a nation benefit greatly from 
this institution which stands as a tes- 
tament to the horrors of the past and 
guards against a reoccurrence in the 
future.e 


O — | 


NEBRASKA CULTURAL 
PRESERVATION ENDOWMENT 


e Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I would 
like to talk about an exceptional, inno- 
vative effort in Nebraska; the creation 
of a $5 million Nebraska Cultural Pres- 
ervation Endowment. Last week the 
Nebraska Legislature approved, and 
Governor Nelson signed legislation to 
make Nebraska the first state in the 
nation to establish a combined funding 
source for arts and humanities pro- 
grams. 


I am very hopeful that this pioneer 
endeavor will safeguard Nebraska's cul- 
tural programs from the uncertainty of 
federal funding and private donations. 
And I have high hopes that this perma- 
nent state resource will provide the Ne- 
braska Arts Council and Nebraska Hu- 
manities Council the flexible, broad- 
based kind of support that they need to 
do the best job possible. Moreover, the 
foresight, diligence and creativity of 
those who conceived of this venture 
will undoubtedly ensure that future 
generations of Nebraskans will benefit 
from a vibrant cultural life, historical 
tourism and economic development 
which this public-private partnership 
will foster. 


At this time, I would like to applaud 
the efforts of those who made this En- 
dowment possible. Governor Ben Nel- 
son, State Senator LaVon Crosby, of 
Lincoln, Jennifer Severin Clark of the 
Nebraska Arts Council and Jane Hood 
of the Nebraska Humanities Council 
are all to be highly commended. Thank 
you for your leadership, commitment 
and courage in this endeavor and con- 
gratulations on a job very well done.e 
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150TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
WOMEN’S RIGHTS MOVEMENT 


è Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize the 150th Anniver- 
sary of the Women’s Rights Movement 
of the United States. This courageous 
movement which began in 1848 in Sen- 
eca Falls, New York at the first Wom- 
en’s Rights Convention ever held, 
changed the nation irrevocably. The 
Women's Rights Movement had a pro- 
found impact on women and all Ameri- 
cans. It opened up many new doors and 
increased opportunities for women in 
all fields. The work to achieve equality 
for women that began in 1848, has con- 
tinued over the course of seven genera- 
tions. It is for this reason that this sig- 
nificant movement in American his- 
tory should be increasingly recognized 
by our nation’s citizens, especially our 
children. 

The significance of this year cannot 
be stressed enough. This 150th Anniver- 
sary, under the national theme: Liv- 
ing the Legacy: Women’s Rights Move- 
ment 1948-1998“ should be widely recog- 
nized and celebrated throughout the 
year and into the future.e 


— U— 


TRIBUTE TO BETSY STEVENS OF 
THE CAPE COD CHAPTER OF THE 
RED CROSS 


e Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is a 
privilege to take this opportunity to 
pay tribute to Betsy Stevens, who re- 
cently retired as Disaster Chairman for 
the Cape Cod Chapter of the American 
Red Cross. 

Betsy Stevens has served with great 
distinction in this position for the past 
six years. One of her most impressive 
achievements was hosting the recent 
Eastern Disaster Conference. Over 200 
Red Cross disaster volunteers from the 
Eastern United States attended this 
conference hosted by the Cape Cod 
Chapter. 

In her capacity as Chairman, Mrs. 
Stevens did an excellent job organizing 
and training volunteers to provide 
services to the victims of disasters. 
During her tenure, Red Cross volun- 
teers responded to disasters such as the 
Oklahoma City bombing, the hurricane 
in Guam, and the paralyzing ice storm 
in Maine. 

On Cape Cod, Betsy Stevens was re- 
nowned for her availability to deal 
with sudden crises at all hours. She re- 
sponded to fires and airplane crashes, 
and manned shelters during severe 
storms. She was skillful in recruiting 
shop owners to donate goods and serv- 
ices. She found emergency housing for 
victims and served countless holiday 
dinners. She deserves great credit for 
the exceptional readiness and high 
quality of the Red Cross volunteers of 
the Cape Cod Chapter. Her leadership 
will be greatly missed, but she has the 
gratitude of all of us for the job she did 
so well. è 
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GIRL SCOUTS OF THE U.S.A. GOLD 
AWARD 


è Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, today I 
would like to salute several out- 
standing young women who have 
earned the Girl Scouts of the U.S.A. 
Gold Award. All are members of the 
Red Lands Council of Girl Scouts in 
Oklahoma City, OK. 

These outstanding young women will 
be honored on April 30, 1998, for earning 
the highest achievement award in Girl 
Scouting. The Girl Scout Gold Award 
symbolizes the outstanding accom- 
plishments in the areas of leadership, 
community service, career planning, 
and personal development. The Girl 
Scout Award can be earned by girls 
ages 14-17 or in grades 9-12. 

Girl Scouts of the U.S.A., an organi- 
zation serving over 2.5 million girls, 
has awarded more than 25,000 Girl 
Scout Gold Awards to Senior Girl 
Scouts since the inception of the pro- 
gram in 1980. To receive the award, a 
Girl Scout must fulfill five require- 
ments: earn four interest project 
patches, earn the Career Exploration 
pin, earn the Senior Girl Scout Chal- 
lenge, and design and implement a Girl 
Scout Gold Award Project. A plan for 
fulfilling the requirements of the 
award is created by the Senior Girl 
Scout and carried out through close co- 
operation between the girl and an adult 
Girl Scout volunteer. 

The names and projects of the young 
women receiving the Girl Scout Gold 
Award are as follows: 

Mary Foster put up a fence, cleaned 
up and fixed headstones in her commu- 
nity cemetery. 

Laura Hubbard made a camp song 
book and set up a workshop to teach 
children and adults. 

Taneya Hamlin made a take-home 
booklet for children to learn about na- 
ture. She achieved this by designing 
and drawing an activity/coloring book 
for young visitors to Martin Park Na- 
ture Center. 

Rebecca Shappie provided a method 
to raise money for scholarships for kids 
to go to camp. 

Christina Hammond, Carrie Heaton, 
and Sara Brannan, designed an Erosion 
Control Project at Lake Keystone 
which will benefit present and future 
generations. 

Patricia Bardick designed a program 
called Babies, Bears and Books.” 

Jennifer Hall designed a program 
called “Boredom Buster and Beauty 
Bags” for the Baptist Children’s Home. 

Parthenia Harding, Erica Hill, Nina 
Holman, Jamila Jones and Rachel 
Landry-Gators set up and taught a 
basic American Red Cross course at an 
elementary school. 

Michelle Lambertus created 
“Huggable Gingerbread,” a puppet 
show for children in the hospital. 

Joelle Parrot and Jamie Smith orga- 
nized and staffed a community blood 
drive. 
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The earning of the Girl Scout Gold 
Award is a major accomplishment for 
these young women, and I believe they 
should receive the public recognition 
due them for this significant service to 
their community and their country.e 

——— 


CONGRATULATIONS TO C. VIVIAN 
STRINGER AND THE SCARLET 
KNIGHTS 


èe Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise today to congratulate the Rutgers 
University women’s basketball coach, 
C. Vivian Stringer, and her team for 
their excellent success this past season 
when the Scarlet Knights made it to 
the NCAA Tournament. 

Even though Rutgers didn’t make it 
to the NCAA Final Four, losing to the 
Tennessee Lady Volunteers 92-60, Viv- 
ian and the talented young women 
whom she has recruited and cultivated 
are champions to all New Jerseyans. 

Vivian began her career building the 
fledgling women's basketball program 
at Cheyney State in Pennsylvania, 
bringing the team to the NCAA Cham- 
pionship game in 1982. She moved on to 
Iowa State, where for nine consecutive 
seasons she brought her team to the 
NCAA Tournament. And then she land- 
ed at Rutgers. 

As one most respected head coaches 
in women’s basketball history, Vivian 
has been named National Coach of the 
Year three times by her peers, as well 
as getting Coach of the Year awards 
from Sports Illustrated, USA Today, 
Naismith and the Black Coaches Asso- 
ciation. 

So Vivian’s success at Rutgers, how- 
ever remarkable, is not unexpected. 
Before this year, the Scarlet Knights 
had not been to the NCAA Tournament 
since 1994. A recent news article in 
Newark, New Jersey’s Star-Ledger de- 
scribes the reasons behind Vivian’s 
thriving tenure best, I think. It said 
that Vivian, now in her third season: 
“pumped Rutgers with fresh talent and 
a distaste for mediocrity, a combina- 
tion that has triggered the Scarlet 
Knights’ rise and surge through the 
NCAA Tournament.“ 

Vivian has worked hard to recruit 
gifted women, instill discipline in prac- 
tice and competition, and most impor- 
tantly, inspire self-confidence among 
the players. The women attracted to 
the Rutger’s basketball program all ex- 
celled in their high school years and 
have a strong desire to contribute to 
the game at a college level. The num- 
ber of awards that the players on the 
team have received individually is part 
of an impressive collection, with hon- 
ors such as Parade all-American, Rook- 
ies of the Year, Gatorade Player of the 
Year, and Sports Illustrated Faces in 
the Crowd.” 

Again, I congratulate Vivian on her 
hard work and the ambitious young 
women who play for her. I wish them 
continued success. 
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TRIBUTE TO MR. WALTER M. 
HAUK, JR. 


è Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, the 
Knights of Columbus recently honored 
Mr. Walter Hauk, Jr. for his contribu- 
tions as the State Advocate over the 
past two years. I rise today to recog- 
nize Mr. Hauk and to discuss some of 
his outstanding contributions to his 
community. 

A resident of Plymouth Township, 
Pennsylvania, Walter has taken a very 
active role in local affairs. Over the 
past 25 years, Walter has been a corner- 
stone of the Knights of Columbus. In 
fact, he has held all of the top offices in 
the organization. In addition, he has 
served as member of the Conshohocken 
Zoning Board, assisted in the 
Conshohocken Soap Box Derby, and 
served as a Scout Master. Further- 
more, I would note that he earned a de- 
gree in accounting by attending 
evening classes at St. Joseph’s Univer- 
sity. 

By all accounts, Walter is a dedicated 
husband and father. He and his wife, 
Carol, were blessed with four children— 
two sons and two daughters. They are 
also proud grandparents. 

Mr. President, Walter has dedicated 
his life to his family and his commu- 
nity. I ask my colleagues to join me in 
extending the Senate’s best wishes for 
continued success to Mr. Hauk and his 
family. @ 


DONOR AWARENESS WEEK, APRIL 
19-25 


èe Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to proclaim this week, April 19- 
25, 1998 as “Donor Awareness Week.” 
Organ and tissue donation is a very im- 
portant issue. There is a critical need 
to bring this issue to the forefront. Na- 
tionally, nine out of ten individuals die 
while waiting for a lifesaving trans- 
plant. Awareness should be promoted 
at national and local levels. 

I would also like to take this oppor- 
tunity to recognize some individuals 
who work very hard to raise organ and 
transplant awareness. The volunteers 
at the Lakeshore Transplant Support 
Group in Muskegon, Michigan work on 
a daily basis to do so. I commend their 
dedication on behalf of this issue. 
Hopefully, more people will follow in 
their example and work to raise aware- 
ness of the importance of organ and 
tissue donation.¢ 


—ñ! S;n— 


MEASURE READ FOR THE FIRST 
TIME S. 1981 


Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand that S. 1981, which was intro- 
duced earlier today by Senator HUTCH- 
INSON, is at the desk. I now ask for its 
first reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the bill for the first 
time. 
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The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 1981) to preserve the balance of 
rights between employers, employees, and 
labor organizations, which is fundamental to 
our system of collective bargaining while 
preserving the rights of workers to organize, 
or otherwise engage in concerted activities 
protected under the National Labor Rela- 
tions Act. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I now 
ask for its second reading, and I object 
to my own request on behalf of Mem- 
bers on the other side of the aisle. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be read the second time on the 
next legislative day. 

O 


MAKING A TECHNICAL 
CORRECTION TO S. RES. 414 


Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of S. Res. 215, submitted earlier 
today by Senator HUTCHISON. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:. 

A resolution (S. Res. 215) directing the Sec- 
retary of the Senate to request the House of 
Representatives to return the official papers 
on S. 414, and to make a technical correction 
in the Act as passed by the Senate. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider- 
ation of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be agreed to and the motion to recon- 
sider be laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to, as follows: 

S. RES. 215 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate 
is directed to request the House of Rep- 
resentatives to return to the Senate the offi- 
cial papers on S. 414, entitled An Act to 
amend the Shipping Act of 1984 to encourage 
competition in international shipping and 
growth of United States exports, and for 
other purposes”. 

SEC. 2. Upon the return of the official pa- 
pers from the House of Representatives, the 
Secretary of the Senate is directed to make 
the following change in the text of the bill, 
viz: 

In the amendment of section 8(f) of the 
Shipping Act of 1984 by section 106(e) of the 
bill, insert a comma and including limita- 
tions of liability for cargo loss or damage,” 
after practices“. 


215) was 


APPOINTMENTS BY THE 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the President pro 
tempore, and upon the recommenda- 
tion of the Democratic Leader, pursu- 
ant to the provisions of S. Res. 208 of 
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the 105th Congress, appoints the fol- 
lowing Senators to the Special Com- 
mittee on the Year 2000 Technology 
Problem: The Senator from Con- 
necticut (Mr. DODD), Vice Chairman, 
The Senator from New York (Mr. Moy- 


NIHAN), and The Senator from New 
Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN). 
—— 
ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, APRIL 24, 
1998 


Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in adjournment until 10 a.m. on 
Friday, April 24. I further ask that on 
Friday, immediately following the 
prayer, the routine requests through 
the morning hour be granted and the 
Senate then begin consideration of the 
conference report to accompany H.R. 
1757, the State Department reorganiza- 
tion bill, under’ the consent agreement 
of March 31, 1998. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

——— 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREE- 
MENT—CONFERENCE REPORT ON 
H.R. 1757 


Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, for 
the information of all Senators, the 
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Senate will begin debate tomorrow on 
the State Department reorganization 
conference report under a 6-hour time 
agreement. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the vote on the adoption of 
the conference report now occur at 2:25 
p.m. on Tuesday, April 28, with the pre- 
viously ordered 10 minutes to com- 
mence at 2:15 Tuesday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


— 


PROGRAM 


Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, as 
previously ordered, the vote on the 
conference report will now occur on 
Tuesday at 2:25 p.m. I announce to the 
membership that the vote scheduled 
for Monday, April 27, at 5:30 p.m. now 
be postponed until 6 p.m. on Monday, 
and will be on an executive matter to 
be determined on Friday, April 24, by 
the majority leader after consultation 
with the Democratic leader. Also, 
under the previous order, when the 
Senate reconvenes on Monday and fol- 
lowing morning business, the Senate 
will proceed to executive session to 
consider the NATO treaty. It is hoped 
that there will be good debate on the 
treaty and that Members who wish to 


April 23, 1998 


offer amendments will come to the 
floor to do so. Therefore, there will be 
no rolicall votes during Friday's ses- 
sion, and the next rollcall vote will 
occur on Monday, April 27, at 6 p.m. 


— 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A. M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be- 
fore the Senate, I now ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate stand in ad- 
journment under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 8:27 p.m., adjourned until Friday, 
April 24, 1998, at 10 a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate April 23, 1998: 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 


NIKKI RUSH TINSLEY. OF MARYLAND, TO BE INSPEC- 
TOR GENERAL, ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, 
VICE JOHN C. MARTIN, RESIGNED. 


THE JUDICIARY 


ROBERT A. FREEDBERG, OF PENNSYLVANIA, TO BE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN 
DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA VICE THOMAS N. O'NEILL, 
JR.. RETIRED. 

DAVID R. HERNDON, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT 
OF ILLINOIS VICE WILLIAM L. BEATTY, RETIRED. 
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CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 
HON. RON KIND 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, the announcement 
by the House leadership to allow an open and 
honest debate on campaign finance reform 
has been cheered by editorials and reform ac- 
tivists throughout the country. |, however, am 
withholding my enthusiasm. We have been 
given false promises before and | will not cele- 
brate until we actually take part in a truly open 
debate on this issue on the House floor. 

| am not yet convinced that our goal of 
passing meaningful reform will happen given 
the history of the Republican leadership in the 
House and the Senate on this issue. In spite 
of the support of a majority of the members of 
the Senate, reform was defeated by proce- 
dural maneuvers. In the House a majority of 
the members have been advocating for a year 
and a half in support of campaign reform, yet 
we haven't gotten a vote. | hope that the lead- 
ership has finally seen that the public wants 
Congress to do something about big money in 
politics. 

Mr. Speaker | will continue my effort to keep 
this issue at the forefront until | am assured 
that an open honest debate will happen on 
campaign finance reform. The people of west- 
ern Wisconsin will accept nothing less. 


HONORING FILIPINA S. MACAHILIG 
HON. SAM FARR 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
to note the passing of a woman whose loving 
care for her family and community spanned 
half the world, for over half a century. 

Filipina S. Macahilig began life in Manila, 
graduating from the University of the Phil- 
ippines before working as a nurse through 
World War Il. The children at the schools on 
Panay Island were comforted by her tender 
and competent care. 

At wars end, Ms. Macahilig moved to the 
United States, first to San Francisco and then 
to the Monterey Peninsula, where she contin- 
ued to care for the ill and infirm. She and her 
beloved husband Edel raised her large family: 
four sons, Rene, Felicisimo, Requiro and 
Edilberto, and four daughters, Alice, Berna- 
dette, Suzanne and Teresita, all of whom 
graduated with highest honors and became 
outstanding members of their communities. 
Her warmth extended outwards into the com- 
munity through her service as a longtime 
member and officer of the Filipino Community 
Organization of the Monterey Peninsula. She 


replenished her spirit at the Carmel Mission 
Basilica where she was a faithful parishioner. 
She cared for her fourteen grandchildren and 
five great-grandchildren with her own special 
kind of gentle compassion, providing a model 
of humanity that they will carry with them al- 
ways. 

Her death at the age of 87 was a loss, but 
her generous spirit will continue to warm and 
nurture the community through the memories 
she has left with us. 

— 


RECOGNIZING GEORGE DICKINSON 
HON. GLENN POSHARD 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
take a moment to recognize the achievements 
and services of my constituent, George Dickin- 
son of Flora, Illinois, who serves as Scout- 
master for Boy Scout Troop 282. He has vol- 
unteered for the Boy Scouts of America for 
fifty years and has remained committed to this 
organization and his community. 

George has demonstrated excellent service 
to his troops by teaching them how to survive 
in the wilderness and respect others. Over the 
past fifty years, he has taken his troops on a 
variety of trips to help them understand the 
great outdoors even better, including a trek to 
the Philmont Boy Scout Ranch in New Mexico, 
canoeing the boundary waters of Minnesota, 
and hiking the Appalachian trail through Geor- 
gia. It is refreshing to know we can rely on 
role models such as George to mentor our 
youth. 

George has received numerous awards 
from the local and national Boy Scout coun- 
cils, including the Silver Beaver Award, the 
District Award of Merit and the Veteran Scout- 
er Award. He is dedicated to his Troop and 
dedicated to the service of the Boy Scouts. 

George is not only an exemplary role model 
for the Boy Scouts of Troop 282, but also for 
the state of Illinois and it is with the greatest 
honor that | can represent George in this 
body. Mr. Speaker, please join me in recog- 
nizing George Dickinson for his milestone fifty 
years of service to the Boy Scouts and the 
Flora community. 


UKRAINE 
HON. BOB SCHAFFER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, April 23, 1998 
Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, in August 1991, the people of 
Ukraine courageously and proudly proclaimed 
independence from the Soviet Union, and im- 


mediately faced the dual challenges of restruc- 
turing both a centralized economy and authori- 
tarian political system. Unlike the often erratic 
progression of other post-Soviet nations, 
Ukraine has moved cautiously and steadily to- 
ward a free-market economy and multi-party 
democracy. Just last month, Ukraine success- 
fully held its first national Parliamentary elec- 
tions under a new democratic Constitution and 
recently passed federal election law. Nearly 
seventy percent of the citizenry turned out to 
cast a ballot in this monumental election. 

Any transition of this magnitude, however, 
will naturally encounter both progress, as well 
as setbacks. Ukraine, as Europe’s second- 
largest nation with 51 million citizens, has 
faced particular challenges in transforming a 
misguided and convoluted Soviet economic 
system into a transparent and viable economy, 
open and appealing to eager foreign investors. 
Many American investors have faced signifi- 
cant obstacles and complications attempting to 
operate in this difficult environment. 

The fiscal year 1998 Foreign Operations Ap- 
propriations bill, signed into law by President 
Clinton last year, requires U.S. Secretary of 
State Madeline Albright to “certify no later 
than April 30, 1998 that the government of 
Ukraine has made significant progress toward 
resolving complaints by U.S. investors.” With- 
out such certification, the U.S. shall, under 
law, withhold fifty percent of the fiscal year 
1998 foreign assistance funding to Ukraine, 
not including funds used for nuclear safety 
purposes. Given our country’s vital long-term 
Strategic interest in Ukraine, however, it is my 
hope that investor complaints have been suffi- 
ciently resolved to warrant Secretary Albright’s 
certification on April 30. 

American and Ukrainian officials alike have 
stated that the development and improvement 
of Ukraine's business climate is crucial for 
Ukraine’s continued path toward a true, mar- 
ket-oriented economy. While America should 
commend the reform efforts attained by 
Ukraine in 1997, which have resulted in the 
lowest rate of inflation since independence, 
the stabilization of Ukraine’s monetary unit, 
and the continued privatization of state-owned 
enterprises, it is equally important for Ukraine 
to achieve deregulation in product licensing 
and to pursue further restructuring of its en- 
ergy and agricultural sectors. It is my hope 
that Ukraine can achieve these additional, 
much-needed reforms through the assistance 
of continued U.S. engagement. 

Acknowledging America’s role in Ukraine's 
continued economic development, former am- 
bassador to Ukraine William Green Miller re- 
cently stated, “the United States has the ca- 
pacity to continue the levels of support it has 
given in the past, and in fact, should look to 
increase those levels in order to ensure a suc- 
cessful outcome.” The Ukrainian government 
has indicated that without increased foreign in- 
vestment, many structural reforms already in 
place would be difficult to maintain. For this 


@ This bullet“ symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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reason, the Ukrainian government recently 
formed the Special Task Force on Corporate 
Governance and Shareholder Rights. The pur- 
pose of this task force is to enhance the in- 
vestment climate in Ukraine and improve its 
competitiveness in the international market- 
place. 

The existence of informal and unofficial 
economies remains a frequent complaint 
among businesses attempting to operate in 
Ukraine. Such malfeasance can most properly 
be attributed to Ukraine's years under Soviet 
rule, where such practice was commonplace, 
and does not reflect the overall will or potential 
of the nation. Rather than turning our backs 
on a promising democracy because it retains 
unfortunate remnants of a failed, oppressive 
political doctrine, it is my belief that we should 
instead continue to engage this aspiring, re- 
covering independent nation and encourage 
the constructive reform Ukraine has already 
initiated. 

Rebuking Ukraine for its greatest chal- 
lenges, rather than assisting her with them, is 
counterproductive and could send the signal to 
other nations that America has lost confidence 
in Ukraine's ability to further reform its system. 
Such an outcome could defeat years of 
progress in this important democracy, and 
weaken the beneficial relationship between 
our two nations. It is essential that the United 
States continues to work toward ensuring an 
economically viable Ukraine which is critical to 
continued peace and stability in the region. 


— 


WORKERS MEMORIAL DAY: 
ORGANIZING AWARD 


HON. BOB FILNER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the United Domestic Workers of 
America/AFSCME, AFL-CIO, as they are hon- 
ored by the San Diego-imperial Counties 
Labor Council, AFL-CIO for their contributions 
to the labor movement and to the community 
as a whole. 

The UDW Organizing Committee is being 
recognized by the Labor Council with its “Or- 
ganizing Award” for their historic organizing 
drive in which they made over 10,000 house 
visits and signed up 3,200 home care workers 
in a record 3% months last summer. 

These home care workers, who provide do- 
mestic and personal care services to the el- 
derly and disabled, earn minimum wage with 
no benefits. While they give their service in 
caring for the sick and infirm, they have no 
sick leave, no health insurance, and no retire- 
ment. Even though their work is controlled by 
the county and paid by the state, they are not 
recognized as permanent employees. They 
are called independent providers and have no 
employee rights. 

To correct this situation, the new members 
of UDW have set up organizing committees in 
San Diego's five supervisorial districts, 
prioritized their demands for improving their 
jobs, trained 30 new delegates for the UDW 
State Convention, and initiated a membership 
service program to include emergency assist- 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


ance, legal consultations, life and medical in- 
surance, and representation at benefit appeal 
hearings. UDW is also working on legislation 
and local initiatives to establish legal recogni- 
tion and collective bargaining rights for inde- 
pendent providers. 


Having completed these successful accom- 
plishments, UDW is now in the second phase 
of its campaign to organize the remaining 
6,000 independent providers. 


As a friend and supporter of UDW for many 
years, | want to sincerely congratulate the 
UDW Organizing Committee and its members 
on receiving this significant award from the 
San Diego-imperial Counties Labor Council for 
your many long hours and labor-intensive 
work in the cause of justice! 


— 


HONORING BLISSFIELD'S 
NATIONAL HEROES 


HON. NICK SMITH 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
to pay special tribute to four of my constitu- 
ents who have demonstrated the true meaning 
of community service. So many people talk 
about the need to get involved and pitch in 
when they see a problem, but in my district is 
blessed to have four young people who put 
those words into action. 


This week, the Make A Difference Day com- 
mittee, organized by USA Weekend, named 
the group of Christi Stoker, Natalie 
Eisenmann, Amanda Nicolai, and Stephanie 
Powell among ten recipients of a national 
award from the Make A Difference Day Foun- 
dation. 


These girls offered some helping hands to a 
homeless shelter in Toledo, not too far from 
their hometown of Blissfield, Michigan. The 
girls, who are 13, organized a coalition of 
community members to donate books, games, 
wallpaper, and other materials to make this 
shelter more of a home for the kids and their 
parents who sought refuge there. They ended 
up collecting more than $800 in contributions 
for the shelter. 


And, these special young people didn't stop 
there. They helped a young girl at the shelter 
and her mother find a place to live. The girls 
still stay in touch with the family to whom they 
gave this precious gift. 


Mr. Speaker, we are a nation that turns fa- 
mous people into heroes—TV and movie stars 
and our national journalists. But to me, Amer- 
ica’s true heroes are those who devote time 
and energy in their communities to give or 
offer assistance and compassion to those who 
need it. 

Few people who have performed that task 
better than Christi Stoker, Natalie Eisenmann, 
Amanda Nicolai, and Stephanie Powell. 


April 23, 1998 
HONORING ARTHUR MITTELDORF 


HON. SAM FARR 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor Arthur Mitteldorf, a devoted 
conservationist and warm friend and respected 
member of the community. 

Mr. Mitteldorfs contributions cannot be 
measured. Throughout the years, he freely 
gave of his time and knowledge to environ- 
mental advisory committees. He wrote persua- 
sive articles and commentaries on topics such 
as air quality, hazardous materials, and the 
consequences of building dams. His presence 
will be sorely missed by members of the 
Ventana Chapter of the Sierra Club, where he 
put words to the views of many. 

Early in life, his aesthetic sense found ex- 
pression in music. While obtaining a degree in 
chemistry from Brooklyn College, Arthur 
played the cello in orchestras and chamber 
ensembles. His life as a cello player was set 
aside to become a businessman, and he rose 
to become president and chief executive of 
Spex Industries, Inc. in Edison, New Jersey. 
Later in life he returned to his music as a 
member of the Chamber Music Society of the 
Monterey Peninsula and of the Carmel Music 
Society. 

Arthur Mitteldorf and his wife Harriet under- 
took a project that was two years in the doing. 
Together they searched Carmel Valley for a 
stand of redwoods that would epitomize the 
beauty of the area. In 1990, having found a 
majestic tract, they donated 1,100 acres of 
redwood dotted canyons and hills to the Big 
Sur Land Trust. It is now known as the 
Mitteldorf Preserve. The Preserve not only 
provides a refuge for flora and fauna, but has 
become the centerpiece of the Land Trust 
public outreach, multiplying the Mitteldorfs 
contribution by setting an example to others to 
join them in their love for the land. 

Arthur Mitteldorfs generosity, his staunch 
defense of the environment, and his commit- 
ment to his community will be sorely missed 
by all who knew him. Our hearts go out to his 
family. We can take solace in the knowledge 
that his contributions will enrich generations 
into the future. 


RECOGNIZING HELEN DILLARD 
HON. GLENN POSHARD 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
take a moment to recognize the accomplish- 
ments of my constituent, Mrs. Helen Dillard of 
Eldorado, Illinois. She is celebrating her fiftieth 
year serving the people of Illinois as a labora- 
tory technologist, and | want to commend her 
on reaching this exceptional milestone. 

As co-chair of the House Rural Health Care 
Coalition, | am pleased to see that my con- 
stituents are helping to truly make a difference 
in the medical community. For twenty years, 
Helen worked at the Farrell Hospital, and for 
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twelve years she served the Hardin County 
General Hospital. She then went on to Pearce 
Hospital, and is currently working at the Har- 
risburg Medical Center, where she has im- 
pressed her co-workers with her diligence, skill 
and personality. 

In addition, Helen is a model citizen in her 
hometown community. She participates in a 
wide range of activities and never hesitates to 
lend a hand to friends and neighbors. Helen is 
a faithful Christian and community leader who 
devotes her time and talent to the local church 
as an accomplished pianist, organist and sing- 
er. 

Helen’s kind generosity and dedication has 
brought her respect and admiration at work 
and at home. Mr. Speaker, please join with 
me in recognizing Helen Dillard for her mile- 
stone fifty years of service to the medical com- 
munity and to the people of Eldorado. 


— 


CORTLAND ZONTA CLUB NAM ES 
1998 WOMAN OF ACHIEVEMENT 


HON. JAMES T. WALSH 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, today | would like 
to acknowledge the very special contributions 
to my community and to humanity in general 
by an outstanding individual, the 1998 Zonta 
Woman of Achievement award winner in 
Cortland, N.Y., Mrs. Anna Forcucci. 

Anna Forcucci is best known for her dedica- 
tion to community health care, especially in 
her work for the Cortland Memorial Hospital 
and the Cortland Memorial Foundation. 

As an employee of the hospital for 20 years, 
she has served in many roles. As Director of 
Volunteers for 12 of those years, she led 500 
individuals and began many new programs. 
She was instrumental in the success of the 
1993 Additions and Alterations Campaign 
which raised about $1 million. She is respon- 
sible for the great success of the Teen Age 
Volunteer Program, and for expanding it to in- 
clude boys as well as girls. All participants 
gain experience in the health care setting and 
benefit from scholarships for academic serv- 
ice. 

Anna is a role model not only for young 
women, but for all workers in the health care 
industry. She is highly regarded in her field 
among her colleagues around New York 
State. 

Always the leader, she graduated from 
LeMoyne College in Syracuse summa cum 
laude in history and was awarded the Bishop 
Ferry Prize for highest grades in religion. 

Anna has served on many boards with orga- 
nizations such as the Salvation Army, the 
YWCA, the County Community Services, the 
Groton Health Center, and the J.M. Murray 
Center. She is a member of Zonta, the Fort- 
nightly Club and the Church Women United, 
and since her retirement has remained active 
as a hospital volunteer and chair of the south- 
ern zone of the State Hospital Volunteer Asso- 
ciation. 

Anna Forcucci is a citizen of the highest 
character, integrity and ethical standards. It is 
with great pleasure that | ask my colleagues to 
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recognize her accomplishments and to thank 
the Zonta Club of Cortland County for naming 
Anna the Woman of Achievement for 1998. 


— 


ACKNOWLEDGING ASHLEY SCOTT 
AND MEAGHAN MOORE 


HON. BOB SCHAFFER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, | rise today to acknowledge two 
young constituents from Colorado’s Fourth 
Congressional District, Miss Ashley Scott and 
Miss Meaghan Moore who have the courage 
to speak out on a subject which most adults 
are noticeably silent—what happens to chil- 
dren who are raised in a society which has 
lost its respect for life. Violent acts committed 
by children have increased in the last two dec- 
ades. With each terrible incident, we are 
struck with horror and bewilderment, unable or 
perhaps unwilling to answer our own ques- 
tion—what has happened to our children? 

The answer to this question comes not from 
scientists or statesmen, but from the mouths 
of babes, the children whose lives have been 
profoundly affected by a culture of violence. 
Mr. Speaker, | hereby submit for the RECORD 
a letter submitted to the Coloradoan April 16, 
1998 by Ashley and Meaghan, both twelve 
years old. 

We want to inform people about how abor- 
tion is affecting children like us. In Arkansas 
recently, two boys, our age, murdered four 
young girls and one teacher. They are still to 
be punished for their crime. We want to know 
why mothers can get away with abortion when 
12-year-old boys may get punished for mur- 
der. 

We believe murder is murder, whether it is 
a shooting, stabbing, or abortion. Numerous 
amounts of mothers have killed an unborn 
child and not given them a chance to live. We 
also believe that doctors who carry out abor- 
tions are wrong. Everyone should have a 
chance to eat ice cream and get messy, play 
in puddles and get wet. And every mother can 
experience the warmth of a hug from a child. 
We understand mothers are confused and 
afraid, but they should think twice before get- 
ting pregnant. If we all take a stand, we can 
stop abortion. 

Mr. Speaker, thank you for considering the 
opinions of these two young and bright con- 
stituents from Colorado. 


——— 


WORKERS MEMORIAL DAY: 
FRIENDS OF LABOR AWARD 


HON. BOB FILNER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Mary Tong, Molly Busico and Mi- 
chael Busico, as they are honored by the San 
Diego-Imperial Counties Labor Council, AFL- 
CIO for their dedication to helping working 
families and organized labor. 
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Mary Tong has worked for the labor move- 
ment for more than twenty years. She began 
her tireless efforts while still a teenager as she 
helped organize agricultural workers. 

In 1993, she founded the Support Com- 
mittee for Maquiladora Workers. As the Com- 
mittee’s Executive Director, she faces consid- 
erable risks to support the unionizing efforts of 
maquiladora workers. Mary played a critical 
role in assisting the workers at the Han Young 
plant to accomplish an historic feat by estab- 
lishing the first independent union in the 
maquiladora industry in the Tijuana border re- 
gion. In battling the corporations that move 
jobs south to Mexico to attempt to exploit 
workers, pay starvation wages, and disregard 
health and safety standards, Mary continues 
to break new ground in bringing together 
workers across borders. 

Molly and Michael Busico are a labor family, 
and they are also a labor business. They give 
generous financial support to San Diego's 
labor movement through their family business, 
American Income Life. Molly and Mike volun- 
teered to fund the Labor Council's Organizing 
Program and financed a toll free number and 
other campaign materials including banners 
and bumper stickers. Through American In- 
come Life, they graciously host hospitality 
rooms for various union conferences. 

Molly and Mike collect food on a monthly 
basis and donate it to the Labor Council's 
Community Services Program. When things 
get particularly busy, Molly volunteers in the 
Labor Council office. The Bosicos attend affil- 
iate rallies together, and recently the entire 
family participated in the Strawberry Workers 
March in Watsonville. The Bosicos are a good 
example of the family that organizes together, 
stays together. 

These three individuals are being honored 
by the Labor Council as Friends of Labor— 
members of the community whose work has 
strengthened labors efforts and who have 
touched the lives of thousands of San 
Diegans. It is truly fitting that the House of 
Representatives join in this recognition, and | 
am proud to salute this year’s honorees: Mary 
Tong, and Molly and Mike Busico. 


CONGRATULATIONS TO BOB 
DUNCAN 


HON. GEORGE P. RADANOVICH 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to congratulate Bob Duncan for being 
honored with the Silver Medallion Award. This 
award is the highest honor bestowed by the 
Boys & Girls Clubs of America. Bob Duncan 
has been a life long supporter of the Boys & 
Girls Club and is very deserving of this honor. 

Bob Duncan was born and raised in Fresno, 
California. He is the son of Lee R. Duncan 
and Mary Erma Duncan and has four grand- 
children. He attended California State Univer- 
sity, Fresno and served in the United States 
Army for three years during World War Il, 
where he was a Lieutenant in the Medical Ad- 
ministration Corps. 

Bob Duncan is currently on the Board of 
Governors at California State University, Fres- 
no. He serves on the Steering Committee of 
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the American Lung Association Celebrity Wait- 
ers Luncheon and is a member of the Fresno 
Rotary, Presidents, Circle-California State Uni- 
versity, Frenso, and Little Hero's-Big Heroes 
of Valley Childrens Hospital Program. He is 
the Director of the Fresno Metropolitan Mu- 
seum, Fresno City and County Boys & Girls 
Club, and the Fresno Athletic Hall of Fame. 
Additionally, he serves on the Executive Com- 
mittee of the Fresno Business Council, the Ex- 
ecutive Committee of the Fresno Convention 
& Business Bureau, and the State Center 
Community College Foundation. 

Bob Duncan has been honored with many 
awards. He has received the Presidents 
Award, been named Optimist Of The Year by 
the Greater Fresno Optimists, recognized as 
Boss of The Year by the National Secretaries 
Association and has received the Alumnus 
Award from the California State University, 
Fresno School of Business. He has been 
named Honorary Member of Beta Gramma 
Sigma and was honored with the Top Pro- 
ducer Award by the California State University, 
Frenso Bulldog Foundation. He has received 
the Friend of Youth Award from the Optimists 
Club, the Citizens Service Award from the 
Fresno Association For the Retarded, and has 
appropriately had the Campus Athletic Build- 
ing at California State University, Fresno 
named after him. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with great honor that | 
congratulate Bob Duncan for receiving the Sil- 
ver Medallion Award. | applaud his leadership 
and exceptional community involvement. | ask 
my colleagues to join me in wishing Bob Dun- 
can many more years of success. 


RECOGNIZING MOTHER 
CHARLOTTE EADES 


HON. GLENN POSHARD 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Speaker, it is my great 
honor to rise today in recognition of an excep- 
tional and inspirational woman, Mother Char- 
lotte Eades, to mark the occasion of her ap- 
pointment as State Supervisor of Women, 1st 
Jurisdiction of Illinois-Church of God in Christ. 
Mother Eades has served for twenty-eight 
years as the First Assistant to former State 
Supervisor of Women, Mother Carrie Cantrell. 
Sadly, Mother Cantrell recently passed away, 
but there could be no more dedicated, experi- 
enced or respected woman to succeed her 
than Mother Eades. 

In addition to being a devoted wife, mother, 
sister and friend, Mother Eades has served 
the church in many capacities. She has been 
a teacher, an evangelist, a missionary, an ad- 
visor, and for the past seven years, she has 
served as Dean of the C.H. Mason/William 
Roberts Bible College. Mother Eades is a true 
leader and a role model who gives selflessly 
and generously of her wisdom, time, experi- 
ence and talents. She has already touched so 
many lives, and as State Supervisor of 
Women she will have the wonderful oppor- 
tunity to touch so many more. 

On May 2, Mother Eades will be honored at 
a ceremony in Hickory Hills, Illinois, in recogni- 
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tion of her ascendance to the position of State 
Supervisor of Women. Mr. Speaker, it gives 
me great pleasure to add my congratulations 
and to express my deep gratitude for Mother 
Eades’ years of dedicated service and for the 
excellent example | know she will continue to 
set for Christian women everywhere. | know 
my colleagues join me in saluting Mother 
Eades on this very special occasion. 


TRIBUTE TO WILLIAM KONAR 
HON. TOM LANTOS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, today represent- 
atives of the Congress, the Administration, 
and the Supreme Court gathered in the Great 
Rotunda of this historic building for the Na- 
tional Civic Commemoration to remember the 
victims of the Holocaust. This annual national 
memorial service pays tribute to the six million 
Jews who died through senseless and system- 
atic Nazi terror and brutality. At this somber 
commemoration, we also honored those he- 
roic American and other Allied forces who lib- 
erated the Nazi concentration camps over half 
a century ago. 

Mr. Speaker, this past week Fortune Maga- 
zine, April 13, 1998, devoted several pages to 
an article entitled “Everything in History was 
Against Them,” which profiles five survivors of 
Nazi savagery who came to the United States 
penniless and built fortunes here in their 
adopted homeland. Mr. William Konar of 
Rochester, New York, was one of the five that 
Fortune Magazine selected to highlight in this 
extraordinary article, and | want to pay tribute 
to him today. 

William Konar, like the other four singled out 
by Fortune Magazine, has a unique story, but 
there are common threads to these five tales 
of personal success. The story of the penni- 
less immigrant who succeeds in America is a 
familiar theme in our nation’s lore, but these 
stories involve a degree of courage and deter- 
mination unmatched in the most inspiring of 
Horatio Alger’s stories. 

These men were, in the words of author 
Carol J. Loomis, “Holocaust survivors in the 
most rigorous sense,” they “actually experi- 
enced the most awful horrors of the Holo- 
caust, enduring a Nazi death camp or a con- 
centration camp or one of the ghettos that 
were essentially holding pens for those 
camps.” 

They picked themselves up “from the very 
cruelest of circumstances, they traveled to 
America and prospered as businessmen. They 
did it, to borrow a phrase from Elie Wiesel, 
when everything in history was against them.” 
They were teenagers or younger when World 
War Il began. They lost six years of their 
youth and six years of education. “They were 
deprived of liberty and shorn of dignity. All lost 
relatives, and most lost one or both parents. 
Each . . . was forced to live constantly with 
the threat of death and the knowledge that 
next time he might be “thumbed” not into a 
line of prisoners allowed to live, but into an- 
other line headed for the gas chambers.” 
Through luck and the sheer will to survive, 


April 23, 1998 


these were some of the very fortunate who 
loved to tell the story of that horror. 

The second part of their stories is also simi- 
lar—a variant of the American dream. These 
courageous men came to the United States 
with “little English and less money.” Despite 
their lack of friends and mentors, they found 
the drive to succeed. As Loomis notes, “many 
millions who were unencumbered by the 
heavy, exhausting baggage of the Holocaust 
had the same opportunities and never reached 
out to seize them as these men did.” Their 
success in view of the immense obstacles that 
impeded their path makes their stories all the 
more remarkable. 

One other element that is also common to 
these five outstanding business leaders—they 
are “Founders” of the U.S. Holocaust Memo- 
rial Museum here in Washington, DC. They 
have shown a strong commitment to remem- 
bering the brutal horrors of the Holocaust, 
paying honor to its victims, and working to 
prevent the repetition of this vicious inhu- 
manity. 

Mr. Speaker, William Konar is one of the 
five Holocaust survivors and leading American 
entrepreneurs highlighted in this article. Mr. 
Konar was extremely successful in developing 
a chain of 84 discount drugstores, and he has 
been active and successful in real estate after 
selling the drugstore operation. As we here in 
the Congress mark the annual Days of Re- 
membrance in honor of the victims of Nazi ter- 
ror, | am inserting the profile of William Konar 
from Fortune Magazine be placed in the 
RECORD. 


WILLIAM KONAR 
ROCHESTER, N.Y.—RACK JOBBING, DRUGSTORES, 
REAL ESTATE 

In the years since World War II, Bill 
Konar, now 68, has talked very little of his 
Holocaust experience, and as he made the ef- 
fort recently for a visitor, his face gradually 
tightened, coming to look as if he could 
barely squeeze out the words. He was the 
youngest child of four in a family that lived 
in the central Poland city of Radom. His fa- 
ther, a leather wholesaler, died when he was 
4—but not before the father had identified 
this son, Welwel by name then, as an uncon- 
trollable piece of work, a stealer from the fa- 
ther’s cash register even, who would surely 
someday end up in Alcatraz“ (indeed, infa- 
mous even in Radom). 

After the Germans marched into Poland, 
Radom’s Jews were first forced into work, 
then into ghettos, and ultimately into ter- 
rible episodes of separation, with the women 
and small children taken away and the men 
left in the ghettos. Bill, though only 12 and 
slight in build, was put with the men. After 
the time of separation, in July 1942, he never 
again saw his mother, his sister, her baby, or 
her husband (who had refused to leave his 
family). 

Throughout these years, Bill’s older broth- 
ers, Herszek (now Harry) and Moshe (now 
Morris), both teenagers, worked for the 
Wehrmacht. Aware, though, that his youth 
and small size made him look useless and ex- 
pendable, Bill hid in ghetto attics for long 
periods. Later he worked, doing food-depot 
duty that he remembers as grueling. 

By the summer of 1944, the Russians were 
advancing fast on the eastern front, and the 
Germans in Radom grew apprehensive that 
their Jews, many by then well-trained war 
workers, would escape. So the Konars and 
hundreds of other victims in the area were 
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put into a forced march for more than 100 
miles and at its end herded into railroad box- 
cars said to be headed for work camps in 
Germany. The stops turned out to include 
Auschwitz. There, the Jews were ordered out 
of their cars and subjected to still another 
weeding out in which the weak, elderly, and 
sick were shunted off to the gas chambers, 
and the others were shoved back onto the 
train. When the cars pulled out again, Bill 
was aboard, and so were his brothers. 

The three ended the war at a work camp 
near Stuttgart, Germany, where Bill fell 
under the protection of a German cook, who 
liked this imp of a kid, let him sneak food to 
his family, and, in the final days of war, even 
helped him hide a brother threatened with 
transport one more time. On liberation day 
for the Konars, May 7, 1945, Bill was 15— 
hardened way beyond his years, but still 15. 

Right after the war, Bill got into a school 
run by a relief agency and began to learn 
English. That gave him a head start when, in 
1946, he became part of a boatload of orphans 
brought to the U.S. and dispersed country- 
wide to homes that either wanted or would 
have them. They picked Rochester for me,” 
he says, and that's where he's been ever 
since (along with his brothers, who came 
later). In the city’s leading hospital, Strong 
Memorial, there is a renowned unit called 
the William and Sheila Konar Center for Di- 
gestive and Liver Diseases that would not 
exist had not Rochester gotten hold of this 
16-year-old. 

The U.S. government paid $10 a week to a 
Mrs. Goldberg to keep him. He somehow 
passed tests that qualified him to enter the 
junior class of Benjamin Franklin High 
School, and in his two years there he played 
soccer, worked for 25 cents an hour at a su- 
permarket, and otherwise took on the 
spots—though definitely not the accent—of 
an American teenager. Once graduated, he 
even began taking some classes at the Uni- 
versity of Rochester. 

But by that time he was working just 
about every other hour of the day, getting a 
kick out of paying income taxes, and show- 
ing a marked talent for business. He sold 
canned foods and then kosher pickles to gro- 
cers and restaurants. Next, he caught on to 
a new wholesaling trend: the placing, or 
“rack jobbing,” of health and beauty aids in 
food stores. He started with goods from 
Lever Brothers, Pacquin, and Ben-Gay; 
spread into phonograph records and 
housewares; and eventually got beyond 
mom-and-pop stores into the bigger spreads 
serviced by Independent Grocers Alliance 
(IGA). By the time he was 23, in 1952, his 
company, which he owned with a partner, 
had sales of $1 million. And in another ten 
years he was minus the partner and on his 
own, raking in good profits on sales above $3 
million. From a street in Rochester on which 
he rented a building, he'd also lit on a 
Yankee-sounding name for his company, 
Clinton. 

In business he had all the right entrepre- 
neurial instincts and disciplines. ‘‘Cash is 
king” was a motto, meaning that he un- 
equivocally expected his invoices to be paid 
when due. Big or not, J.C. Penney, to which 
Konar wholesaled records, got axed as a cus- 
tomer when it proved to be a slow payer. 
Konar also habitually worked like a demon. 
He wife, Sheila, whom he married when he 
was 24, rolls her eyes at the memory: He 
was crazy; I didn't have a husband.“ Once, 
she says, her house caught on fire and he was 
too busy to come home, so he sent one of his 
managers to help instead. 

Konar might have stayed at rack jobbing 
forever had not his biggest customer, IGA, 
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decided in 1962 to go direct.“ which meant 
it would cut out his middleman and his prof- 
its and instead itself supply the goods he'd 
been selling. The move caught Konar at a 
terrible time—he’d just bulked up in ware- 
house space—he was too independent and too 
riled to accept IGA’s offer to buy him out. 
Said Konar to IGA’s president: “I've been 
through the war, and I’m not going to take 
any crap from anybody.” 

He and IGA began gradually to phase out 
their dealings, and within months Konar 
simply went into an entirely new business: 
owning and operating discount drugstores 
(which, of course, could be fed from some of 
his spare warehouse space), His first two 
stores were in Muskegon and Traverse City, 
Mich., and from there, he added on another 
80 stores stretching east to Rhode Island. His 
business formula was simple: very low prices, 
overseen by store managers who got a cut of 
the profits. It all worked well enough to get 
him to $12 million in sales in 1968 and $1 mil- 
lion in profits, earned from 64 drugstores and 
a small but still profitable rack-jobbing busi- 
ness. 

And at that point, Konar took Clinton 
Merchandising public, in a sale that reduced 
his ownership of the company from 100% to 
67% and also brought about $2 million into 
the company. On paper, the deal made Konar 
worth about $9 million, not bad considering 
where he'd come from. But he was no happier 
with public ownership than was Nathan 
Shapell, and he soon started listening to ac- 
quisition propositions. The eventual buyer 
was Melville Corp., which in 1972 acquired 
Clinton (by then up to 84 stores) for about 
$21.5 million. On paper this deal raised 
Konar’s net worth to more than $14 million. 

Melville combined Clinton's retail oper- 
ations with its own chain of discount drug- 
stores, CVS, and used many of Konar's mer- 
chandising ideas to build the highly success- 
ful chain that exists today. Konar himself 
stayed around, working part-time, for nine 
years. And then, at age 52, he “retired.” 

His hair has a retirement look, having long 
ago turned white. But a life of complete lei- 
sure has no charms for him; he has spent the 
past couple of decades building a real estate 
business in Rochester, William B. Konar En- 
terprises. The business owns apartments, 
townhouses, and warehouses, and is con- 
structing an industrial park on the edge of 
Rochester, 

Konar’s own house, on the Erie Canal in 
suburban Rochester, is very nice but not lav- 
ish. Nearby, though, is the large and elegant 
new home of Konar's daughter, Rachel, her 
husband (who works for Konar), and their 
two children. Konar played tour guide 
through the house recently, clearly enjoying 
the moment. As he finished up and headed 
for his car, he looked back at the home with 
a grin, shook his head in wonder at it all, 
and said. What a country! 


RETIREMENT OF STEVE MCNEAL 
HON. BOB SCHAFFER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, | rise today to commemorate a con- 
stituent of mine, Mr. Steve McNeal of Fort Col- 
lins, Colorado upon his retirement after 36 
years teaching music in the Poudre School 
District. Hired in 1962, his last year marks the 
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longest term of service to the district of all 
teachers presently employed. During his long 
career, he has gained the respect and admira- 
tion of generations of students, parents, teach- 
ers, and administrators. 

For his commitment to excellence, Steve 
was recently awarded the National School Or- 
chestra Association Director of the Year. Even 
though the Fort Collins High School auditorium 
bears his name, Steve's legacy cannot be 
contained in a place or told in a word. As no- 
table historian Henry Brooks Adam once said, 
“A teacher affects eternity; he can never tell 
where his influence stops.” Steve McNeal is 
one such teacher, a person who touched lives 
through teaching music. 

To teach a young person to love music is to 
give that person a lasting virtue. To teach a 
person to play music is to give that child the 
ability to make something beautiful and the 
confidence to carry through life even when the 
instrument is put away. 

Although | cannot convey gratitude to match 
that which sounded forth last Sunday during a 
musical commemoration for Steve McNeal, | 
would like to impart to Congress a note of my 
appreciation for this special Colorado teacher. 
His devotion to music and his students has 
brought nearly four decades of song. 


HONORING DEAN E. McHENRY 
HON. SAM FARR 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. FARR OF California. Mr. Speaker, today 
| rise to honor Dean E. McHenry, a visionary 
who achieved his dreams for public higher 
education in California and, in so doing, em- 
powered a legion of students to achieve their 
dreams. 

Dean McHenry’s leadership in California in- 
Stitutions of higher education can be traced 
from his position as student body president at 
University of California at Los Angeles. He at- 
tended the best schools, both public and pri- 
vate, that our fine state can offer, earning a 
master's degree from Stanford University and 
doctorate from University of California at 
Berkeley. A noted scholar in his field of polit- 
ical science, he authorized many books, was 
a Carnegie Fellow in New Zealand and Aus- 
tralia, and a Fullbright lecturer at the Univer- 
sity of Western Australia. 

ean McHenry held a number of administra- 
tive posts at the University of California at Los 
Angeles. But his life took a significant turn 
when his former roommate, Clark Kerr, who 
had just been appointed to the presidency of 
the University of California system, tapped into 
his abilities to conceptualize an innovative sys- 
tem of higher education, asking him to serve 
as the University representative on the team 
developing California’s Master Plan for Higher 
Education. It was then that Dean McHenry de- 
signed a college system accessible to all high 
school graduates, with standards for the Uni- 
versity, the state college system, and commu- 
nity colleges that allowed students to advance 
from one institution to another. 

In 1961, Dean McHenry was appointed 
founding chancellor of the University of Cali- 
fornia, Santa Cruz which would become the 
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tangible expression of the philosophies he 
shared with President Clark Kerr. Together 
they envisioned a university at which major 
academic research was done in an intimate 
small-college environment, a constellation of 
colleges, each with a specialized academic 
focus, and attendant dining halls, classrooms 
and meeting facilities. During the four planning 
years, eminent scholars were recruited to the 
faculty. The University of California, Santa 
Cruz opened to students in 1965. Upon open- 
ing not all of the construction had been com- 
pleted, so the students were housed in mobile 
home trailers. They were pioneers with a vi- 
sionary leader. 

In the McHenry years, the University of Cali- 
fornia, Santa Cruz flourished. After his retire- 
ment in 1974, Dean McHenry monitored addi- 
tions such as the arboretum and Long Marine 
Laboratory, supporting the University as a 
member of the UC Santa Cruz Foundation. 

In his retirement, the nurturing aspect of his 
nature turned to family, friends and 
vinticulture, and those too were very good 
years. He is survived by his loving wife and 
helpmate, Jane, and four children, Sally Mac- 
Kenzie, Dean McHenry Jr., Nancy Fletcher, 
and Henry McHenry, as well as nine grand- 
children and seven great grandchildren. 

Mr. Speaker, the far-sighted concepts of 
Dean McHenry have set the course for public 
education in California, with the University sys- 
tem as its crown jewel. His spirit imbues the 
campuses of the University of California with 
fairness and lofty standards. The University's 
students carry with them, throughout life, a bit 
of Dean McHenry’s enthusiasm and passion 
for learning. 


WORKERS MEMORIAL DAY: 
LEADERSHIP AWARD 


HON. BOB FILNER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Phil Saal, Secretary-Treasurer of 
Teamsters Local 542, as he is honored by the 
San Diego-imperial Counties Labor Council, 
AFL-CIO for his leadership in the successful 
United Parcel Service (UPS) strike of 1997. 

Phil and the Teamsters gathered over- 
whelming public support for working families 
and the plight of the growing part-time work- 
force during the UPS strike—and his leader- 
ship in bringing the UPS contract to a suc- 
cessful settlement is being acknowledged by 
this Leadership Award. 

Under Phil's direction, dozens of strike 
counselors were trained to provide food and fi- 
nancial assistance to Teamsters during their 
contract dispute. Five hundred checks, totaling 
$30,0000, were written to assist workers with 
their bills, and thousands of pounds of food 
were distributed. 

Phil is also a member of the Labor Council's 
Board of Directors and is a supporter of the 
Unity Coalition of Organized Labor in San 
Diego. 

My congratulations go to Phil Saal for these 
significant contributions. | can attest to Phil's 
dedication and commitment and believe him to 
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be highly deserving of the San Diego- Imperial 
Counties Labor Council, AFL-CIO Leadership 
Award. 


HONORING BLISSFIELD YOUTH 
HON. NICK SMITH 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
to pay special tribute to four of my constitu- 
ents who have demonstrated the true meaning 
of community service. So many people talk 
about the need to get involved and pitch in 
when they see a problem, but my district is 
blessed to have four young people who put 
those words into action. 

This week, the Make A Difference Day com- 
mittee, organized by USA Weekend, named 
the group of Christi Stoker, Natalie 
Eisenmann, Amanda Nicolai, and Stephanie 
Powell among ten recipients of a national 
award from the Make A Difference Day Foun- 
dation. 

These girls offered some helping hands to a 
homeless shelter in Toledo, not too far from 
their hometown of Blissfield, Michigan. The 
girls, who are 13, organized a coalition of 
community members to donate books, games, 
wallpaper, and other materials to make this 
shelter more of a home for the kids and their 
parents who sought refuge there. They ended 
up collecting more than $800 in contributions 
for the shelter. 

And, these special young people didn’t stop 
there. They helped a young girl at the shelter 
and her mother find a place to live. The girls 
still stay in touch with the family to whom they 
gave this precious gift. 

Mr. Speaker, we are a nation that turns fa- 
mous people into hereoes—TV and movie 
stars and our national journalists. But to me, 
America’s true heroes are those who devote 
time and energy in their communities to give, 
offer assistance and compassion to those who 
need it. 

Few people have performed that task better 
than Christi Stoker, Natalie Eisenmann, Aman- 
da Nicolai, and Stephanie Powell. 


O 


CREDIT UNION MEMBERSHIP 
ACCESS ACT 


SPEECH OF 


HON. JAMES T. WALSH 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 1, 1998 


Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 1151, the Credit Union 
Membership Access Act. | am proud to have 
been an original cosponsor of this important 
legislation. 

My vote is a continuation of longstanding 
personal backing for credit unions in general. 
| believe they provide an invaluable service to 
working men and women—a service which is 
both convenient and comfortable. 

Credit unions are familiar places which in 
many cases don't offer a full range of banking 
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services but nevertheless do provide basic fi- 
nancial assistance—whether it be pocket 
money or a small unsecured loan. 

After the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia overturned a credit union de- 
cision in July of 1996, many of us in Congress 
realized the need for legislation to protect 
credit union members. Today's vote is the cul- 
mination of our efforts. 

By passing this legislation, we allow Ameri- 
cans to choose the institution in which they 
put their money. By promoting continued oper- 
ation of credit unions in a sound and reason- 
able manner, we spur competition and encour- 
age savings. By supporting credit unions in 
this manner, we demonstrate our faith in the 
wisdom of working people. 

On behalf of my constituents in central New 
York who will benefit from this consumer pro- 
tection law, | want to thank the House for to- 
days passage. 


— 


DISTINGUISHED TEACHER AWARD 
RECIPIENTS FROM COLORADO'S 
FOURTH CONGRESSIONAL DIS- 
TRICT 


HON. BOB SCHAFFER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, | rise today in recognition of the Dis- 
tinguished Teacher Award recipients from 
Colorado’s Fourth Congressional District. 
These educators have committed their lives to 
teaching young minds in the Poudre School 
District. As individuals devoted to excellence, 
possessing talent, patience, fortitude, a per- 
sonal love of learning, and the kind of tough 
love necessary to teach children, these indi- 
viduals are the pride of our community and a 
credit to their profession. To the men and 
women of this Chamber and to the people of 
Colorado, | echo the words of Distinguished 
Awards Founder, Harry McCabe, “You have 
these very special people who have dedicated 
themselves to the young people in our soci- 
ety.” Let us today honor them by name. 

Distinguished Teacher William ‘Skip’ 
Caddoo of Lesher Junior High School, eight 
years of dedication to our schools. 

Distinguished Teacher Jayne Hennen of 
Poudre High School, 22 years of dedication to 
our schools. 

Distinguished Teacher Nancy Jacobs of 
Eyestone Elementary School, 19 years of 
dedication to our schools. 

Distinguished Teacher Lana Jensen of 
Lopez Elementary School, 12 years of dedica- 
tion to our schools. 

Distinguished Teacher Ronald Jensen of 
Fort Collins High School, 14 years of dedica- 
tion to our schools. 

Distinguished Teacher Larry Lashley of 
Poudre High School, 27 years of dedication to 
our schools. 

Distinguished Teacher Sandy Martinez of 
Lincoln Junior High School, 16 years of dedi- 
cation to our schools. 

Distinguished Teacher Tim Pearson of 
Riffenburgh Elementary School, 16 years of 
dedication to our schools. 
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Mr. Speaker, as you know, excellence in 
education has been the focus of my efforts 
since my days in the Colorado State Senate. 
As the son of two school teachers and the fa- 
ther of three children who attend public 
schools (and one on her way), no issue is 
closer to my heart and home. Exceptional 
public school teachers deserve our admiration, 
not only for their hard work but for the sheer 
weight of their accomplishments—the cultiva- 
tion of an educated citizenry. These inspira- 
tional individuals give me a glimpse into what 
the future can hold if we let it. If we continue 
to improve our system by recognizing and 
building on the achievements of great edu- 
cators like these men and women, the sky is 
the limit for American education. 


HONORING FRED HIRT 
HON. ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, next 
week, the Mount Sinai Medical Center, one of 
the leading medical centers in the United 
States, must wave good bye to Fred Hirt, its 
CEO and the individual responsible for many 
of the Centers most notable achievements. 
With much appreciation and admiration, the 
residents of the 18th Congressional district 
wish Fred much success as he progresses 
into the next phase of his professional life. 

As CEO of Mount Sinai Medical Center, 
South Florida’s only private, not-for-profit inde- 
pendent teaching hospital, Fred, who has 
been twice named “Best Hospital Adminis- 
trator’ by Medical Business, has achieved 
many notable accomplishments of great ben- 
efit to South Florida. The many achievements 
during his tenure include the construction of a 
state-of-the-art Comprehensive Cancer Cen- 
ter, the development of one of Dade County's 
most active cardiac programs, the establish- 
ment of the Wien Center for Alzheimer’s Dis- 
ease and Memory Disorders, and the acquisi- 
tion of the St. Francis-Barry Nursing and Re- 
habilitation Center. Moreover, he has also su- 
pervised the contribution of an estimated $10 
million each year for the care of South Flor- 
ida's indigent population. 

A specific example of Fred’s vision has 
been his ability, over a decade ago, to identify 
those forces that would be of great value to 
today's health care industry: outpatient sat- 
ellite facilities. For over a decade, Mount 
Sinai, with Fred at the helm, set up its first 
outpatient satellite facility and has gone on to 
develop seven more of these centers through- 
out South Florida. 

Fred has also taken his duties beyond 
Mount Sinai and has dedicated his leadership 
and vision to over 50 local and national orga- 
nizations. His participation in many state and 
federal legislative issues has been critical to 
the passage of significant legislation. 

We thank Fred for his endless dedication to 
Miami’s health care industry and for making 
Mount Sinai Medical Center, a national, not- 
for-profit, independent teaching hospital a 
force to be reckoned with nationally. His ef- 
forts will leave a mark on South Florida for 
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many years to come and although he will be 
greatly missed, we wish him the best of luck 
in all of his future endeavors, where he will as- 
suredly excel. 

— 


CONGRATULATIONS TO DICK AND 
BOB ANDERSON OF ANDERSON 
FARMS 


HON. GEORGE P. RADANOVICH 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to congratulate Dick and Bob Anderson 
of Anderson Farms for receiving the Fresno 
County Farm Bureau's Distinguished Service 
Award. The Andersons have been providing 
dedicated service to the agricultural commu- 
nity since the 1940's and are very deserving 
of this honor. 

Dick and Lesta Anderson began farming in 
Tulare in 1940. Over the years, both of their 
sons, Bob and Craig, and grandchildren have 
joined in the family farming enterprises. 

In 1974, the Andersons purchased land and 
equipment in the Huron area from the Giffen 
Ranch. They started Vasto Valle Farms, Inc. 
where Bob Anderson served as the ranch 
manager. During the first year, with only one 
tractor operating, they managed to harvest to- 
matoes and a variety of row crops. During the 
1970's, they primarily farmed tomatoes, on- 
ions, melons, and lettuce. 

In the 1980's, the water situation and com- 
modity prices affected their cropping patterns. 
The Andersons added many vegetable crops 
which were new to the Westside. These crops 
included peppers, mixed melons, corn, celery, 
garlic, broccoli, leaf lettuce, cauliflower, beans, 
and cabbage. With their increased interest in 
vegetable production, the Andersons recog- 
nized the opportunity of building and operating 
their own cold storage facility and began to 
ship vegetables under their own labels of 
Vasto Valle Farms, Weston, and Dancin 
Andson. 

In 1977, the Andersons formed a partner- 
ship and built a state of the art greenhouse 
nursery in Huron. The Plantel Central Valley 
Nursery now has 127,000 square feet of 
greenhouse space, with plenty of room for ex- 
pansion. 

Anderson Farms has grown significantly 
over the years. The Andersons now plant 
vegetables during every month of the year. In 
1998, the Andersons expected to grow about 
6,400 acres of vegetables. 

Dick and Bob Anderson have always been 
supportive of their community. They have both 
served on the Board of Directors of the Huron 
Ginning Company. They support local schools 
and help students with their projects and ac- 
tivities. Bob's son, Mark, is currently in charge 
of Anderson Farms fresh fruit and vegetable 
sales and is Vice Chairman of the California 
Cantaloupe Advisory Board. His daughter, 
Robyn Black, is Deputy Director of the Cali- 
fornia Department of Industrial Relations. 
Robyn has served as an advisory board mem- 
ber of California Agriculture in the Classroom 
and is a member of the California Farm Water 
Coalition Board of Directors. 
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The Andersons are a four generation farm- 
ing family. Their love of farming keeps them 
searching for new and innovative methods of 
keeping up with the constantly changing times. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with great honor that | 
congratulate Dick and Bob Anderson for re- 
ceiving the Fresno County Farm Bureau's Dis- 
tinguished Service Award. It is their excep- 
tional dedication and contribution to farming 
that warrant this recognition. | ask my col- 
leagues to join me in wishing Dick and Bob 
Anderson many more years of success. 


WORKERS MEMORIAL DAY: LABOR 
TO NEIGHBOR AWARD 


HON. BOB FILNER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the Sheet Metal Workers Union 
Local 206 and the Ironworkers Union Local 
229, as they are honored by the San Diego- 
Imperial Counties Labor Council, AFL-CIO for 
their strong support of the Labor to Neighbor 
program. The Labor to Neighbor program edu- 
cates and involves union members and their 
families in the campaign to protect jobs and 
the future of working people in San Diego and 
Imperial Counties. 

The Sheet Metal Workers Local 206 is 
being recognized for its leadership role in the 
Farm Team Project that recruits and develops 
future candidates for all levels of elected office 
throughout our area. They also provided major 
financial assistance for the Voter List Project 
and for the fight against Proposition 226, the 
thinly-veiled attack on organized labor's right 
to participate in our democratic process. 

The Ironworkers Local 229 is being recog- 
nized for their ongoing commitment to Labor 
to Neighbor, having been also recognized last 
year with this same honor. Local 229 orga- 
nized an annual Labor to Neighbor fund-rais- 
ing golf tournament to support efforts to edu- 
cate union members on important issues and 
elections throughout San Diego and Imperial 
Counties. 

For these activities, the San Diego- imperial 
Counties Labor Council, AFL-CIO recognizes 
the Sheet Metal Workers Union Local 206 and 
the Ironworkers Local 229 with their “Labor to 
Neighbor Award.” | am pleased to join in hon- 
oring their contributions to the working families 
of both San Diego County and Imperial Coun- 
ty. 


—— 


PUNJAB POLICE FOUND GUILTY 
OF HARASSING REPORTER 


HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, on April 22, 
Burning Punjab reported that two Punjab po- 
licemen were found guilty of harassing a 
Hindu journalist, Sanjiv Sharma, and three 
other members of his family. Police Sub- in- 
spector Girdhara Singh and police officer 
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Balhit Singh tortured Sanjiv Sharma, his father 
Chander Muni Lal, his friend Ranjiv Thakur (a 
Chandigarh car dealer), and lawyer Ajit Singh. 
The police in “the world’s largest democracy” 
are harassing journalists, lawyers, private 
businessmen, and old men! This does not give 
me a great deal of confidence in the Punjab 
police. 

On September 21, 1996, Mr. Sharma had 
appeared at a hearing in Patiala. On their way 
home, they were intercepted at Bahadurgarh, 
according to Burning Punjab, by a police offi- 
cer who brought them back to Patiala, where 
they were beaten. The four men filed a com- 
plaint with the high court, which ordered the 
district magistrate to investigate the matter. 
The investigation report called for criminal ac- 
tion against these two police officers. 

Unfortunately, this conduct is typical of the 
Punjab police. Here is a police force which 
kidnapped human-rights activist Jaswant 
Singh Khalra, which just last month raped 17- 
year-old Hardip Kaur, and which has mur- 
dered thousands of Sikhs and collected cash 
bounties for doing so. These are not the ac- 
tions of a law-enforcement agency in a demo- 
cratic state. They are the actions of a tyran- 
nical occupying force. We must take strong 
action to stop this routine oppression. 

The United States must speak out for basic 
human rights in Punjab, Khalistan. We should 
impose strong sanctions on this corrupt re- 
gime and speak out in support of a free and 
fair plebiscite on the political status of Punjab, 
Khalistan. These measures will help to end 
the kind of tyrannical abuses that were in- 
flicted on Sanjiv Sharma. 


———— 


CUBAN-AMERICAN ARTIST XAVIER 
CORTADA 


HON. ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, | would 
like to pay tribute to Xavier Cortada for his 
newly unveiled exhibition entitled, “Cubaba”. 
Having exhibited on four different continents, 
this month marks the inception of Xavier's first 
solo show in his hometown of Miami, Florida. 

Growing up Cuban-American in Miami was 
the foundation that inspired Xavier to paint the 
enlightening cultural celebration that is 
Cubaba. With combined elements of Hispanic 
culture and of Anglo-American college life, Xa- 
vier gave life to the feelings of “identity and 
belonging, about then and now, about being 
Cuban, being American, being both and being 
neither.” The renegotiation of identity that mir- 
rors members of the Cuban generation who 
find themselves “on the hyphen”. 

The Miami-based artist is also an attorney 
and a community leader who is able to ex- 
press his concerns for social and political 
issues while exploring topics such as commu- 
nity development, racism, violence, poverty, 
political freedom, AIDS, and Cuba. 

Prestigious accomplishments achieved by 
Xavier include having been commissioned to 
create public art for organizations such as 
Nike, HBO, MADD and Indiana’s Governor's 
office. He has been commissioned to create 
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community murals by museums such as the 
Lowe Art Museum, the Wolfsonian and the 
Miami Youth Museum. 

In Cubaba, this talented painter and social 
voice has reaffirmed the existence of 
biculturalism through his celebration of oil col- 
ors on canvas and expression of Cuban nos- 
talgia and American reality. 


TRIBUTE TO JAMES McSHANE 
HON. ANNA G. ESHOO 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor James McShane on the occasion of his 
90th birthday. 

Mr. McShane was born in County Donegal 
in Ireland on April 26, 1908. Named for his 
grandfather and one of ten children, he immi- 
grated to the United States in 1929 and proud- 
ly became an American citizen. Mr. McShane 
patriotically defended his adopted homeland 
during World War II, enlisting in the U.S. Army 
in 1941 and serving as a Master Sergeant 
until October 1, 1945. During the conflict, he 
found time to marry Marie Stirn, with whom he 
had three children: Dennis James, Margaret 
Mary, and Kathleen Bridget. Dennis James 
has gone on to become an outstanding doctor 
for the people of Califomia's 14th Congres- 
sional District and a long-term partner for 
Richard Gordon, who serves on the San 
Mateo County Board of Supervisors. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in congratulating James McShane on his 90th 
birthday and in honoring his service to our na- 
tion and the legacy he has provided us 
through his loving family. 


CELEBRATING THE 50TH WEDDING 
ANNIVERSARY FOR CORA AND 
WALTER THARP 


HON. JIM BUNNING 


OF KENTUCKY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, all of us like to 
talk about “family values.” But all too often 
we, and particularly the media, focus our at- 
tention on “family failures’—neglected chil- 
dren, broken homes, spouse abuse. We 
should not forget that we need also to head- 
line the success stories of “family values”. 
There are lots of them and they should not be 
ignored. 

One of these success stories is about to be 
celebrated in my congressional district—the 
50th wedding anniversary of Cora and Walter 
Tharp of Fort Thomas, Kentucky. 

The Tharps’ 50th anniversary may be an 
overlooked event in terms of international poli- 
tics, and it certainly won't make the national 
news. But it is a major achievement nonethe- 
less in the lives of two people, their family and 
the people whom they have touched. And it il- 
lustrates very clearly that “family values” can 
work and that when they do, it is a real treas- 
ure. 
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On August 7, 1998, the family and friends of 
Cora and Walter Tharp will celebrate 50 years 
of a couple who understand and live “family 
values”. 

It is definitely an event worth celebrating. 


TRIBUTE TO SIGI ZIERING 
HON. TOM LANTOS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, today represent- 
atives of the Congress, the Administration, 
and the Supreme Court gathered in the Great 
Rotunda of this historic building for the Na- 
tional Civic Commemoration to remember the 
victims of the Holocaust. This annual national 
memorial service pays tribute to the six million 
Jews who died through senseless and system- 
atic Nazi terror and brutality. At this somber 
commemoration, we also honored those he- 
roic American and other Allied forces who lib- 
erated the Nazi concentration camps over half 
a century ago. 

Mr. Speaker, this past week Fortune Maga- 
zine (April 13, 1998) devoted several pages to 
an article entitled “Everything in History was 
Against Them,” which profiles five survivors of 
Nazi savagery who came to the United States 
penniless and built fortunes here in their 
adopted homeland. It is significant, Mr. Speak- 
er, that four of these five are residents of my 
home state of California. Mr. Sigi Ziering of 
Los Angeles was one of the five that Fortune 
Magazine selected to highlight in this extraor- 
dinary article, and | want to pay tribute to him 
today. 

Sigi Ziering, like the other four singled out 
by Fortune Magazine, has a unique story, but 
there are common threads to these five tales 
of personal success. The story of the penni- 
less immigrant who succeeds in America is a 
familiar theme in our nation’s lore, but these 
stories involve a degree of courage and deter- 
mination unmatched in the most inspiring of 
Horatio Alger’s stories. 

These men were, in the words of author 
Carol J. Loomis, “Holocaust survivors in the 
most rigorous sense,” they “actually experi- 
enced the most awful horrors of the Holo- 
caust, enduring a Nazi death camp or a con- 
centration camp or one of the ghettos that 
were essentially holding pens for those 
camps.” 

They picked themselves up “from the very 
cruelest of circumstances, they traveled to 
America and prospered as businessmen. They 
did it, to borrow a phrase from Elie Wiesel, 
when everything in history was against them.” 
They were teenagers or younger when World 
War Il began. They lost six years of their 
youth and six years of education. “They were 
deprived of liberty and shorn of dignity. All lost 
relatives, and most lost one or both parents. 
Each . . was forced to live constantly with 
the threat of death and the knowledge that 
next time he might be ‘thumbed’ not into a line 
of prisoners allowed to live, but into another 
line headed for the gas chambers.” Through 
luck and the sheer will to survive, these were 
some of the very fortunate who lived to tell the 
story of that horror. 
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The second part of their stories is also simi- 
lar—a variant of the American dream. These 
courageous men came to the United States 
with “little English and less money.” Despite 
their lack of friends and mentors, they found 
the drive to succeed. As Loomis notes, “many 
millions who were unencumbered by the 
heavy, exhausting baggage of the Holocaust 
had the same opportunities and never reached 
out to seize them as these men did.” Their 
success in view of the immense obstacles that 
impeded their path makes their stories all the 
more remarkable. 

One other element that is also common to 
these five outstanding business leaders—they 
are “Founders” of the U.S. Holocaust Memo- 
rial Museum here in Washington, D.C. They 
have shown a strong commitment to remem- 
bering the brutal horrors of the Holocaust, 
paying honor to its victims, and working to 
prevent the repetition of this vicious inhu- 
manity. 

Mr. Speaker, Sigi Ziering is one of the five 
Holocaust survivors and leading American en- 
trepreneurs highlighted in this article. Sigi is 
the Chairman of Diagnostic Products Corpora- 
tion in Los Angeles. As we here in the Con- 
gress mark the annual Days of Remembrance 
in honor of the victims of Nazi terror, | am in- 
serting the profile of Sigi Ziering from Fortune 
Magazine to be placed in the RECORD. 


SIGI ZIERING, LOS ANGELES, CHAIRMAN, 
DIAGNOSTIC PRODUCTS CORP. 

Holocaust survivors, the saying goes, are 
conditioned not to cry. But on May 8, 1997, 
when the founders of the Holocaust Memo- 
rial Museum met for a reunion—and when 
the flags of 32 U.S. Army divisions that had 
liberated the concentration camps were pa- 
raded into the rotunda of the U.S. Capitol— 
Sigi Ziering, today a serious, reflective man 
of 70, wept. He spoke of this moment in a 
speech: Today I cried because the worst 
memory of the ghetto and the camps was the 
feeling of total isolation and total abandon- 
ment by the rest of the world. This feeling of 
utter despair and hopelessness weighed more 
heavily on us than the constant hunger, the 
beatings, and the imminent death facing us 
every minute.“ His tears, he said, were for 
the millions who never got to see the flags. 

His own ordeal began in Kassel, Germany, 
where his father, a Polish citizen, was a 
clothing merchant. In 1939 the father fled to 
England, expecting his wife and two chil- 
dren—Sigi (then officially Siegfried), 11, and 
Herman, 12—to follow as soon as they, too, 
could get visas. Instead, they became 
trapped in Germany. 

The three scraped by until late 1941, when 
the Germans summarily transported 1,000 
Jews, the Zierings included, to Rigi, Latvia. 
Some of the adult men in the group were 
sent directly to a nearby death camp, and 
the rest of the Jews were installed in a ghet- 
to bloodstained from murders just carried 
out. Of the entire 1,000, Sigi Ziering believes 
that only 16 survived the war, among them, 
besides himself, his mother and brother. 

In Riga the boys actually went to school 
for a while. But their mother, wanting the 
Germans to think them useful, required 
them to drop out and work. Once Sigi had a 
plum job in a “fish hall,” from which he was 
able to smuggle food back to the ghetto. As 
he sneaked in with the food, he would some- 
times pass dead Jews who had been caught 
doing the same and been hanged in the 
streets as an example. 

Toward war’s end, with the Russians clos- 
ing in on Riga, the Germans began to move 
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their Jewish captives around. Ziering be- 
lieves that the SS in fact connived to keep 
small groups of Jews alive, so that the need 
to guard them would keep the Germans from 
being sent to the front. 

The Zierings were moved to a German pris- 
on, Fuhlsbüttel, on the outskirts of Ham- 
burg. Prison living conditions were a distinct 
step up. But every week the Germans would 
load eight or ten Jews into a truck and 
transport them to Bergen-Belsen for elimi- 
nation. With German precision,“ says 
Ziering, the guards went at their job alpha- 
betically—and never got to “Z.” 

British troops then closed off Bergen-Bel- 
sen, and the Germans marched their remain- 
ing Jews to a Kiel concentration camp, 
whose commandant’s first words upon seeing 
them were: “I can’t believe that Jews still 
exist." The camps grisly conditions killed 40 
to 50 inmates daily. Another 35 males were 
murdered when they could not run a kilo- 
meter while carrying a heavy piece of wood. 
Sigi and his brother passed that test. 

Then, as the Zierings heard the story, 
Count Folke Bernadotte of Sweden offered to 
pay Heinrich Himmler $5 million for 1,000 
Jews. (Whether the Count indeed made this 
offer or paid the money is not clear.) A Ger- 
man officer told the Ziering boys, who be- 
lieved it not at all, that they were to be in- 
cluded but were unpresentable in the striped 
clothing they wore. Sigi and his brother were 
taken to a mortuary, where they were di- 
rected to strip the clothes from the corpses 
that lay there and make them their own. 
And on May 1, 1945, Red Cross workers ar- 
rived to take the 1,000 to Sweden. The route 
lay through Copenhagen, and at its railroad 
station, the Jews heard excited shouts: “Hit- 
ler is dead.” 

As if he'd suddenly awakened from a night- 
mare of unimaginable horror, Sigi then en- 
tered into a world of near-normalcy for a 17- 
year-old. His family managed to reunite in 
London, where the father—‘‘a fantastic busi- 
nessman,” says Sigi—was doing well as a di- 
amond merchant. Sigi, a bare five years of 
elementary education behind him, entered a 
tutorial school and then the University of 
London. He wished to be a doctor but found 
that almost all medical school spots were re- 
served for war veterans—the kind who'd 
worn military insignia, not tattooted num- 
bers. 

Hunting opportunity, the Ziering family 
made it to the U.S. in 1949, settling in Brook- 
lyn. Working part-time, Sigi earned a phys- 
ics degree at Brooklyn College and then two 
advanced degrees at Syracuse University. In 
those college years, he met the woman he 
soon married, Marilyn Brisman. When they 
first met, she says, he was “quiet, sweet, in- 
trospective,“ and, with his blond hair, blue 
eyes, and accent, so resembled the archetype 
of a young German that she briefly thought 
him one. 

Exiting academe in 1957, Ziering did nu- 
clear-reactor work with Raytheon in Boston 
and then space projects at Allied Research. 
The entrepreneurial urge hit, and with a 
friend he started a company called Space 
Sciences to carry out cost-plus government 
contracts. 

It was the heyday of avaricious conglom- 
erates, and in 1968 Whittaker Corp. bought 
Space Sciences for about $1.8 million. That 
made Ziering, not yet 25 years removed from 
the terrifying alphabetical lock step of 
Fuhlsbüttel prison, well-to-do. But the deal 
also made him a California-based research 
executive restless in Whittaker's conglom- 
erate culture. 

He left and tried one entrepreneurial ven- 
ture, the making of fishmeal, that failed. 
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Then, in 1973, he heard by chance of a chem- 
ist working out of his Los Angeles kitchen, 
Robert Ban, who'd developed 
radioimmunoassay (RIA) diagnostic kits 
that permitted the measurement of infini- 
tesimally low concentrations of substances— 
drugs and hormones, for example—in bodily 
fluids. Ban, a man with big ideas and a cor- 
porate name to match them, Diagnostic 
Products Corp., had been advertising in a 
professional journal that he had upwards of 
30 different RIA kits available. Some of 
these, says Ziering, do not exist to this 
day,” but that was not known to the jour- 
nal's readers, and sacks of orders—though 
only morsels of money—landed in Ban's 
kitchen. 


Ziering, warmed to the gamble by his long- 
standing interest in medicine, put $50,000 
into the business and moved the chemist 
into a small factory that mainly produced 
one kit of particular commercial value. The 
business took off. But the partners were not 
getting along. So Ziering bought the chemist 
out for $25,000 and settled back to working 
with a more compatible partner, his wife, 
who has throughout the years been a DPC 
marketing executive. 


Today their company, competing with such 
giants as Abbott Laboratories, has more 
than 1,400 employees and is a leading manu- 
facturer of both diagnostic kits and the ana- 
lytical instruments needed to read their 
findings. The company had 1997 sales of $186 
million and profits of $18 million. DPC went 
public in 1982, though Ziering wishes it 
hadn’t—the company has never really needed 
the money it raised, and he doesn't like the 
volatility of the market or the second-guess- 
ing of analysts—and he, his wife, their two 
sons (both in the business), and two daugh- 
ters own about 24% of its stock, currently 
worth about $95 million, 


Through most of its years, DPC has done 
well internationally, a fact that has required 
Ziering and his wife to travel often to Ger- 
many. Yes, it bothers him to go back, but he 
thinks that his encounters with young Ger- 
mans disturb them more than him. When 
they get a hint of how he spent the war, he 
Says, “you can feel the static electricity in 
the air.” 


In his business, says Marilyn Ziering, her 
husband is patient and visionary, but also a 
risk taker when he needs to be. He himself 
says he’s a workaholic and muses as to why. 
He wonders whether the training“ of the 
Holocaust unless you work, you are des- 
tined for the gas chamber’’—may not have 
permanently bent him and many other sur- 
vivors to work. 


The license plate on Ziering’s Jaguar reads 
“K9HORA.” That's a rough phonetic ren- 
dition of kayn aynhoreh, a Yiddish expres- 
sion meaning “ward off the evil eye.” It is 
customarily tacked to the end of a thought, 
as a superstitious precaution. 


For these five survivors, who picked them- 
selves up from the worst and darkest of be- 
ginnings and triumphed in the best tradition 
of the American dream, we might say, for ex- 
ample: Since the Holocaust, the lives of 
these men have been good—kayn aynhoreh.“ 


Or we might stitch those words to a larger 
thought. Of the Holocaust, Jews and the 
world say, Never again.“ In the histories of 
these five men, there is a ringing, opposite 
kind of message: Ever again.“ Evil weighed 
down their early lives. But it did not—and 
cannot—crush the human spirit. 


Kayn aynhoreh. 
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WORKERS MEMORIAL DAY: 
COMMUNITY SERVICE AWARD 


HON. BOB FILNER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the National Association of Letter 
Carriers Branch 70 and the San Diego Con- 
struction & Building Trades Council, as they 
are honored by the San Diego- imperial Coun- 
ties Labor Council, AFL-CIO for their contribu- 
tions to the labor movement and to the com- 
munity as a whole. 

The Labor Council’s “Community Service 
Award” again goes to the National Association 
of Letter Carriers Branch 70 for its sixth con- 
secutive and most successful food drive in 
San Diego County. With the cooperation of the 
Postal Service, they collected 155,000 pounds 
of food for needy working families. 

Also being honored is the San Diego Con- 
struction & Building Trades Council, which 
helped to bring into being a neighborhood 
computer lab—the International Learning Cen- 
ter—at the National City Park Apartments. The 
Construction and Building Trades Council took 
a leadership role in promoting this project and 
enlisted the help of local unions who gathered 
donations. 

The computer center has a bank of personal 
computers that is available without cost to the 
adults and 800 children who live in this apart- 
ment complex. Many individuals who could not 
otherwise gain the computer skills they need 
to improve their education and job prospects 
will now be able to do do. 

The National Association of Letter Carriers 
Branch 70 and the San Diego Construction & 
Building Trade Council are truly deserving of 
the award which they are receiving. | join in 
adding my sincere thanks to their members, 
and | am pleased to highlight their service with 
these comments in the House of Representa- 
tives. 


WILLARD'S MOUNTAIN NSDAR 
CELEBRATES 100 YEARS OF PA- 
TRIOTISM 


HON. GERALD B. H. SOLOMON 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, this May, the 
Willard's Mountain Chapter of the National So- 
ciety of the Daughters of the American Revo- 
lution in my congressional district in upstate 
New York will celebrate its 100th Anniversary. 
For the past century, this organization has 
furthered the important American values of 
community pride and patriotism through their 
many civic activities and sponsorships. 

| believe that promoting pride in our nation 
and its rich history is one of the most impor- 
tant endeavors we can undertake for our 
country and our fellow citizens, both living and 
deceased. It is especially crucial for our young 
people to develop these principles at an early 
age. This is why | have fought so hard to pre- 
serve the integrity of our flag through the pro- 
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hibition of its desecration. Such treatment of 
the flag is a slap in the faces of all of the 
brave men and women who have dedicated 
and in some cases sacrificed their lives so 
that we may lead free and prosperous lives 
we now have in the United States. It also 
sends a dangerous signal to America’s youth 
that it is appropriate to disrespect and dis- 
count devotion to one’s community and coun- 
try. This is simply unacceptable. 

Mr. Speaker, the Daughters of the American 
Revolution have always fostered and pre- 
served the very ideals of basic human free- 
dom and loyalty to family, community, and na- 
tion which our flag symbolizes. | ask all mem- 
bers to join me in thanking and commending 
the Willard’s Mountain Chapter of the NSDAR 
on behalf of all Americans, especially those in 
our local communities in upstate New York, for 
their impressive efforts over the years in en- 
suring that patriotism and pride in our nation 
will remain alive and well in America for many 
years to come! 


——— 


HONORING VARIAN ASSOCIATES, 
INC. 


HON. ANNA G. ESHOO 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Varian Associates, Inc. upon their 50th 
anniversary of incorporation. 

Varian Associates was formed by brothers 
Russell and Sigurd Varian, along with a num- 
ber of associates from Stanford University. 
The company first opened its doors July 1, 
1948, with just six employees and total capital 
of $22,000 to conduct general research in the 
field of physical science. Varian was one of 
the first companies to recognize the signifi- 
cance and importance of a strong industry-uni- 
versity connection, and encouraged the forma- 
tion of Stanford Industrial Park, becoming its 
initial resident. Varian has grown from its mod- 
est beginnings into one of Silicon Valley’s 
greatest success stories, winning over 10,000 
patents, receiving countless Industrial Re- 
search 100 Awards, and continually producing 
one or more of our nation’s 100 most prom- 
ising new products yearly. 

Varian has evolved into a world leader in its 
current line of business—health care systems, 
analytical instruments, and semiconductor 
manufacturing equipment. The company em- 
ploys over 7,000 individuals at over 100 plants 
and offices in nine countries, and generates 
sales well in excess of one billion dollars an- 
nually. Since its inception, Varian has had a 
strong commitment to our community, exem- 
plified by its establishment of our nation’s sec- 
ond Minority Small Business Investment Com- 
pany and its leadership role with the Urban 
Coalition on fair housing, among others. 
Varian was recognized by Industry Week Mag- 
azine as one of the World’s 100 Best Man- 
aged Companies in 1997. 

Over the last 50 years, Varian has become 
one of our nation’s most successful compa- 
nies. Varian is a jewel in the crown of the 14th 
Congressional! District of California and Silicon 
Valley. 
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Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in celebrating the 50th anniversary of Varian’s 
inception and in commending the company for 
its extraordinary achievements and its con- 
tributions to our nation. 


TRIBUTE TO JACK TRAMIEL 
HON. TOM LANTOS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, today represent- 
atives of the Congress, the Administration, 
and the Supreme Court gathered in the Great 
Rotunda of this historic building for the Na- 
tional Civic Commemoration to remember the 
victims of the Holocaust. This annual national 
memorial service pay tribute to the six million 
Jews who died through senseless and system- 
atic Nazi terror and brutality. At this somber 
commemoration, we also honored those he- 
roic American and other Allied forces who lib- 
erated the Nazi concentration camps over half 
a century ago. 

Mr. Speaker, this past week Fortune Maga- 
zine (April 13, 1998) devoted several pages to 
an article entitled “Everything in History was 
Against Them,” which profiles five survivors of 
Nazi savagery who came to the United States 
penniless and built fortunes here in their 
adopted homeland. It is significant, Mr. Speak- 
er, that four of these five are residents of my 
home state of California. Mr. Jack Tramiel of 
the San Francisco Bay Area, was one of the 
five that Fortune Magazine selected to high- 
light in this extraordinary article, and | want to 
pay tribute to him today. 

Jack Tramiel, like the other four singled out 
by Fortune Magazine, has a unique story, but 
there are common threads to these five tales 
of personal success. The story of the penni- 
less immigrant who succeeds in America is a 
familiar theme in our nation’s lore, but these 
stories involve a degree of courage and deter- 
mination unmatched in the most inspiring of 
Horatio Alger's stories. 

These men were, in the words of author 
Carol J. Loomis, “Holocaust survivors in the 
most rigorous sense,” they “actually experi- 
enced the most awful horrors of the Holo- 
caust, enduring a Nazi death camp or a con- 
centration camp or one of the ghettos that 
were essentially holding pens for those 
camps.” 

They picked themselves up “from the very 
cruelest of circumstances, they traveled to 
America and prospered as businessmen. They 
did it, to borrow a phrase from Elie Wiesel, 
when everything in history was against them.” 
They were teenagers or younger when World 
War II began. They lost six years of their 
youth and six years of education. “they were 
deprived of liberty and shorn of dignity. All lost 
relatives, and most lost one or both parents. 
Each . . . was forced to live constantly with 
the threat of death and the knowledge that 
next time he might be ‘thumbed’ not into a line 
of prisoners allowed to live, but into another 
line headed for the gas chambers.” Through 
luck and the sheer will to survive, these were 
some of the very fortunate who lived to tell the 
story of that horror. 
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The second part of their stories is also simi- 
lar—a variant of the American dream. These 
courageous men came to the United States 
with “little English and less money.” Despite 
their lack of friends and mentors, they found 
the drive to succeed. As Loomis notes, “many 
millions who were unencumbered by the 
heavy, exhausting baggage of the Holocaust 
had the same opportunities and never reached 
out of seize them as these men did.” Their 
success in view of the immense obstacles that 
impeded their path makes their stories all the 
more remarkable. 

One other element that is also common to 
these five outstanding business leaders—they 
are “Founders” of the U.S. Holocaust Memo- 
rial Museum here in Washington, D.C. They 
have shown a strong commitment to remem- 
bering the brutal horrors of the Holocaust, 
paying honor to its victims, and working to 
prevent the repetition of this vicious inhu- 
manity. 

Mr. Speaker, Jack Tramiel is one of the five 
Holocaust survivors and leading American en- 
trepreneurs highlighted in this article. Jack 
began as a typewriter repairman and moved 
on to establish his own firm, Commodore, 
which initially manufactured typewriters and 
adding machines. In 1976 he moved into the 
field of computers and took Commodore to 
$700 million in sales in 1983. As we here in 
the Congress mark the annual Days of Re- 
membrance in honor of the victims of Nazi ter- 
ror, | am inserting the profile of Jack Tramiel 
from Fortune Magazine be placed in the 
RECORD. 


JACK TRAMIEL—SILICON VALLEY FOUNDER, 
COMMODORE INTL. 

Only 10 when the Nazis marched into his 
city of Lodz, Poland, in 1939, Jack Tramiel 
(then named Idek Tramielski) initially had a 
kid's thrilled reaction to the sheer spectacle 
of the scene: weapons glinting in the sun, 
soldiers goose-stepping, planes overhead. It 
was a fantastic thing, he remembers. 

Reality crashed down after that. Lodz's 
Jews—one-third of the city’s 600,000 people— 
were ordered out of their homes and into a 
crowded ghetto. For nearly five years Jack 
(an only child) and his parents lived there in 
one room, scavenged for food, and worked— 
his father at shoemaking, Jack in a pants 
factory. The faces that the Tramiels saw in 
the ghetto changed constantly: Jews left, 
new Jews came in, often from other coun- 
tries. Later Tramiel learned that the Jewish 
leader of the ghetto was parceling out its 
residents to the Germans, believing that the 
community would be left in relative peace as 
long as he periodically delivered up a contin- 
gent of its residents for deportation—and no 
doubt extermination. 

In August 1944 the Tramiels themselves 
were herded into railroad cars, told they 
were going to Germany to better themselves, 
and instead shipped to Auschwitz. Jack’s 
most vivid memory of the three-day trip is 
that each person received a whole loaf of 
bread as a ration—a feast beyond his imagi- 
nation. At journey’s end, the men were sepa- 
rated from the women (at which point Jack 
lost track of his mother) and then them- 
selves split into two groups, one permitted 
for the time being to live, the other sent to 
Auschwitz’s gas chambers. Jack and his fa- 
ther were thumbed into the group that sur- 
vived. 

A few weeks later, Jack and his father 
were “examined” by the notorious Dr. Josef 
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Mengele and thumbed again into a survivors 
line. “What do you mean—examine?” 
Tramiel is asked. He touched my testicles. 
He judged whether we were strong enough to 
work.“ Having passed, Tramiel and his fa- 
ther were transported to a spot just outside 
Hanover, Germany, and there set to building 
a concentration camp into whose barracks 
they themselves moved. In weather that was 
often bitter cold, they worked in thin, pa- 
jama-like garments, and they grew increas- 
ingly emaciated on a deprivation diet: wa- 
tery “soup” and bread in the morning, and a 
potato, bread, and more soup' at night. 

By December 1944 the Tramlels were as- 
signed to different work crews and seeing 
each other only occasionally. At one of their 
meetings the father told the son that many 
young people in the camp were managing to 
smuggle food to their elders—and why hadn't 
Jack done that for his father? Stung, Jack 
studied for days how to deal with an electric 
fence that stood between him and an SS 
kitchen and finally succeeded in burrowing 
his thin frame under it to steal food—one po- 
tato and some peels. But when he got the 
food to his father, malnutrition had gripped 
the older man and grossly swollen his body. 
He could not eat. Soon after, he died in the 
camp's infirmary. Later, Jack learned that 
the death was directly caused by an injection 
of gasoline into his father’s veins. 

As the winter stretched into the spring of 
1945, Jack Tramiel himself grew increasingly 
fatalistic. But then a strange end-of-the-war 
tableau unfolded. First, the Germans van- 
ished from the camp; second, the Red Cross 
moved in briefly, overfed the prisoners to the 
point that some died, and then left; third, 
the Germans returned and then vanished 
again. On their heels came two American 
soldiers—‘'20-foot-tall black men, the first 
blacks I'd ever seen,” says Tramiel—who 
loomed in a barracks door, peered at the 
prisoners hiding beneath the straw of their 
bunks, said something in English that one 
Jew gleaned as “More Americans will be 
coming,” and left. Next a tank rolled up. In 
it stood a Jewish chaplain in dress uniform, 
who declared in Yiddish: “You are free,“ and 
told the tank to move on. These were troops 
of the advancing American Army, the month 
was April 1945, and Tramiel was 16. 

Tramiel, today 69 and a fireplug in build, 
stayed in Europe for more than two years 
after his liberation, and many of his recol- 
lections of those days concern food: how he 
tricked his way into a sanitarium to a rich, 
and shamefully fattening, diet; how he 
gorged happily while working in an Amer- 
ican Army kitchen; how he did other odd 
jobs for money or food.” But he also 
learned during this time that his mother was 
alive and back again in Lodz. He saw her 
there but then left, resolved by that time to 
marry a concentration-camp survivor he'd 
met, Helen Goldgrub, and go with her to the 
U.S. 

The two wed in Germany in July 1947. They 
got to the U.S. separately, though—he first, 
in November of that year. His confidence, 
strengthened by what he'd survived, bor- 
dered on hubris: “I figured I could handle 
just about anything,” he says. He started out 
living at a Jewish agency, HIAS, in New 
York City; got a job as a handyman at a 
Fifth Avenue lamp store; learned English 
from American movies; and at their end 
pigged out on chocolate instead of eating 
regular dinners. 

Then, in early 1948, he did the improbable, 
joining the U.S. Army. By the time he left it 
four years later, he'd been reunited with his 
wife and fathered a son (the first of three). 
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The Army had also pointed him to a career 
by putting him in charge of repairing office 
equipment in the New York City area. 

When Tramiel checked back into civilian 
life, he entered a long period of close encoun- 
ters with machines that typed words and ma- 
nipulated numbers. He first worked, at $50 a 
week, for a struggling typewriter-repair 
shop. Using his Army connections, Tramiel 
got the owner a contract to service several 
thousand machines, The guy flipped,” says 
Tramiel, but did not give his enterprising 
employee a raise. I have no intention of 
working for people who have no brains,” said 
Tramiel to the owner, and quit. 

Tramiel then bought a typewriter shop in 
the Bronx. He did repair work for Fordham 
University and, when he once got a chance to 
buy scads of used typewriters, rebuilt and re- 
sold them. He next prepared to import ma- 
chines from Italy, but found he could get the 
import exclusivity he wanted only by mov- 
ing to Canada. It was in Toronto, in 1955, 
that he founded a company he called Com- 
modore, an importer and eventually a manu- 
facturer of both typewriters and adding ma- 
chines. Why Commodore? Because Tramiel 
wanted a name with a military ring and be- 
cause higher ranks, such as General and Ad- 
miral, were already taken, 

Commodore went public in 1962 at a Cana- 
dian bargain-basement price of $2.50 a 
share—a deal that raised funds Tramiel need- 
ed to pay off big loans he'd gotten from a Ca- 
nadian financier named C. Powell Morgan, 
head of Atlantic Acceptance. Deep trouble 
erupted in the mid-1960s when Atlantic, to 
which Commodore was almost joined at the 
hip, went bankrupt, amid charges of fraudu- 
lent financial statements, dummy compa- 
nies, and propped stock prices. Tramiel was 
never charged with illegalities, but an inves- 
tigative commission concluded that he was 
probably not blameless. In any case, the Ca- 
nadian financial establishment ostracized 
him. Struggling to keep Commodore itself 
out of bankruptcy, he was forced in 1966 to 
give partial control of the company to Cana- 
dian investor Irving Gould. 

Commodore’s line then was still type- 
writers and adding machines, but the elec- 
tronics revolution was under way and setting 
up shop in Silicon Valley. Tramiel himself 
moved there in the late 1960s and soon, dis- 
playing a speed-to-market talent that has 
characterized his whole life, had Commodore 
pumping out electronic calculators. In time, 
one product, a hand-held calculator, grew so 
popular that it was self-destructive: The 
company that supplied Commodore with 
semiconductor chips, Texas Instruments, de- 
cided to produce calculators itself—selling 
them at prices that Commodore couldn't 
match. 

With Commodore again reeling, Tramiel 
vowed never again to be at the mercy of a 
vital supplier. In 1976 he made a momentous 
acquisition: MOS Technology, a Pennsyl- 
vania chip manufacturer that also turned 
out to be extravagantly nurturing about 200 
different R&D projects. Tramiel, a slash-and- 
burn, early-day Al Dunlap in management 
Style, killed most of the projects imme- 
diately. But he listened hard when an engi- 
neer named Chuck Peddle told him the com- 
pany had a chip that was effectively a micro- 
computer. And small computers, said Peddle, 
are going to be the future of the world.“ 

Willing to take a limited gamble, Tramiel 
told Peddle that he and Tramiel's second 
son, Leonard, then getting a Columbia Uni- 
versity astrophysics degree, had six months 
to come up with a computer Commodore 
could display at an upcoming Comdex elec- 
tronics show. They made the deadline. And 
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everyone loved the product,” says Tramiel, 
relishingly rolling out its name, PET, for 
Personal Electronic Transactor. Unfortu- 
nately, this was potentially an expensive 
pet, carrying a lot of risk—and demanding, 
says Tramiel, “a lot of money I still did not 
have. So he determined to gauge demand by 
running newspaper ads that offered six-week 
delivery on a computer priced at $599, a se- 
ductive figure on which Tramiel thought he 
could still make a profit. The ads appeared, 
and a hugely encouraging $3 million in 
checks came back. 

Commodore got to the market with its 
computer in 1977, in the same year that 
Apple and Tandy put their micros on sale. In 
the next few years, Tramiel drove those com- 
petitors and others wild by combatively 
pushing prices down and down, to levels like 
$200. He also became famous for rough treat- 
ment of suppliers, customers, and execu- 
tives—and about it all was fiercely unrepent- 
ant. Business is war,“ he said. “I don't be- 
lieve in compromising. I believe in winning.” 

Which is what he did in those early years 
for computers, leading Commodore to $700 
million in sales in fiscal 1983 and $88 million 
in profits. At its peak price in those days, 
the stock that Tramiel had sold in 1962 at a 
price of $2.50 a share was up to $1,200, and his 
6.5% slice of the company was worth $120 
million. 

But then, in early 1984, just as annual sales 
were climbing above $1 billion, Tramiel 
clashed with a Commodore stockholder 
mightier than he, Irving Gould—and when 
the smoke had cleared, Tramiel was out. The 
nature of their quarrel was never publicly 
disclosed. Today, however, Tramiel says he 
wanted to “grow” the comapny, and Gould 
didn't. 

Commodore was really Tramiel’s last hur- 
rah. True, he surfaced again quickly in the 
computer industry, agreeing later in 1984 to 
take over—for a pittance—Warner Commu- 
nications’ foundering Atari operation. But in 
a business changing convulsively as IBM 
brought out its PC and the clones marched 
in, Atari was a loser and ultimately a ven- 
ture into which Tramiel was unwilling to 
sink big money. Eventually he folded Atari 
into a Silicon Valley disk-drive manufac- 
turer, KTS, in which he has a major interest 
but plays no operational role. 

Today Tramiel is basically retired and 
managing his money. From four residences, 
he’s cut down to one, a palatial house atop a 
foothill in Monte Sereno, Calif. In its garage 
are two Rolls-Royces, a type of luxury to 
which Tramiel has long been addicted. 

Naturally, charity fundraisers took 
Tramiel up. When those for the Holocaust 
Memorial Museum appeared, he at first 
thought of it as just one more philanthropic 
cause to be supported. But his wife, Helen, 
69, who spent her concentration camp days 
at Bergen-Belsen, is intensely aware that 
both she and her husband survived what mil- 
lions of other Jews did not. “No,” she said 
adamantly, “for this one we have to go all 
out.“ 


— 
INTRODUCTION OF POSTAL SERV- 


ICE SAFETY AND HEALTH PRO- 
MOTION ACT 


HON. JAMES C. GREENWOOD 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, April 23, 1998 
Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, today | 
am introducing legislation to treat the U.S. 
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Postal Service the same as any private em- 
ployer under the Occupational Safety and 
Health Act. 

The fact that the Postal Service has not 
been covered by the Occupational Safety and 
Health Act in the same way as private employ- 
ers—including private employers with whom 
the Postal Service directly competes for busi- 
ness—is apparently due to the fact that both 
the Occupational Safety and Health Act and 
the Postal Reorganization Act were being con- 
sidered at the same time by Congress, in 
1970. In any event, the Postal Service, al- 
though it is now “an independent establish- 
ment of the Executive Branch of the Govern- 
ment of the United States” is considered a 
“federal agency” for purposes of the Occupa- 
tional Safety and Health Act. 

As a “federal agency,” under Section 19 of 
the Occupational Safety and Health Act, and 
Executive Order 12196, the Postal Service is 
supposed to comply with OSHA standards, but 
it is not subject to OSHA enforcement as are 
private employers. Instead, the Department of 
Labor is authorized under Executive Order 
12196 to conduct inspections of agency work- 
places “when the Secretary [of Labor] deter- 
mines necessary if an agency does not have 
occupational safety and health committees; or 
in response to reports of unsafe or unhealthful 
working conditions, upon request of occupa- 
tional safety and health committees . . .; or, 
in the case of a report of an imminent danger, 
when such a committee has not responded to 
an employee who has alleged to it that the 
agency has not adequately responded to a re- 
port.” In such cases, the Department of Labor 
is required to follow up its inspection with a re- 
port to the head of the agency. In addition, 
under the executive order, the Secretary of 
Labor submits an annual report to the Presi- 
dent on each federal agency’s workplace safe- 
ty and health performance. However, neither 
the Department of Labor nor the state agen- 
cies which enforce OSHA requirements in 23 
states have the legal authority to require the 
Postal Service to comply with OSHA require- 
ments, or to issue citations or penalties 
against the Postal Service for violations of 
OSHA requirements. 

As my colleagues may know, | have been 
working for some time on much needed re- 
forms of the workers compensation system for 
federal employees, known as the Federal Em- 
ployees Compensation Act, or FECA, which is 
also the workers compensation program which 
covers Postal Service employees. The present 
program is expensive, has not been updated 
for years, continues to be afflicted by cases of 
fraud and abuse, and in many cases discour- 
ages employees’ return to work. Measured by 
either total compensation costs or number of 
claims, Postal Service employees comprise 
one of the largest components of FECA. 

During a hearing held on the FECA program 
on March 24 by the Workforce Protections 
Subcommittee, a representative of the Amer- 
ican Postal Workers Union claimed that “{in] 
our experience, the federal government's 
workplace safety and health program remains 
inadequate and deficient, and this is where the 
greatest savings could and should be 
achieved in the costs associated with workers 
injured on the job in the line of duty.” 

While | certainly do not share the view that 
the only problem with the FECA program is 


April 23, 1998 


the lack of effort by the Postal Service or fed- 
eral agencies generally to seriously address 
workplace hazards in order to prevent work- 
place injuries, it does seem to me reasonable 
and appropriate to provide assurance that in 
addressing FECA we are not ignoring the 
issue of workplace safety. Nor does it seem 
unreasonable to me that the Postal Service, 
which increasingly competes directly with pri- 
vate companies, should do so “on a level 
playing field” with regard to OSHA regulation 
and enforcement. 

So for both of these reasons | am intro- 
ducing legislation to treat the Postal Service 
the same as private employers for purposes of 
the Occupational Safety and Health Act. 
Under the bill, the Postal Service would be 
subject to inspection, citation, and penalty by 
OSHA and approved state OSHA programs. | 
invite my colleagues to cosponsor this legisla- 
tion, and | look forward to working with my col- 
leagues in order to pass this legislation during 
this Congress. 


—_———EE 


W. STANLEY GARNER HONORED 
HON. JAMES H. MALONEY 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, 
| want to bring to the attention of the House 
of Representatives and the American people 
the celebration of an individual in Connecti- 
cuts 5th Congressional District to be held this 
Saturday, April 25th, and the many accom- 
plishments of Mr. W. Stanley Garner of New 
Fairfield, Connecticut. Family, friends and as- 
sociates of Mr. Garner will gather at the new 
Fairfield Senior Center to honor him for his 
personal contributions to the Public Library 
and the community at large. 

Born in New Fairfield on January 9, 1923, 
Mr. Garner involved himself in community af- 
fairs as a young man, and was an avid user 
of the New Fairfield Free Public Library when 
it was simply a corner room in the small town 
hall building before World War Il. In 1967, Mr. 
Garner became Trustee of that library and 
served in that capacity for more than 20 years, 
a longer continuous tenure than anyone else. 

During these twenty plus years, and since, 
Mr. Garner has been at the forefront of all the 
Library's construction projects and was pri- 
marily responsible for the establishment of the 
town’s Children’s Library. He served on the 
Building Committee for the present Town Li- 
brary, built in 1975, as well as on the Building 
Committees for the addition to the New Fair- 
field Middle School, the Fire House and the 
town Police Station. 

Mr. Garners reputation as a builder in the 
area is outstanding, having been responsible 
for the construction of hundreds of homes in 
the area, as well as several public facilities in- 
cluding the Parish House of St. Edward's 
Church and its adjacent Sullivan Home. He 
was also a long time member of the Board of 
Directors of the Union Savings Bank in New 
Fairfield. 

Throughout his life, Mr. Garner has given a 
level of public service that few achieve. He 
continues to serve today as an example of the 
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type of service and dedication that all of us 
should follow. Despite his level of involvement, 
however, Mr. Garner has never allowed his 
outside activities to overshadow the impor- 
tance of his family. This October 28th, Stan 
and Aileen Pulver Garner will celebrate their 
48th wedding anniversary with their two sons. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of Connecticut's 5th 
Congressional District, and this House, | want 
to congratulate Mr. Stanley Garner on his life- 
long achievements and thank him for his serv- 
ice and dedication to New Fairfield, its institu- 
tions and citizens. 

— 


RECOGNIZING COLORADO'S FRONT 
RANGE CONTINUUM OF CARE 


HON. BOB SCHAFFER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, | rise today to speak about a citizen 
coalition known as Colorado’s Northern Front 
Range Continuum of Care, whom | recently 
met with in my Fort Collins office to learn of 
their assessment of the community's need for 
affordable housing, transitional housing, group 
homes and homeless services. The Con- 
tinuum of Care is comprised of over 125 indi- 
viduals representing various community orga- 
nizations including Alternatives to Violence, 
American Red Cross, Catholic Charities-North- 
em, House of Neighborly Service, WIRS, A 
Woman's Place, Weld Food Bank, Greeley 
Interfaith, Right to Read, Cities of Greeley, 
Loveland, and Fort Collins, Neighbor to Neigh- 
bor, Fort Collins Authority, Larimer County 
Mental Health, Larimer County Department of 
Human Services, Loveland Housing Authority, 
Crossroads Safehouse, Crossroads Ministry, 
Colorado Division of Housing, Ft. Lupton 
Housing Authority, Greeley Housing Authority, 
Greeley Transitional House, United Way of 
Weld County, Greeley Area Habitat for Hu- 
manity, CARE Housing, and Funding Partners. 

Continuum of Care was formed for the pur- 
pose of inventorying existing local resources in 
the community, and to identify gaps in housing 
and service delivery for special populations. 
The assessments were achieved through the 
participation of these representatives who de- 
veloped this analysis bringing their particular 
community experiences to the table. 

The following facts were established con- 
cerning the value of the Low-Income Housing 
Tax Credit: 

H.R. 2900 would increase the Low-Income 
Housing Tax Credits to $1.75 per capita and 
index the cap to inflation. 

The current cap is severely limiting the 
state’s capacity to help the thousands of lower 
wage families from renting decent, safe and 
affordable housing. 

In 1996, Colorado was allocated $4.5 million 
in housing tax credits but the demand far ex- 
ceeded this allocation with requests totaling 
$15.3 million. 

The Low-Income Tax Credit is a federal tax 
credit to investors for ten years for up to 9% 
of their cost of constructing or rehabilitating 
apartments dedicated to lower-wage working 
families at restricted rents. 
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Since 1987, the housing tax credit has 
helped develop over 7,692 units of affordable 
housing in 40 counties in Colorado, 

During that same time period in Larimer and 
Weld Counties, funds totaling $4,525,677 were 
allocated, providing 1,183 new housing units. 

Facts were also presented in support of Pri- 
vate Activity Bonds: 

H.R. 979 increases the Private Activity Bond 
(PAB) cap from $50 to $75 per capita and 
index the cap to inflation. 

This legislation will stimulate job creation, 
the production of affordable housing, industrial 
development, environmental cleanup and high- 
er education in Colorado. 

Currently the cap is the greater of $50 per 
capita or $150 million per state per year. This 
computes to about $200 million annually in 
Colorado. 

Annually, this cap is used-up completely. 
Demand exceeds supply by four-to-one. 

In the last two years, over $414 million of 
private activity bond authority yielded a signifi- 
cant positive economic impact for Colorado. 

Over $336 million in tax exempt bond fi- 
nancing for affordable housing for our 
bluecollar work force funded new home own- 
ership and rental opportunities. 

$41 million of financing for industrial devel- 
opment (manufacturing facilities) and agricul- 
tural loans. 

$37 million in student loans to college stu- 
dents. 

Also brought to my attention is the fact that 
the Federal Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) is spending less money 
on transitional housing and more on emer- 
gency shelters for the homeless. Transitional 
housing is designed to house women and chil- 
dren on a temporary basis when they leave an 
abusive environment and need a safe place to 
live while transitioning to a new home and life. 

Statistics prove that affordable housing is 
very limited. For example, in Weld County, the 
median home price in 1990 was $68,118, 
climbing to $123,868 in 1996—an 84% in- 
crease. Rental rates climbed during the same 
period at 43%, going from $357 to $511, while 
vacancy rates remainded low. During the 
same time, job growth jumped up 31.7%, but 
most of the new jobs were created in low-pay- 
ing service and retail sectors. With average 
median family income rising only by 35%, 
housing is unattainable for many. 

It was my concern over the lack of afford- 
able housing that inspired me to co-sponsor 
H.R. 2990, amending the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to increase the amount of low- 
income housing credits which may be allo- 
cated to each State, and to index such 
amount for inflation; and H.R. 979 (Private Ac- 
tivity Bonds), which will increase the cap and 
help alleviate the pressure on our housing 
market. Sister Mary Alice Murphy described 
the housing assistance credit as having a 
positive impact on the community. Additionally, 
| remain firmly committed to eliminating the 
numerous federally mandated regulations 
which drive up the cost of building homes and 
those which dictate how a community admin- 
isters their programs. | am pleased to carry 
the message for more affordable and available 
housing to my colleagues for this problem af- 
fects not only the people of Colorado's Fourth 
Congressional District, but also people nation- 
wide. 
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TRIBUTE TO CHESTERFIELD 
SMITH, ESQ., ON THE DEDICA- 
TION OF THE CHESTERFIELD 
SMITH CENTER FOR EQUAL JUS- 
TICE 


HON. CARRIE P. MEEK 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, it is in- 
deed a distinct honor to pay tribute to one of 
Miami-Dade’s unsung heroes, Attorney Ches- 
terfield Smith. The dedication of the Chester- 
field Smith Center for Equal Justice on April 
23, 1998 is a well-deserved honor. 

Attorney Smith represents the best of our 
community. Having dedicated a major portion 
of his life to making the justice system work 
on behalf of the less fortunate in Miami-Dade, 
he was relentless in his development of 
probono legal services program that re- 
sponded to the crying needs of our commu- 
nity's poor. His was a crusade that maximized 
understanding and compassion for countless 
destitute who severely lack the financial 
wherewithal to have their cases move up 
through the maze of the legal system. 

Under his leadership many lives have been 
saved and countless families have been ren- 
dered whole because of the poors accessi- 
bility to pro-bono legal services. He was vir- 
tually the lone voice in the wilderness in ex- 
posing his righteous indignation over the 
hopelessness of countless individuals who 
through the various crises of poverty rendered 
them helpless before the legal system. At the 
same time, he has been forthright and forceful 
in advocating the tenets of equal treatment 
under the law for the poor who have been re- 
manded to the complex proceedings of the 
court system. His sensitivity toward them knew 
no bounds, and he was likewise untiring in 
seeking the appropriate guidance and coun- 
seling strategies for them. 

In an April 5, 1998 Miami Herald write-up, 
Attorney Smith was genuinely lauded as a 
community leader whose “* * * life serves as 
an example of how much difference each of 
us can make in behalf of the less fortunate.” 
Singlehandledly he has championed a career- 
long commitment to free legal services to the 
poor. 

In his stint on the prestigious Holland & 
Knight law firm, Attorney Smith truly rep- 
resents an exemplary community servant who 
abides by the dictum that those who have less 
in life through no fault of their own should 
somehow be lifted up by those who have been 
blessed with life's greater amenities. As a gad- 
fly among South Florida’s law firms, he is wont 
to prod his colleagues toward the support of 
the Legal Services of Greater Miami to provide 
a more hopeful life for our community's poor. 

As one of those hardy spirits who chose to 
reach out to those living in public housing 
projects, Attorney Smith thoroughly under- 
stood the accouterments of power and leader- 
ship. He sagely exercised them alongside the 
mandate of his conviction and the wisdom of 
his knowledge, focusing his energies to en- 
hance the well-being of a community he 
learned to love and care for so deeply. 
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His undaunted efforts in the legal system 
through his tenure as President of the Amer- 
ican Bar Association helped shape and form 
the agenda of many legal organizations. His 
word is his bond to those who dealt with him, 
not only in moments of triumphal exuberance 
in helping many of the poor tum their lives 
around, but also in his resilient quest to trans- 
form Miami-Dade county into a veritable mo- 
saic of vibrant cultures and diverse peoples 
converging together into this great experiment 
that is America. 

Numerous accolades with which various or- 
ganizations have honored him symbolize the 
unequivocal testimony of the utmost respect 
and admiration he enjoys from our community. 
Attorney Chesterfield Smith, lawyer par excel- 
lence, truly exemplifies a one-of-a-kind leader- 
ship whose courage and resilient spirit genu- 
inely dignifies the role of a community servant. 

Today's dedication is genuinely deserved! | 
truly salute him on behalf of a grateful commu- 
nity. 


TRIBUTE TO KATE McLEAN 
HON. ELTON GALLEGLY 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
pay tribute today to a woman who has made 
her mission in life to help our society's most 
vulnerable find some sort of warmth in a world 
that can often be so cold. Kate McLean of 
Ventura, California, is an extraordinary person 
who has touched the lives of thousands, lead- 
ing the charge of a successful organization 
which has been the saving grace to many in 
her community. 

It's easy to look into the eyes of those in 
need, and feel sympathy. But for many, it's 
even easier to look away and forget about the 
unexpected harsh realities life brings. But 
when Kate McLean saw a person in need, a 
living tragedy, she didn’t look away, but in- 
stead helped them look towards their future. 
Kate did more than recognize the social ills 
that so often ruin lives. Instead of extending 
fleeting sympathy, Kate McLean actually made 
a difference—a difference in the lives of the 
abandoned and the abused. She has helped 
the homeless find shelter and runaways find 
refuge and understanding. 

Kate has achieved these and countless 
other compassionate deeds through an organi- 
zation called Interface Children Family Serv- 
ices, a non-profit which she co-founded. To 
name just a few of their services, this organi- 
zation offers assistance to families in crises, a 
24-hour hotline for troubled teens, and shel- 
ters for battered women and their children. 
Under Kate McLean, hundreds of thousands 
of children and families have been helped at 
Interface from 1973 to 1990. Today, Interface 
Children Family Services continues to aid 
those in crisis situations, expanding on the 
foundation Kate McLean helped to start. 

After Kate left Interface in 1990, she took 
her vast experiences to help the Ventura 
County Community Foundation, which under 
her supervision, increased Ventura County’s 
endowed resources for charities from 
$300,000 to more than $16 million. 
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April 24, 1998 marks the 25th anniversary of 
the Interface Children Family Services. On this 
special occasion | want to recognize Kate 
McLean as a shining example, and to thank 
her for doing what others may have the yearn- 
ing to do, but not the ambition. | want to thank 
Kate McLean for being such a vital part to the 
Ventura County Community, and for being our 
angel of hope. 


EARTH DAY 
HON. EARL F. HILLIARD 


OF ALABAMA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. HILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, | stand before 
you on this Earth Day to commend our nation 
on how we have left a legacy to our children 
by protecting the natural resources of our na- 
tional parks, wildlife refuges and national for- 
ests. However, it is just as important for us to 
double our efforts to protect the habitat of our 
urban areas. 

| feel strongly that the children of our cities 
also deserve to breathe cleaner air, and have 
green fields to play on as they mature under 
the blue skies of Alabama. 

| am proud that our nation has made tre- 
mendous progress over the past 25 years in 
the area of environmental management. Our 
rivers and lakes in which our children fish, 
swim and boat are significantly cleaner; the air 
in which we breathe is improved and tremen- 
dous progress has been made in cleaning up 
our toxic waste sites, but we must concentrate 
more efforts for the children of our cities. 

am fighting for an approach to the environ- 
ment that is based on reason, balance, and 
moderation . . one that recognizes that it is 
not a question of whether we can afford to 
protect the environment, but whether we can 
afford not to protect it. 


NEW CREATIONS BOARDING 
SCHOOL, RICHMOND, IN 


HON. DAVID M. McINTOSH 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
share an inspiring story with my colleagues 
and the American people about a husband 
and wife team who have built New Creations 
Boarding School, in Richmond Indiana. Pastor 
Tim Cummings, being full of compassion for 
troubled teenagers, reached out and met the 
needs of those in Wayne County. Tim has 
been fully supported by his wife Bonnie, who 
has been an invaluable partner in his work. 
New Creations Boarding School is Biblically 
focussed and many students lives have been 
changed through the teachings of the Bible. 
The Cummings have made a difference by 
showing that if individuals work hard and show 
kindness they can do good things. These 
qualities are needed in our communities and 
the Cummings are an excellent example for 
others to follow. In short, work hard, be kind 
to others and help your neighbor if you can. 
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Well Done, Pastor Tim and Bonnie. May God 
Bless you in all your future endeavors. 


SPEECH TO HORATIO ALGER 
SCHOLARS NATIONAL SCHOLARS 
CONFERENCE 


HON. NICK LAMPSON 
OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, to all of you 
who are here today because you have been 
selected to participate in the 1998 Horatio 
Alger Association’s National Scholars Con- 
ference, | would like to say welcome. As | am 
sure you have already learned, you have 
joined a very exclusive club of achievers who 
have been recognized by that fine organiza- 
tion. 

| am proud to note that several Members of 
Congress have been honored as distinguished 
Americans by the association such as Senator 
ROBERT BYRD of West Virginia and other great 
American's like the late Supreme Court Jus- 
tice Thurgood Marshall. But | am particularly 
proud that one of my constituents and friends, 
Tom Harken, serves on the association's 
Board of Directors. If each of you have not 
had the opportunity to meet this man make 
sure you do so. Especially if you plan on 
being in business. He is truly a Horatio Alger 
success story. 

Because each of you are exemplary high 
school seniors who have demonstrated out- 
standing qualities of honor, integrity and per- 
severance and did not allow life’s obstacles to 
stop you, | would like to say “congratulations” 
and to tell how proud | am of you. | would also 
like to tell you that with your distinct honor, not 
only comes the $5,000.00 scholarship you are 
receiving (although that is awfully nice), but 
also a responsibility to your own success and 
to keeping the dream of success alive for 
other young people who need to know that 
they too can “beat the odds” in spite of the 
hardships that they face. 

Today, as | speak to you on “Issues Facing 
Congress: A Congressman’s Perspective,” | 
would like to take you back to the first time 
that | stood in this chamber, when | was your 
age, and how it shapes my perspective today 
and how | hope that your visit today will shape 
your vision for tomorrow. 

My first visit to Congress truly helped me 
understand that one of the greatest issues fac- 
ing any session of Congress is how we keep 
the American dream alive for you and every 
other citizen of the United States, regardless 
of their financial, ethnic or religious back- 
ground. This is done in many ways, but l'Il 
come back to that later. 

Allow me to share with you how my first visit 
to this chamber gave me a glimpse of that 
dream of success and how that glimpse was 
the start of my commitment to making a real 
difference for myself and others. 

| hope you'll forgive me for being so per- 
sonal, but | know that among you are people 
who can really make a difference, and | don't 
want to waste this opportunity to share my ex- 
perience with tomorrow's leaders. 

When | first came to this chamber, | was 
very close to your age. | was not rich. In fact 
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it seems as though | had worked almost every 
day of my life since | was in Junior High 
School. At that time, Jack Brooks was Con- 
gressman. Because he had come to this office 
by overcoming financial and personal adver- 
sity as a young person, he made sure that 
young people such as myself got the oppor- 
tunity to be here as Congressional interns so 
that we could catch a glimpse of the dream 
and carry it on to another generation. It was 
during that internship that | committed myself 
not only to personal achievement but to lead- 
ership as well. 

As | said, one of the main issues facing 
Congress is how to provide the opportunity 
and tools necessary for every young person to 
not only succeed but to excel. | am attempting 
to do this in a number of ways that | think are 
extremely important. 

First, as a freshman Member of Congress, 
| have founded the Congressional Caucus for 
Missing and Exploited children. The purpose 
of this caucus is: 

1. To build awareness around the issue of 
missing and exploited children for the purpose 
of finding children who are currently missing 
and to prevent future abductions; 

2. To crease a voice within Congress on the 
issue of missing and exploited children and in- 
troduce legislation that would strengthen law 
enforcement, community organizing and 
school-based efforts to address child abduc- 
tion; and 

3. To identify ways to work effectively in our 
districts to address child abduction. By devel- 
oping cooperative efforts that involve police 
departments, educators, and community 
groups we can heighten awareness of the 
issue and pool resources for the purpose of 
solving outstanding cases and preventing fu- 
ture abductions. 

Additionally, | strongly support funding for 
higher education both in institutional funding 
and in the form of grants and loans for those 
whose families do not have the resources to 
provide them with a college education. 

| have the privilege of serving on two Com- 
mittees in Congress. The Committee on 
Science, on which | serve on the Sub- 
committee on Space and Aeronautics which is 
responsible for NASA and all of it’s programs, 
including the space shuttle and the inter- 
national space station. | must say that | truly 
believe that the space program can do more 
to make the dream available to more people 
in more ways than any other single endeavor. 

Additionally, | serve on the Committee on 
Transportation where | serve on two Sub- 
committees; the Subcommittee on Water Re- 
sources and Environment and the Sub- 
committee on Public Buildings and Economic 
Development. On each of these Committees, 
| have the opportunity to cast my vote in favor 
of the youth of today and the leaders of tomor- 
row. 

But probably the most important thing that | 
have the privilege of doing as a Congressman 
is to stand before a group of outstanding 
young people, such as yourselves, and say to 
you, do not quit, do not waiver and do not 
flinch no matter how tough the road may be. 
You have already proven that you are not eas- 
ily discouraged. But | also want to challenge 
you to bring others along with you and show 
them the dream, so that when all is said and 
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done, it is my hope that one day you will be 
standing here speaking to a group of Horatio 
Alger Scholars. Then | will know that my time 
in Congress was well spent. 

— — 


IN RECOGNITION OF MS. AMI 
KARLAGE 


HON. JIM BUNNING 


OF KENTUCKY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, | just wanted to 
take a few minutes to recognize an out- 
standing achievement by a young high school 
student from Kentucky. 

Ms. Ami Karlage of Edgewood, in my con- 
gressional district, recently won a 1998 Voice 
of Democracy broadcast scriptwriting contest 
for Kentucky as sponsored by the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars. | have attached a copy of her 
winning essay for all to read. 

Ms. Karlage is a junior at Holmes High 
School and is one of only 54 national winners. 
She was sponsored by VFW Post 6095 of 
Latonia, and | understand she is planning on 
becoming a geneticist one day. Given the in- 
telligence she shows in her essay, | expect 
that she will eventually accomplish whatever 
she sets her mind to. 

| am proud of Ms. Karlage, and | commend 
my colleagues’ attention to her essay about 
the importance of principle and standing up for 
one’s beliefs. They are time-honored lessons 
we should never forget. 


“MY VOICE IN OUR DEMOCRACY” 
(By Ami Karlage) 


.. . Give me liberty or give me death!” 
—Patrick Henry 


“Join the union, girls, and together say 
Equal Pay for Equal Work”. 
—Susan B. Anthony 


“I am in earnest—I will not equivocate—I 
will not excuse—I will not retreat a single 
inch; and I will be heard!” 

William Lloyd Garrison 


These famous words ring throughout our 
country like the echoes of silent bells. 
Voices, unused in generations, can be heard 
today, still urging us to fight for what is 
good, to stand up for what we believe. These 
voices created and preserved our democracy, 
and they resound in our memories, a sym- 
phony of noble and pure ideas. Yet, added to 
this harmonious music of the past is a ca- 
cophony of voices belonging to the present: 
millions of people, each shouting his or her 
own opinions with little or no regard for 
anyone else’s thoughts. Amidst all this tur- 
moil, how can my voice be heard? How can 
my voice make a difference? 

In todays’ democracy, many cynical, dis- 
illusioned people would tell you that it’s not 
worth shouting to be heard, it’s not worth 
standing up for what you believe. Because no 
one listens, no one cares. I cannot believe 
that. Too many problems in the past have 
been corrected because one person dared to 
speak out against them, America won its 
independence because one person had the 
courage to challenge British rule. The ral- 
lying cry of “No taxation without represen- 
tation“ swept a nation of diverse peoples and 
fractured opinions and united a majority of 
the population to work towards a common 
goal. Women won the right to vote because 
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one person refused to be silent. The writings 
and speeches of Susan B. Anthony sparked 
reforms in women’s dress, social freedoms, 
and ultimately, constitutional rights in a 
time of heightened civil turbulence. Slavery 
was abolished because one person proclaimed 
it unjust. The accomplishments of William 
Lloyd Garrison and other abolitionists, such 
as Frederick Douglas and Sojourner Truth, 
resulted in the thirteenth amendment to the 
Constitution, which effectively outlawed 
slavery. Each of these controversies were im- 
portant developments in our nation’s 
growth, and each of them began with a single 
person who persisted until another person 
listened. .. and another. and another, 
until that first person was shouting with the 
multitude instead of against it. 

If I want my voice to be heard, I have to ig- 
nore the cynics. I have to shout against the 
millions. I have to call out incessantly. I 
have to refuse to be silent, in the hopes that 
one person might take note of my cry. If I 
influence just one other person, then my 
voice has been heard. If I cause that person 
to examine or change his or her views, then 
my voice has made a difference. My voice is 
not the voice of the millions, nor does it 
have to be. My voice in democracy is just 
that: My voice, shouting against the crowd, 
so that I might be heard. 

And today, there are so many more ways in 
which my voice can be heard. 150 years ago, 
communication was limited to the written 
word, in the form of newspapers and pam- 
phlets, and the spoken word. As a student 
living in this day and age, I have the tech- 
nology to reach many, many more people. 
for example, I have television. through tele- 
vision, I can make my voice heard across the 
nation, simultaneously; whereas, it was 
nearly impossible for an abolitionist or a suf- 
fragette to achieve the same effect. I also 
have the internet, which is growing daily, 
and radio, which reaches a large percentage 
of the population. On a local level, I have 
service groups, a school newspaper, clubs and 
other organizations, all designed to give me 
a forum to voice my opinions and to allow 
my voice to be heard. How much faster could 
Patrick Henry have inflamed a nation, had 
he been able to use the present day media? 

Each of those historic, echoing voices be- 
longed to an individual who felt the need to 
speak out against Injustice, to better the 
world in which he or she lived. And even as 
a tempest begins with a single drop of rain, 
so did the American Revolution, the Wom- 
en's Suffrage Movement, and the Aboli- 
tionist Movement begin with a single 
thought, a single voice shouting among mil- 
lions of others. If our country could be so 
drastically influenced by just one person in 
the past, there is no reason that it cannot be 
just as affected by my voice in the present. 


IN MEMORY OF PAMELA MAY 
HON. IKE SKELTON 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
sadness that | take this opportunity to pay trib- 
ute to an outstanding public servant and 
teacher, Pamela May, who recently passed 
away at the age of 44. 

Pam May, who was born August 4, 1953, in 
Nevada, MO, dedicated her life to public serv- 
ice and education. In 1997, she was appointed 
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the Camden County auditor by Gov. Mel 
Carnahan, and from 1992 to 1997 Pam served 
as the Camdenton Third Ward Alderman. She 
also served as a Camden County Commis- 
sioner, 

Mrs. May also served on the Child Advo- 
cacy Council, the Citizens Advisory Committee 
for the Camden County Jail, and the Gov- 
emors Total Transportation Committee. She 
was a member of the Camdenton Rotary Club 
and was former president of the Camdenton 
Chamber of Commerce. 

In addition to her public service contribu- 
tions, Pam May devoted her life to teaching 
Missouri youngsters. She was a teacher for 10 
years in the Camdenton School District, and 
she began working in the Parents as Teachers 
program in 1986-87. She was also a part-time 
teacher in the Lake Area Vocational School's 
Child Care Management program. Mrs. May 
later became child care coordinator for the 
Camdenton R-3 School District, and wrote a 
grant to open the district's child care center. 

Pam May is survived by her husband, 
Ralph, two sons, a daughter, her parents, a 
brother, and two sisters. 

Mr. Speaker, | am certain that the Members 
of the House will join me in celebrating the life 
of this great Missouri public servant and edu- 
cator. Pamela May's strong sense of commu- 
nity and compassion for the youth of our coun- 
try make her a role model for all Americans. 
We will truly miss her. 


RECOGNIZING YOM-HASHOAH 
HON. MICHAEL PAPPAS 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. PAPPAS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the tragedy of the loss of six million 
Jewish people, one and a half million of which 
were children, who were murdered at the 
hands of the Nazis. Today is Yom-HaShoah, 
the day in which we recognize the horrific 
genocide that Adolf Hitler imposed on so 
many. 

Mr. Speaker, last year a group of young 
people from my district came to Washington 
and joined me on a visit to the Holocaust Mu- 
seum. Additionally, last year, thanks to the as- 
sistance of the Jewish Federations in my dis- 
trict, | was fortunate enough to visit Yad 
Vashem in Israel. | cannot adequately express 
in words how moved | was to see the photo- 
graphs of the victims, read the stories of so 
many families, and listened to the experiences 
that was told by the survivors. We can never 
forget what happened. Not only should we use 
this time to remember the past, but we must 
also educate our young people and future 
generations about the Holocaust in order to 
preserve the memory of those who lost their 
lives, honor those who were fortunate enough 
to survive and to reaffirm the promise of 
“never again!” 

Throughout this entire week, from April 19 
through April 26, 1998 the United States Holo- 
caust Memorial Council will lead the nation in 
civic commemorations of the victims of the 
Holocaust, called Days of Remembrance. Next 
week we will recognize the 50th year anniver- 
sary of the establishment of the state of Israel. 
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So today Mr. Speaker, | join with the people 
of Israel, those in my district, the Jewish Com- 
munity Centers and Temples, in remembering 
the victims and saluting the courage of the 
survivors of the Holocaust. 

—— 


CONGRATULATIONS TO CONNECTI- 
CUT’S TEACHER OF THE YEAR 
MARIANNE CAVANAUGH 


HON. BARBARA B. KENNELLY 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. Speak- 
er, | rise to congratulate Connecticut's Teach- 
er of the Year, Marianne Roche Cavanaugh. 
Mrs. Cavanaugh is the head teacher for math- 
ematics, Kindergarten through 12th grade, and 
teaches 4 math classes a day at the Gideon 
Welles Middle School in my home district. 
Since Mrs. Cavanaugh arrived in the Glaston- 
bury public school system more than 20 years 
ago, her colleagues have watched in awe of 
her energy and ability to get students excited 
about mathematics. It has been said that her 
students have even groaned in disappointment 
at the end of one of “Mrs. Cav's” lessons. 

In 1994, Mrs. Cavanaugh organized the first 
Gideon Welles Marathon. In this academic 
competition, students seek sponsors who 
pledge as much as 5 cents for each math 
problem correctly solved in an hour. The truly 
amazing thing is that over the last four years 
$20,000 has been raised in the Glastonbury 
community by 1200 students. The funds have 
been returned to the community to help pur- 
chase such things as youth league basketball 
uniforms, computer software programs, and to 
make charitable contributions such as dona- 
tions to the food bank, clothing certificates to 
local stores, and bicycles. 

Mrs. Cavanaugh’s goal is to see a National 
Marathon Day during April, Math Awareness 
Month. Students across the country could 
strive to test the limits of their math skills while 
raising money for their communities. As a 
strong supporter of educational programs and 
initiatives throughout my career here in Con- 
gress, | stand before you in the hope that this 
day may soon be realized. 

Outside her time in the classroom, Mrs. 
Cavanaugh has managed to present mathe- 
matical workshops across the nation, develop 
problem solving math curricula, and train other 
math teachers for the Interactive Math Pro- 
gram. In addition to this Connecticut Teacher 
of the Year award, Mrs. Cavanaugh was a fi- 
nalist for the Presidential Award for Excellence 
in Mathematics and Science Teaching in 1998 
and 1986, the 1998 Glastonbury Teacher of 
the Year, the Connecticut Association of 
School Superintendents’ Middle School Teach- 
er of the Year finalist in 1997, and Celebration 
of Excellence winner.in 1986. As a resident of 
Marlborough, Connecticut, she and her hus- 
band Roy Cavanaugh have four children, 
Lindsey, Matthew, Shannon, and Kevin. 

Again, | would like to commend Mrs. 
Cavanaugh on this achievement. She displays 
the kind of dedication, determination, and en- 
thusiasm that make our public school system 
work. With teachers of Mrs. Cavanaugh's cal- 
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iber, this next generation of Americans will 
surely reach the stars. 


IN MEMORY OF WILLIAM CAFARO 
HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
remember William Cafaro, a brilliant entre- 
preneur, a generous philanthropist, a political 
activist, and a good friend. 

Mr. Cafaro changed the way America shops 
by pioneering the shopping center industry. He 
built some of the nation’s first strip plazas and 
enclosed malls. His privately owned company 
has consistently ranked in the top ten largest 
commercial real estate developers in the na- 
tion. Mr. Cafaro emerged as a real estate de- 
veloper and entrepreneur in the 1940's and 
soon revolutionized the industry nationwide. 

This self-made man never forgot his roots. 
He has been recognized by countless organi- 
zations for his generosity and philanthropic 
work in the community. Among numerous 
other civic activities, Mr. Cafaro was especially 
involved in his church and in education. He 
was recently awarded a lifetime achievement 
award for humanitarian service from the Na- 
tional Italian American Foundation and was 
honored by President Clinton. 

Mr. Cafaro was active in politics as well. He 
was a delegate to the Democratic National 
Convention for three presidential elections and 
was a member of the Electoral College. He 
was friends with several Presidents including 
Harry S. Truman, John F. Kennedy, Lyndon B. 
Johnson, Jimmy Carter and Bill Clinton and 
visited the White House many times. 

Above all, Mr. Cafaro never lost sight of 
what was most important to him: his family, 
church, company, and community. His leader- 
ship and generosity are a great loss. 


HUMAN RIGHTS SPEECH 
HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | submit for 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the attached ex- 
cerpt from a speech | gave to the Columbus 
Human Rights Commission on April 4, 1998. 


ADDRESS TO THE HUMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION 
ANNUAL DINNER, COLUMBUS, INDIANA, APRIL 
4, 1998 


(By Lee H. Hamilton) 


I want to talk with you tonight about the 
challenges we face in advancing human 
rights. A deep concern for human rights is a 
basic and fundamental expression of the val- 
ues of the American people. It is part of who 
we are and what we are. 

In one sense, the history of this country 
can be told as the story of the advancement 
of human rights. Our ancestors fought a War 
of Independence to secure civil and political 
liberties, and a Civil War to ensure that all 
of its people, black and white, should be free 
and enjoy the basic rights of citizenship. In 
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this century, Americans have struggled to 
secure political, social, and economic rights 
for women, minorities, and working people. 

America has also been a model, a guide to 
other countries in its concern for human 
rights. With some success, and with some 
failures, too, we have sought to promote 
democratic institutions and the observance 
of human rights at home and abroad. 

How would you respond if I asked you to 
define for me in one sentence what this coun- 
try is all about? Most of you—I think— 
would say: At its very core, this country is 
about giving its people the opportunity to be 
the best that they can be. Our country does 
not provide equal opportunity to all its citi- 
zens. It does not assure success. But, at the 
very least, it does provide opportunity and it 
tries to remove barriers that deny us a fair 
chance to succeed. Human rights are about 
removing those obstacles, and ensuring that 
all of us are treated fairly, equally, and just- 
ly in our individual pursuit of happiness. 

The Columbus Human Rights Commission 
is so important because it does precisely 
that. In fighting discrimination and human 
rights abuses at the local level, this Commis- 
sion works to ensure that the magnificent 
ideal of the Declaration of Independence— 
that all men are created equal—becomes re- 
ality. It serves to help this community be a 
place where everyone has an opportunity to 
become the best they can be. 

I. CIVIL RIGHTS AT HOME: CHANGING ATTITUDES, 
CHANGING ISSUES 

Our country is today in the midst of a na- 
tional debate about civil rights and race re- 
lations, perhaps for the first time since Con- 
gress passed landmark civil and voting 
rights laws in the mid-1960s. I have cast over 
5,000 votes in my years in Congress, but few, 
if any, have given me more satisfaction than 
to support these laws. Much of the current 
debate has focused on affirmative action 
(more on that later), The debate, however, 
also goes to more fundamental questions 
about race in America: do we continue to be 
two Americas, one black and one white? and 
if we do live in two Americas, is that accept- 
able? and if it is acceptable, what does that 
say about the future of this country? 

Someone asked me the other day how pub- 
lic views on race relations have changed 
since the Civil Rights Era. Three things 
come to mind. 

a. public consensus 

First, there was broad public consensus in 
the 1960s on what was wrong in our country 
and what needed to be done. Americans were 
outraged by the treatment of Civil Rights 
marchers in the South, and demanded that 
Congress take steps to secure basic civil and 
political liberties for all Americans in every 
part of the country. Today, we have strong 
anti-discrimination laws on the books, and 
an overwhelming majority of Americans 
agree that racial discrimination is wrong 
and must be proscribed. 

Consensus quickly breaks down, however, 
once you scratch beneath the surface. Blacks 
and whites, for example, may agree that ra- 
cial discrimination is wrong, but they have 
sharply differing views about how prevalent 
such discrimination is today in our society. 
In a recent poll three in four white Ameri- 
cans said blacks in their community are 
treated the same as whites. Only 49% of the 
blacks agreed. Whites really see very little 
problem when it comes to opportunities for 
blacks in jobs, education, and housing. Many 
blacks see racial discrimination as a fact of 


life. 
Whites have generally become more opti- 


mistic that progress toward equality has oc- 
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curred and that racial discrimination has de- 
clined. Blacks, in contrast, are increasingly 
discouraged about race relations and dis- 
crimination. 

The debate over affirmative action pro- 
vides another example of the breakdown in 
the consensus. Supporters of affirmative ac- 
tion say that while the situation has im- 
proved, racism persists in this country, and 
that affirmative action is needed to remedy 
the effects of discrimination. Affirmative ac- 
tion programs, they will note, have provided 
opportunities for millions of minorities, ex- 
panding the American middle class and 
strengthening our political system and econ- 
omy. Opponents respond that affirmative ac- 
tion is fundamentally unfair, that people 
should succeed or fail based on character, 
talent and effort, not race. Either they say 
that we now live in a colorblind society so 
race-based policies are unnecessary, or they 
say that, while racism may persist, affirma- 
tive action leads to double standards which 
heighten rather than reduce racial tensions. 


b. sense of optimism 


Second, during the Civil Rights Era there 
was a strong sense of public optimism about 
tackling problems associated with race. I 
don’t suggest it was a Golden Age. We then 
lived in a segregated society, where minori- 
ties were denied political and civil rights as 
well as economic and educational opportuni- 
ties. 

What has changed, however, is our outlook 
on the future of race relations. Back then, 
many of us took to heart Dr. King’s vision of 
an integrated America, where people would 
be judged not by the color of their skin but 
by the content of their character. We, blacks 
and whites, believed that anti-poverty ef- 
forts could wipe out the inner city slums and 
lift the poor into the great American middle 
class. We believed—perhaps naively—that 
anti-discrimination laws would lead to a so- 
ciety with fully integrated schools, neighbor- 
hoods and workplaces. 

We have made remarkable progress toward 
racial equality over the last 30 years, seen, I 
suppose, most conspicuously in the expan- 
sion of voting rights and of a black middle 
class, educated and affluent, that has taken 
advantage of new opportunities. But, in 
many other respects, this is not the world we 
dreamed of 30 years ago. White and black 
America are, in many respects, drifting 
apart. Many blacks feel aggrieved. They ob- 
serve that black incomes are still only 75% 
of white ones; 40% of black children live in 
poverty; black unemployment is more than 
twice as high; and the life expectancy for 
black males is more than eight years less 
than for white men (65 years vs. 73 years). 
They say whites have lost interest in their 
plight, cutting federal programs that benefit 
their communities and eliminating affirma- 
tive action programs that have created edu- 
cational and job opportunities. The response 
of a growing number of blacks is not a call 
for more integration with white America, 
but separation and self-help. 

c. demographic changes 

Third, the debate on race in the 1960s was 
straightforward. It dealt almost exclusively 
with relations between whites and blacks. 
The civil and voting rights laws and affirma- 
tive action were a response to the terrible 
legacy of racial discrimination, particularly 
towards blacks, in this country. 

Our civil rights agenda has changed over 
the years, first in response to the demand for 
women's rights and, more recently, in re- 
sponse to the changing demographics of the 
country. More women are in the workplace 
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than ever before, and the nation has become 
more diverse, ethnically and racially, in the 
last 30 years as immigration from Asia and 
Latin America has swelled. According to the 
most recent Census estimates, our popu- 
lation is roughly 25% non-white; that figure 
is projected to reach 50% by the middle of 
the next century, easily within the lifetime 
of my grandchildren. As early as next year, 
whites will no longer be the majority in Cali- 
fornia. 

The range of new civil rights challenges is 
astonishingly broad. Among them: 

Discrimination and harassment claims 
have increased as more women enter the 
workforce. Whole new rules are being worked 
out in the era of increased gender equality. 

Our school systems are educating a more 
diverse student population, many of whom 
will enter school lacking basic English lan- 
guage and learning skills. 

Many states and local communities are 
challenged to absorb immigrant groups into 
their economies and address their social and 
cultural needs. 

Minority populations are becoming more 
active in the political process, seeking great- 
er representation within all levels of govern- 
ment and within political party structures. 

II. WHERE ARE WE TODAY? 


Where are we today in civil rights in this 
country? 

On the positive side: We have made 
progress in enacting laws to promote equal- 
ity—in voting rights, public accommodation 
access, and non-discrimination. A genuine 
positive change has taken place in the atti- 
tude of most Americans toward racial issues. 
More of us understand that we should accept 
equality among the races as a matter of 
principle. Finally, the black middle class has 
grown, black business has expanded, and the 
number of black public officials has in- 
creased. 

And yet there are many problems. We un- 
derstand now that racial issues cannot be 
solved by laws alone. Inequalities, rooted in 
feelings of prejudice and distrust, permeate 
our culture and society. I also find a lack of 
urgency about racial issues. For example, I 
rarely hear from constituents about race at 
my public meetings today. Many feel that 
the major wrongs have been righted, and 
they have other things on their minds: bal- 
ancing the budget, improving schools, cre- 
ating good jobs, fighting crime. 

Hence, while we have worked hard to tear 
down racial barriers and promote equality, 
we all know—as Jim Henderson reminded us 
last year before this gathering—that our 
work is not done—in Columbus or in the 
country. Much has been done, much is still 
to do. 

III. WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE? 

The question, then, is where do we go from 
here on civil rights? How do we build on our 
successes of the last generation? How do we 
make for a more inclusive, more just society 
which affords every American the oppor- 
tunity to be the best he or she can be? 


a. affirmative action 


I am one who continue to believe there is 
an appropriate role for affirmative action, 
properly defined. Affirmative action pro- 
grams are being challenged successfully in 
courts and legislatures across the country. 
The U.S. Supreme Court has worked to limit 
the use of race-based preferences in the 
workplace, on contracts, in legislative redis- 
tricting, at all levels of government. The fed- 
eral government is in the process of retool- 
ing its affirmative action programs in re- 
sponse to these Court decisions. The overall 
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effect of these changes will likely be to cur- 
tail government contracts flowing to minor- 
ity and women-owned businesses. 

I am also concerned by efforts to bar af- 
firmative action in college and graduate 
schoo] admissions. One federal appeals court 
has said that the University of Texas cannot 
use race as a factor in law school admissions. 
California voters approved a state ref- 
erendum to similar effect at state college 
and graduate programs. As a consequence, 
minority enrollment for incoming classes at 
these schools plummeted last year. The long- 
term effects on enrollment remain to be 
seen. 

The goal of public policy should be to 
make sure that all of us have the oppor- 
tunity to develop our talents to the fullest. 
The rapid rollback of affirmative action pro- 
grams will, I think, disserve that goal. While 
I oppose quotas or rigid preferences, I see af- 
firmative action plans as a tool to create a 
more inclusive work place and open up op- 
portunities for all persons. Real equality of 
opportunity is the key to minority advance- 
ment. Where discrimination has existed, it is 
fair to provide an equal opportunity to catch 
up. Affirmative action can promote equal 
consideration, and not reverse discrimina- 
tion. 

My view is that compensating for past dis- 
crimination is acceptable if done by using 
special training programs, talent searches 
and targeted financial help, and by helping 
disadvantaged groups compete. I do not, 
however, want to predetermine the results of 
competition with a system of quotas. Gov- 
ernment can act to promote racial integra- 
tion, help disadvantaged persons improve 
their circumstances, and proscribe inten- 
tional racial discrimination, but it cannot 
assure outcomes in hiring, contracting, and 
admission for higher education. 

b. integration vs. separation 

Affirmative action and other government- 
led efforts may provide opportunities to 
blacks and other minorities, but they will 
not bridge the divide between the races. 
Blacks and whites may work in the same 
place, but they often live in separate neigh- 
borhoods, go to separate schools, socialize in 
different circles. Some of this separation can 
be traced to discrimination, but increas- 
ingly, I think, it is by choice. 

I recently read a comment of a black 
woman, a professional who works with 
whites, but lives in a predominantly black 
community. She said: “It’s hard to grow up 
in white neighborhoods. There are always 
doubts about you, about your intelligence. 
This is what America is supposed to be 
about, total integration, but the reality is 
that most of us keep to our own in this coun- 
try, and not because there is specifically 
some race factor, but because we feel more 
comfortable that way. 

Some will say there is nothing wrong with 
people of a particular race choosing to live 
and socialize with their own. That if this 
country stands for anything it is individual 
liberty, and if someone chooses to live in an 
all-black community or an all-Hispanic com- 
munity or an all-Korean community, that is 
their choice and who are we to criticize it. 

Others worry that separation of the races 
will lead to the balkanization of America. 
That we have built our nation on a shared 
set of values, beliefs and traditions. And that 
separation tears at the very fabric of our so- 
ciety and institutions. 

We can argue all day about the causes of 
this separation—the lack of economic oppor- 
tunities; racism; the burden of history—but 
the question Americans must answer is 
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whether this trend toward separation is de- 
sirable. I think it is not. 

Tam an integrationist at heart. I believe in 
the motto of this country: E Pluribus Unum, 
out of many, one. We can’t compel people to 
move to integrated neighborhoods. We can’t 
force them to socialize with people of other 
races. Integration should, nonetheless, be 
our goal. We don’t have to reach that goal 
today, but we should strive to take steps 
day-by-day to get there. We are, after all, 
one nation, one family, indivisible. 

c. individual and community-based action 

My own experience is that the best way to 
improve relations among races is to have 
people work together at something they both 
believe to be worthwhile and important. If 
you get two adult women, for example, of 
different races together to talk about the fu- 
ture of their children, you can see the mak- 
ing of harmony and consensus. People who 
may not believe they have very much in 
common learn that they really do. A dia- 
logue that simply leaves people feeling that 
we remain far apart doesn’t get us very far. 

We must talk frankly, listen carefully, and 
work together across racial lines. We must 
all take responsibility for ourselves, our con- 
duct, our attitude—and our community. We 
must talk less about separation and bitter- 
ness, and more about unity, reconciliation 
and shared values. We must do everything to 
assure that every person in our community 
has real opportunity. Give every child in the 
community, every adult, too, the oppor- 
tunity to get a good, decent, safe, fulfilling 
education to get ahead in life. 

On a personal level, I urge you to get to 
know well a person of another race, and try 
to see the world through their eyes. Reach 
out to persons of a different race. Speak to 
them; listen to them, as I know many in this 
audience do. When people do this, they find 
a lot more in common than they thought. 

I also urge you to learn more about the re- 
markable civil rights history of our nation. 
Two recent books, “Pillar of Fire” by Taylor 
Branch and “The Children” by David 
Halberstam, give us stirring accounts of this 
era. One of the most memorable experiences 
of my congressional career was getting to 
know Martin Luther King, Jr. at Washington 
National Airport as he was emerging on the 
national scene. Both us were waiting for de- 
layed planes, and for an hour or so I visited 
with him. I caught from Dr. King—as I have 
from my colleagues in Congress, John Lewis 
and Andy Young, two other civil rights he- 
roes—a glimpse of their courage and vision. 

Thirty years after Dr. King’s death, we can 
say that we have torn down many of the 
legal barriers in the country, but we have 
not been as successful breaking down the 
barriers in our hearts and minds. No one 
should cling to the illusion that the battle 
for equal opportunity and equal justice has 
been won. 

Tolstoy said that many people want to 
change the world, but only a few want to 
change themselves. He had the right perspec- 
tive as we think about race. You and I have 
to engage each other, learn from each other, 
endure the pain of reflection and candor, and 
move on to higher ground. Progress in race 
relations is not simply a matter of economic 
statistics or survey data, but it is measured 
to a large extent through interaction of peo- 
ple, with acts of brotherhood, tolerance, and 
understanding. 

The work of the Columbus Human Rights 
Commission is instrumental to this process 
of discussion, healing and growth. The Com- 
mission provides a forum for people of di- 
verse backgrounds and races to air their 
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comments and concerns, to debate the issues 
in a frank manner, and to find solutions 
which will make our community more inclu- 
sive and more just. 


IV. CONCLUSION 


Our success in meeting these challenges 
will depend—in large measure—on our com- 
mitment to human rights. This evening has 
been a success if it causes each one of us to 
renew our commitment to human rights and 
to act in specific ways on that commitment. 

The stakes are high. This country has been 
dedicated to the cause of human rights from 
its inception. If you and I do not lead in 
human rights, who will? Surely those of us 
who have been given so much—good parents, 
good education, good health, a marvelous 
country—and all of our many blessings— 
must take the lead for human rights into the 
21st Century. 

So when you leave here in a few minutes, 
what are you going to do? May I suggest you 
and I renew a simple pledge: We stand for 
justice. We combat injustice wherever we 
may find it—at home or abroad, in our own 
community or across the world. Leaders and 
legislation may be important, but what hap- 
pens in your life, in your home, in your heart 
is more important than what happens in the 
White House. 

We join hands in support of the Human 
Rights Commission in Columbus in a noble 
cause: contributing to the direction and suc- 
cess of a free society and a humane world. 


TRIBUTE TO DR. JOEL FORT 
HON. GEORGE MILLER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to invite my colleagues to join me 
in recognizing the accomplishments and con- 
tributions of a truly remarkable man, Dr. Joel 
Fort. 

Dr. Fort was an early visionary in the field 
of public health. He was one of the first pro- 
fessionals to understand that social problems 
such as substance abuse and violence were 
not going to be solved by the criminal justice 
system alone, but rather required a collabo- 
rative approach which included public health 
expertise. Dr. Forts personal commitment to 
this field brought about the creation of the San 
Francisco Department of Health’s Center for 
Special Problems and the Center for Solving 
Special Social and Health Problems. These 
Centers have reached thousands of individ- 
uals, and serve as a model for replication 
throughout the United States and abroad. Not 
satisfied to stop there, Dr. Fort influenced a 
generation of public health and social service 
professionals by taking his philosophy into the 
classroom—teaching at several universities on 
subjects of drug abuse, criminology, ethics 
and conflict resolution. Dr. Forts many 
achievements have earned him numerous ac- 
colades, most notably the recent completion of 
Oral History of Joel Fort, M.D.: Public Health 
Pioneer, Criminologist, Reformer, Ethicist, and 
Humanitarian by the Regional Oral History Of- 
fice of the Bancroft Library, University of Cali- 
fornia, Berkeley. 

Throughout this rich and varied career, Dr. 
Fort always held his family as his top priority. 
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Therefore, it is only appropriate that we join 
with his wife of 46 years, Maria Fort, and his 
three children and three grandchildren, in cele- 
brating his life and his legacy. Dr. Joel Fort is 
an undeniably outstanding member of our 
community, and | speak for the entire U.S. 
House of Representatives in this tribute to 
him. 
— 


COUNCIL OF KHALISTAN CALLS 
ON PAKISTAN TO RECOGNIZE 
KHALISTAN 


HON. JOHN T. DOOLITTLE 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, recently the 
Council of Kahlistan, which leads the struggle 
to liberate the Sikh homeland, Punjab, 
Khalistan, from Indian rule, recently wrote an 
open letter to the people and government of 
Pakistan urging Pakistan to recognize 
Khalistan to stop India from achieving hegem- 
ony in South Asia. 

The letter pointed out that two leaders of the 
ruling BJP recently called for Pakistan and 
Bangladesh to become part of India. It has 
been fifty years since India and Pakistan 
achieved their independence, agreeing to par- 
tition at that time. For leaders of the ruling 
party to call for that agreement to be undone 
reveals India's imperialist aims in the region. 
The atrocities committed against the Sikhs, 
the Christians of Nagaland, the Muslims of 
Kashmir, the Dalits (“black untouchables,” the 
aboriginal people of the subcontinent), and so 
many others also show India's drive to estab- 
lish Hindu Raj throughout South Asia. 

An independent Khalistan can serve as a 
buffer to prevent war between India and Paki- 
stan. Khalistan is committed to freedom, 
denuclearization in South Asia, and economic 
cooperation to assure prosperity for all. It is 
time for the United States to promote freedom, 
peace, stability, and prosperity in South Asia 
by supporting a free and fair vote on the polit- 
ical status of Khalistan and for Pakistan to rec- 
ognize the legitimate aspirations of the people 
of Khalistan, Nagaland, and all the nations of 
South Asia. 

am putting the Council of Khalistan’s open 
letter into the RECORD. 

COUNCIL OF KHALISTAN, 
Washington, DC, April 8, 1998. 
AN OPEN LETTER TO THE PEOPLE AND GOVERN- 

MENT OF PAKISTAN: TO STOP INDIAN HEGEM- 

ONY, RECOGNIZE KHALISTAN 
To the people and Government of Pakistan: 

Your recent missile test is an unfortunate 
reminder of the tensions in South Asia. 
While it was a necessary response to India's 
drive to establish its hegemony over South 
Asia, it is still an unfortunate event. We all 
hope that South Asia will not once again 
erupt into a war. 

India’s drive for hegemony shows in the re- 
cent statement by two BJP leaders that 
Pakistan and Bangladesh should become part 
of India. It shows in India’s military buildup. 
And it shows in India’s ongoing repression of 
the minorities living within its artificial 
borders. It has already murdered over 250,000 
Sikhs since 1984. It has murdered almost 
60,000 Muslims in Kashmir since 1988, over 
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200,000 Christians in Nagaland since 1947, and 
tens of thousands of Assamese, Manipuris, 
Tamils, Dalits (“black untouchables,’ the 
aboriginal people of South Asia), and others. 

You can help to end India’s drive for he- 
gemony by recognizing Khalistan. Your rec- 
ognition will be a major boost of the move- 
ment to bring freedom to the oppressed Sikh 
Nation. It will also carry strategic advan- 
tages for you, as Khalistan can serve as a 
buffer between you and India. If there is a 
war, Sikhs will not fight for India. The Sikh 
Nation can also use the fact the over 60 per- 
cent of India’s grain comes from Punjab, 
Khalistan to deter India from pursuing its 
dream of Hindu Raj throughout South Asia. 
I ask you to recognize Khalistan imme- 
diately. We seek to establish an Embassy in 
Islamabad and four consulates in Lahore, 
Karachi, Peshawar, and Quetter. 

Khalistan is committed to the 
denuclearization of South Asia and to the es- 
tablishment of a South Asian common mar- 
ket to bring greater economic prosperity to 
all the countries of South Asia. Khalistan 
will also sign a 100-year friendship and de- 
fense treaty with Pakistan. Only the libera- 
tion of Khalistan and the other oppressed na- 
tions of South Asia will bring true peace and 
stability to the subcontinent. 

The Indian government has been talking to 
Naga leaders about the status of Nagaland. 
Yet India has failed to live up to its obliga- 
tions under the 1948 U.N, resolution in which 
it agreed to a plebiscite in Kashmir and it 
has refused to hold a free and fair plebiscite 
in Punjab, Khalistan. India is not one coun- 
try. It is a collection of many nations 
thrown together by the British for their ad- 
ministrative convenience. The collapse of In- 
dia’s brutal, corrupt empire is inevitable. By 
recognizing Khalistan, you can help bring 
that about sooner and help bring freedom, 
democracy, peace, and prosperity to South 
Asia. I call upon the people and government 
of Pakistan to take this step immediately. 

Sincerely, 
Dr. GURMIT SINGH AULAKH, 
President, 
Council of Khalistan. 


——— 


HONORING THE 80TH BIRTHDAY OF 
JOSEPH GIGUERE 


HON. RICHARD E. NEAL 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, it 
is with great honor that | have this opportunity 
to stand on the floor of this great Chamber 
and acknowledge the celebration and occa- 
sion of the 80th Birthday of my constituent, Jo- 
seph Giguere. 

Mr. Giguere of Southbridge, Massachusetts 
was born in St. Aimée in the Province of Que- 
bec, Canada on March 19, 1918. His early 
years on his family’s homestead in the coun- 
tryside surrounding Montreal instilled within 
him a sense of hard work and determination, 
and loyalty to friends and family. These admi- 
rable qualities were carried with him when he 
emigrated to the United States at the age of 
eleven and helped him to persevere and fully 
acclimate himself to the American society that 
he proudly became a citizen of. His eagerness 
to learn a new language, while still observing 
and respecting the strong French-Canadian 
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heritage that had been ingrained in him, en- 
abled him to attain an education and skills 
necessary for trade of a woodscraftsman. 
Though it was the Depression, his father was 
an entrepreneur and successfully started nu- 
merous enterprises, including broom factories, 
butcher shops, and woodworking establish- 
ments. The skills that Mr. Giguere learned al- 
lowed for him to always find work to sustain 
and contribute to his family. 

Mr. Giguere married his sweetheart, Doro- 
thy, with whom he celebrated a 50th wedding 
anniversary and each day of their life together. 
They shared a love and friendship that many 
would envy, as well as the blessing of six chil- 
dren and many grand-children and great- 
grandchildren. Mr. Giguere and his wife en- 
sured that all of their children, Richard, Mar- 
guerite, Roland, Therese, Paul, and Michael, 
were raised appreciating the value of edu- 
cation, discipline, and tradition, all which they 
in turn have passed on to their own children. 
Mr. Giguere also extended his good fortune 
and the warmth of his home to members of 
his community and the parishioners at Notre 
Dame Church. In fact, stories abound of the 
crowds of neighbors and friends who would 
come to Mr. Giguere’s home to watch Milton 
Berle, Jackie Gleason, and Art Carney since 
he owned the first television in the area. The 
laughter and happiness continues from those 
nostalgic days, and “Pepére", as he is affec- 
tionately referred to by his grandchildren and 
great-grandchildren, is always there to extend 
a helping hand or a listening ear and his own 
perspective and encouragement. It is a great 
pleasure to acknowledge Mr. Giguere today 
on the occasion of his 80th birthday. May he 
have many more happy and healthy years 
ahead of him. 


IN HONOR OF MR. DEE J. KELLY 
HON. MARTIN FROST 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Dee Kelly, from Fort Worth, Texas, who 
is receiving the Blackstone Award on April 30, 
1998, for consistent ability, integrity, and cour- 
age as a lawyer. 

Mr. Kelly grew up in Bonham, Texas, the 
son of a farmer and a mill worker. He knew as 
early as high school that he wanted to practice 
law. He became a friend of Speaker Sam 
Rayburn, who was his Congressman in 
Bonham, and spent some time working for the 
Speaker on Capitol Hill. He completed his 
bachelors degree at Texas Christian University 
in Fort Worth, Texas, and studied law at 
George Washington University at night while 
he was working for the Speaker. After a few 
years in Washington, Mr. Kelly returned to 
Fort Worth to practice law. He began his own 
firm in 1979, which now has about 80 attor- 
neys in Fort Worth and Austin. 

Mr. Kelly is not a stranger to awards and 
honors. He has won countless business and 
civic awards, including the Horatio Alger 
Award in 1995. He has been included in the 
book Best Lawyers in America for seven years 
in a row. The Blackstone Award is special to 
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him because it is given by his colleagues. In 
addition to the long hours he maintains at his 
firm, Kelly, Hart & Hallman, Mr. Kelly serves 
on several corporate boards and has close 
ties to his alma mater, Texas Christian Univer- 
sity, where the alumni center is named after 
him. Many civil attorneys never receive the 
widespread recognition that their colleagues in 
criminal law receive, but Mr. Kelly is one of 
the few who has. 

My fellow colleagues, please join me in rec- 
ognizing Mr. Dee J. Kelly, a truly outstanding 
attorney and active member of his community. 


— 


REVEREND CARTER CELEBRATES 
25 YEARS WITH FIRST BAPTIST 
CHURCH 


HON. MAC COLLINS 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, | rise to recog- 
nize and celebrate the contributions of Rev- 
erend Charles Carter, senior pastor of the 
First Baptist Church of Jonesboro. For the 
past 25 years, Reverend Carter and his wife, 
Margaret, have led the church through explo- 
sive growth, all the while inspiring those they 
touch with the important lessons of the Bible. 

Raised in Toccoa, Georgia, Reverend 
Carter spent his time outside of school bag- 
ging groceries in his family’s store and pump- 
ing gas at his parents’ filling station. He went 
on to study at Mercer University, and then at- 
tended Southern Baptist Theological Semi- 
nary. After pastoring in Kentucky and North 
Carolina, Reverend Carter brought his passion 
for preaching the Bible to Clayton County. 
Under his leadership, First Baptist Church par- 
alleled the country’s population boom with in- 
credible growth from a family of 1,600 mem- 
bers in 1973 to an extended family of 6,400 
members this year. 

With the growth, the church has had the op- 
portunity to expand programming, particularly 
for the community's youth. They also fund 
missions to build churches in countries like 
Guatemala and Venezuela. In 25 years, First 
Baptist has operated under balanced budgets, 
even with a budget that has swelled to more 
than $4 million. 

A balanced budget is not the only lesson we 
should follow from the example of Reverend 
Carter. His belief in the importance of work is 
motivation for us all. “You do whatever it takes 
to get the job done. Forget your job descrip- 
tion. Forget what can be done and can’t be 
done. Do whatever it takes.” 

Margaret Carter's involvement in the church 
is also inspirational. She is a partner in the 
truest sense, as she and her husband have 
shared in the joys and responsibilities that 
come with 25 years of heartfelt devotion to the 
church. 

Jonesboro is privileged to have Reverend 
and Mrs. Carter in its community. Although 
Reverend Carter will soon retire, his legacy of 
guidance and inspiration will long survive his 
absence from the pulpit of First Baptist. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
TRIBUTE TO WALTER G. WATSON 


HON. LINDSEY 0. GRAHAM 


OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate and honor Dr. Walter G. Watson 
of North Augusta, South Carolina. At the grad- 
uation ceremony, on May 6, 1998, Clemson 
University will present Dr. Watson with an 
honorary degree. 

At 88 years of age, Dr. Watson remains a 
practicing physician. After graduating from The 
Citadel, he attended the Medical College of 
Georgia (MCG), and later taught there. Be- 
sides serving as chair of the OB/GYN depart- 
ment for most of his career, Dr. Watson has 
received the Outstanding Faculty Award and 
the Outstanding Alumnus Award from MCG. 

Dr. Watson also demonstrates exemplary 
commitment outside of his career. He has 
served the North Augusta athletic program for 
over fifty years, by performing physicals and 
caring for the injured. He also provided critical 
assistance to his church, by helping to rebuild 
Grace Methodist, one of South Carolina's larg- 
est Methodist churches. 

As Dr. Watson has no plans for retirement, 
he continues to serve as an exemplary role 
model for future generations. He is a dedi- 
cated gentleman of high character, concerned 
with the needs of others and the community 
he serves. Mr. Speaker, | ask that my col- 
leagues join me in paying tribute to this out- 
standing individual, by recognizing the com- 
mendable actions in all aspects of his life. 


——— —u— 


TRIBUTE TO THE UNIVERSITY OF 
ILLINOIS WOMEN’S BASKETBALL 
TEAM 


HON. THOMAS W. EWING 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to pay 
tribute to the outstanding achievements of the 
1997-98 University of Illinois women's basket- 
ball team. With a “Dare to be Great” attitude, 
head coach Theresa Grentz challenges her 
players, coaching staff and those working with 
her to strive for excellence. Studying the 
1997-98 record books, it seems to have paid 
off. 

The University of Illinois Women's 1997-98 
basketball team was destined to soar to new 
heights. Their No. 5 ranking in December 
marked the highest ranking ever by an Illinois 
team. Illinois earned a No. 3 seed, the highest 
in program history, and advanced to the 
“Sweet Sixteen” for the second consecutive 
year, an outstanding accomplishment. Senior 
Ashley Berggren became Illinois’ all-time lead- 
ing scorer with 22 points against Purdue. She 
finished her career with 2,089 points, placing 
fifth all-time in the Big Ten. Fellow teammate 
and senior Krista Reinking set the Illinois 
record for three-point field goals made in a 
game while playing Minnesota. She closed out 
her career with a total of 194 three-point field 
goals. Coach Grentz, who won her second 
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consecutive Big Ten Coach of the Year award, 
led her team to a nine game winning streak 
spanning November 28 until January 16, the 
second longest in program history. The 1998 
senior class tied the class of 1984 for the all- 
time winningest class with 67 wins over four 
years. For this honor | would like to recognize 
the Senior players; Guard Ashley Berggren 
from Barrington, IL; Guard Kelly Bond from 
Chicago, IL; Guard Krista Reinking from Deca- 
tur, IN; and Center Nicole Vasey from Lake 
Zurich, IL. May their past successes continue 
to follow them wherever they may go. Mr. 
Speaker, | would like to thank the entire wom- 
en’s team, Coach Grentz and all involved in 
bringing such excitement and pride to the Uni- 
versity of Illinois. 


— 


CONGRATULATING DR. STANLEY 
NUSSBAUM 


HON. CAROLYN McCARTHY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mrs. McCARTHY of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise to congratulate Dr. Stanley Nussbaum, 
who is being honored by the Herbert Tenzer 
Five Towns Democratic Club at its annual 
brunch on May 3, 1998. Stan is a dynamic po- 
litical leader, representing the community in 
my district known as the Five Towns on the 
local, state, and national levels. The residents 
of my district have reaped the benefits of his 
commitment to the community, as he has al- 
ways put forth the needs and concerns of the 
people of Long Island. 

Stan's leadership is quite impressive. He 
has been a member of the Nassau Demo- 
cratic County Committee for twenty-five years, 
and served as President of the Five Towns 
Democratic Club from 1978-1980 and then 
again from 1984-1990. He was Zone Leader 
of Lawrence-Cedarhurst and in 1994 was 
elected as a New York State Committeeman. 

An early supporter of President Clinton prior 
to his election, Stan proceeded to run and was 
elected as a Clinton delegate for the 1992 
Democratic National Convention. Currently, 
Stan serves the Island as Assembly District 
Leader in the 20th A.D. 

In addition to his outstanding and extensive 
involvement within the Democratic Party, Stan 
is also very active in community affairs. Lo- 
cally, he served as President of the Five 
Towns Jewish Council, and has been a trust- 
ee of the American Jewish Committee. Pres- 
ently, he is a trustee of Temple Beth El of 
Cedarhurst, and sits on the boards of the 
American Committee of Israeli MIA’s and the 
Conference of Jewish Organization of Nassau 
County. Stan is a life member of the American 
Dental Society. 

Amazingly, Stan has managed to accom- 
plish all of this and remain extremely devoted 
to his family including his wife, Toby; their 
three children, Felice, Hillary and Larry; and 
two grandchildren, Ananda and Sierra. 

Dr. Nussbaum emulates the ideals of citi- 
zenship in our country—through his concern 
for others, his service to the community and 
active participation in our government. | wish 
to congratulate—and thank—my good friend 
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Stan, for all that he has done for me, my dis- 
trict, and Long Island. 


— 


TRIBUTE TO THE LAT E 
HONORABLE BELLA ABZUG 


HON. ROSA L. DeLAURO 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, last night a 
number of my colleagues, led by Congress- 
man JERRY NADLER and Congresswoman EL- 
EANOR HOLMES NORTON, paid tribute to the 
late Bella Abzug. | want to lend my voice to 
theirs in honoring this remarkable woman. 

It is particularly fitting that we honor her this 
week, after we watched two new women 
members be sworn in. We now have 55 
women serving in the House of Representa- 
tives—the largest number in history. Bella 
would be proud. 

Those gains were made possible by women 
like Bella Abzug, women who fought their way 
into what was still a “man’s world.” Bella 
spent her career working to promote women’s 
tights. After she left Congress she founded the 
National Women’s Political Caucus, a vital or- 
ganization with the goal of promoting women’s 
participation in government. As we look 
around the chamber today we can see the tre- 
mendous progress we have made toward that 
goal. 

With her trademark hats and her bold style, 
Bella hit the ground running in Congress and 
never once stopped. As the daughter of immi- 
grants and the first Jewish woman to serve in 
the House, Bella never forgot who she was or 
where she came from. She spent her lifetime 
looking out for those who were traditionally ex- 
cluded from the Washington power structure— 
immigrants, minorities, and especially women. 
She fought to end U.S. involvement in Viet- 
nam. She fought for women's rights, civil 
rights, worker protections. Bella served as a 
voice for those who had been shut out of the 
process for far too long. 

Before she came to the House in 1971, this 
body had never seen the likes of Bella Abzug. 
We all know that we never will again. Bella 
was a true pioneer. 

Every woman who walks these halls today, 
and every woman who will follow us in the fu- 
ture, owes a tremendous debt to Bella for all 
the barriers she broke. Bella, we thank you 
and we will never forget you. 

— 


TRIBUTE TO VICTIMS OF 
ARMENIAN GENOCIDE 


SPEECH OF 


HON. JOSEPH P. KENNEDY II 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, April 24 marks the 83d anniversary 
of the beginning of one of the most terrible 
chapters of human history—the Armenian 
genocide. 

From 1915 to 1923, over 1% million Arme- 
nians perished at the hands of Ottoman Turks. 
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As Peter Balakian documents in his book 
“Black Dog of Fate”: 

Every day you heard about Armenians dis- 
appearing. Shopkeepers disappearing from 
their shops in the middle of the day. Chil- 
dren not returning from school. Men not 
coming back from the melon fields. Women, 
especially young ones, disappearing as they 
returned from the bath. 

But sadly, the Turkish government is prac- 
ticing historical revisionism by denying that a 
genocide took place. Even more regrettably, 
Turkey continues its blockade of Armenia, at- 
tempting to starve it of humanitarian aid and 
commerce. The United States should per- 
suade Turkey to be a catalyst for truth and 
peace in the region. Only with Turkey's co- 
operation and America’s leadership will it be 
possible to move forward to bring peace and 
prosperity to the descendants of the victims 
and the survivors of the Armenian genocide. 

This period of ethnic cleansing was only the 
first of the twentieth century. It was to be fol- 
lowed by the Holocaust of World War Il and 
the mass murders of the Bosnian conflict and 
central Africa. Perhaps if more people had 
known the truth behind Armenia's tragedy, the 
world would have seen the warning signs, and 
prevented the subsequent genocides. Today 
in 1998, ethnic cleansing threatens to reignite 
in places like Kosovo. It is of utmost impor- 
tance to acknowledge the Armenian genocide, 
for its example is relevant more than ever 
today. 

| am a proud cosponsor of House Concur- 
rent Resolution 55, which honors the victims 
of the Armenian genocide and urges the 
United States to be active in the struggle to 
bring recognition to this tragedy. 

Today, Armenian grandparents are passing 
the story of Armenian suffering down to their 
families because they know the importance of 
keeping the truth alive. We in Congress 
should do our part too, to inform the public, to 
recognize historical fact, and to honor those 
who suffered. 


THINK TANK PREDICTS NUCLEAR 
WAR BETWEEN INDIA AND PAKI- 
STAN 


HON. DAN BURTON 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, a 
very distressing article has just come to my at- 
tention, thanks to Dr. Gurmit Singh Aulakh, 
President of the Council of Khalistan. It is a 
report from the April 17th issue of India 
Abroad that the Rand Corporation, a widely- 
respected think tank, predicted that within a 
few years, there will be a major war between 
India and Pakistan and that this war could in- 
volve nuclear weapons. 

The prospect of a nuclear war in South Asia 
must be distressing to anyone. This event 
could pose a major threat to the entire world. 
We should all commit ourselves to making 
sure that even if a war does break out, it is 
fought without the use of nuclear weapons. 

In its report, the Rand Corporation noted 
that “the insurgency in Indian Kashmir has be- 
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come unmanageable” and that “the insur- 
gency has begun to spread into Punjab.” The 
Indian Government is fond of telling us that 
there is no support for independence in Pun- 
jab, Khalistan. Yet Rand Corporation, which 
has no interest in promoting either side, tells 
us that the “insurgency” is spreading into Pun- 
jab, Kahlistan. 

This disastrous scenario is one more reason 
the United States, as the world’s only remain- 
ing superpower, should support freedom for 
Khalistan, the Sikh homeland that declared its 
independence on October 7, 1987, and the 
other nations in South Asia that are seeking 
their freedom. An internationally recognized 
and independent Khalistan could serve as a 
buffer between both India and Pakistan. This 
would be in the best interests of India, Paki- 
stan, the United States, and the whole world. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time for this Congress to 
go on record in support of a free and fair pleb- 
iscite on the political status of Khalistan. It is 
time to demand that India keep its promise 
made in 1948 to hold a plebiscite in Kashmir. 
That is the democratic way to settle these 
issues. It is also the best way to prevent 
South Asia from becoming the tinderbox of a 
nuclear disaster for the entire world. 

| would like to enter the India Abroad article 
into the RECORD, and | strongly urge my col- 
leagues to read it carefully. 


{From India Abroad, Apr. 17, 1998] 
THINK TANK PREDICTS INDIA-PAKISTAN WAR 
(By Aziz Haniffa) 


WASHINGTON—A scenario prepared for the 
Pentagon by the semi-official Rand Corpora- 
tion, a highly regarded think tank which re- 
ceives some Federal funding, finds large- 
scale humanitarian operations in a nuclear 
combat zone in South Asia following the 
year 2005, which is fueled by an unmanage- 
able” situation in Kashmir. 

The scenario, contained in Rand’s report 
titled Sources of Conflict in the 21st Cen- 
tury: Regional Futures and U.S. Strategy.“ 
paints a picture where the insurgency in In- 
dian Kashmir has become unmanageable,"’ so 
much so that despite the best efforts of the 
Indian government, the insurgency has 
begun to spread into Punjab.” 

“Recognizing that it has been left behind 
in its conventional military competition 
with India,“ the scenario notes, Pakistan 
sees these revolts as a way of weakening its 
great rival and increases its material and 
diplomatic support, including training and 
sanctuary, to both insurgencies.”’ 

By early the following year, it predicts, 
Pakistan's involvement-—never precisely 
subtle to begin with becomes highly visible 
when two Pakistan soldiers, acting as train- 
ers for Kashmiri insurgents, are captured in 
an Indian commando raid on a rebel-con- 
trolled village." 

According to the scenario, India warns 
Pakistan to desist from supporting the 
insurgencies and threatens dire con- 
sequences. Pakistan initiates diplomatic ef- 
forts to isolate India while increasing levels 
of covert support for the insurgents.” In the 
spring of 2006, the scenario shows that ‘‘India 
dramatically increases its counter-insur- 
gency operations ... and the rebels are 
pushed into precipitate retreat." 

Pakistan’s response, it says, is “by infil- 
trating a number of special-forces teams, 
which attack military installations.” 

India then mobilizes for war and launches 
major attacks all along the international 
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border, accompanied by an intense air cam- 
paign.” 

Consequently, according to the Rand sce- 
nario, the Indian Army makes significant 
penetrations in the desert sector and 
achieves a more limited advance in Punjab, 
capturing Lahore and heading north toward 
Rawalpindi and Islamabad.” 

Additionally, “a supporting attack from 
Kashmir is poised to go at the proper mo- 
ment,“ and conventional missile and air 
strikes have done extensive damage to Pak- 
istani military infrastructure, while India's 
air bases, in particular, have been hit hard 
by the Pakistanis." 

The scenario notes that ‘fearful that the 
Indians will use their emerging air superi- 
ority to locate and destroy the Pakistani nu- 
clear arsenal and perceiving their military 
situation as desperate,” Islamabad demands 
that India cease all offensive operations and 
withdraw from occupied Pakistani territory 
“or face utter destruction.” 

But it paints a picture of India pressing on 
with its conventional attacks while an- 
nouncing that while it would not “initiate 
the escalation of the conflict,” it would 
“surely respond in a * * * devastating man- 
ner” to any Pakistani gambit. 

Bringing in the nuclear dimension to its 
scenario, the Rand report then notes that as 
Indian forces “continue to press forward, 
Pakistan detonates a small fission bomb on 
an Indian armored formation in an unpopu- 
lated area of the desert border region; it is 
unclear whether the weapon was intended to 
go off over Pakistani or Indian territory.” 
India responds by destroying a Pakistani air 
base with a two-weapon nuclear attack. 

Condemning the escalation“ to homeland 
attacks, Pakistan then attacks the Indian 
city of Jodphur with a 20-kiloton weapon and 
demands cessation of hostilities. 

But India strikes Hyderabad with a weapon 
assessed to be 200 kiloton and threatens 10 
times” more destruction if any more nuclear 
weapons are used during the conflict. Paki- 
stan then offers a cease fire. 

Meanwhile, according to the scenario, 
“pictures and descriptions of the devastation 
in Jodhpur and Hyderabad are broadcast 
worldwide, and Internet jockeys—playing 
the role ham radio operators often have in 
other disasters—transmit horrifying descrip- 
tions of the suffering of the civilian victims 
on both sides.” 

This results in the United Nations imme- 
diately endorsing a massive relief effort, 
“which only the United States—with its air- 
lift fleet and rapidly deployable logistics ca- 
pability—can lead.” 

Thus, within 48 hours—after the cease-fire 
has been accepted by India but before it is 
firmly in place—‘‘the advance echelons of 
multinational, but predominantly American, 
relief forces begin arriving in India and 
Pakistan.” 

In noting the constraints in such a sce- 
nario, the Rand report notes the war has ren- 
dered many air bases in both India and Paki- 
stan only marginally usable for airlift oper- 
ations, 

“U.S. citizens,” it states, “are scattered 
throughout both countries, and the host gov- 
ernments’ attitudes toward their evacuation 
are not known.” 

The U.S. President meanwhile has assured 
the nation in a broadcast address that only 
the smallest practical number“ of troops 
will be deployed on the ground in either 
India or Pakistan. 

In a preface to the report, Rand said the 
study, sponsored by the Deputy Chief of 
Staff, Plans and Operations, was intended 
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to serve Air Force longrange planning 
needs.“ 

It said the findings are also relevant to 
broader ongoing debates within the Depart- 
ment of Defense and elsewhere.“ 


——— 


PUNJAB IS STILL A POLICE STATE 
UNDER AKALI RULE 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, we had hoped 
that the election of a new Sikh-led government 
in Punjab would end the tyranny that has 
reigned there. Unfortunately, that has not been 
the case. Former Justice Ajit Singh Bains, 
chairman of the Punjab Human Rights Organi- 
zation (PHRO), recently described Punjab as 
a police state. As the Council of Khalistan re- 
cently pointed out in a letter to Punjab police 
chief P.C. Dogra, Punjab remains a police 
state even under the rule of the Akali Dal. 

Since the Akali government took power in 
March last year, over 100 atrocities have been 
documented, including murders, rapes, and 
many instances of torture by the Punjab po- 
lice. The Akali government has not freed any 
of the Sikh prisoners held in illegal detention, 
some since 1984, nor has it brought charges 
against even a single policeman. Even the 
Congress Party governments in Punjab and 
Delhi charged a few police officers who com- 
mitted the most visible abuses. Yet despite a 
Supreme Court order that the police officers 
who kidnapped human-rights activist Jaswant 
Singh Khalra on September 6, 1995 be in- 
dicted, the Akali government proudly boasts 
that no action has been taken against any po- 
lice officer. 

Earlier this month, members of the Khalra 
Committee had their tires slashed by the po- 
lice during a court hearing. Mr. Khalra’s wife, 
Paramjit Kaur Khalra, has been falsely 
charged with bribing a witness, who is now 
under police protection. Two other witnesses 
have also had their rights infringed. Kikkar 
Singh was falsely implicated in two cases, and 
PHRO Vice Chairman Kirpal Singh Randhawa 
recently wrote to the Chief Minister and the 
President of the World Sikh Council exposing 
a police conspiracy to eliminate him. 

In March, a 17-year-old Sikh girl named 
Hardip Kaur was gang-raped by four police- 
men. In February , two Sikh youths were ar- 
rested while riding their bicycles in front of a 
Gurdwara (a Sikh temple.) Also in February, a 
Sikh named Malkiat Singh died from torture by 
the police at the Ahmedgarh police station. 
Plainclothes police even occupy the Golden 
Temple in Amritsar, the holiest of Sikh shrines, 
which was the scene of a brutal desecration 
and massacre by the Indian military in June 
1984. 

Even Justice J.S. Sekhon, a member of the 
government-appointed Punjab Human Rights 
Commission, expressed his concern about po- 
lice behavior. He said that his commission has 
received 90 complaints about police mis- 
conduct. Some incidents have resulted in 
death. This does not sound like the way a de- 
mocracy operates. Justice Bains is right. Pun- 
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jab is a police state. | call upon the Punjab 
government to begin prosecuting police, to 
bring in independent human-rights monitors, to 
release all Sikh political prisoners, and to 
begin observing the basic rights of all human 
beings. If it will not, America should ban all 
trade with Punjab and demand an internation- 
ally-supervised plebiscite on independence for 
Punjab, Khalistan. These are the best steps 
we can take to insure that the rule of law and 
the glow of freedom finally come to the Sikh 
homeland. 

am placing the Council of Khalistan’s letter 
to Mr. Dogra into the RECORD. 


[Open Letter to Punjab DGP Dogra From Dr. 
Gurmit Singh Aulakh, President, Council 
of Khalistan, April 16, 1998] 

PUNJAB IS A POLICE STATE—END POLICE 
ABUSES Now! 

Mr. Docra: Recently Justice Ajit Snigh 
Bains, the chairman of the Punjab Human 
Rights Organization, described Punjab as a 
police state. He is right. Your police have 
murdered, raped; tortured, and secretly cre- 
mated tens of thousands of Sikhs since 1984. 

Last week the human-rights community in 
Punjab met with the Chief Minister. They 
detailed numerous abuses of human rights by 
the police. Your police slashed the tires of 
Khalra Committee members. The Supreme 
Court ordered the indictment of the police 
officers who kidnapped Jaswant Singh 
Khalra on September 6, 1995, yet they are 
still at large. Mr. Khalra’s whereabouts re- 
main unknown. Mr. Khalra published a re- 
port exposing the police tactic of abducting 
Sikhs, torturing and killing them, then de- 
claring their bodies ‘‘unidentified’’ and cre- 
mating them. For this, the late Tarn Taran 
police chief, Ajit Sandhu, threatened that 
“We made 25,000 disappear. It would not be 
hard to make one more disappear.” It has 
been two and a half years since Mr. Khalra 
was kidnapped. When will your police take 
responsibility? 

Kikkar Singh, who is a witness in the 
Khalra case, was falsely implicated in two 
cases and remains in jail. Kirpal Singh 
Randhawa, Vice-Chairman of the Punjab 
Human Rights Organization, is a witness in 
the Khalra case. He wrote to the Chief Min- 
ister and the President of the World Sikh 
Council exposing a police conspiracy to 
eliminate him. These illegal actions show 
the lengths that the police will go to in the 
effort to cover up their own responsibility 
for the reign of terror that has engulfed Pun- 
jab. 

Just in the last year, over 90 atrocities by 
police have been documented in Punjab. Last 
month, a 17-year-old Sikh girl named Hardip 
Kaur was waiting for a bus to take her to her 
family’s village. She was offered a ride by 
two police officers, and this innocent young 
girl accepted. She was taken to a house 
where these officers and two other police of- 
ficers gang-raped her all night. In February, 
Malkiat Singh of the village of Bisgawa died 
from torture inflicted by the Inspector and 
Sub-Inspector of the Ahmedgarh police sta- 
tion. In February, two Sikh youths who were 
riding their bicycles in front of a Gurdwara 
were picked up by your police and stuffed 
into a police jeep. They are accused of being 
militants, but the residents of their village 
say that these charges are unfounded. These 
are just some of the most recent incidents. 
How can a country that operates this way 
call itself a democracy?“ 

It is a well-known fact, reported by the 
U.S. State Department, that police officers 
have received cash bounties for killing inno- 
cent Sikhs. It was in pursuit of one of these 
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bounties that the police murdered a three- 
year-old child and claimed that he was a 
“terrorist.” Do you consider that acceptable 
police practice? 

Your police even continue to occupy the 
Golden Temple, the holiest of Sikh shrines. 
It has been fourteen years since the desecra- 
tion and massacre known as Operation 
Bluestar. There is no better illustration of 
the fact that there is no place for Sikhs in 
India’s “secular democracy.” 

During a recent visit to Punjab and 
Chandigarh, Canadian Revenue Minister 
Herb Dhaliwal said that only when the prob- 
lem of harassment of people and insecurity 
of property is solved will outsiders be en- 
couraged to invest in Punjab. He called for 
democratic change. It is you and your police 
force that can end the harassment and abuse 
of human rights. Only then will the door be 
open for real democracy to function in Pun- 
jab. 

Recently, Justice J.S. Sekhon, a member 
of the government-appointed Punjab Human 
Rights Commission, said that he is worried 
about the inhuman behavior of the police. He 
noted that the police have been torturing 
people in the police stations and that the law 
does not allow this. Even though militancy 
has yielded to peace in Punjab, he said, his 
commission has received 90 complaints 
against the police. Justice Sekhon said that 
the commission is taking a serious view of 
these complaints, especially those that re- 
sulted in death in police custody. He added 
that the police must be more cooperative 
and humane towards people. What further 
proof is needed? Punjab is a police state. 

As Justice Sekhon said, your police force 
has a long way to go before it begins to re- 
semble the law-enforcement arm of a free 
state. As the Director General, you bear ulti- 
mate responsibility for these crimes. Even 
your own allies are exposing the reign of ter- 
ror that you police have imposed on the 
hardworking people of Punjab. 

Only when the fundamental rights of all 
people are observed can any country call 
itself democratic and free. We Sikhs are 
moving towards true democracy and freedom 
in our homeland, you can either help in that 
process or hinder that process. So far you 
have done the latter, I hope for the sake of 
your own conscience, you begin to do the 
former. 

It is your responsibility to end the police 
tyranny in Punjab, otherwise, history and 
the Sikhs will never forgive you. 

PANTH DA SEWADAR, 
Dr. GURMIT SINGH AULAKH, 
President, Council of 
Khalistan. 
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CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
IN THE DIGITAL ERA 


HON. DARLENE HOOLEY 


OF OREGON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to submit an article to the RECORD enti- 
tled “Digital Watch; The Big Picture” by Jerry 
Meyer, the Chief Executive and President of 
Tektronix, a global high-technology company 
based in Wilsonville, Oregon. This article de- 
scribes the challenges and implications of the 
transition to the digital transmission of tele- 
vision, telecommunications and information 
technology signals. 
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Directed by Congress in the Telecommuni- 
cations Act of 1996, the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission mandated a ten-year period 
for the transition from analog to digital broad- 
casting. 

This industry imperative to disseminate the 
new technology has not necessarily created 
an instant demand for digital products, but it 
has driven the development of remarkable 
new interactive technologies. 

Mr. Meyer, whose firm is a global distributor 
of high technology components, including test- 
ing and interactive video equipment, is in an 
ideal position to observe trends in the digital 
industries. 

While emphasizing the unpredictability of 
these new markets, his article offered me a 
clear perspective on the possibilities that dig- 
ital broadcasting creates and the scramble 
now taking place to capitalize on those oppor- 
tunities. Thus, | am inserting this article into 
the RECORD and commend it to all of my col- 
leagues for its reasoned approach to the new 
digital era. 

DIGITAL WATCH: THE BIG PICTURE 
(By Jerome Meyer) 

Even if you've heard the hype and seen the 
product demos—amazing color and clarity, 
images so real they look almost 3D—chances 
are you haven’t given much thought to their 
consequences. Most people never worry 
about how a broadcast signal reaches their 
television set or computer terminal, and 
most don’t have to in order to lead profit- 
able, happy lives. Yet the move from a world 
of analog signals to a digital version, raises 
a host of questions. Just how much will con- 
sumers shell out for enhanced quality? Who 
will deliver it to them? With telephone com- 
panies, Internet service providers, and media 
powerhouses all scrambling for a ride on the 
wave, what will the much-heralded digital 
world” of the future really look like? 

NOW YOU SEE IT, NOW YOU DON’T 


A virtual hurricane, the digital revolution 
is sweeping the worlds of telecommuni- 
cations, broadcasting, and multimedia, car- 
rying consumers from the analog world of 
The Ed Sullivan Show to the digitally super- 
charged computer games of Sega Saturn. 
Like all transitions, this event isn’t mono- 
lithic, and it isn’t pre-programmed. As the 
laboratory tools of digital conversion and 
compression become available at a price that 
makes them salable, programmers, movie 
studios, producers, and advertisers are apply- 
ing their creative genius to the new delivery 
system. 

A simple comparative glance at a digital 
television picture and an analog picture will 
give you a hint of how drastic the improve- 
ment really is. The superfine visual and 
audio quality is brought to you thanks to a 
technology chain that links satellite mak- 
ers, cable operators, content providers, and 
electronic manufacturers. 

Even telephone companies like GTE (which 
recently bid to buy Internet service provider 
BBN Corp. for $616 million) and US West are 
fast expanding beyond their traditional de- 
livery mediums. Digital technology will 
make packaging offerings of wireless serv- 
ices such as paging and data transfer more 
widely available. 

In a sense, the perceived needs of the con- 
sumer are driving this revolution into a dig- 
ital state of high quality and dependability. 
It is no longer enough to deliver the con- 
sumer to another technology barrier. 
Motorola’s global scale Iridium project is 
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just one attempt to deliver digital tech- 
nology into a world marketplace. 

Are consumers responding? 

Without a doubt. Although just 150 com- 
mercial satellites spin overhead today, you 
can expect to find the sky cluttered with al- 
most 2,000 of them in just seven years. When 
you consider that that could provide a mar- 
ket of more than 1 billion people, it’s no 
wonder media moguls like Rupert Murdoch 
are running hard to put in place the content 
and capability to service those markets. 

There are an estimated 50 million people 
surfing the Internet. Last year, computer 
sales outpaced those of televisions. At the 
same time, it is clear that the consumer is 
not wedded to a particular delivery system 
and will shop for price and quality. 

The mad scramble for digital conversion 
has created dynamic responses, but it has 
also caused some confusion. From my van- 
tage point at Tektronix, I am able to meas- 
ure the needs of the people who are using 
digital technology everyday. As demand 
grows for better ways to test and measure 
the digital stream of information—whether 
into a TV or onto a computer screen—I see 
some patterns and possible pitfalls. 

The debate over whether consumers will 
use their televisions or their computers for 
digital images ends up being about ease of 
use. Whether my network appliance” is 
made by Sony or Philips or comes mail order 
from Dell or Compaq doesn’t really matter. 
What matters to the consumer is: Is it better 
than what I already have? Does it cost more 
or less? What programming or content will it 
give me access to? 

Some pundits and news media would have 
us believe that 90 million television owners 
are going to drive down to the store Monday 
morning and buy brand new digital tele- 
visions. Current prices for the screens make 
that unlikely, but just as with the VCR, 
when consumers finally get a glimpse of 
something that is demonstrably better—and 
digital is—computer makers and consumer 
electronic makers will have a great oppor- 
tunity. Most large-scale manufacturers are 
already making plans for the 10-year analog 
to digital changeover mandate by the FCC. 

Already, computer makers and their chip 
allies, like Intel, see an advantage to being 
on the consumer's desktop. And, of course, 
our Pacific Northwest neighbor, Microsoft, 
has taken advantage of the way your appli- 
ance works in order to serve up information, 
news, and data. Microsoft recently dem- 
onstrated its desire to be part of the “screen 
experience“ by paying $425 million for 
WebTV and $1 billion for a stake in cable op- 
erator Comcast. 

Your future Internet experience—whether 
at home or at your place of business—will 
not be rooted in the appliance, but in the 
value it adds to your work or social life. 
Business-to-business on-line commerce is al- 
ready beginning, and structures are now 
being built to handle grocery shopping, edu- 
cational material, and banking for con- 
sumers. The growth in e-mail tells me that 
people want to communicate with each 
other, but it also offers a way to transform 
learning and education. 

Applications will continue to drive the dig- 
ital marketplace, with technical solutions 
always playing catch-up to the needs and de- 
sires of the consumer. Continuing price pres- 
sure and the persistent need to lower costs— 
whether through falling chip prices or sink- 
ing telephone charges—will also spur the dig- 
ital conversion. 

But this urge to go digital isn’t without its 
pitfalls. Intense efforts and great spending 
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by some of the best and brightest companies 
has yet to secure a business model where the 
consumer will pay enough money to make 
sophisticated, costly technology a worth- 
while business investment. Interactive tele- 
vision trials are now showing the promise 
they once had, though other kinds of digital 
interactive technology is securing a market. 
Digital editing and digital transmission of 
images and sound are no longer revolu- 
tionary. 

The fact that it is my own inclination to 
actually go to the movies with my wife, 
rather than rent a video as our children do, 
underscores the point that all consumers— 
and all businesses—don’t embrace change at 
the same speed. The “rush” to replace the 
analog technology of vacuum tubes with the 
high-speed elegance of chips and computers 
has taken time, and that will continue. 

My perspective is perhaps a little different 
than most, because I’ve been able to see how 
technology has become more and more a con- 
sumer product. Turning out oscilloscopes for 
the U.S. Navy—our old business—isn’t ex- 
actly the kind of thing that gets you head- 
lines, unless there is a war on. But the ini- 
tial concept of testing and measuring the 
quality and consistency of technology is at 
the root of this digital revolution—and that 
just happens to be our business. 

THE DIGITAL WATCH 

When you see a digital television picture 
you'll know it. The clarity and quality is 
downright amazing, and some digital broad- 
casting currently being received by digital 
set-top boxes looks almost 3D. Even with 
current standard televisions, signals trans- 
mitted digitally via a satellite make Thurs- 
day night’s Seinfeld episode shine even 
brighter. 

The big question has never been, Gee, is 
this neat stuff?“ The real question that 
keeps companies like Intel, Sony, and 
TimeWarner up at night is: How much will 
consumers pay for this technology?” 

Several events have coincided to make this 
a particularly exciting shift for the industry. 
Not only are huge sums of money being 
spent on a variety of new delivery systems, 
but government deregulation also throws 
these new technologies into the push-and- 
pull of the marketplace. 

When telephone deregulation started back 
in the mid-1980s, the personal computer was 
outside the reach—and want—of most people. 
Technology issues revolved around speed, 
size, and standards. By embracing open 
standards of technology—a concept similar 
to that of everyone agreeing on grades of 
gasoline—the PC business boomed; even the 
Goliath IBM learned a lesson trying to hang 
onto standards, while companies like Dell 
Computer, Compaq, and Microsoft gave new 
meaning to the mixing of technology and 
growth. 

In terms of going digital, Murdoch's Fox 
television network is the most aggressive en- 
tertainment company. They are using the 
digital shift to bring costs down as well as to 
build a satellite distribution network that 
stretches around the globe. I get a first-hand 
look at what these companies want to do be- 
cause they've got to know what the tech- 
nology can do before they deploy it. Whether 
transmitting stock prices or television pro- 
grams, you have to use technology to deliver 
it to the customer. 

Right now, other broadcasters (CBS, NBC, 
and ABC) are steering a conservative course. 
There’s some good reason for this. They have 
all been through the cable wars and were 
told that their traditional dominance would 
be washed away like Gilligan and his friends. 
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With a massive capital spending campaign to 
finance this government-mandated switch- 
over from analog to digital transmission, no 
one wants a false start. f 

The market players know that digital will 
be the de facto standard in the next century. 
Ditigal technology will allow companies to 
provide more information to consumers as 
well as create challenges relating to costs 
and development. The digital world will blur 
the lines between data and video on a com- 
puter screen and the entertainment and news 
we have grown accustomed to on our tele- 
vision sets. 

SWITCHING CHANNELS 

One clear benefit of the digital world will 
be greater choice. Individuals will be able to 
personalize the kinds of information they re- 
ceive as well as the medium they want to 
use, Hand-held digital telephones with news, 
messages, Internet connections, as well as 
the more mundane tasks of scheduling, tele- 
phoning, and electronic files will be packed 
into small cost-effective devices. 

Companies such as Motorola, Ericson, and 
Sony will lead the consumer charge in this 
area, but an entire behind-the-scenes tech- 
nology deployment will have taken place— 
unseen by the average customer. Digital 
standards provide the framework for all the 
information traveling the airwaves. As 
broadcasting, production, and distribution 
players battle for consumers, they will all be 
using digital tools for combat. Traditional 
broadcasting will be using two-way tech- 
nology to connect with viewers; production 
companies will have new video and audio ca- 
pabilities to engage the audience; and dis- 
tribution will follow the customer from room 
to room and from city to city. 

Imagine video technology at a reasonable 
price, bundled, as part of a wider array of 
technology information choices. One channel 
might be news; another might be a conversa- 
tion with co-workers or family members. 
Digital technology literally unleashes whole 
new combinations of images and sounds that 
can go anywhere and be transported for a 
fraction of their traditional cost. While the 
corporate landscape will be dominated by 
some of the same players competing today, 
it is fair to say that everyone is watchful of 
new entries. As digital technology becomes 
more and more pervasive, it also will present 
new opportunities for startup and new ven- 
tures. 

Whether it is video browsers that let com- 
puter users watch full motion, digital video 
with sound, digital signals sent via sat- 
ellites, or new digital transmission towers, 
the consumer will be clamoring for the best 
technology at the best price. The challenge 
for the consumer electronics industry is to 
deliver it. 
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LETTER CARRIERS AGAIN SPON- 
SOR FOOD DRIVE FOR NATION'S 
NEEDY 


HON. GERALD D. KLECZKA 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, again this year, 
as they have for countless years in the past, 
letter carriers from around the country will col- 
lect nonperishable food items placed near 
their customer's mail boxes on Saturday, May 
9. The food will then be given to local food 
pantries for distribution to those in need. Letter 
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carriers in my hometown, Milwaukee, collected 
the largest amount of food nationwide in their 
efforts of May, 1997. 

The National Association of Letter Carriers, 
in conjunction with the United States Postal 
Service and the United Way, will kick off this 
year’s food drive in Milwaukee with a press 
conference on Thursday, May 7th, to raise 
community awareness of this very worthwhile 
project. 

| rise today, Mr. Speaker, to ask my col- 
leagues to enthusiastically support the letter 
carriers’ food drives in their hometowns and 
districts, and to remind my fellow residents of 
Milwaukee and Waukesha Counties to con- 
sider buying a few extra canned goods and 
nonperishables while doing the weekly grocery 
shopping the week before the 7th. Together, 
we can ensure that this year's food drive is as 
successful as those which came before. 

With a little help from all of us, our local 
food pantries will be stocked full and maybe 
even over-flowing, for this summer, a time 
when pantries are often put to the test. 


CONGRATULATIONS TO GIRL 
SCOUT COUNCIL HONOREES 


HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
great enthusiasm that | congratulate Janet 
Haynes, Gail Thompson and the Matsushita 
Electric Corporation of America for their selec- 
tion as honorees at this years Women of Dis- 
tinction Luncheon, sponsored by the Girl 
Scout Council of Greater Essex and Hudson 
Counties. This year's luncheon will take place 
on April 23 at the Holiday Inn/North in Newark, 
NJ. 

Janet Haynes, who will receive the Girl 
Scout World of People award, is a native of 
Jersey City. She serves as country clerk for 
the County of Hudson. Through her election to 
this post, she became the highest ranking Afri- 
can-American official in the history of Hudson 
County and the only African-American to serve 
as county clerk in the state of New Jersey. 

A former girl scout, Haynes is actively in- 
volved in volunteer work. She has served as 
the chairperson and vice-chairperson of the 
board of directors of the Hudson County 
Health Systems Agency and is also chair- 
person of the United Way of Hudson County. 

Gail Thompson, who will received the Girl 
Scout World of Today and Tomorrow award, is 
a registered architect who currently serves as 
vice-president of design and construction, for 
the New Jersey Performing Arts Center, New- 
ark, NJ. Thompson, who holds a degree in ar- 
chitecture from the Pratt Institute, Brooklyn, 
NY and a master’s degree in real estate and 
finance from Rutgers University, Newark, has 
also served as assistant vice-president of fa- 
cilities planning and development at the Amer- 
ican Stock Exchange. 

In addition, Thompson is very involved with 
volunteer work. A commercial pilot and flight 
instructor, Thompson has been actively in- 
volved in exposing minority youth to aviation. 
She is the founder of a summer aviation camp 
for high school students. 
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The Corporate Award is being given to 
Matsushita Electric Corporation of America, lo- 
cated in Secaucus, NJ. Matsushita has con- 
sistently made generous contributions to the 
Girl Scouts, and their employees have been 
active volunteers in many Girl Scout pro- 
grams. 

| would like to congratulate all three of the 
recipients for their work with the Girl Scouts 
and wish them continued success in all of 
their endeavors. 
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CONGRATULATIONS TO PRACA 
FOR 45 YEARS OF LEADERSHIP 
IN THE PUERTO RICAN COMMU- 
NITY 


HON. NYDIA M. VELÁZQUEZ 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to pay tribute to the Puerto Rican Association 
for Community Affairs (PRACA) and congratu- 
late this worthy organization on the occasion 
of the First Annual PRACA Awards. | ask my 
colleagues to join me in congratulating 
PRACA as they celebrate their forty-fifth year 
of leadership in New York City’s Puerto Rican 
and Latino community on May 1st, 1998. 

PRACA was founded in 1953 during the 
height of the Puerto Rican migration to New 
York City. At that time there were few organi- 
zations that helped newly-arrived Puerto Rican 
families adjust to the city’s fast lifestyle, while 
helping them maintain their culture, values and 
traditions. PRACA was in the forefront of a 
movement, creating social service programs 
dedicated to the enrichment of the Puerto 
Rican community. In the years that followed, 
PRACA continued this work and extended the 
same services to other newly-arrived Latino 
families. 

Today, PRACA’s programs range from chil- 
dren and families services to adoption, edu- 
cation and housing programs. Over the years, 
they have been consistent in their mission 
while continuing to meet the diverse needs of 
the Puerto Rican and Latino community. 
PRACA has assisted families in understanding 
their new culture as well as preserving their 
history, language and cultural heritage. 
PRACA has helped reduce barriers, promote 
advancement and improved the lives of thou- 
sands of families in New York. 

In closing, | ask you to join me in saluting 
PRACA for their vision, their leadership and 
their perseverance these past 45 years. Con- 
gratulations! 


TRIBUTE TO GORDON BINDER 
HON. BRAD SHERMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, April 23, 1998 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to Gordon Binder for his leadership 
of Amgen Corporation and his continued com- 
mitment to bringing science and technology 
into the community. 
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Calvin Coolidge once said, “Education is the 
result of contact. A great people is produced 
by contact with great minds.” As CEO of one 
of America’s leading genetic engineering firms, 
Gordon Binder and his corporation have dedi- 
cated themselves to fulfilling President Coo- 
lidge’s call to educate the community. Gordon 
has not only continued to expand Amgen’s re- 
search and development capabilities, but he 
has also initiated a number of innovative com- 
munity outreach programs, bringing science to 
the community. 

Some of these programs include the Amgen 
Staff Community Involvement Program (SCIP), 
in which the services of Amgen’s talented staff 
are made available to non-profit organizations 
or to needy individuals for community improve- 
ment projects. In another program developed 
under Gordon's leadership, Amgen presents 
five $10,000 Amgen Awards for Teacher Ex- 
cellence each year. Amgen also provides 
evening science lectures for local high school 
students and administers a Mobile Laboratory 
Program that teaches students to perform 
real-life gene cloning experiments right in their 
own classrooms, 

In addition to his work at Amgen, Gordon 
also serves on the Board of Directors of the 
Pharmaceutical Research and Manufacturers 
Association, Pepperdine University, and Cal 
Tech. He also is Chairman of the Bio- 
technology Industry Organization and Past 
President of the American Cancer Society 
Foundation. 

Mr. Speaker, distinguished colleagues, 
please join me in paying tribute to Gordon 
Binder for his visionary leadership of Amgen 
Corporation and his efforts, in our community 
and across the country, to make innovations in 
science and technology available to thousands 
of high school students. 


———— 


HAPPY 115TH ANNIVERSARY, 
SECOND BAPTIST CHURCH 


HON. JAMES A. BARCIA 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, the ability to en- 
dure provides a sense of power to any entity, 
and it instills confidence in those who belong 
to an organization. Nothing is more reassuring 
than the endurance of religious faith as evi- 
denced by the long history of one’s church. 
The congregation of Second Baptist Church in 
Bay City Michigan, is proud of its Church, 
which will be celebrating its 115th anniversary 
this weekend. 

The history of Second Baptist Church is an 
inspirational story of accomplishment. For the 
first twenty-five years after its organization in 
1883, Second Baptist depended upon its faith- 
ful worshipers for sustenance, until a major 
building project was completed in 1907 under 
the pastorate of Rev. Henry Brown. This site 
saw the growth of the church over its first 
ninety-six years, until the cornerstone for the 
current church at Youngs Ditch and 
Scheurmann Roads was laid by then-pastor 
Rev. Marvin A. Jennings, Sr. 

The mortgage on this property was paid in 
full last year, culminating the project that was 
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started by Reverend W.L. Daniel, who was the 
pastor in 1964. 


Pastor Seth Doyle has led the church since 
May 11, 1986. He has overseen the establish- 
ment of a day care center, a ministry mission 
to Zimbabwe, and the on-going spiritual 
growth of the Bay City community. Pastor 
Doyle wants Second Baptist Church to be a 
vital, vibrant beacon in the community, which 
it has been, and most assuredly will continue 
to be. 


Mr. Speaker, | urge you and all of our col- 
leagues to join me in wishing Pastor Doyle 
and the entire congregation of Second Baptist 
Church a most joyous and blessed 115th anni- 
versary. We join them in their prayer to con- 
tinue to look to God for strength, guidance, 
and direction. 


—— 


CUDAHY HIGH SCHOOL BAND, 


STILL | MARCHING STRONG 
AFTER 75 YEARS 
HON. GERALD D. KLECZKA 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
tribute to the past and present members of the 
Cudahy, Wisconsin High School Band who will 
mark the band’s 75th anniversary with a series 
of events and concerts the weekend of May 
16 and 17, 1998. 


One of the four oldest bands in the greater 
Milwaukee area, the Cudahy High School's 
75th Anniversary Gala will truly be a special 
event. Former conductors, alumni, distin- 
guished guests and dignitaries will be on hand 
for the festivities and, in some cases, will even 
join the current musicians! 


All of the members of the Cudahy High 
School Bands, which now include the Wind 
Ensemble, Symphonic Band, Concert Band, 
Marching Band, Jazz Ensemble, and Pep 
Band, are to be commended for their many 
accomplishments over the years. The March- 
ing Band has been named the State Cham- 
pion in its class in 1989, 1990, 1996 and 
1997. The band has qualified many members 
for the State Honors Band, State Honors Or- 
chestra and State Honors Jazz Ensemble 
since beginning Honors participation in 1977. 
Members of the band have an outstanding 
solo and ensemble record at both State and 
District level competitions. 


With all of this in mind, Mr. Speaker, | truly 
look forward to joining the Cudahy High 
School Bands at their 75th Anniversary Gala 
in May. | know that all Cudahy's residents will 
mark that weekend to say a heartfelt “thank 
you” to the band members and directors for all 
of their entertainment in parades, concerts and 
athletic events over the years. 


6712 


TRIBUTE TO DR. CONRAD L. 
MALLETT, SR. 


HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR. 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to Dr. Conrad L. Mallett, Sr., presi- 
dent emeritus of Capital Community-Technical 
College in Hartford, Connecticut. A noted edu- 
cator, historian and culture bearer, Dr. Mallett 
entered the arenas of education and govern- 
ment service to press the fight for justice and 
equality for America’s oppressed and over- 
looked citizens. 

Although he and his wife, Dr. Claudia Jones 
Mallett, have spent the past 13 years in Con- 
necticut, Dr. Mallett grew up and was edu- 
cated in my hometown of Detroit, Michigan. 
That's where we first met. Our friendship has 
continued since. 

Dr. Mallett is an African-American historian 
who still believes that our nation can live up to 
its glorious promises; he is a husband, father 
and grandfather who takes great joy in seeing 
his offspring dream dreams that he could not 
even imagine as a poor, black child raised by 
a widowed mother in the segregated South 
and later the intransigently rigid North. 

Dr. Claudia Jones Mallett, his wife of 46 
years, attributes his sterling character and his 
drive to his mother. “She was a very strong 
woman who was a domestic worker. She im- 
parted to him steadfastness and the work 
ethic. He has a strong belief that it is edu- 
cation that brought African-Americans as far 
as they have gotten, and it is education that 
will move them further along. 

“He believes that the more we are able to 
allow every person to become an educated 
person, the more successful we will be in our 
drive to become full citizens in this country. 
Whenever he has encountered barriers that 
get in the way of that goal of full citizenship, 
he has tried to move them out of the way.” 

Far more often than not, he has succeeded. 

Born in Ames, Texas, about 40 miles south 
of Houston, Dr. Conrad Mallett lost his father 
at age 10. His mother, Mrs. Lonnie Mallett, 
worked to support him and his sister, Nora. 
The family moved to Detroit in the early 1940s 
when Mrs. Mallett learned that domestics 
could earn twice as much in Detroit. 

“Sometimes my husband tells a story about 
those days,” Dr. Claudia Mallett recalled. “His 
mom sometimes would take him and his sister 
to work with her. They had to be very quiet 
while she worked because they were not sup- 
posed to be there, so they had nothing else to 
do but read. Both he and his sister are avid 
readers, and | don’t think | know of any person 
who is more well read than my husband.” 

After graduating from Detroits Miller High 
School, a young Conrad Mallett was drafted, 
trained in the South Pacific as an Army Air 
Corps engineer and eventually was stationed 
on Baffin Island, off the southern tip of Green- 
land. 

After his honorable discharge, he returned 
to Detroit and started a steady climb toward 
his goal. While working at the U.S. Post Of- 
fice, he used the Gl Bill to take some courses 
at the Cass Tech Veterans Institute. After a 
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few years, he left the post office (“I found it 
dull and unromantic”) and began walking the 
beat as a Detroit police officer. At the same 
time he enrolled in college full time. 

“| say with some pride that the years from 
1952-57 were the most productive of my life. 
| married, we had three children and | com- 
pleted college and worked full time. Had it not 
been for my wonderful wife, | would not have 
been able to do any of those things,” he said 
of those years. With the exception of one year 
when he received a scholarship from the Mott 
Foundation, he always held full-time jobs while 
earning his undergraduate and post graduate 
degrees. Today he holds a B.S. in Education 
and an Ed.D. in Education Administration from 
Wayne State University and an M.A. in Amer- 
ican History from the University of Michigan. 

The young ambitious father and husband 
was driven to succeed because, as he ex- 
plained it, “I come from a generation that had 
as its goal surviving, dealing with a racist soci- 
ety, dealing with prejudice. We just tried to 
make it day to day. 

“Today | take great pride that my grandchild 
can say, ‘I will be the next Bill Gates or a doc- 
tor or a lawyer.’ Those goals were not as ac- 
cessible in the 1940s and 50s as they are 
now. | was always looking for a better quality 
of life, one with some dignity and respect.” 

Dr. Mallett still remembers how his high 
school counselor tried to steer him into car- 
pentry even though he had expressed an in- 
terest in engineering. After graduating from 
college, Dr. Mallett taught American History 
and social studies in the Detroit Public 
Schools. In fact, he taught the first African- 
American history course offered in the Detroit 
District. After seven years, he left the school 
system and took a job as head of the training 
unit of Detroit anti-poverty program. 

He may not have known it then, but Dr. 
Mallett was about to set off on a career that 
would earn him a shining reputation in public 
service and education. He had made sure he 
was prepared to take advantage of the oppor- 
tunities that came his way. “If you are pre- 
pared, sometimes good things happen,” he 
said. “It all goes back to the statement black 
parents made to their children during Recon- 
struction: Get as much education as you can 
because they can never take that away from 
you.” 

Dr. Mallett’s commitment to social justice 
extends far beyond the job. For example, in 
1964 a fund-raising benefit was scheduled in 
Detroit for the Student Non-violent Coordi- 
nating Committee. Dr. Mallett and his wife 
agreed to put their home on the line to cover 
the cost of renting Detroit's Cobo Hall if the 
benefit did not raise enough money to pay the 
rental fee. 

In the 1960s Dr. Mallett became the first Af- 
rican-American Assistant to Detroit Mayor Je- 
rome Cavanagh, a bold young Irish Catholic 
lawyer who, with the support of the black com- 
munity, staged an upset victory over the in- 
cumbent mayor. “| had finished everything but 
the dissertation on my doctorate when | was 
appointed to that job,” Dr. Mallett said. 

As Director of the city's Department of 
Housing and Urban Renewal, Dr. Mallett 
helped steer the city through the turbulent 
1960s. 

When Cavanagh left office, Dr. Mallett came 
to the attention of Wayne State University 
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which needed someone with experience in 
public housing to oversee its building expan- 
sion. The University Board of Governors ap- 
pointed him Director of Community Extension 
Services and then Director of the Office of 
Neighborhood Relations. 

In 1973, he was named Vice President for 
Academic Affairs at Wayne County Commu- 
nity College, Michigan’s largest community 
college. He served in that position until 1977 
when Detroit Mayor Coleman A. Young, the 
first African-American Mayor of Detroit, tapped 
him to be director of the Detroit Department of 
Streets, Traffic and Transportation. Six years 
latter, academia called again. Dr. Mallett left 
Detroit to serve as Vice President for Aca- 
demic and Student Affairs at the Community 
College of Baltimore, a position he held until 
1985 when he was appointed President of the 
Capital Region Community College District in 
Hartford, Connecticut. Upon the dissolution of 
the regional district, he was appointed Presi- 
dent of the Greater Hartford Community Col- 
lege. In 1992, he became the first President of 
Capital Community-Technical College, a com- 
prehensive, publicly funded two-year college 
program offering career, technical and transfer 
programs. On June 30, 1996, he retired as 
president emeritus. 

Recipient of many academic honors and 
leadership awards, he was named Educational 
Administrator of the Year by the Black Edu- 
cational Administrators Association while at 
Wayne County Community College. The 
Southeastern Michigan Council of Govern- 
ments presented him with its Distinguished 
Service Award. In recognition of his exemplary 
leadership, he received the Anthony Wayne 
Award from Wayne State University. 

Throughout their marriage, Dr. Mallett and 
his wife, now a retired science teacher, always 
kept their primary focus on their three children. 
Conrad Mallett, Jr. is Chief Justice of the 
Michigan Supreme Court; Lydia Mallett, Ph.D., 
is Director of corporate Diversity of the Gen- 
eral Mills Corporation, and Veronica Mallett, 
M. O., is a faculty member at Wayne State Uni- 
versity Medical School in Detroit and is pur- 
suing advanced research in obstetrical and 
gynecological surgery. 

Though the children were raised in a mid- 
die-class environment, they were never al- 
lowed to forget the historic struggles and sac- 
rifices that led to their lifestyle. Justice Mallett 
said he will never forget a trip he and his dad 
took to Houston, Texas. “I was 17 years old, 
and that’s not exactly the time you want to 
make a cross-country trip with your dad. But 
when we got to Houston, my dad said we 
were having dinner that night at the Rice 
Hotel. He said | had to put on a suit. It was 
August, and Houston was about 199 degrees. 
It was so hot. When | asked whey we had to 
go inside to eat, my dad said, ‘Because | 
never walked in the front door of the Rice 
Hotel. | was a bellboy there and made it all 
the way up to be bell captain, but | never 
walked in through the front door.’” That night 
they both walked in through the front door. 

Justice Mallett said his father brought a 
fierce integrity to the process of public service 
delivery. “He said that you may not always be 
able to do your best for everyone, but in gen- 
eral those persons less able than you to fend 
for themselves are the ones to whom you 
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must give your best.” And that, Mr. Speaker, 
is how Dr. Conrad Mallett, Sr. lives his life. 
Our nation is richer because of his contribu- 
tions. 


CONGRATULATIONS TO MUSLIMS 
ON THE CELEBRATION OF EID 


HON. CIRO D. RODRIGUEZ 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
on behalf of my constituents and other mem- 
bers of the Muslim community in the United 
States and throughout the world who this 
month celebrated the holy day of Eid. 

Muslims celebrate two Eids (festivals) every 
lunar year, Eid-ul-Fitr and Eid-ul-Adha. Eid-ul- 
Fitr is celebrated after fasting for a whole 
month. During this month a Muslim distributes 
2.5 percent of his annual savings in charity to 
the poor. 

Eid-ul-Adha, Feast of the Sacrifice, takes its 
roots from the Patriarch of our three great 
faiths, Judaism, Christianity and Islam—Abra- 
ham. In recognition of the act of sacrifice and 
obedience with which Abraham was ready to 
sacrifice his beloved son, for the last 1,400 
years Muslims have followed Abraham's tradi- 
tion by sacrificing a lamb at the end of Hajj, 
the pilgrimage to Mecca. 

| ask the Congress to join me in congratu- 
lating the six million Muslims in the United 
States and over a billion Muslims across the 
globe who follow the tradition of Abraham 
upon this occasion of celebration, sacrifice 
and charity. 


U.S.-PAKISTAN RELATIONSHIP 
WORTH REPAIRING 


HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, some weeks 
ago | sent identical letters to Secretary of 
State Madeleine Albright and National Security 
Adviser Sandy Berger outlining my thoughts 
on some of the problems troubling the rela- 
tionship between the United States and Paki- 
stan. 

| have now received replies from Mr. Berger 
and the Department of State. Because | be- 
lieve that Pakistan is an important country and 
that it remains very much in the American in- 
terest to repair our tattered relations with Paki- 
stan, | now insert this correspondence in the 
RECORD. 

It is my hope that this will provoke a serious 
and sustained discussion of the U.S.-Pakistan 
relationship. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL 
RELATIONS, 
Washington, DC, February 19, 1998. 
HON. MADELEIN K. ALBRIGHT, 
Secretary of State, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MADELEINE: Knowing that the Presi- 

dent intends to visit South Asia later this 
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year, I have been giving some thought to the 
United States’ relationship with Pakistan, 
particularly, the F-16 problem and other bi- 
lateral issues. 

First, I am concerned that it may not be 
possible to have a successful presidential 
trip to Pakistan if we have not made any 
progress in addressing the F-16 issue. 

You will recall that in 1995, President Clin- 
ton, meeting with then Prime Minister 
Bhutto, noted the apparent unfairness of the 
U.S. refusal to either provide Pakistan with 
the F-l6s it had bought or refund the money 
paid for the aircraft. 

If, three years later, no progress has been 
made in resolving this issue, this will cast a 
cloud over the President’s trip to Pakistan 
and preclude the resumption of anything ap- 
proaching a normal relationship between the 
two countries. 

Moreover, should Pakistan take the United 
States to court over this issue (as it is now 
considering), this would materially diminish 
the likelihood of a successful presidential 
visit and otherwise damage U.S.-Pakistan re- 
lations. 

None of the obvious solutions for resolving 
this problem appear viable. Congress is un- 
likely to repeal the Pressler amendment, or 
to appropriate the approximately $500 mil- 
lion we owe Pakistan for the F-16s. Nor does 
anyone hold out much hope for finding alter- 
native buyers for these planes, which would 
enable us to use monies from that sale to re- 
imburse Pakistan. 

I understand there is some talk about the 
possibility of using a 614 waiver to permit 
the administration to transfer the F-16s to 
Pakistan, notwithstanding the Pressler 
amendment restrictions. I would strongly 
oppose this idea because of the adverse effect 
it would almost surely have on the credi- 
bility of our global nonproliferation policies 
and on our gradually warming relationship 
with India. I also expect that an administra- 
tion attempt to use a 614 waiver in this in- 
stance would draw considerable opposition 
on the Hill. 

Since none of the obvious solutions appear 
feasible, I would urge you to look into less 
obvious ways to deal with this problem. I un- 
derstand, for instance, that some people are 
talking about debt forgiveness, where we 
would write off a portion of Pakistan’s P.L. 
480 or other debt in return for Pakistan 
waiving all claims against the United States 
stemming from the F-16 sale. This appears to 
be an idea worth exploring further, 

Alternatively, I understand there is some 
discussion of linking the $500 million owed 
Pakistan for the aircraft to a resumption of 
an USAID program tailored specifically to 
meet Pakistan's grave problems in the social 
sector. Under this proposal, Congress would 
authorize the President to enter into nego- 
tiations with Pakistan with a view to arriv- 
ing at a reasonable compromise figure—per- 
haps in the neighborhood of $250 million— 
that would be provided Pakistan, over a 
number of years, in return for Pakistan 
dropping all F-16 related claims against the 
United States. Even $250 million is a consid- 
erable sum, but members of Congress might 
be swayed by the fairness argument so long 
as the planes were not being transferred, if 
much of this sum could be portrayed as tra- 
ditional U.S. foreign assistance designed to 
meet basic human needs, and if the annual 
U.S. aid allotments were in the $40-50 mil- 
lion range. 

The purpose of this letter is not to advo- 
cate a specific solution, but to draw your at- 
tention to this matter, and to encourage you 
to redouble your efforts to ensure that the 
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F-16 controversy does not derail the Presi- 
dent's trip later this year. 

I also believe your legal experts need to 
look at the specific consequences, if any, 
should Pakistan take the United States to 
court over the F-16s. I am told that at least 
some legal experts believe that a number of 
U.S. programs and sales would have to be 
shut down as soon as Pakistan files suit. I do 
not know if this is correct. If it is, Pakistan 
should be made aware of this at the earliest 
possible date, to ensure that Pakistan under- 
stands fully that bringing suit against the 
United States will adversely affect its own 
interests, 

I would also urge you to investigate means 
by which Pakistan could be relieved of the 
obligation for paying storage fees for the F- 
16s we currently hold. Our insistence on forc- 
ing Pakistan to pay an annual storage 
charge for our refusal to transfer the planes 
costs the United States far more in III will 
than it brings in revenue to the U.S. Treas- 
ury. 

On a second issue in our bilateral rela- 
tions, I urge you to seek legislative approval 
for resuming an IMET program in Pakistan. 
As you no doubt recall, the Senate approved 
such a provision last year, but it was dropped 
in conference, without the House ever con- 
sidering the issue. While the monetary value 
of such a program is small, I believe resump- 
tion of this program would be perceived in 
Pakistan as a good will gesture and a mani- 
festation of the United States’ desire to re- 
build the bilateral relationship. 

Finally, while U.S. military training is an 
important tool for promoting American in- 
terests, I believe that the administration 
should place greater emphasis on helping 
Pakistan, within the restrictions of U.S. law, 
to begin to address some of its urgent domes- 
tic problems. 

For instance, current law permits some 
population planning assistance for Pakistan. 
Programs of this sort should be encouraged. 
The administration should also renew its ef- 
forts to secure congressional approval for the 
democracy-building components of the Har- 
kin amendment that failed in conference last 
fall. 

Ultimately, the most serious threats to 
Pakistan are internal, not external. If we 
value our ties with Pakistan—and I believe 
we should—it would seem to be in the U.S. 
interest to help Pakistan address these 
threats, rather than encouraging Islamabad 
to divert scarce resources into nonproductive 
channels. 

I would be pleased to discuss these matters 
with you in more detail if you would like. 

With best wishes, 

Sincerely, 
LEE H. HAMILTON, 
Ranking Democratic Member. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, March 16, 1998. 
Hon. L&E H. HAMILTON, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR LEE: Thank you for your very 
thoughtful letter regarding our relationship 
with Pakistan. As we prepare for the Presi- 
dent's trip to South Asia this Fall, we are 
very appreciative of your insights on the im- 
portant bilateral issues that complicate our 
relationship with that country. 

Your views on the F-16 issue were of par- 
ticular interest. The President fully shares 
your opinion on the importance of resolving 
this issue and on the impact it has on our bi- 
lateral relationship. I am encouraged by 
your helpful comments and we will give 
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careful consideration to your suggestions of 
debt relief and a focused resumption of our 
USAID program as we review the full range 
of options in the weeks ahead. 

I am also encouraged that you have urged 
the Administration to seek legislation to re- 
establish the IMET program in Pakistan. We 
continue to see IMET as an important vehi- 
cle for strengthening our ties with Pakistan 
and will examine how we might best go 
about seeking congressional support. 

Thank you again for sharing your 
thoughts. We will consult closely with you 
and your colleagues as we seek solutions to 
these vexing problems. 

Sincerely, 
SAMUEL R. BERGER 
Assistant to the President 
for National Security Affairs. 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, DC, April 15, 1998. 

Hon. LEE H. HAMILTON, 

House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. HAMILTON: The Secretary has 
asked that I respond on her behalf to your 
letter of February 19 concerning our rela- 
tions with Pakistan. 

It is the Department's desire to improve 
our relationship and advance our long term 
interests with Pakistan. Like you, we be- 
lieve the best way to do this is to resolve the 
F-16 issue while enhancing bilateral ties in 
other areas. 

The Department is currently examining 
the merits of the full range of alternatives 
for resolving the F-16 issue. We fully appre- 
ciate that failure to settle this matter could 
harm bilateral relations and may precipitate 
a lawsuit. You may be certain that we will 
keep your views about debt relief and eco- 
nomic assistance very much in mind as we 
proceed. 

We strongly agree with your assessment 
about the importance of IMET and democ- 
racy building for Pakistan and intend to 
seek legislative authorization to reinstitute 
these programs. 

We also appreciate knowing of your judg- 
ment that the most serious threats facing 
Pakistan are internal. We agree that such 
matters as a stagnant economy and ineffec- 
tive educational system are critical to Paki- 
stan’s long-term development and stability. 
Consequently, we have devoted increasing 
attention to helping Islamabad address these 
problems. 

We greatly appreciate your interest in im- 
proving ties with Pakistan and look forward 
to working with you on all matters raised in 
your letter. 


Sincerely, 
BARBARA LARKIN, 
Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs. 
—— 
CASIMIR S. JANISZEWSKI HON- 


ORED FOR HIS OUTSTANDING 
COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP 


HON. GERALD D. KLECZKA 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
tribute to Casimir S. Janiszewski, who will be 
honored May 2nd by the Pulaski Council of 
Milwaukee as the Polish Heritage Award Re- 
cipient at the group’s annual Polish Constitu- 
tion Day festivities. 
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Each year, the Pulaski Council of Mil- 
waukee, which was organized to promote the 
civic, social and cultural interests of Americans 
of Polish extraction, recognizes the accom- 
plishments of an outstanding member of the 
Milwaukee-area Polish community. This year's 
honoree, Casey Janiszewsti, is very deserv- 
ing of this prestigious award. 

Casey grew up in his family’s business, Su- 
perior Die Set Corporation, which was founded 
by his grandfather Kasimir, who immigrated 
from Poland in 1910. Today, Casey is the 
firm's President and Chief Executive Officer. 
His father, Casimir, is Chairman, while 
Casey's brother, Frank, is Executive Vice 
President. The company will proudly celebrate 
75 years of family ownership and operation 
with festivities this fall. 

Casey Janiszewski is truly a family man. In 
addition to working side-by-side for years with 
his father and brother, he is a loving husband 
to Diane and father to Nick and Steven. He's 
active in his community, serving on the Board 
of Directors of several corporations, and the 
St. Josaphat Foundation. He is the Co-Chair 
of the Polish Fest Community Center com- 
mittee, and is active in his parish, St. Eliza- 
beth Ann Seton, and the Polonia Sports Club. 

| applaud the Pulaski council’s choice in 
naming Casey Janiszewski the Polish Heritage 
Award Recipient this year. Sto Lot! 


—— | 


TRIBUTE TO BILLY SUTTON 
HON. JOSEPH P. KENNEDY II 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, to paraphrase the lyrics of the great 
old Irish folk song, “Oh Billy, we hardly knew 
ye.” But we loved you all the more. 

For us, it all began six years before | was 
born. The Second World War had just ended, 
and a young Navy veteran named John F. 
Kennedy had decided to run for Congress for 
the old Eleventh Congressional District. 

It so happened that one day in January 
1946, a young Army veteran named Sergeant 
William Sutton was being discharged from Fort 
Devens. Billy loved to tell about what hap- 
pened next. He’d been overseas for two 
years. He was finally on his way home to see 
his mother, and he had taken a train from 
Devens to North Station here. He had started 
up School Street, when Joe Kane spotted 
Billy. 

Joe Kane was family, literally. Joe Kane and 
grandad Joe Kennedy were first cousins, and 
they always called each other Cousin Joe. 
Cousin Joe Kane knew a great deal about 
Boston politics, and he was the first person 
Grandad turned to for advice for Uncle Jack. 
Billy had previously worked on two campaigns 
in the Eleventh District and knew everyone— 
but everyone!—in the District. So Cousin Joe 
Kane knew that Billy would be a prize catch 
for Uncle Jack. 

Cousin Joe wouldn't take no for an answer. 
When he caught up with Billy on School 
Street, he told Billy, “There’s someone you 
have to meet. Come on over to the old Belle- 
vue Hotel with me.” 
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Billy said he'd been in the Army overseas 
for two years, and he was going home to see 
his mother. Cousin Joe told him, “You can see 
your mother later—this won't take a minute.” 

It took a little more than a minute, but it was 
love at first sight at the Bellevue. Uncle Jack 
loved Billy, and by the time Billy left for home, 
he'd signed on with Uncle Jack full time. He 
started the very next morning to build the or- 
ganization that took Uncle Jack to victory in 
1946. 

A few days after that, Billy introduced Uncle 
Jack to another great friend of our family, a 
man that Billy used to sell newspapers with at 
the Charlestown Navy Yard, another young 
veteran named Dave Powers. 

Two days after that, Uncle Jack made his 
famous visit to the meeting of the Gold Star 
Mothers at the American Legion Hall in 
Charlestown, and Billy and Dave and Uncle 
Jack were on their way together. 

The Democratic primary that year was in 
June, and the day before was Bunker Hill Day, 
with its huge parade and celebration in 
Charlestown. Billy felt they clinched the victory 
for Uncle Jack with their parade. Billy and 
Frank Dobie marched at the front with a huge 
banner 20 feet wide and five feet high saying 
“John F. Kennedy for Congress.” 

People used to say that Billy had organized 
a thousand of Uncle Jack’s supporters to 
march in the parade. As Billy knew, it was 
only a little over one hundred—but they 
marched only three abreast, stretching them- 
selves out as far as the eye could see, going 
past all the Kennedy banners they'd put on 
every second house along the route. 

That day and many other days of Billy's 
ability, hard work, and incredible loyalty pro- 
duced the victory that put Uncle Jack on the 
path to the New Frontier. He couldn't have 
found the way without you, Billy. We owe you 
big for that, and we always will. 

On January 3, 1947, Uncle Jack arrived in 
Washington to take his seat in the House of 
Representatives. He had driven down over- 
night from Boston in a snowstorm in Aunt 
Eunice’s Chrysler. Billy met him at the Statler 
Hotel. Uncle Jack was desperate for breakfast, 
but Billy said he was late for a Democratic 
Party Caucus, and Party Leader John McCor- 
mack had been calling every ten minutes to 
find out why he wasn't there. 

But Uncle Jack said, “Mr. McCormack has 
been getting along without me here in Wash- 
ington for 28 years. He can get along without 
me for another 15 minutes. Lets go into the 
drugstore and get some eggs.” 

Billy spent those first on years with Uncle 
Jack in Washington. In those days, he lived on 
the third floor of the house Uncle Jack rented 
on 31st Street in Georgetown. Billy had his 
own shower and bath, and he bragged about 
how often he sneaked into Uncle Jack's closet 
for a shirt or tie. 

One day, Uncle Jack put on a pink shirt, 
and Billy told him in no uncertain terms, “With 
your complexion, a pink shirt isn’t right. It's too 
much technicolor.” So Uncle Jack took it off 
and handed it to Billy. 

The next day, Billy walked into the room 
wearing the pink shirt himself. Uncle Jack 
looked up and said, “Well, I'm glad to see my 
clothes go with your complexion.” 

Billy was also one of the first to say to 
Uncle Jack that a Senate seat was winnable. 
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And in early 1951, as the Senate race was 
shaping up, Billy came home to Boston to or- 
ganize and help out here. And he never left 
again. 

In Washington, he had missed his family, 
missed his city, and missed his state. | know 
how you felt, Billy, 

But in all the years that followed, Billy never 
left us. He helped us in all of our campaigns— 
my campaigns, Teddy's campaigns, Dad's 
campaign for President—he was always there, 
with his trademark skill and loyalty and 
smile—and the legion of friends we called Billy 
Sutton’s army. 

As Billy used to say, “Compared to the Bos- 
ton Irish politicians | grew up with, Jack Ken- 
nedy was like a breath of spring.” Grampa 
Fitzgerald didn’t like to hear that, but the vot- 
ers understood it. 

And do you know something it hadn't 
been for Billy in those early days, if Sergeant 
Billy Sutton had taken a different train from 
Fort Devens that afternoon, the Kennedys 
might still be in banking, and | wouldn't be 
here thanking Billy for making all the dif- 
ference for our family. 

The last time President Kennedy saw Billy 
was at the Boston Armory in October 1963. It 
was “The New England Salute to the Presi- 
dent” Dinner, and President Kennedy came 
over to spend time with Billy and Marsha and 
talk about old times. 

One of the things Billy and Marsha treas- 
ured most was the telegram that President 
Kennedy sent to their daughter Barbara on her 
third birthday—May 29, 1963. They had the 
same birthday, and President Kennedy told 
her “Congratulations on our birthdays.” And 
ever after, Barbara could show the telegram 
and say, “My father knew President John F. 
Kennedy, right from the beginning.” 

The secret of Billy's success was no secret 
at all to all of us who knew him. He was Irish 
to the core. The light in his Irish eyes and his 
Irish heart and soul was always on. It sparkled 
in everything he ever did, every story he ever 
told, every friend he ever made, everything he 
ever did. When the Kennedys and countless 
others hear the great Irish anthem, we think of 
Billy: 

When Irish eyes are smiling, 

Sure it’s like a morn in spring. 

In the lilt of Irish laughter, 

You can hear the angels sing. 
When Irish hearts are happy, 

All the world seems bright and gay, 
And when Irish eyes are smiling, 
Sure they'll steal your heart away. 

To Marsha and Barbara and A.J. and all the 
rest of Billy's wonderful family, on behalf of all 
the Kennedys, | say today, as others in our 
family have said so often over the years, “You 
stole all our hearts away, Billy. We love you, 
Billy. We miss you, Billy. And we’ll always re- 
member you.” 


HONORING BOB LENT 
HON. DALE E. KILDEE 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, it is an honor to 
rise before you today to pay tribute to a loyal 
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friend and tireless advocate of America’s 
working class citizens. On May 5, 1998, mem- 
bers and friends of the United Automobile, 
Aerospace, and Agricultural Implement Work- 
ers of America will honor Mr. Bob Lent, as he 
retires from his position as director of Michi- 
gan UAW's Region | after many years of dedi- 
cated service. 

It is nearly impossible to imagine the condi- 
tion of Michigan's labor movement without the 
benefit of Bob Lent’s insight and leadership. 
His is a career that has spanned half a cen- 
tury, beginning in 1949, when at the age of 
19, he was hired by Dodge Motor Co. as a 
spray painter. He later left Dodge for the U.S. 
Army, serving as a paratrooper from 1951 to 
1953. Upon his retum to civilian life, Bob 
found employment with Chrysler and reestab- 
lished his association with the UAW. As a 
member of Local 869, Bob served in a number 
of capacities, including alternate chief steward, 
trustee chairman, vice president, and a 4-year 
tenure as president. Bob was appointed as 
education representative of region 1B in 1972, 
and became assistant director in 1982. When 
Region | and Region 1B merged to form a 
larger, stronger Region 1 in 1983, Bob was 
elected director, the position he has held to 
this day. 

In addition to his illustrious career with the 
UAW, Bob has also developed a high degree 
of respect in the political, educational, and 
civic arenas as well. He has been a precinct 
delegate, and serves on Labor Advisory com- 
mittees at Oakland University in Rochester 
and Wayne State University in Detroit. He is a 
life member of the NAACP, serves on the 
board of directors of the United Way of Pon- 
tiac-Oakland County, and the Detroit Area 
United Foundation. 

Mr. Speaker, we in the great state of Michi- 
gan are more than proud of our reputation as 
the automotive capital of the world, having re- 
cently celebrated the 100th anniversary of the 
automobile. Just as we are proud of the prod- 
uct, we are proud and grateful for the men 
and women who day in and day out work to 
provide these quality products and bolster our 
pride. Bob Lent is one of those people. | ask 
my colleagues to join me in wishing Bob, his 
wife Earline, and their son Steven, all the best. 


TRIBUTE TO VICTIMS OF 
ARMENIAN GENOCIDE 


HON. STEVE R. ROTHMAN 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. ROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is an honor 
to join my colleagues in commemorating the 
Armenian Genocide and the solemn memory 
of the 1.5 million Armenians who lost their 
lives earlier this century. This is an important 
day to reflect on the lessons of history and 
work to avoid the horrors faced by the Arme- 
nian people in 1915. 

For the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, | would 
very much like to submit a letter concerning 
the Armenian Genocide that | sent to Presi- 
dent Bill Clinton. It is my earnest hope that the 
United States Congress, with President Clin- 
tons determining leadership, will swiftly move 


6715 


to adopt a resolution acknowledging the Arme- 
nian Genocide. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, April 21, 1998. 
Hon. WILLIAM J. CLINTON, 
President of the United States. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am writing to you, 
as a proponent of peace and stability in the 
Caucasus, to urge your Administration to 
play an active role in ending Turkey’s denial 
of the Armenian Genocide. 

In addition to the clear moral imperative 
to appropriately recognize and commemo- 
rate all instances of Genocide, such a move 
would serve our own national interests by 
ensuring that the United States is viewed as 
an impartial and honest broker in the ongo- 
ing Nagorno-Karabagh peace process. 

During your 1992 Presidential campaign, 
you acknowledged the Genocide of 1915.” 
Your words were welcomed by Armenians 
and all people of good conscience as a prin- 
cipled stand by a leader committed to resist- 
ing the Turkish government’s shameful cam- 
paign to deny the Armenian Genocide. It is 
unfortunate that members of your Adminis- 
tration have failed to live up to your own 
words, issuing ambiguous statements about 
the “Armenian massacres." I strongly en- 
courage the Administration to use the cor- 
rect term, genocide, to describe the system- 
atic and deliberate extermination of the Ar- 
menian people—a crime against humanity 
thoroughly documented in our own national 
archives. 

As a nation, we pay a great price for our 
government's participation in the Turkish 
government's denial of the Armenian Geno- 
cide. As you would surely agree, complicity 
in the denial of genocide—for any reason, at 
any time—is simply unacceptable conduct 
for the world’s leading defender of human 
rights. 

The United States’ long-standing acquies- 
cence of Turkey's denial was accurately 
characterized in 1995 by Stanley Cohen, a 
professor of criminology at Jerusalem’s He- 
brew University, writing in “Law and Social 
Inquiry,” published by the American Bar 
Foundation: The nearest successful exam- 
ple [of collective denial] in the modern era is 
the 80 years of official denial by successive 
Turkish governments of the 1915-17 genocide 
against the Armenians in which some 1.5 
million people lost their lives. This denial 
has been sustained by deliberate propaganda, 
lying and cover-ups, forging documents, sup- 
pression of archives, and bribing scholars. 
The West, especially the United States, has 
colluded by not referring to the massacres in 
the United Nations, ignoring memorial cere- 
monies, and surrending to Turkish pressures 
in NATO and other strategic arenas of co- 
operation.” 

As I noted, withholding the proper recogni- 
tion of the Armenian Genocide also signifi- 
cant hinders our nation’s ability to help re- 
solve the ongoing conflict over Nagorno- 
Karabagh. The Administration’s assurance of 
security guarantees for the people of 
Nagorno-Karabagh are greatly weakened by 
our government’s unwillingess, after 83 
years, to acknowledge that a crime of geno- 
cide was committed against the Armenian 
nation. This unwillingness seriously under- 
mines the faith that the people of Karabagh 
have that the United States will stand up for 
their rights in the event of renewed Azer- 
baijani aggression. 

Mr. President, very appropriately, you 
have always stressed that the United States 
must lead on the question of fundamental 
freedoms around the world. Your statement 
on March 25th of this year in the Rwandan 
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capital was in the proudest tradition of our 
nation’s commitment to human rights. At 
the Kigali airport, you stated that, Geno- 
cide can occur anywhere. It is not an African 
phenomenon. We must have global vigilance. 
And never again must we be shy in the face 
of evidence.” 

Mr. President, the evidence of the Arme- 
nian Genocide is clear. Now is the time to 
stand up for justice and help bring an end to 
Turkey’s denial of the Armenian Genocide. 

Sincerely, 
STEVEN R. ROTHMAN, 
Member of Congress. 


— 


COMMENDING SHELBY CORBITT 
VICK 


HON. BOB SCHAFFER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, today | rise to talk about the value of 
an excellent education. | would like to tell you 
about Shelby Vick, a student from my home- 
town of Fort Collins, Colorado. 

Shelby Corbitt Vick was born November 15, 
1986 and is the eldest child and only daughter 
of Joseph James Vick and Patricia Burns Vick. 
She was bom in Fort Collins. She attends St. 
Joseph Catholic Elementary School as a 5th 
grader. Shelby has one younger brother, Em- 
mett James Andrew Vick. Emmett is nine 
years old and was also born in Fort Collins. 

Shelby’s mother and father both graduated 
from the University of Texas at Austin. Her 
mother is a homemaker and volunteers exten- 
sively at Shelby’s school. Her father is an at- 
torney who practices in Fort Collins and Gree- 
ley, Colorado. 

Shelby’s interests include horseback riding 
and anything to do with horses. Shelby is a 
voracious reader. Shelby enjoys playing 
volleyball and basketball on her school's team. 
Shelby plans to attend college and become an 
author writing stories about horses. 

Recently Shelby entered a nationwide his- 
tory essay contest. She has written an excep- 
tional essay which was chosen as the national 
winner of the 5th Grade American History 
Essay Contest sponsored by the National So- 
ciety, Daughters of the American Revolution. 
Mr. Speaker, | hereby submit Miss Vicki's win- 
ning essay for the RECORD and enthusiasti- 
cally commend it to my colleagues. 

“FORTS IN AMERICAN HISTORY’’—FORT 
LARAMIE 
(By Shelby Vick) 

Fort Laramie is a national historic site in 
southeastern Wyoming. It was not an ordi- 
nary fort. It did not have any walls, moats, 
or watch towers. A visit to this landmark 
conjures up images of the old west. This re- 
mote site was an important stop for many 
people, yesterday and today. Now you are in- 
vited to travel back in time to a “Grand Old 
Post”. 

Fort Laramie, earlier called Fort William, 
was first built of cottonwood logs by 
Fitzpatrick and Sublette in 1834. The fort 
was later moved upstream along the Laramie 
River and renamed Fort Laramie after Jo- 
seph LaRamee. Fort Laramie is on the west 
bank of the Laramie River, halfway between 
St. Louis and the West coast. 
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Fort Laramie attracted many traders. Fa- 
mous visitors included Kit Carson, Jim 
Bridger, Buffalo Bill, Brigham Young, Hor- 
ace Greeley, Colonel William Collins, Gen- 
eral Dodge, General Sherman, and Chief Red 
Cloud. The American Fur Company was 
using Fort Laramie as a trading post when 
military authorities, recognizing the need 
for a chain of forts to protect the settlers, 
purchased the fort for $4,000. 

Plans were drawn up for a traditional 
“fort” with a blockhouse and stockade to be 
built. Since lumber had to be hauled from 
forty miles away, the blockhouses and wall 
were never built. The only defensive struc- 
ture at Fort Laramie was the old adobe fort. 
There were many other structures, including 
a store, barracks, a corral, a hospital, and a 
warehouse. 

The army recruited many poor and often 
recent immigrants as soldiers, some paid as 
little as $13.00 a month. Soldiers found the 
frontier life boring and isolated, so there 
were many deserters. 

Weather was harsh on the Wyoming plains 
and it was a greater enemy than the Indians. 
Summers were very hot. Winters were some- 
times bitter with wind temperatures drop- 
ping to —40 degrees. Amputations of frozen 
hands and feet were common. 

Fort Laramie is along the Oregon Trail, 
the Black Hills Gold Rush Trail and is the 
beginning of the Bozeman Trail. Settlers 
stopped to get fresh oxen and mules, wash 
clothes and to mail letters back home. In 
1850 over 37,000 settlers registered at Fort 
Laramie. Everyone rested, wagons were re- 
paired, and food stocks resupplied. 

In 1851 over 10,000 Indians (Sioux, Crow, 
Arapahoe, and Cheyenne) met and agreed 
upon a peace treaty at Fort Laramie. The 
tribes could neither fight with each other 
nor attack settlers. Whites would be allowed 
to have roads through Indian lands and the 
government would give the tribes gifts. An- 
nual payments of $50,000 per year for fifty 
years would be paid to the Indians along 
with educational programs to help them be- 
come farmers. 

Fort Laramie served as a Pony Express 
stop in 1860. In 1861, when the telegraph ar- 
rived, the Pony Express ended. When the 
telegraph was relocated to southern Wyo- 
ming, the settlers also took this new route, 
and left Fort Laramie isolated. In 1863 Boze- 
man Trail settlers began traveling through 
Fort Laramie again. The government used 
military activity along the Bozeman Trail, 
as a diversion to keep the Indians from inter- 
fering with the construction of the Union 
Pacific Railroad across southern Wyoming. 

Fort Laramie was a grand old post with an 
important place in American history. Fort 
Laramie’s significance as a supply stop in 
the settling of the American West is unques- 
tioned. Many a soldier and weary traveler 
found comfort or hardship at this fort. One 
hundred sixty three years ago travelers and 
pioneers came to Fort Laramie on horses and 
in wagons on their journey. Today tourists 
are coming in cars to understand the fort's 
past. 

Mr. Speaker, education is the key to suc- 
cess for all Americans. Quality education is 
provided at schools like St. Joseph's Elemen- 
tary School. St. Joseph’s Elementary School 
was established in 1926 by St. Joseph's Par- 
ish. There are 242 students at St. Joseph's 
and it is the only Catholic elementary school 
in Fort Collins. The school has published a 
statement of philosophy which | urge my col- 
leagues to consider. 
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BASIC PHILOSOPHY OF SAINT JOSEPH SCHOOL 

We affirm the purpose of Saint Joseph 
School is the Christian, intellectual, social 
and physical growth of each child. Our aim is 
the development of the total person with 
Catholic, Christian attitudes and values, and 
skills fitting him/her for life in our society 
and in God's Kingdom. 

We recognize the need for high academic 
achievement in our rapidly advancing and 
complex world and are dedicated to pro- 
viding the environment best fulfilling this 
need. We expect our children, reflecting their 
individual abilities, to achieve in academic 
areas at a rate equal to or greater than sur- 
rounding schools. 

We recognize that not all societies and/or 
communities share in our Christian values 
and/or belief. We are dedicated to preparing 
each child for his/her place in our society. It 
is our desire to instill in each child a work- 
ing knowledge of the Catholic faith. 

Further recognizing our physical nature, 
we are dedicated to developing the child’s 
physical talents and training him/her to use 
these talents for the general welfare of soci- 
ety. 

With the Second Vatican Council we affirm 
our conviction that the Catholic School re- 
tains its immense importance in the cir- 
cumstances of our time“ and we recall the 
duty of Catholic parents “to entrust their 
children to Catholic Schools when and where 
this is possible”. 

Mr. Speaker, St. Joe’s is dedicated to edu- 
cating devoted Christian citizens to contribute 
to their community. St. Joseph's Elementary 
School has a strong, demanding curriculum 
that challenges the students to meet high ex- 
pectations. The educators along with involved 
parents continue to produce bright students 
who are great assets to the northern Colorado 
community. 

Mr. Speaker, it has been my privilege to de- 
scribe the talent of Miss Vick to my colleagues 
today. Shelby is a shining example of what a 
child can do given the proper academic in- 
struction and the best possible upbringing. Ob- 
viously, lm exceedingly proud of her accom- 
plishments and the great work being done by 
all the good folks at St. Joe’s 


INTRODUCTION OF THE “WIRE 
TRANSFER FAIRNESS AND DIS- 
CLOSURE ACT OF 1998” 


HON. LUIS V. GUTIERREZ 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, immigrants 
in Chicago and throughout the United States 
work hard, same money, and send billions of 
their U.S. dollars to relatives living in foreign 
countries. The money wiring industry—domi- 
nated by giants Western Union and 
MoneyGram—have emerged as the major ve- 
hicle for sending dollars across borders. 

Immigrants with family in Mexico are among 
the primary customers of these services. It is 
estimated that between $4 and $6 billion is 
sent annually from the U.S. to Mexico through 
such wire payments. This figure has an enor- 
mous impact on Mexico, as it represents the 
country’s fourth-largest source of income from 
international sources—trailing only the money 
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it receives for manufactured goods, oil, and 
tourism. 

Many Mexican immigrants prefer to use the 
services offered by wire transfer companies 
rather than postal or other delivery services. 
Some customers are attracted by the compa- 
nies, advertisements which promise fast, af- 
fordable, convenient service. Others have 
been dissuaded from sending money through 
other means after reports began circulating of 
armed robberies of courier services in Mexico 
and mail pouches disappearing from Mexican 
postal branches. 

As a result, Western Union and MoneyGram 
have virtually cornered the market. The two 
companies—plus a third, Orlandi Valuta which, 
like Western Union, is owned by the First Data 
Co.—account for a combined total of more 
than 90 percent of all transfers. 

At first glance, the wire transfer companies 
appear to represent an attractive option for 
prospective consumers. in part, this is the re- 
sult of massive advertising campaigns through 
which the companies target Latino customers. 
In such advertisements, companies promise 
relatively low rates. For instance, one com- 
pany recently publicized a $12 fee for a $300 
transfer to Mexico. 

On other occasions, the companies have 
tried to appear to be even more generous. For 
instance, following the devastation caused by 
Hurricane Pauline which struck Mexico in Oc- 
tober 1997, Western Union advertised “free” 
service for concerned family members in the 
U.S. sending money to help the victims. 

However, such promises are grossly mis- 
leading. The cost to the consumer is far less 
reasonable—and certainly not “free.” 

That is because the companies fail to inform 
their clients—either in print advertisements, in 
displays at their establishments, or on forms 
presented to the customer—that an additional 
cost will be imposed on the customer and on 
the recipient in Mexico. 

The hidden cost arises from the rate at 
which the wire transfer companies convert dol- 
lars into pesos for their customers, compared 
to the rate that these companies have had to 
pay to obtain Mexican currency. While the 
wire service companies obtain pesos at a rate 
that closely matches an established bench- 
mark rate, the companies distribute pesos to 
their customers at a far lower rate. 

The difference between those two figures 
represents a source of additional income to 
the companies and an additional cost to the 
consumer—one which is not disclosed. 

Before transferring money, many customers 
research the current benchmark exchange 
rate to find out how many Mexican pesos can 
be obtained for their U.S. dollars. However, 
customers are not informed that the wire 
transfer companies fail to abide by that bench- 
mark rate, and establish their own conversion 
scheme allowing them to pocket additional 
money. 

A benchmark exchange rate is set daily by 
Banco De Mexico. While this figure is an unof- 
ficial rate, those entities doing the largest 
share of business converting U.S. dollars to 
Mexican pesos—such as major financial insti- 
tutions, markets, government agencies, and 
the wire transfer companies—generally re- 
ceive a rate which closely matches the daily 
benchmark rate. 
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On the other hand, Western Union and 
MoneyGram arbitrarily set a different ex- 
change rate for their customers—one which 
has been found to routinely vary from the 
benchmark rate by as much as 12 percent 

These “currency conversion fees” allow the 
companies to post huge profits. According to 
one analysis of figures, Western Union alone 
made an additional $130 million based on the 
conversion scheme—roughly equivalent to the 
amount that the company made for the service 
fees. 

In other words, this hidden practice allows 
the company to virtually double the money it 
is making off of the Mexican community. 

The wire transfer companies allege that this 
is a legitimate and common practice. The fact 
is, however, that other major companies and 
institutions which convert dollars into pesos 
follow more closely the benchmark exchange 
rate which is set daily by the Banco de Mex- 
ico, often matching the benchmark rate exactly 
when providing services to their customers. 

The wire transfer companies are wrong, 
therefore, when they claim that this represents 
a “common” business practice. 

How does the rate affect an individual cus- 
tomer? One day late last year, the benchmark 
exchange rate was listed as 8.3 pesos to the 
dollar. On the same day, both Western Union 
and MoneyGram were offering customers 7.3 
pesos to the dollar. As a result, for every $100 
transferred, the customer (or the recipient) 
would lose an additional $12 dollars—on top 
of service fees. 

This practice targets a particular community. 
When a comparison is made of transfers to 
various countries, this practice appears aimed 
at Mexican immigrants and their families in 
particular. For example, on a recent occasion, 
the exchange rate which MoneyGram set to 
convert U.S. dollars to Mexican pesos was 
three times more costly than the rate for 
changing U.S. dollars into Canadian currency. 

Specific advertisements (misleading as they 
are) are aimed at the Mexican market. One 
MoneyGram advertisement claims (falsely): 
“Send $300 to Mexico for 814.“ 

The company's tactics in the wake of Hurri- 
cane Pauline have been cited as further evi- 
dence of a trend of seeking to make additional 
money by misleading the Mexican-American 
community. 

Lawsuits have been filed in federal court in 
California claiming the companies have en- 
gaged in false advertising and charging hidden 
fees, Likewise, a class-action lawsuit will also 
be filed in federal court in Chicago next week. 

am introducing today legislation aimed at 
curbing the wire transfer companies’ tactics 
which they have used to take advantage of 
their customers. My legislation would require 
the wire transfer companies to fully disclose 
their practices to their customers, thereby 
making sure that such “hidden” costs are 
brought to light. 

This bill would require companies to list— 
and to reasonably explain—their own currency 
conversion rates on all advertisements, forms 
and receipts provided to customers, and in 
display windows or at service counters in all 
establishments offering international wire 
transfers. 

Failure to comply could lead to criminal pen- 
alties and civil liabilities of at least $500,000. 


6717 


| am entitling my bill the “Wire Transfer Fair- 
ness and Disclosure Act of 1998.” | welcome 
the support of my colleagues who wish to join 
me in protecting consumers in our commu- 
nities. 


IN HONOR OF THE ANNANDALE 
LIONS CLUB 


HON. TOM DAVIS 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to pay tribute to the Annandale Lions 
Club, a truly outstanding organization that has 
served Annandale, Virginia for fifty years. The 
Club overcame initial obstacles to become a 
great fixture in our community, providing valu- 
able support wherever the Lions saw a need. 

The Annandale Lions Club received its 
Charter in 1948 when Annandale was a tran- 
quil rural community. The Club was off to a 
rocky beginning. By the end of the first year, 


membership had waned from thirty to twelve 


members, meeting attendance was poor, and 
the club's finances were in disarray. The 
Club’s future looked precarious as Lions Inter- 
national District leadership discussed revoking 
the Club's Charter. 

The Club's remaining members, along with 
several new members rallied in a valiant effort 
to save the Club. Under the new leadership of 
Erskine “Erk” Worden as President and Victor 
Ghent as Secretary-Treasurer, the Club began 
a legacy of service to the community which 
continues to this day. 

Throughout its fifty year history, the Annan- 
dale Lions Club has embraced the Lions phi- 
losophy of “We serve”. The Club’s numerous 
activities have benefitted youth, community 
betterment, and healthcare. Noteworthy 
projects from the early years include providing 
playground equipment and furnishing a clinic 
for the old Annandale Elementary School, the 
endowment of a then-maternity ward at Fairfax 
Hospital, supplying yellow school patrol rain- 
coats with hats or hoods to twelve or thirteen 
elementary schools, supplying bleacher seats 
to Annandale High School when it opened in 
1953, and later providing financial help with 
the athletic field lighting system. 

Many projects helped transform rural An- 
nandale to the bustling suburban area it is 
today. During the early years, the Club pro- 
vided a map to the local Fire Department to 
facilitate prompt responses to emergencies. 
The map was updated yearly to reflect Annan- 
dale’s rapid growth. In 1959, the Lions em- 
barked on a project to install street signs at all 
unmarked intersections, until the County 
began to install street signs County-wide 
about six years later. 

Around 1960, the Annandale Post Office 
and Annandale Fire Department were in need 
of a street numbering system to aid in locating 
houses. Lion Merlin “Mac” McLaughlin, a 
land-surveyor then in private practice, volun- 
teered to work with the Postmaster to develop 
a house numbering system for the entire An- 
nandale postal area that could accommodate 
urban growth. Fairfax County implemented the 
9-1-1 system in 1970 requiring that houses be 
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numbered. Due to the effective system that 
the Lions Club had created, Annandale was 
allowed to retain the existing house numbers 
and the system was expanded throughout the 
County. 

As the community changed and evolved 
over the years, the Club’s service activities 
have adjusted to meet the changing needs 
and priorities of the community. Some of the 
numerous Club projects over the years include 
sponsoring or co-sponsoring a scout troop, 
sponsoring ball teams in Little League and 
Babe Ruth League, constructing the children’s 
playhouse at the Annandale Christian Commu- 
nity for Action’s (ACCA) Day Care Center and 
landscaping the ACCA Elder Care Center, 
providing Leader Dogs and service dogs to 
community members, collecting and sending 
food and clothing to disaster areas around the 
country, and providing chairs and landscaping 
to the George Mason Library. In addition, the 
Annandale Lions Club supports a number of 
projects benefitting sight and hearing screen- 
ing and research, including the Virginia Lions 
Eye Institute for which they recently purchased 
a Fundus camera to take Fluorescein 
angiograms of the retina. 

Mr. Speaker, | know my colleagues join me 
in thanking each and every Annandale Lion for 
their hard work and dedication to helping oth- 
ers in making Annandale a great place to live. 
| wish the Annandale Lions Club continued 
success in all of its future endeavors. 


TRIBUTE TO PAUL KORBER 
HON. ELTON GALLEGLY 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
pay tribute today to Paul Korber, a hero who 
lost his life while saving a mother and her two 
sons stranded in the rough waters of the Ven- 
tura Harbor. Paul Korber, a harbor patrol offi- 
cer in Ventura County, California, ignored the 
dangers which took his life to save three oth- 
ers. 

The rescue was not an uncommon one for 
Paul Korber. He often risked his own safety to 
help those in danger—his job was to save 
lives. But that day the tides were not in his 
favor and he died in the line of duty, an un- 
selfish chance he often took. 

Paul Korber was known as a fitness advo- 
cate and could usually be found on a moun- 
tain bike, camping or freediving to spear fish. 
Paul was a man who embraced life and who 
enjoyed a good adventure. Friends of Paul 
Korber have said he was a positive person 
who was always looking for ways to improve 
himself, whether it was learning a foreign lan- 
guage or staying physically fit. 

But besides being a hero and an athlete, 
Paul Korber was a success at one of life’s big- 
gest challenges—he was a single father. After 
Paul’s wife, Cindy, died of cancer three years 
ago, Paul was faced with raising his son, Bar- 
rett, on his own. Paul and Barrett were very 
close, taking camping trips, bike riding and 
fishing together. Paul always found time for 
his young son, even helping out at Barrett's 
school. 
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Paul Korber was a great father, an out- 
standing athlete, and a hero. His bravery and 
selflessness will always be remembered with 
gratefulness by the many lives he saved and 
with fondness by the many lives he touched. 
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THE UNITED STATES PATENT 
AND TRADEMARK OFFICE AU- 
THORIZATION ACT, FY 1999” 


HON. HOWARD COBLE 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, today | am 
pleased to introduce the “United States Patent 
and Trademark Office Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 1999,” which contains the first ac- 
tual decrease ever in patent user fees for our 
nation’s inventors. 

The introduction of this legislation follows a 
hearing the Subcommittee on Courts and In- 
tellectual Property of the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary held last month in exercise of its over- 
sight responsibilities concerning the operations 
of the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
(“PTO”). The Subcommittee heard testimony 
from witnesses representing the Administra- 
tion, PTO users, and PTO employee unions. 
This hearing covered the PTO’s budget, in- 
cluding how its fee revenues are collected and 
spent, the expiration of the patent surcharge 
fee, the diversion of PTO funds to other gov- 
ernment agencies, and other relevant issues. 

The Administration announced that in light 
of the lapsing of Section 10101 of the Omni- 
bus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990 
(“OBRA”), the patent fees established under 
subsections 41 (a) and (b) of title 35 of the 
U.S. Code would revert to their pre-OBRA 
level. It was stated that, unless adjusted, the 
fee would fall $131,526,000 short of the 
amount the PTO needs to execute the pro- 
gram recommended by the President in his FY 
1999 budget. To compensate for this reduction 
in fees revenues, Assistant Secretary of Com- 
merce and Commissioner of Patents and 
Trademarks Bruce Lehman stated that an in- 
crease was needed in the base patent fees in 
an amount equal to the reduction in revenue 
which results from the lapsing of the sur- 
charge authority. 

While | and other Members of the Sub- 
committee are very supportive of ensuring that 
the PTO is adequately funded to provide the 
services requested by patent and trademark 
applicants, the Administration’s request re- 
ceived by the Subcommittee would actually 
raise $50 million more than the amount the 
President stated in his budget the PTO will 
need in FY 1999. Commissioner Lehman ex- 
plained that this revenue, along with $66 mil- 
lion from FY 1998, would be used to fund 
other government agencies and programs. 
This continuing diversion of PTO fee revenues 
was strongly opposed by inventors and the 
trademark community, who pay for patent and 
trademark applications to fund only the serv- 
ices they receive from the PTO. 

The Patent and Trademark Office is 100 
percent funded through the payment of appli- 
cation and user fees. Taxpayer support for the 
operations of the Office was eliminated in 
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1990 with the passage of OBRA. OBRA im- 
posed a massive fee increase (referred to as 
a surcharge“) on America’s inventors and in- 
dustry in order to replace taxpayer support the 
Office was then receiving. The revenues gen- 
erated by this surcharge were placed into a 
surcharge account. The PTO was required to 
request of the Appropriations Committee that 
they be allowed to use the revenues in the 
surcharge account to support the portion of its 
operations these revenues represented. It was 
anticipated in 1990 that Congress would rou- 
tinely grant the PTO permission to use the 
surcharge revenue since it was generated 
originally from fees paid by users of the patent 
and trademark systems to support only the 
cost of those systems. 

Unfortunately, the user fees paid into the 
surcharge account became a target of oppor- 
tunity to fund other, unrelated, taxpayer-fund- 
ed government programs. The temptation to 
use the surcharge, and thus a significant por- 
tion of the operating budget of the PTO, was 
proven to be increasingly irresistible, to the 
detriment and sound functioning of our na- 
tion’s patent and trademark systems. Begin- 
ning with a diversion of $8 million in 1992, 
Congress increasingly redirected a larger 
share of the surcharge revenue, reaching a 
record level of $54 million in FY 1997. In total, 
over the past seven fiscal years, over $142 
million has been diverted from the PTO to 
other agencies and programs. 

Mr. Speaker, the time has come for Con- 
gress to stop diverting the fees of inventors 
and trademark applicants to fund other tax- 
payer-funded government programs. Accord- 
ingly, in the United States Patent and Trade- 
mark Office Authorization Act, FY 1999, | am 
proposing a schedule of fees that would re- 
cover only the amount of money which the Ad- 
ministration has stated it needs to execute the 
program recommended by the President for 
the PTO in FY 1999 and FY 2000. This legis- 
lation not only fully funds the stated needs of 
the PTO, it will provide a real decrease in fees 
paid by patent applicants—the first actual de- 
crease in fees in at least the last fifty years, 
indeed, perhaps since the patent system was 
established in 1790. 

The decrease in fees provided by this legis- 
lation will provide tangible assistance to Amer- 
ica’s inventors, while ensuring that they get 
their monies worth, especially since their cre- 
ativity and ingenuity are so crucial to the wel- 
fare of our nation. 

| urge my colleagues to join me in author- 
izing one of our country's most important 
agencies in a manner that responds fully to 
both the stated needs of the Office and its 
users. 


TRIBUTE TO BILLY SULLIVAN 
HON. JOSEPH P. KENNEDY II 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, | always thought Billy Sullivan was 
immortal. And in a way, he was—always larg- 
er than life, always a giant in the eyes of our 
family, and in the eyes of everyone he met. 
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We miss him very much. We know what an 
immense loss this is to Mary, to his children 
Chuck, Billy, Patrick, Jean, Kathleen, and 
Nancy, to his sisters Tess and Eleanor, to the 
grandchildren, to the extended family he loved 
so much, and to all of us as well. Billy Sullivan 
was a great man who accomplished a great 
deal in his life. But he could not have risen as 
high and never gone as far without the endur- 
ing love and sustaining support of that beau- 
tiful, wonderful Sullivan family. 

He was Irish to the core, and it seems obvi- 
ous that God wanted Billy in Heaven for St. 
Patrick’s Day. 

We loved Billy for the little things—the end- 
less, last-minute envelopes in response to our 
sudden calls, because we all had friends who 
just had to be at the Patriots game on Sun- 
day. 

We know the special place of the Jimmy 
Fund in Billy's heart and soul. We know how 
much it meant to him—and we in turn often 
thought of it as the Billy Fund. 

To countless New Englanders, Billy Sullivan 
was the greatest Patriot of all, and the man 
who brought pro football to Boston. We'll 
never forget that bright figure with the map of 
Ireland on his face pacing up and down the 
sideline in whichever stadium he happened to 
be calling home that day. 

As a teenager, | remember Billy drenched in 
Harvard Stadium as the Dolphins played the 
Patriots in a New England monsoon, the end 
zone completely under water. | remember 
cheering for Jim Nance as Billy's great running 
back set a rushing record in a playoff in 
Fenway Park. 

He meant the world to our family. The Billy 
Sullivan | remember most was the oil com- 
pany president who welcomed me with open 
arms and offered his support and advice when 
came to him a quarter century ago with a 
half-baked plan to help the poor and elderly 
heat their homes during the winter months. 

My Dad used to say, “Some people see 
things as they are and say why, | dream 
things that never were and say why not?” 
That’s the way | think of Billy Sullivan, too. 

In an industry full of good old boys who 
didn’t particularly want to help a young fellow 
with a different idea about oil, Billy welcomed 
me into his office and told me the story of his 
own impossible dream. 

No matter how many defeats he had suf- 
fered in life, he always came back, again and 
again and again. And that trademark smile 
made you believe that he loved every minute 
of it—because he knew, if he tried once more, 
he would finally achieve the happy ending he 
knew was out there. You could never walk out 
of Billy's office without believing your own 
highest dream was possible, too. There could 
never have been a Citizens Energy Corpora- 
tion without Billy Sullivan. 

| know that Michael felt that way, too, and 
now they're together in Heaven. 

In a very real sense, the man from hard- 
scrabble Lowell was “Everyman’—iiving the 
hard daily struggle of the Irish in his early 
years, battling the prejudice of “No Irish Need 
Apply,” and never forgetting those glorious 
roots. 

And later, as president of Metropolitan Coal 
and Oil, Billy understood better than anyone 
the struggle of so many customers to keep a 
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roof over their heads, put three meals a day 
on the table, and keep their families warm. 


My mother served on the board of NFL 
Charities with Billy. Once, they worked hard 
together to obtain the support of other board 
members for one of Billy's many charities. 
They succeeded beautifully, and a check was 
duly prepared for a dramatic presentation at 
an NFL halftime show. 


Until a little problem materialized—it turned 
out that Billy's project hadn't taken the steps 
to qualify for a tax deduction. Billy knew there 
was no problem with the charity—the problem 
had to be with the IRS. 


On another occasion, my mother was at 
LaGuardia Airport, about to drive to Green- 
wich, Connecticut, with a lawyer bent on 
pressing her on a complex legal problem. By 
chance, Billy arrived on the scene, saw my 
mother in distress, and insisted on joining her 
for the long ride to Greenwich. Every time the 
lawyer tried to bring up the legal problem, Billy 
the raconteur broke in, launching into yet an- 
other wild and funny Sullivan story that left my 
mother laughing and the lawyer fuming. 


In so many ways, Billy was a member of our 
family, too. He’d regale us with stories about 
his father's friendship with the Fitzgeralds, with 
Honey Fitz. 


Over the years, during some of the most try- 
ing moments of my life, | would get a long, 
hand-written letter from Billy, offering comfort 
and wisdom, lighting the way ahead. That was 
vintage Billy—always guiding, always reaching 
out, always helping, always caring. 


Above all, there was this magnificent family 
which sustained him and which is his greatest 
monument of all—Mary, the great joy of his 
life; Tess and Eleanor, the sisters whose inde- 
pendence and strength he so admired; Chuck 
and Patrick, who did so much to build the 
team of his dreams; Jeannie and Kathleen 
and Nancy, in whom he took such enormous 
pride; Billy, who made so much difference: in 
his father’s final years. 


Near the end of “Pilgrim's Progress,” there 
is a passage that tells of the death of Valiant, 
in words that apply to Billy Sullivan, too: 


Then, he said, I am going to my Father's; 
and though with great difficulty I am got 
hither, yet now I do not regret me of all the 
trouble I have been at to arrive where I am. 
My sword I give to him that shall succeed me 
in my pilgrimage, and my courage and skill 
to him that can get it. My marks and scars 
I carry with me, to be a witness for me, that 
I have fought his battle who now will be my 
rewarder. 

When the day that he must go hence was 
come, many accompanied him to the river- 
side, into which as he went he said, “Death, 
where is thy sting?” and as he went down 
deeper, he said, Grave, where is thy vic- 
tory?” So he passed over, and all the trum- 
pets sounded for him on the other side. 


We loved you, Billy—we loved your mar- 
velous loyalty, your beautiful love of family, 
your laugh that could fill our hearts with laugh- 
ter, too, your giant Irish heart. We miss you, 
Billy, and we always will. 
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HONORING MIKE NYE 


HON. NICK SMITH 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
to join the citizens of Hillsdale and Branch 
Counties to pay special tribute to our rep- 
resentative in the Michigan legislature. 

So many people talk about the kind of lead- 
er they want to represent them in government 
and Mike Nye fits that definition by every 
measure, 

This week, my friends in Hillsdale County 
will honor Mike Nye for his sixteen years of 
dedicated leadership in Lansing. They know, 
as | do, the few people have accomplished 
more in that time for the people of Michigan. 

Mike Nye's retirement from the state legisla- 
ture is a great loss. As a member of the 
House, he fought for commonsense legal re- 
form and worked to provide better health care 
to poor children and was the innovator of re- 
forms that have resulted in a better education 
system for Michigan. Mike Nye's improve- 
ments in court reform, school reform, tort re- 
form, and juvenile justice reform will be a con- 
tinuing legacy of his knowledge, ability and 
leadership in the Michigan legislature. 

In an era of overheated rhetoric and blatant 
partisanship, Mike Nye stands out as a concil- 
iator a legislator who brought people together. 
Mike Nye was often the man people turned to 
when they needed a leader to finalize and 
pass legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues and | here in 
Washington can learn a lot from the service of 
Mike Ney. His contributors to public policy are 
complimented by his and his wife, Marcie's 
dedication to their community. Marcie’s leader- 
ship in working in the prison system with her 
Kids Need Moms program is a great example 
of their commitment to help people. 

| know Mike’s future contributions will be 
just as worthwhile to all of us, regardless of 
what path he may take. God bless you, Mike 
and Marcie and good luck. 
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IN HONOR OF MR. WILFRED “RED” 
REED 


HON. MARION BERRY 


OF ARKANSAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to a wonderful man, Mr. Wilfred 
“Red” Reed. 

Red was the perfect example of a good 
neighbor and friend. He was the kind of man 
that was always there when there was a need 
and was never concerned with drawing atten- 
tion to his good deeds or claiming credit. 

If children needed transportation to a school 
event or money for necessities, he was the 
first to make a donation. He had a habit of 
leaving ripe tomatoes on your door step with 
no note attached—he simply had more than 
he needed and wanted to share with others. It 
made no difference to him who needed assist- 
ance—the church, school, community, friends, 
or neighbors—he was there. 
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He never had anything but good to say 
about anyone or anything. If he ever had a 
negative thought, he kept it to himself. 

He brought civility to any conversation or 
discussion that he was involved in and set a 
standard for good citizenship that will endure 
through generations. 

Beloved and admired, Red will be missed 
by the community he lived in and served over 
these many years. 

Of Red, the ultimate compliment can be 
given: he will be missed because he was a 
good man, and the world is a better place be- 
cause he was here. 


——— 


IN HONOR OF THE NATIONAL 
TEACHER OF THE YEAR 


HON. THOMAS M. DAVIS 
OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, April 23, 1998 
Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to pay tribute to Philip Bigler, the 1998 
National Teacher of the Year. Philip is a his- 
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tory teacher at Thomas Jefferson High School 
for Science and Technology in Alexandria, Vir- 
ginia. 

The National Teacher of the Year Program 
is the oldest and most prestigious award to at- 
tract public attention to excellence in teaching. 
Philip is truly deserving of this great honor. 
For almost twenty years, he has captivated 
students by recreating history in the class- 
room. His students have experienced a polis 
of ancient Greece, cases argued before the 
Supreme Court, and pilgrims on the hajj to 
Mecca without ever traveling from the class- 
room. Outside the classroom, Philip’s students 
have discovered history firsthand by inter- 
viewing residents of the Soldiers’ and Airmen’s 
homes about their experiences in the World 
Wars. Philip's most significant achievement as 
a teacher is his ability to instill a lasting love 
of history. His students learn to appreciate that 
civilization rests upon the foundations of the 
past and that they inherit a rich, intellectual 
legacy. 

Philip’s inspiration to teach was instilled by 
teachers from his own school years. His 8th 
grade teacher Mary Josephine taught him his 
love of learning, and in high school, a battle- 
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hardened marine, Colonel Ralph Sullivan, 
showed him the rigor of academics and taught 
him a thirst for knowledge and reading. His 
love of history led him to take a break from 
teaching to serve as the historian at Arlington 
National Cemetery but his appreciation for the 
importance of teaching brought him back. He 
has spent his entire teaching career in the 
Greater Washington Metropolitan area. Philip 
and his wife Linda, who is also a teacher, 
share the great love of educating young 
minds. 

Philip is also an accomplished author and 
has previously been honored with the Wash- 
ington Post Agnes Meyer Outstanding Teach- 
er Award, the Hodgson Award for Outstanding 
Teacher of Social Studies, and has twice been 
honored with the Norma Dektor Award for 
Most Influential Teacher from the Students of 
McLean High School and the United States 
Capitol Historical Society. 

| know my colleagues join me in honoring 
Philip Bigler. Philip ignites a spark of enlight- 
enment in each of his students, motivates their 
interest, and cultivates their minds. | have the 
highest appreciation for his dedication to 
teaching and inspiring our children. 
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SENATE—Friday, April 24, 1998 


The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Sovereign God, we claim Your prom- 
ise through Jeremiah, Call to me, and 
I will answer you, and show you great 
and mighty things, which you do not 
know.’’—Jeremiah 33:3. We need that 
assurance as we close this week of 
work. 

Lord, we want to do our work today 
and end this workweek so that You 
will be able to say, ‘‘Well done, good 
and faithful servant.” It is liberating 
to know that we have only You to 
please. You enable excellence in us 
that more than meets the expectations 
of others. Keep our eyes focused on 
You. Our ultimate goal is to glorify 
You and enjoy You forever. Add life to 
our years and years to our life. May 
our joy of serving You give us freedom. 
We cast all our burdens on You so that 
we may work without the tension of 
worry today. You are with us in all the 
ups and downs of life. There is no prob- 
lem or circumstance beyond Your con- 
trol. There is no panic in heaven and 
there is peace in our hearts when we 
trust You completely. Thank You for 
Your abiding love, through our Lord 
and Saviour. Amen. 

—— 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able majority leader, Senator LOTT of 
Mississippi, is recognized. 

Mr. LOTT. Thank you, Mr. President. 

(Mr. SMITH of Oregon assumed the 
chair.) 


—— 
SCHEDULE 


Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, this morn- 
ing the Senate will begin consideration 
of the conference report to accompany 
H.R. 1757, the State Department reor- 
ganization bill, under a 6-hour time 
agreement. Under the previous order, 
the vote on the conference report will 
occur on Tuesday, April 28 at 2:25 p.m. 

On Monday, following morning busi- 
ness, the Senate will proceed to execu- 
tive session to consider the NATO ex- 
pansion treaty. It is hoped that Mem- 
bers who wish to offer amendments to 
the treaty will come to the floor on 
Monday to offer and debate those 
amendments. 

We have had some discussion already 
on this NATO enlargement. I remember 
very well an outstanding speech given 


on the floor by the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Oregon a month or so ago, a 
beautiful speech laced with history. It 
made an indelible impression upon my 
mind. 

Senators have claimed that we have 
not enough time on NATO enlarge- 
ment, or that the issue has been 
unfocused. But one of the problems has 
been that Senators have not been will- 
ing to come to the floor and offer their 
amendments. 

Beginning Monday, the debate will be 
focused and uninterrupted on this very 
important issue of the NATO treaty al- 
liance. We will spend all day on Mon- 
day and all day on Tuesday with the 
only interruption being the vote at 2:25 
when we come back in from our policy 
luncheons. We will spend whatever 
time is necessary on Tuesday and 
Wednesday. I hope that we can com- 
plete it Wednesday after a thoughtful 
debate. Every Senator will have an op- 
portunity to make a statement, if he or 
she wishes, or to offer amendments. 
But we must begin the process, and it 
includes having amendments in fact of- 
fered so we can bring it to a conclu- 
sion. 

I remind our colleagues that we still 
have a lot of very important issues 
that we need to take up. Unfortu- 
nately, earlier in the year several com- 
mittees had not acted. But committees 
are acting profusely, and good bills are 
beginning to line up now. I would like 
to begin to move bills. In fact, we prob- 
ably are going to have a high-tech pe- 
riod where we take up as many as 10 
bills from a variety of committees that 
are important to the high-tech area, all 
the way from antislamming in the tele- 
phone area to gambling on the Inter- 
net, and a lot of things in between and 
beyond those. We have other good bills 
that we want to try to consider. 

In order to be able to do that and get 
to the IRS reform package the week 
after next, we are just going to have to 
have more cooperation. If Members 
continue to delay, then there will be 
more nights like last night where we 
were here at 8 or 8:30 or 9. I don’t think 
our work is as good when we are work- 
ing late into the night. 

As a reminder to all Members, there 
will be a rollcall vote on Monday at 6 
p.m. on an Executive Calendar matter 
to be determined today by the majority 
leader after consultation and with in- 
formation, of course, being provided to 
the minority. 

As previously announced, there will 
be no rollcall votes during today’s ses- 
sion since we have 6 hours reserved for 
debate on the State Department reor- 
ganization. 


The next vote will then occur at 6 
p.m. on Monday. 
—— — 


THE EDUCATION BILL 


Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I wish to 
speak briefly on a couple of issues. I 
will not take long. But I want to again 
express my appreciation to a number of 
Senators and to the Senate as a whole 
for the passage of the education bill on 
Thursday night by a bipartisan vote of 
56 to 43 with one Senator being absent. 
I think you have to acknowledge that 
Senator COVERDELL of Georgia was per- 
sistent. He was fair. This issue really 
has been considered in one form or an- 
other for over a month. But he stuck 
with it. There was a lot of give and 
take. I appreciate the involvement of 
Senator TORRICELLI of New Jersey and 
his support of the bill. But more impor- 
tant than that, I appreciated the tone 
of the debate. There are fundamental 
disagreements on how we begin to im- 
prove the quality of education in 
America, deal with violence in the 
schools, and drugs in the schools. That 
is understandable. But we don’t have to 
be nasty in our disagreements. We 
weren't. 

I thought the debate was of a high 
quality. While the disagreements are 
passionate, we covered a lot of subjects 
over the last week, a lot of amend- 
ments. We probably voted on 10 or 12 
amendments on this bill. Others were 
accepted or agreed to in one way or an- 
other or set aside by agreements. It 
took cooperation to get it done even 
after most of the week was spent on 
that. I think we came up with a good 
bill. Education is important. This is 
the best debate I have seen on edu- 
cation in many years. Having been in 
Congress for 25 years, the debate on 
education over those 25 years has al- 
ways been the same: more decisions 
from Washington, more programs from 
Washington, more strings from Wash- 
ington, more money from Washington. 
And the test scores and the violence— 
the test scores have been going down 
and the violence and drugs have been 
going up. What we have been doing is 
not working. We need to try some dif- 
ferent things. 

This bill does that: More choice in el- 
ementary and secondary education, No. 
1. 
I emphasized in my remarks that in 
my own State, higher education in 
America is the best in the world. Peo- 
ple want to come from all over the 
world and go to schools, from Stanford 
to Harvard to Ole Miss, to get degrees 
in science and engineering, business, or 
whatever. 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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But our elementary and secondary 
education has been deteriorating, and 
we are way down on most lists. Why is 
that? What is the difference between 
higher education and elementary and 
secondary education? One difference is 
choice. When you finish high school 
you can go to a trade school, you can 
go to a community college, you can go 
to a denominational college, or you can 
go to a university. You have a choice. 
The second big difference is you have 
financial assistance to be able to do it. 

For 2 years I worked in the place- 
ment and financial aid office at the 
University of Mississippi. I know the 
importance of grants, loans, scholar- 
ships, and work-study programs for 
any student in America. Any student 
in America can go to college. He or she 
has a choice. Not so in elementary and 
secondary. If you are poor, if you come 
from a blue-collar working family like 
I did, son of a shipyard worker and a 
mother that taught school to help 
make ends meet, they couldn’t afford 
to send me to a different school. They 
couldn’t afford today’s market. They 
wouldn’t have been able to afford tu- 
tors or computers. They just couldn’t 
have done it. We don’t have financial 
assistance. There needs to be some. 
How can you get it? 

No. 1, allow the parents to keep more 
of their money and make choices about 
how to spend their money in helping 
their children. This is not an attack on 
public schools. 

I am a product of public schools. My 
wife is a product of public schools. 
Both of my children went to public 
schools from the first grade through 
college. Now, a lot of people who are 
pontificating as great defenders of pub- 
lic education went to private schools 
and send their children to private 
schools. It makes it difficult to believe 
that you are as sincere as I am. I want 
to help public education, but I want to 
give parents a choice. 

When I give this sort of speech to 
some of the traditional education 
groups, they say, But the bad schools, 
the bad public schools may not make 
It.“ Right. That is the idea. It is called 
competition. It is called quality. Get 
right, improve the quality of your 
teachers, improve the quality of the 
administration, or go out of business; 
let somebody else do it that can do a 
better job. 

This bill also included merit pay for 
teachers, teacher testing. I still don’t 
understand why it is OK to test and 
test and test the students but, oh, you 
can’t test the teachers. That is one of 
the problems we have all over this 
country. We don’t always have good- 
quality teachers. Should we encourage 
it? Should we pay them better? Yes. 
Should they be paid by the Federal 
Government? No. That is a local deci- 
sion, State decision. 

Senator GORTON came up with a 
block grant approach, but it was an in- 
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teresting approach. Again, it is a 
choice. He took programs, consolidated 
them into something over $10 billion, 
and he said, Well, now, States, if you 
want to continue with the traditional 
strings-attached, Washington-knows- 
best controls from the bureaucracy, 
you can do that. If Massachusetts 
wants its money to come through the 
Federal multiplicity of programs with 
directions of how it must be spent, 
Massachusetts can choose that. But if 
Texas wants to bring it through their 
State government and then to the local 
schools, they can choose that. 

Or in my State of Mississippi, I hope 
we would choose to let it go direct to 
the schools. Why does it have to stop in 
Atlanta or Jackson and trickle down 
and trickle down and trickle down, 
with everybody taking a bite for ad- 
ministrative costs—5 percent, 10 per- 
cent, 15 percent? Why not let it go from 
Washington directly to the schools and 
let the administrators, the parents, the 
teachers, and the children decide where 
that $10 billion portion that they get 
would be spent? Hopefully, they would 
spend it for STAR teachers, merit pay 
for better teachers, teachers who work 
hard, do the extra thing. Maybe they 
would decide to spend it on construc- 
tion. That is OK if they make the deci- 
sion at the local level. That is their 
choice. 

I think they are crying wolf. Those 
who want the status quo, those who 
want Washington to make the deci- 
sions, those who want controls and di- 
rections of how the money is going to 
be spent from Washington, they didn’t 
like what we did this week and what 
we voted on last night. Those who say 
the status quo is not good enough when 
it comes to education should feel good 
about our effort last night. Now, they 
say, Well, the President is going to 
veto it. I don’t know that he will. It is 
like laws; they are not unconstitu- 
tional until some court or the Supreme 
Court says they are unconstitutional. 
A bill is not vetoed until a President 
vetoes it. It will have to go through 
conference. Perhaps changes will be 
made. Perhaps the President will have 
a conversion and decide this is good 
legislation. But if he does veto it, the 
parents will know who has faith in 
them and the local education appa- 
ratus and those who believe Wash- 
ington is the only place that can decide 
what is best for education in America. 

So I slept better last night knowing 
that at least we were trying to make 
sure that my prospective grandson will 
have more opportunity and greater 
choices in education. 


—— 


STATE DEPARTMENT 
REAUTHORIZATION 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, on the leg- 
islation we are fixing to take up, the 
State Department reorganization bill, 
this is the result of literally years of 
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work, give and take, by Senator 
HELMS, the chairman of the com- 
mittee, and by the administration. I 
think credit has to go to Secretary of 
State Madeleine Albright. She worked 
with Senator HELMS on this State De- 
partment reorganization, which is so 
long overdue, which would allow us to 
do a better job in our foreign policy ap- 
paratus. Senator BIDEN has been a good 
partner, I believe, with Senator HELMS, 
as the ranking member on that com- 
mittee that reported this legislation, 
in developing this State Department 
reorganization. 

So this is very important legislation 
which has been a long time coming. 

The second part of that bill does pro- 
vide for the U.N. arrearages, something 
over $900 million, I believe. You can 
still argue about how much really the 
United States owes to the United Na- 
tions. You can still argue that the 
United Nations doesn’t always make 
the right decision. You can argue back 
and forth. But it is an agreed-to com- 
promise which will allow the United 
States to fulfill its commitment in a 
way that a majority of those directly 
involved, Republican and Democrat, 
conservative, moderate, and liberal, 
feel is a fair way to get this job done. 

So that is an important part of this 
package, not only the reorganization of 
the State Department, which will be of 
tremendous benefit, I believe, in the 
next few months and years of this ad- 
ministration and of future administra- 
tions, but then you add to that that we 
are finally addressing this question of 
U.N. arrearage. That is very important. 

There is also included in this bill lan- 
guage that maybe nobody is totally 
happy with but language dealing with 
the so-called Mexico City issue, which 
is language that would have some re- 
straints on lobbying other govern- 
ments and organizations with tax- 
payers’ dollars to promote the chang- 
ing of laws to provide for abortions or 
to deal with the abortion issue. It is an 
issue that we have been tangled with 
for years. I am not diminishing it by 
putting it that way, but it is just some- 
thing that we have been trying to find 
a fix to. There is no easy answer. You 
have passionate people on both sides of 
the issue. And I have clearly been on 
one side of the issue forever. I don’t 
think that taxpayers’ dollars should be 
used to promote abortion. Does any- 
body want to question JESSE HELMS on 
this issue? Anybody? No. 

Now, the others who are on the other 
side of the issue, such as Senator 
BIDEN, they argue very strongly. They 
have been consistent on the other side. 
This is a compromise. This is a part of 
the package. This is a way to deal with 
three very important issues in this 
package. It has been agreed to reluc- 
tantly, but now I think with under- 
standing and vigor, by the Senators 
who are involved directly with this leg- 
islation. 
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So I urge my colleagues to think 
about it, recognize that you may not 
like one piece of the three or maybe 
two of the three, but what is the alter- 
native? Are we never going to reorga- 
nize the State Department? Are we 
never going to deal with the U.N. ar- 
rearage issue? Is the abortion issue 
going to be involved with U.N. arrear- 
age, State Department reorganization, 
IMF, appropriations bills? How long 
will this go on this year? This is the so- 
lution. So I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port this legislation. 

I caution the administration and 
urge them to stop lobbying against this 
legislation, their bill. I have expressed 
this to the Secretary of State, in which 
I said, Madam Secretary, this is the 
last train out of Dodge on the U.N. ar- 
rearage.’’ Now, I don’t believe it will 
happen—if this bill doesn’t pass the 
Senate and if this bill is not signed by 
the President, then the U.N. issue is 
probably dead for the year. 

Am I advocating that? Am I defend- 
ing it? No. I am just stating a fact. I 
don’t see how you do it. Senator HELMS 
and Senator BIDEN have reluctantly 
agreed to this process, but it is the 
only process, I believe, that will allow 
us to deal with these three difficult, 
complicated, but important issues. 

So I hope the Senate will have a good 
debate today and will think about it. I 
don’t think anybody is going to be sur- 
prised by what is in here. We do not 
need a lot of pontificating on either 
side of the aisle. You are for or against 
State Department reauthorization. 
You are for or against the U.N. arrear- 
age issue. And you may be for or 
against the abortion issue. But this is a 
reasonable solution, and I hope it will 
pass when we vote on it Tuesday at 
2:25. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 


—— 


BILL PLACED ON THE CALENDAR— 
S. 1981 


Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, before I 
yield the floor, I understand there is a 
bill at the desk that is due for a second 
reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 1981) to preserve the balance of 
rights between employers, employees and 
labor organizations which is fundamental to 
our system of collective bargaining while 
preserving the rights of workers to organize, 
or otherwise engage in concerted activities 
protected under the National Labor Rela- 
tions Act. 

Mr. LOTT. I object to further pro- 
ceedings on this matter at this time, 
Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be placed on the calendar. 

a 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 
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FOREIGN AFFAIRS REFORM AND 
RESTRUCTURING ACT—CONFER- 
ENCE REPORT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
proceed to consideration of a report of 
the committee of conference on the bill 
(H.R. 1757) to consolidate international 
affairs agencies, to authorize appro- 
priations for the Department of State 
and related agencies for fiscal years 
1998 and 1999, and for other purposes, 
which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The committee on conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
1757), have agreed to recommend and do rec- 
ommend to their respective Houses this re- 
port, signed by majority of the conferees. 

The Senate proceeded to the consid- 
eration of the conference report. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
March 10, 1998.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be 6 hours of debate equally 
divided in the usual form. The Senator 
from North Carolina is recognized. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the distin- 
guished occupant of the chair, who is a 
valued member of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee. I say good morn- 
ing to him, and all the others who are 
here this morning. 

Mr. President, back in the middle of 
the 20th century—and when I say that 
I sound like I’m talking about a long 
time ago—Congress created a number 
of temporary, independent federal 
agencies. I think it was a bad mistake. 
If I had been here, I would not have 
voted to do that, having the hindsight 
that I have. But, of course, members of 
Congress did not have the hindsight. 
They had just gone through, not too 
many years earlier, a horrible World 
War and were trying to get this Gov- 
ernment stabilized, trying to help get 
the rest of the world stabilized. This 
seemed like a good idea, to create 
these specialized, independent Federal 
agencies. 

Ronald Reagan, when he was Presi- 
dent, had to deal with what these inde- 
pendent agencies had become—and 
they did grow mighty independent. He 
would say, “There is nothing so near 
eternal life as a temporary Federal 
agency.” 

I read the other day that the respon- 
sibilities of just one of these agencies 
is duplicated by about 42 other entities 
in the Federal Government. And of 
course the cost of running the U.S. bu- 
reaucracy has risen constantly. Fur- 
thermore, there is what has become an 
interesting psychology among those 
who not only run these agencies but 
are employed by them. The agencies 
have become the personal little 
fiefdoms of these bureaucrats, and they 
fight tenaciously at any attempt to do 
away with their turf or, as this con- 
ference report proposes to do, to mesh 
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these agencies with the rest of the 
State Department foreign policy appa- 
ratus. In order to pass this legislation, 
we have gone through a great deal of 
difficulty, but turf protection is only 
one of the difficulties. Let me proceed, 
if I may, to give some further histor- 
ical reference, with an assessment of 
the situation that now exists. 

Of course, we have before us as the 
pending official business the Foreign 
Affairs Reform and Restructuring Act 
of 1998, which I believe, it is fair to say, 
is the most comprehensive and far- 
reaching foreign policy reform ever 
considered by the Congress of the 
United States regarding both the 
United Nations and the executive 
branch of this country. Now then, the 
distinguished Senator from Delaware 
and I, and many others, have spent not 
months but years working on this prop- 
osition. We made every proper and rea- 
sonable concession in arriving at the 
general draft of this legislation that is 
now before us in the form of a con- 
ference report issued by the House and 
the Senate. 

So it has been the result of long and 
painstaking negotiations between the 
Congress and the administration. The 
sweeping and bipartisan reforms con- 
tained in this conference report are 
clearly designed to enhance America’s 
post-cold war foreign-policy-making 
process and to force some fundamental 
reforms on the United Nations. 

With the full support of the adminis- 
tration, this legislation shuts down 
two Federal agencies—the Arms Con- 
trol and Disarmament Agency and the 
U.S. Information Agency. I say now.” 
That is a relative term, in terms of 
doing something in the Federal Gov- 
ernment. It has to be done within the 
next 18 months. 

The legislation also requires the Sec- 
retary of State to rein in the existing 
increasingly unwieldy U.S. foreign aid 
agency, the Agency for International 
Development, and it strengthens the 
independence of U.S. public diplomacy 
and international broadcasting pro- 
grams. 

The legislation also mandates a se- 
ries of deep-seated reforms at the 
United Nations, which many Members 
of this Senate and of the House of Rep- 
resentatives have been demanding for 
years. I remember the distinguished 
Senator from Kansas, a gentlelady if 
there ever was one, Nancy Kassebaum, 
whose ire was raised when she found 
out what was going on in terms of irre- 
sponsibility in the operation of the 
United Nations. 

How to get it under control? I am 
going to discuss that in some detail in 
just a minute. All you hear these days 
is talk about how wonderful the United 
Nations is—and that is not so, it is a 
bureaucratic nightmare—and how bad 
the United States and the American 
people are for not paying what is called 
“the arrearages.’’ Hogwash. For more 
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than a year, I have worked with Sen- 
ators BIDEN, GRAMS, GREGG, and oth- 
ers, to create a package of reform 
benchmarks—reforms that the State 
Department must certify that the 
United Nations has completed—before 
they are paid any of these so-called ar- 
rearages. In other words, it is a very 
clear put up or shut up. 

For months, we negotiated these re- 
forms with the State Department and 
the White House. In fact, we even 
shared our proposals with Kofi Annan, 
the distinguished Secretary-General of 
the United Nations, so that the inter- 
national elite in New York and Geneva 
would not be blindsided by these re- 
quirements for reform of the United 
Nations. 

Kofi Annan came down and visited 
me one day. We had a nice visit. We 
went to several places on Capitol Hill 
together. One by one—in S. 116, down 
on the first floor of this Capitol, which 
is one of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee hearing rooms—we went 
down the list, benchmark by bench- 
mark by benchmark by benchmark, 
and he nodded, and he nodded, and he 
nodded. 

This conference report contains the 
fruits of hundreds of hours of bipar- 
tisan negotiations. Maybe it could be 
done better, but I don’t know anybody 
in this Senate who is going to take the 
time to do it better, because it is going 
to take hundreds upon hundreds more 
hours to change the kinds of things 
that we worked out. 

You are going to have the lobbyists 
from the United Nations piling all over 
Senators, Oh, you can’t do this, we've 
got to have our money right now.” You 
are going to have lobbyists for this 
agency and this independent agency 
and all the rest. They don’t want to be 
folded into the foreign policy apparatus 
that exists and which costs billions 
upon billions of dollars of the tax- 
payers’ money. 

It is either now or never. The game 
playing is over, and the enactment of 
this legislation represented by this 
conference report between the House 
and the Senate is the last shot the 
President will have at enacting this 
legislation. If members want to go 
home and tell their constituents, 
“Well, I didn’t like this aspect,” or “I 
didn’t like that aspect,” I am going to 
be right behind you saying, “Yes, but 
‘what he didn’t do’ or ‘what she didn’t 
do’ is vote to clean up a mess in Wash- 
ington, DC.” 

This conference report, as I say, con- 
tains the fruits of hundreds upon hun- 
dreds of hours of labor. Once these U.N. 
reform benchmarks are implemented, 
only then will be made $819 million 
available for the United Nations and 
other international organizations. In 
addition, the President will be author- 
ized to forgive an additional $107 mil- 
lion in debt that the United Nations 
owes the United States. Nobody ever 
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mentions that. Of course, it is a lot 
bigger than that when you figure in the 
American people have paid for all of 
these police actions that the United 
Nations has been doing all around the 
world. But that is neither here nor 
there for the time being. 

What I am saying, Mr. President, is 
that there has been no disagreement 
about any of these provisions. So the 
substance of this bill, a complete over- 
haul of our Government’s foreign pol- 
icy apparatus, and the reform of the 
United Nations, which has to come be- 
fore a dollar changes hands, remains 
virtually unchanged since the Senate 
passed this bill, by a vote of 90 to 5, on 
June 17, 1997. 

Let me restate for the obvious an im- 
portant point. This conference report 
remains virtually unchanged from the 
bill passed by the Senate by a vote of 
90 to 5 last year. The Senate has over- 
whelmingly endorsed the reforms, and 
the Clinton administration has signed 
off on them. Let’s see who reneges on 
this agreement. Will it be the adminis- 
tration? Will the administration veto 
this bill because of two or three lines 
that it happens not to like? We will 
find out, won't we? 

All those Senators who say, Well, I 
don’t like this aspect of it, so I’m not 
going to vote for any of it,” had better 
be prepared to explain what they, in ef- 
fect, voted against. If they want to 
come and sit down and talk with Jon 
BIDEN and me, we will explain the pur- 
pose and the reason for everything in 
this bill. 

And yet—and this is bothersome to 
me, I confess—we are now facing a 
razor-thin majority vote in the Senate. 
We might not even have a majority. 
Far from lobbying the Senate for pas- 
sage of this legislation, the President 
has been standing over there in the 
wings and has indicated that he may 
veto the bill, the substance of which 
his administration had negotiated with 
us and agreed to with us. 

Why is the President threatening to 
veto this bill? One small provision—a 
few words included by our House col- 
leagues—section 1816 bars American or- 
ganizations from using U.S. taxpayers’ 
dollars to lobby foreign governments to 
change their abortion laws. I guarantee 
you, that is all there is to it, and the 
President sits down on Pennsylvania 
Avenue and says, “If you don’t take 
that out, I'm going to veto it; I don’t 
care whether you save billions of dol- 
lars or not.” 

Mr. President, as they do in grade 
school, this is show-and-tell day—put- 
up-or-shut-up. 

I tell you one thing, I have tried to 
get along with the administration, but 
if the administration vetoes this bill 
because of those few lines, I am going 
to go do everything I can, go every- 
where I can and explain exactly what 
the President did. I have dealt with 
him on this thing and he has been very 
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accommodating, and so have his peo- 
ple, but if he wants trouble on this bill, 
just veto it, and I will give him some 
trouble. 

That little provision for which he is 
threatening to veto this bill—let me re- 
peat—it stops those who advocate abor- 
tion—that is the deliberate destruction 
of innocent and helpless human life— 
from using tax dollars paid by the 
American people to lobby foreign gov- 
ernments to change their policies on 
abortion. 

I did not want to have the subject 
mentioned. I could have put it in this 
bill when it went through the Senate, 
but I thought we ought to address the 
real problem in this bill, and that is 
this foreign policy apparatus which has 
become so bloated and with so many 
other Federal entities running around 
duplicating each other’s business. 

I do not believe in my heart of 
hearts, or cannot believe, that Mr. 
Clinton and his Democratic allies in 
the Senate would be willing to sacrifice 
the payment of U.N. arrears—one of 
their top foreign policy priorities—just 
to preserve the ability of nongovern- 
mental organizations to use American 
tax money to lobby foreign govern- 
ments on the question of abortion. I 
refuse to believe that the President is 
going to pick up his pen,” as Ronald 
Reagan used to say, and veto it. If he 
does, some of us are going to react. 

But that is exactly what a lot of peo- 
ple are proposing in the Senate: Oh, I 
can’t vote for it because of that abor- 
tion language.” They don’t care any- 
thing about all the millions of dollars 
this legislation is going to save, or 
about the elimination of the duplica- 
tion of bureaucracy. Instead, two or 
three little lines involving, what I re- 
gard anyhow, an abuse of American 
taxpayers’ money, are the grounds for 
voting against this bill. 

Some on the other side have been 
heard going around calling section 1816 
the Mexico City” policy. It “ain’t” 
the Mexico City policy, not a bit of it. 
I helped write the Mexico City policy 
way back when Ronald Reagan, by Ex- 
ecutive order, made it part of this 
country’s position. But don’t take my 
word for it. I want every Senator to 
read the bill or the conference report, 
especially section 1816. And to help 
them look for it and find it, section 
1816 is on page 102 of this conference re- 
port. If you can’t find page 102 of the 
conference report, come right here, and 
I will find it and put it in your little 
hot hands. But let’s not play games 
about it. Put-up-or-shut-up, show and 
tell. 

What did Ronald Reagan’s Mexico 
City policy do? It forbade any expendi- 
ture of U.S. taxpayer money going to 
any organizations that performed abor- 
tions abroad. 

Ronald Reagan was a strong and sin- 
cere, genuine pro-life President. You do 
not see many of them coming along. 
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The provision in this conference report 
does not do what the Mexico City pol- 
icy did. 

As much as I wish it were otherwise, 
section 1816 will not cut off funding to 
organizations that perform abortions 
as required under President Reagan’s 
original Mexico City policy. All section 
1816 does is simply prohibit population 
control groups from using American 
taxpayers’ money,—which they will re- 
ceive under current law anyhow—to 
lobby foreign countries to overturn 
their laws pertaining to abortion. That 
is it, sum total. If anybody in the press 
or the media doubt it, come on down 
here; we will talk about it. No, they 
are not even here. There is one lonely 
soul sitting up there in the media gal- 
lery. 

Initially, last year, the House did in- 
clude or try to include President Rea- 
gan’s full Mexico City language in this 
bill. When the House did that, the Clin- 
ton administration said, “No. The 
President will veto this bill.” And 
there ensued a months-long standoff 
which lasted until the waning hours of 
the last session of Congress. 

Now, then, Mr. President, despite my 
personal support—my personal sup- 
port—for the Mexico City policy, I 
urged my House colleagues to remove 
that provision from the bill. I said, 
“We can fight that battle on another 
battleground. Let’s not kill this one 
opportunity we are going to have to re- 
vamp and consolidate and shape up the 
foreign policy apparatus of this coun- 
try.“ I did this because I knew that the 
President would never accept a full re- 
versal of his administration’s stand on 
the Mexico City policy which was to- 
tally at odds with those of the stand of 
Ronald Reagan. 

Last November, in an effort to reach 
a compromise, the House of Represent- 
atives’ leaders watered down the abor- 
tion language in the bill to the point 
that I have stated over and over this 
morning—simply to ban the use of U.S. 
dollars to lobby foreign governments to 
change their abortion laws. But despite 
an exceedingly reasonable offer from 
the House, this was still not good 
enough for the administration. The ad- 
ministration rejected this compromise 
as the session came to an end last year, 
citing nonbinding report language that 
they claim would have barred the U.S. 
groups from even attending inter- 
national conferences aimed at chang- 
ing abortion laws. This they said would 
amount—get this, Mr. President—this 
would amount to a “gag rule.” 

Come this spring, House leaders of- 
fered a second compromise. They 
agreed to remove the offending report 
language, softening it simply to pre- 
vent the use of U.S. tax dollars to spon- 
sor such conferences. So it is all right 
to attend them, but do not use tax 
money to sponsor them. In fact, I have 
to say this about the House leadership. 
They have been so reasonable in their 
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efforts to reach a compromise that 
today the abortion language before us 
in this legislation is so limited that its 
approval would be little more than a 
symbolic concession on the part of the 
Clinton administration. 

But even that appears to be too much 
from what I hear because the lobbyists 
say all Democrats must vote against 
this bill. That is the word I am hearing 
floating around. And we will see when 
the roll is called on it. We will see. 

At this point it is unreasonable, I 
think, to suggest that it is the House 
leaders who have been exhibiting in- 
transigence. While the House has of- 
fered compromise after compromise, 
giving up 90 percent of their ground, 
the administration still, to this day, is 
demanding total and complete capitu- 
lation. What they are saying is: “Kill 
the conference report. Forget it. Don’t 
do away with any of these irrelevant, 
unnecessary Federal agencies and the 
bureaucracies. Let's keep on keeping 
on.“ They do not seem to care what the 
costs are. I have not heard that men- 
tioned one time—not one time—by the 
administration. 

Mr. President, I am not going to take 
any more of the Senate’s time dis- 
cussing this issue, because I do not 
view it as central to the reforms con- 
tained in the conference report. I want 
to get back to that before I turn over 
the podium to my good, fine friend, 
Senator BIDEN. 

Mr. President, not anybody—not the 
administration, not the Democrats, 
certainly not JESSE HELMS—got every- 
thing any of us wanted in this con- 
ference report. I acknowledge that. But 
we did work together in a remarkably 
novel way to cooperate, and to craft 
the legislation that is before the Sen- 
ate today that forms the conference re- 
port. This legislation, save for one sin- 
gle provision on international abortion 
lobbying, is the result of strong bipar- 
tisan consensus. And that is a novelty 
around this place. And that is the rea- 
son it passed the Senate the first time 
around 90-5. 

I think, Mr. President, it will be a 
terrible mistake for the Senate Demo- 
crats and the White House to kill these 
absolutely imperative, essential, nec- 
essary reforms in order to defend the 
bureaucratic status quo at the United 
Nations, not to mention within our 
own executive branch, to defend the 
bloated foreign policy apparatus. 

So let me be candid. This legislation 
represents quite possibly the last 
chance to bring true, deep-seated 
change to the United Nations in return 
for U.S. arrearages payments. If Demo- 
crats succeed in voting down this con- 
ference report or if the President 
chooses to veto this legislation, then 
they together will decide what is going 
to happen in the future; they will bear 
sole responsibility, I think, for the un- 
paid dues to the United Nations. And 
nobody is going to tell Kofi Annan, if 


6725 


this conference report goes down in the 
Senate or if it is vetoed by the Presi- 
dent, The check’s in the mail,“ be- 
cause it is never going to be in the 
mail, certainly not if I have anything 
to do with it. 

This Senator, for one, will delay cry- 
ing, weeping, when the White House 
complains that funding has not been 
made available to the United Nations. 
Next time I see the President I am 
going to say, Mr. President, you did 
it. You did it.” 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Thank you very much. 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, there is 
not much that my colleague from 
North Carolina, the chairman of the 
committee, has said that I take issue 
with. Sitting with my staff here, as I 
was waiting to speak, I said, I have 
this long statement that is prepared 
that goes into detail about the bill. 
The truth of the matter is, the debate 
here is almost not about the bill, not 
about the conference report.” 

I can and I guess I will at some point 
do what I probably shouldn’t do and 
that is second-guess what the rationale 
and motivation of the House leadership 
is and what the rationale and motiva- 
tion of the President and administra- 
tion is relative to the one thing that 
doesn't have a darn thing to do with 
what the Senator and I worked so hard 
to put together—and, I might add, the 
Presiding Officer, as well is a member 
of the committee. He will remember we 
spent a lot of time on this—a lot of 
time. 

There has been talk, led by my friend 
from North Carolina, about reorga- 
nizing the State Department for the 
past several years. Nothing ever really 
happened. There was a lot of work, 
don’t get me wrong, but in terms of 
producing something that would be- 
come law, nothing ever happened. 

We have been debating and talking 
about U.N. arrearages. We have really 
been debating the U.N. arrearages, or 
whether or not it was a reasonable, 
functional, useful organization. That 
has been a raging debate probably since 
the mid-1980s. It has been around for a 
long time but, in terms of the political 
chemistry on this floor of the U.S. Sen- 
ate, for the last probably 10 to 12 years 
in earnest. As a matter of fact, I think 
my friend from North Carolina would 
acknowledge with me that in both our 
political parties it has taken on, in the 
fringes of our parties, a status that far 
exceeds anything about what the 
United Nations does or doesn’t do. On 
one end of my party it is the salvation 
of the world, and on the other end of 
the Senator’s party it is the Devil in- 
carnate. It has kind of replaced the fer- 
vor that involved the debate for and 
against communism. It is a new thing, 
a new political dynamic. 
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We worked very hard and we actually 
came up with a resolution. I respect- 
fully suggest that what we did—and we 
made serious compromises—the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina did not come 
to this conclusion gently, nor did the 
Senator from Delaware in terms of the 
compromise relative to what we did in 
the United Nations here. But the vast 
majority of the people who are in- 
formed on this issue, both in politics 
and in the foreign policy establishment 
and in the world community, acknowl- 
edge that what we did is a reasonable, 
straightforward and, I think, signifi- 
cant piece of work. 

I don’t want to get my friend from 
North Carolina in trouble. I think the 
most significant thing about it is the 
Senator from North Carolina signed on 
to this. That puts in perspective not 
only the arrearages but what he has 
wanted to do to get the United Nations 
to change its tune a little bit. Hope- 
fully, we will not be arguing another 
decade about whether or not it is a sal- 
vation of the world or the Devil incar- 
nate. We will have a pretty clear-eyed 
view of what we expect of the United 
Nations and what we think its value is. 
That is a very valuable contribution all 
by itself, in my opinion. 

The third thing we did here, and I am 
sure my friend will not mind my saying 
this because we both said it publicly in 
different iterations over the last year 
or so—when I inherited this job from 
the distinguished Senator from Rhode 
Island, who retired, I went to see the 
chairman. We came here together, 
same year, same time. We have been 
friends; we have been ideological foes. 
We have been on the opposite sides on 
issues, and we have been together. We 
have been hanging out with each other 
for 25 years. I went to him and I said— 
which is, I guess, uncharacteristically 
blunt for me—‘‘We can play this flat or 
we can play this round, Mr. Chairman; 
how do you want to do this?” 

He came back and said, Jo, what 
are your priorities? What is important 
to you? This is what is important to 
me. Let’s agree with what we can, and 
fight it out where we cannot agree.” He 
has kept his word in everything he said 
to me. I said, “It is important to me, 
with the end of the cold war, the Berlin 
wall down, that we do not cut back our 
foreign policy establishment.” As we 
are cutting back our defense establish- 
ment I think as far as we should cut it 
back, cutting back our defense estab- 
lishment, there is a need for us to ex- 
tend our foreign policy reach and es- 
tablishment, whether it means embas- 
sies or consulates or enough personnel 
or intense involvement in other coun- 
tries. He said, It is not my intention 
in reorganization to emasculate the 
foreign policy,” the 150 function, as we 
call it in budget parlance. 

So the third piece of this deal here is 
the State Department has been trying 
to get full funding for all its operations 
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for years. And it is in here. Now there 
are reorganization provisions. The 
President agreed to the reorganization, 
and we put the structure of it into this 
bill. The Administration didn’t like 
some of it. But the Senator and I 
agreed it was necessary. And in return 
we got a pretty balanced package here. 

Now, so far, so good, as they say. The 
Senator, I think, is fond of telling the 
joke about the guy who jumps off the 
100-story building and as he passes the 
50th floor a group of people are stand- 
ing at a window and yell out, How is 
it going?” And the guy falling down 
says, “So far, so good.” That is how I 
felt about this whole operation. I am 
feeling real good. We just haven't hit 
the ground yet. Everything we have 
done Iam, quite frankly, proud of. 

I think we have made what has to 
happen. In a democracy of 250 million 
people, we make compromises. But the 
end result is, I think this conference 
report strengthens the foreign policy 
and the ability to conduct foreign pol- 
icy and the security of the United 
States of America. 

Now, that is the so-far-so-good part. 
We both knew, the chairman and I, 
that the President wanted fast track, 
something he feels very strongly about. 
He probably could have saved fast 
track if he were willing to compromise 
on Mexico City, although that wasn’t 
attached. I understand at the end of 
the day there were some in the House 
who said, if you attach this, we will go 
along with fast track. He didn’t do it 
then. He didn’t do it on other things. 

By the way, I have to say for the 
record, because I want to be straight 
up about this, my colleagues know 
this, but so that everybody under- 
stands how I approach this, the abor- 
tion issue is not one that I live and die 
on. I think government should stay out 
of the business. I vote against funding 
of abortion and I vote against restric- 
tions on a woman’s right to an abor- 
tion, which makes everyone angry with 
me. The only person happy with me is 
me, in my conscience. But this for me 
is not on the list of the 10 most impor- 
tant issues facing America. It doesn’t 
make that list for me. I must admit I 
do not have the passion for or against 
what is being debated in here to think 
it is warranted or worthy of being at- 
tached to what I consider to be a seri- 
ous array of foreign policy consider- 
ations affecting this Nation. 

On the other hand, the Senator from 
North Carolina does. It is a matter of 
great passion and commitment to him. 
His opposition to abortion from the 
day we arrived on this floor of the U.S. 
Senate and I first became acquainted 
with him to today has not waned a bit. 
I respect him for that. I disagree with 
his approach—at least most of it. I vote 
against funding, so that part we agree 
on, but I disagree with his approach. 
But I respect it, as I do people like my 
friend Senator BARBARA BOXER and 
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others who vehemently feel the other 
way on both funding and access. 

The reason I bother to tell you that, 
Mr. President, is this. It took nothing 
on my part, I had to make no com- 
promise to say to our House friends 
and to our friends in the Senate, we 
want to keep Mexico City off of this; 
but it did take some real sacrifice on 
the part of my friend from North Caro- 
lina to say, as he did last year, look, 
keep this off. There are other vehicles. 
We can fight this out other places. 
Don't confuse it with this historic un- 
dertaking. 

We have, I think, accomplished, in at 
least what we passed out of the Sen- 
ate—I will be straight up with every- 
body. We hung tough on that. The 
truth of the matter was neither one of 
us were able to affect the House’s atti- 
tude toward this. The one thing I think 
we share a lot in common, the one 
thing the chairman and I share in com- 
mon is we are realists. We have been 
here for 25 years; we know how this 
place works. This is not something 
that—not because we are so smart, you 
would have to be an idiot to be here 25 
years and not know how it works— 
speaking for myself. It is pretty clear 
that once we could not control what 
would happen in the House and what 
Representative SmITH—who, I might 
add, I suspect, although he knows a lot 
about the issue, knows a lot less about 
the issue than my friend from North 
Carolina. My friend from North Caro- 
lina was dealing with this issue before 
a lot of other people knew it existed. It 
became clear that we could not do 
much about it. 

Although the chairman and I still 
disagree on a number of things, one 
thing we have established—and I am 
proud of it, and I think he is too—is 
that we are absolutely straight with 
each other. So he came to me and said, 
Look, JOE, this is in. They are going 
to compromise on this, but it’s going 
to be in. So my position now, JOE, is 
it’s in, so let's pass the whole thing.” I 
tried my best and kept my promise, I 
stuck with my commitment, but I told 
him, “If it’s in, I am going to have a 
problem sticking with the deal—that 
is, pushing this through.” 

Let me tell you why. It has less to do 
with the merits of the argument relat- 
ing to Mexico City than it does if we 
pass it here with this attached, even 
though the President will veto it. I am 
going to be completely blunt about 
this. If we pass this, my worry is that 
it will embolden the ‘Congressmen 
Smiths“ and others to suggest that 
they can keep doing this on everything 
that comes over here. I want to tell my 
friend straight up, that is my ration- 
ale. 

I am of the view—and this is like 
reading the entrails of goats and guess- 
ing like the soothsayers did 2,000 years 
ago what is going to motivate Members 
of the House or an administration to 
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act or not act. My feeling is, since the 
Senate has not passed this Mexico City 
language in the past, and there is a ma- 
jority that votes against Mexico City 
language—and this is purely presump- 
tuous on my part—if Speaker GING- 
RICH, keeping his commitment to his 
people, put it in, he realizes and is able 
to say, the Senate will not pass this, 
the President will not veto it, let’s 
move on; we have a better chance of 
getting to the spot we want to get to— 
the Senator and I—which is to clear up 
the U.N. arrearages, reorganize the 
State Department, and fully fund the 
State Department. 

So I guess what I am saying is, the 
only place we disagree is tactically 
what is the better thing to do to get 
what we both want, notwithstanding 
that we disagree on Mexico City. I vote 
against Mexico City restrictions; the 
Senator votes for them. But I don’t 
think that is what is motivating either 
one of us here at this moment. To 
speak for myself, that is not what is 
motivating me at the moment. What 
motivates me at the moment is, what 
do I tell my colleagues on my side of 
the aisle, a fair number of whom listen 
to me on these issues—and that is pre- 
sumptuous to say, but it is just because 
I am the ranking member. What do I 
tell them is the most likely route for 
us, at the end of the day, to be able to 
get the State Department reorganized, 
get the U.N. arrearages paid, and fund- 
ing for the State Department through 
the supplemental? 

The conclusion I have reached—and I 
would not bet college tuition on it for 
my daughter—is to stand firm, dem- 
onstrate there are not enough votes 
here to pass Mexico City, with the 
knowledge the President is going to 
veto it and the pressure is to get on 
with the business of foreign policy. I 
could be wrong about that. 

One way or another, I think it is fair 
to say that at least the Senator and I 
know—from different perspectives— 
that isn’t going to become law. The 
President is going to veto this with 
this language attached. I could—and I 
am inclined to, because I am proud of 
it—spend a great deal of time talking 
about the merits of each of the pieces 
of this conference report. I will refrain 
from that, because I would be preach- 
ing to the choir. I am preaching to the 
author here. It is not like Iam going to 
say anything he doesn’t know. 

I can put in the RECORD the details of 
what constitutes what we have accom- 
plished and what is in the conference 
report. In many respects, the con- 
ference reported back a better bill than 
we put out. In many ways, it has been 
a better bill. But time is our enemy. 
Time is our enemy. 

I must again be completely blunt 
with my colleagues. At one point, I 
counseled that we not even debate this, 
let’s vote, get it over with, and send it 
to the President and let it be vetoed. I 
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believe the more time we take to deal 
with the U.N., the more difficult and 
intransigent the U.N. becomes, the 
harder it is for Ambassador Richardson 
to take what we have given him and 
get the results we want, the harder it is 
for us to unravel a State Department 
that needs unraveling, in terms of reor- 
ganization. Time is not our friend. 

I read on the way down this morning 
on the train—I commute every day 
from my home State of Delaware. I 
have a little ritual, and my friend 
knows about this. I read my local paper 
because of its interest and out of self- 
defense, I read the New York Times, 
and I read the Wall Street Journal, and 
that gets me to Baltimore. From Balti- 
more on, I prepare whatever I am going 
to do that morning. So commuting 4 
hours a day isn’t all bad, because you 
have a lot of time to prepare. 

On the way down, I read in the New 
York Times this morning’s lead article 
about the IMF. It is pretty clearly un- 
related to this issue but tangentially 
involved with the issue of Mexico City. 
But it looks like IMF isn’t going to go 
anywhere. I will not put this in the 
RECORD. I don't often put in news arti- 
cles. But this is on page 9 of the New 
York Times, entitled, “GOP Snubs 
White House on Billions for IMF.” 

Well, there are only three or four 
major foreign policy considerations on 
our plate right now. NATO is a big one, 
and the Senator and I will deal with 
this come Tuesday. Then there is IMF, 
the U.N., and reorganization of the 
State Department. It seems to me—and 
I do not in any way—and I give my 
friend my word on this—direct any of 
this at him or to anyone in particular. 
It seems a shame that three of those 
four major issues get tied up in what is 
in fact a divisive and, understandably, 
national debate relating to abortion. 

Sometimes I wish we had the House 
rules, which say that whatever you do 
has to be germane. But then I am not 
so sure, because I realize they can get 
the Rules Committee to do anything 
they want. But it is too bad we can’t 
say that we are going to debate foreign 
policy and settle it, that we are going 
to fight out abortion, and that we will 
fight out education, and so forth. I un- 
derstand the practical reasons why 
that is not the case, but the truth is 
that it creates real problems. 

The one and only place—and I will 
cease after this—where I disagree with 
my friend from North Carolina, the 
chairman of the full committee, is on 
this issue of whether or not there has 
in fact been a compromise that has 
been put forward by the House leader- 
ship on the issue of Mexico City. It has 
been stated—and this is the only place 
I disagree with my friend—that the 
House anti-abortion forces, led by 
SMITH of New Jersey and GINGRICH, the 
Speaker, compromised on 90 percent of 
what the Mexico City language is. In 
truth, I think that is illusory. I don’t 
think there is any compromise. 
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Let me for the record, for those who 
are going to make difficult decisions 
here on how to vote—I am going to 
vote no on this bill. The reason I am 
going to vote no on this bill is because 
I am opposed to Mexico City. That is 
true. But that is not the main reason I 
am going to vote no. To be honest with 
you, were I President of the United 
States, I would have a harder time de- 
ciding whether to veto this or not be- 
cause I care so much about the three 
provisions. 

Arguably, someone could say why 
not swallow on another provision that 
you strongly disagree with, but in com- 
parative weight, in terms of how it af- 
fects the national interest, arguably 
you should go ahead and not veto. But 
I am not President. I am a U.S. Sen- 
ator. As a U.S. Senator, I am obliged to 
explain my rationale for why I am 
going to vote against this. I am reit- 
erating what I said at the outset. I 
think if we vote no in this body, wheth- 
er you are for or against Mexico City, 
we, quite frankly, take the House lead- 
ership off of a bit of a dilemma. I be- 
lieve in my heart that much of the 
House leadership would rather this not 
have been in this bill. They know how 
important this is, even though I am 
not questioning their support for the 
Mexico City language. 

It is a little bit like my saying I feel 
very, very strongly about tobacco com- 
panies being able to target advertising 
to children—very strongly. I think 
they have been outrageous in what 
they have done. Should I attach that 
tobacco language to this foreign policy 
bill? Would that be appropriate no mat- 
ter how strongly I feel about it? Should 
I say Iam not going to fund the United 
Nations arrearages, I am not going to 
reorganize the State Department, I am 
not going to fund the State Depart- 
ment, and, by the way, although it is 
not in this bill, I am not going to re- 
plenish the International Monetary 
Fund even though there is an economic 
crisis in Asia that could still spill over 
to the United States? And the single 
most significant thing we could do to 
stop that from happening is regenerate 
confidence to the degree that everyone 
knows there is enough money in the 
IMF to help these countries get back 
on their feet. Should I say because of 
my feeling about tobacco advertising 
that I am ready to scuttle all three of 
those? I think that is inappropriate. 

I think the House leadership—I could 
be wrong, but I think the majority of 
the House thinks it is inappropriate. It 
does not matter. A minority in the 
House, as has occurred in the Senate, 
with Democrats as well as Republicans, 
on other issues, both of us have at- 
tacked it. I think the strongest mes- 
sage we could send is to stop it. The 
Senate is not going to accept it. The 
President clearly will not accept it, be- 
cause then I think the leadership on 
the other side will say, “Look, minor- 
ity within our minority. I know this is 


6728 


important to you. I kept my commit- 
ment to you. We tried it. Now let’s get 
down to the business of the Nation.” 

I could be wrong about that. But that 
is why JOE BIDEN is voting against the 
thing that he, at least 49 percent, was 
responsible for creating, this bill, along 
with the 51 percent of my friends, in- 
cluding the Senator from North Caro- 
lina. I cannot think of anything other 
than the crime bill that I put as much 
time into than this. This is a little bit 
like sacrificing your child. I put a lot 
of time and energy, and my staff put in 
hundreds of hours, as has the chair- 
man’s staff. I am proud of our product. 
But I know the President is going to 
veto this. What is going to embolden 
the CHRIS SMITHS of the world to con- 
tinue to throw a monkey wrench into 
the foreign policy of this Nation? 

My point to my colleagues on my 
side of the aisle is to vote no. That, 
coupled with the President being 
against it, maybe will allow us to get 
down to the regular business of the 
Senate again. But I could be wrong. 

Again, this is a tactical judgment, 
from my standpoint, on how we get on 
with conducting the foreign policy of 
this Nation and taking on our respon- 
sibilities in the U.S. Senate to.do that. 

But having said that, let me make 
sure everybody understands what Mex- 
ico City is. You say to people out 
there, ‘‘Well, this is about Mexico City. 
Well, is it about smog? What do you 
mean Mexico City? What is this about? 
Corruption? Drugs? No. It is about 
Mexico City. 

Mexico City is a consequence of a ref- 
erence to a meeting which took place 
on population planning back in 1984 
where a whole bunch of nations got to- 
gether under the auspices of the United 
Nations. They were going to meet in 
Mexico City and decide how they 
should deal with the notion of popu- 
lation planning. The Reagan adminis- 
tration announced administratively a 
new policy on international population 
assistance, which was a change in what 
United States Government policy had 
been as it related to assisting organiza- 
tions involved in population planning 
in other countries. 

Let me make a very important dis- 
tinction. Even I had to go back and 
read this. This is not about involving 
any restrictions on governmental agen- 
cies. Money we send to the Mexican 
Government, the Mexican Government 
can use in population planning funds— 
if we send them any—any way they 
want with one restriction, and it is the 
Helms law. Senator HELMS—and I sup- 
ported it—argued that we should not be 
sending taxpayer dollars to other coun- 
tries in the form of foreign aid if those 
other countries, or private organiza- 
tions within those countries, are going 
to take our taxpayer dollars and per- 
form abortions—in the case of China, 
coerced abortions, where the Chinese 
Government has coerced people into 
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having abortions, forced abortions, to 
maintain this one-child policy, one 
child per family. So it became law. It is 
still law. Under the Helms amendment, 
taxpayer dollars collected and sent 
overseas, in what most people would 
refer to as foreign aid, cannot be used 
to perform or to coerce abortions. That 
is the law. 

Mexico City is in addition to that. 
Mexico City says—I caution my staff to 
correct me if I make even any nuance 
mistake about this because it is impor- 
tant—Mexico City comes along and it 
does two things. It says when the 
United States, by whatever mecha- 
nism, sends American taxpayer dollars 
to nongovernmental organizations in- 
stead of to the comparable Department 
of Health and Social Services in Mex- 
ico—for example, they have a com- 
parable agency in their Federal Gov- 
ernment like we have in ours—sending 
funds to them, it gets treated one way. 
Sending funds to, say, Mexico City 
Planned Parenthood, not a U.S. cor- 
poration, not a U.S. entity, but a Mexi- 
can entity, or any other country, in Ar- 
gentina, in China, in Vietnam, the 
Mexico City directive of President 
Reagan said not only can they not use 
their funds because the Helms amend- 
ment blocks use of any taxpayer dol- 
lars—OK? Not only the government, 
but to these private agencies. The add- 
on that President Reagan, through Ex- 
ecutive order, laid out was the fol- 
lowing. It said not only can they not 
use our funds, the money we send, say, 
to Planned Parenthood Mexico, they 
cannot use their funds—let me get this 
straight for everybody. Right now, if 
we sent, through a population control 
program, money to Planned Parent- 
hood Mexico, Planned Parenthood 
Vietnam, Planned Parenthood—I don’t 
know that they have one but assume 
they do—and we sent money to the 
Government of Vietnam, the Govern- 
ment of Mexico, the government of an- 
other country, as well for population 
control under our law, if we find out 
they, either the private agency, or the 
government, is using that money to 
perform abortions, then it is against 
Federal law. We stop doing it. It is the 
Helms amendment. It cannot be done. 

OK. That is the law. That is not in 
question here. That is the law now, and 
it will stay the law. But this is a dif- 
ferent deal. Former President Reagan 
said not only do we want to stop that; 
we want to stop these nongovern- 
mental agencies from using their own 
money. So now Planned Parenthood in 
Mexico gets a dollar of U.S. taxpayers’ 
money; they can't use that dollar to 
perform abortions. They can’t use that 
dollar to go out there and be promoting 
those abortions. OK. 

But now let’s say they have a fund- 
raiser in Mexico City, and all Mexican 
citizens show up and they contribute 
$2. So they have $3 to spend now, two of 
their own that they raised that has 
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nothing to do with taxpayers’ dollars 
and one that is the American tax- 
payers’ dollar. Mexico City says they 
can't even use their own dollars, their 
own money to do either of two things: 
One, to perform abortions or, two, to 
lobby their own Government on any- 
thing relating to abortion. 

Now, the irony here is if they were 
the Right to Life Committee in Mexico 
City, they also could not lobby with 
their own money their Government to 
end abortions. It is a gag rule. We are 
saying what we can’t say to their Gov- 
ernment—even Mr. SMITH and others 
have not tried to say—any money we 
send to the Mexican Government to 
control population can’t be used to per- 
form abortions, and if they take any of 
our money they can’t use any of their 
own money to do anything relating to 
abortion. We don’t say that. We know 
we can’t tell another Government they 
can’t use their own tax dollars, but we 
feel we can tell a nongovernment agen- 
cy, these NGOs they talk about, non- 
government organizations, we think we 
can tell them what they can do not 
only with the money we send them but 
with their own money. 

That is the objection this President 
has. By the way, we went through a 
similar debate here in the United 
States on the so-called gag rule. It 
would be unconstitutional. We could 
not say to local Planned Parenthood in 
Duluth, MN, “You are getting some 
Federal funding; you can't use the Fed- 
eral money... . We can say that. But 
we could not then say, “With your 
money, you can’t even tell anybody 
who comes in to see you about the op- 
tions that are available.” We can’t say 
to a local doctor in the United States 
of America, Look, we can pass a law 
saying you cannot perform an abortion 
with taxpayer dollars“ —-we could do 
that, but under our first amendment 
we could not say to the doctor or clin- 
ic, using their own funds, you cannot 
counsel the patient, By the way, there 
are four ways to deal with your prob- 
lem. One of them is.. We can’t do 
that. 

That is what we call the gag rule. 
But we are going to gag the world. We 
are going to tell the world, if you are 
involved with us in any way, you not 
only in accepting our dollars cannot 
use our dollars, you can't use your own 
dollars. The President and a vast ma- 
jority of my colleagues feel very 
strongly—I admit they feel more 
strongly than I do—about that as a 
matter of principle. 

So what is this fight about? Where 
did the compromise come in? What did 
the House do to make this Mexico City 
language more palatable or reflect 
what is called a compromise by my 
friend from North Carolina? Well, the 
compromise contained in this report 
would put Mexico City into place, 
make it law—it is not law now, but it 
was an Executive order, by the way, 
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from President Bush and President 
Reagan, and eliminated by President 
Clinton. This would now put into legis- 
lation Mexico City language. But here 
is what the language said. It would per- 
mit the President to waive the restric- 
tion on U.S. funds to a group that used 
its own money to perform abortions. 
Hardly any of these groups do that. So 
it is really not giving up much, and it 
would require the President to say, you 
can use your own money to perform an 
abortion. 

That is allegedly the compromise. 
But let’s look at what it leaves in 
place. And by the way, there would be 
a small financial cost in doing so. Pop- 
ulation funds would then be limited to 
$356 million in that year as opposed to 
$385 million if he exercised this waiver. 
That is the penalty the President 
would pay to waive. But there is no 
waiver authority on the provision 
which is referred to as the lobbying re- 
striction. And this is the more impor- 
tant provision because (a) few of the 
organizations that receive population 
funds actually perform abortions, and 
(b) from the administration’s view- 
point, the principle worth upholding is 
one embodied in the first amendment 
of our Constitution, and that is this 
provision restricts free debate. 

In fact, the reason the restriction ap- 
plies only to foreign organizations and 
not domestic organizations is that it 
wouldn’t be permitted under our Con- 
stitution under the first amendment if 
we tried to apply this language to an 
American nongovernmental organiza- 
tion. It would be unconstitutional. 

Now, the statement of the managers 
in the conference report elaborates on 
the definition of lobbying and makes it 
clear that the provision is in fact de- 
signed to restrict speech. What are we 
doing now? We are telling them they 
can’t use their own money to speak to 
their own Government, not our Gov- 
ernment, not our money, can’t use 
their own money to speak to their own 
Government about the issue of 
procreation. 

Let me read the managers’ state- 
ment, fancy term for saying what is 
contained in the attachment to this 
legislation. This is relating to what 
constitutes lobbying. Such practices 
include not only overt lobbying for 
such changes but also such other ac- 
tivities as sponsoring rather than 
merely attending conferences and 
workshops on the alleged defects of the 
abortion laws as well as drafting and 
distributing of materials or public 
statements calling attention to defects 
in the country’s abortion laws.” 

That is pretty broad. That is the 
problem the administration has. This 
is so far-reaching in terms of what it 
does as it relates to speech that as a 
matter of principle they have made no 
bones about it; 3 days after they came 
into office they scrapped this language. 
It is now being forced down their 
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throat if they want to be able to con- 
duct the foreign policy of the United 
States of America. 

So my disagreement with my friend 
from North Carolina relates only to 
whether or not this is really a com- 
promise. None of the language is 
changed. Only the ability of the Presi- 
dent to waive the first section, not the 
second section. And by my under- 
standing the managers’ definition of 
what constitutes lobbying is even 
broader than anyone reasonably would 
think lobbying is in our country. 

Now, I think this is antidemocratic. 
It is a gag rule. It is inappropriate for 
us to do this. It interferes in ways we 
should not be interfering. And it will 
have no impact, in my view, on wheth- 
er there are more or fewer or lesser 
abortions performed in the United 
States of America. As a matter of fact, 
I am of the view—and I am, as I think 
99 percent of Americans are, opposed to 
abortion. No one likes abortion. Even 
among those who have had one and/or 
perform them, I don’t know anybody 
who likes abortion. But I think, iron- 
ically, Mexico City could cause more 
abortions to be performed worldwide. If 
Mexico City’s restrictions are reim- 
posed, several population organiza- 
tions, including the largest in the 
world, the International Planned Par- 
enthood Federation, will not any 
longer take any U.S. population con- 
trol money. They are going to say, “If 
the price for us taking your money is 
we have to not use any of our money 
ever again, then we don’t want your 
money.“ Is that a good idea? What 
have we accomplished? 

I think these restrictions could lead 
to significant cutbacks in family plan- 
ning assistance in several countries. 
Such assistance increasing access—for 
example, assistance to increase access 
to contraceptive services, to informa- 
tion related to everything from the 
rhythm method to the use of condoms 
to the use of the pill, all those things 
which are critical in preventing un- 
wanted pregnancies—I think that the 
lessening of the amount of money 
available for that, because you know 
these organizations are not going to 
accept U.S. money, I think it is going 
to increase the number of abortions. 

I think this is especially so in East- 
ern Europe and the former Soviet 
Union, where abortion, under the Com- 
munist period, was often the method 
used for family planning. For example, 
in Kazakhstan, U.S. assistance to some 
two dozen clinics, Planned Parenthood- 
type clinics in Kazakhstan from 1993 to 
1994, led to a 41 percent decline in the 
number of abortions performed in that 
country. 

Did you hear what I just said? When 
we were engaged in pointing out to the 
people of Kazakhstan what alternatives 
they had to deal with unwanted preg- 
nancies other than abortion, and that 
information was made available, the 
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number of abortions declined by 41 per- 
cent. In Russia, contraceptive use in- 
creased from 19 percent to 24 percent in 
the years 1990 to 1994. During this pe- 
riod, from 1990 to 1994, the number of 
abortions dropped from 3.6 million per- 
formed in Russia to 2.8 million. If, like 
me, you want to stop abortions, you 
had over 800,000 fewer abortions in Rus- 
sia because we were providing money 
to train and to make available infor- 
mation to Russian women and men 
about the use of contraceptives. 

But what are these organizations 
going to do now, when they say, if we 
give them money, they know they 
can’t even talk to their governments or 
attend conferences and talk about 
abortion? They are not going to take 
the money. 

In Ukraine, the Ministry of Health 
reported an 8.6 percent decrease in 
abortions between January and June of 
1996, which it directly attributes to the 
women’s reproductive health program 
that began in 1995 with U.S. funding. 
For every 100 abortions performed in 
the 6 months before, there were 8 fewer 
performed in the next 6 months. Why? 
Because of population services. 

Now, look, I don’t mean to, I don't 
intend to, and I don’t pretend to want 
to engage my friend in a debate on 
abortion. As I said when he was nec- 
essarily off the floor, the only place we 
disagree as it relates to this conference 
report is how much of a compromise 
the House really made. I would argue 
essentially they made no compromise 
and allowed the President to waive in 
one circumstance the Mexico City re- 
striction which is hardly ever used 
anyway. I think—I know from the ad- 
ministration’s perspective and the ma- 
jority of my colleagues on this side and 
about 8 or 10 on your side, that it is a 
larger principle of whether or not we 
can impose internationally a gag rule 
that can’t be imposed nationally be- 
cause of our first amendment. Again, I 
am not arguing the merits of it, but I 
am arguing that is enough, I think, to 
doom this conference report. 

And I will conclude by saying—and I 
thank my friend for his indulgence— 
but I conclude by saying the only other 
thing we probably disagree on, and 
only of late, is tactically what is the 
best way to get what we both want 
done. I think if the Senate rejects, as 
well as the President veto’s threat ex- 
ists, tactically that puts up more of a 
wall that says, Look, let’s deal with 
foreign policy, not with Mexico City on 
this; pick another vehicle. 

But I want to tell you—and I don’t 
say this to be solicitous—I don’t know 
anyone who is tactically smarter, in 
terms of Senate procedure, than my 
friend from North Carolina. We have 
both been here the same number of 
years, but I do not have his knowledge 
and experience relative to the rules. 
But I think I have almost as much of 
an instinct about what will motivate 
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or not motivate our colleagues in the 
House or the Senate. 

So, again, we disagree on only two 
points: One, this is not much of a com- 
promise on Mexico City: two, 
tactically I am urging my colleagues 
to vote “no” to make the point that 
this is not an easy access, to keep at- 
taching this kind of language. Because 
it will allow, in my view, the leader- 
ship in the House to say, Look, if we 
want to get something done, let’s not 
attach it.“ 

That is my rationale. We have no dis- 
agreement on the legislation. We both 
made real compromises on the core of 
this. I think we both, on both our 
parts—it is presumptuous of me to say 
this and self-serving for me to say 
this—but think we did a good job. I 
think we worked the way one of the 
major newspapers in America said the 
way the committee is supposed to 
work. We actually heard the facts, de- 
bated it, fought it out, resolved it, and 
did what was reasonable in the out- 
come. 

So I say to my friend, I don’t know 
where this will all lead except I am 
confident, either because of action on 
this floor or by the President, this con- 
ference report is not going to become 
law and we are going to have to go at 
this again. But I fear, as he does, time 
is awasting. It is harder each time to 
put Humpty-Dumpty back together 
again. Time is running out. We are 
moving into an election year. I do not 
in any way question his motivation. I 
do not in any way suggest that I know 
my tactical judgment is better than 
his. But I have reached this conclu- 
sion—and we talked about this—I have 
reached this conclusion for the reasons 
I have stated. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, do not be 
misled by the modesty of the distin- 
guished Senator from Delaware. He 
knows as much about tactics as any- 
body I have ever seen. It is true that we 
came here the same day. I think we 
have learned at the feet of certain mas- 
ters that we have known. Some have 
gone—departed. But, anyway, it has 
been great working with the Senator. I 
appreciate his kind comments, and we 
will have to see how it comes out. 

Mr. President, how much time re- 
mains? I believe we had, at the outset, 
a total of 6 hours allocated. Is that cor- 
rect? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. HELMS. How much time remains 
on each side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator 
HELMS has 2 hours 31 minutes; Senator 
BIDEN has—somewhat less than that. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair, and I 
thank the Parliamentarian. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent—and I know the Senator from 
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Delaware will agree—that any quorum 
call that occurs during this allotted 
time be charged equally. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, can the 
Chair advise the Senator from Vermont 
where we are on the time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware used 50 minutes of 
the 3 hours. In consequence, to his side, 
there are 2 hours 10 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LEAHY. Yes. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, is the 
time in control of the Senator from 
Delaware? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I yield as 
much time as my friend from Vermont 
would like, and I ask unanimous con- 
sent that since I am going to be absent 
from the floor, that he have the au- 
thority to yield any time he wishes as 
well. I have 2 hours 10 minutes left. I 
yield up to 2 hours 5 minutes to my 
friend from Vermont. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. I assure my friend from Dela- 
ware, I will not utilize all that time. I 
yield myself such time as I require 
within those constraints. 

Mr. President, when the Senate 
passed its version of the State author- 
ization bill last year, it contained no 
reference at all to international family 
planning or the Mexico City policy, 
which, as we know, restricts U.S. Gov- 
ernment funds to private family plan- 
ning organizations. The reason for that 
was obvious. Family planning has 
nothing to do with the State authoriza- 
tion bill. 

This bill is about how many Assist- 
ant Secretaries of State there will be, 
the bureaus, how they are set up, and 
so on. It is not about running Planned 
Parenthood. 

The House saw things differently. 
Unfortunately, a minority in the House 
saw yet another opportunity to hold 
hostage important foreign policy legis- 
lation, and they did, like funding for 
the United Nations and the reorganiza- 
tion of the State Department. In doing 
so, they sought to force the President 
to embrace a discredited family plan- 
ning policy he has repeatedly and pub- 
licly rejected. 

For some reason, the House seems to 
think that sending it down to the 
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White House to get a certain veto rep- 
resents some kind of victory, when all 
it does is guarantee that we will revisit 
this issue again and again and again. 

When I came to the Senate, we had 
members of both parties who tried to 
represent the United States in the best 
way possible. They would join in a bi- 
partisan agreement on foreign policy, 
to act in ways that would make the 
United States as strong as possible. 

Somehow, in the past few years, we 
have some who seek to make political 
points or fill out forms on fundraising 
letters, or whatever, and they distort 
the foreign policy of the United States 
for their own short-term political gain. 
It is almost as though, with their ego, 
they feel that whatever their issue is 
all that matters, and the foreign policy 
of the United States can be thrown 
overboard. They are going to make 
their point, they are going to send out 
their fundraising letters, they are 
going to recruit their supporters based 
on how they might distort the foreign 
policy of the United States, and they 
could care less of the consequences. I 
will give you an example. 

An agreement was reached last year 
with the Republican leadership and the 
Democratic leadership of the House 
and the Senate and the President of 
the United States that we would pay 
the dues that we owe under law and 
under treaty and under agreement to 
the United Nations. It is money we 
agreed to pay, are legally obligated to 
pay, and have not paid. 

Then, on the very day that the 
United States was asking the Security 
Council of the United Nations to stand 
solidly with us on the question of sanc- 
tions on Iraq, on the very day that the 
United States was asking a disparate 
group in the Security Council to agree 
with us against Saddam Hussein and 
his refusal to comply with his obliga- 
tions under the Security Council reso- 
lutions, on that same day the Repub- 
lican leadership of the House of Rep- 
resentatives broke its word—broke its 
word to the President, broke its word 
to the United Nations, broke its word 
to the American people, broke its word 
to the Congress—and killed the bill to 
pay our dues to the United Nations. 

And why? Because a handful of peo- 
ple in the House of Representatives 
wanted to include the so-called Mexico 
City language that did not have the 
support of even a majority of the Sen- 
ate not to mention enough votes to 
override a veto, and which the Presi- 
dent had made unequivocally clear he 
would veto. 

The U.S. Congress should have the 
honesty and the maturity to put the 
interests of the country ahead of the 
individual political interests of Mem- 
bers. We are asked to do this often as 
we should be. There has to be some rea- 
son for serving here other than sending 
out fundraising letters or making po- 
litical points. Maybe it seems novel to 
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some, but I come from the old school 
and we Vermonters feel that the coun- 
try comes first. 

Mr. President, it would be one thing 
if the only problem with the Mexico 
City policy were that it is totally non- 
germane to this bill, which it is, but it 
is a lot worse than that. It is anti-fam- 
ily planning, anti-free speech, anti- 
women, anti-children, and flies in the 
face of the very democratic principles 
we are encouraging other countries to 
adopt. It is among the most illogical 
and misguided approaches to an issue I 
have seen in my time here. 

What the House has done is send us a 
conference report that we have no op- 
portunity to amend, which contains a 
controversial provision that was not in 
the Senate version, that was never 
voted on by the Senate, that is certain 
to be vetoed and which, despite re- 
peated attempts, has not won a major- 
ity of votes in the Senate for over a 
decade. 

Mr. President, we could simply voice 
vote this conference report and let the 
President veto it, but that would re- 
solve nothing since the proponents of 
the Mexico City policy would simply 
play the same game with the IMF sup- 
plemental, and if that failed, with the 
other appropriations bills. I am waiting 
for them to put it on a bill dealing with 
highways or national forests or agri- 
cultural research or some other thing. 
The rules are irrelevant to them. Logic 
is irrelevant to them. Good sense is ir- 
relevant to them. And the interests of 
the country are apparently irrelevant. 

The only way we are going to put a 
stop to these antics is for the Senate to 
reject the Mexico City policy alto- 
gether, for the Senate to stand up and 
say, “We will not play these games.” 
We will be the Nation’s conscience. 

I am among those who believe we 
should pay our debts to the United Na- 
tions. If the United States gives its 
word that it is going to do something, 
then we should do it. We bring our chil- 
dren up that way. We tell them if they 
give their word, they ought to keep 
their word. Well, we are the ones who 
are the keepers of the word of the 
United States. When the United States 
gives its word, we ought to be honest 
enough to back it up. 

The United Nations is helping solve 
global problems that we could not pos- 
sibly solve by ourselves, even though 
they are problems that affect the 
United States of America. Unfortu- 
nately, the amount authorized here 
falls far short of what we owe, and it is 
encumbered with too many restric- 
tions. 

Others, including the distinguished 
chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, want to reorganize the 
State Department. But if we pass this 
conference report with the Mexico City 
language, there will be no State reor- 
ganization because it will be vetoed 
and it will be held hostage by the 
House indefinitely. 
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So the Senator from Vermont be- 
lieves there is only one option: Defeat 
it, and send it back to the House. There 
are no guarantees, but that is our best 
hope of getting the Mexico City policy 
stricken from this bill so the President 
can sign it. 

Before I discuss what this version of 
the Mexico City policy would do, let 
me remind all Senators what should be 
common knowledge. United States law 
explicitly prohibits the use of U.S. 
Government funds to pay for abortion 
or to lobby for abortion. That has been 
the law for years. You wouldn’t know 
it to hear some of the proponents of 
the Mexico City policy talk. But that 
is the law. We have passed it time and 
time again. We have all voted for that. 
In fact, the last time I believe was 
about 6 months ago. 

We will have our next opportunity to 
vote to reaffirm that prohibition on 
the Foreign Operations bill in a couple 
of months. No one needs to worry 
about where they stand on that. 

So when the proponents of the House 
Mexico City language say it is needed 
to ensure that taxpayer funds are not 
used for abortion, they conveniently 
forget to mention that our law already 
prohibits that. I remember the Satur- 
day Night Live“ character Dana 
Carvey, who would say, Isn't that con- 
venient.” Well, for them it is conven- 
ient. 

Because what they really want to do 
is prohibit funding for private organi- 
zations that use their own funds for 
abortion even where abortion is legal. 
In fact, the version that is in this con- 
ference report goes even further. It 
would prohibit those private organiza- 
tions from even speaking about abor- 
tion. 

Now, can’t you imagine how we 
would all react if the Parliament or the 
Congress or ruling committee of any 
other country passed a law, and stand- 
ing up they would say, In this law, no 
private organization in the United 
States can speak on a particular 
issue.” Lord love us all, Mr. President, 
there would be such a flood of Senators 
and House Members to come down and 
say, How dare they, how dare they, in 
that —and fill in the blank of what- 
ever country it is—‘‘How dare they tell 
the United States what to say or peo- 
ple in the United States what they can 
say.” 

Yet that is what the House would 
have us do. We would laugh them out 
of the Chamber because it would so ob- 
viously violate our first amendment. 
But we have some in the other body 
who do not believe that private organi- 
zations, even American organizations, 
have the right of free speech outside 
our country. 

I was going to say that they should 
reread our history, but it is apparent 
that I presume too much. They should 
simply read it. Do we really want to go 
down this road? This isn’t a Demo- 
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cratic issue or a Republican issue; it is 
a free speech issue, It is about the right 
of people to voice their opinions as rep- 
resentatives of private organizations 
where it is legal to do so. It is shameful 
for the U.S. Congress, which the world 
looks to as a beacon of free speech and 
democracy, to even think of curtailing 
that right. And yet the House would 
have us do that in countries that are 
struggling to become more democratic 
and more free. 

What kind of an example is that? 
How can the same people stand up and 
say, we stand for the principles of 
America, except in those instances 
where they conflict with whatever our 
political agenda is and then we are 
willing to trample on them? 

What is described innocently as a 
lobby ban is in fact a gag rule that flies 
in the face of efforts to reduce unsafe 
abortion worldwide. Private organiza- 
tions receiving U.S. funds would be 
prohibited from even calling attention 
to defects in legal abortion laws. They 
would be prohibited from trying to 
make abortion safer and reduce the 
number of women worldwide—hundreds 
of thousands of women—who die from 
unsafe abortions. Why on Earth would 
we want to do that? 

Members of the House argue they 
have made a difficult concession by al- 
lowing the President to waive one of 
the restrictions. Either they are joking 
or they assume we do not bother to 
read what we are voting on. They fail 
to mention that if the President exer- 
cises the waiver, which they fully ex- 
pect him to do, scarce family planning 
funds would be cut an additional $44 
million in this year alone, meaning a 
$224 million cut from the 1995 level. 

What would be the consequence? Mil- 
lions of women who might otherwise 
receive access to family planning 
would become pregnant, and there 
would be millions of abortions that 
otherwise would have been prevented. 
The evidence that voluntary family 
planning reduces unwarranted preg- 
nancies and abortions is beyond dis- 
pute. It can be seen in every country in 
the world. The irony is that the provi- 
sions sent to us by the other body 
would result in more abortions, not 
fewer, because it would sharply cut 
funding for family planning. 

Now, let us be honest. They say they 
don’t want abortions. That is fine. I re- 
spect that. Who wants abortions? I 
wish there would never be another one. 
But you don’t accomplish that by cut- 
ting money for family planning. It is so 
logical. If you have good family plan- 
ning the number of unwanted preg- 
nancies goes down and the number of 
abortions goes down. You can’t say, 
“We don’t want you to have abortions 
but we also don’t want you to have 
contraceptives.” Be honest. That is 
what it comes down to. 

Studies done in the United States 
show that the use of family planning 
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reduces the probability of a woman 
having an abortion by a staggering 85 
percent. In Russia, the average woman 
had seven abortions in her life, but 
since AID began providing modern con- 
traceptives to Russia the number of 
abortions has gone way down and con- 
tinues to go down. 

In Kazakhstan, AID support for fam- 
ily planning clinics led to a 59 percent 
increase in contraceptive use and a 41 
percent decrease in abortion among 
women served by the clinics. There 
have been similar declines of abortions 
when contraceptives were made avail- 
able from Latin America to eastern Eu- 
rope. In one of the poorest countries, 
Bangladesh, where abortion is prohib- 
ited, education about contraceptives 
and alternatives to abortion has con- 
tributed to a significant reduction in 
fertility rates over the past 10 years. 
Even in Bangladesh, where abortion is 
illegal, 50,000 women are hospitalized 
each year because of complications 
from illegal, unsafe abortions. Family 
planning funding will help reduce those 
numbers. These are women’s lives that 
are saved. Why do the people who sup- 
port the Mexico City language not care 
about them? Is it because they live in 
a different country? 

Another argument they make is that 
although U.S. funds are not spent on 
abortion they free up other funds that 
are spent on abortion. The old money 
is fungible” argument. Do they really 
want to go down that road? Do they 
really want to say we cannot send aid 
to countries because they might use 
some of that aid on abortion because 
abortion is legal there? Does that mean 
that because abortion is legal in 
Israel—we give aid to Israel, it is de- 
posited in the Israeli Treasury—that 
we should shut off U.S. aid to Israel be- 
cause other Israeli Government funds 
are used for abortion? Whoops, not 
going to do that, and I am not sug- 
gesting we should. Obviously, we are 
not going to cut aid to Israel because 
the Israeli Government supports abor- 
tion. But why should the rules be dif- 
ferent for private citizens? If anything, 
they should have more protection to 
speak freely. They are not a govern- 
ment. They ought to be able to speak 
freely. 

Should we stop funding nuclear safe- 
ty programs in Russia because abortion 
is legal there and abortions are pro- 
vided at government hospitals? Should 
we say that we will put at risk the 
lives of Americans for a nuclear acci- 
dent and cut off funds for nuclear safe- 
ty programs in Russia because they 
won't make abortion illegal? Maybe we 
should cut off aid to any State in the 
United States because abortion is 
legal. That would be all 50 States. 

Of all things, family planning is 
something we should support. Unlike 
nuclear safety, it does help reduce the 
number of abortions. Yet the Mexico 
City policy would prevent us from sup- 
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porting private family planning organi- 
zations. Crazy, absolutely crazy. 

Mr. President, whether you are pro- 
choice or pro-life, you should oppose 
the Mexico City policy. One of my best 
friends in the U.S. Senate, a man I ad- 
mire greatly, a man who was a mentor 
to me when I first came to the Senate, 
served as chairman of our Senate Ap- 
propriations Committee, is now re- 
tired, the former distinguished senior 
Senator from Oregon, Senator Hatfield. 
He is strongly pro-life. I greatly re- 
spected Senator Mark Hatfield for 
that. I greatly respected him for a lot 
of things because I felt he was a man 
who always followed his conscience. He 
opposed the Mexico City policy not be- 
cause he is pro-abortion, he was ada- 
mantly the other way, but because he 
said if you have family planning, espe- 
cially with the U.S. prohibition against 
using it for abortion—if you have fam- 
ily planning the number of abortions 
will go down. He knew from the hear- 
ings we had in the Appropriations. 

Voting for the Mexico City policy 
may make for a good press release, but 
it would cut funding for family plan- 
ning. It would increase the number of 
abortions. We should reject this at- 
tempt to push this misguided policy 
down our throats. We should send the 
bill back to the House. 

Mr. President, before I yield the floor 
I want to say a final word about the 
tactics used here. These are vitally im- 
portant foreign policy programs, but 
this is the second time in 6 months 
that the House has used this type of 
blackmail. This is the second time in 6 
months a small group in the House has 
pushed their political agenda no mat- 
ter how much damage it might do to 
the integrity and the word of the 
United States worldwide—last year, it 
was the IMF and U.N. funding; this 
year it is the U.N. funding and they are 
threatening again to block funding for 
the IMF. If that fails, it would be fund- 
ing for disaster relief in Vermont or 
California or Minnesota, Oregon, or 
anywhere else. 

And all because they do not have the 
votes to override a veto of the Mexico 
City policy. Whatever happened to de- 
mocracy, to the legislative process? In- 
stead, we have a handful who prefer 
gridlock and blackmail. They shut 
down the Government first and now 
this. If it were up to them they would 
hold hostage billions of dollars for 
these economic and security programs 
indefinitely. No wonder the Congress is 
seen by so many Americans as an em- 
barrassment. 

Mr. President, I have been proud to 
serve in the U.S. Senate for almost 24 
years. I am proud that the people of 
Vermont have sent me to this body. In 
our over 200-year history, Iam the only 
member of my party to ever serve in 
the U.S. Senate. But the other party 
sent great, great leaders that I revere 
and admire, people I try to emulate. 
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The Senators from Vermont have al- 
ways felt that the integrity of the 
United States must be protected, that 
the United States, when it gives its 
word, must stand by it. The first Am- 
bassador to the United Nations was a 
Vermonter who gave up his seat in the 
U.S. Senate to be appointed to that 
post, to again stand up and say that 
when the United States gives its word, 
it keeps it. 

I hope that some—mostly in the 
other body, and maybe some in this 
body—will step back and say, let us 
worry less about our own political lives 
and our own political future, for what- 
ever short moment that may be, and 
think in the long term for our country. 
None of us owns a seat in the U.S. Sen- 
ate; I don't, the distinguished Pre- 
siding Officer doesn’t, none of us do. It 
is the same in the other body. We are 
privileged and honored to represent our 
States for the time that we are here. 
Most of us do it with a great deal of 
care and in the interest of our State 
and our country. I know my friends 
who are on the floor here at this mo- 
ment are all people who fall into that 
category. 

But there are always times when we 
have to say that the political interests 
we may have individually are greatly 
outweighed by the interests of the 
United States of America, because we 
will come and go, the country will re- 
main, and the country can either be 
weakened or strengthened by what we 
do. This is a time when we ought to 
stand up and fulfill the obligations of 
the United States, fulfill our high 
standards, and keep our word. So in 
this case, I hope that this conference 
report is defeated. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. GRAMS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon). The Senator from 
Minnesota is recognized. 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, the pend- 
ing business before the Senate is the 
Conference Report on H.R. 1757, the 
Foreign Affairs Reform and Restruc- 
turing Act. I take the other side of this 
issue. I strongly encourage my col- 
leagues on both sides of the aisle to 
support passage of this important for- 
eign policy initiative. 

As Chairman of the Subcommittee on 
International Organizations of the For- 
eign Relations Committee, I spent 
many hours along with my colleagues 
on the Committee and with the Clinton 
Administration crafting legislation 
which will strengthen America’s lead- 
ership role in the international arena. 

This Conference Report is a true re- 
form” bill. H.R. 1757 abolishes two fed- 
eral agencies and reorganizes their es- 
sential functions into the Department 
of State. It brings long overdue reform 
to the United Nations. It prioritizes 
our international affairs expenditures 
and authorizes important foreign pol- 
icy initiatives. In fact, the core re- 
forms contained in this legislation 
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were originally approved by the Senate 
by a vote of 90-5 on June 17, 1997. 

I think it is fair to say that this is 
one of the most far-reaching and com- 
prehensive foreign affairs bills under- 
taken by the Congress. This reflects 
Congressional acknowledgment of the 
need to create a more effective foreign 
affairs apparatus, both at home and at 
the U.N., in order to confront the post- 
Cold War challenges to U.S. peace and 
security. 

The pending legislation is the result 
of a good-faith effort to accommodate 
conflicting perspectives on how we, as 
a nation, should allocate our resources. 
There were tough, lengthy negotiations 
on this package. We had to reconcile 
competing interests, and as a result, no 
one can claim that the final product 
contains everything that they would 
wish. I will be the first to say that this 
bill does not contain all of the reforms 
I originally sought. I would have pre- 
ferred much more in the way of re- 
forms and budget discipline. But this is 
a good agreement; and in this case, we 
must not let the perfect be the enemy 
of the good. 

Now, let me say that I understand 
some on the other side of the aisle may 
vote against this bill, and the Presi- 
dent has indicated his intention to veto 
it, because of a provision that contains 
a part of the so-called ‘‘Mexico City” 
language. Specifically, section 1816 of 
this bill would prohibit organizations 
that receive U.S. taxpayer dollars from 
lobbying to change abortion laws—ei- 
ther for or against—overseas. 

Now, let me make clear some of the 
important initiatives that would not be 
enacted if this Conference Report is de- 
feated. 

The President and the Secretary of 
State have indicated that payment of 
U.S. arrears to the United Nations is a 
top priority. This bill would authorize 
a three-year payment plan of $819 mil- 
lion, and an additional $107 million in 
debt reduction, to the United Nations 
and other international organizations 
in return for comprehensive manage- 
ment and fiscal reform of the United 
Nations. Rejection of this conference 
report would eliminate this funding 
and kill the management and fiscal re- 
form measures. 

The President and the Secretary of 
State have agreed that a fundamental 
restructuring of U.S. foreign affairs 
agencies is long overdue. This bill 
eliminates the Arms Control and Disar- 
mament Agency, and the U.S. Informa- 
tion Agency and folds their functions 
into the State Department, while still 
maintaining firewalls between the 
State Department and the essential 
broadcasting activities and public di- 
plomacy of USIA. It also consolidates 
certain functions of the Agency for 
International Development into the 
State Department and grants the Sec- 
retary of State greater authority over 
foreign aid spending. Without the pend- 
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ing legislation, this reorganization 
cannot go forward. 

The Drug Czar, General McCaffrey, 
has agreed that keeping our children 
free from drugs is a top priority. This 
bill requires the State Department to 
develop and implement a comprehen- 
sive counternarcotics strategy. With- 
out this bill, this important initiative 
will not go forward. 

The Secretary has been a tireless ad- 
vocate for investment in the U.S. diplo- 
matic infrastructure, citing examples 
of deplorable conditions of U.S. mis- 
sions overseas, including ambassadors 
washing dishes in bathtubs, and out- 
dated computer systems. This bill fully 
funds the capital investment fund and 
provides urgently needed resources for 
embassy construction in Berlin and 
Beijing. 

Containment of Saddam Hussein and 
support for a democratic movement in 
Iraq are essential to advancing democ- 
racy in the Gulf. This bill authorizes 
programs to assist a democratic Iraqi 
resistance, to create a Radio Free Iraq 
broadcast, and to reconstruct commu- 
nities not under the control of Saddam 
Hussein. None of these programs will 
be authorized if this legislation is not 
enacted. 

Mr. President, this Conference Re- 
port lays out comprehensive and 
achievable reforms, both here at home 
in the nation’s foreign affairs bureauc- 
racy and in the United Nations. My vis- 
its to the U.N. as the U.S. Congres- 
sional Delegate to the U.N. General As- 
sembly served to reinforce my commit- 
ment to salvage this organization. In 
this age, any organization burdened 
with a bloated bureaucracy and no 
mechanisms to control spending, will 
collapse under the weight of its own in- 
efficiency. If we do not take a leader- 
ship role in reforming the U.N. now, a 
powerful, entrenched U.N. bureaucracy 
looking after its own short-term inter- 
ests may condemn the U.N. to irrele- 
vance as we move into the 2ist Cen- 
tury. 

When Secretary of State Albright 
was serving as Ambassador to the U.N., 
she warned that poor management” 
could be the U. N.'s Achilles' heel” 
saying, “I cannot justify to the tax- 
payers of my country some of the per- 
sonnel arrangements, the sweetheart 
pension deals, the lack of account- 
ability, the waste of resources, the du- 
plication of effort and the lack of at- 
tention to the bottom line we often see 
around here.” 

Well, Congress cannot justify these 
excesses to the American taxpayers ei- 
ther. That is why we have stepped for- 
ward with a bipartisan reform plan 
that will compel the United Nations to 
address these concerns. As I stated pre- 
viously, the pending legislation pro- 
vides a three-year payment of $819 mil- 
lion in arrears to the United Nations 
and $107 million in debt reduction that 
the U.N. owes that U.S. in conjunction 
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with the achievement of specific bench- 
marks that will help enhance the vital- 
ity of the U.N. 

Mr. President, this bill also takes 
steps to address another concern of 
mine, and that is the move to ensure 
that survivors of torture will be treat- 
ed with the compassion which they de- 
serve. One provision that I authored 
prohibits the involuntary return of any 
person to a country in which there are 
substantial grounds for believing that 
he or she would be in danger of being 
subjected to torture. Another provision 
authorizes the U.S. to contribute $3 
million in fiscal 1998 and another $3 
million in fiscal year 1999 to the United 
Nations Voluntary Fund for Victims of 
Torture, ensuring that treatment cen- 
ters in more than 50 countries will con- 
tinue to receive support. 

The United States should take a 
leading role in encouraging the estab- 
lishment of additional programs, both 
at home and abroad, for the treatment 
of torture survivors. My home state of 
Minnesota is fortunate to have the 
first comprehensive treatment center 
in the United States for survivors of 
torture. The Center for Victims of Tor- 
ture has treated over 500 patients since 
it was established in 1985, and has en- 
abled them to become productive mem- 
bers of our communities by overcoming 
the atrocities suffered in their coun- 
tries of origin. We must continue to 
support treatment centers, like the one 
in Minnesota, which help those who 
cannot help themselves—survivors of 
torture. Dedicating more of our U.N. 
voluntary funds for this purpose will 
help provide this important service to 
more needy survivors. 

I strongly believe the U.N. is an im- 
portant forum for debate between 
member states and a vehicle for joint 
action when warranted. It is not a 
world government. However, the U.N. 
must endorse reforms that provide 
transparency and accountability so it 
is embraced as an important world 
forum for discussion and for coordi- 
nating action to promote international 
peace and security, not as a world gov- 
ernment. I firmly believe that this 
package will improve the U.N. and as- 
sist it in winning back public support 
in the United States. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
important legislation. I commend the 
Chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee for his diligence and perse- 
verance in achieving this comprehen- 
sive reform plan. 

Little has changed since the Senate 
approved this legislation last Novem- 
ber by voice vote, and last July by a 
vote of 90-5. It certainly would be dis- 
appointing, and I believe short-sighted, 
now to reject reorganization, payment 
of U.N. arrears, and other key foreign 
policy initiatives because the Presi- 
dent has decided that single-issue poli- 
tics is more important than U.S. for- 
eign policy interests. My colleagues 
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should heed the warning of the Sec- 
retary of State that failure to pay the 
U.N. arrears would result in a shut- 
down for our national security policy.“ 
If this is the case, then it would be ir- 
responsible to reject these funds be- 
cause of opposition to the prohibition 
on U.S. aid recipients against lobbying 
foreign governments to change their 
abortion laws. Mr. President, this leg- 
islation advances key American for- 
eign policy interests, and I hope that 
all of my colleagues will support its 


passage. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, there are 
several provisions in this conference 
report which trouble me greatly. For 
example, the bill abolishes the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency 
(ACDA) and merges its functions into 
the Department of State. As one who 
has always believed that there are sen- 
sible ways to reorganize our foreign af- 
fairs agencies, I do not oppose this 
merger. However, I am concerned that 
the bill fails to augment the State De- 
partment’s budget in fiscal year 1999 to 
ensure that the vital activities for 
which ACDA is now responsible will 
continue. The bill also perpetuates and 
increases funding for international 
broadcasting activities—an approach 
which, in my view, is not the most ef- 
fective use of scarce resources at a 
time when there are so many other 
sources of information available glob- 
ally. However, the main reason why I 
am going to vote against this con- 
ference report is that it imposes unac- 
ceptable conditions on funding for 
international family planning organi- 
zations. 

Section 1816 of the bill was offered by 
Congressman CHRIS SMITH in a sham 
conference process in which no Demo- 
crat from the Senate or the House was 
invited to participate. It has been 
billed by its author as a so-called 
“compromise” to bridge the gap be- 
tween the House, which has voted to 
reinstate the Mexico City policy of the 
Reagan and Bush administrations, and 
the Senate, which has repeatedly sup- 
ported the Clinton Administration's 
decision to abandon it. The Mexico 
City policy ended assistance to private 
family planning organizations overseas 
if the organization was involved in vol- 
untary abortion activities even if U.S. 
funds were not used for such activities. 
Of course, since 1973 U.S. funding for 
abortions overseas has been banned by 
law and international family planning 
organizations have been prohibited 
from using U.S. funds to pay for abor- 
tions. Even abortion opponents agree 
that there is no direct U.S. funding of 
abortions abroad. 

Make no mistake about it. The 
Smith provision is no compromise. 
First, it tries to dictate how foreign 
family planning organizations use their 
own funds by mandating that no U.S. 
population assistance may be given to 
any foreign organization unless the or- 
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ganization certifies that it will not use 
its own funds to counsel or perform 
abortions. If the President exercises 
the waiver of this provision, funding 
for family planning activities will be 
cut by $44 million. 

Far worse, however, is the expanded 
ban on lobbying which amounts to a 
gag rule on organizations receiving US 
population funding. The Smith provi- 
sion prohibits funding for any foreign 
organization that ‘‘engages in any ac- 
tivity or effort to alter the laws or gov- 
ernmental policies of any foreign coun- 
try concerning the circumstances 
under which abortion is permitted, reg- 
ulated or prohibited.” The statement 
of managers makes it clear that the 
phrase alter the laws or governmental 
policies” is broadened well beyond tra- 
ditional lobbying to include ‘‘spon- 
soring conferences, and workshops on 
the alleged defects of the abortion 
laws, as well as the drafting and dis- 
tribution of materials or public state- 
ments calling attention to such alleged 
defects.” In other words, under this 
prohibition, which is not waivable, any 
foreign organization which dares to 
enter a legitimate public policy debate 
on the abortion issue in its own coun- 
try would be denied U.S. family plan- 
ning assistance. 

The lobby ban in the Smith amend- 
ment is anti-democratic in every sense 
of the word. As Secretary of State 
Albright has said, it is “basically a gag 
rule that would punish organizations 
for engaging in the democratic process 
in foreign countries and for engaging in 
legal activities that would be protected 
by the First Amendment if carried out 
in the United States.“ It sacrifices free 
speech, a right we Americans hold 
dear, for ideological purposes on the 
abortion issue. 

This gag rule harkens back to the old 
days of American imperialism by tell- 
ing others in foreign countries what 
they can and cannot say and do. It runs 
counter to our long held belief in plu- 
ralism, open political processes and 
democratic participation, and it under- 
mines a central tenet of our foreign 
policy: encouraging democratic polit- 
ical practices abroad and participation 
by non governmental organizations in 
those processes. 

The Mexico City provision in this 
conference report, with its gag rule, 
will not reduce the number of abor- 
tions but rather increase it. The effect 
of this provision, if enacted, would be 
to cut funding for family planning pro- 
grams, thereby decreasing access to 
the most effective means of reducing 
abortion. 

Finally, Mr. President, I think it is a 
travesty that the reorganization of our 
foreign affairs agencies—an issue on 
which the Administration and the Con- 
gress have finally found common 
ground after much disagreement—and 
our efforts to pay our debts at the 
United Nations and promote much- 
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needed reform in that body are being 
held hostage to a domestic issue which 
is irrelevant to the substance and goals 
of this bill. This is not the proper place 
or the proper time to engage yet again 
in a debate over Mexico City. For this 
reason alone, I urge my colleagues to 
vote against this conference report. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut is recognized. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that I be allowed to proceed as if 
in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair. 

(The remarks of Mr. LIEBERMAN per- 
taining to the submission of S. Res. 216 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
“Submission of Concurrent and Senate 
Resolutions.) 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair, 
and I yield the floor. 

Mr. GRAMS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent that I be able 
to speak as in morning business for up 
to 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The remarks of Mr. GRAMS per- 
taining to the introduction of S. 1982 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
“Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.”’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis- 
tinguished Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, what is the 
pending business before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending business is the conference re- 
port to accompany H.R. 1757, the For- 
eign Affairs Reform and Restructuring 
Act. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, has the Pastore rule 
run its course for the day? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That will 
not expire until 1:20 today. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I therefore 
ask unanimous consent that I may 
speak out of order for such time as I 
may consume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


— — 
ISTEA 


Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, on Wednes- 
day evening, the committee of con- 
ference on the reauthorization of the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Ef- 
ficiency Act, or ISTEA, had its first op- 
portunity to sit down in full conference 
and discuss the differences between 
H.R. 2400 and S. 1173, respectively, the 
House- and Senate-passed highway 
bills. As a Senator who is not a mem- 
ber of the conference committee but as 
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a Senator who is, nevertheless, deeply 
committed to increasing substantially 
the size of our national investment in 
transportation infrastructure, I rise to 
urge the conferees to complete expedi- 
tiously their deliberations on the high- 
way reauthorization bill. The conferees 
and all Senators are fully cognizant of 
the imminent—the imminent—arrival 
of May 1, the date beyond which all 
States will be prohibited by law from 
obligating any Federal-aid highway 
funds. 

Senators will recall that, during the 
months of February and March, I anda 
number of other supporters of the 
Byrd/Gramm/Baucus/Warner amend- 
ment, spoke on the Senate floor on a 
daily basis to discuss the critical need 
for the Senate to turn immediately to 
the ISTEA, or the highway, reauthor- 
ization bill. I thought it was extremely 
important that all 100 Senators, all 50 
Governors, and the thousands of State 
legislators and mayors and transpor- 
tation agencies throughout our Nation 
were fully aware that the Surface 
Transportation Extension Act—the 
short-term ISTEA extension bill passed 
at the end of last year—includes a 
deadline on the authorization of our 
federal aid highway and transit pro- 
grams. That short-term bill, P.L. 105- 
130, the Surface Transportation Exten- 
sion Act of 1997, includes the following 
passage, and I quote from the law of 
the land. 

The Magna Carta of 1215, which the 
English barons forced King John to 
sign at Runnymede on the meadow 
near the Thames River, had a phrase 
within it, “the law of the land.” That 
was the phrase, “the law of the land.” 
And our own American Constitution 
later used the phrase due process.“ 
“Due process.“ We speak of the due 
process law. Due process is an evo- 
lution from the law of the land in the 
Magna Carta. 

So I want to read this following pas- 
sage from the law of the land: 

A State shall not obligate any funds for 
any federal aid highway program project 
after May 1, 1998. 

There is no equivocation. There are 
no ifs, ands, or buts. Let me read it 
again. This passage is from the law of 
the land, the statute that Congress 
passed last November: 

A State shall not obligate any funds 

That is pretty absolute, pretty final. 
There are no doubts that arise from 
reading that language. 

A State shall not obligate any funds for 
any Federal aid highway program project 
after May 1, 1998. 

The short-term bill also includes 
other provisions which, in effect, limit 
our States to obligating no more than 
$9.8 billion through May 1 on our Fed- 
eral-aid highways. Even though the 
Transportation Appropriations Act for 
the current fiscal year provided a total 
obligation limitation of $21.5 billion, a 
historic 16 percent increase above the 
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prior year’s level, the short-term au- 
thorization bill effectively capped that 
amount at $9.8 billion, roughly 45 per- 
cent of the allowable appropriation. It 
will be necessary for a new highway 
bill to be enacted into law in order for 
the States to spend the remaining $11.7 
billion allowed under the appropria- 
tions act. 

I recently contacted the Federal 
Highway Administration to find out 
how States are progressing in the obli- 
gation of this $9.8 billion and how their 
obligations compare to amounts they 
have obligated in prior years by this 
time. As of Wednesday evening, the 
States had obligated roughly $8.5 bil- 
lion, or 86 percent, of the total $9.8 bil- 
lion permitted under the short-term 
extension law. The Federal Highway 
Administration expects, however, that 
almost all of the $9.8 billion will be ob- 
ligated by the time the clock strikes— 
by the time that clock just above the 
Presiding Officer’s Chair strikes mid- 
night one week from today. Indeed, 
this rate of obligations is consistent 
with the amounts the States custom- 
arily obligate by this point in the year. 

We now find ourselves in a situation 
where the Federal spigot will be shut 
off without even a dribble of funding 
going to States to continue the annual 
construction process beyond the end of 
next week. States will not be allowed 
to enter into any new obligations. It 
will be anything but business as usual 
in our Nation’s highway construction 
enterprise. Roughly $11.7 billion in po- 
tential highway construction funds 
will be frozen at the Treasury until a 
new highway bill is signed into law. 
And if that highway bill is not signed 
into law soon, the States will be re- 
quired to lay off highway workers and 
bring their planning and engineering 
activities to a halt. The longer it takes 
to get a new highway bill enacted, the 
greater the likelihood that a good part 
of the spring and summer construction 
season will be lost. 

I remind my colleagues that the Fed- 
eral Highway Administration esti- 
mates that every billion dollars in fed- 
eral highway spending generates 42,000 
jobs throughout our economy. This 
$11.7 billion in construction funds that 
will be withheld from our States after 
May 1, pending the enactment of a new 
highway bill, thus, represents almost 
500,000 jobs. Put another way, Mr. 
President, our failure to enact a high- 
way bill in the near term could result 
in layoffs approaching half a million 
workers over the long term. 

I do not believe that any Senator or 
any Member of the other body wants to 
see half a million highway workers 
thrown off the job. The sooner the Con- 
gress sends a highway bill to the Presi- 
dent and the sooner the President signs 
that bill, the sooner we will ensure 
that this does not happen. 

Mr. President, I am hopeful that the 
conferees on the highway bill will com- 
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plete their work promptly. Through 
the intervention of the bipartisan lead- 
ership of both the House and the Sen- 
ate, each body has now passed a com- 
prehensive surface transportation bill 
with substantially increased resources. 
This accomplishment was long overdue 
and I commend the leadership of the 
House and the Senate, as well as the 
leadership of the Senate Environment 
and Public Works Committee, and the 
House Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture Committee, in passing bills that 
will finally authorize the obligation of 
all new revenues to the highway trust 
fund. 

I do not mean to belittle the task 
that is before the conferees in the de- 
velopment of the final conference 
agreement on the ISTEA reauthoriza- 
tion bill. There are significant dif- 
ferences in approach and policy be- 
tween the two bills. I am confident, 
however, that under the leadership of 
Chairman SHUSTER and Chairman 
CHAFEE and their Democratic counter- 
parts, Congressman OBERSTAR and Sen- 
ator Baucus, these differences can be 
resolved so that we can adopt a con- 
ference report as close to the May 1 
deadline as possible. So I implore all 
conferees to work diligently, as they 
always do, to ensure that our States, 
and our local communities, see no 
interruption in the flow of critically 
needed highway investment dollars. 

(Mr. HAGEL assumed the Chair.) 


— —— U 


SENATOR KENNEDY AND THE 
EDUCATION BILL 


Mr. BYRD. Now, Mr. President, on 
another matter, I desire to compliment 
Senator TED KENNEDY on his stalwart, 
unstinting, and unyielding support of 
public education. I, on yesterday and 
on previous days, voted in opposition 
to Senator KENNEDY’s position on 
amendment after amendment to the 
education bill that was before the Sen- 
ate, the bill which passed the Senate 
last evening. But Senator KENNEDY 
never falters—never falters. I did not 
agree with him, and that is why I voted 
differently on some of the amendments 
and on the passage of the bill. 

But I, nevertheless, never hesitate to 
admire his supreme dedication to the 
education of our children and to the 
support of the public school system. He 
has done a magnificent job over the 
years. When I was majority leader, he 
was just as magnificent, just as 
unyielding in his support of public edu- 
cation, always a superb committee 
chairman and today a superb ranking 
member of the committee. 

He is undaunted always. He is always 
constant. You know where he stands. 
How hard it is—— 

As we read from Caesar: 

How hard it is for women to keep counsel! 
But I am constant as the northern star, 
Of whose true-fix'd and resting quality 
There is no fellow in the firmament. 
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That is pretty constant, isn’t it? Let 
us go over it again. 

How hard it is for women to keep counsel! 

Now that is not a part of my think- 
ing in this instance, but that is part of 
the quotation. 

Now I am thinking of Senator KEN- 
NEDY. 

But I am constant as the northern star, 
Of whose true-fix'd and resting quality 
There is no fellow in the firmament. 

So even though I differ in my posi- 
tion, especially with respect to this bill 
that was passed yesterday, differ in 
some respects from my colleague, Sen- 
ator KENNEDY, I admire him and com- 
mend him and salute him for his con- 
stancy in standing for what he thinks 
is the best for our young people. 

And, of course, in differing with Sen- 
ator KENNEDY, I, too, stood for what I 
thought was best for our children. I de- 
plore some of the things that are being 
said in an attempt to equate highways 
with schools or with education. The 
country needs both. The country is in 
dire need of investment in infrastruc- 
ture in this country. Both highways 
and education, the education of our 
young people, both constitute infra- 
structure. 

And I think it is unwise to attempt 
to equate one with the other and say, 
“Oh, we are spending billions of dollars 
on highways. Why should we not spend 
like amounts on education?“ I am for 
both. But why equate education with 
highways or highways with education? 
We cannot have one without the other. 
We have to have both. And so I hope 
the administration will get off that 
tack of trying to equate highway fund- 
ing with education funding. We can be 
for both roads and schools and be for 
our children in being for both, without 
speaking disparagingly of either. 

My concerns, as I stated yesterday, 
grew out of the deplorable state of ele- 
mentary and secondary education as 
we view it today and as we view its re- 
sults. And as I cited on yesterday, cer- 
tain reports indicate that we are not 
doing very well in the education of our 
young people. And while some people 
seem to be saying just spend more and 
more money, we cannot continue to 
just throw money at the problem and 
expect to resolve it. 

I have been voting for more money 
for elementary and secondary edu- 
cation now for 33 years, since the legis- 
lation was first passed in 1965. For dec- 
ades I have always been found at the 
gate protecting and supporting Federal 
funds for public schools and for our 
education programs. 

But when one goes the last mile of 
the way and concludes from what he 
sees, from what he hears, and from 
what he reads, concludes from analyt- 
ical reports about public education 
that we are not doing well, that there 
is something wrong, then it seems to 
me that, in the interest of the public 
school system, we may have to try a 
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little different approach, else the con- 
fidence of the American people in that 
system and the support of the Amer- 
ican people for that system are going 
to erode. We see that happening. 

One of the things that I am greatly 
concerned about is the kind of text- 
books that our children are being given 
in the schools—books that are almost 
devoid of history, according to one of 
the reports yesterday. Many teachers 
are putting textbooks aside, not using 
them, and depending upon materials 
that they—the teachers—develop for 
themselves. That is a sad commentary. 
One of the reports indicated that in 
many States the subject of history is 
no longer being taught. That is a trag- 
edy. How are we going to be able to 
judge current events if we have no 
knowledge of what happened yesterday 
or in yesteryear or a decade ago or a 
century ago? These are guideposts, and 
history will help us to determine, with 
some amount of knowledge and wis- 
dom, the solutions that are needed con- 
cerning events and problems of today. 

Byron, in speaking of history, said, 
“History, with all her volumes vast, 
hath but one page.” “History, with all 
her volumes vast, hath but one page.” 
Now, what did Byron mean by that? He 
meant that history does really, essen- 
tially, repeat itself. And I think it 
does. Why? Because human nature has 
never changed. 

When God created the world and the 
solar system and all of this universe 
and other universes—and he is still cre- 
ating the universes, still creating 
stars, God created man, and gave him a 
will. If we read Milton’s ‘Paradise 
Lost,” we read much about man’s hav- 
ing been given the faculty of reasoning 
and having been given the power of the 
will. He may exercise his will. 

He has been given a memory. History 
is a compilation, in many ways, a com- 
pilation of memories. And if we don’t 
have any sense of history, then we will 
find ourselves lacking. 

Cicero said with respect to history, 
“To be ignorant of what occurred be- 
fore you were born is to remain always 
a child.” 

I recall that Herodotus, the father of 
history, who lived circa 484-424 B.C., 
wrote about Cyrus the Great of Persia. 
He wrote about Cyrus and Darius and 
Xerxes. Writing of Cyrus, he told the 
story of how Cyrus had been very suc- 
cessful as a ruler of Persia. Cyrus ruled 
in Persia, ruled as the king of Anshan, 
from 559 B.C. to 550 and then as the 
king of Cyrus, all the Persians and the 
Medes, from 550 to 529 B.C. As Cyrus 
was nearing the end of his reign, he de- 
sired to enlarge upon his provinces and 
he conceived the idea of going into the 
area of the world northeast of the 
Black Sea and the Caspian Sea, which 
was the land of the Scythians. The 
ruler of the Massagetae was a woman. 
Her name was Tomyris. 

Cyrus came to a great river. He 
called about him his wise men, his 
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seers, his soothsayers and top generals, 
and asked them for their opinions as to 
whether or not he should cross the 
river and pursue his dreams of adding 
to his mighty provinces by defeating 
the Scythians. His advisors urged him 
to cross over the river. Some years ear- 
lier, Cyrus had defeated Croesus at the 
battle of Thymbra, in 546 B.C. Croesus 
was at that time the ruler of Lydia— 
Croesus, the richest man in the world, 
I suppose. But Cyrus didn’t execute 
Croesus as one whom he had defeated, 
but he took Croesus into his court and 
used him as an advisor. 

On this occasion, Cyrus got one piece 
of advice from his generals, and he 
then asked Croesus what his opinion 
was. Croesus said this: There is a 
wheel on which the affairs of men 
revolve but its movement forbids the 
same man to be always fortunate.” 

What was Croesus telling Cyrus? He 
was saying that history repeats itself. 
And in my own life, in my perception 
of things, I have seen men successful 
for a while, but it doesn’t always last. 
Croesus gave to Cyrus this good advice, 
which, indeed, was a warning. 

Let me just say briefly that Cyrus 
disregarded the advice of Croesus and 
crossed the river. And Tomyris, the 
ruling queen of the Massagetae, sent 
word to Cyrus, urging him to go back 
into his country, telling him that he 
had been a successful king; but prom- 
ising him that, if he continued in his 
efforts to subjugate, to conquer, the 
Massagetae, he would get his fill of 
blood. 

Cyrus disregarded the words of 
Tomyris and there was a great battle. 
Cyrus lost the battle. 

Herodotus tells us that after the bat- 
tle, Tomyris sent her men around the 
field to find Cyrus. They found his 
body. Tomyris prepared a large bag of 
skins and filled that bag with blood. 
When the body of Cyrus was brought to 
her, she had the head severed from the 
body. She thrust Cyrus’ head into the 
bag that was filled with blood, and 
said, “I promised you that, if you per- 
sisted in attacking my people, you 
would get your fill of blood. I have kept 
my pledge.” 

Now, Mr. President, I believe that 
history is exceedingly important for 
people who wish to become statesmen, 
for people who wish to become teach- 
ers, lawyers, ministers, doctors. Why 
would we want in our country to put 
history aside and to substitute social 
studies? One of the reports that I re- 
ferred to on yesterday indicated that 
history had become a “curricular 
swamp” and indicated also that in 
many States among the 50, history is 
not even being taught as a study. 

What is happening to America? No 
wonder our children are going to grow 
into men and women without any idea 
as to what happened before they were 
born. Cicero would not have thought 
very well of that. There are people who 
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think that we ought to get away from 
memorizing things. Well, how could I 
ever instantly come up with the answer 
to the question, “How much is eight 
times nine?” or “How much is six 
times seven?“ if I hadn’t memorized 
my multiplication tables? 

History, as I said yesterday, is a mat- 
ter of dates and heroes. That was my 
own way of putting it. 

As a boy, I walked the red clay roads 
of Mercer County in southern West Vir- 
ginia and attended a little two-room 
schoolhouse and studied Muzzey and 
his history of the American people. I 
studied Muzzey by the light of an old 
kerosene lamp—I memorized my his- 
tory lessons. My first heroes were men 
like Daniel Webster, Henry Clay, John 
C. Calhoun, Thomas Benton, Nathanael 
Greene. I studied about the Revolu- 
tionary War. We read about Francis 
Marion, the swamp fox, and Daniel 
Morgan. We read the story of Nathan 
Hale, who said, “I only regret that I 
have but one life to lose for my coun- 
try.“ Those were our heroes. 

Are we reaching a point in American 
history when young people no longer 
have heroes, except what they see on 
TV? Is that going to be the history 
that they will remember? 

As the story in the Washington Post 
had related, to which I referred on yes- 
terday, textbooks are being written in 
ways that seek to avoid offending this 
little interest group or that little in- 
terest group or some other little inter- 
est group, as a result of which the 
pages are becoming so bland and mean- 
ingless that they end up offending ev- 
erybody. 

If we want to really improve the pub- 
lic school system and the education re- 
ceived in the public school system, 
then we ought to demand textbooks 
that are meaningful and not just filled 
with pictures. “A picture is worth a 
thousand words,” but not a whole book 
of pictures. There has to be some sub- 
stance that goes with the dessert— 
some beans, potatoes, cabbage, and 
corn bread to go along with the des- 
sert, some substance that teaches high 
morals and teaches the basics, teaches 
our children to read and to write and 
to spell, and teaches them about arith- 
metic, science, history, and geography. 

We used to have our little spelling 
matches on Friday afternoons back in 
that little two-room schoolhouse. I al- 
ways looked forward to Friday after- 
noon. I looked forward to those occa- 
sions when I would be able to stand up 
with other boys and girls and see who 
was the last to be left standing. He or 
she was the champ. And then we would 
have contests in addition and mul- 
tiplication, with a piece of chalk on the 
blackboard. Who was the best math 
student? 

Those teachers were dedicated when I 
was a boy. They loved us and we loved 
them. They inspired us and we, each of 
us, wanted to get that pat on the back, 
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that pat on the shoulders from the 
teacher, saying, “You did well.” We 
were inspired by those teachers. They 
weren't paid much. I can remember 
that, during the Great Depression, 
teachers had to give up a certain per- 
cent of their paychecks in order to get 
them cashed. They were dedicated 
teachers. That was their life. We had 
great teachers. We had good textbooks. 
We had discipline in the schoolroom. 

My foster dad was not my natural fa- 
ther, but he raised me. He always told 
me that if I got a whipping at school, 
I would get another whipping when I 
came home. You will find most people 
of my age who received the same warn- 
ings from their parents. “If you get a 
whipping at school, we are not going to 
the schoolhouse and beat up on the 
teacher. We are going to see you in the 
back room.” We knew they meant busi- 
ness. The parents supported the teach- 
ers. They supported discipline in the 
school. How can children learn and how 
can teachers teach unless we have dis- 
cipline in the schools? They can’t do it. 
There has to be discipline in the 
schoolrooms. 

There is something more than just 
money that the public school system in 
America needs today. And the public 
school system had better get its act to- 
gether. Here I am, after 33 years of giv- 
ing solid support to the public school 
system in America, saying if there is 
another approach that will work. Let’s 
try it. We are not doing too well, as it 
is, plowing this same old furrow. We 
have to make some changes. I think we 
need to start with the textbooks. 
Teachers ought to be paid well. Not all 
teachers are good teachers. Not all 
Senators are good Senators. People 
will take care of that sooner or later, 
hopefully. But not all teachers are 
good teachers. Yet, there are a lot of 
good teachers and there are a lot of 
good students. 

In speaking of good students, let me 
brag about my grandsons and grand- 
daughters. I have a grandson named 
Darius, who has a doctorate in physics, 
a pretty tough subject, I would say. I 
doubt that his grandfather could do 
that well. Darius has a degree, a Ph.D. 
in physics. He was married recently. He 
married a young lady who is working 
on her Ph.D. in physics at the Univer- 
sity of Virginia. I have another grand- 
son who will receive his Ph.D. in phys- 
ics just within a few weeks, before the 
summer is over. I also have a son-in- 
law who is a Ph.D. in physics. I could 
speak at great length about my sons- 
in-law and daughters and grandsons 
and granddaughters. I will not do that 
today. But I have made my point. 
Those grandsons who have received 
Ph.D.s in physics didn’t get those 
Ph.D.s in physics watching television. 
They didn’t get those Ph.D.s reading 
trash. They read good books. They 
were taught by good teachers. 

We have a lot of young people in this 
country who want to learn. I have tried 
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to encourage young people. My wife 
and I sent a young Chinese orphan 
through college some years ago. We 
paid her tuition and for her books be- 
cause her mother had died of cancer. 
My wife and I knew that the mother, 
who had discovered that she had ter- 
minal cancer, was very concerned 
about her daughter. They were no rela- 
tion to us. We happened to get ac- 
quainted with them because we visited 
in those days, a lot of restaurants in 
the area. At one point we had visited 
over 100 restaurants in Northern Vir- 
ginia and Maryland and the District of 
Columbia. We came to know this Chi- 
nese couple. When they were faced with 
this tragedy, my wife and I said to the 
woman, We are going to see that your 
child has a college education. If she 
continues to make good grades in 
school and graduates with good char- 
acter, and if she will go to American 
University, we will see that she has her 
tuition and her books paid for.” 

I chose American University because 
I had graduated from there with a law 
degree at the age of 45. I never intended 
to practice law. Nobody told me to do 
it. I wanted the experience of being in 
a classroom with other law students. I 
went to law school for 10 years at night 
while serving in the House of Rep- 
resentatives and in the Senate. In fact, 
I just received my baccalaureate in po- 
litical science from Marshall Univer- 
sity in Huntington, West Virginia, in 
1994. 

It never gets too late to learn. Solon, 
that great lawgiver who was one of the 
seven wise men of Greece, said, I grow 
old in the pursuit of learning.” One 
never gets too old to learn, and it is 
one of the best ways to stay young— 
continue to study, to learn. 

As I was saying yesterday, in 1969 I 
decided I wanted to establish a little 
recognition for the high school valedic- 
torians in West Virginia. I came up 
with the idea of having a “Robert C. 
Byrd Scholastic Recognition Fund.” At 
that time I bought, out of my own 
pocket, a $25 savings bond for each 
high school valedictorian. It only cost 
$18.75, I believe. But if and when it ma- 
tured it would be worth $25. It wasn’t a 
great amount of money. Nobody gave 
me a bond when I graduated from high 
school. But I wanted to give a little 
recognition to the exceptional students 
in the high schools of West Virginia. I 
remember in one high school there 
were seven students, I believe, who tied 
with a 4.0 average. I gave seven $25 
bonds to the students in that school. A 
little recognition like that is what our 
young people need. In recent years, I 
have established a trust fund, and the 
bond is a $50 bond. 

I often talk with the pages here. I try 
to take a little time out of my day 
once in a while to tell them some good 
stories written by Tolstoy or by other 
great authors, like Chaucer. We talk 
about wholesome, good works by great 
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authors; a little encouragement along 
that line. We never know when we toss 
a pebble in the water where the ripples 
will end. They go on and on. We don’t 
know where a little word of encourage- 
ment to these young people might take 
them. 

Then a few years ago, I devised legis- 
lation that would provide for a na- 
tional scholarship of $1,500 to be award- 
ed to the same number of students in 
each State as there are representatives 
from each State in the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Senate. The cri- 
teria require that those children excel 
in scholastic studies. What they do as 
athletes doesn’t count. Neither do ex- 
tracurricular activities. 

There is a rightful place for sports. 
But the country’s values are made to 
stand on their heads when people re- 
vere a little too much the athletes 
while not recognizing the young people 
who are working in the laboratories 
and in the libraries and in the school- 
rooms poring over textbooks day and 
night. 

So what I am saying is, we ought to 
readjust our values. Let each have its 
proper place. But no ball game ever 
changed the course of history. I do not 
say that disparagingly about ball 
games. We all like to watch them. But 
it is the young people who study 
science, math, algebra, history, phys- 
ics, these other disciplines; they are 
the people who keep this country with 
its finely honed cutting edge in tech- 
nology; they are the people who put an 
American on the Moon. 

Let’s get back to basics. Let’s recog- 
nize our young people and encourage 
them to study, to read good books, get 
away from the trash that is on TV. It 
might be a good thing for some adults, 
too. Get off that couch and quit watch- 
ing so much of that junk. It is junk, 
most of it. I have seen some good mov- 
ies on television. Alistair Cooke used 
to have some great movies. But for the 
most part, TV programming is lousy. I 
am not sure, if my daughters were 
growing up today, that I would even 
have a television set in my house. It is 
a great medium for good, but it is very 
destructive, the kind of programming 
of which we see all too much today. 

I have taken some time this after- 
noon because I wanted to compliment 
TED KENNEDY. I also wish to com- 
pliment Senator COVERDELL and all 
those who worked hard for the bill yes- 
terday as well as those who opposed 
the bill. They all have at heart the wel- 
fare of the children of this country. I 
thought a little bit of my own home- 
spun philosophy thrown in while no 
other Senator seeks the floor this 
afternoon, wouldn’t hurt either. 

A Builder builded a temple, 

He wrought it with grace and skill; 
Pillars and groins and arches 

All fashioned to work his will. 
Men said, as they saw its beauty, 
“It shall never know decay; 

Great is thy skill, O Builder, 
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Thy fame will endure for aye.” 

A Teacher builded a temple 

With loving and infinite care, 
Planning each arch with patience, 
Laying each stone with prayer. 
None praised her unceasing efforts, 
None knew of her wondrous plan, 
For the temple the Teacher builded 
Was unseen by the eyes of man. 
Gone is the Builder’s temple, 
Crumbled into the dust; 

Low lies each stately pillar, 

Food for consuming rust. 

But the temple the Teacher builded 
Will last while the ages roll, 

For that beautiful unseen temple 
Was a child’s immortal soul. 


Mr. President, I yield the floor. I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 


THE ELWHA RIVER ECOSYSTEM 
AND FISHERIES RESTORATION 
ACT OF 1998 


Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, earlier 
this month, I came to the floor to an- 
nounce that I was introducing legisla- 
tion that would authorize the removal 
of one of two dams on the Elwha River 
on the Olympic Peninsula in my state. 
I have always been skeptical about 
claims that dam removal will have sig- 
nificant enough impact on my state’s 
depleted salmon runs to justify their 
social and economic costs. I am willing 
to go along with this limited experi- 
ment, however, provided that the re- 
moval or significant alteration of any 
dam on the Columbia-Snake River Sys- 
tem will not take place without Con- 
gressional approval. 

As I mentioned in my statement, re- 
moving the lower Elwha Dam, a rel- 
atively small, poorly maintained 
project, is a small price to pay for the 
protection of the larger, more produc- 
tive Columbia-Snake dams that are the 
lifeblood of our Northwest economy 
and that in recent years have come 
under attack by the Clinton-Gore Ad- 
ministration. I hoped that allowing the 
experiment of dam removal to move 
forward on the Elwha River would be 
enough to satisfy the wishes of envi- 
ronmental extremists within this Ad- 
ministration. I should have known that 
when it comes to environmental issues 
nothing is ever enough for this Admin- 
istration. 

I was astounded by the criticism my 
bill has received. Big City newspapers 
in Seattle and Portland have attacked 
the bill. The Sierra Club and other rad- 
ical groups have attacked the bill. The 
Administration has attacked the bill, 
as has my Democratic colleague from 
Washington state. Needless to say, this 
criticism is unfounded and short- 
sighted. 

Let me remind my colleagues and 
anyone else who has an interest in this 
subject what my bill does and does not 
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do. It authorizes many millions of dol- 
lars to remove the lower Elwha River 
Dam. It also protects the local water 
supply in Port Angeles, and protects 
jobs at a local paper mill. As I have 
said repeatedly, I am skeptical that 
dam removal will result in a signifi- 
cant increase in Elwha River salmon 
runs because: (1) many rivers on the 
Olympic Peninsula that have never 
been dammed are not teeming with 
salmon; (2) the salmon crisis challenge 
our coastal rivers as well and yet none 
of those rivers have dams on them; and 
(3) Puget Sound is now home to endan- 
gered salmon runs, and, of course, 
there are no major dams on Puget 
Sound. Yet, despite these reservations, 
I am still willing to go forward with 
this experiment—it’s worth the money 
to see the results on the ground. 

But rural communities of Eastern 
Washington are so concerned about 
how this legislation impacts their live- 
lihood—many in Eastern Washington 
believe removal of the Elwha River 
dams is a precursor to destroying dams 
on the Columbia and Snake Rivers. So 
my bill contains protections for these 
communities by requiring congres- 
sional approval for any destruction, or 
significant modification, of dams on 
the Columbia and Snake Rivers. 

I should point out that for several 
years federal agencies have taken un- 
precedented and unauthorized actions 
to alter significantly and limit the ef- 
fectiveness of these projects without 
any input from Congress. For the most 
part, my bill allows these agencies to 
continue implementing the present se- 
ries of unauthorized actions. It simply 
prevents the executive branch from 
taking additional unilateral actions to 
modify these projects without Congres- 
sional approval. Why it should be so 
controversial when Elwha dam removal 
will have been the subject of two bills 
in Congress, I fail to understand. Co- 
lumbia and Snake River dam removal 
almost certainly requires Congres- 
sional approval now, under present 
law—my bill just provides reassurances 
for eastern Washington. 

I think this is also an appropriate 
time to remind all of those who are in- 
terested in this legislation—the Port 
Angeles community, Eastern Wash- 
ington, environmentalists, the Admin- 
istration, and Northwest congressional 
officeholders—what I am for, and what 
Iam not for in regards to management 
of our region’s environment, and the 
Columbia/Snake Rivers system. Here 
are the things that I am for: 

Salmon: On this one, everyone has 
the same goal—more salmon. We just 
have different approaches for accom- 
plishing this goal. I want more salmon 
in our rivers, and I want solutions to 
our Northwest salmon crisis that re- 
sult in more salmon and less conflict 
among the region’s various interests. 

Clear, Scientific Conclusions: We 
need clear, scientific conclusions that 


April 24, 1998 


guide the region toward responsible 
salmon recovery measures. 

Hydropower Production: Hydro is the 
cleanest and most cost-effective way to 
produce large amounts of electricity. 
Our hydropower asset is the backbone 
of our Northwest economy. I don’t 
want to lose that leg up” that we 
have on other regions, nor do I want to 
resort to less environmentally friendly 
sources of power production to replace 
power lost because of dam removal. 

Irrigation: Eastern Washington is 
America’s pantry and refrigerator. Our 
farmlands produce dozens of different 
crops that feed the nation and the 
world. Before the dams, Central Wash- 
ington had few farms, and was mostly a 
dustbowl. Irrigated farmland has 
turned this part of the nation into 
some of the world’s most productive 
farmland. 

River Traffic: We get a large share of 
those crops to market by barging them 
down the river. Studies show that it 
would take 700,000 more trucks each 
year to get farm products to market if 
dam removal eliminated barge traffic. 

Recreation: I want people to have ac- 
cess to the river for boating, fishing 
and other recreation activities. 

Protecting our Communities from 
Severe Floods: Without question, the 
dams on the Columbia and Snake Riv- 
ers were the single biggest reason why 
Portland and other Columbia River 
communities did not incur untold mil- 
lions of dollars in additional damages 
from the record winter rains our area 
has seen over the past three years. 

A Clean Washington State: This is 
my most important goal—I want our 
State to have clean water, clean air, 
and a healthy environment for all of 
our citizens. My desire for a clean 
Washington state is why I have backed 
the following environmental initia- 
tives: Washington Wilderness Bill; Dou- 
ble-hulled oil tankers in Puget Sound; 
Higher emission standards for auto- 
mobiles; and Spending taxpayer dollars 
on recreation such as the Mountains to 
Sound Greenway, the Cape Horn Trail, 


Alpine Lakes, and other nature 
projects. 
Given all the confusion and 


mischaracterizations of my bill, I 
think it is also important to talk about 
what I cannot support. Here is what I 
am not for: 

Removing Dams on the Columbia- 
Snake: Why would anyone want to re- 
move the jewels of our Northwest econ- 
omy? I will never support such efforts 
to cripple the world’s most productive 
hydro system. 

The Status Quo: During the past six 
years, we have spent $3 billion on salm- 
on recovery for the Pacific Northwest, 
most of it directed by the Clinton Ad- 
ministration, and the crisis is even 
greater than it was when the Adminis- 
tration’s efforts started. 

Wasteful Spending of Taxpayer Dol- 
lars: Even now, our government spends 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


$500 million on Columbia/Snake River 
salmon recovery, and most of that 
money is spent in ways that have not 
proven to be successful. Until I passed 
legislation that ended an outrageous 
conflict of interest by which those who 
approved the spending of salmon recov- 
ery funds awarded most of the money 
to themselves, the money was 
misspent. Now, at least the money goes 
to those whom objective scientists feel 
will use it most effectively. 

Solutions Dictated to the region 
from Washington, D.C.: Recently, the 
Administration’s top environmental 
staffer in Washington, D.C., Katie 
McGinty, was in Oregon to discuss the 
government’s salmon recovery plans 
for the Northwest. That is exactly the 
wrong way to approach this problem. 
Why would our region put decisions 
about our economy, our communities, 
our future in the hands of someone 
3,000 miles away? I believe we need to 
make these decisions, not Administra- 
tion officials in Washington, D.C. 

Rather than continuing the mindless 
attacks on my efforts to bring some 
balance to this debate, I make the fol- 
lowing offer to those who criticize the 
Eastern Washington part of my Elwha 
package. If you are not for dam re- 
moval and want to keep the dams in- 
tact, offer up better legislative lan- 
guage that helps accomplish the goal of 
protecting our region’s economic fu- 
ture. My legislation may need improve- 
ment. I am anxious to listen to how 
others would reach my goal. If there is 
a better idea of how we can ease the 
concerns of Eastern Washington with 
regard to dam removal, I challenge the 
Administration, Senator MURRAY, and 
the Sierra Club, and other opponents of 
this legislation, to offer a better alter- 
native. I am interested in all proposals 
from those who want to make a state- 
ment in favor of protecting the dams 
on the Columbia and Snake Rivers. 

If you favor removing dams, however, 
and that is what is really driving your 
opposition to my legislation, I think it 
is time for you to be honest with the 
Northwest and state your position 
clearly. The Clinton Administration, 
and major environmental groups have 
sent mixed signals on this issue. Many 
of them advocate extreme, unrealistic 
and unscientific salmon recovery meas- 
ures; some do not. I think it is time for 
these people to make their positions 
clear—do they want the dams removed 
or effectively destroyed, or what? And 
if they continue to temporize on this 
issue, I ask them to address the goals 
that I discussed earlier—salmon, irri- 
gation, river traffic, hydropower pro- 
duction, recreation, and flood control— 
and tell me how they are committed to 
those traditional objectives, or if the 
possibility of attaining some salmon 
recovery goals is worth destroying 
most or all of these other uses. 

I want my Elwha Dam removal legis- 
lation fully discussed in committee and 
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have requested hearings. In the past 
few weeks, the opponents of my anti- 
dam removal legislation have called 
me divisive, extremist, and a salmon- 
hater. Iam none of those things. I hope 
that my opponents, and particularly 
the Administration and my Democratic 
colleagues from the Northwest, will 
work together with me to craft legisla- 
tion that removes the lower Elwha 
River dam and protects Eastern Wash- 
ington from those who want to remove 
dams, stop irrigation, eliminate barge 
traffic, reduce hydropower, raise elec- 
tric rates for families, restrict recre- 
ation and push for dubious salmon so- 
lutions. 

I welcome the opportunity for a full 
and reasoned debate on this subject. 
It’s time to put the rhetoric aside, the 
tired adjectives aside, and the political 
smokescreens aside. It’s time for ev- 
eryone to come clean, and make clear 
where they stand on this important 
issue. This bill provides such an oppor- 
tunity, and I look forward to receiving 
proposals from people throughout the 
region on how to improve my bill. 

Ms. SNOWE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB- 
ERTS). The distinguished Senator from 
Maine is recognized. 

Ms. SNOWE. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 


—— 


FOREIGN AFFAIRS REFORM AND 
RESTRUCTURING ACT—CON- 
FERENCE REPORT 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the conference report. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that all time be 
yielded back on the pending conference 
report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


——— 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for the transaction of morning 
business, with Senators permitted to 
speak for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
an objection? Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that following my 
statement, the order of speakers be 
Senator COLLINS from Maine and Sen- 
ator CHAFEE from Rhode Island. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. SNOWE. I further ask unanimous 
consent that Senator DEWINE be recog- 
nized for up to 60 minutes following our 
statements. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
an objection? Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 
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EFFORTS OF SENATOR GEORGE 
MITCHELL IN ACHIEVING THE 
NORTHERN IRELAND PEACE 
AGREEMENT 


Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased today to join with my col- 
leagues, Senator COLLINS from Maine 
and Senator CHAFEE from Rhode Is- 
land, in the wake of yesterday’s 97 to 0 
vote by the Senate to pass Senate Con- 
current Resolution 90 acknowledging 
the historic Northern Ireland peace 
agreement reached just 2 weeks ago. 

The agreement was produced through 
the hard work and patience and good- 
will of representatives of Northern Ire- 
land’s political parties, the Prime Min- 
isters of both Britain and Ireland, 
President Clinton, and a man well 
known in this Chamber, the former 
Senator from Maine and former major- 
ity leader, George Mitchell. 

Senator Mitchell’s skill, patience, 
and determination were largely respon- 
sible for bringing opposing parties to 
the point where they were able to 
broker a historic agreement that offers 
the people of Northern Ireland the op- 
portunity to put an end to the long- 
standing fear and suffering they have 
endured and to achieve a future that 
will be as bright as the spirit and po- 
tential of her extraordinary people. 

In describing Senator Mitchell's piv- 
otal role, one of the participants in the 
talks said, Here the United States 
sent one of its most able, skilled, tal- 
ented, humble politicians, a supreme 
diplomat, and frankly we didn’t de- 
serve him.” 

Well of course, the people of North- 
ern Ireland deserved his leadership that 
has provided, as we now know, the very 
best opportunity for these talks to suc- 
ceed. 

After his retirement from the Senate, 
President Clinton invited Senator 
Mitchell to serve as a special economic 
adviser to Northern Ireland. However, 
before he finished his efforts to attract 
business investment to Northern Ire- 
land, Senator Mitchell was selected by 
both the British and Irish governments 
to join a panel that recommended the 
decommissioning of arms by the para- 
military factions in Northern Ireland. 
He assumed responsibility for taking 
over the peace talks in June of 1996. 

Senator Mitchell faced tremendous 
obstacles in attempting to win the 
trust of the parties involved in seeking 
an agreement. After all, previous ef- 
forts resulted in failure. However, his 
patience, diligence and sincerity won 
them over. I know that Senator Mitch- 
ell’s long experience in the Senate 
helped prepare him for this unique 
challenge. As one who served with him 
for more than 14 years in the Maine 
Congressional Delegation, I know he 
has an excellent ability to understand 
the concerns of whomever he is talking 
with—whether it is a constituent from 
Bangor, or Augusta or Protestants and 
Catholics in Northern Ireland. 
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Being an effective majority leader in 
the Senate, as we know, requires one to 
be a good listener, to know when to 
compromise, to know when to coax and 
cajole, to know when to be patient and 
to know when to be firm. All these 
qualities served George Mitchell well 
in this body and served him well in his 
most recent role which consumed 22 
long, hard months of negotiations. 

This was by no means an easy task 
and often it must have seemed a hope- 
less one. However, the toll of the con- 
tinuing violence in which over 3,200 
people have died since 1969 led in the 
end to a deep yearning for peace. Indi- 
viduals who grew up accustomed to vi- 
olence were tired of going to funerals 
and watching their friends and family 
members die. Senator Mitchell led an 
effort that promised a way out—a path 
toward a future of peace and hope. In 
1996 he proposed the decommissioning 
of weapons be addressed during the 
talks and that participants make a 
commitment to nonviolence. That was 
the same year that bombings took 
place in London and Manchester. Yet 
none of that deterred Senator Mitchell. 
When the agreement was concluded, he 
commented that no one wants to go 
back to the bitterness of the past.” 

In his understated way, Senator 
Mitchell commented that This agree- 
ment is a reason to celebrate. But by 
itself, it guarantees nothing.” I fer- 
vently hope that the agreement does 
indeed turn out to be the harbinger of 
a new era in Northern Ireland. Ulti- 
mately it is the Irish people, voting on 
May 22nd, who will determine whether 
or not this agreement will succeed. I 
am optimistic that it will. 

The agreement is a landmark 
achievement. There will be a 108 seat 
assembly in which Protestants and 
Catholics share responsibility and pow- 
ers. It will be elected this June, and I 
hope those who are chosen in that elec- 
tion will share the dream that Senator 
Mitchell cited when he talked about 
the babies who were born in Northern 
Ireland on the same day his new son 
Andrew was born 6 months ago. 

Senator Mitchell said, I believe that 
they are entitled to the same chance in 
life that I want for my son. Peace, po- 
litical stability and reconciliation are 
not too much to ask for. They are the 
minimum that a decent civilized soci- 
ety provides.” 

Eloquent words that I am sure 
touched the hearts of mothers and fa- 
thers on both sides of the historic di- 
vide that has scarred Northern Ireland. 

In the agreement Senator Mitchell 
helped to forge, in addition to the 
aforementioned assembly, there will be 
a North/South Ministerial Council 
which will provide an opportunity for 
ministers from the Republic of Ireland 
to promote joint policymaking with 
the Northern Ireland Assembly. This 
council will have the opportunity to 
implement policies for the entire is- 
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land of Ireland but only with the ap- 
proval of the Northern Ireland Assem- 
bly and the Irish Parliament in Dublin. 
This remarkable opportunity will allow 
the benefits of peace to be provided and 
to be shared by all the Irish people. 

At the conclusion of the talks, Sen- 
ator Mitchell said, “It doesn’t take 
courage to shoot a policeman in the 
back of the head, or to murder an un- 
armed taxi driver.” But he knows it 
does take courage to finally face down 
the horrors of sectarian violence, that 
it does take courage to realize that 
sometimes you have to make com- 
promises for a future of peace. 

When he first visited Belfast and saw 
a 30-foot wall dividing neighborhoods, I 
am sure he was reminded of the most 
famous wall of all, the Berlin Wall, 
which came down in 1989 when com- 
munism crumbled. Just 2 years before 
a new millennium, the wall in Belfast 
still divides people. But this agreement 
may bring us one day closer to the day 
it, too, crumbles. 

Senator George Mitchell has helped 
broker an agreement that will, I hope, 
be the spark for an era of peace and 
prosperity for Northern Ireland and 
bring to a close one of this century’s 
most tragic and stubborn conflicts. 
This agreement is one that should be 
celebrated for all it can bring to North- 
ern Ireland. It should also be cele- 
brated as proof of how one remarkable 
individual can make a difference for 
his fellow human beings. It is my fer- 
vent hope that the people of Northern 
Ireland will long remember and cele- 
brate the contributions of this one 
man, George Mitchell, toward pro- 
viding them the key to a lasting peace. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Ms. COLLINS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis- 
tinguished Senator from Maine is rec- 
ognized. 

Ms. COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

Mr. President, I am very pleased to 
join the senior Senator from Maine and 
our distinguished colleague from Rhode 
Island in paying tribute to the extraor- 
dinary accomplishments of a former 
Maine Senator, George Mitchell, in 
bringing a new sense of hope, peace, 
and security to Northern Ireland. 

Mr. President, it was Samuel John- 
son who said in 1777 that knowledge 
that you will be hanged in a fortnight 
does wonders to concentrate your 
mind. In 1998, former Senate majority 
leader, George Mitchell, proved the 
truth of this aphorism by giving the 
Northern Ireland peace talks a Good 
Friday deadline, placing upon these ne- 
gotiations the equivalent, if you will, 
of a sunset provision that left the par- 
ties with no alternative but finally to 
come up with a real solution. 

This deadline accomplished its pur- 
pose wonderfully. It concentrated their 
minds wonderfully and led directly to 
the historic agreement. Some years 
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ago, it scarcely seemed possible to 
imagine a Northern Ireland in which 
children could grow up without fear of 
violence and bloodshed. Today, how- 
ever, due to the extraordinary efforts 
of former Senator George Mitchell, 
this brighter future is not only imag- 
inable—it is very nearly here. 

That Senator Mitchell should possess 
such statesmanship and skill is, of 
course, no surprise to the people in my 
home State of Maine. Senator Mitchell 
is greatly admired in this country for 
his work on behalf of the citizens of 
Maine and indeed of all Americans. 
Today, however, the people of Northern 
Ireland and the Republic of Ireland— 
and peace-loving people everywhere— 
also owe Senator Mitchell a great debt 
for helping to steer these talks to their 
successful conclusion. I do not believe 
that we would be celebrating this 
agreement without his heroic efforts. 

It is my great hope that with his 
statesmanship and steady hand, Sen- 
ator Mitchell has now made it possible 
to achieve a real reconciliation in 
Northern Ireland—and for the Irish 
people to go about building their future 
together, in cooperation rather than in 
conflict. 

I am very pleased that the Senate 
has passed overwhelmingly a resolu- 
tion expressing our support for the 
Irish peace process and the brighter fu- 
ture represented by this truly historic 
agreement. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis- 
tinguished Senator from Rhode Island 
is recognized. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I join 
the two distinguished Senators from 
Maine in paying tribute to the remark- 
able job that Senator George Mitchell 
did in Ireland. 

Senator Mitchell would be the first 
to say that success is not assured and 
that this is but the first step in a long, 
difficult process. But because of what 
Senator Mitchell did, the chances for 
peace have been greatly improved. And 
it truly was an extraordinary job, as 
the two Senators from Maine have out- 
lined. 

What patience George Mitchell 
showed, and what skills as a negotiator 
he displayed. 

I join in the sentiment that has been 
expressed that his success there comes 
as no great surprise to those of us who 
knew him well. I served in this Senate 
for the entire time that George Mitch- 
ell was here as Senator from Maine. I 
had the privilege of serving in not one 
but two committees, the Finance Com- 
mittee and the Environment Com- 
mittee, with George Mitchell. 

Indeed, as soon as he came to the 
Senate, he went on the Environment 
Committee, and there I saw the tre- 
mendous abilities that he had. I can re- 
member particularly the Clean Air Act, 
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that George Mitchell was the one most 
responsible for the reauthorization of 
that act, which occurred when George 
Mitchell was majority leader. Because 
of the guidance that he gave to all of 
us, that extraordinary reauthorization 
took place. 

I personally have deep ties to the 
State of Maine. My father was born in 
Maine. I have spent childhood summers 
there and adult summers likewise. So I 
am very familiar with that State. I 
might point out that although Maine is 
large in size, it has a relatively small 
population, about 1 million people. It is 
true that Maine is a very large State; 
it is as large as the rest of New Eng- 
land put together; but, as I said, it has 
a relatively small population. 

Yet from that relatively small popu- 
lation of 1 million people have come a 
series of extraordinary Senators. I look 
back, Mr. President, just in the ones I 
have had the privilege of knowing— 
Margaret Chase Smith, for example, 
who stands out as a beacon, particu- 
larly in connection with the impeach- 
ment hearings and leading up to that 
of President Nixon. We remember 
clearly Ed Muskie, with whom I had 
the privilege of serving on the floor of 
the Senate. He was active, ran for Vice 
President, and gave one of the finest 
television speeches it has been my 
privilege to hear. And George Mitchell, 
whom we have just had the privilege of 
extolling, and rightfully so. And Bill 
Cohen, who is now our Secretary of De- 
fense. And that great tradition of those 
outstanding Senators is carried on now 
by the two Senators from Maine, Sen- 
ator OLYMPIA SNOWE and Senator 
SUSAN COLLINS. 

It seems to me that the people of the 
State of Maine have great reason to be 
extremely proud not only of the Sen- 
ators who have been before—and I list- 
ed some of them—but of their current 
Senators, Senators SNOWE and COLLINS. 
It is a tradition that they are carrying 
on. It is a remarkable one, Mr. Presi- 
dent. As I thought about these remarks 
today and thought of the Senators I 
have known, I don’t think you could 
name a State that is as small in popu- 
lation as the State of Maine and has 
produced such outstanding Senators as 
those I just listed. 

Mr. President, in making this salute 
to George Mitchell, it seems to me we 
are saluting the people of the State of 
Maine, who have had such good judg- 
ment. These are not all Republicans, 
and they are not all Democrats. They 
are Republicans and they are Demo- 
crats, both. It has been a remarkable 
flow of outstanding servants, not just 
for the State of Maine but for the 
United States of America. I think all of 
us can be very proud of those who have 
gone before and those who are now 
serving in the U.S. Senate from the 
State of Maine. 

I thank the Chair, and I suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DEWINE. I ask that I be allowed 
to proceed under the previous order for 
60 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

O 


NATIONAL ORGAN DONOR WEEK 


Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, we are 
concluding National Organ Donor 
Week. I think as we conclude our week 
here in the U.S. Senate, it will be ap- 
propriate to pause for a moment and 
discuss the importance of this week. 
This is one of the few times when the 
mere talking about an issue actually 
will, in fact, make a difference. 

Why do we celebrate or why do we 
call attention to National Organ Donor 
Week? We do it because of a tragedy. 
The tragedy is that 7, 8, 9, in some 
weeks 10, of our fellow citizens die, die 
every week, because there aren’t 
enough organs available. They don’t 
die because medical science can’t save 
them—medical science can save them. 
They die waiting on a list, waiting for 
an organ to become available, and 
seven, eight, or nine of them every 
week die. 

What can be done about this? What 
we can do is talk about this issue. As 
we talk about it, we can encourage peo- 
ple and their families around the kitch- 
en table to talk about it. Talking 
about it does make a difference. Too 
many families, when faced with life's 
most horrible tragedy, which is the un- 
expected, usually sudden, loss of a 
loved one—a daughter, son, mother, fa- 
ther, wife, husband—when they are 
asked by the medical personnel at the 
hospital, “Can we use your loved one’s 
organs to help save someone else?” 
they don’t know what to say. They are 
faced with horrible trauma, something 
they have not expected. Too many of 
our fellow citizens say no, not because 
they don’t want to help people, but 
they say no because they never 
thought of it. 

I am convinced if people talk about 
this issue, if they talk among the mem- 
bers of their family, that we will in- 
crease the number of people, when they 
are faced with that horrible tragedy, to 
in fact say yes, and we will save lives. 
That is why we set aside a week as Na- 
tional Organ Donor Week. 

The ribbon I am wearing symbolizes 
that. One of our great pages who was 
out in the hallway a moment ago asked 
me, “Senator DEWINE, what does that 
stand for?” And I was able to tell her 
what this stands for. I think it is some- 
thing that we want to share with all 
our fellow Americans. 
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The Postmaster General and his com- 
mittee will issue a postage stamp next 
August to remind us all as we put post- 
age on our letters, as we receive let- 
ters, of how important it is to encour- 
age people to become organ donors. I 
appreciate, Mr. President and Members 
of the Senate, having an opportunity 
to talk about this issue this afternoon. 

— 


STARR INVESTIGATION 


Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I have, 
with few exceptions, been very careful 
not to comment about the ongoing in- 
vestigation, the Starr investigation, 
the independent investigation—how- 
ever you want to characterize it. I have 
refrained from doing that for many 
reasons. 

I want to speak this afternoon about 
a very limited aspect of that investiga- 
tion. I speak as a former county pros- 
ecuting attorney. I bring, I guess, to 
the Senate floor today that particular 
perspective. This past week, there have 
been news stories—and again I empha- 
size news stories; we don't know 
whether it is true or not true—news 
stories about the possible subpoena 
into the grand jury here in Washington 
of Secret Service agents. That has been 
the report. 

Before I go any further, let me say I 
don’t know what the facts are. I don’t 
know whether that is true or not true; 
nor do I know what the facts are under- 
lying this investigation; nor do I know 
what Mr. Starr and his prosecutors 
have uncovered so far; nor, obviously, 
do I know what has occurred inside the 
grand jury. So my comments have to 
be qualified, and that fact has to be 
taken into consideration. My com- 
ments must be understood in that 
light, and they are given in that light. 

Former President Bush was quoted in 
the Washington Post in what was de- 
scribed as a private letter—it was in 
the Washington Post of Thursday, 
April 23, yesterday. This was a letter 
that apparently was privately sent to, 
directly to, the Secret Service Direc- 
tor, Lewis C. Merletti. And the Wash- 
ington Post quotes the letter from 
former President Bush as saying, in 
part, the following: I can tell you, 
sir, that I am deeply troubled by the 
allegations swirling around there in 
Washington and what all this might do 
to the office I was so proud to hold,” 
Bush wrote Merletti. 

Continuing the quote: “Regardless of 
all that, I feel very strongly that the 
United States Secret Service agent 
should not be made to appear in court 
to discuss that which they might or 
might not have seen or heard.” 

Mr. President, I hope that this issue 
about the potential subpoenaing of Se- 
cret Service agents into a grand jury, if 
it’s true, to testify about things they 
observed involving the President of the 
United States would be resolved not in 
the courts and not by legislation. As a 
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former prosecutor, I hope that this 
matter will be resolved by the sound, 
good judgment of the special pros- 
ecutor in this case. It should be re- 
solved by the proper use, the measured 
use, the reasoned use of what we refer 
to as “prosecutorial discretion.” 

Mr. President, the prosecutor in our 
system has a unique role. I don’t know 
of any other country where the pros- 
ecutor has quite this distinctive a role. 
The prosecutor, really, in many re- 
spects, is the most important player in 
the criminal justice system. It is be- 
cause of prosecutorial discretion the 
prosecutor must decide whether the 
evidence that has been gathered is suf- 
ficient to even summon a grand jury, 
to even present a case to a grand jury. 
A prosecutor carries a very, very heavy 
burden. It is a burden that is not car- 
ried by the defense attorney, whose job 
it is to present the defense. It is a bur- 
den that is really not even carried by 
the judge, who is not the principal act- 
ing force because, under our system, 
nothing really happens until a pros- 
ecutor says it happens. Nothing goes 
into play, so to speak. The game 
doesn’t start until the prosecutor 
makes that decision. So the burden on 
the prosecutor of summoning people to 
a grand jury, of asking a grand jury to 
indict someone is an awesome, awe- 
some responsibility. 

Let me talk for a moment—and 
again, I am talking in the abstract 
without all of the information. At least 
from this Senator’s perspective, I can 
express my point of view as to how I 
hope and expect that prosecutorial dis- 
cretion to be exercised in a very unique 
situation when we are dealing with the 
Secret Service that is sworn to protect 
the lives of the President of the United 
States and his family and when we are 
dealing with the President of the 
United States. Frankly, I am not con- 
cerned about an individual President; I 
am concerned about the office, and I 
am concerned about what precedent we 
may or may not be in the process of 
setting. 

It seems to me that some reasonable 
standards would be as follows: 

If the prosecutor has reasonable be- 
lief and reasonable evidence to indicate 
that a Secret Service agent has seen a 
direct violation of criminal law, then I 
think it is clearly correct that that Se- 
cret Service agent should be ques- 
tioned, and it’s clearly correct that 
that Secret Service agent should be 
brought into the grand jury. If a Secret 
Service agent, it is alleged, is credible 
enough that the prosecutor believes 
that person should be called in and 
that he or she, as an agent, has seen in 
the course of duties, or outside of the 
course of duties, a direct violation of 
criminal law, I would find it very dif- 
ficult to make any kind of case that 
that person should not be brought in 
and questioned and should not be com- 
pelled to testify in front of a grand 
jury. 
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However, short of that set of facts, I 
believe there must be a compelling rea- 
son to subpoena a Secret Service agent 
into a grand jury on facts less than 
that. I think the reason for this, Mr. 
President, and the reason for my state- 
ment and the reason for this rationale 
is very obvious. Again, we are not so 
concerned, really, about one President. 
What we ought to be concerned about, 
however, is the precedent. We should 
not worry about what is in the best in- 
terest of a particular President, but we 
should be very much concerned about 
what is in the best interest of our 
country. We look to the Secret Service 
to protect the President of the United 
States. It is not just in the President’s 
interest that the President be pro- 
tected; it is obviously in our national 
interest that the best security pre- 
cautions be taken to protect our Presi- 
dent and his family. 

If the President has to be concerned 
about the Secret Service being called 
in to a grand jury for less than compel- 
ling reasons, I think the consequences 
are not good. I think you could make a 
very legitimate argument that that 
would, in fact, intrude on the very spe- 
cial relationship that we expect the Se- 
cret Service agents to have with the 
President of the United States. Again, 
I do not know the facts of this case, but 
I think it is important, and I felt com- 
pelled, frankly, to outline on the floor 
today at least what this Member of the 
Senate, as a former prosecutor, thinks 
the proper use of prosecutorial discre- 
tion would indicate. It is a very high 
standard. It is a very awesome respon- 
sibility. It is a sacred trust. Whether it 
be in Greene County, OH, where I pros- 
ecuted cases, or whether he be the 
independent counsel appointed to look 
into allegations about the President of 
the United States, we expect the same 
standard, we expect the same discre- 
tion, and we expect the same responsi- 
bility. 

In summary, in my opinion, if there 
has been evidence, substantial allega- 
tions, credible allegations that the Se- 
cret Service has seen something crimi- 
nal, I have no problem; in fact, they 
should be brought into a grand jury to 
help in the investigation. Short of 
that, there should be a compelling rea- 
son for that person to be subpoenaed by 
the prosecutor. It is difficult to write 
legislation to deal with this. It is dif- 
ficult for the courts to make decisions 
in regard to this. Frankly, the best per- 
son to make that decision is the inde- 
pendent counsel. We should expect a 
great deal of discretion, a great deal of 
good, common sense and judgment to 
be exercised by the independent coun- 
sel before he or she exercises the awe- 
some responsibility of subpoenaing 
someone into the grand jury, particu- 
larly when we might be dealing with a 
Secret Service agent who would be tes- 
tifying about what he or she overheard 
in connection with the President of the 
United States. 
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THE NATIONAL DUI STANDARD 


Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I will 
turn to another issue I have spoken 
about on the floor a number of times. 
It is a question, in my opinion, of life 
or death. It is legislation that was ap- 
proved by this body with an over- 
whelming—virtually a 2-to-l—vote. It 
is a matter presently subject to the 
conference committee between the 
Senate and the House. That issue, of 
course, is the issue of the .08 national 
DUI standard. 

Members of the conference com- 
mittee are working on this, or pre- 
paring to work on this matter, so I 
think my comments are timely and I 
think it is important to emphasize 
what this whole question is all about. I 
believe that one of the most important 
provisions of the Senate version of this 
service transportation bill was a provi- 
sion that we approved by an over- 
whelming majority of 62 in favor and 32 
opposed. That division, if this Senate 
approved it, would move our country 
forward to a national .08 blood alcohol 
standard. 

As my colleagues know, the House 
Rules Committee voted, I think very 
unfortunately, to stop the House from 
even considering this matter on the 
House floor. 

Mr. President, the facts are that if 
this does not become law, there will be 
lives that will be lost that would have 
been saved if we would have enacted 
this very reasonable national standard. 
The need for this legislation will not go 
away, it will only increase. 

How did such a clearly valuable 
measure, a life-saving measure, end up 
being blocked in the House and remain 
in such legislative peril today? I think 
one major reason is an effort outside 
this Congress, a well financed cam- 
paign of what I believe are half-truths. 

There was a full-page ad that ap- 
peared in the Washington Times before 
the Rules Committee voted. It said 
that reducing the blood alcohol limit 
to .08 would transform the average 
American into a lawbreaker. Here is 
what it said. I quote. 

Reducing the limit to .08 would increase 
the number of law violators by about 60 per- 
cent. 

Mr. President, that is simply not 
true. That is wrong. It is not true. That 
is not what our bill does. Our amend- 
ment’s purpose is not to get more peo- 
ple arrested for driving under the influ- 
ence of alcohol but, rather, to get more 
people to change their behavior so that 
fewer of them drive under the influ- 
ence. One might be asked: How do we 
know that would happen if our legisla- 
tion passed? How do we know the re- 
sults will be fewer people actually ar- 
rested? The answer comes from our 
largest State, the State of California. 

In 1989, the last year California had a 
10 blood alcohol content limit, the 
highway patrol in California made 
138,000 DUI arrests. In the first year 
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after the law was changed, the first 
year of the new .08 limit, that number 
did jump almost 14 percent, to 158,000— 
138,000, 158,000. But every year since 
then, Mr. President, that number has 
declined, all the way down to the last 
available figures, which were 1997, and 
that figure was 91,014. Every year, it 
went down. That is the lowest level of 
DUI arrests in California since 1971. 
The efforts from our largest State 
could not be more clear. 

A .08 standard does not turn Ameri- 
cans into lawbreakers. It does not turn 
the average American into 
lawbreakers. That is simply not true. 
It takes impaired drivers off our 
streets. 

Because precious lives depend on 
keeping impaired drivers off the road, I 
promise that we will fight to keep this 
legislation in the final transportation 
bill. We will work to pass the legisla- 
tion, because the facts are on our side. 
The facts tell a very disturbing story. 

During the recent break, when Mem- 
bers of the House and the Senate had a 
chance to be in their home States, on 
April 13 the Washington Post had an 
important, I think, revealing article 
laying out the facts. 

Fact: According to a Boston Univer- 
sity study, passing this legislation 
would save, at a minimum, 500 lives a 
year. In fact, the majority says it is no 
more than between 500 and 1,000. But 
even to take a minimum of this Boston 
University study, it would be 500 fami- 
lies that would not be destroyed—500 
families that would not have to bury a 
son, or a daughter, or a loved one. That 
is the fact. The only debate on this fact 
is, Is 500 lives a lot or a little? Is it 
worth doing something “just to save” 
500 lives? I happen to think it is. This 
is an easy question, I think, to answer. 
If by making a minor adjustment in 
the law—this is a minor adjustment— 
we can save at least 500 lives across 
this country, I think it is very, very 
important and very significant, and I 
think we ought to do it. This legisla- 
tion clearly would save at least 500 
lives. 

The second fact, again, as contained 
in this what I think is a very well bal- 
anced argument: The blood streams of 
.08 drivers carry enough alcohol to 
measurably impair the symphony of 
neurological responses necessary to 
drive a car well.” This is the conclu- 
sion of the Washington Post article 
based on the current state of research 
and based on their interviews with nu- 
merous experts, scientific experts, and 
medical experts in the field. 

The third fact, again from this arti- 
cle: There is no question that nearly 
everything you can think of in terms of 
driving impairment is evident by a 
.08.” That is a quote from UCLA Pro- 
fessor Herbert Moskowitz, the presi- 
dent of the Southern California Re- 
search Institute. 

Science tells us that at .08, drivers 
have a lot of trouble dividing their at- 
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tention between different visual stim- 
uli. They also have trouble processing 
new information as fast as driving re- 
quires. Mr. President, these are abso- 
lutely critical driving skills, crucial 
skills, when you are driving a car. At 
.08, a person’s ability to do both of 
these things is seriously impaired. 
That is a fact. 

I had a chance to talk to an old 
friend of mine, KO“ Martin, who used 
to be a highway patrolman. In fact, 
“KO” and I prosecuted a number of 
cases together. He brought a number of 
cases to me while I was a county pros- 
ecutor. He was a highway state trooper 
for many, many years. He told this 
story. Once he pulled over a motorist 
who was so impaired that “KO” had to 
literally carry him to the patrol car. 
He literally couldn’t get him there, he 
was so impaired. That particular mo- 
torist tested at .05 blood alcohol level. 
Apparently, this man had received a 
promotion at work. They had just 
thrown a party for him. He wasn’t used 
to drinking. He was clearly unable to 
drive a car after the drinks he had. He 
tested .05. Clearly, he should not have 
been behind the wheel. Someone who is 
so under the influence that he can’t 
even walk is not going to be able to 
react fast enough to drive a car safely. 
That is the simple fact. 

My fourth fact: According to a study 
published in the Journal of Studies on 
Alcohol, “Drivers with readings be- 
tween .08 and .05 had 1.4 times the risk 
of dying compared to people who had 
no alcohol in their blood. For people 
between .05 and .09, that risk was 11 
times higher.” 

Again, Mr. President, that is a fact, a 
tragic fact that costs human lives. 

Another fact: There is evidence that 
a .08 standard will have a deterrent ef- 
fect on the whole range of impaired 
drivers. Allen F. Williams of the Insur- 
ance Institute for Highway Safety 
says, “There seems to be a deterrent 
effect all across the whole range of 
blood alcohol concentrations, including 
the very high levels,” the very high 
ones all the way across on all drivers. 

Mr. President, let me mention in this 
regard that this last fact doesn’t sur- 
prise me at all. 

In fact, in 1982, as a member of the 
Ohio State Senate, I wrote a law 
toughening Ohio’s standard on im- 
paired driving. That law went into ef- 
fect March 17 of 1983. In the first year 
after our bill became law, we saw an 
across-the-board change in public atti- 
tude towards driving under the influ- 
ence. The biggest impact our bill had 
was not who was being arrested but, 
rather, in the public perception of 
drunken driving, the public perception 
of driving under the influence. It hap- 
pened all across Ohio. We saw auto fa- 
talities from drinking and driving 
going down. We sent a very strong mes- 
sage. That message could be sent 
across this country in all 50 States by 
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this Congress by approving what the 
Senate approved by a 2 to 1 margin, 
and that is to go to a very reasonable 
standard of a .08 national blood alcohol 
standard. 

No matter where someone was driv- 
ing, whether they were driving in your 
great State of Kansas or my great 
State of Ohio, or Indiana or Kentucky 
or Maine or California, they would 
have some assurance that the law 
would be uniform; that when they put 
their child in a car, got behind the 
wheel, that whatever State they were 
in, the standard would be at .08. 

America needs this legislation, and I 
will make sure we keep returning to 
this issue until we get the job done. I 
urge the transportation bill conferees 
to consider these basic facts and to in- 
clude what the Senate did, and that is 
the .08 legislation in the final transpor- 
tation bill. 

(The remarks of Mr. DeWine per- 
taining to the introduction of S. 1987 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
“Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

—— 


ELECTION OF LARRY DOBY INTO 
THE BASEBALL HALL OF FAME 


Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to what I believe 
is a truly excellent decision by the 
baseball Hall of Fame’s Veterans Com- 
mittee. On the 3rd of March, one of the 
true greats of baseball history, Larry 
Doby, was elected to the baseball Hall 
of Fame. I think we all know the story, 
at least the outline of the story. On 
July 5, 1947, Larry Doby became the 
first African American to play in the 
American League—just 3 months after 
Jackie Robinson had broken baseball’s 
color barrier in the other league, the 
National League. 

The legendary Bill Veeck was at that 
time, of course, the owner and had con- 
trol of the Cleveland Indians. Veeck 
saw that Larry Doby was leading the 
Negro National League with a .458 bat- 
ting average and had at that time 13 
home runs. He and Doby, Veeck and 
Doby, made the historic and coura- 
geous decision to break the color bar- 
rier in the American League. 

It is sometimes difficult for us to re- 
member what the situation was back in 
1947 or to really truly understand it. 
The Jackie Robinson decision was still 
highly controversial. It was really at 
this point by no means self-evident 
that support for integrated baseball 
would take hold. Larry Doby and Bill 
Veeck made an act of faith in Amer- 
ica’s future and in the American peo- 
ple. 

In his autobiography, Bill Veeck 
wrote that he received 20,000 letters, 
most of them in violent, sometimes ob- 
scene protest.” But then he went on to 
say, When Doby hit a tremendous 
home run to put us ahead in the fourth 
game of the Series, it could be observed 
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that none of the people who were on 
their feet cheering seemed at all con- 
cerned or even conscious of Larry 
Doby’s color.” 

Mr. President, it took courage for 
Larry Doby to get up to the plate, but 
once he got there his record of accom- 
plishment silenced his critics. In 1948, 
his first full season, he led the Indians 
to victory in the World Series batting 
.318 and hitting a game-winning home 
run. He was named to the All-Star 
Team every single year from 1949 to 
1955. In 1952, he led the American 
League in home runs and runs scored. 
Two years later, in 1954, he led the 
league in home runs and RBIs. 

He left the Indians in 1956 to play for 
the Chicago White Sox, and later the 
Detroit Tigers. He retired in 1959, but 
returned to baseball in 1978 to manage 
the White Sox—becoming only the sec- 
ond African-American manager in the 
history of the major leagues. The first, 
I might add, was the great Frank Rob- 
inson—who managed the Indians from 
1975 to 1977, and who played as a player, 
of course, for the Cincinnati Reds and 
then for the Baltimore Orioles. 

Mr. President, I join all Ohioans—and 
indeed all lovers of baseball nation- 
wide—in congratulating Larry Doby on 
this well-deserved recognition of a 
truly outstanding career. 

(Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire as- 
sumed the Chair.) 


——— 


JOSELIN HERNANDEZ 


Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, we ob- 
serve, this month, National Child 
Abuse Prevention Month. On this occa- 
sion, I would like to give the Senate an 
update about the fate of a little girl 
about whom I testified previously be- 
fore the Senate Finance Committee. 

In my testimony on October 8, 1997, I 
told the story of a little 2-year-old girl 
from Ventura County, CA, a little girl 
by the name of Joselin Hernandez. This 
poor little girl was beaten, bitten and 
slowly tortured to death by her par- 
ents. She first was taken into foster 
care when she was 6 weeks old, hos- 
pitalized with six fractured ribs, bro- 
ken legs and burns to her hands and 
feet. She was also malnourished and 
dehydrated. The little girl, little 
Joselin, was placed at that time with 
her grandmother. But when her grand- 
mother died, Joselin was returned to 
her parents, and 3 months later, as I 
testified before, she was dead. 

Now, after a 6-week trial, Joselin’s 
father has been convicted of first-de- 
gree murder and torture, and her moth- 
er of second-degree murder. The judge 
sentenced Joselin’s father to life in 
prison. He will be eligible for parole in 
42 years. The judge sentenced her 
mother to 15 years to life, and she will 
be eligible for parole in 13 years. The 
judge, after listening to the evidence, 
after listening to this horrible story, 
this horrible tragedy, told Joselin’s fa- 
ther: 
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I have been in court with literally scores of 
people—some brutal, sadistic killers, but 
none of them were treated by society as 
Joselin was treated by her father. 

Joselin’s mother’s attorney asked 
the judge to take into consideration 
the mother has lost two children— 
Joselin and a 3-year-old son who was 
placed in foster care. The judge replied, 
I think correctly: 

She hasn't lost two children. She killed 
one and lost the other. And it seems the rea- 
son she did it was not a pretty one. She was 
getting what she needed, so it was accept- 
able. It was not unacceptable enough for her 
to lift a hand to make it end. 

These killers have been brought to 
justice. We, as Americans, I don’t 
think, can truly believe that justice 
has been done when any child has been 
left to the mercy of people like this. 
The bill that we passed—my colleague 
in the chair helped pass last year—to 
reform the foster care system in this 
country to help liberate children from 
abusive parents, is just the beginning, 
just the beginning of a strong struggle 
to reduce the number of lives lost in 
this kind of senseless tragedy. 

We need to move children into safe, 
stable, loving and permanent homes. 
Just about a year ago, on April 30, 1997, 
I told the Senate about another little 
girl, and her story has a happier end- 
ing. This is a little Ohio girl. She was 
less than 4 months old when she was 
hospitalized in critical condition, suf- 
fering from shaken-baby syndrome. 
When she was released from the hos- 
pital she went to her first foster home. 
By the time this little girl was 4, she 
had been shuttled through eight sepa- 
rate foster homes in 4 short years of 
life. 

By the time she finally got out of fos- 
ter care, she became hysterical when- 
ever she saw a full black garbage bag. 
Why? That's because that was the lug- 
gage that was used whenever she had to 
be moved from one foster home to an- 
other. They always put her belongings 
in a plastic garbage bag. She knew 
when she saw that that she was going 
to be moved again. 

Last week this little Ohio girl finally 
got permanent adoptive parents. That 
is what she and every child in this 
country needs and deserves. I'm sure 
all my colleagues join me in wishing 
her well in her new home and her heal- 
ing process. Im sure all of my col- 
leagues also join me in pledging that 
we will redouble our common efforts to 
help all of America’s children find safe, 
stable, loving and permanent homes. 

In short, and in conclusion, the bill 
that we passed last year is doing some 
good. It will continue to do good. But 
it is only the first step. As long as 
there are half a million children in this 
country, as there still are today, who 
are in foster care at any one given mo- 
ment, as long as children are in some 
abusive homes, as long as we continue 
to lose children every week who are 
killed by their caregivers, this Senate 
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and legislative bodies across this coun- 
try must remain vigilant. We must 
continue to examine this issue. We 
must do all that we can to make sure 
that every child has what we all want 
for our own children, and that is a per- 
manent and loving home. 


APPOINTMENT BY THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the majority leader, 
pursuant to Public Law 105-92, appoints 
John David Davenport, of Oklahoma, 
as a participant in the 1998 National 
Summit on Retirement Income Sav- 
ings, to fill the existing vacancy there- 
on. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be recog- 
nized for 10 minutes to speak as in 
morning business for a period not to 
exceed 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. COLLINS. I thank the Chair. 

(The remarks of Ms. COLLINS per- 
taining to the introduction of S. 1988 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
“Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

——— 


THE VERY BAD DEBT BOX SCORE 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business yesterday, Thursday, 
April 23, 1998, the federal debt stood at 
$5,501,159,283,287.65 (Five trillion, five 
hundred and one billion, one hundred 
fifty-nine million, two hundred eighty- 
three thousand, two hundred eighty- 
seven dollars and sixty-five cents). 

One year ago, April 23, 1997, the fed- 
eral debt stood at $5,345,089,000,000 
(Five trillion, three hundred forty-five 
billion, eighty-nine million). 

Five years ago, April 23, 1993, the fed- 
eral debt stood at $4,230,203,000,000 
(Four trillion, two hundred thirty bil- 
lion, two hundred three million). 

Twenty-five years ago, April 23, 1973, 
the federal debt stood at $454,924,000,000 
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(Four hundred fifty-four billion, nine 
hundred twenty-four million) which re- 
flects a debt increase of more than $5 
trillion—$ (Five trillion, forty-six bil- 
lion, two hundred thirty-five million, 
two hundred eighty-three thousand, 
two hundred eighty-seven dollars and 
sixty-five cents) during the past 25 
years. 
O 


U.S. FOREIGN OIL CONSUMPTION 
FOR WEEK ENDING APRIL 17TH 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the 
American Petroleum Institute’s report 
for the week ending April 17, that the 
U.S. imported 9,503,000 barrels of oil 
each day, 1,519,000 more barrels than 
the 6,424,000 imported each day during 
the same week a year ago. 

Americans relied on foreign oil for 
59.6 percent of their needs last week, 
and there are no signs that the upward 
spiral will abate. Before the Persian 
Gulf War, the United States obtained 
approximately 45 percent of its oil sup- 
ply from foreign countries. During the 
Arab oil embargo in the 1970s, foreign 
oil accounted for only 35 percent of 
America’s oil supply. 

Politicians had better ponder the 
economic calamity sure to occur in 
America if and when foreign producers 
shut off our supply—or double the al- 
ready enormous cost of imported oil 
flowing into the U.S.—now 9,503,000 
barrels a day. 

———— yy 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
RECEIVED DURING ADJOURNMENT 


Under the authority of the order of 
the Senate of January 7, 1997, the Sec- 
retary of the Senate, on April 24, 1998, 
during the adjournment of the Senate, 
received a message from the House of 
Representatives announcing that the 
House has passed the following bill, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.R. 1252. An act to modify the procedures 
of the Federal courts in certain matters, and 
for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Speaker appoints the following Mem- 
bers as additional conferees in the con- 
ference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H.R. 2400) to author- 
ize funds for Federal-aid highways, 
highway safety programs, and transit 
programs, and for other purposes; and 
appoints as additional conferees from 
the Committee on Science, for consid- 
eration of section 312(d) and title VI of 
the House bill and sections 1119, 1206, 
and title II of the Senate amendment 
and modifications committed to con- 
ference: Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mrs. 
MORELLA, and Mr. Brown of California. 

The message further announced that 
the House disagrees to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 3130) to 
provide for an alternative penalty pro- 
cedure for States that fail to meet Fed- 
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eral child support data processing re- 
quirements, to reform Federal incen- 
tive payments for effective child sup- 
port performance, to provide for a more 
flexible penalty procedure for States 
that violate interjurisdictional adop- 
tion requirements, to amend the Immi- 
gration and National Act to make cer- 
tain aliens determined to be delinquent 
in the payment of child support inad- 
missible and ineligible for naturaliza- 
tion, and for other purposes, and asks a 
conference with the Senate on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses there- 
on; and appoints the following Mem- 
bers as the managers of the conference 
on the part of the House: 

From the Committee on Ways and 
Means, for consideration of the House 
bill and the Senate amendments, and 
modifications committed to con- 
ference: Mr. ARCHER, Mr. SHAW, Mr. 
CAMP, Mr. RANGEL, and Mr. LEVIN. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Education and the 
Workforce, for consideration of section 
401 of the Senate amendment and modi- 
fications committed to conference: Mr. 
GOODLING, Mr. FAWELL, and Mr. PAYNE. 

The message also announced that the 
House disagrees to the amendment of 
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 3579) mak- 
ing emergency supplemental appropria- 
tions for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 1998, and for other purposes, 
and agrees to the conference asked by 
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon; and appoints 
Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. 
YouNG of Florida, Mr. REGULA, Mr. 
LEWIS of California, Mr. PORTER, Mr. 
ROGERS, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. WOLF, Mr. 
KOLBE, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. CALLAHAN, 
Mr. WALSH, Mr. OBEY, Mr. YATES, Mr. 
STOKES, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. SABO, Mr. 
FAZIO, Mr. HOYER, Ms. KAPTUR, and Ms. 
PELOSI, as the managers of the con- 
ference on the part of the House. 

Oo 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bill was read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 1252. An act to modify the procedures 
of the Federal courts in certain matters, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

— 


MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 


The following bill was read the sec- 
ond time and placed on the calendar: 

S. 1981. A bill to preserve the balance of 
rights between employers, employees, and 
labor organizations which is fundamental to 
our system of collective bargaining while 
preserving the rights of workers to organize, 
or otherwise engage in concerted activities 
protected under the National Labor Rela- 
tions Act. 

The following bills were read twice 
and ordered placed on the calendar: 

H.R. 3565. An act to amend Part L of the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968 
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S. 1985. An act to amend Part L of the Om- 
nibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1968. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. THURMOND, from the Committee 
on Armed Services, without amendment: 

S. 1873. A bill to state the policy of the 
United States regarding the deployment of a 
missile defense system capable of defending 
the territory of the United States against 
limited ballistic missile attack (Rept. No. 
105-175). 


— 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. GRAMS: 

S. 1982. A bill to equalize the minimum ad- 
justments to prices for fluid milk under milk 
marketing orders; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire (for 
himself, Mr. HELMS, and Mr. FAIR- 
CLOTH): 

S. 1983. A bill to amend section 991(a) of 
title 28, United States Code, to require cer- 
tain members of the United States Sen- 
tencing Commission to be selected from 
among individuals who are victims of a 
crime of violence; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG: 

S. 1984. A bill to prohibit the transfer of a 
handgun by a licensed dealer unless the 
transferee states that the transferee is not 
the subject of a restraining order with re- 
spect to an intimate partner of the trans- 
feree, a child of the transferee, or a child of 
an intimate partner of the transferee; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. BIDEN, 
Mr. LEAHY, Mr. DEWINE, and Mr. SES- 
SIONS): 

S. 1985. A bill to amend Part L of the Om- 
nibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1968; read twice and placed on the calendar. 

By Mr. D'AMATO (for himself and Mr. 
SHELBY): 

S. 1986. A bill to restructure the regulation 
of the Federal Home Loan Bank System; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself and Mrs. 
HUTCHISON): 

S. 1987. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, with respect to violent sex 
crimes against children, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself and Ms. 
SNOWE): 

S. 1988. A bill to provide for the release of 
interests of the United States in certain real 
property located in Augusta, Maine; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 


———— 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 


By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. BROWNBACK, 
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Mr. BINGAMAN, and Mr. 
FELLER): 

S. Res. 216. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate regarding Japan's dif- 
ficult economic condition; to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. WARNER (for himself, Mr. 
Ross, and Mr. GRAHAM): 

S. Con. Res. 91. A bill expressing the sense 
of the Congress that a postage stamp should 
be issued to commemorate the life of George 
Washington and his contributions to the Na- 
tion; to the Committee on Governmental Af- 
fairs. 


ROCKE- 


— 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. GRAMS: 

S. 1982. A bill to equalize the min- 
imum adjustments to prices for fluid 
milk under milk marketing orders; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry. 

THE DAIRY REFORM ACT OF 1998 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation that 
seeks to restore fairness to the nation’s 
dairy system—fairness that has long 
been missing, particularly in the Upper 
Midwest and especially in my home 
state of Minnesota. 

When Minnesotans are asked to name 
my state’s leading industries, agri- 
culture will certainly be at or near the 
top of most every list. Farming and 
farm-related business plays a critical 
role in Minnesota’s economy. One out 
of every four Minnesota jobs is tied in 
some way to agriculture, and 25% of 
the state’s economy is dependent upon 
farmers and agri-business, most of it 
focused in the dairy industry. 

What many people do not realize is 
that, despite those statistics, our 
state's dairy industry is in real trou- 
ble. 

Since dropping to number five in 
milk production—behind Wisconsin, 
California, Pennsylvania, and New 
York—Minnesota has been slowly but 
steadily losing its clout among the top 
dairy states in the nation. We have lost 
over 10,000 dairy farms in just the last 
decade, and today, dairy farms are dry- 
ing up at a rate of about three every 
single day. Milk production has 
dropped significantly as a result—near- 
ly 20% in the last decade. 

What makes this especially troubling 
is that much of the decline in Min- 
nesota’s dairy industry can be traced 
directly to farm policies mandated out- 
side of Minnesota’s control, in Wash- 
ington. And the outdated federal milk 
marketing orders program is a serious 
part of our dairy problems. 

The Midwest is one of the best places 
in the country for dairy. It should be 
growing and expanding in the Midwest, 
but because of the Government’s out- 
dated policies and programs, it is hurt- 
ing and killing the dairy industry in 
the Midwest. 

The milk marketing orders is yet an- 
other example of a well-intentioned 


April 24, 1998 


scheme dreamed up by Washington bu- 
reaucrats that has gone seriously awry. 
Instead of helping Minnesotans, the 
milk orders actually hurt the state’s 
economy and penalizing its taxpayers, 
while benefiting dairy farmers outside 
the Midwest. 

The problem can be traced back to 
1937, when Congress enacted the Agri- 
cultural Marketing Agreement Act.” 
The legislation was created to encour- 
age the milk production near the na- 
tion’s major population centers and set 
a minimum price paid to dairy farmers 
for Class I milk. That federal “nudge” 
was necessary in some instances, be- 
cause without refrigerated trucks, fluid 
milk could not be transported over 
long distances. 

In 1985, as part of that year’s farm 
bill, Congress expanded the milk orders 
program to aid the dairy industry out- 
side the Midwest by increasing the 
minimum price for Class I milk based 
on a ridiculous formula. 

This basically helps producers out- 
side the Upper Midwest, while making 
dairy production less profitable for pro- 
ducers inside the Upper Midwest re- 
gion. 

That is not because of anything that 
the farmers are doing, their produc- 
tivity, the land, the climate, whatever. 
The only reason for the decline, again, 
is because of an outdated Federal dairy 
policy. 

This process is unfair and archaic. 
Above all, it is opposite in every way 
to the free market. 

The Upper Midwest dairy industry, 
one of the most efficient in the world, 
is only asking for a fair shake in this 
process. And so, Mr. President, the leg- 
islation I introduce today will amend 
one of the most inequitable compo- 
nents of the Agricultural Marketing 
Act of 1937—the Class I milk price dif- 
ferentials. 

USDA is currently in the process of 
reforming its system of Federal Milk 
Marketing Orders. Unfortunately, the 
Class I differentials proposal released 
earlier this year was disappointing. 
Two options have been offered under 
the proposal. Option ‘*1A’’—the status 
quo option—is plainly unacceptable. 
Option “1B” does take a small step in 
the right direction, but it does not go 
far enough. However, a small step for 
reform is most certainly preferable to 
a step backward as IA! would do. 

As short-term progress, I support Op- 
tion 1B“ because, as I have said, it is 
the only option USDA is currently con- 
sidering that makes a move toward 
fairness in federal dairy policy. My bill 
would continue the reform beyond the 
small gains for equity that 1B“ estab- 
lishes. We cannot allow ourselves to be- 
come satisfied until we secure sub- 
stantive federal dairy reform. 

Common sense would tell us that 
USDA's proposal of a small step toward 
market-policy is the compromise posi- 
tion for dairy reform. However, as you 
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can imagine, there has been the typ- 
ical, standard-fare outcry against any 
sort of reform—even the minimal re- 
form that was offered in the form of 
Option 1B.“ And surely that is little 
more than an acknowledgment on the 
part of USDA that equity and fairness 
really do matter in national dairy pol- 
icy. 

USDA has explicitly expressed its 
preference for IB.“ However, my opti- 
mism is guarded, given the fact that 
“the status quo option” is being seri- 
ously considered as a measure of re- 
form. 

It is all too likely that they may 
move us a step backward and call it re- 
form. There is every reason to believe 
that USDA will succumb to the pres- 
sure of maintaining the unjustifiable 
status quo. 

So many constituencies have been 
built up around this antiquated dairy 
pricing policy, and now to try to put 
any fairness into the system we are 
going to have these outcries from 
across the country. 

So, in addition to the objective of 
shaping the policy debate beyond 
short-term fixes, I believe that we in 
the Upper Midwest must now proceed 
with progressive dairy reform in the 
event we once again, find ourselves 
standing alone in the name of justifi- 
able, equitable, dairy policy. 

The Dairy Reform Act of 1998 estab- 
lishes a uniform Class I price differen- 
tial of $1.80 for each marketing area 
subject to an order. The newly pro- 
posed 11 Federal Milk Marketing Or- 
ders will remain in place to provide 
necessary over order premiums that 
would raise the $1.80 in some areas. 
This legislation directs us toward mar- 
ket-oriented reform because it removes 
the arbitrary, artificial price structure 
and its resulting interference with the 
market itself. 

As far as dairy policy is concerned, 
we're at a pivotal juncture. The 
groundwork is being laid for a national 
patchwork of regional compacts. 
Roughly half the country has either 
passed enabling compact legislation, is 
debating such legislation, or is in- 
volved in the Northeast Interstate 
Dairy Compact. We must either decide 
to support a national system, or re- 
gionalize. As I’ve said, USDA’s Option 
“1B” is a small step in the right direc- 
tion for dairy policy. The Dairy Reform 
Act brings us closer yet to substantive 
reform. The compact alternative, on 
the other hand, is not reform—it is re- 
treat. It is anti-market and anti-con- 
sumer, by definition. 

There is no substantive, equity-based 
justification to support random Class I 
differentials. In fact, USDA’s current 
federal marketing order system was 
deemed arbitrary and capricious” by 
a Federal district court judge late last 
year. 

That is the fourth time that the 
courts have come out and said that the 
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current dairy policies in this country 
are, again, arbitrary and capricious. 
So, bottom line, it means they are un- 
fair, they are antimarket, they are 
anticonsumer. 

So, the case brought against USDA 
has been in the courts for 7 years, and 
the judge’s ruling was no less than the 
fourth such proceeding in the history 
of the case. Given the outrageously 
drawn-out history of the case, the 
judge decided not to grant USDA’s re- 
quest to justify the pricing scheme. 

However, the ruling has been stayed 
now pending the appeal of the decision 
of the eighth circuit. After the courts 
have been cleared on the marketing 
order system, why is the USDA appeal- 
ing? Why are they appealing to keep in 
place a system that the courts have 
ruled four times is basically unfair? 
Why don’t they focus their efforts on 
changing the system, as the court has 
required, but, most important, chang- 
ing the system to make sure that it is 
fair, that it does not discriminate 
against one part of the country over 
another, that it does not pick winners 
and losers, and it does not step on the 
necks of farmers in the Midwest? 

Under the current Federal order mar- 
keting system, the Government is 
picking winners and picking losers. 
This system of nonuniform differen- 
tials is inherently unfair, and I wel- 
come debate of other dairy policy pro- 
posals for reform as well. 

Mr. President, finally, I just want to 
say the Dairy Reform Act of 1998 is 
simply a call to fairness, just fairness, 
in dairy policy. It is a statement in no 
uncertain terms that we who represent 
upper Midwest dairy farmers are going 
to fight for equitable reform, for mar- 
ket-driven policy. I urge my colleagues 
to take a look at it, to say what is fair. 
Why not have everybody on a level 
playing field? Why not give farmers all 
over the country the same opportunity 
for success or failure? Why not get con- 
sumers market-driven prices, rather 
than unfair Federal policies aimed at 
the Midwest? 

So, I urge my colleagues to give their 
support. 


By Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire 
(for himself, Mr. HELMS, and 
Mr. FAIRCLOTH): 

S. 1983. A bill to amend section 991(a) 
of title 28, United States Code, to re- 
quire certain members of the United 
States Sentencing Commission to be 
selected from among individuals who 
are victims of a crime of violence; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

U.S. SENTENCING COMMISSION LEGISLATION 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, this is National Victim 
Rights Week and today I am intro- 
ducing a bill to amend section 991(a) of 
title 28, United States Code, to require 
certain members of the United States 
Sentencing Commission to be selected 
from among individuals who are vic- 
tims of a crime of violence. 
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Each year, Mr. President, about 40 
million Americans are victimized by 
crime. Yet, all too often, the voices of 
those victims are lost in the criminal 
justice system. In fact, it often seems 
that the voices of those who commit 
crimes are heard with greater atten- 
tiveness by our criminal justice system 
than are the voices of the victims of 
crime. As President Reagan’s Task 
Force on Victims of Crime stated in its 
1982 report, the criminal justice sys- 
tem has lost its essential balance.” 

One response to this problem has 
been S.J. Res. 44, a constitutional 
amendment to protect the rights of 
victims of crime, which has been intro- 
duced in this Congress by Senators KYL 
and FEINSTEIN. I am proud to be a co- 
sponsor of that crime victims constitu- 
tional amendment. 

The bill that I am introducing today, 
Mr. President, is another response to 
the problem of the underrepresentation 
of victims’ rights in our criminal jus- 
tice system. My bill, which my distin- 
guished colleagues from North Caro- 
lina, Senators FAIRCLOTH and HELMS, 
are cosponsoring, would reserve two of 
the seven seats on the United States 
Sentencing Commission for victims of 
violent crime. 

Mr. President, the United States Sen- 
tencing Commission is an independent 
entity within the judicial branch that 
establishes sentencing policies and 
practices for the Federal courts. This 
includes sentencing guidelines that 
prescribe the appropriate form and se- 
verity of punishment for offenders con- 
victed of Federal crimes. 

The U.S. Sentencing Commission is 
composed of seven voting members who 
are appointed by the President, with 
the advice and consent of the Senate, 
for six-year terms. The Commission 
also includes two non-voting members. 
Of the seven voting members of the 
Sentencing Commission, three must be 
Federal judges. 

Under my bill, two of the four seats 
on the Sentencing Commission that are 
not filled by Federal judges would be 
reserved for victims of a crime of vio- 
lence or, in the case of a homicide, an 
immediate family member of such a 
victim. My bill utilizes the existing 
statutory definition of a crime of vio- 
lence that is found in section 16 of title 
18 of the United States Code. 

Mr. President, my bill preserves, to a 
large extent, the discretion of the 
President in making decisions about 
whom to nominate to seats on the Sen- 
tencing Commission. Under my bill, 
the President remains free to seek in- 
dividuals who have professional exper- 
tise in the criminal justice field, so 
long as they also are victims of crime. 
Sadly, Mr. President, I do not believe 
that the President would have much 
difficulty identifying such qualified in- 
dividuals. 

Mr. President, six of the seven voting 
seats on the Sentencing Commission 
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are vacant. Let’s give victims of crime 
a voice by requiring that two of those 
vacant seats must be filled by Ameri- 
cans who have been victimized by vio- 
lent crime. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of my bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1983 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 


SECTION 1. COMPOSITION OF UNITED STATES 
SENTENCING COMMISSION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 991(a) of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after same political party.” the following: 
“Of the members who are not Federal judges, 
not less than 2 members shall be individuals 
who are victims of a crime of violence (as 
that term is defined in section 16 of title 18) 
or, in the case of a homicide, an immediate 
family member of such a victim."’. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.—The amendment made 
by this section shall apply with respect to 
any appointment made on or after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 


By Mr. LAUTENBERG: 

S. 1984. A bill to prohibit the transfer 
of a handgun by a licensed dealer un- 
less the transferee states that the 
transferee is not the subject of a re- 
straining order with respect to an inti- 
mate partner of the transferee, a child 
of the transferee, or a child of an inti- 
mate partner of the transferee; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

BRADY HANDGUN VIOLENCE PROTECTION ACT 

AMENDMENTS 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce a bill to add a 
provision to the Brady Handgun Back- 
ground Check Form to enforce the pro- 
hibition that persons under a restrain- 
ing order for harassing, stalking or 
threatening an intimate partner or 
child cannot purchase a gun. 

The Background Check Form, used 
by law enforcement and gun dealers to 
enforce the Brady Handgun Violence 
Protection Act, currently requires a 
purchaser to answer questions on 
whether he or she falls into one of the 
categories prohibited from purchasing 
a gun. The form asks whether the pur- 
chaser has been convicted of a felony, 
has been declared mentally defective or 
been committed to a mental institu- 
tion, is an illegal alien, fugitive from 
justice or an illegal user of drugs—all 
of which would disqualify the person 
from lawfully purchasing a gun. How- 
ever, there is one very important dis- 
qualification not listed on this form. 
The 1994 Crime Act prohibits a person 
under a restraining order for harassing, 
stalking or threatening an intimate 
partner or the child of that partner 
from purchasing a gun. But this dis- 
qualification is not on the Brady Back- 
ground Check Form—in fact it is the 
only disqualification not on the Form. 

Dealers, law enforcement agencies, 
and purchasers rely on the form to pro- 
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vide notice as to who is prohibited 
from purchasing a handgun, and law 
enforcement agencies use the form as a 
guide in making background checks. 
This omission on the Brady Form 
means persons under restraining orders 
for harassing, stalking and threatening 
their partners and their partner’s chil- 
dren can more easily obtain a gun even 
though it is illegal for them to do so. 
My legislation is necessary because all 
changes to the form are required to be 
done by legislation rather than by reg- 
ulation or order. 

This simple change to the Brady 
Check List can mean the difference be- 
tween life and death for women and 
children across America. Domestic vio- 
lence in the United States remains the 
number one threat of injury to women 
ages 15 to 44, and hundreds of thou- 
sands of women are forced to obtain re- 
straining orders to protect themselves 
and their children from abusive part- 
ners every year. More than twice as 
many women are shot and killed each 
year by their husbands or intimate 
partners than by strangers. 

Mr. President, Congress has already 
recognized that persons who are under 
restraining orders for harassing, stalk- 
ing, and threatening their spouses, 
partners, and children should not be 
able to buy a gun. This simple bill will 
help to enforce this important prohibi- 
tion to keep guns out of the hands of 
those who pose a real and serious 
threat to their partners and children. 
Every year we see tragic incidents of 
victims of domestic violence who have 
obtained restraining orders only to be 
murdered by their partner. 

I hope you will join me and support 
this worthy bill to protect victims of 
domestic violence from the dangers 
that follow when their abusive partner 
gains access to a gun. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of this bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1984 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 


SECTION 1. PROHIBITION OF THE TRANSFER OF 
A HANDGUN BY A LICENSED DEALER 
UNLESS THE TRANSFEREE STATES 
THAT THE TRANSFEREE IS NOT THE 
SUBJECT OF A RESTRAINING ORDER 
WITH RESPECT TO AN INTIMATE 
PARTNER OF THE TRANSFEREE, A 
CHILD OF THE TRANSFEREE, OR A 
CHILD OF AN INTIMATE PARTNER 
OF THE TRANSFEREE. 
Section 922(sX3XB) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended— 
(1) by striking “and” at the end of clause 
(vi); and 
(2) by adding “and” at the end of clause 
(vii); and 
(3) by adding at the end the following: 
(vii) is not subject to a court order 
that— 
“D restrains the transferee from 
harassing, stalking, or threatening an inti- 
mate partner of the transferee or child of 
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such intimate partner or transferee, or en- 
gaging in other conduct that would place an 
intimate partner in reasonable fear of bodily 
injury to the partner or child; 

(II) was issued after a hearing of which 
the transferee received actual notice, and at 
which the transferee had the opportunity to 
participate; and 

(II) (aa) includes a finding that the 
transferee represents a credible threat to the 
physical safety of such intimate partner or 
child; or 

“(bb) by its terms explicitly prohibits the 
use, attempted use, or threatened use of 
physical force against such intimate partner 
or child that would reasonably be expected 
to cause bodily injury;’’. 


By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. 
BIDEN, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. DEWINE, 
and Mr. SESSIONS): 

S. 1985. A bill to amend Part L of the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968; read twice and 
placed on the calendar. 

THE CARE FOR POLICE SURVIVORS ACT OF 1998 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, during 
the week of May 12, the country will 
honor once again those law enforce- 
ment and public safety officers who 
have died in the line of duty. It is en- 
tirely fitting that we do this. And as 
we remember those who have fallen in 
defense of the public safety, we should 
also do all we can to comfort and assist 
the families and loved ones they have 
left behind. The bill I rise to introduce 
today, the Care for Police Survivors 
Act of 1998, will help ensure that we are 
doing so. 

First, this bill, which was introduced 
in the House as H.R. 3565, will strength- 
en programs available to the families 
of slain police officers. For instance, 
the bill will allow groups like Concerns 
for Police Survivors, more commonly 
referred to as COPS, to increase and 
improve their services to these fami- 
lies. Second, this bill provides author- 
ity to the Director of the Bureau of 
Justice Assistance to spend no less 
than $150,000 out of the Public Safety 
Officers’ Benefits program to support 
and enrich national peer support and 
counseling programs for families of po- 
lice officers lost in the line of duty. 

Second, this act will expedite the 
process of handling cases pending be- 
fore the Public Safety Officers’ Bene- 
fits Office by allowing the expenditure 
of PSOB program funds on outside 
hearing officers. Currently, survivors 
of fallen police officers have to wait en- 
tirely too long to obtain an appeal 
hearing for the denial of benefits. By 
enacting this bill, we will make the 
process of helping these families less 
burdensome. 

I am pleased to be joined by Senators 
BIDEN, LEAHY, DEWINE, and SESSIONS in 
introducing this bill in the Senate. On 
Tuesday of this week, the House of 
Representatives overwhelmingly 
passed H.R. 3565 by a 403 to 8 vote. I 
urge my colleagues to join me in expe- 
ditiously passing this legislation to 
demonstrate our tremendous gratitude 
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and support for these heroes and their 
families. 


By Mr. DEWINE (for himself and 
Mrs. HUTCHISON): 

S. 1987. A bill to amend title 18, 
United States Code, with respect to 
violent sex crimes against children, 
and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

THE CHILD PROTECTION AND SEXUAL PREDATOR 
PUNISHMENT ACT OF 1998 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Child Protec- 
tion and Sexual Predator Punishment 
Act of 1998. The purpose of this legisla- 
tion is to address the problem of child 
molesters and pedophiles who use com- 
puters, and the Internet in particular, 
to commit crimes of sexual abuse and 
exploitation against our most vulner- 
able citizens—our children. I appre- 
ciate Senator KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON 
joining me in this important effort. 

The Child Protection and Sexual 
Predator Punishment Act is a com- 
prehensive bill that combats the grow- 
ing problem of criminals who misuse 
our information superhighway to con- 
tact children for purposes of sexual 
abuse and exploitation. Not only does 
this legislation send a strong message 
that America will not tolerate the 
abuse of its children, it will also make 
it easier to put these heinous criminals 
out of commission. 

Mr. President, my wife Fran and I 
have eight children—ages 6 to 30. There 
is nothing more important to parents 
than protecting their children from 
harm. There was a time, not so long 
ago, when parents could feel secure 
when their children were at home or in 
a library—that their child would at 
least be safe from danger in those 
places. But along with the tremendous 
benefit of the Internet, we have also 
unfortunately, unintentionally invited 
strangers into our homes, and some- 
time our children’s rooms, just because 
computers may be located there. 
Strangers who sometimes have the im- 
moral and criminal intent to lure our 
kids into deviant sexual, abusive, and 
illegal activity right under our noses. 

Not long ago, a 47-year-old Ohio man 
used the Internet to entice a 12-year- 
old girl in New Jersey to make porno- 
graphic videos of herself. He posed on- 
line as a 15-year-old, who promised 
that he would forward copies of the 
pornographic video to her favorite 
music band members. She made four 
sexually explicit videos before the man 
was apprehended by authorities. There 
are literally hundreds of these exam- 
ples, and many even worse, occurring 
every day in America. It has become 
commonplace to hear about a child 
being lured across the country via the 
Internet by a pedophile. 

I hope, and believe, that through this 
legislation we can begin to restore the 
peace of mind parents should have 
when their children use the Internet at 
school, at the library, or in their home. 
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This bill will protect children from 
cyber-stalkers and porn peddlers by 
prohibiting contacting of a minor on 
the Internet for the purpose of engag- 
ing in illegal sexual activity. It pro- 
hibits knowingly transferring obscene 
materials to a minor over the Internet. 
In addition, the maximum penalty is 
doubled for enticing a minor to travel 
across State lines for illegal sexual ac- 
tivity. Using a computer to persuade a 
minor to engage in prostitution or a 
sexual act will carry a maximum sen- 
tence of 15 years, and a minimum sen- 
tence of 3 years. 

Also, law enforcement is given the 
tools to quickly and effectively inves- 
tigate sex and kidnaping crimes involv- 
ing children. Pretrial detention is pro- 
vided for Federal sex offenders, and ad- 
ministrative subpoenas are allowed in 
certain child exploitation investiga- 
tions. In addition, the bill clarifies that 
kidnaping investigations do not require 
waiting 24 hours—they can be initiated 
immediately. Further, Federal juris- 
diction is provided in kidnaping cases 
where a facility or means of interstate 
or foreign commerce is used. 

Mr. President, a person today can get 
almost anything on the Internet. With 
this bill, we are trying to make sure 
that they cannot get our children. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, 
technology has opened many doors for 
communications and information shar- 
ing. Unfortunately, criminals have 
found new ways to use the innovations 
to hurt children. 

Today I am introducing with Senator 
DEWINE the Child Protection and Sex- 
ual Predator Punishment Act of 1998. 
Our bill will give law enforcement the 
necessary tools to stop crimes against 
children, especially those initiated 
through the Internet and commercial 
on-line services. 

Along with the proliferation of users 
of on-line services, our nation has seen 
a rise in crimes committed against 
children by sexual predators on-line. 
Every day, pedophiles stalk children 
through the computer, transmitting 
pornography to them and enticing 
them to participate in illegal activity. 
In some of the most tragic instances, 
these criminals have convinced chil- 
dren to travel long distances to meet 
them, only to face horrendous abuse by 
their ‘‘hosts.” 

In response to the growing number of 
these crimes. Congress has and will 
surely continue to appropriate funds to 
allow collaboration among FBI and 
state and local law enforcement to de- 
velop effective means to prevent inno- 
cent children from being exploited. In 
the past, funds have been used to train 
officers to detect cybercrime, pursue 
sexual predators and establish child 
sexual exploitation cyber-squads of 
state and local officers. 

But the responsibility of Congress is 
not only to provide necessary re- 
sources. We have an unfinished respon- 


6749 


sibility to give officers the legal tools 
they need to stop these crimes before 
they happen. In addition, Congress 
must send the unequivocal message to 
criminals who dare to prey on children 
that such crimes will not be tolerated. 

As children and adults increase their 
use of computers and on-line services, 
this problem will only get worse. Only 
through aggressive enforcement will 
we be able to combat this rise in tragic 
crimes against our most vulnerable 
citizens—children. 


By Mr. D'AMATO (for himself 
and Mr. SHELBY): 

S. 1986. A bill to restructure the regu- 
lation of the Federal Home Loan Bank 
System; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

THE FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK SYSTEM 
RESTRUCTURING ACT OF 1998 

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the “Federal Home 
Loan Bank System Restructuring Act 
of 1998’’ to eliminate the last vestiges 
of a bureaucratic structure which con- 
tributed to the downfall of the savings 
and loan industry in the 1980's, and 
cost American taxpayers $125 billion. I 
am referring to the structural weak- 
ness inherent in a regulatory system 
which allows the combination of basic 
safety and soundness oversight with 
management and governance functions. 
This structural weakness exists today 
in the Federal Housing Finance Board 
(FHFB) which oversees the Federal 
Home Loan Bank System. Moreover, 
the FHFB appears to be the only regu- 
latory agency where the responsibility 
for safety and soundness regulation has 
not been separated from management 
and governance functions. 

I am very pleased that Senator RICH- 
ARD SHELBY has joined as a co-sponsor 
because he is the Senate’s leading pro- 
ponent of regulatory reform and elimi- 
nating outdated and unnecessary regu- 
lation. 

Mr. President, throughout most of its 
history, the Federal Home Loan Bank 
System was regulated by the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Board, the same 
agency responsible for regulating the 
thrift industry. In 1989, Congress passed 
the Financial Institutions Reform, Re- 
covery and Enforcement Act (FIRREA) 
to abolish the Bank Board and create 
the Federal Housing Finance Board 
(*“FHFB”’) to assume responsibility for 
the regulation and supervision of the 
Federal Home Loan Bank System 
(FHLB System). FIRREA provided the 
FHFB with the authority to supervise 
the Federal Home Loan Banks 
(FHLBanks), ensure that the 
FHLBanks carry out their mission of 
housing finance, ensure the FHLBanks 
remain adequately capitalized and able 
to raise funds in the capital markets, 
and ensure the FHLBanks operate in a 
safe and sound manner. 

Safety and soundness regulation be- 
came the primary duty of the FHFB as 
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a result of the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1992. In that Act, 
Congress also recognized problems at 
the Federal Housing Finance Board and 
specifically identified this structural 
flaw as a serious problem. In search of 
a solution to this problem and informa- 
tion concerning the future of the Fed- 
eral Home Loan Banks in the context 
of changing markets for housing fi- 
nance, Congress mandated several 
studies. In the study conducted by the 
FHFB, the agency itself expressed con- 
cern about its dual role: The roles of 
regulation and governance residing in 
one entity are not compatible and, in- 
deed, represent a long standing, well- 
understood inherent conflict when 
joined”. [The Report on the Structure 
and Role of the Federal Home Loan Bank 
System, The Federal Housing Finance 
Board, submitted to Congress on April 
28, 1993, page 153.) The FHFB recog- 
nized that concerns about shareholder 
dividends and profitability should not 
be in competition with concerns over 
safety and soundness and the avail- 
ability of housing finance for American 
taxpayers. 

Mr. President, this bill would elimi- 
nate this serious and dangerous con- 
flict by transferring functions from the 
FHFB to the Office of Federal Housing 
Enterprise Oversight (OFHEO) and the 
Department of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment (HUD). This is the current 
system of regulation designed by Con- 
gress for the other two housing-related 
government sponsored enterprises 
(GSEs)—Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. 

In addition, consolidating safety and 
soundness regulation in one regulatory 
is consistent with the core rec- 
ommendations of GAO and HUD—that 
the conflict with the FHFB be resolved 
through the creation of a single hous- 
ing-related GSE. Even the Chairman of 
the FHFB, in testimony before a House 
Banking Subcommittee last July, en- 
dorsed the GAO’s recommendation for 
a single independent safety and sound- 
ness regulator for the Federal Home 
Loan Banks, Fannie Mae and Freddie 
Mac. He acknowledged that consolida- 
tion will yield more effective regula- 
tion. 

Mr. President, consolidating regula- 
tion of the housing GSE's is also con- 
sistent with the Administration’s ob- 
jective of reducing government by 
eliminating unnecessary, duplicative 
or redundant regulation—an objective 
we all share. By placing FHFB's safety 
and soundness functions with OFHEO, 
administration costs would be cut and 
regulatory consistencies would be real- 
ized as a result of the complementary 
nature of the housing finance roles 
played by the Federal Home Loan 
Banks, Fannie Mae, and Freddie Mac. 
Another important public benefit of 
consolidating oversight of the housing 
missions of these agencies within HUD 
is to enable HUD to more effectively 
assess and respond to the nation’s af- 
fordable housing needs. 
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Mr. President, the legislation would 
abolish the conflicting dual roles of the 
FHFB, streamline an overburdened bu- 
reaucratic process, and insure that 
those entities with the mission of pro- 
moting housing finance—Fannie Mae, 
Freddie Mac, and Federal Home Loan 
Banks—are meeting that challenge in 
the most effective way possible. We 
owe nothing less to the working fami- 
lies most in need of our assistance than 
to insure the system is working for 
them. 

Mr. President, this bill would address 
the regulation of the Federal Home 
Loan Bank System by transferring its 
safety and soundness functions to 
OFHEO and mission oversight to HUD. 
It does not—and is not intended to—ad- 
dress other policy issues pertaining to 
the future role of the Federal Home 
Loan Banks which remain under con- 
sideration by the Banking Committee, 
Improving the level of affordable hous- 
ing, ensuring effective, efficient and 
objective regulation, cutting the fat 
out of the government, and managing 
the taxpayers’ dollars wisely—that is 
what this bill is all about. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1986 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Federal 
Home Loan Bank System Regulatory Re- 
structuring Act of 1998”. 

SEC. 2. RESTRUCTURING OF FEDERAL HOME 
LOAN BANK REGULATOR. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1421 et seq.) is amended 
by striking sections 2A and 2B and inserting 
the following: 

“SEC. 2A. aa AND POWERS OF THE DIREC- 


(a) DuTIES.—The Director shall— 

(1) as a primary duty, ensure that the 
Federal Home Loan Banks operate in a fi- 
nancially safe and sound manner; and 

2) to the extent consistent with para- 
graph (1), supervise the Federal Home Loan 
Banks and ensure that the Federal Home 
Loan Banks remain adequately capitalized 
and able to— 

“(A) raise funds in the capital markets; 

(B) satisfy their obligations to support af- 
fordable housing as required by section 10(j); 

“(C) make payments to the Resolution 
Funding Corporation as required by section 
21B(f)(2)(C); and 

“(D) pay dividends on bank stock sufficient 
for such stock to remain a competitive in- 
vestment for the holders of the stock. 

‘(b) GENERAL PowerRs.—The Director 
may— 

“(1) supervise the Federal Home Loan 
Banks and promulgate and enforce such reg- 
ulations and orders as are necessary to carry 
out this Act; 

2) suspend or remove for cause a director, 
officer, employee, or agent of any Federal 
Home Loan Bank or joint office, except 
that— 


April 24, 1998 


(A) the cause of such suspension or re- 
moval shall be communicated in writing to 
such director, officer, employee, or agent and 
to such Bank or joint office; and 

(B) notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act, no officer, employee, or agent of 
a Bank or joint office shall be a Federal offi- 
cer or employee under any definition of ei- 
ther term in title 5, United States Code; 

(3) determine necessary expenditures of 
the Director under this Act and the manner 
in which such expenditures shall be incurred, 
allowed, and paid; 

“(4) use the United States mails in the 
same manner and under the same conditions 
as a department or agency of the United 
States; 

(5) issue such notice and orders, and, sub- 
ject to the same terms and conditions, exer- 
cise the same powers, rights, and duties to 
enforce this Act with respect to the Federal 
Home Loan Banks and their officers and di- 
rectors, as may be issued or exercised by the 
OFHEO with respect to Federal housing en- 
terprises under— 

(A) subtitle C of title XIII of the Federal 
Housing Enterprises Financial Safety and 
Soundness Act of 1992; 

„(B) the Federal National Mortgage Asso- 
ciation Charter Act; or 

“(C) the Federal Home Loan Mortgage Cor- 
poration Act. 


(c) STAFF.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—Subject to title IV of the 
Financial Institutions Reform, Recovery, 
and Enforcement Act of 1989, the OFHEO 
may employ, direct, and fix the compensa- 
tion and number of employees, attorneys, 
and agents of the OFHEO necessary to carry 
out its duties under this Act, except that in 
no event shall the Director delegate any 
function to any employee or administrative 
unit of any bank, or joint office of the Fed- 
eral Home Loan Bank System. 

(2) COMPENSATION.—In directing and fix- 
ing such compensation, the Director shall 
consult with and maintain comparability 
with the compensation at the Federal bank 
regulatory agencies. Such compensation 
shall be paid without regard to the provision 
of other laws applicable to officers or em- 
ployees of the United States, except that the 
Director shall receive no additional com- 
pensation above that specified by section 
5313 of title 5, United States Code.“. 


“(d) RECEIPTS OF THE BOARD.— 

“(1) RECEIPTS.—Receipts of the Board de- 
rived from assessments levied upon the Fed- 
eral Home Loan Banks and from other 
sources (other than receipts from the sale of 
consolidated Federal Home Loan Bank bonds 
and debentures issued under section 11 of 
this Act) shall be deposited in the Treasury 
of the United States. 

“(2) SALARIES.—Salaries of the directors 
and other employees of the OFHEO, and all 
other expenses necessary for the Director to 
carry out the duties of the Director under 
this Act— 

H(A) may be paid from assessments de- 
scribed in paragraph (1), or from other 
sources; and 

„(B) shall not be construed to be Govern- 
ment Funds or appropriated monies, or sub- 
ject to apportionment for the purposes of 
chapter 15 of title 31, United States Code, or 
any other authority. 

“(e) ANNUAL REPORT.—The Director shall 
submit to Congress an annual report.“. 

(b) ASSESSMENTS.—Section 18(b) of the 
Federal Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 
1438(b)) is amended by striking paragraph (1) 
and inserting the following: 
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(I) IN GENERAL.—To the extent provided 
in advance in appropriations Acts, the Direc- 
tor may impose a semiannual assessment on 
the Federal Home Loan Banks, the aggregate 
amount of which shall be sufficient to pro- 
vide for the payment of the expenses of the 
Director estimated to be incurred under this 
Act for the period for which the assessment 
is made.“. 

(c) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.— 

(1) DEFINITIONS.—Section 2 of the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1422) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

“(1) OFHEO.—The term ‘OFHEO’ means 
the Office of Federal Housing Enterprise 
Oversight, established under section 1311 of 
the Federal Housing Enterprises Financial 
Safety and Soundness Act of 1992."’; 

(B) in paragraph (2)(B), by striking 
“Board” and inserting “OFHEO”; 

(C) in paragraph (6), by striking Board“, 
and inserting Secretary“; and 

(D) by striking paragraph (10) and insert- 
ing the following: 

(10) DiRECTOR.—The term ‘Director’ 
means the Director of the OFHEO, appointed 
under section 1312 of the Federal Housing 
Enterprises Financial Safety and Soundness 
Act of 1992.“ 

(2) ELIGIBILITy.—Section 4(a) of the Fed- 
eral Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1424(a)) 
is amended in the last sentence, by striking 
“Board” and inserting ‘‘Secretary’’. 

(3) MANAGEMENT OF BANKS.—Section 7 of 
the Federal Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 
1427) is amended by striking “Board” each 
place it appears and inserting “Secretary”. 

(4) ADVANCES TO MEMBERS.—Section 10 of 
the Federal Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 
1430) is amended— 

(A) in each of subsections (a) through (d), 
by striking Board“ each place it appears, 
and inserting Director“; and 

(B) in each of subsections (e), (g), and (j), 
by striking “Board” each place it appears, 
and inserting “Secretary”. 

(5) GENERAL POWERS AND DUTIES OF 
BANKS.—Section 11(i) of the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 143100) is amended 
by striking “Chairperson of the Board” and 
inserting “Director”. 

(6) FINANCING CORPORATION.—Section 21 of 
the Federal Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 
1441) is amended— 

(A) in each of subsections (b)(5) and (e)(9), 
by striking “Chairperson of the Federal 
Housing Finance Board" and inserting ‘‘Di- 
rector“; and 

(B) by striking “Federal Housing Finance 
Board” each place it appears and inserting 
“Director”. 

(7) RESOLUTION TRUST CORPORATION.—Sec- 
tion 21B of the Federal Home Loan Bank Act 
(12 U.S.C. 1442) is amended by striking Fed- 
eral Housing Finance Board“ each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘Director’*. 

(8) MEMBER FINANCIAL INFORMATION.—Sec- 
tion 22 of the Federal Home Loan Bank Act 
(12 U.S.C. 1442) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a), in the last sentence, 
by striking Board or” each place it appears 
and inserting Director or”; and 

(B) in subsection (b), by striking “Board” 
each place that term appears and inserting 
“Director”. 

(9) FORMS OF BANK STOCK AND OBLIGA- 
TIONS.—Section 23 of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1443) is amended by 
striking Board of Directors of the Federal 
Housing Finance Board” and inserting Di- 
rector”. 
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(10) HOUSING OPPORTUNITY HOTLINE PRO- 
GRAM.—Section 27(a) of the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1447) is amended— 

(A) by striking “Federal Housing Finance 
Board” and inserting Secretary“; and 

(B) by striking Board“ and inserting 
“Secretary”. 

(11) FEDERAL HOUSING ENTERPRISE FINAN- 
CIAL SAFETY AND SOUNDNESS ACT OF 1992.—Sec- 
tion 1313 of the Federal Housing Enterprise 
Financial Safety and Soundness Act of 1992 
(12 U.S.C. 4513) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a), by inserting before 
the period at the end the following: , and 
that the Federal Home Loan Banks are ade- 
quately capitalized and operating safely in 
accordance with the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1421 et seq.)”; and 

(B) in subsection (b)— 

(i) in paragraph (10), by striking and' at 
the end; 

(ii) in paragraph (11), by striking the pe- 
riod and inserting ‘*; and"; and 

(ili) by adding at the end the following: 

“(12) the performance of any function or 
the exercise of any authority assigned to the 
Director pursuant to the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act.”. 

(12) OTHER REFERENCES.—Except as other- 
wise provided in the amendments made by 
this subsection, any reference in the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1421 et seq.), 
or any other provision of Federal law, to the 
Federal Housing Finance Board, shall be con- 
strued to refer to the Director of the Office 
of Federal Housing Enterprise Oversight. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect 60 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 3. TRANSITION PROVISIONS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) APPROPRIATE AGENCY.—The term ap- 
propriate agency“ means— 

(A) with respect to the functions trans- 
ferred under subsection (b)(1), the Depart- 
ment of Housing and Urban Development; 
and 

(B) with respect to the functions trans- 
ferred under subsection (b)(2), the Office. 

(2) BOARD.—The term “Board” means the 
Federal Housing Finance Board established 
under section 22A of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act (as in effect on the day before the 
effective date of the amendments made by 
section 2 of this Act). 

(3) DiRECTOR.—The term “Director” means 
the Director of the Office. 

(4) FuNCTION.—The term “function” means 
any duty, obligation, power, authority, re- 
sponsibility, right, privilege, activity, or 
program. 

(5) HEAD OF THE APPROPRIATE AGENCY.—The 
term head of the appropriate agency” 
means— 

(A) with respect to the functions trans- 
ferred under subsection (b)(1), the Secretary; 
and 

(B) with respect to the functions trans- 
ferred under subsection (b)(2), the Director. 

(6) OFFICE.—The term Office“ means the 
Federal Housing Enterprise Oversight estab- 
lished under section 1311 of the Federal 
Housing Enterprises Financial Safety and 
Soundness Act of 1992. 

(7) SECRETARY.—The term Secretary“ 
means the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development. 

(b) TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS.— 

(1) TRANSFER TO DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING 
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT.—Effective 60 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act there 
are transferred to the Department of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development all functions 
that the Board exercised before the date of 
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enactment of this Act (including all related 
functions of any officer or employee of the 
Board) relating to the functions of the Board 
under the following provisions of the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1421 et seq.) 
(as in effect on the day before the effective 
date of the amendments made by section 2 of 
this Act): 

(A) The last sentence of section 4(a). 

(B) Section 7. 

(C) Subsections (e), (g), and (j) of section 
10. 

(D) Section 27(a). 

(2) TRANSFER TO OFFICE.—Effective 60 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act there 
are transferred to the Office all functions, 
other than the functions transferred under 
paragraph (1), that the Board exercised be- 
fore the date of enactment of this Act (in- 
cluding all related functions of any officer or 
employee of the Board) under the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1421 et seq.). 

(b) DISPOSITION OF AFFAIRS.—During the 
60-day period beginning on the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Chairperson of the 
Board— 

(1) shall, solely for the purpose of facili- 
tating the orderly implementation of this 
section— 

(A) manage the employees of the Board and 
provide for the payment of the compensation 
and benefits of any such employee that ac- 
crue before the effective date of the transfer 
of such employee pursuant to subsection (g); 
and 

(B) manage any property of the Board and 
arrange for the transfer thereof to the Office 
as promptly as practicable; and 

(2) may take any other action necessary 
for the purpose of facilitating the orderly 
implementation of this section. 

(c) TREATMENT OF REFERENCES IN ADJUST- 
ABLE RATE MORTGAGE INSTRUMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of adjustable 
rate mortgage instruments that are in effect 
on the day before the effective date of the 
amendments made by section 2, any ref- 
erence in the instrument to the Board shall 
be construed to be a reference to the Sec- 
retary, unless the context of the reference 
requires otherwise. 

(2) SUBSTITUTION FOR INDEXES.—If any 
index used to calculate the applicable inter- 
est rate on any adjustable rate mortgage in- 
strument is no longer calculated and made 
available as a direct or indirect result of the 
enactment of this Act, any index— 

(A) made available by the Secretary, pur- 
suant to paragraph (3); or 

(B) determined by the Secretary, pursuant 
to paragraph (4), to be substantially similar 
to the index that is no longer calculated or 
made available, may be substituted by the 
holder of any such adjustable rate mortgage 
instrument upon notice to the borrower. 

(3) AGENCY ACTION REQUIRED TO PROVIDE 
CONTINUED AVAILABILITY OF INDEXES.—As 
soon as practicable after the effective date of 
the amendments made by section 2, the Sec- 
retary shall take such actions as may be nec- 
essary to assure that the indexes prepared by 
the Board and the Federal Home Loan Banks 
immediately before the effective date of the 
amendments made by section 2 and used to 
calculate the interest rate on adjustable rate 
mortgage instruments continue to be avail- 
able. 

(4) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO SUBSTITUTE 
INDEXES.—If any index can no longer be made 
available pursuant to paragraph (3), an index 
that is substantially similar to such index 
may be substituted for such index for pur- 
poses of paragraph (2) if the Secretary deter- 
mines, after notice and opportunity for com- 
ment, that— 
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(A) the new index is based upon data sub- 
stantially similar to that of the original 
index; and 

(B) the substitution of the new index will 
result in an interest rate substantially simi- 
lar to the rate in effect at the time the origi- 
nal index became unavailable. 

(d) CONTINUATION OF SERVICES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The head of the appro- 
priate agency may use the services of em- 
ployees and other personnel and the property 
of the Board, on a reimbursable basis, to per- 
form functions transferred by this section to 
the appropriate agency, for such time as is 
reasonable to facilitate the orderly transfer 
of functions so transferred. 

(2) AGENCY SERVICES.—Any agency, depart- 
ment, or other instrumentality of the United 
States, and any successor to any such agen- 
cy, department, or instrumentality, that is 
providing supporting services to the Board 
before the effective date of the amendments 
made by section 2 in connection with func- 
tions that are transferred to the head of the 
appropriate agency under this section, 
shall— 

(A) continue to provide such services, on a 
reimbursable basis, until the transfer of such 
functions is complete; and 

(B) consult with the Director to coordinate 
and facilitate a prompt and reasonable tran- 
sition. 

(e) SAVINGS PROVISIONS.— 

(1) EXISTING RIGHTS, DUTIES, AND OBLIGA- 
TIONS NOT AFFECTED.—This section shall not 
affect the validity of any right, duty, or obli- 
gation of the United States, the Board, or 
any other person, that— 

(A) arises under or pursuant to the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1421 et seq.) 
or any other provision of law applicable with 
respect to such Board; and 

(B) exists on the day before the effective 
date of the amendments made by section 2. 

(2) CONTINUATION OF SUITS.—No action or 
other proceeding commenced by or against 
the Board, or any person or entity with re- 
spect to any function of the Board that was 
delegated to such person or entity, shall 
abate by reason of the enactment of this Act, 
except that the head of the appropriate agen- 
cy shall be substituted for the Board or a 
party to any such action or proceeding. 

(f) CONTINUATION OF ORDERS, RESOLUTIONS, 
DETERMINATIONS, AND REGULATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), all orders, resolutions, deter- 
minations, and regulations, shall continue in 
effect according to the terms of such orders, 
resolutions, determinations, and regulations 
and shall be enforceable by or against the 
head of the appropriate agency until modi- 
fied, terminated, set aside, or superseded in 
accordance with applicable law by the head 
of the appropriate agency by any court of 
competent jurisdiction, or by operation of 
law, if such orders, resolutions, determina- 
tion, and regulations— è 

(A) have been issued, made, prescribed, or 
allowed to become effective by the Board in 
the performance of functions that are trans- 
ferred by this section; and 

(B) are in effect on the effective date of the 
amendments made by section 2. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—Paragraph (1) does not 
apply to any order, resolution, determina- 
tion, or regulation of the Board the author- 
ity of which is terminated under this Act or 
the amendments made by this Act. 

(g) TRANSFER OF EMPLOYEES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, each 
employee of the Board shall be transferred to 
the appropriate agency and each such trans- 
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fer shall be construed to be a transfer of 
function for the purpose of section 3503 of 
title 5, United States Code. = 

(2) RETENTION OF STATUS, TENURE, PAY.— 
Each employee transferred under this sub- 
section shall be guaranteed a position with 
the same status, tenure, and pay as that held 
on the day immediately preceding the trans- 
fer. Each such employee holding a perma- 
nent position shall not be involuntarily sepa- 
rated or reduced in grade or compensation 
during the 6-month period beginning on the 
date of the transfer, except for cause. 

(3) APPOINTMENT AUTHORITY.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), in the case of any employee transferred 
under this subsection who occupies a posi- 
tion in the excepted service or the Senior Ex- 
ecutive Service, any appointment authority 
established pursuant to law or regulations of 
the Office of Personnel Management for fill- 
ing such a position shall be transferred. 

(B) DECLINE.—The head of the appropriate 
agency may decline a transfer of an em- 
ployee described in subparagraph (A) to the 
extent that the authority transferred to the 
appropriate agency relates to positions ex- 
cepted from the competitive service because 
of their confidential, policy-making, policy- 
determining, or policy-advocating character, 
and noncareer positions in the Senior Execu- 
tive Service (within the meaning of section 
3132(a)(7) of title 5, United States Code). 

(4) REORGANIZATION.—If the head of the ap- 
propriate agency determines, after the end of 
the l-year period beginning on the date on 
which the transfer of functions to the appro- 
priate agency under this section is com- 
pleted, that a reorganization of the combined 
work-force is required, that reorganization 
shall be deemed a major reorganization” for 
purposes of affording affected employees re- 
tirement under section  8336(d)(2) or 
8414(b)(1)(B) of title 5, United States Code. 

(5) EMPLOYEE BENEFIT PROGRAMS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Any employee accepting 
employment as a result of a transfer under 
this subsection may retain, during the l-year 
period beginning on the date on which that 
transfer occurs, membership in any em- 
ployee benefit program of the Board, includ- 
ing insurance, to which such employee be- 
longs on the effective date of the amend- 
ments made by section 2 if— 

(i) the employee does not elect to give up 
the benefit or membership in the program; 
and 

(ii) the benefit or program is continued by 
the head of the appropriate agency, as appli- 
cable. 

(B) Costs.—The difference in the costs be- 
tween the benefits that would have been pro- 
vided by such agency or entity and those 
provided by this section shall be paid by the 
head of the appropriate agency, as applica- 
ble. If any employee elects to give up mem- 
bership in a health insurance program or the 
health insurance program is not continued 
by the head of the appropriate agency the 
employee shall be permitted to select an al- 
ternate Federal health insurance program 
within 30 days of such election or notice, 
without regard to any other regularly sched- 
uled open season. 

(6) INSURANCE.—Any employee employed by 
the head of the appropriate agency as a re- 
sult of a transfer under this subsection may 
retain membership in any employee benefit 
program of the Board, including insurance, 
that such employee has on the day before the 
effective date of the amendments made by 
section 2, if the employee does not elect to 
give up such membership and the benefit or 
program is continued by the head of the ap- 
propriate agency, as applicable. 
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(7) Norick.— Each employee transferred 
under this subsection shall receive notice of 
the position assignment of that employee 
not later than 60 days after the effective date 
of that transfer. 


By Ms. COLLINS (for herself and 
Ms. SNOWE): 

S. 1988. A bill to provide for the re- 
lease of interests of the United States 
in certain real property located in Au- 
gusta, Maine; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

KENNEBEC ARSENAL LEGISLATION 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, along 
with my colleague, the senior Senator 
from Maine, I am pleased today to in- 
troduce legislation that would bring 
about the release of certain interests of 
the United States in property that the 
Federal Government conveyed to the 
State of Maine more than 90 years ago. 
The property in question, which is situ- 
ated on a bluff overlooking the Ken- 
nebec River in Augusta, Maine, is 
known as the Kennebec Arsenal. 

In 1905, the Secretary of the Army, 
acting pursuant to a Congressional 
mandate, executed a deed transferring 
the property to Maine. That convey- 
ance was subject to the conditions that 
the property be used for what was then 
called the Maine Insane Hospital and 
that the United States could take pos- 
session should the President determine 
that the country had a need for it. In 
1980, Congress provided that the first 
condition be broadened to allow the 
property to be used for any public pur- 
pose. Today, I seek to complete the 
transfer process through legislation 
that would effectively eliminate the 
conditions attached to the conveyance. 

Mr. President, the property is no 
longer needed for it former purposes, 
and my bill would set in motion a 
chain of events that would allow for 
new uses that would benefit not only 
the City of Augusta and the State of 
Maine but our entire country. With the 
exception of the Kennebec Arsenal, vir- 
tually all of the great arsenals of the 
nineteenth century have been demol- 
ished or so completely altered that 
their original appearance has been lost. 
The new uses contemplated by Maine 
would raise money needed for repairs 
that would maintain what historic 
preservation experts have described as 
the most perfectly intact of the nine- 
teenth century arsenals. 

To be more specific, the State of 
Maine and City of Augusta plan to 
form a nonprofit corporation to oversee 
the property. That corporation would 
seek out private parties interested in 
using the land and buildings for such 
purposes as a marina, a museum, and a 
restaurant. Those parties would pro- 
vide the capital for infrastructure de- 
velopment that would likely include 
sidewalks, streets, water, sewer and 
other utility service, and landscaping. 
In addition, the Arsenal’s retaining 
wall needs repair, and a marina cannot 
be established without substantial 
dredging of the river. 
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The objective of my bill is to open 
the way for these improvements and 
new uses by eliminating any rever- 
sionary interests of the United States. 
The existence of such interests is a bar- 
rier to the private sector making the 
long-term commitments required to 
fund the improvements. In other words, 
Maine needs clear title for this plan to 
go forward. 

Mr. President, the Kennebec Arsenal 
occupies an important place in the his- 
tory of Maine and the nation. It was es- 
tablished in 1827 to deal with the 
threat of invasion from Great Britain, 
either from across the sea or from Can- 
ada to the north. The possibility of 
such an invasion was seen as a major 
threat to American security during the 
first half of the nineteenth century. 

Much of the tension with the British 
stemmed from our disputed border with 
Canada, and in the late 1830’s that dis- 
pute nearly blossomed into a full-scale 
war. While the so-called bloodless 
Aroostook War proved to be more talk 
than action, it caused a flurry of activ- 
ity at the Kennebec Arsenal, with 
newly fabricated munitions sent there 
in anticipation of full-scale fighting. 
Fortunately, cooler heads and the ar- 
rival of the spring planting season 
brought the parties to the negotiating 
table. 

During the Mexican War, rockets and 
fixed ammunition were manufactured 
at the Arsenal and shipped to the front. 
During the Civil War, the post became 
an important depot of military stores. 
Indeed, a fear that Confederate guer- 
rillas based in Canada would seek to 
burn the Arsenal led to the stationing 
of extra guards there, but despite the 
approach late one dark night of an un- 
identified boat, nothing came of this 
concern. During the latter half of the 
century, the Arsenal’s importance de- 
clined, and in 1901, the Army posted an 
order for its abandonment. That proc- 
ess culminated in the legislation 
signed by President Theodore Roo- 
sevelt providing for the transfer of the 
property to the State for use as a hos- 
pital to serve the mentally ill. 

Mr. President, I have offered this 
greatly abbreviated history of the Ken- 
nebec Arsenal to demonstrate the 
value of finding uses for the property 
that will guarantee its permanent pres- 
ervation. That is the goal of the State 
of Maine and the City of Augusta, and 
this legislation will remove an anach- 
ronistic obstacle to the realization of 
that goal. 

I thank you, Mr. President, and I 
hope to have your support for this very 
important legislation when it comes 
before the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. 

—— 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 1286 
At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro- 
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lina (Mr. FAIRCLOTH) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1286, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to ex- 
clude from gross income certain 
amounts received as scholarships by an 
individual under the National Health 
Corps Scholarship Program. 
S. 1360 
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. SANTORUM) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1360, a bill to amend the 
Illegal Immigration Reform and Immi- 
grant Responsibility Act of 1996 to 
clarify and improve the requirements 
for the development of an automated 
entry-exit control system, to enhance 
land border control and enforcement, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 1649 
At the request of Mr. FORD, the name 
of the Senator from South Carolina 
(Mr. HOLLINGS) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1649, a bill to exempt disabled 
individuals from being required to en- 
roll with a managed care entity under 
the medicaid program. 
S. 1724 
At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the 
name of the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SESSIONS) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1724, a bill to amend the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal the 
information reporting requirement re- 
lating to the Hope Scholarship and 
Lifetime Learning Credits imposed on 
educational institutions and certain 
other trades and businesses. 
S. 1930 
At the request of Mr. NICKLES, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. BURNS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1930, a bill to provide certainty 
for, reduce administrative and compli- 
ance burdens associated with, and 
streamline and improve the collection 
of royalties from Federal and outer 
continental shelf oil and gas leases, 
and for other purposes. 
SENATE RESOLUTION 188 
At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Resolution 188, a resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of the Senate re- 
garding Israeli membership in a United 
Nations regional group. 
SENATE RESOLUTION 201 
At the request of Mr. KEMPTHORNE, 
the name of the Senator from Iowa 
(Mr. GRASSLEY) was added as a cospon- 
sor of Senate Resolution 201, a resolu- 
tion to commemorate and acknowledge 
the dedication and sacrifice made by 
the men and women who have lost 
their lives while serving as law en- 
forcement officers. 
— 


SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU- 
TION 91—RELATIVE TO A POST- 
AGE STAMP 


Mr. WARNER (for himself, Mr. ROBB, 
and Mr. GRAHAM) submitted the fol- 
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lowing concurrent resolution; which 
was referred to the Committee on Gov- 
ernmental Affairs: 

S. Con. REs. 91 

Whereas 1999 marks the 200th anniversary 
of the death of George Washington; 

Whereas George Washington’s extraor- 
dinary virtue commanded the respect of 
America’s early leaders, who called on him 
to preside over the framing of the Constitu- 
tion; 

Whereas George Washington was an indis- 
pensable figure in the founding of our Na- 
tion, and served as our country’s first com- 
mander in chief and President with unparal- 
leled distinction; 

Whereas all Americans remain indebted to 
George Washington for the liberties we enjoy 
today; 

Whereas the death of George Washington 
on December 14, 1799, marked the first in- 
stance of national mourning in this country; 

Whereas George Washington's tremendous 
accomplishments over the course of a re- 
markable lifetime are studied and admired 
in this Nation and around the world; and 

Whereas issuing a postage stamp to honor 
the life and contributions of George Wash- 
ington, “The Father of Our Country”, is 
proper and fitting: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense 
of Congress that— 

(1) a postage stamp should be issued by the 
United States Postal Service to commemo- 
rate the life of George Washington and his 
contributions to the Nation; and 

(2) the Citizens’ Stamp Advisory Com- 
mittee should recommend to the Postmaster 
General that such a postage stamp be issued. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to submit legislation to honor 
one of the greatest men in American 
history. Many of my esteemed col- 
leagues have joined me in a resolution 
paying tribute to the life of George 
Washington. However, I believe the 
year 1999, the bicentennial of Washing- 
ton’s death, may be further con- 
secrated. Therefore, I am introducing a 
Sense of the Senate Resolution calling 
upon the Citizen’s Stamp Advisory 
Committee to issue a stamp which 
celebrates the leadership and courage 
possessed by Washington. 

The life of this great patriot is an ex- 
traordinary parable of nationalism and 
a belief in the power of a republican 
form of government. Upon emerging 
victorious in the Revolutionary War, 
General Washington laid aside the in- 
struments of destruction to craft a 
young nation. Discarding any intima- 
tions of personal glory, Washington 
spurned the title of Monarch and in- 
stead chose to model the new country 
on the ancient principles of democracy. 
He was truly a “First among Equals”. 
Washington was very much aware of 
the momentous nature of the first pres- 
idential term for our emerging democ- 
racy. He wrote, 

I walk on untrodden ground. There is 
scarcely any part of my conduct which may 
not hereafter be drawn into precedent. 

We must, as a Nation, recognize the 
value of responsibility. Washington 
shouldered the responsibility of his two 
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terms in office with grace and dignity, 
ever aware that he would be an exam- 
ple for countries around the world for 
time eternal. Through a heightened 
cognizance of the actions and beliefs of 
Washington, we can convey the true 
meaning of service to our Nation. I ask 
my colleagues what better way to 
honor such a man, than to devote a 
year to honoring his life. In this pur- 
suit, it is fitting to request that a 
George Washington stamp be issued in 
1999. Let us reflect upon the tradition 
of character of our Nation, inaugurated 
by our first President. Washington will 
remain, “First in War, first in Peace, 
and first in the hearts of his Country- 
men.” I look forward to the swift pas- 
sage of this legislation. 

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join the Senior Senator from 
Virginia, Mr. WARNER, in submitting a 
concurrent resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the Citizens’ 
Stamp Advisory Committee examine 
issuing a stamp to commemorate the 
200th anniversary of the death of our 
first President, George Washington. 

I hardly need to expound on the leg- 
acy George Washington has provided 
our nation—his courageous leadership 
through the Revolutionary War, his vi- 
sion as our first President, and his per- 
sonal example as a citizen. 

I recently joined Senator WARNER 
and Senator GRAHAM in introducing a 
resolution, S. Con. Res. 83, calling on 
the country to commemorate the 200th 
anniversary of Washington’s death 
with ceremonies and activities that ex- 
plore the life and legacy of George 
Washington. Given the formative influ- 
ence of this distinguished man on our 
nation, I also believe it is appropriate 
to ask the Citizens’ Stamp Advisory 
Committee to authorize a stamp in 
honor of the historic anniversary of 
President Washington's passing. I en- 
courage all of my colleagues to become 
cosponsors of this resolution so that we 
can send a clear message to the Com- 
mittee and our fellow citizens about 
the importance we place upon Presi- 
dent Washington’s legacy. 


— 


SENATE RESOLUTION 216—EX- 
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE REGARDING JAPAN’S 
DIFFICULT ECONOMIC CONDITION 


Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. BROWNBACK, 
Mr. BINGAMAN, and Mr. ROCKEFELLER) 
submitted the following resolution; 
which was referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations: 

S. RES. 216 

Whereas the United States and Japan 
share common goals of peace, stability, de- 
mocracy, and economic prosperity in the 
Asia-Pacific Region; 

Whereas the current economic crisis in the 
Asia-Pacific Region represents a new chal- 
lenge to United States-Japan cooperation to 
achieve these common goals; 
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Whereas the Japanese economy, the second 
largest in the world, has been growing a lit- 
tle over 1 percent annually since 1991 and 
most forecasts suggest that Japan is un- 
likely to experience any significant growth 
in the near future; 

Whereas Japan's is the second largest trad- 
ing partner of the United States and ac- 
counts for 11 percent of our total foreign 
trade; 

Whereas Japan accounts for over 70 per- 
cent of the Asia-Pacific Region’s gross do- 
mestic product and therefore has a par- 
ticular interest in the stability of the Re- 
gion’s economic and financial system; 

Whereas a strong United States-Japan alli- 
ance is critical to American forward engage- 
ment and stability in the Asia-Pacific Re- 
gion; 

Whereas the importance of the United 
States-Japan alliance was reaffirmed by the 
President of the United States and the Prime 
Minister of Japan in the April 1996 Joint Se- 
curity Declaration; 

Whereas United States-Japan bilateral 
military cooperation was enhanced with the 
revision of the United States-Japan Guide- 
lines for Defense Cooperation in 1997; 

Whereas Japan's failure to contribute to 
the Region’s recovery from the current eco- 
nomic crisis or failure to prevent a further 
contraction of the Japanese economy could 
undermine regional stability, cause a set- 
back in the close United States-Japan bilat- 
eral security cooperation achieved over the 
past 3 years, and increase Japan's bilateral 
and global trade surplus; 

Whereas the low level of foreign direct in- 
vestment in Japan, at less than 1 percent of 
Japan’s gross domestic product compared to 
foreign direct investment in the United 
States of over 8 percent of the United States 
gross domestic product, contributes to large 
external trade imbalances and impedes mar- 
ket access for competitive foreign firms and 


products; 
Whereas the United States bilateral trade 
deficit with Japan increased from 


$48,000,000,000 in 1996 to $56,000,000,000 in 1997 
and has recently increased from $4,000,000,000 
in January of 1998 to $5,300,000,000 in Feb- 
ruary of 1998; 

Whereas the recent weakness in the yen, 
following a more than 20 percent deprecia- 
tion of the yen against the dollar over the 
last few years, has placed competitive price 
pressures on United States industries and 
workers; 

Whereas a period of deflation in Japan 
would lead to lower demand for United 
States products; 

Whereas the estimated $574,000,000,000 of 
problem loans in Japan’s banking sector has 
the potential to threaten the recovery of the 
Asia-Pacific Region and could destabilize 
global capital markets; 

Whereas the unnecessary and burdensome 
regulation of the Japanese market con- 
strains Japanese economic growth, raises the 
costs to business and consumers, lowers the 
standard of living, and impedes imports; 

Whereas the United States strongly en- 
courages Japan to pursue a domestic de- 
mand-led economic recovery and thereby 
prevent further increases in Japan's external 
trade surplus; 

Whereas the Japanese Government has re- 
sponded to the Asia-Pacific Region’s eco- 
nomic crisis with financial commitments of 
approximately $19,000,000,000 to the Inter- 
national Monetary Fund; and 

Whereas the United States appreciates Ja- 
pan's efforts to stimulate its economy with 
the recently announced package of 
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16,000,000 ,000,000 yen that includes 
4,500,000,000,000 yen in tax cuts and 
11,500,000,000,000 yen in government spending: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that— 

(1) the American people and the countries 
in the Asia-Pacific Region are looking for a 
demonstration of Japanese leadership and 
close United States-Japan cooperation in re- 
solving the current crisis; 

(2) encouraging the strengthening of the 
Japanese economy should be one of the Ad- 
ministration’s central priorities in all its bi- 
lateral and multilateral discussions with 
Japan; 

(3) every effort possible should be made to 
ensure that all other negotiating objectives 
are consistent with the overall goal of pro- 
moting economic growth in Japan, improv- 
ing market access to Japan, and restoring 
stability to international financial markets; 

(4) the President should continue to voice 
his serious concern about the economic situ- 
ation in Japan, the international, regional, 
and bilateral implications of the situation, 
and the need to address significant struc- 
tural impediments to competition in the 
Japanese markets, in order to restore con- 
fidence in the Japanese economy and con- 
tribute to the Asia-Pacific Region's political 
stability and economic recovery; 

(5) the President, the Attorney General, 
the Secretary of the Treasury, and the 
United States Trade Representative should 
emphasize the importance of financial de- 
regulation, including banking reform, mar- 
ket deregulation, and restructuring bad bank 
debt; 

(6) the President, the Secretary of the 
Treasury, the United States Trade Rep- 
resentative, and the Secretary of Commerce 
should press vigorously for comprehensive 
and urgent deregulation and fundamental 
structural reform of the Japanese economy 
and sectoral markets, liberalization of the 
distribution system, and elimination of non- 
tariff barriers and anticompetitive business 
practices that restrict the free flow of com- 
petitive goods and services, in order to in- 
crease market efficiencies and enhance com- 
petition, lower prices, improve market ac- 
cess, and redress global trade imbalances; 

(T) the President, the United States Trade 
Representative, the Secretary of Commerce, 
and the Attorney General should continue to 
press for— 

(A) increased antitrust enforcement by the 
Japan Fair Trade Commission, and 

(B) strengthening of the Antimonopoly Act 
to eliminate private practices that restrict 
competition; 

(8) the President, the Secretary of the 
Treasury, the United States Trade Rep- 
resentative, the Secretary of Commerce, and 
the Secretary of State should urge the Gov- 
ernment of Japan to open the Japanese mar- 
ket to increased foreign direct investment 
and eliminate barriers to foreign direct in- 
vestment in order to increase the competi- 
tiveness of the Japanese economy and stimu- 
late investment and consumer spending; and 

(9) restoring economic growth in Japan and 
stability in international financial markets 
should be given the highest attention at the 
upcoming meeting of the G-7 countries that 
will be held in Birmingham, England. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to offer a bipartisan resolu- 
tion expressing the sense of the Senate 
regarding Japan’s difficult current eco- 
nomic condition. 

I am privileged to do so on behalf of 
my original cosponsors, Senators 


April 24, 1998 


LUGAR, GRAHAM, BROWNBACK, BINGA- 
MAN, and ROCKEFELLER. 

Mr. President, for the last 46 years 
almost to the day—since April of 1952, 
when the American occupation of 
Japan ended and immediately our two 
Nations entered into a security agree- 
ment—the United States and Japan 
have shared the common goals of 
peace, stability, democracy and pros- 
perity in the Asia-Pacific region and 
throughout the world. 

The fact is that Japan has been our 
most critical strategic ally and our 
most important economic partner in 
the region. We have worked together to 
bring unprecedented prosperity and se- 
curity to our people’s through mutual 
understanding and cooperation. The 
importance of the United States-Japan 
alliance was reaffirmed by President 
Clinton and Prime Minister Hashimoto 
in the April 1996 Joint Security Dec- 
laration and the United States-Japan 
bilateral military cooperation critical 
to our security in the Asia-pacific re- 
gion. It was enhanced with the revision 
and promulgation of the United States- 
Japan Guidelines for Defense Coopera- 
tion in 1997. 

Japan is our second largest trading 
partner—not in Asia but in the world— 
and a huge and growing consumer of 
American goods and services. Japan 
imported $65.6 billion of American 
goods in 1997, third only to our neigh- 
bors to the north and south, Canada 
and Mexico. That figure has increased 
37 percent from 1992 to 1997. In addi- 
tion, Japan has played an important 
role in the current Asian financial cri- 
sis with financial commitments of ap- 
proximately $19 billion through the 
International Monetary Fund, while 
we, as the news indicates today, have 
trouble coming up with a comparable 
amount authorized by members of Con- 
gress. 

However, the current economic crisis 
in Japan is real and represents a new 
and serious challenge to United States- 
Japan cooperation to achieve the com- 
mon goals of economic prosperity and 
national security. We must not allow 
this extraordinary bilateral relation- 
ship to falter at this critical time, but, 
rather, we should do everything in our 
power to support the people of Japan 
and encourage the Government of 
Japan to implement new policies that 
will promote strong and sustained eco- 
nomic recovery. 

In less than a decade, Japan’s econ- 
omy has slowed so much that pundits 
have coined the phrase passing 
Japan, meaning that many in the 
world now look past Japan and toward 
its continental neighbor, China, as the 
economic engine for Asia. But I take 
these observations to be premature. 
Japan retains enormous long-term eco- 
nomic strength but, nonetheless, has 
some very serious immediate economic 
problems which cannot be ignored. Ex- 
perts believe that Japan’s economy 
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will be stagnant or shrink this year; 
real industrial output was down 3 per- 
cent for the first 2 months of this year. 
Unemployment, while still low by 
world standards and American stand- 
ards, is at approximately 3.6 percent, 
which is a 45-year high in Japan, in a 
society that, incidentally, lacks the 
kind of social safety nets that we have 
built in our country. The Nikkei Index 
is hovering around 15,000, near its low- 
est level in 10 years; bad and doubtful 
bank debts are estimated at an as- 
tounding $574 billion; the Asian crisis 
has dried up an important source of 
trade and corporate earnings for the 
Japanese economy—that is, the re- 
gional crisis—and the Bank of Japan's 
most recent Tankan survey showed 
Japanese business outlook for the fu- 
ture to be gloomy. 

At least so far, we have been fortu- 
nate that the fallout on our economy 
from Japan’s economic woes, as well as 
the collapse of the other troubled 
Asian economies, has been minimal. 
That is another way of validating the 
enormous resilience and strength in 
the American economy. Nonetheless, 
we have had serious and real early 
warning signs. In the trade figures an- 
nounced last week, we see evidence 
that Japan’s economic troubles are 
starting to have a direct impact on us 
here in the United States. If Japan’s 
economy continues to deteriorate, 
there is good reason to believe that it 
will affect our ability to create jobs 
and to sustain current GDP growth. 

Today, my colleagues and I introduce 
this resolution to express to our Presi- 
dent and to the Government of Japan 
that the Congress of the United States 
is deeply concerned about Japan’s poor 
economic performance and the pressure 
it is putting on our overall bilateral re- 
lationship. It is widely agreed among 
economists throughout the world, in- 
cluding most that I have read about in 
Japan, that more than a quick-fix fis- 
cal stimulus is needed to address the 
underlying problems that are now 
being seen in the Japanese economy. 

In that regard, I was very encouraged 
to see that earlier today Prime Min- 
ister Hashimoto announced a more 
long-term approach to restoring eco- 
nomic growth in Japan than had pre- 
viously been presented by his govern- 
ment. Along with the details of the 
Japanese Government’s $123 billion 
stimulus package, the Prime Minister 
announced today that he would delay 
by 2 years his self-imposed deadline to 
balance the national budget. That is a 
significant change. This will provide 
the opportunity for Mr. Hashimoto to 
make his proposed income and targeted 
tax cuts permanent. And I believe this 
is the right policy and will help lead 
Japan out of its current economic trou- 
bles. 

The resolution that we submit today 
also calls for a number of fundamental 
economic reforms in Japan—deregula- 
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tion of the Japanese economy, im- 
provement of market access, and en- 
forcement of fair trade. These are all 
actions which should increase the com- 
petitiveness of the Japanese markets 
and of Japanese companies and provide 
greater opportunities for investment in 
Japan and for the success of individual 
entrepreneurs within that country. 

Finally, the resolution describes the 
implications of the weakening Japa- 
nese yen which could lead to another 
round of competitive currency devalu- 
ations throughout the region. Of par- 
ticular concern is the effect of the 
weak yen on the Chinese yuan. Further 
devaluation of the yen could lead to a 
devaluation of the yuan, an event with 
significant ramifications of the re- 
gional, global and, therefore, of course, 
American economies. 

For economic, political and strategic 
reasons, we must support and encour- 
age economic reform in Japan. It is ab- 
solutely necessary. In the end, a more 
open and healthly Japanese economy is 
in the interest of the Japanese and 
American people. The sooner Japan re- 
covers from its economic problems, the 
sooner the United States, Japan, and 
the world will reap the benefits of a 
stable and growing Asian-Pacific 
region. 

As we express our concerns about Ja- 
pan’s current economic difficulties, we 
must also remember the very signifi- 
cant economic strengths that Japan 
has. It is the second largest economy in 
the world, second only to ours, and 
maintains enormous human and cap- 
ital assets. The fact is that one of this 
century’s most dramatic stories is Ja- 
pan’s rise to economic superpower sta- 
tus, achieved by a citizenry dedicated 
to education, hard work, and fiscal re- 
sponsibility. Japan is the most literate 
society in the world, and 94 percent of 
the population completes high school. 
The Japanese save more than any 
other people in the world. I know some 
critics may argue that too much sav- 
ings is not good for the economy, but 
the point I want to make here is that 
in Japan saving is a virtue, as it was 
for a large parts of our own history. We 
lost that truth for a period of time and, 
fortunately, we are now recovering it, 
saving in larger numbers again, and 
that is part of the reason why our econ- 
omy is doing so much better today. 

Japan also maintains huge foreign 
reserves and continues to be a major 
contributor to international organiza- 
tions. Unlike the United States, Japan 
is a net creditor nation. Simply put, 
Japan's potential for the 21st century 
continues to be very bright. Its stra- 
tegic importance to the United States 
continues to be critical. Long into the 
next century, Japan will remain our 
economic trading partner and strategic 
ally, sharing our goals of regional and 
world prosperity and peace. 

Given the significance of the current 
crisis in Japan and the importance of 
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Congress making its voice heard on 
this crisis, I urge my colleagues to re- 
view and hopefully support this bipar- 
tisan resolution. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
as someone who has had a tremendous 
interest in Japan throughout my life, I 
have gained a great deal by maintain- 
ing direct and meaningful contact with 
Japan as a country, a people and a fas- 
cinating culture since my days as a 
student there in the 1950s. And al- 
though it is tested constantly, I truly 
believe the relationship between Japan 
and the United States continues to be 
strong. It is a relationship based on 
shared interests in democracy and the 
market economy, as well as mutual re- 
spect and fundamental friendship. It is 
from that perspective—as a friend of 
the Japanese people—that I feel it is so 
important to introduce this resolution 
today with my esteemed colleagues. 

It was not very long ago that Ameri- 
cans were up in arms about the trade 
deficit and Japan in particular—blam- 
ing the Japanese and other foreign 
countries bitterly for plant closings, 
job losses and our long list of economic 
ills. It was a very difficult time for our 
relationship with Japan, and a very dif- 
ficult time for America as we struggled 
to get our own economic house in 
order. 

It was, however, also a cathartic 
time that I think was both inevitable 
and ultimately healthy for both coun- 
tries. 

During that time, the United States 
was going through its own banking dif- 
ficulties with the S&L scandals that 
saw many of our banks close their 
doors. Unemployment was way up and 
wages were stagnating. Our federal def- 
icit was exploding and our national 
debt was climbing into the trillions. 
And corporations, many of which had 
traditionally employed their workers 
throughout their lifetime, were shed- 
ding employees by the thousands. 

The pressure to change intensified, as 
the American people watched our edge 
in certain industries and technologies 
slip and our people's anxieties and per- 
sonal pain grow. The pressures strained 
our political system. In a nation of 
great diversity, ideas were born and re- 
jected, consensus embraced, then re- 
jected. While the U.S. still has plenty 
of room for improvement, I think there 
would be a large consensus that would 
agree that the United States has effec- 
tively tackled many of our structural 
problems’’—the ones that Japan was 
right to point out to us so often. 

Today, Japan faces a similar crisis. A 
creeping economic crisis that has pro- 
found and dangerous implications for 
all of Asia, and the world. At stake, in 
my opinion, is Japan’s leadership in 
the world and the stabilization of the 
Asian economies. This world and the 
United States cannot move forward 
successfully, without Japan’s leader- 
ship. 
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I feel so strongly about this and that 
is why this resolution is so very impor- 
tant. It is not to speak harshly of 
Japan, but to push for an honest, frank 
discussion, among friends, to talk 
about the very serious issues facing 
Japan that could lead to problems 
around the world. 

I would remind my colleagues that 
this crisis is not a recent phenomenon. 
For more than six years, we have had 
warnings of problems on the horizon. 
Many Japanese have told me the big- 
gest mistake that Japan could make 
would be to continue to delay action 
and postpone reform. One of the things 
I and many Japan watchers worry 
about is that because of Japan's strong 
financial reserves, they will somehow 
get through this crisis, and there will 
be those who say, see everything is 
OK. The system works fine;” that 
Japan will get through this crisis with- 
out learning anything from it. 

By turning inward and ignoring the 
need for change, at the moment that 
Japan is challenged to lead, Japan 
risks abdicating its long term global 
and regional security and economic re- 
sponsibilities to emerging powers like 
China or even India. This has serious 
implications for the United States, as 
well. 

In terms of Japan, it is hard to not 
believe that Japan will once again face 
the problems that require action, and 
come out stronger as a result. The Jap- 
anese know more than anyone that 
many so-called “Japan watchers’’ in 
the United States and elsewhere are 
more pessimistic—saying that the talk 
in Japan of reform, adjustment, and 
stimulating the economy from within 
is not real. But when I think of Japan's 
history and what Japan’s leaders in 
government and business know about 
economic success, I still personally 
choose to be more optimistic. 

I recall 1973, with the oil shock and 
the end of the Bretton Woods system, 
when it led the Japanese to a national 
commitment to reduce energy con- 
sumption and to increase energy effi- 
ciency. The overall effect on Japan as a 
whole was dramatic and impressive. 

Again, in 1985, with the Plaza Accord, 
when the yen began its dramatic 
strengthening—resulting in a commit- 
ment from Japanese industry to be- 
come much more efficient and squeeze 
out enormous waste and costs. The re- 
sult was an incredibly competitive 
manufacturing machine. 

Now it is 1998, when the problems of 
other Asian countries require plans for 
international bail-outs and very harsh 
measures. President Clinton has called 
on Japan to become the engine of 
growth and recovery in Asia. I agree 
with him and encourage him to con- 
tinue pushing Japan. Frankly put, Ja- 
pan’s future depends on a prosperous 
Asia and world. And America’s future 
does as well. 

But, we also need to be realistic 
about what can and cannot work in 
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Japan. American or European solutions 
to problems will not necessarily work 
there. If Japan is to lead Asia out of 
this crisis, Japan needs to move more 
quickly to recognize the extent of this 
problem and to find the uniquely Japa- 
nese solutions to them. But, only 
Japan can chart Japan’s future. 

Japan needs to continue to work to- 
ward the reforms in their regulatory 
system which Prime Minister 
Hashimoto has begun. While there has 
been some small movement on this 
front, still, many more regulations re- 
main that are a strait jacket on com- 
petition and free commerce. Tele- 
communications, housing and distribu- 
tion are all sectors ripe for deregula- 
tion. 

In a similar vein, opening Japanese 
markets to more products, particularly 
products from Asia, is critical to the 
Asian recovery. This won’t be easy— 
and that’s where leadership comes in— 
especially as Japan itself struggles to 
regain its balance. Open markets, over 
the long term, will position Japan to 
become the leader of a reborn Asian 
miracle. 

One extremely important foundation 
in a Japanese recovery, and in pro- 
moting Japanese economic leadership 
in an Asian recovery, is the fostering of 
a new pluralism of ideas in their polit- 
ical system. Every nation goes through 
times of introspection. America often 
does. Certainly, a national dialogue in 
Japan on this crisis and how to emerge 
from it stronger than ever, can’t hurt. 
And efforts to institute significant po- 
litical reform here should not be 
slowed. Diet Members, as the most di- 
rect representatives of their districts, 
need to become actively engaged in 
finding solutions. At all levels of gov- 
ernment, accountability is key. Min- 
isters need to have the power to lead 
their departments, and become respon- 
sible for their success and failure. Bu- 
reaucrats need to take orders, as easily 
as they give them. 

Over and over again, my Japanese 
friends point to the fact that Ministry 
of Finance and its bureaucracy has a 
far greater influence on policy than is 
appropriate and prudent in a par- 
liamentary democracy. This has been 
said to me by Japanese time and time 
again over a number of years. It would 
seem to me, and not to be idealistic 
here, that the ministry ought to reflect 
the views of the Prime Minister and 
those elected to represent the people, 
and not the reverse. In our country this 
is a subject of extensive discussion and 
complaint by people who care about 
Japan. Accountability in a democracy 
is paramount. 

Why should it be that when I meet 
the Minister of Finance, or any Min- 
ister for that matter, that I know that 
I'm not speaking to the person who 
makes the decisions? How can that be 
in a democracy? In Great Britain they 
share Japan’s Parliamentary system, 
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but their cabinet agencies reflect the 
views of the Prime Minister and the 
people who elect the parliament, and 
they run the agency. Of course the 
Ministers consult with the bureau- 
crats, but they are held accountable for 
reflecting the Prime Minister’s views 
and the national will. Unfortunately, 
that can’t be said about today’s Japan. 

I also find it ironic that the political 
reforms, such as single delegate dis- 
tricts, that were supposed to open up 
Japan’s democracy and decision mak- 
ing, have not brought about the funda- 
mental change in the system that ev- 
eryone expected. The lack of a strong 
multi-party system, with a strong and 
viable opposition party remains a bar- 
rier to reform and serves as a wall 
through which ideas and change cannot 
penetrate. 

Just as Americans still have much to 
learn from Japan’s successes, my point 
must also be to emphasize that we are 
affected by how Japan handles the 
challenges now posed by the weaker 
parts of their economy. Our relation- 
ship is not just a matter of the ties be- 
tween our leaders, the tremendously 
important military alliance we share 
or the many forms of business and in- 
vestment we transact between one an- 
other. We are increasingly connected 
through currencies, our banking sys- 
tems and loan policies, the value of 
stocks, and whether Japan puts too 
much emphasis on exporting its way 
out of the problems rather than inter- 
nal measures. We in the U.S. hope that 
our economic condition will insulate 
ourselves from the downturns in Asia. 
But we have to worry about markets 
shrinking for our products and espe- 
cially any growth in our sizable trade 
deficit with Japan. 

My biggest fear is that if the Asian 
crisis remains unchecked, and average 
Americans begin to feel the impact of 
the succeeding market collapses on 
their incomes, they will begin to ques- 
tion Japan’s national resolve and polit- 
ical will to deal with these problems. I 
especially don’t want to see any fur- 
ther reasons for Americans to turn 
within or fear an active role in world 
trade. Throughout my political career, 
I have pushed very hard in my state of 
West Virginia for open markets, a glob- 
al economy and fought against the 
forces of isolation and protectionism. 
Competition has served both my state 
and my country, and they will Japan as 
well. 

So, the actions Japan takes, or does 
not take, will affect America, as surely 
as they will their neighbors in Asia. 

I hope both our nations’ leaders will 
continue to place the utmost impor- 
tance on the U.S.-Japan relationship. 
Its strength is the basis for honesty 
with one another, for the ability to ad- 
dress problems together, and to pursue 
regional and shared objectives. We also 
must maintain and nurture this 
strength, which especially requires us 
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to appreciate the role that our econo- 
mies have on one another—because of 
their effect on our people and our sense 
of ourselves as nations. And this is a 
time when steps are more urgently re- 
quired to ensure progress and prevent 
any kind of setback. I pledge to do my 
part in continuing to promote the im- 
portance and the potential of a strong, 
close U.S.-Japan relationship at all 
levels. 
—— 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


COMMEMORATION OF THE 
ARMENIAN GENOCIDE 


è Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today as I and a number of my col- 
leagues do every year to mark and re- 
member a dark day in human history: 
The beginning of the systematic exter- 
mination of 1.5 million Armenian men, 
women, and children. 

On April 24, 1915—eighty-three years 
ago—the Ottoman Empire launched a 
brutal and unconscionable policy of 
mass murder. Over an eight year pe- 
riod, 1.5 million Armenians were killed, 
and another 500,000 were driven from 
their homes, their land and property 
confiscated. 

As we remember the dark past of the 
Armenian people, however, our act of 
remembrance also offers the oppor- 
tunity to celebrate hope and the resil- 
ience of the human spirit. Today, the 
people of Armenia can look to a prom- 
ising future, as they continue to work 
for democracy and peace in their home- 
land. 

The Armenian genocide was the first 
genocide of the twentieth century, an 
appalling precursor to events in Nazi 
Germany, Soviet Russia, Cambodia, 
Bosnia and Central Africa, as well as 
too numerous other places. As we mark 
this day of remembrance, people of 
conscience around the world must re- 
double our commitment to fight for 
human dignity and freedom, and vow 
to never again allow genocide to 
occur. 

O 


THE ARMENIAN GENOCIDE 


e Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, April 
24th is the day we remember the hor- 
rors inflicted upon the Armenians in 
Turkey during World War I and after- 
ward. Today, we express our solidarity 
with Armenians everywhere, and re- 
flect upon the meaning of their suf- 
fering and sacrifice. We mourn the 
dead, and express our condolences to 
their living descendants. During that 
terrible tragedy, about 1.5 million peo- 
ple were killed. 

The massacres and deportations of 
the Armenians during that period were 
a forerunner of subsequent horrors per- 
petrated against other peoples. The Ar- 
menians were the first victims of geno- 
cide in this century, when civilian pop- 
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ulations, defined by ethnicity, race or 
religion, have been targeted by soldiers 
or paramilitary groups, and in some 
cases, by sovereign states using all 
their instruments of military power to 
destroy a people. 

We mark this day so as never to for- 
get what happened, and to strengthen 
our conviction to prevent any 
recurrences in the future. Not only 
against Armenians, but against any 
people. 

During and after World War I, Arme- 
nians did not have a state of their own. 
Today, independent Armenia defends 
Armenians everywhere, and they, in 
turn, protect the interests of their an- 
cient homeland. Armenia is a country 
of great promise, despite its many 
troubles. We fervently hope that the ef- 
forts of the Organization for Security 
and Cooperation in Europe’s Minsk 
Group will be successful and the 
Nagorno-Karabakh conflict will be re- 
solved peacefully. We pray that we may 
see a prosperous Armenia living in 
peace with all its neighbors, continuing 
to teach the world lessons, as a light 
unto the nations.e 


—— 


THE 83RD ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
ARMENIAN GENOCIDE 


è Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise 
to join my colleagues in commemo- 
rating the 83rd anniversary of the Ar- 
menian genocide, which consumed the 
lives of one and a half million men, 
women and children. Today, as we re- 
member the sacrifice of the Armenian 
people, we honor them by renewing our 
commitment to protecting the funda- 
mental rights and freedoms of all hu- 
manity. 

It is imperative, Mr. President, that 
no nation or individual ever forget the 
injustices suffered by the Armenians in 
1915. Perhaps the most prominent wit- 
ness to the Armenian genocide was 
Henry Morgenthau, the U.S. Ambas- 
sador to Turkey at the time, who de- 
scribed the wide-scale and deliberate 
orchestration of atrocities against the 
Armenian people as the Greatest Hor- 
ror in History.” He later wrote, 

Whatever crimes the most perverted 
instincts of the human mind can de- 
vise, and whatever refinements of per- 
secutions and injustice the most de- 
based imagination can conceive, be- 
came the daily misfortunes of this de- 
voted people. I am confident that the 
whole history of the human race con- 
tains no such horrible episode as this. 
The great massacres and persecutions 
of the past seem almost insignificant 
when compared to the sufferings of the 
Armenian race in 1915. The killing of 
the Armenian people was accompanied 
by the systematic destruction of 
churches, schools, libraries, treasures 
of art and of history in an attempt to 
eliminate all traces of a noble civiliza- 
tion some three thousand years old.” 
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Ambassador Morgenthau’s assess- 
ment of the great tragedy was con- 
sonant with public reporting at the 
time the events took place. Newspaper 
headlines in mid-1915 heralded, *‘More 
Armenian Massacres,” Armenian Hor- 
rors Grow, Tales of Armenian Hor- 
rors Confirmed,” 800,000 Armenians 
Counted Destroyed,” “Spare Arme- 
nians, Pope Asks Sultan.” On July 16, 
1915, Morgenthau sent the following 
message by telegraph to the Secretary 
of State: 

“Deportation of and excesses against 
peaceful Armenians is increasing and 
from harrowing reports of eyewitnesses 
it appears that a campaign of race ex- 
termination is in progress under pre- 
text of reprisal against rebellion.” 

Other diplomats and consular officers 
substantiated the Ambassador’s report 
of what was taking place. Abram 
Elkus, Morgenthau’s successor, 
through his cables to the State Depart- 
ment confirmed his predecessor’s as- 
sessment. 

We must not allow a handful of revi- 
sionists to shake our resolve to prompt 
recognition and acceptance of responsi- 
bility for this well-documented histor- 
ical event. Indeed, Morgenthau and 
other diplomats who witnessed and re- 
ported in great detail the enormous 
devastation of the Armenian commu- 
nity would be astonished to learn 
today that the abundant evidence they 
collected, much of which is held in our 
own National Archives, and the testi- 
mony of survivors who are still with 
us, have come under challenge. Despite 
the irrefutability of the documentation 
and testimony, including extensive ac- 
counts from survivors, witnesses, and 
historians, there are those who deny 
the past, blame the victims, and oppose 
reconciliation. 

It is a tribute to the indomitable 
spirit of the Armenian people that, 
after enduring centuries of oppression, 
they have reestablished a free and inde- 
pendent state that is making new 
strides toward democracy and eco- 
nomic revitalization. In its short exist- 
ence, the Republic of Armenia has sur- 
vived the earthquake of 1988, the dis- 
solution of the Soviet Union and a 
blockade by its neighbors. The spirit of 
the Armenian people is reflected not 
only in their dedication to rebuilding a 
nation from the ashes of totali- 
tarianism, but also in the strength and 
vibrancy of the Armenian-American 
community. Americans of Armenian 
origin have successfully contributed to 
the cultural, social, economic, and po- 
litical life of this country while pre- 
serving the rich faith and cultural tra- 
ditions of their forebears. Clearly, the 
spirit of the Armenian people con- 
tinues to thrive. 

Mr. President, to ensure that such a 
tragedy never be repeated it is incum- 
bent upon us to remember the victims 
of the Armenian genocide and pay trib- 
ute to the survivors. Just as we have 
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vowed never to forget the Nazi Holo- 
caust, we must continually remind our- 
selves of the events of 1915. They be- 
came, after all, a precedent for Hitler, 
who rationalized his barbarism by ask- 
ing, “Who remembers the Armenians?” 

As citizens of a nation founded on the 
ideals of freedom and human dignity, 
we must educate ourselves about the 
events that constituted the Armenian 
genocide and renew our commitment 
never to remain indifferent in the face 
of such assaults on humanity. In the 
words of the great philosopher, George 
Santayana, those who cannot remem- 
ber the past are condemned to repeat 
it.”e 


——— 


COMMEMORATION OF THE 
ARMENIAN GENOCIDE 


e Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise to 
commemorate the 88rd anniversary of 
the Armenian Genocide. 

Old and young around the world 
today remember the Armenian holo- 
caust. We remember that on this date 
in 1915, the Ottoman Empire and the 
successor Turkish nationalist regime 
began a brutal policy of deportation 
and murder. Over the next eight years, 
1.5 million Armenians would be mas- 
sacred at the hands of the Turks and 
another 500,000 would have their prop- 
erty confiscated and be driven from 
their homeland. 

Although it seems that the world 
stood silent while the Armenian popu- 
lation was devastated, a few witnesses 
did try to tell the terrible story. In 
1919, Henry Morganthau, Sr., the Amer- 
ican Ambassador to the Ottoman Em- 
pire, published a memoir which exten- 
sively detailed what he had seen and 
heard in Turkey during the previous 
six years. Of the events of the genocide, 
Ambassador Morgenthau wrote, “I am 
confident that the whole history of the 
human race contains no such horrible 
episode as this. The great massacres 
and persecutions of the past seem al- 
most insignificant when compared to 
the sufferings of the Armenian race in 
1915.” 

Last August, I had the opportunity 
to visit Armenia and Nagorno 
Karabagh. I was able to see the treas- 
ures of that land firsthand and pay 
tribute to the indomitable spirit of the 
people of Armenia. One morning I 
toured the Genocide Monument and 
Museum in Yerevan and then stood by 
the eternal flame while a vocalist sang 
a haunting solo. It was the most mov- 
ing moment of my visit. 

My trip to the Transcaucasus made it 
clear that despite having already un- 
dergone such terrible persecution and 
hardship, the people of the Armenian 
Republic still suffer today. The econ- 
omy is struggling and the area has still 
not recovered from the 1988 earth- 
quake. The Karabagh conflict remains 
unresolved and Turkey continues to 
blockade humanitarian aid to Armenia. 


April 24, 1998 


However, the Armenian people re- 
main resilient, hopeful, and an inspira- 
tion to others. In Armenia, they con- 
tinue their quest for peace and democ- 
racy. Just last month, the residents of 
Armenia showed their commitment to 
democracy when they participated in 
the third presidential election since 
independence in 1991. In America, many 
communities, like those in my home 
state of Rhode Island, are enriched by 
the traditions of Armenians who have 
immigrated to our shores. 

Because Armenia is a part of our 
world and persons of Armenian descent 
are members of our community, we 
must remain committed to always re- 
member the Armenian genocide. As 
Peter Balakian, author of the critically 
acclaimed Black Dog of Fate”, wrote: 

Commemoration is an essential process for 
the bereaved and for the inheritors of the 
legacy of genocide. It is a process of making 
meaning out of unthinkable horror and loss. 
The burden of bereavement can be alleviated 
if shared and witnessed by a larger commu- 
nity. Only then can redemption, hope and 
community be achieved. 


Menk panav chenk mornar.® 


CONGRATULATIONS TO DUNWOODY 
HIGH STUDENTS 


è Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to congratulate Dunwoody 
High School students, Bakari Brock, 
Jennifer Campbell, Richard Cart- 
wright, Michael Cayes, Carol Chandler, 
Melissa Chastnew, Zack Cullens, Me- 
lissa Derick, Kevin Franklin, Erin 
Green, Judy Hudgins, Rebecca Lamb, 
Dwayne O’Mard, Sandra Park, Andrea 
Pierce, Jennifer Price, Scot 
Prudhomme, Carlyn Sibler, Geren 
Stone, Dannon Taylor, David Weiner, 
David Yoo, and their teacher, Celeste 
Boemker, who will be traveling to 
Washington to represent our state in 
the We the People. . . the Citizen and 
the Constitution Program” in early 
May. 

As a strong proponent for the edu- 
cation of our nation’s youth, it is with 
great pride that I hear of children from 
my home state to compete on a na- 
tional level to test their knowledge of 
politics and the government of the 
United States. Students and teachers 
such as these, who have demonstrated 
exceptional leadership and intel- 
ligence, should be appropriately recog- 
nized. Therefore, Mr. President, I 
would like to take this opportunity to 
commend these students and wish 
them luck in their upcoming competi- 
tion.e 

——— 


EXPLANATION OF SELECTED 
VOTES TO THE SENATE BUDGET 
RESOLUTION 


èe Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, now 
that the budget resolution has been 
adopted, I wanted to take a few mo- 
ments to discuss several of the more 
important votes that took place. 
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The first of these was the Allard 
amendment to create a new point of 
order against future budgets that fail 
to eliminate the federal debt by the 
year 2028. Mr. President, I fully support 
reducing the size of the federal debt, 
and I am glad the pending resolution 
cuts the relative size of the debt by al- 
most 20 percent over the next five 
years. On the other hand, the Allard 
amendment may require making pay- 
ments on debt that is not actually due. 
A significant portion of the debt is held 
by foreign investors. It does not make 
sense to me to use American taxpayers’ 
dollars to make early debt payments to 
foreign investors like the central banks 
of China, Japan, and Germany. I be- 
lieve there are several priorities facing 
this Congress beyond reducing the fed- 
eral debt, including reforming the So- 
cial Security system and improving 
our onerous tax code, and I do not sup- 
port amendments that would tie Con- 
gress’ hands with regard to these im- 
portant reforms. 

Two other amendments that require 
comment were the Kennedy and Mur- 
ray amendments to increase funding in 
Function 500, the eduction and training 
function, while making across-the- 
board cuts to all other domestic discre- 
tionary accounts. Mr. President, the 
underlying budget resolution accom- 
plishes two priorities with regard to 
education. First, it lives up to the 
budget agreement signed by both con- 
gressional leadership and the President 
just last year. That agreement tar- 
geted sufficient resources at federal 
education programs to fully fund the 
priorities of both the President and 
Congress. Second, this resolution adds 
to those agreed-to levels by increasing 
funding for important programs like 
IDEA and the Innovative Strategies 
State Grant program—programs that 
work by block-granting federal re- 
sources back to the states and local 
governments. 

Mr. President, if we have learned 
anything regarding effective education 
policy, it is that building an ever larg- 
er federal presence in historically 
local- and state-controlled public 
schools simply doesn’t work. The Sen- 
ate budget recognizes this fact, while 
the Kennedy and Murray amendments 
ignore it. This budget increases federal 
education funding by $2.6 billion over 
the next five years at the same time 
that many budget areas are being cut. 
I believe this is a clear indication of 
the priority the Senate places on educ- 
tion issues. 

Several other amendments were of- 
fered, including the Lautenberg, 
Wellstone, Dorgan, and Feingold 
amendments, which would have estab- 
lished so-called reserve funds for the 
creation of new mandatory spending 
programs. Mr. President, by definition, 
these amendments call for creating 
new, uncontrolled federal entitlement 
programs. Exactly what these pro- 
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grams would do, and how they would be 
funded, is left unclear. On the other 
hand, my position regarding new man- 
datory spending is extremely clear— 
until Congress takes the necessary 
steps to ensure the future solvency of 
our existing entitlements, including 
Social Security and Medicare, we 
should have the discipline to refrain 
from creating new programs which will 
endanger the solvency of existing pro- 
grams and the federal government. For 
that reason, I opposed these reserve 
fund amendments. 

The Kempthorne amendment regard- 
ing the Endangered Species Act also re- 
quires comment. Under the budget res- 
olution, funds raised from selling sur- 
plus BLM lands were to be targeted at 
programs designed to protect endan- 
gered species. In my mind, Mr. Presi- 
dent, this funding mechanism rep- 
resents a win-win situation for every- 
one involved in protecting this nation’s 
wildlife. First, by selling surplus lands, 
the federal government rids itself of 
the cost of managing lands for which it 
has no purpose. Second, the proceeds 
from these lands would go towards con- 
tinued protection of endangered wild- 
life. During debate, Senator REID 
raised concerns that tying ESA funding 
solely to the sale of federal lands was 
not good policy. For this reason, I sup- 
ported the Kempthorne amendment 
which addressed some of Senator 
REID’s concerns by expanding the pos- 
sible funding sources for Endangered 
Species Act enforcement. 

Another important vote was the 
Bumpers amendment to increase the 
royalty on the net return on the profits 
from mining gold, silver and platinum 
and channeling those funds into IDEA. 
Mr. President, the underlying budget 
resolution takes a dramatic step to- 
wards increasing the funding for IDEA. 
This is a program that I fully support 
and look forward to continued in- 
creases in federal participation. 

Nevertheless, I opposed this amend- 
ment because I do not believe the im- 
position of new taxes on the mining in- 
dustry is the proper means of reform- 
ing our mining law. Hard rock mining 
is a capital intensive industry that has 
struggled in recent years despite the 
booming U.S. economy. The reason is 
simple—the costs of extracting these 
metals from U.S. soil is only slightly 
less than the market value of these 
metals. I believe there are better ap- 
proaches for reforming our mining laws 
than simply raising taxes, and I look 
forward to working with Senator 
BUMPERS and other Senators to seeing 
those reforms take place. 

Finally, Mr. President, I wanted to 
discuss the Domenici amendment re- 
garding the recent ruling by the Vet- 
erans’ Administration General Counsel 
to include some smoking-related ill- 
nesses in the qualified list of service 
connected” diseases. Mr. President, I 
want to help veterans and their fami- 
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lies, but it is my firm belief that such 
an increase in the federal government’s 
liability should result only from an act 
of Congress, not a judge’s ruling, and 
that Congress should only act with all 
the pertinent facts before it. For these 
reasons, I supported the Domenici 
amendment to require a year-long 
study of the merits of such claims. 
This study will enable Congress to 
avoid the current vacuum of knowledge 
that surrounds this issue and devise 
the best policy for our veterans. If the 
study supports these claims, then I will 
support expanding the current program 
to accommodate them. 
—— 


TRIBUTE TO UNIVERSITY OF UTAH 
ROTC CLASS OF 1944 


è Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to the University 
of Utah ROTC Class of 1944 which re- 
sponded to the call for active military 
duty during World War II. On May 2, 
1998, at the University of Utah mem- 
bers of the ROTC Class of 1944 will hold 
a reunion commemorating the 55th an- 
niversary of their activation into our 
national armed services. I believe it is 
fitting that we honor them today in 
the United States Senate. 

The University of Utah Reserve Offi- 
cer Training Corps (ROTC) was an 
unique organization. It was one of the 
few military units which were called 
into service during World War II from a 
specific community and which can re- 
turn to that home area for a reunion. 
Most military units include individuals 
whose residences are scattered 
throughout the country. Through an 
Act of Congress in 1916, ROTC pro- 
grams were established in higher edu- 
cation institutions across the country. 
Since that time, they have been an im- 
portant part of this nation’s civil de- 
fense—in times of war and peace— 
training generations of students for 
service to their country. 

In the early 1940s, this class trained 
at the University of Utah with horse- 
drawn artillery working with an old 
French 77 millimeter cannon and with 
a 105 millimeter howitzer, new at the 
time. As a unit, this ROTC class was 
first assigned to Camp Roberts in Cali- 
fornia, for basic training in truck 
drawn artillery. Later they were as- 
signed to Fort Sill, Oklahoma, for fur- 
ther training and ultimately received 
further schooling at the Infantry Offi- 
cers School at Fort Benning, Georgia. 
After graduation from Fort Benning, 
these young men, whose average age at 
the time was slightly over 20, served as 
officers in various combat units in 
Italy, France and the South Pacific. 

These were brave and honorable men, 
each one of them. Of the 99 who were 
called to active duty in 1943, two were 
killed in action while serving in the 
10th Mountain Division in Italy. One 
was later killed in the Korean Conflict. 
Of the group’s original 99 members, 71 
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are still alive. Today, I speak for all 
Utahns and all Americans when I say, 
we honor these brave men and pay trib- 
ute to them for their service and sac- 
rifice for this great country. The Class 
of 1944’s great tradition of discipline 
and leadership continues today as 
many of its members are respected pro- 
fessionals in the public and private sec- 
tor as well as their own communities. 

Finally, Mr. President, before I close, 
I want to thank Chris S. Metos of Salt 
Lake City, Utah, for the outstanding 
job he has done to help organize this 
upcoming reunion and for the many 
years of service he has provided to this 
country and to the people of the state 
of Utah.e 


——— 


NATIONAL COUNTY GOVERNMENT 
WEEK, APRIL 19-25 


èe Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to salute the work of the 3,072 
county governments nationwide, and in 
particular, the work of the 87 counties 
in my home state of Minnesota. Coun- 
ties are often an invisible, but ex- 
tremely important part of our inter- 
governmental system. County officials 
in my home state have also taken lead- 
ership roles in their national organiza- 
tion, namely Commissioner Randy 
Johnson, who chairs the Hennepin 
County Board of Commissioners and 
serves as the President of the National 
Association of Counties (NACo), and 
his colleague, Hennepin County Com- 
missioner Peter McLaughlin, who 
chairs NACo’s Large Urban County 
Caucus which represents the interests 
of the nation’s 100 largest counties. 

Counties can trace their roots to the 
English shire of a thousand years ago. 
Serving a dual function, the shire acted 
as the administrative arm of the na- 
tional government as well as the citi- 
zen's local government. The structural 
form of the shire was adopted along the 
eastern seaboard of North America by 
the colonists and adapted to suit the 
diverse economic and geographic needs 
of each of the colonists. 

Traditionally, counties performed 
state-mandated duties which included 
assessment of property, record keeping 
such as property and vital statistics, 
maintenance of rural roads, and admin- 
istration of election and judicial func- 
tions. Today, counties are moving rap- 
idly into other areas, undertaking pro- 
grams relating to consumer protection, 
economic development, employment 
training, planning and zoning, and 
water quality, to name just a few. 

This week, counties across the coun- 
try are celebrating National County 
Government Week. This celebration is 
an annual event for counties. First 
held in 1991, the goal of National Coun- 
ty Government Week is to raise public 
awareness and understanding about the 
roles and responsibilities of the na- 
tion’s counties. 

There have been activities at the na- 
tional, state and local levels this week. 
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More than 1,000 counties annually par- 
ticipate in National County Govern- 
ment Week by holding a variety of pro- 
grams and events. These include tours 
of county facilities, presentations in 
schools, meetings with business and 
community leaders, recognition pro- 
grams for volunteers, briefings on envi- 
ronmental projects, and adoption of 
proclamations. 


There is a theme each year for Na- 
tional County Government Week. This 
year, the theme has been Creating 
Sustainable Communities.” Counties 
are being encouraged during National 
County Government Week to make 
their communities more livable by en- 
gaging their citizens in a process that 
promotes job growth and environ- 
mental stewardship. 


I know that NACo has encouraged 
counties this week to hold a town 
meeting or launch a series of commu- 
nity-wide dialogues to solicit citizen 
participation to identify the commu- 
nity’s most pressing issues and to es- 
tablish a comprehensive vision for the 
future. 


NACo has also suggested that coun- 
ties develop a public participation 
strategy to identify and solve local 
problems that bring local government 
officials, business leaders, and commu- 
nity representatives together. 


Counties have brought their citizens 
closer to their government by getting 
them to come to county facilities to 
learn about county services—or by 
going where the people are. Some coun- 
ties this week held an open house at 
the county courthouse and administra- 
tion building. They created displays by 
county departments showing what each 
department does. Employees were on 
hand to describe the services they pro- 
vide and their responsibilities. 


Some counties focused on their coun- 
ty’s history as well. Local historical 
societies and libraries put together 
presentations or displays to inform 
citizens about the county’s history. 


Mr. President, I am pleased to rise 
today to support the efforts of our 
county governments throughout the 
country. and in particular, my home 
state of Minnesota. National County 
Government Week has been successful 
in attempting to raise public awareness 
of the good work of our nation’s county 
governments and how they help im- 
prove the lives of their residents.e 


— 


MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR—H.R. 3565 AND S. 1985 


Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that two bills that 
are at the desk, H.R. 3565 and S. 1985, 
be placed on the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE- 
MENT—EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 
NOMINATIONS 


Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, as in 
executive session, I ask unanimous 
consent that on Monday, April 27, at 6 
p.m., the Senate turn to the nomina- 
tion of Scott Fleming, to be Assistant 
Secretary for Legislation at the De- 
partment of Education, and that the 
Senate proceed to an immediate vote 
on the confirmation of the nomination 
without intervening action or debate 
and that it be in order now to order the 
yeas and nays on the nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Ms. COLLINS. I further ask unani- 
mous consent that immediately fol- 
lowing the confirmation, the Senate 
proceed to the following additional 
nominations, that they be confirmed, 
that the motions to reconsider be laid 
upon the table, and that the President 
be immediately notified of the Senate’s 
action, and that the Senate resume 
consideration of the NATO treaty. 
Those nominations are: Garr King, of 
Oregon, to be a district judge in Or- 
egon; Gregory Sleet, of Delaware, to be 
a district judge for Delaware; and 
Cherry! Thomas to be a member of the 
Railroad Retirement Board. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


——— 


ORDERS FOR MONDAY, APRIL 27, 
1998 


Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in adjournment until 11 a.m., on 
Monday, April 27. I further ask unani- 
mous consent that on Monday, imme- 
diately following the prayer, the rou- 
tine requests through the morning 
hour be granted, and the Senate then 
proceed to 1 hour of morning business 
with Senators permitted to speak for 
up to 10 minutes each, with the fol- 
lowing exceptions: Senator THOMAS, 15 
minutes; Senator FEINSTEIN, 20 min- 
utes. I further ask unanimous consent 
that following morning business, at 12 
noon the Senate proceed to executive 
session and begin debate on the NATO 
treaty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

O —— 


PROGRAM 


Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, for the 
information of all Senators, the Senate 


April 24, 1998 


will begin debate on the NATO treaty 
at 12 noon on Monday. At 6 p.m., the 
Senate will conduct a rollcall vote on 
the confirmation of Scott Fleming to 
be an Assistant Secretary at the De- 
partment of Education. It is the lead- 
er’s hope that before and after that 
vote the Senate can conduct a vigorous 
debate on the NATO treaty and pos- 
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sibly have amendments offered during 
Monday’s session of the Senate. 


As previously ordered, the vote on 
the conference report to accompany 
the State Department reorganization 
legislation will occur on Tuesday at 
2:25 p.m. And I announce to the mem- 
bership that the vote scheduled for 
Monday, April 27, will occur at 6 p.m. 
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ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 11 A. M., 
MONDAY, APRIL 27, 1998 


Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate, I now ask unanimous con- 
sent that the Senate stand in adjourn- 
ment under the previous order. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 3:23 p.m., 
adjourned until Monday, April 27, 1998, 
at 11 a.m. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, April 27, 1998 


The House met at 2 p.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. NETHERCUTT). 


— 


DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
April 27, 1998. 

I hereby designate the Honorable GEORGE 
R. NETHERCUTT, Jr., to act as Speaker pro 
tempore on this day. 

NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


— B 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, the Reverend James 
David Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Let us pray using the words of Psalm 
100. 

Make a joyful noise to the Lord, all the 
lands. Serve the Lord with gladness. Come 
into his presence with singing. Know that 
the Lord is God. It is he that made us, 
and we are his. We are his people, and the 
sheep of his pasture. Enter his gates with 
thanksgiving, and his courts with praise. 
Give thanks to him, bless his name. For 
the Lord is good, his steadfast love en- 
dures forever, and his faithfulness to all 
generations. Amen. 


—— 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


——— 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from California (Mr. MIL- 
LER) come forward and lead the House 
in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. MILLER of California led the 
Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


—— 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was commu- 
nicated to the House by Mr. Edwin 
Thomas, one of his secretaries. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an- 
nounced that the Senate passed a con- 
current resolution of the following 
title, in which concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. Con. Res. 90. Concurrent resolution to 
acknowledge the Historic Northern Ireland 
Peace Agreement. 

The message also announced that the 
Secretary of the Senate is directed to 
request the House to return to the Sen- 
ate the official papers on S. 414, “An 
Act to amend the Shipping Act of 1984 
to encourage competition in inter- 
national shipping and growth of United 
States exports, and for other pur- 
poses,” and upon return of the official 
papers from the House, the Secretary 
of the Senate is directed to make the 
following change in the text of the bill, 
viz: 

In the amendment of section 8(f) of 
the Shipping Act of 1984 by section 
106(e) of the bill, insert a comma and 
‘including limitations of liability for 
cargo loss or damage, after prac- 
tices”. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to Public Law 105-92, the 
Chair, on behalf of the Majority Lead- 
er, appoints John David Davenport, of 
Oklahoma, as a participant in the 1998 
National Summit on Retirement In- 
come Savings, to fill the existing va- 
cancy thereon. 


— 


APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS TO 
THE MEXICO-UNITED STATES 
INTERPARLIAMENTARY GROUP 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, and pursuant to the provi- 
sions of 22 U.S.C. 276h, the Chair an- 
nounces the Speaker’s appointment of 
the following Members of the House to 
the Mexico-United States Inter- 
parliamentary Group: 

Mr. KOLBE of Arizona, Chairman, and 

Mr. GILMAN of New York, Vice Chair- 
man. 

There was no objection. 

— 


APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER TO 
THE CANADA- UNITED STATES 
INTERPARLIAMENTARY GROUP 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, and pursuant to the provi- 
sions of 22 U.S.C. 276d, the Chair an- 
nounces the Speaker’s appointment of 
the following Member of the House to 
the Canada-United States Inter- 
parliamentary Group: 

Mr. HOUGHTON of New York, Chair- 
man. 


There was no objection. 


COMMUNICATION FROM STAFF 
MEMBER OF HON. MATTHEW G. 
MARTINEZ, MEMBER OF CON- 
GRESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from Joshua D. Cantor, staff 
member of Hon. MATTHEW G. MAR- 
TINEZ, Member of Congress: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, April 20, 1998. 
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no- 
tify you pursuant to Rule L (50) of the Rules 
of the House that I have been served with a 
subpoena ad testificandum issued by the 
Pasadena Superior Court, in the case of Peo- 
ple v. Anthony Albert Jimenez, Case No. GA 
034516. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen- 
eral Counsel, I have determined that the sub- 
poena relates to my official duties, and that 
compliance with the subpoena is consistent 
with the privileges and precedents of the 
House. 

Sincerely, 
JOSHUA D, CANTOR. 


—— 


NATIONAL EMERGENCY WITH RE- 
SPECT TO SIGNIFICANT NAR- 
COTICS TRAFFICKERS CENTERED 
IN COLOMBIA—MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 105-241) 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 
on International Relations and ordered 
to be printed: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I hereby report to the Congress on 
the developments since my last report 
concerning the national emergency 
with respect to significant narcotics 
traffickers centered in Colombia that 
was declared in Executive Order 12978 
of October 21, 1995. This report is sub- 
mitted pursuant to section 401(c) of the 
National Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C. 
1641(c), and section 204(c) of the Inter- 
national Emergency Economic Powers 
Act (IEEPA), 50 U.S.C. 1703(c). 

1. On October 21, 1995, I signed Execu- 
tive Order 12978, “Blocking Assets and 
Prohibiting Transactions with Signifi- 
cant Narcotics Traffickers’’ (the 
“Order’’) (60 Fed. Reg. 54579, October 24, 
1995). The Order blocks all property 
subject to U.S. jurisdiction in which 
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there is any interest of four significant 
foreign narcotics traffickers, one of 
whom is now deceased, who were prin- 
cipals in the so-called Cali drug cartel 
centered in Colombia. These persons 
are listed in the annex to the Order. 
The Order also blocks the property and 
interests in property of foreign persons 
determined by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, in consultation with the At- 
torney General and the Secretary of 
State, (a) to play a significant role in 
international narcotics trafficking cen- 
tered in Colombia or (b) to materially 
assist in or provide financial or techno- 
logical support for, or goods or services 
in support of, the narcotics trafficking 
activities of persons designated in or 
pursuant to the Order. In addition the 
Order blocks all property and interests 
in property subject to U.S. jurisdiction 
of persons determined by the Secretary 
of the Treasury, in consultation with 
the Attorney General and the Sec- 
retary of State, to be owned or con- 
trolled by, or to act for or on behalf of, 
persons designated in or pursuant to 
the Order (collectively “Specially Des- 
ignated Narcotics Traffickers’’ or 
“SDNTs’’). 

The Order further prohibits any 
transaction or dealing by a United 
States person or within the United 
States in property or interests in prop- 
erty of SDNTs, and any transaction 
that evades or avoids, has the purpose 
of evading or avoiding, or attempts to 
violate, the prohibitions contained in 
the Order. 

Designations of foreign persons 
blocked pursuant to the Order are ef- 
fective upon the date of determination 
by the Director of the Department of 
the Treasury’s Office of Foreign Assets 
Control (OFAC) acting under authority 
delegated by the Secretary of the 
Treasury. Public notice of blocking is 
effective upon the date of filing with 
the Federal Register, or upon prior ac- 
tual notice. 

2. On October 24, 1995, the Depart- 
ment of the Treasury issued a notice 
containing 76 additional names of per- 
sons determined to meet the criteria 
set forth in Executive Order 12978 (60 
Fed. Reg. 54582, October 24, 1995). Addi- 
tional notices expanding and updating 
the list of SDNTs were published on 
November 29, 1995 (60 Fed. Reg. 61288), 
March 8, 1996 (61 Fed. Reg. 9523), and 
January 21, 1997 (62 Fed. Reg. 2903). 

Effective February 28, 1997, OFAC 
issued the Narcotics Trafficking Sanc- 
tions Regulations (“NTSR” or the 
“Regulations’’), 31 C.F.R. Part 536, to 
further implement my declaration of a 
national emergency and imposition of 
sanctions against significant foreign 
narcotics traffickers centered in Co- 
lombia (62 Fed. Reg. 9959, March 5, 
1997). 

On April 17, 1997 (62 Fed. Reg. 19500, 
April 22, 1997), July 30, 1997 (62 Fed. 
Reg. 41850, August 4, 1997), and Sep- 
tember 9, 1997 (62 Fed. Reg. 48177, Sep- 
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tember 15, 1997), OFAC amended appen- 
dices A and B to 31 C.F.R. chapter V, 
revising information concerning indi- 
viduals and entities who have been de- 
termined to play a significant role in 
international narcotics trafficking cen- 
tered in Colombia or have been deter- 
mined to be owned or controlled by, or 
to act for or on behalf of, or to be act- 
ing as fronts for the Cali cartel in Co- 
lombia. These actions are part of the 
ongoing interagency implementation 
of Executive Order 12978 of October 21, 
1995. These changes to the previous 
SDNT list brought it to a total of 426 
businesses and individuals with whom 
financial and business dealings are pro- 
hibited and whose assets are blocked 
under the Order. 

3. OFAC has disseminated and rou- 
tinely updated details of this program 
to the financial, securities, and inter- 
national trade communities by both 
electronic and conventional media. In 
addition to bulletins to banking insti- 
tutions via the Federal Reserve System 
and the Clearing House Interbank Pay- 
ments System (CHIPS), individual no- 
tices were provided to all relevant 
State and Federal regulatory agencies, 
automated clearing houses, and State 
and independent banking associations 
across the country. OFAC contacted all 
major securities industry associations 
and regulators. It posted electronic no- 
tices on the Internet and over 10 com- 
puter bulletin boards and 2 fax-on-de- 
mand services, and provided the same 
material to the U.S. Embassy in Bo- 
gota for distribution to U.S. companies 
operating in Colombia. 

4. As of March 25, 1998, OFAC had 
issued nine specific licenses pursuant 
to Executive Order 12978. These li- 
censes were issued in accordance with 
established Treasury policy author- 
izing the completion of presanctions 
transactions and the provision of legal 
services to and payment of fees for rep- 
resentation of SDNTs in proceedings 
within the United States arising from 
the imposition of sanctions. 

5. The narcotics trafficking sanctions 
have had a significant impact on the 
Cali drug cartel. Of the 133 business en- 
tities designated as SDNTs as of Feb- 
ruary 20, 1998, 41, or nearly a third, 
having a combined net worth estimated 
at more than $45 million and a com- 
bined income of more than $200 million, 
had been determined to have gone into 
liquidation. As a result of OFAC des- 
ignations, 3 Colombian banks have 
closed about 300 SDNT accounts of 
nearly 100 designated individuals. One 
of the largest SDNT commercial enti- 
ties, a discount drugstore with an an- 
nual income exceeding $136 million, has 
been reduced to operating on a cash 
basis. These specific results augment 
the less quantifiable but significant 
impact of denying the designated indi- 
viduals and entities of the cartel access 
to U.S. financial and commercial facili- 
ties. 
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Various enforcement actions carried 
over from prior reporting periods are 
continuing and new reports of viola- 
tions are being aggressively pursued. 
Two criminal investigations are ongo- 
ing. Since my last report, OFAC has 
collected its first civil monetary pen- 
alty for violations of IEEPA and the 
Regulations under the program. OFAC 
collected $2,625 from a commercial 
agent for ocean-going oil tankers for 
violative funds transfers. 

6. The expenses incurred by the Fed- 
eral Government in the 6-month period 
from October 21, 1997, through April 20, 
1998, that are directly attributable to 
the exercise of powers and authorities 
conferred by the declaration of the na- 
tional emergency with respect to Sig- 
nificant Narcotics Traffickers are esti- 
mated at approximately $620,000. Per- 
sonnel costs were largely centered in 
the Department of the Treasury (par- 
ticularly in the Office of Foreign As- 
sets Control, the U.S. Customs Service, 
and the Office of the General Counsel), 
the Department of Justice, and the De- 
partment of State. These data do not 
reflect certain costs of operations by 
the intelligence and law enforcement 
communities. 

7. Executive Order 12978 provides my 
Administration with a tool for combat- 
ting the actions of significant foreign 
narcotics traffickers centered in Co- 
lombia and the unparalleled violence, 
corruption, and harm that they cause 
in the United States and abroad. The 
Order is designed to deny these traf- 
fickers the benefit of any assets subject 
to the jurisdiction of the United States 
and to prevent United States persons 
from engaging in any commercial deal- 
ings with them, their front companies, 
and their agents. Executive Order 12978 
demonstrates the United States com- 
mitment to end the damage that such 
traffickers wreak upon society in the 
United States and abroad. 

The magnitude and the dimension of 
the problem in Colombia—perhaps the 
most pivotal country of all in terms of 
the world’s cocaine trade—are ex- 
tremely grave. I shall continue to exer- 
cise the powers at my disposal to apply 
economic sanctions against significant 
foreign narcotics traffickers and their 
violent and corrupting activities as 
long as these measures are appropriate, 
and will continue to report periodically 
to the Congress on significant develop- 
ments pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1703(c). 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, April 24, 1998. 


——— 


SPECIAL ORDERS 


INDUSTRIAL GROUP PLANS TO 
BATTLE CLIMATE TREATY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. MILLER) is recognized for 60 
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minutes as the designee of the minor- 
ity leader. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, this past Sunday the Amer- 
ican public was presented with a front- 
page article in the New York Times 
outlining a plan by an industrial group 
to battle the climate change treaty. 
This is a treaty that was arrived at in 
Kyoto, Japan earlier this year, which 
brought together the international 
community in a plan to fight against 
an increase in greenhouse gases that 
threaten this world with climate 
change. 

It was a plan that was negotiated be- 
tween all of the nations in attendance. 
Many nations signed on and many 
other nations have yet to sign on. It is 
a plan that is necessary if in fact we 
are going to prevent the worst impacts 
of global climate change. 

What the New York Times article 
tells us is that a group of corporations, 
mainly large international oil compa- 
nies, have put together a plan to spend 
millions of dollars to try to convince 
the American public that the over- 
whelming scientific evidence regarding 
global climate change is somehow 
shaky and not to be trusted, and that 
therefore we should not go forward 
with actions in this and other coun- 
tries, and with efforts to bring devel- 
oping countries on board the Kyoto 
treaty, that we should walk away from 
that treaty; and that certainly we 
should not attend the meetings in Bue- 
nos Aires later this year where we will 
attempt to bring on large developing 
countries such as China, Mexico, Brazil 
and other such nations that are con- 
tributing huge amounts of greenhouse 
gases to the atmosphere of our world. 

But rather than work on that pro- 
gressive agenda, rather than work in 
an effort to try to see how we can stem 
greenhouse gases, these oil companies 
would rather try to convince people 
that in fact the science is not very 
good. Now that is contrary to the 
science itself and is contrary to the 
vast number of scientists around the 
world who have joined this effort to 
look at the science, to look at the data 
and try to help us predict what in fact 
is taking place with respect to green- 
house gases and global climate change. 

But rather than participate in the se- 
rious scientific discourse, this group of 
oil companies has decided that they 
would take millions of dollars and try 
to convince the average citizen, under 
the portion of their plan that says vic- 
tory will be achieved when the average 
citizen recognizes the uncertainties in 
climate science. Recognition of the un- 
certainties becomes part of conven- 
tional wisdom. So when you think 
about global climate change, about the 
threat of climate change, about warm- 
ing, the oil companies want you to 
think, “well, the science is not very 
good so probably nothing much is 
going to happen.”’ 
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Then they would like to move on and 
have the media recognize the uncer- 
tainties of climate science, so when the 
media presents stories about global 
change, about what is happening in our 
world, they would then say, “Well, we 
really do not know if this science is 
very good.” Then they take more of 
their money and they would try to 
make the media balance out, try to get 
stories into the media about how the 
science is not very good, and they 
would hope that the media would then 
accept, if they spend enough money to 
convince the media, that they would 
accept that it is conventional wisdom 
that the science is not very good. 

Now mind you, this all comes at a 
time, it is not a question whether the 
science is very good or not—the science 
is getting better and better. But unfor- 
tunately, what the science tells us is 
that the problem of global warming is 
becoming more and more a realistic 
problem for the future of the world and 
that steps must be taken. 

But that is not what these oil compa- 
nies do. They want to change the mind 
set of the media, of the American pub- 
lic, of industry and certainly of the 
government. And what they really 
want to do is arrive at a point where 
the Kyoto treaty is dead, there will be 
no further action on that treaty, as 
they spell out in their strategies and 
their tactics, and to make sure that we 
do not go forward, we do not go forward 
in Buenos Aires to bring other nations 
on to that treaty. 

How would they measure this? They 
are going to track the percentage of 
media articles that raise questions 
about climate science. They are going 
to register the number of Members 
that they have been able to contact 
and send materials to change their 
mind about the climate science, the 
number of communications on climate 
science received by Members of Con- 
gress. So they are going to spend a few 
hundred thousand dollars tracking 
their efforts to see whether or not it is 
working. 

You know, we have seen this all be- 
fore, my colleagues. We saw it when 
the tobacco companies got together to 
try to convince the American public 
that there was no link between tobacco 
and cancer, that there was no link be- 
tween the usage of tobacco and the in- 
credible rate of lung cancer in this 
country and of other cancers. 

They spent millions of dollars to un- 
dermine the scientists who were saying 
there is a link, to undermine the evi- 
dence. They told us more and more 
every year, and when the science came 
against their wishes, they paid sci- 
entists to keep it down, to not tell the 
American public. Now for the first time 
what we see are thousands, millions of 
pages of documents with the tobacco 
companies engaged in an effort to keep 
from the American public science that 
would tell them that tobacco and can- 
cer are linked. 
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Now we see an effort where some in- 
dustries do not like the scientists, 
independent scientists. They do not 
like what they have come up with on 
global warming. So what they want to 
do is, they want to establish what they 
would consider an independent global 
climate science data center, and from 
this center would flow information to 
Members of Congress, to the public, to 
State legislatures, to the mayors, city 
council people. But this independent 
center reportedly would be initially 
staffed, this is according to the memo 
from the public relations firm advising 
the oil companies, it will be staffed ini- 
tially with professionals on loan from 
the various oil companies and associa- 
tions of the major interests in climate 
change. 
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So here we are going to have a bunch 
of people who work for oil companies 
as scientists who are now going to tell 
us what the independent science is on 
global warming, as opposed to the inde- 
pendent scientists who have been out 
there now for a number of years work- 
ing for universities and foundations 
and others to try to find out what is 
happening. They want to create the im- 
pression that they have scientists who 
radically disagree with the prevailing 
science about the harms of greenhouse 
gases and the consequential global 
warming. 

Mr. Speaker, we have to understand 
that there is something going on in 
business in America. Many of us in 
Congress have had complaints from our 
constituents about the impacts of 
HMOs and managed care. People come 
into our offices because they cannot 
get care for their spouse who is very 
ill, and they cannot get care for their 
children because somebody who is sup- 
posed to give a second opinion, some 
800 number, they have to call where 
they talk to somebody, and they say, 
oh, no, we do not allow that care under 
your insurance plan. 

So the Congress got together on a bi- 
partisan basis and decided that what 
they would do is they would try to 
have a patients’ bill of rights so that 
patients knew what kind of coverage 
they had, they would know what kind 
of care they had, so they had access to 
specialists, so they had a right to sue 
managed care plans if some bureaucrat 
in another city was making a decision 
against a doctor’s recommendation and 
somebody was harmed. 

On a bipartisan basis, in the Senate 
and the House, many State legislatures 
are doing this, and what do we see? We 
see corporations in America coming to- 
gether, raising millions of dollars to 
try to tell the Congress, This is not a 
problem. These complaints from your 
constituents are not real. We have it 
all under control.” They had a cor- 
porate fly-in where they had people fly 
in from all over the country to tell 
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them we do not need to change any- 
thing with managed health care, it is 
just fine. 

So we see the tobacco companies, 
they set up their spin organizations; 
the health care corporations, they set 
up their spin organizations; and now 
the oil companies are going to set up 
their spin organizations to tell us that 
all of this we have heard about climate 
change, greenhouse gases, global warm- 
ing is nothing for us to be concerned 
about. Well, the fact is it is something 
for us to be very concerned about. 

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to say that 
not all oil companies apparently have 
joined this organization. In the article 
it suggested Shell Oil USA has not 
joined this organization. They do not 
see the merit to it. In fact, Shell Oil 
USA is one of those oil companies that 
believes that a good part of its future 
is going to be about clean energy, 
about renewable energy, wind energy, 
solar energy. It has joined companies 
like British Petroleum that have made 
major investments in solar energy. Bil- 
lions of dollars of markets in solar en- 
ergy are now recognizable, and we see 
those companies taking a different 
tack. 

But yet there are a few companies 
that have decided that the best they 
can do is to try to confuse the Amer- 
ican public on global warming, try to 
lobby their Representatives in the Con- 
gress not to accept, not to accept what 
the scientists are telling us now is the 
future of this planet if global warming 
continues. 

Mr. Speaker, I was in Kyoto this year 
with the Chairman of the Science Com- 
mittee, and I witnessed the U.S. dele- 
gation’s diligence in forging a treaty 
that both protects the U.S. interests 
and at the same time sets important 
goals for slowing global warming. 

The world is looking to the U.S. for 
leadership on this issue, and while 
clearly the solution must include par- 
ticipation from developing nations, 
there is much the United States can do 
to reduce global greenhouse gases, 
emissions that cause immediate health 
effects on our children and the elderly, 
contaminate our air, water and land, 
and cost taxpayers dearly to clean up. 

The truth is the steps necessary to 
curb global warming present an enor- 
mous economic opportunity for the 
people of the United States. The sci- 
entific evidence about global warming 
compels strong action, not a head-in- 
the-sand approach that characterizes 
the organized opposition to the Kyoto 
Protocol and U.S. energy efficiency 
measures. 

To hear some critics describe the Ad- 
ministration’s actions to try to push 
forward with renewable energy and en- 
ergy efficiency and clean sources of en- 
ergy, one would think that protecting 
the environment is a crime against hu- 
manity, and that President Clinton 
should be tried at the Hague. They are 
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accusing the President of trying to use 
Federal tax dollars to spur public and 
private investment in energy—in en- 
ergy efficiency and renewable energy. 

We are seeing more and more coun- 
tries, more and more companies look- 
ing at renewable energy sources as a 
path to the future. America ought to 
participate in that. We have the tech- 
nology, we have the know-how, we 
have the products. We ought to recog- 
nize the economic opportunity that 
that provides. 

In fact, the global market for energy 
efficiency products and services is $80 
billion per year and is expected to 
reach $125 billion a year by the year 
2015. Several studies estimated that job 
growth from energy efficiency and 
technology innovation will exceed 
800,000 new jobs over the next 15 years. 

I do not know where these critics 
live, but they do not live in the district 
that I represent. 

Earlier this year, in fact, 71 percent 
of my constituents recently answered a 
questionnaire that they thought the 
U.S. should take strong steps against 
global warming, even if it cost tax- 
payers more in the beginning to do so. 
The same is true across the country. In 
January, Ohio State University con- 
ducted a national survey on the Amer- 
ican opinion on global warming, find- 
ing that 77 percent of Americans be- 
lieve that global warming has been 
happening, and 67 percent believe that 
steps should be taken to combat global 
warming, and that reducing air pollu- 
tion is an effective way to do so. 
Eighty-eight percent thought the U.S. 
Government should limit air pollution 
for businesses, and 77 percent thought 
they were willing to pay more for elec- 
tricity, gas and oil to reduce the 
amount of air pollution. 

It is that poll that is driving the oil 
companies crazy. It is that poll that is 
causing the oil companies to consider 
spending $5 million to change Ameri- 
cans’ opinion about the urgency of 
global warming. It is that consortium 
that is coming together that recognizes 
that the American people understand 
what is going on, and now they want to 
change their mind. 

It is too bad, because most of the last 
couple of decades, this country has 
been built on greater and greater effi- 
ciencies. We see it in the computer in- 
dustry, in telecommunications, in mar- 
keting, in transportation. We see it 
throughout the entire global economy. 
But somehow, when we get to energy, 
the coal companies and the oil compa- 
nies, they do not want us to be effi- 
cient. They want us to burn more oil 
and more coal; it is just that simple, 
folks. If we can do it more efficiently 
and we can save the environment and 
we can save dollars in the cost of that 
electricity, and if we can provide jobs 
and new economic opportunities in the 
export of American products, they do 
not want us to hear about it, they do 
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not want us to believe it. They want us 
just to go on burning the coal and 
burning the oil in the same old fashion 
we have been doing for the last 50 
years. 

The problem is if we all do that, and 
if the developing countries—China, 
Mexico, India, Indonesia, Brazil—who 
are increasing their use of oil and coal 
as their economies grow, if they just do 
it the same way we did it over the last 
50 years, we will choke this planet to 
death. We will destroy the environment 
for our children and our grandchildren, 
and we will threaten the economic 
well-being of a good portion of the 
world. 

That is what the American people 
understand. That is what is reflected in 
the polling data. They trust the inde- 
pendent scientists. They are not going 
to trust a bunch of scientists on the oil 
company payrolls to tell them that 
they are wrong about the science, that 
it is really shaky. 

But we have to be diligent in this 
matter. We have to be aware of what is 
happening, because as we start to see 
attacks on the scientists who have 
studied global warming, attacks on 
this administration that is trying to 
bring developing countries on board a 
treaty to reduce those greenhouse 
gases—and hopefully at the end of this 
year in Buenos Aires some developing 
countries will sign on—as they are try- 
ing to do that, they are going to come 
under attack. They are going to come 
under attack by a consortium put to- 
gether by oil companies and coal com- 
panies to say that we are all wrong, 
that global warming is not a problem. 

Well, I think by now we have seen 
enough evidence to suggest that global 
warning is a problem. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I would hope that 
people would be alert to what is taking 
place and to what is proposed by these 
oil and coal companies to try and put 
their spin on the hard evidence that 
has been derived by independent sci- 
entists from many, many countries, 
from many, many disciplines, over 
many years, being very conservative 
about the changes that they have seen. 
But as scientists drill the ice cores, as 
they look at what has happened in the 
past, Nature magazine just reported 
that the Northern Hemisphere mean 
annual temperatures for 3 of the past 8 
years were warmer than any year since 
AD 1400. We have to understand the 
kind of changes that means for the 
American economy and for the envi- 
ronment of the world. 

So I would hope that Members of 
Congress would not give credibility to 
this effort by the oil companies to put 
their spin on what is very good, even if 
incomplete, evidence about the prob- 
lems raised by the continuing burning 
of fossil fuels and creation of green- 
house gases. 

I commend to my colleagues the arti- 
cle and memo, which I have enclosed 
here. 


6766 


[From the New York Times, Apr. 26, 1998) 


INDUSTRIAL GROUP PLANS TO BATTLE 
CLIMATE TREATY 


DRAFT PROPOSAL SEEKS TO DEPICT GLOBAL 
WARMING THEORY AS A CASE OF BAD SCIENCE 


(By John H. Cushman, Jr.) 


WASHINGTON, April 25—Industry opponents 
of a treaty to fight global warming have 
drafted an ambitious proposal to spend mil- 
lions of dollars to convince the public that 
the environmental accord is based on shaky 
science. 

Among their ideas is a campaign to recruit 
a cadre of scientists who share the industry's 
views of climate science and to train them in 
public relations so they can help convince 
journalists, politicians and the public that 
the risk of global warming is too uncertain 
to justify controls on greenhouse gases like 
carbon dioxide that trap the sun’s heat near 
Earth. 

An informal group of people working for 
big oil companies, trade associations and 
conservative policy research organizations 
that oppose the treaty have been meeting re- 
cently at the Washington office of the Amer- 
ican Petroleum Institute to put the plan to- 
gether, 

Joe Walker, a public relations representa- 
tive of the Petroleum Institute who is lead- 
ing the project, said in an interview that the 
plan had been under consideration for about 
two months and was very, very tentative.” 
Mr. Walker said no industry executives had 
yet been approached to pay for it. 

But an eight-page memorandum that he 
wrote shows in detail how some industry lob- 
byists are going about opposing the climate 
treaty. 

It is a daunting pubic relations task. 
Whenever the treaty’s advocates, including 
the Clinton Administration, discuss global 
warming, they present the science as essen- 
tially settled and unchallengeable, and they 
compare dissenting scientists to discredited 
apologists for the tobacco companies. That 
view has become widely accepted among re- 
porters and the public. 

Although mainstream scientists do iden- 
tify considerable uncertainties in their cli- 
mate predictions, which are based on com- 
puter models, they are increasingly con- 
fident that global warming is a serious prob- 
lem and often say that the uncertainties do 
not justify inaction. 

Based on the latest science, most of the 
world’s nations agreed in Rio de Janeiro in 
1992 that industrial nations should cut emis- 
sions of greenhouse gases, and the treaty was 
modified last year to require further reduc- 
tions in emissions to levels well below those 
of 1990, over the next 10 to 15 years. But the 
United States Senate has not yet agreed to 
that treaty provision, which could require 
deep reductions in American consumption of 
fossil fuels. 

Documents describing the proposal to un- 
dermine the mainstream view were given to 
The New York Times by the National Envi- 
ronmental Trust, whose work in support of 
the global-warming treaty is financed by 
philanthropic organizations, including the 
Pew Charitable Trusts, the biggest of the na- 
tion’s pro-environmental grant makers. 

Phil Clapp, the president of the environ- 
mental trust, said he obtained the papers 
from an industry official. Exposing the plan 
at this stage, Mr. Clapp said, would probably 
ruin the effort to raise money to carry out 
the plan. 

Industry representatives confirmed that 
the documents were authentic, but empha- 
sized that the plans had not been formally 
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approved by participating organizations. The 
document listed representatives of the Exxon 
Corporation, the Chevron Corporation and 
the Southern Company as being involved. 
Representatives of Chevron and Southern ac- 
knowledged attending meetings on the 
project; the Exxon representative could not 
be reached for comment. 

The draft plan calls for recruiting sci- 
entists to argue against the Administration, 
and suggests that they include individuals 
who do not have a long history of visibility 
and/or participation in the climate change 
debate.” 

But among the plan’s advocates are groups 
already linked to the best-known critics of 
global-warming science. 

They include the Science and Environment 
Policy Project, founded by Fred Singer, a 
physicist noted for opposing the mainstream 
view of climate science. Frederick Seitz, an- 
other prominent skeptic on global warming, 
is involved with two other groups mentioned 
in the plan: the George C. Marshall Institute, 
where Dr. Seitz is chairman, and the Ad- 
vancement of Sound Science Coalition, 
where he is on the science advisory board. 

On Monday, the National Academy of 
Sciences’ disassociated itself from the most 
recent effort to drum up support among 
skeptical scientists. That effort came in the 
form of a statement and petition on global 
warming circulated by Dr. Seitz, a physicist 
who was president of the academy in the 
1960's. 

The petition, attacking the scientific con- 
clusions underlying the treaty on climate 
change, was accompanied by an article that 
was formatted to resemble one that might 
have been published in the academy’s pres- 
tigious peer-reviewed journal. It was not. 

The draft plan, recently discussed at the 
oil industry offices, calls for giving such dis- 
senters on climate science the logistical 
and moral support they have been lacking.”’ 

It also calls for spending $5 million over 
two years to maximize the impact of sci- 
entific views consistent with ours on Con- 
gress, the media and other key audiences.” 

It would measure progress by counting, 
among other things, the percentage of news 
articles that raise questions about climate 
science and the number of radio talk show 
appearances by scientists questioning the 
prevailing views. 

The document says that industry's polling, 
conducted by Charlton Research, has found 
that while Americans see climate change as 
a serious threat, public opinion is open to 
change on climate science.” 

Supporters of the plan want to raise money 
quickly to spend much of it between now and 
the November negotiating session in Buenos 
Aires, where important details of the inter- 
national treaty are to be decided. 

A proposed media-relations budget of 
$600,000, not counting any money for adver- 
tising, would be directed at science writers, 
editors, columnists and television network 
correspondents, using as many as 20 re- 
spected climate scientists” recruited ex- 
pressly “to inject credible science and sci- 
entific accountability into the global cli- 
mate debate, thereby raising questions about 
and undercutting the ‘prevailing scientific 
wisdom.’ ” 

Among the tasks, the petroleum institute's 
memorandum said, would be to identify, re- 
cruit and train a team of five independent 
scientists to participate in media outreach.” 

What the industry group wanted to pro- 
vide, the memorandum said, was a one-stop 
resource on climate science for members of 
Congress, the media, industry and all others 
concerned.” 
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The industry group said it wanted to de- 
velop “a sound scientific alternative“ to the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change, a large group of scientists advising 
the United Nations that has published the 
most authoritative scientific assessments of 
global warming. That panel has predicted 
that the next century will bring widespread 
climatic disruptions if actions are not taken 
to reverse the accumulation of greenhouse 
gases in the atmosphere. 

The draft plan suggests that despite indus- 
try efforts to convince the public that the 
climate treaty would be costly to carry out 
and unfair to the United States, the treaty 
remains popular partly because environ- 
mentalists are winning the debate on the 
science. 

“Indeed, the public has been highly recep- 
tive to the Clinton Administration’s plans,” 
the memorandum said. There has been lit- 
tle, if any, public resistance or pressure ap- 
plied to Congress to reject the treaty, except 
by those ‘inside the Beltway’ with vested in- 
terests.“ 

To: Global Climate Science Team 
Subject: Draft Global Climate Science Com- 
munications Plan 


As promised, attached is the draft Global 
Climate Science Communications Plan that 
we developed during our workshop last Fri- 
day. Thanks especially to those of you who 
participated in the workshop, and in par- 
ticular to John Adams for his very helpful 
thoughts following up our meeting, and Alan 
Caudill for turning around the notes from 
our workshop so quickly. 

Please review the plan and get back to me 
with your comments as soon as possible. 

As those of you who were at the workshop 
know, we have scheduled a follow-up team 
meeting to review the plan in person on Fri- 
day, April 17, from 1 to 3 p.m. at the API 
headquarters. After that, we hope to have a 
“plan champion“ help us move it forward to 
potential funding sources, perhaps starting 
with the global climate “Coordinating Coun- 
cil.” That will be an item for discussion on 
April 17. 

Again, thanks for your hard work on this 
project. Please e-mail, call or fax me with 
your comments. Thanks. 


Regards, 
JOE WALKER. 
APRIL 3, 1998. 
GLOBAL CLIMATE SCIENCE COMMUNICATIONS 


ACTION PLAN 
Situation analysis 


In December 1997, the Clinton Administra- 
tion agreed in Kyoto, Japan, to a treaty to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions to prevent 
what it purports to be changes in the global 
climate caused by the continuing release of 
such emissions. The so-called greenhouse 
gases have many sources. For example, 
water vapor is a greenhouse gas. But the 
Clinton Administration's action, if eventu- 
ally approved by the U.S. Senate, will main- 
ly affect emissions from fossil fuel (gasoline, 
coal, natural gas, etc.) combustion. 

As the climate change debate has evolved, 
those who oppose action have argued mainly 
that signing such a treaty will place the U.S. 
at a competitive disadvantage with most 
other nations, and will be extremely expen- 
sive to implement. Much of the cost will be 
borne by American consumers who will pay 
higher prices for most energy and transpor- 
tation. 

The climate change theory being advanced 
by the treaty supporters is based primarily 
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on forecasting models with a very high de- 
gree of uncertainty. In fact, it not known for 
sure whether (a) climate change actually is 
occurring or (b) if it is, whether humans 
really have any influence on it. 

Despite these weaknesses in scientific un- 
derstanding, those who oppose the treaty 
have done little to build a case against pre- 
cipitous action on climate change based on 
the scientific uncertainty. As a result, the 
Clinton Administration and environmental 
groups essentially have had the field to 
themselves. They have conducted an effec- 
tive public relations program to convince 
the American public that the climate is 
changing, we humans are at fault, and we 
must do something about it before calamity 
strikes. 

The environmental groups know they have 
been successful. Commenting after the Kyoto 
negotiations about recent media coverage of 
climate change, Tom Wathen, executive vice 
president of the National Environmental 
Trust, wrote: 

.. As important as the extent of the 
coverage was the tone and tenor of it. In a 
change from just six months ago, most 
media stories no longer presented global 
warming as just a theory over which reason- 
able scientists could differ. Most stories de- 
scribed predictions of global warming as the 
position of the overwhelming number of 
mainstream scientists. That the environ- 
mental community had, to a great extent, 
settled the scientific issue with the U.S. 
media is the other great success that began 
perhaps several months earlier but became 
apparent during Kyoto.” 

Because the science underpinning the glob- 
al climate change theory has not been chal- 
lenged effectively in the media or through 
other vehicles reaching the American public, 
there is widespread ignorance, which works 
in favor of the Kyoto treaty and against the 
best interests of the United States. Indeed, 
the public has been highly receptive to the 
Clinton Administration's plans. There has 
been little, if any, public resistance or pres- 
sure applied to Congress to reject the treaty, 
except by those inside the Beltway” with 
vested interests. 

Moreover, from the political viewpoint, it 
is difficult for the United States to oppose 
the treaty solely on economic grounds, valid 
as the economic issues are. It makes it too 
easy for others to portray the United States 
as putting preservation of its own lifestyle 
above the greater concerns of mankind. This 
argument, in turn, forces our negotiators to 
make concessions that have not been well 
thought through, and in the end may do far 
more harm than good. This is the process 
that unfolded at Kyoto, and is very likely to 
be repeated in Buenos Aires in November 
1998. 

The advocates of global warming have been 
successful on the basis of skillfully misrepre- 
senting the science and the extent of agree- 
ment on the science, while industry and its 
partners ceded the science and fought on the 
economic issues. Yet if we can show that 
science does not support the Kyoto treaty— 
which most true climate scientists believe to 
be the case—this puts the United States in a 
stronger moral position and frees its nego- 
tiators from the need to make concessions as 
a defense against perceived selfish economic 
concerns. 

Upon this tableau, the Global Climate 
Science Communciations Team (GCSCT) de- 
veloped an action plan to inform the Amer- 
ican public that science does not support the 
precipitous actions Kyoto would dictate, 
thereby providing a climate for the right pol- 
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icy decisions to be made. The team consid- 
ered results from a new public opinion sur- 
vey in developing the plan. 

Charlton Research’s survey of 1,100 in- 
formed Americans“ suggests that while 
Americans currently perceive climate 
change to be a great threat, public opinion is 
open to change on climate science. When in- 
formed that some scientists believe there is 
not enough evidence to suggest that [what is 
called global climate change] is a long-term 
change due to human behavior and activi- 
tles,“ 58 percent of those surveyed said they 
were more likely to oppose the Kyoto treaty. 
Moreover, half the respondents harbored 
doubts about climate science. 

GCSCT members who contributed to the 
development of the plan are A. John Adams, 
John Adams Associates; Candace Crandall, 
Science and Environmental Policy Project; 
David Rothbard, Committee For A Construc- 
tive Tomorrow; Jeffrey Salmon, The Mar- 
shall Institute; Lee Garrigan, Environmental 
Issues Council; Lynn Bouchey and Myron 
Ebell, Frontiers of Freedom; Peter Cleary, 
Americans for Tax Reform; Randy Randol, 
Exxon Corp.; Robert Gehri, The Southern 
Company; Sharon Kneiss, Chevron Corp.; 
Steve Milloy, The Advdancement of Sound 
Science Coalition; and Joseph Walker, Amer- 
ican Petroleum Institute. 

The action plan is detailed on the fol- 
lowing pages. 

GLOBAL CLIMATE SCIENCE COMMUNICATIONS 

ACTION PLAN 
Project goal 

A majority of the American public includ- 
ing industry leadership, recognizes that sig- 
nificant uncertainties exist in climate 
science, and therefore raises questions 
among those (e.g. Congress) who chart the 
future U.S. course on global climate change. 

Progress will be measured toward the goal. 
A measurement of the public’s perspective 
on climate science will be taken before the 
plan is launched, and the same measurement 
will be taken at one or more as-yet-to-be-de- 
termined intervals as the plan is imple- 
mented. 

Victory will be achieved when 

Average citizens “understand” (recognize) 
uncertainties in climate science; recognition 
of uncertainties becomes part of the con- 
ventional wisdom”; media understands“ 
(recognizes) uncertainties in climate science; 
media coverage reflects balance on climate 
science and recognition of the validity of 
viewpoints that challenge the current con- 
ventional wisdom"; industry senior leader- 
ship understands uncertainties in climate 
science, making them stronger ambassadors 
to those who shape climate policy; and those 
promoting the Kyoto treaty on the basis of 
extant science appear to be out of touch with 
reality. 

Current reality 

Unless “climate change“ becomes a non- 
issue, meaning that the Kyoto proposal is de- 
feated and there are no further initiatives to 
thwart the threat of climate change, there 
may be no moment when we can declare vic- 
tory for our efforts. It will be necessary to 
establish measurements for the science ef- 
fort to track progress toward achieving the 
goal and strategic success. 

Strategies and tactics 

I. National Media Relations Program: De- 
velop and implement a national media rela- 
tions program to inform the media about un- 
certainties in climate science; to generate 
national, regional and local media coverage 
on the scientific uncertainties, and thereby 
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educate and inform the public, stimulating 
them to raise questions with policy makers. 

Tactics: These tactics will be undertaken 
between now and the next climate meeting 
in Buenos Aires, Argentina, in November 
1998, and will be continued thereafter, as ap- 
propriate. Activities will be launched as soon 
as the plan is approved, funding obtained, 
and the necessary resources (e.g., public rela- 
tions counsel) arranged and deployed. In all 
cases, tactical implementation will be fully 
integrated with other elements of this action 
plan, most especially Strategy II (National 
Climate Science Data Center). 

Identify, recruit and train a team of five 
independent scientists to participate in 
media outreach. These will be individuals 
who do not have a long history of visibility 
and/or participation in the climate change 
debate. Rather, this team will consist of new 
faces who will add their voices to those rec- 
ognized scientists who already are vocal. 

Develop a global climate science informa- 
tion kit for media including peer-reviewed 
papers that undercut the "conventional wis- 
dom“ on climate science. This kit also will 
include understandable communications, in- 
cluding simple fact sheets that present sci- 
entific uncertainties in language that the 
media and public can understand, 

Conduct briefings by media-trained sci- 
entists for science writers in the top 20 
media markets, using the information kits. 
Distribute the information kits to daily 
newspapers nationwide with offer of sci- 
entists to brief reporters at each paper. De- 
velop, disseminate radio news releases sci- 
entists nationwide, and offer scientists to ap- 
pear on radio talk shows across the country. 

Produce, distribute a steady stream of cli- 
mate science information via facsimile and 
e-mail to science writers around the country. 

Produce, distribute via syndicate and di- 
rectly to newspapers nationwide a steady 
stream of op-ed columns and letters to the 
editor authored by scientists. 

Convince one of the major news national 
TV journalists (e.g., John Stossel) to produce 
a report examining the scientific 
underpinnings of the Kyoto treaty. 

Organize, promote and conduct through 
grassroots organizations a series of campus/ 
community workshops/debates on climate 
science in 10 most important states during 
the period mid-August through October, 1998. 

Consider advertising the scientific uncer- 
tainties in select markets to support na- 
tional, regional and local (e.g., workshops/ 
debates), as appropriate. 


National Media Program Budget—$600,000 
plus paid advertising 

II. Global Climate Science Information 
Source: Develop and implement a program to 
inject credible science and scientific ac- 
countability into the global climate debate, 
thereby raising questions about and under- 
cutting the “prevailing scientific wisdom.” 
The strategy will have the added benefit of 
providing a platform for credible, construc- 
tive criticism of the opposition’s position on 
the science. 

Tactics: As with the National Media Rela- 
tions Program, these activities will be un- 
dertaken between now and the next climate 
meeting in Buenos Aires, Argentina, in No- 
vember 1998, and will continue thereafter. 
Initiatives will be launched as soon as the 
plan is approved, funding obtained, and the 
necessary resources arranged and deployed. 

Establish a Global Climate Science Data 
Center. The GCSDC will be established in 
Washington as a non-profit educational foun- 
dation with an advisory board of respected 
climate scientists. It will be staffed initially 
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with professionals on loan from various com- 
panies and associations with a major inter- 
est in the climate issue. These executives 
will bring with them knowledge and experi- 
ence in the following areas: Overall history 
of climate research and the IPCC process; 
congressional relations and knowledge of 
where individual Senators stand on the cli- 
mate issue; knowledge of key climate sci- 
entists and where they stand; ability to iden- 
tify and recruit as many as 20 respected cli- 
mate scientists to serve on the science advi- 
sory board; knowledge and expertise in 
media relations and with established rela- 
tionships with science and energy writers, 
columnists and editorial writers; expertise in 
grassroots organization; and campaign orga- 
nization and administration. 

The GCSDC will be led by a dynamic senior 
executive with a major personal commit- 
ment to the goals of the campaign and easy 
access to business leaders at the CEO level. 
The Center will be run on a day-to-day basis 
by an executive director with responsibility 
for ensuring targets are met. The Center will 
be funded at a level that will permit it to 
succeed, including funding for research con- 
tracts that may be deemed appropriate to fill 
gaps in climate science (e.g., a complete sci- 
entific critique of the IPCC research and its 
conclusions). 

The GCSDC will become a one-stop re- 
source on climate science for members of 
Congress, the media, industry and all others 
concerned. It will be in constant contact 
with the best climate scientists and ensure 
that their findings and views receive appro- 
priate attention. It will provide them with 
the logistical and moral support they have 
been lacking. In short, it will be a sound sci- 
entific alternative to the IPCC. Its functions 
will include: 

Providing as an easily accessible database 
(including a website) of all mainstream cli- 
mate science information. 

Identifying and establishing cooperative 
relationships with all major scientists whose 
research in this field supports our position. 

Establishing cooperative relationships 
with other mainstream scientific organiza- 
tions (e.g., meteorologists, geophysicists) to 
bring their perspectives to bear on the de- 
bate, as appropriate. 

Developing opportunities to maximize the 
impact of scientific views consistent with 
ours with Congress, the media and other key 
audiences. 

Monitoring and serving as an early warn- 
ing system for scientific developments with 
the potential to impact on the climate 
science debate, pro and con. 

Responding to claims from the scientific 
alarmists and media. 

Providing grants for advocacy on climate 
science, as deemed appropriate. 


Global Climate Science Data Center Budg- 
et—$5,000,000 (spread over two years min- 
imum) 

III. National Direct Outreach and Edu- 
cation: Develop and implement a direct out- 
reach program to inform and educate mem- 
bers of Congress, state officials, industry 
leadership, and school teachers/students 
about uncertainties in climate science. This 
strategy will enable Congress, state officials 
and industry leaders to be able to raise such 
serious questions about the Kyoto treaty's 
scientific underpinnings that American pol- 
icy-makers not only will refuse to endorse it, 
they will seek to prevent progress toward 
implementation at the Buenos Aires meeting 
in November or through other ways. Inform- 
ing teachers/students about uncertainties in 
climate science will begin to erect a barrier 
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against further efforts to impose Kyoto-like 
measures in the future. 

Tactics: Informing and educating members 
of Congress, state officials and industry lead- 
ers will be undertaken as soon as the plan is 
approved, funding is obtained, and the nec- 
essary resources are arrayed and will con- 
tinue through Buenos Aires and for the fore- 
seeable future. The teachers/students out- 
reach program will be developed and 
launched in early 1999. In all cases, tactical 
implementation will be fully integrated with 
other elements of this action plan. 

Develop and conduct through the Global 
Climate Science Data Center science brief- 
ings for Congress, governors, state legisla- 
tors, and industry leaders by August 1998. 

* * * * * 


Organize under the GCSDC a ‘Science Edu- 
cation Task Group” that will serve as the 
point of outreach to the National Science 
Teachers Association (NSTA) and other in- 
fluential science education organizations. 
Work with NSTA to develop school materials 
that present a credible, balanced picture of 
climate science for use in classrooms nation- 
wide. 

Distribute educational materials directly 
to schools and through grassroots organiza- 
tions of climate science partners (companies, 
organizations that participate in this effort). 


National Direct Outreach Program Budget— 

IV. Funding/Fund Allocation: Develop and 
implement program to obtain funding, and 
to allocate funds to ensure that the program 
is carried out effectively. 

Tactics: This strategy will be implemented 
as soon as we have the go-ahead to proceed. 

Potential funding sources were identified 
as American Petroleum Institute (API) and 
its members; Business Round Table (BRT) 
and its members, Edison Electric Institute 
(EEI) and its members; Independent Petro- 
leum Association of America (IPAA) and its 
members; and the National Mining Associa- 
tion (NMA) and its members. 

Potential fund allocators were identified 
as the American Legislative Exchange Coun- 
cil (ALEC), Committee For A Constructive 
Tomorrow (CFACT), Competitive Enterprise 
Institute, Frontiers of Freedom and The 
Marshall Institute. 


Total Funds Required to Implement Pro- 
gram through November 1998—$2,000,000 
(A significant portion of funding for the 
GCSDC will be deferred until 1999 and be- 
yond) 

Measurements 

Various metrics will be used to track 
progress. These measurements will have to 
be determined in fleshing out the action plan 
and may include: 

Baseline public/government official opin- 
ion surveys and periodic follow-up surveys 
on the percentage of Americans and govern- 
ment officials who recognize significant un- 
certainties in climate science. 

Tracking the percent of media articles 
that raise questions about climate science. 

Number of Members of Congress exposed to 
our materials on climate science. 

Number of communications on climate 
science received by Members of Congress 
from their constituents. 


* * * * * 
Number of school teachers/students 
reached with our information on climate 
science. 


Number of science writers briefed and who 
report upon climate science uncertainties. 

Total audience exposed to newspaper, 
radio, television coverage of science uncer- 
tainties. 
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. MILLER of California) and 
to include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. STOKES. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. 

Mr. SCHUMER. 


— 


SENATE CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION REFERRED 


A concurrent resolution of the Sen- 
ate of the following title was taken 
from the Speaker’s table and, under 
the rule, referred as follows: 


S. Con. Res. 90. Concurrent resolution to 
acknowledge the Historic Northern Ireland 
Peace Agreement; to the Committee on 
International Relations. 


. 
ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 2 o’clock and 25 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues- 
day, April 28, 1998, at 12:30 p.m., for 
morning hour debates. 

O e 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol- 
lows: 


8663. A letter from the Congressional Re- 
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, transmitting the Serv- 
ice’s final rule—Mediterranean Fruit Fly; 
Removal of Quarantined Area [Docket No. 
97-056-9] received April 17, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture. 

8664. A letter from the Congressional Re- 
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, transmitting the Serv- 
ice’s final rule—Mediterranean Fruit Fly; 
Removal of Quarantined Area [Docket No. 
97-102-2] received April 17, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture. 

8665. A letter from the Congressional Re- 
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, transmitting the Serv- 
ice’s final rule—Brucellosis in Cattle; State 
and Area Classifications; Georgia [Docket 
No. 98-018-1] received April 17, 1998, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

8666. A letter from the Administrator, For- 
eign Agricultural Service, Department of 
Agriculture, transmitting the Department's 
final rule—Dairy Tariff-Rate Import Quota 
Licensing (7 CFR Part 6) received April 16, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

8667. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Propiconazole; 
Extension of Tolerance for Emergency Ex- 
emptions [{OPP-300637; FRL-5783-5] (RIN: 
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2070-A B78) received April 15, 1998, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

8668. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Fenoxaprop- 
ethyl; Pesticide Tolerance [OPP-300635; 
FRL-5782-1] (RIN: 2070-AB78) received April 
15, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

8669. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Canola Oil; Ex- 
emption from the Requirement of a Toler- 
ance [{OPP-3000623; FRL-5773-9] received 
April 14, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)1)(A); to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

8670. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency's final rule—Spinosad; Pes- 
ticide Tolerances [OPP-300644; FRL-5785-7) 
(RIN: 2070-AB78) received April 14, 1998, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

8671. A letter from the Acting Deputy Chief 
for Operations, Forest Service, transmitting 
the Service's final rule—Notice, Comment, 
and Appeal Procedures for National Forest 
System Projects and Activities [36 CFR Part 
215] received April 17, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C, 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture. 

8672. A letter from the Secretary of De- 
fense, transmitting the Annual Report of the 
Reserve Forces Policy Board for Fiscal Year 
1997, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 113 (c) and (e); to 
the Committee on National Security. 

8673. A letter from the Secretary of Trans- 
portation, transmitting the annual report of 
the Maritime Administration (MARAD) for 
Fiscal Year 1997, pursuant to 46 U.S.C. app. 
1118; to the Committee on National Security. 

8674. A letter from the Under Secretary for 
Acquisition and Technology, Department of 
Defense, transmitting the Department's cer- 
tification that the survivability and 
lethality testing of the CH 47 Improved 
Cargo Helicopter (ICH) would be unreason- 
ably expensive and impractical, pursuant to 
10 U.S.C. 231300); to the Committee on Na- 
tional Security. 

8675. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Reserve Affairs, Department of 
Defense, transmitting a delay in the report 
on Reserve retirement initiatives, pursuant 
to Public Law 104-201; to the Committee on 
National Security. 

8676. A letter from the Acting Deputy 
Under Secretary (Logistics), Department of 
Defense, transmitting a request for 
deferment until August lst off the report 
containing a plan to reduce overhead costs of 
the supply management activities of the De- 
fense Logistics Agency (DLA) and the mili- 
tary departments (known as Iventory Con- 
trol Points (ICPs) so that the overhead costs 
for each fiscal year after fiscal year 2000 do 
not exceed eight percent of net sales at 
standard price by Inventory Control Points 
during that year, pursuant to Public Law 
105-85, section 394; to the Committee on Na- 
tional Security. 

8677. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Health Affairs, Department of 
Defense, transmitting a report on the review 
of the maintenance medication dispensing 
policy with a view towards modifying the 
current policy to dispense maintenance 
medications for a 90-day period; to the Com- 
mittee on National Security. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


8678. A letter from the Secretary of De- 
fense, transmitting a report on the premium 
collection procedures for the dental insur- 
ance programs, pursuant to Public Law 105- 
85, Section 733(c); to the Committee on Na- 
tional Security. 

8679. A letter from the Secretary of De- 
fense, transmitting a report that specifies 
for each military treatment facility the 
amount collected from third party payers 
during the preceding fiscal year, pursuant to 
10 U.S.C. 1095; to the Committee on National 
Security. 

8680. A letter from the Secretary of De- 
fense, transmitting a report detailing the 
costs and savings attributable to base clo- 
sures and realignments (BRAC), pursuant to 
Public Law 105-85, section 2824; to the Com- 
mittee on National Security. 

8681. A letter from the Secretary of De- 
fense, transmitting a report on enlistment 
waiver trends for Fiscal Years 1991-1997, pur- 
suant to Public Law 105-85, section 531; to 
the Committee on National Security. 

8682. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the determination 98-18 that it 
is in the national interest for the Export-Im- 
port Bank to extend a loan, guarantee, in- 
sure or lease any product to Vietnam, pursu- 
ant to 12 U.S.C. 635(b)(2)(D)(iv); to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Financial Services. 

8683. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Legislative Affairs, Federal Deposit Insur- 
ance Corporation, transmitting the Corpora- 
tion's final rule—Unsafe and Unsound Bank- 
ing Practices [Docket No. 97-02] (RIN: 1557- 
AB56) received April 17, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C, 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Banking and Financial Services. 

8684, A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Federal Motor 
Vehicle Safety Standards; Occupant Crash 
Protection [Docket No. NHTSA-97-2714] 
(RIN: 2127-AG17) received April 1, 1998, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Commerce. 

8685. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Side Impact 
Protection—Side Impact Dummy [Docket 
No. NHTSA-98-3668] (RIN: 2127-AG37) re- 
ceived April 1, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);.to the Committee on Commerce. 

8686. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency's final rule—Approval and 
Promulgation of State Plans for Designated 
Facilities and Pollutants; Nebraska; Control 
of Landfill Gas Emissions From Existing Mu- 
nicipal Solid Waste Landfills [NE 052-1052a; 
FRL-6002-4] received April 20, 1998, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

8687. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and 
Promulgation of State Plans for Designated 
Facilities and Pollutants; Iowa; Control of 
Landfill Gas Emissions From Existing Mu- 
nicipal Solid Waste Landfills [IA 051-1051la; 
FRL-6002-8] received April 20, 1998, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

8688. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Clean Fuel 
Fleet Program [FRL-5994-5] (RIN: 2060-A H56) 
received April 20, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 
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8689. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and 
Promulgation of Implementation Plans; 
State of Missouri [MO 042-1042(a); FRL-5979- 
4] received April 20, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

8690. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final ruale—Amendments to 
the Test Procedures for Heavy-Duty Engines, 
and Light-Duty Vehicles and Trucks and 
Amendments to the Emission Standard Pro- 
visions for Gaseous Fueled Vehicles and En- 
gines [FRL-5999-7] received April 20, 1998, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

8691. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency's final rule—Approval and 
Promulgation of State Implementation 
Plans; California—South Coast Air Quality 
Management District [CA~-189-0059; FRL- 
5996-5] received April 15, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

8692. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and 
Promulgation of Implementation Plans: 
Washington [WA 66-7174la; FRL-5998-3] re- 
ceived April 15, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

8693. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and 
Promulgation of State Implementation 
Plans; California—Ventura County Air Pol- 
lution Control District [CA-203-0062; FRL- 
5996-4] received April 15, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

8694. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Acid Rain Pro- 
gram: Revisions to Sulfur Dioxide Opt-Ins 
[FRL-5996-6] (RIN: 2060-AH36) received April 
14, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

8695. A letter from the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting a report 
entitled The Medicaid Quality of Care Med- 
ical Records Study,” pursuant to Public Law 
99-509, section 9432(c); to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

8696. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the Fiscal Year 1997 report on 
implementation of the support for East Eu- 
ropean Democracy Act (SEED) Program, 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 5474; to the Committee 
on International Relations. 

8697. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 12-323. Real Property Tax 
Rates and Assessment Initiative Amendment 
Act of 1998“ received April 21, 1998, pursuant 
to D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Com- 
mittee on Government Reform and Over- 
sight. 

8698. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 12-317, “Sex Offender Reg- 
ister Immunity From Liability Temporary 
Amendment Act of 1998 received April 21, 
1998, pursuant to D.C. Code section l- 
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight. 
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8699. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 12-326, “Omnibus Personnel 
Reform Amendment Act of 1998" received 
April 21, 1998, pursuant to D.C. Code section 
1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight. 

8700. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 12-319, “Solid Waste Facil- 
ity Permit Temporary Amendment Act of 
1998 received April 21, 1998, pursuant to D.C. 
Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight. 

8701. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 12-322, “Southeastern Uni- 
versity Equitable Real Property Tax Relief 
Act of 1998” received April 21, 1998, pursuant 
to D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Com- 
mittee on Government Reform and Over- 
sight. 

8702. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 12-324, “Real Property Tax 
Rates and Assessment Initiative Temporary 
Amendment Act of 1998“ received April 21, 
1998, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1- 
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight. 

8703. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 12-316, “Omnibus Regu- 
latory Reform Amendment Act of 1998 Tem- 
porary Repealer Act of 1998" received April 
21, 1998, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1- 
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight. 

8704. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 12-275, “Real Property Tax 
Reassessment Temporary Amendment Act of 
1998” received April 21, 1998, pursuant to D.C. 
Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight. 

8705. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 12-318, Mutual Holding 
Company Mergers and Acquisition Tem- 
porary Amendment Act of 1998"' received 
April 21, 1998, pursuant to D.C. Code section 
1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight. 

8706. A letter from the Chairman, Census 
Monitoring Board, transmitting a statement 
informing Congress that the Board cannot 
issue its first report by April 1, 1998 because 
the President has not yet appointed four 
members to the Census Monitoring Board, 
pursuant to Public Law 105-119; to the Com- 
mittee on Government Reform and Over- 
sight. 

8707. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Legislative Affairs, Federal Deposit Insur- 
ance Corporation, transmitting the Corpora- 
tion’s final rule—Disclosure of Information 
(RIN: 3064-AC10) received April 17, 1998, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Government Reform and Over- 
sight. 

8708. A letter from the Executive Director, 
Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation, 
transmitting a copy of the annual report in 
compliance with the Government in the Sun- 
shine Act during the calendar year 1997, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 552b(j); to the Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight. 

8709. A letter from the Secretary of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development, transmitting 
the Government National Mortgage Associa- 
tion (Ginnie Mae) management report for the 
fiscal year ended September 30, 1997, pursu- 
ant to 31 U.S.C. 9106; to the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight. 
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8710. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency's final rule—Extension of 
Effective Date of Environmental Impact As- 
sessment of Nongovernmental Activities in 
Antarctica [FRL-5994-2] received April 14, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Resources. 

8711. A letter from the Director, Fish and 
Wildlife Service, transmitting the Service’s 
final rule—Endangered and Threatened Wild- 
life and Plants; Determination of Threatened 
Status for One Plant, Arctostaphylos pallida 
(Pallid Manzanita), from the Northern Dia- 
blo Range of California (RIN: 1018-AD35) re- 
ceived April 20, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources. 

8712. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Oce- 
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans- 
mitting the Administration's final rule— 
Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Offshore Component Pacific Cod 
in the Central Regulatory Area [Docket No. 
971208297-8054-02;I.D. 033098A] received April 
17, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)A); to 
the Committee on Resources. 

8713. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforce- 
ment, transmitting the Office’s final rule— 
Maryland Regulatory Program [MD-042- 
FOR] received April 16, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re- 
sources. 

8714. A letter from the Director, Adminis- 
trative Office of the United States Courts, 
transmitting two reports on the 1997 Activi- 
ties of the Administrative Office of the 
United States Courts and the 1997 Judicial 
Business of the United States Courts, pursu- 
ant to 28 U.S.C. 604(a)(4), (h)), and 
2412(d)(5); to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

8715. A letter from the Senior Attorney, 
Federal Register Certifying Officer, Finan- 
cial Management Service, transmitting the 
Service’s final rule—Transfer of Debts to 
Treasury for Collection (RIN: 1510-AA68) re- 
ceived March 27, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

8716. A letter from the Director, Govern- 
ment Relations, Girl Scouts of the United 
States of America, transmitting the Girl 
Scouts of the United States of America 1997 
Annual Report, pursuant to 36 U.S.C. 37; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

8717. A letter from the Director, Judicial 
Conference of the United States, transmit- 
ting the Federal Judicial Center’s Annual 
Report for 1997, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 623(b); 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

8718. A letter from the Genera] Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Explosives De- 
tection Systems [Docket No. 28671] (RIN: 
2120-AF95) received April 17, 1998, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C, 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8719. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Establishment 
of Class E Airspace; Apple Valley, CA [Air- 
space Docket No. 96-AWP-3] received April 
17, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

8720. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Establishment 
of Class E Airspace; Davis/Woodland/Winters, 
CA [Airspace Docket No. 97-AWP-20] re- 
ceived April 17, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
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801(aX(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8721. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Modification of 
Class E Airspace; Globe, AZ [Airspace Dock- 
et No. 98-AWP-8] received April 17, 1998, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

8722. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; The New Piper Aircraft, Inc. 
Models PA-31, PA-31-300, PA-31-325, PA-31- 
350, and PA-31P Airplanes [Docket No. 90- 
CE-65-AD; Amendment 39-10467; AD 98-08-18) 
(RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 17, 1998, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

8723. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Boeing Model 747 Series Air- 
planes Equipped with Pratt & Whitney 
JT9D-3 and -7 Series Engines [Docket No. 97 
NM-267-AD; Amendment 39-10284; AD 98-02- 
02] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 17, 1998, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

8724. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Amendment of 
Class E Airspace; McCall, ID [Airspace Dock- 
et No. 97-ANM-16] received April 17, 1998, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C, 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

8725. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Revocation of 
Class E Airspace; Blue Mesa, CO; and Estab- 
lishment of Class E Airspace; Gunnison, CO 
[Airspace Docket No. 97-ANM-15] received 
April 17, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8726. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Modification to 
the Gulf of Mexico High Offshore Airspace 
Area [Airspace Docket No. 96-ASW-30] (RIN: 
2120-AA66) received April 17, 1998, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8727. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Standard In- 
strument Approach Procedures; Miscella- 
neous Amendments [Docket No, 29186; Amdt. 
No. 1862] (RIN: 2120-AA65) received April 17, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

8728. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Standard In- 
strument Approach Procedures [Docket No, 
29185; Amdt. No. 1861] (RIN: 2120-AA65) re- 
ceived April 17, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8729. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Standard In- 
strument Approach Procedures; Miscella- 
neous Amendments [Docket No. 29187; Amdt. 
No. 1863] (RIN: 2120-AA65) received April 17, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

8730. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
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the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Rolls-Royce, plc RB211 Series 
Turbofan Engines [Docket No. 94-ANE-39; 
Amendment 39-10426; AD 98-07-07) (RIN: 2120- 
AA64) received April 17, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8731. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Lockheed Model 1329-23 and -25 
Series Airplanes [Docket No. 97-NM-93-AD; 
Amendment 39-10442; AD 98-07-21] (RIN: 2120- 
AA64) received April 17, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8732. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Saab Model SAAB SF 340A and 
SAAB Series Airplanes [Docket No. 97-NM-— 
291-AD; Amendment 39-10465; AD 98-08-16] 
(RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 17, 1998, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

8733. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Boeing Model 747-100, -200, and 
-300 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 98-NM-83- 
AD; Amendment 39-10464; AD 98-08-15] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received April 17, 1998, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C, 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8734. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Turbo-Propeller Powered General 
Dynamics (Convair) Model 240, 340, and 440 
Series Airplanes [Docket No. 97-NM-69-AD; 
Amendment 39-10466; AD 98-08-17] (RIN: 2120- 
AA64) received April 17, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8735. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Saab Model SAAB 2000 Series 
Airplanes [Docket No. 97-NM-97-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-10459; AD 98-08-10] (RIN: 2120-A A64) 
received April 17, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8736. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Twin Commander Aircraft Cor- 
poration 500, 600, and 700 Series Airplanes 
(Docket No. 95-CE-92-AD; Amendment 39- 
10468; AD 98-08-19] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
April 17, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8737. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Boeing Model 747 and 767 Series 
Airplanes Equipped with General Electric 
(GE) CF6-80C2 Engines [Docket No. 98-NM- 
79-AD: Amendment 39-10472; AD 98-08-23] 
(RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 17, 1998, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

8738. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Pilatus Aircraft Ltd. Model PC-7 
Airplanes [Docket No. 97-CE-130-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-10471; AD 98-08-22] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 17, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 
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8739. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; McDonnell Douglas Model DC-9- 
10,-20,-30,40, and -50 Series Airplanes, and C- 
9 (Military) Airplanes [Docket No. 91-NM~40- 
AD; Amendment 39-10473; AD 98-08-24] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received April 17, 1998, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8740. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; AlliedSignal Aerospace Bendix/ 
King Model KSA 470 Autopilot Servo Actu- 
ators, part numbers 065-0076-10 through 065- 
0076-15 [Docket No. 97-CE-74-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-10469; AD 98-08-20] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 17, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8741. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; SOCATA— Groupe AERO- 
SPATIALE Models TB10 and TB200 Airplanes 
(Docket No. 95-CE-71-AD; Amendment 39- 
10470; AD 98-08-21] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
April 17, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8742. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Eurocopter France Model 
SA.315B, SA.316B, SA.316C, SA.319B, and 
SE.3160 Helicopters [Docket No. 98-SW-09- 
AD; Amendment 39-10479; AD 98-04-40] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received April 17, 1998, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8743. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Industrie Aeronautiche e Mec- 
caniche Model Piaggio P-180 Airplanes 
[Docket No. 97-CE-142-AD; Amendment 39- 
10454; AD 98-08-05] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
April 17, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8744. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Vessel Identi- 
fication System; Effective Date Change 
[CGD 89-050] (RIN: 2115-AD35) received April 
17, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

8745. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—SAFETY 
ZONE: Bath / Woolwich Bridge Construction 
(CGD1-98-029] (RIN: 2115-AA97) received 
April 17, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8746. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Drawbridge Op- 
eration Regulations; Anacostia River, Wash- 
ington D.C. [CGDO5-98-017] (RIN: 2115-AE47) 
received April 17, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8747. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Unescorted Ac- 
cess Privilege: Address change [Docket No. 
29193; Amendment No. 107-11; 108-16] received 
April 17, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8748. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
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the Department's final rule—Improvements 
to Hazardous Materials Identification Sys- 
tems; Editorial revisions and Responses to 
Petitions for Reconsideration and Appeal 
[Docket No. HM-206] (RIN: 2137-AB75) re- 
ceived April 1, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8749. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; RAPCO, Inc. Filter, Part Num- 
bers RA-1J44, RA-1J46, and RA-1J4-7 from 
Lot Numbers 05597, 07797, and 12597 [Docket 
No. 97-CE-71-AD; Amendment 39-10103; AD 
97-16-10] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 1, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

8750. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Proposed 
Amendment to Class E Airspace; Le Mars, IA 
[Airspace Docket No. 98-ACE-7] (RIN: 2120- 
AA66) received April 1, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(aX(1(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8751. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to 
Class D and Class E Airspace; Poplar Bluff, 
MO; Correction [Airspace Docket No. 97 
ACE-28] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received April 1, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

8752. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Amendment to 
Class E Airspace; Aurora, NE [Airspace 
Docket No. 98-ACE-13] (RIN: 2120-AA66) re- 
ceived April 1, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8753. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to 
Class E Airspace; Norfolk, NE; Correction 
{Airspace Docket No. 97-ACE-33] (RIN: 2120- 
AA66) received April 1, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8754. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Amendment to 
Class E Airspace; Marshall Army Airfield, 
Fort Riley, KS [Airspace Docket No. 97- 
ACE-20] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received April 1, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

8755. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Sabreliner Model NA-265-40, 60, 
-70, and -80 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 97- 
NM-171-AD; Amendment 39-10349, AD 98-04- 
37 (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 1, 1998, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

8756. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Airbus Model A320-111 Series Air- 
planes [Docket No. 98-NM-22-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-10410) (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
April 1, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure. 

8757. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency's final rule—Amendment of 
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the Provisions to Eliminate and Phase-out 
Mixing Zones for Bioaccumulative Chemicals 
of Concern and Amendment to Procedure 
8.D. of Appendix F (Pollutant Minimization 
Program) for the Final Water Quality Guid- 
ance for the Great Lakes System (FRL-5999- 
8) received April 20, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8758. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Maritime Commission, transmitting the 36th 
Annual Report of the Federal Maritime Com- 
mission for fiscal year 1997, pursuant to 46 
U.S.C. app. 1118; to the Committee on Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure. 

8759. A letter from the Secretary of Trans- 
portation, transmitting a report on the pipe- 
line safety user fee assessment basis, pursu- 
ant to Public Law 104-34; to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8760. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Employment and Training, De- 
partment of Labor, transmitting the Depart- 
ment's final rule—Unemployment Insurance 
Program Letter No. 07-98—received April 15, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

8761. A letter from the Secretary of Labor, 
transmitting a report entitled “Evaluation 
of Short-Time Compensation Programs: 
Final Report,“ pursuant to Public Law 102- 
318, section 401; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

8762. A letter from the Secretary of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development, transmitting 
the Department’s quarterly report on the 
Portfolio Reengineering Demonstration Pro- 
gram for the fourth quarter of Fiscal Year 
(FY) 1997, pursuant to Public Law 104-134; 
jointly to the Committees on Banking and 
Financial Services and Appropriations. 

8763. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Communications Commission, transmitting 
a report on the Federal-State Joint Board on 
Universal Service [CC Docket No. 96-45] re- 
ceived April 15, 1998, pursuant to Public Law 
105-119, 111 Stat. 2440; jointly to the Commit- 
tees on Commerce and Appropriations. 

8764. A letter from the Executive Director, 
District of Columbia Financial Responsi- 
bility and Management Assistance Author- 
ity, transmitting a report on the second 
quarter of Fiscal Year 1998, pursuant to Pub- 
lic Law 105-100; jointly to the Committees on 
Government Reform and Oversight and Ap- 
propriations. 

8765. A letter from the National Film Pres- 
ervation Foundation, transmitting the first 
Annual Report of the National Film Preser- 
vation Foundation for the calendar year end- 
ing December 31, 1997, pursuant to 36 U.S.C. 
5706 Public Law 104-285, Title II: jointly to 
the Committees on the Judiciary and House 
Oversight. 

8766. A letter from the Chief Counsel, Fed- 
eral Aviation Administration, transmitting 
copies of the FY 1999 budget requests of the 
Federal Aviation Administration to the De- 
partment, including requests for Facilities 
and Equipment” and Research, Engineer- 
ing, and Development,“ pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 
app. 2205(f); jointly to the Committees on 
Transportation and Infrastructure, Science, 
and Appropriations. 


———EEE———— 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BLILEY: Committee on Commerce. 
H.R. 1872. A bill to amend the Communica- 
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tions Satellite Act of 1962 to promote com- 
petition and privatization in satellite com- 
munications, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment (Rept. 105-494). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 


EE 


TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED 
BILL 


Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the fol- 
lowing action was taken by the Speak- 
er. 


[The following action occurred on April 24, 1998] 


H.R. 1965. Referral to the Committees on 
Ways and Means and Commerce extended for 
a period ending not later than May 8, 1998. 


——— 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, 


Mr. RYUN introduced a bill (H.R. 3733) to 
authorize the National Science Foundation 
to make grants for applied engineering and 
technology education equipment and capital 
improvements; to the Committee on Science, 
and in addition to the Committee on Edu- 
cation and the Workforce, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 


— 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo- 
rials were presented and referred as fol- 
lows: 


290. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 
of the Senate of the State of Michigan, rel- 
ative to Senate Resolution No. 151 memori- 
alizing the Congress of the United States to 
take certain actions regarding the imple- 
mentation of the Food Quality Protection 
Act of 1996; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

291. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Rhode Island, relative to Senate 
Resolution 2995 memorializing Congress to 
amend title ten, United States Code relating 
to the compensation of retired military; to 
the Committee on National Security. 

292. Also, a memorial of the General As- 
sembly of the State of Georgia, relative to 
Senate Resolution 766 memorializing the 
United States Congress to reject any legisla- 
tion that would exempt health plans spon- 
sored by associations and multiple employer 
welfare arrangements from state insurance 
standards and oversight; to the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce. 

293. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep- 
resentatives of the Commonwealth of The 
Mariana Islands, relative to House Resolu- 
tion No. 11-23 requesting the federal officials 
for a waiver on the Covenant matching fund 
to help expedite and foster infrastructure de- 
velopment in the CNMI; to the Committee on 
Resources. 

294. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep- 
resentatives for the Commonwealth of The 
Mariana Islands, relative to House Resolu- 
tion No. 11-25 expressing full, undeniable and 
unquestionable support on the provisions of 
the Covenant by the people and their govern- 
ment of the Commonwealth of the Northern 
Mariana Islands and in particular under sec- 
tion 902 of said provisions; to the Committee 
on Resources. 
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295. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the 
State of Pennsylvania, relative to Senate 
Resolution No. 97 memorializing Congress to 
authorize a ten-year extension of the Dela- 
ware and Lehigh Navigation Canal National 
Heritage Corridor Act and to authorize Fed- 
eral support for Corridor projects; to the 
Committee on Resources. 

296. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the 
State of Tennessee, relative to Senate Reso- 
lution No. 106 memorializing the United 
States Congress to maintain the incentive 
grant approach to accomplishing shared pub- 
lic safety objectives and to refrain from im- 
posing federal mandates to accomplish such 
objectives; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

297, Also, a memorial of the House of Rep- 
resentatives of the State of Michigan, rel- 
ative to House Resolution No. 211 memori- 
alizing the Congress of the United States to 
enact legislation to raise the cap on mort- 
gage revenue bonds; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

298. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the 
State of Maine, relative to Joint Resolution 
871 memorializing Congress To Ensure The 
Viability of the United States Social Secu- 
rity System adopted by the 118th Maine Leg- 
islature; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

299, Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Michigan, relative to Resolution 
No. 8 urging the President and the Congress 
of the United States to resolve differences 
that exist between the Province of Ontario 
and the State of Minnesota relating to the 
taking of fish in Canadian boundary waters 
by Americans staying in American resorts; 
jointly to the Committees on International 
Relations and Resources. 


O 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 

H.R. 1047; Mr. ENGEL and Mr. LANTOS. 

H.R. 1375: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina and 
Mr. STRICKLAND. 

H.R. 1531: Mr. CALVERT. 

H.R. 2009: Mr. ENGEL and Mr. KING of New 
York. 

H.R. 2189: Mr. CAMPBELL and Mr. PETERSON 
of Minnesota. 

H.R. 2693: Mr. DIXON. 

H.R. 2990: Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. DIXON, Mr. SCHU- 
MER, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
Towns, Ms. WATERS, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. LEWIS 
of Georgia, Mr. CALVERT, and Mr. SESSIONS. 

H.R. 3253: Mr. OXLEY. 

H.R. 3279: Mrs. CLAYTON and Mr. MEEKS of 
New York. 

H. R. 3376: Mr. WISE. 

H.R. 3400: Ms. KAPTUR and Ms. KILPATRICK. 

H.R. 3494: Mr. CALVERT. 

H.R. 3531: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, 
Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. YATES, 
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. DAVIS of Illi- 
nois, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mrs. CLAYTON, and Ms. 
MCKINNEY. 

H.R. 3571: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA and Mr. 
MEEKS of New York. 

H.R. 3624: Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. 
GUTIERREZ, Mr. WEYGAND, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
MANTON, Mr. FILNER, Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon, 
Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. YATES, Ms. SLAUGHTER, 
Mr. SANDERS, and Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Is- 
land. 

H.J. Res. 102: Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. 
Moran of Virginia, Mr. PETERSON of Min- 
nesota, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. 
SALMON, and Mr. SKAGGS. 


April 27, 1998 


H. Con. Res. 203: Mr. BALDACCI. 
—— 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the clerk’s 
desk and referred as follows: 


58. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
the Office of the City Clerk, Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania, relative to Resolution No. 119 
imploring the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives and the United States Senate to 
pass H.R. 1151; to the Committee on Banking 
and Financial Services. 

59. Also, a petition of the City Commission 
of the State of Florida, relative to Resolu- 
tion 98-7 petitioning the United States Sen- 
ate and House of Representatives to appro- 
priate $250,000 to the U.S. Army Corps of En- 
gineers so that the Corps can complete the 
plans and specifications for a much needed 
shore protection project; to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 


———— 


AMENDMENTS 


Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro- 
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED BY: MR. LAZIO OF NEW YORK 


AMENDMENT NO. 6; Page 192, after line 10, 
insert the following new section (and con- 
form the table of contents accordingly): 

SEC, 430. LOAN FORGIVENESS FOR CHILD CARE 
PROVIDERS. 

(a) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this sec- 
tion— 

(1) to bring more highly trained individuals 
into the early child care profession; and 

(2) to keep more highly trained child care 
providers in the early child care field for 
longer periods of time. 

(b) LOAN FORGIVENESS FOR CHILD CARE 
PROVIDERS.—Part B (20 U.S.C. 1071 et seq.) is 
amended by inserting after section 428J (as 
added by section 432) (20 U.S.C. 1078-10) the 
following: 

“SEC. 428K. LOAN FORGIVENESS FOR CHILD 
CARE PROVIDERS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(i) CHILD CARE FACILITY.—The term ‘child 
care facility’ means a facility, including a 
home, that— 

“(A) provides child care services; and 

(B) meets applicable State or local gov- 
ernment licensing, certification, approval, or 
registration requirements, if any. 

02) CHILD CARE SERVICES.—The term ‘child 
care services’ means activities and services 
provided for the education and care of chil- 
dren from birth through age 5 by an indi- 
vidual who has a degree in early childhood 
education. 

(3) DEGREE.—The term ‘degree’ means an 
associate’s or bachelor’s degree awarded by 
an institution of higher education. 

“(4) EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION.—The 
term ‘early childhood education’ means edu- 
cation in the areas of early child education, 
child care, or any other educational area re- 
lated to child care that the Secretary deter- 
mines appropriate. 

(b) DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may carry 
out a demonstration program of assuming 
the obligation to repay, pursuant to sub- 
section (c), a loan made, insured or guaran- 
teed under this part or part D (excluding 
loans made under sections 428B and 428C) for 
any new borrower after the date of enact- 
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ment of the Higher Education Amendments 
of 1998, who— 

„A completes a degree in early childhood 
education; 

(B) obtains employment in a child care 
facility; and 

„(O) is working full-time and is earning an 
amount which does not exceed the greater of 
an amount equal to 100 percent of the pov- 
erty line for a family of 2 as determined in 
accordance with section 673(2) of the Commu- 
nity Services Block Grant Act. 

(2) AWARD BASIS; PRIORITY.— 

“(A) AWARD BASIS.—Subject to subpara- 
graph (B), loan repayment under this section 
shall be on a first-come, first-served basis 
and subject to the availability of appropria- 
tions. 

(B) Priorrry.—The Secretary shall give 
priority in providing loan repayment under 
this section for a fiscal year to student bor- 
rowers who received loan repayment under 
this section for the preceding fiscal year. 

(3) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary is au- 
thorized to prescribe such regulations as 
may be necessary to carry out the provisions 
of this section. 

(ce) LOAN REPAYMENT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall as- 
sume the obligation to repay— 

“(A) after the second year of employment 
described in subparagraphs (B) and (C) of 
subsection (b)(1), 20 percent of the total 
amount of all loans made after date of enact- 
ment of the Higher Education Amendments 
of 1998, to a student under this part or part 
D; 

(B) after the third year of such employ- 
ment, 20 percent of the total amount of all 
such loans; and 

(O) after each of the fourth and fifth years 
of such employment, 30 percent of the total 
amount of all such loans. 

(2) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sec- 
tion shall be construed to authorize the re- 
funding of any repayment of a loan made 
under this part or part D. 

(3) INTEREST.—If a portion of a loan is re- 
paid by the Secretary under this section for 
any year, the proportionate amount of inter- 
est on such loan which accrues for such year 
shall be repaid by the Secretary. 

(4) SPECIAL RULE.—In the case where a 
student borrower who is not participating in 
loan repayment pursuant to this section re- 
turns to an institution of higher education 
after graduation from an institution of high- 
er education for the purpose of obtaining a 
degree in early childhood education, the Sec- 
retary is authorized to assume the obligation 
to repay the total amount of loans made 
under this part or part D incurred for a max- 
imum of two academic years in returning to 
an institution of higher education for the 
purpose of obtaining a degree in early child- 
hood education. Such loans shall only be re- 
paid for borrowers who qualify for loan re- 
payment pursuant to the provisions of this 
section, and shall be repaid in accordance 
with the provisions of paragraph (1). 

“(5) INELIGIBILITY OF NATIONAL SERVICE 
AWARD RECIPIENTS.—No student borrower 
may, for the same volunteer service, receive 
a benefit under both this section and subtitle 
D of title I of the National and Community 
Service Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12601 et seq.). 

(d) REPAYMENT TO ELIGIBLE LENDERS.— 
The Secretary shall pay to each eligible 
lender or holder for each fiscal year an 
amount equal to the aggregate amount of 
loans which are subject to repayment pursu- 
ant to this section for such year. 

(e) APPLICATION FOR REPAYMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Each eligible individual 
desiring loan repayment under this section 
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shall submit a complete and accurate appli- 
cation to the Secretary at such time, in such 
manner, and containing such information as 
the Secretary may require. 

(2) CONDITIONS.—An eligible individual 
may apply for loan repayment under this 
section after completing each year of quali- 
fying employment. The borrower shall re- 
ceive forbearance while engaged in quali- 
fying employment unless the borrower is in 
deferment while so engaged. 

) EVALUATION.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con- 
duct, by grant or contract, an independent 
national evaluation of the impact of the 
demonstration program assisted under this 
section on the field of early childhood edu- 
cation. 

(2) COMPETITIVE BASIS.—The grant or con- 
tract described in subsection (a) shall be 
awarded on a competitive basis. 

(3) CONTENTS.—The evaluation described 
in this subsection shall— 

(J) determine the number of individuals 
who were encouraged by the demonstration 
program assisted under this section to pur- 
sue early childhood education; 

B) determine the number of individuals 
who remain employed in a child care facility 
as a result of participation in the program; 

„(C) identify the barriers to the effective- 
ness of the program; 

D) assess the cost-effectiveness of the 
program in improving the quality of— 

“(i) early childhood education; and 

(10 child care services; 

(E) identify the reasons why participants 
in the program have chosen to take part in 
the program; 

“(F) identify the number of individuals 
participating in the program who received an 
associate’s degree and the number of such in- 
dividuals who received a bachelor’s degree; 
and 

“(G) identify the number of years each in- 
dividual participates in the program. 

“(4) INTERIM AND FINAL EVALUATION RE- 
PORTS.—The Secretary shall prepare and sub- 
mit to the President and the Congress such 
interim reports regarding the evaluation de- 
scribed in this subsection as the Secretary 
deems appropriate, and shall prepare and so 
submit a final report regarding the evalua- 
tion by January 1, 2002. 

“(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $10,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1999, and such sums as may be necessary 
for each of the 4 succeeding fiscal years.’’. 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED BY: MR. LAZIO OF NEW YORK 

AMENDMENT NO. 7: Page 192, after line 10, 
insert the following new section (and con- 
form the table of contents accordingly): 

SEC. 430. LOAN FORGIVENESS FOR CHILD CARE 
PROVIDERS. 

(a) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this sec- 
tion— 

(1) to bring more highly trained individuals 
into the early child care profession; and 

(2) to keep more highly trained child care 
providers in the early child care field for 
longer periods of time. 

(b) LOAN FORGIVENESS FOR CHILD CARE 
PROVIDERS.—Part B (20 U.S.C. 1071 et seq.) is 
amended by inserting after section 428J (as 
added by section 432) (20 U.S.C. 1078-10) the 
following: 

“SEC. 428K. LOAN FORGIVENESS FOR CHILD 
CARE PROVIDERS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

() CHILD CARE FACILITY.—The term ‘child 
care facility’ means a facility, including a 
home, that— 
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(A) provides child care services; and 

(B) meets applicable State or local gov- 
ernment licensing, certification, approval, or 
registration requirements, if any. 

(2) CHILD CARE SERVICES.—The term ‘child 
care services’ means activities and services 
provided for the education and care of chil- 
dren from birth through age 5 by an indi- 
vidual who has a degree in early childhood 
education. 

(3) DEGREE.—The term ‘degree’ means an 
associate’s or bachelor’s degree awarded by 
an institution of higher education. 

“(4) EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION.—The 
term ‘early childhood education’ means edu- 
cation in the areas of early child education, 
child care, or any other educational area re- 
lated to child care that the Secretary deter- 
mines appropriate. 

(b) DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM,— 

(I) IN GENERAL,—The Secretary may carry 
out a demonstration program of assuming 
the obligation to repay, pursuant to sub- 
section (c), a loan made, insured or guaran- 
teed under this part or part D (excluding 
loans made under sections 428B and 428C) for 
any new borrower after the date of enact- 
ment of the Higher Education Amendments 
of 1998, who— 

(A) completes a degree in early childhood 
education; and 

(B) obtains employment in a child care 
facility. 

(2) AWARD BASIS; PRIORITY.— 

“(A) AWARD BASIS.—Subject to subpara- 
graph (B), loan repayment under this section 
shall be on a first-come, first-served basis 
and subject to the availability of appropria- 
tions. 

„(B) PRIORITY.—The Secretary shall give 
priority in providing loan repayment under 
this section for a fiscal year to student bor- 
rowers who received loan repayment under 
this section for the preceding fiscal year. 

(3) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary is au- 
thorized to prescribe such regulations as 
may be necessary to carry out the provisions 
of this section. 

“(c) LOAN REPAYMENT.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall as- 
sume the obligation to repay— 

(A) after the second year of employment 
described in subparagraphs (B) and (C) of 
subsection (b)(1), 20 percent of the total 
amount of all loans made after date of enact- 
ment of the Higher Education Amendments 
of 1998, to a student under this part or part 
D; 

“(B) after the third year of such employ- 
ment, 20 percent of the total amount of all 
such loans; and 

(O) after each of the fourth and fifth years 
of such employment, 30 percent of the total 
amount of all such loans. 

(2) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sec- 
tion shall be construed to authorize the re- 
funding of any repayment of a loan made 
under this part or part D. 

(3) INTEREST.—If a portion of a loan is re- 
paid by the Secretary under this section for 
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any year, the proportionate amount of inter- 
est on such loan which accrues for such year 
shall be repaid by the Secretary. 

“(4) SPECIAL RULE.—In the case where a 
student borrower who is not participating in 
loan repayment pursuant to this section re- 
turns to an institution of higher education 
after graduation from an institution of high- 
er education for the purpose of obtaining a 
degree in early childhood education, the Sec- 
retary is authorized to assume the obligation 
to repay the total amount of loans made 
under this part or part D incurred for a max- 
imum of two academic years in returning to 
an institution of higher education for the 
purpose of obtaining a degree in early child- 
hood education. Such loans shall only be re- 
paid for borrowers who qualify for loan re- 
payment pursuant to the provisions of this 
section, and shall be repaid in accordance 
with the provisions of paragraph (1). 

(5) INELIGIBILITY OF NATIONAL SERVICE 
AWARD RECIPIENTS.—No student borrower 
may, for the same volunteer service, receive 
a benefit under both this section and subtitle 
D of title I of the National and Community 
Service Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12601 et seq.). 

“(d) REPAYMENT TO ELIGIBLE LENDERS.— 
The Secretary shall pay to each eligible 
lender or holder for each fiscal year an 
amount equal to the aggregate amount of 
loans which are subject to repayment pursu- 
ant to this section for such year. 

(e) APPLICATION FOR REPAYMENT.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—Each eligible individual 
desiring loan repayment under this section 
shall submit a complete and accurate appli- 
cation to the Secretary at such time, in such 
manner, and containing such information as 
the Secretary may require. 

(2) CONDITIONS.—An eligible individual 
may apply for loan repayment under this 
section after completing each year of quali- 
fying employment. The borrower shall re- 
ceive forbearance while engaged in quali- 
fying employment unless the borrower is in 
deferment while so engaged. 

„ EVALUATION.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con- 
duct, by grant or contract, an independent 
national evaluation of the impact of the 
demonstration program assisted under this 
section on the field of early childhood edu- 
cation. 

(2) COMPETITIVE BASIS.—The grant or con- 
tract described in subsection (a) shall be 
awarded on a competitive basis. 

“(3) CONTENTS.—The evaluation described 
in this subsection shall— 

„() determine the number of individuals 
who were encouraged by the demonstration 
program assisted under this section to pur- 
sue early childhood education; 

(B) determine the number of individuals 
who remain employed in a child care facility 
as a result of participation in the program; 

„() identify the barriers to the effective- 
ness of the program; 

“(D) assess the cost-effectiveness of the 
program in improving the quality of— 
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(i) early childhood education; and 

“ il) child care services; 

(E) identify the reasons why participants 
in the program have chosen to take part in 
the program; 

“(F) identify the number of individuals 
participating in the program who received an 
associate’s degree and the number of such in- 
dividuals who received a bachelor’s degree; 
and 

(8) identify the number of years each in- 
dividual participates in the program. 

(4) INTERIM AND FINAL EVALUATION RE- 
PORTS.—The Secretary shall prepare and sub- 
mit to the President and the Congress such 
interim reports regarding the evaluation de- 
scribed in this subsection as the Secretary 
deems appropriate, and shall prepare and so 
submit a final report regarding the evalua- 
tion by January 1, 2002. 

“(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $10,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1999, and such sums as may be necessary 
for each of the 4 succeeding fiscal years.“. 


H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. RIGGS 


AMENDMENT NO. 8: Page 246, line 23, after 
the period insert close quotation marks and 
„ and”, and strike line 24 and all that fol- 
lows through line 5 on page 247. 


H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. RIGGS 


AMENDMENT NO. 9: At the end of the Bill, 
add the following new title: 


TITLE XI—DISCRIMINATION AND 
PREFERENTIAL TREATMENT 


SEC. 1101. PROHIBITION AGAINST DISCRIMINA- 
TION AND PREFERENTIAL TREAT- 
MENT. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—No institution of higher 
education that participates in any program 
authorized under the Higher Education Act 
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001 et seq.) shall, in con- 
nection with admission to such institution, 
discriminate against, or grant preferential 
treatment to, any person or group based on 
whole or in part on the race, sex, color, eth- 
nicity, or national origin of such person or 
group. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—This section does not 
apply to any institution of undergraduate 
higher education which is a private institu- 
tion that traditionally and continually from 
its establishment has had a policy of admit- 
ting only students of one sex. 

(C) OUTREACH ACTIVITIES PERMITTED.—Sub- 
section (a) does not prohibit or limit any ef- 
fort by an institution of higher education to 
encourage and recruit qualified women and 
minorities to seek admission to such institu- 
tion if such recruitment or encouragement 
does not involve granting preferential treat- 
ment, in selecting any person for admission, 
that is based in whole or in part on race, sex, 
color, ethnicity, or national origin. 
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SENATE—Monday, April 27, 


The Senate met at 11 a.m. and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. THURMOND). 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Lord, as we begin this new week, we 
claim that You are in our midst. Fill 
this Senate Chamber with Your glory. 
May we humbly trust You as the sov- 
ereign Lord of our lives and of Amer- 
ica. 

Because Your strength is limitless, 
our inner wells need never be empty. 
Your strength is artesian, constantly 
surging up to give us exactly what we 
need in every moment. You give us su- 
pernatural thinking power beyond our 
IQ; You provide emotional equipoise 
when we are under pressure; You en- 
gender resoluteness in our wills and vi- 
sion for our leadership; and You ener- 
gize our bodies with physical resil- 
iency. 

Lord, quiet our turbulent hearts with 
Your unqualified, indefatigable love. 
Give us profound confidence, security, 
and peace. We have absolute trust in 
Your faithfulness and we commit our- 
selves to You anew. Tune our hearts to 
the frequency of Your inner voice. Give 
us the clarity as we need to lead our 
Nation. In Your never-failing power, we 
humbly pray, through Jesus Christ our 
Lord. Amen. 

O 


RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able acting majority leader from Ala- 
bama is recognized. 

— 


SCHEDULE 


Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, this 
morning the Senate will be in a period 
of morning business until the hour of 
12 noon. At noon, the Senate will pro- 
ceed to executive session to consider 
the treaty on NATO enlargement. It is 
hoped that Senators will come to the 
floor to debate the treaty and to offer 
amendments. As a reminder to all 
Members, a rollcall vote will occur this 
evening at 6 p.m. on the confirmation 
of the nomination of Scott Fleming to 
be Assistant Secretary for Legislation 
and Congressional Affairs at the De- 
partment of Education. 

As a further reminder, a rollcall vote 
will occur on the State Department re- 
organization conference report at 2:25 
p.m. on Tuesday, April 28. This will not 
necessarily be the first vote of Tues- 
day’s session, and the Members will be 
notified of an updated voting schedule. 


Also during this week’s session, the 
Senate could be asked to consider the 
supplemental appropriations con- 
ference report, if available from the 
conference committee. 

In addition, the Senate could be 
asked to consider, possibly under a 
brief time agreement, the Work-Force 
Development Act. A couple of amend- 
ments are expected to be offered, and, 
as always, Members will be notified as 
the schedule becomes clearer later in 
the week. 

I thank my colleagues for their at- 
tention. 

O 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES- 
SIONS). Under the previous order, there 
will now be a period for the transaction 
of morning business. 

The Senator from Kentucky is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I thank the 
Chair. 

(The remarks of Mr. FORD pertaining 
to the introduction of S. 1989 are lo- 
cated in today’s RECORD under State- 
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint 
Resolutions.” ) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Wyoming, Mr. THOMAS, is recognized to 
speak for up to 15 minutes. 

Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 


SS 
PRIORITIES 


VISION 20-20 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, this is a 
morning with a little bit of break be- 
tween issues. It is an opportunity, it 
seems to me, to share some of the 
thoughts some of us have as priorities. 
Obviously, when we get involved in a 
particular bill, as we did last week, it 
took the whole week. Some of the 
things we care a lot about we tend to 
sort of set aside. 

I speak this morning briefly on a cou- 
ple of issues that I think are very im- 
portant, and are particularly impor- 
tant to me. One is the bill called Vision 
20-20. It is the product of a great deal 
of effort that we put in in the Parks 
Subcommittee with respect to revital- 
izing our national parks. We have had 
one hearing in the subcommittee. We 
have another planned for this week. Fi- 
nally, we will have four hearings and 
then, hopefully, bring it to the floor 
sometime in May or early June. 

National parks, of course, are in- 
creasingly well thought of in this coun- 
try. They are increasingly popular. 
Visitations go up. We have more and 
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more people taking advantage of the 
parks, parks that preserve either nat- 
ural resources or cultural resources 
that have been a tradition. 

We celebrated last year the 125th an- 
niversary of the first park, Yellowstone 
Park in Wyoming, as a matter of fact. 
Unfortunately, at the same time that 
we have increased our caring about 
parks, we find ourselves, according to 
the park agency, in addition to being $5 
billion behind in the infrastructure, 
taking care of those parks and pre- 
serving those parks. The purpose, of 
course, of a park is to preserve those 
resources, whether they be natural or 
cultural. But equally as important, and 
the second issue, certainly is to provide 
a pleasant visit to the owners of the 
park who are the people of the United 
States. That, of course, becomes more 
difficult as this infrastructure needs 
repair. 

We are seeking to do a number of 
things. We are seeking to increase the 
resources that are available that will 
be supplemental to the budget money, 
to the tax money that all taxpayers 
pay, by doing things like extending the 
fee period where additional trial fees 
have been added to the parks, and to 
extend that for some time to see that 
people who enter the park can actually 
share more of the responsibility of pay- 
ing for it. We are also talking about a 
stamp, collectible stamps, such as a 
duck stamp, in which the resources 
would go to the park. We are talking 
about those people who come on inter- 
national tours to be able as part of 
their tour to buy a 30-day entry to 
parks with some of those funds going 
to national parks. 

We are talking about bonding many 
of the larger parks. Have things like 
streets and sewers, and it is very dif- 
ficult to keep those up on annual budg- 
ets. So we are seeking to do that which 
is difficult since there is no real capital 
budget in the Federal establishment at 
work in doing that. 

In addition, we hope to give an oppor- 
tunity for taxpayers to deduct a por- 
tion of their return—the money that 
comes back to them—and dedicate it to 
the parks, if they choose to. We think 
that is an opportunity to support the 
parks and those people who care a 
great deal about it. 

In addition, we are talking about the 
management. I think that is fair be- 
cause they have more resources. There 
is evidence, of course, that manage- 
ment is not always what it might be. 
The most recent one, of course, is the 
cost of some of the construction there 
that has been extremely, unusually, in- 
appropriately high. We are asking that 


@ This bullet“ symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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there be a strategic plan, that is a na- 
tional strategic plan also revisited on 
down to each unit, and that each unit 
have a strategic plan that complies 
with the flat plan. That has a measur- 
able goal in it. This is a large business; 
there needs to be planning for it. 

We are talking about the conces- 
sions—the way that the concessions 
can contribute more financially to the 
parks. They are a commercial function 
within the park. We would like to see 
more private expertise in the manage- 
ment of these kinds of commercial ac- 
tivities within the Park Service. We 
also would like to have it more com- 
petitive so that people who want to get 
into the business can do that. We deal 
with the preferential right. In addition 
to that, of course, in order to invest 
millions of dollars, there needs to be 
some proprietary interest protecting 
that as well. 

These are some of the things we are 
doing. We are talking about education 
of the park employees, which I think is 
an advantage for them. Park employ- 
ees are some of the most committed 
people I know of in the Federal Govern- 
ment to their role in the parks. 

We are excited about that, and hope 
that can be one of the things that this 
Congress accomplishes as they 
strengthen in making sure that the 
parks are going to be there for us in 
the next century and, therefore, our 
kids and our grandkids. 

THE BUDGET PROCESS 

Mr. President, we are also working, I 
think, as we move on into the alloca- 
tion of funds through the budget and 
through the appropriations. I think we 
ought to take another look at a 2-year 
budget. We are going to find ourselves 
spending at least half of this year talk- 
ing about budgeting and appropria- 
tions. Many State legislatures have 
shown that it is successful to do it on 
a biannual basis. What we ought to do, 
in my opinion—and we are also joined 
by the chairman of the Budget Com- 
mittee, as well as the majority and mi- 
nority whip—is that we ought to do 
this on a 2-year basis so that we can do 
it 1 year, set up the budgets the next 
year, and have oversight, which is 
something we need to do more of in 
Congress. I think it is good for agen- 
cies. They would have a longer period 
of time to know what resources are 
available to them. Somehow we don’t 
seem to be able to get to it. It is a rea- 
sonable procedural thing that we ought 
to do. But, as is often the case and too 
often the case in Government and in 
this Congress, we have always done it 
that way. That is not a good enough 
reason. That is not a good enough rea- 
son. If there are ways we can do things 
more efficiently, if there are ways we 
can do things that will produce better 
results, that is what we ought to be 
doing. I am persuaded that is one of 
them. 

We are also in the process of trying 
to set up a system that provides for 
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more entrepreneurial private involve- 
ment in some of the things that Gov- 
ernment does. Basically, we have a bill 
that will probably be heard in the 
House this week that simply says to 
OMB to define those things that are ba- 
sically commercial in nature, that are 
done by the Federal Government, and 
then require under the so-called 876 
process that each of those kinds of 
things be made available for private 
contracting if you can show that it can 
be done more efficiently that way. 

The private contractor should get to 
bid on those things that are basically 
commercial in nature and be more effi- 
cient. We reduce the size of Govern- 
ment, and I think it makes a lot of 
sense. Of course, some of the labor 
unions in the Government agencies are 
not excited about that. The fact is that 
many of those people would be also 
doing the same thing in the private 
sector, and probably would be at least 
as well off. 

These are some of the things that we 
are doing. 

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION 

Mr. President, I guess as an expres- 
sion of some frustration, I have been 
hearing reports of last week’s talk 
about education. I am surprised, frank- 
ly, that the national media has pro- 
moted some of the kinds of things that 
simply, it seems to me, are not the 
basis of the discussion. Yesterday, on 
TV, I heard them sitting around for 20 
minutes talking about the idea that 
this bill was simply to define private 
school funding. It is not what it is 
about at all. It provides an opportunity 
for people to have a savings to use for 
their own children during kindergarten 
through college, an expansion of the 
$500 credit that is now $2,000 set aside. 
It is your money. It is not tax money. 
It is money that you are allowed to set 
aside after taxes but the income has 
not been taxed. 

But the real issue, and what seems to 
be missed by most people, is what 
should the involvement of the Federal 
Government be in elementary and sec- 
ondary education. What we are really 
debating is whether or not there ought 
to be a set of Federal entitlements set 
up that would go on forever by the Fed- 
eral Government and would eventually, 
of course, impede or infringe upon local 
control of elementary and secondary 
schools. That is what the debate was 
about. 

I am surprised sometimes that does 
not seem to permeate through the na- 
tional media. Part of that is, of course, 
because the administration and our 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
tried to make that point. I guess when 
we govern and people are involved in 
self-government, as we all should be 
doing, that there has to be some sem- 
blance of factual information going out 
to people so that they can be involved. 

I spoke this morning with a group of 
kids. There is one from each State here 
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to talk about Government. The point 
that I try to make and that all of us 
try to make is that this is a govern- 
ment of the people, by the people, and 
for the people, and that all of us should 
try to make that democracy work, to 
make the Constitution work, to make 
the system work, and that we have to 
participate. To participate, you have to 
have some facts, not media hype, and 
not show business, but facts. 

It seems to me, increasingly prompt- 
ed some by politicians, to be sure, that 
we find ourselves more and more being 
faced with the political process becom- 
ing something of show business. That 
is not what it is. It is government de- 
ciding based on facts what is best for 
freedom, freedom for democracy, and 
for the American people. It is frus- 
trating from time to time that those 
issues that are really basic to the deci- 
sions get lost somewhere. They get lost 
somewhere. I find them frustrating. 

It is interesting, Mr. President, that 
in your home State,—as it is in Wyo- 
ming, where yesterday I had conversa- 
tions—you hear things that are totally 
different than with some you talk with 
here. It is really interesting that folks 
at home are thinking about those 
things that are really important to 
them, and here we are talking about 
the gossip. But that is the way it 
works. So we all will continue to make 
it work that way. 

Mr. President, as you can tell, I have 
used this opportunity to share some of 
the concerns and interests that I have 
having to do with national parks, hav- 
ing to do with allowing the private sec- 
tor to participate in many of the 
things that are commercial in nature 
in the Government; talking about what 
I think is a more efficient manner of 
handling our budget on a 2-year budget 
cycle, and using the other year to have 
oversight to ensure those dollars are 
being spent in the best way they can. 

They complain a little bit, I guess, 
which is OK, all of us do it, about the 
lack of ability to really portray and 
get out into the public the real issues 
and the real controversies. That is 
what we are really about here—is talk- 
ing about different views and different 
directions. And to the extent that all 
of us can participate in making those 
decisions through the political process, 
which is how we govern ourselves, then 
it's important, I think—vital—to have 
that information available. 

O — 


THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business Friday, April 24, 1998, 
the federal debt stood at 
$5,505,293,755,428.21 (Five trillion, five 
hundred five billion, two hundred nine- 
ty-three million, seven hundred fifty- 
five thousand, four hundred twenty- 
eight dollars and twenty-one cents). 

One year ago, April 24, 1997, the fed- 
eral debt stood at $5,343,217,000,000 
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(Five trillion, three hundred forty- 
three billion, two hundred seventeen 
million). 

Twenty-five years ago, April 24, 1973, 
the federal debt stood at $455,284,000,000 
(Four hundred fifty-five billion, two 
hundred eighty-four million) which re- 
flects a debt increase of more than $5 
trillion—$5,050,009,755,428.21 (Five tril- 
lion, fifty billion, nine million, seven 
hundred fifty-five thousand, four hun- 
dred twenty-eight dollars and twenty- 
one cents) during the past 25 years. 


— 


THE MISSOURI RIVER ENERGY 
SERVICES 


Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, today 
I would like to share with my col- 
leagues a development that is occur- 
ring in my region with an organization 
that has long been an agent of change. 
The Missouri Basin Municipal Power 
Agency is a joint action agency that 
provides affordable electricity, through 
its 58 municipal utility members, to 
over 200,000 consumers in my home 
state of South Dakota, and to citizens 
of North Dakota, Minnesota and Iowa. 

The agency was formed in 1960 to co- 
ordinate municipalities’ efforts to ne- 
gotiate the purchase of power and en- 
ergy from the Federal government. In 
1970, the Federal government informed 
public power systems in the region 
that their growing power supply needs 
could no longer be met through the 
Federal hydropower program. Missouri 
Basin stepped in and met the supple- 
mental power supply of its member 
communities by participating in, 
among other arrangements, the Lar- 
amie River Station coal-fired plant, 
one of the cleanest coal plants in the 
country. 

Over the years, the agency has 
played a vital role in meeting the en- 
ergy needs of the region. The agency 
has promoted integrated resource plan- 
ning, carried out an aggressive tree 
planting program, and continued to 
provide its customers with affordable, 
reliable electricity. 

Faced with a changing electricity 
market, Missouri Basin this month 
changed its name to Missouri River En- 
ergy Services, signaling its readiness 
to embrace a new era in which utilities 
will provide many added services and 
benefits for their customers. Missouri 
River Energy Services is rising to meet 
this challenge admirably. 

I appreciate the work Missouri River 
Energy Services has done for our com- 
munities and wish the agency the best 
of luck as it helps forge the future of 
the electricity industry. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMAS). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


— 


CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT- 
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC- 
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY, 
AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
go into executive session and proceed 
to the consideration of Executive Cal- 
endar No. 16, which the clerk will re- 
port. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Treaty Document No. 105-36, Protocols to 
the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949 on the Ac- 
cession of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the treaty. 

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, prior to 
the Easter recess, there was some rath- 
er spirited discussion on the question 
of NATO expansion, and the debate so 
far has shown, I believe, that most Sen- 
ators are reaching the correct conclu- 
sion that bringing Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic into the NATO 
alliance is the right thing to do. 

To be sure, there are some com- 
mentators who vow they know more 
than all the rest of us and who make a 
living on the talk shows and in news- 
paper op-ed pages, and they have been 
wringing their hands declaring how 
awful it is that the U.S. Senate is not 
taking this vital foreign policy issue 
seriously. How awful, they lament, it is 
that the Senate is not paying adequate 
attention to this important issue. 

Sometimes when I hear comments 
completely off the wall like that, I am 
tempted to say to these know-it-alls, 
“Heal thyselves.“ In fact, most of them 
have ignored the debate that the Sen- 
ate has been having for months on this 
issue, and most of the commentators 
have been following something else, 
maybe an intern at the White House, or 
whatever. If they had been paying at- 
tention, they would have known why 
the Senate today appears to have 
reached a broad consensus as to the 
wisdom of NATO expansion and they 
would not be confusing that consensus 
with the lack of serious discussion and 
debate. 

The fact is, Mr. President, we have 
been working with the administration 
leaders for 9 straight months now to fix 
their original approach to the NATO 
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expansion. The Senate Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee and the Senate NATO 
observer group have made concerted ef- 
forts to address the contentious issue 
early on precisely to ensure that the 
major problems with NATO expansion 
were addressed by the time 12 noon 
today arrived and we reached the Sen- 
ate floor with this proposal. 

Last fall, when we began the Foreign 
Relations Committee’s extensive hear- 
ings on NATO expansion, I gave the ad- 
ministration a clear warning empha- 
sizing that there was a right way anda 
wrong way to expand NATO and that, 
in my view, and in the view of many 
Senators, the administration was doing 
it the wrong way. 

Some may recall that when Sec- 
retary Albright first came to testify 
before the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, I told that fine lady that while 
I wanted to be helpful to her in achiev- 
ing Senate ratification of NATO expan- 
sion, it was essential that we work to- 
gether to fix what was wrong with the 
administration’s approach and make 
sure it was done the right way. During 
the ensuing months, that is precisely 
what we have done. 

We have held eight—count them— 
eight separate hearings in the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee to dis- 
cuss and debate every aspect of the ad- 
ministration’s plan for NATO expan- 
sion. We heard from 38 different wit- 
nesses, who testified at some length 
each, and we produced a hearing tran- 
script that is 552 printed pages long. 

In the Foreign Relations Committee, 
we had worked with Secretary Albright 
to make the necessary course correc- 
tions in the administration's original 
approach to expansion. I can report 
now that we have successfully made 
those course corrections. When we fi- 
nally vote on the Senate’s resolution of 
ratification, we will not just be voting 
to expand NATO, we will be voting to 
expand NATO the right way. 

The administration has agreed to a 
tightly worded resolution of ratifica- 
tion which includes strict, legally bind- 
ing language that, among other things, 
requires that the core purpose of NATO 
must continue to be the collective de- 
fense of the territory of all NATO 
members, not just peacekeeping or the 
achievement of so-called nonmilitary 
goals. 

It requires that NATO defense plan- 
ning command structures and force 
goals be centered on ensuring the terri- 
torial defense of a number of countries. 

It builds impenetrable firewalls in 
the NATO-Russia relationship, ensur- 
ing that Russia will have neither a 
voice nor a veto in NATO decision- 
making and that the NATO-Russia Per- 
manent Joint Council be a forum for 
explaining, not negotiating, NATO pol- 
icy decisions. 

It requires extensive consultation 
with the Senate in the case of any pro- 
posed changes in the strategic concept 
of NATO. 
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It reaffirms that NATO does not re- 
quire the consent of the United Nations 
or any other international organiza- 
tion to take any actions it deems nec- 
essary to defend the security interests 
of its members. 

It requires the administration to de- 
velop and to report to Congress on a 
plan for a NATO ballistic missile de- 
fense system to protect Europe. 

And it places strict limits on the cost 
to the American taxpayers for expan- 
sion, ensuring that our current NATO 
allies pay their fair share of the cost 
and that the American taxpayers will 
no longer be required to subsidize the 
national expenses of any countries, in- 
cluding the new members—Poland, 
Hungary, and the Czech Republic—for 
them to meet their NATO commit- 
ments. 

If the administration had refused to 
accept these and other conditions con- 
tained in the resolution, Mr. President, 
I guarantee we would not have the con- 
sensus that we have here this after- 
noon. I would, under that cir- 
cumstance, be on the Senate floor all 
this week leading the fight to delay 
NATO expansion until the administra- 
tion did accept those conditions, and 
the professional commentators would 
probably be criticizing the Senate for 
holding this important administration 
priority hostage. 

The consensus is not unanimity. A 
number of my Senate colleagues, for 
whom I have enormous respect, still 
have concerns. For one, we have heard 
some Senators raise the issue of NATO 
dilution. I am concerned about the di- 
lution of NATO as well, but let’s not 
confuse the issue. No one—no one— 
should be concerned that adding these 
new members will somehow dilute 
NATO. What we need to prevent is the 
dilution of NATO’s mission and 
NATO's purpose, and we need to make 
sure that peacekeeping and nation 
building do not eclipse territorial de- 
fense as a primary alliance function. 

I believe we have done that with our 
resolution of ratification by requiring 
that NATO defense planning remain fo- 
cused on territorial defense and tied to 
the security of NATO members, not 
vague concepts like stability in Eu- 
rope. There is none of that in this reso- 
lution of ratification. 

The most important step we can take 
to stop NATO dilution is to bring Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic 
into the NATO alliance, and these 
countries know better than anybody 
else the need to keep NATO focused on 
territorial defense. Each of these coun- 
tries spent the better part of this cen- 
tury, remember, either under foreign 
occupation or as satellites of a hostile 
superpower. They represent three more 
votes within the councils of NATO for 
the view of NATO with a clear-cut but 
limited mission. 

Some have suggested that we take 
steps to curtail NATO’s ability to act 
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“out of area,“ as they put it; that is to 
say, outside of the North Atlantic area. 
That would be a serious mistake. The 
threats to the NATO alliance are 
changing and evolving. The day may 
not be far off when the principal threat 
to the territory of NATO members 
would not be a resurgent Russia but a 
missile strike or a terrorist attack 
launched by rogue states such as Iran, 
Iraq, Syria, or Libya. 

The point is this, Mr. President: 
Would we really want to constrain 
NATO’s ability to respond out of area 
with disproportionate force against a 
regime who dared to use chemical or 
biological weapons on the territory of a 
NATO member? Would we want to bar 
NATO’s ability to strike out of area to 
prevent such attacks? Of course we 
wouldn’t. With the end of the cold war, 
NATO's ability to act out of area will 
be more important as threats to the 
territory of NATO members change and 
evolve. 

Some have said that NATO expansion 
is unnecessarily provocative to Russia. 
That is just plain wrong. NATO expan- 
sion in no way threatens Russian de- 
mocracy or precludes building friendly 
relations with Russia. If anything, it 
will make it easier for us to maintain 
friendly relations with Russia, because 
an expanded NATO will shut off Rus- 
sia’s avenue to more destructive pat- 
terns of behavior. 

Henry Kissinger pointed out that 
NATO expansion will “encourage Rus- 
sian leaders to break with the fateful 
rhythm of Russian history... and 
discourage Russia’s historical policy of 
creating a security belt of important 
and, if possible, politically dependent 
states around its borders.” 

In other words, what he was saying is 
Russia will no longer have the option, 
should the temptation ever arise, of 
seeking to restore its hegemony in 
Central Europe. With that avenue shut 
off, Russia is more likely to seek con- 
structive options in its relations with 
the West. 

Some others have suggested that the 
Senate require that Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic first gain ad- 
mission to the European Union before 
we admit them to NATO. With all due 
respect to our friends in Europe, the 
European Union could not find its way 
out of a wet paper bag, and we need to 
face up to that. 

Giving the European Union a veto 
over who does and who does not get 
into NATO would be nothing less than 
the abdication of American leadership 
in Europe. The fact is this: Admitting 
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub- 
lic to NATO is in America’s best inter- 
est. If it were not, I would not be stand- 
ing here this afternoon. These nations 
will be among the most reliable pro- 
American NATO allies that we could 
ever hope for. Indeed, I would go so far 
as to say that not only do these coun- 
tries need NATO, America needs these 
countries in NATO. 
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That was certainly clear to me dur- 
ing the standoff with Iraq earlier this 
year. While many of our current NATO 
allies stuck their heads in the sand and 
wiggled their fannies, Poland and Hun- 
gary and the Czech Republic did not do 
that. They immediately and without 
hesitation said, We will send troops in 
alongside the American forces if a mili- 
tary response is necessary in Iraq.” 

Furthermore, while many of our 
friends in Europe pursue policies in 
Cuba and China—that is, self-serving 
policies—these countries stand with us 
in working to promote human rights 
and to promote democracy in those 
last few bastions of communism. 

So, Mr. President, I am convinced 
that Poland and Hungary and the 
Czech Republic will be among the first 
to stand with us in times of crisis and 
will support America as we work to en- 
sure that NATO remains what it is 
today—the most effective military alli- 
ance in human history. 

As I have tried to make clear, 
through the efforts of many Senators 
we have ensured with this pending res- 
olution of ratification that NATO ex- 
pansion is done the right way. I urge 
all Senators to vote for this resolution 
and right the historical wrongs of 
Yalta and support NATO expansion. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB- 
ERTS). The distinguished majority lead- 
er is recognized. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I am 
pleased the Senate is beginning to for- 
mally debate now the enlargement of 
NATO. I want to emphasize that this is 
the formal“ beginning of the debate. 
The real beginning goes back more 
than 4 years. 

I want to again commend and con- 
gratulate the chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee for his work on 
this issue and his leadership, and, of 
course, the ranking member, the Sen- 
ator from Delaware. I note the pres- 
ence of two other distinguished Sen- 
ators on the floor, Senator WARNER and 
Senator MOYNIHAN. They have some 
very important views which they will 
express, and they will have an amend- 
ment or amendments that I think will 
be very carefully considered by the 
Senate. 

I do think it is important that we 
note that this issue has been debated 
for years. We did have some discussion 
a month ago. But because Senators felt 
that they needed more time to consider 
the issues—at least one Senator ex- 
pressed the desire to actually go to Eu- 
rope and meet with our allies, meet 
with NATO ambassadors, go to the af- 
fected countries. I thought that was a 
legitimate request, so some time was 
allowed to pass. 

But now I think it is important that 
we stay focused on this. There will be 
no other issue that will be debated 
today or tomorrow or Wednesday other 
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than NATO enlargement so that Sen- 
ators will have a chance to focus, and 
so that the news media will feel this 
debate has been focused, and we can 
give it the consideration that a his- 
toric treaty of this nature deserves. 

I had hoped that the U.S. Senate 
could have been the first country to 
vote on the enlargement of NATO. But 
Canada, Germany and Denmark have 
already ratified the enlargement by 
overwhelming margins. 

I must express some surprise over 
media accounts which claim the Sen- 
ate is giving NATO enlargement short 
shrift and we are rushing to judgment. 
We have not. We will not. The Senate 
should not rush to judgment on a trea- 
ty of this magnitude. 

In 1994, in 1995, and in 1996 the Senate 
explicitly voted on urging NATO en- 
largement. The implications of this 
issue were all raised by opponents of 
that legislation, and in each case the 
legislation was overwhelmingly passed. 
But it has been debated and discussed 
and considered by the previous admin- 
istration, by this administration, and 
by Congresses and the Senate since 
1994. 

Last April, I realized how serious this 
issue was. That is why I, along with the 
Democratic leader, created a special 
group, with the endorsement of the 
President, beyond the existing com- 
mittee structure, to make sure that 
Senators were involved and were think- 
ing about this enlargement question, 
to make sure that Senators on both 
sides of the aisle, not on the commit- 
tees directly involved, would have a 
chance to attend hearings and go to 
Europe. 

The Senate NATO enlargement group 
included 28 percent of the Senate—28 
Senators. I made it a particular point 
to make sure that Senators who had 
reservations that had already been ex- 
pressed would be included. That is why 
Senator WARNER was in the group, Sen- 
ator KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON was in the 
group. Senator MOYNIHAN was included. 
And it did include members from the 
Appropriations Committee, the Armed 
Services Committee, the Intelligence 
and Foreign Relations Committees. 

The observer group held 17 meetings 
with administration officials as well as 
political and military leaders from Eu- 
rope. Senator ROTH led two observer 
group delegations to Europe. 

I want to say at this point that I, 
too, took the time to go and meet with 
our allies. I went to London, and then 
I went to Brussels. I met with all of the 
NATO ambassadors. I went to Buda- 
pest, Hungary. I have taken advantage 
of opportunities to meet with leaders 
from the Czech Republic and Poland as 
well as Hungary to make sure I under- 
stood all the ramifications of this very 
important issue. 

I think the criticism that we moved 
too quickly or have not seriously con- 
sidered the issues of NATO enlarge- 
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ment does a real disservice to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. Their 
hearing record, for instance, from just 
6 weeks last year is 552 pages long, re- 
flecting six hearings with 32 witnesses. 

More than 20 Senators have already 
spoken on NATO enlargement here on 
the floor when it was considered last 
month. GAO and CRS have issued more 
than 30 reports on NATO enlargement. 
More than 1,000 op-eds, editorials and 
articles have been published in news- 
papers and academic journals on NATO 
enlargement. In fact, just recently I 
have seen endorsements, I believe, 
from the Washington Post and the 
Washington Times and criticism from 
the New York Times. So there has been 
a lot of thought, and a lot of articles 
and editorials have been written on 
this very important matter. 

Let me provide an answer to one of 
the questions about the timing and na- 
ture of the Senate debate on this mo- 
mentous issue. Why is there not more 
controversy? The answer is the sup- 
porters of NATO enlargement have 
been successfully making the case for 5 
years. The arguments in support of 
NATO enlargement have convinced an 
impressive array of individuals and or- 
ganizations. Much of the groundwork 
has been laid. That is why the 1996 
platforms of both the Republican and 
Democratic Parties endorsed NATO en- 
largement. That is why every living 
former Secretary of State supports 
NATO enlargement. 

I have made up my mind to support 
NATO enlargement. I believe it is in 
the strategic, moral, and political in- 
terests of the United States, as well as 
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub- 
lic. 

Later this week all Senators will 
have a chance to vote on this issue. I 
think they will have all the time—I am 
going to make sure they have all the 
time they need to express themselves. I 
think the vote will be decided by an 
overwhelming margin. And it is a ques- 
tion not only of the security of the 
United States, but expanding the 
NATO alliance to these three coun- 
tries. I think it will shape the future of 
Europe for many years to come. 

I do subscribe to the view expressed 
by some—lI believe Senator BIDEN has 
said this—that it is a natural extension 
of having won the cold war in that it is 
extending the ring of freedom to those 
countries that would like to join 
NATO. 

That is one thing that impressed me 
so much. In Hungary, they have made 
progress toward democracy. They are 
making progress toward a stronger 
economy. They do want to have better 
communication and cooperation be- 
tween our military capabilities. They 
are committed to doing the things that 
are necessary to help their country as 
a member of NATO and as they move 
toward full membership in the Euro- 
pean Union. I think they would be 
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greatly disturbed if at this point, after 
all these considerations and after the 
efforts they have taken after the votes 
that they had in their own countries, if 
we walked away from this opportunity. 

There are those who say, Well, what 
about Russia? Won't they be alarmed 
by this?” First, it is interesting to me 
that some of our colleagues who have 
felt the strongest against the Soviet 
Union and have raised the most con- 
cerns about Russia are the ones now 
saying, “Oh, well, what will Russia 
think?” Well, I think we should con- 
sider that. 

But look at Senator LUGAR, who for 
years has been trying to make sure 
that the United States worked on its 
relations with Russia. He is for the 
NATO enlargement. He would certainly 
not want to do something that would 
harm the interests we share in a devel- 
oping relationship with Russia. The 
bottom line is that NATO poses no 
threat to Russia or Russians unless 
Russia has ambitions against current 
or prospective NATO members. 

As I noted, Senator WARNER will 
have an amendment to have a 3-year 
pause before NATO acts to invite addi- 
tional members. There is no Member 
who is more thoughtful than Senator 
JOHN WARNER of Virginia when it 
comes to our national security, our 
military, NATO, and European security 
interests. I do not think that he is 
right in this instance that we need this 
pause. I think it would send the wrong 
signals. 

I think we can make the right judg- 
ment as to how much time should be 
required or when additional countries 
would be invited to join. But I do think 
it is important we think about that 
and that we give all the time that is 
desired to the Senators who want to 
advance this amendment so that we 
can think clearly about what will the 
future hold as far as other countries 
that might be considered for admission 
to NATO and where it will eventually 
lead. 

But we do have unanimous support 
from, as I said, the former Secretaries 
of State. We have the support of former 
President Bush, former President 
Carter, and a bipartisan group of five 
former Senators. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that their letters be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Houston, TX, 
February 24, 1998. 
His Excellency VACLAV HAVEL, 
President of the Czech Republic, 
Prague. 

DEAR VACLAV: I was delighted to receive 
your letter of February 10 favoring NATO ex- 
pansion. Though I have no authority any- 
more, I certainly will take into consider- 
ation your arguments when discussing NATO 
expansion, which I strongly favor. 

It is my view that Russia itself is better off 
with an expanded NATO, though Russia 
clearly does not see it that way yet. 
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On another subject, I was very pleased to 
see that picture of you greeting one of your 
Olympic heroes. You look well and that 
pleases me, for I have been concerned about 
your health. 

Warm best wishes from your friend, 

GEORGE BUSH. 
THE CARTER CENTER, 
Atlanta, GA, March 18, 1998. 
Hon. Senate Majority Leader TRENT LOTT, 
Senate Russell Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

To Senate Majority Leader TRENT LOTT: I 
understand that the full Senate will soon 
consider the amendments to the Washington 
Treaty of 1949, which created NATO, to 
admit The Czech Republic, Poland, and Hun- 
gary as new members. 

Given the strong bipartisan support for 
NATO expansion as reflected in the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee vote, I hope 
that through your leadership the full Senate 
will give its overwhelming endorsement as 
well. 

I was initially very concerned about the 
potential negative reactions within Russia. 
Like many, I was concerned that forces with- 
in Russia who perceived NATO expansion as 
a reflection of Russian weakness could mar- 
shall public opinion in opposition to close 
ties to the West and to further moves toward 
disarmament, particularly nuclear. My con- 
cerns have, however, been considerably alle- 
viated through the open and forthright way 
Russia's fears have been addressed, although 
I realize there are still many opposed in Rus- 
sia, which may be reflected in the Duma's 
debate over ratification of the Start II Trea- 


ty. 

I believe it is vitally important to US for- 
eign policy and security interests that NATO 
remain the cornerstone of cooperation on se- 
curity matters in Europe, all the more as we 
witness the continued unrest in the Balkans. 
Strong, bipartisan support from the Senate 
would be seen in Europe as a clear indication 
of US commitment. I therefore encourage all 
Senators to view NATO expansion as very 
much in the US interest and give my full en- 
dorsement. 

Sincerely, 
JIMMY CARTER. 


APRIL 23, 1998. 
Hon. TRENT LOTT, 
Senate Majority Leader, 
U.S. Capitol, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. MAJORITY LEADER: In the next 
few days, the United States Senate will be 
confronted with a historic vote: the expan- 
sion of NATO to include Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic. 

We have watched the rapid progress of 
these three countries as they have rejoined 
the free societies of the world community. 
We are convinced that expanding NATO is 
good for the Alliance and for the United 
States. 

It is unquestionably in the interest of the 
American people for Europe to remain free 
and democratic, safe and secure. Having won 
the Cold War, we now have a fleeting chance 
to secure through peace what we once fought 
to achieve through war. 

The Senate has held numerous hearings re- 
garding NATO expansion, all of which have 
examined the issues surrounding the NATO 
debate. At least three different committees 
have examined every aspect of NATO en- 
largement. Even more importantly, the full 
Senate has acted on a number of occasions 
on legislation that would help speed the 
transition of Central European countries 
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into NATO. The Senate has held several 
major debates and taken recorded votes as 
early as January 1994 that demonstrate over- 
whelming support for rapid transition for 
Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic 
into NATO. The process, therefore, has been 
protracted, intensive and conclusive. 

Now, the world watches for a sign of Amer- 
ican leadership. To hesitate would send a sig- 
nal that the U.S. role in the world has begun 
to drift. We urge our former colleagues to 
shine forth with a strong signal of leadership 
by voting in support of NATO expansion. 

Sincerely, 
HANK BROWN. 
ALAN DIXON. 
ALAN SIMPSON. 
PAUL SIMON. 
GEORGE MITCHELL. 

Mr. LOTT. I am looking forward to 
listening to the debate. I know that it 
will rise to the standard that the Sen- 
ate has always reached in consider- 
ation of historic matters of this type. I 
think when we get to the conclusion, 
hopefully by Wednesday, the American 
people will feel we have done our duty 
appropriately. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank my distin- 
guished leader and very dear friend for 
his kind remarks. But I would say that 
if the issue of sufficient time to debate 
was ever an issue, then it is long since 
to be put aside because, as the distin- 
guished leader recited very carefully 
this morning, the Senate has given a 
lot of very conscientious deliberation 
to this issue, and now we have had a re- 
cess of some several weeks during 
which a number of colleagues, I say to 
the leader, and others, have had the op- 
portunity to reflect adequately, in my 
judgment, on the seriousness of this 
question. It is time that we proceed 
today. I am confident at such time as 
the Senate reaches the vote this week, 
there will be no voice in opposition 
based on the absence of an adequate op- 
portunity to consider it. So I thank the 
distinguished majority leader, and in- 
deed the minority leader who collabo- 
rated in seeing that the Senate had 
adequate time. 

We have our differences, Mr. Presi- 
dent. And I should propound a question 
or two to my distinguished colleague 
momentarily, the chairman of the For- 
eign Relations Committee. But first I 
think it is important—Senator Moy- 
NIHAN and I have joined in our collabo- 
rative efforts to bring to the attention 
of the Senate our concerns in the form 
of two amendments. 

I will say, although not present at 
the moment on the floor, there are 
many others who have joined with us. 
Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire, I spoke 
with him just moments ago. He will be 
joining in the debate this afternoon— 
Mr. HARKIN. 

It is truly, Mr. President, a bipar- 
tisan effort of some Senators who spent 
many long hours working together and 
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discussing this issue very thoroughly. 
There is not to be found in this debate, 
in my judgment, a single element of 
partisanship. It is truly a debate of 
conscience. 

For the assistance of Senators, Mr. 
MOYNIHAN and I will put in the RECORD 
today, without objection, Mr. Presi- 
dent, a letter from Paul Nitze, of the 
School of Advanced International 
Studies and a letter from Mr. George 
Kennan, former Ambassador to the 
then-Soviet Union—two men who have 
dedicated much of their careers to the 
very issue about which we will be dis- 
cussing, NATO and, most specifically, 
its enlargement. I ask unanimous con- 
sent those letters be printed in the 
RECORD. 


There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY, THE 
PAUL H. NITZE SCHOOL OF AD- 
VANCED INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, 

Washington, DC, April 24, 1998. 
Hon, DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN, 
U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MOYNIHAN: Your effort to 
introduce a more deliberate approach to the 
question of NATO expansion is most con- 
structive. We are in a period of great change 
in the security challenges for which our 
country must be prepared, but it is also an 
era in which we would be foolish to squander 
the opportunities opened by the end of the 
Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet 
Union. 

Perhaps the most important such oppor- 
tunity is the chance to bring Russia into the 
community of nations. A sensible policy to 
support that objective would concentrate on 
lending political and economic support to 
the development of a democratic, market- 
oriented society in Russia. NATO expansion 
distracts both us and the Russians from that 
goal. Indeed, the open-ended expansion being 
proposed for the alliance points toward in- 
creasing friction with post-Communist Rus- 
sia for years to come. Driving Russia into a 
corner plays into the arguments of those 
most hostile to forging a productive rela- 
tionship with the United States and its al- 
lies. It is not a sound basis for future sta- 
bility in Europe, particularly when no cur- 
rent or projected threats warrant extending 
the alliance. 

As you and Senator Warner have proposed, 
the preferable path surely lies in the direc- 
tion of enlarging the European Union to em- 
brace the countries of Central and Eastern 
Europe. Negotiations have now begun for the 
accession to the EU of Poland, Hungary and 
the Czech Republic, along with others. En- 
couraging those negotiations is the most 
useful emphasis the Senate could give to cur- 
rent trends in Europe. It makes no sense at 
all to enlarge NATO merely to fill the 
void,“ as one senior administration official 
described the current process. We should, on 
the contrary, use the period while the EU is 
negotiating its own enlargement to dem- 
onstrate that the Partnership for Peace— 
which now has more than 25 partners—is the 
suitable relationship for European countries 
which are not members of NATO. 

In the present security environment, 
NATO expansion is not only unnecessary; it 
is gratuitous. If we want a Europe whole and 
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free, we are not likely to get it by making 
NATO fat and feeble. 
Sincerely, 
PAUL H, NITZE. 


[From the World Policy Journal, Spring, 
1998] 


MAROONED IN THE COLD WAR 


(An Exchange between Mark Danner and 
George F. Kennan, Strobe Talbott, and Lee 
H. Hamilton) 


(Mark Danner’s article, “Marooned in the 
Cold War: America, the Alliance, and the 
Quest for a Vanished World.“ which was pub- 
lished in the fall 1997 issue of this journal, 
elicited a strong response from prominent 
writers in government and out. An exchange 
of letters between Richard Holbrooke, 
former assistant secretary of state for Euro- 
pean affairs, and Mr. Danner appeared in our 
winter 1997/98 issue. In the following pages, 
we are pleased to publish letters in response 
to Marooned in the Cold War” addressed to 
Mr. Danner by the eminent historian and 
diplomat George F. Kennan, Deputy Sec- 
retary of State Strobe Talbott, and Rep. Lee 
H. Hamilton, ranking Democratic member of 
the House Committee on International Rela- 
tions, along with Mr. Danner’s replies.) 


From George F. Kennan: I have read the ar- 
ticle twice, once upon receiving it and again 
just a short time ago, before writing this let- 
ter. It is hard for me to express, without 
pressing the border of the fulsome, my reac- 
tions to it. Let me just say that I have seen 
no finer treatment than this one, both as a 
summary of the salient features of the con- 
duct of American policy in earlier decades of 
this century, and as a treatment of the be- 
wilderments into which we are now heading. 
What a pity, I find myself thinking, that this 
article could not be given the wide exposure 
it deserves and allowed to serve as corner- 
stone for a national debate on the problems 
and directions of American policy at this 
crucial post-Cold War moment. To put it 
briefly, the article is, to my way of thinking, 
in all respects excellent. 

That neither this article, nor any other 
broad and thoughtful treatment of the ques- 
tions you write about, could serve the pur- 
pose I have just mentioned, is obvious. It 
would be drowned in the cacophony created 
by the television, computer, and advertising 
industries which, each in its way, if they 
were to take any notice of it at all, would do 
so only in order to tear it to pieces and to 
exploit individual pieces as over-simplified 
sound-bites, here today and gone tomorrow. 
In itself, as I am sure you would agree, what 
is at stake in this sad state of affairs is a 
problem of tragic and momentous impor- 
tance; for the situation now prevailing 
stands firmly in the way of the creation in 
influential American opinion of any quiet 
thoughtful concepts of American policy and 
hence of any really useful and constructive 
employment of the great and unique poten- 
tial weight of this country in world affairs. 
But the national political establishment, as 
now existing, has shown itself totally in- 
capable even of understanding the true di- 
mensions of this problem, and much less in 
tackling it effectively; and one cannot now 
look to it for anything more than what it is 
capable of giving. 

This was the reason why, in one of my 
books (Around the Cragged Hill) 1 urged the 
establishment of a wholly nonpolitical but 
prestigious advisory body, totally outside 
the boundaries of the political process, to ad- 
dress some of the deeper problems of the 
country and to let its advice, conclusions, 
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and recommendations be pondered by presi- 
dents, Congresses, state and local govern- 
ments, and people at large. But never, I am 
sure, have any of my words ever met with 
less resonance than did the pages on which 
that suggestion was put forward; and with 
this total indifference facing me, I have seen 
no reason to press it further. 

So much for the article in general. Now for 
one nit-pick and a couple of comments. 

You refer to the Russians, on page 18, as 
having accepted“ the expansion of the 
NATO borders. Whether this is or is not a 
correct understanding depends on the mean- 
ing you give to the word “accepted.” If it be 
taken to mean that one accepts something 
highly unwillingly and regretfully, per- 
suaded that one has no other alternative, 
that is one thing. But if one accepts it in the 
sense that one has become persuaded of its 
merits, approves of it, welcomes it, and 
would not wish things to be otherwise, that, 
of course, is something else. 

No one in authority in Russia today would, 
I am sure, accept the NATO expansion in the 
latter of these two senses. In the former? 
Yes, the vast majority would see it that way. 
What, after all, could they do about it? They 
could not oppose it by force of arms. The 
NATO leaders had said that they would not 
discuss it. They repeatedly emphasized that 
their decision was final, and that was that. 

Yeltsin personally would probably accom- 
modate himself to this state of affairs more 
easily than others would have done. He was 
plainly disinclined to make a serious issue of 
it in his relations with NATO, and with the 
United States in particular. But he too, has 
repeatedly stated publicly (and most re- 
cently only in the last few days) that he 
could not accept the expansion. On the con- 
trary he regretted and deplored it. And in 
other sections of the regime, in the Par- 
liament and among the military leadership, 
feelings were plainly angry and resentful. 
Neither of these circles, after all—neither 
the Parliamentarians nor the military lead- 
ers—had been, so far as the outsider can see, 
consulted or allowed to participate in the re- 
cent meetings between Yeltsin and Western 
leaders where these questions of the NATO 
expansion were discussed. The military, in 
particular, have felt themselves humiliated 
and demeaned in their professional dignity 
by this unilateral decision on the part of the 
Western powers, and have seen it as a shame- 
ful exploitation of a temporary and quite ab- 
normal weakness in their own military pos- 
ture. 

The American authors of the expansion, 
disquieted, I suspect, by some of the adverse 
reactions their initiative has unleashed, 
have been at pains to persuade us that the 
Russians have actually accepted it volun- 
tarily, that they are now quite happy about 
it, and that it will cause no serious dif- 
ficulty. The nationalist elements in the Rus- 
sian public, they point out, consist primarily 
of older people, now a passing generation, 
who have never had great electoral support. 
The youth, they would say, have for the 
most part supported Yeltsin. And the com- 
mon people don't care. 

Perhaps, perhaps. But the military have 
not yet been heard from. And aside from 
that, a process has now been put in motion 
that can hardly be stopped until NATO has 
come to take in practically all of Europe ex- 
cept the Balkans, at the risk of making of 
itself a dangerous absurdity rather than a 
meaningful alliance. 

But enough of that. There is one more 
comment that I should like to make. Ma- 
dame Albright is quoted as saying that 
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NATO’s foundation, 50 years ago, gave Eu- 
rope confidence in economic recovery.“ I 
would have to challenge that statement 
quite flatly. It was not at all the foundation 
of NATO but rather the Marshall Plan, put 
forward one to two years earlier, that had 
this effect. The foundation of NATO was ac- 
tually a detraction from the beneficial effect 
that the Marshall Plan was at that time hav- 
ing on European opinion and particularly on 
the confidence of the Europeans in their own 
economic recovery. The foundation of NATO 
demanded that very large sums, which other- 
wise could have gone into the economic re- 
covery process, were now to be diverted into 
the building up of armed forces in the center 
of Europe. And this, a number of us felt, was 
not only unnecessary, given the cir- 
cumstances of that moment, but directly 
detrimental to certain of the positive devel- 
opments which the Marshall Plan had put in 
motion. 

The wider and more lasting basis for my 
own opposition to the NATO expansion will 
be visible to you, I think, from the enclosed 
copies of two of the final pages of my own 
last book (At a Century's Ending), pages that 
were written, I seem to recall, at the end of 
the year 1994. 

My congratulations, once more, on the 
qualities of your article, not the least, if not 
the most important, of which was the excel- 
lence of the writing October 15, 1997. 

Mr. Danner replies: As I sit down to write I 
must frankly admit that I run the clear 
risk—as you so well put it—of pressing the 
border of the fulsome.” The fact is, the beau- 
ty and extraordinary generosity of what you 
wrote left me rather stunned. 

In the last quarter century, I have read, I 
believe, nearly everything you have written. 
To me you became—and here I am afraid I 
tread very close to that perilous border— 
something of a hero. In large part, this was 
because of the tenacity of your principles (a 
phrase that should properly be redundant 
but in our world today sadly is not). Perhaps 
in equal part, though, it was because of the 
supreme artistry of your work. 

Of course, I agree fully, and sadly, with 
you that “the national political establish- 
ment... has shown itself totally incapable 
even of understanding the true dimensions of 
this problem.” And yet nonetheless I find 
myself increasingly amazed by the steady 
and silent progress of the enlargement pol- 
icy. I suppose I go on hoping that the debate 
must come; and yet as the days pass the 
phrases of our senior public officials simply 
grow murkier and murkier and the public 
discussion, what little of it there is, is di- 
rected more toward obscuring the underlying 
issues than uncovering and illuminating 
them. I wish, for example, I had had the wit 
to point out, as you do, that in declaring 
that NATO had originally given Europe 
“confidence in economic recovery,” Mrs. 
Albright not only speaks inaccurately but 
manages to falsify a history of competing 
military alliances and civilian institutions 
that might well have taught today’s policy- 
makers a critical lesson, if they had both- 
ered to look. 

Now, of course, arguments of frank absurd- 
ity hold the stage, notably Mrs. Albright's 
repeated declarations, as she promotes the 
expansion of the alliance, that in Europe 
there is now no more us and them. There is 
only one side.” Many erstwhile critics, 
meantime, let themselves sink into bleak 
resignation. 

I certainly agree, and hope I made clear in 
my message, that the Russians can be said to 
have accepted“ the expansion only in the 
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most limited sense, so limited in fact that 
the word accept“ used in this way, might as 
well be meaningless. The least that can be 
said of this is that a dynamic process has 
begun, and no one can doubt that it takes re- 
lations between our two countries in a very 
different direction from the one in which we 
were traveling only four or five years ago. It 
seems impossible to say what might have 
happened; but I am profoundly disappointed 
that some of the positive elements of those 
relations are now very unlikely to be pur- 
sued. 

By the way, I know At the Century’s End- 
ing, and its beautifully crafted last pages, 
very well. Rereading the photocopies you 
sent has encouraged me to go back to the 
book’s beginning, and I am now happily in 
the midst of making my way through its 
pages once more. 


Mr. WARNER. Also, Mr. President, I 
would like to place in the RECORD ex- 
cerpts from a speech delivered by the 
distinguished senior Senator from New 
York, Mr. MOYNIHAN, before the Associ- 
ated Press on April 20, in which he out- 
lined with some specificity, and indeed 
absolute clarity, his deep concerns. 
And he put it in a historical context. 
This is a document worthy of each Sen- 
ator’s consideration as they proceed to 
prepare themselves fully for this de- 
bate. 

I will read one excerpt, as follows: 

And there were reservations. George Ken- 
nan, for one, felt economic recovery as em- 
bodied in the Marshall Plan provided the 
best hope for peace. The eventual incorpora- 
tion of a prospering Federal Republic of Ger- 
many surely attests to this thought. History 
is repeating itself, so much that it could be 
said we are on the verge of fighting the last 
war. 

Half a century ago, the Soviets kept their 
eastern neighbors out of the Marshall Plan, 
so an Iron Curtain descended across Europe. 
Five decades later, it is the west Europeans 
who are not prepared to admit the Poles, 
Hungarians, Czechs, Slovenians, Estonians, 
who have made clear their hopes to join a 
continental common market, the European 
Union, which would make for a united and 
secure Europe. Last fall Ambassador Richard 
Holbrooke noted the irony, “Almost a decade 
has gone by since the Berlin Wall fell and, 
instead of reaching out to Central Europe, 
the European Union turned toward a bizarre 
search for a common currency. So NATO en- 
largement had to fill the void.” 

Allow me to suggest that wandering in this 
void we may stumble into the catastrophe of 
nuclear war with Russia. 

This would come about not from Russian 
strength, but Russian weakness. This is an 
idea we find difficult to absorb and under- 
standably so, But we had better do [that]. 

Russians have been trying to tell us this. 


I will have the remainder of the ex- 
cerpts printed in the RECORD, but I 
think as we proceed in this debate 
there are a number of documents that 
should be carefully considered. I ask 
unanimous consent that the excerpts I 
referred to be printed in the RECORD, 
along with the most recent cost esti- 
mate by the Congressional Budget Of- 
fice, dated March 17, 1998. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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EXCERPTS FROM SENATOR MOYNIHAN’S 
SPEECH 


The founding of NATO in 1949, then a pact 
of 12 nations, was an act of rare foresight and 
political will. Yet, it had its ambiguities. At 
the signing ceremony, President Truman ob- 
served that the alliance was made necessary 
because one of the major powers! —the 
USSR—had blocked the formation of an 
international force provided for in Article 43 
of the Charter that was to have enabled the 
United Nations to preserve world peace, By 
contrast, the AP account of the signing cere- 
mony recorded that the French Foreign Min- 
ister, speaking in his native tongue,“ noted 
that the new treaty in no way compromised 
his country’s nonaggression pact with the 
Soviet Union. Rather, said the French Min- 
ister in the words of the dispatch, This is 
directed against a possible future German 
menace.” Indeed, in 1966, President Charles 
de Gaulle, having developed an independent 
atomic potential, withdrew France from 
NATO and unceremoniously threw our head- 
quarters cadre out of his country. 

And there were reservations. George Ken- 
nan, for one, felt economic recovery as em- 
bodied in the Marshall Plan provided the 
best hope of peace. The eventual incorpora- 
tion of a prospering Federal Republic of Ger- 
many surely attests to this thought. 

Much of this history is repeating itself, so 
much that it could be said we are on the 
verge of fighting the last war. Half a century 
ago the Soviets kept their Eastern neighbors 
out of the Marshall Plan, and so an iron cur- 
tain descended across Europe. Five decades 
later it is the west Europeans who are not 
prepared to admit the Poles, Hungarians, 
Czechs, Slovenes, Estonians, who have made 
clear their hopes to join a continental com- 
mon market, the European Union, which 
would make for a united and secure Europe. 
Last fall Ambassador Richard Holbrooke 
noted the irony, Almost a decade has gone 
by since the Berlin Wall fell and, instead of 
reaching out to Central Europe, the Euro- 
pean Union turned toward a bizarre search 
for a common currency. So NATO enlarge- 
ment had to fill a void.” 

Allow me to suggest that wandering in this 
void we may stumble into the catastrophe of 
nuclear war with Russia. 

This would come about not from Russian 
strength, but Russian weakness. This is an 
idea we find difficult to absorb and under- 
standably so. But we had better do. 

Russians have been trying to tell us this. 
On December 7, 1988, Mikhail Gorbachev gave 
an extraordinary speech to the General As- 
sembly of the United Nations declaring, “We 
in no way aspire to be the bearer of ultimate 
truth.” The Marxist promise had failed in as- 
tonishing ways. (Thus, in 1996, a 16-year-old 
Russian male had only a 54 percent chance of 
surviving to age 60; two percentage points 
less than had he been born a century earlier!) 
In the meantime, ethnic hostilities, which 
were in theory meant to disappear, seemed 
to rise on every hand. In 1992, Gorbachev 
spoke to us in Statuary Hall in the Capitol 
of the problems of Russians now outside Rus- 
Sia: 

“One problem which is assuming an acute 
and at times dramatic character in Russia is 
that of ethnic enclaves which, thanks to the 
breakup of the formerly unified state orga- 
nism are being violently separated from 
their accustomed motherland, and now find 
themselves on the other side of a national 
boundary... . 

“The situation is aggravated by the parox- 
ysms of extreme nationalism which have 
here and there generated direct discrimina- 
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tion against minorities. Sometimes this is 
carried to a point which resembles apartheid. 
In this situation, any incautious step by 
anyone, however well intended it might be, 
can be misinterpreted and used in a way con- 
trary to what was anticipated.” 

“Any incautious step.“ As, for example, 
expanding NATO to the Soviet border of 
Kaliningrad. Or officials in Moscow com- 
paring the leader of Latvia to Pol Pot, as 
happened just last week. 

Also last week Charles Krauthammer, 
blunt as ever asked in The Washington Post 
column: “Is NATO expansion directed 
against Russia?” “Of course it is,” he an- 
swered. 

If we don’t see that, surely the Russians 
do. This is painfully clear in their National 
Security Blueprint issued by President 
Yeltsin on December 17, 1997. It is a 14,500 
word assessment of their bleak situation and 
their only seeming option. The former de- 
fense system has been disrupted, and the cre- 
ation of a new one is proceeding slowly. Long 
unprotected sections of the Russian Federa- 
tion state border have appeared.” What does 
remain and does work are the strategic nu- 
clear forces. And so: 

“Russia reserves the right to use all the 
forces and systems at its disposal, including 
nuclear weapons, if the unleashing of armed 
aggression results in a threat to the actual 
existence of the Russian Federation as an 
independent sovereign state.” 

Conspiciously, the Duma has yet to ratify 
the START II Treaty signed in 1991. In a 
careful argument against NATO expansion 
first published in The Los Angeles Times, 
Howard Baker, Sam Nunn, Brent Scowcroft 
and Alton Frye termed this a doctrine of 
“inflexible response.” A generation of arms 
negotiations, beginning under President Ei- 
senhower, all directed against first use” nu- 
clear policies seems now to have been re- 
jected. 

A Newsday editorial of March 15 began 
with George Kennan's stark assessment: 
“Expanding NATO would be the most fateful 
error of American policy in the entire post- 
cold-war era.” 

More recently Kennan has written in 
World Policy Journal: 

. . What is at stake in this sad state of 
affairs is a problem of tragic and momentous 
importance; for the situation now prevailing 
stands firmly in the way of the creation in 
influential American opinion of any quiet 
thoughtful concepts of American policy and 
hence of any really useful and constructive 
employment of the great and unique poten- 
tial weight of this country in world affairs. 
But the national political establishment, as 
now existing, has shown itself totally in- 
capable even of understanding the true di- 
mensions of this problem, and much less in 
tackling it effectively; and one cannot now 
look to it for anything more than what it is 
capable of giving.“ 

Now is the time to look to the Senate. 
There will be a debate. Thanks to the insist- 
ence of Senators such as John Warner, Bob 
Smith, and Tom Harkin, there will be a de- 
bate. As of now there is not much doubt as 
to the outcome. This could change. Public 
opinion would seem to be changing. As re- 
cent Pew opinion survey found that approval 
for NATO expansion has dropped to 49 per- 
cent, with a large undecided element. 

But should the vote go as expected, may 
we at least hope that the people and that the 
“national political establishment,“ as Am- 
bassador Kennan has it, be alert to the risk 
we will have taken? We might even change 
our mind one day. We might even recall that 
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Article 51 of the Charter of the United Na- 
tions recognizes “the inherent right of indi- 
vidual or collective self-defense if an armed 
attack occurs against a Member of the 
United Nations. Which includes every 
nation in Eastern Europe. This is grounds on 
which we went to war with Iraq. It is the law 
of nations. Concerning which at the General 
Assembly in 1988, Gorbachev declared “Pacta 
Sunt Servanda.“ Agreements must be kept. 
That is all President Truman intended at 
that ceremony in 1949. The law of the Char- 
ter must be enforced. Such “idealism” no 
longer resonates with Americans. But surely 
it is the great standard we have given the 
world. Russia included. It deserves our atten- 
tion. 
U.S. CONGRESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 
Washington, DC, March 17, 1998. 

Hon. JESSE HELMS, 

Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations, 

U.S, Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional 
Budget Office has prepared the enclosed cost 
estimate for the Resolution of Ratification 
of Treaty Document 105-36. 

If you wish further details on this esti- 
mate, we will be pleased to provide them. 
The CBO staff contact is Jeannette Deshong, 
who can be reached at 226-2840. 


Sincerely, 
JUNE E. O'NEILL. 
Enclosure. 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST 


ESTIMATE 
RESOLUTION OF RATIFICATION OF TREATY 
DOCUMENT 105-36 
(Protocols to the North Atlantic Treaty of 

1949 on Accession of Poland, Hungary, and 

the Czech Republic) 
Summary 

The resolution would ratify protocols to 
the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949 that would 
admit Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Re- 
public as members of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization (NATO). Expanding the 
alliance would require the United States to 
contribute additional funding for equipment 
or capabilities shared by members of NATO. 
CBO estimates that those costs would ini- 
tially be in the tens of millions of dollars 
and would reach about $100 million a year 
after four or five years. Ultimately, the 
United States and its NATO allies have con- 
siderable discretion in how to implement the 
protocols and, therefore, in the costs that 
would be incurred. 

Estimated Cost to the Federal Government 

On December 16, 1997, the United States 
and the other parties to the North Atlantic 
Treaty signed protocols to expand NATO to 
include three new members. Article V of the 
treaty commits each nation to provide as- 
sistance—including the use of armed force— 
to restore and maintain the security of any 
threatened member. The protocols, if rati- 
fied, would extend full NATO membership to 
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic in- 
cluding a security guarantee under Article 
V. 

In addition to spending for special national 
needs, NATO members contribute funds for 
equipment and facilities needed to accom- 
plish common goals. NATO members share 
the costs of the alliance’s spending for civil- 
ian and military headquarters, the Airborne 
Early Warning Force, various science and 
public information programs, and the NATO 
Security Investment Program (SIP) that 
covers common infrastructure projects, com- 
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munications and air defense systems. Overall 
totals for the commonly funded budgets are 
determined collectively, and individual con- 
tributions are based on formulas for burden 
sharing. 

Expanding the alliance would entail great- 
er costs for improving command, control, 
communications, logistics and infrastruc- 
ture—primarily the activities covered under 
SIP. The United States and its NATO allies, 
however, would have considerable discretion 
in how to implement the protocols and, 
therefore, in the costs that would be in- 
curred. For example, standards for facilities, 
equipment, and training cover a wide range. 
Depending on what standards NATO sets, the 
budgetary consequences could vary substan- 
tially. Nevertheless, NATO has provided 
some initial studies that lay out basic mili- 
tary requirements. 

At the December 1997 ministerial meetings, 
NATO’s Senior Resource Board (SRB) pre- 
sented cost estimates for expansion-related 
projects that would be eligible for common 
funding. In that report, the SRB identified 
costs of $1.5 billion for the next ten years. 
Assuming that current rules for burden shar- 
ing would continue under the protocols, the 
United States would cover 25 percent of 
those costs, or approximately $40 million per 
year. Similarly, the Department of Defense 
(DoD) assumes that NATO funding will in- 
crease gradually over the next four to five 
years with U.S. assessments for additional 
military costs reaching $36 million in 2002. 

CBO’s estimate includes an allowance of 
$25 million a year for the likelihood that 
U.S. costs would rise as NATO finalizes im- 
plementation plans, engineering surveys, and 
eligibility criteria for common funding. U.S. 
costs might also be higher if new member 
countries face difficulties paying for infra- 
structure or if military plans become more 
ambitious. In addition, the United States is 
likely to incur bilateral costs for expanded 
exercises, training, and programs to incor- 
porate NATO compatible equipment into the 
Central European militaries. CBO estimates 
these costs would be low in the near-term 
but could amount to $30 million to $45 mil- 
lion a year after 2001 based on additional ex- 
ercise costs for one brigade and two air 
squadrons every year plus the cost of sub- 
sidies for weapons purchases by the new 
members. 

Thus, CBO estimates that the costs to the 
United States of expanding NATO would 
total about $100 million a year after a transi- 
tion period of four or five years. Roughly 90 
percent of these costs would be charged to 
Defense Department accounts for operation 
and maintenance, and military construction. 
The remaining 10 percent would accrue to 
budget function 150, International Affairs. 
Previous CBO estimate 

The CBO paper The Cost of Expanding the 
NATO Alliance (March 1996) explored five dif- 
ferent scenarios for extending the NATO se- 
curity guarantee to four central European 
countries. The scenarios ranged from a low- 
threat security environment that called for 
minimal NATO reinforcement of Central Eu- 
rope to a scenario assuming a resurgent Rus- 
sian threat that required the forward posi- 
tioning of NATO troops in Central Europe. 

The cost estimates in that report focused 
on the total costs to all NATO members, in- 
cluding the new members who would bear 
the largest shares of the total. Average an- 
nual costs to the United States over a 15- 
year period ranged from about $300 million 
to $1.3 billion. However, since CBO prepared 
that study, the SRB has provided clearer in- 
dications of how NATO would use its discre- 
tion to implement the protocols. 
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Pay-as-you-go considerations: None. 
Intergovernmental and Private-Sector Impact 

Section 4 of the Unfunded Mandates Re- 
form Act of 1995 excludes from the applica- 
tion of that act any legislative provisions 
that are necessary for the ratification or im- 
plementation of international treaty obliga- 
tions. CBO has determined that these proto- 
cols fit within that exclusion, because they 
make the Czech Republic, Poland, and Hun- 
gary parties to the North Atlantic Treaty of 
1949. 

Estimate Prepared by: Federal Costs: 
Jeannette Deshong; Impact on State, Local, 
and Tribal Governments: Pepper Santalucia; 
Impact on the Private Sector: Eric Labs. 

Estimate approved by: Paul N. Van de 
Water, Assistant Director for Budget Anal- 
ysis. 

Mr. WARNER. I shall read briefly 
from it the cost estimate. 

The resolution would ratify protocols to 
the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949 that would 
admit Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Re- 
public as members of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization (NATO), Expanding the 
alliance would require the United States to 
contribute additional funding for equipment 
or capabilities shared by members of NATO. 
CBO estimates that those costs would ini- 
tially be in the tens of millions of dollars 
and would reach about $100 million a year 
after four or five years. Ultimately, the 
United States and its NATO allies have con- 
siderable discretion in how to implement the 
protocols and, therefore, in the costs that 
would be incurred. 

Mr. President, I think it is essential 
that the Senate spend a great deal of 
time during the course of this debate 
on costs. Right now, the United States 
spends about one-fourth of the costs of 
the entire NATO—let me repeat that— 
the taxpayers of the United States 
spend one-fourth of the entire cost of 
NATO, a membership of 16 nations, and 
now we are asked to add three more. 

On each Senator’s desk were the 
hearings in the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee. I will ask a question of the dis- 
tinguished chairman. I have looked 
through this, and I suggest at some 
point today he have printed in the 
RECORD those references in this well- 
done document which relate to costs. 

I have to say in all fairness to my 
distinguished friend and chairman, I 
find very little addressing the issue of 
cost in this. It would be my hope that 
the committee could provide such sup- 
plemental material that can be of as- 
sistance to Senators on this issue of 
cost. The costs range from a low of $1.5 
billion over 10 years—that is the 
NATO-U.S. estimate—to $125 billion 
over the same time; that was the origi- 
nal CBO estimate. The administration 
claims the U.S. share of expansion will 
cost $40 million per year for 10 years. 
But the March 17 CBO estimate cost 
resolution of ratification had costs 
much higher—$100 million per year. 

Mr. President, we are embarking here 
in a few days on a decision which will 
have far-ranging implications, not only 
to the men and women of the United 
States who proudly wear the uniform 
today and tomorrow and for a decade 
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hence in terms of their own personal 
security, in terms of the admissions of 
NATO—and I will address that momen- 
tarily—but to the American taxpayer, 
who for years, literally 50 years, have 
borne the majority of the costs associ- 
ated with this treaty. 

The time has come, I think, that we 
have to examine those costs and the 
burdensharing very carefully, and we 
should do that in the context of the de- 
liberation on this treaty. 

Another document that is on each 
Senator’s desk is legislative notice—at 
least on our side of the aisle, and I pre- 
sume a similar document is on the 
other side—and it points out NATO’s 
new missions. It is my understanding 
that the new mission of NATO is a sub- 
ject which is under study at this time, 
yet to be determined by NATO itself, 
much less ratified by the 16 nations 
through the forum of the North Atlan- 
tic Council. 

So, again, we are asked to vote on en- 
largement of the treaty without know- 
ing the future missions to which men 
and women of our Armed Forces and 
the other nations could be committed 
in the future. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. WARNER. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Sir, would you be 
aware—and obviously this is a rhetor- 
ical question because the Senator is 
very much aware—that the resolution 
of ratification has a section, The 
Strategic Concept of NATO, in which 
I read, “The Senate declares that 
NATO may also, pursuant to article 4 
of the North Atlantic Treaty, on a 
case-by-case basis engage in other mis- 
sions when there is consensus among 
its members that there is a threat to 
the security and interests of NATO 
members.” 

Would my distinguished friend not 
regard that as a huge expansion of the 
mission and territorially defined role 
from a specific North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization to a global treaty? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
Senator is so correct in his observa- 
tion. 

In the course of addressing the press 
the other day, I said we are literally 
trying to create, through this expan- 
sion and the indefinite new missions, a 
911 organization—‘Call if there is a 
problem’’—dial-a-cop, dial-a-soldier. 

Mr. President, the American public 
has no idea what is taking place with 
regard to the expenditure of their tax 
dollars, with regard to the commit- 
ment of their sons and daughters for 
future NATO service. That is why it is 
so important we focus on the very 
point the distinguished Senator from 
New York raises. 

There is an amendment to be consid- 
ered by the Senate, I presume shortly, 
by the distinguished Senator from Mis- 
souri, Mr. ASHCROFT. I am joined as a 
cosponsor. It raises the precise ques- 
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tion with regard to the future mis- 
sions—I think we should pass that 
amendment—the basis of which would 
be to reestablish the original purpose 
of NATO as a collective defense of the 
member nations and not to go beyond 
the border unless it is clearly a dispute 
that puts in jeopardy the security of 
one or more members of NATO. 

I hope the Senate will adopt that 
amendment, together with others, be- 
cause we cannot allow this organiza- 
tion to become a response unit to any 
crisis in that part of the world. We will 
have lost its purpose, a purpose which 
has been magnificently served for over 
50 years. 

I challenge any Senator to point out 
another military alliance, another 
military treaty, that has served the 
American people, that has served Eu- 
rope, that has served the cause of peace 
in half the world better than this. If it 
works, it works well; why try to fix it? 
We would not turn our back on a clear 
act of naked aggression against these 
three nations that are being considered 
for membership. I am certain that 
there would be an alliance probably 
consisting of the principal members of 
NATO that would come to their de- 
fense. 

We see a similar alliance today in 
war-torn Bosnia. I, for one, feel that 
that is a conflict which represents the 
type of conflicts the world is most like- 
ly to experience in the years to come. 
I just made a trip to the Caspian Sea 
recently. That region has potentially 
one of the largest oil and gas reserves 
in the world, a world which is becom- 
ing desperate for more energy re- 
sources. But the nations that surround 
it are still embroiled internally, and 
with their bordering nations, in old 
ethnic and religious hatreds that go 
back, some, for centuries. 

If I may depart for a moment, when 
I look at the magnificence of the 
United States of America, just over 100 
or so years ago this Nation was torn 
apart by a cruel, devastating civil war, 
but we put it behind us, we have gone 
on. We took a north and a south and 
brought them together and reestab- 
lished ourselves militarily and eco- 
nomically to where we are the strong- 
est nation in the world today. And to 
the extent that we refer to that tragic 
period, it is done only now with seri- 
ous, contemplative reflection on his- 
tory, which remains perhaps the single 
most studied chapter in history in con- 
temporary America. I know my State, 
in which the majority of the battles of 
this region were fought, is host to hun- 
dreds of thousands of visitors every 
year. But the point I wish to make is 
that we put it behind us, we reconciled 
our differences, and we went on to be- 
come the strongest nation in the world. 

Somehow, that is not an achievement 
that so many other nations of the 
world can seem to reach, and they still 
are embroiled in conflict. That is why 
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I certainly am going to join in the de- 
bate and focus on this strategic con- 
cept of what the future missions of 
NATO are, and do it very carefully, and 
hopefully, even if these three nations 
are permitted to join, restrict it to 
what was a collective defense of the in- 
dividual nations. 

Mr. President, I just want to ask my 
distinguished chairman here, the chair- 
man of the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, What is his view as to the costs 
and what are the basic facts on which 
he relies in bringing forth this treaty 
at this time to the Senate? 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, my re- 
sponse to my friend from Virginia has 
to be in many parts. I just told my 
helpmate here that we did a drivel here 
and a drivel there, all formal and offi- 
cial estimates. Before we go any fur- 
ther, I want to get the Senator’s ques- 
tion on paper, and then we will give the 
citations for the various figures. The 
problem is that the cost of operating 
NATO, oddly enough, reduces in the 
early years, and then it will go up, and 
then it will come down again. I want to 
explain that so that the Senator will 
understand it and, to be honest, so that 
I will understand it a little better my- 
self. It is things like that. Why don’t 
we get together and get the specific 
question about the specific figures, and 
we will give the Senator the responses 
on which we based our judgment. 

Mr. WARNER. I think that is a most 
reasonable reply. I will carefully draft 
it up, submit it in a letter, and in due 
course I hope to have the opportunity 
to debate a response to my letter with 
my distinguished chairman. We will 
try as best we can to at least refine the 
extremes of the estimates and the like- 
lihood that we can have any con- 
sensus—which I feel is unlikely—as to 
the costs, which I think is a very im- 
portant part of this debate, I say to the 
Senator. 

Mr. HELMS. Of course it is. 

Mr. WARNER. Because we are about 
to commit the American taxpayers, in 
my judgment, to almost a blank check 
for almost an indefinite period of time. 
So we will go to work on that together. 

Mr. HELMS. We will respond to that 
in particular. I am not inclined ever to 
give anybody a blank check for the 
American taxpayers’ money. We will 
cover every detail the Senator wants to 
cover, as well as the distinguished Sen- 
ator from New York. 

Mr. WARNER. My second question to 
the chairman is—and he can put it in 
writing or otherwise—I would like to 
have a clarified understanding of what 
the committee’s view is as to the fu- 
ture missions of NATO and whether or 
not my position is correct that it is un- 
decided, undefined, and it is now being 
considered by the NATO staff and yet 
to be published. That publication will 
come, regrettably, long after the Sen- 
ate action on this question of the three 
nations. 
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Mr. HELMS. The Senator is on sound 
ground in wanting to get that point 
cleared up. I will help him. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Chair and 
my distinguished chairman. I see my 
colleague from New York on his feet. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New York is recognized. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
first join in thanking the revered 
chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee for the openness with which 
he has addressed this issue of cost, 
which has come to be a bit of an em- 
barrassment. We start out by hearing 
it is only $150 billion, and in no time at 
all we learn that it is only $3.5 million. 
But those are not his fooling with the 
estimates; that comes from downtown. 

I would like, sir, to address, just for 
balance, the question of who has en- 
tered objections, expressed fears, or 
concerns regarding NATO expansion. 
The majority leader was quite correct 
that the Secretary of State and others 
have joined in supporting this measure. 
It was their policy for many years, but 
it is also the case that the persons 
most responsible for the formation of 
NATO and the formation of the con- 
tainment policies which NATO imple- 
mented, in a far off time that not ev- 
eryone remembers—I believe it is the 
case, sir, that half of the Members of 
the Senate were born after 1940, such 
that many would have been aged 9 
when NATO was established. It is in a 
distant time. 

Following World War II, American 
foreign policy faced the maniacal de- 
termination of Stalin to extend his ef- 
fective borders and power—somewhat 
conceded by the United States at 
Yalta, in all truth. The Soviet expecta- 
tion was that there would come a day, 
not far distant, when Socialism would 
manifest, with the U.S.S.R. and China 
leading the way to international unity. 
But the person who put in mind the no- 
tion that the Soviet Union will fail if 
you just contain them, that the inter- 
nal contradictions are so awful, they 
can’t pull this off, that man is George 
F. Kennan. He was a treasure then, and 
is doubly so now, as he is still alive to 
bear witness to the aftermath and the 
extraordinary success of his policy. His 
famous Long Cables From Moscow” 
and the subsequent anonymous article 
published in Foreign Affairs under the 
pseudonym X' are part of the history 
of the United States, not just this par- 
ticular period. 

Sir, George Kennan has said that ex- 
panding NATO would be “the most 
fateful error of American policy in the 
entire post-world war era’’—‘‘the most 
fateful error.” More recently, in the 
World Policy Journal, he writes: 

What is at stake in this sad state of affairs 
is a problem of tragic and momentous impor- 
tance; for the situation now prevailing 
stands firmly in the way of the creation in 
influential American opinion of any quiet 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


thoughtful concept of American policy and 
hence of any really useful and constructive 
employment of the great and unique poten- 
tial weight of this country in world affairs. 
But the national political establishment, as 
now existing, has shown itself totally in- 
capable even of understanding the true di- 
mensions of this problem, and much less in 
tackling it effectively; and one cannot now 
look to it for anything more than what it is 
capable of giving. 

I have the honor to have known Am- 
bassador Kennan for 30 years. He has 
been a historian for 45 years now at the 
Center for Graduate Studies at Prince- 
ton. He does not normally speak with 
such disdain of those in, as Shake- 
speare called our brief authority,” 
here in Washington. He is a statesman. 
But he says that the persons involved 
in a moment of “tragic and momentous 
importance” are quite incapable of 
doing anything but what they have 
done. 

That is George Kennan. 

If there was one other iconic—and I 
will use that word—person of the age 
still with us, still active, and in Wash- 
ington, it would be, of course, Ambas- 
sador Paul Nitze. Paul Nitze, active ad- 
viser to President Truman at a time 
when we formed this policy we call 
containment and when NATO’s article 
5 military guarantee, that an attack 
upon any one of us is an attack on all 
of us, was extended. And don’t make 
any mistake about that. That was the 
beginning. 

Paul Nitze has just this moment 
written in almost the same terms as 
George Kennan to say, don’t do this. I 
am going to read, if I may, the letter 
which I received on Friday from Paul 
Nitze addressed, in effect, to me and to 
my distinguished colleague, Senator 
WARNER. It is from the Ambassador 
Paul H. Nitze, the Paul Nitze School of 
Advanced International Studies at 
Johns Hopkins University. It says: 

DEAR SENATOR MOYNIHAN: Your effort to 
introduce a more deliberate approach to the 
question of NATO expansion is most con- 
structive. We are in a period of great change 
in the security challenges for which our 
country must be prepared, but it is also an 
era in which we would be foolish to squander 
the opportunities opened by the end of the 
Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet 
Union. 

Perhaps the most important such oppor- 
tunity is the chance to bring Russia into the 
community of nations. A sensible policy to 
support that objective would concentrate on 
lending political and economic support to 
the development of a democratic, market- 
oriented society in Russia. NATO expansion 
distracts both us and the Russians from that 
goal. Indeed, the open-ended expansion being 
proposed for the alliance points toward in- 
creasing friction with post-Communist Rus- 
sia for years to come. Driving Russia into a 
corner plays into the arguments of those 
most hostile to forging a productive rela- 
tionship with the United States and its al- 
lies. It is not a sound basis for future sta- 
bility in Europe, particularly when no cur- 
rent or projected threats warrant extending 
the alliance. 

As you and Senator Warner have proposed, 
the preferable path surely lies in the direc- 


6785 


tion of enlarging the European Union to em- 
brace the countries of Central and Eastern 
Europe. Negotiations have now begun for the 
accession of the EU of Poland, Hungary and 
the Czech Republic, along with others. En- 
couraging those negotiations is the most 
useful emphasis the Senate could give to cur- 
rent trends in Europe. It makes no sense at 
all to enlarge NATO merely “to fill the 
void,“ as one senior administration official 
described the current process. 

Might I interject here, Mr. President, 
to say that was Ambassador 
Holbrooke, and I commented on this in 
my address to the Associated Press. 

To quote further: 

We should, on the contrary, use the period 
while the EU is negotiating its own enlarge- 
ment to demonstrate that the Partnership 
for Peace—which now has more than 25 part- 
ners—is the suitable relationship for Euro- 
pean countries which are not members of 
NATO. 

In the present security environment, 
NATO expansion is not only unnecessary; it 
is gratuitous. If we want a Europe whole and 
free, we are not likely to get it by making 
NATO fat and feeble. 

Mr. President, one other question. I 
see my friend. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
could I interrupt my colleague for a 
moment, 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Certainly. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will ask him 
when it fits in with his presentation. 
Later on this week, I would like to 
speak on this. But I have some ques- 
tions that I would like to put to my 
colleague. I have had tremendous re- 
spect for Senator MOYNIHAN over the 
years, long before I came to the Sen- 
ate. I think this is such an important 
debate. I wanted to ask my colleague, 
when it does not break up the flow of 
his presentation, some questions. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. If I could say to my 
distinguished friend, I have about 5 
more minutes at the most to comment 
on the nuclear matters. Then I will 
open to questions. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank my col- 
1 


eague. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, on 
the nuclear issue, I raised this in an ad- 
dress to the Associated Press, their 
150th anniversary, which was held in 
Dallas on April 20. I simply put the 
question: Could NATO expansion lead 
to nuclear war? The thrust of these re- 
marks was that Russia is now a much 
weakened country—terribly weakened. 
They have recently issued the equiva- 
lent of our NSC-68, which Paul Nitze 
wrote in 1950, a national security 
memorandum. In the Russian National 
Security Blueprint, issued in Decem- 
ber, describes how Russian armed 
forces have seriously declined, the 
army has melted away, the navy is 
rusted, and things like that. But it 
says, don’t forget this. We have nuclear 
weapons, and don’t think that we will 
not use them if our country is in dan- 
ger. The whole of 40 years of national 
security doctrine, from President Ei- 
senhower on, of thinking of conven- 
tional forces, of a graduated approach 
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to conflict, of no first use of nuclear 
weapons—all that is off the table. Not 
because the Soviet Union is so powerful 
but because it is so weak. We can al- 
most feel them pleading in this docu- 
ment to say, Don't you understand 
our situation?” Back to the hair trig- 
ger of the 1950s. 

I ask unanimous consent that ad- 
dress to the Associated Press be print- 
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

COULD NATO EXPANSION LEAD TO NUCLEAR 

WAR? 

(Address by Senator Daniel Patrick Moy- 
nihan at the 150th anniversary annual 
meeting of the Associated Press, April 20, 
1998) 

As some of you may have learned, things 
are a bit confusing in Washington just now. 

I have had some personal experience of 
this. 

Some while ago, I was most generously in- 
vited by the President to a formal White 
House dinner. Our daughter had never been 
to one of these affairs, and so off we went, 
making our way past one Secret Service 
checkpoint after another, until at last we ar- 
rived at the East entrance where a bright 
young Agent, clipboard in hand, leaned 
through the car window and proclaimed, 
“Good evening, Senator Thurmond.” 

Next came my birthday, March 16, and a 
letter from the Vice President which began: 

“Dear Daniel: 

“I was very pleased to learn about the re- 
cent birth of your twins. Tipper joins me in 
sending our warmest congratulations and 
best wishes to you. We know that everyone 
close to you shares the excitement of the 
new additions to your family.” 

The more, then, do I welcome this oppor- 
tunity to talk to people who make it their 
business to get their facts straight. 

The Associated Press at 150! Conceived by 
David Hale of the Journal of Commerce, still 
flourishing on West Street in Manhattan, 
meeting with editors from five other New 
York dailies. It happens that at that time 
there was another such organization, oper- 
ating out of Brussels. This was the network 
of correspondence bureaus which Karl Marx 
and Frederich Engels had established con- 
necting various European capitals. Soon 
they had a Communist League across Eu- 
rope, and in 1848, issued the celebrated Com- 
munist Manifesto. 

There is a sense in which the age that fol- 
lowed was a competition between the ideas 
embodied in these respective organizations. 
As an early AP correspondent, Lawrence A. 
Gobright, put it, “My business is to commu- 
nicate facts.“ 1 To the Marxists and the other 
ideologues that would follow, facts were 
merely an epiphenomenon of vast historical 
forces, which could and should be shaped to 
great historical ends. That much grief came 
of the latter is well known. Lesser known, 
perhaps, is the achievement of the Associ- 
ated Press and the ideals it represented in 
large polities in which democratic politics 
become possible because people basically 
have the same information, and accordingly, 
can reach common understandings. 

This was the beginning of modernization. 
We go straight from Hale and Raymond and 
Greeley to the Internet. The whole world 
now has the same facts. 


Footnotes at end of address. 
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The transition has not been smooth and, 
indeed, at times seemed doubtful. There were 
many reasons, but in essence they were 
those that Marx and Engels set forth, name- 
ly that the transition to a modern world 
meant we would enter a period of ever 
mounting economic crises which would even- 
tually destroy the system that created them. 
For a half century, until just recently, the 
world has been frozen in a Cold War between 
the Soviet Union, committed to this propo- 
sition, and the West, led by the United 
States which, well, hoped it wasn’t so. 

There was one person, however, who you 
could say knew it wasn’t so, the English 
economist John Maynard Keynes. In 1932 he 
published here in the United States a small 
volume entitled. Essays in Persuasion.’ 
The whole of the Western world was then 
seized by a devastating economic crisis. How 
right Marx and Engels appeared to have 
been; how hopeless our own situation. Non- 
sense, wrote Keynes. His thesis was simple. 

‘... the profound conviction that the Eco- 
nomic Problem, as one may call it for short, 
the problem of want and poverty and the 
economic struggle between classes and na- 
tions, is nothing but a frightful muddle, a 
transitory and an unnecessary muddle. For 
the Western World already has the resources 
and the technique, if we could create the or- 
ganization to use them, capable of reducing 
the Economic Problem, which now absorbs 
our moral and material energies, to a posi- 
tion of secondary importance. 

He estimated it might take until about a 
hundred years. 

Well, here we are, two thirds of the way 
and it begins to look as if Keynes might have 
been right. The past half century has been 
one of near continuous economic growth for 
the United States, and most of the industrial 
democracies. A story by David Skidmore on 
the AP wire last Tuesday began, “Inflation 
disappeared from the U.S. economy for the 
second time in three months in March... .”3 
We have full employment and steady growth. 
Other nations that pay attention are having 
the same experience. 

Just last week our distinguished Secretary 
of the Treasury Robert E. Rubin outlined an 
American initiative to avoid future eco- 
nomic convulsions of the kind that have un- 
settled Asia. It is time, he said, to update 
the international financial institutions 
which Keynes, for the British, along with 
various Americans, established at the end of 
the World War II. Time for international fi- 
nancial systems to be as modern as the 
markets.“ Which means as the AP would 
say, to get the facts out fast and straight. 
Work on the optimistic hypothesis, Keynes 
would say, and the hypothesis will tend to be 
realized. 

A final reference to Keynes. In the preface 
to his essays, he has this seeming simple, but 
profound forecast: 

. . [t]he day is not far off when the Eco- 
nomic Problems will take the back seat 
where it belongs, and that the arena of the 
heart and head will be occupied, or re-occu- 
pied, by our real problems—the problems of 
life and of human relations, of creation and 
behavior and religion.“ 

Human relations, behavior, religion Hmm. 
We may yet long for the age of the General 
Strike! For, as we look about the world, we 
see dreadful civil strife, ethnic warfare, reli- 
gious hatred of the most appalling kind. This 
is seen as somehow pre-modern, in that 
much of the most conspicuous conflict seems 
to oceur in pre-modern settings. But I would 
offer you the thought that a number of us 
have been writing about for years that it is 
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essentially post-modern, and is not about to 
go away. To be sure, we are developing inter- 
national institutions to deal with such mat- 
ters, from election observers to international 
criminal courts. An international common 
law is emerging, along with an ever more 
elaborate network of legal agreements. And 
yet, the Cold War no more ended, with the 
collapse of the Soviet Union, than the first 
European war in fifty years broke out in 
what had been Yugoslavia. I got into Sara- 
jevo in 1992; one could feel the future. 

This comes to us of a sudden, and our grasp 
of it all is only just beginning to develop. 
For it was sudden, the end of the Cold War. 
I spoke to your annual luncheon in 1976, al- 
most a quarter century ago. It was a some- 
what sullen talk. I felt we had been con- 
ceding too much to the Soviets, and for my 
pains had just been fired as U.S. Representa- 
tive to the United Nations. I had previously 
been Ambassador to India and had left the 
subcontinent asking how long could anyone 
seriously suggest that the Russians would 
hang on to, let us say, Tajikstan. I remarked 
at lunch: 

“Russia, after all, is merely the last 19th 
Century European Empire left, and it is just 
as likely to come apart one of these days as 
did its onetime peers.““ 

This, I argued, would come about prin- 
cipally from centrifugal forces of ethnicity, 
religion, nationalism, which drive inter- 
national politics in our age. But there was 
something more; the near death of the uni- 
versalist Marxist belief in world communism 
in the Soviet Union itself. Moscow might 
then have been dispatching Cuban forces to 
Angola, invading Africa, if you like, but with 
small conviction. What I was not able to tell 
you in that talk was that Arkady N. 
Shevchenko, Under Secretary General of the 
United Nations, a man on most anyone's 
short list to succeed Andrei Gromyko as For- 
eign Minister of the U.S.S.R., had that win- 
ter defected to the United States. No such 
event had ever occurred. An official near the 
center of Kremlin policy had looked about 
him and decided that the whole Soviet idea 
had failed. No one in the Kremlin any longer 
believed in it, or, for that matter, under- 
stood it. Dissolution was inevitable. 
Shevchenko was kept in place,“ in the 
tradecraft term, for another two years. But 
his insights and forecasts were available 
from the first, even if few in Washington 
paid much heed. 

This is central. The collapse of the Soviet 
Union in 1991 took the West almost com- 
pletely by surprise. We now have volumes 
like that of former Red Army political 
commissar, Dmitri Volkogonov, whose Au- 
topsy for an Empire was published post- 
humously. It describes the stagnant decades 
in which decline became irreversible. In a re- 
view in The Wall Street Journal, Gabriel 
Schoenfeld writes that we should ask our- 
selves: 

“. . .Wyhat failure of will led the West to 
behave so timidly, pursuing unobtainable 
friendship and detente with doddering medi- 
ocrities who engaged in the ceaseless accu- 
mulation of arms and who recklessly lit bon- 
fires around the globe?” 

We have never asked this question in 
Washington. At lease we have never an- 
swered it. Instead, we continue to act as 
through the Cold War is still a central re- 
ality of foreign policy, withal there has been 
a turnover and we now have the ball and it 
is time to move downfield. How else can we 
explain the astonishing decision to expand 
NATO to include three former members of 
the Warsaw Pact. And only the beginning. As 
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Amos Perlmutter recently wrote in The 
Washington Times: the second phase, some- 
time at the end of 1999, will usher the entry 
of Croatia, Slovenia, Romania, Bulgaria, and 
assorted new and old entities.’’* Thereafter, 
the three Baltic nations and after that, who 
can say? 

Moreover, the Resolution of Ratification 
now before the Senate providing for the Ac- 
cession of Poland, Hungary and the Czech 
Republic has this singular provision. 

( THE STRATEGIC CONCEPT OF NATO.— 

“(A) THE FUNDAMENTAL IMPORTANCE OF 
COLLECTIVE DEFENSE.—The Senate declares 
that— 

“(i) in order for the NATO to serve the se- 
curity interests of the United States, the 
core purpose of NATO must continue to be 
the collective defense of the territory of all 
NATO members; and 

“(ii) NATO may also, pursuant to Article 4 
of the North Atlantic Treaty, on a case-by- 
case basis, engage in other missions when 
there is a consensus among its members that 
there is a threat to the security and inter- 
ests of NATO members.“ “ 

Does this not read suspiciously like a li- 
cense to get into a fight just about any- 
where? 

The founding of NATO in 1949, then a pact 
of 12 nations, was an act of rare foresight and 
political will. Yet, it had its ambiguities. At 
the signing ceremony, President Truman ob- 
served that the alliance was made necessary 
because one of the major powers’’—the 
USSR—had blocked the formation of an 
international force provided for in Article 43 
of the Charter that was to have enabled the 
United Nations to preserve world peace. By 
contrast, the AP account of the signing cere- 
mony recorded that the French Foreign Min- 
ister, speaking in his native tongue,“ 1 
noted that the new treaty in no way com- 
promised his country’s nonaggression pact 
with the Soviet Union. Rather, said the 
French Minister in the words of the dispatch, 
“This is directed against a possible future 
German menace.™1 Indeed, in 1966, Presi- 
dent Charles de Gaulle, having developed an 
independent atomic potential, withdrew 
France from NATO and unceremoniously 
threw our headquarters cadre out of his 
country. 

And there were reservations. George Ken- 
nan, for one, felt economic recovery as em- 
bodied in the Marshall Plan provided the 
best hope of peace. The eventual incorpora- 
tion of a prospering Federal Republic of Ger- 
many surely attests to this thought. 

Much of this history is repeating itself, so 
much that it could be said we are on the 
verge of fighting the last war. Half a century 
ago the Soviets kept their Eastern neighbors 
out of the Marshall Plan, and so an iron cur- 
tain descended across Europe. Five decades 
later it is the west Europeans who are not 
prepared to admit the Poles, Hungarians, 
Czechs, Slovenes, Estonians, who have made 
clear their hopes to join a continental com- 
mon market, the European Union, which 
would make for a united and secure Europe. 
Last fall Ambassador Richard Holbrooke 
noted the irony, 

“Almost a decade has gone by since the 
Berlin Wall fell and, instead of reaching out 
to Central Europe, the European Union 
turned toward a bizarre search for a common 
currency. So NATO enlargement had to fill 
the void.” 12 

Allow me to suggest that wandering in this 
void we may stumble into the catastrophe of 
nuclear war with Russia. 

This would come about not from Russian 
strength, but Russian weakness. This is an 
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idea we find difficult to absorb and under- 
standably so. But we had better do. 

Russians have been trying to tell us this. 
On December 7, 1988, Mikhail Gorbachev gave 
an extraordinary speech to the General As- 
sembly of the United Nations declaring, “We 
in no way aspire to be the bearer of ultimate 
truth.“ 13 The Marxist promise had failed in 
astonishing ways. (Thus, in 1996, a 16-year- 
old Russian male had only a 54 percent 
chance of surviving to age 60; two percentage 
points less than had he been born a century 
earlier) In the meantime, ethnic hos- 
tilities, which were in theory meant to dis- 
appear, seemed to rise on every hand. In 1992, 
Gorbachey spoke to us in Statuary Hall in 
the Capitol of the problems of Russians now 
outside Russia: 

“One problem which is assuming an acute 
and at times dramatic character in Russia is 
that of ethnic enclaves which, thanks to the 
breakup of the formerly unified state orga- 
nism are being violently separated from 
their accustomed motherland, and now find 
themselves on the other side of a national 
boundary. .. . 

“The situation is aggravated by the parox- 
ysms of extreme nationalism which have 


here and there generated direct discrimina- 


tion against minorities. Sometimes this is 
carried to a point which resembles apartheid. 
In this situation, any incautious step by 
anyone, however well intended it might be, 
can be misinterpreted and used in a way con- 
trary to what was anticipated. 1 

“Any incautious step.“ As, for example, 
expanding NATO to the Soviet border of 
Kaliningrad.“ Or the mayor of Moscow com- 
paring the leader of Latvia to Pol Pot, as 
happened just last week.!7 

Also last week Charles Krauthammer, 
blunt as ever, asked in The Washington Post 
column: “Is NATO expansion directed 
against Russia?” “Of course it is,” he an- 
swered.!8 

If we don’t see that, surely the Russians 
do. This is painfully clear in their National 
Security Blueprint issued by President 
Yeltsin on December 17, 1997. It is a 14,500 
word assessment of their bleak situation and 
their only seeming option. The former de- 
fense system has been disrupted, and the cre- 
ation of a new one is proceeding slowly. Long 
unprotected sections of the Russian Federa- 
tion state border have appeared.“ What does 
remain and does work are the strategic nu- 
clear forces. And so: 

“Russia reserves the right to use all the 
forces and systems at its disposal, including 
nuclear weapons, if the unleashing of armed 
aggression results in a threat to the actual 
existence of the Russian Federation as an 
independent sovereign state.“ 19 

Conspicuously, the Duma has yet to ratify 
the START II Treaty signed in 1991. In a 
careful argument against NATO expansion 
first published in The Los Angeles Times, 
Howard Baker, Sam Nunn, Brent Scowcroft 
and Alton Frye termed this a doctrine of 
“inflexible response.“ A generation of arms 
negotiations, beginning under President Ei- 
senhower, all directed against ‘‘first use’’ nu- 
clear policies seems now to have been re- 
jected. 

A Newsday editorial of March 15 began 
with George Kennan’s stark assessment: 
“Expanding NATO would be the most fateful 
error of American policy in the entire post- 
cold-war era.“ 21 

More recently Kennan has written in 
World Policy Journal: 

“, .. What is at stake in this sad state of af- 
fairs is a problem of tragic and momentous 
importance; for the situation now prevailing 
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stands firmly in the way of the creation in 
influential American opinion of any quiet 
thoughtful concepts of American policy and 
hence of any really useful and constructive 
employment of the great and unique poten- 
tial weight of this country in world affairs. 
But the national political establishment, as 
now existing, has shown itself totally in- 
capable even of understanding the true di- 
mensions of this problem, and much less in 
tackling it effectively; and one cannot now 
look to it for anything more than what it is 
capable of giving.“ 2 

Now is the time to look to the Senate. 
There will be a debate. Thanks to the insist- 
ence of Senators such as John Warner, Bob 
Smith, and Tom Harkin, there will be a de- 
bate, As of now there is not much doubt as 
to the outcome. This could change. Public 
opinion would seem to be changing. A recent 
Pew opinion survey found that approval for 
NATO expansion has dropped to 49 percent, 
with a large undecided element. 

But should the vote go as expected, may 
we at very least hope that the people and 
that the “national political establishment,” 
as Ambassador Kennan has it, be alert to the 
risk we will have taken? We might even 
change our mind one day. We might even re- 
call that Article 51 of the Charter of the 
United Nations recognizes the inherent 
right of individual or collective self-defense 
if an armed attack occurs against a Member 
of the United Nations. Which includes 
every nation in Eastern Europe. This is 
grounds on which we went to war with Iraq. 
It is the law of nations. Concerning which at 
the General Assembly in 1988, Gorbachev de- 
clared “Pacta Sunt Servanda,.”** Agreement 
must be kept. That is all President Truman 
intended at that ceremony in 1949. The law 
of the Charter must be enforced. Such 
‘“idealism"’ no longer resonates with Ameri- 
cans. But surely it is the great standard we 
have given the world. Russia included. It de- 
serves our attention. 
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Mr. MOYNIHAN. Finally, just a few 
comments. Some attention was paid to 
that address. On just last Friday there 
was an article in USA Today in which 
it says: 

At a speech in Dallas this week Senator 
Moynihan raised eyebrows when he said that 
NATO expansion at a time of Russian weak- 
ness in conventional weapons and increased 
dependence on nuclear weapons could cause 
the United States and Russia to stumble 
into the catastrophe of nuclear war.“ 

Then this paragraph: 

That's not hyperbole,’ says Michael 
Mandelbaum of the Johns Hopkins Univer- 
sity School of Advanced International Af- 
fairs. “If NATO continues to expand, as 
many envision to include the Baltic States 
on Russia’s border—Latvia, Lithuania, and 
Estonia—we would be moving toward a hair- 
trigger nuclear balance of the kind we had in 
the 1950s and 1960s.” 

David Broder had a column last 
Wednesday in the Washington Post in 
which he quotes Jack Matlock, who is 
the former Ambassador to Moscow, a 
wonderful diplomat, who says: 

There is no question that our decision to 
take on new members now, when no country 
in Eastern Europe faces a security threat 
from the outside, will greatly complicate our 
efforts to see to it that the vast stocks of nu- 
clear weapons now in Russia are never used 
against us or our allies. 

And finally, just from this morning’s 
Newsweek magazine, there is an article 
by Fareed Zakaria, who is the man- 
aging editor for Foreign Affairs who 
simply comments—this is my last re- 
mark so Senator WELLSTONE can ask 
some questions—he asks, Can't Russia 
Join the Club, Too?” But he makes one 
simple blunt assessment: 

NATO could defend the Baltics by only one 
means, nuclear attacks. 

Nuclear attack and nuclear response. 
We are right back to where we were in 
the 1950’s, or we will be as we continue 
this. We have already signaled we are 
going to move into the Baltic States. I 
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cannot imagine the thinking process 
that has led us to this point. I can only 
note that the persons who conceived 
this extraordinarily successful strategy 
in the 1940s look up today and say: 
Have you all gone mad? Do you realize 
what you are doing? Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent these docu- 
ments be printed in the RECORD, and I 
yield the floor or yield to my colleague 
from Minnesota for any questions that 
he may have. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From USA Today, April 24, 1998] 


UNLIKELY CAST GATHERS TO OPPOSE NATO 
GROWTH 


(By Barbara Slavin) 


WASHINGTON.—An unusual bipartisan coali- 
tion is launching an 1lth-hour effort to block 
expansion of the NATO military alliance. 

At a news conference Thursday, nine sen- 
ators, anti-abortion activist Phyllis Schlafly 
and a business group led by the liberal Ben 
Cohen of Ben and Jerry’s ice cream urged the 
Senate to stop NATO's growth. 

Formal debate on whether to admit Po- 
land, Hungary and the Czech Republic re- 
sumes Monday. A vote could come as early 
as Wednesday. 

The measure, a treaty modification, re- 
quires 67 votes, or two-thirds of the Senate. 
It does not go to the House. The North At- 
lantic Treaty Organization was set up in 1949 
to confront the Soviet Union in Europe. It 
now has 16 members. 

Some opponents argue that including 
countries once part of the Soviet empire will 
cost U.S. taxpayers billion of dollars that 
could be better spent on social problems at 
home. Others say expansion would alienate 
Moscow, force the United States into dan- 
gerous military alliances and blur NATO's 
mandate. 

President Clinton and congressional sup- 
porters say NATO should be open to all new 
free-market democracies in Europe. 

At least 20 senators have moved from being 
in favor of the NATO expansion when Con- 
gress recessed three weeks ago to undecided 
when it returned this week, said Sen. Tom 
Harkin, D-lowa. Bob Smith, R-N.H., says 
public support is waning as Americans learn 
more about what NATO expansion might en- 
tail. 

Supporters say they will have the votes 
they need. They may have more trouble 
blocking amendments that would limit ex- 
penditures or require a three-year pause be- 
fore any further growth. 

What's the urgency?” Smith asked at the 
news conference. The greatest threat is a 
situation where Russia and the United 
States are not allies.” 

Sen. Kent Conrad, D-N.D., said Russia’s 
more than 7,000 tactical nuclear weapons— 
“loose nukes’’—should be the focus of U.S. 
concern. Sen. John Ashcroft, R-Mo., worried 
that a new NATO would become a 911 for 
disorders around the globe.” 

At a speech in Dallas this week, Sen. Dan- 
iel Patrick Moynihan, D-N.Y., raised eye- 
brows when he said that NATO expansion, at 
a time of Russian weakness in conventional 
weapons and increased dependence on nu- 
clear weapons, could cause the United States 
and Russia to stumble into the catastrophe 
of nuclear war.” 

“That’s not hyperbole,” said Michael 
Mandelbaum of the Johns Hopkins Univer- 
sity School of Advanced International Stud- 
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ies. If NATO continues to expand as many 
envision to include the Baltic states on Rus- 
sia’s border—Latvia, Lithuania and Esto- 
nia— we would be moving toward a hair- 
trigger nuclear balance of the kind we had in 
the 1950s and 608.“ he said. 

The Clinton administration, which has 
made NATO expansion its top foreign policy 
priority, says expansion would solidify demo- 
cratic gains in Central and Eastern Europe 
and decrease the likelihood of small-scale 
ethnic conflicts and of a wider war. 

[From the Washington Post, April 22, 1998] 

BRAVE NEW NATO 
(By David S. Broder) 


With their heads presumably cleared by 
two weeks at home, the members of the Sen- 
ate have returned to the issue of NATO ex- 
pansion. They tried but failed to focus on it 
in March. This time they vow to see it 
through to a vote. Let’s hope they have their 
thinking caps on. 

Before they went out for Easter, Sen. John 
Warner of Virginia, the Republicans’ leading 
voice on national security issues, told me he 
could count no more than 15 other senators 
who shared his doubts about adding Poland, 
Hungary and the Czech Republic to the alli- 
ance. Only if it appears the potential opposi- 
tion may approach the 34 votes needed to 
block this questionable action will President 
Clinton feel compelled to give the American 
people a clear explanation of the course to 
which he is committing this nation, some- 
thing he has conspicuously failed to do so 
far, 

Charles Krauthammer, whose column typi- 
cally contains much good sense, attempted 
last week to fill in for Clinton by providing 
a rationale for expanding NATO more com- 
pelling than what he called the “pablum” 
and “rubbish” offered by administration 
spokesmen. 

Cutting through all the State Department 
boilerplate about extending the borders of 
peace, friend Charles says NATO is ex- 
panding in the service of its historic and con- 
tinuing mission: containing Russia.“ 

“It says to the world, and particularly to 
the Russians, that the future of Central Eu- 
rope is settled. Krauthammer writes. The 
no man’s land is no more. Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic are now securely 
part of the American-allied West. Finis. And 
if any Russians entertain other ideas, they 
can forget about it.“ 

You’ve got to admire that like-it-or-lump- 
it logic. But even though Krauthammer calls 
NATO expansion the easiest U.S. foreign 
policy call of the decade,“ he leaves one big 
question unanswered: If it’s smart to move 
NATO's front line eastward with these coun- 
tries, why not do a real job of containment 
and sign up all the countries in Russia’s 
neighborhood? 

Secretary of State Madeleine Albright 
might like the idea. Soon after the first 
three recruits were invited last year, she 
said, We must pledge that the first new 
members will not be the last and that no Eu- 
ropean democracy will be excluded because 
of where it sits on the map.” 

Five other countries have been promised 
early consideration: Romania, Slovenia, 
Lativa, Estonia and Lithuania. Albania, Bul- 
garia, Macedonia and Slovakia won't be far 
behind. And why not Ukraine and other 
former Soviet republics struggling for de- 
mocracy? That would be containment with a 
capital C. 

Only two problems. Pull out a map and ask 
yourself how the United States and its allies 
would guarantee these new NATO members 
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that an attack on their territory from any 
source would be dealt with exactly as if it 
were an attack on Paris, London or Chicago. 
That pledge has made NATO the most suc- 
cessful military alliance of this century. It 
should not be given lightly, especially if you 
agree with Krauthammer that Russia may 
no longer be communist but is still a major 
power that inevitably will seek to dominate 
its own region. 

None of the current NATO countries envis- 
ages sending its ground troops to fight on 
this vastly enlarged frontier. The security 
guarantee will have to be underwritten by 
America’s nuclear force—a prospect that as- 
suredly will motivate Russia to maintain its 
own nuclear weapons, rather than join us in 
scaling them down. 

More broadly, a policy of aggressive con- 
tainment will inevitably be seen by Russians 
as threatening. Boris Yeltsin has gone along 
so far, grudgingly accepting a Clinton policy 
that effectively bars Russia from NATO 
membership but creates a fig leaf NATO-Rus- 
sia Permanent Joint Council, which Albright 
promises gives Russia no opportunity to di- 
lute, delay or block NATO decisions."’ In his 
current weakness, Yeltsin has no alter- 
native. 

But Susan Eisenhower, granddaughter of 
the former president and a student of Rus- 
sian foreign policy, has documented scores of 
statements by leading Russian figures, both 
democrats and hard-liners, expressing anger 
at NATO expansion. Even a moderate such as 
Grigory Yavlinsky has declared, “It is ab- 
surd to believe in NATO's peaceful inten- 
tions.” 

Jack Matlock, the former U.S. ambassador 
to Moscow, says, There is no question that 
our decision to take on new members now, 
when no country in Eastern Europe faces a 
security threat from the outside, will greatly 
complicate our efforts to see to it that the 
vast stocks of nuclear weapons now in Rus- 
sia are never used against us or our allies." 

Think, senators; think. And force Clinton 
to address these issues. 

[From Newsweek, May 4, 1998] 

CAN'T RUSSIA JOIN THE CLUB, TOO?—IF THE 
NATO ALLIANCE IS ABOUT STRENGTHENING 
DEMOCRACY, THE TROUBLED NATION SHOULD 
GET ITS OWN INVITATION 

(By Fareed Zakaria) 

The expansion of NATO is a foregone con- 
clusion, The Senate will soon vote over- 
whelmingly to extend membership in the al- 
liance to Hungary, Poland and the Czech Re- 
public. But while they're at it, the senators 
might think about adding one more name to 
that list—Russia. 

This is not nearly as preposterous as it 
sounds. Having succeeded in its original mis- 
sion—to deter the Soviet Union—NATO is 
somewhat lost in this new era. Expansion, 
the Clinton administration has stressed, is 
an ongoing policy that could result in many 
new members. That will further change the 
essential nature of the alliance, moving it 
from a tight military camp to a larger crisis- 
solving and democracy-strengthening orga- 
nization. In this new context, Russian par- 
ticipation becomes indispensable. 

Few alliances survive victory. After having 
come together to defeat Napoleon, the Quad- 
ruple Alliance soon fell apart in the 1820s and 
1830s. NATO has done better. It still exists, 
has a large bureaucracy, conducts military 
maneuvers and is used by the United States 
as its preferred military outfit when force is 
required. But its core function—defending its 
members from Soviet attack—is dead; as 
dead as the Soviet Union. 
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The United States still has many problems 
dealing with Russia, but they stem from 
Russian weakness rather than strength. Rus- 
sia’s economy today is slightly more than 
half the size it was 15 years ago, and has de- 
clined for five straight years. Its military is 
in ruins, with salaries, food and medicine in 
scarce supply, let alone modern tanks and 
aircraft. 

Additionally, Russia’s new borders are far- 
ther away from those of NATO members—in- 
cluding the new countries of Central Eu- 
rope—than they have been for 300 years. Yet 
NATO has responded to this precipitous de- 
cline in Russian power and its diminished 
imperial intentions by bulking up and get- 
ting closer. The administration has given a 
wink and a nod to the Baltic states, which 
want to be next in the club. Their member- 
ship would almost certainly end any pre- 
tense of credible security guarantees: NATO 
could defend the Baltics by only one means— 
nuclear attack. 

All this is old thinking, we are told by the 
Clinton administration. The new NATO is 
meant to deal with the new world. Precisely 
because there are no longer actual threats to 
the security of Western Europe and other 
members, the alliance must deal with those 
threats that exist—whether in Bosnia or the 
Middle East—which require a new, expanded 
alliance. NATO must go out of area or out 
of business,” says Sen. Richard Lugar. This 
turns NATO into a kind of off-the-shelf army 
that might be used when its members can 
agree. But as the war in Bosnia bloodily 
proved, NATO members can't really agree on 
much, Out of area—in Libya, Iran, Iraq, the 
peace process, China—the United States and 
Europe are out of sync. 

Hence, when the United States wants to 
use military force, it will try to get NATO 
support. If not, it will go alone. And if it gets 
a few NATO countries and a few non-NATO 
ones to come along, it will construct a coa- 
lition of the willing.” So how exactly is the 
new, improved NATO helping here? If global 
problem-solving is NATO's new mission, it 
can work only with the cooperation of other 
great powers—principally Russia, which 
straddles two continents and has the world’s 
second largest nuclear arsenal and a veto in 
the Security Council. To try to construct an 
international security system and leave Rus- 
sia out because it lost the cold war con- 
tradicts the most simple rule of strategy for 
the victorious. Written across the first page 
of Churchill’s magnificent history of World 
War II is the four-line “moral of the work,” 
which reads: “In War—Resolution; In De- 
feat—Defiance; In Victory—Magnanimity; In 
Peace—Goodwill."’ The last time a losing 
power was excluded from the new order was 
Germany in 1918, and things didn’t turn out 
so well. 

There is, finally, the moral argument. We 
are told that the countries of Central Europe 
deserve to be recognized as full-fledged mem- 
bers of the West, and their fledgling democ- 
racies supported and strengthened. But if 
one of NATO’s new goals is to strengthen de- 
mocracy, then surely its place lies with the 
most important democratic experiment tak- 
ing place on the European continent—in 
Russia. The Czech Republic, Poland and Hun- 
gary are in no real danger of backsliding on 
democracy. What they need is access to West 
European markets. Membership in the Euro- 
pean Union, not NATO, can alone solve that 
problem, But the fate of Russian democracy 
is in the balance, and the outcome will have 
enormous consequences for the democratic 
idea everywhere and for peace in Europe. 
Why not help where help is needed? 
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As for belonging to “the West,’’ Central 
Europe has many cultural affinities with 
Western Europe, but surely they are 
matched by those of Russia. Which has made 
a larger contribution to European culture: 
Hungary or the land of Tolstoy, Dostoevsky, 
Pushkin, Prokofiev, Kandinsky and 
Shostakovich? Bringing Russia firmly into 
the West is a goal worthy of the United 
States—and its Senate. 


Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KYL). Senator WELLSTONE is recog- 
nized. 


Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
came to the floor because I had just 
come back and was in my office and I 
heard my colleague talk about the wis- 
dom of George Kennan. I associate my- 
self with his remarks. I have said on 
the floor before that my father was a 
Jewish immigrant who fled Russia. He 
had a chance to meet with George Ken- 
nan on a number of different occasions. 
He always marveled at Kennan's com- 
mand of the language. My father also 
was always so respectful of his wisdom. 

George Kennan has argued that this 
could, indeed, be a fateful decision. I 
want to, first of all, ask Senator Moy- 
NIHAN whether or not he believes that 
we run the risk—I know he has talked 
about this—whether or not he believes 
that we run the risk of really poisoning 
relations with Russia and playing into 
the hands of the militaristic forces in 
Russia? Susan Hisenhower talks about 
a visit that she had with Gorbachev 
and that Gorbachev was deeply dis- 
turbed by NATO expansion. I quote 
what Gorbachev had to say to Susan 
Eisenhower. Russia has been swin- 
dled,” he asserted, and it is feeding 
into the wild ideas of those who hold 
‘conspiracy’ theories, that the West is 
intent not only on the Soviet Union’s 
demise but also Russia’s. NATO expan- 
sion has poisoned the atmosphere of 
trust.” 

I have two questions for my col- 
league. Do you believe that that is, in- 
deed, the mistake that Kennan is talk- 
ing about? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Yes, Yes. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Needlessly risking 
poisoning relations with Russia? And 
second, can my colleague discern what 
are the reasons for doing that as op- 
posed to the expansion of the European 
Union? I am trying to find—I am puz- 
zled by this. Why are we doing this at 
this time in the history of our country 
and the world? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I would like to re- 
spond first to the absolutely essential 
question Senator WELLSTONE has put, 
or so I judge, in the context of Mr. 
Gorbachev’s response to Susan Eisen- 
hower. That all takes place in the con- 
text of the reunification of Germany 
when the wall came down and western 
Germany moved into eastern Germany. 
There was a clear understanding that 
that is as far as NATO would go. That 
is why I believe the word ‘‘swindled”’ 
was used. 
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Now I would like to make a point 
which I know my friend would sym- 
pathize with, and I think his father 
might sympathize with, which is to say 
this: That the Russians have the right 
to claim that they freed their own 
country from the horrors of a decayed 
Marxist-Leninist dictatorship. It was 
not always such in Russia. 

I have, Mr. President, a certain ad- 
vantage which comes with age. There 
are not many others. But when I grew 
up in New York City, Alexander Keren- 
sky would come around to speak to our 
high school classes from time to time. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Kerensky, the 
“Social Democrat.” 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. The Social Demo- 
crat. So I had the opportunity to learn 
early in life—which most people never 
seem to recall—there wasn’t one Rus- 
sian revolution, there were two. There 
was a democratic revolution, a provi- 
sional government came in, recogniz- 
able Social Democrats, as we say, and 
they were overthrown by the Bol- 
sheviks. All right, now, in turn, the 
Bolsheviks have been overthrown. The 
Russians have a right to say, we are 
back on course.” 

There was a rather striking meeting 
of Woodrow Wilson’s Cabinet in Wash- 
ington in the spring of 1917 after this 
first Russian revolution. I know my 
friend would be interested in this. On 
March 20, 1917, before the United States 
had entered the war, the cabinet was 
called together for a discussion on the 
question of war with Germany and the 
abandonment of the policy of neu- 
trality’’ as Secretary of State Robert 
Lansing wrote in a memorandum of the 
Cabinet meeting. They were very clear 
that war was coming with Germany 
and the President asked the cabinet if 
he should call for a meeting of Con- 
gress to so declare. And then Lansing 
had this comment. He said: 

I said that the revolution in Russia, which 
appeared to be successful, had removed the 
one objection to affirming that the European 
war was a war between democracy and abso- 
lutism. 

We welcomed the Mensheviks, the 
Social Democrats, and we said—I will 
say that once again. Here it is 1917, the 
United States is about to get into the 
First World War—and the Second 
World War is just an extension of the 
first—and the Secretary of State be- 
lieved “that the revolution in Russia, 
which appeared to be successful, had 
removed the one objection to affirming 
that the European war was a war be- 
tween democracy and absolutism.” 

Do we want to put that in jeopardy? 
Don’t we want the Russians to be able 
to say, We are back where we were at 
the beginning of the century; we have a 
democratic tradition, not a perfect one, 
but we have one, we were moving 
there, and the Bolsheviks just stole it; 
we liberated Poland and we liberated 
the Baltic States that Stalin had 
seized; we have done things for which 
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the world ought to sort of say thank 
you.” 

I spent most of my adult life think- 
ing would we go to war with the Soviet 
Union this week or next week. It is a 
bit late in life that that prospect de- 
clined and has gone away, until now. 
Wouldn’t the Senator agree that the 
Russian people and their leaders have 
something of which to be proud? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
say to my colleague from New York 
that—and I appreciate his historical 
perspective, because this is going to be 
a very important debate; this is a very 
important debate. We are going to be 
making a decision on the floor of the 
U.S. Senate that is going to crucially 
define the quality or lack of quality of 
lives of people throughout the world, 
because what happens in Russia is key 
to what happens in Europe and key to 
what happens with our children and 
our grandchildren. 

My colleague is absolutely right. Ke- 
rensky was a democrat, overturned and 
then the Bolsheviks came in, Lenin and 
the Bolsheviks. 

I say to my colleague, my father, 
who was almost 50 when I was born, 
came to this country. He fled czarist 
Russia. He was born in the Ukraine, 
Odessa, trying to stay one step ahead 
of the pogroms, where basically sol- 
diers would come in and destroy my 
dad’s business because he was Jewish. 
My dad fled the country at the age of 
17 in 1914, 3 years before the revolution. 
Then he was going to go back. He was 
excited because it looked like the czar 
had been overthrown and there would 
be democracy. Then his parents wrote 
him and said, Don't come back, the 
Communists have taken over.” My fa- 
ther never saw his family again. 

When Sheila and I finally visited—I 
wish my dad could have gone back to 
Russia after the democracy forces were 
able to succeed—it was clear to me 
that all his family was murdered dur- 
ing the Stalin years. 

What has happened is that finally 
what we have is no longer a Soviet 
Union. We have the democracy forces 
and, I say to my colleague, Senator 
MOYNIHAN, let’s just talk about Dr. 
Arbatov, who was involved in the 
START I negotiations in Geneva and 
served as consultant through all the 
Russian-American arms control issues. 
You talked about your concern over 
the direction this takes us with the 
risk of nuclear war, including START 
II and the CFE treaties. Dr. Arbatov 
has said, and I will read the end of his 
quote: 

At best, NATO expansion to the east— 

Right up to the border— 
is regarded in Russia as a mistaken policy. 
At worst, it is regarded as the consummation 
of the “grand design” to encircle and isolate 
Russia, establishing strategic superiority 
and finally destroying Russia, ending once 
and for all Russia’s role as a European 
power. 
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Let me finish with this quote. Dr. 
Arbatov, by the way, is a leader of the 
democracy forces. That is what he is 
about. The people whom I talked with 
in Russia, the people whom I believe 
the American citizens are most com- 
mitted to are the democracy forces. 
They are deathly afraid of what is 
about to happen if we adopt this agree- 
ment. 

Let me quote Dr. Arbatov again: 

NATO expansion will plant a permanent 
seed of mistrust between the United States 
and Russia. It will worsen everything from 
nuclear arms control to policies in Iraq and 
Tran. It will push Moscow into alliance with 
China and rogue regimes. 

I say to my colleague, yes, I think 
this undercuts the democracy forces, 
and it also undercuts a people who are 
proud of overthrowing communism and 
are now trying to build a market econ- 
omy and build a democracy and who 
had no inkling whatsoever that what 
we would now do is expand what is a 
military alliance eastern right up to 
their border and redivide Europe. 

This is exactly the opposite of what 
they thought would happen. The Euro- 
pean Union, that is where we should be 
using our leverage as a nation—expand 
the European Union. That is about 
markets, that is about democracy. But 
I fear that people in Russia feel be- 
trayed by this, and I am even more 
frightened that the very forces that we 
do not want to see in power in a post- 
Yeltsin Russia—and there will be a 
post-Yeltsin Russia—will come into as- 
cendancy as a result of this. This is a 
very, I think, serious mistake we are 
about to make. 

I ask my colleague this question. One 
American scholar has defined NATO 
expansion as “a bad idea whose time 
has come.” 

Can my colleague explain to me why 
this is—I think it is a bad idea. Why 
has its time come? Why are we doing 
this? In other words, we know what the 
risk is. We know that this is a real risk 
for democracy in Russia. We know that 
this is a real risk for arms agreements. 
We know this is a real risk in perhaps 
setting off just the opposite of what all 
of us hope for, which is the use of nu- 
clear weapons, the unthinkable. We 
know what the risks are—poisoning re- 
lations with Russia, instability in Eu- 
rope. So the question is, why are we 
doing this? Why are we expanding a 
military alliance? Is there a military 
threat? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I would like to say 
here that we have an element of candor 
that is not always forthcoming in these 
matters. Ambassador Holbrooke said, 
what? Because Brussels won't expand 
the European Union, NATO expansion 
must fill a void. Is it filling a void be- 
cause they cannot agree on a common 
agricultural policy in Europe? So fill- 
ing a void to bring back the prospect of 
nuclear war, is that worth it? I know 
there are a lot of farmers in Poland. 
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Well, there are a lot of farmers in 
Spain, too, and Ireland, too, and they 
got into the European Union and they 
have lived through it. 

The Europeans owe us something. 
Half—half—the defense outlays of the 
United States for the last half century, 
Mr. President, have gone to protect Eu- 
rope. I was there. I was called back in 
the Navy when the Korean War broke 
out for service in Europe in case that 
conflict became global. Oh, the ruin. 
But we, by God, were there, and the 
submarine pens the British had man- 
aged to get a few bombs through, just 
testing. We saved those people. And 
now because the common agricultural 
policy would be a little bit inconven- 
ient for them, we are proposing to ex- 
pand NATO as a surrogate. And may I 
make a point to my friend, I am sure 
he knows it, but not everybody does. 
We say we are expanding the borders of 
NATO toward Russia. My learned 
friend knows there is a Russian enclave 
on the Baltic Sea which is called 
Kaliningrad, named after one of the 
original members of the politburo— 
Stalingrad is gone, Leningrad is gone, 
Kaliningrad continues—sitting right 
next to Poland. 

We are not getting close, Mr. Presi- 
dent, to the borders of Russia. We are 
on the borders of Russia. There it is, 
that little yellow spot—yellow for Rus- 
sia. It says “Russia.” 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Might I ask my 
colleague, what would be the reaction 
of people in our country if there was a 
Russian military alliance that came to 
the border of the United States? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Nova Scotia? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Nova Scotia. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Well, there would 
be a lot more people on the Senate 
floor this afternoon. But, I mean, I 
could not agree more. You heard 
George Kennan say, in fact, Is this the 
only thing our policymakers in Wash- 
ington can think to do?” 

Now, the creating of NATO was a big 
event. It was a proposal by Ernest 
Bevin, who understood these things in 
a way that not every American did. 
There is a nice story that I think Sen- 
ator WELLSTONE will enjoy, and you, 
Mr. President. 

As some people recall—I recall, but I 
was in the Navy. After V-E Day, the 
British held an election. They had not 
had one for 10 years. Suddenly, Church- 
ill and all his Cabinet—out they go. 
And in comes the Labor Government. 
Big change. Clement Attlee is Prime 
Minister. And Ernest Bevin, the some- 
time head of the Transport and General 
Workers Union, becomes Foreign Sec- 
retary. So he goes off to Potsdam, 
which is just a suburb of Berlin. And 
there is Stalin and all his people. And 
Truman—I doubt whether Harry S. 
Truman ever met someone he knew to 
be a Communist until he got to Pots- 
dam and was introduced to Stalin. 
They do not have many of them in 
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Kansas City. We had lots of them on 
the west side of Manhattan, but that is 
another matter. 

This story is apocryphal but true. 
Bevin comes back from Potsdam, and 
he is in on the floor of the House of 
Commons. And a friend comes up to 
him, a parliamentarian, and says, 
Ernie, what are those Soviets like?” 
And he says, Well, you know, they're 
just like the bloody Communists.” 

I mean, there are no shortage of 
Communists in the Transport and Gen- 
eral Workers Union. He could spot 
their behavior and so forth. It was he 
who said we had to form a military al- 
liance. The thing nobody in this world 
wanted was more armies and navies, 
and so forth, but he knew. And our peo- 
ple responded. 

Harry Truman, who did not know 
there was an atom bomb being built as 
Vice President, who had very little 
contact with any of this—he had been 
in Europe in World War I—supported it. 
God, there was a golden age. 

Now, all we can do is expand NATO 
because the common agriculture policy 
is making it difficult in Brussels to in- 
clude the Czech Republic and Poland. 
That is not the standard we set for our- 
selves when the cold war began. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to Senator 
MOYNIHAN, could I ask you one final 
question? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Sure. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to my col- 
leagues who are on the floor, I know 
other colleagues want to speak, and I 
am sensitive to your schedules. But I 
do think this is an important discus- 
sion and I never had the chance to do 
this in the 7 years I have been in the 
Senate. 

I said I really believe that George 
Kennan has made enormous contribu- 
tions to the world. I think he is as pro- 
found a thinker and as knowledgeable a 
person about Russia as there is, and I 
put my colleague, Senator MOYNIHAN, 
in the same tradition. 

There are other points that I will 
make later on in the debate I have 
other than what I have made today. I 
find it interesting. There was a piece in 
the New York Times, front page story, 
about all the ways in which some of 
the bigger companies, military con- 
tractor companies have now poured 
money into lobbying on behalf of this. 

That makes me nervous because I 
really do not want to see this become 
kind of a proliferation of weapons in 
some of the new member countries. 
And then what will be the Russians’ re- 
sponse? I have concerns about that. 
Other Senators will talk about the 
cost, what will be the cost. 

But we are talking, I say to Senator 
MOYNIHAN, about what I am most wor- 
ried about, which I think it is a pro- 
found mistake, because I believe that, 
again, this needlessly risked poisoning 
relations with Russia in creating the 
very kind of instability we do not want 
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to see. I think that we do not want to 
see the people who are prodemocracy 
forces undercut. 

But my question is this. You can help 
me out. I come from a State—I will tell 
you this is probably maybe the most 
difficult for me. Actually, the welfare 
vote was the most difficult for me on 
political grounds, but this may be the 
second most difficult vote, because I 
have met with some wonderful people— 
Czech community, Bulgarian commu- 
nity, Polish community, we have big 
populations in Minnesota. 

They have been wonderful supporters 
of me, I say to the Senator. They are 
really disappointed in me. And I won- 
der, what would you say to some pretty 
wonderful people in our country who 
feel so strongly that as a matter of 
kind of almost historical justice that 
these countries should have member- 
ship in NATO? How do you speak to 
their strongly held views, to how emo- 
tional—and I do not mean that in a 
negative way; I am not putting people 
down at all—they feel about this? How 
do you respond to them? What do you 
say based upon your knowledge, your 
experience in public service, your sense 
of history? Do you understand my 
question? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I understand your 
question perfectly, sir, because it is my 
question. 

And I say this—and I would rec- 
ommend to anyone who wishes to 
think about it—if you love Poland, if 
you think that solidarity was the first 
real assault on the Soviet system, if 
you think that Pope John Paul has 
meant more in advancing freedoms in 
this age than anybody you can think 
of, do not do this to Poland. See that 
Poland is in the European Union, give 
them a common market, give them the 
same currency that the Danes will 
have and the Spanish will have. Give 
them access to a global market they 
have never been allowed into. Give 
them a common agricultural policy 
that will give their farmers a living. 

That is what they deserve. And that 
is what is being denied them by the bu- 
reaucracies, as bureaucracies will do. 
And what we do not want is—Poland 
has had enough in this 20th century. 
We do not want another period of hos- 
tilities that could lead not just to war 
but to annihilation. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank my col- 
league. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I see 
my distinguished friend from Indiana is 
on the floor. I have to apologize. In the 
colloguy with Senator WELLSTONE, I 
did not realize he had characteris- 
tically quietly come aboard. 

I yield the floor, and I look forward 
to his remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Indiana. 

Mr. LUGAR. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from New York and 
the distinguished Senator from Min- 
nesota for a very constructive and 
helpful colloquy. I enjoyed it. 
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PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. LUGAR. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that Kevin Johnson, a fellow in 
my office, be permitted floor privileges 
for the duration of debate on the Pro- 
tocols of Accession to the NATO Trea- 
ty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ate has begun a historical debate over 
NATO’s future, one that surely will re- 
verberate for many years to come. I be- 
lieve we have a historical window of 
opportunity to take steps which will 
secure European peace and stability 
and which will lock in the freedom and 
independence won in the revolutions of 
1989 and the collapse of communism. 

If the Senate ratifies enlargement, 
we will have set the foundation for dec- 
ades of European peace and prosperity; 
but if we fail, historians may look back 
at the early post-cold-war period as a 
tragic loss of opportunities. The more 
distant we are from the days of the fall 
of the Berlin Wall and the collapse of 
communism, the clearer it becomes 
that we have entered a new era. But 
dangers still abound in post-cold-war 
Europe. The revolutions of 1989 not 
only led to the collapse of communism 
but also to the end of the peace orders 
established after two world wars. 

What is at stake here and now is 
order and stability in Europe as a 
whole. And that is why American in- 
terests are involved. Mr. President, 
NATO cannot by itself solve all of Eu- 
rope’s problems, but without a stable 
security framework, we run the risk 
that reform and democracy in Eastern 
Europe will not persist but will instead 
be undercut by destructive forces of na- 
tionalism and insecurity. 

The failure of democracy in the east 
could not help but have a profound con- 
sequence for democracy in the con- 
tinent’s western half as well. If history 
teaches us anything, it is that the 
United States is always drawn into 
such European conflicts because our 
vital interests are ultimately engaged. 
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub- 
lic are democratic, free-market nations 
with professional militaries under ci- 
vilian control. In addition to contrib- 
uting to NATO’s core mission of collec- 
tive defense, they are ready and able to 
support American and allied interests 
beyond their borders as they have dem- 
onstrated in Desert Storm, in Haiti, 
and in Bosnia. 

Accession of these three democracies 
to NATO will eliminate immoral and 
destabilizing dividing lines in Europe. I 
point out, Mr. President, those lines 
are there—not put there by us—and ex- 
tend stability into a region long trou- 
bled by conflict. 

A stable and peaceful Europe will 
benefit all of Europe, including Russia 
and non-NATO countries. Expanding 
peace and stability in Europe lessens 
the chance of the United States again 
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being pulled into conflicts in the re- 
gion. NATO enlargement provides an 
opportunity for the alliance to be 
proactive in shaping a stable and stra- 
tegic landscape in Europe. 

Mr. President, it has been argued 
that we are rushing into 1992 enlarge- 
ment. I have advocated, among others, 
expanding the NATO alliance since 
1992. I have had countless discussions 
on the subject with colleagues here in 
the Senate and in the administration 
since that time. I have traveled to Eu- 
rope and to the former Soviet Union 
many times in recent years, and the 
issue of NATO enlargement has been 
one of the most debated and talked 
about issues throughout that period of 
time. 

As an early advocate of enlargement, 
I do not agree that the Senate is rush- 
ing to expand NATO. Rather, I suggest 
that supporters and critics of enlarge- 
ment have been engaged in a debate 
and discussion of this topic for at least 
6 years—hardly a hurried process. 
NATO enlargement has been endorsed 
by Congress each year since 1994. NATO 
enlargement was endorsed in the Con- 
tract With America as part of the 1996 
Republican Presidential platform. 

Mr. President, the Foreign Relations 
Committee held 12 hearings over the 
past 4 years to hear from nearly 50 sup- 
porters and opponents of the policy of 
enlargement. In fact, I held the first 
hearing on the subject as chairman of 
the Subcommittee on European Affairs 
of the Foreign Relations Committee. 
Not only has the Foreign Relations 
Committee held hearings and studied 
the subject, but so has the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee, Intelligence Com- 
mittee, and Budget and Appropriations 
Committees. 

These committee hearings have thor- 
oughly examined concerns about NATO 
expansion, including projected cost, 
how we deal with Russia, and the fu- 
ture mission of NATO. The commit- 
tee’s resolution addresses all of these 
points and was reported by a vote of 16- 
2. Our chairman, Senator HELMS, and 
distinguished ranking member, Sen- 
ator BIDEN, have done an excellent job 
in constructing a very thoughtful and 
balanced resolution of ratification. 

If Senate committee hearings and de- 
liberations are not enough, Senators 
LOTT and DASCHLE organized a Senate 
NATO observer group, which had 28 
members and met 17 times to study and 
discuss this important foreign policy 
initiative. NATO enlargement has re- 
ceived endorsements from every living 
U.S. Secretary of State, numerous 
former Secretaries of Defense and Na- 
tional Security Advisers, and more 
than 60 flag and general officers, in- 
cluding 5 distinguished former Chair- 
men of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

This has been a long, serious debate 
among Members of Congress, the ad- 
ministration, and our allies regarding 
the benefits and possible pitfalls of en- 
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largement. There has been no rush to 
judgment. We are now entering the 
final stage of the process; namely, Sen- 
ate debate and a vote on the merits of 
NATO enlargement. I have listened 
carefully to critics who suggest that 
there is no threat at the present time 
and thus we should not expand NATO 
now. They suggest there will be plenty 
of time to expand the alliance should a 
new enemy or threat appear on the ho- 
rizon. I strongly disagree with that 
point of view. We have learned that the 
weapons used in Desert Storm were en- 
visioned, planned, and produced in the 
1970s. Thus, the systems which allowed 
us to triumph in the Persian Gulf are 
20 to 25 years old. 

The organization and infrastructure 
to meet future threats must have a 
similar root structure. We must begin 
to construct an alliance which can 
meet the future and undetermined 
threats. Our military experts and top 
strategic thinkers believe an alliance 
which includes Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic will be better able 
to meet those challenges. 

What might those challenges be? Per- 
haps the emergence of a hostile re- 
gional power, a threat from the Middle 
East or from North Africa, a resurgent 
imperialist Russia, nationalist or reli- 
gious instability, or the proliferation 
of weapons of mass destruction. 

The systems needed to deter or de- 
feat such future threats must begin to 
be constructed long before they can be 
expected to operate effectively. One 
cannot expect an alliance to be shelved 
during times of peace and simply 
dusted off when the threats emerge. 
The alliance must begin to lay the 
foundation which will prepare us to 
meet an uncertain future. In my mind, 
expanding the zone of peace and secu- 
rity in Europe and adding three new 
willing, enthusiastic members will con- 
tribute to that preparedness. 

Four of our NATO allies—Canada, 
Denmark, Norway, and Germany—have 
already ratified the protocols of en- 
largement. It is time for the Senate to 
act and to show leadership on this 
issue. 

NATO's open-door entrance policy es- 
tablished by article 10 of the Wash- 
ington treaty—which should not be 
misunderstood as an open-ended pol- 
icy—has given countries of Central and 
Eastern Europe the incentive to accel- 
erate reforms, to settle disputes with 
neighbors, and to increase regional co- 
operation. They have done so magnifi- 
cently. 

To retract the open-door policy, as 
some have suggested, would risk under- 
mining tremendous gains that have 
been made for peace throughout the re- 
gion. The result of a “closed-door” pol- 
icy would be the creation of new divid- 
ing lines across Europe. Those nations 
outside might become disillusioned and 
insecure and, thus, inclined to adopt 
the competitive and destabilizing secu- 
rity policies of Europe’s past. 
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NATO’s decision to enlarge in stages 
recognizes that all new democracies 
and applicants in Europe are not equal- 
ly ready or willing to be security allies. 
Some states may never be ready. At 
the same time, NATO must not pre- 
judge the future or draw new lines in 
Europe by pre-emptively excluding or 
setting time lines for future coopera- 
tion or membership. 

The selection of future NATO mem- 
bers should depend on: (1) a determina- 
tion by NATO members of their stra- 
tegic interests; (2) NATO’s perception 
of threats to security and stability; 
and (3) actions taken by prospective 
members to complete their democratic 
transitions and to harmonize their 
policies with NATO's political aims 
and security policies. 

This would clarify the security ex- 
pectations of non-NATO members. It 
would make clear that it is the inten- 
tion of the United States that NATO 
remain a serious defensive military al- 
liance and not slip into a loose collec- 
tive security society. It suggests that 
enlargement will be a careful, delib- 
erate process, with consideration of all 
security interests. Finally, it draws 
again on the principle of reciprocity, 
both to encourage prospective mem- 
bers to align themselves with NATO’s 
values and policies and to signal that 
threats will be counterproductive. 

Intellectually, I can understand the 
concern that we must not allow the 
NATO Alliance to collapse under the 
strains, produced by multitudes of new 
members. But, neither can we seek a 
quick, painless remedy for serious de- 
bate and oversight of American foreign 
policy through strategic pauses” or 
“NATO linkages”. The best way to en- 
sure the continued vitality of NATO is 
for the United States to consider and 
debate the qualifications and potential 
ramifications of new members on a 
country-by-country or a stage-by-stage 
basis. 

NATO’s open-door policy has served 
the Alliance well for fifty years. The 
Senate has always and will retain its 
prerogatives and powers in the area of 
the North Atlantic Treaty and the Alli- 
ance. A two-thirds Senate majority is 
the best form of balance and oversight 
we can produce without treading on ex- 
ecutive privilege. 

In the weeks leading up to the Alli- 
ance’s Madrid summit in July 1997, 
many of our current European allies 
pushed for a larger initial number of 
states to join NATO. The President de- 
cided to keep the initial round to three 
members. This was not a popular deci- 
sion with some of our allies, who had 
championed the cause of Slovenia and 
Romania. And while neither the Ad- 
ministration nor the Senate can pre- 
vent other current members of the Al- 
liance from promoting the membership 
of additional states, both have the 
ability to prevent the accession of 
other candidates—the Administration 
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through its predominant voice in the 
North Atlantic Council and the Senate 
through its role in approving modifica- 
tions to the North Atlantic Treaty. 

Consequently, I do not believe a leg- 
islatively mandated pause is in the in- 
terest of this country, this institution, 
or the NATO Alliance. 

Some propose that NATO enlarge- 
ment be bound to the expansion of the 
European Union (EU). EU enlargement 
is highly desirable in its own right, but 
must not be a condition to NATO mem- 
bership. It would restrict a trans-At- 
lantic Alliance led by the U.S. to the 
political exigencies of a strictly Euro- 
pean organization. 

I point out again, Mr. President, that 
NATO is the organization in which the 
United States is involved and in which 
we offer leadership, not the European 
union. 

The transfer of security decision- 
making power to an institution which 
has been unable to develop a common 
security policy and failed to stop the 
fighting in the former Yugoslavia 
would not bode well for the future of 
European security. The EU's decision- 
making procedures are notorious for 
being cumbersome and slow. Moreover, 
the consensus-building process they 
serve to tend to produce outcomes ex- 
pressing the lowest common denomi- 
nator. All of these traits are antithet- 
ical to the demands of a military alli- 
ance which places a premium on time- 
ly, decisive action rather than first 
meeting the test of political accept- 
ability to a diverse relationship. 

Finally, subordinating NATO to the 
EU in this manner would make the Al- 
liance, not a cornerstone of European 
security, but an appendage. The role of 
the U.S., Canada, and Turkey, none of 
whom are members of the EU, would be 
significantly diminished in the en- 
largement process. This potential 
back-door' approach to enlargement 
is fraught with dangers; I prefer the 
‘*front-door’’, the ‘“‘open-door’’. 

Critics assert that NATO enlarge- 
ment repeats the mistake of the 
Versailles Treaty by mistreating Rus- 
sia. One should be careful with histor- 
ical analogies. NATO enlargement is 
not a punishment or isolation of Rus- 
sia. During the period that NATO en- 
largement has proceeded, President 
Yeltsin was re-elected; reformers were 
elevated in government; President 
Yeltsin pledged to press for ratification 
of START II and then to pursue deeper 
nuclear arms reductions in START III;: 
the Russian Duma approved the Chem- 
ical Weapons Convention; Russian 
troops continue their participation in 
Bosnia; the West has extended some 
$100 billion since 1991 to assist Russian 
democratic and economic reforms, and 
over $2 billion in weapons dismantle- 
ment and security. 

NATO members will continue to have 
both common and divergent interests 
with Russia, whether NATO enlarges or 
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not. It is a mistake to view Russia 
solely as a reactive power and to blame 
its actions on Western behavior alone. 
There will be areas of collaboration 
and areas of discord in the relation- 
ship, and those distinctions will be de- 
termined by differences in geography, 
history, and economic standing, not by 
ideology as during the Cold War and 
not by NATO enlargement in the post- 
Cold War world. The only way to man- 
age both areas of coincident and con- 
flicting interests is by building bridges 
where possible and drawing lines where 
necessary. 

Many reject NATO enlargement out 
of a desire to preserve a Russian sphere 
of influence. If Russia cannot accept 
the legitimate right of its neighbors to 
choose their security arrangements, a 
policy they embraced in the NATO- 
Russia Founding Act, then NATO’s role 
in the region will prove even more im- 
portant. 

Some critics believe that NATO en- 
largement is somehow condemning the 
START II Treaty and cooperative U.S.- 
Russian nuclear dismantlement activi- 
ties to the dustbin of history. I do not 
believe this is the case. Russia’s recent 
ratification of the Chemical Weapons 
Convention would indicate that the 
linkage between NATO enlargement 
and arms control is more political than 
strategic. 

Many Russians, including liberal 
Duma members, simply do not like the 
START II Treaty. They believe the 
Russian side was out-negotiated by the 
Americans, and oppose it whether 
NATO expands or not. 

What is at issue among Russian arms 
control specialists is whether the 
United States can be convinced to pay 
some additional price for mutual stra- 
tegic nuclear arms control reductions 
that the Russians themselves will have 
to undertake with or without a treaty. 
Continued statements about the dire 
consequences that will accompany 
NATO enlargement become the means 
by which they hope to induce the U.S. 
to go to a START III agreement sooner 
rather than later. 

Perceived START II inequities con- 
stitute by far the primary reason for 
the reluctance of many Duma members 
and defense specialists to ratify the 
START II Treaty, not continuing, 
deep-seated resentment of NATO en- 
largement. It is not simply the nation- 
alists but the so-called liberals in the 
Russian foreign policy elite who be- 
lieve that START II, as currently writ- 
ten, is not in Russia’s national inter- 
est. The latter would also propose to 
substantially modify the START III 
elements of the Helsinki joint state- 
ment agreed to by Presidents Clinton 
and Yeltsin, arguing that the March 
1997 START III principles do not go far 
enough to guarantee that Russia’s 
smaller strategic forces of the future 
will be able to reliably deter the United 
States. 
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At the very time that prominent 
Russian arms controllers’? are pub- 
licly laying the blame for lack of Duma 
ratification of START II at the feet of 
an expanding NATO, they are privately 
probing to determine how far the 
United States would be willing to go in 
further lowering warhead ceilings 
through START III, realizing that Rus- 
sia cannot realistically afford to main- 
tain the proposed START II strategic 
force levels. They want to drive the 
warhead ceiling down to a figure that 
Russia can afford! They are urging the 
beginning of START III negotiations as 
soon as possible, in part, they say, to 
improve the prospects for Russian rati- 
fication of START II. They are argu- 
ing, in short, that the entire strategic 
arms control dialogue is foundering, 
not because of NATO enlargement, but 
because the U.S. insists on waiting for 
START II ratification before beginning 
formal negotiations on START III. 

It is not so much NATO expansion 
that is eating away at the U.S.-Russia 
strategic relationship. Rather, it is 
Russian weakness and the desire of 
some Russians either to stop the stra- 
tegic nuclear arms reduction process at 
START I levels, or to convince Amer- 
ican statesmen and political leaders, in 
part through a “guilt trip” over NATO 
enlargement, that a better deal needs 
to be offered to the Russian side—ei- 
ther in order to secure ratification of 
the START II Treaty or to supersede it 
with a START III agreement. 

There is nothing inherently incon- 
sistent between a strong, healthy U.S.- 
Russian relationship and an expanding 
NATO. Too many Americans critics of 
NATO enlargement who posit this as 
an either/or choice fail to understand 
the nature of the debate within the 
Russian Federation. 

NUNN-LUGAR 

In recent trips to Russia and the 
former Soviet Union it has been clear 
to me that NATO enlargement is un- 
likely to have a negative impact on our 
broad and deep cooperation with the 
Russian government to reduce the 
threat from weapons of mass destruc- 
tion. My colleagues have expressed 
their concern that our successful coop- 
erative dismantlement and destruction 
programs may falter as NATO enlarges. 

For the past year or two, while NATO 
issues were being addressed by senior 
diplomats, Nunn-Lugar activities con- 
tinued along their steady path, 
undisrupted. The programs are pro- 
ceeding well, with no signs of NATO 
enlargement hindering or damaging 
our ongoing destruction and dismantle- 
ment efforts. 

To date, the Nunn-Lugar program 
has deactivated 4,700 nuclear warheads, 
destroyed 255 ICBMs, eliminated 252 
ICBM launchers, destroyed 37 bombers, 
eliminated 95 SLBMs, destroyed 80 
SLBM launchers, and sealed 114 nu- 
clear test tunnels. These numbers will 
continue to climb as we expand our co- 
operative efforts with Russia. 
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Our cooperative programs with Rus- 
sia on these issues have not slowed 
down; rather they have made remark- 
able gains in recent months. Recently, 
the Russians have indicated their will- 
ingness to move forward on a range of 
new projects. Nunn-Lugar will support 
the elimination of over 20 Russian SS- 
18 ICBMs each year. At 10 warheads 
apiece, this removes one of the most 
feared threats to U.S. strategic forces. 

Nunn-Lugar will support the elimi- 
nation of over 10 missile submarines 
per year at three Russian shipyards. 
Dismantlement projects will include 
DELTAs and ultimately TYPHOONs, 
the workhorses and mainstays of the 
Russian submarine forces. Moscow has 
also proposed Nunn-Lugar support for 
transforming the fissile material from 
dismantled Russian warheads into non- 
weapons-usable hockey puck shapes for 
storage at the Mayak fissile material 
storage facility. This project would 
provide unprecedented conformation 
that the Russians are dismantling nu- 
clear warheads, and will speed the safe 
and secure storage of weapons-usable 
material. 

Ukraine has been similarly expansive 
in identifying new areas of coopera- 
tion. The Ukrainian government has 
requested Nunn-Lugar assistance in 
eliminating SS-24s and associated silos 
to meet its requirements by 2000. Kiev 
has also asked for Nunn-Lugar assist- 
ance in destroying 44 bombers, as well 
as over 1,000 advanced air-launch cruise 
missiles. 

With these major advances in our co- 
operative destruction and dismantle- 
ment programs under Nunn-Lugar, it is 
difficult to find evidence to support the 
claim that NATO enlargement is inter- 
fering with the larger problem of the 
proliferation of weapons of mass de- 
struction. Just the opposite, as NATO 
enlargement has progressed, so have 
our joint efforts with Russia and other 
states of the former Soviet Union to 
deal with the threat of weapons of 
mass destruction. 

Therefore I conclude that NATO en- 
largement and deeper NATO-Russian 
relations both have immense value for 
the United States and Europe if they 
are pursued properly. They are com- 
plementary and reinforcing objectives. 
The best outcome for the United States 
and Europe is for both tracks to suc- 
ceed. A zero-sum debate about them, 
therefore, misses the point. 

The coming votes of European par- 
liaments and the U.S. Senate on NATO 
enlargement will not simply be deci- 
sions over whether to add a few mem- 
bers to a military alliance. These votes 
will become a statement on the roles of 
the United States and the countries of 
Western Europe in the world. The U.S. 
vote on enlargement will be seen as a 
sign of whether America intends to 
maintain its international leadership 
role, or whether, after the end of the 
Cold War, the United States intends to 
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retreat and relinquish its status as the 
world leader. 

It is my hope that America will 
maintain its position and engagement 
in the world’s arena. We should ratify 
NATO enlargement and expand the 
zone of peace and security which has 
served Western Europe so well for the 
last fifty years to the central and east- 
ern portions of this important con- 
tinent. 

I thank the Chair. 

Mr. GRAMS addressed the Chair. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ASHCROFT). The Senator from Min- 
nesota. 


Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, Ronald 
Reagan once remarked that: 

They say the world has become too com- 
plex for simple answers. They are wrong. 
There are no easy answers, but there are 
simple answers. 

Mr. President, with the end of the 
Cold War and the dissolution of the So- 
viet empire, we must face the chal- 
lenge of maintaining a zone of stability 
in Central Europe while preserving the 
freedom and independence of these 
democratic states. Enlarging NATO to 
include Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic is not an easy answer, 
but it is a simple answer. Most impor- 
tantly, it is a simple answer that is in 
the best interest of the United States. 

This is not the first time that the 
Senate has considered the merits of 
NATO enlargement. NATO added new 
members on three other occasions, 
bringing Germany, Greece, Turkey, 
and Spain into the fold. With each ad- 
dition, the military capability of NATO 
increased, and the stability of Europe 
was enhanced. I am confident that the 
inclusion of Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic in NATO will have the 
same effect. 

This round of NATO expansion, how- 
ever, is significant in that these are 
the first candidates for NATO member- 
ship to be considered that were part of 
the Soviet bloc. Nearly a decade after 
the fall of the Berlin Wall, we have a 
chance to right the historical wrong of 
Yalta, and firmly anchor Poland, Hun- 
gary, and the Czech Republic in the 
West. While the accession of these 
three nations to full NATO member- 
ship should not be supported for moral 
reasons alone, our moral obligation to 
these countries should not be ignored. 
We must look at NATO expansion not 
just as a way to make up for past mis- 
takes, but as a chance to secure the 
gains of freedom and democracy and 
ensure that they will never again be 
encroached. 

NATO expansion offers the United 
States a remarkable opportunity to be 
proactive in shaping the strategic land- 
scape of Europe. That this opportunity 
is a result of peace, and not the spoils 
of war, is a tribute to the effectiveness 
of NATO over nearly 50 years. It is not 
a responsibility that we should take 
lightly; it is not a responsibility that 
we can shirk. 
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NATO'S MISSION 

The Senate does not have merely the 
obligation to determine whether Po- 
land, Hungary and the Czech Republic 
should be admitted to NATO, but to 
safeguard the integrity of the organiza- 
tion they would be joining. NATO has 
been a successful military alliance 
with a clearly defined mission: pro- 
tecting the territorial integrity of its 
members, defending them from exter- 
nal aggression and preventing the 
domination of Europe by any single 
power. NATO’s mission remains just as 
valid today as it was at its inception. I 
am convinced that a NATO which in- 
cludes Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic will be a stronger, more via- 
ble institution as long as NATO retains 
its essential character throughout this 
transition. 

I share the concerns of some of my 
colleagues that unless we are vigilant, 
NATO may evolve into a UN-style 
peacekeeping force. However, it is im- 
portant to underscore that the expan- 
sion of NATO to include Poland, Hun- 
gary, and the Czech Republic will in- 
hibit—not promote—this objectionable 
outcome. The prospective members are 
eager to join NATO to receive the same 
strong security guarantee that NATO 
members have traditionally enjoyed. 
They understand what it means to be 
invaded and occupied, and do not want 
NATO’s ability to carry out its mission 
to be diluted or compromised. They 
will be on our side in the internal de- 
bate in the North Atlantic Council over 
NATO’s strategic concept in the 2lst 
century. 

RUSSIA 

Mr. President, others have argued 
that the inclusion of Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic in NATO will 
destabilize Russia and endanger our ef- 
forts to build a constructive relation- 
ship with that important nation. I do 
not believe this is the case. The Rus- 
sian legislature is refusing to ratify 
START II. Russia is forging closer ties 
to Iraq and Iran and undermining U.S. 
policy in the Middle East whenever 
possible. Moscow is trying to disrupt 
U.S.-backed plans to move Caspian Sea 
oil through an Azerbaijani-Georgian 
pipeline to the Black Sea. But there is 
no evidence that any of these actions is 
linked to NATO expansion. Indeed, 
Russia was pursing these policies long 
before the expansion of NATO was seri- 
ously contemplated. NATO expansion 
may be a convenient excuse for Rus- 
sia’s stance on foreign policy issues 
that run counter to U.S. interests, but 
it is not the cause. 

I have no doubt that Russia, if given 
the choice, would like to maintain a 
“sphere of influence” in Central Eu- 
rope, or barring that, a buffer zone. But 
this is 1998, not 1948, and Poland, Hun- 
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gary, and the Czech Republic have the 
right and the ability to reject the 
former, and the United States has a 
vital interest in denying the latter. As 
former Secretary of State Henry Kis- 
singer noted. 

Basing European and Atlantic secu- 
rity on a no man’s land between Ger- 
many and Russia runs counter to his- 
torical experience. A greater security 
dilemma would be created by ceding to 
our own fears about antagonizing Rus- 
sia than proceeding with enlargement. 


Furthermore, appeasing the Russian 
extremists who object to NATO expan- 
sion would only serve to undermine the 
very democratic forces that we're try- 
ing to protect. I see no evidence of a 
brewing nationalist backlash that crit- 
ics keep warning us about. The Russian 
people are concerned about securing 
jobs, protecting their pensions, and 
preserving their personal security. 
Opinion polls show that Russian voters 
don’t care one way or another about 
NATO expansion. As one expert wit- 
ness, Mr. Dimitri Simes, before the 
Foreign Relations Committee re- 
marked, the Russian leadership: en- 
gaged in terrible atrocities in 
Chechnya against I. . .] many Russian 
civilians. They are not paying wages 
and pensions at a time when people can 
easily observe the huge mansions of 
the new elite [. . J. None of this moves 
Russian politics in a nationalist or re- 
actionary direction. But somehow an 
obstruction like NATO enlargement is 
supposed to have a mystical, destruc- 
tive impact on Russian politics. It is 
very difficult for me to believe. 


EUROPEAN UNION 


Mr. President, we should not let our 
fears of Russia’s response stall NATO 
expansion; nor should we let protec- 
tionist elements of the European Union 
have the same effect. Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic are established 
democracies with free market econo- 
mies. They have resolved all territorial 
conflicts with their neighbors. Their 
militaries are firmly under civilian 
control and they have pledged to meet 
all the responsibilities of NATO mem- 
bership. These countries want to be en- 
gaged in Europe; they are willing to 
fully participate in the defense of Eu- 
rope and have pledged to do their fair 
share. There is no need to wait until 
the European Union accepts Poland, 
Hungary, and the Czech Republic be- 
fore we permit them to achieve full 
membership in NATO. 

Right now, three of our current Euro- 
pean allies are not members of the Eu- 
ropean Union: Norway, Iceland, and 
Turkey. There is no reason to raise the 
bar for the admission of new members. 

MANDATED PAUSE 


The accession of Poland, Hungary, 
and Czech Republic to full NATO mem- 
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bership must be regarded as the first— 
not the only—round of expansion. A 
mandated pause would create a new di- 
viding line in Europe and send a signal 
to the Central European countries who 
were not included in the first round 
that enlargement has not just stalled, 
but has stopped. Many of these coun- 
tries are making positive changes to- 
ward democracy and free markets with 
the view of joining NATO. It would be 
destructive to remove that goal. 


RESOLUTION OF RATIFICATION 


As a member of the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee, I raised a number of 
concerns about the Administration’s 
proposal to expand NATO and I am 
pleased that these have been addressed 
in the Resolution of Ratification. This 
Resolution of Ratification underscores 
that NATO’s central mission remains 
the territorial defense of its members 
and that NATO command, structures, 
force goals, and defense planning must 
reflect that fact. It confirms that Rus- 
sia will not have a voice or a veto on 
NATO decision-making and that the 
Permanent Joint Council will be a 
mechanism for explaining NATO pol- 
icy, not creating it. It also ensures 
that there will be a clear, equitable dis- 
tribution of the financial costs of ex- 
pansion. American taxpayers should 
not pay the costs of modernizing the 
forces of our current allies, because 
they have failed to live up to their pre- 
vious commitments. Nor should our 
taxpayers pay more if any of our Euro- 
pean allies refuse to pay their fair 
share for the costs of bringing in new 
members. 


MINNESOTA 


Some of my colleagues have stated 
that the American people have not 
been informed about the issues sur- 
rounding NATO expansion. Well, I can 
categorically state that is not the case 
in Minnesota. Minnesotans have par- 
ticipated in an ongoing dialogue on the 
merits of expanding NATO at every 
level—from the Minnesota legislature, 
to academic symposia, to town hall 
meetings. Mr. President, at this time I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD the remarks of three 
Minnesotans who have worked dili- 
gently for the inclusion of Poland, 
Hungary and the Czech Republic in 
NATO: Mr. John Radzilowski, Mr. 
Lazlo Fulop, and Ms. Paulette Will. 
They made an extraordinary effort to 
make sure that their fellow Minneso- 
tans had the opportunity to become 
well-informed about the issues sur- 
rounding NATO expansion. 


There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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STATEMENT BY JOHN RADZILOWSKI IN FAVOR 
OF A RESOLUTION MEMORIALIZING CONGRESS 
To SUPPORT THE ADMISSION OF POLAND, 
HUNGARY, AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC TO THE 
NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION 
(HF 2417) 

(John Radzilowski is president of Polish 
American Cultural Institute of Minnesota. 
He is a historian, and a freelance writer 
and editor, currently in the final stages of 
his Ph.D. candidacy. He is the author of 
three books, the co-author of four others, 
as well as many articles, reviews, and sto- 
ries. He has written on topics such as Min- 
nesota history, east European history, im- 
migration, and American ethnic groups) 
Mr. RADZILOWSKI; I would like to thank the 

committee for providing me the opportunity 

to speak today and I am very pleased to be 
able to speak in favor of the resolution sup- 
porting NATO membership for Poland, Hun- 
gary, and the Czech Republic. As a Polish 
American who grew up in Minnesota, I am 
especially proud to see the legislature con- 
sidering this vital issue. Since the beginning 
of American history, the interests and values 
of the Polish and American peoples have co- 
incided. During our war for independence, 

Americans were aided by many Polish patri- 

ots. Kazimierz Pulaski founded the U.S. Cav- 

alry and died fighting the British at Savan- 
nah. Tadeusz Kościuszko, a close friend of 

Thomas Jefferson, played a key role in the 

American victory at Saratoga, and designed 

the fortress of West Point (which later be- 

came our military academy). Kościuszko was 
also a fierce of foe of slavery and on hearing 
that Congress had awarded him a plantation 
for his services, he ordered Jefferson to free 
its slaves, sell the plantation, and use the 

money to educate freed blacks. Poland's 1791 

Constitution was based on the U.S. Constitu- 

tion, and was only the second democratic 

constitution in the world. 

Although Poland lost her fight for inde- 
pendence, Poles kept their dream alive. 
When they could not win their own freedom, 
Poles battled for the independence of op- 
pressed peoples around the world, becoming 
known as the scourge of tyrants. Fleeing po- 
litical oppression and economic hardship, 
Poles found a haven here in America. Today, 
there are about 10 million Polish Americans, 
while Minnesota boasts about a quarter mil- 
lion Polish Americans, making us the state’s 
sixth largest ethnic or racial group. [Accord- 
ing to the 1990 U.S. Census.] Polish Ameri- 
cans have distinguished themselves in Amer- 
ica’s service. According to the 1990 U.S. Cen- 
sus, Polish Americans have the highest per 
capita percentage of veterans in their popu- 
lation than any of the other ethnic and ra- 
cial groups the government keeps track of. 

After World War I, Poland regained her 
independence, thanks in part to the efforts of 
U.S. President Woodrow Wilson, who is still 
considered a hero in Poland today. Following 
the shameful Munich Pact of 1938, in which 
an independent Czechoslovakia was turned 
over to Hitler, Poland refused to give in to 
German threats and was attacked in Sep- 
tember 1939 and defeated by Hitler’s Ger- 
many and Stalin’s Soviet Union after a 
month of desperate fighting. Many Poles es- 
caped to the West, where they helped make 
up the fourth largest Allied force in the fight 
against Nazism. On many occasions Polish 
and American troops fought side by side. 
Polish fighters escorted American bombers 
on raids deep into Germany. Polish destroy- 
ers watched over merchant convoys in U- 
Boat infested waters. In Italy, the Polish vic- 
tory at Monte Cassino allowed the Ameri- 
cans to break out of the Anzio beachhead 
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and capture Rome. On August 19, 1944, sol- 
diers of the Polish lst Armored Division 
linked up with Gen. George Patton's 90th In- 
fantry Division near the French town of 
Falaise to close the trap on 60,000 Nazi 
troops, destroying the bulk of the German 
army in the West. 

World War II cost the lives of some 6 mil- 
lion Polish citizens (a number divided about 
evenly between Christians and Jews), as well 
as incalculable losses of property and cul- 
tural and artistic treasures. Despite the ter- 
rible cost, and despite fighting for the win- 
ning side, Poland did not regain her freedom. 
Her struggle against tyranny was forgotten. 
Instead, Poland, like her neighbors Hungary 
and Czechoslovakia, became a satellite of 
the Soviet Union, a nation that was respon- 
sible for the deaths of almost 1 million Poles. 
Yet, Soviet communism proved a failure in 
Poland, and the people did everything they 
could to undermine a system that became in- 
creasingly corrupt, unworkable, and morally 
bankrupt. Given this history, it is no sur- 
prise that the unraveling of the Communist 
system in Europe began in Poland. Although 
we did not know it at the time, the election 
of Pope John Paul II and the formation of 
the Solidarity independent trade union in 
Poland spelled the beginning of the end for 
the Cold War. The momentum that began in 
Poland was furthered by the people in Hun- 
gary and Czechoslovakia. The rest of story 
is, as they say, history. 

After breaking with the communist past, 
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic 
began an effort to re-enter the family of 
democratic nations from which they had 
been unnaturally separated in 1945. They 
transformed their economies from state-run 
command systems, to free, open markets. 
They reformed their political systems, re- 
introducing real democracy, a free press, and 
civilian control of the military. These 
changes have taken root and borne fruit— 
there have been a series of free and fair elec- 
tions, and the economies of all three nations 
are doing well. Poland, for example, has the 
fastest-growing economy in Europe. Each of 
these three nations has taken the initiative 
and solved its outstanding border disputes 
and tensions. In short, Hungary, Poland, and 
the Czech Republic have met the objectives 
we in the West set for them as conditions for 
NATO membership. 

NATO enlargement will expand the borders 
of peace and security. It will spread more 
evenly the burdens of defense within the alli- 
ance. It will add to the ranks of our allies. It 
will encourage those who want to reject poli- 
tics based on hatred, division, and spheres of 
influence. As Czech president Vaclav Havel 
put it, NATO “is first and foremost an in- 
strument of democracy intended to defend 
mutually held and created political and spir- 
itual values.” It is not an alliance aimed at 
an enemy, but a guarantor of Euro-Amer- 
ican civilization and thus a pillar of global 
security.” [New York Times, May 13, 1997.] 

The consequences of the U.S. Senate not 
ratifying NATO expansion would be serious 
indeed. Hardline nationalists in Bosnia, 
Belarus, Serbia, and elsewhere would be en- 
couraged, while friends of democracy and 
free markets would be disheartened. Fur- 
thermore, U.S. interests would be severly 
harmed. We depend on stability in the heart 
of Europe. An expanded NATO is the best 
guarantor of that security. With NATO 
membership for the Czech Republic, Hun- 
gary, and Poland, no dictator will ever again 
dream of a central European empire based on 
force and violence. We only need to remem- 
ber the price the U.S. paid in two major Eu- 
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ropean wars and the protracted commit- 
ments of the Cold War to understand how 
important this is. 

For Minnesotans, east-central Europe is of 
increasing importance. The three NATO can- 
didates have some of Europe's fastest grow- 
ing economies and many Minnesota compa- 
nies are doing good business in Hungary, Po- 
land, and the Czech Republic. The list of 
major companies with interests in these 
three countries reads like a who's who of 
corporate Minnesota: Cargill, 3M, Honeywell, 
Pillsbury, Land O'Lakes, NRG. We can add 
to this many medium and smaller compa- 
nies, especially in the high technology area 
(many of which were started by recent immi- 
grants). Ask the officials of these companies 
what NATO enlargement means for them. 

In just two weekends this summer we col- 
lected some 1,400 signatures of Minnesotans 
from all over the state on a petition in sup- 
port of NATO membership for Poland, Hun- 
gary, and the Czech Republic. This was a 
grassroots effort conducted by volunteers 
with little or no political experience. Since 
then, there has been a flood of letter writing, 
faxing, and calling to our U.S. Senators. One 
senator supports NATO expansion, while the 
other is officially undecided. The debate con- 
tinues. Thus, it is important that the state 
legislature make its voice heard on this im- 
portant issue, to tell the U.S. Senate that 
NATO expansion is good for global security, 
good for America, and good for Minnesota. I 
thank Rep. Jaros, and other state legislators 
who have helped on this issue, for their good 
work, and I urge members of this body to 
support the resolution. 

NATO membership is the final step in the 
return of Poland and its neighbors to their 
place as our allies. As President Clinton re- 
cently noted, Poland is not a new ally for 
America, but an old friend returning home. 
STATEMENT BY LASZLO G. FULOP, IN SUPPORT 

OF WHY HUNGARY SHOULD BECOME A NATO 

MEMBER. 

Mr. Fu.Lop. Mr. Chairman, thank you for 
the opportunity to appear in front of your 
committee and speak in support of Hun- 
gary’s—along with Poland's and the Czech 
Republic’s—admission to NATO. 

Let me introduce myself: Laszlo G. Fulop, 
architect and planner of Minneapolis, MN, 
representing the Minnesota Hungarians. 

The question many of you have in mind is, 
Why should Hungary become a NATO mem- 
ber? Before responding to this question let 
me make a few brief remarks, that are perti- 
nent to this issue. 

Hungary has existed in Europe for over 1100 
years, and of those over 1000 was oriented to 
Western Europe. In the course of this ori- 
entation she found herself in situations 
where she fought for and defended the Chris- 
tian culture of Western Europe, often just by 
blocking great expansionist endeavors from 
the East. 

Hungary also had a 200+ year interest in 
the United States. Many Hungarians fought 
in the American War of Independence. Indeed 
a Hungarian, Colonel Michael Kovats serving 
under the famous Polish General Pulaski, or- 
ganized the first US Cavalry, while fighting 
for American independence. Later, when the 
Hungarians fought for their freedom with 
the Hapsburg empire in 1848-49 and declared 
their independence, the new Hungarian Con- 
stitution was modeled after the American 
Constitution of 1787. By the way, the Haps- 
burg forces were able to put down that val- 
iant revolution, only because they asked for 
Russian help. A Russian army of 175,000 to- 
gether with the Hapsburg armies eventually 
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subdued the Hungarians fight for freedom. 
Unfortunately this intrusion was not an iso- 
lated occasion. 

Until just 9 years ago East and part of Cen- 
tral Europe was relegated to the Soviet 
Sphere of interest and even the U.S. con- 
ducted her relationship with the region 
through Moscow. Since the defeat of Com- 
munism in 1989-90 the Czechs, Poles, Hungar- 
ians, regaining their independence, had to 
overcome great difficulties in their efforts to 
reestablish democracy. 

The dissolution of the Warsaw Pact, initi- 
ated by Hungarian Prime Minister Antall in 
1990, along with the absence of existing secu- 
rity guarantees has left a strategic vacuum 
in the region. This effectively dissolved a bi- 
polar world order, and also changed the situ- 
ation of European security. The threat of nu- 
clear war was replaced by much more limited 
in scope, yet expanded in types of threats. 
Aggression in Yugoslavia that went on un- 
checked for too long has shown just one 
major cause why this vacuum has to be 
filled. 

The practical view of this membership: 
what's good in it for me and what's in it for 
you? Let's look at a few areas: 

Security 

The Enlargement means expanded security 
for Europe, and for the individual countries. 
It means ensuring common interests, com- 
mon values. NATO was never an aggressive 
organization, but was an effective deterrent 
of active war. NATO always professed to pro- 
tect the status quo“. In this case NATO’s 
Enlargement simply means the “eastward 
expansion of the region of security and sta- 
bility.” 

Hungary values its security, exactly be- 
cause it had been threatened so often during 
her history. 

Also a new security system seems to be 
evolving in Europe that is based on coopera- 
tion and partnership and these are driven by 
democracies in Western Europe. In orienting 
herself to the West, it will be imperative for 
Hungary (and to Poland and the Czech Re- 
public) to participate in the economic, polit- 
ical and security aspects of this newly evolv- 
ing mechanism, This will require moderniza- 
tion in more fronts, including security. 

European stability is in the interest of the 
United States, as well, as NATO has been one 
of the major guardians of that. Today, it is 
still viewed in that role, and its enlargement 
will simply expand the security enjoyed by 
the current NATO countries, to establish 
conditions for peaceful, and democratic de- 
velopment in the new member countries. 
This enlargement is not viewed as pushing 
the military line established during the Cold 
War further east, but to expand the state of 
stability. A war in the area would cost the 
U.S. a great deal more both in political ef- 
forts and in military spending than the costs 
associated with the NATO Enlargement. 
These countries will mean a net gain for 
NATO and the United States. 

Developing democracies 

Hungary also intends to become a member 
of the EU, but, as NATO has become more 
than just a military organization, HU views 
NATO as complimenting her integration into 
the ranks of western democracies. 

These three countries mean market, strong 
sources of educated manpower, and devoted 
allies to the West in political as well as on 
economical turf. 

The association with NATO provides a vi- 
sion that can galvanize people in these three 
countries (and hopefully later with others) 
to achieve higher levels of co-operation in 
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areas of common concern and shared destiny. 
Collectively these people will have a greater 
power to integrate their future within this 
alliance. This is perhaps truer today than it 
ever was before, and the recognition is be- 
coming more pervasive than before. Par- 
tially, the margin of vote (85.5%) in Hungary 
attested to this recognition. 

The threat of a large scale military con- 
flict is currently not real, however, smaller 
scale conflicts can occur. Their potential can 
never be ignored. For Hungary the upgrading 
of military will be a costly affair, but it is 
estimated to cost less over the same period 
than as if she had to provide for her total de- 
fense alone. 

Since the reestablishment of democratic 
governmental forms in Hungary, the mili- 
tary is under civilian control. 


Nature of concerns 


We are aware that some people are con- 
cerned about this step of NATO and has 
urged a wide ranging discussion on this 
topic. The main concern seems to be that 
this expansion will “. .. bring the Russians 
to question the entire post-Cold War settle- 
ment, and galvanize resistance in the Duma 
It, however, appears that Russia's ben- 
efits from the enhanced security adjacent to 
her borders are being recognized. Serious at- 
tempts are being made to re-focus Russia’s 
main goals for the 2lst century to the eco- 
nomic development front, [see recommenda- 
tions prepared by the prestigious Foreign 
and Defense Policy Council which in its 1997 
report came out and said: Russia should not 
busy itself with the blocking of enlargement 
but adjust itself within a short time to the 
new situation as effectively as possible.” 
Further, (if) Russia does not want to com- 
pletely withdraw from it (i.e. the Central Eu- 
ropean region) economically, it must adjust 
itself to the present economic and political 
conditions for the sake of its own interests.] 

Additionally, NATO and Russia has worked 
out a unique cooperative deal that did more 
for enhancing Russia's diplomatic position in 
Europe than she could have hoped for with- 
out the enlargement-issue being pursued. We 
also heard from an authentic and very reli- 
able source that the NATO Enlargement 
issue is on the low end of concerns of Russian 
citizen on a Moscow street. On the other 
hand, even the customarily reserved Ency- 
clopedia Britannica in The role of NATO" 
brands those trying to do away with NATO 
as “‘neo-isolationists’’. 

Finally, we also see this world as becoming 
more and more globalized. Minnesota firms 
are doing business in Europe, and increas- 
ingly in the Central European countries, as 
well. The University of Minnesota has sev- 
eral student exchange agreements with other 
countries including the Central European 
countries. We believe the enlargement of 
NATO and the attendant security will be but 
one step to insure increased cooperation, and 
better understanding of people in an atmos- 
phere of enhanced security and stability. 

These are only a sampling of reasons why 
this action should be supported. Indeed, 
President Clinton should be commended for 
seeking solutions in an atmosphere condu- 
cive to stability in Central Europe, and an- 
chor security in this area while there are 
problems in the Middle East. This creates a 
safer environment for all of us. 

Therefore, we urge you to pass a sup- 
porting resolution to this most important 
foreign policy consideration and express 
your support to the United States Senate. 
Thank you for allowing me to talk on this 
issue. 
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STATEMENT OF PAULETTE WILL IN FAVOR OF A 
RESOLUTION MEMORIALIZING CONGRESS TO 
SUPPORT THE ADMISSION OF POLAND, HUN- 
GARY, AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC TO THE 
NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION 
(HF 2417) 

Ms. WILL: Chairman Jaros and Members of 
the Committee, My name is Paulette Will, I 
am President of the Minnesota Czechoslovak 
Center and a partner in Bohemian Traders, a 
Minnesota-based company importing leather 
bags from the Czech Republic. 

Thank you for the opportunity to express 
my support for the Czech Republic’s entry 
into NATO along with Hungary and Poland. 
The Czech Republic is, as you probably 
know, a very young country. On January 1, 
1993 Czechoslovakia, founded in 1918, ceased 
to exist and the Czech Republic and Slovakia 
became independent nations as a result of an 
agreement by their respective governments 
the previous year. Before World War II 
Czechoslovakia had a flourishing economy 
surpassed only by France and Switzerland. 
Since 1938 the history of the region includes 
occupation by the Nazis, loss of religious and 
personal freedoms in the 1968 Prague Spring 
Soviet crackdown, countless personal losses 
in terms of families being torn apart from 
Czechs seeking freedom from an oppressive 
regime and just this year both the Czech Re- 
public and Poland were struck by cata- 
strophic rains and floods. Today the Czech 
Republic has a population of 10.3 million peo- 
ple. The country is strategically located in 
the center of Europe and as such is in an 
ideal position for trade and investment. Geo- 
graphically, Prague is located to the west of 
Vienna, Austria. 

According to the last Federal census in 
1990 almost 100,000 people in Minnesota are of 
50% or more Czech descent (87,748 Czech and 
11,466 Czechoslovak) 238,039 are of Polish de- 
scent and 12,349 are of Hungarian descent. 
Minnesotans of Czech heritage are dispersed 
throughout the state with significant con- 
centrations in LeSuer (New Prague & Mont- 
gomery), Rice, Steele, McCleod, Jackson, 
Pine, Polk, Pope, Renville and St. Louis 
counties. Many German-Bohemians settled 
in Minnesota as well, mostly in the New Ulm 
area. 

Recently, the Czech Ambassador to the 
United States, Alexandr Vondra journeyed 
here in Minnesota. He said that NATO mem- 
bership would be the fulfillment of the cen- 
tury’s goal of the Czech state”. Here in the 
center of the United States, Minnesota’s 
business community is significantly invested 
in the Czech Republic. NRG, a subsidiary of 
NSP is the 5th largest investor in the Czech 
Republic where they are building an electric 
power generating plant in Kladno. Other 
Minnesota corporations with substantial 
business interests in the Czech Republic in- 
clude: 3-M, the Carlson Companies, Ecolab, 
Honeywell, H.B. Fuller, Land O’Lakes, Mid- 
west Imports, Pillsbury, Radisson Hotels, 
Toro, Thermo-King and many smaller com- 
panies such as mine. In the past eight years 
all of Minnesota's major educational institu- 
tions have had Czech students studying here 
and returning to work in law firms, private 
industry and the media as many Americans 
have lived and settled in the Czech Republic. 

But something curious is happening in the 
United States. It’s called isolationism. David 
Gergen said in a U.S. News and World Report 
article, October 27, 1997 “Americans from 
boardrooms to college classrooms are em- 
bracing the rest of the world as never before. 
Business people and students are heading 
overseas . while our political leadership 
is staying at home. U.S. companies have in- 
creased their exports by 40%, many now 
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earning more than half of the revenue over- 
seas ... Not long ago, our public leaders 
personally knew the chancellor of Germany 
and the prime minister of Japan at least as 
well as the President did. In 1995, some 200 
members of the German Parliament came to 
Washington, not one member of Congress 
visited Bonn. The National Security Caucus 
Foundation in Washington reports that one 
third of today’s Senate and House members 
do not even have passports. Some American 
political leaders are signaling that it is time 
to disengage from world affairs.“ This atti- 
tude has serious long term implications, not 
least for Americans peace, security and eco- 
nomic stability. For, like it or not, we area 
major player on the world stage and we are 
inevitably called upon to defend freedom. No 
one wants to see Central Europe remain iso- 
lated between the East and West. Central 
Europe's security and economic interests are 
Europe, Canada, America and Minnesota’s 
security and economic interests. NATO rati- 
fication is a simple vote to help guarantee 
civil and safe societies. 

A few days ago, on January 18, NATO 
peacekeeper troops surrounded key buildings 
in Sarajevo, Bosnia and Herzegovina just 
hours after a deeply divided Parliament 
elected a moderate Prime Minister for the 
Bosnic Serb Republic. NATO peacekeepers 
also circled a ministry building in the east- 
ern town of Bijeljina. The Bosnia Serb con- 
flict has cost billions compared to the esti- 
mates for NATO expansion. The lesson to be 
learned is simple; pay now or pay later. 

So, here in Central United States, I trust 
that the Minnesota House and Senate will 
each enact resolutions joining other State 
Legislatures around our country urging the 
United States Senate to ratify the expansion 
of NATO to include the Czech Republic, Hun- 
gary and Poland. 

Mr. GRAMS. In conclusion, Mr. 
President, this Resolution of Ratifica- 
tion provides the Senate with a his- 
toric opportunity to shape the stra- 
tegic landscape of Europe. 

At the end of the Cold War, there was 
a lot of discussion about the peace 
dividend’’—the financial savings which 
would accrue from the end of the super- 
power rivalry between the U.S. and the 
Soviet Union. Well, the expansion of 
NATO reflects the true peace divi- 
dend’’—the extension of a zone of secu- 
rity to codify the gains of freedom and 
democracy for three more nations and 
ensure that they will never again be 
encroached. 

Mr. President, the United States has 
a national security interest in assuring 
the stability of Central Europe. I am 
convinced that the best way to do that 
is to enlarge NATO to include Poland, 
Hungary, and the Czech Republic. 

As Czech President Vaclav Havel, a 
man who I respect and admire, has 
warned, If the West does not stabilize 
the East the East will destabilize the 
West.” Mr. President, we have an obli- 
gation to our troops stationed in Eu- 
rope and to future generations of 
Americans to do everything in our 
power to make sure it is the West 
which stabilizes the East and war will 
never again be precipitated by a power 
vacuum in Central Europe. 

Mr. President, I will cast my vote in 
favor of expanding NATO to include 
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Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub- 
lic, recognizing that this is one of the 
most important votes that I will take 
in the Senate. I urge my colleagues to 
do the same. I yield the floor. 

Mr. KYL addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona is recognized. 

Mr. KYL. I thank the Senator from 
Connecticut for allowing me about 20 
seconds. May I also say to the Senator 
from Minnesota, who has just spoken, 
and the Senator from Indiana that I 
subscribe to their remarks and appre- 
ciate the strength of their statements. 

Mr. President, the United States Sen- 
ate today has the rare opportunity to 
right a historical wrong. In the years 
immediately following World War II, 
Europe was forcibly divided. As the 
United States helped to rebuild the na- 
tions of Western Europe, the nations of 
Central and Eastern Europe were sub- 
jugated under the heavy hand of Soviet 
domination. To counter this Soviet ex- 
pansion into Europe, the United States 
and its Western European allies forged 
the most effective defense alliance in 
modern history, the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization. The military and 
political strength of this alliance made 
it the guarantor of an unprecedented 
period of peace in Western Europe and 
contributed significantly to the even- 
tual demise of the Soviet Union. 

Today, the nations of Central and 
Eastern Europe are free, and three of 
them—Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic—are seeking to take advan- 
tage of an opportunity denied them fol- 
lowing World War II, the opportunity 
to join NATO, an alliance described by 
Harvard Professor Samuel Huntington 
as “the security organization of West- 
ern civilization [whose] primary pur- 
pose [in the post-Cold War world] is to 
defend and preserve that civilization.” 
It is my hope that the United States 
Senate will grant them this oppor- 
tunity—an opportunity that these na- 
tions deserve and have earned. 

In the years following the dissolution 
of the Soviet Union, these three na- 
tions have demonstrated a commit- 
ment to the Western ideals embodied 
by the NATO alliance. Their dogged 
pursuit of democratic institutions, free 
market economies, and human freedom 
will serve to remind the existing mem- 
bers of NATO what it means to be a 
part of the Western world. Indeed, their 
dedication to these ideals is all the 
more zealous because they know first 
hand what it is like to suffer under a 
regime that denies its citizens basic 
human freedom. 

The enlargement of the NATO alli- 
ance to include Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic serves America’s 
national interests. The essence of the 
U.S. national interest in the world is 
promoting the security, well-being, and 
expansion of the community of nations 
that respect their citizens’ democratic 
rights. Although this is a moral policy, 
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it is not an entirely altruistic one. The 
freedom, prosperity, and security of 
Americans—our standard of living and 
our domestic civil liberties—all are en- 
hanced and bolstered when this com- 
munity of free nations grows bigger 
and stronger, especially when it does so 
in Europe, where our closest allies and 
our most profound interests are con- 
centrated. 

The enlargement of NATO will also 
send a clear message to any power who 
may wish to interfere with the ongoing 
process of democratization in Europe: 
you will not succeed, so do not even 
try. 

I know that the enlargement of 
NATO will not be free. Clearly, addi- 
tional financial resources will be re- 
quired on the part of all NATO mem- 
bers—old and new alike. These new 
costs must be shared equitably by all 
allies. Although enlargement will ulti- 
mately require an increased financial 
commitment by the United States, I 
believe that the substantial dividends 
that will accrue to the U.S. from en- 
largement justify our strong support 
for this endeavor. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
admission of Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic to NATO, so that, as 
Secretary of State Madeleine Albright 
recently noted, “three nations who 
have long been our allies in spirit will 
become our allies in fact.” It is the 
right thing to do, and it serves our na- 
tional interest. 

AMENDMENT NO, 2310 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I call up an 
amendment which is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. KYL) pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2310. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

In paragraph (1) of section 3, after (1) THE 
STRATEGIC CONCEPT OF NATO.—“ insert the 
following: 

(A) POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES TOWARD 
THE STRATEGIC CONCEPT OF NATO.—The Sen- 
ate understands that the initial adaptation 
of NATO's strategy for the post-Cold War en- 
vironment is contained in the Strategic Con- 
cept of NATO (as defined in (1)(E)), and that 
its core concepts remain relevant today as 
the North Atlantic Alliance approaches the 
2ist century. The Senate understands that 
the policy of the United States toward the 
revised Strategic Concept shall reflect that 
fact and shall be based upon the following 
principles: 

(i) FIRST AND FOREMOST A MILITARY ALLI- 
ANCE.—NATO is first and foremost a military 
alliance. NATO’s success in securing peace is 
predicated on its military strength and stra- 
tegic unity. 

(ii) PRINCIPAL FOUNDATION FOR DEFENSE OF 
SECURITY INTERESTS OF NATO MEMBERS.— 
NATO serves as the principal foundation for 
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collectively defending the security interests 
of its members against external threats. 

(iii) PROMOTION AND PROTECTION OF UNITED 
STATES VITAL NATIONAL SECURITY INTER- 
ESTS.—Strong United States leadership of 
NATO promotes and protects United States 
vital national security interests. 

(iv) UNITED STATES LEADERSHIP ROLE.—The 
United States maintains its leadership role 
of NATO through the stationing of United 
States combat forces in Europe, providing 
military commanders for key NATO com- 
mands, and through the presence of United 
States nuclear forces on the territory of Eu- 
rope. 

(v) COMMON THREATS.—NATO members will 
face common threats to their security in the 
post-Cold War environment, including— 

(J the potential for the re-emergence of a 
hegamonic power confronting Europe; 

(ID rogue states and non-state actors pos- 
sessing nuclear, biological, or chemical 
weapons and the means to deliver these 
weapons by ballistic or cruise missiles, or 
other unconventional delivery means; 

QII) threats of a wider nature, including 
the disruption of the flow of vital resources, 
and other possible transnational threats; and 

(IV) conflict in the North Atlantic area 
stemming from ethnic and religious enmity, 
the revival of historic disputes or the actions 
of undemocratic leaders. 

(vi) CORE MISSION OF NATO.—Defense plan- 
ning will reaffirm a commitment by NATO 
members to a credible capability for collec- 
tive self-defense, which remains the core 
mission of NATO. All NATO members will 
contribute to this core mission. 

(vil) CAPACITY TO RESPOND TO COMMON 
THREATS.—NATO’s continued success re- 
quires a credible military capability to deter 
and respond to common threats. Building on 
its core capabilities for collective self-de- 
fense of its members, NATO will ensure that 
its military force structure, defense plan- 
ning, command structures, and force goals 
promote NATO's capacity to project power 
when the security of a NATO member is 
threatened, and provide a basis for ad hoc 
coalitions of willing partners among NATO 
members. This will require that NATO mem- 
bers possess national military capabilities to 
rapidly deploy forces over long distances, 
sustain operations for extended periods of 
time, and operate jointly with the United 
States in high intensity conflicts. 

(vill) INTEGRATED MILITARY STRUCTURE.— 
The Integrated Military Structure of NATO 
underpins NATO's effectiveness as a military 
alliance by embedding NATO members in a 
process of cooperative defense planning and 
ensuring unity of command. 

(ix) NUCLEAR POSTURE.—Nuclear weapons 
will continue to make an essential contribu- 
tion to deterring aggression, especially ag- 
gression by potential adversaries armed with 
nuclear, biological, or chemical weapons. A 
credible NATO nuclear deterrent posture re- 
quires the stationing of United States nu- 
clear forces in Europe, which provides an es- 
sential political and military link between 
Europe and North America, and the wide- 
spread participation of NATO members in 
nuclear roles. In addition, the NATO deter- 
rent posture will continue to ensure uncer- 
tainty in the mind of any potential aggressor 
about the nature of the response by NATO 
members to military aggression. 

(x) BURDENSHARING.—The responsibility 
and financial burden of defending the democ- 
racies of Europe will be more equitably 
shared in a manner in which specific obliga- 
tions and force goals are met by NATO mem- 
bers. 
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Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I, again, 
thank the Senator from Connecticut. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut is recognized. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, I rise to support the 
resolution calling upon the Senate to 
advise and consent to the ratification 
of the Protocols of the North Atlantic 
Treaty of 1949 on the Accession of Po- 
land, Hungary and the Czech Republic. 

This is an important debate, an im- 
portant week for this Chamber, for this 
country, for our alliance with our 
friends in Europe and, indeed, for glob- 
al security. I appreciate very much the 
quality of the debate and the thought- 
fulness of it as it has proceeded this 
afternoon. I must say that I am hon- 
ored to be part of this debate and 
grateful to my constituents in Con- 
necticut for giving me the chance to do 
so. 
It is a debate that looks backward 
and forward, and its significance goes 
in both directions. 

Looking backward in our history and 
in the history of Europe, it could well 
be said that the enlargement of NATO 
to now encompass these first three 
countries that lived under Soviet domi- 
nation is a ratification of the end of 
the cold war. It is a validation that we 
have learned the lessons of that war. 

Looking forward, it is, in my opinion, 
and respectfully, directly at odds with 
those who oppose expansion and spoke 
earlier this afternoon, it is the best 
step that we can take to protect and 
sustain the peace and freedom that 
now has broken out across the Euro- 
pean Continent. So I appreciate very 
much the opportunity to participate in 
this debate. 

Mr. President, there are three prin- 
ciples, three values, three ideas, three 
purposes that I want to speak about 
this afternoon in supporting NATO en- 
largement. They are freedom, collec- 
tive defense and the promotion of 
peace. Each of those three, I think, 
speaks powerfully on behalf of the need 
to enlarge NATO, on the wisdom of 
that move. 

I want to speak particularly about 
freedom, because that principle may be 
lost in the strategic discussions and in 
the practical and tactical concerns 
that people in the circle may have 
about the effect of NATO enlargement. 

Freedom is at the heart of what it 
means to be an American. Freedom is 
at the heart of the American experi- 
ence, and it is at the center of NATO 
and the NATO experience. The quest 
for freedom is what drove the founders 
of our country here, and they, in turn, 
were motivated by their faith, by their 
own quest for personal freedom and by 
the understanding their faith gave 
them that they expressed at the very 
outset of the Declaration of Independ- 
ence, that all of us are created equal 
and we are blessed with certain 
rights—life, liberty, and the pursuit of 
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happiness—not by any assemblage of 
our fellow human beings, legislators, 
lawyers, philosophers, but we are en- 
dowed with those rights to freedom by 
our Creator. Freedom, the pulsating, 
motivating principle of the American 
experience, expressed in the declara- 
tion, fought for throughout our his- 
tory, fought for particularly in this 
century in two great and terrible wars 
in Europe. 

After the second of those, when an- 
other threat arose to freedom in Eu- 
rope from Soviet communism, the lead- 
ers of the Western European countries 
and the leader of the United States at 
that time, President Harry Truman, 
saw the need to come together in a 
military alliance, NATO, to protect 
what had been won, the freedom that 
had been won during the Second World 
War and to try to roll back the advance 
of tyranny and communism that had 
begun to occur in Europe under Soviet 
domination. 

That is what NATO is all about. Yes, 
I understand it is a military alliance, 
but it is a military alliance in defense 
of a principle, and that principle is 
freedom, individual human dignity and 
worth, as expressed in our Declaration, 
as I described a moment ago. 

Political freedom, religious freedom, 
the right to express oneself, the right 
to pursue one’s own economic well- 
being without being dictated to by a 
central government—that is what 
NATO is about, a military alliance in 
defense of a principle. And that is what 
the cold war was about, not just a clash 
of blocs or power groupings; it was a 
great clash of ideas. 

Freedom against tyranny, the right 
of the individual against the right of 
the state to dictate to the individual; 
state-controlled economy against mar- 
ket economies. And freedom won, indi- 
vidual dignity won, market economies 
won. It is a remarkable story whose he- 
roes are numberless, the soldiers in 
NATO who stood guard over those dec- 
ades of the cold war, the proud and ef- 
fective leaders of the Western democ- 
racies, the people who understood what 
was at risk and stood side by side in de- 
fense of these principles. 

In 1989, the Berlin Wall fell. The So- 
viet Union began to collapse, and the 
countries that lived under its domina- 
tion, not just the people of Russia, 
among whom there are so many heroes 
who brought this about, but the people 
in the constituent countries of the 
former Soviet Union who had lived 
under tyranny, whose national identi- 
ties had been temporarily erased, at 
least from public expression, certainly 
not from within their own conscience, 
whose right to worship as they wished 
had been suppressed and stifled, whose 
drive to better themselves by working 
to build a better life for their family, 
to profit, to achieve success was under- 
mined, was crushed by the power of the 
bloated bureaucratic Communist state. 
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Those people who were suddenly 
freed, freed by the collapse of the So- 
viet Union, understood what the cold 
war was about, understood it was about 
freedom and understood what NATO is 
about. That is why they have come to 
us to ask for inclusion. 

After all those years of living in ef- 
fective slavery, they have turned to us 
and said, “By the grace of God and 
good leadership and faith, now we have 
the opportunity to express our national 
will, our individual selves to be free, to 
prosper,” and they have turned to 
NATO and not to the European Union, 
as some of my colleagues would urge 
them to do, because they understand 
what the past was about and what the 
future is going to be about. 

Yes, NATO is a military alliance, but 
it is a military alliance in defense of a 
principle, which is freedom, and free- 
dom and security precede commerce. 

Of course, inclusion in the European 
Union is important. But these coun- 
tries now knocking at the door of the 
family of freedom, asking to become 
members of our community of freedom, 
they understand the significance of 
NATO. 

(Mr. GRAMS assumed the Chair.) 

And for us, who for years during the 
cold war would speak out across the 
Iron Curtain that dropped in the mid- 
dle of Europe and say to the people in 
the suppressed countries—we used to 
call them the people of the captive na- 
tions; they were captives — Rise up. 
Be strong. Have faith. A day will come 
when the Soviet Union will collapse or 
be defeated. You will have your oppor- 
tunity to be free and we will welcome 
you into the community of free na- 
tions.” 

That is what they are asking. Will we 
now turn our backs on them and the 
principle, the idea, the value of free- 
dom that motivated us throughout the 
cold war and motivates them today? I 
hope not. I do not think so. I do not be- 
lieve we will. 

Mr. President, collective defense is 
the second reason why we ought to ex- 
pand the NATO alliance to embrace 
these three nations and keep the door 
open for others as they meet the tests, 
the standards. 

NATO, from the outset, was a mili- 
tary alliance to provide for the collec- 
tive defense, to protect member na- 
tions from attack from an outside 
enemy. It was started quite clearly as 
a defensive alliance against Soviet ag- 
gression. We had hundreds of thousands 
of troops in Europe ourselves to pro- 
tect our allies and ultimately ourselves 
from that danger. 

Now, times have changed. Fortu- 
nately, the threat of aggression from 
the East is not there. Some say that an 
alliance, a military alliance can only 
last as long as the threat that engen- 
dered it. Now that that threat is gone, 
some say NATO really ultimately will 
dissipate. 
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Well, would that it were so that there 
were not threats in the world that 
should tie the member nations and 
those who choose to be added to NATO 
together in common defense. My col- 
leagues have mentioned them. I will 
only repeat them very briefly. Today, 
the threats may be more from the 
south of NATO than from the east, 
from weapons of mass destruction, 
from terrorism, from threats via bal- 
listic missiles. 

We may well—hopefully soon—work 
with our allies in NATO to form a re- 
gional missile defense to protect mem- 
ber nations from the threats posed by 
the high-tech war that we and our al- 
lies face. 

So I would say, unfortunately, 
though security is greater than it was 
on the European Continent during the 
cold war, there is still much to worry 
about. A strong NATO, working to- 
gether, surely can provide a better de- 
fense against those common enemies 
than nations alone. 

In fact, Mr. President, though the 
NATO treaty, as originally stated—ar- 
ticle V—talked about each member 
being obliged to defend and protect 
member states who might be attacked, 
it talked about focus on conflict within 
the area that is NATO. Clearly in our 
times some of those threats may come 
from outside—threats to security of 
the member nations. 

It was not so many years ago—it was 
1990 and 1991—when Saddam Hussein 
drove his Iraqi Army into Kuwait, 
threatening not just the independence 
of that small country, but the energy 
supply on which not only we but our 
European allies and others depend. The 
gulf war, Operation Desert Storm, was 
not explicitly a NATO action, but it 
was surely NATO in the experience 
that we had together within NATO. 
That was not only the place on which 
the defense and counteroffensive 
against Saddam could be fashioned and 
formed, but it was where over those 
many decades we had learned to work 
so well together. 

So, in fact, I view the enlargement of 
NATO in our time, the post-cold war 
time, as the best step that the United 
States can take to bring others to 
share our burden of world leadership. 
We say repeatedly we are not going to 
be the policemen of the world, but the 
fact is that we are the world’s only re- 
maining global superpower, and respon- 
sibility and interests come with that. 

Our alliance in NATO is a place in 
which we can find allies to share the 
burden when a threat affects the secu- 
rity of the United States and other 
member nations of the NATO alliance 
and organization. The three nations 
that seek accession to NATO, Hungary, 
Poland and the Czech Republic, have 
already helped us in Bosnia and else- 
where. Some helped during the gulf 
war. They add 200,000 troops to the 
NATO forces on the European Con- 
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tinent, providing hope that less will be 
asked of the United States, or at least 
we will only be asked in a more propor- 
tionate way when these three nations 
and perhaps others in the future are 
added. 

The third reason why I support this 
resolution so strongly, Mr. President, 
is the promotion of peace. That is to 
remember that NATO from the outset 
was never just a defensive alliance. It 
was always an organization which was 
aimed at promoting peace among its 
members, not just to bring its members 
together in alliance to protect them 
against outside threats. But acknowl- 
edging the war-torn history of Europe, 
feeling still the pain, the sting, the 
horror of the two World Wars that pre- 
ceded it, NATO was formed to create 
an organization in which common in- 
terests could be stressed, yes, through 
military alliance, but through the 
sharing of opportunities and chal- 
lenges. It has worked magnificently in 
that regard, and it will work even bet- 
ter in this post-cold war period to bring 
nations formerly under Soviet domina- 
tion in Central and Eastern Europe 
within that zone of peace, within that 
community of which peace will be pro- 
moted and conflict will be avoided. 
That is the record of the now almost 
five decades of NATO in terms of the 
amity, the civility, the cordiality of 
the relations among previous enemies, 
now members, of NATO, and it will 
continue to play that role as we expand 
NATO to other countries on the Euro- 
pean Continent. The fact is that it has 
already begun to happen in anticipa- 
tion of this effort to accede to NATO 
membership of the three we are focused 
on today. And other nations hoping for 
NATO membership have begun to re- 
solve long-standing conflicts. 

The conflict between the Hungarians 
and the Romanians comes to mind. 
That is the drive—the momentum will 
be on the side of conflict resolution 
among the member states of NATO and 
those who choose to become members 
in promoting peace on the European 
continent and again learning the les- 
sons of the war-torn history of Europe. 

Mr. President, a final word about 
Russia. It is from within Russia that 
the Soviet Union and communism that 
I have spoken of and the denial of free- 
dom began. It is from within Russia 
under the historic progressive leader- 
ship of Mikhail Gorbachev and from 
within the hearty and heroic band who 
resisted tyranny even as it began to 
rear its head again after the collapse of 
the Berlin Wall. It is from within Rus- 
sia that this historic change began. 

It began, as I said earlier, and oc- 
curred because of the steadfastness, the 
sense of purpose, the heroism of people 
in the NATO alliance and Western Eu- 
rope and the United States, and it 
began after a long period of suffering 
by those who lived within Russia and 
within the member states of the former 
Soviet Union under Soviet domination. 
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It has to be a central tenet of pri- 
ority of our foreign and defense policy 
to develop good relations with Russia. 
We have worked mightily at that. But 
I must say, as I hear some of those who 
oppose expansion, enlargement of 
NATO, who are prepared to blame en- 
largement of NATO on anything that 
goes wrong in Russia, I simply cannot 
accept that prediction. Those who fore- 
see the most dire consequences of 
NATO enlargement, including, as some 
have suggested here, the heightened 
possibility of nuclear war—I simply do 
not see it. These arguments in some 
ways seem more psychoanalytical than 
geopolitical, more psychological than 
strategic. 

Yes, I know that Russia has strug- 
gled and has much work to do. I simply 
echo and embrace by association the 
comments of the Senator from Indiana, 
Mr. LUGAR, on this course. The fact is 
that Russia has come some distance in 
spite of the challenges it has faced. It 
has sustained a democratically elected 
government. It has fought off attempts 
to create denials of freedom within the 
country. If there is a threat to the con- 
tinued movement forward of freedom 
within Russia, if there is a threat that 
will somehow raise the possibility of 
nuclear conflict with Russia, it is not 
the enlargement of NATO. 

I must say, as I speak to members of 
the Russian Government and private 
citizens, including businesspeople and 
think-tank people, I know there are 
some in the political community who 
are opposed to the enlargement of 
NATO, but honestly I do not find it to 
be the priority of concern that some on 
this floor have suggested. 

The fact is, as the Senator from Min- 
nesota, Mr. GRAMS, said, every poll I 
have seen taken in Russia shows that 
the people list NATO enlargement far 
down in their itemization of concerns 
they have about Western behavior. 
Think about how we and our people 
would feel if we were in Russia. What 
would be more important to us—that 
NATO is about to accept Hungary, Po- 
land, and the Czech Republic into this 
alliance or that I am not getting my 
paycheck for working at the shipyard, 
or I am not getting my pensioners’ 
check as a retired person, or my chil- 
dren’s education is not as good as it 
used to be? Those are the things that 
the Russians are focused on. Those are 
the threats to stability if it exists 
within the Soviet Union. Those con- 
stitute the ground in which a more ag- 
gressive and warlike leadership 
might—I hope never will—but might 
arise again in Russia, not NATO en- 
largement. 

It simply, respectfully, does not 
make sense to me that that is the case. 
I have said before we have worked hard 
at building good relations with Russia. 
The Founding Act creates an institu- 
tionalized relationship between Russia 
and NATO that some feel actually goes 
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too far. I think it is appropriately bal- 
anced. 

The relationship between President 
Clinton, President Yeltsin, Vice Presi- 
dent GORE, former Prime Minister 
Chernomyrdin, and presumably the 
new Prime Minister Kiriyenko, is very 
strong. If we have had a shortcoming in 
our policy, in our post-cold war reac- 
tion to Russia that may have squan- 
dered an opportunity, which is a phrase 
that one of those who opposed NATO 
enlargement spoke about earlier, it is 
not to enlarge NATO, it is that we did 
not rush in early enough and broadly 
enough to help the Russians build their 
economy in the period after the Berlin 
Wall fell. 

There were some great voices at that 
time—late President Nixon, most 
prominently at that point, speaking to 
the historic opportunity we had. The 
truth is what we delivered was timid, 
was weak, was insufficient. If we 
squandered an opportunity, it was at 
that moment when, as some said, we 
might well in our own self-interest 
have adopted the equivalent of a Mar- 
shall Plan for Russia, encouraging and 
creating incentives for American busi- 
nesses to go over and invest there and 
create opportunity. Not enough of that 
has happened. Very little of that has 
happened. It is in that neglect that we 
planted the seeds that might—again we 
hope and pray never will—grow into a 
less democratic, more aggressive Rus- 
sian, but not NATO, enlargement. 

Let us come back to this. So much of 
the opposition to this enlargement is 
based on the effect it will have on Rus- 
sia. That is what I said earlier, and I 
say respectfully, this becomes an argu- 
ment more in psychoanalysis than in 
geopolitics or reality. NATO is a defen- 
sive alliance. NATO has no hostile in- 
tent on Russia. Does Russia fear mili- 
tary aggression from Hungary, the 
Czech Republic, and Poland? Of course 
not. So why do we yield to what we see 
or fear may be the opposition within 
Russia to the enlargement of NATO? 
When we do that, when we yield, we do 
something far more damaging. That is, 
we forget the principle I spoke about at 
the beginning, which is freedom. We 
forget what Winston Churchill said 
about that Iron Curtain falling in the 
middle of Europe. We forget what 
Harry Truman spoke to us when he 
joined in the creation of NATO, as he 
watched the Soviet threat in Europe 
against freedom. We forget what Presi- 
dent Kennedy did at the Berlin Wall in 
the confrontation of Berlin in the 1960s. 
We forget what President Reagan said 
about the evil empire. Why was it evil? 
Because it denied its people freedom. 
And we forget we fought that cold war 
over an arbitrary, dictatorial, unnatu- 
ral division in Europe which denied the 
principle of freedom, the line Stalin 
forced in Europe. 

So will we now, because of our fear— 
strange for a victor, the world’s global 
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superpower, to have such fear—will we 
now redraw that line by shutting peo- 
ple in Central and Eastern Europe out 
of the community of free nations? I 
don’t believe we will. I am confident 
that more than the necessary number 
of our colleagues here in the Senate 
will see the historic opportunity we 
have to validate the end of the cold 
war, to uphold the principle on which 
it was at fault, and to create the condi- 
tions for peace and security in Europe 
among the member nations of NATO as 
those members expand and together be- 
tween them, in a free, secure, and 
strong Russia. 

Mr. President, I close with words of 
one of the heroes of the century and 
certainly the heroes of the post-cold- 
war period, Vaclav Havel, who wrote 
almost a year ago in the New York 
Times, May 13, 1997: 

The [NATO] alliance should urgently re- 
mind itself that it is first and foremost an 
instrument of democracy, intended to defend 
mutually held and created political and spir- 
itual values. It must see itself not as a pact 
of nations against a more or less obvious 
enemy, but as a guarantor of Euro-American 
civilization and, thus, as a pillar of global se- 
curity. 

That is what this debate is about. I 
look forward to the dialog as it con- 
tinues this week. It is a critically im- 
portant debate, and I hope that we will 
join it directly and not hesitate to 
speak forcefully but, of course, respect- 
fully to one another. That much is at 
stake here. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 

Mr. ASHCROFT addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB- 
ERTS). The distinguished Senator from 
Missouri is recognized. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I am 
happy to have this opportunity to rise 
and discuss some of the ramifications 
of the proposed expansion of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization. A num- 
ber of issues have received attention, 
and it is appropriate that we focus on 
those issues and give them very, very 
close scrutiny. The cost of enlarge- 
ment, for instance, deserves our atten- 
tion; the political and strategic bene- 
fits or deficits that of new NATO mem- 
bers deserves our attention; and fi- 
nally, the effect of NATO expansion on 
the relationship of the United States 
with the Soviet Union deserve the Sen- 
ate’s full attention. 

But while all these issues are impor- 
tant, I think in some respects they di- 
vert inquiry into a fundamental issue 
regarding NATO’s future, and that is, 
“What is the purpose of the organiza- 
tion?” Is the purpose of the organiza- 
tion being altered inappropriately? Is 
it being transitioned away from that 
for which it was initially called into 
existence? 

The expansion of NATO and the ques- 
tion about whether it should or should 
not be expanded is significant. But de- 
fining the purpose of the organization 
is even more significant. 
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I just might, in an aside here, men- 
tion that Iam not sure we can redefine 
NATO. One of the most serious ques- 
tions I raise is, Is it possible for NATO 
to be redefined without the redefinition 
being subject to the advice and consent 
of the U.S. Senate? If a treaty, once it 
is enacted and ratified by the United 
States, could then be changed without 
the U.S. Senate again offering its ad- 
vice and consent, we would never need 
but to enter into one or two treaties, 
and then, subsequently, administra- 
tions could transfer, transition, en- 
large, subtract, or shrink the treaty in 
accordance with the particular foreign 
policy strategy of the moment. A trea- 
ty’s purpose might be distorted from 
defense to trade, or otherwise changed, 
if it is possible to change a treaty with- 
out being subject again to the Senate’s 
advice and consent. 

Now, we obviously find ourselves, 
with the North Atlantic Treaty Organi- 
zation, looking at a treaty designed to 
protect the member states from a hos- 
tile foreign invasion. The Soviet Union 
no longer exists. There are nations 
that were a part of the Soviet Union 
that now exist, but we find ourselves 
with a significantly different configu- 
ration of forces and challenges to the 
United States. Challenges to the mem- 
ber states of NATO are different than 
they were when the treaty was called 
into existence in 1949. 

So I think it is important now for the 
U.S. Senate—which is, if you will, the 
quality control organization as it re- 
lates to U.S. treaties—to ensure that 
U.S. treaty commitments are not ex- 
panded inappropriately and the Amer- 
ican people are not subjected to obliga- 
tions that have not been approved 
through the proper constitutional proc- 
esses. The U.S. Senate has a role of as- 
sessing the quality of treaties as they 
proceed through the Senate before the 
Senate’s imprimatur of approval is 
given. 

Here we stand at this moment in 
time debating perhaps the most suc- 
cessful collective defense organization 
in the history of the world, the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization. NATO 
still stands, although the specific 
threat for which it was created has dis- 
appeared for the time being. We have 
to ask ourselves at this juncture, 
“What is the purpose of the treaty?” 
Would some try to change the purpose 
of the treaty? Is it appropriate or pos- 
sible to change the treaty, without 
amending the treaty, just by beginning 
to lean everyone in one direction, to 
turn the treaty to one side or another, 
or begin to assert that there are new 
things to be considered because the 
treaty is evolving? 

I have to say to you, Mr. President, I 
don’t believe in treaty evolution any- 
more than I believe in the evolution of 
the Constitution. If you could just 
evolve treaties, as I said, U.S. treaty 
commitments would seldom have to be 
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brought before the Senate. In this case, 
NATO would be evolving and going on 
its way, entangling this country with 
potentially serious obligations which 
place in jeopardy the lives and fortunes 
of those who serve in our armed forces 
and those who support the military. I 
think we have to be very careful that 
we don’t allow treaties to simply 
evolve. 

It is interesting to me that as we 
work to address where NATO is and the 
purpose of the organization, that we be 
clear about what it is supposed to do. 
What is interesting to me is that there 
is a group of individuals who now say 
that NATO is totally different than the 
organization created in 1949. 

I want to call attention to this idea 
that NATO, which was once designed to 
protect individuals in the North Atlan- 
tic area, is now, according to a number 
of people, becoming an organization 
with a global scope. Expanding the 
scope of NATO has serious ramifica- 
tions: if the responsibility of NATO is 
no longer confined to specific territory, 
but now is global in nature, the kinds 
of required military devices, the kinds 
of technology, the kinds of coopera- 
tion, and the expenses are going to be 
massively different. 

Here is what the immediate past U.S. 
Secretary of Defense, William Perry, 
said in testimony before the Senate 
Armed Services Committee on the 19th 
day of March of this year: 

The original mission of NATO—deterring 
an attack from the Soviet Union—is obvi- 
ously no longer relevant. 

Well, I would say the Soviet Union 
might be reconstituted, or there cer- 
tainly might be a threat, but we will 
give him that much. 

The original geographical area of 
NATO responsibility is no longer suf 
ficient”, Mr. Perry continues. 

Sufficient for what? It is sufficient 
for the people who live in that area. 
NATO helps secure the homes and live- 
lihoods of people in the North Atlantic 
area. 

Mr. Perry states, The original mili- 
tary structure of NATO is no longer ap- 
propriate. 

We are going from a military alliance 
to something else. 

He says: 

The new missions— 


I am taken aback. “New missions”? 
How can a treaty organization ratified 
by the U.S. Senate, in place for 50 
years, all of a sudden have new mis- 
sions, new purposes? 

Mr. Perry continues, The new mis- 
sions of NATO should be preventive de- 
fense—creating the conditions for 
peace in Europe.” 

Mr. Perry refers to Europe—not 
NATO member nations. There are a 
number of nonmember nations in the 
European area. All of a sudden, we are 
expanding beyond the concept of a 
group of individual countries who have 
agreed to defend themselves to the pro- 
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jection of a peace guarantee on an en- 
tire continent. 

Mr. Perry continues, The geo- 
graphical area of NATO interests 
should be anywhere in the world * * * 

Mr. President, that is a substantial 
change. That is a significant departure. 
This is not the traditional under- 
standing of NATO. This is not in the 
language of the original treaty. This is 
an effort to make NATO a worldwide 
organization. * * anywhere in the 
world where aggression can threaten 
the security of NATO members.” 

I wish to emphasize that we need to 
be very careful about anybody who 
threatens the security of NATO mem- 
bers. But what does this administra- 
tion mean when it makes statements 
endorsing a global NATO? We don’t 
have to rely on the former U.S. Sec- 
retary of Defense for guidance on that 
question. We can go to the current Sec- 
retary of State. According to the Wash- 
ington Post, Secretary Albright also 
has urged that an expanding national 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
must extend its geographic reach be- 
yond the European continent and 
evolve into a ‘force for peace from the 
Middle East to Central Africa.“ 

I think it is only fair that we go be- 
yond focusing on three new members in 
Eastern Europe. If a new mission is 
really what we are talking about, if 
this is what the intention is, the 
change here is far more than adding 
three new countries. The trans- 
formation is a shift from the defense of 
territory—specified and outlined with 
clear boundaries—to an organization 
whose impact will be worldwide. Ac- 
cording to the Secretary of State 
NATO should be a ** force for 
peace from the Middle East to central 
Africa.” 

If what the Senate is really consid- 
ering here is the transformation of 
NATO’s mission, then I think it re- 
quires us to ask, “Is this what was in- 
tended when this NATO agreement 
came into existence? Was it designed 
to have this kind of elasticity? Was it 
designed to evolve, as an ameba does, 
changing shape with different cir- 
cumstances to fill any void? Not ac- 
cording to the folks who presided in 
the U.S. Senate in 1949 when this great 
treaty organization was ratified. 

Listen to the words of Senator Tom 
Connally, chairman of the Senate For- 
eign Relations Committee at the time: 
“Let us not forget that this treaty is 
limited in scope. Its main purpose is to 
maintain the peace and security of the 
North Atlantic area. We do not propose 
to stretch its terms to cover the entire 
globe.” 

It is interesting to consider these 
comments by Senators from the past. 
We do not propose to stretch its terms 
to cover the entire globe”, stated Sen- 
ator Connally. His statement offers a 
striking contrast to the language of a 
globalist NATO offered by officials 
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from this administration. This admin- 
istration is now supporting the expan- 
sion of NATO to three new members, 
but is also presiding over an incredibly 
significant transition in the scope and 
shape of the organization itself. 

In NATO, the United States was 
making a calibrated commitment. We 
joined NATO and considered the pos- 
sible deployment of U.S. forces with 
the utmost caution. In 1949, our Con- 
gress was not about to deploy U.S. 
forces willy-nilly around the world. 
The collective defense mission of 
NATO was defined explicitly in article 
V, and I quote: The parties agree that 
an armed attack against one or more of 
them’’—of the parties, of the member 
nations—*‘in Europe or North America, 
shall be considered an attack against 
them all“ * *” 

Collective defense was meant to re- 
spond to an attack on the United 
States or another NATO ally. This was 
an attack on the member nations in 
Europe within their borders. The allies 
would then take such action, according 
to article V, as each “deems nec- 
essary” to restore the peace for those 
member nations. 

The geographic scope of the article V 
commitment was defined explicitly in 
article VI to make sure there was not 
any confusion. In article VI, we made 
it clear. It said the United States 
would defend the territory—territory 
of NATO members—not the interests, 
not the commercial transactions, but 
the territory of the NATO members. 

The geographical scope of Article 6 
included the Mediterranean Sea and 
the North Atlantic area north of the 
Tropic of Cancer. 

Article V says if you are attacked, 
you are to respond to the attack. Arti- 
cle VI has the sort of precision of a real 
estate transaction, specifically stating 
where the territory was and how it was 
to be defended. 

Article IV of the treaty is seen by 
some now as an escape hatch for expan- 
sion of NATO’s mission. Article IV of 
the treaty states: The parties will 
consult together whenever in the opin- 
ion of any of them the territorial in- 
tegrity, political independence, or se- 
curity of any of the parties is threat- 
ened.” Terms like territorial integ- 
rity” and political independence” and 
“security” flow from and reinforce 
NATO’s collective defense mission. 

As I will argue in more detail, under- 
girding NATO’s collective defense mis- 
sion was the purpose of article IV. Ar- 
ticle IV was not a loophole for any 
military operation the North Atlantic 
Council could dream up. 

One of the things I think the Senate 
should consider carefully is the expan- 
sion of NATO, not just by membership 
but by mission—from the defense of 
territory to the defense of interests, 
which is the direction in which things 
are pointed. If we go from defending 
territory to defending interests and fol- 
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lowing those interests, as Secretary 
Perry indicated and Secretary Albright 
has indicated, to remote locations on 
the globe, that threatens some of the 
very essential purposes of NATO. If you 
squander defense resources or if your 
forces are so thinly deployed, it can be 
very damaging and undermining to the 
capacity to respond to a real security 
threat. 

It would be terrible to think that we 
would have our forces so far-flung that 
we could not respond to a real security 
threat. I have to say this: Right now 
the administration is so willing to de- 
ploy U.S. troops and so unwilling to 
provide resources for the military that 
we are stretching our resources very 
thin. If we want to put ourselves in 
real jeopardy by stretching them thin- 
ner, we should change the mission of 
NATO so that we become an inter- 
national policing organization effec- 
tively answering 911 calls anywhere 
around the world. Secretary Perry says 
anywhere around the globe. Secretary 
Albright says in the Middle East and 
throughout central Africa. 

The United States is extending de- 
fense commitments to these three new 
potential NATO countries while slash- 
ing its defense resources—a 27-percent 
cut in defense spending over the last 8 
years. We need to be very careful. If 
your defense spending is falling and 
your defense deployments are rising, 
you have very low resources to meet 
high commitments, placing yourself in 
serious jeopardy. 

Most Americans have agreed we have 
to have an ability to fight at least in 
two regions. If we cannot fight in two 
regions, and if we get into any kind of 
a struggle somewhere, it is an invita- 
tion for an aggressor somewhere else to 
start something. I mean, after all, if we 
were involved in the Middle East and 
we only had a capacity to defend one 
area, that would be the only area we 
could defend. It would invite rogue re- 
gimes, dictators, to be involved some- 
where else pretty quickly. North Korea 
might decide to send its people over 
the border en masse. So the United 
States has to sustain the capacity to 
fight in two regions. 

John Hillen writes in the National 
Review that we are losing that kind of 
capacity. 

In 1998, almost all the active Army's 
heavy-tank and armored-cavalry units out- 
side of Korea and Bosnia would have to go to 
the Persian Gulf in order to equal the fight- 
ing power of America’s VII Corps in 1991. And 
the VII Corps was only one of three Amer- 
ican corps engaged in Desert Storm. In other 
words, it would take all the fighting mate- 
riel we have to make up one of the three 
corps that were fighting in Desert Storm. 
Given the fact that we have the commit- 
ments we have in both Korea and Bosnia, we 
have to be careful we don’t hollow out the 
force. And expanding the mission, broad- 
ening the range of deployments, expanding 
NATO from the defense of territory to the 
defense of interests could further hollow out 
our armed forces. 


6803 


Here’s how NATO expansion will in- 
crease U.S. security commitments. 

Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic 
comprise 301,000 square miles of new NATO 
territory and 2,612 miles of new NATO fron- 
tier to which the collective defense commit- 
ment is extended. 

Total national defense spending fell by 27 
percent over the last 8 years. 

If we are going to be a part of defend- 
ing this new territory, I wonder about 
whether we can do it with a plum- 
meting rate of investment in national 
defense. 

Outside normal training and alliance com- 
mitments, the Army conducted 10 oper- 
ational events” between 1960-91, and 26 since 
1991. 

There you have it. We are sending 
our troops all over the world, and you 
wonder if we can do that without 
hollowing out the force when we have a 
27 percent drop in our funding. 

The Marine Corps conducted 15 ‘‘contin- 
gency operations“ between 82 and 89, and 62 
since the fall of the Berlin Wall. 

We are sending our people all over 
the place and we are not funding them 
the way we really should. 

According to the Army Chief of Staff Den- 
nis Reimer, the Army reduced manpower by 
36 percent while increasing the number of de- 
ployed operations by 300 percent. 

Can you forever shrink your resource 
base and increase your deployment? 

President Reagan’s Deputy Undersec- 
retary of Defense states: 

Like Gulliver’s enfeeblement by the 
Lilliputians, [the U.S.] will be tied down in 
so many parts of the world for so long that 
it will be hard-pressed to respond to the 
major threats against which only over- 
whelming force would prove effective. 

I think the point I want to make here 
is we have to be very careful in expand- 
ing the mission, changing the mission 
of NATO from a defense-of-territory to 
a defense-of-interest mission, pro- 
jecting deployments in central Africa 
and a wide variety of other places, as 
Secretary Perry indicated, around the 
globe. Are we making sure we have the 
necessary defense resources in the 
event there is a real security chal- 
lenge? If we are stamping out 
brushfires on the other side of the 
world, can we defend ourselves against 
a firefight in our own backyard? 

These are the kinds of things that I 
think are important. I don’t think this 
administration has made very serious 
strategic assessments about NATO ex- 
pansion. ‘‘We must pledge that the first 
new members will not be the last,” ac- 
cording to Secretary Albright, “and 
that no European democracy will be 
excluded because of where it sits on the 
map. In other words, come one, come 
all. We are not going to make strategic 
judgments. In the real world, real sol- 
diers die defending real borders. 

I intend to ask the Senate to make a 
clear statement on the mission of 
NATO, a mission that is a defense of 
territory, not just a defense of inter- 
ests. I know that Senator ROBERTS of 
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Kansas and Senator WARNER of Vir- 
ginia have expressed their interest in 
this respect. We need to pass an amend- 
ment that will make sure that the Sen- 
ate will not be endorsing what I call 
“treaty creep,” where we just allow a 
creeping mission to get us to the place 
where we are no longer able to sustain 
those things which ought to be sus- 
tained. 

It is with that in mind that I will be 
offering an amendment which would be 
added to the resolution of ratification. 
I hope that Members of the Senate will 
take into account the importance of 
understanding that we cannot dilute 
the capacity of the United States to de- 
fend its own freedom and to fulfill its 
collective defense commitment in 
NATO by making the breadth of this 
treaty so broad that it becomes a sec- 
ond United Nations, except this time 
with a standing army. NATO should 
not become an organization whose 
forces can be deployed and put at risk 
inappropriately and unduly in a wide 
variety of settings not defined by the 
territory of the members of the North 
Atlantic area. 

It is with that in mind that I look 
forward to submitting the amendment 
and defending the opportunity to place 
in the resolution of ratification clear 
language which will define and reassert 
the only valid definition of NATO, its 
original purpose, which was the defense 
of territory, political independence, 
and security of member states in that 
particular organization. 

I thank the Chair and I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maine. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, the 
matter of NATO expansion is perhaps 
the single most important foreign pol- 
icy or defense issue to come before 
Congress this year. Because of the com- 
plexity of the issues involved, the im- 
portance of this decision, and its impli- 
cations for our relationship with Rus- 
sia, I have not rushed to judgment on 
this subject. Today, however, I would 
like to explain why after careful con- 
sideration, I have decided to support 
NATO expansion. 

The past half-century has shown the 
cardinal importance of American en- 
gagement in European affairs. 
Throughout the Cold War, our involve- 
ment in Europe, principally through 
NATO, helped provide a crucial frame- 
work of peace and stability in which 
the countries of Europe have been able 
to develop—giving them breathing 
room in which to leave behind wartime 
devastation and grow into prosperous 
trading partners and allies. Today, of 
course, the Cold War has ended. The 
importance of U.S. involvement in Eu- 
rope, however, has not. 

With the end of the continent's arti- 
ficial division along the inter-German 
frontier into hostile ideological blocks, 
the meaning of Europe“ has changed 
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and its role in the world has evolved. If 
they are to have relevance in this new 
post-Cold War era, institutions built 
around Europe's previous divisions 
must also evolve, or else face creeping 
irrelevance. NATO may not be impor- 
tant to the world in precisely the way 
it used to be—as a breakwater against 
Soviet expansionism—but the coopera- 
tive security arrangements it embodies 
remain vital to European stability and 
to world peace. 

Mr. President, NATO stands without 
peer in modern times as an institution 
capable of effective, coordinated inter- 
national action in times of crisis. More 
important still, however, is the Alli- 
ance’s much more quiet, everyday role 
as the ultimate underwriter of Euro- 
pean peace, providing a supportive 
framework within which allied democ- 
racies can successfully consolidate 
themselves after difficult periods of 
transition and become valuable friends 
and partners in the best sense of these 
words. NATO expansion to incorporate 
the newly-liberated countries of Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic 
will help ensure that the Alliance re- 
mains an important guarantor of conti- 
nental peace and stability in the years 
to come—and that America continues 
to play an engaged and productive role 
in European security. 

I do not mean to suggest that NATO 
expansion has no costs, or that I am 
entirely sanguine about its potential 
implications. 

I have been extremely concerned 
both about the anticipated financial 
costs of NATO expansion and about its 
potential impact upon U.S.-Russian re- 
lations. 

With regard to the costs of NATO to 
the American taxpayer, I have dis- 
cussed my concerns with both Sec- 
retary of Defense Bill Cohen and Sec- 
retary of State Madeleine Albright. In 
particular, I have been very concerned 
about the great variation in cost esti- 
mates given during the last year or so, 
estimates that have ranged from a 
total of $35 billion, or even more, over 
the next 10 years to a total cost of a 
relatively small $1.5 billion, with the 
United States share of that $1.5 billion 
being approximately $400 million. 

As both Secretary Cohen and Sec- 
retary Albright have pointed out to 
me, the highest estimates anticipated 
expanding NATO to four countries, 
rather than three, and were not based 
on information now available about the 
condition of Eastern Europe’s military 
infrastructure. I am thus greatly en- 
couraged by NATO’s most up-to-date 
financial estimates which were based 
upon an intensive country-by-country 
survey of the Polish, Czech and Hun- 
garian defense establishments. 

This latest study, the methodology of 
which has been endorsed by the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office as well as by the 
Department of Defense, indicates that 
the likely costs of NATO expansion are 
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much lower than had been previously 
estimated. 

Mr. President, this study does not 
pull the wool over anyone’s eyes. The 
shrinkage of the official cost estimates 
since early 1997, in fact, represents 
movement along a learning curve, and 
the pleasant surprise of discovering, 
after much analysis, that Eastern Eu- 
ropean militaries are in much better 
shape than previously thought is large- 
ly responsible for much of the change 
in the estimate. 

There will certainly be costs to mili- 
tary modernization in Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic, but most of 
these expenses will be borne by the new 
member countries themselves. Of the 
remainder, we will share the burden 
with our present NATO allies through 
our proportional contributions to the 
NATO common fund. All told, these ex- 
penses will not be significant compared 
to the benefits we will all reap from en- 
suring NATO’s continuing role in se- 
curing European peace and security 
and stability. 

With respect to U.S.-Russian rela- 
tions, I have also been encouraged by 
the progress of our extensive Partner- 
ship for Peace Program with Moscow 
and of our mutual efforts to ensure 
that Russia’s decaying strategic nu- 
clear infrastructure remains secure 
against terrorism, theft and accident. 
Today, Russian and NATO diplomats 
sit together to discuss mutual concerns 
on a permanent joint council convened 
for this purpose. U.S. nuclear experts 
work very closely with Russian au- 
thorities in protecting the security of 
Russia’s nuclear establishment. 

Significantly, these crucial coopera- 
tive efforts with Russia have continued 
and even accelerated as NATO expan- 
sion has become more imminent. Most 
recently, the Russian Government an- 
nounced in mid-April that it will push 
very hard to persuade the Duma to rat- 
ify START II strategic arms reduction 
agreement with the United States. 
These are not the hallmarks of a gov- 
ernment preparing for a new cold 
war” if Poland, Hungary and the Czech 
Republic join our alliance. To the con- 
trary, U.S.-Russian relations have been 
growing warmer, even as NATO has 
been preparing to expand. 

I look forward, in fact, to seeing 
Eastern Europe develop a whole new 
continuum of productive relationships 
with the United States and the West, 
links that range from formal NATO 
military ties to expanded Partnership 
for Peace relations, to ever more im- 
portant economic and cultural ties. 

The Europe of the 2ist century will 
not be one of haves and have-nots when 
it comes to transnational ties. Rather, 
it will be a Europe bound together in a 
mutually reinforcing web of different 
but complementary relationships 
stretching across the entire spectrum 
of public affairs. This is a Europe to 
which we should look forward with 


April 27, 1998 


eager anticipation, and it is one in the 
creation of which NATO expansion to 
Poland, Hungary and the Czech Repub- 
lic can play an important role. 

It is for these reasons, Mr. President, 
that after careful consideration and 
much deliberation I shall cast my vote 
in favor of NATO expansion. Thank 
you, Mr. President. I yield the floor. 

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HAGEL). The Senator from New Mexico. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Bill Monahan, 
a fellow in my office, be allowed the 
privilege of the floor during the consid- 
eration of this NATO enlargement res- 
olution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
to express serious concerns about this 
proposal to enlarge NATO. The ques- 
tion of whether we admit Poland, Hun- 
gary and the Czech Republic to NATO 
needs to be judged in the overall con- 
text of our security needs in this post- 
cold war period. Today’s security envi- 
ronment is uncertain and vastly dif- 
ferent from the climate of the cold war 
for which the NATO alliance was cre- 
ated. New threats dominate our na- 
tional security agenda. The new 
threats are well known to all of us. 
They are the proliferation of weapons 
of mass destruction, terrorism and re- 
gional instability created by rogue 
states in the Middle East or northeast 
Asia, the specter of accidental nuclear 
launch and other high priority military 
threats. Those are the immediate secu- 
rity concerns which we have. 

Yet, when I look at the national se- 
curity threats that we have, it does not 
strike me that enlarging NATO is like- 
ly to help us meet those threats. An 
important distinction was made by Dr. 
Kissinger, a former Secretary of State 
and National Security Adviser, be- 
tween the role of a military alliance 
and a collective security system. Dr. 
Kissinger—who, by the way, is a sup- 
porter of NATO enlargement—stressed 
that NATO is a military alliance which 
is established for the purpose of defend- 
ing a specified area. In contrast, a col- 
lective security system or agreement is 
formed in response to aggression on a 
case-by-case basis. It does not main- 
tain forces of its own and it is not re- 
stricted to defending a particular geo- 
graphical area. 

We need to ask ourselves which of 
these two types of organizations en- 
hances our security more: Expanding a 
military alliance that was formed to 
defend the territory of its members 
against a Soviet threat that no longer 
exists—that is one option which is the 
one before us, unfortunately—or, on 
the contrary, pursuing collective secu- 
rity arrangements designed to meet to- 
day’s threats. 

Iam concerned that this near-sighted 
emphasis on NATO enlargement may 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


increase rather than decrease our 
threat to security interest in Europe. 
At best, NATO enlargement is a dis- 
traction in that it diverts our atten- 
tion from other higher priority con- 
cerns and alternative solutions, and, at 
worst, it could undermine our ability 
to address these more immediate pri- 
ority military threats and perhaps re- 
duce the cohesiveness of the NATO alli- 
ance upon which we have depended. 

Which one it results in will largely 
depend on how we address the long- 
term risks of NATO enlargement, how 
this open-ended process becomes lim- 
ited, and what its impact is upon the 
cooperative efforts between the U.S. 
and Russia to enhance our security 
mutually, the security of the U.S. and 
of Russia, in the spirit of partnership. 

If we proceed with NATO enlarge- 
ment, we must ensure that we do not 
erode our ability to meet our highest 
priority security concerns or preclude 
alternative collective security arrange- 
ments that may more effectively ad- 
dress these concerns. 

Mr. President, I am considering in- 
troducing several amendments to the 
Senate resolution on the protocols re- 
garding the accession of Poland and 
Hungary and the Czech Republic. These 
amendments are intended to safeguard 
against some of the potential long- 
term risks associated with NATO en- 
largement. 

First, let me express support for Sen- 
ator WARNER’s amendment to establish 
a 3-year moratorium on further rounds 
of NATO enlargement. I am an original 
cosponsor of that amendment. NATO 
membership for Poland and Hungary 
and the Czech Republic cannot be sepa- 
rated from the larger issue of the ad- 
ministration’s seemingly open-door 
policy for enlarging NATO. 

According to the administration, any 
state of Central or Eastern Europe that 
meets certain democratic criteria is a 
potential candidate for NATO member- 
ship. Altogether there are nearly a 
dozen countries that are or may be 
candidates for NATO membership in 
the coming years. Included in that 
group are the three Baltic States, Slo- 
venia, Romania, Albania, Bulgaria, 
Slovakia and Macedonia. 

I support the goal of integrating Cen- 
tral and Eastern Europe into a united 
and democratic Europe free of the divi- 
sive legacy of the cold war. But the 
question is, how do we achieve that 
goal? In this regard I have some serious 
concerns about the administration’s 
open-door policy on enlarging NATO. 

There are some fundamental ques- 
tions that remain unanswered. We do 
not know whether these three can- 
didate countries, the three we are con- 
sidering in this resolution, are mili- 
tarily and economically prepared to 
contribute to NATO’s common defense. 

As several of the speakers this after- 
noon have mentioned, cost estimates 
for enlargement vary widely. The 
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burdensharing arrangements within 
NATO are still unresolved. NATO itself 
is still revising its post-cold war stra- 
tegic mission. 

At a minimum, I believe we in the 
Senate, if we proceed with expanding 
the Atlantic alliance, it is in America’s 
and NATO's interest to take the time 
to fully assess the effects, both the 
costs and the benefits, of this round of 
expansion. A 3-year pause, as suggested 
in Senator WARNER’s amendment, 
would give alliance members a reason- 
able time to do this. If things go ac- 
cording to NATO’s plan, then alliance 
members, both the new ones and the 
old ones, will have updated NATO’s 
strategic military mission well within 
that time frame. A pause would allow 
cost-sharing arrangements to be 
reached and payments to be received. 

Let me turn to a few other issues 
that I intend to deal with by proposed 
amendment, Mr. President. 

Currently, the NATO resolution con- 
tains language intended to require the 
President to consult the Senate prior 
to consenting to invite any additional 
states to join NATO. I commend the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
for including that provision. It ensures 
that the Senate will be a partner in 
any decision to invite a state to begin 
accession talks with NATO. 

We should have had such a provision 
in place before we got to this situation 
with Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic. But I intend to introduce an 
amendment that I believe complements 
and strengthens the provision that is 
now coming to the Senate floor. This 
amendment would require the Presi- 
dent to report to Congress on the quali- 
fications of any country being consid- 
ered for NATO membership prior to the 
United States consenting to invite that 
country to begin accession talks with 
NATO as was done with Poland, Hun- 
gary, and the Czech Republic in Madrid 
last year. 

The amendment further specifies the 
kind of detailed information to be pro- 
vided, including each potential can- 
didate’s military preparedness to join 
NATO, the costs and burdensharing ar- 
rangements for integrating each poten- 
tial candidate into NATO, and the im- 
pact that admitting each potential 
candidate would have on NATO’s cohe- 
siveness and other priority U.S. secu- 
rity concerns. 

The second issue that I believe needs 
to be addressed by amendment relates 
to the strategic mission of NATO. 
Right now we in the Senate are being 
called upon to sign up to a policy of en- 
larging the alliance without a clear, 
coherent explanation of how expansion 
of NATO will serve NATO’s strategic 
interests. I am concerned because 
NATO itself does not seem to have an 
agreed upon strategic military mission. 

For several months now, NATO mem- 
bers have been engaged in updating the 
alliance strategic concept. The current 


6806 


concept, which was last revised in 1991, 
is outdated, and all agree on that. It 
fails to take account of such critical 
events as the collapse of the Soviet 
Union, NATO’S peacekeeping oper- 
ations in Bosnia, or more recently the 
special relationships that NATO has es- 
tablished with Russia and the Ukraine. 

NATO is currently debating adminis- 
tration proposals to expand the alli- 
ance’s military charter to include oper- 
ations in the Middle East and North 
Africa, a subject of considerable con- 
troversy for existing and prospective 
members alike. The alliance will also 
be reviewing its critically important 
nuclear policies. The updated strategic 
concept will not be completed by the 
time the Senate is expected to vote on 
this round of enlargement. 

My amendment would withhold invit- 
ing additional countries other than Po- 
land, Hungary and the Czech Republic 
for NATO membership until after 
NATO has approved a revised strategic 
concept. This is simply a matter of set- 
ting our priorities. NATO members 
need to decide on the alliance’s mission 
before any new candidates are asked to 
join. Future candidates need to know 
what obligations they would be under- 
taking in seeking NATO membership. 

This should not cause a delay for 
anyone. The expectation is that this 
revised strategic concept will be com- 
pleted this summer. 

Once a revised Strategic Concept is 
agreed, existing and prospective NATO 
members will be able to judge for 
themselves whether further expansion 
will in the long-run strengthen—or un- 
dermine—NATO’s effectiveness in ful- 
filling its mission. 

The third issue that I believe needs 
to be addressed before we conclude ac- 
tion on this proposed ratification of 
this treaty relates to the critical ques- 
tion of NATO membership for the Bal- 
tic States. The administration has re- 
peatedly welcomed the aspiration of 
the Baltic States—Lithuania, Estonia 
and Latvia—to join NATO, most re- 
cently in signing a charter of partner- 
ship with those states this past Janu- 
ary. 
At the same time the administration 
tells us that this charter is neither a 
precommitment by the United States 
to NATO membership for the Baltic 
States, nor is it a backdoor U.S. secu- 
rity commitment to those states. I be- 
lieve it is critical that we be clear on 
the Senate’s understanding of the Bal- 
tic Charter for the record. I am consid- 
ering an amendment stating that the 
Baltic Charter neither precommits the 
United States to Baltic membership in 
NATO nor provides those states with 
U.S. security commitments. 

In addition, the NATO resolution 
must also be clear that it is essential 
for the administration to consult with 
the Senate well in advance of any vote 
in the North Atlantic Council to invite 
a Baltic state to begin accession talks 
with NATO. 
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Our military commitments must be 
tailored to our national security prior- 
ities. An open-door policy for enlarging 
NATO will mean further expanding 
U.S. security commitments. At the 
heart of NATO is the mutual commit- 
ment under article V of the North At- 
lantic Treaty to the common defense of 
all NATO members in the case of at- 
tack. Since the end of the cold war, 
even as our armed forces have been re- 
duced by a third, our security commit- 
ments have extended to Bosnia and 
Iraq and Northeast Asia and other hot 
spots around the globe. 

As we consider setting an open-ended 
course for expanding our military com- 
mitments, we must keep in mind that 
our defense resources are limited. I 
question whether we are prepared to al- 
locate limited defense resources to 
ever-expanding NATO military com- 
mitments ahead of our other defense 
priorities, priorities such as force mod- 
ernization, readiness, or investment in 
research and development needed to 
preserve our technological edge. 

I am particularly concerned about 
U.S. and NATO preparedness to meet 
these article V commitments if the 
Baltic States are invited to join NATO. 

If the United States and its allies are 
not prepared to meet our article V 
commitments to the common defense 
of all NATO members, then expansion 
could create alliance-threatening divi- 
sions within NATO. 

Mr. President, I do not propose to 
preclude the possibility of Baltic mem- 
bership in NATO sometime in the fu- 
ture. But any invitation to the Baltic 
States would be a serious step that 
should first be thoroughly considered 
with the Senate’s participation. In any 
case, Senate consent to ratification of 
the current protocols for Poland and 
Hungary and the Czech Republic should 
in no way be interpreted as a 
preapproval of the Baltic States can- 
didacy for NATO membership. 

One final issue I want to raise today 
concerns continued U.S. support for 
the enhancement of NATO’s Partner- 
ship for Peace initiative. Some have 
argued that if the Senate does not go 
along with NATO enlargement, the 
countries of Central and Eastern Eu- 
rope will be abandoned in “strategic 
ambiguity,” exiled to a no-man’s-land 
between NATO and Russia. I do not ac- 
cept this view. An alternative already 
exists in NATO’s Partnership for Peace 
initiative. In this initiative, there are 
28 partner countries of Central and 
Eastern Europe and the former Soviet 
Union, including Russia, associating 
themselves with NATO. This initiative 
is an essential element to current and 
future peace and security in Europe ex- 
tending to central Asia. 

Experts on both sides of this NATO 
enlargement issue agree on the need 
for a strong Partnership for Peace. 
Former Secretary of Defense Bill 
Perry, an advocate of NATO enlarge- 
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ment, testified before the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee on this very need to 
ensure that the Partnership for Peace 
initiative is not undermined in the 
process of expanding the alliance. He 
stated, “The Partnership for Peace 
should receive attention comparable to 
that accorded to enlargement. The ex- 
perience of PFP membership should 
closely resemble the experience of 
NATO partnership.” 

So the amendment that I intend to 
offer on this issue would be a declara- 
tion of support for the Partnership for 
Peace intended to place the NATO res- 
olution in an important context; that 
is, the complementary effectiveness of 
the Partnership for Peace initiative. 

This amendment would declare that 
PFP is both an essential and enduring 
complement to the NATO alliance in 
maintaining and enhancing regional se- 
curity. It would also endorse NATO ef- 
forts to enhance PFP, to strengthen its 
political consultative mechanism 
through the Euro-Atlantic Partnership 
Council, to expand the operational role 
of the PFP, and to provide for in- 
creased participation of Partner coun- 
tries in decision-making and planning 
within PFP. Many of these objectives 
are the same ones voiced in favor of 
NATO enlargement. 

I am concerned about contentions 
that the whole purpose of PFP is to 
prepare Partner countries for future 
NATO membership. For a significant 
number of PFP Partners, that simply 
isn't their primary purpose in partici- 
pating. It is essential that PFP con- 
tinue to be valued as an independent 
component of the European security 
system and not be reduced or con- 
strained to being a prelude to NATO 
membership. Accordingly, my amend- 
ment would also clarify that PFP 
membership does not in any way preju- 
dice a country’s application or consid- 
eration for admission to the NATO alli- 
ance. 

I would note that, in contrast to 
NATO enlargement, Russian reaction 
to PFP is increasingly positive. While 
it has been a PFP Partner since the 
initiative began in 1994, Russia is now 
completing its first-ever Individual 
Partnership Plan, detailing the specific 
activities in which it intends to par- 
ticipate over the next few years. These 
include eleven PFP exercises, including 
one on its own territory. 

In conclusion, I urge my colleagues 
to consider carefully the long-term 
risks associated with NATO enlarge- 
ment. The Senate must be an active 
partner in any future decision to invite 
further rounds of candidates for NATO 
membership. 

In the meantime, we need to focus 
our efforts on meeting our top military 
security priorities. We must ensure 
that NATO enlargement does not un- 
dermine our ability to address our 
most pressing security concerns. But I 
believe we should reserve higher pri- 
ority for our cooperative efforts with 
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Russia to eliminate strategic nuclear 
weapons under START I, to secure 
Duma ratification of START II, and to 
advance discussions on further reduc- 
tions of nuclear weapons under a 
START III framework. The cooperation 
between the national laboratories in 
my state of New Mexico and their 
counterparts in Russia remains criti- 
cally important to the pressing prob- 
lem of nonproliferation. In addition, 
the United States needs to engage Rus- 
sia in a dialogue on additional joint 
steps beyond START to reduce the nu- 
clear threat. 

In summary, our primary security 
goal must be to promote a safe and sta- 
ble security environment for the 
United States, our NATO allies, and 
the countries of Eastern and Central 
Europe, including Russia. No further 
enlargement of NATO should be consid- 
ered unless and until it can be clearly 
demonstrated that such a step serves 
this goal. We need to proceed cau- 
tiously, with clear priorities and thor- 
ough consideration of all options— 
whether NATO, the Partnership for 
Peace, or other security arrange- 
ments—for promoting the security and 
safety of the North Atlantic area as a 
whole. 

Mr. WARNER. Would the Senator 
take a brief question? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I am happy to re- 
spond. 

Mr. WARNER. I wish to commend 
the distinguished Senator. He has 
worked from the beginning with Sen- 
ator SMITH, myself, and others as we 
began to examine the very serious 
questions. 

The Senator raised an issue that 
caused me great concern, and that is 
the nuclear aspect and how in his State 
so much valuable work is now being 
done and has always been done on this 
question. 

My understanding, having met with a 
number of Members of the Russian 
Duma—and I believe the Senator was 
present at the time that Members of 
the Duma came informally before the 
Armed Services Committee—there is a 
considerable doubt as to whether or 
not they will ratify the current arms 
control arrangements because of the 
question of NATO enlargement. 

Is that the Senator’s understanding? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let 
me respond to my friend from Virginia 
by saying that is my understanding. I 
have yet to speak to any high official 
in the Russian Government who felt 
this would be helpful, that us going 
ahead with this resolution particularly 
at this time would be helpful in bring- 
ing Russia along to ratify START II or 
to take any other actions that would 
be helpful in reducing the nuclear 
threat. 

Mr. WARNER. In response, I say to 
my good friend, I talked with a number 
of Members of the Duma. I accom- 
panied the Secretary of Defense, Mr. 
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Cohen, to Russia in the January time- 
frame, where we sat down in the U.S. 
Embassy in Moscow and listened to the 
protests of about half a dozen Members 
of the Duma for the better part of 2 
hours. There was absolutely no equivo- 
cation on their part that they felt that 
the future ratification by the Russian 
Duma of the current arms control ar- 
rangement now pending is in great 
doubt. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I thank my friend 
from Virginia for his leadership on this 
important issue. As I indicated earlier, 
I am proud to be a cosponsor of the 
amendment that he is offering and 
hope we can gain the support of col- 
leagues on that as well. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. 
Thank you, Mr. President. 

I might add to the comments of the 
distinguished Senator from Virginia in 
the discussion of the distinguished Sen- 
ator from New Mexico that we had had 
some testimony along the same lines in 
the strategic subcommittee. General 
Xavier indicated he felt, likewise, that 
the Duma would be less inclined to pro- 
vide—they believe that if, in fact, 
NATO expansion were to continue, this 
could very well jeopardize the START 
II talks. 

I think it is also important to note— 
and I know the distinguished Senator 
made many visits to Russia, as I have 
in the past few years—the worst part of 
this, I don’t sense anger on the part of 
some of our Russian colleagues, but I 
do sense frustration, especially those 
who want to see Russia move to a de- 
mocracy and stay there. Small “q” 
democrats in Russia really believe— 
and I think they are correct—that this 
is not going to help their cause. 

President Yeltsin has been steadfast 
and brave and courageous as he has 
tried to move, despite great odds and a 
lot of problems, especially inflation, to 
try to move Russia to the West and to 
democracy and to a good free market. 

I think this is going to hurt it, and I 
think hurt it needlessly, because there 
is absolutely, in this Senator’s opinion, 
no urgency whatever to make this deci- 
sion, which is the part I just cannot un- 
derstand—why there is this sense of ur- 
gency. 

Only 2 short years ago, reading a 
quote from the President of the United 
States—actually 4 years ago, in which 
he gave a compelling reason not to 
have NATO expansion, and yet now it 
has all changed, and it didn’t change 
that quickly. 

Mr. WARNER. If my colleague would 
allow me, first I wish to thank the Sen- 
ator. He has been an absolute leader on 
this issue from the very beginning, and 
at the beginning there were fewer than 
there are now. We are fortunate there 
is a growing number beginning to look 
at it from the perspective that the dis- 
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tinguished Senator from New Hamp- 
shire and I have had for some period of 
time. 

Just today, I was privileged to have 
lunch with the mayor of St. Peters- 
burg, Russia. I was on his right, and to 
my immediate right was the deputy 
chief of mission here of the Russian 
Embassy. Now, never should the United 
States allow Russia to veto any of our 
foreign policy. We always must do 
those things that are in our strategic 
interest. 

But I join the distinguished Senator 
from New Hampshire in his view that 
there is no rush to do this. It is a win- 
dow of opportunity that Russia has 
seized upon to try to solidify their 
movement toward a solid democracy, 
try to solidify their struggle in the free 
market system of the world, at the 
same time they are dealing with tre- 
mendous political instability at home 
both in elective office and indeed in 
law enforcement. Both of these persons 
told me, formally in the discussion 
over luncheon not over 2 hours ago, it 
is of grave concern to them individ- 
ually, of the timing of this move. 

I thank the Senator. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I 
thank my colleague for those remarks. 

I just say to Senator WARNER, on 
January 10, 1994, along the same vein, 
President Clinton himself made the fol- 
lowing statement, only 4 years ago: 

Why should we now draw a new line 
through Europe just a little further east? 
Why should we now do something which 
could foreclose the best possible future for 
Europe? The best possible future would be a 
democratic Russia committed to the secu- 
rity of all of its European neighbors. The 
best possible future would be a democratic 
Ukraine, a democratic government in every 
one of the Newly Independent States of the 
former Soviet Union, all committed to mar- 
ket cooperation, to common security and to 
democratic ideals. We should not foreclose 
that possibility. 

That was the President of the United 
States, Bill Clinton, on January 10, 
1994. I simply say to my colleagues, 
what has changed? What has changed? 

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Yes. 

Mr. BIDEN. What does that quote 
have to do with anything? What does it 
have to do with anything relating to 
whether or not we should expand 
NATO? How is it inconsistent with ex- 
pansion of NATO? 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I 
think it has a lot “to do with any- 
thing.“ The President made these 
statements at the NATO headquarters 
in Brussels, Belgium, and his point is 
that drawing a new line through Eu- 
rope a little further east might jeop- 
ardize the relationship between the 
Russians and the United States and 
bringing the Russians into the democ- 
racy, into the West as a democratic na- 
tion. The Senator doesn’t believe that 
is relevant to this? 
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Mr. BIDEN. With all due respect, the 
President never spoke of that in the 
context of drawing any new lines; he 
spoke in the context of being demo- 
cratic nations. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I’m 
reading the President's quote. The 
best possible future would be a demo- 
cratic Russia committed to the secu- 
rity of all of its European neighbors. 
We should not foreclose it.” That was 
the time he followed in President 
Bush’s footsteps of supporting the 
Partnership for Peace, which I also 
support. Now something has inter- 
vened—perhaps the election of 1996— 
that caused him now to change his 
mind, and suddenly now there is this 
urgent need to have these three na- 
tions become part of NATO. 

Mr. BIDEN. I don’t want to take the 
Senator’s time. He was kind enough to 
yield for a question. If he would like to, 
I could continue this. Otherwise, I will 
let him finish his statement and I will 
respond and point out why, in my view, 
there is not the least bit of inconsist- 
ency between wanting to see Russia as 
a democratic nation and expanding 
NATO. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Let 
me say, when I came into the room and 
prior to coming into the Chamber, I lis- 
tened to some of the debate of my col- 
leagues on the other side of this issue. 
Very interesting. I thought for a mo- 
ment that I was in a time warp, that I 
was back in the 1950s and was somehow 
privy to the debate here. I heard terms 
like cold war.” I heard terms like 
“evil empire,” Iron Curtain,” and 
Stalin was mentioned, as was Yalta 
and the Soviet Union. 

Unless I am missing something—and 
I try to pay pretty close attention to 
current events—I don’t see that same 
situation in the world today. I think 
Stalin is gone. It is my understanding 
that he is. The Iron Curtain is no 
longer there, which Churchill talked 
about. Yalta divided up Europe, unfor- 
tunately, and now we have these na- 
tions who have sought and got a well- 
deserved freedom. Now the Senate is 
considering whether to add these three 
nations—Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic—to the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization. That is the issue 
before us. The question is whether that 
is necessary or not in considering the 
situation right now in the world. 

I just say to my colleagues, what is 
the threat today to those three nations 
or any other nation that may be com- 
ing into NATO in the future? What is 
the specific threat? Is there still a cold 
war? Is there still an Iron Curtain? Is 
there a massive Soviet army poised at 
the ready on the borders of Poland or 
on the borders of Germany or on the 
borders of Hungary or Romania or the 
Czech Republic? I don’t see any. Is Rus- 
sia now an absolute to become a demo- 
cratic nation, never to be a threat to 
the United States? No, absolutely not. 
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That is the point of the discussion. 
What is the best way to try to bring 
that nation into the democratic fold, 
not to turn to the East, not to turn to 
Red China, not to turn to Iran and 
other nations that could very well be a 
serious threat to the United States be- 
fore the end of the 21st century? 

But a few weeks ago when this mat- 
ter first came up, it seemed to be a 
foregone conclusion that we were going 
to run this thing through with no de- 
bate, essentially. Everybody was feel- 
good, emotional. These nations had 
“earned it.” They are free and now 
they have earned the right to fall 
under the umbrella of NATO—25 per- 
cent of which is funded by the United 
States, I might add—and earned the 
right to become members of NATO. 
Then, after several of us had written a 
letter to the leaders and requested 
some time—we had a little difficulty 
getting it, but we did get the time to 
have a good debate, and I appreciate 
the fact that both Senator DASCHLE 
and Senator LOTT responded to that re- 
quest. However, unfortunately, there is 
still other information that is out 
there that we would like to have. For 
example, the NATO report, which is 
not due until perhaps late next month 
or early in June; it would be nice to 
have that. We don’t have that. Again, 
we are now trapped in this urgency— 
this urgency. There is this huge threat 
looming out there to these three coun- 
tries. Yet, I have not heard anybody 
tell me what that threat is. I would be 
happy to yield to anybody on the floor 
now or later who would be willing to 
stand up and tell me what the threat is 
to Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Re- 
public. Where is the threat that forces 
us to immediately, this week, vote on 
NATO expansion? 

Frankly, a growing number of us 
have come to the realization that ex- 
panding NATO is unwise. At worst it is 
unwise and unnecessary at best. It is 
time for a little thought. Some tried to 
get this thing to go through without 
any thought. I think that was the goal 
initially, to run this thing through be- 
fore we had much time to think about 
it, analyze the thoughts, and before we 
had time to realize that there wasn’t 
any threat, that this was emotional, 
feel-good politics. That is what this is. 

If NATO enlargement made sense, it 
would have gained strength as the de- 
bate began, not lost strength. It is los- 
ing strength. There are more Members 
now than there were several weeks ago 
who are opposed to NATO expansion. 
The more it was discussed, the more 
opposition there was. My suspicion has 
been that many of those clamoring for 
that speedy vote did so out of fear that 
the case for enlargement may not just 
bear the scrutiny that is deserves—and 
it does deserve a lot of scrutiny for a 
number of reasons, which we will be 
getting into, costs among others. But 
in discussions with constituents over 
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the recess and colleagues over the past 
several weeks, my suspicion has been 
confirmed. When asked careful ques- 
tions, the American people have seri- 
ous reservations. I think initially—and 
I was one of them—when it first came 
up, the emotional response was, wow, 
they have gotten their freedom finally. 
We spent trillions to help them win it— 
trillions. We sacrificed American lives, 
millions of Americans in uniform, to 
help defeat the ‘‘evil empire” that Ron- 
ald Reagan spoke about. And it 
worked. But the question really is 
whether or not the so-called NATO um- 
brella makes sense right now. Now 
what are the people saying? 

Hot off the presses is a poll from 
Opinion Research of Princeton, a na- 
tionwide poll, just completed today. 
They ask the following question to peo- 
ple across the country: Congress is 
currently debating expanding the 
NATO military alliance to include Po- 
land, the Czech Republic, and Hungary. 
Estimates of the cost to U.S. taxpayers 
from the first phase of expansion range 
from $400 million to $19 billion. Do you 
oppose or favor expanding NATO? An- 
swer: Favor, 32 percent; opposed, 56 
percent.“ 

By almost a 2-to-1 margin, when you 
indicate that we do not have a handle 
on the cost, people are opposed. 

These are facts. This is information 
that deserves to be part of the debate. 
This decision should not be based on 
polls. I will be the first one to agree 
with that. We should not be making a 
decision as important as the expansion 
of NATO based on polls. But it shows 
that when the American people under- 
stand and get information, they react 
accordingly. I think many members 
had the feeling that the American peo- 
ple were overwhelming in their support 
of this because it is an emotional feel- 
good thing to do. These nations suf- 
fered immensely under communism for 
a long, long time. And they earned 
their freedom. 

The question is: How do we preserve 
and continue to protect that freedom? 
The question is, Mr. President, do we 
look back at the last 50 years, or do we 
look ahead at the next 50 years in 
terms of protecting that freedom? Be- 
cause that is the question we are talk- 
ing about here today. We are not talk- 
ing about Stalin and the evil empire 
and the cold war. We are talking about 
the next 50 years, and hopefully the 
next 150 or 250 years. That is what we 
are talking about. 

The best way to preserve and protect 
and defend these nations and their way 
of life is to have a Western Russia, a 
Russia that has moved into the West, a 
democratic Russia, and we ought to be 
doing everything in our power to see to 
it that that happens, and anything we 
do in any way to hinder that is a seri- 
ous mistake, a mistake that we are 
going to pay for dearly down the road. 
It is a very shortsighted, a very, very 
shortsighted decision. 
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With or without NATO, the United 
States can come to the defense of any 
European nation next week, tomorrow, 
next year, or 5 years from now. Should 
Europe ever be threatened by Russia, 
or by anybody else, we can expand 
NATO. We can do it quickly. 

But there is a lot to lose and very lit- 
tle to gain by expanding NATO now. 
We basically say to Russia: Don’t 
worry about it. Don’t worry about 
NATO expansion. It is OK. It is a defen- 
sive alliance. But it does not matter 
what we say. It matters what the Rus- 
sians think. They have stated clearly 
and officially they oppose expansion, It 
has been said by others on the floor, 
and I agree that we should not set our 
foreign policy based on what the Rus- 
sians say, I will be the first to admit 
that, but we ought to realize there is a 
lot going on inside Russia and there is 
no threat to these nations from Russia. 

So why not leave the window open a 
little bit longer? What is the urgency? 
What is the threat? Let me keep asking 
that question. Somebody rise on the 
Senate floor sometime during this de- 
bate, if not now, and tell me what the 
threat is. Tell me what the urgency is. 
There is no urgency. There is no 
threat. It is an emotional feel-good 
thing to do. They earned it. They are 
free. Let us put them under the um- 
brella of NATO and protect them. 
From what? We are still going to go to 
their defense if anything threatens 
them. Every person in the Senate 
knows it. The most important require- 
ment for the Poles, the Czechs, and the 
Hungarians as far as their security is 
concerned is that America and Russia 
remain friends. That is the protection 
these nations need—that Russia and 
America become friends and remain 
friends. That is the issue here. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator allow me to observe that the 
American taxpayers, since 1992, have 
contributed $2.6 billion in the spirit of 
that friendship to help Russia dis- 
mantle its weapons systems. And here 
this comes along and takes a red-hot 
poker and jams it right in their ribs. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. It 
sure does. The Senator knows that. He 
knows the Senator has worked on this 
issue tirelessly in the Armed Forces 
Committee and has visited Russia to 
see this. 

I don’t think anybody could deny 
that in the very near future Russia is 
going to be one of the, if not the, 
strongest nations in that region of the 
world. The question is, Whose side is it 
going to be on? Is it going to be on the 
Iranians’ side? Is it going to be an alli- 
ance with the Chinese Communists? Or 
is it going to be on our side? If it is on 
our side, why will the Poles care, or 
the Czechs, or the Hungarians, or any- 
body else? The point is they wouldn't. 

What we ought to be doing again is 
keeping the window open, using the ad- 
vantages that we have to draw that 
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out, to draw them this way. Senator 
WARNER has mentioned how they have 
reached out to do that. We are taking 
down tremendous numbers of weapons 
that have been aimed at the United 
States for decades. 

But extending an alliance, which dur- 
ing the cold war the Soviet Union con- 
sidered hostile, the countries that she 
doesn’t threaten is basically kicking 
this former giant, like the Senator 
from Virginia said, poking them in the 
ribs. That is exactly what we are doing. 
God knows. I have stood on this floor 
many times and in the House Chamber 
before that and extolled the virtues of 
the United States against the cold war 
Soviet Union and voted trillions to de- 
feat it. But let's not walk away from 
the victory. Let’s not walk away from 
the victory. History shows that it is 
unwise to treat nations like that, and 
it is highly dangerous for countries in 
the middle, because these are the coun- 
tries that are going to suffer if there is 
a confrontation that takes place be- 
tween the United States and Russia 
again. It is the nations in the middle in 
Eastern Europe that are going to get 
the squeeze. That is where it is going 
to be fought. Those are the people who 
are going to suffer. 

We are talking about costs. The cost 
was in that poll question. I am not sure 
what we are paying for it. Maybe some- 
one else does. You have estimates as 
high as $125 billion, some $250 billion. 
It is not the issue of cost per se. It is 
that nobody knows what the facts are. 
Nobody knows what we are dealing 
with. That is why there is this uncer- 
tainty. 

What if there is a threat and these 
nations were actually threatened? The 
question of cost would be irrelevant—I 
think. I think we would go to the de- 
fense of France, a current NATO mem- 
ber, and I would assume if these na- 
tions become members we would go to 
their defense if there was a threat. It 
would be irrelevant now as it was in 
the cold war, because we made the 
commitment if one is attacked, we are 
all attacked and we are going to do our 
part. But unfortunately, our part be- 
comes the dominant part in NATO, and 
as current members shrink back from 
responsibility, this will increase our re- 
sponsibility or our burden. There is no 
foreseeable conventional threat to any 
country in Europe, and no credible 
analysis disputes this. I challenge any- 
one to give me an analysis that shows 
how any nation in Europe today has a 
conventional threat. Is there a Russian 
army, a strong Russian army that has 
threatened France, Hungary, or the 
Czech Republic, or England, or any- 
body else? Where is it? If it isn’t, then 
what is the urgency? What is the 
threat? 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Cer- 
tainly I will. 
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Mr. BIDEN. If there isn’t a threat, 
what is the need for NATO? 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. That 
is a good question. 

Mr. BIDEN. I think what is really at 
the heart of this is what was said, if I 
am not mistaken, in a sort of dress re- 
hearsal of this debate—the Senator 
from Virginia and I appeared before a 
group of Connecticut voters who were 
down here at the request of one of our 
colleagues, Senator Dopp. He may re- 
member my saying the real debate on 
the floor is going to be whether there 
should be NATO. 

The only thing I would like to state 
now, before I make my opening state- 
ment—in the context of a question so 
the floor hasn’t been yielded to me; or- 
dinarily I would not put it in the con- 
text of a question—is that isn’t the 
real debate here, if there is no strategic 
rationale for expanding, if there is dis- 
cussion questioning the strategic doc- 
trine of NATO as it exists now, as Sen- 
ator BINGAMAN said, and if there is no 
threat at all, as my friend from New 
Hampshire says, the real question is— 
this is a veiled way of us saying: 
Should we have NATO at all? If there is 
no threat to France, no threat to Ger- 
many, no threat to Poland, then obvi- 
ously don’t expand but also don’t have 
NATO. If there is a threat at all to Ger- 
many or to France or the other 15 na- 
tions, or 13 nations, then there is clear- 
ly a threat to Poland or to the Czech 
Republic. 

You cannot have both. This call of no 
threat either present or anticipated, 
indicating there is no need to expand, I 
think, leads one to the conclusion that 
if they take that view, there should not 
be NATO. So I don’t know why you 
don’t just stand up and say why don’t 
we just eliminate NATO because there 
we are spending, for assets devoted to 
NATO, counting our national budget, 
over $100 billion a year. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HUTCHINSON). The Senator from Vir- 
ginia. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Senator 
from New Hampshire because this is 
the type of debate the Senate should 
participate in and it is a good one. I 
will respond directly. The United 
States of America had to rescue Europe 
in 1917 and 1918. How well I remember; 
my father served as a doctor in the 
front lines of those battles. The United 
States came to the rescue again in 
World War II, and that is clearly in the 
minds of all of us. We have not had to 
respond with significant force in these 
50 years for the very purpose that 
NATO has served as a collective de- 
fense, and to deter—to discourage, to 
put it in a layman’s term—an attack 
on any of its members. 

Second, the United States is there 
because we need, as a nation, a pres- 
ence in Europe, and that presence of 
leadership, both in a military form of 
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NATO and an economic and every 
other way, gives us the justification for 
a strong voice of leadership in Europe— 
NATO. So it has served a purpose and 
will continue to serve a purpose if we 
do not dilute it, as the Senator from 
New Hampshire has ably said. 

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator allow 
me 2 minutes to respond to that? 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Go 
ahead. 

Mr. BIDEN. I think the Senator has 
just made an overwhelming case why 
the Poles think it is so important. The 
Senator just points out, World War I, 
World War II—by the way, for those 
wars to get to France they had to roll 
over Poland first on the way. Then the 
reason why there was no war, as the 
Senator points out, after World War 
Il—a cold war, not a hot war—is we had 
NATO. And the nations that we ex- 
tended the umbrella of NATO to were 
kept free from fear of attack. Guess 
what. Poland was occupied during that 
whole period. 

Now Poland is no longer occupied, 
and they are worried that the world 
may have the same kind of amnesia 
that it had in 1917, and 1916, and 1915— 
and 1938 and 1939 and 1940. They are 
kind of worried because they figured it 
out, if you are under this umbrella, it 
dissuades anyone from invading you. 

So if it is a rationale to keep Ger- 
many in NATO, and NATO protects 
Germany because that gives it that 
added security, you can kind of under- 
stand why the Poles think it also 
makes sense for them, since they have 
been the doormat to Western Europe. 

There is much more to say about 
this. I will not go on. But the point is 
that NATO membership significantly 
reduces the prospect that anyone now 
or in the future would conclude that 
you are a worthy target of their ag- 
gression. That is the point the Senator 
is making. And the clear notion is that 
if in fact Poland were part of this alli- 
ance, to take one country, they would 
not have to wonder any longer whether 
or not they would have to wait for the 
Brits to do something—as occurred in 
World War II. They would not have to 
wonder if Russia or anyone else under- 
stood that Poland was no longer the 
doormat of Europe. 

If all goes well, as I anticipate, and I 
vote with my taxpayers’ pocketbook to 
try to promote democracy in Russia—if 
all goes well, then in fact there is not 
any greater need in Russia for Poland 
to be a member of NATO than for Ger- 
many to be a member of NATO. There 
may be no need for NATO. Or it may be 
that Russia is part of NATO. But we 
are in a position, as the Washington 
Post says: 

American interest in expansion lies in re- 
ducing unpredictability and instability in an 
arc that has generated the century's major 
wars. 

One of the things, as the Post and 
many others have tried to point out, 
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and as I have tried to point out on the 
floor before, part of Russia’s necessary 
post-cold war evolution, mental evo- 
lution, if you will, is to understand and 
consider the novel notion that its 
neighbors have a right to whatever na- 
tional orientation they want. Most 
other democracies in the world have 
figured that out. Most other nations 
have figured that out. And if you are 
not going to—the current likelihood 
that there is little danger that is posed 
for these three countries or any other 
part of Europe, it seems to me, again 
to paraphrase the Post, makes it 
smart and a cheap buy for the extra se- 
curity now, in case things don’t go the 
right way.” 

But the bottom line is this: If, in 
fact, there is a rationale for us to con- 
tinue to be a member of NATO, and I 
believe there is, and to continue to 
make commitments to the likes of Ger- 
many and other allies—if there is a ra- 
tionale for expanding NATO on the So- 
viet Union’s border bringing in Turkey 
not too many years ago, there is a ra- 
tionale to bring Poland, the Czech Re- 
public and Hungary under that um- 
brella. 

I will conclude—and I thank my col- 
league for allowing me to respond—but 
I conclude by suggesting to you that 
the way to the greatest certainty that 
Russia continues along its democratic 
trek and nonimperialistic instinct is to 
have these nations within NATO, for- 
ever removing the realistic possibility 
that they are part of the hegemony of 
the former Soviet Union or Russia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I 
thank my colleague for his comments. 
I in no way object or feel interrupted. 
I think this is a good way to debate the 
issue. It is much better than a series of 
monologues, I think, in regard to this 
issue. . 

I would just say to my colleague, 
though, I am trying to accomplish, I 
think, the same thing that he is, which 
is that Poland or any other country 
not be a doormat for anyone else ever 
again. I think that really goes to the 
heart of the debate here; what is the 
best way to accomplish that? 

My point is—and I am a supporter of 
NATO, always was and still am—but I 
believe that what we have here is a 
window of opportunity that allows us 
to try to pull the Russians to us. If the 
Russians right now were threatening 
Poland, I would say it is urgent—or 
were even talking about threatening 
Poland—it is urgent to move forward 
on this. We would still go to their de- 
fense, in my opinion, anyway. But that 
is an academic argument. 

Mr. BIDEN. But we never did. We 
never did. Twice before we didn’t, not 
until after the fact, not until after 
they were no longer an independent na- 
tion. We never did. 
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I believe—I hope we would, too. But 
understand it from their perspective. 
We never did. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. It is 
still going to take a commitment, 
whether you are in NATO or not, it is 
still going to take a commitment to 
defend Poland, period. You have to 
have a will to do that, whether you are 
in NATO or not. 

The point here is we have an oppor- 
tunity, where the Russians have 
reached out to us ever so slightly, but 
as the Senator from Virginia has 
talked about in strategic weapons re- 
duction, in trying to look at what 
Yeltsin has gone through, the market 
reforms—1000 percent inflation a few 
years ago down now to 8 percent. They 
have worked hard to try to make this 
thing work with a lot of strong leader- 
ship. 

I don’t think this is the way to en- 
courage them to continue to do that. 
This Senator, I guess much like Nixon 
going to China, is hardly one who has 
been soft on the Russians or the Soviet 
Union over the past several years of 
my public life, and certainly I have 
been in as strong opposition to them as 
anyone else. But also a strategist has 
to look at the real world, and I don’t 
think we ought to be looking at just 
simple, cheap analogies here. We ought 
to be looking at the real world, and the 
real world is today, not what it was 
yesterday. Yesterday the real world 
was Stalin, was the cold war, was the 
“evil empire,” was expansionist ten- 
dencies, and was the NATO which came 
forth to block all of that. 

Today, we don’t know what the fu- 
ture will bring; therefore, we do need 
NATO. But the question is, “Do we 
need NATO expansion?“ not, Do we 
need NATO?” Those are two different 
issues. Do we need NATO? Yes. Do we 
need NATO expansion in order to make 
this transition? I don’t believe that we 
do. I think that is really the crux of 
this issue. There is no urgency. 

Again, what is the urgency? I say 
with the greatest respect to my col- 
league. What is the urgency? What now 
is the threat that is perceived, that 
you perceive to be, that makes this 
necessary to do today or tomorrow 
rather than to give the Russians some 
more time to make these reforms 
work, to perhaps get the START II 
agreement that the Senator from Vir- 
ginia was talking about? What is the 
urgency? That is really the thrust of 
my involvement here. 

I will be happy to yield for a com- 
ment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I can 
make a historical observation. You 
raise the passions by saying we didn’t 
come to the defense of Poland. It was 
September of 1939 when Hitler directed 
his forces across the border with an 
element of surprise with the panzer di- 
visions and went against the Polish 
cavalry, in large measure, with lances. 
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If you have never seen the footage of 
that battle, it is extraordinary. 

Mr. BIDEN. I have. 

Mr. WARNER. Subsequently, Stalin 
and Hitler partitioned and cruelly cru- 
cified the Polish people. But at that 
time, I say to my good friend from 
Delaware, the United States was hold- 
ing its maneuvers with dump trucks 
acting as tanks and with wooden rifles 
or broomsticks. We were not the super- 
power, nor the military strength, as we 
are today. 

I say to the Senator and my good 
friend, don’t try to raise the passions 
that this country turned its back on 
Poland then and would now do so. The 
key word that the Senator from New 
Hampshire used is instability.“ And 
where is that instability? It is not in 
Poland, it is not in Hungary, it is not 
in the Czech Republic, but with the 
Russian nation struggling to work with 
democracy and an economic free-mar- 
ket system and the problems at home 
of the succession of Yeltsin. That is the 
instability. And, I might add, if we are 
going to use the military argument, 
the Red Army barely put down a minor 
revolution in Chechnya, which it had 
to fight for over a year, using every 
piece of modern equipment that they 
have, and barely did they subdue that 
small segment of the former Soviet 
Union. 

Mr. BIDEN. Let me respond, if I may, 
to the question of urgency and the 
process to clarify the issue of going to 
Poland’s defense. 

My point about going to Poland’s de- 
fense did not relate to whether Ameri- 
cans were courageous, were good, were 
bad, or kept or didn’t keep a commit- 
ment. It was a statement of fact. 

My friend talks about the real world. 
The real world, that was 1939. We got in 
the war on December 7, 1941. In the 
meantime, nothing happened. We were 
a major power. My colleague points out 
that we weren’t militarily prepared. By 
our own choice, we weren't militarily 
prepared. But other nations that were 
allegedly militarily prepared were pow- 
ers on the continent. They also did 
nothing, and they watched. 

All Iam pointing out to you is, from 
a Pole’s standpoint, it is of little con- 
sequence to tell them, Don't worry, if 
you're ever threatened, we'll be there, 
we'll be there.“ That would be like say- 
ing to most Poles, ‘The check’s in the 
mail.” 

They look at history, like other na- 
tions have looked at history, and they 
know what has happened to them, and 
they know the powers who had power 
did not respond when power was avail- 
able and they were in trouble. I think 
it is unrealistic to think that we 
should expect the Poles to assume 
that, especially with some of the com- 
ments made by my colleagues on the 
floor in this debate over the last couple 
weeks about whether or not it is in our 
vital interest that Poland be free. That 
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question was raised on the floor, and it 
is raised constantly in the minds of 
those who deal with the issue of Euro- 
pean security. 

So, from the Polish standpoint, there 
is a clear, clear reason for them to 
know and understand that there is a 
big difference between being part of an 
alliance where the sacred word and 
trust of a nation is committed in ad- 
vance and being left to the vagaries of 
rationalization on the part of a coun- 
try after the fact to justify why they 
did or did not go to the aid of a country 
in question. It is a big difference. If it 
is not a big difference, then why do we 
have any treaties at all? 

With regard to the real world—let’s 
look at the real world. The real world 
is, as my friend from Virginia has 
pointed out, that we have committed 
over $2 billion dealing with arms con- 
trol agreements and providing Amer- 
ican dollars to allow them to keep a 
commitment that they made with re- 
gard to arms control treaties. 

All of the Western European nations, 
the United States included, have con- 
tributed over $100 billion to Russia 
since the wall has come down and the 
empire has broken up. We, along with 
our other NATO allies, have taken the 
unprecedented step, accused by many 
on the right of having yielded our sov- 
ereignty to Russia by doing the NATO- 
Russian accords where they have full 
transparency within NATO. 

We have and continue to seek ways 
in which to restore—“restore” is the 
wrong word; there never was a democ- 
racy—seek to provide the cir- 
cumstances where democracy can 
flourish in a market economy with 
American tax dollars and German tax 
dollars and French tax dollars. So 
there is no reason—no reason—whatso- 
ever for the Russians—no real world 
reason for the Russians to conclude 
that they are viewed as the enemy, the 
enemy by us. Any indirect comparison 
to the Weimar Republic is bizarre. We 
were exacting reparations from them; 
we are sending dollars, we are sending 
deutsche marks, we are sending francs, 
we are sending pounds to Russia, 
maybe not as much as we should, in 
the minds of some of us, but we are. 

With regard to the urgency, the 
worst time in the world to have to en- 
large an alliance is at the moment of 
threat, because then it leads the other 
country in question to conclude that if 
they do not act out what we fear they 
will do before the alliance is reached, 
they will be in a weaker position. 

I respectfully suggest that urgency 
isn't the question. The question relates 
to, Is this the time and the moment, 9 
years after the wall has come down— 
almost 9 years now after the wall has 
come down—to end once and for all the 
artificial boundaries and the ability of 
any nation, including Russia, to sug- 
gest that individual nations within 
Central and Eastern Europe do not 
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have the ability to choose their own 
natural and national alliances? 

That is the urgency. The urgency is, 
the opportunity is here. It is the cheap- 
est way to do it. It did not come as a 
consequence of any fad. It was debated 
and reflected among the NATO nations, 
not a decision made alone by the 
United States of America. 

Fifteen other European nations 
thought it was in their interest and the 
interest of the West, did not feel that it 
would increase their jeopardy and of- 
fend the Russians to do this, and unani- 
mously all voted to take in these three 
nations. The only debate related to 
whether we should take in three or 
five. That was the debate among our 
NATO allies. 

So let me conclude—and I thank my 
colleague again for yielding this time— 
the urgency is that this is the most 
propitious time to end—to end—the ar- 
tificial division of Europe and the im- 
plicit recognition that any country in 
Europe, including Russia, has the right 
to some buffer zone or has the right to 
impact upon the national decisions of a 
neighbor in that neighbor’s determina- 
tion to enter into a defensive alliance 
they view in their national interest— 
and I emphasize the word defensive.“ 

I yield the floor and thank my col- 
league. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Let 
me say to my colleague, I posed the 
question to you about urgency, and you 
answered it. And I commend you for 
that. I do not agree with your assess- 
ment of urgency. 

I think that, to me, “urgency” would 
be a military urgency, a perceived 
threat. It is not an urgent matter to 
make this decision today or tomorrow 
or within the next few months. It 
might be a matter that could, in your 
opinion, enhance the situation to pre- 
vent an emergency or an urgency, but 
I do not see it as that right now. 

You mentioned—the Senator 
from—— 

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield 
for one point? 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Yes. 

Mr. BIDEN. I ask, would the Senator 
not acknowledge when we expanded to 
bring in Greece and Turkey, expanded 
to bring in Spain, there was also no 
emergency? 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Cor- 
rect. 

Mr. BIDEN. No more urgent than 
now. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. There 
was a Soviet Union then. 

Mr. BIDEN. A Soviet Union, but 
there was no specific threat that I am 
aware—specific change. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. The 
specific threat was the specific threat 
of the Soviet Union that was still 
there. 

Mr. BIDEN. I see. I am trying to de- 
fine—I mean, I am trying to get a 
clearer picture of what the Senator 
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means by urgent.“ He is not sug- 
gesting it requires there be a Russian 
division breathing down the throat, 
making threats to come across the 
line, merely that there was this power, 
this entity, that existed that, if it 
chose to exercise its military strength, 
was a real threat. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Clear- 
ly, yes. It clearly had the capability to 
send an army into Western Europe if it 
so chose, if we had not stood up to stop 
it. 

I think the issue, though, of dividing 
lines—I believe the Senator used the 
term “dividing line” or artificial 
lines“ or demarcations in Europe,“ 
saying, See, I think it’s the opposite.“ 
I think by doing this, we are creating 
artificial lines in Europe, and we are 
picking winners and losers. These 
three—why these three nations and not 
six, seven, eight others? 

And I think we are going to have a 
permanent sense of disruptions, if you 
will, now in Europe over the next sev- 
eral years as this debate comes up over 
and over and over again as to who is 
next and who would be the next coun- 
try to go in. 

As far as going back to 1939 and what 
happened—we have 100,000 troops in 
Europe today. If we had 100,000 troops 
in 1939, Hitler may not have come into 
Poland with his panzer divisions. I 
think that is a very important point 
here. It is not that we are sitting there 
in a sterile vacuum in Europe with 
nothing there. We have NATO now. We 
have armed forces there. And, again, 
my objective here is to see to it that 
we create an environment that, hope- 
fully, will see a peaceful relationship 
between the United States and Russia 
which will enhance the protection of 
these very nations that we talk about. 

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield on 
the point of 100,000 troops? 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Yes. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I think 
again we should focus on what my col- 
league from New Hampshire said about 
the real world. I think that is a legiti- 
mate point to make. 

The real world several years ago was, 
we had 338,000 American troops in Eu- 
rope. Today we have 100,000. That 
should make it awfully clear to Russia 
that ours is not an aggressive posture. 
The expansion of NATO is not for pur- 
poses of encircling and/or crushing 
Russia. The real world is, all indicia 
out there that are available for the 
Russians to look at—I understand the 
psychology, but the real world is, there 
is no threat, this is a defensive alli- 
ance. 

With regard to drawing lines—I do 
not suggest in any way, in mentioning 
what I am about to say, that my friend 
from New Hampshire in any way wish- 
es to ratify Yalta, but the practical 
fact of the matter is, Yalta was a deal 
made out of at the time, viewed by 
that President at the time, a necessary 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


requirement to basically say, ‘‘Hey, 
look. Hey, look, you’ve got this sphere 
of influence. This is the line drawn in 
Europe.” At the time, there was not 
this anticipation there was going to be 
this carnage that would result, there 
would be this overwhelming suppres- 
sion that would result. But here is the 
deal. Here is the line we are going to 
draw you. You have this buffer zone.“ 
That is what it was all about. 

To say now that these nations cannot 
come in is to ratify in a different way 
but the same line. Why? “You can’t 
come in because the successor to the 
Soviet Union—Russia—does not want 
you in.” So when I say “redrawing the 
lines,” I say, to say they cannot come 
in ratifies the old line drawn after 
World War II. 

And when you erase that line, it is, in 
my view—and I respect the Senator 
from New Hampshire and all those who 
oppose expansion, but I argue it does 
not send a line closer to the Soviet 
Union for purposes of encircling; it 
says that there is no automatic line ei- 
ther of us, East or West—Russia-the 
United States, Russia-Germany, Rus- 
sia-anyone else—is going to say, ipso 
facto, that no nation can make its own 
choice as to wherein they wish to have 
their alliance reside. That is what it 
says. That is what it says. 

So, therefore, when I say “redrawing 
a line’’—excuse me, erasing a line,” 
the line I am talking about erasing is 
Yalta. And separate and apart from the 
physical occupation of those countries, 
at its root it was an admission and an 
acknowledgment of a sphere of influ- 
ence of one country over—over—the 
fate of other countries in Central and 
Eastern Europe on the grounds that to 
do otherwise would put them in jeop- 
ardy, they had a right to at least indi- 
rectly control the national decisions of 
those nations relative to where they 
viewed their security to lie, in what al- 
liance, if any. 

So to not extend, in fact, in my view, 
is a bold confirmation that that sphere 
of influence still remains. And that is a 
tragic historic mistake, in my view. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I real- 
ly would take issue with the compari- 
son between the situation today we are 
talking about with the expansion of 
NATO and Yalta. We had a ground war, 
a terrible war that impacted almost 
every nation in Europe, Western and 
Eastern, that was costly, and at the 
end of it, with two sides converging, 
the Americans and the Russians con- 
verging on Europe, basically, I believe 
in a horrible mistake—I think the Sen- 
ator would probably agree—the politi- 
cians sat down and carved up Europe 
and therein caused the problem that we 
faced. And from that came NATO and 
the cold war and everything else. 

This is not what we are talking about 
today. This is Russia today. This is a 
country that has had its ears pinned 
back pretty well as far as its conven- 
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tional forces. It still has a ton of nu- 
clear material and certainly nuclear 
weapons, tons of it, literally, that we 
are interested in working with them to 
get rid of. 

But I do not know what message it 
sends, not only to the American tax- 
payers but also to the Russians them- 
selves, to say, on one hand, as the Sen- 
ator is saying, that we would provide 
moneys to this empire, former evil em- 
pire, to take down their strategic sys- 
tems—and we are doing that with 
Nunn-Lugar and other funds—and, on 
the other hand, spend as much as $250 
billion to bring nations into an alliance 
to defend ourselves against that very 
same nation. Now, there is an incon- 
sistency there somewhere, that sooner 
or later somebody will figure out that 
it doesn’t make sense. I think we have 
to understand that. 

I say to my colleague from Delaware, 
Jam about to wrap up. I know the Sen- 
ator has a statement. I have been on 
the floor quite some time and I will 
yield in a moment. 

We are creating insiders and out- 
siders here. In my humble opinion, 
what we are going to do if we act on 
this this week is say to three nations, 
“You guys are winners; we are picking 
you.” You talk about Yalta; if there is 
a comparison, that is it. They picked 
winners and losers at Yalta. We are 
picking winners and losers. You three 
nations, the Czech Republic, Hungary 
and Poland, you are the good guys. You 
get the protection of NATO. 

Tomorrow, next year, or 3 years from 
now, depending on how this is resolved 
on the expansion vote here, depending 
on what amendments may pass, we will 
see this revisited again with other 
countries—whether it be Romania or 
some other country down the line, Slo- 
venia, and on and on, Latvian coun- 
tries. We will see this come up again 
and again. The same issue is going to 
have to be argued again and again and 
the same hard feelings. 

Again, going back to the position of 
the point of urgency, I just don’t see 
what the urgency is to do that and to 
continue that kind of dialog and that 
kind of agitation. Basically, it is a per- 
manent agitation that will go on for 
years and years and years. If at any 
time the Russians, the nationalists in 
Russia, the Zhirinovskys of the world 
were to assume power or even to look 
like they were going to assume power, 
we do what we have to do. 

Adding these three insiders creates 
more outsiders. That is the issue. This 
is a perpetual anguish that will be 
taken up year after year after year 
here on the Senate floor and will be de- 
bated nationally, and all the difficul- 
ties—and I think if the Senator would 
talk to some of the arms control people 
in the current administration, he 
might be surprised at some of the in- 
formation they might give you on the 
QT as to how they feel about NATO ex- 
pansion and what it might do to the 
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strategic arms talks. I have talked to 
some of them, and it is interesting 
what they have to say. This will be dis- 
ruptive for the alliance as a whole, and 
as member nations are encouraged or 
compelled to take sides, it will cause 
stress in the whole alliance. 

The end of the cold war, NATO faces 
internal issues, serious ones about its 
means and its end, whether Bosnia- 
type missions are appropriate. Is a Bos- 
nia mission appropriate for NATO? Do 
we know that? We couldn’t find unity 
in the Persian Gulf war when we had 
the threat from Saddam Hussein. We 
could not get unity. We saw evidence in 
the Libyan situation where the French 
Government refused to allow our air- 
craft to fly over their country. We have 
not had a big, rosy picture of unity 
even among NATO nations at all times, 
although the alliance has worked well 
on the whole. There are a lot of issues 
that need to be desperately looked at 
regarding the current NATO before we 
start exacerbating the problem by add- 
ing new nations. 

Enlargement, in my opinion, is a 
token, well intended, but a token and 
unimagined distraction from real prob- 
lems. That is my concern. I get a little 
tired of the old cold-war dividing line 
reference and how we left the countries 
out in the cold and somehow we owe 
them. 

A lot of Americans died, a lot of 
Americans put on uniforms, a lot of 
taxpayers ponied up to the tune of tril- 
lions and trillions of dollars to help 
them get that freedom. They earned it. 
I am glad they have it. Not letting 
them in NATO is not going to do one 
thing to harm it at all. It may enhance 
it. In fact, in my humble opinion it will 
enhance it because we will draw the 
Russians, I believe, out toward the 
West and not to the East, which I be- 
lieve in the long run protects their 
freedoms. 

In conclusion, this should not be a 
sentimental decision about our historic 
relationship with Europe. It ought to 
be a hard-nosed decision about extend- 
ing a military guarantee to a precise 
piece of territory under current stra- 
tegic circumstances. 

I think, again, it is about the next 50 
years, not the last 50. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Before the Senator 
leaves the floor, let me thank him 
again for allowing me to engage and be 
engaged while he spoke. 

Before he leaves the floor, I indicated 
to Senator WARNER, and at least in an 
informal way I invite the Senator—it 
requires no invitation—I invite the 
Senator from New Hampshire, maybe 
we can work out a time tomorrow 
where those interested in the cost issue 
would be here to debate. 

The cost of $250 billion for expansion 
of NATO is bizarre, in my humble opin- 
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ion. I will lay it out in detail why it is 
tomorrow. All of NATO combined, in- 
cluding our national budget now, 
doesn't cost but half that, less than 
half of that. How adding three nations 
would more than increase over 200 per- 
cent over the cost—I guess I assume 
the Senator is talking over a 10-year 
period—but essentially increase by 50 
percent the costs of NATO is beyond 


me. 

I think it may be orderly and useful 
to our colleagues and to the public if 
those of us who, as the Senator from 
New Hampshire does, have spent a lot 
of time researching the detail related 
to the cost in trying to decipher and 
explain the reasons for the inconsistent 
numbers. The inconsistent numbers re- 
late to what we talk about as the uni- 
fied budget, the national budget, and so 
on, what we allocate as part of our—for 
example, we spend a lot of money, $300 
billion a year, roughly, for defense. Is 
that all accountable to NATO? Do we 
say that the United States is spending 
$300 billion a year on NATO? What por- 
tion of that is the consequence of us 
belonging to NATO? When we build a 
runway and so on, is it because of 
NATO? 

The NATO budget and the cost relat- 
ing to expansion I think are very, very 
important and warrant a very focused 
and coherent presentation by each of 


us. 

I will be here tomorrow prepared to 
do my best to outline in detail why we 
are talking more on the order of $40 
million a year rather than $200 billion, 
and I will lay out my reasons. Hope- 
fully, Senator WARNER and Senator 
SMITH and others will come and lay out 
in detail why they believe rather than 
picking an estimate that has been set 
out by someone, explain how they ar- 
rive at those numbers. 

I must say, if you tell my constitu- 
ency to keep NATO—forget expanding, 
if you told them to keep NATO—it was 
going to cost them $250 billion, I imag- 
ine the referendum in my State would 
go through like a hot knife through 
butter. They would say get out. Obvi- 
ously, if you set a number where the 
costs could be from $40 million to $150 
billion, as I think the Princeton Sur- 
vey was, although I may have heard it 
incorrectly, that came hot off the 
press, obviously a majority of the peo- 
ple would say, “I am not for that. You 
mean to tell me I’m signing on for 150 
billion bucks?” 

I will be here tomorrow, and it might 
be useful to pick a time when we can be 
here, all of us interested in the cost, to 
debate it in some detail. 

In the meantime, I will take this op- 
portunity to make a broader statement 
and I will respond to some of the things 
said today. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. BIDEN. I am delighted to yield. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Your colleague has 
said he would have a formal estimate 
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of costs for Senator WARNER and that 
will arrive in a time we can do that 
kind of debate. 

Mr. BIDEN. It will arrive in the form 
of the Senator from Delaware. We do 
have a formal estimate of the cost, and 
the chairman of the full committee 
was, I think, being his usual diplomatic 
self in saying that. Maybe it is best 
that we debate this in a coherent way 
and a very specific way. So that is why 
he asked the Senator to submit in writ- 
ing, if I am not mistaken—Senator 
WARNER submit in writing; I was not 
here at the time—his questions and the 
basis of his analysis of the cost and he 
would come back with a formal re- 
sponse. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Yes. 

Mr. BIDEN. Maybe we could all try 
to work out a time through our offices 
if they are listening, although I’m not 
sure when I speak my office listens, but 
if they are listening, maybe the other 
offices might see if we can coordinate a 
time on the floor tomorrow where we 
could enlighten one another and en- 
lighten the country about the cost of 
the matter. 

Mr. President, as the Senate begins 
reconsideration of the resolution of 
ratification for enlargement—and I and 
others who are for or against expansion 
all agree on one thing: I strongly be- 
lieve it was a mistake, for whatever 
scheduling reasons, to have brought 
this up, then delayed it, put other 
things before it, and then brought it 
back up. So my hope is—and those who 
support expansion and those who op- 
pose it have all communicated to their 
respective leaders that we hope noth- 
ing will intervene during the consider- 
ation of this debate so that we can give 
it the time and attention and detail 
that the public is entitled to. 

The truth of the matter is, all those 
folks sitting back behind the bar, back 
there on both sides, they, along with 
me and a number of others, have al- 
ready devoted hundreds of hours to 
this. This is not a new deal. This is not 
something that all of a sudden we woke 
up one morning and said, you know, I 
feel like expansion today, let’s expand, 
and here we go, let’s go through it. 
This has been a long, serious debate, 
which has taken place within NATO 
among the military types and the po- 
litical types. It has taken place within 
the national governments of each of 
the other NATO nations. It has taken 
place within this country, within the 
administration. 

There was a NATO observers group 
that, in my 25 years in the Senate, was 
granted unprecedented access to the 
decisionmaking process. There were 28 
of us, the bulk of whom participated, 
while the decision to invite, if to in- 
vite, and who to invite, to join NATO 
was being made. We went to Europe on 
several occasions. I bet there were at 
least a half dozen trips of the NATO ad- 
visers to Europe to meet with the mili- 
tary in each of the existing NATO 
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countries and all of the aspirant coun- 
tries. 

I myself spent time with my col- 
league, Dr. Haltzel, next to me here at 
the moment. We went to Russia, we 
went to Poland, we went to the Czech 
Republic, and to Hungary, and to Slo- 
venia, and we met with all of the rel- 
evant parties—every leader of every 
major faction within the political spec- 
trum in Russia today. We had long, pri- 
vate, and sometimes contentious, but 
always frank meetings. We met with 
military personnel. We met with the 
Polish Chief of Staff of the military. 
We met with the Defense Minister, the 
Prime Minister, and every major play- 
er. We did the same in each of the 
countries in question. We have hosted 
the NAC. I was at a meeting with Sen- 
ator ROTH—I am the cochair and he is 
the chair of the NATO observer group— 
where there was so much brass in the 
room, I thought the floor was going to 
crack. If Iam not mistaken—and I may 
be mistaken—I think the person com- 
parable to our chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff was present for every 
one of the nations in question, every 
one of them. I am serious. We debated 
and we argued and we discussed. It was 
open and frank. There is nothing new 
about this, and there is nothing quick 
about it. 

The wall went down almost 9 years 
ago. The Soviet Union crumbled. It 
ended its existence. That was not yes- 
terday, but a long while ago, in polit- 
ical terms. No one rushed out to judg- 
ment. The other thing I should point 
out is that we, under Secretary Perry, 
the predecessor to Senator Nunn, sent 
out a group of what he called the Perry 
principles, the requirements that 
each—I said Senator Nunn, who was 
our colleague who I wish was still here; 
he has a different view from me on 
this. Senator Cohen is the Secretary of 
Defense. I know it, Bill, if you are lis- 
tening, I know it is Senator Cohen. But 
the truth of the matter is that Sec- 
retary Perry set out some criteria that 
were minimum requirements for any 
aspirant country to have to meet. By 
the way, just setting out criteria has 
fundamentally changed the dynamic 
and the picture in Central and Eastern 
Europe, without even joining NATO. 

If I told my colleagues in 1992 that I 
believed by the year 1998 that we would 
have a circumstance where there was 
an accommodation to the Hungarian 
minority in Romania or that any bor- 
der disputes or claims were settled by 
Eastern European countries—and I 
could name them—and a whole range of 
other things, that there would be total 
civilian control of the military in Po- 
land, et cetera, I think they would 
have thought that probably wasn’t 
going to happen. But because we said 
to all nations who wish to be part of 
NATO, hey, look, there are certain 
basic drop-dead requirements to even 
be considered, democracies who lack 
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imperial designs, abide by certain 
rules, and here are the minimum rules 
even to get in the game, and we laid 
them out—I might note, parentheti- 
cally, that I attended a conference with 
some leading Chinese Government 
folks—not dissidents—and we get the 
same kind of arguments with regard to 
China. If you want China to continue 
its market programs and market 
economies, you have to go easy on 
them. You have to back up and you 
have to slow up. 

The question I raised there was, hey, 
wait a minute, if in fact you want to be 
part of the civilized world and seek civ- 
ilized behavior and civilized treatment, 
when you sign an agreement and make 
a deal, should we not hold you to that 
deal? There are certain minimum re- 
quirements to be able to establish your 
bona fides as even an aspirant democ- 
racy or a market economy. 

In the case of Russia, can anybody in 
Russia say now, next year, or could 
they say yesterday that the minimum 
requirement for a peaceful democracy 
is, by the way, my neighbor has a right 
to choose, assuming it is nonthreat- 
ening to me, whatever alliance they 
wish. It is called their national sov- 
ereignty. We relinquish any claim to 
hegemony. It seems to me to be a min- 
imum nonstarter if you fail to do that, 
a minimum requirement, a nonstarter, 
if you fail to do that. How have we 
threatened Russia? I am the author of 
the act that became the Freedom Sup- 
port Act under President Bush. What 
have we done to threaten Russia? The 
irony is how the tables are turned here. 

In the early 1970's, some of my con- 
servative colleagues would look at me 
as if I were an apologist for the Soviet 
Union. And here I am now saying ex- 
pand NATO to include these three na- 
tions, assuming they meet the criteria, 
and extend beyond what we already 
have, a hand of friendship and help to 
Russia. They are not inconsistent. As a 
matter of fact, in my humble opinion, 
if you would like to diminish the drive 
toward democratization in Russia, if 
you would like to diminish the pros- 
pects of an emerging market economy 
in Russia, let the browns and the reds, 
let the nationalists within Russia crow 
about how their unsatisfactory re- 
sponse to expansion in NATO was the 
reason why the United States did not 
go along and vote to expand NATO. If 
you want to give antidemocratic forces 
in Russia a boost, that is a good one. 
That is the one to do. 

That is not the intention of any of 
my colleagues. This is a legitimate, 
honest, and open debate. I am not ques- 
tioning the motives of any man or 
woman in this body. Not a one of us de- 
sire anything other than security in 
Europe and a democratic Russia. That 
is a universe that all of us can agree on 
in this body. 

I think we kind of have it backwards, 
because, as I said earlier, I think what 
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is strung throughout this, as Senator 
WARNER and Senator SMITH of New 
Hampshire—I do not want to put words 
in their mouths. So I will say they did 
not take strong exception to my saying 
what this is really about is whether or 
not there should be a NATO; not 
whether or not to expand NATO but 
whether or not there should be a 
NATO. That is a legitimate debate. We 
have not addressed that in 50 years. 
For 50 years, we have said this is a 
good thing. The world has changed, as 
they point out. It is legitimate to de- 
bate whether or not we should even 
have NATO. But let’s not confuse ex- 
panding to include these three coun- 
tries with whether or not there should 
even be a NATO. If it is about NATO 
and its existence, let’s debate it. Be- 
cause, as I said, I constantly hear, 
What is the threat? My response is, If 
you don’t think there is any threat 
now or in the future, why NATO? Why 
not save a lot more money? Why not 
bring all 100,000 folks home? Let’s do 
that. Some would say, yes, let’s do 
that. But I think it is real important 
we get our facts straight. After a tre- 
mendous amount of study and discus- 
sion by more than 70 Senators and 4 
different committees, and the Senate 
NATO observer group, before we began 
the debate, we began on the floor last 
month to focus attention on whether 
we were going to vote up or down for or 
against expansion. 


So I welcome this climactic debate. 
As with many momentous decisions, 
there are legitimate questions to be 
asked, and it is always easier to criti- 
cize than create. But, Mr. President, I 
urge my colleagues not to fall into the 
trap of failing to see the forest for the 
trees. Let’s step back a little bit and 
take a look at the big picture. 


By enlarging NATO membership to 
include Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic, we will merely be 
catching up with reality. For cen- 
turies, these three countries have been 
part of the West. Four decades of Com- 
munist oppression and isolation was 
the historical aberration that has been 
all but corrected culturally and eco- 
nomically. Prague, Budapest, and War- 
saw are now every bit as European as 
Madrid, Paris, and Berlin. It would be, 
in my view, indeed, perverse to recre- 
ate Stalin’s immoral and artificial di- 
viding line through the heart of Eu- 
rope. Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic belong in NATO, and in the 
European Union. They will soon join 
these organizations. 


I would parenthetically note, if you 
were a Russian and you had the choice 
of having other European nations near 
you join NATO, or join the EU, I sus- 
pect they would view their economic 
interests as the most negatively im- 
pacted upon by the EU being enlarged 
and them not being a part of it. 
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What are we talking about? We talk 
about how we are offending the Euro- 
peans or expanding the EU. We are of- 
fending Russia to expand the European 
Union. Great. Great. You are sitting in 
Russia. Hey, good idea. I now have bi- 
lateral relationships that work pretty 
well with Poland and with Hungary and 
with these other countries. But I will 
tell you, they are now going to join the 
EU, and we don't get a piece of the ac- 
tion. 

Look, you cannot have it both ways. 
If this is about Russian pride, Russians 
feeling they are not part of the West, 
Russians not being involved in a way 
that they see their future in the West, 
then how does isolating them economi- 
cally in the same way it is isolating 
them militarily, how does that con- 
vince any Russian leader? They won't 
let me sell my widgets in Paris. But 
they say I am part of the West. They 
are welcoming me. I need to sell my 
widgets so I can employ my people.” 

The same polls we hear bandied 
about—the last poll I recall being con- 
ducted in Russia, the Russian people 
didn’t even raise NATO on the scale of 
concern. Zero. Literally zero, of little 
or no concern to them. 

So it would be perverse if we were to 
say that, “Hey, by the way, you can’t 
join NATO until you are part of the 
EU.” As if Russia is going to say, Oh, 
that’s a good idea. I really want Poland 
in the EU and a member of NATO. That 
will make me feel a lot better.” 

It is kind of hard to get a handle on 
this. But let me just read this poll: 53 
percent say Poland—this is in Russia, a 
Gallup poll, March 14 of this year—53 
percent say Poland should be allowed 
to join NATO. 

Did you hear what I just said? Fifty- 
three percent say Poland should be al- 
lowed to join NATO; 57 percent say the 
Czech Republic should be allowed to 
join NATO; 54 percent say Hungary 
should be allowed to join NATO, and 25 
percent had no view on the matter. 
Threat? That is one of the reasons I 
think, by the way, that the Russian 
people think that, No. 1. This is conjec- 
ture on my part; no poll says this. I 
cannot cite any evidence of this. But I 
think they are like the American peo- 
ple. They are pretty smart, intuitively 
pretty smart. They know if Poland is 
part of NATO that any of the hare- 
brained schemes any of their leaders 
may have in the future about sending 
their boys to Poland will be elimi- 
nated. I think they are pretty smart. 
They kind of have us figured out. 

If, in fact, national Poland is a part 
of NATO, they realize their political 
leadership in the future, as well as 
what is already done now, will have to 
finally shed 500 years, from czar 
through commissar, of a notion that 
somehow in American terms there is a 
manifest destiny for Russia to control 
Poland or any other place west of their 
boundaries. 
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Don’t you kind of find it fascinating 
that a majority of the Russian people 
say these countries should be able to 
join? We talk about this like it is a 
vacuum, where we are operating in a 
vacuum. How about all those European 
countries, our allies? I am not sug- 
gesting we should take a different kind 
of poll; that is, the more nations that 
agree, the better it is. But in counter 
to the argument that you know the 
best way to bring Russia around per- 
manently is not to have NATO ex- 
panded. But the countries who are 
most threatened by Russia over the 
years, don’t you kind of find it fas- 
cinating they think expansion is a good 
idea? We hardly agree with the French 
on anything. We can’t even agree with 
them on Coca-Cola. We hardly have 
similar values. We hardly agree on any 
foreign policy national matter, except 
NATO. They think it is a good idea. 
The Brits think it is a good idea. The 
Danes and Spaniards think it is a good 
idea. The Italians and Greeks think it 
is a good idea. It is the only thing the 
Greeks and Turks agree on. 

Those who argue for expansion some- 
times exaggerate the benefits that flow 
from this picture. I assure you that 
those who argue against expansion 
vastly exaggerate it and the potential 
damage that can be done to the emer- 
gence of a democracy in Russia. 

I ask my colleagues: What are we 
worried about? Are we worried about 
Russia? Of course, in public most Rus- 
sian politicians will grouse about 
NATO enlargement. Public pronounce- 
ments cost them nothing. But from my 
many conversations with Russian poli- 
ticians, both here and in Moscow, I can 
tell you that not one—not one, I re- 
peat, not one—think that the entry of 
Poland and Hungary and the Czech Re- 
public into NATO will constitute a 
military threat to Russia, including a 
long private luncheon with 
Chernomyrdin not too long ago—2 
weeks, 3 weeks ago, whenever he was 
here last. 

Now, it would be my opponents, the 
opponents of enlargement in this coun- 
try, who will cite a range of issues on 
which Russia and the United States 
have different policies and then point 
the wagging finger at NATO enlarge- 
ment as the universal culprit. One size 
fits all. Secretary Albright used an apt 
metaphor when she labeled NATO en- 
largement as the opponents’ El Nino.” 
They blame it for everything wrong in 
the United States-Russian relation- 
ship. 

But even a superficial familiarity 
with the recent history of our relation- 
ship gives the lie to such illogic. Rus- 
sian Communists and ultranationalists 
were against ratifying START II before 
NATO enlargement was even a gleam 
in the eyes of Lech Walesa and Havel, 
let alone U.S. policy. Why were Rus- 
sian Communists and ultranationalists 
against it? I'l] tell you why. Because 
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American arms control negotiators did 
a heck of a job, and Russia knew it. 

That does not mean that ratifying 
START II isn’t in Russia’s self-inter- 
est. It is. But it will take some hard 
swallowing for them to take that step. 
It’s all part of Russia coming to terms 
with the end of an empire. And this dif- 
ficult psychological adjustment lies at 
the root of the Russian rhetoric 
against NATO enlargement. But I re- 
peat, when you get down to brass tacks 
in discussions with Russian leaders, ab- 
solutely none of them think that their 
country’s security will be threatened 
by Polish, Czech, or Hungarian troops 
being part of NATO—none. 

Why should they worry? Do my col- 
leagues really believe NATO is any- 
thing but a defensive alliance? Surely 
they don’t want to validate crude Rus- 
sian cold war stereotypes of NATO asa 
rapacious aggressor just waiting to in- 
vade Mother Russia. We all know that 
NATO never had a plan to invade Rus- 
sia. Do you know what? The Russians 
know it, too. How do I know that? 
They know it because thanks to the 
NATO-Russia Founding Act, which was 
signed in Paris last May, Russians have 
a permanent physical presence at 
NATO headquarters in Brussels and at 
SHAPE headquarters in Mons, Bel- 
gium. They take part in all discussions 
with NATO members, and they see for 
themselves that NATO has no hostile 
intentions. 

If they don’t believe my analysis, let 
me quote from an article by the De- 
fense Minister of the Russian Federa- 
tion in the spring of 1999 edition of the 
NATO Review. The very fact that the 
Russian Defense Minister is now con- 
tributing, I might add, to the NATO 
Review, I believe says something in 
itself, as does the title of his article: 
“We Are Not Adversaries, We Are Part- 
ners.” 

Although the Russian Defense Min- 
ister repeats the obligatory negative 
attitude toward NATO expansion, the 
vast majority of his article stresses the 
positive. In particular, he declares: 

Today it is an established fact that Russia 
and NATO no longer regard each other as ad- 
versaries. * * * Moreover, a partnership in 
maintaining peace and security on the con- 
tinent has begun to take shape in our rela- 
tions. The NATO-Russia Founding Act is an 
example of this. 

It doesn’t sound to me like a guy who 
thinks that expansion jeopardizes the 
security interest of his country. So 
let’s give the Russians a little credit 
for being intelligent, thinking people 
who are not captives of outdated, ideo- 
logical propaganda. From the Gallup 
Poll I read you, clearly the Russian 
people are not. And, obviously, the 
Russian military is not either. 

If some of my colleagues still don’t 
believe me, I direct their attention to 
the balance sheet of recent Russian 
international behavior. On the nega- 
tive side, from America’s point of view, 
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is their unwillingness to follow our 
lead on inspections of suspected Iraqi 
military sites, weapons sites. 

Does anyone really think this had 
anything whatsoever to do with NATO 
enlargement? Russia has two centuries 
worth of involvement in the Middle 
East, has had Iraq as a major client for 
decades, has a foreign minister who 
specializes in that area and has had a 
lengthy personal friendship with Sad- 
dam Hussein. It is nothing to do with 
NATO. 

I may be wrong, but I doubt that 
when Mr. Primakov and Saddam Hus- 
sein get together, they talk about the 
evils of the enlargement of NATO. 

And, I might add parenthetically, if 
the reason why the Russians didn’t go 
along with our plan—someone explain 
to me, my ancestors, the French, how 
did they arrive at that? Was their deci- 
sion to side with Russia relative to in- 
spectors because of NATO enlarge- 
ment? I think it was. I think it was. It 
is bizarre—I am only joking. I don’t 
think it was. 

So, you can’t have it both ways. It is 
often cited: You know, they were with 
us in the gulf war. France was with us 
in the gulf war. It was a different cir- 
cumstance. A country had been in- 
vaded. They are not with us now, nor is 
France with us this time. 

How about Iran, another irritant in 
our relationship with Russia? Russia’s 
involvement with Persia is even older 
than that with the Arab world. We cer- 
tainly must and do oppose Russian in- 
vestment in Iran and arms shipments 
and technology transfers to that coun- 
try. But, again, their policies are 
grounded on historic geopolitics on 
their southern flank, economic dis- 
tress, and lax controls—not on NATO 
expansion. 

Or let me frame the issue another 
way. I ask the critics of NATO enlarge- 
ment, if NATO rejects enlargement, re- 
buffs Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic, who have met NATO’s rigid 
membership qualifications, is anyone 
going to be prepared to come to the 
floor here—the staffs of the opponents 
are listening here—is anyone going to 
come to the floor and say, if we reject 
NATO expansion, and we do it on the 
floor in the next week or so, that out of 
heartfelt gratitude you are going to see 
Russia break off relations with Iran, 
break off relations with Iraq—which is 
what we wish them to do—and imme- 
diately ratify the START agreement? 
What do you think? 

If Senator RoTH and I lose on this 
one, I’m willing to bet you a year’s sal- 
ary, and that is all I have is my salary. 
It’s plenty, but that’s all I have. I am 
willing to bet you a year’s salary— 
that’s a joke. I’m not allowed to bet on 
the floor. I don’t really mean it. I'll get 
letters saying BIDEN is gambling with 
his salary. But I will bet you anything 
that I’m allowed to bet that cir- 
cumstances, in terms of the ties with 
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Iran and Iraq, will increase, not dimin- 
ish; that there will be less prospect for 
future arms control because the na- 
tionalists will have prevailed and they 
will triumph, and they will trumpet 
their triumph. So, look, if NATO ex- 
pansion is the reason these bad things 
are happening to the extent they are 
happening, then obviously, if it’s de- 
feated, a lot of good things are going to 
happen. Don’t hold your breath. 

Let’s turn to the other side of the 
ledger and go back for a minute to 
arms control. What is Russia’s recent 
record? I keep hearing from my friend 
from Virginia: You know it’s going to 
be the end of arms control. Everything 
is going to come to a screeching halt 
because this occurred, because we 
voted to expand—so on and so forth. 
Let’s look at the record. Much as oppo- 
nents of NATO enlargement would like 
to forget, the facts are that within the 
past year the state Duma and Federa- 
tion Council have ratified two criti- 
cally important international treaties. 
One is the Flank Document to the 
Treaty on Conventional Forces in Eu- 
rope. As the Presiding Officer and all 
my colleagues know, that is the treaty 
that talks about how much materiel, 
armored personnel carriers, et cetera, 
weapons, heavy weapons that each side 
could have and where they could have 
them. 

We just modified that agreement. 
They ratified it—an arms control 
agreement. 

With regard to the Chemical Weapons 
Convention, I was told once we passed 
it here, that would be the end of it in 
the Duma. If Iam not mistaken, it was 
almost the very day we were in either 
Paris or Spain where the President and 
the 15 other NATO heads of state were 
inviting—inviting—these three addi- 
tional countries to join that by an 
overwhelming vote, their version of our 
Senate and House, the Duma, went 
ahead and overwhelmingly ratified a 
very controversial arms control agree- 
ment requiring them to destroy thou- 
sands of tons of chemical weapons. 

Even now, the Yeltsin government 
has pledged to push for ratification of 
START II. Russia is well ahead of 
schedule in its destruction obligations 
under START I, and the Russians con- 
tinue to work with us in implementing 
the vitally important Nunn-Lugar Co- 
operative Threat Reduction Program. 
That doesn't sound like a country that 
is so blinded by hatred for NATO en- 
largement that it is opting out of 
international arms control agreements. 

How about cooperation in conven- 
tional weapons? I might add, 
Chernomyrdin, when he met with us 
here, predicted by the end of summer, 
he was confident that they would rat- 
ify the START II treaty. But how 
about conventional weapons? Russia 
and the United States and 28 other 
countries signed the CFE Treaty and, 
as a consequence, destroyed more than 
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53,000 pieces of heavy equipment in this 
decade. And the process continues. 

Does that sound like a country that 
is opting out, figuring there is a threat 
and they are going to stop and start to 
rebuild? Not only not rebuild it, they 
are continuing to meet their obliga- 
tions under the CFE Treaty and de- 
stroying military equipment. 

Let me say that again. More than 
53,000 tanks, armored personnel car- 
riers, artillery pieces and helicopters, 
and guess what, NATO enlargement 
hasn't stopped this remarkable process 
on multilateral disarmament, and it 
won't stop it after Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic finally join the 
alliance. 

Finally, NATO enlargement has not 
prevented Russian forces from serving 
side by side with U.S. forces under 
NATO command in Bosnia. In my last 
of several trips to Bosnia, I was stand- 
ing at what we call Camp McGovern. I 
was standing out in the field talking to 
an American one-star general. A Rus- 
sian colonel who looked every bit like 
the guy who fought Sylvester Stallone 
in Rocky IV, whatever that was, ram- 
rod straight, 6 foot 3, wearing a Rus- 
sian uniform, comes up, seeks to inter- 
rupt, salutes the American general and 
asks what his orders are. 

I don’t know. For all this lack of co- 
operation we are talking about, how 
much the Russians hate expansion, 
how much they view it as a threat, how 
it is going to bring to a crashing end 
any cooperation on military matters, 
on arms control, conventional and 
strategic, I don’t see it. I see no evi- 
dence to suggest that. 

For someone like me of the cold war 
generation, this was mind-boggling to 
watch this Russian colonel salute an 
American general. In spite of the pol- 
icy differences between Moscow and 
Washington with regard to Bosnian 
Serbs, cooperation on the ground is ex- 
emplary. I heard the same thing from 
the Russian Ambassador who is deputy 
to the American civilian administrator 
in Brcko when I was in Bosnia. I 
scarcely need to say that neither the 
Russian colonel nor the Russian Am- 
bassador had even one word to say 
about NATO enlargement. It was a 
nonissue to them. In fairness, there 
was no way I brought it up. It wasn’t 
like they raised it and I responded. No- 
body said anything to me. 

The salient point which the 
naysayers would like to obscure is that 
NATO enlargement is simply a matter 
of catching up with reality. It would be 
nothing less than grotesque, in my 
view, for the U.S. Senate, out of a to- 
tally misplaced fear of offending Rus- 
sian sensibilities, to consign the thor- 
oughly Western Poles, Czechs and Hun- 
garians either to Moscow’s sphere of 
influence or to a gray zone“ in Cen- 
tral Europe. 

Imposed spheres of influence have no 
place in Europe in the 2list century. 
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Every country must have the right to 
choose its own political system, its 
own economic system, its own cultural 
direction and its own security arrange- 
ments, including whether or not to join 
the alliance. If we would reject the 
Poles, the Czechs and Hungarians for 
fear of antagonizing the Russians, the 
only people we would be helping would 
be the Russian ultranationalists and 
Communists by validating their out- 
dated, vicious portrait of the United 
States, a view not shared by the demo- 
crats. 

The worst you hear, by the way, in 
Russia from Russian democrats, the 
worst you hear is not that we think 
expansion is a threat, we think expan- 
sion will be a problem to us.” We know 
it is not. The worst you hear is ‘‘this 
expansion will or might give fodder to 
the ultranationalists and the Com- 
munists in our battle to establish de- 
mocracy.“ That is the worst you hear— 
the worst you hear. 

The only people, in my view, we 
would be helping if we rejected expan- 
sion would be the ultranationalists and 
Communists by, again, validating their 
outdated and vicious portrait of the 
West and their outdated and dangerous 
notion of what they are entitled to do 
in terms of influencing their neighbors. 

That rather obvious conclusion 
brings up a more basic point, which is 
regularly glossed over by the oppo- 
nents of NATO enlargement. The 
choice is not between enlarging or 
maintaining the status quo; the harsh 
reality is that the status quo is not an 
option. 

It is myopic, in my view, to believe 
that three booming, vigorous Central 
European countries, all of whom have 
bitter historical memories of Russian 
domination, if rebuffed by NATO would 
sit idly by and trust good fortune to 
protect them. 

It should be obvious that they will 
not. They didn’t do it in the interwar 
period earlier in this century, and they 
wouldn’t do it now. The renationaliza- 
tion of security policy would take 
place, undoing all the stability that 
has been painstakingly created since 
the fall of communism. It would allow 
the poisonous forces of ethnic and reli- 
gious hatred and international crime 
to regain a foothold in that volatile re- 
gion. 

Nearly 60 million highly educated, 
talented Central Europeans are ready 
and willing to contribute to the secu- 
rity of the North Atlantic area. All 
three candidate countries have carried 
out rigorous reforms to conform to 
NATO’s political and military stand- 
ards. All three have already contrib- 
uted to NATO-led missions in the gulf 
war and in Bosnia. They will be an in- 
valuable asset in controlling the forces 
of chaos and destruction that are now 
the real threats in Central and Eastern 
Europe. Indeed, this is the basic ration- 
ale for NATO enlargement—to extend 
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the zone of peace and stability in Eu- 
rope. It is a zone within which democ- 
racies do not fight with each other and 
which other countries, Russia included, 
need not fear. 

Obviously, there are certain risks as- 
sociated with NATO enlargement, as 
there are with any policy initiative. 
But the risk of not enlarging NATO, of 
not catching up with history, in my 
view, are far greater. 

One other word about history. In the 
frantic flurry of last-minute attempts 
to derail ratification of NATO enlarge- 
ment, I have even heard the accusation 
that we would be undermining the 
young Russian democracy, of helping 
to create a so-called Weimar Russia.“ 
Well, that charge wins the prize for his- 
toric illiteracy. 

After World War I, the victorious al- 
lies imposed punitive reparations upon 
Weimar Germany and kept it out of the 
League of Nations until 1926. 

After the cold war, on the contrary, 
the victorious West has done exactly 
the opposite with Russia. The United 
States and Western Europe have 
pumped more than $100 billion in aid 
and investment into Russia and have 
brought Russia into the international 
bodies where it was formerly not rep- 
resented. They have even brought Rus- 
sia into a working relationship with 
the inner councils of NATO itself. 

So please, in this round of Senate de- 
bate, let us spare ourselves hearing 
about Weimar Russias” and Iron 
Rings” and other ridiculous historic 
constructions. We are building a part- 
nership with Russia which can con- 
tinue to grow. Later in this session, 
Senators will have the opportunity to 
strengthen this process by voting re- 
soundingly for the administration’s en- 
hanced funding request for assistance 
to Russia and the Nunn-Lugar pro- 
gram. I want to see all those who are 
opposed to expansion of NATO on the 
grounds of, it is going to offend Russia, 
to step up to the ball and do what they 
say they really are concerned about. 
Let us see them vote for enhanced 
funding for assistance to Russia and 
the Nunn-Lugar program. 

Another canard of the opponents of 
enlargement is that we will saddle the 
American taxpayer with mountainous 
new costs. Although I would invite my 
colleagues who wish to debate this to 
set a time tomorrow to do that, and do 
it in a coherent way, let me very brief- 
ly speak to that. 

Fortunately, we now have indis- 
putable facts to refute this element of 
the basic scare tactic which is being 
engaged in: Is it going to cost $250 bil- 
lion? $125 billion? and so on. NATO offi- 
cials estimate that the total common 
cost of enlargement is $1.5 billion over 
10 years. Of this, the share of the 
United States will be approximately 
$400 million, or an average of about $40 
million per year over 10 years. And 
that is based upon our accepting the 
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same proportion of responsibility for 
enlargement as we have for NATO thus 
far—burdensharing as we have been en- 
gaged in it for the past 20 years. 

As I said, later in the floor debate I 
hope to have an opportunity to explain 
this official cost estimate in some 
vivid detail. For now, however, I refer 
the doubters to the analysis of two U.S. 
Government agencies, the General Ac- 
counting Office and the Congressional 
Budget Office. 

The GAO concluded last month that 
NATO's approach to determining the 
$1.5 billion estimate over 10 years is 
reasonable. The CBO, which tradition- 
ally uses worst-case analysis as a hedge 
against any surprises in the future, set 
the common cost at $2.5 billion over 
the next 10 years. 

The worst estimate is one-tenth of 
what the worst estimate suggested by 
our colleagues is. Even the CBO figure, 
however, would yield an annual Amer- 
ican contribution that amounts to only 
15 percent of our total defense budg- 
et—.15 percent—almost only one-tenth 
of 1 percent. 

One final word is in order. No resolu- 
tion, or even final legislation, is per- 
fect. And there may be a few areas in 
the resolution of ratification that 
could be improved upon. Senator 
HELMS and I plan to offer an en bloc 
managers’ amendment that includes 
several of the amendments proposed to 
date. 

I anticipate that in these coming 
days several other amendments to the 
resolution of ratification will be of- 
fered and we will have ample time to 
discuss them. So I will not go into de- 
tail now. But, Mr. President, I see my 
senior colleague from Delaware is on 
the floor, so let me wrap up what I am 
about to say and what I have been say- 
ing in order to give him a chance to 
speak. 

Mr. President, it is important to note 
that the resolution of ratification is 
thoroughly a bipartisan product, as 
you will soon hear from my colleague 
from Delaware, a product in the com- 
mittee crafted by the chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, Senator 
HELMS and myself, with significant 
input from other members of the com- 
mittee and our respective staffs. It was 
voted out of the Senate Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee by a vote of 16-2 after 
hundreds and hundreds of pages of re- 
corded testimony for and against ex- 
pansion. 

I urge my colleagues to reread the 
resolution before offering amendments, 
for upon careful scrutiny, some of them 
prove to be superfluous, others harm- 
ful, and some both. 

An example of this is the amendment 
introduced by my friend and distin- 
guished senior Senator from Virginia 
which would mandate a 3-year pause 
for additional countries before they 
could be invited to join the alliance, if 
they were to be invited. This would tie 
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our hands diplomatically, Mr. Presi- 
dent, if, for example, a clearly qualified 
country like Austria should apply for 
membership, and will put an arbitrary 
hold on Slovenia’s case for membership 
which I believe is already convincing. 
Other amendments offered by my 
friend, the distinguished senior Sen- 
ator from New York, for whom I have 
no higher regard, would require new 
NATO members to first join the Euro- 
pean Union. This, in my view, equates 
apples and oranges, forgetting that the 
criteria to qualify for those two organi- 
zations are dramatically different. 
Moreover, his amendment would turn 
the institutional history of the last 50 
years on its head. Traditionally, NATO 
membership has preceded EU member- 
ship. And I would further add that he 
chooses, as we are trying to come up 
with a new architect for the security of 
Europe, a requirement to go forward 
first by a group of which we are not a 
member and in which we have no say. 
We are not a member of the EU. To 
suggest that, before we could consider 
membership in NATO, it has to be de- 
cided by the EU whether or not they 
can join essentially takes us out of the 
game. And every time we have been 
taken out of the game in Europe 
might note parenthetically, this is not 
a direct analogy—but every time we 
have been taken out of the game or 
taken ourselves out, there has been 
real trouble in Europe. We are still a 
European power. We must remain a Eu- 
ropean power. We must continue to 
have a major say in the structures of 
Europe, because we have found, when 
we do not, nothing good usually hap- 


ns. 

Still other amendments proposed by 
the junior Senator from Texas and the 
junior Senator from Missouri would 
use the enlargement ratification proc- 
ess as a vehicle to alter the very fun- 
damentals of the NATO treaty that ex- 
ists today, either by changing the rules 
of the North Atlantic Council or by 
putting severe restrictions on non-arti- 
cle V missions—an issue that is being 
debated right now within NATO. 

I want to put my colleagues on no- 
tice that I will oppose any amendments 
that will undermine the most success- 
ful military alliance in history. 

Mr. President, nearly 50 years ago, 
NATO was founded to counter a Soviet 
threat in Western Europe and to estab- 
lish stability in the rest of Europe. 
Today, the new threat is instability 
itself arising out of ethnic and reli- 
gious conflicts. And this is, at a min- 
imum, a hedge against any future 
wrongheaded decisions by Russia. En- 
larging NATO to include Poland, the 
Czech Republic, and Hungary is a 
unique opportunity to expand the zone 
of stability in the continent. It serves 
America’s interest, Europe’s interest, 
and the world’s interest. I am abso- 
lutely confident, if we do this, history 
will record, as well, it serves Russian 
interests. 
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I thank the Chair, and I now am 
happy to yield the floor to my col- 
league from Delaware, Senator ROTH. 

Mr. ROTH addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Coats). The Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. ROTH. First, let me express my 
gratitude and thanks to my colleague, 
the junior Senator from Delaware, for 
his effective leadership in this most 
important foreign affairs matter. He, of 
course, speaks as an expert, as one who 
is the ranking member of the Foreign 
Relations Committee and, of course, 
cochairs with me the Senate observer 
group. I just want to publicly acknowl- 
edge the strong leadership role he is 
playing in what I consider the most im- 
portant foreign policy matter that will 
come before this Congress. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent David Stephens of Sen- 
ator KyYL’s staff be permitted on the 
floor for the duration of the debate on 
NATO enlargement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, as the Sen- 
ate resumes consideration of the reso- 
lution of ratification for NATO en- 
largement, I would like to commend 
my colleagues for the debate that has 
occurred thus far. 

In the few days that the Senate has 
already dedicated to this important 
issue, and I speak before the debate 
today, some 21 Members of this Cham- 
ber have expressed their views. I have 
listened intently to their arguments 
and I have been impressed by the sub- 
stantive dialog. This vote on NATO and 
its future is perhaps the most impor- 
tant foreign policy decision we will 
make since the end of the cold war. I 
appreciate the efforts my colleagues 
have dedicated to this matter. 

I have long felt that NATO enlarge- 
ment is a policy whose time is past 
due. The case for NATO enlargement is 
indisputable. The accession of Poland, 
the Czech Republic and Hungary, the 
only three countries that are the focus 
of the resolution before us, will, with- 
out a doubt, strengthen the alliance. It 
will eliminate the stabilizing and im- 
moral dividing lines imposed upon Eu- 
rope by dictators of the past. It will 
consolidate peace and stability on that 
continent. A stable and peaceful Eu- 
rope will benefit the entire trans- 
atlantic community, as well as Russia. 

I could elaborate on these points and 
other important benefits of NATO en- 
largement, but I have done that on 
many occasions in the past. Today, in- 
stead, I wish to address a number of ar- 
guments that I have heard made di- 
rectly against this important policy. 
For example, in the course of our de- 
bate it has been incorrectly asserted 
that the Senate is rushing this impor- 
tant debate and that it remains inad- 
equately prepared to address this issue. 

This is wrong. Few issues of national 
security have been as extensively ex- 
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amined by the Congress as well as the 
public. NATO enlargement has been 
the topic of countless editorials and 
opinion pieces in national and local pa- 
pers. By one estimate, over 1,000 schol- 
arly article opinion pieces and edi- 
torials on NATO enlargement have 
been published in leading journals 
since 1994. A quick count of editorials 
and opinion pieces in the New York 
Times found that it has run some 72 
such articles over the past 3 years. A 
quick survey of the Washington Post 
found another 90 over the same period 
of time. In other words, these two na- 
tionally syndicated papers have pub- 
lished articles on NATO enlargement 
at a rate exceeding one every 10 days. 
This does not take into account the 
other important national, local jour- 
nals. 

I might suggest that those who be- 
lieve this issue has not been well vet- 
ted may not be reading the right pa- 
pers. Either that or they have not been 
interested enough in the issue to be 
aware that a debate concerning this 
policy has been waged for 3 years. Over 
the last 2 years, some 15 States—in- 
cluding my first State, Delaware—have 
passed resolutions endorsing nuclear 
enlargement. Moreover, this policy has 
been endorsed by countless civic public 
policy, political, business, and veteran 
organizations. 

I point to a chart beside me, the 
number of organizations that have sup- 
ported NATO enlargement. All of our 
outstanding veteran organizations, the 
AMVETS, the American Legion, the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars—just to men- 
tion a few—have all endorsed NATO en- 
largement. We could point to the many 
other organizations that have done ex- 
actly the same. 

Congress itself has been deeply en- 
gaged in NATO enlargement from the 
very beginning of this policy initiative. 
In fact, Congress has not only done its 
homework on this matter, Congress 
has led the charge for NATO enlarge- 
ment. I think that is particularly im- 
portant to understand, that Congress 
has been in the lead on NATO enlarge- 
ment. 

Its committees have examined in de- 
tail the military, intelligence, foreign 
policy and budgetary implications of 
this long overdue initiative. 

Since last July alone, thirteen hear- 
ings have been conducted on NATO en- 
largement by the Senate Committees 
on Foreign Relations, Armed Services, 
Appropriations, and Budget. 

The Senate NATO Observer Group, 
which I chair with Senator JOE BIDEN, 
has convened seventeen times with, 
among others, the President, the Sec- 
retaries of State and Defense, NATO’s 
Secretary General, and the leaders of 
the three invitee countries. 

In support of these Congressional] ini- 
tiatives, the Congressional Research 
Service and the General Accounting Of- 
fice have produced some 30 objective, 
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non-partisan reports and countless 
memos on the subject of NATO en- 
largement. 

As I said when we began this debate, 
it is no surprise—indeed, for me, it is a 
matter of pride—that Congress has leg- 
islatively promoted NATO enlargement 
every year since 1994. Perhaps a good 
question is how can we ensure that all 
dimensions of U.S. national security 
policy benefit from this much public 
attention and endorsement. 

The second argument that one often 
hears falsely asserts that the extension 
of NATO membership to Poland, the 
Czech Republic, and Hungary will di- 
lute the Alliance because their mili- 
tary capabilities do not match those of 
Allied nations. 

It is true that the militaries of these 
three countries must be modernized. 
They do not deny that. That is why 
these three countries have embarked 
on military modernization programs 
that involve regular increases in their 
defense budgets. And, these programs 
have been endorsed by NATO’s political 
and military authorities. 

Earlier this year, I and a few mem- 
bers of the NATO Observer Group met 
with General Klaus Naumann, a highly 
respected German military officer who 
is Chairman of NATO’s military com- 
mittee. He stated that because Poland, 
the Czech Republic and Hungary are so 
committed to modernizing their mili- 
taries they may sooner rather than 
later find themselves better equipped 
and more technologically advanced 
than some of the current Allies. 

To see the level of contribution that 
these countries will make to the Alli- 
ance, we need only look at what they 
have done and are doing today. Al- 
ready, they are enhancing the Alli- 
ance’s military capabilities. They con- 
tributed forces to Operation Desert 
Storm. They have forces serving by the 
side of U.S. Forces as part of S-FOR in 
Bosnia. They were among the first to 
commit forces to stand by the United 
States in the recent stand-off against 
Saddam Hussein. 

NATO commanders, including those 
from the United States, have stated 
clearly that the admission of Poland, 
the Czech Republic, and Hungary will 
increase the capabilities of the Alli- 
ance. And this view is shared by some 
sixty retired four-star admirals and 
generals, including former Chiefs of the 
Joint Staff, former Supreme Allied 
Commanders of Europe, and numerous 
former Service Chiefs. 

Mr. President, the facts before us 
today, and the endorsements of these 
military leaders, can only leave one 
fully confident that the admission of 
Poland, the Czech Republic and Hun- 
gary into NATO will leave the Alliance 
stronger. We can be confident that 
these three democracies will not only 
be model members of the alliance but 
also pro-American Allies. 

A third argument that has been 
voiced by some of my colleagues false- 
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ly asserts that NATO enlargement 
threatens Russia, or that we should 
abandon this policy because Russia 
perceives it as threatening. 

The reality is that NATO is a defen- 
sive Alliance of democracies. Its deci- 
sion-making process is consensual, and 
I find it hard to believe that any one of 
its members—all democracies—would 
ever advocate aggression. 

The fact is that NATO poses no im- 
mediate military threat to Russia. U.S. 
force deployments in Europe, arguably 
the Alliance’s most mobile component, 
has been reduced by two-thirds since 
the Cold War. Allied force structures 
and defense budgets have declined 
steadily over the last decade. The Alli- 
ance has stated that it has no intention 
to permanently station foreign forces 
or deploy nuclear weapons on the terri- 
tories of new member states. Where is 
the threat to Russia? 

Those who argue that NATO enlarge- 
ment threatens Russia have also as- 
serted that this policy directly con- 
tradicts efforts to reduce the risk of 
nuclear confrontation with Russia and 
to ensure that Russia’s nuclear arsenal 
does not leak out to rogue states. 

The evidence however shows that 
this assertion is false. Since 1994, when 
NATO first announced its intentions to 
open its membership to the democ- 
racies of Central Europe, the risks of 
nuclear war have not increased, but 
been reduced. There is no evidence that 
NATO enlargement has hurt coopera- 
tion with Russia on nuclear matters. 

First, the actual number of Russian 
and American operational strategic nu- 
clear weapons have continued to de- 
cline. In 1990, that number was about 
24,000 warheads. Today, that number is 
in the vicinity of 14,000 warheads, and 
Moscow is dismantling its strategic nu- 
clear forces at a rate faster than that 
required by the START I treaty. 

Second, the Russian government has 
again reiterated its commitment to 
ratify the START II treaty, which will 
further reduce these two strategic nu- 
clear arsenals. Those who note that the 
Russian parliament, which has voiced 
its opposition to NATO enlargement 
and continues to block the ratification 
of START II, should recognize that the 
same Duma has blocked START II long 
before NATO enlargement was formally 
endorsed by the NAC. 

And, let me add that the Russian 
government has agreed to pursue a 
START III accord once START II en- 
ters force. 

Third, the Nunn-Lugar Threat Re- 
duction Program continues to improve 
the Russian’s control and security of 
their nuclear arsenal. Indeed, this pro- 
gram has been enthusiastically re- 
ceived by Russia. It stands out as one 
of the true success stories of Russian- 
American partnership in the post-cold- 
war era. 

Our policies toward Europe must 
focus on these objective strategic reali- 
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ties and must be structured to enhance 
economic, political, and military sta- 
bility in all parts of Europe. That is ex- 
actly what NATO enlargement does. 
That is in our national interest and in 
Russia’s national interest. 

For those who are still concerned 
about Russia’s fear of NATO enlarge- 
ment, let me share with you a recent 
poll conducted in Moscow. 

Earlier this year, a branch of the 
Gallup Organization, found that among 
respondents in Moscow: 53 percent said 
that Poland should be allowed to join 
NATO; 57 percent said that the Czech 
Republic should be allowed to join 
NATO; and 54 percent said that Hun- 
gary should be allowed to join NATO. 

These polling results are not sur- 
prising if one takes into account the 
fact that NATO enlargement is facili- 
tating unprecedented reconciliation be- 
tween Russia and its neighbors. The 
reconciliation now occurring between 
Warsaw and Moscow and Moscow and 
Kyev are positive developments for 
Russian citizens, and they understand 
this. They also understand that such 
developments would not be occurring 
with NATO enlargement. 

And, let us not forget the open and 
inclusive manner in which Nato and 
the West has approached Russia. The 
Alliance has extended the hand of part- 
nership through the NATO-Russia 
Founding Act, and today Russian 
troops serve with NATO forces in Bos- 
nia. The West has extended some $100 
billion in assistance since 1991, to help 
Russia’s democratic and economic re- 
forms, and over $2 billion in weapon 
dismantlement and security assistance. 
On top of that, Russia has regularly 
been invited to participate in the G-7 
or G-8 meetings. This is hardly—as 
some detractors might try to per- 
suade—a policy of punishment and iso- 
lation. 

It is false and even misleading to as- 
sert that Russia is being surrounded by 
a ring of isolation. Rather, NATO’s 
policies have been more like a strong 
magnet drawing Russia out of its his- 
torically self-imposed isolation into a 
growing web of political and military 
cooperation. Such cooperation holds 
out the prospect of an entirely new and 
constructive relationship with a re- 
forming and democratic Russia. 

Mr. President, I hope that these 
three points have added clarity to the 
Senate’s consideration of NATO mem- 
bership. There are few policy initia- 
tives as important as this one. There 
are few that stand to offer peace-living 
people throughout the transatlantic 
community and in Central and Eastern 
Europe so much hope—hope for greater 
stability, increased security, enhanced 
cooperation, and even a collective vi- 
sion for the future. I encourage my col- 
leagues to support NATO enlargement. 
History is being made, and for the sake 
of those who have long-awaited this 
moment, we must not keep it waiting. 
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Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak on the NATO issue. I under- 
stand that we have 10 minutes before a 
vote. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
would like to address the legislation 
before the Senate, the North Atlantic 
Treaty of 1949 to include Poland, Hun- 
gary, and the Czech Republic as mem- 
bers of the NATO alliance. 

Mr. President, let me begin by shar- 
ing a statement made to me last fall by 
Hungarian Ambassador Banlaki during 
his visit to my office. He said, The 
people of my country would like to be 
able to choose our own allies. We would 
like to enjoy all those things that his- 
tory has denied us.” 

Mr. President, I am here today to 
say, this is the U.S. Senate’s chance to 
make Hungary, Poland and the Czech 
Republic’s hopes come true—let them 
choose their own allies for they are 
choosing to join NATO where they 
have been denied in the past the right 
to choose their own allies. We all know 
that. We all understand that. 

Let me be clear—I am fully sup- 
portive of this treaty before the Senate 
allowing these three countries mem- 
bership into NATO. NATO is an alli- 
ance that has been a success beyond 
anyone’s expectations—it has never 
been permeated—and since its incep- 
tion, no great wars have been fought 
within its borders. 

NATO embodies our continued com- 
mitment to Europe. Its existence ties 
U.S. security to peaceful relations 
among our European allies. The his- 
toric, political and cultural connection 
between the U.S. and Europe provide 
the foundation for this transatlantic 
alliance. 

The objective of the myriad institu- 
tions and organizations created in the 
aftermath of World War II were a reac- 
tion to the carnage of two great wars 
in the first half of this century. The 
NATO alliance, the Organization for 
Cooperation and Development, and the 
European Union were all created with 
one purpose in mind—preventing fur- 
ther conflict between the states of Eu- 
rope. This goal of peace was achieved. 
The only tragic failure in the history 
of these alliances was their inability to 
encompass nations beyond the Iron 
Curtain. 

Today we have the opportunity to re- 
alize what was impossible only a few 
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years ago—expanding a cooperative al- 
liance to the nations previously locked 
in a coercive pact. 

I have listened to many of the argu- 
ments for amending this treaty and for 
delaying this treaty. I have also heard 
the criticism aimed at the U.S. Senate 
for not debating it further. 

So let me make this point—NATO 
was a defensive alliance. But it was 
never an exclusive alliance. We in the 
free world waited for the day when the 
rest of Europe would be free—free from 
tyranny, free from communism, and 
free from the everyday controls placed 
on the people of Eastern and Central 
Europe. 

Mr. President, that day is here. 
These countries are free. They have 
been free for 7 years. They have strug- 
gled to establish democratic, free mar- 
ket societies. To a greater or lesser de- 
gree, all three of them are being suc- 
cessful. They desire a place at the table 
among the democratic, free states of 
the West. And in my opinion, we should 
have allowed them to join NATO soon- 
er than 1999, as this treaty before us 
states. 

This Senate would be foolhardy to 
turn its back now on these countries or 
even to continue to delay the treaty’s 
implementation. 

In January, I visited the NATO head- 
quarters in Brussels and met with 
NATO officials as well as the ambas- 
sadors from the new member countries. 
I was impressed by their perspective 
that this was not NATO expanding out 
to engulf these countries, but rather 
this was Poland, Hungary and the 
Czech Republic asking to come into 
NATO. 

It is crucial to remember that NATO 
is not expanding against any sovereign 
will, but exactly the opposite. This 
treaty allows the West to let these 
countries fulfill their destinies—and if 
this Senate does not allow the treaty 
to pass and pass quickly—we are deny- 
ing them the ultimate freedom—as the 
Hungarian Ambassador said—to choose 
their own allies. 

I do not believe that Russia should 
fear the free association of allies, even 
those that might have been former en- 
emies. There is nothing for Russia to 
fear. They should be reassured that the 
borders of Russia are peaceful today, 
that there is a united and growing Eu- 
rope. They should be welcoming of 
NATO's ability to maintain peace and 
harmony among its members. 

I would like to address those Sen- 
ators who have expressed the need to 
link European Union membership with 
NATO membership. We must recognize 
that NATO enlargement, European 
Union expansion and monetary union 
are inextricably linked. 

Last fall, I began considering the dif- 
ferent arguments for and against this 
treaty. The Committee which I chair, 
the Senate Budget Committee, held a 
series of hearings on U.S.—European 
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issues which gave me a different per- 
spective to the many questions about 
the U.S. and Western European roles in 
Eastern Europe. 

We cannot ignore that it was the 
presence of a U.S.-led NATO that pro- 
vided the security for European Union 
that has facilitated its economic devel- 
opment. Without sovereign security, 
economic security cannot happen. 
These are exciting, new times in Eu- 
rope. We have Europe in the next 
months uniting beyond its original 
common market alliances to become a 
monetary union. 

While I know European Union mem- 
bership is desired by Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic, EU member- 
ship is very different from NATO mem- 
bership. And Monetary Union cannot 
even be considered until membership 
to the EU has been granted. Someday, 
Iam convinced, they will become mem- 
bers of the European Union. 

Some day, when they have developed 
their free markets which are emerging 
and their emerging new democracies, 
they will also be part of the new mone- 
tary union, the new single currency 
that many European countries will 
have in the not too distant future. 
They need the security and the struc- 
tures of democracy to make capitalism 
work. To tie NATO membership with 
European Union membership at this 
time would not be wise. Defense secu- 
rity first will then lead to economic se- 
curity. 

On costs, over the last few months, I 
have had CBO, GAO and the adminis- 
tration explain their estimates of the 
costs of NATO expansion. CBO esti- 
mates that the costs to the U.S. will 
approximate $100 million per year for 
the next four or five years. 

From the perspective of the Budget 
Committee, this cost is very affordable 
when compared to the overall levels of 
defense spending this year of $272 bil- 
lion that we approved for the 1999 budg- 
et resolution. 

Let me conclude Mr. President, that 
while the debate on NATO has raised 
several issues, one issue keeps domi- 
nating my thoughts. Here is an alli- 
ance, that once was designed to re- 
spond to the threats of the Cold War. 
Those threats included the armies of 
Poland, Hungary and the Czech Repub- 
lic. Now this same alliance is being 
asked by those same three countries to 
be allowed to join today. How can we 
possibly say no? 

I have no doubt that we are wit- 
nessing a major event in the histories 
of these former Warsaw Pact countries 
as well as the Free World. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the article For Expansion: 
The Case Clinton Isn't Making” from 
The Wall Street Journal, April 21, 1998, 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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For EXPANSION: THE CASE CLINTON ISN'T 
MAKING 
(By Zalmay Kualilzad) 

This week the Senate will start debating 
the question of whether to allow the Czech 
Republic, Hungary and Poland to join the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization. A vote 
on the issue is likely next week. Although 
the Clinton administration supports NATO 
expansion, it has not made its case forcefully 
enough. In its public defense of NATO expan- 
sion, the administration has emphasized 
bringing the three Central European states 
into the zone of democracy, peace and pros- 
perity. This argument is a good start, but a 
much stronger case can be made. NATO ex- 
pansion is vital not only for the well-being of 
these potential new members, but also for 
the security of the U.S. and its Western al- 
lies. 

The first strategic argument for an ex- 
panded NATO is to hedge against uncertain- 
ties in Russia. The administration argues 
that NATO expansion is not directed against 
Russia. This is true, to a point. As long as 
Russia is not expansionist, it will have noth- 
ing to fear from an enlarged NATO. In fact, 
a democratic and nonimperial Russia should 
be NATO's partner. But Russia’s future is 
not certain. Many in the Russian elite are 
unhappy with the current international sys- 
tem and the U.S.’s preeminence in it. They 
are nostalgic for their lost empire and would 
like to reimpose hegemony over the former 
Soviet territories and Eastern Europe. 

Russia is too weak to dominate its former 
empire today. However, even with its current 
difficulties, Moscow is developing two new 
long-range nuclear missiles, is reluctant to 
ratify the Start II treaty, and insists on in- 
terpreting the Antiballistic Missile treaty in 
ways that put severe limits on effective de- 
fense against ballistic missiles to which both 
the U.S. and Russia are increasingly vulner- 
able. Moscow’s statements and behavior to- 
wards the Baltic states, Ukraine, the Cas- 
pian Basin and Central Asia at times have 
neoimperial overtones. 

Russian weakness, however, will not last 
forever. Rich in natural and human re- 
sources, it will eventually reemerge as a 
great power. A revitalized and democratic 
Russia would most likely seek greatness 
through economic prosperity and political 
stability. However, should a revitalized Rus- 
sia prove hostile and expansionist, NATO 
membership for Eastern European states will 
act as a powerful deterrent against future 
Russian aggression in this region. Unfortu- 
nately, Russia can go either way—and which 
way it goes will not be affected by NATO ex- 
pansion. 

Second, an expanded NATO keeps Germany 
as part of an American-led international sys- 
tem. Eastern Europe is Germany's backyard, 
and the European Union is unable to look 
after the security of Western Europe by 
itself, let alone protect Eastern Europe. 
Therefore, if NATO does not stabilize Ger- 
many’s frontiers, Germany might do so 
alone. Germany is a key democratic ally of 
the U.S. and prefers to cooperate within 
NATO to stabilize Eastern and Central Eu- 
rope. A renationalization of German security 
policy will end NATO as we know it and 
could lead to a less stable, less unified Eu- 
rope. This would create an enormous prob- 
lem for U.S. security interests, not only in 
Europe—both East and West—but around the 
world. 

Third, an expanded NATO strengthens the 
U.S. position in Western Europe. The East- 
ern Europeans are more pro-American than 
most of our current allies. They attribute 
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their freedom to the American-led contain- 
ment of the Soviet Union, and they know 
that the U.S. led the alliance to expand 
NATO eastward. Within the alliance, they 
are likely to be strongly supportive of the 
dominant U.S. role. And should they also 
join the EU—as they are likely to—they will 
be a strong force for a continued U.S.-Euro- 
pean alliance. 

Fourth, an expanded NATO ties Europe and 
the U.S. closer together and opens the door 
for greater cooperation in other parts of the 
world, especially the Middle East, a region 
vital to both sides of the Atlantic. 

NATO expansion eastward should be ac- 
companied by an effort to develop a common 
U.S.-European strategy for ensuring energy 
security and for countering the spreading of 
weapons of mass destruction and missiles. 
And we need to consider steps to increase 
military cooperation between the U.S. and 
European nations for the longer term and 
agree to financial formulas for sharing the 
burden of Persian Gulf security as the Euro- 
peans develop their military capabilities. 
The Europeans have been freeloading at U.S. 
expense. Thousands of the U.S. troops pro- 
tect the gulf from Iran and Iraq. Europe con- 
tributes little, though it is more dependent 
on the region’s oil and more vulnerable to its 
missiles. In exchange, the U.S. should be 
willing to give Europeans a greater say in 
decisions about the Middle East, including 
policies towards Iran. As with NATO expan- 
sion such steps are unlikely to be taken 
without U.S. leadership. 

Although the administration may want to 
avoid publicly voicing these strategic rea- 
sons for NATO expansion in order to avoid 
offending Russia and some of our European 
allies, it is important that we recognize that 
NATO expansion is necessary to protect vital 
U.S. interests, increase cooperation among 
European and North American democracies 
and sustain America’s global leadership. 
Given the stakes involved, congressional 
support should be overwhelming. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

O u 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


NOMINATION OF SCOTT SNYDER 
FLEMING TO BE ASSISTANT SEC- 
RETARY FOR LEGISLATION AND 
CONGRESSIONAL AFFAIRS, DE- 
PARTMENT OF EDUCATION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the hour of 6 p.m. 
having arrived, the Senate will now 
proceed to vote on Executive Calendar 
No. 567 which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the nomination of Scott Snyder Flem- 
ing, of Virginia, to be Assistant Sec- 
retary for Legislation and Congres- 
sional Affairs, Department of Edu- 
cation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
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consent to the nomination? The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
FAIRCLOTH), the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mr. GREGG), the Senator 
from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE), and the 
Senator from Alaska (Mr. MURKOWSKI) 
are necessarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN), the 
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), the 
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN- 
NEDY), and the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. KOHL) are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 92, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 104 Ex.] 


YEAS—92 
Abraham Enzi Mack 
Akaka Feingold McCain 
Allard Feinstein McConnell 
Ashcroft Ford Mikulski 
Baucus Frist Moseley-Braun 
Bennett Glenn Moynihan 
Biden Gorton Murray 
Bingaman Graham Nickles 
Bond Gramm Reed 
Boxer Grams Reid 
Breaux Grassley Robb 
Brownback Hagel Roberts 
Bryan Harkin Rockefeller 
Bumpers Hatch Roth 
Burns Helms Sai 
Byrd Hollings ntvoram 
Campbell Hutchinson Sarbanes 
Chafee Hutchison Sessions 
Cleland Jeffords Shelby 
Coats Johnson Smith (NH) 
Cochran Kempthorne Smith (OR) 
Collins Kerrey Snowe 
Conrad Kerry Specter 
Coverdell Kyl Stevens 
Craig Landrieu Thomas 
D'Amato Lautenberg Thompson 
Daschle Leahy Thurmond 
DeWine Levin Torricelli 
Dodd Lieberman Warner 
Domenici Lott Wellstone 
Dorgan Lugar Wyden 
NOT VOTING—8 

Durbin Inhofe Kohl 
Faircloth Inouye Murkowski 
Gregg Kennedy 

The nomination was confirmed. 

— 


EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, Calendar Nos. 554, 
558 and 569 are confirmed. 

The nominations were considered and 
confirmed, as follows: 

THE JUDICIARY 

Garr M. King, of Oregon, to be United 
States District Judge for the District of Or- 
egon. 

Gregory Moneta Sleet, of Delaware, to be 
United States District Judge for the District 
of Delaware. 

RAILROAD RETIREMENT BOARD 

Cherryl T. Thomas, of Illinois, to be a 
Member of the Railroad Retirement Board 
for a term expiring August 28, 2002. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the President will 
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be notified of the confirmation of the 
nominations. 
NOMINATION OF SCOTT SNYDER FLEMING 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, since Sep- 
tember of 1997, the General Accounting 
Office, at my request, has been con- 
ducting an investigation into possible 
anti-lobbying violations—as well as 
possible violations of the Federal Advi- 
sory Committee Act—at the Depart- 
ment of Education. 

This investigation is ongoing and I 
have no reason to believe at this time 
that the nominee in question, Mr. 
Fleming, is a key figure in this inves- 
tigation nor have I been presented with 
any evidence of wrongdoing on his part 
that would compel me to oppose his 
nomination. I would, however, like to 
take this opportunity to urge Mr. 
Fleming, in his new capacity as Assist- 
ant Secretary of Education for Legisla- 
tion and Congressional Affairs, to co- 
operate fully with the GAO investiga- 
tion in order to resolve this matter ex- 
peditiously. 

Mr. President, let me explain my in- 
volvement with this issue and my con- 
cerns as they relate to allegations of 
an unusually close, and perhaps im- 
proper, relationship between the De- 
partment of Education and certain lob- 
byists in this town. 

This matter was first brought to my 
attention by an editorial that appeared 
in the Washington Post on September 
4, 1997. 

That editorial, written by nationally 
syndicated columnist Robert Novak, 
described how—each week while Con- 
gress was in session—senior Depart- 
ment of Education officials and special 
interest group representatives gathered 
in Secretary Riley’s conference room 
for what, in my opinion, amounted to 
‘political action’ or ‘legislative plan- 
ning’ sessions. 

News of these meetings surfaced in a 
report published by the Alexis de 
Tocqueville Institution’s, Paul 
Steidler. For seven months, Mr. 
Steidler attended these meetings and 
kept detailed minutes of what was dis- 
cussed. What emerges from the 
Steidler notes, if substantiated, is ex- 
tremely troubling. 

Without discussing the particulars of 
this investigation, Mr. President, let 
me note that I take Mr. Steidler’s alle- 
gations very seriously. Collusion be- 
tween special interest lobbyists and 
the executive branch for the express 
purpose of defeating or promoting spe- 
cific legislation, at the grass roots 
level or here in Congress, is unaccept- 
able. 

Mr. President, the GAO investigation 
into these matters is still underway. 
And, as I said, it does not appear that 
Mr. Fleming was a central figure in the 
formation or conduct of the weekly 
meetings in question. 

My concern is that the Department 
of Education cooperate fully with this 
investigation so this body and the 
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American people can be certain that 
the Department of Education’s inter- 
ests correspond with our children’s 
best interests and not just the needs of 
those special interests that dominate 
the landscape here in Washington. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Novak editorial be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edi- 
torial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

{From the Washington Post, Sept. 4, 1997] 

TRIUMPH OF THE BLOB 
(By Robert D. Novak) 


At 4 p.m. today, some 45 education lobby- 
ists—‘‘back to school" after the August con- 
gressional break—will resume weekly ses- 
sions with Department of Education officials 
in the secretary of education’s conference 
room. There is doubt whether these meetings 
are legal but no question that they have 
been effective and, until now, a rare Wash- 
ington secret. 

They began in 1995, when what former edu- 
cation secretary William J. Bennett calls 
The Blob—the special-interest groups that 
want to maintain the educational status 
quo—feared the worst from a newly Repub- 
lican Congress. With more than a hundred 
bills for abolition of the Department of Edu- 
cation introduced, the Thursday meetings 
began without the formal notification re- 
quired by law for advisory committees”. 
After 2% years of this collaboration the tide 
has turned on education, with the Repub- 
licans in full retreat. 

“It’s pretty much an open meeting,” Act- 
ing Deputy Education Secretary Marshall 
(Mike) Smith, who usually presides, told me. 
He added that I would be welcome, which he 
conceded would make me the first journalist 
there. In fact, the sessions have been at- 
tended almost exclusively by The Blob, pro- 
viding intelligence for the government bu- 
reaucrats who in turn disclose Clinton ad- 
ministration strategy. We rely on you, 
partly, as your eyes and ears,” Smith told 
participants July 24. 

But an interloper appeared at this year’s 
meetings. Paul Steidler, senior fellow of the 
conservative Education Reform Project, 
heard about them and asked to attend. He 
got permission after interrogation by reluc- 
tant education officials. Steidler’s subse- 
quent weekly minutes offer a wondrous in- 
sight into how Bill Clinton’s Washington 
works. 

“There was boisterous conversation, and 
one could sense the camaraderie in the air,” 
Steidler said of the atmosphere preceding his 
first meeting. The regulars represent such 
pro-Clinton groups as the National School 
Boards Association, the American Associa- 
tion of School Administrators and the Amer- 
ican Federation of Teachers. First among 
equals is the National Education Association 
(NEA), the powerful teachers’ union. Joel 
Packer, the NEA’s expert lobbyist, sits next 
to and is deferred to by the Education De- 
partment's senior official present. 

When an Education Department official de- 
scribed Republican Sen. Paul Coverdell's 
proposal for $50 million in grants to fund 
school-choice pilot programs somebody ex- 
claimed. Leah, the fear voucher.” Another 
voice joined in: “You get it if you are 
scared.“ Steidler noted: There was loud and 
sustained laughter. I found this to be quite 
chilling.” 

Through seven months of these minutes, 
the administration and The Blob marched in 
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lock step to maximize federal funding and 
suppress school choice, with scarcely a crit- 
ical word for the Clinton administration and 
no kind word for Republicans. 

When it was mentioned that former edu- 
cation secretary Lamar Alexander would tes- 
tify to Congress, “moans and snickers” were 
followed by the NEA’s Packer saying, “It’s 
called Mr. Voucher time". Commenting on a 
C-SPAN broadcast of Republican congress- 
men discussing education, then-Education 
Department lobbyist Kay Casstevens said: 
“If you didn’t see it, you’re probably better 
off. 

As budget negotiations neared their cli- 
max, Smith asked everybody to make sure 
they could be reached if they left town. The 
joint Education Department-NEA clout soon 
was demonstrated. 

At the June 16 meeting, the NEA’s Adele 
Robinson alerted the department to House 
committee approval of Democratic Rep. Ben- 
jamin Cardin's proposed $150 tax credit for 
after-school private tutoring. Smith de- 
clared: It drives a stake through [the presi- 
dent's] America Reads [program]. It's close 
to a voucher, folks.” Cardin’s proposal was 
eliminated, thanks to administration pres- 
sure. 

So was a Coverdell amendment to the tax 
bill permitting parents to use their own tax- 
free savings for kindergarten through 12th- 
grade private schools. “On behalf of the 
NEA,” Packer said at the July 31 meeting, I 
want to profusely thank the administration 
for its stand on Coverdell.” 

Is the administration’s failure to list these 
meetings in the Federal Register a violation 
of the Federal Advisory Committee Act 
(FACA)? “The meetings are not covered by 
FACA” acting Education Department Gen- 
eral Counsel Jiumenne Studley told me, be- 
cause they have no fixed membership or spe- 
cific purpose. Anyone who wants can join 
in,” she said. But her assertions are refuted 
by Paul Steidler’s minutes, as Mike Smith 
may hear when he comes up for Senate con- 
firmation. 

NOMINATION OF GARR “MIKE” KING 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
we have confirmed the nomination of 
an outstanding judicial nominee to the 
U.S. District Court for the District of 
Oregon. Garr “Mike” King is a consum- 
mate professional, who is universally 
respected within the Oregon legal com- 
munity for his integrity and profes- 
sionalism. His long and distinguished 
legal career as a trial lawyer began as 
a Deputy District Attorney with the 
Multnomah County Oregon District At- 
torney’s Office. He helped draft the Or- 
egon Rules for Civil Procedure and 
wrote the arbitration rules used in 
Multnomah County. Since 1971, as a 
partner with the Portland firm of Ken- 
nedy, King & Zimmer, he has handled a 
variety of cases, including commercial 
litigation, professional malpractice, 
products liability, and employment 
litigation in an exemplary fashion. In 
addition, Mr. King has been active in 
the U.S. District Court mediation pro- 
gram, has served as an arbitrator 
through the American Arbitration As- 
sociation and, in 1995, was elected to 
the Board of Regents for the American 
College of Trial Lawyers. 

Mr. President, I am confident that 
Garr “Mike” King will bring to the 
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U.S. District Court for the district of 
Oregon the same dedication, profes- 
sionalism, and integrity that has exem- 
plified his entire legal career. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, today we 
confirmed an outstanding lawyer, a 
knowledgeable and diligent servant of 
justice and great judicial nominee from 
my State of Oregon. It was a great 
honor to present to the Senate the 
name of Mr. Garr “Mike” King to be a 
United States District Judge for the 
District of Oregon. 

Mr. King comes before the Senate 
today with the bipartisan support of 
the Oregon Congressional delegation, 
and with broad support from both Or- 
egon’s law enforcement community 
and our state’s legal community. Mr. 
King has served as a member of the Or- 
egon State Bar Association since 1963 
and has distinguished himself as one of 
the finest attorneys in the state. Dur- 
ing this period of time, Mr. King has 
developed a sterling reputation for in- 
tegrity, hard work, intelligence, and 
diligence. 

In addition to his outstanding career 
as an attorney in private practice, Mr. 
King also has served as Multnomah 
County Deputy District Attorney and 
was elected to the Board of Regents of 
the American College of Trial Lawyers. 
He helped draft the Oregon Rules for 
Civil Procedure, authored the arbitra- 
tion rules for Multnomah County and 
served as an arbitrator through the 
American Arbitration Association. He 
has been active in the U.S. District 
Court Mediation program since it was 
initiated and has worked quite closely 
with the Court to improve the federal 
mediation system. 

Mr. King is a veteran of the United 
States Marine Corps who served his 
country with honor from 1954 to 1957. 
He has lived in Oregon for the past 35 
years and is a proud father of seven 
children who is deeply involved in his 
church and community affairs. As 
those of my colleagues who were at 
Mike's confirmation hearing can at- 
test, I think he single-handedly man- 
aged to fill about half of the hearing 
room with family members from all 
over the country, and I believe that 
speaks volumes about the kind of car- 
ing, concerned and committed family 
man Mike King is. 

As with previous recommendations 
that I have made for the federal bench, 
the recommendation of Mr. King was 
preceded by an extensive bipartisan 
screening effort undertaken by a com- 
mittee of leading Oregon attorneys. 
The selection committee was appointed 
with input from all the members of the 
Oregon Congressional delegation and 
the Governor’s office. All applicants re- 
viewed by the committee were evalu- 
ated on three criteria: judicial tem- 
perament, fitness to serve on the fed- 
eral bench, and legal qualifications. 
Mr. King was rated very highly by the 
committee, and after personally inter- 
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viewing him, I found him very well 
qualified for this position. 

I want to again thank the Chairman 
of the Judiciary Committee, Senator 
HATCH for moving us to this point in 
the process. I am very grateful for both 
the amount of time and good counsel 
you continue to give me in the consid- 
eration of my region’s needs on the fed- 
eral bench. 

I also thank my colleague, Senator 
SMITH, for his efforts on behalf of this 
nominee. Senator SMITH and I have 
now worked together in support of two 
other fine candidates to the federal 
bench, both of whom have been con- 
firmed by the Senate. 

I am certain that Mike King will 
bring to the federal bench the same in- 
telligence, legal skill and integrity 
that he has brought to his work as one 
of our state’s most respected attor- 
neys. 

THE NOMINATION OF GREGORY M. SLEET 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise to 
recognize Judge Gregory Sleet, who 
was confirmed by the Senate earlier 
today as a District Judge for Delaware. 
Unfortunately, I did not have an oppor- 
tunity to personally greet him or his 
family when they came to the Capitol 
for his hearing before the Judiciary 
Committee just over a month ago. But 
today, it is my pleasure to congratu- 
late Judge Sleet, his wife Mary and 
their two children on this achievement. 

Since 1994, Greg Sleet has served 
Delaware as our U.S. Attorney. From 
that post, he was appointed by Attor- 
ney General Janet Reno to serve as the 
Vice-Chair of her Advisory Committee. 

While his record of public service is 
impressive, so, too, is his previous 
work in the private sector. You see, 
Judge Sleet served Hercules Incor- 
porated, an outstanding Delaware com- 
pany, as legal counsel before becoming 
our U.S. Attorney. Having worked in 
the same capacity with Hercules some 
years earlier, I know first-hand that 
they hire only the sharpest young law- 
yers to handle their legal affairs. 

Mr. President, the Senate needed not 
even four months to complete our work 
on Judge Sleet’s nomination. I thank 
Judiciary Committee Chairman HATCH 
for his efforts to review the nomination 
in such an expeditious manner. Such 
prompt action speaks to the quality of 
the nominee, and I am happy to again 
congratulate Judge Sleet on the occa- 
sion of his confirmation by the Senate. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I support 
the confirmation of the nomination of 
Greg Sleet to be the 22d Federal dis- 
trict court judge in Delaware. 

One of the most important duties of 
any U.S. Senator is the duty of advice 
and consent to the President's judicial 
appointments. I have worked hard 
throughout my career to ensure that 
the Senate provides the Federal courts 
with a steady supply of judges to en- 
force our Federal laws. 

But, after serving on the Judiciary 
Committee for the last 20 years, and 
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after serving as U.S. Senator from 
Delaware for the last 25 years, this is 
my first opportunity to recommend a 
Federal district court judge for Dela- 
ware. 

I took this responsibility very seri- 
ously. And I have no doubt that Greg 
Sleet is the most qualified and experi- 
enced person for this position. 

This is the second time President 
Clinton has put Greg’s name through 
the rigors of Senate confirmation. But 
this is no surprise—he enjoys a reputa- 
tion for impeccable integrity in the 
Delaware legal community. 

In 1993, when I recommended Greg as 
U.S. attorney for Delaware, President 
Clinton was wise to follow my advice— 
he could not have nominated a more 
qualified, well-rounded, experienced 
Delawarean. 

Greg was confirmed unanimously and 
flawlessly, and for the past 4 years has 
exceeded even my highest expecta- 
tions. 

And it is not only his distinguished 
service for Delaware, but also the 
breadth of Greg’s experience that has 
impressed Delawareans, and convinced 
me that he will make a distinguished 
Federal judge. 

Greg is a graduate of Rutgers Univer- 
sity School of Law and completed his 
undergraduate work at Hampton Uni- 
versity in Virginia. 

He began his legal career in 1976 by 
serving for 7 years as a Philadelphia 
public defender—arguing before juries 
and representing indigent defendants 
at all stages of the criminal process— 
from pre-trial through the appellate 
courts. 

He than gained experience in civil 
litigation, civil rights, estates, and 
criminal defense as an associate in pri- 
vate firms—most recently as a sole 
practitioner for his own firm. I know 
how tough—and rewarding—running 
your own firm can be. 

In 1990, Greg began his service as dep- 
uty attorney general for the State of 
Delaware, where he gained experience 
prosecuting a variety of criminal cases 
at the State level. 

He has practiced corporate and com- 
mercial law as well—working as an at- 
torney in the legal department for Her- 
cules Inc., where he helped manage cor- 
porate operations and litigation, and 
provided advice on acquisitions and 
antitrust matters. 

Since Greg became U.S. attorney, he 
has demonstrated strong leadership as 
my State’s chief Federal law enforce- 
ment officer— 

He has developed a solid reputation 
by prosecuting many significant crimi- 
nal cases, including numerous Federal 
drug and gun cases. 

He has prosecuted hate crimes and 
fraud cases more aggressively than 
ever before. 

And, in addition to his accomplish- 
ments in the criminal court at the Fed- 
eral level, he has made it a priority to 
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strengthen the civil division in Dela- 
ware’s U.S. attorney's office. 

Mr. President, I will not take up any 
more time—other than to repeat my 
“bottom line” from Greg’s Judiciary 
Committee hearing: 

Greg Sleet’s record speaks for itself— 
the Federal bench needs judges like 
him. His background makes him excep- 
tionally qualified to service on the 
Federal bench, and his record shows 
that he is tough—as we need our Fed- 
eral judges to be—with the practical 
abilities and experience to do the job. 

I am deeply proud to be associated 
with Greg’s service as Delaware's U.S. 
attorney, and look forward to his serv- 
ice as a U.S. district court judge. 

I commend my colleagues for taking 
the time to review Greg’s record and 
thank them for their support for the 
candidacy of this fine nominee. 

— — 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the leader, I ask unanimous 
consent that there now be a period for 
the transaction of morning business, 
with Senators permitted to speak for 
up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


DEFENDING THE FALSE CLAIMS 
ACT 


Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, on 
Friday, a new audit report was released 
by the Health Care Financing Adminis- 
tration. It is the Chief Financial Offi- 
cer’s report. It shows that a staggering 
$20 billion of tax dollars were improp- 
erly paid through Medicare last year. 
That is 20 billion reasons to defend the 
False Claims Act and oppose the bill 
percolating in the House that’s being 
pushed by the American Hospital Asso- 
ciation, and sponsored by Congressman 
BILL McCOLLUM—H.R. 3523. 

The audit is only the latest reminder 
of why the False Claims Act is the law 
of the land. Whether it is the deriva- 
tion of the law signed by Abraham Lin- 
coln in 1863, or the amendments that I 
sponsored, which passed in 1986, the 
reason the law exists is to protect the 
public’s vital interests. 

In the case of health care, those vital 
interests are clear. The False Claims 
Act helps maintain the integrity of 
Medicare so that senior citizens won't 
have to fear the possibility that the 
program won't be there for them in the 
future. It helps maintain the standards 
we want for our seniors with respect to 
the quality of health care. The False 
Claims Act is beginning to be used suc- 
cessfully by U.S. Attorneys to improve 
the quality of care in the health care 
industry, such as nursing home care. 

Finally, the False Claims Act is the 
final yet most effective line of defense 
to protect the taxpayers’ hard-earned 
money. Since my amendments in 1986, 
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the Act has been used to return more 
than $4 billion, fraudulantly taken, 
back to the taxpayers. Nearly $2 billion 
of that is from the health care indus- 
try. And somewhere between $150 and 
$300 billion-worth of potential fraud 
has been deterred. 

There is a critical and obvious need 
for the False Claims Act to safeguard 
the public interest. The Act is also 
highly successful. It has built up a 
track record for accomplishing exactly 
what it was designed to do—to promote 
integrity in taxpayer-funded programs. 

Suddenly, integrity in such programs 
is under a fierce attack. The attack is 
the McCollum bill, which would gut the 
False Claims Act. What’s wrong with 
this picture? 

The McCollum bill is a misguided 
missile in the war against fraud. If it 
passes, perpetrators of fraud will be 
celebrating in the streets. It is ill- 
founded, and would send the wrong 
message both to the public and to 
those who would commit fraud. 

The bill is the product of the Amer- 
ican Hospital Association. The AHA 
came to me earlier this year and re- 
ported what they claim are examples of 
the Justice Department going after 
hospitals with heavy-handed tactics, 
and using the False Claims Act to pros- 
ecute innocent mistakes. I also visited 
with the Iowa Hospital Association, 
from my home State. 

After listening to their concerns, it 
seemed to me that the examples the 
AHA provided spoke more to problems 
in the implementation of the law, rath- 
er than to problems with the law itself. 
I agreed to approach the Justice De- 
partment and help begin a dialogue be- 
tween DOJ, the AHA, and myself and 
other members of Congress. The goal 
was to examine the evidence and see 
where the problems were occurring and 
why. And then to fix any real prob- 
lems. 

After much examination and discus- 
sion, I and others determined that the 
AHA had some legitimate concerns in- 
volving the way some U.S. Attorneys 
were communicating with some hos- 
pitals around the country. 

To its credit, the Justice Department 
has reevaluated its process and made 
changes. It has changed its approach, 
and has taken steps to ensure higher 
standards prior to any investigation 
for fraud. It is not often that the Jus- 
tice Department willingly reexamines 
its process, admits changes are needed, 
and then makes them. Because it did so 
in this case, I believe that the Justice 
Department should be commended for 
its responsiveness. 

As a case in point, let me refer to a 
letter I received this month from the 
president of a medical center in Iowa. 
Next year, he will be in the leadership 
of the Iowa Hospital Association. He is 
one of those who had expressed con- 
cerns to me months ago about how the 
Justice Department was implementing 


April 27, 1998 


the False Claims Act. After the dia- 
logue, and after DOJ changed its proc- 
ess, this official wrote to me and said 
he was satisfied that the law doesn’t 
need to be changed. This official fur- 
ther says that after meeting with the 
local U.S. Attorney, he is confident in 
DOJ’s intentions to not use the False 
Claims Act to go after honest mis- 
takes. 

In this case, the dialogue seems to 
have worked. Reason prevailed. Where 
reason has not prevailed is with those 
supporters of the McCollum bill who 
believe that the False Claims Act 
should be gutted anyway. There is a 
logical disconnect between the prob- 
lems identified by the hospital indus- 
try, and the solution they now advo- 
cate. 

Pure and simple, the False Claim Act 
is a tool against fraud. It is not to be 
used, and is not used, against innocent 
mistakes. There is clearly an agenda 
behind this bill. It is to remove the 
taxpayers’ most effective weapon in its 
arsenal against fraud. And it is being 
pushed by some in an industry that has 
been clearly ravaged by those who have 
committed fraud. 

There is no question that the vast 
majority of hospitals and hospital em- 
ployees in this country are honest, 
civic-minded, and true public servants. 
Many are absolute heroes. Those in in- 
dustry who get caught committing 
fraud threaten to give the industry a 
tarnished reputation. 

If that is so, can’t we also say that 
those who are pushing to gut the law 
also threaten to give the industry a 
tarnished reputation? After all, given 
the changes made by DOJ, there is no 
empirical basis for this bill. Just as 
changes were demanded of the Justice 
Department to refrain from taking ac- 
tion without a legal or factual predi- 
cate, shouldn’t there be a legal and fac- 
tual predicate for advancing this bill. 
There is none. 

The McCollum bill is not designed to 
stop the prosecution of innocent mis- 
takes. Rather, it would make fraud 
easier to accomplish more often. And, 
it would establish new look-the-other- 
way loopholes, including for on-going 
cases such as Columbia/HCA. And re- 
member, this bill would do all that at 
a time when there's $20 billion of po- 
tential fraud out there, fraud in the 
medical industry has been rampant, 
and the public has had it up to their 
keesters. 

Is this what the supporters of the 
McCollum bill really think the public 
wants and needs? Do you really thing 
the public wants a white flag of sur- 
render in the war against fraud? 

Specifically, the McCollum bill would 
do the following: 

First, it would create a fraud-free 
zone. No false claims case could be 
brought unless the taxpayers’ damages 
are a material amount.“ That mate- 
rial amount“ is unclear but it could be 
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as much as ten percent. In other words, 
we will write off the first 10 percent of 
fraud. In effect, it legalizes or legiti- 
mizes up to ten percent of what is now 
illegal. For a company like Columbia/ 
HCA, for example, which pulled in 
more than $6 billion from the tax- 
payers last year, the first $600 million 
would be okay. For the entire Medicare 
program, which was $210 billion last 
year, we could write off the first $21 
billion. That is a $21 billion loophole. A 
real whopper. 

Second, let us say a false claims case 
involved a material amount.“ there 
are still three more ways a company 
could get off the hook anyway. The 
McCollum bill would open up three 
more whoppers to raise that $21 bil- 
lion—‘‘free fraud zone” to substan- 
tially more. Companies would be able 
to better insulate themselves from li- 
ability simply by, among other things, 
showing a commitment to setting up 
better procedures in the future despite 
defrauding Medicare today. 

Finally, the bill would make it much 
harder to provide that claims were 
wrongfully submitted. The normal 
standard for civil statutes is a prepon- 
derance of the evidence.” The McCol- 
lum bill would raise it to “clear and 
convincing evidence.“ That is basically 
a criminal standard, not a civil one. 
Once again, reason has not prevailed in 
the formulation of this bill. 

The McCollum bill would establish a 
fortress around the medical industry. 
It would prevent legitimate efforts on 
behalf of the taxpayers to punish those 
bad apples that undermine the integ- 
rity of health care programs and raid 
the treasury. The solution is not to gut 
the law. The solution was and is to 
take the steps DOJ has already taken, 
and to ensure DOJ stays on that rack 
in the future. We have addressed the 
process dealing with innocent mis- 
takes. 

At the same time, we need the tough- 
est possible law to go after mistakes 
that aren’t innocent. Those who con- 
tinue down the road of supporting this 
bill pose a clear and present danger to 
the public’s vital interests—to the 
highest quality of health care for our 
senior citizens, and to the integrity of 
how our tax dollars are spent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for up to 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


STATE DEPARTMENT AUTHORIZA- 
TION CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak on the State Department au- 
thorization conference report debated 
on Friday and to be voted on tomor- 
row. Unfortunately, I was unable to 
participate in the debate on Friday, 
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and I appreciate the chance to take the 
time now to express my views on this 
legislation. 

I would like to express my extreme 
regret and disappointment that the de- 
bate over the important issues of the 
long-overdue payment of our arrears to 
the United Nations and the reorganiza- 
tion of the U.S. Department of State 
has once again become a sideshow to 
an exercise by some Members of Con- 
gress regarding the issue of reproduc- 
tive choice. I find it astounding that 
these members insist on holding our 
international commitments hostage to 
a desire to score political points on a 
domestic issue. 

We should be on the floor talking 
about the important foreign policy pri- 
orities that were articulated during the 
Senate debate on S. 903. Instead, we are 
spending the majority of our debate 
time on this measure talking about one 
narrow issue that shouldn’t even be in 
here in the first place! 

As we all know, a minority of our 
colleagues in the other body success- 
fully inserted language in this con- 
ference report that would impose se- 
vere restrictions on U.S. assistance to 
foreign non-goverhmental organiza- 
tions engaged in family planning ac- 
tivities. These restrictions were in- 
serted without consultation with the 
Democratic conferees. They were not 
consulted because they surely would 
have objected to these provisions. The 
restrictions fall into two basic cat- 
egories. 

First, the conference report would 
mandate that no U.S. population as- 
sistance may be given to any foreign 
non-governmental organization unless 
that organization certifies that it will 
not use its own funds to perform abor- 
tions during the period in which it re- 
ceives U.S. funds. If the President 
chooses to waive this restriction, 
which I am sure President Clinton 
would do, funding for family planning- 
related activities would then be capped 
at $356 million. 

The second category of restriction 
would prohibit funding for organiza- 
tions that lobby to change abortion 
laws in their own countries. 

Mr. President, the authors of these 
restrictions see this version, that is, 
the provisions as written in this con- 
ference report, as a compromise of ear- 
lier iterations of restrictions on family 
planning. But—let us be very clear 
here—not only is this not a com- 
promise, but the language is actually 
more restrictive than what we have 
seen before. 

First of all, unlike the so-called 
Mexico City“ language, which has 
been considered each year as a rider to 
appropriations bills, the restrictions in 
this conference report would become 
permanent statutory changes. That is 
a rather disturbing concept. 

Second, the waiver provision in- 
cluded for the President would result 
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in a greater decrease in funding for 
family planning than we have seen in 
earlier versions. Many observers be- 
lieve that the $356 million cap amounts 
to a decrease of $29 million, a cut that 
would come solely out of USAID’s fam- 
ily planning account. But, the lan- 
guage in this conference report would 
also apply to all funds for programs 
and activities designed to control fer- 
tility or to reduce or delay childbirths 
or pregnancies, irrespective of the 
heading under which such funds are 
made available.” What this means is 
that the cap would also apply to cer- 
tain birth-spacing related programs 
that currently fall under other USAID 
accounts, and in fact, would represent 
a larger total decrease than is imme- 
diately evident—about $44 million. 
That represents an 11 percent decrease 
in funding for these programs, which, 
Mr. President, I think we all would 
agree is rather substantial. 

Third, the definition of ‘‘lobbying”’ 
that is used in the second restriction is 
disturbingly broad in that it would ban 
all sorts of public statements or the 
participation of individuals at public 
meetings. It is so bad that many of us 
call it the global gag rule.” 

Finally, the President would have no 
waiver authority over this gag rule 
provision. 

Let me turn for a moment to the sub- 
stance of these provisions. 

While proponents of the Mexico City 
language say they do not want U.S. 
dollars to pay for abortions overseas, 
the adoption of the restrictions in this 
conference report would actually in- 
crease the number of unintended preg- 
nancies worldwide, and, correspond- 
ingly, the number of abortions and 
deaths of mothers and children due to 
high-risk pregnancies. 

The funding at issue here has nothing 
to do with performing abortions and 
everything to do with preventing them. 
It is about family planning, and about 
a woman's right to know about all op- 
tions that are legally available to her. 
It is about helping non-governmental 
organizations educate women around 
the world about family planning and 
other health care issues. 

I firmly oppose all of these restric- 
tions and will oppose this conference 
report because of them for several rea- 
sons, which I will discuss in turn. 

First, U.S. assistance for family plan- 
ning initiatives abroad is a sound in- 
vestment that pays dividends including 
healthy women and children. Accord- 
ing to the Johns Hopkins Population 
Information Program, approximately 
120 million women in developing coun- 
tries who need family planning services 
do not have access to them. Family 
planning services educate women about 
contraception, pre-natal care, birth 
spacing, the prevention of sexually 
transmitted diseases, and other impor- 
tant, life-saving issues. These programs 
have proven to be enormously effec- 
tive—not only in improving the health 
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of hundreds of thousands of women and 
children, but also in reducing the pres- 
sures that rapid population growth 
places on food and water, housing and 
education, and the environment in de- 
veloping countries. 

Second, this language reinstates— 
and expands—the Mexico City policy 
that prevents U.S. population assist- 
ance from being disbursed to non-gov- 
ernmental organizations that use other 
funds to engage in abortion-related ac- 
tivities. This restriction does not pre- 
vent abortions, Mr. President, it in- 
creases their likelihood by cutting off 
funds to reputable family planning or- 
ganizations which happen also to use 
their own money for abortion-related 
activities. 

Finally, this language contains a 
troubling restriction on the freedom of 
speech of those working for family 
planning programs which receive U.S. 
funding. By linking funding for much- 
needed family planning assistance to 
the stifling of freedom of speech, the 
language runs counter to the very prin- 
ciples upon which our own nation was 
founded. We cherish our right to free- 
dom of speech in this country, and the 
promotion of democracy and respect 
for basic freedoms around the globe 
represent an important aspect of our 
foreign policy. 

The language in this conference re- 
port is an assault on free speech, one of 
the most fundamental human rights. In 
this country, citizens are encouraged 
to speak their minds and participate in 
the political process. In fact, the First 
Amendment states that ‘Congress 
shall make no law * * * abridging the 
freedom of speech * * * or the right of 
the people * * * to petition the Govern- 
ment for a redress of grievances.” 

If the language in this conference re- 
port were adopted, it would mean U.S. 
citizens who have this constitu- 
tionally-guaranteed right would be 
forcing people in other countries to 
give up similar rights if they wish to 
keep receiving U.S. funding for family 
planning programs. The only way I can 
interpret this, Mr. President, is as an 
attempt by some Members of Congress 
to control the free speech of people in 
foreign countries relating to one par- 
ticular issue about which they may not 
agree: abortion. 

In essence, this language tells foreign 
non-governmental organizations which 
seek family planning assistance that 
they will get it if, and only if, they 
comply with a restrictive set of rules 
for how they may use their own money. 
It is a thinly veiled threat to pull 
much-needed funding if the word 
“abortion”? is uttered to any woman 
seeking counseling at any foreign fam- 
ily planning agency that receives U.S. 
funds. This language violates the spirit 
of the Constitution which we have all 
sworn to uphold. 

I would like to talk about two family 
planning programs that would be jeop- 
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ardized if this conference report were 
to become law. 

The humanitarian organization 
CARE is working with a local non-gov- 
ernmental organization that promotes 
dialogue within local communities and 
at a national level regarding important 
issues facing Bolivian women, such as 
violence against women, sexual harass- 
ment and lack of appropriate medical 
services. One of the most critical issues 
for discussion is the alarmingly high 
rate of maternal mortality in Bolivia— 
the highest in Latin America. Accord- 
ing to the World Health Organization, 
a women in Bolivia has a 1 in 27 chance 
of dying from a pregnancy-related 
cause. This compares to women in the 
U.S., who have a 1 in 3,500 chance of 
dying from such circumstances. 
CARE’s Bolivian partner works to edu- 
cate women and men about the impor- 
tance of family planning and the dan- 
gers of illegal abortion and how it con- 
tributes to Bolivia’s appalling rate of 
maternal mortality. 

Under the language in the conference 
report, U.S. funding for this Bolivian 
organization would be at risk because 
the organization makes public state- 
ments” about women’s health issues 
that may be construed as lobbying for 
abortion rights. This is a capable, ef- 
fective organization that is addressing 
real needs within Bolivia. 

My second example relates to South 
Africa. As Ranking Member on the Af- 
rican Affairs Subcommittee, I have had 
the opportunity to learn much about 
the success of family planning pro- 
grams in Africa and, indeed, of U.S. as- 
sistance to such programs in Africa. 

We all watched with awe and amaze- 
ment as South Africans of all races 
participated in the first multiparty 
elections in that country in 1994. We 
were further inspired by the country’s 
adoption of its first permanent, post- 
apartheid constitution which was 
signed into law on December 10, 1996, 
by President Nelson Mandela, one of 
the greatest heros of our time. The 
Government of South Africa continues 
to consider various proposed amend- 
ments to the constitution on out- 
standing issues, and is also working on 
the implementation of many of its pro- 
visions. Not surprisingly, the Govern- 
ment is consulting widely with a vari- 
ety of groups and interested parties 
from around the country. 

Why, you may ask, am I talking 
about the South African constitution 
and South African legislation during a 
debate over family planning assist- 
ance? 

Because, the language of this con- 
ference report would actually put limi- 
tations on the ability of South Afri- 
cans to participate in the democratic 
process in their country. 

The Government has asked Dr. Helen 
Rees, president of the Planned Parent- 
hood Association of South Africa, to 
become an advisor to the National De- 
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partment of Health and a member of 
the country’s Medical Advisory Board 
to assist the Government in its imple- 
mentation of a law enacted in 1996 con- 
cerning access to safe abortion during 
the first twelve weeks of pregnancy. 
Prior to this law’s enactment, Dr. Rees 
had also helped in its drafting. 

Had this conference report been law 
at the time of Dr. Rees’ participation 
in the drafting of that law, the Planned 
Parenthood Association of South Afri- 
ca would have lost its U.S. family plan- 
ning assistance, even though her ac- 
tivities related to the drafting process 
were conducted without U.S. funds. 

In other words, the Association 
might have been forced to suffer sim- 
ply because the South African govern- 
ment chose to invest in Dr. Rees’ ex- 
pertise. Dr. Rees would have been 
forced to choose between allowing her 
organization to receive much-needed 
U.S. assistance or to become an active 
participant in the political process of 
her country. This is a totally unfair 
choice, and one that we, members of 
the U.S. Congress, should not be forc- 
ing foreign citizens to make. In fact, it 
contradicts what the Congress worked 
so actively for over the last several 
decades, and that is the freedom of all 
South Africans to be able to partici- 
pate in their own political process. 

I want to make my last point very 
clear, Mr. President. The language con- 
tained in this conference report would 
be unconstitutional if this were a piece 
of domestic legislation because it vio- 
lates the First Amendment. 

I repeat, this language would be un- 
constitutional if this were domestic 
legislation. 

Mr. President, the United States has 
a long history of promoting democracy 
and basic freedoms around the world. 
This global gag rule runs counter to 
that tradition. If adopted, this lan- 
guage would not encourage free 
speech—it would squelch it. 

None of these restrictions belong in 
this legislation in the first place, but 
now that they are there, I encourage 
all of my colleague, who all profess to 
support free speech and our constitu- 
tionally-guaranteed liberties, to defeat 
this conference report. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a February 27, 1998, editorial 
from the Washington Post, which 
makes some excellent arguments as to 
why this report should be defeated, be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 27, 1998] 

EXPORTING THE ABORTION DEBATE 

It is scandalous that an unrelated domestic 
dispute over abortion is holding up congres- 
sional approval of funds for international 
purposes of vital American interest. One 
such purpose is to enable the International 
Monetary Fund to help troubled Asian 
economies, among other things, buy more 
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American goods. A second is to pay up Amer- 
ican arrears to the United Nations, an orga- 
nization in the center of American efforts to 
banish proscribed weapons from Iraq. 

The trouble arises from an amendment of- 
fered by Rep. Christopher Smith (R-N.J.) and 
supported by the House Republican leader- 
ship. Current law already bars any U.S. fund- 
ing for foreign abortion-related services, lob- 
bying or research. Mr. Smith would go on to 
revive the Reagan-Bush “Mexico City Pol- 
icy.” It denies American aid to any foreign 
nongovernmental organization that performs 
abortions or lobbies for abortion even with 
its own money. 

In the domestic debate we support the side 
favoring choice. But of course both sides are 
principled in their fashion, and both stir im- 
portant constituencies. You could call it a 
difficult but unavoidable fight among Ameri- 
cans. 

But why must this fight be exported onto 
foreign terrain? The limitations that the 
Mexico City Policy imposes upon the work of 
foreign nongovernmental organizations in- 
trude directly upon the options available to 
poor countries to manage their own future. 
The anti-lobbying provision intrudes espe- 
cially egregiously not only into the medical 
standards but also into the political prac- 
tices of aid recipients. As Secretary of State 
Albright put it, that provision punishes non- 
governmental organizations for engaging in 
the democratic process in foreign countries 
and for engaging in legal activities that 
would be protected by the First Amendment 
if carried out in the United States.“ 

The current House Republican position is 
to demand that the administration negotiate 
a compromise banning lobbying but allowing 
limited family-planning aid. The Clinton ad- 
ministration is right to want no part of a 
compromise that narrows the personal 
choices open to women abroad, interferes in 
the development policies of other countries 
and invades the public space they maintain 
for policy debate. House Republicans have 
attached the abortion measure to essential 
foreign-policy legislation, including United 
Nations reform and State Department reor- 
ganization. Their amendment constitutes a 
rank intervention into other countries’ do- 
mestic business, and deserves defeat. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today in opposition to Senate 
adoption of the Conference Report on 
the State Department Authorization 
Bill, which we will be voting on tomor- 
row. 

I do so with disappointment, and con- 
cern. As an advocate of many of the 
good provisions in this bill, it is ironic 
to be arguing today against adoption of 
this Conference Report. 

With its provisions to reorganize 
America’s foreign policy institutions 
and to press for reform at the United 
Nations while paying off our arrears, I 
think it is fair to say that the State 
Department Authorization bill is one 
of the most far-reaching and important 
bills that we will consider this Con- 
gress. 

I am disappointed, therefore, that 
Congress finds itself seemingly unable 
to pass this bill in a form which will 
allow it to become law. 

Now, we find ourselves in this posi- 
tion today is because a few hard-line 
House Republicans, by insisting on the 
inclusion of language to restrict inter- 
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national family planning assistance, 
have been unwilling to compromise and 
be flexible in the interests of American 
foreign policy and national security. 

Let me briefly state 3 reasons why I 
think that without the family planning 
restrictions this is a good bill. 

First, this bill authorizes funding of 
both existing needs and the correction 
of long-time existing problems, such as 
a failing computer system, the con- 
struction of two major long overdue 
embassies, and the remediation of se- 
curity and maintenance problems 
around the world. International law en- 
forcement, narcotics abatement, and 
refugee programs are all increased 
under this bill. 

Second, the State Department Au- 
thorization Bill takes an historic step 
in working with the administration 
and Secretary Albright to reorganize 
the foreign policy bureaucracy of the 
United States, so that the Arms Con- 
trol and Disarmament Agency, the 
United States Information Agency, and 
the Agency for International Develop- 
ment are brought within the State De- 
partment and other operations are 
streamlined. 

The reorganization plan presented by 
this bill preserves the unique skills and 
capabilities of each of the current for- 
eign affairs agencies while creating a 
new, streamlined, structure capable of 
meeting the challenges of the twenty- 
first century. It is a plan supported by 
the Chairman and Ranking Member of 
the Foreign Relations Committee and 
by the President and Secretary of 
State. 

Finally, this bill also contains a 
package to allow repayment of our ar- 
rears to the United Nations, some $926 
million, with much-needed reform 
benchmarks designed to ensure that 
the United Nations will remain an ef- 
fective organization in the decades to 
come. 

I am an unabashed supporter of the 
United Nations. I believe a strong and 
effective United Nations is both impor- 
tant to the world and to the national 
interest of the United States. 

With little fanfare or recognition the 
United Nations serves American inter- 
ests each and every day. Through the 
UN High Commission for Refugees, it 
feeds and clothes homeless refugees in 
time of war. The World Health Organi- 
zation fights diseases like AIDS. The 
United Nations Children’s Fund com- 
bats childhood poverty, hunger, and 
sickness. The UN Development Pro- 
grams helps the poorer nations of the 
world develop their infrastructures. 
The UN provides a forum for negoti- 
ating multilateral agreements on arms 
control, protecting the environment, 
and other matters that affect all na- 
tions. 

The United Nations helps to protect 
peace and security in dozens of trouble 
spots around the world. Although we 
are often quick to criticize UN oper- 
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ations, we are slow to credit those suc- 
cessful U.N. peacekeeping operations in 
such places as the Golan Heights, Mac- 
edonia, Angola, and Kuwait—all impor- 
tant to American foreign policy con- 
cerns. 

This is not to say the United Nations 
is without its faults. The need to re- 
form and streamline the UN bureauc- 
racy, refocus the budget structure, 
eliminate duplication, and add trans- 
parency to all its operations are all in- 
cluded in the 3 year time-period of this 
bill. 

As the Ranking Member of the Inter- 
national Operations Subcommittee, I 
was involved in the initial discussions 
on UN dues payment arrears. The final 
result negotiated by the Secretary of 
State, the Chairman, and the Ranking 
Member is a tough, but achievable, se- 
ries of reforms to be implemented by 
the United Nations over the next three 
years, during which time the United 
States will pay the $926 million it owes 
in back dues. 

Payment of these arrears is no trivial 
matter. The U.N.’s current financial 
difficulties are threatening to render it 
unable to implement many of its most 
important programs. Prompt payment 
by the United States of its arrears is 
the best way to ensure that the UN will 
be able to survive as a force for inter- 
national peace and security in the 
post-Cold War era. 

As someone who values the United 
Nations, I regard the United Nations 
arrears and reform package included in 
this bill to be a major step forward, 
and one of which we can all be proud. 

That is why I find it so unfortunate 
that we are faced today with the pros- 
pect that all of these achievements will 
be for nothing. And why? Because a 
small group of abortion opponents in 
the House have tied up this Bill over 
the issue of the so-called Mexico 
City” family planning language. In so 
doing, they are placing their own nar- 
row domestic concerns and political 
agenda ahead of all the substantial 
achievements and reforms  encap- 
sulated in this Bill. 

In short, unable to advance their 
agenda through the normal channels of 
congressional policy making (an agen- 
da unsupported by the vast majority of 
the American people, I might add) they 
have decided to hold this bill hostage 
to achieve a major blow to family plan- 
ning throughout the world. 

Ironically, their opposition to family 
planning is antithetical to their goal of 
reducing abortions because family 
planning actually reduces the need for 
abortions, and without it terrible star- 
vation and deprivation is visited upon 
millions in other lands. The irony is 
that no U.S. international family plan- 
ning funds are spent on abortion in this 
or any other bill. 

Since 1973, U.S. law has prohibited 
any USAID funds from being used to 
pay for abortions as a method of family 
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planning or to coerce any person to 
have an abortion. Today each and any 
program supported by these dollars are 
voluntary, and none involve abortion. 
All programs are rigorously monitored 
to ensure strict compliance. 

In Russia, where the average Russian 
woman used to have a stunning 7 or 8 
abortions in her lifetime, family plan- 
ning has made a huge difference. An ac- 
tive family planning effort has actu- 
ally reduced the number of abortions in 
Russia from 1990 to 1994 by over 20%, 
from 3.6 million to 2.8 million. That is 
800,000 fewer abortions in a four years 
period of time due to family planning 
efforts. 

The story repeats itself over and 
over, wherever family planning exists. 
As our esteemed former colleague 
Mark Hatfield, who was a proudly pro- 
life Senator, reminded us each time we 
debated this issue, family planning as- 
sistance prevents abortions. 

I also find the prohibitions placed on 
free speech contained in the Conference 
Report—in essence a global gag rule on 
responsible family planning discus- 
sions—to be unacceptable. Foreign 
family planning providers would only 
be eligible for U.S. dollars if they agree 
to have their voices silenced. They 
could neither lobby nor discuss or edu- 
cate under the terms of this Bill. The 
fact that the language included in this 
Conference Report dictates what public 
statements can be made, what con- 
ferences can be attended, and what 
educational materials can be produced 
with an entity’s own funds I find an 
overreaching and dictatorial edict by a 
country that prizes free speech. 

One of the most important and effec- 
tive components of U.S. foreign assist- 
ance has for years been our family 
planning programs. These programs re- 
duce poverty, improve health, and raise 
living standards around the world by 
enhancing the ability of couples and in- 
dividuals to determine freely and re- 
sponsibly the number and spacing of 
their children in some of the most 
overpopulated and depraved countries 
on earth. Most of us take these rights 
for granted. None of us knows the level 
of deprivation and suffering that exists 
outside our borders. 

What we can not do now—what we 
should not do now—is allow a small mi- 
nority of this and the other body to ef- 
fectively stop any U.S. family planning 
efforts worldwide. 

The President has stated that if the 
Conference Report passes with the fam- 
ily planning restrictions he will veto 
this bill. By including language in this 
Conference Report which we know will 
result in à veto we will sacrifice—need- 
lessly and pointlessly—all the impor- 
tant work accomplished to date. 

I sincerely hope and urge that there 
are sufficient votes in this body to re- 
ject this Conference Report, return it 
to Conference, remove the counter- 
productive language, and develop a re- 
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port which the Senate can support, and 
which the President can sign. 

I urge my colleagues to reject adop- 
tion of this Conference Report. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


Í 


HONORING LLOYD M. PELFREY 


Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise 
today to commend Lloyd Pelfrey for 
his service to Central Christian College 
of the Bible in Moberly, Missouri. Mr. 
Pelfrey, an ordained minister of the 
Christian Church since 1953, will retire 
as President of the college on May 8, 
1998. 

President Pelfrey’s service to Central 
Christian College started when the 
school opened in September 1957. He 
has worn many hats during his tenure 
at the school, serving as: the President 
of the college, the Acting President, 
the Executive President, the Dean of 
Faculty, the Academic Dean, and a 
Professor of Old Testament. On April 6, 
1973, Mr. Pelfrey became the fourth 
President of Central Christian College. 
He has held this esteemed position 
longer than any other president of the 
college. 

Under President Pelfrey’s leadership 
many exciting transformations have 
occurred at the college. He oversaw the 
completion in the construction of the 
Memorial building. Central Christian 
College received accreditation with the 
Accrediting Association of Bible Col- 
lege under President Pelfrey's adminis- 
tration. He also contributed to an in- 
crease in the college’s endowment. 

I wish President Pelfrey all the best 
and thank him for his service to the 
community of Central Christian Col- 
lege of the Bible. May God bless him 
and protect him in his future endeav- 
ors. 


— 


REPORT CONCERNING THE NA- 
TIONAL EMERGENCY WITH RE- 
SPECT TO SIGNIFICANT NAR- 
COTICS TRAFFICKERS CENTERED 
IN COLOMBIA—MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT—PM 117 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 


To the Congress of the United States: 
I hereby report to the Congress on 
the developments since my last report 
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concerning the national emergency 
with respect to significant narcotics 
traffickers centered in Colombia that 
was declared in Executive Order 12978 
of October 21, 1995. This report is sub- 
mitted pursuant to section 401(c) of the 
National Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C. 
1641(c), and section 204(c) of the Inter- 
national Emergency Economic Powers 
Act (IEEPA), 50 U.S.C. 1703(c). 

1. On October 21, 1995, I signed Execu- 
tive Order 12978. Blocking Assets and 
Prohibiting Transactions with Signifi- 
cant Narcotics Traffickers“ (the 
“Order’’) (60 Fed. Reg. 54579, October 24, 
1995). The Order blocks all property 
subject to U.S. jurisdiction in which 
there is any interest of four significant 
foreign narcotics traffickers, one of 
whom is now deceased, who were prin- 
cipals in the so-called Cali drug cartel 
centered in Colombia. These persons 
are listed in the annex to the Order. 
The Order also blocks the property and 
interests in property of foreign persons 
determined by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, in consultation with the At- 
torney General and the Secretary of 
State, (a) to play a significant role in 
international narcotics trafficking cen- 
tered in Colombia or (b) to materially 
assist in or provide financial or techno- 
logical support for, or goods or services 
in support of, the narcotics trafficking 
activities of persons designated in or 
pursuant to the Order. In addition the 
Order blocks all property and interests 
in property subject to U.S. jurisdiction 
of persons determined by the Secretary 
of the Treasury, in consultation with 
the Attorney General and the Sec- 
retary of State, to be owned or con- 
trolled by, or to act for or on behalf of, 
persons designated in or pursuant to 
the Order (collectively ‘“‘Specially Des- 
ignated Narcotics Traffickers’ or 
“SDNTs’’). 

The Order further prohibits any 
transaction or dealing by a United 
States person or within the United 
States in property or interests in prop- 
erty of SDNTs, and any transaction 
that evades or avoids, has the purpose 
of evading or avoiding, or attempts to 
violate, the prohibitions contained in 
the Order. 

Designations of foreign persons 
blocked pursuant to the Order are ef- 
fective upon the date of determination 
by the Director of the Department of 
the Treasury’s Office of Foreign Assets 
Control (OFAC) acting under authority 
delegated by the Secretary of the 
Treasury. Public notice of blocking is 
effective upon the date of filing with 
the Federal Register, or upon prior ac- 
tual notice. 

2. On October 24, 1995, the Depart- 
ment of the Treasury issued a notice 
containing 76 additional names of per- 
sons determined to meet the criteria 
set forth in Executive Order 12978 (60 
Fed. Reg. 54582, October 24, 1995). Addi- 
tional notices expanding and updating 
the list of SDNTs were published on 
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November 29, 1995 (60 Fed. Reg. 61288), 
March 8, 1996 (61 Fed. Reg. 9523), and 
January 21, 1997 (62 Fed. Reg. 2903). 

Effective February 28, 1997, OFAC 
issued the Narcotics Trafficking Sanc- 
tions Regulations (“NTSR” or the 
Regulations“), 31 C.F.R. Part 536, to 
further implement my declaration of a 
national emergency and imposition of 
sanctions against significant foreign 
narcotics traffickers centered in Co- 
lombia (62 Fed. Reg. 9959, March 5, 1997). 

On April 17, 1997 (62 Fed. Reg. 19500, 
April 22, 1997), July 30, 1997 (62 Fed. Reg. 
41850, August 4, 1997), and September 9, 
1997 (62 Fed. Reg. 48177, September 15, 
1997), OFAC amended appendices A and 
B to 31 C.F.R. chapter V, revising infor- 
mation concerning individuals and en- 
tities who have been determined to 
play a significant role in international 
narcotics trafficking centered in Co- 
lombia or have been determined to be 
owned or controlled by, or to act for or 
on behalf of, or to be acting as fronts 
for the Cali cartel in Colombia. These 
actions are part of the ongoing inter- 
agency implementation of Executive 
Order 12978 of October 21, 1995. These 
changes to the previous SDNT list 
brought it to a total of 426 businesses 
and individuals with whom financial 
and business dealings are prohibited 
and whose assets are blocked under the 
Order. 

3. OFAC has disseminated and rou- 
tinely updated details of this program 
to the financial, securities, and inter- 
national trade communities by both 
electronic and conventional media. In 
addition to bulletins to banking insti- 
tutions via the Federal Reserve System 
and the Clearing House Interbank Pay- 
ments System (CHIPS), individual no- 
tices were provided to all relevant 
State and Federal regulatory agencies, 
automated clearing houses, and State 
and independent banking associations 
across the country. OFAC contacted all 
major securities industry associations 
and regulators. It posted electronic no- 
tices on the Internet and over 10 com- 
puter bulletin boards and 2 fax-on-de- 
mand services, and provided the same 
material to the U.S. Embassy in Bo- 
gota for distribution to U.S. companies 
operating in Colombia. 

4. As of March 25, 1998, OFAC had 
issued nine specific licenses pursuant 
to Executive Order 12978. These li- 
censes were issued in accordance with 
established Treasury policy author- 
izing the completion of presanctions 
transactions and the provision of legal 
services to and payment of fees for rep- 
resentation of SDNTs in proceedings 
within the United States arising from 
the imposition of sanctions. 

5. The narcotics trafficking sanctions 
have had a significant impact on the 
Cali drug cartel. Of the 133 business en- 
tities designated as SDNTS as of Feb- 
ruary 20, 1998, 41, or nearly a third, 
having a combined net worth estimated 
at more than $45 million and combined 
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income of more than $200 million, had 
been determined to have gone into liq- 
uidation. As a result of OFAC designa- 
tions, 3 Colombian banks have closed 
about 300 SDNT accounts of nearly 100 
designated individuals. One of the larg- 
est SDNT commercial entities, a dis- 
count drugstore with an annual income 
exceeding $136 million, has been re- 
duced to operating on a cash basis. 
These specific results augment the less 
quantifiable but significant impact of 
denying the designated individuals and 
entities of the cartel access to U.S. fi- 
nancial and commercial facilities. 

Various enforcement actions carried 
over from prior reporting periods are 
continuing and new reports of viola- 
tions are being aggressively pursued. 
Two criminal investigations are ongo- 
ing. Since my last report, OFAC has 
collected its first civil monetary pen- 
alty for violations of IZEPA and the 
Regulations under the program. OFAC 
collected $2,625 from a commercial 
agent for ocean-going oil tankers for 
violative funds transfers. 

6. The expenses incurred by the Fed- 
eral Government in the 6-month period 
from October 21, 1997, through April 20, 
1998, that are directly attributable to 
the exercise of powers and authorities 
conferred by the declaration of the na- 
tional emergency with respect to Sig- 
nificant Narcotics Traffickers are esti- 
mated at approximately $620,000. Per- 
sonnel costs were largely centered in 
the Department of the Treasury (par- 
ticularly in the Office of Foreign As- 
sets Control, the U.S. Customs Service, 
and the Office of the General Counsel), 
the Department of Justice, and the De- 
partment of State. These data do not 
reflect certain costs of operations by 
the intelligence and law enforcement 
communities. 

7. Executive Order 12978 provides my 
Administration with a tool for combat- 
ting the actions of significant foreign 
narcotics traffickers centered in Co- 
lombia and the unparalleled violence, 
corruption, and harm that they cause 
in the United States and abroad. The 
Order is designed to deny these traf- 
fickers the benefit of any assets subject 
to the jurisdiction of the United States 
and to prevent United States persons 
from engaging in any commercial deal- 
ings with them, their front companies, 
and their agents. Executive Order 12978 
demonstrates the United States com- 
mitment to end the damage that such 
traffickers wreak upon society in the 
United States and abroad. 

The magnitude and the dimension of 
the problem in Colombia—perhaps the 
most pivotal country of all in terms of 
the world’s cocaine trade—are ex- 
tremely grave. I shall continue to exer- 
cise the powers at my disposal to apply 
economic sanctions against significant 
foreign narcotics traffickers and their 
violent and corrupting activities as 
long as these measures are appropriate, 
and will continue to report periodically 
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to the Congress on significant develop- 
ments pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1703(c). 
WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, April 24, 1998. 


— 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. FORD: 

S. 1989. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to increase the standard 
deduction amount to reduce the marriage 
penalty, simplify the filing of individual tax 
returns, and provide tax relief for lower and 
middle income individuals, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself and 
Mr. GRAMM): 

S. 1990. A bill to authorize expansion of 
Fort Davis National Historic Site in Fort 
Davis, Texas; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources, 

By Mr, JOHNSON: 

S. 1991. A bill to require the Secretary of 
Transportation to issue regulations to pro- 
vide for improvements in the conspicuity of 
rail cars of rail carriers; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself and 
Ms. COLLINS): 

S. 1992. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide that the $500,000 
exclusion of a gain on the sale of a principal 
residence shall apply to certain sales by a 
surviving spouse; to the Committee on 
Finance. 


—— ———— 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. SPECTER: 

S. Res. 217. A resolution recognizing the 
Valley Forge Military Academy and College 
for establishing the “General H. Norman 
Schwarzkopf Library”; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. LOTT (for himself and Mr. 
DASCHLE): 

S. Res. 218. A resolution to authorize testi- 
mony, production of Senate documents, and 
representation by Senate Legal Counsel in 
civil case; considered and agreed to. 


— 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. FORD: 

S. 1989. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to increase the 
standard deduction amount to reduce 
the marriage penalty, simplify the fil- 
ing of individual tax returns, and pro- 
vide tax relief for lower and middle in- 
come individuals, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

THE MARRIAGE PENALTY REDUCTION ACT 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, it is the 
time of the year when we are certain to 
hear more ideas for tax reform. We're 
certain to hear many colleagues dis- 
cuss the unfairness of our current tax 
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code. Although taxes in this country 
remain lower than major competitors 
like the United Kingdom, Japan, and 
Germany, many families feel their tax 
burden has been increasing. 

One of the interesting reasons why 
some individuals feel squeezed is the 
changing nature of the tax burden over 
the last few decades. For example, indi- 
vidual income taxes—both as a per- 
centage of all federal taxes paid and as 
a percentage of gross domestic prod- 
uct—are at roughly the same levels as 
they were in 1970. Yet during that same 
time period the so-called social insur- 
ance taxes or payroll taxes have risen 
dramatically, primarily to fund Social 
Security and Medicare. And the por- 
tion of revenues collected from cor- 
porate income taxes has fallen by an 
equally dramatic amount. For exam- 
ple, in 1960, we collected $1.89 in indi- 
vidual income taxes for every $1.00 in 
corporate income taxes. By 1980 this 
ratio has risen to $3.78 in individual in- 
come taxes for every $1.00 in corporate 
income taxes. And today we collect 
$4.02 in individual income taxes for 
every $1.00 in corporate income taxes. 
It is no wonder individuals feel 
squeezed. 

As we begin to debate several tax re- 
form proposals this year, perhaps none 
will receive as much attention as the 
so-called marriage penalty. The mar- 
riage penalty refers to the aspect of the 
tax code, which results in many mar- 
ried couples paying more in taxes than 
they would if both spouses remained 
single. Yet few will discuss—and I 
found this to be very interesting—that 
51 percent of married couples actually 
receive a marriage bonus“, meaning 
they pay less in federal taxes as a re- 
sult of being married. 

Let me repeat that. Fifty-one percent 
of married couples—a majority of mar- 
ried couples—pay less in federal taxes 
than they would if both spouses re- 
mained single. Last June CBO found 
that 51 percent of married couples re- 
ceive a marriage bonus averaging $1,300 
per couple. If they were required to file 
as single individuals, federal revenues 
would be $32.9 billion greater each 
year. 

CBO also found that 42 percent of 
married couples are subject to a mar- 
riage penalty, paying an average of 
$1,400 more per couple in taxes than if 
both were single, for a total of $28.8 bil- 
lion per year in additional revenues. In 
other words, fully eliminating the mar- 
riage penalty costs $28.8 billion per 
year. However, if both marriage pen- 
alties and marriage bonuses were 
eliminated, there would actually be a 
net increase in federal revenues of $4.1 
billion per year. Forty-two percent of 
married couples would receive a tax 
cut, but 51 percent of married couples 
would receive a tax increase. 

There is no way to make a statement 
about income tax exciting. There is 
nothing you can talk about that brings 
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you out on the edge of your seat. I am 
not going to try to do that. So I am 
going to put into the RECORD several 
examples of how couples, both making 
$20,000 a year and filing jointly or filing 
single, and then one breadwinner mak- 
ing $200,000 while his spouse stays 
home and cares for the children—how 
much less they would pay than the 
married couple making $40,000. 

I think you can already see the trend 
is to try to take care of that lower in- 
come and not increase the bonus, as S. 
1285 does. 

CBO found numerous causes for these 
differentials in tax treatment. How- 
ever, two major factors explain most of 
the reason why married couples are 
treated differently: (1) the standard de- 
duction, and (2) the tax rate schedules. 
In each case, the cutoff for married 
couples is about two-thirds higher than 
for single individuals. 

For example, in 1998, the standard de- 
duction is $4,250 for singles and $7,100 
for married joint filers—about 67% 
higher, but applying to two people in- 
stead of one. This has significant impli- 
cations for married couples who do not 
itemize their deductions. For a couple 
where one spouse earns all the income, 
this means a deduction of $2,850 more 
than if both spouses were single, giving 
them a marriage bonus. However, for a 
couple where both spouses have signifi- 
cant income, the result is a deduction 
of $1,400 less than if both were single. 

Similar results occur when com- 
paring tax rates. In 1998 the 15% brack- 
et extends to incomes of $25,350 for sin- 
gles, and $42,350 for married joint fil- 
ers—about 67% higher. Most one-in- 
come couples receive a marriage bonus 
because an additional $17,000 is taxed 
at the lower 15% level. However, many 
dual-income married couples will find 
that less of their income is taxed at the 
15% level. 

So it is far more complex than some 
have been led to believe. For instance, 
many married couples currently re- 
ceiving a marriage bonus have the im- 
pression that all married couples are 
penalized. Many married couples are 
unaware that there is such a thing as a 
marriage bonus. But remember—51 per- 
cent of all married couples currently 
receive a marriage ‘“‘bonus”’ and pay an 
average of $1,300 LESS in taxes than if 
they were single, according to CBO. 
They tried to eliminate the so-called 
marriage penalty. But they increased 
the marriage bonus we now have for 
over 50 percent of our filers. Therefore, 
I think that is a little bit unfair for a 
$200,000-a-year filer to receive an addi- 
tional tax cut where we are just trying 
to make it even for those who make 
$40,000 or less. 

I believe we should consider taking 
reasonable steps to address the mar- 
riage penalty. However, I strongly dis- 
agree with the approach taken in the 
leading Senate bill proposed on this 
topic—S. 1285. S. 1285 would allow mar- 
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ried couples to file “combined” returns 
where income can be split 50-50, and 
each spouse taxed at single rates. 

S. 1285 would add significantly to the 
complexity of the current Tax Code. 
Last year we went through all of this. 
We are going to reduce the Tax Code; 
we are going to make it simpler.” We 
only added almost 900 pages to the Tax 
Code last year. We go out here and beat 
our chest and say, Oh, we have re- 
formed the Tax Code. We have made it 
simpler, we have given some tax cuts 
with 900 additional pages.“ No wonder 
H&R Block and CPAs are doing busi- 
ness. We made it so complicated even 
the smartest minds do not want to fool 
with it. 

S. 1285 would add significantly to the 
complexity of the current tax code, re- 
quiring many couples to calculate their 
taxes under both the traditional mar- 
ried filing jointly” category and also 
under the new “combined” category. 
But even more troubling, it goes well 
beyond what is necessary to address 
the marriage penalty. The costs of the 
bill appear astronomical—somewhere 
in the neighborhood of $40 billion per 
year. For many couples who currently 
face a marriage penalty under S. 1285 
their tax burdens would now be even 
lower than if they were both single. In 
other words, many couples currently 
facing a marriage penalty would find 
that S. 1285 would not only eliminated 
the penalty but create a new marriage 
bonus as well. 

And beyond the impact on the mar- 
riage penalty, S. 1285 would have the 
effect of actually increasing the mar- 
riage bonus for many couples who al- 
ready receive a marriage bonus. Let me 
provide an example. 

Consider a young, affluent family of 
four. Spouse No. 1 makes $200,000 while 
spouse No. 2 stays at home to raise 
their two children. They have $30,000 in 
deductions. According to estimates 
supplied to me by Citizens for Tax Jus- 
tice, this family currently receives a 
marriage bonus“ of $3,161, but under 
S. 1285 the marriage ‘bonus’? would 
grow to $4,807. 

Mr. President, I understand the mar- 
riage penalty, I also understand the ap- 
peal of this issue politically. But why 
in the world would we pass a bill to 
give a couple making $200,000 the 
chance to pay $4,807 less in taxes than 
if they were single, and claim we are 
doing this in the name of fighting the 
marriage penalty? It seems that S. 1285 
would give very generous tax cuts to 
wealthy married couples who currently 
do not face any marriage penalty what- 
soever, Why would we do this? 

I believe there is a much more logical 
approach. It is a simpler approach. It 
would significantly reduce the mar- 
riage penalty, especially for lower and 
middle income families. And it would 
simplify the tax code at the same time. 
And perhaps most importantly it would 
not give huge tax windfalls to wealthy 
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couples who already receive a marriage 
“bonus” under current law. 

Mr. President, today I am intro- 
ducing the Marriage Penalty Reduction 
Act. My legislation would significantly 
increase the standard deduction, to 
$6,000 for singles, $9,000 for heads of 
households, and $12,000 for married cou- 
ples. For many lower and middle in- 
come married couples who face a mar- 
riage penalty, the current standard de- 
duction is the single most important 
reason. Under my proposal, the stand- 
ard deduction would no longer have 
any role in creating a marriage pen- 
alty. None. 

There are several advantages to this 
approach. By setting the standard de- 
duction for married couples at exactly 
twice the level of singles, no marriage 
penalty can occur. 

Mr. President, 70 percent of all indi- 
vidual tax filers currently take the 
standard deduction. In other words, 
only 30 percent itemize their deduc- 
tions. For married couples who cur- 
rently take the standard deduction, my 
proposal will grant them a tax cut of at 
least $735, significantly reducing any 
existing marriage penalty. If this 
$12,000 deduction were in effect in 1998, 
along with the current personal exemp- 
tion of $2,700, a family of four would 
find that their first $22,800 would not be 
subject to income taxes. 

Let me give a second example. Cou- 
ple No. 2 is a young, newlywed couple. 
Each makes $20,000 per year, for a total 
of $40,000. They take the standard de- 
duction. Under current law they owe 
$4,125 in income taxes as a married cou- 
ple, but would only owe $3,915 in com- 
bined income taxes if both remained 
single. In other words, current law im- 
poses a marriage penalty“ of $210 on 
couple No. 2. 

Under S. 1285, couple No. 2 would, in 
fact, be able to eliminate their entire 
marriage penalty. Their tax bill would 
be reduced by $210. However, under 
may proposal, since the standard de- 
duction would also be raised overall, 
couple No. 2 would see their overall tax 
bill decline by $765. My proposal would 
completely eliminate the marriage 
penalty, and also provide tax relief for 
this moderate income couple. 

There are advantages for some of 
those who currently itemize deductions 
as well. Of the 30 percent who do 
itemize, the average amount of deduc- 
tions is about $16,000. However, for 
married couples with itemized deduc- 
tions under $12,000, they will no longer 
have to go to the trouble of making 
calculations under the legislation I am 
proposing today. They can simply take 
the higher standard deduction. For 
many, this will greatly simplify the 
process of doing their taxes. 

And my proposal will cost signifi- 
cantly less than S. 1285. Most who have 
looked at the issue of tax relief in 1998 
understand that S. 1285 is far more 
than we can afford. My approach costs 
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far less. I intend to ask the Joint Com- 
mittee on Taxation for an official esti- 
mate of this proposal. If we are to de- 
bate a tax package later this year with 
a significant component devoted to the 
marriage penalty, it is my hope that 
the proposal I am introducing today 
can form the basis for a more logical, 
more rational approach, to the issue. It 
is also an approach which costs less 
and simplifies the tax code at the same 
time. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a copy of this straight- 
forward proposal appear in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1989 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Marriage 
Penalty Reduction Act”. 

SEC. 2. INCREASE IN STANDARD DEDUCTION 
AMOUNT. 

(a) STANDARD DEDUCTION AMOUNT.—Section 
63(c)(2) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
(relating to the basic standard deduction) is 
amended— 


() by striking 35.000“ and inserting 
312,000“ in subparagraph (A), 

(2) by striking ‘$4,400 and inserting 
89,000“ in subparagraph (B), 

(3) by striking ‘‘$3,000°" and inserting 
86.000“ in subparagraph (C), and 

(4) by striking 32,500 and inserting 


86.000“ in subparagraph (D). 

(b) INDEXING OF AMOUNT.—Subparagraph 
(B) of section 63(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 (relating to adjustments for in- 
flation) is amended— 

(J) in clause (i)— 

(A) by striking (2) or”, and 

(B) by striking “and” at the end, 

(2) in clause (ii), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting “, and”, and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

(ii) ‘calendar year 1998“ in the case of the 
dollar amounts contained in paragraph (2).’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1998. 


By Mr. JOHNSON: 

S. 1991. A bill to require the Sec- 
retary of Transportation to issue regu- 
lations to provide for improvements in 
the conspicuity of rail cars of rail car- 
riers; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 


——— 


RAILROAD CAR VISIBILITY ACT 


Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, today, 
I am introducing the “Railroad Car 
Visibility Act,” requiring that all rail- 
road cars have some form of visible 
marker such as reflectors or reflective 
tape. 

The purpose of this legislation is to 
reduce the number of accidents with 
both moving trains at rail crossings, 
and with rail cars parked on sidings. In 
South Dakota a number of such acci- 
dents have occurred recently at rural 
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and small town rail crossings and sid- 
ings which are often unprotected or un- 
lighted. Such accidents occur in rural 
areas across the country. 

As a result, last year I urged the De- 
partment of Transportation (DOT) to 
take appropriate measures to improve 
railroad car visibility. While DOT has 
begun enforcing rules governing loco- 
motive visibility, rail cars are still not 
required to have reflective lighting. 
However, DOT research concludes that 
“retroreflective materials are useful 
and satisfactory for enhancing the visi- 
bility of railroad cars.” 

This legislation has the support of 
both South Dakota’s legislature and 
Governor Janklow. For relatively little 
cost, this legislation will improve rail- 
road car visibility and thereby reduce 
the number of accidents, unnecessary 
injuries and deaths at rail crossings 
and sidings. Therefore I urge my col- 
leagues to support this legislation and 
work with me to secure its passage. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have this bill printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1991 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. IMPROVED CONSPICUITY OF RAIL 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 20132 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking the heading and inserting 
the following: 

20132. Visible markers for train cars”; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(c) IMPROVED CONSPICUITY.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of enactment of 
this subsection, the Secretary of Transpor- 
tation shall— 

“(1) develop and implement a plan to en- 
sure that the requirements of this section 
are met; and 

“(2) issue regulations that require that, 
not later than 2 years after the date of 
issuance of the regulations, all cars of 
freight, passenger, or commuter trains be 
equipped, and, if necessary, retrofitted, with 
at least 1 highly visible marker (including 
reflective tape or appropriate lighting).’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 201 of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by striking the item relat- 
ing to section 20132 and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

20132. Visible markers for train cars.“ 


O 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
S. 263 

At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL, 
the name of the Senator from North 
Dakota (Mr. DORGAN) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 263, a bill to prohibit 
the import, export, sale, purchase, pos- 
session, transportation, acquisition, 
and receipt of bear viscera or products 
that contain or claim to contain bear 
viscera, and for other purposes. 
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S. 361 
At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the 
names of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. D'AMATO), the Senator from New 
Jersey (Mr. TORRICELLI), the Senator 
from Indiana (Mr. LUGAR), and the Sen- 
ator from Michigan (Mr. ABRAHAM) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 361, a 
bill to amend the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973 to prohibit the sale, import, 
and export of products labeled as con- 
taining endangered species, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 1334 
At the request of Mr. BOND, the name 
of the Senator from Arizona (Mr. KYL) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1334, a 
bill to amend title 10, United States 
Code, to establish a demonstration 
project to evaluate the feasibility of 
using the Federal Employees Health 
Benefits program to ensure the avail- 
ability of adequate health care for 
Medicare-eligible beneficiaries under 
the military health care system. 
S. 1360 
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
STEVENS) and the Senator from Florida 
(Mr. MACK) were added as cosponsors of 
S. 1360, a bill to amend the Illegal Im- 
migration Reform and Immigrant Re- 
sponsibility Act of 1996 to clarify and 
improve the requirements for the de- 
velopment of an automated entry-exit 
control system, to enhance land border 
control and enforcement, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 1589 
At the request of Mr. HUTCHINSON, 
the name of the Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. CRAIG) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1589, a bill to provide dollars to the 
classroom. 
S. 1677 
At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 
names of the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. SPECTER), the Senator from 
Indiana (Mr. LUGAR), and the Senator 
from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1677, a bill to 
reauthorize the North American Wet- 
lands Conservation Act and the Part- 
nerships for Wildlife Act. 
S. 1723 
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
MACK) was added as a cosponsor of 8. 
1723, a bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to assist the 
United States to remain competitive 
by increasing the access of the United 
States firms and institutions of higher 
education to skilled personnel and by 
expanding educational and training op- 
portunities for American students and 
workers. 
S. 1903 
At the request of Mr. THOMAS, the 
names of the Senator from North Caro- 
lina (Mr. FAIRCLOTH) and the Senator 
from Alabama (Mr. SESSIONS) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1903, a bill to 
prohibit the return of veterans memo- 
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rial objects to foreign nations without 
specific authorization in law. 


S. 1957 


At the request of Mr. BURNS, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. ENZI) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1957, a bill to provide regulatory as- 
sistance to small business concerns, 
and for other purposes. 


8. 1982 


At the request of Mr. GRAMS, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. FEINGOLD) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1982, a bill to equalize the 
minimun adjustments to prices for 
fluid milk under milk marketing or- 
ders. 


SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 65 


At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
names of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
GRASSLEY), the Senator from Florida 
(Mr. GRAHAM), the Senator from West 
Virginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER), the Sen- 
ator from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), the 
Senator from Ohio (Mr. DEWINE), and 
the Senator from New Mexico (Mr. 
BINGAMAN) were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 65, a 
concurrent resolution calling for a 
United States effort to end restriction 
on the freedoms and human rights of 
the enclaved people in the occupied 
area of Cyprus. 


SENATE RESOLUTION 170 


At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 
name of the Senator from South Da- 
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co- 
sponsor of Senate Resolution 170, a res- 
olution expressing the sense of the Sen- 
ate that the Federal investment in bio- 
medical research should be increased 
by $2,000,000,000 in fiscal year 1999. 


SENATE RESOLUTION 197 


At the request of Mr. REID, the 
names of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. TORRICELLI), the Senator from Ili- 
nois (Mr. DURBIN), and the Senator 
from Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI) were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Resolu- 
tion 197, a resolution designating May 
6, 1998, as “National Eating Disorders 
Awareness Day” to heighten awareness 
and stress prevention of eating dis- 
orders. 


SENATE RESOLUTION 212 


At the request of Mr. HUTCHINSON, 
the names of the Senator from Min- 
nesota (Mr. WELLSTONE), and the Sen- 
ator from Michigan (Mr. ABRAHAM) 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Resolution 212, a resolution expressing 
the sense of the Senate that at the up- 
coming United States-China summit 
the President should demand the re- 
lease of all persons remaining impris- 
oned in China and Tibet for political or 
religious reasons, and for other pur- 
poses. 
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SENATE RESOLUTION 217—RECOG- 
NIZING THE VALLEY FORGE 
MILITARY COLLEGE FOR ESTAB- 
LISHING THE “GENERAL H. NOR- 
MAN SCHWARZKOPF LIBRARY” 


Mr. SPECTER submitted the fol- 
lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Armed Services: 

S. RES. 217 

Whereas General H. Norman Schwarzkopf 
graduated from Valley Forge Military Acad- 
emy and College as Valedictorian in 1952 and 
graduated from the United States Military 
Academy at West Point in 1956; 

Whereas General H. Norman Schwarzkopf 
served with distinction with over 35 years of 
service, earning numerous distinguished 
service awards including awards for valor 
and two purple hearts, foreign decorations, 
as well as the Congressional Gold Medal and 
the Presidential Medal of Freedom; 

Whereas General H. Norman Schwarzkopf 
commanded a multi-national coalition of 34 
members during Operation Desert Shield/ 
Desert Storm and freed the country of Ku- 
wait on February 26, 1991; and 

Whereas the Valley Forge Military Acad- 
emy and College intends to build the General 
H. Norman Schwarzkopf Library and to dedi- 
cate it as a national commemorative site for 
Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the United States Senate 
recognizes Valley Forge Military Academy 
and College for establishing a General H. 
Norman Schwarzkopf Library’, which will 
serve as a national commemorative site for 
Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall 
transmit a copy of this resolution to the Val- 
ley Forge Military Academy and College. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, today I 
seek to submit a resolution recognizing 
the Valley Forge Military Academy 
and College for establishing the Gen- 
eral H. Norman Schwarzkopf Library.” 

The Valley Forge Military Academy 
and College, located near Historic Val- 
ley Forge National Park and Philadel- 
phia, Pennsylvania, is the ideal site to 
commemorate General H. Norman 
Schwarzkopf and his many accomplish- 
ments. The Academy broke ground in 
March, 1998 to begin construction of a 
Regimental Mess Hall, a section of 
which will serve as a Library to honor 
those Americans who participated in 
the Desert Shield and Desert Storm 
campaigns. The Library, which would 
serve both the Academy and the com- 
munity, will contain some of the Gen- 
eral’s personal papers, memorabilia, 
and artifacts commemorating Desert 
Storm and Desert Shield. It would be 
appropriate and beneficial for young 
collegians to have access to history 
they have witnessed. In 1989, General 
Schwarzkopf is quoted as having said, 
West Point prepared me for the Army, 
but Valley Forge prepared me for life.” 

General Schwarzkopf graduated from 
the Valley Forge Military Academy as 
Valedictorian in 1952, thereafter he en- 
tered the United States Military Acad- 
emy at West Point. During Operations 
Desert Shield and Desert Storm, Gen- 
eral Schwarzkopf served as the Com- 
mander in Chief of the United States 
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Central Command. From his days as an 


accomplished cadet, General 
Schwarzkopf has proven himself to be a 
superior and compassionate com- 
mander. 


General Schwarzkopf has served the 
United States with distinction for 
more than 35 years. Throughout his 
military career, the General has earned 
numerous distinguished service awards 
including commendations for valor, 
two purple hearts, honoring decora- 
tions, as well as the Congressional Gold 
Medal and the Presidential Medal of 
Freedom. 


For these reasons, I take great pride 
in sponsoring this resolution to recog- 
nize the Valley Forge Military Acad- 
emy and College for establishing the 
“General H. Norman Schwarzkopf Li- 
brary,” which will serve as a national 
commemorative site for Operations 
Desert Shield and Desert Storm. 


SENATE RESOLUTION 218—TO AU- 
THORIZE TESTIMONY, PRODUC- 
TION OF DOCUMENTS, AND REP- 
RESENTATION BY SENATE 
LEGAL COUNSEL 


Mr. LOTT (for himself and Mr. 
DASCHLE) submitted the following reso- 
lution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 


S. REs. 218 


Whereas, in the case of Buroojy, et al. v. 
Walsh, et al., Civil Case No. 97-91407, pending 
in the Superior Court of the State of Ari- 
zona, documents have been subpoened from 
the offices of Senator John McCain and Sen- 
ator Jon Kyl; 

Whereas, by the privileges of the Senate of 
the United States and Rule XI of the Stand- 
ing Rules of the Senate, no evidence under 
the control or in the possession of the Senate 
may, by the judicial process, be taken from 
such control or possession but by permission 
of the Senate; 


Whereas, pursuant to sections 703(a) and 
704(a)(2) of the Ethics in Government Act of 
1978, 2 U.S.C. §§288b(a) and 288c(a)(2), the 
Senate may direct its counsel to represent 
Members, officers, or employees of the Sen- 
ate with respect to any subpoena, order, or 
request for evidence relating to their official 
responsibilities; 


Whereas, when it appears that evidence 
under the control or in the possession of the 
Senate may promote the administration of 
justice, the Senate will take such action as 
will promote the ends of justice consistently 
with the privileges of the Senate: Now, 
therefore, be it 


Resolved, That employees of the offices of 
Senator McCain and Senator Kyl are author- 
ized to testify and produce documents in the 
case of Buroojy, et al. v. Walsh, et al., except 
concerning matters for which a privilege or 
objection should be asserted. 

Sec, 2. That the Senate Legal Counsel is 
authorized to represent Senator McCain and 
Senator Kyl and their employees in connec- 
tion with the testimony and document pro- 
duction authorized in section one of this res- 
olution. 
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AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 


PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT- 
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC- 
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY, 
AND CZECH REPUBLIC 


KYL (AND LOTT) EXECUTIVE 
AMENDMENT NO. 2310 


Mr. KYL (for himself and Mr. Lorr) 
proposed an amendment to the resolu- 
tion of ratification for the treaty 
(Treaty Doc. No. 105-36) protocols to 
the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949 on 
the accession of Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic. These protocols 
were opened for signature at Brussels 
on December 16, 1997, and signed on be- 
half of the United States of America 
and other parties to the North Atlantic 
Treaty; as follows: 

In paragraph (1) of section 3, after () THE 
STRATEGIC CONCEPT OF NATO.—’’ insert the 
following: 

(A) POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES TOWARD 
THE STRATEGIC CONCEPT OF NATO.—The Sen- 
ate understands that the initial adaptation 
of NATO’s strategy for the post-Cold War en- 
vironment is contained in the Strategic Con- 
cept of NATO (as defined in (1)(E)), and that 
its core concepts remain relevant today as 
the North Atlantic Alliance approaches the 
2lst century. The Senate understands that 
the policy of the United States toward the 
revised Strategic Concept shall reflect that 
fact and shall be based upon the following 
principles: 

(i) FIRST AND FOREMOST A MILITARY ALLI- 
ANCE.—NATO is first and foremost a military 
alliance. NATO's success in securing peace is 
predicated on its military strength and stra- 
tegic unity. 

(ii) PRINCIPAL FOUNDATION FOR DEFENSE OF 
SECURITY INTERESTS OF NATO MEMBERS.— 
NATO serves as the principal foundation for 
collectively defending the security interests 
of its members against external threats. 

(iii) PROMOTION AND PROTECTION OF UNITED 
STATES VITAL NATIONAL SECURITY INTER- 
ESTs.—Strong United States leadership of 
NATO promotes and protects United States 
vital national security interests. 

(iv) UNITED STATES LEADERSHIP ROLE.— 
The United States maintains its leadership 
role of NATO through the stationing of 
United States combat forces in Europe, pro- 
viding military commanders for key NATO 
commands, and through the presence of 
United States nuclear forces on the territory 
of Europe. 

(v) COMMON THREATS.—NATO members will 
face common threats to their security in the 
post-Cold War environment, including— 

(J the potential for the re-emergence of a 
hegamonic power confronting Europe; 

(II) rogue states and non-state actors pos- 
sessing nuclear, biological, or chemical 
weapons and the means to deliver these 
weapons by ballistic or cruise missiles, or 
other unconventional delivery means; 

(II) threats of a wider nature, including 
the disruption of the flow of vital resources, 
and other possible transnational threats; and 

(IV) conflict in the North Atlantic area 
stemming from ethnic and religious enmity, 
the revival of historic disputes or the actions 
of undemocratic leaders. 

(vi) CORE MISSION OF NATO.—Defense plan- 
ning will reaffirm a commitment by NATO 
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members to a credible capability for collec- 
tive self-defense, which remains the core 
mission of NATO. All NATO members will 
contribute to this core mission. 

(vii) CAPACITY TO RESPOND TO COMMON 
THREATS.—NATO’s continued success re- 
quires a credible military capability to deter 
and respond to common threats. Building on 
its core capabilities for collective self-de- 
fense of its members, NATO will ensure that 
its military force structure, defense plan- 
ning, command structures, and force goals 
promote NATO’s capacity to project power 
when the security of a NATO member is 
threatened, and provide a basis for ad hoc 
coalitions of willing partners among NATO 
members. This will require that NATO mem- 
bers possess national military capabilities to 
rapidly deploy forces over long distances, 
sustain operations for extended periods of 
time, and operate jointly with the United 
States in high intensity conflicts. 

(viii) INTEGRATED MILITARY STRUCTURE.— 
The Integrated Military Structure of NATO 
underpins NATO's effectiveness as a military 
alliance by embedding NATO members in a 
process of cooperative defense planning and 
ensuring unity of command. 

(ix) NUCLEAR POSTURE.—Nuclear weapons 
will continue to make an essential contribu- 
tion to deterring aggression, especially ag- 
gression by potential adversaries armed with 
nuclear, biological, or chemical weapons. A 
credible NATO nuclear deterrent posture re- 
quires the stationing of United States nu- 
clear forces in Europe, which provides an es- 
sential political and military link between 
Europe and North America, and the wide- 
spread participation of NATO members in 
nuclear roles. In addition, the NATO deter- 
rent posture will continue to ensure uncer- 
tainty in the mind of any potential aggressor 
about the nature of the response by NATO 
members to military aggression. 

(x) BURDENSHARING.—The responsibility 
and financial burden of defending the democ- 
racies of Europe will be more equitably 
shared in a manner in which specific obliga- 
tions and force goals are met by NATO mem- 
bers. 


CRAIG EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT 
NO. 2311 


(Ordered to lie on the table.) 

Mr. CRAIG submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
resolution of ratification for the treaty 
(Treaty Doc. No. 105-36) protocols to 
the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949 on 
the accession of Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic. These protocols 
were opened for signature at Brussels 
on December 16, 1997, and signed on be- 
half of the United States of America 
and other parties to the North Atlantic 
Treaty; as follows: 

Insert after subparagraph (A) of section 
3(1) the following new subparagraph: 

(B) REQUIREMENT OF UNITED NATIONS COM- 
MITMENT FOR REIMBURSEMENT OR CREDITING 
OF UNITED STATES EXPENDITURES FOR CERTAIN 
NATO MISSIONS.—Prior to the deposit of the 
United States instrument of ratification, the 
President shall certify to the Senate that he 
has obtained a commitment from the United 
Nations that United States expenditures for 
costs incurred in any mission described in 
subparagraph (A)(ii) shall be treated by the 
United Nations as in-kind contributions by 
the United States to a United Nations peace- 
keeping operation and shall be— 

(1) reimbursed to the United States out of 
funds available to the United Nations; or 
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(2) credited toward contributions assessed 
the United States by the United Nations for 
such operations. 

Redesignate subsequent subparagraphs in 
section 3(1) accordingly. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, today I 
am filing an amendment related to the 
resolution of ratification for the pro- 
posed expansion of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization. 

Last May, President Clinton publicly 
embraced the idea of a “new NATO” 
mission. It is my concern that the 
President’s vision of a new NATO will 
signal the end of NATO as a defensive 
alliance and begin its role as a global 
peacekeeping organization. 

I have several concerns about the 
President’s vision for NATO, not the 
least of which is cost for a “new” 
NATO. It seems to me that if the Presi- 
dent continues to eagerly commit our 
men and women in uniform to dan- 
gerous peace-keeping missions, for 
which, the U.S. invariably pays the 
lion’s share of the cost, the United Na- 
tions should either be forced to reim- 
burse us for those costs, or relieve our 
so-called arrears. 

Therefore, I will be offering an 
amendment which requires that prior 
to the deposit of the instrument of 
ratification for NATO expansion, the 
President must certify that the Senate 
has obtained a commitment from the 
United Nations that the U.S. will be re- 
imbursed or credited for costs incurred 
in peace-keeping missions. 

I am offering this amendment be- 
cause I am both concerned and frus- 
trated by the tremendous costs that 
the U.S. incurs in peacekeeping and hu- 
manitarian missions around the globe. 
Our men and women in uniform are 
asked to do more and more, with less 
and less. Meanwhile, American tax- 
payers foot the bill for these missions. 
Yet, the United States is handed the 
single largest assessed contribution for 
any U.N. member, despite the huge 
commitments we maintain across the 
globe. 

I hope my colleagues will support 
this common-sense amendment to 
force the United Nations to account for 
the contributions that the United 
States has made to peace-keeping 
around the world. 


— 


NOTICES OF HEARINGS 


COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for information 
of the Senate and the public that a 
hearing of the Senate Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources will be 
held on Wednesday, April 29, 1998, 10 
a.m., in SD-430 of the Senate Dirksen 
Building. The subject of the hearing is 
“Assistive Technology Act.” For fur- 
ther information, please call the com- 
mittee, 202/224-5375. 
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for information 
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of the Senate and the public that a 
hearing of the Subcommittee on Public 
Health and Safety, Senate Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources will be 
held on Thursday, April 30, 1998, 11 
a.m., in SD-430 of the Senate Dirksen 
Building. The subject of the hearing is 
Agency for Health Care Policy Re- 
search. For further information, please 
call the committee, 202/224-5375. 


— 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


NORTHERN IRELAND PEACE 
AGREEMENT 


è Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
was unable to vote on Senate Concur- 
rent Resolution 90, which acknowl- 
edges the historic Northern Ireland 
Peace Agreement. Had I been present I 
would have voted in favor of the resolu- 
tion. I request that the official record 
so indicate. 

Mr. President, Ireland has suffered 
thirty years of turmoil, a tragic set of 
circumstances which has taken a deep 
toll on the Irish people. This toll can 
be measured in the loss of thousands of 
lives, and the instability which arises 
from thirty years of constant fighting, 
and terror. Despite the best efforts of 
the governments of the Republic of Ire- 
land and the United Kingdom over the 
years to find an equitable solution, 
these, until recently were to no avail. 

Mr. President, finally I would note 
that the symbolism of this accord 
being reached on Good Friday should 
not escape us. It has been said that 
Good Friday is the vortex to which all 
history is drawn, and out of which all 
history flows, forever transformed. Let 
us hope that this momentous accord 
will set Ireland on a course towards 
peace and prosperity from which there 
is no turning back.e 


ä 


STEPHEN C. ROBINSON U.S. AT- 
TORNEY FOR THE STATE OF 
CONNECTICUT 


è Mr. DODD. Mr. President, there are 
few issues as important as protecting 
our citizens and keeping our commu- 
nities free of crime. Americans should 
feel secure in their homes, at their 
schools, and in their neighborhoods, 
and in recent years we have made tre- 
mendous progress in this area, reduc- 
ing the crime rate for a record five 
years in a row. But more work needs to 
be done. One of the most effective ways 
to make our streets safer is attracting 
talented and committed individuals to 
work in law enforcement. That is why 
I am so pleased that my Senate col- 
leagues have displayed great wisdom 
and unanimously confirmed Stephen C. 
Robinson to serve as U.S. Attorney for 
the State of Connecticut. 

Mr. Robinson has extensive and var- 
ied law enforcement experience in the 
public sector and his legal and inves- 
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tigative work for the private sector 
well qualify him to serve in this posi- 
tion. I was proud to recommend his 
nomination to the President, and I be- 
lieve that he will bring a sense of intel- 
ligence, integrity, and energy to this 
office. 

After graduating from Cornell Uni- 
versity and Cornell Law School, Mr. 
Robinson was in private practice for 
several years. He then became an As- 
sistant U.S. Attorney in the Southern 
District of New York where he directed 
the prosecution of narcotics cases and 
tax fraud and securities fraud cases. He 
also argued appeals in the U.S. Court of 
Appeals in the Second Circuit. In 1990, 
Mr. Robinson received the Department 
of Justice’s Director Award for Supe- 
rior Performance as an Assistant U.S. 
Attorney. 

Mr. Robinson also has served as Asso- 
ciate General Counsel and Managing 
Director at Kroll Associates, the 
world’s largest private investigation 
firm. In 1993, FBI Director Louis Freeh 
asked Mr. Robinson to join the Bureau 
as his Special Assistant and General 
Counsel. At the FBI, he oversaw 
counter-terrorism and counter-espio- 
nage policy and investigation; revision 
of the selection and promotion process 
for Special Agents; and FBI undercover 
investigation proposals. Mr. Robinson 
has most recently worked as Chief 
Compliance Officer for Aetna U.S. 
Healthcare in Middletown, Con- 
necticut, and he is also an instructor of 
Trial Practice Law at Yale Law 
School. 

Mr. Robinson’s confirmation is par- 
ticularly significant in Connecticut, 
because he is the first African-Amer- 
ican to ever serve as our State’s top 
federal prosecutor. He has spoken pub- 
licly about the sense of hopelessness 
amongst young blacks throughout the 
country. And having grown up in the 
Bedford-Stuyvesant section of Brook- 
lyn, Mr. Robinson hopes that young 
people from inner cities will look at 
him and see someone who can not only 
relate to their circumstances, but who 
also illustrates that if you get your 
education and work hard you can at- 
tain your goals, regardless of where 
you come from. Mr. Robinson stands as 
a positive role model for African-Amer- 
ican youths, and in fact all young peo- 
ple. 

By taking the post of Connecticut’s 
U.S. Attorney, Mr. Robinson is renew- 
ing his connection to public service. 
But this may have never been possible 
were it not for a conversation between 
Steve and his mother in 1996. During 
the Thanksgiving holidays, his mother 
encouraged him to return to public 
service and give more back to his com- 
munity. Mr. Robinson has frequently 
stated that this conversation prompted 
him to reevaluate what he wanted to 
do with his life. Upon reflection, he de- 
cided to take his mother’s advice, and 
he decided that he should return to 
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public service. On behalf of the people 
of Connecticut, I would like to thank 
Steve’s mother. Steve Robinson is a 
man of outstanding character and in- 
telligence, and we are fortunate to 
have him serve as our next U.S. Attor- 
ney. 

I offer my sincere congratulations to 
Steve, his wife Kathleen Sullivan, his 
daughter Victoria, and all of his family 
and friends on his well-deserved con- 
firmation. I have every confidence that 
he will flourish in this position.e 


———— 


THE 5TH ANNUAL HEARTS FOR 
LIFE BENEFIT 


e Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize a very special event 
in the state of Michigan. The 5th An- 
nual Hearts for Life Benefit, sponsored 
by Right To Life—Lapeer County, will 
take place on Monday, May 4, 1998, at 
the Lapeer County Center Building. 
The Master of Ceremonies will be the 
Honorable Michael P. Higgins and the 
guest speaker for the evening will be 
Monsignor James P. Lisante, director 
of Family Ministry and Pastor of St. 
Thomas the Apostle in West Hemp- 
stead, New York. He is a champion of 
pro-life causes. 

An event like this one is very impor- 
tant for the pro-life movement. It rein- 
forces the fact that at every level, we 
have people who value the sanctity of 
life working together. This is very en- 
couraging. All who are involved with 
the Hearts for Life event should be 
commended not only for their efforts in 
planning it but for their efforts in pro- 
moting this very important cause. I ex- 
tend my best wishes and appreciation 
to the Right To Life—Lapeer County.e 


O 


KATHERINE PATERSON, WINNER 
OF THE 1998 HANS CHRISTIAN 
ANDERSON AWARD 


e Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, my wife 
and I have lived our lives in Vermont. 
One of the great advantages of that is 
the wonderful Vermonters we have got- 
ten to know over the years. 

One of our valued Vermonters is 
Katherine Paterson, who has just won 
the 1998 Hans Christian Anderson 
Award for her authorship of children’s 
books. 

Mrs. Paterson has written 27 chil- 
dren's books, and she and her husband, 
the Reverend John Paterson, live on 
Cobble Hill in Barre Town, not far from 
our tree farm in Middlesex, Vermont. 

While I was home for Easter Break, I 
read a wonderful article about her in 
the Saturday, April 11th, Times Argus, 
and I ask that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The article follows: 

[From the Times Argus, Apr. 11, 1998] 
BARRE AUTHOR WINS WRITING AWARD—FOR 
KATHERINE PATERSON THE CLOSEST I'LL 
EVER GET TO A NOBEL PRIZE” 
(By David W. Smith) 

BARRE TowN—Author Katherine Paterson 

has just won what may be the most pres- 
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tigious award in her field, the Hans Christian 
Andersen Award, but that doesn’t make find- 
ing a last-minute seat on a plane to New 
Delhi any easier. 

“It’s hard to get a ticket to India,” she 
said with a sigh, as yet another phone call 
interrupted her train of thought. 

Paterson, the well-known Barre author of 
27 children’s books, needs to find her way to 
the other side of the world by April 20 to re- 
ceive the award, bestowed every two years 
by the International Board on Books for 
Young People (IBBY). An international jury 
of children's literature specialists selects a 
recipient who has created a body of work im- 
portant to the genre. Paterson's work has 
been translated into 22 languages. 

An award for a body of work is the best 
kind,” said Paterson. ‘‘None of your children 
get neglected.” 

Sitting in the parlor of her house on Cob- 
ble Hill Road, Paterson joked about the 
award and the prestige that children's au- 
thors accept in lieu of money, but also re- 
flected with a sense of wonder on the amount 
of attention she’s received in her 34-year 
writing career. 

“It’s thrilling. 'm surprised at how 
thrilled I was,” she said. It's the closest I'll 
ever get to a Nobel Prize.” 

Paterson’s first attempt at serious writing 
was a book for the Presbyterian Church ex- 
plaining questions of religious faith to chil- 
dren. ‘‘Who Am I?“ was published in 1964, but 
from there it would be a long seven years 
until another of her works went to press. 

“I feel I've paid my dues,” she said. 

Working in a small corner room of her 
house with a single skylight which she de- 
scribed as “the room that has books all over 
the floor,” Paterson tries to rise each day 
and write for a few hours before breakfast. 

“(It’s when) your critical mind is lazier 
than your creative mind,” she said. I'm 
glad I have a critical mind, it just gets in the 
way when you're trying to get through the 
first draft.” Paterson writes for children of 
all ages, but is best known by her novels for 
10-14 year-olds, like “Lyddie,” The Great 
Gilly Hopkins,” Bridge to Terabithia,” and 
Jip. His Story.” 

“I really am a writer for children and very 
happy to be a writer for children,” she said. 
They're your best audience. They want 
your book to be the best book they ever 
read.” 

The recipient of many awards, Paterson 
has also been subject to critical scrutiny. 
Her books have been singled out as con- 
taining everything from obscenity and pro- 
fanity to religious blasphemy and have even 
been banished from libraries. 

Never one to shy away from difficult sub- 
ject matter, Lyddie,“ deals with the sexual 
harassment and exploitation of mid-19th cen- 
tury factory girls, while Terabithia“ fo- 
cuses on a child’s grief at the death of a spe- 
cial friend. Paterson said that usually it is 
the adults, not the young readers, who are 
upset by her work. 

(Adults) don’t want to believe that chil- 
dren feel things as deeply as they do,“ she 
sald. They want them to stay innocent.” 

Paterson said she felt her more controver- 
sial work was often released at the same 
time as other children’s books which dealt 
with similar topics. 

“We all breathe the same air,” she said, 
“and we all sort of breathe in themes at the 
same time.” 

A play based on her novel, The Great 
Gilly Hopkins,” which was adapted by her 
son David, will be presented by the Center 
Stage Theater Group on May 8 and 9 at the 
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Barre Opera House. The same play is being 
performed on Broadway. 


——⏑—— 


DEDICATION OF THE BETHEL 
CHURCH OF GOD IN CHRIST 


e Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, on 
April 26, the Bethel Church of God in 
Christ will celebrate A New Work.” 
Not only will this two year old min- 
istry install a new pastor, Elder George 
Shepherd Christopher, but also, the 
congregation will dedicate its new 
church in Pittsburgh. The theme for 
the installation service comes from 
Psalm 118:23, This is the Lord's doing, 
it is marvelous in our eyes.” 

The Bethel Church of God in Christ is 
a community based, Bible believing, 
Christ centered, Spirit directed fellow- 
ship. For the past two years, this 
church has selflessly dedicated itself to 
community service. The congregation 
believes it is necessary to minister to 
the whole person for the glory of God. 
Having pledged to provide Ministry to 
the heart of East Liberty and beyond,” 
the church looks forward to the chal- 
lenges and promises of the future. 

Mr. President, the parishioners and 
clergy have worked and prayed tire- 
lessly for both the new building and 
their new pastor. In closing, I ask my 
colleagues to join me in extending the 
Senate’s best wishes to the Bethel 
Church of God in Christ. With God’s 
help, this church will be a light for lost 
souls in East Liberty and throughout 
Pittsburgh.e 


——— y 


HONORING THE ARMENIAN VIC- 
TIMS OF THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE 


e Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to honor the memory of the eth- 
nic Armenians who died at the hands of 
the Ottoman Empire from 1915-1923. 
Last week, we marked the 83rd anni- 
versary of the beginning of a system- 
atic, officially-sanctioned genocide 
that would eventually claim 1.5 million 
lives and force more than 250,000 to flee 
their homeland. As a result, there are 
fewer than 80,000 Armenians remaining 
in present-day Turkey. 

I have spoken about these events 
every year of my term, on or near this 
date, in order to remind the Senate— 
and to remind the American people—of 
the sacrifice of these 1.5 million people 
who were murdered simply because of 
their ethnicity. In a country where we 
cherish the ethnic diversity of our citi- 
zens and welcome legal immigrants 
from around the globe, we sometimes 
forget about the ethnic strife that ex- 
isted—and continues to exist—all over 
the world. 

Unfortunately, ethnic conflict has 
led to genocide all too often, as we 
have seen during this decade in Bosnia, 
Rwanda, and elsewhere. More recently, 
there has been a resurgence of ethnic 
fighting in Kosovo, where the minority 
Serb population seeks to control the 
majority Albanian population. 


6836 


Mr. President, human rights viola- 
tions have become all too common- 
place in the modern world. Beatings, 
rapes, murders, and ‘‘disappearances” 
have become routine weapons of war in 
battles where the perpetrators are 
rarely brought to justice. It is my 
strong view that the United States 
must continue to lead the fight for 
global human rights. 

The recent death of Khmer Rouge 
leader Pol Pot—who died before he 
could be tried for the murders of mil- 
lions of Cambodians—reinforces the ur- 
gency of bringing those responsible for 
genocide to justice. I applaud the ef- 
forts of the United Nations Inter- 
national Criminal Tribunal which is 
currently working to prosecute those 
responsible for the atrocities com- 
mitted in Rwanda and the Former 
Yugoslavia. 

As we honor the memory of the 1.5 
million Armenians whose annihilation 
began 83 years ago, we must also re- 
member the countless other victims of 
“ethnic cleansing’’ around the globe, 
and recommit ourselves to the effort to 
punish those responsible for these un- 
speakable crimes. 


—— 


THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
INDEPENDENCE OF SRI LANKA 


èe Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
rise today to commemorate the 50th 
Anniversary of independence of Sri 
Lanka, I believe it is appropriate that 
we so mark this occasion by offering 
our congratulations to her excellency, 
President Kumaratunga and the people 
of Sri Lanka. 

In the five decades since Sri Lanka 
gained its independence from British 
colonial rule, Sri Lanka has held reg- 
ular national elections as well as pro- 
vincial and local government elections. 
The most recent parliamentary elec- 
tions were held in August 1994, and the 
third presidential election was held in 
November 1994. 

Sri Lanka has prospered economi- 
cally since 1977, when it introduced 
economic liberalization policies which 
shifted the economy away from state 
controls, subsidies and public sector in- 
volvement to a market-oriented sys- 
tem in which private entrepreneurship 
flourishes. The U.S. is Sri Lanka’s 
largest trading partner, accounting for 
30% of the latter’s exports, and over 90 
U.S. companies have invested in Sri 
Lanka, with a heavy concentration in 
mining and textiles. 

U.S. official relations with Sri Lanka 
date back to 1850 when John Black, an 
American merchant residing in 
Colombo was appointed the first Amer- 
ican commercial agent in Galle. Fifty 
years later the agency moved to 
Colombo and became a consulate. It 
subsequently became an embassy in 
1948 after Sri Lanka became inde- 
pendent. 

The exchange of bilateral visits has 
played an important role in strength- 
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ening the cordial relations between our 
two nations. Then Secretary of State 
John Foster Dulles visited Sri Lanka 
soon after its independence, and since 
that time members of this body as well 
as our colleagues in the House have 
regularly visited this lovely country. 

Despite its prosperity and commit- 
ment to democratic principles, Sri 
Lanka has been plagued for many years 
by two domestic insurgencies, one 
mainly Tamil in the North, and the 
other mainly Sinhalese, in the South. 
The result has been the loss of many 
lives and heavy damage to property. 
The government has reiterated its 
commitment to addressing grievances 
articulated by these groups through di- 
alog and the process of negotiation. 
Four rounds of unconditional talks 
with the Tamil Tiger separatists were 
held following the President's election 
in November 1994, and a cease fire was 
subsequently reached. This however, 
was breached by the separatists after 
3½ months when they resumed their 
terrorist activity. 

As a result of these terrorist actions 
at home, Sri Lanka has placed counter 
terrorism at the forefront of its foreign 
policy. Sri Lanka was the Vice Chair of 
the United Nations Ad hoc Committee 
on Terrorism and played an important 
role in the drafting of the Convention 
for the Suppression of Terrorist Bomb- 
ing, being the first to sign the Conven- 
tion at United Nations Headquarters 
on January 12, 1998. 

I am therefore, Mr. President, 
pleased to acknowledge this occasion 
by expressing best wishes to the Gov- 
ernment and people of Sri Lanka as 
they celebrate 50 years of independ- 
ence. I know that we all look forward 
to continued cooperation and friend- 
ship with the Government and people 
of Sri Lanka in the years ahead.e 


a 


RECOGNIZING ARIZONA’S TOP TWO 
1998 YOUTH VOLUNTEERS 


è Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to congratulate and honor two 
young Arizona students who have 
achieved national recognition for ex- 
emplary volunteer service in their 
communities. Eliza Robinson of Scotts- 
dale and Jason Kelley of Prescott have 
just been named State honorees in the 
1998 Prudential Spirit of Community 
Awards program, an annual honor con- 
ferred on only one high school student 
and one middle school student in each 
state, the District of Columbia and 
Puerto Rico. 

Ms. Eliza Robinson is being recog- 
nized for her many years of dedication 
and service to the Multiple Sclerosis 
Society, culminating with a term as 
spokesman for that wonderful organi- 
zation. 

Mr. Kelley is being recognized for his 
efforts to start a Youth Chamber of 
Commerce. Jason’s organization will 
give other young people in his commu- 
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nity the opportunity to participate in 
Chamber events similar to those spon- 
sored by their local Chamber of Com- 
merce, as well as interact with busi- 
ness leaders from the area. 

In light of numerous statistics that 
indicate Americans today are less in- 
volved in their communities than they 
once were, it’s vital that we encourage 
and support the kind of selfless con- 
tributions these young people have 
made. People of all ages need to think 
more about how we, as individual citi- 
zens, can work together at the local 
level to ensure the health and vitality 
of our towns and neighborhoods. Young 
volunteers like Mr. Kelley and Ms. 
Robinson are inspiring examples to all 
of us, and are among our brightest 
hopes for a better tomorrow. 

The program that brought these 
young role models to our attention— 
The Prudential Spirit of Community 
Awards—was created by the Prudential 
Insurance Company of America in part- 
nership with the National Association 
of Secondary School Principals in 1995 
to impress upon all youth volunteers 
that their contributions are critically 
important and highly valued and to in- 
spire other young people to follow their 
example. In only three years, the pro- 
gram has become the nation’s largest 
youth recognition effort based solely 
on community service, with more than 
30,000 youngsters participating. 

Ms. Robinson and Mr. Kelley should 
be extremely proud to have been sin- 
gled out from such a large group of 
dedicated volunteers. As part of their 
recognition, they will come to Wash- 
ington in early May, along with other 
1998 honorees from across the country, 
for several days of special events, in- 
cluding a Congressional breakfast re- 
ception on Capitol Hill. While in Wash- 
ington, ten will be named America’s 
top youth volunteers of the year by a 
distinguished national selection com- 
mittee co-chaired by our colleagues, 
Senators BoB KERREY of Nebraska and 
TIM HUTCHINSON of Arkansas. 


I heartily applaud Mr. Kelley and Ms. 
Robinson for their initiative in seeking 
to make their communities better 
places to live, and for the positive im- 
pact they have had on the lives of oth- 
ers. I also would like to salute four 
other young people in my state who 
were named Distinguished Finalists by 
the Prudential Spirit of Community 
Awards for their outstanding volunteer 
service. They are: Chrissy Weiers of 
Maricopa, who has demonstrated an ex- 
traordinary commitment to make her 
peers aware of the dangers of drugs; 
Christina Barela of Glendale, who 
helped organize a day camp for elemen- 
tary school girls; Purvi Patel of Yuma, 
who designed and built a park adjacent 
to her school with five peers from the 
Gifted and Talented Education Pro- 
gram; and Tirzah Orcutt of Phoenix, 
who created a volunteer project to 
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paint a mural on the Veterans Admin- 
istration Medical Nursing Home Care 
unit in Phoenix. 

All these young people have dem- 
onstrated a level of commitment and 
accomplishment that is truly extraor- 
dinary in today’s world, and deserve 
our sincere admiration and respect. 
Their actions show that young Ameri- 
cans can—and do—play important roles 
in their communities, and that Amer- 
ica’s community spirit continues to 
hold tremendous promise for the fu- 
ture.@ 


ee 


GORTON AMENDMENT TO H.R. 2646 


è Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I 
rise to explain my support of Senator 
GORTON’s amendment to the Coverdell 
A+ Accounts legislation. I was pleased 
to support the Gorton amendment be- 
cause it returns the decision making 
authority over our children’s education 
to parents, teachers, and locally elect- 
ed school boards. After more than 30 
years of top down control, it is clear 
that the hundreds of federal education 
programs and one size fits all policies 
from Washington, D.C. are not work- 
ing. 

The Gorton Amendment allows each 
state to choose from one of three op- 
tions: to have federal funds sent di- 
rectly to local school districts minus 
federal regulations; to have funds sent 
to the state education authority with- 
out federal regulations; or to continue 
to receive federal funds under the cur- 
rent system of categorical programs. 
Any changes to the current system are 
not mandated by the federal govern- 
ment—but are left to the discretion of 
the states. 

I believe this is a wonderful oppor- 
tunity to send money directly to local 
school districts free from the excessive 
mandates and regulations imposed on 
our schools from the Department of 
Education. I want it clearly under- 
stood, though, that this does not affect 
my support for the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards. I 
support the National Board and sup- 
port further funding for its initiatives. 

The National Board for Professional 
Teaching Standards (NBPTS) seeks to 
establish high and rigorous standards 
for teachers. It is leading the way in 
making teaching a profession dedicated 
to student learning and to upholding 
high standards for professional per- 
formance. Teachers are role models for 
our students and our communities. In- 
terestingly enough, they are the ones 
leading the way in establishing and im- 
plementing the National Board certifi- 
cation. 

I fully support the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards and 
hope that this body will support it for 
the sake of our young people. It is chil- 
dren in their care that are the bene- 
ficiaries of teacher improvement.e 
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THE 60TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
VERMONT ELECTRICAL COOPER- 
ATIVE 


e Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this time to commemorate 
the 60th birthday of the Vermont Elec- 
tric Cooperative. Beginning on that 
April day in 1939 when the co-op first 
brought electricity to a family farm in 
Eden, they have provided an indispen- 
sable service to generations of 
Vermonters who were missing out on 
the conveniences of electricity. 

Mr. President, I ask that a short ret- 
rospective about the co-op which re- 
cently appeared in their newsletter be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The material follows: 

Happy BIRTHDAY CO-OP!!—A RETROSPECTIVE 


Studying by lantern light, milking cows by 
hand, cutting blocks of river ice for refrig- 
eration—life in Colonial America, perhaps? 

In rural Vermont, this way of life was not 
so long ago and there are plenty of Co-op 
members who remember all too well those 
days before Vermont's Governor George 
Aiken pioneered the federal legislation that 
spawned the birth of Vermont Electric Coop- 
erative. 

This year, the Co-op celebrates the sixtieth 
anniversary of its creation which brought to 
rural residents of Vermont the conveniences 
of electricity which many Americans had 
been enjoying for years. 

More than anyone, Vermont’s farmers 
looked forward to the day when the power 
poles would march down the road to their 
own barns and houses. Harold Putnam, of 
Cambridge, was one of them. 

“Some of our neighbors closer to town 
were already on CVPS and we were very anx- 
ious to get electricity to the barn and the 
house. The gas lanterns we were using in the 
barn were kind of dangerous, the gas-pow- 
ered milking system didn’t always work and 
it was hard to keep things clean without a 
constant supply of hot water.“ 

The Putnam farmhouse had running water 
from a spring by the kitchen door to keep 
food cool. Harold’s mother, Maybelle, was es- 
pecially looking forward to the day when the 
barn would have its own hot water tank and 
the endless parade of milking equipment 
through the kitchen to her sink would fi- 
nally end, recalled Harold's wife, Lois. 

The Putnams relied on a gravity-fed sys- 
tem to bring cold spring water into a tank in 
the barn which held milk cans. Until the late 
1930's, the Putnams, like many farmers in 
Vermont, sold their cream to a local cream- 
ery. The Putnams worked with the 
Cloverdale Creamery in Westford on Route 
15, where the Burlington and Lamoille Rail- 
road had been stopping since 1887. The cream 
was then shipped to Hartford, Connecticut. 
The skimmed milk was fed to pigs and the 
family sold pork. Just before the advent of 
VEC, the Putnams began shipping fluid milk, 
which required not just the cool spring 
water, but also a steady supply of ice. 

“We bought our ice from a neighbor who 
cut ice under the Cambridge covered bridge 
(the long bridge now at the Shelburne, Mu- 
seum) or at Halfmoon Pond in Fletcher,” Mr. 
Putnam explained. 

For the Putnams, switching to electricity 
was a fairly simple matter: their barn was 
already equipped with a milk pump that had 
been powered by the unreliable gas-powered 
system. They wired just half the house at 
first to save money. 
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Mr. Putnam took on the task of helping to 
secure easements for the new Co-op line from 
the CVPS substation, then at the junction of 
routes 15 and 104 in Cambridge, out to Poker 
Hill Road in Underhill. 

Twenty-five miles away from Cambridge, 
Evelyn and Ernest Earle were milking 20 
cows by hand in Eden where the entire town 
was without electricity. 

The Earles moved to their current home, 
just off route 118 between Eden and 
Belvidere, a year or so after they were mar- 
ried in 1940. It had been the first house in 
Eden on the Co-op’s very first power line, 
and Mr. Earle was part of the crew that dug 
the holes for the poles to carry that first line 
in 1939. 

The line that supplied power to what is 
now the Earle’s home originated at the first 
substation built specifically to serve the Co- 
op. The house still has the wall brackets 
which held the gas lamps. Most houses had a 
large table lamp as well with several man- 
tles that maximized the output of the lamp, 
easily brightening up an entire room, Mrs. 
Earle said. 

Richard Parker and his brother Henry, who 
grew up in Lowell, wired many of the build- 
ings served by the Co-op, including those 
owned by both the Putnams and the Earles, 
and were later long-time Co-op employees. 

Richard Parker, then 21, remembers the 
day Governor Aiken came to Eden and 
turned on the lights for the first VEC line. 
The inaugural line ran from the new Eden 
substation through the villages of Eden and 
Eden Mills, where the first Co-op office was 
located, to Lowell. 

“It was quite a gathering—40 or 50 people. 
The Co-op had tested the lines before-hand to 
make sure the lights were all working. Gov- 
ernor Aiken threw the switch and the Co-op 
was in business.” 

It was a warm, sunny day in April 1939. It 
had taken less than a year from the creation 
of the Co-op to the construction of the first 
substation and transmission line.e 


—— 


FRIENDS COMMUNITY SERVICE 
AWARD” RECIPIENTS 


è Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to honor two very special people, 
Dr. Haifa Fakhouri and Ms. Florine 
Mark. Both will be receiving the 
“Friends Community Service Award” 
on Sunday, May 17, 1998 from the 
American Arab and Jewish Friends, a 
program of The Interfaith Round Table 
of the National Conference. American 
Arab and Jewish Friends was estab- 
lished in 1981 to promote a greater un- 
derstanding between the Arab and Jew- 
ish Communities of Southeastern 
Michigan. 

Dr. Fakhouri is the President and 
CEO of the Arab-American and 
Chaldean Council, the nation’s largest 
community based, human service orga- 
nization serving the Arab-American 
and Chaldean population. The ACC has 
grown tremendously under Dr. 
Fakhouri’s leadership. In addition to 
her work with the ACC, she has served 
as special advisor to the United Na- 
tions on women’s issues in the Arab 
world and as a delegate to the Inter- 
national Women’s Conference in Mex- 
ico. She also serves on the boards of 
several national, state and local orga- 
nizations. In all of her capacities, Dr. 
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Fakhouri works to strengthen rela- 
tions between the Arab-American and 
Jewish communities. She is well-de- 
serving of the award being presented to 
her. 

Ms. Florine Mark has been the Presi- 
dent and CEO of the WW Group, Inc., 
the nation’s largest franchise of Weight 
Watchers International for the last 30 
years. In addition to this, Ms. Mark 
also finds time to serve on the boards 
of numerous community organizations 
including the American Red Cross, the 
Detroit Institute for Children and the 
United Jewish Appeal National Cam- 
paign. Ms. Mark’s contributions to so- 
ciety, especially promoting Arab- 
American, Jewish relations are com- 
mendable. 

Both of these women deserve special 
recognition for their contributions to 
the Arab-American and Jewish commu- 
nities. I want to congratulate them on 
their awards. At this time, I would also 
like to commend the Interfaith Round 
Table on all of their efforts to improve 
understanding and friendship between 
the Arab and Jewish communities. I 
extend my best wishes for a successful 
12th Annual Awards and Scholarship 
dinner.e 


— 


TRIBUTE TO UNIVERSITY OF UTAH 
ROTC CLASS OF 1944 


è Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to the University 
of Utah ROTC Class of 1944 which re- 
sponded to the call for active military 
duty during World War II. On May 2, 
1998, at the University of Utah mem- 
bers of the ROTC Class of 1944 will hold 
a reunion commemorating the 55th an- 
niversary of their activation into our 
national armed services. I believe it is 
fitting that we honor them today in 
the United States Senate. 

The University of Utah Reserve Offi- 
cer Training Corps (ROTC) was an 
unique organization. It was one of the 
few military units which were called 
into service during World War II from a 
specific community and which can re- 
turn to that home area for a reunion. 
Most military units include individuals 
whose residences are scattered 
throughout the country. Through an 
Act of Congress in 1916, ROTC pro- 
grams were established in higher edu- 
cation institutions across the country. 
Since that time, they have been an im- 
portant part of this nation’s civil de- 
fense—in times of war and peace— 
training generations of students for 
service to their country. 

In the early 1940s, this class trained 
at the University of Utah with horse- 
drawn artillery working with an old 
French 77 millimeter cannon and with 
a 105 millimeter howitzer, new at the 
time. As a unit, this ROTC class was 
first assigned to Camp Roberts in Cali- 
fornia, for basic training in truck 
drawn artillery. Later they were as- 
signed to Fort Sill, Oklahoma, for fur- 
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ther training and ultimately received 

further schooling at the Infantry Offi- 

cers School at Fort Benning, Georgia. 

After graduation from Fort Benning, 

these young men, whose average age at 

the time was slightly over 20, served as 
officers in various combat units in 

Italy, France and the South Pacific. 
These were brave and honorable men, 

each one of them. Of the 99 who were 
called to active duty in 1943, two were 
killed in action while serving in the 
10th Mountain Division in Italy. One 
was later killed in the Korean Conflict. 
Of the group’s original 99 members, 71 
are still alive. Today, I speak for all 
Utahns and all Americans when I say, 
we honor these brave men and pay trib- 
ute to them for their service and sac- 
rifice for this great country. The Class 
of 1944’s great tradition of discipline 
and leadership continues today as 
many of its members are respected pro- 
fessionals in the public and private sec- 
tor as well as their own communities. 

I ask that the text of the unit's Acti- 
vation Orders for March 16, 1943 be 
printed in the RECORD as part of this 
tribute. 

And finally, Mr. President, before I 
close, I want to thank Chris S. Metos 
of Salt Lake City, Utah, for the out- 
standing job he has done to help orga- 
nize this upcoming reunion and for the 
many years of service he has provided 
to this country and to the people of the 
state of Utah. 

The material follows: 

ACTIVATION ORDERS: HEADQUARTERS NINTH 
SERVICE COMMAND, FORT DOUGLAS, UTAH, 
MARCH 16, 1943 
1. Following-named Enl Res, Ist yr Ad- 

vanced ROTC, are ordered to AD. WP fr Univ 

of Utah, Salt Lake City, Utah so as to rpt to 

Recp Cen. Fort Douglas, Utah on April 5, 1943 

for processing and asgmt to Camp Roberts, 

Calif to receive Mil Tung in lieu of that nor- 

mally given during 2d yr advanced course 

ROTC (FA) instructions. Ea Enl Res named 

herein reporting to Recp Cen will present to 

Classification Officer transcript of colg aca- 

demic and ROTC records. 

Pvt Ray N. Welling, in charge of detach- 
ment; Pvt Rodney E. Alsop; Pvt Arthur S. 
Anderson; Pvt David F. Anderson; Pvt War- 
ren S. Anderson; Pvt Dale F. Barlow; Pvt 
Eliot D. Barton; Pvt Ronald A. Bell; Pvt 
Wallace G. Bennett; Pvt Wilford N. Bergener; 
Pvt Burton F. Brasher; Pvt Over J. Call; Pvt 
Louis B. Cardon; Pvt Gordon L. Carlson; Pvt 
John S. Carlson; Pvt Charles G. Chase; Pvt 
Lorin W. Clayton; Pvt Jack A. Clegg; Pvt 
Walter K. Conrad; Pvt Max T. Cornwell; Pvt 
Everett E. Dahl; Pvt Peter W. Eberle; Pvt 
Bernard J. Eggertsen; Pvt Keith M. Engar; 
Pvt Boyd C. Erickson; Pvt Roland T. Evans; 
Pvt Silvio J. Fassio; Pvt Moffet E. Felkner; 
Pvt Joseph B. Fetzer; Pvt Donald L. Fox; Pvt 
Norman J. Fuellenbach; Pvt Orin A. Furse; 
Pvt James H. Gardner; Pvt Phil R. Garn; 

Pvt Edwin G. Gibbs; Pvt LeRoy B. Hansen; 
Pvt Dale A. Harrison; Pvt Leon G. Harvey: 
Pvt Clarence R. Hawkins; Pvt Charles S. 
Hewlett; Pvt Parnell K. Hinckley; Pvt Jesse 
H. Jameson; Pvt James R. Jarvis, Jr.; Pvt 
Victor D. Jensen; Pvt Frank L. Johnson; Pvt 
Melvin A. Johnson; Pvt William L. Korns; 
Pvt Robert J. Kurtz; Pvt Gerald P. Langton; 
Pvt Earl V. Larson; Pvt Jack D. Lawson; Pvt 


April 27, 1998 


Franklin M. Leaver; Pvt Elwin C. Leavitt; 
Pvt George A. Lockhart; Pvt John S. 
MacDuff; Pvt Robert H. Marshall; Pvt Her- 
bert W. Maw; Pvt Hal N. Mays; Pvt Chris- 
topher S. Metos; Pvt Franklin L. McKean; 
Pvt Clinton R. Miller; Pvt Edward L. Mont- 
gomery; Pvt Robert L. Montgomery; Pvt Je- 
rome R. Mooney; Pvt Robert F. Moore; Pvt 
Henry G. Nebeker; Pvt Frank A. Nelson, Jr.; 

Pvt Delbert E. Olson; Pvt August L. Orlob; 
Pvt Evan J. Pearson; Pvt Richard V. Peay; 
Pvt Artmas T. Peterson; Pvt Donald H. Pick- 
ett; Pvt Bill J. Pope; Pvt Robert F. Poulson; 
Pvt John R. Rampton, Jr.; Pvt Carry L. 
Rich; Pvt Charles E. Richards; Pvt William 
S. Ryberg; Pvt Ernest J. Sabec; Pvt Robert 
S. Shriver; Pvt Rocco C. Siciliano; Pvt 
Frank R. Slight; Pvt Allan R. Sloan; Pvt 
David W. Smith, Jr.; Pvt Craig Temple; Pvt 
Donald C. Thomas; Pvt Parry E. Thomas; 
Pvt LaMar Tibbs; Pvt Joseph Tibolla; Pvt 
Lawrence S. Tohill; Pvt John Van Den 
Berghe; Pvt Milton E. Wadsworth; Pvt 
James C. Waller, Jr.; Pvt Saint C. Weaver; 
Pvt Shirley R. Wood; Pvt Eugene T. Woolf; 
Pvt Verner H. Zinik; and Pvt William E. 
Zwick, Jr. 

By command of Major General JOYCE: 

P. R. DAVISON, 
Colonel, General Staff Corps, Chief of Staff.e 


—— 


TRIBUTE TO MRS. LOUISE CHASE 


èe Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
rise today to recognize Mrs. Louise 
Chase, a very special constituent from 
Horsham, Pennsylvania. A Navy vet- 
eran during WWII, Mrs. Chase con- 
tinues to serve her country and her 
community as commander of the 
American Legion, Pennsylvania De- 
partment. 

Last summer, Mrs. Chase became the 
first woman to serve as commander of 
the Pennsylvania Department of the 
American Legion. She was elected at 
the conclusion of the 79th convention. 
Such an honor came as no surprise to 
those who have followed her involve- 
ment in the American Legion. In 1979, 
Louise was elected as the Department 
of Pennsylvania’s first female vice 
commander. She has twice served as 
District Commander. Her Legion serv- 
ice also includes terms as adjutant of 
Philadelphia County and the Eastern 
Judicial Section, two terms as post 
commander, and 12 years as adjutant of 
Tioga Post 319. Other positions she has 
held within the organization include 
state legislative chairman, and chair- 
man of the Select Committee on Eco- 
nomics and Benefits. Moreover, she is 
one of only two Pennsylvania Legion- 
naires who served on committees of the 
two National Conventions held in 
Pennsylvania. 

In the business world, Louise proved 
to be an equally hard-working and 
dedicated employee. She was the con- 
troller and office manager of Philadel- 
phia’s prestigious Germantown Cricket 
Club for 13 years. She managed two 
high rise apartment buildings. Mrs. 
Chase was also a manufacturers’ rep- 
resentative for paper container compa- 
nies. Recently, she retired as an inter- 
national marketing representative of a 
major computer manufacturer. 
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Mr. President, Louise Chase has con- 
tinued her family’s tradition of service 
to the nation, which literally spans 
from the Civil War to the Space Age. I 
ask the Senate to join me in extending 
the Senate’s best wishes for continued 
success to Mrs. Chase and her family.e 


——— äU WiUͤ— 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENT —S. 1186 


Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the major- 
ity leader, after consultation with the 
minority leader, however not before 
the conclusion of the NATO treaty, 
may proceed to consideration of Cal- 
endar No. 214, S. 1186, the job training 
partnership legislation. I further ask 
unanimous consent that total debate 
be limited to 4 hours as divided on the 
amendments listed below. I further ask 
that the only amendments in order be 
the following: 

One substitute amendment offered by 
Senator JEFFORDS, with 2 hours equal- 
ly divided; 

One amendment offered by Senator 
DEWINE, which is the text of Calendar 
No. 318, S. 1579, the rehabilitation bill, 
with 30 minutes equally divided; 

Two amendments by Senator 
ASHCROFT, 10 minutes equally divided 
on each; 

One amendment by Senator LAUTEN- 
BERG on service delivery area size with 
10 minutes equally divided; 

One amendment by Senator DOMENICI 
on business partnerships with 1 hour 
equally divided. 

I further ask consent that no second- 
degree amendments be in order to the 
above listed amendments and that fol- 
lowing the expiration of time or yield- 
ing back of time and disposition of any 
pending amendments the bill be read a 
third time and the Senate proceed to 
vote on passage of the bill with no in- 
tervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

— 


APPOINTMENTS BY THE VICE 
PRESIDENT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, 
pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 4355(a), appoints 
the following Senators to the Board of 
Visitors of the U.S. Military Academy: 
the Senator from Indiana (Mr. COATS), 
from the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices, and the Senator from Texas (Mrs. 


HUTCHISON), from the Committee on 
Appropriations. 
The Chair, on behalf of the Vice 


President, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 9355(a), 
appoints the following Senators to the 
Board of Visitors of the U.S. Air Force 
Academy: the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE), from the Committee on 
Armed Services, and the Senator from 
Montana (Mr. BURNS), from the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 

The Chair, on behalf of the Vice 
President, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 6968(a), 
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appoints the following Senators to the 
Board of Visitors of the U.S. Naval 
Academy: the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. MCCAIN), from the Committee on 
Armed Services, and the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. COCHRAN), from the 
Committee on Appropriations. 
—— 


AUTHORIZING TESTIMONY, PRO- 
DUCTION OF DOCUMENTS AND 
REPRESENTATION BY SENATE 
LEGAL COUNSEL 


Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of S. Res. 218 submitted earlier 
today by Senators LOTT and DASCHLE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 218) to authorize tes- 
timony, production of documents, and rep- 
resentation by Senate legal counsel in civil 
case. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider- 
ation of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, this resolu- 
tion concerns a civil case pending in 
the Superior Court for the State of Ari- 
zona. Prior to the litigation, some of 
the defendants sought assistance from 
Senator McCaINn’s and Senator KYL’s 
offices in connection with a child cus- 
tody dispute. The plaintiffs in the en- 
suing litigation have alleged, among 
other things, that the defendants de- 
famed them in connection with the 
custody dispute. The plaintiffs have 
now subpoenaed correspondence from 
the files of the offices of Senator 
MCCAIN and Senator KYL. 

Senators MCCAIN and KYL are willing 
to provide the requested correspond- 
ence to the parties in this case. Accord- 
ingly, this resolution would authorize 
Senator MCCAIN’s and Senator KYL’s 
offices to produce and authenticate 
documents in this case, except where a 
privilege or objection should be as- 
serted. The resolution also would au- 
thorize the Senate Legal Counsel to 
represent Senator MCCAIN’s and Sen- 
ator KyYL’s offices, to protect the Sen- 
ate’s privileges in connection with this 
matter. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the reso- 
lution be agreed to, the preamble be 
agreed to, and the motion to reconsider 
be laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution (S. Res. 218), with its 
preamble, reads as follows: 

S. REs. 218 

Whereas, in the case of Buroojy, et al. v. 
Walsh, et al., Civil Case No. 97-91407, pending 
in the Superior Court of the State of Ari- 


218) was 
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zona, documents have been subpoened from 
the offices of Senator John McCain and Sen- 
ator Jon Kyl; 

Whereas, by the privileges of the Senate of 
the United States and Rule XI of the Stand- 
ing Rules of the Senate, no evidence under 
the control or in the possession of the Senate 
may, by the judicial process, be taken from 
such control or possession but by permission 
of the Senate; 

Whereas, pursuant to sections 703(a) and 
704(a)(2) of the Ethics in Government Act of 
1978, 2 U.S.C. §§288b(a) and 288c(a)(2), the 
Senate may direct its counsel to represent 
Members, officers, or employees of the Sen- 
ate with respect to any subpoena, order, or 
request for evidence relating to their official 
responsibilities; 

Whereas, when it appears that evidence 
under the control or in the possession of the 
Senate may promote the administration of 
justice, the Senate will take such action as 
will promote the ends of justice consistently 
with the privileges of the Senate: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That employees of the offices of 
Senator McCain and Senator Kyl are author- 
ized to testify and produce documents in the 
case of Buroojy, et al. v. Walsh, et al., except 
concerning matters for which a privilege or 
objection should be asserted. 

Sec. 2. That the Senate Legal Counsel is 
authorized to represent Senator McCain and 
Senator Kyl and their employees in connec- 
tion with the testimony and document pro- 
duction authorized in section one of this res- 
olution. 


ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, APRIL 28, 
1998 


Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
stand in adjournment until 9:30 a.m. on 
Tuesday, April 28. I further ask that on 
Tuesday, immediately following the 
prayer, the routine requests through 
the morning hour be granted and the 
Senate then begin a period of morning 
business until 10:45 a.m. with Senators 
permitted to speak for up to 10 minutes 
each, with the following exceptions: 

Senator COLLINS for up to 15 minutes; 

Senator DORGAN for up to 15 minutes; 

Senator Coats for up to 45 minutes 
beginning at 10 a.m.. 

I further ask that at the conclusion 
of morning business the Senate imme- 
diately proceed to executive session 
and resume consideration of the NATO 
enlargement treaty, and the Kyl 
amendment No. 2310 be temporarily set 
aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
further ask that at 10:45 a.m. Senator 
HARKIN be recognized to offer an 
amendment and that there be 2 hours 
equally divided for debate on the 
amendment; further, that the vote on 
or in relation to the Harkin amend- 
ment occur immediately following the 
vote on the adoption of the State De- 
partment reorganization conference re- 
port previously ordered to occur at 2:25 
p.m.; further, that no amendments be 
in order to the Harkin amendment 
prior to the vote. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. I further ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
stand in recess from 12:45 p.m. until 
2:15 p.m. to allow the weekly party 
caucuses to meet. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ä | 


PROGRAM 


Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, for 
the information of all Senators, the 
Senate will be in a period of morning 
business until 10:45 a.m. At 10:45, the 
Senate will resume consideration of 
the NATO enlargement treaty, with 
Senator HARKIN being recognized to 
offer an amendment with 2 hours of de- 
bate on the amendment equally di- 
vided. When the Senate reconvenes fol- 
lowing the weekly party luncheons, 
there will be 10 minutes equally di- 
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vided for closing remarks on the State 
Department reorganization conference 
report. Following that debate at 2:25 
p.m., the Senate will proceed to two 
back-to-back votes, the first being a 
rolicall vote on adoption of the State 
Department conference report, fol- 
lowed immediately by a rollcall vote 
on or in relation to the Harkin amend- 
ment. Members can expect further roll- 
call votes throughout Tuesday’s ses- 
sion on amendments to the NATO trea- 
ty, or on any other legislative or exec- 
utive items that are cleared for action. 


— 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A. M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be- 
fore the Senate, I now ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate stand in ad- 
journment under the previous order. 
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There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:07 p.m., adjourned until Tuesday, 
April 28, 1998, at 9:30 a.m. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate April 27, 1998: 


DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 


SCOTT SNYDER FLEMING, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE ASSIST- 
ANT SECRETARY FOR LEGISLATION AND CONGRES- 
SIONAL AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION. 


RAILROAD RETIREMENT BOARD 


CHERRYL T. THOMAS, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE A MEMBER 
OF THE RAILROAD RETIREMENT BOARD FOR A TERM EX- 
PIRING AUGUST 28, 2002. 

THE ABOVE NOMINATIONS WERE APPROVED SUBJECT 
TO THE NOMINEES’ COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE- 
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 


THE JUDICIARY 


GARR M. KING, OF OREGON, TO BE UNITED STATES DIS- 
TRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF OREGON. 

GREGORY MONETA SLEET, OF DELAWARE, TO BE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF 
DELAWARE. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


NATIONAL COMMEMORATION OF 
THE DAYS OF REMEMBRANCE— 
CHILDREN OF THE HOLOCAUST: 
THEIR MEMORIES, OUR LEGACY 


HON. LOUISE McINTOSH SLAUGHTER 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, April 27, 1998 


Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, | was hon- 
ored last Thursday, April 23 to participate in 
the National Civic Commemoration of the 
Days of Remembrance, the United State’s an- 
nual national Holocaust memorial service. The 
theme of this years commemoration was 
“Children of the Holocaust: Their Memories, 
Our Legacy.” 

The moving ceremony began with a proces- 
sional and the presentation of the flags of the 
United States Army Divisions that liberated 
concentration camps. Following the Presen- 
tation of the Colors and the National Anthem, 
Benjamin Meed, Chairperson of the Days of 
Remembrance Committee made opening re- 
marks recalling the horror he felt as a child in 
hiding in Warsaw as other Jewish children in 
the Warsaw ghetto were brutally burned to 
death. His Excellency Eliahu Ben Elissar, the 
Ambassador of Israel to the United States, re- 
marked upon the legacy of the Holocaust from 
the perspective of the State of Israel’s 50th 
Anniversary. 

Mr. Speaker, | was deeply touched by the 
beautiful voice of Staff Sergeant Beverly 
Benda, accompanied by the U.S. Army Band 
(Pershing's Own). Sergeant Benda sang “Oyfn 
Pripeshik” (At the Fireplace), a song used in 
hidden ghetto classrooms to teach children the 
alphabet. The translation of the end of the 
song reads: 

“When you grow older you will understand 
that this alphabet contains the tears and the 
weeping of our people. When you grow weary 
and burdened with exile, you will find comfort 
and strength within this Jewish Alphabet.” 

Miles Lerman and Ruth Mandel, Chair- 
person and Vice Chairperson of the United 
States Holocaust Memorial Council, noted the 
role of the United States Holocaust Memorial 
in allowing new generations of Americans to 
learn about the horrors of the Holocaust—the 
first step in understanding how it occurred and 
how we can prevent it from ever happening 
again. The keynote address by Yale University 
President Richard C. Levin elaborated on the 
theme of remembrance as the key to under- 
standing. Dan Napolitano, a teacher at 
Georgetown Preparatory School, related how 
his experience as a student and teacher of the 
Holocaust and the history of anti-Semitism 
have reshaped his view of himself as a Catho- 
lic, a Christian, and a member of the human 
race. 

As Josef Hapli and Rebecca Levy read 
heartbreaking excerpts from Children’s Diaries 
of the Holocaust, pairs of Holocaust Survivors 


and Members of Congress lit memorial can- 
dies. | was honored to light the last candle 
with my constituent Alex Mutz, a survivor of 
three ghettos and five concentration camps. 
Others lighting candies of remembrance were 
Senator ARLEN SPECTER and Betty Grossman 
Goodfriend; Rabbi Alfred Gottschalk; Rep- 
resentative CHRISTOPHER CANNON and 
Charlene Perlmutter Schiff; Representative 
CAROLYN MALONEY; and Representative Jim 
KOLBE and George S. Pick. Tiffany Nickels of 
Romani heritage placed a rose among the 
candles to memorialize the fate of the Roma 
and Sinti murdered by the Nazis. 

The Remembrance Program concluded with 
the singing of the service for the dead, “El 
Moleh Rachamim,” and the Hymn of the Par- 
tisans by Cantor Alberto Mizrahi and the reci- 
tation of the “Kaddish” led by Sigmund 
Strochlitz. 

Mr. Speaker, | thank Chairperson Benjamin 
Meed for giving me the privilege to play a 
small role in this remembrance program. It is 
an experience | will always remember and 
treasure. | ask all my colleagues to take this 
occasion to remember the tragedy of the Holo- 
caust and to ensure that our children and our 
children’s children learn about it, so that we 
can all work together to ensure that it will 
never happen again. 


JUDICIAL REFORM ACT OF 1998 


SPEECH OF 


HON. MICHAEL N. CASTLE 


OF DELAWARE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support 
of the Delahunt-Boehlert amendment. Let me 
say first, | believe judicial activism is a prob- 
lem. | believe some judges overstep their judi- 
cial bounds. | believe some judges exercise 
poor judgment in formulating judicial plans 
forcing states and localities to comply with 
state and federal laws. 

| believe in lowering taxes. | believe in H.J. 
Res. 111, the Tax Limitation Amendment, 
which sadly was voted down yesterday. | be- 
lieve judges should not be able to direct states 
and localities to raise taxes. The Delahunt- 
Boehlert Amendment does not change this as- 
pect of H.R. 1252. 

| believe the government and private citi- 
zens should be treated equally before the law. 
H.R. 1252 exempts states and local govern- 
ments from complying with judicial orders that 
“necessarily require” raising taxes no matter 
how egregiously the government violated the 
law. A private citizen who violates those same 
laws has to pay the penalty. Just about every 
federal law, whether it’s an environmental law, 
a civil rights law or a labor law carries pen- 
alties with it that could “necessarily require” a 
government violator to raise taxes to pay for. 


If Congress thinks those penalties are too 
high, then let's lower them, but let's not give 
States free rein to violate either their own laws 
or federal laws just because the penalty may 
be costly. The Delahunt-Boehlert amendment 
strikes this “necessarily require” clause be- 
cause state and federal laws must be en- 
forced whether the violator is a state, locality, 
or private citizen. 

| urge you to support the Delahunt-Boehlert 
amendment. 


TRIBUTE TO THE LATE 
HONORABLE BELLA ABZUG 


SPEECH OF 


HON. EVA M. CLAYTON 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, | join my col- 
leagues in the tribute to the Honorable Bella 
Abzug, a woman who has given the Con- 
gress—and people throughout the world—a 
legacy of which to be proud. 

lla’s legacy is one of caring and concern, 
dedication and determination, and audacity— 
in the best sense of the word—and accom- 
plishment. At the United Nations Conference 
on Women in Beijing, Bella said that she “al- 
ways believed that women will change the na- 
ture of power rather than power changing the 
nature of women.” 

Bella cared about what happened nation- 
wide and worldwide to those often considered 
the “underclass.” She was especially con- 
cerned about ensuring the rights of women, 
minorities, and people in need. She dedicated 
her lifetime determined to help improve lives 
and help empower people with little power. 

She had the audacity early in her career as 
a lawyer to don a hat so that she would be 
viewed as a woman working in a profession 
and not in the stereotypic role for women—as 
staff support. 

She had the audacity to want to be the first 
Jewish woman elected to Congress, the au- 
dacity to want to be the first person elected to 
Congress on a women's rights and peace plat- 
form, and the audacity to “tell it like it is.” 

She had the determination to make things 
happen, and she accomplished a lot—such 
as: the Freedom of Information Act, the Pri- 
vacy Act, founding the National Women's Po- 
litical Caucus to help other women become 
legislators, coming very close to passing the 
Equal Rights Amendment. As a pioneer in the 
women’s rights movement, she fostered gen- 
erations of female leaders. 

It is in large part because of Bella’s caring, 
concern, dedication, determination, and au- 
dacity that my sisters and | became the “Class 
of 1992 in the ‘Year of the Woman’” here in 
the Congress. 

She championed important issues and left a 
legacy for a better life. Legacies are important 


@ This bullet“ symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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because of what they inspire other people to 
accomplish. However, these people must first 
hear about these legacies. 

To my astonishment and dismay, | spoke 
recently with several younger women who are 
not familiar with the name “Bella Abzug” as 
well as the names of other important human 
rights advocates. Although these young peo- 
ple have reaped the benefits of their accom- 
plishments. 

We must inform the generations who come 
after us and help them recognize, appreciate, 
and remember the people and the work that 
paved their way. This is how we can preserve 
our history and pass on the important and 
wonderful legacies left by such special people 
as Bella Abzug. 


—— 


NOTING THE PASSING OF MARY 
STRASSMEYER 


HON. LOUIS STOKES 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, April 27, 1998 


Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, in my Congres- 
sional District, we are mourning the passing of 
an outstanding individual and journalist. Mary 
Strassmeyer died on April 20, 1998. Before re- 
tiring from the Plain Dealer newspaper, her 
“Mary, Mary” column provided a wealth of in- 
formation about Northeast Ohio's social 
events, people and other items of interest. 

Mary Strassmeyer began her career as a 
reporter for the Cleveland News in 1956. Four 
years later, she came to the Plain Dealer, to 
become Society Editor in 1965. For 21 years, 
readers were entertained and informed 
through her “Mary, Mary” column. She was an 
exceptional journalist whose dedication was 
unsurpassed. During her lifetime, she was the 
recipient of numerous awards, including being 
named one of the best society editors in the 
country. She was also inducted into the Press 
Club of Cleveland's Journalism Hall of Fame. 

Mr. Speaker, throughout my congressional 
career, | enjoyed a close association with 
Mary Strassmeyer. She was a remarkable 
woman whom | admired and respected. | 
could always count on her coverage of events 
throughout my Congressional District, and | al- 
ways looked forward to reading “Mary, Mary” 
for other tidbits of information. | am pleased 
that the Wednesday, April 22, 1998, edition of 
the Plain Dealer includes an article on the life 
and career of Mary Strassmeyer. In her mem- 
ory, | include this article in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. | extend my sympathy to Alex 
Machaskee and Marys colleagues at the Plain 
Dealer, her family and many friends. We are 
saddened at her passing and she will never 
be forgotten. 


{From the Cleveland Plain Dealer, Apr. 22, 
1998] 
MARY STRASSMEYER DEAD AT 68 
SHE WAS A HARD-WORKING JOURNALIST WHO 
LOVED HER TOWN, HER NEWSPAPER AND WRIT- 
ING HER COLUMN 
(By Alana Baranick) 

Mary Strassmeyer, retired Plain Dealer re- 
porter whose Mary, Mary column was an en- 
cyclopedia of people and places in Greater 
Cleveland, died of complications from diabe- 
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She covered Cleveland’s high society for 32 
years and moved easily among British 
royals, Hollywood and Broadway celebrities 
and the Washington elite. 

For 21 of those years, Strassmeyer wrote a 
column full of information about people, 
places and happenings in Northeast Ohio and 
beyond. She often included announcements 
about fund-raising functions for nonprofit 
organizations. 

“Many charities and civic organizations 
benefited from a kind word in Mary’s col- 
umn,” Plain Dealer President and Publisher 
Alex Machaskee said. Mary Strassmeyer 
was an excellent journalist, and she also was 
a very good friend. She has a great sense of 
humor and enjoyed life to the fullest. I will 
miss her warmth and honesty.” 

Honesty was her trademark. 

“Mary was to the print media as Dorothy 
Fuldheim was to TV.“ said Sam Miller, co- 
chairman of Forest City Enterprises. She 
was a high-class lady. She never broke her 
word. When she said ‘off the record,’ it was 
off the record. It just shows you can be a de- 
cent human being and be a first-class jour- 
nalist at the same time.” 

Strassmeyer did not kowtow to her sub- 
jects, no matter how much power they wield- 
ed. She was known for her dry wit and her 
take-no-prisoners approach. 

She had a bemused affection for the 
“swells,” as she called socially prominent 
folks, and reported stories as truthfully as 
she saw them. 

She didn’t mince words with people who 
were trying to get items in her society col- 
umn, often telling them in a brusque voice, 
“You're going to have do better than that”. 

Strassmeyer made a beachhead in The 
Plain Dealer newsroom when it was virtually 
devoid of women. She did it by exuding 
toughness on her beat and with her male col- 
leagues. 

Later, her desk was always covered and 
surrounded with roses, carnations and other 
flowers and plants, which came as thank-you 
gifts from people and organizations men- 
tioned in her column. 

Strassmeyer was a hard worker who loved 
her town, her newspaper and writing her col- 
umn. She reluctantly retired in July because 
of poor health. 

Her home in the Old Brooklyn section of 
Cleveland was on the same street as the 
house in which she was raised. For less than 
two years in the 1960s, she tried suburban liv- 
ing in Bay Village, but soon grew homesick 
for her hometown. 

She graduated in 1951 from Notre Dame 
College in South Euclid, where she majored 
in English and history. She did post-grad- 
uate work in history at Toledo University. 

In 1956, Strassmeyer joined the Cleveland 
News as a reporter. She was an education 
writer when the News closed in 1960 and she 
joined The Plain Dealer. She wrote features 
and travel stories and served as beauty edi- 
tor before becoming the society editor in 
1965. 

While composing beauty colums for teens, 
Strassmeyer collaborated with a promotion 
department artist, Jeanne Harris, on a one- 
panel cartoon called, Sneakers“ which fea- 
tured helpful hints on beauty, grooming and 
etiquette for teenagers. 

The cartoon, which first appeared in The 
Plain Dealer in 1964, was soon syndicated 
internationally through King Features. In 
1966, it was added to a display of American 
comics at the Smithsonian Institution. 

She later wrote the words to photographer 
Bill Wynne's pictures for the book, Coco. 
The Special Delivery Dog.” 
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In 1976, Strassmeyer began writing a soci- 
ety column, called “Today.” which was the 
forerunner of “Mary, Mary.” 

She added broadcast media work to her re- 
sume in 1979. For 10 years, she had a weekly 
radio show, first on WCLV-FM and later on 
WERE-AM. She also had a show on WKYC 
Channel 3 for a short time. 

Strassmeyer earned a law degree from the 
Cleveland-Marshall College of Law of Cleve- 
land State University in 1981 and was admit- 
ted to the Ohio Bar in 1983. Since then, she 
maintained her own practice. 

She received numerous accolades for her 
work as a journalist. In 1969, Charlotte Cur- 
tis of the New York Times named her one of 
the seven best society editors in the country. 
In 1982, “Mary, Mary“ was described as one 
of the wittlest, best written of all American 
gossip columns, filled with double entendres 
and literary references” in a Town & Coun- 
try magazine article. 

In 1994, she was inducted into the Press 
Club of Cleveland’s Journalism Hall of Fame. 

The Intown Club honored her in 1976 for 
her contributions to civic and cultural 
projects. Ten years later she became the first 
recipient of the WomenSpace media award 
for her support of women’s issues and organi- 
zations. 

Strassmeyer was the founder and first 
president of the Society of American Social 
Scribes. She was a member of Theta Sigma 
Phi, now known as Women in Communica- 
tions, the Ohio Newspaper Women’s Associa- 
tion and the Cleveland Play House Club. 

She also belonged to Our Lady of Good 
Counsel Catholic Church and Kappa Gamma 
Pi, a national honor society for Catholic 
women’s college graduates. She volunteered 
with Catholic Charities, 

She was a world traveler, belonged to nu- 
merous travel organizations and co-owned 
Gerry’s International Travel Agency since 
1991. 

“Anytime she got a vacation, she was off 
to Singapore or more exotic places,“ said 
Plain Dealer Reporter William F. Miller. 
“She could get along with virtually anyone.” 

Retired Plain Dealer Reporter Pauline 
Thoma said, “She was one of the world’s best 
friends.” 

Strassmeyer is survived by a sister, Joan 
Palus of Parma. 


— 


TRIBUTE TO HONOR THE ST. 
EDMUND ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 


HON. CHARLES E. SCHUMER 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, April 27, 1998 


Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, | am proud to 
join all my friends and colleagues in cele- 
brating the 75th Anniversary of the St. Ed- 
mund Elementary School. This wonderful 
school has been serving the community of 
Brooklyn, NY faithfully for 75 years, and is well 
deserving of recognition and praise. 

On September 17, 1923, seventeen months 
after the founding pastor, Rev. Denis A. 
Maloney, celebrated the first Mass for the peo- 
ple of the St. Edmund Parish, a new church 
and school building were ready to serve the 
people of its community. St. Edmund is com- 
mitted to the development of a Christian com- 
munity; The Dominican Sisters of Sparkhill 
made sure that the children would receive a 
proper education. Under their leadership the 
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schoo! flourished and there was a need for 
new classrooms. In 1931, during the Great 
Depression, the school was able to raise 
$33,000 for new classrooms. This kind of sup- 
port shows just how much the school meant to 
the community. Also, St. Edmund was one of 
the first Catholic schools to realize the need 
for women to have the opportunity for a full 
four year Catholic High School Education. 
Now as they celebrate the 75th Anniversary of 
St. Edmund Elementary School nearly four 
hundred boys and girls continue to celebrate a 
solid education in this parish school. Today 
the community's children continue to study in 
a faith filled community as they are given the 
tools needed to enter the new millennium. 

For years, families have known this school 
as a living monument in the community, mak- 
ing it a good place to study. | am certain that 
the strength of this community would not be 
what it is today without the commitment of this 
school. | am honored to congratulate the 
members of the St. Edmund Elementary 
School for making it a source of community 
pride for the past 75 years. 


EEE 


TAX LIMITATION CONSTITUTIONAL 
AMENDMENT 


SPEECH OF 


HON. MICHAEL N. CASTLE 


OF DELAWARE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, | fully support 
H.J. Res. 111, which calls for an amendment 
to the United States Constitution prohibiting 
passage of tax increases without a two-thirds 
majority in each house of Congress, except in 
emergency cases such as military conflict. | 
have voted for it in the past, am a cosponsor, 
and am committed to passing the strongest 
tax limitation amendment possible. 

Opponents claim, and will continue to claim, 
that constitutional amendments on taxing and 
spending make it harder to operate govern- 
ment as we know it. That is exactly the 
point—fiscal reality proves to us that we need 
an instrument, a tool, to control government 
spending and limit raising taxes. 

The Federal Government has run deficits for 
over 25 years in a row, and for 56 of the last 
64 years. This is not a short-termed trend, and 
points to a fundamental flaw in the political 
system that makes a constitutional solution 
both necessary and appropriate. Last year, 
Congress passed the historic Balanced Budg- 
et Agreement as a first step toward fiscal dis- 
cipline. However, only nine months later, Con- 
gress is already breaking the transportation 
spending caps by $34 billion inviting criticism 
that fiscal discipline was just a fad for Con- 
gress. We need to pass HJ. Res. 111 to 
renew our commitment to fiscal discipline. 
Otherwise, irresponsible spending and higher 
federal taxes will continue to own us, cripple 
our economy and mortgage our children’s fu- 
ture. Congress needs the legal and moral au- 
thority of a Constitutional amendment making 
it more difficult to raise taxes. 

This Congress cannot afford to alienate our 
constituents by failing to pass this crucial leg- 
islation. | urge my colleagues to join us in re- 
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storing fiscal responsibility to this institution 
today, not tomorrow, and not next year. 


SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week, 

Meetings scheduled for Tuesday, 
April 28, 1998, may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD. 


MEETINGS SCHEDULED 


APRIL 29 


9:00 a.m. 
Finance 
To continue oversight hearings to exam- 
ine the operation of the Internal Rev- 
enue Service. 
SH-216 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De- 
partment of Defense, focusing on Army 
programs. 
SD-192 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
Business meeting, to mark up S. 1260, to 
limit the conduct of securities class ac- 
tions under State law by setting na- 
tional standards for stocks that are 
traded on the national markets, and S. 
1900, to establish a commission to ex- 
amine issues pertaining to the disposi- 
tion of Holocaust-era assets in the 
United States before, during, and after 
World War II, and to make rec- 
ommendations to the President on fur- 
ther action, and to consider the nomi- 
nation of Donna Tanoue, of Hawaii, to 
be a Member and Chairperson of the 
Board of Directors of the Federal De- 
posit Insurance Corporation. 
SD-538 
Labor and Human Resources 
To hold hearings to examine proposed 
legislation relating to assistive tech- 
nology. 
SD-430 
10:30 a.m. 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings to examine opportuni- 
ties for the blackmarket to raise to- 
bacco prices. 
SD-226 
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2:00 p.m. 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings on pending nomina- 
tions. 
SD-226 
2:30 p.m. 


Select on Intelligence 
Closed business meeting, on intelligence 
matters. 
SH-219 


APRIL 30 


9:00 a.m. 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
To hold hearings to examine agricultural 
transportation issues. 
SR-332 
Finance 
To continue oversight hearings to exam- 
ine the operation of the Internal Rev- 
enue Service. 


SH-216 
9:30 a.m, 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub- 
committee 


To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the 
Envrionmental Protection Agency. 

SD-138 
Appropriations 
Treasury, Postal Service, and General Gov- 
ernment Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the 
United States Customs Service, De- 
partment of the Treasury. 

SD-124 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 

To hold hearings on the nominations of 
James M. Loy, USC, to be Com- 
mandant, and James C. Card, USC, to 
be Vice Commandant, both of the 
United States Coast Guard. 

SR-253 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Forests and Public Land Management Sub- 
committee 

To resume hearings on S. 1253, to provide 
to the Federal land management agen- 
cies the authority and capability to 
manage effectively the federal lands in 
accordance with the principles of mul- 
tiple use and sustained yield. 

SD-366 
10:00 a.m. 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 

Business meeting, to mark up H.R. 1151, 
to amend the Federal Credit Union Act 
to clarify existing law and ratify the 
longstanding policy of the National 
Credit Union Administration Board 
with regard to field of membership of 
Federal credit unions. 

SD-538 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 

Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 

SR-253 
Judiciary 

Business meeting, to consider pending 

calendar business. 
SD-226 
11:00 a.m. 
Labor and Human Resources 
Public Health and Safety Subcommittee 

To resume hearings to examine the role 
of the Agency for Health Care Policy 
Research in health care quality. 

SD-430 
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2:00 p.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Aviation Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
authorizing funds for the Airport Im- 
provement Program. 
SR-253 
Energy and Natural Resources 
National Parks, Historic Preservation, and 
Recreation Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on title IV of S. 1693, to 
renew, reform, reinvigorate, and pro- 
tect the National Park System, and S. 
624, to establish a competitive process 
for the awarding of concession con- 
tracts in units of the National Park 
System. 
SD-366 
2:30 p.m. 
Select on Intelligence 
To hold closed hearings on intelligence 
matters. 
SH-219 


MAY I 


9:00 a.m. 
Finance 
To continue oversight hearings to exam- 
ine the operation of the Internal Rev- 
enue Service. 
SH-216 


MAY 5 


9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Forests and Public Land Management Sub- 
committee 
To resume hearings on S. 1253, to provide 
to the Federal land management agen- 
cies the authority and capability to 
manage effectively the federal lands in 
accordance with the principles of mul- 
tiple use and sustained yield. 
SD-366 
10:30 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for foreign 
assistance programs. 
Room to be announced 
2:00 p.m. 
Labor and Human Resources 
Children and Families Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
authorizing funds for Community Serv- 
ices Block Grant programs. 
SD-430 


MAY 6 


10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De- 
partment of Defense, focusing on the 
U.S. Pacific Command. 
SD-192 
Indian Affairs 
To resume hearings to examine the sta- 
tus of tribal sovereign immunity and 
the role its plays to preserve the Fed- 
eral Government's protection of tribal 
self-government, and its impact on In- 
dian economic development, commer- 
cial dealings, and taxation, focusing on 
S. 1691, to provide for for Indian legal 
reform. 
Room to be announced 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


2:30 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Forests and Public Land Management Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings on S. 94and H.R. 449, 
bills to provide for the orderly disposal 
of Federal lands in Nevada, and for the 
acquisition of certain environmentally 
sensitive lands in Nevada. 
SD-366 


MAY 7 
9:00 a.m. 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
To hold hearings to examine agricultural 


trade policies. 
SR-332 
9:30 a.m. 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub- 
committee 


To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the Na- 
tional Science Foundation, and the Of- 
fice of Science and Technology. 

SD-138 
Appropriations 
Treasury, Postal Service, and General Gov- 
ernment Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the Ex- 
ecutive Office of the President. 

SD-192 
2:00 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
National Parks, Historic Preservation, and 
Recreation Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on titles VI, VII. VIII. 
and XI of S. 1693, to renew, reform, re- 
invigorate, and protect the National 
Park System. 

SD-366 


MAY 11 
2:00 p.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De- 
partment of Defense. 
SD-192 


MAY 12 


9:30 a.m. 
Indian Affairs 

To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
to revise the Indian Gaming Regu- 
latory Act of 1988, focusing on lands 

into trust for purposes of gaming. 
Room to be announced 

2:00 p.m. 
Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings on S. 1868, to express 
United States foreign policy with re- 
spect to, and to strengthen United 
States advocacy on behalf of, individ- 
uals persecuted for their faith world- 
wide, to authorize United States ac- 
tions in response to religious persecu- 
tion worldwide, to establish an Ambas- 
sador at Large on International Reli- 
gious Freedom within the Department 
of State, a Commission on Inter- 
national Religious Persecution, and a 
Special Adviser on International Reli- 
gious Freedom within the National Se- 
curity Council. 

SD-419 
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MAY 13 


10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De- 
partment of Defense. 
SD-192 


MAY 14 


9:00 a.m. 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
To hold hearings on the Department of 
Agriculture's Year 2000 compliance. 
SR-332 
2:00 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
National Parks, Historic Preservation, and 
Recreation Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on titles IX and X of 8. 
1693, to renew, reform, reinvigorate, 
and protect the National Park System, 
and S. 1614, to require a permit for the 
making of motion picture, television 
program, or other forms of commercial 
visual depiction in a unit of the Na- 
tional Park System or National Wild- 
life Refuge System. 
SD-366 


MAY 20 
10;00 a.m. 
Indian Affairs 
Business meeting, to mark up S. 1691, to 
provide for Indian legal reform. 
SR-485 


MAY 21 
2:00 p.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
Energy Research and Development, Pro- 
duction and Regulation Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on S. 1141, to amend the 
Energy Policy Act of 1992 to take into 
account newly developed renewable en- 
ergy-based fuels and to equalize alter- 
native fuel vehicle acquisition incen- 
tives to increase the flexibility of con- 
trolled fleet owners and operators, and 
S. 1418, to promote the research, identi- 
fication, assessment, exploration, and 
development of methane hydrate re- 

sources. 

SD-366 


OCTOBER 6 


9:30 a.m. 
Veterans’ Affairs 
To hold joint hearings with the House 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs on the 
legislative recommendations of the 
American Legion. 
345 Cannon Building 


POSTPONEMENTS 


APRIL 28 


10:00 a.m. 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
to reform bankruptcy law provisions. 
SD-226 
2:30 p.m. 
Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the 
United States Agency for International 
Development. 
SD-192 
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APRIL 29 10:00 a.m. APRIL 30 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 2:00 p.m. 
9:30 a.m. Communications Subcommittee Judiciary 
Indian Affairs To hold hearings to examine satellite re- To hold hearings on S. 1645, to prohibit 
To resume hearings to examine Indian form, focusing on regulation policy and taking minors across State lines to 
gaming issues. deregulation. avoid laws requiring the involvement 
Room to be announced of parents in abortion decisions. 


SR-253 SD-226 
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SENATE—Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., and was 
called to order by the Honorable TIM 
HUTCHINSON, a Senator from the State 
of Arkansas. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Almighty God, life can be simply 
awful or awfully simple. Today, we 
choose the awfully simple but sublime 
secret of a great day: Your work, done 
on Your power, achieves Your results 
on Your timing. We reject the sim- 
plistic idea that things work out, and 
ask You, dear Lord, to work out things. 
Before us is a new day filled with more 
to do than we can accomplish on our 
own strength. You have given us the 
power of inspired imagination to envi- 
sion a day in which what is truly im- 
portant gets done. Help us to move ex- 
peditiously through today’s work, to 
listen to You and each other, and to 
make guided decisions. Pull our an- 
chors out of the mud of combative 
competition, lift our sails, and remind 
us that it is Your set of our sails, and 
not the gales, that determines where 
we will go. 

Lord, we believe that the work we 
will do this day is crucial for our Na- 
tion. This is the day You have given. 
We intend to live to the fullest with 
Your guidance, by Your power, and for 
Your glory. In the name of the Way, 
the Truth, and the Life. Amen. 


—— 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. THURMOND). 

The legislative clerk read the fol- 
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, April 28, 1998. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable TIM HUTCHINSON, a 
Senator from the State of Arkansas, to per- 
form the duties of the Chair. 

STROM THURMOND, 
President pro tempore. 


Mr. HUTCHINSON thereupon as- 
sumed the chair as Acting President 
pro tempore. 


——— u— 
RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The acting majority leader is rec- 
ognized. 


SCHEDULE 


Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, this 
morning the Senate will be in a period 
of morning business until 10:45 a.m. 
Following morning business, the Sen- 
ate will proceed to executive session to 
resume consideration of the treaty on 
NATO enlargement. Senator HARKIN 
will then be recognized to offer an 
amendment regarding U.S. costs. 

Under the previous order, there will 
be 2 hours equally divided for debate on 
the amendment. At 12:45 p.m., the Sen- 
ate will recess until 2:15 p.m., to allow 
the weekly party caucuses to meet. 

When the Senate reconvenes at 2:15, 
there will be 10 minutes of debate 
equally divided for closing remarks on 
the State Department Reauthorization 
Conference Report. Following that de- 
bate, at 2:25 p.m., the Senate will pro- 
ceed to the first of two stacked rollcall 
votes. The first vote will be on the 
adoption of the State Department Con- 
ference Report, to be immediately fol- 
lowed by a vote on or in relation to the 
Harkin amendment. Members should 
expect further rollcall votes through- 
out Tuesday’s session on amendments 
to NATO enlargement, or any other 
legislative or executive items cleared 
for action. 

I thank my colleagues for their at- 
tention. 


— 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

——— 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, there 
will now be a period for the transaction 
of morning business not to extend be- 
yond the hour of 10:45 a.m., with Sen- 
ators permitted to speak therein for up 
to 10 minutes each. 

Under the previous order, the Sen- 
ator from Maine is recognized to speak 
for up to 15 minutes. 

Ms. COLLINS. I thank the Chair. 

(The remarks of Ms. COLLINS and Mr. 
FEINGOLD pertaining to the introduc- 
tion of S. 1993 are located in today’s 
RECORD under “Statements on Intro- 
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.) 

Ms. COLLINS. If there is no other 
Senator seeking recognition, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. DORGAN. I ask unanimous con- 
sent to speak for 10 minutes in morn- 
ing business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator is recognized. 


— 
THE FEDERAL RESERVE 


Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, this 
morning the front page of the Wash- 
ington Post has an article that says, 
“Interest Rate Fears Drive Stocks 
Down.” The article makes the point 
that the Dow Jones average tumbled 
147 points yesterday. And John Berry, 
in the Post, who writes a fair amount 
about the Fed and about economic 
news, says the analysts on Wall Street 
indicate there was a strong concern by 
investors that the long-running bull 
market might be nearing a peak and 
that the Federal Reserve Board is look- 
ing at the potential of increasing inter- 
est rates. 

It is interesting to me that it is a 
front page story that the stock market 
is down 147 points. The fact is the Dow 
Jones industrial average is nearly 9,000. 
It is a stock market that has increased 
dramatically. We have had up days of 
70 points, 90 points, 120 points. It is not 
surprising that we will have downturns 
in the market of 140 points or more 
when you have a market that is over 
9,000 in the Dow Jones industrial aver- 
age. 

But what surprises me is the notion 
somehow that the Federal Reserve 
Board somewhere behind closed doors 
at a March 19 meeting indicated that, 
gee, they were concerned that the 
economy was growing too fast and that 
maybe American workers are making 
too much money. They are concerned 
that maybe too many people in this 
country are employed. 

There is no amount of good news that 
will not give the economists down in 
the Fed a bellyache for a week or two. 
There is no amount of good news that 
does not cause them great concern. 
“Gosh, the economy is doing well, so 
we better have a heartache about how 
well the economy is doing.” It is inter- 
esting to me that the Fed has been con- 
sistently wrong. I know there are peo- 
ple in this Chamber who will stand up 
and say, the Fed ought to be credited 
with the good economic news in this 
country. In fact, just the opposite is 
the case. 

The Fed has been consistently wrong 
about this economy. They indicated 
time after time after time that if un- 
employment ever went below 6 percent 
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we were going to be in huge trouble, we 
were going to see the new fires of infla- 
tion stoke up. Well, unemployment 
went below 6 percent and has stayed 
below 6 percent. We have not seen new 
waves of inflation. The Federal Reserve 
Board has just missed the fact that the 
global economy has put downward 
pressure on wages in this country. 

But having said that, the Federal Re- 
serve Board now has short-term inter- 
est rates higher than it ought to be, 
higher historically than it should be by 
a full half a percent. This means the 
prime rate is higher than it ought to be 
and higher than it historically would 
be given the rate of inflation of well 
over 1 percent at this point. Yet, they 
are talking about maybe increasing in- 
terest rates down at the Federal Re- 
serve Board. 

What on Earth can they be thinking? 
I mean, if the job of the Federal Re- 
serve Board is to simply slow down the 
economy, my uncle can do that. There 
are five or six people in my hometown 
who can do that. We do not have to pay 
them a lot of money to do that. What 
can they be thinking? Too many people 
are working? We are starting to see 
maybe some increases in some salaries 
at the bottom of the economic scale? 

I would say to the Federal Reserve 
Board, if you have a lot of time on your 
hands, take off those gray coats you 
wear from those gray suits you wear to 
work every day and start thinking 
about bank mergers. Maybe start 
thinking of what the CEOs make at the 
top—not workers at the bottom, and 
wonder what it does to the economy. 

The Fed should be talking about the 
biggest bank mergers in the history of 
this country. What does it mean for 
consumers that all of the biggest banks 
of this country are getting together 
and deciding there is so much romance 
going on in the financial industry and 
they would like to marry up? 

The Federal Reserve keeps a list 
down there called the ‘‘too-big-to-fail”’ 
list. That is a list of the biggest banks 
in the country that will never be al- 
lowed to fail because the consequences 
of their failure would be too cata- 
strophic for the economy. So they have 
the too-big-to-fail list. 

As more and more banks merge, of 
course, that list gets bigger, and it 
means the risks of the merger will be 
borne by the American taxpayer. So 
this monopoly game played by Amer- 
ican giants passes off its risk to the 
American taxpayer. 

So I say to the Federal Reserve 
Board, if you have lots of time on your 
hands, don’t sit around scratching your 
heads and increasing interest rates, 
when the short-term Federal funds rate 
is already higher than is justified, 
given the rate of inflation. Start think- 
ing about what these bank mergers do 
to the American economy. Start ask- 
ing yourself why—if you keep a list 
that is called ‘‘too-big-to-fail,’’ why in 
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this economy do family farmers out 
there face a risk of serious financial 
problems right now? And they seem to 
be, in the eyes of the Fed, and others, 
too small to matter? Why is it that 
some are too big to fail and others, who 
are critical of this country’s success, 
somehow too small to matter? 

I would just say to the Fed—when I 
read this story this morning, I won- 
dered again about those we hire to do 
monetary policy and who think about 
economic policy. What they can be 
thinking about when they suggest—and 
have now for about 3 years—that any 
good economic news in this country is 
somehow a step backwards. 

I just ask the Fed to understand this 
economy is doing quite well, notwith- 
standing the Fed’s advice. And there is 
no justification—none—for this Federal 
Reserve Board to be considering in- 
creasing interest rates. 

The Federal funds rate at the mo- 
ment is historically higher than it 
should be, given the rate of inflation. If 
they take any action at the Fed, it 
ought to be to decrease the Federal 
funds rate to where it ought to be, 
given the current rate of inflation 
which, incidentally, is almost non- 
existent. 


— 
THE AGENDA OF THE SENATE 


Mr. DORGAN. Now, Mr. President, 
just a couple final points. 

The agenda of the Senate—I was 
talking here about the agenda of the 
Federal Reserve Board, something I do 
not control. I guess the same is prob- 
ably true with respect to the agenda of 
the Senate, because the majority lead- 
er controls the agenda of the Senate. 
He determines what to bring to the 
floor of the Senate for debate, and the 
agenda for the U.S. Senate is a very 
important agenda. 

In front of us in the coming weeks I 
hope will be the following pieces of leg- 
islation, some of which are already 
very, very late. The so-called highway 
bill or ISTEA bill which is very impor- 
tant. It should have been passed last 
year. It is now in conference. We need 
to get that and get it done. It is impor- 
tant for this country, an investment of 
roads and infrastructure. 

The tobacco bill. We have just passed 
a tobacco bill out of the Senate Com- 
merce Committee. It should be ready 
to come to the floor of the Senate. I 
hope it is done sooner rather than 
later. A supplemental disaster bill— 
that bill has been passed for some 
while, and the Senate is now in con- 
ference. In fact, I am a conferee. We 
will have a conference at 2 o’clock this 
afternoon. That ought to be done. 
There is no excuse, especially with re- 
spect to the disaster funds, for further 
delay. That ought not sit there wait- 
ing. This Congress has a responsibility 
to get that work done and bring it to 
the floor of the Senate. 
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Another important issue that we 
want brought to the floor of the Senate 
as soon as possible is the Patients Bill 
of Rights, which deals with managed 
care and the abuses that are occurring 
in managed care in this country. 

Those are just a handful of bills we 
want to be brought to the Senate floor 
soon. Some of them have already been 
through the Senate and have been lan- 
guishing in conference. The highway 
bill, for example, the supplemental dis- 
aster bill, others, need to come to the 
floor so we can make some progress on 
them. 

I ask the majority leader and all oth- 
ers on both sides of the aisle in the 
Senate that we do our work and do it 
on time and tell the American people 
that things like investment in infra- 
structure, building roads, repairing 
bridges, and the kind of things done in 
this important highway bill get done 
on time. They were supposed to have 
been done last year. It is now getting 
towards May of this year. It is in con- 
ference. A very, very important piece 
of legislation. I hope it is brought to 
the floor of the Senate soon. 

One more point. The tobacco legisla- 
tion is very important. Some, I know, 
want to stall on that legislation, but 
we reported it out of the Commerce 
Committee under the leadership of 
Senator McCAIN. That piece of legisla- 
tion, I think, because of the short year 
that we were involved with that piece 
of legislation, should be brought to the 
floor of the Senate as soon as possible. 
The later that it is brought to the floor 
of the Senate, the less likely it is that 
Congress will get its work done on the 
tobacco bill. I ask the majority leader, 
bring the tobacco bill to the floor of 
the U.S. Senate, and let’s get it done. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB- 
ERTS). Under the previous order, the 
hour of 10 a.m. having arrived, the Sen- 
ator from Indiana, Mr. COATS, is recog- 
nized to speak for up to 45 minutes. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

(The remarks of Mr. Coats, Mr. 
ABRAHAM, Mr. SANTORUM, and Mr. 
BROWNBACK pertaining to the introduc- 
tion of S. 1994 are located in today’s 
RECORD under Statements on Intro- 
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.’’) 


CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 
—— 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT- 
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC- 
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY, 
AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the privilege order, the Senate will now 
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go into executive session to resume 
consideration of Executive Calendar 
No. 16, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Treaty Document No. 105-36, Protocols to 
the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949 on Acces- 
sion of Poland, Hungary and the Czech Re- 
public. 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the treaty. 

Pending: 

Kyl amendment No. 2310, to establish prin- 
ciples of policy of the United States toward 
the Strategic Concept of NATO. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the hour of 10:45 
having arrived, the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Iowa, Mr. HARKIN, is recog- 
nized to offer an amendment on which 
there shall be 2 hours of debate equally 
divided. 

The Senator from Iowa is recognized. 
EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO, 2312 
(Purpose: To limit any United States subsidy 
of the national expenses of Poland, Hun- 
gary, or the Czech Republic in meeting its 

NATO commitments) 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I send 
my amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] pro- 
poses an executive amendment numbered 
2312. 


Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 


In section 3(2)(A), strike “and” at the end 
of clause (10. 

In section 3(2)(A), strike (ii)“ and insert 
(iv)“. 

In section 302) A), insert after clause (ii) 
the following: 

(iii) any future United States subsidy of 
the national expenses of Poland, Hungary, or 
the Czech Republic to meet its NATO com- 
mitments, including the assistance described 
in subparagraph (C), may not exceed 25 per- 
cent of all assistance provided to that coun- 
try by all NATO members. 

At the end of section 3(2), insert the fol- 
lowing new subparagraph: 

(C) ADDITIONAL UNITED STATES ASSISTANCE 
DESCRIBED.—The assistance referred to in 
subparagraph (A)(ili) includes 

G) Foreign Military Financing under the 
Arms Export Control Act; 

(ii) transfers of excess defense articles 
under section 516 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961; 

(iii) Emergency Drawdowns; 

(iv) no-cost leases of United States equip- 
ment; 

(v) the subsidy cost of loan guarantees and 
other contingent liabilities under subchapter 
VI of chapter 148 of title 10, United States 
Code; and 

(vi) international military education and 
training under chapter 5 of part II of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. 


Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I will 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume for opening comments and then 
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reserve some time for others on the 
amendment. 

Mr. President, we are, as the Senate 
and the country now know, debating 
the issue of whether or not the Senate 
will advise and consent to the Presi- 
dent’s signature on a proposal to bring 
three more nations into the North At- 
lantic Treaty Organization. 

While I was not present yesterday in 
this Chamber, I did watch some of the 
debate that unfolded yesterday, and I 
think the debate is taking a good 
course of action. The debate yesterday 
was a good debate. I hope that the de- 
bate today will continue along those 
lines. In other words, what I mean by 
that is not just people giving a speech 
and then walking off the floor but 
where we can actually engage one an- 
other in asking and answering ques- 
tions about the implications of the 
NATO treaty. 

So I hope that will be the course of 
action during the Senate’s responsi- 
bility to advise and consent here. 

Mr. President, I want to make some 
extended remarks about the whole pic- 
ture of NATO expansion, but I will just 
talk very briefly right now about the 
amendment I sent to the desk. 

Basically, I think one of the most im- 
portant issues facing us on NATO ex- 
pansion is what it is going to cost, 
what it will cost the taxpayers of this 
country. So what I have sent to the 
desk is an amendment that will hope- 
fully clear this up a little bit and pro- 
vide for an accurate accounting of all 
of the expenses incident to the expan- 
sion of the North Atlantic Treaty Or- 
ganization. And I will have more to say 
about that a little bit later. 

Concerns about the extension of our 
military obligations—and let’s again be 
frank about this; NATO is a military 
alliance—have been voiced by Senators 
and interest groups, academics across 
the political spectrum, and when the 
voices expressing caution include Re- 
publicans and Democrats and progres- 
sives and conservatives, libertarians 
and others, such a diverse opposition 
may be a sign that we ought to really 
act very deliberately and delibera- 
tively on this issue. So I am glad the 
debate has finally begun, and as I said, 
I am delighted with the course of ac- 
tion in the debate. 

At the outset, I hope the Senate 
would not simply rubber stamp this 
bill that we have before us. We have a 
constitutional responsibility to both 
advise and consent on treaties. This is 
a responsibility that is taken seriously 
by every Senator and ought to because, 
as you know, under our Constitution a 
treaty overrides the Constitution. So 
anytime we advise and consent on a 
treaty, we are advising and consenting 
on a document that basically overrides 
much of our Constitution. So we have 
to be very careful about this. 

There are important issues to con- 
sider in NATO expansion— 
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burdensharing, command and coordina- 
tion, responses to real and perceived 
threats, even the basic questions of 
mission and scope of the organization 
itself. They are not simple questions 
that lend themselves to a simple, sound 
bite debate. These questions and their 
answers will shape for better or worse 
our defense and foreign policy options 
for decades to come. 

There is no doubt that NATO has 
been one of the greatest military alli- 
ance success stories in our Nation's 
history. And, again, at the outset we 
have to ask the question. Here is an or- 
ganization founded in 1949 shortly after 
the end of the Second World War—the 
Second World War in this century— 
when 12 countries signed the North At- 
lantic treaty to establish the military 
alliance known as NATO. 

Now, let’s face it. The reason for 
NATO was the Soviet Union. The rea- 
son for being in that alliance, and also 
to preserve the nations of Europe to- 
gether, was to preclude any possibility 
of cross-border excursions by European 
countries. The treaty had as its goal 
“to unite their efforts for collective de- 
fense and the preservation of peace and 
security in Europe.” 

Four nations have been added. Spain, 
the most recent, joined in 1982. So, 
again, it has been a success. It has kept 
the peace in Europe for nearly 50 years, 
both by deterring aggression by the 
Warsaw Pact and by encouraging co- 
operation between its members. 

I must say, due to the commitment 
of its members and the leadership of 
the United States, NATO has largely 
fulfilled the reason for its very birth— 
the demise of the Soviet Union. So we 
have to, I think, at the outset, say, if 
something was born because of the So- 
viet Union and it has succeeded, what, 
then, are the reasons not only for con- 
tinuing it but for expanding it? And, 
subsequently, are there better and 
other ways in which we can fulfill 
other goals, such as democracy, eco- 
nomic progress, market-based econo- 
mies, and integration of the countries 
of Europe into one economic entity? 

So, what role will NATO play in a 
new century? And what is the cost 
going to be in financial terms? And 
what is the cost going to be in other 
less tangible areas, like the potential 
for strained relations with nonmember 
nations? Or what will the cost be in a 
dangerous rollback, perhaps, of nuclear 
arms control and nonproliferation 
progress made since the end of the cold 
war? 

By the administration’s own admis- 
sion, Enlargement will take place in a 
European security environment in 
which there is no current threat of 
large-scale conventional aggression 
and where any such threat would take 
years to develop.” This is from the ad- 
ministration’s own admission. There is 
no current threat and any threat would 
take years to develop. In response to 
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questions from many Senators, the ad- 
ministration reiterated this point when 
they wrote, Current members and pro- 
spective new members face no immi- 
nent threat of attack.” 

This seems to be one of the few issues 
on NATO expansion where we can find 
wide consensus. There is no large-scale 
external threat, including Russia. They 
just don’t exist. The administration's 
expectation for the role of an expanded 
NATO include: 

No. 1, helping to deter future threats; 
No. 2, expanding our collective defense 
capabilities to respond to both tradi- 
tional and nontraditional security 
challenges; and, No. 3, helping to sup- 
port and stabilize emerging democ- 
racies. I agree that these are goals that 
the United States should pursue. They 
are worthwhile goals. But again I ask, 
is NATO the proper framework in 
which to accomplish these goals? 

Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Re- 
public have legitimate concerns about 
protecting their borders and their na- 
tional sovereignty. After all, they per- 
severed through a century of invasions 
and decades of outside control by a 
large and powerful neighbor. But, 
again, let me also say that I remember 
when I happened to be in Moscow 
shortly after the Berlin Wall came 
down and the Soviet Union was break- 
ing up, I remember one of the Russian 
Members of the Duma telling me that, 
“You think you were the victims of the 
Soviet Union. You think Europe was 
the victim of the Soviet Union,” he 
said. “We Russians were the biggest 
victims of the Communist Soviet 
Union.”’ 

So we have to think about it in that 
context also; of Russia, and of them 
coming out from underneath the yoke 
of a Soviet Communist empire. Think 
about Russia, also, in terms of its his- 
tory, when it has gone, also, through a 
century of invasions and decades of 
control by a power not necessarily of 
Russian being. 

I learned a lot about what countries 
in this region had endured. Last year I 
attended the dedication of the National 
Czech and Slovak Museum in Cedar 
Rapids, IA. 

It is interesting. I was there with 
President Clinton and Ambassador 
Madeleine Albright, who was then-Am- 
bassador to the United Nations, Presi- 
dent Vaclav Havel of the Czech Repub- 
lic, and President Kovac of the Repub- 
lic of Slovakia. 

Again, these people of these nations 
have shown a commitment and resil- 
ience to the democratic ideals during 
the economic and political transition. 
They are working in concert with the 
community of nations and peace- 
keeping operations in Bosnia, in Iraq 
also. I want to commend and recognize 
their efforts. That is all well and good. 
But is that a reason to expand NATO? 

Iam not convinced it is the most ap- 
propriate vehicle that we can use to 
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get the goals of security, stability, po- 
litical reform, and economic integra- 
tion with the West sought by these 
newly free countries. 

I am really worried we are buying 
into a mentality that has its roots in 
the cold war, and not the mentality 
that is looking ahead to the next cen- 
tury. Yes, it is true that Europe has 
sustained decades, almost a century, of 
warfare, invasions, domination and op- 
pression by the people of Eastern Eu- 
rope. This approach to foreign policy 
would be appropriate if the world cli- 
mate was similar to what it was, say, 
before World War II. But the world has 
changed. 

To those who say that, well, we can 
have another cross-border invasion by 
a country in Europe against another 
country, even the administration ad- 
mits this is not going to happen. This 
would not happen for years. It would 
take years for anything like this to de- 
velop. You are not about to see any 
headlines exclaiming that Russian 
troops are marching toward Poland or 
Czechoslovakia. 

The czars are gone. The Third Reich 
is gone. Germany is united as a democ- 
racy. Again, we need to reorient our- 
selves to the realities of the 21st cen- 
tury where the security threats are not 
czars and Hitlers and people like that, 
but are more likely to be rogue na- 
tions, international terrorists, and, as 
we have seen again in Europe, internal 
ethnic clashes. 

For example, the security threat of 
most concern to Europe now is Bosnia 
and Kosovo. There is also the so-called 
nontraditional threat—terrorism, 
chemical, biological weapons. Again, 
we need to consider, is NATO the best 
way to deal with these challenges? But 
my primary concern now, and with this 
amendment, is the cost. 

In February of 1997, the administra- 
tion estimated the total cost of be- 
tween $27 to $35 billion, of which the 
U.S. share would be $1.5 to $2 billion. 

In December, NATO released their 
own study with the astonishingly low 
total cost estimate of $1.5 billion. Well, 
then the Clinton administration re- 
vised their initial projections down to 
reflect the NATO estimate of $1.5 bil- 
lion. 

Some would argue that comparing 
these numbers is like comparing apples 
and oranges—I heard that—because of 
the different assumptions and sce- 
narios. But I would argue that is ex- 
actly the point. We do not have any 
consensus or concrete ideas on what 
posture NATO will take in the future 
and at what cost. 

I have a chart here that shows basi- 
cally the varying cost estimates so we 
get an idea of just how widely diver- 
gent they are. NATO, as I said, esti- 
mates $1.5 billion. The Clinton admin- 
istration initially, as I said, came in 
last year—a year ago—at $27 to $35 bil- 
lion. Now the administration says it is 
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$1.5 billion. They just picked up the 
NATO estimate. CBO has given us a 
range of $21 to $125 billion. The Rand 
Corporation says it is $10 to $110 bil- 
lion. 

As I said, the first Clinton adminis- 
tration estimate was $27 billion to $35 
billion—to $1.5 billion. So we go from 
$1.5 billion to $125 billion. 

Where is it? How much of this will 
the U.S. taxpayers have to pick up? 
The GAO issued a report late last fall, 
the title of which explains my concerns 
and the reason for this amendment. It 
says, NATO Enlargement Cost Impli- 
cations for the United States Remain 
Unclear.” 

Now, much of the uncertainty is be- 
cause—a quote from the GAO report— 
“It will not be until June of 1998 that 
NATO will make decisions about 
whether or how much to increase the 
common budgets which would then be 
shared among current and new mem- 
bers. Until this has been done, the im- 
plications for the U.S. contributions to 
NATO’s common budgets will be un- 
clear.” 

Now, again, this is one reason why 
several other Senators and I asked for 
a delay in voting on NATO expansion. 
I felt and some others felt that we 
should have delayed this until this 
summer. We are not going to get this 
NATO estimate until at least June of 
this year. So why should we be voting 
on a blank check for the American tax- 
payer before we have the data? What is 
the rush? Why could we not wait until 
this summer until we get the NATO de- 
cisions on how much they want to in- 
crease their common budgets? 

The same GAO report went on to dis- 
cuss the financing for commonly fund- 
ed items, such as the needed infrastruc- 
ture to send reinforcements to new al- 
lies in times of crisis, communications 
systems, or interoperability with 
NATO’s air defense system. None has 
been agreed to yet. None of it has been 
agreed upon yet. 

Again, from the GAO report: Wheth- 
er they will be financed within existing 
budgets or by increasing the size of 
NATO's common budgets will not be 
determined until June of 1998.” 

That is from the GAO report. 

I am hopeful that the managers of 
the bill would engage with us in dis- 
cussing why we would go ahead with 
this before we have this data that 
NATO will come up with in June of 
1998. So that is a missing piece of the 
puzzle right there. 

Another piece of the puzzle we are 
missing is how new members are to ad- 
dress their military shortfalls. The 
countries’ force goals will not be set 
again until this spring. In other words, 
we are without a plan to address the 
force goals and the price tag associated 
with it. 

Again, I and others are uncomfort- 
able signing the American taxpayers’ 
names to a potentially ballooning 
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blank check, so that is a second part of 
this puzzle that I believe is missing. 

The GAO concluded that while DOD’s 
key assumptions were reasonable, their 
“cost estimates“ are speculative. 
“NATO enlargement could entail costs 
in addition to those included in DOD’s 
estimate, including costs for assistance 
to enhance the PFP or other bilateral 
assistance for countries not invited to 
join NATO in July 1997.” 

So, in other words, it is not just 
those countries invited to join. What 
about the cost for assistance and other 
vital assistance for all of the other 
countries not invited to join in July 
1997? 

Mr. BIDEN. Would the Senator yield? 

Mr. HARKIN. I would be delighted to 
yield. 

Mr. BIDEN. Wouldn’t the Senator ac- 
knowledge the example he just gave 
has nothing to do with any commit- 
ment that is being undertaken by the 
expansion of NATO now? It is unre- 
lated. We may or may not through the 
program which the opponents of expan- 
sion constantly point to—the Partner- 
ship for Peace, as what we should have 
stuck with—we may or may not do 
that. But passage of the expansion of 
NATO for these three countries in no 
way affects the point of whether or not 
we give assistance to Romania or we 
give assistance to any other country 
questioned. Is that not correct? 

Mr. HARKIN. Well—— 

Mr. BIDEN. I respectfully suggest the 
answer is yes. 

Mr. HARKIN. Well, wait a second. I 
do not think the answer is yes. What 
GAO said is NATO enlargement could 
entail costs in addition to those coun- 
tries in the Partnership for Peace, for 
example, others who may not be in- 
vited to NATO but because of the en- 
largement of NATO there may be other 
costs incidental and associated with it. 
That is what they are saying. 

Does the Senator say absolutely 
there will be no other costs associated 
to PFP countries when NATO is en- 
larged? 

Mr. BIDEN. If the Senator will yield, 
the answer is I am saying there is no 
obligation we undertake. The Senator 
sits on the Appropriations Committee. 
The Senator will have to make an indi- 
vidual judgment as each of the items 
come before him whether he wishes to 
do it. 

For example, we are going to have, 
and right now the President has sent 
up within the last 3 months a request 
for additional equipment for Turkey, 
additional military equipment for 
Greece. Now, they have nothing to do 
with our common budget in NATO, 
zero. 

Now, the Senator sits on the Appro- 
priations Committee. He can come to 
the floor, and on foreign military sales 
of those countries, he can say no, we 
don’t want to do that, and we can vote 
against it. It is irrelevant. It has noth- 
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ing to do with whether or not Poland is 
a member of NATO or the Czech Repub- 
lic is a member of NATO. 

What the Defense Department means, 
I respectfully suggest, is the following; 
that with NATO, with the additional 
three countries in NATO, we may con- 
clude that our defenses would be fur- 
ther enhanced, bilaterally enhanced, 
U.S. interests enhanced if we gave 
more money, more for military sales to 
Romania or to the Baltics or some- 
where else. But it has nothing to do— 
nothing to do, zero—with whether or 
not we expand NATO. Zero, nothing. 

The Senator from Virginia is on the 
floor, a strong opponent of expansion. 
He knows that the Armed Services 
Committee has no obligation to send 
foreign military sales which we sub- 
sidize to Greece or Turkey, yet he 
votes for it. But it has nothing to do 
with NATO, zero. Nothing to do with 
NATO, zero. It is not part of NATO’s 
common budget, common budget. 

The only thing, I respectfully suggest 
to my colleague, that we are commit- 
ting ourselves to with the expansion of 
NATO is that we will continue to par- 
ticipate roughly 25 percent of the cost 
of the common budget of NATO. The 
things that the DOD referenced and 
what my friend from Iowa is talking 
about have zero to do with the common 
budget. 

There is a chart here, “budget cost- 
sharing formula, in percentage of total 
NATO common budget.“ I will later in 
the day go into great detail, because I 
think one of the great misnomers here 
is how the NATO is funded. I am not 
speaking to my friend from Iowa, who 
knows this area very well because he 
serves on the Appropriations Com- 
mittee. But many of us who do not 
serve on the Appropriations Committee 
or Armed Services Committee don’t 
necessarily understand the details of 
how the NATO budget is constructed. 
There are three common budgets. I will 
not go into it now. But they are the 
things that all 16 NATO nations reach 
into their pockets and pay for. They 
are not the national budgets. 

The national budget, my friend on 
the authorizing committee—both my 
friends stand here on the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee—in the national budg- 
et we decide whether or not out of our 
military budget we are going to help 
Greece beyond the common budget, 
whether we are going to help Turkey 
beyond the common budget, whether 
we are going to help Chile beyond the 
common budget, whether we will spend 
money in Korea beyond, and it has 
nothing to do with the common budget 
of NATO. 

So what happens here is we are tak- 
ing great big apples and putting them 
in baskets of small oranges. We talk 
about mixing apples and oranges. The 
reason why the numbers, which I will 
go into in great detail later, range 
from $125 billion to $1.5 billion is that 
we are counting the wrong things. 
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So the issue here, and we will get a 
chance to talk about this in detail, 
what is NATO’s—and I know my friend 
from Virginia knows this well—what is 
the common budget of NATO? And 
what are we committing ourselves to 
spend in addition to what we are now 
spending on the common budget of 
NATO because these three countries 
are going to be added—if they are 
added, if we prevail? 

So, that is the issue. With all due re- 
spect, my friend is mixing apples and 
oranges here when he refers to the DOD 
saying we might in the future decide to 
spend more money. It has nothing to 
do with any obligation we are taking 
on as a consequence of expanding 
NATO. 

I thank my colleague. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. HARKIN. I would like to respond, 
but I yield to the Senator from Vir- 
ginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Iowa controls the time and 
the time has been running on his side. 

Mr. HARKIN. I had 1 hour. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Correct; 
the Senator has 35 minutes remaining. 

Mr. HARKIN. I yield to the Senator 
from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank my distin- 
guished colleague. 

First, I want to say what a pleasure 
it is to sit and listen to a well-informed 
presentation on a very important 
amendment. Indeed, I will, in the 
course of the day, engage in another 
detailed colloquy with my friend on 
this. 

I point out when you mention the 
Armed Services Committee, author- 
izing committee, I think the Senator 
should reconsider. It is your com- 
mittee, the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, that authorizes the level of as- 
sistance on matters like this, as op- 
posed to the Armed Services Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. BIDEN. That is correct. 

Mr. WARNER. A small matter, but I 
wanted to make 

Mr. BIDEN. We are so accustomed to 
other committees stealing our jurisdic- 
tion that it was a slip of the tongue. 

Mr. WARNER. It is well-taken. At 
every opportunity the Armed Services 
Committee will do that. 

Your question is correct, but I say to 
my good friend that while there is no 
fixed-in-law obligation for an increased 
contribution on behalf of the United 
States to these three potential new 
members, there is, indeed, a moral, and 
it seems to me that that moral obliga- 
tion will come into play very strongly. 
If for any reason their economies can- 
not support their quotient of final 
costs allocated among the three, I am 
certain the United States would be a 
participant in picking it up. 

Mr. BIDEN. On my time, if I may re- 
spond, if I can take 3 minutes—and I 
guess it is not just my time but the 
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time controlled by the majority here— 
if I can have 3 minutes to respond. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I say to 
my friend, one of the things the Armed 
Services Committee has been very jeal- 
ous of, rightfully so, even though for- 
eign military sales fall within the For- 
eign Relations Committee purview, 
when we argued in the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee, some of us, against 
some foreign military sales, the Armed 
Services Committee members and staff 
have often come to us and said, Joe, 
do you know what you are doing?” If 
you don’t let Lockheed or Marietta 
Martin sell that particular item sub- 
sidized to the Germans or to the 
Greeks or to the Spaniards or to whom- 
ever, do you know what you are doing? 
You are just subsidizing the French be- 
cause they will sell them a Mirage; 
they will sell this, they will sell that. 

When we make these judgments on 
foreign military sales, they are judg- 
ments that are not only made in terms 
of what we believe to be our security 
interest, but when we fail to partici- 
pate in that, we find that we lose part 
of our infrastructure because we find 
that, as a lecture I received many 
times on the floor from Armed Services 
Committee members, we lose the com- 
petitive advantage to those foreign 
military sales merchants in France, in 
England, wherever else. 

So what we are talking about is the 
independent judgment of whether or 
not we may, in the future conclude, as 
we have in the past, that in addition to 
our contribution to the common mili- 
tary budget, in order to keep peace in 
the Aegean, we have supplied in addi- 
tion to that common NATO budget, we 
have supplied additional moneys or 
subsidies to Greece or to Turkey or 
Denmark. We have done it for almost 
all of the 15 members. 

What the amendment of my friend 
here would do is something revolu- 
tionary. It would say that we will rede- 
fine what NATO’s common budget is as 
it relates to the United States. We now 
would have to include as part of the 
economic budget any of the following: 
foreign military financing under the 
Arms Control Export Act, transfers of 
excess defense articles, emergency 
drawdowns or no-cost leases of U.S. 
equipment or subsidies or loan guaran- 
tees, which would in effect give veto 
power over our interests with the other 
15 NATO nations. The reason we give a 
veto power is because if we draw down, 
if we have to draw down from a 25 per- 
cent foreign military sales, we can’t 
then pay our common budget that is 
owed to NATO because we have agreed. 
If we don’t do that, then NATO says 
“Woe, woe, you are not engaging in 
cost sharing.” And that, in turn, means 
that they can veto whether or not as a 
practical matter we decide it is in our 
national interest to sell Cobra heli- 
copters to the Greeks. My time is up. 
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Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I think 
the Senator is making my point. My 
friend from Delaware is making my 
point. We are limited to 25 percent of 
the common budgets. All of the cost es- 
timates we keep hearing about only 
deal with the common budgets. We 
don’t talk about the national budget. 
What my amendment says is what is 
good for one side ought to be good for 
the other. We are not mixing the two. 
We are applying a good, sound prin- 
ciple. If 25 percent is good for the com- 
mon budgets, it ought to be good for 
the national budgets. That is what my 
amendment says. It says to the Amer- 
ican people, look, you are right, we 
don’t know what it is going to cost us 
in the future. The Senator just stated 
that. He said that we don’t know what 
it may cost us in the future. 

What this amendment says is that at 
no time will the portion of the national 
budgets of these countries or any other 
new members of NATO be more than 25 
percent, so that if some cost comes in 
at $10 billion, our share, the share of 
the American people, will be no more 
than 25 percent. The other nations of 
NATO will have to kick in their pro- 
portionate share, also. 

That is why I drafted this amend- 
ment. People don’t understand the dif- 
ference between the common budgets 
and the national budgets. We keep 
hearing from the Clinton administra- 
tion that this is only going to cost us 
$400 million—as I pointed out, we al- 
ready promised as much as $1.069 bil- 
lion in loans and subsidies to Eastern 
and Central Europe—because they are 
talking about the common budgets, not 
about the national budgets of these 
countries. The Senator from Delaware 
is exactly right. My amendment seeks 
to say that no more than 25 percent of 
those would be paid for by the Amer- 
ican taxpayers. I would think the Sen- 
ator would support that. 

Mr. BIDEN. If the Senator will yield. 
He wants written into law in the pas- 
sage of the amendment to the Wash- 
ington treaty a commitment that the 
United States national budget will now 
and forever not exceed 25 percent of all 
the money we decide to spend in the 
European theater. I can't imagine the 
Senator from Virginia supporting that. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, with all 
due respect, I don't think the Senator 
read my amendment. 

Mr. BIDEN. I have read it in detail. 

Mr. HARKIN. It is talking about the 
subsidy. It is not talking about what 
we spend ourselves in terms of our own 
military. It is talking about what sub- 
sidy we provide to these countries. 

Mr. BIDEN. Is that not out of our na- 
tional budget? Is that not out of our 
national defense budget? 
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Mr. HARKIN. Yes, out of our tax- 
payer dollars, subsidies to those coun- 
tries. But it has nothing to do with our 
military expenditures for our nation’s 
forces stationed in Europe. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, it clearly 
does. It says that if we want to “take 
a tank off the shelf,” as they say, 
which comes right now out of the De- 
fense Department budget, and we want 
to give that tank to Turkey, or to 
Greece, or to Germany, it says that 
tank can’t be given if in fact we have 
already met our obligation of 25 per- 
cent under the common budget because 
it would exceed 25 percent. So he is 
limiting—limiting in perpetuity—the 
amount of money we can spend out of 
our national budget. 

Look, this is apples and oranges 
again. We say with NATO, here is the 
deal: We are going to pay 25 percent of 
all the moneys that directly relate to 
NATO. We do not say we are only going 
to keep 25 percent of the total amount 
of money we spent at 25 percent if, in 
addition, we decide we want to help, as 
we have over the last 30 years, Greece. 
If this had been the law in the last 20 
years, the military aid that we have 
given to Greece and Turkey would have 
eaten up our share of what we agreed 
to do in the common budget. So in 
Aviano, Italy, the national budget of 
the country of Italy pays for that Air 
Force base. But if we are going to build 
a runway to land NATO planes on, or 
Italy comes back and says, wait a 
minute, even though that is on an 
Italian air base for which we pay for all 
the infrastructure, if you want to 
lengthen the runway to accommodate 
NATO planes, the other 15 members of 
NATO have to kick in to pay for it. If 
it costs $10 to extend the runway, we 
take out $2.50 and pay the 25 percent. 
But if we have already given $2.50 off 
the shelf to Greece, we don’t have any 
money, we are prohibited by law from 
being able to do this. 

This is hamstringing our national de- 
fense budget, unrelated to NATO. It is 
a little like my saying that we are not 
going to spend anymore money on edu- 
cation than what we now spend on title 
VII. So if we want to pass, as I do, and 
did, the subsidy for IRAs for private 
schools, that would have to come out 
of the ceiling for all title VII, which 
was a billion dollars. We would have to 
find $300 million out of that billion dol- 
lars, which means you don’t have 
enough money to meet the obligation 
you have agreed to, separate and apart 
for decisions independent of NATO con- 
siderations. You know, the rest of 
NATO has not wanted to support 
Greece. We stepped in and said, OK, 
notwithstanding that NATO doesn’t 
want to support Greece beyond the 
NATO common budget, we are going to 
step in and give them the following 
subsidies, or the following military 
equipment off our shelf, out of our na- 
tional budget, out of our pocket. 
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Now, if we deal with any NATO na- 
tion, and we conclude that we want to 
engage in foreign military sales with 
them, unrelated to NATO, if we want 
to convince the French—which we 
never could—to stop flying Mirage air- 
craft in their national air force and fly 
F-15s, we could not do that. And so this 
is a profound change in national de- 
fense policy that, with all due respect, 
has nothing to do with NATO. If you 
want to cap all U.S. spending as it re- 
lates from the Euros to the Atlantic at 
25 percent, fine, do it; but understand 
that you are making a profound foreign 
policy judgment that has nothing to do 
with whether or not Poland, the Czech 
Republic, and Hungary are members of 
NATO. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I will 
get back to this amendment. I respect- 
fully suggest that the Senator from 
Delaware, again, is making my point in 
two ways. What the Senator from Dela- 
ware has said is that the costs of the 
taxpayers of this country are going to 
increase in the future. We don’t know 
how much, but that is what he said. It 
is going to increase. Listen carefully— 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, with all 
due respect, I did not say it is going to 
increase. It would be up to the Senate 
and the Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. HARKIN. After a treaty is 
signed. And keep in mind, treaties 
override the Constitution of the United 
States. Once those decisions are made, 
we are going to have to meet, as the 
Senator from Virginia said, our moral 
obligations. 

Mr. BIDEN. Moral obligations—— 

Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator will let 
me finish, I never interrupted him. 

Mr. BIDEN. The Senator is correct. I 
apologize. 

Mr. HARKIN. Again, I think the ar- 
guments, if I might respectfully say so, 
of the Senator from Delaware are argu- 
ments that we would have heard on the 
Senate floor in the 1950s and the 1960s 
and the 1970s. The Senator’s arguments 
pertain to a world that no longer exists 
in Europe. The Senator talks about 
Greece, that if this amendment had 
been in effect 30 years ago, 40 years 
ago, we could not have done in Greece 
what we did. The Senator is right. But 
this is not 40 years ago. 

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HARKIN. I yield to the Senator 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thought I 
heard the distinguished Senator say 
that treaties override the Constitution 
of the United States. 

Mr. HARKIN. Portions. 

Mr. BYRD. Did I hear him correctly? 

Mr. HARKIN. Portions. 

Mr. BYRD. No, treaties don’t over- 
ride the Constitution of the United 
States. Under the Constitution, trea- 
ties are a part of the law of the land, 
the supreme law of the land. They 
don’t override the Constitution of the 
United States. 
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Mr. HARKIN. I will not argue con- 
stitutional principles with the Senator 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. I hope the Senator will 
take that out of his written speech. 

Mr. HARKIN. I will not argue con- 
stitutional principles with the Senator 
from West Virginia, I know that. But 
treaties under—I forget the article— 
treaties become the law of the land. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes; but they don’t over- 
ride the Constitution. 

Mr. HARKIN. Under the Constitu- 
tion, they become the law of the land. 

Mr. BYRD. They become part of the 
supreme law of the land. I thank the 
Senator for yielding. 

Mr. HARKIN. I appreciate the correc- 
tion of the Senator from West Virginia. 

Back to my point; the Senator from 
Delaware is right. If this amendment 
had been in effect 40 years ago, we 
couldn't have been in Greece. But that 
was during the cold war. That is when 
we were facing the Soviet Union. That 
is when we were facing, if I might say 
to the Senator from Delaware, facing a 
Europe that was on its knees, busted, 
broke, basically decapitated from 
World War II. There is no way that 
they could have done it on their own. 
That is why I say with this whole 
NATO argument that it just seems to 
me we are arguing about a world that 
existed 50 years ago. The Senator from 
Delaware in his impassioned pleas is 
arguing for a situation that no longer 
exists. Europe is powerful. Europe is 
wealthy, and the nations’ GNPs are 
going up. There is no Soviet Union. 
There is no external threat like Greece 
was facing. Europe has been rebuilt. 
The cold war is over. Let’s look ahead. 

What I am saying is that I don’t be- 
lieve, in the context of a Europe that 
we see now and in the foreseeable fu- 
ture, that our taxpayers ought to be 
liable for the national costs anymore 
in excess of what they are liable right 
now for the common costs. That is 
what this amendment says. Very sim- 
ply, it says very forthrightly, “Any fu- 
ture United States subsidy of the na- 
tional expenses of Poland, Hungary, or 
the Czech Republic to meet its NATO 
commitments, including the assistance 
described in subparagraph (c), may not 
exceed 25 percent of all assistance pro- 
vided to that country by all NATO 
members.” 

When it comes to tanks, planes, or 
anything else, of course, we can still 
sell them. They can still buy from us. 
But our subsidy to this national effort 
cannot be more than 25 percent of the 
total amount of subsidies by all of the 
countries for that national effort—— 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield on that point? 

Mr. HARKIN. Yes. But I am losing a 
lot of time; if the Senator would help 
me by yielding back some time. 

Mr. BIDEN. Where you don’t go back 
50 years—for example, if the Senator’s 
amendment had been in place, we prob- 
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ably could not have amended the con- 
ventional forces in Europe. In 1991, it 
became clear—the wall came down in 
1989—we had to amend the conven- 
tional forces amendment. We renegoti- 
ated that agreement. The flank agree- 
ment in the Senate was an amendment. 
It was passed in Russia in the Duma as 
well. What we said was that we had to 
give up a number of pieces of equip- 
ment, thousands of pieces of equip- 
ment, but because Greece and Turkey 
were on the southern flank of NATO 
and because we still were concerned 
about instability in the region, we still 
wanted force structure there, we had to 
call for a cascading down. We took all 
of the equipment that we were giving 
up, thousands of pieces, and we just 
gave them to the Greeks and the 
Turks. It was in our national interest 
to do so. 

Had the Senator’s amendment been 
in place, the cost of all of those pieces 
of equipment would have to have been 
computed and added up, and then re- 
duced from the 25 percent ceiling that 
was allowed to be spent by the United 
States on the common budget of the 
NATO. That had nothing to do with the 
cold war; it had to do with reality. It 
had to do with the arms control agree- 
ment. That arms control agreement 
would have done one of two things. It 
would not be able to have been nego- 
tiated and signed by us because we 
would not have been able to have that 
force structure on the southern flank, 
or we would have had to go in arrears 
to our commitment of saying 25 per- 
cent of the common budget of NATO. 

That is a contemporary example. 
That went on from 1991 to 1996. It is a 
further example of how well-intended 
but dangerous this amendment is. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 

Mr. HARKIN. Again, I respond to the 
Senator from Delaware. Again, what he 
is basically arguing for is giving a 
blank check to the American people. I 
disagree with the Senator on the point 
that he just said about conventional 
structure. We are talking about three 
countries. My amendment only men- 
tions three countries. It mentions Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic. 
It is just those three countries that we 
are talking about and about their na- 
tional costs. There may be other ar- 
rangements in Europe. There may be 
other structures in which we are en- 
gaged that are not covered by this 
amendment. è 

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HARKIN. I am talking only 
about subsidies to the national mili- 
tary budgets, the national expenses of 
those three countries to meet their na- 
tional commitments. 

Mr. BIDEN. Just those three? 

Mr. HARKIN. That is all. 

Mr. BIDEN. This in no way limits our 
ability to give aid or assistance to any 
other country in NATO. So we are 
going to say that you three guys can 
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come in, but we are going to promise 

that we are never going to give you as- 

sistance, but we will maybe give assist- 

ance to Greece, Turkey, Germany, 
France and England. 

Mr. HARKIN. That is right. Exactly. 
Why is that? Because England, France, 
and all of these countries’ forces are 
modernized. They are fully integrated 
into NATO. Those are the three coun- 
tries that are going to have a lot of 
money for interoperability, command, 
communications, force structures. 
That is where the money is going to go. 
I didn’t want to say anything about the 
other countries. I don’t think it is nec- 
essary for these other countries be- 
cause we are not going to be involved 
in that kind of expenditure. That is 
why I limited it specifically to those 
three countries and why I respectfully 
demur from the Senator’s comments 
that we could not be involved in other 
aspects of NATO beyond the 25 percent. 
We absolutely could. That is why I 
want to focus on those three countries 
only because that is where the money 
is going to be spent for force structure 
and modernization. I don't believe we 
ought to give a blank check. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Will the Sen- 
ator yield? 

Mr. HARKIN. Yes. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Wouldn’t we, 
if we accept the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Iowa, then be relegating Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic 
second class citizenship in NATO? 

Mr. HARKIN. I don’t believe so. I 
think all we are saying is that the 
other members of NATO have to be as 
fully involved financially in upgrading 
and modernizing their force structure 
as the taxpayers of this country. I basi- 
cally would submit that this amend- 
ment is more inclusive. It is saying to 
our partners in NATO that we are in 
this together; don’t just stick the 
American taxpayer with the bill. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. One other 
question. 

It seems to me, as we look at the 
numbers that the Senator is pre- 
senting, $125 billion versus $1.5 billion, 
and changing circumstances, I would 
remind the Senate that the $125 billion 
was predicated on the Congressional 
Budget Office based upon an invasion 
by Russian forces of Hungary, Poland, 
and the Czech Republic, and that it 
would require the full advanced posi- 
tioning of the U.S. military. If that 
were to occur, those numbers are prob- 
ably right. The much reduced number 
of $1.5 billion is a reflection, according 
to the GAO, of the current political sit- 
uation and, therefore, isn’t an accurate 
estimate. 

But I would say this: I don’t think we 
should hamstring now our ability as 
the Senate and as the Congress to re- 
spond to whatever things might occur. 
But it seems to me, we would be doing 
just that if we were to accept the Har- 
kin amendment. 
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Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I 
might, if I could restate what the Sen- 
ator is trying to achieve with his 
amendment, is simply to say when 
NATO establishes the military require- 
ments of three new nations, the costs 
associated with each of the nations and 
their ability to reach that require- 
ment, the U.S. States taxpayer will 
pay no more than 25 percent of that 
cost, and 75 percent is then to be allo- 
cated among the remainder of the na- 
tions. It is as simple as that in clear 
English language. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator. 
That says it very clearly and very elo- 
quently, and I think brings the point 
home again. I say to the manager of 
the bill that when you talk about $1.5 
billion, that is one of the common 
costs. That is why we are trying to 
reach out and find out what these other 
costs associated with it are. These 
NATO's costs, as I have pointed out, we 
have already allocated over $1 billion 
ourselves of taxpayer dollars for this. 

I also say in response to the com- 
ments of the Senator from Delaware 
about what happens in the future that, 
if there is an emergency or something 
happens where you have changed cir- 
cumstances, I would respond with the 
same enjoinder that he gave to this 
Senator; that is, I believe it is impor- 
tant now to limit our taxpayers’ expo- 
sure rather than a blank check. If 
there is an emergency in the future, if 
something does happen, yes, the Appro- 
priations Committee will respond. The 
Foreign Relations Committee and the 
authorizing committee will respond. 
The Armed Services Committee in 
their capacity as authorizing com- 
mittee will respond. The appropriators 
will respond. It is better to address it 
at that point rather than giving a 
blank check now and just sort of let- 
ting it go. I think from a budgetary 
standpoint, from the standpoint of pro- 
tecting our taxpayer dollars better, we 
limit it now, and then, if there is an 
emergency, fine, we can come up with 
the money and finance the emergency. 

Mr. BIDEN. If the Senator will yield. 
If in fact this logic makes sense, I don’t 
know why we would produce an amend- 
ment that says right now we spend—I 
don’t know the exact national budget. 
My friend from Virginia may know how 
much we spend on defense right now in 
the United States of America on our 
total defense budget. I will make up a 
number. Let’s say it is $300 billion. 
Why don’t we attach an amendment 
right now and say that we will not 
spend more than $300 billion on de- 
fense, period? Why don’t we do that? It 
is the same logic. Let’s tell the Amer- 
ican taxpayers now we are limiting 
what they are going to spend on de- 
fense. We will do it now. We will limit 
it to that number, not just in Europe 
but all over the world. Tell them that 
right now. If there is an emergency, we 
can come back. 
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This is the same man, whom I respect 
enormously, who argued strenuously, 
and he argued on the same issue of a 
constitutional amendment to balance 
the budget. 

Why not set a number? Defense 
spending cannot increase at all. We can 
pass it now, unless we come along and 
by a two-thirds vote in this body agree 
to spend more money on defense. That 
is what we are doing here relative to 
these three countries. That is what we 
are doing for Europe. Why don’t we do 
it for the all of the national defense 
budget? If it doesn't make sense for the 
whole national defense budget, I re- 
spectfully suggest it makes zero sense 
to do it in Europe for these three coun- 
tries. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I 
could clarify, the funds the Senator is 
talking about come out of the Depart- 
ment of State budget, not the defense 
budget. 

Mr. BIDEN. Let’s set the State De- 
partment budget. 

Mr. WARNER. It is important in this 
debate that we begin to establish a few 
fundamentals with some correctness. 
The defense budget will be around $260 
billion to $270 billion, but it does not 
contain the funds to which my distin- 
guished colleague is now referring. 

Mr. BIDEN. If the Senator will yield, 
let’s set the State Department budget 
then, freeze that. 

Mr. HARKIN. I didn’t hear the Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. If the categories all come 
out of the State Department budget, 
then let’s say let’s freeze the State De- 
partment budget. Nothing can go up in 
the State Department budget, period. 
Freeze it, just like we are going to 
freeze it here. Why not do that? And if 
an emergency comes along, we can 
change our mind. 

It is not a way to do business, I re- 
spectfully suggest. 

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Iowa has 13 minutes 30 sec- 
onds. 

Mr. HARKIN. I am sure the Senator 
will yield me some more off his time, 
because I have been so yielding to him. 

I think the analogy that the Senator 
from Delaware uses is totally wrong. 
Let me provide, I think, a more correct 
one. This amendment in no way limits 
how much total defense dollars we can 
provide to these three countries—not 
at all. It simply says, whatever their 
national budget, we will only pay 25 
percent. So the Senator’s analogy that 
we are somehow going to cap defense 
spending is not right. 

A better analogy, if I might say to 
my friend from Delaware, is this. We do 
have a defense budget in the United 
States. It is $260 billion. Let’s say that 
for national emergency reasons, or 
whatever threat might come up, we 
have to increase it to $300 billion a 
year. But what we are going to do is 
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tax the citizens of Delaware for half of 
it, and then we will spread the other 
half among the other 49 States of the 
Union. That is the more correct anal- 
ogy as to what my amendment seeks to 
do. 

Now, certainly we would not say to 
the citizens of Delaware, “We are going 
to increase the defense budget. You 
have to pick up 50 percent of the 
total.” No. We would spread it out, 
make everybody pay a fair, propor- 
tionate share. That is what my amend- 
ment says. My amendment in no way 
limits the total amount of defense 
money spent on these three countries. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
wonder if I might yield myself time 
from the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I will 
yield the floor and let others use their 
own time. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
wonder if, having discussed with the 
Senator from Oregon, I might yield 
myself time from his time so as not to 
deprive the Senator—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Iowa yields the floor? 

Mr. HARKIN. I am sorry. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I yielded the floor and reserve the 
remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Iowa 
has been very generous in yielding his 
own time. I wanted to make a brief 
statement and then pose two questions 
on what I take to be not just 
hypotheticals but real life prob- 
abilities. 

I followed the discussion on a par- 
ticular element of the budget, whether 
State Department or defense. I don’t 
think that is right on point to what is 
being said here. I think the amendment 
of the Senator from Iowa is saying that 
American subsidy, as it were, of the na- 
tional expenses of Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic to meet their 
NATO commitments should not be 
more than 25 percent of all assistance 
provided to each of those countries by 
all NATO members. 

Let me lead into the questions that I 
want to ask the Senator from Iowa. 
The Senator from Iowa has said that 
his purpose in offering this amendment 
is to protect the taxpayers of America 
from incurring a liability greater than 
this 25 percent; that is, 25 percent of all 
assistance provided to each of these 
three countries by all NATO members. 
But I am concerned that there are 
some consequences in his amendment, 
perhaps unintended, which in fact not 
only do not protect the taxpayers of 
the United States but may hurt them, 
and certainly may hurt their security. 
And I want to describe two situations 
and then ask the Senator from Iowa if 
he would respond. 

The 25 percent number is one that 
has some currency—no pun intended— 
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in NATO circles about the American 
share. So it is not the 25 percent that 
I think troubles those of us who oppose 
this amendment. It is what the Senator 
from Iowa is including within the 25 
percent in subsection (C) of his amend- 
ment, and I go particularly to this and 
I read from the amendment. 

The assistance referred to in (A)(iii) above 
includes (1) Foreign Military Financing 
under the Arms Export Control Act. 

So here is the circumstance I am con- 
cerned about being covered here. At 
sometime in the future—next year, 2 
years, 3 years, 4 years—one of these 
three countries, the Czech Republic, 
Hungary, or Poland, decides that they, 
as part of their participation in NATO, 
their responsibility for their own de- 
fense, want to acquire certain modern 
military equipment systems. 

My concern is that by squeezing for- 
eign military financing under the Arms 
Export Control Act—which is to say 
the credits that our Government gives 
to facilitate the sale of weapons sys- 
tems by American manufacturers to 
foreign purchasers—we are going to 
block our defense companies from hav- 
ing a chance to compete equally with 
other foreign defense manufacturers to 
try to sell to the Czech Republic, Hun- 
gary, and Poland. Because the credits 
will be included within the 25 percent, 
and the effect of that will not be to 
protect American taxpayers, it will be 
to hurt American defense workers, 
whose products will not be able to be 
sold to these three countries. 

So, I ask my friend from Iowa, is it 
not true, if the amendment he has sub- 
mitted is agreed to, that we will limit 
credits for foreign military sales to 
these three countries and therefore 
limit the opportunity of American de- 
fense manufacturers to sell to these 
three countries, meaning that they will 
be pushed to buy from other producers 
elsewhere in the world? 

Mr. HARKIN. I will respond to my 
friend, if he will yield. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I do. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, again, 
this amendment does not preclude in- 
creased subsidies as long as we only 
pay our fair share. That is the point I 
was making prior to the Senator’s 
comments. 

But, again, is the Senator arguing 
that, again, this is going to cost a lot 
more than the $400 million that the ad- 
ministration has suggested—that this 
could really balloon in the years 
ahead? That is what I am concerned 
about. What is this going to cost? We 
are told it is only going to cost us $400 
million. But now I hear the Senator 
saying maybe, if a country there de- 
cides to buy some expensive military 
hardware, we will want to jump in and 
subsidize our sales, so, therefore, we 
don’t give it? I mean, nothing is given? 
It is not free; the taxpayers pay for it. 
And that bothers me. It doesn’t pre- 
clude the sale of weapons; it just means 
it must be a fair share. 
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Again, I probably agree with the Sen- 
ator that my amendment would pre- 
clude the kind of giveaway programs 
that cost our taxpayers a lot of money 
in order to maybe help one of these 
countries modernize to the point where 
they may not need it. But as long as it 
is free to them and costs our taxpayers, 
why not give it to them? 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I appreciate the 
response of the Senator from Iowa, be- 
cause I do believe the response con- 
firms my concern that one of the ef- 
fects of passage of this amendment will 
be to apply what I consider to be an ar- 
bitrary cap—which is to say a 25 per- 
cent cap—on all American expenditures 
related to the assistance provided to 
these NATO countries. 

Here is why I am concerned about 
that and why it does bother me. There 
are two different categories of expense. 
One is the direct amount we are con- 
tributing—common expenses, if you 
will—the $400 million that the Senator 
from Iowa refers to, to enlarge NATO 
to these countries. I do not consider 
the credits given to facilitate the sale 
of American military equipment to 
these countries in that same category. 
These are not giveaways. These are, in 
a long-established program, quite simi- 
lar to what we do through the Export- 
Import Bank in other areas, or OPIC in 
other areas, to facilitate American 
companies’ ability to sell their prod- 
ucts abroad, creating or sustaining 
more jobs for American workers here 
at home. 

So, my initial concerns are con- 
firmed. I think the effect of this 
amendment, if adopted, would be to 
limit the ability of American compa- 
nies to compete equally with foreign 
manufacturers of comparable weapons 
systems to sell them to these three 
countries, and the losers in that would 
be the workers in defense companies 
all around America. So these export 
credits are not giveaways. Yes, it may 
take the budget, the possible spending, 
somewhat above the $400 million, but 
that is a different category. The $400 
million, if you will, is a grant. This is 
a little bit like giving a bit of a subsidy 
so you can sell a multiple of many 
times more and create jobs for Amer- 
ican workers. 

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I will. 

Mr. BIDEN. The Senator from Iowa 
forthrightly responded, as he always 
does, that if we wanted to sell Poland, 
like we sell Greece or Germany or any- 
one else, a piece of American-made 
military equipment, as long as we did 
not subsidize more than 25 percent of 
what that was, then we could sell it. 

I wonder, why in God’s name would 
the French Government agree to come 
up with money for Poland to allow 
them to buy an American jet instead of 
a French jet? Why would they possibly 
do that? And does this not give a veto, 
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a veto on the part of other NATO na- 
tions, over American foreign military 
sales? Because unless they come up 
with 75 percent of what any subsidy 
would be, why would they possibly do 
that? 

Is it not true—the Senator is on the 
Armed Services Committee—is it not 
true that one of the core debates in 
NATO beyond burdensharing has been 
who gets to sell NATO the equipment, 
whether they fly Mirages—whether 
NATO planes are Mirages or whether 
they are American made aircraft? 
Every other European country in 
NATO has been saying, “You Ameri- 
cans get too much of an advantage.“ 
Every time we talk about 
burdensharing, don’t they come back 
and say, Les, but you don’t get it; you 
get to make all that money and get all 
those jobs because you are supplying 
the equipment that all the NATO 
uses“? 

So why in the Lord's name would we 
give a veto power over the ability of 
American manufacturers and American 
employees to keep their jobs to the 
French and the Germans and the Brits? 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. The Senator raises 
a very good question. For me, at least, 
there is no good answer to that. That is 
why I say I believe that this may be an 
unintended consequence of the amend- 
ment that the Senator from Iowa has 
put forward. There is very spirited 
competition among the member coun- 
tries of NATO in arms sales and arms 
purchases by NATO. 

For instance, right now there is a 
great issue about the Joint Stars Pro- 
gram, a remarkable air surveillance of 
ground activity system in which we 
had an original requirement of 19 
planes; assuming that NATO would buy 
6, we would pay for 13. Our military 
says these are extraordinarily valu- 
able. They are going to be critical in 
future warfare. We have already used 
them in Bosnia before we thought we 
would have to. Our allies in NATO de- 
cided last fall that they didn’t want to 
buy the six from us, they wanted to try 
to make them themselves. So there is 
very spirited competition that goes on 
among the NATO members for NATO 
acquisitions, let alone to other coun- 
tries. 

I do want to say one word addition- 
ally on this point. The credits that are 
given for foreign military financing 
under the Arms Export Control Act are 
not literally spending; they are more in 
the form of a guarantee. I don’t have 
the exact information before me, be- 
cause I didn’t realize we were going to 
get into this point this morning. I 
don’t believe that the taxpayers have 
actually spent very much money on 
these credits. They are a form of a 
guarantee to facilitate these sales. 

Anyway, bottom line, I leave this 
part of the debate with a confirmed 
concern, which deepens my opposition 
to the amendment, that one of the un- 
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intended consequences—or con- 
sequences of this amendment, if it 
passes, would be to hamstring, to tie 
up, to put a cap on the ability of Amer- 
ican companies and workers to com- 
pete with foreign companies and work- 
ers to sell these three systems that 
they may want to acquire in the fu- 
ture. 

Mr. President, I would like to go on 
and pose a second question to my 
friend from Iowa. Let me describe a dif- 
ferent kind of fact circumstance. 

One of the reasons I am so strongly 
supporting the enlargement of NATO 
to these three countries is that it will 
help us—it will share our burden, to be 
as specific as I can. NATO, as we con- 
tinue our historic mission of providing 
for the collective defense of the mem- 
ber states, will face threats, as it has 
both within their territories and out- 
side. We have seen it in Bosnia. I sus- 
pect, as others do, that we will be 
threatened increasingly from the south 
of NATO, not from the east, because 
Russia is now our ally and our part- 
ner—Partner for Peace, as we say—in 
that specific program. And I am struck 
by what these three new members can 
add to NATO's military capacity. 

First off, and most explicitly, they 
will add 200,000 troops. And not just the 
troops, but I think what we will find, 
because these new members will have 
the enthusiasm of new membership, 
perhaps even a greater willingness to 
be involved in sharing the burden that 
would otherwise fall exclusively on the 
United States of America in responding 
to threats to the security of NATO and 
its member states, including our own 
security. 

Let me give a specific example. Hun- 
gary has been of great help to us al- 
ready in Bosnia, giving us a base from 
which we can launch or source so much 
of our activity in Bosnia. But let me 
come to a much more specific and re- 
cent point. A short while ago, we were 
on the edge of military action against 
Iraq again, because the Iraqis wouldn’t 
allow us, or the United Nations inspec- 
tors, access to their facilities, accord- 
ing to the post-gulf-war promises that 
they had made. And that conflict, for 
now—I am afraid not forever, but for 
now—has been avoided. But the record 
will show that during the period of 
time leading up to the possibility of 
military action against Iraq, these 
three countries—Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic—made 
unswervingly clear that they were pre- 
pared to stand by us. 

Let me be very blunt about this, 
undiplomatically blunt. They were 
much more supportive of military ac- 
tion against Iraq, much more willing to 
commit forces and materiel, much 
more convinced of the common threat 
that an uninspected Iraq posed to 
them, as well as to us, than some of our 
longest term and foremost allies in 
NATO. There is no secret here. The 
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French were particularly reluctant 
about military activity against Iraq. 

So what I want to pose now is an- 
other fact situation. Let us say in the 
next half year—we all hope this does 
not happen, but we can feel it building 
in Iraq again. Mr. Butler, of UNSCOM, 
of the U.N. group charged with inspect- 
ing in Iraq to guarantee that weapons 
of mass destruction have been elimi- 
nated, has said in the last week or two 
that, yes, the inspectors gained access 
to Saddam Hussein’s palaces, but as far 
as I interpret his statements, the Iraqis 
cleared out the palaces, let the inspec- 
tors in, the inspectors naturally found 
nothing—there was a lot of time that 
passed—the inspectors went out, and 
now the Iraqis say, That's it. Lift the 
sanctions.” 

Mr. Butler, steadfast, honorable, 
independent, says, ‘Hey, we don’t have 
affirmative proof as required under the 
post-gulf war agreements that the 
Iraqis are not developing chemical and 
biological weapons.“ 

So let us go forward a few months, 
and the conflict grows, the disagree- 
ment grows, the Iraqis refuse to allow 
U.N. inspectors in, and we are on the 
edge of military conflict again, and as 
we hope it will not happen, in fact 
there is a decision to launch a military 
action, and in this we ask and receive 
the support of our allies in Hungary, 
Poland and the Czech Republic. 

I know I am speeding up the schedule 
a little bit because they will not in 
that timeframe have acceded to NATO 
membership. So let us take it forward 
a year or two or three. They want to 
help us in an international conflict. 
And the one in the gulf is most likely. 
To facilitate their aid to us, we have to 
invoke exactly the sections of law that 
the Senator from Iowa includes in his 
amendment under the 25-percent cap— 
transfers of excess defense articles 
under section 516 of the Foreign Assist- 
ance Act of 1961, emergency drawdowns 
of our equipment to give to them no 
cost leases of U.S. equipment. All of 
this is not to throw it away but be- 
cause they can share our burden. They 
can send troops to be with ours. But 
they may need some assistance, mate- 
riel assistance that we would normally 
draw down from. 

So perhaps this has been a longer 
way than necessary to say that my 
concern is, these additional sections of 
this law would prevent the United 
States from, in a crisis such as the one 
I have described, or God forbid a larger 
one, where the soldiers, the military 
forces of these three countries were 
ready to share the burden of the United 
States in defense, in fact the 25-percent 
cap would say, you cannot do it, you 
cannot help them help us. 

That is not only in the most limited 
and technical sense such a result in the 
interest of the taxpayers of the United 
States, it certainly is not in the inter- 
est of the security of the United States 
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or in the interests of the well-being of 
the military of the United States, 
without assistance from countries like 
this, to have to shoulder more of the 
burden. 

So I ask my friend from Iowa, is it 
not true that these sections of this 
amendment would limit the ability of 
the United States to draw down, to 
transfer articles, to enter into no-cost 
leases of U.S. equipment to these three 
countries in a time of crisis, in which 
we would very much want them to be 
helping us with our assistance? 

Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator will 
yield. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I will. 

Mr. HARKIN. Is the Senator then 
saying that the cost of this is going to 
escalate greatly in the future, that it is 
not $400 million, it is going to be some- 
thing much above that because we are 
going to subsidize a lot of sales? Is that 
what the Senator is saying? 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Sen- 
ator. What I am saying is that from the 
best estimates I have seen, the Amer- 
ican contribution to the common costs 
of NATO will be limited to the $400 mil- 
lion. But there will be other cases in 
our self-interest, such as the ones I 
have mentioned, where there is an 
international crisis and we will want to 
draw down, to give no-cost leases to 
Hungary, Poland and the Czech Repub- 
lic to help us so we incur less damage 
and less direct costs ourselves that I 
am afraid this amendment would limit. 
I consider that a very separate cat- 
egory than in the contribution we 
make to the common costs of NATO 
enlargement. 

Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator would 
yield further. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I will. 

Mr. HARKIN. The Senator talks 
about prices. Again, with all due re- 
spect, when a crisis happens, Congress 
responds. Again, just from a budgeting 
standpoint, from being perhaps a little 
tightfisted with taxpayer dollars, and 
not giving sort of a blank check and 
saying, Fill it in,” I think by having 
a cap on these costs, a national cost 
that I propose equivalent to what we 
do in our common costs, that it pre- 
cludes a kind of runaway giveaway. 

It is like, OK, Hungary wants to up- 
grade their capabilities in a certain 
area, sO we say, “Oh, wonderful. You 
need not the $1.98 version, you need the 
$100 version.” But Congress says, “We 
can't afford the $100 version.” We say, 
Not to worry. We'll give it to you. 
That will be one of our grants. We will 
subsidize it, and you will get ours.” 

Again, I must respectfully say to my 
friend from Connecticut, this is a 
whole new vineyard, this debate about 
jobs. I thought this was about democ- 
racy and markets and peacekeeping. 
Now we are talking about jobs. I find 
this debate now is veering off course a 
little bit. 

To answer the question as forth- 
rightly as I can, yes, I am saying that 
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if one of these three countries want the 
$1.98 version, we could give up a 25-per- 
cent subsidy for that. We would not 
come in with a $100 version and say 
taxpayers are going to pay for the 
whole thing. Yes, that is exactly what 
I mean. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Iowa. I will say a brief word 
or two more and then yield to the Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 

What I fear from the amendment is 
that the effect of the amendment will 
be to limit our ability to sell cost-ef- 
fective items to these three govern- 
ments, not just the ones that the Sen- 
ator may consider to be bloated in ex- 
pense. And more to the point of the 
second example that I have asked him 
about, I think it will have the unin- 
tended consequence of shackling us in 
our attempt to benefit from the will- 
ingness of these three countries to as- 
sist us in a time of international crisis. 

I want to make a final point about 
the comment that the Senator made in 
passing that this is about, the NATO 
enlargement debate is about principle, 
not about jobs in America. I respect- 
fully, loosely paraphrase there. 

In my opinion, as I tried to indicate 
yesterday, this debate really is about a 
principle, about the principle of free- 
dom that was secured and won in the 
cold war and that we now, in my opin- 
ion, have a moral obligation to ratify 
that victory in the freedom won by 
countries like Poland, Hungary and the 
Czech Republic, countries that suffered 
during the cold war and the long years 
of Soviet Communist domination, to 
welcome them into this military alli- 
ance which is based on the principle of 
freedom, also on collective defense. 

I know that there are some who have 
said that what drives this debate, what 
drives the move for NATO enlargement 
is the yearning by American military 
contractors for more sales in Central 
or Eastern Europe. I must say, I am on 
the Armed Services Committee and I 
have not had a single comment—I have 
contact on a regular basis with rep- 
resentatives of defense companies, and 
I have not had a single one of them say 
a single word to me about NATO en- 
largement. 

But that having been said, and look- 
ing realistically, the potential sales 
here are quite modest as a proportion 
of overall military sales throughout 
the world, particularly within the 
United States with the Pentagon as the 
purchaser. But if these three countries 
want and need to purchase new mili- 
tary equipment, why would we want to 
limit the ability of American compa- 
nies to sell American made products to 
them? So, no, the debate overall is not 
about American workers; it is about 
the principle of freedom and collective 
defense, and the promotion of peace 
and stability on the European Con- 
tinent, which is what NATO has done 
so greatly for almost 50 years and will 
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do more broadly in the years ahead if 
we enlarge it. 

Way down on the list of effects is the 
possibility that there might be a few 
sales of American-made equipment to 
these countries. I fear that the unin- 
tended consequence of this amendment 
would be to limit those sales and, in 
that sense, to give an unusual and sur- 
prising competitive advantage to mili- 
tary contractors abroad, particularly 
in Europe, perhaps even in Russia or 
China, as well. 

I thank my friend from Iowa for what 
I hope has been an illuminating dialog 
and for the directness and eloquence of 
his own participation. 

I thank my friend from Oregon for 
yielding me this time. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SEs- 
SIONS). The Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I was once asked by a mother in a town 
meeting I had in Oregon why her son or 
daughter should put his or her life at 
risk for a Hungarian or Pole or Czech 
through the expansion of NATO. I 
think it sometimes helps to think in 
human terms like that. My answer to 
her was that the surest way not to put 
her son’s or daughter’s life at risk was, 
in fact, to expand NATO. 

It is a very troubled area in world 
history. In a tough neighborhood, good 
fences make for better neighbors. I 
have fought to expand NATO because I 
think to leave the vacuum, to leave 
muddled “international speak” out 
there at the border was a mistake. 

I think the answer I gave to that 
mother can also be given to my friend 
from Iowa. The Senator is concerned 
about the bill going up. I am concerned 
about that, too, but I think the surest 
way that the bill not go up is to expand 
NATO. I think if we did not expand 
NATO, and the worst kinds of scenarios 
you could construct actually occurred, 
we would be spending far more than 
$1.5 billion—whether Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic were in NATO 
or not because I don’t think this time 
we would stand idly by. I certainly 
hope we would not. 

So the surest way, I think, we can as- 
sure the American taxpayer that Sen- 
ator HARKIN is rightly concerned that 
we won't spend $125 billion to expand 
NATO, is to define the terms of the fu- 
ture, not just react to them, make 
them, expand NATO, make this com- 
mitment, and I believe it means we 
will not be spending the kind of ex- 
cesses that I also fear with the Senator 
from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. How much time re- 
mains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 11 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I will re- 
spond with a couple of things. 

First of all, I have to ask again the 
question: Can these three members, 
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these three nations, can they afford 
membership in NATO or can they not? 
Can they afford to bear the burden or 
can they not? We have been told they 
can. One of the requirements for mem- 
bership is they can pay the tab. These 
three nations have stated over and over 
they could afford it. 

Now I am hearing, wait a minute, no, 
maybe they can’t, because now we will 
have to give them a lot of subsidies to 
buy weapons systems. Well, if that is 
the case, then do they have the eco- 
nomic strength to join NATO? It seems 
like we cannot have it both ways. If 
they have the economic strength, why 
do they need all the subsidies? If they 
don't, are they really capable of joining 
NATO? 

Secondly, yes, I am concerned about 
these types of giveaway programs and 
loans and grants. I say to my friend 
from Connecticut, we have—I have 
been on the Defense Appropriations 
Committee for several years now, and I 
have been in some aviation things 
going back almost 20 years, both in the 
House and the Senate. I say to my 
friend from Connecticut, we have al- 
ways been faced with other countries 
subsidizing, in many cases more than 
we ever subsidized our arms manufac- 
turers. 

So how do we beat them? We beat 
them because we make the best prod- 
ucts. We have the best quality. No one 
can match our aircraft. No one can 
match our weapons systems. No one 
can match not only the quality but the 
kind of support infrastructure that we 
can provide for those weapons systems. 
So other countries might have to sub- 
sidize theirs a little bit more, but only 
because they cannot match us in those 
areas. So we have been quite capable of 
competing and winning in the world 
market our share of defense items in 
the past. I do not think that will 
change in the future. 

So in the last decade we have written 
off or forgiven over $10 billion in de- 
fault of loans on military-related items 
on this. I think, again, we have to be 
very careful about this. We are told it 
will only cost us $400 million, but now 
what I hear is no, that is only for the 
common costs. This could go up and up 
and up and up, subsidy after subsidy 
after subsidy. 

Then we hear that is only if there is 
a crisis. Fine. If there is a crisis we will 
address it then. But even the adminis- 
tration has said any threat to Europe 
to these nations is not imminent and 
would take years to develop. So we are 
not facing something that might hap- 
pen in the next few months or even in 
the next couple of years or so, even ac- 
cording to the administration’s own 
admission. 

Therefore, I submit once more, Mr. 
President, that to keep the costs down, 
to be honest with the taxpayers of this 
country, what my amendment says is 
what is good for the common costs— 
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that is, we limit our involvement to 25 
percent—that we should limit the 25 
percent, for subsidies for all of those 
national costs, also. That is all this 
amendment does. My friend from Or- 
egon, my amendment does not stop 
NATO expansion. It simply says no 
longer will our taxpayers simply pick 
up the tab. 

I yield the floor and reserve the re- 
mainder of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
with all respect for my friend from 
Iowa, I believe the Harkin amendment 
attempts to strangle NATO’s expansion 
because it cannot prevent NATO expan- 
sion. This amendment places unreason- 
able restrictions on expenditures by 
limiting our assistance to new NATO 
members to 25 percent of all assistance 
provided to these countries by current 
NATO members. 

I urge my colleagues to read care- 
fully the resolution of ratification that 
we have before us. Condition two re- 
quires the President to certify that the 
United States is under no obligation to 
subsidize the national expenses nec- 
essary for Poland, Hungary, or the 
Czech Republie, to meet those coun- 
tries’ NATO commitments. 

Let me be clear on this point. In 
signing the Protocols of Accession with 
these three countries, the United 
States has not signed up to foot the 
bill for their membership in NATO, and 
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub- 
lic understand that it is ultimately 
their responsibility to make the nec- 
essary improvements to their military 
structures. 

Now, my friend from Iowa knows 
that in the past, the U.S. Congress has 
authorized and appropriated funds for 
countries in Central and Eastern Eu- 
rope to assist in their efforts to meet 
the criteria for NATO membership. 

Approving this resolution, however, 
in no way restricts the congressional 
prerogative to make this decision on 
an annual basis. In other words, why 
draw an arbitrary line now? We are 
going to do this on a regular basis any- 
way as circumstances change. 

If in the future years we determine 
that Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic do not warrant or do not need 
the U.S. assistance, we will not author- 
ize and appropriate it. I trust that fu- 
ture Congresses will be able to make 
this decision based on the cir- 
cumstances in their time and will not 
need artificial percentages to dictate 
how our assistance should be appro- 
priated. 

I also confess concern about the sig- 
nal that would be sent if the Senate 
adopted the Harkin amendment. Does 
approval of this amendment mean that 
the United States would only need 
NATO 25 percent of the time no matter 
what our security interests may be? 
Does it mean that the United States is 
interested in only 25 percent of NATO’s 
activities, exercises, and planning 


6857 


processes? Does it mean that the 
United States would participate in just 
25 percent of NATO operations despite 
any potential threat posed to the alli- 
ance? I think these questions dem- 
onstrate why arbitrary ceilings simply 
do not belong. 

Mr. President, I suggest that we 
allow the Congress to make funding de- 
cisions based on our foreign policy in- 
terests and that we reject any effort to 
tie our assistance to countries in Cen- 
tral and Eastern Europe to that pro- 
vided by our NATO allies. I, therefore, 
urge my colleagues to oppose the Har- 
kin amendment, which I do today. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven 
minutes. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I want 
to briefly touch on an issue the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut mentioned, and 
that is lobbying by defense contrac- 
tors. 

At the outset, I want to say that I 
have not been contacted by any either. 
I don’t know that my staff has; at least 
they haven’t told me that. I respond by 
reading from an article that appeared 
in the New York Times on March 30, 
which I obviously got off the Internet, 
in which the writer of the article went 
on to say that “The chief vehicle of 
support for NATO expansion is a group 
called ‘The U.S. Committee to Expand 
NATO’.”’ The president of that inno- 
cent-sounding group is Bruce Jackson, 
director of strategic planning for Lock- 
heed, a vice president for Lockheed for 
strategic planning. 

Mr. President, again, a lot of these 
people have been championing NATO 
membership for these countries. He 
quoted me as saying that This may 
amount to ‘a Marshall Plan’ for defense 
contractors who are chomping at the 
bit to sell weapons and make profits.” 
Well, Iam a Democrat, and it says, A 
top Republican aide joked that the 
arms makers were so eager for NATO 
expansion, we will probably be giving 
landlocked Hungary a new navy.” 
Those are just musings and comments 
by various and sundry people. 

Again, this gets back to the question 
of whether or not we are going to ask 
the taxpayers of this country to pro- 
vide subsidies over, above, and beyond 
what they kind of have been told in 
terms of NATO expansion as to what 
the costs would be. Yes, if these coun- 
tries are going to upgrade their weap- 
ons system, sure. Do I want our defense 
contractors to be in there to provide 
them the necessary resources they 
need for defense? Absolutely. But do I 
want them there when the taxpayers 
say—as I pointed out to my friend from 
Connecticut, which we have seen so 
often in the past, for one of those coun- 
tries may say that we need a certain 
system and it cost $1.98. Since there is 
no limit on the subsidies, one of our 
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contractors could come in and say: You 
don’t need the $1.98 one, you need the 
$100 version. Hungry, Poland, or the 
Czech Republic may say: We can’t af- 
ford that. The contractor may say: Not 
to worry. You see, under the situation 
we have now, the U.S. taxpayers will 
provide the subsidy for it and you can 
go ahead and have it. 

Once again, our taxpayers are stuck 
with it. I think that is the normal 
course. If there is a crisis, as has been 
stated many times, well, this would 
hamstring us in terms of a crisis. 
Again, I point out that no one is saying 
there is any imminent threat of any 
crisis at all. The administration says 
that for years ahead Russia is no 
threat. So if, in fact, a crisis comes up 
in the future—in the distant future— 
we have time to react, we have time on 
both the authorizing committee and on 
the appropriating committee to make 
changes, to make sure these countries 
have the adequate and necessary de- 
fense capabilities to defend themselves. 
But to just give a blank check now, I 
think, is wrong. I think it will cost the 
taxpayers of this country untold bil- 
lions of dollars, unless we put the same 
cap on our subsidies for national ex- 
penses that we have on the common 
costs. 

We have agreed with our fellow mem- 
ber nations in NATO that on the com- 
mon costs we would provide about 25 
percent. I see no reason why that same 
logic cannot prevail and be used to cap 
our exposure on the national costs. In 
fact, I have gotten an idea this morn- 
ing that I may offer another amend- 
ment to this bill, and that is to get 
other member countries of NATO to 
also agree that their subsidies, their 
proportion of the national costs, would 
not exceed what their proportion is 
under the common costs. Now, we can- 
not force them to do that, but it seems 
to me that should be one of the negoti- 
ating principles that we would use with 
other countries when they want to ex- 
pand and enlarge NATO. In fact, it 
kind of comes as a surprise to me that 
we did not do that in the beginning. If 
we really want honest accounting, and 
we want the European countries that 
are quite wealthy now to bear their 
fair share of the costs, it seems to me 
that we should have insisted in the be- 
ginning that the same proportionality 
that pertains to the common costs 
should pertain to the national costs. 
To me, this is a gaping hole, and the 
first place to close it is here with this 
bill, by saying that the United States 
will provide no more than its 25-per- 
cent share of those national costs. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
reserve my time. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I wonder if the 
Senator from Washington will yield up 
to 5 minutes. — 


the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Mr. GORTON. Certainly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
want to respond briefly to two points. 
One is on the question of the involve- 
ment of the American defense industry 
in this debate. The Senator from Iowa 
cited a news article indicating that a 
group called the U.S. Committee to Ex- 
pand NATO, headed by a gentleman in- 
volved in the defense industry—hon- 
estly, I don’t know the facts about that 
committee at all, but I have seen some 
advertisements they have placed. But 
what I want to do is suggest—and I 
know the Senator from Iowa didn’t 
mean to say this in quoting the arti- 
cle—that the support for NATO en- 
largement is quite broad. It is enor- 
mous. It goes well beyond this one or- 
ganization headed by this one man. 
There are a host of military and vet- 
erans’ organizations that I think sup- 
port this because they have learned the 
lessons. They feel enlarging NATO is 
one of the rewards, if you will, for their 
service over the long years of the cold 
war. It was one of the goals they as- 
pired to—to free the captive nations 
and let them become part of the com- 
munity of freedom-loving nations. 
AMVETS supports NATO enlargement, 
as do the American Legion Associa- 
tion, U.S. Army Jewish War Veterans, 
Marine Corps League, National Guard 
Association, Reserve Officers Associa- 
tion, Veterans of Foreign Wars Asso- 
ciation, and, in addition, a host of civic 
policy and political organizations, in- 
cluding, interestingly, the Council of 
State Governments, the U.S. Con- 
ference of Mayors, a host of State leg- 
islative bodies, including my own State 
senate in Connecticut that spoke on 
behalf of enlargement; 

A true rainbow coalition of ethnic or- 
ganizations, American ethnic organiza- 
tions, many of whom have members 
who have family ties to the people who 
have suffered for almost five decades, 
four decades anyway, under Soviet 
Communist domination, are now 
thrilled that their family and friends 
can enjoy the blessings of liberty and 
want to affirm that opportunity by 
membership in NATO; 

Many business and labor organiza- 
tions, including the AFL-CIO, support 
the enlargement of NATO. So this is a 
very broad-based organizational effort, 
much beyond one group; 

A remarkable number of high-level 
officials have signed a statement of 
support of NATO enlargement; former 
Vice Presidents Quayle and Mondale; 
former Secretaries of State Baker, 
Christopher, Eagleburger, Haig, Rod- 
gers, Shultz, Kissinger, and Vance. I 
believe that is every living former Sec- 
retary of State; 

Former National Security Advisers 
Allen, Brzezinski, Lake, McFarland, 
and Powell; 
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Former Secretaries of Defense Car- 
lucci, Cheney, Clifford, Perry, and 
Rumsfeld. 

It is a remarkable, broad coalition, 
much beyond one person whose affili- 
ation may be the defense industry and 
an organization that I presume is much 
larger than that. 

The second and final point that I 
want to make is I want to draw on 
something that the Senator from Or- 
egon said, and it helps me to make a 
point about what I believe to be one of 
the unintended, certainly undesirable, 
consequences if we should adopt the 
Harkin amendment, which I hope we 
will not. The Senator from Oregon has 
occasionally held town meetings in Or- 
egon. He has asked about NATO en- 
largement. Do we want to send your 
sons? How will you respond to the ques- 
tion of why would you send your sons 
to defend Budapest or Warsaw or 
Prague? 

One of the effects of enlarging NATO 
is in effect quite the opposite, which is 
to bring the military forces, 200,000 
strong, into the common effort to de- 
fend NATO and its member states from 
security threats to it and them. That 
involves a scenario that I suggested 
earlier that may occur in the Middle 
East around Iraq and other trouble 
spots around the world. What I am con- 
fident of is there will be an enthusiasm 
and a steadfastness to participate 
among these three new members that 
we don't always find, frankly, among 
the other members who have been with 
us from the beginning. 

The question could almost be turned. 
That is, expanding NATO holds the 
prospect that Hungarian soldiers, 
Czech soldiers, and Polish soldiers will 
be sent to trouble spots in the world 
and not require American soldiers to be 
sent, certainly not in the same num- 
bers. I believe that one of the con- 
sequences of this amendment putting 
an arbitrary 25 percent cap on Amer- 
ican involvement here will be to make 
it impossible for us to draw down sup- 
plies and equipment to offer assistance 
to those soldiers of these three coun- 
tries when they share our burden and 
place less of a burden on our military 
and on those who wear the American 
uniform. 

I thank the Chair. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, 10 days 
ago in a column appearing in the Wash- 
ington Post, Charles Krauthammer 
wrote: 

By ruling Central Europe out of bounds to 
Russia, NATO expansion takes one of this 
century's fatal temptations off the table. It 
is the easiest U.S. foreign policy call of the 
decade. 

Why is it the easiest foreign policy 
call of the decade? Because the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization for 50 
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years has preserved the peace of Eu- 
rope and the peace of the United 
States. As a result of the North Atlan- 
tic Treaty Organization, the Soviet 
Union literally ceased to exist. All of 
this was accomplished by a military al- 
liance that never was required to fight 
or to sacrifice its young men and 
women in a military conflict within 
the bounds of that organization. 

Why did the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization come into existence in 
the first place? Because the first half of 
this century showed that both world 
wars began in Central Europe because 
of the weakness, the instability, the 
unsettled nature of the former empires 
and the then national states in that 
part of Europe, occupied almost wholly 
by the Soviet Union at the end of 
World War II. The West could only be 
defended by a military organization of 
which the United States was a part. 
Behind the magnificent defensive line, 
the parapets, built by the North Atlan- 
tic Treaty Organization, Western Eu- 
rope became free, democratic, and 
prosperous. 

During that 50 years, we and the 
Western Europeans invested not an in- 
considerable amount of money in com- 
municating those ideas of freedom to 
the people of Central and Eastern Eu- 
rope through the Voice of America and 
other such organizations. It is clear 
now that nothing was desired by the 
people of the Czech Republic, Poland, 
and Hungary more than to join the free 
and prosperous countries of Western 
Europe. Partly because of our efforts 
through NATO, partly because of our 
economic success, and partly from 
their growing dedication to freedom, 
they freed themselves—they freed 
themselves—from the Soviet Union. 
The Soviet Union disappeared and be- 
came Russia, a country still unstable, 
a country with candidates for Presi- 
dent in the year 2000 who would desire 
nothing more than the restoration of 
the old Soviet Union. 

So the rationale of the expansion of 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza- 
tion is to say, no; these countries freed 
by their own efforts and our own ef- 
forts will stay freer. They will be to us 
as Germany and France and Normandy 
have been for the last half century. 
What history teaches us is that a polit- 
ical vacuum filled with weakness and 
irresolution is a temptation to an ag- 
gressor. Countries a part of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization were not 
such a temptation, even at the height 
of the power of the Soviet Union. 

Accession to NATO is as close to a 
guarantee as we can possibly come of 
the fact that our sons and daughters 
will not die in Warsaw or in Prague or 
in Budapest any more than they were 
required to do so in Oslo or in Paris in 
the course of the last half century. 

Mr. President, this is the easiest for- 
eign policy call of the decade. The 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
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will lend strength to us, a contribution 
to our own defense, but most impor- 
tantly the security of countries that 
have not been secure that want to join 
us in prosperity and in safety as they 
have in freedom. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
Iowa is simply another attempt to 
make these members second-class 
members. We have already stated that 
we made no commitment at all, a zero 
commitment, to subsidize the national 
expenses for these countries. How 
much, if any, we subsidize them in the 
future is a decision that can and should 
be made in the future and not in the 
course of this debate. 

Even more mischievous, in my view, 
Mr. President, are amendments to say 
that there will be no further expansion, 
that we will leave a vacuum unless cer- 
tain preconditions are made. For more 
than 50 years the United States of 
America refused to recognize the an- 
nexation of the Baltic republics by the 
Soviet Union. When their cause was 
deemed to be a hopeless cause by al- 
most everyone, they, too, have freed 
themselves. They, too, want at some 
future date to be a part of NATO. They, 
too, create a vacuum at the present 
time in the power structure of Central 
and of Eastern Europe. 

To pass an amendment that is likely 
to be proposed by another of my col- 
leagues that singles them out as being 
countries we will not want to defend or 
be a part of without special cir- 
cumstances, in my view, is simply an 
engraved invitation to some future 
Russian Government to say: We're 
coming back in; we don’t care about 
your desire for freedom. You’re a part 
of us whether you like it or not. And, 
look, the Americans have in effect in 
the Senate said that’s OK. 

That is the essence of instability and 
of uncertainty, not only for the nations 
immediately involved but for all of us. 

Certainty created through 50 years 
by the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza- 
tion is the best guarantor of peace. I 
am convinced we should reject all lim- 
iting amendments, admit these three 
nations, and judge in the future what 
additional nations should be admitted 
to NATO—nations, in my opinion, con- 
sisting of all of those that become real 
democracies, real free market coun- 
tries, with a real desire not only to be 
a part of the North Atlantic Treaty Or- 
ganization but to contribute their own 
strength to it. 

We should reject the Harkin amend- 
ment. We should grant the accession of 
the three countries before us at the 
present time without further condi- 
tions, and in the good faith that their 
accession will strengthen peace, 
strengthen their democracy, and 
strengthen our own security. 

Mr. MCCAIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
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address the Senate as if in morning 
business past the agreed upon time of 
12:45. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, for the 
moment I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I realize 
we only have a minute or two before 
the unanimous consent order kicks in 
which ends discussion at 12:45, but let 
me say for the record that one of the 
aspects of the amendment that we are 
considering and will be voting on when 
we come back from our caucus lunch- 
eons, the Harkin amendment, deals 
with requiring excess military materiel 
transferred to any NATO country—in 
this case, the three new members—to 
be counted against our common budg- 
et. 

I did not have these numbers before, 
but I want to put them in the RECORD 
now. The Senator from Iowa has con- 
tended that we provide aid only to the 
less well off countries in NATO, and he 
implied they are the only ones we have 
given this excess military equipment 
to. Most people don't know what we 
are talking about here, so let me make 
it clear. Here are the facts. 

In fiscal year 1996, we provided excess 
defense articles to the following coun- 
tries: Denmark, Germany, Greece, Por- 
tugal, and Turkey, for a total value of 
$55 million. In fiscal year 1997, these 
excess articles went to the United 
Kingdom, Norway, Spain, and Turkey; 
value: $113 million. And my friend from 
Iowa, if his amendment passes, would 
say we can continue to spend tax- 
payers’ money for what we believe is in 
our national interest to give excess 
items to other NATO countries, not 
part of our NATO requirement but our 
individual judgment, but we could not 
do the same for Poland, the Czech Re- 
public, or Hungary. I think that would 
a serious mistake. If he wishes to do 
that and save the taxpayers’ money.“ 
why not have his amendment say no 
excess military arms could go to any 
NATO country? Why single out for this 
second-class treatment the three new 
countries? 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. I thank my friend from 
Delaware. His statement is a very im- 
portant contribution to this debate on 
NATO, and I appreciate the fact that 
not only is he giving the Senate infor- 
mation but the great job the Senator is 
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doing on this issue here for these many 
days. Iam very appreciative. 

Mr. BIDEN. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. McCAIN. There is no one more 
qualified, in my view, in the Senate 
than the Senator from Delaware, on 
this issue especially, but other foreign 
policy issues. 


THE TOBACCO INDUSTRY’S 
CAMPAIGN OF DIVERSION 


Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, much 
has been said and written about the to- 
bacco bill approved by the Senate Com- 
merce Committee 19 to 1, three weeks 
ago. 

The Senate will soon have an oppor- 
tunity to debate, offer amendments 
and vote on tobacco legislation. I know 
the Senate can and must work coopera- 
tively and without partisanship, as we 
have on the Commerce Committee, to 
improve the measure, and assure that 
it serves the public health interests of 
our nation—most particularly our chil- 
dren. 

The Commerce Committee measure 
is a bipartisan bill that was developed 
in consultation with the attorneys gen- 
eral, the administration and the public 
health representatives including Dr. 
Koop, Dr. Kessler, and Matt Myers of 
the National Center for Tobacco Free- 
Kids. 

It’s a comprehensive bill aimed at 
dramatically reducing youth smoking. 
Every living Surgeon General has 
signed a letter to Congress urging us to 
pass comprehensive legislation this 
year to address what is our nation’s 
number one public health problem. 

The tobacco industry is now em- 
barked on a campaign of diversion to 
change the subject from health and 
children. They are trying to take at- 
tention away from the facts, and use 
specious buzz word” attacks to kill a 
bill they know might actually stop 
kids from smoking and reduce their 
ability to lock teens in as lifetime 
smokers. 

So, Mr. President, this is about 
money—the tobacco industry’s 
money—and the lengths they'll go to 
make more, including lying to Con- 
gress, manipulating nicotine to hook 
customers and marketing to kids. 

Mr. President, I would like to quote 
recent newspaper items responding to 
the industry’s attacks and regarding 
new evidence of the prevalence of 
smoking among minority children as 
reported in the Washington Post. First, 
from USA Today: 

Some, ever eager for some raw meat, were 
sucked right in by the rhetoric. But before 
you believe it, pause a moment for one little 
bit of truth: Everything the industry is rail- 
ing against today it agreed to in some form 
just 10 months ago. Here's the rundown: 

Big tax boost. Half a trillion dollars. 
That’s how much those greedy lawmakers 
want to take from smokers. And a dispropor- 
tionate amount would come from poor people 
because they smoke more. 
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But wait a minute. Where were these brave 
champions of the downtrodden last June? 
Ooops. They were signing a settlement deal 
with a group of state attorneys general to 
dig $400 billion from smokers’ pockets. The 
AGs and congress sought high prices to dis- 
courage smoking, particularly in the teen 
years when most smokers start. The poor? 
Flip the tax idea around. Imagine what the 
reaction would be to a plan that lowered 
their costs in order to lure them into a dead- 
ly habit. 

Big government. Standing athwart the on- 
ward march of big government, tobacco ex- 
ecutives now warn that Washington wants 
to create 17 new bureaucracies.” Memories of 
Clintoncare dance in their heads. 

Just don’t pay any attention to the fact 
that 10 months ago these same executives 
were whipping big government on. The June 
settlement gave the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration a 30% boost in its budget, the feds 
new powers to ban indoor smoking, and on 
and on. 

Ad restrictions. Why those do-gooders in 
Washington even want to strip the industry 
of its First Amendment rights by sharply re- 
stricting advertising. No human images, no 
color ads, and so on. Yet somehow all this 
was perfectly fine with the industry last 
June. 

Tobacco farmers. Congress’ plan would put 
hundreds, if not thousands, of tobacco farm- 
ers out of work. The Senate bill does set 
aside some $28 billion in a trust fund to help 
growers and their communities dislocated by 
the cut in smoking rates. Guess how much 
the industry secured for these beloved farm- 
ers when cutting its June deal? Zip. Zero. 
Nada. 

What changed between June and today is 
this: Congress started to give the appearance 
of closing loopholes the industry had artfully 
built into the June deal—a tactic it has ex- 
ploited in the past. Penalties for failing to 
reduce teen smoking, for instance, were too 
small to matter. 

Some observers have suggested that the in- 
dustry quit negotiations now only to im- 
prove chances for a weak deal later. That re- 
mains to be seen, but one thing is certain. 
All Big Tobacco has done for two weeks is 
blow smoke. 

As reported in the Washington Post: 

The latest annual report by the surgeon 
general, David Satcher, showed what other 
studies have highlighted: that smoking con- 
tinues to increase in allure to young people 
even as fewer adults smoke. Over the past six 
years, it said, youth smoking has risen by 
nearly a third, and some 40 percent of white 
high school students smoke. Smoking by 
high school-age blacks, who still smoke less 
than white counterparts, rose by nearly 80 
percent from 1991 to 1997. The smoking rate 
among Hispanic students rose by 34 percent, 
the study found. 

Here are the facts. 

First the statistics on youth smoking 
are clear and alarming: 3000 kids a day 
start smoking every day; 1000 of them 
will die early from smoking related 
disease; and one out of every three ado- 
lescents uses tobacco by age 18. Mr. 
President, we’re not talking about kids 
who sneak a cigarette out of their 
mother’s purse. According to a Surgeon 
General’s report: Seventy-one percent 
of youth smokers, use tobacco daily. 

The Centers for Disease Control re- 
ports that youth smoking is on the 
rise, a trend that the American Cancer 
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Society calls a ‘pediatric epidemic.” 
Ninety percent of lifetime smokers 
take up the habit before the age of 18— 
when it is illegal to buy tobacco prod- 
ucts in every state in the union. We 
know from documents discovered in 
state suits against the tobacco indus- 
try that they have long understood the 
adverse health impacts and 
addictiveness of their products, yet ac- 
tively marketed to children, including 
studying 5-7 year olds. 


The cost of this problem is enormous. 


Mr. President, 435 thousand Ameri- 
cans die from smoking related illness 
every year—the single greatest cause 
of preventable disease and death in 
America by far. Every year, taxpayers 
must foot the bill for $50 billion in 
health care costs to treat smoking re- 
lated disease. According to the Depart- 
ment of the Treasury, smoking related 
injury, damage and economic cost ex- 
ceed over $130 billion annually. To re- 
coup some of these costs to taxpayers, 
41 states have sued the industry. 


Mr. President, the severity and ur- 
gency of the problem is beyond ques- 
tion. Now is the time for action. As I 
said, every living surgeon general of 
the United States has signed a letter 
urging Congress to pass comprehensive 
tobacco control legislation. 

The bill passed by the Commerce 
Committee is comprehensive and mir- 
rors the framework of the tobacco set- 
tlement reached between the industry 
and the attorney general. 


The bill: Restricts tobacco adver- 
tising and marketing aimed at kids; 
sets aggressive but achievable youth 
smoking reduction targets, and holds 
the industry responsible for failing to 
achieve the reductions; increases the 
price-per-pack of cigarettes by $1.10 
over five years to reduce youth con- 
sumption. Experts agree such a hike is 
a critical part of the overall effort to 
curb youth from smoking. 


It provides the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration with authority to oversee 
nicotine and tobacco product ingredi- 
ents and marketing. It requires the in- 
dustry to pay up to $516 billion over 25 
years to compensate states for tobacco 
related costs to Medicaid and public 
health programs; to fund youth smok- 
ing reduction and health research ini- 
tiatives; and to assist tobacco farmers. 

The bill is about our kids, it’s about 
accountability and it’s about solving a 
national problem. The industry wants 
to change the subject with the tried 
and true tactics of diversion. 

I understand they now intend to 
spend $100 million for print and broad- 
cast media to maintain the status quo. 
Perhaps if the industry had spent some 
of their resources on legitimate anti- 
youth smoking activities, we wouldn't 
have the problem we do today. 

The industry diversion play book 
consists of four themes. 
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DIVERSION ONE—SOLVING THE PROBLEM OF 
YOUTH SMOKING IS REALLY ABOUT TAX AND 
SPEND GOVERNMENT 
Experts agree that a price increase is 

an essential component of the effort to 

stop youth from taking up the habit— 
the industry doesn’t want a bill that 
will truly diminish the number of their 

“replacement” users. 

The money raised by a settlement 
would be used to reimburse taxpayers 
for the $50 billion yearly tax that big 
tobacco places on American taxpayers 
in the form of tobacco health care—in- 
cluding a substantial drain on Medi- 
care and Medicaid. 

The funds would also finance: Youth 
anti-smoking initiatives; vital health 
research to find new cures and treat- 
ment for smoking related disease in- 
cluding, cancer, stroke and heart dis- 
ease. It would assist farmers who will 
be affected by reductions in tobacco 
consumption—hard working middle 
class Americans who for years have 
been encouraged to grow tobacco by 
federal policies. 

The bulk of the revenue raised—up to 
$195 billion—will be dispensed to the 
states to settle their cases against the 
tobacco companies and could be used 
for tax cuts at the State level. 

It’s more than slightly ironic that 
last summer the industry agreed to a 
substantial price increase in their set- 
tlement with the attorneys general. 
They further tax their own credibility 
by suggesting that an additional 10 
cents more per year by the year 2003 is 
the difference between enlightened 
public policy and tax and spend govern- 
ment. 

DIVERSION TWO—THE EFFORT TO STOP YOUTH 

SMOKING IS ABOUT BIG GOVERNMENT 

The tobacco companies ads say that 
the bill approved by the Commerce 
Committee contains seventeen new 
boards and panels, and is government 
run amok. 

Of the dozen boards, most of which 
were contemplated in the industry's 
agreement, eight of them are part-time 
or advisory and entail little or no cost; 
two are temporary, including one cre- 
ated to reimburse small business peo- 
ple for the termination of cigarette 
vending machines. And, one is to en- 
sure that increased research dollars are 
not wasted. 

Furthermore, the majority of these 
initiatives were contemplated in the 
June 20th agreement signed by the in- 
dustry. 

DIVERSION THREE—THE INDUSTRY WILL GO 

BANKRUPT 

The Commerce Committee bill imple- 
ments the President’s request for $1.10 
increase in the price per pack of ciga- 
rettes over five years. 

The Deputy Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, Lawrence Summers, testified be- 
fore the Commerce Committee that 
this increase would not bankrupt or 
render the industry financially 
unviable. 
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The President has stated that it is 
not the administration’s intention to 
drive the industry out of business, but 
to get them to stop marketing and sell- 
ing to kids. 


If the industry truly believes the 
President’s request creates a bank- 
ruptcy situation, it’s incumbent upon 
them to make their case to the Depart- 
ment of the Treasury, not simply walk 
away from the table, and threaten to 
go back to business as usual. 


DIVERSION FOUR—PRICE INCREASES WILL 
CREATE A BLACK MARKET 


Again, the administration has as- 
sured that the President’s request will 
not stimulate a substantial black mar- 
ket. 


It’s important to understand that 
there is a black market today in ciga- 
rettes, as there is in a variety of con- 
sumer goods. 


If the industry has credible evidence 
that price hikes will create a substan- 
tial black market that poses a threat 
to public safety or health they should 
produce that evidence. 


I don’t believe, however, that most 
Americans would agree we should re- 
frain from doing what's necessary to 
stop youth smoking based on unsub- 
stantiated conjecture. 


One answer to the omnipresent black 
market issue is to better enforce our 
laws against smuggling and sale of con- 
traband. 


Let me conclude by saying Congress 
and the administration must focus on 
enacting a fair, effective and respon- 
sible piece of legislation that will stop 
youth from smoking. The American 
people demand it. 

They do not want a political football, 
or partisan politics. 

Certainly, improvements in the Com- 
merce Committee bill can be made, and 
I look forward to continuing to work 
with all Senators to achieve that end. 
Now is the time for all sides to lower 
the rhetoric, make their case and let 
the legislative process work. 

Mr. President, I appreciate the indul- 
gence of the Presiding Officer, and I 
yield the floor. 


—————— 


RECESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the hour of 1 
o'clock having been reached, the Sen- 
ate is in recess until 2:15. 

Thereupon, at 12:59 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until 2:15 p.m.; whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr. 
COATS). 

Mr. ENZI addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming. 
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PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT- 
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC- 
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY, 
AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the treaty. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2310, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that it be in order at this 
time to modify the Kyl amendment 
with the modification that is at the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Executive amendment, as modi- 
fied, is as follows: 


In paragraph (1) of section 3, after () THE 
STRATEGIC CONCEPT OF NATO.—“ insert the 
following: 

(A) POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES TOWARD 
THE STRATEGIC CONCEPT OF NATO.—The Sen- 
ate understands that the policy of the United 
States is that the core concepts contained in 
the 1991 Strategic Concept of NATO (as de- 
fined in (IF), which adapted NATO's strat- 
egy of the post-Cold War environment, re- 
main valid today, and that the upcoming re- 
vision of that document will reflect the fol- 
lowing principles: 

(i) FIRST AND FOREMOST A MILITARY ALLI- 
ANCE.—NATO is first and foremost a military 
alliance. NATO's success in securing peace is 
predicated on its military strength and stra- 
tegic unity. 

(ii) PRINCIPAL FOUNDATION FOR DEFENSE OF 
SECURITY INTERESTS OF NATO MEMBERS.— 
NATO serves as the principal foundation for 
collectively defending the security interests 
of its members against external threats. 

(iii) PROMOTION AND PROTECTION OF UNITED 
STATES VITAL NATIONAL SECURITY INTER- 
ESTS.—Strong United States leadership of 
NATO promotes and protects United States 
vital national security interests. 

(iv) UNITED STATES LEADERSHIP ROLE.—The 
United States maintains its leadership role 
of NATO through the stationing of United 
States combat forces in Europe, providing 
military commanders for key NATO com- 
mands, and through the presence of United 
States nuclear forces on the territory of Eu- 
rope. 

(v) COMMON THREATS.—NATO members will 
face common threats to their security in the 
post-Cold War environment, including— 

(1) the potential for the re-emergence of a 
hegemonic power confronting Europe; 

(II) rogue states and non-state actors pos- 
sessing nuclear, biological, or chemical 
weapons and the means to deliver these 
weapons by ballistic or cruise missiles, or 
other unconventional delivery means; 

(II threats of a wider nature, including 
the disruption of the flow of vital resources, 
and other possible transnational threats; and 

(IV) conflict in the North Atlantic area 
stemming from ethnic and religious enmity, 
the revival of historic disputes or the actions 
of undemocratic leaders. 

(iv) CORE MISSION OF NATO.—Defense plan- 
ning will affirm a commitment by NATO 
members to a credible capability for collec- 
tive self-defense, which remains the core 
mission of NATO. All NATO members will 
contribute to this core mission. 

(vii) CAPACITY TO RESPOND TO COMMON 
THREATS.—NATO’s continued success re- 
quires a credible military capability to deter 
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and respond to common threats. Building on 
its core capabilities for collective self-de- 
fense of its members, NATO will ensure that 
its military force structure, defense plan- 
ning, command structures, and force goals 
promote NATO's capacity to project power 
when the security of a NATO member is 
threatened, and provide a basis for ad hoc 
coalitions of willing partners among NATO 
members. This will require that NATO mem- 
bers possess national military capabilities to 
rapidly deploy forces over long distances, 
sustain operations for extended periods of 
time, and operate jointly with the United 
States in high intensity conflicts. 

(viii) INTEGRATED MILITARY STRUCTURE.— 
The Integrated Military Structure of NATO 
underpins NATO’s effectiveness as a military 
alliance by embedding NATO members in a 
process of cooperative defense planning and 
ensuring unity of command. 

(ix) NUCLEAR POSTURE.—Nuclear weapons 
will continue to make an essential contribu- 
tion to deterring aggression, especially ag- 
gression by potential adversaries armed with 
nuclear, biological, or chemical weapons. A 
credible NATO nuclear deterrent posture re- 
quires the stationing of United States nu- 
clear forces in Europe, which provides an es- 
sential political and military link between 
Europe and North America, and the wide- 
spread participation of NATO members in 
nuclear roles. In addition, the NATO deter- 
rent posture will continue to ensure uncer- 
tainty in the mind of any potential aggressor 
about the nature of the response by NATO 
members to military aggression. 

(x) BURDENSHARING.—The responsibility 
and financial burden of defending the democ- 
racies of Europe will be more equitably 
shared in a manner in which specific obliga- 
tions and force goals are met by NATO mem- 
bers. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that at 4:30 p.m. today, 
the Senate resume consideration of the 
Kyl amendment No. 2310, as modified, 
and there be 30 minutes equally divided 
for debate on the amendment. Further, 
I ask unanimous consent that fol- 
lowing the expiration or yielding back 
of time, the Senate proceed to vote on 
or in relation to the Kyl amendment, 
and further that no amendments be in 
order to the Kyl amendment prior to 
the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I further 


ask that following the vote on adoption 
of the State Department conference re- 
port, at 2:25 p.m., there be 2 minutes 
equally divided for closing remarks on 
the Harkin amendment prior to the 
vote on or in relation to the Harkin 
amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
—— — 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro- 
ceed to legislative session. 


FOREIGN AFFAIRS REFORM AND 
RESTRUCTURING ACT—CONFER- 
ENCE REPORT 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, there will now be 10 
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minutes of debate equally divided for 
closing remarks prior to the vote on 
the adoption of the conference report 
accompanying H.R. 1757, which the 
clerk will now report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The committee on conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
1757), have agreed to recommend and do rec- 
ommend to their respective Houses this re- 
port, signed by a majority of the conferees. 

The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. I yield myself 2½ min- 
utes. It is what, 5 minutes each? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five 
minutes on each side. 

Mr. HELMS. I yield myself half of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis- 
tinguished Senator is recognized. 

Mr. HELMS. Notify me when it is 
over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will advise the Senator. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, rumors, they are 
aflying to the effect that the President 
of the United States has instructed the 
Democrats of the Senate to vote 
against this conference report and, if 
my intelligence sources are correct, it 
will get about three Democratic votes 
this afternoon. That compares with the 
vote of 90-5 for this very same bill, 
largely, that was passed by the Senate. 
If such game playing is going to hap- 
pen, and if this conference report is de- 
feated because of that sort of thing, 
then the President is going to have a 
difficult time about a lot of things. 

Let me say it again. The pending 
conference report is the result of more 
than a year’s hard work by Senator 
BIDEN and Secretary Albright and JUDD 
GREGG, ROD GRAMS, and many others 
to abolish two antiquated temporary 
Federal registries created in the 1950s 
and bringing reform to the United Na- 
tions. Now, if this conference report is 
defeated this afternoon, so be it. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, the chair- 
man and I have worked very, very hard 
over the last 9 months to produce this 
bill. I will not reiterate all that each of 
us said last week at the end of the day. 
We have no real disagreement in terms 
of the substance of the bill. We have a 
disagreement on not even whether or 
not we should attach a provision relat- 
ing to family planning and abortion in 
the bill. We don’t even disagree on 
that. The chairman had nothing to do 
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with that being in. He is a strong sup- 
porter of the family planning limita- 
tion that is in this bill, so-called Mex- 
ico City, although he did not ask for it 
to be put in this bill, but it is on the 
bill. We are faced with the reality, it is 
on the bill. 

The question is, What do we do from 
here? I urge my colleagues, notwith- 
standing the agreement the Senator 
and I have in every other aspect of the 
bill, to vote against this conference re- 
port. I do so because, at the insistence 
of the House, the Mexico City provi- 
sion, which is not related to the under- 
lying legislation, is in the bill, and 
stopping the conference report, I 
hope—and I may be tactically wrong 
here; this is my objective—I hope we 
send a signal to the House that we will 
not yield to what I characterize—not 
the chairman, ‘‘me’’—characterize, as 
legislative blackmail on this or other 
controversial issues. 

As indicated, it would be inappro- 
priate, if the Democrats took back the 
House next time out—I have no idea 
whether that will happen, but if they 
did—for them to attach to one of the 
bills an education provision that no 
one on the Republican side liked and 
said, Take it or leave it.“ I think it is 
a mistake. 

The underlying legislation is criti- 
cally important to American foreign 
policy. It would pay off our arrearages 
to the United Nations and bring addi- 
tional reform to that body and reorga- 
nize our foreign policy agency, and it 
begins to provide the funds, in essence, 
to restore our diplomatic presence 
worldwide. I believe the President will 
sign it promptly, provided we send him 
one without Mexico City attached. 

Again, the only thing that the chair- 
man and I disagree on, he believes, and 
he believed, and I believe he believes it, 
that what the House sent is at least a 
compromise on Mexico City. I view it 
as not a compromise at all on Mexico 
City. 

So I urge my colleagues to reject this 
conference report so we can return to 
conference and produce a bill that the 
President can sign. 

I reserve the balance of the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BIDEN. How much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 2 minutes 30 seconds. 

Mr. BIDEN. I see the Senator from 
Texas is standing. After he speaks, I 
am delighted to yield my 2 minutes in 
closing to my friend from Massachu- 
setts. 

Mr. GRAMM. I want to ask the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the committee 
a question, if I might, if he will yield 
for that purpose. 

Mr. HELMS. I yield for that purpose. 

Mr. GRAMM. Obviously, a great deal 
of compromise has occurred on our side 
of the aisle with regard to arrearages 
at the United Nations. That is now, ob- 
viously, a focal point of this bill. I have 
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to assume that the President would 
have to understand that if this bill is 
defeated today, his chances of getting 
any arrearage funding for the United 
Nations in this Congress would be di- 
minished substantially and probably 
would not happen. 

I ask the chairman his views on that. 

Mr. HELMS. If I have anything to do 
with it, there will be no action on ar- 
rearages or anything else that the 
President is interested in. 

Now, he has waved that veto flag 
time and time again. Let him wave it 
this time, but he must bear in mind 
that this is it, this is the end of it, one 
way or the other. 

I thank the Senator. 

Mr. GRAMM. I thank the chairman. 

Mr. BIDEN. I yield to my colleague 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I will 
join, I hope with the vast majority of 
colleagues on this side of the aisle, to 
vote against this bill even though the 
bill is an important bill and it is one 
that I have worked on with the ranking 
member and chairman for a long period 
of time. 

I know the chairman worked dili- 
gently to try to break this bill free of 
the Mexico City language and to try to 
have the capacity to move forward on 
the floor. I applaud him for his good- 
faith efforts to do that. 

Let me say to my colleagues that 
this is a tragedy of enormous propor- 
tions. It is dangerous. It is damaging to 
the interests of the United States to 
tie the U.N. arrearages and larger pol- 
icy questions to one issue, to one point 
of view, by a very narrow percentage of 
Members of the U.S. Congress who 
want to tie it in this way to the United 
Nations. It is a form of a kind of polit- 
ical blackmail. 

The reality is that the United States 
of America is going to lose significant 
prestige, significant leverage, and our 
interests are going to be set back in 
the international arena. We are going 
to be hurt with respect to issues like 
Bosnia. If anybody mistakes it, all you 
have to do is look at the way in which 
the coalition fell apart over Iraq and 
the issue of holding Saddam Hussein 
accountable for weapons of mass de- 
struction. 

Talk to anybody at the United Na- 
tions and you can learn very quickly 
about the growing anger of nations 
who watched the United States, which 
has become a scofflaw within the 
United Nations, unwilling to live up to 
the rules that we helped to write, un- 
willing to fulfill our obligations under 
the United Nations, all because one 
point of view in the U.S. Congress can't 
have its way. 

I think those who think about this 
should think hard about what interest 
is being served here—the interests of 
abortion versus the interests of world 
leadership of the United States in the 
United Nations. That is what is at 
stake here. 
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I think the President ought to veto 
this and we ought to hold those ac- 
countable who are unwilling to assert 
the interests of the United States, the 
world’s leader, all nations of the world 
today looking to us for that leadership, 
and here we are, handicapping our- 
selves over a totally separate issue. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I would 
like to express my opposition to the 
measure we are about to vote on, 
H.R. 1757, the State Department Au- 
thorization conference report. Despite 
the fact that this bill contains many 
provisions which I support, such as a 
wide-ranging reform package that 
would ensure U.S. payment of dues to 
the United Nations, the entire measure 
is overshadowed by an egregious and 
misguided abortion provision included 
at the insistence of those who oppose 
abortion rights. 

This provision would prohibit foreign 
organizations from receiving U.S. fam- 
ily planning funds if that organization, 
with its own funds, provides legal abor- 
tion services or advocates on abortion 
issues in its own country. Such pro- 
viders, for example, would lose their 
U.S. funds if they discussed at a con- 
ference that more than 20 percent of all 
maternal deaths throughout Latin 
America and the Caribbean are due to 
illegal abortion. 

In my view, this provision is a thin- 
ly-veiled attempt to further erode our 
commitment to international family 
planning programs. I must say, Mr. 
President, I am always perplexed by 
those who oppose family planning and 
also oppose abortion. Study after study 
has shown that lack of family planning 
leads to more unintended pregnancies 
which leads to more abortions. Con- 
sider two countries: Russia has very 
little contraception available, and 
abortion is the primary method of 
birth control. The average Russian 
woman has at least four abortions in 
her lifetime! Alternatively, Hungary 
has made family planning services 
more widely available and the abortion 
rate has dropped dramatically. 

The impact these family planning 
programs have on the health and well- 
being of women and children around 
the world cannot be denied. But there 
is another issue here that should not be 
overlooked—the important role popu- 
lation programs play in sustaining the 
global environment. 

The earth now supports 5.7 billion 
human beings. In thirty years it is esti- 
mated the world’s population will be 
8.3 billion. We are growing by 86 mil- 
lion people per year. It is expected that 
90 percent of this increase will be in 
the developing world. India has to feed 
an additional 16 million people per 
year. And so many of these people are 
children—forty percent of the popu- 
lation of the average less-developed na- 
tion is under the age of 15. 

Mr. President, the United States 
plays a critical role in providing family 
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planning services abroad. I feel strong- 
ly that we should continue our leader- 
ship role in this area. It is both hu- 
mane and environmentally sound. This 
conference report contains provisions 
that would gut our commitment to 
international family planning, and I 
urge my colleagues to oppose this 
measure. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, here 
we go again. As we have done so many 
times in recent years, we are sacri- 
ficing serious and legitimate national 
interests to the partisan and divisive 
abortion debate. Due to the global gag 
rule imposed on international family 
planning, I will vote against the con- 
ference report on H.R. 1757, the Foreign 
Affairs Reform and Restructuring Act. 

I commend the President for his 
strong veto message to the Congress on 
this legislation. Passage of this con- 
ference report will not change current 
law. A vote in favor of the conference 
report will not ultimately result in the 
payment of the U.S. debt to the United 
Nations or the reorganization of the 
State Department. Passage may score 
political points but it will delay this 
important legislation and diminish 
U.S. standing in the international com- 
munity. 

This language is anything but a com- 
promise as proponents of the new glob- 
al gag rule claim in defending the con- 
ference report. It was not adopted nor 
debated on the Senate floor. Every sin- 
gle Democratic conferee to this legisla- 
tion refused to sign the conference re- 
port. Labeling this language a com- 
promise is misleading and untrue. 

Passage of the conference report will 
unfairly disqualify many family plan- 
ning organizations from receiving U.S. 
international family planning funds if 
they use their own funds in their own 
countries to point out the adverse pub- 
lic health consequences of medically 
unsafe abortion. The elimination of 
these non-governmental organizations 
from the program, considered to be one 
of the best and most cost-effective 
channels for U.S. foreign aid dollars, 
will have a devastating impact on this 
critical foreign aid program. 

The language in the bill will condi- 
tion an organization’s eligibility for 
U.S. family planning assistance unless 
it agrees to surrender its rights to free 
speech and participation in the polit- 
ical process in its own country using 
its own funds. Proponents of the con- 
troversial language will describe it as a 
ban on abortion lobbying, such as a re- 
striction would be unconstitutional if 
applied to American citizens and would 
undermine one of the primary objec- 
tives of our foreign policy—the pro- 
motion of democracy around the world. 
The Senate should reject this con- 
ference report and the restrictive fam- 
ily planning language added behind 
closed doors. 

Enactment of the conference report 
will result in the reduction of family 
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planning funding by $44 million. The 
funding cut would likely cause a subse- 
quent increase in the number of abor- 
tions as couples lose or are denied ac- 
cess to contraceptive services. Any 
Senator who supports family planning 
as a means to reduce the incidence of 
abortion should oppose this bill. 

Family planning saves lives, particu- 
larly in the developing world where a 
woman dies in pregnancy or childbirth 
every minute of every day and where 
more than 12 million children each 
year do not live to see their fifth birth- 
day. 

I urge the Senate to reject the Con- 
ference Report on the Foreign Affairs 
Reform and Restructuring Act. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak in opposition to the conference 
report on H.R. 1757—The Foreign Af- 
fairs Reform and Restructuring Act of 
1998. 

As is the case with many of my col- 
leagues who have already spoken on 
this matter, I believe that it is fun- 
damentally wrong to be holding the 
payment of U.N. arrears and the struc- 
tural reform of U.S. foreign affairs or- 
ganization hostage to a single issue re- 
lated to international family plan- 
ning—an issue by the way which was 
never even discussed during Senate 
consideration of this legislation. I am 
speaking of course of the so called 
Mexico City restrictions on U.S. inter- 
national population programs that 
have been included in the legislation 
pending before us today—Section 1816 
of the bill. These restrictions not only 
prohibit foreign non-governmental or- 
ganizations that accept U.S. funding 
from using their own funds to perform 
abortions, but also bar them from lob- 
bying their own governments, with 
their own money, on abortion related 
public policy issues. 

Without doubt, Section 1816 is going 
to result in all of the other sections in 
the bill, over 160 of them—not becom- 
ing law. 

That means that nearly two years of 
work on this bill will have been for 
naught. That is unfortunate in my 
view, because many of the other provi- 
sions are meritorious and should be- 
come law. 

Mr. President, how did we get to 
where we find ourselves with respect to 
this legislation? Mr. President, let’s be 
clear about who is responsible. It was 
not the President who created the cur- 
rent dynamic—he and officials in his 
administration have worked in good 
faith for months with House and Sen- 
ate conferees on the legislation before 
us today. 

It certainly wasn’t the Senate con- 
ferees who working together had come 
up with an acceptable package of com- 
promises on the various difference be- 
tween the House and Senate passed 
bills —a package that we all more or 
less agreed to and would have sup- 
ported. A package that did not include 
Mexico City language. 
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The responsibility for putting U.S. 
leadership at the U.N. in jeopardy and 
delaying foreign affairs reorganization 
rests solely with the House Republican 
leadership. 

The Republican leadership knew full 
well that this entire bill was being put 
at risk with the inclusion of Section 
1816 in this bill—a provision which, in- 
cidentally, would never become law if 
it were to be applied to domestic non- 
governmental organizations because it 
is so fundamentally a violation of the 
first amendment constitutional protec- 
tions of free speech. 

I know our Democratic colleagues in 
the House warned them of what was 
likely to happen. 

I know Senator BIDEN did as well. 
Certainly the President has made no 
secret of his fundamental opposition to 
the so called Mexico City language and 
most especially the “global gag rule” 
aspect of it. 

Despite these warnings, the House 
leadership instructed House Republican 
conferees to include this provision in 
the final version of the bill. Not a sin- 
gle Democratic conferee from either 
the House or Senate supported the 
final conference report that we have 
before us today. I was one of those con- 
ferees who refused to sign onto this 
legislation. 

I certainly agree with those who are 
strongly opposed to the codification of 
the Mexico City language into law. I 
think it is reprehensible to attempt to 
restrict the free speech of foreign non- 
governmental organizations and their 
members. 

I happen to believe that these organi- 
zations do very important work—work 
that is making a real difference to the 
health and overall quality of life for 
hundreds of millions of women and 
children living in developing countries 
throughout Asia, Africa, and Latin 
America. 

But my objections with respect to 
this matter go beyond the substance of 
the provision to that of the tactics 
that are being used here and for an un- 
willingness to take into account U.S. 
national and foreign policy interests 
that may be at stake. Proponents of 
this measure have made no effort to 
balance these overarching interests 
against the narrower ones of wanting 
to score partisan political points by 
promoting a very controversial agenda 
that clearly does not have the support 
of the majority of the American peo- 
ple. 

Mr. President, it is my hope that the 
Senate will vote to reject the pending 
conference report and thereby send a 
signal that, at least in the Senate, we 
aren't in the practice of legislative 
hostage taking’’—that is not the way 
the Senate conducts its business. In 
doing so, we will also be sending a sig- 
nal to the American people that we are 
here to do their business, the business 
that we were elected to look out for, 
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and not to play games of “partisan one 
upmanship.’’ I would urge my col- 
leagues to join me in sending such a 
message by voting no on this measure. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, this 
conference report contains many im- 
portant provisions that deserve the 
support of the Senate. 

It authorizes Congress, at long last, 
to pay our overdue debt to the United 
Nations. It clears the way for com- 
prehensive UN reform. The bill also in- 
cludes a much-needed, major restruc- 
turing of our nation’s foreign affairs 
agencies. 

In the years since the Cold War 
ended, the maps of the world have been 
redrawn. The reorganization plan in 
this bill would enable us to redraw our 
foreign affairs structure to match the 
new, post-Cold War reality. It is the 
product of careful and detailed negotia- 
tions, and enjoys broad, bipartisan sup- 
port. 

Despite these important provisions, I 
regret that I will vote against this con- 
ference report, and I urge my col- 
leagues to do likewise. The reason I op- 
pose this report is because, in addition 
to its positive provisions, it also con- 
tains an extreme and extraneous provi- 
sion the Senate has considered and re- 
jected many times in the past. This 
provision—the so-called Mexico City 
language’’—would do serious damage to 
international family planning efforts— 
including efforts that have nothing to 
do with promoting abortion and that, 
in fact, help to prevent abortions. 

It would do serious damage to one of 
the ideals on which our own nation was 
founded, freedom of speech and expres- 
sion. The Mexico City language would 
bar any agency that receives inter- 
national family-planning assistance 
from the U.S. from using their own 
funds to pay for abortions, or to lobby 
for abortions. 

Let me repeat: This bill does not tell 
agencies it cannot use U.S. funds for 
these services. That is already prohib- 
ited under existing law. This bill tells 
agencies in other nations that they 
may not use their own funds to pay for, 
or lobby for, abortions, without losing 
all U.S. family-planning assistance. 
This goes far beyond what the current 
law prescribes. 

This body has rejected this kind of 
restriction in the past because we 
agreed it is inappropriate to place such 
limitations on how organizations in 
other nations may use their own 
money. Mr. President, it is still inap- 
propriate for us to do so. But it is im- 
portant to note that the Mexico City 
language is not simply the language 
this body has previously rejected. In 2 
important ways, it is even more ex- 
treme. 

First, this Mexico City provision will 
cut funds for international family- 
planning services. The conference re- 
port mandates that family planning 
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agencies in other nations may not re- 
ceive one dollar in U.S. family-plan- 
ning assistance unless and until they 
certify that they will not perform abor- 
tions with their own funds. It is true 
that the President may waive this re- 
striction. But if he does so, U.S. aid for 
international family-planning pro- 
grams for that year would be limited to 
$356 million—$44 million less than we 
are now spending. 

Second, this new version of the Mex- 
ico City language includes a provision 
that not only prohibits funding for any 
organization that lobbies to change 
abortions laws in other nations, as the 
former version did. It goes far beyond 
that prohibition to forbid recipients of 
U.S. funds from making any public 
statements about abortion. They are 
forbidden, Mr. President, even from ex- 
pressing concerns about the dangers of 
illegal abortions. 

And the President has no authority 
to waive this provision. The Secretary 
of State has rightly labeled this re- 
striction a “gag rule.” In no way would 
this provision improve the lives of 
women and children around the world, 
nor would it reduce the incidence of 
abortion. Instead, this gag rule would 
violate one of our country’s most hal- 
lowed principles, the principle of free- 
dom of speech. 

What kind of message would we be 
sending to the rest of the world if we 
violate our founding principles? That 
those principles are not inalienable 
after all? That they may have worked 
200 years ago, but they are not applica- 
ble in a modern world? 

Surely, at a time when struggling 
new democracies all over the world are 
looking for guidance and inspiration, 
these are not messages we want to 
send. But the greatest danger of these 
extreme and extraneous provisions is 
that they will not improve the lives of 
women and children anywhere, nor will 
they prevent abortions anywhere. In 
fact, they will have the opposite effect. 
They will make it more difficult for 
women to plan their own families. 

U.S. support of international family 
planning programs have immeasurably 
improved the lives of women in devel- 
oping countries. By helping women 
limit the size of their families, we have 
enabled women to make the edu- 
cational and economic gains that are 
essential if they, and their children, 
are to live longer and healthier lives. 
The number of women of childbearing 
age is increasing by 24 million every 
year. Now is not the time for this na- 
tion to cut back on our commitment to 
programs that enable women to plan 
their families—programs that actually 
reduce the incidence of abortion. 

And make no mistake, Mr. President, 
that would be one of the consequences 
if we pass this conference report. There 
would, inevitably, be an increase in the 
number of abortions. That is not some- 
thing I want to see, and I know that 
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every member of this body agrees with 
me on this point. 

Finally, Mr. President, it is impor- 
tant to note the context in which we 
are considering this conference report, 
and the implications it has for another 
important piece of legislation the Sen- 
ate has already passed—the supple- 
mental funding for the U.S. contribu- 
tion to the International Monetary 
Fund. 

Last month, the Senate approved 
these funds overwhelmingly. The vote 
was 84-16. The size of that margin indi- 
cates the importance Senators attach 
to an adequately-funded IMF. Unfortu- 
nately, a small but vocal minority of 
members in the other body have ex- 
pressed reluctance to vote on the IMF 
funding unless we give into their de- 
mands on the Mexico City issue. 

They are, in effect, holding hostage 
an important bill with significant na- 
tional security implications, a bill that 
has broad, bipartisan support in the 
Senate, in order to force their way on 
a completely unrelated issue. The IMF 
appropriation is an insurance policy for 
the world economy and for countless 
American exporting businesses and 
farmers whose livelihoods depend on 
strong markets in Asia, Latin America, 
and other regions of the world. It is in- 
appropriate and dangerous to link pas- 
sage of IMF with the Mexico City re- 
strictions. The longer we delay passage 
of the IMF funds, the more we expose 
our businesses, workers, and farmers to 
the risks and uncertainties of world fi- 
nancial markets. 

For all of these reasons, Mr. Presi- 
dent, the Mexico City provision does 
not belong in either the State Depart- 
ment authorization bill, or the IMF 
supplemental. If the other body wishes 
to implement the Mexico City restric- 
tions, it should debate those restric- 
tions in the context in which they be- 
long—in a comprehensive foreign aid 
authorization bill. They should not 
hold hostage every high-priority piece 
of foreign policy legislation moving 
through the Congress. 

It is imperative that the Senate de- 
feat this conference report to dem- 
onstrate that we will not support such 
efforts at linkage either in this in- 
stance or in the future. I urge my col- 
leagues to vote against the conference 
agreement. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to emphasize the value of our na- 
tion’s international family planning 
program. I share the outrage expressed 
by my colleagues that the United 
States Congress would even consider 
the un-democratic and un-American 
provisions contained in the Foreign Af- 
fairs Reform Act. What Congress 
should really be focusing on as we de- 
bate the role of international family 
planning is the impact of these scarce 
federal funds on the lives of women and 
families throughout the world. 

Currently at least one woman dies 
every minute from causes related to 
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pregnancy and childbirth. In devel- 
oping countries, maternal mortality is 
the leading cause of death for women 
in reproductive age. The World Bank 
estimates that improved access to fam- 
ily planning would reduce maternal 
death by 20 percent. In the United 
States, there are 12 maternal deaths 
for every 100,000 live births; in parts of 
Sub-Saharan Africa, this ratio is more 
than 1,500 maternal deaths for every 
100,000 live births. That’s over 100 times 
greater than in the United States. 

By being able to plan their preg- 
nancies, mothers are able to ensure 
they bear their children at their 
healthiest times and that pregnancies 
do not occur too close together. This 
reduces the risks to the lives of both 
the mother and her children. Data from 
developing countries shows that babies 
born less than 2 years after their next 
oldest sibling are twice as likely to die 
in the first year as those born after an 
interval of at least 2 years. Further 
analysis suggests that, on average, in- 
fant mortality would be reduced by 25 
percent if all births were spaced at 
least 2 years apart. 

Reduced maternal and infant mor- 
tality are just two of the benefits of 
family planning programs. Family 
planning education also helps prevent 
the spread of sexually transmitted dis- 
eases, including AIDS. Family plan- 
ning can also reduce the number of 
abortions. A U.S. study found that for 
every $1 increase in public funds for 
family planning, there is a decrease of 
1 abortion per 1,000 women. According 
to the Rockefeller Foundation, in just 
1 year, cuts and severe restrictions of 
federal funding for family planning 
programs will result in an additional 4 
million unplanned pregnancies, and 1.6 
million of those pregnancies will end in 
abortion. These are only conservative 
estimates. 

U.S. family planning funds are hav- 
ing a profound, positive impact on fam- 
ilies throughout the world. Mothers 
and children are healthier; more 
women are using contraception; fewer 
women are having abortions. Let me 
share just a few examples of the posi- 
tive role family planning has played in 
Latin America. In 1960 in Chile, less 
than 3 percent of married women were 
practicing family planning, and the 
abortion rate was 77 abortions per 1,000 
married women of reproductive age. By 
1990, 56 percent of married women were 
using family planning, and the abor- 
tion rate had dropped to 45 per 1,000. 
Data from Bogota, Columbia showed 
that contraceptive use doubled between 
1976 and 1990, accompanied by a 40 per- 
cent decrease in the abortion rate dur- 
ing the same period. In Mexico City, 
use of contraception increased by 
about 24 percent between 1987 and 1992, 
and the abortion rate fell 39 percent. 

Similar successes can be found in ex- 
amples from former Soviet Bloc na- 
tions. In Almaty, Kazakhstan, the 
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United States population program has 
provided funding to train doctors and 
nurses and to increase contraceptive 
supplies for 28 clinics. Between 1993 and 
1994, the number of people receiving 
contraceptives from the clinics in- 
creased by 59 percent, and the number 
of abortions fell by 41 percent. In Rus- 
sia, contraceptive use has increased 
from 19 to 24 percent after an affiliate 
of the International Planned Parent- 
hood Federation opened in 1991. The 
abortion rate dropped from 109 per 1,000 
pregnancies in 1990 to 76 in 1994. The 
total number of abortions fell from 3.6 
million in 1990 to 2.8 million in 1994. In 
Hungary, abortion rates dropped dra- 
matically from the late 1960's to the 
mid-1980's, largely due to the signifi- 
cant increase in contraceptive use. 

The numbers are incredible, but what 
is truly important and who we can't 
forget are the women and their fami- 
lies represented in these numbers. One 
such woman is 30 year old Maria Elena 
Absalon Ramirez in Mexico. Her hus- 
band earns just $80 per month to sup- 
port Maria and their four children. 
They cannot afford contraceptives and 
rely on USAID-funded family planning. 
These are Maria’s words: What I fear 
most is becoming pregnant again.” 

I urge my colleagues to recognize the 
valuable impact of family planning on 
the lives of millions of families 
throughout the world, and to oppose 
restrictions on the use of international 
family planning funds. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I want to 
comment on one aspect of the con- 
ference report before us today, the pro- 
visions relating to the consolidation of 
USIA into the State Department. Al- 
though the President has already sig- 
naled his intention to veto this bill 
should it pass, I would like to highlight 
a concern I share with others which 
was addressed to some degree in the 
conference report: the need to protect 
the integrity of U.S. public diplomacy. 

There have been some indications 
that when the State Department incor- 
porates the functions of USIA into its 
organization, there are some State De- 
partment officials who are interested 
in using the resources associated with 
USIA programs to boost the public af- 
fairs functions of the State Depart- 
ment. I would like to go on record in 
opposition to any shifting of resources 
or even worse merging of these two 
very distinct functions of public affairs 
and public diplomacy. 

To give some background on this 
issue, since 1948 when U.S. government 
information programs were first au- 
thorized under section 501 of the Smith/ 
Mundt Act, it has been understood that 
public diplomacy programs were di- 
rected to foreign audiences. As Under 
Secretary of State Philip Habib said in 
1986: 

There is a distinction between public diplo- 
macy and public affairs. The word diplomacy 
means outside“ and has nothing to do with 
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what you are trying to do with the American 
people, which is altogether different. Gain- 
ing the support of the American people for 
U.S. foreign policy initiatives is entirely dif- 
ferent from attempting to pursue the inter- 
ests of the United States in the foreign 
arena. 

Over the years, Congress and the 
courts have upheld and strengthened 
the distinction between public diplo- 
macy, which is directed abroad, and 
public affairs, which is directed toward 
a U.S. audience. As USIA and its func- 
tions are folded into the State Depart- 
ment—and I do not necessarily oppose 
this and other cost savings moves—we 
must continue to uphold the distinc- 
tion between these two functions. I 
support the need to provide a clear ar- 
ticulation of U.S. foreign policy to 
Americans, especially as the world and 
U.S. international interests have be- 
come increasingly complex. However, 
the State Department should not an- 
ticipate a windfall in resources for its 
public affairs function. 

Public diplomacy, the presentation 
and advocacy of information about the 
United States, not just the advocacy of 
a particular foreign policy position, 
has been best presented independently 
and objectively without consideration 
of how that message would play at 
home. Educating the rest of the world 
about American society should not be 
hindered by the equally important but 
distinct function of explaining U.S. for- 
eign policy to the American people. 

Edward R. Murrow said it best al- 
most 40 years ago: 

What we endeavor to reflect. . is not 
only our policy, but our ideals. We not only 
seek to show people who we are and how we 
live: we must also engage others in the deli- 
cate, difficult art of human persuasion, to 
explain why we do what we do. 

Mr. President, as we consider legisla- 
tion to consolidate USIA into the State 
Department, whether it be in this ses- 
sion or in future sessions of Congress, I 
urge my colleagues to keep this impor- 
tant distinction in mind. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise in 
opposition to the conference report to 
H.R. 1757, the Foreign Affairs Reform 
and Restructuring Act. 

My opposition is tinged with a meas- 
ure of regret, for this bill contains 
many provisions that I have worked 
on, first as Ranking member on the 
House International Operations Sub- 
committee for ten years and for two 
years as Chair of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Subcommittee on Inter- 
national Operations. This bill consoli- 
dates our foreign policy apparatus by 
merging the Arms Control and Disar- 
mament Agency and the United States 
Information Agency into the State De- 
partment—which will make our foreign 
policy machinery run more efficiently. 

With regard to arrearages owed to 
the United Nations, I supported the 
provisions of this bill—which are simi- 
lar to provisions in my own UN Reform 
bill—which linked payment of funds 
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owed by the United States to the 
United Nations implementing certain 
benchmark reforms including a reduc- 
tion in the dues charged to the United 
States for the United Nations regular 
budget as well as our share of peace- 
keeping assessments. 

I have worked on six State Depart- 
ment authorization bills during my 
time in the Congress and know how dif- 
ficult a process it is to assemble a con- 
sensus on the reorganization of the 
State Department. I was extremely 
pleased that this bill built upon the 
foundation the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee laid in the last Congress when I 
was Chair of the International Oper- 
ations Subcommittee, I worked with 
Senator HELMS on these most impor- 
tant foreign policy issues. The work 
done by Senators HELMS and BIDEN on 
these matters is to be commended. 

However, this bill also contains a 
provision that would reinstate the 
Mexico City Policy in a way that im- 
poses unacceptable restrictions in 
international family planning efforts. 
And for that reason I cannot support it. 

Mr. President, this issue is often re- 
ferred to as the Mexico City policy” 
issue because it was at the 1984 United 
Nations Population Conference in Mex- 
ico City that the Reagan Administra- 
tion adopted for our international fam- 
ily planning programs a precursor of 
what became known as the “gag rule” 
for our own domestic family planning 
programs. Under the Mexico City pol- 
icy, the Reagan Administration with- 
held international family planning 
funds from all groups that had even the 
slightest involvement in legal abor- 
tion-related services using their own 
private funds. 

Before I address what I believe to be 
the most troubling aspects of the cur- 
rent version of the Mexico City pol- 
icy,” let me first emphasize that no 
United States taxpayer funds are being 
used to pay for abortions overseas. 
Since 1973 an amendment, authored by 
the Chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, prohibits the use of United 
States funds for abortion services. 
That needs to be made clear in dis- 
cussing United States funding for 
international family planning efforts. 

However, the current version of the 
so-called Mexico City policy“ con- 
tained in this bill is most troubling. 
Foreign nongovernmental organiza- 
tions would still be barred from receiv- 
ing family planning assistance if they, 
with their own funds, perform legal 
abortions. While the President can 
waive the ban on the performance of 
abortions, he is prohibited from using 
waiver authority granted him under 
section 614 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 to permit these groups to 
lobby on abortion matters. 

As Secretary of State Albright noted, 
this lobby ban is basically a gag rule 
that would punish organizations for en- 
gaging in the democratic process in 
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foreign countries and for engaging in 
legal activities that would be protected 
by the First Amendment if carried out 
in the United States.” 

Let me take just a moment to illus- 
trate what the practical effect this lob- 
bying ban would have on international 
family planning efforts. 

If a foreign nongovernmental organi- 
zation, or NGO, were to produce a 
paper that noted that a certain per- 
centage of all maternal deaths in a cer- 
tain part of the world are due to illegal 
abortion, it would lose their US family 
planning funds. The reason? This paper 
would be calling attention to “defects” 
in abortion laws. 

If the president of an NGO were to 
give a radio interview and make a 
“public statement” giving an opinion 
about his or her nation’s own abortion 
law, that NGO would lose its US family 
planning funds, The reason? A question 
about abortion law was answered on 
the airwaves. 

These restrictions greatly concern 
me and they should concern anyone in- 
terested not only in the free exchange 
of ideas but the welfare of developing 
nations. 

Ever since the 1974 United Nations 
Population Conference in Bucharest, 
Romania the United States has been 
the traditional leader in international 
family planning assistance. Many of 
the world’s developing nations at that 
time perceived family planning to be a 
western effort to reduce the power and 
influence of Third World nations. By 
the time of the Mexico City Conference 
ten years later, most developing na- 
tions had come to understand the im- 
portance of widely-available, voluntary 
family planning to their own nation’s 
development potential. 

I believe that the absence of family 
planning assistance may well lead to 
more, not fewer, abortions being per- 
formed. If organizations such as the 
International Planned Parenthood Fed- 
eration would be denied United States 
funds, we would be unable to support 
some of the most effective and capable 
family planning programs in the devel- 
oping world. These programs are vital 
in preventing unplanned pregnancies, 
in reducing infant mortality and in 
promoting maternal and child health. 

I am also troubled by the message 
that this gag rule” sends to nations 
all around the world about American 
values that I cherish—freedom of 
speech and participation in the polit- 
ical process of one’s country. Under the 
restrictions imposed by this bill, a for- 
eign nongovernmental organization 
would be required to remain silent on 
this issue. This restriction on public 
debate is unhealthy for the democratic 
process and is something Americans 
would not tolerate if attempts were 
made to impose it here at home. 

Finally, I am troubled by the fact 
that these restrictions would place the 
weight of the United States govern- 
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ment behind efforts to tell NGOs what 
they can and can not do with their 
own, let me repeat that, their own, 
funds. These groups should not have to 
check in with the United States when- 
ever they wish to issue a public state- 
ment, sponsor a conference, or dis- 
tribute materials with their own 
money. 

Mr. President, international family 
planning should not be held hostage to 
these restrictions. The benefits of pop- 
ulation control are substantial. Funds 
invested in family planning yield sav- 
ings in maternal and child health care 
costs. Lower population growth rates 
make it easier for developing nations 
to institute the types of free market 
reforms that offer them their best hope 
for long-term sustainable development. 
Lower population growth places fewer 
strains on these nations political insti- 
tutions which means there is less of a 
risk to international stability and 
peace. 

Lower population growth also places 
less of a strain on the environment. Re- 
duced environmental trauma, improved 
standards of living, and reduced immi- 
gration pressures benefit every single 
living person on the planet. 

This conference report endangers all 
of these potential benefits. For this 
reason I will oppose its adoption and I 
urge my colleagues to do likewise. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
allocated to the Senator from Delaware 
has expired. 

The Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. All the President has to 
do is pull back that flag of veto. All the 
Democrats have to do is to vote for 
this bill, and then we can proceed to 
work in harmony, as we have pre- 
viously, leading to a 90-5 endorsement 
on this bill on the first go-round. 

I yield the remainder of my time to 
the distinguished assistant majority 
leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. I compliment my col- 
league from North Carolina for his 
work on the State Department reorga- 
nization bill. He has worked on it for 
years. He has done good work. It will 
save taxpayers a lot of money and 
make the State Department more ac- 
countable and do a better job. 

We have heard colleagues on the 
other side say, I will not support it be- 
cause of the so-called abortion provi- 
sion. The only thing in this bill that 
deals with abortion is that it basically 
says we don’t want to have U.S. money 
used to lobby other countries to change 
their laws. What in the world makes 
people think that we are so right on 
abortion, this administration’s philos- 
ophy is so right on abortion, we should 
be lobbying other countries to change 
their position? Some countries are pro- 
life. They have it in their constitution; 
they have it in their legislature. Why 
should U.S. tax money be used to lobby 
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those countries to change their laws? 
That is a serious mistake—a serious 
mistake. 

I heard somebody say we haven't 
changed Mexico City policy. There is 
no restriction in here. These Inter- 
national Planned Parenthoods can use 
their money for abortions overseas. 
That is not even in this. The only re- 
striction is, anybody that received non- 
governmental entity can’t use money 
to lobby other countries to change 
their laws and influence other coun- 
tries on abortion. I don’t think we 
should do that. We certainly shouldn’t 
have U.S. tax moneys doing that. 

I think this is a decent compromise. 
I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to pass this. 

Mr. BIDEN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. BIDEN. Does the Senator from 
Delaware have any time left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. 

Mr. BIDEN. I ask unanimous consent 
for 60 seconds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I know 
my friend from Oklahoma didn’t intend 
to mislead, but there is already a law, 
the Helms amendment, which says no 
U.S. money can be used for that pur- 
pose—no U.S. money. 

What the Mexico City language in 
this bill says is that these nonprofit or- 
ganizations cannot use their own 
money, the money they raise, in Mex- 
ico, in Argentina, in Italy, in France, 
in China, they can’t use that money to 
lobby their government. No U.S. tax- 
payers’ dollars are allowed under 
present law to be used to lobby for 
abortion, period, bang. That is already 
law. That is the Helms amendment. 

What we are talking about is using 
their money raised from sources other 
than a contribution from the U.S. tax- 
payer. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for 60 seconds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, money 
is fungible. We had the law of the land 
under President Reagan and President 
Bush for 10 years, 12 years, a certain 
number of those years. No money 
should be used by these organizations 
if they take U.S. money to fund abor- 
tions or to lobby governments. Wheth- 
er it be government money or their 
money, we said, No; if you are going 
to get U.S. money, you can’t go in and 
take other money and use it to pay for 
abortions or lobby other countries.” 

Money is fungible, so the net result 
is, what we are trying to say is, wait, 
if you are going to take U.S. taxpayer 
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dollars, don’t use money and shuffle 
money around in accounts and lob- 
bying other countries to change their 
laws. They are representing our Gov- 
ernment in many cases. If they are get- 
ting U.S. taxpayer money and they are 
lobbying and using that money to set 
up family planning, and they are also 
lobbying, a lot of other countries are 
going to think that is the U.S. Govern- 
ment or would think that is taxpayer 
dollars. That is a mistake. 

This is a reasonable compromise. I 
urge my colleagues to pass it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. KERRY. I ask unanimous con- 
sent for 30 seconds. 

Mr. HELMS. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob- 
jection is heard. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 51, 
nays 49, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 105 Leg.] 


YEAS—51 
Abraham Faircloth Lugar 
Allard Ford Mack 
Ashcroft Frist McCain 
Bennett Gorton McConnell 
Bond Gramm Murkowski 
Breaux Grams Nickles 
Brownback Grassley Roberts 
Burns Gregg Santorum 
Campbell Hagel Sessions 
Coats Hatch Shelby 
Cochran Helms Smith (NH) 
Coverdell Hutchinson Smith (OR) 
Craig Hutchison Stevens 
D'Amato Inhofe Thomas 
DeWine Kempthorne Thompson 
Domenici Kyl Thurmond 
Enzi Lott Warner 

NAYS—49 
Akaka Feinstein Mikulski 
Baucus Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Biden Graham Moynihan 
Bingaman Harkin Murray 
Boxer Hollings Reed 
Bryan Inouye Reid 
Bumpers Jeffords Robb 
pe is sonne Rockefeller 
Chafee Kennedy Roth 
Cleland Kerrey Se 
Collins Kerry 
Conrad Kohl Snowe 
Daschle Landrieu Specter 
Dodd Lautenberg Torricelli 
Dorgan Leahy Wellstone 
Durbin Levin Wyden 
Feingold Lieberman 


The conference report was agreed to. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the con- 
ference report was agreed to. 

Mr. CRAIG. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 


— 
EXECUTIVE SESSION 


PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT- 
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC- 
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY, 
AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the treaty. 
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EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2312 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous agreement, there will be 2 
minutes equally divided on the Harkin 
amendment No. 2312. 

We will not proceed until the Senate 
is in order. 

Who yields time? If no one yields 
time, time runs equally on each side. 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I rise in 
opposition to the Harkin amendment. 
Everyone should understand one thing. 
This has nothing to do with the expan- 
sion of NATO. Under the resolution we 
are passing, we say we are not going to 
do anything beyond what we now do to 
contribute to the common budget of 
NATO, which, on average, is 25 percent. 

There are three common budgets. My 
friend from Iowa comes along and says: 
Look, we are not going to allow you to 
do what you were allowed to do now for 
Greece, Turkey, Germany. For exam- 
ple, when we passed the CFE agree- 
ment, we agreed we would get rid of a 
lot of materiel. That materiel was 
worth the sum total of about $185 mil- 
lion. We gave it to Turkey, Portugal, 
Germany, et cetera. 

Under this amendment, we would not 
be able to do that kind of thing for any 
of the new countries if they come in. In 
addition to that, we would be limited 
to be engaged in any foreign military 
sales to these countries. Nothing to do 
with common budgets. 

I urge you to vote no. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. The Senator 
from Iowa has 1 minute. 

Mr. HARKIN. As former U.S. Ambas- 
sador to Russia, Jack Matlock warned: 

We're going to have a dilemma that we ei- 
ther encourage them—new NATO members— 
to divert resources they don't have or we end 
up fooling the American people about what 
it’s going to cost them. 

That is what this amendment is 
about, not fooling the American peo- 
ple. 

My amendment does two things. It 
requires a full accounting of all U.S. 
contributions, all for NATO expansion 
by including the U.S. contributions to 
the national governments when calcu- 
lating the U.S. share of enlargement 
costs. 

Right now, we are limited to 25 per- 
cent for the common costs. That does 
not take into account the national 
costs. What I am saying with this 
amendment is, sure, we will provide 
our fair share, but why should we do 
more than 25 percent. 

And please do not fall for the argu- 
ment that we could not have done this 
for Greece and others in the past. The 
cold war is over. Europe is rich. These 
countries have money. We should not 
just stick U.S. taxpayers with the total 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 
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Mr. HARKIN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. The yeas and nays have been or- 
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 24, 
nays 76, as follows: 

{Rollcall Vote No. 106 Ex.] 


YEAS—24 
Ashcroft Graham Moseley-Braun 
Baucus Harkin Moynihan 
Bond Hutchinson Murray 
Bumpers Jeffords Smith (NH) 
Byrd Johnson Torricelli 
Conrad Kempthorne Warner 
Dorgan Kohl Wellstone 
Feingold Leahy Wyden 

NAYS—%6 
Abraham Faircloth Lugar 
Akaka Feinstein Mack 
Allard Ford McCain 
Bennett Frist McConnell 
Biden Glenn Mikulski 
Bingaman Gorton Murkowski 
Boxer Gramm Nickles 
Breaux Grams Reed 
Brownback Grassley Reid 
Bryan Gregg Robb 
Burns Hagel 
Campbell Hatch Roberts 
Chafee Helms Rockefeller 
Cleland Hollings Roth 
Coats Hutchison Santorum 
Cochran Inhofe Sarbanes 
Collins Inouye Sessions 
Coverdell Kennedy Shelby 
Craig Kerrey Smith (OR) 
D'Amato Kerry Snowe 
Daschle Kyl Specter 
DeWine Landrieu Stevens 
Dodd Lautenberg Thomas 
Domenici Levin Thompson 
Durbin Lieberman Thurmond 
Enzi Lott 


The executive amendment (No. 2312) 
was rejected. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. I move to recon- 
sider the vote, and I move to lay it on 
the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

—— 


VISIT TO THE SENATE BY DEPUTY 
PRIME MINISTER OF GREAT 
BRITAIN, MR. JOHN PRESCOTT 


Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the Senate stand in 
recess for 2 minutes for the purpose of 
welcoming Deputy Prime Minister of 
Great Britain, Mr. John Prescott, to 
the floor. 

In addition, I ask unanimous consent 
the privilege of the floor be granted to 
Sir Christopher Mayer, the British Am- 
bassador to the United States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ä 


RECESS 


There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 3:21 p.m., recessed until 3:23 p.m.; 
whereupon, the Senate reassembled 
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when called to order by the Presiding 
Officer (Mr. KEMPTHORNE). 


— 


PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT- 
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC- 
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY, 
AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC 


The Senate continued with consider- 
ation of the treaty. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak in favor of the expansion of 
NATO. And how appropriate that our 
friends, colleagues, and allies from the 
United Kingdom have joined us on the 
Senate floor just as they have joined us 
in battle and just as they have joined 
us in keeping the peace, and we wel- 
come them with affection, admiration, 
and gratitude. 

Mr. President, I am pleased that the 
Senate has returned to consideration of 
the ratification of NATO enlargement. 
I hope we will now have an uninter- 
rupted debate. NATO enlargement de- 
serves the dignity of serious consider- 
ation of this matter and to take such 
time as the Senate deems necessary. 

Mr. President, I support NATO en- 
largement because it will make Europe 
more stable and America more secure. 
It means that the new democracies of 
Central and Eastern Europe will share 
the burden of European security. It 
means that future generations might 
not have to fight and die in a European 
theater. 

If NATO doesn’t enlarge, the Iron 
Curtain remains permanent and the 
unnatural division of Europe will live 
on longer than the Communist empire 
did in the Soviet Union. NATO will re- 
main, as President Havel has said, an 
alumni club for cold war victors. It will 
have little relevance to the realities of 
the 21st century. 

Mr. President, as a Polish American, 
I know that the Polish people did not 
choose to live behind the Iron Curtain. 
They were forced there by the Yalta 
agreement and by Potsdam and be- 
cause they and the Baltic States and 
the other captive nations were sold out 
by the West. 

Many Members of the U.S. Senate 
have stood long for the freeing of the 
captive nations. Many of our col- 
leagues have been strong supporters of 
Solidarity. I, as both a Congresswoman 
and then as a U.S. Senator, supported 
the Solidarity movement. I was a 
strong supporter of the Solidarity 
movement. I was with President Ron- 
ald Reagan in a wonderful evening he 
held at the White House where he 
hosted the Polish Ambassador to the 
United States who had defected when 
Poland had imposed martial law on its 
own people, there sitting with Presi- 
dent Reagan and the Ambassador from 
Poland who chose to defect rather than 
uphold where the Polish Army had 
been forced to go against its own peo- 
ple. 

We pledged that we would make Po- 
land free. And now Poland is free, but 
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we have to make sure that Poland, 
Hungary, and the Czech Republic are 
not only free but that they are secure. 
That is why my support is for the ex- 
pansion of NATO. My support for 
NATO is not based on ethnic American 
politics nor is it even based on the 
past, but it is based on the future. 
What will the new world order look 
like? 

I support NATO enlargement because 
it will make America and Europe more 
stable and secure. NATO enlargement 
means a future in which the newly 
independent countries will take their 
rightful place as a member of Western 
Europe. NATO played an important 
part in securing this freedom. It has 
been the most successful alliance in 
history. It is an alliance that helped us 
win the cold war. It deterred war be- 
tween the superpowers and helped pre- 
vent confrontation between member 
states. 

But if NATO is to survive, it must 
adapt to the needs of a post-cold-war 
world, or it will become irrelevant. 

NATO has evolved since it was cre- 
ated in 1949. We have enlarged NATO 
on three different occasions. Each new 
member strengthened NATO and in- 
creased security in Europe. No expan- 
sion of NATO is easy. No expansion of 
NATO is done without thought. No ex- 
pansion of NATO is ever without con- 
troversy. We can only reflect what the 
bitter debate must have been when we 
voted to include Germany because of 
their provocative role in World War I 
and World War II. 

Today, we are facing difficult and dif- 
ferent threats to security. We have 
civil wars, as in Bosnia; we have hot 
spots caused by ethnic and regional 
tensions, as in Kosovo; we have inter- 
national crimes, drugs, and terrorism; 
and we have the spread of weapons of 
mass destruction. NATO must change 
in order to meet these new threats. Eu- 
rope’s new democracies will help us 
meet those challenges. 

The countries of Central and Eastern 
Europe want to help us address these 
new threats. How many times has the 
Senate discussed burdensharing in Eu- 
rope—and we want others to share the 
burden, not only in the financial cost, 
but of the risk to be borne in defending 
democracy. How often have we in the 
United States complained that Euro- 
pean countries were not willing to pay 
their fair share for their own defense? 

Now, we have countries that are ask- 
ing to share the burden. They are ask- 
ing to pledge their troops and equip- 
ment for a common defense. They are 
asking to share the burden of peace- 
keeping. In fact, they are doing it right 
now in Bosnia, where thousands of 
troops from Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic are helping to secure 
the peace. Hungary has made itself 
available, so it is our base camp to go 
into Bosnia. They have even com- 
mitted to joining us and ending Iraq’s 
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chemical and biological weapon pro- 
grams, which is more than can be said 
of some of our allies. 

These countries are not asking for a 
handout, nor are they asking for our 
protection without their own ability to 
maintain their own defense. They are 
asking to be full partners in the new 
Europe. By transforming their coun- 
tries into free-market democracies, 
countries that have a democracy, a 
free-market economy, with civilian 
control of the military, transparent 
military budgets, wow, these new de- 
mocracies are ready to join NATO. 

These new democracies will con- 
tribute to America’s security by mak- 
ing NATO stronger. They are adding 
troops and equipment. They will pro- 
vide additional strategic depth to 
NATO. They will also provide the will 
to fight for democratic values. Their 
history and geography make them pas- 
sionate defenders of peace and democ- 
racy. They know what it means to be 
occupied and oppressed by tyrants, oc- 
cupied and oppressed against their own 
will. They will put our common values 
into action. They will join with us in 
defending our national security and 
our values, whether it means peace- 
keeping in Europe or preventing the 
spread of weapons of mass destruction 
anywhere in the world. 

Opponents of NATO enlargement 
have valid concerns, and I think we 
need to discuss them. First of all, oppo- 
nents of enlargement point to cost. 
They say that NATO enlargement has a 
cost, and they are right. The new 
NATO members must modernize their 
military and make them compatible 
with NATO systems. The new NATO 
members have committed to pay this 
price. 

There will also be a cost to the 
United States. Our funding of NATO’s 
common budget will increase. NATO 
estimates that the total common budg- 
et will increase $1.5 billion over 10 
years. The American share of that will 
be $400 million, or $40 million a year. 

But what is the cost of not enlarging 
NATO? I believe it will be far higher. 
What will be the cost to European se- 
curity, the cost to the new democracies 
of Eastern Europe, the long-term cost 
to America? And, most important, will 
the benefits of NATO enlargement out- 
weigh the costs? 

As a member of the Senate NATO Ob- 
server Group, working on a bipartisan 
basis, I met recently with the Foreign 
Ministers of Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic. I asked them those 
very questions. 

The Polish Foreign Minister, 
Bronislaw Geremek, is a hero of the 
Solidarity movement. He said that Po- 
land would feel abandoned once again 
by the West. He said that Poland will 
still pay to modernize their military. 
In fact, he said that the failure to in- 
clude these three nations in NATO will 
cause them to spend more on their 
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military budget. They also said they 
would form their own military alli- 
ance, which would be decidedly more 
anti-Russian than NATO. He went on 
to say that by refusing to enlarge 
NATO, we would give the hardliners in 
Russia a great victory. The antidemo- 
cratic forces in Russia would feel vindi- 
cated and proud. We would be handing 
them a victory that they could build 
on. 

What would be the long-range costs 
to America of failing to prepare NATO 
for the 21st century? The cost would be 
instability in Europe and the increased 
chance of being pulled into yet another 
European war. And the cost of preven- 
tive security is always less than the 
cost of war. 

I would like to discuss the benefits of 
enlargement, which I believe outweigh 
the costs. The strategic benefits of en- 
largement are most important. NATO 
enlargement will create a zone of peace 
and stability that does include Eastern 
Europe. It will extend NATO’s stabi- 
lizing influence to more of Europe and 
reduce the chances of aggression or 
conflict in Eastern Europe. Enlarge- 
ment will bring peace and security to 
Eastern Europe, just as it did for the 
West. 

There are also economic benefits. Eu- 
rope is America’s largest trading part- 
ner, with $250 billion in two-way trade 
each year. Our new NATO partners will 
increase trading opportunities. They 
are building vibrant free-market 
economies. Poland’s economy is grow- 
ing at 6 percent, which is more rapidly 
than many of the others. NATO brings 
stability, and stability brings pros- 
perity. We are creating a prosperity 
zone across Europe. 

Mr. President, in the best tradition 
of the Senate, I could expand, but I 
know my colleague from Texas is wait- 
ing to speak as well. We are both in- 
volved in the supplemental. What I 
want to say is that the treaty ratifica- 
tion is one of the Senate’s most funda- 
mental duties. We are extending our 
Nation's commitment to collective de- 
fense. I certainly don't take this re- 
sponsibility lightly. In the very best 
tradition of the Senate, we are address- 
ing NATO enlargement as a national 
security issue, not a political issue. 
NATO enlargement is bipartisan, and it 
should be. It must be fully supported 
by members of both parties and the 
leadership of the Senate. 

We have worked closely with the 
President and Secretary Albright. The 
Senate has been fully consulted at 
every step of the process, as has been 
required by our Constitution. Senator 
LOTT and Senator DASCHLE, our Repub- 
lican and Democratic leaders, ap- 
pointed a NATO observer group, 
chaired by Senator ROTH, which has en- 
gaged in all aspects of discussing NATO 
enlargement, as well as the appropriate 
committees. So now we have had dis- 
cussion at the committee level. Now it 
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is time to debate this on the Senate 
floor. 

I am proud to support NATO enlarge- 
ment. By ratifying this resolution, we 
are marking the end of the cold war 
and the beginning of a new century. We 
are building an undivided, peaceful, 
and democratic Europe for the new 
millennium. We are laying the ground- 
work for a new era of peace and sta- 
bility. 

Mr. President, a new century is com- 
ing, a new millennium is about to be 
born, and I do not want the repugnant 
and despicable wars that characterized 
the 20th century to be carried into and 
repeated in the 2lst century. That is 
why I believe in the expansion of NATO 
with these three countries. I look for- 
ward to a full and ample debate with 
my colleagues, Mr. President. This is a 
moment that I think is a long time 
waiting. We appreciate the leadership 
of President Ronald Reagan, who 
brought the end of the cold war, and 
Mr. George Bush, who was willing to 
defend and fight against the weapons of 
mass destruction. And now, under 
President Bill Clinton, we look forward 
to expanding NATO and to keeping 
that momentum going. 

I yield the floor. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas is recognized. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
was going to make my floor statement, 
but Senator SMITH and I have an 
amendment and we have been encour- 
aged to go ahead and put our amend- 
ment forward. I will yield to Senator 
SMITH for his introduction of the 
Smith-Hutchison amendment that 
deals with MIA. I yield the floor to 
him. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the pending Kyl amendment be 
temporarily set aside for the purpose of 
offering an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2314 
(Purpose: To express a condition requiring 
full cooperation from Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic with the United 

States efforts to obtain the fullest possible 

accounting of captured and missing United 

States personnel from past military con- 

flicts of Cold War incidents) 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I send an amendment to the 
desk and ask for its immediate consid- 
eration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
SMITH], for himself and Mrs. HUTCHISON, pro- 
poses an executive amendment numbered 
2314. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent 


the 
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that reading of the amendment be dis- 
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place in section 3 of the 
resolution, insert the following: 

( ) REQUIREMENT OF FULL COOPERATION 
WITH UNITED STATES EFFORTS TO OBTAIN THE 
FULLEST POSSIBLE ACCOUNTING OF CAPTURED 
AND MISSING UNITED STATES PERSONNEL FROM 
PAST MILITARY CONFLICTS OR COLD WAR INCI- 
DENTS.—Prior to the deposit of the United 
States instrument of ratification, the Presi- 
dent shall certify to Congress that each of 
the governments of Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic are fully cooperating 
with United States efforts to obtain the full- 
est possible accounting of captured and miss- 
ing United States personnel from past mili- 
tary conflicts or Cold War incidents, to in- 
clude the following: 

(A) facilitating full access to relevant ar- 
chival material; and 

(B) identifying individuals who may pos- 
sess knowledge relative to captured and 
missing United States personnel, and encour- 
aging such individuals to speak with United 
States Government officials. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I will be very brief in my re- 
marks regarding this amendment. 
First of all, I want to compliment and 
commend the Senator from Texas, Sen- 
ator HUTCHISON, for her cooperation 
and support as we worked together to 
craft this amendment. 

This is a very, very important 
amendment, which I will get into in a 
moment, regarding the cooperation of 
these new NATO nations—if they were 
to become NATO nations—that would 
require their full cooperation with the 
United States in order to obtain the 
fullest possible accounting of any mili- 
tary personnel missing from any of the 
wars, from World War II, Korea, Viet- 
nam, to the cold war. 

This amendment is supported by a 
number of veterans organizations— 
Vietnam Veterans of America, Na- 
tional Vietnam and Gulf War Veterans 
Coalition, MIA Families, Korean/Cold 
War Family Association, National 
League of POW/MIA families. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a brief statement in support 
of this amendment by each of those or- 
ganizations be printed in the RECORD at 
this time. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

VIETNAM VETERANS OF AMERICA, 
Washington, DC, April 13, 1998. 
HOLD FORMER SOVIET BLOC NATIONS AC- 

COUNTABLE FOR PLEDGES MADE ON POW/ 

MIAS 

During the current Senate debate on the 
expansion of NATO, Vietnam Veterans of 
America strongly urges the United States 
Senate to hold the former Soviet Bloc coun- 
tries of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Re- 
public accountable for their pledges of co- 
operation on POW/MIA archival research 
made to the U.S./Russia Joint Commission in 
July 1997. 

The Joint Commission on the POW/MIA 
issue was established by President Bush and 
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President Yeltsin in 1992. One of its goals 
was to research the military, intelligence, 
security, and communist party archives for 
relevant information on the disposition of 
American POWs from the Vietnam War. The 
Eastern Bloc countries actively supported 
and were allies of the communist govern- 
ment of North Vietnam during this conflict. 

The former Soviet Bloc countries had a 
significant presence in Asia and were aware 
of communist POW policy. Membership in 
NATO guarantees an American military 
presence. Before considering expansion of 
NATO to include these Soviet Bloc coun- 
tries, they must grant access to their ar- 
chives and provide relevant information on 
American POW/MIA’s from the Vietnam 
War. Vietnam Veterans of America strongly 
urges the United States Senate, in their cur- 
rent debate, to focus on the unsatisfactory 
follow up actions by these countries, and to 
delay the expansion of NATO to include the 
Soviet Bloc countries until they have ful- 
filled their previous commitments. 

Vietnam Veterans of America is the nation’s 
only congressionally chartered veterans service 
organization dedicated solely to the needs of 
Vietnam-era veterans and their families. VVA's 
founding principle is “Never again will one gen- 
eration of veterans abandon another.“ 

NATIONAL VIETNAM & GULF 
WAR VETERANS COALITION, 
Washington, DC, April 28, 1998. 
Re NATO Expansion. 
Hon. BOB SMITH, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR SMITH: The National Viet- 
nam & Gulf War Veterans Coalition is a fed- 
eration of approx. 90 veterans membership 
and issue organizations dedicated to the ad- 
vancement of ten goals for the benefit of vet- 
erans of these two wars. One of those goals is 
for full POW MIA accountability. 

The primary argument in favor of NATO 
expansion into Eastern Europe has been said 
to be a means of encouraging enforcing West- 
ern, democratic norms on these former Com- 
munist countries. Under the circumstances, 
we do not find it at all unreasonable to also 
require the emptying of the closets con- 
taining defunct Communist secrets con- 
cerning the disappearance of many of our 
servicemen, apparently alive and in cap- 
tivity at some point, from hot and cold wars 
fought during half a century. 

We therefore endorse your rider, requiring 
the President to certify full co-operation by 
the NATO membership applicants on the 
POW-MIA issue that continues to haunt us. 

Sincerely, 
J. THOMAS BURCH, JR., 
Chairman. 
NATIONAL LEAGUE OF FAMILIES OF 
AMERICAN PRISONERS AND MISSING 
IN SOUTHEAST ASIA, 
Washington, DC, April 28, 1998. 
Hon. BOB SMITH, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR SMITH: The lack of full and 
open cooperation by the governments of 
Vietnam and Russia to help account as fully 
as possible for Americans still missing from 
the Vietnam War has prompted our support 
for your efforts to seek such cooperation 
from the governments of Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic. 

We recognize that the initiatives of the 
U.S.-Russian Commission on POW/MIA offer 
promise to POW/MIA families who have long 
awaited answers. Although less promising 
than through the leadership serving in 
Hanoi, Moscow and Pyongyang, there is in- 
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creasing evidence that the countries who 
were a part of the former USSR have rel- 
evant knowledge about Americans still miss- 
ing and unaccounted for from our nation’s 
past military conflicts. 

For this reason, the League expresses our 
gratitude to you and your colleagues who 
recognize the need to seek full cooperation 
from the governments of Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic. 

Respectfully, 
ANN MILLS GRIFFITHS, 
Executive Director, 
NATIONAL ALLIANCE OF FAMILIES, 
Bellevue, WA, March 16, 1998. 
Re: NATO—A Resolution for Our POWs. 
Hon. JESSE A. HELMS, 
Chairman, Foreign Relations Committee, Wash- 
ington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HELMS: Within days, the 
Senate will vote to extend NATO member- 
ship to Poland, Hungry and the Czech Repub- 
lic. The membership of the National Alliance 
of Families asks that during debate on this 
subject, a resolution is introduced requiring 
the United States to formally request that 
these nations release all archival informa- 
tion the above Countries hold on American 
Prisoners of War from the Korean War, the 
Cold War and the War in Southeast Asia. 

During the Hearings before the House Sub- 
committee on Military Personnel, evidence 
was presented clearly showing Czech involve- 
ment with American and United Nation 
POWs during the Korean War. Evidence pre- 
sented by the former Czech General, Jan 
Sejna, indicated POWs from the Vietnam 
War were transported to Czechoslovakia. 

We do not wish to punish the present 
democratic nations of the former Eastern 
Bloc. However, we do not want to let a gold- 
en opportunity slip through our fingers. 
Each former Eastern bloc nation seeking 
NATO membership must be asked a series of 
specific questions relating to that Country's 
knowledge of American POWs. This mandate 
for questioning can only be achieved by a 
formal Senate Resolution. 

Each former Eastern Bloc country should 
be asked to: 

1. Search their records for the location of 
any Americans or former American citizens 
living in their country, making said sur- 
vivors available to U.S. investigators; 

2. Open their archives, making available 
all documents relating to American POWs or 
survivors. This should include all records of 
interrogations and medical experimentation 
and records and documentation of the Coun- 
try’s involvement with American POWs on 
foreign soil. 

These requests should be made with the 
understanding that no nation will be con- 
demned or punished for involvement with 
American POWs or survivors. 

Any nation coming forward with live“ 
American POWs (survivors) or information 
relating to POWs (or survivors) will be com- 
mended for their spirit of cooperation in this 
“new age” of democracy. 

The Countries that once formed the Soviet 
Eastern Bloc hold a wealth of information on 
American POWs. A resolution by the United 
States Senate, formally requesting this in- 
formation assuring no reprisals or con- 
demnation should encourage the cooperation 
of these new Democracies. 

Senator, please do not let this golden op- 
portunity to gain information about our 
POWs slip through our fingers. 

Sincerely, 
DOLORES APODACA ALFOND, 
National Chairperson. 
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KOREAN/COLD WAR FAMILY 
ASSOCIATION OF THE MISSING, 
Coppell, TX, April 27, 1998. 
Re expansion of NATO. 
Senator ROBERT SMITH. 

DEAR SENATOR SMITH: The proposed expan- 
sion of NATO to include the Czech Republic, 
Poland, and Hungary presents a unique op- 
portunity to gain information about the fate 
of the more than 10,000 American men who 
remain missing from the Korean, Vietnam, 
and Cold Wars. Although the governments 
involved might express the best of intentions 
at this stage of the admission process, expe- 
rience tells us that promises made to gain 
advantage are often broken when the incen- 
tive no longer exists. The window of oppor- 
tunity to ensure significant cooperation is 
open to us during the admission process, and 
will be lost if not seized at this time. 

As you know, the United States has consid- 
erable intelligence and other information 
that delineates a Soviet program during the 
Korean, Vietnam and Cold Wars to exploit 
American POWs. The governments of the 
former East Bloc countries most certainly 
had information about this covert program, 
and some intelligence suggests they partici- 
pated in the effort to some extent. 

The United States would be remiss if we 
did not set forth a clear expectation of full 
and good faith cooperation on the POW/MIA 
issue in the proposed NATO Treaties, as a 
condition of membership. The nexus between 
a military alliance and the POW/MIA Full 
Accounting is both clear and appropriate, As 
an integral part of their membership in 
NATO, the three countries under consider- 
ation at this time, and all former East Bloc 
countries that might be considered in the fu- 
ture, should come forward with whatever in- 
formation they might have about missing 
American servicemen. 

Cooperation on this important issue should 
go without saying for these countries. If we 
fail to require a demonstrable level of mean- 
ingful cooperation, these countries will be 
justified in presuming that the United States 
Government really does not want to know 
what happened to our missing servicemen. 
Surely, the Senate does not want to send 
such an unacceptable message to these coun- 
tries, to the families of our missing men, nor 
to the American People. 

We thank you for your ongoing support for 
our efforts to account for American POW/ 
MIAs. 

Sincerely, 
Donna D. Knox. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I also thank Congressman 
SAM JOHNSON, who, as many of my col- 
leagues know, was a POW, along with 
Senator MCCAIN, and others, during the 
Vietnam war. Congressman JOHNSON 
and I have traveled to Prague, Warsaw, 
and to Moscow together in search of 
answers, along with former Ambas- 
sador Malcolm Toon, as part of the 
U.S.-Russia commission to seek an- 
swers on our missing. 

There is a great window of oppor- 
tunity here in the old eastern bloc 
countries as well as Russia to get some 
answers as to what may have happened 
to these Americans. I think as we went 
out and searched the countryside and 
met in the capitals of these countries, 
we received some cooperation. I want 
to make that very clear. But, Mr. 
President, there is much more to be 
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done. There are clearly answers in 
these archives. I think it is very impor- 
tant that, if we are going to say that 
our military—our men and women in 
uniform—is going to be asked at some 
point, if NATO expansion occurs, to 
shed their blood, possibly, or defend 
these countries, I think it behooves 
these countries to provide us the full- 
est possible accounting of any service 
personnel who may have crossed their 
borders during the time the Com- 
munists held, basically, and controlled 
these countries. 

I wish that I could say that all fol- 
low-up action to our trip had occurred 
properly and that we had every satis- 
factory answer that we wanted, but 
that is not true. It is disturbing be- 
cause of the reasons that I gave. At 
some point in the future, by having 
these countries part of NATO, we are 
going to ask Americans to face possible 
combat situations to defend these 
countries. So the least they could do is 
to provide us answers that they may 
have now of things that occurred dur- 
ing Communist control. It has been 
said by some NATO advocates that we 
have an opportunity to ensure the cold 
war never resurfaces. Yet we still can’t 
seem to get the cooperation we need 
from this region to address vital ques- 
tions about our missing Americans, es- 
pecially from the cold war but also pos- 
sibly from Korea and Vietnam. If their 
pledges were genuine, as I believe they 
were, then, frankly, I question why 
leaders of these countries can’t con- 
vince the old cold war bureaucracies to 
allow us access to the archives and 
allow us access to individuals who 
could provide us answers. 

We have had some cooperation. I am 
very grateful for that cooperation. We 
met with some very influential people 
in the governments of those three 
countries when I traveled there last 
summer. Since last summer there have 
been follow-up communications by our 
commission support staff at the De- 
partment of Defense and also by my 
own office with each of these nations 
urging them to follow through. But 
most important is the fact that, based 
on current leads available, our com- 
mission really still believes that there 
is relevant information, very relevant 
information, which likely exists in 
Eastern Europe, especially in the mili- 
tary intelligence security Communist 
Party archives of these three nations 
in question. 

Again, this is a very complex situa- 
tion that has developed. The Com- 
munist Party controlled these ar- 
chives, controlled all of the govern- 
ment activities, controlled the activi- 
ties of intelligence and military and se- 
curity. Now we have a different govern- 
ment, a friendly government. But the 
access to those archives has not yet 
been provided to us. If they are friendly 
and we are going to bring them into 
NATO and defend them, then they owe 
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us that information, pure and simple. 
They owe us that information. They 
owe us every opportunity to get and 
find that information wherever it may 
be. I regret to say we really have not 
had that kind of cooperation, even 
though we have had some very inter- 
esting meetings. 

Let me just conclude on this point. 
We should remember and not forget 
that these eastern bloc countries, when 
they were eastern bloc countries, were 
allies of the North Koreans, were allies 
of the North Vietnamese, and the Sovi- 
ets, of course, during the cold war. 
They had a significant presence in both 
North Korea and in Vietnam. They 
were privy to information about Com- 
munist policies toward our own Amer- 
ican POWs. That is very important. I 
want to repeat that. They were privy 
to a lot of information about our POWs 
in Vietnam, our POWs in Korea, and 
indeed some of the missing cold war 
losses. This information has not yet 
been shared with us. 

It is very important that we delve 
into this and find out whether any 
American POWs were transferred, ei- 
ther stopping there permanently or 
transferred through any of the capitals 
of these countries. I want to emphasize 
again, this is not meant to be a hostile 
statement. We met with those govern- 
ments, and they were very cordial and 
very cooperative but somewhat stand- 
offish by basically passing the buck by 
saying, Well, you know those were the 
Communist days, and I am not sure we 
can dig that out. 

Again, if we are asking Americans to 
shed their blood in the future to defend 
free nations, then asking them to dig 
into their archives a little bit is not 
asking too much. 

I want to emphasize again and appeal 
to leaders of the Czech Republic, Po- 
land, and Hungary to follow through on 
commitments that were made during 
our visits and help us to search for 
American missing service personnel 
from the cold war, from Korea, and 
from Vietnam and urge my colleagues 
on behalf of the veterans organizations 
that I have mentioned, on behalf of all 
veterans throughout America and the 
families, most especially the families 
of those who are missing, to please join 
with me in continuing to push for more 
progress on this humanitarian issue. 
We can do that and, I think, make a 
very strong statement here on the floor 
by voting for this amendment. 

At this point I yield the floor for the 
purpose of allowing my colleague, Sen- 
ator HUTCHISON, who has been a stal- 
wart on this issue to speak. I am very 
grateful to her for her support. 

I yield the floor. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas is recognized. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
thank Senator SMITH for leading the ef- 
fort on this amendment. 
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I want to tell you a story about how 
this came to be an amendment to this 
bill. 

Pat Dunton is my constituent. She is 
the president of the Korean-Cold War 
Family Association of the Missing. Pat 
Dunton’s father served in the Korean 
conflict. She has been trying to get in- 
formation about her father for all of 
these years since the Korean war. She 
still gets choked up talking about not 
knowing where he is or what happened 
to him. She came to my office one day 
and we started talking about how hard 
it is not to know. We started thinking. 
Well, you know, maybe we could do 
something with the new members who 
have been invited into NATO because 
during the cold war, which is when 
some of the MIA incidents took place, 
maybe the governments of these coun- 
tries who were allies with the Soviet 
Union, some of whom were in Korea, 
might be helpful in going to these fam- 
ilies and providing the information 
that they might have knowledge of. I 
just believe that this is something that 
should be done. I also believe that all 
three of the countries being considered 
for NATO membership would like to 
help in this effort. 

I went to Senator SMITH, who has 
been the leading advocate in the Sen- 
ate for not forgetting our POWs and 
MIAs. I said, Let’s do something in the 
NATO agreement that would require 
any information to be opened to the 
families of POWs from any conflict. 
But most especially, of course, Korea is 
where we think these countries really 
might have some information that 
could be relevant. 

I am pleased that Senator SMITH de- 
cided to take the lead and work with 
me on this because I think it can make 
a difference. It calls for the full co- 
operation of the Governments of Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic 
in obtaining that accounting, and spe- 
cifically calls for facilitating access to 
relevant archival material and for 
these Governments to identify any in- 
dividuals that may possess knowledge 
relative to captured and missing U.S. 
personnel. 

Mr. President, Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic have all thrown off 
the chains of Communist domination. 
But not so long ago and throughout the 
cold war their military forces and their 
intelligence services were closely 
aligned with the very governments who 
hold the keys to a great deal of infor- 
mation which may help achieve the 
full accounting we seek. For example, 
from the end of the Korean war in 1953, 
representatives of the Czech and Polish 
military were stationed inside North 
Korea as part of the Neutral Nations 
Supervisory Commission at Pan- 
munjom. Their military personnel had 
direct contact with the North Korean 
military and had at times a great deal 
of high-level access throughout North 
Korea. They met with their North Ko- 
rean counterparts and may well have 
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highly relevant information on the fate 
of Americans who were missing during 
the Korean war. 

We also know that their intelligence 
services and their military often 
shared information with the intel- 
ligence services and military forces of 
the Soviet Union and that there are 
those who may have direct knowledge 
of events involving Americans who 
were missing during the Vietnam war 
as well as the numerous Americans 
who disappeared during military oper- 
ations in other areas during the cold 
war. 

As new NATO allies, it is certainly 
reasonable to expect that they would 
open their archives and provide access 
to our officials. I have already received 
assurances from representatives of the 
Polish Government that this access 
would be readily granted, and I am cer- 
tain that the Czechs and the Hungar- 
ians would also be eager to work with 


us. 

I have also been contacted by family 
members of the missing as well as by 
military personnel working in the area 
of POW-MIA recovery, and both groups 
have insisted that it would be helpful 
to make an official statement on be- 
half of Congress in the form of this 
amendment that this is an issue of na- 
tional importance. 

I think the amendment is necessary 
and important. It sends a message to 
the long-suffering families often for- 
gotten that are still seeking informa- 
tion about the fate of their loved ones. 
We must take every opportunity to 
demonstrate that we understand their 
grief and their desire to find answers 
and that it is reasonable to expect any 
new allies to also respect our legiti- 
mate desire to learn all we can about 
those who are missing in the service of 
our country. The armed forces and the 
intelligence services of these same 
countries that seek to join NATO 
today were once on the other side of 
the bitter struggle of the cold war. So 
they would have information, and we 
hope that they would agree readily to 
help us in giving some comfort and per- 
haps providing answers, that final an- 
swer, to some member of a family who 
has been waiting maybe not patiently 
but certainly with hope in their hearts 
that someday they would know what 
happened to their father or their son 
who has served in our military and per- 
haps gave his or her life in service to 
our country. I think we owe them this 
amount of caring, this amount of as- 
surance that we will go the extra mile 
to make sure they have that closure if 
it can possibly be given to them. 

So I thank Senator SMITH. I hope the 
Senate will adopt this amendment 
when we have the vote. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 


nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 
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Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire ad- 
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I say 
to my colleagues, just 1 or 2 minutes. I 
wish to expound a little bit on what 
the Senator from Texas, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, just said in terms of the 
impact on families. 

In the 1950s, there was a Captain 
Dunham who was shot down over So- 
viet territory—then Soviet territory— 
and as a result of the U.S.-Russian 
commission, of which Senator JOHN 
KERRY and I are members, we ran an ad 
in the Red Star newspaper in Russia 
that went all over; it was read heavily 
by former military people, veterans of 
the Soviet Union. And an individual 
read the article about this Captain 
Dunham who was missing. It turned 
out that this individual had been at the 
crash site and provided us the ring of 
Captain Dunham, his personal ring, 
which came back to his family, and as 
a result of following that up, we were 
able to find Captain Dunham’s re- 
mains, missing since the 1950s, and re- 
turned just 2 or 3 years ago. 

So I think this is a good example of 
what cooperation can really produce. 
Sometimes what might seem like a 
small, insignificant fact turns into a 
huge issue and a great relief to the 
family of a missing serviceman or 
woman. So this is very important, and 
I want to emphasize again that what 
this amendment does is very simple, 
Mr. President. 

Let me just mention three things. It 
would require that prior to the deposit 
of the U.S. instrument of ratification, 
the President shall certify to Congress 
that each of the Governments—Poland, 
Hungary, and the Czech Republic—is 
fully cooperating with the U.S. in order 
to obtain the fullest possible account- 
ing of any military personnel from the 
cold war, from Vietnam, or any mili- 
tary conflicts; that they facilitate full 
access to all relevant archival mate- 
rial; and that they would identify any 
individuals who may possess knowledge 
relative to the capture of missing per- 
sonnel. That is it. That is all the 
amendment does. 

I thank my colleagues, especially 
Senator HAGEL, who has been waiting. 
I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware is recognized. 

Mr. BIDEN. I will be very brief. 
Speaking for myself and my side and I 
think Senator SMITH of Oregon, who 
will say the same thing, we are pre- 
pared to accept the amendment. 

Let me just make a few very brief 
comments. I think that the applicants 
for NATO accession have provided co- 
operation, as was indicated in the U.S. 
efforts to locate American POWs and 
MIAs in the cold war. 

In July of 1987, the U.S.-Russian 
Joint Commission on POW/MIAs vis- 
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ited Poland; the Department of Defense 
Prisoner of War/Missing Personnel Of- 
fice visited in December of 1997. Result- 
ing from these visits, senior Polish of- 
ficials pledged to search their archives 
thoroughly and open all relevant infor- 
mation to the United States. U.S. offi- 
cials met with the Polish National Se- 
curity Bureau, the Ministry of Defense, 
the Ministry of Intelligence Services, 
the Office of Central Security, Central 
Archives. All, in the minds at the Pen- 
tagon, are fully cooperating. I can say 
the same relative to the Czech Repub- 
lic and with regard to Hungary. 

So although I, quite frankly, do not 
think it is necessary, I have no objec- 
tion to the amendment. And let me say 
to my friend from New Hampshire, all 
you have to be is the brother, sister, 
mother, father, son, daughter, nephew, 
or niece of an MIA to understand ev- 
erything the Senator says. 

My mother lost her closest brother in 
World War II, shot down in New Guin- 
ea. They never found his body. To this 
day, my mother—and that was 1944— 
wakes up after dreaming that he has 
been found. To this day, he is a con- 
stant—‘‘constant’’ would be an exag- 
geration—he is a regular source of 
painful memories for my mother. The 
idea that there is no closure, the idea 
that there has never been the ability to 
say his name was Ambrose J. 
Finnegan, God love him—his nickname 
was Bozy to everybody in my mom’s 
family. My mother, when I was a kid, 
literally would wake up at night 
screaming from a nightmare. She 
would scare the hell out of us, dream- 
ing that her brother was in the most 
extreme circumstance. 

I do not mean in any way to suggest 
this is not important by saying we will 
accept it and that I do not think it is 
necessary, because it is being done, be- 
cause it is true, the pain lasts. My 
mother just turned 80 years old. It is 
like yesterday for my mother. 

So I appreciate what my friend from 
Texas and my colleague from New 
Hampshire are doing. Again, I do not 
think it is necessary, because I antici- 
pate they will fully cooperate. But I 
see no problem in accepting the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. I would like to 
associate myself with the words of the 
Senator from Delaware and just tell 
my colleagues, the advocates of this 
amendment, I support it. I believe the 
Poles, Hungarians, and Czechs would 
support it, too. These are nations that 
know something about prisoners of war 
and missing in action, gulags, and all 
the horrors that go with totali- 
tarianism, and I fully expect that they 
would want us to accede to this. 

I appreciate the Senators offering 
this amendment. I think it helps. And 
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part of the reason to expand NATO is 
to heal these countries. Part of the 
healing comes from addressing issues 
like this. We will find they will do this 
with us and without any resistance to 
it. 

I thank the Senators who are offering 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ENZI). The Senator from New Hamp- 
shire. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. If I 
could just respond to the Senator from 
Delaware for a moment, I listened to 
his story about the personal episode in 
his family. I might say, we have found 
in the last 4 or 5 years, aircraft—I am 
almost certain that we located an air- 
craft in New Guinea and other areas 
where aircraft had been lost during 
World War II. I think it says a lot 
about our own Nation that we would 
still send teams out there in those jun- 
gles, searching for people who were 
lost. Maybe at some point, maybe—I 
know it was your relative, I did not 
hear, what relative? 

Mr. BIDEN. My uncle. My mother 
was one of five children. It was her 
brother and her soul mate. It is amaz- 
ing how, like I said, she is 80 years old, 
God love her, and it is still there. 

The only reason I bothered to men- 
tion it—I never mentioned it before on 
the floor in all the debates we had 
about POWs and MIAs. I compliment 
my colleagues in their diligence to con- 
tinue to pursue accounting for POWs 
and MIAs, and I didn’t want them to 
think that, because I slightly disagree 
with their assertion of what these 
three countries have done—I agree 
with my friend from Oregon. I think 
they are clearly interested in helping. 
If there are any countries that are 
fully aware, as my friend from Oregon 
said, it is the Hungarians and the 
Czechs and the Poles, who have had 
people dragged off to those gulags, 
never to be heard from again. 

These democratically elected offi- 
cials, now—I would be dumbfounded if 
they did not fully cooperate. But I un- 
derstand the motivation. That is my 
point, to my two colleagues. I am 
happy, from our side, to accept the 
amendment, as well as my friend has 
indicated he is willing to accept it. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire ad- 
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I ap- 
preciate my colleague’s willingness to 
accept it. It seems to be the consensus 
of those of us who are sponsoring it, we 
seek a recorded vote on it because of 
the significance of the issue. 

With that in mind, I will ask for a re- 
corded vote at the appropriate time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Obviously that is the 
Senator’s right. I do not challenge it. I 
just am reminded, I remember one 
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time when I first got here—and I know 
he has been here a long time. I went up 
to Russell Long, the Chairman of the 
Finance Committee, and indicated to 
him I wanted help on an amendment to 
a Finance Committee bill. Senator 
Long, the senior Senator and Chairman 
of the Finance Committee, said, 
“Fine.” He accepted it. 

Then I thought later it would be good 
to have a recorded vote. I stood up and 
said, “I have decided I want a recorded 
vote.” He said, “In that case, I am 
against it.“ We had the recorded vote 
and he beat me. So I learned, from my 
perspective anyway, that when some- 
one accepts an amendment, I am al- 
ways happy to do it. 

But I understand the Senator’s moti- 
vation. I will not change my position, 
but maybe he would reconsider wheth- 
er we need the vote. But that is his 
judgment. I yield the floor. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I had 
great confidence that you would not do 
that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I rise this 
afternoon to support the ratification of 
NATO expansion. I have had the good 
fortune, over almost the last year and 
a half that I have been in the U.S. Sen- 
ate, to serve on the Committee on For- 
eign Relations. That has given me a 
unique opportunity to examine the 
NATO expansion protocol. I attended, 
start to finish, each of the eight full 
hearings we had in the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee on this issue. I also 
was appointed by the Senate Majority 
Leader to serve on the NATO Observer 
Group Task Force. I attended almost 
all of the 17 meetings that our distin- 
guished colleagues from Delaware, Sen- 
ator BIDEN and Senator ROTH, held. 
That does not give me a particularly 
unique perspective on this issue, but it 
gives me some grounding on under- 
standing the complications of NATO 
expansion. 

As I have listened to the debate the 
last 2 days, and in previous weeks when 
this Chamber debated this issue, and 
during committee hearings, I have 
come to the conclusion that, yes, a 
number of the questions and points 
raised by my colleagues are not only 
relevant but are important and they 
should be fully aired and fully debated. 
It is based on those observations that I 
have made, as I have listened to this 
debate, that I wish to offer some of the 
following points. 

Aside from the obvious defense pur- 
pose of the expansion of NATO, there 
are other issues involved. The obvious 
defense purpose of expanding NATO is 
to help assure stability and security in 
Europe, all of Europe. There has been 
some debate on the floor about this 
issue, this fourth expansion—and, by 
the way, a not unprecedented expan- 
sion. We have expanded NATO three 
other times, to include West Germany, 
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Greece, Turkey, and the third expan- 
sion was Spain and Portugal. So this 
would be not an unprecedented action 
we take, that we include three new 
countries. But I find interesting that 
there has been some reference made to 
“we would split Europe.” I say just the 
opposite, just the opposite. We would, 
in fact, do much to unify Europe. Why 
would that be? That would be because 
stability, security, economic develop- 
ment, development of democracy and 
market economies, would extend across 
the continent of Europe and no longer 
would there be the Iron Curtain that 
fell at the end of World War II. NATO 
expansion would help assure that. 

I also find the argument interesting 
from the perspective of—I thought, 
when the Berlin Wall fell in 1989, that 
meant something. It was beyond sym- 
bolism. It was a witness to history that 
authoritarian, totalitarian government 
does not work, under any name—Na- 
zism, communism, it doesn’t work. 

Here we are, almost 10 years after the 
fall of communism, with the Berlin 
Wall, talking about, “Well, I don’t 
know, should we do this? We might of- 
fend our Russian friends.” Certainly 
any important decision must factor in 
every dynamic in the debate and every 
dynamic of our national security inter- 
est—relationships, future relation- 
ships, and in this case it certainly does 
factor in our relationship with Russia. 
But, my goodness, why did we fight, for 
40 years, a cold war? And we won it. 
Only 10 years later, to some extent, to 
be held hostage to what the Russians 
want? 

You see, I don’t see an awful lot of 
sense in that. Yes, it is important to 
understand the Russians. Yes, it is im- 
portant to engage the Russians. But 
not allow Russia, or any other nation 
to dominate the final analysis and de- 
cisions of our Nation’s security inter- 
ests, nor all of the collective security 
interests of Europe. 

There is another consequence of this 
that has not yet been fully developed 
and that is we would be helping provide 
role models for Central and Eastern 
Europe by these three new nations, Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic, 
coming into NATO, complying with— 
not as a handout, not as a gesture, but 
complying with all of the requirements 
established 50 years ago to belong to 
NATO. We just didn’t invent these. 
They didn’t just “happen.” They are 
the same requirements for Poland, 
Czechoslovakia, and Hungary as we had 
for the previous three expansions of 
NATO. 

Other nations of Central and Eastern 
Europe can look to these three nations 
as role models, for help, and not just in 
the national security dynamic. Let's 
face it, I have heard, also, a lot of talk 
about the European Union—why not 
allow these nations to be brought into 
the European Union first? Mr. Presi- 
dent, you cannot separate economics 
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here. You can't separate economic sta- 
bility from military stability. They are 
integrally entwined. 

There is no question the world is a 
global community underpinned by a 
global economy. Of course—of course— 
these nations will benefit economi- 
cally. And that will invent and give op- 
portunities to other countries, and 
more opportunities as well. Now, this 
is not just—not just—a national de- 
fense issue and a security issue for the 
United States. This is an investment 
for the United States. 

This is an investment because it is 
connected. And if we invest, yes, some 
money—my goodness, isn’t that some- 
thing? We would actually have to pay 
some money, not wild exaggerations 
that we have heard on the floor of the 
Senate, but some real dollars to invest, 
to expand the security and stability 
umbrella of NATO eastward. 

It is an investment for us for a couple 
of reasons. One, it will help assure this 
country will not be sending its children 
and its grandchildren to fight another 
World War or a war in Europe. Democ- 
racies do not attack other democracies. 
Democracies do not go to war. So it is 
an investment in national security and 
peace for us. 

It is also an economic investment. As 
these nations that had been under the 
yoke of Communist dictatorship for al- 
most 50 years are now in a position to 
develop democracy and flourish eco- 
nomically as they develop their demo- 
cratic governments and their freedoms, 
they are as well developing market 
economies. 

What does that mean to us? That 
means markets, that means some sta- 
bility, that means connection. 

I also have found some of my col- 
leagues, particularly on my side of the 
aisle, comment about, Well, but this 
President, this administration, wants 
to take NATO expansion beyond the 
boundaries of what the mission is of 
NATO.“ I remind my colleagues on this 
side of the aisle, my Republican col- 
leagues, who might have some concern 
about this present administration, 10 
Republican and Democratic adminis- 
trations have presided over America’s 
involvement in NATO, 10 administra- 
tions, Republican and Democratic. 

This debate should not get confused 
with the underbrush of detail or who is 
in the White House today. This debate 
is about the future and how we are pre- 
paring for the future as we go into the 
next century—not about Bill Clinton, 
Madeleine Albright, Bill Cohen. They 
are players on the scene for a very brief 
time, just like 10 administrations have 
been on the scene, essentially for a 
brief time. 

Missions and organizations change, 
believe it or not. Missions and organi- 
zations change. Times change. Dynam- 
ics change, challenges change, cir- 
cumstances and situations change. 

To my colleagues who say, ‘Well, 
prove to me that NATO is going to be 
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important. Prove to me every dollar 
that’s going in. Prove to me we need 
NATO,” well, as brilliant as many of 
my colleagues are, no one can give 
them that answer, you see, because no 
one can predict the future. But that is 
what NATO expansion is about. That is 
why we established NATO 50 years ago, 
because the future was uncertain and 
was unstable. If we did not have NATO 
today, we would have to invent NATO. 

To those of my colleagues who say, 
“Well, why rush? We're rushing into 
this. What’s so important about doing 
this now? This year? Next year?” I say, 
I suppose you could have asked that 
question after World War Il—there was 
relative peace in Europe after World 
War II— What's the rush?” And for 
every one of the previous three expan- 
sions into NATO, you could have said, 
“Why West Germany now? Let’s wait 
until about 1980, or for any of the 
other nations. But, my goodness, 
doesn’t it make a little more sense to 
develop strong, bold, dynamic, futuris- 
tic policy now—now—when we can 
think clearly, when we can understand 
the dynamics of the issues rather than, 
well, let us wait for some country to be 
invaded and then we will show them 
what we are going to do? Come on, it 
does not work that way. It does not 
work that way. 

Let us not squander the time we now 
have to plan as best we can for a surely 
uncertain future. 

Another dynamic that gets lost in 
this debate, Mr. President, is another 
certainty—the diffusion of power in the 
world. The face of this globe will not 
look the same in 25 years. It will not 
look the same because the geopolitical, 
economic and military power struc- 
tures of the globe of this 5.2 billion- 
people world are changing. Like life 
changes, everything changes. 

It is in the best interest of this coun- 
try and the world for us to lead as best 
we can to prepare for those new chal- 
lenges and to prepare for that new dif- 
fusion of power, as it will surely come, 
as it is coming today. 

Yes; yes, Europe is only one part of 
that. But look at the numbers—a rath- 
er significant part. Any measurement 
you take of the importance of Europe, 
any measurement you take—people, 
gross domestic product, exports—and 
do we really believe Europe still and 
will still be untouched into the next 
century with no war, no conflict? 

Who would have predicted Bosnia? 
Who would have foreseen that in 1990 
and 1991? Kosovo. These are deadly, 
real examples of how fast things can 
come unraveled even in—even in—Eu- 
rope. 

Another question that is asked, and 
appropriately so, is our force strength. 
It is a very good question. Over the last 
10 years, we have been asking our mili- 
tary to do more with less—more de- 
ployments, longer deployments. We 
now have a force structure, in real dol- 
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lar terms—in real budget terms—that 
is down as low as any time since 1940. 
Less than 3 percent of our gross domes- 
tic product goes for our national de- 
fense. That is below dangerously low. 
And if we in fact are going to ask our 
military to take on new responsibil- 
ities, like NATO expansion, which I 
support, and NATO and the Persian 
Gulf, and a hundred other nations 
where we have troops, then we are 
going to have to pay attention to our 
military. And we have not been doing 
that. 

Another debate for another time 
surely, Mr. President, but one that is 
appropriately talked about in this de- 
bate and asked because if we are going 
to ask our military to do more, we are 
going to have to pay attention to the 
budget and to rebuilding our military. 
We are soon becoming a hollow mili- 
tary, and that is in any measurement 
you wish to take. In the President's 
own budget for fiscal year 1999, he cuts 
another 25,000 uniformed men and 
women from the services. We cannot 
have it both ways. But, as I say, part of 
the debate should be part of that de- 
bate, but that debate should come at a 
different time. 

I conclude my remarks, Mr. Presi- 
dent, by saying that we have a unique 
opportunity, as the most dominant na- 
tion on Earth, at a most unique time in 
history—not a time seen probably since 
Rome during the Roman Empire—when 
one nation has so thoroughly domi- 
nated this globe. 

There is a bigger question for this 
country and a bigger challenge that 
will require a bigger debate than 
NATO. But it is part of the debate. And 
that is, yes, a great nation is required 
to do great things, to take on great 
burdens, and to give great leadership. 
It is an awesome responsibility the 
United States has. And our challenge, 
our debate is, do we wish in fact to go 
into the next century as that dominant 
great nation and carry that great bur- 
den of leadership? This is part of that 
debate. 

We have an opportunity, unique in 
history, to help build strong democ- 
racies, help to build structures that 
will give more people more freedom 
than the history has ever known, more 
market economies, better standards of 
living, better health, less conflict, less 
war. That is why NATO expansion is 
important. It is not the only issue, 
maybe not the most important issue, 
but surely it fits into the grander de- 
bate that we will have. 

New alliances are being formed, new 
alliances will continue to be formed in 
the next century. We want to be part of 
that. As we rely on more nations and 
more relationships and more alliances, 
in the end that will mean less burden 
for us, less burden for us because we 
are helping develop strong democratic 
nations with resources, with economies 
that can defend themselves. That is in 
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our interest. In the end, it is in the 
world’s interest. 

That, more than any other reason, is 
why I strongly support NATO expan- 
sion. I ask that my colleagues in this 
body who are still undecided, for legiti- 
mate reasons, listen to this debate 
closely, because in the end this debate 
is about our future and what is in our 
best interest. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, it is true 
the Delaware which touches New Jer- 
sey is owned by Delaware, but I am 
from Delaware. I would be proud to be 
from New Jersey, but I am prouder to 
be from Delaware. 

Mr. President, I understand we are 
going to go to the Kyl amendment very 
shortly and I cosponsor and agree with 
the Kyl amendment. I think the man- 
ager supports the Kyl amendment, too. 
But while we wait for Senator KYL to 
make his opening statement in support 
of his amendment, I would like to reit- 
erate a point I made yesterday with 
Senator SMITH, in the few minutes 
while we are waiting for Senator KYL 
to come to the floor. 

Yesterday there was a good deal of 
talk here about whether or not this ex- 
pansion of NATO was good, bad or in- 
different. The distinguished Senator 
from New York, Senator MOYNIHAN, the 
distinguished Senator from Virginia, 
Senator WARNER and others, were tak- 
ing issue with the expansion of NATO. 
I referenced why I thought the Poles 
thought this was in their interest be- 
cause the comments were basically 
made that the Poles—Senator SMITH of 
New Hampshire said we support the 
Poles anyway. 

I made the point that that kind of 
promise had been made to Poland be- 
fore. In 1939, France was considered to 
have Europe’s strongest army. It had 
built the massive defensive fortifica- 
tion called the Maginot Line which was 
widely thought to be impregnable. 

Hitler’s generals warned against an 
attack on France. In late August of 
1939, of course, came the Molotov-Rib- 
bentrop Pact between the Soviet Union 
and Nazi Germany which—difficult 
though it may be to understand 
today—astonished the world then. 

Little more than a week later, on 
September 1, 1939, Hitler’s forces 
launched a surprise attack on Poland. 
Here we come to two critical points. 

First, Great Britain and France had 
cobbled together an alliance with Po- 
land earlier that year after Germany 
had annexed the rest of Czecho- 
slovakia. 

But that last-minute alliance, of 
course, can in no way be compared to 
today’s powerful integrated military 
command of NATO. France and Britain 
had no capability to project forces 
eastward to defend the Poles. Further- 
more, Poland was then ruled by au- 
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thoritarian colonels, while Britain and 
France were democracies. Therefore, 
appeasers could and did proclaim that 
they would not die for Danzig.“ 

Hitler saw all this and correctly an- 
ticipated that France and Britain 
would not actively oppose his attack 
on Poland. And they didn’t. 

Secondly, Hitler’s generals needed 
the attack on Poland to perfect their 
new tactic which was dubbed the 
“Blitzkrieg”? or lightning war.” The 
panzer attack on the Polish cavalry, as 
was pointed out yesterday, an incred- 
ible undertaking where Poles on horses 
were taking on armored divisions of 
the German Army, which the Senator 
from Virginia recalled earlier in the 
debate, was a metaphor for the effec- 
tiveness of the German’s new kind of 
rapid, mobile warfare. 

I said yesterday that France and 
Britain, after formally declaring war 
on Germany September 3, 1939, did 
nothing. In fact, Mr. President, for 
more than 8 months nothing happened 
on the Franco-German frontier. Com- 
mentators labeled this the ‘phony 
war,” a term which students of history 
will readily recall. 

Meanwhile, after carving up Poland 
with Stalin, the Germans were freed to 
redeploy offensive combat units for use 
in the West. On May 10, 1940, Hitler in- 
vaded France and the Low Countries 
using the Blitzkrieg tactics perfected 
against the Poles, now against France. 
Going through Belgium and Holland, 
the Germans simply bypassed the 
vaunted Maginot Line, and soon they 
were in Paris. 

So I repeat, Hitler’s road to France 
went through Poland. We should ask 
ourselves what lessons can be learned 
from this sad tale and acknowledge Po- 
land is east of Germany. How did it get 
to France? Had they not gone into Po- 
land first they would not, in all prob- 
ability, have been nearly as successful 
as they were in 1940. The road to 
France was through Poland. 

First, the lesson we should learn 
from this sad tale is the alliance only 
means something if it has a deeper pur- 
pose. Today, Poland, Hungary and the 
Czech Republic are democracies with 
Western values—not as Poland was 
then, a very different country. By the 
way, only extreme isolationists, I sub- 
mit, would repeat a “I won't die for 
Danzig” slogan in 1998. 

Second, the alliance must have mili- 
tary muscle to back up a paper agree- 
ment. NATO clearly has the military 
structure in force to make collective 
defense credible. 

The third lesson, is NATO, through 
its Partnership for Peace Program, is 
actively cooperating with non-NATO 
countries, including Russia, to lessen 
tensions and make future conflicts 
highly unlikely. 

So for all these reasons, Mr. Presi- 
dent, Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic, passionately want to become 
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members of NATO. All three countries 
have successfully completed a demand- 
ing set of reforms in order to qualify. 

History need not repeat itself, Mr. 
President. But history is always in- 
structive. That is why I mention the 
connection between Poland and France 
in 1939 and 1940. I hope this explanation 
is helpful to my colleagues. I hope we 
keep it in mind. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Vir- 
ginia. 

Mr. WARNER. I wonder if I might en- 
gage our distinguished colleague, who 
just presented his views, in a bit of a 
colloquy. 

First, I ask my colleague, did he 
make the statement that NATO is for 
the defense of all of Europe, or some 
broad, sweeping statement to that ef- 
fect? 

Mr. HAGEL. No, I didn’t say it is for 
all of Europe. I said we would have a 
Europe, as we expand NATO eastward, 
that gives Europe an opportunity from 
east to west, all of Europe, to be demo- 
cratic, opportunity to develop market 
economies, the potential to be a free 
continent, and that NATO could help 
do that. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank my colleague. 
I am just going back to read the char- 
ter, article V, and this is the heart and 
soul of NATO. 

It says that parties agree that an 
armed attack against one or more of 
them in Europe or North America shall 
be considered an attack against them 
all, and consequently they agree that if 
such an armed attack occurs, each of 
them, in exercise of the right of indi- 
vidual or collective self-defense, recog- 
nized by article V of the Charter of the 
United Nations, will assist the party or 
parties so attacked by taking forth- 
with, individually and in concert with 
other parties, such action as it deems 
necessary, including use of armed force 
to restore and maintain the security of 
the North Atlantic area. 

Now, it was very clear when this was 
written that we envisioned the Soviet 
Union as the threat. That was the pur- 
pose of it. And now with the demise of 
the Soviet Union and the threats now 
being fractured into many places and 
of many types, we are trying to deter- 
mine what is the future mission of 
NATO. 

One of my great regrets is that we 
are proceeding with this matter of in- 
cluding three new states at a time 
when NATO itself has not determined 
exactly what is to be the mission sub- 
sequent to the 1991 statement to that 
effect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair reminds the Senator of the pre- 
vious order. 

Mr. WARNER. For the benefit of the 
Senate, the Chair should state the 
order. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2310, AS MODIFIED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there is to be 30 
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minutes of debate on amendment No. 
2310 offered by Senator KYL of Arizona 
to begin at 4:30 p.m. 

Mr. WARNER. I ask unanimous con- 
sent to proceed for about a minute and 
a half. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WARNER. I direct my comment 
to the distinguished Senator who is 
proposing the amendment, Senator 
KYL, which will now be the subject of 
further debate. In particular, on page 1 
entitled common threats,“ it says, 
“NATO members will face common 
threats to security in the post-cold war 
environment, including. . . —and on 
page 5 it says—I guess that was 4. It 
Says. . . conflict in the North Atlan- 
tic area stemming from ethnic and re- 
ligious enmity, the revival of historic 
disputes, or the actions of undemo- 
cratic leaders.” 

I find that far afield from the NATO 
charter itself. Indeed, it is somewhat 
far afield from the 1991 restatement of 
the mission of NATO. Speaking for my- 
self, I have grave concerns about NATO 
incorporating in any future document 
the fact that it stands ready to stamp 
out ethnic and religious enmities and 
the revival of historic disputes. That is 
the very thing we are involved in now 
in Bosnia. I just don’t have time to get 
into it, but I would like to have a 
clearer explanation from the proponent 
of this amendment as to what he in- 
tended by the inclusion of this para- 
graph in this amendment. Basically, I 
wanted to support the amendment, but 
I cannot support a document that says 
NATO is going to take it upon itself to 
put out civil wars and religious enmi- 
ties and ethnic disputes. I am con- 
cerned about the future of American 
servicepersons and that the men and 
women who will proudly wear the uni- 
form of the United States and be an in- 
tegral part of NATO would be subject, 
under NATO commanders, to go into 
these areas and meet such conflicts. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I will be de- 
lighted to answer the question of my 
distinguished colleague from Virginia. 
I will begin, first of all, by setting 
forth the essential concept or idea un- 
derlying this amendment. 

The future course of the NATO alli- 
ance, its core purposes and its strategic 
orientation in this post-cold war era, 
will be decided by allied negotiations 
upcoming on the so-called revised stra- 
tegic concept of NATO. The new docu- 
ment is going to be agreed upon in a 
little bit less than a year—next April. 
Senate advice and consent to the 
NATO enlargement issue here presents 
a unique opportunity for the Senate of 
the United States to speak on this 
issue, an opportunity we would not 
otherwise have. We, therefore, can help 
to lay out the strategic vision of NATO 
from the standpoint of the United 
States and thus influence the outcome 
of these negotiations. 
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In my view, the current resolution 
focuses too much on what NATO should 
not be and should not do. The resolu- 
tion does not attempt to lay out a com- 
prehensive set of principles to guide de- 
velopment of the strategic concept. 
And so this proposed amendment will 
establish the Senate’s vision of the fu- 
ture of NATO and, I hope, help to lay 
the foundation for American positions 
on the strategic concept. 

Here is the background that will lead 
up to the answer to the Senator’s ques- 
tion. I hope it is the only expression of 
concern about the amendment because 
I would certainly like to have his sup- 
port for what I think is an amendment 
that will be overwhelmingly supported 
by both proponents and opponents of 
expansion. Our principal objective 
here, I say to the Senator from Vir- 
ginia, is to ensure that NATO remains 
an arm of U.S. power and influence. 
NATO, not the WEU or the OSCE, must 
remain the principal foundation for the 
security interests of its members. This 
means NATO must be prepared mili- 
tarily to defend against a range of com- 
mon threats to our vital interests. We 
have tried to identify what they all 
are. 

Now, some of us may not like what 
some of them are and may not like the 
fact that we will have to respond to 
them. For example, a radical Islamic 
terrorism threat in the North Atlantic 
region may require that we defend 
against that. That didn’t used to be a 
big problem for NATO. What I have 
done is insert the words “in the Atlan- 
tic area words that were not in the 
underlying resolution of ratification 
that came out of the committee. So 
what I have tried to do is both to, yes, 
acknowledge a threat that we all ac- 
knowledge that could arise, but to 
limit the nature of our response to that 
in the Atlantic area by the specific lan- 
guage of the section that the Senator 
from Virginia and the Senator from 
Texas are concerned about. 

This amendment underscores that 
collective defense will remain the core 
alliance mission. But it acknowledges 
that new threats have emerged in the 
post-cold war era that will require 
NATO to adapt its military forces and 
defense planning mechanism. 

Mr. WARNER. May I have one word 
of clarification? 

Mr. KYL. I am happy to try to an- 
swer the question. 

Mr. WARNER. The mix of NATO is 
the collective security of member na- 
tions and the collective security of the 
continent that they occupy. That has 
been the traditional mission. Now, you 
are recognizing these are threats, and I 
agree they are becoming more and 
more threats—religious and ethnic 
strife. But do you intend, by this docu- 
ment, to say that that should be writ- 
ten in as a mission of NATO, to stand 
ready to intervene in these types of 
conflicts? Or are you just recognizing 
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them as potential threats and subse- 
quently, depending on the magnitude 
of the threat, the NATO commanders, 
and the NAC, North Atlantic Council, 
can determine if in fact it threatens 
the collective security of a nation or 
the nations? 

Mr. KYL. That is an excellent ques- 
tion, Mr. President, and it is, of course, 
the latter—something that I think the 
Senator from Virginia and I support. I 
point to the specific language to con- 
firm my point. In paragraph 5, com- 
mon threats,” it says: “NATO members 
will face common threats to their secu- 
rity in the post-cold war environment, 
including. Then we list threats. We 
hope they will never arise. That is the 
context in which this particular provi- 
sion is listed. 

If I could just close my comment 
here, Mr. President, because the Sen- 
ator from Delaware wishes to com- 
ment. This amendment merely condi- 
tions Senate advice and consent to its 
understanding of U.S. policy as it re- 
lates to the revising strategic concept 
of NATO. It acknowledges the prin- 
ciples that have animated our partici- 
pation in NATO from the very begin- 
ning and also identifies the threats 
that we may face. It states that the 
Senate understands that the core con- 
cepts contained in the 1991 document 
remain valid today. 

I say to my friend from Virginia, in 
essence, that the 1991 strategic concept 
provides a foundation on which to build 
the revised statement of NATO strat- 
egy and sets forth the 10 principles 
which the Senator understands will be 
in the new document. 

I urge my colleagues who support and 
oppose the expansion of NATO to sup- 
port this amendment and to put the 
Senate on record as defining the NATO 
of the future. I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, collec- 
tively, with the Senator from Texas— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SEs- 
SIONS). The Senator from Delaware 
controls the time. Who yields time? 

Mr. BIDEN. How much time do I con- 
trol? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifteen 
minutes. 

Mr. BIDEN. I yield 2 minutes to the 
Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. The Senator from 
Texas and I wish to discuss the capac- 
ity to respond to common threats. 
NATO’s continued success requires a 
credible military capability to deter 
and respond to common threats. And 
when you look at the definition of com- 
mon threats, it includes historic dis- 
putes, religious enmities, ethnic and 
the like. I fear that, although the Sen- 
ator in his statement seemed to clarify 
that this is not to be a mission, some- 
how the language, I believe, is some- 
what tangled. I yield to my colleague 
from Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas. 
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Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
have just been looking at the amend- 
ment with the Senator from Virginia. I 
like every other part of the amend- 
ment. I like every other part of the 
amendment. But it seems that the 
words define what a common threat is, 
and included in the common threat are 
ethnic divisions or uprising, and then 
it says that one of the missions of 
NATO is to respond to common 
threats. I just wondered if there could 
be a clarification, or perhaps a clari- 
fying amendment that would assure 
that is not going to be a responsibility 
of NATO to come into a situation in 
which there is a border dispute or an 
ethnic dispute. In fact, that is one of 
the amendments I would offer later, 
which is to avoid having the United 
States get into an ethnic dispute. 

If the Senator from Arizona can clar- 
ify it, I think the Senator from Vir- 
ginia and I would like to support the 
amendment. But if it needs some work 
to assure its intent, then perhaps we 
could work on that as well. 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. On my time, let me take 
a crack at that, if I may. I am a co- 
sponsor, although I cannot take credit 
for the drafting. It is totally a product 
of my friend from Arizona, and it is an 
admirable job. The Senator from Or- 
egon and I were just talking about 
what a good amendment this is. I am 
glad to cosponsor it. But let me maybe 
help. 

I have in my hand the alliance’s 
Strategic Concept of 1991, the last one 
that occurred. It is the present oper- 
ating doctrine for NATO. My friend 
from Virginia pointed out that the 
North Atlantic Assembly committee 
gets together and they decide whether 
this should be updated periodically, 
what it should say, and what article V 
of the Washington treaty means. Arti- 
cle V of the Washington treaty, the 
NATO treaty, was read earlier by my 
friend from Virginia. 

It starts off, the parties agree that an 
armed attack against one or more of 
them in Europe or North America shall 
be considered an attack against them 
all, consequently, and it goes on from 
there. Let me read from the strategic 
concept, the alliance’s strategic con- 
cept, which is the operating strategy of 
NATO, as we speak, the one that was, 
in effect, redone in 1991 to respond to 
the changed circumstances, meaning 
no longer the Soviet Union, the Berlin 
Wall is down, and all these nations. We 
are talking about independent repub- 
lics and nations themselves. OK. That 
is the concept in which the strategic 
document came about. 

On page 4, under Security Chal- 
lenges and Risks,” paragraph 10, the 
present strategic doctrine of NATO 
reads as follows: 

Risks to allied security are less likely to 
result from calibrated aggression against the 
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territories of the allies, but rather from ad- 
verse consequences of instability that may 
arise from serious economic, social, or polit- 
ical difficulties, including ethnic rivalries 
and territorial disputes... 

border disputes, and ethnic rival- 
ries. Excuse me. Let me be clear that I 
don’t want to misquote. Go back to the 
quote: 

. . . political difficulties, including ethnic 
rivalries, and territorial disputes. 

Parenthetically inserted by me was 
border disputes, and what is going on 
in Bosnia now. 

Back to the quote: 

. .. Which are faced by many countries in 
Central and Eastern Europe 

Not members of NATO. 

. . the tensions which may result, as long 
as they remain limited, should not directly 
threaten the security and territorial integ- 
rity of members of the alliance. They could 
however lead to a crisis inimical to European 
stability and even to armed conflicts which 
would involve outside powers, or spill over 
into NATO countries having a direct effect 
on the security of the alliance. 

Nothing to do with the expansion of 
NATO—zero, zero to do with expansion. 
Presently, NATO interprets article V 
to represent—is interpreted and laid 
out tactically in the alliance’s stra- 
tegic concept as interpreted by the 16 
NATO nations. It authorizes and al- 
lows, and they in advance acknowledge 
that NATO will deem, under article V, 
instability as a consequence of ethnic 
rivalries, or boundary and territorial 
integrity. They will interpret that. 
They may interpret that to be a threat 
to the security of any of the member 
nations; ergo, you are then allowed 
under NATO strategic doctrine, if all 
NATO countries agree, as they do in 
this doctrine, to use force. 

What is happening in this debate, un- 
intentionally, as I said to my friend 
from Virginia yesterday, and what we 
are really debating in the biggest de- 
bate that has occurred is what the 
greatest differences have been over 
NATO strategy as it now exists. 

That is really what people are argu- 
ing about. They are really arguing not 
about what these three additional 
countries will do to impact on strat- 
egy. They are basically arguing, as 
they should, as they should, whether or 
not this outfit we put together almost 
40-some years ago still is relevant 
today, whether we should still have it. 
But the strategic doctrine today put in 
place in 1991 says, and I will repeat, 
“Risks to allied securities are less like- 
ly to result from calculated aggression 
against the territory of the allies but, 
rather, from adverse consequences of 
instability that may arise from serious 
economic, social and political difficul- 
ties including ethnic rivalries, terri- 
torial disputes which are faced by 
many countries in Central and Eastern 
Europe.” 

Now, my friend from New York, who 
is opposing the expansion, is probably 
the single most qualified man in the 
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Congress, having written about and 
predicting the kind of chaos that would 
come from the mail fist of communism 
being lifted off of the sectarian rival- 
ries that have been subsumed under 
that heavy hand in the Communist 
rule—he predicted in a book he pub- 
lished several years ago, that I rec- 
ommend to everyone, that there would 
be crisis in Europe. It would not be So- 
viet armies invading. 

So my friends who keep saying: 
Look, we ought to reflect reality, 
NATO should reflect the real world, as 
Senator SMITH from New Hampshire 
kept saying yesterday, NATO did just 
that in their strategic doctrine of 1991. 
They said the risk—paraphrasing—is 
not from Soviet divisions; it is from 
ethnic rivalries, economic, social, and 
political instability. That is where our 
risks lie and we must respond to those 
risks. 

So nothing new is being stated by my 
friend from Arizona. He is not breaking 
new ground. He is reiterating a basic 
principle of the strategic doctrine that 
exists now. And if we vote down these 
three countries, it will still exist. To 
the extent you have a fight, an argu- 
ment with that section of his amend- 
ment, which I cosponsor, you do not 
have a fight about expansion. You have 
a fight about why don’t you introduce 
an amendment that says the strategic 
doctrine of NATO should not be what 
my friend states it should be and, in 
fact, is. 

So, again, we tend to—— 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I think we could 
settle this with two sentences. Do I un- 
derstand from the sponsors—and you 
being a cosponsor of the amendment 
—that nothing in the amendment ex- 
pands beyond what is stated in the 1991 
doctrine, paragraph 10, which the Sen- 
ator from Delaware just read? If it is to 
be interpreted as saying that remains 
as the goal, then I am comfortable with 
the amendment. But as drawn, largely 
due to the defining language, I have a 
problem with it in its present form. 

I agree with the Senator from Dela- 
ware, if that is to be the mission in the 
future, a consistent one with paragraph 
10. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, if I may 
respond, since I am not the author but 
only the cosponsor, I do not want to 
take the liberty of suggesting what the 
Senator from Arizona meant, but that 
is my understanding. It is my under- 
standing that the words as drafted now 
in paragraph 5—and I apologize. I am 
searching for the language—say each of 
the threats are self-evidently covered 
by present NATO doctrine: ‘‘Re-emer- 
gence of hegemonic power confronting 
Europe,” i.e., Russia. That is part of 
our existing doctrine today. Rogue 
states and non-state actors possessing 
nuclear, biological, or chemical weap- 
ons and the means to deliver these 
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weapons by ballistic or cruise mis- 
siles,” et cetera. That, as I read para- 
graph 10, is contemplated within the 
“serious economic, social and political 
difficulties.” It says, “including ethnic 
rivalries and territorial disputes’? but 
not limited to those two items. 

No. 3, “Threats of a wider nature, in- 
cluding the disruption of the flow of 
vital resources” obviously would affect 
the economic security and the stability 
of the NATO nations. No. 4, “Conflict 
in the North Atlantic stemming from 
ethnic and religious enmity.” That is 
covered. So as I said—— 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
Senator is a little swift in saying that 
is covered. Look, in paragraph 10, in re- 
ferring to such disputes as ethnic and 
religious enmity, they say this re- 
sponse: These tensions which may re- 
sult as long as they remain limited 
should not directly threaten the secu- 
rity and territorial integrity of mem- 
bers of the alliance,” and therefore 
NATO stays out. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, to re- 
spond, that is exactly what this amend- 
ment says. The amendment says, as my 
friend from Arizona has drafted it, it is 
a decision self-evident. In this amend- 
ment, it is a decision for the NAC to 
make whether or not it is an armed 
conflict that will spill over. There have 
been a number of ethnic conflicts in 
Central and Eastern Europe which we 
had concluded not to get involved in 
because the NAC concluded they were 
not directly threatened, they did not 
directly threaten the security of those 
countries. They did conclude that the 
ethnic rivalries and the war in Bosnia 
did—did—threaten their security. They 
made that judgment internally within 
the NAC, within that governing body of 
NATO. 

So I reserve the remainder of my 
time. I have 2 minutes, I am told. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona has 7 minutes. 

Who yields time? 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous the following Senators be listed 
as cosponsors to my amendment— 
HELMS, ROTH, BIDEN, and SMITH of Or- 
egon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Oregon. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. I thank the 
Chair. I thank Senator KYL. The Sen- 
ator just took away some of the busi- 
ness I wanted to do. 

I am very pleased to be added as an 
original cosponsor of this amendment. 

Mr. President, I think the Clinton ad- 
ministration made a serious error in 
allowing the other NATO countries to 
reopen the strategic concept issue. The 
current document agreed to in 1991 
needs no alteration. The approach 
taken under President Bush’s strategic 
concept has served NATO well for the 
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past 7 years and would have served 
equally well for the next 7. That said, 
what is done is done. The administra- 
tion failed to prevent the French and 
others from opening a Pandora’s box. 

Negotiations on the strategic concept 
for the purpose of amending it will 
commence this summer, and I expect 
that a document will be agreed upon by 
early next year. Senator KYL’s amend- 
ment establishes a vision for NATO's 
future. It does so by emphasizing those 
aspects of the current NATO policy 
which the United States finds most im- 
portant. For instance, the Kyl amend- 
ment makes clear that NATO, not the 
European Union, not the OSCE or any 
other United Nations-type organiza- 
tion, must remain the principal foun- 
dation for collective security in Bu- 
rope. 

It also takes note of the broad range 
of threats that will face the United 
States and our NATO allies in the post- 
cold war world and calls upon NATO 
members to ensure that their forces 
can be rapidly deployed and sustained 
during combat operations. 

Taken together with paragraph B of 
the current condition 1 of the resolu- 
tion, which calls upon NATO military 
planners to put territorial defense 
above all other priorities, this amend- 
ment makes clear that the United 
States expects every NATO member to 
pursue the capability of operating with 
the United States in any contingency 
under any circumstance. 

Finally, it reaffirms the key tenets of 
current NATO nuclear policy. I find 
this paragraph of the Kyl amendment 
particularly important. 

In conclusion, Senator KYL has iden- 
tified the 10 most important aspects of 
NATO’s current strategic concept 
which must be preserved. His amend- 
ment sets forth the Senate’s expecta- 
tions that any future revisions to the 
strategic concept must reflect these 
principles. I welcome his contribution 
to the resolution of ratification. It pro- 
vides a much-needed vision for the fu- 
ture course of the NATO alliance. The 
administration can expect that I for 
one will hold it to the policies estab- 
lished under the Kyl amendment dur- 
ing the course of future negotiations of 
the strategic concept. 

Again, my thanks to Senator KYL. I 
think his amendment is forward look- 
ing. It is visionary. Unlike so many 
amendments offered here today which 
are sort of in the category of thou 
shalt not,” this is in the category of 
“thou shalt do.” So I thank Senator 
KYL for that and his leadership. I am 
proud to be a cosponsor with him. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. KYL. I would be delighted to 
yield for a question from the Senator 
from New York. 


6879 


Mr. MOYNIHAN. Would it be correct 
to say that the statement, Conflict in 
the North Atlantic area stemming 
from ethnic and religious enmity, the 
revival of historic disputes or actions 
of undemocratic leaders“ does not rep- 
resent any expansion of the 1991 doc- 
trine? 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I say to my 
colleague from New York that I am in 
total agreement with the Senator from 
Delaware. That is the case, that this 
was not intended to be an enlargement 
of existing NATO policy. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank my friend 
from Arizona. 

Mr. KYL. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. President, I make that statement 
in order to assure my colleagues who 
are concerned about enlarged missions 
that it is not our intention to try to 
expand the mission of NATO. But what 
we are concerned about is helping the 
administration of the United States de- 
fine very clearly to our European allies 
our strategic vision of NATO as a de- 
fense alliance. Unfortunately, some Eu- 
ropeans have a different point of view. 
They would limit NATO solely to the 
mission of collective defense against an 
armed attack, elevate the WEU to the 
principal military organization for re- 
sponding to all other threats to NATO 
security, and cuts the United States 
out of decisionmaking on issues affect- 
ing our vital interests. Some under- 
mine our ability to shape NATO as a 
viable 21st century military alliance, 
and that is why I offered this amend- 
ment, to help make clear an unambig- 
uous U.S. policy on the future direc- 
tion of the alliance using the funda- 
mental principles which have existed 
since 1949 when these concepts were 
first enunciated and which in the For- 
eign Relations Committee report at 
that time said that, of course, each 
party would have to decide in the light 
of circumstances surrounding the case 
and the nature and extent of the assist- 
ance whether, in fact, an armed attack 
had occurred and article 5 thus brought 
into play—armed attack relating to 
different kinds of situations that might 
not be a direct invasion but might, 
from other kinds of causes neverthe- 
less, pose a security risk to the states 
within NATO. 

So I really believe we have not ex- 
panded the current policy, but I hope 
we have clarified for our friends in Eu- 
rope the limits of the U.S. policy, the 
vision, the strategic vision that we 
have. I appreciate the questions raised 
by the Senators from New York and 
Virginia to help us clarify that point. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we 
thank the Senator and with that assur- 
ance I will give you my support. But 
the amendment is to restrict in some 
way the expressions in the resolution 
that is before the Senate. 

Mr. KYL. That is correct. 

Mr. WARNER. Would the Senator 
state that for the record? 
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Mr. KYL. Yes. Mr. President, that is 
correct. We explicitly, for example, in- 
sert “in the North Atlantic area” 
which is not in the underlying resolu- 
tion of ratification. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator 
yield for a brief question? 

Mr. KYL. I am happy to yield. I 
think I am out of time. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Would the Senator 
agree that in 1949 the issue facing 
Western Europe and the United States 
was not ethnic and religious conflict, it 
was international communism in the 
form of the Soviet Union, which had 
declared ethnic and religious conflict 
to be a premodern phenomenon, long 
since sent into the dustbin of history? 

Mr. KYL. The Senator is correct that 
the concern at the time was the great 
conflict between the West and com- 
munism from the Soviet Union. I sug- 
gest the Senator probably knows better 
than any of the rest of us about the 
longstanding disputes, some ethnic and 
religious in origin, which were, per- 
haps, always under the surface. But at 
that time, of course, the Senator is ab- 
solutely correct. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank my col- 
league. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I am not 
one for shilling for books, but for those 
of you who are interested in this sub- 
ject and the religious and ethnic con- 
flicts that have erupted after the 
mailed fist of communism has been 
lifted in Central and Eastern Europe, I 
strongly recommend—and I mean this 
sincerely—Senator MOYNIHAN’s book 
entitled Pandaemonium.“ It is worth, 
as they say, the read, and is incredibly 
instructive. I mean it sincerely. It is 
incredibly insightful, and those of you 
who have an interest should take a 
look at it. 

I yield the floor and yield the time, 
and I am ready to vote. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. The yeas and nays have been or- 
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Illinois (Ms. MOSELEY- 
BRAUN) is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 90, 
nays 9, as follows: 
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[Rolicall Vote No. 107 Leg.] 


YEAS—90 
Abraham Feingold Levin 
Akaka Feinstein Lieberman 
Allard Ford Lott 
Baucus Frist Lugar 
Bennett Glenn Mack 
Biden Gorton McCain 
Bond Gramm McConnell 
Boxer Grams Mikulski 
Breaux Grassley Moynihan 
Brownback Gregg Murkowski 
Bryan Hagel Murray 
Burns Harkin Nickles 
Campbell Hatch Reed 
Chafee Helms Reid 
Cleland Hollings Robb 
Coats Hutchinson Rockefeller 
Cochran Hutchison Roth 
Collins Inhofe Santorum 
Conrad Inouye Sessions 
Coverdell Jeffords Shelby 
Craig Johnson Smith (OR) 
D'Amato Kempthorne Snowe 
Daschle Kennedy Specter 
DeWine Kerrey Stevens 
Dodd Kerry Thomas 
Domenici Kohl Thompson 
Dorgan Kyl Thurmond 
Durbin Landrieu Torricelli 
Enzi Lautenberg Warner 
Faircloth Leahy Wyden 

NAYS—9 
Ashcroft Byrd Sarbanes 
Bingaman Graham Smith (NH) 
Bumpers Roberts Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—1 


Moseley-Braun 


The executive amendment (No. 2310), 
as modified, was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin is recognized. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my support for Senate 
ratification of the Protocols to the 
North Atlantic Treaty on accession of 
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub- 
lic. I have been privileged to partici- 
pate in the historic debate on the en- 
largement of the North Atlantic Trea- 
ty Organization as a member of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. Since 
last October, the committee has held 8 
hearings on this issue and heard testi- 
mony from 37 witnesses with a variety 
of opinions on NATO enlargement. 

I will take this opportunity to thank 
the chairman of the committee, the 
Senator from North Carolina, and the 
committee’s ranking member, Senator 
BIDEN, for the balanced manner in 
which these hearings were conducted 
and for their support for expeditious 
consideration of this important mat- 
ter. 

As we all know, Mr. President, NATO 
has been the most important factor in 
maintaining peace in Europe since the 
devastation of World War II. As we pre- 
pare to mark the alliance’s 50th anni- 
versary next year, it is appropriate to 
look back on its successes and look for- 
ward to see what role NATO will play 
in the next 50 years. The world will be 
a much different place in 1999 than it 
was in 1949 when this alliance was 
formed as a buffer against Soviet ag- 
gression and as a means of protection 
for nations whose people had just 
emerged from one of the costliest wars, 
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in both human and financial terms, in 
our history. 

But to fully understand and appre- 
ciate what the security of NATO rep- 
resents to the people of Eastern Eu- 
rope, we must first remember what 
they have endured in the years since 
we celebrated V-E Day. At the same 
time the people of Western Europe 
were working to found an alliance that 
would ensure security and were fight- 
ing to rebuild their countries and the 
economies after the fall of the Third 
Reich, a new threat was emerging on 
the other side of the continent. 

The Soviet Union, which had been 
our ally against Hitler, was about to 
become our foe in a cold war that 
would last almost a half century and 
result in the sacrifice of lives, tradi- 
tions, and religious liberty throughout 
Eastern Europe. The people of Eastern 
Europe barely had time to recover from 
the devastation of a world war when 
they were faced with Soviet tanks. 
Foreign subjugation was, of course, 
nothing new for the people of Eastern 
and Central Europe. 

For centuries, Mr. President, this 
part of the world had been a battle- 
ground where people and territory 
seemed little more than spoils in a 
seemingly endless series of bloody 
fights. Bit by bit, the Soviet Union re- 
drew Europe’s map until it swallowed 
up the entire eastern and central re- 
gion. Under the reign of the Com- 
munist Party, people lived in fear that 
they would be accused of being disloyal 
to the party. Religion was outlawed, 
and the myriad beautiful places of wor- 
ship in the Soviet Union were left va- 
cant; many were destroyed. 

In spite of the treatment they were 
forced to endure at the hands of the So- 
viet regime, the people of Eastern Eu- 
rope never lost their will to be free, as 
demonstrated by events such as the 
Prague Spring and the Solidarity 
movement. By the mid-1980s, the So- 
viet Union was beginning to crumble 
and the people of Eastern Europe 
yearned to satisfy their hunger for de- 
mocracy and freedom. Beginning in 
1989, the people of Poland, Hungary, 
and Czechoslovakia peacefully ousted 
their Communist governments and re- 
placed them with democracy. It was, in 
the words of Vaclav Havel, a “velvet 
revolution.” 

Because of modern technology, the 
world community has had a front-row 
seat for the transformation of Eastern 
Europe. We literally watched the Ber- 
lin Wall fall and marveled at cranes 
dismantling statues of Lenin and lay- 
ing low the hammer and sickle. 

Today, nearly a half a century after 
World War II, the Iron Curtain is gone 
and the Soviet regime is no more. The 
changing face of Europe is marked by 
newly-independent countries eagerly 
embracing democracy for the first time 
in more than two generations. But the 
people of these former Soviet satellite 
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countries still live in the shadow of the 
history of Soviet domination. These 
nations and their people seek to rejoin 
the West, and seek a means to ensure 
that they will never again fall victim 
to a Soviet-style regime. 

The lingering memory of Soviet 
domination was evident at the Winter 
1998 Olympic Games, where a player on 
the Czech Republic’s hockey team wore 
the number 68 to mark the February 25, 
1968, invasion of his country by the So- 
viet Union. When the Czech Republic’s 
hockey team beat the Russian team for 
the gold medal, many Czechs felt that 
the victory represented more than ath- 
letic excellence. It also symbolized 
their country’s freedom from the So- 
viet domination of the past. 

Now, there is a new, democratic Rus- 
sia, and the nations of Eastern Europe, 
which have become our friends and 
trading partners, are caught, both lit- 
erally and figuratively, between this 
new Russia and the West. This is a crit- 
ical time for the newly-independent 
states of Eastern Europe to establish 
themselves as countries in their own 
right, finally free of the yoke of Soviet 
domination. 

It is only natural that these Eastern 
European countries would seek to join 
NATO, an alliance which shines as a 
beacon of democracy and security on 
the European continent. The proposed 
enlargement of this alliance represents 
a crossroads in American foreign pol- 
icy, and, indeed, in the fragile balance 
of power in Europe. Some opposed to 
enlarging this alliance have said that 
it would create a new series of dividing 
lines in Europe, between NATO, Rus- 
sia, and those countries which are 
caught in the middle—neither members 
of NATO nor under the sphere of Rus- 
sian influence. Others have argued that 
all countries meeting the criteria for 
membership in NATO should be al- 
lowed to join. Opponents fear that this 
would lead to a different dividing line 
—one between Russia and the rest of 
Europe. 

Many of my constituents, and indeed 
many people around the world, have a 
special interest in the debate over 
NATO enlargement due to their ethnic 
heritage or their memories of the iron 
fist of Soviet rule in Eastern Europe. I 
share their commitment to a Europe 
which will never again fall victim to 
such oppression. 

The proposed enlargement embodied 
in the protocols currently before this 
body leads to many questions: How 
many countries? How many rounds of 
enlargement? What about Russia? 
What about those that may be left out? 

It is my view that the newly-inde- 
pendent countries in Europe should not 
be forever caught between Russia and 
the West. It is also my strong view that 
the United States must proceed care- 
fully so that we do not damage our re- 
lationship with a democratic Russia. 
Unfortunately, parts of the debate over 
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NATO enlargement have taken on an 
us versus them” quality. We must not 
forget that the Russian Federation is 
not the Soviet Union, and that we 
should encourage democracy wherever 
it takes root. Instead of the us versus 
them" of the Cold War era, this debate 
should be about the new landscape of 
Europe. We must not make Russia feel 
as if it is being ganged up on by the 
West. We must encourage democracy 
there as we do elsewhere on the globe, 
and we must encourage the newly-inde- 
pendent states to take control of their 
own futures. 

That is why the Administration 
helped to successfully negotiate the 
NATO-Russia Founding Act. And that 
is why the language in the resolution 
of ratification currently before this 
body encourages the continuation of a 
constructive relationship between 
NATO and Russia. 

I support the fundamental goals of 
NATO enlargement, and believe it is in 
America’s national interest to pursue 
this first round, as it has. However, I 
do have some concerns, that I know are 
shared by many other Members of Con- 
gress, about the commitment—finan- 
cial and otherwise—the United States 
will undertake as it pursues enlarge- 
ment of the alliance. 

On that point, Mr. President, I would 
like to speak for a moment on one of 
my concerns about this debate: the dis- 
parity among the various estimates on 
the financial commitment the United 
States would be undertaking if NATO 
enlargement were to proceed. There 
have been at least three major studies 
conducted on this subject, each of 
which has taken a different approach 
with respect to the basis for their esti- 
mates. While I understand that it is 
impossible to account for all of the dif- 
ferent variables that will be included 
in this endeavor, each study assumes a 
different set of costs, and thus reaches 
very different cost projections for the 
U.S. share of this undertaking—any- 
where from $2 billion to $7 billion. 

I am pleased that I was able to get 
clarification on this issue through the 
hearings we held in the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee, and I am pleased that 
the members of the Committee devoted 
so much time to this important aspect 
of NATO enlargement. The Committee 
based its evaluation of the estimated 
cost of NATO enlargement on the fol- 
lowing four assumptions that can be 
found in the Department of Defense 
and NATO studies: 

First, because there is no immediate 
threat to NATO, the alliance will con- 
tinue to operate in the current stra- 
tegic environment for the foreseeable 
future. 

Second, NATO will not station sub- 
stantial forces on the territories of Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic. 

Third—and this is a key point for 
me—NATO’s standard burdensharing 
rules will apply to the costs of enlarge- 
ment. 
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Fourth, the modernization of the 
United States military is considered to 
be a strictly American project that will 
not be funded through the NATO com- 
mon budget, and, thus, NATO enlarge- 
ment will not require the United 
States to undertake any new force 
modernization initiatives beyond those 
already planned. 

Mr. President, I believe that these 
four assumptions are at the heart of 
the debate over the cost of NATO en- 
largement. While, in my view, the en- 
largement of the alliance is in the best 
interest of the United States, I remain 
committed to ensuring that the federal 
government achieves—and maintains— 
a balanced federal budget. The Com- 
mittee’s careful analysis of the costs 
involved in NATO enlargement ad- 
dressed many of my concerns in this 
regard. I agree with the language in- 
cluded in the Committee Report which 
states that the Committee stresses 
the importance of all current and fu- 
ture allies to meet their commitments 
to the common defense. Anything less 
will result in a hollow strategic com- 
mitment.” At the same time, I will 
look carefully at any of the amend- 
ments before us that seek to control 
the costs to the U.S. taxpayer of this 
enlargement. 

Because of the necessity of all NATO 
members to meet their commitments 
to the common defense, I asked Sec- 
retary of State Madeleine Albright, at 
a February 24, 1998, Foreign Relations 
Committee hearing, if Poland, Hun- 
gary, and the Czech Republic would be 
prepared to take on these commit- 
ments. She told me that We are con- 
fident that Poland, Hungary and the 
Czech Republic will take on the finan- 
cial commitment involved in NATO 
membership. Indeed, to prepare for this 
commitment, all three have increased 
their defense budgets to fund necessary 
defense reforms, and to bring them in 
line with the standard outlays of NATO 
Allies. Moreover, the cost of de- 
fense would undoubtedly be higher if 
these countries did not join NATO.” 

In addition, I have been assured by 
both Secretary Albright and Secretary 
of Defense William Cohen that the 
United States share of NATO enlarge- 
ment costs will not exceed $7 billion 
over ten years. They have insisted that 
the wide range of cost estimates can be 
attributed to the use of varying data 
and the fact that the original esti- 
mates assumed the admission of four 
new countries into the alliance. I re- 
spect the views of the Department of 
Defense and the General Accounting 
Office in explaining the differential, 
and will continue to monitor revised 
cost estimates as they become avail- 
able. 

The many cost estimates involved in 
this first round of NATO enlargement 
also lead me to wonder if we will have 
a clearer picture of the cost of future 
rounds, or if we will be faced with the 
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same financial uncertainties that loom 
before us today. This is an issue the 
Senate will be looking at closely as the 
Alliance develops its policies regarding 
future enlargement. This is also the 
subject of at least one amendment to 
the resolution of ratification currently 
before this body. 

I also have concerns about the im- 
pact of new U.S. commitments to 
NATO on America’s general military 
readiness, especially at a time when so 
many of our forces are deployed around 
the world in Bosnia, the Persian Gulf, 
Korea, and other posts. I asked the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
General Hugh Shelton, about this con- 
cern when he testified before the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. He said, 
“T see nothing in the NATO enlarge- 
ment concept that will detract from 
our overall readiness. To the contrary, 
the additional troops, military equip- 
ment and capabilities that the three 
new countries bring to the Alliance can 
only reduce the demands on current 
members.” 

I am encouraged by his answer, and I 
am also encouraged by the willingness 
of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Re- 
public to participate in NATO’s Part- 
nership for Peace. All three countries 
were original members of this program, 
and all have provided troops and equip- 
ment for NATO missions. In my view, 
the willingness of these three countries 
to participate in NATO efforts will 
only strengthen the alliance. 

As I stated earlier, I share the Ad- 
ministration’s basic views on the mer- 
its of enlarging this alliance. The peo- 
ple of Eastern Europe must never again 
be subjected to the conditions they 
were forced to endure under Soviet 
rule. They see NATO membership as a 
means to ensure their future safety. 
My concern is about the extent of the 
commitment the United States will be 
making, and the uncertainty regarding 
the price tag that American taxpayers 
will be asked to pay in this time of fis- 
cal restraint and personal sacrifice. 
But voting in favor of NATO enlarge- 
ment should not be considered a blank 
check for military or other spending in 
the region. Should the Senate ratify 
the protocols we are considering today, 
I and my colleagues in both the House 
and the Senate will continue to mon- 
itor the new U.S. commitments to 
NATO—financial and otherwise— 
through the regular congressional 
budget and appropriations process. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this resolution of ratifica- 
tion. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. INHOFE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I have 
been watching with a great deal of in- 
terest the debate that is taking place. 
It has been a very healthy debate. Cer- 
tainly the Senator from Wisconsin 
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raised some very good points. As I lis- 
tened to his comments, I can only say 
that I agree with almost everything he 
said except for his conclusion. I look at 
the cost of this, and we do not know 
what to anticipate should we extend 
NATO to these countries. I am deeply 
concerned about the costs that would 
be incurred. The range has been incred- 
ible. You talk about something be- 
tween $400 million and $120 billion. 
That range is not one that gives me 
much comfort. 

I would like to remind my colleagues 
that the same group of people that are 
giving us their assurances now—that 
is, the Secretary of Defense, the Sec- 
retary of State, and the White House 
—that it is not going to cost over a cer- 
tain amount of money, are the same 
ones that told us in November of 1995 
that it would not cost more than $1.2 
billion for our participation in Bosnia. 
We knew better. But, nonetheless, that 
is what they said. They said that is a 
guarantee. Yet here we are now. Our 
direct costs in Bosnia have exceeded $9 
billion. I suggest that is less than half 
of the total direct and indirect costs. 
So I don’t have a very high comfort 
level when it comes to being able to 
rely on what it might cost us to extend 
NATO to these three countries. 

The second thing as I read article V, 
which is the security guarantee, is that 
I see this as a very expensive security 
guarantee, and it is open ended. It stip- 
ulates that, An armed attack against 
one or more of them in Europe or 
North America shall be considered as 
an attack against them all.” It doesn’t 
say that we would come to the aid of 
someone who is attacked if we have 
any national security interests. It 
doesn’t say that if it should impair our 
Nation, we are going to be in a position 
to defend them. It is not like many of 
the situations where we have become 
involved in helping countries such as 
Nicaragua and others because we know 
it is cheaper actually to help them 
than it is to have to fight these battles 
ourselves. This just says, as an attack 
against them all.” That means that if 
there is an attack, we have to come to 
their aid. We always take a much 
greater share of the burden than our 
partners do. 

The third thing is that I have no 
doubt in my mind that if we do this, 
this is just the beginning and that we 
will be extending it to more and more 
countries. 

I would like to remind you, Mr. 
President, of a quote from Secretary 
Albright that the door is open, she 
said, to other countries with demo- 
cratic governments and free markets. 
“The administration is fighting an ef- 
fort by Warner and others to place a 
moratorium on admission of additional 
countries until it is known how well 
the first recruits are assimilated.” 
After the first three recruits were in- 
vited last year, Albright said, “We 
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must pledge that the first new mem- 
bers will not be the last, and that no 
European democracy will be excluded 
because of where it sits on the map.” 

So with the increased costs as we 
make these extensions, we are looking 
at Romania, Slovenia, Latvia, Estonia, 
Lithuania, Albania, Bulgaria, Mac- 
edonia, and Slovakia, and many others. 
I don’t see where there is an end to it. 
However, I remind my colleagues that 
this is not a partisan subject. 

I was honored to serve on the Senate 
Armed Services Committee with the 
Democrat who is probably more knowl- 
edgeable than any Democrat has been— 
certainly in my recollection—on that 
committee, Sam Nunn. Sam Nunn was 
quoted as saying, Russian cooperation 
in avoiding proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction is our most impor- 
tant national security objective, and 
this NATO expansion makes them 
more suspicious and less cooperative.” 
He further said. The administration’s 
answer to this and other serious ques- 
tions are what I consider to be plati- 
tudes.” 

I agree with Senator Nunn that this 
is opening the door to something that 
is very expensive, and also it could im- 
pair what progress we have made with 
Russia. 

Just to quote the Duma, on January 
23 they passed a resolution—this is in 
Russia, the Russian Duma—calling 
NATO expansion the biggest threat to 
Russia since the end of World War II. 

All of these things have been talked 
about on this floor. One thing that has 
not been talked about is what I would 
consider to be the greatest exposure we 
would be inheriting by making this ex- 
tension. 

I can remember being here on the 
Senate floor back in November of 1995. 
We missed passing a resolution of dis- 
approval to keep sending our troops 
over to Bosnia. We had no national se- 
curity interest on a very expensive 
thing that now has caused the decima- 
tion of our entire defense system. We 
did that as a response to the strongest 
argument; that is, we must continue 
our commitment and our allegiance to 
NATO. So NATO is the reason that we 
are over in Bosnia today. Even though 
the administration said this would be 
something that would cost approxi- 
mately $1.2 billion, it has cost directly 
$9 billion, and indirectly far more than 
that. 

Mr. President, it wasn’t long ago that 
we were talking about making some 
strikes on Iraq. We know there are 
problems there. We know they have not 
kept their commitment to the United 
Nations. They have not allowed our in- 
spection teams to see what they had 
agreed they should be able to see, and 
it looks like those storm clouds may be 
there. If that happens, I don’t know of 
one person who has a background in 
military strategy in the Pentagon or 
one person in the administration who 
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can tell you that you can go in there 
and do surgical strikes from the air 
and not end up having to send in 
ground troops. Where are we if we 
should have to do that? 

In the case of Iraq, we are talking 
about a theater that includes Bosnia. 
We are talking about the 21st COCOM 
located in Germany that was supposed 
to be offering the logistical support for 
any ground movement in any place 
within the theater. That would include 
Iraq. 

Right now, you go over to the 2lst 
COCOM in Germany, and you will find 
out that we don’t have the capability 
of supporting any other ground oper- 
ations in addition to Bosnia because 
they are at over 100 percent capacity 
right now trying to support Bosnia. 
They don’t have the spare parts for 
their equipment. They don’t have the 
equipment. They are using M-115 
trucks that have 1 million miles on 
them. It is something that we can’t af- 
ford. It is something that we can’t af- 
ford in terms of using up our military 
assets and our capability. Yet we are 
not able to support any ground oper- 
ation anywhere else in the theater so 
long as we are offering that support to 
Bosnia. And the reason we are there is 
this allegiance that we apparently have 
to NATO. 

It seems to me, Mr. President, that 
in addition to all the other arguments 
we have heard, from the cost of the op- 
eration to our relationship with Russia 
and all the rest of them, that there is 
another very serious problem we are 
facing, and that is how many more 
Bosnians are out there that we are 
going to be obligated to support as a 
result of increasing our commitment to 
NATO. 

Mr. President, I would like to say 
that if you were in a position where 
most Americans think we are in right 
now, and that is where we are the su- 
perpower, that we are able to defend 
America on two regional fronts, then I 
would say maybe we should consider 
doing this. But right now we have a 
hollow force. We are in a situation very 
similar to what we were facing in the 
1970s. 

Mr. President, I think we can no 
longer afford the luxury of any more 
activities such as the Bosnian oper- 
ation. I think we would be best served 
not to extend NATO to these three 
countries. 

Mr. ROBERTS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BROWNBACK). The Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join my colleagues to discuss 
the issue of national security and the 
vital security interests to the United 
States and Europe, and obviously I am 
talking about the proposed expansion 
of NATO. To borrow a very well-known 
phrase, now we are engaged in a great 
debate, or at least a very good discus- 
sion, to determine and to test whether 
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that alliance or any alliance so con- 
ceived and so successful in the past can 
meet the challenges of today. 

We are in the amendment process, 
but I do want to offer some general 
comments and some concerns. 

But for NATO and the collective se- 
curity of Europe and the United States, 
the time has come. I must say that 
from the time of news accounts on old 
newsreels, or what we in my age can 
recall as the Movietone News or to 
CNN today, it has been quite a show for 
NATO. But it is time to turn off the 
movie projector, sweep up the popcorn, 
and turn out the lights. The old NATO 
show is over. Just as in that great 1971 
movie, The Last Picture Show,” when 
the camera pans back from the now- 
closed movie theater and pictures a de- 
serted small, dusty town in Texas and 
tumbleweeds blowing down the street, 
we are not sure what the future holds 
but we know it will be different from 
the past. 

We now face the uncertainty of 
NATO either enlarged or with the same 
16 members. We don't know what it 
will be in the future, but we are certain 
it will be different than in the past 
and, quite frankly, peace and stability 
in Europe and throughout the world 
hang in the balance. 

The debate on the addition of three 
new members will soon be over and the 
time for the vote will rapidly approach, 
perhaps as of this week. 

The administration assures us that 
to fundamentally alter the most suc- 
cessful alliance in our history is a good 
thing. They tell us that we will be 
more secure with an expanded alliance, 
that the wrongs of Yalta will be cor- 
rected, the candidate countries will 
now be free to fully develop as demo- 
cratic and market-driven societies. We 
are guaranteed that no new dividing 
lines between the West and the East 
will result from this or any kind of fu- 
ture enlargement, that the door is open 
to all, and that further rounds of en- 
largement are a certainty. The admin- 
istration also predicts that although 
the Russians are upset, and they are, 
with the enlargement of NATO they 
will simply “get over it” and come to 
understand we have their best interests 
in mind with enlargement and Russia 
will also be more secure. 

Now, we get all this for the amazing 
value of about $1.5 billion over the next 
10 years. We are reassured that al- 
though the cost estimates have varied 
from $125 billion to $1.5 billion over the 
next 10 years, NATO’s sharp-penciled 
budgeteers certainly have it right. 
Much to our relief, the burdensharing 
problems between our NATO allies that 
have plagued the alliance in the past 
will not be a problem now or in the fu- 
ture of an enlarged NATO, so the argu- 
ment goes. The administration is con- 
fident the United States will not have 
to pick up any unexpected costs, al- 
though the allies have said they will 
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refuse to pay one additional mark or 
franc for enlargement. 

Now, I have spent considerable time 
looking into each of these controver- 
sial areas surrounding the enlargement 
of NATO, and one of the most amazing 
things about this debate is that in each 
concern for enlargement, the basis of 
the arguments, both pro and con, are 
fundamentally the same but the con- 
clusions are the opposite. 

Let me take a few minutes to lay out 
the pros and cons of NATO enlarge- 
ment, if I might. First is the issue of 
cost and also burdensharing. Unfortu- 
nately, only time will truly show what 
the costs for NATO enlargement will 
be. With such a wide variance in the es- 
timates, there clearly is not a single 
set of assumptions to gauge the true 
costs of enlargement. I do not know 
how we could. I can tell you the final 
costs will not be $1.5 billion over a 10- 
year period, but I cannot tell you what 
the costs will be, and I do not think 
anybody else can. 

The opponents of enlargement say 
the $1.5 billion number is laughable, 
and the opponents breathe a sigh of re- 
lief that the agreed-to number is so low 
that no one could suggest we cannot af- 
ford the costs of enlargement. We are 
told the reasons for $1.5 billion being 
the correct cost include the fact only 
three countries are being invited as op- 
posed to four or five, and the military 
infrastructure in the candidate coun- 
tries is in much better shape than 
originally thought. 

I am a little surprised at the infra- 
structure point. NATO has been in- 
volved in Partnership for Peace exer- 
cises and military-to-military contacts 
with those countries for more than a 
few years. We have a huge facility at 
Taszar in Hungary at a former Soviet 
air base. Didn’t anyone in NATO or the 
United States notice the condition of 
the infrastructure during any of the ex- 
ercises, and particularly in the three 
candidate countries? 

Finally, another reason the cost has 
been reduced is that NATO has shifted 
some of what some thought to be 
shared costs to the three candidate 
countries. 

I am concerned, regardless of the 
public statements by these countries, 
that they will not be able to fund 
NATO enlargement or, if they do, they 
will divert needed resources away from 
more important domestic issues and 
into military spending. If they are un- 
able to meet their fiscal obligations for 
enlargement, will the costs be deferred 
or will NATO simply pick them up? 

I might point out in terms of paying 
the contribution to NATO there are 
three accounts. The NATO Security In- 
vestment Program, formerly called the 
NATO Infrastructure Program, comes 
from the annual military construction 
appropriation. We do not have the 
money in that account to pay for this. 
The NATO civil budget money comes 
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from the annual State Department ap- 
propriation Contributions to Inter- 
national Organizations, and that 
money is tight. The NATO military 
budget comes from the Department of 
Army annual appropriation, and that 
budget, too, is under very severe pres- 
sure. 

Let’s take up one other subject, if I 
might, Mr. President. What about the 
correction of the wrongs of Yalta? The 
candidate countries are proud, devel- 
oping democracies and countries want- 
ing very badly to become a part of the 
West. They have already made some 
great strides. We all understand they 
suffered terribly during the many years 
of Soviet domination. I applaud their 
efforts. I am confident they would be 
wonderful allies, capable at some point 
of carrying out their NATO responsibil- 
ities. I have been to Prague. I have 
been to Budapest. I have listened to the 
history. I have felt the pride of their 
accomplishments. A freedom-loving 
person cannot experience the strength 
of their conviction without reaching 
out to help them attain their stated 
goals of Western integration. But un- 
derstanding and empathizing with 
their feelings and their desires are not 
reasons for the Senate to ratify a 
change in NATO membership. 

The only reason to enlarge NATO is 
if it is in our vital national interest to 
simply do so. Proponents of enlarge- 
ment do not see it that way. For exam- 
ple, General Shalikashvili in a recent 
Los Angeles Times article said, Mean- 
while, there are urgencies to expanding 
NATO. It is nearly 10 years since the 
fall of the Berlin Wall, and the coun- 
tries of Eastern Europe—including my 
native land, Poland—have waited long 
enough for a place at the table where 
they have yearned to be for so long.” 

That is a common theme for the en- 
largement proponents, including the 
Secretary of State. They have the right 
to join NATO, and that is good enough 
to alter the alliance. Others argue that 
enlarging NATO will show the contin- 
ued interest and commitment of the 
United States in a stable and secure 
Europe. As a matter of fact, I think the 
distinguished Presiding Officer has 
made that very cogent argument. 

It is still not clear why NATO must 
enlarge to demonstrate, however, in 
this Senator’s opinion, U.S. resolve or 
commitment to Europe. There is no 
question in my mind a secure and sta- 
ble Europe is in our vital interest, but 
I fail to see the connection between an 
enlarged NATO and that end goal. 

It is interesting to note that Austria, 
a Central European country, is not 
seeking NATO membership. There is no 
cry of a security vacuum in Austria or 
a concern for the right to join the pre- 
mier alliance, which is NATO. In fact, 
Austria took a good look at NATO and 
decided it was more important to seek 
its long-term security within the Euro- 
pean Union and the Partnership for 
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Peace and the Organization for Secu- 
rity for Cooperation in Europe, OSCE. 
This would have been the best ap- 
proach, in this Senator’s view, for secu- 
rity and acceptance into the West for 
the current candidate nations rather 
than immediate NATO membership. 
Unfortunately, that is not now an op- 
tion. We have come too far. The admin- 
istration has planted the flag of U.S. 
commitment and integrity—no small 
matter. 

Let me share with you the results of 
a survey published in June of 1996 in an 
issue of The Economist. I am sure some 
will challenge these results, but I think 
it is worth reviewing these questions 
asked of citizens of the three candidate 
countries. 

Would these countries support send- 
ing troops to defend another country? 
Only 26 percent of the people of Hun- 
gary, 43 percent of those polled in the 
Czech Republic, and 55 percent in Po- 
land support sending troops to defend 
another country. Now, considering this 
is the best that the support will ever 
be, since the excitement of joining 
NATO will soon wear off, I suggest this 
is not a very good commentary on the 
weak support to carry out a core re- 
quirement of NATO. And that core re- 
quirement is the common defense and 
the commitment to send troops to de- 
fend an ally. 

Let me ask another question: Would 
these countries support having NATO 
troops based on their soil? In The 
Economist, they reported that only 30 
percent of the Czechs and 35 percent of 
the Hungarians support the notion of 
allowing NATO troops to be stationed 
on their soil. Although 56 percent of 
the people of Poland, obviously, sup- 
ported the idea, it is still an idea that 
does not have broad support in any of 
the three of the candidate countries. 

The next question: Would these coun- 
tries support regular NATO exercises 
in their country, or regular flights over 
their country? Less than half of any of 
the candidate countries supported hav- 
ing NATO exercises on their soil or 
even allowing flights over their coun- 
try, and those percentages range from 
26 percent to 41 percent, representing, 
again, little support for the cost of 
simply joining the alliance. 

Would these countries support spend- 
ing a bigger share of their country’s 
budget on military and social needs? 
The numbers in support for this ques- 
tion are very low, and it is a crucial 
question. In the Czech Republic, 8 per- 
cent; in Hungary, 9 percent; and 23 per- 
cent in Poland support spending a big- 
ger share on defense. Unfortunately, 
there will be these costs associated 
with their membership in NATO. I 
know the agriculture problems they 
are having in those countries. A great 
deal of those expenses will have to be 
committed to the transformation from 
a collective farm system to a system 
more in keeping with the rest of Eu- 
rope. 
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My only point in presenting these 
statistics is to show there are concerns 
in the candidate countries about the 
commitment to NATO. I am afraid the 
survey says NATO may no longer be a 
‘one for all, all for one,” but rather it 
may become an all for me, but not for 
you” alliance. 

Let me say, in April of this past year 
the Roper Starch World Wide poll 
asked Americans the level of support 
for using armed forces in certain situa- 
tions. I hope—and I do not believe that 
the American public has become so iso- 
lationist that they would never risk 
any American life in defense of free- 
dom. But there is a clearly understand- 
able concern about risking American 
lives in what some call a political war 
of gradualism where there is no clear 
and discernible vital national interest. 

Listen to this. If the U.S. were at- 
tacked, 84 percent of those polled sup- 
ported using force. This is in the Roper 
Starch World Wide poll. I would like to 
know where the other 16 percent are. 

If our forces stationed overseas were 
attacked, 50 percent supported armed 
intervention. To safeguard peace- 
keeping within the framework of the 
United Nations, the support dropped to 
35 percent, which explains a great deal 
in regards to what happened in the 
gulf. Finally, to stop invasion of one 
country by another, the support fell 
sharply to 15 percent. That is why it 
took George Bush and Jim Baker and 
Dick Cheney and others a whole year 
to rally support among our allies in re- 
gards to the gulf war. 

One issue we should all be concerned 
about is the collective security com- 
mitment that NATO makes in the post- 
cold-war environment, and that com- 
mitment is contained in article V of 
the NATO charter. During the cold 
war, obviously, everybody understood 
that if the Soviet Union and the War- 
saw Pact countries attacked Western 
Europe, the very survival of the free 
world was at stake and every NATO 
member would strike back with all of 
their military capability. But is that 
still true today with no threat to the 
survival of Europe? Would all NATO 
members automatically strike back if 
another member was attacked tomor- 
row? 

Article V can be read either way, and 
in fact the proponents and opponents 
argue both ways. There is a consider- 
able amount of disagreement on this 
topic. I believe that if a member of 
NATO had a vital national interest at 
risk in the country under attack, they 
would respond with military force. If 
there was no threat to their vital inter- 
ests, I doubt they would automatically 
respond with the same kind of military 
force. They would respond with out- 
rage. They might threaten military 
force if the belligerents did not stop. 
But I am not sure if they would re- 
spond militarily. I am confident, how- 
ever, that the candidate countries 
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think NATO would respond to an at- 
tack on them, just as they would have 
during the cold war—that is, with all of 
their military strength. 

The construction of article V is such 
that both interpretations are possible. 
Some argue—and I believe they have a 
point—that this ambiguity is good and 
may be just the right amount of deter- 
rence in the minds of would-be belliger- 
ents. This is a serious issue, since it is 
at the very heart of the commitment 
and success of NATO during the cold 
war. We need to fully understand what 
article V means in today’s environ- 
ment. We just had an amendment on 
the floor of the Senate to try to spell 
that out. 

The confusion over article V is only 
one mission concern. There is a more 
fundamental concern: What is the mis- 
sion of NATO in the post-cold-war? The 
distinguished ranking member of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, Senator 
BIDEN, and the distinguished Senator 
from Oregon who was just the Pre- 
siding Officer, the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Virginia, the Senator from 
Arizona, had a lengthy debate over this 
and considered the Kyl amendment. 
Let me share part of former Secretary 
of Defense Perry’s testimony before the 
Armed Services Committee. 

The original mission of NATO—deterring 
an attack from the Soviet Union—is obvi- 
ously no longer relevant. The original geo- 
graphical area of NATO's responsibility is no 
longer sufficient, The original military 
structure of NATO is no longer appropriate. 
And the way in which NATO relates to Rus- 
sia must be entirely different from the way 
it related to the Soviet Union. 

One would think, with that array of 
differences, and before the alliance was 
changed forever, that some agreed-to 
long-range strategy would have been 
developed. Unfortunately, this is not 
the case. Listening to the discussion on 
the Senate floor by my colleagues, I be- 
lieve there are many possibilities for 
future missions of NATO. Some say the 
Kyl amendment opened the door to 
more possible missions, and the Sen- 
ator from Arizona firmly says that he 
wants to go back to the original 1991 
strategic concept. 

Can anyone in the Senate say with 
certainty what NATO’s mission is? Can 
anyone articulate what mission, what 
role, against what threat we are rush- 
ing toward enlargement of NATO, to 
fundamentally alter this great alli- 
ance? 

Let me say that simply to bring 
NATO expansion into focus, the Presi- 
dent, it seems to me, should become 
engaged. In Warsaw, St. Petersburg, 
and in Bucharest, the President did ad- 
dress general European security con- 
cerns. But to my way of thinking, de- 
spite all of the hard work by the Sec- 
retary of State and others, he has not 
made a personal case to the Congress 
or the American people. 

As a matter of fact, in remarks dur- 
ing the European trip, the President 
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said, in a post-Soviet era—I am para- 
phrasing here—military matters are no 
longer primary, that terrorism, illegal 
drugs, national extremism, regional 
conflicts due to ethnic, racial, and reli- 
gious hatreds do matter. I can assure 
you, using an expanded NATO to ad- 
dress these concerns raises some very 
important questions. 

What means would be used? War- 
planes, ground forces, and naval power 
are of little use in fighting ethnic ha- 
tred and racism. If NATO membership 
reduces the threats of ethnic rivalries, 
somebody should tell that to the 
Protestants and Catholics in Northern 
Ireland, the Basques in Spain, and the 
Kurds in Turkey. 

Do we really want to change the 
most successful security alliance in 
history to a European United Nations? 
With 16 NATO members and 28 other 
nations inaugurating the Euro-Atlan- 
tic Partnership Council, it seems to me 
the protocol, rituals, and welcoming 
speeches will leave no time for any se- 
rious discussion. Exactly what force re- 
quirements are necessary to prevent a 
power vacuum? What is the strategy to 
ensure stability and security in Eu- 
rope? 

NATO’s leadership understands there 
is some confusion in this regard and, as 
I have indicated, has directed a review 
of its 1991 Strategic Concept to see if it 
is in line with the changed world and 
threats—and we had a good debate on 
the Senate floor just earlier on this 
very matter. 

Now the Secretary of State wants to 
“spread NATO's security from the Mid- 
dle East through Central Africa,” but 
several of the current alliance mem- 
bers remain unconvinced of the utility 
of these so-called out-of-area oper- 
ations for NATO. Again, let’s quote 
from Dr. Perry’s written statement to 
the Senate Armed Services Committee. 

The geographical area of NATO interests 
should be anywhere in the world where ag- 
gression can threaten the security of NATO 
members. 

Let me repeat that: 

The geographical area of NATO interests 
should be anywhere in the world where ag- 
gression can threaten the security of NATO 
members—certainly including all of Europe, 
and certainly including the Persian Gulf. 

That is a quote. Just think of that, 
even with the current membership and 
the world’s global economy, what cor- 
ner of this universe could not hold in- 
terest for NATO members? Are we con- 
sidering NATO as a global alliance? If 
we are, are we to consider global mem- 
bership for NATO? Is this alliance to 
become the military arm of the United 
Nations? We should be seriously con- 
cerned that we are changing NATO be- 
fore we are certain of its future mis- 
sion requirements. 

Now, the last but most frequently de- 
bated point associated with NATO en- 
largement is the impact on United 
States-Russian relations. Here both 


6885 


sides of the argument can list exactly 
the same points but come up with op- 
posite results. It is a paradox of enor- 
mous irony. 

Unfortunately, this is the one area 
that will have the most profound effect 
on our country in the coming decades. 
We must be certain of what we are 
doing. 

The proponents argue that Russia un- 
derstands that NATO is no threat to 
them. Opponents point out that some 
350 Members of the Duma, some of 
which we have met with in the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, have 
formed an anti-NATO group. Let me in- 
form the President there is not one— 
one—Member of the Duma that is pro- 
NATO publicly. The proponents say the 
Russians will get over it—in time. Op- 
ponents state enlargement will sour 
our relations with the moderate Rus- 
sians. The proponents vigorously point 
out that in dealing with the Russians, 
we can’t be seen as simply giving in to 
the “hard-liners.” Opponents say if we 
enlarge NATO, we will play into the 
hands of the “hard-liners.” 

Let me say, I think I know at least in 
part what some of the blood pressure 
and the motives are in regard to ex- 
panding NATO and Russia. And I quote 
an article from the Washington Post 
from Charles Krauthammer, who I 
think is an outstanding columnist 
most of the time due to the fact that 
he agrees with my prejudice. Obvi- 
ously, I think he is a very learned col- 
umnist, but on this he tells the truth. 
He says here that: 

NATO expansion nothing more than ex- 
tending the borders of peace; building new 
bridges; strengthening an alliance directed 
against no one in particular, certainly not 
arrayed against Russia 

Then he tells the truth. 

This is all nice and good. It is, however, 
rubbish. In order not to offend the bear, the 
administration must understandably pretend 
that NATO expansion has nothing to do with 
Russia. Those not constrained by diplomatic 
niceties, however, can say the obvious: 
NATO, an alliance founded in that immortal 
formulation to keep America in, Germany 
down, and Russia out,“ is expanding in the 
service of its historic and continuing mis- 
Bitten sc 

And that is to contain Russia. We are 
poking the Russian bear. 

So it goes with a host of NATO en- 
largement topics dealing with Russia- 
and-United States relations. Keeping 
or encouraging Russia moving toward a 
complete system of democratic re- 
forms, I submit, Mr. President, is in 
our vital national interest and, from a 
timing perspective, it is more impor- 
tant than the addition of these three 
candidate countries. 

These are the key issues surrounding 
the debate on NATO enlargement: cost, 
mission and strategy, and United 
States-Russia relations. Unfortunately, 
there are still many unanswered ques- 
tions remaining on these vital areas. I 
trust the Senate, with the various 
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amendments we will be considering and 
the very good debate that we have had, 
will answer these concerns. The show is 
over, and we must address this enlarge- 
ment of NATO on the floor now with 
the facts we have before us. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD, in closing, Mr. 
President, an article by John Lewis 
Gaddis, who is a professor of history at 
Yale University. The information was 
provided to me by the granddaughter of 
Dwight David Eisenhower. Susan Ei- 
senhower has played a very important 
role in this debate. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

{From the New York Times on the Web, Apr. 
27, 1998] 
THE SENATE SHOULD HALT NATO EXPANSION 
(By John Lewis Gaddis) 


New HAVEN—The decision to expand NATO 
to include Poland, Hungary and the Czech 
Republic has produced some strange political 
alignments. There aren't many causes that 
Bill Clinton and Jesse Helms can both sup- 
port, or that Phyllis Schlafly and the editors 
of The Nation can join in opposing. 

Even stranger, to a historian, is the con- 
sensus that seems to be shaping up within 
our community. Historians normally don't 
agree on much, whether it is about the ori- 
gins of the Peloponnesian War or the end of 
the cold war. And yet I've had difficulty find- 
ing any colleagues who think NATO expan- 
sion is a good idea. Indeed, I can recall no 
other moment when there was less support 
in our profession for a government policy. 

A striking gap has opened, therefore, be- 
tween those who make grand strategy and 
those who reflect on it. On this issue, at 
least, official and accumulated wisdom are 
pointing in very different directions. 

This has happened, I think, because the 
Clinton Administration has failed to answer 
a few simple questions: 

Why exclude the Russians? One of the few 
propositions on which historians tend to 
agree is that peace settlements work best 
when they include rather than exclude 
former adversaries. Within three years after 
the defeat of Napoleon in 1815, the victors 
had brought France back within the concert 
of Europe. Within six years of their sur- 
render in 1945, Germany and Japan were 
firmly within American-designed security al- 
liances. Both settlements survived for dec- 
ades. The post-World War I settlement, how- 
ever, excluded Germany. The lessons of his- 
tory on this point seem obvious. 

Who, then, will we include? The Adminis- 
tration has made it clear that expansion will 
not stop with Poland, Hungary and the Czech 
Republic. It has mentioned the Baltics and 
Romania as possible future members. The 
State Department's Web site claims support 
for NATO expansion from groups like the 
Belorussian Congress Committee of America, 
the Ukrainian National Association and the 
Armenian Assembly of America. 

The State Department assures us, though, 
that the Russians view this process with 
equanimity and that we can expect relations 
with Moscow to proceed normally while we 
sort out just who the new members of NATO 
will be. Perhaps it will next try to tell us 
that pigs can fly. 

What will expansion cost? The Administra- 
tion’s estimate for including Poland, Hun- 
gary and the Cezch Republic comes to only 
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$1.5 billion over the next 10 years, of which 
the United States would pay $400 million. 
That sounds like a bargain, but the estimate 
assumes no change in the current security 
environment. Has it occurred to the Admin- 
istration that the act of expanding NATO, 
especially if former Soviet states are in- 
cluded, could itself alter the current security 
environment? It doesn't take a rocket sci- 
entist—or even a historian—to figure out 
that actions have consequences. 

What's the objective? Alliances are means 
to ends, not ends in themselves. NATO 
served brilliantly as a means of containing 
the Soviet Union, but the Administration 
has specified no comparably clear goal that 
would justify expanding the alliance now 
that the cold war is over. It speaks vaguely 
of the need for democratization and sta- 
bilization, but if these objectives inform its 
policy, shouldn’t they apply throughout 
Eastern Europe and in Russia as well? 

I heard a very different explanation from 
influential government and academic figures 
when I visited one of the proposed new mem- 
ber countries last month. NATO expansion, 
they boasted, will demonstrate once and for 
all that the Russians never have been and 
never will be part of European civilization. 
Yet Secretary of State Madeleine Albright 
has told the Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee that she wants to erase the line that 
once so cruelly and arbitrarily divided Eu- 
rope.” It is not at all clear how this policy 
will produce that result. 

Isn’t it too late now to change course? 
Some argue that even if the decision to ex- 
pand NATO wasn’t the most thoughtful, his- 
torically aware way to make policy, the de- 
cision has been made and going back on it 
would be a disaster far greater than the 
problems NATO expansion itself will bring. 
This sounds a little like the refusal of the 
Titanic’s captain to cut his ship’s speed 
when told there were icebergs ahead. Con- 
sistency is a fine idea most of the time, but 
there are moments when it’s just plain irre- 
sponsible. 

Only future historians will be able to say 
whether this is such a moment. But the 
mood of current historians should not give 
the Administration—or those senators who 
plan to vote this week for NATO expansion— 
very much comfort. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I sim- 
ply close in quoting the last two para- 
graphs: 

Isn't it too late now to change course? 
Some argue that even if the decision to ex- 
pand NATO wasn’t the most thoughtful, his- 
torically aware way to make policy, that the 
decision has been made and going back on it 
would be a disaster far greater than the 
problems NATO expansion itself will bring. 

That is a good argument. As a matter 
of fact, I think that may be a persua- 
sive argument. I have listed a lot of 
concerns that I have. I think the adjec- 
tives and adverbs that I have used and 
the language I have used would indi- 
cate, if somebody is watching, “Well, 
Senator ROBERTS, he is going to vote 
no.“ Jam undecided. 

Again, what the professor has indi- 
cated that the decision has been made 
and going back on it would be a dis- 
aster far greater than the problems 
NATO expansion itself will bring.” 

Then he goes on to say this: 

This sounds a little like the refusal of the 
Titanic’s captain to cut his ship’s speed 
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when told there were icebergs ahead. Con- 
sistency is a fine idea most of the time, but 
there are moments when it’s just plain irre- 
sponsible. 

That is the other view. 

Only future historians will be able to say 
whether this is such a moment. 

Professor Gaddis goes on to say: 

... But the mood of current historians 
should not give the Administration—or those 
senators who plan to vote this week for 
NATO expansion—very much comfort. 

I thank you, Mr. President, and I 
thank the indulgence of my colleague 
from Illinois. I apologize to him for 
going on a little bit longer than I told 
him, and I yield the floor. 

Mr. DURBIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from the great State of Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. I thank my colleague from Kan- 
sas for his remarks. It is always a great 
education to listen to his statements 
on the floor. Though we may not agree 
on any particulars, I certainly do re- 
spect him very much and have enjoyed 
our service together both in the House 
and the Senate. 

I stand this morning not to give a 
long speech, even by Senate standards, 
but I would like to say I hope all Mem- 
bers of the Senate will put this debate 
into its historical context. This may be 
one of the most important foreign pol- 
icy debates of the decade. It is to deter- 
mine the future of the U.S. relation- 
ship with a new Europe, a Europe after 
the cold war. 

Since 1949, the United States under- 
stood, particularly through the NATO 
alliance, our relationship with Europe. 
We defined that relationship in specific 
terms and committed not only the 
United States on paper but, in fact, at 
one point stationed some 300,000 Ameri- 
cans in Europe, in an effort to make 
certain that that sector of the world 
will continue to be safe from any type 
of aggression or invasion. 

When I think back on my own life 
and all of the concerns of the cold war, 
it focused primarily on the possibility 
that the Soviet Union might expand 
through some manner through its War- 
saw Pact nations into the a NATO alli- 
ance and force us to respond. It was a 
concern that cost us lives, it cost us 
money, and it really was the focus of 
our foreign policy for many, many dec- 
ades. 

With the tearing down of the Berlin 
Wall, the end of the Soviet Union, as 
we knew it, and the emergence of coun- 
tries in Eastern and Central Europe, 
formerly part of the Soviet orbit, we 
now are in a position to redefine the 
U.S. position in the world. There are 
some people who naturally tend toward 
the American tradition of isolationism. 
We are pretty far away from these 
countries. Perhaps we shouldn't be 
concerned about them, they will say. 
“Let them worry about their own fu- 
ture, we have our own concerns here.” 
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But, we have heard that response many 
times in our past, and the Americans, 
by and large, have rejected it. We un- 
derstand we are part of the world com- 
munity. In fact, we are viewed by most 
nations of the world as a major leader, 
an example, in many instances, of de- 
mocracy and a country which most na- 
tions choose to emulate. 

I found it interesting, when the wall 
came down in Berlin and the Eastern 
and Central European countries started 
emerging as democracies, how many of 
the new leaders made a point of coming 
not to London, not to Paris, but to 
Washington, DC, in the hopes that they 
might address a joint meeting of Con- 
gress. To them, it was a validation that 
the new Czech Republic and the new 
Poland was going to embark on a 
democratic experiment, and coming 
here to this building in Washington, 
DC, was really shown to be a break 
from the past; that they would sepa- 
rate themselves from the past and 
their connection with the Eastern pow- 
ers, with communism, with the old So- 
viet Union, and dedicate themselves to 
democracy. 

Now we have the natural evolution of 
their emergence as democracies and 
our natural evolution as a leader in to- 
day’s world. We are debating on the 
floor of the Senate the question of en- 
larging the NATO alliance to include 
newcomers, to include nations which 
just a few years ago were perceived as 
potential enemies and now we see as al- 
lies. What a refreshing change in this 
world that a nation like Poland, which 
we identify with certainty in my home 
State of Illinois and the city of Chicago 
very closely, that a nation like Poland 
now has a chance to join us as close al- 


lies. 

I listened carefully as some of my 
colleagues talked about the attitudes 
in these nations about the possibility 
of NATO membership. Make no mis- 
take, if you visit these countries, that 
is all they talk about—the possibility 
that at some point in time, they will be 
part of the NATO alliance. 

This is an exciting prospect for them, 
not so much because they anticipate 
some military invasion or the need for 
military defense, but rather because 
they see this alliance with the United 
States and with other NATO allies as 
an assurance that they are committed 
to many things, to democracy, to a free 
market and, most importantly, to the 
principles of NATO. 

It is interesting, this alliance, in our 
world’s history, is a unique one because 
for 50 years this was not an aggressive 
alliance, this was a defensive alliance. 
We basically said we respect others’ 
boundaries as we expect them to re- 
spect ours and we are not setting out 
to invade and claim territory but mere- 
ly to protect our own. It was a defen- 
sive alliance. It has been throughout 
history. And that is its future as well. 

As other countries come in—Poland, 
Hungary, the Czech Republic—they ac- 
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cept the premise. The premise is, you 
are on board as an alliance to protect 
our borders and to try our best to 
maintain stability in this new and de- 
veloping world. I think that is the bot- 
tom line here. It is no longer a fight 
against ideology or even the aggression 
of some superpower but rather the sta- 
bility of the region. 

Is that stability important to the 
United States? I think it is critical to 
the United States. In just a few months 
we are going to see the creation of the 
Eurodollar, or the Eurocurrency, which 
is going to be perhaps one of the more 
dominant currencies in the world. We 
will see the European nations by and 
large coming together as an economic 
unit as a major competitor to the 
United States, and at the same time we 
will see opportunities in Europe for 
American firms. 

If we are going to engender this rela- 
tionship, this free market economy and 
this new democracy, it is entirely con- 
sistent for us to build an alliance with 
these countries through NATO. 

I hear some of my colleagues arguing 
against the expansion of NATO, and as 
I listened carefully, they are actually 
arguing against the existence of NATO. 
I hope they are not. To pause on reflec- 
tion, it has been one of the most suc- 
cessful military alliances in our Na- 
tion’s history, perhaps in the history of 
the world. And it is important for us to 
maintain NATO and to expand it. 

I watched carefully the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Arizona, 
Mr. KYL, just an hour or two ago. I 
read it carefully, and I thought, does 
this amendment, which seeks to spell 
out the parameters of the expansion of 
NATO, in any way preclude the possi- 
bility that one day Russia would join 
NATO? Well, it does not, because it 
speaks in terms of principles and goals 
and values. 

I think when we talk about the nerv- 
ousness in Russia about the expansion 
of NATO, we should put it in historical 
context. The Russians have gone 
through a major transformation in a 
very short period of time. Once consid- 
ered a superpower and a major leader 
in the world, they are now struggling 
to redefine themselves in the 21st cen- 
tury. 

I know this causes angst and pain 
among many Russian leaders who can 
recall, Iam sure with fondness, days of 
empire. But the fact is, it is a new 
world and a new opportunity, and they 
have a chance for a new relationship. A 
new and expanded NATO is no threat to 
Russia. A new and expanded NATO is 
an invitation to Russia to join us in 
the same principles and values. I think 
that should be our view, our vision of 
the new world. 

When I hear about this Russian con- 
cern and nervousness, I really hope 
they will take the time to consider the 
history of this alliance, which has been 
a peaceful alliance, a defensive alli- 
ance. 
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Let me speak for a moment before I 
close about the Baltic States. I always 
confess my prejudice when I come to 
this issue. My mother was born in 
Lithuania. So when I speak of the Bal- 
tic States, it is with some particular 
personal feeling. I have visited Lith- 
uania on four our five different occa- 
sions and have also visited Latvia and 
Estonia. 

I did not believe in my lifetime that 
I would see the changes that have 
taken place in those three tiny coun- 
tries. When I first visited Lithuania 
back in 1978 or 1979, it was under Soviet 
domination, and it was a rather sad pe- 
riod in the history of that country. The 
United States said for decades that we 
never recognized the Soviet takeover 
of the Baltic States. We always be- 
lieved them to be independent nations 
that were unfortunately invaded and 
taken over by the Soviets. 

When I went to visit them in 1979, I 
saw the efforts of the Soviet Union to 
impose upon the people in Lithuania, 
Latvia and Estonia the Russian cul- 
ture. They expatriated so many of the 
local people and sent them off to Sibe- 
ria and places in the far reaches of Rus- 
sia; and then they sent their own popu- 
lations, the Russian cultural popu- 
lation, those speaking the Russian lan- 
guage, into the Baltic States in an ef- 
fort to try to homogenize them into 
some entity that was more Russian 
than it was Baltic. 

But it did not work. The people 
maintained—zealously maintained— 
their own culture, and they kept their 
own religion, their own language, and 
their own literature and their own 
dreams. I did not imagine in my life- 
time that I would ever see these Baltic 
States once again free, and yet I lived 
to see that happen. 

In fact, at one point I was sent as a 
member of a delegation by then-Speak- 
er of the House Tom Foley to witness 
the first democratic election in Lith- 
uania. The Soviets refused to give me a 
visa. I sat in Berlin day after weary 
day waiting for a chance to get in. And 
finally I was only able to be there the 
day of the election, that evening for 
the celebration. But I was there for an 
important moment, and I am glad I 
saw it. 

Today these three nations are trying 
their best to become mature econo- 
mies, to watch their democracies flour- 
ish. And they have ample evidence of 
real progress. The fact that they would 
entertain the possibility of being part 
of NATO should not be a source of con- 
cern to us but one of great hope and 
great optimism, because as countries 
like Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia, 
and so many others that were either 
part of the Warsaw Pact or even Soviet 
republics become part of NATO, they 
really show this transformation and 
this progression into a democratic 
form and a new democratic vision in 
Europe. 
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One of the resolutions being offered 
by one of my colleagues wants to single 
out the Baltic States as if they are the 
real concern of Russia. If you took a 
look at a map of the world and saw the 
huge expanse of Russia today, and then 
took a look at these three tiny nations, 
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, it is al- 
most laughable that the Russians 
would look to them as any threat to 
their future or to their security. They 
are small nations with very small ar- 
mies and virtually no sophisticated 
military forces. What they are asking 
for is a chance to flourish, and I think 
they should have that chance. 

So I close by saying that I hope my 
colleagues in the Senate who have fol- 
lowed this debate will understand its 
historic importance and understand 
that those of us who are privileged to 
serve in the Senate and have a chance 
to vote on this question of NATO en- 
largement may be casting a vote on 
foreign policy that is going to be 
viewed for generations to come as a 
milestone—the end of the cold war, the 
new vision of the world, the new defini- 
tion of an alliance involving the United 
States and freedom-loving democracies 
in Europe that led to stability and to 
growth. That is my vision of the world. 
That is my vision of NATO enlarge- 
ment. 

I hope that a majority of my col- 
leagues will join me in supporting 
President Clinton and supporting vir- 
tually all of these nations that are ask- 
ing for NATO to be enlarged to reflect 
this new vision. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re- 
mainder of my time. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL- 
LARD). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Ms. SNOWE. I rise to express my in- 
tention to vote for the admission of the 
Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland to 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza- 
tion. 

In taking up this decision, the Senate 
takes up one of its basic constitutional 
mandates. A nation’s most sacred obli- 
gation is to protect its citizens and its 
territory from hostile forces. The 
NATO alliance has been the corner- 
stone of our efforts to do so on behalf 
of free citizens for nearly 50 years. It 
has emerged as the most successful en- 
terprise of common defense in human 
history. Any changes in the member- 
ship of the Alliance that we con- 
template must undergo careful consid- 
eration. 

I have done so and am confident that 
this enlargement is in our national se- 
curity interests and will ensure that 
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NATO continues to do in the 21st cen- 
tury what it has done in the latter half 
of the 20th for the United States, and 
the people of Europe—guarantee their 
security, freedom and democratic 
forms of government. 

Mr. President, last year, I was asked 
by the Senate Majority Leader and the 
Senate Democratic Leader to join a bi- 
partisan group of 28 Senators to study 
the issues associated with NATO en- 
largement. I was honored to join in 
such a task. The NATO alliance has 
been for nearly 50 years the greatest 
force for maintaining peace and secu- 
rity in the world. When it was founded, 
the United States had just emerged 
from fighting the most destructive war 
in history on the European continent 
and was just beginning to lead the 
fight against imperial Soviet com- 
munism—a Cold War against a totali- 
tarian foe who was committed to im- 
posing another form of tyranny first in 
Europe and then around the world. 

The nations of Czechoslovakia, Hun- 
gary, and Poland, therefore, faced the 
bitter prospect of exchanging one form 
of tyranny for another. I knew that if 
NATO was to continue to protect free- 
dom and democracy in Europe, it need- 
ed to face the changing circumstances 
posed by the collapse of the Soviet 
Union, the Warsaw Pact and com- 
munist ideology. The Alliance had to 
change in form to preserve the prin- 
ciples that it had safeguarded in mod- 
ern times. 

Today, the United States and the 
other 15 members of the Alliance hope 
to move the frontiers of NATO east- 
ward at a time when there is not a visi- 
ble threat to the security of any of its 
members. When the Alliance expanded 
between the 1950s and the 1980s to add 
Greece, Turkey, West Germany and 
Spain, the grim shadow of Soviet power 
menaced Europe and the West. 

I believe that the parallels with the 
decision to expand NATO in the 1990s 
are in some ways similar to those 
which existed at the end of World War 
Il. At that time, the strategic security 
situation on the continent of Europe 
was also in flux. The threat from Nazi 
Germany had collapsed, but no protec- 
tive machinery had yet been set up to 
prevent the emergence of a new tyr- 
anny. As the great statesman Winston 
Churchill noted, From Stettin in the 
Baltic to Trieste in the Adriatic, an 
iron curtain has descended upon the 
continent [of Europe].” 

Unlike the era beginning at the end 
of World War I, when we retreated from 
victory to a fateful isolationism, the 
United States realized that our own se- 
curity depended upon the building and 
maintenance of a free and democratic 
Europe. 

President Harry Truman, with the 
able leadership of Senator Arthur Van- 
denberg, began the shaping of what be- 
came known as the “containment” pol- 
icy. The United States and its friends 
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in Europe would resist the westward 
march of communism. Harry Truman 
and his generation were determined to 
block the Soviet Union from leveraging 
the political fate of a continent that 
had drawn millions of Americans into 
war by ensuring that its expansion not 
go any further. 

At first it was thought that economic 
assistance to Europe was sufficient. 
The Marshall Plan, named for the then 
Secretary of State George Marshall, 
was first articulated in 1947 and ap- 
proved by the Congress in 1948. Just as 
today some believe that membership in 
the European Union is enough to en- 
sure the security of Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic, it was hoped in 
the 1940s that economic aid alone 
would suffice in strengthening Europe 
to resist the designs of the Soviet 
Union. However, that was not to be the 
case. Both the Communist coup in 
Czechoslovakia, and the 1948 Berlin 
blockade, convinced the United States 
that more than economic aid was need- 
ed to protect freedom and democracy 
in the Western world. 

As a result, on April 4, 1949, the 
United States and eleven nations of 
Western Europe signed the North At- 
lantic Treaty in Washington. NATO 
was born, and for the first time in his- 
tory, a military alliance was created 
for the sole purpose of defending free- 
dom and democracy. And without fir- 
ing one shot in 40 years, it gave ready 
firepower to the policy of containing 
Communism until that system col- 
lapsed under its own contradictions. 

Our commitment to security in the 
North Atlantic Treaty is spelled out in 
Article V. The words ‘‘an armed attack 
against one or more of them in Europe 
or North America shall be considered 
an attack against them all” signify the 
commitment of this country to forego 
isolationism and to play a critical role 
in helping to guarantee freedom and se- 
curity in Europe. 

Today of course, there is no imme- 
diate threat to the security of Western 
Europe. The United States and the 
other 15 members of NATO face an in- 
cipient Russian democracy. Com- 
munism as a system and a power has 
receded from the tormented heart of 
Europe. The mighty Red Army of the 
1940s is now a force that is in military 
decline. Today, we live in a different 
world—but not one without dangers or 
threats. Today, we face our own set of 
challenges—and we must create our 
own set of solutions. 

The end of the Cold War has not 
meant that freedom has suddenly be- 
come free-of-charge. While the Soviet 
Union has disintegrated and the threat 
of invasion from a much weaker Russia 
has receded, this development by no 
means signals that NATO’s mission has 
evaporated. To the contrary, just as 
NATO protected and guaranteed the 
freedom of the United States and West- 
ern Europe during the latter half of the 
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twentieth century, it can, and must, 
continue to do so for all of Europe as 
we prepare to enter the new millen- 
nium. 

For forty years, NATO could protect 
only the Western half of Europe—the 
other half was trapped behind the Iron 
Curtain of communism. With the col- 
lapse of the Soviet Union, three of 
those nations—the Czech Republic, 
Hungary and Poland are now poised to 
enjoy the freedoms that the totali- 
tarians so long withheld and to take 
fresh responsibility for their political 
pluralism as members of a voluntary 
alliance. 

I know that some of my colleagues in 
this chamber, whose opinions I respect, 
assert that it is more important for Po- 
land, Hungary and the Czech Republic 
to achieve membership in the European 
Union and to enjoy the economic bene- 
fits that it offers as a prelude to join- 
ing NATO. This proposal brings the 
echoes of history to the Senate if we 
recall that some advocates of the Mar- 
shall Plan thought economic health 
was sufficient for the protection of 
freedom and democracy. Unfortu- 
nately, it was not true then, and it is 
not true today. 

The European Union is not a sub- 
stitute for the NATO alliance. If that 
were the case, then the nations of 
Western Europe would not need the 
benefits of NATO membership to en- 
sure their security. They realize that 
the two entities each serve their pur- 
pose and reinforce rather than sub- 
stitute for each other. The European 
Union is an economic entity that will 
shepherd the prosperity of Europe well 
into the next century. I have little 
doubt that Poland, Hungary and the 
Czech Republic will eventually become 
members. However, membership will 
only be part of the way they help fulfill 
their desire—for the first time in over 
fifty years—to determine for them- 
selves how they will ensure their secu- 
rity. 

NATO was and is more than a defen- 
sive military alliance. It reflects the 
civic values underpinning trans-Atlan- 
tic security through the cultivation of 
peaceful ties among governments that 
rest on the consent of the governed. It 
is a tangible symbol of the resolve of 
democratic nations, united in a com- 
mon purpose, to promote freedom and 
democracy. While the threat in the 
Cold War was from a large conven- 
tional army led by the Soviet Union 
that could sweep across Germany, 
today the threat is far more subtle but 
just as real. Today we all face threats 
from terrorism, weapons of mass de- 
struction in the hands of rogue states 
and nationalistic passions liberated 
from Cold War restraints. The Gulf War 
showed that the United States and the 
European members of NATO face 
threats far from their borders. Poland, 
Hungary and the Czech Republic must 
deal with these same threats, and they 
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can overcome them as members of the 
NATO alliance. 

Already, we have seen a preview of 
some of the potential security benefits 
of having these nations—all of which 
are now strong democracies that have 
worked to strengthen civilian control 
of the military—as NATO members: 

All three have contributed to the 
success of the SFOR mission in Bosnia. 
Hungary’s base at Taszar has been host 
to over 95,000 U.S. military personnel 
rotating in and out of IFOR and SFOR 
duty. And if there had been a need to 
fight Iraq, our new NATO members 
would have been ready to assist. Po- 
land has chemical weapons experts 
ready to support us if necessary. The 
Czech Republic would also supply 
chemical weapons experts. Hungary’s 
Foreign Minister would have urged his 
nation’s parliament to open its air- 
space and airports to U.S. aircraft if 
military action had been needed. 

The spur to all of these actions was 
prospective membership in NATO, and 
the assumption of a fair share of re- 
sponsibilities as full fledged members 
of the Western community. This enthu- 
siasm should make us realize how im- 
portant NATO is and how established 
members often take the Alliance and 
its benefits for granted. 

It would be unjust to deny the Poles, 
Hungarians and Czechs a role in safe- 
guarding the freedom of the European- 
American community—a freedom, inci- 
dentally, we rhetorically upheld for 
these nations over the past four dec- 
ades. It would be morally wrong to cre- 
ate an artificial dividing line in Europe 
just a decade after another such line 
was erased. 

Mr. President, what would happen if 
the Senate were to reject NATO expan- 
sion? I believe that we would signal the 
willingness of the West to confuse the 
tranquility of today with the potential 
turmoil of tomorrow for which history 
warns us to prepare. If we reject expan- 
sion now, we would also reject the en- 
during link, shown by our experience in 
NATO, between democratic institu- 
tions and the defense of peace. 

The incentive of NATO membership 
has furthermore stabilized democratic 
forces in all three candidate nations. 
Poland instituted civilian control of 
the military and formed a joint bat- 
talion with the Danes and Germans. 
Hungary and Romania, the latter a 
possible future member of NATO, 
signed a treaty respecting the rights of 
the Hungarian minority in Romania. If 
NATO membership did not provide the 
framework for these actions, the Poles, 
Czechs and Hungarians could still be 
struggling with the social and military 
legacies of authoritarianism. 

Mr. President, if we were to reject 
the logical first step of NATO member- 
ship for these three states, then the 
progress made by these nations might 
be reversed. All three nations could 
and would be entitled to feel that 
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NATO and the West do not care about 
them. We in the Senate would be send- 
ing a message that while the United 
States and Western Europe are entitled 
to the benefits of freedom and the con- 
fidence that a military alliance will 
sustain them that NATO is an exclu- 
sive club which will not admit those 
willing to make it even better. All 
three nations might then form another 
military bloc. 

Such an organization might turn in- 
ward or Eastward to make security ar- 
rangements without the participation 
of the West. But I would rather see Po- 
land, Hungary and the Czech Republic 
work within the NATO alliance to ad- 
dress the concerns of the Baltic states 
and other regional parties. 

Another aspect of this issue which 
has concerned me and I know, many 
Senators, is the cost of this expansion. 
It is a legitimate concern. The General 
Accounting Office produced a report 
just last month concluding that the 
Defense Department’s assessment of 
the NATO cost of expansion was rea- 
sonable if the current environment of a 
diminished military threat to the con- 
tinent will continue for years into the 
future. New members, in turn, will sus- 
tain their own internal budgets for 
critical defense modernization. It is 
also up to them to meet their formal 
treaty commitments to the commonly- 
funded budgets of the Alliance. 

The governments of Poland, Hun- 
gary, and the Czech Republic have 
agreed to specific 10-year obligations 
on payments for the integration of 
military systems and command struc- 
tures with existing Alliance members. I 
commend our prospective new partners 
and the Defense Department for devel- 
oping this blueprint for enlargement. 
They must also expect that NATO as 
well as Congress will hold them ac- 
countable for it. 

Mr. President, Secretary Albright 
summed it up well last year when she 
said: “Let us not deceive ourselves. 
The United States is a European 
power.” We fought two world wars be- 
cause much of Western Europe was 
threatened, invaded and occupied. The 
Cold War was fought because some of 
these nations were again threatened 
and others forced to endure Communist 
tyranny. 

The enlargement of NATO will mean 
that more of Europe is part of an alli- 
ance designed to protect freedom and 
democracy. That makes conflict and 
the defense of our security interests 
much greater. 

NATO will be stronger with the addi- 
tion of more territory and more armed 
forces—200,000 in fact—a valuable addi- 
tion if we account for the reductions in 
Western military forces since the end 
of the Cold War. Peace through 
strength may be a slogan to the cynics, 
but to me, it summarizes the invalu- 
able lesson that we learned on the post- 
war ashes of a Europe leveled by ag- 
gression. 


6890 


One of the Senate’s most illustrious 
members, Senator Arthur Vandenberg, 
said at the time of NATO’s founding in 
1949 that [NATO] is not built to stop 
a war after it starts. . . It is built to 
stop wars before they start.” 

The admission of these three appli- 
cants will strengthen NATO’s ability 
to prevent war. I cannot imagine that 
the United States and the other mem- 
bers of NATO would do nothing if the 
territorial integrity of Poland, Hun- 
gary and the Czech Republic were 
threatened—even if they were not a 
part of NATO. But by having them be- 
come members, we would bring into 
the democratic family a region that 
has hosted the century’s bloodiest con- 
flicts. 

Furthermore, by formally extending 
NATO’s territorial jurisdiction further 
east, the Alliance will be even better 
placed to prevent any security threat 
to all of its members. NATO’s role has 
evolved from deterring an invasion of 
the West by the Soviet Union to pre- 
venting armed conflict on the con- 
tinent of Europe, and admission of Po- 
land, Hungary and the Czech Republic 
will augment this shift in mission. 

Others will argue that NATO expan- 
sion will cause problems in relations 
with Russia; that expansion undercuts 
efforts to build democracy in Russia; 
that we are still treating Russia as a 
Cold War adversary, instead of a nation 
building a democracy and a free-mar- 
ket economy or that expansion will 
anger Russia at a time when we need to 
work together on issues such as Iraq 
and the danger of weapons prolifera- 
tion. Mr. President, I do not agree with 
these arguments. 

Even if NATO had never promised to 
expand, the United States and Russia 
would continue to have international 
policy differences. There is also no evi- 
dence that the prospect of NATO ex- 
pansion has hurt efforts to ratify arms 
control treaties or to address concerns 
over the need to control nuclear weap- 
ons of all varieties. 

I also do not believe that enlarge- 
ment will harm efforts to build a se- 
cure and strong democracy across the 
11 time zones of Russia. The stability 
an enlarged NATO will bring to East- 
ern Europe will provide a more secure 
environment in which democracy’s 
roots can grow stronger. NATO is fur- 
thermore not building a military force 
which can threaten Russia, as dem- 
onstrated by its intention not to sta- 
tion either nuclear weapons or substan- 
tial forces in the territories of the new 
members. 

Finally, the United States and NATO 
have worked hard to address Russian 
concerns over expansion through the 
Founding Act and the creation of the 
NATO-Russia Permanent Joint Coun- 
cil. The Permanent Joint Council al- 
lows NATO and Russia to talk directly 
about ways to promote and enhance 
Europe’s security. It offers a means to 
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discuss matters of concern to either or 
both parties. If Russia chooses to work 
with the Permanent Joint Council in a 
cooperative manner, then this Council 
can help take NATO-Russia relations 
to a level of cooperation that benefits 
all of Europe. The Permanent Joint 
Council, however, will never substitute 
for or supersede any NATO policy mak- 
ing organs. Russia does not have a veto 
over NATO actions and must never be 
allowed to obtain one. 

It is not possible for NATO to remain 
static and at the same time effective in 
the post-Cold War environment of Eu- 
rope. NATO is, and must remain a mili- 
tary alliance that will guarantee the 
security of its members. However, it 
does face a different set of challenges 
as the 21st century approaches. Be- 
cause the threat to NATO’s territorial 
integrity today is significantly dimin- 
ished, the Alliance has the opportunity 
to vanquish the dangers posed by un- 
bridled nationalism and great power 
policies and to replace them with free- 
market democracies that can grow and 
prosper. 

Mr. President, when Secretary of 
State Madeleine Albright testified be- 
fore the Foreign Relations Committee, 
she quoted an individual who appre- 
ciates what freedom means and that is 
not to be taken for granted. Czech 
President Vaclav Havel stated that 
“Even the costliest preventive security 
is cheaper than the cheapest war.” 

By admitting the Czech Republic, 
Hungary and Poland, NATO will be 
taking a giant step toward insuring 
that the freedoms won by Eastern and 
Central Europe at the end of this cen- 
tury will survive and prosper in the 
next. By expanding NATO, the West 
will ensure that the freedoms it pre- 
served through the darkest days of 
World War II and the Communist 
threat of the 20th century will survive 
and prosper through the millennium. 

In conclusion, NATO enlargement 
will enhance our national security and 
the stability of Europe. As my former 
Senate colleague and current Defense 
Secretary Bill Cohen stated, “a stable 
Europe is necessary to anchor Amer- 
ica’s worldwide presence.” 

The addition of Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic to NATO will mean 
a stronger NATO, and our approval of 
this enlargement will show that the 
United States is ready to do in the 21st 
Century what it did for the latter half 
of this one: be a force, with other de- 
mocracies, for the protection of free- 
dom today and for the generations to 
come. 


— 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for the transaction of morning 
business, with Senators permitted to 
speak for up to 5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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ALCOHOL AWARENESS MONTH 


Mr. FORD. Mr. President, as April 
draws to a close this week I want to re- 
mind my colleagues of Alcohol Aware- 
ness Month. I think the tireless efforts 
of many types of groups have raised 
our awareness about alcohol consump- 
tion. This includes efforts made by fed- 
eral and state governments, citizen ac- 
tion groups, and the beverage alcohol 
industry itself. More than ever, Ameri- 
cans deplore the devastation of drunk 
driving. More than ever, Americans un- 
derstand the consequences of failing to 
deal responsibly with alcoholic bev- 
erages. 

Americans also need to understand 
that alcohol is alcohol. A standard 
serving of beer, wine, and distilled spir- 
its contain the same amount of alco- 
hol. Some fear that teaching alcohol 
equivalence would be paramount to 
promoting alcohol consumption. But I 
think it can actually have the opposite 
effect, promoting a rational approach 
to this topic and encouraging modera- 
tion The U.S. Departments of Health 
and Human Services, Transportation, 
Agriculture, and Education, as well as 
the Dietary Guidelines for Americans 
all define a drink as 12 ounces of beer, 
5 ounces of wine, and 1.5 ounces of dis- 
tilled spirits. And the federal govern- 
ment is not alone is recognizing alco- 
hol equivalence. Many leading organi- 
zations involved in this debate do as 
well. 

Yet as recently as 1996, one survey 
found that only 39% of Americans un- 
derstand that a 12 ounce can of beer, a 
5 ounce glass of wine, and a mixed 
drink with 1.5 ounces of distilled spirits 
contain the same amount of alcohol. 
We owe it to Americans to do a better 
job of disseminating this information 
and providing basic facts on this topic. 
In recognition of Alcohol Awareness 
Month, it is the very least we can do. 


— 


WE THE PEOPLE—THE CITIZEN 
AND THE CONSTITUTION 


Mr. FORD. Mr. President, on May 2- 
4, while their friends are celebrating 
the 124th running of the Kentucky 
Derby, some students from my home 
state will be answering questions about 
the Constitution, here in Washington, 
in a mock Congressional hearing. 
These students will be competing in 
the national finals of the We the Peo- 
ple .. The Citizen and the Constitu- 
tion program. I am proud to announce 
that the class from Louisville Male 
High School will represent Kentucky. 
These young people have worked long 
and hard to reach the national finals, 
winning local competitions to get here. 

I would like to recognize these stu- 
dents for their achievements. The 
members of this class representing 
Kentucky are Angela Adams, Perry 
Bacon, Katherine Breeding, Will Carle, 
Eric Coatley, Courtney Coffee, Brian 
Davis, Mary Fleming, Matt Gilbert, 
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Amanda Holloway, Holly Jessie, Heath 
Lambert, Gwen Malone, Kristy Martin, 
Brian Palmer, Lauren Reynolds, Shane 
Skoner, LaVonda Willis, Bryan Wilson, 
Darreisha Wilson, Beth Wilson, Janelle 
Winfree, Treva Winlock, and Jodie Zel- 
ler. 

I would also like to recognize their 
teacher, Mrs. Sandy Hoover, who clear- 
ly deserves a lot of the credit for the 
class’ success. The district coordinator, 
Dianne Meredith, and the state coordi- 
nators, Deborah Williamson and Jen- 
nifer Van Hoose, also contributed their 
time and effort to help the class reach 
the national finals. 

The We the People. . The Citizen 
and the Constitution program is the 
most extensive educational program in 
the country developed specifically to 
educate young people about the Con- 
stitution and the Bill of Rights. The 
three-day national competition simu- 
lates a congressional hearing. Students 
are given the opportunity to dem- 
onstrate their knowledge while they 
evaluate, take, and defend positions on 
relevant historical and contemporary 
constitutional issues. The simulated 
congressional hearing consists of oral 
presentation by the students before 
panels of adult judges. 

The We the People . . . program is 
run by the Center for Civic Education. 
The program has provided teaching 
materials to upper elementary, middle, 
and high schools for more than 75,000 
teachers and 24 million students across 
the nation. Members of Congress and 
staff also contribute by discussing cur- 
rent constitutional issues with pro- 
gram participants. 

This special program is designed to 
help students understand and appre- 
ciate the values and principles that 
unite us as Americans. The program 
also promotes the notion of citizen- 
ship—that the rights and benefits are 
tempered by the responsibilities of par- 
ticipation in effective government. 

I wish these young people the best of 
luck testing their constitutional 
knowledge in the upcoming national 
finals of the We the People... pro- 
gram. I also congratulate them on 
reaching this level of competition. 

—— 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOX SCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business yesterday, Monday, 
April 27, 1998, the federal debt stood at 
$5,507,607,026,200.10 (Five trillion, five 
hundred seven billion, six hundred 
seven million, twenty-six thousand, 
two hundred dollars and ten cents). 

Five years ago, April 27, 1993, the fed- 
eral debt stood at $4,234,899,000,000 
(Four trillion, two hundred thirty-four 
billion, eight hundred ninety-nine mil- 
lion). 

Ten years ago, April 27, 1988, the fed- 
eral debt stood at $2,500,616,000,000 (Two 
trillion, five hundred billion, six hun- 
dred sixteen million). 

Fifteen years ago, April 27, 1983, the 
federal debt stood at $1,247,506,000,000 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


(One trillion, two hundred forty-seven 
billion, five hundred six million). 

Twenty-five years ago, April 27, 1973, 
the federal debt stood at $456,773,000,000 
(Four hundred fifty-six billion, seven 
hundred seventy-three million) which 
reflects a debt increase of more than $5 
trillion—$5,050,834,026,200.10 (Five tril- 
lion, fifty billion, eight hundred thirty- 
four million, twenty-six thousand, two 
hundred dollars and ten cents) during 
the past 25 years. 


THE MURDER OF BISHOP JUAN 
JOSE GERARDI 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, in one of 
the most outrageous, cold-blooded 
killings I can recall in a region where 
such despicable acts have been com- 
monplace, Guatemalan Bishop Juan 
Jose Gerardi was murdered this past 
Sunday when his assailant crushed his 
skull with a cement block. 

The way he died is horrifying enough. 
But what Senators should also be 
aware of is that Bishop Gerardi had 
just completed an extraordinarily cou- 
rageous investigation of the thousands 
of atrocities committed against Guate- 
mala citizens during thirty years of 
civil war. He undertook his inquiry 
after it became clear that the Guate- 
malan Clarification Commission would 
not seek to identify those responsible 
for even the worst atrocities. Bishop 
Gerardi’s investigation, not surpris- 
ingly, attributed the overwhelming 
majority of human rights violations to 
the military and the death squads and 
paramilitary groups allied with them. 

Mr. President, the United States 
bears more than a little responsibility 
for the slaughter in Guatemala that 
devastated that country in the years 
after the CIA-backed coup of 1954. Our 
government trained the Guatemalan 
armed forces, remained silent when 
they tortured and killed thousands of 
innocent people, withheld information 
about the atrocities, and justified our 
complicity as the necessary response to 
a guerrilla insurgency. In fact, during 
this period of political violence which 
is apparently not yet over, the prin- 
cipal victims were Guatemala’s Mayan 
population of rural peasants who have 
been the target of discrimination and 
injustice for generations. 

According to a statement by the 
Guatemalan Embassy, the Guatemalan 
Government condemns and repudi- 
ates” this crime and has opened an in- 
vestigation. Let us hope that this in- 
vestigation can withstand the inevi- 
table pressure from the forces who 
would intimidate anyone who seeks 
real justice in Guatemala. The Arzu 
Government deserves considerable 
credit for bringing the peace negotia- 
tions to a successful conclusion. But 
few weeks pass that I do not receive a 
report of a political crime in Guate- 
mala, most of which go unsolved. Jus- 
tice remains elusive for those who need 
it most. 
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How the Guatemalan government 
handles this investigation will either 


‘embolden or deter those who seek to 


undermine the peace accords, and, as 
the Ranking Member of the Foreign 
Operations Subcommittee I can say 
that as far as I am concerned it will 
also be important in determining our 
future assistance relationship with 
Guatemala. 
— 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Office laid before the Senate a message 
from the President of the United 
States submitting one treaty and sun- 
dry nominations which were referred to 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 


At 3:40 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that pursuant to the provi- 
sions of 22 U.S.C. 276h, the Speaker ap- 
points the following Members of the 
House to the Mexico-United States 
Interparliamentary Group: Mr. KOLBE, 
Chairman and Mr. GILMAN, Vice Chair- 
man. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to the provision of 22 U.S.C. 
276h, the Speaker appoints the fol- 
lowing Member of the House to the 
Canada-United States Interparliamen- 
tary Group: Mr. HOUGHTON, Chairman. 


— 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. JEFFORDS, 
Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. HAR- 
KIN, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. REED, Mr. 
SANTORUM, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. DASCHLE, and Mr. SPEC- 
TER): 

S. 1993. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to adjust the formula 
used to determine costs limits for home 
health agencies under medicare program, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. COATS (for himself, Mr, ABRA- 
HAM, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. COVER- 
DELL, and Mr. SANTORUM): 

S. 1994. A bill to assist States in providing 
individuals a credit against State income 
taxes or a comparable benefit for contribu- 
tions to charitable organizations working to 
prevent or reduce poverty and to protect and 
encourage donations to charitable organiza- 
tions; to the Committee on Finance. 
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By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself, Mr. 
BROWNBACK, Mr. COATS, Mr. COVER- 
DELL, Mr. HUTCHINSON, and Mr. 
SANTORUM): 

S. 1995. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to allow the designation of 
renewal communities, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. SANTORUM (for himself, Mr. 


ABRAHAM, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. 
Coats, Mr. COVERDELL, and Mr. 
HUTCHINSON): 


S. 1996. A bill to provide flexibility to cer- 
tain local educational agencies that develop 
voluntary public and private parental choice 
programs under title VI of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

By Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself and Mr. 
FAIRCLOTH): 

S. 1997. A bill to protect the right of a 
member of a health maintenance organiza- 
tion to receive continuing care at a facility 
selected by that member; to the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. BEN- 
NETT, and Mr. BINGAMAN): 

S. 1998. A bill to authorize an interpretive 
center and related visitor facilities within 
the Four Corners Monument Tribal Park, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Indian Affairs. 

By Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself, Mr. 
FAIRCLOTH, Mr. ASHCROFT, and Mr. 
MACK): 

S. 1999. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to eliminate the marriage 
penalty by providing that the income tax 
rate bracket amounts, and the amount of the 
standard deduction, for joint returns shall be 
twice the amounts applicable to unmarried 
individuals; to the Committee on Finance. 


— ͤ—K[F— 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. JEF- 
FORDS, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. DUR- 
BIN, Mr. HARKIN, Ms. SNOWE, 
Mr. REED, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. LEVIN, Mr, 
DASCHLE, and Mr. SPECTER): 

S. 1993. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to adjust the 
formula used to determine costs limits 
for home health agencies under medi- 
care program, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

THE MEDICARE HOME HEALTH EQUITY ACT OF 

1998 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, Amer- 
ica’s home health agencies provide in- 
valuable services that have enabled a 
growing number of our most frail and 
vulnerable senior citizens to avoid hos- 
pitals and nursing homes and stay just 
where they want to be—in their own 
homes. Today, home health is the fast- 
est growing component of Medicare 
spending, and the program grew at an 
astounding average annual rate of 
more than 25 percent from 1990 to 1997. 
As a consequence, the number of Medi- 
care home health beneficiaries has 
more than doubled, and Medicare home 
health spending has soared from $2.7 
billion in 1989 to $17.1 billion in 1996. 

This rapid growth in home health 
spending understandably prompted 
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Congress and the Health Care Financ- 
ing Administration, as part of the Bal- 
anced Budget Act of 1997, to initiate 
changes that were intended to make 
the program more cost-effective and ef- 
ficient and protect it from fraud and 
abuse. However, in trying to get a han- 
dle on costs, we in Congress and the ad- 
ministration have unintentionally cre- 
ated problems that may restrict some 
elderly citizens’ access to vitally need- 
ed home health care. 

Critics have long pointed out that 
Medicare’s cost-based payment method 
for home health care has inherent in- 
centives for home care agencies to pro- 
vide more services, which has driven up 
costs. Therefore, the Balanced Budget 
Act called for the implementation of a 
prospective payment system for home 
care by October 1, 1999. Until then, 
home health agencies will be paid ac- 
cording to what is known as an Interim 
Payment System. 

Under the new IPS, home health 
agencies will be paid the lesser of: their 
actual costs; a per-visit cost limit; or a 
new blended agency-specific per bene- 
ficiary annual limit based 75 percent on 
an agency’s own costs per beneficiary 
and 25 percent on the average cost per 
beneficiary for agencies in the same re- 
gion. These costs are to be calculated 
from cost reports for reporting periods 
ending in 1994. 

I spent some time going over the for- 
mula because it is important to under- 
stand what the importance of that very 
complicated formula is for many of our 
home health agencies. 

At a recent hearing of the Senate 
Special Committee on Aging, on which 
I serve, we heard testimony from a 
number of witnesses who expressed 
concern that the new Interim Payment 
System inadvertently penalizes cost-ef- 
ficient home health agencies by basing 
75 percent of the agencies’ per patient 
payment limits on their FY 1994 aver- 
age cost per patient. This system effec- 
tively rewards agencies that provided 
the most visits and spent the most 
Medicare dollars in 1994, while it penal- 
izes low-cost, more efficient providers. 
Let me repeat that point, Mr. Presi- 
dent. The agencies, usually the non- 
profits, that have provided services at 
the lowest cost, are penalized by the 
new payment system. 

Home health agencies in the North- 
east are among those that have been 
particularly hard-hit by the formula 
change. As the Wall Street Journal re- 
cently observed, 

If New England had been just a little 
greedier, its home-health industry would be 
a lot better off now .. . Ironically, . . . [the 
region] is getting clobbered by the system 
because of its tradition of non-profit commu- 
nity service and efficiency. 

Moreover, there is no logic to the 
variance in payment levels. As the 
same article goes on to point out, the 
average patient cap in Tennessee is ex- 
pected to be $2,200 higher than Con- 
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necticut’s, and the cap for Mississippi 
is expected to be $2,000 more than 
Maine’s, without any evidence that pa- 
tients in the Southern states are sicker 
or that nurses and other home health 
personnel in this region cost more. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the entire text of this article be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, this 
system also gives a competitive advan- 
tage to high-cost agencies over their 
lower cost neighbors, since agencies in 
a particular region may have dramati- 
cally different reimbursement levels 
regardless of any differences among 
their patient populations. And finally, 
this system may force low-cost agen- 
cies to stop accepting patients with 
more serious health care needs. 

That is exactly the opposite of what 
we should want. I simply do not think 
that this is what Congress intended. To 
rectify this problem, today I am 
pleased to introduce legislation along 
with Senators CHAFEE, JEFFORDS, 
LEAHY, FEINGOLD, SNOWE, DURBIN, HAR- 
KIN, REED and SANTORUM. The Medicare 
Home Health Equity Act will level the 
playing field and make certain that 
home health agencies that have been 
prudent in their use of Medicare re- 
sources are not unfairly penalized. The 
legislation will also ensure that home 
health agencies in the same region are 
reimbursed similarly for treating simi- 
lar patients. 

Instead of allowing the experience of 
high-cost agencies to serve as the basis 
for the new cost limits, the bill we are 
introducing today sets a new per bene- 
ficiary cost limit based on a blend of 
national and regional average costs per 
patient. This new formula will be based 
75 percent on the national average cost 
per patient and 25 percent on the re- 
gional average cost per patient. More- 
over, by eliminating the agency-spe- 
cific data from the formula, the Medi- 
care Home Health Equity Act will 
move us more quickly to the national 
and regional rates which will be the 
cornerstones of the future prospective 
payment system, and it will do soina 
way that is budget neutral. This is a 
matter of common sense and fairness. 
It is also a matter of ensuring that 
there is a fair system for reimbursing 
these vitally needed home health agen- 
cies that are providing services that 
are so important to so many of our sen- 
ior citizens. I urge all of my colleagues 
to join as cosponsors of the Medicare 
Home Health Equity Act, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill as well as a section by section sum- 
mary be printed in the RECORD. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, the items 
were ordered printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
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S. 1993 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘Medicare 
Home Health Equity Act of 1998". 

SEC. 2. REVISION OF HOME HEALTH INTERIM 
PAYMENT FORMULA. 

(a) RESTORATION OF CosT LimITs.—Section 
1861(v)(1)(L)()(TV) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 189 0A) (as added by 
section 4602 of the Balanced Budget Act of 
1997) is amended— 

(1) by striking 105 percent“ and inserting 
112 percent“; and 

(2) by striking median“ and inserting 
mean“. 

(b) CHANGE IN ADDITIONS TO COST LIMITS.— 
Section 1861(v)(1)(L)(v) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1395x(v)(1)(L)(v)) (as added by 
section 4602 of the Balanced Budget Act of 
1997) is amended to read as follows: 

“(v)I) For services furnished by home 
health agencies for cost reporting periods be- 
ginning on or after October 1, 1997, the Sec- 
retary shall provide for an interim system of 
limits. Payment shall not exceed the costs 
determined under the preceding provisions of 
this subparagraph or, if lower, the product 
of— 

(aa) an agency-specific per beneficiary an- 
nual limitation calculated based 75 percent 
on the reasonable costs (including nonrou- 
tine medical supplies) of the standardized 
national average cost per patient in calendar 
year 1994, or best estimate thereof, (as pub- 
lished in the Health Care Financing Review 
Medicare and Medicaid 1997 Statistical Sup- 
plement) and based 25 percent on the reason- 
able costs (including nonroutine medical 
supplies) of the standardized regional aver- 
age cost per patient for the agency's census 
division in calendar year 1995 (as so pub- 
lished), such national and regional costs up- 
dated by the home health market basket 
index and adjusted pursuant to clause (II); 
and 

(bb) the agency’s unduplicated census 
count of patients (entitled to benefits under 
this title) for the cost reporting period sub- 
ject to the limitation. 

(I The labor-related portion of the up- 
dated national and regional costs described 
in subclause (I)(aa) shall be adjusted by the 
area wage index applicable under section 
1886(d)(3)(E) for the area in which the agency 
is located (as determined without regard to 
any reclassification of the area under section 
1886(d)(8)(B) or a decision of the Medicare Ge- 
ographic Classification Review Board or the 
Secretary under section 1886(d)(10) for cost 
reporting periods beginning after October 1, 
1995). 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Section 1861(v)(1)(L)(vi) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395x(v)(1)(L)(vi)) (as 
added by section 4602 of the Balanced Budget 
Act of 1997) is amended to read as follows: 

(vi) In any case in which the Secretary 
determines that beneficiaries use services 
furnished by more than 1 home health agen- 
cy for purposes of circumventing the per ben- 
eficiary annual limitation in clause (v), the 
per beneficiary limitations shall be prorated 
among the agencies.“ 

(2) Section 1861(v)(1)(L)(vii)(1) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395x(v)(1)L)(viiXD) 
(as added by section 4602 of the Balanced 
Budget Act of 1997) is amended by striking 
“clause (%) and inserting clause 
vaa)”. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply as if in- 
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cluded in the enactment of the Balanced 

Budget Act of 1997. 

SEC. 3. CBO ESTIMATE OF HOME HEALTH PAY- 
MENT SAVINGS. 

(a) ESTIMATE.—Not later than 60 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, and annu- 
ally thereafter until the prospective pay- 
ment system for home health agencies estab- 
lished by section 1895 of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1395fff) is in effect, the Direc- 
tor of the Congressional Budget Office (re- 
ferred to in this section as the Director“) 
shall estimate the amount of savings to the 
medicare program under title XVIII of such 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.) resulting from the 
interim payment system for home health 
services established by the amendments to 
section 1861 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1395x) 
made by section 4602 of the Balanced Budget 
Act of 1997. 

(b) CERTIFICATION.—If the Director deter- 
mines that the amount estimated under sub- 
section (a) exceeds the amount of savings to 
the medicare program that the Director esti- 
mated immediately prior to the enactment 
of the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 by reason 
of such interim payment system, then the 
Director shall certify such excess to the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services (re- 
ferred to in this subsection as the Sec- 
retary”). 

(c) ADJUSTMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—If the Director certifies an 
amount to the Secretary pursuant to sub- 
section (b), the Secretary shall prescribe 
rules under which appropriate adjustments 
are made to the amount of payments to 
home health agencies otherwise made under 
subparagraph (L) of section 1861(v)(1) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395x(v)(1)(L)) 
(as amended by section 4602 of the Balanced 
Budget Act of 1997) in the case of outliers— 

(A) where events beyond the home health 
agency’s control or extraordinary cir- 
cumstances, including the case mix of such 
agency, create reasonable costs for a pay- 
ment year which exceed the applicable pay- 
ment limits; or 

(B) in any case not described in subpara- 
graph (A) where the Secretary deems such an 
adjustment appropriate. 

(2) AMOUNT.—The total amount of adjust- 
ments made under paragraph (2) for a year 
may not exceed the amount certified to the 
Secretary pursuant to subsection (b) for such 
year. To the extent that such adjustments in 
a year would otherwise exceed the amount 
certified to the Secretary pursuant to sub- 
section (b) for such year, the Secretary shall 
reduce the payments to home health agen- 
cies in a pro rata manner so that the adjust- 
ments do not exceed such amount. 

MEDICARE HOME HEALTH EQUITY AcT— 
SECTION-BY-SECTION SUMMARY 
CURRENT LAW 

The cost-based payment method that has 
historically been used for Medicare home 
health services has inherent incentives for 
home care agencies to provide a higher vol- 
ume of services. Therefore, the Balanced 
Budget Act of 1997 (BBA) called for the im- 
plementation of a prospective payment sys- 
tem (PPS) for home care by October 1, 1999. 
In the interim (FYs 1998 and 1999), home 
health agencies will be paid according to an 
Interim Payment System (IPS) established 
by the BBA, 

The IPS reimburses home health agencies 
using the lowest of three cost limits: 1) an 
agency's actual costs; 2) a per visit cost limit 
applied to each skilled nursing, physical 
therapy, or other type of home health visit 
provided; or 3) an agency-specific aggregate 
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per patient cost limit that is based 75 per- 
cent on an agency’s average cost per patient 
in 1994 and 25 percent on a regional average 
cost per patient in 1994. 

The Interim Payment System penalizes 
cost-efficient home health agencies by bas- 
ing 75 percent of the agencies’ per patient 
payment limits on their FY 1994 average cost 
per patient. Giving such a heavy weight to 
the agency-specific costs per beneficiary ef- 
fectively rewards agencies that provided the 
most visits and spent the most Medicare dol- 
lars in 1994, while it penalizes low-cost, more 
efficient providers. As a result, high-cost and 
inefficient agencies will continue to receive 
a disproportionate share of Medicare home 
health dollars. 

THE MEDICARE HOME HEALTH EQUITY ACT 
Formula change for setting per beneficiary cost 
limits 

The Medicare Home Health Equity Act will 
level the playing field and make certain that 
those home health agencies that have been 
prudent in their use of Medicare resources 
are not unfairly penalized. Moreover, it will 
ensure that home health agencies in the 
same region are reimbursed similarly for 
treating similar patients. Instead of allowing 
the experience of high cost agencies to serve 
as the basis for the cost limits, the bill sets 
a new per beneficiary cost limit based on a 
blend of national and regional average costs 
per patient. This new formula would be based 
75 percent on the national average cost per 
patient in calendar year 1994 ($3,987) and 25 
percent on the regional average cost per pa- 
tient in calendar year 1995. 

Restoration of the per-visit cost limit to 112 
percent of the national mean 

The per visit cost limits essentially place a 
cap on the amount of costs that can be reim- 
bursed by Medicare for each home health 
care visit provided. The BBA reduced these 
cost limits from 112 percent of the mean to 
105 percent of the median. This was done to 
provide additional savings. However, most of 
the BBA savings (at least 80 percent) came 
from the per-beneficiary cost limits. Accord- 
ing to Price-Waterhouse, changing the for- 
mula from an agency-specific to a national/ 
regional average cost per patient blend 
achieves an additional $5.5 billion in savings. 
The Medicare Home Health Equity Act of 
1998 uses these savings to restore the per- 
visit cost limit to 112 percent of the national 
mean. 

Most analysts agree that the growth in 
Medicare home health expenditures is due to 
the high number of visits provided to pa- 
tients, not by the cost per visit. In fact, the 
cost per visit has remained relatively stable 
in recent years, and CBO confirms that con- 
trolling use, not price, is the key to Medi- 
care home health cost containment. It is ap- 
propriate to use the savings achieved by re- 
warding rather than penalizing cost-efficient 
agencies to re-establish the cost limits that 
enabled many of those agencies to provide 
more efficient care over the entire episode of 
care. The average cost per visit tends to be 
higher for lower-overall cost, non-profit 
HHAs which tend to provide care in fewer 
visits. By keeping visits to the number that 
are medically necessary, costs per visit may 
increase slightly, but overall costs per pa- 
tient decrease. 

Modifies Application of Proration of Per 
Beneficiary Limits Provision 

The BBA contained a provision which re- 
quires proration of the per beneficiary an- 
nual limit where the patient is served by 
more than one home health agency. The 
Medicare Home Health Equity Act modifies 
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this provision to clarify that proration only 
applies where it can be demonstrated that a 
home health agency is attempting to cir- 
cumvent the limits by shifting care between 
agencies. 
Establishes an Outlier Provision 

The bill instructs the Secretary of HHS to 
prescribe rules under which adjustments can 
be made in payments to home health agen- 
cies that are outliers“ where events beyond 
their control or extraordinary cir- 
cumstances, including their case mix, create 
“reasonable costs“ that exceed what other- 
wise would be their payment limits. This is 
included so that there is some provision for 
higher payments for home health agencies 
that treat the sickest Medicare home care 
patients and does so in a way that is budget 
neutral. 


[From the Wall Street Journal] 
REGION'S HOME-CARE FIRMS FACE BEING 
PUNISHED FOR THEIR EFFICIENCY 
(By Carol Gentry) 

If New England had been just a little 
greedier, its home-health industry would be 
a lot better off now. 

In a rush to cut Medicare spending, Con- 
gress has set up a home-health payment sys- 
tem that punishes low-cost agencies and 
states, while it rewards big spenders and re- 
gions where audits have found widespread 
fraud and abuse. Ironically, New England is 
getting clobbered by the system because of 
its tradition of non-profit community serv- 
ice and efficiency. 

And patients are feeling the effects. In the 
past two weeks, about 30 complaints have 
come into the Boston office of the federal 
agency that must implement the change, the 
Health Care Financing Administration. The 
agency says the complaints are coming from 
patients who need frequent, long-term nurs- 
ing visits, but say they are being turned 
away or cut off. 

“I fear we're now looking at home health 
agencies dumping (expensive) patients,” says 
Margaret Leoni-Lugo, chief of the HCFA 
quality-improvement branch for New Eng- 
land. Such discrimination violates state and 
federal regulations. 

Ms. Leoni-Lugo says she sympathizes with 
the difficult situation confronting New Eng- 
land agencies, but cannot condone patient 
dumping. Today she is expected to hold a 
telephone conference with health-depart- 
ment officials in the six New England states, 
warning them to watch for evidence that 
agencies are cutting care too much. 

“We want to keep the beneficiaries safe,” 
says Ms. Leoni-Lugo. 

THE NEW FORMULA 

The new system rolls back payments to 
1993-94 levels minus 2%, regardless of wheth- 
er an agency's budget was low or grossly in- 
flated during those years. Under the system, 
home-health agencies’ Medicare payments 
will be affected not only by their own budget 
history, but also by their location. If a com- 
pany is in a penny-pinching region, its pay- 
ments will be lower than if it comes from an 
area of big spenders. The agencies that come 
out best under this formula are those that 
spent money willy-nilly five years ago and 
were surrounded by companies that did the 
same thing. The biggest winners will be 
states in the South. 

Meanwhile, frugal agencies in regions with 
moderate costs—especially New England, the 
Midwest and the Mountain states—are reel- 
ing. Vermont, New Hampshire and Maine 
will be among the hardest-hit states in the 
nation. Massachusetts, Connecticut and 
Rhode Island fare only marginally better. 
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Advocates for the elderly and the region’s 
home-health agencies say such a system 
gives a competitive advantage to the worst 
players in the industry. This is not in the 
best interest of taxpayers,” says Susan 
Young, executive director of the Home Care 
Association of New Hampshire. 

Adds Margaret Gilmour, president and 
chief executive officer of Home Health & 
Hospice Care, a home-care agency in Nashua, 
N.H.: “This is going to be a tidal wave of dis- 
aster for elder care.” 

Layoffs are already under way in New 
Hampshire, Ms. Young says, where the indus- 
try is among the leanest in the nation. 

The congressional delegation from Massa- 
chusetts hopes to derail the new system be- 
fore it can do massive damage. This defies 
common sense.” says Rep. James P. McGov- 
ern, a Democrat from Worcester. This is a 
big, fat mistake.” 


TAKING CARE OF THE HOMEBOUND 


In late November, Rep. McGovern and 11 
other members of the state's congressional 
delegation sent a letter of concern to HCFA. 
The group hopes to meet with top agency of- 
ficials in Washington soon. 

Home-health agencies send nurses, aides, 
and physical and speech therapists to the 
homes of patients who are so physically or 
mentally disabled that they cannot easily go 
or be taken to a medical clinic. 

While most private insurers and health- 
maintenance organizations cover home 
health care, the main money pipeline is 
Medicare. All homebound elderly and dis- 
abled beneficiaries of the program are eligi- 
ble for free unlimited visits, as long as the 
visits are part of a treatment plan that is au- 
thorized by a physician and is updated every 
two months, 

There are several types of home-health 
agencies, including the community-based 
nonprofits, such as the Visiting Nurses Asso- 
ciations of America; the newer for-profit 
companies; and hospital-affiliated agencies. 
Medicare’s costs have been higher for pa- 
tients who go through one of the hospital or 
for-profit companies. 

Hospital-affiliated agencies tend to have 
higher per-visit costs than independent ones 
because they can legally transfer some of the 
hospital's overhead to the home-health 
books and have Medicare pay for it. For-prof- 
it agencies tend to generate higher Medicare 
payments by billing for a greater number of 
visits per patient. 

Patients recuperating from surgery or a 
short-term illness may need only a few vis- 
its, but home-health agencies are a lifeline 
for patients with long-term conditions—mul- 
tiple sclerosis. Alzheimer’s disease, heart 
failure, severe diabetes—who are trying to 
stay out of nursing homes. 

The new system sets an annual limit on 
the amount that Medicare will spend on any 
given patient. While that cap is different for 
every agency, it averages out to 75 visits a 
year in Massachusetts. Patient advocates 
say this gives agencies an incentive to take 
only those clients who are going to get bet- 
ter or die in a short time. 

To make matters worse, agencies must re- 
duce expenses without knowing just how 
deep the cuts will be. The details of the pay- 
ments formula won't be determined until 
April 1, but will be retroactive to Oct. 1. 

SEEKING FORMULA CHANGE 

In the letter to HCFA, the Massachusetts 
delegation asked administrators to alter the 
new formula to lessen the blow” to low- 
cost, efficient home-health agencies. The let- 
ter says it is unfair to tag payments to a 1994 
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average per-patient cost of $4,328 in Massa- 
chusetts, when Tennessee was getting $6,508 
and Louisiana $6,700. 

Rep. McGovern says he hopes to repeal the 
payment-system provision when Congress 
convenes later this month, but he knows 
that may not be easy. Many of the leaders of 
Congress are from the South, where payment 
rates are projected to be double those in 
much of New England. 

Massachusetts has a lot at stake. In 1995, 
the last year for which Medicare has com- 
plete data, the program spent more than $1 
billion in New England to provide home 
health to 246,000 beneficiaries. Of that 
money, Massachusetts absorbed more than 
half for 119,000 homebound patients. More 
than 14% of the state’s Medicare bene- 
ficiaries were served by home care, while the 
rate was about 10% nationwide. 

Under the new payment system, members 
of the Massachusetts delegation say, their 
state stands to lose $95 million and at least 
1.5 million patient visits in the first year. 

Why will the system affect Massachusetts 
so much? The state’s home-health agencies 
deliver care at a more moderate cost per 
visit than most other states, federal data 
show, but also perform more visits per pa- 
tient, on average. Pat Kelleher. executive di- 
rector of the Home Health Care Association 
of Massachusetts, says one reason is that the 
state has deliberately pushed home care to 
save state tax money. Federally paid Medi- 
care home-health visits keep patients out of 
nursing homes, which draw most of their 
revenue from the state Medicaid program. 


ROUGH TIME AHEAD FOR VERMONT 


If the other New England states affected, 
Vermont, the only state that legally requires 
home-health companies to be non-profit, es- 
pecially faces troubled times. After consist- 
ently providing home care at the lowest cost 
per patient in the nation. Vermont's 13 agen- 
cies stand to lose more than $2 million this 
year and estimate they will have to reduce 
service by 10%. 

The Vermont Assembly of Home Health 
Agencies estimates the average per person 
payments in the state this year will be $2,600 
a year, less than half what they payout is ex- 
pected to be in, say, Alabama. 

“The system was supposed to limit the 
high rollers” says the association's director, 
Peter Cobb but instead Congress rewarded 
excess. 

The rule changes stem from the passage 
last August of the Balanced Budget Act, 
which cuts $115 billion from Medicare by 
2002. The home-care portion of the act slices 
$16.2 billion from the budget. 

Home care seemed a logical place to look 
for cuts, since it’s the fastest-growing seg- 
ment of the health industry. Between 1990 
and 1995, while the number of Medicare bene- 
ficiaries rose 10%, the number of home- 
health visits grew 255% and spending went up 
316%. 

Some of that increase accompanied the 
rise of managed-care companies that try to 
keep patients out of the hospital to save 
money and, if they must go, keep the visits 
as brief as possible. However, much of the in- 
flation in home care was a predictable re- 
sponse to a payment system that offered no 
incentive to be frugal. 


PROBE FINDS WASTE, FRAUD 


Massive fraud, waste and ineptitude in 
Medicare billings were reported last summer 
by the Office of the Inspector General of the 
U.S. Department of Health and Human Serv- 
ices following a two-year investigation 
called Operation Restore Trust. The study 
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covered five states that account for 40% of 
Medicare payments: California, New York, 
Florida, Texas and Illinois. 

The report said one-fourth of home-health 
agencies in those states received nearly half 
the Medicare dollars spent on home-health 
care. According to the report, the ‘‘problem” 
agencies tended to be for-profit, closely held 
corporations with owners that were involved 
in a tangle of interlocking, self-referring 
businesses, Texas was cited as the biggest 
home-health spender of the states studied. 
(An HCFA audit conducted in Massachusetts 
and Connecticut last year found a few over- 
payments, but no cases of fraud.) 

It just so happened that the revelations of 
Operation Restore Trust occurred at the 
same time that Congress was looking for 
ways to cut Medicare spending. 

Congress wanted to change the home- 
health payment system so that it would re- 
ward efficiency, by switching to a flat rate 
by diagnosis. This “prospective payment sys- 
tem” would be similar to the one that Medi- 
care uses to pay hospitals. 

But HCFA said it needed more time to de- 
velop the complex formula to set prospective 
payment in motion. So Congress created an 
interim system that will run until Oct. 1, 
1999. It freezes spending at the rates there 
were in place in 1993-94—before Operation 
Restore Trust began. 


VARYING PAYMENTS 


Now payments vary illogically. The aver- 
age patient cap in Tennessee is expected to 
be $2,200 higher than that in Connecticut, 
and the cap for Mississippi $2,000 more than 
Maine, without any evidence that patients in 
the Southern states are sicker or that nurses 
cost more there. 

But those who think the Southern states 
are pleased at getting a patient cap double 
that of New England are mistaken. Officials 
at the Texas Association for Home Care say 
they need bigger payment rates because they 
have a high rate of poor elderly who have 
never had proper health care, and the state 
Medicaid program hasn't taken care of them 
because it’s stingy. 

“Congress has cut into the bone,” says 
Sara Speights, director of government and 
public relations for the Texas group. 

Inequities exist even within the same re- 
gion. Ms. Gilmour of the Nashua, N.H., 
home-care agency says a competitor in 
northern Massachusetts could end up with a 
payment cap twice as high as her own as a 
result of her staff's efforts to keep costs 
down. Because patients are free to choose ei- 
ther agency, she worries they will gravitate 
to the one that has a bigger budget. 

Joan Hull, chief executive of the nearby 
competitor, the Home Health Visiting 
Nurses Association of Haverhill, Mass., says 
her agency is a product of a merger between 
agencies that had different payment rates, so 
she doesn't know whether the Medicare cap 
will be $3,400 or $4,600 per patient. Unfortu- 
nately for her agency, services it has deliv- 
ered since the beginning of its fiscal year in 
October will be on the new payment rate, but 
the agency won’t know what the rate is until 
April. 

“It's crazy, isn’t it?” Ms. Hull says with a 
laugh. 


YANKEE THRIFT 


Home health agencies in the New England 
states have delivered care for less money 
than the national average, both in Medicare 
payments per visit and per patient. (Data 
shown here are from 1995.) 
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BIG SPENDERS 

While Medicare costs for home health serv- 
ices have gone up nationwide, Sunbelt states 
led the spending spree. The new payment 
system rewards states where payments were 
far above average, as shown below (Data are 
for 1995.) 


Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join my colleagues, Senators 
COLLINS, CHAFEE, JEFFORDS, LEAHY, 
REED and others in introducing the 
Home Health Medical Equity Act of 
1998. I especially want to compliment 
the Senator from Maine, who has taken 
the lead on this issue. It is a matter of 
enormous concern in her State and also 
in mine. I think it is worth taking a 
moment just to acknowledge how use- 
ful the Senate Aging Committee is, to 
be able to highlight an issue like this. 
I wonder whether this issue would have 
gotten the attention it deserves had it 
not been for that forum, where we were 
able to have an excellent hearing and 
hear from Senators all over the coun- 
try whose States are very negatively 
affected by the rules that were put into 
place. I congratulate the Senator from 
Maine for taking the initiative out of 
that hearing to introduce legislation. 

This legislation is a crucial step in 
ensuring that the Medicare Home 
Health Care program’s Interim Pay- 
ment System does not penalize regions 
of the country that have been pro- 
viding home health services efficiently. 

Mr. President, I have been working 
to promote the availability of home 
care and other long-term care options 
for my entire public life because I be- 
lieve strongly in the importance of en- 
abling people to stay in their own 
homes. For seniors who are homebound 
and have skilled nursing needs, having 
access to home health services through 
the Medicare program is the difference 
between staying in their own home and 
being moved into a nursing facility. 
Home care offers feelings of security, 
dignity and hope. Where there is a 
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choice, we should do our best to allow 
patients to choose home health care. 

Mr. President, I recognize that there 
are situations when one’s ability to 
conduct the activities of daily living 
are so limited, and the medical needs 
are so great, that the patient would be 
better served, in some cases, in a 
skilled nursing facility. I also want to 
recognize that my State of Wisconsin 
has a very, very good network of caring 
and high-quality nursing homes. With- 
out a doubt, there is a need for these 
services. But, Mr. President, as I travel 
throughout Wisconsin's 72 counties 
every year, what seniors tell me again 
and again is that, to the extent pos- 
sible, and as long as it is medically ap- 
propriate for them to do so, they would 
like to remain in their own homes. I 
think seniors need and deserve that 
choice. 

Mr. President, seniors clearly prefer 
to remain in their own homes rather 
than be moved to a nursing home. 
Their medical needs can often be met 
through home health services. Despite 
these facts, the implementation of the 
Medicare Home Health Interim Pay- 
ment System as passed in last year’s 
budget could create serious access 
problems for seniors in States like Wis- 
consin and Maine when they seek the 
home health benefit. The cuts to the 
Medicare Home Health program im- 
posed by the Interim Payment System 
are so severe that home health agen- 
cies will have no choice but to reduce 
dramatically the amount of services 
provided. Some home care agencies 
may get out of the home care business 
altogether. But, Mr. President, the real 
impact of the Interim Payment System 
will not be simply to reduce payments 
to home care providers and force some 
out of business, what it will really do 
and what really concerns me is it will 
drastically reduce the options that 
homebound seniors now have today 
with respect to whether they will re- 
main in their home in the community 
or whether they will be forced into a 
nursing home situation that is not nec- 
essarily the best place for them. 

As of right now, Mr. President, the 
Interim Payment System for Medicare 
home health care is a system that pays 
agencies the lowest of the following 
three measures: (1) actual costs; (2) a 
per visit limit of 105% of the national 
median; or (3) a per beneficiary annual 
limit, derived from a blend of 75% an 
agency’s costs and 25% regional costs. 
Now, these measures are pretty tech- 
nical and I will not go into any more of 
the specifics about them. But suffice it 
to say that the net effect of the In- 
terim Payment System will be to pe- 
nalize severely agencies who have been 
operating efficiently all these years. 
Since the Interim Payment System 
will pay the agency the lowest of the 
three measures that I mentioned, agen- 
cies in areas where costs have been 
kept lower will be disproportionately 
and unfairly affected. 
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Mr. President, according to the 
Health Care Financing Administration, 
just in Wisconsin alone, there are cur- 
rently 181 home health care agencies 
that participate in Medicare. Of these, 
two-thirds of them are operated as non- 
profit entities. These nonprofit home 
health care providers are often county 
health departments and visiting nurse 
organizations; these are not entities 
out to make a fast buck on the backs 
of homebound seniors. According to ad- 
ministrators of Valley Visiting Nurse 
Association in Neenah, WI, the aver- 
age, per patient Medicare home care 
cost in Wisconsin is $2,586, compared to 
$5,000 in other parts of the country. Let 
me repeat that, the statistics, because 
it is really quite striking. The average, 
per patient Medicare home care cost in 
Wisconsin is only $2,586, compared to 
often over $5,000 or more in other 
places in the country. These nonprofit 
providers in Wisconsin are already as 
lean as they can be. I am fairly con- 
vinced they don’t have any fat“ to cut 
from their programs. The Visiting 
Nurse Association Home Health of 
Wausau showed me some figures dem- 
onstrating that, over the past 5 years, 
their services have averaged 30 percent 
below limits imposed by the Health 
Care Financing Administration, with 
36 percent fewer visits per beneficiary 
than the national average. 

Mr. President, the effect of the deep 
reductions imposed by the Interim 
Payment System will be, quite simply, 
a devastating blow to these types of 
agencies, and, in turn, will seriously 
impact the availability of home health 
care services to many people in Wis- 
consin. This devastating blow is dealt 
not because Wisconsin has been pro- 
viding too many services too expen- 
sively. It is just to the contrary. States 
like Wisconsin and others are being pe- 
nalized more precisely because they 
have always operated efficiently. More- 
over, on a national level, with a re- 
duced per-patient limit, home health 
agencies have a disincentive to take 
more seriously ill patients onto their 
rolls. 

Mr. President, the legislation my col- 
leagues and I introduce today will 
change the Interim Payment System 
to bring about greater payment equity 
for Medicare home health providers in 
different parts of the country. The bill, 
as the Senator from Maine outlined, 
would create a new formula for the per- 
patient limit that reflects a higher per- 
centage of national data rather than 
relying solely on regional and local 
data. The change in payment calcula- 
tion would enable high-efficiency, low- 
cost home health agencies to continue 
providing services efficiently and cost- 
effectively. But, Mr. President, the 
most important impact of the Medicare 
Home Health Equity Act will be to 
make sure that seniors who are home- 
bound and have skilled nursing needs 
will retain for as long as possible the 
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right to decide to stay in their own 
homes. 

Mr. President, I thank the Chair and 
yield the floor. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Wisconsin for his co- 
sponsorship of this important legisla- 
tion and for his leadership in this issue. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to sponsor the Medicare Home 
Health Equity Act of 1998 with my dis- 
tinguished colleague from Maine. I 
want to applaud Senator COLLINS’ ef- 
forts to correct a provision in the Bal- 
anced Budget Act (BBA) of 1997 which 
has had the effect of penalizing those 
home health agencies that have taken 
the lead in becoming more cost-effi- 
cient over the last several years. 

The Medicare Home Health Equity 
Act of 1998 will help avert the poten- 
tially devastating effect of the Interim 
Payment System (IPS), established by 
the Balanced Budget Act, on many 
home health agencies in Rhode Island, 
and throughout the country. 

The IPS for Medicare home health 
services that was established by the 
BBA bases its reimbursement in large 
part on agency-specific costs during 
fiscal year 1994. Consequently, home 
health agencies that had already been 
implementing cost-efficient practices 
at that time, like many agencies in 
Rhode Island were doing, are now find- 
ing their reimbursements greatly re- 
duced. 

Home health agencies in my home 
state have told me that this decreased 
reimbursement, in addition to being 
unfair, might lead to reductions in 
critical health services that currently 
enable elderly patients to maintain 
their dignity and quality of life. These 
agencies also have pointed out that 
this interim payment system may well 
result in a loss of jobs in the home 
health industry. 

Iam greatly troubled by the thought 
that the IPS now in effect may well 
put into financial jeopardy those 
Rhode Island home health agencies 
that have been working diligently to 
heed our appeal to deliver cost-effi- 
cient services. The impact of this pay- 
ment system on one of Rhode Island's 
most vulnerable populations, the in- 
firm elderly, is unpredictable and po- 
tentially devastating. 

The Medicare Home Health Equity 
Act of 1998 bases Medicare reimburse- 
ment for home health services pri- 
marily on national costs during the 
baseline year rather than agency-spe- 
cific costs. Consequently, the most effi- 
cient home health agencies will not be 
placed at financial disadvantage. This 
is a matter of economic necessity—we 
will never be able to maintain the fi- 
nancial security of the Medicare pro- 
gram unless we encourage everyone in- 
volved in the system to help make it 
work. 

This bill is budget-neutral and will 
not increase overall Medicare expendi- 


April 28, 1998 


tures. The legislation is a big step for- 
ward in our goal of a cost-efficient and 
reliable health care system for our 
older citizens. 

Mr. President, I encourage my col- 
leagues to join me in supporting the 
Medicare Home Health Equity Act of 
1998. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, 
Vermont’s home health agencies are a 
model of efficiency for the nation. For 
the past seven consecutive years, the 
average Medicare expenditure for home 
health care in Vermont has been the 
lowest in the nation. This efficiency 
was achieved by exclusive reliance on 
13 nonprofit agencies which provide 
care without sacrificing quality, and 
which adhere strictly to Medicare re- 
quirements and guidelines. Today, I am 
cosponsoring The Medicare Home 
Health Equity Act of 1998, with my 
good friend Senator COLLINS, in order 
to preserve this high-quality, low-cost 
home health system from possible in- 
solvency. 

At this moment, Vermont is facing 
an unprecedented crisis in its home 
health care system. This is not a crisis 
of their own making, and the home 
health agencies had little, if any, ad- 
vance warning that disaster was immi- 
nent. The crisis that befalls Vermont’s 
home health care agencies, and many 
others throughout the country, arose 
from the decision made by Congress, as 
a part of the Balanced Budget Act of 
1997 (BBA), to adopt a Medicare pro- 
spective payment system for home 
health care. 

There is compelling rationale and 
general agreement for moving Medi- 
care to a prospective payment system 
(PPS) in the home health care sector. 
Under a national, prospective payment 
system, low-cost agencies will fare 
well, as they have already learned how 
to manage their resources wisely. How- 
ever, the interim system created by the 
BBA for the transition to a PPS is fun- 
damentally flawed and rewards high- 
cost agencies. Under the Interim Pay- 
ment System, reimbursement limits 
for home health care are heavily 
weighted toward an agency's historical 
costs. This means that until a prospec- 
tive payment system can be designed 
and implemented, the lowest cost agen- 
cies will face the most significant caps 
on their Medicare payments. 

Where a prospective payment system 
aims to level the playing field for agen- 
cies that care for similarly situated pa- 
tients, the interim system preserves 
and reinforces significant disparities 
across agencies. Although high-cost 
agencies will face reductions in pay- 
ments under the interim system, these 
will be the agencies in the best position 
to make those cuts. Low-cost agencies 
with budgets that are already lean 
have no place to turn. It would be a na- 
tional tragedy if those low-cost agen- 
cies cannot survive the transition to a 
prospective system. 
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I commend the efforts of my good 
friend Senator COLLINS for bringing 
this bill forward. it was a difficult task 
to craft a remedy that allows com- 
mitted and responsible home health 
agencies to survive and also maintain 
budget neutrality. The Medicare Home 
Health Equity Act of 1998 would alter 
the interim payment formula by basing 
payment caps on a blend of national 
and regional averages. In this way, we 
can move toward a more uniform level 
of reimbursement and allow home 
health care agencies in the same locale 
to operate under the same constraints. 
Furthermore, this legislation can be 
implemented quickly. This is impor- 
tant, because the regulations defining 
the interim payment system were not 
published until January of this year— 
nearly four months after the payment 
system was in force. 

The situation is serious. We must 
provide relief to home health agencies 
and peace of mind to the clients who 
are under their care. Last August, I 
voted in support of the Balanced Budg- 
et Act of 1997. I was proud of the 
changes we made to preserve Medicare 
benefits for the present and for future 
generations. Today, I urge my col- 
leagues to enact The Medicare Home 
Health Equity Act of 1998 and correct 
the unintended consequences of the 
BBA’s interim payment system reim- 
bursement limits on low-cost home 
health agencies. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join today with my distin- 
guished colleague, Senator SUSAN COL- 
LINS, in the introduction of the Medi- 
care Home Health Equity Act of 1998.” 
This bill tries to fix what we believe to 
be an unintended injustice in the Bal- 
anced Budget Act of 1997. 

As many of you know, home health 
agencies have historically been reim- 
bursed on the basis of costs. The 
Health Care Financing Administration 
paid each agency to cover the cost of 
providing care. This arrangement has 
been widely criticized because it offers 
no incentive for agencies to control 
their costs. 

In order to correct this, we in Con- 
gress agreed that Medicare should 
move to a prospective payment system 
to control costs and ensure quality and 
access to care. The Balanced Budget 
Act establishes this system for home 
health, effective as of October 1, 1999. 
In the mean time, an interim payment 
system has been put in place. These 
changes were needed in order to rein in 
the incredible growth—some due to in- 
appropriate payments—in the industry 
in the last seven years. In 1990, Medi- 
care spent $3.7 billion on home health 
care. In 1996, $16.7 billion was spent. In 
addition, the average number of visits 
per beneficiary soared from 26 in 1990 
to 76 in 1996. 

I believe the change to the prospec- 
tive payment system had to be done. 
However, the interim payment system 
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will reward high-cost, inefficient home 
health providers at the expense of 
those home health agencies that have 
historically kept their costs low. I 
don’t believe this was the intent of 
Congress, and that is why I am cospon- 
soring Senator COLLINS’ bill to correct 
this injustice. 

As co-chair of the Senate Rural 
Health Caucus, I've been working for a 
long time to change the big city, urban 
bias in Medicare’s reimbursement pay- 
ments. It penalizes more conservative 
cost-effective approaches to health 
care, and that hurts rural areas like 
Iowa. We went a long way towards fix- 
ing that bias in Balanced Budget Act 
by equalizing Medicare’s reimburse- 
ment payments for managed care serv- 
ices. 

But unbeknownst to me and, I be- 
lieve, most of my colleagues, while we 
provided rural equity in one area, we 
took it away in another. It is just com- 
mon sense that we should reward those 
who provide quality care in a cost-ef- 
fective, efficient manner. We did this 
when we changed the Medicare man- 
aged care rates. It doesn’t seem right 
that in the same Act, we created an in- 
terim payment system for home health 
services that rewards the high cost, 
wasteful agencies and leaves those that 
have successfully kept their costs low 
struggling to survive. 

The system’s reliance on a provider's 
historical costs in determining their 
reimbursement amounts has produced 
an uneven playing field. Many of the 
newer agencies, who got started during 
a period of high growth, now have a 
competitive advantage. They will now 
be reimbursed at a higher rate than 
their lower cost competitors. 

Senator COLLINS’ bill does the right 
thing—it rewards those agencies who 
have done the most to save Medicare 
money. These include many visiting 
nurse associations, non-profit free 
standing agencies and most non-profit 
hospital based programs. 

The Home Health Equity Act will re- 
vise the current system of reimburse- 
ment based on 75 percent of agency 
cost blended with 25 percent of na- 
tional costs. The legislation would cre- 
ate a 75 percent national rate blended 
with 25 percent regional rate to level 
payments to providers in a given geo- 
graphic area. In addition, this bill con- 
tinues the cost savings that the in- 
terim payment system was intended to 
achieve. Price Waterhouse has ana- 
lyzed the bill and found it to be budget 
neutral. 

If we don’t fix the interim payment 
system, I am afraid we risk a reduction 
in access to and quality of health care 
for Iowa seniors. Iowa home health 
care agencies have historically pro- 
vided efficient, quality service and 
they ought to be rewarded, not pun- 
ished for this. Most importantly, rural 
patients and their families deserve con- 
tinued access to the best possible care. 
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Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, today 
I join my colleagues in introducing the 
Medicare Home Health Equity Act of 
1998. 

The Balanced Budget Act (BBA) in- 
cluded numerous changes to Medicare 
that were necessary to extend the sol- 
vency of the trust fund and increase 
the program’s integrity. It was ex- 
tremely important legislation that I 
strongly supported, but there was no 
way to know the impact of every provi- 
sion it included. 

One provision of the BBA in par- 
ticular, the interim payment system 
for home health care, locks in place in- 
equities between regions of the coun- 
try, efficient and inefficient providers, 
and new and older agencies. I am con- 
cerned about the impact of that provi- 
sion on my state of South Dakota. 

In South Dakota, the interim pay- 
ment system has raised significant 
concern. The interim payment system 
bases each agency’s per patient cost 
limit largely on its per beneficiary cost 
in 1994. My concern is that South Da- 
kota’s cost per beneficiary and number 
of visits per patient were well below 
the national average in 1994. Many of 
the home health agencies in the state 
have expanded the geographic area 
they serve since 1994 and have added 
services that formerly were not avail- 
able in the more rural parts of the 
state. Some of these agencies are the 
sole providers in our most rural coun- 
ties. 

I have heard from Hand County Home 
Health Agency which primarily serves 
women, age 85 and older, with little 
family nearby and with difficult health 
conditions. Since 1994, the Hand Coun- 
ty Home Health Agency has kept its 
costs down, but has added new services 
such as physical therapy and has ex- 
panded the geographic area to serve 
areas that no other provider covers. 
The agency has told me that they have 
to consider discontinuing the new serv- 
ices they cover or decreasing the geo- 
graphic area they serve. Neither of 
these options seemis acceptable to me. 

The interim payment system also 
creates problems between new and 
older agencies. In the same geographic 
area, where there is a new provider and 
an old agency, the new provider’s limit 
will be based on the national median 
reimbursement. This results in signifi- 
cant discrepancies in reimbursement 
and ultimately the services that agen- 
cies can afford to deliver within the 
same area and market. 

Ultimately the impact of this pay- 
ment system falls on beneficiaries, and 
this must be foremost in our minds. 
Senator COLLINS’ bill would go a long 
way to addressing the access, quality, 
and equity issues that have been raised 
by the interim payment system in 
South Dakota. I am pleased to join her 
in beginning the dialogue on this issue 
that I hope will lead to constructive 
changes for home health care patients 
in South Dakota and across the nation. 
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By Mr. COATS (for himself, Mr. 
ABRAHAM, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. 
COVERDELL, and Mr. 
SANTORUM): 

S. 1994. A bill to assist States in pro- 
viding individuals a credit against 
State income taxes or a comparable 
benefit for contributions to charitable 
organizations working to prevent or re- 
duce poverty and to protect and en- 
courage donations to charitable organi- 
zations; to the Committee on Finance. 


By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself, 
Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. COATS, Mr. 


COVERDELL, Mr. HUTCHINSON, 
Mr. SANTORUM, and Mr. 
LIEBERMAN): 


S. 1995. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow the des- 
ignation of renewal communities, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Finance. 


By Mr. SANTORUM (for himself, 
Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. BROWNBACK, 
Mr. Coats, Mr. COVERDELL, and 
Mr. HUTCHINSON): 

S. 1996. A bill to provide flexibility to 
certain local educational agencies that 
develop voluntary public and private 
parental choice programs under title 
VI of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965; to the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

RENEWAL ALLIANCE LEGISLATION 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I am here 
today to announce, along with several 
Members—in fact, a coalition of 30 Re- 
publican Members from both the House 
and the Senate called the Renewal Alli- 
ance, which has been in business now 
for a considerable amount of time— 
more than a year—will be jointly intro- 
ducing new initiatives to help restore 
hard-pressed urban neighborhoods of 
our country to reach out to families 
and communities and neighbors that 
are dealing with some of the most dif- 
ficult and intractable social problems 
that affect our society. 

This package, called REAL Life—re- 
newal, empowerment, achievement, 
and learning for life—contains what we 
believe are essential elements to help 
bring improvements and restore hope 
to impoverished communities and to 
bring self-sufficiency to low-income in- 
dividuals and families. REAL Life 
seeks to address the critical deficits 
facing neighborhoods and commu- 
nities, families, those communities and 
neighborhoods who lie behind the 
gleaming skyscrapers, the neighbor- 
hoods where some of the most difficult 
problems in our society—homelessness, 
drug abuse, teen pregnancy, poverty, 
and violence—are found in some of the 
most complex and intractable forms in 
the neighborhoods, however, where 
groups of individuals and private com- 
munity organizations and leaders are 
already at work defeating the poverty 
and dysfunction that have defied our 
well-intentioned and lavishly funded 
Federal efforts. 
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Before I begin to make specific com- 
ments about the legislation that we 
will be introducing, let me take a mo- 
ment to read from a letter given to me 
by Light of Life Ministries, a rescue 
mission operating in Pittsburgh, PA. I 
think this letter communicates in a 
very compelling and clear way both the 
problems that we face today in our 
low-income areas and particularly in 
our cities—although these are no re- 
specters of income or persons, but it 
seems that the problems are particu- 
larly acute in some of our urban 
areas—but also addresses some of the 
solutions that even today are within 
our grasp. 

This letter is from a fellow named 
Benjamin Primis, a young man who, 
after a promising start in life, fell on 
hard times. He was a graphic artist 
working in the television industry, and 
he began using drugs and became ad- 
dicted to crack cocaine. Soon he was 
homeless and desperate. 

Benjamin writes: 

I found myself homeless in Pittsburgh. It 
seemed as though the world had turned its 
back on me. ... When there was nowhere 
else to run, the Light of Life Ministry in 
Pittsburgh opened their doors of uncondi- 
tional love. . .. Instantly I was comforted 
with three hot meals a day, clean linens, 
drug and alcohol therapy.. . They fed me 
when I was hungry. They clothed me when I 
had nothing else to wear. [Most impor- 
tantly,] they cared for me when I didn’t care 
for myself. 

Benjamin Primis’s story is one of 
thousands, maybe tens of thousands, of 
stories of hope and restoration and 
healing that bring us together here on 
this floor, the Senate floor, this morn- 
ing. Ben Primis was failed by both the 
dogmas and initiatives of Republicans 
and Democrats, conservatives and lib- 
erals. A booming economy did not pre- 
vent his fall into poverty. And the Gov- 
ernment safety net proved to be an il- 
lusion. Instead, Ben was rescued by one 
of the thousands of neighborhood- 
based, privately run, often faith-based 
religious charities that operate in poor 
neighborhoods across our country. 

Let me give another example, Mr. 
President. For years, officials in the 
District of Columbia and Members of 
Congress have wrestled with the prob- 
lem of violence in this city that has 
plagued this city. A lot of programs 
have been tried, and the police depart- 
ment has been strengthened and reor- 
ganized and redeployed on several oc- 
casions to almost no effect. It seemed 
that none of the often very expensive 
initiatives had any fruition. 

Last year, a group of African Amer- 
ican men called the Alliance of Con- 
cerned Men began brokering peace 
treaties among the gangs that inhabit, 
and frequently dominate, some of the 
city’s public housing complexes. 
Benning Terrace in southeast Wash- 
ington, known to the D.C. police de- 
partment as perhaps the most dan- 
gerous area of the city, has not had a 
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single murder since the Alliance’s 
peace treaty went into effect early last 
year. This movement is now spreading 
across the city. 

These are community healers who 
are saving lives where all other Gov- 
ernment efforts have failed. I have met 
with these individuals. I have listened 
to their stories and some of the most 
remarkable stories of transformation 
of individual lives and reconciliation 
that anyone could ever encounter. 

The Light of Life Mission in Pitts- 
burgh, the Alliance of Concerned Men 
in Washington, DC, Gospel Rescue Mis- 
sion of Washington, these are the kinds 
of organizations that the Renewal Alli- 
ance REAL Life initiative wants to 
place at the center of our Nation’s wel- 
fare and social policies. 

REAL Life is not a handout, it is an 
opportunity agenda for America’s poor, 
and it is concentrated on those who 
live on America’s meanest streets. It 
does acknowledge a role for Govern- 
ment programs, but it makes that role 
one of a junior partner—not a CEO, not 
a director, but a junior partner, a jun- 
ior partner with those organizations 
that, without Government help, with- 
out Government rules and regulations, 
are reaching out and actually bringing 
hope and bringing restoration to some 
of the most desperate situations that 
our country encounters. This whole 
array of community-based organiza- 
tions, faith-based organizations, social 
institutions, help restore individual 
lives and rebuilds neighborhoods. 

Finally, REAL Life is a vision that 
starts with a belief that real and last- 
ing social reform begins among the 
families, the churches, the schools, the 
businesses, that are the heart and the 
soul of local communities. 

We have three central components in 
REAL Life. We have a community re- 
newal component, which I will talk a 
little bit more in a moment, which in- 
corporates a State-based voluntary 
charity tax credit, charity donations 
protection, liability reform. We have 
an economic empowerment component, 
which incorporates a number of em- 
powerment initiatives that have been 
discussed and talked about over the 
years. These will be discussed by other 
members of the Renewal Alliance. We 
have educational opportunity for low- 
income families. This real-life initia- 
tive by the Renewal Alliance has nar- 
rowed its scope to three essential com- 
ponents as a means of demonstrating 
the effectiveness of these initiatives. 

Before I yield to other members of 
the Renewal Alliance—and I note that 
Senator ABRAHAM, a key member of 
our Alliance, is here and ready to 
speak—let me briefly discuss the com- 
munity renewal portion of the package 
we are introducing today. 

The REAL Life Community Renewal 
Act begins with the belief that social 
capital, the invisible elements of trust, 
cooperation, and mutual support that 
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undergird communities life, have been 
severely damaged by 30 years of mis- 
guided Government programs. The tra- 
ditional networks of community action 
and caring anchored in churches, 
schools, and volunteer programs have 
been displaced by Government pro- 
grams. Too much money and too little 
wisdom have combined to wreak havoc 
in urban neighborhoods. We seek to re- 
pair that damage done by the Great So- 
ciety by shifting authority and re- 
sources out of Government and into 
the private, religious, and voluntary 
groups that know the deepest needs of 
local neighborhoods. We achieve this 
through State-based charity tax credit. 

We tap a wide range of existing Fed- 
eral welfare block grants as a funding 
source for these charity tax credits. 
The credit is entirely voluntary. It 
builds up on efforts in the States to 
find innovative approaches for the de- 
livery of welfare services. Already, Ari- 
zona and Pennsylvania and Indiana 
have either incorporated or are in the 
process of incorporating charity tax 
credits as a way to provide incentives 
for contributions to these organiza- 
tions. 

As I said, we also contain provisions 
which will strengthen charities 
through enhanced liability protections 
and also to prevent IRS actions against 
these organizations to allow them to 
better do their mission. Others here 
this morning will speak in greater de- 
tail about the economic empowerment 
and educational opportunities sessions 
of our proposal. 

The bottom line is this: After 30 
years of experiments with top-down 
Federal poverty strategies and an enor- 
mous expenditure of money, the re- 
turns are in. The Great Society ap- 
proach, the Government-knows-all ap- 
proach, the Government-can-solve-all- 
your-problems approach, has failed. It 
has been a failure that has been wide- 
spread across this country. Many of the 
initiatives were well motivated, but 
the results are in. It is time now for us 
to look at a new approach, a new ap- 
proach that makes local leadership, 
community-based institutions, and 
neighborhood center reform efforts the 
heart of our welfare strategy. 

I trust that my colleagues will join 
us in this effort to bring real life to 
those in greatest need in our society. I 
could spend the day discussing and 
talking about initiatives that have 
taken place in communities across this 
country where individuals, inspired by 
nothing more than a dream or a vision, 
often severely and desperately under- 
funded, have opened their arms and 
opened their hearts and opened their 
doors to provide real support and real 
help for real people in need. They have 
done so in a remarkable way. 

The Center for the Homeless in South 
Bend, IN, has combined the efforts of 
300 churches spanning the spectrum of 
denominations and religions. They 
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have utilized the services of the Uni- 
versity of Notre Dame, the hospital 
community of St. Joseph County, and 
help from volunteers from all walks of 
life, and put together a model homeless 
shelter which has a six-part, 2-year 
strategy of taking homeless individuals 
and turning them into homeowners, re- 
storing their lives, and, in the process, 
restoring neighborhoods and restoring 
communities. It is one of the most re- 
markably efficient and effective efforts 
that I have witnessed. 

But the story is repeated all across 
the State of Indiana in initiative after 
initiative. The Matthew 25 clinic in 
Fort Wayne, IN, a combination of doc- 
tors, dentists, and nurses, on a volun- 
teer basis, is reaching out and estab- 
lished a clinic, providing medical care 
and help to low-income individuals who 
are not insured and don’t have opportu- 
nities for medical treatment in the 
normal course of things. They have 
made a remarkable difference in our 
community. It is not a Federal pro- 
gram; it has nothing to do with a Fed- 
eral program; there are no Federal 
funds. It is voluntary efforts by the 
community of medical personnel in our 
city. Whether it is a maternity home, a 
home for girls, a spouse abuse shelter, 
any of a number of programs, they are 
duplicated and replicated in virtually 
every city in America. Yet, they are 
struggling, struggling because, as I 
said, after 30 years of Federal initia- 
tives, their efforts have been almost 
overwhelmed by the _ well-intended, 
well-meaning, extraordinarily expen- 
sive, and incredibly low-result efforts 
of the Federal Government. It is this 
problem that we are trying to address. 

This doesn’t have to be a partisan 
issue. This is something Republicans 
and Democrats can come together on. I 
believe liberals, who have been well- 
motivated and well-intended, have seen 
the dismal results of their efforts and 
are looking for an alternative. And 
those conservatives who say, Let this 
sort itself out; after all, it is an issue of 
personal responsibility and there is 
nothing Government should be in- 
volved in,” I think are ignoring the 
fact that some of these institutions 
that are so essential to helping in this 
process need support and need to be re- 
built. 

This is not a new, massive Federal 
program, this is simply some startup 
initiatives to point the way and, hope- 
fully, to encourage the support and de- 
velopment of these non-Government in- 
stitutions. 

My colleague from Michigan is on the 
floor, Senator ABRAHAM, who has been 
instrumental in helping to develop the 
REAL Life initiative. I am pleased to 
yield time to him to explain another 
component of this particular package. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis- 
tinguished Senator from Michigan is 
recognized. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I 
would like to begin by thanking Sen- 
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ator Coats for the leadership he has 
provided. Even before there was such a 
thing as the Renewal Alliance, Senator 
COATS was, in a variety of contexts, 
bringing forth the arguments in the 
case that he has begun to present here 
today. I think the existence of his ef- 
forts and the various projects he has 
worked on was really the basis upon 
which a lot of us thought it made sense 
to begin working on a joint venture, 
the Renewal Alliance agenda that we 
are presenting today. 

I would like to discuss a piece of leg- 
islation that has to do with an impor- 
tant part of the Renewal Alliance agen- 
da. This is a bill which provides eco- 
nomic empowerment in economically 
distressed areas. It is part of an effort 
by a number of us who wish to bring 
about the revitalization of economi- 
cally and socially distressed areas in 
our country, especially in our cities. 

Traditional responses to persistent 
poverty have not been particularly ef- 
fective. Frankly, even in the best of 
economic times, we find that certain 
parts of our communities still don’t see 
significant change and feel that they 
are left behind—and indeed they are, 
economically. On the other hand, at 
the other end of the spectrum there has 
been the Government solution ap- 
proach that we have seen over the last 
several decades, more than $5 trillion 
in Government programs. Yet, we have 
seen very little change in the level of 
poverty in the country. The fact is that 
the debate that has occurred over the 
past 30 years between, on the one hand, 
the argument that all we need is a 
strong economy and, on the other 
hand, all we need are more Government 
programs, leaves us still short of the 
mark. 

So what the Renewal Alliance has at- 
tempted to do is look beyond those tra- 
ditional responses, believing that 
across America people have an abun- 
dance of desire to help the less fortu- 
nate to rebuild our cities and stop 
moral decay; also believing that too 
often the Federal Government impedes 
or fails to promote the community re- 
newal that we need. 

We must encourage families, church- 
es, small businesses, and community 
organizations to take on the hard work 
of social renewal. How? By reducing 
Government barriers that are making 
it difficult for economically distressed 
areas to improve the quality and condi- 
tions of life there and, at the same 
time, providing incentives so that the 
culture and the private sector can as- 
sist the Government in achieving this 
objective. Yes, we do need a social safe- 
ty net for the truly deserving, but that 
will never give people the opportunity 
to get out the economically distressed 
conditions they find themselves in. We 
must go further. 

So what I would like to talk about 
specifically now is the economic em- 
powerment component of the Renewal 
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Alliance agenda. What we need are new 
approaches to our urban problems and 
problems of any community in the 
country that suffers from economic 
disadvantage because, as I say, despite 
the War on Poverty, our cities still 
face an array of problems. 

Illegitimacy in our inner cities is at 
a record high level, in some areas ex- 
ceeding 80 percent. 

Harvard’s Lee Rainwater estimates 
that by 2000, 40 percent of all American 
births will occur out of wedlock. And 
our cities are losing population, as 
well. 

Since the mid-1960s, our largest 25 
cities have lost approximately 4 mil- 
lion residents. Too often, the people 
left behind are the poor. 

Half the people in our distressed 
inner cities lived below the poverty 
line in 1993. 

To address this tragic situation, we 
propose the “REAL Life Economic Em- 
powerment Act.” This legislation 
would target America’s 100 poorest 
communities and offer pro-growth in- 
centives to create jobs and spur entre- 
preneurship where it is needed most. 

In order to become a renewal commu- 
nity, a community must meet several 
criteria. First, it must need the assist- 
ance. That means people in the area 
must be experiencing abnormally high 
rates of poverty and unemployment. 

Second, State and local governments 
must enter into a written contract 
with neighborhood organizations to re- 
duce taxes and fees, increase the effi- 
ciency of local services, formulate and 
implement crime reduction strategies, 
and make it easier for charities to op- 
erate. 

Third, the community must agree 
not to enforce a number of restrictions 
on entry into business or occupations, 
including unnecessary licensing and 
zoning requirements. 

In exchange, the community would 
receive a number of benefits from the 
Federal level. Our legislation would 
zero out capital gains taxes within 
these empowerment areas, it would in- 
crease business expensing, it would 
give a 20 percent wage credit to busi- 
nesses hiring qualified workers who 
were still employed after 6 months, and 
it would provide tax incentives for en- 
trepreneurs who clean up environ- 
mentally contaminated ‘‘brownfield”’ 
sites. 

Unlike the administration’s current 
“empowerment zones,“ our incentives 
recognize that it is the private sector, 
not the Federal Government, that 
must be part of any effort to revitalize 
our communities. 

Mr. President, there will be no boards 
established to dole out Government pa- 
tronage, and our legislation will not in- 
clude the onerous conditions and bu- 
reaucratic requirements of current pro- 
grams. What is more, States and local- 
ities will be joining the Federal Gov- 
ernment in reducing the burden of Gov- 
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ernment so that local small businesses 
can start and grow in distressed areas. 

We know that it is these small busi- 
nesses, from barber shops to local gro- 
cery stores, that often serve as the glue 
holding communities together. Not 
only do these small businesses provide 
jobs, they also provide places where 
people can meet one another to ex- 
change news and keep in touch with 
local events and other job opportuni- 
ties. It is crucial that we seed our dis- 
tressed areas with businesses like these 
so that residents can pull their commu- 
nities together and work toward a bet- 
ter life. 

Mr. President, in short, what we hope 
to do with our legislation is to provide 
the incentives so that small entrepre- 
neurial enterprises can develop in areas 
where there is currently significant 
economic distress. Therefore, the jobs 
being created will be created where the 
people are who don’t have jobs. Right 
now, the biggest impediment to cre- 
ating jobs is to create conditions in 
which entrepreneurship can exist. That 
means cleaning up contaminated 
brownfield sites, it means providing ac- 
cess to capital so small businesses can 
begin and flourish, it means making 
sure that Government regulations and 
rules aren’t so burdensome and onerous 
that even the best-intentioned small 
business person can’t even open their 
enterprise. The only way that is going 
to happen is if we have State, local, 
and Federal teams working together in 
the fashion that our legislation sug- 
gests. 

The suggestion that this can work is, 
I think, abundantly clear if one looks 
to just existing examples of this going 
on in the country today. In our State 
of Michigan, under Governor John 
Engler, we have launched several ex- 
traordinarily interesting initiatives 
along these lines—one called the Ren- 
aissance Zone Concept, which essen- 
tially does the same thing we are pro- 
posing in this legislation; it just 
doesn’t have the Federal component. 
Obviously, the State could not include 
us in the mix. But what the State has 
done is to say that, within a certain 
number of zones in the State, in eco- 
nomically distressed areas—and they 
range from inner-cities to rural areas, 
Mr. President—we will dramatically 
reduce the burdens of taxes and regula- 
tions in order to try to stimulate eco- 
nomic development. And we are doing 
that with tremendous results. 

Another approach that is somewhat 
similar is being done in an effort to get 
people off of the welfare rolls and onto 
the job rolls. In fact, we have a country 
in Michigan which, because of this kind 
of State and local cooperative effort, 
the county of over 200,000 people has 
virtually nobody left on the welfare 
rolls because of the innovative ap- 
proach that is being taken. 

It is time to learn from these lab- 
oratories,” these experiences at the 
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State level. We believe this legislation 
moves us in that direction. So as we 
proceed forward with this Renewal Al- 
liance agenda, I intend to work very 
hard on that component of it to find us 
economic empowerment. We want to 
give the Members of the Senate a 
chance to decide whether or not the 
business-as-usual approach is the way 
we want to enter the 21st century, or 
whether we want to augment what we 
do in Federal programs, as well as pri- 
vate sector initiatives, by providing, 
through the legislation we will offer, 
an opportunity to reduce the impedi- 
ments to starting new business oppor- 
tunities in our economically distressed 
areas, as well as providing incentives 
to create more of those businesses that 
obviously provide more people with a 
chance to get on the first rung of the 
economic ladder. 

Mr. President, let me conclude, be- 
cause other members of the Alliance 
are here. I thank Senator Coats for his 
leadership on this. I look forward to 
working with all of our colleagues as 
we try to move this agenda forward 
this year. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Michigan for his in- 
valuable contributions to this effort. I 
now turn to another key member of 
our Renewal Alliance, someone who 
has offered additional invaluable con- 
tributions, for further explanation of 
the package we are introducing, Sen- 
ator SANTORUM of Pennsylvania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis- 
tinguished Senator from Pennsylvania 
is recognized. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I thank the distin- 
guished Presiding Officer for his rec- 
ognition. 

Mr. President, let me thank Senator 
Coats for his tremendous leadership on 
what is, really, a new paradigm. Those 
listening to the debate on the Senate 
floor and the discussion of the Renewal 
Alliance agenda—renewal, empower- 
ment, achievement learning for life— 
may be hearing some things for the 
first time, as to a different approach. 

One of the things that I know Sen- 
ator CoaTs talked about and, in a 
sense, schooled many of us in here on 
this side of the aisle and on the other 
side of the aisle, I might add, is the im- 
portance of understanding the prob- 
lems of this country, the real intrac- 
table problems, the ones that we sort 
of don’t believe that there are any 
quick fixes to and are not going to be 
fixed in Washington. In fact, many of 
us would argue that many were exacer- 
bated by attempts by Washington to 
fix those problems. 

As a result of Senator COATS’ 
urgings, the more I have gotten out 
into the neighborhoods in the last few 
years—poor neighborhoods, in par- 
ticular, in Pennsylvania—to see what 
works and what doesn't: What are peo- 
ple doing at the local level that is 
making a difference in people's lives, 
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that is taking absolute hopelessness 
and despair and turning it into produc- 
tivity and optimism? 

What I see is that, almost without 
exception, they are not Government 
programs and, almost without excep- 
tion, they don’t take Government dol- 
lars because, in so doing, it would cor- 
rupt what works for them because the 
Government would have some way of 
dictating to them how this program 
must work or what hoops they must 
jump through. And they have designed 
a program that meets the needs of the 
people in that community, designed by 
people in that community who have, in 
many, if not most, cases experienced 
the same kind of hopelessness and de- 
spair before they arrived where they 
are today—in a state of now helping 
those come out of the problems they 
have. 

So what I have learned from my dis- 
cussions with those very people is that 
we need to look here in Washington as 
to how we can help them, help them do 
the mission—and it is a mission, it is 
not a job. I don’t know of anybody I 
have met in these communities who is 
making any money, who is getting a 
good night’s sleep at night, who is prof- 
iting in any real financial way from, or 
any tangible way from, their work, but 
profiting enormously in the intangibles 
that are, frankly, the most satisfying. 

It is a true labor of love for people in 
these communities, whether they are 
in the economic development area, or 
in the community development area, or 
in dealing with homelessness, or 
abused women, or doing a charter 
school, or running a small parochial 
school. Whatever the case may be, 
these are people who are convicted, 
who care deeply—not about education, 
not about homelessness, not about drug 
abuse; they care about that person sit- 
ting across the table from them. It is 
not a macroissue. It is a one-to-one, 
person-to-person challenge to save 
someone’s life. They do it because they 
care. They do it because they love that 
person. That is the magic that no Gov- 
ernment program can provide. 

What DAN COATS, SPENCER ABRAHAM, 
and SAM BROWNBACK—those of us who 
are members of the alliance having 
looked into the eyes of those who care, 
not those who appropriate money here 
in Washington who say we care, but 
those who are there across the table 
shedding the tears, holding the hands, 
embracing those in real pain, those 
people who care—how can we help 
them? How can we help the world min- 
istries, the real healing agents of our 
society to solve those intractable prob- 
lems that, believe it or not, they solve, 
and do so so well? How did we help 
them do it better? How can we help 
them turn more lives around and rep- 
licate the great accomplishments they 
have made to so many neighborhoods? 
There isn’t a neighborhood in America 
where there is not at least one person 
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or one organization—whether it is a 
school or whether it is a rehab center 
or whether it is a homeless shelter or a 
soup kitchen—that isn’t touching and 
changing people. 

We have come forward with this 
agenda that is not, as the speaker said 
before, a Washington-based solution to 
the problem. But it is, in fact, a way 
that Washington can, one, get out of 
the way; two, maybe help with some of 
the things in a legal sense to get out of 
the way; three, give financial resources 
to those organizations that need those 
resources to either help the community 
or help the economy; and, next, give re- 
sources to the hands of parents and 
children so they can have the oppor- 
tunity to hope through an education 
that gives them the tools to be able to 
be successful in our society. 

But I am going to focus my couple of 
minutes more to talk in the area of 
education. I cannot tell you the num- 
ber of employers I talked to just within 
the southeastern Pennsylvania area 
the other day, Philadelphia. Employer 
after employer, factory or industry, 
they told me how they desperately 
need skilled people. They desperately 
need people who are even semiskilled 
who can be trained. There are such 
shortages in the workplace today. Then 
I asked—the unemployment rate in the 
city of Philadelphia, the center city, or 
in Chester, or in Levittown, or places 
like that is very high, and there is 
available work? They say, Les, there 
is. We have job fairs. We ask people to 
apply, and they don’t.” I said. Why 
don’t they?” They said, “Well, by and 
large, they don’t have the education. 
They can’t, in many cases, fill out ap- 
plications, or they just simply don’t 
have the education necessary to even 
meet what is a minimal skilled job.” 

The jobs are there. But we just do not 
have people who are educated enough 
to take advantage of those opportuni- 
ties. That is, in fact, a shame, and, as 
a result of a variety of factors, a break- 
down in the family, the breakdown in 
the community, and, yes, the break- 
down of the educational structure. 

There are lots of things we can do to 
solve the first two problems that have 
been talked about. I am going to talk 
about the third, which is the break- 
down of the education structure. I am 
not going to profess to you I have the 
answer—the silver bullet to make pub- 
lic education work in America’s poor 
neighborhoods. I do not have a silver 
bullet. I can sit up here and suggest a 
variety of things that may or may not 
work to solve that intractable problem 
in educating poor students in poor 
schools. I do not have that answer off 
the top of my head. What I do have is 
a solution that will give children and 
families the opportunity to send their 
child to school where they can get a 
good education tomorrow. We have to 
step back and say, Well, is that good 
enough?” Some may say, ‘Senator, 


6901 


you are not solving the big problem to- 
morrow in public education in the poor 
neighborhoods of our country.” I will 
answer, You are right. I am not. I am 
not going to solve that problem tomor- 
row. But what I am going to start to do 
today is to give that young person who 
may have a dream, or that mother or 
father who sees the spark in that 
young child’s eye and believes that 
spark can lead them to somewhere in 
life if given the educational tools. I am 
going to give them the chance to get 
that child a chance. That is all we can 
do right now—to give them a scholar- 
ship, to send them to a school where 
they will have the opportunity to see 
that spark catch fire, to feed them 
what they need to take on the world. 

Our program, called Educational Op- 
portunities for Low-Income Families, 
is to provide scholarships through ex- 
isting block grants that go to the 
States right now. We would allow that 
block grant to be used for scholarships 
to go to low-income children and 185 
percent of poverty and below in the 
poorest neighborhoods in our country 
so that it will give low-income kids in 
poor neighborhoods the opportunity to 
have a scholarship that pays up to 60 
percent of the cost of their tuition and 
would give them the opportunity to go 
to school and learn. I think it is a 
great opportunity for us to help one 
child at a time. I believe that in the 
long run helping one child at a time 
and giving that choice will, in fact, 
cause dramatic reforms in the whole 
educational system in those commu- 
nities. 

I have been given the high sign here. 
I will follow my chairman’s lead. 
Again, I thank Senator Coats for his 
tremendous leadership on this. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, it is very 
difficult to ask the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania to wrap up his remarks be- 
cause he, obviously, has such a deep- 
felt and heartfelt passion for these 
issues. I appreciate his work with us. 
We are under some time constraint. 

I now turn the floor over to the Sen- 
ator from Kansas, Senator BROWNBACK, 
who has also been a very key instru- 
mental member of the development of 
this package. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis- 
tinguished Senator from Kansas is rec- 
ognized. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Thank you very 
much. Mr. President, I am delighted to 
be able to work with the distinguished 
Senator from Kansas, who is presiding 
today, and also the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Indiana, who has put forth 
this new alliance. It is a cadre of mem- 
bers who are putting forth these points 
that we think have not been suffi- 
ciently debated nor brought forward in 
the overall debate in America about 
what we should do about the crying 
issues of poverty that has so hit and 
harmed our Nation in so many places, 
both urban and rural. 
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More than 30 years after the United 
States first declared the War on Pov- 
erty, most signs point to failure. The 
United States has spent hundreds of 
billions of dollars—by some accounts 
we have spent nearly $4 trillion—to 
fight poverty only to find poverty in 
America has grown more widespread, 
more entrenched, and more patholog- 
ical. The solution is not to expand 
more Government but rather to go a 
different way, and to say, “Look, we 
have tried that route. We have spent 
nearly $4 trillion trying that route. We 
have tried every program you possibly 
can with that route. Maybe there is an- 
other way that we should be going.” 

This is what the Renewal Alliance, 
this program, is about—about reward- 
ing self-help and not Government help. 
It is about encouraging charity rather 
than encouraging Government. It is 
about encouraging volunteerism rather 
than putting more people on the tax- 
payer rolls to solve problems that we 
have failed to be able to solve. Family 
breakdown, crime, poor education per- 
formance, and a lack of opportunity in 
the inner cities, and many other areas, 
including many rural areas, are now 
national problems. But many of the so- 
lutions are to be found on a local level 
and not in Washington, through per- 
sonal contacts that people can make 
between individuals and the dedicated 
involvement of families, churches, 
schools, and neighborhood associa- 
tions. These small groups, not big Gov- 
ernment, but rather small groups, 
often referred to as the “little pla- 
toons” in a civil society, can often ac- 
complish what no Government program 
could dream of or ever been able to do. 
They have the soft hearts and the will- 
ing hands to be able to reach out and 
touch people directly in a community 
where they are in there with the fami- 
lies working with them. 

Last December, I had the chance to 
visit several of these small, private 
charities in my home State of Kansas. 
To me, they are living proof of the 
amazing effectiveness of small, local 
charities that lead with heart, that 
lead with love. 

Mr. President, in this very body, in 
this very room, as you enter into the 
main doorway coming in here, there is 
a sign above the door mantle which 
reads In God We Trust.” As I visited 
these small charities in Kansas, I was 
reminded at that time and was think- 
ing about how many people say that 
versus how many people do that. These 
are charities, which In God We Trust” 
they live every day. 

I visited Good Samaritan Clinic in 
Wichita, which serves around 300 pa- 
tients a month from Wichita’s poorest 
neighborhood. This tiny clinic operates 
on less than a shoestring budget. With 
the exception of a fax machine and one 
piece of furniture, everything in the 
clinic is donated. The clinic's staff, a 
dedicated and accomplished group of 
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doctors, are mostly volunteers. They 
are reaching out and touching people, 
and helping and healing people with 
their skills and with their hearts. 

I visited the Topeka Rescue Mission 
and the Union Rescue Mission of Wich- 
ita, both of which serve thousands of 
people each year. 

These missions are not merely as- 
signing people to bunks, but they chal- 
lenge them personally and spiritually, 
and they are challenged to change 
their hearts and their souls along with 
helping them out in their lives. 

I visited the Crisis Pregnancy Out- 
reach Program in Topeka and a mater- 
nity home in Wichita and saw firsthand 
the love and personal attention de- 
voted to each woman who passes 
through those doors. 

Contrast that with the large Govern- 
ment solution that we have tried for 
the past 30 years that gets millions of 
people flowing through the door but 
constantly keeps them flowing back 
out the door and never really changes 
things in a person’s life, continues to 
hand them something but doesn’t put 
arms around them and hug them, 
doesn't put arms around them and give 
them heart and soul and say, “Here is 
my phone number; call anytime.“ 

It is not that we don’t have a lot of 
good and dedicated servants; we do, but 
they are limited in what they can do. 
This is a mission for them. They must 
not see the number of people who are 
walking through; they must see a soul 
at a time. They must see another and 
another, to reach out and touch and 
help them. We need to encourage these 
groups and not discourage them. 

As the past 35 years of our history 
has shown, the Federal Government is 
limited in its capacity to solve the 
problems of poverty and pathology, 
But it can eliminate perverse incen- 
tives that reward irresponsibility and 
fuel the flight of capital from the inner 
cities, and it can encourage 
entrepreneurialism, charitable giving 
and investment in the inner cities and 
its inhabitants, investment in the in- 
habitants of those areas and rural 
areas as well. It can do these things 
and it should. And through the renewal 
alliance REAL Life legislation, it will. 

That is why I am delighted to be as- 
sociated with the Senator from Indiana 
in this package that we have put for- 
ward. It is a different way. It is a way 
that people every day are proving can 
and is working, and we need to encour- 
age it and lift it up and move it for- 
ward. I am delighted to be a part of 
this legislation. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Kansas for his invalu- 
able support and effort in helping craft 
this legislation. 

Mr. President, I know the time allo- 
cated to us is just about up. 

I send to the desk three pieces of leg- 
islation, one that I am introducing, an- 
other that Senator ABRAHAM is intro- 
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ducing, and a third that Senator 
SANTORUM is introducing, all of which 
encompass the three major components 
of the renewal alliance package. I 
would ask for its immediate referral. 

Mr. President, I also ask unanimous 
consent if it is possible—a qualified 
unanimous consent request—to have 
these numbered sequentially since 
these three pieces of legislation are 
part of a package. If it is possible, we 
would like to have them numbered con- 
secutively. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
an objection? The Chair hears none, 
and the bills will be so numbered. They 
will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I believe 
that wraps up our time. I think the 
Senator from Iowa is in the Chamber 
prepared to speak within a moment or 
two. Let me ask unanimous consent for 
2 additional minutes to wrap up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 2 additional remaining on his 
time. 

Mr. COATS. That is propitious then. 
The Senator will take all 2 of those 
minutes. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, in summary, let me 
state that what we are attempting to 
accomplish here is a third alternative. 
We believe that the well-intentioned, 
well-motivated programs of the past, 
at great cost to the taxpayers, have 
failed to successfully address some of 
the most difficult social problems fac- 
ing our Nation, and particularly prob- 
lems facing low-income urban commu- 
nities where in many situations noth- 
ing but crime and drugs are the preva- 
lent activities of those organizations. 
By the same token, the argument that 
no Federal policy is the best policy to 
address these problems is something 
that we as a group cannot accept. 

We think this third alternative, pro- 
viding REAL Life meaningful solutions 
to the areas of community renewal, 
economic empowerment and edu- 
cational opportunities for low-income 
families offers real hope. It does so not 
through Government organizations, 
Government structures or even signifi- 
cant Government funding. It does so by 
encouraging those community volun- 
teer, nonprofit, often faith-based orga- 
nizations that already exist and should 
exist in greater numbers to take a 
much greater role in addressing these 
problems. We want to make the Fed- 
eral Government not the dominant 
partner but a junior partner, an entity 
that can assist through the provision 
of Tax Code changes, primarily tax 
credits and other incentives, to encour- 
age individuals and other organizations 
to contribute to these nonprofit groups 
to allow them to do a better job. They 
have demonstrated success at an effi- 
ciency rate and at a cost-effectiveness 
that far exceeds those current pro- 
grams in place. 

Are we calling for a dismantling of 
the safety net? No, we are not. We are 
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calling for a better use of dollars, a 
better commitment, stronger commit- 
ment to organizations which have dem- 
onstrated real success in providing 
hope to individuals, transformation 
and renewal of communities. 

Mr. President, I believe the time is 
probably expired, and with that I yield 
the floor and encourage my colleagues 
to take a look at the REAL Life Re- 
newal Alliance initiative which we are 
happy to provide and discuss with our 
colleagues. 


By Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself 
and Mr. FAIRCLOTH): 

S. 1997. A bill to protect the right of 
a member of a health maintenance or- 
ganization to receive continuing care 
at a facility selected by that member; 
to the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources. 

THE ‘SENIORS’ ACCESS TO CONTINUING CARE 

ACT OF 1998” 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the ‘Seniors’ Ac- 
cess to Continuing Care Act of 19987, a 
bill to protect seniors’ access to treat- 
ment in the setting of their choice and 
to ensure that seniors who reside in 
continuing care communities, and 
nursing and other facilities have the 
right to return to that facility after a 
hospitalization. 

As our population ages, more and 
more elderly will become residents of 
various long term care facilities. These 
include independent living, assisted 
living and nursing facilities, as well as 
continuing care retirement commu- 
nities, which provide the entire con- 
tinuum of care. In Maryland alone, 
there are over 12,000 residents in 32 
continuing care retirement commu- 
nities and 24,000 residents in over 200 
licenced nursing facilities. 

I have visited many of these facilities 
and have heard from both residents and 
operators. They have told me about a 
serious and unexpected problem en- 
countered with returning to their facil- 
ity after a hospitalization. Many indi- 
viduals have little choice when enter- 
ing a nursing facility. They do so be- 
cause it is medically necessary, be- 
cause they need a high level of care 
that they can no longer receive in their 
homes or in a more independent set- 
ting, such as assisted living. But resi- 
dents are still able to form relation- 
ships with other residents and staff and 
consider the facility their “home”. 

More and more individuals and cou- 
ples are choosing to enter continuing 
care communities because of the com- 
munity environment they provide. 
CCRC’s provide independent living, as- 
sisted living and nursing care, usually 
on the same campus—the Continuum of 
Care. Residents find safety, security 
and peace of mind. They often prepay 
for the continuum of care. Couples can 
stay together, and if one spouse needs 
additional care, it can be provided 
right there, where the other spouse can 
remain close by. 
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But hospitalization presents other 
challenges. Hospitalization is trau- 
matic for anyone, but particularly for 
our vulnerable seniors. We know that 
having comfortable surroundings and 
familiar faces can aid dramatically in 
the recovery process. So, we should do 
everything we can to make sure that 
recovery process is not hindered. 

Today, more and more seniors are 
joining managed care plans. This trend 
is likely to accelerate given the expan- 
sion of managed care choices under the 
1997 Balanced Budget Act, As more and 
more decisions are made based on fi- 
nancial considerations, choice often 
gets lost. Currently, a resident of a 
continuing care retirement community 
or a nursing facility who goes to the 
hospital has no guarantee that he or 
she will be allowed by the MCO to re- 
turn to the CCRC or nursing facility 
for post acute follow up care. 

The MCO can dictate that the resi- 
dent go to a different facility that is in 
the MCO network for that follow up 
care, even if the home facility is quali- 
fied and able to provide the needed 
care. 

Let me give you a few examples: 

In the fall of 1996, a resident of 
Applewood Estates in Freehold, New 
Jersey was admitted to the hospital. 
Upon discharge, her HMO would not 
permit her to return to Applewood and 
sent her to another facility in Jackson. 
The following year, the same thing 
happened, but after strong protest, the 
HMO finally relented and permitted 
her to return to Applewood. She should 
not have had to protest, and many sen- 
iors are unable to assert themselves. 

A Florida couple in their mid-80’s 
were separated by a distance of 20 
miles after the wife was discharged 
from a hospital to an HMO-partici- 
pating nursing home located on the op- 
posite side of the county. This was a 
hardship for the husband who had dif- 
ficulty driving and for the wife who 
longed to return to her home, a CCRC. 
The CCRC had room in its skilled nurs- 
ing facility on campus. Despite pleas 
from all those involved, the HMO 
would not allow the wife to recuperate 
in a familiar setting, close to her hus- 
band and friends. She later died at the 
HMO nursing facility, without the ben- 
efit of frequent visits by her husband 
and friends. 

An elderly couple in Riverside, Cali- 
fornia encountered the same problem 
when the husband was discharged from 
the hospital and retained against her 
will at the HMO skilled nursing facility 
instead of the couple’s community. At 
25 miles apart, it was impossible for his 
wife and friends to visit at a time when 
he needed the tenderness and compas- 
sion of loved ones. 

Another Florida woman, a resident of 
a CCRC fractured her hip. Her HMO 
wanted her to move into a nursing 
home for treatment. She refused to 
abandon her home and received the 
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treatment at the CCRC. Her HMO re- 
fused to pay for the treatment, so she 
had to pay out of her pocket. 

Collington Episcopal Life Care Com- 
munity, in my home state of Maryland, 
reports ongoing problems with its frail 
elderly having to obtain psychiatric 
services, including medication moni- 
toring, off campus, even though the 
services are available at Collington— 
how disruptive to good patient care! 

On a brighter note, an Ohio woman's 
husband was in a nursing facility. 
When she was hospitalized, and then 
discharged, she was able to be admitted 
to the same nursing facility because of 
the Ohio law that protected that right. 

Seniors coming out of the hospital 
should not be passed around like a 
baton. Their care should be decided 
based on what is clinically appropriate, 
not what is financially mandated. Why 
is that important? What are the con- 
sequences? 

Residents consider their retirement 
community or long term care facility 
as their home. And being away from 
home for any reason can be very dif- 
ficult. The trauma of being in unfa- 
miliar surroundings can increase recov- 
ery time. The staff of the resident's 
“home” facility often knows best 
about the person’s chronic care and 
service needs. Being away from 
“home” separates the resident from his 
or her emotional support system. 

Refusal to allow a resident to return 
to his or her home takes away the per- 
son’s choice. All of this leads to greater 
recovery time and unnecessary trauma 
for the patient. 

And should a woman’s husband have 
to hitch a ride or catch a cab in order 
to see his recovering spouse if the facil- 
ity where they live can provide the 
care? No. Retirement communities and 
other long term care facilities are not 
just health care facilities. They pro- 
vide an entire living environment for 
their residents, in other words, a home. 
We need to protect the choice of our 
seniors to return to their “home” after 
a hospitalization. And that is what my 
bill does. 

It protects residents of CCRC’s and 
nursing facilities by: enabling them to 
return to their facility after a hos- 
pitalization; and requiring the resi- 
dent’s insurer or managed care organi- 
zation (MCO) to cover the cost of the 
care, even if the insurer does not have 
a contract with the resident’s facility. 

In order for the resident to return to 
the facility and have the services cov- 
ered by the insurer or MCO: 1. The 
service to be provided must be a serv- 
ice that the insurer covers; 2. The resi- 
dent must have resided at the facility 
before hospitalization, have a right to 
return, and choose to return; 3. The fa- 
cility must have the capacity to pro- 
vide the necessary service and meet ap- 
plicable licensing and certification re- 
quirements of the state; 4. The facility 
must be willing to accept substantially 


6904 


similar payment as a facility under 
contract with the insurer or MCO. 

My bill also requires an insurer or 
MCO to pay for a service to one of its 
beneficiaries, without a prior hospital 
stay, if the service is necessary to pre- 
vent a hospitalization of the bene- 
ficiary and the service is provided as an 
additional benefit. Lastly, the bill re- 
quires an insurer or MCO to provide 
coverage to a beneficiary for services 
provided at a facility in which the 
beneficiary’s spouse already resides, 
even if the facility is not under con- 
tract with the MCO, provided the other 
requirements are met. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I am 
committed to providing a safety net for 
our seniors—this bill is part of that 
safety net. Seniors deserve quality, af- 
fordable health care and they deserve 
choice. This bill offers those residing in 
retirement communities and long term 
care facilities assurance to have their 
choices respected, to have where they 
reside recognized as their home“, and 
to be permitted to return to that 
“home” after a hospitalization. It en- 
sures that spouses can be together as 
long as possible. And it ensures access 
to care in order to prevent a hos- 
pitalization. I urge my colleagues to 
join me in passing this important 
measure to protect the rights of sen- 
iors and their access to continuing 
care. 


By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. 
BENNETT, and Mr. BINGAMAN): 

S. 1998. A bill to authorize an inter- 
pretive center and related visitor fa- 
cilities within the Four Corners Monu- 
ment Tribal Park, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Indian Af- 
fairs. 

THE FOUR CORNERS INTERPRETIVE CENTER ACT 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation that 
would authorize an interpretive center 
and visitor facilities at the Four Cor- 
ners National Monument. As my col- 
leagues know, Four Corners is the only 
place in our country where four state 
boundaries meet. Over a quarter of a 
million people visit this monument 
every year. 

The Four Corners area is also unique 
for reasons other than the political 
boundaries of four states. Once inhab- 
ited by the earliest Americans, the 
Anaxazi, this area is rich in historical, 
archaeological, and cultural signifi- 
cance as well as natural beauty. 

Currently, however, there is nothing 
at Four Corners that would help visi- 
tors to fully appreciate and learn about 
the area. And, at a national monument 
that has 250,000 visitors a year, one 
would expect certain basic facilities to 
exist—restrooms, for example. But, 
there is no electricity, running water, 
telephone, or permanent structure at 
Four Corners. 

The bill I am introducing today is 
simple: We propose a Federal matching 
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grant to build an interpretive center 
and visitor facilities within the bound- 
aries of Four Corners Monument Tribal 
Park. 

We are not suggesting a museum the 
size of the Guggenheim. But, exhibits 
on the history, geography, culture, and 
ecology of the region would signifi- 
cantly enhance the area and Ameri- 
cans’ appreciation of this unique part 
of their country and their heritage. 
And, I daresay that some very basic 
guest amenities would enhance their 
enjoyment of it. 

There is, as you can imagine, a great 
deal of excitement and enthusiasm for 
this project from many fronts. Cur- 
rently, the Monument is operated as 
one of the units of the Navajo Nation 
Parks and Recreation Department. 
And, since there has been so much de- 
bate about monuments“ recently, I 
should clarify that the Four Corners 
“Monument” is merely a slightly ele- 
vated concrete slab at the juncture of 
our four states. 

The Navajo Nation owns the land in 
the Arizona, New Mexico, and Utah 
quarters and the Ute Mountain Ute 
Tribe owns the quarter in Colorado. Al- 
though the Navajo Nation and the Ute 
Mountain Ute Tribe are fully sup- 
portive of the project and have entered 
into an agreement with one another in 
order to facilitate planning and devel- 
opment at the Four Corners Monu- 
ment, neither Tribe has the necessary 
resources to improve the facilities and 
create an interpretive center at the 
Monument. 

The bill, however, does not con- 
template federal government give- 
away. The bill requires matching funds 
from nonfederal sources and for the 
two tribes to work collaboratively to- 
ward the development of a financial 
management plan. It is intended that 
the Interpretive Center become fully 
self-sufficient within five years. 

The bill requires that proposals 
meeting the stated criteria be sub- 
mitted to the Secretary of the Interior. 
These criteria include, among other 
things, compliance with the existing 
agreements between the Navajo and 
Ute Mountain Ute Tribes, a sound fi- 
nancing plan, and the commitment of 
nonfederal matching funds. The federal 
contribution would not exceed $2.25 
million over a 5 year period. 

Over the past several years, the Nav- 
ajo Nation has met with many of the 
local residents of the area and has 
found overwhelming support to im- 
prove the quality of the services pro- 
vided at the Four Corners Monument. 
The local area suffers an unemploy- 
ment rate of over 50 percent and any 
development which would create em- 
ployment opportunities and would en- 
courage visitors to stay longer in the 
area would be welcomed. 

Another important participant in the 
development of this proposal is the 
Four Corners Heritage Council. This 
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Council, which was established in 1992 
by the governors of the four states, is a 
coalition of private, tribal, federal, 
state, and local government interests 
committed to finding ways to make the 
economy of the Four Corners region 
sustainable into the future. The mis- 
sion of the Heritage Council is to guide 
the region toward a balance of the 
sometimes competing interests of eco- 
nomic development, resource preserva- 
tion, and maintenance of traditional 
life ways. 

Back in 1949, nearly 50 years ago, the 
governors of the states of Arizona, Col- 
orado, New Mexico, and Utah assem- 
bled at the Four Corners in a historic 
meeting. Each governor sat in their re- 
spective state and had what is probably 
the most unusual picnic lunch in his- 
tory. They pledged to meet often at the 
Four Corners Monument to reaffirm 
their commitment to working to- 
gether. Clearly, the governors under- 
stood that they shared stewardship of a 
unique piece of western real estate. 

Mr. President, the heritage of this 
area belongs to all Americans. The 
small investment requested in this leg- 
islation will help bring it to life. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 


S. 1998 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Four Cor- 
ners Interpretive Center Act“. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) the Four Corners Monument is nation- 
ally significant as the only geographic loca- 
tion in the United States where 4 State 
boundaries meet; 

(2) the States with boundaries that meet at 
the Four Corners area are Arizona, Colorado, 
New Mexico, and Utah; 

(3) between 1868 and 1875 the boundary lines 
that created the Four Corners were drawn, 
and in 1899 a monument was erected at the 
site; 

(4) a United States postal stamp will be 
issued in 1999 to commemorate the centen- 
nial of the original boundary marker; 

(5) the Four Corners area is distinct in 
character and possesses important histor- 
ical, cultural, and prehistoric values and re- 
sources within the surrounding cultural 
landscape; 

(6) although there are no permanent facili- 
ties or utilities at the Four Corners Monu- 
ment Tribal Park, each year the park at- 
tracts approximately 250,000 visitors; 

(7) the area of the Four Corners Monument 
Tribal Park falls entirely within the Navajo 
Nation or Ute Mountain Ute Tribe reserva- 
tions; 

(8) the Navajo Nation and the Ute Moun- 
tain Ute Tribe have entered into a Memo- 
randum of Understanding governing the 
planning and future development of the Four 
Corners Monument Tribal Park; 

(9) in 1992 through agreements executed by 
the governors of Arizona, Colorado, New 
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Mexico, and Utah, the Four Corners Heritage 
Council was established as a coalition of 
State, Federal, tribal, and private interests; 

(10) the State of Arizona has obligated 
$45,000 for planning efforts and $250,000 for 
construction of an interpretive center at the 
Four Corners Monument Tribal Park; 

(11) numerous studies and extensive con- 
sultation with American Indians have dem- 
onstrated that development at the Four Cor- 
ners Monument Tribal Park would greatly 
benefit the people of the Navajo Nation and 
the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe; 

(12) the Arizona Department of Transpor- 
tation has completed preliminary cost esti- 
mates that are based on field experience with 
rest-area development for the construction 
of a Four Corners Monument Interpretive 
Center and surrounding infrastructure, in- 
cluding restrooms, roadways, parking, water, 
electrical, telephone, and sewage facilities; 

(13) an interpretive center would provide 
important education and enrichment oppor- 
tunities for all Americans. 

(14) Federal financial assistance and tech- 
nical expertise are needed for the construc- 
tion of an interpretive center. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are— 

(1) to recognize the importance of the Four 
Corners Monument and surrounding land- 
scape as a distinct area in the heritage of the 
United States that is worthy of interpreta- 
tion and preservation; 

(2) To assist the Navajo Nation and the Ute 
Mountain Ute Tribe in establishing the Four 
Corners Interpretive Center and related fa- 
cilities to meet the needs of the general pub- 
lic; 

(3) To highlight and showcase the collabo- 
rative resource stewardship of private indi- 
viduals, Indian tribes, universities, Federal 
agencies, and the governments of States and 
political subdivisions thereof (including 
counties); 

(4) to promote knowledge of the life, art, 
culture, politics, and history of the cul- 
turally diverse groups of the Four Corners 
region. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act— 

(1) CENTER.—The term Center“ means the 
Four Corners Interpretive Center established 
under section 4, including restrooms, park- 
ing areas, vendor facilities, sidewalks, utili- 
ties, exhibits, and other visitor facilities. 

(2) FOUR CORNERS HERITAGE COUNCIL.—The 
term Four Corners Heritage Council” 
means the nonprofit coalition of Federal, 
State, and tribal entities established in 1992 
by agreements of the Governors of the States 
of Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico, and Utah. 

(3) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of the Interior. 

(4) RECIPIENT—The term “Recipient” 
means the State of Arizona, Colorado, New 
Mexico, or Utah, or any consortium of two or 
more of these states. 

(5) FOUR CORNERS MONUMENT.—The term 
“Four Corners Monument“ means the phys- 
ical monument where the boundaries of the 
states of Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico and 
Utah meet. 

(6) FOUR CORNERS MONUMENT TRIBAL 
PARK.—The term Four Corners Monument 
Tribal Park” means lands within the legally 
defined boundary of the Four Corners Monu- 
ment Tribal Park. 

SEC. 4. FOUR CORNERS MONUMENT INTERPRE- 
TIVE CENTER. 


(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Subject to the avail- 
ability of appropriations, the Secretary is 
authorized to establish within the bound- 
aries of the Four Corners Monument Tribal 
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Park a center for the interpretation and 
commemoration of the Four Corners Monu- 
ment, to be known as the Four Corners In- 
terpretive Center.” 

(b) Land for the Center shal! be designated 
and made available by the Navajo Nation or 
the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe within the 
boundary of the Four Corners Monument 
Tribal Park in consultation with the Four 
Corners Heritage Council and in accordance 
with— 

(1) the memorandum of understanding be- 
tween the Navajo Nation and the Ute Moun- 
tain Ute Tribe that was entered into on Oc- 
tober 22, 1996; and 

(2) applicable supplemental agreements 
with the Bureau of Land Management, the 
National Park Service, the United States 
Forest Service. 

(c) CONCURRENCE.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this Act, no such center 
shall be established without the consent of 
the Navajo Nation and the Ute Mountain Ute 
Tribe. 

(d) COMPONENTS OF CENTER.—The Center 
shall include— 

(1) a location for permanent and temporary 
exhibits depicting the archaeological, cul- 
tural, and natural heritage of the Four Cor- 
ners region; 

(2) a venue for public education programs; 

(3) a location to highlight the importance 
of efforts to preserve southwestern archae- 
ological sites and museum collections; 

(4) a location to provide information to the 
general public about cultural and natural re- 
sources, parks, museums, and travel in the 
Four Corners region; and 

(5) visitor amenities including restrooms, 
public telephones, and other basic facilities. 
SEC. 5. CONSTRUCTION GRANT. 

(a) GRANT.—The Secretary is authorized to 
award a Federal grant to the Recipient de- 
scribed in section 3(4) for up to 50 percent of 
the cost to construct the Center. To be eligi- 
ble for the grant, the Recipient shall provide 
assurances that— 

(1) The non-Federal share of the costs of 
construction is paid from non-Federal 
sources. The non-Federal sources may in- 
clude contributions made by States, private 
sources, the Navajo Nation and the Ute 
Mountain Ute Tribe for planning, design, 
construction, furnishing, startup, and oper- 
ational expenses. 

(2) The aggregate amount of non-Federal 
funds contributed by the States used to 
carry out the activities specified in subpara- 
graph (A) will not be less than $2,000,000, of 
which each of the states that is party to the 
grant will contribute equally in cash or in 
kind. 

(3) States may use private funds to meet 
the requirements of paragraph (2). 

(4) The State of Arizona may apply $45,000 
authorized by the State of Arizona during 
fiscal year 1998 for planning and $250,000 that 
is held in reserve by that State for construc- 
tion towards the Arizona share. 

(b) GRANT REQUIREMENTS.—In order to re- 
ceive a grant under this Act, the Recipient 
shall— 

(1) submit to the Secretary a proposal that 
meets all applicable— 

(A) laws, including building codes and reg- 
ulations; 

(B) requirements under the Memorandum 
of Understanding described in paragraph (2) 
of this subsection; and 

(C) provides such information and assur- 
ances as the Secretary may require. 

(2) The Recipient shall enter into a Memo- 
randum of Understanding (MOU) with the 
Secretary providing— 
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(A) a timetable for completion of construc- 
tion and opening of the Center; 

(B) assurances that design, architectural 
and construction contracts will be competi- 
tively awarded; 

(C) specifications meeting all applicable 
Federal, State, and local building codes and 
laws; 

(D) arrangements for operations and main- 
tenance upon completion of construction; 

(E) a description of center collections and 
educational programming; 

(F) a plan for design of exhibits including, 
but not limited to, collections to be exhib- 
ited, security, preservation, protection, envi- 
ronmental controls, and presentations in ac- 
cordance with professional museum stand- 
ards; 

(G) an agreement with the Navajo Nation 
and the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe relative to 
site selection and public access to the facili- 
ties; 

(H) a financing plan developed jointly by 
the Navajo Nation and the Ute Mountain Ute 
Tribe outlining the long-term management 
of the Center, including but not limited to— 

(i) the acceptance and use of funds derived 
from public and private sources to minimize 
the use of appropriated or borrowed funds; 

(ii) the payment of the operating costs of 
the Center through the assessment of fees or 
other income generated by the Center; 

(iii) a strategy for achieving financial self- 
sufficiency with respect to the Center by not 
later than 5 years after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act; and 

(iv) defining appropriate vendor standards 
and business activities at the Four Corners 
Monument Tribal Park. 

SEC. 6, SELECTION OF GRANT RECIPIENT. 

The Secretary is authorized to award a 
grant in accordance with the provisions of 
this Act. The Four Corners Heritage Council 
may make recommendations to the Sec- 
retary on grant proposals regarding the de- 
sign of facilities at the Four Corners Monu- 
ment Tribal Park. 

SEC. 7. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

IN GENERAL.—(a) AUTHORIZATIONS.—There 
are authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out this Act— 

(1) $2,000,000 for fiscal year 1999; 

(2) $50,000 for each of fiscal years 2000-2004 
for maintenance and operation of the Center, 
program development, or staffing in a man- 
ner consistent with the requirements of sec- 
tion 5(b). 

(D) CARRYOVER.—Any funds made available 
under this section that are unexpended at 
the end of the fiscal year for which those 
funds are appropriated may be used by the 
Secretary through fiscal year 2001 for the 
purposes for which those funds were made 
available. 

(c) RESERVATION OF FUNDS.—The Secretary 
may reserve funds appropriated pursuant to 
this Act until a proposal meeting the re- 
quirements of this Act is submitted, but no 
later than September 30, 2000. 

SEC, 8. DONATIONS. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, for purposes of the planning, construc- 
tion, and operation of the Center, the Sec- 
retary may accept, retain, and expend dona- 
tions of funds, and use property or services 
donated from private persons and entities or 
from public entities. 

SEC. 9. STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION. 

Nothing in this Act is intended to abro- 
gate, modify, or impair any right or claim of 
the Navajo Nation or the Ute Mountain Ute 
Tribe, that is based on any law (including 
any treaty, Executive order, agreement, or 
Act of Congress). 
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Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to rise today to co-sponsor this 
important legislation introduced by 
my friend from Utah, Senator HATCH. 
The bill authorizes the construction of 
an interpretive visitor center at the 
Four Corners Monument. As I am sure 
all senators know, the Four Corners is 
the only place in America where the 
boundaries of four states meet in one 
spot. The monument is located on the 
Navajo and Ute Mountain Ute Reserva- 
tions and operated as a Tribal Park. 
Nearly a quarter of a million people 
visit this unique site every year. How- 
ever, currently there are no facilities 
for tourists at the park and nothing 
that explains the very special features 
of the Four Corners region. The bill au- 
thorizes the Department of the Interior 
to contribute $2 million toward the 
construction of a much needed inter- 
pretive center for visitors. 

Mr. President, the Four Corners 
Monument is more than a geographic 
curiosity. It also serves as a focal point 
for some of the most beautiful land- 
scape and significant cultural attrac- 
tions in our country. An interpretive 
center will help visitors appreciate the 
many special features of the region. 
For example, within a short distance of 
the monument are the cliff dwellings of 
Mesa Verde, Colorado; the Red Rock 
and Natural Bridges areas of Utah; and 
in Arizona, Monument Valley and Can- 
yon de Chelly. The beautiful San Juan 
River, one of the top trout streams in 
the Southwest, flows through Colorado, 
New Mexico, and Utah. 

In my state of New Mexico, both the 
legendary mountain known as 
Shiprock and the Chaco Canyon Cul- 
ture National Historical Park are a 
short distance from the Four Corners. 

Mr. President, Shiprock is one of the 
best known and most beautiful land- 
marks in New Mexico. The giant vol- 
canic monolith rises nearly 2,000 feet 
straight up from the surrounding plain. 
Ancient legend tells us the mountain 
was created when a giant bird settled 
to earth and turned to stone. In the 
Navajo language, the mountain is 
named Tse’ bi t’ai or the Winged Rock. 
Early Anglo settlers saw the moun- 
tain’s soaring spires and thought they 
resembled the sails of a huge ship, so 
they named it Shiprock. 

The Four Corners is also the site of 
Chaco Canyon. Chaco was an important 
Anasazi cultural center from about 900 
through 1130 A.D. Pre-Columbian civili- 
zation in the Southwest reached its 
greatest development there. The mas- 
sive stone ruins, containing hundreds 
of rooms, attest to Chaco’s cultural im- 
portance. As many as 7,000 people may 
have lived at Chaco at one time. Some 
of the structures are thought to house 
ancient astronomical observatories to 
mark the passage of the seasons. The 
discovery of jewelry from Mexico and 
California and a vast network of roads 
is evidence of the advanced trading 
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carried on at Chaco. Perhaps, the most 
spectacular accomplishment at Chaco 
was in architecture. Pueblo Bonito, the 
largest structure, contains more than 
800 rooms and 32 kivas. Some parts are 
more than five stories high. The ma- 
sonry work is truly exquisite. Stones 
were so finely worked and fitted to- 
gether that no mortar was needed. Re- 
markably all this was accomplished 
without metal tools or the wheel. 

Mr. President, 1999 marks the centen- 
nial year of the first monument at the 
Four Corners. An interpretive center is 
urgently needed today to showcase the 
history, culture, and scenery of this 
very special place. New facilities at the 
monument will attract visitors and 
help stimulate economic development 
throughout the region. I am pleased to 
co-sponsor this bill with Senator 
HATCH, and I thank him for his efforts. 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 1021 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, her 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1021, a bill to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to provide that consider- 
ation may not be denied to preference 
eligibles applying for certain positions 
in the competitive service, and for 
other purposes. 
8. 1180 
At the request of Mr. KEMPTHORNE, 
the name of the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. MACK] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1180, a bill to reauthorize the Endan- 
gered Species Act. 
8. 1334 
At the request of Mr. BOND, the name 
of the Senator from California [Mrs. 
BOXER] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1334, a bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to establish a demonstra- 
tion project to evaluate the feasibility 
of using the Federal Employees Health 
Benefits program to ensure the avail- 
ability of adequate health care for 
Medicare-eligible beneficiaries under 
the military health care system. 
S. 1413 
At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
MURKOWSKI] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1413, a bill to provide a framework 
for consideration by the legislative and 
executive branches of unilateral eco- 
nomic sanctions. 
S. 1427 
At the request of Mr. FORD, the name 
of the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
ABRAHAM] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1427, a bill to amend the Commu- 
nications Act of 1934 to require the 
Federal Communications Commission 
to preserve lowpower television sta- 
tions that provide community broad- 
casting, and for other purposes. 
S. 1578 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. LOTT] was added as a cosponsor of 


April 28, 1998 


S. 1578, a bill to make available on the 
Internet, for purposes of access and re- 
trieval by the public, certain informa- 
tion available through the Congres- 
sional Research Service web site. 
S. 1645 
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
MCCAIN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1645, a bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to prohibit taking minors 
across State lines to avoid laws requir- 
ing the involvement of parents in abor- 
tion decisions. 
S. 1677 
At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 
names of the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
ROBERTS], the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. COVERDELL], the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY], and the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1677, a 
bill to reauthorize the North American 
Wetlands Conservation Act and the 
Partnerships for Wildlife Act. 
S. 1862 
At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
INOUYE] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1862, a bill to provide assistance for 
poison prevention and to stabilize the 
funding of regional poison control cen- 
ters. 
S. 1917 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] and the Senator 
from Illinois [Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1917, a 
bill to prevent children from injuring 
themselves and others with firearms. 
S. 1963 
At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. HOLLINGS] was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1963, a bill to amend title 
10, United States Code, to permit cer- 
tain beneficiaries of the military 
health care system to enroll in Federal 
employees health benefits plans. 
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 30 
At the request of Mr. HELMS, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
MCCAIN] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 30, a 
concurrent resolution expressing the 
sense of the Congress that the Republic 
of China should be admitted to multi- 
lateral economic institutions, includ- 
ing the International Monetary Fund 
and the International Bank for Recon- 
struction and Development. 
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 80 
At the request of Ms. MOSELEY- 
BRAUN, the name of the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN] was added 
as a cosponsor of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 80, a concurrent resolution 
urging that the railroad industry, in- 
cluding rail labor, management and re- 
tiree organization, open discussions for 
adequately funding an amendment to 
the Railroad Retirement Act of 1974 to 
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modify the guaranteed minimum ben- 
efit for widows and widowers whose an- 
nuities are converted from a spouse to 
a widow or widower annuity. 
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 83 

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
names of the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. LUGAR], the Senator from New 
York [Mr. D’AMATO], the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. COVERDELL], the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY], the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut [Mr. Dopp], the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. KOHL], 
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. LAU- 
TENBERG], the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. LEVIN], the Senator from New 
York [Mr. MOYNIHAN], the Senator 
from Illinois [Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN], the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
HELMS], the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. HAGEL], the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. CLELAND], the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. DORGAN], the Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. ROCKEFELLER], 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
GORTON], and the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. GRASSLEY] were added as cospon- 
sors of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
83, a concurrent resolution remem- 
bering the life of George Washington 
and his contributions to the Nation. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 193 

At the request of Mr. REID, the 
names of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
DEWINE], the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. SARBANES], the Senator from Illi- 
nois [Mr. DURBIN], the Senator from 
California [Mrs. BOXER], the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. HATCH], and the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas [Mr. HUTCHINSON] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Resolution 193, a resolution desig- 
nating December 13, 1998, as National 
Children’s Memorial Day.” 

SENATE RESOLUTION 197 

At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
WELLSTONE] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Resolution 197, a resolution 
designating May 6, 1998, as “National 
Eating Disorders Awareness Day” to 
heighten awareness and stress preven- 
tion of eating disorders. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1678 

At the request of Mr. WARNER the 
name of the Senator from North Da- 
kota [Mr. DORGAN] was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 1678 in- 
tended to be proposed to Treaty No. 
105-36, Protocols to the North Atlantic 
Treaty of 1949 on the accession of Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic. 
These protocols were opened for signa- 
ture at Brussels on December 16, 1997, 
and signed on behalf of the United 
States of America and other parties to 
the North Atlantic Treaty. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1755 

At the request of Mr. REED the name 
of the Senator from Massachusetts 
(Mr. KENNEDY] was added as a cospon- 
sor of amendment No. 1755 intended to 
be proposed to S. 1173, a bill to author- 
ize funds for construction of highways, 
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for highway safety programs, and for 
mass transit programs, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2310 

At the request of Mr. KYL the names 
of the Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. HELMS], the Senator from Dela- 
ware [Mr. RoTH], the Senator from Or- 
egon [Mr. SMITH], and the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. BIDEN] were added as co- 
sponsors of amendment No. 2310 in- 
tended to be proposed to Treaty No. 
105-36, Protocols to the North Atlantic 
Treaty of 1949 on the accession of Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic. 
These protocols were opened for signa- 
ture at Brussels on December 16, 1997, 
and signed on behalf of the United 
States of America and other parties to 
the North Atlantic Treaty. 


— 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 


PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT- 
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC- 
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY, 
AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC 


HARKIN EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT 
NO. 2312 


Mr. HARKIN proposed an amendment 
to the resolution of ratification for the 
treaty (Treaty Doc. No. 105-36) proto- 
cols to the North Atlantic Treaty of 
1949 on the accession of Poland, Hun- 
gary, and the Czech Republic. These 
protocols were opened for signature at 
Brussels on December 16, 1997, and 
signed on behalf of the United States of 
America and other parties to the North 
Atlantic Treaty; as follows: 


In section 3(2)(A), strike and“ at the end 
of clause (ii). 

In section 3(2)(A), strike “(iii)” and insert 
“(dv)”. 

In section 3(2)(A), insert after clause (ii) 
the following: 

(iii) any future United States subsidy of 
the national expenses of Poland, Hungary, or 
the Czech Republic to meet its NATO com- 
mitments, including the assistance described 
in subparagraph (C), may not exceed 25 per- 
cent of all assistance provided to that coun- 
try by all NATO members. 

At the end of section 3(2), insert the fol- 
lowing new subparagraph: 

(C) ADDITIONAL UNITED STATES ASSISTANCE 
DESCRIBED.—The assistance referred to in 
subparagraph (A)(iii) includes 

(i) Foreign Military Financing under the 
Arms Export Control Act; 

(ii) transfers of excess defense articles 
under section 516 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961; 

(iii) Emergency Drawdowns; 

(iv) no-cost leases of United States equip- 
ment; 

(v) the subsidy cost of loan guarantees and 
other contingent liabilities under subchapter 
VI of chapter 148 of title 10, United States 
Code; and 

(vi) international military education and 
training under chapter 5 of part II of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. 


6907 


CONRAD (AND BINGAMAN) 
EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2313 


(Ordered to lie on the table.) 

Mr. CONRAD (for himself and Mr. 
BINGAMAN) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by them to the 
resolution of ratification for the treaty 
(Treaty Doc. No. 105-36) protocols to 
the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949 on 
the accession of Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic. These protocols 
were opened for signature at Brussels 
on December 16, 1997, and signed on be- 
half of the United States of America 
and other parties to the North Atlantic 
Treaty; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in section 3 of 
the resolution, insert the following: 

( ) NON-STRATEGIC NUCLEAR WEAPONS.— 

(A) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that 

(i) the United States Strategic Command 
has estimated that the Russian Federation 
has between 7,000 and 12,000 non-strategic nu- 
clear warheads, weapons that—unlike stra- 
tegic systems—are not covered by any arms 
control accord; 

(ii) the thousands of tactical nuclear war- 
heads inside Russia present the greatest 
threat of sale or theft of a nuclear weapon in 
the world today; 

(ili) with the number of deployed strategic 
warheads in the Russian and United States 
arsenals likely to be reduced to around 2,250 
warheads under a START III accord, Russia’s 
vast superiority in tactical nuclear warheads 
becomes a strategic concern; 

(iv) the Commander in Chief of the United 
States Strategic Command has stated that 
future nuclear arms control agreements 
should include tactical nuclear weapons; 

(v) statements from Russian officials that 
NATO enlargement would force Russia to 
rely more heavily on its nuclear arsenal have 
caused concern to be expressed that NATO 
expansion could be an impediment to 
progress on tactical nuclear arms control; 
and 

(vi) the danger of theft or sale of a tactical 
nuclear warhead, and the destabilizing stra- 
tegic implications of Russia’s enormous lead 
in tactical nuclear weapons creates an ur- 
gent need for progress on increasing the se- 
curity of Russia’s tactical nuclear arsenal 
and working toward conclusion of a US-Rus- 
sian agreement on tactical nuclear arms in 
Europe. 

(B) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the Sense 
of the Senate that 

(i) it would be advisable for future nuclear 
arms control agreements with the Russian 
Federation to address non-strategic nuclear 
weapons in Europe; and 

(ii) the Administration should work with 
the Russian Federation to increase trans- 
parency, exchange data, increase warhead se- 
curity, and facilitate weapon dismantle- 
ment. 

(C) CERTIFICATION.—Prior to the deposit of 
the instruments of ratification, the Adminis- 
tration shall certify to the Senate that with 
regard to non-strategic nuclear weapons 

(i) it is the policy of the United States to 
work with the Russian Federation to in- 
crease transparency, exchange data, increase 
warhead security, and facilitate weapon dis- 
mantlement; and, 

(ii) that discussions toward these ends 
have been initiated with the Russian Federa- 
tion. 

(D) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the deposit of the instruments of ratifica- 
tion, the President shall submit a report to 
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the Senate on the Russian Federation’s non- 
strategic nuclear arsenal. This report shall 
include 

(i) current data and estimates regarding 
the current numbers, types, yields, and loca- 
tions of Russia's non-strategic nuclear weap- 
ons; 

(ii) an assessment of the extent of the cur- 
rent threat of theft, sale, or unauthorized 
use of such warheads; 

(iii) a plan to work with the Russian Fed- 
eration to increase transparency, exchange 
data, increase warhead security, and facili- 
tate weapon dismantlement; and, 

(iv) an assessment of the strategic implica- 
tions of the Russian Federation’s non-stra- 
tegic arsenal. 


SMITH (AND) HUTCHISON 
EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2314 


Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire (for 
himself and Mrs. HUTCHISON) proposed 
an amendment to the resolution of 
ratification for the treaty (Treaty Doc. 
No. 105-36) protocols to the North At- 
lantic Treaty of 1949 on the accession 
of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Re- 
public. These protocols were opened for 
signature at Brussels on December 16, 
1997, and signed on behalf of the United 
States of America and other parties to 
the North Atlantic Treaty; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in section 3 of the 
resolution, insert the following: 

( ) REQUIREMENT OF FULL COOPERATION 
WITH UNITED STATES EFFORTS TO OBTAIN THE 
FULLEST POSSIBLE ACCOUNTING OF CAPTURED 
AND MISSING UNITED STATES PERSONNEL FROM 
PAST MILITARY CONFLICTS OR COLD WAR INCI- 
DENTS.—Prior to the deposit of the United 
States instrument of ratification, the Presi- 
dent shall certify to Congress that each of 
the governments of Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic are fully cooperating 
with United States efforts to obtain the full- 
est possible accounting of captured and miss- 
ing United States personnel from past mili- 
tary conflicts or Cold War incidents, to in- 
clude the following: 

(A) facilitating full access to relevant ar- 
chival material; and 

(B) identifying individuals who may pos- 
sess knowledge relative to captured and 
missing United States personnel, and encour- 
aging such individuals to speak with United 
States Government officials. 


SPECTER (AND TORRICELLI) 
EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2315 


(Ordered to lie on the table.) 

Mr. SPECTER (for himself and Mr. 
TORRICELLI) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by them to the 
resolution of ratification for the treaty 
(Treaty Doc. No. 105-36) protocols to 
the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949 on 
the accession of Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic. These protocols 
were opened for signature at Brussels 
on December 16, 1997, and signed on be- 
half of the United States of America 
and other parties to the North Atlantic 
Treaty; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in section 2 of the 
resolution, insert the following: 

( ) UNDERSTANDING OF THE SENATE RE- 
GARDING PAYMENTS OWED BY POLAND, HUN- 
GARY, AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC TO VICTIMS OF 
THE NAZIS.— 
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(A) UNDERSTANDING OF THE SENATE.—It is 
the understanding of the Senate that in fu- 
ture meetings and correspondence with the 
governments of Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic, the Secretary of State 
should— 

(i) raise the issue of insurance benefits 
owed to victims of the Nazis (and their bene- 
ficiaries and heirs) by these countries as a 
result of the actions taken by their com- 
munist predecessor regimes in nationalizing 
foreign insurance companies and confis- 
cating their assets in the aftermath of World 
War II; 

(ii) seek to secure a commitment from the 
governments of these countries to provide a 
full accounting of the total value of insur- 
ance company assets that were seized by 
their communist predecessors and to share 
all documents relevant to unpaid insurance 
claims that are in their possession; and 

(iii) seek to secure a commitment from the 
governments of these countries to contribute 
to the payment of these unpaid insurance 
claims in an amount that reflects the 
present value of the assets seized by the 
communist governments (and for which no 
compensation had previously been paid). 

(B) DEFINITION.—As used in this paragraph, 
the term “victims of the Nazis” means per- 
sons persecuted during the period beginning 
on March 23, 1933 and ending on May 8, 1945, 
by, under the direction of, on behalf of, or 
under authority granted by the Nazi govern- 
ment of Germany or any nation allied with 
that government. 


—— 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 
Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation be authorized to 
meet on Tuesday, April 28, 1998, at 9:30 
a.m. on the year 2000 problem. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
the Finance Committee requests unani- 
mous consent to conduct a hearing on 
Tuesday, April 28, 1998 beginning at 9:00 
a.m, in room 215 Dirksen. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on Tuesday, April 28, 1998 at 2:00 
p.m. in room 226 of the Senate Dirksen 
Office Building to hold a hearing on 
“S.J. Res. 44, a proposed constitutional 
amendment to protect crime victims.” 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 
Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Human Resources 
be authorized to meet for a hearing on 
Reading and Literacy Initiatives dur- 
ing the session of the Senate on Tues- 
day, April 28, 1998, at 10:00 a.m. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Small Business be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate for a hearing entitled Environ- 
mental Compliance Tools for Small 
Business.” The hearing will begin at 
10:00 a.m. on Tuesday, April 28, 1998, in 
room 428A Russell Senate Office Build- 
ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FORESTS AND PUBLIC LAND 

MANAGEMENT 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Forests and Public Land 
Management of the Committee on En- 
ergy and Natural Resources be granted 
permission to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Tuesday, April 28, for 
purposes of conducting a subcommittee 
hearing which is scheduled to begin at 
2:30 p.m. The purpose of this hearing is 
to receive testimony on S. 326, the 
Abandoned Hardrock Mines Reclama- 
tion Act of 1997; S. 327, the Hardrock 
Mining Royalty Act of 1997; and S. 1102, 
the Mining Law Reform Act of 1997. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY, AND 

SPACE 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous. consent that the 
Science, Technology, and Space Sub- 
committee of the Senate Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation be authorized to meet on Tues- 
day, April 28, 1998, at 2:30 p.m. on Fed- 
eral research and development. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


— 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


THE CHALLENGE OF PUBLIC 
SERVICE 


è Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, over 
the past year, some remarkable devel- 
opments have taken place at the Uni- 
versity of South Dakota (USD) involv- 
ing the advancement of public service. 
The South Dakota Board of Regents 
has designated the University as a pub- 
lic service center of excellence,” the 
Farber Fund which is committed to as- 
sisting students with experiences help- 
ful to a future in public service has 
continued to grow, and the Univer- 
sity’s political science program has 
prospered. 

There are a great many people re- 
sponsible for these positive develop- 
ments, but undoubtedly the person who 
has contributed the most, both in 
terms of effort and vision, has been Dr. 
W.O. Farber. I have a special fondness 
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for Bill Farber because he was chair- 
man of the USD political science de- 
partment (then referred to as the gov- 
ernment department’) when I was 
completing my undergraduate work 
there, and later Dr. Farber was instru- 
mental in assisting me with my grad- 
uate studies. But beyond personal 
friendship, Dr. Farber has become an 
unequaled institution in our state—a 
voice for reason, progress and integrity 
respected by all. 

Dr. Farber presented an important 
lecture this past year at the dedication 
of Farber Hall in the beautifully re- 
stored Old Main on the USD campus. I 
believe that all Americans would ben- 
efit from Dr, Farber’s wisdom shared 
with us at that time and also by the 
Farber Testament” which dates to our 
nation’s bicentennial in 1976. 

Mr. President, I ask that excerpts of 
Dr. Farber’s speech, The Challenge of 
Public Service” and the Farber Testa- 
ment be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. President, I appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to recognize the contributions 
Dr. Farber has made to the advance- 
ment of public service and I encourage 
all of my colleagues to take the time 
to read these important observations. 

The material follows: 

EXCERPTS OF THE CHALLENGE OF PUBLIC 

SERVICE 
(By Dr. William O. Farber, Professor Emer- 
itus (Political Science), University of 

South Dakota) 

Note.—This lecture, presented August 1, 
1997, was the first to be given in the newly 
dedicated Farber Hall in Old Main. Dr. 
Farber was introduced by President James 
Abbott. 

USD Alumni and Friends: As you may well 
imagine, this moment has been on my mind 
for a long time. H.G. Wells, the fabled histo- 
rian of my generation, once described the 
eternal tragedy of a teacher to be that a 
teacher is a sower of “unseen harvests.” 

Today, I have the greatest of good fortune. 
For I am able to witness a seen harvest.“ In 
my wildest fantasy I never thought that 
some day, on a single spot, I would witness 
such an assembly of those who, during a 
sixty-year period, would have brought me 
such inspiration, challenge, and satisfaction. 
It is a great day, in this building, in this 
hall, for us to celebrate. 

This is certainly a special event for me for 
more than one reason. There had been a 
rumor that there had never been a Farber 
family, that I had appeared out of nowhere. 
Here this afternoon are seven Farbers, in- 
cluding two brothers, my special critics. I 
am especially happy they are here. 

The presence of all of you makes me real- 
ize the extraordinary nature of USD. The 
credentials of a university are its alumni 
and, as I survey this audience, I appreciate 
that the University of South Dakota has 
much of which to be proud. 

There are those who think that “politics” 
is a dirty word and government“ is synony- 
mous with incompetence. But you know and 
I know better, that “politics” is determining 
the problems facing the world and deciding 
what can be done to improve humankind's 
lot, and government“ is the agency through 
which, when individual efforts fail, we col- 
lectively make our nation and world a better 
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place in which to live. And that is what de- 
mocracy and public service are all about. 

While you were a student and, even now, I 
think of us as partners in a goal to improve 
government and the world. We know that if 
government is bad, all other human endeav- 
ors will fail. We subscribe to the Athenian 
oath that we will seek to transmit our com- 
munity to the next generation greater, bet- 
ter, and more beautiful than it was trans- 
mitted to us. 

We are here today then as partners in an 
especially important enterprise, as contribu- 
tors, indispensable contributors, who have 
made this renovation of Old Main and this 
event possible. Many of you, like myself, 
have great memories of this building. I be- 
lieve a superior restoration job has been 
done. I am especially proud of the Governors’ 
Balcony. The idea came to me in June 1996, 
when, on the retirement of Bob Dole from 
the Senate, the decision was made to des- 
ignate a Senate Balcony as the Dole Bal- 
cony. USD has had ten of its alumni serve as 
Governor of South Dakota—Norbeck, 
Gunderson, Jensen, Sharpe, the two 
Mickelsons, Anderson, Foss, Farrar, and 
Janklow. I have been fortunate in knowing 
six of them. They serve as models of what 
can be done. Students of the future can re- 
ceive their inspiration in this room as well 
as this building. We owe much to many. 

Fortunately, USD now is at the threshold 
of what can be a great future. It reminds me 
of Shakespeare’s “tide in the affairs of men, 
which taken at the flood leads on to for- 
tune.” We are now lucky to have a USD 
graduate as president. I was tempted to say 
a “coyote” for president but somehow that 
didn’t seem quite right. Jim Abbott was a 
political science major and is a member of 
the Farber Fund Executive Board. One won- 
ders why we didn’t place more emphasis on 
selecting one of our own sooner. Jim knows 
the territory. 

There are three other developments which 
bode well for USD in achieving its goals. The 
Farber Fund is now approaching $1 million 
in assets and it takes only my death to put 
it there. (This is not a suggestion.) 

The Fund has done much to stimulate am- 
bition among our students and cause them to 
heighten their goals. The second develop- 
ment, thanks to Ray Aldrich, is the 
Chiesman Fund for Civic Education, which 
has over $400,000 to promote civic education 
through research and public forums. The 
third is the selection, by the Board of Re- 
gents of the Political Science Department's 
proposal, for a Leadership Training program 
as a Center of Excellence providing some 
$340,000 annually, including the recruitment 
of new staff. 

Thus the Political Science Department and 
the University as a whole have some unusual 
opportunities in the near future. Already 
planned for next year is a lecture program, 
which involves some of you. The initial re- 
sponse from alumni has been excellent. Old 
Main is to be the center of student activity, 
an emphasis much to my liking. 

* * * * * 


THE BACKGROUND TO KNOW 


What is this business about? It’s about pre- 
paring ourselves and others. There is an 
awful lot of garbage out there being passed 
around as information, on the tube, on the 
web, on the newsstand, and, indeed, in the 
classroom. We need to ask the right ques- 
tions. We need to determine priorities. We 
need to help others to take little for granted. 

I had a jolting experience with respect to 
the background to know. I took a minor in 
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education at Northwestern where I received 
my BA and MA. To complete the minor, I 
took “practice teaching” and had the luck to 
do my “practicing” at New Trier High 
School in Winnetka, Illinois. I was an under- 
study to Laura Ullrich. Although she was a 
high school teacher, she had a Ph.D. In my 
evaluation session with her, she was very 
laudatory, said I had good command of the 
class, etc. But then she said, Lou have one 
fault. You don’t know your subject.” That 
stinging rebuke I have never forgotten. You 
do need to know your subject. The need for 
the background to know is imperative. As 
part of the background to know, you must 
learn and love to read and write. 
* * * * * 


My favorite quote is from Elizabeth Bar- 
rett Browning: “Every common bush is afire 
with God, but only he who knows, takes off 
his shoes. The rest sit round it and eat 
blackberries.” The point is that it is possible 
to see in every situation intriguing and chal- 
lenging forces. But you need to see. And that 
is what education is all about. 

In addition to giving a stimulating lecture 
for all to hear collectively, the teacher must 
provide individual recognition. If a student 
calls for an appointment, I do my best to 
say, Can you come over now.“ The student 
calls when the problem is disturbing him. I 
like to go to class early, walking down the 
aisle in large classes, to invite access. 

I came from a family with a strong work 
ethic. My dad, for some 50 years, owned and 
worked in a grocery store... . I worked in 
the store on Saturdays and summer during 
high school and during summers through 
seven years of college. 

The experiences in the grocery store 
taught me many things. the first is the con- 
stant need to be a salesman, including of 
yourself. When Mrs. Peterson came in the 
store with her list of needs, I always 
thought, what does she really need that is 
not on her list, and I made the applicable 
suggestion. Now, when a student comes into 
my purview, I think what is a potential ca- 
reer he or she has not thought about, which 
might be even better than present goals? 

In attaining goals it is important to give 
encouragement. Some time ago, I was going 
to Pierre by plane from Sioux Falls. A good 
looking fellow sat down beside me and said, 
“Do you remember me?“ I fumbled and said 
“Your face is familiar, but I do not recall 
your name.” He identified himself and then 
said, “I want to tell you what you did for me. 
Inside the cover of a bluebook, a test I had 
taken, you wrote ‘It begins to look as though 
you are getting the hang of it. You have no 
idea how encouraged I felt at a time I felt 
discouraged. I have gone on, graduated, and 
have a successful business in Sioux Falls and 
Denver.“ I was happy with the compliment, 
but then I thought of all the other bluebooks 
that had deserved a similar statement. The 
position of a teacher is a delicate one. 

One of the things I have done at graduation 
time has been to encourage students by re- 
warding them with a token gift. Originally, 
it was a marble owl from Italy, later an onyx 
turtle from Mexico, and more recently a 
Dedo gargoyle from Notre Dame. This past 
year a former student called me from Bos- 
ton. Doc,“ he said. when you gave me a 
turtle, you said, like the turtle you will only 
make progress when you stick out your 
neck. Doc, I've made it, and I want you to 
know I have kept that turtle in sight for 
twenty years.” 

The background to know, fortunately is 
now easier to acquire, but at the same time 
there is much more to know. Thanks to tech- 
nology we have greatly expanded our ability 
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to know. We have access to global knowledge 
almost instantly. The shortcuts in acquiring 
knowledge are many and in this fast world 
the shortcuts are necessary. If you wanted 
to, you could get up from your seat, walk out 
on me here and read parts of my speech later 
on the Farber Fund web page. In the back- 
ground to know, you must learn and love to 
read and write and cherish the value of both. 
As educators and public servants, we must 
not only acquire and dispense information, 
but also develop in ourselves and in others 
the inner hunger and imagination to use in- 
formation meaningfully. Thus research in all 
areas including political science is a must 
and thankfully the USD Governmental Re- 
search Bureau, established in 1939, still ex- 
ists and continues to provide needed studies 
in government. The Chiesman grant will 
make it possible to expand our research ac- 
tivities. It is a wonderful opportunity also 
for USD to promote civic education through 
public forums not only in Vermillion but 
throughout the state. 


THE VISION TO SEE 


The second important point is for one to 
have the vision to see. The background to 
know provides the pieces of the puzzle; as 
with a jigsaw puzzle, the vision to see puts 
the pieces in their rightful places. 

Vision often comes easily. There are obvi- 
ous reforms that should be made. In the 
early thirties Jane Addams, the founder of 
Hull House in Chicago, pointed out the ridic- 
ulousness of the American policy of killing 
little pigs to decrease supply when we had a 
nation of 12,000,000 unemployed and people 
starving. Justice Brandeis used to plead for 
“education in the obvious.” 

I have been enchanted with how the devil 
took Jesus to the top of a mountain to show 
him the kingdoms of the earth. 

Thus from time to time we need to get to 
the mountaintops and examine our own 
problems. Look at South Dakota. The single 
most important political fact is our popu- 
lation size, only a bit over 700,000, less than 
the population of cities like Indianapolis, 
Phoenix, or San Antonio. Yet here we are to 
govern the 700,000 saddled with 66 counties, 
300 municipalities, 900 township govern- 
ments, and an increasing number of special 
districts. It is just plain nuts. Compared to 
Arizona with 16 counties, we should have 10 
at most. Cities with populations of under 500 
should be disincorporated. And townships 
have long since lost their reason for being. 

E.A. Ross, a prominent University of Wis- 
consin sociologist, once said, “Rural Wis- 
consin resembles a dried up fish pond with 
nothing but the bullheads and the suckers 
left behind.“ I wouldn't put rural South Da- 
kota in the same category as Wisconsin, but 
there is no doubt that the drain out of popu- 
lation with two-thirds of our counties losing 
population every census for the past thirty 
years has caused a loss of leaders. 

* * * * * 


It doesn't take too much vision to see that 
on the national level we should make certain 
that every child up to age 18 has adequate 
medical attention. And the tuition costs of 
college students are a national disgrace. 
Even our best and brightest are graduating 
with debts in many cases of more than 
$50,000. If China and Cuba can provide free 
educational and health costs, we, at least, 
could drastically reduce tuition costs. 

In 1935, when I came to South Dakota, I 
was impressed by the vision of many of the 
local leaders. Governor Peter Norbeck was 
still alive and his record of accomplishment 
and his belief in what government could do 
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was still remembered. In Vermillion, in the 
midst of a depression, the town could boast 
of a recently completed municipal swimming 
poll, a new Union Building, and a new hos- 
pital. 

I had the good fortune to know Doane Rob- 
inson quite well. His vision of South Dakota 
included the building of the Missouri River 
dams, widespread irrigation including much 
of the land east of the Missouri and west of 
the Jim, extensive electrical power almost 
certain to attract a Henry Ford plant, and 
the use of the Missouri for transportation. 

Many of these dreams have not been real- 
ized, but some have been. I am impressed 
with the great potential South Dakota has 
today. Look at Vermillion. The bridge to the 
south will open up new economic possibili- 
ties along the river itself. The example of 
Gateway stands out as an example for other 
industries to emulate. The caliber of our 
labor supply, the low crime rates, the qual- 
ity of our labor supply, the low crime rates, 
the quality of living, the educational system, 
all make the state and its cities attractive 
places in which to live. Now is the opportune 
time to set up think tanks in South Dakota. 
Some of you have expressed a willingness to 
serve. 

What we need for many of our problems is 
thus the vision to see. It is absurd to think 
that the governmental structure the found- 
ing fathers created in 1787 in Philadelphia, 
scared by a pending French revolution, is the 
best possible for the year 2000. And that 
much of state and local government should 
remain, two centuries later, relatively un- 
changed. 

But there is another important ingredient 
to the vision to see. It is to secure human 
rights and equality of opportunity. One of 
the memorable events in my life was sitting 
beside Phil LaFollette at a graduate polit- 
ical science student session. We were consid- 
ering at length First Amendment rights. He 
turned to me and said, “We are discussing 
the wrong rights. More important than these 
are the right to feel secure, have a decent job 
with just compensation, the right to an edu- 
cation, a home and a family.” 

Thus, I think we can conclude that while 
education is the basis of what we need to 
know and see, there is another important in- 
gredient, to think of human values and the 
need to be caring. Life is not worth living if 
there is not a constant concern for others. I 
am reminded of one of Senator Karl Mundt's 
favorite quotes: The hermit of God who 
shuts himself in, shuts out more of God, than 
he shuts in.” 

One of the best ways to provide a new di- 
mension to one’s vision to see is to be ac- 
quainted with a different culture. That is 
why the encouragement given to students to 
travel with funds from the Farber Fund has 
been so significant. One of my favorite 
quotes, an inscription on the old Pennsyl- 
vania Station in Washington, DC, is: He 
who would bring back the wealth of the In- 
dies must first take the wealth of the Indies 
with him.“ The requirement of a report upon 
the student's return has helped to implement 
that advice. 

THE WILL TO DO 

This brings me to my third and final point, 
the will to do. Without action, without im- 
plementation, all else becomes pointless. But 
most of us, burdened by needs of everyday 
life, are reluctant to do more than will make 
our own life more comfortable. The lesson 
from Toynbee is the need to insure that our 
civilization, our government, reflects citizen 
involvement, so that future developments of 
the Hitler type can be and will be resisted. 
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That demands participation of a high order, 
the lack of which even now threatens our 
government. 

What I am pleading for is a will to do, not 
only for one’s own self but as well for one’s 
community, one’s state, one’s nation, and in- 
deed, the world. None of us attains his fullest 
potential. We can be more than we are. We 
should sacrifice what we are for what we can 
become. 

Winston Churchill said, we shall never 
surrender, never, never, never.“ And, There 
are no hopeless situations, only people hope- 
less about them.” There is a need for all of 
us to continuously explore alternatives. 
There are many ways to skin the proverbial 
cat. 

George Bernard Shaw’s famous quotation 
provides an important clue: You see things 
as they are, and ask ‘Why?’ But I dream 
things that never were and ask ‘Why not?“ 
I am confident that most of you present here 
today are Why not“ leaders. Part of the 
will to do is to accomplish through others. I 
have always believed, as you know, that a 
college education is a partnership between 
teachers and students and the success of 
much of life depends on partnerships. And as 
Pat O’Brien has noted in his essay in Dig 
Your Well Before You Are Thirsty, Farber 
Fund contributors have been an amazingly 
successful network. 

An essential ingredient of leadership is en- 
thusiasm. A teacher not sold on the impor- 
tance of the subject is doomed to be a poor 
stimulator of students. The key to Nelson 
Rockefeller’s success as New York governor 
was described as his exuberance.“ I like Ei- 
senhower's statement: “It is not the size of 
the dog in a fight that counts, it is the size 
of the fight in the dog.“ 

The will to do involves leadership. I feel 
this afternoon that I am surrounded by lead- 
ers. The challenge today for professors and 
students has changed mightily since 1935. 
The complexity of modern problems demands 
a higher degree of expertise. Computers have 
opened up vast areas of information here- 
tofore not available. In some ways, we are 
swamped. Leadership with guidance is in- 
creasingly important. In this world we need 
to speak out. In politics, if you don't blow 
your own horn, there is no music. 

I have great confidence in South Dakota’s 
potential. But I am equally convinced that 
without governmental changes of the sort 
outlined in the Vision to See, that potential 
will not be realized. I know that the conven- 
tional wisdom dictates that it is difficult to 
make changes in South Dakota. But we 
have, in my opinion, a population that can 
be sold. Remember, in 1936 the size of South 
Dakota legislature was reduced by public 
vote from 180 to 105 with the loss of 75 legis- 
lative seats—an astounding public victory. 

I was a participant in the constitutional 
revision effort from 1969-1975. From a gov- 
ernmental point of view, the reorganizations 
of the executive and judicial branches of gov- 
ernment were remarkable events that re- 
ceived popular approval. It is amazing what 
little things can help to bring about reform. 
Ted Muenster recalls that it was a letter 
from the State Snake Exterminator, who 
held office with no other employees, asking 
for a new pickup that made him realize the 
stupidity of a state administrative organiza- 
tion with over 100 reporting units. Action 
followed. 

In 1982, I had the good fortune to head the 
successful drive, using the initiative, which 
changed the basis of our system, of electing 
legislators, abolishing the block system. It 
took time and effort but we did the job. 
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What is needed is leadership. I am convinced 
that we have the ability to change our out- 
moded method of taxation. There are those 
in this room who could do it. 

This emphasis on leadership is why, as we 
look to the future, the opportunities now 
open to USD and especially in political 
science are indeed attractive. Key to this 
program is the recruitment of a core group 
of superior students whose leadership has 
been demonstrated in high school. As you 
can readily appreciate this is why scholar- 
ship money is a critical need. 

* * * * * 


With rising tuition costs, few superior stu- 
dents can afford university training without 
scholarship aid. South Dakota can well af- 
ford the investment in such aid. At the 
present time this state, of its total revenue, 
devotes 6.5 percent to higher education, the 
lowest of any state in the region. North Da- 
kota provides 10 percent, Iowa 8.4, Minnesota 
6.8 and Nebraska 8.3. As a consequence, com- 
pared to surrounding states, our in-state tui- 
tion is the highest with the exception of 
Minnesota. 

* * * * * 


And thanks to many of you, the support of 
the Farber Internship and Travel Fund has 
made possible funding that has enabled more 
than 500 eager political science students to 
receive internships, attend state national 
conferences, and study overseas. It has 
raised their sights, stimulated their study, 
and attracted many to careers of public serv- 
ice. 


THE FUTURE 


It is my hope that here in Farber Hall past 
traditions will guide future activities to mo- 
tivate students to become involved and reap 
the many rewards of public service. 

In the evening, I often walk to the Shake- 
speare garden and then pause at the Quirk 
carillon. There I am encouraged as I read 
from Longfellow’s Psalm of Life: 


Let us then be up and doing, 
With a heart for any fate, 
Still achieving, still pursuing, 
Learn to labor and to wait. 
* * * * * 


One final thought: It is my hope that in 
that wonderful and exciting twenty-first cen- 
tury in which you will have an important 
role, that sometime when the merry feast is 
on, you may reflect on what we did here on 
August 1, 1997, and celebrate by imbibing a 
strawberry daiquiri! 

God bless you all and thanks much for at- 
tending. 


THE FARBER TESTAMENT 


To My Students: I believe that dedicated 
public service is the noblest of the profes- 
sions. To enter it, whether as academic or as 
practitioner, is the greatest of good fortune. 
Thus, I have sought to encourage all in my 
purview to share the joys and rewards of this 
commitment. 

You who came to me with some inner 
flame, it has been my mission to nurture, to 
feed that flame, and at all costs never to kill 
it. With all the world’s contemporary chal- 
lenges, the chance to motivate, to stimulate, 
to kindle, remain the high calling, and ever 
to remind that in catastrophe there is oppor- 
tunity, out of weakness can come strength. 
My hope has been that none of you has left 
my presence feeling the worse for the en- 
counter. 

The keys to a happy, acceptable, and pro- 
ductive life are participation, involvement 
and concern for others. I have hoped, by ex- 
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ample, to inspire you to be change agents. 
Often your intellect, I know, has been supe- 
rior to my own; only my experience has been 
greater and that I have tried to permit by as- 
sociation “to rub off on you.” 

To broaden one’s horizons, travel, experi- 
mentation, and bold thinking must be the 
goals. I have sought to teach the importance 
of the background to know, the vision to see, 
the will to do. Like others before me I have 
often learned more from you than you from 
me. But always, for more than 40 years, has 
the joint educational venture been intensely 
human, exciting, and worthwhile. (May 8, 
1976).@ 


———— 


NEW STUDY SHOWS HOW MIN- 
NESOTA’S CARGILL AND 3M COM- 
PANIES BOOST THE U.S. STAND- 
ARD OF LIVING THROUGH THEIR 
GLOBAL ACTIVITIES 


è Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, last 
week, a Washington-based trade asso- 
ciation, the Emergency Committee for 
American Trade (ECAT), released an 
important new study on how American 
companies with global operations in- 
crease the U.S. standard of living and 
strengthen the domestic economy. The 
study is entitled Global Investments, 
American Returns” and I highly rec- 
ommend it to every Member of the 
Senate 

I am proud that two of my state’s 
most successful companies have con- 
tributed case studies to this compelling 
report. Cargill, Incorporated and 3M 
Company are examples of why Amer- 
ica’s economic future and an improved 
standard of living for all Americans de- 
pend upon our ability to operate, sell, 
invest and compete in the global mar- 
ketplace. 

Cargill, Incorporated operates in 
some 72 countries as a marketer, proc- 
essor and distributor of agricultural 
goods and services. The company has 
been so successful in selling to foreign 
markets that some of Cargill's fer- 
tilizer facilities operate 24 hours a day, 
365 days a year. This allows the plants 
to achieve lower unit operating costs 
and thereby allows Cargill to deliver a 
more competitively priced product. If 
these plants served only the U.S. mar- 
ket, they would sit idle most of the 
year because fertilizers are required 
only during very short periods of grow- 
ing seasons. Cargill’s global presence 
helps generate demand for its fer- 
tilizers all year round by serving dif- 
ferent parts of the world during dif- 
ferent growing seasons. 

3M Company produces a large and 
continually evolving range of tech- 
nologies and products. For example, 
the company currently offers more 
than 900 varieties of tapes alone. More 
than 53 percent of the company’s total 
sales are from outside the United 
States. 3M Company’s success in oper- 
ating abroad has meant growth here at 
home. Efficient foreign distribution, 
sales, and technical support, and re- 
search and development generate in- 
creased U.S. production and research 
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and development here at home. For ex- 
ample, 3M’s $2.6 billion in Asian-Pa- 
cific sales contributes more than $182 
million to the company’s annual re- 
search and development budget of $1 
billion—much of which is spent in Min- 
nesota. In addition, finished and semi- 
finished goods that are manufactured 
in the United States and then exported 
help support overseas sales. 

Cargill and 3M Company are just two 
of the American companies profiled in 
Global Investments, American Re- 
turns. The study uses data and business 
cases to illustrate the importance of 
operating globally. For example, the 
study shows that: 

Global activities by American com- 
panies actually increase investments 
here at home rather than substitute for 
them. 

The global presence of U.S. firms 
helps to increase export sales and cre- 
ate additional purchases from U.S. sup- 
pliers. 

American companies with global op- 
erations account for most of the na- 
tion’s research and development cap- 
ital investments, and export sales. 

American companies with global op- 
erations also rely heavily upon U.S. 
suppliers. These companies purchase 
more than 90 percent of their supplies— 
amounting to $2.4 trillion annually— 
from American companies. 

American manufacturers with global 
operations pay higher wages than do 
purely domestically-focused firms. For 
production or blue-collar workers, the 
difference is 15 percent higher earnings. 

I urge all of my colleagues to review 
carefully Global Investments, Amer- 
ican Returns.” It is an important study 
that should guide America’s tax and 
trade policies. I am especially pleased 
to learn that ECAT—and companies 
like Cargill and 3M that contributed to 
the report—will launch a trade edu- 
cation campaign to help spread the 
facts and dispel the misconceptions 
about trade and investment. I am 
proud that these Minnesota companies 
are a part of this effort. 

I ask that the Executive Summary of 
the study be printed in the RECORD. 

The Executive Summary follows: 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In public and private-sector debates over 
U.S. trade and investment policies, the role 
in the U.S. economy of Americans companies 
with global operations! has often been mis- 
understood. Although there is no doubt that 
the United States plays an important role in 
the world economy, most Americans are un- 
aware of the critical contributions that 
trade and foreign direct investment (FDI) of 
American companies with global operations 
make to the U.S. economy. 

To broaden public understanding of the 
positive role of these companies, this study 
expands upon the research in ECAT's pre- 
vious Mainstay studies in two important 
ways. First, it focuses on the key issue of the 
U.S. standard of living. Second, it broadens 
the scope of the study to include all three 
major sectors of the economy: manufac- 
turing, agriculture, and services. 
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There are two key points in Mainstay III. 
First, by raising U.S. worker productivity, 
American companies with global operations 
help raise the U.S. standard of living. Sec- 
ond, because the U.S. and foreign activities 
of these companies tend to complement each 
other, the ability of these companies to help 
raise the U.S. standard of living depends cru- 
cially on their ability to undertake foreign 
direct investment abroad. 

Mainstay III is based upon analysis of the 
investments, research and development, ex- 
ports, imports, and purchases from suppliers 
of American companies with global oper- 
ations and many other data from 1977 
through 1994. The primary data source is sur- 
veys of such companies conducted by the Bu- 
reau of Economic Analysis (BEA) within the 
U.S. Department of Commerce. 

The following sections summarize the 
major findings and conclusions of the study: 
1, SETTING THE STAGE: THE WORLD ECONOMY IN 

WHICH AMERICAN COMPANIES WITH GLOBAL 

OPERATIONS COMPETE 

American companies today operate in a 
world economy that is increasingly con- 
centrated outside the United States and that 
is rapidly expanding its international link- 
ages through FDI and international trade. 

The U.S. share of the global economy is 
shrinking. For decades, the U.S. economy 
has been growing more slowly than the rest 
of the world, such that the U.S. share of 
total world output has been declining. This 
share was approximately 50 percent in 1945, 
but is down to only 20 percent today. 

FDI and trade help U.S. integration into 
the global economy. American companies 
with global operations have helped integrate 
the United States more closely into the 
growing world economy. Average annual out- 
flows of FDI from the United States quad- 
rupled from the 1960s through the 1980s, and 
total trade as a share of U.S. output rose 
from 5.6 percent in 1945 to 24.7 percent in 
1995. 

By participating in the world economy, 
American companies with global operations 
maintain a significant presence in the 
United States. 

Most employment is in the United States, 
not abroad. In 1977, U.S. parent companies 
accounted for 72.8 percent of total worldwide 
employment of American companies with 
global operations and by 1994, they ac- 
counted for 74.3 percent of the total. 

Profits earned by foreign affiliates are 
mostly repatriated. In 1989 (the most recent 
year for which these data are available), U.S. 
parents repatriated 72.8 percent of their for- 
eign affiliates’ net income. 

Most intermediate inputs are purchased 
from domestic suppliers, not foreign sup- 
pliers. From 1977 through 1994, more than 90 
percent of all intermediate inputs purchased 
by U.S. parents came from American sup- 
pliers, not foreign suppliers. 

Overseas, American companies with global 
operations are located primarily in devel- 
oped countries, and the sales from these op- 
erations are overwhelmingly in local mar- 
kets. 

Most affiliate activity abroad is in devel- 
oped—not developing—countries. In 1994, de- 
veloped countries hosted nearly two-thirds of 
U.S. foreign affiliate employment and ac- 
counted for more than three-quarters of for- 
eign affiliate assets and sales. 

Foreign affiliate sales are mostly abroad, 
not back to the United States. In 1994. only 
10 percent of total U.S. affiliate sales went to 
the United States. The other 90 percent 
stayed abroad, and fully 67 percent of all 
sales were within the host countries of the 
foreign affiliates. 
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II. THE IMPORTANCE OF AMERICAN COMPANIES 
WITH GLOBAL OPERATIONS TO THE U.S. STAND- 
ARD OF LIVING: GENERATING HIGH PRODUC- 
TIVITY 


American companies with global oper- 
ations contribute in several important ways 
to the U.S. standard of living, and this con- 
tribution is larger than that of purely do- 
mestic firms. 

Investment in Physical Capital. American 
companies with global operations undertake 
the majority—57 percent in most years—of 
total U.S, investment in physical capital in 
the manufacturing sector. 

Research and Development. American 
companies with global operations perform 
the majority—between 50 percent and 60 per- 
cent—of total U.S. research and develop- 
ment. 

Exports. American companies with global 
operations ship the large majority—between 
60 percent and 75 percent—of total U.S. ex- 
ports. Their foreign affiliates are important 
recipients of these exports; their share has 
increased to over 40 percent today. 

Imports. American companies with global 
operations also receive a sizable share of 
U.S. imports—roughly 30 percent. These im- 
ports benefit the U.S. economy in many 
ways, including giving U.S. companies access 
to foreign-produced capital goods and tech- 
nologies, 

All these activities help increase U.S. pro- 
ductivity and thereby enhance the U.S. 
standard of living. 


III. THE IMPORTANCE OF AMERICAN COMPANIES 
WITH GLOBAL OPERATIONS TO THE U.S. STAND- 
ARD OF LIVING: PAYING HIGHER WAGES 


American companies with global oper- 
ations pay their workers higher wages than 
those paid by comparable American compa- 
nies without global operations. 

A study of 115,000 U.S. manufacturing 
plants indicated that U.S. parent plants pay 
comparable workers higher wages than pure- 
ly domestic plants. Production workers re- 
ceive an average of 6.9 percent less at com- 
parable domestic plants employing more 
than 500 employees and 15.2 percent less at 
comparable domestic plants employing fewer 
than 500 employees. 

Non-production workers receive an average 
of 5.0 percent less at comparable domestic 
plants employing more than 500 employees 
and 9.5 percent less at comparable domestic 
plants employing fewer than 500 employees. 
These results control for possible wage dif- 
ferences attributable to variations across 
plants in age, industry, location, and size. In 
light of all these controls, it seems likely 
that these wage differences are attributable 
to workers at U.S. parents being more pro- 
ductive than workers at comparable domes- 
tic plants. 


IV. THE IMPORTANCE OF AMERICAN COMPANIES 
WITH GLOBAL OPERATIONS TO THE U.S. STAND- 
ARD OF LIVING: LINKAGES TO AMERICAN SUP- 
PLIERS 


In addition to directly raising the U.S. 
standard of living themselves, American 
companies with global operations may also 
raise the U.S. standard of living through 
their interactions with domestic U.S. sup- 
pliers. 

Evidence exists that companies benefit 
from being exposed to other dynamic, suc- 
cessful firms. Exposure to “worldwide best 
practices’’—whether those best practices are 
in the same country or abroad—tends to fos- 
ter innovation, cost control, and other im- 
provements that boost firm productivity. 

The very large amount of purchases of in- 
termediate inputs from domestic suppliers 
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by U.S. parents of American companies with 
global operations suggests the possibility 
that U.S. domestic suppliers have sufficient 
exposure to these high-productivity parents 
to realize some productivity gains. For the 
past 20 years, U.S. parents have purchased 
over 90 percent of their intermediate in- 
puts—$2.4 trillion in 1994—from domestic, 
not foreign, suppliers. 

V. HOW FOREIGN DIRECT INVESTMENT ABROAD 
COMPLEMENTS U.S PARENT ACTIVITY AND 
CONTRIBUTES TO A HIGH STANDARD OF LIVING 
IN THE UNITED STATES 
Because the U.S. and foreign activities of 

American companies with global operations 

tend to complement each other, the ability 

of these companies to raise the U.S. standard 
of living depends crucially upon their ability 
to undertake FDI abroad. 

Analysis of BEA data, academic research, 
and case studies of 10 major American com- 
panies demonstrates that U.S. FDI generally 
complements rather than substitutes for 
U.S. parent activity. Within American com- 
panies with global operations, affiliate ex- 
pansion generally triggers in U.S. parents 
additional investment, research and develop- 
ment, trade, and input purchases from do- 
mestic suppliers. As stated earlier, these ac- 
tivities are key determinants of the U.S. 
standard of living. 

Restrictions on FDI that prevent U.S. com- 
panies from expanding abroad generally will 
reduce U.S. parent activity and thus, lower 
the U.S. standard of living. 

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

The United States must continue to 
strengthen the open system of global trade 
and investment in order to maximize the 
contributions of American companies with 
global operations to an improved standard of 
living for all Americans. To that end, U.S. 
trade and investment policies should take 
into account the following recommendations 
based on the research and findings in this 
study: 

The U.S. government should maintain its 
open trade and investment policies. More- 
over, these policies should recognize the 
ways in which trade and foreign direct in- 
vestment benefit the U.S. economy. 

The U.S. government should continue to 
negotiate aggressively for more open foreign 
markets and should persuade foreign govern- 
ments to end restrictions on trade and in- 
vestment. Removing these restrictions will 
create a win-win“ situation that benefits 
both foreign countries and the United 
States. 

The U.S. government should strive to con- 
tinue to harmonize its international trade, 
investment, and tax policies. In the case of 
American companies with global operations, 
this harmonization should take into account 
the many ways that their foreign operations 
tend to complement their U.S. activities. 

Given that most services are inherently 
nontradable, firms in these industries must 
invest abroad to serve global markets. Ac- 
cordingly, efforts to liberalize trade and in- 
vestment should focus special attention on 
the unique needs of U.S. services industries.e 


— —E— 


HARRY M. CLOR PROFESSORSHIP 


è Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise to 
congratulate Professor Harry M. Clor 
of Kenyon College in Gambier, Ohio, on 
the establishment of the Harry M. Clor 
Professorship in Political Science. This 
coming weekend, Professor Clor’s col- 
leagues and students will gather in 
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Gambier to honor him upon his retire- 
ment for his many years as an out- 
standing professor of political philos- 
ophy and constitutional law. 

In addition to his many years as one 
of Ohio’s exceptionally dedicated 
teachers, Professor Clor is also a dis- 
tinguished scholar and author of books 
and numerous articles on constitu- 
tional law and public morality. 

Ohio has always been fortunate to be 
the home for many outstanding col- 
leges and universities. I am pleased to 
recognize Kenyon College and its De- 
partment of Political Science as they 
honor the distinguished service and 
teaching career of Professor Harry M. 
Clor. è 


— 


TRIBUTE TO VFW POST #5245 ON 
THEIR FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY 


è Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I rise today to pay tribute 
to the North Haverhill, New Hamp- 
shire, Post #5245 of the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars (VFW) on the occasion of 
their fiftieth anniversary. As a veteran 
and member of the VFW myself, I 
honor these men for their selfless com- 
mitment to their country and to their 
community. 

Since 1948, the original membership 
of 30 World War Two veterans has 
grown to 160 veterans of World Wars 
One and Two, the Korean War, the 
Vietnam War and the Gulf War. I would 
like to specially recognize the charter 
members that have been there from the 
beginning—William Fortier, Leo 
Fortier, Fred Robinson, Paul LaMott, 
Everett Jessman, Maurice Bigelow, 
Willis Applebee, Ernest Hartley, Wil- 
liam Harris, Laurent Fournier, Clifford 
Sawyer and Leon Dargie. All have 
served our country valiantly, and now 
tirelessly serve the Upper Valley, de- 
voting endless hours to their commu- 
nity. 

The extent of the Post’s involvement 
is endless, helping not only veterans, 
but anyone to whom they can lend a 
helping hand. They are especially in- 
volved with the youth of the Upper 
Valley. Their youth programs projects 
stretch from donating American flags 
to schools and teaching proper flag eti- 
quette, to sponsoring essay contests 
and awarding college scholarships. 
They also sponsor Cub Scout and Girl 
Scout troops and instruct youth on bi- 
cycle safety. In addition, members host 
meals at a local soup kitchen, visit 
nursing homes and the VA Hospital and 
also visit shut-ins. They transport the 
elderly to appointments, donate wheel- 
chairs and walkers and distribute food 
baskets on Thanksgiving. 

For half of a century, these members 
have exemplified goodwill and concern 
for their neighbors, and their efforts 
will no doubt continue for the next 
fifty years. I congratulate Post #5245 
for their steadfast service to the Upper 
Valley. New Hampshire and the United 
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States are truly indebted to the North 
Haverhill Post #5245 of the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars, and I am proud to rep- 
resent them in the U.S. Senate. è 
—_——— 


RETIREMENT OF RABBI JACK 
ROSOFF 


è Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise today to congratulate an esteemed 
New Jerseyan, Rabbi Jack M. Rosoff, 
on the occasion of his retirement after 
34 years of service at Congregations 
B'nai Israel in Rumson, New Jersey. 

I really got to know Rabbi Rosoff 
when he organized a community-wide 
response to acts of vandalism com- 
mitted against B’nai Israel and the 
neighboring Catholic church in 
Rumson. I spoke at the rally that 
Rabbi Rosoff put together condemning 
the desecration, and was very moved 
by his dedication to fighting bigotry. 

Rabbi Rosoff’s accomplishments dur- 
ing his tenure at B’nai Israel, for which 
he has just been elevated to Rabbi 
Emeritus status, are almost too nu- 
merous to mention. He has multiplied 
the membership of his congregation by 
hundreds and provided Sunday school 
opportunities for over 300 students. He 
developed the Israel Scholarship Pro- 
gram there, enabling all students in 
their junior year to spend six weeks in 
Israel. 

Beyond those achievements, Jack has 
been a counselor and friend to the 
members of his synagogue. He has re- 
joiced with them in times of happiness 
and has been a comfort in times of 
grief. 

Rabbi Rosoff has served on the 
boards of various organizations in Mon- 
mouth County, including Riverview 
Hospital, the Mental Health Associa- 
tion, the Day Care Center, the Clergy 
Advisory Council of the local Planned 
Parenthood, as well as being the found- 
ing member of the Greater Red Bank 
Interfaith Council. 

Rabbi Rosoff should be honored by all 
of us not only for his 34 years of service 
to B’nai Israel, but for his community- 
wide leadership and civic involvement. 
Iam pleased to congratulate him again 
on his retirement, and wish him well in 
this next chapter of his life. è 


—— 
ISRAEL’S 50TH BIRTHDAY 


è Mr. BOND. Mr. President, on Thurs- 
day, April 30, 1998, the St. Louis Jewish 
Community will be celebrating Israel’s 
50th Birthday. My home State of Mis- 
souri is especially excited for the event 
since President Harry S. Truman 
played a large role in the formation of 
the State of Israel. 

The 50th anniversary is very signifi- 
cant because it marks the reestablish- 
ment of Jewish Sovereignty in the an- 
cient Jewish homeland, the reasserting 
of Jewish peoplehood after the devasta- 
tion of the Holocaust, the fulfillment 
of the Zionist vision, the blossoming of 
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Jewish creativity and community. The 
Jewish Federation of St. Louis is the 
central planning and fundraising agen- 
cy of the St. Louis Jewish Community. 
This outstanding organization has co- 
ordinated the St. Louis Israel 50th an- 
niversary celebration congregation. 

I congratulate the State of Israel and 
the Jewish community for 50 years of 
democracy. Additionally, I commend 
the Jewish Federation of St. Louis for 
its leadership during this exciting 
time. I wish them continued success in 
future years of Statehood.e 


— 


NATIONAL PRAYER BREAKFAST 
1998 TRANSCRIPT 


è Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I had the 
privilege of chairing the 46th Annual 
National Prayer Breakfast held here in 
Washington, D.C., on February 5, 1998. 
This annual gathering in our Nation’s 
Capital is hosted by Members of the 
United States Senate and House of 
Representatives weekly prayer break- 
fast groups. 

Once again, we were honored by the 
attendance and participation of the 
President and the First Lady, as well 
as the Vice President and Mrs. Gore. 
Our colleague, Senator CONNIE MACK, 
inspired and encouraged us with his re- 
marks, and we were challenged by the 
prayer offered by Dr. Billy Graham. 

This year we welcomed over 3,600 in- 
dividuals from all walks of life, and 
from all 50 states and U.S. territories 
and many countries around the world. 
So that all may benefit from this spe- 
cial gathering, I request that the text 
of the program and a transcript of the 
1998 proceedings be printed in the 
RECORD. 

I understand that the Government 
Printing Office estimates that it will 
cost approximately $1,426 to print this 
transcript in the RECORD. 

The material follows: 

NATIONAL PRAYER BREAKFAST 

Chairman: The Honorable Daniel K. Akaka 
Pre-Breakfast Prayer 

Mr. Robert L. Parker, Businessman, Okla- 

homa 
Opening Prayer 
General Hugh Shelton, Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff 


BREAKFAST 
Welcome 
The Honorable Daniel K. Akaka, U.S. Sen- 
ate, Hawali 
Remarks—Senate and House Breakfast 
Groups 


The Honorable Bobby Scott, U.S. House of 
Representatives, Virginia 
Old Testament Reading 
The Honorable Don Gevirtz, Former Am- 
bassador to Fiji 
Duet 
Randy and Gae Hongo 
New Testament Reading 
Dr. Dorothy I. Height, National Council of 
Negro Women 
Prayer for National Leaders 
The Vice President of the United States 
Message 
The Honorable Connie Mack, U.S. Senate, 
Florida 
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THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES 
Closing Song 
The Honorable Daniel K. Akaka, Randy 
and Gae Hongo (all join in) 
Closing Prayer 

Dr. Billy Graham 

{[Audience, please remain in place until the 
President, Mrs. Clinton and other Heads of 
State have departed] 

ROBERT PARKER. May we ask you now to 
join us in prayer? Please join us in prayer, if 
you will. 

Lord, as we gather together for the begin- 
ning of this new day, we pause now to listen 
to you. Thank you for being with us now, 
and thank you for being in this room. Your 
presence gives us hope and encouragement. 
Whenever we gather in your name, there is 
excitement. Help us capture that excitement 
today, to the betterment of the lives of us 
all. 

We all need your help. We all need your 
guidance. Give us the wisdom to be more like 
you in all that we do. And we especially 
thank you for sharing your servant, Billy 
Graham, with us. He represents you well, 
helps all of us be better followers. Thank you 
for listening. Thank you for showing the 
way. And thank you for the many blessings 
you have bestowed upon us. In your name we 
pray, Amen. 

ANNOUNCER. Ladies and gentlemen, the 
President of the United States, the Vice 
President of the United States, the First 
Lady of the United States, and Mrs. Gore. 
(Applause.) 

Senator AKAKA. Will you all be seated, 
please. Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. 
My name is Dan Akaka. I’m the convener of 
the United States Senate Breakfast Group 
and chairman of the National Prayer Break- 
fast. I want to say welcome to all of you here 
this morning. 

On behalf of the United States Senate and 
House of Representatives, I welcome you to 
the 46th annual National Prayer Breakfast. 
We're happy to have you here on this special 
day. Robert Parker presented the pre-break- 
fast prayer this morning, and we are happy 
to have you here. At this time, General Hugh 
Shelton, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, will offer the opening prayer. General? 

Gen. HUGH SHELTON. Let us pray. 

O Lord, our strength and our redeemer, we 
come together today to pray for strength 
and guidance in a difficult and challenging 
world. Though we have come far, we have so 
far to go to realize your plan here on Earth. 
Lord, we ask your help and guidance for all 
those who have been chosen to lead our peo- 
ple all over the world. And grant that we 
may follow with humble and willing hearts 
to do the work that must be done to preserve 
the blessings of peace and to share the gifts 
that you have given us. May those chosen to 
lead, lead with wisdom and compassion, not 
in pursuit of wealth and power, but guided by 
your righteous word and walking in your up- 
right ways. 

Today we pray for your blessings on all our 
men and women in uniform, at home and 
abroad, Keep them safe as they keep the 
peace. And keep them strong to carry the 
burdens that must be borne in a troubled 
world. And Father, though we are of many 
faiths, we have but one prayer, and that is to 
share your peace with people everywhere. 
May you stretch your loving hands over 
friend and foe alike and bring us together in 
the spirit of truth so that in our time we 
may know your peace. 

Now we pray that you would bless this food 
to the nourishment of our bodies and our 
help to thy service. These things we ask in 
your name, Amen. 
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Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, 
General Shelton. You honor us very much 
with your presence here at this prayer 
breakfast. 

Please enjoy your breakfast. Our program 
will resume in a few minutes. 

[Breakfast.] 

Senator Ak AKA. Good morning, ladies and 
gentlemen. It is a wonderful privilege for me 
to welcome all of you this morning to the 
National Prayer Breakfast. I particularly 
want to greet our international guests who 
represent over 160 nations. And everyone at- 
tending the prayer breakfast for the first 
time, I say again, welcome. (Applause.) 

This morning we gather almost 4,000 strong 
from all 50 states, commonwealths and the 
U.S. territories and nations around the world 
to reaffirm our faith, seek spiritual support 
for our President and leaders in our country, 
and share fellowship and friendship with one 
another. 

We are honored to have the President and 
First Lady and the Vice President and Mrs. 
Gore as our guests. In attendance we also 
have members of the Senate and the House, 
officials from the President's Cabinet and 
leaders of our armed forces, responsible stu- 
dent leaders and leaders from all facets of so- 
ciety throughout the United States. 

We're also pleased to welcome the Presi- 
dent of Albania, former heads of state, cabi- 
net ministers, parliamentarians, members of 
the diplomatic corps, educators and business, 
labor and religious leaders from around the 
world. 

Permit me to introduce the people sitting 
at the head table. And I'll do it quickly from 
my left to my right. Randy and Gae Hongo; 
General Hugh Shelton and Mrs. Carolyn 
Shelton; Dr. Dorothy Height; Mrs. Marilyn 
Gevirtz; Ambassador Don Gevirtz. (Laugh- 
ter.) In a timely fashion to the Vice Presi- 
dent and Mrs. Gore. (Laughter.) Congress- 
man BOBBY Scott; the President and First 
Lady; my better half, Millie; Senator CONNIE 
Mack and Priscilla Mack; Dr. Billy Graham; 
Mrs. Catherine Parker and Mr. Robert 
Parker. (Applause.) 

As chairman, I want to express my deepest 
appreciation to all participants this morning 
for sharing your faith with us. Looking upon 
this august and joyful assembly, I see the 
universality of the prayer breakfast, the 
coming together of people of different na- 
tions, faiths and cultures, and the power of 
love and consideration for one another. 

I am reminded of the passage from Psalm 
33, verse 12: “Blessed is the nation whose God 
is the Lord, the people he chose for his inher- 
itance. From heaven, the Lord looks down 
and sees all mankind. From his dwelling 
place, he watches all who live on Earth. He 
forms the hearts of all and considers all their 
works.” 

God's love for all of us is everlasting, for 
all men and women from all nations. This 
perfect love fills our hearts, prepares us for 
the challenges we face each day and opens 
our minds to God’s wisdom. As we seek to 
love God and one another, let the spirit of 
this prayer breakfast enrich us, strengthen 
us and lead us on life’s journey, where we are 
never alone. 

It is my privilege at this time to introduce 
to you the honorable BOBBY SCOTT, Congress- 
man from Virginia, who is leader of the 
House Prayer Breakfast Group. He will speak 
to us on behalf of the House and the Senate 
Prayer Groups. Bobby? 

Representative BOBBY Scorr. Thank you, 
Senator. Mr. President and Mrs. Clinton, Mr. 
Vice President and Mrs. Gore, other dais 
guests, ladies and gentlemen, I'm delighted 
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to join my congressional colleagues from the 
House and the Senate Prayer Breakfast 
Groups in bringing you another welcome to 
the 1998 National Prayer Breakfast. This is 
our 46th year of coming together to com- 
memorate the value of prayer in both our 
personal lives and our work on behalf of the 
people of this nation. 

We are joined by national leaders of busi- 
ness, labor, government, religion and other 
walks of life throughout the United States 
and over 16 of countries around the world. 
Members from the U.S. Senate first met for 
prayer and divine guidance during World War 
II. The House organized a weekly prayer 
group shortly thereafter, and both groups 
have continued the practice of weekly prayer 
breakfasts, meeting for breakfast, prayer 
and fellowship. 

Since those first meetings in the face of a 
great national crisis, the need for a prayer 
group and the benefit of fellowship and pray- 
er have been recognized in Congress. From 
the beginning of the prayer breakfast groups 
in both chambers, members of all faiths have 
come together to hear testimonials of faith 
and challenge and to seek guidance and 
strength from each other. 

What we discuss and exchange in those 
meetings stays in those meetings. So mem- 
bers are free to share with each other, and 
we do. The weekly prayer breakfast provides 
members with one hour during the week in 
which we can relax without the presence of 
the media and without regard to partisan po- 
litical affiliation. And so I can assure you 
that it is one hour that many of us look for- 
ward to each week. 

As an example of the typical weekly prayer 
breakfast in the House, we begin with Scrip- 
ture and a prayer and a report on member's 
faith and challenges, such as illness, or ill- 
ness or death within their family, so that we 
can offer our prayers and support to that 
member. We also sing a hymn or, as more ac- 
curately can be described, we make a joyful 
noise. (Laughter.) And at each breakfast, one 
member is invited to speak for 15 minutes to 
share a personal challenge, reflection or 
faith experience with the group. 

The weekly Senate and House prayer 
breakfasts have met separately since their 
inception. However, in 1953 both groups de- 
cided to combine forces and hold the first 
National Prayer Breakfast. President 
Dwight D. Eisenhower attended that first 
National Prayer Breakfast, and every Presi- 
dent since has attended each year’s break- 
fast. 

President Clinton and Vice President 
Gore—(applause)—President Clinton and 
Vice President Gore have continued that un- 
blemished record through their presence here 
today, reflecting their recognition of the 
value of prayer in our professional and per- 
sonal lives. So I know I speak for all of my 
colleagues in both chambers when I say that 
we are delighted to host this 46th National 
Prayer Breakfast. You strengthen us and up- 
lift us with your presence. 

So, again, welcome. And may God bless 
you, Thank you. (Applause.) 

Senator AKAKA. We will now hear an Old 
Testament reading from the Honorable Don 
Gevirtz, an outstanding businessmen from 
California and our former United States Am- 
bassador to the Republic of Fiji, the King- 
dom of Tonga, the Republic of Nauru and the 
Republic of Tuvalu. 

Ambassador Don GEVIRTZ. Thank you, and 
good morning. Mr. President, my exboss, Mr. 
Vice President, distinguished guests. What is 
an ex-U.S. Ambassador born into the Jewish 
faith doing at an event like this? (Laughter.) 
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Appreciating the power of interfaith brother- 
hood and fellowship inspired by the National 
Prayer Breakfast movement. 

At the core of my philosophy are the two 
words I want on my tombstone. They are, 
“He grew.” Although my readings this morn- 
ing are from the Old Testament. I would like 
to borrow for just a moment from the rich 
tradition of Luke, chapter 2, verse 52, in the 
New Testament, because of its clear state- 
ment about human potential. Jesus grew in 
wisdom and stature and in favor with God 
and man.” 

I think that this is God’s wish for all of his 
children, Proverbs in the Old Testament 
clearly identifies the characteristic a person 
must have to grow to realize his human po- 
tential. Proverbs, chapter 20, verse 5, points 
out that The purposes of a man’s heart are 
deep waters, but a man of understanding 
draws them out. Additionally, verse 15 says, 
“Gold there is, rubies in abundance, but lips 
that speak knowledge are a rare jewel.“ 

Proverbs, chapter 18, verse 15, suggests 
that “The heart of the discerning gains in 
knowledge. The ear of the wise men searches 
for knowledge.” And Proverbs, chapter 28, 
has important lessons of growth. Verse 14 
says, Happy is the man who is never with- 
out fear. He who hardens his heart will fall 
into distress.” And verse 22 says, He chases 
after wealth the man of greedy eye, not 
knowing that want is overtaking him.“ And 
finally, verse 1 says, The wicked man flees 
when no one is after him. The virtuous man 
is bold as a lion.” 

The Bible has much wisdom for that person 
whose objective is growth. Samson had great 
credentials, but in Judges, chapter 16, verse 
20, he learns that the Lord has left him. Con- 
sequently, he was remembered only for what 
he might have been. I want to be remem- 
bered for realizing my full potential, for 
earning those words on my tombstone, He 
grew.” 

Thank you very much. (Applause.) 

Senator AKAKA. Renowned inspirational 
singers Randy and Gae Hongo have traveled 
all the way from Honolulu to be with us this 
morning. They are joined this morning by 
their son Andrew, who came here from Yale 
University to sing as a family. The Hongo 
family will offer us a musical reflection, of 
their own arrangement, the phrase, Ua mau 
ke ‘ea o ka ‘ania ‘I ka pono,” which trans- 
lates from Hawaiian into The life of the 
land is perpetuated in righteousness.” It was 
first uttered in thanksgiving by King Kame- 
hameha III. It is now the motto of the state 
of Hawaii. Its insight holds true today. The 
Hongo family. 

[Song.] 

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much. 
Randy, Gae and Andrew. It is now my pleas- 
ure and great honor to introduce to you Dr. 
Dorothy Height, President of the National 
Council of Negro Women and a true national 
treasure, who will read from the New Testa- 
ment. 

DOROTHY HEIGHT. Mr. President, Mr. Vice 
President, distinguished guests and friends. 
Our New Testament reading is from Mat- 
thew, the 25th chapter, the 34th to the 45th 
verse. It answers the question that all of us 
ask ourselves every day as we try to be 
truthful, to be faithful, to serve our God. It 
answers the question that we have with each 
other, whatever our differences: What is our 
obligation? What must be our commitment? 

“Then the king will say to those on his 
right, ‘Come, you who are blessed by my fa- 
ther. Take your inheritance, the kingdom 
prepared for you since the creation of the 
world. For I was hungry and you gave me 
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something to eat. I was thirsty, and you gave 
me something to drink. I was a stranger and 
you invited me in. I needed clothes and you 
clothed me. I was sick and you looked after 
me. I was in prison and you came to visit 
me. 

“Then the righteous will answer him, 
‘Lord, when did we see you hungry and feed 
you, or thirsty and give you something to 
drink? When did we see you a stranger and 
invite you in, or needing clothes and clothe 
you? When did we see you sick or in prison 
or go to visit you?’ The king will reply, ‘I 
tell you the truth, whatever you did for the 
least of these, my brothers of mine, you did 
for me. 

“Then he will say to those on his left, De- 
part from me, you who are cursed, into the 
eternal fires prepared for the devil and his 
angels. For I was hungry and you gave me 
nothing to eat. I was thirsty and you gave 
me nothing to drink. I was a stranger and 
you did not invite me in. I needed clothes 
and you did not clothe me, I was sick and in 
prison, and you did not look after me.’ They 
also will answer, ‘Lord, when did we see you 
hungry or thirsty or a stranger or needing 
clothes or sick or in prison, and we did not 
help you?’ And he will reply, ‘I tell you the 
truth, whatever you did not do for one of the 
least of these, you did not do for me.“ 

[The reading of his word. (Applause)! 

Senator AKAKA. Thank you, Dr. Height. 
The Vice President and I entered Congress 
together as members of the class of 1976. As 
a Congressman and Senator, he faithfully 
participated in both the House and Senate 
breakfast groups. Today we are honored to 
have him offer the prayer for our national 
leaders. So it is with pleasure that I welcome 
the pride of the class of "76—(laughter)—and 
an esteemed friend, the Vice President of the 
United States, Albert Gore, Jr. (Applause.) 

Vice President GORE. Thank you very 
much. I'm glad to be introduced by the pride 
of the class of '76. Thank you very much, and 
to Mrs. Akaka, to the President and First 
Lady, to Congressman Scott and to Senator 
and Mrs. Mack, to Dr. Graham and all the 
members of the clergy who are present, 
members of the cabinet, Speaker Gingrich 
and members of the House and Senate who 
are present. 

It is, of course, humbling to join with so 
many people of all faiths to rededicate our- 
selves to God’s purposes and to reaffirm the 
ultimate purpose of our lives, to glorify the 
creator and to love the Lord our God with all 
our hearts, with all our souls and with all 
our minds, and to love our neighbors as our- 
selves. 

I believe God has a plan for the United 
States of America and has since our found- 
ing. Our mission has always been to advance 
the cause of liberty and to prove that reli- 
gious, political and economic freedom are 
the natural birthright of all men and women 
and that freedom unlocks a higher fraction 
of the human potential than any other way 
of organizing human society. 

And I believe that God has given the people 
of our nation not only a chance, but a mis- 
sion to prove to men and women in all na- 
tions that people of different racial and eth- 
nic backgrounds, of all faiths and creeds, can 
not only work and live together but can en- 
rich and ennoble both themselves and our 
common purpose and to prove, in the words 
of Jesus, that they all may be one, as thou, 
Father, art in me, and I in thee.” 

Yet too often we lose sight of our common 
purpose and seek to make our public dis- 
course one of meanness and not of meaning, 
one of bitterness and invective, not of faith 
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and love. James Madison, one of our found- 
ers, wrote, “A zeal for different opinions con- 
cerning religion, concerning government, an 
attachment to different leaders ambitiously 
contending for preeminence and power, have 
in turn divided mankind into parties, in- 
flamed them with mutual animosity, and 
rendered them much more disposed to vex 
and oppress each other than to cooperate for 
their common good,” 

We've seen those animosities unleashed by 
the whole continuum of human difference— 
differences of parties, opinion and faction, 
differences of nationality, religion, language 
and gender; and the most visible and there- 
fore most persistent differences of all, those 
of race and ethnicity. 

Overcoming those differences, fulfilling the 
mission that is ours in human history, must 
be achieved “not by might, nor by power, but 
by my Spirit, sayeth the Lord of hosts.“ It 
requires a dedication to faith and trust in 
God. 

And so, speaking for my own faith in Jesus 
Christ but acknowledging and respecting all 
of the faiths represented here, I offer this 
prayer for our nation and its leaders and ask 
you to join with me. 

God, who through thy saints and prophets 
has spoken to us in days of old, speak to us 
again in this hour. Teach us to be peace- 
makers and agents of reconciliation. Show 
us how to live out your commitment to the 
poor and to the oppressed. Inspire us to over- 
come the fears that have long bound us to 
small visions and tiny dreams. Save us from 
the differences that can obscure our common 
purpose and serve as an excuse and trigger 
for the unleashing of the evil that lies coiled 
in the human soul. 

Help us to overcome evil with good. De- 
liver us from the wanton selfishness that 
would make us rich in things but poor in 
spirit. Grant us wisdom and courage for the 
living of these days. We pray for all who are 
given the responsibility to lead our nation 
and the other nations of this world. Help all 
of these leaders to seek out your will and 
give to all of them the strength to live in 
your way in our world. In your name we 
pray, Amen. (Applause.) 

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Mr. 
Vice President. It gives me great pleasure to 
introduce our featured speaker this morning. 
Senator Connie Mack is a source of inspira- 
tion and strength in our Senate Prayer 
Breakfast Group. As our planning committee 
discussed whom to invite to address the 
breakfast, our focus turned inward. Connie 
has a wonderful message, and we are so 
grateful that he agreed to share it with us 
this morning. I give you my friend, the hon- 
orable Connie Mack. (Applause.) 

Senator MACK. Mr. President, Mrs. Clinton, 
Mr. Vice President, Mrs. Gore, ladies and 
gentlemen of the head table and guests from 
throughout our land and from across the 
globe. This is a distinct honor for me and 
true privilege to have the opportunity to 
speak with you this morning. 

There are several people that I would like 
to introduce before I begin my remarks, and 
in a sense it is an expression of the love and 
affection that I have for my family. I am one 
of eight children. Three of my brothers are 
here this morning: My brother Dennis, my 
brother Andy and my bother John. I am not 
quite sure where they're seated. (Applause.) 
All together. 

T have an older sister who is a Catholic nun 
who could not be with us today. And John is 
a trained Baptist minister. (Laughter.) So I 
think you can get the feel that there have 
been some interesting discussions—(laugh- 
ter)—about religion in our lives. 
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As I thought about what I would share 
with you this morning, I decided, rather 
than to give some speech on politics and gov- 
ernment, that I would share with you my 
own personal quest for a deeper under- 
standing of the teachings of Jesus Christ. 

When I use the word “share,” this is some- 
thing, frankly, that is pretty new to me. And 
when Danny called me and asked me if I 
would do it, frankly, there was no choice 
other than to say yes. But I must say to you, 
I felt a sense of terror go through my being. 
I'm an individual who has held my spiritual 
beliefs, my religious feelings and training, 
inside. I was not a person who shared those 
thoughts and ideas with anyone else, to the 
point that—and I see Don Nickles out there 
somewhere this morning—I can remember 
saying to Don before one of our policy com- 
mittee lunches, when he asked me if I would 
give the blessing, I said, “Don, I would rath- 
er not.” 

And I don’t know whether the men in the 
audience have had the experience of thinking 
about asking their wives to pray with them. 
We were having a discussion, a few of us in 
our Bible study and prayer breakfast, about 
prayer and about our prayer together, and I 
said to them, Isn't it strange? I find it dif- 
ficult to say to my wife Priscilla-we've been 
married now 37 years—for some reason there 
was an incredible sense of vulnerability that 
kept me from turning to her and saying, 
‘Would you be willing to pray with me?” I 
am pleased to say that I did ask her, and we 
do pray together. 

Again, I don’t know whether you have 
shared the same feelings that I have had, but 
there have been many times in my life where 
I sensed that there was a void, that there 
was a part of me that I wasn’t dealing with, 
that there was a part of me that I did not un- 
derstand. But there is also a part of me that 
said I want to get in touch with that part of 
me. 

And it is the prayer breakfasts and the 
Bible study group that helps me deal with 
that void, if you will. I was struggling really 
to have a deeper understanding of the word 
“love.” What does love really mean? Who is 
in control of my life? Like I suspect most of 
us in this room, and maybe especially at the 
head table, we have steadfastly tried to stay 
in control of our lives throughout our entire 
lives. What is the meaning of God's will? 
How do you know what God's will is? 

I want to touch on those points as I go 
through my remarks. But I also want to rec- 
ognize—I mentioned Don Nickles a moment 
ago, and another colleague of mine in the 
Senate, Dan Coats, who never lost faith in 
me. No matter how many times they would 
ask and I would refuse to join them in Bible 
study or the prayer breakfast, they never 
gave up. Connie, they said, “you would 
love this. This is exactly what you need.” 
And finally, one day I said yes. 

And it’s because of Dan and Don and 
Danny and others like them who kind of 
guided me along the path to a deeper under- 
standing that I can honestly say to you 
today that on October the 26th, 1995, my life 
began anew. And I want to tell you about 
that, a very special meeting of Bible study. 
And again, a couple of our members, Dan 
Coats and I were engaged in a very focused 
discussion. Interestingly enough, today I 
cannot remember what the discussion was 
about. But I sure know it was focused. 
(Laughter.) 

One of the thoughts that occurred to me as 
our meeting was starting was, as I looked 
around the room to see who was there, 
Danny Akaka had not come yet. And Danny 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Akaka is a person who I have gotten to know 
and to love and deeply appreciate as a result 
of our experiences today at both prayer 
breakfasts and Bible study. And Danny 
wasn’t there, and I kept thinking, I hope he 
comes today. I hope he comes today.” Again, 
mind you, now, this focused discussion that 
was taking place. 

As it ended, seated right next to Dan Coats 
was Danny Akaka. And I was kind of stunned 
that you were there. I didn’t know how you 
had gotten into the room. And I was express- 
ing to him my sense of love and appreciation 
that he was with us. 

Lloyd Ogilvie at that time, I think sensing 
something special, said to us, “Is there any- 
one here this morning who would like to 
deepen his commitment to Jesus Christ?” 
The immediate thought that went through 
my mind was, It ain't me, buster.” (Laugh- 
ter.) I mean, that’s it. It ain't me, buster.“ 
Lloyd said I'm now going to be remembered 
as the guy that said, “It ain’t me, buster.” 
(Laughter. ) 

But as soon as that thought went through 
my mind, no sooner had it gotten out of 
mind, I said, “I want you to pray for me.” 
And I had no idea what was going to happen 
after that. Lloyd asked me to move my chair 
to the center of the room, and all of my col- 
leagues gathered around me, placed their 
hands on my shoulders and prayed for me. 

It is difficult and, frankly, impossible to 
explain to you the emotion that I felt at that 
moment. But the one thing I do recall is, 
contrary to what you might think, there was 
a sense of something flowing out of me. And 
later, when I thought through what that ex- 
perience was, I know what it was. It was that 
desire of keeping control of my life, that I 
was the one that was in charge. I was willing 
to give up that control. And on that day, Oc- 
tober the 26th, 1995, I know that that control 
went out of my life and I began the process, 
began the process, of turning my life over to 
God. 

After that very moving experience, Pris- 
cilla and I had the opportunity to be in 
Vermont on vacation. And I had gone out to 
go skiing that morning. And I got to the foot 
of the mountain that was in Vermont. It was 
—10 degrees. The wind was blowing 15, 20 
knots. And I say, I've got to be crazy out 
here skiing.” I went back home. I picked up 
a book that Lloyd Ogilvie had written called 
“The Greatest Counselor in the World.“ a 
book about the Holy Spirit. 

And later that day there was a sense of 
restlessness in me, and I decided to go for a 
walk. And I put on some snow shoes. Now, 
being from Florida, I had not had that expe- 
rience before. (Laughter.) And I walked out 
into the forest, along the sides of the moun- 
tain, by myself. As far as I could see, there 
was nothing but the beauty and cleanness of 
the white snow. The only sounds that I heard 
were the sounds of nature. The trees—I never 
heard this before, but the trees actually rub- 
bing against each other as there was a breeze 
that made its way through the forest. 

I made my way down into a ravine, and 
there was a small stream that was making 
its way; a few spots where the water could be 
seen around the ice, and the sounds of that 
stream bubbling up. And I stopped there, 
wanting to get on my knees and to pray. But 
I must say to you, I was terrified about get- 
ting on my knees with those snow shoes. And 
with the snow, I didn’t think I could get 
back up. (Laughter.) 

So I stood there, and I literally raised my 
hands to the heavens and prayed that the 
Holy Spirit would fill me. There was a rus- 
tling of the wind. I’m not trying to hold out 
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any kind of mystery, but there was a rus- 
tling of the wind that gave me a sense that, 
in fact, I was being filled with the Holy Spir- 
it. And as I look back on those days, I now 
recognize that the fruits of the Holy Spirit 
have become part of my day—love, peace, 
joy, patience, goodness, kindness, gentleness, 
faithfulness, self-control. They are part of 
my day because that’s God's will. 

I remember not long after that that Pris- 
cilla and I had the opportunity to be at the 
movies. And the movie was over and I turned 
to her and I said, “I am filled with a sense of 
joy.” What was rather startling about that 
was that later I said to Priscilla, “Do you 
know that that’s the first time in over 17 
years that I have truly had a sense of joy?” 

My brother Michael had died of cancer in 
1979. And for all those years, I carried around 
in me the gloom of his death. But I recog- 
nized, at the moment that I turned to Pris 
and said, “I feel a sense of joy,” that the 
gloom had been lifted and God's love had re- 
placed it. 

I want to now share a couple of experiences 
with you to show you how my life has been 
changed as a result of this. Some of you in 
the Senate may remember a fellow by the 
name of Butch. He was a bus boy in the Sen- 
ate dining room, I got to know Butch over 
the years as I would come in and have break- 
fast, and he would bring me a paper and we 
would chat for a few minutes. 

One day I was having lunch with some of 
my colleagues in the Senate dining room, 
and one of the waitresses came up to me and 
handed me a note and said that Butch was 
seriously ill. Well, I put the note in my pock- 
et. And as I left the Senate dining room, I 
stopped and talked with the waitress and she 
once again said that Butch was seriously ill. 
And I could sense she was saying—she had 
given me the note that said he was at, I be- 
lieve, Greater Southeast Hospital here in 
Washington. I could tell she was really say- 
ing to me, Can't you go see Butch?” And 
like I'm sure most of my colleagues, my ini- 
tial reaction was one of “Where am I going 
to find the time?” 

Well, again, the note's in my pocket. I 
went home. The following morning I looked 
at my schedule. There was a gap in my 
schedule. And I thought, “Well, maybe I 
ought to just go see Butch. So I went over 
to the hospital. I went up to Butch’s room. A 
nurse was there giving him a shot. And I 
looked at Butch, his eyes wide open, almost 
transfixed on the television set. And within 
a few seconds, it became obvious to me that 
Butch was about to die. 

It was just the two of us. I had asked the 
nurse how he was doing as I walked in, and 
she said, He was fine yesterday. His family 
came from Chicago. They had a great time 
together.” But clearly things had changed. 
And again, it was just Butch and myself. And 
I thought, “I cannot leave him here alone, to 
die alone.“ And I walked over to the side of 
the bed. I took Butch's hand, held it, rubbed 
his arms, and tried to comfort him in the 
sense of saying, “It’s all right. You're at 
peace now. You'll be joining your God and 
your creator.” And Butch died just a few mo- 
ments after that. 

The nurse came back in the room. She 
called one of, I believe, his aunts. His aunt 
actually was already on her way. She walked 
in within a few minutes. I explained to her 
that Butch had just died. I hugged her, em- 
braced her, and again told her that he died in 
peace and he died in the hands of his God and 
creator. 

As you can imagine, as I made my way 
back to the Senate and back to the dining 
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room so I could tell his colleagues on the 
staff of the dining room that Butch had died, 
as you can imagine, I was asking myself sev- 
eral questions. How did you get there that 
day? Why were you there at that moment? 
What was it that you were supposed to learn 
from that experience? 

And what I learned from the experience is 
something that’s all too obvious, but some- 
times we have a tendency to forget, and that 
is that in God’s eyes, as it should be in our 
eyes, that all of us are equal. It makes no 
difference whether you're a United States 
Senator or whether you're a bus boy in the 
United States Senate. (Applause.) 

Another experience that happened to me 
was again an acquaintance of mine, and 
frankly, an acquaintance of many people in 
this room, Tom Korologos. Tom’s wife Joy 
passed away as the result of melanoma, the 
same kind of cancer that killed my brother 
in 1979, I picked up the phone and I called 
Tom and gave my condolences and expressed 
my concern and my love for him. 

I ended up going to Joy’s funeral service. 
And again, I had maybe met Joy once. And 
as I was sitting in the church waiting for the 
service to begin, I was again asking myself— 
again, to the members of the House and Sen- 
ate, and clearly the President and the Vice 
President, understand this incredible de- 
mand on us for our time. And it’s almost a 
natural thing to kind of ask every place we 
go. Why are we here?” 

And so, as I'm waiting for this service to 
begin, I'm asking those same kind of ques- 
tions, Why am I here? Well, once the service 
began and the family began to express their 
deep convictions to their Lord and maker, it 
was pretty obvious to me why I was there. I 
wrote down some notes that morning during 
the service of some feelings that went 
through my mind, and I want to share from 
the notes that I made that morning. So they 
may not be grammatically correct, so bear 
with me. I'm going to read them exactly as 
I wrote them. 

Was there because I have replaced the 
love of self with the love for others, Being at 
the funeral service for Joy Korologos also al- 
lowed me to recognize that doing God's will 
is not the pursuit of the grand, but rather 
one day at a time, one moment at a time, 
pursuing God’s will; that if I allow God to 
guide me one step at a time, I will eventu- 
ally get to where he wants me to be in my 
life. And if I truly believe, if I truly believe 
this and follow that belief throughout each 
day, I will be free. I will be at peace; the ulti- 
mate freedom, to be free of worldly desires.” 

I also learned that this moment was a life- 
changing moment. As I said above, pursue 
God's will one step at a time and not worry 
or even wonder where it may lead me. This 
is a radical departure for me from my pre- 
vious life—management by objectives, goal- 
setting, state a goal, a target, an objective, 
and then pursue it. Now for me it is “Help 
me, dear God, to do what is right, what is in 
your will at this moment, and then my life 
will take care of itself.” 

To me, this was a great revelation. Two 
points that I would want to build on here for 
just a moment; that doing God's will is not 
the pursuit of the grand. I don't know about 
you, but as I have thought about trying to 
understand God's will, I always had this idea 
that there was some huge event in the future 
that I was called on to participate in, always 
trying to figure out what it was; never could 
do it. 

And now I understand that if each day I 
will pursue God's will—and I think you're be- 
ginning to understand why I said a moment 
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ago that when Danny called me and asked 
me if I would be willing to give this address 
this morning, I had no choice but to do it, 
because on that day my sense was it was 
God’s will that I speak this morning. So, 
again, I try to live each day now attentive, 
attentive to the needs of others, attentive to 
the needs of my colleagues in the Senate, 
trying to make sure that I am not so busy 
that I don’t hear their cries for help. 

I'd like to close my thoughts here this 
morning with another personal experience. 
And I want to use 1 Corinthians, chapter 13, 
verse 13, which I suspect that many of you 
are familiar with. I have used 1 Corinthians 
13 at both weddings and at funerals, because 
in essence it is all about life. And now abide 
faith, hope, love, these three. But the great- 
est of these is love.” 

And I don't know about you, but I've al- 
ways kind of wondered what makes love the 
greatest of those three. And I will try to ex- 
plain in just a couple of minutes at least 
what my understanding of that Bible reading 
is. 

Both my mother and father died during 
these past 20 months or so. In a conversation 
in Bible study, as I was expressing my con- 
cerns about having a deeper understanding of 
love and trying to understand my relation- 
ship with my God and maker, it was said to 
me that sometimes it’s helpful to think 
about your loving relationship with your fa- 
ther here on Earth. It may give you some in- 
sight into your loving relationship with your 
God. 

Well, as would, I think, be natural when 
you see your parents heading towards the 
last moments of their life, it’s fairly easy to 
get into a discussion about what love is all 
about. And I found out one of the things that 
there’s a big difference between the love be- 
tween a mother and her son and a father and 
his son. My mother loved me uncondition- 
ally. It made no matter what I did. She was 
there to comfort me, to love me, to protect 
me. 

But with my father, frankly, it was dif- 
ferent. And I didn't understand what that re- 
lationship was. Was the relationship one 
that was based on a need for reward? Was I 
looking for respect? What portion of it was 
fear? And as I watched my father over the 
last 20 years or so and recognized that he did 
over 17,000 hours of volunteer time at the 
local hospitals, and I heard people talk about 
seeing my father helping them being wheeled 
down to surgery or to the X-ray, I sensed 
that there was a strong sense of love that my 
father had expressed during those years. 

And I finally understood the significance of 
the meaning of love and why love is so im- 
portant, because frankly love is a collection 
of all the graces that God has given us in 
which we express in action, that we act in 
behalf of or on behalf of those less fortunate 
than us, those who at the moment need our 
assistance. And so for all those years I saw 
this outpouring of love from my mother and 
father and I understood then why I love my 
father and why I loved my Father in heaven, 
and it is very simple. It is because they so 
deeply loved me. 

Thank you. Have a great day. (Applause.) 

Senator AKAKA. Ladies and gentlemen, it 
is now my privilege and high honor to intro- 
duce the President of the United States, Wil- 
liam Jefferson Clinton. Welcome, Mr. Presi- 
dent. (Applause.) 

President CLINTON. Thank you very much. 
Thank you very much to my good friend and 
sometimes golfing partner, Senator Akaka, 
to all the members of Congress here, Rev- 
erend Graham, other head table guests and 
ladies and gentlemen. 
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For five years now, Hillary and I have 
looked forward to this day. For me it's a day 
in which I can be with other people of faith 
and pray and ask for your prayers, both as 
President and as just another child of God. I 
have done it for five years, and I do so again 
today. 

At each of these breakfasts, from our 
shared experiences and our prayers, God’s 
grace always seems to come, bringing 
strength and wisdom and peace. Today I 
come more than anything else to say thank 
you. First, thank you, Connie Mack, for your 
wonderful message and the power of your ex- 
ample. I also thank all of you here for many 
things in the last five years and ask your 
help in helping us to work together to make 
our nation better, and the work that God has 
sent me to do and you to do. 

I thank you for helping me to strike blows 
for religious liberty—with the work so many 
of you in this room have done to help us to 
protect the rights of federal employees, to 
follow their faith at work, our students in 
school. In particular, I want to thank Rev- 
erend Don Argue, the former President of the 
National Association of Evangelicals and 
Rabbi Arthur Schneier and the Roman 
Catholic Archbishop of Newark, Theodore 
McCarrik, who next week will go to China to 
look into religious practices there and to 
begin a dialogue there in hopes that a part of 
our relationship with China will be about our 
concern for the kind of religious liberty we 
have practiced here this morning. (Ap- 
plause.) 

I thank so many of you in the community 
of faith who have worked with the govern- 
ment in partnership to help move poor fami- 
lies from welfare, from welfare to work, to 
honor the Scripture that our friend Dorothy 
Height read today. And I ask more of you to 
join in. I thank those of you who have been 
responsible for working with me—and I see 
Senator Grassley out there and Harris 
Wofford is here—to bring communities of 
faith into the circle of national service. 

We now have 5,000 young Americans work- 
ing with religious organizations earning the 
Americorps scholarship to go to college with 
after they serve with their community of 
faith wherever they live in America. And the 
Congress has provided for many more posi- 
tions, and I ask you to help us to enlist more 
young Americans to give meaning to their 
lives, to live out their faith, and to help 
make our country a better place. 

I thank you for the prayers, the letters, 
the scriptural instruction that I have gotten 
from so many of you and many others 
around this country in recent weeks and in- 
deed in the last five years. And I ask that 
they continue. 

Finally, I couldn't help thinking when 
Connie Mack was talking that what we all 
need very much is to take what we feel when 
we're here every year and keep it close with 
us when we leave here every year—day in 
and day out, week in and week out, in good 
times and bad. And I ask for your help in 
that. 

We have a difficult decision we are facing 
now, as a country and our administration, 
because of the concern all Americans have 
that we not expose our children, if we can 
help it, to the dangers of chemical and bio- 
logical warfare. And last night I came across 
a scripture verse that a friend of mine sent 
me in the last 72 hours that I had not had the 
chance to read—a prayer of King Solomon 
that I ask you to keep in mind as we face 
this decision. Solomon said in I Kings, “I am 
only a little child, and I do not know how to 
carry out my duties. Your servant is here 
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among people you have chosen—a great peo- 
ple—too numerous to count or number. So 
you give your servant a discerning heart to 
govern your people and to distinguish be- 
tween right and wrong, for who is able to 
govern this great people of yours.“ 

I also ask for your prayers as we work to- 
gether to continue to take our country to 
higher ground and to remember the admoni- 
tion to Micah, which I try to repeat to my- 
self on a very regular basis. I ask your pray- 
ers that I and we might act justly and love 
mercy and walk humbly with our God. 
Thank you very much. (Applause.) 

Sen. AKAKA. Thank you very much, Mr. 
President, for that wonderful message of 
gratitude and prayer. Thank you for sharing 
your wisdom and inspiration. And thank you 
for making the time to join us this morning. 
And I want you to know that we are praying 
for you. 

To offer the benediction, I’m thrilled to 
welcome back to the National Prayer Break- 
fast a man whose presence inspires all of us 
to good and whose wisdom brings us comfort 
and hope, Dr. Billy Graham. We love you, Dr. 
Graham. (Applause.) 

Dr. GRAHAM, Thank you very much. And as 
far as I'm concerned, I give all the glory and 
praise to God. (Applause.) It’s been my privi- 
lege to be at many of these prayer break- 
fasts, I suppose more than any other person. 
(Laughter.) In fact, they told me that when 
I was interviewed by Senator Sam Nunn the 
other day about the history of the prayer 
breakfast, that they thought I was the oldest 
person that had attended the prayer break- 
fast for so long. And I suppose that’s right. 
And they couldn't find any others that had 
been to so many, and so they asked me if I 
would be interviewed for the Archives— 
(laughter)—and the history of the prayer 
breakfast. (Laughter.) 

But I don’t know when I’ve been so moved 
at a prayer breakfast as this one. I feel the 
Holy Spirit is bringing us together and 
speaking to us. (Applause.) Not only dif- 
ferent religious backgrounds, but different 
political backgrounds. And here I see mem- 
bers of all parties smiling, listening to the 
Word of God, listening to this magnificent 
word on the love of God and the love that he 
can put in our hearts. 

And when the President spoke, I could not 
help but think of the various times that I’ve 
had the privilege of being with him alone to 
talk, read the Bible and pray. And I know 
that he’s sincere in what he had to say. And 
to Vice President Gore and to all of you that 
are here, many of you, I look at you and I 
think back to times we’ve been together in 
years past, in your state, in your town. I'm 
an evangelist. I travel from place to place 
and preach the gospel. And it’s the same gos- 
pel I started with. The human heart is the 
same. The gospel is the same. It never 
changes, that God loves you no matter who 
you are. (Applause.) 

So I'm going to ask that we have this clos- 
ing prayer together. 

Our Father and our God, as we come to the 
close of another National Prayer Breakfast, 
we pause to give you thanks for the oppor- 
tunity we have had to come apart from our 
daily tasks and turn our minds and our 
hearts to you. Give us a holy dissatisfaction 
with anything less than your perfect will 
that we heard expressed a few moments ago. 

Help us to see ourselves as we truly are in 
your sight, as men and women who are sub- 
ject to the temptations of pride and power 
and flesh and who need your forgiveness and 
your strength. Help us remember that you 
teach us that we're all sinners and everyone 
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who is in this place needs repentance and 
forgiveness, including me. 

May we all come to the cross. And by your 
grace, help us to turn to you for the forgive- 
ness and mercy we need. We thank you for 
the promise of the Bible, that if we truly 
confess our sins that you're faithful and just 
to forgive us our sins and to cleanse us from 
all unrighteousness. 

As we leave this place, help us to find in 
you the strength we need to live as we 
should. Give us motives that are pure, lips 
that are honest, lives that are blameless, and 
hearts that are filled with compassion and 
love. 

We pray for the millions of the hungry and 
poor in our world and for the thousands even 
in our own land and for all who are op- 
pressed, that we will not be deaf to their 
cries. We pray today especially for President 
and Mrs. Clinton, for Vice President and 
Mrs. Gore, for the Cabinet, for members of 
the Supreme Court, for the Congress and all 
others to whom you have given responsi- 
bility in our land, and for their families who 
many times have to bear the burden of re- 
sponsibility. 

Give them strength and courage, integrity 
and wisdom, as they face the complex prob- 
lems of our nation and our world. And, O 
Lord, we pray that we will be faithful in 
praying that if it be thy will that thou would 
bring peace to the Middle East. And we pray 
that if it be thy will, that we'll not have war, 
as President Yeltsin has warned us about. 

Send the strong driving wind of the Holy 
Spirit across our land, to bring us a new 
breath of joy and freedom in serving you. 
May we see a national, an international re- 
vival. Renew our vision. Restore our faith. 
Rekindle our desire to love and serve you 
and serve each other. As we leave this place, 
may we commit ourselves afresh to him who 
alone is the way, the truth and the life. 

And now, may the Lord bless you and keep 
you, the Lord make his face to shine upon 
you and be gracious unto you, the Lord lift 
up his countenance upon you and give you 
peace. In the Name of the Father, the Son 
and the Holy Spirit, Amen. (Applause.) 

Senator AKAKA. Thank you. Thank you 
very much, Dr. Graham. This concludes the 
46th National Prayer Breakfast. I ask all of 
you to please rise and remain standing until 
the President and Mrs. Clinton and Vice 
President and Mrs. Gore depart from the 
ballroom. (Applause.) 

I thank all of you for your participation 
and your cooperation. Trust in God and 
carry his love with you and share it with 
others today and every day. Thank you very 
much. This concludes the National Prayer 
Breakfast. (Applause) 


— 
CHILD CUSTODY PROTECTION ACT 


e Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, today I 
became an official cosponsor of S. 1645, 
the Child Custody Protection Act in- 
troduced by Senator ABRAHAM. This 
bill addresses a very critical problem 
impacting our nation’s families and 
their children, abortion. Under this 
bill, adults who take children across 
state lines to receive an abortion with- 
out the knowledge of their parents 
would be committing a federal offense. 

Currently, 22 states require parental 
notification if a minor is going to re- 
ceive an abortion. Yet, each and every 
day adults help thousands of children 
travel across state lines to receive 
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abortions in states which do not re- 
quire the notification of a parent. 

Being an ardent opponent of abor- 
tion, I am gravely concerned about the 
children who are being taken by adults, 
who are not their parents, into dif- 
ferent states to receive abortions. This 
process is wrong and must be stopped. 
We cannot allow adults to circumvent 
state laws by transporting a minor 
across state lines for an abortion with- 
out parental consent and involvement. 

The decision to have an abortion is a 
critical decision, one which I person- 
ally hope that women of all ages would 
elect not to have. However, despite an 
individual’s personal opinion on abor- 
tion, the majority of Americans, my- 
self included, believe it is imperative 
for minor children to involve their par- 
ents in this life altering decision. Ac- 
cording to a 1996 Gallup poll, 74 percent 
of Americans supported requiring mi- 
nors to get parental consent for an 
abortion. According to the Supreme 
Court, “the medical, emotional, and 
psychological consequences of an abor- 
tion are serious and can be lasting; this 
is particularly so when the patient is 
immature.” Clearly, our nation’s chil- 
dren should not be kept from their par- 
ents when making an important life de- 
cision with such broad ramifications as 
an abortion. 

This is why I am cosponsoring Sen- 
ator ABRAHAM’s bill, the Child Cus- 
tody Protection Act.” This bill would 
make it a federal offense to transport a 
minor across state lines with intent to 
avoid state laws requiring parental in- 
volvement in a minor’s abortion. 

It is my firm belief that we must pass 
this law and stop people from bypass- 
ing the laws of our individual states. 
This legislation protects our children 
from making a life altering decision 
without the guidance of their most 
trusted advisors, their parents. 


— 


TRIBUTE TO THE NATIONAL 
ORDER OF WOMEN LEGISLATORS 


è Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I rise 
today to congratulate and commend 
the National Order of Women Legisla- 
tors and the Georgia Chapter of the Na- 
tional Order of Women Legislators as 
they celebrate today 60 years of accom- 
plishments since the organization was 
founded in 1938. 

This year also marks the 150th Anni- 
versary of the first Women’s Rights 
Convention ever held to discuss the 
prohibitions then in force on women 
voting, holding public office, owning 
property, signing official documents, 
and receiving a formal education. 

The women who have served in the 
National Order of Women Legislators 
and the Georgia Chapter of that orga- 
nization have overcome gender barriers 
and are true champions of the women’s 
rights movement. I applaud these 
women for fighting for and delivering 
to the women of this nation the right 
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to vote, and a vital voice in local, state 
and national government. 

The Declaration of Sentiments issued 
by the 1848 convention held in Seneca 
Falls, New York, launched a movement 
that unleashed and enhanced the myr- 
iad of talents and intellectual abilities 
already possessed by women through- 
out the United States. The resulting 
Women’s Rights Movement has had a 
profound and undeniable impact on all 
aspects of American life, and has 
opened new and well deserved opportu- 
nities for women. 

I would especially like to commend 
the spirit and hard work of Rebecca 
Latimer Felton, the first Georgia 
woman elected to the United States 
Senate in 1992, two years after women 
gained the right to vote; Florence 
Reville Gibbs, the first Georgia woman 
to serve in the United States House of 
Representatives (1940-1941); Viola Ross 
Napier, the first woman to serve in the 
Georgia House of Representatives 
(1923-1926); Susie Tilman Moore, the 
first woman to serve in the Georgia 
State Senate (1933-1934 and 1939-1940); 
and Grace Towns Hamilton, the first 
African American woman elected to 
the Georgia House of Representatives 
(1966-1984). 

I am honored to serve in the United 
States Senate with nine remarkable fe- 
male Senators—Sens. BARBARA BOXER 
(D-CA), SUSAN COLLINS (RME), DIANNE 
FEINSTEIN (D-CA), Kay BAILEY 
HUTCHISON (R-TX), MARY LANDRIEU (D- 
LA), BARBARA MIKULSKI (D-MD), CAROL 
MOSELEY-BRAUN (D-IL), PATTY MURRAY 
(D-WA), and OLYMPIA SNOWE (RME). I 
also commend the 55 female members 
of the U.S. House of Representatives 
and female members in the Georgia 
State Legislature. 

Members of National Order of Women 
Legislators serve as role models for 
women throughout this nation and the 
entire world. I ask my colleagues to 
join me today in saluting and con- 
gratulating the National Order of 
Women Legislators and the Georgia 
Chapter of the National Order of 
Women Legislators for setting a posi- 
tive example to all Americans.@ 

—— 


TRIBUTE TO THE HOLLIS/BROOK- 
LINE STUDENTS FOR THEIR 
PARTICIPATION IN “WE THE 
PEOPLE...” 


è Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I rise today to pay tribute 
to 27 students from Hollis/Brookline 
High School for winning the right to 
represent New Hampshire in the “We 
the People... The Citizen and the 
Constitution” national competition in 
Washington, D.C. 

As the New Hampshire state cham- 
pions, the Hollis/Brookline students 
will compete against more than 1200 
students from across the United States 
in a three-day national competition 
May 2-4, 1998. Students will dem- 
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onstrate their knowledge of the Con- 
stitution and its relevance to contem- 
porary issues in front of simulated con- 
gressional committees composed of 
constitutional scholars, lawyers, jour- 
nalists, and government leaders. 

The distinguished members of the 
Hollis/Brookline team are: Meghan 
Amber, Wayne Beuner, Randy Brown, 
Jonathon Davies, Meredith Edmunds, 
Jaima Elliott, Emily Gagne, Sara 
Godshall, Laura Hacker, Alex Harris, 
Nicola Huns, Craig Kimball, Sarah 
Kirby, Anna Klein, Brannon Klein, 
Maya Levine, Sara Liebling, Kass 
Litwin, Heidi Packard, Amy Rattin, 
Jared Rosenberg, Nadine Schneider, 
Carrie Spaulding, Kent Springfield, 
Anja Helene Stronen-Lien, Amy Tozier 
and Amanda Vormelker. Their teach- 
ers, Helen Melanson and Joel Mitchell, 
deserve special recognition for their 
role in preparing these students for 
this intense constitutional testing. I 
applaud them for their commitment to 
enriching the lives of these students. 

As a former high school civics teach- 
er myself, I recognize the value of in- 
stilling an understanding of the Con- 
stitution in students. The “We the 
People ... The Citizen and the Con- 
stitution” program provides an excel- 
lent opportunity for students to gain 
an informed perspective about the his- 
tory and principles of our nation’s con- 
stitutional government. I wish these 
young constitutional experts from Hol- 
lis/Brookline High School the best of 
luck in preparing for the national 
finals. It is an honor to have them rep- 
resent New Hampshire, and I wish 
them luck as they prepare to be Amer- 
ica’s leaders in the twenty-first cen- 
tury. I am proud to represent them in 
the U.S. Senate.e 


— 


A LITERACY SUCCESS STORY 


è Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on be- 
half of myself, Senator JEFFORDS and 
Senator REED, I would like to submit 
this statement given by Ms. Raynice 
Brumfield of Washington, D.C. for the 
RECORD. Ms. Brumfield testified at this 
morning’s Labor and Human Resources 
Committee hearing on Reading and 
Literacy Initiatives. I commend her for 
the progress she has made as a partici- 
pant of the D.C. Head Start Toyota 
Family Literacy Program. Her testi- 
mony was very moving and she is a 
success story for others to emulate. 

Mr. President, I ask that Ms. 
Brumfield’s testimony be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The testimony follows: 

TESTIMONY OF RAYNICE BRUMFIELD, DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA PUBLIC SCHOOLS HEAD START 
“TOYOTA FAMILY LITERACY PROGRAM” 

Ms. BRUMFIELD. Thank you Senator Jef- 
fords and members of the Senate Committee, 
for inviting me to share my story with you. 
By virtue of the fact that I can sit before you 
to take part in this occasion, proves that 
without a program like the Toyota Family 
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Learning Tree, I would still be just stuck in 
the house, taking care of my two small chil- 
dren, faced with a future that didn’t look 
bright. 

Iam Raynice Brumfield. I am a 25 year old 
single parent with four children; James 10, 
Delonte 8, Kiara 5, and Tyrone, age 4. I was 
born in Washington, D.C., and attended the 
public schools there. When I was 15 years old 
I became pregnant with my first child. Be- 
tween the ages of 15 and 17, I worked at var- 
ious jobs. I soon found that I could not make 
enough money to afford food, clothing, baby 
supplies and living expenses. At age 17, I be- 
came pregnant with my second child. By 19, 
I enrolled in one of the District of Colum- 
bia’s public vocational schools. I dropped out 
of that school because the staff was not sen- 
sitive to the needs of young mothers, and I 
did not feel safe in that environment. I start- 
ed to receive Public Assistance when I was 
19, and soon became pregnant with Kiara, 
and the next year, Tyrone. 

The opportunity to further my education, 
while being close to my children, seemed 
like a dream come true. On September 30th, 
1996 my children and I started school. The 
adult education teacher (Mrs. Grace Black- 
wood), and the parenting instructor (Mrs. 
Irene Ball), greeted me warmly. I was quiet, 
scared, and very unsure of myself. 

When I entered the program my reading 
and math levels were at a second grade level. 
My teachers, and the program's coordinator, 
Mrs. Peggy Minnis, made the other parents 
and me feel like we could accomplish any- 
thing. They made sure that we maintained a 
positive self esteem. We were encouraged to 
set goals, and they helped us work to meet 
each goal. The work was hard, but soon it be- 
came a daily routine, for my children and I 
to sit at the kitchen table, learning to- 
gether. As my reading skills improved, I 
began to enjoy reading stories to my chil- 
dren at home, and going into their classroom 
to practice and share my new skills with any 
child who wanted to crawl up in my lap, to 
hear me read. The harder I worked, the easi- 
er it became to help my older children with 
their homework. I began taking part in the 
activities at their school. My children’s 
home library grew from 2 or 3 books, to over 
40. Reading stories or telling stories to my 
children has helped in their language devel- 
opment and provided me with practice in 
reading. 

The parenting course helped me under- 
stand child development. Understanding the 
stages that my children were going through, 
helped me to be patient, understanding, and 
able to predict their behavior. I learned that 
there are whole new worlds that my family 
and I can explore for free. We visit these new 
worlds every weekend inside the public li- 
brary. I tell my children that even though 
we don’t have a lot of money, we can still 
visit far away places and people. Most impor- 
tantly, we enjoy these adventures as a fam- 
ily. All of my children have their own library 
cards. I’ve become a responsible citizen who 
has a voter registration card and I vote. 

As a result of being in the Toyota Family 
Literacy Program, new worlds have opened 
up for me and my family. Worlds that were 
once just part of my day dreams... are 
now a reality. I am proud to tell you that I 
now read on a 10th grade level, and my math 
skills have increased to a 9th grade level. I 
received an award from my children’s school, 
which honored me as being. Most Active 
Parent in Schoolwide Activities.” I have vol- 
unteered more than 200 hours in my chil- 
dren’s school. My children’s report cards and 
teacher comments are no longer negative, 
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but positive. I was invited to speak at last 
year’s 27th Annual Congressional Black Cau- 
cus Legislative Conference in Washington, 
DC, by New Jersey's Representative Donald 
M. Payne. I shared how Toyota through the 
National Center for Family Literacy and the 
Head Start Program are helping to improve 
literacy in the African American community 
by focusing on young children and their par- 
ents. That speech was placed on the E-mail 
system of every congressman and representa- 
tive in Congress. Now the most powerful peo- 
ple in the United States have heard about 
the wonderful work that all of you in this 
room have dedicated your lives to. 

In January, the Head Start Program in- 
vited me to be a guest speaker at their staff 
development activities. Again, I told how 
family literacy programs make futures 
bright. I just took the GED examination on 
the 16th. 

My adult education teacher encouraged me 
to apply for an intensive training program 
through the YWCA’s Non-Traditional Jobs 
For Women Program last school year. I was 
accepted into the program, and have com- 
pleted the training, which prepared me to be 
trained as a carpenter, plumber, mason, or 
electrical worker. 

Upon notification of having passed the 
GED, I have been promised priority consider- 
ation for a non-traditional job at George 
Washington University (in the District of Co- 
lumbia) through a partnership that has been 
set up between our program and the univer- 
sity. I will have the opportunity to work for 
no less than $12.00 per hour, have paid leave 
and benefits for my entire family. 

I will gain experience, meet new people, 
and most importantly, the opportunity to 
continue my education free of charge. Upon 
advancement in my job, my children will be 
able to attend George Washington University 
and get their college education for free. 

The partnership between Head Start, the 
National Center for Family Literacy and the 
Toyota Corporation have made my future 
look bright. By nurturing the promise of pro- 
viding a quality education to my children 
and me, they have given me empowerment 
through Literacy.e 


— 


APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES— 
H.R. 2646 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to the order of March 27, 1998, the Chair 
appoints the following Senators to 
serve as conferees to H.R. 2646, the 
Education Savings Act for Public and 
Private Schools. 

The Presiding Officer (Mr. ALLARD) 
appointed Mr. RoTH, Mr. MACK, Mr. 
Coats, Mr. GORTON, Mr. COVERDELL, 
Mr. MOYNIHAN, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, 
Mr. KENNEDY and Mr. BINGAMAN con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate. 


—— l — 


APPOINTMENTS BY THE 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the President pro 
tempore, and upon the recommenda- 
tion of the Republican leader, pursuant 
to the provisions of S. Res. 208 of the 
105th Congress, appoints the following 
Senators to the Special Committee on 
the Year 2000 Technology Problem: The 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. KYL), the 
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Senator from Oregon (Mr. SMITH), and 
the Senator from Maine (Ms. COLLINS). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the President pro 
tempore, pursuant to the provisions of 
S. Res. 208 of the 105th Congress, ap- 
points the following Senators as ex- 
officio members of the Special Com- 
mittee on the Year 2000 Technology 
Problem by virtue of their positions on 
the Committee on Appropriations: The 
Senator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS); 
and the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. BYRD), Ranking Minority Member. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to executive session to con- 
sider the following nomination on the 
Executive Calendar: Calendar No. 578. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the nomination be confirmed; that the 
motion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table; that any statements relating to 
the nomination appear at the appro- 
priate place in the RECORD; that the 
President be immediately notified of 
the Senate’s action; and that the Sen- 
ate then return to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nomination was considered and 
confirmed, as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 

Togo Dennis West, Jr., of the District of 
Columbia, to be Secretary of Veterans Af- 
fairs. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, on 
February 24, 1998, the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs held a hearing on the 
nomination of Acting Secretary of the 
Department of Veterans Affairs Togo 
D. West, Jr. be the permanent Sec- 
retary of that agency. The committee 
carefully evaluated the nominee and 
his statements before the committee. 
It reviewed Mr. West's submissions of 
his background and financial interests 
and the investigation completed on all 
Presidential nominations and con- 
ducted by the Federal Bureau of Inves- 
tigation. As a result, the committee 
voted unanimously on April 21 to re- 
port favorably to the full Senate the 
nomination of Togo D. West, Jr. to be 
the Secretary of the Department of 
Veterans Affairs. 

The Department of Veterans Affairs 
has been without a permanent Sec- 
retary since Jesse Brown resigned in 
July 1997. This is too long a period for 
any department of the Federal govern- 
ment to be without its senior leader 
and manager. It is especially true for 
the Department of Veterans Affairs 
which is in a period of major transition 
of its health program from inpatient to 
outpatient care in a period of a declin- 
ing real budget. In addition, the De- 
partment’s administration of its bene- 
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fits programs has been seriously chal- 
lenged and is in need of major restruc- 
turing and effective leadership. Also, 
the Department, like other federal de- 
partments and agencies, faces a major 
hurdle in adjusting its computer-based 
information systems to the Year 2000. 

It appears to me that Togo D. West, 
Jr. has the prerequisite qualifications 
to meet these challenges, to lead the 
Department, and to provide the health 
and benefits services which our vet- 
erans have come to expect and deserve. 

Mr. West has been serving as Acting 
Secretary since January 2, 1998, pursu- 
ant to a December 2, 1997, Presidential 
directive under authority of the so- 
called Vacancies Act,” 5 U.S.C. 3348. 
He concurrently has been serving as 
Secretary of the Army, a position he 
has held since November 1993. He relin- 
quishes that position upon being sworn 
in as Secretary of the Department of 
Veterans Affairs. 

Mr. West’s background is extensive 
and impressive. He was commissioned a 
second lieutenant in the U.S. Army 
Field Artillery Corps upon graduation 
from college and following law school, 
he was called to active duty in the 
Army’s Judge Advocate General Corps. 
In 1975, he served in the Department of 
Justice as an Associate Deputy Attor- 
ney General and in 1977 he was named 
General Counsel for the Navy. In 1979, 
he served as the Special Assistant to 
the Secretary of Defense and Deputy 
Secretary, and in January 1980 was ap- 
pointed General Counsel of the Depart- 
ment of Defense. 

Mr. West is an articulate and dedi- 
cated public servant. I believe that he 
will serve well the Department and our 
country’s veterans. Therefore, I thank 
my colleagues for their support of this 
nomination. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
I'm delighted to join the Chairman of 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
Mr. SPECTER, in bringing before the 
Senate the nomination of Togo D. 
West, Jr., to be Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs and urging his confirmation. 

Mr. President, Togo West has a long 
history of serving his country and 
America’s service members. He began 
his career as an Army lawyer from 1969 
to 1973, first as part of the Army Judge 
Advocate General’s Corps and later 
with the Office of the Assistant Sec- 
retary of the Army for Manpower and 
Reserve Affairs. He left the Army in 
1973, but never strayed far from public 
service. In 1975, he served in the De- 
partment of Justice as Associate Dep- 
uty Attorney General. In 1977, he was 
appointed to serve as the Department 
of the Navy’s General Counsel. From 
there, he also served as the Special As- 
sistant to the Secretary and Deputy 
Secretary of Defense, and in 1980 he 
was appointed General Counsel of the 
Department of Defense. 

Most recently, Togo West served our 
country as Secretary of the Army, a 
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position he held beginning in 1993, until 
President Clinton appointed him Act- 
ing Secretary of Veterans Affairs on 
January 2, 1998. As Secretary of Vet- 
erans Affairs, West will be responsible 
for safeguarding and improving the 
VA's system of delivering health care 
and benefits to America’s 26 million 
veterans. VA is the second largest fed- 
eral agency, employing almost 235,000 
people, many of them veterans them- 
selves. 

Togo West will be filling the vacancy 
left by Jesse Brown, the former Sec- 
retary of Veterans Affairs. Jesse Brown 
has always been a tireless veterans ad- 
vocate, and his leadership and energy 
are missed by veterans and others who 
also fight on behalf of veterans. 

Mr. President, Togo West has a won- 
derful opportunity to serve the vet- 
erans of our Nation in this new capac- 
ity. He has demonstrated himself to be 
a person of the highest integrity with 
extraordinary leadership skills, Presi- 
dent Clinton has shown great con- 
fidence in him, his work, and his com- 
mitment to veterans by nominating 
him to serve in this important posi- 
tion. I concur with the President who 
has said that Togo West “has always 
understood the special responsibility 
we owe to our men and women in uni- 
form both during and after their years 
of service.” His unique perspective and 
experience will serve him well in meet- 
ing the challenges that lie ahead. 

Mr. President, I am proud of the con- 
firmation of Togo West. I thank my 
colleagues for their unanimous support 
of this nomination. 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
return to legislative session. 


— s 


REMOVAL OF INJUNCTION OF SE- 
CRECY—TREATY DOCUMENT 105- 
42 


Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, as in ex- 
ecutive session, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the injunction of secrecy be 
removed from the following treaty 
transmitted to the Senate on April 28, 
1998, by the President of the United 
States: Treaty with Brazil on Mutual 
Legal Assistance in Criminal Matters 
(Treaty Document No. 105-42.) 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the treaty be considered as having been 
read for the first time; that it be re- 
ferred, with accompanying papers, to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations 
and ordered to be printed; and that the 
President’s message be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered: 

The message of the President is as 
follows: 


To the Senate of the United States: 
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With a view to receiving the advice 
and consent of the Senate to ratifica- 
tion, I transmit herewith the Treaty 
between the Government of the United 
States of America and the Government 
of the Federative Republic of Brazil on 
Mutual Legal Assistance in Criminal 
Matters, signed at Brasilia on October 
14, 1997. I transmit also, for the infor- 
mation of the Senate, the report of the 
Department of State with respect to 
the Treaty. 

The Treaty is one of a series of mod- 
ern mutual legal assistance treaties 
that the United States is negotiating 
in order to counter criminal activities 
more effectively. The Treaty should be 
an effective tool to assist in the pros- 
ecution of a wide variety of modern 
criminals, including those involved in 
terrorism, other violent crimes, drug 
trafficking, money laundering, and 
other “white-collar” crime. The Treaty 
is self-executing, and will not require 
new legislation. 

The Treaty provides for a broad 
range of cooperation in criminal mat- 
ters. Mutual assistance available under 
the Treaty includes: 

(1) Locating or identifying persons or 
items; (2) serving documents; (3) taking 
testimony or statements of persons; (4) 
transferring persons in custody for tes- 
timony or other purposes; (5) providing 
documents, records, and items; (6) exe- 
cuting requests for searches and sei- 
zures; (7) assisting in proceedings re- 
lated to immobilization and forfeiture 
of assets, restitution, and collection of 
fines; and (8) any other form of assist- 
ance not prohibited by the laws of the 
Requested State. 

I recommend that the Senate give 
early and favorable consideration to 
the Treaty and give its advice and con- 
sent to ratification. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, April 28, 1998. 


——— 


ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, APRIL 
29, 1998 


Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in adjournment until 11:45 a.m. 
on Wednesday, April 29. I further ask 
unanimous consent that on Wednesday, 
immediately following the prayer, the 
routine requests through the morning 
hour be granted and the Senate then 
resume consideration of the Smith- 
Hutchison amendment No. 2314 to the 
NATO enlargement treaty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. SNOWE. I further ask unanimous 
consent that at 11:45 a.m., the Senate 
proceed to a rolicall vote on or in rela- 
tion to the Smith-Hutchison amend- 
ment, with 2 minutes equally divided 
for debate prior to the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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PROGRAM 


Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, for the 
information of all Senators, the Senate 
will resume consideration of the NATO 
enlargement treaty at 11:45 a.m. to- 
morrow morning. At 11:45 a.m., the 
Senate will immediately proceed to a 
rolicall vote on, or in relation to, the 
Smith-Hutchison amendment No. 2314 
offered earlier today. The leader has 
indicated that he hopes that the Sen- 
ate will complete action on the NATO 
expansion treaty by tomorrow evening 
or the close of business Thursday at 
the latest. Senators with amendments 
are encouraged to come to the floor to 
offer and debate those amendments so 
that good progress can be made during 
Wednesday’s session. Therefore, Sen- 
ators should expect rollcall votes 
throughout Wednesday’s session on 
amendments to the NATO enlargement 
treaty or any other legislative or exec- 
utive items cleared for action. 


— 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 11:45 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate, I now ask unanimous con- 
sent that the Senate stand in adjourn- 
ment under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:28 p.m., adjourned until Wednes- 
day, April 29, 1998, at 11:45 a.m. 


— 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate April 28, 1998: 
STATE DEPARTMENT 


MARI CARMEN APONTE, OF PUERTO RICO, TO BE AM- 
BASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE DOMINICAN 
REPUBLIC. 

E. WILLIAM CROTTY, OF FLORIDA, TO BE AMBASSADOR 
EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO BARBADOS, AND TO 
SERVE CONCURRENTLY AND WITHOUT ADDITIONAL COM- 
PENSATION AS AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND 
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
TO ANTIGUA AND BARBUDA, TO THE COMMONWEALTH OF 
DOMINICA, TO GRENADA, TO ST. KITTS AND NEVIS, AND 
SAINT LUCIA, AND TO SAINT VINCENT AND THE GRENA- 
DINES. 

JEFFREY DAVIDOW, OF VIRGINIA, A CAREER MEMBER 
OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MINISTER, 
TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENI- 
POTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO 
MEXICO. 

JOHN O'LEARY, OF MAINE, TO BE AMBASSADOR EX- 
TRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF CHILE. 

ARTHUR LOUIS SCHECHTER, OF TEXAS, TO BE AMBAS- 
SADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE COMMON- 
WEALTH OF THE BAHAMAS. 


— 


CONFIRMATION 


Executive nomination confirmed by 
the Senate April 28, 1998: 
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 


TOGO DENNIS WEST, JR., OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUM- 
BIA, TO BE SECRETARY OF VETERANS AFFAIRS. 

THE ABOVE NOMINATION WAS APPROVED SUBJECT TO 
THE NOMINEE’'S COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE- 
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


The House met at 12:30 p.m. 


MORNING HOUR DEBATES 


The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of January 21, 1997 
the Chair will now recognize Members 
from lists submitted by the majority 
and minority leaders for morning hour 
debates. The Chair will alternate rec- 
ognition between the parties, with each 
party limited to not to exceed 30 min- 
utes, and each Member except the ma- 
jority and minority leaders and minor- 
ity whip limited to not to exceed 5 
minutes. 


——— 


SPEAKER TROUBLED BY PAR- 
TISAN BEHAVIOR DURING CAM- 
PAIGN FINANCE INVESTIGATION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
PRYCE of Ohio). Under the Speaker’s 
announced policy of January 21, 1997, 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. GING- 
RICH) is recognized during morning 
hour debates for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Madam Speaker, I 
rise with concern and sadness to report 
to the House on a letter I am sending 
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUR- 
TON), Chairman of the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight, 
today. I want to read the letter and 
then I want to explain why I am send- 
ing it and the background of sending it. 

“Dear Chairman BURTON: I was deep- 
ly troubled by the partisan Democrat 
behavior shown last week during the 
vote on granting immunity, to which 
even the Justice Department is not op- 
posed, to four key witnesses in your 
campaign finance investigation. 

“This is the exact opposite of pre- 
vious congressional investigations, in 
which Republican Members worked in a 
diligent and bipartisan manner with 
Democrats to uncover the truth. Ac- 
cording to David Dorsen, the assistant 
chief counsel of the Senate Watergate 
Committee, the ‘Watergate Committee 
voted consistently and unanimously 
for immunity.’ In fact, even during 
Iran-Contra the Congressional inves- 
tigative committees voted unani- 
mously to grant a limited form of im- 
munity to Oliver North, John 
Poindexter and Albert Hakim. There is 
no logical reason for the Democrats’ 
stonewalling and sharply partisan ac- 
tions. Again, even the Department of 
Justice has clearly stated in writing 
that they have ‘no opposition to the 
committee granting immunity.’ 

“The Democrats’ efforts to block im- 
munity, despite their own administra- 


tion’s willingness to accept it, cannot 
withstand the public’s demand for the 
truth. For this reason, I encourage you 
to vote again on the immunity issue. It 
is obvious that these four witnesses 
would provide a great deal of clarifica- 
tion and a better understanding of the 
illegal campaign finance irregularities 
that took place in the 1996 election 
cycle. 

“The American people have a right 
to know exactly what happened during 
the last election cycle. The very foun- 
dations of a democracy are a well-in- 
formed populace with the right to 
know the truth and a rule of law ensur- 
ing that all are equal in the eyes of jus- 
tice. Therefore, at this time I strongly 
urge you to hold a second vote on 
granting immunity to the four key wit- 
nesses who were denied it last week.” 

My hope is that by next week the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight could vote. I urge every 
Democrat who voted no, and it was 19- 
0, 19 against immunity, to reconsider 
their vote. 

I want to report to the House. Here is 
what the vote was about. The Depart- 
ment of Justice had cleared, for the 
purposes of giving testimony, three 
witnesses, and had cleared for the pur- 
poses of testimony in an executive ses- 
sion a fourth witness. Let me report to 
the House who they are: 

Irene Wu, Johnny Chung's office 
manager and primary assistant at 
Automated Intelligent Systems, al- 
ready immunized by the Department of 
Justice, testified before a grand jury. 
Instrumental in better understanding 
Chung's relationships with foreign na- 
tionals with whom he attended polit- 
ical fund-raising events, formed cor- 
porations, and from whom he received 
money. 

Nancy Lee, an engineer at Auto- 
mated Intelligent Systems, Inc. Wit- 
nesses say Lee solicited contributions 
to Clinton/Gore 96 from her colleagues 
and then reimbursed them. That is, of 
course, illegal. Already immunized by 
the Department of Justice; testified be- 
fore a grand jury. 

Larry Wong, close friend of Nora and 
Gene Lum. Believed to have relevant 
information regarding conduit con- 
tributions, that is, contributions that 
were not really from the person who 
made them technically, but they came 
from somebody else, in this case prob- 
ably foreign money, made by the Lums 
and others. 

And then under a special arrange- 
ment, Kent La, president and reg- 
istered agent of Loh Sun International. 


Believed to have direct knowledge of 
Ted Sioeng’s activities. At a minimum, 
La and Sioeng traveled, attended social 
functions and at least one fund-raiser, 
and transacted business together. The 
Department of Justice does not oppose 
granting congressional immunity with 
the understanding that the committee 
will only depose La in executive ses- 
sion at this time. 


I am submitting for the RECORD the 
letters from the Department of Justice, 
all of them saying, and I would just 
read one of them because they are re- 
petitive: 


“Dear Mr. BENNETT: I am writing in 
response to your letter of April 7, 1998, 
requesting the Department of Justice’s 
position on the granting of immunity 
to Irene Wu. The Department of Jus- 
tice has no opposition to the Com- 
mittee granting immunity to Ms. Wu. 
We appreciate greatly your coordi- 
nating with us in this matter.” 


Madam Speaker, the letters referred 
to are as follows: 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
CRIMINAL DIVISION, 
Washington, DC, April 16, 1998. 
Mr. RICHARD D. BENNETT, 
Chief Counsel, Committee on Government Re- 
form and Oversight, Rayburn House Office 
Building, Washington, DC. 


DEAR MR. BENNETT: I am writing in re- 
sponse to your letter of April 7, 1998, request- 
ing the Department of Justice’s position on 
the granting of immunity to Irena Wu. The 
Department of Justice has no opposition to 
the Committee granting immunity to Ms. 
Wu. We appreciate greatly your coordinating 
with us on this matter. 

Sincerely, 
MARK M. RICHARD, 
Acting Assistant Attorney General. 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
CRIMINAL DIVISION, 
Washington, DC, April 16, 1998. 
Mr. RICHARD D. BENNETT, 
Chief Counsel, Committee on Government Re- 
form and Oversight, Rayburn House Office 
Building, Washington, DC. 


DEAR MR. BENNETT: I am writing in re- 
sponse to your letter of April 7, 1998, request- 
ing the Department of Justice’s position on 
the granting of immunity to Nancy Lee. The 
Department of Justice has no opposition to 
the Committee granting immunity to Ms. 
Lee. We appreciate greatly your coordi- 
nating with us on this matter. 

Sincerely, 
MARK M. RICHARD, 
Acting Assistant Attorney General. 


O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., O 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 


Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
CRIMINAL DIVISION, 
Washington, DC, April 16, 1998. 

Mr. RICHARD D. BENNETT, 

Chief Counsel, Committee on Government Re- 
form and Oversight, Rayburn House Office 
Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. BENNETT: I am writing in re- 
sponse to your letter of April 7, 1998, request- 
ing the Department of Justice’s position on 
the granting of immunity to Larry Wong. 
The Department of Justice has no opposition 
to the Committee granting immunity to Mr. 
Wong. We appreciate greatly your coordi- 
nating with us on this matter. 

Sincerely, 
MARK M. RICHARD, 
Acting Assistant Attorney General. 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
CRIMINAL DIVISION, 
Washington, DC, April 22, 1998. 

Hon. DAN BURTON, 

Chairman, Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight, U.S. House of Representa- 
tives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing in re- 
sponse to your letter of April 7, 1998 request- 
ing the Department of Justice’s position on 
the Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight granting immunity to Kent La. As 
you know, we have met with Dick Bennett, 
Kenneth Ballen and other members of the 
Majority and Minority staff in an attempt to 
accommodate the Committee’s desire to ob- 
tain Mr. La's testimony and our desire that 
any action by the Committee not com- 
promise the Department's ongoing criminal 
investigation. In our view, if Mr. La were to 
testify publicly at this time, the Depart- 
ment’s criminal investigation could in fact 
be compromised. Even if Mr. La were to tes- 
tify in a closed session, any disclosure or 
leak of that testimony, whether intentional 
or inadvertent, could seriously compromise 
the investigation and any subsequent pros- 
ecutions, under the rulings of Kastigar, 
North, Poindexter and related cases. 

During our discussions with the Com- 
mittee staff, most recently on April 20, 1998, 
we tried to convey to you that our pref- 
erence would be to avoid any Committee ac- 
tion to immunize him. Because of your 
strong interest in securing his information 
at this time, we nevertheless indicated our 
willingness not to oppose a grant of immu- 
nity to Mr. La under certain conditions. The 
Department of Justice, therefore, is willing 
to withdraw its objection to the Committee 
granting immunity to Mr. La if, and only if, 
it agrees to adhere strictly to the following 
conditions in examining Mr. La. Based on 
our discussions with Committee staff, we un- 
derstand that these conditions are accept- 
able to the Committee. The conditions that 
the Committee agrees to follow in return for 
the Department of Justice withdrawing its 
objection to the Committee granting immu- 
nity to Mr. La are: 

1. The Committee will take Mr. La’s depo- 
sition in a closed executive session attended 
only by Mr. La, his counsel, one staff mem- 
ber from the Majority, one staff member 
from the Minority, and a court reporter. 

2. The reporter will make only two copies 
of the deposition transcript. 

3. The Committee staff who took the depo- 
sition will be provided one copy of the depo- 
sition transcript and will maintain that copy 
at a mutually acceptable secure location 
under conditions that assure that only au- 
thorized persons may have access to the 
transcript and that no copies of the tran- 
script may be made. The only persons au- 
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thorized to have access to the transcript are 
Members of the Committee, the two staff 
members who took the deposition, and the 
majority and minority chief counsel, if they 
are not the same persons who took the depo- 
sition. [The persons described in the pre- 
ceding sentence are hereinafter referred to 
as “the authorized persons.]“ 

4. The authorized persons may not copy the 
transcript, but may take notes, as long as 
they maintain the notes at the same loca- 
tion and under the same conditions as the 
transcript is maintained. The authorized per- 
sons may discuss the transcript with any 
other authorized persons, but may not dis- 
cuss any aspect of the substance of the tran- 
script with any other person, including Com- 
mittee staff, other Members of Congress, or 
the public until such time as the Justice De- 
partment states that it has no objection to 
public disclosure of the testimony because 
release of the transcript or its contents 
would not compromise the criminal inves- 
tigation. 

5. The second copy of the transcript will be 
provided to a designated attorney within the 
Department of Justice, but who is not as- 
signed to the Campaign Financing Task 
Force, who will review the transcript to de- 
termine if public release of the testimony 
could compromise the Department's ongoing 
criminal investigations. The designated at- 
torney will maintain the transcript in a se- 
cure location. No Department of Justice em- 
ployee other than the designated attorney 
will be permitted to review the transcript. 

6. The Committee will not present Mr. La’s 
public testimony until and unless the De- 
partment of Justice attorney has made the 
determination, discussed in No. 5, above, 
that public disclosure of the transcript or its 
contents would not compromise the inves- 
tigation. 

7. The designated attorney will meet with 
attorneys and investigators conducting the 
criminal investigation as necessary in order 
to obtain the facts needed to evaluate the 
transcript. The designated attorney will not 
discuss the transcript or its contents with 
any other employee of the Justice Depart- 
ment, or any person other than the two staff 
members who took Mr. La’s deposition or 
the majority and minority chief counsel, 
until and unless the designated attorney has 
made the determination discussed in No. 5, 
above. 

We recognize that under 18 U.S.C. 6005, the 
Committee has the statutory authority to 
vote to grant immunity to a witness regard- 
less of the position of the Justice Depart- 
ment. We believe, however, that the terms 
and conditions set forth above will satisfy 
the Committee’s needs while hopefully pro- 
tecting the Justice Department's interest in 
conducting thorough investigations and 
prosecutions that are not subject to Kastigar 
hearings or related challenges. The Depart- 
ment has determined that if the Committee 
were to grant Mr. La immunity under 18 
U.S.C. 6005 at this time and absent the re- 
strictions outlined above, it would clearly 
compromise the Department's ongoing 
criminal investigation and make it more dif- 
ficult to obtain convictions of any person(s) 
who might eventually be charged with a 
crime. 

Sincerely yours, 
MARK M. RICHARD, 
Acting Assistant Attorney General. 


So what happened is this: The chair- 
man of the committee and his staff 
worked very closely with the Clinton 
Administration Justice Department. 
They actually got the Justice Depart- 
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ment to sign off on granting immunity. 
Everything was done exactly appro- 
priately. In that setting, at a time 
when the American people could have 
learned the truth from eyewitnesses 
who participated in laundering foreign 
illegal money, a threat to the entire 
fabric of our political system, for some 
reason the Democrats voted 19-0 
against allowing immunity. That 
means they voted 19-0 to cover up this 
testimony, to block it from getting to 
the American people, and to prevent 
the Congress from being informed. 

Now, I think there are two principles 
that we ought to live by. One is that 
the American people have the right to 
know when the law has been broken. 
Period. I cannot imagine why any 
Member of this House would want to 
block the American people from having 
the right to know that the law has 
been broken and who broke it and 
under what circumstances. 

And when the people breaking the 
law are foreign nationals trying to cor- 
rupt the United States by bringing in 
foreign money, in some cases in a de- 
liberate effort in collusion with billion- 
aires in Asia, we have every reason as 
a national security matter to protect 
our political system from this kind of 
illegal foreign money. 

In addition, the American people 
have the right to expect that the rule 
of law will prevail, that no one is above 
the law. 

One of the things that the Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight 
is working on is the fact that Webster 
Hubbell, former number two person in 
the Justice Department, one of the 
most powerful men in terms of the jus- 
tice system in the United States in the 
government, Webster Hubbell received 
more than $700,000, and I want to com- 
mend the committee because the com- 
mittee has discovered he received at 
least $200,000 more than was previously 
indicated, after he resigned as Asso- 
ciate Attorney General on March 4, 
1994. 

Most of the money came from friends 
of President Clinton and Democratic 
Party supporters and was coordinated 
by people such as then U.S. Trade Rep- 
resentative Mickey Kantor, Vernon 
Jordan, James Riady, the Indonesian 
who is also implicated in illegal foreign 
money. By the way, Indonesia is one of 
the countries involved in the Inter- 
national Monetary Fund bailing out 
the government which directly in- 
volves the Riadys’ economic interests 
and the Lippo Group, which is the con- 
glomerate owned by the Riadys which 
has large interests across Asia, includ- 
ing in Communist China. 

Client records show that Mr. Hubbell 
did little or no work for most of the 
money he received from 18 companies 
and individuals. Now, his government 
job was $123,000 a year. His income to- 
taled $704,000 after he left his govern- 
ment job. Something very wrong is 
going on. 
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The Committee on Government Re- 
form and Oversight has an obligation 
to find the truth for the American peo- 
ple, to have people sworn under oath 
testifying, to work with the Justice 
Department to make sure that we do 
not disrupt their investigation. But 
when the Clinton Administration Jus- 
tice Department says this person can 
be immunized, there is no excuse, none, 
for any Member of this House to vote 
against that immunization. I call on 
the committee next week to have a 
second hearing. 

I hope every newspaper in this coun- 
try will look carefully at the issue. 
Why would any Member vote against 
that kind of opportunity? I think that 
it is very important that we continue 
this. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. Madam Speaker, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Fifteen 
seconds. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Speaker 
be given 5 additional minutes. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I do not think that is 
possible under the rules. 

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Speaker, I ob- 
ject. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman’s time has expired. 

— 


RANKING MEMBER OF COMMITTEE 
RESPONDS TO SPEAKER’S RE- 
MARKS ON CAMPAIGN FINANCE 
INVESTIGATION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DOGGETT) is recognized dur- 
ing morning hour debates for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Madam Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from California 
(Mr. WAXMAN). 

Mr. WAXMAN. I thank the gen- 
tleman very much for yielding. I raced 
over to the House floor. I did not know 
the Speaker was going to raise the 
issue of the Government Reform and 
Oversight campaign finance investiga- 
tion. But I did want to come to the 
House floor to inform him and my col- 
leagues what has happened with this 
investigation. 

First of all, in February of last year 
I went to the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. BURTON) and said, Let's do a bi- 
partisan investigation on campaign fi- 
nance abuses.” I wrote to the Speaker 
and asked that we have a House and 
Senate joint investigation so that we 
in the House would not duplicate the 
work being done by the Thompson 
Committee over in the Senate. 

I never received a reply from the 
Speaker, but the response that I did 
get from the gentleman from Indiana 
was that he was going to do his own in- 
vestigation, thank you very much. 
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Now, after a year and a half, we have 
spent over $6 million of the taxpayers’ 
money, we have duplicated a great deal 
of what went on in the Senate com- 
mittee, and we have nothing to show 
for it. We have turned up nothing that 
was not already in the Senate inves- 
tigation or quite frankly that has al- 
ready appeared in the press. 

The chairman of our committee, the 
gentleman from Indiana, has had dele- 
gated to him unprecedented authority. 
He had delegated to him powers that 
no chairman has ever had before. He 
has the power to unilaterally issue sub- 
poenas. 

The gentleman from Indiana has this 
authority to issue subpoenas unilater- 
ally. He does not have to come to the 
committee for a vote. He does not have 
to seek even authorization from his Re- 
publican majority. He can just go 
ahead and issue subpoenas. 

Prior to 1997, how many subpoenas 
were ever issued unilaterally by a 
chairman of a House committee? Zero. 
Now, after a year and a half, we have 
had the gentleman from Indiana 
issuing 600 subpoenas, all on his own. 
No one had a review of them. Those 
subpoenas are part of a thousand sub- 
poenas and information requests issued 
to Democrats, or Democratic sources, 
related to Democratic campaign fund- 
ing issues. 

How many has he issued with regard 
to Republican abuses in the 1996 elec- 
tion? Fourteen. We have not had a sin- 
gle subpoena authorized by the chair- 
man at our request, even though there 
are important issues to investigate. 

The Haley Barbour national review, 
national committee, whatever it was, 
that was a source of foreign funding 
has never been reviewed by our com- 
mittee. Fund-raising abuses on public 
property by Republicans, we cannot get 
the chairman to pay any attention to 
that. The strange $50 billion tax break 
for the tobacco companies, the Speaker 
knows may know something about that 
because he and Mr. LOTT were the ones 
who put that through in the middle of 
the night. We thought that ought to be 
investigated. None of these things have 
been investigated. 
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The Democrats have been closed out 
by an effort by the Republicans to do a 
partisan, reckless investigation. Not- 
withstanding that, we went along on 
the only vote where our votes count, 
and that is on the issue of immunity 
for witnesses at the request of the 
chairman once before, and we were all 
embarrassed by that. The Democrats 
gave our votes for immunity for a wit- 
ness who turned out not to have given 
us honest and credible testimony and a 
witness who used the immunity grant- 
ed to him to avoid possible immigra- 
tion and tax crimes for which he now 
will never be prosecuted. 

Now we are being asked to give im- 
munity to four more people, fairly low- 
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level people. I do not think they have 
all that much to add to the investiga- 
tion, but why should we give immunity 
to these witnesses? 

We have not received a proffer from 
them which would tell us what they 
know and what they have to say, what 
to add to the information already 
available. We have no written proffer 
from these four people. We have no 
guarantee that the chairman will con- 
duct the investigation any other way 
than what he has done up to now. 

We wrote to the chairman after that 
last immunity vote and we said to him, 
We gave you the votes for immunity, 
and we regret it. We’ve been embar- 
rassed, as should you be, having given 
a man immunity for possible offenses 
that none of us ever knew about. The 
investigation wasn’t done adequately 
by the majority party staff; and, in the 
future, if we’re going to give immunity 
to witnesses, we want certain assur- 
ances. We want, first of all, the assur- 
ances we are going to know what these 
witnesses are going to say, that work 
will be done in advance so we don’t find 
giving immunity when it’s improper. 
And, secondly, we want this committee 
to be conducted the way every other 
congressional investigation has been 
conducted.” 

Madam Speaker, in the Watergate in- 
vestigation, in the Iran-Contra and any 
other investigations, there have always 
been traditional procedures which are 
not being followed in this investiga- 
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
PRYCE of Ohio). The time of the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT) has 
expired. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for one additional 
minute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will clarify for the RECORD that 
recognition during morning hour de- 
bate proceeds upon designations by the 
respective party leaders, and the Chair 
does not entertain unanimous consent 
requests to extend debate time. 


—— 


SPEAKER TROUBLED BY PAR- 
TISAN BEHAVIOR IN CAMPAIGN 
FINANCE INVESTIGATION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker's announced policy of Jan- 
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Flor- 
ida (Mr. MILLER) is recognized during 
morning hour debates for 4 minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. GINGRICH), the Speaker of 
the House. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Madam Speaker, I 
just want to make one comment. 

I do not intend to debate my col- 
league from California, but I would ask 
every Member of the House who just 
watched this colloquy to go back in 
your memory, as I did when I was a 
young teacher at West Georgia College, 
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to remember what it was like to sit 
mesmerized watching the Watergate 
hearings and to see Senator Howard 
Baker not ask that they go back and 
investigate Lyndon Johnson; not ask 
that they go back and find a Democrat; 
not ask that they have this excuse, 
that excuse, the next excuse; not say, 
Don't go after the little guys because 
you have to go after the big guys; you 
can't go after the big guys because you 
didn’t go after the little guys;’’ not 
give 25 different, phony excuses. 

Howard Baker set the standard for 
this country of a bipartisan, serious ef- 
fort at getting at the truth. Howard 
Baker understood that Richard Nixon 
could not be allowed to take the entire 
Republican Party and the Constitution 
down in flames and that his job as a 
United States Senator was to get at 
the truth, and Howard Baker again and 
again and again cooperated with the 
Democrat Chairman Sam Ervin. 

And I would simply ask every one of 
my colleagues: Look at what you just 
heard from the ranking Democrat, go 
back in your memory and remember 
Howard Baker’s effort to find the 
truth, and then I think you will under- 
stand why we are being forced inch by 
inch to break through the stonewall 
and the cover-up despite the defense at- 
torney tactics being used by Democrats 
who ought to be ashamed of it and 
ought to be helping us get at the truth 
rather than finding some flimsy excuse 
to avoid voting for immunity. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

— 


PARTISAN BEHAVIOR IN CAM- 
PAIGN FINANCE INVESTIGATION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. WAXMAN) is recognized dur- 
ing morning hour debates for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I am 
sorry the Speaker would not yield to 
me because I wanted to tell the Speak- 
er that in the Watergate investigation 
the Chairman, Sam Ervin, did not ac- 
cuse the President of the United States 
of being a scum bag. He did not say 
that he was out to get him. Those were 
the very words of the chairman of the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight in remarks in his district 
when he talked about what he was 
doing in this investigation. 

Are we stonewalling an investigation 
that is proper and legitimate and is 
trying to get to the truth under a 
chairman who is interested in objec- 
tivity and facts? The chairman of our 
committee has acted from the very be- 
ginning in the most partisan of man- 
ners. He has refused to give us the 
basic rights to request subpoenas to 
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look at Republican abuses. He has re- 
fused to allow the Democrats to play a 
role. In fact, he does not even let his 
own members play a role. They dele- 
gated authority to him, and he, in 
turn, has delegated it to his staff. 

I might not be a Howard Baker, but 
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. DAN 
BURTON) is no Sam Ervin. 

If we would have followed from the 
very beginning the requests that I 
made that we do a bipartisan, non- 
partisan, fair investigation on cam- 
paign finance abuses, we would not be 
here a year and a half later having 
spent $6 million with a likelihood that 
at the end of this year we will have 
spent $10 million harassing witnesses. 
And I have a long list of people who 
have been abused of people who have 
been hounded either the Republican 
staff did not know the right people 
they were going after or people they 
have gone after to the point of just 
plain harassment. We would not have 
that sort of thing. 

We have had witnesses in our com- 
mittee who have been called in for 
depositions over five times to be asked 
the same questions over and over 
again. 

Today, we have a woman coming in 
for the fifth or sixth time; and she al- 
ready was in depositions in the Senate 
three separate days and asked the same 
questions over and over again; and she 
had never been accused of any wrong- 
doing. Does anybody know what that 
means when a witness is brought in day 
after day after day to answer the same 
questions over and over again, sitting 
there with her, as she must, with her 
attorney to whom she is paying out of 
her own pocket on a government sal- 
ary? 

Now witnesses have been brought 
into depositions by the unilateral ac- 
tion of our chairman, and those wit- 
nesses have been asked questions that 
no one ought to be asked about their 
personal lives. But, as a practical mat- 
ter, do you know what it means? It 
means that they can object and then 
the ruling would go to the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. DAN BURTON) as to 
whether they would be required to an- 
swer questions about their personal 
lives, their drug use or whatever, which 
has nothing to do with campaign fi- 
nance abuse. And then the gentleman 
from Indiana would rule they have to 
answer, and they could still refuse, and 
then they face a contempt of Congress. 

Do you know what it is like for some- 
body to have the full force of the Fed- 
eral Government, the Congress of the 
United States, staring at them and 
telling them they will be in contempt 
and may go to jail if they do not an- 
swer questions about their personal 
lives? So they answer it. 

That is one area where people have 
been abused, but there is another area 
that I want to raise with my col- 
leagues, and that is the action of the 
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chairman to unilaterally release the 
tapes made of conversations that Web 
Hubbell had with his wife, with his 
children, with his friends when he was 
in this prison. He knew that the prison 
authorities were taping all conversa- 
tions for security purposes, but he did 
not care about that because he was not 
talking about anything that breached 
security. 

Ninety-nine percent of the tapes are 
conversations with his wife about the 
children, about their finances, about 
their sex life, about friends who may be 
in trouble whom they name, friends 
who may be having difficulties, the 
kinds of things that every person talks 
to a spouse about. And the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) has moved 
to release those tapes to the public. 

It was bad enough that his staff was 
able to sit there in a very prurient 
manner and listen to those intimate 
conversations. I had asked my staff to 
do the same just so we knew what was 
on those tapes, and they were embar- 
rassed having to listen to such personal 
conversations. 

We have not had the conduct of a 
chairman who has acted properly, and 
we should not give him this authority 
to go any further. 

O 


PARTISAN BEHAVIOR IN CAM- 
PAIGN FINANCE INVESTIGATION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Indi- 
ana (Mr. BURTON) is recognized during 
morning hour debates for 4 minutes. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam 
Speaker, since the beginning of this in- 
vestigation, the White House and the 
Democrats on our committee have 
done everything they possibly can to 
obstruct our investigation. 

Mr. Ruff, the Presidents counsel, 
told us initially he was not going to 
claim executive privilege; this was last 
January, and then he did. And then we 
had to move a contempt citation 
against the President’s personal coun- 
sel because he would not give us docu- 
ments that were relevant to the inves- 
tigation. And, finally, at the last 
minute, 6 months later, he gave us a 
letter saying we are going to give you 
what you want. And then in June he 
sent me a letter saying, to the best of 
my knowledge, to the best of my 
knowledge, you have everything that 
you have asked for. Three months 
later, we got 12 more boxes of docu- 
ments, and then we found out about 
the White House videotapes. 

Ever since this investigation has 
gone on, they have tried to drag it out 
and drag it out and drag it out to keep 
us from getting at the facts; and we 
have to deal with that. They drag it 
out, and then they blame us for taking 
so long. They keep information from 
us, and then they blame us for taking 
so long. They try to keep us from talk- 
ing to witnesses that want to talk to 
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us, and then they blame us for taking 
too long. 

The four witnesses that he voted 
against last week for immunity have 
been approved for immunity by the 
President’s Justice Department, and 
yet all 19 Democrats voted to obstruct 
our investigation by not allowing that 
immunity to take place, even though 
the President’s own Attorney General 
okayed us getting that immunity, and 
that is because they are trying to pro- 
tect this administration and block 
every single thing that we are trying 
to accomplish. 

Now, they said we have not accom- 
plished anything, that this has been a 
waste of the taxpayers’ money and 
time. 

Let me just go through a few things. 

The Democrat National Committee 
has returned $3 million in illegal for- 
eign contributions that would not have 
been returned had it not been for the 
investigations that have taken place. 
Do we want the Chinese government 
giving campaign contributions to peo- 
ple running for president in this coun- 
try? Do we want them to have influ- 
ence over our foreign policy or our de- 
fense policy? I think not. And yet mil- 
lions of dollars in illegal foreign con- 
tributions have come into this country 
to the DNC and to the President's legal 
defense fund and been returned, but 
only because of the investigation we 
caught him and we had to send it back. 

We had White House coffees where 
they were raising money, where they 
were renting out the Lincoln bedroom, 
doing all kinds of things to try to raise 
money in addition to taking money 
from foreign sources. 

The White House had people running 
in and out of there who were known 
drug dealers. Jorge Cabrera was in to 
meet with the President on a number 
of occasions. Wang Jun, a convicted 
drug dealer; Grigory Louchansky, an- 
other felon, had access to the President 
of the United States. 

Charlie Trie, one of the President’s 
best friends in Little Rock, was in- 
dicted. He fled the country, took the 
fifth amendment. He finally came 
back. We had to force that issue. 

John Huang, a personal friend of the 
President who ran the Worthen Bank 
in Little Rock, Arkansas, a part of the 
Riady group, John Huang has taken 
the fifth, but we understand now he is 
willing to, with limited immunity, talk 
to us. 

But the Democrats will not help us 
to get the immunity we need to have 
these people talk, and why do they do 
that? Because they do not want those 
people to talk. They do not want the 
American people to know the fact 
about these illegal contributions and 
how foreign entities were buying influ- 
ence in this government. They do not 
want the people to know that, because 
it is explosive and we are bent, hell 
bent, to get to the bottom of it and to 
get the facts out. 
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Because the American people have a 
right to know if their government is 
for sale, if their foreign policy is for 
sale, if their defense capability is for 
sale. And, if it is, those who are respon- 
sible need to be brought to justice, and 
that is what we are all about. 

Now people, like my colleague from 
California, keep trying to defend their 
position. It is indefensible, and we are 
going to stay after until we get the 
facts out and get the truth out. 


—— y 


TAXPAYERS FORCED TO FUND 
PARTISAN INVESTIGATION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
PRYCE of Ohio). Under the Speaker’s 
announced policy of January 21, 1997, 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
LAMPSON) is recognized during morning 
hour debates for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LAMPSON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield to Mr. WAXMAN from California. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I want to make it very clear what 
has been happening in this investiga- 
tion. The gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
BURTON) has unlimited and unprece- 
dented authority. He can unilaterally 
issue subpoenas, he can force people in 
for depositions, he can make people 
give up information, and then he can 
also disclose anything he wants to the 
press. His staff can leak it to the right 
press people to get the maximum story, 
and then get their spin on it. Demo- 
crats have never been in a position to 
stop their investigation, to hinder it in 
any way. They do not even ask us what 
to do, they just go ahead and do it. The 
only time we have any say on anything 
is when there is a question of immu- 
nity. 

Now, we hear the Speaker and the 
chairman of the committee coming to 
the House floor to complain that we 
are stopping their investigation. Well, 
the fact of the matter is that after over 
a year and a half, they have asked, 
through depositions and otherwise, for 
information about Democratic cam- 
paign abuses, and they have received 
over 1 million and a half pages regard- 
ing Democrats. They have gone after 
Democrats, at taxpayers’ expense, 
doing research for opposition campaign 
purposes. This is what this is all about. 
It is a government-funded Republican 
campaign to smear Democrats. It is 
not a legitimate investigation about 
campaign finance abuses. 

These people, by the way, who are 
complaining today are the same ones 
who did not want us to have campaign 
finance reform even considered by the 
House, until they were forced by some 
of their own Members to bring it up. 

Madam Speaker, I want to point out 
that this Burton committee has been 
incompetent. They have blundered, 
these are not just my statements. I 
want to read the statements, a series of 
editorials from the New York Times. 
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The New York Times called it a par- 
ody of a reputable investigation”, use- 
less and unprofessional, and a “rogue 
operation”. The Washington Post ear- 
lier last year already noted the inves- 
tigation runs the risk of becoming its 
own cartoon, a joke, and a deserved 
embarrassment”. The Los Angeles 
Times called it a partisan sideshow”. 
The former chief counsel, the Repub- 
lican chief counsel of the committee, 
quit last year, and he said, he was un- 
able to conduct an investigation that 
complied with the standards of profes- 
sional conduct that he had been accus- 
tomed to when he was in the U.S. At- 
torney’s Office. He resigned because he 
said this whole investigation was in- 
competent and unprofessional. 


Madam Speaker, they have blun- 
dered, they have handled it in a par- 
tisan way, they have handled it incom- 
petently, and what do they do? They 
come to the House floor and want to 
point fingers. They want to blame ev- 
erybody but themselves. They want to 
point a finger at the administration, 
they want to point a finger at me, they 
want to point a finger at the Demo- 
crats, for their incompetence and their 
blunders. 


Oh, how I wish we really had a fair 
investigation. We pleaded with the Re- 
publicans, let us do a fair investiga- 
tion. I even wrote an editorial in the 
New York Times, suggesting that if it 
helped, we ought to appoint some inde- 
pendent investigator to look at the 
Clinton administration issues, so we 
could then look at Democrats and Re- 
publicans in a fair way. We were told to 
forget it. They had the subpoena 
power, they had the millions of dollars 
of taxpayers’ money to spend; they 
were going to do what they want to do, 
and that is what they have been doing 
for the last year and a half. It has been 
a series of embarrassments for them, 
and now, to get out of that, they are 
saying that we should go along and 
help them with immunity. 


They can send this investigation to 
another committee. They can go to the 
Committee on House Oversight chaired 
by the gentleman from California (Mr. 
THOMAS) where they have stacked it so 
they have two-thirds of the vote, and 
they can vote immunity, and then 
Chairman THOMAS can do the inves- 
tigation. Fine. If that is what the Re- 
publicans want to do, send it to an- 
other committee. It could not get any 
worse. It could not get any worse if 
they had somebody else trying to do 
this investigation. 


The chairman of the committee, the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON), 
is just not the person for the job. We do 
not put somebody in to investigate 
about campaign finance abuses when 
he himself is being investigated on the 
issue of his possible campaign finance 
abuses. 
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DOUBLE STANDARDS ARE INAP- 
PROPRIATE FOR OUR MILITARY 
PERSONNEL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker's announced policy of Jan- 
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Indi- 
ana (Mr. BUYER) is recognized during 
morning hour debates for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BUYER. Madam Speaker, before 
I give remarks, I think the American 
people can see that the gentleman from 
California (Mr. WAXMAN) is perhaps one 
of the most partisan Democrats here in 
this body. I think he takes pride in 
that, and I applaud that because there 
really is not anything wrong with par- 
tisan politics; this is a political body, 
so that is what this is about. 

Madam Speaker, I rise as chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Military Per- 
sonnel here in the people’s House on 
behalf of the American people and the 
1.2 million active military personnel 
worldwide and those in the Reserves. I 
am here to send a message to this ad- 
ministration, and in particular to the 
President, on his conduct as Com- 
mander in Chief. 

The message is that military per- 
sonnel look to the Commander in Chief 
to set the high standard of ethical be- 
havior and morality. Military per- 
sonnel are required to set a high exam- 
ple of conduct in order to set an exam- 
ple to those they lead. Adherence to 
high moral standards is the fabric of 
good order and discipline in the mili- 
tary. When military leaders fall short 
of this ideal, then there is confusion 
and disruption. P 

Today, many see a double standard in 
the military. There is a double stand- 
ard because the Commander in Chief 
has allegedly conducted himself in a 
manner that would be a court-martial 
offense for military personnel for sex- 
ual assault and sexual harassment re- 
garding the allegations by the Demo- 
crat staffer in the White House, Kath- 
leen Willey. 

What about the double standard in 
the White House of those claiming that 
the Air Force general did not qualify as 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff because he had a relationship 
with a woman pending a divorce, and 
then we look at the President’s own ad- 
mitted adultery. 

What about the Secretary of Defense? 
William Cohen stated in an interview 
recently that the President’s alleged 
conduct is having no effect on troop 
morale. I respectfully disagree. This is 
not just my concern. 

Let me share with my colleagues a 
letter I received recently from a re- 
tired Army officer with 30 years of 
service, Colonel John Hay. What he 
stated was, From the earliest days of 
service, our new enlisted men and 
women and officers are taught the ne- 
cessity of military ethic, chain of com- 
mand, standards of conduct and prin- 
ciples of leadership; all enforced by the 
Uniform Code of Military Justice. 
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These standards and values instilled 
early and continued throughout a ca- 
reer in the military are necessary to 
maintain the essential trust between 
the military and the Nation’s civilian 
command authority. These military 
ethics, values and standards of conduct 
are generated by the fact that the ac- 
tivities conducted by the Armed Forces 
are official acts of the Nation. Since 
ours is a Nation that conducts itself 
within a set of stated high values, the 
manner in which our forces perform 
their duties must be carried out with 
the same set of high values. Thus, the 
consistent support of the Nation can 
only be maintained by expecting and 
enforcing the highest ethical standards 
upon every echelon of the military 
chain of command from the President, 
as our Commander in Chief, down to 
and including every individual soldier, 
sailor, marine and airman.” 

The Founding Fathers were con- 
cerned about the ethical standards of 
the military leaders. Madam Speaker, 
it was John Adams that included the 
first naval regulations, language that 
called for naval officers to have high 
moral and ethical standards. This lan- 
guage was codified for naval officers by 
Congress in 1956 and for the Army and 
the Air Force in 1997 in last year’s bill. 

This language calls for officers to 
“show themselves a good example of 
virtue, honor and patriotism and to 
subordinate themselves to those ideals, 
and to guard against and to put an end 
to all dissolute and immoral practices 
and to correct all persons who are 
guilty of them.” 

Madam Speaker, there is frustration 
and confusion in the military. Over the 
last 18 months, I have traveled to a 
number of military installations and 
training centers, not only here in the 
United States, but all over the world, 
as I have conducted extensive review in 
sexual misconduct and sexual harass- 
ment in the United States military. I 
have heard the questions from military 
personnel about the behavior of the 
President as the Commander in Chief. 
As a Member of Congress and as an of- 
ficer in the Army Reserves, I myself 
find these questions disturbing. 

Each of the services is recruiting 
young people all across the Nation. At 
boot camp they are infusing these 
young men and women with moral val- 
ues of honor, courage and commitment. 
They are teaching self-restraint, dis- 
cipline and self-sacrifice. Therein lies 
the understanding of deserving honor. 
Military leaders are required to pro- 
vide a good example to these young re- 
cruits, yet when they look up the chain 
of command, they see a double stand- 
ard at the very top. 

That is why I have decided to include 
in my chairman’s mark on Thursday 
for the military personnel section to 
the National Defense Authorization 
Act language that will apply John 
Adams’ original guidance on ethical 
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conduct for military officers to our na- 
tional command authority, in par- 
ticular the Secretary of Defense and 
the President, while acting as Com- 
mander in Chief. 

I hope this language sends a loud and 
clear message to the administration. 
They are being watched. From the 18- 
year-old recruit to the admiral, they 
all look to the Commander in Chief to 
set the tone and serve as an example of 
high moral and ethical behavior. 

Madam Speaker, I believe that it is 
worthier to deserve honor and hold it 
with humility than to have it, shame- 
lessly flaunt it, and not deserve it. 


SELF-DETERMINATION FOR PUER- 
TO RICO: A DREAM DEFERRED 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Puer- 
to Rico (Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO) is rec- 
ognized during morning hour debates 
for 5 minutes. 7 

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Madam 
Speaker, 100 years ago, in 1898 the 
United States acquired Puerto Rico as 
a territory. Since then, every time the 
Congress has considered extending the 
right of self-determination to the peo- 
ple of Puerto Rico, nativists have 
raised their voices in protest. Their 
message is a message of fear. 

Less than 2 months ago, March 4 of 
this year, the House just passed a bill 
209-to-208, by scarcely one vote, allow- 
ing the people of Puerto Rico to have 
an act of self-determination. The rea- 
son this vote was so close is because of 
the campaign of fear-mongering that 
was carried on in this House. 

Nativists fear that Puerto Rico will 
be asked to join the Union as a State. 
In the nativist mindset, the 3.8 million 
American citizens of Puerto Rico do 
not belong in this Union because they 
do not walk, talk and look like the na- 
tivist of the hour. In the mid-1800s a 
nativist was a Protestant, white Anglo- 
Saxon male, born in the United States 
of Protestant parents. Perhaps the pro- 
file of a nativist today is the same. 

Whoever they are, nativists are prej- 
udiced. And the brand of prejudice they 
practice is the cultural equivalent of 
racism. Nativists resist the accultura- 
tion, that intercultural borrowing be- 
tween diverse peoples which results in 
new and blended social and cultural 
patterns, even though America’s his- 
tory is a history of acculturation. How 
else, after all, did we arrive at the 
image of a great melting pot? 

Nativists must think this melting 
pot business has gone on long enough 
and it has come time to put an end to 
it. They are willing to slander people in 
defense of their image of American cul- 
tural purity. 

Just listen to what nativists say will 
happen to the United States if Puerto 
Rico becomes a State. “Granting state- 
hood to a land that is alien to us in 
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most ways,” declares Don Feder of the 
Boston Herald, will be a milestone on 
“the road to national dissolution.” Col- 
umnist George Will implies that the 
“fraying of American culture” and 
“the Balkanization of society into 
grievance groups organized around race 
and ethnicity,’’ which he believes is al- 
ready under way, would only be exacer- 
bated by the State of Puerto Rico. Oth- 
ers predict that a State of Puerto Rico 
would be America’s own Quebec; it 
would be violent, it would drain the na- 
tional Treasury, it would allow gangs 
to run prisons; it would promote polit- 
ical patronage, and it would rob other 
States of their representation in Con- 
gress. 

This is scary stuff, and it is meant to 
be. People are using fear to paralyze 
the Democratic process and to deny the 
3.8 million American citizens of Puerto 
Rico the right to self-determination 
and the right to participate in the 
Democratic process of this Nation, a 
right that we defend on foreign soils, a 
right for which our people have died de- 
fending on foreign soils. 

Puerto Ricans did not welcome 
American troops in 1898 for the privi- 
lege of transferring our colonial status 
from Spain to the United States. Our 
forefathers were certain that the 
world’s most admired democracy would 
readily confer democracy to the people 
of Puerto Rico, but it did not. 

When U.S, citizenship was extended 
to our people in 1917, it was devoid of 
the most fundamental Democratic 
right, the right of self-government and 
self-determination. It was not until 
1950 that Congress invited the people of 
Puerto Rico to draft a Constitution as 
the ruling law of the established local 
self-government. The right of self-de- 
termination and participation in the 
democratic process of our Nation con- 
tinues to be a dream deferred. 

Yet, the American citizens of Puerto 
Rico are devoted to this democracy and 
its ideals, and we have demonstrated 
our commitment tangibly at the poll 
booth and at the battlefield. Whenever 
an election is held in Puerto Rico, 80 to 
85 percent of the electorate votes. 
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I challenge any State of the Union to 
try to match that. The fact is, Puerto 
Rico enjoys the highest rate of voter 
turnout of any jurisdiction in the 
world where voting is not mandatory. 

And Puerto Ricans have given their 
lives in defense of U.S. national inter- 
ests. We have served honorably, in dis- 
proportionately high numbers on a per 
capita basis and in absolute numbers, 
in every military engagement our Na- 
tion has face during this century. 
Madam Speaker, 48,000 Puerto Ricans 
fought in the Vietnam War alone, and 
in the Korean War more Puerto Ricans 
died on a per capita basis than in 49 of 
the 50 States of the Union. 

When people fight for a country,“ as 
Senator DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN has 
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so eloquently expressed, “they get a 
claim on a country.“ Puerto Ricans 
have a claim on these United States, 
and we make that claim today. It is 
time for this Nation to turn its back on 
nativism and honor Puerto Rico’s right 
to self-determination and the right to 
participate in the democratic process 
of our Nation. 

We beseech the leadership, the Re- 
publican leadership in the Senate, to 
allow this bill in the Senate to go for- 
ward as it went forward in the House, 
so the people of Puerto Rico, the 
3,800,000 U.S. citizens, can exercise 
their right to self-determination and 
the right to vote. 


—— 
TAX FAIRNESS? 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
PRYCE of Ohio). Under the Speaker’s 
announced policy of January 21, 1997, 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
STEARNS) is recognized during morning 
hour debates for 5 minutes. 

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Speaker, I 
come to the House this afternoon to 
talk about the U.S. tax system. We 
have all just paid our taxes, so I think 
it is appropriate to ask the question: Is 
the U.S. tax system fair? 

Of course not. In fact, it is kind of a 
preposterous question to ask anyway. 
We all kind of accept the fact that the 
Tax Code has become a perverse mess. 
It is a lot of things, but fair is not one 
of them. But like so many questions, 
this one becomes more complicated the 
more we know about it. 

For example, what if we eliminated 
all the problems with the Tax Code, the 
loopholes, the needless complexities, 
the special exemptions and the histor- 
ical anomalies? What we would be left 
with in the United States Tax Code is 
its essence. It would be nothing more 
than a tax on Americans’ incomes at a 
progressive rate. 

So we have to ask ourselves a ques- 
tion: Is a progressive tax on income 
fair? Well, consider the word progres- 
sive,” what it means. It has got sort of 
a positive connotation today. It is a 
good thing; its basic definition is of or 
pertaining to progress.” But before 
jumping to any conclusions, consider 
the definition in the dictionary which 
is number 4, increasing in extent or 
severity.” 

The American income tax code has 
been progressive from the start. In 1913 
when the tax was first imposed, the 
bottom tax rate was 1 percent, rising 
all the way to 7 percent on income over 
$500,000. Today the top rate is 39.6 per- 
cent as imposed upon all income above 
$250,000. Obviously, this sort of progres- 
sive tax is problematic in its own right, 
but there is more. 

The reason this discussion is impor- 
tant is because we are starting the de- 
bate on tax reform. In the late 19th 
century when the income tax was first 
debated, the economists used the mar- 
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ginal utility argument as the justifica- 
tion for the progressive tax. Until then, 
the typical approach was to make ev- 
eryone pay the same amount so that 
the more a citizen made, the more they 
paid. However, the marginal utility 
theorists argued that the last dollar 
people made became less important to 
them as their incomes went up, so to 
tax citizens “equally” one would have 
to tax wealthy persons at higher rates. 

The idea seems pretty common- 
sensical at first, whether a citizen is 
Bill Gates or not. Whether Bill Gates 
earns $1,000 more than above his salary 
in a year, it does not change his life 
much. To his cleaning lady, the last 
$1,000 makes a huge difference in what 
she can afford. It might make the dif- 
ference between a good year and a bad 
year. Thus, marginal utility works. 

Not exactly, Madam Speaker. Unfor- 
tunately, not all Americans are Bill 
Gates nor are all Americans like the 
cleaning lady. For example, contrast a 
family with an income of $100,000 to a 
family with an income of $125,000. Does 
one family really value its last $1,000 
more or less than the other? Moreover, 
is there any way to measure the dif- 
ference in utility“ rationally and pre- 
cisely enough to base policy decisions 
affecting millions of Americans upon 
this? 

In fact, this is the first easy question 
to answer. There is absolutely nothing 
in the vast edifice of economics that 
could help us make such a finite deci- 
sion on progressive tax rates. That is 
the basic flaw of progressive income 
tax. There is no objective way to decide 
what different tax rates should be, and 
that is why many people support a flat 
tax. 

But ignorance should not be an argu- 
ment for policy decisions. Unfortu- 
nately, the government can get away 
with it. Americans do not really be- 
lieve in an income redistribution like 
the Europeans do, but Americans do 
not want their taxes raised either. Ul- 
timately, it is a quandary best articu- 
lated by George Bernard Shaw who 
said, “A government who robs Peter to 
pay Paul can always depend upon the 
support of Paul.” 

The problem for the United States is 
that almost everyone is a Peter and 
even the Pauls are starting to get 
angry at the system. 

So once again I ask: Is it fair? Is the 
U.S. tax system fair? Absolutely not. 
But it is not just a matter of con- 
voluted and messy tax codes. It is a 
question of basic fairness. Is one tax- 
payer’s last dollar bill really worth 
more or less than another taxpayer's? 

Madam Speaker, I call upon the 
Speaker to put this issue before the 
House soon so that we can debate ways 
to simplify our tax system, albeit a flat 
tax, sales tax, or simply a simplified 
Tax Code that everyone can under- 
stand. 
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CENTENNIAL ANNIVERSARY OF 
THE SPANISH-AMERICAN WAR 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from 
Guam (Mr. UNDERWOOD) is recognized 
during morning hour debates for 4 min- 
utes. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Madam Speaker, 
100 years ago this past Saturday, April 
25th, the United States officially de- 
clared a state of war with Spain, and 
the splendid little war” was officially 
underway. The Spanish-American War 
is generally remembered for the de- 
struction of the Maine, Roosevelt's 
Rough Riders, and America’s first ac- 
quisition of colonies. Many people tend 
to forget that the American victory 
was initiated and secured by the Amer- 
ican activity not in the Caribbean but 
in the Pacific. And as we commemo- 
rate the centennial anniversary of the 
Spanish-American War, I would like to 
draw attention to a couple of unre- 
solved issues which are a legacy of this 
conflict and our self-perception as an 
“anticolonial” but nevertheless colo- 
nial power. 

This was the war that clearly estab- 
lished the United States as a colonial 
power in the world. The island of Guam 
was first acquired as a coaling station 
in 1898 and has since become America’s 
foothold in Asia. Over the years Guam 
has provided a much-needed oppor- 
tunity for the United States to protect 
its vast Asian interests and, more im- 
portantly, secure its military goals. 
Guam’s strategic location in the west- 
ern Pacific continues to be its major 
value to this country, and I am proud 
to say that we on Guam have realized 
this value and are more than willing to 
draw attention to it, particularly to 
our determination to finally exercise 
self-determination. 

The acquisitions resulting from the 
1898 war plunged the United States 
Government into uncharted political 
territory. Never before had nonconti- 
nental real estate come under its con- 
trol. Prior to the acquisition of the is- 
lands, the continental American terri- 
tories were intended for eventual incor- 
poration into the Union of States. 
What then was to be the fate of these 
new possessions? And this issue con- 
tinues today. 

There are no easy solutions to this 
particular problem. However, we are 
currently presented with a rare oppor- 
tunity to deal with it not only in the 
case of Puerto Rico, but in the case of 
Guam. 

I would also like to draw attention to 
an issue with the Philippines. We have, 
in Wyoming, a structure designated as 
a memorial to American servicemen 
attacked and killed in the town of 
Balangiga, Philippines. One hundred 
years of misrepresentation and misin- 
formation has gradually transformed 
this memorial into a symbol of a slant- 
ed and mistaken view of history, a re- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


luctance to admit and correct mistakes 
from the past, and resistance to ad- 
vance to the future. 

On November 7 of last year I intro- 
duced H. Res. 312, urging the President 
to authorize the transfer of ownership 
of one of the Bells of Balangiga” cur- 
rently displayed in Wyoming to the 
people of the Philippines. Contrary to 
several misconceptions, H. Res. 312 rec- 
ognizes that the memorial at F.E. War- 
ren Air Force Base has a legitimate but 
not exclusive right to memorialize 
tragic events which occurred during 
the Philippine Insurrection, and does 
not seek to dishonor the memory of the 
American troops who perished in the 
Philippine Insurrection or to disestab- 
lish the monument in Wyoming. H. 
Res. 312 proposes a compromise where- 
in both the Philippines and the United 
States will share in the legacy of these 
historic symbols. 

The matter touches upon a greater 
issue and reflects the true nature of 
our special relationship with the Re- 
public of the Philippines. In the course 
of subduing the Philippines right after 
the Spanish-American War, over 4,000 
Americans and over 200,000 Filipinos 
died. The Bells of Balangiga are a sym- 
bol of that conflict. For us, they are 
the trophies of war that marked the 
killing of over 50 Americans, and for 
Filipinos they represent the eventual 
order to kill every Filipino male over 
the age of 10 on the island of Samar. If 
we share these bells, we bring honor to 
both countries and all who suffered and 
died. 

Today, each and every one of us is 
faced with a challenge. As we com- 
memorate the centennial of the Span- 
ish-American War, we must decide 
whether we should focus upon the true 
dimensions of this historic event, re- 
flecting upon its far-reaching results, 
take advantage of the knowledge we 
have gained, learn from our experience, 
and bring resolution to these issues, or 
perhaps we should just save all these 
lofty aspirations for the bicentennial. 


SE 
THE GIVE FANS A CHANCE ACT” 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Or- 
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) is recognized 
during morning hour debates for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker, 
this month a little drama is being 
acted out in New York City and the 
venue is Yankee Stadium. What should 
have been the glorious 75th anniver- 
sary of the house that Ruth built” 
may in fact see the end of a tradition 
unless New York City comes up with 
perhaps as much as $1 billion. 

This is another example of profes- 
sional sports, instead of being a source 
of civic pride, are to be often a symbol 
of what people do not like. The players 
now are the television networks, major 
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corporate sponsors, athletic equipment 
and apparel giants. The fans appear to 
be almost an afterthought. 

This trend, some would suggest, 
started about 40 years ago when the 
Brooklyn Dodgers tore the heart out of 
that community by moving a very 
profitable franchise to the West Coast 
in pursuit of greener pastures. 

It continues today. I have heard from 
fans all over America: Houston, Chi- 
cago, Sacramento. New York is just 
simply the most recent and perhaps the 
most egregious example. And of course 
it has come full circle because recently 
the Dodgers were sold again, this time 
to Rupert Murdoch, and the trend is 
growing. Over 50 million people live in 
and around communities with sports 
teams which have recently moved or 
are threatening to relocate. 

The change of focus away from the 
fans has become more acute as these 
leagues have upped the ante. Between 
now and the year 2006, more than $7 bil- 
lion will be spent on new stadiums, 
most of which will be public money. In 
comparison to the stadiums, teams are 
cheap. The stadiums currently under 
construction range in price from per- 
haps $250 million to, in the case of the 
New York Yankees, as we have men- 
tioned, perhaps $1 billion or more. 

But wait a minute. The average value 
of a baseball team is only $134 million. 
The average for a football franchise, 
$205 million. Thus, these stadiums cost 
significantly more than the teams 
themselves; in the case of the Yankees, 
as much as four times as much. 

Madam Speaker, it would be cheaper 
for the community just to buy the 
team. Well, there is one city in Amer- 
ica that does not have to worry about 
this little drama. Green Bay, Wis- 
consin, one thirty-fourth the size of 
Los Angeles, owns perhaps the most 
successful franchise in American 
sports. But the NFL will not let it hap- 
pen again. They have passed rules 
against municipal ownership. 

The Federal Government must stop 
aiding and abetting this abuse. We are 
not innocent bystanders. Besides the 
massive tax subsidies that we provide 
for the construction of stadiums, we 
provide an antitrust exemption that 
enables professional sports franchises 
to make billions of dollars. The NFL, 
for instance, will earn $17.6 billion over 
the next 5 years. We have made the 
NFL rich, yet the NFL will not allow 
another community to own its fran- 
chise. 

That is why I have introduced the 
“Give Fans a Chance Act.“ It would tie 
the sports broadcast antitrust exemp- 
tion to the elimination of rules that 
prohibit public ownership. And it 
would give communities a voice in re- 
location decisions. 

The advantages are clear: It would 
end the franchise feeding frenzy; it 
would make stadium decisions based on 
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what is good for a team and commu- 
nity, not on what looks to be black- 
mail; it will make it easier to get sup- 
port for needed stadium expansions; 
and will help eliminate the cynicism 
that is permeating professional sports. 

Sports fans from coast to coast love 
this idea. There is a congressional re- 
sponsibility to help these fans, since we 
helped create this monster. I urge my 
colleagues to give fans a chance and 
support H.R. 590. 


ESE 


PRESIDENT SHOULD SUPPORT RE- 
LIGIOUS FREEDOM, RATHER 
THAN APPEASE OPPRESSIVE 
GOVERNMENTS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia (Mr. WOLF) is recognized during 
morning hour debates for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WOLF. Madam Speaker, yester- 
day the President of the United States 
provided one of the most stunning ra- 
tionalizations in history about the 
need for appeasement in the face of 
persecution. I submit today’s front 
page article from the New York Times 
and encourage my colleagues to read 
it. 

What is so bad about the Freedom 
From Religious Persecution Act“ ac- 
cording to President Clinton? That it 
will force the administration to 
“fudge,” and that is the President's 
term, reporting on violations so they 
would not have to carry out the sanc- 
tions imposed by this act. 

There apparently was no mention by 
the President that the bill, the Free- 
dom From Religious Persecution Act, 
provides a very generous waiver, a 
total waiver for the President. He can 
waive the sanctions for national secu- 
rity reasons or if doing so would ad- 
vance the objectives of the act. 

As we consider this act, Madam 
Speaker, we should know that Catholic 
priests are in jail in China, Catholic 
bishops are in jail in China, even evan- 
gelical pastors are being persecuted in 
China. The Chinese government has 
plundered Tibet. I have been to Tibet. I 
have visited and gone outside the pris- 
ons to hear how they are persecuting 
Buddhist monks and Buddhist nuns. 
They are persecuting the Muslims in 
China, and yet the President says this 
legislation is a ridiculous act. 

What the President and State De- 
partment fear most about this bill is 
the fact that it requires them to look 
at facts and take action. This adminis- 
tration wants to appease these govern- 
ments when they are perpetrating evil, 
the same type of evil that when Ronald 
Reagan was President of the United 
States, he talked about the evil empire 
when he gave that very profound 
speech in Orlando back in the early 
1980s. 

President Clinton made his remarks 
when he stopped by a meeting with 
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prominent evangelical leaders. He went 
on to describe President Jiang Zemin 
as a person who “knows a lot about 
Christianity in China.” That is what 
the President said. He knows a lot 
about Christianity in China.” He said 
he understands the issue.“ 

Yes, Jiang Zemin understands the 
issue. He understands that he puts 
priests in jail. He understands that he 
puts bishops in jail. He understands 
that he puts evangelical leaders and 
lay pastors in jail. He understands that 
he persecutes the evangelical church 
and the Catholic church. He under- 
stands that he plunders Tibet and he 
brutalizes the Buddhist monks and 
nuns. He understands that he breaks 
the backs of the Muslims in China. He 
understands. 

What does the President mean, that 
President Jiang Zemin understands? 
Does he mean he is sympathetic? Then 
let him open up the jails and allow 
these people to come out. And for the 
President of the United States to say 
this is wrong. 

Madam Speaker, let me remind my 
colleagues that President Jiang Zemin 
is president of a country which system- 
atically imprisons Catholic bishops and 
priests, imprisons protestant pastors 
and lay people, tortures Buddhist 
monks and nuns. 

Has our President ever been to Tibet? 
No. Has anybody from the administra- 
tion been to Tibet? No. I have been 
there and talked to the monks, and 
seen the plunder that is taking place. I 
say this is a shame. Yes, President 
Jiang Zemin knows about Christianity. 
He knows how to persecute it. 

But, Madam Speaker, Christianity 
will rise in China. Christianity will be 
there when President Jiang Zemin is 
gone. And the Catholic church will 
prosper and the evangelical church will 
prosper, and the church will rise up and 
be there long after President Jiang 
Zemin is gone from there. But what a 
disgrace for this President to say and 
infer that President Jiang Zemin is 
sympathetic to the church in China. 

One other thing I want to raise, 
Madam Speaker. I want to submit an 
article which was in Mother Jones 
magazine showing how USA*Engage, a 
lobbying group downtown run by Anne 
Wexler, is attempting to manipulate 
prominent religious leaders in the 
United States. One USA*Engage memo 
obtained by Mother Jones described 
how Company X is assigned to talk to 
one of the country’s most well-known 
religious leaders and Company Y is as- 
signed to talk to another prominent 
leader. It goes on. 

I am saddened that USA*Engage and 
the Wexler group would attempt to ma- 
nipulate leaders in this country of dif- 
ferent denominations, while priests are 
being persecuted and slavery is taking 
place in Sudan. 1.1 million Christians 
have been persecuted in Sudan because 
of their faith. Because they love Christ 
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and they want to stand for Christ, they 
are persecuted for Christ. And Anne 
Wexler and USA*Engage join up, join 
up to defeat legislation which will send 
a message to these people that we care, 
that we remember the words of the 
Declaration of Independence: We hold 
these truths to be self-evident, that all 
men and women are created equal and 
given rights by their creator God, life, 
liberty and the pursuit of happiness. 
And for USA*Engage to attempt to ma- 
nipulate this progress is very, very sad. 

Madam Speaker, yesterday the President of 
the United States provided one of the most 
stunning rationalizations in history about the 
need for appeasement in the face of persecu- 
tion. 

| submit for the RECORD today’s front page 
New York Times article and encourage my 
colleagues to read it. What is so bad about 
the Freedom from Religious Persecution Act 
according to President Clinton? That it will 
force the administration to “fudge”, and that’s 
the President's term, reporting on violations so 
they would not have to carry out the sanctions 
imposed by the act. 

There apparently was no mention by the 
President that the bill provides for very gen- 
erous waiver authority: he can waive the sanc- 
tions for national security reasons or if doing 
so would advance the objectives of the act. 

What the President and the State Depart- 
ment fear the most about this bill is the fact 
that it requires them to look at the facts and 
take action. He wants to continue appeasing 
governments even when they are perpetrating 
evil. 

President Clinton made his remarks when 
he stopped by a meeting with prominent evan- 
gelical leaders. He went on to describe Presi- 
dent Jiang Zemin as a person who “knows a 
lot about Christianity in China” He “under- 
stands the issue,” the President said. 

Let me remind you that President Jiang 
Zemin is the President of a country which sys- 
tematically imprisons Catholic bishops and 
priests, imprisons Protestant pastors and 
laypeople, tortures Tibetan Buddhist monks 
and nuns and sends its security forces to 
break up underground worship services. Presi- 
dent Jiang Zemin rules a country that uses 
brave dissidents as pawns in ego-politics—re- 
leasing prominent dissidents in exchange for 
favors by the United States. 

| am pleased that Wang Dan and Wei 
Jingsheng have been released. But it does not 
reflect progress. The Chinese government has 
not released Pastor Peter Xu, one of China’s 
most prominent house church leaders; Bishop 
Zeng Jingmu, a 77-year-old Roman Catholic 
bishop; or the Panchen Lama chosen by the 
Dalai Lama, a 5 year-old boy who has not 
been seen or heard from for over two years. 
All of these individuals were on the list of thirty 
prisoners raised by the recent, and highly-tout- 
ed, religious leader's delegation to China. Not 
one of the thirty religious prisoners have been 
released since the delegation’s visit. 

Sure Jiang Zemin knows about Christi- 
anity—he knows how to repress it. 

There is a growing movement in the United 
States demanding that the U.S. government 
take action against governments that per- 
secute religious believers. That is what Presi- 
dent Clinton fears the most—having to take 
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action. To avoid action, he says the adminis- 
tration will be forced to “fudge” the facts. 
What an abomination. 

But there is another issue that | wanted to 
bring to my colleagues’ attention: the efforts 
being waged by USA*Engage and some top- 
dollar Washington lobbyists to defeat the Free- 
dom from Religious Persecution Act by trying 
to manipulate prominent American religious 
leaders. | urge all my colleagues to read the 
recent article in Mother Jones magazine that | 
am submitting for the RECORD. 

Madam Speaker, | am really saddened by 
this action. It is so disappointing to see what 
has been taking place and to what lengths 
some will go to defeat a bill which seeks only 
to help people being persecuted for their faith. 
Catholic bishops and priests are in jail in 
China. Tibetan Buddhist monks and nuns are 
being tortured in Tibet. Bahai's are being per- 
secuted in Iran. Muslims and Christians are 
being persecuted in Sudan. Yet, the lobbying 
beat goes on. What a sad commentary. 

| believe it is entirely inappropriate to manip- 
ulate American religious leaders. Yet, accord- 
ing to the article, that appears to be what is 
happening. One USA*Engage memo obtained 
by Mother Jones describes how company X is 
assigned to talk to one of this country's most 
well known religious leaders and company Y 
is assigned to talk to another prominent lead- 
er. It goes on. How disappointing. 

Suffering Catholics, Protestants and Mus- 
lims in China do not have top-dollar Wash- 
ington lobbyists. Christian slaves in Sudan 
cannot hire K Street law firms. Tibetan Bud- 
dhists have no funds to launch slick PR cam- 
paigns. 

The Freedom from Religious Persecution 
Act is about them. Who speaks for them? 

| have been to many of those countries. 

| have spoken to many persecuted people. 
Almost everywhere | go | hear over and 
over—please speak out for us. We cannot 
speak for ourselves. We are voiceless, power- 
less minorities who are being victimized by 
powerful governments. If the American gov- 
ernment does not speak for us, who will? 

H.R. 2431 is not about trade—its about tak- 
ing away taxpayer subsidies (including tax- 
payer subsidized trade) from governments that 
persecute people of faith. 

H.R. 2431 does not cut off non-humanitarian 
aid to countries until they are engaged in 
“widespread, ongoing” and particularly severe 
kinds of persecution. In the face of killing, 
rape, torture, imprisonment, enslavement and 
other violent action, how can the President tell 
the American people that the United States 
government will continue trying to “under- 
stand” their point of view? 

Passage of this bill is important to help 
those who suffer for their faith. 

Madam Speaker, I submit the fol- 
lowing article for the RECORD: 

[From the New York Times, Apr. 27, 1998] 
CLINTON ARGUES FOR “FLEXIBILITY” OVER 

SANCTIONS—U.S. TEMPTED TO “FUDGE” ON 

REPRESSIVE NATIONS 

(By Elaine Sciolino) 

WASHINGTON, April 27.—President Clinton 
criticized laws today that automatically im- 
pose sanctions on countries for behavior that 
Americans find unacceptable. He said such 
legislation put pressure on the executive 
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branch to fudge,“ or overlook, violations so 
that it would not have to carry out the sanc- 
tions. 

Mr. Clinton made his unusually frank re- 
marks during an appearance before a group 
of about 60 evangelical Christian leaders at 
the White House. They were meeting with 
Samuel R. Berger, the national security ad- 
viser, in the Roosevelt Room. 

Specifically, Mr. Clinton asked the group 
to withdraw its support for pending legisla- 
tion that aims to reduce religious persecu- 
tion overseas by imposing trade and aid 
sanctions on repressive regimes. 

Last week the House International Rela- 
tions Committee approved, by 31 to 5, a bill 
that would impose export and aid sanctions 
on countries that endorse or permit violent 
attacks on religious believers. Among other 
provisions, the sanctions would ban imports 
from such countries, prohibit loans by multi- 
lateral institutions and make it easier for 
victims of religious persecution overseas to 
qualify for asylum or refugee status. 

Mr. Clinton made clear to the visitors just 
how difficult it is for his Administration to 
produce honest analyses about a country's 
behavior when Congress passes laws that re- 
quire sanctions the moment a country vio- 
lates what Congress defines as good behav- 
ior. Legislators weigh in on issues including 
human rights, drug cooperation and efforts 
to stop the spread of nuclear weapons. 

The President singled out punitive legisla- 
tion against Russia, Iran and Cuba as exam- 
ples of Congressional initiatives that boxed 
him in. 

“What always happens if you have auto- 
matic sanctions legislation,“ he said, is it 
puts enormous pressure on whoever is in the 
executive branch to fudge an evaluation of 
the facts of what is going on. And that's not 
what you want. What you want is to leave 
the President some flexibility, including the 
ability to impose sanctions, some flexibility 
with a range of appropriate reactions.” 

Later he repeated the point, saying that 
automatic sanctioning creates an enormous 
amount of pressure in the bowels of the bu- 
reaucracy to fudge the finding.” 

Mr. Clinton did not say whether the Ad- 
ministration had ever fudged'' the facts to 
avoid imposing sanctions. 

But the Clinton Administration, like its 
predecessors, has been criticized for ignoring 
or excusing obvious violations of United 
States sanction laws to justify continuing to 
do business with certain countries. 

Earlier this year, for example, the Admin- 
istration certified that Mexico, America’s 
second-largest trading partner, was fully co- 
operating in antidrug efforts despite evi- 
dence to the contrary that could have re- 
quired economic sanctions. 

Some lawmakers and arms-control experts 
have criticized the Administration for not 
imposing sanctions on China for its sale of 
germ warfare equipment to Iran and its con- 
tinued nuclear cooperation with Iran and 
Pakistan. 

In addition, American lawmakers have 
threatened to improve economic sanctions 
on Russian enterprises that aid Iran’s mis- 
sile program if Russia does not fulfill its 
pledges to block the assistance. The Admin- 
istration has strongly opposed the move. 

It has also been cautious in declaring that 
some foreign companies are trafficking in 
formerly American-held property in Cuba. 
Such a declaration would automatically 
hamper the companies’ operations in the 
United States and their executives’ ability 
to enter the country. 

As for Iran, the Administration has avoid- 
ed deciding whether to impose sanctions 
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against countries or companies that invest 
heavily in its oil sector, despite legislation 
requiring the United States to do so. 

Mr. Clinton’s remarks provided a rare op- 
portunity to observe him in a private setting 
in which he did not expect reporters to be 
present. 

The meeting was not listed on his public 
schedule, and he was told only later that a 
reporter had been invited to attend. 

During the meeting, the president of the 
National Association of Evangelicals, Don 
Argue, told Mr. Clinton, These are praying 
people, and asked how the group’s members 
should pray for him, 

The President asked that they never say a 
prayer for him that they didn’t say for his 
family as well. 

Then he added, “I'll tell you what the 
prayer I say every night is: To be made an 
instrument of God's peace, to have the words 
in my mouth and the meditations in my 
heart and to be on God’s side.’ That’s about 
as good as I can do here.“ 

Mr. Clinton also shared a story about his 
daughter, Chelsea, freshman at Stanford 
University. He said she often logged on to 
the Internet in the evening and called him to 
ask him about something she had read in the 
early edition of the next day’s newspaper. 

“She knows I work late,“ Mr. Clinton said. 
“So some nights at a quarter to one or some- 
thing, the phone rings. It’s Chelsea.” 

In his remarks, Mr. Clinton also unabash- 
edly boasted that American religious free- 
dom should be the model for countries that 
persecute their people over religious beliefs. 

“The only answer for any of these coun- 
tries is to basically have a system that 
America has,“ Mr. Clinton said. I've always 
tried to be a little bit careful about telling 
anybody that we know best about every- 
thing.“ 

But, he added, in this case, we know 


Still, he waxed philosophical about the 
need to understand other countries’ histor- 
ical nightmares’ before judging them too 
harshly. 

“It’s also important when you deal with a 
country to know what its historic bad 
dreams are,“ he said. 

America’s bad dream goes back to the Civil 
War, he said. Russia's goes back to invasions 
by Napoleon and Hitler, and China’s goes 
back to internal disintegration. 

In trying to persuade Russia that the east- 
ward expansion of NATO was not a threat, 
for example, Mr. Clinton explained: vou 
know that NATO would never invade Russia, 
and it’s not rational from our point of view. 
But then, America was never invaded by Hit- 
ler or Napoleon.” 

Mr. Clinton also described President Jiang 
Zemin of China as a leader who understands 
the concerns of the United States and 
“knows a lot about Christianity” in China. 
“I think he understands this issue and I 
think that if we just keep pushing along, I 
think that he will be more likely than not to 
advance it, Mr. Clinton said. 

He added that he had spent “a lot of time” 
coaching Mr. Jiang during his trip to Wash- 
ington last year on how to handle their joint 
news conference. 

Mr. Clinton said he had told Mr. Jiang, 
“You've got to learn how to smile when they 
hit you right between the eyes.“ 

“I said, ‘That’s the way we do it over 
here.“ 


[From Mother Jones, May/June 1998] 
So You WANT TO TRADE WITH A DICTATOR 
(By Ken Silverstein) 
Americans may be fickle when it comes to 
politics, but as politicians and moviemakers 
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know full well, there's one reliable “gimme”: 
We hate dictators. Tyrants, autocrats, des- 
pots—we just don't like them. 

So imagine how tough it would be to build 
a public campaign promoting trade with 
countries such as Iran, Burma, or Nigeria, 
whose dictatorial regimes have horrible 
human rights records. That’s the challenge 
for a coalition of the nation’s biggest cor- 
porate exporters, including aerospace titan 
Boeing; construction equipment giant Cater- 
pillar; the country’s biggest oil companies, 
including Unocal, Chevron, Mobil, and Tex- 
aco; and other Fortune 500 firms such as IBM 
and Motorola. 

All have money to make overseas, and eco- 
nomic sanctions are just another obstacle. 
Now the coalition, led by its front group, 
USA*Engage, will have its two big shots at 
success. 

For starters, it plans to file a lawsuit to 
overturn the selective purchasing“ laws 
that have sprung up in 18 different cities 
across the U.S. banning government contract 
work from being awarded to companies that 
trade with tyrannical regimes. More impres- 
sively, they have already managed to have a 
bill introduced in Congress—which appears 
to have been drafted by their own lobbyists— 
that would severely restrict the use of sanc- 
tions, and would pave the way for greater 
trade with outlaw nations. How will they 
convince legislators, or the voting public, 
that trading with dictators is good? Their 
strategy is detailed in a series of internal 
memos obtained by Mother Jones that de- 
scribe how to spin the most morally ques- 
tionable of campaigns—with help along the 
way from religious leaders and institutions 
such as the Rev. Billy Graham and the 
Catholic Church. 

STEP I—FIND YOUR SALES TEAM 


The anti-sanctions drive is run out of the 
National Foreign Trade Council, a prominent 
Washington, D.C., trade association that rep- 
resents the nation’s 500 biggest exporters. 
But when it came time for its attack on 
sanctions, the NFTC needed a cover—pro- 
vided, preferably, by someone who was lib- 
eral, popular, and well-connected. So in 
early 1997, it hired Anne L. Wexler, who 
heads the Wexler Group, and recently was 
ranked one of the capital’s 10 most influen- 
tial lobbyists by Washingtonian magazine. 

The ultimate power broker, Wexler has 
Beltway access to burn, and her liberal cre- 
dentials include working as a campaign or- 
ganizer for Eugene McCarthy's 1968 presi- 
dential race, doing a stint as a consultant for 
the government watchdog group Common 
Cause, and serving, from 1975 to 1977, as the 
associate publisher of Rolling Stone during 
its muckraking heyday. Wexler followed 
that with a job as a top aside in Jimmy 
Carter’s White House before launching her 
political consultancy, which boasts execu- 
tives with close ties to President Clinton 
(Betsey Wright, his chief of staff when he 
was governor) and to Newt Gingrich (former 
Pennsylvania Republican Rep. Bob Walker, 
formerly a close Gingrich ally). 

Wexler may have come far from her days 
as a war protester, but her lobbying efforts 
still carry a liberal spin. Arguing against 
sanctions, she says that because they limit 
investment opportunities for business, the 
only people they end up hurting are U.S. 
workers.” 

The NFTC also lined up important politi- 
cians on both sides of Washington’s revolv- 
ing door. It signed up seven lobbyists from 
Hogan & Hartson. One of them, Republican 
Clayton Yeutter, while acting as President 
Reagan's U.S. Trade representative, threat- 
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ened trade sanctions against Southeast 
Asian countries that did not open their mar- 
kets to American tobacco companies. 

Another of the group’s lobbyists, former 
Rep. Michael Barnes, a Democrat, demanded 
that sanctions be imposed on Haiti in 1994 
when he worked as a lobbyist for ousted 
president Jean-Bertrand Aristide. During the 
first half of 1997 alone the NFTC paid $340,000 
to Hogan & Hartson for its campaign against 
sanctions. 

The NFTC also made sure to cement a rela- 
tionship with a key State Department offi- 
cial, Undersecretary of State Stuart 
Eizenstat—who chairs the sanctions review 
team created last year by the State Depart- 
ment—by retaining his former law firm, 
Powell Goldstein. 

STEP 2—PUT ON A HAPPY FACE 


With its lobbying army in place, the NFTC 
next needed to start a front group to head 
the anit-sanctions drive. Engineered by the 
Wexler Group, USA*Engage was officially 
unveiled at an April 1997 press conference, 
during which it portrayed itself as a dynamic 
“broad-based coalition representing Ameri- 
cans from all regions, sectors, and segments 
of our society.” The address on 
USA*Engage’s letterhead belongs to the 
Wexler Group, which is also where the num- 
ber listed for USA*Engage rings (though 
callers are routed around the Wexler Group’s 
main switchboard). 

In its literature, USA*Engage claims to 
have more than 600 members. But when con- 
tacted, several of the smaller companies list- 
ed on its roster responded with puzzlement. 
Tim Hussey, president and CEO of Hussey 
Seating of Maine, said he had no idea what 
USA*Engage was. Richard Gravenhorst, co- 
owner of Reco Industries, a Louisiana road 
equipment company, also didn’t know about 
USA*Engage, replying that his firm had lit- 
tle international business. Sanctions, he 
said, ‘‘[are] certainly not one of our prior- 
ities.” 

When he is asked about USA*Engage’s 
bloated membership, Frank Kittredge, the 
NFTC president who doubles as the group’s 
vice chairman, admits that no more than 50 
to 100 companies are active participants. 
“USA*Engage was formed because a lot of 
companies are not anxious to be spotlighted 
as supporters of countries like Iran or 
Burma,” he says. The way to avoid that is 
to band together in a coalition.” 

So who is behind USA*Engage? The oil in- 
dustry, for one. Unocal’s chief Washington 
lobbyist, Jack Rafuse, chairs USA*Engage’s 
State and Local Sanctions Committee. 
Unocal co-owns a billion-dollar natural gas 
pipeline in Burma, and one of its partners is 
Burma’s State Law and Order Restoration 
Council (SLORC), the military dictatorship 
that the State Department says used slave 
labor to help build the pipeline. Jefferson 
Watterman International, a Beltway firm 
that lobbies for Burma, is also a member. 

USA*Engage members also include Mobil 
and Texaco—both of which have major in- 
vestments in Nigeria and have lobbied to 
prevent strong sanctions against Gen. Sani 
Abacha's regime, despite its having impris- 
oned 7,000 people without charge and, among 
other atrocities, having executed protester 
and writer Ken Saro-Wiwa. 

USA*Engage’s chairman, William Lane, is 
the Washington director for Caterpillar, a 
company that has obvious reasons for be- 
longing to the coalition. It has its own Bur- 
mese dealership, and has business in other 
nations threatened with or currently under 
U.S. sanctions, including Sudan, Indonesia, 
Colombia, and Nigeria, Other USA*Engage 
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members have just as much incentive for 
wanting to trade with dictators. Boeing, for 
instance, has long battled the government’s 
threatened sanctions against China, where it 
sold one-tenth of its airplanes between 1992 
and 1994. Another group of coalition mem- 
bers—including Westinghouse and ABB—has 
been pressing the Clinton administration to 
lift a ban on nuclear power exports to Bei- 
jing. 
STEP 3—CALL IN THE RENT-A-SCHOLARS 


Once USA*Engage was formed, coalition 
leaders quickly turned to a web of Beltway 
think tanks and scholars to provide the 
sanctions drive with badly needed intellec- 
tual ammunition. 

The Institute for International Economics 
(ITE) prepared a study in 1997, released at 
USA*Engage’s debut press conference, which 
states that sanctions cost the U.S. economy 
$15-$20 billion, and caused the loss of 250,000 
jobs in 1995 alone. The study confirms an ITE 
sanctions specialist, Kimberly Elliott, was 
funded in part” by the NFT C. 

Georgetown University law school pro- 
fessor Barry Carter authored another study, 
paid for by the National Association of Man- 
ufacturers (NAM), a USA*Engage member. 
When it came out, NAM trumpeted the find- 
ings, saying the study showed that sanctions 
come with a steep price tag for U.S. com- 
mercial interests.” The coalition also uses 
reports from prominent think tanks such as 
the Cato Institute, the Center for Strategic 
and International Studies, and the Center for 
the Study of American Business to arm itself 
with intellectual firepower. All have re- 
ceived funding from companies that belong 
to USA*Engage. 

STEP 4—GET RELIGION, KILL THINE ENEMIES 


Once USA*Engage had its research studies 
in hand, it figured it would have an easier 
time convincing Congress to lift trade sanc- 
tions. But then the coalition faced a new 
enemy, one that any economic analyst would 
have a tough time countering: The God 
Lobby. 

In May 1997, Rep. Frank Wolf (R-Va.) and 
Sen. Arlen Specter (R-Pa.) introduced the 
Freedom from Religious Persecution Act, 
which would slap mild sanctions on nations 
that persecute religious groups as a matter 
of government policy. The bill boasted a re- 
markable lineup of organizations that testi- 
fied on its behalf—from the Christian Coali- 
tion to Amnesty International—and had 
strong backing from the Republican leader- 
ship. 

USA*Engage sprang into action. On August 
29, 1997, Don Deline of Dallas-based Halli- 
burton, a USA*Engage member and the 
world’s second-largest oil field services com- 
pany, sent a memo to coalition members 
outlining the group's strategy to defeat the 
Wolf-Specter bill. 

The plan: fight fire with hellfire. According 
to the memo, Deline met with two officials 
at the State Department, Deputy Assistant 
Secretary Bill Ramsay and David Moran, the 
director of the Office of Economic Sanctions 
Policy, who both told him they didn’t like 
the bill but were “constrained for obvious 
reasons in how active they believe they can 
be in opposing them.” Similarly, they sug- 
gested that business leaders would be unsuc- 
cessful opposing the bill publicly. Instead, 
they suggest, “religious leaders and organi- 
zations should take the lead for best re- 
sults.” 

The resulting USA*Engage strategy 
matched members with key religious lead- 
ers. Specifically, Deline wrote, Boeing will 
contact Rev. Billy Graham; Marjorie 
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Chorlins will contact Drew Christian,” 
whose last name is actually Christiansen, 
and who represented the U.S. Catholic Con- 
ference, the Vatican's organizational arm in 
the United States. 

When asked whether USA*Engage ever 
tried to get religious leaders to speak out 
against the Wolf-Specter bill, Deline admit- 
ted that the group had low- key“ conversa- 
tions with religious leaders, but says that 
was it. Nobody that I know of is shoving re- 
ligious leaders out front for their personal 
gain, he says. Chorlins, a lobbyist for Mo- 
torola, confirms that she did speak with 
Drew Christiansen about Wolf-Specter, but 
then adds her own, nearly identical qualifier: 
“Business is not pushing religious leaders 
out there.” 

Says Chorlins, “I talk to different organi- 
zations and communities because I want dia- 
logue, not to push them out front.” 

Both Graham and Christiansen eventually 
did come out against the religious persecu- 
tion act—just as planned in the memo. 
Graham traditionally has ignored human 
rights conditions in the countries, such as 
China, where he preaches. He also joined 
Boeing last year in urging Congress to ex- 
tend China’s Most Favored Nation trade sta- 
tus. 

And two weeks after Deline’s memo, 
Christiansen, speaking before a House Inter- 
national Relations Committee hearing on 
the bill, said the U.S. Catholic Conference 
recommended being “cautious and deliberate 
in invoking [sanctions] as a remedy in public 
affairs.” Christiansen then made two pro- 
posals that came straight out of 
USA*Engage’s playbook: He suggested that 
the government require extensive public re- 
view before imposing sanctions, and advo- 
cated that the proposed presidential waiver 
included in the bill be extended. 

Brian F. O'Connell of Interdev, a Seattle- 
area evangelical group, who also opposes 
Wolf-Specter, told Mother Jones that a 
Washington, D.C.-based business group—he 
won't say which but confirms that he talked 
to people from USA*Engage about Wolf- 
Specter—wanted to fly him to Washington to 
testify against the bill. O'Connell, however, 
declined the offer. 

Gregg Wooding, a spokesman for the Billy 
Graham Evangelical Association, says 
Graham would not comment on this story 
because he's not a politician and doesn't 
like to talk about politics.” Christiansen 
also declined to be interviewed. 

Ultimately, Congress deferred further con- 
sideration of the bill, and it was eventually 
rewritten to narrow the chances of sanctions 
and broaden the presidential waiver. A re- 
port sent out from Wexler's office to coali- 
tion members in February boasted that 
“USA*Engage is widely credited for the fail- 
ure of (Wolf-Specter] to come to a vote in 
1997.” 

STEP 5—WRITE YOUR OWN BILL 

Now, having at least temporarily dis- 
patched Wolf-Specter, USA*Engage was 
ready to put together its very own sanctions 
“reform™ bill. The coalition quickly signed 
up two Hoosier friends in Congress to spon- 
sor the legislation: Republican Sen. Richard 
Lugar, of the Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, and Democratic Rep. Lee Hamilton, 
the ranking Democrat on the House Inter- 
national Relations Committee. 

When initially asked about her company’s 
role in moving the legislation forward, 
Wexler replies, “We don’t lobby.“ When 
pressed, she concedes that her firm worked 
closely“ with members of Congress who 
worked on the legislation so I guess we do 
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lobby.“ However, she says firmly, That bill 
was written on the Hill.” 

But a USA*Engage lobbyist memo suggests 
that the role Hamilton and Lugar played in 
sponsoring the legislation was largely cere- 
monial, and that it was the lobbyists who 
drafted the bill. In a memo dated September 
4, less than two months before the bill’s in- 
troduction, the Wexler Group’s Erika 
Moritsugu wrote Richard Lehmann, a lob- 
byist for coalition member IBM, telling him 
that he would be receiving more information 
from her as soon as we work to finalize the 
bill language.“ According to the memo, 
Wexler’s people were also planning a target 
date for introducing the bill“ and even draft- 
ing the Dear Colleague” letters that law- 
makers send out to their peers to build sup- 
port for legislation. 

In the memo, Moritsugu also thanked Leh- 
mann for contacting Rep. Jim Kolbe (R- 
Ariz.). According to other memos, the Wexler 
Group sent out requests to coalition mem- 
bers asking them to fax in summaries on 
their progress finding co-sponsors for the 
legislation. Wexler used this Co-Sponsor- 
ship Meeting Response Form” to keep track 
of how far USA*Engage’s tentacles had 
spread throughout Congress. In the case of 
Lehmann, they went far: Kolbe signed on as 
a co-sponsor of the House bill. 

On October 23, Hamilton introduced the 
Enhancement of Trade, Security, and Human 
Rights through Sanctions Reform Act in the 
House (Lugar followed suit in the Senate 
early the following month). The bill would 
protect overseas contracts signed at the time 
sanctions are imposed and would require 
that sanctions expire after two years unless 
specifically reauthorized. 

The legislation also makes the process of 
imposing sanctions a bureaucratic night- 
mare while specifically exempting restric- 
tions on the use of measures “imposed to 
remedy unfair trade practices.” In other 
words, says Mark Anderson, a union officer 
at the Food and Allied Service Trades who 
closely monitors USA*Engage, sanctions 
are just fine if the economic interests of a 
company are threatened by intellectual 
property theft or expropriation, but they 
should not be imposed if a dictatorship is 
killing its people or depriving workers of 
their rights.“ 

Meanwhile, the law firm Hogan & Hartson 
has been scheduling meetings between lead- 
ing members of USA*Engage and congres- 
sional staffers. A series of three internal 
campaign memos from last fall urged key co- 
alition members to attend engagements set 
up with a number of Capitol Hill offices, in- 
cluding the Senate Finance Committee. 

STEP 6—SEIZE CONTROL 


With Congress about to consider the bills, 
the future looks sunny for USA*Engage. The 
group mailed out a progress report to mem- 
ber companies stating that the coalition had 
‘surpassed its 1997 goals across the board.” 
Furthermore, USA*Engage's continuous 
and aggressive media education effort“ has 
paid rich dividends. According to the report, 
of the 242 newspaper editorials written on 
the sanctions issue since USA*Engage’s 
founding last year, 180 had been favorable to 
the coalition, 36 were neutral, and only 26 
were hostile. 

The progress report also urged supporters 
not to let up, mentioning that member 
companies are currently deeply involved” in 
recruiting more co-sponsors for the Ham- 
ilton-Lugar legislation, which already boasts 
10 senators and 14 House members. 

There's also good news for one of 
USA*Engage’s congressional partners. While 
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Hamilton will retire at the end of his term, 
Lugar will be up for re-election in 2000 and is 
apparently tapping into USA*Engage’s mem- 
bership lists. A member of the coalition, who 
asked to remain anonymous, says that after 
joining USA*Engage he received an invita- 
tion charging a $1,000-a-head fee to a fund- 
raiser for Lugar in March at Washington’s 
exclusive Monocle restaurant. 

Along with the sparks that will occur when 
Congress debates the legislation, coalition 
members can expect a howl from human 
rights advocates, such as Simon Billenness 
of Franklin Research & Development Corp., 
a progressive investment firm in Boston, 
who notes the importance economic sanc- 
tions played in ending South Africa’s apart- 
heid regime. If USA*Engage had succeeded 
with these tactics during the apartheid 
years, Nelson Mandela might still be in pris- 
on,” he says. 

But they can also expect support from 
sources higher up—and even more important 
than Billy Graham. The Clinton administra- 
tion is highly sympathetic to USA*Engage’s 
cause, especially the State Department's 
sanction review team, headed by Wexler con- 
tact Stuart Eizenstat. 

As the anti-sanctions laws work their way 
through Congress, according to the progress 
report, USA*Engage will assist Eizenstat in 
dealing with any problems that might arise, 
such as the weak drug policies in Mexico and 
Colombia, and the upcoming Nigerian elec- 
tions—rigged in advance by the country’s 
generals. These cases, the report warns, 
“may result in a call for sanctions.” 

Not to worry. Eizenstat’s sanctions review 
committee will have a strong say in such 
matters and, the report assures, 
“USA*Engage has encouraged this effort 
from the outset and will provide private sec- 
tor input as it unfolds.” 


O 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de- 
clares the House in recess until 2 p.m. 

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 36 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
until 2 p.m. 


— | 
o 1400 
AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska) at 
2 p.m. 


——— 
PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Reverend James David 
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray- 
er: 

Your bounty of blessings is with us, O 
God, and Your grace is Your free gift. 
From our beginnings, Your strong arm 
has strengthened us, and Your bene- 
dictions have given us hope. In re- 
sponse to Your favor toward us, we 
have not always answered with good 
works and noble deeds and have some- 
times followed our own way of self- 
centeredness and personal advantage. 

Help us, gracious God, to see more 
clearly the unity we share and teach us 
to work together for the common good. 
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While every person differs on the par- 
ticular road we should follow to accom- 
plish our goals, yet let us in solidarity 
hold high those ideals and traditions 
and values that we hold dear and make 
us proud as we honor and respect each 
other in all we do. In Your name we 
pray. Amen. 


Oo 
THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


— 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
PITTS) come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. PITTS led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


— 


DOLLARS TO THE CLASSROOM 
ACT 


(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, the Depart- 
ment of Education is currently spend- 
ing Federal tax dollars funding the 
closed captioning of the Jerry Springer 
Show. Unbelievable. Since when does 
this talk show have anything to do 
with teaching our kids basic math, 
reading, writing, science, or history? 

Not only does the Jerry Springer 
show not improve American education, 
but over the past few months, it has 
done seven shows on premarital or 
adulterous relationships with titles 
such as “I am Having Your Man’s 
Baby”. 

They have produced another seven 
shows on the Ku Klux Klan, such as “I 
am a Breeder for the Klan” and 
“Christmas with the Klan”. They had 
eight shows on prostitution, such as I 
am a 13 Year Old Prostitute” and My 
Wife wants to be a Call Girl”. 

If you believe that Federal education 
tax dollars should be made available to 
kids in classrooms instead of providing 
access to programs on prostitution, 
racism and polygamy, then I urge the 
Members to support the Dollars to the 
Classroom Act. This bill block grants 
30 Federal education programs requir- 
ing 95 cents of every dollar go to class- 
room use. 


EEE 
REFORM THE IRS 


(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the 
IRS is trying to kill reform. They are 
bringing out the big guns, Congress. 
The Treasury Department says, and I 
quote, whistle blowers are lying. The 
IRS is really doing a good job. 

Unbelievable. Tell that to the fami- 
lies of Alex Consul and Bruce Baron, 
both of whom committed suicide. Tell 
me, how many more Americans must 
commit suicide? How many more 
American families must be destroyed? 
Who is kidding whom? The tail is wag- 
ging the dog in America, and Uncle 
Sam is now barking the praises of the 
IRS. Beam me up, Mr. Speaker. 

No American should fear our govern- 
ment. The most important thing the 
Congress of the United States can do 
this year is reform the IRS. With that, 
I yield back any guts left in this great, 
august deliberative body. 


— 


SUPPORT RESOLUTION TO HELP 
STATES COMPLY WITH MEGAN’S 
LAW 


(Mr: GUTKNECHT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to talk about a very important 
issue I think to every American, espe- 
cially American families who have 
children. 

Two years ago, Congress passed 
Megan’s law, which requires States to 
develop programs to notify commu- 
nities when sexual predators have been 
released into their neighborhoods. To 
date, 45 States have done that. 

But I must report that not every 
State is doing the kind of job that I 
think needs to be done. In fact, re- 
cently, NBC News did a special, and 
they found in one precinct 222 released 
sex offenders were living in that one 
ZIP code. The bad news is that none of 
the neighbors, none of the families, 
none of the parents knew who they are 
or where they were living. 

Mr. Speaker, the time has come for 
Congress to provide some additional 
leadership to the States. As a result, I 
have introduced a resolution in the 
House, and soon it will be introduced in 
the Senate as well, a resolution which 
will help States to comply with the re- 
quirements under Megan’s law, to 
make it easier for States to comply 
and notify communities, to notify 
neighborhoods, and to notify families 
when sex offenders are moving into 
their neighborhoods. I encourage my 
colleagues to join me in this effort by 
cosponsoring this important resolu- 
tion. 


————— 


TRIBUTE TO SHARON AINSLIE 


(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 
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Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, after 
many years of being a father figure to 
a couple hundred teenagers, Sandy 
Ainslie is retiring as the Headmaster 
at Episcopal High School in Alexan- 
dria, Virginia. 

Much credit should and will be given 
to Sandy Ainslie for his many years of 
service, but I am here to honor his 
hard-working, always smiling, wife 
Sharon. Sharon has worked alongside 
Sandy through many years of trials 
and tribulations. She has raised money 
for the school and helped upgrade the 
school’s facilities and made it a reality 
that all students attending Episcopal 
have their own computer. She has 
helped to instill in these young minds 
integrity, honesty, and values that will 
help enable them to prosper in today’s 
ever-changing world. 

While always keeping a loving and 
warm personality, Sharon has sup- 
ported her husband and the many stu- 
dents of Episcopal High School for 
many years. So today it is Sharon we 
honor for her many years of dedication 
for our youth of tomorrow. Both Shar- 
on and Sandy will be missed by the stu- 
dents, faculty, and alumni all. 

——— 


SUPPORT SCHOOL CHOICE FOR 
AMERICA’S FUTURE 


(Mr. JONES asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, it is sad to 
say, but America’s children are not re- 
ceiving the education they need and de- 
serve. I believe that we are facing this 
grim situation because parents, unfor- 
tunately, have been edged out of the 
system. 

For years and years, the Federal 
Government has tried to solve edu- 
cational problems. In fact, the Federal 
Department of Education has spent 
over $444 billion since its establishment 
in 1980, but it has failed our children. 
Adding more bureaucrats and ignoring 
parents and teachers is not the solu- 
tion. 

The Federal Government has had its 
turn. The solution is to put education 
decisions back in the hands of parents 
and teachers where education belongs. 
It is time to truly repair our damaged 
education system and to empower par- 
ents to choose the school that is best 
for their children. Support school 
choice for America’s future. 


— 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT NOT MAK - 
ING GREAT STRIDES IN IMPLE- 
MENTING RESULTS ACT 


(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, the Inte- 
rior Department says that it has been 
making great strides in implementing 
the Results Act. That is a 1993 law 
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which requires Federal agencies to de- 
fine their missions, set goals, and plan 
how to meet those goals, and specifi- 
cally measure agency progress. 

Great strides? In a recent audit by 
the GAO, the Interior Department re- 
ceived a 29 out of a possible 100. That is 
right, 29. It has been a while since I 
have been in school, but I cannot imag- 
ine the kind of bell curve that would 
make 29 a passing grade. Even the Inte- 
rior Department's own independent 
acting IG says their plans do not pro- 
vide a clear picture of the intended per- 
formance. 

With approximately 87 percent of Ne- 
vada being managed by the Federal 
Government, this news only bolsters 
and solidifies the fact that the Depart- 
ment is in desperate need of a tutor. A 
29 is not great strides. It is not a giant 
step. A 29 is a huge step backwards. 

The only bright side to this is that 
they have plenty of room for improve- 
ment. The school bell has rung, recess 
time is over, and the Interior Depart- 
ment needs to return to class. 

O 
NATIONAL CHILD ABUSE 
PREVENTION MONTH 


(Mr. LAMPSON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 


minute.) 
Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, April is 
National Child Abuse Prevention 


Month. Communities that care about 
their children and families can and do 
work together to find solutions to 
tough problems. It is because of the 
partnership of a community in my dis- 
trict and a community in another 
county that I come before you today. 

The Talmud says that he who saves 
one life saves the world entire. On 
April 13, nine-year-old Amber from 
Webster, Texas, was abducted and sexu- 
ally assaulted. Within 24 hours after 
her abduction, Amber was found, and 
the assailant was placed into custody 
by the Harrison County Deputy Sheriff, 
Claire Martinez. Today, I would like to 
commend the Friendswood Police De- 
partment and Deputy Martinez for 
their great work in apprehending the 
suspect. 

Within minutes after Amber’s moth- 
er reported the abduction, the Webster 
and Friendswood Police Departments 
quickly organized themselves and re- 
sponded to the situation. The result is 
that nine-year-old Amber is still alive. 
If the Friendswood Police Department 
had not developed a procedure for deal- 
ing with abductions, the result may 
have been quite different. The response 
by these agencies is commendable, 
needs to be a model throughout the Na- 
tion. 

I would ask that Members wear these 
little blue ribbons today. 


—— 
WHITE HOUSE NOT COOPERATING 
WITH INVESTIGATIONS 


(Mr. BRADY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
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minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. BRADY. Mr. Speaker, I some- 
times wonder why investigations take 
so long around here. Maybe you do as 
well. I know that the White House has 
insisted that they are cooperating fully 
with the various investigations and in- 
vestigators charged with finding out 
the truth about the illegal campaign 
contributions in the last elections. But 
I think I now know why we are having 
so much trouble getting there. 

There are 92 witnesses, that is 92 wit- 
nesses have either fled the country or 
taken the fifth amendment, refused to 
testify. When you are not afraid to tell 
the truth, if there is nothing to hide, 
why would 92 American citizens flee 
this country or hide behind the fifth 
amendment? 

When the FBI director, Louis Freeh, 
was asked last year if he had ever seen 
this before, the only similarity he 
could draw was during the 16 years he 
spent investigating organized crime 
cases. I do not know if this is organized 
crime, but I know the White House is 
saying it is cooperating fully, but no 
one is cooperating. 


—— 


CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM IN- 
VESTIGATION STYMIED AT 
EVERY TURN 


(Mr. SESSIONS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, during 
the past few days, we have heard a lot 
about the ability to hear from wit- 
nesses in an objective investigation of 
the facts surrounding campaign financ- 
ing. All I hear from the Democrats is 
that Congress must vote on campaign 
finance reform. 

Well, my committee, the Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight, 
is trying to find out what is wrong with 
campaign financing. But our investiga- 
tion had been stymied at every single 
turn. There are witnesses who have 
been unavailable to the committee, 46 
witnesses who have refused to testify, 
asserting protections against self-in- 
crimination, and 12 witnesses who have 
fled the country. 

Incredibly, the Democrats on the 
committee have refused to allow im- 
munity for witnesses that Janet Reno, 
the Attorney General, says should have 
immunity. Mr. Speaker, this will pre- 
vent us from hearing from those wit- 
nesses. My question to the Democrats 
is this: What are you attempting to 
hide? 


—— ͤ—— 


NATIONAL SECURITY DEMONSTRA- 
TION SET FOR WEDNESDAY AND 
THURSDAY 
(Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania asked 

and was given permission to address 

the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 
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Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, to begin the markup of the 
National Defense Authorization bill 
this week, I want to call to the atten- 
tion of our colleagues two significant 
events that will take place tomorrow 
and Thursday involving national secu- 
rity and threats from weapons of mass 
destruction. 

All day tomorrow in the Rayburn 
courtyard, we will have a full dem- 
onstration of one of our leading new 
technologies, the Theater High Alti- 
tude Area Defense system as well as a 
Scud missile, the type of missile that 
killed our 28 troops in Saudi Arabia 
just 7 years ago. I would encourage our 
colleagues to visit that exhibit. 

On Thursday, we will have 2,000 fire 
and EMS leaders from across the coun- 
try assemble in Washington. At noon, 
we will have a major rally outside the 
doors of this Chamber to focus on the 
need for first responders to get full at- 
tention and focus as we plus-up money 
to respond to terrorist acts involving 
weapons of mass destruction nation- 
wide. 

I would encourage our colleagues to 
visit both events and to become active 
participants in the rally and the event 
from our fire and EMS leaders from all 
of our 50 States. 


o 1415 


ELIMINATE THE MARRIAGE TAX 
PENALTY NOW 


(Mr. WELLER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, the ques- 
tion today is, why pass the Marriage 
Tax Elimination Act? I believe this se- 
ries of questions best illustrates why. 

Do Americans feel that it is fair that 
working married couples with two in- 
comes pay higher taxes just because 
they are married? Do Americans feel 
that it is fair that 21 million married 
working couples pay, on the average, 
$1,400 more just because they are mar- 
ried than an identical couple with an 
identical income living together out- 
side of marriage? Do Americans feel 
that it is fair that our Tax Code actu- 
ally provides an incentive to get di- 
vorced? 

Of course not. That is wrong, and 
that is why elimination of the mar- 
riage tax penalty is so important. 

If we think about it, 21 million mar- 
ried working couples, 42 million Ameri- 
cans, pay on the average of $1,400 more 
just because they are married. That is 
one year’s tuition at Joliet Junior Col- 
lege in the south suburbs of Chicago; 
three months in a local day care cen- 
ter. It is real money for real people. 

Mr. Speaker, let us eliminate the 
marriage penalty. Let us eliminate it 
now. 
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CONGRESS SHOULD MOVE AG- 
GRESSIVELY TO PUT SOCIAL SE- 
CURITY FIRST 


(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak- 
er, a word on Social Security. Today 
the Social Security trustees released 
the annual report on their new projec- 
tions when Social Security runs short 
of money to pay benefits. Because of 
the economic growth, because of the 
good economy with more jobs and high- 
er incomes, they are now projecting 
that we are going to have an extra year 
or so before Social Security has less 
tax revenue coming in than is required 
to pay benefits. We still have a very, 
very serious problem. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues in 
the House and the Senate, I urge the 
President not to use this as an excuse 
to delay and put off and not deal with 
the serious problems of Social Secu- 
rity. The current good economy is an 
opportunity to move ahead with long 
term solutions giving more flexibility 
for transition. 

Mr. Speaker, Social Security is one 
of the important problems that is fac- 
ing us right now with an unfunded li- 
ability of over $3 trillion. Let us move 
ahead aggressively with a solution and 
really put Social Security first. 


O Å ſhſ— 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BARRETT of Nebraska). Pursuant to the 
provisions of clause 5, rule I, the Chair 
announces that he will postpone fur- 
ther proceedings today on each motion 
to suspend the rules on which a re- 
corded voted or the yeas and the nays 
are ordered, or on which the vote is ob- 
jected to under clause 4 of rule XV. 

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will 
be taken after debate has concluded on 
all motions to suspend the rules, but 
not before 5 p.m. today. 


RHINO AND TIGER PRODUCT 
LABELING ACT 


Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 2807) to amend the Rhinoceros 
and Tiger Conservation Act of 1994 to 
prohibit the sale, importation, and ex- 
portation of products labeled as con- 
taining substances derived from rhi- 
noceros or tiger, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

H.R. 2807 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Rhino and 

Tiger Product Labeling Act”. 
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SEC. 2. PROHIBITION ON SALE, IMPORTATION, 
AND EXPORTATION OF PRODUCTS 
LABELED AS CONTAINING A SUB- 
STANCE DERIVED FROM RHINOC- 
EROS OR TIGER. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol- 
lowing: 

(1) The populations of several magnificent 
and unique endangered species of rhinoceros 
and tigers, such as the Indian rhinoceros, the 
Javan rhinoceros, the African black rhinoc- 
eros, and all of the tiger subspecies, continue 
to decline. 

(2) Growing demand throughout the world 
for wildlife and wildlife parts and products 
has created a market in which commercial 
exploitation has threatened certain rhinoc- 
eros and tiger populations. 

(3) There are insufficient legal mechanisms 
enabling the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service to forcefully interdict products that 
are labeled as containing substances derived 
from rhinoceros or tiger species and pros- 
ecute the merchandisers for sale or display 
of those products. 

(4) Although approximately 77,000 import 
and export shipments occur annually in the 
United States, the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service is able to maintain only 92 
wildlife inspectors at 30 ports of entry, in- 
cluding 13 designated ports, to monitor the 
shipments. 

(5) Wildlife inspectors are able to phys- 
ically inspect only an estimated 5 to 10 per- 
cent of all import and export shipments, 
making the rate of detection of contraband 
wildlife products extremely low. 

(6) Alternatives are available to the tradi- 
tional medicinal products that contain sub- 
stances derived from rhinoceros and tiger 
species. 

(7) Public education initiatives directed to- 
ward traditional user groups on the endan- 
gered status of rhinoceros and tiger species 
and on the availability of alternative prod- 
ucts in traditional medicine have proven 
useful in reducing the demand for products 
labeled as containing substances derived 
from rhinoceros and tiger species, and should 
be encouraged. 

(b) PROHIBITION, PENALTIES, AND ENFORCE- 
MENT.—The Rhinoceros and Tiger Conserva- 
tion Act of 1994 (16 U.S.C. 5301 et seq.) is 
amended by redesignating section 7 as sec- 
tion 8, and by inserting after section 6 the 
following: 

“SEC. 7. PROHIBITION RELATING TO PRODUCTS 
CONTAINING OR PURPORTING TO 
CONTAIN ANY SUBSTANCE DERIVED 
FROM A RHINOCEROS OR TIGER 
SPECIES. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—No person shall sell, im- 
port, or export, or attempt to sell, import, or 
export any product, item, or substance in- 
tended for human consumption containing or 
purporting to contain any substance derived 
from any species of rhinoceros or tiger. 

(b) PENALTIES.— 

(1) CRIMINAL PENALTY.—Any person who 
knowingly violates subsection (a) shall be 
fined under title 18, United States Code, im- 
prisoned for not more than 1 year, or both. 

“(2) CIVIL PENALTIES.—Any person who 
knowingly violates, and any person engaged 
in business as an importer, distributor, or re- 
tailer of products, items, or substances pur- 
porting to contain substances derived from 
any species of rhinoceros or tiger who vio- 
lates subsection (a) may be assessed a civil 
penalty by the Secretary of not more than 
$25,000 for each violation. A civil penalty 
under this paragraph shall be assessed, and 
may be collected, in the manner in which a 
civil penalty under the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973 may be assessed and collected 
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under section ll(a) of that Act (16 U.S.C. 
1540(a)). 

“(c) FORFEITURES.—Any product, item, or 
substance sold, imported, or exported, or at- 
tempted to be sold, imported, or exported, 
contrary to the provisions of this Act or any 
regulation made pursuant thereto shall be 
seized and forfeited to the United States. All 
equipment, vessels, vehicles, aircraft, and 
other means of transportation used to aid 
the selling, exporting, or importing, or an at- 
tempt to sell, export, or import, of any prod- 
uct, item, or substance in violation of this 
Act or any regulation issued pursuant to this 
Act, may be seized and forfeited to the 
United States. All laws relating to the sei- 
zure, forfeiture, and condemnation of a ves- 
sel for violation of the customs laws, the dis- 
position of such vessel or the proceeds from 
the sale thereof, and the remission or miti- 
gation of such forfeiture, shall apply to the 
seizures and forfeitures incurred under this 
Act, insofar as those laws are applicable and 
not inconsistent with this Act. 

(d) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary, after 
consultation with the Secretary of the 
Treasury, the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, and the United States 
Trade Representative, shall prescribe regula- 
tions that are necessary and appropriate to 
carry out the purposes of this Act. 

(e) ENFORCEMENT.—The Secretary, the 
Secretary of the Treasury, and the Secretary 
of the department in which the Coast Guard 
is operating shall enforce this Act in the 
same manner such Secretaries carry out en- 
forcement activities under section 1l(e) of 
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 
1540(e)).””. 

(c) DEFINITION OF PERSON.—Section 4 of the 
Rhinoceros and Tiger Conservation Act of 
1994 (16 U.S.C. 5301 et seq.) is amended by— 

(1) striking and' at the end of paragraph 
(4); 

(2) striking the period at the end of para- 
graph (5) and inserting **; and’’; and 

(3) adding at the end the following: 

(6) ‘person’ means 

() an individual, corporation, partner- 
ship, trust, association, or other private en- 
tity; 

„B) an officer, employee, agent, depart- 
ment, or instrumentality of the Federal Gov- 
ernment, of any State, municipality, or po- 
litical subdivision of a State, or of any for- 
eign government; 

(C) a State, municipality, or political 
subdivision of a State; or 

D) any other entity subject to the juris- 
diction of the United States.“. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) and the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. MILLER) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON). 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that the 
House is now considering H.R. 2807, a 
bill which I introduced with the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. MILLER) 
entitled the Rhinoceros and Tiger 
Product Labeling Act. 

The fundamental goals of this meas- 
ure are to eliminate the U.S. market 
for illegally obtained rhino and tiger 
products and, by so doing, the incen- 
tive to kill these magnificent animals. 

All populations of rhinos and tigers 
have been listed as endangered for over 
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20 years. Despite this fact, there are 
thousands of prepackaged oriental 
medicines sitting on pharmacy shelves 
throughout America with labels indi- 
cating they contain parts of rhinos and 
tigers. 

In fact, according to a recent survey 
conducted by the World Wildlife Fund, 
nearly 50 percent of the 110 shops they 
visited in North America offered medi- 
cines for sale containing or claiming to 
contain rhino and tiger parts. Inves- 
tigators identified at least 31 types of 
rhino and tiger medicines that have 
been produced by 34 different manufac- 
turers. 

What is most shocking was the study 
conclusion that the availability of 
these products has greatly increased 
over the last 5 years, while the danger 
to rhinos and tigers has increased as 
well. 

While these products are primarily 
manufactured in China, the U.S. has 
become a major market for their sale. 
Those who buy these medicines believe 
they are effective in combating pain, 
headaches, convulsions and other ills. 
Unfortunately, those practicing tradi- 
tional Chinese medicine are not aware 
that synthetic alternatives are avail- 
able and that they are directly contrib- 
uting to the demise of rhinos and ti- 
gers. 

The underlying problem and the pri- 
mary reason law enforcement officials 
are not confiscating these medicines is 
because it is virtually impossible to 
conclusively prove that they contain 
rhino and tiger parts. It would cost 
thousands of dollars to perform DNA 
tests on each of these products, and 
neither the Customs Service nor the 
Fish and Wildlife Service has sufficient 
resources to even begin to undertake 
such a massive job. 

The Rhinoceros and Tiger Product 
Labeling Act, which has now been co- 
sponsored by over 40 Members, will 
solve that problem. Quite simply, if a 
label on a product says that it contains 
rhino and tiger parts, then we accept 
the truthfulness of the manufacturer’s 
claim and stop the sale in the United 
States. In other words, the label is 
enough proof under this law. This will 
save the Federal Government a sub- 
stantial amount of money, and it will 
help to ensure that rhinos and tigers 
can continue to survive in the wild. 

During our subcommittee hearing on 
H.R. 2807, every witness testified in 
strong support of the bill and for clos- 
ing the loophole in our wildlife laws. 
These groups include the Clinton ad- 
ministration, the American Zoo and 
Aquarium Association, the Inter- 
national Rhino Foundation, Safari 
Club International, and the World 
Wildlife Fund. 

In his testimony, Dr. Terry Maple, 
the president-elect of the American 
Zoo and Aquarium Association, stated 
that passage of H.R. 2807, combined 
with increased appropriations for law 
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enforcement, will certainly be a bold 
step by the United States in ending the 
slaughter of rhinoceros and tigers in 
the world. 

I urge an “aye” vote on H.R. 2807; 
and I want to thank my colleagues who 
have joined in this effort. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume and rise in strong sup- 
port of this legislation and thank the 
subcommittee chairman, the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON), 
for bringing this matter both before 
the committee and before the House of 
Representatives. 

Over the course of the past hundred 
years, conflict with humans has 
brought literally thousands of species 
to the brink of extinction. In the past, 
those conflicts were often direct and 
bloody: the Passenger Pigeon, elimi- 
nated from this planet by hunting; 
great whales almost brought to the 
same fate by the commercial whaling 
industry; and the African elephant, 
whose numbers were decimated by 
greedy ivory traders. 

Today's story of the rhinoceros and 
the tiger is a little more complicated. 
Perhaps the conflict is a little less di- 
rect, but it is just as bloody. Through- 
out their range, these two magnificent 
species have been brought to their 
knees by habitat destruction and com- 
mercial trade in the products made 
from their carcasses. 

While the CITES convention, the 
Convention on International Trade and 
Endangered Fauna and Flora, has made 
great strides in controlling the inter- 
national trade in rhino horn daggers 
and in tiger skins, these species con- 
tinue to decline, due in part to the 
huge demand for traditional medicines 
using rhino and tiger products. 

A few years ago, Secretary Babbitt 
and the Clinton administration used 
their authority under the Pelly 
Amendment to the Fisherman's Pro- 
tective Act to impose economic sanc- 
tions against Taiwan for failing to con- 
trol this trade. It was the right deci- 
sion, and it proved to be immensely 
helpful in getting the Government of 
Taiwan to work with the international 
conservation community to protect 
these animals. 

Unfortunately, the global rules of 
free trade now prevent the United 
States from using unilateral economic 
sanctions to protect wildlife, a lesson 
we have just had driven home to us by 
the World Trade Organization in its 
ruling against U.S. laws protecting the 
endangered sea turtles from irrespon- 
sible shrimp fishing practices. 

That makes this legislation even 
more important. It sends a clear mes- 
sage that any product imported ille- 
gally or labeled as containing rhino or 
tiger parts will, in fact, automatically 
be considered as contraband. As a re- 
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sult, our Fish and Wildlife agents can 
act to seize the product and prosecute 
the seller, many of whom will be com- 
mitting a double crime by promoting 
an illegal product and falsifying the 
contents with synthetic or other sub- 
stitutes for rhino and tiger ingredients. 

I would have preferred that my col- 
league and I were here today to debate 
the reauthorization of this Nation’s 
premier wildlife protection law, the 
Endangered Species Act. Unfortu- 
nately, the committee has been unable 
so far to move this legislation that 
would responsibly reauthorize a stat- 
ute designed to protect hundreds of en- 
dangered and threatened species world- 
wide, and it now appears another Con- 
gress will pass without full consider- 
ation of this important law. Certainly, 
the protection afforded by the Rhinoc- 
eros and Tiger Product Labeling Act 
will prove invaluable to these two spe- 
cies. I wish we could agree to protect 
all the endangered species as well. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation is wor- 
thy of the support of all of the Mem- 
bers of the House of Representatives. 
Those of us who have had the oppor- 
tunity to travel to some of the habitat 
of rhinoceros, of tigers, of even ele- 
phants, have met with government offi- 
cials in Zimbabwe and other countries 
where we have seen the contraband 
that has been seized by poachers who 
kill these magnificent animals only for 
a very small part, in some cases the 
rhinoceros horn, in some cases they 
kill animals for their gallbladders, 
they kill them for their bones, for var- 
ious body parts, and, obviously, the en- 
tire animal is decimated. It is de- 
stroyed for this trade. 

When we see the kinds of risk and the 
kinds of money that is put into the 
poaching, the illegal taking of these 
animals, it becomes very clear that we 
have got to do what we can, within the 
laws of the United States and certainly 
within our international trade agree- 
ments, to now make it more and more 
difficult, to have sanctions on coun- 
tries that look the other way while 
these magnificent animals are being 
violated. They look the other way 
while illegal traffic is taking part; and, 
in some instances, governmental offi- 
cials are taking bribes to allow people 
to engage in this activity. 

There is an effort to make sure that 
those who would deal and traffic in the 
parts of rhinos and tigers are kind of 
caught in a double whammy here. If 
they truthfully label their product for 
sale on the shelves of outlets in the 
United States, they are in violation of 
the law. If they mislead the public and 
they hide the fact it has it, they are in 
violation of the law. 

We met and the chairman went to 
great lengths to meet with the tradi- 
tional medicine community that as- 
sured us there were, in fact, substitutes 
for these parts of rhinos and tigers that 
are in keeping with traditional medi- 
cine. And what that means and what 
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that tells us is that the slaughter of 
these animals is simply then about 
greed and about the illegal trafficking 
in the parts of these animals. 

So I would hope that all my col- 
leagues would support this legislation, 
and again I want to thank the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) 
for his presentation of this bill and to 
all of the staff on both sides of the 
committee that have worked hard to 
bring this legislation to the floor of the 
Congress. Hopefully, we will make a 
major contribution in reducing the il- 
legal traffic and the absolutely unnec- 
essary slaughter of these two magnifi- 
cent creatures. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re- 
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

As both my friend, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. MILLER), and I in- 
dicated earlier, there has been a broad 
range of support for this effort, and I 
want to personally thank the chairman 
of the Committee on Ways and Means, 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. AR- 
CHER), for his cooperation. Inasmuch as 
this is a trade issue, it was referred to 
the Committee on Ways and Means and 
their responsibility was waived by the 
chairman, and we want to thank him 
for that. 

I also want to mention that the gen- 
tleman from the other body, Mr. JEF- 
FORDS, has been extremely effective in 
his leadership in the other body, and I 
hope that we will together be able to 
make strides this year in bringing this 
to fruition. 
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I would just like to close, Mr. Speak- 
er, by saying that this is not just an 
issue that is considered here in Con- 
gress. I have here a copy of Time Maga- 
zine from, I believe, March 1994, and it 
features an article about this issue, 
and it has a picture of one of these 
great cats on the cover; and the head- 
line here on the cover is “Doomed, Why 
the Real Tiger is on the Brink of Ex- 
tinction.” And it goes on at some 
length in the feature story to talk 
about tigers on the brink. Once con- 
sidered a conservation success story, 
they are again sliding towards extinc- 
tion. This time the world’s nations 
may not be able to save these great 
cats.” 

And that is what we are here today 
making an effort to do. And in the 
story it just points out that the levels 
of populations throughout that part of 
the world that the tigers live, that 
many of the species, the Siberian tiger, 
for example, the population is down to 
an estimated 150 to 200 animals. The 
South China tiger is down to an esti- 
mated population of 30 to 80 animals. 
The Javan tiger has been extinct since 
the 1980s. The Bali tiger has been ex- 
tinct since the 1940s. The Caspian tiger 
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has been extinct since the 1970s. The 
Indochinese tiger is down to a popu- 
lation of 1,000 to 1,700. And the Bengal 
tiger, which apparently in India is the 
most healthy of the species, has a pop- 
ulation of an estimated 3,300 to 4,700 
animals. 

So we are hopeful that everyone here 
today will vote in favor of H.R. 2807, 
the Rhino Tiger Labeling Act. It is a 
very simple concept. It simply makes 
it relatively easy for us to enforce the 
laws that this House has previously 
passed. So, Mr. Speaker, I hope every- 
one will vote yea today. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
in support of H.R. 2807, the Rhino and Tiger 
Product Labeling Act, a bill introduced by the 
Chairman of the Subcommittee on Fisheries 
Conservation, Wildlife and Oceans, JiM 
SAXTON. 

There is no question that intense competi- 
tion for land has resulted in the destruction of 
critical rhino and tiger habitat. After all, we are 
talking about some of the most densely popu- 
lated countries in the world. 

Nevertheless, the major cause of the de- 
cline of rhinos and tigers is the huge ongoing 
demand for products made from these ani- 
mals. For generations, Oriental medicines 
have contained ingredients of rhino and tiger 
parts that are consumed to fight headaches 
and fever in children, kidney and liver prob- 
lems, convulsions, and heart conditions. In al- 
most all cases, rhino horn and tiger bones are 
obtained from illegal sources. 

We must eliminate the market for these 
products and stop their importation into the 
United States. This is the goal of H.R. 2807. 
Instead of spending thousands of dollars trying 
to prove whether a particular Chinese medi- 
cine contains rhino or tiger parts, this legisla- 
tion simply prohibits them from entering this 
country if the label says they contain these 
highly endangered species. 

y closing the U.S. market, the hope is that 
the demand for these products will end and 
the financial incentives to illegally kill rhino or 
tiger will no longer exist. 

Furthermore, there are synthetic alternatives 
to these products and it is essential that the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service renew their 
educational efforts. Based on surveys con- 
ducted by the Wildlife Conservation Society, 
the majority of those people consuming tradi- 
tional medicines have no idea they might be 
contributing to the destruction of these flagship 
species. 

| urge an aye vote on this bold wildlife con- 
servation legislation which will hopefully stop 
the slaughter of rhinos and tigers in the wild. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, 
Washington, DC, April 23, 1998. 
Hon. DON YOUNG, 
Chairman, Committee on Resources, U.S. House 
of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR DON: I am writing to address certain 
issues with H.R. 2807, as reported by the 
Committee on Resources on March 11, 1998, 
which would amend the Rhinoceros and 
Tiger Conservation Act of 1994. The bill con- 
tains import prohibition and Customs for- 
feiture provisions, which fall within the ju- 
risdiction of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

With respect to the import ban, H.R. 2807, 
as reported by the Committee on Resources, 
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prohibits any person from selling, importing 
or exporting or attempting to sell, import, or 
export any product, item or substance in- 
tended for human consumption containing or 
purporting to contain any substance derived 
from any species of rhinoceros or tiger, cre- 
ates criminal and civil penalties, and allows 
for the forfeiture of such products. Because 
these provisions fall within the Committee's 
jurisdiction, the Committee would ordinarily 
meet to consider the bill. However, because 
the bill, as reported, applies the ban in com- 
pliance with the letter and spirit of U.S. ob- 
ligations under an existing multilateral 
agreement governing such trade, I do not be- 
lieve that a markup of the bill is necessary. 

With respect to forfeiture, section 2 of H.R. 
2807, as reported, includes language within 
the jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways 
and Means. Under normal circumstances the 
Committee would meet to consider the bill. 
However, it is my understanding that you 
will be offering an amendment on the floor of 
the House of Representatives to substitute 
the following language so that the existing 
statutory Customs forfeiture provisions 
would apply: 

(c) Forfeitures.—Any product, item, or sub- 
stance sold, imported, or exported, or at- 
tempted to be sold, imported, or exported, 
contrary to the provisions of this Act or any 
regulation made pursuant thereto shall be 
sized and forfeited to the United States. All 
equipment, vessels, vehicles, aircraft, and 
other means of transportation used to aid 
the selling, exporting, or importing, or an at- 
tempt to sell, export, of any product, item, 
or substance in violation of this Act or any 
regulation issued pursuant to this Act, may 
be seized and forfeited to the United States. 
All laws relating to the seizure, forfeiture, 
and condemnation of a vessel for violation of 
the customs laws, the disposition of such 
vessel or the proceeds from the sale thereof, 
and the remission or mitigation of such for- 
feiture, shall apply to the seizures and for- 
feitures incurred under this Act, insofar as 
those laws are applicable and not incon- 
sistent with this Act. 

Based on your assurances to this effect, 
and in order to expedite consideration of this 
legislation, I do not believe that a markup 
by the Committee on Ways and Means will 
be necessary on this issue. 

I would appreciate your response to this 
letter, confirming this understanding with 
respect to H.R. 2807, and would ask that a 
copy of our exchange of letters on this mat- 
ter be included in the record during floor 
consideration. Thank you for your coopera- 
tion and assistance on this matter. 

With best personal regards, 
BILL ARCHER, 
Chairman. 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES, 
Washington, DC, April 23, 1998. 
Hon. BILL ARCHER, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 
Longworth HOB, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 
letter regarding H.R. 2807, the Rhino and 
Tiger Product Labeling Act. Enactment of 
this bill will help enforce the existing ban on 
the sale, import or export of products con- 
taining rhinoceros and tiger parts and there- 
fore help conservation efforts for these en- 
dangered species. 

I agree that the Committee on Ways and 
Means has jurisdiction over import prohibi- 
tions and U.S. Customs Service forfeitures. 
As noted in your letter, current law already 
prohibits imports and exports of products 
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containing endangered species under the 
Lacey Act and the Convention on Inter- 
national Trade in Endangered Species of 
Wild Fauna and Flora. In addition, when 
H.R. 2807 is considered by the House of Rep- 
resentatives, I do intend to substitute the 
forfeiture language of the bill you have iden- 
tified regarding Customs powers, as this pro- 
vision also duplicates Lacey Act authority 
for the Secretary of the Interior. 

Thank you for your cooperation in this 
matter, and I will place our correspondence 
on this issue in the Congressional Record 
during debate on H.R. 2807. 

Sincerely, 
DON YOUNG, 
Chairman. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong sup- 
port of H.R. 2807, the Rhinoceros and Tiger 
Product Labeling Act. This bill is a key bipar- 
tisan step to protect two of our planet's most 
precious and endangered animals—thinos and 
tigers. 
gone and tigers are coming perilously 
close to extinction in the wild because of ille- 
gal poaching to support the high demand for 
traditional medications. Congress has worked 
to protect these majestic animals by creating 
the Rhinoceros and Tiger Conservation Fund, 
and by banning the import or sale of products 
that contain parts of endangered species. 

Despite these laws to protect rhinos and ti- 
gers, a loophole allows many products to be 
sold in the United States that explicitly state— 
on their labels, no less—that they contain 
rhino and tiger parts. 

Proving that these products contain banned 
substances can be extremely difficult. Even 
after performing costly tests, the U.S. Customs 
Service often can't prove what the labels 
plainly show—that these products contain 
rhino and tiger parts and are illegal. The result 
is that many such products end up in stores 
across America. 

The Rhinoceros and Tiger Labeling Act 
would stop this costly and confusing exercise, 
and allow us to accept product labels at their 
face value. If products say they contain parts 
of endangered animals, we shouldn't let them 
in the country. 

| strongly support this bipartisan legislation 
to stop the flaunting of our laws and strength- 
en protections for endangered species. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BARRETT). The question is on the mo- 
tion offered by the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) that the 
House suspend the rules and pass the 
bill, H.R. 2807, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks on H.R. 2807. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey? 
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There was no objection. 


CONGRATULATING PEOPLE OF SRI 
LANKA ON THE 50TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THEIR INDEPENDENCE 


Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and agree to the 
resolution (H. Res. 350) congratulating 
the people of Sri Lanka on the occasion 
of the fiftieth anniversary of their na- 
tion’s independence. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

H. RES. 350 

Whereas on February 4, 1948, the people of 
Sri Lanka gained their independence from 
the British; 

Whereas the people of Sri Lanka and the 
United States have a common interest in the 
promotion and preservation of democratic 
systems of government; 

Whereas the people of Sri Lanka and the 
United States have had many shared values 
and interests, including the desire to pro- 
mote the peaceful development of the South 
Asian region; 

Whereas Sri Lankan citizens who have vis- 
ited or lived in the United States, and United 
States citizens who have visited or lived in 
Sri Lanka, have done much to improve mu- 
tual understanding and build friendship over 
the past fifty years; 

Whereas United States citizens of Sri 
Lankan origin have contributed greatly to 
the advancement of knowledge, the develop- 
ment of the United States economy, and the 
enrichment of cultural life in the United 
States; 

Whereas the ties of trade and investment 
between the United States and Sri Lanka 
have grown over fifty years to the benefit of 
the people of both countries; and 

Whereas the fiftieth anniversary of the 
independence of Sri Lanka offers an oppor- 
tunity for Sri Lanka and the United States 
to renew their commitment to international 
cooperation on issues of mutual interest and 
concern: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa- 
tives— 

(1) congratulates the people of Sri Lanka 
on the occasion of the fiftieth anniversary of 
their nation’s independence; and 

(2) looks forward to broadening and deep- 
ening United States cooperation and friend- 
ship with Sri Lanka in the years ahead for 
the benefit of the people of both countries. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER) and the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. LUTHER) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER). 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks on H. Res. 350. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, as the author of H. Res. 
350, this Member rises to congratulate 
the people of Sri Lanka on the occasion 
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of the 50th anniversary of their na- 
tion’s independence. 

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 350 was intro- 
duced on February 4, the day that Sri 
Lanka celebrated the 50th anniversary 
of their independence, by this Member, 
by the distinguished gentleman from 
Indiana (Mr. HAMILTON), the ranking 
member of the Committee on Inter- 
national Relations, and by the distin- 
guished gentleman from California 
(Mr. BERMAN), the ranking member of 
the Subcommittee on Asia and the Pa- 
cific. 

America’s relations with this island 
nation are very strong and productive. 
The social and economic progress that 
Sri Lanka has made in the last five 
decades is truly encouraging and has 
laid a strong foundation for its future. 
Sri Lankan Americans, both Sinhalese 
and Tamil, have made major contribu- 
tions to American society, and our re- 
lationship has proven mutually bene- 
ficial. 

While the official celebration will 
last all year, the precise date of the 
50th anniversary was, as I mentioned, 
February 4. Major celebrations were 
held on that day, attended by Prince 
Charles as the head of the British dele- 
gation. 

Regrettably, the celebrations have 
been marred by a series of bombings. 
This tragic fact emphasizes the point 
that a terrible bloody civil war con- 
tinues in Sri Lanka that has cost tens 
of thousands of lives. This Member’s 
purpose in introducing today’s resolu- 
tion is not just to discuss the specifics 
of the ethnic conflict. No, not at all. 
Rather, this Member wishes to give the 
U.S. House of Representatives an op- 
portunity to celebrate and commend 
the achievements of the people of Sri 
Lanka, Sinhalese, Tamil and Muslim 
alike. 

H. Res. 350 does precisely that. It 
congratulates the people of Sri Lanka 
and points to this occasion as an oppor- 
tunity to renew the common U.S.-Sri 
Lankan commitment to international 
cooperation. 

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on 
International Relations unanimously 
adopted H. Res. 350. This Member be- 
lieves that H. Res. 350 represents a fit- 
ting and balanced expression of con- 
gratulations to the people of Sri Lanka 
on the occasion of the 50th anniversary 
of their nation’s independence. 

This Member also thanks the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. GILMAN), 
the distinguished chairman of the Com- 
mittee on International Relations, for 
moving this initiative in an expedi- 
tious manner. This Member also ex- 
presses appreciation to the distin- 
guished gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
HAMILTON), the ranking member of the 
Committee on International Relations, 
for his constructive additions to this 
resolution. 

Finally, this Member thanks the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from California 
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(Mr. BERMAN), the ranking member of 
the Subcommittee on Asia and the Pa- 
cific, for his important assistance in 
speeding this resolution to the House. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge unanimous adop- 
tion of H. Res. 350. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LUTHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume, 
and I rise in support of this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support this 
resolution; and I commend the gen- 
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER) 
for his leadership in bringing it before 
the House today. 

Fifty years ago, following the exam- 
ple of our own country, the Sri Lankan 
people threw off the bonds of empire 
and entered the ranks of fully and free 
independent nations. In the five dec- 
ades since then, notwithstanding eco- 
nomic hardship and civil war, Sri 
Lanka has proudly maintained its inde- 
pendence, promoted economic develop- 
ment, and fostered a democratic form 
of government. 

Sri Lanka has also been a good friend 
of the United States. The people of Sri 
Lanka have earned our respect and ad- 
miration. This resolution attempts to 
convey those sentiments and express 
our desire to see the bonds of friend- 
ship that link our two nations broad- 
ened and deepened in the years ahead. 
It deserves our support, and I urge my 
colleagues to join me in voting “yes” 
on this important resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from American Samoa (Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA). 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, 
I certainly would like to add my com- 
mendation to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. GILMAN), chairman of the 
Committee on International Relations, 
and the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
HAMILTON), our ranking Democratic 
member, and to the gentleman from 
Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER), as the chair- 
man of our Subcommittee on Asia and 
the Pacific for his authorship on this 
piece of legislation, and also the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. BERMAN), 
the ranking member of our Sub- 
committee on Asia and the Pacific. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of the House Resolution 350, a measure 
congratulating the people of Sri Lanka 
on the occasion of their 50th anniver- 
sary of the independence of the Demo- 
cratic Socialist Republic of Sri Lanka 
from Great Britain. 

Mr. Speaker, I am honored to be an 
original cosponsor of this measure. And 
again, I commend the gentleman from 
Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER), chairman of 
the House Committee on International 
Relations Subcommittee on Asia and 
the Pacific, for introducing this legis- 
lation. 

Mr. Speaker, earlier this year on 
February 4, Sri Lanka celebrated its 
50th anniversary of independence from 
British colonial rule, which ended on 
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February 4, 1948. I join my colleagues 
in commemorating the golden jubilee 
independence celebration of Sri Lanka 
and offer my sincere congratulations to 
her excellency, President Chandrika 
Kumaratunga, and the good people of 
Sri Lanka. 

Sri Lanka, unlike much of Asia, has 
had a long tradition of a functioning 
democratic system of government. 
Since 1931, and even before the grant of 
its independence, voting rights were 
exercised by men as well as women. 
During the five decades since independ- 
ence, Sri Lanka has held regular na- 
tional elections as well as provincial 
and local government elections. The 
last parliamentary election was held in 
August of 1994, with a Presidential 
election taking place in November 1994. 
With a voter turnout of over 70 per- 
cent, President Kumaratunga was over- 
whelmingly elected into office. The 
most recent election in Sri Lanka was 
in the conflict-ridden Jaffna Peninsula, 
where in January the people of Jaffna 
elected local administrators. 

Mr. Speaker, the United States is Sri 
Lanka’s largest trading partner, and 
over 90 American companies have in- 
vestments there, including Motorola, 
IMC Agrico, Coca-Cola, and American 
Express and others. In 1977, Sri Lanka 
was the first country in South Asia to 
adopt economic liberalization policies, 
which shifted the economy away from 
state controls and subsidies and paved 
the way for the private sector to be- 
come the engine of growth. 

Sri Lanka’s shift to a market-ori- 
ented system has become very success- 
ful, with the country recording some 6 
percent economic growth in 1997. A 
major factor aiding Sri Lanka’s eco- 
nomic growth has been the highly-edu- 
cated work force. The government pro- 
vides free education from elementary 
school through university levels, and 
the result has been a national literacy 
rate of 90 percent. The government also 
extends free health care services, and 
Sri Lankans enjoy low infant mor- 
tality rates and an average life expect- 
ancy of 70 years. 

Relations between Sri Lanka and the 
United States date back to 1850, when 
an American, John Black, was offi- 
cially appointed to head up a commer- 
cial agency between the governments. 
With a move to the capital, Colombo, 
the agency office became a U.S. con- 
sulate, and upon independence in 1948, 
it was elevated to a United States Em- 
bassy. 

Mr. Speaker, this year Sri Lanka and 
the United States also celebrate the 
golden jubilee of establishing diplo- 
matic relations. In honor and in rec- 
ognition of this occasion, Ambassador 
Bill Richardson, the United States 
Representative to the United Nations, 
and Ambassador Karl Inderfurth, As- 
sistant Secretary of State for South 
Asian Affairs, recently traveled to Sri 
Lanka for meetings with President 
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Kumaratunga and other high-ranking 
dignitaries of the Sri Lankan Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. Speaker, despite its prosperity 
and commitment to democratic prin- 
ciples, Sri Lanka, as we all know, has 
been years threatened by separatist 
movements. In its search for peace, the 
Government of Sri Lanka has proposed 
extensive devolution of power through 
constitutional reforms to resolve the 
present ethnic problem in the country 
through a negotiated settlement. This 
is a process supported by our govern- 
ment, and we should all take steps nec- 
essary to encourage the Liberation Ti- 
gers of Tamil Elam to lay down their 
arms, stop their terrorism, and enter 
into peaceful negotiations. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge our colleagues to 
adopt the measure before us that con- 
gratulates the people of Sri Lanka on 
their 50th anniversary. We should all 
recognize the many accomplishments 
of our partners in Sri Lanka and the 
deep and enduring friendship that will 
always bind the good people of Sri 
Lanka and the people of the United 
States. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | wish that | 
could join in the enthusiasm that the people of 
Sri Lanka deserve in celebration of their na- 
tion's 50th anniversary. However, the deadly 
spiral of violence still gripping that beautiful 
nation makes it difficult to be joyous. 

The Tamil Tigers need to change their 
methods and learn to compromise to obtain 
their goals. The government must renew its 
commitment to human rights and get back on 
the “high road” of respect for human rights. 
One way it can achieve this is by giving free 
and unrestricted access to the press and 
human rights organizations. 

We must see an end to the “disappear- 
ances” of persons taken into custody by mili- 
tary and special police units, and the killings of 
moderate Tamil Parliament members and pub- 
lic execution of suspected “informers” or trai- 
tors” by the Tamil Tigers. 

Our policy towards Sri Lanka needs closer 
scrutiny. It is currently unbalanced. More at- 
tention needs to be placed on giving construc- 
tive criticism and suggestions that could lead 
to peace in that long troubled nation. Until 
then, any calls for celebration will ring hollow 
for the Sri Lankan people and their friends. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, | wish to join 
with my colleagues in paying tribute to the na- 
tion and the people of Sri Lanka during this 
year of celebration of the 50th anniversary of 
their independence. | want to congratulate the 
Chairman of the Subcommittee on Asia and 
the Pacific, Mr. BEREUTER, for introducing this 
resolution, as well as the Chairman of the 
International Relations Committee, Mr. GIL- 
MAN, the Ranking Democrat of the IR Com- 
mittee, Mr. HAMILTON, the Ranking Democrat 
of the Asia and Pacific Subcommittee, Mr. 
BERMAN, and Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, a member of 
the Asia and Pacific Subcommittee, for their 
support of this initiative. | am proud to join my 
colleagues as a co-sponsor of this Resolution. 
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As the co-chairman of the Congressional 
Caucus on India and Indian-Americans, | wel- 
come the continuing trend toward more atten- 
tion to the vitally important South Asia region 
on the part of Congress, the Administration 
and the private sector. At the same time, | 
hope we will continue to encourage greater re- 
gional cooperation and confidence building 
measures among the nations of South Asia. 

Mr. Speaker, Sri Lanka has been an inde- 
pendent country for the last 50 years, but rela- 
tions with the United States have gone as far 
back as 1850. John Black, an American mer- 
chant residing in Colombo, the capital of Sri 
Lanka, was appointed as the first commercial 
agent. His job was to assist American shipping 
with Sri Lanka. Now, 150 years later, the 
United States is Sri Lanka’s largest trading 
partner, accounting for 30% of Sri Lanka’s ex- 
ports, with 90 U.S. companies having invested 
in mining and textiles. Furthermore, U.S. in- 
vestments will reach $500 million after the 
completion of certain trade agreements. 

Bi-lateral relations between the two coun- 
tries have always remained strong. We can 
see this in numerous economic and technical 
support programs, trade and investment 
agreements, and the continuous exchange of 
high level officials—the most high-profile being 
the visit by First Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton 
in 1995. 

We have signed agreements to protect in- 
vestments and intellectual property rights to 
foster trade and encourage economic growth. 
In fact, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce is in 
Sri Lanka and works with the Sri Lanka gov- 
ernment in creating an investment friendly cli- 
mate. 

Sri Lanka rose to international prominence 
when on July 21, 1960, the Sri Lanka Par- 
liament appointed Ms. Bandaranike as the 
prime minister of Sri Lanka. Sri Lanka became 
the first country in the world to appoint a 
woman as the head of state. Interestingly 
enough, in a part of the world where many 
Westerners believe women are being treated 
as second class citizens, Sri Lanka became 
the first country to recognize a woman's ability 
to lead a nation. This led to women heads of 
government in Bangladesh, Britain, France, 
India, Israel, Norway, Pakistan, Poland and 
Turkey. 

Sri Lanka was the first country in South Asia 
to introduce economic liberalization policies 
(1977) and shifted away from state controls. 
Recently, Sri Lanka has embarked on market 
oriented reforms that have allowed the econ- 
omy to grow by 6% last year. 

Unfortunately, Sri Lanka has been plagued 
with ethnic violence. Despite this, Sri Lanka 
continues to be one of the few countries in 
South Asia committed to democracy. For the 
last 50 years, Sri Lanka has held national, 
provincial and local government elections. Sri 
Lanka has provided universal adult suffrage, 
including women. Indeed, Sri Lanka had 
democratic elections 20 years prior to inde- 
pendence, when it was part of the British Em- 
pire. Thus, Sri Lanka is one of the oldest prac- 
ticing democracies in the developing world. 

Mr. Speaker, there is no doubt in my mind 
that the next 50 years hold tremendous poten- 
tial for Sri Lanka. With the recent collapse of 
the East Asian economies, and the South 
Asian economies remaining stable, is a strong 
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indication that Sri Lanka and the rest of South 
Asia will demonstrate new economic strength. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is my deep 
pleasure to rise in support of H. Res. 350, 
which | cosponsored with Mr. BEREUTER, in 
honor of the people of Sri Lanka on the occa- 
sion of the fiftieth anniversary of their nation’s 
independence. 

We have a long and deep friendship with Sri 
Lanka, dating back at least to 1789 when the 
first American traders visited Colombo, and 
followed in the early part of the 19th century 
by American missionaries and educators, who 
established the first boarding school for girls in 
Asia in 1824. 

We established a consulate as early as 
1874. 

We are most proud of the role played by 
Colonel Henry Steel Olcott in promoting the 
study of Buddhism. The enlightened altruism 
demonstrated by Colonel Olcott continues to 
motivate our relations with Sri Lanka. 

Today, our relations are being further solidi- 
fied by our growing economic and political re- 
lationship. We are now Sri Lanka's largest 
trading partner. Most recently, the First Lady 
visited—the first, | hope, of many such visits, 
including perhaps that of the President later 
this year. 

As we salute the past, it is also my hope 
that we will take all possible steps to assist in 
the resolution of the problems which afflict Sri 
Lanka today. The conflict which continues to 
disturb the rich Sri Lankese political culture is 
deeply disturbing. The recent terrorist bombing 
at the Temple of the Tooth in Kandy and the 
American decision to withdraw Peace Corps 
Volunteers testifies to the intensity of that in- 
ternal conflict. | hope that efforts will be taken 
by all sides to the conflict to seek a peaceful 
resolution of the civil strife for only by ending 
this dispute will Sri Lanka realize the very 
bright future its people deserve. 

urge my colleagues to support this resolu- 
tion's adoption. 

Mr. LUTHER. Mr. Speaker, I urge 
unanimous support for the resolution, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BE- 
REUTER) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, 
H.Res. 350. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the reso- 
lution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


— öCZ2ͤů 


CONCERNING AFGHANISTAN 


Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and agree to the 
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 218) 
concerning the urgent need to establish 
a ceasefire in Afghanistan and begin 
the transition toward a broad-based 
multiethnic government that observes 
international norms of behavior, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
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H. Con. RES. 218 


Whereas peace and stability has not re- 
turned to Afghanistan despite the February 
1989 Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan; 

Whereas the Department of State’s Coun- 
try Reports on Human Rights for 1997 states: 
“The overall human rights situation [in Af- 
ghanistan] is poor. . . political killings, tor- 
ture, rape, arbitrary detention, looting, ab- 
ductions and kidnappings for ransom were 
committed by armed units, local com- 
manders, and rogue individuals“; 

Whereas the continuing civil conflict in 
Afghanistan has had a grievous impact upon 
the Afghan people, where within its borders 
occurs the highest rate of infant, child, and 
maternal mortality in the region; 

Whereas neighboring countries have pro- 
vided support in the form of financial assist- 
ance and arms to the different groups war- 
ring in Afghanistan, thereby extending the 
length and expanding the destruction of this 
internal conflict; 

Whereas another byproduct of this conflict 
is the harboring of Islamic militants and ter- 
rorist leaders in Afghanistan; 

Whereas due to the tyranny and destruc- 
tion caused by Taliban rule, Afghanistan is 
now one of the world’s leading producers of 
opium, and over the past year alone, the pro- 
duction of opiates in Afghanistan has in- 
creased and resulted in a growth in the drug 
trade not only in the Central and South 
Asian regions but in Russia and the West as 
well; 

Whereas continuing instability serves as 
an obstacle to international investment and 
the establishment of developmental projects 
inside Afghanistan, so necessary to Afghani- 
stan's rejuvenation from years of conflict, 
and central to promoting political coopera- 
tion among Afghan factions; 

Whereas the continuing conflict in Afghan- 
istan serves as an impediment to economic 
prosperity and political development 
throughout all of South Asia and the newly 
independent Central Asian nations as well; 
and 

Whereas despite repeated efforts by the 
United Nations to broker an end to con- 
tinuing warfare among the country's warring 
factions, the absence of peace has prevented 
Afghanistan from addressing the numerous 
problems facing its citizenry: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That the Congress— 

(1) acknowledges that, through determina- 
tion, tenacity, and courage, the Afghan peo- 
ple successfully waged a war against Soviet 
expansionism and greatly assisted in bring- 
ing an end to the cold war; 

(2) calls upon all warring factions and na- 
tional powers to participate in intra-Afghan 
dialogue (the Frankfurt Process“) and in 
the peace process and to actively cooperate 
in the acceleration of endeavors for peace; 

(3A) deplores continuing human rights 
violations occurring within Afghanistan, es- 
pecially against women and female children, 
who have suffered condoned discrimination 
and harassment, and the reported widespread 
execution of prisoners of war and civilians 
evidenced by the discovery of mass graves 
which contained an estimated 2,000 corpses; 
and 

(B) supports the intention of the United 
Nations and the International Committee of 
the Red Cross to continue their investigation 
into these reported killings; 

(4A) welcomes the appointment of Am- 
bassador Lakhbar Brahimi as special envoy 
of the United Nations Secretary General for 
Afghanistan and supports his efforts toward 
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attaining a peaceful negotiated settlement 
with the assistance of the six nations bor- 
dering Afghanistan as well as representa- 
tives from the United States and Russia; and 

(B) encourages a role for Afghan leaders of 
all factions and ethnic groups in the United 
Nations negotiation efforts, based on the 
fact that peace and national reconciliation 
cannot be imposed on the Afghan people by 
their neighbors; 

(5) urges the nations of the region to co- 
operate in the peace process and to end im- 
mediately the supply of arms, ammunition, 
military equipment, training or any other 
military support to all parties to the con- 
flict; 

(6) urges appropriate parties in the United 
Nations, Afghanistan, and its neighbors to 
work toward the eradication of the produc- 
tion of opium, especially in southern Afghan- 
istan, and to link such efforts wherever pos- 
sible to realistic income alternatives; 

(7) calls upon all parties within Afghani- 
stan to prevent the reoccurrence of actions 
which impede the ability of humanitarian 
and international organizations to move food 
shipments and other forms of humanitarian 
assistance into Afghanistan; 

(8) acknowledges that due to the death and 
destruction wrought by the February 4, 1998, 
earthquake in northeastern Afghanistan, 
where approximately 5,000 people have died 
and an estimated 30,000 have been left home- 
less, there is a continuing need for inter- 
national emergency aid of food, clothing, and 
shelter; 

(9) recognizes the continuing requirement 
to address the needs of more than 2,500,000 
Afghan refugees in neighboring countries, 
three-quarters of whom are women and chil- 
dren; 

(10) acknowledges the necessity of inter- 
national efforts to clear the estimated 
10,000,000 land mines buried in the Afghan 
countryside; and 

(11) calls for the expulsion of all known 
terrorist leaders from Afghanistan and the 
closing down of all terrorist training camps 
operating in the country. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER) and the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. LUTHER) 
each will contro] 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER). 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks on this measure. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BARRETT of Nebraska). Is there objec- 
tion to the request of the gentleman 
from Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, H. Con. Res. 218, which 
this Member introduced on February 1, 
1998, calls for the urgent need to estab- 
lish a cease-fire in Afghanistan and 
begin the transition towards a broad- 
based multi-ethnic government that 
observes international norms of behav- 
ior. 

Today Afghanistan has no inter- 
nationally recognized government. It is 
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a country torn apart by civil war car- 
ried out by two warring factions known 
as the Taliban and the Northern Alli- 
ance. No parties to the conflict are he- 
roic. All must share the blame for the 
destruction and division. 

One of the by-products of the de- 
struction brought about by this ex- 
tended warfare is that Afghanistan has 
become one of the world’s leading pro- 
ducers of opium. Over the past year 
alone, the production of opiates in Af- 
ghanistan has increased, and results in 
a growth in the drug trade throughout 
Central and South Asia, Russia, Europe 
and the United States. 

Other problems currently facing Af- 
ghanistan include serious and repeated 
human rights violations occurring 
throughout the country, especially the 
treatment of women. The Department 
of State’s Country Reports on Human 
Rights for 1997 states, 

The overall human rights situation in Af- 
ghanistan is poor. Political killings, torture, 
rape, arbitrary detention, looting, abduc- 
tions and kidnappings for ransom were com- 
mitted by armed units, local commanders 
and rogue individuals. 

At the end of this decade-long con- 
flict it would appear that Afghanistan 
is beginning the process of resolving 
these problems, as well as a number of 
others, including the removal of mil- 
lions of land mines scattered through- 
out the Afghan countryside; the repa- 
triation of over 2 million Afghan refu- 
gees currently residing in Pakistan and 
Iran; as well as the cessation of safe 
haven for terrorist leaders and activi- 
ties in this war-torn Nation. 

The United States officially supports 
no party or faction in this conflict and 
backs the United Nations negotiation 
efforts to establish a coalition govern- 
ment where all factions are fairly rep- 
resented. Recently, on April 17, the 
United States Ambassador to the 
United Nations, the Honorable Bill 
Richardson, brokered an agreement 
from the two opposing factions to es- 
tablish a cease-fire and participate in 
structured peace talks. 

If the factions follow through with 
their commitments, it will mark the 
first talks since the Islamic militia 
took control of the capital 1% years 
ago. Fighting broke out which ap- 
peared to jeopardize the negotiations. 
However, recognizing the renewed U.S. 
attention to Afghanistan, the Taliban 
and the Northern Alliance have begun 
these important talks. 

This Member commends Ambassador 
Richardson and his staff, as well as the 
Pakistani Prime Minister Nawaz 
Sharif, for their efforts in successfully 
bringing the two warring factions to 
the negotiating table. In their opening 
statements, representatives of the two 
factions declared their willingness to 
work towards a peaceful resolution of 
the Afghan conflict. This Member sin- 
cerely hopes that this round of negotia- 
tions will bring enduring peace to the 
people of Afghanistan. 
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In the past, similar efforts have 
ended in failure as agreements reached 
in 1992 and 1993 quickly collapsed into 
more fighting. But this initiative 
comes at a time when internal and out- 
side parties to the conflict seem at 
least more ready to work towards 
achieving stability in Afghanistan be- 
fore all hope of stability and economic 
development is lost. The return of sta- 
bility would in turn encourage inter- 
national investment projects to the re- 
gion, beneficial to South Asia and the 
newly independent Central Asian na- 
tions as well. 

Mr. Speaker, H. Con. Res. 218 was 
considered by the Subcommittee on 
Asia and the Pacific on March 5, 1998 
and was favorably reported to the full 
committee. On April 1 the Committee 
on International Relations unani- 
mously approved this important reso- 
lution. 

In conclusion, this Member again ex- 
presses appreciation to the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. GILMAN) chairman 
of the Committee on International Re- 
lations, and the distinguished gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. BERMAN) 
the ranking member of the Sub- 
committee on Asia and the Pacific, for 
their support and cosponsorship of H. 
Con. Res. 218. This Member would also 
thank the distinguished gentleman 
from California (Mr. ROHRABACHER) for 
his advice and support on this resolu- 
tion. The gentleman from California 
(Mr. ROHRABACHER) has visited Afghan- 
istan on numerous occasions, and has 
taken an active interest in Afghani- 
stan’s history and in resolving the bit- 
ter dispute which has consumed this 
country for the past 10 years. 

Mr. Speaker, at this critical point of 
the ongoing peace negotiations, this 
Member urges this body to send a 
strong message that the United States 
Government and the Congress, which 
in the past assisted Afghanistan in the 
war against communist aggression, are 
supportive of the desire for peace by so 
many, indeed almost all of the Afghan 
people. Accordingly, this Member urges 
adoption of H. Con. Res. 218. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LUTHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume, 
and I rise in support of this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support this 
resolution. I again commend the gen- 
tleman from Nebraska for his leader- 
ship in drafting the resolution and 
bringing it before the House today. The 
scene of bitter fighting for more than 
18 years, Afghanistan today is virtually 
forgotten by the international commu- 
nity. There are few nations in the 
world whose prospects look bleaker 
than Afghanistan. But I am pleased to 
say that over the past weekend, the 
various Afghan factions held the first 
round of what we all hope will be talks 
leading to the reestablishment of a just 
peace in Afghanistan. 
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This resolution seeks to refocus 
world attention upon Afghanistan at 
this important time. It calls for an end 
to the fighting in Afghanistan, for re- 
spect for human rights, and for the 
eradication of the heroin trade and the 
export of terrorism. This resolution de- 
serves our support. I urge our col- 
leagues to join me in voting “yes” on 
this important measure. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. ROYCE) 
who has been very responsive to the 
concerns of many people in his district 
concerned with the continued conflict 
in Afghanistan. For his active interest 
in the issue, I commend him. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
commend the gentleman from Ne- 
braska, chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Asia and the Pacific, for offering 
this very important resolution on the 
tragedy that is going on in Afghani- 
stan. 

What this resolution does is bring at- 
tention to a country which has been 
largely forgotten. America was in- 
tensely focused on Afghanistan after 
the Soviet invasion and throughout the 
years of its occupation. The Red Army 
was driven out in the face of a coura- 
geous resistance by the Afghan people, 
with the aid of America. Looking back, 
that unfortunately for Afghanistan was 
the easy part. It has been much harder 
winning the fight for peace and sta- 
bility in Afghanistan since then, but 
the United States has an interest in 
trying. We must try. 

The Afghan people are suffering. 
They have one of the highest infant 
mortality rates in the world. Millions 
of Afghans live as refugees, some in 
neighboring countries. Tragically, 
some of this suffering is almost a delib- 
erate policy of the ruling Taliban in 
much of Afghanistan. This regime bans 
girls and women from attending 
schools, and it is blocking the delivery 
of humanitarian aid to thousands of 
suffering people in Afghanistan. The 
U.S. has an interest in seeing this 
stopped. 

More direct interests are at stake, 
too. Afghanistan is now one of the 
world’s leading producers of opium. 
This reaches America’s shores. Afghan- 
istan harbors terrorists who have the 
potential to attack our Nation. Terror- 
ists with Afghan roots have wreaked 
havoc throughout the world. This reso- 
lution addresses all these American in- 
terests. 

For too long the U.S. has been indif- 
ferent to the fate of Afghanistan. That 
has been changing a bit of late. My 
conversations with the former king of 
Afghanistan, King Zahir Shah, have led 
me to believe there is reason for hope. 
Events are moving rapidly. There are 
plans for peace talks among the fac- 
tions. 
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This resolution says that what hap- 
pens in Afghanistan matters to the 
U.S. and that we have an interest in 
seeing the peaceful resolution of this 
long-running and depressing conflict. I 
urge its adoption by my colleagues. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to commend the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. ROYCE) for his excellent 
statement. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | want to com- 
mend the distinguished Chairman of the Asia 
and Pacific Subcommittee, the gentleman from 
Nebraska, Mr. BEREUTER and its Ranking Mi- 
nority Member, the gentleman from California, 
Mr. BERMAN, for initially crafting this important 
piece of legislation. 

H. Con. Res. 218 calls attention to the ur- 
gent needs of the Afghan people who have 
been suffering for years from the aftermath of 
the cold war. The current civil conflict has led 
to a breakdown in civil society. Large areas of 
Afghanistan are now training grounds for ter- 
rorism and the world’s largest production 
grounds for opium. Millions of land mines are 
killing scores of people daily and women are 
treated as chattel. 

The war has created a huge humanitarian 
crisis in the north where more than 2,000,000 
refugees are in need of humanitarian assist- 
ance. We commend our colleague, the gen- 
tleman from California, Congressman ROHR- 
ABACHER for filling in for the State Department 
and AID by raising the funds to ship plane 
loads of medical equipment to the refugees. | 
hope that the administration takes this resolu- 
tion as a signal that it should be doing more 
to resolve the crises there and that it espe- 
cially supports the inter-Afghan dialogue proc- 
ess which would serve as a long term solution 
to the problems. 

Accordingly, | urge my colleagues to support 
the resolution. 

Mr. LUTHER. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous support for this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re- 
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BE- 
REUTER) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the concurrent reso- 
lution, House Concurrent Resolution 
218, as amended. 

The question was taken. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I ob- 
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 5, rule I, and the Chair’s 


prior announcement, further pro- 
ceedings on this motion will be post- 
poned. 


The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 


———— 
SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING 
LITTLE LEAGUE BASEBALL 


Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
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and concur in the Senate concurrent 
resolution (S. Con. Res. 37) expressing 
the sense of the Congress that Little 
League Baseball Incorporated was es- 
tablished to support and develop Little 
League baseball worldwide and that its 
international character and activities 
should be recognized. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
S. Con. RES. 37 


Whereas Little League Baseball Incor- 
porated is a nonprofit membership organiza- 
tion, chartered by the Congress of the United 
States in 1964 to promote, develop, supervise, 
and assist youth worldwide in participation 
in Little League baseball and to instill in 
youth the spirit and competitive will to win, 
values of team play, and healthful associa- 
tion with other youth under proper leader- 
ship; 

Whereas Little League Baseball Incor- 
porated has chartered more than 18,000 local 
Little League baseball or softball leagues in 
85 countries, across 6 continents, through 
which more than 198,000 teams and 3,000,000 
youth worldwide come together in healthy 
competition, learning the value of team- 
work, individual responsibility, and respect 
for others; 

Whereas Little League Baseball Incor- 
porated provides administrative and other 
services, including financial assistance from 
time to time, to such leagues without any 
obligation to reimburse Little League Base- 
ball Incorporated; 

Whereas Little League Baseball Incor- 
porated has established a United States 
foundation for the advancement and support 
of Little League baseball in the United 
States and around the world, and has also 
created in Poland through its representative, 
Dr. Creighton Hale, the Poland Little League 
Baseball Foundation for the construction of 
Little League baseball facilities and playing 
fields, in which youth may participate world- 
wide in international competitions, and is 
providing all the funds for such construction; 

Whereas the efforts of Little League Base- 
ball Incorporated are supported by millions 
of volunteers worldwide, as parents, league 
officials, managers, coaches, and auxiliary 
members and countless volunteer agencies, 
including sponsors, all of whom give their 
time and effort without remuneration, in 
service to others, to advance the goals of 
Little League Baseball Incorporated and 
thereby assist the economic transformation 
of societies worldwide, the improvement in 
the quality of life of all citizens and the pro- 
motion of a civil international community; 
and 

Whereas, as demonstrated by the success of 
its efforts worldwide, Little League Baseball 
Incorporated is the largest nongovernmental 
international youth sports organization in 
the world and continues to grow: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That (a) it is the 
sense of the Congress that Little League 
Baseball Incorporated is international in 
character and has engendered international 
goodwill through its worldwide activities, 
particularly among the youth of the world. 

(b) The Congress reaffirms that Little 
League Baseball Incorporated was estab- 
lished to support and develop Little League 
baseball worldwide, through the chartering 
of local leagues and the provision of assist- 
ance to such local leagues, through the cre- 
ation or location of facilities in other coun- 
tries, and the provision of other support as 
appropriate, including financial support, 
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without right of reimbursement or repay- 
ment. 

(c) The Congress calls upon the parliamen- 
tary bodies and government officials of other 
nations, particularly those that participate 
in Little League baseball, to recognize and 
celebrate the international character of Lit- 
tle League baseball. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. SMITH) and the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. LUTHER) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH). 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that all Members may have 5 leg- 
islative days within which to revise 
and extend their remarks on this meas- 


ure. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I urge my colleagues to vote 
unanimously in favor of S. Con. Res. 37. 
This resolution makes clear that Little 
League Baseball Incorporated is a bona 
fide nongovernmental organization and 
that it should be treated as such by our 
government and those of other nations. 

Little League Baseball Incorporated 
is a nonprofit membership organization 
that was chartered by Congress in 1964 
to promote participation by children 
around the world in Little League 
baseball. Unfortunately, the charter 
did not explicitly use the words non 
governmental organization.” That 
phrase and its acronym, NGO, were not 
in vogue in those days. So there has 
been some confusion, particularly in 
nations where Little League baseball is 
relatively new, about the undeniable 
fact that this organization indeed is a 
not-for-profit organization. 

Because the U.S. Congress originally 
chartered this organization, it falls to 
us to clarify the matter. This resolu- 
tion calls on the parliamentary bodies 
and government officials of other na- 
tions to recognize and celebrate the 
international charter of Little League 
Baseball, the largest nongovernmental 
international youth sports organiza- 
tion in the world, with over 18,000 local 
leagues in 85 countries supported by a 
network of many thousands of volun- 
teers and coaches around the world. 

S. Con. Res. 37 was introduced by 
Senator COVERDELL and has already 
passed the Senate. It also passed the 
Subcommittee on International Oper- 
ations and Human Rights by a voice 
vote on February 12 of this year. On 
April 1 the full Committee on Inter- 
national Relations ordered the bill fa- 
vorably reported, again by a unani- 
mous vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to point out the 
relentless dedication of the gentleman 
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from Pennsylvania (Mr. MCDADE) on 
this issue. The gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania helped draft the Senate reso- 
lution as well as a parallel House Reso- 
lution. He brought the resolution to 
the attention of our subcommittee and 
full committee, and he has pushed 
every step of the way to ensure the 
success of this resolution. He deserves 
the credit for its passage on the floor 
today. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LUTHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume, 
and I rise in support of this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
resolution expressing the sense of Con- 
gress that Little League baseball is 
international in character and has en- 
gendered international good will. 
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I commend the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania for introducing the com- 
panion measure in the House. 

The resolution affirms congressional 
support for the Little League organiza- 
tion and calls upon other governments 
to recognize and celebrate the inter- 
national character of Little League 
baseball. In the House, the companion 
to this resolution has received wide- 
spread bipartisan support. 

Mr. Speaker, we all know Little 
League is a good organization, encour- 
aging good, healthy life-styles for our 
young people, and I am happy to sup- 
port its activities for kids around the 
world. I urge adoption of this resolu- 
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support 
of S. Con. Res. 37, the Little League Baseball 
Resolution. 

Senator COVERDELL and Representative 
MCDADE introduced this resolution last year in 
support of the international activities of little 
league baseball. The Senate has already 
acted on this resolution, and | support House 
passage today. The measure is broadly sup- 
ported in the House, with a total of 42 co- 
sponsors. 

This non-controversial measure is designed 
to reaffirm the importance and the values ex- 
emplified by the long-standing American insti- 
tution known as "little league baseball”. 

In addition, it expresses the sense of Con- 
gress that Little League Baseball Incorporated 
was established to develop Little League 
Baseball worldwide recognizing that its inter- 
national activities are similar to other non-gov- 
ernmental organizations. 

As a former president of our local Little 
League in my hometown in Middletown, NY, | 
am pleased to recommend approval of this 
resolution, affirming our support for the worthy 
international activities of Little League Base- 
ball. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Speaker, it is my very 
great pleasure to rise today in support of Sen- 
ate Concurrent Resolution 37 which | wrote, 
on behalf of Little League Baseball, Incor- 
porated. 
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I'd like to thank my good friend, the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey, Mr. SMITH, for bring- 
ing this resolution to the floor. | would also like 
to express my gratitude to the Chairman of the 
International Relations Committee, Mr. Gu. 
MAN, for moving this measure. | am also grate- 
ful to Ranking Member LEE HAMILTON and to 
the 45 bipartisan cosponsors of the House 
companion of this resolution which is so im- 
portant to Little League Baseball. 

As the sponsor of the companion resolution 
in the House and the Representative of the 
World Headquarters of Little League, Williams- 
port, Pennsylvania, | ask that my colleagues 
join with me in supporting this resolution which 
recognizes the international character of Little 
League Baseball. 

Today's Little League Baseball has pro- 
grams in 85 countries on six continents. It 
brings three million young people worldwide 
together every year to learn the value of team- 
work and individual responsibility in a setting 
of healthy competition. Clearly, Little League 
Baseball is international. 

However, when the Congress acted in 1964 
to incorporate Little League Baseball, we 
failed to foresee that it would one day take the 
joys and disciplines of the American game of 
baseball to children around the world. Now 
that Little League Baseball has gone world- 
wide, it is time that we recognize its inter- 
national character and activities. 

Without an official imprimatur concerning its 
international character, Little League was un- 
able to get a much-needed exemption from 
the Value-Added Tax from the Finance Min- 
istry of the Republic of Poland related to the 
cost of building the Little League Baseball Eu- 
ropean Training Center in Kutno, Poland. De- 
spite that setback, Little League has finished 
Phase | of the Center. Ultimately, the Center 
will have four little league-sized and three reg- 
ulation-sized fields, two practice fields, dining 
and laundry facilities, a dormitory, and a con- 
ference center as well as other athletic facili- 
ties and administration buildings. 

| am delighted to tell my colleagues that the 
Polish Ministry of Sports and Tourism recently 
awarded Little League a generous grant to- 
ward the cost of a regulation baseball field at 
the facility in Kutno. 

| hope sincerely that the House will pass 
this resolution and that the nations of the 
world will recognize Little League's inter- 
national qualities and extend to them all ap- 
propriate privileges. 

Let's go to bat for Little League! 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LUTHER. Mr. Speaker, likewise, 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SMITH) that the House suspend the 
rules and concur in the Senate concur- 
rent resolution, S. Con. Res. 37. 

The question was taken. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present 
and make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 5, rule I, and the Chair's 
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prior announcement, further pro- 
ceedings on this motion will be post- 
poned. 


The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 


— 


SENSE OF THE HOUSE REGARDING 
ONGOING VIOLENCE IN ALGERIA 


Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and agree to the reso- 
lution (H. Res. 374) expressing the sense 
of the House of Representatives regard- 
ing the ongoing violence in Algeria, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

H. RES. 374 


Whereas in January 1992 Algeria annulled 
the second round of parliamentary elections; 

Whereas the Islamic Salvation Front 
(FIS), which favored the creation of a theo- 
cratic state, expected to win in those par- 
liamentary elections; 

Whereas the suspension of the Algerian 
elections in January 1992 triggered an esca- 
lation of terrorism; 

Whereas the Islamic Salvation Army 
(AIS), the armed wing of FIS, started ter- 
rorist activities in the wake of the annulled 
elections, but has since delcared a unilateral 
ceasefire; 

Whereas the Armed Islamic Group (GIA), a 
nonpolitical radical Islamic movement, has 
been responsible for carrying out terrorist 
activities, particularly since the AIS cease- 
fire; 

Whereas the United States Government 
has listed the GIA as a foreign terrorist or- 
ganization; 

Whereas tens of thousands of Algerians 
have lost their lives since the onset of the vi- 
olence in 1992, with hundreds estimated to 
have lost their lives in the holy month of 
Ramadan that ended in January 1998; 

Whereas the violence perpetrated by ter- 
rorists has become increasingly barbaric, 
leaving thousands of innocent civilians, par- 
ticularly women and children, dead or in- 
jured; 

Whereas the Government of Algeria has 
not agreed to the establishment of an inter- 
national inquiry into the massacres; 

Whereas the democratic process has pro- 
gressed in Algeria despite the current ter- 
rorist activity; and 

Whereas the United States has a strong in- 
terest in seeing the development of a demo- 
cratic and peaceful Algeria: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa- 
tives— 

(1) strongly condemns the Armed Islamic 
Group (GIA) and any other terrorist groups 
responsible for the atrocities being com- 
mitted in Algeria; 

(2) condemns the perpetrators of violence 
and other crimes against the fundamental 
human rights of Algerians; 

(3) urges those who continue to engage in 
violence and the fundamental abuse of 
human rights to discontinue such activity; 

(4) calls on the Government of Algeria to 
take all necessary and legal steps to prevent 
violence and stop it once it occurs; 

(5) encourages the Government of Algeria 
to cooperate with the international commu- 
nity to ensure transparency in the investiga- 
tion and combating of terrorist activity, in- 
cluding the use of objective investigators 
into the massacres; 

(6) acknowledges that the Government of 
Algeria has made progress toward democra- 
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tization and urges the government to engage 
in dialogue with all elements of Algerian so- 
ciety who have renounced violence, in order 
to further democracy and promote the rule 
of law; 

(7) urges the United States Government to 
continue to work closely with the Govern- 
ment of Algeria to bring about the develop- 
ment and implementation of political and 
economic reforms as well as the full restora- 
tion of law and order in Algeria; 

(8) encourages the European Union and the 
Government of Algeria to further their co- 
operation against terrorism; and 

(9) encourages the Algerian Government to 
accept the appointment of a Special 
Rapporteur by the United Nations or another 
qualified independent organization to con- 
duct an inquiry into the violations of human 
rights in Algeria. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. ROYCE) and the gen- 
tleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California (Mr. ROYCE). 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks on H. 
Res. 374. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BARRETT of Nebraska). Is there objec- 
tion to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution makes 
note of the ongoing crisis in Algeria 
and condemns the horrific wave of 
killings there. Throughout the Muslim 
holy month of Ramadan that begins on 
December 30 nearly 1,300 innocent Al- 
gerians, including women and children, 
were brutally murdered. Another 100 
Algerians were killed earlier this 
month; and, according to the U.S. 
State Department Human Rights re- 
port, 70,000 Algerian men, women and 
children have been brutally murdered 
during the last 6 years, 70,000. 

Much of this crisis in Algeria began 
after the annulled 1992 elections. An at- 
tempt at political reform by the gov- 
ernment at the time included the legal- 
ization of opposition political parties. 

One of the parties, the Islamic Salva- 
tion Front, or FIS, wanted to create an 
Islamic state. They were on the brink 
of a parliamentary victory in January, 
1992, when the military forced the 
President’s resignation and annulled 
the election. The banned FIS has since 
renounced its violence, but a new 
group, the radical Armed Islamic 
Group, or GIA, is a terrorist group that 
neither the FIS nor the government 
can control. 

These radical Islamic insurgents, 
many of whom were trained and fought 
in Afghanistan, call themselves holy 
warriors and believe that during holy 
periods like Ramadan their barbarism 
will be doubly blessed by God. Some of 
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the arbitrary and radical decrees of the 
GIA state that women who pursue for- 
mal education or fail to wear a veil are 
infidels deserving of having their 
throats cut. But this violence really 
extends to any Algerian who fails to 
join with the GIA. Combating this fa- 
naticism has taxed the Algerian gov- 
ernment. 

Despite this crisis, Algeria has made 
some progress toward building democ- 
racy, even with the random violence 
that is bleeding the country. Among 
the positive measures is a new law that 
would extend the political and social 
rights of Algerian women. 

Yet the Algerian government has 
been sharply criticized for human 
rights abuses and its inability to pre- 
vent these terrorist attacks. Because of 
these concerns and the sheer scale of 
the killing, pressure has been building 
on the Algerian government to allow 
international observers to investigate 
the massacres. In mid-January, the Eu- 
ropean Union was permitted to send a 
delegation of junior ministers to Alge- 
ria, but the dialogue was limited. More 
needs to be done. 

Recently, the Algerian government 
arrested two mayors and 10 other local 
officials for suspected involvement in 
the massacre of civilians. Religious 
and ethnic disputes as well as at- 
tempted extortion were cited as rea- 
sons for the alleged killings. While 
some see these arrests as evidence of 
government involvement in the mas- 
sacres, others see the arrests as a posi- 
tive indication of the government 
fighting killers wherever and whom- 
ever they may be, an effort that we 
need to encourage. 

Offers of humanitarian assistance to 
the victims of this tragedy have been 
made to the Algerian government. So 
far, they have been rejected. This reso- 
lution cites assistance that could be 
provided to the Algerian people in their 
time of need. Given the arrests of local 
officials, maybe the Algerian govern- 
ment will reconsider its opposition to 
outside assistance. The United States 
has an interest in seeing an end to the 
suffering and the building of democ- 
racy in Algeria. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank 
my colleagues on the Subcommittee on 
Africa for their work on addressing the 
Algerian crisis. We held a hearing in 
February in which we heard differing 
views of this situation. That hearing 
helped two Members craft this resolu- 
tion, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
CHABOT) and the gentleman from Flor- 
ida (Mr. ALCEE HASTINGS). 

Unfortunately, Mr. CHABOT of Ohio 
could not be with us at this time due to 
the death of his father. The funeral was 
this morning, and he is expected back 
in Washington later today. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, | want to thank 
the distinguished Chairman of the Africa sub- 
committee, the gentleman from California, Mr. 
Royce, for his exemplary leadership. He and 
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the top-notch staff of the subcommittee have 
worked tirelessly to ensure that human rights 
issues in all of Africa are adequately ad- 
dressed by the Congress. 

| want to express a special thank you to the 
chief co-sponsor of this resolution, my good 
friend from Florida, ALCEE HASTINGS. Mr. 
HASTINGS has provided invaluable counsel and 
assistance during this process and | very 
much appreciate the hard work of him and his 
very able staff. 

| also want to thank the gentleman from 
New Jersey, Mr. PAYNE, the Ranking Member, 
Mr. MENENDEZ, and the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia, Mr. ROHRABACHER, for their invaluable 
contributions to this bi-partisan resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, tens of thousands of Alge- 
rians—many of them women and children— 
have lost their lives since violent terrorist at- 
tacks began in 1992. Hundreds more perished 
during the holy month of Ramadan that ended 
just a few weeks ago. As many as 120 peo- 
ple—including 32 children under the age of 
2—were killed by axe-wielding assailants dur- 
ing the last weekend in March. 

This resolution strongly condemns the per- 
petrators—the Armed Islamic Group, or GIA, 
and any other terrorist groups responsible for 
the atrocities committed in Algeria, and urges 
those who continue to engage in violence and 
the fundamental abuse of human rights to dis- 
continue such activity immediately. 

The legislation, while acknowledging that 
the Government of Algeria has made progress 
toward democratization, calls on the Govern- 
ment to take all necessary and legal steps to 
prevent violence and stop it once it occurs, 
and encourages the Government to cooperate 
with the international community to ensure 
transparency in the combating of terrorist ac- 
tivity. 

Additionally, H. Res. 374 encourages the 
European Union and the Government of Alge- 
ria to further their mutual cooperation against 
terrorism. And, at the suggestion of Mr. 
MENENDEZ, encourages the Algerian Govern- 
ment to accept the appointment of a Special 
Rapporteur by the United Nations or another 
qualified independent organization, to conduct 
an inquiry into the violations of human rights 
in Algeria. 

Mr. Speaker, | want to again thank the dis- 
tinguished Chairman of the Africa Sub- 
committee, Mr. ROYCE, as well as our es- 
teemed Chairman of the full International Re- 
lations Committee, Mr. GILMAN, for their sup- 
port in this effort. | believe it is a very timely 
resolution. | hope it will be helpful in bringing 
an end to the senseless tragedies. And | urge 
my colleagues to support it. 

| urge adoption of the resolution. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume, 

Mr. Speaker, first let me thank the 
gentleman from California (Mr. ROYCE) 
and offer my condolences to my col- 
league and cosponsor of this resolution, 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr, CHABOT) 
whose father passed. I regret very 
much that Mr. CHABOT, who was the 
spearhead for our resolution, is unable 
to be here. 
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Mr. Speaker, I rise today to express 
my continued support for H. Res. 374 
offered in response to the ongoing spi- 
ral of violence in Algeria. That vio- 
lence was very adequately described by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
ROYCE) and I thank him for that and 
will expedite my remarks in that re- 
gard. 

Pointedly, this legislation strongly 
condemns those who continue to per- 
petrate acts of violence and other 
crimes against humanity and viola- 
tions of fundamental human rights. 

Mr. Speaker, the situation in Algeria 
is not only an internal problem but one 
that should concern the world. These 
acts of violence continue to target in- 
nocent civilians. As the torture con- 
tinues, relatives of the so-called dis- 
appeared are still wondering if their 
loved ones are dead or alive. Children 
continue to be hacked to death; and, 
very recently, as the gentleman from 
California pointed out, it has been re- 
ported that women have been raped be- 
fore their throats are cut; and even a 
four-month-old baby was slaughtered. 

Mr. Speaker, 6 years of this tragedy 
have left tens of thousands of civilians 
dead. Six years of violence is too long 
for us to remain silent to this vast 
human rights crisis which has sporadi- 
cally grabbed international attention. 
We, as legislators, truly are, here in 
our House, democratic leaders of the 
world. 

We must also heed the call of the 
world’s citizens who are seeking peace 
and social justice, which are the prin- 
ciples that we adhere to, those prin- 
ciples being life, liberty and the rule of 
law, and we have to do that whether it 
is in Algeria or in Bosnia or Rwanda. 
Thus, Mr. Speaker, we cannot continue 
to turn a blind eye to the plight of 
these Algerian victims. 

Mr. Speaker, I recognize the efforts 
of the Algerian government in pro- 
viding housing and financial support 
for displaced people and encourage 
them to continue to build on existing 
cooperation with humanitarian organi- 
zations, as the gentleman has pointed 
out and has been offered. 

I also acknowledge that Algeria has 
made some modicum of progress to- 
ward a multi-party democracy and to- 
ward a freer press, and it is rather en- 
couraging to see that Algerian authori- 
ties have begun to allow some Algerian 
newspapers to publish reports for the 
first time. However, I would like to en- 
courage the Algerian government 
under international law to allow and to 
cooperéte with a fact-finding mission 
by the United Nations special 
rapporteur. This would be an initial 
step to address the situation and to en- 
sure long-term transparency and scru- 
tiny. 

Mr. Speaker, the situation in Algeria 
is not something abstract. It is all 
about saving lives. I believe that this 
particular course of action that we em- 
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bark on here today will assist in ending 
the ongoing conflicts in Algeria, and I 
would urge the Chair and other Mem- 
bers, particularly of the Subcommittee 
on Africa, to consider visiting Algeria 
under appropriate circumstances so 
that we may firsthand work in co- 
operation with the necessary medi- 
ation that might come by way of inter- 
national involvement. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield as 
much time as he may consume to the 


gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PAYNE). 
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, let me 


commend the chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Africa for the out- 
standing work that he has done, and I 
rise in support of H. Res. 374. 

I am disappointed that, after gaining 
independence from France many years 
ago, Algeria is again plagued with 
some of the same old travesty. After 
colonialism ended in 1962, the French 
did little to prepare Algeria for inde- 
pendence. When the French left, 
mosques were reopened, people started 
learning Arabic again and feeling good 
about the religion of Islam. 

While this past year marked the first 
legislative and local election since 1992, 
it also turned into the bloodiest year in 
the longstanding political strife of 
power. As we look back, the cancelling 
or annulling of the elections may not 
have seemed to be the right course of 
action. However, it should be noted 
that the desire to maintain Islamic 
domination and to radically change the 
food and clothing habits of the people 
was thwarted by most of Algerian citi- 
zens in 1992. Yet this explanation can 
be summed up by saying that the de- 
mocracy cannot benefit if those that 
desire it want to end it once they are 
in power. 

It is common knowledge that the 
first armed Islamic groups were orga- 
nized by veterans of the war in Afghan- 
istan and trained in Pakistan. Today, 
the GIA still receives weapons and 
money from outside sources including 
Pakistani Islamists, Iran and Sudan. 

Let me just say that I was disturbed 
by the news of two mayors from neigh- 
boring towns being arrested for car- 
rying out extrajudicial executions. 
This concerned me because it comes 
just after the meeting by the United 
Nation’s Human Rights Commission re- 
port that suggests that a special envoy 
should go to the region. 

As we seek to formulate U.S. policy 
toward Algeria, we must remember 
that Algeria has helped with the Iran 
hostage crisis in 1982, continues to as- 
sist the resettlement of refugees and 
helped with the Iraqi problem in which 
absolutely no one in the Arab world 
would consent to, not even Saudi Ara- 
bia at the time. 
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In conclusion, we must not confuse 
the nonviolent Islamists with Islamic 
fundamentalism. I think that this po- 
litical war to win at all costs has alien- 
ated the very people on whose behalf 
the struggle was designed to help. 

Let me once again thank the gen- 
tleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) and the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS) 
for trying to constructively deal with 
this crisis. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
distinguished chairman of the Com- 
mittee on International Relations, the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. GIL- 


MAN). 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, since our 
committee marked up this resolution 
earlier this month, scores of Algerians, 
mostly civilians, have been killed in a 
barbaric civil war. Last night, Mr. 
Speaker, 40 Algerians had their throats 
cut by fundamentalist rebels. The mas- 
sacre coincided with the feast of the 
Moslem New Year. 

The horror of this violence is un- 
imaginable. Since 1992, over 65,000 Al- 
gerians have been killed. It is vital 
that the Congress speak out on this 
issue. The resolution before us today I 
think sends the right message, Mr. 
Speaker. This resolution rightly calls 
on the Government of Algeria to allow 
neutral, independent international in- 
vestigators to examine the violence 
that has racked Algeria since 1992. 
There should be no mistake, my col- 
leagues, that the thrust of this resolu- 
tion is to strongly condemn the Armed 
Islamic Group and the other terrorists 
inside Algeria who have slaughtered, in 
a barbaric fashion, tens of thousands of 
innocent Algerians. There is no place 
in this world for such atrocities. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) and the gen- 
tleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS) for 
bringing the resolution before us 
today, and in addition, I want to thank 
the distinguished chairman of the sub- 
committee, the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. ROYCE) and the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) of 
the Subcommittee on Africa, who have 
done such an excellent job of finding 
consensus to what could have been 
very difficult issues. Again, I thank the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) for 
introducing this resolution, and I urge 
my colleagues to adopt it. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

This is a balanced statement of the 
U.S. House of Representatives’ views of 
the troubling situation in Algeria. It 
takes into consideration the demo- 
cratic progress being made by the Alge- 
rian Government, but does not ignore 
human rights concerns involving the 
government either. I call on my col- 
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leagues to make a positive statement 
on the crisis in Algeria at this crucial 
time in this country’s history. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, violence has 
become an integral part of life in Algeria—it 
consumes the country and it has temporarily 
derailed the future of what should be a vibrant 
Nation, politically and economically. Since 
1992, as many as 80,000 people have died 
and thousands of others have been injured. 

While socio-economic development will help 
the people of Algeria rebuild their lives, the 
government must also commit itself to stop- 
ping the massacres. The recent arrests of 
local officials and commanders of pro-govern- 
ment militia groups in Algeria on charges of 
carrying out massacres of civilians gives 
cause to those of us who have called for inde- 
pendent rapporteur to address the situation in 
Algeria. 

In March, the Congressional Human Rights 
Caucus sent a letter to Secretary Albright in 
which we asked that the United States intro- 
duce a resolution at the U.N. Commission on 
Human Rights to appoint a Special Rapporteur 
for Algeria. Unfortunately, the United States 
decided against offering such a resolution. 
This resolution does call for such a rapporteur. 

The United States and the international 
community have attempted to reach out to Al- 
geria, to offer assistance and guidance, but 
they have been largely rebuked. 

While the Algerian Government has made 
progress and increased transparency through 
the recent arrests, Algeria’s efforts to handle 
this crisis have been largely ineffective. 
Progress will require Algeria opening up to the 
world. This means allowing the U.N. and other 
bodies to look at what is happening inside Al- 
geria. Since the fundamentalists are account- 
able to no one, the onus for action, by neces- 
sity lies with the Algerian government. 

Only the Algerian Government can start the 
process which will make 1998 the last year of 
bloodshed and the first year in many of peace, 
stability and reconciliation in Algeria. 

| want to thank my colleagues for offering 
this resolution. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I urge the 
adoption of this important resolution, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BARRETT of Nebraska). The question is 
on the motion offered by the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. ROYCE) 
that the House suspend the rules and 
agree to the resolution, H. Res. 374, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the reso- 
lution, as amended, was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


——— 


SENSE OF CONGRESS CONGRATU- 
LATING THE FORMER INTER- 
NATIONAL SUPPORT AND 
VERIFICATION COMMISSION OF 
THE ORGANIZATION OF AMER- 
ICAN STATES 


Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and agree to 
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the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 
222) expressing the sense of Congress, 
congratulating the former Inter- 
national Support and Verification 
Commission of the Organization of 
American States (OAS-CIAV) for suc- 
cessfully aiding in the transition of 
Nicaragua from a war-ridden state into 
a newly formed democracy and pro- 
viding continued support through the 
recently created technical cooperation 
mission (OAS-TCM) which is respon- 
sible for helping to stabilize Nica- 
raguan democracy by supplementing 
institution building. 


The Clerk read as follows: 


H. Con. RES. 222 


Whereas the Organization of American 
States International Support and 
Verification Commission (OAS-CIAV) was 
established August 7, 1989, for the purpose of 
overseeing assisting in the repatriation, dis- 
armament, resettlement, and protection of 
human rights of the Nicaraguan resistance 
and their families; 

Whereas the OAS-CIAV, successfully de- 
mobilized 22,500 members of the Nicaraguan 
resistance and distributed food and humani- 
tarian assistance to more than 119,000 repa- 
triated Nicaraguans prior to July 1991; 

Whereas the OAS-CIAV successfully inves- 
tigated and documented more than 1,800 
human rights violations, including numerous 
murders and presented these cases to Nica- 
raguan authorities, following and advocating 
justice in each case; 

Whereas the OAS-CIAV helped demobilize 
rearmed contras and Sandinistas, as well as 
apolitical criminal groups, and recently bro- 
kered and mediated the successful May 1997 
negotiations between the Government of 
Nicaragua and the largest rearmed group; 

Whereas the OAS-CIAV created 86 peace 
commissions and has provided assistance and 
extensive training in human rights and al- 
ternative dispute resolution for their mem- 
bers, who are currently mediating conflicts, 
including kidnaping and demobilization of 
rearmed groups, in every municipality of the 
zones of conflict; 

Whereas the OAS-CIAV successfully pro- 
vided critically needed infrastructure and 
humanitarian assistance including aid for 
Nicaraguan schools, roads, and health clin- 
ics; and 

Whereas a new Organization of American 
States Technical Cooperation Mission (OAS- 
TCM) has been created to expand upon the 
mission of the OAS-CIAV by providing insti- 
tution building resources in municipal gov- 
ernment development, social work, and civic 
education in the twelve most conflictive mu- 
nicipalities in Nicaragua: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That the Congress— 

(1) commends and congratulates Santiago 
Murray, the first OAS-CIAV Director, and 
Sergio Caramagna, the current director of 
the OAS-TCM, and all members of the OAS- 
CIAV and OAS-TCM team for their tireless 
defense of human rights, promotion of peace- 
ful conflict resolution, and contribution to 
the development of freedom and democracy 
in Nicaragua; and 

(2) expresses its support for the continu- 
ation of the role of the OAS-TCM in Nica- 
ragua. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
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California (Mr. GALLEGLY) and the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. LUTHER) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California (Mr. GALLEGLY). 

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H. 
Con. Res. 222, which congratulates the 
OAS for its successful CIAV mission in 
Nicaragua and its ongoing technical as- 
sistance program in that country. 

In 1989 at the conclusion of the dev- 
astating Civil War in Nicaragua, that 
Nation was confronted with the sen- 
sitive task of disarming, repatriating 
and resettling members of the former 
“contra” resistance movement back 
into the Nicaraguan society. 

Recognizing the need for help in car- 
rying out this effort, the Government 
of Nicaragua asked the OAS for help. 
On August 7, 1989, the International 
Support and Verification Commission, 
better known as CIAV, was created by 
the OAS General Assembly. Over the 
next 7 years, the OAS-CIAV mission, 
with financial support from the United 
States, helped demobilize over 22,000 
members of the contra organization, 
distributed food and other humani- 
tarian assistance to over 100,000 Nica- 
raguans, and helped establish some 86 
peace commissions” to provide human 
rights monitoring and conflict resolu- 
tion training. 

When the OAS-CIAV mission closed 
its doors last August, a new, smaller 
successor organization, the technical 
cooperation mission, known as TCM, 
was established. The OAS-TCM focused 
on 12 of Nicaragua’s most conflictive 
rural municipalities and will provide 
civic education, human rights training, 
municipal government development, 
and conflict resolution assistance. 

Mr. Speaker, by every account, the 
OAS-CIAV mission was a great success 
for both Nicaragua and the OAS itself, 
and this resolution congratulates the 
OAS-CIAV mission for a job well done. 

This resolution we are considering 
was passed unanimously by both the 
Subcommittee on the Western Hemi- 
sphere and the full Committee on 
International Relations, and is similar 
to a resolution introduced by the chair- 
man of the Committee on Foreign Re- 
lations in the other body and passed by 
the full Senate last year. 

I want to thank the chairman and 
ranking member of the full committee 
for their support as well as the ranking 
member of the subcommittee, the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. ACKERMAN) 
and cosponsors, the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. BALLENGER) and 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
MENENDEZ), and I urge passage of the 
concurrent resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LUTHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I support this resolu- 
tion, and I commend the gentleman 
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from New York (Mr. ACKERMAN) and 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
GALLEGLY) for introducing it. 

Like the OAS verification mission 
before it, the technical cooperation 
mission defends the human rights of 
the most vulnerable Nicaraguans and 
supports local communities in their ef- 
forts to build independent institutions. 
Independent institutions are the back- 
bone of democracy, and we are right to 
support their development. 

I would note, Mr. Speaker, that the 
Government of Nicaragua still has not 
appointed a human rights ombudsman, 
despite its announcement to do so. 
That ombudsman can play a critical 
role in institutionalizing respect for 
human rights in Nicaragua, and the ap- 
pointment of such an ombudsman 
would send a clear signal that the gov- 
ernment is committed to the protec- 
tion of human rights. Nevertheless, Mr. 
Speaker, this resolution deserves our 
support, and I urge my colleagues to 
join me in voting yes on this important 
measure. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. GIL- 
MAN), the chairman of the Committee 
on International Relations. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of H. Con. Res. 222. 

I want to thank the distinguished 
Subcommittee on the Western Hemi- 
sphere chairman, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. GALLEGLY), and the 
ranking minority member, the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. ACKER- 
MAN), for introducing H. Con. Res. 222, 
which will serve as a companion resolu- 
tion to Senate Con. Res. 40 already 
passed by the Senate. 

This resolution provides long overdue 
recognition to the OAS-CIAV mission 
which successfully demobilized 22,500 
members of the Nicaraguan resistance 
after the democratic elections of 1990 
ended the 10-year Marxist-Leninist- 
Sandinista regime. Led by Santiago 
Murray and Sergio Caramagna, the 
CIAV mission helped Nicaraguan peas- 
ants who had taken up arms against 
the Sandinistas’ one-party dictatorship 
to reintegrate themselves into Nica- 
raguan civil society. 

The CIAV mission always maintained 
the highest standards of profes- 
sionalism in the conduct of investiga- 
tions of human rights abuses against 
some of Nicaragua’s poorest and least 
represented people. The CIAV mission 
members earned the respect of all of 
the resistance fighters, and when 
former resistance members took up 
arms to press demands with the Nica- 
raguan Government, the CIAV officials 
acted with great skill and bravery on 
numerous occasions to negotiate 
peaceful resolutions to highly explo- 
sive situations. 

Mr. Speaker, it is notable that the 
CIAV mission, with limited resources, 
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worked with church groups to create 
peace and justice commissions to carry 
on the conflict resolution and civil so- 
ciety building work which the CIAV 
began. The follow-on OAS technical 
mission continues to nurture these im- 
portant civil society groups in the 
most isolated and violent parts of Nica- 


ragua. 

Additionally, I want to take the op- 
portunity to urge the Government of 
Nicaragua to move to name a profes- 
sional, credible individual to serve as 
that country’s human rights ombuds- 
man. This is important, since the 
downsized successor to the OAS-CIAV 
has ceased providing independent 
human rights reporting. 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, House Con- 
current Resolution 222 commends the Organi- 
zation of American States for its role in suc- 
cessfully aiding the transition of Nicaragua 
from Civil War to democracy. 

Mr. Speaker, the OAS ve in Nicaragua has 
proven to be invaluable. The international sup- 
port and verification commission has resettled 
former combatants; distributed food and hu- 
manitarian assistance; and investigated and 
documented human rights abuses. In addition, 
the OAS-CIAV brokered negotiations between 
the Government of Nicaragua and the re- 
armed groups; provided critically needed infra- 
structure; and established local peace com- 
missions to provide an avenue for alternative 
dispute resolution. 

learly, Santiago Murray and Sergio 
Caramagna are to be commended for their 
work as are all the members of the OAS- 
CIAV team and the follow-on OAS technical 
cooperation mission. These dedicated profes- 
sionals have labored long and hard to ease 
the journey as Nicaragua consolidates its de- 
mocracy. 

| want to thank and commend the chairman 
for introducing the resolution and | urge my 
colleagues to support the resolution. 

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
GALLEGLY) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the concurrent reso- 
lution, H. Con. Res. 222. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the con- 
current resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


———— 


CONGRATULATING THE PEOPLE 
OF THE COOPERATIVE REPUBLIC 
OF GUYANA FOR HOLDING 
MULTIPARTY ELECTIONS 


Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and agree to 
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 
215) congratulating the people of the 
Cooperative Republic of Guyana for 
holding multiparty elections, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

H. Con. REs. 215 

Whereas the people of Guyana voted on De- 

cember 15, 1997, to re-elect the ruling party, 
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the People’s Progressive Party/Civic (PPP/ 
Civic); 

Whereas the Guyanese people showed their 
strong belief in the democratic process by 
approximately an 88 percent voter turnout; 

Whereas the main opposition party, the 
People’s National Congress (PNC) has al- 
leged that the elections were not free and 
fair; and 

Whereas although international observers 
such as the Organization of American States 
(OAS), the Commonwealth, and the Inter- 
national Foundation of Electoral Systems 
(IFES) have unanimously agreed, based on 
their observations on election day, that the 
polling process was free and fair, it has been 
alleged that violations occurred in the 
counting process, necessitating an audit of 
the elections by the Caribbean Community 
(CARICOM): Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That the Congress— 

(1) congratulates the people of Guyana for 
holding multiparty presidential elections by 
proportional representation; 

(2) supports the audit of the elections by 
the Caribbean Community (CARICOM), an 
organization deemed acceptable to all par- 
ties; 

(3) calls on all parties and opposition lead- 
ers to respect the outcome of the audit as 
the final decision and make a vow to peace 
and stability in Guyana; and 

(4) calls on the newly elected president of 
the Cooperative Republic of Guyana to re- 
spect the rule of law and human rights. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. GALLEGLY) and the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. LUTHER) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California (Mr. GALLEGLY). 

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H. 
Con. Res. 215. During the congressional 
recess from October of last year until 
February 1998, several nations in the 
Western Hemisphere, including Hon- 
duras, Columbia, Jamaica, Costa Rica 
and Chile, held important Presidential, 
congressional, or municipal elections. 
These elections represented another 
important step in the consolidation of 
democracy in the Americas. All of 
these nations deserve our congratula- 
tions and support. 

One of those elections and subject to 
this bill was held on December 15 of 
last year when the people of Guyana 
went to the polls and elected their new 
President. H. Con. Res. 215 was intro- 
duced by our colleague, the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) and con- 
gratulates the 88 percent of the voters 
of Guyana who participated in their 
elections. 

By all accounts, these elections were 
judged to be free and fair by a team of 
international election observers. De- 
spite the fact that some ballot count- 
ing problems did arise which neces- 
sitated an international audit, the 
overall election process was a great 
success. 


o 1530 


Interestingly enough, the new presi- 
dent, Mrs. Janet Jagan, is a U.S.-born 
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native of Chicago who succeeds her 
husband, the former president who 
passed away last year. 

Mr. Speaker, I again want to con- 
gratulate all the peoples and the na- 
tions of the hemisphere who have held 
free and fair elections over the past few 
months, and commend the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) my good 
friend, for introducing this resolution, 
and I urge its adoption by the House. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LUTHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume, 
and I rise in support of this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I support this resolu- 
tion and I commend the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) for intro- 
ducing it. After the elections in De- 
cember, the situation in Guyana 
looked grim. Many political actors 
threatened violence and threatened to 
ignore the outcome of the elections. 
The intervention of the Caribbean 
Community averted what could have 
been a very violent situation. 

But, Mr. Speaker, democracy in Guy- 
ana has a long way to go and this reso- 
lution recognizes that. All parties in 
Guyana must recognize the rule of law 
and human rights if democracy is going 
to overcome years of ethnic and ra- 
cially charged politics, and we are 
right to call on them to do that. 

This resolution deserves our support, 
and I urge my colleagues to join me in 
voting ves“ on this important meas- 
ure. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. GIL- 
MAN), the chairman of the Committee 
on International Relations. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to rise in support of H. Con. 
Res. 215. First, I would like to thank 
the distinguished gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. GALLEGLY) chairman of the 
Subcommittee on the Western Hemi- 
sphere, and the gentleman from Min- 
nesota (Mr. LUTHER) who is managing 
the bill for the minority on this meas- 
ure today. 

Mr. Speaker, I also would like to 
thank the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. PAYNE) and the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. BISHOP) for submitting H. 
Con. Res. 215. 

On December 15, 1997, Guyana held 
elections that were judged by inter- 
national monitors to be free and fair 
elections. However, opposition parties 
alleged some serious irregularities. 
This resolution points out that an 
audit of the elections was requested of 
the Caribbean Community, CARICOM. 
This resolution also lends support to 
CARICOM’s efforts and urges the com- 
peting political parties in Guyana to 
respect the outcome of the CARICOM 
audit. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to endorse, 
particularly, the resolution’s call on 
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the elected President of Guyana to re- 
spect the rule of law and human rights. 
Accordingly, I support H. Con. Res. 215 
and I thank the gentlemen for bringing 
it to our attention at this time. 

Mr. LUTHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PAYNE), the author of the resolution. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
LUTHER) and the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. GALLEGLY), and also the 
gentleman from New York (Chairman 
GILMAN) chairman of the full com- 
mittee, for the outstanding work that 
they have done in this issue which is 
very important to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very concerned, 
and have been, about events in Guyana, 
a wonderful place where the people de- 
serve better. 

First, let me congratulate the people 
of the Cooperative Republic of Guyana 
for holding multiparty elections on De- 
cember 15, 1997. I was saddened to learn 
about the violence that erupted post- 
election. Although the Guyanese peo- 
ple showed their strong belief in the 
democratic process, as shown by the 88 
percent voter turnout, factions in the 
country called for civil disobedience 
and there was looting and rioting for 
many days following the elections. 

In January between 15,000 and 20,000 
people were rioting in the streets. I 
know that Janet Jagan of the People’s 
Progressive Party/Civic, PPP/C, won by 
a small majority. Nevertheless, a win 
is a win, and the majority has a right 
to rule with minority having the right 
to participate. 

Opposition political parties and 
international observers invited to mon- 
itor the elections concluded that while 
the voting on election day was fair and 
free, there were some concerns with 
the counting of the votes. The results 
have since been challenged and an 
audit of the votes and the process have 
been started by the Caribbean Commu- 
nity, CARICOM, an organization 
deemed acceptable to all parties in 
that country. 

However suspicious the confusion in 
the election commission, however 
wrong the opposition feels, mob vio- 
lence does not address any of these 
issues. I will be anxious, as I am sure 
all of us will be, to hear of the results 
of the audit. At that time I believe we 
can move forward with the president 
on a number of issues. 

In conclusion, I would hope that all 
parties, along with the newly elected 
president of the Cooperative Republic 
of Guyana, will respect the rule of law 
and human rights. I know that in Afri- 
ca the newly elected president of Libe- 
ria, Charles Taylor, has appointed 
members of the opposition faction in 
his country to create a human rights 
organization. I would hope that Presi- 
dent Janet Jagan would extend her 
government offices to all of the people 
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of Guyana, and in particular the Afri- 
can-Guyanese descent that felt that 
the election did not go right. 

Mr. Speaker, I think that if she 
brings in all of the political parties, op- 
position as well as majority, I think 
that the country will move forward in 
the right direction. I am hopeful that 
it will happen. I wish the new Presi- 
dent success once there is the conclu- 
sion of the audit. 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, House Con- 
current Resolution 215 is a straightforward 
resolution which commends the people of 
Guyana for conducting what were, by all ac- 
counts, free and fair elections. 

An assessment of the voting by the Inter- 
national Foundation for Election Systems indi- 
cates that election day went very smoothly, 
that poll workers were professional, that rela- 
tions between the poll workers and poll watch- 
ers from the major parties were cordial, and 
turnout was very high. 

The problems began after the polls closed 
when it became apparent that the poll workers 
were not as well trained in the mechanics of 
counting the votes as they were in actually ad- 
ministering the polls. In some instances, the 
elections commission had to reject incomplete 
tally sheets because they could not determine 
where the votes had been cast. In addition, 
the reporting of the returns took several days 
and caused public unease and suspicion 
which in turn led to unrest and violence. 

The resolution makes note of these issues; 
commends the Caribbean community for its 
offer to audit the results; and urges all parties 
to respect the outcome of the audit, and to 
work for peace and stability in Guyana by sup- 
porting the rule of law and respecting human 
rights. 

Mr. Speaker, | want to thank and commend 
our colleagues Congressmen PAYNE and 
BisHoP, for introducing the resolution, and 
Chairman GALLEGLY for moving forward with 
the bill. 

urge my colleagues to support the resolu- 
tion. 

Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today in support of H. Con. Res. 215, and 
join its sponsors in congratulating the people 
of Guyana for holding multiparty elections. 

Mr. Speaker, the people of the Caribbean 
have long led the way in Latin America in the 
practice of free and fair elections. Even before 
Jamaica and Trinidad gained their independ- 
ence from Great Britain in the early 1960's, 
the islands, for the most part, generally were 
engaged in the practice of freely electing their 
local political leaders. 

In addition to Guyana, 1997 also saw free 
and fair elections in Jamaica and in St. Lucia. 
In my District, the U.S. Virgin Islands, we have 
been electing our Governors since 1970 and 
our local Legislative council since the early 
1900's. 

While | support the resolution before us, | 
must caution that the process of the 1997 
Guyana election is still ongoing. 

| commend the people of Guyana and the 
other Caribbean governments for their deci- 
sion to let representatives of CARICOM con- 
duct an audit of the 97 Guyana Presidential 
elections and | call on all concerned to await 
the outcome of the audit. 
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Last Friday, my colleagues DONALD PAYNE, 
the prime sponsor of this resolution, Rep- 
resentative MAJOR OWENS and our newest col- 
league, Congresswoman BARBARA LEE, hosted 
a breakfast meeting with the Secretary Gen- 
eral of CARICOM. It was a very informative 
meeting and | believe will serve as the basis 
for a closer relationship between members of 
this body and CARICOM. 

Mr. Speaker | applaud efforts of the authors 
of this resolution and the people of Guyana in 
the struggle for greater democracy and urge 
my colleagues to vote yes on H. Con. Res. 
215. 

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LUTHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BARRETT of Nebraska). The question is 
on the motion offered by the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. GALLEGLY) 
that the House suspend the rules and 
agree to the concurrent resolution, H. 
Con. Res. 215, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended, the concur- 
rent resolution, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


SENSE OF CONGRESS ON 50TH AN- 
NIVERSARY OF FOUNDING OF 
MODERN STATE OF ISRAEL 


Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the joint 
resolution (H.J. Res. 102) expressing 
the sense of the Congress on the occa- 
sion of the 50th anniversary of the 
founding of the modern State of Israel 
and reaffirming the bonds of friendship 
and cooperation between the United 
States and Israel. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

H.J. Res. 102 

Whereas on November 29, 1947, the United 
Nations General Assembly voted to partition 
the British Mandate of Palestine, and 
through that vote, to create the State of 
Israel; 

Whereas on May 14, 1948, the people of 
Israel proclaimed the establishment of the 
sovereign and independent State of Israel 
and the United States Government estab- 
lished full diplomatic relations with Israel; 

Whereas the desire of the Jewish people to 
establish an independent modern State of 
Israel is the outgrowth of the existence of 
the historic Kingdom of Israel established 
three thousand years ago in the city of Jeru- 
salem and in the land of Israel; 

Whereas one century ago at the First Zion- 
ist Congress on August 29 to 31, 1897, in 
Basel, Switzerland, participants under the 
leadership of Theodore Herzl affirmed the de- 
sire to reestablish a Jewish homeland in the 
historic land of Israel; 

Whereas the establishment of the modern 
State of Israel as a homeland for the Jews 
followed the slaughter of more than six mil- 
lion European Jews during the Holocaust; 

Whereas since its establishment fifty years 
ago, the modern State of Israel has rebuilt a 
nation, forged a new and dynamic society, 
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and created a unique and vital economic, po- 
litical, cultural, and intellectual life despite 
the heavy costs of six wars, terrorism, inter- 
national ostracism, and economic boycotts; 

Whereas the people of Israel have estab- 
lished a vibrant and functioning pluralistic 
democratic political system including free- 
dom of speech, a free press, free and fair and 
open elections, the rule of law, and other 
democratic principles and practices; 

Whereas, at great social and financial 
costs, Israel has absorbed hundreds of thou- 
sands of Jews from countries throughout the 
world, many of them refugees from Arab 
countries, and fully integrated them into 
Israeli society; 

Whereas for half a century the United 
States and Israel have maintained a special 
relationship based on mutually shared demo- 
cratic values, common strategic interests, 
and moral bonds of friendship and mutual re- 
spect; and 

Whereas the American people have shared 
an affinity with the people of Israel and re- 
gard Israel as a strong and trusted ally and 
an important strategic partner: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the United States— 

(1) recognizes the historic significance of 
the fiftieth anniversary of the reestablish- 
ment of the sovereign and independent mod- 
ern State of Israel; 

(2) commends the people of Israel for their 
remarkable achievements in building a new 
state and a pluralistic democratic society in 
the Middle East in the face of terrorism, hos- 
tility and belligerence by many of her neigh- 
bors; 

(3) reaffirms the bonds of friendship and co- 
operation which have existed between the 
United States and Israel for the past half- 
century and which have been significant for 
both countries; and 

(4) extends the warmest congratulations 
and best wishes to the State of Israel and her 
people for a peaceful and prosperous and suc- 
cessful future. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. GILMAN) and the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. GILMAN). 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks on this measure. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 102 expresses 
the sense of the Congress on the occa- 
sion of the 50th anniversary of the 
founding of the modern State of Israel. 
It reaffirms the bonds of friendship and 
cooperation between our Nation and 
the State of Israel. 

I want to commend our colleague on 
the Committee on International Rela- 
tions, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. LANTOS) for his leadership in spon- 
soring this resolution and for his 
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unstinting support of the State of 
Israel over the years. 

H. Res. 102 has been cosponsored by 
more than a majority of our House 
Members. Such support is yet another 
indication of the special esteem in 
which we hold the State of Israel. 

Mr. Speaker, over 50 years ago the 
United Nations General Assembly 
voted to partition the British Mandate 
of Palestine, and through that vote to 
create the State of Israel. On May 14, 
1948, Israel became a sovereign state 
and the United States, under President 
Harry Truman, recognized that state. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would remind the guests in the 
gallery that they are guests of the 
House and please keep their conversa- 
tions to a minimum. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, within 11 
minutes of that recognition, President 
Harry Truman recognized the State of 
Israel. According to the Jewish cal- 
endar, that anniversary will be cele- 
brated this week. 

The modern state of Israel was re- 
born after thousands of years thanks to 
the leadership and years of dedicated 
commitment by Theodore Herzl and 
hundreds and thousands of men and 
women who, sharing his vision, worked 
tirelessly to make that dream a re- 


ality. 

The reestablished state of Israel be- 
came a homeland for Jews who sur- 
vived Hitler’s slaughter, as well as 
those who fled Arab lands as well as 
others in which they had been per- 
secuted. Despite all of those difficul- 
ties, Israel has absorbed hundreds of 
thousands of Jews over the past five 
decades, and has become a thriving 
multicultural democracy that holds a 
special place as a strong ally of our 
own Nation. 

The special relationship that we in 
our Nation share with Israel is based 
on democratic values, common stra- 
tegic interests and moral bonds of 
friendship and mutual respect. Israel is 
a strong and trusted friend and is an 
important strategic partner. 

Mr. Speaker, H.J. Res. 102 therefore 
recognizes the historic significance of 
the 50th anniversary of the reestablish- 
ment of the sovereign and independent 
modern state of Israel. The resolution 
commends the people of Israel for their 
remarkable achievements despite the 
terrorism, the hostility and bellig- 
erence by many of its neighbors. 

This legislation reaffirms the bonds 
of friendship and cooperation which 
have existed between our Nation and 
Israel for the past half century and 
which have been significant for both 
nations. The resolution also extends 
our warmest congratulations and best 
wishes to the state of Israel and to her 
people for a peaceful, prosperous and 
successful future. 

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I urge our 
colleagues’ full support for H.J. Res. 
102. 
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me first acknowl- 
edge in the gallery the distinguished 
Ambassador of the State of Israel and 
his party for having joined us for this 
very significant occasion. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from New York 
(Mr. GILMAN), chairman of the Com- 
mittee on International Relations, my 
good friend, for his kind words. Let me 
just say no one in this body has been a 
more steadfast supporter of the demo- 
cratic state of Israel than Chairman 
GILMAN, who through the years, with 
action after action, has demonstrated 
his profound commitment to this 
democratic friend and ally of the 
United States and to the ultimate goal 
of that democratic friend and ally, the 
securing of a permanent and stable 
peace in the region. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to first 
briefly discuss the essence of my reso- 
lution. We here in the Congress are 
congratulating the modern state of 
Israel, which is the outgrowth of the 
existence of the historic Kingdom of 
Israel established thousands of years 
ago in the City of Jerusalem and in the 
land of Israel. 

The establishment of the modern 
State of Israel 50 years ago followed 
the slaughter of more than 6 million 
Jews in the concentration camps and 
gas Chambers of Europe. 

Since being created as a tiny nation 
on a tiny piece of land with a popu- 
lation of some 600,000, the modern state 
of Israel has rebuilt a nation, forged a 
new and dynamic society, created a 
unique and vital economic political, 
cultural and intellectual life, despite 
mind-boggling costs of six wars started 
against it, continuing terrorism, inter- 
national ostracism and severe eco- 
nomic boycotts. 


O 1545 
The people of Israel have established 
a vibrant, functioning, pluralistic 


democratic system which cherishes the 
right of free speech, free press, free and 
fair and open elections, the rule of law, 
and all the democratic practices of a 
free society. 

During the 50 years of its existence, 
this young State absorbed well over a 
million refugees from throughout the 
world, ranging from Ethiopia to the 
former Soviet Union and integrated 
these people fully into the very fabric 
of Israeli society. 

For a half a century, the United 
States and Israel have maintained a 
special and unique relationship based 
on mutually shared democratic values, 
common strategic interests, and moral 
bonds of friendship and mutual respect. 

The American people have shared an 
affinity with the people of Israel and 
regard Israel as a strong and trusted 
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ally and an important strategic part- 
ner in the Middle East. 

The resolution we are about to vote 
on recognizes the historic significance 
of the 50th anniversary of the reestab- 
lishment of the sovereign and inde- 
pendent modern State of Israel. The 
resolution commends the people of 
Israel for their remarkable achieve- 
ments in building a new State and a 
pluralistic democratic society in the 
Middle East in the face of terrorism, 
hostility, and belligerence by many of 
her neighbors. 

It reaffirms the bonds of friendship 
and cooperation which have existed be- 
tween the United States and Israel for 
a half a century and which have been 
significant and beneficial to both of 
our countries. 

Of course, it finally extends our 
warmest congratulations and best 
wishes for the State of Israel and for 
her people for a future of peace, pros- 
perity, and success. 

Mr. Speaker, yesterday on the White 
House lawn, in a magnificent cere- 
mony, President Clinton was awarded 
an honorary doctorate from Israel's 
leading university, the Hebrew Univer- 
sity in Jerusalem. 

During the course of his acceptance 
speech, among others, the President 
had these ideas to share with us: I ac- 
cept this honor today, he said, on be- 
half of my predecessors, beginning with 
Harry Truman, nine American Presi- 
dents all devoted to Israel’s security 
and freedom, all committed to peace in 
the Middle East. I accept it on behalf of 
the American people who have formed, 
not just an alliance, but a profound 
friendship with the people of Israel 
over these last 50 years. 

Today we celebrate those extraor- 
dinary 50 years. In 1948, Israel arose 
from the seeds of the Diaspora and the 
ashes of the Holocaust. The children of 
Abraham and Sarah, survivors of 2,000 
years of exile and persecution, were 
home at last and free at last. 

For its founders, the Israeli State 
was, however, about even more than se- 
curing a haven for the Jewish people 
after centuries of suffering and wan- 
dering. Isaiah prophesied that Israel 
would become a light unto the nations, 
and David Ben-Gurion, the first Presi- 
dent of this new nation, and his allies 
set out to make that prophesy come 
true by establishing a society of light, 
embracing what Ben-Gurion called the 
higher virtues of truth and justice and 
compassion. 

Ben-Gurion, Mr. Speaker, believed 
Israel could lead the world to a better 
future by marrying the ethical leader- 
ship of the ancients with the discov- 
eries of modern science. I quote him: 
“It is only by the integration of the 
two that the blessings of both can 
flourish.” Of course, he also envisioned 
a third great achievement for Israel 
that, with the strength and wisdom and 
skill, Israel would build a lasting peace 
with its Arab neighbors. 
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Relations between our two nations 
were born of another leader’s courage 
and vision. Harry Truman brushed 
aside the urgings of his advisors, as he 
so often did, when they said, go slow, 
wait and see before offering Israel its 
recognition. 

For Harry Truman, supporting the 
State of Israel was a moral imperative 
rooted in his understanding of the 
sufferings and the dreams of Jews from 
Biblical times. As we learned yesterday 
on the White House lawn, our recogni- 
tion of Israel occurred just 11 minutes 
after Israel proclaimed its independ- 
ence. We, in becoming the first nation 
to recognize Israel, had one of our 
proudest moments. 

Not only that, Mr. Speaker, but 50 
years later, old Harry Truman looks 
pretty smart. Look what Israel has 
done. Under a brilliant blue sky, the 
Israelis have built prosperous farms, 
planted forests, turned streets of sand 
into shining boulevards, raised families 
and welcomed the arrival of brothers 
and sisters from Europe and North Af- 
rica, from Russia and Ethiopia, from 
all over the world. They have dazzled 
the world with their achievements in 
science and scholarship and literature 
and art. They have built a thriving de- 
mocracy. 

Despite the passage of 50 years, 
Israelis seem to practice their freedom 
as if they had only just gained it yes- 
terday. They never seem to cease chal- 
lenging themselves about their history, 
their relationship with their neighbors, 
the hard choices for the future. 

If anyone ever wonders whether there 
is ever a place in the world where you 
can have freedom and honest vigorous 
24-hour-a-day, 7-day-a-week, 365-day-a- 
year argument, go to Israel. 

It is truly one of the most pulsating, 
vibrant places on the face of this plan- 
et. Alive with thousands of sounds, 
prayers in dozens of languages in the 
Old City: young people gathered on the 
avenues of Tel Aviv, computer key- 
boards tapping; new ventures launched 
on the Internet; school children now 
conversing in Hebrew, once the lan- 
guage only of the sacred text, now the 
voice of an Israeli renaissance. 

The economy that has been propelled 
by all this energy and activity into 
being one of the most advanced and di- 
versified in the world last year ex- 
ported $32 billion worth of goods, 1,000 
times their level of 50 years ago. 

High-tech companies and high-tech 
people. You go to Israel, it looks as if 
you cannot be a citizen of Israel unless 
you have a cell phone glued to your 
hand. 

Israelis have gone a very long way of 
fulfilling the first two pieces of Ben- 
Gurion’s mission. Surely they have 
built an ethical, democratic society, a 
society which is based on modern 
science and technology. It has endured 
against unspeakable odds by prevailing 
again and again in battle. The valor of 
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its soldiers and military and political 
leaders are legendary. 

But the battle for the third piece of 
Ben-Gurion’s vision, a just and secure 
and lasting peace, is still being waged 
and still in blood and tears. Camp 
David brought peace between Israel 
and Egypt, but it cost Anwar Sadat his 
life. 

On the White House lawn, on a bril- 
liant day in September of 1993, Yitzhak 
Rabin committed himself not only to 
an agreement with the Palestinians, 
but to a comprehensive peace in the 
Middle East. And how bravely he pur- 
sued it, but it cost him his life. 

Jews and Arabs who have wanted 
nothing more than to live quiet, nor- 
mal lives are still denied that simple 
pleasure. Still, Mr. Speaker, as the new 
century dawns, the world is filled with 
the promise and hope that we can over- 
come ancient hatreds to build a mod- 
ern peace for our children. 

From Guatemala to Mozambique and 
to Bosnia, and now even to Ireland, 
longtime antagonists have left the bat- 
tle ground to find common ground. 
They are weary of war. They long for 
peace for their children and for their 
grandchildren. They move beyond ha- 
tred to hope. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a time for rec- 
onciliation around our globe. It must 
be a time to deepen freedom and to 
raise up life in the Middle East. The 
21st century can and must be a century 
of democracy, prosperity, justice, and 
most of all of peace; but it can only be 
a century of peace if we learn not only 
to respect, but to honor our dif- 
ferences. It is in that spirit that I ask 
my colleagues to join me in approving 
this resolution, commending the State 
of Israel on its 50th anniversary. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the following 
for the record: 

REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT AT RECEPTION 

FOR THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY OF ISRAEL 

The PRESIDENT. Thank you very much. Mr. 
President, Director, all the officials of He- 
brew University. Mr. Vice President, mem- 
bers of the Cabinet, the administration, 
members of the Congress. I'd like to espe- 
cially thank Dr. Dunn, Dr. Nyang, Dr. 
Schorsch, and Richard Dreyfuss and Linda 
Lavin for their wonderful contributions to 
this day. To Ambassador and Mrs. Ben- 
Elissar, thank you for being here. To all of 
our former ambassadors to the United States 
and other distinguished guests from Israel, 
and my fellow Americans. 

I'd also like to ask that we give a special 
word of appreciation to the people who pro- 
vided all that wonderful music which got us 
in the right frame of mind. Thank you very 
much. (Applause.) If you could hang around 
here for a month or two, I think we might 
get some things done—you'd keep us all ina 
very positive frame of mind. 

I am very honored to receive this degree 
from Hebrew University of Jerusalem—hon- 
ored because its founders include Chaim 
Weizmann, Martin Buber, Sigmund Freud 
and Albert Einstein; honored because it is 
now one of the world’s leading centers of 
learning and research. 

I must say, I never expected to be doing 
this here. Many American universities have 


April 28, 1998 


satellite campuses where working people 
like me can obtain degrees at locations near 
their homes and offices. (Laughter.) This is 
more than I ever could have anticipated. 
(Laughter.) 

President Magidor, thank you for bringing 
this ceremony here so that those of us who 
cannot go to Israel in a couple of days may 
share in the celebration of this magnificent 
50th birthday. 

I accept this honor today on behalf of my 
predecessors, beginning with Harry Tru- 
man—nine American Presidents all devoted 
to Israel's security and freedom, all com- 
mitted to peace in the Middle East. I accept 
it on behalf of the American people who have 
formed not just an alliance, but a profound 
friendship with the people of Israel over 
these last 50 years. 

Today we celebrate that extraordinary 50 
years. In 1948, Israel arose from the seeds of 
the Diaspora and the ashes of the Holocaust. 
The children of Abraham and Sara, survivors 
of 2,000 years of exile and persecution, were 
home at last and free at last. For its found- 
ers, the Israeli state was, however, about 
even more than securing a haven for the 
Jewish people after centuries of suffering 
and wandering. Isaiah prophesied that Israel 
would become a light unto the nations,” 
and David Ben-Gurion and his allies set out 
to make that prophecy come true by estab- 
lishing a society of light, embracing what 
Ben-Gurion called the higher virtues of 
truth, justice, and compassion. 

Ben-Gurion believed Israel could lead the 
world to a better future by marrying the eth- 
ical teachings of the ancients with the dis- 
coveries of modern science. “It is only by the 
integration of the two,“ he wrote, that the 
blessings of both can flourish.“ Of course, he 
also envisioned a third great achievement 
for Israel that, with strength and wisdom 
and skill, Israel would build a lasting peace 
with its Arab neighbors. 

As we have heard today, relations between 
our two nations were born of another lead- 
er's courage and vision. Harry Truman 
brushed aside the urgings of his advisors, as 
he often did, when they said go slow, wait 
and see, before offering Israel recognition. 
For him, supporting a Jewish homeland was 
a moral imperative rooted in his under- 
standing of the sufferings and dreams of the 
Jews from biblical times. And as we learned 
from Richard’s wonderful reading, it oc- 
curred just 11 minutes after Israel pro- 
claimed independence. We, in becoming the 
first country to recognize Israel, had one of 
our proudest moments. (Applause.) 

Not only that, 50 years later, old Harry 
Truman looks pretty smart. (Laughter.) 

Look what Israel has done. Under a bril- 
liant blue sky, the Israelis have built pros- 
perous farms and kibitzes, planted forests, 
turned streets of sand into shining boule- 
vards, raised families and welcomed the ar- 
rival of brothers and sisters from Europe and 
North Africa, from Russia and Ethiopia, and 
America. Israelis have dazzled the world 
with achievements in science and scholar- 
ship, in literature and the art. They have 
built a thriving democracy. 

And despite the passage of 50 years, 
Israelis seem to love and practice their free- 
dom as if they had only just gained it. They 
never seem to cease challenging themselves 
about their history, their relationship with 
their neighbors, the hard choices for the fu- 
ture. If anyone ever wonders whether there 
is ever a place in the world where you can 
have freedom and honest, vigorous, 24-hour- 
a-day, seven-day-a-week, 365-day-a-year ar- 
gument, go to Israel. (Laughter and Ap- 
plause.) 
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It is truly one of the most pulsating, vi- 
brant places on Earth—alive with thousands 
of sounds, prayers in dozens of languages in 
the Old City; young people gathered on the 
avenues of Tel Aviv, computer keyboards 
tapping; new ventures launched on the Inter- 
net; school children now conversing in He- 
brew, once the language only of sacred text 
now the voice of an Israeli renaissance. And 
the economy has been propelled by all this 
energy and activity into being one of the 
most advanced and diversified in the world— 
per capita income now matching nations in 
Europe; exports last year were $32 billion 
dollars, 1,000 times their level in 1948. 

Hi-tech companies, hi-tech people. You go 
to Israel, it looks as if you can’t be a citizen 
of Israel unless you have a cell phone glued 
to your hand. (Laughter.) Yes, Israelis have 
gone a very long way toward fulfilling the 
first two pieces of Ben-Gurion’s vision. Sure- 
ly they have built an ethical, democratic so- 
ciety, and a modern science and technology- 
based economy. It has endured against great 
odds by prevailing again and again in battle. 
The valor of citizen soldiers and military and 
political leaders like Golda Meir, Moshe 
Dayan, Yonnie Netanyahu. 

But the battle for the third piece of Ben- 
Gurion’s vision—a just, secure and lasting 
peace—is still being waged and still in blood 
and tears. Camp David brought piece be- 
tween Israel and Egypt, but it cost Anwar 
Sadat his life. Here on this very spot, on a 
brilliant day in September of 1993, Yitzhak 
Rabin committed himself not only to an 
agreement with Mr. Arafat, but to a com- 
prehensive peace in the Middle East. How 
bravely he pursued it. But it cost him his 
life. 

Jews and Arabs who have wanted nothing 
more than to live quiet, normal lives are 
still denied that simple pleasure. Still as the 
new century dawns, the world is filled with 
the promise and hope that we can overcome 
ancient hatreds to build a modern peace for 
our children. 

From Guatemala to Mozambique to Bos- 
nia, and now even to the land of my ances- 
tors in Ireland, longtime antagonists have 
left the battleground to find common 
ground. They are weary of war. They long for 
peace for their children. They move beyond 
hatred to hope. 

This is a time for reconciliation around the 
world. It must be a time to deepen freedom 
and raise up life in the Middle East. The 2ist 
century can and must be a century of democ- 
racy, prosperity and justice, and of course, of 
peace. But it can be only if we learn not only 
to respect, but to honor our differences. The 
Middle East can build on the momentous 
achievements of its Nobel Prize winners— 
Begin and Sadat, Arafat, Peres and Rabin— 
so that all its children may grow up without 
fear. 

In a land holy to three great religions, sa- 
cred sites for Islam, Judaism and Christi- 
anity exist side by side. If there is so much 
history there, the children of all that history 
should be able to live together. 

Again and again, extremists have sought 
to derail peace with bullets and bombs. 
Again and again, they demonstrate the real 
divisions today are not between Jews and 
Arabs, but between those stuck in the past 
and those who long for a better future; be- 
tween those paralyzed by hatred and those 
energized by hope; those who stand with 
clenched fists and those who reach out with 
open hands. We cannot let the extremists 
prevail. Israel can fulfill its full promise by 
drawing on the courage and vision of its 
founders to achieve peace with security. 
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Never has the opportunity been more real 
and it must not be lost. 

You know, I was sitting here on the stage 
today listening to everything that was said 
and thinking of all the great gifts that Israel 
has given the United States. In 1963, 35 years 
ago this year, when Israel was still a young 
nation and President Kennedy was killed, 
your then-United Nations Ambassador, Mr. 
Eban, gave an enormous gift to the Amer- 
ican people in all of our pain by putting in 
one short, terse sentence how we all felt 
when he said, tragedy is the difference be- 
tween what is and what might have been. As 
we look ahead to tomorrow, let us define tri- 
umph by turning his formula on its head. 
Triumph is when there is no difference be- 
tween what might have been and what (Ap- 
plause.) 

Let us in the United States say that we 
will stand by Israel, always foursquare for 
its security, always together in friendship, 
but we want this debate to continue until 
there is no difference between what might 
have been and what is. (Applause.) 

We look at Hebrew University and see all 
three pieces of David Ben-Gurion’s dream 
coming to life. We see biologists developing 
techniques to locate a single cancer cell 
among millions of healthy ones. We see the 
moral commitment to keeping people's 
health among the scientists there. We see 
Hebrew University researchers undertaking 
efforts in cooperation with Palestinian re- 
searchers in East Jerusalem. One of the par- 
ticipants in the project said, it's science and 
peace together. We know that much more is 
possible. We must understand that much 
more is essential. 

Fifty years from now the 21st century will 
near its midpoint and Israel will have a 100th 
birthday celebration. Sure as the world, our 
grandchildren will be hanging around here 
on this lawn, What do you think they'll be 
able to say? And what will they be cele- 
brating? It is my dream that on that 100th 
anniversary, people from every country in 
the Middle East will gather in the Holy 
Land, and all the land will be holy to all of 
them. 

As a Christian, I do not know how God, if 
He were to come to Earth, would divide the 
land over which there is dispute now. I sus- 
pect neither does anyone else in this audi- 
ence. But I know that if we all pray for the 
wisdom to do God's will, chances are we will 
find a way to close the gap in the next couple 
of years between what might be and what is. 
I think that is what we owe the founders of 
Israe]—to finish Ben-Gurion’s dream. 

Thank you and God bless you all. (Ap- 
plause.) 

REMARKS BY VICE PRESIDENT AL GORE—50TH 
ANNIVERSARY CELEBRATION FOR ISRAEL 


Thank you all so very much for those pro- 
found and moving words. 

It is a privilege to be here with you today. 
A half century ago, on a morning bursting 
with the promise of spring, a small group of 
rabbis and statesmen, workers and kibbutzim, 
dreamers, soldiers and survivors gathered at 
the Tel Aviv Museum, under a portrait of 
Theodore Herzl—and listened as the wise and 
brave David Ben-Gurion read the Scroll of 
Independence: By virtue of our national and 
intrinsic right,“ he said, we hereby declare 
the establishment of a Jewish state in Pal- 
estine, which shall be known as the State of 
Israel." 

Thus—quietly and triumphantly—a sov- 
ereign Israel at last had been born in the 
promised land. And only eleven minutes 
later, a daring Harry S Truman became the 
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very first among world leaders to recognize 
the newly-proclaimed Jewish state. 

Today we gather as one nation to give 
thanks for the fiftieth anniversary of this re- 
markable moment of hope and history. 

But in a larger sense, we gather today not 
just to celebrate Israel's independence—but 
to give thanks for the miracle of her sur- 
vival; for the history of Israel and the Jewish 
people is the story of the redemption and 
freedom of all oppressed peoples everywhere. 

For more than four millenia, Judaism has 
struggled over four continents and six civili- 
zations. After enslavement by the Pharaohs, 
wandering in Canaan, destruction in Judah, 
captivity in Babylon; after the strife of the 
Maccabeans, oppression by the Romans; as 
children of the ghetto in the Middle ages, as 
victims of the camps, Judaism has survived. 
And—my friends—Israel survives. 

It survives because of the ingenuity and 
foresight of men and women with names like 
David Ben-Gurion and Chaim Weizmann and 
Golda Meir; Shimon Peres, Yitzhak and Leah 
Rabin, and Yonni and Bibi Netanyahu. 

It survives and is nurtured every day by 
the morality of the Torah, the social justice 
of the Prophets, and the eternal Jewish val- 
ues of family and faith. 

It survives not as an artifact or a monu- 
ment. No; Israel is vital, and is constantly 
renewed by its diversity, and its creativity. 

Israel has proven to be far more than the 
land of milk and honey“, it is a land of po- 
etry and culture and learning and life, of 
technology and science and commerce, of 
productivity and prosperity unrivaled vir- 
tually anywhere in the world. 

We gather here today not only to celebrate 
these achievements, but also to proclaim for 
all to hear that the dream of an Israel free, 
secure, and at peace, in a world where the 
echoes of anti-Semitism are heard no more, 
will be a reality for all time. 

I want you to know that Israel never has 
had a better friend in the White House than 
President Bill Clinton. 

That is what Israel's leaders will tell you, 
and that is what the historians and the his- 
tory books will tell in the future as well. 

Our friendship with Israel is not merely 
with one or another of its political parties. 
Our ties are deeper: they are forged by an 
iron-clad commitment to Israel's security 
and well-being, to combating terrorism, to 
stopping the spread of weapons of mass de- 
struction; and to achieving a just, lasting, 
and comprehensive peace between Israelis 
and Palestinians, Egyptians, Jordanians, 
Syrians, and Lebanese and all who live in 
this holy land. 

In two days, Tipper and I will travel to 
Israel to represent the American people at 
the celebration of Israel’s 50th anniversary 
of independence. This is a great honor. I 
know we will carry the yearnings of millions 
of Americans for peace in the promised land; 
for a new season of joy, and a new jubilee of 
hope. 

There is a wonderful song of Israel which is 
called al kol eileh—For all these things. Let 
me share with you some of its lyrics: 


For all these things, please watch over for 
me my good God; 

Please don’t uproot that which is planted. 

Don't forget the hope 

Bring me back, and I shall return 

to the good land. El ha’a-retz hatovah. 

As we prepare to begin our own special 
journey to the good land, may we never for- 
get the hope that God who makes peace in 
the heavens will grant peace here on Earth, 
among us, on Israel and upon all the inhab- 
itants of the world. 
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Thank you very much. 


Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield whatever time he may 
consume to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. DREIER). 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my very dear friend, the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. GILMAN), the 
chairman of the Committee on Inter- 
national Relations for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I would simply like to 
rise to echo the remarks of my very 
dear colleague the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LANTOS) in extending a 
very important 50th anniversary con- 
gratulations. 

When one thinks about this alliance 
which has begun since the outset of the 
existence of the State of Israel, it is a 
very key one. When one thinks about 
the sacrifices that have been made on 
part of the Israeli people for interests 
that are, quite frankly, in many cases, 
those of the United States of America, 
I think it is very fitting and appro- 
priate that we, as a Nation, mark this 
very, very important milestone. 

I would simply like to express my ap- 
preciation to my colleagues for moving 
ahead with this resolution and extend 
the hardiest congratulations possible. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
pleased to yield 3 minutes to my distin- 
guished colleague, the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. VENTO). 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California for 
yielding and commend the gentleman 
from California for his profound state- 
ment this afternoon in recognition of 
the 50th anniversary of the establish- 
ment of the modern State of Israel. 

While I failed to and have not heard 
the statement from others this after- 
noon, I know that the distinguished 
chairman has a statement, but I would 
certainly associate myself with the 
profound remarks that the gentleman 
from California and I know my col- 
league, the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. GILMAN), the chairman of the com- 
mittee, will make. 

I simply want to rise and support this 
resolution. As we have said that the 
founding of the modern State, of 
course, is predicated on the fact that, 
for 2,000 years, without a physical pres- 
ence and a nationalism which has come 
to characterize nation states today, 
the faith of the people of Israel per- 
sisted to such an extent that it has had 
a positive contribution in so many na- 
tions around the world. 
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I doubt that one could find a reli- 
gious group that has upheld their val- 
ues, and I would say those values have 
woven their way into what we charac- 
terize as Judeo-Christian tradition. 

And so the celebration today is really 
one of recognizing the importance of 
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the individual, the very old but I might 
say contemporary values that have 
served our Nation and served the peo- 
ple, mankind, that are so well em- 
braced in the Jewish faith. And it is in- 
deed a celebration to recognize that in 
this world today that this threat of 
human history, this continuity has 
been embraced in terms of a nation 
state. 

Israel, really, as my colleague has 
said, is a jewel of economic and social 
success in North Africa; one that I 
think on occasions has had to rise to 
the defense of and deal with in other 
ways to persist in advocating those 
values but, nevertheless, one that has 
served mankind very well. 

So I am very proud to recognize, as 
an old faith with a modern face, as my 
friend said, with a blue sky and the 
white, great hope that is engendered by 
this, and especially the positive pros- 
pects for the new century. It has not 
been an easy birth, it has not been an 
easy life for this nationalism in that 
part of the world, but I think that with 
the policies and working together in 
Congress and with the strong ally of 
the United States and maintaining 
those goals, we can ensure that this 
Nation and this faith and these people 
and these values are something that we 
share in common and we can guarantee 
and assure it into the future with our 
solidarity. 

Icommend my colleagues for offering 
the resolution and join in strong sup- 
port of it and urge all to support it. 

| rise today to honor the fiftieth anniversary 
of the establishment of the modern State of 
Israel. Founded in the aftermath of the Holo- 
caust, in which over one-third of the world’s 
Jewish population lost their lives, Israel was 
established as a homeland for Jews from 
around the world. A permanent refuge free 
from oppression and persecution which had 
persisted for over 2000 years. In 1948, the 
creation of the free independent state finally 
rendered a new hope for people of the Jewish 
faith. Despite the land, the elements and the 
many adversaries who have done their utmost 
to extirpate it, Israel has flourished and devel- 
oped into a dynamic democracy. Today, Israel 
is a social and economic jewel that persists in 
offering hope. 

No history or culture has been so well docu- 
mented or remembered as that of the Jewish 
people. Israeli culture, religious and national 
identity were formed in the Holy land of Israel. 
Its vision and faith has been maintained un- 
broken through the centuries, especially after 
the majority of Jews were forced into exile. 
With the establishment of the State of Israel in 
1948, Jewish independence, lost two thousand 
years earlier, was renewed. The events fifty 
years ago have breathed new life into this age 
old faith. The physical presence in national 
terms has been born anew. 

Israel has been America’s most loyal and 
devoted ally today. This is evident in American 
values which exemplify our ideals socially, 
economically and militarily that safe- guard 
these guarantees to all peoples. As our Cold 
War partner, Israel stood firmly in perpetual 
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support for America’s global commitment to 
freedom and democracy. As an example, dur- 
ing the Persian Gulf War, Israel joined the 
American-led coalition in its action against 
Iraq. Israel was very tolerant and withstood 
Iragi Scud missile attacks as a result. Today, 
Israel continues to extend its hand in friend- 
ship to the United States and the American 
people. 

This anniversary illustrates fifty years of 
freedom and democracy for the Israeli people. 
In honor of the special relationship the United 
States and Israel have maintained based on 
mutually shared democratic values, common 
strategic interests, moral bonds of friendship 
and mutual respect, | extend the warmest con- 
gratulations and best wishes to the State of 
Israel and her people for a peaceful and pros- 
perous and successful future. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. FOLEY). 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. GILMAN) and the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LANTOS) for bringing 
this resolution to the floor today. I am 
deeply pleased to be an original co- 
sponsor of it. 

As policymakers and politicians, we 
often talk about how Israel is our most 
important ally in the Middle East, a 
cherished friend and a democratic soci- 
ety that we must continue to support 
for the sake of stability and peace. And 
that is indeed true. But, as a person, I 
also know that the State of Israel, 
which is so physically tiny, appears so 
very large because of its history and its 
heart and the heart of its people. 

Israel has been both a battlefield and 
a sanctuary, and this year we celebrate 
its 50th anniversary as a state. I know 
that it became that state because of 
the incredible courage and determina- 
tion of a people who had faced more 
evil than a thousand generations could 
conceive and have survived to reflect 
both dignity and strength. 

I join my colleagues today in this 
strong celebration and congratula- 
tions, recognizing the historic signifi- 
cance of the 50th anniversary of the re- 
establishment of the sovereign and 
independent modern State of Israel. 

We commend the people of Israel for 
their remarkable achievement in build- 
ing a new state and pluralistic demo- 
cratic society in the Middle East in the 
face of terrorism, hostility and bellig- 
erence by many of her neighbors; and 
we strongly today reaffirm the bonds of 
friendship and cooperation which have 
existed between the United States and 
Israel. I think of all of the things that 
America has suffered and has witnessed 
and has been a part of in our history, 
the friendship with Israel remains our 
strongest and most formidable. 

It is more important than ever for 
this Congress not only to support this 
resolution on its 50th anniversary but 
through the commitment of the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. GILMAN) 
and the gentleman from California (Mr. 
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LANTOS) that we go about securing this 
celebration each and every day we are 
here in this Congress; that we let ev- 
eryone know, friend and foe alike, that 
we will always stand side-by-side with 
Israel; that we will not back down from 
a challenge and that we will indeed 
protect and defend them at all possible 
costs. They would do the same for us 
and have shown that determination for 
our abilities in the past. 

Again, I just want to strongly echo 
my support and my sentiments and my 
pride in our chairman of the com- 
mittee on H.J. Resolution 102, the 50th 
Anniversary of the State of Israel. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to my distinguished friend and 
colleague, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BENTSEN). 

Mr. BENTSEN. I thank my colleague 
from California for yielding me this 
time; and, Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of this resolution commemo- 
rating the 50th anniversary of the 
founding of the modern State of Israel 
and join my colleagues in congratu- 
lating the people of Israel for their im- 
pressive achievements in these 50 
years. 

This is also an appropriate oppor- 
tunity to reaffirm the unique bond be- 
tween the United States and Israel, a 
bond forged of our common commit- 
ment to freedom, justice and peace, 
and strengthened by the many links 
between our peoples. 

So much has happened since May 14, 
1948, when the State of Israel was rees- 
tablished following a vote by the 
United Nations General Assembly to 
petition the British mandate of Pal- 
estine. On that day, the State of Israel 
was formally proclaimed, and the 
United States extended diplomatic rec- 
ognition to the new state. This day 
also marked an historic return to the 
Jewish people, who had established 
their homeland more than 3,000 years 
before in the historic kingdom of Israel 
in the City of Jerusalem. 

In 50 years, Israel has developed a vi- 
brant and dynamic society and estab- 
lished a strong economic cultural iden- 
tity, despite the heavy tolls imposed by 
six wars, countless terrorist attacks 
and the hostility of its neighbors. Be- 
cause of the perseverance, ingenuity, 
and faith of its people, Israel has over- 
come the most daunting of challenges 
and become one of the world’s great na- 
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, few nations could pros- 
per and grow while under siege, on a 
state of alert and under attack, as 
Israel has had to do over the last 50 
years. For 50 years, the United States 
Congress has extended bonds of friend- 
ship and cooperation to Israel. It is 
more important than ever that we con- 
tinue to support Israel economically 
and militarily today as it makes the 
difficult decisions needed to secure a 
lasting peace. 

The future will surely bring many 
new challenges, including the contin- 
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ued threat of terrorism and the added 
danger imposed by weapons of mass de- 
struction. So it is critical the United 
States and Israel maintain our 
unshakeable alliance to further our 
many mutual interests. May the next 
50 years bring continued prosperity, 
ever stronger friendship between our 
two nations, and a lasting peace for 
Israel and all the nations of the Middle 
East. 

I join my colleagues in congratu- 
lating the State of Israel and its people 
on the occasion of its 50th anniversary. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that an additional 
30 minutes be made available, to be 
equally divided between the majority 
and the minority, for the debate of H.J. 
Res. 102, since large numbers of our 
colleagues wish to speak on this sub- 
ject. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BARRETT of Nebraska). Is there objec- 
tion to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 30 
additional minutes is assigned 15 min- 
utes to each side. 

The gentleman from California (Mr. 
LANTOS) is recognized. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con- 
necticut (Ms. ROSA DELAURO), my good 
friend and colleague and a strong 
friend of Israel. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, let me 
congratulate my colleagues, the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS) 
and the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
GILMAN); and I thank the gentleman 
from California for yielding me this 
time. 

I rise in strong support of the joint 
resolution congratulating Israel on the 
50th anniversary of its founding. 
Today, we mark one of the monu- 
mental achievements of the 20th cen- 
tury, the birth of Israel. 

In 1948, as the Jewish community and 
the world was trying to come to terms 
with the awful brutality of the holo- 
caust, a miraculous thing occurred: 
The very people who had been victims 
of the most vicious genocide the world 
has ever known emerged strengthened 
and hopeful. And the Jewish people 
forged that enduring strength and hope 
into a mission to build a new home- 
land, Israel. 

The war had devastated the Jewish 
community of Europe, but in Israel 
there was a new determination to build 
a new community, a new nation and a 
secure future. The founders of Israel 
understood that only by uniting in a 
common land, with a common lan- 
guage, a common culture could the 
Jewish people and their heritage sur- 
vive. 

Israel was dedicated not only to 
physical survival but the survival of 
the Jewish religious traditions, ethnic 
customs and history. Israel’s 50th anni- 
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versary is a reminder of the courage 
and strength of the human spirit and 
what it can accomplish. Against all 
odds and enemies, the people of Israel 
have united to build a strong nation. It 
has not been an easy journey, but it 
has been a triumphant one. 

Americans have had the honor over 
the past five decades to help the brave 
men and women of Israel in their fight 
to make their dream a reality, and 
today we unite with them in the effort 
to bring peace to the region. 

Congratulations to the people of 
Israel. May you continue to serve as 
examples of courage, vigilance and 
dedication to the world. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. ROTHMAN). 

Mr. ROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to first congratulate and thank my 
friend, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. ToM LANTOS), and the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. BEN GILMAN), two 
leaders in this Congress who we look to 
on regular occasions for their inspira- 
tion as well as their wisdom. 

We are here to honor a nation of 
hard-working people, a country that is 
a thriving democracy of freedom and 
human rights, a land that has contrib- 
uted to the world’s economy and a 
sense of moral well-being, yet a state 
that, on its 50th birthday, still has to 
fight its neighbors for respect and, yes, 
for its right to exist. 

Israel was founded after World War 
II. not by war, not by force, but by the 
United Nations. The Jewish people's 
ties to the region goes back more than 
3,000 years. Every major country in the 
world supported Israel’s creation, just 
like they supported the creation of 
other countries, Iraq, Lebanon, Jordan, 
Syria and Saudi Arabia, all of which 
nations were created after World War I. 
The only difference between Israel and 
these other countries, none of which 
existed before the 20th century, is this: 
Israel is the only western-style democ- 
racy in the Middle East, and it is the 
only nonIslamic state. 

The vast majority of these other 
states are still ruled by bloodthirsty 
dictators, like Saddam Hussein of Iraq 
and Hafez Al-Assad of Syria and the su- 
preme leader Khamenei of Iran, and 
they are also ruled by monarchies, like 
the tightly controlled monarchy of 
Saudi Arabia. Yet Israel has thrived 
despite being surrounded by countries 
still determined to drive them into the 
sea. 

But she is not a war-torn nation, like 
the media tries to depict. Israel is a 
beautiful, safe place, a vacation des- 
tination for Americans, Europeans, 
Asians and Africans alike. She peace- 
fully keeps the Christian, Muslim and 
Jewish holy sites safe and secure for all 
visitors from around the globe. 

But Israel’s 50th anniversary means 
more than the celebration of its people, 
its democratic roots, its determination 
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and its ability to survive in a hostile 
environment. It means Israel should be 
respected as one nation in the family of 
nations, especially by the organization 
that created it, the United Nations. 

Israel is America’s strongest, most 
trusted and most reliable ally in the 
Middle East. At the United Nations, 
Israel votes with the United States 97 
percent of the time, more than any 
other country in the world. It is time 
for the United Nations to treat Israel 
as an equal and not to vote against 
Israel when it takes measures to pro- 
tect itself and her citizens from her 
hostile neighbors. 

Israel has earned the world’s respect 
the hard way, making the desert bloom 
with agriculture, high technology, art, 
culture and, above all else, democracy. 
America wishes Israel a very happy 
50th birthday, and we want Israel to 
know that America stands with Israel, 
our greatest, most trusted ally in the 
Middle East, now and forever. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Amer- 
ican Samoa (Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA), my 
good friend who has been a steadfast 
friend and supporter of the independ- 
ence and security of the State of Israel. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today in strong support of House 
Joint Resolution 102, the legislation 
which expresses the sense of the Con- 
gress on the 50th anniversary of 
Israel’s founding and reaffirmation of 
the bonds of friendship and cooperation 
between the United States and the 
modern State of Israel. 
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Mr. Speaker, I am honored to be a co- 
sponsor of this legislation, and I thank 
our distinguished colleague the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS) 
for introducing this worthy measure. I 
also commend the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. GILMAN), chairman of the 
House Committee on International Re- 
lations, and the gentleman from Indi- 
ana (Mr. HAMILTON), the ranking mem- 
ber, for his support and for bringing 
this legislation to the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, on May 14, 1948, the 
modern State of Israel was founded 
when Israel declared independence and 
was extended diplomatic recognition 
by the United States. Today, our legis- 
lation honors the 50th anniversary of 
the reestablishment of the sovereign 
and independent modern State of Israel 
and commends the leaders and people 
of Israel for their remarkable achieve- 
ments in building a thriving democracy 
in the Middle East while being threat- 
ened constantly with terrorism and 
war. 

Mr. Speaker, the legislation further 
reaffirms the strong ties of friendship 
and cooperation that have tradition- 
ally bound the people of Israel with the 
insurance over the past century and ex- 
tends from Congress our warmest con- 
gratulations and best wishes to the 
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State of Israel and her people for peace 
and prosperity in the future. 

Mr. Speaker, the existence of the 
modern State of Israel is the culmina- 
tion of a 3,000-year journey from the 
kingdom of Israel established in old Je- 
rusalem. Today, Israel is America’s 
closest ally in the Middle East, and the 
people of our two nations share a spe- 
cial relationship based upon demo- 
cratic values, common strategic inter- 
ests, and bonds of cooperation and mu- 
tual respect. 

Mr. Speaker, it was my privilege re- 
cently to travel with the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. GILMAN) and other 
Members of this body to visit Israel 
and to especially pay homage to the 
great site of the late Prime Minister 
Yitzhak Rabin; and I recalled how this 
great modern-day warrior, Mr. Rabin, 
who seriously and who earnestly 
sought a solution to the crisis between 
the Israelis and the Palestinians, a 
man who truly was a peacemaker, a 
man who wanted so much to have a 
lasting peace with his blood cousins, 
the Palestinians, a man who recognized 
that Arabs and Israelis are, in fact, 
first cousins under Father Abraham. 

And I sincerely hope that the current 
leadership, Prime Minister Netanyahu 
of Israel and President Arafat of Pal- 
estine, will eventually find the solution 
for peace to the never-ending problems 
between Israelis and Palestinians in 
the Middle East. 

Mr. Speaker, the late Prime Minister 
Rabin’s greatness, in my humble opin- 
ion, did not originate in the field of 
battle, but in his sincere desires to es- 
tablish peace between Israel and among 
its Arab neighbors. Mr. Speaker, Amer- 
icans with Jewish descent should have 
every reason to be proud and to witness 
the existence on the 50th anniversary 
of the modern State of Israel. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support this resolution. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, I would 
like to make a few observations con- 
cerning this anniversary. I suspect the 
most important thing we need to con- 
gratulate Israel on is that it survived. 
It survived in an atmosphere and in a 
climate of unrelenting hostility. We 
need to congratulate this small land 
for having remained democratic. We 
must commend it for having success- 
fully concluded peace agreements with 
Egypt in 1979 and with Jordan in 1994. 
We must commend it for having with- 
stood terrorist assaults that continue 
to this very day. 

In calendar 1997, 463 terrorist attacks 
were launched against Israel, and an 
additional 100 were foiled. Iraq, during 
the Persian Gulf War, lobbed ballistic 
missiles on the largest city in Israel. I 
was there. 

Just earlier this year, Mr. Speaker, 
Israeli citizens, men, women and chil- 
dren, were queueing up for gas masks 
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when the climate in the Persian Gulf 
indicated that they might again be 
subjected to Iraqi attacks. They were 
buying antidotes for anthrax. 

I think it is important to recognize 
that if this small land of great history 
and great future is to celebrate its 
100th birthday 50 years from now, it 
and it alone will need to determine its 
basic perimeters of its own security re- 
quirements. We can play a critical role, 
and must play a critical role, in medi- 
ating, lubricating, facilitating. But 
just as any other nation on the face of 
this planet, it is only the people of 
Israel who, in the final analysis, can 
determine what are the minimum re- 
quirements for their own security. It is 
in that spirit that I ask my colleagues 
to approve this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LANTOS) once again for 
introducing the measure, for his kind 
words, for his strong, eloquent support 
of this measure. I want to thank all of 
the Members who came to the floor and 
took the time to express their thoughts 
with regard to this measure. I thank 
all of those who participated in today’s 
debate. 

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to express my support for the resolution hon- 
oring Israel on the occasion of the fiftieth anni- 
versary of its independence. From ancient 
prayers to modern dreams, the State of Israel 
has blossomed into a strong, thriving democ- 
racy and a steady ally of the United States. 
We have witnessed two solutions to the so- 
called Jewish Problem this century. One was 
evil and named the Final Solution. Seeking to 
destroy the Jewish people, the Nazis mur- 
dered 6 million Jews and millions of other in- 
nocents. The other solution, which we join to- 
gether to honor today, was one of hope and 
promise—the return of the Jewish people to 
their ancestral home in the land of Israel. That 
dream remains alive. 

Israel has overcome the most daunting ob- 
stacles in its quest to create a haven from per- 
secution and the world’s only Jewish state. 
After 2,000 years of Jewish wandering and 
exile, the modern state of Israel was born on 
May 14, 1948, only to face the onslaught of its 
neighbors and constant threat of destruction. 
Against all odds, Israel defended itself and 
began to plant the seeds for its future. Fol- 
lowing the war of independence, Israel has 
time and again fought for its very existence. 
Even today, the threat of war and the promise 
of terrorism weigh heavily on Israel. 

While many of the threats and anti-Israel 
rhetoric of 50 years ago unfortunately remains 
the same today, much has changed for the 
better. Egypt and Jordan have signed peace 
agreements with Israel, and the Palestinian 
Arabs and Israel have begun a formal, if not 
shaky, process toward peace. In the name of 
peace, Israel has ceded valuable territory to 
those who vowed its destruction. 

Israel has created a thriving economy, a 
free press, regular free and open elections, 
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the rule of law, and other firmly established 
democratic institutions. The once-barren hill- 
sides now are green with trees and the fields 
again are plowed for the growth of food. Israel 
has successfully fulfilled the dreams of thou- 
sands of immigrants who fled tyranny and 
poverty and stands as a model for the absorp- 
tion of the outcast and homeless. High literacy 
and educational achievement have produced 
an extraordinarily capable and creative work- 
force which boasts achievements in agri- 
culture, medical research, emerging tech- 
nologies and many other fields. Israel stands 
as a significant trading partner of my home 
State of Texas. 

| salute the people of Israel on this anniver- 
sary. May your future be one of peace and se- 
curity, prosperity, and continued friendship 
with the people of the United States. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support 
of legislation commemorating Israel's fiftieth 
anniversary. The rebirth of Israel in this cen- 
tury is a modern day miracle. Jews from every 
continent have built a new nation, ancient in 
history, with a vibrant democracy and a mod- 
em economy. 

Israel represents the rebirth of a nation, a 
people, and the Hebrew language. The build- 
ing of a new nation with immigrants from soci- 
eties as diverse as Russia, Poland, Morocco, 
Argentina, India, and Ethiopia is a challenge 
we as Americans recognize and celebrate. 
The achievements in this regard are truly im- 
pressive. Israel has made the desert bloom, 
has an exemplary education system and a 
growing economy. It is a world leader in tech- 
nology and has had an impact far larger than 
other nations of its size. 

Israel's accomplishments are particularly im- 
pressive as it has been living under siege for 
its entire history. Independence was secured 
in a bloody struggle and freedom has been 
defended at great cost. The Jewish state has 
faced great struggles maintaining its independ- 
ence as the sole democracy in a hostile cor- 
ner of the world. 

America and Israel have been natural 
friends. Most Americans admire Israel's com- 
mitment to democratic government while living 
under siege. | think all Americans would like to 
join me in wishing the Israeli people a future 
of peace and prosperity on this occasion. | am 
hopeful that the people of Israel will achieve 
even more once a real peace, not one im- 
posed by outside powers, is reached with their 
neighbors. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
great pleasure that | rise today to join my col- 
leagues in celebrating the occasion of the fif- 
tieth anniversary of the founding of the mod- 
ern state of Israel. 

Created in the aftermath of the Holocaust, 
the state of Israel has served as a beacon of 
justice, freedom, and hope to Jewish people 
around the world. Israel’s deep commitment to 
a pluralistic democracy and a vibrant eco- 
nomic, cultural, and intellectual life has served 
as a model for many nations. And despite 
great adversity, Israel has been steadfast in its 
commitment to achieving peace and security 
in the region. These values have gamered the 
admiration and respect of millions around the 
world. 

It is these values that have also fostered the 
American people's great affinity and mutual re- 
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spect for the people of Israel, and which have 
formed the core of the special bond between 
our two countries. Today the U. S.-Israel rela- 
tionship remains among the strongest of any 
bilateral relationship in the world. The strength 
of this relationship is also a tribute to those 
U.S. citizens, many of Jewish heritage, who 
have worked tirelessly over the years to keep 
our Nation's leaders focused on the impor- 
tance of this relationship. 

The United States and Israel have numer- 
ous common and deep interests, and together 
will continue to lead the international fight 
against the proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction, terrorism, and threats to religious 
freedom. Above all, we are united in our para- 
mount goals of peace, prosperity, and security 
for all people of the Middle East. 

| am proud to be a co-sponsor of House 
Joint Resolution 102, which reaffirms the 
bonds of friendship and cooperation between 
our two countries on Israel's fiftieth anniver- 
sary. On this occasion, | encourage my col- 
leagues to seize this celebration not only as 
an opportunity to reflect on the achievements 
of Israel's past, but also to use it as a stimulus 
to further strengthen the U.S.-Israel partner- 
ship. 

Fifty years ago, within minutes of Israel's 
leaders declaring their independence, Harry 
Truman rejected the advice of staff and took 
a momentous step in recognizing Israel's sov- 
ereignty. From that moment, the United States 
and Israel have forged perhaps the closest 
partnership in the international community 
today. it is in this spirit of friendship and co- 
operation that | extend my warmest congratu- 
lations and best wishes to the state of Israel 
and her people for a peaceful, prosperous and 
successful future. 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
in strong support of House Joint Resolution 
102, a resolution expressing the sense of the 
Congress on the occasion of the 50th anniver- 
sary of the founding of the modern state of 
Israel and reaffirming the bonds of friendship 
and cooperation between the United States 
and Israel. | want to thank Mr. LANTOS for in- 
troducing such a timely and appropriate reso- 
lution and giving me the opportunity to be an 
original cosponsor. | am proud to support this 
excellent bill. 

House Joint Resolution 102 recognizes the 
historic significance of this special anniversary, 
applauds the Israeli people for building a vi- 
brant, modern democracy in the face of phys- 
ical, economic, and political hostility, reaffirms 
the deep friendship between our two coun- 
tries, and warmly congratulates the Israeli 
people and extends to them all the best for a 
prosperous, safe and successful future. 

Mr. Speaker, the United States and Israel 
share a special relationship. As our only true 
democratic friend in the region, Israel de- 
serves America’s strong and unyielding sup- 
port. | applaud the unanimous passage of this 
resolution today and extend to the people of 
Israel my very best wishes. 

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup- 
port of H.J. Res. 102, expressing the sense of 
the Congress on the occasion of the 50th an- 
niversary of the founding of the modern State 
of Israel. 

am proud to be a co-sponsor of this impor- 
tant resolution. | look forward to a unanimous 
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vote by the House that will send a strong mes- 
sage of our country's unyielding support to the 
State of Israel. April 30th will mark the fiftieth 
anniversary of the birth of the State of Israel. 
Israel's extraordinary history makes this mile- 
stone especially significant. Despite incredible 
challenges and continuous obstacles, Israel 
has developed into a prosperous democracy, 
whose citizens continue to enjoy the unlimited 
freedoms that Israel was created to protect. 

The State of Israel and the well being of her 
people is one of the foreign policy issues that 
people in my district care about the most. 
There are so many in this country who share 
a common denominator of heritage, history 
and identity with the people of Israel. For 
many Jewish-Americans the fate of Israel is 
something to which they are inextricably 
linked. 

The United States and Israel have a unique 
relationship due to the fact that Israel is our 
only democratic ally in that region of the world. 
There is no better time than right now to reaf- 
firm our commitment to foreign support for 
Israel. | believe foreign aid to Israel is an im- 
portant way to support and promote the peace 
talks. | am concerned that without peace in 
the Middle East, Israel's second fifty years will 
be as tumultuous as her first half century. 

At Israel's 100th anniversary, | hope we can 
look back on Israel's second fifty years as a 
period of peace and prosperity where the chal- 
lenges that face her today have long faded 
into history. 

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Speaker, today | wish 
to congratulate the State of Israel on her 50th 
Anniversary. In fifty years, the people of Israel 
have endured many of the same things that 
our founding fathers did more than two hun- 
dred years ago. They have had to create a 
government, elect leaders who had come to 
their state from various countries around the 
world, and establish laws for their new state. 
Israel has had to defend her borders from ad- 
vances first in 1948 to gain her independence 
within the Middle East, and again in the Six 
Day War to assert her autonomy. Much like 
the United States did in the 18th Century, 
Israel continues to define her character today. 

| know in my home state of Rhode Island, 
many people struggled and worked very hard 
to realize the dream of a Zionist state. Former 
Governor Frank Licht got his passion for pub- 
lic service by working with the Rhode Island 
Zionist Emergency Council. Upon the creation 
of the new Jewish state, Governor Licht stat- 
ed: 

The proclamation officially creating the 
new state is a milestone in the history of 
mankind. The 2000 year old dream of the 
Jewish people has become a reality. Recogni- 
tion by the United States will go far, I hope, 
towards restoring peace in the Holy Land 
.. . I am confident that the state which the 
Jewish people set up in their own country 
will guarantee justice, freedom, and equality 
for all people regardless of religion, race, 
sex, or land of origin. 

| believe, along with my constituents, that 
the State of Israel will find a way to ease ten- 
sions both internally and externally. Israel has 
persevered in building and maintaining a 
democratic state in the face of hostility and 
terrorism. Perhaps in another fifty years we 
will again gather here and commend Israel on 
solving these problems with her neighbors. 
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| commend the people of Israel on their suc- 
cesses over the past fifty years, and congratu- 
late them wholeheartedly on this milestone in 
their history. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support 
of H.J. Res. 102, Expressing the Sense of 
Congress on the Occasion of the 50th Anni- 
versary of the Founding of the Modern State 
of Israel. May 14th will mark the 50th anniver- 
sary of its independence. | commend the State 
of Israel which has rebuilt a nation, forged a 
new and dynamic society, and created a 
unique and vital economic, political, cultural 
and intellectual life. | applaud the relationship 
held between the United States and Israel. 
This relationship is one that is based on mutu- 
ally shared Democratic value, common stra- 
tegic interests, and moral bonds of friendship 
and mutual respect. The State of Israel has 
built a nation in the face of adversity and tri- 
umphed in assuming a prosperous democracy 
in their ancient land. The people of Israel have 
so much to be proud of, these brave people 
have battled through a new frontier to create 
a new and thriving world for their children. 

While | am delighted and quite proud of this 
fantastic milestone, | am also filled with prom- 
ise and hope that both Israel and the Palestin- 
ians will one day come to a peaceful agree- 
ment allowing all of the people of the Middle 
East to grow and prosper towards another 
landmark anniversary celebration. 

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. | rise as a 
cosponsor of House Joint Resolution 102 con- 
gratulating the State of Israel on its 50th Anni- 
versary and wish to offer my strong support 
for this resolution. 

Since declaring its independence on May 
14th, 1948 the State of Israel has fought for its 
very existence and it has succeeded. In the 
years that have followed Israel has thrived, it 
has embraced democracy and has become 
and remains the most important ally for the 
United States in the Middle East region. 

| want to commend the people of Israel for 
their perseverance through the difficult times 
they have faced. They have stood up to ter- 
rorism and aggression and have endured. 
They have built a vibrant democracy, with a 
unique culture, and a diverse economy. 
Throughout its existence, Israel has remained 
focused on its future and on the welfare of its 
people. 

am pleased to support this resolution 
which reaffirms the lasting bond of friendship 
between the United Stats and Israel which has 
been so important for both nations. Together 
we make our democracies stronger and it is 
together that we can work to ensure that last- 
ing peace for Israel and throughout the Middle 
East can become a reality. 

| want to extend my sincerest congratula- 
tions to the modem state of Israel on the oc- 
casion of their 50th Anniversary and to urge 
my colleagues to support this important reso- 
lution. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, it is fitting as 
Israel approaches the fiftieth anniversary of its 
independence to commemorate this event. It 
is also fitting to recognize this historic event 
here in the U.S. Congress. The U.S. has been 
Israel's friend and supporter from its inception. 
On a personal level, | have been an ardent 
supporter of Israel throughout my life. | be- 
came more of a staunch supporter after | trav- 
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eled to Israel in 1989 toward the beginning of 
my Congressional service. 

Once one has seen the many unique fea- 
tures of Israel and its people, one cannot help 
but be awestruck by this nation’s accomplish- 
ments in its short 50 years. First, Israel has 
provided a refuge and homeland to hundreds 
of thousands of persecuted Jews from the 
former Soviet Union, Ethiopia, and many other 
places. In meeting with Israeli leaders and 
residents, | also was struck by their deep com- 
mitment to achieving a lasting peace in the re- 
gion. This commitment is easily understood as 
Israeli Remembrance Day approaches: nearly 
every citizen has lost a relative or friend in the 
effort to protect and defend the land and its 
people. Thus, the desire and need to achieve 
peace for the present and future generations 
becomes even more evident. 

As a Congressman actively involved in envi- 
ronmental issues, | have been particularly im- 
pressed with the stewardship Israelis exercise 
over natural resources. Israelis learn from a 
young age that every drop of water is pre- 
cious. But the pioneers worked the land and 
developed the technologies to make these 
precious drops of water help grow trees, flow- 
ers, and crops, so that the entire nation could 
not only survive, but flourish—to the point 
where they now export flowers and produce all 
over the world. 

And, while Israelis still bargain over prices in 
traditional, Middle Eastern-style market places, 
they also have developed a light industrial 
base that employs many people in high tech- 
nology and computer-related fields. One ex- 
ample of the developmental progress that has 
occurred can be seen in the telephone sys- 
tems. When | was last in Israel a decade ago, 
making a telephone call was difficult. Today, 
not only are phones accessible and easy to 
use, but cellular phones, call waiting services, 
and answering machines are prevalent. 

Moreover, Israel's GDP has grown from 
$2.5 billion to an astonishing $90.6 billion in 
the past three decades. Equally important, if 
not more so, is the fact that Israel is the only 
pluralistic democracy in the region. At the 
same time, Jerusalem, the unique “City of 
Gold,” is the holy site for a number of the 
world’s most important religions. And yet, this 
nation is smaller than my home state of New 
Jersey; one can walk across the country (East 
to West) in one day. 

David Ben Gurion was prophetic when, on 
May 15, 1948, he stated that “[s]omething 
unique occurred yesterday in Israel, and only 
future generations will be able to evaluate the 
full historical significance of the event. It is 
now up to all of us, acting out a sense of Jew- 
ish fraternity, to. devote every ounce of our 
strength to building and defending the State of 
Israel, which still faces a titanic political and 
military struggle.” 

| hope that as we recognize the fiftieth anni- 
versary of its creation, Israel will soon cease 
to face such struggles. Yitzhak Rabin was 
deeply committed to securing peace for Israel. 
For this reason, the “Song for Peace” was 
being sung at the rally where he last spoke, 
and the words to this song were found in his 
shirt pocket at the time of his assassination. | 
pray that Rabin, and the many that will have 
fought for peace both before and after him, 
will not have sacrificed their lives in vain. 
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In closing, since | have seen the marvels of 
Israel and its people first-hand, and have been 
a strong supporter of Israeli and Jewish 
causes throughout my service in Congress, | 
am particularly pleased to be a cosponsor of 
this joint Congressional resolution that is being 
brought to the House floor today. The resolu- 
tion recognizes the historic significance of the 
fiftieth anniversary of the reestablishment of 
the State of Israel; commends the Israeli peo- 
ple for their achievements in building a new 
state and a pluralistic, democratic society in 
the Middle East; reaffirms the bonds of friend- 
ship and cooperation between the United 
States and Israel; and extends congratulations 
and best wishes to the State of Israel and her 
people for a peaceful, prosperous, and suc- 
cessful future. 

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, this May 14th, 
the modern state of Israel will celebrate its 
50th birthday. In the life of an ordinary coun- 
try, the 50 anniversary is a notable milestone 
of historical achievement. In the case of Israel, 
50 years exemplifies nothing less than an en- 
during miracle. 

The Jewish people, drawn to their country 
by a sacred relationship and a divine promise, 
flourished in ancient times. Their history is a 
seemingly never ending succession of mir- 
acles, punctuated by the painful sting of suf- 
fering. A poor, enslaved people in the land of 
Egypt, the Israelites were led by God out of 
Egypt and into the desert and freedom. It was 
there in the barren desert that their leader, 
Moses, went up to Mt. Sinai and came down 
with the Torah, the word of God. In the midst 
of their escape and suffering in the barren wil- 
derness, the Jewish people provided the world 
with the Ten Commandments, the foundation 
of all western morality. 

Back in their own country, the Jewish peo- 
ple ultimately realized the greatness that the 
Lord had promised. From King David, the poet 
warrior, to Solomon, the model of wisdom, the 
Jews gave us heroes that stir our hearts and 
souls still. 

Sadly, though, Jewish suffering was not at 
its end. In 722 B.C.E. the Assyrians van- 
quished ten of their twelve tribes and sent the 
Israelites into exile. Only two small groups re- 
mained, fortified only by an undying faith in 
God and a refusal to surrender to the fate 
their enemies planned for them. They refused 
to give up hope. They refused to give up their 
faith. 

In 586 B.C.E., this small remnant was cap- 
tured. Their temple, built by Solomon, was de- 
stroyed. Forced into exile to Babylonia, again 
the Jewish people thrived. Without a temple, 
they developed houses of worship—the histor- 
ical beginning of synagogues. Unable to offer 
sacrifices, their religious leaders developed 
prayers as a way to reach the Almighty. For- 
bidden to publicly worship or have priests, 
they developed a new way of thinking of reli- 
gious leaders as teachers. This was how the 
title rabbi came to be. 

Miraculously returning from their exile, the 
Jewish people rebuilt their Temple in Jeru- 
salem. They wanted nothing more than simply 
to live under the grace and peace of God. 

But then in the year 70 of the Common Era, 
the Second Temple was destroyed by the Ro- 
mans. During a final revolt against the Ro- 
mans, at Masada, the sheared plain that 
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stands in the Judean desert, brave Jews sac- 
rificed their lives rather than endure as slaves. 
The Romans forced Jews to leave and even 
re-named the country “Palestine” named after 
the Phoenicians, the enemies of the Jews. 
The Jewish people had lost their country and 
would not recover for nearly two millennia. 

By any realistic view of history, the 
Israelites, few in number, robbed of their 
homeland and set apart by the cruelest of per- 
secutions, should have disappeared. 

But history is not able to reckon with the 
Jewish people. Instead of disappearing, the 
Jews flourished under the Lord's protective 
eye, developing a vast treasure of religious lit- 
erature and a way of life that stressed lifelong 
learning and a striving to lead a moral life. 

Through inquisition and torture, through reli- 
gious coercion and unendurable pain, the 
Jewish people held firm to their religious foun- 
dations. Here, in our own century, occurred 
the Holocaust, the most monstrous and inhu- 
man evil that mankind has ever inflicted upon 
itself. Six million Jews, one and half million of 
them children, were systematically murdered. 
One-third of the Jewish people in the world 
died during the Holocaust. 

Even during these darkest hours of the Hol- 
ocaust, when all hope for the Jewish people 
seemed to have disappeared, when their very 
future hung on the edge of despair, they per- 
severed. Then came Israel. 

The modern vision of a Jewish state, nour- 
ished by an historic attachment to the land of 
Israel, was given expression by the Viennese 
journalist Theodor Herzl, who organized the 
First Zionist Congress in 1897. When the Con- 
gress was ended, Herzl noted in his diary that 
the Jewish state would come into being in 50 
years. It was exactly 50 years later that Israel 
was born. 

On May 14, 1948, David Ben Gurion an- 
nounced the birth of the modern Jewish na- 
tion. A day later, Arab armies attacked in full 
force, in an attempt to kill it before it had a 
chance to be born. After a bitter struggle for 
its very life, against overwhelming odds and 
trained armies, Israel prevailed. Their nation 
would not die. Masada would not fall again. 
David Ben-Gurion, the first Prime Minister and 
Menachem Begin, who would later become 
Prime Minister, both contributed mightily to 
Israel's birth. The number of heroes in Israel's 
birth is innumerable. 

Over the course of the past 50 years, Israel 
has had to continually fight for its survival. In 
both 1956 and 1967, Israel had to defend 
itself against the attacks of its antagonistic 
neighbors. The Six Day War of 67 was par- 
ticularly difficult for Israel. When the war was 
over, Israel gained control over all of Jeru- 
salem including the Western Wall, the most 
sacred site in Jewish life because it is the last 
remaining part of the Second Temple. The 
Jews had returned to their land and to their 
holy city. In many ways, they returned to his- 
tory itself. 

Still, wars followed, though some Arab na- 
tions have come to see the need for peace. 
However, to this day, many Arabs have not 
reconciled themselves to the permanent exist- 
ence of Israel. Terrorists, rogue nations, and 
bitter and implacable enemies continue to 
threaten Israel. Yet at 50, Israel has never 
been stronger. 
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Perhaps, especially for the Jews, but finally 
for all decent people, the very existence of 
Israel remains a symbol. Israel's historic return 
as a nation offers hope and reassurance for 
people the world over who are struggling to 
realize their own homeland. Israel's refusal to 
surrender to enduring horrors provides a 
model of courage for those in need of 
strength. Israel's commitment to democracy 
and religious freedom is a wonderful example 
for those who believe that nations can be both 
strong and decent. 

Israel will always possess a special place in 
the heart and mind of the United States. Israel 
is, of course, a vital military ally, paramount in 
its support of the U.S. in the United Nations, 
and a dependable military source of informa- 
tion and support. Beyond these prudential rea- 
sons, however, Israel means much more to 
us. Sentinels of democracy, both nations were 
founded in pursuit of the righteous cause of 
liberty and human dignity. Citizens of both 
great nations have sacrificed their own lives in 
defense of freedom and in battle against tyr- 
anny. Neither America nor Israel is willing to 
accept the exploitation and oppression of inno- 
cent people by despotic rulers. 

The truth is that Israel is not just another 
nation; it is part of our family. As one brother 
to another, we in the United States rejoice as 
we celebrate Israel's 50th birthday. Let us use 
this moment to vow to stand forever by 
Israel's side. Let every enemy of Israel know 
that the United States stands firmly beside 
Israel. We will never be silent when Israel is 
in danger. We will never let Israel's enemies 
win. 

We stand with Israel. We wait in excitement 
to witness the miraculous achievements that 
Israel will have in the next 50 years. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker. This week we 
celebrate the 50th anniversary of the State of 
Israel, a truly momentous occasion. For Jews 
in Israel, America, and around the world this 
is a time of great celebration. 

For 50 years, Israel has struggled to survive 
in a region of hostility, surrounded by neigh- 
bors who sought to destroy her. For 50 years, 
Israel has labored to transform a desert into a 
land of milk and honey and for 50 years, Israel 
has become a beacon of democracy, a land of 
freedom and a homeland for Jews every- 
where. 

Mr. Speaker, dear colleagues, let us join to- 
gether in wishing Israel a happy 50th and a 
hearty “mazel tov.” 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I once 
again ask my colleagues to support 
this resolution, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
GILMAN) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the joint resolution, H.J. 
Res. 102. 

The question was taken. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair’s 
prior announcement, further pro- 
ceedings on this motion will be post- 
poned. 
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ANNOUNCEMENT OF RETIREMENT 
OF HON. GERALD B. SOLOMON, 
CHAIRMAN OF COMMITTEE ON 
RULES 


(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
join with my colleagues, and I know 
that my friend the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. GILMAN), the chairman 
of the Committee on International Re- 
lations, will want to be recognized, to 
say how saddened and surprised we all 
were, but we certainly respect the deci- 
sion that was made by the distin- 
guished gentleman from New York (Mr. 
SOLOMON), chairman of the Committee 
on Rules, yesterday that, after 20 years 
of service as a Member of the United 
States Congress, and after a career in 
public life that expands 31 years, he has 
chosen to retire at the end of this 
term. 

He, of course, has many more vig- 
orous and active months left as chair- 
man of the Committee on Rules. But I 
would like to say that, as we think 
about his stellar service in this institu- 
tion, it has been a great honor for me 
to be part of a very important team. 

The gentleman from New York (Mr. 
SOLOMON) has been on the front line of 
so many battles here in the Congress. 
He has been very active. He was, as was 
pointed out in the New York Times 
today, clearly the most influence mem- 
ber of the New York delegation serving 
in the Congress, and he was a member 
of Ronald Reagan's core group of indi- 
viduals who provided him with a great 
deal of advice and assistance through- 
out President Reagan’s campaigns and 
during the time that the President 
served. 

So Iam one who will say that I clear- 
ly am going to miss my colleague. He 
clearly always makes his presence 
known when he is here in the House of 
Representatives, because he carried 
that great binder that had his name in- 
scribed on it. So we will be seeing that 
again before we hope the 105th Con- 
gress adjourns sine die the first of Oc- 
tober. But I can tell my colleagues, 
when the 106th Congress convenes, we 
clearly miss that. He has been a great 
leader who has stood by principle very, 
very passionately and diligently. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. GILMAN), 
distinguished Chairman of the Com- 
mittee on International Relations. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding, and I thank 
him for bringing this issue to the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, as senior Republican in 
the New York State congressional dele- 
gation, I want to express my shock and 
my sadness to the surprising announce- 
ment that our dear colleague the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. SOLOMON), 
a senior member of our New York dele- 
gation, has now chosen to leave this 
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body at the end of this congressional 
session. 

I came to know and admire my col- 
league soon after he came to the Con- 
gress in 1978. His experiences as a 
United States marine, and he reminded 
us of that service continually, as a 
town supervisor, as a county legislator, 
as a member of the New York State As- 
sembly, as well as his experience in the 
insurance business and real estate busi- 
ness brought to this Chamber the 
unique combination of experience of 
balance and of common sense. 

I especially appreciate the gentleman 
from New York championing the cause 
of our POWs and MIAs in Southeast 
Asia. He earned a reputation for his 
leadership on that issue and many im- 
portant issues, and I know my col- 
leagues join with me in expressing our 
appreciation for the judicious manner 
in which he has chaired the House 
Committee on Rules for the past 3 
years. He has always been the epitome 
of fairness and expertise. 

Congress’ loss is a gain for Freda and 
their five children. We wish the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. SOLOMON) 
and his family good health, happiness, 
and success in years ahead. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend for his contribution. 

I would like to say that I, too, en- 
joyed working with the gentleman 
from New York on that very important 
issue of POWs and MIAs, and I had the 
privilege of traveling with the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. GILMAN) 
and the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
SOLOMON) to Southeast Asia as we con- 
tinue to remain committed to bringing 
about a full resolution and accounting 
of all those still classified as missing in 
action. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LANTOS), my very 
dear friend and fellow Californian. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank my good friend from California 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to add my words 
of best wishes and sorrow at our col- 
league’s decision to leave. The gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. SOLOMON) 
has been one of the most energetic, 
committed, serious, decent Members of 
this body. I have had the privilege and 
pleasure of working with him on a wide 
range of issues, but two of those stand 
out in my memory. One, of course, was 
his determination to get to the bottom 
of the POW-MIA issue. And the second 
one, a generic issue, was his passionate 
commitment to human rights. 

As the Democratic chairman of the 
Human Rights caucus, I never had a 
more dependable and reliable ally on 
any human rights issue than the gen- 
tleman from the State of New York. He 
passionately felt the plight and pain of 
people persecuted or discriminated 
against anywhere on the face of this 
planet, and his strong voice for human 
rights will be sorely missed. 
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I also want to join the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. GILMAN) and my 
friend the gentleman from California 
(Mr. DREIER) in expressing our best 
wishes to his very fine wife, who was a 
full partner and companion in all of his 
endeavors, and to all of his fine chil- 
dren. And I am sure on our side all of 
us deeply regret his departure. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend for his contribution. 

I would simply close this 1-minute, 
Mr. Speaker, by saying that I, too, ex- 
tend best wishes to Freda and to all the 
members of the Solomon family. I had 
the opportunity to travel with the 
Solomons right into the district of my 
colleague, to Lake Placid, New York. I 
still am carrying the burden of that on 
my wrist, because he insured that I 
would go straight forward down the 
bobsled run, and I am still trying to re- 
cover from that. It took a while for me 
to have the guts to do it, but with my 
colleague pushing me on, I had no 
choice whatsoever but to go straight 
ahead in pursuing that. 

I would say in closing, Mr. Speaker, 
that we will continue to hear from the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. Sol- 
OMON). In the next week or so, I will be 
privileged to distribute to all of our 
colleagues a book on NATO expansion 
that he has just authored for the Cen- 
ter for Strategic and International 
Studies. 

So the gentleman from New York is 
here. He is going to remain very active 
in this institution for the next several 
months, but we know that he will be 
retiring as the 106th Congress ap- 
proaches. And I know everyone in this 
institution joins me in extending very 
best wishes and godspeed to our col- 
league and his family. 


— 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de- 
clares the House in recess until ap- 
proximately 5 p.m. 

Accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 30 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
until approximately 5 p.m. 


———ę 
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AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. GIBBONS) at 5 o’clock and 
2 minutes p.m. 


———— 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 5, rule I, the Chair will 
now put the question on each motion 
to suspend the rules on which further 
proceedings were postponed earlier 
today in the order in which that mo- 
tion was entertained. 
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Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

House Concurrent Resolution 218, de 
novo; 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 37, de 
novo; and 

House Joint Resolution 102, by the 
yeas and nays. 

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first such vote in this series. 


CONCERNING AFGHANISTAN 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of sus- 
pending the rules and agreeing to the 
concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res. 218, 
as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the con- 
current resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BE- 
REUTER) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the concurrent reso- 
lution, H. Con. Res. 218, as amended. 

The question was taken. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab- 
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 391, nays 1, 
not voting 40, as follows: 


Evi- 


[Roll No. 110] 
YEAS—391 

Abercrombie Bunning Deal 
Ackerman Burr DeFazio 
Aderholt Burton DeGette 
Allen Buyer Delahunt 
Andrews Callahan DeLauro 
Archer Calvert DeLay 
Armey Camp Deutsch 
Bachus Campbell Diaz-Balart 
Baker Canady Dickey 
Baldacci Cannon Dicks 
Ballenger Capps Dingell 
Barcia Cardin Doggett 
Barrett (NE) Carson Dooley 
Barrett (WI) Castle Doolittle 
Bartlett Chabot Doyle 
Barton Chambliss Dreier 
Bass Chenoweth Duncan 
Becerra Clay Dunn 
Bentsen Clayton Edwards 
Bereuter Clement Ehlers 
Berman Clyburn Ehrlich 
Berry Coble Emerson 
Bilirakis Coburn English 
Bishop Collins Etheridge 
Blagojevich Combest Evans 
Bliley Condit Everett 
Blumenauer Conyers Ewing 
Boehlert Cooksey Farr 
Boehner Costello Fattah 
Bonilla Cox Fawell 
Bontor Coyne Fazio 
Bono Cramer Filner 
Borski Crane Forbes 
Boswell Crapo Ford 
Boucher Cubin Fossella 
Boyd Cummings Fowler 
Brady Cunningham Fox 
Brown (CA) Danner Frank (MA) 
Brown (FL) Davis (FL) Franks (NJ) 
Brown (OH) Davis (IL) Frelinghuysen 
Bryant Davis (VA) Frost 
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Furse 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 


Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hill 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 
(TX) 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kim 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 


Lazio 


Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 


Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Lowey 

Lucas 

Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Manton 


McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 

Olver 

Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pappas 
Parker 


Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pickett 

Pitts 

Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 


Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 

Rush 

Sabo 

Salmon 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer, Dan 
Schaffer, Bob 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 

Shays 
Sherman 
Shimkus 


Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith, Adam 
Smith, Linda 
Snowbarger 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Talent 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Thomas 
Thompson 


Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wise 

Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
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NOT VOTING—40 

Baesler Gonzalez Rangel 
Barr Goode Riggs 
Bateman Greenwood Riley 
Bilbray Harman Rohrabacher 
Blunt Hyde Ryun 
Christensen Inglis Sandlin 
Cook Jefferson Serrano 
Dixon Lofgren 

Smith (OR) 
Engel Maloney (NY) Tanner 
Ensign Martinez Taylor (NC) 
Eshoo Meeks (NY) To 
Foley Millender- dep 
Garake McDonald Weldon (FL) 
Gejdenson Poshard White 

D 1725 


Mr. RUSH changed his vote from 
“nay” to “wea.” 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the concurrent resolution, as amended, 
was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


—_—_—_———EE—— 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak- 
er, on rollcall vote number 110 I was 
unavoidably detained. Had I been 
present, I would have voted aye. 


—— 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Mr. RILEY. Mr. Speaker, | was unavoidably 
detained for the vote on House Concurrent 
Resolution 218, a sense of Congress Regard- 
ing Afghanistan (Roll No. 110). Had | been 
present, | would have voted “aye”. 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GIB- 
BONS). Pursuant to the provisions of 
clause 5, rule I, the Chair announces 
that he will reduce to a minimum of 5 
minutes the period of time within 
which a vote by electronic device may 
be taken on each additional motion to 
suspend the rules on which the Chair 
has postponed further proceedings. 


— 


SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING 
LITTLE LEAGUE BASEBALL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of sus- 
pending the rules and concurring in the 
Senate concurrent resolution, S. Con. 
Res. 37. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
concurrent resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SMITH) that the House suspend the 
rules and concur in the Senate concur- 
rent resolution, S. Con. Res. 37. 

The question was taken. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 
will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 398, noes 0, 
not voting 34, as follows: 


Abercrombie 


Barrett (WI) 


Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 

Brady 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 


Chambliss 


Cummings 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 


{Roll No. 111] 
AYES—398 


DeLauro 
DeLay 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Etheridge 
Evans 


Filner 
Forbes 

Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 

Fox 

Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 

Furse 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 


Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 

Hill 

Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hooley 

Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 


Jackson-Lee 
(TX) 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kim 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 


Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Manton 


Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 

Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
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Myrick Roemer Stearns 
Nadler Rogan Stenholm 
Neal Rogers Stokes 
Nethercutt Rohrabacher Strickland 
Neumann Ros-Lehtinen Stump 
Ney Rothman Stupak 
Northup Roukema Sununu 
Norwood Roybal-Allard Talent 
Nussle Royce Tauscher 
Oberstar Rush Tauzin 
Obey Sabo lor (M 
9 Seinen Taylor (MS) 
Ortiz Sanchez itr 
Owens Sanders ee 
Oxley Sanford Thornberry 
Packard Sawyer Copied 
Pallone Saxton Thurman 
Pappas Scarborough Tiahrt 
Parker Schaefer, Dan Tierney 
Pascrell Schaffer, Bob Torres 
Pastor Schumer Traficant 
Paul Scott Turner 
Paxon Sensenbrenner Upton 
Payne Sessions Velazquez 
Pease Shadegg Vento 
Pelosi Shaw Visclosky 
Peterson (MN) Shays Walsh 
Peterson (PA) Sherman Wamp 
Petri Shimkus Waters 
Pickering Shuster Watkins 
Pickett Sisisky Watt (NC) 
Pitts Skaggs Watts (OK) 
Pombo Skeen Waxman 
Pomeroy Skelton Weldon (FL) 
Porter Slaughter Weldon (PA) 
Portman Smith (MI) Weller 
Price (NC) Smith (NJ) Werl 
Pryce (OH) Smith (TX) acc) 
Quinn Smith, Adam Weygand 
Radanovich Smith, Linda Whitfield 
Rahall Snowbarger Wieker 
Ramstad Snyder Wik 
Redmond Solomon Wolf 
Regula Souder Woolsey 
Reyes Spence Wynn 
Riley Spratt Yates 
Rivers Stabenow Young (AK) 
Rodriguez Stark Young (FL) 
NOT VOTING—34 
Baesler Gejdenson Poshard 
Barr Gekas Rangel 
Bateman Gonzalez Riggs 
Bilbray Harman Ryun 
Blunt Hyde Sandlin 
effe: 
Dixon Lofgren Ea = 
2 Maloney (NY) Taylor (NC) 
ns Martinez 
Eshoo Millender- oe 
Foley McDonald 2 
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended, and 
the Senate concurrent resolution was 
concurred in. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


oO 1745 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, United 
flight 52 was late from the West Coast; 
and I was, therefore, unavoidably ab- 
sent on rollcalls 110 and 111. Had I been 
present, I would have voted aye. 
a 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I, too, was 
on flight 52 from San Francisco to D.C., 
which landed late, unfortunately; and 


on rollcalls 110 and 111 I would have 
voted aye. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, on roll- 
calls 110 and 111 I, too, was delayed; 
and I would have voted aye. 


——ͤ— 


SENSE OF CONGRESS ON 50TH AN- 
NIVERSARY OF FOUNDING OF 
THE MODERN STATE OF ISRAEL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of sus- 
pending the rules and passing the joint 
resolution, H.J. Res. 102. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
GILMAN) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the joint resolution, H.J. 
Res. 102, on which the yeas and nays 
are ordered. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were— yeas 402, nays 0, 
not voting 30, as follows: 


{Roll No. 112] 
YEAS—402 

Abercrombie Clay Forbes 
Ackerman Clayton Ford 
Aderholt Clement Fossella 
Allen Clyburn Fowler 
Andrews Coble Fox 
Archer Coburn Frank (MA) 
Armey Collins Franks (NJ) 
Bachus Combest Frelinghuysen 
Baker Condit Frost 
Baldacci Conyers Furse 
Ballenger Cooksey Gallegly 
Barcia Costello Ganske 
Barrett (NE) Cox Gekas 
Barrett (WI) Coyne Gephardt 
Bartlett Cramer Gibbons 
Barton Crane Gilchrest 
Bass Crapo Gillmor 
Becerra Cubin Gilman 
Bentsen Cummings Goode 
Bereuter Cunningham Goodlatte 
Berman Danner Goodling 
Berry Davis (FL) Gordon 
Bilirakis Davis (IL) Goss 
Bishop Davis (VA) Graham 
Blagojevich Deal Granger 
Bliley DeFazio Green 
Blumenauer DeGette Greenwood 
Boehlert Delahunt Gutierrez 
Boehner DeLauro Gutknecht 
Bonilla DeLay Hall (OH) 
Bonior Deutsch Hall (TX) 
Bono Diaz-Balart Hamilton 
Borski Dickey Hansen 
Boswell Dicks Harman 
Boucher Dingell Hastert 
Boyd Doggett Hastings (FL) 
Brady Dooley Hastings (WA) 
Brown (CA) Doolittle Hayworth 
Brown (FL) Doyle Hefley 
Brown (OH) Dreier Hefner 
Bryant Duncan Herger 
Bunning Dunn Hill 
Burr Edwards Hilleary 
Burton Ehlers Hilliard 
Buyer Ehrlich Hinchey 
Callahan Emerson Hinojosa 
Calvert English Hobson 
Camp Ensign Hoekstra 
Campbell Eshoo Holden 
Canady Etheridge Hooley 
Cannon Evans Horn 
Capps Everett Hostettler 
Cardin Ewing Houghton 
Carson Farr Hoyer 
Castle Fattah Hulshof 
Chabot Fawell Hunter 
Chambliss Fazio Hutchinson 
Chenoweth Filner Istook 
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Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 
(TX) 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kim 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Manton 


Matsui 
McCarthy (MQ) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 


Baesler 
Barr 
Bateman 
Bilbray 
Blunt 
Christensen 
Cook 
Dixon 
Engel 
Foley 
Gejdenson 
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Mica Schaffer, Bob 
Miller (CA) Schumer 
Miller (FL) Scott 
— Sensenbrenner 

in Sessions 
Moakley Shadegg 
Mollohan Shaw 
Moran (KS) Shays 
Moran (VA) Sherman 
Morella Shimkus 
Murtha Shuster 
Myrick Sisisky 
Nadler Skaggs 
Rs Skeen 
Nethercutt Skelton 
<r Slaugh ter 
tro e 
Norwood 
Nussle Smith (TX) 
Oberstar Smith, Adam 
Obey Smith, Linda 
Olver Snowbarger 
Ortiz Snyder 
Owens Solomon 
Oxley Souder 
Packard Spence 
Pallone Spratt 
Pappas Stabenow 
Parker Stark 
Pascrell Stearns 
Pastor Stenholm 
Paul Stokes 
Paxon Strickland 
Payne Stump 
Pease Stupak 
Pelosi Sununu 
Peterson (MN) Talent 
Peterson (PA) Tanner 
Petri Tauscher 
Pickering Tauzin 
spa Taylor (MS) 

t Thomas 
Pombo ‘Thompson 
Pomeroy Thornberry 
Porter Thune 
dene, Thurman 
Pryce (OH) wees 
Qin Torres 
Rahall Traficant 
saunai Turner 
Redmond Upton 

ca Velazquez 
hig Vento 
Riy Visclosk 
Rivers y 
Rodriguez Walsh 
Roemer Wamp 
Rogan Waters 
Rogers Watkins 
Rohrabacher Watt (NC) 
Ros-Lehtinen Watts (OK) 
Rothman Waxman 
Roukema Weldon (FL) 
Roybal-Allard Weldon (PA) 
Royce Weller 
Rush Wexler 
Sabo Weygand 
Salmon Whitfield 
Sanchez Wicker 
Sanders Wise 
Sanford Wolf 
Sawyer Wynn 
Saxton Yates 
Scarborough Young (AK) 
Schaefer, Dan Young (FL) 
NOT VOTING—30 

Gonzalez Riggs 
Hyde Ryun 
Inglis Sandlin 
Jefferson Serrano 
Maloney (NY) Smith (OR) 
Millender- oe (NC) 

McDonald White 
Poshard 
Radanovich Woolsey 
Rangel 

o 1746 


So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the joint resolution was passed. 
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The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


— 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD. Mr. 
Speaker, during roll call vote 110, 111, 
and 112, which is H. Con. Res. 218, S. 
Con. Res. 37, and H.J. Res. 102, I was 
unavoidably detained because my 
flight has just gotten in. Had I been 
present, I would have voted yes.“ 


— 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, | was necessarily 
absent during roll call votes 110, 111, and 112 
because my flight from New York was de- 
layed. If present, | would have voted ‘aye’ on 
roll call 110, ‘aye’ on roll call 111, and ‘aye’ on 
roll call 112. 


— 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr. Speak- 
er, due to transportation difficulties beyond my 
control, | was not present for the votes on H. 
Con. Res. 218, S. Con. Res. 37, and H.. 
Res. 102. 

Had | been present, | would have voted aye 
on H. Con. Res. 218 concerning the need to 
establish a cease fire in Afghanistan and 
begin the transition toward a broad based 
multi-ethnic government that observes inter- 
national norms of behavior. 

| would have also voted aye on S. Con. 
Res. 37 expressing the sense of the Congress 
that Little League Baseball Incorporated was 
established to support and develop little 
league baseball worldwide and that its inter- 
national character and activities should be rec- 
ognized. 

Finally, | would have voted aye on H.J. Res. 
102 expressing the sense of the Congress on 
the occasion of the 50th Anniversary of the 
founding of the modern state of Isreal. 


SPECIAL ORDERS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GIB- 
BONS). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 7, 1997, and under a 
previous order of the House, the fol- 
lowing Members will be recognized for 
5 minutes each. 


—— 


EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 


Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to claim the time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
JONES). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 


O 


THE BUBBLE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
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tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, the big ques- 
tion is how history will play the cur- 
rent financial situation if all the great 
wealth accumulated in the last 10 years 
dissipates in a financial collapse. 

According to an article in The New 
Republic, Greenspan is not only held in 
high esteem on Wall Street, he is seen 
as Godlike. One trader is quoted as say- 
ing, When things go well, I hold 
Greenspan's picture between my hands 
and say, thank you. When things go 
poorly, I also take the photo in my 
hands and pray.” And he is not alone 
on Wall Street in heaping praise on 
Greenspan. This comes as close to idol- 
atry as one can get. 

Alan Greenspan took over the Fed a 
few months before the stock market 
crash of October, 1997. In the 10 years 
that Greenspan has headed the Fed, $2 
trillion of new credit has been created 
as measured by M3. Banks threatened 
by bankruptcy in the early 1990s re- 
ceived generous assistance from the 
Fed policy of low interest rates and 
rapid credit expansion as a response to 
the recession of 1991. Fed fund rates 
were held at 3 percent for well over a 
year. This generous dose of Fed credit 
has fueled the 5-year superboom on 
Wall Street. 

We are endlessly told no inflation ex- 
ists. But inflation is strictly and al- 
ways a monetary phenomenon and not 
something that can be measured by a 
government consumer or producer 
price index. 

Even so, there currently is signifi- 
cant price inflation for the fancy 
homes throughout the country, espe- 
cially in the New York and Con- 
necticut areas influenced by the New 
York financial center. CEO compensa- 
tion is astronomically high, while 
wages for the common man have been 
held in check. The cost of all entertain- 
ment is not cheap and rises constantly. 
Art prices are soaring, as is the price of 
tickets to athletic events. Buying 
stocks with a 1.8 percent dividend yield 
is not cheap. These prices are inflated. 
The cost of education, medicine, and 
general services are expensive and ris- 
ing. 

In spite of Government reports show- 
ing food prices are not rising, many 
constituents I talk to tell me food 
prices are always going up. It seems 
every family has difficulty compen- 
sating for the high cost of living and 
taxes are always inflating. 

There is no doubt that many Ameri- 
cans know the salaries of the CEOs, 
athletes and entertainers are astro- 
nomically high. The wages of the aver- 
age working man, though, has not kept 
up. Workers feel poorer and resentment 
grows. 

Even with all of Wall Street’s eupho- 
ria, Main Street still harbors deep con- 
cern for their financial condition and 
the future of the country. Many fami- 
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lies continue to find it difficult to pay 
their bills, and personal bankruptcies 
are at a record high at 1,400,000 per 
year. Downsizing of our large corpora- 
tions continue as many manufacturing 
jobs are sent overseas. 

This current financial bubble started 
in mid-1982. At that time, the money 
supply, as measured by M3, was $2.4 
trillion. Today it is over $5.5 trillion. 
That is a lot of inflation, and money 
supply growth is currently accel- 
erating. 

Although the money supply has been 
significantly increased in the past 16 
years and financial prices as well as 
other prices have gone up, Government 
officials continue to try to reassure the 
American people that there is no infla- 
tion to worry about because price in- 
creases, as measured by the Govern- 
ment's CPI and PPI, are not signifi- 
cantly rising. 

Stock prices, though, are greatly in- 
flated. If we had an average valuation 
of the Dow Jones Industrials for the 
past 87 years, as measured by the PE 
ratios, the Dow would be a mere 4,100 
today, not over 9,000. And the Dow 
would be much lower yet if we took the 
average price-to-dividend ratio or the 
price-to-book ratio. 

The NASDAQ is now selling at 85 
times earning. There is no doubt that 
most stock prices are grossly inflated 
and probably represent the greatest fi- 
nancial bubble known in history. 

A lot of foreign money has been used 
to buy our stocks, one of the con- 
sequences of computer-age financial 
technology and innovations. Our nega- 
tive trade balance allows foreign gov- 
ernments to accumulate large amounts 
of our treasury debt. This serves to 
dampen the bad effect of our monetary 
inflation on domestic prices, while pro- 
viding reserves for foreign central 
banks to further expand their own 
credit. 

Think of this: Money can be bor- 
rowed in Japan at Depression-era rates 
of 1 percent and then reinvested here in 
the United States either in more treas- 
ury debt earning 5 or 6 percent, or rein- 
vested in our stock market, which is 
currently climbing at a 20 percent 
annualized rate. This sounds like a per- 
fect deal for today’s speculators, but 
there is nothing that guarantees this 
process will continue for much longer. 
Perfect situations never last forever. 

Some of the euphoria that adds to the finan- 
cial bubble on Wall Street and internationally - 
is based on optimistic comments made by our 
government officials. Political leaders remind 
us time and again that our budget is balanced 
and the concern now is how to spend the ex- 
cess. Nothing could be further from the truth, 
because all the money that is being used to 
offset the deficit comes from our trust funds. 

In other words, it's comparable to a corpora- 
tion stealing from its pension fund in order to 
show a better bottom line in its day-to-day op- 
erations. Government spending and deficits 
are not being brought under control. Tax rates 
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are at historic highs, and all government tax- 
ation now consumes 50 percent of the gross 
national income. 

It is now commonly believed that the East 
Asian financial crisis is having no impact on 
our economy. But it's too early to make that 
kind of an assessment. Our president remains 
popular, according to the polls, but what will it 
be like if there's any sign of economic weak- 
ness? There could then be a lot of “piling on” 
and finger pointing. 

PROBLEMS AND VICTIMS 

The basic cause of any financial bubble is 
the artificial creation of credit by a central 
bank (in this case our Federal Reserve). Artifi- 
cially creating credit causes the currency to 
depreciate in value over time. It is important to 
understand the predictable economic problems 
that result from a depreciating currency: 

1. In the early stages it is difficult to forecast 
exactly who will suffer and when. 

2. Inflated currency and artificially low inter- 
est rates result in mal-investment that pro- 
duces over capacity in one area or another. 

3. Wealth generally transfers from the hands 
of the middle-class into the hands of the very 
wealthy. (The very poor receiving welfare gain 
a degree of protection, short of a total destruc- 
tion of the currency.) 

4. Prices indeed do go up, although which 
prices will go up is unpredictable, and the CPI 
and PPI can never be a dependable measure- 
ment of a monetary policy driven by loose 
credit. 

5. The group that suffers the very most is 
the low-middle-income group (those willing to 
stay off welfare, yet unable to benefit from any 
transfer of wealth as stagnant wages fail to 
protect them from the ravages of the rising 
cost of living). 

There are probably several reasons why this 
current economic boom has lasted longer than 
most others. The elimination of the Soviet 
threat has allowed a feeling of optimism not 
felt in many decades, and there has subse- 
quently been tremendous optimism placed on 
potential economic development of many 
world markets in this age of relative peace. 

There is also very poor understanding re- 
garding economic interventionism, the system 
most nations of the world accept today. To- 
day's interventionism is not close to a free 
market. The great Austrian economist Ludwig 
von Mises consistently pointed out that inter- 
ventionism always leads to a form of social- 
ism, which then eliminates the apparent bene- 
fits of interventionism. 

A good example of how interventionism 
leads to the destruction of a market can be 
seen in the recent tobacco fiasco. First, the to- 
bacco industry accepted subsidies and protec- 
tionism to build a powerful and wealthy indus- 
try. Then, having conceded this “nanny” role 
to the government, Big Tobacco had no de- 
fense when it was held liable for illnesses that 
befell some of the willing users of tobacco 
products. Now, the current plan of super tax- 
ation on tobacco users will allow the politicians 
to bail out the individual farmers who may be 
injured by reduced use of tobacco products 
(destruction of the market). This half-trillion- 
dollar tax proposal hardly solves the problem. 

Just as in the 1920’s, today’s productivity 
has fooled some economists by keeping 
prices down on certain items. Certainly com- 
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puter prices are down because the price of 
computer-power has dropped drastically, yet 
this should not be interpreted as an “absence” 
of inflation. Innovation has kept prices down in 
the computer industry, but it fails to do so 
when government becomes overly involved as 
it has in other technological areas, such as 
medical technology, where prices have gone 
up for services such as MRIs and CAT scans, 
not down. 
LEARN FROM JAPAN 

The most important thing to remember is 
that perceptions and economic conditions here 
can change rapidly, just as they did last sum- 
mer in the East Asian countries with the burst- 
ing of their financial bubble. They are now in 
deep recession. 

Even though Japan first recognized signs of 
difficulty nine years ago, their problems linger 
because they have not allowed the liquidation 
of debt, or the elimination of over capacity, or 
the adjustment for real estate prices that 
would occur if the market were permitted to 
operate free of government intervention. The 
U.S. did the same thing in the 1930s, and | 
suspect we will do exactly what Japan is doing 
once our problems become more pressing. 
With our own problems from the inflation of 
the last 15 years now becoming apparent, 
their only answer so far is to inflate even 
more. 

In its effort to re-energize the economy, the 
Bank of Japan is increasing its reserves at a 
51 percent rate. This may be the greatest ef- 
fort to “inflate” an economy back to health in 
all of history. Japan has inflated over the 
years and will not permit a full correction of 
their mal-investment. The Bank of Japan is 
doing everything possible to inflate again, but 
even with interest rates below 1 percent there 
are few takers. 

OECD measurements, the M1 and quasi- 
money have been increasing at greater than 
20 percent per year in East Asia. In the United 
States, M3 has been increasing at 10 percent 
a year. It is estimated that this year the U.S. 
will have a $250 billion current account def- 
icit—continued evidence of our ability to export 
our inflation. 

We are now the world’s greatest debtor, 
with an approximately $1 trillion debt to foreign 
nations. Although accumulation of our debt by 
foreign holders has leveled off, it has not 
dropped significantly. The peak occurred in 
mid-1997—today these holdings are slightly 
lower. 

THE CRUELEST TAX OF ALL 

This process of deliberately depreciating a 
currency over time (inflation) causes a loss in 
purchasing power and is especially harmful to 
those individuals who save. AIER (American 
Institute for Economic Research) calculates 
that 100 million households since 1945 have 
lost $11.2 trillion in purchasing power. This 
comes out to $112,000 per household, or put 
another way, over 5 decades each one of 
these households lost $2,200 every year. 

Although many households are feeling very 
wealthy today because their stock portfolios 
are more valuable, this can change rather rap- 
idly in a crash. The big question is what does 
the future hold for the purchasing power of the 
dollar over the next 10 or 20 years? 

THE END IN SIGHT? 

Reassurance that all is well is a strategy 

found at the end of a boom cycle. Government 
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revenues are higher than anticipated, and 
many are feeling richer than they are. The 
more inflated the stock market is as a con- 
sequence of credit creation, the less reliable 
these markets are at predicting future eco- 
nomic events. Stock markets can be good pre- 
dictors of the future, but the more speculative 
they become, the less likely it is the markets 
will reveal what the world will be like next 
ear. 

: The business cycle—the boom-bust cycle of 
history—has not been repealed. The psycho- 
logical element of trust in the money, politi- 
cians, and central bankers can permit financial 
bubbles to last longer, but policies can vary as 
well as perceptions, both being unpredictable. 

CENTRAL BANKERS 

The goal of central bankers has always 
been to gain “benefit” from the inflation they 
create, while preventing deflation and pro- 
longing the boom as long as possible—a for- 
midable task indeed. The more sophisticated 
and successful the central bankers are as 
technicians, the larger the bubble they create. 

In recent years, central bankers have had 
greater “success” for several reasons. First, 
due to the age in which we live, international- 
izing labor costs has been a great deal more 
convenient. It is much easier for companies to 
either shift labor from one country to another, 
or for the company itself to go to the area of 
the world that provides the cheapest labor. 
This has occurred with increased rapidity and 
ease over the past two decades. 

Central bankers have also become more so- 
phisticated in the balancing act between infla- 
tion and deflation. They are great technicians 
and are quite capable of interpreting events 
and striking a balance between these two hor- 
rors. This does not cancel out the basic flaw 
of a flat currency; central bankers cannot re- 
place the marketplace for determining interest 
rates and the proper amount of credit the 
economy needs. 

Central bankers have also had the advan- 
tage of technological changes that increase 
productivity and also serve to keep down cer- 
tain prices. It is true that we live in an informa- 
tion age, an age in which travel is done with 
ease and communication improvements are 
astounding. All of these events allow for a big- 
ger bubble and a higher standard of living. Un- 
fortunately this will not prove to be as sustain- 
able as many hope. 

THE PRICE OF GOLD 

Another reason for the central bankers 
greater recent success is that they have been 
quite willing to cooperate with each other in 
propping up selected currency values and 
driving down others. They have cooperated 
vigorously in dumping or threatening to dump 
gold in order to keep the dollar price of gold 
in check. They are all very much aware that 
a soaring gold price would be a vote of no 
confidence for central-bank policy. 

Washington goes along because it is fur- 
tively, but definitely, acknowledged there that 
a free market, high gold price would send a 
bad signal worldwide about the world financial 
system. Therefore, every effort is made to 
keep the price of gold low for as long as pos- 
sible. It's true the supply-siders have some in- 
terest in gold, but they are not talking about a 
gold standard, merely a price rule that encour- 
ages central-bank fixing of the price of gold. 
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Most defenders of the free enterprise system 
in Washington are Keynesians at heart and 
will not challenge interventionism on principle. 

Instead of making sure that policy is correct, 
central bankers are much more interested in 
seeing that the gold-price message reflects 
confidence in the paper money. Thus gold has 
remained in the doldrums despite significant 
rising prices for silver, platinum, and palla- 
dium. However, be assured that even central 
banks cannot “fix” the price of gold forever. 
They tried this in the 1960's with the dumping 
of hundreds of millions of ounces of American 
gold in order to artificially prop up the dollar by 
keeping the gold price at $35/oz., but in Au- 
gust 1971 this effort was abandoned. 

THE SOLUTION 

The solution to all of this is not complex. But 
no effort is going to be made to correct the 
problems that have allowed our financial bub- 
ble to develop because Alan Greenspan has 
been practically declared a god by more than 
one Wall Street guru. Because Alan Green- 
span himself understands Austrian free-market 
economics and the gold standard, it is stun- 
ning to see him participate in the bubble when 
he, deep down inside, knows big problems 
lurk around the corner. Without the motivation 
to do something, not much is likely to happen 
to our monetary system in the near future. 

It must be understood that politicians and 
the pressure of the special interests in Wash- 
ington demand that the current policies of 
spending, deficits, artificially low interest rates 
and easy credit will not change. It took the 
complete demise of the Soviet-Communist 
system before change came there. But be 
forewarned: change came with a big economic 
bang not a whimper. Fortunately that event 
occurred without an armed revolution . . . so 
far. The amazingly sudden, economic events 
occurring in East Asia could still lead to some 
serious social and military disturbances in that 
region. 

e key element to the financial system 
under which we are now living is the dollar. If 
confidence is lost in the dollar and a subse- 
quent free-market price for gold develops, the 
whole financial system is threatened. Next 
year, with the European currency unit (ECU) 
coming on line, there could be some serious 
adjustments for the dollar. The success of the 
ECU is unpredictable, but now that they are 
indicating some gold will be held in reserve, it 
is possible that this currency will get off the 
ground. 

NATIONALISM 

However, | continue to have serious res- 
ervations regarding the ECU's long-term suc- 
cess, believing that the renewed nationalism 
within Europe will not permit the monetary uni- 
fication of countries that have generally not 
trusted each other over the centuries. In Ger- 
many, 70 percent of the people oppose enter- 
ing into this new monetary agreement. If eco- 
nomic problems worsen in Europe—currently 
the unemployment rate in Germany and 
France is 12 percent—the European union 
Bo op get blamed. 

e issue of nationalism is something that 
cannot be ignored. Immediately after the col- 
lapse in East Asia, Malaysia began shipping 
out hundreds of immigrants from Indonesia as 
a reaction to their economic problems. Re- 
sentment in Germany, France, and England is 
growing toward workers from other countries. 
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The same sentiment exists here in the 
United States, but its not quiet as bad at this 
particular time because our economy is doing 
better. But in the midst of a deep recession, 
the scapegoats will be found and alien work- 
ers will always be a target. 

The greatest danger in a collapsing financial 
bubble is that the economic disruptions that 
follow might lead to political turmoil. Once seri- 
ous economic problems develop, willingness 
to sacrifice political liberty is more likely, and 
the need for a more militant government is too 
often accepted by the majority. 

No one has firmly assessed the Y2K prob- 
lem, but it cannot bode well if a financial crisis 
comes near that time. Certainly a giant com- 
pany like Citicorp and Travelers, who have re- 
cently merged, could really be hurt if the Y2K 
problem is real. Since the markets seem to be 
discounting this, | have yet to make up my 
own mind on how serious this problem is 
going to be. 

WASHINGTON MENTALITY 

Every politician | know in Washington is 
awestruck by Greenspan. The article in The 
New Republic reflects the way many Members 
of Congress feel about the “success” of 
Greenspan over the last ten years. Add to this 
the fact that there is no significant under- 
standing of the Austrian business cycle in 
Washington, and the likelihood of adopting a 
solution to the pending crisis, based on such 
an understanding, is remote. 

Liberals are heedless of the significance of 
monetary policy and its ill effects on the poor. 
They have no idea that the transfer of wealth 
from the poor to the rich occurs as a result of 
monetary policy and serves to hurt the very 
people they claim to represent. Liberals stick 
to the old cliché that all thats needed are 
more welfare benefits. They are, l'm sure, in- 
fluenced by the fact that if more welfare bene- 
fits are handed out, they can count on the 
Federal Reserve to accommodate them. Un- 
fortunately this will continue to motivate them 
to argue for a loose monetary policy. 

The debate so often seems only to be who 
should get the expanded credit, the business- 
banking community or the welfare recipients 
who will receive it indirectly through the mone- 
tization of an ever-expanding government def- 
icit. In Washington there is a craving for power 
and influence, and this motivates some a lot 
more than their public display of concern for 
helping the poor. 

Whether it's Japan that tries to inflate their 
currency to get out of an economic problem, 
or the East Asian countries facing their crisis, 
or our willingness to bail out the IMF, resorting 
to monetary inflation is the only option being 
considered. We can rest assured that inflation 
is here to stay. 

With daily pronouncements that inflation is 
dead, the stage is set for unlimited credit ex- 
pansion whenever it becomes necessary. Just 
as deficit spending and massive budgets will 
continue, we can expect the falling value of 
the dollar, long term, to further undermine the 
economic and political stability of this country 
and the world. 

Until we accept the free market principle 
that governments cannot create money out of 
thin air and that money must represent some- 
thing of real value, we can anticipate a lot 
more confiscation of wealth through inflation. 
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INTRODUCTION OF THE INTER- 
NATIONAL TOBACCO RESPONSI- 
BILITY ACT OF 1998 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, today I 
am introducing the International To- 
bacco Responsibility Act of 1998, a bill 
to adopt a truly responsible policy on 
nicotine addiction. 

With the recent forced disclosure of 
documents, we have learned, in the 
words of the tobacco companies them- 
selves, the treachery they have en- 
gaged in in targeting America’s chil- 
dren. Less well-known is the activity 
they have had around the world to ad- 
dict the children of other countries. 

Since 1990, while Philip Morris sales 
have risen by a little less than 5 per- 
cent here in the United States, they 
have grown by more than 80 percent 
abroad. Only last Thursday RJR Na- 
bisco posted some bad news: They had 
about an 11 percent drop in their to- 
bacco earnings. But the news was not 
all bleak. As the New York Times re- 
ported, the analysts said that the com- 
pany’s tobacco sales grew impressively 
in some areas like Romania, where 
they more than doubled. The analysts 
noted there was extremely good vol- 
ume in market share growth in Eastern 
Europe and Russia. 

The big tobacco companies that dis- 
avowed the settlement now, originally, 
when they entered that settlement, 
they knew they could pay any pen- 
alties they owed for what they did to 
our children by going and addicting 
children in someone else’s backyard. I 
think that is wrong. If America is to be 
called a world leader, it must also lead 
in the battle to save the lives of young 
people around this planet. 

Last year, this Congress took some 
constructive action when it adopted an 
amendment that I authored to an ap- 
propriations bill to stop the American 
taxpayer from having to be an unwill- 
ing accomplice in promoting the ac- 
tivities of these tobacco companies 
abroad by involving improperly, I 
think, and now it is against the law, 
the Trade Representative’s office and 
our various consulates around the 
world. 


o 1800 


Now we need to address this problem 
in a much more comprehensive way. 
And that is what this legislation does, 
recognizing that every year tobacco-re- 
lated diseases kill 3 million people in 
this world, and if the trends continue, 
it is estimated that in the next 25 years 
we will be up to a level of 10 million 
deaths a year as a result of tobacco. 

This legislation that I have intro- 
duced for myself and for a number of 
our colleagues in a bipartisan effort ad- 
dresses five major areas. First, we seek 
to establish a worldwide code of con- 
duct for U.S. tobacco companies. We 
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basically are saying, do not market to- 
bacco to children anywhere, and alert 
consumers to the dangers of your prod- 
uct everywhere. The Marlboro man has 
hardly vanished. He has just taken a 
trip around the world to a school or a 
youth-oriented magazine in someone 
else’s country. 

Last August, at the very time these 
high-paid, high-powered tobacco lobby- 
ists were trooping around the Capitol 
asking us to endorse the settlement, 
one of these tobacco companies pro- 
vided all-expense-paid vacations to 
Miami Beach for Latin-American re- 
porters so that they could hear com- 
pany representatives announce that re- 
strictions on smoking and advertising 
were scientifically unsound. That is 
the kind of hypocrisy that we are deal- 
ing with. Two decades ago, the United 
States set a higher ethical standard 
with regard to bribery. We can do the 
same thing with regard to tobacco. 

The second part of this bill is to 
strengthen last year’s prohibition on 
our Government promoting tobacco 
abroad. 

The third is to recognize that public 
health advocates around the world lack 
the resources to combat the very se- 
ductive practices perfected in addicting 
our children of these United States to- 
bacco companies. And so it sets aside 
some revenues from any settlement to 
help establish an American Center on 
Global Health and Tobacco and to help 
fund efforts through the Department of 
Health and Human Services to discour- 
age tobacco use worldwide. 

A fourth issue is to address the mat- 
ter of cigarette smuggling which is al- 
ready going on and actually helps some 
of these companies open up new mar- 
kets. 

And finally, we encourage the in- 
volvement of the United States in an 
International Framework Convention 
on Tobacco Control. This convention 
would be similar to the international 
campaign to ban land mines, because 
we have a real mine here threatening 
the future of the children of this world. 
For our Government to allow compa- 
nies to pay their debts at home by 
hooking children abroad to nicotine ad- 
diction and pushing them down the 
path to cancer, heart disease and em- 
physema would be an unprecedented 
act of hypocrisy. 

After so much talk about a global to- 
bacco settlement, it is time to pass 
truly global legislation that will estab- 
lish a responsible United States policy 
for addressing our country’s long com- 
plicity in the export of death and dis- 
ease. 


O 
EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 


Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to claim the time of the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL). 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DEAL). Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

—— 


NATIONAL DEFENSE AND STATE 
OF U.S. MILITARY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I rise to- 
night to talk about national defense 
and the state of our military. It is a 
very important subject that does not 
seem to have received adequate atten- 
tion lately. 

In fact, the President this year de- 
voted only one sentence in his entire 
State of the Union Address to the need 
to maintain a ready and modern force. 
Additionally, the President’s 1999 budg- 
et proposes more than $100 billion in 
new domestic spending, but it fails to 
provide one dime in increased defense 
spending. 

The administration’s budget request 
for defense in 1999, therefore, rep- 
resents the 14th consecutive year of 
real decline in defense spending. I per- 
sonally do not believe this is the right 
policy for our Nation, and I know from 
talking to citizens in eastern North 
Carolina that they do not think so ei- 
ther. 

My constituents, like so many people 
throughout America, realize that hav- 
ing a strong national defense has 
played a critical role in the history of 
our country and that now is no time to 
have a weakened military. Maintaining 
a ready and modern force is like insur- 
ance for our Nation. None of us would 
want to drive our cars without having 
car insurance in the event of an acci- 
dent, but we seem to be denied that 
same protection to our national safety 
and freedom. 

There is clear evidence that we no 
longer have the military to fight in 
two regions at the same time. Consid- 
ering the real likelihood of this situa- 
tion, I think it is past time that we 
take a serious look at protection we 
are denying ourselves. Once dimin- 
ished, our forces cannot rebuild quick- 
ly, and they are, unfortunately, al- 
ready 32 percent smaller than they 
were just 10 years ago. 

We have such fine men and women in 
our military today, but they are con- 
stantly faced with budget cuts and 
shortages despite so many base clos- 
ings. Our pilots are not receiving the 
flying time they need to be thoroughly 
prepared, and many are leaving the 
military at an alarming rate. All too 
often our troops do not have adequate 
equipment, and their morale is suf- 
fering. 

I, for one, find this situation unac- 
ceptable. So many of our fellow coun- 
trymen have fought and sacrificed and 
even died so that we may have the free- 
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doms we enjoy today. Yet we are, in ef- 
fect, taking their bravery and sac- 
rifices for granted by failing to ade- 
quately protect the safety and freedom 
they fought for. 

The President has deployed over 25 
times our forces during his tenure at a 
monetary cost that exceeds $13 billion, 
and yet he continues to cut their budg- 
et. 

The 1999 defense budget request, 
when measured in constant dollars, 
represents the smallest defense budget 
since the beginning of the Korean War 
in 1950. I hope that, as we proceed with 
this year’s appropriation process, my 
colleagues in this Congress would join 
me in the fight to stop this reckless de- 
pletion of our military. 

In the name of freedom, let us once 
again provide our Armed Forces with 
the resources they need to fulfill their 
mission of protecting this Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, may God bless America. 


——— 
SAVING SOCIAL SECURITY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak- 
er, there has been a lot of talk recently 
about what we are going to do to save 
Social Security. I would report to my 
colleagues this evening, Mr. Speaker, 
that today the Social Security trustees 
presented their new analysis of when 
Social Security is going broke; in other 
words, when there is going to be less 
money coming in from tax revenues 
than is required to pay current bene- 
fits. 

That projection indicated that we 
have maybe a year, maybe 2 years’ ad- 
ditional time before less is coming in 
than is needed to pay benefits. I think 
today is a day that we should all re- 
mind ourselves of the real problem of 
Social Security. 

The estimate continues that the un- 
funded liability or the actuarial debt of 
Social Security is over $3 trillion. In 
other words, we would have to take $3 
trillion today and put it in some kind 
of an investment fund to keep Social 
Security going for the next 75 years. 

The problem that we are running 
into, Mr. Speaker, is the demographics 
of Social Security. Social Security is a 
pay-as-you-go program where existing 
workers pay in their taxes, and imme- 
diately those taxes are sent out to ex- 
isting beneficiaries. Because of that 
and because demographics have 
changed in the last several years, there 
are fewer and fewer workers paying in 
taxes to support an increasing number 
of retirees. 

Let me give my colleagues some ex- 
amples of that changing demographics. 
In 1942 there were about 40 people 
working, paying in their Social Secu- 
rity tax for each retiree. By 1950 it got 
down to 17 workers working, paying in 
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their Social Security tax for each re- 
tiree. Guess what it is today? Today, 
there are three people working, paying 
in their Social Security tax for each 
retiree. And the estimate is that by 
2027 we will be down to two workers. 


What has happened is there has been 
a decline in the birth rate after the so- 
called baby boomers. Then addition- 
ally, there has been an increase in the 
longevity or the length of time people 
are expected to live. 


When we started Social Security in 
1935, the average life span was 62 years 
old. So, therefore, since the retirement 
age was 65, that meant most people 
never lived long enough to collect any- 
thing from Social Security. Today the 
average life span at birth is 74 years 
old for a male and 76 years old for a fe- 
male, but if one is I will use the word 
“fortunate” enough to reach retire- 
ment age 65, on the average, he or she 
will live another 20 years. 


So what do we do about this pay-as- 
you-go system? How do we change it? 
The estimates are that there is going 
to be less money coming in as taxes 
than is needed for benefits as early as 
2007 to 2013. Sometime in that time pe- 
riod, there is going to be less money 
coming in than is required to pay out 
benefits. The longer we delay in solving 
and coming up with a solution for So- 
cial Security, the more drastic that so- 
lution has to be. 


I have the only bill that has been in- 
troduced in the United States House of 
Representatives that has been scored 
to keep Social Security solvent for the 
next hundred years. That is House bill 
H.R. 3082. But I also put in a com- 
panion bill a couple months ago, that 
is H.R. 3560, that says—in addition to 
keeping Social Security solvent for the 
young people and allowing them to own 
a private retirement investment ac- 
count that bears money that if they die 
before age of retirement goes into their 
estate—this proposal says, let us start 
using some of the surplus money that 
is coming into the Federal Govern- 
ment.” 


And we now expect the surplus this 
year, as we now define “surplus”, to be 
upwards of $40- to $50 billion. So I say, 
let us start using some of that money 
to set up private investment retire- 
ment savings accounts for people that 
pay a FICA tax, for people that are 
working. 


Let us not put off this problem sim- 
ply but let us take advantage of to- 
day’s current positive economy, with 
more jobs and higher pay in many 
cases, to create a Social Security pro- 
gram that preserves benefits for cur- 
rent retirees, and makes sure that fu- 
ture retirees have even more savings 
when they retire. 


Mr. Speaker, let us do put Social Se- 
curity first. 
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EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 


Ms. CARSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to claim the time 
of the gentleman from Guam (Mr. 
UNDERWOOD). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

—— 


TRIBUTE TO MARY FENDRICH 
HULMAN 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
woman from Indiana (Ms. CARSON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. CARSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to a unique and 
great American. Mary Hulman was 
Chair of the board of directors of the 
Indianapolis Motor Speedway when she 
died 2 weeks ago at the age of 93. 

Most Americans would not recognize 
her, but they heard Mary Hulman's 
voice many times over the years at the 
Indianapolis 500 when she commanded 
the drivers Gentlemen, start your en- 
gines.” That may have been her high- 
est-profile activity, but Mary Hulman 
was much more. 

She was well-known for her generous 
philanthropic public service, even 
though she contributed with little fan- 
fare. She was a major benefactor and 
board member of several organizations, 
including Rose-Hulman Institute of 
Technology, Saint Mary-of-the-Woods 
College, the Indianapolis Museum of 
Art and Swope Art Museum in Terre 
Haute. Ms. Hulman was steadfast in 
her devotion to her Catholic faith and 
her support for Catholic charities. 

The Indianapolis Star said in an edi- 
torial that Mary Hulman always exem- 
plified Jesus’ teaching in the gospel of 
Matthew that giving should be done 
away from the blare of trumpets and 
the sight of men. She never sought rec- 
ognition for her charity work and al- 
ways looked for ways that she could do 
more. 


o 1815 


Mary Hulman was born into a 
wealthy family but she never acted as 
though wealth was her birthright. She 
knew that much is expected from those 
who have received much. Over the 
years, Mary Hulman gave away much 
of her fortune. Her gifts included $3.5 
million to the Indianapolis Museum of 
Art and $2 million to Indiana State 
University for a student union com- 
plex. 

Her daughter’s love of horses led 
Mary Hulman to give $629,000 to endow 
the Mari Hulman George School of 
Equine studies at St. Mary-in-the- 
Woods College. She also donated 
$500,000 needed to repair the college’s 
science building. 

Mary Hulman served on the develop- 
ment board of Wabash College and was 
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active in the Public Health Nursing As- 
sociation of Terre Haute. She also 
served on many agencies for the benefit 
of St. Anthony’s Hospital in Terre 
Haute. 

She was the granddaughter of Her- 
mann Fendrich, a German immigrant 
and the founder of the LaFendrich 
Cigar Company. Her father took over 
the company and operated it until his 
death. 

In 1926, Mary married Tony Hulman 
and lived in Terre Haute, where Tony 
was a well-known and prosperous busi- 
nessman. Tony Hulman was the owner 
of the speedway for many years. To- 
gether he and Mary worked to keep the 
Indianapolis 500 the world’s premier 
event in motor racing. 

Legendary racer A.J. Foyt said that 
the new generation of racers will never 
know the struggles and hardship of 
Tony and Mary Hulman that they en- 
dured to make the speedway an inter- 
national success. The Hulmans had 
taken Foyt in and given him food and 
a place to stay when he was a young 
man down on his luck. Mary was 
known for her kindness to new racers 
coming up through the ranks. 

Mary Hulman thought her husband 
had bought a pig in a poke when in 1945 
he acquired the speedway. But later 
she said, “I was wrong.” Last year 
Mary Hulman was inducted into the 
Speedway Hall of Fame. 

St. Francis of Assisi said, When 
there is charity and wisdom, there is 
neither fear nor ignorance.” Mary 
Hulman spent her life dispelling fear 
and ignorance through her support of 
education and charity to the less fortu- 
nate. Mary Hulman set an example for 
Americans in selflessness and sacrifice. 
The world is truly a better place for 
her 93 years of life. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the following 
editorial from the Indianapolis Star on 
the life of Mary Hulman. 

[From the Indianapolis Star, Apr. 14, 1998) 

A GENTLE LADY 

Matthew’s Gospel counsels that charitable 
giving be done in quiet, away from the blare 
of trumpets and the sight of men:. . let 
not thy left hand know what they right hand 
doeth.” 

That advice characterized the generosity 
and spirit of Mary Fendrich Hulman, who 
committed her life to worthwhile causes yet 
managed to escape the spotlight that sur- 
round one of Indiana’s richest and most 
prominent families. 

The widow of longtime Speedway owner 
Tony Hulman died Friday at age 93. A Mass 
of Christian Burial will be at 12:05 p.m. today 
in St. Benedict Catholic Church, Terre 
Haute. 

Although she shied away from publicity, 
Mrs. Hulman couldn't avoid the annual 
minute of global fame that accompanied the 
start of the Indy 500 when she issued the leg- 
endary command, “Gentlemen, start your 
engines.” It was a duty she assumed after 
her husband’s death in 1977 and continued to 
take seriously even after her health began to 
fail a few years back. 

Married to a millionaire businessman, Mrs. 
Hulman had philanthropic resources in her 
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own right as the granddaughter of Hermann 
Fendrich, a German immigrant who founded 
LaFendrich Cigar Co. A patron of the arts, 
Mrs. Hulman was a trustee of the Indianap- 
olis Museum of Art and a member of the 
board of overseers of Terre Haute’s Swope 
Art Museum. 

Her financial contributions to museum, 
church and higher education institutions 
were innumerable. Her faith and love of the 
Catholic Church were unmistakable. 

“Always gracious and unassuming, she 
quietly provided assistance for the museum's 
ongoing programs and for projects she knew 
would benefit the community and the state,” 
noted Richard Wood, chairman of the board 
of governors of the Indianapolis Museum of 
Art. 

Mrs. Hulman was an important figure in 
the racing world and remembered for her 
hospitality to drivers and their families. In 
1997, she was inducted into the Speedway 
Hall of Fame along with two-time Indy win- 
ner Gordon Johncock. 

But her role in this community far exceed- 
ed just being the wife of a very famous man. 
Her commitment to community leaves a leg- 
acy that rivals the motorsports legacy left 
by her late husband. 


—— 


WARNINGS OF A FAILED 
DECENNIAL CENSUS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DEAL of Georgia). Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MILLER) is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday the Los Angeles Times ran a 
story about a census in California. But 
the story had nothing to do with the 
Census 2000 dress rehearsal going on 
now in Sacramento. It concerned a cen- 
sus conducted by the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works, a 
census that counts bats. That is right, 
bats. On May 17, a team of biologists 
and a couple of dozen volunteers will 
try to count every bat living under- 
neath three wooden bridges in Topanga 
Canyon in California. Let me quote 
from the article: 

Census takers, who range in age from 7 to 
70, will each be assigned a section of a 
bridge. With a Tally Wacker in hand, a click- 
er used to count quickly with the thumb, 
they will attempt to count the bats as they 
emerge from their roosts at dusk. Partici- 
pants will “have to be in place, sitting very 
quietly before dusk, so they don't disturb the 
bats,” says biologist Rosi Dagit. Dagit says 
bats are very sensitive to noise and won't fly 
if they suspect they are being watched by 
humans. 

The article concludes: Census tak- 
ers will have to be fast.” 

Mr. Speaker, as chairman of the Sub- 
committee on the Census, I am tempt- 
ed here to start making jokes about 
the batty census the Clinton Adminis- 
tration wants to conduct in the year 
2000 using statistical sampling, but I 
will refrain. I will just say that if we 
can put that much effort into actually 
counting bats, I think it is a good 
lighthearted example to show that let 
us just count all Americans when we do 
the census in the year 2000. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Mr. Speaker, let me talk about a 
more serious subject, and that is the 
continued stonewalling by the Clinton 
Administration regarding the 2000 cen- 
sus. The latest example is the Census 
Monitoring Board. Last year Congress 
and the Administration agreed to ap- 
point a new oversight board. The agree- 
ment was for four congressional ap- 
pointments and four White House ap- 
pointments. 

Speaker GINGRICH and Majority Lead- 
er LOTT made their appointments in 
February. But the board members have 
not been able to hire staff and start 
oversight because the White House 
took its own sweet time in making ap- 
pointments. In fact, I had to send a let- 
ter on Friday to get the White House 
to finally follow through with the ap- 
pointments last night. I would like to 
submit my letter for the RECORD. 

The text of the letter is as follows: 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM- 
MITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
AND OVERSIGHT, 

Washington, DC, April 24, 1998. 
Hon. WILLIAM J. CLINTON, 
President of the United States, 

House, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am writing to ex- 
press my extreme disappointment with the 
apparent lack of serious interest your Ad- 
ministration is displaying towards the over- 
sight of the 2000 Census. 

You are required pursuant to §210 of Public 
Law 105-119, the Departments of Commerce, 
Justice, and State Appropriations Act of 
1998, to appoint four members to the Census 
Monitoring Board to observe and monitor all 
aspects of the preparation and implementa- 
tion of the 2000 decennial census. These ap- 
pointments were due to be made within 60 
days of the enactment of P.L. 105-119, which 
you signed into law on November 26, 1997. 

On April 6, 1998, The White House Office of 
the Press Secretary released a two-page doc- 
ument which stated: The President today 
appointed Tony Coehlo, Dr. Everett M. Ehr- 
lich, Gilbert F. Casellas, and Lorraine Green 
as members of the U.S. Census Monitoring 
Board.” I have attached a copy of this an- 
nouncement for your reference. The news of 
the appointment of these individuals was 
subsequently widely reported by a substan- 
tial number of news organizations. 

Several times after this April 6th an- 
nouncement, including as recently as today, 
my staff and counsels have reported to me 
that in numerous telephone conversations, 
both the Office of the Executive Clerk and 
the Office of Presidential Personnel have de- 
nied to them that you have officially ap- 
pointed either these or any other individuals 
to the Census Monitoring Board. Congres- 
sional Census Monitoring Board Co-Chair- 
man J. Kenneth Blackwell has also been told 
that no appointments have been made, frus- 
trating his efforts to convene a meeting of 
the Board to begin their work. These state- 
ments are in direct contradiction to your 
earlier announcement. 

You can understand my frustration at this 
startling turn of events. It is completely ir- 
responsible for the Administration to further 
delay the first meeting of the Board, since 
you are undoubtedly aware that the Board 
must first meet and approve its ground rules 
before oversight activities can begin and pro- 
fessional staff can be hired. Thus, every day 
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you delay in making your appointments, you 
effectively stonewall independent oversight 
and review of the 2000 census. 

The mixed and conflicting messages from 
your Administration on the Board appoint- 
ments create the appearance of an attempt 
to delay or prevent oversight of the con- 
troversial Census 2000 plan. The Commerce 
Department Inspector General and the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office have repeatedly 
warned us that the decennial census is at 
high risk for failure. The critical Census 
Dress Rehearsal began on April 18th, yet the 
Board is unable to perform any oversight 
until your appointments have been made. I 
would hope you agree with me that without 
this intensive oversight by the Board, the 
American people cannot have confidence 
that the demonstrations of the Bureau’s 
complicated and complex statistical meth- 
odologies have been done in an open and fair 
environment. 

The American people deserve a census that 
is honest and reliable. This latest episode in- 
creases the risk of a failed census in 2000, one 
which will cost taxpayers billions and 
produce worthless results. I strongly urge 
you to immediately rectify this situation by 
confirming your appointments to the Census 
Monitoring Board and allowing them to get 
on with the very serious work that await 
them. 

Sincerely, 
DAN MILLER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on the Census. 

P.S. I strongly urge you to also move 
quickly to nominate a new Director of the 
Census Bureau. 

After receiving the letter we heard 
last night that the President finally 
made his appointments. 

Mr. Speaker, I should not have to 
send letters to the White House to get 
the President to comply with the law. 
The mere fact that the letter had to be 
sent reflects poorly on the White 
House. The fact that the dress re- 
hearsal has already started before the 
President made his appointments re- 
flects poorly on the White House. Re- 
ports that the co-chairman, Tony 
Coehlo, is planning on leaving the 
country before the board has a chance 
to meet reflects poorly on the White 
House. 

Fairly or unfairly, the cavalier atti- 
tude from the Clinton Administration 
creates the appearance of an attempt 
to delay or prevent oversight of the 
controversial 2000 census plan. The 
Commerce Department's Inspector 
General and the General Accounting 
Office have repeatedly warned us that 
the decennial census is at a high risk 
for failure. 

The critical census dress rehearsals 
began on April 18, yet the board has 
been unable to perform any oversight. 
Without this intensive oversight by the 
board, the American people cannot be 
confident that the demonstrations of 
the Bureau’s complicated and complex 
statistical methodologies have been 
done in an open and fair environment. 

Now we have strong signals that the 
stonewalling will continue. My friend 
and respected colleague from New 
York, the ranking member of the sub- 
committee, is suggesting hiring prac- 
tices for the oversight board. Despite 
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the fact that the law says that, the 
board may appoint and fix the pay of 
such additional personnel as the execu- 
tive director for each of the two parts 
of the group considers appropriate,” 
there is now a suggestion that both 
sides have to approve the hiring of each 
other’s persons. That is just out- 
rageous. I do not tell the minority 
what staff to hire and they do not tell 
the majority what staff to hire. To pro- 
pose that is just outrageous. 

Unfortunately, the helpful sugges- 
tions of the minority do not stop there. 
They go on to demand that employees 
of the board be forbidden to do any 
work unless both sides approve, that 
the expenditure of any funds by the 
board be forbidden unless both sides ap- 
prove, crippling their ability to do even 
simple things like traveling and cut- 
ting monthly paychecks. And, most 
shockingly of all, they demand that 
board members and employees forfeit 
their constitutional right to free 
speech while in the employment of the 
board. 

Mr. Coehlo certainly does not need 
the advice of congressional Democrats 
on how to stonewall oversight, so my 
Democratic colleagues should not be 
concerned with trying to interfere with 
the oversight board’s activities and 
dictate their rules. 

Once again this strikes me more as 
an attempt to delay oversight. Rather 
than getting down to serious oversight, 
the Democrats now want to fight about 
hiring a staff and play games with the 
rules. That of course will take time, 
time that we do not have because the 
White House took so long to appoint 
its board members. I understand the 
game that is being played, and frankly 
it is sad. 

The American people deserve a cen- 
sus that is honest and reliable. This on- 
going saga of the delay at the oversight 
board increases the risk of a failed cen- 
sus in 2000, a census which will cost 
taxpayers billions and produce worth- 
less results. I strongly urge the Presi- 
dent to take the warnings of a failed 
census seriously and direct his admin- 
istration to start cooperating and lis- 
tening to Congress. 

— 


IN SUPPORT OF RESOLUTION ON 
OCCASION OF 50TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF FOUNDING OF MODERN 
STATE OF ISRAEL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in support of House 
Joint Resolution 102, expressing the 
sense of Congress on the occasion of 
the 50th anniversary of the founding of 
the modern state of Israel and re- 
affirming the bonds of friendship and 
cooperation between the United States 
and Israel. 
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I would like to particularly acknowl- 
edge the Jewish community in Houston 
and thank them for giving to Houston 
and Houston school children the won- 
derful Holocaust Museum located in 
Houston, TX which has provided so 
many with an opportunity to under- 
stand the life and legacy of so many of 
our Jewish community and as well the 
history of Israel. 

I would also like to acknowledge spe- 
cial friends like the late Jerry Ribnik, 
someone who has lived his life in fos- 
tering good relations, human relations 
and communication between those of 
the Jewish community and the larger 
community, and particularly for his 
support of Israel. 

Likewise, I would like to add my ap- 
preciation and support for Vic Sam- 
uels, the editor of the Jewish Herald 
Voice, a paper that for many years has 
given to Houston the value of its in- 
sight and understanding of the issues 
dealing with Israel and the issues in 
general of the Jewish community. 

I would also like to thank the late 
Karen Susman, who worked so very 
hard with the Anti-Defamation League. 
Many were able to see the light 
through Karen’s eyes; we thank her. 
With her recent passing, I wanted her 
family and friends to know how much 
her contributions impacted all of us 
and helped to foster relationships be- 
tween the Jewish community and the 
larger community. 

Then I would also like to commend 
Melvin and Freda Dow whose combined 
leadership of AIPAC did so much in 
adding to the national recognition of 
the friendship between Israel and the 
United States. 

It is important as well to recognize 
the many community associations and 
organizations like Houston’s local 
chapter of the American Jewish Fed- 
eration, the local chapter of the Anti- 
Defamation League and, as I men- 
tioned earlier, the Jewish Herald Voice 
newspaper. All have contributed to fos- 
tering greater understanding and 
friendship in Houston and added to our 
appreciation of the importance of 
Israel to our Nation and yes, to our 
city, the City of Houston. 

A milestone in world history was 
reached on November 29, 1947, when the 
United Nations General Assembly 
voted to assist in the creation of the 
state of Israel. The people of the 
United States began a long history 
with the modern state of Israel on May 
14, 1948 when the people of Israel pro- 
claimed the establishment of the sov- 
ereign and independent state of Israel 
and the United States Government es- 
tablished full diplomatic relations with 
Israel. This relationship has been fos- 
tered by a mutual appreciation for 
democratic values, common strategic 
interests and moral bonds of friendship 
and mutual respect. 

The establishment of a modern state 
of Israel as a homeland for the Jews 
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followed the murder of more than 6 
million European Jews during the Hol- 
ocaust. This tragic chapter in world 
history will never be forgotten, and the 
establishment of a modern state of 
Israel in no way relieves those respon- 
sible for that terrible crime. 

This jubilee year for the state of 
Israel is one that the United States and 
the world can join in to celebrate to- 
gether. The people of Israel have estab- 
lished a vibrant and functioning plural- 
istic democratic political system in- 
cluding freedom of speech, a free press, 
free and open elections, the rule of law, 
and other important democratic prin- 
ciples and practices. 

I would like to offer my thanks and 
appreciation to the people of Israel for 
their efforts in maintaining a demo- 
cratic government and the strength- 
ening of the relationship with the 
United States as each Nation moves to- 
ward the dawn of a new century. I wish 
all of Israel and its people a prosperous 
future, and I believe that the next 50 
years will be as successful as the last. 
Best wishes to all of you on the 50th 
anniversary of the modern state of 
Israel. 


IN HONOR OF TOM ARCHER AND 
LARRY WALSH, VOLUNTEER 
FIREFIGHTERS FELLED IN THE 
LINE OF DUTY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM) is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor two fallen heroes from 
Albert City, Iowa. Tom Archer and 
Larry Walsh, both volunteer fire- 
fighters with the Albert City Fire De- 
partment, were taken from us in the 
line of duty on April 9. They were 
fighting a propane tank fire when an 
unexpected and horrific explosion 
claimed their lives. The explosion also 
injured six other firefighters and a dep- 
uty sheriff. 

Both of these men were true heroes 
in every sense of the word. Between 
them they had served for nearly 30 
years as volunteer firefighters to pro- 
tect the lives and the property of their 
neighbors, their families and their 
communities. 

Larry Walsh and Tom Archer volun- 
teered because they cared. They volun- 
teered because they cared enough to 
risk their lives whenever called upon. 
They volunteered because they cared 
enough to interrupt their jobs, their 
meals and their precious time with 
their families. They volunteered be- 
cause they cared about protecting the 
property, the safety and the lives of 
their neighbors in times of need, a need 
that could have arisen at any time in 
the day or night or any day of the year. 

Tom Archer and Larry Walsh were 
two of the Nation’s finest volunteer 
firefighters, a group of men and women 
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who inspire so many by the brave ac- 
tions they take in and for their com- 
munities. 
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Volunteer firefighters are uniquely 
small town and rural American. They 
provide a quality protection that their 
communities would never be able to af- 
ford without their dedication. 

This evening, I am asking that all 
Americans take a moment to remem- 
ber Tom Archer, his wife Kelly, and 
their 2 children, Cody and Tanner, and 
to remember Larry Walsh, his wife Val- 
erie, their four children, Angela, 
Lindsey, Jason and Shannon, in our 
prayers. May we remember Tom Archer 
and Larry Walsh in our hearts as fa- 
thers, husbands and two of America’s 
greatest heroes. May they rest in peace 
in God’s hands. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the Chairman 
of the Congressional Fire and EMS 
Caucus, the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. WELDON). 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my colleague for 
yielding; and I just want to join him 
and thank him for his eloquent state- 
ment on behalf of these two brave 
Americans and to extend my deepest 
sympathies to their families along with 
the gentleman from Iowa. 

Let me state, Mr. Speaker, each year, 
unfortunately, we have a hundred inci- 
dents of this type across this Nation, 
where there is no other volunteer occu- 
pation in America where, each year, 100 
brave Americans lose their lives and 
they are torn from their families as we 
have with the American volunteer fire 
service. It is another example of where 
we have people selflessly providing sup- 
port to protect our families and our 
neighborhoods, and it is all the more 
reason why in this terrible tragedy in 
Iowa we should recommit ourselves as 
an institution to try to lessen the 
amount of loss of life that we have not 
in just these brave Americans but from 
those people they are trying to save. 

I join with my friend and colleague, 
and I would reiterate that on Thurs- 
day, Mr. Speaker, we will be joined by 
some 2,000 of these leaders from across 
the country to talk about the kind of 
needs that would better prepare men 
like Tom and Larry to deal with these 
terrible disasters that they face every 
day in their communities. 

Right outside of the House Chambers 
will be a massive display of support for 
the men and women of the American 
Fire Service, both paid and volunteers, 
asking this Congress and this adminis- 
tration to finally listen, to provide not 
just training but resources, commu- 
nications equipment, support for pre- 
planning that does not exist now so 
that we do not keep having to come 
down to the well to pay tribute to 
brave Americans like Tom Archer and 
Larry Walsh. 

Let me say in closing, Mr. Speaker, 
as we in this country look for heroes 
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we do not have to look to Hollywood, 
and we do not have to look to our ath- 
letic figures. We do not have to look to 
our politicians. We can look to those 
men and women across this country, 1.2 
million of them in 32,000 organizations 
and departments just like the one that 
Tom and Larry belonged to who, day in 
and day out, protect America. And 
they do not do it for the pay. They do 
not do it for the recognition. They do 
it because it is the right thing to do for 
their community and for their country. 

I join with my friend, and I thank 
him for his tireless efforts on behalf of 
the American Fire Service and in pay- 
ing tribute to these two great Ameri- 
cans. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman very much for his excel- 
lent statement. 


—— 


TRIBUTE TO DENNIS 
YARBOROUGH, KIRTLAND, OHIO’S 
CHIEF OF POLICE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, be- 
fore I had the pleasure of serving as a 
Member of Congress, I was a pros- 
ecuting attorney in Ohio. And while I 
prosecuted thousands of cases and saw 
many defendants in court, there was 
one in 1990 that was notorious; and the 
facts of the case do not matter; and the 
defendants, who are all in prison, real- 
ly do not matter. But what does matter 
is that that case, because of its noto- 
riety, gave me the things that those of 
us in public life need to be successful: 
name recognition, approval ratings. 
But, more than that, it gave me a 
friend for life, Chief Dennis Yarborough 
of the Kirtland Police Department. 

Chief Yarborough served in the spe- 
cial forces posted at the White House. 
He was a highway patrolman in Penn- 
sylvania, and he served as a deputy 
sheriff before coming home to his be- 
loved Kirtland, where he served as 
chief of police for 19 years. 

Kirtland, Ohio, is a beautiful town. It 
is a city of faith, it is a city of trees, 
many churches. It is the home, and 
those of the Mormon faith will know 
Joseph Smith stopped in his travels in 
Kirtland, Ohio, and built the Kirtland 
Temple. It is a city of good people, and 
it is a place that Dennis very much 
loved. 

The last case in this series of cases, 
because of the pretrial publicity, was 
transferred hundreds of miles from our 
home; and Dennis and I lived for weeks 
at a time in 1990 out of our suitcases. 
And although it prepared me for this 
life, I have to say that I do not enjoy 
living out of a suitcase any more today 
than I did then. 

But we did have the chance, when we 
had dinner at the end of the day or 
when we had breakfast before going to 
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the courthouse in the morning, to talk; 
and, just like here, it is good to not 
talk always about legislation and 
things political. It was good not to talk 
about the case all the time. 

Dennis’ conversation always focused 
on three things. It focused on the com- 
munity, Kirtland, where he grew up, a 
city that he loved, a place that he very 
much wanted to serve and protect; and 
it was obvious today at his funeral, Mr. 
Speaker, that the City of Kirtland 
loved him. As we left the driveway of 
the church, men, women and children 
lined the street and waved goodbye to 
their beloved chief. Store merchants 
put signs on their marquees thanking 
him for his 19 years of service and say- 
ing goodbye. 

He talked about his children, Jim 
and Marcy, and how proud that he was 
to have been able to participate in the 
raising of such fine, fine Americans and 
how he was glad that if he had done 
nothing else on Earth he was able to 
provide two young people with a good 
start in life so that they could be proud 
Americans as well. 

And, lastly, he talked about his wife 
Gail, his wife Gail whom he had been 
with since they were 12 years old. As a 
matter of fact, in our hotel in Toledo 
the chief had never been away from his 
wife for an extended period of time, and 
he could not sleep. So he would get up 
in the middle of the night, and he 
would walk the halls of the hotel, and 
that is how he passed his time. 

Today, not only Kirtland, Ohio, but 
the United States and certainly the 
area that I represent lost a great man. 
On Thursday last, while jogging, an- 
other one of his passions, he collapsed 
and died of a heart attack. 

Tonight, Mr. Speaker, Dennis 
Yarborough, Chief Dennis Yarborough 
of the Kirtland Police Department, I 
believe is in God’s arms. And I also 
pray this evening that the good Lord 
watches over his family, Gail and 
James and Marcy; and I know that this 
country, my district, Kirtland, Ohio, is 


better for the fact that Dennis 
Yarborough came their way. 
—— 
MEETING THE NEEDS OF OUR 
MILITARY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
WELDON) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, this week we begin the annual 
process of marking up our defense bills. 
These are the largest bills that we 
enact in this Congress each year and, 
perhaps, I would argue, the most im- 
portant. 

Unfortunately, we are facing an im- 
possible situation. The only major area 
of Federal spending where this admin- 
istration has actually cut has been in 
the area of national security. All other 
Federal agencies have either remained 
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stagnant or they have received slight 
increases. In fact, this is the twelfth 
consecutive year of defense cuts. Some 
would say, well, we are still spending 
more money on the military, but the 
facts all prove otherwise. 

In John Kennedy’s era, a time of rel- 
ative peace after Korea and before 
Vietnam, we were spending 52 cents of 
every Federal tax dollar on the mili- 
tary. This year, we are spending 15 
cents on the military. In John Ken- 
nedy’s era, we spent 9 percent of our 
country’s gross national product on de- 
fense. This year, it is 2.9 percent. 

And back in John Kennedy’s era, Mr. 
Speaker, we had a draft where young 
people were taken out of high school 
and they were forced to serve the coun- 
try and then they served for 2 years 
and left the service of the Nation. 
Today, we have an all-volunteer force, 
well-paid, families, children, education 
costs, housing costs. So quality of life 
is a much larger portion of that small- 
er amount of money that we spend on 
defense. Our job is to try to meet the 
needs of our military in a very difficult 
budget environment. 

Now added to this problem of de- 
creasing defense assets is the fact that, 
over the past 6 years under this Presi- 
dent, we have had our troops deployed 
25 times around the world at home and 
abroad. Now that compares to 10 de- 
ployments in the previous 40 years. 
Twenty-five deployments in 6 years 
versus 10 deployments in the previous 
40 years. And the problem, Mr. Speak- 
er, is none of these 25 deployments 
were budgeted for, none of these 25 de- 
ployments were paid for. 

So in spite of the dramatically de- 
clining defense budgets, we have added 
up an additional $15 billion that was 
not planned for that had to come out of 
defense programs. So we have had an 
additional cut of $15 billion below the 
authorized budget amount. 

The problem, Mr. Speaker, is, in the 
case of Bosnia, we are spending $9.42 
billion on the Bosnian operation. It is 
not that we do not think we have a role 
for the U.S. in Bosnia, but what is 
being said in this body and the other 
body is, why should America go it 
alone? Why did we put 36,000 troops in 
Bosnia when the Germans right next 
door only put 4,000 troops in that the- 
ater? Why are we always asked to foot 
the bill for these deployments that are 
so important for regional and global se- 
curity? 

After all, President Bush in Desert 
Storm got the allied nations to reim- 
burse the U.S. $53 billion for the costs 
of Desert Storm which were $52 billion. 
Under this administration, we have had 
no reimbursements; and the $15 billion 
of contingency costs have all come out 
of an already strapped defense budget. 

I raise this issue, Mr. Speaker, be- 
cause we are in for tough times as we 
approach the 21st century. We cannot 
continue to meet the needs of our 
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troops under the type of robust com- 
mitments that this President has made 
for the men and women of America's 
military. We need to understand the 
sacrifice, and we need to understand 
that we need to stop the continuing 
drain of defense dollars that are so nec- 
essary to provide the support for these 
brave men and women. 

We also must fund the emerging 
threats that we see arising. Missile ca- 
pabilities around the world are coming 
up. Iran, Iraq are now developing me- 
dium-range missiles that North Korea 
already has. 

Tomorrow, Mr. Speaker, I would ask 
our colleagues to join us on the Ray- 
burn Triangle where we will unveil one 
of the Army’s newest programs called 
THAAD, along with a Scud missile, a 
40-foot-long missile that was used by 
Saddam 7 years ago to kill 28 young 
Americans in Saudi Arabia. This new 
Army system that we are desperately 
tying to fund in this difficult budget 
environment is designed to meet that 
threat in the 21st century. 

I urge our colleagues to join the 
Army and the Ballistic Missile Defense 
Organization in seeing firsthand the 
kind of technology that we are trying 
to produce in this very difficult budget 
environment. 


DOUBLE NIH FUNDING IN FIVE 
YEARS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DEAL of Georgia). Under the Speaker's 
announced policy of January 7, 1997, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GEKAS) is recognized for 60 minutes as 
the designee of the majority leader. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that all Members have 5 
legislative days within which to revise 
and extend their remarks on the sub- 
ject of this particular special order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, this spe- 
cial order is centered around our effort 
to double the appropriations, to double 
the funding, as it were, of the National 
Institutes of Health over the next 5 
years. 

I have for a long time appreciated the 
special efforts made by our scientists, 
researchers across the country, as have 
all Members of Congress as we see new, 
spectacular advances made in research 
and development of technologies, new 
ways to cure age-old diseases, those 
that have scourged the earth for all 
these years, and new ways of treating 
people who have reached older age, how 
to treat infant deaths and the scourge 
of handicaps that are across the land. 

All these research methods and sci- 
entific methodologies have blossomed 
over the last several years to such an 
extent that we feel confident that to 
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redouble, using those words advisedly, 
the effort on the part of our entire so- 
ciety will benefit that society in a mil- 
lion different ways. 

Pursuant to that, back in November 
of last year I introduced H.R. 2889. Now 
this bill would have created and still is 
extent and could create, if passed, a na- 
tional commission for the new national 
goal, that goal being the advancement 
of global health. 

Mr. Speaker, the 20th century saw a 
goal for the United States thrust upon 
it. 
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Our country was designated the role 
in this entire global conflict that we 
witnessed during the 20th century of 
preserving democracy, of repelling 
total totalitarianism in all of its 
forms, and advancing the cause of de- 
mocracy throughout the world. We did 
that in responding to World War I, and 
we did magnificently for the sake of 
preserving Europe; in World War II to 
preserve the world on every side of the 
planet, as it were. Since then, in all of 
the skirmishes and battles and con- 
flicts that have occurred, including 
Korea and Vietnam and Desert Shield, 
Desert Storm later, Panama, Grenada, 
one names it, Bosnia today, the 20th 
century saw the United States emerge 
as the saviour of democracy and the 
proponent, the chief proponent, of de- 
mocracy. So we met our goal to repel 
totalitarianism and to preserve democ- 
racy. 

Now, what should be the goal of the 
next century, of the 2ist century? My 
legislation calls for the establishment 
of a commission to determine that the 
goal for our country should be to eradi- 
cate disease from the face of the earth. 

Now, this is a great humanitarian 
goal implicit in the language that I 
just used, to eradicate disease from the 
face of the earth, but it also carries 
with it an enlightened self-interest for 
our country. Since our country leads 
the world in pharmaceuticals and re- 
search, in development of technologies 
and biomedical advancements, in bio- 
technical concepts, in all of the science 
that is required to hone in on the 
eradication of disease, not only will we 
be steadily moving towards the goal of 
preventing and eradicating disease, but 
at the same time we will fashion a new 
leadership, economic worldwide leader- 
ship, for our country in producing the 
wherewithal by which to eradicate 
those diseases. What that means is 
more jobs, more enterprise, more pros- 
perity, while helping save humanity 
from the ravages of the diseases in 
every corner of the world that too 
often are unattended. 

So what this Special Order here to- 
night does, it fits splendidly into the 
goal, the vision that I see for the 21st 
century. Our message tonight is that 
now is the time to double, we say to 
double the appropriations, the funding 
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mechanisms for the National Institutes 
of Health, which, after all, are the bul- 
wark of all the research and the devel- 
opment that is required to meet these 
visions that we have of combating dis- 
ease. 

Mr. Speaker, if we designate funding 
to the National Institutes of Health of 
something like 15 percent, to increase 
the funding for the next 5 years at 15 
percent per annum, we would be dou- 
bling the number of dollars now being 
spent for that magnificent institution 
that provides so much benefit to man- 
kind, the National Institutes of Health. 

For instance, right now we spend 
about $14 billion. We would go up to $28 
billion, or the doubling about which we 
speak, by the year 2003. Now, we have 
been averaging about a 7 percent in- 
crease each year. I understand that 
this year the President offered an 8.4 
percent increase; the Senate version of 
the proposals would probably be about 
11 percent, and we hope that we can do 
a little better than that and meet the 
first leg, the first test of trying to dou- 
ble it by getting up to 15 percent. If we 
do so, then we will see tremendous mo- 
mentum build up so that we can accel- 
erate the rate and the breadth of the 
research that is required to meet that 
vision of eradication of disease among 
the citizens of the world. 

The other feature of what we are 
doing here is that we did not come up 
with this idea about the worthwhile- 
ness of the National Institutes of 
Health just simply by saying it. About 
5 or 6 years ago we established the Bio- 
medical Research Caucus here in the 
House of Representatives. 

The gentleman from Alabama (Mr. 
CALLAHAN), the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. PELOSI), the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) and 
myself are the current cochairs of that 
Biomedical Research Caucus. We have 
had over 60 or so special lectures by the 
most advanced scientists that we could 
muster as our lecturers to bring us up 
to date on the various progresses made 
by the National Institutes of Health. 
Among them have been about a dozen 
Nobel Prize winners in their particular 
field. 

So you name the disease, Mr. Speak- 
er, and I will name a lecturer, re- 
nowned lecturer, who has appeared in 
these very halls of the House of Rep- 
resentatives to give us an update on 
those diseases. Arthritis, AIDS, wom- 
en’s breast cancer, multiple sclerosis, 
Parkinson’s disease, you name it. 
These speakers brought us up-to-date 
on these developments. In every single 
case, cloning, new technologies, we 
even had the people from the space pro- 
gram come to tell us the advancements 
that were made by reason of space re- 
search in these very same scientific 
methodologies about which we speak. 

Now, what is the purpose of all of 
these things? To bring us up to date to 
these diseases, but also to give incen- 
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tives to Members of the House to re- 
double their efforts to bring about so- 
lutions and treatments for the various 
diseases about which we speak. I must 
tell my colleagues that in many of 
these cases, just around the corner lies 
the final solution to a lot of these ar- 
chaic diseases that have plagued us for 
so long. 

Now, how do we do this? I have col- 
leagues here who are ready to speak on 
these subjects. I will yield to the gen- 
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS). 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GEKAS), and I am honored to be here on 
this Special Order to help him with the 
endorsement of accelerated funding for 
the NIH. 

As chairman, cochairman with the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN), of 
the Genetic Privacy and Health 
Records Task Force of the Committee 
on Commerce, I can fully understand 
and appreciate the gentleman’s feel- 
ings about accelerating the funding for 
NIH. 

It is interesting that when I came to 
Congress, we were spending almost $18 
billion a year for foreign aid, and if 
anybody said, well, why are we spend- 
ing so much money for foreign aid, yet 
we are spending so little for the NIH, I 
think we have been forceful in trying 
to get more money for NIH, but we still 
have a long way to go. 

As the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. GEKAS) mentioned, we are now at 
$14 billion a year. One says, well, that 
sounds like a lot of money, but when 
we think of the kinds of things it can 
do for all Americans and for all of hu- 
manity, this is not enough money, and 
I think so much could be done. 

I would like to just, for example, 
take my colleagues into the area I am 
familiar with, and that is taking ad- 
vantage of some of the new opportuni- 
ties in genetic engineering. For exam- 
ple, as we end this millennium, we will 
have completed a program to map and 
identify the entire human genome, but 
we will not have begun to access this 
new information. As my colleagues 
may be aware, I have been working on 
this legislation before the Committee 
on Commerce to ensure protective 
measures for genetic privacy to indi- 
viduals so that we can move forward 
with these new technologies for all of 
our mutual benefits. 

But where is this technology occur- 
ring? It is occurring at the National In- 
stitutes of Health. In the new area of 
NIH research opportunities, genetics is 
one of the most exciting and promising 
developments in molecular medicine. 
Once the map of the normal function of 
human genes is made available within 
the next few years, we will then, Mr. 
Speaker, be able to make comparisons 
with our own unique genetic blueprint. 
This will herald in a whole new era of 
computer collaboration with molecular 
medicine to develop a DNA chip, trans- 
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ferring the functions of human genome 
to a computer chip to be run for com- 
parison for diagnostic and treatment 
purposes against our own genetic map. 
I mean, that is an enormous endeavor. 
It is going to require a lot of research. 

The NIH is on the leading edge of 
doing this, and we need to fund that 
project, because the ultimate guar- 
antee for all of us is better health by 
this DNA chip in transferring the func- 
tion of the human genome to a com- 
puter chip so that we can run these 
comparisons to find out what par- 
ticular genes are defective or what par- 
ticular genes provide a predisposition 
for any of us for certain diseases. 

The software and hardware that will 
be needed to be developed by the coop- 
erative efforts of genome biologists, 
mathematicians and engineers to make 
the new field of genetics a reality will 
require this increased funding for the 
NIH. So again, I think it is a good case 
for all Members to be down here on the 
House floor to argue forcibly the need 
for increased funding for the NIH. 

I think when we talk about funding 
for the NIH, we perhaps should put it 
into human terms, and I want to give 
my colleagues a case example of where 
this study, this research, has benefited 
all of us. The first debate in medical 
circles in the late 1960s and early 1970s 
was about the role of cholesterol in 
heart disease. Many scientists reasoned 
that a high-fat diet clogged the arte- 
ries and must surely contribute to 
heart attacks and strokes. Others ar- 
gued that because so many Americans 
who dined on high-fat foods had appar- 
ently healthy hearts, cholesterol might 
just be sort of a wrong, a scapegoat. 

Two physician scientists, Michael 
Brown and Joseph Goldstein of the 
University of Texas Southwestern Med- 
ical Center of Dallas, were treating 
children at the time, and this is inter- 
esting, who had heart attacks before 
the age of 10. Now, they discovered 
that the kids’ arteries were as full of 
cholesterol deposits as those of a 50- 
year-old beef-eating man. Soon they 
identified the gene that controls spe- 
cial receptors on the surface of the 
liver, and other body cells, that re- 
moved the bad cholesterol before it has 
a chance to wreak havoc in blood ves- 
sels. None of the children with early 
heart disease had the gene needed to 
break down the bad cholesterol. So in 
1985, Dr. Brown and Dr. Goldstein won 
the Lasker Award for discovering the 
mechanism that controlled cholesterol 
metabolism, and that same year they 
shared the Nobel Prize. 

So that is an example of just simply 
scientists having the time and energy, 
working through the National Insti- 
tutes of Health, through the grants, are 
able to solve some of the major prob- 
lems. 

I would like to identify another case 
example by Judah Folkman who gen- 
erated a new approach to treating can- 
cer that is directed not at the cancer 


April 28, 1998 


cell itself, but at blood vessels that 
feed tumors. The cells that line blood 
vessels put out a host of proteins or 
growth factors to which tumors are at- 
tracted. If the tumors are deprived of 
its proteins, the cancer can be starved 
without harming the healthy cells the 
way normal chemotherapy does. This is 
a remarkable and once ridiculed idea 
that is now being tested in recurring 
and metastic cancer. Based on 
Folkman’s work, experiments with 
unique tumor-suppressing drugs will 
soon be ready for breast, colon, pros- 
tate and other cancer trials. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we have here a need 
for this funding for research, and I 
think many of us are on the House 
floor today to say that the budget of 
$14 billion is not enough. A lot of us 
around here talked about being fiscally 
responsible, but here is a case where 
the direct benefits from increasing the 
funding for the NIH will be enormous. 
Iam happy to say that there are other 
Members who have stepped forward to 
do just this. 

Recently, Senator CONNIE MACK from 
Florida, my Senator, advocated dou- 
bling the NIH funding over the next 5 
years. So I have joined with him and 
others to double this funding, to in- 
crease it, because I think they are con- 
sistent with the views of conservative 
budget policy. We get the biggest bang 
for the buck by this research to help 
all Americans, particularly when we 
look at what the population is doing 
today. It is aging, and we have Medi- 
care still not completely out of sol- 
vency, right now is solvent to the year 
2010, but we are going to see more and 
more baby boomers coming in, and we 
need this research to protect their 
lives. 

So I was glad to join with Senator 
MACK and others in the House, with the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GEKAS) to increase funding for the NIH. 
It is a wise investment for the many 
health care results we achieve, and it is 
not that ambitious an enterprise when 
we consider that at the current rate of 
expenditures, we will double NIH fund- 
ing in 10 years rather than the 5 that 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GEKAS), proposed. 
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We are suggesting that we provide 
this additional funding, we do it now, 
and I think the important theme to- 
night is to make all Members aware of 
the need to get behind this. It is not a 
lot of money. 

As I say, the foreign affairs budget is 
almost higher than the NIH budget, 
and so now is the time to continue our 
efforts. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his remarks and I 
now yield to the gentleman from Wash- 
ington (Mr. NETHERCUTT). 
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Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. GEKAS) for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, there is no greater trag- 
edy in life that all of us must face at 
some time or another than facing a de- 
bilitating and serious and chronic dis- 
ease. It touches Democrats, Repub- 
licans, people of all races and religions. 
It is a fact of life. 

It is my pleasure to be here tonight 
to talk in support of not only the ef- 
forts of the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania to increase funding for the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health, but to 
stand up in support of that national 
health organization that leads the 
world in health research. 

I just happened to visit for the sec- 
ond time the National Institutes of 
Health a week ago Monday. And I com- 
mend that visit to every Member of 
this body; to go out to the NIH and see 
the resources that we have there, that 
we taxpayers fund in order to try to 
make lives better by curing disease. It 
is a remarkable experience to see it 
and to meet with the leaders of the 
centers and the institutes, the 21 cen- 
ters and institutes of the National In- 
stitutes of Health. 

Mr. Speaker, it is celebrating its 50th 
year, approximately, this year, having 
been the Public Health Service over 
the years and being the National Insti- 
tutes of Health in recent times. I must 
say, Mr. Speaker, that the history is a 
proud one. There have been tremendous 
developments and progress achieved by 
the scientists, the researchers, the 
medical professionals, the nurses, the 
administrators at the National Insti- 
tutes of Health. It is worthy of a Fed- 
eral taxpayer commitment to enhance 
this research, to seek cures in our soci- 
ety for the very serious diseases which 
affect all Americans and, indeed, all 
people around the world. 

I think we have to look at what in- 
creased funding would do. It would cer- 
tainly help bridge the gap between the 
National Academy of Sciences and the 
NIH. There is research going on, sci- 
entific research going on throughout 
this entire government. The Depart- 
ment of Defense has a breast cancer fa- 
cility and bank that looks at the inci- 
dence of breast cancer and blood work 
that would lead to cures for this ter- 
rible disease. 

The National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration does tremendous work 
on microgravity. In fact, as we speak, 
there is a satellite and a space station 
somewhere and a research facility 
somewhere engaged with NASA doing 
this great research that is going to 
help people deal with the chronic dis- 
eases that affect their lives. 

Mr. Speaker, I happen to have a spe- 
cial interest in diabetes research. In 
fact, I am proud to be one of the co- 
founders of the Diabetes Caucus with 
the gentlewoman from Oregon (Ms. 
FURSE), and 158 Members are now part 
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of this Diabetes Caucus. We set out 
over the last three years that I have 
been in Congress to work very hard to 
raise the interest level and the under- 
standing of diabetes. 

The Speaker of the House, NEWT 
GINGRICH, has been a great leader in 
terms of providing additional funding 
for NIH, for the research mission to 
cure diabetes, because diabetes affects 
about 27 cents out of every Medicare 
dollar. It is spent in the treatment of 
diabetes and the very serious complica- 
tions that can come if a diabetic does 
not take care of himself or herself. 
Things like blindness, amputations, 
heart disease, kidney failure, all of 
those things are consequences of lack 
of treatment and lack of care for the 
disease called diabetes that is a killer 
disease in our society. 

So it has been our pleasure, with the 
other 157 Members, along with the gen- 
tlewoman from Oregon (Ms. FURSE) and 
myself, to push very hard this idea 
that we have to have increased funding 
at the National Institutes of Health, in 
specific terms the National Institute 
for Diabetes, Digestive and Kidney Dis- 
eases, which does this great research 
on how to cure diabetes. 

Mr. Speaker, if we cure diabetes, we 
will have a better society. If we cure 
cancer, we will have more productivity 
among all Americans and around the 
world. So it is in our interest, our na- 
tional interest, to dedicate ourselves to 
increased funding for the National In- 
stitutes of Health. 

When I visited the National Insti- 
tutes a week ago Monday, I had a 
chance to meet with the director of the 
National Cancer Institute, and he 
showed me some graphic pictures of a 
gentleman who was a patient there of 
the hospital at NIH with skin cancer, a 
terrible outbreak. Terribly devastating 
consequences of that disease are 
present today in our society. 

Through the research that has been 
done at NIH to introduce the concept 
and the substance of Interleukin, to 
allow the body to beef up its damaged- 
cell fighting capability, its natural 
mechanism for fighting disease, that 
Interleukin component works wonders. 
In fact, I had the chance to meet the 
gentleman who was the subject of the 
pictures I was shown with his cancer 
developed earlier in last year. And now 
I looked at him, and I know through 
this great research effort, his skin was 
clear. 

So this is one example of how we can 
cure this disease called cancer 50 per- 
cent of the time. We cannot cure all 
the cancers in America and in the 
world, but we can cure about 50 per- 
cent, I am informed. So it is in our in- 
terest, having been touched by cancer 
in my own family and having been 
touched by diabetes in my own family, 
it is in our interest to devote ourselves 
to this effort to increase research fund- 
ing for this great institute. 
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Along with that increased research 
funding, I think we need to encourage 
the NIH, encourage the scientists, the 
55,000 scientists around the country, 
through our university systems who do 
NIH research as NIH grant recipients, 
to make sure that the money we devote 
to this institute and this agency is 
spent wisely. I do not doubt that it is, 
but I also feel as though we can focus 
better, perhaps, the resources of Amer- 
ica, to allow the NIH to focus better 
and the institutes to focus better, to 
work better toward preventive cures 
and prevention of disease. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. GEKAS) and I and others and the 
Speaker of the House this year, and a 
lot of Democrats, voted very forcefully 
in favor of the balanced budget agree- 
ment which provided $30 million for di- 
abetes research for five years, $30 mil- 
lion times five; and $30 million times 
five, $150 million, for Native American 
research, which is a population dis- 
proportionately affected by diabetes. 

Speaker GINGRICH and others worked 
very hard to get Medicare coverage for 
the preventive side of diabetes, 
mammographies in women, prostate 
analysis in men, and the colorectal 
screening, all covered now and in this 
year in the Medicare program. That is 
going to save dollars on the other end. 

And with this kind of research for 
treatment and cures through the NIH, 
we are going to be a better and 
healthier and happier and more produc- 
tive and less wasteful society. 

The Diabetes Working Group that we 
introduced is going to help focus the 
NIDDK, National Institutes for Diabe- 
tes, Digestive and Kidney Diseases, in 
how we set a chart, set a pathway to 
cure diabetes. I think it is a great 
model, Mr. Speaker, for other insti- 
tutes to follow: To marshal the best 
minds, the best researchers, the pa- 
tients, the children, the people who are 
affected by these devastating diseases, 
chronic conditions, mobilize them to 
chart a path, to chart a course to a 
cure or to better treatment or to mak- 
ing life easier with a particular dis- 
ease. That is what the Diabetes Work- 
ing Group is doing. 

In fact, they are meeting this week 
again, all of these great minds and 
great scientists from around the coun- 
try, to focus on how we can chart a 
path for additional research dollars to 
be spent, all in the cause of curing dia- 
betes and its complications. 

I think we have to recognize also 
that the consumer has a say in all of 
this, and increased funding for NIH, 
doubling the funding over the next five 
years, coordinating that funding with 
other scientific research throughout 
the government, has to have as a main 
component a consumer involvement. If 
we go out to the National Institutes of 
Health and see the National Health Li- 
brary, it is hooked up to the Internet. 
It gets thousands of hits per month, per 
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week, per day, to see and learn about 
disease and how NIH is working so very 
dramatically to help cure and treat 
those kinds of diseases. 

That is a component that is very 
much a part of this NIH funding dou- 
bling. So that we can have the con- 
sumer who is touched by multiple scle- 
rosis or AIDS or Alzheimer’s or diabe- 
tes or cancer or Parkinson's or all the 
other diseases that are prominent in 
this country, they have a resource in 
the National Institutes of Health to 
touch immediately, to find out about 
that disease, to help a loved one get 
through it, to learn about it. 

I know that is a common occurrence 
when people are touched by a disease. 
The first inclination that we all have is 
to find out about it, to learn about it 
and figure out how we can understand 
the current treatments. This is a value 
to doctors. It is a value to the con- 
sumer. It is a value to the researcher. 
And, by the way, we have to get good 
researchers funded through the NIH, 
the basic research that is done there 
and the applied research that is done 
there. 

So this is a joint effort that joins dis- 
eases, it joins medical specialties 
across the board. It joins people from 
Congress, it joins special interest 
groups who care deeply about a par- 
ticular disease. It joins the teachers 
and students, and families. It joins all 
Americans in one common cause, one 
common objective. That is to cure dis- 
ease in America and throughout the 
world. 

The United States is the leader in 
that effort. It is the leader because we 
have the best scientists, the best 
minds, the best technology, the best re- 
sources and the greatest commitment, 
I submit, to reach this great goal of 
curing disease globally. 

So I want to thank the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GEKAS) and 
thank the Speaker and all the others 
who care deeply about this issue. We 
will join with our colleagues and make 
this a reality in the next five years and 
hopefully get it all done this year. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, we thank 
the gentleman. His remarks have been 
right on point. We in the Biomedical 
Research Caucus recognize the gen- 
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
NETHERCUTT) as one of our leading ad- 
vocates of focus and concentration on 
the disease of diabetes. We thank him. 

Mr. Speaker, the target of all this 
and the absolute goal of this special 
order is to convince the Committee on 
the Budget that it ought to respond to 
the resolution that we offered about 
doubling the funding for the National 
Institutes of Health over the next five 
years. 

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Ka- 
SICH) chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget, and the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) ranking 
member, have been very workmanlike 
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over the past several years in preparing 
the budgets for the entire government, 
of course. We want them to pay special 
attention to the doubling of the fund- 
ing effort for the National Institutes of 
Health. 

How do we do that? They have some 
problems because they are under the 
constraints that they are, of course, 
trying to convince us we must main- 
tain, and they are correct, capping on 
spending so that we can stay within 
the parameters of the balanced budget 
that we supported not too long ago and 
which, of course, has to continue in 
order for our country to prosper, to 
make sure that we never fall back into 
the deficit mode and that the balanced 
budget carries with it all the benefits 
that it should. 

Well, how do we convince them to be 
able to do this doubling effort and still 
maintain those caps? That is an inter- 
esting problem, and one which we 
think can be addressed if only the 
chairman and the ranking member of 
the Committee on the Budget will look 
at the possibilities that lie before us to 
be able to do that without violating 
the balanced budget or the guidelines 
or the caps that they have instituted to 
protect the fiscal integrity of the Con- 
gress and of the government. 
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We submit that any proceeds that 
might be forthcoming from the tobacco 
settlements that may or may not occur 
or the tobacco financing that can still 
occur, even without the overall settle- 
ment to which all the States are a 
party, that is a source of funding which 
would be a natural to devote to med- 
ical research, because it does not even 
have to be stated. 

The causes of some of the worst dis- 
eases that we have emanate from 
smoking. We want to try to defeat both 
ends of the smoking cycle, to prevent 
teenagers from taking up the habit and 
to treat those who did not avoid the 
ravages of smoking, causing all the 
health problems that we know about. 

So we want to be able to say that to- 
bacco increased funding should be de- 
voted, at least partially, towards med- 
ical research in the National Institutes 
of Health on how to prevent all the 
dastardly diseases that follow a life- 
time of smoking. 

So that is a natural, but that is not 
the only source that we can muster for 
dedication to the National Institutes of 
Health. We also have what is now being 
termed as the budget surplus. We are 
fortunate enough by all the configura- 
tions that have been entered into by 
the Committee on the Budget to be 
able to proclaim budget surpluses. 

What better source for application of 
surpluses than that which we speak 
about here tonight, the National Insti- 
tutes of Health? To be able to pour in 
a couple of billion dollars a year from 
the $10 billion or $12 billion or $14 bil- 
lion or $20 billion, $30 billion per year 
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surplus that we may be enjoying the 
next several years would be facilitating 
the doubling of the funding that we are 
talking about without really harming 
the path that we will have established 
for creating surpluses. 

So we believe that the letter that we 
have sent to the Committee on the 
Budget serves those purposes. We sent 
a letter dated April 8, 1998, to the gen- 
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KASICH), chair- 
man, and the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT), ranking mem- 
ber, signed by 36 Members in which we 
discussed this very same prospect. 

In fact, the last paragraph, the last 
cogent paragraph, I would like to read 
into the RECORD. 

We say, We respectfully request 
that the Committee on the Budget con- 
sider using a combination of sources 
and funding mechanisms to achieve the 
doubling goal for the National Insti- 
tutes of Health. These funding sources 
include general revenues, budget sur- 
pluses, and budget offsets. We also re- 
quest that the Committee on the Budg- 
et consider establishing a reserve fund 
to capture offsets from any tobacco 
settlement for the purpose of funding 
biomedical research and for other pur- 
poses stated in the settlement.” 

So we are explicit to the powers that 
be in the budget process. We are not 
saying, please, oh, help us and double 
the efforts. We are suggesting concrete 
methodologies for accomplishing the 
doubling effort without harming the 
balanced budget for which the gen- 
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KASICH) and the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPRATT) have worked so hard and 
which we support and which we do not 
want to violate in any way. 

We just want the priorities to be set 
for the next century to include a heavy 
emphasis on biomedical research and 
all the efforts that can go into eradi- 
cating disease worldwide with the im- 
plicit benefits not only to humanity 
but to the economic leadership of our 
Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the following: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 

Washington, DC, April 8, 1998. 

Hon. JOHN KASICH, 
Chairman, House Budget Committee, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. JOHN SPRATT, 
Ranking Member, House Budget Committee, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN KASICH AND RANKING MEM- 
BER SPRATT: As the Budget Committee be- 
gins consideration of the Fiscal Year 1999 
Budget Resolution, we urge you to provide 
sufficient budget authority and outlays to 
provide a $2 billion increase (15%) for the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health (NIH). This is the 
first step toward achieving a doubling of the 
NIH budget over the next five years. 

We recognize the pressures and trade-offs 
that you and your Budget Committee col- 
leagues face in maintaining a balanced budg- 
et, but we ask that you consider the benefits 
derived from America’s commitment to med- 
ical research, including a reduction in health 
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care expenditures. Medical research is a 
budget saver, not a budget buster. 

Recent breakthroughs in medical and 
health sciences have dramatically improved 
the quality of life for all Americans, and con- 
tinue to yield cures and new treatments for 
the debilitating diseases which plague our 
society. The United States leads the world in 
the field of biomedical research, and will 
continue to lead the world only through a 
national commitment to increase support for 
the NIH. 

Based on this record of success, and the 
tremendous potential for the future, we sup- 
port sufficient budget authority and budget 
outlays to double NIH funding over the next 
five years, and to provide an increase of $2 
billion for Fiscal Year 1999 over the current 
appropriated level. 

We respectfully request that the Budget 
Committee consider using a combination of 
sources and funding mechanisms to achieve 
the doubling goal for the NIH. These funding 
sources include general revenues, budget sur- 
pluses and budget offsets. We also request 
that the Budget Committee consider estab- 
lishing a reserve fund to capture offsets from 
any tobacco settlement for the purpose of 
funding biomedical research and for other 
purposes stated in the settlement. 

As the House Budget Committee begins 
preparing the FY 1999 Budget Resolution, we 
remind you of the historically strong and bi- 
partisan support for the NIH, the world's pre- 
mier research enterprise. We hope that you 
will honor our request to provide sufficient 
budget authority and budget outlays to ac- 
complish the will of your colleagues in the 
House, 

Thank you for your consideration. We look 
forward to working with you on this historic 
public health and quality-of-life initiative. 

Sincerely, 

George W. Gekas, Louise Slaughter, 
Connie Morella, Martin Frost, James 
Leach, Randy Duke! Cunningham, 
Eni F.H. Faleomavaega, Sam Gejden- 
son, Anna Hshoo, Cliff Stearns, Joseph 
Kennedy, Brian Bilbray, Rosa DeLauro, 
Martin Meehan, James Greenwood, Al- 
bert Wynn, Steve Horn, Fred Upton, 
Jose Serrano, Lois Capps, Gene Green, 
Jim McDermott, Brad Sherman, Rob- 
ert Borski, Carolyn McCarthy, Edward 
Markey, Bobby Rush, Frank Mascara, 
Dennis Kucinich, Bob Clement, Max 
Sandlin, Harold E. Ford, Jr., Earl Hill- 
iard, Jerrold Nadler, James McGovern, 
Nydia Velazquez, Members of Congress. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, DC, March 24, 1998. 
JOIN US IN URGING THE BUDGET COMMITTEE TO 

MAKE MEDICAL RESEARCH A PRIORITY 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: As the House Budget 
Committee begins the process of formulating 
the FY 1999 House Budget Resolution, we are 
writing to ask you to sign the attached let- 
ter to Chairman Kasich and Ranking Mem- 
ber Spratt supporting sufficient budget au- 
thority and outlays to accomplish two goals. 
First, to enable the House to provide a $2 bil- 
lion increase for the National Institutes of 
Health (NIH) in FY 1999, and second, to en- 
able the House to double NIH funding over 
the next five years. 

Throughout history, the United States has 
been the world leader in biomedical research. 
The benefits derived from America’s com- 
mitment to medical research have led to life- 
saving medical breakthroughs, dramatically 
improving the quality of life for men and 
women throughout the world, and substan- 
tially reducing health care expenditures. Our 
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investment has contributed to the develop- 
ment of innovative medical technologies and 
made America’s pharmaceutical and bio- 
technology industries second to none. 

Research has demonstrated that many dis- 
eases can be prevented, eliminated, detected 
or managed more effectively through a vast 
array of new medical procedures and thera- 
pies. The devastation once caused by polio 
has been virtually eliminated in most of the 
developed world. For the first time in his- 
tory, overall death rates from cancer have 
begun a steady decline in the United States. 
Genetic research has enabled Americans to 
learn if they are more likely to develop 
osteoporosis, breast cancer, Lou Gehrig's dis- 
ease, sickle-cell anemia, or some other dis- 
ease. People with Parkinson's disease, diabe- 
tes, Alzheimer’s disease, AIDS, and other ail- 
ments are living longer, healthier lives. But 
there is much more for us to learn, and much 
more we can do to enhance the quality of life 
for America's ill, frail, and disabled. 

America’s historic dedication of resources 
to biomedical research has had a real and 
lasting impact on our lives and those of our 
parents, children and grandchildren. The 
health and well-being of future generations 
depends upon strengthening our dedication 
to the principle that the federal government, 
in partnership with the private sector, has a 
legitimate role to further the advancement 
of science. 

Turning those discoveries into new meth- 
ods of treating disease will make every 
American a beneficiary of these monumental 
achievements. We ask you to join this effort 
by agreeing to sign the attached letter to 
Chairman Kasich and Ranking Member 
Spratt. To co-sign the letter please contact 
Seth Johnson in Congressman Gekas’ office 
at x54315. 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE W. GEKAS. 
ANNA ESHOO. 

A full exposition of our plans to dou- 
ble the funding for NIH would not be 
complete without mentioning some 
key entities that have helped us all 
along in bringing to the floor all the 
special problems and special opportuni- 
ties that we have as the research com- 
munity begins the work of the 21st cen- 
tury. 

We have four research societies that 
make up the Joint Steering Committee 
for Public Policy. They are the Amer- 
ican Society for Cell Biology, Amer- 
ican Society for Biochemistry and Mo- 
lecular Biology, Biophysical Society, 
and the Genetics Society of America, 
chaired by Dr. Eric Lander of the 
Whitehead Institute at MIT, Director 
of the Human Genome Project. They 
have provided us a science advisor, Dr. 
Michael Bishop, who was co-recipient 
of the Nobel Prize with NIH Director 
Harold Varmus. This umbrella group 
helps us put on these biomedical re- 
search caucus, luncheon briefings, and 
other special projects that have height- 
ened the level of understanding among 
Members of the House as to what 
progress is being made on all these. 

By the way, Mr. Speaker, you should 
know that, in these biomedical re- 
search luncheons, not only do Members 
come but the real important people of 
the House of Representatives attend, 
the staffers, the staffers who are 
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charged with the responsibility in their 
respective Member’s offices to dis- 
charge the issues of health for their 
Member, for their congressman, attend 
these luncheons regularly and become 
well updated on all the advances that 
we have made and which the research 
community has produced. 

We also have the Federation of Amer- 
ican Societies for Experimental Biol- 
ogy which issues news bulletins on ad- 
vances made on a regular basis; and, 
just recently, they provided for us a 
whole series of statements on some of 
the progress that has been made. 

Some of their goals are to have the 
NIH increase its investment in collabo- 
rative translational investigations by 
supporting more grants engaging both 
basic and clinical biomedical scientists 
as co-investigators. These are the wool 
from which the whole cloth is being 
constructed to try to hone in on and 
concentrate on eradicating disease 
from the face of the earth. 

We also have lists of research oppor- 
tunities, if we double this effort, from 
the Campaign for Medical Research, 
from the Joint Steering Committee for 
Public Policy, as we have mentioned, 
and from various sources that are im- 
plicitly and explicitly involved in what 
we intend to try to accomplish. 

Mr. Speaker, I include that list that 
we have of the cosponsors to H. Res. 363 
urging the Committee on the Budget to 
double the funding for the Record: 

44 COSPONSORS 
. Porter—02/12/98. 
. Morella—03/05/98. 
. Stearns—03/05/98. 
. Pickering—03/05/98. 
. Towns—03/05/98. 
. Kennedy, P.—03/05/98. 
. Cooksey—03/05/98. 
. Eshoo—03/16/98. 
. Moakley—03/16/98. 
. Green—03/16/98. 
. Kennelly—03/16/98. 
. Davis, D.—03/16/98. 
. Faleomavaega—03/16/98. 
. Pelosi—03/24/98. 
. Clay—03/24/98. 
. Bachus—03/24/98. 
. Gutierrez—03/24/98. 
. Gonzalez—03/24/98. 
. Greenwood—03/25/98. 
. Filner—04/01/98. 
. Fattah—04/21/98. 
. Gejdenson—04/21/98. 
. Frank—03/05/98. 
. Coyne—03/05/98. 
. Cunningham—03/05/98. 
. Evans 5 
. Clayburn—03/05/98. 
. McCarthy, C.—03/05/98. 
. Kennedy, J.—03/16/98. 
. Boehlert—03/16/98. 
. Peterson, J.—03/16/98. 
. Pallone—03/16/98. 
. Woolsey—03/16/98. 
. Mink—03/16/98. 
. Callahan—03/24/98. 
. Bentsen—03/24/98. 
. Furse—03/24/98. 
. Farr—03/24/98. 
. Sanders—03/24/98. 
. Bilbray—03/24/98. 
. MceGovern—03/25/98. 
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Rep. Spence—04/01/98. 

Rep. Rush—04/21/98. 

Rep. Jenkins—04/21/98. 

Rep. Baldacci—4/28/98. 

Suffice it to say, again, if indeed the 
United States continues to be and 
wants to remain the leader in the 
world of pharmaceuticals, of bio- 
medical research, biotechnological ad- 
vances, of all the efforts made towards 
one goal, to eradicate disease from the 
face of the earth and to remain the 
chief spokesman in the world and the 
chief entrepreneur in these enterprises, 
then it is a natural gigantic step for us 
to double the funding for the National 
Institutes of Health. We trust that the 
Members of Congress will see it as 
clearly as we do and help us in this ef- 
fort. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, | am very 
pleased to speak on the importance of dou- 
bling funding for the National Institutes of 
Health. 

In my judgment, basic biomedical research, 
funded through the National Institutes of 
Health, is one of our Nation's highest prior- 
ities. The work performed by the scientists at 
the NIH campus, as well as those scientists 
who are funded by the NIH at our Nation's 
premier academic institutions and nonprofit or- 
ganizations, is vitally important. Their commit- 
ment to battling disease has provided 
signficiant hope for the prevention, treatment, 
and eventual eradication of disease in the fu- 
ture. 

There is hardly a more vital endeavor. Bio- 
medical research lengthens and improves the 
quality of life for every American—indeed, for 
every human on this planet. Our country’s 
continued lead in biomedical research—we 
are the envy of the world in this regard in both 
basic and applied research—means_ higher 
economic growth and the kind of high-tech, 
high paying jobs for our children and grand- 
children that we want. Indeed, biomedical re- 
search is the best investment our Government 
makes because it pays for itself thousands of 
times over in terms of health care cost sav- 
ings. The savings from one discovery—the 
Salk vaccine—has paid for all the costs of NIH 
over its entire 50 year history and there have 
been thousands, tens of thousands, of such 
discoveries. In addition, basic research, the 
kind most often pursued by NIH and NIH 
grantees will only be funded by Government; 
there is no immediate profit motive. Finally, 
scientific opportunities have never been great- 
er. If we fail to find the resources to take ad- 
vantage of them, we risk the lives and health 
of our people and all of the dear economic ad- 
vantages of our leadership. 

| serve as chairman of the Appropriations 
Subcommittee which funds the National Insti- 
tutes of Health—as well as the Departments of 
Education, Health and Human Services, and 
Labor. Because there is such potential for real 
progress in treatment, cure, and prevention of 
disease through NIH research, I’m committed 
to providing NIH Director, Dr. Varmus, the re- 
sources he and his colleagues need to ad- 
vance their work. 

Over the last several years, we have 
achieved great success in doing just this. In 
fiscal year 1996, despite tremendous budget 
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battles, and frankly, little support from the ad- 
ministration, the Congress provided the NIH 
with a 5.7 percent increase. For FY97, we in- 
creased the NIH by 6.9 percent, and in 1998, 
by 7.1 percent to nearly $13.65 billion. 

Over its 50-year life, the annual real rate of 
increase in the NIH funding has been about 3 
percent. But despite these strong increases 
the number of research proposals funded is 
barely keeping up with the number of prom- 
ising proposals that are available. Because the 
opportunities in science are unprecedented, | 
strongly urge doubling Federal funding for all 
basic research over 5 years. With this strong 
commitment, the NIH will be able to pursue 
many more scientific opportunities that cur- 
rently go unfunded. 

The goal of finding a cure for the diseases 
that touch every individual in our society is an 
objective that should be above political par- 
tisanship and economic and social divisions. | 
urge my colleagues to work for this noble goal 
by viewing the NIH as a whole, the sum of ex- 
traordinary science that transcends the artifi- 
cial boundaries of institute and seeks to cure 
or alleviate all diseases that afflict humankind. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
express my strong support for maximizing 
funding for biomedical research through the 
National Institutes of Health (NIH). | believe 
that our Nation must increase this investment 
to capitalize on recent medical advances and 
ensure that the NIH has the necessary re- 
sources to conduct cutting-edge research on 
diseases such as heart disease, diabetes, 
cancer, and AIDS. 

| believe that doubling the NIH budget is the 
best approach to meet this goal. In the coming 
weeks, | plan to offer an amendment in the 
House Budget Committee to double the NIH 
budget. As we know, President Clinton has 
proposed a Fiscal Year 1999 NIH budget of 
$14.8 billion, an increase of $1.15 billion or 8 
percent. The President also proposed increas- 
ing funding for biomedical research by at least 
50 percent from 1999 to 2003. The President's 
proposal represents a good starting point, but 
Congress must make biomedical research an 
even higher priority, as we have in recent 
years. The Senate budget resolution includes 
a 11-percent increase in NIH funding, to add 
$1.5 billion to the NIH budget. | believe the 
House budget should include at least the Sen- 
ate level of funding and preferably the $2 bil- 
lion increase called for in House Resolution 
363, which was introduced by our colleague 
Mr. GEKAS and which | am cosponsoring. 

Doubling the NIH budget is necessary to en- 
sure that we are meeting the research needs 
of our scientific community. The NIH supports 
the work of more than 50,000 scientists within 
the United States. Yet, on average only one in 
five of peer-reviewed NIH grants are funded. 
We need to increase the number of peer-re- 
viewed grants so that more life-saving and 
cost-effective treatments and therapies can be 
discovered. In addition, in this age of man- 
aged care, the NIH must increase its budget 
to ensure that clinical trials continue. Aca- 
demic health centers, where many of these 
trials are conducted, have traditionally used 
surplus revenues from patient care to supple- 
ment federal funding. With managed care, 
these surpluses are disappearing just as our 
scientific community is ready to develop new 
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treatments and therapies for cancer and other 
diseases. With this added investment, more 
scientists would be able to conduct research 
that will reduce health care costs and save 
lives. 

| believe that investment in biomedical re- 
search is cost-effective for taxpayers. A recent 
National Science Foundation study found that 
advances resulting from government invest- 
ments in research and development, totaling 
about $60 billion a year, has produced big re- 
sults. This study found that more than 70 per- 
cent of scientific papers identify government 
funding, not private research funding, as crit- 
ical to new patents and biomedical discov- 
eries. 

| also believe that investing in the NIH helps 
our economy to grow. For every dollar spent 
on research and development, our national 
output is permanently increased by 50 cents 
or more each year. The government funds the 
basic research which biotechnology and phar- 
maceutical companies use to create new 
therapies and treatments for cancer, diabetes, 
and heart disease. 

As the representative for the Texas Medical 
Center, one of our Nation’s premier research 
centers, | have seen firsthand that this invest- 
ment is yielding promising new therapies and 
treatments for all Americans. During a recent 
tour at the Texas Medical Center, | reviewed 
a gene therapy project which is helping to 
map the human genome. With this new infor- 
mation researchers hope to understand the 
genetic basis for disease and provide new 
therapies by fixing genetic abnormalities. 

| strongly urge Congress to provide max- 
imum funding for the NIH and urge my col- 
leagues to support this effort. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, As chairman 
of the Health and Environment Subcommittee, 
which has jurisdiction over the National Insti- 
tutes of Health (NIH), | want to take this op- 
portunity to express my strong support for in- 
creasing Federal funding to support the vital, 
life-saving research performed by NIH experts. 
| recently endorsed a proposal to double Fed- 
eral funding for the National Institutes of 
Health (NIH) over the next 5 years. 

On March 26, my Health and Environment 
Subcommittee held a hearing on new develop- 
ments in medical research. This hearing was 
an important opportunity to learn more about 
the NIH priority-setting process and ongoing 
research efforts related to a number of specific 
diseases. 

At this hearing, we heard testimony from a 
distinguished group of witnesses, including 
Muhammad Ali, National Spokesman for the 
National Parkinson Foundation, Dr. Harold 
Varmus, NIH Director, and representatives of 
patient groups. While advocating different ap- 
proaches to disease research funding, all 
agreed on the need to provide more money 
for biomedical research. 

To that end, | recently introduced H.R. 
3563, the Biomedical Research Assistance 
Voluntary Option or “BRAVO” Act. This bipar- 
tisan measure would allow taxpayers to des- 
ignate all or a portion of their Federal income 
tax refund to support NIH biomedical research. 
These taxpayers would be entitled to a chari- 
table deduction under existing provisions of 
the Internal Revenue Code. 

Under my bill, funds designated by tax- 
payers for use in biomedical research would 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


be transferred by the Treasury Department to 
the gift fund of the National Institutes of 
Health. The bill specifically states that trans- 
fers to the gift fund may not offset amounts 
that otherwise would be appropriated for the 
National Institutes of Health. 

In addition, my bill would give the Treasury 
Department flexibility in developing regulations 
to implement the Act. The bill would only re- 
quire the designation to be made either on the 
first page of the return or on the page bearing 
the taxpayer's signature. 

Passage of the BRAVO Act will help chan- 
nel additional funds to support the critical re- 
search efforts ongoing at NIH. | remain com- 
mitted to working with my colleagues to 
achieve the goal of doubling Federal funding 
for NIH over the next 5 years. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased 
to join my colleague from Pennsylvania, Con- 
gressman GeEKAS, in this important special 
order on the critical importance of biomedical 
research funding. The National Institutes of 
Health (NIH) is located in my congressional 
district, and | am proud to represent this pre- 
mier biomedical research institution. 

Tonight, we are devoting this special order 
to the goal of doubling the NIH budget over 
the next 5 years. The NIH, the world's leading 
biomedical research institution, is one of the 
great success stories of the Federal Govern- 
ment. Our current $13.6 billion investment in 
biomedical research is a real “bang for the 
buck”—saving lives and reducing health care 
costs, while improving the quality of health 
care and creating jobs and economic growth. 

The historical support of the NIH by Con- 
gress and both Republican and Democratic 
administrations has produced a comprehen- 
sive network of more than 50,000 scientists 
and technicians at more than 1,700 research 
universities, academic medical centers, and in- 
stitutions throughout the United States. 

NiH-sponsored research provides economic 
returns of incalculable value. The spawning of 
the biotechnology revolution is beyond ques- 
tion, with increased sales in 1996 of $10.8 bil- 
lion (a 15 percent increase over 1995) and the 
addition of 10,000 new high-tech jobs to our 
national economy. In 1993 alone, NIH contrib- 
uted nearly $45 billion to the U.S. economy 
and over 726,000 jobs. Our country’s eco- 
nomic leadership has been secured in large 
part by our ability to translate scientific discov- 
eries into new product development for export. 

However, many Americans still face life- 
threatening health problems, and new medical 
challenges constantly arise. For most of these 
conditions, research offers the best, and, in 
many cases, the only hope. In recent years, 
NIH-sponsored research has produced major 
advances in the treatment of cancer, heart dis- 
ease, diabetes, HIV/AIDS, rheumatoid arthritis, 
and mental illness that have helped save hun- 
dreds of thousands, if not millions, of lives. 

Currently, fewer than one-third of reviewed 
grants are funded. Our failure to improve this 
ratio will cause important scientific leads to be 
delayed or lost. It will also deter young, tal- 
ented scientists from careers in biomedical re- 
search. The resulting loss in scientists and 
new ideas could endanger U.S. competitive- 
ness. 

Funding biomedical research through the 
NIH is today’s investment in America’s future. 
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We must make a substantial commitment now 
if we are to ensure the future health and econ- 
omy of our Nation. 

As | have for the past several years, | cir- 
culated the congressional funding letter, along 
with Congressman JOE KENNEDY, urging the 
Appropriations Committee to provide a 15-per- 
cent increase for the NIH for Fiscal Year 1999, 
the first installment toward our goal of dou- 
bling the NIH budget. | am pleased to report 
that we had more than 80 co-signers on this 
bipartisan letter. 

| am also pleased to be a cosponsor of the 
resolution, introduced by Congressmen GEKAS 
and PORTER, expressing the sense of Con- 
gress that the NIH budget be doubled within 5 
years. | also co-signed the letter to Budget 
Committee Chairman JOHN KASICH, urging that 
the budget resolution provide an adequate al- 
location to the Labor-Health and Human Serv- 
ices-Education Subcommittee in order to allow 
such an increase in funding. 

Mr. Speaker, | look forward to continuing to 
work with my colleagues here tonight to sub- 
stantially increase our commitment to bio- 
medical research. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to join my colleague from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. GEKAS) in addressing the critical need for 
increased funding for the National Institutes of 
Health (NIH). 

| am submitting letters from my constituents 
who have shared with me the importance of 
NIH funding to their lives. These letters elo- 
quently make the case for increased NIH fund- 
ing. 

Again, | want to thank my colleague from 
Pennsylvania for leading this debate tonight 
and encourage all my colleagues to support 
increased funding for NIH. 

ARTHRITIS FOUNDATION®, 
San Diego, CA, April 24, 1998. 
Hon. RANDY CUNNINGHAM, 
Rayburn House Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE CUNNINGHAM: This 
is to share our concerns and express the im- 
portance of doubling the funding to the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health (NIH). Funding 
research is critical to addressing the causes, 
treatments, and prevention of arthritis, mus- 
culoskeletal and skin diseases. Over 40 mil- 
lion Americans have some form of arthritis 
and it is predicted that by the year 2020 that 
number will increase to 60 million. 

Arthritis occurs at all ages, destroys the 
quality of life for people who have it, and re- 
quires medical care over long periods of 
time. The current economic costs are esti- 
mated to be at least $143 billion. Arthritis 
and related diseases are the most common 
causes of chronic illness in the United States 
and are the leading causes of time lost from 
work. 

Arthritis researchers are making great 
strides in understanding these diseases. 
Some of the advances sponsored by NIAMS 
include: new understandings of the roles of 
immune system abnormalities, infectious 
agents, and genetic factors in rheumatoid ar- 
thritis; development of new experimental 
treatments for osteoarthritis, significant in- 
sights into the specific genetic factors in- 
volved in lupus; and improved total hip re- 
placement materials and techniques that 
have enhanced quality of life and produc- 
tivity for many people. 

While these are significant advances, we 
need to continue to support researchers and 
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new investigators so that more answers can 
be found to reduce the incidence and preva- 
lence of arthritis. 

The Arthritis Foundation spent $16 million 
in 1997 on arthritis research and has com- 
mitted to more than doubling that amount 
to $37 million by the year 2000. Please sup- 
port our commitment by doubling the fund- 
ing to NIH so that we can work together to- 
wards finding a cure for and prevention of ar- 
thritis. 

Your time and efforts are greatly appre- 
ciated by all who have arthritis. 

Sincerely, 
JULIE SCHWARTZ, 
Associate Vice President. 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SAN DIEGO, 

April 27, 1998. 
Hon. RANDY ‘‘DUKE’’ CUNNINGHAM, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR DUKE: I am writing to urge you to 
support the goal of doubling the budget of 
the National Institutes of Health (NIH) in 5 
years, and to specifically support a $2 billion 
increase in the NIH appropriation for FY99. 
Such action will be an important step to- 
wards expanding one of our country’s great- 
est assets, namely the biomedical research 
supported by the NIH. 

To remind you, Federal support of bio- 
medical research and the NIH is of crucial 
importance to the health and vitality of the 
people in our country. Historically, this type 
of research has led to, and continues to lead 
to, new treatments for previously incurable 
diseases, as well as new and lower cost treat- 
ments for already treatable diseases. Both 
types of breakthroughs are of crucial eco- 
nomic benefit to the country (imagine the 
cost of caring for people afflicted with polio 
if a vaccine had not been developed with fed- 
eral support). Both types of breakthroughs 
also reduce much needless human suffering. 
In addition, biomedical research will be a 
critical component in the long-term solution 
of the Medicare financial crisis. Expensive, 
and ultimately treatable diseases of the el- 
derly such as Alzheimer’s, diabetes, and can- 
cer play a large and growing role in sky- 
rocketing medical costs to our society. 

Biomedial and other scientific research are 
also both economical drivers; they create 
knowledge and insights that lead to new in- 
ventions, new companies, innovation, and 
economic growth. Research supported by the 
NIH is the main engine that drives the in- 
creasingly important Biotechnology indus- 
try in this country, and will continue to do 
so in the foreseeable future. 

I also want to point out that the health 
and quality of life of our citizens is just as 
much a national security issue as is military 
defense. Surely, the battle against viruses, 
bacteria, cancer and other debilitating dis- 
eases is just as important to the security of 
all of the American people as is our vigilance 
against threats from abroad. 

Finally, I want to note that increased 
funding for NIH research is likely to be sup- 
ported by the vast majority of your constitu- 
ents. Recent polls found that 9 out of 10 
Americans believe that we are not spending 
enough on medical research; they over- 
whelmingly favor medical research over en- 
vironmental, defense, or energy research. In 
addition, there are data to support the view 
that Americans are willing to pay for bio- 
medical research. For example another poll 
found that 71% of Americans would be will- 
ing to pay 1% more for insurance if there 
were some way to funnel the revenues exclu- 
sively to biomedical research. 
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This is a crucial time in our country’s his- 
tory. The 2lst century has the potential to 
be the golden age of medicine and human 
health. We must not waver from our deter- 
mination to make our country the healthiest 
and wealthiest ever. Biomedical and other 
scientific research is one of the most time- 
tested methods for achieving these ends. 
Your support will help us to achieve these 
important goals. 

Sincerely, 
LAWRENCE S. B. GOLDSTEIN, PH.D. 


UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SAN DIEGO 
April 24, 1998. 
Hon, RANDY CUNNINGHAM, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN CUNNINGHAM: I under- 
stand that you're going to participate in a 
discussion of the NIH budget on April 28, and 
I'm writing to urge you to support as strong- 
ly as possible the initiatives of the Congress, 
as well as the Administration to increase the 
budget allocation for NIH for the next fiscal 
year. Finally the public realizes that NIH is 
a magnificent national success story. The 
United States is leading the world in bio- 
medical research and for the first time in 
years, morbidity by cancer and cardio- 
vascular diseases is decreasing. The Human 
Genome Program promises a true avalanche 
of useful information for diagnostic and fol- 
low-up of human diseases and advances made 
in cellular and molecular medicine continue 
to be unusually exciting, often leading to 
practical applications in biotechnology, as 
well as in the pharmaceutical industry. It 
would be highly regretful if for myopic fi- 
nancial consideration the momentum we 
have achieved in biomedical research will be 
lost. I thank you in advance for your sup- 
port. I'm available for additional informa- 
tion, if needed and, I remain, 

Gratefully yours, 
GEORGE E. PALADE, M.D. 

Professor, Division of Cellular and Molecular 

Medicine. 


UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SAN DIEGO, 
April 28, 1998. 
Hon. RANDY “DUKE” CUNNINGHAM, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 


DEAR REPRESENTATIVE CUNNINGHAM: I am 
writing to thank you for participating in the 
floor discussion on doubling the NIH budget 
tonight. As a research scientist, I know first 
hand the many benefits that biomedical re- 
search provides for this country. The federal 
government's support of basic science has led 
to spectacular advances in health while also 
contributing to our national economic 
growth. Investment in medical research is 
the first and critical step in prevention, 
treatment, and control of disease, which in 
turn will lead to longer, healthier, and more 
active lives. However, many Americans still 
face life-threatening health problems, and 
new medical challenges are arising. For most 
of these conditions, research offers the best 
and in many cases the only hope. 


I want to thank you for supporting the ef- 
fort to substantially increase our investment 
in biomedical research, which is critical to 
the health and well-being of our nation. 

Sincerely yours, 
Scott D. Emr, 
Professor of Cellular and Molecular Medicine. 
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APRIL 27, 1998. 
Hon. RANDY DUKE“ CUNNINGHAM, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE CUNNINGHAM: I 
would like to strongly encourage you to sup- 
port the goal of doubling the budget of the 
National Institutes of Health (NIH) in 5 
years, and, in particular, to support a $2 bil- 
lion increase in the NIH appropriation for 
FY99. The opportunities for advances in bio- 
medical sciences over the coming decades 
are unparalleled. The United States has pro- 
vided worldwide leadership in biomedical 
science research over the years primarily be- 
cause of the visionary decision to establish 
the National Institutes of Health in the 
1940's. No other country has done this. 

The opportunities in the decades ahead are 
extraordinary as we see a merging of tech- 
nologies in the physical, chemical and com- 
putational sciences and their applications to 
biology and disease. Whereas we have made 
advances with telescopes and rockets that 
probe the universe in the past, we are now 
poised to make equivalent progress by focus- 
ing our microscopes inward to cells and mol- 
ecules. An investment in the NIH is not only 
a sound investment in the benefits it will 
reap for treating disease, for curing disease, 
and for eradicating pathogens, it is also a 
sound economic investment. Not only will it 
reduce health care costs, the basic science 
that has grown from basic biomedical re- 
search supported by NIH has fueled our rap- 
idly growing biotechnology industry. Once 
again we are undisputed world leaders. We 
must continue to lead. 

Federal support of biomedical research and 
the NIH is of crucial importance for the 
health and vitality of the people in our coun- 
try. Historically, this type of research has 
led to, and continues to lead to, new treat- 
ments for previously incurable diseases, as 
well as new and lower cost for treatments. 
Both types of breakthroughs are not only of 
crucial economic benefit to the country, but 
also reduce much needless human suffering. 
Biomedical and other scientific research are 
also both economic drivers; they create 
knowledge and insights that lead to new in- 
ventions, new companies, innovation, and 
economic growth. As indicated above, re- 
search supported by the NIH is the main en- 
gine that drives the increasingly important 
Biotechnology industry in this country, and 
will continue to do so in the foreseeable fu- 
ture. 

This is a crucial time in our country’s his- 
tory. The 21st century has the potential to 
be the golden age of medicine and human 
health. Our ability to realize this vision de- 
pends on the creative leadership of you and 
your colleagues. Your support will help us to 
achieve these important goals and is greatly 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
SuSAN S. TAYLOR, Ph. D. 
APRIL 27, 1998. 
Hon. RANDY CUNNINGHAM, 
Rayburn House Office Building, 
Washington, DC, 20515, 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE CUNNINGHAM: Alz- 
heimer’s disease is one of the greatest 
threats to the personal and financial secu- 
rity of most Americans as they reach their 
retirement years. It is also one of the great- 
est threats to Medicare and Medicaid. Today, 
4 million Americans have Alzheimer’s. Most 
of them are Medicare beneficiaries; on an av- 
erage, the cost to the Medicare system is al- 
most 70% more than beneficiaries who are 
not cognitively impaired. This is true even 


April 28, 1998 


though Medicare does not pay for most of 
the care they need. Nearly half of the Medi- 
care beneficiaries also receive Medicaid, be- 
cause they have used up all of their own re- 
sources paying for long term care. 

By the time the baby boomers reach the 
age of greatest risk in the next century over 
14 million Americans will have Alzheimer's 
disease. It is hard to see how we can save 
Medicare and Medicaid for future genera- 
tions if we let that happen. 

There is an answer to Alzheimer’s disease 
and to other costly diseases. The answer is 
medical research. Scientists now know that 
changes in the brain start as much as 20 
years before the disabling symptoms of Alz- 
heimer’s appear. That means that in most of 
the baby boomers who will eventually get 
Alzheimer’s, the disease process has probably 
already begun. 

The progress that has been made in Alz- 
heimer’s research in the past decade is truly 
remarkable. But just when the path to real 
answers to the disease is becoming clear, the 
funding for Alzheimer’s research has slowed 
to the point that scientists cannot begin the 
important work on prevention that must 
begin today if we are going to save the baby 
boomers from the disease. 

If we can delay the onset of Alzheimer’s 
disease for even 5 years, we can reduce the 
incidence of Alzheimer’s disease in half and 
save as much as $50 billion in the annual cost 
of care. That is one of the best investments 
in the future that Congress can possibly 
make. 

Time is running out! That is why the Alz- 
heimer's Association is asking Congress to 
increase funding for Alzheimer’s research 
this year by $100 million, and to increase the 
overall funding for NIH by at least 15%. 
Thank you for your support of cause. 

Sincerely, 
RON HENDRIX. 

PS: My father died of Alzheimer’s disease 
on December 26, 1997, after 10 long hard 
years. My mother died 7 years earlier due to 
stresses brought upon by caregiving. I don't 
want my children to face this disease. Please 
help! 


APRIL 27, 1998. 
Hon. RANDY CUNNINGHAM, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CUNNINGHAM: Along with 


2,500,000 other Americans, a thief resides in 
my home, robbing my eleven year old son 
Skyler of his health, his ability to learn, his 
self-confidence, his personal safety, and per- 
haps, one day, his life. The intruder is epi- 
lepsy, a brain disorder that presents in the 
form of seizures. Epilepsy can affect anyone; 
any gender, any ethnicity, at any age, at any 
time, and in 30% of all cases, the cause re- 
mains unknown. 

Modern treatments are successful in fully 
or partially controlling seizures in about 85% 
of cases. Unfortunately, my son is counted in 
the additional 15% for whom all known med- 
ical treatments have been tried and failed. 
Skyler has been on every seizure medication 
available in the world, including clinical and 
compassionate use trials. At times it has 
been difficult to distinguish which were 
worse, the seizures which assault his brain 
and body, or the drugs which cause him to 
lose his balance, his speech, his kidney and 
liver functions, and at times, his will to live. 
He has undergone obscure medical therapies 
such as steroid injections, immuno-globulin 
transplants, and ketogenic diets. And still 
Skyler has debilitating seizures everyday of 
his life. 
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Mr. Cunningham, research holds the only 
hope that my son might live a productive 
and meaningful life. New medications with 
fewer side effects are desperately needed. Re- 
search alone holds the key to treatments for 
epilepsy and many other catastrophic brain 
diseases and disorders. Congress must in- 
crease the federal commitment to bio- 
medical research by allocating sufficient 
funding to the efforts at the National Insti- 
tutes of Health and Center for Disease Con- 
trol. 

Please, on behalf of all Americans who live 
with the thief epilepsy, like my son Skyler, 
support initiatives to double the total na- 
tional commitment to medical research from 
all sources. It is Skyler’s only hope. 

Sincerely, 
TRACEY J. FLOURIE. 
APRIL 26, 1998. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CUNNINGHAM: I have a 
beautiful, lovable 13 year old daughter, 
Cassady, who was diagnosed with Insulin De- 
pendent Diabetes when she was 10. She did 
nothing to cause it. It is still a mystery why 
certain people get type I diabetes. She is a 
normal 13 year old; she loves to go to movies, 
talk on the phone with friends, play softball, 
basketball and soccer, figure skate, play 
piano and go to our church’s youth group. 

This could happen to anybody. We do not 
know of any diabetes in my husband’s or my 
families. 

We say prayers every night and when she 
was first diagnosed, she would pray for God 
to help her get over the diabetes. I had to 
tell her the bad news: once you get insulin 
dependent diabetes (Type I), it never goes 
away. Every day for the rest of her life she 
will have to prick her finger and test her 
blood from 4 to 6 times a day and inject insu- 
lin from 3 to 5 times a day. And the insulin 
must be done in proper dosages and at proper 
times or she will die. That is until there is a 
cure. Diabetes can have a horrible effect on 
these children’s bodies. One of every 7 dollars 
in health care and one of 4 Medicare dollars 
are spent on diabetes and its complications. 

So what is the answer? Research to find a 
cure, These two reasons: (1) to reduce the 
human suffering and deaths, and (2) to save 
the billions of dollars that are spent treating 
diabetes and its complications. Sixteen mil- 
lion Americans have diabetes. (That's Type I 
and IT.) 

That is why, as a mother, I feel it is impor- 
tant to join with the many parents and vol- 
unteers at the Juvenile Diabetes Foundation 
is urging a 15% increase in NIH funding this 
next year and a doubling of the NIH funding 
in the next 5 years. Thank you for all you 
are doing to help. Your compassion and com- 
mitment are deeply appreciated. 

JANET KINTNER. 


—— 
TOBACCO REPORT ON TEENS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker's announced policy of Jan- 
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the mi- 
nority leader. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to address a number of issues tonight: 
first, a very important domestic issue, 
and that is the tobacco settlement and 
some recent information that has come 
out which supports, in my opinion, the 
need or the suggestion that many of us 
have made, that we need to move for- 


6979 


ward quickly and pass a tobacco bill 
that is very stringent in its effort to 
try to get after the problem of teen 
smoking in this country. That basi- 
cally increases the Federal tax on ciga- 
rettes so that the money can be used 
for these tobacco prevention programs, 
particularly among young people. 

Then I would like to move on from 
there and talk about a couple foreign 
policy issues. But I would like to begin 
with a report that just came out again 
on the issue of tobacco and teen smok- 
ing. 

Yesterday, the Surgeon General, 
David Satcher, released a report. It was 
prepared by the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention. It is called To- 
bacco Use Among U.S. Racial/Ethnic 
Minority Groups. The report is the 24th 
in a series of tobacco reports that 
began 34 years ago. It has some very 
disturbing information in it. 

This report’s release also, I might 
add, Mr. Speaker, could not be made 
more timely in light of what is going 
on in this House of Representatives on 
the issue of tobacco settlement. 

It is very unfortunate, and I have al- 
ready said on the floor and I will say 
again, that Speaker GINGRICH and the 
House Republican leadership has op- 
posed tough tobacco legislation. Be- 
cause of their opposition and because 
they are in the majority and control 
what happens on the floor of this House 
of Representatives, tobacco legislation 
and the tobacco settlement’s future is 
essentially in doubt. 

It is not clear at all that we will be 
able to pass a tobacco bill this year. I 
want everyone to know, and I think ev- 
eryone does already, that myself and 
other Democrats and the Democratic 
leadership and the Democratic caucus 
in general are very much in favor of a 
tobacco bill passing. Because if it does 
not pass this year, we are going to lose 
the opportunity to deal with the prob- 
lem of teen smoking in the United 
States. 

Getting back to the report that was 
released yesterday by the Surgeon Gen- 
eral, it makes a compelling case, I be- 
lieve, for passing a tough tobacco bill. 

In a letter to Members of Congress 
that accompanied the report, the Sur- 
geon General explained, and I quote, 
smoking is the leading cause of pre- 
ventable death in the United States. 
Certain racial/ethnic minority popu- 
lations remain at high risk for using 
tobacco and often bear a dispropor- 
tionate share of the human and eco- 
nomic cost of tobacco use. 

Although some recent declines in 
lung cancer trends are encouraging, we 
have reason for great concern about re- 
ported increases and rates of smoking 
among African American and Hispanic 
high school students. 

That is in the letter that accom- 
panied the report from the Surgeon 
General. 

The Surgeon General then continues 
that the report sounds an urgent 
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alarm. If minority tobacco use con- 
tinues to increase, we can expect se- 
vere health consequences to begin to be 
felt in the early part of the next cen- 
tury. We must use every tool at our 
disposal to reduce tobacco use amongst 
racial and ethnic minorities, especially 
amongst adolescents, and to reverse 
these frightening trends. 

I have to say, Mr. Speaker, if you 
look at this report, and I actually 
brought a copy of the report with me 
this evening, it is a rather thick re- 
port, it is a rather thick document, and 
there is an executive summary, but it 
does give us some very alarming infor- 
mation. 

It says that teen smoking rates grew 
among all ethnic groups in the 1990s. 
So even though this is about ethnic mi- 
norities, the teen smoking rate grew 
amongst all ethnic groups in this dec- 
ade. The smoking rate amongst African 
American teenagers grew a staggering 
80 percent between 1991 and 1997. 
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Approximately 20 percent of African 
American high school students smoke 
today, and that is one out of every five 
African American teens. The Surgeon 
General estimates that if this trend 
continues, 1.6 million African Amer- 
ican children will become regular 
smokers and 500,000 of them will die as 
a result of that smoking habit. 

I think it is important to note that 
the increase in the 1990s amongst black 
children reverses the trend set in the 
80s and 70s when smoking rates actu- 
ally declined. 

Among Hispanic teens, the smoking 
rate rose by 34 percent over this same 
period. Approximately 33 percent, or 
one out of every three Hispanic teen- 
agers smokes cigarettes. 

Amongst Asian American teens, the 
smoking rate rose 17 percent between 
1990 and 1995; and the overall rate of 
teens who smoke in the Asian Amer- 
ican community is estimated to be 
about 20 percent. 

The report also provides information 
with regard to Native American teens, 
the fourth ethnic group examined by 
the report; and the teen smoking rate 
rose by 26 percent amongst that group 
between 1990 and 1995. Approximately 
50 percent or one of every two Native 
American teens smokes. 

It is also estimated that about 40 per- 
cent of white high school students use 
cigarettes. 

Now, the unfortunate thing about all 
this is, and we have pointed this out, 
myself and other Democrats who have 
been concerned about this issue, is that 
the tobacco companies clearly see the 
need to increase smoking amongst 
teenagers because they are the smok- 
ers of the future. If the teen smoking 
rates decline, then in another 10, 20, or 
30 years the amount of tobacco use in 
the country would significantly de- 
cline. So that is the particular reason 
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why the industry targets teenagers. It 
is also the reason why we must stop 
them from continuing to do that tar- 
geting amongst young people. 

As numbers like these continue to 
roll out, in concert with the documents 
from the tobacco industry that detail 
their efforts to target children, I think 
Republican leaders in both the House 
and the Senate should not ignore re- 
ality and block progress and basically 
join with the Democrats and particu- 
larly with President Clinton in trying 
to move tobacco legislation in the few 
months that we have left in this Con- 
gress. 

Now, of course, we know that the op- 
posite is, in fact, happening. Just last 
week, Speaker NEWT GINGRICH felt 
compelled to defend Joe Camel, among 
all things. He went out of his way to 
make it known in his opinion that Joe 
Camel is not the reason why teenagers 
smoke cigarettes. 

Now, we have document after docu- 
ment and report after report being re- 
leased, many of those reports coming 
out of my own committee, the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, and they show 
the havoc that tobacco has wreaked on 
our children in the past and the devas- 
tation it is causing today, and they 
clearly show that Joe Camel is part of 
this effort, that Joe Camel was an ef- 
fort to essentially target young people. 
And here we have the Speaker of our 
House of Representatives defending Joe 
Camel. 

This, I should add, comes shortly 
after the Speaker picked up the mantle 
of the tobacco industry itself and blast- 
ed the bill authored by his fellow Re- 
publican, Senator JOHN MCCAIN of Ari- 
zona. 

I have said before that I admire Sen- 
ator MCCAIN for pushing a relatively 
tough piece of tobacco legislation. It 
does not go as far as I would have it go. 
I think it does not go far enough on the 
issue of liability for the tobacco com- 
panies and some of the issues that 
Democrats care about. But he is mak- 
ing a bipartisan effort to pass a to- 
bacco bill that deals with the problem 
of teen smoking; and he should be com- 
mended for it, not condemned for it. 

Speaker GINGRICH said that, in talk- 
ing about Senator MCCAIN, he said that 
those people who say that is not a Re- 
publican bill, he is talking about Sen- 
ator McCaIn’s bill, they are right. So I 
guess, from what the Speaker seems to 
be suggesting, any bill that does not 
win the tobacco industry’s stamp of ap- 
proval cannot be called the Republican 
bill. The reality is, it is sponsored by a 
Republican, and it was passed on a bi- 
partisan basis, and I commend the Re- 
publicans who have been joining with 
the Democrats to try to move this leg- 
islation. 

This weekend, still more of Senator 
McCAIN’s colleagues took to the air- 
waves to bash his bill. Again another 
Republican, Senator ORRIN HATCH, ap- 
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peared on Meet the Press this Sunday 
to make it known he, too, does not ap- 
prove of the McCain bill. 

And at the same time that members 
of his own party continue to publicly 
squabble about tobacco legislation, the 
Republican majority leader, Senator 
LOTT, ironically enough, continues to 
criticize the President for showing no 
leadership on the tobacco issue. 

I would suggest that Senator LOTT 
needs to check his facts. The President 
and congressional Democrats are on 
the same page. We are all in agreement 
that the tobacco companies should not 
be left off the hook. 

In fact, President Clinton, when this 
report that I am making reference to 
today from the Surgeon General, it was 
actually released at a press event with 
the President, where he stood with I 
think 30 teenagers from the Campaign 
for Tobacco Free Kids, and he noted 
the fact that the tobacco industry, in 
order to survive, has to attract these 
young people and how wrong it is for 
them to attract young people. And he 
has been pushing have very hard for to- 
bacco legislation almost on a daily 
basis. 

To suggest that somehow the Presi- 
dent is not supportive of efforts to 
move a tobacco bill is simply not true. 

What I think is going on here is that 
the Republican leadership is in the 
process of what I call a work slowdown. 
There are only about 40 legislative 
days left in the year in which the Re- 
publicans basically have clearly pro- 
jected their intention to do nothing, 
and the tobacco bill could very easily 
be a victim of that. If we do not move 
something quickly to the Senate floor, 
out of committee in the House of Rep- 
resentatives, there will not be an op- 
portunity this year to pass a strong 
anti-tobacco legislation. 

With 3,000 kids a day getting hooked 
on cigarettes, Mr. Speaker, I think it is 
an awfully high price to pay. We need 
to move on tobacco legislation. 

I know that myself and other Demo- 
crats are going to continue to press 
this until the Republican leadership 
agrees to move anti-tobacco legislation 
to address the tobacco settlement and 
to try to make it possible for us to ad- 
dress the growing problem now of teen- 
age smoking. 

NO EXCUSE FOR DELAY IN AID TO NAGORNO 

KARABAGH 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to now move to a couple of foreign 
policy issues that I consider very im- 
portant. 

I often talk about Armenia and India 
because of my position as a cochair- 
man, the Democratic chairman, of the 
India caucus and also the Armenia cau- 
cus; and there are two issues, one with 
regard to each country, that I would 
like to address. 

With regard to Armenia and the sepa- 
rate Republic of Nagorno Karabagh, 
which is next to Armenia, I would like 
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to address the need to expedite human- 
itarian assistance that has already 
been appropriated to Nagorno 
Karabagh. 

Just by way of background, the Re- 
public of Nagorno Karabagh is a region 
which has been populated by Arme- 
nians since ancient times and which is 
still an Armenian region known as 
Artsakh to the Armenian people, but 
which is claimed by the Republic of 
Azerbaijan as part of that country’s 


territory. 
As I have mentioned in this House on 
several occasions, the people of 


Karabagh fought, and won, a war of 
independence against Azerbaijan. A 
cease-fire has been in place since 1994, 
but it has been shaky at best. 

The U.S. has been involved in the ne- 
gotiations intended to pursue a just 
and lasting peace in this region but, 
unfortunately, the United States’ posi- 
tion has sided with Azerbaijan's claim 
of so-called territorial integrity, de- 
spite the fact that this land has been 
Armenian land for centuries and the 
borders which gave the land to Azer- 
baijan were imposed by the Soviet dic- 
tator Joseph Stalin. 

Despite the ongoing pressures on 
Nagorno Karabagh, the people of that 
mountainous land have built a viable, 
democratic society. In February, they 
celebrated the 10th anniversary of the 
Karabagh movement, the galvanizing 
moment in the long history of the Ar- 
menian people. 

But it has not been easy. The people 
of Karabagh are victims of a cruel and 
illegal blockade maintained by Azer- 
baijan. Karabagh’s only connection to 
the outside world is via the Republic of 
Armenia, which is also the victim of 
blockades imposed by Azerbaijan and 
Turkey; and front-line Karabagh de- 
fense forces are constantly under at- 
tack from Azeri snipers violating the 
cease-fire, as I witnessed firsthand dur- 
ing my visit to the region just in Janu- 
ary of this year. 

The humanitarian and infrastructure 
needs of this area are severe, and I also 
witnessed that firsthand. 

Now, last year, this Congress played 
an extremely positive and constructive 
role in helping the people of Karabagh. 
I want to praise the Subcommittee on 
Foreign Operations, Export Financing 
and Related Programs of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations for providing 
for the first time direct aid to 
Karabagh in the amount of $12.5 mil- 
lion for humanitarian assistance. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, none of 
that aid has yet been provided to 
Karabagh, and that is why I am ad- 
dressing the House tonight on this 
issue. I am very concerned that some 
elements in the administration have 
misinterpreted the clear intent of Con- 
gress that the aid is destined for the 
people of Karabagh and, instead, are 
suggesting some of the funds should be 
diverted to Azerbaijan. 
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I will be circulating a letter to Brian 
Atwood, the Administrator of USAID, 
the Agency for International Develop- 
ment, urging that the funds be pro- 
vided immediately; and I am also de- 
manding the entire $12.5 million be pro- 
vided to Karabagh as it was intended 
by Congress. I hope my colleagues will 
join me in this appeal as we go around 
and try to get co-signatures for this 
letter over the next few days. 

It is true that USAID did send a need 
assessment team to Nagorno Karabagh 
earlier this year pursuant to the lan- 
guage in the Foreign Ops bill. While 
the team has reported its findings to 
Congress, we are still waiting for the 
aid to be provided. 

Give us the aid. It needs to be pro- 
vided. These people are hurting, and 
they need the help. 

USAID officials have suggested that 
humanitarian aid will be committed in 
the near future; but, Mr. Speaker, I 
wanted to emphasize this aid was ap- 
propriated by Congress last fall. So we 
are talking 6 months for humanitarian 
assistance that is desperately needed, 
and there is no excuse for this delay. 

While working to get the aid that has 
already been appropriated to its in- 
tended recipients in Karabagh, I am 
also urging the Subcommittee on For- 
eign Operations, Export Financing and 
Related Programs this year to build 
upon its historic achievement in the 
fiscal year 1998 bill to earmark assist- 
ance to Nagorno Karabagh at $20 mil- 
lion, an increase, and make it even 
more clear that aid is intended for dis- 
bursement within Nagorno Karabagh. 

I also hope the subcommittee will 
consider broadening the scope of assist- 
ance to Karabagh to include the re- 
building and reconstruction of infra- 
structure damaged during the war. I 
know there are some true friends of Ar- 
menia on that subcommittee, and I am 
hopeful of support for these much-need- 
ed funds. 

Mr. Speaker, let me say that, having 
twice visited this mountainous repub- 
lic, I can attest that it is indeed a func- 
tioning society, a fact also attested to 
by members of the USAID team that 
visited Karabagh to conduct a needs as- 
sessment pursuant to this year’s fiscal 
year 1998 bill. 

Unfortunately, the State Department 
has apparently interpreted the provi- 
sion of aid to the “victims of the 
Karabagh conflict”, and they have in- 
terpreted this language of ‘‘victims of 
the Karabagh conflict“, contrary to 
the intent of the House Subcommittee 
on Foreign Operations, Export Financ- 
ing and Related Programs, as referring 
also to expanding existing funds for 
Azerbaijan’s needy. 

While I am concerned about the 
needy people of Azerbaijan, two things 
are important to point out: First, U.S. 
assistance is already being provided to 
Azerbaijan’s needy through nongovern- 
mental organizations, with tens of mil- 
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lions of American funds having been 
provided over the past few years. And, 
second, and I regret to say, the govern- 
ment of Azerbaijan has done very little 
to help the needy population in its 
rural areas, despite the huge revenues 
being generated for Baku for develop- 
ment of the Caspian Sea oil reserves. 
This is a fact that even our own State 
Department acknowledges. 


Finally, Mr. Speaker, I wanted to 
again stress the importance of main- 
taining the current ban on government 
aids to Azerbaijan until that country 
lifts its blockade of Armenia and 
Karabagh. This ban was enacted as 
part of the Freedom Support Act of 
1992, and it is a good law. 


Now, Congress, unfortunately, is re- 
examining the issue of the prohibition 
on aid to Azerbaijan as part of an effort 
to enhance U.S. engagement in the re- 
gion. While I am all for greater U.S. en- 
gagement in the Caucasus, we must not 
tinker with this provision. That is Sec- 
tion 907 of the Freedom Support Act. 


Unfortunately, some in Congress, the 
administration and the oil industry are 
looking to curry favor with Azerbaijan 
by lifting or at least easing the ban on 
aid to Azerbaijan. And for the ban on 
aid to be lifted, Azerbaijan need only 
lift the blockades of Armenia and 
Karabagh. Until then, there should not 
be any consideration of asking the 
United States taxpayers to support the 
dictatorship in Baku. 


Again, Mr. Speaker, I feel very 
strongly about this matter, and I think 
we need to seriously address the fact 
that this aid has not been coming to 
Nagorno Karabagh and that, hopefully, 
if we continue to tell the State Depart- 
ment that they are not doing their job 
in providing the assistance, they will 
do so forthwith. 


POSITIVE DEVELOPMENTS IN U.S.-INDIA 
RELATIONS 


Mr. PALLONE. Lastly, this evening, 
Mr. Speaker, I had the opportunity 
today to visit in New York with the 
President of India. Some of my other 
colleagues were there, the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. ACKERMAN) and 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
MANTON). Each of us had the oppor- 
tunity to talk for some time with the 
President, and I wanted to comment on 
his historic visit to New York. 


He was there to receive an award, I 
believe at a reception this evening; and 
he also spent some time at the United 
Nations. But he, in my conversations 
with the President, was very optimistic 
about what has been happening in 
terms of India and U.S. relations. And 
those of us who are members of the 
India caucus, again which I mentioned 
that I co-chair, are very pleased be- 
cause we see more and more positive 
developments in terms of U.S.-India re- 
lations. 
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Just to mention a few things, just a 
few weeks ago, one of our former col- 
leagues who is now the U.N. Ambas- 
sador, Bill Richardson, visited India 
along with Rick Inderfurth, who is the 
Assistant Secretary of State for South 
Asia, and also some other U.S. officials 
as part of the first delegation that the 
President sent to India since the new 
government was formed just about a 
month ago. And that trip I commented 
on last week was a very good trip be- 
cause it really enhanced good feeling, 
if you will, between other two coun- 
tries. 

But one of the things that the Presi- 
dent of India said today that was very 
good about the trip or that he appre- 
ciated about this trip by Bill Richard- 
son was the fact that the U.S. rep- 
resentatives, including Ambassador 
Richardson, viewed India independ- 
ently from the other South Asian coun- 
tries. In other words, in the past, India 
has felt that U.S. foreign policy looks 
at India vis-a-vis Pakistan or vis-a-vis 
Bangladesh or some of its other South 
Asian neighbors and does not see it as 
its own country with its own place, if 
you will, an important place in world 
affairs. And that clearly has changed. 

When Ambassador Bill Richardson 
went to India, he made it quite clear 
that India is a priority of U.S. foreign 
policy, and it is a priority viewed inde- 
pendently, if you will, because of In- 
dia’s own status in world affairs. 

Now, that is not to say that Ambas- 
sador Richardson and the others during 
this visit did not want to increase the 
dialogue between India and its neigh- 
bors in South Asia. Quite the contrary. 
They stressed during the trip, and the 
media reported the fact, that they 
stressed the need for India and Paki- 
stan to resume their dialogue and try 
to improve their relations. And in fact, 
today when I spoke to the President of 
India, he was very optimistic that that 
indeed would happen, that sometime in 
the next few weeks or the next few 
months that the two Prime Ministers 
of India and Pakistan would meet at 
the Prime Minister level possibly, at 
the trade meeting of the SAARC group 
in July, or maybe even sooner than 
that, and that this dialogue between 
the two countries to try to reduce ten- 
sion and bring not only Pakistan and 
India but all the countries of South 
Asia together again economically, po- 
litically and maybe even eventually 
militarily, that this dialogue would 
continue. So that was a very optimistic 
aspect of my conversation today with 
the President that I wanted to mention 
to my colleagues this evening. 

The other thing that the President of 
India stressed at the meeting today 
was the need for U.S. support for India 
to become a permanent member of the 
U.N. Security Council. Obviously, a big 
part of his trip today to New York re- 
lated to the United Nations, and the 
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United Nations is a focal point of In- 
dia’s efforts these days to become a 
permanent member of the Security 
Council. 

Myself and a number of other mem- 
bers of our India caucus have, in fact, 
sponsored a House resolution where we 
express the sense of this Congress that 
India should be a permanent member of 
the Security Council, and we are hop- 
ing that eventually we can get that 
resolution passed, but we are also hope- 
ful that the State Department will 
eventually come around to that point 
of view. 

Again, the President of India was ap- 
preciative of the fact that the United 
States is pushing for an expanded Secu- 
rity Council, but he would like to see 
the U.S. directly support India’s bid for 
a seat, as would I. 

The last thing I wanted to mention 
in this regard is that when I spoke to 
India’s President today, he was also 
very much of the vein, and I certainly 
agree, and I think it has been shown in 
the last 2 weeks as well, that the trade 
and business and investment relation- 
ship between our two countries, be- 
tween India and the United States, is 
also going to move progressively for- 
ward. 

There was some concern, I think, on 
the part of American businesspeople 
that with the new government, the 
BJP government as we call it, that 
they might not be as willing to move 
forward to encourage U.S. investment 
and more trade or might put up some 
barriers to U.S. articles, certain U.S. 
materials or articles coming into 
India. But that has sort of been put to 
rest in the last 2 weeks. 

India’s Finance Minister was in 
Washington just a short time ago, and 
he made it quite clear that the new 
government wants to move forward in 
terms of U.S. investment, particularly 
in infrastructure, that the market re- 
forms would continue, that privatiza- 
tion would continue. And I mentioned 
to the President of India today that 
this was very important to the United 
States, and he was of the opinion that 
we had nowhere to go but forward in 
terms of increasing our trade and busi- 
ness relationships. 

So once again, I just wanted to say in 
conclusion this evening that what has 
been happening since the new govern- 
ment was elected in India in March has 
been very positive in terms of U.S. re- 
lations. I believe very strongly that the 
United States needs to think of India 
as a priority of its foreign policy and 
that we need to expand business and 
trade opportunities with India and ba- 
sically have our countries work to- 
gether in almost every area, whether it 
is political, diplomatic, economic, or 
even military. And I think we are 
clearly moving in that direction in 
terms of the developments that have 
taken place in the last month between 
our two countries. 
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REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO- 
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 3717, TO PROHIBIT THE EX- 
PENDITURE OF FEDERAL FUNDS 
FOR THE DISTRIBUTION OF NEE- 
DLES OR SYRINGES FOR THE 
HYPODERMIC INJECTION OF IL- 
LEGAL DRUGS 


Mr. HASTINGS of Washington (dur- 
ing the special order of Mr. OWENS), 
from the Committee on Rules, sub- 
mitted a privileged report (Rept. No. 
105-497) on the resolution (H. Res. 409) 
providing for consideration of the bill 
(H.R. 3717) to prohibit the expenditure 
of Federal funds for the distribution of 
needles or syringes for the hypodermic 
injection of illegal drugs, which was re- 
ferred to the House Calendar and or- 
dered to be printed. 


—— Z—— 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO- 
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 3546, THE NATIONAL DIA- 
LOGUE ON SOCIAL SECURITY 
ACT OF 1998 


Mr. HASTINGS of Washington (dur- 
ing the special order of Mr. OWENS), 
from the Committee on Rules, sub- 
mitted a privileged report (Rept. No. 
105-498) on the resolution (H. Res. 410) 
providing for consideration of the bill 
(H.R. 3546) to provide for a national 
dialogue on Social Security and to es- 
tablish the Bipartisan Panel to Design 
Long-Range Social Security Reform, 
which was referred to the House Cal- 
endar and ordered to be printed. 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO- 
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 6, HIGHER EDUCATION 
AMENDMENTS OF 1998 


Mr. HASTINGS of Washington (dur- 
ing the special order of Mr. OWENS), 
from the Committee on Rules, sub- 
mitted a privileged report (Rept. No. 
105-499) on the resolution (H. Res. 411) 
providing for consideration of the bill 
(H.R. 6) to extend the authorization of 
programs under the Higher Education 
Act of 1965, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the House Cal- 
endar and ordered to be printed. 


SS 


HIGHER EDUCATION ASSISTANCE 
ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DEAL of Georgia). Under the Speaker’s 
announced policy of January 7, 1997, 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
OWENS) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, today is 
April 28. Tomorrow will be April 29. A 
major event will take place on the 
floor of the House of Representatives. 

Tomorrow we shall begin the consid- 
eration of the Higher Education Assist- 
ance Act, the reauthorization of the 
Higher Education Assistance Act. I 
think that I would like to proclaim to 
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the American people, to the public, to 
everybody who cares in this Nation, 
that this is no small event. 

Reauthorization of the Higher Edu- 
cation Assistance Act is a major event. 
We only do it once every 5 years. And 
the role of the Federal Government in 
higher education has been no small 
one. It is very important. In fact, it is 
quite unfortunate that there has been 
so little discussion and so little debate 
up to this point. We should have had 
more dialogue, more interaction with 
the people who are involved, students, 
faculties, presidents of colleges. It has 
been a very quiet reauthorization proc- 
ess. 

I have been here now for 16 years, and 
this is the third reauthorization I have 
gone through, and I have never seen it 
so quiet. It is part of the process that 
has been forced upon us by the leader- 
ship, the Republican majority leader- 
ship here in the House, that everything 
is kept at a low profile, everything im- 
portant is kept at a very low profile. 

This session, this second year of the 
105th Congress, the art of forcing the 
low profile, the art of forcing a low vis- 
ibility for important issues has been 
perfected. Never before have we been in 
a session where we have had as many 
recesses as we have had this year, as 
short a workweek as we have had this 
year. 

A decision was made by the ruling 
Republican majority that the less visi- 
bility this Congress had, the less the 
people of the United States see their 
Legistature at work, the better. So we 
have minimized a very important dis- 
cussion on education, as we minimize 
all discussions. We are in a situation 
now where we have not even passed a 
budget. And I suppose one is being pre- 
pared in secret like everything else. It 
is a process where most things go on 
behind closed doors, and very little 
participation is encouraged. 

In the case of the Higher Education 
Assistance Act, I found it very difficult 
as a member of the committee, Iam a 
member of the Committee on Edu- 
cation and the Workforce, and I found 
it difficult to find out how things were 
moving as the preparation of this very 
important piece of legislation took 
place at the committee level. I have 
heard my colleagues in other commit- 
tees complain about the same process. 
Even the Members of Congress are not 
invited to participate. We have to sort 
of force our way into the dialogue. 
Therefore, it is not surprising that the 
same ruling majority here does not 
provide opportunities for the public to 
know very much about what is going 
on, the voters. 

I suppose this is a result of what hap- 
pened in the 104th Congress in terms of 
a very well-publicized, highly visible 
agenda in the form of the Contract 
with America. We had maximum de- 
bate. The Democratic Minority had a 
chance to answer the proposals put 
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forth by the Republican majority. We 
had out on the table the intentions of 
the Republican party, especially in the 
area of education. They clearly had in- 
tentions that were in confrontation 
with the majority of the American peo- 
ple. They wanted to abolish the De- 
partment of Education. They wanted to 
drastically cut certain education pro- 
grams, even cut Head Start, school 
lunches. 

It was a situation where we appre- 
ciated the honesty of the majority. The 
majority was honest. They put their 
cards on the table; and the American 
people, in their wisdom, rejected them. 
They knew that these ideas had been 
rejected as we approached the election 
date in November of 1996. They knew 
that with respect to education, they 
had miscalculated, and they ran very 
fast and used their power to make 
amends. 

At the last minute during the appro- 
priations process, the Republican ma- 
jority increased the budget for edu- 
cation programs by $4 billion. Whereas 
they had been threatening to cut as 
much as $4 billion in the previous year 
in 1995, in 1996 they increased it by the 
same amount, $4 billion increase, in- 
stead of a cut. So they understood, 
they understood through the focus 
groups, they understood through the 
public opinion polls all of the barom- 
eters that we use to measure opinions 
and to determine where the voters are. 
They understood that the common- 
sense wisdom of the American people 
was not with them. 

Education is a high priority, and 
anyone who threatens to abolish the 
Department of Education and greatly 
cripple the involvement of the Federal 
Government in education matters has 
to pay the price for that kind of posi- 
tion. Fortunately for them, and unfor- 
tunate for the Democratic Minority, 
they changed radically at the last 
minute, and they went out, after giving 
us a $4 billion increase in education, 
they went out as the friends of edu- 
cation, as the champions of education. 

Unfortunately, in this 105th Con- 
gress, that is not the case. The kind of 
last-minute conversion did not carry 
over. We are back to business as usual 
when it comes to the Republican ma- 
jority. First of all, they have the old 
proposals for school vouchers and pri- 
vatization of education on the table 
with greater gusto than ever before. 
Block granting and vouchers and all of 
those old items that did not sit well 
with the American people in the last 
Congress have been resurrected. We do 
not hear any more of the talk of the 
abolishment of the Department of Edu- 
cation. The extremism is not there 
anymore. They do not put it out on the 
table. 

If they feel the Department of Edu- 
cation should be abolished, then that is 
a covert matter; they do not talk about 
it in public. If they feel that Head 
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Start should be cut, that is a covert 
matter. 

They actually have been very civil in 
this process of reauthorizing the High- 
er Education Assistance Act. The High- 
er Education Assistance Act has come 
forward. It will go to the floor tomor- 
row from the committee. And the Re- 
publican majority on that committee 
is to be commended, I suppose, for not 
proposing any drastic cuts. There are 
no drastic cuts in the previous higher 
education programs. 

We should rejoice. We should applaud 
this. Let us give credit where credit is 
due. The jackals of the 104th Congress 
that wanted to cut everything have 
left, basically, higher education assist- 
ance alone. We should be rejoicing. And 
I do rejoice. 

On the other hand, as I said, on the 
occasion of the markup of this impor- 
tant piece of legislation, it is most un- 
fortunate that given the fact that we 
reauthorize higher education assist- 
ance acts only once every 5 years, in a 
5-year period, whatever we legislate to- 
morrow, whatever comes out of our 
House tomorrow and goes to the Sen- 
ate and conference and signed by the 
President, that will be in effect for 5 
years. 

o 2000 

It is unfortunate that a bill which is 
going to carry us through the next 5 
years into the 21st century and beyond 
is really a status quo bill. We can ap- 
plaud the fact that they did not cut 
anything, we can applaud the fact that 
there was no attempt to roll back his- 
tory, but we cannot applaud the fact 
that there are no innovations in the 
bill tomorrow, there is nothing new, 
there is nothing that looks at the 21st 
century and says that our thrust 
should be different, our commitment to 
higher education should be enhanced, 
we should meet some of the problems 
that have surfaced and are clear on the 
horizon, we should meet these prob- 
lems in this Higher Education Assist- 
ance Act or project a way to begin to 
deal with them. This is a status quo 
bill. 

I complained at the level of the com- 
mittee and I will complain again to- 
morrow that it is most unfortunate 
that at a time when we are enjoying 
the greatest prosperity the Nation 
probably has ever known, at a time 
when there is no war to absorb re- 
sources, at a time when the window of 
opportunity is wide open, we cannot 
come up with some more creative and 
imaginative proposals as to how we are 
going to proceed to educate the popu- 
lation. We have a lot of problems below 
the level of high school graduation. 
But certainly we have always com- 
mitted ourselves and always been 
praised by for the fact that higher edu- 
cation in America is exceptional. We 
are ahead of most of the industrialized 
nations when they begin to make com- 
parisons between the higher education 
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systems among the countries. Not so 
with our elementary and secondary 
school systems. But at a time like this 
when we are ahead and it is clear that 
our higher education system has 
played a major role in our ability to 
quickly take advantage of the sci- 
entific revolution and to apply science 
and technology in many areas of life, 
including, of course, in the military 
area where the American people in- 
vested billions and billions of dollars in 
the military research and development, 
a situation which is very relevant be- 
cause right now the kind of prosperity 
we are enjoying is partially fueled and 
pushed by the revolution in informa- 
tion technology. The companies that 
are newest and making the greatest 
amount of money on Wall Street are 
information technology companies, 
Intel, Microsoft, you name it, the new- 
est companies, by the way who are not 
dependent on defense contracts or gov- 
ernment contracts, they are all infor- 
mation technology related. That infor- 
mation technology that they have cho- 
sen to make great profits off of did not 
happen overnight and it did not happen 
by magic. It did not come directly from 
God. Everything comes from God indi- 
rectly but it did not come as a natural 
resource. It is not like an oil well, 
striking it rich with a diamond mine or 
a gold mine. Information technology 
and the state of the art right now is a 
direct result of the investment of the 
American people in great amounts of 
research and development for military 
purposes. 

Information technology was really 
developed by the American people 
through their military services seeking 
ways to accomplish the jobs that they 
have to accomplish. The Internet was 
created by the American military 
forces. The Internet was created to as- 
sist and aid and speed up the exchange 
of information throughout the world, 
scientific information. The Internet is 
the creation of the American people 
through their military services. Some- 
thing called the Defense Technical In- 
formation Center, another way for say- 
ing the world’s greatest system of li- 
braries, was created by the Defense De- 
partment. One of the by-products of 
that tremendous system for research 
and for development was the Internet. 
We are the beneficiaries of a system 
which was produced and financed by 
the American people which was con- 
ceived and operated and all the details 
have been put in place by American 
science and technology. Yes, we might 
have had some foreign scientists par- 
ticipate, we will not take that away 
from them, but basically the techni- 
cians and the scientists, the theo- 
reticians and the philosophers who put 
this great technological revolution to- 
gether in terms of information tech- 
nology were products of our education 
system, mainly our higher education 
system, our higher education system 
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which is still like all other higher edu- 
cation systems in the world basically 
an elitist system. Only a small percent- 
age of people go to college. Only a 
small percentage of people totally still 
enjoy higher education opportunities 
throughout the world. That group and 
what they do and how they do it is crit- 
ical to the advancement of our society 
and the continued prosperity that we 
enjoy. So if we are authorizing a piece 
of legislation called the Higher Edu- 
cation Assistance Act, then we ought 
to look at it in terms of this is a crit- 
ical piece of legislation which will have 
a great impact on what we are doing in 
the future, how can we make this a 
better piece of legislation. 

My first concern was that the legisla- 
tion did not take advantage of an op- 
portunity to increase greatly the 
amount of opportunities for Americans 
to go to college. The opportunities 
need to be increased for many reasons. 
We need more educated people. It is 
clear that there is a correlation be- 
tween the number of educated people 
and our progress. If that is the case, 
then there should not be any question 
about having more people who have 
college education or higher education 
opportunities. Maybe some of them 
will only go to community colleges for 
2 years but the principle of the value 
added, education adds value to every- 
body who participates, higher edu- 
cation adds very extensive, very great 
value to anybody who participates in 
higher education. A person coming out 
of a higher education institution is 
going to earn income and really pay 
back the investment that society has 
made in them. The person who comes 
out of a higher education institution is 
definitely not going to be dependent on 
subsidies. They will contribute to the 
process instead of absorbing any re- 
sources. We know all of this. It should 
not be difficult to conceive of the ne- 
cessity of increasing the number. How- 
ever, there are some people who balk at 
the idea that we need more college 
graduates and we need more college 
students. There is some notion that al- 
ways runs throughout deliberations 
about higher education that, hey, you 
may get too many educated people and 
if you get too many educated people, 
you will drive down the standards and 
the salaries and the quality of life of 
the people who are educated. That has 
been a stream running through deci- 
sion-making in America for a long 
time. It is not new. Fifty or 75 years 
ago they were talking about the possi- 
bility of having too many educated 
people, but it has never happened. We 
have never yet reached a point where 
we have too many educated people. 
People with college degrees may have 
some difficulty in the job market now- 
adays or they may have always had 
some difficulty, but generally they 
land on their feet, and generally people 
with college degrees do not end up 
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being dependent on society. It is true 
now, it was true 25 years ago, it is 
going to be true in the year 2010. 

Right now we are seeing an explosion 
of the need for people in the informa- 
tion technology sector. Information 
technology involves work with tele- 
communications apparatus, computers. 
It involves a lot of things which re- 
quire higher education. Most people do 
not know it, but it also requires imagi- 
nation, it also requires people who 
have some conception of spatial rela- 
tionships, not just in terms of engi- 
neering but also in terms of artistic 
presentations. If you look at Web sites 
and you look at the kind of things that 
they are doing with Web sites, you 
know that these are not just mathe- 
maticians, these are not just physical 
scientists. The successful Web sites are 
being generated by people with imagi- 
nation. They have imagination, they 
have some background beyond math 
and science or they are working in 
teams, so a person who is in drama and 
who is in art illustration or in just so- 
cial science, understanding psychology 
of people, they may be on a team of 
people, some of whom have math and 
physics backgrounds, to produce what 
has to be produced in terms of software 
or in terms of Web sites, et cetera. We 
do not know, we cannot pick exactly 
who is going to be most successful in 
this area. But we should assume that 
all education can be fitted in some- 
where. The psychologist may be as val- 
uable as the physicist. We should have 
as much education as possible across 
the whole spectrum. We understood 


that briefly when the Russians out- 


paced us in space. The Russians put up 
Sputnik and began to put up one space 
rocket and one space satellite after an- 
other. We went to work in this country 
to deal with the fact that you can only 
compete in that arena if you have more 
and more people in the area of science. 
They did not all have to be geniuses 
and Einsteins. Some were theoretical 
scientists, some were applied sci- 
entists, some were technicians and 
technologists, some were good mechan- 
ics. The entire array of people needed 
to produce the kind of military hard- 
ware and the military processes that 
matched the Soviet Union and eventu- 
ally made it spend itself to death in the 
area of military technology, that was 
produced through the education proc- 
ess. We understood it then. 

We are facing now a situation where 
there is a survey that tells us that in- 
formation technology workers are in 
great shortage. This new revolution, 
these information technology compa- 
nies that are producing such great 
profits on the stock market, these are 
the places where we have vacancies ap- 
pearing at a great rate. There is some 
debate about it but some pretty thor- 
ough and credible surveys have been 
done which shows we are talking about 
300,000 people in this area right now 
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who are needed and are not there, 
300,000 vacancies exist out there now. 
That will only get worse, because the 
reading of the survey of where students 
are in college, how many are majoring 
in the appropriate fields, generally 
what the education pool is in our col- 
leges and universities, that survey 
leads the information technology ex- 
perts to project that you may have a 
million vacancies 5 or 6 years from now 
trying to cope with an expanded enter- 
prise, not only in business. Right now 
the great investment is in business. 
Profit-making businesses want to be on 
top of the latest technology, informa- 
tion technology. The state of the art is 
always being sought by these profit- 
making businesses that have lots and 
lots of money to spend because they 
are making great amounts of profit, so 
the money is being spent now in the 
business arena. They have not even 
started yet to really apply information 
technology en masse to higher edu- 
cation institutions, and further down 
the public schools which the President, 
President Clinton and Vice President 
Gore certainly have seen the vision to 
include in this information technology 
revolution. The public schools are way, 
way down the chain. Even in some 
places like California where they led 
the country in showing us how to get 
schools wired using volunteers and put 
schools on the Internet, even there we 
are talking about a situation where 
every school that was wired by volun- 
teers on a Saturday afternoon, we 
called them wired if they wired the li- 
brary and five classrooms. The library 
and five classrooms was the extent of 
the wiring. There is a lot more to be 
done even in the places where we have 
been most successful. But in my home- 
town, New York City, and home State, 
the big cities in New York have noth- 
ing close to anything like 10 percent of 
the schools wired. We have a project 
going in our area where it has taken us 
almost 2 years to get 22 schools wired 
using our volunteers on Saturday. 
Even with the cooperation of the Board 
of Education, Bell Atlantic and a lot of 
private sector people have partici- 
pated, it is a slow process. Of course in 
the suburbs surrounding New York 
City, they have dealt with the process. 
They have not depended on volunteers. 
They have wired their schools. They 
have state of the art media in some of 
those places. Where the largest number 
of poor people go to school in the inner 
cities, we are way behind. 

In this Higher Education Assistance 
Act, my point is we have not taken 
into full consideration the fact that 
right now there are tremendous 
amounts of vacancies in the informa- 
tion technology sector, 300,000 vacan- 
cies right now, and a projection that 
there will be many more, these people 
have to go through higher education 
even if it is only 2 years of college in 
many cases. We have not taken that 
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into consideration. Just to meet that 
need, we should have special programs 
in colleges and universities at increas- 
ing the number of students in the pool. 


O 2015 


We have to replenish the number of 
doctors and lawyers and MBAs. You 
know, there is a whole society demand- 
ing more and more educated people. 
One of our biggest exports is not goods 
but services, the services supplied by 
experts, and these are experts that 
come out of our colleges and univer- 
sities that export services around the 
world. There will be a more greater de- 
mand for services from highly educated 
people in the future. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just recapitu- 
late. I do not want anybody to get lost. 
Iam talking about the fact that there 
is a great demand for people with high- 
er education, and the demand will in- 
crease, and we should have taken that 
into consideration when we considered 
this Higher Education Assistance Act. 

The act that we will be considering 
tomorrow on the floor of the House is a 
status quo bill. It maintains things 
pretty much as they are. And while we 
applaud the fact that there are no dras- 
tic cuts, it is unfortunate that we have 
not taken advantage of a window of op- 
portunity to go forward and deal with 
needs that are obvious in our work 
force. 

I also complained about the fact 
that, at the time that we considered 
this bill in our committee, about the 
fact that the great debate right now 
with respect to affirmative action and 
the problem of trying to provide diver- 
sity on higher education campuses by 
taking into consideration certain mat- 
ters that go beyond just the scores on 
the SATs and the averages in courses 
in high school and that great debate, 
which is escalating, and certainly in 
California, has led to some real disas- 
ters in terms of the policy changes 
made by the board of regents of Cali- 
fornia. 

You have a drastic reduction in the 
number of Hispanics and African Amer- 
ican students who are in the higher 
education freshman class. You have an 
even more drastic reduction in the 
higher education graduate institutions. 
Texas has had a similar problem, and 
across the country there are more dis- 
cussions and referendums and policy 
changes now in process with respect to 
ending efforts to promote diversity by 
considering the ethnicity of a par- 
ticular student and the need to achieve 
balance in the student body. 

If we are going to go that route, and 
there are people who argue that affirm- 
ative action is not good, but if we have 
proposals and programs that seek to 
provide more help for people who are 
disadvantaged, people who need help 
because they are poor, well, that is 
across the board. You know, consider 
race. You do not consider ethnicity, 
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you just consider the fact that they are 
disadvantaged, they need help, that 
that is the way to go. 

I have heard proponents of ending af- 
firmative action. The people want very 
much to end affirmative action, includ- 
ing the Speaker of the House. They 
argue that we do not want any consid- 
eration on the basis of ethnicity. Let 
us forget about the 232 years of slavery 
and the descendants of slavery who did 
not have a chance to accumulate any 
wealth, and if you did not have a 
chance to accumulate any wealth, the 
whole family structure and the whole 
supportive atmosphere that breeds, 
that creates, middle-class people who 
are more successful in the formal edu- 
cation structure, forget about that 
they said. 

Let us just consider everybody equal 
and take care of those who happen to 
be unfortunate economically all across 
the board so that white poor and the 
African American poor and the His- 
panic poor are all treated equally. 

I do not concede that affirmative ac- 
tion is not important. I do not concede 
you should forget about 232 years of 
slavery and the impact of that on the 
descendants of slaves, the impact of a 
hundred and some years of oppression 
as second-class citizens that followed 
the Emancipation Proclamation and 
the 13th, 14th and 15th amendments. I 
do not concede that, but let us for a 
moment lay it aside. Let us consider 
the arguments that are made by these 
people who want to get rid of affirma- 
tive action. They say they are ready to 
be fair to everybody. 

If you are honest about that asser- 
tion, then you will create more oppor- 
tunities. We should be considering how 
the Education Act, which had a tre- 
mendous increase in the amount of 
money available in order to create 
more opportunity for more people re- 
gardless of their race, creed or color. 

We should have the Pell grants great- 
ly increased. They are increased some- 
what, but the Pell grants should be 
greatly increased in terms of the num- 
ber of people covered. The amount for 
Pell grants, the number of people cov- 
ered should be greatly increased. 

We should have great increases in all 
of the loan programs, in the TRIO pro- 
grams and every program that is de- 
signed to promote higher education. 
Because we should anticipate a great 
increase in the number of students 
coming in who have been denied an op- 
portunity because of the fact that they 
are poor. 

That requires money, that requires 
appropriations and commitments. In 
the authorization of this bill, we have 
not dealt with that. 

Oh, yes, there is a lot of money in- 
volved here, but it is status quo, you 
know. It is taking into consideration 
the fact that we are throwing out af- 
firmative action programs and, there- 
fore, the affirmative action programs 
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ought to be replaced with greater op- 
portunity programs. There should be 
more opportunity programs. 

You know, consider the constellation 
that we are dealing with here. In Amer- 
ica now, there are roughly about 15 
million students in college and univer- 
sities, 15 million students in colleges 
and universities. That includes the 
community colleges and senior col- 
leges. In America right now, there are 
about 3,688 institutions of higher learn- 
ing, community colleges, senior col- 
leges, et cetera. 

Right now, the expenditures of the 
State and local governments for higher 
education is approximately $89 billion 
per year. These may seem like big 
numbers, but the cost, the amount we 
are spending per student in our public 
institutions supported by State and 
local governments and by the Federal 
Government, the Federal Government 
expenditure I think is around $38 bil- 
lion for cash, programs receiving cash 
directly, and another $40 billion if all 
the tax credits and various new pro- 
grams that have been established are 
utilized. 

You are talking about $38 billion, $40 
billion. That is a lot of money, a lot of 
commitment. $38 billion, $40 billion, 
you know you are talking about nearly 
$80 billion of federal assistance, $89 bil- 
lion is expended by State and local gov- 
ernments. I suppose that comes to, you 
know, $169 billion, a lot of money. 

But what is our defense budget? How 
much money do we spend on defense? It 
is way, way up there at $200 billion, al- 
most $300 billion. Combined events in 
intelligence, you are talking about $300 
billion on defense and intelligence. 

So you can only compare. These fig- 
ures will drown you. You will get lost 
quickly if you do not make compari- 
sons. You can only compare, determine 
the value of what is being spent and 
get some perspective if you look at 
what modern costs are in other areas. 
What are we spending in defense? Close 
to $300 billion. $89 billion at the State 
and local level for higher education 
and another $80 billion probably at the 
Federal level. 

It seems like a lot of money, but in 
terms of modern costs it is not a very 
great expenditure. 

How much does the cigarette indus- 
try make in billions of dollars per 
year? I mean, in terms of modern costs, 
our commitment to higher education 
is, I assure you, nothing staggering. 

City University in New York, City 
University of New York, which prob- 
ably has one of the best bargains in 
education, we educate students in City 
University for less than $20,000 per 
year. I think that the recent budget 
cuts, they have had steady budget cuts 
for the last 20 years. This is a univer- 
sity that has been squeezed and pushed 
and manipulated and very badly treat- 
ed by the people who appropriate funds 
over the last 20, 25 years. 
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City University, the cost of edu- 
cating one student is about $20,000, and 
you might say $20,000 per year to edu- 
cate a student. Well, Harvard and Yale 
is the Ivy League. Students are above 
$30,000 and climbing, and you might 
say those are large amounts of money, 
but compared to what? 

The taxpayers of America spend 
$120,000 per student to educate students 
who go to West Point. Let me repeat 
that figure so you will understand what 
I said, and I had it checked and double 
checked, and this is not the military 
training. Military training takes it up 
to the $200,000 range. Just the academic 
training of every student that goes to 
West Point costs the taxpayers of 
America $120,000. 

Now get the perspective in place. I 
would say that we are spending much 
too much to educate a student at West 
Point, but I would say at the same 
time we are spending much too little to 
educate a student at City University, 
or maybe it is not relevant unless you 
look at how the money is being spent. 

City University has 200,000 students. 
You know, the economies of scale 
would allow you to do things cheaper, 
but City University also has students 
jammed into classrooms and college 
classes with 40 and 45 students; you 
know, are not conducive to learning. 

City University has an antiquated in- 
frastructure. Only recently, last 10 
years, did some of the colleges get 
phones, push-button phones. You know 
they had rotary phones. In many cases 
the buildings have, the academic build- 
ings, have only a few phones, let alone 
lines that could connect computers to 
the Internet. 

The higher education establishments 
and City University are way, way be- 
hind the state-of-the-art higher edu- 
cation institutions in respect to com- 
puters and information technology. 
They need a great infusion of capital 
just for that purpose. 

Iam not saying that New York State 
and New York City should spend 
$120,000 per student as they do at West 
Point. But I think that, instead of the 
present rage that is being promoted by 
certain editorials in certain papers and 
certain of our political figures, the 
rage against City University for trying 
to educate too many students and hav- 
ing too much remediation and needing 
to raise its standards by locking out 
large numbers of students from the op- 
portunity in higher education provides 
all of that is going in the direction 
which is counter to where we ought to 
be going as we move toward the 2ist 
century. 

So I want to reemphasize the fact 
that it is probably one of the most im- 
portant bills that we consider in this 
Congress. The Higher Education Assist- 
ance Act that we will be considering 
tomorrow is probably one of the most 
important bills that we will consider. 
We only do it once every 5 years. 
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There are very real problems out 
there related to affirmative action and 
the way opportunities for higher edu- 
cation are being cut off, smothered in 
our various States, the Hopwood deci- 
sion in Texas and the City University 
of New York. 

If they end remediation, they would 
be accomplishing what California has 
accomplished through a back-door 
means. They do not talk about affirma- 
tive action, but it is large numbers of 
poor students, beginning with the poor 
students who are African American, 
the poor students who are Hispanic, 
but large numbers of white students 
also who are poor will be cut out of the 
opportunity to go to a higher edu- 
cation institution, that kind of oppor- 
tunity provided by City University. 
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At a time when we ought to be con- 
sidering how to have more of a pool of 
people upon which we can draw to meet 
the challenges of the 2ist century, we 
are going in the opposite direction. 
There are some midget minds at work; 
there are some timid spirits that are 
moving things, and people that have 
power do not have any vision about 
where we are going. 

Governor Rockefeller, who was a Re- 
publican, laid out a vision for the uni- 
versity systems of New York’s SUNY 
and CUNY, which catapulted them into 
a whole new stratosphere in terms of 
the kind of activities they are involved 
in now. Now we are under a Republican 
Governor going in the opposite direc- 
tion in terms of that vision and under- 
standing of the role of higher education 
at a time when we should be going in 
the opposite direction. 

Consider the history of higher edu- 
cation in this country. Consider the 
fact that if we had not had visionaries 
who understood the importance of edu- 
cation in the overall achievement of 
prosperity in this country, in the es- 
tablishment of circumstances which 
would allow our people to pursue hap- 
piness, if that vision had not been 
there, we would be in serious trouble. 
We do not realize how much education 
and the initiatives taken by a few leg- 
islators, people in power, has meant 
over the years. 

First, Thomas Jefferson and the Uni- 
versity of Virginia. It probably did not 
become the model he wanted it to be- 
come, but it certainly planted the seed 
at the University of Virginia as a State 
institution and as one of the first of its 
kind in terms of being established and 
run with public funds, not being bur- 
dened with the necessity to heavily 
weight its courses, courses related to 
theology and philosophy, et cetera. 
There is nothing wrong with theology 
and philosophy, but the mission of the 
University of Virginia was to learn ev- 
erything that they could learn about 
everything that was useful. Maybe it 
did not achieve that, but it planted a 
seed. 
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A man named Justice Smith Morrill, 
M-O-R-R-I-L-L, the Morrill Act, people 
who have tossed off that term, the 
Morrill Act, the land grant colleges, 
Justice Smith Morrill was a Congress- 
man from Vermont, first as a Member 
of the House of Representatives, and 
then he became a Senator in 1862. He 
was here during the period of the Civil 
War and the period shortly after the 
Civil War. He served in the Senate 
until 1898, and he came forward several 
times with proposals to establish insti- 
tutions that would go beyond the usual 
parameters of education at that time, 
the agricultural and the mechanical 
colleges which would deal with a sci- 
entific approach to farming, a sci- 
entific approach to the practical mat- 
ters of our Nation, and eventually Mor- 
rill was able to prevail, and we estab- 
lished land grant colleges in every 
State in the Union. 

The land grant colleges came out of 
the Morrill Act. It was later on im- 
proved and doctored by other actions 
by Congress, but the whole conception 
that the government should participate 
in the process of educating the popu- 
lation was institutionalized in the Mor- 
rill Act and the land grant colleges 
that flowed from that action. 

The kind of education provided by 
the land grant colleges proved to be the 
greatest thing that ever happened to 
America in terms of the production of 
people who understood how to apply 
learning and knowledge and science to 
farming, to engineering, and a whole 
core of people were created who moved 
us forward. In the area of agriculture 
in particular, they moved us forward in 
a way that no other industrial power, 
none of the leading nations in the 
world, have ever been able to match. 
We are way ahead in terms of produc- 
tion of food at low cost for the popu- 
lation as a result of the Morrill Act 
and the land grant colleges. 

Mr. Speaker, we need that kind of vi- 
sion now. We need an innovation, an 
initiative now which would match the 
Morrill Act initiative. It has to goina 
different direction, but it is not so dif- 
ferent. Information technology alone 
offers a challenge just to move so that 
our colleges and universities are the 
premiere agents for the development of 
the human capital. Information tech- 
nology demands human capital. We do 
not have to have oil or gold or natural 
resources, coal, but we must have 
human beings who have been very well- 
educated. We should have some initia- 
tive which understands that and ap- 
plies it across the board to all of our 
institutions of higher learning so that 
they can begin in a systematic way to 
meet the needs. 

Mr. Speaker, we had another innova- 
tion that took place in 1944. The GI 
Bill, which established the right for 
every returning GI, every veteran of 
World War II, to receive an education, 
was signed first by Franklin D. Roo- 
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sevelt on June 22nd, 1944, called the 
Serviceman’s Readjustment Act of 
1944. During the past five decades the 
law has made possible the investment 
of billions of dollars in education and 
training for millions of veterans. The 
Nation has in return earned many 
times its investment in increased taxes 
and a dramatically changed society. 
The law also made possible the loan of 
billions of dollars to purchase homes 
for millions of veterans and helped 
transform the majority of Americans 
from renters to homeowners. 

But the education part of it, the fact 
that returning veterans were able to go 
into colleges and universities and come 
out with the kind of training and 
know-how put us in a position after 
World War II to mount the kind of in- 
dustrial revolution that we have now, 
the information technology revolution, 
the research and development revolu- 
tion, and the military which led the 
way, allowed us to bring the competing 
Soviet empire to its knees. All of that 
could not have happened if we had not 
had a Morrill Act, a GI Bill of Rights, 
and the subsequent opportunities that 
that provided. 

The American Legion is credited 
with designing the main features of the 
GI Bill. These ideas are not radical, 
they are part of a consensus that has 
been developed in America, and Repub- 
licans and Democrats have partici- 
pated. The American Legion is credited 
with designing the main features of the 
GI Bill and pushing it through Con- 
gress. The Legion overcame objections 
that the proposed bill was too sweeping 
and could jeopardize veterans getting 
help at all. At the time Congress had 
already failed to act on about 640 bills 
concerning veterans. 

Members of the American Legion 
met first in Washington on December 
15, 1943, and by January 6 had com- 
pleted the first draft of the GI Bill, and 
on and on the story goes. The bill was 
another one of those landmarks in 
American history that produced a 
great leap forward, a great leap for- 
ward in our society. The GI Bill, the 
Morrill Act, they are the kinds of ac- 
tions that have propelled us forward, 
and they ought to be celebrated and 
understood. 

It is a pity that at a time like this, 
when probably the Members of Con- 
gress are better educated than ever be- 
fore and understand more about the dy- 
namics of our society and the need for 
some kind of comprehensive approach 
to where we are going in the next cen- 
tury, it is a pity that those forces are 
all, for the moment, either paralyzed 
or oppressed or lulled to sleep or 
blocked, and that we have the Higher 
Education Assistance Act which makes 
no great steps forward. 

This Higher Education Assistance 
Act, as I said before, is at least not a 
bill that is going to take us backwards, 
but it really is pathetic in terms of its 
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understanding of the need for the next 
5 years as we go into the 21st century. 

The bill that we will be considering 
on the floor tomorrow reauthorizes 
Federal student loans, Pell grants and 
other student financial aid programs 
for 5 years. It resolves a controversy 
over cutting interest rates on student 
loans, which took us a lot of time. 
Banks were accused of trying to make 
a killing off student loans, and that 
was resolved. 

Pell grants in this bill, the bill au- 
thorizes an increase in the maximum 
Pell grant award. It stands at $3,000 in 
the current academic year, and it will 
go to $4,500 in the year 1999-2000 aca- 
demic year. It is a slow, incremental 
set of increases, not keeping pace with 
the cost of living, but at least nobody 
proposed that we cut it out or back. It 
authorizes annual increases of $200 
until the 2003-2004 academic year when 
the authorized maximum amount 
would be up to $5,300. So it is an incre- 
mental movement forward in the area 
of student aid, which is the hallmark of 
the bill in terms of providing oppor- 
tunity for the poor, the Pell grants. 

The bill makes a number of changes 
to the formula used to calculate how 
much financial aid students receive. 
The bill denies Federal student aid to 
those convicted of possessing or selling 
illegal drugs, an amendment which had 
a great deal of discussion. I do not ap- 
prove of cutting off opportunity for 
young people so early in life. There is 
one factor that must always be consid- 
ered is that children are children. They 
are not adults. The aging process, any- 
body who is as old as Iam, I am almost 
62, one understands that one just could 
not know at age 18 or 20 or 22 what one 
knows later on. One cannot make the 
same judgments. And practically every 
young person is in danger of at some 
vulnerable moment making a mistake 
of some kind that is quite serious, but 
we should not set up situations where 
that mistake becomes a trap that is 
eternal for that person. Not to be able 
to get a college education because one 
made a mistake is a little too harsh, 
but that is part of the legislation at 
this point. Of course, I think it will be 
debated on the floor to some extent, 
but the majority has prevailed thus far 
on that matter. 

It has many other good features be- 
fore I talk about the negative. It does 
have loan forgiveness for people who 
teach in low-income communities; it 
does have a number of features that are 
improvements, slight improvements 
over what was there before. There is a 
provision related to the whole matter 
of affirmative action that will be on 
the floor tomorrow. Again, we will 
have to debate this whole matter of no 
efforts whatsoever can be made to di- 
versify campuses, and we will have to 
deal with the fact that more stringent 
national standards will be applied; 
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there will be an attempt to apply strin- 
gent national standards that are simi- 
lar to the California antiaffirmative 
action program. 

Of the amendments that have been 
noticed, there will be an amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. RIGGS), an amendment to 
prohibit any institution of higher edu- 
cation that participates in any higher 
education program from discrimi- 
nating against or granting preferential 
treatment to any person or group in 
admissions based on, in whole or in 
part, on race, sex, color, ethnicity or 
national origin. The amendment ex- 
empts from its ban any private institu- 
tion of undergraduate higher education 
that traditionally and continually 
from its establishment admitted stu- 
dents to schools on the basis of sex. 
The amendment also specifies that it 
does not prohibit or limit any institu- 
tion from encouraging or recruiting 
qualified women and minorities from 
seeking admission, provided that such 
recruitment and encouragement does 
not involve granting preferential treat- 
ment in selecting any person for admis- 
sion based, in whole or in part, on race, 
sex, color, ethnicity or national origin. 

This is an amendment which, in very 
nice language, coats the fact that what 
it is saying is that we do not want any 
effort to encourage and promote diver- 
sity on a campus. The world is diverse. 
The United States is diverse. The num- 
ber of people who are minorities, the 
proportion keeps increasing. To have 
diversity on campus, of course, is only 
to have students live on campus in a 
world that is very similar to the world 
outside. But this language, however 
civil it may seem on paper, seeks to 
wipe all of that out in one stroke. It 
would do what the University of Cali- 
fornia has done across the Nation. Be- 
cause practically every higher edu- 
cation institution does receive some 
Federal funds, every higher education 
institution would have its hands tied in 
terms of promotion of diversity 
through its own affirmative action pro- 
grams. 
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So the Riggs amendment will be de- 
bated, and I hope that we will prevail 
and not have the Federal Government 
participate in the blocking of opportu- 
nities for large numbers of deserving 
students who need to go to college. 

Unfortunately, as a New York City 
resident, a New York State resident, I 
will be participating in the argument 
knowing fully well that an effort is 
being made in my own city and my own 
State to accomplish the same action, 
to accomplish the same ends through 
the back door. We are going to close off 
opportunity to large numbers of peo- 
ple. 

And whereas I started by saying this 
Higher Education Assistance Act fails 
to increase opportunity by increasing 
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the amount of funds and resources 
available so that poor people, no mat- 
ter what color, race or creed they may 
be, will be able to take advantage of 
the higher education process, we do not 
have that. Yet we are going to have to 
debate an attempt to throttle even fur- 
ther that which exists already. 

At City University of New York pro- 
posals are being made that they raise 
the standards of the senior colleges 
using SAT scores and cut off the ad- 
mission of large numbers of students 
who cannot measure up to those SAT 
scores, although they are graduates of 
the schools in New York City. They 
also want to greatly reduce the amount 
of remediation done in the senior col- 
leges and in the community colleges, 
two-year colleges. What this will do, if 
we reduce remediation, if we require 
students to make remediation before 
they enter college, we will greatly re- 
duce the number of students because 
remediation is needed by large num- 
bers of students. Eighty percent of the 
students have some form of remedi- 
ation that they participated in during 
the course of their time in college. 

Remediation are courses in effect 
across the country. Most colleges and 
universities have some remediation 
programs. What we have learned about 
the human mind and the learning proc- 
ess ought to tell us that remediation is 
a natural thing to have in higher edu- 
cation, because genius and talent is not 
comprehensive. It is not across the 
board that every student who is very 
good in English is also going to be good 
in math; those who are good in science 
are also going to be good in foreign lan- 
guages. Remediation helps to balance 
out a process that nature has started, 
and we only rule out genius if we start 
insisting that remediation courses 
should be eliminated. 

Mr. Speaker, I made the following 
statement, and I want to close with 
this statement. I did want to talk a bit 
about one other amendment that we 
will have on the floor tomorrow con- 
nected with information technology, 
the need for information technology 
workers. 

I will have an amendment to provide 
for information technology partner- 
ships between colleges and community- 
based agencies in order to provide more 
opportunities for young people to get 
exposure to computers and be able to 
determine whether or not they want to 
go into computer technology. They will 
have a chance to practice and a chance 
to get excited by it, and then apply it 
to a community college and a college 
to go into a program. The college 
would run these local centers where 
students would have these opportuni- 
ties. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to close 
with my statement before the City 
University Board of Trustees. I 
thanked them for the opportunity to 
testify and then I mentioned that all 
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over the world the education of masses 
of youth emerging from educationally 
deprived backgrounds is a vital chal- 
lenge to the process of building a new 
global society with abundant supplies 
of indigenous leadership. If we meet 
this challenge of educating those who 
arrive in our college classrooms with 
inadequate preparation in the City of 
New York, in the City University, if we 
can take freshmen from impoverished 
backgrounds with enormous skills defi- 
cits but who have normal brains and 
great potential, if we can take this 
kind of raw material and create pro- 
ductive and independent citizens able 
to take care of themselves and also 
serve as leaders, if we can seize the sit- 
uation which we presently confront, 
then we will have a system that pro- 
duces a priceless global product. 

Using this method, the methods es- 
tablished in New York, with our great 
and enormously diverse population, we 
will have developed a blueprint, a 
model for higher education which 
would be applicable anywhere in the 
world. The world market for such a 
service is almost unlimited. It would 
be a product of highest value. In other 
words, the challenge is to take the peo- 
ple who have the deficits educationally 
for whatever reason. The New York 
City public schools are inadequate now 
and they have gotten worse over the 
last 10 years, so students with good 
brains and great potential may have 
skills deficits, and the only way to deal 
with those skills deficits is when they 
get to college. 

What is happening in New York City 
is a tragedy, however. At a pivotal 
point in the life of the city, as we ap- 
proach the dawn of the 21st century, 
there are confused but powerful forces 
in the city which are turning a time for 
triumph into a time for tears. 

President Clinton has rightfully re- 
ferred to America as an indispensable 
nation. It is not exaggerated to state 
that in this indispensable nation, New 
York City is the indispensable city. In 
order for this city to maintain its 
rightful place and fully realize its des- 
tiny, an open, thriving, creative City 
University of New York is an indispen- 
sable institution. City University of 
New York is the jewel in the crown of 
our unique urban civilization. 

This is a moment at which we must 
truly rally our better instincts, our 
common sense. We must rally our well- 
cultivated logic and our receptivity to 
the evidence provided by well-known 
studies. Such studies show that the 
record of CUNY is a laudable one. City 
University of New York has a laudable 
record. 

Consider the fact that the cost to 
educate a single student is so much 
greater in Harvard, and even greater at 
West Point, $120,000 per year per stu- 
dent. Despite the shoestring budget of 
the City University of New York and 
repeated fiscal harassments, City Uni- 
versity of New York has endured over 
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many lean years. City University of 
New York still stands in the ranks of 
the greatest in its production of out- 
standing scholars, Nobel laureates, sci- 
entists and international prize winners. 

The City University, as I said before, 
is indispensable to the life of the city. 
Any university anywhere in the coun- 
try, all of our public institutions, fol- 
lowing the tradition of the Morrill Act, 
following the tradition of the GI Bill, 
all of these have a great deal to offer as 
we go into the 21st century. 

We should look at the Higher Edu- 
cation Act tomorrow as being inad- 
equate but at least a start, and find 
ways to improve and expand on the 
Higher Education Assistance Act which 
will come before us for deliberations on 
the House of Representatives floor to- 
morrow morning. 

O 


RELIGIOUS FREEDOM AMENDMENT 
TO THE CONSTITUTION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Okla- 
homa (Mr. ISTOOK) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the major- 
ity leader. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, tonight I 
am going to be talking about a very 
important issue that is coming before 
this House in approximately a month, 
that being the Religious Freedom 
Amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, I will submit a copy of 
a detailed analysis of the proposed con- 
stitutional amendment which I will 
provide to the Clerk, to be printed and 
included in the RECORD. 

The Religious Freedom Amendment, 
known as House Joint Resolution 78, is 
responding to the public’s very valid 
concern for the last generation that 
the courts in the United States of 
America have become hostile to reli- 
gion. They have placed barriers to reli- 
gious expression which do not exist for 
other forms of speech for free speech. 

A false standard has been created by 
the courts basically saying, well, if ev- 
eryone is not unanimous in agreeing on 
some religious topic, then we ought to 
be censoring it, if it is something like 
a prayer in a public school during the 
school hours or the football game or at 
a graduation. 

In the next 30 days or so, Mr. Speak- 
er, all across America we are going to 
have students graduating from high 
school, and in some places from col- 
lege, and they will usually want what 
has become an American tradition, or 
was until the Supreme Court inter- 
fered, namely having a simple prayer 
to begin or to close or both at a public 
school graduation. 

In fact, it is a tradition. The earliest 
recorded public school graduation in 
the United States, according to the Su- 
preme Court, featured a prayer. In fact, 
multiple prayers. But the Supreme 
Court has basically taken a stand and 
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said if everybody does not agree, then 
we ought to censor it, because they say 
we do not want to have an establish- 
ment of religion created. 

Or some people use a catch phrase, 
and I will talk about this more, Mr. 
Speaker, use a catch phrase of saying, 
well, it would violate the wall of sepa- 
ration between church and State, 
which is not a phrase found in the 
American Constitution. It is a phrase 
that has been put in by other people for 
other purposes and often, rather than 
quoting the Constitution itself, people 
cite that phrase as though it explained 
everything. 

What does the Constitution say? 
“Congress shall make no law respect- 
ing an establishment of religion or pro- 
hibiting the free exercise thereof.” 

The Supreme Court rulings against 
school prayer and other religious issues 
have been provoking public outrage 
since 1962. We have not had a vote here 
in the House of Representatives since 
1971 on a proposal to correct the Su- 
preme Court by amending the Con- 
stitution to provide for voluntary 
school prayer, and to reinstate other 
protections in religious expression 
which used to be common in the U.S.A. 
until approximately 36 years ago. 

Mr. Speaker, the text of the proposed 
amendment has been approved by the 
House’s Subcommittee on the Con- 
stitution. It has been approved by the 
House Committee on the Judiciary. It 
is ready to come to this floor and will 
be coming to the floor soon. 

Let me quote, Mr. Speaker. It reads 
thusly: 

To secure the people’s right to acknowl- 
edge God according to the dictates of con- 
science: Neither the United States nor any 
State shall establish any official religion, 
but the people’s right to pray and to recog- 
nize their religious beliefs, heritage, or tra- 
ditions on public property, including schools, 
shall not be infringed. Neither the United 
States nor any State shall require any per- 
son to join in prayer or other religious activ- 
ity, prescribe school prayers, discriminate 
against religion, or deny equal access to a 
benefit on account of religion. 

And of course under the normal proc- 
ess it is proposed that two-thirds of the 
House approve this amendment, two- 
thirds of the Senate approve, and then 
during a seven-year window of oppor- 
tunity it would require ratification by 
the necessary three-fourths of the 
State legislatures. 

That, of course, is the process that 
was created by the Founding Fathers 
to amend the Constitution, and indeed 
it has been amended before to correct 
erroneous Supreme Court decisions. 
For example, the Dred Scott decision 
back in the middle of the last century 
provoked a lot of outrage with its deci- 
sion that basically was in favor of slav- 
ery, and that was corrected by a later 
amendment to the Constitution. 

Mr. Speaker, a lot of people today, 
and I think the media has a great deal 
to do with this misleading, because we 
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will find in the press too a lot of people 
are told, well, the issue is separation of 
church and State. 

Mr. Speaker, we could talk among 
ourselves and say, well, what does that 
term mean? But I think that it is in- 
structive to look at what the Chief 
Justice of the United States Supreme 
Court, our current Chief Justice, Wil- 
liam Rehnquist, has said about the use 
of this term, which he said has been 
used to mislead people about what the 
Constitution actually says and what 
the Founding Fathers actually in- 
tended when it comes to religious free- 
dom. 

Justice Rehnquist, our Chief Justice, 
has written in official Supreme Court 
opinion that the use of that term 
should be “frankly and explicitly aban- 
doned.” Those are his words. It should 
be frankly and explicitly abandoned.”’ 

Why? Because it has not been used to 
promote neutrality toward religion, 
but it has been used to promote hos- 
tility. Essentially, it has been used to 
say that if government is present, then 
religion must be absent. So if govern- 
ment comes into a situation, religion 
must be pushed out and pushed aside. 

Mr. Speaker, when we have the 
growth of government where it is with 
us in every aspect of our lives today, in 
schools, in something involving health 
care, in so many bodies that are cre- 
ated as public bodies, and we are told, 
“My goodness, this is a government- 
funded activity. You cannot have a 
prayer to open or close, or we feel hesi- 
tant if you involve your religious be- 
liefs in sharing your opinion.” 

For example, a first grade student in 
Medford, New Jersey, in the last year 
was told by a Federal judge that even 
though he won a contest, a reading 
contest, and could read whatever story 
he wanted, because he chose a story 
from the Beginner’s Bible, the school 
said, “Oh, no, you cannot read that at 
school,“ and the Federal judge said, 
“That is right. You cannot read that at 
school,” and cited as his mantra what 
Justice Rehnquist has condemned, sep- 
aration of church and State. 

In Florida, in Fort Myers, Florida, 
they said they wanted to have a course 
not teaching doctrine but teaching 
about religion. And so they were going 
to have aspects of the course that dealt 
with the Bible as history, which is 
something that is supposed to be ex- 
pressly approved, many people think, 
as long as it is taught as history. But 
the Federal judge in Florida ruled that 
they could teach about the Old Testa- 
ment as history, but they could not 
teach anything about the New Testa- 
ment because not everybody believes in 
the resurrection. So the Bible even as 
literature was singled out by a Federal 
judge. Why? Because they are following 
the standards set by the U.S. Supreme 
Court, standards not of neutrality but, 
unfortunately, to promote hostility. 


6990 


o 2100 


Our courts blaze a wayward trail be- 
cause they use a broken compass. Let 
me tell you, it was in the case of Wal- 
lace v. Jaffree that Chief Justice 
Rehnquist made his remarks about his 
little catch phrase, ‘separation of 
church and state.” This was an opin- 
ion, it came down from the Supreme 
Court in 1985 in Alabama. Because they 
were so upset with the effort of the 
courts to strip prayer out of the public 
schools, they passed a law that said, let 
us have a moment of silence, a moment 
of silence at public schools. The U.S. 
Supreme Court ruled the moment of si- 
lence was unconstitutional because it 
could be used for silent prayer. 

A lot of Americans are not aware of 
that, Mr. Speaker. They do not know 
that the Supreme Court has gone so far 
as to say if you have a moment of si- 
lence, that is unconstitutional, because 
people could be offering a silent prayer. 
Now, if that is not an outrage, Mr. 
Speaker, I do not know what is. 

The Chief Justice was outraged by 
what five of the Justices did. It was a 
5-4 decision. He was so outraged, and 
he wrote about it, and he talked about 
what they had said and the error of it. 

For example, the originator of the 
phrase wall of separation between 
church and state” is usually said to be 
Thomas Jefferson. But as Chief Justice 
Rehnquist noted in his opinion, and I 
quote here, It is impossible to build 
sound constitutional doctrine upon a 
mistaken understanding of constitu- 
tional history; but unfortunately, the 
establishment clause has been ex- 
pressly freighted with Jefferson’s mis- 
leading metaphor for nearly 40 years. 
Thomas Jefferson was, of course, in 
France at the time the constitutional 
amendment known as the Bill of 
Rights was passed by Congress and 
ratified by the States.” 

The person that originated that 
phrase was not involved in drafting the 
first amendment. So the Chief Justice 
said clearly in the Wallace v. Jaffree 
opinion, and I quote him again, The 
establishment clause did not require 
government neutrality between reli- 
gion and irreligion, nor did it prohibit 
the Federal Government from pro- 
viding nondiscriminatory aid to reli- 
gion. There is simply no historical 
foundation for the proposition that the 
framers intended to build the wall of 
separation.“ 

As Justice Rehnquist said, the evil 
that they wanted to address was from 
proposals to establish an official na- 
tional church, or an official religion, 
because we do not want that in the 
United States of America. But he said, 
the Congress clearly intended to have a 
positive attitude toward religion. 

Then the Chief Justice said that this 
so-called wall of separation is actually 
what he labeled a blurred and distinct 
and variable barrier. He called it a 
metaphor based on bad history. In his 
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words, quoting again, “A metaphor 
based on bad history, a metaphor 
which is approved useless as a guide to 
judging, it should be frankly and ex- 
plicitly abandoned.” 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I go through all 
that talking about what the Chief Jus- 
tice of the U.S. Supreme Court has 
written merely to try to get people to 
understand that the issue is freedom. 
The issue is religious freedom. 

If someone wants to stand up in a 
school and together wants to say the 
Pledge of Allegiance, can they say the 
Pledge of Allegiance at a public school? 
Sure. There was a challenge to that a 
number of years ago. It came out of 
West Virginia. The U.S. Supreme Court 
wrote that no child can be compelled to 
say the Pledge of Allegiance. I agree 
with that. But, Mr. Speaker, they 
never gave a child who did not want to 
say it the right to censor and silence 
the classmates who did want to say the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. Speaker, that is the correct 
standard that needs to be followed 
when it comes to a prayer that people 
may want to offer in public school, a 
positive expression of hope and faith at 
the beginning of the day. Whether it be 
part of a devotional activity, whether 
it be done on a school basis or class- 
room basis, whatever they choose to 
implement, the issue is the freedom to 
do so. 

Are we to say that, because someone 
has overly sensitive ears and they 
choose to be offended by an expression 
of faith, that, therefore, we must cen- 
sor and we must silence those expres- 
sions? Or if there may be a chance that 
one prayer out of a million might be of- 
fensive, do we say that we silence a 
million prayers just to be sure that one 
particular offensive prayer is never ut- 
tered? We do not apply that standard of 
free speech. We say that something 
with which we may disagree is never- 
theless protected. 

Were we to say that you can censor 
people if you do not like what they are 
saying, Mr. Speaker, we would not 
have free speech in this country. How, 
then, can we say you can censor what 
someone is saying if it is a prayer ina 
public place and still claim to have 
freedom of religion? 

No, Mr. Speaker, freedom of religion 
means that we accept those with whom 
we agree and those with whom we dis- 
agree. It means we look after the 
rights of the majority and the rights of 
the minority. We don’t fall for this 
mistaken theory that the Bill of Rights 
is meant to protect only minorities and 
not protect the rest of us. It is meant 
to protect all of us with a standard of 
tolerance. 

In the cases where the U.S. Supreme 
Court ruled against prayer in public 
schools, one of the dissenting Justices 
was Supreme Court Justice Potter 
Stewart; and he noted that, if we really 
believe in diversity, then we ought to 
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say people can offer their prayers. We 
know there will be different prayers, 
because we follow a basic principle, Mr. 
Speaker. You do not have a prayer 
composed by government. The religious 
freedom amendment says absolutely 
not. You do not have an imposition of 
government to require prayer to be 
said, nor its content. 

Who then selects a prayer or offers 
it? Well, we follow a very basic prin- 
ciple that is used in so many aspects of 
school, something we learned in kin- 
dergarten. It is called taking turns, 
and let different people have their 
turns, and let people be aware. 

Yes, there are diverse ways in which 
people pray. There are different opin- 
ions. But do we expect our children to 
be isolated from those during their 
daily activities at school, and then, 
when they become an adult, suddenly 
they are supposed to understand, sud- 
denly they are supposed to be tolerant 
of different opinions when they have 
been told for years that those are dan- 
gerous or damaging or must be si- 
lenced? No, Mr. Speaker. 

As Justice Stewart wrote, in a soci- 
ety of compulsory attendance at public 
schools, to say that, during the school 
day, a child must be isolated from what 
is normal in everyday life is not neu- 
trality. It is placing religion at an arti- 
ficial and State-created disadvantage. 

Mr. Speaker, prayers are normal. 
They are common. We begin each day 
in this House of Representatives with a 
prayer. The United States Senate, the 
other body, begins its meetings with a 
prayer. Chambers of commerce, civic 
clubs, Lion’s, Kiwanis, PTA organiza- 
tions, State legislatures, city councils, 
all sorts of groups open with a prayer. 
Yet, if it happens in a public school, 
they say that is to be condemned. 

In the State of Alabama, there is an 
outrageous court order from a Federal 
judge that is covering the students 
there. Many students have been kicked 
out of school because the judge has 
issued a gag order against so much reli- 
gious expression in the Alabama public 
schools, appointing monitors to make 
sure that something does not happen 
that he believes is wrong. 

I want to read to you from part of the 
opinion that was rendered by Federal 
Judge Ira DeMent in Alabama just this 
last year. As requested by foes of pub- 
lic prayer, U.S. District Judge Ira De- 
Ment, permanently enjoined the 
schools from this, and I will read to 
you what he said could not happen 
under penalty of law. This was what 
was banned: Permitting prayers, Bib- 
lical and scripture readings and other 
presentations or activities of a reli- 
gious nature at all school-sponsored or 
school-initiated assemblies and events, 
including, but not limited to, sporting 
events, regardless of whether the activ- 
ity takes place during instructional 
time, regardless of whether attendance 
is compulsory or noncompulsory, and 
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regardless of whether the speaker, pre- 
senter, is a student, school official, or 
nonschool person.” 

No matter what the occasion, if it in- 
volves a public school, whether it is 
from a student or anyone else, there 
better not be a prayer, whether it be in 
the classroom, a school assembly, a 
football game, a graduation, you name 
it. 

He appointed court monitors. In fact, 
he recently issued an order saying all 
the teachers and administrative per- 
sonnel from the school system have to 
come to special training sessions to 
hear what the judge’s standards are to 
make sure that people do not mouth 
religious utterances in a public school. 

Mr. Speaker, that is not free speech. 
That is not freedom of religion. That is 
oppression of religion masquerading, 
masquerading as constitutional law. 
Why do the courts do this? 

Remember what the First Amend- 
ment says. Congress shall make no law 
respecting an establishment of religion 
or prohibiting the free exercise thereof. 
That last phrase is basically ignored by 
the Supreme Court and, therefore, by 
the inferior courts, because the Su- 
preme Court has said, well, anything, 
anything that smacks of religion be- 
comes suspect. 

Therefore, even if you are not cre- 
ating a church, you are not advocating 
an official set of beliefs, you are not 
telling people that we are going to 
have a hierarchy, or priesthood, or a 
church building, or a tithing, or doc- 
trine, or theology or any of those 
things, nevertheless, if it is a simple 
prayer, that is going too far. That is 
too close to an official establishment 
of religion. Mr. Speaker, that is using 
the establishment clause of the Con- 
stitution as a weapon to suppress the 
free exercise of religion. 

One of the outrageous things, and 
there is plenty of them, one of the out- 
rageous things in the Supreme Court 
decisions came in the graduation pray- 
er case, the Lee v. Weisman decision, 
which came out of a public school grad- 
uation in Rhode Island; and in that 
case, Justice Kennedy wrote that a 
prayer must be assumed to be offen- 
sive. That is right. He said a prayer 
must be automatically assumed to be 
offensive. Those were his words, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Do we automatically assume that 
anything else is not only offensive, but 
must be suppressed? We do not apply 
that to about anything else other than, 
I guess, pornography, Mr. Speaker. We 
say that you have to be silent about 
this because we find it to be offensive. 

Now, if it is pornography, let us kick 
it out, and let us enforce the laws 
against it. But since when is a prayer 
or religious utterance considered to be 
automatically assumed to be offensive? 

The Internal Revenue Service, and, 
you know, obviously, they are fol- 
lowing the same rationale as Justice 
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Kennedy, the Internal Revenue Serv- 
ice, in one of its major California dis- 
tricts, sent out a memo to its employ- 
ees about 2 years ago. The memo said, 
in your personal work space or on your 
desk, you cannot have any sort of reli- 
gious emblem or item. It may be a lit- 
tle nativity scene. No. It may be a star 
of David, no. It may be a Bible, no. 

I wrote them, Mr. Speaker. I said, 
why are you doing this? The Internal 
Revenue Service wrote back to me, cit- 
ing some different court cases. Frank- 
ly, Mr. Speaker, I think they went be- 
yond them, but citing a court case, 
they said, items which are considered 
to be intrusive , such as religious items 
or sexually suggestive cartoons or cal- 
endars, were to be banned. 

Mr. Speaker, that is the full list of 
what they said was offensive, to be 
banned; if it is religious, or if it is sex- 
ually suggestive, if it is pornographic. 
You see how the courts are equating 
the two, saying that something that is 
religious is offensive. 

Mr. Speaker, that flies in the face of 
everything on which this country was 
founded and on which most Americans 
place their hope and faith and trust. It 
flies in the face of what we believe. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER). 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the gentleman from Oklahoma 
for his leadership and persistence on 
this issue in pushing us to get a House 
vote and to give us at least the oppor- 
tunity to attempt to pass this con- 
stitutional amendment. I could not 
take any more of the examples. My 
outrage was rising. It is inconceivable 
that even a moment of silence is illegal 
because people might be thinking 
about prayer. 
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The danger in our society, if we keep 
backing away from this moral premise, 
is if we ever do get a moment of si- 
lence, the kids will be thinking about 
stock market reports instead of a pray- 
er. And is that really going to be better 
for America if we lose this idea that 
there is a power higher than us? 

I find it extremely offensive that in 
class, and I agree with the gentleman’s 
allusion to this. It is not clear where 
the law exactly is on a lot of this. In 
fact, school districts have been intimi- 
dated for fear of lawsuits and, probably 
because of that, have gone farther than 
they need to go. But currently in 
America we are in a situation where a 
teacher probably could talk about Na- 
tive American religions but, boy, she 
better be careful if she mentions Jesus 
Christ. 

A teacher could probably post on the 
wall, Desiderata was big back when we 
were in college, to God, whoever he 
may be but, boy, if they put the 23rd 
Psalm up there or the 10 Com- 
mandants, that might poison these 
poor little kids. 
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It is one thing if they have a book of 
astrology or magic spells on a desk, 
but what if it is a Bible? Woe be to that 
teacher, because these kids might pick 
up something that has a moral base. 

Now if the kids in the hall want to 
talk to other kids about marijuana or 
how that works, or crack or how that 
works, as long as they are not selling 
drugs, they can talk about drugs all 
day. But if they want to talk to an- 
other child about eternal salvation, 
they will probably go down to that 
principal’s office, may even, as a friend 
of my son’s did, get expelled from 
school for raising the question. Not ag- 
gressively pushing it, for raising the 
question of eternal salvation because it 
could make somebody feel bad. 

You can wear a Black Sabbath T- 
shirt, a mockery of the Sabbath and all 
this kind of thing, but if you wear a re- 
ligious T-shirt, you might be evangel- 
izing. Not that all this crappy rock 
music stuff is evangelizing or the drug 
hints or the hats that you can find in 
many stores in the mall with the mari- 
juana weed on it or other types of 
drugs, that is not evangelizing. But, 
boy, if you have any religion on your 
T-shirts or symbols that could make 
other kids feel slightly intimidated, 
you can be reprimanded. 

What are we coming to? I don’t un- 
derstand how we have gotten in this 
situation in the country. It is why so 
many people are despairing. It is why 
we have to take the extraordinary step 
that the Founding Fathers have given 
us to go to a constitutional amend- 
ment. 

Quite frankly, we can pass laws here 
in Congress, and the courts do not 
seem to care. If we just pass laws with- 
out amending the Constitution, we are 
totally at their mercy to continue this 
what I believe is nonsense in these rul- 


ings. 

Mr. ISTOOK. I think the gentleman 
has made some excellent points. Yet I 
want to give a lot of credit to the 
American people. We are a generation 
beyond now the original decisions in 
1962, and people have not given up. 

It is not just the public opinion polls, 
because they consistently, for 36 years, 
show that 75 percent or more of the 
American people support a constitu- 
tional amendment to make it possible 
to have prayer in public schools or a 
nativity scene on public property or 
whatever it might be, so long as we are 
not establishing an official church or a 
national religion or saying that some- 
body has precedence because their reli- 
gion is better than somebody else’s. We 
do not do that. 

And the American people haven't 
given up because, as the gentleman 
knows, there is a lot of civil disobe- 
dience that goes on. There are people 
that are still having prayer, in some 
cases in public schools or at football 
games or at school graduations, often 
because the ACLU has not gotten 
around to their town yet. 
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But the moment that the ACLU does 
come in, or some of the other groups 
that work with them and bring these 
lawsuits around the country, groups 
like Americans United for Separation 
of Church and State or People for the 
American Way, these are groups that 
are typically involved with the ACLU 
and these lawsuits to suppress religious 
expression because it makes some peo- 
ple uncomfortable. 

Well, as we know, it is common for 
someone to say something with which 
someone else may disagree, and we are 
supposed to be taught to be tolerant, 
but they are teaching them to be intol- 
erant. But yet the American people 
keep trying. 

We have something called the Equal 
Access Act, and that means that before 
school starts or after school kids have 
been able to get together in Bible 
clubs, although they have problems 
with them there. They are not per- 
mitted the same rights as other school 
clubs. They cannot meet during the 
hours once school starts until school is 
out for the day. Other clubs can meet 
during the day in different set-aside 
time but not the Bible clubs. Or they 
can have a faculty adviser but not the 
Bible clubs. Or they can be recognized 
in the yearbook and other things as 
other groups are, but the Bible clubs 
are typically excluded. 

I looked through my high school an- 
nual recently. I graduated from high 
school in Texas in 1967. There is Fel- 
lowship of Christian Athletes and 
Youth for Christ, but in many places 
today those are considered suspect and 
they have to be handled with care. Yet 
clubs for any other purpose, as the gen- 
tleman mentioned, are routinely ap- 
proved. 

So some people say, well, the fact 
that we have Bible clubs being formed 
at school or kids having prayer before 
or after school in their groups of their 
own initiative, that is not a symbol of 
the fact that there is nothing wrong, 
because there are things wrong. It is a 
symbol of the great desire of the Amer- 
ican people and how they are always 
looking for a way. 

But why should we say that in class- 
rooms where, as the gentleman men- 
tioned, they may be talking about 
drugs, they may be talking about sex, 
they may be talking about all sorts of 
different alternate life-styles, but if 
somebody gives a religious perspective 
or says we ought to be able to start our 
days with prayer just like the U.S. 
Congress does, oh, no, we cannot do it, 
and people are threatened with arrest. 

I have to tell my colleague another 
horror story here. In Galveston, Texas, 
Santa Fe High School, a Federal judge 
was persuaded that, since the initiative 
came from students, he said, well, 
okay, you can have a prayer at gradua- 
tion, but I will have a U.S. Marshal 
there, and if anybody mentions the 
name of Jesus Christ, they can be ar- 
rested and be held accountable to me. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


So it was not enough that they tried 
to squeeze out the ability to have some 
semblance of prayer. The judge wanted 
to control it. And how offensive that is 
to so many people. 

I know we have people of different 
faiths. We will pray different ways. But 
we learn. We learn from our dif- 
ferences. 

Mr. SOUDER. If the gentleman will 
yield, it is almost, well, it is not al- 
most inconceivable, it is inconceivable 
when we have gangs, we have drug 
problems all over our country, we have 
teachers getting raped in the hallways, 
and we are concerned about stamping 
out anybody talking about Jesus 
Christ. 

In 1983 and 84, I cannot remember 
which year, when then Congressman 
DAN COATS, I was working on his dis- 
trict staff, was working on the equal 
access bill, we actually had a series of 
problems come up in the school district 
that my kids were in that helped pro- 
vide some of the fodder that led to the 
passage of the equal access bill, includ- 
ing a series of rules that the adminis- 
tration did not mean for the parents to 
get ahold of, which included not allow- 
ing any religious affiliated instructors 
or teachers or ministers to go on 
school grounds during the day. 

The way this came about is one rural 
high school, the student who got in 
trouble at school asked to talk to his 
pastor. The pastor came into the 
school, and that led to a banning of 
pastors going into the school during 
the school day. 

The church that I grew up in had a 
children’s home. Many of those people 
who worked as house parents were lay 
pastors. And the question is, could 
they go on to school grounds? No, they 
were banned under this rule. It was ab- 
surd. You could not use the school for 
after hours if you had any religious af- 
filiations. 

This whole prayer question. A whole 
series of type of things led to many of 
these changes, supposedly covered by 
equal access. But we have backslid. 

I want to use one other personal ex- 
ample. For anybody who, by any 
stretch of the imagination, thinks that 
I am a liberal, this will get rid of that 
impression. I mean, there are issues 
where I disagree with the majority of 
my conservative friends, and tomorrow 
on the amendment of the gentleman 
from California (Mr. FRANK RIGGS) and 
other things on affirmative action, it is 
one area where I have a disagreement. 
But, for the most part, I am very con- 
servative; and my roots are very con- 
servative. 

I grew up in the Apostolic Christian 
Church of America. It is a very fun- 
damentalist church. When we join that 
church, we do not have infant baptism. 
We believe in the age of accountability, 
and we commit our lives to Jesus 
Christ. When we do, we agree to accept 
certain guidelines of that church. When 
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we accept those guidelines, we are ex- 
pected to follow them. 

One of the guidelines is that we do 
not go to movies. That was a difficult 
thing, I think it was my junior year in 
high school, because the school decided 
to go to the Sound of Music. Now, the 
church rule was not PG films or G 
films, it was no movies. That meant 
that I had to go sit alone in a class- 
room while the rest of the kids went to 
see Sound of Music. 

I did not file an objection to stop ev- 
erybody else in the school because I 
was isolated, because my religious be- 
liefs were a minority and somehow I 
was going to be eternally damaged or 
even temporarily damaged because I 
was singled out, because other kids 
made fun of me because of my church, 
because I was extra conservative. I had 
to go sit alone. 

The small school that I grew up in 
has a lot of Amish around it. The 
Amish do not believe in taking public 
showers. Therefore, often they were ex- 
cused from gym or had to sit there or 
did not shower if they had to go to the 
gym class. But the school did not can- 
cel gym classes. And in this particular 
school 12 percent of the kids were 
Amish. Twelve percent was not consid- 
ered a significant enough minority to 
change the behavior of the rest of the 
school around it. 

There needs to be a sensitivity. And 
I have to say I never ran into a teacher 
who mocked my religious beliefs. I ran 
into plenty who questioned my reli- 
gious beliefs and were curious about 
them or told me they did not think 
they were very sound even biblically, 
but nobody mocked my beliefs. 

And, quite frankly, because I had to 
go through experiences much, quite 
frankly, like other minorities have 
gone through in different ways, I had 
to decide to give in or actually firm up 
my beliefs. 

In fact, to use a reverse example, the 
Communist party, in their indoctrina- 
tion, used to send new recruits onto the 
street to try to spread their doctrine. 
And when they were attacked, they 
learned the beliefs better than if they 
did not have to defend them. 

I learned more about the principles, 
not all of which I agree with today; 
but, at the same time, I learned to un- 
derstand even why rules were there 
that I did not agree with because I had 
to execute them and I had to execute 
them in a period where I was the only 
one or sometimes one of only three 
who held that position. 

I did not go to my senior prom be- 
cause I did not dance. And I was senior 
class president, and I was supposed to 
speak at the senior prom. They had 
printed up the programs with my name 
in it. I told them I am not going to go. 
It was embarrassing, and it was dif- 
ficult as a senior. It was difficult in 
many of these years to go through that 
personal discipline of being different 
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than everybody else. But I did not ask 
everybody else to change because they 
were not like me. 

The problem we have in America 
right now is that, if there are a few 
people who do not like what the major- 
ity of the people like, they feel they 
have a right to stop them from their 
practice of religious freedom, which, 
quite frankly, is the fundamental belief 
that America was founded on; that we 
were going to have free exercise of reli- 
gion; that we were going to be able to 
worship God as we saw fit; that in 
America we had a fundamental belief 
in this Congress, in this body, in the 
Christian holy trinity. 

Now, we have more diversity in 
America today, but it is still the pre- 
ponderant belief. All our laws, as 
Francis Schaeffer said, are really 
echoes and remnants, if not direct out- 
growth, of old testament law and of the 
Judeo-Christian tradition. If we lose 
that foundation as a country, we are 
lost. 

What we are trying to do, and what 
the gentleman has tried to do in his 
leadership with this religious liberty 
amendment, is to allow free practice. 
We could make a case that our Found- 
ing Fathers, with their State establish- 
ment of religion, which they did not 
ban, different States had State reli- 
gions, intended it to go far more. They 
just did not want one national religion. 
They believed in aggressive promotion 
of religious values. 

We are not asking that anymore. In 
America, we are down to saying, can 
we not wear a T-shirt; can we not put 
a Bible on our desk; can we not talk to 
other people about our religious faiths? 
This is how far we have gone in Amer- 
ica. This is the least we can do. Not the 
most we can do. It is the least we can 
do for our children in our schools is to 
allow them free exercise of religion. 

We are not trying to impose anything 
here. Now we have the reverse. The mi- 
nority is imposing on the majority. 

Mr. ISTOOK. I think the gentleman 
makes some excellent points. The first. 
amendment’s first protection, the Bill 
of Rights, the very first thing is free- 
dom of religion. That is the first thing 
the Founding Fathers put in the bill of 
rights. And yet now, this doctrine that 
the courts have adopted is, as the gen- 
tleman has illustrated, it is encour- 
aging people not only to be thin- 
skinned but to seek to control the be- 
havior of others under the guise of free- 
dom. It is a topsy-turvy philosophy. 

We need to recognize that the intol- 
erant person is not the one who wants 
to be able to say a prayer. The intoler- 
ant person is the one who insists on 
stopping it and bringing down the 
weight and power and might of the 
Federal Government through the Fed- 
eral courts to stop people from simple 
religious expression such as a prayer. 
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The cases go on. There was another 
case in Texas where a minister that 
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had an antidrug program was banned 
from presenting it in public schools not 
because there was anything religious 
about his presentation. But simply be- 
cause he was a minister. In Colorado, a 
teacher was fired, and the courts 
upheld the firing, for reading a Bible 
during the class reading time when the 
students were told, This is reading 
time. Read whatever you want to 
read.” And while the students read 
what they wanted to read, he read his 
Bible, and he was fired because he was 
told, “You cannot do that,” and he in- 
sisted upon doing it. And the courts 
said that was okay? 

You take symbols. In San Francisco, 
California, in a city park for more than 
60 years there has been a large cross. 
Even during FDR's days when Franklin 
D. Roosevelt was President of the 
United States, in a national address he 
praised that as a great example and 
monument. And the Supreme Court a 
year ago said it has got to go. 

There have been similar cases in Ha- 
waii and Eugene, Oregon, saying we 
should not have those on public prop- 
erty. And yet, if we will pull out a dol- 
lar bill, on the back of the dollar bill is 
the Great Seal of the United States and 
the stars on the Great Seal, the 13 
stars, are arranged in the form of the 
star of David. And we have plenty 
other religious references. 

Mr. SOUDER. If the gentleman would 
further yield, behind us on the wall is 
Moses. All the other lawgivers are 
pointing to the side. 

Mr. ISTOOK. We have a couple Popes 
on the wall of the House Chamber. 

Mr. SOUDER. Moses is looking 
straight on the Speaker’s chair. We 
know, and our Founding Fathers knew, 
where our laws were derived from. 

Mr. ISTOOK. If we look right above 
the Speaker’s chair, above the Speak- 
er’s chair and the flag are emblazoned 
the words In God we trust,” which we 
also find on our currency. There are 
people that find that offensive. Does 
that mean we should take it off? 

Mr. SOUDER. It is important to 
know these were not additions after 
the Republicans took over Congress in 
1994. They have been here under Repub- 
licans, they have been here under 
Democrats, because we have a unified 
tradition in America that this is our 
cultural heritage, it is our spiritual 
heritage, it is the foundation our coun- 
try is built on. 

Mr. ISTOOK. And the religious free- 
dom amendment is intended to protect 
these to say that the standard ought to 
be the same as it is for the Pledge of 
Allegiance. If they do not want to say 
it, that is fine, but that does not mean 
that they can stop other students that 
may want to have a prayer in public 
school. 

Take the Supreme Court's decisions 
on nativity scenes, the Allegheny v. 
Pittsburgh ACLU case from the Su- 
preme Court, where they said they can- 
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not have a nativity scene or a Jewish 
menorah, they were both covered on 
public property there, because there 
was not in the same line of sight sec- 
ular emblems, Santa Claus, plastic 
reindeer, and so forth. 

In Jersey City, New Jersey, gosh, 
over 30 different religions have been 
permitted by Mayor Bret Schundler to 
put their religious emblems on City 
Hall property, but they got sued over 
the nativity scene. And the judge said, 
well, they have done it for the other re- 
ligions, that is fine, and they put out a 
manger scene, and they have put here 
secular emblems, Santa Claus, the 
plastic reindeer, Frosty the Snowman, 
but it is still not good enough because 
the nativity scene is just too powerful, 
and it has got to go. So that was an- 
other Federal court ruling this last De- 
cember. Outrageous. But it comes from 
the U.S. Supreme Court’s case and the 
Allegheny case. 

Now, do my colleagues know what I 
am really waiting on? The Supreme 
Court says, well, they can’t have reli- 
gious emblems unless they balance 
them with a secular emblem, and even 
then they say the religious emblems 
are too powerful. But I have never seen 
them say they cannot have secular em- 
blems unless they balance them with 
religious emblems. Are we going to say 
they cannot have a Frosty the Snow- 
man unless they also have Mary and 
Joseph? 

Let us get real, my colleagues. Let us 
quit being so thin-skinned. Let us 
make the standard where the religious 
freedom amendment says,. which is 
what Justice Rehnquist said, it is what 
the Founding Fathers intended. We do 
not want an official religion. We will 
not have an official religion in the 
United States of America. That is in- 
consistent with freedom of religion. 
But suppressing expressions of reli- 
gious heritage or tradition or belief or 
a prayer on public property, that is 
also inconsistent with our beliefs in 
America. So let us correct these court 
decisions. 

Mr. SOUDER. Perhaps my colleague 
had not heard, we cannot refer to him 
as Santa Claus. It is just Claus. 
“Santa” is, of course, “saint” in Span- 
ish, so we really should not say that. 
And I am waiting for it to be called 
Patrick's Day rather than St. Patrick's 
Day. It has a little bit of religious 
overtones. We have to be so careful in 
our society anymore. 

Mr. Chairman, at the end of this par- 
ticular special order, I would like to in- 
sert into the RECORD an article. It is 
actually a book review in this week’s 
Weekly Standard magazine by Richard 
Neuhaus, one of the tremendous Chris- 
tian writers in this country who wrote 
“Religion in the Public Square.” He 
has a review of John Noonan's new 
book The Luster of Our Country, the 
American Experience of Religious 
Freedom.” I would like to insert this 
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review into the RECORD at the end of 
this special order. 

He makes two points in this review 
that, in fact, one of the reasons some 
people want to suppress religious free- 
dom and free exercise is that, in fact, it 
is a danger to the State; that there 
have been a number of efforts in this 
country rooted in religious freedom, 
the abolition of slavery, the war 
against polygamy, the prohibition of 
alcohol, and the civil rights movement 
under the leadership of Martin Luther 
King, that really forced changes in our 
political system. 

Furthermore, he points out in this 
book, he has whole chapters to four 
contrasting case studies. The French 
Revolution’s affirmation and betrayal 
of the American idea of religious free- 
dom; the American imposition of the 
idea on a defeated Japan; Russia’s cur- 
rent and deeply flawed efforts to incor- 
porate the idea; and the American in- 
fluence in the Second Vatican Coun- 
cil’s teaching on religious liberty. 

In other words, in societies where 
they. have not followed our pattern of 
religious freedom, they have developed 
problems. And because we allowed it, 
religious freedom, in fact, drove the 
system and changed the system. 

One other thing that I would like to 
insert into the RECORD also following 
this article is a cover story in this 
week’s U.S. News about James Dobson. 
This article is not directly on this sub- 
ject but touches on some of the prob- 
lems of this country that are occurring 
because of the lack of responsiveness. 

I know the gentleman from Okla- 
homa (Mr. ISTOOK) has been in some of 
these meetings, as well as our friend, 
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. BOB 
SCHAFFER) in the chair. We have some 
differences as to how to approach this, 
but what we understand is that Dr. 
James Dobson has been a spokesman 
and has been a mentor to many of us in 
his family issues and how he has done 
this, and he is speaking for a lot of our 
supporters and millions of people in 
America when he says that he is frus- 
trated and he is frustrated with the 
types of thing that the gentleman from 
Oklahoma has been talking about to- 
night and I have been talking about 
when he says in here, and he is speak- 
ing for many people when he said that 
he cares about the moral tone of the 
Nation. “I care about right and wrong. 
I have very deep convictions about ab- 
solute truth.” 

And he says, had he stayed simply on 
family themes, he could have moved 
with ease through all denominations 
and in both political parties. But he 
has started to speak out because he is 
concerned about the general thrust and 
direction of our society that causes 
some heartburn in our party, causes 
some heartburn in Members of Con- 
gress, such as the gentleman from 
Oklahoma and myself. 

At the same time, we understand why 
this article says a righteous indigna- 
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tion,” because that is what many peo- 
ple in America feel right now. They do 
not understand what in the world is 
wrong with the government. The exam- 
ples that my colleague has given defy 
common sense. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I think 
the gentleman is making the point 
that we cannot separate values and 
principles and moral standards from 
the religious beliefs which gave them 
birth and gave them life and give them 
meaning. 

If we look at the original founding 
document of this Nation, the Declara- 
tion of Independence, there is a very 
well-known clause in that. Many peo- 
ple only read it partway. But I am 
speaking of the clause that says, We 
hold these truths to be self-evident 
that all men are created equal; that 
they are endowed by their Creator with 
certain inalienable rights; that among 
these are life, liberty, and the pursuit 
of happiness; that to secure these 
rights, governments are instituted 
among men.“ 

Now, if we look at what the Founding 
Fathers wrote, Mr. Speaker, we see 
that they say our rights did not come 
from the State, they did not come from 
the Federal Government, they did not 
come from the State government, they 
did not come from a local government, 
they did not come from a king, they do 
not come from an emperor, our rights 
come from God. We hold these truths 
to be self-evident. We are endowed by 
our Creator with certain inalienable 
rights.” 

And what is the purpose of govern- 
ment according to the Declaration of 
Independence? To secure these rights, 
to secure the rights which come to us 
from God. That is what the Founding 
Fathers wrote they believed was the 
purpose of government, to protect our 
God-given rights. 

I must question, if we cannot ac- 
knowledge the author of our rights, if 
we cannot acknowledge the origin of 
our rights, if we cannot express belief 
in He who created our rights, for which 
government was created to protect 
those rights, if we cannot do those 
things, can we stay believers and true 
persons to those beliefs and to the prin- 
ciples on which this Nation was found- 
ed? If we abandon the source of this 
Nation, we abandon its principles. 

Mr. Speaker, the religious freedom 
amendment is intended to protect 
these rights which are in jeopardy. It 
has not gone without notice across the 
world that even though we enjoy great 
religious freedom in the United States 
of America, but let us not measure it 
by what we have left. Let us look at 
what has been taken away by these and 
other court decisions. 

They have been chipping and chip- 
ping and chipping away at our rights. 
Are we then to be satisfied because we 
still have something left, or must we 
recognize the process of this chipping 
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away, of this diminishing, of this fenc- 
ing in of our rights and our freedom 
and our precious religious heritage? 
Are we to accept this false notion that, 
as government expands, religion must 
shrink to maintain a separation be- 
tween church and state, because we 
live in the era of expanding govern- 
ment, and if that is the philosophy, 
then expansion of government neces- 
sitates a shrinking of religion? 

Mr. Speaker, that is not the philos- 
ophy in which our Founding Fathers 
believed. That is why I quoted Chief 
Justice Rehnquist on that, and many 
other things to this effect can be found 
in their writings. We want to have a 
positive attitude toward religion, but 
make sure that we never embark upon 
anything that would create any official 
religion or any official church or any 
official faith for the United States of 
America. But the severity of this prob- 
lem in the USA has been noted around 
the world. 

I want to read a statement from Pope 
John Paul II, which he issued this past 
December, just 5 months ago. He was 
greeting the new American Ambas- 
sador to the Vatican, and Pope John 
Paul II spoke these words to the new 
American Ambassador: “It would truly 
be a sad thing if the religious and 
moral convictions upon which the ex- 
periment was founded could now some- 
how be considered a danger to free soci- 
ety such that those who would bring 
these convictions to bear upon your 
Nation’s public life would be denied a 
voice in debating and resolving issues 
of public policy. The original separa- 
tion of church and state in the United 
States was certainly not an effort to 
ban all religious conviction from the 
public sphere, a kind of banishment of 
God from civil society.” 
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Mr. Speaker, it is time that we take 
notice and that we take action. We will 
have the opportunity on the floor of 
this House within approximately a 
month to vote on the Religious Free- 
dom Amendment. It has been approved 
by the Subcommittee on the Constitu- 
tion, by the Committee on the Judici- 
ary, it has over 150 Members of Con- 
gress who are cosponsors of it. I hope 
even more will add their names to it. 

I hope, Mr. Speaker, that those all 
across the country who are aware of 
this will contact their Member of Con- 
gress. I hope they will say to their 
Member of Congress. We need to pro- 
tect our religious freedom, we need to 
reverse the attack upon prayer in 
school and our other religious free- 
doms, we need the Religious Freedom 
Amendment, and we expect our Mem- 
bers of Congress to support it.” Mem- 
bers of Congress need to hear that mes- 
sage. 

Our children in public school need to 
be free to have a simple message of 
hope and faith in their school day, and 
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let them be aware that yes, there are 
some differences in how some people 
pray and we have some differences 
among us that reflect some of our dif- 
ferent faiths. But yet we are united, we 
are united by our common beliefs that 
almost all Americans share. 

That certainly was part of the beliefs 
of the Founding Fathers, that we owe 
our existence to God, and if we do not 
recognize God and if we do not do it 
freely and openly and consistently and 
yes, daily, Mr. Speaker, then how long 
can we expect the blessings of the Lord 
to continue with us and with our fami- 
lies and with our beloved Nation? We 
need that freedom which has been 
under attack by the courts. 

Let me share with you once again, 
Mr. Speaker, the words of the Religious 
Freedom Amendment which would be- 
come a part of the Constitution, not to 
replace the First Amendment but to 
supplement it, to be side-by-side with 
it. The Religious Freedom Amendment 
states as follows: 

To secure the people’s right to acknowl- 
edge God according to the dictates of con- 
science: Neither the United States nor any 
State shall establish any official religion, 
but the people’s right to pray and to recog- 
nize their religious beliefs, heritage or tradi- 
tions on public property, including schools, 
shall not be infringed. Neither the United 
States nor any State shall require any per- 
son to join in prayer or other religious activ- 
ity, prescribe school prayers, discriminate 
against religion, or deny equal access to a 
benefit on account of religion. 

Those are the simple words, that is 
the simple language which will correct 
these things which we have been dis- 
cussing, which will correct these way- 
ward court decisions, which will give 
the Supreme Court a better compass 
than the one which they have been fol- 
lowing. 

Mr. Speaker, it is long overdue. We 
should have had this vote decades ago. 
I am so grateful to be an American, to 
live in a land where the American peo- 
ple have not lost their faith, but they 
need to be free to express it. With faith 
comes value, with faith comes prin- 
ciples, with faith comes morals, with 
faith comes strength, and with faith 
comes the blessings, the blessings of 
liberty which we seek to secure for our- 
selves and for our posterity. 

DETAILED AND LEGAL ANALYSIS OF THE RELI- 
GIOUS FREEDOM AMENDMENT, HOUSE JOINT 
RESOLUTION 78 

(By U. S. Congressman Ernest J. Istook, Jr.) 
THE RELIGIOUS FREEDOM AMENDMENT (HOUSE 

JOINT RESOLUTION 78) 

“To secure the people's right to acknowl- 
edge God according to the dictates of con- 
science: Neither the United States nor any 
State shall establish any official religion, 
but the people’s right to pray and to recog- 
nize their religious beliefs, heritage or tradi- 
tions on public property, including schools, 
shall not be infringed. Neither the United 
States nor any state shall require any person 
to join in prayer or other religious activity, 
prescribe school prayers, discriminate 
against religion, or deny equal access to a 
benefit on account of religion.” 
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BACKGROUND 


The Religious Freedom Amendment, House 
Joint Resolution 78, responds to the public’s 
valid concern that our courts have become 
hostile to religion, placing barriers to reli- 
gious expression which do not exist for other 
forms of free speech. 

A false and impossible standard of una- 
nimity has been created, saying that if a sin- 
gle person objects to a prayer or other reli- 
gious expression, then an entire group must 
be silenced and censored. This is the exact 
opposite of free speech. Free speech exists 
only when people have a right to say some- 
thing with which others disagree. 

For over 36 years, court decisions have 
harmed religious freedom in America; the 
Religious Freedom Amendment (RFA) is in- 
tended as the solution, because the courts 
have left no other remedy than to amend the 
Constitution. Over 150 Members of the House 
of Representatives are co-sponsoring the 
RFA. It also is supported by a broad coali- 
tion that includes Christian groups, and Jew- 
ish groups, and Muslim groups. Support 
ranges from America’s largest black denomi- 
nation, the National Baptists, to the Salva- 
tion Army, Youth for Christ, and the coun- 
try’s largest Protestant group, the Southern 
Baptist Convention, and many more. 

Supreme Court rulings on school prayer 
and other religious issues have provoked 
public outrage since 1962. Throughout the 
last 36 years, public opinion polls consist- 
ently show about 75% or more of the Amer- 
ican public want a constitutional amend- 
ment supporting prayer in public schools. 

Not since 1971 has such a constitutional 
amendment been voted upon in the House of 
Representatives.. The Senate conducted 
votes in 1966,2 1970,3 and 1984.4 Obviously, 
none of those succeeded. Additionally, re- 
lated votes not involving a constitutional 
amendment have ranged from efforts to 
limit the jurisdiction of the federal courts, 
to equal access proposals, to riders on appro- 
priations bills. (These efforts are described 
in detail in a 1996 report by the Congres- 
sional Research Service.®) In 1997, on March 
4th, the House approved legislation (HCR 31) 
to promote display of the Ten Command- 
ments on public property, despite Supreme 
Court rulings to the contrary. It prevailed by 
295-125, a 70% margin. It was, however, only 
a resolution of support, not changing any 
statutes or court decisions, much less chang- 
ing the Constitutional language which the 
courts have misconstrued. 


TEXT OF THE RFA 


The RFA will end 27 years of inaction by 
the House on a constitutional amendment, 
by adding to our Constitution this language: 

“To secure the people's right to acknowl- 
edge God according to the dictates of con- 
science: Neither the United States nor any 
State shall establish any official religion, 
but the people’s right to pray and to recog- 
nize their religious beliefs, heritage or tradi- 
tions on public property, including schools, 
shall not be infringed. Neither the United 
States nor any State shall require any per- 
son to join in prayer or other religious activ- 
ity, prescribe school prayers, discriminate 
against religion, or deny equal access to a 
benefit on account of religion.” “ 

H.J. Res. 78 also includes the normal pro- 
tocol for submitting this text to the states 
for ratification, with a seven-year limit on 
that process. 


ABOUT “SEPARATION OF CHURCH AND STATE” 


The phrase “separation of church and 
state” is a term whose usage has been offi- 
cially condemned by the Chief Justice of the 
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Supreme Court, William Rehnquist, and with 
good reason. He labels it a “mischievous di- 
version of judges from the actual intentions 
of the drafters of the Bill of Rights. a 
metaphor based on bad history, a metaphor 
which has proved useless as a guide to judg- 
ing.” Rehnquist then stated his conclusion: 
“It should be frankly and explicitly aban- 
doned.“ “ 

The term separation of church and state“ 
has been frequently used not to promote offi- 
cial neutrality toward public religious ex- 
pression, but to promote hostility. Essen- 
tially, it suggests that whenever government 
is present, religion must be removed. Unfor- 
tunately under this philosophy, because gov- 
ernment today is found almost everywhere, 
the growth of government dictates a shrink- 
ing of religion. ‘‘Separation’’ becomes a eu- 
phemism for “crowding out” religion. 

A proper analysis should center on the ac- 
tual text of the Constitution, but too often 
the language of the Constitution is ignored, 
and is replaced with a focus on the catch- 
phrase separation of church and state.“ It 
is cited almost as a mantra, often in an ef- 
fort to foreclose further discussion, and 
without critical analysis of what the phrase 
actually might mean. That phrase is not 
found in the Constitution; yet it commonly 
is erroneously treated as the standard meas- 
uring stick for religious freedom issues. 

A wrongful focus on this term inevitably 
becomes antagonistic to religion, because its 
premise is that wherever government exists, 
religion must be pushed aside, to maintain 
the “separation.” Since American govern- 
ment today is far, far larger than in the days 
of our Founding Fathers, or than in any 
other era, its expansion automatically 
crowds out religious expression. When gov- 
ernment enters, religion must exit. Our 
courts are blazing a wayward trail because 
they use a broken compass, a fact noted by 
dissenters on the Supreme Court. Chief Jus- 
tice Rehnquist has decried the phrase as a 
“misleading metaphor” which the Court has 
followed “for nearly forty years.” “ 

After reviewing at great length both the 
extra-Constitutional origin of the phrase, 
and the history of the development of the 
First Amendment itself, Chief Justice 
Rehnquist in Wallace v. Jaffree, 472 U.S. 38 
(1985) condemned the reliance on the phrase 
“separation of church and state“. Among his 
comments: 

“The evil to be aimed at, so far as those 
who spoke were concerned [in the Congress 
which approved the First Amendment], ap- 
pears to have been the establishment of a na- 
tional church, and perhaps the preference of 
one religious sect over another; but it was 
definitely not concern about whether the 


Government might aid all religions 
evenhandedly. 
* * * * * 


“It would seem from this evidence that the 
Establishment Clause of the First Amend- 
ment had acquired a well-accepted meaning: 
it forbade establishment of a national reli- 
gion, and forbade preference among religious 
sects or denominations. Indeed, the first 
American dictionary defined the word es- 
tablishment” as “the act of establishing, 
founding, ratifying or ordainin(g,’’) such as 
in “[t]he episcopal form of religion, so 
called, in England.” 1 N. Webster, American 
Dictionary of the English Language (Ist ed. 
1828). The Establishment Clause did not re- 
quire government neutrality between reli- 
gion and irreligion nor did it prohibit the 
federal government from providing non-dis- 
criminatory aid to religion. There is simply 
no historical foundation for the proposition 
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that the Framers intended to build the wall 
of separation” that was constitutionalized in 
Everson. 

* * * * * 


“Our recent opinions, many of them hope- 
lessly divided pluralities, have with embar- 
rassing candor conceded that the “wall of 
separation“ is merely a “blurred, indistinct, 
and variable barrier,” which is not wholly 
accurate“ and can only be “dimly per- 
ceived.” [Citations omitted.] 

* * * * * 


“But the greatest injury of the “wall” no- 
tion is its mischievous diversion of judges 
from the actual intentions of the drafters of 
the Bill of Rights. The wall of separa- 
tion between church and State“ is a meta- 
phor based on bad history, a metaphor which 
has proved useless as a guide to judging. It 
should be frankly and explicitly abandoned. 

* * * * * 


“The Framers intended the Establishment 
Clause to prohibit the designation of any 
church as a national“ one. The Clause was 
also designed to stop the Federal Govern- 
ment from asserting a preference for one re- 
ligious denomination or sect over others. 
Given the “incorporation” of the Establish- 
ment Clause as against the States via the 
Fourteenth Amendment in Everson, States 
are prohibited as well from establishing a re- 
ligion or discriminating between sects. As its 
history abundantly shows, however, nothing 
in the Establishment Clause requires govern- 
ment to be strictly neutral between religion 
and irreligion, nor does that Clause prohibit 
Congress or the States from pursuing legiti- 
mate secular ends through nondiscrim- 
inatory secular means.” 

The Religious Freedom Amendment re- 
flects Rehnquist’s analysis as Chief Justice 
of the Supreme Court, and corrects the deci- 
sions he criticizes. 

Catch-phrases such as separation of 
church and state“ i have had a chilling ef- 
fect in modern America because government 
has expanded into almost every area of life. 
If the church must be segregated from gov- 
ernment, then government's entry into any 
activity is a de facto expulsion of religion 
from that area. The severity of the problem 
was noted by Pope John Paul II, on greeting 
the new American ambassador to the Vati- 
can in December, 1997, when he stated, It 
would truly be a sad thing if the religious 
and moral convictions upon which the Amer- 
ican experiment was founded could now 
somehow be considered a danger to free soci- 
ety, such that those who would bring these 
convictions to bear upon your nation’s pub- 
lic life would be denied a voice in debating 
and resolving issues of public policy. The 
original separation of Church and State in 
the United States was certainly not an effort 
to ban all religious conviction from the pub- 
lic sphere, a kind of banishment of God from 
civil society.” 


HOW WILL THE RFA CHANGE THE OUTCOME OF 
PREVIOUS SUPREME COURT DECISIONS? 


As noted in numerous examples, some of 
which follow, the RFA reflects the opinions 
expressed by many Supreme Court justices 
prior to the Court’s detours in recent years, 
and also reflects the dissenting opinions of 
many Justices during this period. (Often 
these were 54 decisions, meaning the dis- 
senters were but a single vote short of being 
a majority.) The RFA effectively incor- 
porates (or re-incorporates) their arguments 
into the Constitution. 

The following are some of the key deci- 
sions which are affected: 
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ENGEL V. VITALE 

—The threshold case of Engel v. Vitale 
held that government may not compose any 
official prayer or compel joining in prayer. 
This portion of Engel would remain intact. 
However, that portion of Engel which pre- 
cluded students from engaging in group 
classroom prayer even on a voluntary basis 
would be corrected by the RFA.12 

ABINGTON SCHOOL DISTRICT V. SCHEMP 

—Abington School District v. Schemp?%, to 
the extent that it prohibited the composition 
or imposition of prayer by an entity of gov- 
ernment, would remain the law under the 
RFA. But to the extent that Abington broad- 
ly permits the Establishment Clause to su- 
persede the Free Exercise Clause, it would 
yield to the standard enunciated in Justice 
Stewart’s dissent: 

“It is, I think, a fallacious oversimplifica- 
tion to regard these two provisions as estab- 
lishing a single constitutional standard of 
“separation of church and state, which can 
be mechanically applied in every case to de- 
lineate the required boundaries between gov- 
ernment and religion. We err in the first 
place if we do not recognize, as a matter of 
history and as a matter of the imperatives of 
our free society, that religion and govern- 
ment must necessarily interact in countless 
ways. Secondly, the fact is that while in 
many contexts the Establishment Clause and 
the Free Exercise Clause fully complement 
each other, there are areas in which a doc- 
trinaire reading of the Establishment Clause 
leads to irreconcilable conflict with the Free 
Exercise Clause." 

WALLACE V. JAFFREE 

—The prohibition on silent prayer in pub- 
lic schools, incorporated into Wallace v. 
Jaffree u, would be corrected by the RFA, Si- 
lent prayer (as well as vocal prayer) would be 
legitimized, so long as there was no govern- 
ment dictate either to compel that it occur, 
or to compel any student to participate. 

As Chief Justice Burger stated in his dis- 
sent in Wallace v. Jaffree: 

“It makes no sense to say that Alabama 
has “endorsed prayer” by merely enacting a 
new statute to specify expressly that vol- 
untary prayer is one of the authorized activi- 
ties during a moment of silence, . . . To sug- 
gest that a moment-of-silence statute that 
includes the word “prayer” unconstitution- 
ally endorses religion, while one that simply 
provides for a moment of silence does not, 
manifests not neutrality but hostility to- 
ward religion. 

* * * * * 


“The notion that the Alabama statute is a 
step toward creating an established church 
borders on, if it does not trespass into, the 
ridiculous. The statute does not remotely 
threaten religious liberty; it affirmatively 
furthers the values of religious freedom and 
tolerance that the Establishment Clause was 
designed to protect. Without pressuring 
those who do not wish to pray, the statute 
simply creates an opportunity to think to 
plan, or to pray if one wishes 

In Justice Potter Stewart's dissent from 
Abington, he found permitting school prayer 
is a necessary element of diversity: 

the duty laid upon government in 
connection with religious exercises in the 
public schools is that of refraining from so 
structuring the school environment as to put 
any kind of pressure on a child to participate 
in those exercises; it is not that of providing 
an atmosphere in which children are kept 
scrupulously insulated from any awareness 
that some of their fellows may want to open 
the school day with prayer, or of the fact 
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that there exist in our pluralistic society dif- 
ferences of religious belief.“ 
LEE V. WEISMAN 

—Graduation prayers (so long as not pre- 
scribed by government) would be freed of the 
prohibition in Lee v. Weisman, 505 U.S. 577 
(1992). Justice Kennedy wrote in that case 
that the normal expectation of respectful si- 
lence (which is expected for so many other 
school programs), became coercion when a 
rabbi offered a graduation prayer, because it 
creates “pressure, though subtle and indi- 
rect, . . . as real as any overt compulsion.” 

The RFA takes issue with Justice Ken- 
nedy’s view, and instead embodies the views 
of the four Justices who dissented to this 5- 
4 decision. Whether at a graduation or other 
school setting, the RFA incorporates the 
conclusions of these four Justices (Scalia, 
Rehnquist, White and Thomas) that hear- 
ing” is not participating“ and “hearing” is 
not joining“ in prayer, and thus there was 
no coercion to pray. 

The Court never explained how expecting 
respect for a rabbi's prayer at graduation is 
worse or more “coercive” than expecting 
courtesy and quiet for non-religious school 
presentations, or for the Pledge of Allegiance 
which was also a part of the graduation cere- 
mony. The majority, though, turned its back 
on neutrality by holding that expecting 
courtesy and tolerance is coercive, even 
though seeking respect for non-religious 
speech was normal and permitted. But be- 
cause Lee V. Weisman transmuted simple 
listening into participation“, the Religious 
Freedom Amendment instead requires some- 
thing greater than this before an activity is 
deemed to be an infringement of rights. The 
RFA applies a simple common-sense stand- 
ard that makes prayer an expressly-per- 
mitted activity, so long as actual joining-in 
and/or prescribing of prayer are not required. 
Listening is not joining and is not partici- 
pating and is not coercion. 

In dissenting to Lee V Weisman’s 54 rul- 
ing, Justice Scalia called the new psycho- 
logical coercion” standard ‘‘boundless, and 
boundlessly manipulable’’.'5 He noted that 
prayer at school graduations had been stand- 
ard since the first known graduation from a 
public high school, in Connecticut in July 
1868.16 Just as the RFA now does, Justice 
Scalia and the other three dissenting jus- 
tices distinguished between being present 
and actually joining in a prayer. As these 
four justices wrote (at 636): 

. According to the [majority opinion of 
the] Court, students at graduation who want 
to avoid the fact or appearance of participa- 
tion,” . in the invocation and benediction 
are psychologically obligated by public 
pressure, as well as peer pressure, ... to 
stand as a group or, at least, maintain re- 
spectful silence” during those prayers. This 
assertion-the very linchpin of the Court's 
opinion—is almost as intriguing for what it 
does not say as for what it says. It does not 
say, for example, that students are psycho- 
logically coerced to bow their heads, place 
their hands in a Durer-like prayer position, 
pay attention to the prayers, utter Amen.“ 
or in fact pray... . It claims only that stu- 
dents are psychologically coerced to stand 

. or, at least, maintain respectful si- 
lence.” . The Court’s notion that a stu- 
dent who simply sits in “respectful silence“ 
during the invocation and benediction (when 
all others are standing) has somehow 
joined—or would somehow be perceived as 
having joined—in the prayers is nothing 
short of ludicrous.” 

The standard of Lee v. Weisman's bare 5-4 
majority has been dangerous, because it de- 
clares that simple exposure to religious 
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speech (like exposure to pornography) is so 
inherently damaging that people must be 
protected from it. In the majority opinion, 
Justice Kennedy wrote (at 505 U.S. 594), “As- 
suming, as we must, that the prayers were 
offensive . . .”. Even pornography is granted 
a chance to be measured against prevailing 
community standards; but prayer is assumed 
automatically to be offensive. Lee v. 
Weisman’s subjective standard permits a 
lone “offended” individual to silence all oth- 
ers in a public place, thereby censoring their 
religious expressions. 

The effect of this ruling was to create the 
dangerous notion of a new freedom from 
hearing“ right which is superior to others’ 
express free speech rights under the First 
Amendment. This is especially insidious and 
chilling when it is used for prior restraint of 
religious speech. It also perpetuates the no- 
tion that an offense to a few must be cor- 
rected, even if doing so gives offense to the 
vast majority. As Justice Kennedy noted (505 
U.S. 595), “for many persons an occasion of 
this significance lacks meaning if there is no 
recognition, however brief, that human 
achievements cannot be understood apart 
from their spiritual essence.” But he found 
that interest immaterial, so long as any one 
person was offended. The four dissenters 
took a view much more in keeping with re- 
specting the rights of all, and not just of a 
few. They noted that, in trying to avoid of- 
fense to one student and one parent, the 
Court's anti-graduation prayer ruling ig- 
nored the fact that it was giving offense to 
all the other students and parents. They 
stated (at 505 U.S. 645): 

“The reader has been told much in this 
case about the personal interest of Mr. 
Weisman and his daughter, and very little 
about the personal interest on the other side. 
They are not inconsequential. Church and 
state would not be such a difficult subject if 
religion were, as the Court apparently thinks 
it to be, some purely personal avocation that 
can be indulged entirely in secret, like por- 
nography, in the privacy of one’s room. For 
most believers it is not that, and has never 
been. Religious men and women of almost all 
denominations have felt it necessary to ac- 
knowledge and beseech the blessing of God as 
a people, and not just as individuals, because 
they believe in the “protection of divine 
Providence," as the Declaration of Independ- 
ence put it, not just for individuals but for 
societies; because they believe God to be, as 
Washington’s first Thanksgiving Proclama- 
tion put it, the Great Lord and Ruler of Na- 
tions.“ One can believe in the effectiveness 
of such public worship, or one can deprecate 
and deride it. But the longstanding Amer- 
ican tradition of prayer at official cere- 
monies displays with unmistakable clarity 
that the Establishment Clause does not for- 
bid the government to accommodate it.” 

Lee v. Weisman, in discussing the tradition 
of graduation prayer, also included an inter- 
esting note that the practice was part of the 
first known American graduation ceremony. 
As it noted (at 505 U.S. 635): 

“By one account, the first public high 
school graduation ceremony took place in 
Connecticut in July 1868—the very month, as 
it happens, that the Fourteenth Amendment 
(the vehicle by which the Establishment 
Clause has been applied against the States) 
was ratified—when 15 seniors from the Nor- 
wich Free Academy marched in their best 
Sunday suits and dresses into a church hall 
and waited through majestic music and long 
prayers.” 

Under the pretense of promoting tolerance, 
our courts have thus been used to promote 
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censorship. The RFA corrects this, pro- 
tecting the rights of both minorities and ma- 
jorities. The Constitution and the Bill of 
Rights were intended to protect each and 
every one of us, not merely some of us. 

STONE V. GRAHAM 


—The ability to post the Ten Command- 
ments on public property (as an expression of 
religious beliefs, heritage or traditions of the 
people), prohibited by Stone v. Graham, “ be- 
comes protected under the RFA, although 
there would be neither a mandate nor a guar- 
antee that it would be proper under all cir- 
cumstances. But Stone v. Graham's auto- 
matic prohibition on such a display would be 
ended. 

Stone’s majority decision expressed con- 
cern that posting the Ten Commandments 
would “induce the schoolchildren to read, 
meditate upon, perhaps to venerate and 
obey, the Commandments.’’ But, in dis- 
sent, Chief Justice Rehnquist noted:19 

“The Establishment Clause does not re- 
quire that the public sector be insulated 
from all things which may have a religious 
significance or origin. . . . Kentucky has de- 
cided to make students aware of this fact by 
demonstrating the secular impact of the Ten 
Commandments.” 

Chief Justice Rehnquist then quotes from a 
1948 opinion % by former Justice Jackson: 

. Perhaps subjects such as mathe- 
matics, physics or chemistry are, or can be, 
completely secularized. But it would not 
seem practical to teach either practice or ap- 
preciation of the arts if we are to forbid ex- 
posure of youth to any religious influences. 
Music without sacred music, architecture 
minus the cathedral, or painting without the 
scriptural themes would be eccentric and in- 
complete, even from a secular point of 
view. . . . I should suppose it is a proper, if 
not an indispensable, part of preparation for 
a worldly life to know the roles that religion 
and religions have played in the tragic story 
of mankind. The fact is that, for good or for 
ill, nearly everything in our culture worth 
transmitting, everything which gives mean- 
ing to life, is saturated with religious influ- 
ences, derived from paganism, Judaism, 
Christianity—both Catholic and Protes- 
tant—and other faiths accepted by a large 
part of the world’s peoples." 

LEMON V. KURTZMAN 


—Lemon v. Kurtzman?! and its subjective 
three-pronged test have often been used to 
achieve a desired result rather than to guide 
an analysis. The Lemon test would nec- 
essarily be revised, because a “purely sec- 
ular” objective would no longer be compul- 
sory. Recognition of religious heritage, tra- 
dition or belief would be a proper objective, 
so long as it did not rise to the level of pro- 
moting a particular faith. 

ALLEGHENY V. ACLU 

—The case of County of Allegheny v. 
ACLU, Greater Pittsburgh Chapter, would 
be brought back into line with Lynch v. Don- 
nelly. (Both were 5-4 decisions.) The so- 
called plastic reindeer” test for holiday 
symbols on public property would no longer 
be decisive. Lynch permitted display of a 
government-owned Nativity scene, whereas 
Allegheny restricted the display of a private 
creche on public property, citing a need for 
better visual “balance” with secular em- 
blems. It would be no more compulsory to 
add secular items to a religious display than 
to require adding religious symbols to bal- 
ance” purely secular displays. 

A truer test would consider whether sym- 
bols of differing faiths were afforded similar 
opportunity for display during their special 
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seasons. The proper test would be whether 
government sought to establish an official 
religion, rather than outlawing traditions 
from a public forum. 

The Religious Freedom Amendment would 
correct the Supreme Court’s bias that sec- 
ular symbols, regardless of how perverse, are 
constitutionally-protected for public dis- 
play, whereas religious symbols are consid- 
ered suspect. The intent of the RFA is to re- 
establish true neutrality, by affording reli- 
gious expression the same equal protection 
as other expression, rather than the pretense 
of neutrality that too often exists in name 
only. The carryover of true neutrality 
would extend to other aspects of once-com- 
mon but now-suppressed reflections of be- 
liefs, heritage and traditions. School holiday 
programs would not feel the pressure to 
limit songs to “Frosty the Snowman“ or 
“Rudolph the Red-Nosed Reindeer”. The car- 
ols of Christmas, the hymns of Thanks- 
giving, the songs of Hanukkah, and those of 
other holidays and other faiths would be wel- 
come. Tolerance and understanding would be 
promoted, rather than avoided. The standard 
would be that reflections of faith, meaning 
minority faiths as well as majority faiths, 
are clearly permitted, so long as it does not 
progress into advocating or promoting any 
particular faith. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION REVIEW OF THE RFA 

Preamble: To secure the people's right to 
acknowledge God according to the dictates 
of conscience: .. .” 

The preamble has a purpose. As former 
Chief Justice Story described the nature of a 
constitutional preamble, Its true office is 
to expound the nature and extent and appli- 
cation of the powers actually conferred by 
the Constitution, and not substantively to 
create them.“ „ The preamble to H.J. Res. 78 
serves principally to indicate intent, to as- 
sist in interpreting the substantive provi- 
sions. 

The concept of this particular preamble is 
attributed chiefly to Forest Montgomery, 
legal counsel for the National Association of 
Evangelicals. There is nothing unique or un- 
usual, however, to have constitutional lan- 
guage which expressly mentions God. Such 
language is the rule, and not the exception, 
in our state constitutions. 

Critics of this mention of God should re- 
view the constitutions of our 50 states. 
Through these, the American people have 
freely embraced attitudes very different 
from those expressed by the U.S. Supreme 
Court. All fifty of our states * have adopted 
express and explicit mentions of God in their 
constitutions or preambles. The attached 
Appendix details the express language, from 
each of the states. 

In Alaska, the constitution states that its 
citizens are ‘‘grateful to God and to those 
who founded our nation .. , in order to se- 
cure and transmit to succeeding generations 
our heritage of political, civil and religious 
liberty’. In Colorado, theirs reads, with 
profound reverence for the Supreme Ruler of 
the Universe.” Idaho states, “grateful to Al- 
mighty God for our freedom,” which is the 
identical phrase used by California, and Ne- 
braska, and New York, and Ohio, and Wis- 
consin. Pennsylvania phrases it as “grateful 
to Almighty God for the blessings of civil 
and religious liberty, and humbly invoking 
His guidance.” 

Some go even farther. Maryland's Article 
36 declares the duty of every man to wor- 
ship God.” Maryland’s constitution further 
states that nothing in it shall prohibit ref- 
erences to God or prayer “in any govern- 
mental or public document, proceeding, ac- 
tivity, ceremony, school, institution, or 
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place” and declares that those things are not 
considered to be an establishment of reli- 
gion. Virginia’s refers to the “duty which we 
owe to our Creator” and to the mutual duty 
of all to practice Christian forbearance, love 
and charity.” 

These references to God are typical of our 
state constitutions. 

Just as America adopted “In God We 
Trust” as our national motto, the states 
have mottoes, often incorporated on their 
state seals. Arizona’s seal states, Ditat 
Deus”, meaning God Enriches.“ Florida’s 
seal states, In God We Trust.” Ohio doesn't 
put it on a seal, but proclaims its motto, 
“With God, All Things Are Possible. 28 

The Religious Freedom Amendment echoes 
the philosophy found in our state constitu- 
tions, namely that faith guided the creation 
of America’s common principles and ideals, 
and faith is at the core of preserving them. 
It tracks the essence of the Declaration of 
Independence, wherein our Founding Fathers 
proclaimed that our rights come not from 
government, but from God, declaring, “We 
hold these truths to be self-evident, that all 
men are created equal, that they are en- 
dowed by their Creator with certain 
unalienable Rights; that among these are 
Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness. 
That to secure these rights, Governments 
are instituted among Men.” 

The Religious Freedom Amendment also 
applies a phrase common to many of the 
original state constitutions: ‘‘according to 
the dictates of conscience’’. Virginia used it 
in 1776 as part of its Declaration of Rights, 
proclaiming, ‘‘all men are equally entitled to 
the free exercise of religions, according to 
the dictates of conscience.“ It appeared with 
slight variations in the original constitu- 
tions of Delaware, New Jersey and North 
Carolina (all 1776), Vermont (1777), Massa- 
chusetts (1780) and New Hampshire (1784). 
Today, this phrase of according to the dic- 
tates of conscience” is echoed in the con- 
stitutions of 28 states—Arkansas, Con- 
necticut, Delaware, Georgia, Indiana, Kan- 
sas, Kentucky, Maine, Massachusetts, Michi- 
gan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, New 
Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico, North 
Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode 
Island, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, 
Utah, Vermont, Virginia and Wisconsin. 

It must always be stressed that the Reli- 
gious Freedom Amendment is not intended 
to override the First Amendment's prohibi- 
tions on establishing any religion as a state 
religion and on creating official status for 
any set of beliefs. The RFA would not do 
this. The preamble's inclusion of the phrase, 
“according to the dictates of conscience,” is 
the first of multiple protections within the 
Religious Freedom Amendment to safeguard 
the rights of religious minorities. 

The term “according to the dictates of 
conscience” does not, however, protect lewd 
behavior under the claim or pretense of reli- 
gion. Although worded in absolutist fashion, 
the First Amendment nevertheless yields 
when necessary to avoid ‘substantial threat 
to public safety, peace, or order“. The 
courts have determined that free exercise of 
religion is not a license to disregard general 
statutes on behavior, such as those against 
advocating violent overthrow of the govern- 
ment,” outlawing polygamy *!, use of illegal 
drugs, prostitution s. and even snake-han- 
dling™. The right to free speech does not 
permit shouting “Fire!” in a public the- 
ater s. or wanton and intentional libel and 
slander, Free speech does not give students 
a right to interrupt and usurp class time to 
speak whenever they want about whatever 
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they want. Neither does the RFA. The RFA 
would not permit or sanction disruptive be- 
havior by those wishing to pray or to speak 
about religion. It does not open public 
schools to anyone who might wish to enter 
to bring in their own religious message. 
Trespass remains trespass. The RFA simply 
permits religious openness by those students 
who have a right (and usually a legal obliga- 
tion) to attend school. 

“The people’s right” is a right held both by 
individuals and as a collective group. The 
RFA does not, however, create a mechanism 
for government officials to begin dictating 
wholesale inclusion of religious symbols for 
constant or incessant display on public prop- 
erty, because they would remain bound by 
the First Amendment's prohibition against 
establishing an official religion via govern- 
ment! The RFA simply shifts the boundary, 
away from exclusionism and into greater ac- 
commodation, but stops well short of actual 
endorsement of religion. It provides a check 
upon the court challenges which have erro- 
neously equated and confused accommoda- 
tion and recognition with endorsement. 

The RFA would correct the trend of using 
the Establishment Clause to run roughshod 
over the Free Exercise Clause. The First 
Amendment consciously established a ten- 
sion by stating not only what government 
could not do, but also stating what the peo- 
ple could do. Our courts have instead used it 
to halt voluntary religious expressions by 
citizens, individually and collectively, when- 
ever government has some connection. 

Because the scope and Intrusiveness of gov- 
ernment into all aspects of American society 
has grown so rapidly, it has become all-per- 
vasive, making it a rare occasion when there 
is no presence of government. Accordingly, 
the judicially-created “wall of separation" 
has become a moving wall. As the presence 
of government constantly expands, this 
standard crowds out opportunities for reli- 
gion to be present and to flourish. As shown 
by the recent ruling in City of Boerne v. Flo- 
res, Archbishop% even a church's ability to 
have room to seat its worshippers is sub- 
jected to government control. This was never 
the intention of our Founding Fathers. 

The RFA’s preamble stresses our shared 
belief that government should accommodate 
and protect religious freedom, but it simul- 
taneously stresses that government should 
not and must not dictate in regard to reli- 
gion. By concluding with the safeguard of 
“according to the dictates of conscience,” 
the preamble assures that as it protects reli- 
gious expression in public places, it never- 
theless cannot be used to dictate expression 
or non-expression of beliefs, nor can it be 
used to favor one religious faith over an- 
other. 

Protecting religious expression: Neither 
the United States nor any State shall estab- 
lish any official religion, but the people’s 
right to pray and to recognize their religious 
beliefs, heritage or traditions on public prop- 
erty, including schools, shall not be in- 
fringed. ...” 

NEVER AN OFFICIAL CHURCH 

This phrase draws a clear boundary beyond 
which government cannot go. No public 
property occasion which recognizes religious 
beliefs, heritage or tradition, and no such ex- 
ercise of the right to pray shall rise to the 
level of denoting any religion as official. 
This follows the intent of the drafters of the 
First Amendment, as understood by now- 
Chief Justice William Rehnquist and related 
in his opinion in Wallace v. Jaffree: 

“The evil to be aimed at, so far as [its 
drafters] were concerned, appears to have 
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been the establishment of a national church, 
and perhaps the preference of one religious 
sect over another, but it was definitely not 
concern about whether the Government 
might aid all religions evenhandedly.“ #8 

Government should accommodate Amer- 
ica’s faiths, and the emphasis they have al- 
ways received in this nation’s life, but 
should not be promoting any one faith in 
particular. For example, the RFA would not 
permit government to proclaim officially 
that the United States is a Christian na- 
tion“, nor a Jewish nation, “Muslim na- 
tion,“ nor that of any other particular faith. 
But the supposed accommodation under cur- 
rent rulings is typically a pretense, the func- 
tional equivalent of no accommodation at 
all. 

The proper standard of accommodation 
was described by then-Chief Justice Warren 
Burger, in his dissent to Wallace v. Jaffree, 
472 U.S. 38, at 90: 

“The statute [permitting a moment of si- 
lence, and thus silent prayer, in Alabama’s 
public schools] “endorses” only the view 
that the religious observances of others 
should be tolerated and, where possible, ac- 
commodated. If the government may not ac- 
commodate religious needs when it does so 
in a wholly neutral and noncoercive manner, 
the benevolent neutrality“ that we have 
long considered the correct constitutional 
standard will quickly translate into the 
“callous indifference” that the Court has 
consistently held the Establishment Clause 
does not require. 

“The Court today has ignored the wise ad- 
monition of Justice Goldberg that “the 
measure of constitutional adjudication is the 
ability and willingness to distinguish be- 
tween real threat and mere shadow.“ 

The language to permit religious expres- 
sion on public property is the first corrective 
segment of the RFA; the second is the por- 
tion dealing with non-discrimination. 

The text of the RFA uses the two-part 
structure employed by the First Amend- 
ment, intended to balance freedom from 
state-imposed religion (via the so-called Es- 
tablishment Clause, Congress shall make no 
law respecting an establishment of 
religion .. .) with freedom of religion (via 
the so-called Free Exercise Clause, or pro- 
hibiting the free exercise thereof”). The RFA 
likewise echoes the prohibition on an official 
religion, then follows it with language clear- 
ly indicating that the intent is not to re- 
strict religion, but to maximize it. The 
RFA’s terms are necessarily more explicit 
than the First Amendment, as a necessity to 
correct court rulings of recent years. 

The RFA reflects former Chief Justice 
Warren Burger’s comments about how gov- 
ernment should accommodate expressions of 
religious tradition, heritage and belief. As he 
wrote in Lynch v. Donnelly, 465 U.S. 668, at 
675 (1984) (and before Lynch was undercut by 
a later 54 ruling): 

“[t]here is an unbroken history of official 
acknowledgment by all three branches of 
government of the role of religion in Amer- 
ican life from at least 1789 and that there 
are ‘‘countless . . . illustrations of the Gov- 
ernment's acknowledgment of our religious 
heritage and governmental sponsorship of 
graphic manifestations of that heritage.” 
These included, in part: 

“invocations of Divine guidance in delib- 
erations and pronouncements of the Found- 
ing Fathers and contemporary leaders; 

“George Washington's designation of a 
religiously-toned Thanksgiving, which 80 
years later was made a national holiday; 

“the designation of Christmas as a na- 
tional holiday and the grant of paid leave to 
public employees on that day; 
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Presidential proclamations commemo- 
rating other religious events, such as the 
Jewish High Holy Days; 

“Usage of In God We Trust“ as a na- 
tional motto, and on coins and currency; 

“Display of religious paintings in pub- 
licly-supported art galleries [to which he 
could have added the religious overtones of 
many of the depictions in Statuary Hall in 
the U.S. Capitol itself].” 

WHO ARE THE PEOPLE”? 

The word people“ was purposefully cho- 
sen rather than specifying simply a per- 
son's right” or every person’s right” to 
pray, and to recognize religious tradition, 
heritage or belief. In speaking of “the peo- 
ple’s right”, the RFA embodies “people” in 
both the individual and the collective mean- 
ing of the word. This is consistent with the 
dual usage already employed by Constitu- 
tional references to the people.“ 

In its Preamble, the Constitution opens 
with We the People”, thus referring to the 
collective conduct of the American people 
acting to create their government. 

The First Amendment uses an obviously 
collective sense of people“ when it pro- 
claims “the right of the people peaceably to 
assemble, and to petition the government for 
a redress of grievances.” 

The Fourth Amendment employs it to indi- 
cate individual rights in protecting “The 
right of the people to be secure in their per- 
sons, houses, papers, and effects, against un- 
reasonable searches and seizures.” 

The Ninth and Tenth Amendments make 
obvious reference to the collective rights of 
the people, using their instrumentality of 
government, in specifying that The enu- 
meration in the Constitution, of certain 
rights, shall not be construed to deny or dis- 
parage others retained by the people.“ and 
that “The powers not delegated to the 
United States by the Constitution, nor pro- 
hibited by it to the states, are reserved to 
the states respectively, or to the people. 

PROTECTING KEY DECISIONS 

The RFA is also intended to preserve and 
protect the precedential value of Supreme 
Court decisions favorable to religious free- 
dom and to even-handed treatment of reli- 
gion, namely Marsh v. Chambers, 463 U.S. 783 
(1983) and Rosenberger v. Rector and Visitors 
of the University of Virginia, 115 S. Ct. 2510 
(1995). Without the RFA, the future of these 
precedents is problematical, because they 
are isolated exceptions to the trends of the 
Supreme Court in other religious freedom 
cases. Their viability and precedential value 
is subject to sudden change by the Court, ab- 
sent the RFA. 

The RFA also cements the precedent of an- 
other series of Supreme Court decisions, re- 
lating to government providing of benefits to 
students who are in parochial schools. That 
ruling, in the 5-to—4 decision in Agostini v. 
Felton, is discussed as part of the “benefits” 
clause of the RFA, later in this document. 

Marsh v. Chambers, 463 U.S. 783 (1983), by 
6-to-3 upheld the constitutionality of pray- 
ers by a government-paid chaplain, at the 
opening of legislative sessions.“ Rosenberger 
by a 5-to4 Court margin directed that when 
a public university funded other student pub- 
lications, it could not refuse to assist one 
with a Christian association. 

These decisions in Marsh v. Chambers and 
Rosenberger v. Rector are protected by the 
Religious Freedom Amendment, guarding 
them from the vagaries of back-and-forth 
shifting margins on the Supreme Court. 

PROTECTING RIGHTS OF THE PEOPLE 

H.J. Res. 78 does not seek to protect reli- 

gious rights simply by restricting the power 
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of government; it also proclaims an affirma- 
tive right of the people themselves. The Bill 
of Rights and other Constitutional amend- 
ments have likewise used both approaches to 
establish and protect rights of the people.‘ 
The Religious Freedom Amendment ex- 
pressly declares the rights of the people, to 
make its intent clearer to the courts. (But, 
as previously noted, the absolutist state- 
ment of an affirmative right does not impede 
reasonable requirements for the time, place 
and manner of speech. For example, the RFA 
does not give a student any right to disrupt 
class by spontaneously offering a prayer, 
just as the First Amendment does not give 
them any right to disrupt class by spontane- 
ously launching into any other form of 
speech.) 

“Public property“ as used in the RFA is 
synonymous with government property”, 
but is not limited to real estate. In a proper 
case, it can for example address public prop- 
erty such as a city seal which contains a de- 
piction of a community’s heritage, traditions 
or beliefs. Thus, the limiting test is to assure 
that any role of government does not go be- 
yond recognizing religious belief, heritage or 
tradition, and avoids becoming the pro- 
moting of any religion. The RFA does not re- 
peal the Establishment Clause of the First 
Amendment, but interacts with it, restoring 
the former balance between the Establish- 
ment Clause and the Free Exercise Clause. 
Use of public property to go beyond the 
Equal Access Act, to go beyond recognition 
and into promotion of a religion would con- 
tinue to run afoul of the Establishment 
Clause of the First Amendment. 

Protecting individual conscience and mi- 
norities: . . Neither the United States nor 
any State shall require any person to join in 
prayer or other religious activity, [or] pre- 
scribe school prayers. . .” 

The RFA does contain any language to 
overturn the First Amendment's prohibition 
on establishing an official religion, neither 
expressly nor impliedly. Nevertheless, it con- 
tains protective language as an extra safe- 
guard to assure this. The RFA echoes the 
pattern of the First Amendment, with both a 
prohibition on establishing an official 
church, coupled with guarantees intended to 
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No school prayer (nor any religious activ- 
ity) could ever be mandatory; the RFA ex- 
plicitly makes this clear. It demonstrates an 
abundance of caution and concern for reli- 
gious freedom for all, in particular for any 
who may be in a minority in their area. It 
does not permit a large group to muzzle or 
suppress a small group; it does not permit a 
small group to muzzle or censor a large 
group. Nor does it permit anyone to compel 
prayer or other religious conduct by those 
who do not wish to participate. 

Neither the federal nor state government 
could prescribe prayer. This covers both 
principal definitions of “prescribe”. It could 
not “prescribe” prayers, in the sense that it 
could not direct that they occur; under the 
RFA, that initiative properly comes from 
students. Nor could government “prescribe” 
prayer, in the sense that it could not dictate 
the content of prayer. 

This language reinforces the according to 
the dictates of conscience” protection of the 
RFA's preamble. 

The RFA effectively endorses and follows 
the standard applied by the Supreme Court 
in West Virginia State Board of Education v. 
Barnette.“ There, the Court correctly ruled 
that no child could or should be compelled to 
say the Pledge of Allegiance. However, the 
Court did not create a right for an objecting 
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student to prohibit their classmates from 
saying the Pledge. 

Providing equal protection:. . [Neither 
the United States nor any State shall]... 
discriminate against religion, or deny equal 
access to a benefit on account of religion.” 

ENDING DISCRIMINATION AGAINST RELIGION 

Religious symbols and religious behavior 
are treated by current court decisions as 
being automatically suspect when they occur 
on public property, or in association with a 
government activity or program. But un- 
like the standard on religion, secular sym- 
bols, behavior, or activity are not pre-bur- 
dened. This discriminatory dual standard is 
prohibited by the RFA. The amendment does 
not prohibit positive accommodation of reli- 
gion, such as non-profit tax treatment, but 
focuses instead to bar discrimination against 
religion. 

The Congressional Research Service re- 
ported recently on 30 instances of federal 
statutes and regulations which assure that 
government does not subsidize religious 
practices of receiving organizations. But 
CRS also found an additional 51 federal stat- 
utes and regulations which disqualify reli- 
gious organizations or adherents from neu- 
tral participation in generalized government 
programs. This discrimination needs cor- 
rection. 

There is a growing recognition that faith- 
based programs can succeed, winning results 
even when other programs cannot, to combat 
crime and violence, teen pregnancy, welfare 
dependency, recidivism, and other social 
problems. To disqualify them because of 
their religious component not only violates 
the notion of neutrality, but denies assist- 
ance to a great many Americans. 

NEUTRALITY REGARDING BENEFITS-PROTECTING 
FRAGILE PRECEDENTS 

The benefits“ provision of the RFA re- 
flects and protects (among other policy deci- 
sions) two recent Supreme Court decisions. 
Both were decided by 54 margins, in an area 
where the Court still shifts back-and-forth, 
unless the RFA provides an anchor to pre- 
serve these fragile rulings. 

The first of these protected holdings is 
Rosenberger v. Rector and Visitors of the 
University of Virginia, 115 S.Ct. 2510 (1995), 
holding it impermissible viewpoint discrimi- 
nation to exclude student religious publica- 
tions from the University’s general subsidy 
of student publications. The Court concluded 
that free speech itself was threatened if reli- 
gious speech were singled out for different 
treatment: 

“The governmental program at issue is 
neutral toward religion. Such neutrality is a 
significant factor in upholding programs in 
the face of Establishment Clause attack, and 
the guarantee of neutrality is not offended 
where, as here, the government follows neu- 
tral criteria and even-handed policies to ex- 
tend benefits to recipients whose ideologies 
and viewpoints, including religious ones, are 
broad and diverse.” 

The RFA also reflects the philosophy em- 
bodied—by a bare margin—in Agostini v. 
Felton, No. 96-552 (June 23, 1997). Agostini by 
5-4 reversed a prior ruling on the same issue 
(a ruling in Aguilar v. Felton, 473 U.S. 402 
(1985)), which likewise was decided by 54). 
The Court justified the reversal because the 
Court had also reversed two prior opinions 
on crucial points. Those cases likewise 
turned on margins of 54 in one instance!“ 
and also 54 in the other!“ What the Court 
gives, the Court can take away tomorrow, 
especially on 54 decisions! The RFA protects 
these important decisions from such judicial 
schizophrenia. 
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In Agostini v. Felton, the Supreme Court 
ruled that New York City may use federal 
Title I funds to provide special teachers on 
the premises of parochial schools, to give 
supplemental and remedial instruction to 
disadvantaged children. 

The Court opined that there were suffi- 
cient safeguards to assure that sectarian 
schools would not have a profit motive to 
provide religious instruction. It added: 

“First, the Court has abandoned Ball's pre- 
sumption that public employees placed on 
parochial school grounds will inevitably in- 
culcate religion or that their presence con- 
stitutes a symbolic union between govern- 
ment and religion. Zobrest v. Catalina Foot- 
hills School Dist., 509 U.S. 1, 12-13. No evi- 
dence has ever shown that any New York 
City instructor teaching on parochial school 
premises attempted to inculcate religion in 
students. Second, the Court has departed 
from Ball's rule that all government aid that 
directly aids the educational function of reli- 
gious schools is invalid. Other Establishment 
Clause cases before and since have examined 
the criteria by which an aid program identi- 
fies its beneficiaries to determine whether 
the criteria themselves have the effect of ad- 
vancing religion by creating a financial in- 
centive to undertake religious indoctrina- 
tion. Cf. e.g., Witters, supra, at 488; Zobrest, 
supra, at 10. Such an incentive is not present 
where, as here, the aid is allocated on the 
basis of neutral, secular criteria that neither 
favor nor disfavor religion, and is made 
available to both religious and secular bene- 
ficiaries on a nondiscriminatory basis.” 
NEUTRALITY REGARDING BENEFITS-PROTECTING 

CURRENT POLICIES 

In addition to the Supreme Court prece- 
dents of Rosenberger and of Agostini, the 
“benefits” provision of the RFA protects 
other current policy. For example, the RFA’s 
“benefits” provision protects these existing 
programs: Over a billion dollars each year in 
federal grants goes to Catholic Charities 
USA for various social services, ranging from 
shelters for the homeless, to aid to refugees 
and to unwed mothers. Over a billion dollars 
each year is spent on GI Bill education bene- 
fits, over $7-billion to federal Pell Grants to 
students, $23-billion a year in federally-guar- 
anteed student loans, and $17-billion a year 
in direct lending to students, all of which 
may be used at private and church schools, 
as well as at public schools. 

The RFA does not permit any appropria- 
tion or other funding for religious activities. 
Government funding for a religious purpose 
would still be banned by the prohibition on 
official religion found both in the First 
Amendment and in the RFA. However, once 
a government program was established, to 
accomplish a governmental purpose, partici- 
pants could not be disqualified on the basis 
of religion or religious affiliation. 

Other illustrations of the current problem 
(and the not-clearly-settled law in light of 5- 
4 Supreme Court rulings): 

—Although the case was ultimately set- 
tled, the Federal Communications Commis- 
sion denied a federal grant to Fordham Uni- 
versity, because its campus station included 
a religious program on Sunday mornings. 
The federal district court“ sided with the 
FCC that Fordham was disqualified by sup- 
posed church-state considerations. The RFA 
will prevent such injustices in the future. 

—Provisions of state constitutions have 
been used to deny using general benefit pro- 
grams when there was any connection with a 
religious institution. Again, the RFA will 
rectify this, because it applies at both the 
federal and the state levels.“ 
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—After the Oklahoma City bombing, it was 
reported that HUD attorneys almost denied 
nearby churches the ability to receive bomb- 
ing repair money, on the same basis as other 
damaged property, because of “separation of 
church and state“ concerns. Again, the RFA 
protects the ability to participate on an 
equal and non-discriminatory basis. 

The benefits“ language does not guar- 
antee any benefit to any person or group. In- 
stead, it assures “equal access” if and when 
some benefit is made available for a per- 
mitted governmental purpose. For example, 
the RFA does not create a program of vouch- 
ers for education. If and when a unit of gov- 
ernment chose to create them, however, the 
RFA would simply assure that all individ- 
uals and private entities are afforded equal 
access to them. This is the identical stand- 
ard already utilized in federal student loan 
programs and the G-I Bill. 

Private institutions, including those affili- 
ated with churches, should be permitted to 
participate under the same standards as pub- 
lic institutions. For example, neither the 
University of Notre Dame nor Boston College 
are disqualified from federal education pro- 
grams for being Catholic, nor is any other 
school disqualified on the basis of religion. 
This is a proper standard which has proven 
workable, which should be applied uni- 
formly, and which should be protected from 
the uncertainty of the Supreme Court rul- 
ings in this area. 

CONCLUSION 

Rather than promoting understanding, re- 
cent decades of current Supreme Court deci- 
sions have promoted the opposite. A correct 
standard of tolerance would accept the bene- 
fits of listening respectfully to other views, 
rather than using the courts to silence them. 

As four current Supreme Court justices 
have expressed: 19 

. .. nothing, absolutely nothing, is so in- 
clined to foster among religious believers of 
various faiths a toleration—no, an affec- 
tion—for one another than voluntarily join- 
ing in prayer together, to the God whom 
they all worship and seek. Needless to say, 
no one should be compelled to do that, but it 
is a shame to deprive our public culture of 
the opportunity, and indeed the encourage- 
ment, for people to do it voluntarily. The 
Baptist or Catholic who heard and joined in 
the simple and inspiring prayers of Rabbi 
Gutterman on this occasion was inoculated 
from religious bigotry and prejudice in a 
manner that cannot be replicated. To deprive 
our society of that important unifying mech- 
anism, in order to spare the nonbeliever 
what seems to me the minimal inconven- 
ience of standing or even sitting in respect- 
ful nonparticipation, is as senseless in policy 
as it is unsupportable in law.” 

The wayward state of Supreme Court deci- 
sions has been decried by Chief Justice 
Rehnquist: 

“George Washington himself, at the re- 
quest of the very Congress which passed the 
Bill of Rights, proclaimed a day of “public 
thanksgiving and prayer, to be observed by 
acknowledging with grateful hearts the 
many and signal favors of Almighty God.” 
History must judge whether it was the father 
of his country in 1789, or a majority of the 
Court today, which has strayed from the 
meaning of the Establishment Clause.” 5° 

The American people have never accepted 
the Supreme Court’s extra burdens levied 
against school prayer and against religious 
freedoms during the past 36 years. It has 
been 27 years since this House has acted 
upon the necessary constitutional amend- 
ment to correct this, and the time to remedy 
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that is now. The Religious Freedom Amend- 
ment should be adopted. 


APPENDIX 


References to God in State Constitutions & Pre- 
ambles 


Alabama—‘invoking the favor and guid- 
ance of Almighty God" 

Alaska—‘‘grateful to God and to those who 
founded our nation ... in order to secure 
and transmit succeeding generations our 
heritage of political, civil, and religious lib- 
erty” 

Arizona—‘grateful to Almighty God for 
our liberties” 

Arkansas—‘‘grateful to Almighty God for 
the privilege of choosing our own form of 
government, for our civil and religious lib- 
erty” 

California—‘grateful to Almighty God for 
our freedom” 

Colorado— with profound reverence for 
the Supreme Ruler of the Universe” 

Connecticut acknowledge with grati- 
tude, the good providence of God” 

Delaware Through Divine goodness, all 
men have by nature the rights of worship- 
ping and serving their Creator according to 
the dictates of their own conscience.” 

Florida- being grateful to Almighty God 
for our constitutional liberty” 

Georgia—‘‘relying upon the protections 
and guidance of Almighty God” 

Hawaii—*grateful for Divine Guidance“ 

Idaho—“grateful to Almighty God for our 
freedom” 

IIlinois— grateful to Almighty God for the 
civil, political and religious liberty which He 
has permitted us to enjoy and seeking His 
blessing upon our endeavors” 

Indlana— grateful to Almighty God for 
the free exercise of the right to choose our 
own government“ 

Iowa—‘‘grateful to the Supreme Being for 
the blessings hitherto enjoyed, and feeling 
our dependence on Him for a continuation of 
those blessings” 

Kansas—*‘grateful to Almighty God for our 
civic and religious privileges“ 

Kentucky—*grateful to Almighty God for 
the civil, political, and religious liberties we 
enjoy” 

Louisiana—‘‘grateful to Almighty God for 
the civil, political, economic, and religious 
liberties we enjoy” 

Maine—‘acknowledging with grateful 
hearts the goodness of the Sovereign Ruler 
of the universe in affording us an oppor- 
tunity, so favorable to the design; and im- 
ploring God’s aid and direction in its accom- 
plishments, do agree“ 

Maryland— grateful to Almighty God for 
our civil and religious liberty” 

Massachusetts— ‘acknowledging with 
grateful hearts, the goodness of the great 
Legislator of the Universe, in affording us, in 
the course of His providence, and oppor- 
tunity” 

Michigan—‘‘grateful to Almighty God for 
the blessings of freedom” 

Minnesota—‘‘grateful to God for our civil 
and religious liberty” 

Mississippi—‘grateful to Almighty God, 
and invoking blessings of freedom“ 

Missouri— with profound reverence for the 
Supreme Ruler of the Universe, and grateful 
for His goodness” 

Montana—‘‘grateful to Almighty God for 
the blessings of liberty” 

Nebraska—‘‘grateful to Almighty God for 
our freedom” 

Nevada—Grateful to Almighty God for 
our freedom in order to secure its blessings” 

New Hampshire—‘‘unalienable right to 
worship God according to the dictates of con- 
science” 
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New Jersey— grateful to Almighty God 
for the civil and religious liberty which He 
hath so long permitted us to enjoy, and look- 
ing to Him for a blessing upon our endeavors 
to secure...” 

New Mexico—‘grateful to Almighty God 
for the blessings of liberty” 

New York—‘grateful to Almighty God for 
our Freedom” 

North Carolina—‘‘grateful to Almighty 
God, the Sovereign Ruler of Nations” 

North Dakota—‘grateful to Almighty God 
for the blessings of civil and religious lib- 
erty” 

Ohio—"grateful to Almighty God for our 
freedom” 

Oklahoma—“Invoking the guidance of Al- 
mighty God” 

Oregon—“to worship Almighty God” 

Pennsylvania—''grateful to Almighty God 
for the blessings of civil and religious lib- 
erty, and humbly invoking His guidance” 

Rhode Island—‘grateful to Almighty God 
for the civil and religious liberty which He 
hath so long permitted us to enjoy, and look- 
ing to Him for a blessing upon our endeav- 
ors” 

South Carolina—‘grateful to God for our 
liberties” 

South Dakota— grateful to Almighty God 
for our civil and religious liberties” 

Texas—‘‘Humbly invoking the blessings of 
Almighty God” 

Tennessee—‘‘to worship Almighty God” 

Utah— Grateful to Almighty God for life 
and liberty” 

Washington—‘‘grateful to the Supreme 
Ruler of the Universe for our liberties” 

West Virginla— Since through Divine 
Providence we enjoy the blessings of civil, 
political and religious liberty ... reaffirm 
our faith in and constant reliance upon 
Gods eni 

Wisconsin—‘‘grateful to Almighty God for 
our freedom” 

Wyoming— grateful to God for our civil, 
political, and religious liberties” 

Vermont to worship Almighty God” 

Virginia—*. . duty which we owe to our 
Creator . . mutual duty of all to practice 
Christian forbearance, love, and charity” 


FOOTNOTES 


Although the Judiciary Committee in 1971 re- 
fused to report any of several proposed prayer 
amendments, a discharge petition sponsored by Ohio 
Rep. Wylie successfully compelled a floor vote. 
Thereafter, on November 8, 1971, the language voted 
upon read, “Nothing contained in this Constitution 
shall abridge the right of persons lawfully assem- 
bled, in any public building which is supported in 
whole or in part through the expenditure of public 
funds, to participate in voluntary prayer or medita- 
bion.“ The vote was 240-162, falling 28 votes short of 
the necessary two-thirds majority needed, of the 402 
House Members who voted. 

2Sen. Dirksen of Ilinois led the effort which pro- 
moted this language, Nothing contained in this 
Constitution shall prohibit the authority admin- 
istering any school, school system, educational in- 
stitution or other public building supported in whole 
or in part through the expenditure of public funds 
from providing for or permitting the voluntary par- 
ticipation by students or others in prayer. Nothing 
contained in this article shal) authorize any such 
authority to prescribe the form or content of any 
prayer.“ A vote on September 19, 1966, resulted in a 
51-36 favorable vote to substitute this for other text, 
but the final vote of 49-37 was nine votes short of the 
two-thirds needed. 

3During floor action on the proposed Equal Rights 
Amendment, Sen. Baker of Tennessee proposed add- 
ing this text to the ERA. Nothing contained in this 
Constitution shall abridge the right of persons law- 
fully assembled, in any public building which is sup- 
ported in whole or in part through the expenditure 
of public funds, to participate in nondenominational 
prayer.“ By 50-20, the text was added to the then- 
pending ERA. However, this plus another successful 
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amendment, to exempt women from the military 
draft, were seen more as anti-ERA maneuvers than 
anything else, and final passage of the ERA (with 
this language added) was blocked at that time. 

4A Reagan Administration initiative, S.J. Res. 73, 
was revised in committee to read, “Nothing in this 
Constitution shall be construed to prohibit indi- 
vidual or group prayer in public schools or other 
public institutions. No person shall be required by 
the United States or by any state to participate in 
prayer. Neither the United States nor any state 
shall compose the words of any prayer to be said in 
public schools.” On March 20, 1984, the vote on this 
language was 56-44, falling 11 votes shy of the two- 
thirds needed. 

„School Prayer: The Congressional Response, 
1962-1996", by David M. Ackerman, Legislative At- 
torney, American Law Division, October 16, 1996. 

„This differs slightly from the language of H.J. 
Res. 78 as originally introduced. As introduced, the 
RFA read as follows: 

To secure the people's right to acknowledge God 
according to the dictates of conscience: The people's 
right to pray and to recognize their religious beliefs, 
heritage or traditions on public property, including 
schools, shall not be infringed. The government 
shall not require any person to join in prayer or 
other religious activity, initiate or designate school 
prayers, discriminate against religion, or deny equal 
access to a benefit on account of religion.” 

1 Excerpted from Chief Justice Rehnquist's dissent 
in Wallace v. Jaffree, 472 U.S. 38 (1985). 

For example: Government runs most schools, 
with laws to compel attendance, and requires taxes 
to support those schools, even from those who pay 
to send their children to private schools. Charitable 
works, once the primary domain of the religious sec- 
tor, now are dominated by government programs. 
The largest portion of American health care is paid 
in some way by a unit of government. Government 
runs most of the public welfare system, and massive 
quantities of public housing. 

*Rehnquist commented at great length in his dis- 
sent to the graduation prayer case of Wallace v. 
Jaffree, 472 U.S. 38 (1985): 

“Thirty-eight years ago this Court, in Everson v. 
Board of Education, 330 U.S. 1, 16 (1947) summarized 
its exegesis of Establishment Clause doctrine thus: 
‘In the words of Jefferson, the clause against estab- 
lishment of religion by law was intended to erect ‘a 
wall of separation between church and State.’ Rey- 
nolds v. United States, [98 U.S. 145. 164 (1879))." 

“This language from Reynolds, a case involving 
the Free Exercise Clause of the First Amendment 
rather than the Establishment Clause, quotes from 
Thomas Jefferson's letter to the Danbury Baptist 
Association the phrase ‘I contemplate with sov- 
ereign reverence that act of the whole American 
people which declared that their legislature should 
‘make no law respecting an establishment of reli- 
gion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof,’ thus 
building a wall of separation between church and 
State.’ 8 Writings of Thomas Jefferson 113 (H. Wash- 
ington ed. 1861). 

“It is impossible to build sound constitutional 
doctrine upon a mistaken understanding of constitu- 
tional history, but unfortunately the Establishment 
Clause has been expressly freighted with Jefferson's 
misleading metaphor for nearly forty years. Thomas 
Jefferson was of course in France at the time the 
constitutional amendments known as the Bill of 
Rights were passed by Congress and ratified by the 
states. His letter to the Danbury Baptist Associa- 
tion was a short note of courtesy, written fourteen 
years after the amendments were passed by Con- 
gress. He would seem to any detached observer as a 
less than ideal source of contemporary history as to 
the meaning of the Religions Clauses of the First 
Amendment.” 

Chief Justice Rehnquist thereafter presents a de- 
tailed account of the actual history of the develop- 
ment of the First Amendment’s language on reli- 
gious freedom. 

Although it is the most-often used, this is not 
the only catch-phrase that is used to mislead in de- 
bate on these Issues. The terms of “state-sponsored” 
prayer, and of “captive audience” are also misused 
often. 

The term “state-sponsored"’ prayer is invoked to 
include situations when a school or government offi- 
cial simply permits prayer to occur, even when stu- 
dent-initiated. Thus, in the 1997 Alabama federal 
court ruling, Chandler v. James, CV-96-D-169-N 
(Middle District of Alabama), U.S. District Judge 
Ira Dement (at pages 7 & 8) permanently enjoined 
the schools from “permitting prayers, Biblical and 
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scriptural readings, and other presentations or ac- 
tivities of a religious nature, at all school-sponsored 
or school-initiated assemblies and events (including, 
but not limited to, sporting events), regardless of 
whether the activity takes place during instruc- 
tional time, regardless of whether attendance is 
compulsory or noncompulsory, and regardless of 
whether the speaker/presenter is a student, school 
official, or nonschool person.“ 

The “captive audience” notion is never used to ex- 
press concern for the majority of students, who are 
required to be in school, yet required to leave their 
normal religious expressions behind while they are 
there—which is the largest segment of their waking 
day. As Justice Potter Stewart noted in his dissent 
in Abington v. Schemp, “a compulsory state edu- 
cational system so structures a child's life that if 
religious exercises are held to be an impermissible 
activity in schools, religion is placed at an artificial 
and state-created disadvantage. Viewed in this light, 
permission of such exercises for those who want 
them is necessary if the schools are truly to be neu- 
tral in the matter of religion.” 

u Engel v. Vitale, 370 U.S. 421 (1962). 

12The pertinent portion of Engel stated, “Neither 
the fact that the prayer may be denominationally 
neutral nor the fact that its observance on the part 
of the students is voluntary can serve to free it from 
the limitations of the Establishment Clause, as it 
might from the Free Exercise Clause, of the First 
Amendment, both of which are operative against the 
States by virtue of the Fourteenth Amendment.“ To 
this Justice Stewart wrote in dissent, “With all re- 
spect, I think the Court has misapplied a great con- 
stitutional principle, I cannot see how an “official 
religion“ is established by letting those who want to 
say a prayer say it. On the contrary, I think that to 
deny the wish of these school children to join in re- 
citing this prayer is to deny them the opportunity of 
sharing in the spiritual heritage of our Nation.“ 

13 Abington School District v. Schemp, 374 U.S. 203 
(1963). 

Wallace v. Jaffree, 472 U.S. 38 (1985). 

at 505 U.S, 632. 

Mat 505 U.S. 635-636. 

Stone v. Graham, 449 U.S. 39 (1980). 

Wat 449 U.S. 42. 

Wat 449 U.S. 45-46. 

*®McCollum v. Board of Education, 333 U.S. 203 
(1948). 

#1 Lemon v. Kurtzman, 402 U.S. 603 (1971). 

County of Allegheny v. ACLU, Greater Pitts- 
burgh Chapter, 492 U.S. 573 (1989). 

Lynch v. Donnelly, 465 U.S. 668 (1984), 

“In R.A.V., Petitioner v. City of St. Paul, Min- 
nesota, 505 U.S. 377 (1992), the Supreme Court held 
that a hate crimes’ law banning cross-burnings 
and Nazi swastikas was unconstitutional on its face. 
In National Socialist Party v. Skokie, 432 U.S. 43 
(1977), the Court upheld the right of neo-Nazis to pa- 
rade with swastikas and anti-Semitic literature 
through the midst of a predominantly Jewish com- 
munity. 

35 Justice Potter Stewart’s dissenting comments in 
Abington v. Schemp provide an apt description of 
true neutrality, in contrast with the antagonism 
that can masquerade as neutrality. As he wrote, It 
might also be argued that parents who want their 
children exposed to religious influences can ade- 
quately fulfill that wish off school property and out- 
side school time. With all its surface persuasiveness, 
however, this argument seriously misconceives the 
basic constitutional justification for permitting the 
exercises at issue in these cases. For a compulsory 
state educational system so structures a child's life 
that if religious exercises are held to be an imper- 
missible activity in schools, religion is placed at an 
artificial and state-created disadvantage, Viewed in 
this light, permission of such exercises for those who 
want them is necessary if the schools are truly to be 
neutral in the matter of religion.” 

20 Story, Joseph, Commentaries on the Constitu- 
tion of the United States (1833), Sec. 462. 

27In testimony given in 1997 by Rep. Istook regard- 
ing the RFA, it was indicated that five states lacked 
a reference to God in their state constitutions. This 
was inaccurate. Corrective research indicates that 
the five ‘missing’ states—New Hampshire, Oregon, 
Tennessee, Vermont and Virginia, in fact do refer 
expressly to God in their state constitutions. 

% Just as litigation is pending on many other 
fronts, challenging prayers at schools, graduations, 
football games, etc., it is also happening over the 
Ohio motto. Ohio is being sued to block any further 
use of this motto. 

29 Sherbert v. Verner, 374 U.S. 398 (1963) 
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Brandenburg v. Ohio, 395 U.S. 444, 447 (1969) hold- 
ing it is not protected to advocate “imminent law- 
less action if likely to incite or produce such ac- 
tion”. See also 18 United States Code, Sec. 2385, 
being the criminal code's prohibition of advocating 
violent overthrow of the government and related of- 
fenses. 

* Reynolds v. United States, 98 U.S. 154 (1878) 

Olsen v. Drug Enforcement Administration, 878 
F.2d 1458 (D.C. Cir. 1989), cert. den., 491 U.S. 906 
(1990); United States v. Rush, 738 F.2d 457 (Ist Cir. 
1984), cert. den., 470 U.S. 1004 (1985); and United 
States v. Middleton, 690 F. 2d 820 (11th Cir. 1982), cert. 
den., 460 U.S. 1051 (1983). 

Pracy v. Hahn, 940 F. 2d 1536 (9th Cir. 1991). 

“Pack v. Tennessee, 527 S.W. 2d 99 (Tenn. 1975), 
cert, den., 424 U. S. 954 (1976). 

% Schenck v. United States, 249 U.S. 47, 52 (1919), 
wherein Justice Holmes wrote, The most stringent 
protection of free speech would not protect a man in 
falsely shouting fire in a theater and causing a 
panic.” 

3 New York Times v. Sullivan, 376 U.S. 254, 279-280 
(1964); Curtis Publishing Co. v. Butts, 388 U.S. 130 
(1967). 

City of Boerne v. Flores, Archbishop, 521 U.S. 
—, 1997 WI. 345322, June 25, 1997. 

Wallace v. Jaffree, 472 U.S. 38 (1985). 

3A similar standard was enunciated in dissent by 
Justice Potter Stewart in Engel v. Vitale, who wrote 
that school prayer was not an “official religion,” 
but simply an effort *. . to recognize and to follow 
the deeply entrenched and highly cherished spiritual 
traditions of our Nation—traditions which come 
down to us from those who almost two hundred 
years ago. Justice Stewart then elaborated with 
numerous references to the statements and conduct 
of the Founding Fathers. 

“The First Amendment prohibits Congress from 
making any law “respecting an establishment of re- 
ligion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or 
abridging the freedom of speech.“ etc. The Second 
Amendment says the affirmative right “of the peo- 
ple to keep and bear arms shall not be infringed.” 
The Fourth Amendment sets forth “the right of the 
people“ against unreasonable searches and seizures, 
and then limits the government's ability to issue 
warrants, except for probable cause. The Fourteenth 
Amendment gives citizenship to all persons born or 
naturalized in the U.S., then restricts the states 
with equal protection and due process requirements. 
These and other examples illustrate the duality of 
protections, both by establishing affirmative rights 
of the people, and by restrictions upon the conduct 
of government. 

“West Virginia State Board of Education v. 
Barnette, 319 U.S. 624 (1943) 

“There is also lack of balance regarding which 
symbols are treated as suspect. Typically, only sym- 
bols of a majority faith, such as a Christian cross, 
are ordered to be removed. Yet many other emblems 
are used as symbols of different faiths. The thirteen 
stars on the Great Seal of the United States remain 
arranged as a Star of David, a symbol of the Jewish 
faith. Banning all symbols of a religion also becomes 
problematic because they are so numerous, and 
often are also used for other purposes. The swastika 
is a condemned symbol of Nazism to most, but also 
is a sacred symbol for many Hindus. A hammer ts a 
symbol of Norse mythology, and small hammers 
were often worn on necklaces, akin to the practice 
of Christians wearing a cross pendant. Kites have re- 
ligious symbology in Japan. Beetles (scarabs) are re- 
ligious symbols for Egyptian sun worship. A spokes- 
man for Americans United for Separation of Church 
and State has even mentioned (although perhaps not 
seriously) banning witches from school Halloween 
displays, because of possible religious significance. 

March 18, 1996, report from American Law Divi- 
sion, Congressional Research Service. 

“ Zobrest v. Catalina Foothills School District, 509 
U.S. 1 (1993), holding that providing a sign-language 
interpreter for parochial school students was not a 
First Amendment violation. As noted in Agostini v. 
Felton, the Supreme Court in Zobrest “abandoned 
Ball's presumption that public employees placed on 
parochial school grounds will inevitably inculcate 
religion or that their presence constitutes a sym- 
bolic union between government and religion.” 

School District of the City of Grand Rapids v. 
Ball, 473 U.S. 373 (1985) had held it unconstitutional 
for a public school district to provide special supple- 
mental classes at public expense to students located 
at places leased from private religious schools. It 
was not a pure“ 5-4 decision, in the sense that 
some justices concurred in part while dissenting in 
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part. One key part of Bell was later reversed in the 
Zobrest case, once again by a 5-4 ruling. Another 
part of the 54 ruling of Bell was later reversed by 
the Court in Witters v. Washington Dept. of Services 
for the Blind. 474 U.S, 481. 

“Despite discussing other grounds as dispositive, 
the Agostini decision was clearly motivated by a de- 
sire to permit the government to escape the $100- 
million expense of providing state facilities adjacent 
to the religious schools, so the teaching would not 
be on the grounds of a church school. It can be ques- 
tioned whether the 5-4 majority was acting to pro- 
tect religious freedom, or to protect government 
purse strings. 

Fordham University vs. Brown, 856 F. Supp. 684 
(D.C.Cir., 1994), appeal dismissed per stipulation 94 
5229 (D.C.Cir., Jan 5, 1996). 

1 In Witters v. Washington Department of Serv- 
ices for the Blind, 474 U.S. 481 (1986), although the 
federal constitution (by a 54 Supreme Court ruling) 
was not used to deny vocational rehabilitation funds 
to an Individual who desired to become a pastor, the 
state constitution was ultimately used to block this. 

4% Salla. Rehnquist, White and Thomas, in their 
dissent in Lee v, Weisman, at 505 U.S. 646. 

Wallace v. Jaffree, 472 U.S. 38 (1985) 


GOVERNING GOD 
A JUDGE'S REFLECTIONS ON RELIGIOUS 
FREEDOM 
(By Richard John Neuhaus) 

Since his appointment to the Ninth Circuit 
Court of Appeals in 1986, John Noonan has 
provided ample evidence that he is one of the 
most distinguished minds in our federal judi- 
ciary. Earlier, as a law professor at Berkeley 
and the author of major studies on the con- 
nections between religion and law, he dem- 
onstrated that he is, above all, a historian of 
ideas. That demonstration continues with 
his most recent work, The Lustre of Our 
Country, which is a personal summing up of 
Noonan’s reflections on what he believes to 
be America’s most innovative and audacious 
contribution to world history—the free exer- 
cise of religion. 

The book’s title comes from Noonan’s 
hero, James Madison, for whom the whole 
burden of freedom was carried by the for- 
mula of free exercise.” The First Amend- 
ment's commitment to the free exercise of 
religion, Madison wrote, promised a lustre 
to our country.” That commitment is ex- 
pressed in merely sixteen words: Congress 
shall make no law respecting an establish- 
ment of religion, or prohibiting the free ex- 
ercise thereof.” 

But the interpretation of those words, 
more than any other aspect of contemporary 
jurisprudence, has cut to the heart of our un- 
derstanding of the American experiment. Al- 
though his tone is generally irenic, Noonan 
leaves no doubt that the courts—and the Su- 
preme Court in particular—have made a hash 
of the Religion Clause under the rubric of 
“church-state law.“ 

An egregious error entrenched itself in the 
1950s when the courts began speaking not of 
the Religion Clause but of two Religion 
Clauses—the no-establishment clause and 
the free-exercise clause. Predictably, the 
error has been compounded again and again 
as the “two clauses” have been pitted 
against each other, almost always to the det- 
riment of free exercise. But as Noonan notes, 
we are dealing with two prepositional 
phrases of one clause. The first phrase as- 
sumed that establishments of religion ex- 
isted as they did in fact exist in several of 
the states; the amendment restrained the 
power of Congress to affect them. The second 
phrase was absolute in its denial of federal 
legislative power to inhibit religious exer- 
cise.” Over time, state establishments dis- 
appeared and the First Amendment was in- 
corporated”’ to apply also to the states, but 
always it should have been evident that 
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there is one Religion Clause, devoted to the 
end of the free exercise of religion. No estab- 
lishment is a stipulated means to serve that 
end. The jurisprudence of the last half cen- 
tury, however, has tended to turn the means 
into the end, repeatedly declaring that any 
connection, no matter how benign, between 
government and religion is a forbidden es- 
tablishment.“ The result is a court-imposed 
governmental indifference to religion that 
results in de facto governmental hostility to 
religion. 

In regulating the activities of government, 
Noonan notes, the courts frequently pretend 
that they are not themselves part of govern- 
ment. But in fact, they are that part of the 
government that assumes that the courts 
themselves are sacred.” “Performing these 
tasks that they have determined to be allot- 
ted them by the First Amendment, the 
courts unself-consciously place themselves 
above any church or creed.“ And this is pre- 
cisely what Madison was determined to avoid 
by declaring that citizens had a prior obli- 
gation” and “natural right“ to acknowledge 
a sovereignty higher than the sovereignty of 
the state. The genius of his innovation was 
to insist that, with respect to the exercise of 
that obligation and right, the government 
has no legitimate cognizance.“ 

The Founders were keenly aware that the 
free exercise of religion was qualitatively 
different from religious tolerance. Toler- 
ance,” writes Noonan, “is a policy, an ac- 
ceptance of religious difference because it’s 
more trouble than it’s worth to eliminate it, 
a prudential stance of wise statesmen. It is 
something else to inscribe in fundamental 
law an ideal of freedom for the human activ- 
ity most potentially subversive of the exist- 
ing order.” 

The free exercise of religion is most poten- 
tially subversive because it proclaims a sov- 
ereignty that stands against the sov- 
ereignty of the state.” Writes Noonan, ‘Each 
individual’s religion ‘wholly exempt’ from 
social control? No qualifications whatever on 
the right and duty to pay homage to God as 
one sees fit? Surely, in the heat of battle, 
Madison exaggerates! No, his theological 
premises compel these radical conclusions.” 

The last point touches on a matter central 
to Noonan's argument, namely, that the free 
exercise of religion is, in the main, a reli- 
gious achievement. This is explicitly pro- 
posed against the received wisdom that reli- 
gious freedom—usually construed as toler- 
ance—is the achievement of the secular En- 
lightenment against religion. In carrying 
this point, Noonan the historian is on im- 
pressive display. 

The Lustre of Our Country is oddly con- 
trived. It begins with an engaging auto- 
biographical sketch of the Catholic author 
coming of age under the shadow of Puritan 
Boston. Noonan then examines the limits 
and contradictions embodied in the Puritan 
idea of religious freedom, to which he con- 
trasts Madison's original insight.” A chap- 
ter is devoted to a fictional letter discov- 
ered” by Noonan, written by Tocqueville’s 
younger sister, who argues that her brother 
was right to view religion as ‘‘the foremost 
institution’ of American democracy, but 
wrong in claiming that the “separation of 
church and state” is, in fact, the American 
reality. Employing various literary tech- 
niques, sometimes eccentric but always fas- 
cinating, Noonan retells key cases in which 
the Supreme Court has tied itself into knots 
by regulating religion, with the result that 
it ends up in ludicrous efforts to adjudicate 
the sincerity and truth of religious claims— 
exactly the claims that Madison declared to 
be none of the government’s business. 
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On the subversive“ dimension of free ex- 
ercise, Noonan recalls four ‘‘crusades’’—the 
abolition of slavery, the war against Mormon 
polygamy, the prohibition of alcohol, and 
the civil-rights movement under the leader- 
ship of Martin Luther King Jr. Curiously, he 
does not include a fifth crusade, that against 
the abortion license of Roe v. Wade, on which 
he has written elsewhere with great persua- 
sive effect. In all this, Noonan leaves no 
doubt that the free exercise of religion is an 
idea potentially dangerous to the state. Yet 
Madison and most of the other Founders be- 
lieved that the entire constitutional order, 
this novus ordo seclorum, was contingent 
upon taking that risk. Noonan worries that 
we Americans, with the courts in the lead, 
may now have lost our nerve for it. Implicit 
in that loss of nerve, he suggests, is an ac- 
ceptance of Durkheim's view that religion is 
essentially a function of society, something 
to be used and tolerated to the extent that it 
serves “the sacred society.” 

Nonetheless, Noonan is by no means ready 
to give up. For all the missteps along the 
way, the American commitment to the free 
exercise of religion is still, he insists, a suc- 
cess.” Against what he views as the false hu- 
mility of many Americans, he urges a forth- 
right acknowledgment that religious free- 
dom is this country’s foremost contribution 
to the world’s understanding of just govern- 
ment. In advancing that claim, he devotes 
chapters to four contrasting case studies: the 
French Revolution’s affirmation and be- 
trayal of the American idea of religious free- 
dom; the American imposition of the idea on 
a defeated Japan; Russia’s current and deep- 
ly flawed efforts to incorporate the idea; and 
the American influence in the Second Vati- 
can Council's teaching on religious liberty. 

The Lustre of Our Country is erudite and 
instructive, frequently whimsical and typi- 
cally wise. Yet I expect that other readers 
will share my frustration with aspects of its 
argument. At times, Noonan seems to 
conflate freedom of religion with freedom of 
conscience. There are similarities, to be 
sure, there are also big differences. Freedom 
of conscience is easily reduced to radical in- 
dividualism, ending up with what Noonan 
rightly deplores as the courts’ common de- 
piction of religion as a private aberration, to 
be tolerated insofar as it does not interfere 
with government purposes. This conflation 
also invites the subsuming of religious free- 
dom into constitutional guarantees of free- 
dom of speech and other provisions that ig- 
nore religion’s necessarily subversive wit- 
ness to a higher sovereignty. Noonan is ap- 
parently unhappy with the Supreme Court's 
recent striking down of the Religious Free- 
dom Restoration Act—a decision that many 
viewed as tantamount to a repeal of the Reli- 
gion Clause—but he offers no suggestion of 
other legislative remedies for judicial hos- 
tility to religion, a matter of some impor- 
tance, as Congress is now working on an- 
other effort to produce such legislation. 

Throughout the book, the reader is pro- 
voked to speculate about the assumptions 
underlying Noonan’s judicial philosophy. He 
is clearly a texntualist.“ and also an 
“originalist,"’ in his devotion to the radical 
intention of those responsible for the First 
Amendment. Yet at other time she seems to 
want judges to act as philosopher kings. His 
epilogue proposes Ten Commandments” for 
people who deal with religious freedom, in- 
cluding the admonition that vou shall 
know that no person, man or woman, histo- 
rian or law professor or constitutional com- 
mentator or judge, is neutral in this mat- 
ter.“ Fair enough. Noonan is right to insist 
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that, where religion is concerned, imagina- 
tion and empathy are required. Can a judge 
be a pilgrim?” he asks. He answers in the af- 
firmative. But as a judge, he should strive to 
read the law, to be objective, and, yes, to be 
neutral. Safety from judicial usurpation 
rests not so much in having judges who are 
better philosophers as in having judges who 
recognize that, as Madison would say, there 
are questions beyond their “cognizance.” 

Both suggestive and problematic is 
Noonan’s persistent drawing of parallels be- 
tween judicial interpretation and John 
Henry Newman’s theory of the development 
of doctrine.” In this connection, he offers an 
extended treatment of the development of 
Catholic teaching on religious freedom at 
Vatican Council II. Clearly, Noonan has no 
use for the exponents of a “living Constitu- 
tion,” who declare, in effect, that the Con- 
stitution is dead because it means whatever 
the courts say it means. Just as clearly, 
there are parallels between what judges do 
and what church councils do. Both are in- 
volved in trying to comprehend a “sacred 
text” as it relates to current problems and 
understandings. 

A crucial difference, however, and a dif- 
ference on wishes Judge Noonan addressed 
more directly, is that church councils—at 
least in the Catholic understanding of 
things—are promised the guidance of the 
Holy Spirit. 

But let me not leave the wrong impression. 
The questions and arguments provoked by 
The Lustre of Our Country testify to its 
great achievement. Judge Noonan under- 
stands, as very few judges and constitutional 
scholars do, the founding genius of the 
American experiment. He understands those 
sixteen words in the First Amendment—and 
persuasively explains why they continue to 
be this country’s most innovative, auda- 
cious, and promising contribution to the 
world’s understanding of the right ordering 
of political society. 

[From U.S. News & World Report, May 4, 

1998) 


A RIGHTEOUS INDIGNATION 


JAMES DOBSON—PSYCHOLOGIST, RADIO HOST, 
FAMILY-VALUES CRUSADER—IS SET TO TOP- 
PLE THE POLITICAL ESTABLISHMENT 


(By Michael J. Gerson) 


On March 18, in the basement of the Cap- 
itol, 25 House Republicans met with psychol- 
ogist James Dobson for some emotional 
venting. But this was not personal therapy; 
it concerned the fate of their party. Dobson, 
long on loyal radio listeners and short on pa- 
tience, was threatening, in effect, to bring 
down the GOP unless it made conservative 
social issues, including abortion, a higher 
legislative priority. If I go,“ he has said, “I 
will do everything I can to take as many 
people with me as possible.” 

In the audience sat some of Dobson’s clos- 
est ideological allies. Rep. Steve Largent of 
Oklahoma, a former star football player, was 
a volunteer speaker for Dobson’s organiza- 
tion, Focus on the Family, from 1990 to 1993. 
He credits this with “sparking my interest 
in public policy.” Rep. James Talent of Mis- 
souri, years before, had pulled off the high- 
way and prayed along with Dobson on the 
radio to become a Christian. He is the in- 
strument through which I committed my life 
to Christ. It is the single most important 
thing that has ever or will ever happen to 
me.” 

But for over two hours, until nearly mid- 
night, House conservatives confronted Dob- 
son about his indiscriminate attacks on the 
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Republican Party, asking credit for achieve- 
ments he had ignored. At one point the wife 
of a congressman, in tears, explained how 
Dobson's broadside had hurt their family, in- 
viting harsh questions from friends. An emo- 
tional Dobson, according to one witness, re- 
sponded, ‘‘I’m so sorry I hurt you.“ 

Sobered, Dobson canceled planned meet- 
ings with the New York Times and the Wash- 
ington Post, where he would have laid out his 
threat to leave. But in the next two weeks, 
he sent lengthy, public letters renewing the 
threat, which hangs in the air like distant 
thunder at the Republican picnic. 

This conflict dramatizes a growing gap be- 
tween grass-roots conservatism and gov- 
erning conservatism, between the raised ex- 
pectations of activists and the weary realism 
of legislators. It reveals a party that may be 
crumbling, not at its periphery but at its 
center, among its most loyal supporters. And 
it may be signaling a major shift in the atti- 
tudes of Christian conservatives toward poli- 
tics. 

Many Republicans are taking Dobson’s di- 
vorce threats very seriously. House Speaker 
Newt Gingrich has hosted several meetings 
with other House leaders to discuss Dobson’s 
specific demands, which include defunding 
Planned Parenthood, requiring parental con- 
sent for abortions, and eliminating the Na- 
tional Endowment for the Arts. House Ma- 
jority Leader Dick Armey has asked sub- 
committee chairmen to explore how Dob- 
son's agenda could be advanced. But Dobson 
will not be easily appeased. Of the assur- 
ances he has been offered that his issues will 
be taken seriously, he says: We've got to 


see the proof... . If they will not change, I 
will try to beat them this fall.” 
HIS FOCUS 


Dobson is a central figure in Republican 
politics because he is the central figure in 
conservative Christianity. His radio and TV 
broadcasts are heard or seen by 28 million 
people a week. A core audience of 4 million 
listens to his Focus on the Family radio show 
every day. That gives him a greater reach 
than either Jerry Falwell or Pat Robertson 
at the height of their appeal. Dobson’s most 
popular books have sold more than 16 million 
copies, and his other tracts and pamphlets 
have sold millions more. His organization, 
Focus on the Family, has a budget five times 
the size of the Christian Coalition’s and gets 
so much mail it has its own zip code. His 
mailing list of over 2 million is one of the 
most potent organizing tools in the religious 
world, 

But the 62-year-old Dobson is not a preach- 
er or political activist. He is a psychologist, 
and his authority comes from an ability to 
connect with people right at the level of 
their problems. His family advice is simply 
helpful, and he has a reputation for absolute 
integrity—standing for something and stick- 
ing to it.“ says Prof. John Green of the Uni- 
versity of Akron, an expert on the religious 
right. 

The effect is completed by the slight drawl 
of a country doctor, a radio voice that is at 
once effortless and authoritative. Its influ- 
ence seems to surprise even him. My voice 
is a friendly voice that comes into the home 
each day, somebody they know, somebody 
many of them trust. And it does become a 
kind of friendship. It’s a strange thing. I 
have a lot of women especially who write me 
and say, ‘My father was not a father to me. 
.. . You've become a father to me,’ which is 
interesting when you consider I've never met 
them.” 

Dobson is very much the son, grandson, 
and great-grandson of Nazarene evangelists, 
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a denomination known both for moral 
sterness—no movies or makeup—and for the 
emotional openness of the camp meeting. 
This is the evangelicalism of the quivering 
lip, the arm around the shoulder, the lump in 
the throat, the easy tear. Though he might 
resent the comparison, Dobson displays a 
Clinton-like emotional connection, particu- 
larly with women, who make up the vast ma- 
jority of his audience. He accepted the Naza- 
rene faith at the age of 3 and never rebelled 
against it, though, like many of his genera- 
tion of Nazarenes, he abandoned its more 
rigid prohibitions against pop culture. 

As an only child, Dobson was “spoiled rot- 
ten,” recalls old friend Mike Williamson. 
His family doted over him.” And Dobson de- 
veloped a particularly close relationship 
with his father, who combined the moral 
rigor of a preacher with the softer traits of 
an artist. (He was a serious painter.) He was 
a gentle man, a kind man, an easy touch, but 
outraged toward sin,“ Dobson says. He had 
an abhorrence of that which offended God, 
and a lot of what I feel today reflects that.” 

Dobson might have been expected to go 
into the ministry himself. But Nazarene 
ministry must be inspired by a very special 
calling from God, and Dobson never felt it. 
He went instead to a Nazarene school in Cali- 
fornia, Pasadena College, and then to the 
graduate program in psychology at the Uni- 
versity of Southern California. There he 
found himself interested in the science of 
child development, and he spent 14 years as 
a professor of pediatrics at the USC School 
of Medicine and 17 years on the attending 
staff at Children’s Hospital at Los Angeles. 

In the middle of his career, Dobson was 
hungry for broader influence on the issue he 
cared about most: child rearing. He hired an 
agent and began lecturing. And he also pub- 
lished a book in 1970 titled Dare to Dis- 
cipline. It sold 3 million copies and estab- 
lished his national reputation. Dobson, who 
has written 15 other books, is a critic of per- 
missive parenting. He stresses the idea that 
kids need boundaries to develop self-esteem 
and self-confidence. Children’s behavior can 
be conditioned by the judicious use of re- 
wards and punishments. He believes spank- 
ing is permissible, but only between 18 
months and 8 years, and never by anyone 
with a history of abuse or a violent temper. 
But he also argues that rules without rela- 
tionship lead to rebellion. So parents, while 
firm, should be emotionally accessible to 
their children. 

Dobson stresses the need for fathers to be 
fully engaged in the life of their family, in 
contrast to the distant breadwinners of the 
past. His film on the subject, Where’s Dad?, 
had a profound effect, for example, on Rep. 
Frank Wolf of Virginia. “That film, that 
day, changed my life. After that, I never 
went to a political event on Sunday, not 
when asked by George Bush or Ronald 
Reagan. I dedicated myself to spending more 
time with [the children]. My kids joke about 
B.D. and A.D.—before Dobson and after Dob- 
son.” 

The psychologist’s method is a mix of tra- 
ditional parenting, biblical insights, and 
basic psychology—a traditionalism human- 
ized by common sense and flexibility. His ad- 
vice to a mother and 12-year-old daughter 
fighting bitterly over whether the young girl 
should be allowed to shave her legs: “Lady, 
buy your daughter a razor!” His counsel on 
masturbation: Attempting to suppress this 
act is one campaign that is destined to fail— 
so why wage it?“ He urges discipline for big 
issues and tolerance on the smaller stuff. 

When demand for Dobson as a speaker 
began to steal time from his own two chil- 
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dren, he quit his job at Children’s Hospital of 
Los Angeles in 1977 and started his radio pro- 
gram. Two years later, he summarized his 
parenting views in a seven-part Focus on the 
Family video series, which has now been 
seen by 70 million people. Rapid growth car- 
ried the ministry through five headquarters 
buildings and from California to Colorado 
Springs, where 1,300 people work in the $113 
million enterprise. 

Focus provides answers to those seeking 
advice. It is also the center of a pro-family 
culture that is a kind of parallel universe to 
mainstream popular culture. There are 
monthly magazines for pre-schoolers, grade 
schoolers, teen boys, and teen girls. Glossy, 
frank, and helpful, they have articles like 
“Battle of an Anorexic,” ‘‘Back-to-School 
Fashion,” and Spiritual Growth Boosters.” 
Other magazines go to single parents, teach- 
ers, physicians, and pastors. Focus's second- 
most-popular production—after Dobson's 
daily radio program—is Adventures in Odys- 
sey, a children’s radio drama with moral 
story lines that is carried on over 1,500 radio 
stations. There are women’s seminars and 
“Life on the Edge” seminars, designed to 
help parents and teens communicate about 
the challenges of adolescence. A new absti- 
nence video, titled No Apologies, combines 
MTV production techniques, biblical values, 
and the explicitness of an Army VD training 
film. Teens who have already had sex are 
urged to be “recycled virgins.” It is 
countercultural, urging children to rebel 
against the slipshod moral world around 
them by displaying virtue. 

Most of the Focus operation, which re- 
ceives up to 12,000 letters, calls, and E-mails 
every day, is occupied with “constituent 
service.“ In one pile of counseling requests 
at a random Focus cubicle, a long-distance 
trucker asks how to keep his family together 
when he is always gone; a woman deals with 
a miscarriage; a divorced man asks if it is 
OK to remarry. Prototype responses, drawn 
from Dobson’s vast output of advice, guide 
counselors. All incoming letters are stored 
by computer, so the next time these people 
write, the dialogue will pick up where it left 
off. Focus does not just answer mail; it 
maintains relationships. Some hard cases are 
referred to licensed counselors. Some people 
are offered temporary financial help. They 
deal with one or two suicide threats a week. 

Dobson's reach grows each day. At a recent 
weekly meeting of the Focus cabinet“ 
Dobson plus his senior executives—there 
were reports on the translation of Focus 
broadcasts into Zulu. On how three Central 
and South American countries were putting 
Focus abstinence material into their public 
schools. On how Adventures in Odyssey is 
now one of the top five radio programs in 
Zimbabwe. On how 500 state-owned radio sta- 
tions in China are about to begin the Focus 
broadcast. 

When it comes to the business of helping 
people, Dobson the empathetic extrovert has 
a reputation as an intimidating micro- 
manager, No one, no matter how long or 
loyal their service, is exempt from 
confrontational scrutiny. “I saw people who 
had given blood [serving] him come out of 
his office weeping,” says a former employee. 
“He believes so strongly in his rightness.” 
Another former employee says the pace [at 
Focus] is unbelievable. But everyone has to 
appear perfectly happy.” 

At the center of it all is a man who does 
not lack confidence. He tells a story about 
his ill father, who prayed for three days and 
nights without sleep that his time on Earth 
would be extended so he could finish his 
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work as a minister. At dawn, Gold told him 
he was going to reach millions around the 
world—not through himself but through his 
son. The next day Dobson’s father suffered a 
major heart attack; he died in a few weeks. 
I saw for the first time,“ says Dobson, why 
[Focus on the Family] seemed charmed—be- 
yond my ability and beyond my intelligence, 
my academic knowledge, my ability to com- 
municate.’’ This is the person who has cho- 
sen to test his influence against the Repub- 
lican Party. He does not describe his actions 
as those of a man moved by grubby ambi- 
tion; he sees it as a calling. 


POLITICS AND PROPHECY 


Dobson was once positioned to be a more 
conservative version of Joyce Brothers. If I 
had simply stayed on those [family] themes, 
I could have moved with ease through all de- 
nominations in both political parties. But I 
care about the moral tone of the nation, I 
care about right and wrong. I have very deep 
convictions about absolute truth.“ 


His sense of political urgency has come in 
stages. Convinced that his and his followers’ 
views were not being given voice in Wash- 
ington, he created in 1982 an advocacy group, 
the Family Research Council. But it was 
purposely designed to keep him one step re- 
moved from direct political involvement. 
Gary Bauer, a key aide in Ronald Reagan’s 
White House, now runs the group, and he is 
supposed to be the partisan lightning rod, al- 
lowing Dobson to focus, as it were, on the 
family. 


But Dobson, in the past several months, 
has become so dissatisfied with conserv- 
atives’ performance in Congress that he 
wants to become more directly and person- 
ally involved in politics. He has watched 
the manipulation of the religious right for 
the last decade,” argues his close friend 
Charles Colson. He feels a sense of betrayal 
and responsibility for stewardship of the 
great silent majority.” 


He is particularly intolerant of those who 
share his views but not his driving sense of 
urgency. So he has developed a habit of tar- 
geting allies with footnoted letters showing 
that Dobson can at times slip over the line 
between righteousness and self-righteous- 
ness. When Ralph Reed, then the head of the 
Christian Coalition, was insufficiently crit- 
ical during the last election of Colin Powell 
for his support of abortion rights, Dobson 
wrote to Reed: Gary Bauer and I have dis- 
cussed your recent statements and consid- 
ered the need to distance ourselves from you. 
. . Some of the politicians with whom you 
have made common cause. . . would seal the 
fate of [unborn children] and sacrifice mil- 
lions more in years to come. I will fight that 
evil as long as there is breath within my 
body.” Commenting on Dobson’s tendency to 
attack allies, conservative columnist Cal 
Thomas argues, Lou begin to marginalize 
yourself, saying, I am the only true believer. 
Soon you are left only with your wife, then 
you begin to look at her funny. All of a sud- 
den, you're Ross Perot.” When confronted 
with the charge, Dobson responds: I guess it 
irritates me when people who know what is 
right put self-preservation and power ahead 
of moral principle. That is more offensive to 
me, in some ways, than what Bill Clinton 
does with interns at the White House.” 

Dobson is not the kind of traditional con- 
servative who has a keen appreciation of the 
limits and complexities of politics. He is a 
moralist and a populist, demanding rapid, 
immediate progress to fit a flaming moral 
vision: If you look at the cultural war 
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that’s going on, most of what those who dis- 
agree with us represent leads to death—abor- 
tion, euthanasia, promiscuity in hetero- 
sexuality, promiscuity in homosexuality, le- 
galization of drugs. There are only two 
choices. It really is that clear. It’s either 
God's way, or it is the way of social disinte- 
gration.” 

Some conservatives dismiss this as an im- 
practical philosophy for a governing party 
since progress emerges by small steps, Other 
conservative critics fear that Dobson’s in- 
creased partisanship might undermine the 
generally nonpartisan good works of Focus 
on the Family. Still others warn that his 
walkout strategy will only result in the elec- 
tion of Democrat Dick Gephardt as House 
speaker. Dobson's response: “It is never 
wrong to do what's right. And you stand for 
what's right whether it is strategic or not.” 

The fact that Dobson has struck a chord 
among conservative activists may be sig- 
naling an important shift of political styles 
in evangelicalism. There are at least three of 
those tendencies to be considered: priest, 
kingmaker, prophet. From the 1950s to the 
1970s, Billy Graham performed a priestly 
function as minister to the ministers of 
state. His role was to legitimize power and to 
use his access to present the Christian Gos- 
pel, which was his primary goal. Personal 
contact and influence were paramount. In 
the 1980s, culminating in the rise of Pat Rob- 
ertson and the Christian Coalition, the goal 
shifted from legitimizing power to exercising 
power—the role of kingmaker. Robertson, 
the son of a senator, understood the give and 
take of coalition building and the need for a 
place at the table. 

But the pragmatism of the religious right 
is under serious question, particularly in the 
wake of the coalition’s embrace of Repub- 
lican Bob Dole in the last presidential elec- 
tion, which many in the movement argue 
was a compromise too far. University of Ak- 
ron’s Green compares Dobson to an Old Tes- 
tament prophet speaking truth to power.“ 
It is a designation Dobson accepts: “I really 
do feel that the prophetic role is part of what 
God gave me to do.“ 

And that frames the questions for his sup- 
porters: Do Christian activists want to be 
players or prophets? Insiders who accept in- 
evitable compromises, or outsiders who hold 
on to higher standards? 

THE NEXT MOVE 


Dobson has rejected the idea of becoming a 
political candidate himself or trying to cre- 
ate a third party. This leaves him with two 
options. The conventional choice is for Dob- 
son to intervene directly in Republican pri- 
maries on the side of social conservatives. 
This would require, in Dobson's words, peri- 
odic leaves of absence” to protect the non- 
profit status of Focus on the Family. Bauer's 
political action committee has already 
scouted 40 races where Dobson might throw 
his weight on the side of a candidate. After 
the congressional elections, Dobson would 
determine how to have the maximum impact 
in the 2000 presidential campaign. Bauer 
himself is considering a presidential run and 
covets Dobson’s endorsement. 

But Dobson is also actively considering 
“going nuclear“ against the GOP leadership. 
Instead of working through primaries in the 
summer, Dobson would urge social conserv- 
atives to abandon Republicans in Novem- 
ber—to stay at home or vote for third par- 
tles—with the goal of ending the GOP major- 
ity in Congress. It doesn’t take that many 
votes to do it. You just look how many peo- 
ple are there by just a hair, [who won their 
last election by] 51 percent to 49 percent, and 
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they have a 10- or 1l-vote majority, I told 
[House Majority Whip) Tom DeLay, ‘I really 
hope you guys don't make me try to prove it, 
because I will.’’’ One senior Republican offi- 
cial says he has identified six districts in 
which Dobson could “turn the tide” against 
the GOP candidate, Dobson muses about de- 
livering this message by getting a stadium 
with 50,000 seats and having Chuck Colson 
and Phyllis Schlafly and Alan Keyes and 
Gary Bauer and myself fill it at a strategic 
times. That would get the attention of Re- 
publican leaders.“ 

Some Republican insiders believe the ef- 
fect of either approach—working within the 
party or working against it—would be much 
the same. Bauer's political action commit- 
tee’s fervent support for a conservative can- 
didate in a recent California congressional 
special election helped elevate the abortion 
issue. Party leaders believe this allowed 
Democrat Lois Capps to win in the moderate 
district. They fear that if Dobson intervenes 
on behalf of social conservatives in other 
contests, similar results will follow. As for 
the nuclear option, the mood of many Repub- 
licans is frustrated resignation that Dobson 
will always be on the attack against the 
GOP. “It wouldn’t matter how many hoops 
of fire we jump through, it is never enough 
for him,” complains one party official. That 
strategist and others say majority parties 
have a responsibility to govern, and that 
means muting ideological fervor at times. It 
is hard to imagine this official and Jim Dob- 
son In the same party—and it may be in- 
creasingly hard for Dobson to imagine that 
as well. 


SCOURGE OF ILLEGAL DRUGS 
AGAIN UNDER ATTACK 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Indi- 
ana (Mr. SOUDER) is recognized for 60 
minutes. 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma is once again 
to be commended for his leadership on 
this issue. There is no doubt that the 
number one fundamental problem in 
this country is the breakdown of char- 
acter, the breakdown of the value sys- 
tem, the principled foundations of this 
country and the resultant breakdown 
partly, directly, the two things go in 
tandem, of families as well. 

The number one outgrowth that we 
are seeing in this country is the prob- 
lem of drug abuse: drugs of all types, 
marijuana, cocaine, heroin, alcohol, to- 
bacco, but in particular what we have 
been focusing on is this explosion 
among our youth of the narcotics, of 
marijuana, heroin, cocaine, crack, 
methamphetamines and other artificial 
stimulants. Tonight we are going to 
spend some time discussing this issue. 

It is a relatively historic night. To- 
morrow we are going to have our first 
pieces of legislation, what will be a 
comprehensive multi-week, hopefully 
multi-month, year and up to three 
years extended start of a battle on 
drugs. We have done piecemeal! legisla- 
tion over the last few years but we 
have not had the concentrated effort 
that we will see starting as of tomor- 
row. 
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We have a needles bill in front of us 
tomorrow to ban the use of giving free 
needles to heroin addicts with taxpayer 
dollars. We have in the higher edu- 
cation bill an amendment relating to 
taking back student loans if students 
abuse drugs while they are on a govern- 
ment subsidized loan requiring them to 
go into treatment programs, and I have 
a second amendment on drug testing. 
It is the start. 

We are also having announcement of 
a major initiative and Republican ef- 
fort later this week. The number one 
person behind this is our Speaker. 
Speaker NEWT GINGRICH is committed 
to having an all-fronts war. 

I am going to yield now to my friend 
the gentleman from Florida who has 
been a leader in this. Many of us have 
been involved in this, not just now but 
for many years. Congressman MICA and 
myself both were staffers before we be- 
came Members of Congress. He was 
elected in the class before I was, but he 
was also on the hill before I was work- 
ing over as Senate chief of staff. I also 
worked in the House and Senate before 
I got elected to Congress. Both of us 
have had experience in working with 
drug legislation before we were elected 
to Congress. 

This is not a new issue. These things 
go in tides. Right now we are at a high 
tide level again and we need to up our 
efforts. He is to be commended for his 
leadership. I now yield to the gen- 
tleman from Florida to fill us in on 
some of the battles that he has been 
watching, some of the background, and 
particularly a lot of what has happened 
in Orlando and Florida which has been 
at the epicenter of it, kind of backed 
off, and now you have another wave, 
which is exactly what is happening in 
this country. 

Mr. MICA. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. I certainly thank him for his 
leadership on the drug issue and also 
on so many other issues before the 
Congress. 

We do have the privilege of serving 
together on the Government Reform 
and Oversight Committee and on the 
subcommittee that deals with our na- 
tional drug policy, and that is the Sub- 
committee on National Security, Inter- 
national Affairs, and Criminal Justice. 
The gentleman from Indiana has 
brought tremendous leadership and, 
again from his tremendous experience 
both as a staffer and a Member of Con- 
gress and someone who cares about 
this issue, cares about his constituents 
and also is very compassionate towards 
what illegal narcotics are doing, and 
drug abuse, to the children of our Na- 
tion. 

Tonight I want to take a few min- 
utes, if I may, and review a little bit of 
the history of how we got ourselves 
into this situation. As the gentleman 
from Indiana said, I was a staffer back 
in the early 1980s on the U.S. Senate 
side working with Senator Hawkins 
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from Florida. You have also heard and 
understand, I think, that no State 
probably has been more severely im- 
pacted historically by illegal narcotics 
trafficking than the State of Florida. 

When Senator Hawkins was elected, 
the streets of Miami were overrun with 
illegal narcotics trafficking, we had 
unprecedented amounts of illegal drugs 
coming in and transiting through Flor- 
ida and into our Nation, and for the 
first time we saw record drug abuse in 
our State and Nation. The question was 
what should we do and what could we 
do at that time. 

We were fortunate to have the tre- 
mendous leadership of a new President 
who brought a vision, who brought in- 
tegrity, who brought honesty, who 
brought vision to the White House. His 
job, and Senator Hawkins and others 
who served in the new Senate majority 
at that time, was to get a handle on 
this situation. In fact they did, even 
joined by the First Lady who initiated 
a program of saying Just Say No.” 

I do remember and recall how the 
new Republican majority in the Senate 
began an Andean strategy. As a staffer 
I helped develop the certification law 
that requires that countries that get 
United States foreign assistance or 
trade assistance or financial assistance 
are certified each year for their eligi- 
bility for United States largesse by a 
review of their efforts to eradicate drug 
trafficking and illegal narcotics. That 
was another product of that era. There 
was tough enforcement. 

What we saw in the 1980s under the 
Reagan Administration and the Bush 
Administration, I am not sure if this 
will show up to my colleagues watch- 
ing C-SPAN, but in fact teenage drug 
use declined dramatically in the early 
1980s, and not until 1992-1993 did we see 
that trend reverse. In 1992 I was elected 
to the Congress. History now records 
George Bush being defeated and the 
Democrats controlling the White 
House, the United States Senate and 
the House of Representatives. 

One of the first acts that President 
Clinton took, and I would like to re- 
view this historically because I think 
it is important for the record of what 
took place and what the results of 
those actions are today, one of Presi- 
dent Clinton’s first actions on taking 
office was in fact to gut the Office of 
National Drug Control Policy. In fact, 
President Clinton gutted the staff of 
the Drug Czar’s office by 80 percent. 
The facts are, it was slashed from 146 
staff members to 25 staff members. 
Also in his first year, President Clinton 
cut $200 million in drug interdiction ef- 
forts in the Caribbean and another $200 
million from alternate crop production 
and drug eradication in Mexico and the 
Andean drug-producing countries. 

Back in the 1980s we thought that the 
most cost-effective means of stopping 
drugs was at its source, where it is 
grown, where just a few pesos or a few 
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dollars is given for the product at its 
source. It seemed to make a tremen- 
dous amount of sense. Rather than try 
to catch drugs when they entered our 
borders or when they entered our 
streets or were disbursed through our 
communities and our schools and try- 
ing to cut off drugs at that point, we 
felt then, we believe now, that interdic- 
tion, eradication, crop substitution 
programs at the source countries are 
the most effective means of stopping 
drug trafficking. You stop it right at 
its source, in its heels. 

These programs were gutted by this 
administration. These are the facts. 
The facts speak for themselves. We 
have seen, again, the results. In 1993, 
President Clinton dropped the war on 
drugs from 8rd to 29th in the national 
security list. The President produces a 
national security priority list. It was 
his action that dropped the war on 
drugs to 29th as a national priority. 

To date, he has continued to allow 
the State Department to let counter- 
narcotics issues lag far behind other 
priorities in our relations with other 
countries. Only recently have we heard 
the Secretary of State begin to speak 
out because the problem has reached 
such tremendous proportion and the 
cost and effect in our communities is 
so dramatic. 

The number of individuals, and this 
again is fact, I cite only fact here to- 
night, the number of individuals pros- 
ecuted for Federal drug violations fell 
from 25,033 in 1992 to 21,900 in 1994, a 12 
percent drop in just 2 years. So there 
was a deemphasis of prosecution at the 
Federal level. Again, the results are 
very clear of what we see. 

It is interesting to note this, because 
with the election of Rudy Giuliani as 
Mayor of the City of New York, he in- 
troduced a zero crime tolerance policy, 
he introduced a tough prosecution pol- 
icy, and there has been as high a drop 
recorded as 30 percent in crime, a dra- 
matic drop in drug trafficking in that 
community of New York City. We have 
seen that tough enforcement, tough 
prosecution works. 

And we see the results at the Federal 
level of what has happened with a de- 
crease in Federal prosecutions, again 
citing only the facts in this case. From 
1992 to 1995, again when the other party 
controlled the House, the Senate and 
the White House, 227 agent positions 
were eliminated from the Drug En- 
forcement Agency, and Clinton’s fiscal 
year 1995 budget proposed cutting 621 
drug enforcement positions from the 
DEA, the FBI, the INS, the United 
States Customs Service and the Coast 
Guard. 
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In fact, my community, and I rep- 
resent central Florida, probably one of 
the more affluent, more prosperous 
areas, one of the vibrant areas of our 
State and Nation, a great community 
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of people who are law abiding but who 
nonetheless have been inundated by a 
flow of illegal narcotics. An investiga- 
tion of this issue found that, in fact, a 
tremendous quantity of drugs is com- 
ing in through Puerto Rico; and some 
people blame the Puerto Rican State 
Governor and others, the Common- 
wealth, for not really taking a lead on 
the issue. 

What we found, and our sub- 
committee went down and held a hear- 
ing on a Coast Guard cutter on San 
Juan Bay, was that, in fact, this ad- 
ministration had cut the Coast Guard 
resources by nearly 50 percent. The 
Coast Guard, United States Coast 
Guard, in fact, since Puerto Rico is a 
Commonwealth and does not have its 
own armed forces, relies on the United 
States Coast Guard for coastal protec- 
tion. That, again, that protection was 
cut by this administration by 50 per- 
cent, and those drugs came in in in- 
credible quantities into Puerto Rico in 
transit for Florida and the United 
States. 

Those are the results. They are docu- 
mented. We have seen this, and we 
have seen what this type of policy has 
provided as a legacy for our Nation and 
our children. 

The President, in fact, has not sub- 
stantially increased funding for ac- 
countable youth prevention programs 
but instead has nearly doubled the 
amount of funding. His policy was to 
promote a doubling of funding for drug 
treatment programs, and this has been 
described sort of as treating the 
wounded in a battle and not addressing 
the fight itself or just approaching it 
from sort of the most demoralized end 
of the game with the least potential for 
success. 

Then, of course, President Clinton re- 
cently certified Mexico, and again no 
nation has been more responsible for 
the influx and transit of hard drugs 
into our Nation than Mexico, again an- 
other slap in the face of the American 
citizenry. 

I have not brought up other instances 
of incredible misjudgment on the part 
of this administration and this Presi- 
dent, but I must when you appoint a 
surgeon general such as Jocelyn El- 
ders, who adopted a program that said 
to our children, just say maybe, maybe 
it is okay. Then you had echoed by the 
President of the United States, a figure 
that every child looks to in this Na- 
tion, and his comments which I have 
heard over and over on various tele- 
vision programs and news broadcasts: 
If I had it to do over again, I would in- 
hale. 

Now what kind of a message does 
that send to our young people? In fact, 
we know what the message has done. 
The message has, and this is entitled 
Trends In Youthful Drug Use, Ages 12 
to 17. We have seen from that reduction 
I showed you under Reagan and Bush, 
the just say no to just say maybe, a 
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skyrocketing of youthful drug use in 
this country. 

We are talking about not only mari- 
juana in incredible amounts and a 
more dangerous marijuana than we saw 
in the streets in the 1960s, we are talk- 
ing about cocaine, we are talking about 
methamphetamines, we are talking 
about heroin. 

Again, I come from a community, 
and my community is one of the most 
rock solid in Florida, fairly prosperous, 
as I said, and economically doing well, 
and I have this headline from our local 
newspaper, the Orlando Sentinel. It 
says: Long out of sight, heroin is back 
killing teens. 

My community in central Florida, 
again a peaceful community, was a vic- 
tim of this policy, letting down the 
guard and gut slashing the budget, 
which they did when they controlled 
this body, the Senate and the White 
House. The guard around Puerto Rico 
in heroin came down not only through 
that country and hurting that terri- 
tory of the United States but into our 
country and into our State and into 
our neighborhood so that our par- 
ticular situation has been that in the 
last few years central Florida has seen 
heroin deaths on a par with other 
major metropolitan areas like Detroit, 
like New York, like Los Angeles. 

So this is the legacy that we have in- 
herited through this policy. It is clear. 
It is documented. 

One of the other things that I wanted 
to mention tonight was that my col- 
league has mentioned that we took 
over the Congress in, what was it, 36, 40 
short months ago. We have been able to 
bring some of our Nation's finances 
into balance, but we are trying to focus 
as leaders in this new majority with 
the leadership of Speaker GINGRICH in 
addressing some of the social problems. 
And if drug abuse and misuse is not a 
problem, I do not know what is a prob- 
lem. Two million Americans are behind 
bars. 

We held a hearing, and the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) and others 
came into our State. They heard our 
local officials. One of my local sheriffs 
said 80 percent of those behind bars in 
his county jail, that went through his 
jail, were there because of drug abuse 
or drug related crime. This has an un- 
believable effect on our communities 
and on our children. And, again, this 
drug problem is not relegated to the 
poor, to the ghettos, to the across-the- 
railroad-track neighborhoods. This is 
hitting every neighborhood, every level 
of society, and we must do something 
about it. 

So our committee, under the leader- 
ship of the Speaker, under the leader- 
ship of Chairman HASTERT, have begun 
a program of restoring the funds in 
these programs that were cut. We have 
got the military back into the war on 
drugs, and the Speaker and others are 
committed to make certain that they 
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have the resources to conduct a real 
war on drugs. We have restored the 
cuts in the Coast Guard and other pro- 
tective agencies, Customs and DEA, to 
make certain that they have the tools 
and the resources and the financial ca- 
pability to conduct a real war on drugs. 

And what we are doing this week is 
launching, in fact, a concerted effort to 
see that we have the laws in place, that 
we have the tough enforcement in 
place and that these individuals who 
are charged in our Federal Government 
with this new policy have every re- 
source to see that it, in fact, is accom- 
plished. 

So that is the purpose of our coming 
together tonight, is to announce this 
policy. We have seen some terrible mis- 
takes in the past when we did not have 
control of the Congress, when we had 
leadership in the White House that, in 
fact, strayed. And maybe they were 
well-intended, but the results, in fact, 
are just devastating to our young peo- 
ple and our communities and the social 
cost involved. 

But we are determined again to turn 
this around, and whatever resources it 
takes we are going to devote full meas- 
ure effort, whatever, again, finances 
the Congress can muster to make cer- 
tain that we bring this under control so 
that the people who we represent, 
those who are trying to raise their 
children in communities, get them 
through schools, those who are retired 
trying to live in peace in their commu- 
nities, young people. 

I met a young lady the other day in 
one of the local department stores 
working, going to college, and she told 
me she could not go to school at night, 
and it was difficult for her to work and 
earn enough money because she was 
afraid to be out at the bus stop at night 
because of a potential for crime. And, 
again, 80 percent of the crime in my 
community is drug abuse related, and 
‘that is a pretty pitiful statement. 

So for those people who we represent, 
their children and those trying to 
make a living or gain an education or 
live in peace and retirement, we owe 
them this effort, and we are going to 
see it through. And indeed it will suc- 
ceed because we have the commitment, 
this new majority, and we hope we 
have the support of every one of my 
colleagues who are listening. 

I thank the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. SOUDER) for yielding to me, and I 
am pleased also to join him tomorrow 
as we pass a resolution making certain 
that a needle exchange program which 
almost came into effect was stopped at 
the last minute through the efforts of 
the new drug czar, General McCaffrey, 
and others who know this is the wrong 
policy. It sends the wrong message. It 
is not the way to go. And if we are con- 
cerned about the minority commu- 
nities, young black men and women 
who have been killed, we should be ap- 
plauding that decision not to fund this. 
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I am speaking tonight at the United 
States Capitol in Washington, D.C., the 
District of Columbia. No jurisdiction in 
our Nation has been more oppressed by 
drugs. No segment of our communities 
in this Nation have been more dev- 
astated. Since I have been coming to 
Washington over the last 18 years, al- 
most every year between 300 and 400 
young black males between the age of 
14 and 40 have been slaughtered on the 
streets within view of this Capitol 
building, a travesty which surpasses 
the casualty in many of our inter- 
national conflicts just here in Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

So, if the Black Caucus, if other 
Members are concerned about policy 
that will turn this situation around 
and save some of these young people’s 
lives and not destroy the great young 
men, the young black citizens of our 
nation’s capital who have just had 
their lives snuffed out, then they 
should be here joining with us to see if 
we can turn this situation around. 

We know what has been done, and 
what was done by this administration 
did not work. We see the results. These 
are not abstract or manufactured sta- 
tistics. This is what has taken place 
from a failed policy, and we need to 
turn that around and give these people 
a chance. 

So I am pleased again to join with 
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
SOUDER) tonight and others as we 
launch a program to bring a meaning- 
ful war on drugs, a war against drug 
abuse and a public awareness to our 
young people and to our citizens that 
we must realize the consequences of il- 
legal narcotics and drugs. 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the gentleman from Florida once 
again for his leadership and for his 
compassion and heart for those who 
have been abused, shot, lives wrecked 
and ruined by the terrible scourge of 
drugs in this country, and it has been a 
consistent, complete support. 

One of the things I want to do, too, is 
a supplement to what the gentleman 
from Florida has done, is to lay out a 
little bit what is happening here in the 
past and where we are headed and what 
we have been doing as we head into 
this major effort for the Members who 
are sitting in their office doing mail, 
for the dedicated C-Span junkies, to 
those who just will look through the 
RECORD later. Because some may say, 
where did the issue come from? Why all 
of a sudden is Speaker NEWT GINGRICH 
talking about drugs? Where did this 
pop in? Did they do some kind of poll? 
People are going to say, well, we have 
not seen what is all this action. 

I want to establish that there are a 
number of logical things that have led 
to the development of this big push you 
are going to see. Too often, we have ap- 
proached the drug issue as we ap- 
proached the Vietnam war, and that is 
we devote just enough resources to not 
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quite win, and so we keep falling fur- 
ther and further behind in a war we can 
ill afford to lose. 

What has happened here is that the 
grassroots, every one of us, know, and 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA) 
detailed what we heard in central Flor- 
ida. We are hearing from prosecutors, 
we are hearing from sheriffs, we are 
hearing from all sorts of law enforce- 
ment officials that 70 to 85 percent of 
all crime in every jurisdiction has 
some relationship to drug and alcohol. 
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They are either stealing to fund a 
habit, they are high on the drugs or al- 
cohol, and that leads to 70 to 85 percent 
of all crime. Child abuse, spouse abuse, 
not just robbery, rape, pillaging, auto- 
mobile wrecks when it is reckless driv- 
ing; all of these types of things have as 
its source one common problem. The 
average person knows this, the commu- 
nities know this, but it has been very 
difficult to tackle this on a national 
level. 

General McCaffrey argues that it is a 
cancer; many of us argue that it is a 
war. It is both a cancer and a war. That 
means that we will work to eliminate 
it as much as possible, but quite frank- 
ly, as long as there is sin, we are likely 
to have some drug abuse there. It is a 
question of how we are going to control 
it. It is also a war. People are dying on 
the streets of America, people are 
dying around this world fighting this 
drug war. 

This is a dinner table issue. One of 
the criteria that the Speaker looks for 
when we are going to have a major 
focus is, is this what people talk about 
at their dinner table? Is this what par- 
ents are concerned about at night when 
their kids are not there? Is this what 
parents are concerned about in the 
schools? Is this something that actu- 
ally resonates with the people as op- 
posed to being kind of an inside-the- 
Beltway Washington concern or a con- 
cern of a special interest that is lob- 
bying because they have lots of funds, 
or of some other reason in the ways we 
deal with legislation? This is what 
strikes at the hearts and homes of 
American people, and that is why he is 
leading. 

Mr. Speaker, it did not just come out 
of the blue. If we have been following 
this carefully, it has been kind of 
strange. Why did former Senator Bob 
Dole, our Presidential contender, talk 
about drugs during the campaign? It 
did not light a fire, it was not a hot 
media issue, but he was out there talk- 
ing about it. So was the Speaker. Peo- 
ple thought, this is kind of unusual. 
Why are they talking about drugs? Ev- 
erybody in Washington is talking 
about the budget, and they are talking 
about taxes and so on. These people 
were talking about this early. 

One of the things is when we took 
over Congress, the figures that the gen- 
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tleman from Florida (Mr. MICA) was 
looking at were highlighted by then 
Congressman Bill Zeliff, who headed 
our subcommittee, and he got the ear 
of our Presidential candidate, Bob 
Dole, and our Speaker and said, look, 
there is a huge problem here. We need 
to start concentrating on this. 

This is not something that we came 
up with last week; this is something 
that our committee, I am not sure 
whether we have had 30 or 40 hearings 
in the Committee on National Security 
and Justice Oversight Committee, 
which, in addition to having jurisdic- 
tion over the State and defense and the 
Justice Department, also has the drug 
czar legislation that moves through it 
and some very broad jurisdiction, and 
we have been concentrating on this. In 
addition, the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. GILMAN), who is the senior 
Republican on the former Select Com- 
mittee on Narcotics, has been focusing 
on the international issue. The gen- 
tleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) 
has been focusing on judiciary-related 
issues in his Subcommittee on Crime. 


The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
PORTMAN) has been a leader in commu- 
nity efforts. 


It is not as though we have been si- 
lent. It is that we have not gotten a lot 
of news media coverage. There is a dif- 
ference. For example, the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MICA) and I are on 
the Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight where we have been 
doing the investigations into the kind 
of gate“ of the week of the adminis- 
tration, whether it is Filegate or 
Whitewatergate or whatever, Greg 
Livingstonegate I guess, whatever the 
variation is, and people say, is that all 
you guys do? We have done less on that 
than we have done on drugs. But drugs 
is not quite as sexy to put on the 
evening news as talking about some 
kind of finance scandal. 

It is not that I am concerned and hu- 
miliated about the influence of the 
Federal Government on possible illegal 
influence of foreign contributions and 
campaign finance, but the fact is we 
work on a lot of other issues, too, but 
they do not necessarily hit on the front 
page. 

We have had many oversight hear- 
ings; we have been in Indiana, Ilinois 
and Michigan; we have been down in 
Florida multiple times and California 
multiple times and Arizona, up in New 
England; we have been around the 
country in Plano, Texas, where we had 
kids die of heroin overdoses in the dis- 
trict of the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
SESSIONS), just like they have done in 
Orlando. 

I have been to South America three 
times now in the last 3 years, where 
there is an actual war going on. We 
have been over in Asia and the Middle 
East trying to meet with foreign coun- 
tries where the heroin, cocaine, mari- 
juana and other drugs are coming in. 
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We have had hearings on Hollywood 
and the movies and their impact on the 
culture. We have had hearings on the 
music industry and the impact on the 
culture and what we can do related to 
that. 

This is not something we invented 
yesterday. This is something we have 
been working on almost from the 
month we took over Congress. Every- 
body was focused on the Contract With 
America, but, in fact, Congressman 
Zeliff and this subcommittee were 
starting on the drug issue not very 
many days after we got here, and the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA) and 
I know that because both of us are on 
the subcommittee, and we were up and 
running. Furthermore, the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MICA) had been ob- 
jecting for years that the Democratic 
leadership of that subcommittee had 
not been focusing on it, so when we got 
in control, we started to move on this 
issue. 

Now, what we heard in these hearings 
were from young people who talked, 
and I remember one at the Orlando 
hearing where a young man was there 
with his dad. It was a tough day for 
them because they were there together 
and going public, and his dad was fairly 
well-known. But he said how he started 
with marijuana and how he saw that 
his parents did not realize it, and then 
he started moving to harder drugs, and 
he started stealing, and his dad, as he 
said, really did not want to confront 
his son, did not really understand all of 
that, wishes now that he had been more 
involved. His son did not understand 
why his father did not get involved. 
They saw his grades dropping. It was 
very touching. 

Every young person we have heard 
from, whether it is in Texas, whether it 
is in California, whether it is in Flor- 
ida, say, I started with marijuana, and 
then I moved to cocaine. I robbed to 
support my habit. My grades went 
down, my life was wrecked, and then I 
was spared. And we looked at this type 
of thing. 

We heard from one lady in Texas who 
talked about how her husband would 
get high on cocaine; how she and her 
daughter were hiding out because they 
knew he was going to kill them if the 
drug habit did not kill him first. She 
was living in terror, and what are we 
going to do about this? That is what we 
have heard about it. 

We have heard how the administra- 
tion’s budget cuts have had an inverse 
effect. When they cut the interdiction 
efforts, when they cut the source coun- 
try efforts, what we saw was supply go 
up, driving price down, and for com- 
petitive purposes, the purity and the 
potency of the marijuana and cocaine 
and heroin we have on our street is far 
greater. It is not like the 1960s and 
1970s. The marijuana is more like the 
hard drugs of those eras, and the hard 
drugs are fatal today. 
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We had signals out of the administra- 
tion, which the gentleman from Flor- 
ida (Mr. MICA) has delineated very well, 
that we have kids’ use going up. Even 
though we see in some adult sectors co- 
caine usage and others going down, the 
terrible news is it is soaring among 
kids. 

I want to talk briefly about the 
international problem. The cocaine 
comes from basically three places in 
the world. We can chase it all over 
America and all over the world, but 
there is three countries, Bolivia, Peru 
and Colombia, where the stuff comes 
from. And thanks to the policies in Bo- 
livia and Peru, it has mostly now shift- 
ed to Colombia. Initially the coca 
leaves were grown in Peru and Bolivia, 
and then Peru and Colombia were 
doing the transfer in the making co- 
caine, and the Colombia was the car- 
tels. And now most has gone to Colom- 
bia, and it is a narcoterrorism threat- 
ening the very democracy and the sta- 
bility of the nation of Colombia. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. SOUDER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. MICA. Mr, Speaker, this is an in- 
teresting point the gentleman raises 
about what had developed as an Ande- 
an strategy to stop in a very cost-effec- 
tive manner; we only spent about $200 
million out of $16 billion on this whole 
drug effort, but we spent about $200 
million down there. It has been pretty 
much tightened up because of the ef- 
forts of President Fujimori, who we 
met with when we went down there, 
and also because of Bolivia's effort, but 
we learned some interesting things in 
this experience. 

We learned first that, and we had a 
knock-down, drag-out fight with this 
administration when they destroyed 
the shoot-down policy. We had a policy 
established under the Reagan adminis- 
tration that, given fair warning over 
these air spaces, in fact, in Peru and 
Bolivia and Colombia, the drug dealers 
would be shot down, and they, in fact, 
were until a liberal in the Clinton ad- 
ministration moved from the Depart- 
ment of Justice, I think, to DOD, and 
then turned this policy upside down, 
and we saw a lot of these drugs coming 
back. I will say the other side worked 
with us on this to get the attention of 
the President, but we had to reverse 
that. That did a great deal of damage. 

Then when we visited the jungles 
down there, we learned from some of 
our agents that overflights that had 
been conducted in that region had, in 
fact, been diverted, I believe, to Alaska 
by the administration to look for other 
problems, I think environmental prob- 
lems as opposed to the drug problem 
flights. Then we, in fact, learned that 
our DEA agents in the jungles were 
dipping into their own pockets in some 
cases to keep programs alive, because 
money had been shifted from drug en- 
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forcement and from those programs 
and strategies, and I think I heard the 
figure of $40 million was put into Haiti 
for that incredibly failed program 
where we wasted almost $3 billion to 
date. So each of these attempts by the 
administration to destroy the program 
did not succeed. 

The gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
SOUDER) has also outlined how since we 
took over the Congress, and in fact, I 
served on the subcommittee and the 
committee before, the Democrats held 
one hearing of any substance relating 
to national drug policy while all of this 
was being done, in spite of my circu- 
lating a bipartisan letter of 132 Mem- 
bers requesting hearings on our policy. 
And the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
SOUDER) has said we are not Johnny- 
come-latelies in that, and in fact, we 
have held over 40 hearings. 

They may not be interesting to the 
media; they may not want to cover 
them. They may want to spend more 
time on tobacco and some of the out- 
landish figures that have been brought 
out as a diversionary tactic by this ad- 
ministration while the country is going 
down the path of ruin with illegal nar- 
cotics and drug abuse, and 100,000 dying 
in our streets. And the social costs 
being absolutely astronomical, in addi- 
tion to, of course, medical costs and 
the families that are destroyed. 

But this is what we have learned, this 
is what we have done, and in fact, we 
have taken these actions, as Mr. 
Souder has outlined, and now we are 
faced with a dilemma in Colombia. The 
administration again, with another 
failed policy, the Colombian failed pol- 
icy. We begged, we pleaded, we have 
sent letters. We passed, I believe, a res- 
olution on the floor of this Congress. 

Mr. SOUDER. A law, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. MICA. To get aid to Colombia, 
which is now where there is an incred- 
ible production of heroin. The heroin, 
when we went down there, they told us 
they are producing 10,000 hectares 
which will make heroin as cheap on the 
streets of the United States, and it is 
getting there very quickly, and a much 
stronger, much more potent heroin, be- 
cause of our policy. We failed to pro- 
vide the equipment. 

The Congress directed the equipment, 
the funds, that spare parts be given 
down there to fight this war on drugs, 
and in the meantime this administra- 
tion has denied those requests. Even of 
late when they have decertified Colom- 
bia with a waiver, the goods and the 
materiel and the resources to fight 
that war on drugs still have not 
reached Colombia, and Colombian mili- 
tary are being slaughtered. The na- 
tional police chief Seranno has been 
here and begged us for assistance, and 
we still ignore it, and we have an in- 
credible amount of drugs, as the gen- 
tleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) just 
described, coming in now, not only 
transiting, but they are now mass pro- 
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ducers of heroin. They are even into 
the cocaine business, because this ad- 
ministration has made it profitable for 
them to succeed. 

I can tell my colleagues, there is 
nothing more effective as far as use of 
taxpayer dollars. Out of $16 billion we 
are spending this money on treatment 
and programs that do not work. We 
talk about losing a Vietnam War. This 
would be just like putting all of our re- 
sources in a war and just treating the 
wounded, and that is what this admin- 
istration’s policy has been, and that is 
why it has failed. 

We have to have tough enforcement. 
We have to have tough and effective 
education. We have to have treatment. 
We have to have interdiction, and all of 
these elements coming together in a 
concentrated effort to make this thing 
work. 
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And that is what we are hopefully 
going to do. But the gentleman from 
Indiana has, in fact, outlined the failed 
South American strategy, and we could 
go on more about Mexico. 

Mr. SOUDER. I would like to make 
some additional comments on Colom- 
bia. We were just down there again this 
past week as we went down to the 
Summit for Americas. I had an amend- 
ment that passed and was held in con- 
ference committee that three 
Blackhawk helicopters were supposed 
to be sent to Colombia. If this adminis- 
tration had followed the law, those 
Blackhawk helicopters would be down 
there and they would be able to get in 
the areas and eradicate the heroin. 
They cannot get up there with the 
Hueys. They do not get up to that alti- 
tude. 

Furthermore, there is a shooting war 
where people are dying in Colombia, 
while we stand here fiddling in Wash- 
ington trying to decide what to do, 
while we have grounded because of me- 
chanical failure every Huey helicopter 
that they have. They have nothing 
with which to fight. They have lost 40 
percent of Colombia, the effective con- 
trol of the rural countryside. 

For those who do not understand the 
significance of this, understand that we 
have troops in Haiti. We have troops in 
Bosnia. The national interest is a little 
unclear, even in the Middle East, where 
we are spending $1.5 billion about every 
nine months right now, where the gen- 
tleman from Florida and I just visited 
last fall and heard skepticism from our 
own armed forces leaders that we need 
to be at that level given the direct 
threat there. 

And even arguing that the Middle 
East has multiple reasons of our na- 
tional interest, including our friend- 
ship with Israel, our friendships with 
the potentially threatened Arab States 
and the oil supply, let us look at Co- 
lombia. If it is supplying the cocaine 
and heroin to this country where peo- 
ple are dying in my hometown of Fort 
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Wayne and throughout northeastern 
Indiana and all over America, the 
drugs alone is enough to have national 
interest be a priority there. But it is 
more than just that. 

Along the Panamanian border they 
have lost effective control of that. The 
drug dealers and control has spread 
into that section of Panama, the 
Darien area. We are about to abandon 
Panama. I am very concerned that not 
only are we going to pull out mili- 
tarily, but that our efforts to get an 
antinarcotics center there could be 
kiboshed. 

That is extremely critical, as we just 
heard earlier from Congressman MICA 
about the shootdown policy. They need 
the AWACS. If we send those AWACS 
up to the United States and they have 
an hour-and-a-half transit time to get 
down there, we are going to dramati- 
cally reduce our airtime for surveil- 
lance, and we are going to have even 
more drugs at cheaper prices on our 
streets, threatening our kids and fami- 
lies. We need to make sure we have at 
least an antinarcotics center in Pan- 
ama as we leave. 

Because Colombian narcotics drug 
lords are prepared to move in through 
Panama. On the other side they control 
about half the Venezuelan border 
where the jungle is. And control, in a 
guerrilla war they do not have to have 
forts and troops and lines. Particularly 
in the jungle they can move around. 
We have to have at least four times the 
effective troops and an operative mili- 
tary defending ground or we in effect 
lose control because they get to pick 
and choose where they want to fight. 

We have lost half the Venezuelan bor- 
der. It is not the Middle East that is 
our number one supplier of oil, it is 
Venezuela. Seventeen percent of our oil 
comes from Venezuela. In oil by-prod- 
ucts, Colombia is our number one sup- 
plier. Talk about energy threat, the en- 
ergy threat is in Colombia. It is not in 
the Middle East. The Canal and the 
trade threat is in Panama, and we have 
all the drugs. 

And what is our response? We will 
not send them the three helicopters 
that we were requiring them to send by 
law, and they are saying, well, they 
need 20 helicopters. You know what, 
three is better than zero. If we need to 
send them three more, we would not be 
arguing, maybe six, if we had sent 
them the three last year, then we could 
get them the three more this year. 
Frankly, they need the Blackhawks 
and more Huey IIS. 

The alternative is American troops. 
Here we have a country, Colombia, 
where they are willing to fight and die 
partly because of our consumption here 
in America. Thousands and thousands 
of police officers, and we were just 
down there in Colombia and we visited 
a hospital, and we visited a number of 
Colombian national police who have 
been shot down trying to eradicate the 
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cocaine so that it does not hit our 
streets. And what is our reaction? We 
will not give them the weapons with 
which to do it. Apparently we are not 
going to do it until we have to send 
troops down there. 

This hat belonged to Colonel Gallego, 
the head of the DANTE, the 
antinarcotics subforce of the Colom- 
bian National Police. General Serrano 
and Colonel Gallego signed this for me. 
If anybody saw “Clear and Present 
Danger,” it was a fictionalized ac- 
count. The former ambassador who 
went with us on one of the trips, I 
asked him if it was an accurate movie 
and he said, Not completely. I died in 
the movie.“ It is a pretty accurate pic- 
ture of the fight they are facing in Co- 
lombia. 

Colonel Gallego is the man who took 
down Pablo Escobar of the famous 
Medellin Cartel. He is known as the lab 
buster. He has a $3.5 million price on 
his head. General Serrano has an $8 
million price on his head. They want 
him dead. 

These people, there is no blood on 
this hat, but there are thousands of po- 
lice officers and military forces who 
have died in Colombia fighting our bat- 
tle. I do not want to have American 
men and women. I want to help the 
people who are fighting the war so that 
they at least have a fighting chance to 
win and drive back the narcotics, the 
FARC and others. I do not know that 
they will, but we ought to at least give 
them the chance. We are the ones with 
our national security interest directly 
threatened here. 

I want to move on to a couple of 
other issues here in the last remaining 
minutes. I touched some on foreign pol- 
icy, but I want to say that we are also 
approaching this comprehensively and 
domestically in treatment. It is clear 
that unless we can get the hard core 
addicts, and every hard core addict we 
get off, we have a dramatic reduction 
in the abuse of heroin and cocaine in 
particular. 

Now we also know that, let us just 
say, that treatment programs are very 
erratic in their effectiveness. There are 
different measures to use. Obviously 
there is going to be a high recidivism 
rate, and obviously if people at least 
abuse it less than before, that is some 
kind of progress. But there are a couple 
of basic principles here and we will be 
putting these in as we move through 
the treatment question. 

If we do not do drug testing, how do 
we know in fact if the treatment pro- 
gram worked? One of the basic prin- 
ciples is that we ought to have meas- 
urements in treatment programs and 
we ought to have monitoring. It is only 
the most kindhearted and compas- 
sionate thing we can do for an abuser, 
and that is hold them accountable for 
their behavior. Do not let them fall 
back in, particularly after we use tax- 
payers’ dollars to try to get them out. 
Let us monitor and follow through. 
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It is absurd to give out free needles 
to heroin addicts. They argue that, 
well, they will be clean. They will not 
get AIDS. They will just die of drug 
overdose. They will not die of AIDS 
and they will not spread it. This would 
be the equivalent of going into the 
American schools and saying these 
kids are going to smoke anyway, why 
not give them low-tar cigarettes paid 
for by taxpayer dollars? 

Why would we use taxpayers’ dollars 
to sustain somebody in a habit that is 
going to kill them, destroy them, 
wreck their families? If they are a dad 
or a mom, it is abandonment of their 
children, and we are going to give them 
clean needles? It is absurd. We should 
have gone further than banning direct 
government money. We should have 
gotten the fungible money where it is 
transferred from one place to another. 

Furthermore, we should be looking 
into people like George Soras who is 
funding a lot of these programs and 
also funding the medicinal marijuana, 
the back-door legalization of mari- 
juana. There are legitimate cases, but 
they are few and far between. 

Anybody who watched the special 
that focused on a lot of these kind of 
drug clubs for the medicinal uses of 
marijuana in California, it is appalling. 
Sit around and pass the pot. It is just 
like in the 1960s on the college cam- 
puses, only this time it is under legiti- 
mate government approval funded by 
George Soras and two friends in State 
after State. There are basically three 
people with one person at their head 
funding this, and we need to look into 
that question. 

We need to also look at prevention 
programs. A lot of the drug-free school 
money, while well-intentioned, has 
been frittered away. We need to find 
particularly effective programs for 
those most at risk. A lot of times it 
seems that these programs are mostly 
aimed at kids who are not really high 
risk. We have to figure out those kids 
who are most at risk and we need to 
try to get them off. 

I remember at one school where I 
went around the district and talked 
through these issues with high school 
kids at about 17 high schools in my 
congressional district in northeast In- 
diana, and one student came up and 
said that he had just gone clean the 
day before because his friend had got- 
ten high and committed suicide. And 
he said, “I don’t want to do that.” He 
said, “I'm scared. I hope I can get off.” 
And he said, “I wish my friend was still 
here.“ 

When are we going to try to identify 
these high-risk kids and try to help 
them, as opposed to sometimes it 
seems we are more concerned about 
giving out little rulers or having a skit 
than actually tackling the very hard 
cases of the prevention. 

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
PORTMAN) was a leader in passing legis- 
lation which we now have, in northeast 
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Indiana almost every county now has a 
community-based group that is trying 
to pull the different organizations to- 
gether. Sometimes schools feel like 
there are 23 different groups hitting 
them up to try to do anti-drug pro- 
grams. We need community-wide orga- 
nized efforts and we are trying to stim- 
ulate some of that through the 
Portman bill. 

The gentleman from New York (Mr. 
SOLOMON) has an amendment that we 
have in the Higher Education Act that 
says that if students want a subsidized 
student loan, then they have an obliga- 
tion to stay clean. If they do not stay 
clean for one year, the first time they 
are suspended from their student loan 
and they have to go into treatment. 

And I want to offer tomorrow an 
amendment that also says that drug 
testing be included to make sure they 
are clean for two years, then they can 
get reinstated. The second offense, 
they are off for two years. Definitely, 
three strikes and they are out. We do 
not want to have high-risk people not 
have the opportunity to get an edu- 
cation. Self-esteem and education are 
critical to keeping them off of drugs. 
But at the same time, taxpayers should 
not have to fund behavior that is con- 
trary to the law. 

There needs to be a give-and-take 
with this, and we want to encourage 
people to get clean. The best thing we 
can do for them, the college education 
is a waste of money if they are on 
drugs. We have to get them clean. If 
they sold, it is a suspension of two 
years for first offense and indefinitely 
for second offense. So this will be up 
tomorrow. 

The gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. 
WICKER) who has been a leader in the 
needles issue, along with the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN) 
will be working with that. We will 
work aggressively on prevention and 
treatment. 

Let me reiterate, the difference that 
is seen here is a concentrated effort, 
not a dribbling of a bill here and a bill 
there. I am willing to criticize the 
Speaker when I have disagreements, 
and I want to make sure I praise him 
when I think he has taken the com- 
mendable leadership in this, as has the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT) 
along with his cochairs, the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) and the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) 
with the anti-drug task force. I think 
we are going to see a difference. 

Mr. Speaker, we need this adminis- 
tration to join with us. This needs to 
be a bipartisan effort. This cannot be 
divided and have a bunch of people on 
the other side posturing with this. This 
needs to be a joint effort, a drumbeat 
from every source saying this is unac- 
ceptable. 

As a goal we ought to say by the 
Year 2000 we are going to have a 50 per- 
cent reduction, and the President of 
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the United States and others should 
join with us and say we are going to 
have a 50 percent reduction. A 50 per- 
cent reduction in two years sounds like 
a lot, but that would only take us to 
the place where we were when this 
President took office. 

Mr. Speaker, the least he could do is, 
when he leaves, get it back to the level 
of when he came. Then we can start to 
get rid of the drug abuse that we had 
which was already there when he got 
here. We need his help so that when he 
exits, we are at least back to the level 
that it was when he came. He owes that 
to the American people, and hopefully 
we can work together with that. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding and for his com- 
ments, and again for his dedication to 
this subject. I honestly cannot think of 
any other issue before the Congress as 
far as the social impact on our Nation. 
We have been successful in the last 36 
or 40 months getting our finances in 
order, but now the number one priority 
must be to tackle the illegal narcotics 
problem, the crime that it does rain 
upon this country. 

This week we have launched another 
stage in the battle, a new offensive. It 
is going to take both Democrats and 
Republicans working together to get 
that passed. 

But we I think also tonight have doc- 
umented that the policy from this 
point, 1993, when he took office, to 1995, 
did not work. It was a failed policy. 
The results are dramatic. Since 1992 
drug use among teens has skyrocketed, 
the latest statistics indicate by 70 per- 
cent. Half of the high school seniors in 
a recent survey think it is easy to ob- 
tain cocaine and LSD; and now eighth 
graders, where drug use has increased 
by 150 percent since 1992. These are the 
latest statistics. One in four high 
school seniors is a current user of ille- 
gal drugs. 

This has had a dramatic impact on 
our young people. If we took out the 
areas of tough enforcement such as Mr. 
Giuliani in New York, and some of the 
other areas where some tough enforce- 
ment and prosecution and zero toler- 
ance has taken place, we can see that 
we still have a very dramatic problem 
with tremendous cost to the taxpayers 
of this Nation, not to mention the inse- 
curity of individuals who fear going 
from their car to the supermarket, 
from their community, from street to 
street at night, or even in the daylight 
being accosted by someone who is on 
drugs. 
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Or the loss in our community just 
within the last 24 hours, as I left one of 
the communities, Oviedo, where a 
young woman was found dead, 21 years 
old, who worked in a local bank, either 
of an overdose of cocaine or heroin, 
just again within the last 24 hours in 
my community. 
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The incident we had in my commu- 
nity and the college reunion festivities 
over the weekend in Daytona Beach, 
the young man from Orlando who at- 
tacked the police with a gun was a ha- 
bitual drug user and had a record of co- 
caine use. 

Almost every incident of crime, of so- 
cial problem that we see today is drug 
related, so we are committed to launch 
this campaign this week. We have not 
just spoken in the past 36 months but 
also acted in putting back together the 
pieces of an effective multifaceted war 
on drugs. You can call it whatever you 
want, but it is going to be indeed a na- 
tional effort. 

We beg the administration to get the 
resources to Colombia, to other pro- 
grams that are effective, to treatment 
programs that work. We are not 
against treatment, but when you have 
them come before our committee and 
testify, folks testify that these are 
failed programs, and then you learn 
that sometimes the religious or faith- 
based programs are the most effective, 
or the private sector, non-Federally or 
publicly funded programs are most ef- 
fective, you begin to wonder. We have 
been spending more and more in treat- 
ing these wounded. 

So today we take up arms, and this 
week I know I will be joined by every- 
one on this side of the aisle, and I know 
we will have many from the other side 
of the aisle, to make a meaningful ef- 
fort to turn around this situation in 
our country, and again the dramatic 
cost to young people and citizens of 
every age, race, and color across our 
Nation, 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) again for 
his leadership in taking time tonight. I 
know he and I would rather be with our 
families at home, but this is such an 
important issue. It is not to be made 
light of. 

It will not be on the front page of to- 
morrow’s paper, except it will be there 
in the obituary page and the page of 
abuse, the page of murders and crimes 
in our community, and the social costs 
and disruption to each of our commu- 
nities throughout this land. So that is 
part of our agenda. It is part of our pro- 
gram. I thank the gentleman for his 
leadership. 


— 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. BATEMAN (at the request of Mr. 
ARMEY) for today and the balance of 
the week on account of medical rea- 
sons. 

Mr. DIXON (at the request of Mr. GEP- 
HARDT) for today and the balance of the 
week on account of medical reasons. 

Mr. SANDLIN (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT) for today and the balance of 
the week on account of family medical 
reasons. 
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SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis- 
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA) to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material:) 

Mr. DOGGETT, today, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD, today, for 5 minutes. 

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, today, for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. STRICKLAND, today, for 5 min- 
utes. 

Ms. CARSON, today, for 5 minutes. 

Ms. DELAURO, today, for 5 minutes. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, today, for 
5 minutes. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. JONES) to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr. PAUL, on April 28 and 29, for 5 
minutes each. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan, today, for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida, today, for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM, today, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. RIGGS, on April 29, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATOURETTE, today, for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. JONES, on April 29, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, today, 
for 5 minutes. 


——————— 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA) and to in- 
clude extraneous matter:) 

Ms. DELAURO. 

Mr. ROEMER. 

Mr. BERRY. 

Mr. KUCINICH. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. 

Mr. WAXMAN. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. 

Mr. KIND. 

Mr. VENTO. 

Mr. CLAY. 

Ms. NORTON. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. 

Mr. FROST. 

Mr. PAYNE. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 

Mr. BORSKI. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 

Mr. COYNE. 

Mr. BROWN of California. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. JONES) and to include ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. 

Mr. FORBES. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. 

Mr. WELDON of Florida. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. 
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Mr. GILMAN. 

Mr. HASTERT. 

Mr. PACKARD. 

Mr. GOODLING. 

Mr. RILEY. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. SOUDER) and to include ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr. BoB SCHAFFER of Colorado. 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 

Mr. SCHUMER. 

Ms. STABENOW. 

Mr. BENTSEN. 

Mr. BRYANT. 

Mr. CONDIT. 

Mr. ACKERMAN. 

Mr. STARK. 

Mr. Fazio of California. 

Mr. ETHERIDGE. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 10 o'clock and 49 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to- 
morrow, Wednesday, April 29, 1998, at 
10 a.m. 


— 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol- 
lows: 


8767. A letter from the the Comptroller 
General, the General Accounting Office, 
transmitting a review of the President's first 
special impoundment message for fiscal year 
1998, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 685; (H. Doc. No. 
105—242); to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions and ordered to be printed. 

8768. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting certification of a proposed li- 
cense for the export of defense articles or de- 
fense services sold commercially to the Re- 
public of Korea (Transmittal No. DTC-61-98), 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Com- 
mittee on International Relations. 

8769. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Establishment 
of VOR Federal Airway; CA [Airspace Docket 
No. 97-AWP-17] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received 
April 23, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8770. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Modification of 
the Atlantic High Offshore Airspace Area 
{Airspace Docket No. 97T-ASO-16] (RIN: 2120- 
AA66) received April 23, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8771. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to 
Class E Airspace; Topeka, Forbes Field, KS; 
Correction [Airspace Docket No. 98-ACE-1] 
received April 23, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8772. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Amendment to 
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Class E Airspace; Valentine, NE [Airspace 
Docket No. 97-ACE-39] received April 23, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

8773. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule- Amendment to 
Class E Airspace; Chadron, NE [Airspace 
Docket No. 97-ACE-38] received April 23, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

8774. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Gulfstream Model GV Series Air- 
planes [Docket No. 98-NM-114-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-10480; AD 98-09-01] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 23, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8775. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; SOCATA— Groupe 
AEROSPATIALE Model TBM 700 Airplanes 
[Docket NO. 97-CE42-AD; Amendment 39- 
10476; AD 98-08-27] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
April 23, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(aX1A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8776. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Avions Pierre Robin Model R3000/ 
160 Airplanes [Docket No. 97-CE-88-AD; 
Amendment 39-10477; AD 98-08-28] (RIN: 2120- 
AA64) received April 23, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure, 

8777. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Twin Commander Aircraft Cor- 
poration 500, 680, 690, and 695 Series Air- 
planes [Docket No. 96-CE-54-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-10474; AD 98-08-25] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 23, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 


—— 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re- 
sources. H.R. 2807. A bill to amend the Rhi- 
noceros and Tiger Conservation Act of 1994 
to prohibit the sale, importation, and expor- 
tation of products labeled as containing sub- 
stances derived from rhinoceros or tiger; 
with an amendment (Rept. 105-495). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re- 
sources. S. 231. An act to establish the Na- 
tional Cave and Karst Research Institute in 
the State of New Mexico, and for other pur- 
poses (Rept. 105-496). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. SOLOMON: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 409. Resolution providing 
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 3717) to 
prohibit the expenditure of Federal funds for 
the distribution of needles or syringes for 
the hypodermic injection of illegal drugs 
(Rept. 105-497). Referred to the House Cal- 
endar. 
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Mr. DIAZ-BALART: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 410. Resolution providing 
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 3546) to 
provide for a national dialogue on Social Se- 
curity and to establish the Bipartisan Panel 
to Design Long-Range Social Security Re- 
form (Rept. 105-498). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee 
on Rules. House Resolution 411. Resolution 
providing for consideration of the bill (H.R. 
6) to extend the authorization of programs 
under the Higher Education Act of 1965, and 
for other purposes (Rept. 105-499). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 


— 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 5 of Rule X and clause 4 
of Rule XXII, public bills and resolu- 
tions were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 


By Mr. WELLER (for himself, Mr. 
McINTOSH, Mr. RILEY, and Mr. 
HERGER): 

H.R. 3734. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to eliminate the marriage 
penalty by providing that the income tax 
rate bracket amounts, and the amount of the 
standard deduction, for joint returns shall be 
twice the amounts applicable to unmarried 
individuals; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PAUL (for himself, Mr. LIVING- 
STON, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. BRADY, Mr. 
Cooksey, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. TAYLOR of 
Mississippi, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. SCAR- 
BOROUGH, Mr. JOHN, and Mr. 
BONILLA): 

H.R. 3735. A bill to disapprove a rule re- 
quiring the use of bycatch reduction devices 
in the shrimp fishery of the Gulf of Mexico; 
to the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas: 

H.R. 3736. A bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to make changes relat- 
ing to H-1B nonimmigrants; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ALLEN: 

H.R. 3737. A bill to amend the Water Re- 
sources Development Act of 1996 to deauthor- 
ize the remainder of the project at East 
Boothbay Harbor, Maine; to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. DOGGETT (for himself, Mr. 
KENNEDY of Massachusetts, Mrs. 
Lowry, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. OLVER, Ms. 
DEGETTE, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. 
STARK, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, 
Mr. VENTO, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mrs. 
TAUSCHER, and Mr. PALLONE): 

H.R. 3738. A bill to establish a responsible 
United States international tobacco policy, 
to prevent tobacco companies from targeting 
tobacco products to children, to ensure no 
government promotion of tobacco overseas, 
to curb smuggling of tobacco products, to es- 
tablish the American Center on Global 
Health and Tobacco, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Commerce, and in addi- 
tion to the Committees on Ways and Means, 
International Relations, National Security, 
Resources, and the Judiciary, for a period to 
be subsequently determined by the Speaker, 
in each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts: 

H.R. 3739. A bill to amend title II of the So- 
cial Security Act to allow for distribution of 
the lump sum death payment, in the absence 
of a widow or widower or surviving children, 
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to any other person as certified by the de- 
ceased worker to the Commissioner of Social 
Security; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. GOSS: 

H.R. 3740. A bill to amend the Act of Octo- 
ber 11, 1974 (Public Law 93-440; 88 Stat. 1257), 
to provide for the continued operation of cer- 
tain tour businesses in recently acquired 
areas of Big Cypress National Preserve; to 
the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. LIPINSKI (for himself and Mr. 
DEFAZIO): 

H.R. 3741. A bill to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to require congressional ap- 
proval of civil aviation agreements; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure, and in addition to the Committee 
on Rules, for a period to be subsequently de- 
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Mr. RIGGS (for himself, Mr. WATTS 
of Oklahoma, Mr. TALENT, Mr. 
MCINTOSH, Mr. Prrrs, Mr. PACKARD, 
Mr. SOUDER, and Mr. WAMP): 

H.R. 3742. A bill to provide flexibility to 
certain local educational agencies that de- 
velop voluntary public and private parental 
choice programs under title VI of the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965; to the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.J. Res. 116. A joint resolution proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relative to abolishing personal 
income, estate, and gift taxes and prohib- 
iting the United States Government from en- 
gaging in business in competition with its 
citizens; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island: 

H. Con. Res. 261. Concurrent resolution rec- 
ognizing the importance of rivers to the 
United States and supporting efforts to in- 
form and educate the people of the United 
States regarding rivers and the importance 
of their preservation; to the Committee on 
Resources. 

By Mr. KIM: 

H. Con. Res. 262. Concurrent resolution au- 
thorizing the 1998 District of Columbia Spe- 
cial Olympics Law Enforcement Torch Run 
to be run through the Capitol Grounds; to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

By Mr. KIM: 

H. Con. Res. 263. Concurrent resolution au- 
thorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds for 
the seventeenth annual National Peace Offi- 
cers’ Memorial Service; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. PALLONE (for himself, Mr. 
PASCRELL, Mr. SANDLIN, Mrs. CUBIN, 
Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. WELDON of Penn- 
sylvania, and Mr. RoTHman): 

H. Con. Res. 264. Concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of the Congress with re- 
spect to documentation requirements for 
physicians who submit claims to Medicare 
for office visits and for other evaluation and 
management services; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 


— 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 

H.R, 45: Mr. BLAGOJEVICH and Mr. KIND of 
Wisconsin. 

H.R. 59: Mr. SOUDER. 
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R. 218: Ms. GRANGER and Mr. SHERMAN. 
R. 306: Mr. MEEKS of New York. 

.R. 371: Ms. BROWN of Florida. 

R. 372: Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. BLUMENAUER, 
COYNE, and Mr. MANTON. 

.R. 519: Mr. SMITH of Michigan. 

H.R. 539: Mr. ENGEL and Ms. PELOSI. 

H.R. 612: Mr. TANNER, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. 
SALMON, Mr. PACKARD, and Mr, BERMAN. 

H.R. 633: Mr. NETHERCUTT and Mr. WISE. 

H.R. 676: Mr. GOODE and Mr. COYNE. 

H.R. 715: Mr. BLILEY. 

H.R. 872: Mrs. NORTHUP, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. 
QUINN, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, and Mr. 
WELDON of Florida. 

H.R. 902: Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr. 
GILLMOR, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. Goss, Mr. DAN 
SCHAEFER of Colorado, and Mr. WOLF. 

H.R. 979: Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. MCHuGH, and 
Mr. MILLER of California. 

H.R. 1054: Mr. PAPPAS and Mr. BARRETT of 
Nebraska. 

H. R. 1061: Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. COBURN, and 
Mr. GUTIERREZ, 

H. R. 1126: Ms, SLAUGHTER and Mr. PICKETT. 

H. R. 1173: Mr. SNYDER. 

H.R. 1200: Mr. TIERNEY. 

H.R. 1375: Mrs. EMERSON and Mr. BUNNING 
of Kentucky. 

H.R. 1524: Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. WELDON of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. PICKERING, Mr. YOUNG of 
Alaska, and Mr. SUNUNU. 

H.R. 1531: Mr. LAMPSON. 

H.R. 1689: Mr. NEY, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. 
DELAY, and Mr. COOK. 

H.R. 1788: Mr. DIXON. 

H. R. 1802: Mr. CALVERT. 

H. R. 1911: Mr. TURNER, 

H. R. 1995: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mrs. KELLY, and 
Mr. SHAYS. 

H. R. 2021: Mr. SESSIONS. 

H.R. 2023: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. FRANK of 
Massachusetts, Mr. VENTO, and Mr. WAXMAN. 

H.R. 2081: Mr. HILLIARD. 

H.R. 2088: Mr. SHERMAN. 

H. R. 2094: Mrs. CAPPS. 

H.R. 2124: Mr. ENSIGN. 

H.R. 2183: Mr. Fox of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 2523: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. 

H.R. 2560: Mr. SANDERS, Mr. ROMERO- 
BARCELO, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. BENTSEN, Mrs. 
MYRICK, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. BALDACCI, Mr. LU- 
THER, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. 
SHIMKUS, Mr. COYNE, Mr. PARKER, Mr. KA- 
SICH, and Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. 

H.R. 2568: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. 

H.R. 2579: Mr. PICKERING and Mr. HILLEARY. 

H.R. 2598; Mr. BOB SCHAFFER. 

H.R. 2604: Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. BENTSEN, and 
Mr. SNOWBARGER. 

H.R. 2612: Mr. DINGELL. 

H.R. 2635: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. 
Towns, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. OWENS, Mr. MAR- 
KEY, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. ABER- 
CROMBIE, Mr. STARK, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. COYNE, Mr. 
VENTO, Mr. POSHARD, Ms. WATERS, and Mr. 
EVANS. 

H.R. 2678: Mr. UNDERWOOD. 

H.R. 2708: Mr. CAMP, Mr. Towns, Mr. 
SuNUNU, Mr. MARTINEZ, and Mr. MCHUGH. 

H.R. 2800: Mr. STUMP. 

H.R. 2829: Mr. JEFFERSON and Mr. CAMP. 

H.R. 2895: Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. FROST, Mr. 
KENNEDY of Rhode Island, and Mr. OBERSTAR. 

H.R. 2912: Mr. PAYNE and Mr. HASTINGS of 
Florida, 

H. R. 2922: Mr. CALVERT. 

H.R. 2936: Mr. BEREUTER. 

H.R. 2955: Mr. SANDERS, Mr. ENGLISH of 


Pennsylvania, Mr. KANJORSKI, and Mr. 
KOLBE. 
H.R. 2990: Mr. KLINK, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 


BECERRA, Mr. Scort, and Mr. GUTIERREZ. 
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H.R. 3010: Mr. TORRES. 

H.R. 3016: Mr. PORTER. 

H.R. 3111: Mr. RUSH. 

H.R. 3150: Mr. HEFLEY, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, 
Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. BRADY, Mrs. 
NORTHUP, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. TALENT, Mr. 
BOYD, Mr. PICKETT, and Mr. DOOLEY of Cali- 
fornia. 

H.R. 3152: Mr. DREIER and Mr. WALSH. 

H.R. 3181: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. 

H.R. 3187: Mr. DEFAZIO. 

H.R. 3205: Ms. DEGETTE and Mr. LAMPSON. 

H.R. 3217: Mr. MCDERMOTT. 

H.R. 3243: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN and Mr. SCAR- 
BOROUGH. 

H.R. 3251: Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. MANTON, Mr. 
BATEMAN, Mr. CLAY, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. WATT 
of North Carolina, Mr. BARTLETT of Mary- 
land, Ms. RIVERS, and Mr, KENNEDY of Rhode 
Island. 

H.R. 3255: Mr. MANTON. 

H.R. 3262: Mr. ABERCROMBIE. 

H.R. 3314: Mr. GRAHAM. 

H.R. 3331: Mr. TALENT. 

H.R. 3338: Ms. KILPATRICK. 

H.R. 3379: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA and Mr. 
POSHARD. 

H.R. 3396: Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. TORRES, Mr. 
COLLINS, and Mrs. KELLY. 

H.R. 3400; Mr. HINOJOSA and Mr. OLVER. 

H.R. 3438: Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania and 
Mr. CALVERT. 

H.R. 3459: Mr. PAYNE. 

H.R. 3470: Mr. BONIOR. 

H.R. 3506: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. KASICH, 
Mr. Mica, Mr. HYDE, Mr. Sisisky, Mr. SHU- 
STER, Mr. GREEN, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. DAVIS of 
Illinois, Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr. MALONEY of 
Connecticut, Mr. McCRERY, Mr. Scorr, Ms. 
DELAURO, Mr. BARCIA of Michigan, Mr. 
NETHERCUTT, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 
STOKES, Mr. NEY, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. MINGE, 
Ms. FURSE, Mr. FARR of California, Mr. 
MCINNIS, Mr. BEREUTER, and Mr. ROGERS. 

H.R. 3514: Mr. CLAY, Mr. SABO, Mr. KIND of 
Wisconsin, Mr. Davis of Virginia, Mr. ALLEN, 
and Mrs. CLAYTON. 

H.R. 3523: Mr. Kına of New York, Mr. 
BERRY, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. CANNON, 
Mrs. LOWEY, and Mr. MATSUI. 

H.R. 3524: Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. 
Frost, and Mr. TORRES. 

H.R. 3526: Mr. GORDON. 

H.R. 3534: Mr. DELAY, Mr. WAMP, Ms. 
SANCHEZ, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. TAYLOR of Mis- 
sissippi, Mr. HERGER, Mr. BERRY, Mr. LIVING- 
STON, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. STUMP, Mr. POMBO, 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. 
STEARNS, Mr. COLLINS, Mr. RyuN, Mrs. 
NorTHUP, Mr. TALENT, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. 
WICKER, Mr. PICKERING, MR. BALLENGER, Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. GIB- 
BONS, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. Fox of Pennsylvania, 
Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. PORTER, Ms. GRANGER, 
Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr. BoB 
SCHAFFER, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. LATOURETTE, 
Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr. PAPPAS, and Mr. 
PAUL. 

H.R. 3541: Mr. KOLBE, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. 
FOLEY, Mr. GOODE, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. HUTCH- 
INSON, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. HALL 
of Ohio, Mr, CANADY of Florida, Ms. PRYCE of 
Ohio, Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin, Mr. CAL- 
VERT, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, and Mr. 
SOUDER. 

H.R. 3567: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. 

H.R. 3570: Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr. LAMPSON, 
Mr. VENTO, and Mr. THOMPSON. 

H.R. 3599: Mr. TALENT. 

H.R. 3605: Mr. BISHOP, Mr. NEAL of Massa- 
chusetts, Mr. Davis of Illinois, Mr. MOL- 
LOHAN, Mr. MOAKLEY, and Mr. SCOTT. 

H.R. 3608: Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. 

H.R. 3613: Ms. WOOLSEY and Mr. MALONEY 
of Connecticut. 
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H.R. 3615: Mr. PAYNE, Mr. EVANS, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER, and Mrs. MALONEY of New York. 

H.R. 3636: Mr. MARKEY, Mr. FRANK of Mas- 
sachusetts, Mr. HOUGHTON, Ms. KILPATRICK, 
Ms. WATERS, and Ms. CARSON. 

H.R. 3641: Mr. ENSIGN. 

H.R. 3648: Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. 
BRADY, Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
FORBES, Mr. WALSH, and Mr. CHABOT. 

H.R. 3651: Mr. Towns and Mr. NADLER. 

H.R. 3661: Mr. KILDEE, Mr. LATOURETTE, 
and Mr. MEEKS of New York. 

H.R. 3674: Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. 

H.R. 3684: Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. 

H.R. 3690: Mr. BACHUS and Mr. EVANS. 

H.R. 3713; Ms. WOOLSEY. 

H.R. 3719: Mr. GOODLING. 

: Mr. LIVINGSTON and Mr. KAN- 
JORSKI. 

H. Con. Res. 55: Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. ENGLISH of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. BILBRAY, Ms. STABENOW, 
and Mr. SCHUMER. 

H. Con. Res. 127: Mr. BUYER. 

H. Con. Res. 181: Mr. MASCARA, Mr. KMM, 
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. SABO, 
Mr. NORwOOD, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, 
Mr. TORRES, Mr. NEY, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. 
VENTO, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, and Mr. 
ALLEN. 

H. Con. Res. 210: Mr. BOYD. 

H. Con. Res. 233: Mr. BECERRA, Mr. LUTHER, 
and Mr. JENKINS. 

H. Res. 151: Mr. PICKETT. 

H. Res, 363: Mr. BALDACCI. 

H. Res. 374: Mr. ROYCE, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. 
ENGEL, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. 
GUTIERREZ, and Ms. FURSE. 

H. Res. 392: Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr. 
PETERSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. NETHERCUTT, 
Mr. SOUDER, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, and 
Mr. MATSUI. 


Oo — 


AMENDMENTS 


Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro- 
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. ALLEN 

AMENDMENT No. 10: Page 68, after line 11, 
insert the following new section (and redes- 
ignate the succeeding section and conform 
the table of contents accordingly): 

SEC, 206. TEACHER RECRUITMENT. 

(a) FUTURE MATH AND SCIENCE TEACHER 
RECRUITMENT.—Title II is further amended 
by adding at the end the following new part: 

“PART F—FUTURE MATH AND SCIENCE 

TEACHER RECRUITMENT 
“SEC. 281A. SHORT TITLE; FINDINGS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This part may be cited 
as the ‘Recruit and Reward Future Math and 
Science Teachers of America Act of 1998". 

“(b) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the fol- 
lowing: 

) United States high school students 
rank 12th and 19th, respectively, in science 
and math out of 25 countries. 

(2) Of United States high school students 
who take physical science and math courses, 
48 percent and 49 percent, respectively, are 
taught by teachers who did not prepare in 
that field. 

(3) Teachers’ knowledge and skills power- 
fully influence student learning. 

“(4) More than 2,000,000 teachers will need 
to be hired over the next decade. 

(5) The ability of the United States to 
place highly qualified math and science 
teachers specializing in their field of instruc- 
tion will depend on proactive policies that 
increase funding for teacher training, re- 
cruitment, and induction. 
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“SEC. 281B. PURPOSE; APPROPRIATIONS AU- 
THORIZED. 


(a) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this 
part to make available, through a pilot pro- 
gram, 500 scholarship grants and stipends to 
outstanding students enrolled in a nation- 
ally accredited teacher training graduate 
program who are committed to pursuing ca- 
reers teaching math and science at an urban 
or rural secondary level classroom. 

“(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this part $5,000,000 in each of the 
fiscal years 1999, 2000, and 2001. 


“SEC, 281C. SCHOLARSHIP DESIGNATION AND SE- 
LECTION CRITERIA, 


(a) SCHOLARSHIP DESIGNATION.—Funds 
made available under this part shall be des- 
ignated as the ‘National Math and Science 
Teacher Scholarships’. 

“(b) SELECTION CRITERIA.—The Secretary 
of Education may award funds for National 
Math and Science Teacher Scholarships on a 
competitive basis to qualifying higher edu- 
cation institutions with graduate programs 
in teacher training. The Secretary may not 
provide any individual higher education in- 
stitution more than $100,000 per academic 
year for the purpose of the National Math 
and Science Teacher Scholarships. An insti- 
tution applying for such Scholarships may 
only be eligible to receive funds if such insti- 
tution— 

“(1) meets nationally accredited teacher 
training graduate program standards; or 

(2) demonstrates to the Secretary that at 
least 90 percent of the graduates of such a 
graduate teacher training program take, and 
on their first attempt pass, the State teacher 
qualification assessments for new teachers. 
“SEC. 281D. INDIVIDUAL SCHOLARSHIP ELIGI- 

BILITY. 

“An individual may be eligible for a Na- 
tional Math and Science Teacher Scholar- 
ship only if such individual— 

(I) is a citizen or national of the United 
States or an alien lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence; 

*(2) is majoring in a physical or life 
science or mathematics graduate teacher 
training program; 

(3) is enrolled in a higher education insti- 
tution that— 

(A) meets nationally accredited teacher 
training graduate program standards; or 

(B) demonstrates to the Secretary that at 
least 90 percent of the graduates of such a 
graduate teacher training program who 
enter the field of teaching take, and on their 
first attempt pass, the State teacher quali- 
fication assessments for new teachers; and 

(4) is willing to be teacher certified or li- 
censed and commit themselves to teaching 
math or science in a rural or urban public 
secondary school for no less than 3 full aca- 
demic years. 

“SEC. 281E. SCHOLARSHIP AMOUNT. 


(a) AMOUNT OF AWARD.—The amount of 
scholarship awarded by participating teacher 
training graduate programs under this part 
for any academic year shall be $10,000 per 
student. 

“(b) ASSISTANCE NOT To EXCEED COST OF 
ATTENDANCE.—No individual shall receive an 
award under this part in any academic year 
which exceeds the cost of attendance. A 
scholarship awarded under this part shall 
not be reduced on the basis of the student’s 
receipt of other forms of Federal student fi- 
nancial assistance, but shall be taken into 
account in determining the eligibility of the 
student for those forms of Federal student fi- 
nancial assistance. 
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“SEC. 281F. AGREEMENT; GRANT AND STIPEND 
REPAYMENT PROVISIONS. 

(a) AGREEMENT.—Recipients of the Na- 
tional Math and Science Teachers Scholar- 
ships shall agree to teach in an urban or 
rural public secondary school for no less 
than 3 full academic years. 

(b) REPAYMENT FOR FAILURE TO FULFILL 
AGREEMENT.—Any recipients of a Scholar- 
ship found by the Secretary to be in non- 
compliance with the agreement entered into 
under subsection (a) of this section shall be 
required to repay a pro rata amount of the 
scholarship awards received, plus interest 
and, where applicable, reasonable collection 
fees, on a schedule and at a rate of interest 
prescribed by the Secretary by regulations. 
“SEC. 281G. are none TO REPAYMENT PROVI- 

SIO! 


“An individual recipient of a Scholarship 
under this part shall not be considered in 
violation of the agreement entered into pur- 
suant to section 281F during any period in 
which the recipient— 

(1) is pursuing a full-time course of study 
in math and science at an accredited institu- 
tion; 

(2) is serving, not in excess of 3 years, as 
a member of the armed services of the 
United States; 

(3) is totally disabled for a period of time 
not to exceed 3 years as established by sworn 
affidavit of a qualified physician; 

(4) is seeking and unable to find full-time 
employment for a single period not to exceed 
12 months; 

(5) is seeking and unable to find full-time 
employment as a math and science teacher 
in a public or private nonprofit elementary 
or secondary school or education program 
for a single period not to exceed 27 months; 
or 

(6) satisfies the provision of additional re- 
payment exceptions that may be prescribed 
by the Secretary in regulations issued pursu- 
ant to this section. 

“SEC. 281H. REPORT TO CONGRESS. 

“On or before January 29, 2002, the Sec- 
retary of Education shall submit a report to 
Congress evaluating the success of the Na- 
tional Math and Science Teacher Scholar- 
ships pilot program in recruiting math and 
science teachers to teach in America’s public 
secondary schools.“ 


H.R. 6 
OFFERED BY: MR. ALLEN 


AMENDMENT NO. 11: Page 267, after line 11, 
insert the following new subsection (and re- 
designate the succeeding subsections accord- 
ingly): 

(d) FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR REFUNDS 
AND DURING PROVISIONAL CERTIFICATION.— 

(1) AMENDMENT.—Section 498(e) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new para- 
graphs: 

“(6) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, any person required to pay, on behalf 
of a student or borrower, a refund of un- 
earned institutional charges to a lender, or 
the Secretary, who willfully fails to pay such 
refund or willfully attempts in any manner 
to evade payment of such refund, shall, in 
addition to other penalties provided by law, 
be liable to the Secretary for the amount of 
the refund not paid, to the same extent with 
respect to such refund that such an indi- 
vidual would be liable as a responsible per- 
son for a penalty under section 6672(a) of 
title 26, United States Code, with respect to 
the nonpayment of taxes. 

%) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, a proprietary institution of higher 
education, as defined in section 481(b), may 
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be provisionally certified under subsection 
(h) only if it provides the Secretary with fi- 
nancial guarantees from one or more individ- 
uals whom the Secretary determines, in ac- 
cordance with subsection (e)(2), exercise sub- 
stantial control over such institution. Such 
financial guarantees shall be in addition to 
any financial guarantees otherwise required 
from the institution and shall be in an 
amount determined by the Secretary to be 
sufficient to satisfy the institution's poten- 
tial liability to the Federal Government, 
student assistance recipients, and other pro- 
gram participants for funds under this title 
during the period of provisional certifi- 
cation.“ 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by paragraph (1)— 

(A) relating to responsibility for unpaid re- 
funds, shall be effective with respect to any 
unpaid refunds that were first required to be 
paid to a lender or to the Secretary on or 
after 90 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act; 

(B) relating to financial guarantees re- 
quired for provisional certification, shall be 
effective with respect to any proprietary in- 
stitution of higher education provisionally 
certified by the Secretary on or after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

Page 269, after line 4, insert the following 
new subsection: 

(i) CHANGE IN STATUS.— 

(1) AMENDMENT.—Section  498(i)(2) is 
amended by striking subparagraph (E) and 
inserting the following new subparagraph: 

„(E) the change in tax filing status of an 
institution from for-profit to non-profit; or”. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by paragraph (1) shall be effective on 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 


H.R. 6 
OFFERED BY: MR. ANDREWS 


AMENDMENT NO. 12: Page 153, before line 13, 
insert the following new subsection (and re- 
designate the succeeding subsections accord- 
ingly): 

“(b) CONSOLIDATION LOANS.—Notwith- 
standing any provision of subsection (a), 
with respect to any consolidation loan made 
under section 428C for which the first dis- 
bursement is made on or after July 1, 1998, 
the applicable rate of interest shall, during 
any 12-month period beginning on July 1 and 
ending on June 30, be determined on the pre- 
ceding June 1 and be equal to— 

i) the bond equivalent rate of 91-day 
Treasury bills auctioned at the final auction 
held prior to such June 1; plus 

(2) 2.3 percent, 


except that such rate shall not exceed 8.25 
percent. 


H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. ANDREWS 


AMENDMENT NO. 13: Page 154, line 18, strike 
2.8 percent“ and insert 2.3 percent“. 

Page 155, strike lines 2 and 3 and insert the 
following: 
paragraph shall be applied by substituting 
‘1.7 percent’ for ‘2.3 percent’. 

In clause (iv) as amended by the Manager's 
amendment to page 155, lines 12 through 23, 
relating to consolidation loans, strike for 
‘2.8 percent’, subject“ and insert for 2.3 per- 
cent’, subject”. 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. ANDREWS 

AMENDMENT NO. 14: Page 156, after line 3, 
insert the following new section (and redes- 
ignate the succeeding sections and conform 
the table of contents accordingly): 
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SEC. 417. INCOME CONTINGENT REPAYMENT 
UNDER THE FFEL PROGRAM. 
Part B of title IV is amended by inserting 
after section 427A (20 U.S.C. 1077a) the fol- 
lowing new section: 


“SEC. 427B. INCOME CONTINGENT REPAYMENT 
OPTION 

(a) AVAILABILITY OF OPTION.— 

(I) INDIVIDUAL LOANS.—An individual who 
has only one loan outstanding under this 
part shall, not more than 6 months prior to 
the date on which the borrower's first pay- 
ment is due, be offered by the lender the op- 
tion of repaying the loan in accordance with 
this section. 

(2) MULTIPLE LOANS.—An individual who 
has two or more loans outstanding under 
this part may obtain a consolidation loan 
under section 428C for the purposes of obtain- 
ing the option of repaying the loan in ac- 
cordance with this section. 

“(3) DIRECT LOANS.—An individual who has 
one or more loans under part D of this title 
may obtain income contingent repayment 
pursuant to section 455(e). 

(4) RESTRICTION OF OPTION TO NEW BOR- 
ROWERS.—Notwithstanding paragraphs (1) 
through (3), the option of repaying a loan in 
accordance with this section shall be avail- 
able only to borrowers who, on the date of 
enactment of this section, do not have any 
outstanding balance of principal or interest 
on any loan made under this part or part D. 

(b) TERMS OF REPAYMENT UNDER OPTION.— 

(J) LOAN OBLIGATIONS UNDER OPTION.—A 
loan that is subject to repayment under this 
section shall be repaid in installments that— 

“(A) are determined in accordance with 
paragraph (2) for each one year period begin- 
ning on July 1; and 

„(B) notwithstanding the note or other 
written evidence of the loan and subpara- 
graphs (D) and (E) of section 428(b)(1), shall 
continue to be paid until— 

“(i) the borrower has repaid the principal 
and any accrued or capitalized interest on 
the loan; or 

(i) the remaining obligations of the bor- 
rower are discharged under subsection (c). 

(2) CALCULATION OF INSTALLMENTS,— 

“(A) INSTALLMENT AMOUNTS.—The total 
amount that a borrower shall be required to 
pay as installments on a loan of such bor- 
rower that is subject to repayment under 
this section is equal to— 

(J) one-fourth of the annual amount deter- 
mined under subparagraph (B), in the case of 
a loan that is repaid in quarterly install- 
ments; or 

(10 one-twelfth of such annual amount, in 
the case of a loan that is repaid in monthly 
installments. 

(B) ANNUAL AMOUNT.—The annual amount 
for a loan that is subject to repayment under 
this section is determined for each one year 
period beginning on July 1 of each calendar 
year. The annual amount is determined by 
reference to the taxable income of the bor- 
rower for the taxable year ending in the cal- 
endar year preceding the calendar year in 
which the determination is made. The an- 
nual amount is determined in accordance 
with the following table: 


Annual limit 


F Then the annual amount is— 


Less than $20,000 3% of taxable income 
$20,001—-$40,000 5% of taxable income 
$40,001-$60,000 7% of taxable income 
$60,001-$90,000 10% of taxable income 
890 001-8120 000 . 15% of taxable income 
$120,001 or more 20% of taxable income 
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„(C) SPECIAL RULE FOR JOINT RETURNS.—If 
an individual who is a borrower of a loan 
that is subject to repayment under this sec- 
tion files a joint return for the taxable year 
on which the annual amount is based, then 
the annual amount for such individual is de- 
termined under subparagraph (B) by treating 
the taxable income of such individual as 
equal to one-half the taxable income indi- 
cated on such joint return. 

3) CAPITALIZATION OF UNPAID INTEREST.— 
If the amount that any borrower pays as an 
installment under paragraph (2) on a loan 
that is subject to repayment under this sec- 
tion is less than the interest that has ac- 
crued since the preceding installment, then 
the remaining unpaid interest shall be added, 
not more frequently than quarterly, to the 
principal amount of the loan. Such capital- 
ization of interest shall not be deemed to ex- 
ceed the annual insurable limit on the ac- 
count of the borrower. 

(e DISCHARGE OF OBLIGATION.— 

“(1) UNPAID BALANCE REMAINING AFTER 25 
YEARS.—If the unpaid balance on a loan that 
is subject to repayment under this section 
has not been repaid in full at the end of 25 
years of repayment, then— 

(A) the Secretary shall repay the holder 
of such loan such unpaid balance and the 
holder of the loans shall be deemed to have 
a contractual right, as against the United 
States, to receive from the Secretary such 
unpaid balance without administrative delay 
after the receipt by the Secretary of an accu- 
rate and complete request for payment; and 

() such payment by the Secretary shall 
be applied to discharge the borrower from 
any remaining obligation with respect to the 
loan. 

(2) UNPAID BALANCE.—For the purposes of 
paragraph (1), the unpaid balance of a loan is 
the sum of unpaid principal and unpaid ac- 
crued and capitalized interest, and any fees, 
such as late charges, assessed on such loan in 
accordance with the requirements of this 
part and the regulations thereunder. 

(e) INFORMATION NEEDED FOR COLLEC- 
TION.— 

“(1) ACCESS TO TAXPAYER INFORMATION.— 
The Secretary may obtain such information 
as is reasonably necessary regarding the tax- 
able income of a borrower (and the bor- 
rower's spouse, if applicable) of a loan that is 
subject to repayment under this section for 
the purpose of determining the installment 
caps under subsection (b)(2). Returns and re- 
turn information (as defined in section 6103 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986) may be 
obtained under the preceding sentence only 
to the extent authorized by section 6103(1)(13) 
of such Code. 

(2) ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS.—A borrower 
of a loan that is subject to repayment under 
this section and for whom taxable income is 
unavailable or does not reasonably reflect 
the borrower’s current income, shall provide 
to the Secretary other documentation of in- 
come satisfactory to the Secretary. 

(3) TRANSMISSION OF DATA TO LENDERS.— 
The Secretary shall, by regulation, establish 
procedures for the transmission of data gath- 
ered under (1) and (2) to the lender or holder 
of a loan that is subject to repayment under 
this section. 

(4) NOTIFICATION TO BORROWERS.—The Sec- 
retary shall establish procedures under 
which a borrower of a loan that is subject to 
repayment under this section is notified of 
the terms and conditions of such loan, in- 
cluding notification of such borrower— 

“(A) that the Internal Revenue Service 
will disclose to the Secretary tax return in- 
formation as authorized under section 
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6103(1)(13) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986; and 

(B) that if a borrower considers that spe- 
cial circumstances, such as a loss of employ- 
ment by the borrower or the borrower's 
spouse, warrant an adjustment in the bor- 
rower's loan repayment as determined using 
the information described in subparagraph 
(A), or the alternative documentation de- 
scribed in paragraph (2), the borrower may 
contact the Secretary, who shall determine 
whether such adjustment is appropriate, in 
accordance with criteria established by the 
Secretary. 

„ DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion: 

(I) TAXABLE INCOME.—The taxable income 
of a borrower is determined in the manner 
provided in section 63 of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986. 

(2) TAXABLE YEAR.—The term ‘taxable 
year’ means the taxable year of a taxpayer 
for purposes of subtitle A of such Code.“. 

Page 204, after line 5, insert the following 
new section (and redesignate the succeeding 
sections and conform the table of contents 
accordingly): 

SEC. 438. INCOME CONTINGENT REPAYMENT 
UNDER THE FEDERAL DIRECT LOAN 
PROGRAM. 

Section 455(e) of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1087e(e)) is amended to read 
as follows: 

(e) PARALLEL INCOME CONTINGENT REPAY- 
MENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall offer 
borrowers under this part the option of re- 
paying their loans in the same manner as 
loans that are subject to repayment in ac- 
cordance with section 427B. 

(ö) EXCEPTIONS.—The Secretary shall pre- 
scribe any regulations necessary to imple- 
ment the requirements of paragraph ().“ 

H. R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. ANDREWS 


AMENDMENT No. 15: Page 163, strike out 
lines 16 and 17 and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 

(p) LENDERS-OF-LAST-RESORT.—Section 
428(j)(3) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A)— 

(A) in the heading thereof, by striking 
‘DURING TRANSITION TO DIRECT LENDING”; 

(B) by striking out during the transition 
from the Federal Family Education Loan 
Program under this part to the Federal Di- 
rect Student Loan Program under part D of 
the title.“ and inserting a comma; 

(C) by inserting designated for a State” 
immediately after “a guaranty agency“; and 

(D) by inserting “subparagraph (C) and” 
immediately before section 422(c)X(7),”; and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing new subparagraph: 

() The Secretary shall exercise the au- 
thority described in subparagraph (A) only if 
the Secretary determines that eligible bor- 
rowers are seeking and are unable to obtain 
loans under this part, and that the guaranty 
agency designated for that State has the ca- 
pability to provide  lender-of-last-resort 
loans in a timely manner, in accordance with 
its obligations under paragraph (1), but can- 
not do so without advances provided by the 
Secretary under this paragraph. If the Sec- 
retary makes the determinations described 
in the preceding sentence and determines 
that it would be cost-effective to do so, the 
Secretary may provide advances under this 
paragraph to that guaranty agency. If the 
Secretary determines that guaranty agency 
does not have such capability, or will not 
provide such loans in a timely fashion, the 
Secretary may provide such advances to en- 
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able another guaranty agency, that the Sec- 
retary determines to have such capability, to 
make lender-of-last-resort loans to eligible 
borrowers in that State who are experiencing 
loan access problems.“. 
H. R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. ANDREWS 


AMENDMENT No. 16: Page 164, after line 25, 
insert the following new subsection: 

(t) NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF INCOME-SEN- 
SITIVE REPAYMENT OPTION.— 

(1) AMENDMENT.—Section 428 is further 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

“(0) NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF INCOME- 
SENSITIVE REPAYMENT OPTION.—At the time 
of offering a borrower a loan under this part, 
and at the time of offering the borrower the 
option of repaying a loan in accordance with 
this subsection, the lender shall provide the 
borrower with a notice that informs the bor- 
rower, in a form prescribed by the Secretary 
by regulation— 

(J) that all borrowers are eligible for in- 
come-sensitive repayment through loan con- 
solidation under section 428C; 

(2) the procedures by which the borrower 
may elect income-sensitive repayment; and 

(3) where and how the borrower may ob- 
tain additional information concerning in- 
come-sensitive repayment."’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) Section 428(b)(1)(E)(i) is amended by in- 
serting before the semicolon the following: 
“or of repaying the loan in accordance with 
an income-sensitive repayment schedule of- 
fered pursuant to section 4280", 

(B) Section 485(b)(1)(A) is amended— 

(i) by striking and' at the end of clause 
(i); 

(ii) by striking the period at the end of 
clause (ii) and inserting ‘*; and“; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

(ii) the information required to be dis- 
closed by lenders pursuant to section 
428(0).”. 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED BY: MR. ANDREWS 


AMENDMENT NO. 17: Page 164, after line 25, 
insert the following new section (and con- 
form the table of contents accordingly): 

SEC. 417A. ADDITIONAL REDUCTIONS AND BENE- 
FITS. 


(a) LENDER AND HOLDER RISK SHARING.— 
Section 428(b)(1G) (20 U.S.C. 1078(b)(1)(G)) is 
amended by striking 98 percent“ and insert- 
ing 95 percent“. 

(b) INSURANCE PREMIUMS.—Section 
428(b)(1)(H) of such Act is amended— 

(1) by inserting the clause designation 
“(i)” following the subparagraph designa- 
tion; 

(2) by striking “the loan,” and inserting 
“any loan made under section 428 or 428B be- 
fore July 1, 1998,”; and 

(3) after clause (i) (as redesignated by para- 
graph (1)), by adding and“ and the following 
new clause: 

(10 provides that no insurance premiums 
shall be charged to the borrower of any loan 
made under section 428 or 428B on or after 
July 1, 1998;”. 

(c) DIRECT LOAN ORIGINATION FERS.—Sec- 
tion 455(c) (20 U.S.C. 1087e(c)) is amended— 

(1) by striking The Secretary” and insert- 
ing (1) For loans made under this part be- 
fore July 1, 1998, the Secretary”; 

(2) by striking “of a loan made under this 
part”; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

(2) For Federal Direct Stafford/Ford 
Loans made under this part on or after July 
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1, 1998, the Secretary shall charge the bor- 
rower an origination fee of 3.0 percent of the 
principal amount of the loan.“ 

(d) SECRETARY'S EQUITABLE SHARE OF COL- 
LECTIONS.— 

(1) AMENDMENT.—Section 428(c)(6)(A)(ii) (20 
U.S.C. 1078(c)(6)(A)(ii)), as amended by sec- 
tion 412(d)(2)(A), is further amended by strik- 
ing 24 percent” and inserting ‘18.5 per- 
cent”, 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by paragraph (1) of this subsection 
shall be effective with respect to any pay- 
ments made by borrowers on or after October 
1, 1997. 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED BY: MRS. CLAYTON 


AMENDMENT NO. 18: Page 248, line 4, strike 
“and”; on line 10, strike the second period 
and insert; and”, and after line 10 insert 
the following: > 

(7) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

(23) The institution will distribute to 
each student, during registration for enroll- 
ment in its instructional program, the mail 
voter registration application form described 
in section 9(a)(2) of the National Voter Reg- 
istration Act of 1993, unless the student, in 
writing, declines to receive such form.“. 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. EDWARDS 

AMENDMENT NO, 19: In section 271 of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended by 
the manager’s amendment offered by the 
Gentleman from Pennsylvania, strike “and” 
at the end of paragraph (2), strike the period 
at the end of paragraph 93) and insert; 
and”, and after such paragraph 93) insert the 
following new paragraph: 

“(4) to provide competitive grants to 
States for assistance in improving the mana- 
gerial skills of school principals and super- 
intendents. 

In section 273(a) of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965, as amended by the manager's 
amendment offered by the Gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, add at the end the following 
new paragraphs: 

“(7) Developing and implementing effective 
mechanisms to provide principals and super- 
intendents with advanced managerial skills. 

(8) Creating opportunities for school prin- 
cipals and superintendents to further their 
professional development by providing ad- 
vanced managerial skills training. 

H. R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. FARR OF CALIFORNIA 


AMENDMENT No. 20: Insert at the end of sec- 
tion 2711) of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 as amended by the manager’s amend- 
ment offered by the Gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania the following: , such as math, 
science, English, foreign languages, history, 
economics, art, and civics”. 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED BY: MR. FARR OF CALIFORNIA 

AMENDMENT NO. 21: Page 310, strike line 3 
and insert the following (and redesignate the 
succeeding paragraph accordingly): 

(3) in subsection (c)(2)— 

(A) by striking “and” at the end of sub- 
paragraph (E); 

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (F) as 
subparagraph (G); and 

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (E) the 
following new subparagraph: 

(F) professional graduate degrees in 
translation and interpretation; and“; and 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. FOLEY 

AMENDMENT NO. 22: Page 346, after line 24, 
insert the following new part (and conform 
the table of contents accordingly): 
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Part C—General Education Provisions Act 

SEC. 961. ACCESS TO RECORDS CONCERNING 
CRIMES OF VIOLENCE, 

Section 444(h) of the General Education 
Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. 1232g(h)) is amend- 
ed to read as follows: 

“(h) DISCIPLINARY RECORDS.—(1) Nothing in 
this section shall prohibit an educational 
agency or institution from— 

(A) including appropriate information in 
the education record of any student con- 
cerning disciplinary action taken against 
such student for conduct that posed a signifi- 
cant risk to the safety or well-being of that 
student, other students, or other members of 
the school community; or 

“(B) disclosing such information to teach- 
ers and school officials, including teachers 
and school officials in other schools, who 
have legitimate educational interests in the 
behavior of the student. 

(2) Nothing in this section shall prohibit 
any post-secondary educational agency or in- 
stitution from disclosing disciplinary 
records of any kind which contain informa- 
tion that personally identifies a student or 
students who have either admitted to or 
been found to have committed any act, 
which is a crime of violence (as that term is 
defined in section 16 of title 18, United States 
Code), in violation of institutional policy, ei- 
ther as a violation of the law or a specific in- 
stitutional policy, where such records are di- 
rectly related to such misconduct.”’, 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. GORDON 


AMENDMENT NO, 23: Page 53, after line 3, in- 
sert the following new part (and conform the 
table of contents accordingly); 

Part C—Year 2000 Computer Compliance 
SEC. 121. YEAR 2000 AUTHORIZATION. 

To ensure that all computer operations 
and processing including title IV aid proc- 
essing delivery, and administration is pro- 
vided without interruption by the Depart- 
ment of Education beyond December 31, 1999, 
the Secretary of Education shall take each 
of the following actions: 

(1) Publish a risk assessment of the sys- 
tems and hardware under the Department's 
management that has been reviewed by an 
independent audit firm no later than 60 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act and 
to submit such a report to the House and 
Senate authorizing committees. 

(2) Take actions necessary to ensure that 
all internal and external systems and hard- 
ware administered by the Department and 
required for aid processing and administra- 
tion under title IV of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 are Year 2000 compliant to the ex- 
tent necessary to ensure that no business 
interruption occurs. Such actions shall in- 
clude— 

(A) establishing schedules for testing and 
implementing new exchange formats prior to 
1 March 1999 for completing all data ex- 
change corrections; which schedules may in- 
clude national test days that could be used 
for end-to-end testing of critical business 
processes and associated data exchanges af- 
fecting Federal, State, and local govern- 
ments; 

(B) notifying exchange partners of the im- 
plications to the agency and the exchange 
partners if they do not make date conversion 
corrections in time to meet the federal 
schedule for implementing and testing Year 
2000 compliant data exchange processes; 

(C) giving priority to installing the filters 
necessary to prevent the corruption of mis- 
sion-critical systems from data exchanges 
with noncompliant systems; and 
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(D) developing and implementing, as part 
of the Department’s overall business con- 
tinuity and contingency planning efforts, 
specific provision for the data exchanges 
that may fail, including the approaches to be 
used to mitigate operational problems if 
their partners do not make date conversion 
corrections when needed. 

(3) Have a qualified independent audit firm 
review the Department’s Year 2000 system 
and hardware compliance and submit a re- 
port on its review to the Secretary and to 
the chairs of the respective House and Sen- 
ate authorizing committees no later than 
June 30, 1999. 

(4) Convene at least quarterly meetings 
with individuals from the school, student, 
lender, and guarantor communities begin- 
ning 30 days after the date of enactment of 
this act to be responsible— 

(A) for reviewing the risk assessment and 
audit report provided for in paragraphs (1) 
and (3); 

(B) for monitoring the Department’s im- 
plementation of the Year 2000 change; 

(C) for assisting the Department with the 
development of contingency plans for any 
item reported to be noncompliant under 
paragraph (30; 

(D) publishing quarterly reports on imple- 
mentation progress which shall include the 
Department's status in completing key steps 
for data exchanges, such as the percent of ex- 
changes inventoried, assess, for which agree- 
ments have been reached, testing and imple- 
mentation schedules and testing and imple- 
mentation completed; and 

(E) providing such a report to the respec- 
tive House and Senate authorizing commit- 
tees. 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR, GORDON 

AMENDMENT NO, 24: Page 138, beginning on 
line 9, strike subsection (e) through page 139, 
line 9, and insert the following: 

(e) OWNERSHIP OF FEDERAL FUND.—The 
Federal fund of the guaranty agency, and 
nonliquid assets, such as buildings and 
equipment, purchased by the guaranty agen- 
cy, in whole or in part with Federal reserve 
funds, regardless of who holds or controls the 
reserves or assets, shall be considered to be 
the property of the United States and the 
guaranty agency, prorated as to their respec- 
tive ownership based on the percentage of 
such asset acquired with such Federal re- 
serve funds and any other funds, to be used 
by such agency as authorized by this part. 
To the extent that a nonliquid asset was ac- 
quired only in part with Federal reserve 
funds, and the cost of such asset was allo- 
cated between such Federal reserve funds 
and other funds, the Secretary may restrict 
or regulate the use of such asset only to the 
extent necessary to reasonably protect the 
Secretary's prorated share of the value of 
such assets. 

Page 142, after line 22, insert the following 
new paragraph (and redesignate the suc- 
ceeding paragraph accordingly): 

(3) PURCHASE OF NONLIQUID ASSETS.—The 
guaranty agency may use the Operating 
Fund or other non-Federal funds to purchase 
nonliquid assets of the agency originally ac- 
quired, in whole or in part, with Federal re- 
serve funds. Such nonliquid assets may be 
purchased at fair market value, prorated 
based on the percentage of such asset ac- 
quired with Federal reserve funds; except 
that a guaranty agency may not use the Op- 
erating Fund to purchase any such nonliquid 
assets during any period in which funds are 
owed to the Federal Student Loan Reserve 
Fund as a result of a transfer under 422A(f). 
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The prorated purchase amount shall be de- 
posited in the Federal Student Loan Reserve 
Fund of the guaranty agency. 

Page 143, line 5, strike “the due diligence” 
and insert any due diligence”. 

Page 143, line 7, insert before the period 
the following: “which are no more burden- 
some than those regulations in effect upon 
the date of enactment of this section”. 

Page 143, line 14, insert before the period 
the following: which are no more burden- 
some than those regulations in effect upon 
the date of enactment of this section”, 

Page 144, line 3, strike The“ and insert 
“Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the“. 

Page 149, strike line 22 through page 150, 
line 2, and insert following: 


aversion fee. Such fee shall be paid for any 
loan on which a claim for default has not 
been paid that the guaranty agency brings 
into current repayment status on or before 
the 210th day after the loan becomes 60 days 
delinquent. 

Page 150, strike line 6 through line 10, and 
insert the following: 


by the lender. Such fee shall not be paid 
more than once on any loan for which the 
guaranty agency averts the default unless 
the lender filed a default aversion assistance 
request at least 12 months after the borrower 
became current in payments. A guaranty 
agency may 
H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. GORDON 


AMENDMENT NO. 25: Page 154, beginning on 
line 5, strike subparagraph (F) through page 
155, line 19, and insert the following: 

„F) Subject to paragraph (4), the special 
allowances paid pursuant to this subsection 
on loans made on or after July 1, 1998 for 
which the applicable interest rate is deter- 
mined under section 427A(a) shall be com- 
puted— 

“(i) by determining the bond equivalent 
rate of the average of the quotes as reported 
by the Federal Reserve of the 3-month com- 
mercial paper (financial) rate in effect for 
each of the days in the quarter for which the 
rate is being determined; 

(10 by subtracting the applicable interest 
rate on such loan from such applicable bond 
equivalent rate; 

(iich for Stafford loans during any pe- 
riod in which principal need not be paid 
(whether or not such principal is in fact 
paid) by reason of provision described in sec- 
tion 428(b)(1)(M) or 427(a)(2)(C), by adding 1.8 
percent to the resultant percent, (II) for 
Stafford loans during any other periods, by 
adding 2.39 percent to the resultant percent, 
or (III) or PLUS loans, by adding 3.1 percent 
to the resultant percent; and 

“(iv) by dividing the resultant percent by 
4. 

H. R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. HALL OF TEXAS 

AMENDMENT NO. 26: At the appropriate 
place in the bill in Title VIII insert the fol- 
lowing new section: 

SEC. . TEXAS COLLEGE PROVISION. 

The Secretary may not consider audit defi- 
ciencies relating to record keeping with re- 
spect to qualifying students for financial aid 
at Texas College, located in Tyler, Texas, for 
academic years prior to academic year 1994- 
1995 in determining whether Texas College 
complies with the financial responsibility 
and administrative capacity standards under 
Section 498 of the Higher Education Act of 
1965, if Texas College has made a good faith 
effort to furnish records to the Department 
with respect to such audits. 
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H.R. 6 

OFFERED By: MS. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS 

AMENDMENT NO, 27: Page 136, line 19 add 
the following new section: 

TITLE IV—GUARANTY AGENCY 
REFORMS 
SEC. 413. GUARANTY AGENCY REFORMS. 

Directs the Secretary to conduct a study 
to investigate to what extent the actions of 
the lenders and the guarantors impact upon 
the default rates of student borrowers as it 
relates to the servicing of the loans or the 
due diligence of the loan. 

H.R. 6 

OFFERED By: Ms. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS 

AMENDMENT NO. 28: Page 149, line 13, strike 
“60th” and insert 120th“. 

Page 150, line 2, strike 60 days“ and insert 
120 days”. 

H.R. 6 

OFFERED By: MS. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS 

AMENDMENT NO. 29: Page 182, line 14, strike 
the close quotation marks and following pe- 
riod and after such line insert the following 
new paragraph: 

“(7) AUTHORITY OF THE SECRETARY TO AS- 
SIST DISTRESSED INSTITUTION.—The Sec- 
retary is authorized to provide administra- 
tive, fiscal, management, strategic planning, 
and technical assistance through a qualified 
third-party consultant identified by the in- 
stitution or an organization representing 
such institutions. Institutions eligible for 
such assistance include those institutions 
which qualify for the exemption in para- 
graph (2)C)(i), (ii), and (iii) of this sub- 
section, or which have submitted a default 
management plan under paragraph (5) which 
has been accepted by the Secretary. 

H.R. 6 

OFFERED By: Ms. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS 

AMENDMENT NO. 30: Page 270, after line 16, 
insert the following new section: 

SEC. 480. RELIEF FROM OBLIGATION. 

To the extent authorized in advance in an 
appropriation Act, the Secretary may, in 
settlement of claims found or arising under 
audits and program reviews under title IV of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965, forgive the 
obligations to pay such claims of Texas 
Southern University relating to the adminis- 
tration of programs under such title, subject 
to such terms and conditions as Secretary 
may require with respect to conduct of pro- 
grams under such title on and after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

H.R. 6 

OFFERED By: MS. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS 

AMENDMENT No. 31: at the end of the bill, 
add the following new title: 

TITLE XII-EARLY DYSLEXIA 
DETECTION 
SEC. 1202. EARLY DYSLEXIA DETECTION. 

Directs the Secretary to conduct a study 
and submit a report to the Congress on 
methods for identifying students with dys- 
lexia early in their educational training, and 
conduct such study in conjunction with the 
National Academy of Sciences. 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MRS. KELLY 

AMENDMENT NO. 32: Page 128, line 12, strike 
the close quotation marks and following pe- 
riod and after such line insert the following 
new chapter: 

“CHAPTER 6—PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICER 

MEMORIAL SCHOLARSHIPS 
“SEC. 411A. SCHOLARSHIPS AUTHORIZED. 
(a) IN GENERAL.— 
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(J) SCHOLARSHIP AWARDS.—The Secretary 
is authorized to award a scholarship to— 

(A) any eligible applicant who is attend- 
ing, or who has been accepted for attendance 
at, any eligible institution providing instruc- 
tion for one or more of grades kindergarten 
through 12; or 

(B) any eligible applicant who is enrolled, 
or has been accepted for enrollment, in an el- 
igible institution as a full-time or part-time 
post-secondary level student. 

0) APPLICATION.—To receive a scholarship 
award under this chapter, each eligible appli- 
cant shall submit an application to the Sec- 
retary in such time and manner as may be 
determined appropriate by the Secretary, ac- 
companied by a certification from the head 
of the agency that employed the public safe- 
ty officer to whom the applicant was married 
(in the case of a surviving spouse), or with 
whom the applicant was living or from whom 
the applicant was receiving support con- 
tributions (in the case of a dependent child), 
stating that such officer died as a result of 
the performance of the officer’s official du- 
ties. 

“(b) MAXIMUM AWARD.— 

SCE) ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 
AWARDS.—For any academic year, the max- 
imum amount of a scholarship award under 
this section for a kindergarten or elemen- 
tary or secondary school student may equal, 
but not exceed, the lesser of the following: 

(A) The average per pupil expenditure for 
elementary and secondary education of the 
local educational agency for the geographic 
area in which the eligible applicant resides. 

„B) The actual cost to the student for at- 
tendance at the school, including expenses 
such as tuition, fees, books, transportation 
costs, and other related expenses determined 
by the Secretary. 

(2) POSTSECONDARY AWARDS.—For any 
academic year, the maximum amount of a 
scholarship award under this section for a 
postsecondary student may equal, but not 
exceed, the lesser of the following: 

(A) The average cost of attendance (as de- 
fined in section 472), at a State university in 
the State in which the student resides, for a 
State resident carrying the same academic 
workload as the student, with the same num- 
ber of dependents as the student, and resid- 
ing in the same type of housing as the stu- 
dent. 

(B) The actual cost of attendance (as de- 
fined in section 472) of such student. 

(e AWARD PERIOD.—The duration of each 
award under this chapter— 

(1) for a kindergarten or elementary or 
secondary school student, shall be the period 
of time normally required for the completion 
of a high school diploma by a student in the 
grade that the recipient is in at the time the 
award commences; and 

(2) for a postsecondary student, shall be 
the lesser of— 

(A) the time actually required by the stu- 
dent to complete a course of study and ob- 
tain a diploma; and 

(B) 6 years in the case of a student en- 
gaged in undergraduate studies and 3 years 
in the case of a student engaged in post- 
graduate studies. 

(d) NOTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
notify the recipient and the eligible institu- 
tion of the applicant’s selection for receipt 
of an award under this chapter, the condi- 
tions pertaining to award eligibility and con- 
tinuance. 

(e) FISCAL AGENT.—The Secretary shall, if 
practicable, use the eligible institution as 
fiscal agent for payment of an award. 

“SEC. 411B. ADDITIONAL AWARD REQUIREMENTS. 

A student awarded a scholarship grant 
under this chapter, as a condition for initial 
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receipt of such award and periodically there- 
after as a condition for its continuation, 
shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the 
Secretary that the student is— 

(J) maintaining satisfactory progress in 
the course of study the student is pursuing— 

„(A) in the case of a kindergarten or ele- 
mentary or secondary school student, as de- 
termined by the Secretary; and 

„(B) in the case of a postsecondary stu- 
dent, consistent with section 484(c); 

“(2) committed to remaining drug-free; and 

(3) attending class on a regular basis as to 
not interfere with normal course of studies 
except for excused absence for vacation, ill- 
ness, military service and such other periods 
deemed good cause by the eligible institu- 
tion or the Secretary. 

“SEC, 411C. AGREEMENTS WITH ELIGIBLE INSTI- 
TUTIONS. 

For the purposes of this chapter, the Sec- 
retary is authorized to enter into agree- 
ments with eligible institutions in which any 
student receiving a scholarship award under 
this chapter has enrolled or has been accept- 
ed for enrollment. Each such agreement 
shall— 

(1) provide that an eligible institution 
will cooperate with the Secretary in car- 
rying out the provisions of this chapter, in- 
cluding the provision of information nec- 
essary for a student to satisfy the require- 
ments in section 411B; 

(2) provide that the institution will con- 
duct a periodic review to determine whether 
students enrolled and receiving scholarship 
awards continue to be entitled to payments 
under this chapter and will notify the Sec- 
retary of the results of such reviews; and 

(3) provide for control and accounting 
procedures as may be necessary to assure 
proper disbursements and accounting of 
funds paid under to the institution under 
section 411A(e). 

“SEC. 411D. DEFINITIONS. 

In this chapter: 

(1) DEPENDENT CHILD.—The term ‘depend- 
ent child’ means a child who is either living 
with or receiving regular support contribu- 
tions from a public safety officer at the time 
of the officer’s death, including a stepchild 
or an adopted child. 

‘(2) ELIGIBLE APPLICANT.—The term ‘eligi- 
ble applicant’ means a person residing in a 
State who is— 

(A) a surviving spouse; or 

“(B) a dependent child. 

(3) ELIGIBLE INSTITUTION.—The term ‘eli- 
gible institution’ means a public or private 
kindergarten or elementary or secondary 
school, or any institution defined in section 
435(a), if the kindergarten, school, or institu- 
tion— 

(A) is located in a State; and 

(B) complies with the antidiscrimination 
provisions of section 601 of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 and does not discriminate on the 
basis of race. 

(4) PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICERS.—The term 
‘public safety officer’ means a person serving 
a public agency of a State or of a unit of gen- 
eral local government, with or without com- 
pensation, as— 

() a law enforcement officer, including a 
corrections or a court officer engaged in— 

“(i) apprehending or attempting to appre- 
hend any person— 

(J) for the commission of a criminal act; 
or 

(I) who at the time was sought as a ma- 
terial witness in a criminal proceeding; or 

“di) protecting or guarding a person held 
for the commission of a criminal act, or held 
as a material witness in connection with a 
criminal act; or 
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„(ii) lawfully preventing of, or lawfully 
attempting to prevent the commission of, a 
criminal act or an apparent criminal act in 
the performance of his official duty; or 

(B) a firefighter. 

“(5) SURVIVING SPOUSE.—The term ‘sur- 
viving spouse’ means the legally married 
husband or wife of a public safety officer at 
the time of the officer’s death. 

“(6) UNIT OF GENERAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT.— 
The term ‘unit of general local government’ 
means any city, country, township, town, 
borough, parish, village, or any other general 
purpose subdivision of a State, or any Indian 
tribe which the Secretary of the Interior de- 
termines performs law enforcement func- 
tions."’. 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED BY: MRS. KELLY 

AMENDMENT 33: Page 128, line 12, strike the 
close quotation marks and following period 
and after such line insert the following new 
chapter: 

“CHAPTER 6—PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICER 

MEMORIAL SCHOLARSHIPS, 
“SEC, 411A. SCHOLARSHIPS AUTHORIZED. 

„(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) SCHOLARSHIP AWARDS,—The Secretary 
is authorized to award a scholarship to any 
eligible applicant who is enrolled, or has 
been accepted for enrollment, in an eligible 
institution as a full-time or part-time post- 
secondary level student. 

(2) APPLICATION.—To receive a scholarship 
award under this chapter, each eligible appli- 
cant shall submit an application to the Sec- 
retary in such time and manner as may be 
determined appropriate by the Secretary, ac- 
companied by a certification from the head 
of the agency that employed the public safe- 
ty officer to whom the applicant was married 
(in the case of a surviving spouse), or with 
whom the applicant was living or from whom 
the applicant was receiving support con- 
tributions (in the case of a dependent child), 
stating that such officer died as a result of 
the performance of the officer’s official du- 
ties. 

“(b) MAXIMUM AWARD.—For any academic 
year, the maximum amount of a scholarship 
award under this section for a postsecondary 
student may equal, but not exceed, the lesser 
of the following: 

(1) The average cost of attendance (as de- 
fined in section 472), at a State university in 
the State in which the student resides, for a 
State resident carrying the same academic 
workload as the student, with the same num- 
ber of dependents as the student, and resid- 
ing in the same type of housing as the stu- 
dent. 

(2) The actual cost of attendance (as de- 
fined in section 472) of such student. 

(e AWARD PERIOD.—The duration of each 
award under this chapter for a postsecondary 
student, shall be the lesser of— 

(I) the time actually required by the stu- 
dent to complete a course of study and ob- 
tain a diploma; and 

“(2) 6 years in the case of a student en- 
gaged in undergraduate studies and 3 years 
in the case of a student engaged in post- 
graduate studies. 

(d) NOTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
notify the recipient and the eligible institu- 
tion of the applicant’s selection for receipt 
of an award under this chapter, the condi- 
tions pertaining to award eligibility and con- 
tinuance. 

(e) FISCAL AGENT.—The Secretary shall, if 
practicable, use the eligible institution as 
fiscal agent for payment of an award. 

“SEC. 411B. ADDITIONAL AWARD REQUIREMENTS. 

A student awarded a scholarship grant 
under this chapter, as a condition for initial 
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receipt of such award and periodically there- 
after as a condition for its continuation, 
shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the 
Secretary that the student is— 

(J) maintaining satisfactory progress in 
the course of study the student is pursuing 
consistent with section 484(c); 

(2) committed to remaining drug-free; and 

() attending class on a regular basis as to 
not interfere with normal course of studies 
except for excused absence for vacation, ill- 
ness, military service and such other periods 
deemed good cause by the eligible institu- 
tion or the Secretary. 

“SEC. 411C. AGREEMENTS WITH ELIGIBLE INSTI- 
TUTIONS. 

For the purposes of this chapter, the Sec- 
retary is authorized to enter into agree- 
ments with eligible institutions in which any 
student receiving a scholarship award under 
this chapter has enrolled or has been accept- 
ed for enrollment. Each such agreement 
shall— 

J) provide that an eligible institution 
will cooperate with the Secretary in car- 
rying out the provisions of this chapter, in- 
cluding the provision of information nec- 
essary for a student to satisfy the require- 
ments in section 411B; 

“(2) provide that the institution will con- 
duct a periodic review to determine whether 
students enrolled and receiving scholarship 
awards continue to be entitled to payments 
under this chapter and will notify the Sec- 
retary of the results of such reviews; and 

(3) provide for control and accounting 
procedures as may be necessary to assure 
proper disbursements and accounting of 
funds paid under to the institution under 
section 411A(e). 

“SEC. 411D. DEFINITIONS. 

In this chapter: 

) DEPENDENT CHILD.—The term ‘depend- 
ent child’ means a child who is either living 
with or receiving regular support contribu- 
tions from a public safety officer at the time 
of the officer’s death, including a stepchild 
or an adopted child. 

(2) ELIGIBLE APPLICANT.—The term ‘eligi- 
ble applicant’ means a person residing in a 
State who is— 

(A) a surviving spouse; or 

(B) a dependent child. 

*(3) ELIGIBLE INSTITUTION.—The term ‘eli- 
gible institution’ means an eligible institu- 
tion as defined in section 435(a) that— 

(A) is located in a State; and 

“(B) complies with the antidiscrimination 
provisions of section 601 of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 and does not discriminate on the 
basis of race. 

“(4) PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICER.—The term 
‘public safety officer’ means a person serving 
a public agency of a State or of a unit of gen- 
eral local government, with or without com- 
pensation, as— 

(A) a law enforcement officer, including a 
corrections or a court officer engaged in— 

(i) apprehending or attempting to appre- 
hend of any person— 

(J) for the commission of a criminal act; 
or 

(I) who at the time was sought as a ma- 
terial witness in a criminal proceeding; or 

“(ii) protecting or guarding a person held 
for the commission of a criminal act, or held 
as a material witness in connection with a 
criminal act; or 

“dii) lawfully preventing of, or lawfully 
attempting to prevent the commission of, a 
criminal act or an apparent criminal act in 
the performance of his official duty; or 

(B) a firefighter. 

(5) SURVIVING SPOUSH.—The term sur- 
viving spouse’ means the legally married 
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husband or wife of a public safety officer at 
the time of the officer’s death. 

(6) UNIT OF GENERAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT.— 
The term ‘unit of general local government’ 
means any city, county, township, town, bor- 
ough, parish, village, or any other general 
purpose subdivision of a State, or any Indian 
tribe which the Secretary of the Interior de- 
termines performs law enforcement func- 
tions.“ 


H. R. 6 


OFFERED By: MR. KENNEDY OF 
MASSACHUSETTS 


AMENDMENT NO. 34: Page 33, after line 10, 
insert the following new section (and redes- 
ignate the succeeding section and conform 
the table of contents accordingly): 

SEC. 103. NATIONAL RECOGNITION AWARDS. 

Section 111, as redesignated by section 
101(a)(3)(E), is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

(e) NATIONAL RECOGNITION AWARDS.— 

(I) AWARDS.—For the purpose of providing 
models of alcohol and drug abuse prevention 
and education (including treatment-referral) 
programs in higher education and to focus 
national attention on exemplary alcohol and 
drug abuse prevention efforts, the Secretary 
of Education shall, on an annual basis, make 
10 National Recognition Awards to institu- 
tions of higher education that have devel- 
oped and implemented effective alcohol and 
drug abuse prevention and education pro- 
grams. Such awards shall be made at a cere- 
mony in Washington, D.C. and a document 
describing the programs of those who receive 
the awards shall be distributed nationally. 

(2) APPLICATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A national recognition 
award shall be made under paragraph (1) to 
institutions of higher education which have 
applied for such award. Such an application 
shall contain— 

) a clear description of the goals and ob- 
jectives of the alcohol and drug abuse pro- 
grams of the institution applying, 

“(ii) a description of program activities 
that focus on alcohol and other drug policy 
issues, policy development, modification, or 
refinement, policy dissemination and imple- 
mentation, and policy enforcement; 

(i a description of activities that en- 
courage student and employee participation 
and involvement in both activity develop- 
ment and implementation; 

(iv) the objective criteria used to deter- 
mine the effectiveness of the methods used 
in such programs and the means used to 
evaluate and improve the program efforts; 

“(v) a description of special initiatives 
used to reduce high-risk behavior or increase 
low risk behavior, or both; and 

(v a description of coordination and net- 
working efforts that exist in the community 
in which the institution is located for pur- 
poses of such programs. 

“(B) ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA—AlIl institu- 
tions of higher education which are two- and 
four-year colleges and universities that have 
established a drug and alcohol prevention 
and education program are eligible to apply 
for a National Recognition Award. To re- 
ceive such an Award an institution of higher 
education must be nominated to receive it. 
An institution of higher education may 
nominate itself or be nominated by others 
such as professional associations or student 
organizations. 

“(C) APPLICATION REVIEW.—The Secretary 
of Education shall appoint a committee to 
review applications submitted under sub- 
paragraph (A). The committee may include 
representatives of Federal departments or 
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agencies whose programs include alcohol and 
drug abuse prevention and education efforts, 
directors or heads (or their representatives) 
of professional associations that focus on 
prevention efforts, and non-Federal sci- 
entists who have backgrounds in social 
science evaluation and research method- 
ology and in education. Decisions of the 
committee shall be made directly to the Sec- 
retary without review by any other entity in 
the Department of Education. 

D) REVIEW CRITERIA.—Specific review cri- 
teria shall be developed by the Secretary in 
conjunction with the appropriate experts. In 
reviewing applications under subparagraph 
(C) the committee shall consider— 

“(i) measures of effectiveness of the pro- 
gram of the applicant that should include 
changes in the campus alcohol and other 
drug environment or climate and changes in 
alcohol and other drug use before and after 
the initiation of the program; and 

“(ii) measures of program institutionaliza- 
tion, including an assessment of needs of the 
institution, the institution’s alcohol and 
drug policies, staff and faculty development 
activities, drug prevention criteria, student, 
faculty, and campus community involve- 
ment, and a continuation of the program 
after the cessation of external funding. 

(3) AUTHORIZATION.—For the implementa- 
tion of the awards program under this sub- 
section, there are authorized to be appro- 
priated $25,000 for fiscal year 1998, $66,000 for 
each of the fiscal years 1999 and 2000, and 
$72,000 for each of the fiscal years 2001, 2002, 
2003, and 2004.“ 

H. R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. KENNEDY OF 
MASSACHUSETTS 

AMENDMENT No. 35: Page 33, after line 10, 
insert the following new section (and redes- 
ignate the succeeding section and conform 
the table of contents accordingly): 

SEC. 103. GRANTS AND CONTRACTS FOR DRUG 
AND ALCOHOL ABUSE PREVENTION. 

(a) GRANT AND CONTRACT AUTHORITY.—Sec- 
tion 111, as redesignated by section 
101(a)(3)(E), is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

“(e)(1) The Secretary may make grants to 
institutions of higher education or consortia 
of such institutions and contracts with such 
institutions and other organizations to de- 
velop, implement, operate, improve, and dis- 
seminate programs of prevention, and edu- 
cation (including treatment-referral) to re- 
duce and eliminate the illegal use of drugs 
and alcohol and their associated violence. 
Such contracts may also be used for the sup- 
port of a higher education center for alcohol 
and drug abuse prevention which will provide 
training, technical assistance, evaluation, 
dissemination and associated services and 
assistance to the higher education commu- 
nity as defined by the Secretary and the in- 
stitutions of higher education. 

(2) Grants and contracts shall be made 
available under paragraph (1) on a competi- 
tive basis. An institution of higher edu- 
cation, a consortium of such institutions, or 
other organizations which desire to receive a 
grant or contract under paragraph (1) shall 
submit an application to the Secretary at 
such time, in such manner, and containing 
or accompanied by such information as the 
Secretary may reasonably require by regula- 
tion. 

(3) The Secretary shall make every effort 
to ensure— 

(A) the equitable participation of private 
and public institutions of higher education 
(including community and junior colleges), 
and 
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„(B) the equitable geographic participation 
of such institutions, 
in grants and contracts under paragraph (1). 
In the award of such grants and contracts, 
the Secretary shall give appropriate consid- 
eration to institutions of higher education 
with limited enrollment. 

“(4) There are authorized to be appro- 
priated to carry out this subsection $5,000,000 
for fiscal year 1999 and such sums as may be 
necessary for each of the 4 succeeding fiscal 
years.”. 

(b) REPEAL.—Section 4122 of the Elemen- 
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 7132) is repealed. 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. KENNEDY OF 
MASSACHUSETTS 

AMENDMENT NO, 36: Page 123, after line 13, 
insert the following chapter (and redesignate 
the succeeding chapters accordingly): 

“CHAPTER 5—PUBLIC INFORMATION 
“SEC. 409A. DATABASE AND INFORMATION LINE. 

“From the funds available under section 
409C, the Secretary shall award a contract to 
maintain and improve— 

“(1) a computerized database of all public 
and private student financial assistance pro- 
grams, to be accessible to schools and librar- 
ies through either modems or toll-free tele- 
phone lines; and 

(2) a toll-free information line, including 
access by telecommunications devices for 
the deaf (“TDD’s’), to provide individualized 
financial assistance information to parents, 
students, and other individuals, including in- 
dividuals with disabilities, and to refer stu- 
dents with disabilities and their families to 
the postsecondary clearinghouse that is au- 
thorized under section 633(c) of the Individ- 
uals with Disabilities Education Act. 

“SEC. 409B. COLLEGE AWARENESS INFORMATION 
PROGRAM. 

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORITY.—The Secretary 
is authorized to make grants to, and enter 
into contracts or cooperative agreements 
with, institutions of higher education and 
other public and private institution, agen- 
cies, and organizations— 

(J) to conduct an information program de- 
signed— 

“(A) to broaden the early awareness of 
postsecondary educational opportunities by 
elementary secondary school students and 
their parents; and 

(B) to encourage economically disadvan- 
taged, minority, or at-risk individuals to 
seek higher education, and to seek higher 
education and financial assistance coun- 
seling at public schools and libraries; and 

“(2) to disseminate college awareness in- 
formation and related data, including estab- 
lishment and maintenance of an electronic 
site for such information and data. 

“(b) CONTENTS OF MESSAGES.—Announce- 
ments and messages supported under this 
section— 

(J) may be specially designed for students 
of limited English proficiency, 

(2) shall publicize— 

„(A) the availability of Federal student as- 
sistance under this Act; 

(B) the importance of postsecondary edu- 
cation in long-term career planning; and 

“(C) the need and necessity to complete a 
secondary education program successfully in 
order to meet the requirements for college. 

(e INFORMING CONGRESS.—The Secretary 
shall keep the appropriate committees of the 
Congress informed with respect to the efforts 
made pursuant to this section and shall rec- 
ommend any additional legislative authority 
that will serve the purposes of this section. 
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“SEC, 409C, DATABASE AND INFORMATION LINE. 
“There are authorized to be appropriated 
$15,000,000 for fiscal year 1999 and such sums 
as may be necessary for each of the 4 suc- 
ceeding fiscal years to carry out this chap- 
ter.” 
H.R. 6 


OFFERED BY: MR. KENNEDY OF 
MASSACHUSETTS 

AMENDMENT No. 37: Page 128, line 12, strike 
the close quotation marks and following pe- 
riod and after such line insert the following 
new chapter: 

“Chapter 6—Paul E. Tsongas Fellowships 
“SEC, 411A. SHORT TITLE. 

This chapter may be cited as the Paul E. 
Tsongas Fellowship Act’. 

“SEC. 411B. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. 

“It is the purpose of this chapter to en- 
courage individuals of exceptional achieve- 
ment and promise, especially members of 
traditionally underrepresented groups, to 
pursue careers in fields that confront the 
global energy and environmental challenges 
of the 21st century. 

“SEC. 4110. DOCTORAL FELLOWSHIPS AUTHOR- 


(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary 
of Education, in consultation with the Sec- 
retary of Energy, is authorized to award doc- 
toral fellowships, to be known as Paul E. 
Tsongas Doctoral Fellowships, in accordance 
with the provisions of this chapter for study 
and research in fields of science or engineer- 
ing that relate to energy or the environment 
such as physics, mathematics, chemistry, bi- 
ology, computer science, materials science, 
environmental science, behavioral science, 
and social sciences at institutions proposed 
by applicants for such fellowships. 

(b) PERIOD OF AWARD.—A fellowship under 
this section shall be awarded for a period of 
three succeeding academic years, beginning 
with the commencement of a program of doc- 
toral study. 

(c FELLOWSHIP PORTABILITY.—Each Fel- 
low shall be entitled to use the fellowship in 
a graduate program at any accredited insti- 
tution of higher education in which the re- 
cipient may decide to enroll, 

“(d) NUMBER OF FELLOWSHIPS.—AS many 
fellowships as may be fully funded according 
to this chapter shall be awarded each year. 

(e) DESIGNATION OF FRLLOWS.— Each indi- 
vidual awarded a fellowship under this chap- 
ter shall be known as a ‘Paul E. Tsongas Fel- 
low’ (hereinafter in this chapter referred to 
as a ‘Fellow’). 

“SEC. 411D. ELIGIBILITY AND SELECTION OF FEL- 
LOWS. 

(a) ELIGIBILITY.—Only United States citi- 
zens are eligible to receive awards under this 
chapter. 

“(b) FELLOWSHIP BOARD.— 

(I) APPOINTMENT.—The Secretary, in con- 
sultation with the Director of the National 
Science Foundation, shall appoint a Paul E. 
Tsongas Fellowship Board (hereinafter in 
this part referred to as the Board') con- 
sisting of 5 representatives of the academic 
science and engineering communities who 
are especially qualified to serve on the 
Board. The Secretary shall assure that indi- 
viduals appointed to the Board are broadly 
knowledgeable about and have experience in 
graduate education in relevant fields. 

02) DuTIES.—The Board shall— 

() establish general policies for the pro- 
gram established by this part and oversee its 
operation; 

(B) establish general criteria for awarding 
fellowships; 

() award fellowships; and 
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„D) prepare and submit to the Congress at 
least once in every 3-year period a report on 
any modifications in the program that the 
Board determines are appropriate. 

“(4) TerM.—The term of office of each 
member of the Board shall be 3 years, except 
that any member appointed to fill a vacancy 
shall serve for the remainder of the term for 
which the predecessor of the member was ap- 
pointed. No member may serve for a period 
in excess of 6 years. 

(5) INITIAL MEETING; VACANCY.—The Sec- 
retary shall call the first meeting of the 
Board, at which the first order of business 
shall be the election of a Chairperson and a 
Vice Chairperson, who shall serve until 1 
year after the date of their appointment. 
Thereafter each officer shall be elected for a 
term of 2 years. In case a vacancy occurs in 
either office, the Board shall elect an indi- 
vidual from among the members of the Board 
to fill such vacancy. 

**(6) QUORUM; ADDITIONAL MERTINGS.—(A) A 
majority of the members of the Board shall 
constitute a quorum. 

“(B) The Board shall meet at least once a 
year or more frequently, as may be nec- 
essary, to carry out its responsibilities. 

“(7) COMPENSATION.—Members of the 
Board, while serving on the business of the 
Board, shall be entitled to receive compensa- 
tion at rates fixed by the Secretary, but not 
exceeding the rate of basic pay payable for 
level IV of the Executive Schedule, including 
traveltime, and while so serving away from 
their homes or regular places of business, 
they may be allowed travel expenses, includ- 
ing per diem in lieu of subsistence, as au- 
thorized by section 5703 of title 5, United 
States Code, for persons in Government serv- 
ice employed intermittently. 

“(c) UNDERREPRESENTED GROUPS.—In de- 
signing selection criteria and awarding fel- 
lowships, the Board shall— 

(J) consider the need to prepare a larger 
number of women and individuals from mi- 
nority groups, especially from among such 
groups that have been traditionally under- 
represented in the professional and academic 
fields referred to in section 411B, but nothing 
contained in this or any other provision of 
this chapter shall be interpreted to require 
the Secretary to grant any preference or dis- 
parate treatment to the members of any 
underrepresented group; and 

“(2) take into account the need to expand 
access by women and minority groups to ca- 
reers heretofore lacking adequate represen- 
tation of women and minority groups. 

“SEC. 411E. PAYMENTS, STIPENDS, TUITION, AND 
EDUCATION AWARDS. 

(a) AMOUNT OF AWARD.— 

(J) STIPENDS.—The Secretary shall pay to 
each individual awarded a fellowship under 
this chapter a stipend in the amount of 
$15,000, $16,500, and 818.000 during the first, 
second, and third years of study, respec- 
tively. 

“(2) TulTION.—The Secretary shall pay to 
the appropriate institution an amount ade- 
quate to cover the tuition, fees, and health 
insurance of each individual awarded a fel- 
lowship under this chapter. 

“(3) ADMINISTRATIVE AND TRAVEL ALLOW- 
ANCE.—The Secretary shall pay to each host 
institution an annual $5,000 allowance for 
the purpose of covering— 

“(A) administrative expenses; 

„(B) travel expenses associated with Fel- 
low participation in academic seminars or 
conferences approved by the host institution; 
and 

“(C) round-trip travel expenses associated 
with Fellow participation in the internship 
required by section 411F of this chapter. 
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“SEC. 411F. REQUIREMENT. 

Each Fellow shall participate in a 3-month 
internship related to the dissertation topic 
of the Fellow at a national laboratory or 
equivalent industrial laboratory as approved 
by the host institution. 

“SEC. 411G. FELLOWSHIP CONDITIONS. 

(a) ACADEMIC PROGRESS REQUIRED.—No 
student shall receive support pursuant to an 
award under this chapter— 

(J) except during periods in which such 
student is maintaining satisfactory progress 
in, and devoting essentially full time to, 
study or research in the field in which such 
fellowship was awarded, or 

“(2) if the student is engaging in gainful 
employment other than part-time employ- 
ment involved in teaching, research, or simi- 
lar activities determined by the institution 
to be in support of the student’s progress to- 
ward a degree. 

(b) REPORTS FROM RECIPIENTS.—The Sec- 
retary is authorized to require reports con- 
taining such information in such form and 
filed at such times as the Secretary deter- 
mines necessary from any person awarded a 
fellowship under the provisions of this chap- 
ter. The reports shall be accompanied by a 
certificate from an appropriate official at 
the institution of higher education, or other 
research center, stating that such individual 
is fulfilling the requirements of this section. 

“(c) FAILURE TO EARN DEGREE.—A recipi- 
ent of a fellowship under this chapter found 
by the Secretary to have failed in or aban- 
doned the course of study for which assist- 
ance was provided under this chapter may be 
required, at the discretion of the Secretary, 
to repay a pro rata amount of such fellow- 
ship assistance received, plus interest and, 
where applicable, reasonable collection fees, 
on a schedule and at a rate of interest to be 
prescribed by the Secretary by regulations 
issued pursuant to this chapter. 

“SEC. 411H. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated for 
this chapter $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1999 and 
such sums as may be necessary for each of 
the 4 succeeding fiscal years. 

“SEC, 411L APPLICATION OF GENERAL EDU- 
CATIONAL PROVISIONS ACT. 

Section 421 of the General Educational 
Provisions Act, pertaining to the avail- 
ability of funds, shall apply to this chapter. 
“SEC. 4113. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this chapter— 

() The term Secretary“ means the Sec- 
retary of Education. 

(2) The term host institution” means an 
institution where a Paul E. Tsongas Fellow 
is enrolled for the purpose of pursuing doc- 
toral studies for which support is provided 
under this chapter.“ 

H.R. 6 


OFFERED By: MR. KENNEDY OF 
MASSACHUSETTS 


AMENDMENT NO. 38: Page 260, after line 17, 
insert the following new section (and con- 
form the table of contents accordingly): 

SEC. 475, SENSE OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA- 


It is the sense of the House of Representa- 
tives that, in an effort to change the culture 
of alcohol consumption on college campuses, 
all college and university administrators 
should adopt the following code of principles: 

(1) For an institution of higher education, 
the president of the institution shall appoint 
a task force consisting of school administra- 
tors, faculty, students, Greek system rep- 
resentatives, and others to conduct a full ex- 
amination of student and academic life at 
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the institution. The task force will make 
recommendations for a broad range of policy 
and program changes that would serve to re- 
duce alcohol and other drug-related prob- 
lems. The institution shall provide resources 
to assist the task force in promoting the 
campus policies and proposed environmental 
changes that have been identified. 

(2) The institution shall provide maximum 
opportunities for students to live in an alco- 
hol-free environment and to engage in stim- 
ulating, alcohol-free recreational and leisure 
activities. 

(3) The institution shall enforce a zero 
tolerance” policy on the illegal consumption 
and binge drinking of alcohol by its students 
and will take steps to reduce the opportuni- 
ties for students, faculty, staff, and alumni 
to legally consume alcohol on campus. 

(4) The institution shall vigorously enforce 
its code of disciplinary sanctions for those 
who violate campus alcohol policies. Stu- 
dents with alcohol or other drug-related 
problems shall be referred to an on-campus 
counseling program. 

(5) The institution shall adopt a policy to 
discourage alcoholic beverage-related spon- 
sorship of on-campus activities. It shall 


adopt policies limiting the advertisement 


and promotion of alcoholic beverages on 
campus. 

(6) Recognizing that school-centered poli- 
cies on alcohol will be unsuccessful if local 
businesses sell alcohol to underage or intoxi- 
cated students, the institution shall form a 
“Town/Gown” alliance with community 
leaders. That alliance shall encourage local 
commercial establishments that promote or 
sell alcoholic beverages to curtail illegal stu- 
dent access to alcohol and adopt responsible 
alcohol marketing and service practices. 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. KLINK 


AMENDMENT NO. 39: Page 164, after line 25, 
insert the following new subsection: 

(t) NOTICE TO INSTITUTIONS OF DEFAULTS.— 

(1) ADMINISTRATIVE AND FISCAL PROCE- 
DURES.—Section 428(c)(2)(A) is amended by 
striking proof that reasonable attempts 
were made“ and inserting proof that the in- 
stitution and the State licensing board were 
contacted and other reasonable attempts 
were made“ 

(2) REIMBURSEMENT.—Section 428(c)(2)(G) 
(20 U.S.C. 1078(c)(2)(G)) is amended by strik- 
ing “certifies to the Secretary that diligent 
attempts have been made“ and inserting 
“demonstrates to the Secretary that diligent 
attempts, including direct contact with the 
institution and the State licensing board, 
have been made.“. 

(3) NOTICE TO SECRETARY AND PAYMENT OF 
Loss.—The third sentence of section 430(a) 
(20 U.S.C. 1080(a)) is amended by inserting 
“the institution and the State licensing 
board were contacted and other” after sub- 
mit proof that“. 


H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. KLINK 


AMENDMENT NO. 40: Page 177, after line 1, 
insert the following new subparagraph (and 
redesignate the succeeding subparagraphs 
accordingly): 

(A) by striking “for the fiscal year for 
which the determination is made and for the 
two succeeding fiscal years“ and inserting 
“for the period determined under subpara- 
graph (D)“; 

Page 177, after line 14, insert the following 
new paragraph (and redesignate the suc- 
ceeding paragraphs accordingly): 

(3) by adding at the end of paragraph (2) 
the following new subparagraph: 
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“(D) An institution that is ineligible to 
participate pursuant to a determination 
under subparagraph (A) shall be ineligible 
for a period beginning with the fiscal year 
for which the determination is made and 
ending on the earlier of— 

“(i) the expiration of the two succeeding 
fiscal years; or 

“(ii) the date on which the final cohort de- 
fault rates published with respect to such in- 
stitution are less than the threshold percent- 
age specified in subparagraph (B) for any two 
of the three most recent fiscal years for 
which data are available.“: 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. KLUG 


AMENDMENT NO. 41: Page 161, after line 9, 
insert the following new subsection (and re- 
designate the succeeding subsections accord- 
ingly): 

(j) DELAY IN COMMENCEMENT OF REPAYMENT 
PERIOD.—Section 428(b)(7) is amended by in- 
serting after subparagraph (C) the following 
new subparagraph: 

„D) There shall be excluded from the 6 
months determined under subparagraph 
(AXi) any period during which the student 
was called or ordered to active duty in a re- 
serve component of the Armed Forces of the 
United States.“. 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. LIVINGSTON 


AMENDMENT NO. 42: Page 34, after line 5, in- 
sert the following new section (and conform 
the table of contents accordingly): 

SEC. 104. PROTECTION OF STUDENT SPEECH AND 
ASSOCIATION RIGHTS. 

Title I is further amended by adding after 
section 112 (as added by section 103) the fol- 
lowing new section: 

“SEC. 113. PROTECTION OF STUDENT SPEECH 
AND ASSOCIATION RIGHTS. 

(a) PROTECTION OF RIGHTS.—No student 
attending an institution of higher education 
on a full- or part-time basis shall, on the 
basis of protected speech and association, be 
excluded from participation in, be denied the 
benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination 
or official sanction under any education pro- 
gram, activity, or division directly or indi- 
rectly receiving financial assistance under 
this Act, whether or not such program, ac- 
tivity, or division is sponsored or officially 
sanctioned by the institution. 

“(b) SANCTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—No funds shall be made 
available under this Act to any institution of 
higher education that the Secretary finds, 
after notice and opportunity for a hearing, 
has violated subsection (a) of this section. 

“(2) INAPPLICABILITY TO STUDENT ASSIST- 
ANCE.—Paragraph (1) shall not apply to any 
funds that are provided under this Act for 
student financial assistance. 

“(c) EXCEPTION.—This section shall not 
apply to an institution of higher education 
that is controlled by a religious or military 
organization, if the speech or association is 
not consistent with the religious tenets or 
military training of the institution. 

(d) SANCTIONS FOR DISRUPTION PER- 
MITTED.—Nothing in this section shall be 
construed to prevent the imposition of an of- 
ficial sanction on a student that has will- 
fully participated in the disruption or at- 
tempted disruption of a lecture, class, 
speech, presentation, or performance made 
or scheduled to be made under the auspices 
of the institution of higher education. 

(e) DEFINITIONS.— 

“(1) PROTECTED SPEECH.—The term ‘pro- 
tected speech’ means speech that is pro- 
tected under the 1st and 14th amendments to 
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the United States Constitution, or would be 
so protected if the institution of higher edu- 
cation were subjected to those amendments. 

(2) PROTECTED ASSOCIATION.—The term 
‘protected association’ means the right to 
join, assemble, and reside with others that is 
protected under the Ist and l4th amend- 
ments to the United States Constitution, or 
would be protected if the institution of high- 
er education were subject to those amend- 
ments. 

(3) OFFICIAL SANCTION.—The term ‘official 
sanction’— 

“(A) means expulsion, suspension, proba- 
tion, censure, condemnation, reprimand, or 
any other disciplinary, coercive, or adverse 
action taken by an institution of higher edu- 
cation or administrative unit of the institu- 
tion; and 

(B) includes an oral or written warning 
made by an official of an institution of high- 
er education acting in the official capacity 
of the official.’’. 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. LIVINGSTON 

AMENDMENT NO. 43: Page 34, after line 5, in- 
sert the following new section (and conform 
the table of contents accordingly): 

SEC. 104, PROTECTION OF STUDENT SPEECH AND 
ASSOCIATION RIGHTS. 

Title I is further amended by adding after 
section 112 (as added by section 103) the fol- 
lowing new section: 

“SEC. 113. PROTECTION OF STUDENT SPEECH 
AND ASSOCIATION RIGHTS. 

(a) PROTECTION OF RIGHTS.—It is the sense 
of the House of Representatives that no stu- 
dent attending an institution of higher edu- 
cation on a full- or part-time basis should, 
on the basis of protected speech and associa- 
tion, be excluded from participation in, be 
denied the benefits of, or be subjected to dis- 
crimination or official sanction under any 
education program, activity, or division di- 
rectly or indirectly receiving financial as- 
sistance under this Act, whether or not such 
program, activity, or division is sponsored or 
officially sanctioned by the institution. 

“(b) SANCTIONS FOR DISRUPTION PER- 
MITTED.—Nothing in this section shall be 
construed to discourage the imposition of an 
official sanction on a student that has will- 
fully participated in the disruption or at- 
tempted disruption of a lecture, class, 
speech, presentation, or performance made 
or scheduled to be made under the auspices 
of the institution of higher education. 

(% DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this 
section: 

“(1) PROTECTED SPEECH.—The term pro- 
tected speech’ means speech that is pro- 
tected under the lst and 14th amendments to 
the United States Constitution, or would be 
so protected if the institution of higher edu- 
cation were subjected to those amendments. 

“(2) PROTECTED ASSOCIATION.—The term 
‘protected association’ means the right to 
join, assemble, and reside with others that is 
protected under the ist and 14th amend- 
ments to the United States Constitution, or 
would be protected if the institution of high- 
er education were subject to those amend- 
ments. 

(3) OFFICIAL SANCTION.—The term ‘official 
sanction’— 

( means expulsion, suspension, proba- 
tion, censure, condemnation, reprimand, or 
any other disciplinary, coercive, or adverse 
action taken by an institution of higher edu- 
cation or administrative unit of the institu- 
tion; and 

(B) includes an oral or written warning 
made by an official of an institution of high- 
er education acting in the official capacity 
of the official. 
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H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. MCGOVERN 
AMENDMENT No. 44: Page 96, after line 7, in- 
sert the following new subsection (and redes- 
ignate the succeeding subsections accord- 
ingly): 


(f) PELL GRANT INCENTIVES.—Subpart 1 of 
part A of title IV of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 is amended by inserting after sec- 
tion 401 (20 U.S.C. 1070a) the following new 
section: 

“SEC. 401A. PELL GRANT INCENTIVES. 

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORITY.—From the 
amounts appropriated pursuant to sub- 
section (d), the Secretary shall establish a 
program to increase the Pell grant awards 
under section 401 during their first two aca- 
demic years of undergraduate education to 
students who graduate after May 1, 1998, in 
the top 10 percent of their high school grad- 
uating class. 

“(b) AMOUNT OF INCREASE.—The additional 
amount of Pell grant that shall be awarded 
under this section to any student who quali- 
fies under this section shall be an amount 
equal to the amount for which the student is 
eligible under section 401 (determined with- 
out regard to the provisions of this section), 
except that if the amount appropriated pur- 
suant to subsection (d) is less than the 
amount required to award such additional 
amounts to all such students, the additional 
amount awarded to each such student under 
this section shall be ratably reduced. 

( DETERMINATIONS OF ELIGIBILITY.— 

“(1) PROCEDURES ESTABLISHED BY REGULA- 
TION.—The Secretary shall establish by regu- 
lation procedures for the determination of 
eligibility of students for increased Pell 
grant awards under this section. Such proce- 
dures shall include measures to prevent any 
secondary school from certifying more than 
10 percent of it’s students for eligibility 
under this section. 

**(2) COORDINATION WITH NEED ANALYSIS.—In 
prescribing procedures under paragraph (1), 
the Secretary shall ensure that the deter- 
mination of eligibility and the amount of the 
increase in the Pell grant award is deter- 
mined in a timely manner consistent with 
the requirements of section 482 and the sub- 
mission of the financial aid form required by 
section 483. For such purposes, the Secretary 
may provide that, for the first of a student’s 
two academic years of eligibility under this 
section, class rank may be determined prior 
to graduation, at such time and in such man- 
ner as the Secretary may specify in the regu- 
lations prescribed under this subsection. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
award increased Pell grants under this sec- 
tion $240,000,000 for fiscal year 1999 and such 
sums as may be necessary for each of the 4 
succeeding fiscal years.“ 

H. R. 6 
OFFERED By: MRS. MEEK OF FLORIDA 


AMENDMENT NO. 45: Page 128, line 12, strike 
the close quotation marks and following pe- 
riod and after such line insert the following: 
“CHAPTER 6—DEMONSTRATION 

PROJECTS ENSURING EQUAL OPPOR- 

TUNITY FOR INDIVIDUALS WITH LEARN- 

ING DISABILITIES 
“SEC. 412A. PROGRAM AUTHORITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
award grants to, and enter into contracts 
and cooperative agreements with, not more 
than 5 institutions of higher education that 
are described in section 412B for demonstra- 
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tion projects to develop, test, and dissemi- 
nate, in accordance with section 412C, meth- 
ods, techniques, and procedures for ensuring 
equal educational opportunity for individ- 
uals with learning disabilities in postsec- 
ondary education. 

“(b) AWARD BASIS.—Grants, contracts, and 
cooperative agreements shall be awarded on 
a competitive basis. 

“(c) AWARD PErRIOD.—Grants, contracts, 
and cooperative agreements shall be awarded 
for a period of 3 years. 

“SEC. 412B. ELIGIBLE ENTITIES. 

“Entities eligible to apply for a grant, con- 
tract, or cooperative agreement under this 
chapter are institutions of higher education 
with demonstrated prior experience in meet- 
ing the postsecondary educational needs of 
individuals with learning disabilities. 

“SEC, 412C. REQUIRED ACTIVITIES. 

“A recipient of a grant, contract, or coop- 
erative agreement under this chapter shall 
use the funds received under this chapter to 
carry out each of the following activities: 

“(1) Developing or identifying innovative, 
effective, and efficient approaches, strate- 
gies, supports, modifications, adaptations, 
and accommodations that enable individuals 
with learning disabilities to fully participate 
in postsecondary education. 

“(2) Synthesizing research and other infor- 
mation related to the provision of services to 
individuals with learning disabilities in post- 
secondary education. 

(3) Conducting training sessions for per- 
sonnel from other institutions of higher edu- 
cation to enable them to meet the special 
needs of postsecondary students with learn- 
ing disabilities. 

(4) Preparing and disseminating products 
based upon the activities described in para- 
graphs (1) through (3). 

(5) Coordinating findings and products 
from the activities described in paragraphs 
(1) through (4) with other similar products 
and findings through participation in con- 
ferences, groups, and professional networks 
involved in the dissemination of technical 
assistance and information on postsecondary 
education. 

“SEC. 412D. PRIORITY. 

“The Secretary shall ensure that, to the 
extent feasible, there is a national geo- 
graphic distribution of grants, contracts, and 
cooperative agreements awarded under this 
chapter throughout the States, except that 
the Secretary may give priority, with re- 
spect to one of the grants to be awarded, to 
a historically Black college or university 
that satisfies the requirements of section 
412B. 

“SEC. 412E. AUTHORIZATION 

TIONS. 

“There are authorized to be appropriated 
to carry out this chapter $10,000,000 for each 
of the fiscal years 1999 through 2001. 

H.R. 6 

OFFERED By: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA 

AMENDMENT NO. 46: Page 68, line 12, redes- 
ignate section 206 as section 207, and before 
such line insert the following new section 
(and conform the table of contents accord- 
ingly): 

SEC. 206. ACCOUNTABILITY FOR INSTITUTIONS 

OF HIGHER EDUCATION THAT PRE- 
PARE TEACHERS. 

Title II is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new part: 

“PART F—ACCOUNTABILITY FOR INSTITU- 
TIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION THAT 
PREPARE TEACHERS 

“SEC. 281. DATA COLLECTION. 

(a) DATA REQUIRED.—Within one year 
after the date of enactment of the Higher 
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Education Amendments of 1998, and annually 
thereafter, the Secretary shall collect from 
each State and publish the following infor- 
mation: 

(J) A description of the teacher licensing 
and credentialing assessments used by each 
State, including any and all assessments re- 
quired in the subject matter area or areas in 
which a teacher provides instruction. 

(2) The standards and criteria established 
by each State that teachers or prospective 
teachers must meet in order to receive a 
passing score on such assessments, including 
information on the extent to which passing 
such examinations is required in order for an 
individual to be a classroom teacher. 

“(3) Information on the extent to which 
teachers or prospective teachers in each 
State are required to take examinations or 
other assessments of their subject matter 
knowledge in the area or areas in which they 
provide instruction, the standards estab- 
lished for passing any such assessments, and 
the extent to which teachers or prospective 
teachers are required to receive a passing 
score on such assessments in order to teach 
in specific subject areas or grade levels. 

(4) Information on the extent to which 
each State waives teacher credentialing and 
licensing requirements, including the pro- 
portion of all teachers or prospective teach- 
ers in the State for whom such licensing and 
credentialing requirements have been waived 
and the distribution of such individuals 
across high- and low-poverty schools and 
across grade levels and subject areas. 

5) The pass rate, for the preceding year, 
on all teacher licensing and credentialing as- 
sessments for all individuals in the State 
who took such assessments, disaggregated by 
the institution of higher education from 
which the teacher received his or her most 
recent degree, gender, race, and ethnicity. 

(b) COORDINATION.—The Secretary, to the 
extent practicable, shall coordinate the in- 
formation collected and published under this 
part among States for individuals who took 
State teacher licensing or credentialing as- 
sessments in a State other than the State in 
which the individual received his or her most 
recent degree. 

“(c) USE OF LOCAL AGENCIES.—For each 
State in which there are no State licensing 
or credentialing assessments, the Secretary 
shall, to the extent practicable, collect data 
comparable to the data described in para- 
graphs (1) through (5) of subsection (a) from 
local educational agencies, colleges and uni- 
versities, or other entities that administer 
such assessments to teachers or prospective 
teachers. 

“SEC. 282. DATA DISSEMINATION. 

(a) EFFECTIVE DATE OF REQUIREMENTS.— 
The data required to be distributed under 
this section shall be distributed beginning 
within 3 years after the date of enactment of 
the Higher Education Amendments of 1998 
and annually thereafter. 

“(b) PASSING RATES.—Each institution of 
higher education that has a course of study 
that prepares elementary and secondary 
school teachers and receives Federal funds 
will report and distribute widely, including 
through prominent publications such as 
catalogs and promotional materials sent to 
potential applicants, high school guidance 
counselors, and the employers of graduates 
of such institutions, their pass rate for grad- 
uates of the institution on each of the 
State’s initial teacher certification and li- 
censing assessments for the most recent year 
for which data are available at the time of 
publication of such materials. 

(e IDENTIFICATION OF INSTITUTIONS WITH 
PASSING RATES BELOW 70 PERCENT.—Each 
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State shall submit to the Secretary a list of 
institutions of higher education that prepare 
teachers and receive Federal funds under 
this Act for which, for the preceding year, 
less than 70 percent of graduates who took 
any of the State’s initial teacher licensing 
and credentialing assessments failed to re- 
ceive a passing score on any such assess- 
ment. For each assessment, data shall be 
disaggregated by the institution of higher 
education from which the test taker received 
his or her most recent degree, unless such 
degree was granted more than 3 years prior 
to the date such assessment was adminis- 
tered. Data shall also be disaggregated by 
subject, grade level, gender, race, and eth- 
nicity where appropriate. The State shall 
distribute this list widely, including to high 
school guidance counselors. 

(d) REPORT ON IMPROVEMENT EFFORTS.— 
Each institution for which the pass rate, for 
the preceding year, of graduates on any 
teacher licensing and credentialing assess- 
ment falls below 70 percent shall report to 
the State on efforts underway to improve the 
performance of its graduates on such assess- 
ments. Each State shall gather and publicize 
all such reports and submit them to the Sec- 
retary. Such report shall include— 

(J) efforts underway by the institution to 
provide additional resources to the institu- 
tion’s teacher preparation program; 

(2) efforts underway by the institution or 
the teacher preparation program to imple- 
ment more challenging admissions standards 
or more rigorous academic and curricular 
standards for teacher training programs; 

(3) efforts to improve the subject area 
knowledge of teachers, particularly in those 
subject areas in which less than 70 percent of 
graduates achieve passing scores on State as- 
sessments; and 

(4) participation in collaborative efforts 
with the State or Federal Government (in- 
cluding grants through this title) or with 
nongovernmental organizations to upgrade 
the quality of the institution’s teacher prep- 
aration program. 

(e) FINES.—In addition to the actions au- 
thorized in section 487(c), the Secretary shall 
impose a fine of not less than $25,000 on an 
institution of higher education for failure to 
provide the information described in section 
281 and this section in a timely and accurate 
manner, or for failing to cooperate with the 
State and the Secretary to obtain the infor- 
mation required by this section. The Sec- 
retary shall use any and all such funds col- 
lected through such fines for the purpose of 
supplementing grants made under this title. 
“SEC. 283. TERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY. 

(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The provisions of 
this section shall be effective on and after 5 
years after the date of enactment of the 
Higher Education Amendments of 1998. 

“(b) Loss OF TITLE IV ELIGIBILITY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A student who is en- 
rolled in an institution of higher education 
as a major in a school or department of edu- 
cation, or who is otherwise enrolled in a pro- 
gram of professional training pursuant to be- 
coming an elementary or secondary school 
teacher, shall be ineligible for aid under title 
IV of this Act to cover the cost of instruc- 
tion associated with enrollment in such 
school, department, or program unless at 
least 70 percent of the graduates of such 
school, department, or program who took 
State teacher licensing and certification as- 
sessments, received a passing score on all 
such assessments for the preceding 2 con- 
secutive years. 

(2) CLARIFICATION.—Notwithstanding 
paragraph (1)— 
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(A) a student who is enrolled in an insti- 
tution of higher education as a major in a 
school or department of education, or who is 
otherwise enrolled in a program of profes- 
sional training pursuant to becoming an ele- 
mentary or secondary school teacher, shall 
be eligible for aid under title IV of this Act 
for classes offered outside such school, de- 
partment, or program; and 

„(B) the Secretary may not impose as a 
remedy for failure to comply with the re- 
quirements of this section any sanction af- 
fecting the eligibility of any student for as- 
sistance under Title IV of this Act unless 
such student is a major in a school or depart- 
ment of education or is otherwise enrolled in 
a program of professional training pursuant 
to becoming an elementary or secondary 
school teacher. 

(e) SCORING CHANGES.— 

“(1) LOWERING SCORES.—Any State which 
lowers its qualifying score, with the effect of 
decreasing the difficulty of achieving a pass- 
ing score on any such assessment, shall re- 
port the change to the Secretary. For the 
purposes of this section, the pass rate for 
such State shall be computed based on the 
qualifying scores in place on the date of en- 
actment of the Higher Education Amend- 
ments of 1998. 

(2) RAISING SCORES.—For the purposes of 
this section, any State which raises its cut 
score in order to increase the difficulty of 
passing any such assessment shall have the 
option of calculating pass rates on such as- 
sessments based on the original, lower quali- 
fying score for a period of not more than 5 
years. 

“SEC. 284. NATIONAL TEACHER CERTIFICATION 
PROHIBITED. 

“Nothing in this part shall be construed to 
permit, allow, encourage, or authorize any 
national system of teacher certification.“ 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA 


AMENDMENT NO. 47: Page 68, line 12, redes- 
ignate section 206 as section 207, and before 
such line insert the following new section 
(and conform the table of contents accord- 
ingly): 

SEC. 206. ACCOUNTABILITY FOR INSTITUTIONS 

OF HIGHER EDUCATION THAT PRE- 
PARE TEACHERS. 

Title II is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new part: 

“PART F—ACCOUNTABILITY FOR INSTITU- 
TIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION THAT 
PREPARE TEACHERS 

“SEC, 281. DATA COLLECTION. 

(a) DATA REQUIRED.—Within one year 
after the date of enactment of the Higher 
Education Amendments of 1998, and annually 
thereafter, the Secretary shall collect from 
each State and publish the following infor- 
mation: 

“(1) A description of the teacher licensing 
and credentialing assessments used by each 
State, including any and all assessments re- 
quired in the subject matter area or areas in 
which a teacher provides instruction. 

(2) The standards and criteria established 
by each State that teachers or prospective 
teachers must meet in order to receive a 
passing score on such assessments, including 
information on the extent to which passing 
such examinations is required in order for an 
individual to be a classroom teacher. 

(3) Information on the extent to which 
teachers or prospective teachers in each 
State are required to take examinations or 
other assessments of their subject matter 
knowledge in the area or areas in which they 
provide instruction, the standards estab- 
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lished for passing any such assessments, and 
the extent to which teachers or prospective 
teachers are required to receive a passing 
score on such assessments in order to teach 
in specific subject areas or grade levels. 

*(4) Information on the extent to which 
each State waives teacher credentialing and 
licensing requirements, including the pro- 
portion of all teachers or prospective teach- 
ers in the State for whom such licensing and 
credentialing requirements have been waived 
and the distribution of such individuals 
across high- and low-poverty schools and 
across grade levels and subject areas. 

(5) The pass rate, for the preceding year, 
on all teacher licensing and credentialing as- 
sessments for all individuals in the State 
who took such assessments, disaggregated by 
the institution of higher education from 
which the teacher received his or her most 
recent degree, gender, race, and ethnicity. 

*(b) COORDINATION.—The Secretary, to the 
extent practicable, shall coordinate the in- 
formation collected and published under this 
part among States for individuals who took 
State teacher licensing or credentialing as- 
sessments in a State other than the State in 
which the individual received his or her most 
recent degree. 

“(c) USE OF LOCAL AGENCIES.—For each 
State in which there are no State licensing 
or credentialing assessments, the Secretary 
shall, to the extent practicable, collect data 
comparable to the data described in para- 
graphs (1) through (5) of subsection (a) from 
local educational agencies, colleges and uni- 
versities, or other entities that administer 
such assessments to teachers or prospective 
teachers. 

“SEC, 282, DATA DISSEMINATION, 

(a) EFFECTIVE DATE OF REQUIREMENTS.— 
The data required to be distributed under 
this section shall be distributed beginning 
within 3 years after the date of enactment of 
the Higher Education Amendments of 1998 
and annually thereafter. 

“(b) PASSING RATES.—Each institution of 
higher education that has a course of study 
that prepares elementary and secondary 
school teachers and receives Federal funds 
will report and distribute widely, including 
through prominent publications such as 
catalogs and promotional materials sent to 
potential applicants, high school guidance 
counselors, and the employers of graduates 
of such institutions, their pass rate for grad- 
uates of the institution on each of the 
State’s initial teacher certification and li- 
censing assessments for the most recent year 
for which data are available at the time of 
publication of such materials. 

“(¢) IDENTIFICATION OF INSTITUTIONS WITH 
PASSING RATES BELOW 70 PERCENT.—Each 
State shall submit to the Secretary a list of 
institutions of higher education that prepare 
teachers and receive Federal funds under 
this Act for which, for the preceding year, 
less than 70 percent of graduates who took 
any of the State’s initial teacher licensing 
and credentialing assessments failed to re- 
ceive a passing score on any such assess- 
ment. For each assessment, data shall be 
disaggregated by the institution of higher 
education from which the test taker received 
his or her most recent degree, unless such 
degree was granted more than 3 years prior 
to the date such assessment was adminis- 
tered. Data shall also be disaggregated by 
subject, grade level, gender, race, and eth- 
nicity where appropriate. The State shall 
distribute this list widely, including to high 
school guidance counselors. 

(d) REPORT ON IMPROVEMENT EFFORTS.— 
Each institution for which the pass rate, for 
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the preceding year, of graduates on any 
teacher licensing and credentialing assess- 
ment falls below 70 percent shall report to 
the State on efforts underway to improve the 
performance of its graduates on such assess- 
ments. Each State shall gather and publicize 
all such reports and submit them to the Sec- 
retary. Such report shall include— 

(J) efforts underway by the institution to 
provide additional resources to the institu- 
tion’s teacher preparation program; 

“(2) efforts underway by the institution or 
the teacher preparation program to imple- 
ment more challenging admissions standards 
or more rigorous academic and curricular 
standards for teacher training programs; 

“(3) efforts to improve the subject area 
knowledge of teachers, particularly in those 
subject areas in which less than 70 percent of 
graduates achieve passing scores on State as- 
sessments; and 

(4) participation in collaborative efforts 
with the State or Federal Government (in- 
cluding grants through this title) or with 
nongovernmental organizations to upgrade 
the quality of the institution’s teacher prep- 
aration program. 

“(e) FINES.—In addition to the actions au- 
thorized in section 487(c), the Secretary shall 
impose a fine of not less than $25,000 on an 
institution of higher education for failure to 
provide the information described in section 
281 and this section in a timely and accurate 
manner, or for failing to cooperate with the 
State and the Secretary to obtain the infor- 
mation required by this section. The Sec- 
retary shall use any and all such funds col- 
lected through such fines for the purpose of 
supplementing grants made under this 
title.“. 

H. R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA 


AMENDMENT NO. 48: Page 68, line 12, redes- 
ignate section 206 as section 207, and before 
such line insert the following new section 
(and conform the table of contents accord- 
ingly): 

SEC. 206. ACCOUNTABILITY FOR INSTITUTIONS 
OF HIGHER EDUCATION THAT PRE- 
PARE TEACHERS, 

Title II is further amended by adding at 

the end the following new part: 


“PART F—ACCOUNTABILITY FOR INSTITU- 
TIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION THAT 
PREPARE TEACHERS 

“SEC. 281. TERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY. 

(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The provisions of 
this section shall be effective on and after 5 
years after the date of enactment of the 
Higher Education Amendments of 1998. 

„b) Loss OF TITLE IV ELIGIBILITY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A student who is en- 
rolled in an institution of higher education 
as a major in a school or department of edu- 
cation, or who is otherwise enrolled in a pro- 
gram of professional training pursuant to be- 
coming an elementary or secondary school 
teacher, shall be ineligible for aid under title 
IV of this Act to cover the cost of instruc- 
tion associated with enrollment in such 
school, department, or program unless at 
least 70 percent of the graduates of such 
school, department, or program who took 
State teacher licensing and certification as- 
sessments, received a passing score on all 
such assessments for the preceding 2 con- 
secutive years. 

““(2) CLARIFICATION.—Notwithstanding 
paragraph ()— 

(A) a student who is enrolled in an insti- 
tution of higher education as a major in a 
school or department of education, or who is 
otherwise enrolled in a program of profes- 
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sional training pursuant to becoming an ele- 
mentary or secondary school teacher, shall 
be eligible for aid under title IV of this Act 
for classes offered outside such school, de- 
partment, or program; and 

„B) the Secretary may not impose as a 
remedy for failure to comply with the re- 
quirements of this section any sanction af- 
fecting the eligibility of any student for as- 
sistance under Title IV of this Act unless 
such student is a major in a school or depart- 
ment of education or is otherwise enrolled in 
a program of professional training pursuant 
to becoming an elementary or secondary 
school teacher. 

() SCORING CHANGES.— 

() LOWERING SCORES.—Any State which 
lowers its qualifying score, with the effect of 
decreasing the difficulty of achieving a pass- 
ing score on any such assessment, shall re- 
port the change to the Secretary. For the 
purposes of this section, the pass rate for 
such State shall be computed based on the 
qualifying scores in place on the date of en- 
actment of the Higher Education Amend- 
ments of 1998. 

“(2) RAISING SCORES.—For the purposes of 
this section, any State which raises its cut 
score in order to increase the difficulty of 
passing any such assessment shall have the 
option of calculating pass rates on such as- 
sessments based on the original, lower quali- 
fying score for a period of not more than 5 
years. 

H. R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA 


AMENDMENT NO. 49: Page 68, line 12, redes- 
ignate section 206 as section 207, and before 
such line insert the following new section 
(and conform the table of contents accord- 
ingly): 

SEC. 206. ACCOUNTABILITY FOR INSTITUTIONS 

OF HIGHER EDUCATION THAT PRE- 
PARE TEACHERS, 

Title II is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new part: 

“PART F—ACCOUNTABILITY FOR INSTITU- 
TIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION THAT 
PREPARE TEACHERS 

“SEC, 281. DATA COLLECTION. 

“(a) DATA REQUIRED.—Within one year 
after the date of enactment of the Higher 
Education Amendments of 1998, and annually 
thereafter, the Secretary shall collect from 
each State receiving funds under this Act 
and publish the following information: 

“(1) A description of the teacher licensing 
and credentialing assessments used by each 
State, including any and all assessments re- 
quired in the subject matter area or areas in 
which a teacher provides instruction, 

“(2) The standards and criteria established 
by each State that teachers or prospective 
teachers must meet in order to receive a 
passing score on such assessments, including 
information on the extent to which passing 
such examinations is required in order for an 
individual to be a classroom teacher. 

(3) Information on the extent to which 
teachers or prospective teachers in each 
State are required to take examinations or 
other assessments of their subject matter 
knowledge in the area or areas in which they 
provide instruction, the standards estab- 
lished for passing any such assessments, and 
the extent to which teachers or prospective 
teachers are required to receive a passing 
score on such assessments in order to teach 
in specific subject areas or grade levels. 

(4) Information on the extent to which 
each State waives teacher credentialing and 
licensing requirements, including the pro- 
portion of all teachers or prospective teach- 
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ers in the State for whom such licensing and 
credentialing requirements have been waived 
and the distribution of such individuals 
across high- and low-poverty schools and 
across grade levels and subject areas. 

(5) The pass rate, for the preceding year, 
on all teacher licensing and credentialing as- 
sessments for all individuals in the State 
who took such assessments, disaggregated by 
the institution of higher education from 
which the teacher received his or her most 
recent degree. 

“(b) COORDINATION.—The Secretary, to the 
extent practicable, shall coordinate the in- 
formation collected and published under this 
part among States for individuals who took 
State teacher licensing or credentialing as- 
sessments in a State other than the State in 
which the individual received his or her most 
recent degree. 

„% USE OF LOCAL AGENCIES,—For each 
State in which there are no State licensing 
or credentialing assessments, the Secretary 
shall, to the extent practicable, collect data 
comparable to the data described in para- 
graphs (1) through (5) of subsection (a) from 
local educational agencies, colleges and uni- 
versities, or other entities that administer 
such assessments to teachers or prospective 
teachers. 

“SEC. 282. DATA DISSEMINATION. 

(a) EFFECTIVE DATE OF REQUIREMENTS.— 
The data required to be distributed under 
this section shall be distributed beginning 
within 3 years after the date of enactment of 
the Higher Education Amendments of 1998 
and annually thereafter. 

“(b) PASSING RATES.—Each institution of 
higher education that has a course of study 
that prepares elementary and secondary 
school teachers and receives Federal funds 
will report and distribute widely, including 
through prominent publications such as 
catalogs and promotional materials sent to 
potential applicants, high school guidance 
counselors, and the employers of graduates 
of such institutions, their pass rate for grad- 
uates of the institution on each of the 
State's initial teacher certification and li- 
censing assessments for the most recent year 
for which data are available at the time of 
publication of such materials. 

“(c) IDENTIFICATION OF INSTITUTIONS WITH 
PASSING RATES BELOW 70 PERCENT.—Each 
State shall submit to the Secretary a list of 
institutions of higher education that prepare 
teachers and receive Federal funds under 
this Act for which, for the preceding year, 
less than 70 percent of graduates who took 
any of the State's initial teacher licensing 
and credentialing assessments failed to re- 
ceive a passing score on any such assess- 
ment. For each assessment, data shall be 
disaggregated by the institution of higher 
education from which the student received 
his or her most recent degree, unless such 
degree was granted more than 3 years prior 
to the date such assessment was adminis- 
tered. 

“SEC, 283. STATE FUNCTIONS. 

(a) STATE ASSESSMENT.—In order to re- 
ceive funds under this Act, a State shall, no 
later than one year after the date of enact- 
ment of the Higher Education Amendments 
of 1998, have in place a procedure to identify 
low performing programs of teacher prepara- 
tion within institutions of higher education. 
Such levels of performance shall be deter- 
mined solely by the State and may include 
criteria based upon information collected 
pursuant to this part. Such assessment shall 
be described in the report under section 281. 

“(b) TERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY.—Any in- 
stitution of higher education that offers a 
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program of teacher preparation in which the 
State has withdrawn its approval or termi- 
nated its financial support due to the low 
performance of its teacher preparation pro- 
gram based upon the State assessment de- 
scribed in section (a)— 

(I) shall be ineligible for any funding for 
professional development activities awarded 
by the Department of Education; and 

(2) shall not be permitted to accept or en- 
roll any student that receives aid under title 
IV of this Act in its teacher preparation pro- 
gram. 

“SEC. 284. NEGOTIATED RULEMAKING. 

“If the Secretary develops any regulations 
implementing section 283(b)(2), the Secretary 
shall submit such proposed regulations to a 
negotiated rulemaking process which shall 
include representatives of States and institu- 
tions of higher education for their review 
and comment. 


H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA 


AMENDMENT NO. 50: Page 334, after line 19, 
insert the following new section (and redes- 
ignate the succeeding sections and conform 
the table of contents accordingly): 

SEC. 806. LABOR CODES OF CONDUCT. 

(a) FinpiIncs.—The Congress finds the fol- 
lowing: 

(1) American workers have the right to a 
fair and safe workplace and to reasonable 
compensation under the law, such as under 
the Fair Labor Standards Act, the National 
Labor Relations Act, and the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act. 

(2) Despite United States workplace laws, 
sweatshops and other forms of labor exploi- 
tation persist domestically. The Clinton Ad- 
ministration’s Department of Labor has re- 
covered $23,100,000 in illegally held back 
wages for over 45,000 garment workers, in- 
cluding $2,900,000 in back wages in 1997 alone. 
In 1997, 63 percent of the New York City gar- 
ment shops investigated by the Department 
of Labor were found in violation of the min- 
imum wage and overtime provisions of the 
Fair Labor Standards Act. And, a recent 
study commissioned by the Associated Press 
found that 13,000 children work in sweat- 
shops in the United States. 

(3) The use of sweatshop and child labor 
abroad for goods imported to the United 
States remains a problem, particularly in 
the apparel and sporting goods sectors, in- 
cluding the use of subminimum wages, bond- 
ed and indentured labor, and unhealthy 
working conditions. The International Labor 
Organization estimated there are 250,000,000 
underage children working worldwide, in all 
sectors of the economy, such as agriculture, 
services and manufacturing for domestically 
consumed and exported items. 

(4) Federal law, including the Trade Act of 
1930, bans the importation of products made 
with indentured servitude, forced or slave 
labor into the United States. 

(5) Codes of Conduct are voluntary steps 
taken by the private sector. 

(6) Rigorous codes of conduct are an impor- 
tant component of a larger set of tools to re- 
duce sweatshop and child labor. 

(7) The Apparel Industry Partnership, com- 
prised of major retail companies, human 
rights groups and labor unions, is seeking 
agreement on a code of conduct to reduce the 
use of sweatshops and child labor. 

(8) American consumers have repeatedly 
expressed an interest in buying goods not 
made with exploited labor. 

(9) American consumers frequently have no 
ability to know whether a product has been 
made with exploited labor. 
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(10) Informed consumer choices can be a 
powerful tool in the reduction of sweatshops 
and exploited labor. 

(11) The market for college and university 
licensed merchandise such as caps, t-shirts, 
sweat pants, and other items is valued at 
over $2,000,000,000 a year, with 80 percent of 
the market coming from apparel products. 

(12) Several universities, including most 
recently Duke University and Brown Univer- 
sity, have adopted codes of conduct specifi- 
cally requiring companies that manufacture 
products bearing those universities’ names 
to adhere to minimum labor standards both 
domestically and abroad. 

(13) Few universities and colleages, and 
none of those with the largest volume of 
merchandise sales, have labor codes of con- 
duct regarding sweatshop and child labor 
covering companies that market their mer- 
chandise. 

(15) The Association of Collegiate Licens- 
ing Administrators is expected to discuss 
labor codes of conduct at its annual meeting 
beginning on May 13. 

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense 
of the Congress that all American colleges 
and universities should adopt rigorous labor 
codes of conduct to assure that university 
and college licensed merchandise is not made 
by sweatshop and exploited adult or child 
labor either domestically or abroad and that 
such codes should include but not be limited 
to: public reporting of the code and the com- 
panies adhering to it; independent moni- 
toring of the companies adhering to the code 
by entities not limited to major inter- 
national accounting firms; an explicit prohi- 
bition on the use of child labor; an explicit 
requirement that companies pay workers at 
least the governing minimum wage and ap- 
plicable overtime; explicit requirement that 
companies allow workers the right to orga- 
nize without retribution; and, an explicit re- 
quirement that companies maintain a safe 
and healthy workplace. 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. OWENS 

AMENDMENT NO. 51: Page 68, after line 11, 
insert the following new section (and redes- 
ignate the succeeding section accordingly): 
SEC. 206. POSTSECONDARY INFORMATION TECH- 

NOLOGY EDUCATION RECRUITMENT 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol- 
lowing: 

(1) There are more than 200,000 to 400,000 
vacancies in various categories of informa- 
tion technology jobs. 

(2) From 1996 to 2005, more than 1,300,000 
new computer scientists, engineers, and sys- 
tems analysts will be required in the United 
States to fill vacant jobs, which equals 
136,800 new workers per year. 

(3) Systems analysts will experience the 
largest job growth, accounting for a 103 per- 
cent increase in the number of new positions 
from 1996 (506,000) to 2005 (1,025,000). 

(4) The shortage of information technology 
workers transcends industries, affecting the 
manufacturing, service, transportation, 
health care, education, and government sec- 
tors. Within each sector, vacancies exist at 
all levels from aides and mechanics to pro- 
grammers and designers. 

(5) The information technology worker 
shortage is having an adverse effect on the 
viability of businesses in the United States 
and on the Nation’s competitiveness. Indus- 
try surveys report that half of industry ex- 
ecutives cite the lack of workers skilled in 
technology as the number one obstacle to 
their company's growth. An additional 20 
percent of industry executives identify the 
lack of information technology workers as a 
major obstacle to their company’s growth. 
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(6) A major factor affecting the short sup- 
ply of information technology workers is the 
mismatch between what universities teach 
and what industry needs. 

(7) It is in the national interest to promote 
special initiatives which effectively educate 
and train our domestic workforce to keep 
pace with these expanding job opportunities. 

(8) Institutions of higher education have 
the capacity and resources to provide a role 
of oversight and technical assistance to a 
wide range of local entities, including com- 
munity-based organizations, participating in 
a comprehensive education and training pro- 
gram for potential technology workers. 

(9) Higher education institutions must be 
responsive to the digital environment and 
expand both their outreach efforts and on- 
campus activities to train and certify indi- 
viduals to close the information technology 
worker gap. 

(b) AMENDMENT.—Title II is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“PART G—INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 

EDUCATION RECRUITMENT 
“SEC. 281. PARTNERSHIPS FOR POSTSECONDARY 
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY EDU- 
CATION RECRUITMENT 

(a) GRANTS AUTHORIZED.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make 
grants under this section, in accordance with 
competitive criteria established by the Sec- 
retary, to institutions of higher education, 
in order to establish, oversee the operation 
of, and provide technical assistance to, 
projects described in paragraph (2). 

(2) PROJECTS.—Projects under this section 
shall be projects implemented by a commu- 
nity-based organization described in sub- 
section (b), or by the institution of higher 
education receiving the grant, to provide 
postsecondary information technology edu- 
cation and employment procurement assist- 
ance to eligible individuals described in sub- 
section (c). 

(3) RESTRICTIONS.—An institution of high- 
er education shall be eligible to receive only 
one grant under this section, but may, sub- 
ject to the requirements of this section, use 
the grant to enter into contracts with more 
than one community-based organization. A 
community-based organization shall not be 
eligible to enter into a contract under this 
section with more than one institution of 
higher education. 

“(4) PERIOD OF GRANT.—The provision of 
payments under a grant under this section 
shall not exceed 5 fiscal years and shall be 
subject to the annual approval of the Sec- 
retary and subject to the availability of ap- 
propriations for each fiscal year involved. 

) COMMUNITY-BASED ORGANIZATIONS,— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
a community-based organization described 
in this subsection is an entity that, at the 
time the entity enters into a contract with 
an institution of higher education for a 
project under this section, and throughout 
the duration of that contract— 

“(A) is— 

“(i) a governmental agency; or 

“(ii) an organization described in section 
50100 3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
and exempt from tax under section 501(a) of 
such Code; and 

B) is one of the following: 

) A local partnership (as defined in sec- 
tion 4 of the School-to-Work Opportunities 
Act of 1994) receiving a grant under section 
302 of such Act. 

“di) An entity organized and operated for 
religious purposes. 

(Iii) An entity furnishing school-age child 
care services after school. 
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“(iv) A community-based college computer 
recruitment center. 

„) An entity furnishing adult education. 

(vi) A library. 

(vi) A museum. 

(vii) Any other entity organized and op- 
erated for cultural, literary, or educational 
purposes. 

„(ö2) LIMITATION.—An entity shall not be 
considered a community-based organization 
described in this subsection unless, at the 
time the entity enters into a contract with 
an institution of higher education for a 
project under this section, it has dem- 
onstrated to the satisfaction of the Sec- 
retary that— 

(A) it has the capacity successfully to re- 
cruit eligible individuals described in sub- 
section (c) for participation in a project de- 
scribed in subsection (a), consistent with the 
enrollment requirements in subsection 
(d)(2)( EB); 

“(B) it is providing an educational service, 
social service, or employment procurement 
service; and 

(O) in the case of an entity that independ- 
ently manages its own finances, it has been 
in existence 2 years or more. 

(e) ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUALS.—An eligible in- 
dividual described in this subsection is an in- 
dividual who— 

(J) has submitted a satisfactory applica- 
tion to receive postsecondary information 
technology education recruitment assistance 
through a project under this section; and 

(2) has a certificate of graduation from a 
school providing secondary education, or the 
recognized equivalent of such a certificate. 

(d) DUTIES.— 

(J) INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION.— 
An institution of higher education receiving 
a grant under this section shall use the funds 
provided under the grant to carry out the 
following duties: 

(A) Final selection of community-based 
organizations described in subsection (b) de- 
siring to provide, at one or more sites, in ac- 
cordance with a contract with the institu- 
tion of higher education and this section, 
postsecondary information technology edu- 
cation and employment procurement assist- 
ance to eligible individuals described in sub- 
section (c). 

„(B) Entering into a contract with each 
community-based organization selected 
under subparagraph (A) under which the in- 
stitution and the organization agree to carry 
out the duties respectively required of them 
under this section with respect to each site 
described in subparagraph (A). 

“(C) With respect to each site described in 
subparagraph (A)— 

) design of a process for the recruitment 
of students from site to enroll in college 
courses or matriculate in college programs; 

(10) provision of such funding for the es- 
tablishment and initial operation of the site 
as was specified in the grant application sub- 
mitted by the institution to the Secretary; 

(ii) approval of final site selection and 
preparation; 

“(iv) initial orientation and training of 
personnel employed to manage and operate 
the site; 

“(v) design and certification of the instruc- 
tional and academic programs, and oversight 
of the implementation of the programs; 

“(vi) oversight of equipment purchases and 
contracts for equipment maintenance; and 

“(vii) selection of an outside contractor for 
periodic evaluation of the management and 
operation of the site. 

(2) COMMUNITY-BASED ORGANIZATIONS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—A community-based or- 
ganization implementing a project under 
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this section with an institution of higher 
education, at one or more sites, shall carry 
out the duties described in this paragraph, 
with respect to each such site, subject to the 
oversight and guidance of the institution. 

B) GENERAL DUTIES.—The organization— 

( shall undertake final site selection and 
preparation; 

(ii) shall recruit and hire a site director; 

(110 shall carry out any supplementary 
instructional, academic, or educational ac- 
tivities specified in the contract with the in- 
stitution of higher education that are not de- 
scribed in subparagraph (D); 

“(iv) shall assemble an advisory committee 
composed of individuals residing in the com- 
munity in which the site is located, as well 
as industry representatives, who desire to as- 
sist the organization in ensuring that the 
goals of the organization are consistent with 
the goals and needs of the community popu- 
lation; 

“(v) shall provide to the institution other 
evidence of volunteer support from among 
individuals residing in the community in 
which the site is located and industry rep- 
resentatives; 

“(vi) shall recruit eligible individuals for 
enrollment, subject to subparagraph (E); 

(vii) shall maintain waiting lists of eligi- 
ble individuals desiring to enroll in the 
project's programs; 

“(C) SITE REQUIREMENTS.—The organiza- 
tion shall ensure that each site— 

“(i) has a minimum of 20 fully functioning 
computers with sufficient capacity to per- 
form all of the computer operations that are 
the subject of the curriculum specified in 
subparagraph (D); 

“(ii) in addition to the space for the com- 
puters described in clause (1), has— 

„D a classroom space with the capacity 
for seating a minimum of 30 students; 

(I) a separate office for the site director; 

“(iil is real property subject to the control 
of the organization or the institution, 
through a lease or other legal instrument, 
for a period of not less than 5 years; 

(iv) is open to enrolled individuals not 
less than 12 hours per day; and 

(v) is located within walking distance of 
public transportation. 

D) INFORMATION 
RICULUM,— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The organization shall 
ensure that each site offers enrollees a cur- 
riculum that includes a broad range of 
course work in information technology. 

“(ii) COURSES LEADING TO CERTIFICATION.— 
Such curriculum shall include course work 
leading to a certification of competence in 
areas of information technology recognized 
by the National Skill Standards Board estab- 
lished under the National Skill Standards 
Act of 1994. 

“dii) SPECIFIC COURSES.—The computer 
training offered shall include courses in 
basic computer competence, on-the-job up- 
grade assistance, and advanced computer 
competence. 

(E) ENROLLMENT REQUIREMENTS.—The or- 
ganization shall ensure that its enrollment 
of eligible individuals at each site is con- 
sistent with the following: 

() Not less than 50 percent of the eligible 
individuals shall be, at the time of enroll- 
ment, individuals— 

„ to whom a credit was allowed under 
section 32 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 for the preceding taxable year; 

(II) who are recipients of assistance under 
a State program funded under part A of title 
IV of the Social Security Act; 

(III)) who are a member of a household 
participating in the food stamp program; or 
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(IV) who are considered low-income pur- 
suant to regulations promulgated by the 
Secretary under this section. 

“(ii) Not less than 50 percent of the eligible 
individuals shall be, at the time of enroll- 
ment, under 25 years of age. 

“(ili) No prerequisite relating to net worth, 
income, or assets may be applied to any eli- 
gible individual who, at the time of enroll- 
ment, is over 50 years of age, except that this 
requirement shall not be construed to super- 
sede clause (i). 

(e) IMPLEMENTATION OF PROJECTS SOLELY 
BY INSTITUTIONS.—The Secretary may make 
a grant under this section to an institution 
of higher education that desires to imple- 
ment a project under this section without 
the participation of a community-based or- 
ganization described in subsection (b), if the 
institution agrees to carry out all of the du- 
ties required of such an organization under 
this section, in addition to the duties other- 
wise required of an institution of higher edu- 
cation. The Secretary shall, in awarding 
grants under this section, give priority to in- 
stitutions of higher education whose grant 
application includes an assurance that the 
institution will contract with one or more 
community-based organizations in accord- 
ance with this section. 

“(f) APPLICATIONS.—To apply for a grant 
under this section for any fiscal year, an in- 
stitution of higher education shall submit an 
application to the Secretary in accordance 
with the procedures established by the Sec- 
retary. The application shall specify the in- 
stitution's preliminary selections for the 
community-based organizations (if any) with 
which the institution proposes to contract, 
and shall include information with respect to 
preliminary site selections. 

“(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $100,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1999 and such sums as may be necessary 
for each of the 4 succeeding fiscal years. - 

ch) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion: 

() ADULT EDUCATION.—The term ‘adult 
education’ has the meaning given such term 
in section 312 of the Adult Education Act. 

(2) COMMUNITY-BASED COLLEGE COMPUTER 
RECRUITMENT CENTER.—The term ‘commu- 
nity-based computer center’ means a com- 
puter center— 

“(A) funded by both the Federal Govern- 
ment and at least one private sector entity; 

(B) located in a low-income community 
(as determined by the Secretary); and 

“(C) organized and operated for the pur- 
pose of providing families with access to 
computer resources that otherwise would not 
be available to them. 

(3) FOOD STAMP PROGRAM.—The term ‘food 
stamp program’ has the meaning given such 
term in section 3(h) of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977. 

(4) LIBRARY.—The term ‘library’ has the 
meaning given such term in section 213 of 
the Library Services and Technology Act. 

(5) MUSEUM.—The term ‘museum’ has the 
meaning given such term in section 272 of 
the Museum and Library Services Act.“. 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. PETRI 

AMENDMENT NO. 52: Page 156, after line 3, 
insert the following new section: 

SEC. 416A. MARKET-BASED DETERMINATIONS OF 
LENDER RETURN. 

Part B of title IV is further amended by in- 
serting immediately after section 427A the 
following new section: 

“SEC. 427B. MARKET-BASED DETERMINATIONS OF 
LENDER RETURN. 


(a) PILOT PROGRAM.— 
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“(1) APPLICABILITY OF PILOT PROGRAMS.— 
Notwithstanding any other provisions of this 
part, no special allowance or other payment 
shall be paid under this part with respect to 
any loan made for periods of instruction be- 
ginning on or after July 1, 1999, but before 
July 1, 2001 pursuant to lending authority 
auctioned by the Secretary under this sub- 
section, except as provided under the terms 
of the auctioned lending authority as deter- 
mined by the Secretary. 

(2) USE OF AUCTIONS TO APPORTION LENDING 
AUTHORITY DURING PILOT PROGRAMS.— 

(A) AUCTIONS REQUIRED.—The Secretary 
shall conduct one or more pilot programs 
using an auction or other market-based 
mechanism in accordance with paragraph (3) 
to allocate the authority to make loans 
under this part among eligible lenders, or 
such other rights pertaining to loans made 
under this part as the Secretary determines 
appropriate. 

(B) AMOUNT OF LENDING AUTHORITY AUC- 
TIONED.—The Secretary shall determine the 
amount and nature of the lending authority 
auctioned during the pilot programs under 
this subsection, except that the lending au- 
thority auctioned under the pilot programs 
shall not exceed 15 percent of the anticipated 
annual loan volume during the period cov- 
ered by the pilot programs. 

“(C) TRANSFERABILITY OF LENDING AUTHOR- 
Iry.—An eligible lender may transfer any 
lending authority acquired pursuant to this 
subsection to another eligible lender upon 
such terms as may be agreed upon between 
such lenders, except that the acquiring lend- 
er may not extend loans pursuant to such au- 
thority except after notice to the Secretary 
in such form and manner as the Secretary 
may require by regulation. 

D) EXERCISE OF LENDING AUTHORITY.—The 
Secretary shall, in accordance with regula- 
tion, verify that a lender is not making loans 
under this paragraph in excess of the 
amounts of lending authority obtained in ac- 
cordance with this paragraph. Such regula- 
tions shall provide that any lender who ac- 
quires, directly or pursuant to subparagraph 


(C), lending authority that was obtained at. 


auction pursuant to two or more bids of dif- 
ferent amounts shall be deemed to exercise 
such authority in descending order based on 
the amounts of such bids. 

(3) CONDUCT OF AUCTION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.— 

“(i) The Secretary shall allocate the 
amount of lending authority determined 
under paragraph (2) among eligible lenders 
submitting bids in descending order by the 
unit price bid, but permitting each bidding 
lender to acquire such authority at the unit 
price bid by the next lower ranking bid, ex- 
cept that the Secretary may establish by 
regulation a different procedure for the con- 
duct of the auction if the Secretary deter- 
mines that such procedure will secure more 
receipts for the United States. The Secretary 
shall not permit any lender to acquire more 
than one-third of the amount of the lending 
authority offered at any auction conducted 
under this subsection, but a lender shall not 
be prohibited from acquiring more than such 
amount pursuant to paragraph (2)(C). 

“(il) The Secretary is also authorized to 
conduct pilot programs under this subsection 
using such other market-based mechanism 
for determining the return to lenders under 
this part as the Secretary determines appro- 
priate. 

“(B) BIDS GREATER THAN ZERO.—Any lender 
whose bid is accepted pursuant to subpara- 
graph (A)(i) shall, if such bid is made at a 
unit price exceeding zero, promptly pay to 
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the Secretary an amount equal to (i) the 
unit price, multiplied by (ii) the amount of 
lending authority allocated to such lender. A 
lender making such a payment shall have no 
claim to a refund or remuneration based on 
the lender making loans in an amount that 
is less than the amount of lending authority 
obtained. 

“(C) BIDS LESS THAN ZERO.—The Secretary 
shall pay to any lender whose bid is accepted 
pursuant to subparagraph (A)(i), if such bid 
is made at a unit price that is less than zero, 
an amount equal to— 

“(i) the amount by which the unit price is 
less than zero, multiplied by 

(i) the amount of lending authority that 
the lender demonstrates, in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary, he 
has exercised by making and disbursing 
loans under this part. 

D) CONTRACTUAL RIGHT TO PAYMENTS.— 
Any lender whose bid is accepted pursuant to 
subparagraph (A)(i), if such bid is made at a 
unit price that is less than zero, shall be 
deemed to have a contractual right against 
the United States, to receive the payment 
required by subparagraph (C) in exchange for 
the lender's satisfactory performance as de- 
termined by the Secretary. Such payment 
shall be made promptly and without admin- 
istrative delay after receipt of an accurate 
and complete request for payment, pursuant 
to procedures established by regulations pro- 
mulgated under this subsection. 

“(E) PENALTY FOR LATE PAYMENT.—If a 
payment required by subparagraphs (C) and 
(D) has not been made within 30 days after 
the Secretary has received. an accurate, 
timely, and complete request for payment 
thereof, the amount payable to such lender 
shall be increased by an amount equal to the 
daily interest accruing on the payments due 
the lender. For such purpose, the daily inter- 
est shall be the daily equivalent of the appli- 
cable rate of interest determined under sec- 
tion 427A(a)(1). 

(4) MEASURES TO FACILITATE EXERCISE OF 
LENDING AUTHORITY DURING PILOT PROGRAM.— 
The Secretary shall provide for the estab- 
lishment of facilities for the communication 
of information that permits eligible bor- 
rowers to be informed of the identity of, and 
means to contact, lenders holding 
unexercised lending authority pursuant to 
this subsection. 

(b) AUTHORITY FOR PROGRAM-WIDE USE OF 
MARKET-BASED MECHANISMS.— 

“(1 A) Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this part, the Secretary is authorized 
to implement a program-wide system of 
using market-based mechanisms to deter- 
mine lender return on loans made under this 
part for loans made for periods of instruction 
on or after July 1, 2001. 

„(B) The Secretary shall implement such 
program-wide system only if the Secretary 
determines that doing so would be feasible, 
efficient, include the means to ensure that 
all eligible students would have access to 
loans, and be cost-effective when compared 
to the average program costs for the pre- 
ceding three years (as adjusted for loan vol- 
ume). 

(2) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this part, if the Secretary does not imple- 
ment such program-wide system, the appli- 
cable interest rate on loans made for periods 
of instruction on or after July 1, 2001 shall be 
increased by .25 percent, and lenders’ annual 
rate of return on such loans shall be reduced 
by .25 percent. 

(e COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall, 
by regulation, coordinate the availability of 
loans pursuant to section 428(j) to the extent 
necessary— 
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(i) to permit lenders to exercise the lend- 
ing authority secured pursuant to this sub- 
section; and 

(2) to ensure that eligible borrowers ob- 
tain loans under this part. 

“(d) AUTHORITY TO PREPARE FOR PRO- 
GRAMS.—Notwithstanding subsections (a) 
and (b), the Secretary may, before the dates 
described in each such subsection— 

(I) prescribe regulations to carry out each 
such subsection; and 

(2) expend funds appropriated pursuant to 
this part to carry out activities necessary to 
the implementation of the programs author- 
ized by each such subsection."’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.— Section 
428(j)(1) (20 U.S.C. 1078(j)(1)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sen- 
tence: The availability of loans under this 
subsection shall be coordinated to the extent 
necessary in accordance with regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary under section 
427B.”’. 


H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. PETRI 


AMENDMENT NO. 53: Page 192, after line 10, 
insert the following new section (and con- 
form the table of contents accordingly): 

SEC. 430. MARKET-BASED DETERMINATIONS OF 
INTEREST SUBSIDIES. 

(a) AMENDMENT.—Section 438 (20 U.S.C. 
1087-1) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

(g MARKET-BASED DETERMINATIONS OF IN- 
TEREST SUBSIDIES.— 

“(1) APPLICABILITY.—Notwithstanding the 
preceding provisions of this section, no spe- 
cial allowance or other payment shall be 
paid under this section with respect to any 
loan disbursed on or after July 1, 1999, except 
as provided pursuant to this subsection. 

(2) USE OF AUCTIONS TO APPORTION LENDING 
AUTHORITY.— 

(A) AUCTIONS REQUIRED.—The Secretary 
shall conduct an auction in accordance with 
paragraph (3) to allocate the authority to 
make loans under this part among eligible 
lenders for any academic year. The Sec- 
retary shall estimate the amount of lending 
authority that will be required by eligible 
students for such an academic year, and 
shall by auction allocate such amount, plus 
a reasonable margin for unexpected loan de- 
mand. 

“(B) LENDING AUTHORITY REQUIRED.—A 
lender may not make a loan under this part 
that is disbursed on or after July 1, 1999, ex- 
cept pursuant to an allocation of lending au- 
thority pursuant to this paragraph. 

“(C) TRANSFERABILITY OF LENDING AUTHOR- 
iry.—An eligible lender may transfer any 
lending authority acquired pursuant to this 
subsection to another eligible lender upon 
such terms as may be agreed upon between 
such lenders, except that the acquiring lend- 
er may not extend loans pursuant to such au- 
thority except after notice to the Secretary 
in such form and manner as the Secretary 
may require by regulation. 

D) EXERCISE OF LENDING AUTHORITY.—The 
Secretary shall, by regulation, provide for 
verification that a lender is not making 
loans under this part in excess of the 
amounts of lending authority obtained in ac- 
cordance with this paragraph. Such regula- 
tions shall provide that any lender who ac- 
quires, directly or pursuant to subparagraph 
(C), lending authority that was obtained at 
auction pursuant to two or more bids of dif- 
ferent amounts shall be deemed to exercise 
such authority in descending order based on 
the amounts of such bids. 

3) CONDUCT OF AUCTION.— 
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(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall al- 
locate the amount of lending authority de- 
termined under paragraph (2)(A) among eli- 
gible lenders submitting bids in descending 
order by the unit price bid, but permitting 
each bidding lender to acquire such author- 
ity at the unit price bid by the next lower 
ranking bid, except that the Secretary may 
establish by regulation a different procedure 
for the conduct of the auction if the Sec- 
retary determines that such procedure will 
secure more receipts for the United States. 
The Secretary shall not permit any lender to 
acquire more than one-third of the amount 
of the lending authority offered at any auc- 
tion conducted under this subsection, but a 
lender shall not be prohibited from acquiring 
more than such amount pursuant to para- 
graph (2)(C). 

(B) BIDS GREATER THAN ZERO.—Any lender 
whose bid is accepted pursuant to subpara- 
graph (A) shall, if such bid is made at a unit 
price exceeding zero, promptly pay to the 
Secretary an amount equal to (i) the unit 
price, multiplied by (ii) the amount of lend- 
ing authority allocated to such lender. A 
lender making such a payment shall have no 
claim to a refund or remuneration based on 
the lender making loans in an amount that 
is less than the amount of lending authority 
obtained. 

“(C) BIDS LESS THAN ZERO.—The Secretary 
shall pay to any lender whose bid is accepted 
pursuant to subparagraph (A), if such bid is 
made at a unit price that is less than zero, 
an amount equal to— 

“(i) the amount by which the unit price is 
less than zero, multiplied by 

“(il) the amount of lending authority that 
the lender demonstrates, in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary, has 
exercised by making and disbursing loans 
under this part. 

D) CONTRACTUAL RIGHT OF HOLDERS TO 
SPECIAL ALLOWANCE.—Any lender whose bid 
is accepted pursuant to subparagraph (A), if 
such bid is made at a unit price that is less 
than zero, shall be deemed to have a contrac- 
tual right against the United States, to re- 
ceive the payment required by subparagraph 
(C). Such payment shall be made promptly 
and without administrative delay after re- 
ceipt of an accurate and complete request for 
payment, pursuant to procedures established 
by regulations promulgated under this sub- 
section. 

“(E) PENALTY FOR LATE PAYMENT.—If a 
payment required by subparagraphs (C) and 
(D) has not been made within 30 days after 
the Secretary has received an accurate, 
timely, and complete request for payment 
thereof, the amount payable to such lender 
shall be increased by an amount equal to the 
daily interest accruing on the payments due 
the lender. For such purpose, the daily inter- 
est shall be the daily equivalent of the appli- 
cable rate of interest determined under sec- 
tion 427A(a)(1). 

() MEASURES TO FACILITATE EXERCISE OF 
LENDING AUTHORITY.— 

(A) INFORMATION.—The Secretary shall 
provide for the establishment of facilities for 
the communication of information that per- 
mits eligible borrowers to be informed of the 
identity of, and means to contact, lenders 
holding unexercised lending authority pursu- 
ant to this subsection. 

(B) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall, 
by regulation, coordinate the availability of 
loans pursuant to section 428(j) to the extent 
necessary— 
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“(i) to permit lenders to exercise the lend- 
ing authority secured pursuant to this sub- 
section; and 

“(ii) to ensure that eligible borrowers ob- 
tain loans under this part. 

“(5) AUTHORITY TO PREPARE FOR PRO- 
GRAM.—Notwithstanding paragraph (1), the 
Secretary may, before July 1, 1999— 

“(A) prescribe regulations to carry out this 
subsection; and 

(B) expend funds appropriated pursuant to 
this part to carry out activities necessary to 
the implementation of the programs author- 
ized by this subsection.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
428(j)(1) (20 U.S.C. 1078(j)(1)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sen- 
tence: ‘‘The availability of loans under this 
subsection shall be coordinated in accord- 
ance with regulations prescribed by the Sec- 
retary under section 438(g)(5).”’. 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. ROEMER 

AMENDMENT No. 54: Page 172, after line 22, 
insert the following new subsection (and re- 
designate the succeeding subsections accord- 
ingly): 

(c) ADDITIONAL ANNUAL LOAN LIMIT FLEXI- 
BILITY. 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 428H(d)(2) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking subparagraph (C); and 

(B) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the 
following new subparagraphs: 

(O) notwithstanding subparagraph (A) and 
(B), in the case of such a student who is pur- 
suing a program of study at an eligible insti- 
tution leading to the baccalaureate degree— 

) $7,200 if such student is enrolled in a 
program whose length is at least 1 academic 
year (as determined under section 481); 

(1) $4,500 if such student is enrolled in a 
program whose length is less than 1 aca- 
demic year, but at least 3%% of such an aca- 
demic year; and 

(11) $2,700 if such student is enrolled in a 
program whose length is less than %, but at 
least , of such an academic year; 

“(D) in the case of such a student who is a 
graduate or professional student enrolled at 
an eligible institution, an amount not to ex- 
ceed the student's estimated cost of attend- 
ance (as determined under section 472), less 
the sum of— 

) any loan for which the student is eligi- 
ble under section 428; and 

(10) an estimate of any financial assist- 
ance reasonably available to such student.“. 

(2) DEPENDENT STUDENTS AMENDMENT.— 
Section 428H(d) is amended— 

(A) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (4); and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

“(3) ANNUAL LIMITS FOR DEPENDENT STU- 
DENTS.—Notwithstanding paragraph (2), in 
the case of a dependent student who is en- 
rolled in a program leading to the bacca- 
laureate degree whose length is at least 1 
academic year (as determined under section 
481), the maximum annual amount of loans 
under this section such a student may bor- 
row in any academic year or its equivalent 
or in any period of 7 consecutive months, 
whichever is longer, shall be the amount de- 
termined under paragraph (1) plus S1. 500.“ 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
428H(d)(1) is amended by striking para- 
graphs (2) and (3) and inserting “paragraphs 
(2), (3), and (4)”. 
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(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to loans 
made for periods of instruction beginning 
after July 1, 1998. 


H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. SANDERS 


AMENDMENT NO. 55: Page 56, after line 18, 
insert the following new paragraph (and re- 
designate the succeeding paragraphs accord- 
ingly): 

(5) cooperation between institutions to 
encourage cost saving initiatives through 
joint purchase of goods and services, and 
shared use of facilities and faculty re- 
sources.” 


H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. SANDERS 


AMENDMENT NO. 56: Page 94, strike lines 12 
through 16 and insert the following: 

(J) $5,000 for academic year 1999-2000, 

(1) $5,200 for academic year 2000-2001, 

(Iii) $5,400 for academic year 2001-2002, 

“(iv) $5,600 for academic year 2002-2003, and 

“(v) $5,800 for academic year 2003-2004, 


H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. SERRANO 


AMENDMENT NO. 57: Page 271, strike line 14 
and insert the following: 

**(A)(i) is an eligible institution; or 

(Ii) is an institution of higher education 
(as such term is defined in section 101(a)(2)) 
that provides a 4-year baccalaureate pro- 
gram, is regionally accredited, and serves at 
least 1,500 Hispanic students; 


H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. SKAGGS 


AMENDMENT No. 58: Page 334, after line 19, 
insert the following new section (and redes- 
ignate the succeeding sections and conform 
the table of contents accordingly): 

SEC. 806. STUDY OF CONSOLIDATION OPTIONS. 

No later than 2 years after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the Secretary shall re- 
port to Congress on the desirability and fea- 
sibility of possible new Federal efforts to as- 
sist individuals who have substantial alter- 
native student loans (other than direct stu- 
dent loans and federally guaranteed student 
loans) to repay their student loans. The re- 
port shall include an analysis of the extent 
to which the high monthly payments associ- 
ated with such loans deter such individuals 
from jobs (including public-interest and pub- 
lic-service jobs) with lower salaries than the 
average in relevant professions. The report 
shall include an analysis of the desirability 
and feasibility of allowing the consolidation 
of alternative student loans held by such in- 
dividuals through the Federal student loan 
consolidation program or the use of other 
means to provide income-contingent repay- 
ment plans for alternative student loans. 


H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. SOUDER 


AMENDMENT NO. 59: Page 237, strike lines 4 
through 10 and insert the following: 

“(2) REHABILITATION.—A student whose eli- 
gibility has been suspended under paragraph 
(1) may resume eligibility before the end of 
the period determined under such paragraph 
if the student satisfactorily completes a drug 
rehabilitation program that complies with 
such criteria as the Secretary shall prescribe 
for purposes of this paragraph and that in- 
cludes two unannounced drug tests. 
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RECOGNIZING OCCUPATIONAL 
THERAPY MONTH 


HON. ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, in honor 
of Occupational Therapy Month, | would like to 
recognize Occupational Therapists nationwide 
for the wonderful work they do on a daily 
basis to help Americans regain their full phys- 
ical capabilities. | would like to recognize Con- 
tinued Care Corporation of Miami which will 
soon be celebrating the opening of its Reha- 
bilitation Division and will become part of this 
wonderful network of occupational therapy 
providers. 

It is important to realize the contributions 
that Occupational Therapists make in our daily 
lives as well as the positive impact they have 
on the health care community. In addition to 
contributing to a significant decrease in a pa- 
tient’s hospital length of stay, they also reduce 
the amount of care and services patients re- 
quire after discharge. For the patient, the ben- 
efits of therapy translate into the prevention of 
further complications or disabilities and the 
ability to resume their normal lives. 

The commitment of our Nation’s Occupa- 
tional Therapists to providing an opportunity 
for those with physical ailments and disabilities 
to participate to their fullest abilities should be 
recognized and recommended. 


IN RECOGNITION OF ROY WYSE 
HON. RICHARD A. GEPHARDT 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to pay tribute to a good friend and dedicated 
representative of working people, Roy Wyse. 
Roy is retiring as Secretary Treasurer of the 
United Auto Workers International Union after 
thirty-six years of leadership in the union. 

Roy was hired by the Ford Motor Company 
in 1951, and immediately joined UAW Local 
249 in Claycomo, Missouri. After being elected 
to the shop committee, Roy quickly rose within 
the UAW leadership. He was elevated to Sec- 
retary Treasurer in 1995, the second highest 
office in the union. 

The safety and welfare of the working men 
and women of the UAW have always driven 
Roy's life. He has been a tireless fighter on 
their behalf, and his efforts have had a tre- 
mendous impact on the ability of working fami- 
lies to hold a secure job, receive a fair pay- 
check, and raise a family. Roy has worked to 
help people outside the union as well. His 
community involvement has ranged from serv- 
ing as president of a local board of education, 


teaching Sunday school classes, and working 
as a volunteer fireman. 
| applaud Roy's commitment to public serv- 
ice, and wish him and his wife Pat all the best 
in the years to come. 
———— 


A TRIBUTE TO REDLANDS POLICE 
CHIEF, LEWIS NELSON 


HON. JERRY LEWIS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speaker, | 
would like to bring to your attention today the 
fine work and outstanding public service of my 
good friend, Lewis W. Nelson, the Chief of Po- 
lice for the City of Redlands, California. After 
a long and distinguished career, Chief Nelson 
is retiring and will be recognized for his many 
years of service at a banquet in his honor on 
May 21st. 

Lewis Nelson served in the U.S. Army as a 
medical specialist in Vietnam from 1967 to 
1969. He received his Associate of Arts de- 
gree from San Bernardino Valley College 
(1970-72), his BS from California State Uni- 
versity-Los Angeles (1972-74), a Master of 
Public Administration from the University of 
Southern California (1975-77) and a Masters 
of Science from California Polytechnic Univer- 
sity in Pomona (1993-95). 

He began his professional career with the 
Redlands Police Department in 1969 as a po- 
lice officer. Since that time he has consistently 
moved up through the ranks receiving pro- 
motions to police detective (1973-74), police 
sergeant (1974-77), police lieutenant (1977 
82), police captain (1982-83), and chief of po- 
lice 1993-present). Throughout his career, he 
has earned professional certifications from the 
California Law Enforcement Command Col- 
lege (1992-94), the FBI National Academy 
(1983), and the Law Enforcement Executive 
Development Seminar (1998). 

Chief Nelson has been a member and lead- 
er of numerous professional organizations in- 
cluding the San Bernardino County Chiefs and 
Sheriffs Association, the FBI Law Enforcement 
Executive Development Association, the Cali- 
fornia Police Chiefs Association, the FBI Na- 
tional Academy Associates, Police Futurists 
Society, the National Institute of Criminal Jus- 
tice, the California Peace Officers Association, 
and others. 

Over the years, Chief Nelson has also been 
closely affiliated with a great many community 
organizations including the Veterans of For- 
eign Wars, Rotary Club of Redlands, Red- 
lands East Valley United Way, Redlands Fam- 
ily YMCA, Youth Development Incorporated, 
Redlands Baseball for Youth and Redlands 
AYSO Soccer. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that you join me and our 
colleagues in recognizing the many years of 


remarkable service of Chief Nelson. My home- 
town of Redlands, California is especially 
proud of the work he has done on behalf of 
our entire community. | also want to wish 
Chief Nelson, his wife Kathleen, son Brett, and 
daughter Kristen much happiness and the very 
best in the years ahead. 


—————— 


CELEBRATING THE 60TH BIRTH- 
DAY OF REVEREND NORMA JEAN 
PENDER 


HON. DEBBIE STABENOW 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Ms. STABENOW. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to pay special tribute to Reverend Norma Jean 
Pender who is celebrating her 60th birthday. 

For thirty-five years, Ms. Pender has served 
the people of Michigan and has been a tire- 
less leader for the community. Ms. Pender re- 
ceived her license to preach the Gospel in the 
Christian Episcopal Church in 1974, and was 
ordained in 1978 by the late Bishop E.P. Mur- 
chison. In 1982, she accepted the call to the 
position of Pastor of the New Jerusalem Tem- 
ple Baptist Church. In 1985, she was ordained 
in the Baptist faith through the National Baptist 
Convention, USA. 

Along with her responsibilities to her church, 
she has also been committed to a vast array 
of community projects, such as the NAACP, 
the American Business Women's Association, 
and the Ministers Volunteer Services for the 
Harper Hospital Cancer Society. 

During her thirty-five years, Ms. Pender has 
served as musical leader, teacher, community 
spokesperson, and spiritual advisor to people 
of all ages. Most of all, through song, she 
showed her passion for life and her faith in 
God. 

While many of us know her as Reverend 
Mother on a popular radio show she hosts 
each weekday, Ms. Pender is also known as 
a woman committed to family, the community 
and the gospel. | thank her for the example 
she has set for so many of our young children 
as well as adults and wish her a very happy 
birthday. 


— 


IN HONOR OF THE 25TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE NEW KARLIN 
HALL AND CLUB 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 
OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, April 28, 1998 
Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the 25th anniversary of the dedication of 


the new Karlin Hall and Club in Cleveland 
Ohio. 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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Early Czech settlers in the area gave the 
neighborhood surrounding lower Fleet Avenue 
the nickname, Karlin. The name stuck and the 
original Karlin Hall became the center of the 
Czech Karlin neighborhood. The hall was 
founded in 1936 by three lodges of the Czech 
Catholic Fraternal Insurance Society, the 
Catholic Workmen. In 1972, a disastrous fire 
left the original hall in ruins, but it was rebuilt 
in the same location and reopened May 1, 
1978. The dedication of the new Karlin Hall 
marks the beginning of the renovation of lower 
Fleet Avenue and the Slavic Village area. 
Today, 14 different groups call Karlin Hall their 
home. 

The anniversary will be celebrated with spe- 
cial masses at St. John Nepomucene Church 
and Our Lady of Lourdes Church. The three- 
day party to commemorate the occasion starts 
May 1 and will include live music, Slovak folk 
dancing and social dinners. 

My fellow colleagues, please join me in sa- 
luting the members of Karlin Hall. 


— — 


TRIBUTE TO CORTEZ KENNEDY 
HON. MARION BERRY 


OF ARKANSAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to a terrific young man. 

Many of you may recognize the name Cor- 
tez Kennedy. Cortez is a star defensive tackle 
for the Seattle Seahawks in the National Foot- 
ball League. Aside from being an accom- 
plished athlete and six-time Pro Bowl player, 
Cortez is an admirable human being who has 
not forgotten his beginnings. 

Cortez grew up in Mississippi County in the 
First Congressional District of Arkansas. He 
went to school and played football in Wilson, 
Arkansas. Each summer, Cortez returns to 
Rivercrest High School in Wilson to host a 
football clinic for the youngsters in his home- 
town. The stars that turn out each year to help 
Cortez teach the children are a testament to 
the relationship he has with his peers. Widely- 
known football players like Derek Thomas, 
Russell Maryland, and Rick Mirer, and coach- 
es like Barry Switzer have all traveled to Wil- 
son at Cortez’s request. 

On April 18, | was honored to attend a cere- 
mony in Wilson to witness the renaming of 
Main Street to Cortez Kennedy Avenue. | want 
to extend my heartfelt thanks to Cortez for all 
he has done for Wilson and Mississippi Coun- 
ty. He is truly a superb young man. 


NOTRE DAME COMBINING 
RESEARCH AND RELIGION 


HON. TIM ROEMER 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, April 28, 1998 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
draw my colleagues’ attention to the following 


December 10, 1997 article in the New York 
Times about the University of Notre Dame. 
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[From the New York Times, Dec. 10, 1997] 
NOTRE DAME COMBINING RESEARCH AND 
RELIGION 
(By Ethan Bronner) 


NOTRE DAME, IND., Dec. 4.—At the end of a 
century in which the great American univer- 
sities have moved from being extensions of 
churches to centers of secularism, the Uni- 
versity of Notre Dame is carving itself an 
important niche as an institution of serious 
scholarship with a deeply religious environ- 
ment. 

Some colleges are religious; others have 
vital research centers. Notre Dame is rare in 
combining the two. 

The religious nature of Notre Dame is felt 
not only in the crucifixes that hang in every 
class, the Roman Catholic priests who live in 
every dormitory, the Mass recited nightly 
and the forbidding of men and women to 
enter each other’s dormitory rooms after a 
certain hour. It comes as well in the work 
being fostered here. 

Political scientists are reclaiming Augus- 
tine to examine just war! theory. Law pro- 
fessors are focusing on neglected church 
views about dying in legal debates on as- 
sisted suicide. Historians are emphasizing 
the role of local parishes in understanding 
urban race relations. 

Some of these approaches would have been 
dismissed as almost ridiculously retrograde 
a generation ago, yet scholars here and else- 
where say the American academy seems sur- 
prisingly receptive to them today because 
they bring new or lost perspectives to vital 
subjects. 

This comes at a time of newfound self-con- 
fidence for Notre Dame. Flush with cash 
from rich alumni and proceeds from its sto- 
ried football team, the university is discov- 
ering it can lure scholars, including non- 
Catholics, from top institutions by pro- 
moting religion. 

“When I was a graduate student at Harvard 
25 years ago, the whole idea of working in a 
religious framework was bizarre,“ said 
James Turner, an intellectual historian who 
moved here recently from the University of 
Michigan, “Augustine had become a kind of 
museum artifact to be studied only by the 
appropriate curators. But now we are mak- 
ing the case that neglected religious sources 
can help reconfigure academic discussion.” 

Professor Turner is director of the newly 
established Erasmus Institute here, a unique 
interdisciplinary effort that seeks to be a na- 
tional model for the reinvigoration of Catho- 
lic and other religious intellectual traditions 
in contemporary scholarship. 

He is among recent catches for Notre Dame 
in a highly competitive academic environ- 
ment. Others have been lured to the prairies 
of northern Indiana by the idea of turning a 
respectable academic institution into a truly 
fine one. 

Philip L. Quinn left an endowed chair in 
philosophy at Brown University for one here 
because, he said: In my personal and profes- 
sional life I take religion seriously. In the 
secular academy, they are not much con- 
cerned with religion. They look at it from 
the social science perspective.” 

George M. Marsden, a historian of religion 
and a devout Protestant, left Duke Univer- 
sity for Notre Dame because, he said, only 
here did he feel there was the desire for a 
high-level scholarly discussion within a 
Christian context. 

While there are scores of small Christian 
colleges across the United States, none can 
lay claim to being a center of scholarship 
outside the Christian world. Notre Dame 
can. 
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One of its sources of pride is its new Irish 
Studies Institute, financed with a gift of $13 
million from Donald R. Keough, an alumnus 
who was president of Coca-Cola from 1981 to 
1993. ‘ 

The donation has made it possible to at- 
tract Seamus Deane, one of the most distin- 
guished Irish scholars and authors, as direc- 
tor. Professor Deane, whose novel, Reading 
in the Dark" (Knopf, 1997), was received with 
high praise earlier this year, says that by 
September 1998 there will be six full-time 
faculty members and one visiting professor 
at the institute, making it the biggest such 
program in the country. 

“We're not on the scale of Johns Hopkins 
or M.I.T.” said the Rev. Edward A. Malloy, 
Notre Dame’s president, “but we are increas- 
ing the intellectual resources so as to make 
this a great university. With the Erasmus In- 
stitute and Irish studies we have identified 
areas of intellectual engagement where we 
can make a real contribution.” 

Notre Dame has long had a special place 
among American universities but not largely 
for its scholarship. Founded in 1842 by a 
priest of the Congregation of Holy Cross, it 
was to American Catholics in the mid-20th 
century what City College was to New York 
Jews, a welcoming place to study without 
fear of prejudice. 

The dominance of its football team under a 
series of legendary coaches beginning with 
Knute Rockne—and the public way in which 
teams recited Mass before each game—fo- 
cused the loyalty of many American Catho- 
lics who tended to regard Notre Dame with 
almost Lourdes-like devotion. 

In recent decades, the university’s endow- 
ment has risen to $1.5 billion, nearly 30 times 
what it was in 1970. 

U.S. News and World Report ranks Notre 
Dame 19th of national universities and a re- 
cent book, The Rise of American Research 
Universities“ (Johns Hopkins, 1997), named 
Notre Dame as among a handful of top rising 
private research universities. 

It is the combination of competitiveness 
and tradition that attracted M. Cathleen 
Kaveny to join the law faculty here three 
years ago. Holder of a doctorate and a law 
degree from Yale University, Professor 
Kaveny has become an expert on assisted 
suicide by drawing on Catholic teachings. 
She is planning a scholarly study of mercy, 
how a society should feed its hungry and 
comfort its sick. 

These are areas that I could never pursue 
as a junior faculty member at another law 
school, Professor Kaveny said. “I would be 
laughed at. Here they are excited about it.” 

There is some concern that all the talk 
about rediscovering Christian sources will 
serve as a pretext for squelching free in- 
quiry. Michael A. Signer, a Reform rabbi 
who holds a chair here in Jewish culture, 
says Notre Dame is still grappling with being 
both Catholic and catholic. The test of the 
Erasmus Institute, Rabbi Signer says, will be 
to see how it handles that tension, whether 
it reaches out to other traditions or barri- 
cades itself in. 

Alan Wolfe, who describes himself as a sec- 
ular sociologist at Boston University, wrote 
recently in The Chronicle of Higher Edu- 
cation that the revival of religion in the 
academy at places like Notre Dame was wel- 
come. 

To study the world’s great literary works, 
many of which were inspired by religious 
questions, without full appreciation of those 
questions is like performing Hamlet without 
the Prince, Mr. Wolfe wrote. ‘‘Critics of 
academic specialization in the humanities 
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often say that English departments, infatu- 
ated with contemporary works, no longer 
teach enough Milton or Tolstoy. It would be 
more correct to say that, through the lens of 
secularism, they are teaching them inac- 
curately.“ 


INTRODUCING THE AVIATION 
BILATERAL ACCOUNTABILITY ACT 


HON. WILLIAM O. LIPINSKI 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
introduce a piece of legislation entitled the 
Aviation Bilateral Accountability Act. The Avia- 
tion Bilateral Accountability Act is a bill that 
will require Congressional approval of all U.S. 
aviation bilateral agreements. 

International aviation is governed by a se- 
ries of bilateral civil aviation agreements be- 
tween countries. Unlike other sectors of the 
economy that tend to be handled through mul- 
tilateral agreements, such as the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, issues re- 
garding international aviation are resolved 
through government-to-government negotia- 
tions. For example, if a U.S. air carrier wants 
to fly into and out of another country, the 
American government must first negotiate with 
the government of that country to determine 
the terms under which the carriers from both 
countries will operate. Terms of bilateral civil 
aviation agreements include, among other 
things, route assignments, capacity and fre- 
quency limitations, carrier designations, and 
pricing controls. 

U.S. bilateral aviation agreements are exec- 
utive agreements. They are negotiated and 
signed by representatives from the Depart- 
ment of State and the Department of Trans- 
portation. Unfortunately, Congress does not 
play any official role in the approval of bilateral 
aviation agreements. 

As the Ranking Member of the House Sub- 
committee on Aviation, | strongly believe that 
Congress deserves to play a role in approving 
bilateral aviation agreements. As Members of 
Congress, we represent the businessperson, 
the leisure traveler, the consumer—the flying 
public in general. We should have the right to 
make sure that bilateral aviation agreements 
are negotiated to give U.S. consumers the 
most access to international aviation markets 
at the best price. 

For this reason, | introduced the Aviation Bi- 
lateral Accountability Act, a bill to require Con- 
gressional approval of all U.S. aviation bilat- 
eral agreements. International aviation, which 
is based on bilateral aviation agreements, has 
a tremendous impact on the U.S. economy 
and U.S. citizens. Congress should not be ex- 
cluded from agreements of such magnitude. 
As elected Representatives of the people, we 
owe it to the American consumer to look out 
for his or her best interests. My legislation will 
help Members of Congress better represent 
the flying public by giving Congress an integral 
role in the approval of U.S. bilateral aviation 
agreements. 

The Aviation Bilateral Accountability Act will 
require implementing legislation for each U.S. 
bilateral aviation agreement, similar to the leg- 
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islation required for trade agreements such as 
NAFTA. Under the bill, each bilateral agree- 
ment would be presented to Congress by the 
Secretaries involved in the negotiations. An 
approval resolution would then be introduced 
and referred for a limited number of days to 
the House Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee and the Senate Commerce Com- 
mittee. After Committee review, a straight up- 
or-down vote would then be required in both 
chambers. Finally, once the approval resolu- 
tion passes both the House and the Senate, 
and is signed into law, then the bilateral avia- 
tion agreement would be official. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing, | would like to thank 
the gentleman from Oregon, Representative 
PETER DeFazio, for joining me as an original 
co-sponsor of this important legislation. In ad- 
dition, | urge all my colleagues to co-sponsor 
the Aviation Bilateral Accountability Act. 


IN HONOR OF BAYONNE YOUTH 
CENTER, INC. 


HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, | am de- 
lighted to rise today to thank and congratulate 
four citizens of Bayonne, New Jersey who 
have contributed immensely to the Bayonne 
Youth Center and the entire community. As it 
celebrates its 53rd anniversary at the HI Hat 
in Bayonne, The Bayonne Youth Center will 
honor Mrs. Susan Y. Davis, the recipient of 
the Sabra Jackson Award; Assemblyman Jo- 
seph V. Doria, Jr., recipient of the Humani- 
tarian Award; Curtis Nelson, the winner of the 
Service Award; and Wilhelmina Wilson, who is 
receiving the Volunteer Service Award. Also 
being recognized at the dinner will be the 
Youth of the Month and the Art and Essay 
contests winners. 

| would like to take a moment to tell you 
about these four remarkable constituents. 
Susan Y. Davis is continually active in com- 
munity service. She has served on the Ba- 
yonne Community Day Nursery Board, Mid- 
town Community School Advisory Council, and 
is a member of the Bayonne Youth Center's 
Board of Directors. She is also active in St. 
Patrick’s Church of Jersey City. Susan re- 
ceived the 1995 NAACP Community Service 
award. 

Assembly Democratic Leader Joseph V. 
Doria, Jr., recipient of the Humanitarian 
Award, has a distinguished career in public 
and community service. He serves as a mem- 
ber of the Board of Directors of Liberty Health 
Care Systems, and has served as a board 
member of St. Ann’s Home for the Aged. As- 
semblyman Doria has received more than 110 
awards and citations from both public and pri- 
vate groups, including the Deborah Hospital 
Foundation’s Children of the World Award and 
the Liberty Science Centers Legislator's 
Award. 

Wilhemina Wilson, winner of the Volunteer 
Service Award, lives her life exemplifying the 
philosophy of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., by 
promoting peace and goodwill towards all peo- 
ple. She is a faithful member of the Wallace 
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Temple A.M.E. Zion Church and has received 
numerous awards for her outstanding church 
service. Wilson is a member of the Bayonne 
branch of the NAACP and has been a long- 
standing member and supporter of the Ba- 
yonne Youth Center. 

Curtis Nelson, who was awarded the Serv- 
ice Award, has always made sure to give back 
to his community. During his work for New 
Jersey Transit, he received many Service Star 
Awards for his exemplary service. Nelson has 
been leader of the Neighborhood Block Asso- 
ciation for 25 years and was the first black 
Commander of the F.A. Mackenzie Post of 
Bayonne where he raised money for many 
charities. He is also a member of the Pride of 
Bayonne Lodge No. 461. 

These four extraordinary citizens who have 
given so much back to their community and 
the Bayonne Youth Center deserve our re- 
spect and admiration. 


— 


HONORING THE WEEK OF APRIL 


26-MAY 2, 1998 AS NATIONAL 
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
WEEK 

HON. F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, JR. 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
to say a few words in honor of the 14th annual 
National Science and Technology Week. 

During this week the National Science 
Foundation performs its most important public 
outreach activities of the year; getting children 
excited about science and technology. This 
year’s theme for National Science and Tech- 
nology Week is “Polar Connections.” It draws 
attention to the scientific research being per- 
formed in the Arctic and in the Antarctic. 

The North and South Poles are truly unlike 
any place on the planet. As Chairman of the 
Science Committee, I've had the opportunity 
to travel to Antarctica to visit NSF’s South 
Pole Station, and | can tell you that it is a re- 
markable place. The men and women who 
perform research at the South Pole work 
under conditions that make the winters in Wis- 
consin look comparatively easy. For example, 
in 1989 researchers from the University of 
Wisconsin measured temperature variations at 
the South Pole ranging from -7 °F to —117 
°F. The South Pole receives less than a foot 
of snow per year, yet it is covered by an ice- 
sheet that is nearly two-miles thick. Geo- 
graphically it is 1.5 times the size of the conti- 
nental United States and a year's worth of 
supplies must be fit onto the one supply ship 
that ventures to Antarctica once a year. When 
the sun goes down on March 21st, it doesn’t 
come up again until September 21st. 

This week's activities were not designed 
simply to draw attention to the Poles, but rath- 
er to the work being performed there. The 
North and South Poles are unique, natural lab- 
oratories and offer matchless opportunities to 
study our environment. 

Highlighting the combination of the impor- 
tant and unique research being performed at 
the Poles and the harsh and dangerous living 
conditions there is, in my opinion, a great way 
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to make children curious about science and 
technology. When children are introduced to 
the conditions at the Poles, they may wonder: 
How can anything survive in such cold condi- 
tions? How do you study geology when the 
ground’s under two miles of ice? How do you 
get everything you need to the South Pole? 
How do you fit a year’s supply of goods on 
one ship? Getting kids to ask these questions 
is the goal of National Science and Tech- 
nology Week. | think that “Polar Connections” 
is a terrific theme for National Science and 
Technology Week, and | am confident that this 
year's activities will be a great success. 

| must add that just as they did last year, 
the National Science Foundation has once 
again set up it’s “Ask a Scientist or Engineer” 
phone-bank at 1-888-718-3026. The phone- 
bank will be open on Wednesday, April 29th, 
from 9:00 am to 8:00 pm. This year's e-mail 
address is nstw@nsf.gov. More information 
about National Science and Technology Week 
can be found at NSF's web-page at 
www.nsf.gov. 

Mr. Speaker, | encourage my fellow Mem- 
bers to strongly support this program, and join 
with me in celebrating National Science and 
Technology Week. 


A TRIBUTE TO PHYLLIS NEWMAN 
HON. JERRY LEWIS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speaker, | 
would like to bring to your attention today the 
fine work and outstanding contributions of 
Phyllis Newman. Congregation Emanu El of 
San Bernardino, California will honor Phyllis 
on June 6th as this years recipient of the 
Rabbi Norman F. Feldheym Award for distin- 
guished service to the congregation and com- 
munity. She will be recognized at a dinner 
dance which will also commemorate the 107th 
anniversary of the chartering of the congrega- 
tion. 

The Norman F. Feldheym Award was estab- 
lished to pay tribute to those Members of Con- 
gregation Emanu El who have, in their own 
lives, reflected Rabbi Feldheym’s qualities of 
love for and loyalty to the synagogue, service 
of the community, as well as evidencing per- 
sonal traits of humility, loving kindness, care 
and love. Phyllis Newman has been a particu- 
larly devoted leader of Congregation Emanu 
El through her service as president of its sis- 
terhood and a member of the Board of Direc- 
tors of the congregation. She has also edited 
and produced over 15 commemorative jour- 
nals which have been efforts to raise funds for 
the congregation. During this time, she has 
been an inspiring example of generosity and 
commitment. 

Phyllis has also been a very active partici- 
pant in numerous community organizations in- 
cluding the Assistance League and the San 
Bernardino Area Mental Health Association. 
She is also very widely known for her deep 
devotion to her faith and her family. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that you join me, our col- 
leagues and the many dear friends of Phyllis 
Newman in recognizing this remarkable 
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woman as she is presented with the Rabbi 
Norman F. Feldheym Award. It is especially 
appropriate that this honor is being bestowed 
at a ceremony also marking the 107th anniver- 
sary of the founding of Congregation Emanu 
El. 


— y 


MILDRED KIEFER WURF—A 
VIGOROUS ADVOCATE FOR GIRLS 


HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON 


OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise to pay 
tribute to Mildred Kiefer Wurf, the distin- 
guished and highly respected Director of Pub- 
lic Policy of Girls Incorporated who has been 
a powerful voice for girls for nearly three dec- 
ades. 

Mrs. Wurf began her career as a senior staff 
member on the President's Council on Youth 
Opportunity and established contacts with 
more than 175 voluntary and professional or- 
ganizations for this White House agency, pro- 
moting programs for disadvantaged youth 
within the nonprofit sector and among federal 
agencies. She has served as an appointee to 
the U.S. Department of Labor, Citizen Review 
Commission, Comprehensive Youth Employ- 
ment Commission, U.S. Travel Service Advi- 
sory Committee, U.S. Department of Com- 
merce, and the National Commission on 
Youth, Kettering Foundation and the Govern- 
ment Relations Committee of the Independent 
Sector. Mildred Kiefer Wurf served as the 
founding coordinator of the National Collabora- 
tion for Youth, where she brought together di- 
rectors of 13 national organizations, developed 
management and funding symposiums, draft- 
ed statements on youth issues, wrote testi- 
mony and briefed principals and facilitated 
large youth employment and delinquency pre- 
vention grants. 

Mr. Speaker, Mrs. Wurf was the first director 
of the Washington Office of Girls Clubs of 
America. She monitored hearings and legisla- 
tion, testified before congressional commit- 
tees, was responsible for staffing the Expan- 
sion, Development and Advocacy Committees 
of the National Board and originated and 
wrote a Washington newsletter for affiliates 
and Board. She has persuasively applied her 
passion for words both as a spokesperson 
and as coauthor of Girls, Inc. Advocacy publi- 
cations that were used to remove barriers, 
provide gender equity and fight for equitable 
allocations of resoufces— Today's Girls, To- 
morrow's Women,” “An Action Agenda for 
Equalizing Girls’ Options,” “Service Through 
Advocacy” and “Leadership Through Advo- 
cacy.” 

She has initiated successful collaborations 
with national women's organizations including 
the American Association of University 
Women, National Council of Jewish Women, 
The Committee of 100 Black Women and the 
National Federation of Business and Profes- 
sional Women’s Clubs Inc., among others, that 
resulted in noteworthy initiatives such as the 
“Women Helping Girls With Choices” Project. 
She has been an active volunteer serving on 
the Board of the National Committee for Citi- 
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zens in Education, Business and Professional 
Women's Foundation, National Child Research 
Center, Fund for an OPEN Society, as Board 
Chair of the Center for Youth Services in 
Washington, D.C. and on the Advisory Com- 
mittee of the Center for Early Adolescence at 
the University of North Carolina. As Director of 
Public Policy of Girls Incorporated, she con- 
tinues to monitor issues affecting girls and 
young women, informs the National Board, 
staff and affiliates of relevant legislation and 
public education events, recommends and 
drafts public policy positions and serves as a 
strong, smart, bold and “vigorous advocate for 
irls.” 
2 She is the proud and loving mother of a 
son, Nicholas Wurf of London, England and, a 
daughter, Abigail Wurf of St. Louis, Missouri. 
Mr. Speaker, | ask that this august body join 
me in applauding Mildred Kiefer Wurf for her 
dedicated service and exemplary record of 
highly effective advocacy on behalf of Girls In- 
corporated and the millions of girls of this na- 
tion and extend to her our best wishes for 
every success in her future endeavors. 
— 


TRIBUTE TO THOMAS DUBYNE, DR. 
VINCENT MASSEY, AND OLD 
KENT BANK—IMPRESSION 5 
SCIENCE CENTER AWARD WIN- 
NERS 


HON. DEBBIE STABENOW 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Ms. STABENOW. Mr. Speaker, | am proud 
to recognize Impression 5 as one of the pre- 
mier science centers in education today. Each 
year Lansing’s Impression 5 announces a se- 
ries of awards that highlight leadership in the 
area of science. 

As in previous years, this year’s recipients 
have shown a true commitment to science, 
our students, and education. Science is one of 
the most challenging important subjects to 
master. This year’s recipients have used their 
knowledge, leadership and financial means to 
make science a focus on and outside the 
classroom and have found innovative ways to 
help the community appreciate and under- 
stand the importance of science. 

| am very proud to recognize the following 
recipients of the 1998 Impression 5 Tribute to 
Science and Technology winners for Educator 
of the Year, Scientist of the Year, and Com- 
munity Service Award. 

SCIENCE EDUCATOR OF THE YEAR: THOMAS DUBYNE 

As a science teacher at Haslett High School 
for over 35 years, Mr. DuByne has gained 
multiple state and national recognitions. He is 
best known in the community as a teacher 
committed to his students and the study of 
science. Whether it is the assistance he pro- 
vides our elementary teachers, or the count- 
less science fairs and demonstrations he has 
organized, Mr. DuByne has worked tirelessly 
on the local not only as a high school teacher, 
but as a leader in advocating science to young 
learners. 

SCIENTIST OF THE YEAR: DR. VINCENT MASSEY 

Dr. Massey is the J. Lawrence Oncley Dis- 
tinguished University Professor in the Depart- 
ment of Biological Chemistry at the University 
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of Michigan. He is a pioneering biochemist 
who is known internationally for his studies in 
the field of flavins and flavoproteins. 

COMMUNITY SERVICE AWARD: OLD KENT BANK 

Lansing’s Old Kent Bank has been recog- 
nized for working closely with the Impression 
5 Science Center for over twelve years. 
Through their continuous commitment to the 
science center and the nonprofit community, 
Old Kent has played a vital role in the oper- 
ation of many education activities throughout 
the Lansing community. 

As we continue to head toward the 21st 
Century, the areas of science and technology 
are more important. As a member of the 
House Science and Technology Committee, | 
am proud to recognize these efforts and offer 
congratulations and thanks for their continued 
leadership and excellence in science. 

—— 


TRIBUTE TO MRS. HORTENSE 
HUNN 


HON. GEORGE E. BROWN, JR. 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to recognize Hortense Hunn’s years 
of outstanding achievement and service to the 
children and families of San Bernardino Coun- 
ty, and to bid her a fond farewell as she re- 
tires from more than 30 years of service to the 
Head Start and Preschool Services Programs 
in San Bernardino County. 

Mrs. Hunn has dedicated both her profes- 
sional and her personal lives to helping im- 
prove the lives of those most in need of our 
community. As the Executive Director of the 
Preschool Services Department for San 
Bernardino County, Mrs. Hunn has taken a 
program that initially served only a handful of 
children and turned it into an exemplary de- 
partment that serves over 5,300 children and 
their families. Under Mrs. Hunn’s direction, the 
Head Start Program has been nationally rec- 
ognized for its success. Her leadership has 
also extended well beyond the local area to 
positions with regional and national commit- 
tees and organizations. 

Mrs. Hunn’s personal achievements include: 
31 years with the Head Start Program in San 
Bernardino County; Policy Council Member, 
Children’s Network of San Bernardino County; 
first President, California Head Start Associa- 
tion; National Head Start Association member; 
Governor's Child Development Programs Advi- 
sory Committee member; Southern California 
Cluster of Head Start Grantees Advisory 
Board founder; Black Voice Newspaper's 
Woman of Achievement for 1992; past Sec- 
retary, NAACP; Black Culture Foundation’s 
1997 Black Rose Award recipient. 

Mrs. Hunn has also volunteered as a Board 
Member of the Cornerstone Christian Pre- 
school, is a member of the Hospitality Com- 
mittee for New Hope Missionary Baptist 
Church in San Bernardino, and is a member 
of the Children’s Defense Fund. 

Hortense Hunn is a remarkable person. Her 
dedication and commitment to the community 
and those less fortunate extends to every as- 
pect of her life. She has touched the lives of 
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countless families, and while she will be sorely 
missed, she has left San Bernardino County a 
great legacy and serves as an example for us 
all. Her new community will undoubtedly ben- 
efit greatly from her presence. Mrs. Hunn is 
truly a friend to all in need and | consider my- 
self very lucky to have worked with her over 
the years. 


—_———E—EE 


TRIBUTE TO ROULETTE AND 
JESSIE WOLFE 


HON. MARION BERRY 


OF ARKANSAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to a wonderful couple, Roulette 
and Jessie Wolfe. Roulette and Jessie are the 
classic example of people that work hard, play 
by the rules, and achieve great success. 

They were the kind of people that made you 
always feel that you were welcome and that 
they were always happy they saw you. 
Through hard work, thrift, and fair dealings 
they achieved financial and personal success. 

They were always ready to do their part for 
the community. It made no difference if it was 
for the school, town, people in need, or the 
church they were always there to do their part. 
They provided a Christian witness by great ex- 
ample. They treated their fellow man with re- 
spect and dignity. 

Roulette was a self-taught engineer and 
farmer of great skill. His buildings were always 
sound and pleasing to the eye. His crops were 
always the same way. 

Their life cannot be described without the 
mention of Jessie’s skills as a fisherman. She 
was a sport fisherman of great ability and was 
highly respected in a community of people that 
contains many skilled in this area. 

They gave marriage the image that is was 
intended to have and were clearly devoted to 
their family and church. It remains difficult to 
have church without them in their customary 
place on the front row of Gillett Methodist 
Church. 

They accepted their lot philosophically and 
moved on to the next task. 

Their life was what Thomas Jefferson had in 
mind when he envisioned the agrarian society. 

They were the kind of people that made 
America the great Nation it is today. 


——— 


IN HONOR OF THE RETIREMENT 
OF MARGARET McCOOK 


HON. ROBERT A. BORSKI 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate and honor an outstanding volun- 
teer and citizen from my Congressional district 
who has achieved a long list of community 
service. Mrs. Margaret “Peg” McCook began 
her service in politics in 1967 as a Democratic 
Committee person. She went on to become an 
Administrative Aide to Senator Joseph F. 
Smith from 1972 to 1981. Senator Smith be- 
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came Congressman Smith as a result of a 
special election and Mrs. McCook then be- 
came his Legislative Aide until 1982. Peg then 
began to work as an Administrative Aide to 
Senator Vincent Fumo until 1984 when she 
applied for the position of Bail Commissioner. 
Peg was sworn in as one of the first Bail Com- 
missioners to serve in the Philadelphia Munic- 
ipal Court in February of 1984, and finally re- 
tired from this position in 1997. 

During her thirteen years of service in Mu- 
nicipal Court, Peg won both the adoration and 
respect from her peers, the Administration, 
and the Judiciary. She volunteered both her 
time and services, never hesitating to go 
above and beyond the call of service. She 
was even known to bring in some home made 
specialties, especially when her shift fell on a 
holiday. It is no wonder she has been affec- 
tionately referred to as mom“. 

Peg McCook also ran for City Commis- 
sioner, and Council Person for the First Dis- 
trict, but was narrowly defeated. Along with 
her various duties she was an advisor to sev- 
eral self help organizations. Peg has become 
well known and loved throughout the commu- 
nity for her many years of service. Along with 
all of her political achievements, Peg is also 
the wife of Joseph McCook, Sr., the mother of 
eight children, grandmother of seventeen, and 
great-grandmother of two. 

am proud of Peg McCook and all that she 
has done for the city of Philadelphia and 
abroad. She emulates the ideals of citizenship 
in our country—through her concern for oth- 
ers, her service to the community and active 
participation in our governments. | wish to 
congratulate and thank Peg McCook for all 
that she has accomplished. | hope that she 
enjoys her years of retirement, and wish her 
all the best. 


IN MEMORY OF STANLEY RADWAN 
HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the memory of Stanley Radwan, a na- 
tive of Poland and a famed strongman. Mr. 
Radwan’s life was filled with amazing accom- 
plishments, both physical and mental. He em- 
bodied the spirit of a hardworking individual. 

Born in Poland in 1908, Radwan was a dis- 
tinct child from his birth, showing off his 
strength for childhood friends during his youth. 
He joined several Polish fraternal organiza- 
tions and clubs, taking great pride in his Polish 
heritage. His national pride inspired him to join 
the Polish navy and learn many languages be- 
fore World War II. Unfortunately, Radwan was 
captured by the Nazis and became a prisoner 
of war at the Bergen-Belsen camp. He be- 
came legendary in the camp as he escaped 
briefly by pushing a brick wall over with his 
bare hands. Radwan immigrated to the United 
States after the war and established himself in 
Northeastern Ohio. 

Mr. Radwan, also known as the “Polish 
Strongman” and the “King of Iron and Steel,” 
wrestled professionally for over twenty years 
and was never defeated. He amazed his audi- 
ence with feats of strength including straight- 
ening horseshoes, pulling cars with his teeth, 
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and ripping quarters in half. Radwan even 
demonstrated these talents on the television 
show “You Asked For It.” Radwan also served 
his new country in many capacities, most no- 
tably as a bodyguard for Cleveland officials 
and a worker in the Cuyahoga County Audi- 
tor’s Office. He was noted for his clean attend- 
ance record and his hard work at the office. 
Radwan never lost touch with his Polish herit- 
age, hosting a Polish-language radio show 
and working with Polish organizations. He is 
survived by two sons, a daughter, and seven 
grandchildren. 

My fellow colleagues, join me in saluting the 
life of a true “strongman” in all facets of the 
word: Stanley Radwan. 


SAVING SOCIAL SECURITY 
HON. RON PACKARD 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, just a few 
weeks ago, President Clinton held his first 
meeting to outline his thoughts on reforming 
the Social Security system. The problem is, 
we still don’t have any answers. 

Although President Clinton won't admit it, 
Social Security is not financially sound. Statis- 
tics show that within the next 15 years, the 
system will begin to pay out more than it takes 
in. This means that unless we begin to make 
changes now, the system could be bankrupt in 
30 years. 

As a father and grandfather, | am not only 
concerned about the money | have payed into 
Social Security over the course of my lifetime, 
but now my children and grandchildren are 
putting their hard-earned dollars into the pro- 
gram as well. The worst part is, none of us 
have any confidence that this money will still 
be there when we need it. 

Mr. Speaker, before our break you asked us 
to find out how our constituents would like to 
see the Social Security system reformed. | 
agree that the only way to create a system 
that is consistent with what Americans want is 
to talk to the very people who pay into and 
benefit from the program. 

It is time for us to use the suggestions we 
heard from our constituents while we were 
back home and show the President and Social 
Security can and must be reformed now. 


WORKER MEMORIAL DAY 
HON. TIM ROEMER 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, for today’s ob- 
servance of Worker Memorial Day, | would like 
to have the opportunity to recognize a shame- 
ful tragedy that millions of Americans must 
face every day. 

Last year, according to the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, over 6,000 workers were killed by 
traumatic injuries, 50,000 workers died of oc- 
cupational diseases, and 6.2 million suffered 
injuries on the job. Lamentably, my home 
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state of Indiana has paralleled these statistics 
by averaging 60 deaths a year. 

Today in South Bend, Indiana, community 
leaders, business owners, and union rep- 
resentatives are gathering to pay tribute to two 
friends whose deaths hit very close to home. 
Officer Paul Deguch, member of the Fraternal 
Order of Police Lodge 36, was struck down in 
the line of duty by a senseless act of violence. 
This pointless death has not only shocked our 
community, but left his family devastated. 

Jim Slater, member of the Elevator Con- 
structors Local 57, was also killed on the job 
this year while working in an elevator shaft. 
His wife is now without a husband, his three 
children no longer have a father, and those he 
knew have lost a great friend. 

As Members of Congress we must continue 
the fight begun at the tum of the century to 
ensure safety for everyone at their place of 
employment. Our American workforce is re- 
sponsible for our booming economy, our high 
standard of living, and the quality of life which 
we enjoy. We have made a great deal of 
progress in the last eighty years, but for Offi- 
cer Deguch, Jim Slater, and every other work- 
er killed or injured on the job, we must do 
more. 

My prayers go out of the families of those 
who were taken from us, and | know the rest 
of our community joins me. | only hope that 
we in Congress can do more to prevent trage- 
dies like these from happening in the future. 


— 


IN RECOGNITION OF HOUSTON’S 
FIFTH ANNUAL AFRICA DAY 


HON. KEN BENTSEN 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise to recog- 
nize Houston's fifth annual celebration of Afri- 
ca Day taking place on Saturday, May 2, 
1998. 

African Cultural Exchange, Inc. (ACE) initi- 
ated Houston’s celebration five years ago, 
joining an international effort to recognize the 
progress of people of African descent toward 
social, cultural, and economic freedom. Since 
its inception, ACE has had five goals and ob- 
jectives: to exchange culture, arts, and edu- 
cational programs between African countries 
and the United States; to build bridges of com- 
munication and better understanding; to pro- 
mote awareness and appreciation of diverse 
culture; to provide programs and activities for 
children, youth, and the elderly; and to estab- 
lish The Africa House as a cultural exchange 
center to serve all people. 

The theme of this year’s celebration is “Chil- 
dren of The World—Our Future.” Festivities at 
the University of Houston, Central Campus, 
will include exhibitions and cultural activities, a 
soccer tournament, and an awards ceremony 
to recognize the achievements of children and 
youth. Other activities will provide opportuni- 
ties to promote the arts, business, and entre- 
preneurial awareness and exchange. 

The Africa Day celebration is especially 
timely this year in light of President Clinton's 
recent trip to Africa. While Africa still faces 
poverty, malnutrition, disease, unemployment, 
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and terrible conflict in some places, free mar- 
kets are taking hold, and democracy and 
peace are making progress. As a genuine 
partner and friend to the people of Africa, 
America can make a difference in its future. 
Cultural exchanges such as Africa Day are es- 
sential to bridge the gap and increase aware- 
ness and understanding between the United 
States and Africa. 

| congratulate Africa Day on its fifth anniver- 
sary and commend the African Cultural Ex- 
change, Inc. and all of the participants and 
supporters for their dedication to improving 
U.S.-African relations and to the future of our 
children and communities. Our continued sup- 
port of events such as Africa Day will enhance 
our children’s future, their educational devel- 
opment, economic growth, and their quality of 
life. 

O Å a 


RECOGNIZING COURTLAND 
SEYMOUR WILSON 


HON. ROSA L. DeLAURO 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Courtland Seymour Wilson, Execu- 
tive Director of the Hill Development Corpora- 
tion on the occasion of his 80th birthday. Over 
the course of his life, Mr. Wilson has built a 
wonderful legacy of community and political 
activism that has improved his city and the 
world in which we live. 

Born and raised in New Haven, Mr. Wilson 
attended school and worked there until enlist- 
ing in the United States Army. During World 
War Il he saw active duty in both Italy and 
North Africa, returning to New Haven in 1945 
having achieved the rank of Master Sergeant. 

As dedicated an activist as he is a worker, 
Mr. Wilson's career began as a machinist in 
several shops in New Haven where he strived 
to organize his fellow workers. He served on 
the Executive Committee and as Treasurer of 
the International Association of Machinists 
local of the AFL-CIO. 

Courtland Wilson did not however, contain 
his activism to the workplace. His efforts for 
equality and justice led to his Presidency of 
the New Haven chapter of the NAACP, and 
the founding of both the Hill Parents Associa- 
tion—precursor to the Hill Development Cor- 
poration—and the New Haven Black Coalition. 

This dynamic synergy of community and job 
politics led to his transition from machinist to 
staff activist at Yale University. Mr. Wilson was 
hired by Yale to desegregate their School of 
Medicine during a period of hiring and enroll- 
ment reforms. From Assistant Dean of Student 
Affairs at the Medical School, Mr. Wilson 
moved to Yale-New Haven Hospital’s Office of 
Government and Community Relations where 
he worked until his “retirement” in 1985. Dur- 
ing his tenure at Yale-New Haven, he sat on 
many local and state governing boards, and is 
a lecturer at the Yale School of Medicine De- 
partment of Psychiatry. 

For the past 13 years he has been the Ex- 
ecutive Director of the Hill Development Cor- 
poration, working diligently to ensure every 
family’s right to decent, affordable housing. 
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For his countless efforts and contributions to 
New Haven, Mr. Wilson was given the Elm 
Award in 1995, the city’s highest honor. In ad- 
dition to his esteemed years of service, 
Courtland Wilson raised his usually low profile 
by winning his first elected office, that of 
Democratic Party Ward Co-Chair, at age 78. 

A man who loves life, Courtland Wilson en- 
joys the company of his wife of 56 years, 
Ruth, and his children, Courtland H., Jon, 
Ruthia, and Peter, as well as the company of 
his many grandchildren and great-grand- 
children. As his family and friends gather to 
celebrate his eight decades of improving our 
world, | rise today to wish him a happy and 
healthy birthday, and to thank him for his 
countless, tireless contributions. 

O 


TRIBUTE TO HONOR DOUGLAS 
KLEPSCH 


HON. CHARLES E. SCHUMER 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased 
to greet you today as we honor Youth Corps 
Volunteer, Douglas Klepsch, for his selfless 
act of bravery. 

Douglas Klepsch went beyond the call of 
duty when he took it upon himself to inves- 
tigate the cries from a woman who sought 
help at the Woodhaven-Richmond Hill Ambu- 
lance Corps because her kitchen was on fire. 
That altruistic decision saved eight lives. This 
outstanding young man is an inspiration to us 
all. He risked his own life to save the lives of 
others. 

Gathering here today to acknowledge the 
heroism of Douglas reminds us to continually 
pay heed to the local heroes of our commu- 
nity. Recognizing Douglas Klepsch will allow 
us all to take stock in our actions and reflect 
on how we too can make a difference in our 
neighbor's lives. | wish Douglas Klepsch suc- 
cess in his future endeavors. 


— 


RECOGNIZING MICHIGAN REP- 
RESENTATIVE BOB EMERSON: 
THE AMERICAN LUNG ASSOCIA- 
TION OF MICHIGAN’S 1997 INDI- 
VIDUAL HEALTH ADVOCATE OF 
THE YEAR AND HURLEY MED- 
ICAL CENTER: THE AMERICAN 
LUNG ASSOCIATION OF MICHI- 
GAN’S 1997 CORPORATE HEALTH 
ADVOCATE OF THE YEAR 


HON. DEBBIE STABENOW 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Ms. STABENOW. Mr. Speaker, | wish to 
recognize the American Lung Association of 
Michigan's 1997 Individual Health Advocate of 
the Year, Michigan Representative Bob Emer- 
son and the 1997 Corporate Health Advocate 
of the Year, The Hurley Medical Center. 

Bob Emerson was first elected to the Michi- 
gan House of Representatives in 1980 and 
has a 100 percent voting record against to- 
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bacco. As past chairperson of the Public 
Health Subcommittee, he has been a strong 
advocate against the dangers of smoking and 
a leader in educating our children of its dan- 
gers. Representing the Flint area, Representa- 
tive Emerson is also the founder and chair- 
person for the Greater Flint Health Coalition. | 
am proud to have served in the state legisla- 
ture with Bob and | know first hand that he is 
a fighter and champion for our children. And 
as someone who fought side by side with him 
against tobacco companies. | am very pleased 
his work is being acknowledged through this 
award. 

On the corporate level, the Hurley Medical 
Center has become a national leader in treat- 
ing Asthma and related illnesses. By spon- 
soring a summer Asthma camp, children from 
around Michigan have had the opportunity to 
enjoy nature and the summer weather in a 
safe environment. The Medical Center is also 
responsible for an innovative education pro- 
gram that many other medical organizations 
across the country have used as an example 
in effectively treating the disease. 

Both award winners overwhelmingly met the 
criteria set by the American Lung Association 
of Michigan. The work completed by Rep- 
resentative Emerson and the Hurley Medical 
Center are wonderful examples for our com- 
munities and are rooted in social responsi- 
bility, innovation, and activism. 

The American Lung Association is one of 
our county’s most important health organiza- 
tions. Their commitment to our children, public 
health, and education is unparalleled. | am 
very proud that our Michigan chapter is one of 
the strongest in the nation and | thank them 
for taking the time to recognize the individual 
and corporate advocates that make a true dif- 
ference in our communities. 


— 


A TRIBUTE TO WILLIAM VON 
ALVEN 


HON. JAMES P. MORAN 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
to pay tribute to a great American and resident 
of Northern Virginia, William H. von Alven, 
who has served the country faithfully and ably 
for twenty-six years at the Federal Commu- 
nications Commission. Mr. von Alven will retire 
from the FCC on April 30, 1998, and | am 
pleased to join Congressman FRANK WOLF, 
FCC Chairman William E. Kennard and the 
employees of the FCC in congratulating Mr. 
von Alven on this remarkable accomplishment. 
Mr. von Alven is seventy-eight years old and 
has worked right up to the present point. 

Mr. von Alven received his B.S. from the 
University of Idaho where he was elected to 
membership in Phi Beta Kappa. After pursuing 
graduate studies in engineering and manage- 
ment at Harvard and UCLA, he worked exten- 
sively in the private sector and edited the best 
selling book Reliability Engineering, which was 
in print for more than 30 years. Mr. von Alven 
served as president of many communications 
industry institutes and societies, and chaired 
several international conferences. He received 
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the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engi- 
neers Centennial Medal, and a Department of 
Defense award for his contributions to the Ad- 
visory Group on the Reliability of Electronic 
Equipment. In 1996, he was awarded the 
Telecommunications Industry Association's 
Certificate of Recognition and the FCC's Cath- 
erine Forester Public Service Award. 

Mr. von Alven will retire as a Senior Public 
Utilities Specialist. He has managed the Part 
68 terminal equipment registration program 
since its inception at the FCC in 1976 and has 
made many important contributions to the 
FCC. He will be greatly missed by his friends 
and colleagues at the Commission. Mr. von 
Alven is just one example of the many extraor- 
dinary federal employees residing in my dis- 
trict. Through his long years of service, he is 
certainly deserving of special recognition by 
the Congress. 


FORT COLLINS HIGH SCHOOL 
SCIENCE BOWL TEAM TO COM- 
PETE IN THE NATIONAL SCIENCE 
BOWL 


HON. BOB SCHAFFER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, the winners of the Rocky Mountain 
Regional Science Bowl will soon be in Wash- 
ington, D.C. to compete in the National 
Science Bowl. Since the regional winners are 
from my congressional district—The Fourth 
Congressional District of Colorado—! am es- 
pecially proud of the young people who 
worked so hard to come to represent the 
Rocky Mountain region, the State of Colorado, 
and their school. 

Fort Collins High School truly fielded a 
Science Bowl team of great accomplishment 
this year, Mr. Speaker. Our community will be 
well represented in the competition. 

As a member of the Education Committee, 
| am truly encouraged by these students. In- 
deed the success we have been working to- 
ward as a nation is embodied in the Fort Col- 
lins High School team. Despite national test 
results and international comparisons showing 
U.S. students lagging, Colorado's Science 
Bowl champions are proof that American stu- 
dents are capable of high achievement in the 
field of science. 

All hailing from my hometown of Fort Col- 
lins, Colorado, the Regional Championship 
Team consists of the following contestants: 
Miss Kristin Bjornsen, Mr. Stephen DiVerdi, 
Mr. Andrew Fangman, Mr. Jeremiah Way, and 
Mr. Jeremy Zimmerman. 

Of course, these students could not have 
come so far on their own. Behind every suc- 
cessful team is the backdrop of encourage- 
ment and leadership. In this case, the stu- 
dents are most fortunate to have the firm 
backing and guidance of their families. 

Surely, the parents of the champions are 
most proud, and have sacrificed themselves to 
help their children achieve great victories. 
They have every right to be proud. 

Mr. Speaker, as you and my colleagues 
know, | have spent the past 10 years in public 
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service working to improve Colorado's edu- 
cation system. My efforts to deliver more re- 
sources directly to classrooms, and treat 
teachers like real professionals have been mo- 
tivated by my desire to see students achieve 
their potential. 

Within that context, the success of the Fort 
Collins High School Science Bowl team is a 
triumph for our entire community, and a real 
sign that our hard work is paying off by cre- 
ating school environments where ordinary chil- 
dren can become extraordinary students. 

But Mr. Speaker, this day really belongs to 
the students. Bjornson, DiVerdi, Fangman, 
Way and Zimmerman are champions all the 
way. | urge my colleagues to help me wel- 
come these students to their Capital City and 
wish them well in their pursuit of the National 
title. 


— 


VOICE OF DEMOCRACY 
SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM 


HON. DAVE WELDON 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
founded more than half a century ago, the 
Voice of Democracy Scholarship Program al- 
lows high school students a chance to com- 
pete in a broadcast script writing contest. The 
competition, sponsored by the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars and the U.S. Ladies Auxiliary, 
conducts this annual speech competition and 
provides the winners with a scholarship. | am 
very pleased that this year Scott Wilson, 18, 
from Palm Bay High School was selected as 
the winner from the state of Florida. 

| commend him for his hard work both in 
this competition and as demonstrated in his 
academic achievements. In recognition of his 
selection as the winner of this competition, | 
am hereby submitting his speech to the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD for printing. 


1997-98 VFW VOICE OF DEMOCRACY SCHOLAR- 
SHIP COMPETITION ‘MY VOICE IN OUR DE- 
MOCRACY” 

(SCOTT WILSON, FLORIDA WINNER) 


Stop and listen. Listen to the past, to the 
glorious voices of our Democracy. Do you 
hear them speaking? Their words softly vi- 
brate with each ring of our liberty bell, and 
echo loudly in the crash of a judge’s gavel. 
They whisper from the forgotten pages of our 
Constitution, and scream from the dying lips 
of a fallen soldier. Their words are of free- 
dom, justice, and equality and their voice is 
the voice of democracy. Stop and look. Look 
to the future. Behold, the golden sun of the 
twentieth century casts its final rays over 
the ever-darkening horizon, and the dawn of 
a new millennium rises. Yet now, many have 
forgotten the timber of democracy’s magnifi- 
cent voice. Its whisperings are barely audible 
now, diminished by the passage of time. The 
voice of democracy must be amplified by the 
megaphone of a new generation, so that the 
America of tomorrow will need not strain to 
hear its mighty declaration. But it begins 
with me. I must be the first megaphone. 
America will hear my voice in our democ- 
racy. 

In 1775, American democracy was but a 
newborn babe, struggling to snap the umbil- 
ical cord of a tyrannical British monarchy. 
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Lack of unity heightened the struggle, as co- 
lonial Tories, too timid to jump from the 
safety of the nest, clung tightly to their 
mother country. Meanwhile, true American 
patriots, few in number, desperately needed 
a spokesman. And in the Virginian House of 
Burgesses, Patrick Henry stepped to the 
platform. Henry strongly felt that the colo- 
nists should arm themselves for a war with 
Britain, in which they would cast off the bit- 
ter yoke of political enslavement. He is for- 
ever remembered for seven, soul-stirring 
words which emulated the very heart of the 
American revolution: Give me liberty, or 
give me death!” And later, at the genesis of 
the American Constitution, Henry was 
among the creators of the Bill of Rights, 
which insured the people of their basic free- 
doms. Yes, in the turbulent age of the Revo- 
lution, the voice of freedom was calling, and 
Patrick Henry answered its call. Today, the 
voice of freedom is still calling through the 
corridors of time searching for someone to 
magnify her majestic voice. I will be that 
someone, who like Patrick Henry, steps to 
the platform in defense of freedom’s voice. 
And when I behold the basic freedoms of man 
covered by a menacing storm of political 
scheming and deceit, I will help to pull back 
the clouds to reveal the rainbow of liberties 
that is the American birthright, and the 
democratic promise, 


Since the passage of the Emancipation 
Proclamation, the United States has grap- 
pled with the issue of racial equality. But 
like a boxer that beats the air, we have land- 
ed few direct punches to the face of 
inequality’s true opponent- discrimination. 
And even in the 1960's, racism had not yet re- 
ceived its rightful knockout blow. That is, 
until Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., stepped 
into the ring. In August of 1963, 200,000 pro- 
testers marched to the Lincoln Memorial, 
and stood as sheep about its reflecting pool, 
listening to their shepherd speak these mov- 
ing words: “I have a dream that one day this 
nation will rise up and live out the true 
meaning of its creed: We hold these truths to 
be self-evident; that all men are created 
equal.” Today, nearly thirty-five years later, 
we still dream his dream, because when the 
vote of equality was calling, Dr. Martin Lu- 
ther King Jr., answered its call. But like 
freedom’s voice, the voice of equality 
searches for someone new. Here again, I will 
be that someone, who climbs into the ring of 
combat. And when I pass through the peace- 
ful fields of equality, freshly trampled by the 
deafening machine of unfounded discrimina- 
tion, I will glean from the lives of the past, 
and sow the seeds of democracy for future 
generations, so that in due time, they will 
reap an abundant harvest of racial tran- 
quility. 


And now I ask you: As the dawn of the new 
millennium rises, who will rise up with it, to 
echo the voice of democracy in the approach- 
ing age? Who will it be that opens the eyes 
of Americans to the truth of human equal- 
ity? And who will it be that ensures future 
Americans of their right to freedom and jus- 
tice? The past is speaking, but will you the 
future listen? The past is challenging, but 
will you the future respond? I am listening, 
and I will respond. I will be the new mega- 
phone, that amplifies the democratic voice 
when freedom’s rainbow cannot be seen, 
when justice’s gavel is strangely mute, and 
when equality’s harvest is trampled 
underfoot. America will hear me shout: 
“Freedom!” “Justice” Equality!“ As- 
suredly, my voice will be heard in our de- 
mocracy. 


7037 


IN MEMORY OF WILLIAM M. 
CAFARO 


HON. JAMES A. TRAFICANT, JR. 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, | would like 
to pay tribute to a William M. Cafaro, who 
passed away recently at the age of 84. This 
remarkable self-made man contributed greatly 
to his family, his community and this country. 
He will be deeply missed. 

William, a lifelong resident of Trumbull 
County, Ohio, emergence as a real estate de- 
veloper and entrepreneur began in the 1940s 
with the purchase of property in Youngstown, 
Ohio. When he sold this property, he used the 
proceeds for other business investments. The 
50’s saw Cafaro develop, build and operate 
neighborhood shopping centers and strip pla- 
zas in northeastern Ohio. In the following dec- 
ades, The Cafaro Co. developed more than 70 
commercial properties and expanded into en- 
closed regional shopping malls in several 
states including Washington, Ohio, Indiana, 
West Virginia and Pennsylvania. Cafaro 
helped change the way America shopped. 

Mr. Cafaro will be remembered by the peo- 
ple of the Mahoning Valley as a generous phi- 
lanthropist and real estate developer. With a 
$1 million gift, Cafaro was one of the major 
donors in Youngstown State University’s cap- 
ital campaign. The honors dormitory on the 
YSU campus bears his name. Other organiza- 
tions, including Mill Creek Children's Center 
and St. Anthony Church, have benefitted from 
his kindness. His business savvy also began 
early. The shopping mall he opened in Niles, 
Ohio in 1969 has grown into a retailing and 
entertainment complex that promises contin- 
ued growth. Surrounding the mall now are 
stores and restaurants offering everything from 
movies to groceries to home improvement 
goods. Cafaro's last deed for his community 
was to commit to the construction of a stadium 
for minor league baseball play. The Cafaro 
Company will absorb the $7.5 million cost and 
donate the land for the project. Due to Mr. 
Cafaro’s leadership, the groundbreaking for 
the stadium will begin in June 1998. 

Cafaro was often recognized for his gen- 
erosity and philanthropic work. On a number 
of occasions he was named “Man of the 
Year’, including by the Wolves Club National 
Convention. In 1970, the president of the Re- 
public of Italy made him a Knight of the Order 
of the Star of Italian Solidarity or Italian Cava- 
lier. Most recently he received a lifetime 
achievement award from the National Italian 
American Foundation of Washington, D.C. 

Simply by keeping the Cafaro Company 
headquarters in the Mahoning Valley, Mr. 
Cafaro showed the vision and pride he had for 
the area. He was a businessman whose hand- 
shake was his bond. A gentleman who hon- 
ored his family and friends. He had an unpar- 
alleled sense of community which is evident 
nearly everywhere in the Valley. 

The citizens of the Mahoning Valley and | 
mourn with the Cafaro family upon the great 
loss of this giant among men, William M. 
Cafaro. 
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IN HONOR OF POLISH 
CONSTITUTION DAY 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
celebration of the two-hundred seventh anni- 
versary of the Polish Constitution. The Polish 
Constitution of May 3, 1791 established a tra- 
dition of democracy and human rights in Po- 
land that continues today. 

The Polish Constitution has the honor of 
being the first Constitution in Europe to give 
inalienable human and economic rights for all. 
In the turbulent 1790’s of classical Europe, 
Poland emerged as a beacon for the future of 
democracy in this unstable land. While other 
nations surrounding its sovereign borders en- 
gaged in revolution and civil war, Poland 
maintained its integrity for many years under 
this Constitution. 

The rise of Soviet communism in the post- 
World War Il era stemmed the Polish demo- 
cratic principle for forty years, but under the 
capable leadership of Lech Walesa, democ- 
racy embodied in this Constitution returned to 
the Eastern European “cradle of democracy.” 
The human and economic rights that were 
abandoned by years of communist rule re- 
turned triumphantly in recent years. 

My fellow colleagues, join me in honoring 
the people of Poland, their long struggle for 
democracy, and their timeless Constitution. 


—— 


A TRIBUTE TO THE WEST-HAMP- 
TON BEACH HIGH SCHOOL BOYS 
BASKETBALL TEAM 


HON. MICHAEL P. FORBES 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pride and emotion that | rise today in the 
House of Representatives to pay tribute to the 
boys high school basketball team at my alma 
mater, Westhampton Beach High School, on 
Long Island. This past weekend, the Hurri- 
canes came home with the school’s first ever 
New York State High School basketball cham- 
pionship trophy. 

Stepped in a proud athletic history, the Hur- 
ricanes of Westhampton Beach had to climb a 
steep mountain to attain this landmark cham- 
pionship. In the six years previous to winning 
the 1998 title, coach Rich Wrase led his team 
to six straight league titles, three Suffolk 
County championships and a trip to the state 
Final Four championship round. Their quest 
culminated last weekend when the Hurricanes 
rolled over defending state champion Syra- 
cuse-Westhill to win the New York State public 
school title, then whipped New York City pow- 
erhouse Wadleigh High School to win the 
state Federation Class B championship. 

So much credit for Westhampton Beach’s 
28-0 season success lies in the contributions 
of its leaders on and off the court. Coach Rick 
Wrase’s disciplined leadership kept these 
young men focused on winning a state title. 
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On the court, senior point guard Dale Menen- 
dez proved himself a team leader by scoring 
19 points, adding 5 rebounds and 4 steals in 
the win over Syracuse-Westhill to earn the 
Most Valuable Player honors for the Class B 
Tournament. Senior classmate Jermain 
Hollman also came up big for the Hurricanes, 
contributing 22 points, 8 rebounds and 4 as- 
sists to earn the Most Valuable Player award 
in the Federation title game. 


As impressive as Menendez’s and 
Hollman's offense contributions are, 
Westhampton Beach earned its championship 
with impenetrable team defense. Utilizing an 
aggressive, trapping attack, the Hurricanes 
dogged opponents mercilessly, holding Syra- 
cuse-Westhill to just 36 points. Then, up by 
just two points at halftime of the Federation 
title game, the Hurricane defense stepped up 
and held previously undefeated Wadleigh to 
just 19 second half points. 


The work ethic and close-net feel of this 
high school basketball team is a team reflec- 
tion of my hometown, Westhampton Beach. 
The entire community is filled with pride for 
these young men, who have worked hard and 
sacrificed together to reach this goal. So | ask 
my colleagues in the U.S. House of Rep- 
resentatives to join me and all my neighbors 
in saluting the Westhampton Beach Hurri- 
canes, the 1998 New York State high school 
basketball champions. 


—— 


TRIBUTE TO VICTIMS OF 
ARMENIAN GENOCIDE 


SPEECH OF 


HON. HENRY A. WAXMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 22, 1998 


Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, today | wish to 
commemorate the 83rd Anniversary of the Ar- 
menian genocide. On April 24, 1915, more 
than two hundred Armenian religious, political, 
and intellectual leaders were arrested and 
killed. From 1915 to 1923, 1% million people 
lost their lives in the slaughter. Another half 
million lost their homes and property, and 
watched as the symbols of their religion and 
culture were destroyed. 


Regrettably, the world’s inaction in the face 
of these atrocities sent a message that human 
rights violations would be tolerated. Hitler and 
other leaders saw nothing to deter them from 
waging genocide campaigns against other 
groups. Today we are still fighting the same 
kind of hatred in Eastern Europe, Southeast 
Asia, and other parts of the world. 


The Armenians who survived have main- 
tained thriving cultures in the Middle East and 
built vibrant communities in the United States 
and around the world. We in Congress join 
them in honoring the memory of those who 
perished in the killings, and we use this oppor- 
tunity to renew and strengthen our commit- 
ment to protect human rights around the 
world. 
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A TRIBUTE TO LYNN O'SHEA 


HON. WILLIAM O. LIPINSKI 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, today | would 
like to acknowledge the very special contribu- 
tions to my community and to humanity in 
general by an outstanding individual, Ms. Lynn 
O'Shea. 

Lynn O'Shea is best known for her dedica- 
tion to enriching the lives of people with dis- 
abilities, especially in her 15 years of work as 
Executive Director of Seguin Services. On 
May 1, 1998, Lynn is leaving Seguin to be- 
come Executive Director of a similar agency 
that is closer to her home. 

As an employee of Seguin for 15 years, 
Lynn has served in many roles. Under her 
leadership, Seguin has been fiscally sound in 
the face of continuing funding crises and has 
grown into a $15 million organization that pro- 
vides jobs for over 400 people. More notably, 
Lynn has responded to the growing needs of 
foster care homes for infants and children with 
disabilities and severe medical conditions by 
launching a foster care program that is now 
recognized as a model in Illinois. Most impor- 
tantly, Lynn has helped people with develop- 
mental disabilities to live and work in the same 
way their neighbors do, she has broken down 
barriers to community integration by sup- 
porting developmentally disabled adults find 
jobs in the community, and she has estab- 
lished small single family homes with perma- 
nent foster parents. 

Lynn is a role model not only for the citizens 
of Illinois, but for all workers in the social work 
industry. She is highly regarded in her field 
among her colleagues in Illinois. Her leader- 
ship style and never-say-no attitudes have 
earned her respect, admiration and love from 
her management team. 

It is with great pleasure that | ask my col- 
leagues to recognize her accomplishments 
and to thank Lynn for her extraordinary work, 
leadership and dedication to helping citizens 
throughout the state of Illinois. 


Oo e yN 


ELIZABETH PORTUGUESE LIONS 
CLUB TO DEDICATE “LION TRI- 
ANGLE MONUMENT” 


HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to recognize the Elizabeth, New Jersey Por- 
tuguese Lions Club and congratulate its mem- 
bers for all they have done for the community. 
For their tireless efforts, the “Lion Triangle 
Monument” is being dedicated in their honor. 
The Monument will be unveiled on Saturday, 
April 25, at the corners of Elmora Avenue and 
West Grand Street in Elizabeth. 

Since its establishment in 1979, the Eliza- 
beth Portuguese Lions Club has raised funds 
for its community-based projects, ranging from 
soup kitchens to the establishment of the Eliz- 
abeth Portuguese Leo Club, the youth branch 
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of the club. Last year alone, the club raised 
over $15,000 for community projects. 

It is only fitting that the Elizabeth Por- 
tuguese Lions Club’s motto, “Our City; Our 
Nation; Our Neighborhood,” will be printed on 
the tiled sides of the monument along with im- 
ages of Elizabeth, hand-printed by Fernando 
Silva. The project, a truly magnificent work of 
art, will not only serve as a symbol for the 
club's continued commitment to its community, 
but will also bring pride and beauty to the 
neighborhood. 

| would especially like to thank the president 
of the club, Helena Goncalves, her board, the 
members of the club, as well as the prominent 
elected officials—Freeholder Donald 
Goncalves, Councilman Manny Grova Jr., and 
Councilman Tony Monteiro—for all their con- 
tributions to the project. Special thanks and 
congratulations go out to Nelson Goncalves, 
past Governor of the Lion’s District 16-E, who 
has just been appointed as New Jersey State 
Chairman for the Lions. These selfless individ- 
uals will be on hand, along with members of 
the Union County Board of Chosen 
Freeholders, to celebrate this gala event. 


RECOGNIZING THE ACHIEVEMENTS 
OF RIVERBANK ARMY AMMUNI- 
TION PLANT 


HON, GARY A. CONDIT 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the achievements of Riverbank 
Army Ammunition Plant, the Army’s only pro- 
ducer of cold drawn casings for mortar rounds, 
for its receiving of the Secretary of the Army 
1997 Environmental Award for Installation En- 
vironmental Cleanup during a ceremony held 
on Monday, April 27, 1998. 

The Army awards panel selected Riverbank 
AAP for its efforts in putting together a string 
of environmental accomplishments while 
cleaning up groundwater contamination on 
and around the installation. 

The Army industrial installation, located near 
Riverbank, CA in the 18th Congressional Dis- 
trict is on schedule to complete its cleanup 
program nearly 20 years early, saving the gov- 
emment millions of dollars. 

Riverbank AAP achieved a number of envi- 
ronmental firsts during their cleanup program. 
It was the first federal NPL facility to complete 
a final record of decision marking the end of 
all environmental investigations and the start 
of final cleanup. 

It was also the first federal facility to earn an 
installation-wide construction complete status 
from the EPA signifying that all remedial ac- 
tions were in place and the program could 
move into long-term monitoring and operations 
phase. 

Riverbank AAP continues to push for dele- 
tion from the NPL, saying there is no longer a 
threat to human health from the groundwater 
contamination that initiated the cleanup efforts. 

“If the EPA looked at Riverbank today, there 
would be no risk to human health,” said Jim 
Gansel, the Commander's representative at 
Riverbank AAP. Gansel credits the installa- 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


tion’s environmental successes to a strong 
community relations program. “Our relation- 
ship with the community of Riverbank is the 
basis of everything we have accomplished 
here,” he said. 

Each year, the Secretary of the Army's envi- 
ronmental awards recognize, installation, team 
or individual efforts in Environmental Quality, 
Pollution Prevention, Pollution Prevention 
Weapons Acquisition, Recycling, Environ- 
mental Cleanup, Natural Resources Conserva- 
tion and Cultural Resources Management. A 
total of 15 awards—10 installation, one team 
and four individual—are presented. 

| consider it an honor and a privilege to rep- 
resent Riverbank AAP. 


— 


150TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
WESTERN PENNSYLVANIA HOS- 
PITAL FOUNDATION 


HON. WILLIAM J. COYNE 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
mark an important anniversary. This year, the 
Western Pennsylvania Hospital is celebrating 
its 150th year of providing quality health care 
to the people of southwestern Pennsylvania. 

Founded in 1848, Western Pennsylvania 
Hospital was the first chartered hospital west 
of the Allegheny Mountains. The Hospital has 
grown and evolved over the years, but it has 
always been known for its quality of care and 
its commitment to the community. Today, the 
Hospital is a 542-bed tertiary-care medical 
center with a staff of 620 dedicated health 
care professionals. The Hospital provides a 
full range of health care services, including 
treatment for cancer, high-risk pregnancies, di- 
abetes, cardiovascular disease and burns. The 
Hospital supports an active medical research 
program and operates a school of nursing that 
has graduated over 3,500 students. 

The Western Pennsylvania Hospital is 
known especially for its treatment of brain tu- 
mors. In fact, the Hospital is one of only 13 
hospitals in the world using the Peacock Sys- 
tem to treat such tumors. The Peacock Sys- 
tem utilizes detailed computerized mapping of 
the brain to target radiation precisely at brain 
tumors—which prevents damage to the sur- 
rounding healthy brain tissue. 

Westem Pennsylvania Hospital is also well 
known for its work in treating burn victims. Not 
only does the Hospital operate a Burn Trauma 
Center to treat burn victims; it also operates a 
summer camp for burned children and a Back 
to School Program for children with burns. 

The Western Pennsylvania Hospital is an 
outstanding institution of healing and learning 
which has served the people of western Penn- 
Sylvania with professionalism and compassion 
for the last 150 years. | commend the employ- 
ees and volunteers of the Western Pennsyl- 
vania Hospital for all of their good works, and 
| wish them well as they continue to provide 
high-quality health care services to the com- 
munities of western Pennsylvania in the com- 
ing years. 
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NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC 
SAFETY ADMINISTRATION REAU- 
THORIZATION ACT OF 1998 


SPEECH OF 


HON. F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, JR. 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 21, 1998 


Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today in support of an important provision in 
H.R. 2691, the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration (NHTSA) Reauthorization Act, 
which prohibits NHTSA from lobbying at the 
state or local level. The provision is consistent 
with current federal law which prohibits federal 
agencies from lobbying Congress. in legisla- 
tion considered by the House Committee on 
Science last year, | included similar anti-lob- 
bying language to prohibit the Department of 
Transportation from lobbying state and local 
elected officials. | am pleased H.R. 2691 in- 
cludes the anti-lobbying provision. 

In 1996, Congress voted to repeal a provi- 
sion of the Intermodal Surface Transportation 
Efficiency Act (ISTEA) that penalized states 
without mandatory motorcycle helmet laws. By 
repealing the helmet penalty provisions of 
ISTEA, Congress determined that the issue of 
motorcycle safety was best determined by 
each individual state without a one-size-fits-all 
mandate from the federal government. Since 
that time, however, the U.S. General Account- 
ing Office has determined that NHTSA has en- 
gaged in an active lobbying campaign to per- 
suade states to enact laws mandating that 
motorcycle riders wear helmets. | strongly sup- 
ported repealing the coercive and unfair hel- 
met law penalties on states in 1996 and | fur- 
ther support the provisions of H.R. 2691 pro- 
hibiting the use of federal funds to lobby at the 
state and local level. | do not believe lobbying 
by any federal agency at the federal, state or 
local level is an appropriate use of tax-payer 
dollars. 


TRIBUTE TO THE HILLSIDE 
COMMUNITY 


HON. DONALD M. PAYNE 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
take a moment to pay tribute to a special com- 
munity and township in my District. On 
Wednesday, April 29, 1998 the Township of 
Hillside will celebrate its 85th anniversary. This 
vibrant municipality was officially founded on 
April 3, 1913. Lengthy debate over secession 
from Union Township preceded the official 
signing of the Bill, by then Governor James F. 
Fielder, which would establish its boundaries. 

Nestled between Newark and Elizabeth, Hill- 
side initially offered a passage route between 
these port cities. A railroad system proved to 
be an important link to transport items deliv- 
ered through the port of Newark and Eliza- 
beth, as well as residential commuters. This 
link through the suburban industrial town at- 
tracted many companies, including Bristol 
Meyers, which chose to by-pass larger urban 
centers. 
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Hillside is a diverse Township which is re- 
flective of our nation’s unique ethnic and cul- 
tural blend. During the late 19th century immi- 
grants from Italy, Poland, the Ukraine, Ger- 
many and many other countries established 
themselves in the area. Many of these immi- 
grants entered the United States through his- 
toric Ellis Island. Later, more African Ameri- 
cans and Hispanics settled in the Township. 
Ultimately there would be at least 25 different 
ethnic groups residing in Hillside. 

These diverse cultures have produced a rich 
amalgamation of religion and tradition. Each 
has contributed to the growth and progress of 
the township. Of course, this is a source of 
tremendous pride for me. 

Hillside has and continues to move with 
pride toward the future and | would like to ac- 
knowledge and congratulate all of the citizens 
of the Township of Hillside on this very special 
85th Anniversary Celebration. 


—— 


A. M. ROSENTHAL ON TARGET 
AGAIN 


HON. BENJAMIN A, GILMAN 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | want to take 
this opportunity to share with my colleagues 
yet another insightful opinion piece written by 
veteran New York Times journalist, A.M. 
Rosenthal. Today, our House of Representa- 
tives will consider legislation that expresses 
the sense of the Congress on the occasion of 
the 50th anniversary of the founding of the 
modern State of Israel, reaffirming the bonds 
of friendship and cooperation between the 
United States and Israel. 

Mr. Rosenthal’s article, however, skillfully 
describes some of the left-handed com- 
pliments that are coming Israel's way from too 
many media outlets. Yet what Israel has ac- 
complished in the past five decades, in the 
face of hostility on its every border, is nothing 
short of miraculous. 

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, because Mr. 
Rosenthal’s remarks are so timely and deserv- 
ing of special attention, | would like to share 
them with my colleagues. Accordingly, | am in- 
serting the Rosenthal article into the CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 


[From the New York Times, April 28, 1998] 
GIFTS FOR ISRAEL 
(By A.M. Rosenthal) 


On Israel's 50th anniversary, its friends can 
give the country certain gifts of importance. 
They can recognize Israel’s achievements 
and take joy from then. And they can accept 
without denial or flinching the fact that 
after a half-century Israel's neighbors still 
want it dead. 

So far, Israel has not received many gifts 
from my crowd—journalists. Much of the 
magazine, newspaper and TV coverage and 
assessment of Israel—not all, but too much— 
has ranged from delightedly doleful to dole- 
fully despairing. 

Israel’s economic, societal and scientific 
successes have been mentioned. But not 
often is it pointed out that they were at- 
tained in the face of decades of hatred and 
attack from Arab nations and movements. 
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The contrary—almost always Israel's prob- 
lems are now being presented if they are en- 
tirely self-inflicted. Arabs are presented as if 
they are always simply reacting to Israel re- 
fusal to accept their reasonable demands 
that the Jews just clear out of more terri- 
tory because it does not really belong to 
them. 

American public support for Israel rises 
and for Yasir Arafat declines. But U.S. and 
European journalism is increasingly sympa- 
thetic to the Palestinians and unpleasant 
about Israel. 

To each his own vision. To my eyes, and to 
those of the majority of Americans, Israel is 
one of history’s soaring proclamations of 
mankind's worth to itself and its Creator. 

These days it is not said much anymore, 
which is a pity, but Israel did indeed begin 
with nothing much more than sand, hope and 
belief. And yes, 50 years later it is indeed the 
Mideast's only democracy, a growing center 
of science, technology, art, music. 

Israel is not a dirge—but a country; how 
happy the thought. 

And I find emotion entirely permissible 
about Israel's ability to maintain life and 
progress though its neighbors have imposed 
an absence of peace for a half-century. 

But about dangers to Israeli survival, cool 
is best. And stepping back coolly we see the 
realities. 

One is that Israel may work out agreement 
with Palestinians—if they want it enough to 
agree to conditions that will give Israel secu- 
rity of borders and the end of terrorism. The 
agreement would bring respite that could 
grow into a peace of some years. 

But another reality is that agreement on 
Palestine would not bring permanent peace. 
Ask ourselves, would Mideast rulers, the 
worker-merchant ‘street’ and religious and 
intellectual establishments accept an Israel 
forever growing in skills and strength—or in 
their dreams and desires want Israel extin- 
guished, and work toward the day? 

Run them through the mind: Syria, Libya, 
Egypt, Saudi Arabia, the gulf sheikdoms, the 
Sudan, Algeria, Iraq, Iran. 

The hatred against Israel these countries 
receive, accept and pass on as heritage and 
religious obligation—would it vanish with an 
independent Palestine or would it continue 
in them, and in Palestine too? 

If Iran and Iraq develop chemical, nuclear 
and biological weapons, will they strike 
against Israel? Would other Arabs extend 
sympathy to Israel—or dance on rooftops 
and scream their passion to kill Jews? Would 
the West take the risk of world war to rescue 
Israel? 

We know the answers. Permanent peace in 
the Mideast will not come until sufficient 
Arab peoples replace dictatorship—fun- 
damentalist, religious, military or ter- 
rorist—with democratic religious and polit- 
ical freedoms. 

Then perhaps the Muslim governments will 
end the feuds among themselves that are the 
central cause of Mideast wars. Then perhaps 
they will even try to end the hatred of 
Israeli existence that infests the Mideast 
with the threat of war against Israel. 

Freedom may happen in the Mideast, as in 
so many other places. But it will come slow- 
ly, fitfully. 

Meantime, will Israel stand strong at 
arms, maintaining military power not for 
victory over another country but for de- 
fense? 

Will the U.S. remain a friend or become a 
harassment? Will some foreign and Israeli 
Jews push their religious and political hos- 
tility against Israeli governments so long 
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and hard that they sap Israel's strength, will 
power and self-belief, as Israel awaits Arab 
conversion to democracy? 

From friends of Israel, cool questions in 
themselves are gifts to Israel—and to one an- 
other. 


—— 


JOHN E. BARRIERE 
HON. BARNEY FRANK 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, April 28, 1998 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, 
one of the most important and under appre- 
ciated aspects of the workings of our democ- 
racy is the extraordinarily dedicated and able 
work done by the professional staffs who 
serve those of us who have been elected to 
Congress. While it is popular to mock people 
who work in the political and legislative sys- 
tem, in fact their contribution represents one of 
the great bargains the American people re- 
ceive. Our work is enormously helped by the 
large number of extremely talented and dedi- 
cated people who put in extremely long hours 
helping us make public policy, at far less com- 
pensation than most of them would receive in 
almost any other occupation. 

| thought of that recently Mr. Speaker when 
| learned of the death of an extremely dedi- 
cated creative individual who is one of those 
who helped set the model for the kind of pro- 
fessional policy advisor on whom we are now 
so dependent. His name is John Barriere, and 
he came to Washington 50 years ago. Sadly, 
John Barriere died last week at the age of 78, 
and he left behind him a legacy of extraor- 
dinary service to democracy. | was recently re- 
minded by Gerry McMurray, a former Chief of 
Staff of the Housing Subcommittee of the 
House Banking Committee, that Mr. Barriere 
was the first man to be a professional staff 
member of that subcommittee, having helped 
bring it into existence 43 years ago, and serv- 
ing as its Staff Director until 1964. Because of 
the great ability he showed in that position, he 
was chosen by Speaker John McCormack in 
1964 to be the first policy staff advisor to the 
Speaker, and he was the Executive Director 
and heart and soul—of the Democratic Steer- 
ing and Policy Committee until 1978. Among 
the pieces of legislation that he played an in- 
dispensable role in bringing to passage were 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Voting Rights 
Act of 1965 and the Civil Rights Act of 1968— 
that extraordinarily important set of bills that 
helped break the back of legal racism in 
America. 

He worked closely with Richard Bolling dur- 
ing his chairmanship of the Rules Committee 
in bringing forward the Congressional Reform 
Act of 1974 and 1976, and the Budget Act of 
1974. 

Indeed, along with John McCormack, Rich- 
ard Bolling, Harry Truman and Senator Robert 
Wagner recognized John’s great ability and 
put him to work. In other words Mr. Speaker 
he was a man whose great ability and equally 
great willingness to serve proved to be an im- 
portant asset for a series of leaders in our 
governing processes. 

| was pleased myself to meet him more than 
30 years ago, when in the service of the gu- 
bernatorial campaign of the late Edward 
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McCormack, a nephew of the Speaker, | came 
to Washington to do some research on federal 
issues. | was then a young graduate student 
in political science, and meeting John Barriere, 
and listening to him describe the interaction of 
the legislative process, politics, and sub- 
stantive policy was an extraordinary education 
which | never forgot. 

Many years later, when my domestic part- 
ner, Herb Moses, went to work at FannieMae, 
| was delighted to learn that one of his co- 
workers was Laura Barriere, the daughter of 
John, and vicariously through Laura | was able 
to renew that acquaintance. | was saddened 
by news of his death, and Herb and | send our 
condolences to Laura, and the rest of the fam- 
ily. And | wanted to note here the passing of 
this man who quietly, but very effectively, did 
so much to set a pattern of professional serv- 
ice in the House from which we continue to 
benefit. 


SALUTE TO RUSS MUELLER ON 
HIS 25TH ANNIVERSARY WITH 
HOUSE 


HON. WILLIAM F. GOODLING 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased 
to recognize and honor a member of the staff 
of the Committee on Education and Work- 
force, Mr. Russ Mueller, on his 25th anniver- 
sary with the Committee. 

Russ came to the Committee staff in the 
middie of the Congressional debate on the 
legislation that was subsequently passed and 
became known as ERISA—the Employee Re- 
tirement Income Security Act. Since then, for 
many of us, Russ and ERISA have become 
almost synonymous. John Erlenborn and Al 
Quie, the Ranking Members of the full com- 
mittee and subcommittee at the time, wanted 
a staff member who understood the intricacies 
of pension financing and other employee ben- 
efits. So they brought in Russ, who was, and 
is, a certified actuary. Twenty five years later 
Russ is still setting Members of Congress 
straight on the intricacies of employee bene- 
fits. 

Along the way Russ has worked on a lot of 
major legislation. | suspect that some of his 
prouder accomplishments have been in help- 
ing to stop a lot of bad ideas—iike the Clinton 
health care proposal a few years ago, on 
which he worked day and night for weeks on 
end to point out the foreseen and unforeseen 
consequences of that government take over of 
health care. 

All of us who have worked with Russ know 
of his knowledge in the employee benefits 
area and of his commitment to legislative 
craftsmanship. He truly is one of our experts 
in these complex issues and has worked 
untiringly on behalf of our voluntary, employ- 
ment based health care and benefits system. 
Along the way he has found time to be an 
avid golfer and fisherman, and dedicated fa- 
ther. | am pleased to recognize and salute 
Russ for his 25 years of service to the Com- 
mittee, the Congress and to our country. | 
wish him many more years of good health and 
continued good service. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 


HON. RON KIND 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, over the past week 
the debate on campaign finance reform has 
shifted, from when we will get a vote to what 
kind of reform will we actually see. The leader- 
ship has chosen the Bipartisan Campaign In- 
tegrity Act, H.R. 2183, as the base bill that will 
be considered on the floor. | applaud that 
choice. This bill was drafted after a fifteen 
month process of bipartisan give and take 
among freshmen members of Congress. | am 
pleased to have been an original member of 
that task force. 

The Bipartisan Campaign Integrity Act is the 
only bill that was drafted as a truly bipartisan 
effort to take the big money out of the political 
system. H.R. 2183 does not contain any poi- 
son pills and does not unfairly impact one po- 
litical party over the other. This legislation 
does not go as far in changing the system as 
most members of the task force wanted, how- 
ever, we all recognized that this was the only 
way campaign finance legislation could pass 
this year. This bill takes the biggest influences 
of money in the system out of our campaigns. 
Passage of H.R. 2183 will be a significant step 
forward in returning our elections back to the 
people whom we are sworn to represent. 

Mr. Speaker, | commend you for giving in to 
the pressure of the public and allowing a vote 
on campaign finance reform. | hope my col- 
leagues will join me in supporting H.R. 2183, 
the Bipartisan Campaign Integrity Act. 


—_—_———E——— 


WE SHOULD PASS THE AFRICA 
TRADE BILL 


HON. JIM McDERMOTT 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, We 
Should Pass the Africa Bill,” an editorial writ- 
ten by Senator RICHARD LUGAR of Indiana was 
printed in the Wednesday, April 22, 1998, edi- 
tion of the Washington Post. In the article Mr. 
LUGAR describes the broad support for the Af- 
rica Growth and Opportunity Act, which in- 
cluded: House leadership, the Clinton adminis- 
tration, the business community and the Afri- 
can diplomatic corps, and led to the passage 
of this historic legislation by the House of Rep- 
resentatives on March 11, 1998. Mr. Speaker, 
| am entering for the RECORD the editorial writ- 
ten by Senator RICHARD LUGAR of Indiana. 


WE SHOULD PASS THE AFRICA BILL 
(By Richard Lugar) 


Last month the House of Representatives 
approved the African Growth and Oppor- 
tunity Act on a bipartisan vote of 233 to 186. 
The bill commanded support from the House 
leadership, the Clinton administration, the 
business community, the African diplomatic 
corps and representatives from all sides of 
the political spectrum. Action on the bill 
now shifts to the Senate, where the Finance 
Committee has jurisdiction. Enactment of 
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this bill will signal a dramatic and construc- 
tive turning point in U.S.-African relations 
and mark a historic moment in our ties with 
the states of sub-Saharan Africa. 

Last year I introduced S. 778, the Senate 
version of the original House bill. I took that 
initiative because I believed the United 
States must seize the opportunity presented 
by the end of the Cold War and the funda- 
mental changes already underway in Africa. 
We should reinforce efforts to promote eco- 
nomic growth and stability and to provide 
new opportunities for American investors 
and trade. 

The bill seeks to promote economic growth 
in Africa through enhanced private-sector 
activity and trade incentives for countries 
making serious and verifiable economic and 
political reforms. It seeks to reorient U.S. 
Africa policy from being based largely on 
foreign assistance to being based on in- 
creased trade, investment, self-help and seri- 
ous engagement. It is a modest bill that re- 
quires no new public appropriations, but it 
could provide substantial economic opportu- 
nities for the United States and African soci- 
eties. 

Two years ago, as I campaigned in the Re- 
publican presidential primaries, I spoke on 
the need for a positive and coherent Amer- 
ican policy toward Africa. These remarks 
came as surprise to many; some responded 
with bewilderment. They asked why a Re- 
publican presidential candidate would talk 
about Africa. The answer lies, in part, with 
the underlying rationale behind the African 
Growth and Opportunity Act, namely that 
the United States should elevate its policy 
toward Africa to a level commensurate with 
Africa’s growing importance. 

Sub-Saharan Africa can be a new frontier 
for American trade, investment and eco- 
nomic development. It can be a frontier for 
the expansion of democracy and market- 
based economies. It can be a frontier for co- 
operation in dealing with strategic global 
problems relating to narcotics, international 
crime, terrorism, infectious diseases and the 
environment. Success on each of these for- 
eign policy priorities is important to the 
United States and to African societies, and it 
can best be achieved in an Africa that is eco- 
nomically open and politically more ac- 
countable and transparent. But this will not 
happen soon or without tremendous coopera- 
tive effort. 

Beyond the promise of more prosperity and 
more stability on the continent, the Africa 
bill encourages African countries to under- 
take fundamental political and economic re- 
forms in order to qualify for the trade and 
investment incentives. It places the burden 
on African leaders to take initiatives to help 
themselves. Many have already done so. 
Those countries that engage in gross viola- 
tions of human rights, fail to eliminate trade 
and investment barriers or to improve fiscal 
policies, or that reject good governance and 
rule-of-law standards, would not be eligible 
for duty-free treatment of products under 
the Generalized System of Preferences, par- 
ticipation in debt reduction programs, 
projects managed by the Overseas Private 
Investment Corp., or other trade and invest- 
ment programs in the bill. 

No one can argue that this legislation will 
transform Africa overnight. But as Africa de- 
velops economically, we will benefit by as- 
sisting in that growth as new markets de- 
velop and mature. Indeed, U.S. exports to 
sub-Saharan Africa have increased by some 
14 percent over the past two years, and bilat- 
eral trade now exceeds trade with all the 
states of the former Soviet Union. 
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The Africa bill is one of those rare pieces 
of legislation that has not been inspired by 
dire crisis, imminent threat or strong domes- 
tic pressure. It emerged from the realization 
that Africa has long been a neglected region 
of the world and that this neglect does not 
serve U.S. interests. The bill is visionary in 
that it acknowledges that Africa is chang- 
ing, that the United States wants to be a 
partner in that change, and that we wish to 
share in Africa’s better future. If the United 
States is a major player in Africa’s economic 
and political transition, we will also be a 
major beneficiary. 


SEE 


FROM DIPLOMA TO DOCTORATE: 
100 YEARS IN THE EVOLUTION 
OF THE UNIVERSITY OF TEN- 
NESSEE, MEMPHIS COLLEGE OF 
NURSING 


HON. ED BRYANT 


OF TENNESSEE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
recognize the special annivesary of the Univ. 
of Tennessee Memphis School of Nursing. 

Memphis City Hospital and its school of 
nursing, identified as the Memphis City Hos- 
pital School of Nursing, opened in 1989. Lena 
Angevine Warner was appointed as Super- 
intendent of Nurses and Director of the 
School. She is identified as the founder of the 
School of Nursing that later became part of 
the University of Tennessee. She resigned in 
1900 to serve as an Army contract nurse in 
Cuba and later served with the Walter Reed 
Commission that studied yellow fever. 

The first class of eight graduated in June, 
1900 from the Memphis City Hospital School 
of Nursing. A 3-year curriculum was imple- 
mented in 1913. 

By contract with the City of Memphis signed 
July 22, 1926, “The School of Nursing has 
been launched on a University basis.” The 
Memphis General Hospital furnished space 
and equipment and the University of Ten- 
nessee provided two nursing faculty members 
and instruction from its medical college faculty. 
Miss Winifred Atkinson, director of nursing for 
the hospital and the school from 1923-1926 
was instrumental in bringing about this rela- 
tionship with the University. 

John Gaston Hospital replaced the old Gen- 
eral Hospital in 1936. WWII brought practice 
blackouts and a shortage of nursing faculty 
and students. UT participated in the U.S. 
Cadet Nurse Program. Two graduates of the 
UT School of Nursing—Lts. Imogene Kennedy 
and Inez McDonald—were captured by the 
Japanese on with the surrender of U.S. 
Troops on Corregidor, Philippines. They were 
prisoners of war from 1942 until early 1945. 
Miss Ruth Neil Murry became Educational Di- 
rector of the School in 1944 and Director in 
1946. 

A 4-year program leading to the BSN began 
in 1950 and the diploma program phased out 
in 1954. Under the leadership of Ruth Neil 
Murry, the school became autonomous in 
1949. Murry, the first Dean, served until De- 
cember 1977. 

The City Hospital contract was amended in 
1958 and major curriculum change occurred. 
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National accreditation was awarded in 1960. 
The school achieved College status in Feb- 
ruary 1961. 

The master’s program in nursing admitted 
its first students in Summer, 1973. Family 
nurse practitioner and psychiatric-mental 
health were the initial offerings. 

Dr. Michael Carter became Dean late in 
1982 and continues in that role. Faculty and 
Dean Michael Carter placed increasing em- 
phasis on research and practice in the mid 
1980s. The college moved into a new building. 
In 1988 the Doctor of Philosophy with a major 
in Nursing began. The first PhD in Nursing 
was awarded in 1992 to June Hansen 
Larabee. 

Over 4,500 nurses have been educated by 
The University of Tennessee, Memphis Col- 
lege of Nursing. 


TRIBUTE TO DON BYE 
HON. JAMES L. OBERSTAR 


OF MINNESOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to pay tribute to Don Bye of Duluth, Min- 
nesota. 

Don has rendered long, distinguished, and 
dedicated service to the City of Duluth, Min- 
nesota's 8th Congressional District, and all of 
Northern Minnesota. For more than a quarter 
century, he has served Northern Minnesota in 
numerous ways through his multifaceted polit- 
ical and community activism. 

In particular, | wish to note that Don Bye 
has completed over a quarter century of serv- 
ice as Chairman of the 8th Congressional Dis- 
tricts Democratic-Farmer-Labor (DEL) party 
and is now entering his 27th year in that ca- 
pacity. That makes him the longest continu- 
ously serving Chairman of any of Minnesota’s 
eight Congressional District DFL committees. | 
know | am joined by DLFers throughout our 
district in saying a heartfelt thanks to Don for 
his tireless, selfless service. Don Bye's great- 
est contribution has been to show people how 
to work together. He has brought together in- 
dividuals with diverse and sometimes conten- 
tions positions through his dedication, hard 
work, and diplomacy. In large part because of 
his efforts, the 8th District DFL Party has a co- 
hesiveness that is envied by other political 
groups in the State of Minnesota. 

When redistricting was completed following 
the 1990 census, Don moved quickly to con- 
tact county unit chairs from the newly added 
sections of Minnesota’s 8th Congressional 
District. He made sure that people from 
Shebume and Benton counties felt welcome in 
their new Congressional District and included 
them early on in activities of the 8th District 
unit, including important leadership positions. 

Don Bye has been a practicing attorney for 
more than 30 years. He assisted numerous 
clients in the areas of labor and employment 
law, public sector labor law, employment dis- 
crimination and personal injury law. He was a 
Member of the Minnesota State Board of Gov- 
ernors from 1989-1992. 

Don Bye was instrumental in starting two 
programs that affected thousands of people in 
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Duluth: the Share Food Drive and Kids Voting 
USA. In 1982, Don has an idea for a citywide 
effort to benefit those less fortunate, known as 
the Share Food Drive. Don recruited a staff 
person to organize the new program, and en- 
listed volunteers from the Duluth area. One 
weekend a year, boy scouts, union members, 
and other volunteers go door-to-door collecting 
food items and cash from Duluth residents. 
Local trucking companies donate the use of 
trucks, union members volunteer to drive the 
trucks, and church organizations offer the use 
of buildings to assist in the effort. The Share 
Food Drive generates 20,000 to 40,000 
pounds of food a year for the Duluth Food 
Shelf. 

Don Bye knows the future of our country 
lies in the hands of America’s youth, which in- 
spired him to initiate the Kids Voting USA 
project in Duluth—the first community in Min- 
nesota to participate in Kids Voting USA. Don 
also served on the original organizing com- 
mittee. Don and his fellow volunteers, by do- 
nating their time and money, made Duluth’s 
Kids Voting USA project a model for the na- 
tion. He brought people together and got them 
excited about the idea of giving school chil- 
dren the chance to participate in the electoral 
process on Election Day. Under this project, 
children can pick up a ballot at the polls and 
vote at their own booth at the same time that 
the parents are casting their official ballots. 
Local schools also participate by exposing stu- 
dents to the political process in their social 
studies and civics classes. 

Six thousands school children in Duluth par- 
ticipated in Kids Voting USA in 1994, the first 
year of the program. By 1996, 31,000 children 
in ten communities in Northern Minnesota had 
joined in exercising the privilege enjoyed by 
millions of American citizens—casting a ballot 
for candidates for elective public office. De- 
mocracy will benefit in the years to come from 
young people inspired so early in their lives by 
this unique opportunity to participate in the 
election process. 

am proud and honored to share with my 
colleagues this brief, but deserved tribute to 
Don Bye, who has given so much of himself 
to enrich the lives of others and to serve his 
community. 


o — 
HONORING COSMOPOLITAN CLUB 
OF ELGIN’S DISTINGUISHED 
SERVICE AWARD RECIPIENT 
HON. J. DENNIS HASTERT 
OF ILLINOIS 


IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Ms. Susan Rakow, the recipient of this 
years Cosmopolitan Club of Elgin's Distin- 
guished Service Award. 

The Award is sponsored by the Cosmopoli- 
tan Club of the City of Elgin, Illinois, and Ms. 
Rakow is truly worthy of this honor. She has 
spent countless hours serving the community 
of Elgin in a variety of roles, and her contribu- 
tions have been many. 

Honored by the Altrusa International Club of 
Elgin with its Woman of the Year Award in 
1997, and by the YWCA with its Marjorie 
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Leonard Community Service Award in 1988, 
Ms. Rakow has served on the boards of the 
Jayne Shover Easter Seal Center, the Elgin 
Symphony, and the Sherman Hospital Auxil- 
iary. She has also been active with Elgin U- 
46 public schools, serving both as a substitute 
teacher and as a member of the Instructional 
Council, has served as President of the Elgin 
Enrichment Series for several years and has 
been active in her local church. 

Mr. Speaker, | congratulate the Cosmopoli- 
tan Club of Elgin, Illinois in my district on their 
selection, and urge you and my colleagues to 
join me in honoring Ms. Susan Rakow for her 
years of service to her community and for her 
selection as this year’s recipient of the Cos- 
mopolitan Club of Elgin’s Distinguished Serv- 
ice Award. 

— 


TRIBUTE TO HUBERT DUDER“'' 
DUDERSTADT 


HON. MARION BERRY 


OF ARKANSAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to Hubert “Duder” Duderstadt. 

Duder was a child immigrant from Germany. 
He came to this country with almost nothing 
and was a classic example of the success im- 
migrants represent to this nation and what 
they have added to the culture we all enjoy 
today. 

Duder was an example of what hard work 
and clean living will do. 

Married to the same woman, Alberta, for 56 
years, raising three successful children and 
achieving ownership of his own farm were 
measures of such success. 

He clearly fulfilled the Will Rogers comment 
“| never met a man | didn’t like,” and it was 
always a pleasure to run into Duder. He was 
an accomplished farmer and wine maker and 
greatly appreciated by the community. 

Always ready to do his part for the commu- 
nity, civic club, school, church, or profession, 
he never failed to pitch in. 

He demonstrated by example what it means 
to be a Christian, good citizen, successful 
farmer, husband, and father. 

He will be remembered, as we say in Gillett, 
Arkansas, as “a good man.” 

—— 


A TRIBUTE TO THE COMMUNITY 
COALITION PROJECT 


HON. JERRY LEWIS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speaker, | 
would like to bring to your attention the fine 
work and dedication of a group of outstanding 
teachers, staff, and other individuals to the 
students of San Bernardino County, California. 
On May 12th, the San Bernardino County Su- 
perintendent of Schools will honor some of the 
finest teachers in California at a Celebration of 
Excellence, a dinner and recognition program 
honoring the work of the Community Coalition 
project. 
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The Community Coalition is a countywide 
partnership project established to respond to 
the needs of public education through collabo- 
rative partnerships. As a result of this effort, 
successful programs have been put in place 
for San Bernardino County students in the 
areas of literacy, technology, school safety 
and career preparation. Clearly, the success 
of this project is tied directly to the teachers, 
staff and other partners who have worked dili- 
gently on this effort within the last three years. 

The teachers who will be honored for their 
work with early literacy include Diane Harlan, 
Celeste Danjou, Dawn Fletcher, Sue Rhoades, 
Mary Gee, Terry Rogers, Audrey Howard, 
Tine Pelletier, Donna Libutti, Luanne Rhodes, 
Patty Dipaolo, Audrey Folden, Helen Rockett, 
Hester Turpin, Ava Gonick, Susan Birrell, 
Vickie Holman, Aleen Massey, Liz Fragua, 
Cathy Richardson, Joan Carey, Sue Cornell, 
Lynne Merryfield, Arlene Mistretta, Janie Pier- 
son, Darwin Ruhle, Iris Tramp, Denie Cates- 
Darnell, Caroleen Cosand, Jean Fenn, Carol 
Besser, Londa Carter, Denise Dugger, Cynthia 
Freymueller, Rachael Emery, Judy Lowrie, 
Marge Ruffalo, Laura Chapman, Luis Ibarra, 
Chris Richards, and Melody Davidsmeier. 

Being recognized for their work in tech- 
nology education are Jim Roller, Steve Bailey, 
Cindy Robinson, Ruthetta Brandt, Leandra 
Pearson, Kathy Gilbert, Jim Evans, Noelle 
Kreider, Alexis Carlson, John Patten, Bob 
Watson, and Linda Jungwirth. Those praised 
for their work on the focus on the future in- 
clude Judith Pratt, Michelle Beutler, Dr. Bill 
Clark, Carrie Childress, Jeff Drozd, Patricia 
Merriam, Skip Brown, Laura Brundige, Jerry 
Bennett, Geri Kubanek-York, Jere Lloyd, Les- 
lie Rodden, and Pam Stockard. 

In addition, the following individuals will be 
recognized for their work with school safety; 
Norma Ashworth, Robert Martinez, David 
Mann, Beth Henry, Sally Foster, Marc Divine, 
Cathy Magana, Tim Kelleghan, Tina Maeda, 
Jimmie Jimenez, Rich Laabs, Michael Vance, 
Debbie Fairfax, and Joe Kaempher. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask you to join me and our 
colleagues in recognizing the fine work of 
these individuals. Barry Pulliam, the County 
Superintendent of Schools is also worthy of 
praise for his outstanding leadership on the 
Community Coalition project. Efforts to edu- 
cate our students and prepare them for the fu- 
ture are certainly worthy of our recognition and 
it is only fitting that the House pay tribute to 
these fine citizens today. 


Í O 
REMEMBERING REV. CLAUDE 
HEITHAUS— A CIVIL RIGHTS 
TRAILBLAZER” 
HON. WILLIAM (BILL) CLAY 
OF MISSOURI 


IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker. Trailblazers are 
people who take chances and stand up for 
what's right, even when the status quo tells 
them the time is “not right”. Trailblazers 
change the course of history, as Rev. Claude 
Heithaus did at Saint Louis University on a 
day in February 1944 when he delivered a 
sermon that led to integration in higher edu- 
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cation in the city of St. Louis. As a proud 
alumnus of Saint Louis University and bene- 
ficiary of Rev. Heithaus’ courageous actions, | 
commend to our colleagues the April 14, 1998 
St. Louis Post Dispatch article, titled “Priest 
led the fight for university integration”, which 
tells of the great sacrifice Rev. Heithaus made 
for the benefit of racial harmony. It is my hope 
that our colleagues in the struggle for racial 
equality and justice will find strength in this 
story. 


PRIEST LED FIGHT FOR UNIVERSITY 
INTEGRATION 
(By Paul Shore) 

St. Louis is rich in history, and we honor 
those who have contributed to its history in 
a number of ways: by naming parks, streets, 
hospitals and schools after them, or by keep- 
ing their memory alive by dedicating a civic 
project or program to them. Yet an impor- 
tant figure in the history of our city con- 
tinues to go largely unacknowledged. His 
name was Claude Heithaus, and this spring 
marks the 100th anniversary of his birth. 

Before Brown vs. the Board of Education 
had made its way to the Supreme Court in 
1954, before the Archdiocese of St. Louis had 
integrated its schools, when St. Louis was an 
entirely segregated city, the Rev. Claude 
Heithaus, a Jesuit priest, took it upon him- 
self to preach a sermon in the St. Frances 
Xavier (College) Church of St. Louis Univer- 
sity, where he was a faculty member. In this 
sermon, which he delivered on the morning 
of Feb. 11, 1944, he called upon his listeners 
to repudiate racism and welcome people of 
color to the university. His words were un- 
compromising as he called upon the commu- 
nity to face its prejudice and hypocrisy: 

“Do you want us to slam our doors in the 
face of Catholics, because their complexion 
happens to be brown or black? It (the claim 
that white students would refuse to attend 
classes with people of color) is a lie. I see 
that you repudiate it with indignation. You 
scorn it all the more because some of the 
very people who disseminate this lie have 
themselves sent their sons to Harvard and 
Yale, where they were glad to sit in the same 
classrooms with Negroes.” 

Heithaus’ call to justice, which he couched 
in religious as well as moral terms, did not 
go unnoticed. Within the year, St. Louis Uni- 
versity became the first institution of higher 
learning in a former slave state to admit Af- 
rican-Americans, and the city of St. Louis 
thereby became the scene of one of the most 
important breakthroughs in racial integra- 
tion. 

Heithaus soon departed from St. Louis. Be- 
cause he had preached the sermon without 
the permission or support of his Jesuit supe- 
rior and had continued to call attention to 
the problems of racism, he was banished, 
first to Kansas and then to Milwaukee. 

Late in life he was allowed to return to the 
St. Louis area, where he lived quietly, never 
speaking publicly again on the topic of race 
relations. He died in 1976. 

In the story of Heithaus’ courage and de- 
termination there is much that St. Louis can 
be proud of. He risked—and lost—a great 
deal in order to further a process of accept- 
ance, toleration and integration that re- 
mains unfinished in our community. 

Although the first part of his story is fair- 
ly well known, the price he paid is less well 
known, and neither the university nor the 
community has ever formally recognized his 
accomplishments and sacrifices. 

After his speech and his subsequent refusal 
to drop the issue of race relations, his career 
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as a teacher was severely curtailed. A valu- 
able collection of antiquities that he had ac- 
quired on his travels was lost or destroyed. 
His work as a trainer of young journalists (a 
quarter century earlier he had founded St. 
Louis University’s University News) came to 
an end as well. 

Even after the policies that Helthaus had 
called for became an accepted reality, he was 
never publicly thanked or even acknowl- 
edged by this community for his role in their 
realization, although the Father General of 
the Jesuits and the French government even- 
tually recognized his accomplishments. 

While much of the responsibility for this 
acknowledgement lies with the school where 
I work, St. Louis University, some of it ulti- 
mately lies with the community that also 
benefited from his vision and persistence. 
His commitment and his ideals should not be 
forgotten. 

I call upon St. Louis University to mark 
the hundredth anniversary of Claude 
Heithaus’ birth with some gesture worthy of 
his beliefs. I also call upon the greater St. 
Louis community to reflect on the actions of 
someone, who, when it was still politically 
incorrect, sought to widen educational op- 
portunities for people of color. Surely there 
is a place in our city for some remembrance 
of him, a way to call attention to his ideals. 

Heithaus is of course not the only unsung 
hero of St. Louis history. In the past 200 
years, many men and women in this commu- 
nity have stood for worthy but unpopular 
causes and paid high prices for their beliefs. 
We should give each one recognition, not 
only out of respect for what they did, but 
also for what their lives can offer all of us as 
models of courage and vision. And by hon- 
oring Claude Heithaus, we would be making 
a very good start. 


— 


IN HONOR OF MISSION SAN JOSE 
ROTARY CLUB FOR ITS 15 YEARS 
OF SERVICE TO THE 13TH CON- 
GRESSIONAL DISTRICT 


HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
take this opportunity to recognize the Mission 
San Jose Rotary Club for its extensive con- 
tributions to the quality of life in the Fremont 
community. 

Over the last fifteen years, Mission San 
Jose Rotary has been actively involved in the 
community through more than 45 projects 
benefiting the Mission San Jose, Serra Center, 
Ardenwood Park, Fremont Senior Center, Mis- 
sion San Jose Museum, and many other wor- 
thy recipients. 

In addition, in 1986 Mission San Jose Ro- 
tary became one of the first clubs to champion 
the admission of women members, well before 
Rotary International recognized full participa- 
tion by females. The club has sponsored two 
new Rotary clubs, sponsored four foreign ex- 
change students, and counts more than 60% 
Paul Harris Fellows among its members. Mis- 
sion San Jose Rotary has also contributed 
substantially to the Polio Plus Campaign and 
the Mission San Jose restoration. 

also commend Mission San Jose Rotary 
for having prepared and served many thou- 
sands of meals at the Centerville Free Dining 
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Room, and for their internationally acclaimed 
chili and famous linguica burgers, which have 
raised nearly $300,000 for charity. 

Throughout its existence, Mission San Jose 
Rotary has been acclaimed many times for its 
excellent service. On May 1, 1998, the Mis- 
sion San Jose Rotary Club will celebrate the 
15th Anniversary of its founding, and | would 
like to express my sincere appreciation for the 
dedicated efforts that have produced so many 
civic achievements. Congratulations, and | 
look forward to another fifteen years of excep- 
tional service. 


—— 


IN HONOR OF LT. COL. MICHAEL 
PRUSAK 


HON. VIC FAZIO 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor Lt. Col. Michael Prusak, Direc- 
tor of Logistics for the Sacramento Air Logis- 
tics Center, McClellan Air Force Base, Cali- 
fornia. He is a Command Navigator, with more 
than 2,500 hours in the FB-111 and the T-43 
aircraft. Lieutenant Colonel Prusak will be re- 
tiring on 1 August 1998, after a distinguished 
career highlighted by many challenging as- 
signments. 

As Director of Logistics, Lieutenant Colonel 
Prusak manages the supply and transportation 
support for the Air Logistics Center and the 
77th Air Base Wing. He oversees more than 
250 military and civilian personnel, with an an- 
nual budget of nearly $1 million. 

Lieutenant Colonel Prusak was born in Ger- 
many, in December 1947. He grew up in Bos- 
ton, Massachusetts, and graduated from Bos- 
ton Technical High School. He attended and 
graduated from Lowell Technological Institute 
in 1973 with a degree in Industrial Engineer- 
ing. In 1981, he graduated from the University 
of Southern California with a Masters in Sys- 
tems Management. 

After flight training at Reese Air Force Base, 
Texas, in 1974, Lieutenant Colonel Prusak 
was assigned to the 380th Bombardment 
Wing at Plattsburgh Air Force Base, New 
York. At Reese Air Force Base he flew the 
Strategic Air Command’s FB-111, and be- 
came one of the first 1st Lieutenant instructors 
of the aircraft. In 1980, he was assigned to 
Mather Air Force Base, California, as an Un- 
dergraduate Navigator Training instructor. 
While there, he became a flight commander 
and helped develop the curriculum for the dual 
track navigator training system, which is still in 
use today. 

In 1985, Lieutenant Colonel Prusak was as- 
signed to the 509th Bombardment Wing at 
Pease Air Force Base, New Hampshire, and 
requalified in the FB—111. While there, he be- 
came the assistant air operations officer, and 
chief of aircrew scheduling and training for the 
393d Bombardment Squadron—the same 
squadron that dropped atomic bombs on Hiro- 
shima and Nagasaki during the final days of 
World War Il. In January 1988, he became the 
Deputy Commander for Resource Manage- 
ment for the 509th, where he helped manage 
the Wing Supply and Transportation Squad- 
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rons, along with Wing Mobility, Base Con- 
tracts, and Base Comptroller divisions. 

Lieutenant Colonel Prusak was assigned in 
1989 to the Sacramento Air Logistics Center 
as assistant program manager for the F—-111 
Digital Flight Control Modification Program. He 
went on to become the Program Manager for 
the F-111 Stores Management Upgrade modi- 
fication program in 1990, followed by the posi- 
tion of Branch Chief for all F-111 modifica- 
tions. In January 1993, Lieutenant Colonel 
Prusak attended the Defense Systems Man- 
agement College at Ft. Belvoir, Virginia. Upon 
his return to McClellan, he became the Assist- 
ant F-111 System Program Director, ulti- 
mately, becoming the Director of Logistics in 
March 1995. 

Lieutenant Colonel Prusak also gave much 
of himself to the citizens of California. He has 
been, and continues to be, an extremely ac- 
tive volunteer pilot for the Civil Air Patrol— 
having flown more than 100 training and 
search and rescue missions in northern Cali- 
fornia. Many of these life saving missions in- 
volve flying low level sorties in the valleys of 
the Sierra Nevada Mountain Range, placing 
him in great personal danger. Following his re- 
tirement from the United States Air Force, his 
role will expand as he assumes the position of 
the California Wing Liaison Officer of the Civil 
Air Patrol, at McClellan Air Force Base. 

Lieutenant Colonel Prusak is the recipient of 
many awards, including the Meritorious Serv- 
ice Medal with one oak leaf cluster, the Air 
Force Commendation Medal with one oak leaf 
cluster, the Air Force Outstanding Unit Award, 
the Air Force Organizational Excellence 
Award, the Combat Readiness Medal, the Na- 
tional Defense Service Medal, and the South- 
west Asia Service Medal. 

| join my colleagues today in honoring Lieu- 
tenant Colonel Prusak for his 24 years of dedi- 
cated and distinguished service to the United 
States Air Force, the state of California, and 
our nation. We send best wishes to him, his 
wife Linda, and their children Jennifer, Erica, 
and Gabriel and wish him continued success 
at his new position with the Civil Air Patrol. 


— 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE FOUND- 
ING OF THE TEXAS CENTER FOR 
SUPERCONDUCTIVITY AT THE 
UNIVERSITY OF HOUSTON 


HON. SHEILA JACKSON-LEE 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise in recognition and gratitude for the out- 
standing work done by Dr. Paul Chu and his 
colleagues at the Texas Center for Super- 
conductivity on the problem of High Tempera- 
ture Superconductivity. As a member of the 
House Science Committee, | often hear ref- 
erences made for the excellent work of Dr. 
Paul Chu and the Texas Center for Super- 
conductivity located at the University of Hous- 
ton. | have also taken great pleasure in work- 
ing with Dr. Chu on legislative and administra- 
tive matters in Washington related to the sup- 
port of the center. 

From the Center's beginnings in 1987 with 
the endorsement of the 70th Legislature of the 
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State of Texas your efforts to find solutions to 
fundamental and practical questions in High 
Temperature Superconductivity have been 
noteworthy. Beginning with a staff of seven, 
the Texas Center for Superconductivity at the 
University of Houston is now the largest and 
most comprehensive Center of its type in the 
nation. Your great achievements serve as a 
testament to the past decade of hard work 
and progress in the new scientific and techno- 
logical field of High Temperature Super- 
conductivity. 

With the multiple mission of basic and ap- 
plied research, technology development and 
transfer, and providing advanced training and 
education, the Texas Center for Superconduc- 
tivity at the University of Houston’s research- 
ers and students continue to search for solu- 
tions to fundamental and practical questions in 
High Temperature Superconductivity. 

There efforts on behalf of science have en- 
abled this important research program to ex- 
pand into the world’s leading Center for bulk 
high temperature superconductivity and re- 
lated materials. We in Texas feel that their 
presence in the City of Houston has lead to 
this prominent position in this highly technical 
field of study. 

On behalf of the residents of the 18th Con- 
gressional District, | offer Dr. Chu and his col- 
leagues congratulations and best wishes for 
continued success in the area of High Tem- 
perature Superconductivity. 


——— 


IN HONOR OF DR. STANLEY 
NUSSBAUM 


HON. CHARLES E. SCHUMER 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased 
to have the opportunity today to recognize Dr. 
Stanley Nussbaum, who is being honored by 
the Herbert Tenzer Five Towns Democratic 
Club at its annual brunch on May 3. Dr. Nuss- 
baum has been an outstanding member of his 
community and his personal commitments 
both civic and religious have bettered the lives 
of his neighbors on Long Island. 

Dr. Nussbaum's devotion has led him to 
contribute to the Jewish community in many 
ways. He sits on the boards of the Conference 
of Jewish Organizations of Nassau County 
and the American Committee for Israeli MIA’s 
in addition to being a trustee of Temple Beth 
El of Cedarhurst and a former trustee of the 
American Jewish Committee. He is also a past 
president of the Five Towns Jewish Council. 

Civic duty has also played a major role in 
Stan's life, leading him into an active role in 
the Democratic party. He serves as Leader in 
the 20th Assembly District and has been a 
member of the Nassau Democratic County 
Committee for twenty-five years. He was the 
zone leader of Lawrence-Cedarhurst and 
served as President of the Five Towns Demo- 
cratic Club from 1978-1980 and 1984-1990. 
Dr. Nussbaum was a Clinton delegate for the 
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1992 Democratic National Convention and 
was elected as a New York State Committee- 
man in 1994. 

Dr. Nussbaum has also been successful in 
both his professional and private life and is a 
life member of the American Dental Society. 
He and his wife Toby are the proud parents of 
three children, Felice, Hillary and Larry, and of 
two grandchildren, Ananda and Sierra. 

Dr. Stanley Nussbaum has made great con- 
tributions to society as a professional, a lead- 
er, a religious man, and a father. His commu- 
nity, indeed all of Long Island, have been im- 
proved by his efforts. 


—— 


HONORING PRESIDENT K.R. 
NARAYANAN WITH THE STATES- 
MAN OF THE YEAR AWARD 


HON. GARY L. ACKERMAN 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
with my colleagues to honor an extraordinary 
man, the President of India, Mr. K.R. 
Narayanan. Tonight he is receiving the Appeal 
of Conscience “Statesman of the Year” 
award, and it is hard to find someone who is 
more deserving of this honor. 

Mr. Speaker, President Narayanan has had 
a distinguished career in public service for al- 
most half a century. He served with distinction 
in the Indian Foreign Service for over 30 
years, eventually serving as India’s Ambas- 
sador to the United States from 1980 to 1984. 
It was after his tenure in Washington that he 
then entered the realm of politics, and served 
as a Member of Parliament from the district in 
which he was born from 1985 to 1992, at 
which time he was elected to serve as India’s 
Vice President. In July of 1997, Mr. 
Narayanan, | am proud to say, assumed the 
office of the President of India. He has also, 
over the course of his career, become an ac- 
complished author of several books and arti- 
cles on social, political and international the- 
ory. 

During his tenure, President Narayanan has 
shown a great respect for human rights in 
general, the rights of minorities in particular, 
and the rule of law. As the leader of the larg- 
est democracy in the world, he has done a re- 
markable job in continuing to move India in 
the direction of economic liberalization and 
ever greater political freedom. India’s most re- 
cent parliamentary elections demonstrate the 
stability of this nation and the leadership that 
President Narayanan has provided in 
stewarding the country through a fairly tumul- 
tuous year in domestic politics. 

In international affairs, President Narayanan 
has shown an innate ability to get along with 
leaders of all stripes, and work for the com- 
mon good, not merely for India’s interests, as 
we continue to navigate through the uncertain- 
ties of the post-Cold War era. He is a dip- 
lomat, a public servant, an educator, and an 
author, but more importantly, he is a con- 
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cerned human being and citizen of the world, 
who is dedicated to ensuring that those who 
can’t care for themselves are cared for. Most 
of all he is unswerving in the notion that all 
people, no matter their origin, race or other 
distinction, deserve peace, happiness and se- 
curity in life. On the occasion of the nations of 
India and Israel celebrating their 50th year in 
existence, | think it is important to point out 
that these were the basic principles upon 
which they were both founded, and the same 
ones which my good friend President 
Narayanan sincerely and honestly espouses. 

That is why the “Appeal of Conscience” 
Statesman of the Year award so befits Presi- 
dent Narayanan. 


BOB ETHERIDGE HONORING CAPT. 
FULTON PERSHING LANIER 


HON. BOB ETHERIDGE 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, | rise to 
honor the life of Captain Fulton Pershing La- 
nier of Buies Creek, North Carolina, for his 
service to the people of the United States of 
America. Captain Fulton served honorably in 
the United States Army Air Corps from 1941 
to 1944. 

United States service men and women 
place themselves in harm's way to protect the 
freedoms we hold dear in America. Many of 
these brave individuals return home to build 
and lead their communities. Tragically, Fulton 
Lanier did not have such an opportunity. 

On January 31, 1944, then 1st Lieutenant 
Lanier, along with 1st Lieutenant Frank M. 
Ramos, Corporal Joseph Petrella, Private First 
Class Eugene E. Beebe, and Private First 
Class Bartholomew R. Giacalone, boarded his 
C-87 Liberator and piloted what would be his 
final mission. These five men perished in serv- 
ice to humanity, supplying food, medical and 
other supplies to Allied forces of China. 

Fulton Lanier’s legacy may have been 
greater than even he could have imagined. 
His service and sacrifice for our country has 
been permanently instilled in the hearts and 
minds of his family and all who knew him. Ful- 
ton Pershing Lanier is an American hero. 

Fifty-four years later, the Lanier family re- 
ceived notice that wreckage from this fateful 
flight was recovered. Upon notification, the La- 
nier family has embarked on a mission of 
studying and sharing the story and example of 
this young man from Buies Creek. 

Fulton Lanier paid the ultimate sacrifice in 
service to the United States of America, serv- 
ing his family, community, state, and nation. 
His burial with full military honors at Arlington 
National Cemetery on January 23, 1998, was 
only a small way his nation can acknowledge 
the debt owed to Fulton Lanier and his family 
that can never be repaid. 

am honored to report to the House on the 
heroism of Captain Fulton Pershing Lanier. 
May God bless him in his place of resting. 
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SENATE—Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


The Senate met at 11:45 a.m. and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. THURMOND). 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Almighty God, Sovereign of this Na- 
tion and personal Lord of our lives, we 
praise You for our accountability to 
You. You are a God of judgment as well 
as grace. If you did not care, life would 
have no meaning. We thank You for 
giving us the basis on which we will be 
judged each hour and at the end of each 
day. You want us to know what is re- 
quired of us so we can pass Your daily 
examination with flying colors. 

Your Commandments are in force as 
much now as when You gave them to 
Moses. You require us to do justly, love 
mercy, and walk humbly with You. 
You call for integrity, honesty, and 
faithfulness. Absolute trust in You is 
the secret for personal peace and the 
basis for leading a Nation. Help us to 
live our Nation’s motto, In God We 
Trust,” and judge us by the extent we 
have put our trust in You for guidance. 

Gracious God, as we receive Your 
judgment, we also seek Your forgive- 
ness and a new beginning. May Your 
forgiveness give us the courage to seek 
first Your rule and righteousness. 

Today we thank You for Eileen R. 
Connor, the Supervisor of Expert Tran- 
scribers from the Office of Official Re- 
porters of Debates. Tomorrow will be 
the last day for Eileen after 25 years of 
dedicated service to the Senate. In 
Your Holy Name. Amen. 


— 


RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able acting majority leader, Senator 
SMITH of New Hampshire, is recognized. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I 
thank the Chair. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Could I ask my 
colleague for 2 seconds? 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I yield 
to the Senator. 


— 


PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR—VOTE 
ON EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 
2314 


Mr. WELLSTONE. I ask unanimous 
consent that Scott Muschett, an intern 
in my office, be allowed to be on the 
floor during this vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HUTCHINSON). Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, on behalf of the majority 
leader, I announce this morning the 
Senate will resume consideration of 
the Senator Smith of New Hampshire 
and the Senator Hutchison of Texas 
amendment No. 2314, pending to the 
NATO enlargement treaty. Under the 
previous order, there will be 2 minutes 
of debate equally divided between Sen- 
ator SMITH and Senator HUTCHISON, fol- 
lowed by a rollcall vote on or in rela- 
tion to the amendment. Following that 
vote, it is hoped that Members with 
amendments to the NATO enlargement 
treaty will come to the floor to offer 
and debate those amendments. 

The majority leader has indicated to 
me it is his hope the Senate will be 
able to complete action on the NATO 
treaty hopefully by the close of busi- 
ness today or by Thursday evening at 
the latest. So I thank my colleagues 
for their attention to this matter. 

Mr. President, I believe under the 
previous order, there are 2 minutes 
equally divided between Senator 
HUTCHISON and myself. 


— 
EXECUTIVE SESSION 


PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT- 
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC- 
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY, 
AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
go into executive session and resume 
consideration of Executive Calendar 
No. 16, which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Treaty Document No. 105-36, Protocols to 
the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949 on Acces- 
sion of Poland, Hungary and the Czech Re- 
public. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the treaty. 

Pending: 

Smith (New Hampshire)/Hutchison amend- 
ment No. 2314, to express a condition requir- 
ing full cooperation from Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic with United States 
efforts to obtain the fullest possible account- 
ing of captured and missing United States 
personnel from past military conflicts or 
Cold War incidents. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2314 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of the Smith- 
Hutchison amendment No. 2314. There 
are 2 minutes of debate reserved prior 
to the vote. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President I yield myself 1 minute. 


This is a straightforward, simple 
amendment which I am confident has a 
strong bipartisan support of this Cham- 
ber. It is based on the debate yester- 
day, with myself, Senator HUTCHISON 
and Senator BIDEN. I don’t expect any 
opposition. 

The amendment expresses a condi- 
tion with full regard to NATO expan- 
sion requiring full cooperation from 
the Czech Republic, Hungary and Po- 
land concerning unaccounted for MIAs 
and POWs, and it is supported by all 
POW and MIA families and certainly 
many of the national veterans organi- 
zations. 

I want to stress that I personally re- 
ceived pledges of cooperation from the 
leaders of the three countries involved 
here. This amendment is designed to 
ensure that there is serious follow-up 
not only with the individuals who may 
have accessed information but also ac- 
cess to the archives. 

I want to thank Senator HUTCHISON 
of Texas for her support on this hu- 
manitarian issue, and I yield to her 1 
minute. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
want to thank Senator SMITH for work- 
ing with me on this amendment. We 
must never pass an opportunity to con- 
tinue to give hope to those whose loved 
ones are missing because they served 
our country. 

This amendment says to them we 
will never forget and if there is ever a 
shred of hope that we could learn more 
about how even one service man or 
woman died or became missing, it is 
worth every effort that we would 
make. That is what this amendment 
does. 

I urge its passage. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I yield 
the remainder to the Senator from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I ask unanimous 
consent after the vote I be recognized 
to speak on NATO expansion for up to 
30 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
2314, offered by the Senator from New 
Hampshire. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Missouri (Mr. BOND) is 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Illinois (Ms. MOSELEY- 
BRAUN) and the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) are nec- 
essarily absent. 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Illinois 
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(Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN) would vote 
“aye. n 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 


BURNS). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 97, 
nays 0, as follows: 


[Rollcall Vote No. 108 Ex.] 


YEAS—97 

Abraham Feingold Lott 
Akaka Feinstein Lugar 
Allard Ford Mack 
Ashcroft Frist McCain 
Baucus Glenn McConnell 
Bennett Gorton Mikulski 
Biden Graham Moynthan 
Bingaman Gramm Murkowski 
Boxer Grams Murray 
Breaux Grassley Nickles 
Brownback Gregg Reed 
Bryan Hagel 
Bumpers Harkin Reid 
Burns Hatch Robb 
Byrd Helms Roberts 
Campbell Hollings Roth 
Chafee Hutchinson Santorum 
Cleland Hutchison Sarbanes 
Coats Inhofe Sessions 
Cochran Inouye Shelby 
Collins Jeffords Smith (NH) 
Conrad Johnson Smith (OR) 
Coverdell Kempthorne Snowe 
Craig Kennedy Specter 
D'Amato Kerrey Stevens 
Daschle Kerry Thomas 
DeWine Kohl Thompson 
2 Kyl m Thurmond 

menici Landrieu Torricelli 
Dorgan Lautenberg 5 
Durbin Leahy PST, 
Enzi Levin Wellstone 
Faircloth Lieberman Wyden 

NOT VOTING—3 

Bond Moseley-Braun Rockefeller 


The executive amendment (No. 2314) 
was agreed to. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I move to reconsider the 
vote by which the amendment was 
agreed to, and I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, Senator WELLSTONE 
of Minnesota is recognized for 30 min- 
utes. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, my 
colleague from Idaho approached me 
and said he needed to take 5 minutes 
for an amendment that he wants to lay 
down. Is that correct? 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that my colleague, Senator CRAIG, 
be allowed up to 5 minutes to offer his 
amendment and speak on his amend- 
ment, after which I then would retain 
the floor and be able to speak for 30 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Idaho is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, let me 
first of all thank Senator WELLSTONE 
for his courtesy. 


EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2316 
(Purpose: To condition United States ratifi- 
cation of the protocols on specific statu- 
tory authorization for the continued de- 
ployment of United States Armed Forces 
in Bosnia and Herzegovina as part of the 

NATO mission) 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I have an 
amendment at the desk that I call up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Idaho (Mr. CRAIG), for 
himself, and Mrs. HUTCHISON, and Mr. SMITH 
of New Hampshire, proposes an executive 
amendment numbered 2316. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

( ) STATUTORY AUTHORITY FOR DEPLOY- 
MENTS IN BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA.—Prior to 
the deposit of the United States instrument 
of ratification, there must be enacted a law 
containing specific authorization for the 
continued deployment of the United States 
Armed Forces in Bosnia and Herzegovina as 
part of the NATO mission in that country. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, again 
thanking my colleague, Senator 
WELLSTONE, for his courtesy, I will be 
brief. It is a very direct and simple 
amendment but I think a most power- 
ful amendment. Let me read it. 

Statutory Authorization for Deployments 
in Bosnia and Herzegovina—Prior to the de- 
posit of the United States instrument of 
ratification, there must be enacted a law 
containing specific authorization for the 
continued deployment of the United States 
Armed Forces in Bosnia and Herzegovina as 
part of the NATO mission in that country. 

That is the substance of the amend- 
ment. This amendment would require 
that before the President can deposit 
the instruments of ratification, he 
must receive authorization from this 
Congress for the mission in Bosnia. 

Last May, President Clinton publicly 
embraced the idea of a new NATO mis- 
sion. It is my concern that the Presi- 
dent’s vision of a new NATO will signal 
the end of NATO as a defense alliance 
and the beginning of a new role as a re- 
gional peacekeeping organization. The 
President declared, We are building a 
new NATO. We will remain the strong- 
est alliance in history, with smaller, 
more flexible forces prepared for our 
defense but also trained for peace- 
keeping. It will be an alliance directed 
no longer against a hostile block of na- 
tions but instead designed to advance 
the security of every democracy in Eu- 
rope—NAT°O’s old members, now mem- 
bers and nonmembers alike.” 

I cannot support the President’s call 
for a new NATO to be a de facto peace- 
keeping organization worldwide. 

Mr. President, President Clinton’s 
peacekeeping operation in Bosnia has 
been going on now for more than 2 
years without authorization from Con- 
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gress, with costs mounting far beyond 
any estimate, with the mission’s end 
date repeatedly broken. The mission in 
Bosnia is now what we were promised 
it would not be, an unauthorized, open- 
ended, nation-building deployment 
with no withdrawal criteria. 

As costs for NATO’s mission in Bos- 
nia continue to add up, the President 
seems eager to take on new peace- 
keeping operations. Make no mistake; 
the U.S. is paying the lion’s share of 
the peacekeeping in Bosnia. We all 
know these costs are high for the De- 
fense Department. The Defense Depart- 
ment is forced to come to Congress for 
supplemental funds. We are now meet- 
ing in a conference of the Appropria- 
tions Committee to deal with those 
very issues for the Defense Depart- 
ment. 

In 1995, the President vowed that U.S. 
troop deployment in Bosnia should and 
will take about 1 year and cost about 
$1 billion. Three years and $8 billion 
later, the administration now admits 
we do not propose a fixed end date for 
the deployment. 

Let me be clear. My amendment is 
not a war powers resolution. It does 
not say the President cannot continue 
the deployment in Bosnia without au- 
thorization, nor does it cut off funds 
for Bosnia, nor does it set an end date 
for the mission, nor does it establish a 
withdrawal criteria. It does, however, 
require the President to cooperate with 
Congress to set reasonable parameters 
for that mission before the President 
gets a blank check in the form of a new 
NATO for more of other area missions. 
The commitment of U.S. troops to Bos- 
nia is a commitment of U.S. blood, and 
expansion of NATO is an expansion of 
this commitment. The decision to 
place U.S. troops in harm’s way is a 
commitment that none of us take 
lightly. We owe it to our troops to ob- 
tain authorization for peacekeeping 
missions. That is what my amendment 
sets forth. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield 1 minute, 60 seconds? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
say to my colleague, I would be pleased 
to yield him 5 minutes. 

Mr. BIDEN. There is no need for that. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I yield my col- 
league 1 minute after which I will re- 
tain the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator from Idaho and I are going to have 
a chance to debate this issue later this 
afternoon. But I would just say to 
those who heard what he had to say in 
the introduction, consider the fol- 
lowing: This is a treaty. This is not a 
conference report. This is not a piece of 
legislation. This is a treaty. And we 
should not be effectively legislating on 
a treaty. This treaty is going to go 
back to every other nation to sign, and 
we are going to say, by the way, there 
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is a paragraph in here that says, The 
Senate authorization committee, and 
they are going to think they are read- 
ing Greek. It has nothing to do with 
the treaty. 

I do not in any way belittle his con- 
cern; it is worthy of debate, but it 
should not be on a treaty. I will make 
that point more forcefully when we get 
into the debate. 

I thank my colleague for yielding. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota is recognized for 
30 minutes. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
rise to speak in opposition to NATO ex- 
pansion. NATO expansion has been de- 
scribed by the distinguished foreign 
policy expert, Professor Ronald Steel, 
“as a bad idea whose time has come.” 
My fervent hope is that he’s only half 
right in that it will turn out to be “a 
bad idea whose time hasn't come.“ 

Why do I oppose the expansion of 
NATO? Two fundamental reasons. First 
because I’ve yet to hear a plausible 
case made for expanding NATO, which 
makes me think we are talking about a 
policy still in search of a justification. 
And second, because I believe it will 
sour our relations with Russia, pro- 
mote internal changes within Russia 
harmful to U.S. interests, and may 
even imperil our own security and that 
of our allies. 

Since the two basic reasons for my 
opposition tend to be intertwined, Ill 
deal with them together rather than 
separately. 

Mr. President, I’ve yet to hear an ex- 
planation of why we should be expand- 
ing the NATO miliary alliance toward 
Russia’s borders when there is no Rus- 
sian military threat. The Russian mili- 
tary has collapsed. If there was any 
doubt about this, it should have been 
erased by the Russian army’s inability 
to quell tiny, rag-tag Chechnyan 
forces. Even Polish sources have ques- 
tioned Russia’s capability to threaten 
its former Eastern Bloc allies in the 
foreseeable future. 

Moreover, arms control agreements 
signed between 1987 and 1993, pushed 
through by Presidents Reagan and 
Bush working with President Gorba- 
chev, have helped to establish a new se- 
curity structure that makes a surprise 
attack in Central Europe virtually im- 
possible. The security situation in Cen- 
tral Europe is more stable than it has 
been at any time in this century. There 
is peace between states in Europe for 
the first time in centuries. 

Under these circumstances, why in 
heaven’s name are we rushing to ex- 
pand a military alliance into Central 
Europe? 

Secretary Albright has claimed that 
expanding NATO will produce an un- 
divided’? Europe. I believe the Sec- 
retary is mistaken. What it will do is 
re-create a dividing line in Europe, 
only farther east than the original Cold 
War dividing line. President Clinton 
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himself, before he decided to back 
NATO expansion, said that it would 
“draw a new line through Europe, just 
a little farther east.” He was right 
then and I am right now. 

Mr. President, since a Europe with- 
out dividing lines is vital if the con- 
tinent is to be peaceful, prosperous and 
secure, why are we now considering a 
step that is sure to re-divide Europe? 

What would a _ re-divided Europe 
mean? Well, for one thing, the U.S. is 
committed to bringing the Baltic 
states into NATO if expansion pro- 
ceeds. In my view this could have dev- 
astating consequences for world peace. 
In this connection, I recently read an 
outstanding piece entitled NATO Ex- 
pansion and the Baltic Iceberg“ by Mi- 
chael Mandelbaum, Professor of Amer- 
ican Foreign Policy at the Paul H. 
Nitze School of Advanced International 
Studies of the Johns Hopkins Univer- 
sity and Director of the Project on 
East-West Relations of the Council on 
Foreign Relations. I have had the good 
fortune to meet with Professor 
Mandelbaum and I found him to be a 
perceptive critic of NATO expansion 
who views the issue through the lens of 
history. He succinctly describes the di- 
lemma that would be created by the 
commitment to expanding NATO to 
the Baltic states. 

Professor Mandelbaum outlines three 
options: 

... the American government might try 
to expand NATO to the Baltic countries but 
fail because of Western European objections. 
... If on the other hand Washington did 
somehow prevail on the Western Europeans 
to admit the Balts, or failing that, offered 
them a unilateral alliance like the Japanese- 
American Security Treaty, the United 
States would be obliged to provide for their 
defense. This option surely require re-cre- 
ating in some form the military deployments 
of the Cold War. American troops and Amer- 
ican nuclear weapons would have to be sta- 
tioned within the borders of the three coun- 
tries. ... Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia 
might well turn out to be defensible only 
with nuclear weapons, as West Berlin was 
during the Cold War, in which case NATO ex- 
pansion would return the world to the hair 
trigger nuclear standoff of the 1950's and 
1960's. 

Because of the determined opposition to 
Baltic membership the Western Europeans 
will mount, and the huge risks including the 
Balts will entail, the likeliest option for the 
United States is the third: Having agreed to 
defend three countries in Central Europe 
that are not remotely threatened, the United 
States will renege on its commitment to de- 
fend the Balts precisely because they might 
be threatened. This option would enshrine in 
the foreign policy of the United States the 
principle that American security guarantees 
are available only to those who don’t need 
them. . . It would break a promise the Balts 
have received from the United States. 

The damage to American interests that 
each of the three options would inflict would 
be infinitely greater than whatever modest 
embarrassment rejecting the NATO expan- 
sion that is now before the Senate would 
cause. And rejecting the plan is the only sure 
way to avoid the damage. Rejection, that is, 
is the only way to steer the American ship of 
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state clear of the large menacing iceberg to- 
ward which the Clinton administration is 
now guiding it. 


I couldn’t agree more. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of Professor 
Mandelbaum’s article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NATO EXPANSION AND THE BALTIC ICEBERG 

(By Michael Mandelbaum) 


NATO expansion is the Titanic of Amer- 
ican foreign policy, and the iceberg on which 
it is doomed to founder is Baltic membership 
in the Atlantic Alliance. 

The problem of NATO membership for 
Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia is one that, if 
the proposal to admit Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic is ratified by the Senate, 
the United States will be able neither to 
avoid nor to solve. The only way to steer 
clear of this geopolitical iceberg is to reject 
the plan for expansion that the Clinton ad- 
ministration has placed before the Senate. 

If expansion proceeds, the United States is 
committed to bringing the Balts into the Al- 
liance. That commitment has been expressed 
in many places and in many forms: at the 
Madrid Summit last summer at which for- 
mal invitations to join NATO were issued to 
the three Central European countries; in the 
Baltic-American Charter signed by President 
Clinton in January; in the resolution of rati- 
fication the Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee has reported; in numerous statements 
by American officials, such as Madeleine 
Albright's assertion that no European de- 
mocracy will be denied admission to NATO 
because of where it sits on the map"; and 
by assurances given to officials of the Baltic 
countries and representatives of Baltic- 
American groups. 

Moreover, if Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic are, as the Clinton adminis- 
tration says, “entitled” to NATO member- 
ship, then so, too, are the Balts. Lithuania, 
Latvia, and Estonia are just as democratic, 
just as pro-Western, just as much in need of 
the stability that NATO membership alleg- 
edly confers, and suffered just as much under 
Communism as the three Central European 
countries whose candidacies the administra- 
tion has chosen to favor. Thus, even if there 
were no commitment to the Balts, logic and 
justice would prohibit excluding them while 
including the Poles, Hungarians, and Czechs. 
But there is a commitment, which ratifying 
membership for the Central European coun- 
tries would trigger. 

All politically relevant Russians, however, 
including Boris Yeltsin, have said, repeat- 
edly and emphatically, that Baltic member- 
ship in NATO, which would bring the West- 
ern military alliance, from which they are 
excluded, to their borders, is entirely unac- 
ceptable to them. The Russians have said 
that Baltic membership would cast into 
doubt all existing agreements between Rus- 
sia and the West, including the historic trea- 
ties reducing nuclear and non-nuclear weap- 
ons. They have made it clear that they 
would regard Baltic membership NATO as a 
provocation, to which they would respond. 

The admission of Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic to the Atlantic Alliance 
would therefore confront the United States 
with three—and only three—options, all of 
them bad. 

First, the American government might try 
to expand NATO to the Baltic countries but 
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fail because of Western European objections. 
Such objections are all but certain on the 
part of countries that have already made it 
clear that they are going along with the first 
round of expansion largely to humor the 
Americans and that they will contribute 
nothing to its costs. Because of Russian op- 
position, Western Europeans are privately 
negative, sometimes adamantly so, about 
Baltic membership. If the United States 
pressed the issue, as it would be bound to do 
given the commitment the Clinton adminis- 
tration has made, the result would be a seri- 
ous crisis at the core of the Alliance, with 
charges of bad faith and recklessness echoing 
back and forth across the Atlantic, that 
could end by destroying NATO itself. 

If, on the other hand, Washington did 
somehow prevail on the Western Europeans 
to admit the Balts, or, failing that, offered 
them a unilateral alliance like the Japanese- 
American Security Treaty, the United 
States would be obliged to provide for their 
defense. This second option would surely re- 
quire recreating in some form the military 
deployments of the Cold War. American 
troops and American nuclear weapons would 
have to be stationed within the borders of 
the three countries. This would not be cheap, 
which is one reason, although hardly the 
only one, that the Clinton administration's 
estimate of the price of expansion, which 
does not include cost of fulfilling the Amer- 
ican commitment to the Balts, is ludicrously 
low. 

Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia might well 
turn out to be defensible only with nuclear 
weapons, as West Berlin was during the Cold 
War, in which case NATO expansion would 
return the world to the hair-trigger nuclear 
standoff of the 1950s and 1960s. That is why 
Senator Danie] Patrick Moynihan’s warning 
that NATO expansion could, unintentionally, 
“raise the prospect of nuclear war to the 
most intense point it has reached since the 
beginning of the Nuclear Age“ is not hyper- 
bole. It is, rather, a reasonable assessment of 
the consequences of policies to which, if Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic join 
NATO, the United States and Russia are al- 
ready committed. 

Because of the determined opposition to 
Baltic membership the Western Europeans 
will mount, and the huge risks that includ- 
ing the Balts would entail, the likeliest op- 
tion for the United States is the third: Hav- 
ing agreed to defend three countries in Cen- 
tral Europe that are not remotely threat- 
ened, the United States will renege on its 
commitment to defend the Balts precisely 
because they might be threatened. This op- 
tion would enshrine in the foreign policy of 
the United States the principle that Amer- 
ican security guarantees are available only 
to those who do not need them. It would also 
accomplish exactly what its champions 
claim NATO expansion is designed to avoid: 
It would draw a new line of division in Eu- 
rope and consign friendly democracies to the 
wrong side of it. It would break a promise 
the Balts have received from the United 
States. It would give the Russians what the 
Clinton administration has sworn it will 
never permit: a veto on the question of 
which countries belong to NATO. 

Moreover, it would fortify the Communists 
and nationalists in Russia, who would be 
able to say to their pro-Western, democratic 
political opponents: We tried your preferred 
policy, cooperation with the West, and what 
was the result? NATO expanded to Poland, 
Hungary and the Czech Republic without 
consulting us, against our wishes, and in fla- 
grant violation of the promise not to do so 
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given to Mikhail Gorbachev and Eduard 
Shevardnadze at the time of German unifica- 
tion in 1990. Then Russia adopted our tactics: 
standing firm, drawing a line, and making 
threats. And what is the result? NATO ex- 
pansion has stopped in its tracks. Our way of 
dealing with the West has been vindicated.” 
This is hardly a lesson that it is in the inter- 
est of the United States to teach Russia. The 
fact that it is the lesson that Russia is all 
too likely to learn is one reason that, ac- 
cording to Alexei Arbatov, a member of the 
unimpeachably democratic Yabloko faction 
in the Russian State Duma and the leader in 
the effort to persuade the Duma to ratify the 
START II arms reduction treaty, Russians— 
who have advocated cooperation with the 
West—feel betrayed by NATO expansion. 

Since no American president will ever be 
able to say, definitely and absolutely, that 
the Baltic countries will never join NATO, 
however, even this third option will not put 
an end to the matter. Russians will always 
have to believe that NATO might expand to 
the Baltic countries, and this prospect will 
therefore poison Russian-American relations 
far into the future. 

The damage to American interests that 
each of the three options would inflict would 
be infinitely greater than whatever modest 
embarrassment rejecting the plan for NATO 
expansion that is now before the Senate 
would cause. And rejecting the plan is the 
only sure way to avoid the damage. Rejec- 
tion, that is, is the only way to steer the 
American ship of state clear of the large, 
menacing iceberg toward which the Clinton 
administration is now guiding it. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, the 
administration often claims its aim in 
expanding NATO is to foster democ- 
racy, stability, and economic reform in 
Central Europe. But there already is 
democracy, stability and economic re- 
form in the Czech Republic, Hungary, 
and Poland. Besides, if this was our 
aim wouldn’t the European Union, 
whose fundamental purpose is to spur 
growth and stability through integra- 
tion, be a better vehicle for accom- 
plishing these goals than NATO, which 
is after all a military alliance? If our 
goal is to expand markets and democ- 
racy, why don’t we use our leverage to 
promote the expansion of the European 
Union? 

Central European states covet mem- 
bership in the European Union for the 
economic benefits they believe it would 
confer. Wouldn’t it be better for the 
United States to exert our leadership, 
our great influence, to promote expan- 
sion of the European Union which 
threatens no one rather than expand a 
military alliance that threatens the 
one country on which European secu- 
rity depends most? 

What worries me most though, Mr. 
President, is that NATO expansion, 
needlessly risks poisoning Russia’s re- 
lations with the U.S. for years to come 
and increases the odds that Russian 
ultra-nationalists and anti-U.S. forces 
will gain power in the post-Yeltsin Pe- 
riod. NATO expansion threatens to 
turn the clock back to the worst days 
of the Cold War, something that few 
Americans and few Europeans want. 

Former Russian officials say and 
some former American officials con- 
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firm that by seeking to expand NATO, 
the U.S. is violating a commitment 
made when Moscow agreed to Ger- 
many’s reunification and remaining in 
NATO, withdrawing Russian troops 
from Germany, and disbanding the 
Warsaw Pact. While there is some dis- 
agreement over what commitment was 
actually made to Gorbachev, there is 
no question that Russian officials say 
they had firm U.S. assurances that 
NATO would not be expanded. The Rus- 
sian perception that we are reneging on 
our word can only erode trust and poi- 
son future relations. 

On this point, I will quote Susan Ei- 
senhower, Chairman, The Center for 
Political and Strategic Studies, testi- 
fying before the Senate Armed Services 
Committee, March 19, 1998: 

It is Russian democrats who feel betrayed 
by NATO expansion—not the hard liners who 
are benefitting from it. Gorbachev says that 
we were verbally assured that NATO would 
not expand if the Soviet Union agreed to 
German unification and its place in NATO. 
Under the war-time Four Powers Act, Mos- 
cow had a legal right to refuse such an ar- 
rangement, and would have if the Soviets 
had imagined that less than a decade later 
some and eventually all of their former al- 
lies would be gazing at them from the other 
side of a military alliance. Russian hard lin- 
ers, always deeply skeptical of Western in- 
tentions, say this betrayal“ is par for the 
course, and they mock the Russian demo- 
crats for trusting the West too much. 

Eisenhower, who met Gorbachev on a 
recent trip to Moscow, reported that 
Gorbachev was deeply disturbed by 
NATO Expansion’s impact on those 
who promoted cooperation with the 
West, adding: 

“Russia has been swindled,” he asserted, 
and it is feeding into the wild ideas of those 
who hold “conspiracy theories” that the 
West is intent not only on the Soviet Union’s 
demise but also Russia’s. “NATO expansion 
has poisoned the atmosphere of trust,“ he 
said. 

Mr. President, it is worth pointing 
out that the sense of betrayal isn’t 
confined to former President Gorba- 
chev, but is shared by our natural al- 
lies in today’s Russia, political leaders 
who are committed both to democracy 
and U.S.-Russia cooperation. For ex- 
ample, there is Dr. Alexei Arbatov, 
deputy chairman of the Defense Com- 
mittee of the Duma. Dr. Arbatov is a 
member of the leadership of Yabloko, 
Russia’s largest unimpeachably demo- 
cratic party, a strong advocate of U.S.- 
Russia cooperation, and a leader in the 
effort to ratify the START-II Treaty in 
the Duma. He was involved in the 
START-I negotiations in Geneva, and 
later served as a consultant on all the 
major Soviet-American and Russian- 
American arms control issues, includ- 
ing the START-II and CFE treaties. 

Here are Dr. Arbatov’s thoughts on 
NATO expansion in light of Russia’s 
agreement to German reunification 
and other concessions: 

. . . Nobody took the trouble to warn Rus- 
Sian that as a result of all these concessions 


7050 


and sacrifices, NATO—the most powerful 
military alliance in the world—would start 
moving towards Russian borders. To the con- 
trary, Moscow was repeatedly told by the 
West that it would be accepted as an equal 
and genuine partner and that no major deci- 
sion on international security would be made 
without it. Well the NATO summit in Madrid 
came as a Clear manifestation that such de- 
cisions may and will be made and Russia’s 
opinion really matters only so long as it is in 


line with the Western position . . At best, 
NATO expansion to the East is regarded in 
Russia as a mistaken policy.. . . At worst it 


is regarded as the consummation of a ‘grand 
design’ to encircle and isolate Russia, estab- 
lishing strategic superiority and finally de- 
stroying Russia, ending once and for all Rus- 
sia’s role as a European power. 

If this is how a democrat and advo- 
cate of U.S.-Russian amity sees it, 
imagine how more conservative, more 
nationalist forces who could come to 
power in the future see it. 

Mr. President, am I missing some- 
thing? Is there some compelling, over- 
riding reason that makes NATO expan- 
sion so vital to U.S. interests that we 
must imperil our relations with Russia 
for years to come and revive Russian 
mistrust and paranoia? If this is so, I 
would appreciate it if one of my col- 
leagues or the Administration could 
tell me, and more important the Amer- 
ican people, what that compelling, 
over-riding reason is. 

There is no question in my mind that 
colleagues who support NATO expan- 
sion do so because they believe it 
would be in the interests of the United 
States and think it would be the right 
thing to do. I question no colleage on 
that. But I am troubled by the fact 
that U.S. arms makers have played a 
major role in lobbying for NATO ex- 
pansion. And this lobbying has been 
confined just to the United States. As 
difficult as it may be to believe, 
McDonnell Douglas helped the Hun- 
garian Government win public support 
in a referendum on joining NATO by fi- 
nancing a CD-ROM game called 
‘“‘Natopoly”’ that was distributed free 
to libraries throughout Hungary. The 
Washington Post described it as a 
‘piece of slick, unabashedly pro-NATO 
software.“ 

Mr. President, U.S. arms makers 
seem to equate expanding NATO with 
expanding profits. To explain what I 
mean, let me quote from a June 29, 1997 
New York Times article entitled, 
“Arms Makers See Bonanza in Selling 
NATO Expansion”: 

At night, Bruce L. Jackson is president of 
the U.S. Committee to Expand NATO, giving 
intimate dinners for Senators and foreign of- 
ficials. By day, he is director of strategic 
planning for Lockheed Martin Corporation. 

Mr. Jackson says he keeps his two identi- 
ties separate, but his company and his lob- 
bying group are fighting the same battle. De- 
fense contractors are acting like globe-hop- 
ping diplomats to encourage the expansion of 
NATO, which will create a huge market for 
their wares. 

... The stakes are high” for arms mak- 
ers, said Joel L. Johnson, vice president for 
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international affairs at the Aerospace Indus- 
tries Association. . . . Whoever gets in first 
will have a lock for the next quarter cen- 
tury.” The potential market for jets alone is 
$10 billion, he said. Then there's trans- 
port aircraft, utility helicopters, attack heli- 
copters. Mr. Johnson said—not to mention 
military communications systems, com- 
puters, radar, radios, and other tools of a 
modern fighting force. “Add these together, 
and we're talking real money,” he said. 

And the real “real money” he’s talk- 
ing about is more likely to come from 
the U.S. taxpayers than from new 
NATO members. In fact, it appears as if 
funds are already coming from the U.S. 
taxpayer to subsidize arms purchases 
by potential NATO members. 

Let me also draw from a study by 
William D. Hartung, the author of the 
report which is entitled Welfare for 
Weapons Dealers 1998: The Hidden 
Costs of NATO Expansion. 

I will read the summary of his key 
findings. Mr. President, how much time 
do I have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 13 minutes 36 seconds. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. Hartung wrote: 

Potential new members of NATO are the 
largest recipients of subsidized military 
loans from the U.S. Government: Allocations 
for potential NATO members now dominate 
the Pentagon’s FMF loan program, rep- 
resenting 44.8 percent of the $540.1 million in 
FMF loans for fiscal year 1997 and 61.2 per- 
cent of the $647.5 million for fiscal year 1998. 

NATO expansion is good news for Boeing 
and Lockheed Martin, but is a potential dis- 
aster for U.S. taxpayers: Lockheed Martin 
has been promising 100 percent economic 
cooperation and up to 100 percent financing” 
for countries that buy F-16 fighters. Lock- 
heed Martin, Boeing and Textron all have 
deals in the works to produce U.S.-designed 
weapons in East and Central Europe as an in- 
ducement to get officials there to “buy 
American”. . The questionable terms on 
U.S. military loans to the region could leave 
U.S. taxpayers to pick up the tab for hun- 
dreds of millions or even billions of dollars 
in potential defaults. The likely result of all 
this furious marketing activity would be a 
U.S,-subsidized re-arming of East and Cen- 
tral Europe that will fatten the bottom line 
of U.S. weapon makers at the expense of U.S. 
taxpayers. 

Mr. President, if Mr. Hartung is 
right, and I think there is a good 
chance he is, NATO expansion will be a 
double whammy for U.S. taxpayers. 
They will wind up subsidizing U.S. 
arms merchants in a venture that will 
bring them less, not more, security. 

I now want to mention Senator 
Nunn, who I join in opposing NATO ex- 
pansion. He deserves a great deal of 
credit for being the first Senator, to 
my knowledge, to raise fundamental 
questions about the wisdom of NATO 
expansion. Because of my enormous re- 
spect for Senator Nunn’s knowledge of 
national security and defense issues, 
his concerns about NATO expansion in- 
fluenced my own thinking. ü 

Senator Nunn delivered one of the 
most incisive statements I have ever 
heard on the issue when he appeared on 
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the Jim Lehrer Newshour show in 
March of 1997. He addressed both the 
possible impact of NATO expansion on 
our national security and on Russia do- 
mestically. 

Here is what Senator Sam Nunn had 
to say: 

I'll start with the question, what are the 
greatest threats to the United States? Clear- 
ly, the No. 1 threat to the United States 
today is the proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction, whether chemical or biological 
or nuclear. 

I agree with Senator Nunn, that 
should be the foundation of our foreign 
policy, our No. 1 concern. 

Then my question would be: Does NATO 
expansion help in the fight against prolifera- 
tion of these weapons going to the third 
world rogue countries or terrorist groups? 
And my answer to that is no, it makes the 
cooperation that we have underway with 
Russia more difficult, perhaps not impos- 
sible, but more difficult. 

The second question I ask is about nuclear 
threats. Does NATO expansion help us in 
terms of easing the nuclear trigger, while 
Russia still has thousands and thousands of 
nuclear weapons, or is it harmful? And I 
think the answer to that is it makes it more 
difficult because it puts enormous pressure 
on the Russian military. They’re extremely 
weak, conventionally now. They're not a 
threat to countries we're taking in, but their 
reaction is likely to be a reliance, a heavy 
reliance on nuclear weapons. So the answer 
that I have to both of those key questions re- 
lating to the threat is that it makes it— 
NATO expansion makes our security prob- 
lems more difficult. 

The third question is the question of Rus- 
sia itself. The greatest change we've had in 
the threat to the United States has been the 
breakup of the Warsaw Pact and movement 
towards democracy and market reform in 
Russia. That has a long way to go. But the 
question I ask, is NATO expansion going to 
make reform more likely in Russia or less 
likely? I think it makes it more difficult be- 
cause it puts pressure on our friends, the 
democrats in Russia, and it gives a great po- 
litical issue to the demagogues there and the 
people on the extreme left and the extreme 
right. 

I think my colleague, Senator Nunn, 
is absolutely right. It works at cross- 
purposes to stopping the proliferation 
of weapons of mass destruction. I think 
it makes the nuclear threat more real, 
as Senator Nunn suggested, and it ab- 
solutely plays into the hands of the 
worst forces in Russia and to the dis- 
advantage of democrats in Russia. 

Mr. President, the push for a larger 
NATO has already hurt our relations 
with Russia, as shown by the stalling 
of the START II agreements in the 
Duma, troubling frictions with Russia 
recently on issues ranging from U.S. 
policy toward Iraq, to proliferation 
issues, to the management of Russia’s 
nuclear material. 

My colleague, Senator MOYNIHAN, has 
had a distinguished career in diplo- 
macy and international relations, and 
he was recently quoted as warning that 
extending the NATO alliance toward 
the frontier of Russia risks “the catas- 
trophe of nuclear war.” I cannot hon- 
estly say whether I think his analysis 
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is right or wrong, but I have to ask my- 
self is there any compelling reason for 
the U.S. rush to expand NATO if there 
is the slightest chance that it could 
trigger a nuclear war down the road. 
Why are we taking such a chance? 

Dr. Arbatov, while in Washington 
last month to attend meetings at the 
Center for Political and Strategic 
Studies, took issue with those in the 
West who contend that Russians don’t 
really care about NATO expansion. The 
following is a summary from his re- 
marks that Arbatov approved: 

Contrary to what is being said by many 
Western proponents of NATO, Russians do 
care about NATO expansion, and they are al- 
most unanimously opposed. It is true that 
most Russians, like most Americans, are pri- 
marily concerned about everyday things and 
making ends meet. But almost everyone who 
has any interest in foreign affairs is very 
concerned. Millions of pensioners who re- 
member World War II. all the military, 
workers in defense industries, intellectuals, 
government and political elites care very 
deeply about this issue. And nearly the full 
spectrum of Russian politicians is opposed to 
the expansion of NATO. 

I want to conclude this way. Susan 
Eisenhower points out that not only 
are Russia’s progressive forces being 
put under enormous pressure by NATO 
expansion, but there are signs Russian 
conservatives are already using it to 
their own advantage. Eisenhower 
stresses: 

There is already tangible evidence that 
NATO expansion has given conservative 
forces— 

Which has a different meaning, I say 

to my conservative colleagues here, 
than conservativism in America. 
a platform. On January 23, the Duma over- 
whelmingly passed a resolution stating that 
NATO expansion is the most serious mili- 
tary threat to our country since 1945.” It 
also said that Baltic membership in NATO 
would be incompatible with the NATO-Rus- 
sian Founding Act ... The resolution re- 
quested that the Yeltsin government devise 
a program to counteract NATO expansion. 

In pursuing NATO expansion, why is 
the administration disregarding the 
warnings of Russian democrats, George 
Kennan and other distinguished Rus- 
sian scholars, that NATO expansion is 
likely to sow the seeds for the reemer- 
gence of antidemocratic and chauvinist 
trends in Russia? That is a serious 
threat, I say to my colleagues, to our 
lives, our children’s lives, and our 
grandchildren’s lives. 

I am especially puzzled by this since 
it must be evident to both supporters 
and foes of NATO expansion that Euro- 
pean security and stability is greatly 
dependent on Russia’s transition to de- 
mocracy. A democratic Russia is un- 
likely to ever threaten its neighbors. 

Why then are we considering a step 
that will weaken Russia’s democrats 
and strengthen ultra-nationalists who 
oppose democracy? George Kennan has 
said—George Kennan who wrote the fa- 
mous Mr. X article in Foreign Affairs; 
George Kennan, perhaps the most 
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prominent thinker about Russia in our 
country—George Kennan with the most 
distinguished career possible has said 
that expanding NATO may be ex- 
pected to inflame nationalistic, anti- 
Western and militaristic tendencies in 
Russian opinion [and] to have an ad- 
verse effect on the development of Rus- 
sian democracy. * * * 

Let me repeat that quote. George 
Kennan has said that expanding NATO 
may be expected to inflame national- 
istic, anti-Western and militaristic 
tendencies in Russian opinion [and] to 
have an adverse effect on the develop- 
ment of Russian democracy * * 

I urge my colleagues to carefully 
consider George Kennan’s wise words, 
the heartfelt words of Russian demo- 
crats, and the prophetic words of Sen- 
ator Sam Nunn and join me in opposing 
ratification of NATO expansion. 

Mr. President, I ask how much time 
I have left. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 3 minutes left. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 


— 


THE MURDER OF BISHOP JUAN 
GERARDI CONEDERA 


Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, in 
the 2 minutes I have remaining, I just 
want to bring to the attention of my 
colleagues that wonderful bishop in 
Guatemala, Juan Gerardi—a man of 
justice—who was assassinated on Sun- 
day. He was the director and founder of 
the Human Rights Office of the Arch- 
diocese of Guatemala. It has been abso- 
lutely devastating to the forces for de- 
mocracy in Guatemala and to the 
forces for human rights. 

On the floor of the Senate today, I 
just want to say that I believe, as a 
Senator, that our Government should 
make it crystal clear to the Govern- 
ment in Guatemala that we want a full 
accounting. I urge the U.S. Ambas- 
sador to Guatemala to ask the Guate- 
malan government to swiftly inves- 
tigate this crime; it is a terrible set- 
back to the effort to shine a light into 
the dark corners of our hemisphere’s 
history. 

What we know so far is that on Sun- 
day, April 26, Bishop Gerardi was as- 
saulted and killed as he entered his 
home. His attacker, whose identity is 
unknown, smashed the Bishop’s head 
with such brutality that his features 
were obliterated and his body could 
only be identified by his ring. Nothing 
was stolen from Bishop Gerardi’s body 
or his house, nor was his car stolen. 

When you have a courageous Catholic 
bishop who has been such a strong ad- 
vocate for human rights murdered, we 
need to know—the people in Guatemala 
need to know—what happened. There 
needs to be accountability. 

Mr. President, this vicious crime is 
all the more terrible because of the 
context in which it occurred. On Fri- 
day, Bishop Gerardi had released the 
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Archdiocese’s report on past human 
rights violations in Guatemala entitled 
“Guatemala: Never Again.” He di- 
rected the Catholic Church’s effort to 
gather information on the long, tragic 
history of massacres, killings, and tor- 
ture in that country. These efforts are 
an important part of the people of Gua- 
temala’s efforts to come to terms with 
their past, through a full and accurate 
accounting of past human rights 
abuses. 

I do not prejudge this. I do not know 
who committed this brutal assassina- 
tion. But like the Catholic Church in 
our country and like people all across 
the world who care so much about de- 
mocracy and human rights, as a Sen- 
ator, I do call on the Government of 
Guatemala to launch an immediate in- 
vestigation into the murder of Bishop 
Gerardi, and to make sure that they 
bring this to closure and we find out 
who was responsible for this barbaric 
act. Whether or not this was a crime 
against a man who was merely in the 
wrong place at the wrong time or a 
carefully calculated attack against the 
Bishop and his work, the truth must be 
brought to light. Adding another mys- 
tery to the labyrinth of deaths, dis- 
appearances, and shattered lives in 
Guatemala would compound the trag- 
edy of the loss of one of Latin Amer- 
ica’s great human rights leaders. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the statement from the 
Human Rights Office of the Archbishop 
of Guatemala, as well as a copy of my 
letter to the U.S. Ambassador to Gua- 
temala, be printed in the RECORD. 

I thank my colleagues for their cour- 
tesy. I yield the floor. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

OFFICE OF HUMAN RIGHTS, 
ARCHBISHOP OF GUATEMALA. 

In the Face of the Abominable Assassina- 
tion of Monseñor Juan José Gerardi 
Conedera, The Human Rights Office of the 
Archbishopric of Guatemala Announces: 

1. Its profound pain and indignation for the 
cowardly and brutal assassination of 
Monsenor Gerardi, the founder and General 
Coordinator of this office. 

2. On Sunday, April 26 at around 10:00 pm, 
when he was entering his house after doing a 
routine family visit, Monseñor Gerardi was 
attacked by an individual who was not iden- 
tified. The assassin first hit Mons. Gerardi 
on the back of the head with a piece of ce- 
ment, and later delivered blows to the 
bishop’s face, disfiguring it. The individual 
returned to a site near the crime ten min- 
utes later, having changed his clothes since 
they had been soaked with the bishop’s 
blood. No object of value was stolen from the 
house, nor was his vehicle taken (which he 
was getting out of when attacked), nor was 
any personal item touched by the assassin. 

3. Forty-eight hours earlier, Monseñor 
Gerardi had presided at the Metropolitan Ca- 
thedral, along with other bishops from the 
Guatemalan Episcopal Conference, for the 
public presentation of the report entitled, 
Guatemala: Nunca Mas.“ The report docu- 
ments and analyzes tens of thousands of 
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cases of human rights violations that oc- 
curred during the armed conflict. Mons. 
Gerardi was the coordinating bishop for the 
Interdiocesan Project The Recuperation of 
Historic Memory” which produced the re- 
port. 

4. Mons. Gerardi was Auxiliary Bishop of 
the Archdiocese of Guatemala since 1984. 
From 1967 to 1976 he was bishop of Las 
Verapaces, where he laid the groundwork for 
the Indigenous Pastoral. Later he was named 
bishop of El Quiché, where he had to con- 
front the time of the worst violence against 
the population. The assassination of various 
priests and catechists and the harassment of 
the Church by the military obliged him to 
close down the diocese of El Quiché in June 
of 1980. Weeks before that, Mons. Gerardi had 
escaped an ambush. When he was president 
of the Episcopal Conference, the authorities 
denied him entry into his own country and 
he was forced to remain in exile for two 
years until he was able to return in 1984. 

5. The assassination of Monsenor Gerardi is 
a ruthless aggression against the Church of 
Guatemala—which for the first time has lost 
a bishop in a violent manner—and against 
the Catholic people, and represents a heavy 
blow to the peace process. 

6. We demand that the authorities clarify 
this tragedy within a period of time not to 
exceed 72 hours, because if impunity is al- 
lowed to extend to this case it will bring 
grave cost to the Republic of Guatemala. 

7. To the people of Guatemala and the 
international community we ask your reso- 
lute support and solidarity in this difficult 
moment for the Catholic Church. This 
treacherous crime has shocked everyone, but 
in this time of trial we should remain firm 
and united in order to keep the violence and 
terror that the Guatemala people have suf- 
fered from taking possession of Guatamala 
and make us lose the political space which 
has been won at such great sacrifice. 

As Monseñor Gerardi said, in his April 24th 
address at the presentation of the REHMI re- 
port, We want to contribute to the building 
of a country different than the one we have 
now. For that reason we are recovering the 
memory of our people. This path has been 
and continues to be full of risks, but the con- 
struction of the Reign of God has risks and 
can only be built by those that have the 
strength to confront those risks.” 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, April 29, 1998. 
Hon. DONALD PLANTY, 
U.S. Ambassador to Guatemala, Embassy of the 
United States, Guatemala City, Guatemala. 

DEAR AMBASSADOR PLANTY: I was pro- 
foundly shocked and saddened when I re- 
ceived the news of the murder of Bishop 
Juan Gerardi, Coordinator of the Human 
Rights Office of the Archbishop of Guate- 
mala. 

The circumstances, as I understand it, still 
remain unclear. However, a spokesman for 
the Archdiocese of Guatemala City suggested 
that this murder could be related to the pub- 
lic release of the REHMI Report on Friday, 
April 24th, just 48 hours before this deplor- 
able killing. 

It appears that many believe that this case 
does not fall into the category of “common 
crime.” Former President Ramiro de Leon 
Carplo, U.N, Secretary General Kofi Annan, 
and others have voiced their concerns about 
the possible political nature of this incident 
and Iam sure this question is on the mind of 
many other Guatemalans. 

I urge you, Ambassador Planty, to let the 
officials of the Guatemalan government 
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know that Members of Congress anticipate a 
full and thorough investigation of this tragic 
event. We hope to learn not only who the 
perpetrators were, but whatever other fac- 
tors and motivations, if any, were involved 
in this terrible crime. 

Thank you for your attention to my con- 
cerns. 

Sincerely, 
PAUL WELLSTONE, 
U.S. Senator. 

Mr. GRAMS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. GRAMS. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that I be allowed to speak for up 
to 5 minutes in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRAMS. I also ask unanimous 
consent that the Senator from Georgia, 
Senator CLELAND, be allowed to speak 
following my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRAMS. Thank you very much. 

(The remarks of Mr. GRAMS per- 
taining to the introduction of S. 2004 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
“Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.““) 

Mr. GRAMS. I yield the floor. 

Mr. CLELAND addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia is recognized. 

Mr. CLELAND. I thank the Senator 
from Minnesota. 


—— 


PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT- 
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC- 
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY, 
AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the treaty. 

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I am 
honored to have the opportunity to en- 
gage in this debate over the proposed 
expansion of the NATO treaty. It is an 
important occasion for this body, for 
our country, and for the shape of the 
post-cold war world. To quote Emer- 
son, who had in turn been quoted by 
the great American statesman Dean 
Acheson about the dawning of the post- 
World War II era, we are present at 
the sowing of the seed of creation.“ 

It is a debate which has properly en- 
gaged the best minds in American for- 
eign and national security policy. 
George Kennan, the architect of the 
successful ‘‘containment’’ strategy 
with which NATO won the cold war, 
has said, 

Expanding NATO would be the most fateful 
error of American policy in the entire post- 
Cold War era. Such a decision may be ex- 
pected to inflame the nationalistic, anti- 
Western and militaristic tendencies in Rus- 
sian opinion; to have an adverse effect on the 
development of Russian democracy; to re- 
store the atmosphere of the Cold War to 
East-West relations; and to impel Russian 
foreign policy in directions decidedly not to 
our liking. 

That is the quote of Mr. Kennan. My 
predecessor, and someone whose views 
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on national security matters I most 
value, former Senator Sam Nunn, has 
said, “NATO expansion makes our se- 
curity problems more difficult,“ and 
Senator Nunn cowrote a recent maga- 
zine article with former Senator How- 
ard Baker, Alton Frye and Brent Scow- 
croft which states that, by premature 
action on new members, the Senate 
could condemn a vital alliance to 
creeping impotence.” 

On the other hand, the architect of 
America’s detente strategy, Henry Kis- 
singer, testified to our Senate Armed 
Services Committee that, 

Failure to expand NATO is likely to prove 
irrevocable. Russian opposition is bound to 
grow as its economy gains strength; the na- 
tions of Central Europe may drift out of 
their association with Europe. The end re- 
sult would be the vacuum between Germany 
and Russia that has tempted so many pre- 
vious conflicts. When NATO recoils from de- 
fining the only limits that make strategic 
sense, it is opting for progressive irrele- 
vance. 

And Zbigniew Brzezinski, with whom 
I served in the Carter Administration, 
has testified that, 

NATO enlargement has global signifi- 
cance—it is central to the step-by-step con- 
struction of a secure international system in 
which the Euroatlantic alliance plays the 
major role in ensuring that a peaceful and 
democratic Europe is America’s principal 
partner. 

Mr. President, these are strong and 
important words from some of our 
country’s premier experts on inter- 
national relations, and of course they 
point the Senate in diametrically oppo- 
site directions in the current debate. 
However, and I will return to this point 
later, in my view they all raise the 
right questions and ultimately can 
help point us in the right direction as 
we take up the critical questions of 
whether NATO and whether Europe 
will remain with us regardless of what 
we do on the pending resolution of rati- 
fication. Though I certainly acknowl- 
edge the importance of the impending 
decision, I would counsel that we not 
engage in exaggeration or hyperbole 
about the consequences of this single 
choice. It is but the first, and in my 
opinion probably not the most impor- 
tant, question we must answer as we 
feel our way in this unknown “new 
world order,” and no one, and certainly 
not this Senator, knows for certain 
how the future will unfold in Russia, or 
in the rest of Europe, for that matter. 

So I welcome and I appreciate the 
thoughtful commentary which has 
been submitted on both sides of this 
issue. I have benefited from it, and I 
certainly believe that neither side has 
a corner on wisdom or concern for our 
future security. In this same spirit, I 
would like to thank the distinguished 
Majority Leader for responding to two 
requests I made, one in a letter I co- 
signed with a number of other Senators 
on March 3, and the other in a personal 
note I sent to him on March 25, that he 
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delay final Senate action on the resolu- 
tion of ratification to allow for more 
debate, and for more information to be 
obtained on several important policy 
questions. While I thought, and think, 
that for a variety of reasons, it would 
be better to delay this vote until the 
beginning of June, I appreciate the 
postponement he did arrange because it 
allowed me to make my own inspec- 
tion tour” of Europe to assess the situ- 
ation there in person on the ground. 

I have just completed a twelve day, 
12,000 mile tour of Europe. My travels 
took me to London, Camp Robertson, V 
Corps Headquarters and Ramstein Air 
Force Base in Germany, and NATO 
Headquarters in Belgium. They also 
took me to Eagle Base in Bosnia- 
Herzegovina. On my trip, I tried to get 
a realistic look at our Western alliance 
as we approach the end of the 20th Cen- 
tury. Our relations with our European 
allies, particularly through NATO, are 
of special importance to the United 
States. As I have already indicated, the 
issue of NATO expansion to nations 
formerly a part of the Warsaw Pact, es- 
pecially the pending proposal to in- 
clude Poland, Hungary and the Czech 
Republic in NATO, is of paramount im- 
portance as we consider the crucial 
matter of the future of the Western al- 
liance in this body. 

During my journey, I also attempted 
to get a feel for the disposition and 
readiness: of our military forces in Eu- 
rope, and the attitude and morale of 
our troops deployed on our expedi- 
tionary mission to Bosnia. 

Any attempt at gaging the tempera- 
ture of our NATO alliance must begin 
with a sense of European history. 
President Kennedy once said that the 
thing that he cherished most in the 
White House was a sense of history,” 
and the thing he feared most was 
“human miscalculation.’ I had the 
same feeling as I toured Europe. In 
order for us to not miscalculate in 
terms of our diplomatic and military 
policy in these areas, we must have a 
sense of history of the region. Winston 
Churchill once observed about the 
value of history that, “One can not 
know where one is going unless one 
knows where one has been.” This is 
certainly true in Europe. 

To illustrate the lessons of history, I 
have in mind a trip I took to the Wa- 
terloo battlefield in Belgium made fa- 


mous by Napoleon’s encounter with the. 


Duke of Wellington there in 1815. In ad- 
dition to some fascinating lessons re- 
garding battlefield tactics which cre- 
ated 48,000 casualties in one afternoon, 
I gained some other valuable insights 
which I think are instructive as we ap- 
proach the NATO expansion debate. 
One lesson that I learned was that al- 
though Napoleon had great loyalty 
from his band of seasoned veterans who 
had marched with him through the var- 
ious Napoleonic wars which had 
plagued Europe until 1815, by the time 
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of Waterloo he was actually out- 
numbered 3 to 1. Europe had finally 
coalesced against him. At a crucial mo- 
ment in the battle, it was a Prussian 
commander who brought his forces 
from as far away as Austria and Ger- 
many to come decisively to the aid of 
Wellington. The Prussian commander 
massed his forces to help Wellington 
defeat Napoleon's Grand Armée and the 
Napoleonic Guards. The lesson for me 
is clear. Europe has been swept over by 
one conqueror or another ever since 
Roman Times. But, when European na- 
tions form a strong alliance, they can 
defeat any enemy. 

I think this is an important lesson in 
history to apply to our present day un- 
derstanding of Europe, particularly in 
terms of our NATO alliance. In this 
century from time to time, Germany, 
then Russia, has tried to dominate 
Western and Eastern Europe. Each 
time, alliances were formed against the 
hostile force. NATO, the most success- 
ful European alliance in history, will 
celebrate its fiftieth anniversary next 
year. It is not surprising to me that 
Western Europe, primarily because of 
NATO, has seen its longest extended 
peace in centuries. 

Another lesson of history I learned 
on this trip was the importance of 
American leadership in helping Europe 
form alliances that protect it from in- 
vasion without and turmoil within. It 
was after all a British leader across the 
channel, Wellington, who acted as a 
catalyst to lead the disparate nations 
of continental Europe to defeat Napo- 
leon. That was in the last century. This 
century, it has been an ally across the 
Atlantic, America, who has led the dis- 
parate nations of Europe in an alliance 
to defeat those who would conquer it. 
Beginning in World War I, throughout 
World War II, during the Berlin Airlift, 
and, finally, through to the conclusion 
of the Cold War, America has been a 
catalyst in bringing European nations 
together to defend and protect our 
shared interests. American leadership 
and American guarantees of security 
with commitment of our forces on the 
ground in Europe has provided what 
one French diplomat called an insur- 
ance policy“ that if things go wrong on 
the continent America will come.” 

As America approaches the close of 
this century and the dawn of the next, 
our nation finds itself fully engaged, 
committed and involved in the life of 
Europe. Our diplomats, politicians and 
military forces are stretched over the 
continent. They provide a level of dip- 
lomatic clout and military force pro- 
jection second to none. America in this 
part of the world is looked upon as an 
honest broker in dealing with age-old 
European factional disputes. The secu- 
rity and stability in Europe since WWII 
principally guaranteed by NATO is the 
prime reason Europe is the number one 
trading and investment partner of the 
United States today. Increasingly, as 
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the European Union develops, forms its 
own currency and expands its influence 
into Eastern European countries, it 
will become the largest economic trad- 
er and investment block on the planet. 
As America enters into the 21st Cen- 
tury, we will have an opportunity to 
expand our trans-Atlantic trading and 
investment partnerships to an extent 
hitherto unknown to us. 

Make no mistake about it, this op- 
portunity for record economic growth, 
and the opportunity to spread the gos- 
pel of free market economics and the 
benefits of trade, travel and commerce, 
has come about because European 
states, and especially newly inde- 
pendent Eastern European nations, 
now perceive themselves at the dawn of 
a new era of peace and stability. They 
are, indeed, present at the sowing of 
the seed of creation.” 

Russia has imploded. The Soviet Em- 
pire is no more. Where Russia goes 
from here is anybody’s guess. Churchill 
once described Russia as ‘‘a riddle 
wrapped in a mystery inside an enig- 
ma.” The mystery of where Russia is 
headed is still with us. We in this coun- 
try and our European allies wish our 
Russian friends well. Through the 
Partnership for Peace, the Founding 
Act and other entities, we as a matter 
of policy want to pursue a future based 
on cooperation rather than conflict. As 
a democracy ourselves, we in the 
United States wish the Democratic 
movements in Russia Godspeed. As a 
market economy, we believe our type 
of economic freedom, which brings 
with it the blessings of growth and op- 
portunity, will sooner or later take 
hold in Russia as it has in other parts 
of the world. Democratic notions such 
as the rule of law, civilian control of 
the military and human rights now 
penetrate the thickest of barriers and 
the strongest of curtains. We know, 
too, it will take time for these prin- 
ciples to grow naturally in Russia. 
Many of us feel strongly that Russia 
will sooner or later make it through 
this very difficult transitional period. 
No one knows, however, how long that 
will take. 

Whatever the future of Russia, the 
future of Eastern Europe is more and 
more clear. One of the most powerful 
messages I received on my trip is that 
there is a new era of hope and oppor- 
tunity dawning in Eastern Europe. 
Long denied by the Cold War, a host of 
Eastern European countries now see an 
opportunity for their moment in the 
sun. This is particularly the case for 
the states who have been invited to 
join NATO—Poland, Hungary and the 
Czech Republic. A short time ago, the 
Parliament in the Czech Republic over- 
whelmingly voted to join NATO. As the 
vote was declared, the entire body 
stood up and applauded. As the great 
19th Century French writer Victor 
Hugo observed, An invasion of armies 
can be resisted, but not an idea whose 
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time has come.” The nations of East- 
ern Europe are emerging into the light 
after fifty years of the Cold War. The 
notion that they and their people can 
enjoy the stability and prosperity expe- 
rienced by Western Europe is an idea 
whose time has come. 

Certainly, one of the great challenges 
currently facing NATO is the issue of 
Bosnia. On my recent trip, I had the 
marvelous opportunity to fly on a heli- 
copter to an American outpost—Camp 
Bedrock—in Bosnia on Easter Sunday. 

It was near Tuzla in Northeast Bos- 
nia. While flying over the countryside, 
it seemed I was watching a colorized 
version of a World War II documentary 
about war-torn Europe. I saw portions 
of villages burned to the ground. I had 
not seen such devastation since I was 
in Vietnam thirty years ago. On my 
visit, I got a chance to visit American 
forces in Bosnia. I found them surpris- 
ingly cheerful and confident in their 
mission of peace-keeping in that war- 
weary countryside. I’m very proud of 
our forces. They are paying a personal 
price every day in risking their lives on 
our behalf. 

When I returned from my trip, I re- 
ceived an e-mail from one of the serv- 
icemen I spent Easter Sunday with in 
Bosnia. He wrote: 

My name is First Lieutenant Brian Brandt. 
We met today and shook hands in the mess 
hall here on Eagle Base, Bosnia. I would like 
to thank you for visiting and sharing in our 
Easter Mass . . . The greatest burden on to- 
day’s soldiers is being asked to do more with 
less and our frequent deployments away 
from home. I am an OCS graduate and have 
14 years of service. In this time I have seen 
many good and bad things within our serv- 
ices. As we move into the next century I 
hope we don’t find ourselves short. No 
amount of peace or technology can make up 
for an Army of over tasked and under 
trained soldiers. Please carry this message 
with you to Congress. 

A few days after I visited Camp Bed- 
rock, I was in Brussels. An American 
businessman approached me and asked 
me if I had hope“ about Bosnia. I had 
to reply, “Yes.” I have hope because I 
believe Europe has learned some pain- 
ful lessons over the last two centuries. 
One of those lessons is that alliances— 
whether against Napoleon, Hitler or 
Stalin—can win. Secondly, I have hope 
because Americans have learned some 
lessons about European history as well. 
Particularly, I think we've learned one 
of the lessons about American involve- 
ment on the European continent. The 
lesson is this: “Pay me now, or pay me 
later.“ In other words, we as a nation 
are involved in Europe—militarily, 
economically, culturally. Better to get 
in on the takeoff before it turns into a 
“crash landing!’ Better to work 
through the European Alliance, in par- 
ticular through NATO, to prevent a 
conflict than to risk that conflict turn- 
ing into a greater confrontation or, 
even worse, war itself. 

The European community proved in- 
capable of reaching the necessary con- 
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sensus to act decisively in Bosnia. The 
U.N. tried to control the tensions but 
was neither trained nor equipped for 
the task, even though a limited num- 
ber of European nations were sup- 
portive. Finally, under American lead- 
ership NATO stepped in. With its com- 
mand and control systems well estab- 
lished, with its alliance relationships 
previously worked out over the years, 
it was able to field a stabilization force 
which has succeeded beyond the 
wildest expectations for it. In Bosnia, 
the NATO alliance now works with non 
NATO members, including Russia for a 
combined alliance of 37 nations. 

That’s why the killing has stopped. 

That's why troops and tanks have 
been disarmed. 

That’s why minefields are being dis- 
mantled. 

That’s why refugees are returning. 

That’s why elections are being held. 

That's why war criminals are being 
identified and hauled before an inter- 
national tribunal. That’s why further 
excesses of any warring party—as in 
Kosovo—bring immediate inter- 
national outrage. 

That's why those who perpetrated 
war are now hunted down and discred- 
ited. 

That's why political moderates are 
coming to the fore and condemning the 
extremists. 

The effort in Bosnia involves the 
largest alliance of nations ever to coa- 
lesce against a common enemy on the 
continent of Europe. Maybe we've 
learned and acquired a sense of history 
after all. 

I applaud all the members of the alli- 
ance for their contributions to peace 
and stability in Bosnia, particularly 
the NATO members, and especially the 
Russians, for coming together in a uni- 
fied effort to prevent further blood- 
shed, enhance stability and pave a 
pathway for peace. I hope it is a har- 
binger of good things to come in the 
next century in terms of enhanced co- 
operation and communications among 
our countries for the betterment of 
mankind. 

I especially want to applaud our 
American servicemen and women and 
their American military commanders 
who are working to bring peace and 
stability in Bosnia. They are working 
in a tasking and demanding environ- 
ment filled with diplomatic and mili- 
tary minefields. Special thanks go to 
General Hugh Shelton, Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, who came with 
his wife and joined me for Easter Sun- 
day services with the troops in Tuzla. 
He joined me and Congressman PAT- 
RICK KENNEDY, a respected member of 
the U.S. House National Security Com- 
mittee, for a very special Easter Mass 
in a Catholic Chapel. A particular re- 
sponsibility rests on the shoulders of 
U.S. General Wes Clark, the top NATO 
Commander. His diplomatic and mili- 
tary skills have been tested to the 
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maximum, and have been put in full 
play to hold the NATO Alliance to- 
gether militarily in a challenging envi- 
ronment in the Balkans. A dear friend 
and a great Georgian, LTG Jay 
Hendrix, commands the U.S. Army V 
Corps out of Germany. He faces the 
daunting challenge of deploying and re- 
placing the troops in the Bosnian expe- 
dition. General Eric Shinseki is the 
overall commander of all military 
forces on the ground in Bosnia. He has 
a tough task in Sarajevo. Major Gen- 
eral Larry Ellis is the muddy boots 
general” on the ground in Tuzla who 
musters the morale of all of his forces, 
and is doing a great job in the Amer- 
ican sector. All of the men and women 
involved in this effort are a credit to 
the United States, the European Alli- 
ance and the cause of human dignity 
and freedom in the Balkans. I am proud 
of them all. I will support continued 
funding of their efforts to bring peace 
and stability to this troubled part of 
our world. 

A proper consideration of the issue of 
NATO expansion requires consideration 
of American, as well as European, his- 
tory. As I discussed earlier, the leading 
voices on American foreign policy cur- 
rently offer divided counsel on this 
issue. It is obvious that no clear con- 
sensus has yet formed as to America’s 
post-Cold War strategy. 

This lies in stark contrast to pre- 
vious eras in our history when our ap- 
proach to the world has generally been 
guided by a unifying vision. In our ear- 
liest days, we were galvanized by seek- 
ing to gain our independence. Then 
Manifest Destiny took hold as we bold- 
ly expanded westward into frontier 
country. During the same time, the 
Monroe Doctrine guided our relations 
with Europe and Latin America. This 
period was interrupted by the Civil War 
and the painful Reconstruction Era. As 
the United States entered the 20th Cen- 
tury and Americans turned toward 
commerce, the industrial revolution 
made its biggest impact on American 
economic development. This Gilded 
Age saw the rise of the Labor move- 
ment, the Depression and set the foun- 
dation for the New Deal. 

Throughout all of this time, it would 
be fair to sum up our general philos- 
ophy on foreign policy as an attempt to 
continue to follow President Washing- 
ton’s recommended approach, con- 
tained in his Farewell Address of Sep- 
tember 17, 1796: 

Observe good faith and justice toward all 
nations. Cultivate peace and harmony with 
all ... The Nation which indulges toward 
another an habitual hatred or an habitual 
fondness is in some degree a slave. It is a 
slave to its animosity or to its affection, ei- 
ther of which is sufficient to lead it astray 
from its duty and its interest.. . Steer clear 
of permanent alliances, with any portion of 
the foreign world... There can be no great- 
er error than to expect or calculate upon real 
favors from nation to nation. 

That approach changed when, fol- 
lowing the two great 20th Century 
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world wars and alternating cycles of 
isolationism and engagement, America 
emerged as the major global economic 
and military power. We then became 
united around the fight against Com- 
munism which, in the form of the So- 
viet Union, posed the only grave threat 
to our physical survival we have ever 
faced. The Cold War guided our think- 
ing, and NATO was the main military 
expression of that strategic vision. 

Now we are in a new era, No one has 
quite coined the term for it. Some call 
it the New World Order,” but I prefer 
to call it The Age of Democracy. What 
I find different and indeed magical 
about this new era is the fact that 
while it brings with it the spread of de- 
mocracy and democratic principles 
around the world to places that have 
been burdened by tyranny, it is doing 
so not through the threat of force, but 
through the promise of peace. However, 
thus far we are not in consensus on 
how we shape our national security 
policies to meet the challenges of the 
new era. 

I believe the critics of the proposed 
expansion of NATO are right when they 
focus on the need for policies which 
draw Russia into cooperation rather 
than confrontation with the United 
States and the West. From the control 
of nuclear, chemical and biological 
weapons proliferation to containment 
of Saddam Hussein, to the termination 
of the Cold War legacy of Mutual and 
Assured Destruction, the participation 
and cooperation of Russia is of vital 
importance in securing this peaceful 
Age of Democracy which we are enter- 
ing. 

I also believe the critics are right 
that we are going to have to be ex- 
tremely careful in when and how we 
approach consideration of inclusion of 
the Baltic states and former Soviet Re- 
publics in NATO or any other unified 
military command structure. 

And, over the long-term, I believe the 
critics are right that it is the expan- 
sion of the European Union, and its ul- 
timate promise of what Churchill 
called a “United States of Europe,” 
which offers the strongest foundation 
for Eastern European economic and po- 
litical development, and for Europe at 
long last being able to be fully respon- 
sible for its own security. 

However, after much reflection and 
after having seen the ground truth” 
on my recent trip, I have concluded 
that supporters of NATO expansion are 
absolutely correct that other than 
NATO there is no entity at present 
which is able to step up to the plate 
and fill the security void that cur- 
rently exists in Central Europe. The 
European Union is currently consid- 
ering the proposed admission of six na- 
tions, including Poland, Hungary and 
the Czech Republic, plus Slovenia, Cy- 
prus and Estonia, but that process is 
likely to take until 2003, at the ear- 
liest. Furthermore, the Union has a 
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number of important questions, such as 
its decision-making process and the di- 
vision of sovereignty between it and its 
component nations, which must be 
worked out before it can offer an effec- 
tive voice on foreign and defense poli- 
cies. 

As for Russia, I believe we must 
make every effort to seek cooperative 
and mutually beneficial relations. Re- 
gardless of how the Senate votes with 
respect to the pending treaty, I believe 
supporters of NATO enlargement are 
correct that we and the Russians will 
have the same set of mutual interests 
to work for; namely, the non-prolifera- 
tion of weapons of mass destruction, 
and stability around Russia’s borders 
in Europe, the Middle East and Asia. 
We should see what the future brings in 
Russia, with the European Union, and 
with all of the former members of the 
Warsaw Pact before we decide the next 
steps with respect to NATO, including 
both its membership and mission. 

It is in this context that I as a mem- 
ber of this body consider the issue be- 
fore the Senate of expanding the NATO 
treaty to include the nations of Po- 
land, Hungary and the Czech Republic. 
For a long time I have asked myself 
the question, Can we afford it?“ As a 
member of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee, I've heard witness after 
witness question the wisdom of expand- 
ing NATO, particularly at this time 
and especially in terms of the painful 
transition going on in Russia today. I 
have also heard NATO enlargement 
questioned from a budgetary point of 
view in terms of its cost to American 
taxpayers. In the wake of what I’ve 
learned on my trip, however, I now ask 
myself, Can we afford not to do it?” 

I've concluded that Russia will do 
whatever it is going to do. We can en- 
courage cooperation. We can support 
democratic principles and human 
rights. We can move forward with arms 
control agreements, especially Start II 
and move on to Start III. These are 
critical items on the American agenda, 
and critical items on the Russian agen- 
da as well. We must move forcefully in 
expanding consultation and coopera- 
tion on all these fronts. 

But, we in this country must heed 
the call of the Eastern European na- 
tions for help in fulfilling their des- 
tiny. Their destiny is with the West, as 
is Russia’s destiny one day. In my 
view, the expansion into the Eastern 
European community by the Western 
European community through the ex- 
pansion of NATO, and a gesture of co- 
operation to the Russians through the 
Partnership for Peace and the Found- 
ing Act is a plus, not a minus, for our 
national security. The good news is 
that so many people in Eastern Europe 
and Russia want to identify with the 
West. They want the peace and pros- 
perity offered by Western European 
ideas and values and Western European 
organizations. It is for this reason that 
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I intend to vote for NATO expansion. I 
believe, as Prime Minister Tony Blair 
said in going to Northern Ireland after 
I had a brief meeting with him, I feel 
the hand of history on my shoulders. I 
have hope. I have faith. I don’t know 
how it will work out, but I must try.” 

No one can know for certain how 
NATO expansion will work out, and I 
certainly believe we must make our fu- 
ture decisions based on what experi- 
ence teaches, but in this current deci- 
sion I think the hand of history is on 
our shoulders. I think we must work in 
faith and hope. I think we must try. I 
don’t know how the future of Russia 
will unfold, but I think it is important 
for the Western community of nations 
led by the United States, in the spirit 
of friendship and cooperation, to reach 
out in faith and hope to the Eastern 
European nations, and try to help them 
create a new future for themselves. 

On my recent trip, I visited an Amer- 
ican battlefield cemetery. The place 
was the famous Flanders Fields Ceme- 
tery in Belgium. It was a Canadian, 
Colonel John McCrae, who wrote the 
famous poem about World War I, “In 
Flanders Fields.’’ Colonel McCrae was 
later killed in that war. But he chal- 
lenged all of us for the rest of this cen- 
tury to live up to the hope that the sol- 
diers in that war had that their sac- 
rifice in bringing peace and stability in 
Europe would not be in vain. As I laid 
a wreath at the cemetery, I thought of 
all those in this century since World 
War I who have given their lives for 
peace and prosperity in Europe. I sup- 
port the pending NATO enlargement as 
a further expansion of a peace process 
that began with American involvement 
in World War I at Flanders Fields, and 
continues until this day. Surely we 
have learned some lessons of history 
this century that will keep us from 
miscalculating. Surely we do not want 
to repeat the mistakes of this century 
in the next. 

Mr. President, I learned many lessons 
on this trip. The most important lesson 
I learned, however, is that American 
men and women deployed in Western 
Europe, Eastern Europe and the Bal- 
kans are making a positive difference 
in the lives of millions of people in 
those parts of the world. Our American 
diplomats, soldiers, sailors, marines, 
airmen, guardsmen are our greatest 
asset. They spread American values 
and ideals wherever they go because 
they treat people with dignity. They 
talk the talk. They also walk the walk. 

More than anything I learned on my 
trip, Mr. President, is that the legacy 
of American involvement in Western 
and Eastern Europe in this century has 
been a courageous and positive one. It 
is because of our people who have given 
their lives and risked their reputations 
this century in the cause of peace, sta- 
bility, freedom, human rights, the rule 
of law, civilian control of the military, 
economic justice and democratic ideals 


7056 


that America plays such a strong hand 
in diplomatic and military missions 
throughout Europe. That story is not 
lost on nations further East, including 
Russia and the newly independent 
states of the former Soviet Union. 

I returned from my trip to Europe 
and Bosnia even more proud of my 
country and our ideals than when I 
left. As a new century dawns, I’m sure 
Americans will learn from history and 
not miscalculate. At this moment in 
history, we are the key players in the 
progress of a European Alliance, espe- 
cially NATO, and we should be a key 
player when the Alliance expands into 
Poland, Hungary and the Czech Repub- 
lic. While I believe we must constantly 
seek emerging answers on such key 
questions as the security situation in 
the Baltic States, the evolution of the 
European Union, the political situation 
in Russia, and the impact on the readi- 
ness of American military forces, and 
should be prepared to guide our future 
policy choices based on those answers, 
I support the proposed first round of 
NATO expansion. As the only currently 
available alternative, I also support 
funding for a follow-on-force in Bosnia. 
As our troops and diplomats do their 
duty, they can count on support from 
this Senator. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. DURBIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Illinois is recognized. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be recognized as 
in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, first let 
me thank my colleague from Georgia, 
Senator CLELAND, for that excellent 
statement. I have listened to a lot of 
the debate on NATO enlargement. He 
gave a tour de force by covering not 
only the nations of Europe but the his- 
tory of Europe. I congratulate him on 
an excellent statement. I fully endorse 
his conclusion. 

Oo e 


HEALTH CARE 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I come 
to speak in morning business on an 
issue that I believe is of great impor- 
tance to many families across the 
United States. It is the question of 
health care. 

Many people watch the U.S. Senate 
and House of Representatives and won- 
der what this debate in the operations 
of this body have to do with their lives. 
They look at the bills and wonder who 
has written them and how it can affect 
them, and many times just write it all 
off as politics. But the issue I am about 
to speak to and the issue which I be- 
lieve should be part of our legislative 
agenda is the issue of health care. 

Mr. President, we are in a state of 
crisis in this country, a crisis of con- 
fidence over America’s health care sys- 
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tem. A majority of the American peo- 
ple no longer believe their insurance 
companies are providing them with the 
quality of service or choice of doctors 
they were promised when they paid 
their premiums. Eighty percent of 
American consumers believe that in- 
surance plans often compromise the 
quality of care to save money. Ninety 
percent of Americans say a patient pro- 
tection act to regulate health insur- 
ance plans is needed. Such an act has 
been introduced, and we are hoping 
that we can bring it to the floor for 
consideration before we adjourn, be- 
cause we have precious few days left 
this year to consider important legisla- 
tion. 

Unfortunately in America some 
health insurers have put cost savings 
before life savings. Such cost-cutting 
practices are only inviting tragedy. 

I brought to the floor today a photo- 
graph of a couple from the Chicago 
area, the Garvey family. I would like 
to tell you the story of this typical 
American family and what happened to 
Mrs. Garvey on a vacation to Hawaii. 
Barbara Garvey, a wife and mother of 
seven from Chicago, suffered from se- 
vere arthritis. During a once-in-a-life- 
time vacation with friends to Hawaii, 
Mrs. Garvey discovered some bruises 
on her body. She was worried. She was 
immediately sent to the hospital and 
examined. After examination, there 
was a diagnosis that she was suffering 
from aplastic anemia. 

There she was in Hawaii, thousands 
of miles from home, with a friend, with 
this terrible diagnosis. Doctors in Ha- 
waii decided the only option was to 
perform an emergency bone-marrow 
transplant. Both Mrs. Garvey’s HMO 
doctor in Chicago and the attending 
physician in Hawaii agreed that with 
no immune system and no ability to 
clot, a commercial flight back home to 
Chicago to receive treatment would 
put her at great risk for infection and 
stroke. 

Imagine, there you are, thousands of 
miles away from home, told that you 
have to face this emergency bone-mar- 
row transplant and you can’t move; 
you have to do it now. And if you do 
not, you could have serious con- 
sequences. 

They advised Mrs. Garvey to receive 
this emergency treatment as quickly 
as possible in Hawaii. Her insurance 
policy covered it. It wasn’t a matter of 
debating that. But when she called the 
HMO that managed the policy, they re- 
fused to accept any treatment in Ha- 
waii. The clerk at the HMO said to 
Mrs. Garvey she had to travel back 
from Hawaii to Illinois for this treat- 
ment. They wouldn’t pay for it unless 
she did. And it is very expensive. She 
didn’t have the ability to pay for the 
expensive treatment. 

So she made the only decision she 
could. She got back on the airplane to 
come back to Chicago. On the plane, as 


April 29, 1998 


predicted by her treating physician, 
Mrs. Garvey suffered a stroke that left 
her paralyzed on her right side, robbing 
her of her ability to speak. She was left 
too weak and unstable to even undergo 
the bone-marrow transplant. She devel- 
oped an infection and after 9 days at a 
Chicago Hospital, Barbara Garvey died 
of a cerebral hemorrhage and complica- 
tions. 

She was 55 years old, on a Hawaiian 
vacation, in need of emergency medical 
treatment, but the decision by an HMO 
clerk cost her her life. She left behind 
her husband Dave, seven children, and 
numerous grandchildren. 

I might say to my colleagues in the 
Senate and those listening, this should 
not happen in America. Health insurers 
should not make decisions that are 
best left to doctors and trained health 
professionals. 

Mr. President, we should take up and 
pass meaningful patient protection this 
year in Congress. We have a bill, S. 
1890, the patient’s bill of rights, that 
would prevent tragedies like this from 
happening. The bill would allow for 
both an independent appeals process 
and for legal accountability for med- 
ical decisions made by health insurers. 
Without such accountability, insurers 
have no incentive to provide necessary 
and timely care to people such as Bar- 
bara Garvey when they need it the 
most. 

It may surprise some people to learn 
that many HMO plans across the coun- 
try, if your doctor says he wants you to 
receive treatment, require you to call 
the insurance company. If the insur- 
ance company says no, no, we don’t 
cover that treatment or we won't give 
it the way the doctor wants it, and you 
go ahead and follow the insurance com- 
pany’s lead and something bad occurs, 
guess who is held accountable. Guess 
who is liable in court. The insurance 
company? In many instances, no. The 
doctor, the doctor who really wanted 
to do it differently, who thought it was 
best for you and your family to receive 
a different treatment, ends up the per- 
son holding the bag. 

That is not fair. We should each be 
accountable for our conduct, and in 
this situation no doctor should be held 
accountable for a decision that was 
made by the insurance company. The 
insurance company should stand on its 
own feet. 

Now, we only have a few days re- 
maining in the session. It is hard to be- 
lieve that in April we are talking about 
leaving, but it is going to be an abbre- 
viated session for reasons that are be- 
yond me. The political leaders have de- 
cided it is time for us to get out of 
town. They think we have about 60 
days to act and don’t have much time 
to consider many issues. I hope that we 
don’t leave town without thinking a 
little bit about this issue, an issue 
which most Americans are seriously 
concerned about, the quality of health 
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care and the accountability of HMO’s. 
Whatever we are going to do will not 
alleviate the pain the Garveys have en- 
dured, but we can fix the system. We 
can save families the pain of losing a 
loved one because some insurance com- 
panies put business before wellness. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re- 
mainder of my time. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak in morn- 
ing business for up to 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I com- 
mend our colleague from Illinois, Mr. 
DURBIN, for standing up for the rights 
of patients in health maintenance or- 
ganizations. This is an issue of enor- 
mous importance, and I think it is 
clear the Senate ought to be spending 
time talking about how real patients 
are suffering as they try to make their 
way through the health care system. I 
wish to tell the Senator that I very 
much appreciate his addressing this 
issue today. 

— 


SECRET WORLD TRADE 
ORGANIZATION DECISIONS 


Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President and col- 
leagues, the poster that is next to me 
today is a photograph of one of the 
most important doors in the world. It 
is an entry to the World Trade Organi- 
zation, an organization where decisions 
are made on an ongoing basis that af- 
fect the lives of millions of Americans 
and billions of citizens around the 
world, decisions that are directly re- 
lated to their ability to have good-pay- 
ing jobs, decisions related to their 
health, their safety and their well- 
being. 

Mr. President, these are decisions, as 
our colleagues can see from this photo- 
graph next to me that recently ap- 
peared in the New York Times, that 
the World Trade Organization makes 
behind closed doors. In fact, they seem 
to think it is so important to do their 
business in secret that the World Trade 
Organization has posted it in five lan- 
guages—five languages—just to make 
it clear that the public, not just the 
public in the United States, but citi- 
zens around the world, are barred from 
learning of the deliberations that go on 
behind those doors at the World Trade 
Organization. 

I do not come to this floor as a pro- 
tectionist. In fact, I have voted for 
every market-opening trade agreement 
that has come before the Senate and, 
during my years in the other body. 
Trade, open and expanded trade, is the 
lifeblood of the Pacific Northwest. In 
my home State of Oregon, one out of 
every five jobs depends on inter- 
national trade. 

But I am concerned because the 
World Trade Organization’s decisions 
have enormous implications for the 
daily lives of our citizens, and I do not 
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think it is right that those decisions 
are made behind closed doors. I do not 
think that a new focus by the World 
Trade Organization on openness is in- 
consistent with the principles of ex- 
panded and free trade. 

If the World Trade Organization had 
open meetings and could hear evidence 
from outside experts, it is possible 
some of their decisions would have 
turned out differently. Take, for exam- 
ple, the recent case the United States 
lost involving shrimp imports. The 
World Trade Organization overturned a 
U.S. ban on imported shrimp caught 
without turtle excluder devices. If ex- 
pert witnesses had been allowed to 
demonstrate the effectiveness of these 
devices in protecting an endangered 
species, I expect that the World Trade 
Organization would have upheld U.S. 
law. But experts were shut out of those 
proceedings. Environmental groups, 
just as so many business groups have 
done, condemned that ruling saying, 
“Three unaccountable trade bureau- 
crats sitting behind closed doors in Ge- 
neva should not have the power to 
make up rules that sabotage global en- 
vironmental protection.“ The World 
Trade Organization holds more than 
150 scheduled meetings a year, and 
hundreds of others. According to World 
Trade Organization rules, the Ministe- 
rial Meeting, which is to be held at 
least once every 2 years, shall ordi- 
narily be held in private. The meetings 
of the General Council are also held in 
private. All other World Trade Organi- 
zation meetings follow the same rules. 
In fact, one observer noted the World 
Trade Organization carries out all its 
activities in strict confidentiality in 
meetings closed to the public, includ- 
ing the press and nongovernmental or- 
ganizations. 

Next month, the world’s major trad- 
ing nations will meet in Geneva for the 
second ministerial conference. They 
will also be celebrating the 50th anni- 
versary of the world trading system. I 
urge the President of the United 
States, if he chooses to go to Geneva, 
to use that opportunity to call for an 
end to the closed meetings of the World 
Trade Organization. 

A few weeks ago, with the bipartisan 
support of our colleagues, the Senate 
adopted my amendment to the supple- 
mental appropriations bill that simply 
tells the President to instruct the U.S. 
Representatives to the World Trade Or- 
ganization to open the organization’s 
doors to the world’s public. 

Today I am joined by several of my 
colleagues in a letter to the President 
urging that he attach a top priority to 
opening up the World Trade Organiza- 
tion. On a bipartisan basis, Senators 
ABRAHAM, KERREY, CONNIE MACK, 
D'AMATO, and ROCKEFELLER have 
joined me in urging that the United 
States not accept closed markets over- 
seas, but also not accept closed doors 
in Geneva. 
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Eliminating the secrecy of meetings 
takes on a greater sense of urgency in 
light of the growing power of the World 
Trade Organization. Just this year, the 
World Trade Organization is working 
behind closed doors on new rules on 
trade in agriculture, financial services, 
information technology, government 
procurement, and many other areas. 

As the World Trade Organization be- 
comes more enmeshed in global stand- 
ard-setting and multinational regula- 
tions, the agency’s secrecy becomes 
even more disturbing. For example, an 
important industry group, the Amer- 
ican Insurance Association, has pub- 
licly criticized the closed-door nature 
of the road to Geneva. 

The type of secrecy that is employed 
at the World Trade Organization would 
not be tolerated here in the United 
States. In our country, when a Federal 
agency proposes a new rule or regula- 
tion, it must seek public comment. We 
hold hearings. There is debate in the 
press. 

But that fundamental openness is 
missing in Geneva. The World Trade 
Organization doesn’t have to seek pub- 
lic comment on its actions. It doesn’t 
have to allow the public to watch its 
deliberations. And this is wrong. The 
World Trade Organization ought to be 
held accountable for its decisions and 
actions. They should not be allowed to 
withhold from the public information 
about their activities in meetings. 

The press has a special place in the 
gallery here in the U.S. Senate. In Ge- 
neva, the delegates vote by secret bal- 
lot about whether to release a state- 
ment after the meeting is over. 

The President of the United States, 
to his great credit, has called for great- 
er openness in the World Trade Organi- 
zation’s dispute settlement process. 
This was listed as a principal U.S. 
trade negotiating objective in the fast 
track legislation of last year. In recent 
testimony before a House committee, 
senior U.S. officials said that the 
United States will seek greater trans- 
parency in the settlement process in 
the World Trade Organization. And 
Mickey Kantor, President Clinton’s 
first trade negotiator, has said, These 
are very important issues. But it is 
like they are being dealt with some- 
where in a closet and no one is watch- 
ing.” 

Agricultural trade is just one area 
where private decisionmaking at the 
World Trade Organization has enor- 
mous public implications. Since the 
1980s, food imports to the United 
States have doubled. At the same time, 
while most imported food is whole- 
some, public health scientists are say- 
ing they are seeing more outbreaks of 
disease linked to imported food—rasp- 
berries from Guatemala; carrots from 
Peru; strawberries, scallions, and can- 
taloupes from Mexico—the list goes on 
and on, and some point to the illnesses 
from this produce as an unintended by- 
product of the fact that the safety 
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issues are not debated in the open at 
the World Trade Organization. 

So, our message is simple. The deci- 
sions of the World Trade Organization 
on food safety or other key standards 
should not be made behind closed 
doors. The World Trade Organization 
has the regulatory power to decide 
whether an Oregon wheat farmer can 
sell his wheat overseas and whether an 
Oregon cattle rancher can sell his beef 
in Europe. A November 28, 1997, WTO 
report on relations with nongovern- 
mental organizations found that the 
World Trade Organization restricts the 
availability of documents on these and 
many other important issues for our 
constituents. 

The World Trade Organization's dis- 
pute settlement process is binding. 
Last November, an opinion piece in the 
Journal of Commerce stated: 

World Trade Organization dispute settle- 
ment process operates largely in the dark 
with confidential briefs, closed hearings, un- 
signed opinions and non-transparent, ad hoc 
panel appointments. Clearly defined rules on 
procedure, conflicts of interest and other 
ethical issues for litigants and judges are not 
established. 

Opening dispute settlement to public 
view, as the President has called for 
and as our bipartisan group of Senators 
calls for today, is essential to main- 
taining the integrity of the process. 

Last December, 129 Members of the 
Swiss Parliament criticized the World 
Trade Organization for its lack of de- 
mocracy, calling for greater trans- 
parency. The Swiss should know. They 
have a front row seat on the pro- 
ceedings in Geneva, and even they be- 
lieve that it is difficult, if not impos- 
sible, to come up with information 
about these important proceedings. 

I close with this last comment. The 
call for openness at the World Trade 
Organization is a pro-trade position. It 
will strengthen this organization. Sun- 
shine will be beneficial to the cause of 
free and expanded trade, a cause that I 
have consistently voted for in my years 
in the U.S. Congress. But if there is a 
continued lack of accountability, if 
there is a continued obsession with se- 
crecy, I believe that is going to under- 
mine the cause of expanded trade in 
the world. I am very hopeful that as we 
look to bring more openness to the 
World Trade Organization, we will see 
the importance of doing the public’s 
business in public all through the 
world. 

Mr. President, many of our col- 
leagues are aware that I am trying to 
bring more openness to the U.S. Sen- 
ate, with Senator GRASSLEY, by bar- 
ring the right of a Senator to put a se- 
cret hold or objection on business here 
in the U.S. Senate. So I am very hope- 
ful that this year will see changes, 
changes in the rules in the U.S. Senate, 
that will bring more openness to the 
way decisions are made here, changes 
at the World Trade Organization so 
there is more openness and more ac- 
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countability in the way decisions are 
made there. 

I hope I will be able to come back to 
this floor in the months ahead without 
this poster, and say the World Trade 
Organization has taken down the pri- 
vate” signs and shown the public how 
it is making its decisions and why. 
Doing the public’s business in public is 
more likely to generate confidence in 
the important decisions that are made 
at the World Trade Organization and 
here in the U.S. Senate. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I ask unanimous 
consent that I may speak for about 7 
minutes as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Alaska is recognized. 

Mr. MURKOWS KI. I thank my friend. 


— 
ALASKA LANDS BILL 


Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
rise to speak on behalf of S. 660, known 
as the University of Alaska lands bill. 

Alaska entered the Union in 1959 as 
the largest State with about 360 mil- 
lion to 365 million acres of land, an 
area one-fifth the size of the United 
States. As part of our Statehood Com- 
pact, we were to be treated like other 
States and, from the standpoint of land 
provided for our land grant education 
system, namely the University of Alas- 
ka, we were to be accorded a reason- 
able amount of land for our land grant 
college. 

Today, Alaska ranks 48th out of 50 
States in the federal land granted for 
higher education. We have approxi- 
mately 112,000 acres. It is important 
that I put this in perspective, because 
the State of New Mexico has 1.3 million 
acres; Oklahoma has 1,050,000 acres; In- 
diana has 436,000 acres; New York, 
990,000 acres. And here sits Alaska, 
48th, with 112,000 acres. 

Something is lacking with regard to 
the issue of equity. We are the only 
federal land grant college in the coun- 
try without the federal land. We re- 
ceived less than one-half of the Federal 
land that was promised. There is only 
one other State that has less land in 
its land grant system, and that is the 
State of Delaware with approximately 
90,000 acres. Here is Alaska with 360 
million acres receiving 112,000; New 
Mexico and Oklahoma over 1 million 
acres. 

This bill I have offered provides the 
university with land to support itself 
financially and to continue, obviously, 
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to act as a responsible steward of the 
land for the education of our greatest 
resource, our children. 

Specifically, this bill would grant the 
university 250,000 acres of Federal land 
within our State. I might add that the 
Federal Government has approxi- 
mately two-thirds of the landmass of 
our State, which is somewhere in the 
area of 200 million acres. So we are not 
talking about transferring very much. 
We are talking about 250,000 acres out 
of 200 million, or thereabouts. 

In addition to this initial grant, if 
the State of Alaska chooses to grant 
the University land, we propose an acre 
for acre match, up to 250,000 additional 
federal acres. This option would be 
solely at the option of the State. 

Again, the.bill would provide 250,000 
acres to be transferred to the State of 
Alaska, specifically for its university 
land grant system, and then if the 
State provides additional acres, there 
would be a provision for up to another 
250,000 acres of matching Federal land. 

There are areas that the university 
cannot select land from within the 
Federal domain. They cannot select 
land within conservation units; they 
cannot select land within the LUD II 
areas designated in the Tongass Na- 
tional Forest. They cannot select land 
conveyed to the State or Alaskan Na- 
tive Claims Settlement Act Corpora- 
tion land. They cannot select land with 
connection to any Federal military in- 
stitution. 

This legislation also provides for 
what we think is a legitimate ex- 
change, because the university does 
hold some rather sensitive land. They 
have land on the Alaska Peninsula in 
the Maritime National Wildlife Refuge. 
The university has land in the Kenai 
Fjords National Park. The university 
has lands in the Wrangell-St. Elias Na- 
tional Park and Preserve and the 
Denali Park and Preserve. The Univer- 
sity would be required to relinquish 
these lands under this legislation. 

To give you some idea of some of the 
inholdings the university has, many, 
many years ago there was a major dis- 
covery in Glacier Bay National Park 
by the Newmont Mining Company, and 
that was a large nickel reserve. It has 
never been mined, but it was patented. 
The patent was turned over to the uni- 
versity. They are willing to give some 
very sensitive environmental lands 
back to the Federal Government in ex- 
change for a fulfillment of their federal 
land grant. 

It is not without equity, Mr. Presi- 
dent. I know of no other State that has 
given lands back to the federal govern- 
ment in exchange for lands given to it 
for its higher educational system. 

S. 660 allows the State the option to 
participate in the process, as I indi- 
cated. I think it is time the Federal 
Government lived up to its commit- 
ment to the State of Alaska, as it has 
to the other States, by allowing Alaska 
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to participate in a realistic Federal 
land grant for the education of the 
young people of our State. 

Let me advise the Presiding Officer 
how this process would basically be ad- 
dressed. The University of Alaska, like 
most universities, has a board of re- 
gents. In our case, the board of regents 
is appointed by the Governor. They 
bear the responsibility of responding 
not only to the legislature and the 
Governor but the people of Alaska on 
how they utilize the land. 

Clearly, some of the land would be 
for development to help fund the uni- 
versity and would set up an endow- 
ment. We often look with envy to our 
sister State, the State of Washington 
to the south, where the University of 
Washington has large landholdings in 
the downtown Seattle area. From those 
leases which the university holds, 
there has been significant real estate 
development. The funding from the 
lease payments goes to the university, 
an endowment of sorts, and funds the 
university’s needs. 

Some have expressed the concern 
that this land may be developed and 
there will not be the careful consider- 
ation given relative to the balance as- 
sociated with how the land is used. But 
that is a legitimate responsibility of 
the board of regents. My answer is, if 
you cannot trust the board of regents, 
appointed people who are accountable 
to other Alaskans, as well as our Gov- 
ernor and the legislature, who can you 
trust? 

So I think what we have here, Mr. 
President, is an issue that begs the 
question of why Alaska should be 
treated any differently than any other 
State. We should have a reasonable 
amount of land for our land-grant col- 
lege. 

We are faced with a situation where 
we have an institution somewhat in 
crisis because it does not have the abil- 
ity to have funding from an endow- 
ment, and, as a consequence, its entire 
operational budget must be met annu- 
ally by the State legislature, which has 
resulted in a decline in maintenance 
and other normal types of expenditures 
that most land grant university sys- 
tems enjoy from the endowment that is 
generated from the landholdings that 
they have. But that is not the case 
with Alaska, and that is why we feel it 
is so important to rectify this situa- 
tion. 

I conclude by indicating that some of 
America’s environmental groups are in 
opposition to this. They are fearful 
that the university will make Federal 
land selections and develop that land. 
My answer to that is, what is wrong 
with responsible development? It pro- 
vides jobs, it provides a tax base, and it 
would provide a regular source of fund- 
ing for the university. To suggest that 
we cannot develop certain areas within 
strict accordance with environmental 
considerations I think is really selling 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Alaska and America’s can-do tech- 
nology short. We can responsibly de- 
velop these areas if given the oppor- 
tunity. 

In the interest of equity and fairness, 
I encourage my colleagues to reflect on 
the merits of treating Alaska in the 
same manner in which other States 
were treated when they came into the 
Union by adequately funding their 
land-grant holdings so that they can 
meet the needs of the higher education 
system; namely, the University of 
Alaska. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon). The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 


— 


PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT- 
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC- 
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY, 
AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC 


The Senate continued with consider- 
ation of the treaty. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
know we have a pending amendment. I 
would like to speak on the whole issue 
of NATO enlargement at this time be- 
cause I was not able to make my open- 
ing statement yesterday at the ap- 
pointed time because we had the other 
amendment of which I was cosponsor 
with Senator SMITH. 

I believe this Senate will not vote on 
a more important matter than the one 
before the Senate this week. The advo- 
cates of unfettered enlargement of 
NATO argue that we are expanding the 
frontiers of freedom in Europe. It is 
true that freedom won the cold war. 
But the spirit of that freedom was the 
American commitment to defend Eu- 
rope against the Soviet Union. 

Therefore, at the heart of this debate 
is a simple question: Is the United 
States prepared to add countries to the 
list of those that we pledge to defend as 
we would our own shores? In answering 
that question, the Senate should look 
to the future. Instead, many supporters 
of the resolution have been talking 
about the past. 

They have argued, not without merit, 
that expanding NATO is necessary to 
correct the map of Europe that was 
drawn incorrectly at the end of World 
War II. And many argue that it is right 
and just that these three countries be- 
fore us today become part of the West, 
since the West turned its back on them 
at Yalta more than half a century ago. 

I think the Senate should be looking 
to the future to decide if this idea is 
the right one at this time. What are 
the future threats to Transatlantic se- 
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curity? Is expanding the alliance the 
best means of addressing those threats? 
Must the United States continue to be 
the glue that holds Europe together, as 
was necessary during the cold war? 

This is an interesting time to con- 
sider expanding our military obliga- 
tions. Today, the President has said 
the United States will have an open- 
ended commitment of thousands of 
U.S. troops in Bosnia. This mission has 
already cost the United States $8 bil- 
lion. That is in addition to our NATO 
requirement, our commitment, our al- 
lotment. It appears likely that a major 
conflict will break out in the Serb 
province of Kosovo, raising the ques- 
tion whether U.S. troops will be drawn 
deeper into the morass. 

We have also learned just this week 
that the chief U.N. weapons inspector 
has declared that Iraq’s Saddam Hus- 
sein has not complied with U.N. resolu- 
tions to destroy his biological and 
chemical weapons, so the allies may 
have to take military action to force 
him to comply. Again, that will mean a 
disproportionate burden for the United 
States. 

While we are adding new commit- 
ments, our military readiness is in de- 
cline. Last year, the military had its 
worst recruiting year since 1979. The 
Army failed to meet its objective to re- 
cruit infantry soldiers, the single most 
important specialty of the Army. At 
the National Training Center, where 
our troops go for advanced training, 
units rotating in typically come with a 
60-percent shortage in mechanics and a 
50-percent shortage in infantry. These 
are often due to the fact that these per- 
sonnel are deployed abroad for mis- 
sions such as Bosnia, so advance train- 
ing is suffering. 

This year, more than 350 Air Force 
pilots have turned down the $60,000 bo- 
nuses they would have received to re- 
main in the cockpit another 5 years. A 
29-percent acceptance rate for the 
bonus compares with 59 percent last 
year and 81 percent in 1995. 

Recently, a lack of critical parts for 
F-16 aircraft forced two fighter squad- 
rons in Italy to cannibalize grounded 
aircraft to ensure they can continue to 
conduct the NATO peace enforcement 
mission over Bosnia. 

Mr. President, these are just some of 
the indicators that show our military 
is being stretched too thin. The fact is, 
these defense cuts that we have made 
over the last few years of almost 50 
percent have put our security at risk. 
This has been made worse by the diver- 
sion of U.S. resources and readiness in 
Bosnia and elsewhere. 

In the midst of all this, the President 
presents the Senate with a proposal to 
expand NATO to include three new 
countries without first answering such 
questions as what is the mission of a 
post-cold war NATO? The Senate has 
been put in a dilemma. On one side, we 
have colleagues who strongly support 
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the resolution of ratification and op- 
pose conditions and reservations that 
any of us may wish to add. 

Throughout this debate, I have heard 
supporters say that the proposal to add 
these new members is moral and just 
and needs no further thought. We have 
been told that the United States owes 
these countries membership in NATO, 
and it has been implied that to ques- 
tion this assumption is to question the 
very merits of the cold war and NATO’s 
role in winning that role. 

Many of us who have reservations 
about this proposal are the strongest 
supporters of NATO—I certainly am— 
and our American leadership in the al- 
liance is also very important. I think 
NATO is the best defense alliance that 
has ever been put together in the his- 
tory of the world. I want to make sure 
we preserve it, which is why I am ques- 
tioning some of the assumptions about 
enlargement that are not based on any 
facts that we have seen and which have 
been brought up at the North Atlantic 
Council or in the U.S. Senate. 

There are many other places in the 
world where only the United States can 
and will lead. I cherish the role that 
NATO played in winning the cold war, 
and it is because of that commitment 
to support NATO that I take the rami- 
fications of enlargement so seriously. 

Many of us with reservations want to 
see the United States take its fair 
place in the world and assume its fair 
share of the responsibility. But we do 
not think we should be involved in 
every regional conflict, dissipating our 
strength and endangering our role as a 
superpower, a superpower capable of re- 
sponding where no one else can or will. 
This doctrine was set in this country as 
far back as John Quincy Adams, who 
said to the American people that we 
will be tempted to go out and right 
every wrong, but if we do, we will dis- 
sipate our strength and we will no 
longer be effective. 

On the other side of the dilemma is 
the failure of the President to nego- 
tiate conditions that address U.S. costs 
and the heavy burden for European se- 
curity that we already bear. He prom- 
ised the three countries under consid- 
eration—all of whom are worthy coun- 
tries—that their admission into the al- 
liance was a fait accompli. 

But too many issues remain open, 
and it has been left to the full Senate 
the responsibility, a responsibility un- 
suited to a legislative body, I might 
add, to address the mission of NATO 
and what the criteria for new member- 
ship should be. I, for one, believe it 
may even be premature for the Senate 
to be considering the question. While 
the Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee has held a number of hearings 
on NATO enlargement during this Con- 
gress, several matters have not been 
yet thoroughly aired. For example, we 
still await a strategic rationale for an 
expanded NATO from the President. 
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What will NATO’s future mission be? 
What will be the role in executing that 
mission? 

The resolution before the Senate re- 
quires the President to report on these 
matters within 6 months of our ap- 
proval of NATO enlargement. I can 
think of no better example of putting 
the cart before the horse. If we approve 
that sequence, the Senate is, in effect, 
saying it agrees with the President 
that we need to expand NATO, but we 
haven’t decided why. It seems to me 
the Foreign Relations Committee, the 
Armed Services Committee, and even 
the Intelligence Committee, should 
have the rationale from the adminis- 
tration now, not in 6 months. 

There are other issues that need fur- 
ther discussion. On January 16 of this 
year, the Clinton administration 
signed a security charter with Lith- 
uania, Latvia, and Estonia that raises 
important questions: What are we com- 
mitted to do in this charter? Have we 
given these countries a security guar- 
antee? Why have no other NATO mem- 
bers signed the Baltic charter? I just 
think we need to discuss this in the 
context of where we are going with 
NATO over the long-term. 

The Senator from Virginia has intro- 
duced an amendment to take a 3-year 
time-out after this first phase of en- 
largement so that we can begin to con- 
sider these important issues without 
the pressure of additional countries 
that would be waiting on the doorstep 
with admission promised to them. This 
would permit us to discuss additional 
membership on the merits, rather than 
because of personalities. 

A new development since the last 
Foreign Relations Committee on NATO 
enlargement is the violence in the 
southern province of Kosovo. It is very 
important that we consider the impact 
this could have on the U.S. and her al- 
lies. I think these issues need to be ad- 
dressed if we are going to look at what 
NATO is and what everyone in NATO 
will agree it should be. 

There are other issues. How much 
will it cost? I will speak in greater de- 
tail later, because there will be an 
amendment on cost. But no one knows 
how much it is going to cost. Esti- 
mates that vary from a few million to 
$125 billion are not credible. It is im- 
possible to say that we know what the 
cost to the United States will be. A 
range of a few million to $125 billion 
cannot be taken seriously. 

I am also concerned about the 
chances we have of importing into the 
alliance ethnic, border, and religious 
disputes that have riven Europe for 
centuries. I will have an amendment in 
that regard. 

After looking at the underlying reso- 
lution and the Kyl amendment that 
was passed yesterday, which could be 
interpreted—I hope it isn’t—as drawing 
us into one of those ethnic conflicts, 
my amendment will say that we want 


April 29, 1998 


NATO to determine a border and ethnic 
dispute resolution process before we 
have to make a decision on what our 
role will be, so that there will be no 
question of what process will be fol- 
lowed to make peace, and so that it 
will not rise to the level of common de- 
fense necessities for the United States. 

The American people cannot believe 
that this U.S. Senate would act on a 
resolution that would draw U.S. troops 
into harm’s way for an ethnic conflict 
that has been boiling in Europe for a 
hundred years if there is not a U.S. se- 
curity interest involved. 

Opponents of my proposal will say 
that that will weaken U.S. influence in 
NATO, but I don’t understand that con- 
cern. We should certainly be confident 
enough in our leadership that we would 
be able to discuss candidly with our al- 
lies the limits of our involvement in a 
parochial dispute. 

Mr. President, the resolution before 
us is far from a finished project. Many 
of us who do not serve on the Foreign 
Relations Committee, and would like 
to support the resolution, particularly 
as it applies to the three countries, 
good countries, that are doing the 
right thing toward democracy and a 
free market. But we do believe too 
much has been left out. It is not right 
to say that this resolution cannot be 
improved. There are several good pro- 
posals that will be introduced in the 
Senate, which we will have a chance to 
debate and vote on, which would make 
this resolution one that all of us can 
support in good conscience. 

I urge my colleagues to consider each 
amendment on its merits and not based 
on a preconceived notion that this res- 
olution needs no refinement and that 
any change would somehow be a bad 
change. The Senate has a constitu- 
tional responsibility to express its will 
on international treaties. That is a 
double responsibility when we are talk- 
ing about the potential of U.S. troops 
going into a conflict in which they 
could lose their lives. 

The Senate’s responsibility in the 
Constitution is to advise and consent, 
not just consent. Mr. President, our re- 
sponsibility in the Constitution is 
every bit as important and clear as is 
the President’s responsibility. The 
signers of our Declaration of Independ- 
ence and the writers of our Constitu- 
tion came from a historical point in 
which they had a king who declared 
war and also executed that war. They 
specifically rejected the idea of one 
person having all the power. They dis- 
persed the power because they wanted 
it to be a well-debated and difficult de- 
cision to send U.S. troops into harm’s 


way. 

Mr. President, our founders were 
right. It is the Senate’s responsibility 
to meet their test of advice and con- 
sent when our troops and our American 
security is at stake. I hope we can 
make this resolution one that all of us 
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can proudly support, one that has con- 
ditions that are responsible in the 
stewardship of the security of the 
United States. That is our responsi- 
bility under the Constitution, and that 
is what we must do. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. ABRAHAM addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan is recognized. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be allowed to 
speak as in morning business for up to 
10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

——— 


INS REFORM 


Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I will 
discuss today the Senate Immigration 
Subcommittee’s plans for a series of 
hearings on reform of the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service. 

At the beginning of this Congress, I 
outlined my agenda as the incoming 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Im- 
migration. During that discussion, I 
noted that the time had perhaps come 
to consider fundamental reform of the 
INS. In particular, I raised the ques- 
tion as to whether an agency charged 
with both policing our borders and pro- 
viding services to those seeking to 
come here legally and become citizens 
could perform either mission well. 

Nothing I have observed since that 
time has persuaded me that these con- 
cerns were misplaced. To the contrary, 
the problems I have observed with the 
Service’s functioning leave me per- 
suaded that the current structure sim- 
ply does not work. I also remain of the 
view that splitting responsibility for 
INS’s different missions is an impor- 
tant part of the solution. 

In my view, Mr. President, we must 
take a hard look at all aspects of the 
current INS structure. Right now, for 
example, the distribution of policy- 
making authority between head- 
quarters and field offices seems hap- 
hazard, at best. There also seems to be 
almost no mechanism for imple- 
menting priorities and holding workers 
responsible for failing to do so. INS’s 
bureaucratic culture appears to tol- 
erate and almost expect failure on too 
many occasions. 

I want to spend a few minutes setting 
forth some examples of these rather se- 
rious problems. 

Most people are, by now, familiar 
with the story of Citizenship U.S. A., 
how what began as a laudable effort to 
reduce the backlog of legal immigrants 
waiting to become Americans ended up 
sacrificing the integrity of the natu- 
ralization process, leaving a bitter 
aftertaste to what should have been 
the joyous experience of becoming a 
citizen of this great country. In the 
course of that effort, thousands of 
criminal background checks were not 
completed, leading to the naturaliza- 
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tion of people who had committed dis- 
qualifying crimes. 

As a result of the program’s defi- 
ciencies, INS is already working to re- 
voke the citizenship of 369 immigrants 
and is considering action on almost 
6,000 other cases. 

Revocation of citizenship, however, is 
properly an onerous procedure, consid- 
erably more difficult than denying it in 
the first place to those the law says 
should not receive it. 

This particular episode has already 
received considerable attention, and I 
will not go through the details again. 

What has received less attention, 
however, and is in some ways even 
more worrisome, is what this episode 
revealed about serious deficiencies in 
all aspects of INS operations. 

To begin with, many of the flaws 
that produced improper naturalizations 
in Citizenship U.S.A. had been identi- 
fied years before, but gone 
unaddressed. 

A 1994 report of the inspector gen- 
eral’s office identified two major prob- 
lems with INS’s background check 
process. 

First, it found that the INS did not 
verify that fingerprints submitted with 
applications actually belonged to the 
applicant. 

Second, the INS failed to ensure that 
background checks were completed by 
the FBI. 

A General Accounting Office study 
conducted the same year confirmed 
these findings. Yet the problems went 
unaddressed for two years. 

In November of 1996, after several 
front page stories reported on improper 
naturalizations, the INS Commissioner 
finally ordered that no naturalizations 
go forward without a completed FBI 
background check and unless new, 
more careful procedures for processing 
background checks had been followed. 

In an audit completed five months 
after that directive was issued, how- 
ever, Peat Marwick found that only 1 
out of 23 INS offices was actually com- 
plying with this policy. 7 offices were 
only marginally compliant, and 15 were 
not complying with the new procedures 
at all. It was only a few months ago 
that KPMG and INS were finally able 
to say that the new procedures were 
being followed. 

Allegations of fraud in testing also 
predate Citizenship U.S.A.. 

Indictments were handed down 
against 20 defendants in California this 
past January. But investigations into 
these allegations have been ongoing for 
several years and the INS received 
complaints as early as 1992 that should 
have alerted the agency to the poten- 
tial for serious criminal fraud. 

Criminal cases may take consider- 
able time to develop and I am not criti- 
cizing anyone for taking the time nec- 
essary before bringing these particular 
prosecutions. 

My point, however, is that INS took 
no separate action to close the serious 
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loopholes these allegations pointed to- 
ward until this year, the day before I 
chaired a hearing to look into the 
issue. 

Mr. President, Peat Marwick also 
conducted a separate audit of all natu- 
ralizations done between August 1995 
and September 1996. It concluded that 
we can be confident that naturalization 
was proper in only 8.6% of the 1 million 
cases naturalized during that period. 

The other 91.4% of cases either con- 
tained insufficient documentation to 
support a proper decision or (in 3.7% of 
the cases) involved an outright im- 
proper grant of citizenship. 

Thus, in addition to the 3.7% of cases 
improperly naturalized, we simply do 
not know whether almost 90% of those 
granted citizenship during that period 
met the requirements for naturaliza- 
tion. 

It may well be that the vast majority 
of cases with insufficient documenta- 
tion were decided properly. 

But the American people deserve to 
know that citizenship is being con- 
ferred only on deserving people, just as 
the vast majority of legal immigrants 
who come here to play by the rules and 
make a contribution deserve to gain 
citizenship without a cloud of doubt 
hanging over its propriety. 

Unfortunately, these audits indicate 
that INS simply does not keep com- 
plete and accurate naturalization files 
and cannot even locate many files that 
should be in its possession. 

I have also heard numerous tales of 
fingerprints being taken and lost re- 
peatedly, of inconsistent accounts 
being given about the status of people’s 
files, and of an inability to get resolu- 
tion on the simple question of a per- 
son’s status. 

Under these circumstances, Mr. 
President, it comes as no surprise that 
the backlogs Citizenship U.S.A. was de- 
signed to address are now back with a 
vengeance. As many as 1.8 million peo- 
ple are caught up in the nation’s natu- 
ralization backlog and in some places 
the wait for citizenship can last up to 
two years. 

Press reports suggest that INS offi- 
cials have been attributing this slow- 
down to new procedures put in place in 
response to Congressional pressure. 
But when the subcommittee ranking 
member and I asked whether the new 
fingerprinting process might cause 
delays, the INS official in charge of de- 
veloping them assured us that they 
would not. 

Unfortunately, naturalization is only 
one area where the INS has not per- 
formed either its enforcement or its 
service mission adequately. 

For example, INS does not seem able 
to figure out how to deport criminal 
aliens directly after they have finished 
serving their sentences, and hence 
claims it cannot detain all of them 
pending deportation. 

At the same time, INS seems to de- 
tain many people with strong asylum 
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claims in the same cells as hardened 
criminals. Who is detained, who is not, 
and for how long seems to depend less 
on the person’s particular equities as 
the district in which he or she is found. 

When I first raised the issue of funda- 
mental INS restructuring and a split of 
its missions, I was not sure the idea 
would be seriously considered. But, as 
more problems have come to light, peo- 
ple increasingly seem agreed that re- 
form is needed. 

The key issue is rapidly becoming 
not whether there will be a restruc- 
turing but what form it should take in 
order to solve INS problems. 

The latest adherent of this view is 
the Administration. A few weeks ago, I 
received a letter from Attorney Gen- 
eral Janet Reno, Assistant to the 
President for Domestic Policy Bruce 
Reed and Director of Management and 
Budget Franklin Raines, laying out the 
Administration's proposals on the mat- 
ter. 

This letter acknowledges INS prob- 
lems and their seriousness. The Admin- 
istration also recognizes that one 
major source of these problems is INS’ 
dual role as enforcer of our immigra- 
tion laws and provider of immigration 
and citizenship services. 

Whether the Administration’s pro- 
posed remedy is adequate to the task, 
however, remains to be seen. 

The Administration proposes to re- 
tain the current INS and have it per- 
form all its current functions. Its plan 
would then untangle INS’ overlapping 
and confusing organizational structure, 
replacing it with two clear chains of 
command, one for enforcement and the 
other for service provision. 

I will study this proposal closely. But 
I also will look at alternatives. 

In particular, while separating lines 
of authority into enforcement and 
service is a good start, I am not con- 
vinced that it will suffice to allow offi- 
cials to pursue each mission with suffi- 
cient enthusiasm and energy. 

I also worry that, by retaining the 
current agency, even with significant 
restructuring, we may end up retaining 
the bureaucratic culture of toleration 
for failure that we must end. 

Finally, I think everyone, including 
the Administration, understands that 
no reform plan could command the sup- 
port necessary to carry the day with- 
out careful scrutiny of all relevant 
problems, the means the plan would 
use to address them, and the manner in 
which the plan would work in practice. 

These are issues I intend to address 
through the series of oversight hear- 
ings I will launch shortly after the 
next recess. 

Because I believe this is a serious 
issue, I do not think it is necessarily 
one that can be resolved this Congress. 

But I hope these hearings will help us 
formulate legislation this session that 
can serve as a starting point for fur- 
ther discussions. I look forward to 
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working with all interested parties in 
this important endeavor. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. BREAUX addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as if in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

——— 


SOCIAL SECURITY 


Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, it is al- 
ways interesting in the morning to 
start your day by reading the news- 
papers. I did that as well this morning. 
I think that most of the things that we 
read are pretty accurate and pretty 
correct. But every now and then I 
think what we read, while it may be 
accurate and correct, doesn’t tell the 
entire story. I think this morning, if 
you look at the papers around the city, 
most of the headlines that I saw were 
accurate in the sense that they talked 
about Social Security and the condi- 
tion of Social Security. The stories in 
the press this morning dealt with that. 
That was all based on the recent Social 
Security report. 

It talked about the good news dealing 
with Social Security. I look at the 
headlines in the Washington Post, 
“Forecast Brightens for Social Secu- 
rity.” The Wall Street Journal head- 
line was Economy gives Social Secu- 
rity a Reprieve.” A New York Times 
article, “Surging Economy is Lifting 
Social Security, U.S. finds.” The head- 
line in the USA Today was Social Se- 
curity Wins Three-Year Reprieve.” 

All of that is very accurate. All of it 
is very, very true. All of it is based on 
the Social Security trustees’ annual re- 
port that they give to Congress and to 
the American people and to the Presi- 
dent of the United States. 

If you just read those headlines, you 
will say, Well, things are really good 
in the area of Social Security.” The 
good news, I think, was based on the 
fact that the trustees’ report pointed 
out that the payroll tax that we pay 
every month will be able to cover So- 
cial Security benefits through the year 
2013 as opposed to the early projections 
that the payroll tax is only going to be 
enough to pay for benefits through the 
year 2012. They say that when you com- 
bine the payroll tax and the interest 
paid on the reserves that are in the So- 
cial Security trust fund, that would be 
enough money to cover the benefits to 
retirees through the year 2021 instead 
of just through the year 2019. 

They further point out that it is good 
news that the Social Security trust 
fund, when you add everything up, will 
not be depleted until the year 2032 in- 
stead of the year 2029. All of that is 
good news. The President correctly 
spoke about the fact that we added 3 
more years to the Social Security pro- 
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gram because of the strength of the 
economy basically. But the reason I 
take the floor today is to point out 
“the rest of the story,” as the words 
go, in other areas, because there is an- 
other part of the story that didn’t seem 
to get the attention that I think it 
should have gotten from the press, be- 
cause the stories don’t highlight the 
other trust fund that I think is equally 
important and was also released yes- 
terday by the trustees’ report. The 
other trust fund that I am referring to 
is the Medicare trust fund, the Medi- 
care part A trust fund, which basically 
pays the expense of 38 million Ameri- 
cans going to the hospital to receive 
health care. 

But the story that is only sort of 
mentioned as a footnote is that not 
only have we not run a surplus in the 
Medicare trust fund since 1995, includ- 
ing deficit spending of $9.3 billion last 
year, they did not point out that the 
part A trust fund is going broke 2 years 
earlier than we had anticipated just 
this past January. 

What the report says is that instead 
of going broke in the year 2010, it is 
going to be depleted in the year 2008. 
And the numbers I just cited for Social 
Security, talking about 2032 and 2013, 
those are dates that are at least a little 
bit further out. But the report said 
that we are going to be going broke in 
the Medicare trust fund 2 years earlier 
than they had in January. I think that 
is incredibly significant. 

Prior to the balanced budget bill that 
we passed last year, the hospital insur- 
ance fund, which pays for Medicare 
hospital coverage, was estimated to be- 
come insolvent in the year 2001, just 
around the corner. So last Congress we 
struggled and did what I call the 
“SOS” approach, same old, same old,” 
by essentially reducing reimburse- 
ments to doctors and hospitals. And 
particularly in addition to that, what 
we did to sort of save the program in 
Medicare was to transfer home health 
care from part A to part B, at least we 
transferred part of it. We transferred 
about 60 percent of it, which amounts 
to about $174 billion over the next 10 
years. We just took it out of this col- 
umn, which was having a lot of trouble 
being paid for by the payroll tax and 
moved it over to part B, which is 25 
percent paid for by a premium, and 
then the 75 percent is paid for by the 
General Treasury of the country out of 
general revenues. 

So what we did, we put a Band-Aid on 
Medicare. We tried to save it from 
going busted in the year 2001 and we 
extended it out to the year 2008. 

It is interesting that the Congres- 
sional Budget Office earlier this year 
had said, well, we thought the trust 
fund was going to be solvent until the 
year 2010. But now we have this new re- 
port just out yesterday, brand new, 
overlooked generally by the press, in 
my opinion, that said the Medicare 
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trust fund was going to be insolvent 
not in the year 2010, but that the trust 
fund will be depleted in the year 2008. 
So unlike Social Security, where peo- 
ple are saying it is getting better than 
we first thought, Medicare is getting 
worse, and it is getting worse more 
quickly than was originally antici- 
pated even in January of this year. 

We look at the year 2021 as the key 
year in Social Security because that is 
the year when you add taxes and the 
interest in the trust fund. It will no 
longer be enough to cover Social Secu- 
rity benefits. That is the year we all 
talk about Social Security, that we are 
not going to have enough money to pay 
benefits—when you add money coming 
in plus the interest on that money, we 
are not going to have enough to pay 
the benefits in the year 2002. 

I want to tell my colleagues that we 
passed that point in Medicare a long 
time ago. Medicare is already passed 
the point where the money coming in 
and the interest on the money coming 
in is not enough to pay for the benefits. 
We passed that in.1995 when the accu- 
mulated taxes and interest in Medicare 
were no longer enough to pay the bene- 
fits of Medicare. So we are not talking 
the year 2021 as in Social Security. We 
are talking about we already passed 
that point when it comes to Medicare. 
That is how much more difficulty the 
Medicare system is in than the Social 
Security system. We have been running 
a deficit in the program since 1995. 
Last year, it was $8.3 billion more in 
benefits than we had in money coming 
in and the interest in the trust fund. It 
is obvious we cannot continue that. 

I would like to quote a couple of the 
other highlights from the report which 
I think are significant. The trustees’ 
report says that to bring the health in- 
surance Medicare part A trust fund 
into balance over the next 25 years 
under their intermediate assumptions 
would require either that outlays be 
further reduced by 18 percent, or that 
taxes be increased by 22 percent or 
some combination of the two over that 
period. That is, they say, “the current 
HI payroll tax of 1.54 percent would 
have to be immediately raised to about 
1.81 percent or the benefits reduced by 
a comparable amount.” 

I haven't heard anyone in my State 
of Louisiana that I have the privilege 
of representing telling me to raise 
their payroll tax by 22 percent, and I 
have not heard a single person come in 
and say, “Senator, would you please 
cut my benefits by 18 percent.” More of 
what I hear is, “Don’t increase my 
taxes and don’t decrease my benefits.” 

But I will say to all of our colleagues 
that that is not an option. That is not 
an option. The report further says that 
prior to the Balanced Budget Act of 
last year, the part A expenditures were 
estimated to grow at an average rate of 
about 8 percent a year in Medicare. 
From 1998 to the year 2002, what we did 
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last year in the balanced budget 
amendment reduces annual growth to 
an estimated average of 3 percent. 
Thereafter, however, expenditure 
growth is expected to return to the 
level of about 7-percent increases every 
year in Medicare costs. 

The report further says that ‘‘the 
balanced budget provisions are esti- 
mated to substantially reduce the gap 
between income and expenditures over 
the next 5 years, but with a return to 
steadily increasing deficits in the year 
2003 and later. After 2002, the gap be- 
tween income and expenditures will 
widen steadily so that by the year 2007 
there would be a $26 billion shortfall in 
that year alone.” 

Those are very sobering statistics. 
Unfortunately, I think they are very 
accurate. I have long been very con- 
cerned that we in the Congress and the 
public have this sort of false sense of 
security that because every year I get 
my Medicare benefits and I still get the 
coverage I need, there really is not a 
problem; that the people who are talk- 
ing about a problem are sort of like 
Chicken Little who ran around the 
country saying, The sky is falling. 
The sky is falling.” It never fell, and 
they didn’t believe Chicken Little any 
longer. I think people don’t believe 
Congress anymore. If you look at the 
headlines I talked about, I think they 
miss the point about Medicare which is 
much more immediate. It is around the 
corner, good news and bad news. Good 
news that Social Security is in pretty 
decent shape. We made 3 more years 
extra out of the program. But the bad 
news and the very legitimate concern 
we should have is that Medicare is pre- 
dicted to go insolvent even earlier than 
before, 2 years earlier than we had pre- 
viously predicted. 

So I hope that more people will take 
a look at the trustees’ report. It is a 
good report. It is a sobering report and 
one that every American, whether they 
are on Medicare or whether their par- 
ents are on Medicare or their grand- 
parents are on Medicare, should take a 
look at and know that there must be a 
growing awareness among all people in 
our country that if we are going to 
continue to have the greatest system 
of health care for America’s seniors, we 
have to start making decisions now 
and recommendations now if we are 
going to prevent what this report says 
is going to happen in the not too dis- 
tant future. 

The trustees’ report noted—I will 
conclude with this: 

More far-reaching measures will be needed 
to prevent the trust fund's depletion as the 
baby boom generation starts reaching age 65 
and starts receiving their benefits. ... In 
this regard, the work of the Bipartisan Com- 
mission will be of critical importance to the 
Administration, the Congress and the Amer- 
ican public. 

I could not agree more. I commend 
this very sobering report to all Ameri- 
cans, because it, indeed, is a wake-up 
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call as to what this Congress needs to 
be seriously considering in the very 
short period of time we have left. 

I yield the floor. 


——— 


PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT- 
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC- 
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY, 
AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the treaty. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent the pending 
amendment be laid aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2317 
(Purpose: To establish a formal process with- 
in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
for the resolution of disputes among mem- 
bers and between members and non-mem- 
bers) 


Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON] 
proposes an executive amendment numbered 
2317. 


Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the resolution, 
insert the following: 

NEGOTIATION WITH ALLIES REGARDING THE ES- 
TABLISHMENT OF A PROCESS TO RE- 
SOLVE DISPUTES AMONG OR BE- 
TWEEN ALLIES. 

(A) Prior to the first deposit of any of the 
United States instruments of ratification of 
any of the Protocols, the United States rep- 
resentative at the North Atlantic Council 
will introduce at the NAC a proposal for con- 
sideration by all allies and aimed at estab- 
lishing a process for dispute resolution 
among allies. The proposal shall be limited 
to addressing those disputes— 

(i) between or among allies that are within 
the collective security purview of the NATO 
alliance and address territorial or other such 
disputes within the alliance’s area of oper- 
ations and responsibility, and; 

(il) in response to which at least one dispu- 
tant has credibly threatened the use of mili- 
tary force. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, my 
amendment is very simple. It requires 
the U.S. Representative to NATO to 
make a proposal to our allies regarding 
the resolution of disputes that fall 
short of article V conflicts. 

Before discussing what my amend- 
ment does, I would like to say what it 
does not do. It does not require that 
NATO adopt a dispute resolution proc- 
ess, although I think it should. It does 
not tell the President what his ambas- 
sador to NATO should propose, al- 
though I hope the administration will 
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take the opportunity to provide mean- 
ingful leadership in this area. It does 
not treat new members of NATO any 
differently from current members. In 
fact, that is the premise of the amend- 
ment, that there be a dispute resolu- 
tion process that applies to all mem- 
bers, current and prospective, so there 
are no surprises should a dispute arise. 

I think it would show strong leader- 
ship to anticipate that there might be 
disputes in Europe where we have seen 
disputes of varying kinds over the 
course of history. But to have a dispute 
resolution process that is not looking 
at two particular countries and indi- 
vidual personalities, but rather to have 
a dispute resolution process so every- 
one knows what the ground rules are 
and everyone would comply with those, 
having had a say in the way they are 
drawn up. 

Why is this needed? Simply put, be- 
cause the history of the 20th century 
demonstrates clearly that great con- 
flicts can arise from small disputes. If 
we are going to expand NATO to in- 
clude an ever-growing number of new 
countries, it is simply folly to pretend 
that no such disputes will ever occur 
within the alliance, or that they would 
not affect the alliance in its ability to 
stay together. 

According to the Congressional Re- 
search Service assessment of a number 
of sources, there are at least 11 ongoing 
disputes in Europe that have a mod- 
erate or high potential for violence or 
escalation. Some of those are listed be- 
hind me. 

For example, three involve Albania. 
While Albania is not being considered 
for membership in NATO today, many 
have said that it should be considered 
in the next wave of new members. So I 
think if we set something in place now, 
we are not saying that it would apply 
just to Albania; we are not making it 
personal. But what we are saying is 
let's recognize the obvious. NATO 
currently has no process to peacefully 
resolve disputes, which will only grow 
in number as the alliance enlarges.” 
We have had a conflict involving 
Greece and Turkey for most of the his- 
tory of the alliance. 

Opponents to my amendment would 
say that this proves that we don’t need 
a dispute resolution process, because 
we can handle future conflicts the way 
we have handled the Greece-Turkey 
conflict. Mr. President, we have not 
handled the Greece-Turkey conflict. 
We have avoided handling it. In 1974, 
these two supposed NATO allies almost 
went to war over the island of Cyprus. 
That conflict continues today. Each 
country regularly threatens the other 
with war over sea and airspace viola- 
tions, weapons proliferation, and the 
treatment of each other’s compatriots 
in Cyprus. 

If the best that my opponents can say 
of my amendment is to point to Greece 
and Turkey as proof that we don’t need 
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it, then there really can be no opposi- 
tion to it at all. The fact is, the cold 
war imposed a discipline on the alli- 
ance that probably did keep such con- 
flicts in check. That discipline is no 
longer in place. If we do not at least 
discuss a process by which NATO can 
peaceably resolve disputes, then the al- 
liance will lose credibility as we turn a 
blind eye to a growing number of dis- 
putes similar to that of Greece and 
Turkey. Such a process might even 
have ended that conflict, permitting 
both of those countries to move on and 
focus on their own strengths and their 
own economies. 

In a letter to the President last sum- 
mer, I joined with nearly two dozen 
Senate colleagues to raise this and a 
number of other questions regarding 
NATO enlargement. We asked the 
President about the importance of bor- 
der-dispute resolutions and should we 
not be anticipating this so we could re- 
solve them, not in the heat of a dis- 
pute, but in a vacuum of such disputes 
so we would be able to go forward in an 
objective way. 

In his response to us, the President 
said, in effect, that NATO doesn’t need 
a dispute resolution process because 
the European countries have them- 
selves established a number of bilateral 
treaties regarding their borders. But 
we are changing the makeup of NATO. 
We can certainly anticipate what more 
members—many with long-standing 
disputes, ethnic disputes, border dis- 
putes—will do to the alliance. We must 
go in with our eyes wide open and pre- 
pare for some potential escalation of 
conflicts or new conflicts to arise as we 
add new and diverse members. 

My amendment simply requires that 
before NATO expansion goes into ef- 
fect, the U.S. Representative at NATO 
should open discussion about dispute 
resolution. My amendment restricts 
the issues that should be considered in 
such a proposal, and it certainly re- 
stricts it to territorial and security 
matters so as not to permit an agricul- 
tural crisis, for example, to trigger a 
NATO process. 

My amendment further requires that 
any U.S. proposal be aimed at disputes 
in which at least one of the parties has 
threatened the use of military force. 
That is it. There is no reason to be con- 
cerned that this proposal is going to do 
something drastic. It is not directing 
any outcome, but it is saying we must 
raise this question. Let’s talk about it 
when there is not the heat of a crisis. 

Opponents to it, though, say that it 
will dilute U.S. influence in NATO. 
How could U.S. leadership be weakened 
by our representative in NATO raising 
a topic that the European countries 
themselves believe is so important that 
they have signed 12 treaties on the 
matter already? It is because of our 
leadership in NATO that this could 
happen in a way that I think would 
provide stability in the alliance, and I 
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don’t know why it would even be re- 
sisted. 

Why would we be thinking of adding 
new members to this alliance if we 
didn’t have enough confidence in our 
leadership to know that we could open 
for discussion such an issue and that it 
would be good for everyone to address? 
It seems to me that the argument 
about U.S. leadership being diluted is 
much more relevant to the question of 
whether there should be new members, 
rather than whether all members 
should acknowledge their potential 
border problems. 

I have had conversations with foreign 
ministers and ambassadors from each 
of the three prospective NATO mem- 
bers. They have told me that as long as 
any dispute resolution process applies 
to all members evenly, then they sup- 
port the idea. 

I also spoke with former U.S. rep- 
resentatives to NATO and to other Eu- 
ropean capitals. They, too, have told 
me that NATO should discuss this mat- 
ter. Former NATO Ambassador Bob 
Hunter has said that he thought this 
was a positive approach. President 
Reagan's Ambassador to the U.S.S.R., 
Jack Matlock, said—and he is, I would 
say, a leading authority on European 
security—that, “NATO has no policy 
on how to deal with ethnic unrest, and 
they need it badly.“ This is a quote di- 
rectly from Ambassador Matlock, who 
is a seasoned and career diplomat. 

(Ms. COLLINS assumed the Chair.) 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Yesterday, we 
adopted an amendment that could be 
interpreted to endorse NATO's role in 
responding to ethnic or religious dis- 
putes. If it is legitimate that NATO be 
involved in ethnic or religious disputes, 
why would it not be equally legitimate 
that NATO discuss a process to avoid 
or resolve such disputes? 

My amendment would initiate that 
discussion. I had much stronger lan- 
guage in an earlier amendment that I 
was considering, but I have talked to 
many Members of the other side, I have 
talked to many Ambassadors and peo- 
ple who have dealt with the security of 
Europe for a longer time than I have, 
and they felt that it was too strong to 
give directions. So I have pulled back 
that language. But I think to open the 
discussion, to open our eyes to the fact 
that any time we add members to an 
alliance, we should certainly expect 
that there would then be more poten- 
tial for disagreements, I think that 
will be a responsible approach to our 
responsibility in the Senate. 

I hope my colleagues will accept this 
amendment. It is one of the amend- 
ments that I think would strengthen 
the responsible role we play, it would 
strengthen U.S. leadership, and, most 
of all, Madam President, it would 
strengthen the NATO alliance to an- 
ticipate problems and have a process 
by which we could address them. What 
could be more responsible and more 
reasonable than that? 
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I do hope we can adopt this amend- 
ment. It will be one of the amendments 
that I think would help me be able to 
vote in good conscience for this resolu- 
tion that is before us today. 

Thank you, Madam President. I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. I suggest the 
absence of a quorum. : 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Madam Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Madam Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that 
with respect to the Moynihan amend- 
ment regarding the EU, the Senate pro- 
ceed to that amendment at 12 noon on 
Thursday and there be 1 hour for de- 
bate equally divided; that following the 
conclusion or yielding back of time, 
the amendment be laid aside and Sen- 
ator WARNER be recognized to offer an 
amendment relating to a 3-year pause 
on which there will be 2 hours for de- 
bate equally divided; that following the 
conclusion or yielding back of time, 
the Senate proceed to a vote on, or in 
relation to, the Moynihan amendment, 
to be followed by a vote on, or in rela- 
tion to, the Warner amendment, fol- 
lowing 2 minutes of debate equally di- 
vided in the usual form prior to each 
vote. 

Madam President, I point out that 
this has the consent of the Democratic 
leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2317 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Madam Presi- 
dent, while my colleague from the 
Democratic side is getting prepared to 
respond to the Hutchison amendment, I 
will simply say that it is painful to me 
to not be on her side of an issue. I am 
one of Senator HUTCHISON’s greatest 
fans, but I simply must oppose her 
amendment simply because NATO has 
for so long been a place where con- 
tending European countries have come 
together in a common purpose and not 
pursuing national agendas for their 
common defense. There are many 
places, many forums, in which dispute 
resolutions currently take place, and 
to turn NATO into something that is 
no longer a place for common defense 
but a place for nationalistic resolution 
I think would do a grave disservice, 
even an undoing of NATO, and dis- 
sipate its strength. 

I plead with my colleagues, as ap- 
pealing as this amendment sounds on 
the surface, I think it would be very 
hurtful to the future of Europe. I point 
out that whether or not you can point 
to Greece and Turkey, I suggest that 
NATO membership of those two coun- 
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tries has caused them not to come to 
greater blows in the recent past and I 
hope will yet be an influence for them 
not to come to blows in the future. 

I think, clearly, NATO has served a 
historic purpose, in its informal way, 
of contributing to Prussian-French 
rapprochement and healing. The same 
can be said as between Britain and 
Spain, between Spain and Portugal. 
Many of the boundary disputes that 
have raged in Europe for centuries 
have begun to dissipate, in large part, 
because of NATO and because it brings 
all of these countries together in a 
common purpose and for the good of all 
of Europe. 

Madam President, I thank you for 
the time and yield the floor to my col- 
league. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Will the Senator 
yield for a colloquy? 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. I will. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I wonder if the 
Senator from Oregon is aware that all 
we are doing is asking our NATO Am- 
bassador to bring this up for discus- 
sion. 

Isn't it a responsible thing to at least 
bring it up, start talking about what 
would be in a border dispute resolu- 
tion? And then if there was not a con- 
sensus, of course, it could be rejected. 
What could be wrong with just asking 
that it be brought up for discussion 
among our allies? 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. To my friend 
from Texas, I do not suppose in the ab- 
stract there is anything wrong with 
anything being discussed in NATO. But 
I would simply fear that we are chang- 
ing its complexion, turning its focus 
away from a collective alliance for se- 
curity and into a place for dispute reso- 
lutions. 

I think, those European countries, as 
I have discussed this issue with them, 
they have said to me, well, this is the 
place we come together, not the place 
where we come to divide again. And I 
think they would quickly say, let us 
leave this to the United Nations, let us 
leave this to the European Union, let 
us leave it to other bodies where these 
kinds of resolutions can be sought. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I just say to my 
friend from Oregon, we left Bosnia to 
the United Nations. My friend from Or- 
egon, we left Bosnia to the United Na- 
tions. If we had the ability to have 
something in place by which we could 
have had a process long before Dayton 
to discuss these issues and perhaps 
bring them to the table together for a 
resolution, I do not think we would be 
in a potentially unending commitment 
in Bosnia. 

I just ask if a border dispute resolu- 
tion process would not be part of col- 
lective security, if it would not help us 
prevent conflict rather than always re- 
acting when things are already explod- 
ing before our eyes? 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. It is a point to 
be debated. I think it would be duplica- 
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tive at best and at worst could be very 
harmful to the unity that NATO by its 
dynamics currently creates. 

I thank the Chair. 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware is recognized. 

Mr. BIDEN. I find myself once again 
in an uncomfortable position. I admire 
and like my friend from Texas. And 
maybe she is not, but I am looking for 
something to agree with her on, but 
this is not the one. 

She has been, as she always is, per- 
sistent and effective in making her 
case. She and I have been sort of at 
this dispute about dispute resolutions 
privately and also in our official capac- 
ity of attending the observer group 
meetings. And so here it is on the floor. 

I just rise today to strongly oppose 
the amendment because its prescrip- 
tion, I think, is both unnecessary for 
NATO as an organization and, quite 
frankly, harmful—harmful—to contin- 
ued U.S. leadership to the alliance. Let 
me explain what I mean by that. And 
none of this will come as any surprise 
to my friend. I do not expect to change 
her mind at all, but I do want to make 
the case why I think this is a bad idea. 

It is unnecessary because the North 
Atlantic Council, which is now known 
as the NAC, the principal political 
organ of NATO, is by its very nature 
already a dispute resolution mecha- 
nism. That is the place we make deci- 
sions in NATO. All actions in the 
NAC—all of them—are taken by con- 
sensus, which comes, in almost every 
circumstance, after very lengthy for- 
mal and informal discussions among 
the 16 nations who are members of the 
NAC. 

For example, all delegations to 
NATO are housed in the same head- 
quarters building in Brussels. Every 
working day there is a wide variety of 
meetings among delegates and member 
countries. Some are briefings; some are 
informal group meetings; and some are 
one-on-ones. Every Tuesday, NATO 
ambassadors or so-called perm rep- 
resentatives meet in an informal 
luncheon, which is strictly an off-the- 
record luncheon. A lot is resolved there 
as well. The purpose of these luncheons 
is to work out tough questions out of 
the glare of the press and publicity and 
to be able to be brutally candid with 
one another. 

In addition, the North Atlantic Coun- 
cil holds a weekly formal meeting 
which is on the record. By that time, 
issues in dispute, in almost every cir- 
cumstance, have already been settled. 
As the alliance grew from 12 in 1949 to 
16 in 1982, it has expanded its areas of 
common endeavor rather than re- 
treated due to the inability of each to 
reach consensus decisions. Even during 
the divisive Bosnia debate, which has 
been referenced here, when one ally fa- 
vored the Serb position and another 
the Muslim, the alliance still agreed to 
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the largest historic commitment lead- 
ing to the Dayton peace implementa- 
tion force. 

This amendment notes that the 
North Atlantic Treaty does not provide 
for a dispute resolution process by 
which members can resolve differences 
among themselves. As true as that 
statement is, it is also equally irrele- 
vant. NATO has a remarkably good 
track record in resolving disputes 
among its members, or at least in pre- 
viewing them and then preventing 
them from escalating into open con- 
flict. 

In fact, I think we ought to declare it 
the sense of the Congress that NATO is 
to be congratulated for having aided 
immeasurably in helping two of its 
members, France and Germany, to re- 
solve their age-old antagonisms that 
caused two world wars in this century 
alone. That did not need a formal dis- 
pute mechanism. That was a con- 
sequence of the way the NATO negotia- 
tions take place now among its mem- 
bers. 

I think it should be the sense of the 
Congress that NATO is to be congratu- 
lated, notwithstanding the comments 
of my friend from Texas, for having 
prevented two members, Greece and 
Turkey, from going to war on more 
than one occasion. 

I am told my friend has indicated 
that that may have been the case in 
the past, but no longer. The truth of 
the matter is, NATO is still deeply in- 
volved in preventing the disagreement 
over Cyprus and the Aegean, certain is- 
lands, the transfer of weapons. It is the 
real place where most of the resolution 
takes place, because those Greek gen- 
erals and those Turkish generals and 
the Greek perm representative and the 
Turk perm representative, they pass 
each other in the corridor every day. 
They meet every day. They probably 
talk every day. 

More recently, we ought to congratu- 
late NATO for having integrated Ger- 
many so well with its neighbors so that 
the rest of Europe is now comfortable 
with a larger united Germany. Up until 
12 years ago, there were as many peo- 
ple in the West as the East who were 
concerned about a united Germany. 
There was as much talk among parlia- 
mentarians in the East as the West 
about a united Germany—not a pros- 
pect in 1948, 1955, 1965, 1975, and I would 
argue even 1985 that anyone was rush- 
ing to embrace on the continent. 

Why did it go off so smoothly? NATO. 
NATO. More importantly, we ought to 
congratulate NATO, under American 
leadership, for having resolved all 
these disputes while assembling the 
most awesome defensive military alli- 
ance in history, one that no foe has 
dared to attack for 49 years. 

The only change to the NAC as a re- 
sult of the enlargement that is about 
to take place with the addition of three 
new countries, the only change will be 
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the addition of their three perm rep- 
resentatives, of their generals, of their 
people in the same building at the 
same meetings interfacing on the same 
questions. 

Some may worry that they will carry 
their own hostilities with neighbors 
into the NAC. I would argue that not 
only is that not likely to happen, if 
past is prologue, they have put away 
those hostilities in order to be able to 
get into NATO. 

NATO~—just the prospect of member- 
ship to NATO has caused each of those 
countries, in varying degrees with 
varying degrees of disputes out- 
standing, to settle those border dis- 
putes, to settle those ethnic rivalries. I 
mentioned half a dozen times on the 
floor I doubt whether anyone on this 
floor would have predicted 2 years ago, 
let alone 20 years ago, that Romania 
would be accommodating a Hungarian 
minority or that Poland would have 
settled all of its border disputes. 

A President whom I personally ad- 
mire and politically disagreed with but 
my friend from Texas, I expect, politi- 
cally and personally admired, Ronald 
Reagan, used to say, if it ain't broke, 
don't fix it.” This ain't“ broke. Try- 
ing to fix something that ain't“ broke 
is likely to damage it, in my opinion. 

Each of the three candidate countries 
has recently concluded a bilateral 
agreement with its neighbors resolving 
any outstanding issues that may lead 
to conflict, Poland with Germany, Po- 
land with Ukraine, Poland with Lith- 
uania, Hungary with Slovakia, Hun- 
gary with Slovenia, Hungary with Ro- 
mania, the Czech Republic with Ger- 
many, and now that they will be sit- 
ting at the same table, making the 
same profound decisions, dealing with 
the same issues, again, if past is pro- 
logue, there is little to no possibility 
that concerns of my friend are likely to 
come to fruition. 

Maybe most importantly, in my 
view, it would be extremely hard for 
the U.S. leadership of the alliance to 
create a binding dispute resolution 
mechanism separate from the NAC, be- 
cause that would mean relinquishing 
what I thought was of concern to my 
friend from Texas, as well as my friend 
from Virginia and my friend from New 
Hampshire, and all those who oppose 
enlargement. 

What do they keep talking about? We 
are basically going to get ourselves en- 
tangled with more people. We will get 
involved in a more unwieldy operation. 
We are going to be in a position where 
actions are taken. The mere action of 
bringing them in will negatively im- 
pact their relationships with Russia. 
This is going to cause friction within 
Europe because now some countries are 
left out and some countries are left in, 
and it goes on and on and on. I respect 
their concerns. 

But if you have those concerns, why 
would you now want to change the or- 
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ganization of which we are a member, 
where we can now veto anything NATO 
wants to do—anyone, anything. All we 
have to do in the NAC is say, Sorry. 
no; we vote no, no,” and it is done, fin- 
ished, over. We lead the alliance. 

Now I admit, we lead the alliance as 
a consequence of the size of our mili- 
tary, the nature of our equipment, our 
command and control, and our phe- 
nomenal economic power. I acknowl- 
edge that. But we politically lead the 
alliance, as well, not only for those 
reasons but because we have the ability 
to stop anything we want. 

Now, I ask my friends in this body, 
why would we, a noncontinental power 
who is, in fact, a European power, why 
do we want now to sign up as we en- 
large NATO—and I respectfully predict 
that we are going to enlarge NATO. 
The vote will be overwhelming. We will 
enlarge NATO, in my humble opinion. 
Now, why are we now going to say, 
look, we are going to have a new mech- 
anism, a new mechanism, the equiva- 
lent of unilaterally giving up our most 
potent weapon politically: that is, this 
new mechanism will say, hey, you 
know, if most of the European coun- 
tries want to do something we think is 
foolhardy and against our interests, we 
have to submit to a binding resolution. 
And if, in fact, the binding resolution 
results in a decision different from the 
one we have taken, then we have one of 
two choices. We either go along and 
consider it to be bad policy or we leave 
NATO —as I understand the resolution. 

I think this would be the political 
equivalent to unilateral disarmament, 
robbing ourselves of the final protec- 
tion against any mischief, should it 
arise. I think this would inevitably 
erode American support for NATO 
itself as it comes to be perceived as a 
forum where America does not lead but 
where America’s influence has been 
self-restrained. 

Sandy Vershbow, our current U.S. 
Ambassador to NATO, recognizing this 
threat, called me from Brussels a cou- 
ple weeks ago to express his strong op- 
position and fervent prayer, wanting 
me to assure him—which I could not 
do—don’t worry, this will not pass. He 
thinks, our present Ambassador to 
NATO, any such mechanism would be 
totally counterproductive to American 
interests in NATO. 

In remarks on this floor last month, 
the Senator from Texas likened her 
NATO dispute resolution mechanism to 
the National Labor Relations Board. 
Mr. President, NATO is not the NLRB. 
I know she didn’t mean it is. She was 
making a comparison of how the mech- 
anism would function. But NATO is an 
alliance that has protected the free 
world for 49 years. It has worked well 
the way it is presently constructed. 
The United States is a leader of that 
alliance, and it would be totally irra- 
tional, in my view, to squander that 
leadership by tampering with the 
North Atlantie Council. 
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We heard yesterday from Senator 
KYL, and from me, mainly from Sen- 
ator KYL, about the strategic doctrine 
of NATO and what it would be in the 
future and what we were insisting on in 
this body. We can insist all we want. 
We can instruct the President to vote 
any way, tell our NATO Ambassador to 
vote any way he wanted, and if, in fact, 
we are outvoted, it wouldn’t matter, 
like it does now. We vote no now, it 
ends—done, finished, over, no action. 
But if we submit to binding arbitra- 
tion, what we say in this floor is di- 
luted. So this also, in my view, dilutes 
our power, our responsibility as the 
body that is given the constitutional 
responsibility to, as was stated by Pro- 
fessor Corwin in another context, to 
struggle for the right to conduct Amer- 
ican foreign policy. 

I say to my friends who are worried 
about dispute resolutions and border 
disputes, right now I see my friend 
from Virginia is on the floor again. 
Amazing how we attract one another 
to the floor these days. My friend from 
Virginia, who knows a lot about NATO 
and the Armed Services Committee, 
has expressed concern about what 
NATO may get involved in in the fu- 
ture. I think he would be strongly op- 
posed to this because right now if 
NATO countries decided to get in- 
volved in a border dispute in Europe 
that we did not want to be involved in, 
under this operation being suggested, 
we would have to go or leave NATO. We 
would not be given a choice. If we lose 
in binding arbitration, we participate 
in an operation we disagree with or 
practically leave NATO. That is a prac- 
tical matter. The Senator knows he 
can only work by consensus. 

I realize this is extremely well-in- 
tended, but I used to go to a Catholic 
grade school, as well as a Catholic high 
school, but the distinction was in the 
Catholic grade school the nuns taught 
me. I know this will come as a shock to 
all my colleagues. Occasionally, I 
would be kept after school for discipli- 
nary reasons, and it wasn’t because I 
spoke too much then, because I used to 
stutter very badly so I hardly spoke at 
all. Maybe that is why I speak as much 
now. 

All kidding aside, I used to have to 
stay after school. I say to my friend 
from California, if you were a bad boy 
or a bad girl, in fifth, sixth, seventh, or 
eighth grade, you would have to write 
something on the board 500 times. 

And the one that I used to have to 
write the most, that Sister Michael 
Mary would most often choose for me 
to write—God rest her soul, as my 
mother would say—particularly be- 
cause she would say I always had some 
rational excuses as to why I did what I 
did, she always used to make me write 
the following phrase 500 times on the 
blackboard: The road to hell is paved 
with good intentions.” 

Well, this will not take us to hell, 
but this is a road to disaster that is 
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paved with very good intentions. It is 
unnecessary, it is counterproductive. 

One other thing. While I was off the 
floor temporarily, I am told by staff 
that the distinguished Senator from 
Texas said that when we had a meeting 
with the foreign ministers—‘‘we”’ being 
Senators ROTH, BIDEN, the Senator 
from Texas, and I don’t know how 
many other Senators attended that 
meeting right downstairs in the room 
of the Appropriations Committee, their 
Capitol meeting room. We met with 
them at length, all of them that were 
here. The distinguished Senator asked 
them whether or not they thought a 
dispute resolution mechanism was a 
worthwhile thing. They all said yes, 
initially. And I said, “Please, will ev- 
erybody hold up for just a moment.” I 
said, Let me explain to you’’—and I 
ask the Senator, if she disagrees with 
the explanation, to say so- what my 
distinguished friend from Texas means. 
That is a resolution mechanism, dif- 
ferent than the NAC, that would be 
binding arbitration. Do you still 
agree?” Every single one of them said, 
“No; we do not agree.“ They said that 
with all of us present. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, on 
that point, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BIDEN. I am delighted to. 

Mr. WARNER. Essentially, all the 
distinguished Senator from Texas is 
asking is that we lay down the pro- 
posal, and if the NAC repeats the posi- 
tion that you just recited, that is the 
end of the purpose of the amendment. 
Therefore, I am wondering why we 
would preclude a simple act of a pro- 
posal being put before the NAC by the 
U.S. representative, not instructing 
the NAC as to what to do but simply to 
say, take it into consideration. It is a 
very simple, straightforward amend- 
ment. 

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator pardon 
me for a moment to ask my staff a 
question? 

Mr. WARNER. Sure. 

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, I say 
to my friend that, to be honest with 
you, initially I was under the impres- 
sion that this was to provide for this 
dispute resolution mechanism. 

Mr. WARNER. I have clarified that 
point. 

Mr. BIDEN. You have. Secondly, I 
was reminded by my staff that our 
present NATO Ambassador called me 
personally, and maybe others, asking 
that he not be put into a position of 
even having to introduce it, because he 
thought it was such a serious mistake 
to even raise that specter. 

Now, it seems to me that if I were a 
member of the NAC presently, if I were 
France, I might like this dispute reso- 
lution mechanism. They have been try- 
ing very hard to take over your fleet, 
without supplying a ship. They have 
been trying very hard to take titular 
leadership of NATO—I will get a lot of 
letters on this. I see Senator ROTH’s 
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senior staff saying: There he goes again 
with the French. 

Mr. WARNER. He is a Francophile of 
some stature. 

Mr. BIDEN. Yes, and I am a quarter 
French heritage. 

But my point is this. I think it is 
dangerous to even introduce this into 
the NAC. Why would we possibly say to 
anyone in NATO, now, that we want 
you to consider us being able to give up 
our right to dictate the outcome of any 
decision made by NATO that is in a 
positive sense? Why would we even 
want to do that? That would be a ques- 
tion to my friend from Virginia, other 
than responding to my other colleague. 
Why would we want to do that? 

Mr. WARNER. First, I want to add a 
fact. I consulted with the distinguished 
Senator from Texas, and she said that 
she, in turn, has consulted with Ambas- 
sador Hunter, who preceded the Ambas- 
sador you just referred to, the incum- 
bent—and, by the way, the incumbent, 
we all know, was associated with the 
Senate and was a staffer at one time: 
He has risen through the ranks and has 
now gotten due recognition and was 
given that very important post. He car- 
ries with him an extraordinary cor- 
porate knowledge of this institution 
and the general subject of NATO. So I 
think the appointment is a good one. 

But Ambassador Hunter gave some 
technical advice in the preparation of 
the amendment. I read the language in 
paragraph 1 down there, between and 
among allies . . and so on. I sought 
clarification of one or two words, and I 
was advised Ambassador Hunter was 
the source of some of that language. I 
am not suggesting that Hunter said 
this is the right thing to do, but at 
least he gave some technical advice. 

The amendment is so straight- 
forward. It simply says we will take— 
and many of us have grave concerns 
about the missions of NATO as they 
are now being formulated—and they, 
regrettably, will not be made known 
until a year hence, at the very time we 
are asked to vote. I have dwelled on 
that point and will continue tomorrow. 

The point is that I think the Senator 
is entitled to ask for the support of her 
colleagues, not to simply table it. If 
the NAC turns it down, so be it, be- 
cause as this new definition of missions 
comes out, there could well be provi- 
sions—and I will not prejudge it—that 
deal with the ever-increasing number 
of ethnic, religious, and border dis- 
putes. Speaking for myself, I want 
NATO’s participation, at the very min- 
imum, in trying to resolve certainly by 
force of arms. So this seeks to have 
maybe some tribunal within NAC that 
listens to the parties and hears them 
out. 

Madam President, as the wise Sen- 
ator from Delaware knows, Greece and 
Turkey have had some very funda- 
mental disagreements for many years. 
As a matter of fact, one person whom I 
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respect, with a corporate knowledge, 
told me that the reason they were 
given NATO membership was to avoid 
a conflict between the two of them. I 
am not suggesting the credibility of 
that statement, but it was made. And 
NATO has, in many ways, arbitrated 
through the years, and continues to ar- 


bitrate in some measure, this long- ' 


standing dispute as it relates to Cy- 
prus. 

The point is, in that sense, NATO is 
arbitrating the very types of disputes 
that the Senator from Texas had in 
mind. I think it is within the purview 
of this very important deliberation we 
are having now to simply ask Senators 
to allow the amendment to be passed 
for the sole purpose of laying down a 
proposal. 

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, the 
Senator doesn’t often confuse me. We 
very often agree, and when we disagree, 
I usually understand clearly why we 
disagree. Let me explain my confusion, 
and if the Senator wishes to respond, I 
would appreciate it. If not, I under- 
stand. 

The Senator has been the most vocal 
and articulate opponent of NATO and/ 
or the United States alone getting in- 
volved in what he believes to be intrac- 
table civil conflicts, border disputes, 
that have hundreds of years of history 
that precede them. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, the 
Senator is correct. I remain of that 
view. 

Mr. BIDEN. And I respect that. But 
what confuses me is, with the Sen- 
ator’s grave concern, why would he 
even want to give the NAC, or NATO, a 
possibility of taking away his power to 
influence those outcomes? He says that 
he is worried about—and I know him to 
be—the next strategic doctrine NATO 
may come out with. 

Right now the way NATO is con- 
structed organizationally is if they 
come out with a doctrine that we sign 
off on, or intend to sign off on, the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Virginia can 
come to this floor, pass a resolution 
and/or an amendment to a piece of leg- 
islation instructing the President not 
to sign on, and he can make that pre- 
vail depending on the number of votes 
available. If this were to be put before 
NATO, which would, by the way, imply 
at a minimum that the United States 
supported it, and the President doesn’t, 
we do not support it. We wouldn't table 
something we don’t support. People do 
not go around tabling things and ask- 
ing for consideration that by implica- 
tion they don’t support. This adminis- 
tration does not support that. The last 
administration, to the best of my 
knowledge, does not support that. 

But why would this Senator even put 
in play the possibility that his influ- 
ence over whether or not we are in- 
volved in a border dispute is rendered 
null and void? For if this were tabled, 
and if NATO adopted this, we would be 
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in the position of taking exception to 
getting involved in a border dispute 
quite possibly, and if the dispute mech- 
anism resolution requiring binding ar- 
bitration were in effect, the Senator 
would have no, no, no impact over 
whether or not that occurred, other 
than passing a resolution suggesting 
we would throw off from NATO. 

I don’t understand, even though that 
is not likely to happen, why the Sen- 
ator would even want to put himself in 
that possible position. The higher one 
is concerned with being involved in 
border disputes seems to me to in- 
crease in direct proportion the need for 
opposition to this amendment. Those 
who are willing to get involved in 
every border dispute, who think we 
should be the policeman for all of Eu- 
rope, central Europe, the former Soviet 
Union, that we should do whatever our 
European friends think should be done, 
they should be for this because it 
doesn’t matter. It may very well be 
that we have a President who doesn't 
want to get involved in those disputes. 
But a majority of the members of 
NATO do, and they think that is good 
foreign policy. 

But I am perplexed. The more one is 
concerned about border disputes, the 
less they should be willing to give an 
absolute veto power that we now 
have—absolute. There is no need to dis- 
cuss it. There is no need to do any- 
thing. The President of the United 
States picks up the phone, the Sec- 
retary of State picks up the phone and 
says to our Ambassador to NATO, 
Vote no.” Done, over, gone, finished, 
no troops, no NATO. Why would you 
want to give up that lock? It is beyond 
me. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. BIDEN. Yes. I yield the floor. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I would like to try 
to answer that because what we are 
trying to do is not have it come up to 
NAC but to have border disputes and a 
process that everyone has agreed to, 
and if anyone doesn’t agree, including 
us, it wouldn’t go into effect. 

The Senator from Delaware quoted 
from my statement, but he forgot to 
say that I laid out the labor arbitra- 
tion as just an example of what it 
could look like. I was only trying to 
provide one option, one thought. The 
purpose is not to have border dispute 
resolutions come to NAC. It is to have 
an agreed-upon procedure at the lowest 
level so that every country would know 
what the ground rules are so that they 
could handle it at the lowest level and 
there wouldn’t be an eruption at the 
highest level. 

I say to the Senator from Delaware, 
who I admire very much, that all the 
United States Ambassador has to do is 
say, I don’t think this is a good idea,” 
when he does start talking to the al- 
lies. It will go nowhere. Why would 
anyone be afraid to talk about this in 


April 29, 1998 


anticipation of problems that could 
occur? There are 11 potential border 
disputes that have been identified by 
the Congressional Research Office as 
having a medium to high probability of 
escalation. It is, I think, an oppor- 
tunity to keep a Bosnia from rising to 
the level it has. If we had a mechanism 
in place with the Croats, the Serbs and 
the Moslems could have gone to an ar- 
bitration process, or could have agreed 
on a process early on how they would 
like to settle the dispute in the former 
Yugoslavia. 

All we are talking about is putting 
the idea on the table. We are not talk- 
ing about a result. I don’t know why we 
should fear a discussion. Why should 
we fear bringing this up just to see 
what our allies would like to do about 
potential border conflicts? NATO is not 
going to be the same. When you add 
new members, regardless of who they 
are, you have to anticipate that there 
may be a change in the alliance. When 
West Germany became a member it 
changed the alliance. When Spain be- 
came a member it changed the alli- 
ance. When France decided not to be a 
part of the military operation, it 
changed the alliance. 

What I am trying to do with this 
amendment is provide leadership. If we 
have the veto, as the Senator from 
Delaware has said, we can veto. But 
why not bring it to the table for discus- 
sion? 

Mr. BIDEN. I see my friend is rising 
to speak. Let me respond to the ques- 
tions directed to me very briefly. 

I recall my friend from Virginia—lI 
keep referring to my friend from Vir- 
ginia because he is on the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee. We have been here a 
long time. We have been back and forth 
to Brussels zillions of times. So I don’t 
mean that to suggest he agrees with 
me. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, it 
is a term of endearment and it rests 
equally on both sides. I just regret that 
the Senator is of the wrong party. 
Other than that, he is doing good. 

Mr. BIDEN. As my friend will re- 
member, a man named Werner was a 
very dynamic leader of NATO, a Ger- 
man who was made the number one 
man in NATO. I recall being in Brus- 
sels. Don’t hold me to the year. I think 
it was somewhere around 6 over 8 years 
ago. There was a lot of saber rattling 
going on relative to Greece and Tur- 
key. 

I remember asking Werner about 
what this all meant. We were about to 
have a meeting. He was having a lunch- 
eon for me, as they do for any Senator 
who will go over and pay attention, 
and with the permanent reps and some 
of the military. He said to his assistant 
general so and so, and general so and 
so, one a Turk and one a Greek, Call 
them in the office.” They called them 
in the office. He basically said, What 
is going on, fellows? What is the deal?” 
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The Turkish and Greek military rep- 
resentatives of NATO sat there and in 
the privacy of that room discussed the 
politics in their own country; why they 
didn’t see there was much of a problem, 
but you have to understand it is going 
nowhere. 

If any formal mechanism is put in 
place, the ability of that Greek general 
and that Turkish general to walk into 
a room and totally off the record say, 
“We think this, we think that,” and 
talk about it in front of a German, and 
an American, all members of NATO, 
that would evaporate. Now we will 
have set up a bureaucratic deal, no 
matter what it is, no matter how ten- 
uous it is, now it is posture. 

One of the things that we get done— 
and it will come as a shock to some 
people, but in the Chamber it will not 
come as a shock—is how do we most 
often on this floor resolve the disputes 
when we really get down to it at the 
last minute in a crunch on any impor- 
tant issue. 

We go back to one of those two 
rooms. There is no press. There is no 
floor. There is no record. And I say, 
“OK, what’s the deal? If I change this, 
can you do that?” Isn’t that how we do 
it? That is how NATO does it. Now, if 
we were required by law, by our gov- 
ernments, by our parties, that the only 
time we could meet is if we say, “I will 
meet you at 3:30; we will meet in room 
S. 107, and we will have two people 
there, and I will formally table my con- 
cern,” that is what worries me. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Will the Sen- 
ator yield? 

Mr. BIDEN. I know that is not what 
the Senator intends. What I am sug- 
gesting after 25 years of watching this 
thing, I think that is what will happen. 

I will be happy to yield to my friend 
from Oregon. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. If I can answer 
the Senator’s—— 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 
could I just respond to the Senator 
from Delaware quickly—and, of course, 
I would like to have the Senator from 
Oregon respond also—if I could just say 
that nothing that the Senator from 
Delaware has said would be prevented 
from happening. People could certainly 
go into a room and settle a dispute. 
What we are trying to do 

Mr. BIDEN. What is broken? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I have an option 
that they would be able to go way 
below the level of the North Atlantic 
Council, where they could go into a dis- 
pute resolution process, something 
that would be devised by the council, 
and if somebody on the council didn't 
like it, it would never see the light of 
day. 

What is the problem with opening the 
discussion? 

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, it is 
done that way now. That is exactly 
what is done now. On Bosnia, what did 
we do? 
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Mrs. HUTCHISON. On Bosnia, what 
we did is take it to the whole council, 
and everybody got involved. 

Mr. BIDEN. With all due respect, 
Madam President 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. That is why we 
are funding the commitment in Bosnia 
today, because in the United Na- 
tions—— 

Mr. BIDEN. With all due respect, 
what happened, whether the Senator 
agrees with the policy or not, the Sec- 
retary of State, the National Security 
Adviser, and their designees got on a 
plane, and they flew to Paris, and they 
flew to London, and they flew to Ma- 
drid, and they flew to Bonn, and they 
flew to Berlin, and they flew all over, 
and they met individually with the 
governments, not in Brussels. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. But now the 
United States of America is paying the 
lion’s share and our troops are in 
harm’s way in Bosnia, if the President 
has his way, in perpetuity. Is that the 
answer you want for every ethnic dis- 
pute that can occur for the next cen- 
tury in Europe? 

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, if I 
may be recognized, with all due re- 
spect—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Whether or not—and we 
disagree in the policy. I have been on 
this floor for 4 years saying we should 
be involved. But whether or not we 
should, NATO has nothing to do with 
that. NATO troops ended up there, but 
not because the American President 
went to a NAC meeting or our Ambas- 
sador to NATO at a NAC meeting 
raised this issue. It is because there 
was a policy decision made by a Presi- 
dent, supported by this Senator—he 
didn’t do it because of me, but sup- 
ported by this Senator—to try to per- 
suade NATO to do that. Whether or not 
there was a dispute resolution mecha- 
nism in place in NATO that was formal 
or informal is irrelevant to that ques- 
tion. The President of the United 
States first picked up the phone and 
called Tony Blair. Then he called 
Chirac. Then he called—and the list 
went on. Then they ended up in NATO. 

So I understand what the Senator is 
trying to deal with. To use an old ex- 
pression, she in a sense is trying to 
fight the last war. We fought that war 
about Bosnia in the Chamber here. My 
team won; her team lost. But NATO 
enlargement and a dispute resolution 
mechanism have nothing to do with 
that decision. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. If the Senator 
will yield, as I understood the Senator 
from Texas, her original idea was that 
we should say to the American Ambas- 
sador to NATO to raise it with the NAC 
and to present this idea, that they dis- 
cuss a dispute resolution. And in that, 
I think you said it is even OK for the 
Ambassador to say, “I think that’s a 
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bad idea; I think we need to settle that 
right now. If this is a bad idea, let’s say 
so.” And I would hate to begin a debate 
with our European allies by saying we 
want to discuss what we think is a bad 
idea even though the Senate somehow 
thinks it is a good idea. It is either a 
good idea or it is a bad idea. That is 
why I would say no. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Let me just say to 
the Senator from Oregon — 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, let me 
say, if I could address that response 
very briefly— 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I hope he wouldn't 
put forth an idea that he thought was 
a bad idea. 

What I hope is that he would lay out 
the issue for discussion, and if the re- 
sult is not something that the United 
States thinks is the best result, after 
everyone has had a say in what kind of 
process it would be, of course, we would 
not lose our veto power. But I would 
certainly hope that he would not go in 
and say, I am putting forward an idea 
that I think is a bad idea.” 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. I apologize. I 
thought I heard the Senator from 
Texas say that. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. It is a valid ques- 
tion. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, if I 
could join this distinguished group and 
respond to everybody, the Senator 
from Texas is asking for a very simple 
procedural act. And I agree with my 
colleague from Delaware; when an am- 
bassador goes in with a proposal, it has 
to have the force and effect of not a 
bad idea but that we conscientiously 
think is correct. 

Now, I remember Manfred Werner; we 
all do. What a magnificent person. He 
was NATO, and no one in this Chamber, 
particularly John Tower, the late John 
Tower, could express higher regard for 
Werner than yourself, myself, and oth- 
ers. But the point is, we don’t know 
what NATO is going to look like after 
we accept 12 nations, going from 16 to 
28, and bringing in a realm of geog- 
raphy. 

We understand the Cyprus dispute. It 
is age old. We understand how two sen- 
ior military officers assigned to NATO 
could come into Manfred Werner's of- 
fice and sit down and informally dis- 
cuss it. But I look upon a proliferation 
of problems of unknown—of unknown 
description, and it seems to me that 
perhaps we should address the poten- 
tial for far more problems than ever 
envisioned as we begin to access coun- 
try after country after country. 

Therefore, I think it would be advis- 
able to explore the possibility of hav- 
ing some procedure by which, hope- 
fully, the use of arms could be avoided, 
or if arms were being used in a dispute, 
that somehow NATO, with a wrestful 
and forceful hand, could put it to rest. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 
let me just say that I agree with my 
friend, the Senator from Virginia, that 
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why wouldn’t we put out every possible 
effort with every potential idea that 
could keep us from having an esca- 
lation that would require arms con- 
flict, or would allow for armed con- 
flict? Precisely for the reason that the 
Senator from Delaware has stated: Per- 
haps we do need another step in the 
process. 

What if the two generals in the back 
room can't agree? Why not have a safe- 
ty valve that would give another op- 
tion when all else has failed? Why not 
go the extra mile? We are not trying to 
guarantee the result with my amend- 
ment; we are only trying to guarantee 
that there will be an effort, that we 
will try to come forward with a process 
that everyone would agree is a good 
process. If the United States thinks the 
end result is not a good one, it has the 
final ability to veto, as the Senator 
from Delaware has pointed out. 

Why not try? What are we afraid of? 
That we would not be able to put this 
on the table for discussion, to see if a 
process can be agreed upon by all of 
our allies in a consensus, and, if so, 
have the opportunity for another layer 
at the very lowest levels before it esca- 
lates into a situation as we see in Bos- 
nia today? 

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, I don’t 
want to get anyone’s hopes up or cause 
fear on anyone’s part. I am not fol- 
lowing in a recent line of departure 
from the Democratic side to the Repub- 
lican side, but having reached the ad- 
vanced age of 55, I cannot see from over 
there this chart, and that is why I am 
walking over. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. At the advanced 
age of 55, you are now sitting in STROM 
THURMOND’s chair. 

Mr. BIDEN. I think the Senator’s 
point is very well made. I hope it 
brings me luck. He is one of my closest. 
friends in the Senate. And as he point- 
ed out in a Roll Call article he got 
framed for me and signed—it was an ar- 
ticle featuring him and his aides—I am 
the only person in the Senate who 
could beat STROM THURMOND’s record if 
I served in the Senate until I reached 
age 73, which I am sure my constitu- 
ents will not let happen. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. The Senator is 
warming the chair. 

Mr. BIDEN. I am not really warming 
the chair. I am serious. I could not see 
it. If I may beg the indulgence of my 
Republican colleagues, let me answer, 
because I think at least anything use- 
ful that could be said on my part has 
been said, with one exception, and I 
will say this and cease and desist. 

As I read the amendment, on line 5 it 
says, “establishing a process of dispute 
resolution among allies.” 

Now, the Senator from Texas has 
pointed out—and she has been a very, 
very, very forceful leader in opposition 
to our present policy in Bosnia. I wish 
she were not as effective, because she 
and I disagree. But she raised Bosnia 
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again. I don’t know how this dispute 
resolution mechanism of any nature 
would involve Bosnia at all. Serbia is 
not an ally, Bosnia is not an ally, 
Herzegovina is not an ally, Croatia is 
not an ally, Moldavia is not an ally. 

Looking over here, Romania—Roma- 
nia is listed in the potential border dis- 
putes, ethnic Romanians in Moldavia 
versus Russia. None of those parties, 
Moldavia, Russia or Romania, are our 
allies. Bulgaria-Serbia, Estonia-Russia, 
Latvia-Russia, Estonia-Russia, Cro- 
atia-Serbia, Macedonia-Albania, 
Moldavia-Russia, Yugoslavia Serb-Bos- 
nia, Serb-Croats, Serbs-Kosovo, Serbs- 
Macedonia, Albanians-Serbs, Hungar- 
ians—possibly; Serbs—Al]banians- 
Kosovoans, Greeks-Albanians, Alba- 
nians-Macedonians. 

None of those concerns, not a single 
solitary one, involves allies. They 
would not be covered by even the 
unstated illusory mechanism that 
might be created if we don’t table this. 
My reason for being opposed to this is 
a little bit like what Senator John Pas- 
tore from the State of Rhode Island 
told me in 1973. I said, “I’m not sure 
about this, Senator’’—a vote. And he 
said, “Let me give you a piece of ad- 
vice, JOE.” He talked with a gravelly 
voice. He said, “When in doubt, vote 
no.” 

I am in grave doubt, at a minimum. 
I cannot possibly see how what the 
Senator is suggesting in any way—I 
don’t fully understand it. She is not 
proposing a particular mechanism. But 
I can’t envision any mechanism that 
would have any impact on any of the 
things that are listed on that chart. 
Not a single one. Not a single one 
would fall within the definition of her 
resolution. 

Bosnia would not fall within the defi- 
nition of her resolution. 

I know, ever since Ross Perot, all of 
us have gotten chart mania. You know, 
me, too. I have my charts back there. 
Maybe the chart was just wheeled out 
by mistake. But it, the chart, has no 
relevance to the resolution, none at all. 
I say as a Democrat on this side of the 
aisle now—I guess I should not be so 
flip about it. I do not mean to be. But 
all kidding aside, I really, truly, as 
they say—I don’t get it. The examples 
the Senator from Virginia and Texas 
are worried about would not fall within 
the purview of this resolution even if 
such a dispute mechanism were arrived 
at. Nothing on the chart would fall 
within the purview of this resolution. I 
don't know what would that is not al- 
ready working. And I don’t know what 
is broken. I can’t think of a single ex- 
ample—I would like to hear one—where 
NATO was unable to come up with a 
dispute resolution within the present 
structure. So that is why I oppose this. 
I will oppose it. 

I have great respect for my friend 
from Texas. I mean that sincerely. But 
I strongly disagree with this and I will 
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urge my colleagues to vote No.“ I 
thank her for her indulgence. 

I have been asked to yield to Senator 
CRAIG for a consent request, unanimous 
consent request. I yield the floor. 

Several Senators addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB- 
ERTS). The Senator from Idaho is rec- 
ognized. 

Mr. CRAIG. Let me thank my col- 
leagues. I would like to offer up a 
unanimous-consent request for the 
good of the order and the remainder of 
the afternoon. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
time between now and 5 p.m. be equally 
divided between the majority and the 
minority. I further ask unanimous con- 
sent that at the hour of 5 p.m., the Sen- 
ate proceed to a vote on or in relation 
to the Hutchison amendment No. 2317, 
to be followed by a vote on or in rela- 
tion to the Craig amendment No. 2316. 

I finally ask consent that there be 2 
minutes of debate equally divided in 
the usual form prior to the second 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Several 
Chair. 

Mr. BIDEN. Reserving the right to 
object, and I'm not sure I will object, I 
want to be certain that would mean 
the Senator from Delaware would—or 
one of us, the Senator from North 
Carolina—would control, I guess we 
would control 27 minutes, 2742 minutes, 
is that right, each? Is that correct? 
That is a question, parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. CRAIG. I apologize to the Sen- 
ator. Would he repeat that? 

Mr. BIDEN. As I understand it, if we 
agree to this unanimous consent order, 
then there is 27 minutes on a side to 
dispose of the debate on the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Texas and 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. That is correct. 

Mr. BIDEN. I don't believe that will 
leave enough time. The Senator from 
California has been patiently waiting 
here. She wants 15 minutes. You and I 
have not even engaged your amend- 
ment yet. Senator LEVIN wants 5 min- 
utes. So I would, for the moment, ob- 
ject. But I am sure we can work some- 
thing out. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An objec- 
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Texas is recog- 
nized. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
would like to suggest that I take 3 
minutes to finish on my amendment 
and then everything else could be on 
Senator CRAIG’s amendment for the 
rest of the afternoon. 

Mrs. BOXER. I object to that because 
I wish to speak on the Hutchison 
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amendment and I wish to have 15 min- 
utes of time. I have been waiting 
around for hours. I might be able to get 
it down to 10 minutes. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. That’s fine. I did 
not realize the Senator was on my 
amendment. She certainly should have 
that right, after which then I will want 
to have some time reserved. So what- 
ever can be worked out that gives her 
her time, and then I could close on my 
amendment at the appropriate time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I am will- 
ing to extend to 5:10, the time at which 
we would start the votes. I will say to 
the Senator from California, I cer- 
tainly respect her right and her need to 
debate. I can’t say how long the Sen- 
ator from Delaware plans to speak on 
my amendment. I have said about all 
there is to say on my amendment, and 
within a few minutes I could say the 
bulk of it. I know the Senator from 
Missouri also wished to lay down an 
amendment, I believe. That would take 
a minimal amount of time. But it is 
important. We have Senators who have 
obligations by 5:20, and that is what we 
are trying to meet. 

Mrs. BOXER. I say to my friend, be- 
lieve me, I was trying to get this time 
earlier in the day. In the interests of 
comity I will take 10 minutes and 
speak fast. I must do that. 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, we have 
enough time within this time to debate 
and finish the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Texas. But the Senator from 
Idaho has a very, very important 
amendment. If I agree to this request, 
it leaves me a total of 4 minutes to re- 
spond to his amendment, and nothing 
has been said in opposition to his 
amendment yet. If the Senator from 
Missouri speaks, it will leave less time. 

So I assume it’s the leader’s desire to 
have two votes by 5:10 or thereabouts. 
I don’t know how we can do that. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, let me 
withdraw the unanimous consent re- 
quest at this time. We are wasting val- 
uable debate time. The debate can go 
forward. We will see if we can come up 
with an agreement a few minutes from 
now. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas has the time. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, let 
me just propose a unanimous consent 
that the Senator from California be al- 
lowed 10 minutes on my amendment, 
after which I would have a maximum of 
5 minutes and we would close my 
amendment, and then everything else 
could be negotiated on the amendment 
of Senator CRAIG. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Hearing none, without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

The distinguished Senator from Cali- 
fornia is finally recognized. 
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Mrs. BOXER. I thank you. Did the 
Senator want her 3 minutes at this 
time, or does she wish to take it after 
my remarks? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. After the Senator 
from California has finished her re- 
marks, I will close on my amendment 
and then they can determine what they 
want to do with the rest of the time. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Senator 
from Texas. 

Mr. President, I have listened care- 
fully to this debate, and I think what 
the Hutchison amendment really gets 
to is what NATO is all about. Perhaps 
it comes down to how each of us sees 
NATO. Frankly, I see NATO as a mili- 
tary alliance that has been extremely 
successful, that has worked very well, 
and I don’t want to see anything hap- 
pen to NATO that would change the 
focus of what it really is. 

As I listened to my friend, and I 
know she, in her heart wants to have a 
mechanism to resolve the disputes that 
may erupt and are currently erupting, 
I understand her intention, but as I 
look at the amendment, I think what 
will happen is there will be a procedure 
set up for every group that has a gripe 
about another ethnic group to come to 
a forum, to present their case, and per- 
haps some of them will bring propa- 
ganda, that it could turn NATO into a 
little sideshow, into a world sideshow, 
a propaganda stage. I am very con- 
cerned about that. Again, I think the 
reason I am concerned is that I support 
NATO enlargement. I have been wait- 
ing to get some time to talk about 
why. I think this amendment would, in 
fact, take us off course of what we are 
trying to do. 

It is important to say that just at the 
prospect of a country joining NATO 
there have been 10 major accords that 
have occurred. In other words, the fact 
that principles that we have laid down, 
and some of them are called Perry 
principles, named after William Perry, 
we said that if you want to join NATO, 
you have to have a commitment to 
democratic reform, you have to have a 
commitment to a free-market econ- 
omy, you have to have good, neigh- 
borly relations—good, neighborly rela- 
tions. And because NATO is going to be 
open to countries that follow these re- 
forms, and others, it seems to me that 
is one of the best ways we have for re- 
solving problems. 

The agreement has been made be- 
tween Poland and Lithuania, Poland 
and the Ukraine, Hungary and Roma- 
nia, Italy and Slovenia, and Germany 
and the Czech Republic. So while we 
come up with charts and ways to show 
the disputes, we also should celebrate 
the fact that because we have opened 
up NATO to countries, assuming they 
make certain reforms, among them 
good, neighborly relations, that that 
has been an incentive. 

Mr. President, everyone approaches 
this issue from his or her own experi- 
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ences. I am very strong on this NATO 
expansion, because I remember well 
back when I was a teenager watching 
the television reports of the Hungarian 
revolution being cut short by Soviet 
tanks. I think back to those years in 
1956 watching freedom crushed and 
watching people’s dreams crushed and 
thinking to myself, oh, my God, I wish 
we could do something but we really 
can’t do anything because of the Iron 
Curtain, because of what was going on 
in the world. I remember feeling so 
powerless. 

I feel so proud that all these many 
years later I can do something positive, 
to say to that country and to other 
countries, vou will never have to go 
through that again.” I feel good about 
that. 

I don’t want to see us get off our 
course, to change what the role of 
NATO is, to turn it into maybe a mini 
United Nations, to set up false hopes 
because, indeed, the Senator herself 
said it may well be that nothing comes 
of all of this. If nothing comes of all of 
this, why do we have to set up a whole 
new elaborate procedure? I think it is 
setting up false hopes. I think it is set- 
ting up a world stage for propaganda. I 
think it is setting up a situation where 
we are getting off what our mission in 
NATO ought to be about. To me, it is 
very, very, very serious. 

I believe that expanding the NATO 
alliance to include Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic, and focusing 
on that and holding out hope for other 
nations to join and not changing the 
focus to these hot spots, if we stick to 
what NATO is, we are going to see 
greater peace and security throughout 
Eastern Europe, the same peace and se- 
curity that we were able to provide 
Western Europe for the past 49 years. 

It is important to note that no Amer- 
ican soldier has had to fire a shot to 
defend one NATO ally, nor has a NATO 
member ever had to wage war to fulfill 
its security guarantees. This is an in- 
credible record. NATO is a military al- 
liance. It works. If you turn it into 
something else, you are playing a game 
with it, and the stakes are far too 
great, because a peaceful, secure Eu- 
rope is necessary for a peaceful, secure 
America. We are inextricably linked. 
In two World Wars, American troops 
have fought and died. 

The bottom line is, if we do believe 
that NATO has worked on the world 
stage—and the proof is there, never 
was a shot fired by this alliance—then 
we should not get off course and adopt 
amendments that are going to take us 
away from that goal. 

I know some of my colleagues worry 
about the situation with Russia, but I 
do feel we are handling that. We have 
set up a way to have a dialog with Rus- 
sia. I really believe whether you listen 
to our Secretary of State or former 
majority leader Senator Bob Dole, or 
Colin Powell, or veterans groups, they 
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are all saying we should stick to our 
mission in that part of the world, 
which means a military alliance, not 
some dispute resolution organization 
that invites everybody onto a world 
stage. 

Whether it is Henry Kissinger or Sec- 
retary Baker or Madeleine Albright, 
they all are saying the same things. 
And the President himself: “A new 
NATO can extend the blessings of free- 
dom and security in the new century, 
we can bring Europe together not by 
the force of arms but by possibilities of 
peace, that is the promise of the mo- 
ment and we must seize it.” 

I am worried this amendment, 
though extremely well intended, will 
take our eye off what we need to do in 
Europe, which is, yes, to add countries 
to the alliance that are willing to un- 
dertake free-market economy reforms, 
that are willing to reach out to their 
neighbors and solve disputes, that are 
willing to become truly democratic na- 
tions, that are willing to have civilian 
control over their military. These are 
the reforms. 

If we turn away from the very simple 
goals of NATO and expand the mission 
and change the mission, it looks to me 
like, again, we are setting up a mini 
United Nations or something here. 

What is it going to cost? Already 
there are complaints about the costs. 
What is it going to cost to do all this, 
and what are the procedures going to 
be? If it is a sham, if it is not going to 
come to anything, if, as the Senator 
from Texas says, our Ambassador could 
just call someone up and say, Forget 
it, we're not interested’’—imagine the 
news on that, imagine the press con- 
ferences held around the world by 
every ethnic group that says, The 
U.S. stopped us from having a dispute 
resolution.” 

I worry about this amendment be- 
cause I am such a strong supporter of 
NATO enlargement, and I want us to 
keep focused on what we have to do 
and think we are on the path. And as 
well intended as it may be, I think this 
takes us off the path. 

Thank you very much. I thank the 
Senator from Texas for her generosity 
in giving me these 10 minutes. 

Mr. CRAIG addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Idaho is recognized. 

Mr. CRAIG. For purposes of unani- 
mous consent, Mr. President, let me 
try this again so we can notify our 
Members of a vote at 5 o’clock. I ask 
unanimous consent that the time be- 
tween now and 5 o’clock be equally di- 
vided between the majority and minor- 
ity. I further ask unanimous consent 
that at 5 p.m. the Senate proceed to 
vote on or in relation to the Hutchison 
amendment No. 2317. I further ask 
unanimous consent that at 4:25 Senator 
ASHCROFT be recognized to lay aside 
the pending amendment and he call up 
an amendment, for debate only, until 
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4:55, and at such time there be 5 min- 
utes equally divided for closing re- 
marks on the Hutchison amendment. 

Mr. LEVIN. Reserving the right to 
object, I would like to inquire of the 
Senator from Delaware whether he 
heard this unanimous consent agree- 
ment. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I have. 
And it is my understanding—the rea- 
son I am not objecting is that there are 
no other Democrats looking to speak 
on the Hutchison amendment, and I 
wanted to reserve at the end of the 
time for purposes of explanation, our 
respective explanations, of the 
Hutchison amendment of at least a 
couple minutes. 

Mr. LEVIN. May I get 5 minutes out 
of that? 

Mr. BIDEN. Reserving the right to 
object, I ask it be amended that we 
take 5 more minutes out so we have a 
total of— 

Mr. LEVIN. For the Craig amend- 
ment. 

Mr. BIDEN. Oh, no. 

Mr. CRAIG. The Craig amendment 
will not be debated until tomorrow. 

Mr. BIDEN. We are only talking 
about a Hutchison amendment. I have 
no objection, as long as I understood it 
correctly. And I apologize. I was in the 
back of the room. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further objection? Does the Senator 
from Missouri have an objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
will close on my amendment then, ex- 
cept for the last reserved 2 minutes 
that Senator BIDEN will take, after 
which I will close. 

Mr. President, I have now heard from 
the Senator from Delaware and the 
Senator from California that the 11 dis- 
putes which have been put together by 
the Congressional Research Service 
have no relation to what we are doing 
today. And yet the countries men- 
tioned for inclusion in the next wave of 
NATO expansion are Slovenia, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Estonia, and Romania. And 
Albania has also been mentioned. 

It is relevant that we have ongoing 
disputes within the area that we will 
be considering for inclusion in NATO. 
Mr. President, it is a matter of pre- 
paring for the future. We are changing 
NATO. Every time a new member is in- 
cluded, it changes the alliance. We 
hope it will strengthen the alliance. We 
must look to what the future potential 
conflicts in the alliance would be. And 
the more you expand it, the more po- 
tentials for conflict there are. 

Let me read to you the amendment 
that we passed yesterday. It defines 
“common threats” in NATO to include 
“conflict in the North Atlantic area 
stemming from ethnic and religious en- 
mity, the revival of historic disputes or 
the actions of undemocratic leaders.” 
That is the definition of common 
threats.“ 
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In the paragraph following the next 
paragraph, the capacity to respond to 
common threats is addressed. NATO's 
continued success requires a credible 
military capability to deter and re- 
spond to common threats.” 

So, Mr. President, it could be that we 
are opening NATO and changing its 
very nature by the amendment that 
was passed yesterday. It could be that 
we are looking at involvement in eth- 
nic and religious enmity and revival of 
historic disputes or the actions of un- 
democratic leaders in a future mission 
for NATO. 

If we are going to change the nature 
of NATO in this way, my amendment is 
even more important. Why are we 
afraid to lead? Why are we afraid to 
put on the table a border dispute reso- 
lution process which everyone would 
have to agree to so that we will know 
what the process is before there is an 
eruption that goes beyond our ability 
to contain it without military force? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
requested by the distinguished Senator 
has expired. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I will yield. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Thank you, Mr. 
President. I will finish my comments 
in the last 5 minutes. I yield the floor. 

Mr. ASHCROFT addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis- 
tinguished Senator from Missouri is 
recognized. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2318 
(Purpose: To require a Presidential certifi- 
cation that NATO is and will remain a de- 
fensive military alliance, and for other 
purposes) 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, 
thank you for this opportunity to com- 
ment on an important aspect of this 
great Nation’s efforts to defend free- 
dom generally, and in this specific in- 
stance, through the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization. 

The Senate is being asked to give its 
stamp of approval to a new NATO, not 
only changing in membership, but 
changing in its scope and purpose. The 
focus of the change in NATO upon 
which we are being given this oppor- 
tunity to vote is the expansion of the 
membership of NATO. 

But I would submit that there is 
something far more important than 
simply this change in the numerics of 
NATO, simply this change in the num- 
ber of nations that are members of the 
alliance. There is an alteration of 
NATO more profound than the expan- 
sion of its membership, and the Senate 
should not overlook this crucial aspect 
of the debate. 

Let me just say that I believe NATO 
has been one of the most successful de- 
fense organizations in the history of 
mankind. NATO has been an agency to 
preserve the peace and has done that so 
successfully that we have not had to 
offer American lives on European soil 
in the second half of the 20th century. 
That is in stark contrast to the first 
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half of the 20th century where hundreds 
of thousands of American soldiers 
fought for freedom and hundreds of 
thousands gave their last full measure 
of devotion in liberty’s defense. 

I think the success of NATO, though, 
is something that should be respected 
by preserving NATO and not changing 
the character of the alliance. And, to 
be frank, since the threat of the Soviet 
Union no longer exists, a number of of- 
ficials associated with NATO have 
come to the conclusion that this laud- 
able organization, this most successful 
of all alliances, should be devoted to 
new ends and new objectives. 

I submit that if we allow, in this 
vote, the devotion of NATO’s resources 
to new objectives and to new ideas, we 
will be undermining the very success 
and purpose for which NATO was con- 
stituted 50 years ago. 

Let us just look at some of the state- 
ments of administration officials as 
they convey what they propose for the 
scope and mission of NATO in the fu- 
ture. Here is William Perry, the imme- 
diate past former U.S. Secretary of De- 
fense, who left office recently and was 
replaced in that office by one of our 
own, former Senator Cohen, now Sec- 
retary Cohen. 

This is testimony before the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, March 19, 
1998. Of course, it was Secretary Perry 
who was a part of negotiating this ex- 
pansion of NATO, which we will vote 
on in the Senate. Here is what Sec- 
retary Perry says: 

The original mission of NATO—deterring 
an attack from the Soviet Union—is obvi- 
ously no longer relevant. The original geo- 
graphical area of NATO responsibility is no 
longer sufficient. The original military 
structure of NATO is no longer appro- 
priate. . .the new missions— 

This is important language— 

new missions of NATO should be preven- 
tive defense—creating the conditions for 
peace in Europe. . .the geographical area of 
NATO interests should be anywhere in the 
world— 

This is operative language here. 

The geographic area of NATO should no 
longer be confined to the North Atlantic 
area. 

If you will read article VI of the trea- 
ty, we get into a very clear specifica- 
tion of territory, and it is exacting. It 
talks about latitudes and longitudes 
and the like. 

Here Secretary Perry reveals what 
the real agenda is, that we would cre- 
ate a new geographic area for NATO 
and it would be “anywhere in the world 
where aggression can threaten the se- 
curity of NATO members. 

Secretary Albright has also urged 
that an expanding North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization must extend its 
geographic reach beyond the European 
continent and evolve’’—key word, 
evolve— into a force for peace from 
the Middle East to central Africa.” 

We are changing the mission of 
NATO from a mission which was de- 
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signed to protect the territory of the 
member nations to being some kind of 
international policing operation. 

With that in mind, it is my intention 
to send to the desk an amendment 
which would require that the President 
certify that actions by NATO are in 
keeping with the terms of the treaty 
itself. I send the amendment to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Missouri (Mr. 
ASHCROFT], for himself, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. 
HELMS, Mr. WARNER, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. 
FAIRCLOTH, and Mr. BOND, proposes an execu- 
tive amendment numbered 2318. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

In section 3(1), strike (A) THE FUNDA- 
MENTAL IMPORTANCE OF COLLECTIVE DE- 
FENSR.— and all that follows through in- 
terests of NATO members.” at the end of 
paragraph (1)(A) and insert in lieu thereof 
the following new condition: 

(2) THE FUNDAMENTAL IMPORTANCE OF COL- 
LECTIVE SELF-DEFENSE.— 

(A) PRESIDENTIAL CERTIFICATION.—Prior to 
the deposit of the United States instrument 
of ratification, the President shall certify to 
the Senate that— 

(i) NATO is and will remain a defensive 
military alliance, and that Article 5 of the 
North Atlantic Treaty, which provides for 
the collective self-defense of NATO members 
against armed attack, continues to con- 
stitute the heart of that treaty; and 

(ii) the United States will only support a 
military operation under the North Atlantic 
Treaty that is commenced on or after the 
date of adoption of this resolution of ratifi- 
cation— 

(J) if the operation is intended for the pur- 
pose of collective self-defense in response to 
an armed attack on the territory of a NATO 
member; or 

(II) in response to a threat to the terri- 
torial integrity, political independence, or 
security of a NATO member. 

(B) CONSTRUCTION.—The Senate declares 
that nothing in the North Atlantic Treaty, 
the Strategic Concept of NATO, or any other 
document setting forth the fundamental pur- 
poses, objectives, or missions of NATO shall 
be construed as altering the constitutional 
authority of the Congress or the President. 

(C) EXCLUSIONS FROM MEANING OF “NATO 
MILITARY OPERATION’’.—The term NATO 
military operation“ does not include any 
NATO training mission or exercise. 

(3) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS REGARDING 
THE STRATEGIC CONCEPT OF NATO.— 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I thank a number of 
individuals for their willingness to co- 
sponsor the amendment, not the least 
of which is the individual inhabiting 
the Chair at this time, the Senator 
from Kansas, Senators ROBERTS, 
HELMS, WARNER, HUTCHINSON, FAIR- 
CLOTH, and BOND. I am pleased they 
would support this effort. 

I indicate that this amendment, 
which is to reinforce the original in- 
tent of the treaty to protect the secu- 
rity, the political independence, and 
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territorial integrity of these treaty na- 
tions, is what has been and will con- 
tinue to be a part of our commitment 
in NATO, and that is reflected in the 
amendment. 

We have the former Secretary of De- 
fense, William Perry, saying there 
should be a global mission for NATO. 
We have Secretary Albright saying we 
should expand the North Atlantic Trea- 
ty Organization into a force for peace 
from the Middle East to central Afri- 
ca.” 

We have witnessed what happens 
when our soldiers are involved in so- 
called peacekeeping organizations and 
operations in Africa. Not too long ago 
in Somalia, 18 Americans died in a 
peacekeeping effort. Frankly, the trag- 
edy in Somalia disrupted our foreign 
policy in Africa for years, and we lost 
18 Americans in the process. We have 
little to show for it. As we noted just 2 
weeks ago, one American, a part of a 
humanitarian team to Somalia, was 
taken hostage within this last month. 
We withdrew from Somalia, the war- 
lords are back in business there, and 
we have not made the kind of progress 
we ought to make. 

I think the first thing to say is that 
there was a purpose for NATO. It was 
manifestly successful, the most suc- 
cessful military alliance ever, and it 
saved Americans from having to spend 
their lives in Europe in defense of free- 
dom. The success of NATO is incon- 
trovertible. 

The second point I make, those now 
asking for an amendment to the treaty 
are asking to change it from what it 
was, a treaty to defend the territory of 
NATO nations, into a “global organiza- 
tion,” according to William Perry and 
to become “a force for peace from the 
Middle East to central Africa,” accord- 
ing to Secretary of State Albright. 

Now, just to make it clear that these 
proposals are a dramatic change from 
the intention and character of NATO, 
let me just quote Tom Connally, chair- 
man of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, at the time of NATO's es- 
tablishment. Let us not forget that 
this treaty is limited in scope.” 
Doesn't sound very global. “Its main 
purpose is to maintain the peace and 
security of the North Atlantic area.” 
Doesn't sound much like Middle East 
and central Africa. We do not propose 
to stretch its terms to cover the entire 
globe.” 

Now it is not impossible to change a 
treaty, but if this treaty is to be 
changed it ought to be changed 
through the appropriate constitutional 
processes in which the Senate plays a 
central role in offering its advice and 
consent. 

Tragically, the focus of all our atten- 
tion is on three countries to be added 
to the NATO alliance. But it has not 
been on this new mission. It has not 
been on this attempt, this aspiration, 
to convert the treaty from one which 


7074 


defends the territory of NATO nations 
to a treaty which would, in fact, at- 
tempt to be a force for peace across the 
Middle East and into central Africa. 
This responsibility and this problem 
has not gone unnoticed. 

In last week’s New York Times, an 
editorial reads as follows: The White 
House has provided no military ration- 
ale for expanding NATO eastward while 
Europe is at peace and democracy and 
free markets are taking root in Russia. 
Instead, the ratification resolution pro- 
miscuously opens the door to NATO 
military actions almost anywhere in 
the world. That startling expansion of 
NATO's license to conduct military op- 
erations demands extensive debate.” 

That is the New York Times recog- 
nizing what so many in the Senate 
have failed to recognize, that we are 
not just dealing with this treaty in 
terms of three additional members. We 
are dealing with an intended expansion 
that would take NATO from a limited 
treaty designed to protect a specific 
territory into a global organization; if 
you will, a United Nations called 
NATO, with a standing army subject to 
deployment at the authorization of the 
NATO council around the world. 

I think that deserves debate. I think 
it deserves our inspection. I think 
there are reasons why we should have 
real reservations with regard to the 
transformation of a treaty before our 
eyes. 

Now, some have argued that my 
amendment will impose new con- 
straints on NATO not contained in the 
treaty. Let me make it clear that the 
amendment which I have sent to the 
desk merely asks that the President 
certify that any action taken under the 
treaty is in strict conformance with 
the limitations and language of the 
treaty itself. 

Those who oppose this treaty are 
those who are opposed to living by the 
rules of the treaty. Let those who are 
willing to live within the limits of the 
treaty sign the rules and play the 
game. Let those who do not want to 
play by the rules object to this amend- 
ment and say we want the President to 
have latitude to go beyond the limits 
of this treaty, to send American forces, 
in conjunction with NATO forces, into 
central Africa, to send them into the 
Middle East in operations outside the 
scope of the treaty, to deploy American 
lives in settings where it is an inter- 
national policing operation, in settings 
where it is not relevant or essential to 
the security interests of NATO. 

Given the level of international trade 
that exists, it is pretty easy to under- 
stand that there would be those who 
would suggest that any country, any- 
where, could be an interest of another 
country. If we are going to convert this 
treaty to a defense-of-interest treaty 
instead of a defense-of-territory treaty, 
we are fundamentally altering the 
scope of NATO. 
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Now, the parameters of the treaty 
have long been understood. I have just 
indicated that Senator Tom Connally 
understood the alliance was limited in 
scope. A focused and limited NATO was 
the alliance that was ratified. This ex- 
panded scope of NATO has never been 
subject to the Senate’s advice and con- 
sent. Truman’s Secretary of State 
Dean Acheson also defined the limits of 
the NATO treaty in a letter transmit- 
ting the treaty to President Truman, a 
great Missourian. Secretary Acheson 
acknowledges the parameters of the 
treaty and stated flatly that the North 
Atlantic Council will have No powers 
other than to consider matters within 
the purview of the treaty.” 

If Acheson viewed the treaty as lim- 
itless in scope, why would he testify 
about the careful limits in various arti- 
cles? The Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, in its report on the treaty, 
took pains to show that NATO was not 
an old-fashioned military alliance. The 
report states, In both intent and lan- 
guage it is purely defensive in nature. 
It comes into operation only against 
the Nation which by its own action has 
proved itself an international criminal 
by attacking a party to the treaty. If it 
can be called an alliance, it is an alli- 
ance only against war itself.” 

This was the intention. I don’t think 
we are going to find central African 
states attacking NATO. I don’t think 
we will find countries from central Af- 
rica launching a war machine against 
the North Atlantic nations. But the 
Secretary of State wants to be able to 
deploy NATO forces there in her con- 
cept of a force for peace, and I trans- 
late that into deploying American 
troops. The President has sought and 
asserted his right to deploy American 
forces as Commander in Chief. This 
amendment does not seek to infringe 
on that right. It has to do with pro- 
tecting American interests by main- 
taining the scope and integrity of 
NATO. I don’t think we should try to 
convert the NATO alliance into some- 
thing it was never intended to be. 

With that in mind, there is a real 
contrast in terms of what the NATO 
concept of defense was in the past and 
what we are currently being told NATO 
ought to be. In NATO’s strategic con- 
cepts of the past, collective defense 
was of paramount importance, a pri- 
ority. 

NATO defense planning is limited to the 
defense of the treaty area 

NATO military authorities have no respon- 
sibilities or authority except with respect to 
incidents which are covered by articles 5 and 
6 of the North Atlantic Treaty. . . 

Article VI specifies the territory 
rather directly and comprehensively 
and tells you what we are really look- 
ing at when we are talking about 
NATO. Here is article VI of the treaty. 
This is how definite and specific it is: 

For the purpose of article 5, an armed at- 
tack on one or more of the Parties is deemed 
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to include an armed attack on the territory 
of any of the Parties in Europe or North 
America, on the Algerian departments of 
France, on the territory of Turkey, or on the 
islands under the jurisdiction of any of the 
Parties in the North Atlantic area north of 
the Tropic of Cancer. 

That doesn’t sound like central Afri- 
ca to me. It has the specificity and par- 
ticularity of a carefully drafted treaty 
that was designed to protect terri- 
tories, not to be another mini-U.N. 
with a standing army, the forces of 
which can be deployed anywhere 
around the world. The lives of Ameri- 
cans and the treasure of America 
should not be directed into inter- 
national policing operations through a 
transformed NATO never approved by 
the American people. We should re- 
main true to the North Atlantic Trea- 


ty. 

The article goes on: 

On the forces, vessels, or aircraft of any of 
the Parties, when in or over these terri- 
tories, or any other area in Europe in which 
occupation forces of any of the Parties were 
stationed on the date when the treaty en- 
tered into force, or the Mediterranean Sea, 
or the North Atlantic area north of the Trop- 
ic of Cancer. 

Article VI clearly specifies that 
NATO is a defensive instrument, an al- 
liance designed to protect the terri- 
tory. To convert it into something else 
more or less than that is to involve 
ourselves in what I would have to say 
is “treaty creep.” We have heard of 
“mission creep.” We know what hap- 
pened in Somalia as the mission ex- 
panded, which threatened the lives and 
safety of our soldiers. We lost lives be- 
cause we undermined our preparedness; 
we hadn’t planned or designed the oper- 
ation for that into which it evolved. 

I suggest that if we allow NATO to 
creep into a wide variety of inter- 
national policing operations that it 
wasn’t designed for, it will undermine 
and hollow out NATO. We have seen 
what international deployments have 
done to our own military in terms of 
our preparedness, our maintenance, 
and our ability to have the fighting 
force ready that we need. I think it 
would be perilous indeed if we were to 
change the nature of this important de- 
fensive alliance and amend it in a way 
that would make it a global police op- 
eration instead of the defense of terri- 
tory that it was designed to be. 

So, Mr. President, I have submitted 
this amendment. I am delighted to 
have as a cosponsor of this amendment 
the Senator from Kansas, and I know 
he wants to make remarks. I have 
about 10 minutes remaining in my 
time. 

Senator GRAMS would like to be list- 
ed also as an original cosponsor of this 
amendment. I am delighted, and I 
know the Senator from Kansas will 
welcome his cosponsorship as well. I 
thank the Senator from Kansas. I look 
forward to his remarks, which will ex- 
haust the last 10 minutes of the time to 
which I have been allotted. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, can I 
inquire as to precisely the amount of 
time available? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten min- 
utes. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I join 
my colleague from Missouri, Senator 
ASHCROFT; the Senator from Virginia, 
Senator WARNER; the Senator from 
North Carolina, Senator HELMS, and 
others, in calling for the adoption of 
our amendment to the resolution of 
ratification as reported by the Foreign 
Relations Committee and as amended 
by the Senate. 

As the Senator pointed out, we seek 
to replace the broad language still in 
the resolution that expands the scope 
of NATO’s purpose. We add in the 
amendment what we consider to be 
clarifying language that upholds, as 
the Senator has pointed out, NATO’s 
fundamental military mission as ex- 
plained in article V of the North Atlan- 
tic Treaty of 1949. We seek to ensure, 
particularly in light of the passage of 
the Kyl amendment, that NATO's pur- 
pose is still fundamentally one of col- 
lective self-defense. 

Our amendment does not strike any 
of the Kyl amendment as passed by the 
Senate. Nor does our amendment re- 
strict or alter the basic authority of 
the President to dispatch American 
forces whenever and wherever a gen- 
uine threat to America’s national secu- 
rity does emerge. I will repeat that. 
Our amendment does not restrict or 
alter the basic authority of the Presi- 
dent to dispatch American forces when- 
ever and wherever a genuine threat to 
America’s vital national security does 
emerge. 

I think that the debate we are having 
today on NATO has vast implications 
in regard to the future. 

Will NATO continue to operate, as it 
has for more than 50 years, as a mili- 
tary organization for the collective 
self-defense of its members? Or will its 
mission be changed so that it becomes, 
as the Senator has pointed out, a mul- 
tinational military police organiza- 
tion? 

To transform NATO into what could 
be described as a nuclear supercop” 
with authority to operate in all corners 
of the globe is unnecessary, and, quite 
frankly, I think it is dangerous. 

As we enter the 21st century, it is 
critical that the original scope of the 
North Atlantic Treaty be preserved, for 
several reasons, all relating to Amer- 
ica’s vital national security and na- 
tional defense. Now, NATO was estab- 
lished as a defensive military alliance 
whose strategic position today is, yes, 
significantly altered by the dissolution 
of the Soviet empire—we all know 
that—but whose fundamental military 
capability remains essential to deter 
military aggression stemming from re- 
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gional, nationalist and totalitarian 
tendencies. 

The Ashcroft-Roberts-Warner-Helms- 
and-others amendment seeks to pre- 
vent the decline of NATO into another 
outlet for nation building”? and 
“peacekeeping” deployments. There is 
nothing wrong with those deployments, 
except that many times they have no 
end game, no clear end purpose in 
terms of time, and they put American 
lives at risk for no vital U.S. national 
interest. I don’t think NATO should be 
a mechanism of convenience through 
which any President can commit the 
United States to resolving long-time 
ethnic, religious, economic, and polit- 
ical conflicts worldwide. That is what 
the President said in Warsaw and in 
Bucharest in speeches—military mat- 
ters no longer matter, and he men- 
tioned these various concerns—ethnic, 
religious, economic, and political con- 
flicts. It was never intended, nor is it 
designed and maintained, to be pri- 
marily a peacekeeping and humani- 
tarian organization. Other organiza- 
tions can do this; it is fine work, but it 
is not for NATO. The Senate needs to 
discourage any transformation of the 
most successful defensive military alli- 
ance in history into an international 
police force. Mr. President, I hope that 
the Senate has not hastened this re- 
gression with the adoption of any pre- 
vious amendments. There is some dis- 
agreement on that. 

A second valid reason for adopting 
our amendment is to define a definitive 
and consistent course for the future of 
American military involvement in Eu- 
rope. Let me emphasize and stress that 
it is in our interests, and the world’s 
vital interests, for the United States to 
remain constructively engaged in Eu- 
rope. 

However, as a member of the Armed 
Services Committee, it has been made 
painfully clear to me that we cannot 
have additional military responsibil- 
ities internationally without funding 
them. To be perfectly frank, the cur- 
rent administration defense budgets, 
plainly put, are not adequate to meet 
the basic needs of modernization, 
maintenance, quality of life, and train- 
ing needs. Yet, the administration or- 
dered American forces to more than 100 
countries worldwide. We already hear 
the report of a hollow military. 

Should we vastly change the scope of 
NATO’s military requirements and, by 
implication, our commitment to it ata 
time when our forces are strained by 
lack of resources? I don’t think so. To 
do so, I fear, will further weaken our 
own force structure and place in danger 
the lives of our military men and 
women who are already being asked to 
do a tough job without the proper 
tools. 

The Ashcroft-Roberts-Warner-Helms 
amendment provides a commonsense 
declaration of NATO’s primary purpose 
that does not—I want to emphasize this 
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does not—preclude the President of the 
United States from dispatching U.S. 
troops, equipment, or aid anywhere 
that he believes is necessary. It simply 
precludes the President from saying 
»We're doing these things as a member 
of NATO” if it is not in response to 
threats as described in article V of the 
North Atlantic Treaty. 

I know there is going to be opposi- 
tion to this amendment by claiming we 
are imposing limits on NATO military 
operations and also decisionmaking. 
That is not the case. Our amendment 
seeks to preserve the military nature 
of the alliance. Steering NATO away 
from missions not defensive or mili- 
tary in nature is not limiting military 
decisionmaking—rather it is upholding 
the original mission. 

It also may be argued that the North 
Atlantic Treaty has worked well for 50 
years and has appropriately never been 
changed or reinterpreted, and, I think 
the line goes, ‘‘We shouldn’t open that 
Pandora’s box now.“ I could not agree 
more. 

Unfortunately, the Senate is being 
asked to pass a ratification resolution 
that does open Pandora’s box. The New 
York Times, in a recent editorial, said 
this: *. . the ratification resolution 
promiscuously opens the door to NATO 
military actions almost anywhere in 
the world.” 

Some may claim that the Ashcroft- 
Roberts-Warner-Helms amendment 
takes away U.S. flexibility—the U.S. 
advantage in the NATO alliance in re- 
gard to convincing our allies to bear 
more of the burden of Europe’s overall 
security. Further, some may claim 
that some allies could use this amend- 
ment as an excuse to abstain from mis- 
sions where we want them involved. 

I respectfully disagree on both ac- 
counts. 

The first claim assumes our Euro- 
pean allies cannot see for themselves 
their own legitimate security interests. 
The second assertion ignores recent 
history. What was the greatest mili- 
tary contingency the United States 
faced in the last 25 years? What was 
the greatest immediate threat to our 
interests and those of our allies? I am 
talking about vital interests. It was 
the invasion of Kuwait by Iraq and the 
subsequent war in the gulf. 

The remarkable coalition of nations 
and forces put together by President 
Bush and Secretary Baker was com- 
pletely out of NATO’s purview. Yet, 
our allies joined the fight. Why? Be- 
cause the threat was real, the threat 
was clear, and events overtook subtle 
differences. It is the nature of threat 
that determines the behavior of our al- 
lies, not the existence of provisions 
they may construe as loopholes in mul- 
tilateral security agreements. Beside, 
if the mission is pursuant to the North 
Atlantic Treaty, allied participation is 
assured. If it is not, why should NATO 
be leading the charge? 
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Mr. President, the Ashcroft-Roberts- 
Warner-Helms amendment is an impor- 
tant effort to preserve the limited re- 
sponsibility of a military alliance in 
which we have a tremendous stake, a 
tremendous stake historically and fi- 
nancially, and, most importantly, in 
terms of American lives. I ask my col- 
leagues for their support. 

I yield the floor. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2317 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question recurs on the HUTCHISON 
amendment. There are now 5 minutes 
equally divided on the amendment. 

Who yields time? 


Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Texas. 


Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
would appreciate the opportunity to 
close on my amendment. Whatever the 
opposition would like to say, I would 
like to yield and then be able to close. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Or- 
egon. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I rise to encourage my colleagues to 
vote against the HUTCHISON amend- 
ment. I do it with reluctance because 
of my admiration of the Senator from 
Texas. But I believe her amendment, 
though much different than her origi- 
nal proposal, nevertheless remains a 
bad idea, because it essentially changes 
NATO from a system of collective de- 
fense to a dispute resolution. There are 
other forums for such resolutions, such 
as the OSCE. And these things should 
be resolved anyplace but NATO. 

Second, I believe this amendment 
would undermine the authority of the 
North Atlantic Council. Its mission 
needs to remain on defense. 

Third, NATO would become a cata- 
lyst, even a magnet, for alliance ten- 
sions and border disputes. It must not 
become that. 

Finally, we should keep the focus on 
NATO on what unites Europe in NATO; 
and that is common defense, not on 
what divides Europe, which are border 
disputes and ethnic hostilities. 

With great respect for my colleague 
from Texas, I nevertheless rise in oppo- 
sition to her amendment and ask my 
colleagues to oppose it. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, while I 
have great respect for the distin- 
guished Senator from Texas, I strongly 
oppose this amendment and I urge my 
colleagues to oppose it. 

Last month, when we first addressed 
this amendment, I stated the reasons 
for my opposition. In the intervening 
time, nothing has changed my perspec- 
tives. Indeed, my opposition has only 
hardened. 

This opposition is based on four very 
clear and simple points: 

First, the establishment of a formal 
dispute resolution mechanism within 
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the Alliance would undercut the au- 
thority of the North Atlantic Council, 
the Alliance’s supreme decision-mak- 
ing body. 

Second, the proposal would change 
the focus of the Alliance from collec- 
tive defense to dispute resolution. That 
would fundamentally transform the 
very culture of the Alliance, one that 
is now primarily derived from its mis- 
sion of collective defense. 

Third, the establishment of a dispute 
resolution mechanism would introduce 
into NATO a dangerous catalyst for 
inter-Alliance tensions. It would serve 
as a magnet for disputes that exacer- 
bate tensions within the Alliance. 

And fourth, by inviting and exacer- 
bating tensions and disputes into the 
Alliance, this proposal would weaken 
the Alliance’s ability to fulfill its core 
mission of collective defense. 

When it comes to formal dispute res- 
olution, we should look toward the 
United Nations or the OSCE—an inter- 
national organization in Europe dedi- 
cated to preventing, mediating and 
bringing an end to disputes between 
countries. But, I don’t think that we 
want to transform NATO, the most 
successful military alliance in history, 
into another OSCE. 

I fear that this proposal implies that 
the NAC—and the Alliance—has failed 
in fostering cohesion among its Euro- 
pean members over the last fifty years. 
I do not believe any of us would say 
that is true. 

Let us not forget that in its current 
form, NATO has proven itself to be a 
remarkable forum through which dif- 
ferences between Allies have been miti- 
gated and managed. The clearest exam- 
ple of this influence is the alliance’s 
positive contributions to relations be- 
tween Turkey and Greece. This success 
is very much due to the trust this fos- 
tered through the Alliance’s focus on 
war-fighting. We must be careful to not 
undercut this success. 

Yet that is exactly what this pro- 
posal would do. If the Alliance were to 
follow through on this proposal articu- 
lated by the good Senator from Texas, 
it would establish a new body possibly 
independent from the NAC. That is a 
major change to the Alliance. It will 
create a process that in no small way 
will distract members of the Alliance 
from the core mission of collective de- 
fense. It will serve as an incentive for 
them to use the Alliance as a means to 
pursue a laundry list of other mat- 
ters—many of a strictly national, and 
not Allied, concern. 

That’s how this proposal would invite 
tensions within the Alliance. That’s 
how it would undercut its mission of 
collective defense. That mission re- 
quires cohesion and it requires focus. 
This amendment portends to undercut 
both. 

Moreover, offering this amendment 
implies that the United States regards 
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub- 
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lic as unstable and more contentious 
than other members. I do not believe 
that is the sense of the Senate. 

As well intentioned this amendment 
may be, it contradicts its own objec- 
tives and would severely damage the 
vital interests of the Alliance. 

Therefore, I urge my colleagues to 
oppose this amendment. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, is 
the time that is equally divided now 
finished? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon still has 1 minute. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. I yield the re- 
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas is recognized for 242 
minutes. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. President, it was said by the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Oregon, for 
whom I also have great respect and I 
think he is doing a fine job in the Sen- 
ate, but he said that we have other 
mechanisms for dispute resolutions. 
My problem with that is that the OSCE 
not only is a very different kind of or- 
ganization in which we are 1 vote out 
of 50, but if a dispute resolution is not 
passed in the OSCE, we aren't pledging 
military involvement by the United 
States. The OSCE is a good organiza- 
tion, and I hope we can use it. What I 
am trying to do is to recognize that we 
are changing NATO as we add new 
members. When we added West Ger- 
many, it changed. We want NATO to be 
strengthened by the new members, and 
we know that new members are coming 
down the pike. In fact, members that 
are in dispute right now have been 
mentioned as potential new members 
of NATO. Why would we be afraid? 

As my amendment says, to introduce 
to the North Atlantic Council a pro- 
posal for consideration by all allies 
aimed at establishing a process for dis- 
pute resolution—to keep our alliance 
strong, we must have a mechanism 
where disputes that we know are pend- 
ing today by potential future members, 
or things we have not even thought 
might occur, if they do, why not have 
a process that everyone has agreed is 
the way to hold this to a low level 
rather than raising to the high level of 
the North Atlantic Council? 

Mr. President, we have seen border 
disputes in Europe erupt. We want to 
do everything. We want to go the extra 
mile to make sure we can resolve small 
things at a low level because small 
things can become big things. Then we 
would have troops at stake. Our secu- 
rity could be at stake. We want to 
lower the rhetoric. 

That is what this amendment does. It 
does not guarantee the outcome of our 
proposal. It says we will lead. The 
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United States will lead to try to make 
sure that we have a process before we 
need it, before personalities are in- 
volved where we can solve problems. 

I hold up the New York Times of 
today: Greek Cypriots To Get Missiles 
from Russians.” Turkey has warned 
that it may take military action to 
block the sale of S-300 missiles” going 
into that part of the world. 

If we had talked about a process 
where we could be helpful in resolving 
disputes like this, wouldn’t we be bet- 
ter off? Why would we fear talking and 
having a forum that would allow us to 
solve these problems before they esca- 
late and our troops could be called in 
to military action? It is our responsi- 
bility to lead, and I am asking my col- 
leagues to make sure we do. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the 
Hutchison amendment No. 2317. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina (Mr. HOL- 
LINGS) is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ABRAHAM). Are there any other Sen- 
ators in the Chamber who desire to 
vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 37, 
nays 62, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 109 Ex.] 


YEAS—37 
Allard Gramm Roberts 
Ashcroft Gregg Sessions 
Bennett Hatch Shelby 
Bond Helms Smith (NH) 
Bumpers Hutchinson Snowe 
Burns Hutchison Specter 
Campbell Inhofe Stevens 
Coats Jeffords Thomas 
Conrad Kempthorne 
Craig Kyl rmana 
Dorgan McCain Wyd 
Enzi Moynihan TEPA 
Faircloth Nickles 

NAYS—62 
Abraham Feingold Lieberman 
Akaka Feinstein Lott 
Baucus Ford Lugar 
Biden Frist Mack 
Bingaman Glenn McConnell 
5 5 3 
Brownback Grams by ee Sra 
Bryan Grassley Murray 
Byrd Hagel Reed 
Chafee Harkin Reid 
Cleland Inouye 
Cochran Johnson Robb 
Collins Kennedy Rockefeller 
Coverdell Kerrey Roth 
D'Amato Kerry Santorum 
Daschle Kohl Sarbanes 
DeWine Landrieu Smith (OR) 
Dodd Lautenberg Thompson 
Domenici Leahy Torricelli 
Durbin Levin Wellstone 
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NOT VOTING—1 
Hollings 


The executive amendment (No. 2317) 
was rejected. 

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for up to 
5 minutes as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I thank the Chair. 

(The remarks of Mr. COCHRAN per- 
taining to the introduction of S. 2007 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
“Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.“) 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2319 
(Purpose: To set forth managers’ amend- 
ments to the resolution of ratification) 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. I ask unani- 
mous consent that it be in order at this 
time to offer a managers’ amendment 
on behalf of Senators HELMS and 
BIDEN. I further ask unanimous con- 
sent that the amendment be considered 
agreed to and the motion to reconsider 
to be laid upon the table. I announce 
again that these are a series of amend- 
ments that have been cleared on both 
sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The clerk will report the amendment 
by number. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. SMITH] for 
Mr. HELMS, for himself, and Mr. BIDEN, pro- 
poses an executive amendment numbered 
2319. 

(The text of the amendment is print- 
ed in today’s RECORD under Amend- 
ments Submitted.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. The managers’ amend- 
ment which the Senator from Oregon 
has just offered addresses several of the 
amendments which have been offered 
by our colleagues. Let me very briefly 
highlight a few of them. 

First, we have an amendment pro- 
posed by Senator BINGAMAN affirming 
the importance of the Partnership for 
Peace program. 

Second, there is a provision offered 
by Senator HUTCHISON of Texas related 
to the strategic importance of NATO. 

Third, there is an amendment offered 
by Senator SPECTER related to pay- 
ments owed to the victims of Nazi Ger- 
many oppression. 

Fourth, there is a requirement for a 
report on future rounds of enlarge- 
ment. This amendment is a combina- 
tion of amendments offered by our col- 
leagues, Senators BINGAMAN, HARKIN, 
and JEFFORDS. 


7077 


This is a very useful amendment, in 
my view, because it will require the ex- 
ecutive branch to submit a detailed 
analysis related to the possible new 
members of NATO, including cost and 
military readiness issues before—be- 
fore—a nation is invited to begin acces- 
sion talks. This will, I hope, allow the 
Senate to have a better understanding 
of the ramifications of admitting new 
members in the future and thereby en- 
able the Senate to fulfill its constitu- 
tional function of providing advice to 
the President in the negotiation of 
treaties. 

Finally, Mr. President, there is an 
amendment related to intelligence 
issues which was proposed by the chair- 
man and vice chairman of the Intel- 
ligence Committee, Senator SHELBY 
and Senator KERREY of Nebraska. 

I appreciate very much the coopera- 
tion of all our colleagues and urge the 
approval of the managers’ amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous agreement, the amend- 
ment is agreed to. 

The executive amendment (No. 2319) 
was agreed to. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I realize 
there is no unanimous consent agree- 
ment, but our colleague, Senator REED, 
has been here on the floor seeking to 
speak on NATO, and I yield for that 
purpose. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. REED. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

For the last several days, this Senate 
has been considering the expansion of 
NATO, which is a complicated issue 
that has profound consequences for the 
world we live in and for the future and 
security of the United States. 

This decision which will shape the se- 
curity structure of not just Europe, but 
the entire globe, for decades to come. 
It will also determine in large part 
whether new emerging democracies and 
free markets coming out of the shadow 
of totalitarianism will perish or flour- 
ish. It is not a decision that is without 
controversy, but it is a decision that I 
believe we must make in the affirma- 
tive, and I will support the expansion 
of NATO, the underlying legislation 
that we are debating today. 

NATO was originally created because 
unstable conditions in Europe threat- 
ened not only the peace of Europe but 
the security of the United States. In 
the late 1940s, Europe was still in 
shambles after World War II. Econo- 
mies were crumbling, political systems 
had endured great pressure, and fac- 
tions arose. There was a very real 
threat, in fact, that many countries 
would succumb to the blandishments of 
communism. 

The possibility of a Communist vic- 
tory in Europe was all too real. Com- 
muniques between the Soviet Union 
and the West had broken down. Berlin 
had been blockaded. Tension was at an 
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all-time high. Communists were bat- 
tling for control in Greece, France, and 
Italy; a Communist coup had already 
taken place in Czechoslovakia. 

So when 12 countries came together 
to sign the North Atlantic Treaty Or- 
ganization protocols, their goal was to 
protect the peace and stability of Eu- 
rope and, indeed, the peace and sta- 
bility of the world. The parties af- 
firmed among themselves that their 
goal and their commitment was to en- 
sure a peaceful and stable Europe, be- 
cause within the context of that peace 
and stability they could begin to re- 
build their economies and their democ- 
racies, and the strength of those de- 
mocracies and those economies would 
truly preserve the peace. 

As the Foreign Relations Committee 
stated in its report to the Senate in 
1949, NATO would, free the minds of 
men in many nations from a haunting 
sense of insecurity, and enable them to 
work and plan with that confidence in 
the future which is essential to eco- 
nomic recovery and progress.” 

In the last 50 years, the signatories’ 
handiwork has borne itself out nobly, 
effectively, and efficiently. This assur- 
ance of peace and security was—and it 
is important to note—not limited to 
the original signatories to this treaty. 
In fact, Article X of the treaty allows 
for the admittance of new members to 
NATO. And since it was signed in 1949, 
NATO has expanded to include Turkey, 
Greece, Germany, and Spain. 

In the 50 years since its inception, 50 
years of progress and peace and sta- 
bility in Europe, we have seen a re- 
markable revival in Western Europe. 
Their countries have been rebuilt. 
Their economies are thriving. Histor- 
ical tensions between France and Ger- 
many have been channeled from hos- 
tility to cooperation. Although ten- 
sions still exist between some NATO 
partners, such as Greece and Turkey, 
NATO provides a forum and a place in 
which they can peacefully and ami- 
cably settle these disputes. It has been 
a resounding success. More impor- 
tantly, NATO has stemmed the march 
of communism and contributed signifi- 
cantly to its collapse. 

Because the true goal of NATO is for 
European peace and security—because 
it was not narrowly focused as any spe- 
cific set of countries to the exclusion of 
others at its inception—I think it is ap- 
propriate that we consider the applica- 
tions of those countries who are emerg- 
ing from the shadow of the Soviet 
Union. I think it is, in fact, appropriate 
that we consider the countries of Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic 
because they, too, need that sense of 
confidence, that sense of stability, that 
sense of peace that will allow them to 
build their economies and, perhaps 
more importantly, build their democ- 
racies, so that they, too, can partici- 
pate in the free assembly of nations in 
one of the proudest forums, NATO. 
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NATO membership will also help these 
countries modernize their militaries 
and better defend themselves. 

Now, I think most people would con- 
cede that this is an appropriate step in 
terms of the benefits I have listed. 
However, there are those who question 
this expansion, question it in terms of 
NATO having been conceived at a par- 
ticular moment in history when a par- 
ticular threat confronted Europe, the 
threat of an expansionist Soviet Union. 
Today, that has changed. The Soviet 
Union has collapsed, and, rightfully, 
people ask, Where is the threat that 
would motivate and suggest the en- 
largement of NATO?” 

Well, there are still threats to peace, 
still threats to Europe, still threats to 
the world community of free nations. 
In 1991, NATO recognized these chang- 
ing conditions and authored a new 
strategic concept. This concept places 
more emphasis on crisis management, 
on peacekeeping, and peace enforce- 
ment. And it is appropriate and signifi- 
cant to know that these countries who 
seek admission today—Poland, the 
Czech Republic, and Hungary—are al- 
ready participating with NATO in this 
new strategic approach. 

These countries have contributed ap- 
proximately 1,500 soldiers to our peace- 
keeping operations in Bosnia through 
the Partnership for Peace program. 
The U.S. offices have been very im- 
pressed with the cooperation, the pro- 
fessionalism, and skill of the Hungar- 
ians in their operations at our base in 
Taszar, one of the major marshalling 
and staging points for our operations 
in Bosnia. All of these indicate that 
these countries are cooperating al- 
ready, are seeking involvement, are 
seeking engagement, and I believe can 
benefit from association, integration, 
and participation in NATO. 

Also, the expansion of NATO would 
help to quell the tensions that exist, 
the historical rivalries that exist, 
among these new areas emerging from 
Communist domination. As Secretary 
Cohen stated, we would “dampen na- 
tionalism and ethnic tensions by bring- 
ing new member states into NATO's se- 
curity framework. The re-nationaliza- 
tion of defense, with a country obtain- 
ing weapons of mass destruction, ‘arm- 
ing itself against an enemy, real or per- 
ceived,’ could be averted by enlarge- 
ment.” 

This is an extremely valuable goal 
and objective. If we leave these coun- 
tries to their own devices, they very 
well may feel threatened enough to re- 
arm themselves, to begin an arms race 
within that region, that sensitive re- 
gion between the old NATO boundary 
line and the lines of the Common- 
wealth of Independent States. That, I 
think, would be a real mistake. 

There are signs already that the 
prospect of membership in NATO are 
beginning to provide very, very posi- 
tive movements to resolve ancient and 
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long-held tensions. For example, Hun- 
gary has entered into agreements with 
Slovakia and Romania, in 1995 and 1996 
respectively, guaranteeing the rights of 
ethnic minorities. This is evidence that 
the prospect of NATO membership is 
already producing positive effects 
within these countries. 

Again, of great significance is the 
fact that NATO membership for these 
countries would, I hope and believe, 
eliminate the need for them to build up 
arms independently against perceived 
threats. If we don’t act to accept these 
countries, they very well could start an 
arms race in the area that would be 
detrimental to the peace not only of 
Europe, but of the world, and add to 
the tensions in the areas that are sen- 
sitive, those areas around the borders 
of Russia. 

Having said all this, and having 
talked about the benefits that are, I 
think, obtainable through expansion of 
NATO, it would be, I think, incomplete 
to suggest that there are not factors 
which weigh on the other side. There 
are possible consequences that must be 
carefully watched with respect to the 
management of the enlargement of 
NATO. 

There are, in fact, valid reservations 
that have been made with respect to 
this expansion. One of the major issues 
that has consistently been brought for- 
ward and presented to us is the possible 
adverse reaction of Russia. Russia is 
sensitive to the growth of NATO. They 
have seen for centuries the progress of 
military forces invading Russia 
through the plains of Poland. They are 
sensitive to this. Their sensitivity has 
been manifested in many different 
ways. 

For example, the chairman of the 
upper House of Russia’s Duma has said 
that START II won’t be approved if 
NATO expands. In October 1996, the 
Duma, in fact, passed a resolution op- 
posing enlargement by a vote of 307-0. 

Russian officials contend that the 
“Two plus Four” treaty which united 
Germany in 1991 prohibits the expan- 
sion of NATO. Although the treaty 
does not contain such language, there 
is suggestion by some of our diplomats 
that, in fact, there was a verbal com- 
mitment not to expand NATO. 

All of these things manifest an oppo- 
sition to NATO, but there are other 
signs indicating that Russia is pre- 
pared to accept this expansion, they 
are prepared to accept the integration 
of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Re- 
public. For example, in May of 1997, in 
Paris, NATO allies and Russia signed a 
“Founding Act on Mutual Relations, 
Cooperation and Security Between 
NATO and the Russian Federation.” 
This Founding Act outlines the nature 
of the military presence in Eastern Eu- 
rope upon expansion of NATO, and it 
also establishes a Permanent Joint 
Council between NATO and Russia to 
undertake consultations on matters of 
mutual interest. 
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Russia also continues to perform 
under the agreement, START I. In fact, 
they are taking out and dismantling 
their nuclear platforms ahead of sched- 
ule under START I. 

Although we must be concerned with 
the reaction of Russia, I believe with 
respect to these three countries, Russia 
is prepared to accept expansion will 
not undermine our cooperative efforts 
to disarm the world and also be a force 
for cooperative peace in the world be- 
tween the West and Russia. 

Now, there are signposts ahead which 
we must be very careful of. The rapid 
integration, for example, of the Baltic 
States would send a profound sense of 
shock to Russia. Any further expansion 
beyond these three countries must be 
watched terribly carefully. I think we 
must be careful as we move forward 
not to rapidly and precipitously in- 
crease membership in NATO. To do so 
would, I think, undercut the benefits 
which we are obtaining through this 
limited expansion to these three coun- 
tries. 

Now, there is another issue which has 
been raised and which is also vitally 
important, and that is the cost of this 
expansion. We understand that num- 
bers sometimes are in the eye of the 
beholder, and the cost figures that 
have been suggested for NATO expan- 
sion range across a very broad spec- 
trum, from $19 billion over 15 years to 
a mere $1.5 billion over 10 years. Now, 
the CBO estimates are the most pessi- 
mistic. Their numbers for expansion 
would see total costs over 15 years for 
all of NATO expansion as roughly $61 
billion to $125 billion, with our share 
about $5 billion to $19 billion. 

The Rand Corporation has weighed 
in. They have estimated over 15 years a 
total cost of $14 billion to $110 billion. 
The administration’s costs also show a 
wide variability. Again, NATO itself 
has projected probably the lowest cost, 
$1.3 billion to $1.5 billion. 

All of this suggests that the issue of 
costs—and, more importantly, who 
pays for it—is vitally important to our 
considerations and is an issue we must 
continually watch and be very careful 
about. The bulk of these costs belong 
to those nations who are joining, but I 
think we have to question whether 
they have the economies to sustain 
such costs despite their best indica- 
tions and willingness to do so. 

Our allies also must be a source of 
burden sharing as we go forward, but 
many of their comments suggest that 
they have an unwillingness to do more 
than what they are obligated to do. 
President Chirac has stated that, 
“France has no intention of increasing 
its contribution to cover NATO en- 
largement.” Even though all of the 
NATO countries accepted their NATO 
cost estimate, we recognize that esti- 
mate is most optimistic in terms of 
cost. 

We must be very concerned about 
this. But at this juncture, I think that 
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will be a factor that, in and of itself, 
should not prevent the expansion from 
going forward. We have to assume that 
costs will be incurred. We have to vig- 
orously, through our efforts, ensure 
that they are fairly borne by all par- 
ties. We have to also do that in the 
context of our own national defense 
priorities and an increasingly tight de- 
fense budget. But I believe we can work 
through these issues and we can, in 
fact, ensure that the costs are not ex- 
cessive and, in fact, they are fairly 
borne. 

There is another set of issues that we 
face and that we should consider today, 
and that is the challenges of interoper- 
ability. The quality of NATO must be 
maintained. It is, today, the pre- 
eminent coalition force in the world. 
We have demonstrated that in Bosnia. 
But we are finding in these new en- 
trants—Poland, the Czech Republic, 
and Hungary—armies that have aging 
Soviet equipment, armies that are 
heavy with high-ranking military offi- 
cers without well-trained and, in many 
cases, noncommissioned officers. 

Another factor is that these coun- 
tries’ pilots will typically fly only 40 to 
60 hours in a year, whereas NATO re- 
quires at least 180. Communications is 
an issue. The language of NATO is 
English, yet reports are that many 
countries have not yet provided the 
kind of training and upgrading that is 
necessary so that their officers can 
speak English fluently and can partici- 
pate effectively in NATO. 

I think these obstacles can be over- 
come. NATO, in the past, has reached 
out and embraced new countries, many 
times embracing those countries that 
have equipment problems, that have 
different cultural and language bases 
than those in Western Europe. I think 
we can do it today. But, once again, we 
have to be very careful that when we 
do this, that we do it appropriately. 

Let me just, once again, emphasize a 
point that is very important. Today's 
expansion—the acceptance and integra- 
tion of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic—I hope does not set off a rush 
to judgment with respect to other 
countries. These three countries have a 
history that is very closely related to 
Western Europe. These three countries 
have already shown their commitment 
to democracy, to free market econo- 
mies. These three countries have much 
in common with the culture of Western 
Europe, which is at the core of the 
NATO experience. 

So I strongly suggest that whatever 
we do with respect to expansion today, 
we do not presume to rush into further 
expansion tomorrow. Quick entry of 
more members will compound all of the 
problems I talked about—problems of 
costs, interoperability, the north-south 
relationship within NATO. Today I will 
support the integration of Poland, the 
Czech Republic, and Hungary, but I 
would be very wary of the integration 
of other countries into NATO. 
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In conclusion, I want to say that we 
have had a very thoughtful and prin- 
cipled debate on this issue. This is not 
an easy decision; it is a very important 
decision. Back in 1949, when the United 
States first joined NATO, it was also a 
momentous occasion, one that was 
noted in the biography of President 
Harry Truman by David McCullough. 
Back then, he wrote that joining NATO 
“marked a radical departure with tra- 
dition—the first peacetime military al- 
liance since the signing of the Con- 
stitution—but had such an agreement 
existed in 1914 and 1939, Truman was 
convinced, the world would have been 
spared two terrible wars.” 

The past 50 years have proven Presi- 
dent Truman right. NATO has allowed 
democracy and free markets to thrive, 
has allowed peace to be maintained 
within Europe, and that peace has in- 
spired others within the former Soviet 
Union. Today we have another oppor- 
tunity. I hope that the expansion of 
NATO, the entry of these three new 
countries into NATO, will provide the 
same stability, the same peace, well 
into the 21st century. 

Today, if we do in fact move forward 
and vote for the expansion, we take on 
a very solemn and important obliga- 
tion, and that is to make this expan- 
sion work for peace and stability of the 
world, to ensure that we have not only 
the plan but the resources to ensure 
that NATO continues to be a force for 
peace in Europe and around the world. 
I believe we can do that. I believe we 
must do that. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
when I gave thought to what I wanted 
to say today, the words and deeds of 
two great Americans came to my 
mind—the words belong to Abraham 
Lincoln—the deeds were my father’s. 

In many respects, this debate was 
launched a half century ago in Europe. 
There, on the battlefields in Germany 
and France, Italy and Belgium, Amer- 
ican soldiers fought and died to secure 
our future—our freedom. My father was 
one of those men. Standing shoulder to 
shoulder with friends, with fellow 
countrymen, he saw many fall in com- 
bat—never to rise again—never to re- 
turn to their families—never to wor- 
ship in their churches—to play an 
afternoon game of baseball with their 
sons and daughters. 

My dad was proud to serve his coun- 
try as a platoon guide—he was proud of 
the soldiers who became life-long 
friends, bound together over time by 
their common mission. 

Decades before Staff Sergeant 
McConnell shipped out to the Rhine- 
land, American heroism was memorial- 
ized in Lincoln’s Address at Gettys- 
burg. President Lincoln’s words echoed 
across Europe’s plains of courage and 
glory. 

We cannot dedicate—we cannot con- 
secrate—we cannot hallow this ground. The 
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brave men, living and dead, who struggled 
here have consecrated it, far above our poor 
power to add or detract. The world will little 
note, nor long remember, what we say here, 
but it can never forget what they did here. It 
is for us the living, rather, to be dedicated to 
the unfinished work which they who fought 
here have thus far so nobly advanced. It is 
rather for us to be here dedicated to the 
great task remaining before us ... a new 
birth of freedom. 

Freedom. 

That is the purpose President Lin- 
coln defined for our nation—the noble 
calling my father served—the mission 
we must finish here today. 

The debate this week centers on the 
wisdom of America, once again, ex- 
panding her horizons—adding to her se- 
curity family—advancing freedom. 

To reach this point, the Senate and 
Administration have struggled, often 
in open conflict, to redefine the terms 
of our relationship with Europe, and 
more particularly, Russia. These delib- 
erations are as much about American 
responsibilities and interests, as they 
are about Russia’s role and ambitions. 

The commitment of my father and 
his fellow soldiers laid the moral foun- 
dation of this debate. The politics of 
Europe’s future followed later and, to 
me, seemed joined in 1993. The Wall had 
fallen yet more thousands of Russian 
troops occupied the Baltic nations. 
Ever sensitive to Russian concerns, the 
Administration was reluctant to press 
Moscow to withdraw. Understandably, 
the Baltic nations were deeply con- 
cerned that they would never be free 
from Russia’s imperial grasp. Against 
strong Administration opposition, the 
Senate voted 89-8 to condition aid to 
Russia on achieving an agreement for a 
withdrawal timetable. Remarkably, 
within weeks, negotiators produced a 
concrete plan for action. 

This was my first direct experience 
with Russia’s approach to the region. I 
think it is fair to say I learned a lesson 
Henry Kissinger sums up well—‘'It is, 
in fact, ambiguity about dividing lines 
not their existence, and ambivalence 
about Western reactions, not their cer- 
tainty that tempt nationalists and 
militarists.“ 

Sadly, fuzzy thinking, grey- beige 
lines and Moscow myopia continued to 
dog the Administration's European pol- 
icy throughout 1993, 1994, and into 1995. 
No where was this mistaken course 
more apparent that the Administra- 
tion’s firm and abiding opposition to 
establishing a road map or criteria for 
admission to NATO. Senior officials 
engaged in a simple shell game arguing 
Eastern and Central European nations 
were not qualified to meet the stand- 
ards to join NATO’s ranks, yet they re- 
fused to define those standards. I recall 
a particularly frustrating session when 
Secretary Christopher appeared before 
the Foreign Operations Subcommittee, 
and I questioned him on this point. I 
asked him what exactly an applicant 
must do to join NATO? He claimed it 
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was all spelled out in the NATO char- 
ter. Where?“ I pressed. Right there,” 
he demurred. 

Of course, there were no specific 
terms for admission nor had any been 
imposed on other recent entrants. This 
game, which bent to Russian demands 
not to expand NATO, continued, even- 
tually taking on new shape with the in- 
troduction of the Partnership for 
Peace. Dismissed by leaders in Poland 
as “treachery” and a second Yalta,” 
the Partnership drew no admissions 
distinction between the historical vic- 
tims of Russian aggression and the ag- 
gressor—everyone was welcome to join! 

The President’s team explained that 
this approach avoided establishing new 
blocs in Europe and would erase all di- 
viding lines. What it erased was any 
sense of comfort in Central Europe 
about U.S. resolve, responsibility or 
commitment to stand up an ever ambi- 
tious Kremlin as it widened control 
over what Moscow deemed its sphere 
of influence”. 

Administration briefers and papers 
systematically dodged the serious se- 
curity issues related to expanding 
NATO. In preparing for a 1994 Treaty 
summit, Administration talking points 
declared, We do not believe the sum- 
mit should set a specific timetable or 
criteria for membership (in NATO) or 
identify preferred candidates. The 
(Partnership for Peace) will not give 
the Poles, Czechs or Hungarians all 
they want, but we think they will rec- 
ognize it is an important step forward 
on NATO’s part. At the same time it 
should not create problems in Russia.” 

The explanation was dismissed by a 
characteristically blunt Lech Walesa 
as à tragedy”. 

July of 1994 was the real low point in 
the drive to expand NATO. It is marked 
in my mind by two events: the Senate 
defeated 53-44 an amendment I offered 
on admissions standards and the Presi- 
dent traveled to Europe. 

The amendment hardly seemed con- 
troversial—it was a reporting require- 
ment asking the President to define 
specific military, political and eco- 
nomic standards for admission to 
NATO and then provide an assessment 
of what it would take to guarantee 
that Poland, Hungary, the Czech Re- 
public and Baltic nations were capable 
of fulfilling military interoperability 
and other NATO responsibilities. 

The Administration’s overwhelming 
opposition was given a voice by the 
Chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, Senator Pell, who warned 
that this reporting requirement singled 
out certain countries and “draws dan- 
gerous new lines in Europe.” 

Just about this time, President Clin- 
ton left for Poland. Ever eloquent, he 
tried to reassure the Polish Assembly 
that the U.S. “would not allow the Iron 
Curtain to be replaced by the veil of in- 
difference.” His comments prompted 
the Chairman of their Foreign Affairs 
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Committee to observe his speech was 
“beautiful, but did little to satisfy our 
security expectations.” Walesa pub- 
licly lamented the fact that the Ad- 
ministration did not seem to under- 
stand Poland's history and geography 
cautioned not to take this moment for 
granted.” 

What turned this debate around? 
When exactly did the Administration 
stop taking Central European security 
for granted? 

I can pinpoint the moment—the 
month—when I saw and heard the 
change. 

On February 9, 1995, Deputy Sec- 
retary Talbott appeared before the For- 
eign Operations Subcommittee and 
spoke in vague generalities about 
American “hopes and expectations” for 
European security. I asked point blank, 
“Is it correct that there is no time- 
table and no criteria“ for admission to 
NATO? His response was simple, That 
is correct.” 

In March, with the arrival of Richard 
Holbrooke as the new Assistant Sec- 
retary for European Affairs, the policy 
changed. In a little noticed appearance 
before the Subcommittee, Holbrooke 
announced a major departure in Amer- 
ican policy. He said, “Expanding NATO 
eastward is our highest priority . . . if 
NATO is a 16 car train, with a car for 
each member, the U.S. is clearly the 
engine.“ 

This was the clearest definition of 
American purpose and leadership I had 
heard since President Clinton’s elec- 
tion, and then Secretary Holbrooke 
went further. During the hearing, I 
asked and he answered six questions 
bearing on the standards for NATO eli- 
gibility including the relevance of 
democratic institutions, civilian con- 
trol of the military, the size and NATO 
compatability of the armed forces, and 
a nation’s financial and infrastructure 
requirements. Getting straightforward 
answers was ground breaking! 

From that moment forward, I found 
cooperation and support for funding 
and program initiatives which 
strengthened the military capabilities 
of potential entrants. In 1996, 1997, and 
1998 the Subcommittee was able to set 
aside funds for Poland, Hungary, the 
Czech Republic and then Lithuania, Es- 
tonia and Latvia to improve military 
training, equipment and capabilities 
with a view to accelerating their time- 
table for admission. 

Mr. President, I could argue that Mr. 
Holbrooke’s assignment to the Euro- 
pean Bureau marked a key transition 
point in the NATO debate. However, 
there were many other factors which 
contributed to turning the tide. A shift 
in control of the Senate, our disastrous 
policy in Bosnia, Russia’s role in desta- 
bilizing Georgia and abominable con- 
duct in Chechnya—among many fac- 
tors focused attention on the urgent 
need to revitalize U.S. leadership in a 
stronger Atlantic security alliance. 
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1995 marked the point when the Ad- 
ministration seemed to grasp a very 
basic concept articulated by Henry Kis- 
singer—‘‘an alliance depends on draw- 
ing lines around a specified territory 
that members undertake to defend. 
Basing European and Atlantic security 
on a no-man’s land between Germany 
and Russia runs counter to historical 
experience, especially that of the 
interwar period.” 

This Treaty reflects the fact that we 
have finally reached a point, with bi- 
partisan agreement, where we draw 
new, bright lines in Europe. The vote 
this week affirms our commitment to 
protect our partners and our principles 
with an iron clad military guarantee. 

Now is not the time for ambiguity. 
Today, is not the occasion to equivo- 
cate, qualify or confuse the message we 
send to friends, allies and potential foe. 
Expanding our horizons and enlarging 
NATO safeguards our interests as it 
strengthens the sense of security in Po- 
land, Hungary, the Czech Republic and 
the next class of entrants. 

Shortly before the Madrid summit, 
leaders across Europe were asked about 
the importance and implications of ex- 
pansion. Their answers offer a com- 
manding vision of American interests 
in NATO’s future. 

Czech President Vaclav Havel offered 
a compelling view: 

Membership is the best tool for a collective 
European defense, and for the defense of 
democratic values of states under the rule of 
law . . . Members will now work together to 
face a spectrum of threats, including local 
and regional conflicts. 

The Chairman of Lithuania’s Par- 
liament strengthens the case for expan- 
sion: 

NATO’s declared open door policy .. . and 
firm stand on the principle that the Baltic 
countries have an unrestricted sovereign 
right to their own choice will only aid the 
emerging new Russia in living up to its obli- 
gations of normal European behavior. 

Romania’s President's goes further: 

The process for preparing for NATO en- 
largement has led in less than four years to 
a broad and profound stability and solidarity 
in Central Europe. 

Both he and Mr. Havel acknowledge 
that the enlargement process stimu- 
lated resolution of age-old border and 
ethnic policy disputes. 

Poland’s President’s made a final 
point: 

Enjoying traditionally close ties with the 
United States and being at the same time a 
profoundly Europe oriented society, Poland 
will contribute to the alliance’s cohesion. As 
for the military dimension, the alliance will 
gain reliable and modernizing armed forces. 
We shall continue our active policy aimed at 
ensuring Central Europe remains a zone of 
stable and harmonious relations. 

Central Europe's leaders have 
summed up with clarity and conviction 
the strategic political, economic, and 
security justification both for NATO 
and its expansion. They make clear 
that the importance of our decision 
this week will only increase over time. 
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While I am convinced of the argu- 
ments in favor of expansion, there is 
one concern raised by some of my col- 
leagues which I wish to address—that 
is the doubt about providing security 
guarantees to new members. 

I know there are Senators who would 
prefer to narrowly define the terms of 
participation of new members or limit 
our contribution or commitment to 
their defense. Unfortunately, such de- 
terminations would create a caste sys- 
tem—dismissing new or future mem- 
bers to second class citizen status. This 
would be a terrible mistake and under- 
mine an alliance forged and strength- 
ened by its tradition of common pur- 
pose, common defense, in short, a com- 
mitment to equality. 

NATO’s strength and credibility 
would be compromised by any decision 
to qualify new members with ambig- 
uous standing. There should be no side- 
deals, doubts or questions raised about 
the deployment of weapons or troops 
on a new member’s soil. This Treaty 
must be implemented with the firm un- 
derstanding that new members are full 
partners entitled to full protection and 
expected to bear full responsibility. We 
cannot create damaging divisions with- 
in the alliance by imposing restrictions 
on the nature of participation. 

Only instability and uncertainty 
would result from creating such a dou- 
ble standard for defense. Only Democ- 
racy’s opponents would gain ground. 
Only those who have long maligned 
closing the gap between East and 
West—who yearn for the days of des- 
pots and communists kings—would 
win. 

We should not cast votes which serve 
to encourage Zhirinovsky’s storm 
troopers. Our, call is to stand by the 
champions of free market principles— 
to stand up for the voices which appeal 
for democracy’s day. 

I'm sure there may still be a Senator 
or two unconvinced that American 
lives should be laid down to defend Bu- 
dapest or Prague. Let me remind those 
colleagues of remarks made by Mar- 
garet Thatcher when she called Great 
Britain to the defense of the Falklands. 
She said, To those—not many—who 
speak lightly of a few islanders beyond 
the seas and who ask the question, ‘Are 
they worth fighting for?’ Let me say 
this: right and wrong are not measured 
by a head count of those to whom that 
wrong has been done. That would not 
be principle but expediency. The 
Falklanders are not strangers. They 
are our own people.” 

With more than 23 million Americans 
of Central and East European descent, 
Prime Minister Thatcher’s insight and 
the analogy reach across our nation 
into every community. 

NATO exists to defend principle not 
expediency. 

I know some of my colleagues feel we 
are rushing to judgment. For those 
friends and colleagues, I call attention 


7081 


to the fact that I believe this debate 
has gone on at least five years—it has 
taken a long time and much effort to 
bring the Administration to this im- 
portant decision. 

The cause is important—the rea- 
soning sound. Our vote to expand 
NATO’s European frontier strengthens 
the pillars of democracy and free mar- 
ket principles, stimulates dispute reso- 
lution, balances and restrains Russian 
ambitions, reduces military tensions, 
and adds new security capabilities. 

In short, we take one step closer to 
finishing the mission President Lin- 
coln called upon our nation to faith- 
fully serve. 

Freedom. 

I know my father and his friends 
would have been proud to defend our 
choice, our invitation to Poland, to 
Hungary and the Czech Republic to 
join NATO. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, every 
one of us has memories of historical 
events that stay with us forever. Those 
times in history that are so momen- 
tous, they strike at our heart and leave 
a lasting imprint for all our years. 

I think back to the fall of 1956, when 
the people of Hungary bravely re- 
nounced the shackles of tyranny, only 
to have their dreams of freedom and 
democracy brutally suppressed. I will 
never forget sitting around the tele- 
vision with my family, watching the 
TV footage of this major challenge to 
Soviet rule be crushed by tanks. Those 
were dark days for Hungary, as they 
were for Poland, the Czech Republic, 
and all nations behind the Iron Cur- 
tain. 

The memory of those times makes 
me appreciate to my core how wonder- 
ful it is that the countries of the 
former Soviet Union are now free and 
that three of them have the oppor- 
tunity to join the peaceful community 
of nations that make up the North At- 
lantic Treaty Organization. To me, the 
post-Cold War Era will be truly over 
when all the nations of Europe—west 
and east—join in an alliance that will 
in and of itself indicate a Europe at 
peace. 

Mr. President, I support NATO ex- 
pansion, and do so for one primary rea- 
son: I truly believe that expanding the 
NATO alliance to include Poland, Hun- 
gary and the Czech Republic will lead 
to greater peace and security through- 
out Eastern Europe—the same peace 
and security that American leadership 
was able to provide Western Europe for 
the past 49 years. In that time, no 
American soldier has had to fire a shot 
to defend a NATO ally, nor has NATO 
ever had to wage war to fulfill its secu- 
rity guarantees. 

A peaceful, secure Europe is nec- 
essary for a peaceful, secure America. 
We are inextricably linked. In two 
World Wars, American troops have 
fought and died as a result of insta- 
bility in Europe. Through collective 
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defense, an enlarged NATO will help re- 
duce the chance of another major Euro- 
pean conflict. 

The formation of NATO in 1949 has 
enabled Europe to flourish into the 
prosperous region it is today. I believe 
history will show that the trans- 
formation of a war-ravaged Europe in 
the first half of the twentieth century 
to the safe and secure Europe we have 
seen in the second half of the century 
is among the most remarkable achieve- 
ments of our time. I believe NATO can 
bring that same stability to the former 
Warsaw Pact nations. 

What is also remarkable are the re- 
cent achievements of Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic. These nations 
have made great strides to reform their 
economic and political systems to con- 
form with international norms and to 
provide greater freedom for its citi- 
zens. These nations have placed their 
armed forces under civilian control and 
have resolved historical disputes that 
have threatened the region. In all, ten 
major accords have settled ethnic and 
border disputes throughout Eastern 
Europe. These include agreements be- 
tween Poland and Lithuania, Poland 
and the Ukraine, Hungary and Roma- 
nia, Italy and Slovenia, Germany and 
the Czech Republic. 

During the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee’s thorough debate on the 
NATO issue, Colonel Herbert Harman, 
the National Commander of the Re- 
serve Officers Association, stated that, 
“over time, the defensive nature of 
NATO will become clear to all parties, 
and with it, the realization that NATO 
threatens no one.” I agree. NATO is 
strictly a defensive alliance. It does 
not aim to pose a military threat to 
Russia or any other nation. I know 
some of my colleagues do not see it 
this way, but Russia is making moves 
toward democracy and those have been 
recognized by the NATO-Russia Found- 
ing Act. The Founding Act, signed in 
May 1997, created the Permanent Joint 
Council, a useful forum where NATO 
and Russia can consult on security 
issues of mutual interest. This will 
help facilitate a trusting and construc- 
tive relationship between NATO and 
Russia. Last fall, Ambassador Thomas 
Pickering put it best when he said, it 
is in the security interest of the United 
States, NATO, and the States of Cen- 
tral Europe to have constructive rela- 
tions with Moscow, and to integrate a 
peaceful Russia into the world commu- 
nity.’ I would also point out that 
NATO has an open door policy to other 
nations wishing to join NATO, includ- 
ing Russia, as long as NATO members 
determine it would promote European 
security and the strategic interests of 
the Alliance. 

Mr. President, there is a long list of 
high-ranking officials and organiza- 
tions who support NATO expansion. 
These include every living former Sec- 
retary of State, the former Majority 
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Leader Senator Dole, former National 
Security Adviser Colin Powell, several 
veterans groups—including the Amer- 
ican Legion—and many, many others. 
Let us hear the thoughts of some of 
these distinguished people on NATO ex- 
pansion. 

Secretary Henry Kissinger says that 
NATO enlargement represents above 
all an overriding American political in- 
terest.” Secretary James Baker claims, 
“The Cold War’s legacy of great power 
confrontation in Europe will be truly 
ended only when it is replaced by a col- 
laborative structure between former 
antagonists. The expansion of NATO 
should be seen in this light.” Our cur- 
rent Secretary of State, Madeleine 
Albright, states that Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic, “will not just 
be consumers of security by the United 
States but producers of a more secure 
Europe; and also because the United 
States has interests in Europe, pro- 
ducers of security for the United 
States.“ Senator Dole maintains, The 
enlargement of NATO will strengthen 
security, freedom, and peace in Europe. 
It will secure the gains of democracy in 
Central Europe.” 

Once again, I support expanding 
NATO to include the nations of Poland, 
Hungary and the Czech Republic and 
want to thank both the Chairman and 
Ranking Member of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee for all their hard 
work on this historic issue. Let me end 
with the words of President Clinton, 
who said, “A new NATO can extend the 
blessings of freedom and security in a 
new century ... we can bring Europe 
together—not by force of arms, but by 
possibilities of peace. That is the prom- 
ise of this moment. And we must seize 
16.7 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent, on behalf of the 
leader, that the following amendments, 
declarations, and conditions be the 
only remaining in order, other than the 
pending amendment, and following the 
disposition of the listed issues, the 
Senate proceed to vote on the com- 
mittee reported amendment, as amend- 
ed, to be followed by adoption of the 
resolution of ratification, all without 
further action or debate, following 90 
minutes of debate equally divided. 

The list of amendments, declarations 
and conditions is as follows: An amend- 
ment by Senators WARNER and Moy- 
NIHAN mandating a 3-year moratorium, 
under a 2-hour agreement, with an up- 
or-down vote; Senator MOYNIHAN’s 
amendment that defers membership 
until members of EU, under a 1-hour 
agreement; Senator STEVENS’ amend- 
ment on cost; Senator STEVENS’ 
amendment on caps; Senator INHOFE’s 
amendment on submission of the Kyoto 
Protocol; Senator ROBERT SMITH’s 
amendment on Bosnia: Senator 
CONRAD, tactical nuclear weapons; Sen- 
ator NICKLES, strategic concept of 
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NATO; Senator BINGAMAN, Baltics; 
Senator BINGAMAN, strategic concepts; 
Senator HARKIN, costs; Senator HAR- 
KIN, arms control; Senator BIDEN, rel- 
evant amendment; and Senator HELMS, 
relevant amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, after 
extensive study, discussions, and delib- 
eration, I have decided to vote against 
ratifying the treaty to expand NATO. 
Since my college days, when I wrote 
my senior thesis on U.S.-U.S.S.R. rela- 
tions, I have supported a strong U.S. 
role in international affairs. I oppose 
NATO expansion now because it does 
not fulfill NATO’s basic purpose in 
countering the U.S.S.R. military 
threat that existed from 1945 to 1991 
but, instead, creates a new potential 
threat from Russia. 

As a frequent participant in the 
North Atlantic Assembly meetings 
since the spring 1981 session in Venice, 
I have always felt that the United 
States consistently paid more than its 
fair share of the NATO burden. Our na- 
tional interests were so substantial in 
countering the Soviet threat in West- 
ern Europe that it was worthwhile not 
to withdraw because other nations did 
not do their part in burden sharing. 

As noted in my votes and previous 
floor statements, I do not believe our 
vital national interests justify the ex- 
tent of our contribution in Bosnia. In 
my judgment, that is a matter where 
European nations should have taken 
charge. It is always hard to say when 
century-old hostilities in the Balkans 
may threaten the peace, but the issue 
is sufficiently a European obligation 
that I do not think the United States 
should again be pulling the “laboring 
oar’’—that is, doing more than our 
share. 

The inclusion in NATO of Poland, the 
Czech Republic, and Hungary is the un- 
mistakable start of bringing in more 
nations than the United States should 
be obligated to defend. It is getting us 
deeper into potential quicksand, like 
Bosnia. Perhaps even more important, 
including those countries poses more of 
a risk of a Russian military action 
against them than assurances of their 
national security. There is the obvious 
risk that Russia, with a deteriorating 
army, may choose to use its enormous 
nuclear arsenal. 

The representations that Russian 
President Boris Yeltsin does not object 
to NATO enlargement do not answer 
the threat that Russia might retaliate 
under a new leader. President Yeltsin’s 
government is unstable. His health 
may be even worse. Radical Russian 
elements have already used NATO ex- 
pansion as a potential argument to 
take over the Russian Presidency. 
Final action on expansion of NATO 
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may give them the political weapon to 
succeed. So instead of strengthening 
NATO, the expansion may subject 
NATO to attack with the possible focus 
on its newest members. 

In 1949, the United States and its al- 
lies in Europe literally joined forces to 
define the post-World War II world. The 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
was established with a clear mission: 
collective defense of its members. 
NATO became the centerpiece of the 
U.S. policy of collective security and 
defined our military commitment to 
our allies in Europe. Throughout the 
Cold War, NATO protected U.S. inter- 
ests and U.S. allies in Europe by pro- 
viding a framework through which to 
overcome the political instabilities in 
post war Europe. NATO started out as 
a military alliance of 12 members and 
eventually expanded to a military alli- 
ance of 16 members. Turkey and Greece 
have been members since 1952, Ger- 
many since 1955, and Spain since 1982. 

Then, in 1989, the political landscape 
in Europe changed. The Berlin Wall 
fell. The Cold War was over. The War- 
saw Pact disbanded. In 1990, the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics disinte- 
grated. In its stead, across central and 
eastern Europe and in Russia itself, 
fledgling governments began the tran- 
sition to democracy and market-ori- 
ented economies. The original goal of 
NATO had been fulfilled. 

Immediately after the fall of com- 
munism, NATO began to reevaluate its 
role and purpose. NATO has redefined 
its organization to focus not only on 
collective defense, but also on pro- 
moting stability throughout Europe 
through cooperation and by developing 
the means for collective crisis manage- 
ment and peacekeeping.” Furthermore, 
what started out as a military organi- 
zation of first 12 then 16 nations is now 
holding out the possibility of member- 
ship for at least 12 new members and 
even more if the Administration’s rhet- 
oric comes to fruition. 

My former colleagues Senator How- 
ard Baker and Senator Sam Nunn, 
along with former national security ad- 
visor Brent Scowcroft and Alton Frye 
from the Council on Foreign Relations 
wrote in February that the Adminis- 
tration’s premise that NATO should be 
open to many additional members is a 
prescription for destroying the alli- 
ance” which will antagonize Russia. In 
their words, NATO expansion is an ill- 
defined invitation for new members un- 
related to either military threats or 
military capabilities.” 

I agree with their interpretation that 
an expanded NATO is unrelated to cur- 
rent military threats and capabilities. 
I question U.S. participation in an or- 
ganization increasingly devoted to 
“crisis management and peace- 
keeping.” While NATO was originally 
designed to counter the threat of com- 
munism, it will increasingly be called 
upon to counter new threats facing the 
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region: particularly civil unrest and 
ethnic conflict in Eastern and Central 
Europe. Membership in NATO involves 
a serious commitment to defend other 
members if attacked. As NATO ex- 
pands, the United States may well be 
obligating itself to become involved in 
a potentially great number of conflicts 
that are strictly European in nature 
and not a direct threat to vital U.S. na- 
tional security interests. I do not be- 
lieve the United States should commit 
to involvement in ethnic and civil 
hotspots throughout Europe, but 
should reserve the option to decide on 
such involvement on a case by case 
basis. 

Furthermore, NATO reports from the 
July 1997 NATO summit in Madrid 
state that the end of the Cold War has 
provided the opportunity to build an 
improved security architecture in the 
whole of the Euro-Atlantic area with- 
out recreating dividing lines.” This 
line of reasoning is unsound. If NATO 
is in fact to remain a primarily mili- 
tary alliance, how can including new 
members not recreate dividing lines? It 
is likely that the new dividing lines 
will antagonize Russia. 

Last year, in an open letter to the 
President, 50 former Senators, cabinet 
secretaries and ambassadors, as well as 
arms control advisors and foreign pol- 
icy experts, called for postponement of 
NATO expansion until other security 
options are explored. In their letter, 
they expressed concerns about drawing 
“a new line of division in Europe, be- 
tween the ‘ins’ and the ‘outs’ of 
NATO,” which would actually work to 
increase regional instability and de- 
crease the security of those not in- 
cluded. 

George Kennan, most noted for the 
policy of containment of Russian ex- 
pansive tendencies, who later dis- 
claimed the view that containment 
meant stationing military forces 
around Soviet borders, wrote in the 
New York Times last year that ex- 
panding NATO would be the most fate- 
ful error of American policy in the en- 
tire post-Cold War era.’’ He went on to 
ask: 

Why, with all the hopeful possibilities en- 
gendered by the end of the cold war, should 
East-West relations become centered on the 
question of who would be allied with whom 
and, by implication, against whom in some 
fanciful, totally unforeseeable and most im- 
probable future military conflict? 

Kennan pointed out that the Rus- 
sians are not impressed with American 
assurances that NATO expansion does 
not reflect hostile intentions. In fact, 
he notes, the Russians would continue 
to regard it as a rebuff by the West and 
would likely look elsewhere for guar- 
antees of a secure future.“ What comes 
to mind is forcing Russia to move even 
closer to China or Iran. 

Michael Brown, then senior fellow at 
the Center for Science and Inter- 
national Affairs at Harvard, cautioned 
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early on in 1994, when NATO was first 
addressing the question of new mem- 
bers, that “NATO expansion should be 
tied to strategic circumstances: If Rus- 
sia takes steps to threaten Central Ru- 
rope militarily, NATO should offer 
membership to as many states in the 
region as possible.” Otherwise, Brown 
pointed out, correctly I think, that 
“Russian aggression would be encour- 
aged, not discouraged by NATO expan- 
sion.” 

Potential Russian presidential can- 
didates are already preparing them- 
selves for the next Russian presidential 
election in 2000 and NATO expansion is 
already on the platform. Alexander 
Lebed, a likely top contender for the 
Russian presidency, wrote in an opin- 
ion piece last year that NATO expan- 
sion is drawing Russia into “a process 
of mutual provocations.” He cautioned 
that a reversion to old ways threatens 
the system of agreements which until 
recently had provided stability in Eu- 
rope.” 

One year later, the Russians remain 
quite clear on how they view NA'TO ex- 
pansion. Russia’s ambassador to the 
United States, Yuli Vorontsov, com- 
mented in the March 10, 1998 Wash- 
ington Post on what he calls the au- 
thentic Russian view” of NATO expan- 
sion. 

In his article, Ambassador Vorontsov 
advises that Russia's attitude toward 
NATO enlargement has been and re- 
mains unequivocally negative. The 
signing of the Russia-NATO Founding 
Act does not alter that attitude in any 
manner.“ He goes on to say, If en- 
largement goes forward, there are no 
guarantees that everything positive we 
have developed in the relationship be- 
tween Russia and leading Western 
countries will not be put in severe jeop- 
ardy.“ 

The most telling Russian reaction to 
date has been the Russian Duma's de- 
layed vote on ratification of the 
START II treaty. Lebed contends that 
the Conventional Forces in Europe 
Treaty and other arms control treaties 
could all be reconsidered. 

In my college senior thesis, I was 
very much impressed by the famous 
words of Winston Churchill, which he 
gave in a 1939 London radio broadcast 
when he was first lord of the admi- 
ralty. Commenting on his inability to 
forecast the action of Russia, Churchill 
described Russia as ‘“* a riddle 
wrapped in a mystery inside an enig- 
ma.” But perhaps more telling is the 
oft-forgotten phrase following. Church- 
ill went on to say that * perhaps 
there is a key. That key is Russian na- 
tional interest.” NATO expansion is 
clearly not in the Russian national in- 
terest, and the West can expect Russia 
to react accordingly. 

I believe that the United States and 
Russia must maintain a real balance of 
power if we are going to coexist as 
peaceful nations. Clearly, if NATO is to 
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remain a strictly military alliance, ex- 
panding NATO to the east means tilt- 
ing the balance of power toward the 
west. If the desire is to create greater 
economic and political cooperation 
among Western and Central European 
nations, there are already existing or- 
ganizations such as the European 
Union, the Organization for Security 
and Cooperation in Europe and others 
to take up this task. 

Many claim that there is now a secu- 
rity vacuum in Central Europe that 
NATO expansion can address. On the 
contrary, I believe NATO expansion is 
creating just such a vacuum. It is im- 
plausible to think that Russia would 
send conventional troops into Central 
Europe any time soon. 

While it is probable that there are 
lingering fears of Russian aggression in 
the countries of Central Europe, Rus- 
sia’s current Army capabilities make 
such an advance next to impossible. 
Furthermore, the West would never 
tolerate a repeat of past Russian ag- 
gression in these countries. 

On the other hand, it is plausible to 
think that Russia will revisit the sta- 
tus of its relations with the Baltic na- 
tions, Ukraine and Belarus. Oddly 
enough, these may be the countries 
most likely to be adversely affected by 
NATO expansion and the very nations 
not to be included in the first round of 
new members. We must also not forget 
Russian military involvement in Geor- 
gia and in the Armenia-Azerbaijan con- 
flict. How will NATO expansion influ- 
ence Russian military action in the 
Caucasus? 

In 1992, I presented remarks at the 
North Atlantic Assembly meeting in 
the Netherlands while I was part of a 
Senate delegation visiting the Assem- 
bly, commenting then that there was 
an unease among the American people 
over the cost of U.S. foreign relations 
obligations. That is not to say that the 
predominant U.S. view would ever re- 
turn to the isolationist ideology of the 
1930s, but the question I posed then 
was: What is fair and equitable? As a 
longtime member of the Foreign Oper- 
ations Subcommittee of the Senate Ap- 
propriations Committee, I believe 
many Americans still feel the same 
unease when it comes to U.S. contribu- 
tions to areas clearly outside our vital 
national interests. 

Again in 1993, after returning from 
the next North Atlantic Assembly 
meeting, in remarks on the Senate 
floor, I commented on the debate under 
way in NATO at the time on inviting 
new members to join the alliance. 
There were signs at the time that 
NATO and the North Atlantic Assem- 
bly were looking more toward eco- 
nomic matters than defense matters. 
Furthermore, when we talked to the 
Director of the Center for Strategic 
Stability, he made the point that the 
Russians were very concerned about an 
expanding alliance. The concern then 
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was what would happen with respect to 
Russia being isolated. I do not believe 
this question has been adequately ad- 
dressed. 

Last January, I made remarks on the 
Senate floor concerning my participa- 
tion in the 1996 North Atlantic Assem- 
bly meeting. I noted that NATO has 
been perhaps the most successful inter- 
national collective security arrange- 
ment in the world’s history, ultimately 
achieving its once thought unattain- 
able goal of containing and outlasting 
the empire of the former Soviet Union 
through a vigilant deterrence rather 
than actual conflict. It was this suc- 
cessful because it was more than a mu- 
tual defense pact. It is the coming to- 
gether, across the Atlantic, of the 
power of the ideas of freedom and de- 
mocracy. However, I pointed out that 
NATO's very success in achieving its 
original aim is the basis of the present 
quandary of the alliance. I asked then, 
and I repeat now: In the wake of the 
dissolution of the Soviet Union there 
are many reasons—including our re- 
sponsibility to wisely spend American 
taxpayers’ dollars—why we must ask 
what is NATO for now, what countries 
should be a part of the Alliance, and 
what roles and burdens should be 
played and borne by the different mem- 
bers of the North Atlantic community? 

In the year since I gave these re- 
marks, there has been much discussion 
and debate on NATO expansion, here in 
the Senate and in the media. I believe 
the situation now in Bosnia gives us 
reason to pause and reflect on these 
questions before we commit the United 
States to even more security obliga- 
tions in Eastern and Central Europe. 

During my visit last December to 
Bosnia, I asked our troops to estimate 
how long we would need to stay there 
to avoid the resumption of bloodshed 
which would happen if they left on 
Congress’ schedule. The answer was a 
“generation,” given the intensity and 
longevity of the religious and ethnic 
tensions in the region. There is no 
doubt about the dire consequences if 
fighting resumes among the Muslims, 
Serbs and Croats. The entire region 
would be destabilized. Certainly, the 
current situation in Kosovo is cause for 
great alarm. Russia has come out on 
the side of the Serbs against the United 
States and Europe. In the short term, 
the ability of the West to work with 
Russia will aid in the resolution of this 
issue. This picture changes in the long- 
term. Albania, Kosovo’s neighbor to 
the south, is on the long list of coun- 
tries proposed for NATO membership. 

There is significant question as to 
how far can U.S. military resources be 
stretched on the current $268 billion de- 
fense budget. The top military brass in 
Bosnia had no answer to my question 
on priorities in deciding how to spend 
among Bosnia, Korea, Iran, Iraq and 
the world’s other hot spots. 

Now we add to this the additional 
costs of NATO expansion. Although the 
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Administration says the total cost of 
expansion will be $27 to $35 billion—the 
U.S. portion being $1.5-$2 billion over 
10 years—other estimates for the cost 
of NATO expansion range as high as 
$125 billion. There are many unan- 
swered questions about the cost of 
NATO expansion. 

We have good reason to conclude that 
the estimates of the administration as 
usual, are deceptively low. 

If we use Bosnia as an example, how 
much more are we willing to spend in 
Europe than the Europeans them- 
selves? Doing our part does not mean 
doing more than other major European 
nations. This is not the Cold War where 
the United States squared off against 
the U.S.S.R. and our dominant role in 
NATO protected our vital national in- 
terests. Obviously, Bosnian stability is 
of much greater concern to the Euro- 
pean nations than it is to the U.S. al- 
though you wouldn’t know it from the 
contributions in Bosnia today. This 
also does not mean that the United 
States cannot play an important stra- 
tegic role in the region, for the United 
States has played a successful leading 
role in the War Crimes Tribunal for the 
Former Yugoslavia. 

The United States will always play a 
role in peace and security in Europe. 
We all applaud the great success of the 
new countries of Eastern and Central 
Europe on their transition to democ- 
racy and free-market economies. How- 
ever, as we move into the 21st century, 
I believe this is not the time for NATO 
expansion. 

We would be moving away from the 
basic premise that NATO was expanded 
to protect Western Europe from Soviet 
attack. We would be looking at a Rus- 
sia now, after the disintegration of the 
Soviet Union, which is not stable. We 
are trying to build up our relationships 
with Russia. Certainly this would be 
very counterproductive. 

As I noted earlier, I recall very well 
in my studies at the University of 
Pennsylvania noting in my college the- 
sis on United States-U.S.S.R. relations 
the description of Winston Churchill 
that Russian foreign policy was a rid- 
dle wrapped in a mystery inside an 
enigma. It is puzzling as to what the 
Russians will do next. They are enig- 
matic. 

While we are on the path which has a 
reasonable possibility of leading to 
peace and stability, the inclusion of 
new NATO members I do believe would 
be counterproductive. 

For these reasons, I oppose the ex- 
pansion of NATO at this time. 

I intend to vote against the ratifica- 
tion of this treaty. 

I thank the Chair. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, first 
of all, let me say that I have listened 
rather attentively to the debate the 
past 3 days. It has all been heartfelt. A 
lot of it has been very thoughtful. I 
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think it has been instructive for the 
Senate to hear this debate. 

I spent a lot of time reading a lot of 
articles, doing a lot of research and 
trying to reach a conclusion that I felt 
not only was correct, but one that I 
would feel very comfortable with not 
just today but in future years. 

I have heard a lot of people say the 
average man on the street in Russia 
does not really care about NATO ex- 
pansion. I agree with that. He or she 
doesn’t care about it right now, just as 
the American people are not zeroed in 
on partial-birth abortion right now. 
But you wait until October and Novem- 
ber comes and all those 30-second spots 
start appearing on television, and 
those awful, barbaric films are shown 
just before the election, and you will 
find that virtually everybody in Amer- 
ica cares about that issue. And when 
the election in Russia is held in the 
year 2000, you can rest assured the 
hard-liners are going to have a picnic. 

Mr. President, I have read a number 
of times that we should not let the 
Russian hard-liners dictate our foreign 
policy. I agree with that. By the same 
token, I do not think we ought to gra- 
tuitously allow the Russian hard-liners 
to dictate internal policy in Russia as 
well as foreign policy to come. 

I am one who believes that peace on 
the Eurasian Continent and probably 
in the world is dependent on our engag- 
ing Russia over the next several years. 
I do not denigrate any of the argu- 
ments for ratification. I think a lot of 
the arguments are very compelling for 
expanding NATO. But when I weigh 
what I believe will be the cost some- 
time in the future compared to the 
benefits, I believe the cost is likely to 
far outweigh the benefits. 

What do we get out of it? Not NATO 
but the United States. How are we en- 
riched? How is our security aided by 
taking in these three countries? If, as I 
believe at some point the hard-liners in 
Russia are going to have a field day 
with this, just as there are people in 
this body and in the United States who 
cannot give up on the cold war, I think 
we are going to pay a heavy price. 

Nobody should cling to the naive be- 
lief that a lot of this expansion is not 
dictated by the hard-liners in this 
country. We have our own. We have 
people who after 50 years of fearing the 
great Russian bear and communism 
and the Soviet Union have a very dif- 
ficult time turning loose that philos- 
ophy. 

I hear it said that we gave our word 
to Poland, the Czech Republic, and 
Hungary, and we must follow through 
on our word. I hear it said that they 
have suffered enough. And God knows, 
we can all relate to that. We all know 
what Eastern Europe endured under 
the foot of communism and the 
U.S.S.R. for 45 years after World War 
Il. Not only are we sympathetic, in my 
opinion, without the expansion of 
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NATO, the United States and our allies 
in Europe would come to the rescue of 
any of these countries if they were 
threatened. But we should bear in mind 
also in that connection that it was not 
Russia, it was not the Soviet Union 
that invaded Czechoslovakia, that in- 
vaded Poland and Hungary. 

We hear all of these soothing assur- 
ances from proponents of enlargement 
that NATO is a defensive alliance; we 
have no aggressive intentions. I believe 
that. Of course, that is true. But I am 
not Russia. I ask the Members of this 
body, if the shoe were on the other foot 
how would they feel? Incidentally, I 
might say that one of the most power- 
ful speeches I have ever heard made on 
the Senate floor was about 30 seconds 
long during the Panama Canal Treaty 
debate. That was by far the most vola- 
tile political issue to confront this 
body since I have been in the Senate. 
Everybody that was going to vote for 
it—and it had 67 votes—was trying to 
cleanse their skirts with their con- 
stituents back home. And Henry 
Bellmon, a wonderful Republican Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma, stood at his desk 
at about where the Senator from Indi- 
ana is seated right now and said: I 
have agonized about this for 6 weeks. 
The President’s called me. The Sec- 
retary of State’s called me, and people 
on the other side have called me. Mr. 
President, I have decided that I think 
we ought to treat the Panamanians the 
way we would want to be treated, and 
therefore I am going to vote for the 
treaties.” He shortly thereafter an- 
nounced he would not run again be- 
cause he knew he could not possibly be 
reelected in Oklahoma with that vote. 
You talk about a profile in courage. 
That is probably the most dramatic il- 
lustration of it I have seen since I have 
been in the Senate. 

And so I ask you this: If this treaty 
were being executed by Russia, Mexico 
and Canada, and Russia was saying not 
to worry, don’t worry about us lining 
up with Mexico and Canada on your 
border, we have no aggressive inten- 
tions, how would that go over? 

Mr. President, we cannot deny what 
this treaty is all about. It is to hem 
Russia in. The Russians are not stupid. 

Look at some of the declarations in 
the resolution itself. Paragraph 
(2)(A)(i). It says: 

Notwithstanding the collapse of com- 
munism in most of Europe and the dissolu- 
tion of the Soviet Union, the United States 
and its NATO allies face threats to their sta- 
bility and territorial integrity including [lis- 
ten to this] the potential for the emergence 
of a hegemonic power in Europe. 

That is No. 1. “The potential for the 
emergence of a hegemonic power in Eu- 
rope.” 

Now, the Russians would never guess 
who we were referring to with that. 
Further: 

The invasion of Poland, Hungary, or the 
Czech Republic, or their destabilization aris- 
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ing from external subversion, would threaten 
the stability of Europe and jeopardize vital 
United States national security interests. 

Who would invade Poland, Hungary 
or the Czech Republic? The Russians 
would never guess who we were refer- 
ring to in this resolution. 

Listen to this: 

Extending NATO membership to Poland, 
Hungary, and the Czech Republic will 
strengthen NATO, enhance security and sta- 
bility in Central Europe, deter potential ag- 
gressors, and thereby advance the interests 
of the United States and its NATO allies. 

Question: Who do you think the po- 
tential aggressor is? 

Or, perhaps the Russians will never 
see or know about a letter I received in 
my office last week from Mr. Bruce 
Jackson, president of the United States 
Committee to Expand NATO. Here is 
what he said: 

Dear Senator: 

I am forwarding a copy of Charles 
Krauthammer’s opinion piece which ap- 
peared on April 17 in the Washington Post 
while the Senate was in recess. While I can- 
not say that every member of the U.S. Com- 
mittee to Expand NATO shares Dr. 
Krauthammer’s views on Russia, we are in 
complete agreement with his conclusion: 

NATO expansion is simply a return to—a 
ratification of normality .. It is the easi- 
est U.S. foreign policy call of the decade. 

If you need any additional information, 
call me. 

This is the Committee to Expand 
NATO, saying we agree with virtually 
everything Dr. Krauthammer said in 
his article in the Washington Post. And 
what did Dr. Krauthammer say? Listen 
to this headline. This is the headline of 
the Krauthammer article that that 
committee says they agree with to- 
tally. Is NATO expansion directed 
against Russia? Of course it is.” 

What would our response be if we 
were in Russia’s shoes? Their conven- 
tional forces are in shambles, their 
economy is a basket case, their people 
are demoralized and they are experi- 
encing the fifth consecutive year of 
economic negative growth. The most 
dangerous thing in the world is for a 
bully to jump on somebody who is 
weak. You know what I have always 
said? I think government has a role in 
our lives. I think government has a 
role in protecting the weak from the 
bully. I am not saying the United 
States is a bully. But I am saying, 
when we expand NATO at a time when 
Russia is on their hunkers and every- 
body knows it—mostly the Russians— 
what would our response be? We have 
assured Russia orally we will not put 
nuclear weapons in Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic. But we have 
refused to put that in writing. You 
think of that. 

Again, I am going to come back to 
the broken promise of all broken prom- 
ises in just a moment. But here we are 
telling Russia that we will not put nu- 
clear weapons in the three countries 
that we are taking into NATO, So you 
have nothing to fear.” But we don't 
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want to put it in writing. And yester- 
day the U.S. Senate, by a vote of 90 to 
9, said the very foundation of NATO re- 
quires a nuclear presence in Europe 
and those three countries were not ex- 
cluded in that amendment. 

The Russians would have to be naive 
beyond all imagination to believe that 
Dr. Krauthammer wasn’t saying it ex- 
actly right. NATO enlargement is de- 
signed to hem Russia in. 

Mr. President, the last time Russia 
took our word for something was in 
1990. It was in a meeting during a meet- 
ing between Secretary of State Baker 
and Mikhail Gorbachev, and the prom- 
ise was very simple, according to Jack 
Matlock, who was our Ambassador to 
Russia at the time. When the Soviet 
empire was falling apart and the Ger- 
mans were clamoring to reunify the 
west and east, we promised Mikhail 
Gorbachev that if he would not inter- 
fere with the reunification of Germany, 
we would never move NATO 1 foot fur- 
ther east toward Russia. I have no doc- 
umentation to prove that, but I called 
Jack Matlock, who knows what hap- 
pened, and asked him. He assured me in 
roughly a 30-minute conversation, over 
and over and over, that not only did 
the United States promise Russia we 
would not move any further—wouldn’t 
move NATO any further east toward 
Russia, Helmut Kohl later joined in the 
promise. I am not saying that Gorba- 
chev had that much option. I am say- 
ing we made the promise. Again, an 
oral promise. 

Let me go back to the rationale some 
people use for saying we have to go 
through with this. It is because we 
promised the Czech Republic, Poland, 
and Hungary that we would do it. How 
about our promises to Russia that we 
would not? 

So, what are we doing to Russia? We 
are forcing them to rely more and more 
heavily on nuclear weapons. And the 
more you rely on nuclear weapons, the 
lower the hair trigger for nuclear war. 
Why are they depending on nuclear 
weapons? It is cheaper. They can main- 
tain a nuclear force at a fraction of the 
cost of maintaining a conventional 
force in case NATO did attack them. 

Are we safer with the Russians de- 
pending on nuclear weapons? Of course 
we are not. That is another big nega- 
tive to this whole thing. And the Duma 
says they are not going to ratify 
START II. Maybe they will. I hear ar- 
guments on both sides of that. But I 
can tell you this, START II is ex- 
tremely important to the security of 
the world and it is extremely impor- 
tant to the security of the United 
States. But the Duma has not ratified 
it. They have talked about it for al- 
most 2 years now and they have not 
ratified it. 

So, what does that mean? It means 
we have to maintain our nuclear forces 
on a high state of readiness, at an 
extra cost of several billion dollars a 
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year. There has been a lot of talk about 
who is going to pay for all of the new 
weaponry for Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic. Nobody has mentioned 
the fact that instead of destroying 
weapons, as we would under START II, 
we may very well not only keep them 
but keep them on a high state of readi- 
ness, and it is already costing us sev- 
eral billion dollars a year to maintain 
the extra nuclear forces. 

What are our friends in Russia say- 
ing? Mr. President, I feel this may be 
the most salient point I can make in 
the debate on why I do not intend to 
vote for the expansion of NATO. What 
are our friends—who we are depending 
on to democratize and bring sanity to 
the Soviet Union and bring that poor, 
bedraggled nation into the 20th cen- 
tury—what are they saying? 

Victor Chernomyrdin, everybody 
thought he was a rational, moderate 
person. Vice President GORE is genu- 
inely fond of him and met with him 
many times. What does he think about 
this? Here is what he said: 

We will never agree that the expansion of 
NATO is needed now, since its doctrine of 
confrontation with the Warsaw Pact, the So- 
viet Union and Russia, has not essentially 
changed. 

That is one of our good friends. Then: 
The Russian Federation National Secu- 
rity Blueprint which was signed by 
Boris Yeltsin: 

The prospect of NATO expansion to the 
east is unacceptable to Russia since it rep- 
resents a threat to its national security. 

What did the State Duma, the prin- 
cipal legislative body in Russia, say 3 
months ago? This wasn’t way back in 
the past, it was January 23 this year. 
They passed a resolution saying: 

Given the weakening of Russia’s defense 
capacity, NATO enlargement means the ap- 
pearance of the most serious military threat 
to our country since 1954. 

And here is Yuli Vorontsov, Ambas- 
sador to the United States: 

I would say that movement of NATO forces 
close to the Russian borders is generally 
being considered by all political forces in 
Russia as a threat. You can ask anybody 
there. Do not just ask Communists; we know 
what they will say. Ask liberals, ask demo- 
crats, ask young and ask old. Nobody in Rus- 
sia is applauding this move, because every- 
body is afraid it is going to be a military 
threat. 

That is what our friends in Russia 
say. What they say is, vou're cutting 
our legs off right under us. We want to 
be friends. We want Russia to move 
into the 2Ist century, and we want 
peace on the Eurasian continent. So 
what in the name of God are you doing 
threatening us with this expansion?“ 

Bill Clinton made one of the most 
poignant statements he has ever made 
in his life back in 1992 when he was 
running for President. April 1992—lis- 
ten to this beautiful statement: 

What does a democratic Russia mean to 
Americans? Lower defense spending, a re- 
duced nuclear threat, a diminished risk of 
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environmental disasters, fewer arms exports 
and less proliferation, access to Russia’s vast 
resources through peaceful commerce, and 
the creation of a major new market for 
American goods and services. 

That is what President Clinton said 
in a beautiful statement in 1992 when 
he was candidate Clinton. 

What does Admiral Bill Crowe say? 
And Admiral Crowe, incidentally, fa- 
vors the expansion of NATO, but he 
wrote some beautiful words about it. 
Listen to it. I think everybody in this 
body and everybody whoever knew him 
has a profound respect for Bill Crowe, 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
recently Ambassador to the Court of 
St. James. He said: 

Put bluntly, the outcome of events in Rus- 
sia can directly affect the future of the free 
world. The epic journey of that great nation 
is far from over.. . If the Russian people ul- 
timately return to some form of autocracy, 
it would be a genuine disaster, not only for 
them but for us as well. In essence, I would 
judge that Russia is our number one foreign 
policy challenge, and it would be folly to 
treat it otherwise. 

Yet we are engaging in precisely 
what he said—folly. What did Jack 
Matlock, who was our Ambassador to 
the Soviet Union at the time, say? 

In making a major effort to bring more 
members into NATO when countries who 
wish to join face no military threat, the ad- 
ministration undermines its ability to pro- 
tect the United States and its allies from po- 
tential nuclear leakage from Russia. 

He goes on to say: 

Russia may have no choice other than to 
accept an enlarged NATO, but in the ensuing 
atmosphere of political estrangement, close 
cooperation in nuclear matters, never easy, 
will become even more difficult. It will also 
be much harder to maintain the momentum 
of weapons destruction if it appears to Rus- 
sian military planners that they must main- 
tain a nuclear option in order to balance an 
expanding NATO. 

Mr. President, did you know that we 
have spent billions of dollars in Russia 
helping them dismantle their nuclear 
weapons? That is what we call Nunn- 
Lugar money around here. It is the 
best money we have ever spent. I prom- 
ise you, Mr. President, I promise you 
that the Russians are going to ulti- 
mately say, Get out. We thought you 
were serious about dismantling our nu- 
clear weapons and dismantling yours, 
but if you are going to treat us this 
way and show this kind of bad faith to- 
ward our good faith in dismantling our 
nuclear weapons and letting you do it, 
it is over.” 

Our former colleague Sam Nunn who 
was the most revered person on mili- 
tary matters I ever served with—and 
believe you me, Sam Nunn and I had 
plenty of disagreements—is opposed to 
NATO expansion. Here is what Sam 
Nunn said: 

I believe it is essential for the Clinton ad- 
ministration and our allies to start laying 
the groundwork now for a soft landing“ for 
U.S.-Russian relations in the wake of NATO 
enlargement. Unless this is accomplished 
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soon, there will be a significant deteriora- 
tion in U.S.-Russian and allied-Russian rela- 
tions, and a political climate may emerge in 
Russia which erodes the ability and the will- 
ingness of Russian leaders to make rational 
decisions on critical foreign policy matters, 

Even those Russians who are most inclined 
to seek compromise and who see no military 
threat in the admission of Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic into NATO would 
find the expansion of NATO into the geo- 
political space claimed by the former Soviet 
Union intolerable. 

Of course they find it intolerable. 

Mr. President, I do not speak out of 
fear of Russia. I do not speak out of 
denigration of my colleagues who 
think this is absolutely the right thing 
to do. It is no secret that President 
Clinton and I have been close friends 
for 25 years, and I have, I think, the 
best record in the Senate of supporting 
his legislation. Maybe one other Sen- 
ator has a better record than I have. 
But I think he would be the first per- 
son to understand my strong feelings 
that this is a mistake. 

When I about this subject, I think of 
all throughout history, from Napoleon 
to Hitler, who have underestimated 
Russia. And I can tell you we are un- 
derestimating Russia, we are assuming 
that she is always going to be an eco- 
nomic basket case, that she will never 
be able to build her conventional forces 
and that she will always accept our 
soothing assurances that our inten- 
tions are defensive and not offensive. 

One of the best books I ever read in 
my life, Mr. President, is called The 
March of Folly: From Troy to Viet- 
nam, by Barbara Tuchman. No young 
person should be allowed to graduate 
from high school and certainly not 
from college without reading Barbara 
Tuchman's The March of Folly.” 

Bill Lind, who most of the people in 
this body know, an expert on military 
affairs of some note, widely respected, 
wrote an article about NATO enlarge- 
ment not long ago, and he refers to this 
magnificent book, The March of 
Folly.” He said: 

It is folly to humiliate a Great Power dur- 
ing an historical moment of weakness. It is 
folly to reignite a cold war within the West— 
and Russia is rightfully part of the West—as 
the world moves into an era of conflicts 
among cultures. It is folly to risk pushing a 
weak Russian government further toward 
loss of legitimacy, when its replacement 
may be a variety of non-state entities rang- 
ing from mafias through religious groupings, 
some of which would inevitably possess rem- 
nants of the Soviet nuclear arsenal. 

Bill Lind goes on to say: 

In her glorious book, The March of 
Folly,” Barbara Tuchman writes: A phe- 
nomenon noticeable throughout history re- 
gardless of place or period is the pursuit by 
governments of policies contrary to their 
own interests. Mankind, it seems, makes a 
poorer performance of government than of 
almost any other human activity. In this 
sphere, wisdom, which may be defined as the 
exercise of judgment acting on experience, 
common sense and available information, is 
less operative and more frustrated than it 
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should be. Why do holders of high office so 
often act contrary to the way reason points 
and enlightened self-interest suggests?” 

Mr. President, Barbara Tuchman’s 
definition of the march of folly” was 
when nations take action, and there is 
a small minority of people saying, If 
you do this, you’re going to be sorry,” 
and it turns out the warning was not 
heeded. Nations went ahead headlong, 
and the march of folly continued to the 
considerable detriment of the nation 
that did not listen. 

Admiral Yamamoto told the Japa- 
nese warlords, “I’ve been to the United 
States. I will participate in the attack 
on Pearl Harbor. I will serve my Em- 
peror and do the best I can. But you are 
foolish if you think you're going to 
conquer the United States. I’ve been 
there. I’ve seen their industrial 
might.“ 

In World War I, the commander of all 
the German U-boats said, “I cannot 
sink the amount of shipping you tell 
me I have to sink in order to defeat the 
United States.” Yet they went head- 
long and paid no attention to him. 

Even when the Greeks attacked the 
Trojan fortress, and placed the Trojan 
horse outside the gates, one person, La- 
ocoon said, Don't let that horse in 
here. What have the Greeks ever done 
for us? It is a trick” But he was a soli- 
tary voice, so the Trojans brought the 
wooden horse into the city. The rest is 
history. Fifty-five of the best Greek 
soldiers piled out of the horse and took 
the Trojan fortress. 

There are not too many dissenters in 
this debate. I am one of them and I 
hope to God I am wrong. I can tell you 
that in my opinion we are going 
against our enlightened self-interest 
and continuing the march of folly. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. COATS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Indiana. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, there has 
been significant, considerable debate 
on this issue over the past several 
days, and then several days before that 
before the Easter recess. Many of the 
arguments have been made, discussions 
have been had, and debate has been en- 
gaged in regarding the merits and de- 
merits of NATO expansion. 

I think it is important to put a little 
bit of historical perspective to this and 
then I would also like to bring a little 
bit of perspective as a member of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee, be- 
cause, after all, NATO is a military al- 
liance. It is designed for military pur- 
poses primarily. And it is important 
that we look at the military capacity 
and capability of the three nations 
that are being discussed as potential 
members of NATO. 

So I would like to bring that portion 
of the discussion to the debate so that 
Members are aware of some of the facts 
and considerations relative to that por- 
tion of the NATO debate. 
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First, the historical perspective. 

This June will mark the 50th anni- 
versary of the start of the Berlin 
Blockade. Fifty years ago, the United 
States had passed the Vandenberg Res- 
olution which laid the groundwork for 
U.S. participation in regional and 
other cooperative defense alliances. 
This resolution served to show Amer- 
ican support for the commitment Euro- 
pean nations had undertaken in the 
Brussels treaty the previous year to de- 
fend against external threats. The reso- 
lution marked a formal recognition 
that the United States had to become 
constructively engaged in European 
and world affairs if it were to be suc- 
cessful in influencing and supporting 
the broader adoption of democratic 
principles in the world-market econ- 
omy. 

We had, with tragic consequences, re- 
treated from world affairs earlier in 
this century, only to pay considerable 
costs in terms of not only monetary 
costs but, more importantly, in terms 
of lives because we were drawn into 
those affairs as a matter of necessity. 

Two successive World Wars dem- 
onstrated unequivocally Europe’s im- 
portance to our own national interests, 
and the Members of this body, in 1948, 
were determined that the United 
States not be forced to catch up to 
world events again. 

Growing concern at the time about 
the intentions of the Soviet Union 
were, of course, pivotal to the debate 
regarding the formation of the alli- 
ance, After World War II, Soviet troops 
remained in Germany and the other 
Central/Eastern European countries 
that the Soviets occupied during the 
war. 

During the course of the Berlin 
Blockade, in the midst of that not in- 
considerable crisis, the United States 
engaged Canada and the Brussels trea- 
ty powers in discussions that cul- 
minated in the establishment of NATO 
in 1949. Interestingly enough, Mr. 
President, the reaction then in this 
body, and in other corridors that were 
discussing the feasibility of this reac- 
tion to both the Vandenberg Resolu- 
tion and the North Atlantic talks, was 
decidedly vociferous. 

Eminent scholars and statesmen— 
George Kennan among them—decried 
the U.S. decision to pursue this alli- 
ance with Britain, Canada, France, and 
other nations. Kennan, who was the 
original advocate of containment, de- 
scribed the proposed alliance as pro- 
vocative and potentially destabilizing. 
Interestingly enough, that is what 
much of the debate about the addition 
of three formerly Soviet Warsaw Pact 
nations, now Central European nations 
that have gained independence—much 
of the debate is centered on that very 
issue. 

Then, as now, the debate covered a 
broad spectrum of other issues, includ- 
ing policy, proposed missions, member- 
ship, political as well as military aims, 
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and U.S. military aid to Europe. The 
resultant treaty signed in Washington, 
DC, on April 4, 1949, committed the 
parties to: peaceful resolution of dis- 
putes; the active promotion of stability 
and well-being; continuous military 
vigilance; joint consultation; and devo- 
tion to the common defense. 

During the Senate consideration of 
the treaty, two major issues were dis- 
cussed: The meaning of the article V 
commitment, that is, the mutual as- 
sistance portion of the treaty; and spe- 
cific military aid proposed by the ad- 
ministration to assist Europe. 

It is interesting to note that treaty 
mentions no specific external threat 
which the alliance was being formed to 
counter, just as this resolution men- 
tions no specific external threat. 

In testimony before the Senate For- 
eign Relations Committee, Secretary 
of State, Dean Acheson affirmed that 
the treaty was not aimed at any coun- 
try but was proposed to prevent aggres- 
sion. “If we want peace,” he said, we 
must be prepared to wage peace, with 
all of our thought, energy, and cour- 
age.” At the time, the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee was careful to as- 
sert that the treaty’s article V com- 
mitment would not remove the con- 
stitutional power of Congress to de- 
clare war. The Senate subsequently ap- 
proved the Washington treaty by a 
vote of 87-8. 

It is interesting to note, that while 
some say, All right. That was fine for 
the time being, but why expand?” there 
have been three membership exten- 
sions to four other nations over subse- 
quent years—in 1952 to Greece and Tur- 
key, in 1955 to Germany, and in 1982 to 
Spain. 

Today, after nearly 50 years of out- 
standing success, NATO no longer 
seems controversial in and of itself. It 
is widely viewed as the most successful 
military alliance in history. It was suc- 
cessful in its goal of deterring aggres- 
sion in Europe. And through a robust 
commitment to military strength, 
NATO’s existence also brought en- 
hanced stability to Europe, enabling 
its members to prosper economically. 

Today's debate centers on the addi- 
tion of three former Eastern bloc na- 
tions to NATO and whether somehow 
this will dilute NATO and its collective 
commitment to the principles outlined 
in the treaty. It also talks about 
whether or not such inclusion and addi- 
tion of nations will be provocative to 
Russia and will be destabilizing. 

There are many issues that have and 
need to be discussed before we vote on 
NATO and its future. But we must keep 
in mind that while this debate over 
what type of missions NATO under- 
takes in the future is important, it is 
not, in my opinion, the central consid- 
eration of adding new members. 

Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hun- 
gary were on the forefront of Soviet he- 
gemony during the cold war. For al- 
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most 50 years, their people lived under 
the totalitarianism of a Communist re- 
gime. With the fall of the Soviet Union, 
freedom came at last. They moved for- 
ward quickly to transform their econo- 
mies to the free-market system, to 
hold democratic elections, and estab- 
lish the rule of law. There is a compel- 
ling reason, moral reason I would sub- 
mit, to extend NATO membership to 
these countries. But it is more than 
that. Because we must remember that 
NATO is first and foremost a military 
alliance. 

These nations are able and willing to 
contribute to the common defense of 
Europe as they desire the security link 
of being a part of NATO. That is essen- 
tial to our consideration— the answer 
to that question, Are these nations 
able, are they willing, to contribute to 
the common defense of Europe, and do 
they desire to be part of a 50-year es- 
tablished security link? The 1949 Euro- 
pean nations themselves must answer 
this question. 

Though an expansion of the Soviet 
Union played a key role in NATO’s ori- 
gins, it was the history of warfare in 
Europe which spurred the North Atlan- 
tic nations to action. Again, as Dean 
Acheson testified in 1949, NATO is not 
to counter any particular threat but 
rather all aggression. The treaty itself 
states its purpose as safeguarding free- 
dom, common heritage, and civiliza- 
tion of their people, founded on the 
principles of democracy, individual lib- 
erty, and rule of law. NATO is designed 
and said to promote stability and well- 
being in the North Atlantic area, and a 
collective defense allowance to pre- 
serve peace and security.” 

“The treaty itself,” he said, invites 
any other European states in a position 
to further the principles of this treaty 
and contribute to the security of the 
North Atlantic area to accede to the 
treaty.” Let me repeat that: The trea- 
ty itself invites any other European 
states in a position to further the prin- 
ciples of this treaty and contribute to 
the security of the North Atlantic 
area’’—invites them to become part of 
the alliance. 

These nations, which have been 
under the suppression and oppression 
of communism nearly 50 years now, are 
simply asking us to comply with the 
terms of the treaty by allowing them, 
since they are now capable of becoming 
part of this mutual security alliance 
and this stabilizing future. It is, in ef- 
fect, an open-door policy to other na- 
tions of Europe who share the goal of 
defense and are willing to contribute to 
the security environment. 

Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Re- 
public, for 50 years under the domina- 
tion of the Soviet Union, have made 
the long journey to freedom and the be- 
ginnings of prosperity. These nations, 
always a part of Europe, have been ar- 
tificially separated from their historic 
and cultural roots behind an Iron Cur- 
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tain that had no place in Europe yet di- 
vided European nations for nearly 50 
years. They now have an opportunity 
to once again become an integral part 
of Europe. How can we now deny them 
the right to belong to a European secu- 
rity alliance? It seems to me a fairly 
strong imperative that the nations 
that were previously divided from the 
rest of Europe now be invited to be- 
come a part of an organization dedi- 
cated to the survival of Europe. 

Why these three countries? They 
each have a clear case to demonstrate 
their commitment to the goals of 
NATO. In addition, their recent history 
shows the strength of their new democ- 
racies and the openness which gen- 
erally follows free elections, civilian 
oversight of the military intelligence, 
rule of law, market economies—most 
important, since NATO was never in- 
tended to be a free ride. These nations 
are willing and able to contribute to 
their own self-defense. Already they 
have begun the restructuring required 
to make their militaries compatible 
with NATO's. 

Continued commitment to this goal 
will be needed, obviously, over the next 
decade or more, but for now they are 
moving substantially in the right di- 
rection. The principle of immediate 
changes—reducing the size of their ar- 
mies, modernizing their forces, achiev- 
ing interoperability as it relates to 
NATO command, control, and commu- 
nications—is well under way. Poland 
has already presented a 15-year plan to 
reduce its forces overhauling the offi- 
cer corps structure and introducing 
professional noncommissioned officers. 
Airfields, ports, and depots are being 
readied to conduct operations with 
NATO, and they have conducted many 
joint operations under the Partnership 
for Peace program and other programs. 

Poland has established a national 
military center for language education. 
It spends, interestingly enough, 2.4 per- 
cent of its gross domestic product on 
defense and intends to maintain this 
level or increase this level of support. 
Interestingly enough, Mr. President, 
that is more than half what the current 
NATO nations spend as a percentage of 
GDP. Belgium spends 1.7 percent; Brit- 
ain, 3.1; Germany, 2.0; the United 
States, 3.1; as examples of the commit- 
ment of nations that spend either less 
than, equal to, or substantially more 
than Poland, but clearly they are in 
the top 50 percent. 

The Czech Republic has begun mod- 
ernizing its forces. They plan to in- 
crease their defense spending by one- 
tenth of 1 percent of GDP a year for 3 
years, bringing spending to $1.2 billion 
for defense in 2001. 

Hungary is committed to increase de- 
fense spending by one-tenth of 1 per- 
cent of GDP over 5 years, a substantial 
amount of money, bringing it from the 
current 1.4 to 1.8 percent. They have al- 
ready succeeded in reducing the num- 
ber of troops from 100,000 to 489,000 and 
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set up a joint peacekeeping battalion 
in Romania. 

I recently was made aware of testi- 
mony given by Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for International Security Af- 
fairs Franklin Kramer before the Sen- 
ate Committee on Foreign Relations. 
Some of his testimony has been classi- 
fied, some of it unclassified. I am going 
to quote from the unclassified portion 
of his testimony in which he concludes, 
“I am fully confident that with the re- 
forms and strategies currently being 
implemented in all three countries, Po- 
land, Hungary and the Czech Republic 
will both be reliable allies and net pro- 
ducers of security to the North Atlan- 
tic alliance.” Net producers. 

In analyzing their contributions, Mr. 
Kramer details a whole number of cat- 
egories in which these commitments 
have been made. He talks about the 
interoperability through Partnership 
for Peace and cites in 1997 alone Poland 
participated in 22 Partnership for 
Peace exercises in which the United 
States also took part. The highlight of 
these events was Brave Eagle,” one of 
the most complex exercises to date, 
which Poland hosted. Poland also par- 
ticipated in hundreds of bilateral and 
multilateral exercises, seminars, and 
other activities with other partners 
and NATO allies, all of which have con- 
tributed to increase their interoper- 
ability. The Poles have emphasized 
military training and tactical exercises 
in their Partnership for Peace partici- 
pation. 

I met with members of the Defense 
Establishment and the Intelligence Es- 
tablishment recently in my office. 
Much of what was presented was classi- 
fied. I can confidently speak to the fact 
that very significant activity has 
taken place within these three nations. 
Poland, in particular, has very signifi- 
cant contributions to make to the 
NATO alliance on an immediate basis, 
and Hungary and the Czech Republic 
also have significant contributions to 
make. Hungary has participated in 17 
multilateral Partnership for Peace ex- 
ercises just in the last year. The Czechs 
have participated in 18 of those exer- 
cises. 

In addition to that, all three coun- 
tries have participated in the Partner- 
ship for Peace planning and review 
process in which NATO has established 
41 specific interoperability objectives. 
These include C3/SAR, ground 
refuelings of aircraft, commonality of 
airfield procedures, use of NATO com- 
munications procedures and termi- 
nology, aircraft IFF systems, logistic 
support, interoperability of commu- 
nications equipment and of air naviga- 
tion aids. Poland committed to obtain 
all 41 of these interoperabilities by 
1999, Hungary pledged to reach 38, and 
the Czech Republic promised to meet 
3l—a very significant commitment. 

A number of other areas were ana- 
lyzed, including military reforms and 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


modernization. Each of these nations 
has ambitious plans in place to bring 
about reforms in command, control, 
communications, air defense, traffic 
control, logistics, infrastructure, per- 
sonnel reform, reduction in forces, in- 
crease in quality of training. I could 
detail those, but those were provided 
and I think they are significant. 

Their core capabilities and increase 
operability plans for personnel, for 
training and NATO doctrine, and for 
interoperability have all been signifi- 
cant. 

Mr. President, there is good reason to 
believe that the three countries that 
we are discussing, in terms of inclusion 
in NATO, have already made substan- 
tial progress and have committed to 
further substantial progress in the nec- 
essary areas of bringing together the 
fit that will make their inclusion in 
NATO significant. 

Mr. President, let me examine some 
of the issues that have been raised in 
opposition to adding new members to 
NATO. 

Several academicians and former dip- 
lomats have raised the specter of the 
United States and its NATO allies 
bogged down in some internal or ethnic 
dispute involving one or more of the 
new members. In doing so, they ignore 
the experience of 50 years in which 
NATO members, some of whom have 
experienced their own civil unrest, and 
some of whom have experienced con- 
flicts with their own NATO partners, 
have ignored the fact these relations 
have improved their respective demo- 
cratic institutions, and that they have 
grown steadily more stable and more 
productive. NATO, rather than fos- 
tering instability, has provided a forum 
for the resolution of conflicts among 
its members. Turkey and Greece are 
probably the prime example. The pros- 
pect of NATO membership has has- 
tened the resolution of disputes be- 
tween Hungary and Romania and the 
Czech Republic and Germany. There 
are numerous examples of reconcili- 
ations and resolutions of conflict that 
have taken place just in the anticipa- 
tion of becoming part of NATO. 

A second objection has been directed 
toward the NATO directive to collec- 
tively and individually develop and 
maintain the capacity to resist an 
armed attack; that is, that the costs 
connected with admitting new mem- 
bers are uncertain and could be sub- 
stantially more than NATO’s estimate 
of $1.5 billion over 10 years as the U.S. 
share. Detractors using this argument 
tend to follow it in virtually the same 
breath with the statement that the 
principal threat has gone away. On the 
one hand, they say the threat has gone 
away, and they are saying, therefore, 
we don’t need to be concerned about fu- 
ture security arrangements; and on the 
other hand, they say they are con- 
cerned about the potential of future 
conflict, and, therefore, that will drive 
the costs up. 
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Well, let’s accept the premise for a 
moment that there is no specific 
threat. The NATO common costs of ac- 
cepting these new members is depend- 
ent upon that threat—if the threat is 
substantial, then the costs will likely 
be substantial as well. In contrast, a 
reduced threat will almost certainly 
mean a minimal expenditure. Current 
plans call for the latter. Prospective 
members are expected to obtain com- 
patible command and control systems, 
maintain air defense and ground forces 
appropriate to their nation’s security 
needs, and maintain one squadron of 
modern tactical aircraft. In addition, 
they are to provide sufficient facilities 
infrastructure to support the rapid de- 
ployment of NATO forces into their re- 
spective nations in the event of a cri- 
sis. Obviously, if a substantive threat 
should arise, then the number and mix 
of required forces could increase, and 
maybe substantially. But just as clear 
is that we would want to meet those 
increased requirements to counter the 
increased threat, and we would want to 
be ahead of the game by having built 
the communications and air defense in- 
frastructures during a time of relative 
peace and stability. 

Having said that, the anticipation is 
that the threat will be decreased, that 
more stability will result and, there- 
fore, lower costs. 

Iam also troubled by those who raise 
the specter of the article V commit- 
ment. We have all heard this said in 
many different ways, most unfortu- 
nately as, “Who wants to die for Po- 
land?” “Who wants to die for Hungary 
or the Czech Republic?” This is par- 
ticularly offensive when you consider 
Hitler’s and Stalin’s largely unopposed 
subjugation of Central Europe—includ- 
ing Czechoslovakia, Poland, and Hun- 
gary—particularly Czechoslovakia—in 
the early days of World War II. The 
fact is that I have no doubt of the re- 
solve of America and her NATO allies 
to take appropriate steps if any NATO 
member is under attack; nor do I doubt 
the serious and earnest intent of the 
three nations seeking to join us in 
NATO to do the same. 

As for the supposed difficulty in ob- 
taining consensus, it is hard to see that 
this could be the case. How can U.S. 
leadership be sufficient to acquire con- 
sensus on vital issues when the mem- 
bers total 16 but not sufficient when 
the members total 19? From my per- 
spective, the difficulty will vary ac- 
cording to the circumstance, not the 
absolute number of members. I think 
an agreement that gives one nation— 
who is not a member of NATO—the op- 
portunity to bully and threaten NATO 
members in NATO headquarters ought 
to be of far greater concern. 

Finally, there is the consideration of 
others’ attitudes about NATO expan- 
sion and the potential influence upon 
other matters of importance to the 
United States. As many of my col- 
leagues are aware, many well-regarded 


7090 


scholars and celebrities have raised 
concerns over Russia’s reaction to ex- 
pansion. They insist that Russia’s good 
will is imperative and should come be- 
fore other considerations, particularly 
the expansion of NATO membership. 
An oft-cited example is the Russian 
Duma’s failure to ratify START II, al- 
legedly because of NATO expansion. 
Frankly, the Duma has been dragging 
its feet on START II for 3 years, not 
because of the NATO expansion ques- 
tion, but primarily due to the cost of 
implementing the treaty rather than 
NATO itself. The same argument, used 
in relation to the Chemical Weapons 
Convention, was put to rest when the 
Duma moved forward and ratified it, 
after individuals said, “If we ratify this 
treaty, the Russians will walk away.” 
That does not seem to support a clear 
connection between the decision on 
NATO expansion and START II ratifi- 
cation. 

Let’s be frank, Mr. President, Russia 
is going to pursue activities that ben- 
efit her national interest as she per- 
ceives them, just as the United States 
pursues those interests that benefit our 
national interest as we perceive them, 
and this treaty is not going to change 
that fact. 

Fifty years ago a similar debate was 
taking place as it relates to Russia and 
the creation of NATO. Stalin blockaded 
Berlin both to express displeasure at an 
attempt to roll back the Marshall Plan 
and related initiatives, as well as to 
convince the United States that its 
role in Europe was ill-advised. The 
United States and its allies held to 
their position and signed the Wash- 
ington treaty in April of 1949. One 
month later, the Soviet Union lifted 
the blockade. We must do what we 
think is right, independent of what the 
debate is in the Russian Duma. That is 
not to say that we are uninterested in 
Russia and what Russian leaders think 
and its citizens think. Quite the con- 
trary. It is essential that we remain 
engaged with Russia—politically, eco- 
nomically, and in relation to security 
concerns. We must work to achieve our 
mutual interests but continue to sup- 
port the transformation of this nation 
to a strong and healthy democratic 
system. Our relationship with Russia, 
however, does not mean ignoring the 
desires of Central and Eastern Euro- 
pean nations simply because we find 
some Russian resistance. NATO is a de- 
fensive alliance, not an offensive alli- 
ance. We must state that. That is its 
history. Russia knows that. We know 
that. NATO knows that. This has been 
reaffirmed—this fundamental aspect of 
the treaty. Russia has nothing to fear 
from NATO as it currently exists, nor 
from NATO with its new members. We 
must continue to reassure them, to 
work with them and bring them fully 
into the West's orbit. It is important 
that both the United States and Russia 
realize that both can benefit from this 
new relationship. 
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NATO remains in America’s strategic 
interests as long as Europe remains in 
our interest. Likewise, the addition of 
new members to this treaty is also in 
our interest. When we expand member- 
ship to like-minded nations, we extend 
the security of Europe and the stabi- 
lizing influence of the alliance itself. 
We may not have any one single threat 
at this time, but the world remains an 
insecure and unstable place. The con- 
tinuity of an expanded NATO will as- 
sure that this successful military alli- 
ance will continue to play a stabilizing 
role in Europe and help ensure our pre- 
paredness to take on future threats. I 
believe that the American people are 
deserving of a temperate and deliberate 
debate on the merits of the accession of 
the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Po- 
land. This has been a worthwhile dis- 
cussion, a necessary debate, one of the 
critical functions of the U.S. Senate. 

As many of you now know, I have 
supported these countries’ accession to 
NATO, not out of an interest of right- 
ing wrongs but in recognition of their 
geopolitical importance and their 
progress as democratic states deter- 
mined to join with other NATO mem- 
bers in preserving the peace that NATO 
has won in Europe. This debate, this 
vote, will affirm the importance of 
these nations to NATO’s continued 
mission. 

Mr. President, I look forward to a 
successful vote and to a formal acces- 
sion in Washington next spring. 


— IF'ů—kb 
MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there now be a 
period of morning business for 5 min- 
utes to allow the Senate to consider a 
few items that have been cleared by 
both sides. I further ask that following 
my closing remarks, the Senate then 
resume consideration of the NATO 
treaty to allow Senator CONRAD to 
offer an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GRAMS). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EEE 


FIRST ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
ENTRY INTO FORCE OF THE 
CHEMICAL WEAPONS CONVEN- 
TION 


Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, today 
marks the first anniversary of the 
entry into force of the Chemical Weap- 
ons Convention, which bans the devel- 
opment, production, stockpiling, and 
use of poison gas. The achievement of 
that Convention and of U.S. ratifica- 
tion were signal accomplishments of 
the Bush and Clinton Administrations. 

I am pleased to report that, after a 
year in force, the Chemical Weapons 
Convention has begun to pay signifi- 
cant dividends for our national secu- 
rity. Those dividends would be even 
greater if both Houses of Congress 
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would pass legislation to implement 
the Convention, so that the United 
States could come into compliance 
with it. 

When the United States finally rati- 
fied the Chemical Weapons Convention, 
just days before it entered into force, 
we joined roughly 90 other states. In 
the days and months that followed, 
several important countries followed 
our lead. Among the 107 countries that 
now have joined the Convention are 
Russia, China, India, Pakistan, and 
Iran. Over 60 more nations have signed 
the Convention, and some of those are 
in the final stages of ratification. 

I want to emphasize those five par- 
ticular countries that have ratified the 
Chemical Weapons Convention since we 
did. Many opponents of ratification 
said that Russia and China would never 
join, that we would be limiting our own 
options while other major powers re- 
frained from the obligation to do with- 
out chemical weapons. Both Russia and 
China have joined, however, and China 
has admitted—for the first time—that 
it has had a chemical weapons pro- 


gram. 

India and Pakistan have also ratified 
the Chemical Weapons Convention, and 
that is something of a triumph. South 
Asia is probably the area where the 
risk of nuclear war is highest today. 
Both countries are generally assessed 
as nuclear-capable. Pakistan recently 
tested a missile that could target near- 
ly any site in India, and India is talk- 
ing about reviving a missile that could 
strike all of Pakistan. Yet both those 
countries ratified the Chemical Weap- 
ons Convention, and India admitted— 
again, for the first time—to having a 
chemical weapons program. 

Before the Convention entered into 
force, the United States and Russia 
were the only two admitted chemical 
weapons possessors. To date, however, 
six more countries—including South 
Korea, as well as China and India— 
have complied with the Convention’s 
requirements to declare their chemical 
weapons and existing or former chem- 
ical weapons facilities. 

The chemical weapons that India has 
declared will be destroyed. The chem- 
ical weapons facilities that China, 
South Korea and other countries have 
declared will be destroyed, unless the 
Council of States Parties approves con- 
version of those facilities under strin- 
gent safeguards. These are achieve- 
ments that we could not guarantee a 
year and four days ago, when Senate 
consent to ratification was debated and 
approved. But we have them today, and 
I hope there will be more such admis- 
sions, declarations, and destruction of 
chemical weapons and chemical weap- 
ons facilities in the years to come. 

In the past year, the Technical Secre- 
tariat of the Organization for the Pre- 
vention of Chemical Warfare (the inter- 
national inspectorate for the Conven- 
tion) has conducted nearly 200 inspec- 
tions. Roughly three-fourths of those 
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inspections—including 25 in Russia— 
have been at chemical weapons produc- 
tion, storage, and destruction facili- 
ties. 

About a third of the inspections have 
been in the United States—with no 
problems in protecting sensitive U.S. 
information. The United States is the 
only country currently destroying its 
chemical weapons, and the Technical 
Secretariat must monitor these facili- 
ties continually during destruction op- 
erations. As other countries begin to 
destroy their chemical weapons stocks, 
their inspection numbers will increase 


accordingly. 
Few among the treaty’s critics or 
proponents expected this much 


progress so soon. There is still a long 
way to go. But in just one year, the 
Convention has clearly begun to prove 
its utility as a tool to reduce the 
threat of chemical weapons. 

What remains to be done? One crucial 
step is for the United States to come 
into compliance with the Convention. 
We have yet to enact implementing 
legislation pursuant to the Convention. 
Until we do so, our country will remain 
a violator of the Convention. 

Why is that? The Convention re- 
quires us to make violations of it a 
crime; we have yet to do that. The Con- 
vention also requires declarations re- 
garding certain chemical production. 
We have submitted that declaration 
only regarding government facilities, 
because we lack legislation to require 
commercial reporting and to protect 
the confidential information in those 
reports from disclosure through the 
Freedom of Information Act. Finally, 
we still need a regime to govern inter- 
national inspections of private U.S. fa- 
cilities. 

Aside from the dishonor that we 
bring upon ourselves by failing to com- 
ply with a treaty that we have ratified, 
why should we care? We should care be- 
cause our failure to enact imple- 
menting legislation harms the national 
security. It makes it difficult to en- 
courage compliance by other countries, 
or to request a challenge inspection if 
another country’s declarations omit a 
suspected chemical weapons facility. 

In addition, other countries are using 
our delay to draw attention away from 
their own misdeeds. Last month, a 
Russian general was interviewed by 
Izvestiya. The general made an utterly 
specious claim that the Sverdlovsk an- 
thrax disaster was due to natural 
causes—a claim that even Russian offi- 
cials have long since abandoned—and 
he even recycled the old lie that the 
United States invented AIDS. But how 
did the article end? Why, with a recital 
of the U.S. failure to enact imple- 
menting legislation! That’s truly out- 
rageous, but that will continue until 
we come into compliance. 

The fault does not lie with this body, 
Mr. President. The Senate passed S. 610 
on May 23 of last year. It then lan- 
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guished in the House for six months, 
before being attached to an unrelated 
measure. One way or another, we must 
enact this legislation. 

The implementing legislation is not 
perfect. I noted last year that it harms 
U.S. interests if we bar the analysis of 
U.S. samples outside this country or 
give the President the right to invoke 
a national security exemption from in- 
spections. The immediate need, how- 
ever, is to enact a bill and bring our 
country into compliance with this im- 
portant and useful Convention. 

We have come far with the Chemical 
Weapons Convention. It is already 
proving its worth. But there is still 
this overdue work to accomplish—not 
for the sake of others, but to further 
our own national security. We can do 
it, and we should do it now. 


—— 


THE VERY BAD DEBT BOX SCORE 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business yesterday, Tuesday, 
April 28, 1998, the federal debt stood at 
$5,512,793,625,127.26 (Five trillion, five 
hundred twelve billion, seven hundred 
ninety-three million, six hundred twen- 
ty-five thousand, one hundred twenty- 
seven dollars and twenty-six cents). 

One year ago, April 28, 1997, the fed- 
eral debt stood at 35,347. 125,000. 000 
(Five trillion, three hundred forty- 
seven billion, one hundred twenty-five 
million). 

Five years ago, April 28, 1993, the fed- 
eral debt stood at $4,238,574,000,000 
(Four trillion, two hundred thirty- 
eight billion, five hundred seventy-four 
million). 

Ten years ago, April 28, 1988, the fed- 
eral debt stood at $2,499,676,000,000 (Two 
trillion, four hundred ninety-nine bil- 
lion, six hundred seventy-six million). 

Fifteen years ago, April 28, 1983, the 
federal debt stood at $1,246,126,000,000 
(One trillion, two hundred forty-six bil- 
lion, one hundred twenty-six million) 
which reflects a debt increase of more 
than $4 trillion- 34. 266,667,625. 127.26 
(Four trillion, two hundred sixty-six 
billion, six hundred sixty-seven mil- 
lion, six hundred twenty-five thousand, 
one hundred twenty-seven dollars and 
twenty-six cents) during the past 15 
years. 


———— 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 


—— 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session the PRE- 
SIDING OFFICER laid before the Sen- 
ate messages from the President of the 
United States submitting sundry nomi- 
nations which were referred to the ap- 
propriate committees. 
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(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


—— 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 


At 2:02 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill and joint resolution, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.R. 2807. An act to amend the Rhinoceros 
and Tiger Conservation Act of 1994 to pro- 
hibit the sale, importation, and exportation 
of products labeled as containing substances 
derived from rhinoceros or tiger. 

H.J. Res. 102. Joint resolution expressing 
the sense of the Congress on the occasion of 
the 50th anniversary of the founding of the 
modern State of Israel and reaffirming the 
bonds of friendship and cooperation between 
the United States and Israel. 


The message also announced that the 
House agrees to the following concur- 
rent resolutions, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 


H. Con. Res. 215. Concurrent resolution 
congratulating the people of the Co-opera- 
tive Republic of Guyana for holding 
multiparty elections. 

H. Con. Res. 218. Concurrent resolution 
concerning the urgent need to establish a 
cease fire in Afghanistan and begin the tran- 
sition toward a broad-based multiethnic gov- 
ernment that observes international norms 
of behavior. 

H. Con. Res. 222. Concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of Congress, congratu- 
lating the former International Support and 
Verification Commission of the Organization 
of American States (OAS-CIAV) for success- 
fully aiding in the transition of Nicaragua 
from war-ridden state into a newly formed 
democracy and providing continued support 
through the recently created Technical Co- 
operation Mission (OAS-TCM) which is re- 
sponsible for helping to stabilize Nicaraguan 
democracy by supplementing institution 
building. 


The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the following 
concurrent resolution, without amend- 
ment: 

S. Con. Res. 37. Concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of Congress that the Lit- 
tle League Baseball Incorporated was estab- 
lished to support and develop Little League 
baseball worldwide and that its international 
character and activities should be recog- 
nized. 


——— 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following concurrent resolutions 
were read and referred as indicated: 


H. Con. Res. 215. Concurrent resolution 
congratulating the people of the Co-opera- 
tive Republic of Guyana for holding 
multiparty elections; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

H. Con. Res. 218. Concurrent resolution 
concerning the urgent need to establish a 
cease fire in Afghanistan and begin the tran- 
sition toward a broad-based multiethnic gov- 
ernment that observes international norms 
of behavior; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 
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H. Con. Res. 222. Concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of Congress, congratu- 
lating the former International Support and 
Verification Commission of the Organization 
of American States (OAS-CIAV) for success- 
fully aiding in the transition of Nicaragua 
from war-ridden state into a newly formed 
democracy and providing continued support 
through the recently created Technical Co- 
operation Mission (OAS-TCM) which is re- 
sponsible for helping to stabilize Nicaraguan 
democracy by supplementing institution 
building; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute: 

S. 633. A bill to amend the Petroglyph Na- 
tional Monument Establishment Act of 1990 
to adjust the boundary of the monument, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 105-176). 

S. 1069. A bill entitled the National Dis- 
covery Trails Act of 1997.” (Rept. No. 105- 
177). 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, with 
amendments: 

S. 1132. A bill to modify the boundaries of 
the Bandelier National Monument to include 
the lands within the headwaters of the Upper 
Alamo Watershed which drain into the 
Monument and which are not currently with- 
in the jurisdiction of a federal land manage- 
ment agency, to authorize purchase or dona- 
tion of those lands, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 105-178). 


— 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 


The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. D'AMATO, from the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: 

Donna Tanoue, of Hawaii, to be Chair- 
person of the Board of Directors of the Fed- 
eral Deposit Insurance Corporation for a 
term of five years. 

Donna Tanoue, of Hawaii, to be a Member 
of the Board of Directors of the Federal De- 
posit Insurance Corporation for the remain- 
der of the term expiring October 3, 2000. 

(The above nominations were re- 
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi- 
nees’ commitment to respond to re- 
quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen- 
ate.) 


— 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. BENNETT: 

S. 2000. A bill to ensure that businesses, fi- 
nancial markets, and the Federal Govern- 
ment are taking adequate steps to resolve 
the year 2000 computer problem; to the Com- 
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself, Mr. 
Lott, and Mr. BAUCUS): 
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S. 2001. A bill to amend the Indian Health 
Care Improvement Act to make permanent 
the demonstration program that allows for 
direct billing of medicare, medicaid, and 
other third party payors, and to expand the 
eligibility under such program to other 
tribes and tribal organizations; to the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. BREAUX (by request): 

S. 2002. A bill to modify the marking of 
certain silk products and their containers; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. REID: 

S. 2003. A bill to amend title II of the So- 
cial Security Act to allow workers who at- 
tain age 65 after 1981 and before 1992 to 
choose either lump sum payments over four 
years totalling $5,000 or an improved benefit 
computation formula under a new 10-year 
rule governing the transition to the changes 
in benefit computation rules enacted in the 
Social Security Amendments of 1977, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

By Mr. GRAMS (for himself, Mr. 
COVERDELL, Mr. FRIST, Mr. MCCAIN, 
Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. SMITH of Or- 
egon, Mr. GRAHAM, and Mr. 
D'AMATO): 

S. 2004. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to authorize the Secretary 
of the Treasury to abate the accrual of inter- 
est on income tax underpayments by tax- 
payers located in Presidentially declared dis- 
aster areas if the Secretary extends the time 
for filing returns and payment of tax for 
such taxpayers; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

By Mr. MCCONNELL: 

S. 2005. A bill to amend the Federal Power 
Act to ensure that certain Federal power 
customers are provided protection by the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on En- 
vironment and Public Works. 

By Mr. ABRAHAM (by request): 

S. 2006. A bill to amend the Act estab- 
lishing the Keweenaw National Historical 
Park, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. COCHRAN (for himself and Mr. 
HOLLINGS): 

S. 2007. A bill to amend the false claims 
provisions of chapter 37 of title 31, United 
States Code; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

By Mr. COVERDELL (for himself, Mr. 
ASHCROFT, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. FRIST, 
Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. INHOFE, 
and Mr. MCCAIN): 

S. 2008. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to prohibit the use of ran- 
dom audits, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. LOTT (for himself, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. HELMS, Mr. BIDEN, 
Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. ROBB, Mr. MACK, 
Mr. AKAKA, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. BAU- 
cus, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. SMITH of Or- 
egon, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. WARNER, 
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. 
BREAUX, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. BRYAN, 
Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. BURNS, Mr. BYRD, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, Mr. CLELAND, Mr. COATs, 
Mr. CONRAD, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. Dopp, 
Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. 
KYL, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. 
FEINGOLD, Mr. HAGEL, Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. GLENN, Ms. 
COLLINS, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. FRIST, Mr. 
HARKIN, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. ABRAHAM, 
Mr. INOUYE, Mr. ASHCROFT, Mr. JOHN- 
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SON, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
BOND, Mr. KERREY, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. KOHL, Mr. 
ENZI, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. FAIRCLOTH, 
Mr. FORD, Mr. GoRTON, Mr. LAUTEN- 
BERG, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
GRAMS, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. GRASSLEY, 


Mr. GREGG, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. 
HUTCHINSON, Ms, MIKULSKI, Mr. 
INHOFE, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. 


LUGAR, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. MUR- 
KOWSKI, Mr. REED, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. 
REID, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. ROTH, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. 
SARBANES, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. SMITH 
of New Hampshire, Mr. WELLSTONE, 
Mr. SPECTER, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. STE- 
VENS, Mr. THOMAS, and Mr. THUR- 
MOND): 

S.J. Res. 46. A joint resolution expressing 
the sense of the Congress on the occasion of 
the 50th anniversary of the founding of the 
modern State of Israel and reaffirming the 
bonds of friendship and cooperation between 
the United States and Israel; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 


— 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. MACK (for himself and Mr. 
DASCHLE): 

S. Res. 219. A resolution to authorize print- 
ing of the minutes of the Senate Republican 
and Democratic Party Conferences; consid- 
ered and agreed to. 

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself and 
Mr. D'AMATO): 

S. Con. Res. 92. A concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of Congrss with respect to 
the collection of demographic, social, and 
economic data as part of the 2000 decennial 
census of population; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 


O 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. BENNETT: 

S. 2000. A bill to ensure that busi- 
nesses, financial markets, and the Fed- 
eral Government are taking adequate 
steps to resolve the year 2000 computer 
problem; to the Committee on Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

YEAR 2000 COMPUTER PROBLEM LEGISLATION 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2000 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. FIDUCIARIES OF EMPLOYEE BENEFIT 
PLANS MUST CONSIDER YEAR 2000 
COMPUTER PROBLEMS IN MAKING 
INVESTMENT DECISIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 404(a) of the Em- 
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 (29 U.S.C. 1104(a)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraph: 

(3) A fiduciary shall not be treated as 
meeting the requirements of paragraph (1)(B) 
unless— 
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(A) the fiduciary determines that 

) the issuer of any security in which the 
fiduciary seeks to invest the assets of the 
plan has, or is taking, steps to substantially 
eliminate any year 2000 computer problem 
faced by the issuer, and 

i) such security is traded on a market 
that is prepared to operate without any 
interruption due to the year 2000 computer 
problem, or 

“(B) in any case where such assets are in- 
vested by an insurance carrier, bank, or 
similar institution, the fiduciary determines 
that such institution makes the determina- 
tions described in subparagraph (A) with re- 
spect to the investment of such assets.” 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to invest- 
ments made by a fiduciary, and contracts to 
invest plan assets entered into with insur- 
ance carriers, banks, and similar institu- 
tions, on or after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

SEC. 2. STEPS TO ENSURE THE FEDERAL GOV- 
ERNMENT ADDRESSES YEAR 2000 
COMPUTER PROBLEM. 

(a) PRESIDENT’S COUNCIL ON YEAR 2000 Con- 
VERSION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The President shall estab- 
lish the President’s Council on Year 2000 
Conversion (the Council“) which shall be 
chaired, at the President’s discretion, by an 
Assistant to the President. 

(2) MEMBERSHIP.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Council shall be com- 
posed of 1 representative from each of the ex- 
ecutive departments and from such other 
Federal agencies as the Chair shall des- 
ignate. 

(B) VICE CHAIR; OTHER PERSONNEL.—The 
Chair shall appoint a Vice Chair and shall as- 
sign other responsibilities to members of the 
Council as the Chair determines necessary. 

(3) FUNCTIONS.—The Chair shall— 

(A) oversee the activities of executive de- 
partments and other Federal agencies to as- 
sure that their computer systems operate 
smoothly through the year 2000, 

(B) provide policy direction to, and receive 
reports and data from, executive depart- 
ments and other Federal agencies, as is nec- 
essary to ensure progress and compliance 
with Federal standards for remediation of 
the year 2000 computer problem, 

(C) allocate resources for correcting crit- 
ical year 2000 computer problems among ex- 
ecutive departments and other Federal agen- 
cies in order to meet critical deadlines, and 

(D) utilize any existing authorities granted 
to the executive branch, or recommend to 
the Congress other appropriate plans, for the 
retention of critical personnel needed to ad- 
dress the Federal Government’s year 2000 
computer problem in a timely manner. 

(4) COOPERATION.—The head of each execu- 
tive department and any other Federal agen- 
cy shall cooperate to the fullest extent with 
the Council. 

(b) ReporT.—The Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget shall report quar- 
terly to the Congress on the progress made 
by the Federal Government— 

(1) in achieving year 2000 compliance, and 

(2) in obtaining and retaining the resources 
and personnel necessary to achieve an or- 
derly conversion to year 2000 compliance. 


By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for him- 
self, Mr. LOTT, and Mr. BAU- 
cus): 

S. 2001. A bill to amend the Indian 
Health Care Improvement Act to make 
permanent the demonstration program 
that allows for direct billing of medi- 
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care, medicaid, and other third party 
payors, and to expand the eligibility 
under such program to other tribes and 
tribal organizations; to the Committee 
on Indian Affairs. 

THE ALASKA NATIVE AND AMERICAN INDIAN 

DIRECT REIMBURSEMENT ACT OF 1998 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 
today I rise on behalf of myself and 
Majority Leader Lorr, Senator BAU- 
cus, and Senator CAMPBELL, to intro- 
duce legislation which would perma- 
nently authorize and expand the Medi- 
care and Medicaid direct collections 
demonstration program under section 
405 of the Indian Health Care Improve- 
ment Act. 

This act will end much of the redtape 
and bureaucracy for IHS facilities in- 
volved with Medicare and Medicaid re- 
imbursement, and will mean more 
Medicaid and Medicare dollars to Na- 
tive health facilities to use for improv- 
ing health care. 

Our bill will allow Native hospitals 
to collect Medicare and Medicaid funds 
directly from the Health Care Financ- 
ing Administration instead of having 
to go through the maze of regulations 
mandated by HIS. 

This bill is an expansion of a current 
demonstration project that includes 
Bristol Bay Health Corporation of 
Dillingham, Alaska; the Southeast 
Alaska Regional Health Corporation of 
Sitka, Alaska; the Mississippi Choctaw 
Health Center of Philadelphia, Mis- 
sissippi; and the Choctaw Tribe of Dur- 
ant, Oklahoma. All of the participants 
in the demonstration program—as well 
as the Department of Health and 
Human Service and the Indian Health 
Services—report that the program is a 
great success. In fact, the program has: 

Dramatically increased collections 
for Medicare and Medicaid services, 
which in turn has provided badly-need- 
ed revenues for Indian and Alaska Na- 
tive health care; significantly reduced 
the turn-around time between billing 
and the receipt of payment for Medi- 
care and Medicaid services; and in- 
creased the administrative efficiency 
of the participating facilities by em- 
powering them to track their own 
Medicare and Medicaid billings and col- 
lections. 

In 1996, when the demonstration pro- 
gram was about to expire, Congress ex- 
tended it through FY 1998. This exten- 
sion has allowed the participants to 
continue their direct billing and collec- 
tion efforts and has provided Congress 
with additional time to consider 
whether to permanently authorize the 
program. 

Because the demonstration program 
is again set to expire at the end of FY 
98, it is time to recognize the benefits 
of the demonstration program by en- 
acting legislation that would perma- 
nently authorize it and expand it to 
other eligible tribal participants. 

I hope that my colleagues will sup- 
port this important legislation. 
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By Mr. REID: 

S. 2003. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to allow workers 
who attain age 65 after 1981 and before 
1992 to choose either lump sum pay- 
ments over four years totalling $5,000 
or an improved benefit computation 
formula under a new 10-year rule gov- 
erning the transition to the changes in 
benefit computation rules enacted in 
the Social Security Amendments of 
1977, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

NOTCH FAIRNESS ACT OF 1998 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise today 
to introduce legislation that would cor- 
rect a problem which plagues a special 
group of older Americans. I am speak- 
ing on behalf of those affected by the 
Social Security notch. 

For my colleagues who may not be 
aware, the Social Security notch 
causes 11 million Americans born be- 
tween the years 1917-1926 to receive 
less in Social Security benefits than 
Americans born outside the notch 
years due to changes made in the 1977 
Social Security benefit formula. 

I have felt compelled over the years 
to speak out about this issue and the 
injustice it imposes on millions of 
Americans. The notch issue has been 
debated and debated, studied and stud- 
ied, yet to date, no solution to it has 
been found. Because of this, many older 
Americans born during this period 
must scrimp to afford the most basic of 
necessities. 

Mr. President, I am the first to ac- 
knowledge that with any projected 
budget surplus we must save Social Se- 
curity. In many ways, my legislation 
does just this. It restores confidence to 
the many notch victims around the 
country and will show them that we in 
Congress will accept responsibility for 
any error that was made. We should 
not ask them to accept less as a result 
of our mistake. While we must save So- 
cial Security for the future, we have an 
obligation to those, who through no 
fault of their own, receive less than 
those that were fortunate enough to be 
born just days before or after the notch 
period. 

I believe we owe a debt to notch ba- 
bies. Like any American family, we 
must first pay the bills before we in- 
vest in the future. With a surplus pro- 
jected for this fiscal year, we have the 
resources to make good on our debt to 
notch babies. We should come forward 
and honor our commitment. 

Mr. President, the “notch” situation 
had its origins in 1972, when Congress 
decided to create automatic cost-of-liv- 
ing adjustments to help Social Secu- 
rity benefits keep pace with inflation. 
Previously, each adjustment had to 
await legislation, causing bene- 
ficiaries’ monthly payments to lag be- 
hind inflation. When Congress took 
this action, it was acting under the 
best of intentions. 
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Unfortunately, this new benefit ad- 
justment method was flawed. To func- 
tion properly, it required that the 
economy behave in much the same 
fashion that it had in the 1950s and 
1960s, with annual wage increases out- 
pacing prices, and inflation remaining 
relatively low. As we all know, that did 
not happen. The rapid inflation and 
high unemployment of the 1970s gen- 
erated increases in benefits. In an ef- 
fort to end this problem, in 1977 Con- 
gress revised the way that benefits 
were computed. In making its revi- 
sions, Congress decided that it was not 
proper to reduce benefits for persons 
already receiving them; it did, how- 
ever, decide that benefits for all future 
retirees should be reduced. As a result, 
those born after January 1, 1917 would, 
by design, receive benefits that were, 
in many cases, far less. In an attempt 
to ease the transition to the new, lower 
benefit levels, Congress designed a spe- 
cial “transitional computation meth- 
od' for use by beneficiaries born be- 
tween 1917 and 1921. 

Mr. President, we have an obligation 
to convey to our constituents that So- 
cial Security is a fair system. In town 
hall meetings back home in Nevada, I 
have a hard time trying to tell that to 
a notch victim. They feel slighted by 
their government and if I were in their 
situation I would too. Through no fault 
of their own, they receive less, some- 
times as much as $200 less, than their 
neighbors. 

The legislation I am offering today is 
my proposal to right the wrong. I pro- 
pose using any projected budget sur- 
plus to pay the lump sum benefit to 
notch babies. While we have a surplus, 
let’s fix the notch problem once and for 
all and restore the confidence of the 
ten million notch babies across this 
land. 

Government has an obligation to be 
fair. I don’t think we have been in the 
case of notch babies. My support of 
notch babies is longstanding. I intro- 
duced the only notch amendment in 
April 1991 that ever passed in Congress 
as part of the fiscal year 1992 Budget 
Resolution. Unfortunately, it did not 
become the law of the land as it was 
dropped in Conference with the House 
of Representatives. I have cosponsored 
numerous pieces of legislation over the 
years to address this issue. With this 
legislation, my effort continues. 

Mr. President, it is unfortunate that 
these measures have not seen the light 
of day. Many who have written to me 
think Congress is waiting for notch ba- 
bies to die rather than honor this debt. 
I must tell you it concerns me when 
our constituents have this perception 
of their elected representatives. Unfor- 
tunately, the truth is that today a 
number of notch babies will die. We 
will not have to worry about those 
notch babies, or honor our debt to 
them. This is the wrong approach. 

Each day a grave injustice is per- 
petrated when these people pass away. 
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We have to do something to make sure 
Americans believe that Social Security 
is a fair system. Passage of my legisla- 
tion provides us that chance. I invite 
members to join me in cosponsoring 
this important legislation. 

I acknowledge that the battle for 
notch reform suffered a major setback 
when on December 31, 1994, the Com- 
mission on the Social Security 
“Notch” issue released its final report. 
It concluded that the benefits paid to 
those in the ‘Notch’ years are equi- 
table, and no remedial legislation is in 
order. The National Committee to 
Preserve Social Security and Medicare 
strongly disagreed with the Commit- 
tee’s methodology and conclusions. Al- 
though they have stopped advocating 
for this issue due to the political and 
fiscal climate, their disagreement with 
the outcome is nonetheless significant. 

The Commission’s report also stated 
in retrospect” Congress Probably 
should have“ limited the benefits of 
those who were grandfathered, but that 
it is too late now to do so given their 
advanced age. Since we did not do the 
right thing then, I propose that we do 
the right thing now. Let’s show we 
have the courage to correct a mistake 
when we have made one. The Commis- 
sion report provided political cover for 
those who were opposed to notch re- 
form legislation. I have long opposed 
‘political’? solutions to problems such 
as this. 

My legislation is intended to make 
good on what this government should 
have done long ago. I propose that 
workers who attain the age of 65 after 
1981 and before 1992 be allowed to 
choose either lump sum payment over 
four years totaling $5,000 or an im- 
proved benefit computation formula 
under a new 10-year rule governing the 
transition to the changes in benefit 
computation rules enacted in the So- 
cial Security Amendments of 1977. 

As of December 1996, there were 
11,637,390 recipients born between 1917 
and 1926 who were receiving Social Se- 
curity retirement benefits. By pro- 
viding each with a $5,000 lump sum 
payment or an improved benefit com- 
putation formula, maximum costs 
would be $60 billion spread over four 
years or $15 billion annually. 

There are some who would say there 
are bigger fish to fry” such as Social 
Security solvency and Medicare’s long 
term solvency. While I am in full 
agreement that these are very impor- 
tant issues that I intend to work on, we 
should include in our discussion con- 
cerning uses of any budget surplus, to 
repair the damage that has been done 
as a result of notch. Living on a fixed 
income is not easy. Many notch babies 
have difficulty making ends meet. This 
one time lump sum payment would 
provide much needed financial support 
for some of this nation’s most needy 
citizens. 

Mr. President, it is time to return 
these dollars to the hands of those who 
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earned them. It is time to show our 
support for notch reform. All of our of- 
fices have staff to help us answer the 
mail. We tell our constituents what 
bills have been offered and that we will 
lend our support if their issue comes to 
a vote. 

Well, here is our change. I am intro- 
ducing this legislation because actions 
speak louder than words. The “Notch 
Fairness Act of 1998“ that I am intro- 
ducing on behalf of notch victims 
today, is intended to put my words into 
action. I ask all my colleagues to join 
me in support of this important and 
long overdue legislation. 


By Mr. McCONNELL: 

S. 2005. A bill to amend the Federal 
Power Act to ensure that certain Fed- 
eral power customers are provided pro- 
tection by the Federal Energy Regu- 
latory Commission, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Environ- 
ment and Public Works. 

TVA CUSTOMER PROTECTION ACT OF 1998 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
have come to the Senate floor today to 
introduce a bill that is long overdue. 
Known as the TVA Customer Protec- 
tion Act, this legislation will imple- 
ment a number of consumer reforms to 
make TVA accountable to ratepayers 
and better prepare TVA to compete in 
a restructured electricity market. 

The bill I am introducing provides 
Tennessee Valley ratepayers a number 
of consumer protections against un- 
checked and unjustified increases in 
their power rates. This bill will put an 
end to TVA’s ability to compete un- 
fairly with its regional distributors. 
This bill will prohibit TVA from stick- 
ing ratepayers with the bill for TVA’s 
international forays that have no rel- 
evance to TVA’s responsibility to pro- 
vide low cost power to the Tennessee 
Valley. Finally, this bill also codifies 
an agreement between TVA and several 
industry associations to limit TVA’s 
authority as a government entity to 
compete with small businesses in non- 
electric services. 

Mr. President, TVA is a federal cor- 
poration that was first formed in 1933, 
to tame the Tennessee River, our na- 
tion's fifth largest river, and to bring 
economic development to this once 
poverty stricken region. Over the years 
as the Valley has developed, TVA has 
evolved in their role as a river steward 
to become the largest power producer 
in the nation. Today, TVA provides 
power to all of Tennessee and to parts 
of six other states covering over 80,000 
square miles and serving eight million 
consumers. The bulk of TVA’s power 
sales are made through municipal and 
cooperative distributors, which in turn 
are responsible for delivering that 
power to every home, office and farm 
in the Valley. TVA has exclusive power 
contracts with its distributors and the 
three member TVA board sets the re- 
tail rates offered by distributors. TVA 
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also has the authority to compete di- 
rectly with distributors to make retail 
sales to large industrial customers. 

Mr. President, over the past 65 years, 
TVA has accumulated an enormous 
debt of nearly $28 billion, despite being 
a monopoly power provider. TVA is 
also carrying $6.3 billion in deferred as- 
sets that will eventually force elec- 
tricity rates higher in the future. By 
deferring these charges, TVA’s financ- 
ing costs will continue to mount. I 
have real concerns about how this debt 
load will affect rates as well as the 
overall economic health of the region. 

In 1997, GAO found that TVA paid 
over 35 percent of its power revenue to 
servicing its debt. In other words, TVA 
pays an astronomical 35 cents of every 
$1 earned to interest. Compare that to 
a public utility which paid a mere 7 
percent in finance costs. In a 1994 
study, GAO found that 69 percent of 
TVA’s total debt is tied to the nuclear 
facilities, yet they generated only 14 
percent of TVA’s total power produc- 
tion in 1994. This study concluded that 
TVA’s financial condition ‘threatens 
its long-term viability and places the 
federal government at risk.” 

Only through years of unaccount- 
ability and fiscal irresponsibility could 
a power company have ever reached 
this level of debt despite the fact that 
TVA is a monopoly, provider of elec- 
tricity. Therefore, I have come to the 
conclusion that TVA needs to be made 
more accountable for their actions. Not 
more accountable to Congress or the 
President, but the people they were 
charged to serve—the TVA customers. 

Mr. President, it is my desire to pro- 
vide TVA customers with a clear pic- 
ture of TVA’s financial situation in- 
cluding TVA’s rates, charges and costs. 
The Federal Energy Regulatory Com- 
mission (FERC) is authorized under the 
Federal Power Act with regulating 
electric utilities. 

FERC provides regulatory oversight 
to over 200 utilities for wholesale and 
transmission power rates to ensure 
that their electric rates and charges 
are just and reasonable and not un- 
duly discriminatory or preferential.” 
At present, TVA is entirely exempt 
from these necessary regulations al- 
lowing it to operate as a self-regulating 
monopoly, with no such mandate for 
openness fairness or oversight. 

Requiring TVA to comply with FERC 
regulations will serve two purposes. 
First, it will allow customers to accu- 
rately evaluate TVA’s wholesale and 
transmission pricing and terms to en- 
sure the rates charged are just and 
reasonable” and to provide customers 
with a forum for challenging future 
rate increases just as every other regu- 
lated utility does. 

Second, this information will provide 
FERC with a better understanding of 
the stranded costs TVA has accumu- 
lated. Understanding the full scope of 
these costs will be critical in an open 
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transmission and wholesale market. It 
will also have a significant impact in 
determining how competitive TVA will 
be in the future. 

Last year, former FERC Chair Eliza- 
beth Moler testified before the Senate 
Energy Committee regarding nation- 
wide open access in the transmission 
and wholesale markets. She stated 
that, “like Swiss cheese, nationwide 
open access has some holes. Federal 
legislation is necessary to fill in these 
holes.” It was her belief that TVA’s 
large transmission system must be in- 
cluded within FERC’s open access pro- 
gram. 

Recently, I read an article written by 
Carlos Smith, the General Counsel to 
TVPPA, an association which rep- 
resents TVA distributors. Mr. Smith 
made the case that investor-owned 
utilities should be regulated, because 
only in this way can the captive rate- 
payers learn the underlying basis for 
the retail utility rates and require jus- 
tification for the charges made for 
services.” 

Mr. President, I wholeheartedly con- 
cur with Mr. Smith’s conclusion that 
ratepayers, including the distributors 
Mr. Smith represents, should know 
what their rates are based on and have 
a justification for such rates. Further, 
ratepayers should be able to challenge, 
through FERC, any rate increase they 
find unreasonable. 

Mr. President, let me point out one 
very important provision in this legis- 
lation. I have included a provision that 
makes it explicitly clear that nothing 
in this bill would change the law apply- 
ing to TVA distributors. Unlike TVA, 
distributors are directly accountable to 
the customers they serve. Coopera- 
tives, for example, are operated by a 
board elected by the customers to rep- 
resent their own member interests. I 
don’t believe we need to change this 
policy, except to make TVA more ac- 
countable to the people they serve. 

Mr. President, I expect TVA to com- 
plain that this legislation somehow 
treats them unfairly. They will at- 
tempt to blame me for unfairly bur- 
dening them with new accountability 
standards and claim that a rate in- 
crease will be a direct result. 

Mr. President, I don’t believe Valley 
residents will be fooled by TVA’s rhet- 
oric when they recall TVA’s track 
record. It’s hard to argue that the TVA 
Board has kept ratepayers’ interests 
foremost in mind as they ran up $28 bil- 
lion in debt, while serving a captive 
customer base. It’s hard to argue it was 
in the ratepayers’ interest to try to 
hide million dollar bonuses to a select 
cadre of high level staff. It is hard to 
argue that it was in the ratepayers’ in- 
terest to zero out all federal appropria- 
tions, which could add millions to 
TVA’s annual operating costs. 

Mr. President, I have carefully com- 
pared the rates of regulated utilities in 
Kentucky against TVA’s rates to deter- 
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mine if applying these regulations 
would drive rates higher. Much to my 
surprise, I have found that not only are 
regulated utilities rates very competi- 
tive, but lower than rates offered by 
TVA. This confirms my assumption 
that the underlying financial health of 
TVA—and its $28 billion debt—has a far 
greater impact on its electric rates 
than any other factor. 

Mr. President, since 1988, wholesale 
power rates of regulated utilities in 
Kentucky have steadily fallen, while 
TVA has maintained the same level, 
until last year when TVA raised rates 
by 7 percent. It is appearent to me that 
due to TVA’s past financial mis- 
management, thousands of Kentucky 
resident are not able to take advantage 
of the declining rates. Mr. President, I 
ask that this chart be printed in the 
record at this point. 

Mr. President, in addition to apply- 
ing FERC regulation to TVA I have in- 
cluded a number of other important 
customer reforms. As I mentioned ear- 
lier, this bill prohibits TVA from con- 
tinuing to subsidize their foreign en- 
deavors at ratepayers expense. Quarter 
million dollar conferences in China and 
other points on the globe are not con- 
sistent with either TVA’s deficit reduc- 
tion goals or its mission to be a low 
cost power provider to the valley. 

Another provision that I have in- 
cluded is a measure proposed by the 
TVA distributors. Section Five in the 
bill protects distributors from unfair 
competition by ending TVA’s ability to 
directly serve large industrial cus- 
tomers. In the past, TVA has been able 
to directly serve some of the valley's 
largest industrial customers. Through 
this loophole, TVA is able to use its 
considerable market power to unfairly 
compete with distributors. This provi- 
sion also facilitates the transition from 
TVA to FERC regulation. To protect 
the sanctity of the existing contracts, 
FERC is directed to accept the terms 
and conditions of those contracts with- 
out initial review. 

Section Seven of this bill will in- 
crease TVA’s level of accountability by 
applying all federal antitrust laws and 
penalties. I have included this provi- 
sion in response to heavy-handed tac- 
tics used by TVA to punish the City of 
Bristol, Virginia for signing a contract 
with another energy provider. Last 
year, Bristol Virginia Utilities Board 
signed an agreement with Cinergy Cor- 
poration to provide its wholesale 
power, which yielded a savings of $70 
million for Bristol after fulfilling the 
terms of the contract with TVA. What 
Bristol didn’t expect was the backlash 
from TVA and effort to punish Bristol 
for leaving the TVA family. 

In testimony before the Senate En- 
ergy Committee, the Chairman of the 
Bristol Utility Board, David Fletcher, 
outlined the anti-competitive practices 
employed by TVA to undermine Bris- 
tol's new contract. TVA applied scare 
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tactics by predicting unreliable elec- 
tricity services as a discouragement to 
leaving. TVA also sought to recover 
tens of millions invested by TVA to 
provide power to Bristol, despite the 
fact that Bristol had fulfilled the terms 
of their contract. Finally, TVA at- 
tempted to steal Bristol’s industrial 
customers by offering direct-serve 
power contracts at 2 percent below any 
rate offered by Bristol. I find these 
predatory practices to be entirely un- 
acceptable, especially for an entity of 
the federal government. It is my belief 
that since TVA’s activities were per- 
formed in a commercial endeavor, they 
should be held to the same standards as 
any other corporation under the anti- 
trust laws. 

Recently, I was informed that TVA 
willing to subject themselves to the 
federal antitrust laws, so long as they 
weren't subject to any penalties. 

Mr. President, I have some advice for 
TVA. If you can’t pay the fine, don’t do 
the crime. 

My bill’s final provision regards 
TVA’s ability to branch out into other 
businesses beyond power generation 
and transmission. TVA’s has attempted 
to diversify into equipment leasing as 
well as engineering and other con- 
tracting services in direct competition 
with other valley businesses. 

Mr. President, I hope these reforms 
will offer TVA customers—both dis- 
tributors and individuals alike—the 
means to make TVA more accountable. 
I am very concerned, however, that 
these reforms may be too late to avert 
a gradual increase in power rates with- 
in the TVA region. Last year, for the 
first time in 10 years, TVA raised rates 
on households and business by over 7 
percent in order to prepare for a more 
open electricity market. This can be 
contrasted with a 15 percent decline in 
rates over the past ten years in Ken- 
tucky—outside the TVA fence. 

I remain hopeful that with these re- 
forms, TVA’s Board will be more ac- 
countable to ratepayers and will help 
ensure that the economic potential of 
the Tennessee Valley, which was mort- 
gaged by years of fiscal unaccount- 
ability, will not be diminished. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the full text of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2005 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “TVA Cus- 
tomer Protection Act of 1998”. 

SEC. 2. INCLUSION IN DEFINITION OF PUBLIC 
UTILITY. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 201(e) of the Fed- 
eral Power Act (16 U.S.C. 824(e)) is amended 
by inserting before the period at the end the 
following: , and includes the Tennessee Val- 
ley Authority”. 
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(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
201(f) of the Federal Power Act (16 U.S.C. 
824(f)) is amended by striking “foregoing, or 
any corporation“ and inserting foregoing 
(other than the Tennessee Valley Authority) 
or any corporation”. 

SEC. 3. DISPOSITION OF PROPERTY. 

Section 203 of the Federal Power Act (16 
U.S.C. 824b) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(c) TVA EXCEPTION.—This section does 
not apply to a disposition of the whole or 
any part of the facilities of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority if— 

(J) the Tennessee Valley Authority dis- 
closes to the Commission (on a form, and to 
the extent, that the Commission shall pre- 
scribe by regulation) the sale, lease, or other 
disposition of any part of its facilities that— 

“(A) is subject to the jurisdiction of the 
Commission under this Part; and 

“(B) has a value of more than $50,000; and 

(2) all proceeds of the sale, lease, or other 
disposition under paragraph (1) are applied 
by the Tennessee Valley Authority to the re- 
duction of debt of the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority.”’. 

SEC. 4. FOREIGN OPERATIONS; PROTECTIONS. 

Section 208 of the Federal Power Act (16 
U.S.C. 824g) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

( TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY.— 

() LIMIT ON CHARGES.— 

“(A) NO AUTHORIZATION OR PERMIT.—The 
Commission shall issue no order under this 
Act that has the effect of authorizing or per- 
mitting the Tennessee Valley Authority to 
make, demand, or receive any rate or charge, 
or impose any rule or regulation pertaining 
to a rate or charge, that includes any costs 
incurred by or for the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority in the conduct of any activities or 
operations outside the United States. 

„(B) UNLAWFUL RATE.— 

„DIN GENERAL,—Any rate, charge, rule, or 
regulation described in subparagraph (A) 
shall be deemed for the purposes of this Act 
to be unjust, unreasonable, and unlawful. 

(10 NO LIMITATION ON AUTHORITY.—Clause 
(i) does not limit the authority of the Com- 
mission under any other provision of law to 
regulate and establish just and reasonable 
rates and charges for the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. 

“(2) ANNUAL REPORT.—The Tennessee Val- 
ley Authority shall annually— 

(A) prepare and file with the Commission, 
in a form that the Commission shall pre- 
scribe by regulation, a report setting forth in 
detail any activities or operations engaged 
in outside the United States by or on behalf 
of the Tennessee Valley Authority; and 

(B) certify to the Commission that the 
Tennessee Valley Authority has neither re- 
covered nor sought to recover the costs of 
activities or operations engaged in outside 
the United States by or on behalf of the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority in any rate, charge, 
rule, or regulation on file with the Commis- 
sion.“ 

SEC. 5. TVA POWER SALES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part II of the Federal 
Power Act (16 U.S.C, 824 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

“SEC. 215. TVA POWER SALES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Tennessee Valley 
Authority shall not sell electric power to a 
retail customer that will consume the power 
within the area that, on the date of enact- 
ment of this section, is assigned by law as 
the distributor service area, unless— 

(J) the customer (or predecessor in inter- 
est to the customer) was purchasing electric 
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power directly from the Tennessee Valley 
Authority as a retail customer on that date; 

“(2) the distributor is purchasing firm 
power from the Tennessee Valley Authority 
in an amount that is equal to not more than 
50 percent of the total retail sales of the dis- 
tributor; or 

(3) the distributor agrees that the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority may sell power to 
the customer. 

“(b) RETAIL SALES.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the rates, terms, and 
conditions of retail sales of electric power by 
the Tennessee Valley Authority that are not 
prohibited by this section shall be subject to 
regulation under State law applicable to 
public utilities in the manner and to the ex- 
tent that a State commission or other regu- 
latory authority determines appropriate.“ 

(b) TRANSITION.— 

(1) FILING REQUIREMENT.,—Not later than 
180 days after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Tennessee Valley Authority shall 
file all rates and charges for the trans- 
mission or sale of electric energy and the 
classifications, practices, and regulations af- 
fecting those rates and charges, together 
with all contracts that in any manner affect 
or relate to contracts that are required to be 
filed under Part II of the Federal Power Act 
(16 U.S.C. 824 et seq.), as amended by sub- 
section (a), and that are in effect as of the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(2) NO INITIAL REVIEW.—A filing under this 
section that is timely made under subsection 
(a) shall be accepted for filing without initial 
review by the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission. 

SEC. 6. FILING AND FULL DISCLOSURE OF TVA 
DOCUMENTS. 

Part III of the Federal Power Act (16 U.S.C. 
825 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating sections 319 through 
321 as sections 320 through 322, respectively; 
and 

(2) by inserting after section 318 the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC, 319. FILING AND FULL DISCLOSURE OF TVA 
DOCUMENTS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—The Tennessee Valley 
Authority shall file and disclose the same 
documents and other information that other 
public utilities are required to file under this 
Act, as the Commission shall require by reg- 
ulation. 

“(b) REGULATION.— 

() TIMING.—The regulation under sub- 
section (a) shall be promulgated not later 
than 1 year after the date of enactment of 
this section. 

(2) CONSIDERATIONS.—In promulgating the 
regulation under subsection (a), the Commis- 
sion shall take into consideration the prac- 
tices of the Commission with respect to pub- 
lic utilities other than the Tennessee Valley 
Authority.”’. 

SEC. 7. APPLICABILITY OF THE ANTITRUST LAWS. 

The Tennessee Valley Authority Act of 
1933 (16 U.S.C. 831 et seq.) is amended by in- 
serting after section 16 the following: 

“SEC. 17. APPLICABILITY OF THE ANTITRUST 
LAWS. 

(a) DEFINITION OF ANTITRUST LAWS.—In 
this section, the term ‘antitrust laws’ 
means— 

(J) an antitrust law (within the meaning 
of section (1) of the Clayton Act (15 U.S.C. 
12)); 

“(2) the Act of June 19, 1936 (commonly 
known as the ‘Robinson Patman Act’) (49 
Stat. 1526, chapter 323; 15 U.S.C. 13 et seq.); 
and 

(3) section 5 of the Federal Trade Com- 
mission Act (15 U.S.C. 45), to the extent that 
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the section relates to unfair methods of com- 
petition. 

“(b) APPLICABILITY.—Nothing in this Act 
modifies, impairs, or supersedes the anti- 
trust laws. 

(e) ANTITRUST LAWs.— 

“(1) TVA DEEMED A PERSON.—The Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority shall be deemed to 
be a person, and not government, for pur- 
poses of the antitrust laws. 

“(2) APPLICABILITY.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the antitrust laws 
(including the availability of any remedy for 
a violation of an antitrust law) shall apply 
to the Tennessee Valley Authority notwith- 
standing any determination that the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority is a corporate agen- 
cy or instrumentality of the United States 
or is otherwise engaged in governmental 
functions.“. 

SEC, 8. SAVINGS PROVISION. 

(a) DEFINITION OF TVA DISTRIBUTOR.—In 
this section, the term “TVA distributor” 
means a cooperative organization or publicly 
owned electric power system that, on Janu- 
ary 2, 1998, purchased electric power at 
wholesale from the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority under an all-requirements power con- 
tract. 

(b) EFFECT OF AcT.—Nothing in this Act or 
any amendment made by this Act— 

(1) subjects any TVA distributor to regula- 
tion by the Federal Energy Regulatory Com- 
mission; or 

(2) abrogates or affects any law in effect on 
the date of enactment of this Act that ap- 
plies to a TVA distributor. 

SEC. 9. PROVISION OF CONSTRUCTION EQUIP- 
MENT, CONTRACTING, AND ENGI- 
NEERING SERVICES. 

Section 4 of the Tennessee Valley Author- 
ity Act of 1933 (16 U.S.C. 831c) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

(m) PROVISION OF CONSTRUCTION EQUIP- 
MENT, CONTRACTING, AND ENGINEERING SERV- 
ICES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this Act, except as pro- 
vided in this subsection, the Corporation 
shall not have power to— 

(A) rent or sell construction equipment; 

(B) provide a construction equipment 
maintenance or repair service; 

() perform contract construction work; 
or 

„D) provide a construction engineering 
service; 


to any private or public entity. 

“(2) ELECTRICAL CONTRACTORS.—The Cor- 
poration may provide equipment or a service 
described in subparagraph (1) to a private 
contractor that is engaged in electrical util- 
ity work on an electrical utility project of 
the Corporation. 

(3) CUSTOMERS, DISTRIBUTORS, AND GOV- 
ERNMENTAL ENTITIES.—The Corporation may 
provide equipment or a service described in 
subparagraph (1) to— 

() a power customer served directly by 
the Corporation; 

(B) a distributor of Corporation power; or 

(O) a Federal, State, or local government 
entity; 
that is engaged in work specifically related 
to an electrical utility project of the Cor- 
poration. 

“(4) USED CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT.— 

“(A) DEFINITION OF USED CONSTRUCTION 
EQUIPMENT.—In this paragraph, the term 
‘used construction equipment’ means con- 
struction equipment that has been in service 
for more than 2,500 hours. 

(B) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation may 
dispose of used construction equipment by 
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means of a public auction conducted by a 
private entity that is independent of the Cor- 
poration. 

“(C) DEBT REDUCTION.—The Corporation 
shall apply all proceeds of a disposition of 
used construction equipment under subpara- 
graph (B) to the reduction of debt of the Cor- 
poration.”’. 


By Mr. GRAMS (for himself, Mr. 
COVERDELL, Mr. FRIST, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon, Mr. GRAHAM, 
and Mr. D’AMATO): 

S. 2004. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to authorize the 
Secretary of the Treasury to abate the 
accrual of interest on income tax un- 
derpayments by taxpayers located in 
Presidentially declared disaster areas 
if the Secretary extends the time for 
filing returns and payment of tax for 
such taxpayers; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

THE DISASTER VICTIM TAX EXTENSION ACT 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation that 
would permanently exempt the interest 
payments owed by disaster victims to 
the Internal Revenue Service. 

Each year, our country is hit by a va- 
riety of natural disasters such as hurri- 
canes, tornadoes, earthquakes, floods, 
and ice storms, all causing extreme 
hardship for hundreds of thousands of 
Americans. 

This year, 15 States have already 
been hit by deadly disasters. 

Starting on March 7, severe storms 
and flooding struck the State of Ala- 
bama, damaging nearly 1,200 homes, 
and the city of Elba in Coffee County 
was evacuated as a result of a levee 
failure. Three deaths were attributed 
to the floods and one person was re- 
ported missing. 

On February 9, 27 California counties 
were wracked by severe storms. 

During the period of January 28 
through February 6, a series of severe 
winter storms hit communities in Sus- 
sex County of Delaware. 

Also in February, three southern 
Florida counties were victimized by 
tornadoes and other violent weather. 

In February, six counties in Georgia 
were struck by tornadoes. On March 20, 
amid flood recovery efforts, tornadoes 
and windstorms tore through northeast 
Georgia, adding to the overall devasta- 
tion. Tornadoes again touched down in 
west Georgia, metro Atlanta, and 
southeast Georgia on April 9. 

In February, Atlantic and Cape May 
counties in southern New Jersey were 
hit by the coastal storm that lashed 
the area. 

On April 16, six Tennessee counties 
were ravaged by deadly tornadoes and 
other violent weather. 

And, Mr. President, on March 29, 
seven counties in my own State of Min- 
nesota were hit by the deadly torna- 
does, damaging thousands of homes 
and businesses along a 62-mile path 
carved through the communities of St. 
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Peter, Comfrey, and Le Center. The 
storms claimed two lives. 

The estimated total dollar value of 
insured losses caused by the south-cen- 
tral Minnesota tornadoes has reached 
$175 million, exceeding insured losses 
incurred in my state during the floods 
of one year ago. 

The list goes on and on. But my point 
is: deadly natural disasters occur every 
year. Lives are lost, homes are demol- 
ished, property is destroyed, businesses 
are ruined, and crops are wiped out. 
The survivors of these disasters need 
our help to get their feet back on the 
ground. 

Federal disaster assistance has been 
effective. In fact, almost all of the 
major disaster sites have been subse- 
quently designated as Presidentially 
declared disaster areas and are eligible 
to receive federal disaster assistance. 

However, there is one hurdle Con- 
gress still must remove. Residents in 
Presidentially declared disaster areas 
can often get an extension to file their 
income tax returns. 

However, interest owed cannot be ex- 
empted by the IRS. That requires Con- 
gressional action. 

In other words, we give them time, 
an extension to file their taxes, but at 
the same time we are saying, because 
you cannot because of circumstances 
beyond your control file, we are going 
to charge you interest on it. That is 
adding insult to injury. 

So many States, like Minnesota, im- 
mediately have granted exemptions for 
interest payments on State taxes when 
disaster areas are declared. 

Although Congress has granted such 
Federal waivers in the past, they must 
be done legislatively each time a dis- 
aster occurs, and appropriate vehicles 
are not always available. This creates 
one more uncertainty for victims of 
disaster. 

The legislation I am here to intro- 
duce today along with Senators COVER- 
DELL, FRIST, MCCAIN, HUTCHINSON, and 
SMITH of Oregon, the bill called the 
Disaster Victim Tax Extension Act, 
would once and for all remove this bar- 
rier and it would give residents of 
Presidentially declared disaster areas 
an interest payment exemption on any 
Federal taxes owed. 

By the way, Mr. President, our legis- 
lation would be effective retroactively 
to tax year 1997. 

Mr. President, this may seem like a 
small matter, but for disaster sur- 
vivors, every dollar counts. I urge my 
colleagues to support this legislation. 


By Mr. ABRAHAM (by request): 

S. 2006. A bill to amend the Act es- 
tablishing the Keweenaw National His- 
torical Park, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources. 

KEWEENAW NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, on be- 

half of the administration, I rise today 
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to introduce legislation to amend the 
Act establishing the Keweenaw Na- 
tional Historical Park, and for other 
purposes. I ask unanimous consent 
that the administration’s letter of 
transmittal, the bill, and a section-by- 
section analysis of the legislation be 
printed in the RECORD for the informa- 
tion of my colleagues. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


S. 2006 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

That section 9c) of the Act to establish 
the Keweenaw National Historical Park 
(Public Law 102-543, approved October 27, 
1992), is amended as follows: 

(1) In paragraph (A), by striking from 
nominees“ and inserting after consider- 
ation of nominees”. 

(2) In paragraph (B), by striking from 
nominees” and inserting “after consider- 
ation of nominees’’. 

(3) In paragraph (C), by striking “from 
nominees” and inserting after consider- 
ation of nominees”, 

(4) In paragraph (D), by striking “from 
nominees” and inserting after consider- 
ation of nominees”. 


SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS—KEWEENAW 
NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK AMENDMENTS 


This bill would amend the enabling legisla- 
tion for the Keweenaw National Historical 
Park in Michigan to correct the language of 
the membership section for the Keweenaw 
National Historical Park Advisory Commis- 
sion. The new language will alleviate con- 
stitutional concerns about the appointment 
process for the commission. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, DC, February 23, 1998. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, JR., 
President of the Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Enclosed is a draft 
bill, To amend the Act establishing the 
Keweenaw National Historical Park, and for 
other purposes.“ 

We recommend the bill be introduced, re- 
ferred to the appropriate committee for con- 
sideration, and enacted. 

This bill will facilitate the appointment of 
the Keweenaw National Historical Park Ad- 
visory Commission for this Michigan park. 
The existing statute raises constitutional 
concerns by directing the Secretary of the 
Interior to appoint to the Commission per- 
sons nominated by state and local officials. 
The Department of Justice has opined that 
this procedure does not satisfy the require- 
ments imposed by the Appointments Clause 
(U.S. Const. Art. II, Sec. 2, cl. 2) for appoint- 
ments of federal officers. Accordingly, 
former President Bush signed the existing 
law on the express understanding that the 
commission would serve only in an advisory 
capacity and would not exercise executive 
authority. The proposed amendments will 
eliminate the need for this limiting con- 
struction of the commission’s duties. 

The Office of Management and Budget has 
advised that there is no objection to the en- 
actment of the enclosed draft legislation 
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from the standpoint of the Administration’s 
program. 
Sincerely, 
DONALD BARRY, 
Acting Assistant Secretary for 
Fish and Wildlife and Parks. 
Enclosures. 


By Mr. COCHRAN (for himself 
and Mr. HOLLINGS): 

S. 2007. A bill to amend the false 
claims provisions of chapter 37 of title 
31, United States Code; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

THE HEALTH CARE CLAIMS GUIDANCE ACT 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing the Health Care 
Claims Guidance Act. I am pleased to 
have the distinguished Senator from 
South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS), join 
with me as an original co-sponsor of 
the bill. This measure addresses a very 
serious concern: the government’s mis- 
use of the False Claims Act and the 
need to distinguish Medicare fraud 
from unavoidable billing errors. 

Health care fraud has no place in 
health care practice. Health care fraud 
costs taxpayers many millions of dol- 
lars that should be spent on patient 
care. In addition, government agencies 
must be able to use all of the tools at 
their disposal to prosecute aggressively 
those who willfully engage in fraudu- 
lent practices. 

It is equally important, however, 
that government resources be used to 
go after genuine wrongdoers, rather 
than health care providers who may 
have overbilled the government for 
Medicare services through innocent 
clerical errors or interpretive mis- 
takes. 

Recently, the Department of Justice 
has embarked on a program to utilize 
the False Claims Act to prosecute pro- 
vider billing errors. Until 1994, govern- 
ment agencies, hospitals, and physi- 
cians acted together, cooperating in 
most instances, to make sure all par- 
ties were treated fairly in Medicare 
billing disputes. Sometimes providers 
were underpaid, sometimes they were 
overpaid. Either way, they and the gov- 
ernment would review and settle 
claims at the end of each quarter or 
each year. But, the government has 
abandoned this practice with doctors 
and hospitals and has begun a cam- 
paign to coerce and extract money im- 
properly from the providers. 

In the State of Mississippi, and 
across the Nation, health care pro- 
viders have received demand' letters 
from U.S. Attorneys’ offices, many not 
even from their own State, asserting 
that the doctors and hospitals may be 
guilty of fraudulent billing. These let- 
ters threaten the imposition of treble 
damages plus fines of $5,000 to $10,000 
per claim unless a quick settlement is 
reached, often within fourteen days of 
the letter. In some cases, the demand 
letters have been sent based on alleged 
overbilling of minuscule amounts. 

Providers should certainly do all 
they can to minimize errors, and when 
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discrepancies are discovered, the cor- 
rect amounts should be paid to the 
Government with interest. 

But, with the filing of large numbers 
of claims each year, and the volume of 
Government rules, regulations, and di- 
rectives—some of which are con- 
flicting—that providers must follow, it 
is impossible to be error-free. Hospitals 
and health systems submit nearly 
200,000 Medicare claims a day. To en- 
sure the accuracy of those claims, they 
must comply with the 1,800 pages of 
law, 1,300 pages of regulations inter- 
preting the law and thousands of addi- 
tional pages of instructions. In addi- 
tion, they are required to work with 41 
intermediaries—mostly insurance com- 
panies—that have their own procedures 
that hospitals must follow as part of 
the billing process. The same level of 
law, procedures, and instructions also 
apply to physicians. 

The current practice of the Depart- 
ment of Justice, using the False Claims 
Act, assumes that hospitals, health 
systems, and doctors are guilty of in- 
tentionally filing erroneous claims 
when errors are made. This, in my 
view, is simply not right. 

The Health Care Claims Guidance 
Act we are introducing would amend 
the False Claims Act to distinguish be- 
tween fraud and mere mistakes. It 
would apply only to claims under feder- 
ally funded health care programs, and 
would have no effect on other False 
Claims Act prosecutions. 

The legislation does not change the 
criminal portions of the False Claims 
Act. Neither does it change the qui tam, 
or “whistle blower” provisions of the 
law. And it in no way would impede the 
Department of Justice or any other 
Government agency from zeroing in on 
true fraud and prosecuting those who 
commit fraud. No other Federal laws 
would be affected, including changes 
made by Congress in 1996 in the Health 
Insurance Portability and Account- 
ability Act. The changes would apply 
only to health care claims for Feder- 
ally funded programs such as Medicare 
and CHAMPUS. This legislation would 
not prevent the Government from re- 
ceiving any money that is rightfully 
due. In all cases, overpayments would 
be reimbursed with interest. 

What this legislation does is to dis- 
tinguish Medicare billing fraud from 
honest billing mistakes. The bill does 
these four things: 

It imposes a de minimis” standard. 
Under the standard, as defined by the 
American Institute of Certified Public 
Accountants, Medicare overpayments 
to providers of less than a specified 
percentage would result in penalties of 
no more than the amount of the claim 
plus interest. 

It establishes a safe harbor” for 
health care providers that submit a 
claim based on advice given by fiscal 
intermediaries and carriers. Such hos- 
pitals would be subject to fines limited 
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to actual damages and interest, not 
treble damages plus $5,000 to $10,000 per 
claim. 

It raises the burden of proof required 
under the act from a ‘‘preponderance of 
the evidence“ standard to a clear and 
convincing evidence” standard. 

And lastly, it establishes a safe har- 
bor’ for health care providers that 
have adopted effective, good-faith com- 
pliance plans in which they are, if 
found to be in violation of the False 
Claims Act, subject only to actual 
damages plus interest, rather than tre- 
ble damages plus $5,000 to $10,000 per 
claim. 

Mr. President, although Congress 2 
years ago gave Federal agencies addi- 
tional tools to go after health care 
fraud—such as expanded authority 
under the Health Insurance Portability 
and Accountability Act—the Depart- 
ment of Justice has nonetheless de- 
cided that the use of the False Claims 
Act guarantees ‘‘easy money.” 

The Health Care Claims Guidance 
Act stops this abuse of the law and pro- 
vides a clear and simple way of distin- 
guishing between those claims that are 
fraudulent and those claims that result 
from human error. I urge Senators to 
support this bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2007 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Health Care 
Claims Guidance Act’’. 

SEC. 2. RULES FOR ACTIONS UNDER FALSE 
CLAIMS PROVISIONS BASED ON 
CLAIMS SUBMITTED UNDER CER- 
TAIN HEALTH CARE PROGRAMS, 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter III of chapter 
37 of title 31, United States Code, is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

“$3734. Rules for certain actions based on 
health care claims 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any action 
that is brought under this subchapter based 
on a claim submitted with respect to a feder- 
ally funded health care program, the pre- 
ceding provisions of this subchapter shall 
apply only to the extent that such provisions 
are consistent with the provisions of this 
section. 

“(b) ACTIONS IF AMOUNT OF DAMAGES ARE 
MATERIAL AMOUNT.—Notwithstanding the 
preceding sections of this subchapter, no ac- 
tion may be brought under this subchapter 
based on a claim that is submitted under a 
federally funded health care program unless 
the amount of damages alleged to have been 
sustained by the United States Government 
with respect to such claim is a material 
amount. 

(% ACTIONS FOR CLAIMS SUBMITTED IN RE- 
LIANCE ON OFFICIAL GUIDANCE.—Notwith- 
standing the preceding sections of this sub- 
chapter, no action may be brought under 
this subchapter based on a claim submitted— 

(I) in reliance on (and correctly using) er- 
roneous information supplied by a Federal 
agency (or an agent thereof) about matters 
of fact at issue; or 
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(2) in reliance on (and correctly applying) 
written statements of Federal policy which 
affects such claim provided by a Federal 
agency (or an agent thereof). 

„d) ACTION FOR CLAIMS SUBMITTED BY PER- 
SONS IN SUBSTANTIAL COMPLIANCE WITH 
MODEL COMPLIANCE PLAN.—Notwithstanding 
the preceding sections of this subchapter, no 
action may be brought under this subchapter 
based on a claim submitted by a person that 
is in substantial compliance with a model 
compliance plan issued by the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services (in consultation 
with the Secretary of Defense). 

(e) STANDARD OF PROOF.—In any action 
brought under this subchapter with respect 
to a claim submitted to a federally funded 
health care program, section 3731(c) shall be 
applied by substituting ‘clear and convincing 
evidence’ for ‘a preponderance of the evi- 
dence’. 

‘(f) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed as limiting 
the authority of the Government of the 
United States to recoup or otherwise recover 
damages with respect to a claim submitted 
to a federally funded health care program 
under provisions of law other than this sub- 
chapter. 

“(g) DEFINITIONS; RELATED RULES.—For 
purposes of this section— 

(J) the term ‘claim’ means a claim (as de- 
fined in section 3729(c)) made with respect to 
a federally funded health care program; 

(2) the term ‘damages’ means the amount 
of any overpayment made by the United 
States Government with respect to a claim; 

(3) the term ‘federally funded health care 
program’ means a program that provides 
health benefits, whether directly, through 
the purchase of insurance, or otherwise, that 
is established under— 

(A) title XVIII, XTX, or XXI of the Social 
Security Act, or 

(B) title 10, United States Code; 

(J) the amount of damages alleged to have 
been sustained by the United States Govern- 
ment with respect to a claim submitted by 
(or on behalf of) a person shall be treated as 
a ‘material amount’ only if such amount ex- 
ceeds a proportion (specified in regulations 
promulgated by the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services in consultation with the 
Secretary of Defense) of the total of the 
amounts for which claims were submitted by 
(or on behalf of) such person— 

“(A) to the same federally funded health 
care program, and 

(B) for the same calendar year, as the 
claim upon which an action under this sub- 
chapter is based; 

(5) the regulations specifying the propor- 
tion referred to in paragraph (4) shall be 
based on the definition of the term ‘material’ 
used by the American Institute of Certified 
Public Accountants as of the date of the en- 
actment of this section; and 

“(6) in determining whether an amount of 
damages is a ‘material amount’ under para- 
graph (4), with respect to a person— 

(A) the amount of damages for more than 
1 claim may be aggregated only if the acts or 
omissions resulting in such damages were 
part of a pattern of related acts or omissions 
by such person, and 

(B) if damages for more than 1 claim are 
aggregated in accordance with subparagraph 
(A), the proportion referred to in such para- 
graph shall be determined by comparing the 
amount of such aggregate damages to the 
total of the amounts for which claims were 
submitted by (or on behalf of) such person to 
the same federally funded health care pro- 
gram for each of the calendar years for 
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which any claim upon which such aggregate 
damages were based was submitted.“ 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENT.—The table of sections for chapter 37 of 
title 31, United States Code, is amended by 
adding after the item relating to section 3733 
the following: 

3734. Rules for certain actions based on 
health care claims."’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to actions 
brought under subchapter III of chapter 37 of 
title 31, United States Code, with respect to 
claims submitted before, on, and after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I am 
delighted to join my colleague Senator 
COCHRAN in introducing legislation 
that helps define the rules of the game 
for health care providers and allows in- 
vestigators to focus on ferreting out 
and prosecuting real fraud in Federal 
health programs. 

The Health Care Claims Guidance 
Act of 1998 that we introduce today is 
made necessary by conflicting, ex- 
tremely complex regulations covering 
Medicare, Medicaid, CHAMPUS and 
other Federally funded programs. Iron- 
ically, most of these exist as a result of 
Congressional efforts to reduce fraud 
and abuse—to establish a system for 
billing and claims processing that 
assures these programs are paying rea- 
sonable costs for medically necessary 
services actually provided to eligible 
individuals. Not achieving our goal of 
ending fraud, we just stack on more 
rules that require honest providers to 
take more and more time from patient 
care to do paperwork while the crooks 
ignore us or accept as a challenge get- 
ting around the rules. There is no end 
in sight. This is a classic example of 
the road to hell being paved with good 
intentions. We have created a night- 
mare, and we have a responsibility to 
begin straightening out some of the 
confusion so honest health care pro- 
viders can take care of patients and we 
can concentrate on prosecuting those 
who willfully violate the law. 

It is absolutely imperative that we 
accept nothing less than zero tolerance 
for real fraud and that the Government 
use all the tools at its disposal to pros- 
ecute willful violations of the law. It is 
equally imperative that we play fair 
with our partners who provide the 
health care we pay for with Federal 
funds. When a participating hospital 
receives directions from its fiscal 
intermediary, the hospital should know 
it can follow those directions without 
fear of being accused of fraud. Using 
the False Claims Act, the Justice De- 
partment is notifying hospitals that 
they are under investigation for al- 
leged billing fraud, offering minimal 
time to respond or face prosecution. 
Hospitals are capitulating to these de- 
mands even when they know no fraud 
has been committed simply because 
they cannot afford to pay the account- 
ants and lawyers to take on the De- 
partment of Justice. Others believe di- 
verting these funds from patient care 
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would be an irresponsible waste of tax 
dollars and not in the best interests of 
Medicare beneficiaries. I certainly 
agree. 

Respected physicians in my State, 
some personal friends of forty years, 
have received letters recently from the 
“Medicare Fraud Unit? demanding 
that they pay up immediately or face 
prosecution. They are confused and an- 
noyed about the complexity of Medi- 
care rules and coding, but they are out- 
raged that they are being accused of 
fraud with no basis whatsoever. I sub- 
mit, Mr. President, that they deserve 
to be enraged. And it doesn’t get any 
better once they enter negotiations 
and are virtually unable to practice 
medicine because of the auditors con- 
sume most of the work day and office 
space. Then they wait for months to 
see if the ax will fall. 

The Health Care Claims Guidance 
Act of 1998 would take a small but im- 
portant step in the right direction. It 
would amend the False Claims Act to 
create special rules for claims in all 
Federally funded health care programs. 
No criminal provisions are amended. 
The bill’s provisions apply only to 
health care claims limited to civil ac- 
tions. 

First, no action can be brought if the 
provider has relied on and correctly ap- 
plied information supplied by a Federal 
agency or an agent thereof. Second, no 
action may be brought unless the 
amount of damages is material. Third, 
it establishes a safe harbor for hos- 
pitals with an effective compliance 
plan under the General Hospital Com- 
pliance Guidelines. And, fourth, it 
raises the burden of proof from a pre- 
ponderance of the evidence” to a clear 
and convincing evidence” standard. 

Mr. President, let me make it clear 
once again, this bill in no way limits 
the authority of the Government to re- 
coup or otherwise recover damages 
with respect to claims under any other 
provisions of law and does not apply to 
criminal provisions. It allows us to 
begin restoring the partnership be- 
tween the Federal Government and 
those who provide health care under 
Federal programs and encourages the 
Government to use its resources to 
prosecute those who violate that part- 
nership. I urge my colleagues to assist 
us in its early passage. 


By Mr. COVERDELL (for himself, 
Mr. ASHCROFT, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. 
FRIST, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
HAGEL, Mr. INHOFE, and Mr. 
McCAIN): 

S. 2008. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to prohibit the 
use of random audits, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

THE INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE RANDOM 

AUDIT PROHIBITION ACT 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 

rise today to introduce the Internal 
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Revenue Service Random Audit Prohi- 
bition Act. I wanted to take this oppor- 
tunity to alert my colleagues of the 
Senate that the IRS has identified a 
new enemy: innocent taxpayers. 

Over the past several years, all of us 
have seen news accounts of regular, av- 
erage citizens who have become the 
targets of grueling IRS audits. These 
individuals were neither wealthy nor 
powerful; in fact, they were most often 
ordinary, law-abiding taxpayers who 
earned a modest wage, ran a small 
business, or operated a family farm. 
Some struggled just to make ends 
meet, and many were understandably 
confused about what they. had com- 
mitted to justify the scrutiny of the 
IRS. 

The truth is they committed no 
wrong. They were simply unfortunate 
victims of an IRS practice called ‘‘ran- 
dom audits,” where the IRS simply 
picks people out of a hat in the hope it 
can uncover some wrongdoing. 

A recent report produced by the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office (GAO) at my re- 
quest confirms that the IRS has been 
targeting thousands of poor taxpayers 
and small businesses for random au- 
dits. In fact, almost 95 percent of all 
random audits of individual taxpayers 
performed between 1994 and 1996 were 
conducted on taxpayers who earned 
less than $25,000 each year. 

Last Fall, hearings held by the Sen- 
ate Finance Committee brought the 
IRS’s abuse of taxpayers to the atten- 
tion of the entire Nation. One witness, 
Jennifer Long, who is a current field 
agent with the IRS, remarked, As of 
late, we seem to be auditing only the 
poor people. The current IRS Manage- 
ment does not believe anyone in this 
country can possibly live on less than 
$20,000 per year, insisting anyone below 
that level must be cheating by under- 
stating their true income.” The IRS’ 
belief that low-income families are 
more likely to cheat than others serv- 
ices as a disturbing sign of how far it 
has strayed from the principles of 
American justice. 

The GAO report also indicates that 
the IRS has been specifically targeting 
my home state of Georgia for random 
audits. Nearly twice as many random 
audits took place in Georgia between 
1994 and 1996 than in all the New Eng- 
land states combined and Georgians 
are three-times more likely to be ran- 
domly audited than their California 
counterparts. Furthermore, the GAO 
warns that we can expect that number 
of rise dramatically in Georgia over 
the next several years because the IRS 
believes small businesses in Georgia 
are more likely than other so-called 
“subpopulations” to engage in tax 
fraud. I do not understand why the IRS 
believes that Georgia small business 
are more likely to cheat than their 
counterparts elsewhere in the Nation. I 
still have not received an adequate 
reply from the IRS regarding any of 
these developments. 
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Most of us understand the need to en- 
sure tax code compliance through rea- 
sonable mechanisms. Where there is 
some indication that wrongdoing has 
occurred, an audit may be appropriate. 
But Americans will not accept the 
IRS’s assertion that enforcement re- 
quires them to go after innocent, low- 
income taxpayers by using random au- 
dits that make no distinction between 
the guilty and the innocent. Honest 
citizens deserve better. 

The legislation I introduce today, 
along with a number of my colleagues, 
would remove random audits as a tool 
available to the IRS in its examination 
process. Victims of random audits 
would be entitled to damages of $5,000 
after filing civil action, and the cost of 
litigation would also be recoverable. In 
addition, my proposal would require 
the IRS to identify the basis for audit 
in any notice to the affected taxpayer 
of such an examination. Finally, the ef- 
fective date for these changes are set 
to the date of introduction. This puts 
the IRS on notice that Congress is 
deadly serious about the need to end 
random audits. 

I hope my colleagues will support my 
effort to stop the IRS from targeting 
innocent taxpayers. With passage of 
the IRS Random Audit Prohibition 
Act, honest, hardworking taxpayers 
can be assured they will be protected 
from unwarranted audits. They deserve 
no less. 


— 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 89 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. TORRICELLI) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 89, a bill to prohibit dis- 
crimination against individuals and 
their family members on the basis of 
genetic information, or a request for 
genetic services. 
S. 659 
At the request of Mr. GLENN, the 
name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
LUGAR) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
659, a bill to amend the Great Lakes 
Fish and Wildlife Restoration Act of 
1990 to provide for implementation of 
recommendations of the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service contained in 
the Great Lakes Fishery Restoration 
Study Report. 
S. 852 
At the request of Mr. LOTT, the name 
of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. MuR- 
KOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
852, a bill to establish nationally uni- 
form requirements regarding the ti- 
tling and registration of salvage, non- 
repairable, and rebuilt vehicles. 
8. 981 
At the request of Mr. THOMPSON, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
(Mr. GORTON) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 981, a bill to provide for analysis 
of major rules. 
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S. 1089 
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 
names of the Senator from South Da- 
kota (Mr. DASCHLE), and the Senator 
from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1089, a bill to 
terminate the effectiveness of certain 
amendments to the foreign repair sta- 
tion rules of the Federal Aviation Ad- 
ministration, and for other purposes. 
S. 1145 
At the request of Mr. GRAMS, the 
name of the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SESSIONS) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1145, a bill to amend the So- 
cial Security Act to provide simplified 
and accurate information on the social 
security trust funds, and personal earn- 
ings and benefit estimates to eligible 
individuals. 
S. 1325 
At the request of Mr. FRIST, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. D’AMATO) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1325, a bill to authorize appro- 
priations for the Technology Adminis- 
tration of the Department of Com- 
merce for fiscal years 1998 and 1999, and 
for other purposes. 
S. 1365 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1365, a bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide that the 
reductions in social security benefits 
which are required in the case of 
spouses and surviving spouses who are 
also receiving certain Government pen- 
sions shall be equal to the amount by 
which two-thirds of the total amount 
of the combined monthly benefit (be- 
fore reduction) and monthly pension 
exceeds $1,200, adjusted for inflation. 
S. 1392 
At the request of Mr. BROWNBACK, the 
names of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. GRAMS), and the Senator from 
Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1392, a bill to provide 
for offsetting tax cuts whenever there 
is an elimination of a discretionary 
spending program. 
S. 1649 
At the request of Mr. FORD, the name 
of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1649, a bill to exempt disabled individ- 
uals from being required to enroll with 
a managed care entity under the med- 
icaid program. 
S. 1862 
At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. DODD) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1862, a bill to provide assistance for 
poison prevention and to stabilize the 
funding of regional poison control cen- 
ters. 
S. 1879 
At the request of Mr. BURNS, the 
names of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. HAGEL), the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. COVERDELL), the Senator from 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


North Dakota (Mr. CONRAD), the Sen- 
ator from Iowa (Mr. GRASSLEY), the 
Senator from Missouri (Mr. BOND), the 
Senator from California (Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN), the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAIG), the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. GRAMS), the Senator from South 
Dakota (Mr. DASCHLE), and the Senator 
from Illinois (Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1879, a 
bill to provide for the permanent ex- 
tension of income averaging for farm- 
ers. 
S. 1882 
At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
DEWINE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1882, a bill to reauthorize the Higher 
Education Act of 1965, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 1900 
At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. ENZI) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1900, a bill to establish a commission 
to examine issues pertaining to the dis- 
position of Holocaust-era assets in the 
United States before, during, and after 
World War II, and to make rec- 
ommendations to the President on fur- 
ther action, and for other purposes. 
S. 1919 
At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. LOTT) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1919, a bill to provide for the energy 
security of the Nation through encour- 
aging the production of domestic oil 
and gas resources from stripper wells 
on federal lands, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 1920 
At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. LOTT) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1920, a bill to improve the adminis- 
tration of oil and gas leases on Federal 
lands, and for other purposes. 
S. 1930 
At the request of Mr. NICKLES, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. THOMAS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1930, a bill to provide certainty 
for, reduce administrative and compli- 
ance burdens associated with, and 
streamline and improve the collection 
of royalties from Federal and outer 
continental shelf oil and gas leases, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 1985 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. ABRAHAM) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1985, a bill to amend Part L of 
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968. 
S. 1992 
At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1992, A bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro- 
vide that the $500,000 exclusion of a 
gain on the sale of a principal resi- 
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dence shall apply to certain sales by a 
surviving spouse. 
S. 1995 

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1995, A bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow 
the designation of renewal commu- 
nities, and for other purposes. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 175 

At the request of Mr. ROBB, the name 
of the Senator from Massachusetts 
(Mr. KERRY) was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Resolution 175, a bill to des- 
ignate the week of May 3, 1998 as Na- 
tional Correctional Officers and Em- 
ployees Week.”’ 

SENATE RESOLUTION 201 

At the request of Mr. KEMPTHORNE, 
the name of the Senator from West 
Virginia (Mr. BYRD) was added as a co- 
sponsor of Senate Resolution 201, A 
resolution to commemorate and ac- 
knowledge the dedication and sacrifice 
made by the men and women who have 
lost their lives while serving as law en- 
forcement officers. 


—— 
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU- 
TION 92—EXPRESSING THE 


SENSE OF CONGRESS WITH RE- 
SPECT TO THE COLLECTION OF 
DATA AS A PART OF THE 2000 
DECENNIAL CENSUS 


Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself and 
Mr. D’AMATO) submitted the following 
concurrent resolution; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Govern- 
mental Affairs: 

S. Con. RES. 92 


Whereas the decennial census of population 
is the only source of accurate, reliable, and 
comparable information on the demographic, 
social, and economic characteristics of the 
people of the United States and the commu- 
nities in which they live, for all geographic 
levels, including rural areas and census 
tracts; 

Whereas the Bureau of the Census, in re- 
sponse to a mandate from Congress to reduce 
the reporting burden on the residents of the 
United States, has proposed to include on 
the long-form census questionnaire only 
those subjects that have specific Federal leg- 
islative justification; 

Whereas the demographic and socio- 
economic data collected in the decennial 
census helps policymakers assess population 
changes, housing conditions, ancestry, and 
other patterns of mobility and achievement 
for different regions and governmental juris- 
dictions, as well as for different population 
subgroups; 

Whereas independent analysis by a panel 
convened by the National Academy of 
Sciences determined that there are essential 
public needs for information gathered by the 
long form and that the extra cost of the cen- 
sus long form, once the census has been de- 
signed to collect limited data for every resi- 
dent, is relatively low; 

Whereas the National Academy of Sciences 
has concluded that the long form does not 
significantly affect the overall mail response 
rate to the census; 
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Whereas independent analyses of the de- 
cennial census have found that the long form 
does not increase the undercount in the cen- 
sus or the differential undercount of racial, 
ethnic, and low-income populations to any 
significant extent; 

Whereas administering a traditional long 
form at a later point in time, instead of as 
part of the 2000 decennial census of popu- 
lation, would substantially increase the cost 
of collecting the data, place the quality of 
the data at risk, and jeopardize the avail- 
ability of reliable and timely data for rural 
and small geographic areas; 

Whereas the General Accounting Office has 
found that over $170,000,000,000 in Federal 
program funds are distributed each year to 
State and local governments on the basis of 
data collected in the census, including data 
available only from the long form; and 

Whereas the collection of demographic, so- 
cioeconomic, housing, and transportation 
data on the long form in the 2000 decennial 
census of population is supported by Federal, 
State, and local government officials and 
agencies, service providers, researchers, and 
other social scientists who help chart the di- 
rection of the United States, private sector 
decisionmakers, and many other census 
stakeholders, as well as by a panel convened 
by the National Academy of Sciences at the 
direction of Congress: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), 

SECTION I. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that the Sec- 
retary of Commerce should ensure that— 

(1) the 2000 decennial census of population 
include the administration of a long-form 
census questionnaire; 

(2) the content of the long-form census 
questionnaire include, at a minimum, the 
subjects sent to Congress by the Bureau of 
the Census on March 31, 1997, in accordance 
with section 141(f)(1) of title 13, United 
States Code; and 

(3) a sufficient number of households re- 
ceived the long-form census questionnaire to 
ensure the availability of reliable data for 
small geographic areas, including rural com- 
munities. 

SEC, 2, TRANSMISSION TO THE SECRETARY OF 
COMMERCE. 


The Secretary of the Senate shall transmit 
a copy of this concurrent resolution to the 
Secretary of Commerce. 


SENATE RESOLUTION 219—AU- 
THORIZING PRINTING OF THE 
MINUTES OF THE SENATE RE- 
PUBLICAN AND DEMOCRATIC 
PARTY CONFERENCES 


Mr. MACK (for himself and Mr. 
DASCHLE) submitted the following reso- 
lution; which was considered and 
agreed to. 

S. RES. 219 

Whereas the Senate Republican and Demo- 
cratic Conferences have maintained minutes 
of their meetings since the earliest years of 
this century; 

Whereas the Advisory Committee on the 
Records of Congress recommends that the 
portions of those minutes at least 30 years 
old be published; and 

Whereas the minutes of the Senate Party 
Conferences offer rich documentation of the 
Senate’s institutional development during 
the first two-thirds of the 20th century: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, 
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SECTION 1. PRINTING OF THE MINUTES OF THE 
REPUBLICAN CONFERENCE, 1911- 
1964. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There shall be printed as 
a Senate document the book entitled Min- 
utes of the Senate Republican Conference, 
1911-1964", prepared by the Senate Historical 
Office under the supervision of the Secretary 
of the Senate, with the concurrence of the 
United States Senate Republican Con- 
ference. 

(b) SPECIFICATIONS.—The Senate document 
described in subsection (a) shall include il- 
lustrations and shall be in the style, form, 
manner, and binding as directed by the Joint 
Committee on Printing after consultation 
with the Secretary of the Senate. 

(c) NUMBER OF COPIES.—In addition to the 
usual number of copies, there shall be print- 
ed with suitable binding the lesser of— 

(1) 1,000 copies for use of the Senate, to be 
allocated as determined by the Secretary of 
the Senate; or 

(2) a number of copies that does not have a 
total production and printing cost of more 
than $1,200. 

SEC. 2. PRINTING OF THE MINUTES OF THE 
ee es CONFERENCE, 1903- 
1 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There shall be printed as 
a Senate document the book entitled Min- 
utes of the Senate Democratic Conference, 
1903-1964", prepared by the Senate Historical 
Office under the supervision of the Secretary 
of the Senate, with the concurrence of the 
United States Senate Democratic Con- 
ference. 

(b) SPECIFICATIONS.—The Senate document 
described in subsection (a) shall include il- 
lustrations and shall be in the style, form, 
manner, and binding as directed by the Joint 
Committee On Printing after consultation 
with the Secretary of the Senate. 

(c) NUMBER OF CopES.—In addition to the 
usual number of copies, there shall be print- 
ed with suitable binding the lesser of— 

(1) 1,000 copies for the use of the Senate, to 
be allocated as determined by the Secretary 
of the Senate; or 

(2) a number of copies that does not have a 
total production and printing cost of more 
than $1,200. 


— 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 


PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT- 
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC- 
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY, 
AND CZECH REPUBLIC 


CRAIG (AND OTHERS) EXECUTIVE 
AMENDMENT NO. 2316 


Mr. CRAIG (for himself, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, and Mr. SMITH of New 
Hampshire) proposed an amendment to 
the resolution of ratification for the 
treaty (Treaty Doc. No. 105-36) proto- 
cols to the North Atlantic Treaty of 
1949 on the accession of Poland, Hun- 
gary, and the Czech Republic. These 
protocols were opened for signature at 
Brussels on December 16, 1997, and 
signed on behalf of the United States of 
America and other parties to the North 
Atlantic Treaty; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

( ) STATUTORY AUTHORIZATION FOR DEPLOY- 
MENTS IN BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA.—Prior to 
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the deposit of the United States instrument 
of ratification, there must be enacted a law 
containing specific authorization for the 
continued deployment of the United States 
Armed Forces in Bosnia and Herzegovina as 
part of the NATO mission in that country. 


HUTCHISON EXECUTIVE 
AMENDMENT NO. 2317 


Mrs. HUTCHISON proposed an 
amendment to the resolution of ratifi- 
cation for the treaty (Treaty Doc. No. 
105-36) protocols to the North Atlantic 
Treaty of 1949 on the accession of Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic. 
These protocols were opened for signa- 
ture at Brussels on December 16, 1997, 
and signed on behalf of the United 
States of America and other parties to 
the North Atlantic Treaty; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the resolution, 
insert the following: 

NEGOTIATION WITH ALLIES REGARDING THE ES- 
TABLISHMENT OF A PROCESS TO RE- 


SOLVE DISPUTES AMONG OR BE- 
TWEEN ALLIES. 

(A) Prior to the first deposit of any of the 
United States instruments of ratification of 
any of the Protocols, the United States rep- 
resentative at the North Atlantic Council 
will introduce at the NAC a proposal for con- 
sideration by all allies and aimed at estab- - 
lishing a process for dispute resolution 
among allies. The proposal shall be limited 
to addressing those disputes— 

(i) between or among allies that are within 
the collective security purview of the NATO 
alliance and address territorial or other such 
disputes within the alliance’s area of oper- 
ations and responsibility, and; 

(ii) in response to which at least one dispu- 
tant has credibly threatened the use of mili- 
tary force. 


ASHCROFT (AND OTHERS) 
EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2318 


Mr. ASHCROFT (for himself, Mr. 
ROBERTS, Mr. HELMS, Mr. WARNER, Mr. 
HUTCHINSON, Mr. FAIRCLOTH, Mr. BOND, 
and Mr. GRAMS) proposed an amend- 
ment to the resolution of ratification 
for the treaty (Treaty Doc. No. 105-36) 
protocols to the North Atlantic Treaty 
of 1949 on the accession of Poland, Hun- 
gary, and the Czech Republic. These 
protocols were opened for signature at 
Brussels on December 16, 1997, and 
signed on behalf of the United States of 
America and other parties to the North 
Atlantic Treaty: as follows: 

In section 3(1), strike (A) THE FUNDA- 
MENTAL IMPORTANCE OF COLLECTIVE DE- 
FENSR.— and all that follows through in- 
terests of NATO members.” at the end of 
paragraph (INA) and insert in lieu thereof 
the following new condition: 

(2) THE FUNDAMENTAL IMPORTANCE OF COL- 
LECTIVE SELF-DEFENSE.— 

(A) PRESIDENTIAL CERTIFICATION.—Prior to 
the deposit of the United States instrument 
of ratification, the President shall certify to 
the Senate that— 

(i) NATO is and will remain a defensive 
military alliance, and that Article 5 of the 
North Atlantic Treaty, which provides for 
the collective self-defense of NATO members 
against armed attack, continues to con- 
stitute the heart of that treaty; and 

(ii) the United States will only support a 
military operation under the North Atlantic 
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Treaty that is commenced on or after the 
date of adoption of this resolution of ratifi- 
cation— 

(I) if the operation is intended for the pur- 
pose of collective self-defense in response to 
an armed attack on the territory of a NATO 
member; or 

(II) in response to a threat to the terri- 
torial integrity, political independence, or 
security of a NATO member. 

(B) CONSTRUCTION.—The Senate declares 
that nothing in the North Atlantic Treaty, 
the Strategic Concept of NATO, or any other 
document setting forth the fundamental pur- 
poses, objectives, or missions of NATO shall 
be construed as altering the constitutional 
authority of the Congress or the President. 

(C) EXCLUSIONS FROM MEANING OF “NATO 
MILITARY OPERATION’’.—The term NATO 
military operation“ does not include any 
NATO training mission or exercise. 

(3) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS REGARDING 
THE STRATEGIC CONCEPT OF NATO.— 


HELMS (AND BIDEN) EXECUTIVE 
AMENDMENT NO. 2319 


Mr. SMITH of Oregon (for Mr. HELMS, 
for himself and Mr. BIDEN) proposed an 
amendment to the resolution of ratifi- 
cation for the treaty (Treaty Doc. No. 
105-36) protocols to the North Atlantic 
Treaty of 1949 on the accession of Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic. 
These protocols were opened for signa- 
ture at Brussels on December 16, 1997, 
and signed on behalf of the United 
States of America and other parties to 
the North Atlantic Treaty; as follows: 

In section 1, insert “(as defined in section 
4(7)) after Czech Republic”. 

In section 1, strike ‘‘as defined in section 
4(6),”’. 

In section 2(1)(D), strike “evenly” and in- 
sert “equitably”. 

In section 2(2)(A), strike “including—" and 
all that follows through members;“ and in- 
sert including those common threats de- 
scribed in section 3(1)(A)(v);”’. 

In section 2(7)(A)(ili), insert “, or com- 
mitted to invite,” after “consented to in- 
vite”. 

In section 2(7)(A)(iv), strike “admission of, 
or the invitation for admission of, any new 
NATO member” and insert ‘‘accession to the 
North Atlantic Treaty of, or the invitation 
to begin accession talks with, any European 
state (other than Poland, Hungary, or the 
Czech Republic),“ 

At the end of section 2, add the following 
new paragraphs: 

(8) PARTNERSHIP FOR PEACE.—The Senate 
declares that— 

(i) the Partnership for Peace between 
NATO members and the Partnership for 
Peace countries is an important and endur- 
ing complement to NATO in maintaining and 
enhancing regional security; 

(ii) the Partnership for Peace serves a crit- 
ical role in promoting common objectives of 
NATO members and the Partnership for 
Peace countries, including— 

(I) increased transparency in the national 
defense planning and budgeting processes; 

(II) ensuring democratic control of defense 
forces; 

(II) maintaining the capability and readi- 
ness of Partnership for Peace countries to 
contribute to operations of the United Na- 
tions and the Organization for Security and 
Cooperation in Europe; 

(IV) developing cooperative military rela- 
tions with NATO; and 
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(V) enhancing the interoperability between 
forces of the Partnership for Peace countries 
and forces of NATO members; 

(iii) NATO has undertaken new initiatives 
to further strengthen the Partnership for 
Peace with the objectives of— 

(I strengthening the political consultation 
mechanism in the Partnership for Peace 
through the Euro-Atlantic Partnership 
Council; 

(I) enhancing the operational role of the 
Partnership for Peace; and 

(III providing for expanded involvement of 
members of the Partnership for Peace in de- 
cision-making and planning within the Part- 
nership; 

(iv) enhancement of the Partnership for 
Peace promotes the security of the United 
States by strengthening stability and secu- 
rity throughout the North Atlantic area; 

(v) the accession to the North Atlantic 
Treaty of new NATO members in the future 
must not undermine the ability of NATO and 
the Partnership for Peace countries to 
achieve the objectives of the Partnership for 
Peace; and 

(vi) membership in the Partnership for 
Peace does not in any way prejudice applica- 
tion or consideration for accession to the 
North Atlantic Treaty. 

(9) REGARDING PAYMENTS OWED BY EURO- 
PEAN COUNTRIES TO VICTIMS OF THE NAZIS 

(A) DBCLARATION.—The Senate declares 
that in future meetings and correspondence 
with European governments, the Secretary 
of State should— 

(i) raise the issue of insurance benefits 
owed to victims of the Nazis (and their bene- 
ficlaries and heirs) by these countries as a 
result of the actions taken by any com- 
munist predecessor regimes in nationalizing 
foreign insurance companies and confis- 
cating their assets in the aftermath of World 
War II: 

(ii) seek to secure a commitment from the 
governments of these countries to provide a 
full accounting of the total value of insur- 
ance company assets that were seized by any 
communist predecessors and to share all doc- 
uments relevant to unpaid insurance claims 
that are in their possession; and 

(ili) seek to secure a commitment from the 
governments of these countries to contribute 
to the payment of these unpaid insurance 
claims in an amount that reflects the 
present value of the assets seized by any 
communist governments (and for which no 
compensation had previously been paid). 

(B) DEFINITION.—As used in this paragraph, 
the term “victims of the Nazis“ means per- 
sons persecuted during the period beginning 
on March 23, 1933 and ending on May 8, 1945, 
by, under the direction of, on behalf of, or 
under authority granted by the Nazi govern- 
ment of Germany or any country allied with 
that government. 

In section 3(1)(C)(i), before the semicolon 
at the end thereof, insert the following: 
including the broader strategic rationale of 
NATO”. 

In section 3(1)(D), strike Committee on 
Foreign Relations“ and insert appropriate 
congressional committees”. 

In section 3(2)(B), strike 

“ANNUAL REPORTS.— 

(1) REQUIREMENTS.—"’ 

and insert 

“ANNUAL REPORTS.—". 

In section 3(2)(B), redesignate subclauses 
(D, (ID, AII), and (IV) as clauses (i), (ii), (iii), 
and (iv), respectively. 

At the end of section 3(2)(B), add the fol- 
lowing new clause: 
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(v) The status of discussions concerning 
NATO membership for countries partici- 
pating in the Partnership for Peace. 

Strike clause (ii) of section 3(2)(B). 

At the end of section 3(2), insert the fol- 
lowing new subparagraphs: 

(C) REPORTS ON FUTURE ENLARGEMENT OF 
NATO.— 

(i) REPORTS PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF AC- 
CESSION TALKS.—Prior to any decision by the 
North Atlantic Council to invite any country 
(other than Poland, Hungary, or the Czech 
Republic) to begin accession talks with 
NATO, the President shall submit to the ap- 
propriate congressional committees a de- 
tailed report regarding each country being 
actively considered for NATO membership, 
including— 

(I) an evaluation of how that country will 
further the principles of the North Atlantic 
Treaty and contribute to the security of the 
North Atlantic area; 

(I) an evaluation of the eligibility of that 
country for membership based on the prin- 
ciples and criteria identified by NATO and 
the United States, including the military 
readiness of that country; 

(ITI) an explanation of how an invitation to 
that country would affect the national secu- 
rity interests of the United States; 

(IV) an up-to-date United States Govern- 
ment analysis of the common-funded mili- 
tary requirements and costs associated with 
integrating that country, and an analysis of 
the shares of those costs to be borne by 
NATO members, including the United States; 
and 

(V) a preliminary analysis of the implica- 
tions for the United States defense budget 
and other United States budgets of inte- 
grating that country into NATO. 

(il) UPDATED REPORTS PRIOR TO SIGNING 
PROTOCOLS OF ACCESSION.—Prior to the sign- 
ing of any protocol to the North Atlantic 
Treaty on the accession of any country, the 
President shall submit to the appropriate 
congressional committees a report, in classi- 
fied and unclassified forms— 

(J updating the information contained in 
the report required under clause (i) with re- 
spect to that country; and 

(IT) including an analysis of that country's 
ability to meet the full range of the financial 
burdens of NATO membership, and the likely 
impact upon the military effectiveness of 
NATO of the country invited for accession 
talks, if the country were to be admitted to 
NATO. 

(D) REVIEW AND REPORTS BY THE GENERAL 
ACCOUNTING OFFICE.—The Comptroller Gen- 
eral of the United States shall conduct a re- 
view and assessment of the evaluations and 
analyses contained in all reports submitted 
under subparagraph (C) and, not later than 90 
days after the date of submission of any re- 
port under subparagraph (C)(ii), shall submit 
a report to the appropriate congressional 
committees setting forth the assessment re- 
sulting from that review. 

In section 3, redesignate paragraph (4) as 
paragraph (5). 

In section 3, insert after paragraph (3) the 
following new paragraph: 

(4) REPORTS ON INTELLIGENCE MATTERS.— 

(A) PROGRESS REPORT.—Not later than Jan- 
uary 1, 1999, the President shall submit a re- 
port to the congressional intelligence com- 
mittees on the progress of Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic in satisfying the se- 
curity requirements for membership in 
NATO. 

(B) REPORTS REGARDING PROTECTION OF IN- 
TELLIGENCE SOURCES AND METHODS.—Not 
later than January 1, 1999, and again not 
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later than the date that is 90 days after the 
date of accession to the North Atlantic Trea- 
ty by Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub- 
lic, the Director of Central Intelligence shall 
submit a detailed report to the congressional 
intelligence committees— 

(i) identifying the latest procedures and re- 
quirements established by Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic for the protection of 
intelligence sources and methods; and 

(ii) including an assessment of how the 
overall procedures and requirements of Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic for 
the protection of intelligence sources and 
methods compare with the procedures and 
requirements of other NATO members for 
the protection of intelligence sources and 
methods. 

(C) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph: 

(i) CONGRESSIONAL INTELLIGENCE COMMIT- 
TEES.—The term ‘congressional intelligence 
committees” means the Select Committee 
on Intelligence of the Senate and the Perma- 
nent Select Committee on Intelligence of the 
House of Representatives. 

(ii) DATE OF ACCESSION TO THE NORTH AT- 
LANTIC TREATY BY POLAND, HUNGARY, AND THE 
CZECH REPUBLIC.—The term date of acces- 
sion to the North Atlantic Treaty by Poland, 
Hungary, and the Czech Republic“ means the 
latest of the following dates: 

(I) The date on which Poland accedes to 
the North Atlantic Treaty. 

(II) The date on which Hungary accedes to 
the North Atlantic Treaty, 

(III) The date on which the Czech Republic 
accedes to the North Atlantic Treaty. 

In section 4, redesignate paragraphs (1) 
through (7) as paragraphs (2) through (8), re- 
spectively. 

In section 4, insert after In this resolu- 
tion:” the following new paragraph: 

(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 
TEES.—The term ‘appropriate congressional 
committees’ means the Committee on For- 
eign Relations, the Committee on Armed 
Services, and the Committee on Appropria- 
tions of the Senate and the Committee on 
International Relations, the Committee on 
National Security, and the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa- 
tives. 


CONRAD (AND BINGAMAN) 
EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2320 


Mr. CONRAD (for himself and Mr. 
BINGAMAN) proposed an amendment to 
the resolution of ratification for the 
treaty (Treaty Doc. No. 105-36) proto- 
cols to the North Atlantic Treaty of 
1949 on the accession of Poland, Hun- 
gary, and the Czech Republic. These 
protocols were opened for signature at 
Brussels on December 16, 1997, and 
signed on behalf of the United States of 
America and other parties to the North 
Atlantic Treaty; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in section 3 of the 
resolution, insert the following: 

( ) NON-STRATEGIC NUCLEAR WEAPONS.— 

(A) FinDINGs.—The Senate finds that 

(i) the United States Strategic Command 
has estimated that the Russian Federation 
has between 7,000 and 12,000 non-strategic nu- 
clear warheads, weapons that—unlike stra- 
tegic systems—are not covered by any arms 
control accord; 

(ii) the thousands of tactical nuclear war- 
heads inside Russia present the greatest 
threat of sale or theft of a nuclear weapon in 
the world today; 

(iii) with the number of deployed strategic 
warheads in the Russian and United States 
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arsenals likely to be reduced to around 2,250 
warheads under a START III accord, Russia’s 
vast superiority in tactical nuclear warheads 
becomes a strategic concern; 

(iv) the Commander in Chief of the United 
States Strategic Command has stated that 
future nuclear arms control agreements 
should address tactical nuclear weapons; 

(v) statements from Russian officials that 
NATO enlargement would force Russia to 
rely more heavily on its nuclear arsenal have 
caused concern that NATO expansion could 
be an impediment to progress on tactical nu- 
clear arms control; and, 

(vi) the danger of theft or sale of a tactical 
nuclear warhead, and the destabilizing stra- 
tegie implications of Russia's enormous lead 
in tactical nuclear weapons creates an ur- 
gent need for progress on increasing the se- 
curity of Russia’s tactical nuclear arsenal 
and working toward conclusion of a US-Rus- 
sian agreement on tactical nuclear arms in 
Europe. 

(B) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the Sense 
of the Senate that— 

(i) it would be advisable for future nuclear 
arms control agreements with the Russian 
Federation to address non-strategic nuclear 
weapons in Europe; and, 

(ii) the Administration should work with 
the Russian Federation to increase trans- 
parency, exchange data, increase warhead se- 
curity, and facilitate weapon dismantle- 
ment. 

(C) CERTIFICATION.—Prior to the deposit of 
the instruments of ratification, the Adminis- 
tration shall certify to the Senate that with 
regard to non-strategic nuclear weapons— 

(i) it is the policy of the United States to 
work with the Russian Federation to in- 
crease transparency, exchange data, increase 
warhead security, and facilitate weapon dis- 
mantlement; and 

(ii) that discussions toward these ends 
have been initiated with the Russian Federa- 
tion. 

(D) REPORT. Not later than 180 days after 
the deposit of the instruments of ratifica- 
tion, the President shall submit a report to 
the Senate on the Russian Federation's non- 
strategic nuclear arsenal. This report shall 
include— 

(i) current data and estimates regarding 
the current numbers, types, yields, and loca- 
tions of Russia's non-strategic nuclear weap- 
ons; 

(ii) an assessment of the extent of the cur- 
rent threat of theft, sale, or unauthorized 
use of such warheads; 

(ili) a plan to work with the Russian Fed- 
eration to increase transparency, exchange 
data, increase warhead security, and facili- 
tate weapon dismantlement; and, 

(iv) an assessment of the strategic implica- 
tions of the Russian Federation’s non-stra- 
tegic arsenal. 


————— 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet in 
executive session during the session of 
the Senate on Wednesday, April 29, 
1998, to conduct a mark-up of S. 1260, 
the Securities Litigation Uniform 
Standards Act of 1997,” and of the nom- 
ination of Donna Tanoue, of Hawaii, to 


April 29, 1998 


be a member and chairperson of the 
board of directors of the Federal De- 
posit Insurance Corporation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
the Finance Committee requests unani- 
mous consent to conduct a hearing on 
Wednesday, April 29, 1988 beginning at 
9:00 a.m. in room 215 Dirksen. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on Wednesday, April 29, 1998 at 2:00 
p.m. in room 215 of the Senate Dirksen 
Office Building to hold a hearing on 
Judicial Nominations.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Human Resources 
be authorized to meet for a hearing on 
Assistive Technology Act during the 
session of the Senate on Wednesday, 
April 29, 1998, at 10:00 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Se- 
lect Committee on Intelligence be au- 
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Wednesday, April 29 and 
Thursday, April 30, 1998 at 2:30 p.m. to 
hold closed hearings on intelligence 
matters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON COMMUNICATIONS 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
munications Subcommittee of the Sen- 
ate Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation be authorized to 
meet on Wednesday, April 29, 1998, at 
10:00 a.m. on Satellite Reform. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

— 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


CONGRATULATING CENTRAL 
FALLS HIGH SCHOOL FOR ITS 
FIRST PLACE FINISH IN THE 
“WE THE PEOPLE .. THE CIT- 
IZEN AND THE CONSTITUTION” 
STATE COMPETITION 


è Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, on May 
2nd, twenty outstanding students from 
Central Falls High School in Rhode Is- 
land will visit Washington to compete 
in the national finals of the We The 
People . . . The Citizen And The Con- 
stitution”? program. In fact, this is the 
second time that the Central Falls 
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High School team has won the state- 
wide competition! 

For those of my colleagues who are 
not familiar with it, the We The Peo- 
ple ... The Citizen And The Constitu- 
tion” program is among the most ex- 
tensive educational programs in the 
country focusing on citizenship. The 
program was developed specifically to 
ensure that young people understand 
the history and philosophy of the Con- 
stitution and the Bill of Rights. The 
three-day national competition simu- 
lates a congressional hearing in which 
students are given the opportunity to 
demonstrate their knowledge while 
they evaluate, take, and defend posi- 
tions on historical and contemporary 
constitutional issues. 

Administered by the Center for Civic 
Education, the We The People. The 
Citizen And The Constitution’ pro- 
gram provides an excellent opportunity 
for students to gain an informed per- 
spective on the significance of the U.S. 
Constitution and its place in our his- 
tory. It is heartwarming to see young 
Rhode Islanders taking such an active 
and participatory interest in public af- 
fairs. 

I am very proud of Rodolfo Alvarez, 
Paula Arango, Viviana Blandon, Liana 


Breton, Angela Cano, Elizabeth 
Carmona, Jessica Carmona, Nicole 
Duguay, Arabella Garzon, Jennifer 
Kelley, Suzanne Krupka, Kathleen 


Lopes, Gina Matuszek, Nicole Mercado, 
Richard Oliveira, Patricia Pina, Shelly 
Rua, Amanda Ryfa, Giovann Restrepo, 
Melisa Sylvestre, and Melissa Weber 
for making it to the national finals. I 
applaud this terrific group of young 
men and women for their hard work 
and perseverance. Also, Mr. President, 
I want to congratulate Bert Brousseau, 
a fine teacher who deserves so much 
credit for guiding the Central Falls 
High School team to the national 
finals. 

On Tuesday, April 7th I was pleased 
to visit the Central Falls winners. I 
couldn't resist giving them a sponta- 
neous oral quiz. I am happy to report 
that they responded to my questions 
superbly! Congratulations to Mr. 
Brousseau and his students for what 
they have already achieved, and best of 
luck in the final competition. These 
students, with the guidance of Mr. 
Brousseau, have learned what our Na- 
tion is all about and what countless 
men and women have fought and died 
to protect. No matter what the out- 
come of the contest is, they have each 
earned the greatest prize of all: Knowl- 
edge.e 

— 


ST. ANTHONY“ S PARISH CELE- 
BRATES THE BEGINNING OF ITS 
SEVENTY-FIFTH YEAR IN SERV- 
ICE TO GOD AND COMMUNITY 


è Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, on a hill 
in the western section of my hometown 
of Wilmington, Delaware, stands St. 
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Anthony’s Roman Catholic Church, a 
beautiful and imposing masterpiece of 
architecture and a testimonial to the 
power of faith that dominates the sky- 
line. Founded in 1924, St. Anthony’s 
Parish has been a major force in the re- 
ligious, social, and cultural life in Wil- 
mington for four generations. In addi- 
tion to the magnificent church, the 
parish has built St. Anthony’s Grade 
School, an elementary school, and 
Padua Academy, a fine high school for 
young women. In addition, there is 
Fournier Hall, a center for the social 
and recreational needs of the commu- 
nity; The Antonian—an apartment 
complex built to ensure that the neigh- 
borhood’s senior citizens have access to 
quality, affordable housing; and the 
Father Roberto Balducelli Community 
Center, which provides day care for the 
community’s children and daily activi- 
ties for their grandparents and great- 
grandparents. And every June, St. An- 
thony’s Festival draws tens of thou- 
sands of Delawareans and people from 
across the country for a week of good 
food, good fun, and a celebration of 
God’s blessings. For three-quarters of a 
century, the good people of St. Antho- 
ny’s Parish—both clergy and parish- 
ioners—have looked to the needs of the 
entire community, and joined together 
to meet those needs. The entire Great- 
er Wilmington area has benefited from 
their efforts. They truly have earned a 
special place in our lives and the life of 
our city. 

As St. Anthony’s Parish begins the 
year-long celebration of its seventy- 
fifth year, they have chosen to kick off 
that celebration Thursday evening, 
April 30, with a dinner and Mass of 
Thanksgiving, in which they will honor 
three of the pillars of the parish, three 
individuals who have labored long and 
hard over many years to build St. An- 
thony’s into the vital part of commu- 
nity life that it has become; Father 


Mario Bugliosi, Brother Michael 
Rosenello, and Father Roberto 
Balducelli. 


Father Mario came to Wilmington 
for the first time in 1954, as a teacher 
at Salesianum High School, a premier 
Catholic high school. After spending 
five years at Salesianum and a year at 
a high school in Philadelphia, Father 
Mario returned to Wilmington in 1960 
as an Associate Pastor at St. Antho- 
ny’s and, except for a two-year hiatus 
in his native Italy, has been doing the 
Lord’s work among us ever since. His 
kind, gentle manner and complete de- 
cency—always there with a supportive 
word for everyone—has made him the 
parish’s chief ‘“Confessor’’—the man 
you go to in times of crisis (spiritual or 
otherwise), at times when you are in 
need of advice and counsel, and at 
times when you simply need someone 
to listen. He personifies the notion 
that to minister” need not refer only 
to great and glorious words from the 
pulpit, but to a quiet moment over a 
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cup of coffee, a shared walk along the 
street, or to a visit to the home of 
someone in spiritual need. 

Brother Mike—there are folks in the 
parish who refer to him as “Mr. 
Padua” for his yeoman like work at 
the school—also first came to St. An- 
thony’s in 1954 as a Pastoral Assistant 
and the Director of Youth Ministry. 
After a short absence in the 19608, he 
returned to the parish in 1966 as the Di- 
rector of Parish Maintenance, where he 
has overseen virtually every aspect of 
life at the school, starting with the 
construction of the new school building 
beginning in 1967. He developed the 
girls’ athletic programs at the school 
and coached basketball himself for 
many years. He has organized and di- 
rected many of St. Anthony’s most 
successful social events over the years 
and decorated the church for all of its 
major feasts and celebrations. And per- 
haps most importantly to the students 
at Padua, he has overseen the oper- 
ations of the school’s cafeteria, ensur- 
ing that lunch time is both delicious 
and nutritious as well as a time for 
catching up with friends. He is one of 
those fellows who is always there when 
the parish or the parishioners need a 
fresh idea, an organizer, or a pair of 
hands used to hard work. 

For fifty-two years, first as a teacher 
and Associate Pastor, then for twenty- 
nine years as pastor, and for the past 
ten years as the parish’s Senior 
Statesman”, Father Roberto 
Balducelli—“‘Father Robert“ to every- 
one in Wilmington—has been the man 
who makes things happen. He is re- 
sponsible for the building of St. Antho- 
ny’s Grammar School, the Parish 
House and Rectory, the Padua Acad- 
emy, and the Antonian. He was the 
founder of the community center which 
now bears his name, and initiated the 
St. Anthony’s festival, which has be- 
come one of the premier social events 
for families of all faiths in the Wil- 
mington area. He is a living legend, 
known and respected by Delawareans 
who have never set foot in his church 
but who share his love for our city and 
its people, and yet for all of his success 
in working with the leaders of Dela- 
ware industry, commerce, and govern- 
ment, he has never left the working- 
class community to which he came 
from Italy a half-century ago. Twenty 
years ago, he was chosen by Delaware’s 
largest newspaper, The News Journal 
as one of ten outstanding Dela- 
wareans—and he has been building 
upon that legacy for two decades since. 
Since his retirement“ in 1988, he has 
continued his efforts to develop rec- 
reational facilities for young people 
bringing youngsters from the city out 
into the country to enjoy the outdoors 
and share in the spirituality and enjoy- 
ment of God’s natural creations. Those 
efforts would tax the energy of a dozen 
people half his age, but for Father Rob- 
ert, it is simply a continuation of his 
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tireless energy on behalf of his flock. 
He is truly one of Delaware’s living 
treasures. 

These three individuals, plus the 
thousands of parishioners and staff who 
have worked so hard with them over 
the years, epitomize the old idea that a 
church is a vital part of the commu- 
nity, not just on Sundays, but every 
day in many ways to everyone in the 
community. Their spirit is the spirit 
that has sustained St. Anthony’s par- 
ish for seventy-five years, and hope- 
fully will sustain the parish and its pa- 
rishioners for many years to come. 

I am honored to have the opportunity 
to salute that spirit and commend St. 
Anthony’s Parish as they embark upon 
their seventy-fifth year doing God's 
work in Wilmington.e 

—— — 


POISON CONTROL CENTERS 


è Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of S. 1862, the Poison 
Control Center Enhancement and 
Awareness Act.” I believe this legisla- 
tion is crucial to our effort to protect 
Americans, and American children in 
particular, from the tragic effects of 
accidental poisoning, and I commend 
my colleague, Senator DEWINE, for his 
leadership on this issue. 

Mr. President, more than 2 million 
times a year, poison control centers in 
the United States receive a report of a 
poisoning. On average that’s almost 
5,500 every day, over 225 every hour, 
and about 4 calls each and every 
minute. More than 90 percent of these 
poisonings happen in homes in Michi- 
gan and around the country, and over 
half of the poisoning victims are chil- 
dren under the age of 6. 

The conveniences most of us take for 
granted can be dangerous for our chil- 
dren. The household cleaner we use to 
keep our counters and floors clean, the 
fertilizer that keeps our lawns green, 
the products we use to keep our yards 
and homes free of vermin, all can bring 
tragedy if they fall into the hands of an 
innocent child. 

People in my own state of Michigan 
are lucky to have a regional poison 
control center conveniently located in 
Grand Rapids. There clearly is a need 
for this office, which handles approxi- 
mately 50,000 calls a year and has 
taken over 800,000 calls since opening 
its doors in 1977. Like other poison con- 
trol centers, the one in Grand Rapids 
deals mostly with accidents involving 
children under age 6. 

As the parents of three children, all 
of them under age 6, my wife Jane and 
I have become deeply disturbed about 
these sky-high poisoning statistics. Be- 
cause of this concern, we have gotten 
involved in an effort to strengthen ex- 
isting and future poison control cen- 
ters and to set up a 1-800 toll-free hot- 
line. We also want to help establish a 
national media campaign to make peo- 
ple aware of the availability of poison 
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control resources in their commu- 
nities. 

That is why I am proud to be cospon- 
soring the Poison Control Center En- 
hancement and Awareness Act.“ This 
legislation would: establish a toll-free 
number to make sure that all Ameri- 
cans have access to poison control 
services; implement a nationwide 
media campaign to educate the public 
and health care providers about poison 
prevention and to advertise the new, 
nationwide toll-free number; and estab- 
lish a grant program to help certified 
poison control centers prevent and pro- 
vide treatment recommendations for 
poisonings. The total amount of grant 
funds available will be $25 million each 
year from 1999 to 2001. These funds can 
be used to supplement other Federal, 
State, local or private funds. 

Mr. President, too many of our chil- 
dren stumble across dangerous chemi- 
cals right in their own homes. Too 
many of them suffer often tragic con- 
sequences when they unknowingly in- 
gest these poisons. I believe we should 
do everything we can to see to it that 
our children do not suffer in this way. 
At very small cost, the Poison Con- 
trol Center Enhancement and Aware- 
ness Act” will provide increased access 
to poison control centers and help peo- 
ple who are trying to prevent and treat 
poisoning. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
important legislation.e 


THE DAIRY REFORM ACT OF 1998 


„ Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, today 
I rise in support of S. 1982, the Dairy 
Reform Act of 1998, introduced by my 
colleague from Minnesota, Senator 
Rop GRAMS. The Federal Dairy Pro- 
gram was developed in the 19308, when 
the Upper Midwest was seen as the pri- 
mary reserve for additional supplies of 
milk. The idea was to encourage the 
development of local supplies of fluid 
milk in areas of the country that had 
not produced enough to meet local 
needs. Six decades ago, the poor condi- 
tion of the American transportation in- 
frastructure and the lack of portable 
refrigeration technology prevented 
Upper Midwest producers from shipping 
fresh fluid milk to other parts of the 
country. Therefore, the only way to en- 
sure consumers a fresh local supply of 
fluid milk was to provide dairy farmers 
in those distant regions with a boost in 
milk price large enough to encourage 
local production—that higher price re- 
ferred to as the Class I differential. Mr. 
President, the system worked well—too 
well. Wisconsin is no longer this coun- 
try’s largest milk producer. This pro- 
gram has outlived its necessity and is 
now working only to shortchange the 
Upper Midwest, and in particular, Wis- 
consin dairy farmers. 

The Dairy Reform Act of 1998 is very 
simple. It establishes that the min- 
imum Class I price differential will be 
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the same, $1.80/hundredweight, for each 
marketing order. As many of you 
know, the price for fluid milk increases 
at a rate of approximately 21 cents per 
100 miles from Eau Claire, WI. Fluid 
milk prices, as a result, are nearly $3 
higher in Florida than in Wisconsin, 
more than $2 higher in New England, 
and more than $1 higher in Texas. This 
bill ensures that the Class I differen- 
tials will no longer vary according to 
an arbitrary geographic measure—like 
the distance from Eau Claire, Wis- 
consin. No longer will the system pe- 
nalize producers in the Upper Midwest 
with an archaic program that outlived 
its purpose years ago. This legislation 
identifies one of the most unfair and 
unjustly punitive provisions in the cur- 
rent system, and corrects it. There is 
no substantive, equitable justification 
to support non-uniform Class I dif- 
ferentials in present day policy. 
USDA’s Federal Milk Marketing 
Order reform proposal is currently 
being considered. It is long past the 
time to set aside regional bickering 
and address the problems in both op- 
tions presented under the proposed 
rule. The Dairy Reform Act of 1998 will 
not adversely affect the modest reform 
of Option 1B as offered by Secretary 
Glickman. It will take Option 1B a step 
further and lead the dairy industry 
into a more market oriented program. 
Also producers will still be able to re- 
ceive payment for transportation costs 
and over-order premiums. This meas- 
ure would finally bring fairness to an 
unfair system. With this bill we will 
send a clear message to USDA and to 
Congress that Upper-Midwest dairy 
farmers will never stop fighting this 
patently unfair federal milk marketing 
order system. After over 60 years of 
struggling under this burden of in- 
equality, Wisconsin’s dairy industry 
deserves more; it deserves a fair price.e 


TRIBUTE TO ROBERT T. STAF- 
FORD ON HIS WORK FOR THE 
VERMONT RED CROSS 


è Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to retired U.S. 
Senator Bob T. Stafford. The Central 
Vermont-New Hampshire Valley Chap- 
ter of the American Red Cross is hon- 
oring Bob with its most prestigious 
award at a dinner to be held at the 
Capitol Plaza Hotel in Montpelier, 
Vermont on May 7, 1998. He will receive 
the Chapter’s Volunteer of the Year 
Award, in recognition for his six years 
of service on the Board of Directors 
and his sterling leadership of the its 
capital campaign, Building for the 
21st Century.” 

Bob was elected to the Board of Di- 
rectors in 1992, and has served on a 
number of committees, including fi- 
nancial development and the executive 
committees, as well as chair of the cap- 
ital campaign committee. He led the 
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last committee by identifying and ac- 
quiring major lead gift pledges for the 
$1 million campaign, initiated in 1997. 

Before joining the Red Cross Chap- 
ter’s Board, he provided leadership for 
several significant disaster fund-rais- 
ing campaigns, including the effort to 
raise funds to support recovery oper- 
ations during the 1992 flood that rav- 
aged downtown Montpelier. He was 
also honorary chair of several special 
events to raise funds to support the op- 
erating expenses of the Chapter. 

In addition to these honors, the 
Chapter is hosting the dinner as a cele- 
bration and recognition of the long- 
time service of the state of Vermont. 
Bob has served the state of Vermont as 
Attorney General, Lieutenant Gov- 
ernor, Governor, U.S. Representative 
and U.S. Senator. His name is now re- 
vered by college students throughout 
the country for his development and 
support of legislation creating student 
loans and his leadership in efforts to 
preserve the environment. His support 
of vocational education is memorial- 
ized in his home town of Rutland, 
where the Stafford Technical Center 
serves the needs of hundreds of Rutland 
County students. 

His name is also affixed to the Robert 
T. Stafford Disaster Relief Act, which 
allows various federal agencies to 
make preliminary advance prepara- 
tions in response to disasters before 
their official declarations. 

I am pleased that my friend and 
former colleague is being recognized 
for this longstanding efforts in support 
of the community. Bob represents the 
best of Vermont and has set the exam- 
ple we should all strive to emulate.e 


—_——E—E— 


IN APPRECIATION OF SERVICE 


è Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I 
rise today to extend appreciation to 
Anne Feygina for her service as an in- 
tern in my office during the Spring of 
1998. 

Since I was elected in 1994, my staff 
and I have made a pledge of service, 
commitment, and dedication. We dedi- 
cate ourselves to principled public pol- 
icy. We believe that Americans are en- 
dowed by their Creator with certain 
unalienable Rights, and among these 
are life, liberty, and the pursuit of hap- 
piness. The power we exercise is grant- 
ed by Missourians and the American 
people; we serve to secure their rights. 
We also dedicate ourselves to quality 
service. America’s future will be deter- 
mined by the character and produc- 
tivity of our people. In this respect, we 
seek to lead by our example. We strive 
to lead with humility and honesty. We 
will work with energy and spirit. We 
will represent the American people 
with loyalty and integrity. Our stand- 
ard of productivity is accuracy, cour- 
tesy, efficiency, integrity, validity, and 
timeliness. 

It is with much appreciation that I 
recognize Anne’s contribution to our 
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effort to fulfill this pledge and to serve 
all people by whose consent we gov- 
ern. 


———— 


IN APPRECIATION OF SERVICE 


è Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise 
today to extend appreciation to Neil 
Kulkarni for his service as an intern in 
my office during the Spring of 1998. 

Since I was elected in 1994, my staff 
and I have made a pledge of service, 
commitment, and dedication. We dedi- 
cate ourselves to principled public pol- 
icy. We believe that Americans are en- 
dowed by their Creator with certain 
unalienable Rights, and among these 
are life, liberty, and the pursuit of hap- 
piness. The power we exercise is grant- 
ed by Missourians and the American 
people; we serve to secure their rights. 
We also dedicate ourselves to quality 
service. America’s future will be deter- 
mined by the character and produc- 
tivity of our people. In this respect, we 
seek to lead by our example. We strive 
to lead with humility and honesty. We 
will work with energy and spirit. We 
will represent the American people 
with loyalty and integrity. Our stand- 
ard of productivity is accuracy, cour- 
tesy, efficiency, integrity, validity, and 
timeliness. 

It is with much appreciation that I 
recognize Neil’s contribution to our ef- 
fort to fulfill this pledge and to serve 
all people by whose consent we gov- 
ern.@ 


— 


IN APPRECIATION OF SERVICE 


è Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise 
today to extend appreciation to Scott 
Borger for his service as an intern in 
my office during the Spring of 1998. 

Since I was elected in 1994, my staff 
and I have made a pledge of service, 
commitment, and dedication. We dedi- 
cate ourselves to principled public pol- 
icy. We believe that Americans are en- 
dowed by their Creator with certain 
unalienable Rights, and among these 
are life, liberty, and the pursuit of hap- 
piness. The power we exercise is grant- 
ed by Missourians and the American 
people; we serve to secure their rights. 
We also dedicate ourselves to quality 
service. America’s future will be deter- 
mined by the character and produc- 
tivity of our people. In this respect, we 
seek to lead by our example. We strive 
to lead with humility and honesty. We 
will work with energy and spirit. We 
will represent the American people 
with loyalty and integrity. Our stand- 
ard of productivity is accuracy, cour- 
tesy, efficiency, integrity, validity, and 
timeliness. 

It is with much appreciation that I 
recognize Scott's contribution to our 
effort to fulfill this pledge and to serve 
all people by whose consent we gov- 
ern.e 
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IN APPRECIATION OF SERVICE 


è Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise 
today to extend appreciation to Nikhil 
Patel for his service as an intern in my 
office during the Spring of 1998. 

Since I was elected in 1994, my staff 
and I have made a pledge of service, 
commitment, and dedication. We dedi- 
cate ourselves to principled public pol- 
icy. We believe that Americans are en- 
dowed by their Creator with certain 
unalienable Rights, and among these 
are life, liberty, and the pursuit of hap- 
piness. The power we exercise is grant- 
ed by Missourians and the American 
people; we serve to secure their rights. 
We also dedicate ourselves to quality 
service. America’s future will be deter- 
mined by the character and produc- 
tivity of our people. In this respect, we 
seek to lead by our example. We strive 
to lead with humility and honesty. We 
will work with energy and spirit. We 
will represent the American people 
with loyalty and integrity. Our stand- 
ard of productivity is accuracy, cour- 
tesy, efficiency, integrity, validity, and 
timeliness. 

It is with much appreciation that I 
recognize Nikhil’s contribution to our 
effort to fulfill this pledge and to serve 
all people by whose consent we gov- 
ern.® 


—— 


IN APPRECIATION OF SERVICE 


è Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise 
today to extend appreciation to Mandy 
Piper for her service as an intern in my 
office during the Spring of 1998. 

Since I was elected in 1994, my staff 
and I have made a pledge of service, 
commitment, and dedication. We dedi- 
cate ourselves to principled public pol- 
icy. We believe that Americans are en- 
dowed by their Creator with certain 
unalienable Rights, and among these 
are life, liberty, and the pursuit of hap- 
piness. The power we exercise is grant- 
ed by Missourians and the American 
people; we serve to secure their rights. 
We also dedicate ourselves to quality 
service. America’s future will be deter- 
mined by the character and produc- 
tivity of our people. In this respect, we 
seek to lead by our example. We strive 
to lead with humility and honesty. We 
will work with energy and spirit. We 
will represent the American people 
with loyalty and integrity. Our stand- 
ard of productivity is accuracy, cour- 
tesy, efficiency, integrity, validity, and 
timeliness. 

It is with much appreciation that I 
recognize Mandy’s contribution to our 
effort to fulfill this pledge and to serve 
all people by whose consent we gov- 
ern. 


— 


IN APPRECIATION OF SERVICE 


e Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I 
rise today to extend appreciation to 
Bethany Cooper for her service as an 
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intern in my office during the Spring of 
1998. 

Since I was elected in 1994, my staff 
and I have made a pledge of service, 
commitment, and dedication. We dedi- 
cate ourselves to principled public pol- 
icy. We believe that Americans are en- 
dowed by their Creator with certain 
unalienable Rights, and among these 
are life, liberty, and the pursuit of hap- 
piness. The power we exercise is grant- 
ed by Missourians and the American 
people; we serve to secure their rights. 
We also dedicate ourselves to quality 
service. America’s future will be deter- 
mined by the character and produc- 
tivity of our people. In this respect, we 
seek to lead by our example. We strive 
to lead with humility and honesty. We 
will work with energy and spirit. We 
will represent the American people 
with loyalty and integrity. Our stand- 
ard of productivity is accuracy, cour- 
tesy, efficiency, integrity, validity, and 
timeliness. 

It is with much appreciation that I 
recognize Bethany’s contribution to 
our effort to fulfill this pledge and to 
serve all people by whose consent we 
govern.e 


IN APPRECIATION OF SERVICE 


è Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise 
today to extend appreciation to Gavin 
Gilmore for his service as an intern in 
my office during the Spring of 1998. 

Since I was elected in 1994, my staff 
and I have made a pledge of service, 
commitment, and dedication. We dedi- 
cate ourselves to principled public pol- 
icy. We believe that Americans are en- 
dowed by their Creator with certain 
unalienable Rights, and among these 
are life, liberty, and the pursuit of hap- 
piness. The power we exercise is grant- 
ed by Missourians and the American 
people; we serve to secure their rights. 
We also dedicate ourselves to quality 
service. America’s future will be deter- 
mined by the character and produc- 
tivity of our people. In this respect, we 
seek to lead by our example. We strive 
to lead with humility and honesty. We 
will work with energy and spirit. We 
will represent the American people 
with loyalty and integrity. Our stand- 
ard of productivity is accuracy, cour- 
tesy, efficiency, integrity, validity, and 
timeliness. 

It is with much appreciation that I 
recognize Gavin’s contribution to our 
effort to fulfill this pledge and to serve 
all people by whose consent we gov- 
ern. 


—— —H— 
IN APPRECIATION OF SERVICE 


è Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise 
today to extend appreciation to Joshua 
Summers for his service as an intern in 
my office during the Spring of 1998. 
Since I was elected in 1994, my staff 
and I have made a pledge of service, 
commitment, and dedication. We dedi- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


cate ourselves to principled public pol- 
icy. We believe that Americans are en- 
dowed by their Creator with certain 
unalienable Rights, and among these 
are life, liberty, and the pursuit of hap- 
piness. The power we exercise is grant- 
ed by Missourians and the American 
people; we serve to secure their rights. 
We also dedicate ourselves to quality 
service. America’s future will be deter- 
mined by the character and produc- 
tivity of our people. In this respect, we 
seek to lead by our example. We strive 
to lead with humility and honesty. We 
will work with energy and spirit. We 
will represent the American people 
with loyalty and integrity. Our stand- 
ard of productivity is accuracy, cour- 
tesy, efficiency, integrity, validity, and 
timeliness. 

It is with much appreciation that I 
recognize Joshua’s contribution to our 
effort to fulfill this pledge and to serve 
all people by whose consent we gov- 
ern.@ 


— 


IN APPRECIATION OF SERVICE 


e Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise 
today to extend appreciation to Jenny 
Behm for her service as an intern in 
my office during the Spring of 1998. 

Since I was elected in 1994, my staff 
and I have made a pledge of service, 
commitment, and dedication. We dedi- 
cate ourselves to principled public pol- 
icy. We believe that Americans are en- 
dowed by their Creator with certain 
unalienable Rights, and among these 
are life, liberty, and the pursuit of hap- 
piness. The power we exercise is grant- 
ed by Missourians and the American 
people; we serve to secure their rights. 
We also dedicate ourselves to quality 
service. America’s future will be deter- 
mined by the character and produc- 
tivity of our people. In this respect, we 
seek to lead by our example. We strive 
to lead with humility and honesty. We 
will work with energy and spirit. We 
will represent the American people 
with loyalty and integrity. Our stand- 
ard of productivity is accuracy, cour- 
tesy, efficiency, integrity, validity, and 
timeliness. 

It is with much appreciation that I 
recognize Jenny’s contribution to our 
effort to fulfill this pledge and to serve 
all people by whose consent we gov- 
ern. 


——— 


APPOINTMENTS BY THE VICE 
PRESIDENT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, 
pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 4355(a), appoints 
the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. 
REED), At Large, to the Board of Visi- 
tors of the U.S. Military Academy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, 
pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 6968(a), appoints 
the following Senators to the Board of 
Visitors of the U.S. Naval Academy: 
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The Senator from Maryland (Ms. MI- 
KULSKI), from the Committee on Appro- 
priations, and the Senator from Mary- 
land (Mr. SARBANES), At Large. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, 
pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 9355(a), appoints 
the following Senators to the Board of 
Visitors of the U.S. Air Force Acad- 
emy: 

The Senator from South Carolina 
(Mr. HOLLINGS), from the Committee 
on Appropriations, and the Senator 
from Georgia (Mr. CLELAND), At Large. 


— 


AUTHORIZING THE PRINTING OF 
MINUTES OF PARTY CON- 
FERENCES 


Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of Senate Resolution 219, sub- 
mitted earlier today by Senators MACK 
and DASCHLE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 219) authorizing the 
printing of the minutes of the Senate Repub- 
lican and Democratic Party conferences. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider- 
ation of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be agreed to, that the preamble be 
agreed to, and that the motion to re- 
consider be laid on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution (S. Res. 219), with its 
preamble, reads as follows: 

S. RES. 219 

Whereas the Senate Republican and Demo- 
cratic Conferences have maintained minutes 
of their meetings since the earliest years of 
this century; 

Whereas the Advisory Committee on the 
Records of Congress recommends that the 
portions of those minutes at least 30 years 
old be published; and 

Whereas the minutes of the Senate Party 
Conferences offer rich documentation of the 
Senate’s institutional development during 
the first two-thirds of the 20th century: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, 

SECTION 1. PRINTING OF THE MINUTES OF THE 
REPUBLICAN CONFERENCE, 1911- 
1964. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There shall be printed as 
a Senate document the book entitled Min- 
utes of the Senate Republican Conference, 
1911-1964", prepared by the Senate Historical 
Office under the supervision of the Secretary 
of the Senate, with the concurrence of the 
United States Senate Republican Con- 
ference. 

(b) SPECIFICATIONS.—The Senate document 
described in subsection (a) shall include il- 
lustrations and shall be in the style, form, 
manner, and binding as directed by the Joint 
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Committee on Printing after consultation 
with the Secretary of the Senate. 

(c) NUMBER OF CopES.—In addition to the 
usual number of copies, there shall be print- 
ed with suitable binding the lesser of— 

(1) 1,000 copies for use of the Senate, to be 
allocated as determined by the Secretary of 
the Senate; or 

(2) a number of copies that does not have a 
total production and printing cost of more 
than $1,200. 

SEC. 2. PRINTING OF THE MINUTES OF THE 
DEMOCRATIC CONFERENCE, 1903- 
1964. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There shall be printed as 
a Senate document the book entitled Min- 
utes of the Senate Democratic Conference, 
1903-1964", prepared by the Senate Historical 
Office under the supervision of the Secretary 
of the Senate, with the concurrence of the 
United States Senate Democratic Con- 
ference, 

(b) SPECIFICATIONS.—The Senate document 
described in subsection (a) shall include il- 
lustrations and shall be in the style, form, 
manner, and binding as directed by the Joint 
Committee On Printing after consultation 
with the Secretary of the Senate. 

(c) NUMBER OF CoPIgs.—In addition to the 
usual number of copies, there shall be print- 
ed with suitable binding the lesser of— 

(1) 1,000 copies for the use of the Senate, to 
be allocated as determined by the Secretary 
of the Senate; or 

(2) a number of copies that does not have a 
total production and printing cost of more 
than $1,200. 


—— 


THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
FOUNDING OF ISRAEL 


Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of House Joint Resolution 102, 
which is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 102) express- 
ing the sense of the Congress on the occasion 
of the 50th anniversary of the founding of the 
modern State of Israel and reaffirming the 
bonds of friendship and cooperation between 
the U.S. and Israel. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider- 
ation of the joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I would 
like to recount a little history—a his- 
tory I’m sure many are familiar with. 
One hundred years ago last August, the 
first World Zionist Congress convened 
in the Swiss city of Basel. Although 
the gathering attracted little attention 
at the time, what transpired then 
would forever change the course of 
Jewish history, and indeed world his- 
tory. 

What later came to be known as the 
Basel Program stated quite simply 
that the aim of Zionism was To create 
for the Jewish people a home in Pal- 
estine secured by public law.” 

With that simple proposition, the 
delegates at the first Congress formally 
set into motion the Jewish national 
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liberation movement. It would mean 
the fulfillment of a spiritual yearning 
that had remained unrealized for over 
two millennia. 

At the conclusion of the conference, 
Theodor Herzl recorded a prescient 
entry in his diary: 

In Basel, I founded the Jewish state. If I 
were to say this aloud I would meet with 
laughter; but in another five years, and cer- 
tainly in another fifty years, everyone will 
be convinced of this. 

From the distance of a hundred 
years, I can say we are convinced. 

Of course, it took fifty years of sac- 
rifice—and a world shamed by the Hol- 
ocaust—before Herzl’s dream of a Jew- 
ish homeland became a reality. But it 
happened, and tomorrow we celebrate 
fifty years of Israeli independence. 

In that short span of time, Israel has 
become the beacon of hope for Jews the 
world over. It has successfully absorbed 
wave after wave of immigrants from 
every corner of the globe. It has built a 
thriving economy larger than the 
economies of all its immediate neigh- 
bors combined. It is the sole democracy 
in a region where dictatorships and 
monarchies are the norm. It excels in 
science, technology, and culture far 
out of proportion to its small popu- 
lation. 

In short, the Jewish people have, 
after long tribulation, taken their 
rightful place among nations. And 
Israel has become a symbol to all of us. 

The very fact that Israel exists 
means that Jews will never again be at 
someone else’s mercy. They are mas- 
ters of their destiny. Israel is the tan- 
gible expression of the solemn vow we 
made after the Holocaust—‘'Never 
Again.” 

Never again will Jews be powerless. 
Never again will they have to rely upon 
the mercy and goodwill of an overlord. 
Never again will they have to watch 
helplessly as nearly half of their people 
is exterminated. Put simply, Israel 
symbolizes the restoration of Jewish 
independence and dignity. 

Nearly a quarter century ago as a 
junior Senator on the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee, in my first official 
trip overseas, I made a formative jour- 
ney to Israel. It was just after the Yom 
Kippur war—a war.that vividly brought 
home Israel’s vulnerability as well as 
the absolute necessity of an intimate 
U.S.-Israel relationship. 

The lessons I learned on that journey 
have remained with me ever since. In 
the past twenty-five years, I have 
worked with six different Israeli Prime 
Ministers and six different American 
Presidents. I have been twice in the 
majority party in the Senate and I am 
now in the minority for the second 
time. 

But through it all, the United States 
relationship with Israel has remained a 
constant feature. It transcends indi- 
vidual leaders and political parties. It 
is not subject to the vagaries of inter- 
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national events. The bond between 
Israel and the United States is un- 
breakable. 

This strategic and moral partnership 
between Israel and the United States 
has made possible the peace agree- 
ments between Israel and three former 
adversaries. 

As Israel’s enemies have seen that 
they cannot drive a wedge between our 
two countries, so they have come to 
recognize slowly but surely that Israel 
is here to stay. 

I know that I speak for many of my 
colleagues when I say that the Amer- 
ican commitment to Israel over the 
next 50 years will be just as reliable as 
it has been in Israel's first 50 years. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
joint resolution and I yield the floor. 

Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. President, I am 
very pleased to join with Senator LOTT 
in sponsoring this resolution honoring 
the 50th anniversary of Israel’s found- 
ing. 

I had the privilege of speaking last 
week at the U.S. Holocaust Memorial 
Founders Reunion in Washington. In 
my remarks, I quoted from one of the 
sages of the Torah, who told us more 
than 200 years ago that God could have 
created plants that would grow into 
loaves of bread. Instead, He created 
wheat for us to grow and mill and 
transform into bread. 

Why? 

Because He wanted us to be able to 
take part in the miracle of creation. 

And, just as the founders of the Holo- 
caust Museum can take pride in their 
contribution to the creation of that 
memorial, so too can Israelis take 
great pride in their contributions to 
the creation of the modern State of 
Israel. 

In my remarks to the Holocaust Mu- 
seum founders, I also cited Elie 
Wiesel’s view that: Survivors are un- 
derstood by survivors only. They speak 
in code. All outsiders could do was 
come close to the gates.” 

That is what the Holocaust Memorial 
Museum allows us to do: to come close 
to the gates; to see; to grieve; and, fi- 
nally, to learn, so that we can pass the 
knowledge on, from generation to gen- 
eration, about what can happen when 
intolerance and hatred are allowed to 
spread unchecked. 

One of the greatest benefits of the 
Holocaust. Museum is that it helps its 
millions of visitors understand why 
there must be an Israel. The Holocaust 
Museum is evidence of the fact that 
out of the unspeakable horror of the 
Holocaust has come the miracle of the 
creation of the State of Israel to pro- 
vide a homeland for Jews around the 
world. Out of this tragedy has come the 
modern-day State of Israel, the 20th 
century version of the 3,000-year old 
historic Kingdom of Israel. 

We are introducing this resolution 
today to celebrate and commemorate 
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the 50th anniversary of Israel’s found- 
ing and to offer the Senate’s congratu- 
lations on reaching this important 
landmark. 

Mr. President, fifty years is not con- 
sidered long relative to the lifespan of 
an England, a China or an India. In the 
case of Israel, however, it is an eter- 
nity when we factor in the obstacles it 
has faced during these fifty years. 

Throughout its existence, Israel has 
faced an array of enemies dedicated to 
its destruction. It has been forced to 
fight six wars, battle against countless 
terrorist acts, survive economically in 
the face of widespread economic boy- 
cotts, and make its way in the world 
despite international criticism against 
it. 

This resolution commemorates not 
only Israel’s ability to survive these 
odds, but also its ability to thrive and 
prosper in the face of these constraints 
and to maintain its adherence to de- 
mocracy and the rule of law. Israel 
today is a dynamic, vibrant society 
committed to the same values and 
principles as the United States. 

Another important reason we are of- 
fering this resolution is to reiterate 
the strength of the partnership be- 
tween the U.S. and Israel—a partner- 
ship based on shared values, interests 
and goals. Israel is a trusted ally and 
an important strategic partner. 

I would like to make the resolution’s 
four resolved clauses part of my state- 
ment offering my best wishes to Israel 
on this important occasion. 

The measure resolves that the United 
States recognizes the historic signifi- 
cance of the fiftieth anniversary of the 
re-establishment of the sovereign and 
independent modern State of Israel. 

It commends the people of Israel for 
their remarkable achievements in 
building a new state and a pluralistic 
democratic society in the Middle East 
in the face of terrorism, hostility and 
belligerence by many of her neighbors. 

It reaffirms the bonds of friendship 
and cooperation which have existed be- 
tween the United States and Israel for 
the past half-century and which have 
been significant for both countries. 

And it extends the warmest con- 
gratulations and best wishes to the 
State of Israel and her people for a 
peaceful and prosperous and successful 
future. 

Mr. President, I urge all Senators to 
join me in sending our congratulations 
to Israel on this noteworthy day. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to offer my congratulations on 
the upcoming 50th Anniversary of the 
founding of the state of Israel. 
Throughout Israel and the United 
States, people will gather together to 
commemorate this anniversary, to re- 
flect upon the accomplishments of the 
Israeli people, and to look forward to 
the new millennium. 

Not unlike the founding of our own 
nation, a small group of leaders gath- 
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ered in the Tel Aviv Museum at 4:00 on 
May 14, 1948 to realize a dream by for- 
mally declaring the creation of the 
state of Israel. Few Americans may be 
aware that within 11 minutes of that 
declaration, President Harry Truman 
had taken the necessary steps to offer 
formal diplomatic recognition to this 
new nation, making the United States 
the first nation to recognize Israel as a 
sovereign state. From that point, the 
United States and Israel cemented a 
friendship based on our common bonds: 
from cultural and religious ties to a 
mutual belief in the power of democ- 
racy to the assurance of a peaceful, 
prosperous future. 

Each time I have visited Israel, I 
have been impressed with the hope for 
the future expressed by her people. 
This hope exists despite the challenges 
Israel has faced from the moment of its 
creation. In many ways, I believe these 
challenges have helped the Israeli peo- 
ple create a society that serves as an 
example to all nations. 

It is a society based on democracy. In 
a region where the seeds of democracy 
have not fully taken root, Israel has a 
vibrant democracy with strong public 
participation. It is a prosperous soci- 
ety. Despite a wide variety of economic 
challenges, Israel’s economy has grown 
to the point where per capita income 
rivals that of most Western nations. 
Finally, it is a society based on oppor- 
tunity. Like our own country, Israel is 
a nation of immigrants. It is a nation 
that has gathered people from around 
the world with the promise of political 
and religious freedom. 

Today, Israel continues to face chal- 
lenges as it prepares to move into the 
2lst Century. As the people of Israel 
seek to achieve economic independ- 
ence, ensure their security, and create 
a lasting peace with their neighbors, 
they do so with the assurance of the 
continued strong relationship with the 
United States. 

Mr. President, the words Prime Min- 
ister David Ben-Gurion delivered in his 
address to a new nation still ring true 
today: 

Whatever we have achieved is the result of 
the efforts of earlier generations no less than 
our own. It is also the result of unwavering 
fidelity to our precious heritage, the herit- 
age of a small nation that has suffered much, 
but at the same time has won for itself a spe- 
cial place in the history of mankind because 
of its spirit, faith, and vision. 

Mr. President, again, I offer my con- 
gratulations to the people of Israel on 
this 50th Anniversary. We share with 
them the bond of democracy and the 
hope of a peaceful and prosperous fu- 
ture. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the joint reso- 
lution be considered as read a third 
time and passed, the motion to recon- 
sider be laid upon the table, and that 
any statements relating to the resolu- 
tion appear at this point in the 
RECORD. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 102) 
was passed. 


ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, APRIL 
30, 1998 


Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in adjournment until 11 a.m. on 
Thursday, April 30. I further ask that 
on Thursday, immediately following 
the prayer, the routine requests 
through the morning hour be granted 
and the Senate then resume consider- 
ation of the Craig amendment num- 
bered 2316 to the NATO enlargement 
treatment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I further 
ask that the time following the prayer 
until 12 noon be equally divided for de- 
bate on the Craig amendment; further, 
that at 12 noon the Craig amendment 
be temporarily set aside and the votes 
on or in relation to the amendment fol- 
low the two stacked rollcall votes pre- 
viously ordered to occur at approxi- 
mately 3 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

O 


PROGRAM 


Mr. COATS. Mr. President, for the in- 
formation of all Senators, tomorrow 
morning at 11 a.m. the Senate will re- 
sume consideration of the Craig 
amendment numbered 2316 to the 
NATO enlargement treaty. 

Under the previous order, at noon 
Senator MOYNIHAN will be recognized 
to offer an amendment under a 1-hour 
time agreement. 

Following the debate on the Moy- 
nihan amendment, Senator WARNER 
will be recognized to offer an amend- 
ment under a 2-hour time agreement. 

Following the debate on the Warner 
amendment, at approximately 3 p.m., 
at the conclusion of that debate, the 
Senate will proceed to three stacked 
rollcall votes. 

The first vote will be on or in rela- 
tion to the Moynihan amendment, fol- 
lowed by a vote on or in relation to the 
Warner amendment, followed then by a 
vote on or in relation to the Craig 
amendment. 

As a reminder, a unanimous consent 
agreement was reached which limits 
the amendments to the NATO treaty. 
It is hoped that any Senator still in- 
tending to offer an amendment under 
the consent agreement will do so early 
tomorrow to allow the Senate to com- 
plete action on this important docu- 
ment by early tomorrow evening. 

Also, if available, the Senate may 
consider the conference report to ac- 
company the supplemental appropria- 
tions bill. 
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Therefore, Senators should expect 
rolicall votes throughout the Thursday 
session of the Senate. 

Mr. President, that is an ambitious 
schedule. Senators are urged to be 
timely. Senators are urged, those who 
may have additional amendments to 
the NATO enlargement treaty, to make 
those amendments known to leader- 
ship, and hopefully reasonable time re- 
quests can be entered into. A number 
of Senators are making very important 
official business commitments for the 
weakend, and the more definite the 
plans can be about the schedule tomor- 
row, the more expeditiously those com- 
mitments can be undertaken. 


O 


ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. COATS. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate, I now ask that the Senate 
stand in adjournment under the pre- 
vious order, following the remarks of 
Senator CONRAD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair. I 
thank my colleague from Indiana as 
well. 

———— 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT- 
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC- 
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY, 
AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the treaty. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rise in 
opposition to the resolution of ratifica- 
tion for NATO enlargement. 

In my view, there are four questions 
that must be answered in the affirma- 
tive in order to support NATO expan- 
sion. 

No. 1, are the risks to relations with 
Russia and arms control acceptable? 

No. 2, are we sure what NATO expan- 
sion will cost and who will pay for it? 

No. 3, has a compelling argument 
been made as to why expansion is nec- 
essary? 

No. 4, are we certain that enlarge- 
ment will not have perverse con- 
sequences, fostering instability in 
Eastern Europe and perpetuating the 
danger from Russia’s tactical nuclear 
arsenal? 

I am convinced, after thorough re- 
view, that the answers to these ques- 
tions are all no. 

I start with the observation of Mr. 
George Kennan, perhaps the foremost 
observer of U.S.-Russian relations. Mr. 
Kennan, who was, after all, the archi- 
tect of the containment policy that 
proved so effective, said in a Newsday 
editorial on March 15 that, Expanding 
NATO would be the most fateful error 
of American policy in the entire post- 
world war era.” 
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Mr. President and colleagues, let me 
repeat. George Kennan, the architect of 
containment, said as recently as March 
15 that, “Expanding NATO would be 
the most fateful error of American pol- 
icy in the entire post-world war era.” 

That is a pretty serious statement by 
someone who has great credibility 
based on his record. He is not alone in 
that assessment. Former Senator 
Nunn, who enjoyed enormous respect 
on both sides of the aisle in this Cham- 
ber, has discussed a dangerous con- 
tradiction at the center of the argu- 
ment for expansion, saying that while 
enlargement is intended to protect 
former Soviet satellites, nothing else is 
as likely to remilitarize Russia and en- 
danger those very countries as NATO 
enlargement. 

Senator Nunn is not alone. We are 
hearing from leaders in Russia their 
warnings to us not to proceed. I re- 
cently met—with a group of Senators 
and Members of the House of Rep- 
resentatives—with Alexi Arbatov, who 
is deputy chairman of the Duma’s de- 
fense committee. He told us, “If you 
proceed with NATO enlargement, you 
are handing a powerful issue to the 
radicals in Russia. You are energizing 
the extreme nationalists in Russia, and 
you are weakening the forces for de- 
mocracy.““ 

Mr. President, we should not lightly 
dismiss the warnings of committed 
democrats in Russia like Alexi Arbatov 
and others who have given us similar 
warnings. I think it says a great deal 
that the primary architects of Amer- 
ican strategy during the cold war, 
George Kennan and Paul Nitze, have 
cautioned the Senate against ratifica- 
tion and NATO expansion. 

Nearly 50 years ago, as successive 
heads of the State Department’s policy 
planning staff during the Truman Ad- 
ministration, Kennan and Nitze under- 
stood that containment of the Soviet 
Union was critically important to the 
free world. Today, they have told us 
that NATO expansion is a mistake. 

I believe the stakes are very high. 
Remilitarization in Russia is a serious 
threat. Avoiding this outcome should 
be our priority, not enlarging NATO. 

The first casualty of our expansion of 
NATO may very well be progress on 
arms control. I know that many of my 
colleagues do not like to be in a posi- 
tion where it seems the Senate’s deci- 
sions about foreign policy are depend- 
ent on reaction in Russia. It smacks of 
blackmail. The problem with this 
thinking is that it assumes that some- 
thing we need is being held hostage. 

As I have discussed, there simply is 
no compelling argument for why we 
must expand NATO. Therefore, to risk 
relations with Russia and arms control 
are not acceptable. The Duma’s expedi- 
tious ratification of START II should 
be our priority. In pursuing our na- 
tional interest we are in no way giving 
in to Russian blackmail. 
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I might add it is not just a question 
of START II ratification, but it is also 
clearly in our national interest to 
make a priority of reducing the threat 
from the tactical nuclear weapons that 
are in the Russian arsenal. 

By rejecting NATO enlargement, we 
would simply be choosing not to em- 
bark on a dangerous and unjustified 
course of enlarging NATO and would 
avoid making a terrible mistake in the 
course of U.S.-Russian relations. 

The second point I think needs to be 
made is that NATO enlargement brings 
unknown costs. The case for enlarge- 
ment becomes increasingly suspect 
when we look at questions related to 
the costs and who will bear them. 

I direct the attention of my col- 
leagues to a chart on the various esti- 
mates that have been issued with re- 
spect to the cost of NATO enlargement. 
The Congressional Budget Office issued 
an estimate of $21 billion to $125 bil- 
lion. The Rand Corporation said the 
cost would be $10 billion to $110 billion. 
The first Clinton administration esti- 
mate was $27 billion to $35 billion. 
NATO itself has put a price tag of $1.5 
billion on expansion. And the second 
Clinton administration estimate was 
$1.5 billion. 

You talk about a wide-ranging esti- 
mate. We have anywhere from $1.5 bil- 
lion to $125 billion. I do not know 
where the truth lies. I am a member of 
the Budget Committee, as is the distin- 
guished occupant of the Chair. I think 
it is fair to say that none of us has a 
truly credible estimate with respect to 
the cost of NATO enlargement. 

This takes me to another key ques- 
tion. Who is going to pay this tab? I 
think all of us know these estimates 
are probably far off the mark. They 
probably understate in a very serious 
way the potential costs of NATO en- 
largement. 

The third main point that must be 
made with regard to NATO enlarge- 
ment is that no compelling argument 
for expansion has been made. What is 
the military threat that we are en- 
countering? After all, NATO is a mili- 
tary alliance. What threat are we de- 
fending against by expanding NATO? I 
see no immediate Russian threat to the 
Czech Republic, Hungary, or Poland. 

We must remember that article V of 
the North Atlantic Charter states 
clearly that an attack on any one 
member nation is to be considered an 
attack on all. The test for extension of 
such a guarantee ought to be simple 
and clear. We must be convinced that 
the safety of the American people is di- 
rectly tied to the security of the coun- 
try in question, and therefore we must 
defend that country as we would our 
own. That must be the test. 

Clearly, Western Europe’s freedom 
from Soviet domination was central to 
the survival of our country and of the 
free world. Article V deterred Moscow 
by sending an unmistakable message 
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that a Soviet move against Bonn, West 
Germany, would have been resisted as 
would an attack on Bismarck, North 
Dakota. But nearly 10 years after the 
fall of the Berlin Wall, the Russian 
army weakened and greatly reduced, 
and warning times dramatically ex- 
panded, I fail to understand why it is 
immediately imperative that we pro- 
vide that same guarantee to Budapest, 
Hungary. 

Mr. President, what is our national 
interest? That is the question before 
this body. I believe the overarching pri- 
ority is to further reduce nuclear weap- 
ons that are in the Russian arsenal. 
And the question before the Senate is 
whether NATO enlargement will slow 
down the progress towards arms con- 
trol or will speed it up. 

I don’t think there is any question 
that there exists in expanding NATO a 
clear risk to this true priority. The 
overwhelming likelihood is that the 
U.S. vital interest, which is in reducing 
the threat from the Russian nuclear ar- 
senal, will be harmed. Expanding 
NATO is not in our interest. 

Mr. President, concern about possible 
instability in Eastern Europe does not 
justify expansion of NATO. NATO is 
not the only vehicle for stability in Eu- 
rope. Other options that deserve review 
include expansion of the European 
Union, or reworking the Partnership 
for Peace or the Organization for Secu- 
rity and Cooperation in Europe. Expan- 
sion of a military alliance is not our 
only option. In fact, it appears to this 
Senator that it is the worst option. I 
think the New York Times put it very 
well when it stated in a recent edi- 
torial: There is simply no compelling 
security justification for NATO en- 
largement.” 

Fourth point: NATO expansion may 
have perverse consequences, increasing 
instability in Eastern Europe and per- 
petuating the danger from Russia’s 
tactical nuclear arsenal. The impact of 
expansion on Eastern Europe and pro- 
liferation are perhaps the least studied 
of all aspects of this issue. But these 
are some of the most important con- 
cerns. After all, stability in Eastern 
Europe and the safety of our country is 
why we are debating NATO enlarge- 
ment on the Senate floor tonight. 

I am very concerned that NATO en- 
largement could actually increase the 
danger in Eastern Europe. As former 
Senator Nunn has indicated, expansion 
could create the very danger from Rus- 
sia that it is intended to prevent. Ex- 
panding NATO to foster stability could 
have the perverse result of increasing 
the danger to the former Soviet sat- 
ellites that we decide not to include. 
By not including some countries while 
welcoming others, Russia might well 
conclude that some countries in East- 
ern Europe are less important to us 
than others, and therefore easier to in- 
timidate. Let us not draw new lines in 
Eastern Europe without serious 
thought about their consequences. 
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NATO expansion may additionally 
drive remilitarization and arms build- 
ups. We are asking Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic to significantly 
increase their defense budgets. How 
can we expect their neighbors to re- 
spond? How can we expect Russia to re- 
spond? Just as the Russian extreme na- 
tionalists are predicting, it would ap- 
pear that NATO expansion would have 
the effect of tipping the conventional 
balance in Europe even further against 
Russia. 

This is what the Russian forces for 
democracy are warning us against. 
They are saying: Don't you under- 
stand that if you proceed with NATO 
enlargement, those who are the most 
radical elements in Russia, those who 
are the extreme nationalists, will seize 
on this and they will look to the capa- 
bility of this expanded military alli- 
ance and they will say the capability of 
NATO is to put tanks on our border?” 

We will answer, in the United States: 
But NATO is not an offensive military 
alliance; it is defensive in nature.” 

And those who are the extreme na- 
tionalists and the radicals in Russia 
will respond: “NATO says it is a defen- 
sive alliance, but why are they putting 
tanks on our border? We don’t know 
what the long-term intentions of NATO 
are,“ they will argue, but we do know 
NATO’s capability—and that capability 
is to put tanks on our border.” 

How will that be used politically in 
Russia? How will that be used in a 
post-Yeltsin era? Will it strengthen the 
hardliners and those who argue for re- 
militarization? Or will it strengthen 
the forces for democracy and a market 
economy? I do not think it takes any 
great analysis to figure out the result 
in Russia or how it will be used politi- 
cally. Those in Russia who argue for 
democracy, who argue for arms control 
and arms reductions, who argue for a 
market economy, they are warning us 
that we are weakening them, and that 
we are strengthening the forces for re- 
militarization. 

Mr. President, I also believe NATO 
enlargement could perpetuate the dan- 
ger from Russia’s tactical nuclear arse- 
nal. According to General Habiger, the 
Commander of U.S. Strategic Com- 
mand, Russia has 7,000 to 12,000 tactical 
nuclear weapons. That bears repeating: 
Russia has 7,000 to 12,000 tactical nu- 
clear weapons. The United States 
today has approximately 1,600. What is 
going to happen with Russia’s tactical 
nuclear stockpile if NATO expansion 
goes forward? What will Russia’s deci- 
sionmaking be about their huge advan- 
tage in tactical nuclear weapons? 

I am concerned that NATO expansion 
will hurt the prospect of an agreement 
on tactical nuclear arms because it 
will increase Russia’s reliance on those 
very weapons. Russia already sees 
itself conventionally outmatched by 
NATO. It has abandoned its nuclear 
policy of no first use. NATO enlarge- 
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ment will simply increase their insecu- 
rity, making them less willing to part 
with their tactical nuclear weapons. 
This will mean it will be harder to re- 
duce the threat of theft, sale, or unau- 
thorized use of these weapons. 


I will be addressing this issue with an 
amendment. But first, let me conclude 
on the question of NATO enlargement. 


Mr. President, NATO expansion fails 
on the four tests that I outlined at the 
outset of my remarks, leading me to 
the following conclusions. First, the 
risks to relations with Russia and arms 
control are unacceptable. Second, we 
are not certain what NATO expansion 
will cost or who will pay for it. Third, 
there is no compelling argument for 
why expanding NATO is necessary, es- 
pecially when there are other alter- 
natives. And, fourth, there is ample 
reason to conclude that enlargement 
will have perverse consequences, in- 
creasing instability in Eastern Europe 
and perpetuating the danger from the 
Russian tactical nuclear arsenal. 


Fortunately, it is not too late. Col- 
umnist Jim Hoagland in a column in 
the Washington Post last month said: 
“The Senate needs an extended debate, 
not an immediate vote.” 


Jim Hoagland has it right. We do 
need an extended debate. There should 
not be a rush to judgment. There are 
serious questions that should be an- 
swered. 


The Senate, in my judgment, should 
not give in to the Cold War argument 
about American credibility being on 
the line. How many times have we seen 
that argument called up in this Cham- 
ber? When the arguments are weak on 
behalf of a decision that is already 
moving forward, we have colleagues 
who rush to the floor and say, Oh, it 
might not be such a good idea, but 
America’s credibility is on the line. 
Our President has made this commit- 
ment, and therefore we must go along 
to maintain American credibility.” 


I remember that argument being 
made in the Vietnam era. It wasn’t a 
good argument then, and it is not a 
good argument now. 


The better course, rather than mov- 
ing to expand NATO, is to tell the ad- 
ministration we should, first, inves- 
tigate alternatives to NATO enlarge- 
ment, such as expansion of the Euro- 
pean Union. Second, we should have a 
new round of hearings when the results 
of the studies that are required by this 
resolution are available. That, after 
all, was the recommendation of former 
Senators Sam Nunn and Howard Baker. 
And third, we ought to pursue arms 
control as our top priority. 

As Professor Michael Mandelbaum of 
Johns Hopkins University has advised 
us: NATO expansion is at best a dis- 
traction from, and at worst a hin- 
drance to, making progress on these 
issues. 
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Mr. President, I believe we ought to 
take Professor Mandelbaum's sound ad- 
vice. Before we rush headlong into ex- 
panding NATO, we ought to think care- 
fully about what is truly in our coun- 
try’s interests. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2320 
(Purpose: To encourage progress on reducing 
the threat posed by Russia’s non-strategic 
nuclear arsenal) 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, on a re- 
lated matter, I would like to at this 
point lay down my amendment, as pro- 
vided for in the unanimous consent 
agreement. 

Mr. President, as I have considered 
NATO enlargement, it seems to me to 
be clear we need to put the Senate on 
record during the NATO debate sup- 
porting cooperative efforts with the 
Russians to reduce the threat from 
Russia’s tactical nuclear arsenal. 

At the outset, allow me to emphasize 
that recent years have seen important 
progress on arms control. Reduced ten- 
sions with Moscow have allowed impor- 
tant treaties to be negotiated that 
have made the world a far safer place. 
One of the great successes has been the 
Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces 
Treaty. That agreement has eliminated 
an entire class of nuclear weapons, in- 
cluding the Pershing missiles that this 
body debated so intensely. The Conven- 
tional Forces in Europe treaty has 
markedly reduced tanks and artillery 
and armored vehicles in Europe. Two 
START accords have been negotiated, 
deeply cutting strategic nuclear forces. 

Unfortunately, there have been no 
arms control treaties on tactical nu- 
clear weapons, 

Mr. President, this chart dem- 
onstrates the record on arms control. 
On conventional forces, the red bar 
shows eastern forces, which during the 
Cold War were part of the Warsaw 
Pact. The blue bar shows NATO forces. 
We can see on conventional forces 
sharp reductions in the treaty limited 
equipment of both the old Warsaw Pact 
and NATO. The same is true under the 
START accords—dramatic reductions 
on both sides in strategic systems. 

But on tactical forces there has been 
no treaty. We don’t know with any pre- 
cision what has happened in the former 
Soviet Union. We don’t know what 
their inventory is. 

In 1991 the United States had more 
than 3,500 tactical weapons in Europe. 
The U.S.S.R. is estimated to have had 
around 15,000. In 1991, Presidents Bush 
and Gorbachev unilaterally pledged to 
withdraw most tactical nuclear weap- 
ons from Europe and begin dismantle- 
ment. 

Since that time, this country has 
withdrawn all but around 400 tactical 
nuclear weapons from Europe, and dis- 
mantled all but about 1,600 of our tac- 
tical nuclear weapons in total. 

The story on the Russian side has 
been very different. With the collapse 
of the Soviet empire and a 70 percent 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


reduction in military spending, weapon 
dismantlement has slowed to a crawl. 
All former Soviet tactical nuclear 
weapons have been withdrawn to Rus- 
sia and placed in storage, but today we 
don't know how many of those weapons 
Russia has. 

The excellent Nunn-Lugar Program 
has helped the Russians round up and 
account for many of these weapons. 
The fact is, however, we don’t know 
how many they retain. 

That arsenal of tactical nuclear 
weapons is clearly a threat. Because 
there is not any arms control regime 
covering tactical nuclear weapons, we 
are not allowed to inspect, to assess 
the security of those tactical warheads, 
and determine their number. 

Let’s go to the second chart to high- 
light this point. 

In 1991, it is estimated that the 
U.S.S.R. had 15,000 tactical nuclear 
weapons—15,000. We had in the range of 
3,500 deployed in Europe. Today, we 
have just over 400 in Europe. But the 
Russians retain, according to the head 
of the U.S. Strategic Command, Gen- 
eral Habiger, 7,000 to 12,000 tactical nu- 
clear weapons. And yet, arms control 
agreements do not cover this category 
of weapons. 

On strategic systems, we have come 
down on both sides, and have come 
down sharply. The same is true with 
regard to conventional forces in Eu- 
rope. But regarding tactical nuclear 
weapons, there is an enormous dis- 
parity. Russia has in the range of 7,000 
to 12,000 tactical nuclear weapons. We 
are down in the range of 400 tactical 
warheads in Europe, and approximately 
1,600 in all. 

The lack of a treaty means we have 
no guarantee that Russia’s numbers 
will come down. The 7,000 to 12,000 tac- 
tical nuclear warheads inside Russia 
present the greatest threat of theft or 
sale of nuclear warheads in the world 
today. These constitute the greatest 
so-called loose nuke” threat. We have 
reason to believe that the danger with 
those tactical warheads is greater than 
with strategic warheads because tac- 
tical weapons are not subject to the 
START accords. They are largely in 
storage, not deployed on missiles, 
bombers, and submarines where they 
are likely to be better protected. 

A recent story in the Jerusalem Post 
indicated that Iran may have been able 
to purchase up to four former Soviet 
nuclear warheads earlier this decade. 
This report highlights an important 
danger. Terrorist use of one of these 
weapons would be devastating. A nu- 
clear blast would make the Oklahoma 
City fertilizer bomb look like a fire- 
cracker. Today, many tactical nuclear 
warheads have yields that dwarf the 
device that destroyed Hiroshima in 
1945. 

Mr. President, this chart tells us 
something about terrorist use of a tac- 
tical nuclear warhead. It tells us how 
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devastating it would be. The fertilizer 
bomb detonated in Oklahoma City two 
years ago had a destructive yield in the 
range of two one-thousandths of a kil- 
oton. The so-called fat man” atomic 
bomb that was dropped on Hiroshima, 
13 kilotons. Smaller tactical weapons 
of today can be in the range of 10 kilo- 
tons. Some tactical nuclear weapons 
have been reported to be as small as a 
suitcase. Some larger tactical nuclear 
weapons can have a yield of more than 
300 kilotons. And remember—Russia 
has 7,000 to 12,000 tactical nuclear war- 
heads, devices that are not included in 
any arms control regime. We don’t 
have an accounting. We don’t have the 
accountability that comes with a for- 
mal inspection regime. 

The threat from Russia’s tactical nu- 
clear arsenal is where we ought to be 
directing our attention. This is what 
ought to be our top priority. We endan- 
ger progress by moving to enlarge 
NATO at this time. 

The other threat is one that has been 
highlighted by the United States Stra- 
tegic Command. Strategic warhead lev- 
els would likely decline to around 2,250 
under a START III accord. An 8-to-1 
Russian advantage in tactical war- 
heads becomes a major strategic con- 
cern in this environment. Let me di- 
rect the Senate’s attention to this 
chart. 

The strategic breakout danger has 
been referenced by some of our top 
military leaders. The United States, 
under a START III accord, would likely 
have 2,250 deployed strategic nuclear 
warheads. Russia would presumably 
have the same number. But look what 
happens on the tactical side. With tac- 
tical nuclear weapons, our arsenal 
would stand at around 1,500. Russia 
could still be at 7,000 to 12,000 tactical 
warheads, an enormous disparity. And 
that leads to a concern about strategic 
instability. 

This is especially true in light of the 
fact that the distinction between tac- 
tical and strategic weapons has been 
disappearing. During the early years of 
the Cold War, large nuclear weapons 
with yields in the tens of megatons 
were needed. At that time, our ICBMs 
and other delivery systems were inac- 
curate enough that a massive bomb 
was needed to destroy a target. But as 
the accuracy of missiles increased, 
many large multimegaton bombs were 
replaced with strategic weapons with 
much smaller yields. Today, for exam- 
ple, the warheads on the MX—or Peace- 
keeper—have a yield of 350 kilotons. 

As the next chart notes, this is in the 
range of many tactical nuclear weap- 
ons today. 

During the cold war, many strategic 
weapons were in the range of 500 kilo- 
tons to 10 megatons. Today, tactical 
weapons can range from 10 kilotons to 
around 400 kilotons or more. Many of 
today’s strategic weapons are in the 
range of 300 kilotons to 1 megaton. 
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So the difference in yield between 
strategic systems and tactical nuclear 
systems has been altered dramatically 
over time. There is much less of a dis- 
tinction between the yield of strategic 
warheads and tactical warheads than 
in the past. 

The implication is clear and dis- 
turbing. The 7,000 to 12,000 tactical 
warheads that General Habiger has 
said the Russians could have are tak- 
ing on a strategic relevance. I think 
my colleagues would agree that a mas- 
sive Russian superiority could be de- 
stabilizing. 

My amendment would send a clear 
signal of Senate support for progress 
on reducing the threat from Russia’s 
tactical nuclear arsenal. It supports 
the recommendation of General 
Habiger, the general charged with 
America’s nuclear security, that future 
arms control initiatives should include 
tactical warheads. 

Let’s listen to America’s nuclear 
commander. He says: The Russians 
have anywhere from 7,000 to more than 
12,000 of these nonstrategic nuclear 
weapons, and we need to bring them 
into the equation.” This from General 
Eugene Habiger, Commander of the 
U.S. Strategic Command. 

My amendment is simple and de- 
serves the support of every Senator. Its 
purpose is to put the Senate on record 
in the context of the NATO debate as 
being concerned about the danger of 
“loose nukes.” The strategic implica- 
tions of Russia's arsenal are also criti- 
cally important. We should continue to 
work cooperatively with the Russians 
to reduce this threat. I believe the dan- 
gers in this area require an increased 
emphasis if we are to be serious about 
arms control. 

I am pleased to be joined by Senator 
BINGAMAN, the ranking member on the 
Strategic Forces Subcommittee of the 
Armed Services Committee, in offering 
this amendment. 

Briefly, my amendment expresses the 
sense of the Senate that it would be ad- 
visable for future nuclear arms control 
agreements with the Russian Federa- 
tion to address tactical nuclear weap- 
ons in Europe. 

And second, the administration 
should work with the Russian Federa- 
tion to increase transparency, ex- 
change data, increase warhead security 
and facilitate weapons dismantlement. 

My amendment contains a simple but 
important certification. Prior to de- 
posit of the instruments of ratification, 
the administration shall certify to the 
Senate that, one, with regard to tac- 
tical nuclear weapons it is the policy of 
the United States to work with the 
Russian Federation to increase trans- 
parency, exchange data, increase war- 
head security and facilitate weapons 
dismantlement; and that two, discus- 
sions toward this end are underway 
with the Russian Federation. 

The administration should be able to 
meet this certification with little dif- 
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ficulty based on current staff level dis- 
cussions. Nevertheless, this provision 
puts the Senate on record and the ad- 
ministration on notice that the Senate 
is interested and concerned. 

Finally, my amendment requires a 
report within 180 days after deposit of 
the instruments of ratification on the 
status of the Russian tactical nuclear 
arsenal, the threats associated with it, 
and plans to continue to work coopera- 
tively with the Russian Federation on 
increasing transparency, exchanging 
data, increasing warhead security and 
facilitating weapons dismantlement. 

These, Mr. President, ought to be our 
clear goals. 

I also believe this amendment is 
timely and we need this statement 
now. 

As Senator MOYNIHAN has discussed, 
Russian officials have said that in the 
face of an expanding NATO and dwin- 
dling Russian conventional forces, they 
will have to place greater reliance on 
nuclear weapons. That is a valid con- 
cern. Rushing to enlarge NATO could 
reduce Russia’s willingness to cooper- 
ate on tactical nuclear arms. NATO ex- 
pansion could perpetuate the risk of 
sale or theft of a loose nuke” and 
Russia’s massive lead over the United 
States in tactical warheads. 

Even if the Senate approves NATO 
enlargement, we need to keep our eye 
on the ball. That ball is arms control. 
My amendment sends a clear and com- 
pelling signal to Moscow that we want 
to continue to work with them to re- 
duce the threat in this area. 

Mr. President, I believe there is noth- 
ing in this amendment that is a hazard 
to NATO enlargement. Although I per- 
sonally oppose enlargement, I believe 
it would be a serious mistake for the 
Senate not to pass this amendment. I 
believe it should be approved. 

Mr. President, I thank the Chair and 
I thank the staff for their patience. I 
thank my colleagues for this oppor- 
tunity, and I hope they will support 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
CONRAD], for himself and Mr. BINGAMAN, pro- 
poses an executive amendment numbered 
2320. 


Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place in section 3 of the 
resolution, insert the following: 

( ) NON-STRATEGIC NUCLEAR WEAPONS— 

(A) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that 

(i) the United States Strategic Command 
has estimated that the Russian Federation 
has between 7,000 and 12,000 non-strategic nu- 
clear warheads, weapons that—unlike stra- 
tegic systems—are not covered by any arms 
control accord; 
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(ii) the thousands of tactical nuclear war- 
heads inside Russia present the greatest 
threat of sale or theft of a nuclear weapon in 
the world today; 

(ili) with the number of deployed strategic 
warheads in the Russian and United States 
arsenals likely to be reduced to around 2,250 
warheads under a START III accord, Russia's 
vast superiority in tactical nuclear warheads 
becomes a strategic concern; 

(iv) the Commander in Chief of the United 
States Strategic Command has stated that 
future nuclear arms control agreements 
should address tactical nuclear weapons; . 

(v) statements from Russian officials that 
NATO enlargement would force Russia to 
rely more heavily on its nuclear arsenal have 
caused concern that NATO expansion could 
be an impediment to progress on tactical nu- 
clear arms control; and, 

(vi) the danger of theft or sale of a tactical 
nuclear warhead, and the destabilizing stra- 
tegic implications of Russia’s enormous lead 
in tactical nuclear weapons creates an ur- 
gent need for progress on increasing the se- 
curity of Russia’s tactical nuclear arsenal 
and working toward conclusion of a US-Rus- 
sian agreement on tactical nuclear arms in 
Europe. 

(B) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the Sense 
of the Senate that 

(i) it would be advisable for future nuclear 
arms control agreements with the Russian 
Federation to address non-strategic nuclear 
weapons in Europe; and, 

(ii) the Administration should work with 
the Russian Federation to increase trans- 
parency, exchange data, increase warhead se- 
curity, and facilitate weapon dismantle- 
ment. 

(C) CERTIFICATION.—Prior to the deposit of 
the instruments of ratification, the Adminis- 
tration shall certify to the Senate that with 
regard to non-strategic nuclear weapons 

(i) it is the policy of the United States to 
work with the Russian Federation to in- 
crease transparency, exchange data, increase 
warhead security, and facilitate weapon dis- 
mantlement; and, 

(ii) that discussions toward these ends 
have been initiated with the Russian Federa- 
tion. 

(D) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the deposit of the instruments of ratifica- 
tion, the President shall submit a report to 
the Senate on the Russian Federation’s non- 
strategic nuclear arsenal. This report shall 
include 

(i) current data and estimates regarding 
the current numbers, types, yields, and loca- 
tions of Russia’s nonstrategic nuclear weap- 
ons; 

Gi) an assessment of the extent of the cur- 
rent threat of theft, sale, or unauthorized 
use of such warheads; 

(iii) a plan to work with the Russian Fed- 
eration to increase transparency, exchange 
data, increase warhead security, and facili- 
tate weapon dismantlement; and, 

(iv) an assessment of the strategic implica- 
tions of the Russian Federation’s non-stra- 
tegic arsenal. 


Mr. CONRAD. I yield the floor. 


———— 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 11 A. M. 
TOMORROW 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
stand in adjournment until 11 a.m., 
Thursday, April 30, 1998. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 7:52 p.m., 
adjourned until Thursday, April 30, 
1998, at 11 a.m. 
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SUSAN M. SCHRETENTHALER, 
PETER J. SCHULTHEISS, 
*PATRICK G. SESTO, 
LAWRENCE E. SHAW, 
KEITH E. SICKAFOOSE II, 
ARLENE SIMMONS. 
JOHN C. SLATTERY 
MARY E. SMITH, 
MICHAEL L. SMITH. 
STANLEY E. SMITH 
*JAIME E. SORIA, 
*JEFFERY C. SPRINGER, 
FATEMEH T. STRITMATTER, E 
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VICKY L. THOMAS 
SHERYL A. TOYER, 
DALE G. VANDERHAMM, 
DEBBIE J. VASUT, 
*MINNIE R. WALLER. 
ROBERT V. WARD, 

MARY A. WARREN, 

DIANE M. WEINBAUM, 
RANDY W. WEISHAAR, 
DAVID F. WEST, 
ANDREW C. WHELEN, 

JONI L. WILLIAMS, 
PATRICK O. WILSON, 
*JAMES E. YAFFE, 

CURTIS L, YEAGER. 


IN THE MARINE CORPS 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES MA- 
RINE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be major 
GARY F. BAUMANN, 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED LIMITED DUTY OFFICERS FOR 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE 
UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C.. 
SECTION 624 


To be lieutenant colonel 


MICHAEL I. ANDREWS, 
EVERETT J. BOUDREAU 
ARNOLD J. COPOSKY. & 
ROY V. DANIELS, 
RONALD W. ELLINGER. 
GARY E. ENGELKING. 
JAMES B. EUSSE, 
GEORGE E. FOLTA, 
WILLIAM H. HAGUE, 
WILLIAM L. HENSLEE, 
SCOTTY W. MONTAGUE, 
STEPHEN H. NEGAHNQUET 


MILTON L. PETERSON, i 
RAYMOND 0. THOMAS, 


ROBERT C. WITTENBERG, 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES MA- 
RINE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be major 


JAMES N. ADAMS. Bl 
BRIAN T. ALEXAND 
KELLY P. ALEXANDER, 
JEFFREY S. ALLEN, 
CHRISTOPHER J. ALPERT, 
GINO P. AMOROSO, 

WALTER T. ANDERSON. 

BRIAN P. ANNICHIARICO, 

PAUL E. ANSLOW, 
CHRISTOPHER A. ARANTZ. 
JAMES L. ARMSTRONG, 
THOMAS E. ARNOLD JR., 
SOREN P. ASHMALL, 

FINLEY M. ASMUS, 

WALTER W. AUDSLEY. 
EUGENE M. AUGUSTINE, JR.. 
MARY A. AUGUSTITUS, 
CURTIS D. AVERY, 
DAVID D. BADGER, 
BRIAN F. BAKER, 
FRANCISCO M. BALL, 
CRAIG P. BARDEN, 
BRUCE W. BARNHILL, 
MICHAEL R. BARRETT, 
BRIAN S. BARTHOLF, 
JAMES G. BARTOLOTTO, 
MATTHEW C. BAUGHER, 
PETER B. BAUMGARTEN, 
TERRANCE A. BEATTY, E 
JAMES D. BELSON 
JESSE C. BENTON, E 
MICHAEL J. BERGERUD. 
PAUL F. BERTHOLF. 
LLOYD J. BIGGS, E 
JOHN A. BINGER, JR 
MICHAEL W. BINNEY, 
ELIZABETH S. BIRCH. E 
DAVID J. BLIGH. & 

ROY M. BLIZZARD MI 
KERRY J. BLOCK, EM 

HAROLD W BLOT, JR.. 
THURMAN L. BOBBETT, 
MICHAEL 8, BODKIN, 

KARL J. BOHN, 

RICHARD L. BOMHOLD. JR.. E 
CRAIG D. BOURASSA. 


EDMUND J. BOWEN, 
RICHARD T. BOYER. 
MICHAEL L. BRAMBLE. 


GREGORY A. BRANIGAN, 
JAMES C. BRENNAN 

KEVIN A. BROOKS, 

ALLEN D. BROUGHTON 
DANIEL A. BROWN, 
GREGORY R. BROWN, 

KEVIN W. BROWN, 
MICHAEL H. BROWN, 
WILLIAM M. BROWN. JR.. E 
ERIC F. BUER, 
KIMBALL 8. BULLARD IIL 
TIMOTHY P. BULMAN, 


SCOTT A. BURK, 
DAN E. BURTON, 

DAVE w. BURTON, 

THOMAS L. BURTON, JR 
MARK A, BUTLER, 
RAYMOND D. BUTLER. 
DWAYNE K. CANNION, 
RICHARD L. CAPUTO, JR 
JAMES K. CARBERRY, 
CHRISTOPHER C. CAROLAN, 
MICHAEL L. CARTER. 
AUGUSTO G. CATA, 
ROBERT A. CECCHINI. 
STEVEN E. CEDRUN, 

JOHN H. CELIGOY, 

JOHN M. CHADWICK, 
PHILLIP W. CHANDLER, 
BYRON V. CHAPMAN. 
ALEXANDER A. CHATMAN, JR.. 
KEVIN M. CHENALL. Ba 
JEFFREY R. CHESSANI 
JEFFREY W. CHLEBOWSKI, 
ALAN B. CLARK, 
DAVID H. CLEARY 
THOMAS M. CLEARY 
BRADLEY C. CLOSE. 
CHRISTINE A. COETZEE, 
DAVID L. COGGINS, PM 
CHRISTOPHER P. CO) 
STEVEN K. COKER, 
STEVEN J. COLCOMBE, PM 
MICHAEL G. COLEMAN a 
ANTONIO COLMENARES, 
COET D. CONLEY, 
DANIEL B. CONLE 
SEAN P. CONLEY, 
JAMES S. CONNELLY, 
KEVIN M. CONSOLE, 
NATHAN S. COOK, 
MICHAEL A. COOLICAN, 
ROBERT W. COOPER, 
BENJAMIN W. COPELAND. 
MICHAEL E. CORDERO. 
ROBERT L. COULOMBE, 
JAMES L. COX. 
DEAN E. CRAF' 
GREGORY K. CRAMER 
ANTHONY C. CRUZ, 
ROBERT E. CURRA 
TRACY A. DALY. E 
THOMAS A, DAMIS 
JOHN M. DANTIC 
JOEL J. DAVIS, 
DAVID J. DEEP. 
STEVE A. DELACRUZ, 
JAMES M. DELANI, JR. 
MATTHEW C. DENNE 
DARRIN DENNY. 
JAMES F. DESY, 
KENNETH M. DETREUX, 
PETER J. DEVINE, E 
TIMOTHY J. DEVLIN 
ANTHONY P. DIBENEDETTO, JR 
THOMAS D. DICKEN III. 

DAVID G. DIEUGENIO JR.. 
MICHAEL W. DINARDO, 
ANDREW J. DNR 
ANTONIO R. — i 
JAMES E. DONNELLAN 
FRANCIS L. DONOVAN 
FRITZ V. DORAN, 
JONATHAN S. DORANTICH, E 
CHRISTOPHER S. DOWLING, E 
STEVE M. DUNKIN, 
WILLIAM R. DUNN TI, 
JOHN E. EANS, 
MICHAEL W. EATON, 
CHARLES C. EGERTON, 
ROBERT M. EHNOW, 
AARON W. ELSHAUG, 
TODD R. EMO, 
KENNETH E. ENNEY, JR., 


CURTIS J. EVERETT. 
DAVID C. FADD: 


JOHN K. FAIRC 
MICHAEL FARACE I 
MICHAEL FARRELL 
LY T. FECTEAU 
STEPHEN A. FEGARD. 
STEPHAN J. FERNANDEZ 
WILLIAM H. FERRELL HI, 
DAMON E. FIELDS, EM 
MICHAEL a N 
DONALD R. FINN, 
STEPHEN J. FLYNN. Bl 
JEFFREY E. FORTE. 
PAUL A. FORTUNAT! 
SCOTT G. FOSDAL. 
KEVIN R. FOSTER. 
BENJAMIN C. FULCHER III 
JONATHAN O. GACKLE, 
JOHN C. GALE, 
MAX A. GALEAI 
ROBIN A. GALLANT. 
WILLIAM K. GEISSL! 
DOUGLAS K. GELBAC 
MICHAEL W. GEORGE. 
PATRICK G. GIBBONS 
CHRIS A. GIBSON, 
RIC P. GIFFORD, H 
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ANDREW J. GILMORE, 
JOHN M. GIRNIUS, 
DAVID §. GLASSM 
JONATHAN C. GOFF, 
JOHN A. GONZALES. 
MICHAEL W. GRADY 
HAROLD W. GRAEF, 
JOSEPH M. GRANT. 
DOMINIC A. GRASSO, 
MATTHEW H. GREEN. 
STEPHEN J. GREENE. 
ALAN M. GREENWOOD, 
RONALD A. GRIDLEY. PM 
SEAN D. GRIFFIN, 
MARTIN T. GRIFFITH 
MARK L. GRISSOM 
CHRIS M. GROOMS 
JESSE L. GRUTER, N 
CHARLES J. GUMMO' 
DANIEL J. HAAS. E 
KARL J. HACKBARTH, 
JEFFREY A. HAGAN D 


BRADLEY R. HALL, 
RICHARD D. HALL, 
WILLIAM D. HALLAHAN, 
CHRISTOPHER N. HAMILTON 
KYLE E. HARDMAN, 

SCOTT W. HARRIS, 

DAWN L. HARRISON. 

LYLE M. HARRISON, 

ERIC C. HASTINGS, 

JAMES D. HAWKINS IL. Bj 
KEVIN A. HAWLEY 
SHAWN D. HEALY, 
THOMAS W. HEASLEY, 
KARSTEN S. HECK I. 
ROBERT D. HEIN, 

ANDREW J. HEINO. FÆ 
STUART B. HELGESON. 
KONSTANTIN D. HEMMER! 


CHARLES R. HENDERSON. 


DIMITRI HENRY, P} 
JOHN M. HENRY. FÆ 
JAMES A. HERZBERG, 
JOHN P. HESFORD, JR., 
RICHARD K. HILBERER, 
DAVID M. HITCHCOCK. 
WILLIAM R. HITTINGER. 
FRANK L. HODGES, 

JOHN S. HOGAN, 

MARK R. HOLLAHAN, 
CHARLES M. HOLLER, 
MICHAEL J. HOOD, 

BRIAN © — PH 
MICHAEL A. HUNTER. 
DOUGLAS G. HURLEY. 
VINCENT M. HUTCHERSON 
MARK J. HUTNAN, a 
HENRY M. HYAMS IT 

THOMAS D. IGNELZI. PÆ 

JAY A. INGWELL, 
CHRISTIA A. ISHAM, 
NANCY L. ISNER 
BRIAN L. JACKSO! 
JOSEPH R. JAMES 
MARK K. JAMISON 
RUDOLPH M. JANICZ 
TIMOTHY L. JARDINE, 
OLIVER G. JENKINS, 
KARLA M. JESSUP, 
RICHARD G. JETHON. 
BRANDON F. JOHNSON, 
CLAXTON R. JOHNSON, JR 
JAMES C. JOHNSON. JR.. 
MARK D. JOHNSON, E 
MARK T. JOHNSON. 
THOMAS V. JOHNSO) 
GARY S. JOHNSTON, 
DAVID M. JONES. 

JOHN H. JUDY. 

WILLIAM M. JURNEY, 
JOHN M. KASUDA, 
TIMOTHY P. KEEFE, PÆ 
JEROME T. KEENEY MI, 
WILLIAM H. KEIRNAN. 
DAVIN M. KEITH, 
PATRICK N. KELLEHER. 
MICHAEL W. KELLY 
SCOTT A. KERR, 
TRACY W. KING, 
JOSEPH J. KLOCEK, JR.. 
GROVER B. KNOWL 
MARK D. KNUTH 
JEFFREY G. KOFFEL. PM 
EDWARD W. KOSTRZEBSKI 
CRAIG S. KOZENIESKY 
DANIEL G. KREILEY 
DAVID P. KRIZOV. PM 
MICHEL W. KUDSIN, 
JOSEPH P. KUGE 
MICHAEL L. KUHN 
CHRIS K. KYLER. 
WILLIAM K. LACEY, 
MARK A. LAMCZYK, 
LANCE K. LANDECHE, 
CHRIS D. LANDRY, 
PAUL C. LANDRY, 
KENNETH M. LASURE 
GREGORY L. LEMONS 
FREDERICK H. LENGERKE. 
STEPHEN B. LEWALLEN, JR., 
COLT W. LEWIS, 


JAMES P. LIBERACE ia 
JOSEPH P. LISIECKI II 

ERIC L. LITCHFIELD, 
JORGE E. LIZARRALDE. Ba 
CHARLES W. LOCHARD, J 
GREGORY C. LOFTESNES, 
ROD LONG, 
CURTIS L. LOVINS 
JAMES D. LUNDQUIST. 
BRIAN R. LYNCH. 
LOUIS J. MAIDA, 
KENNETH P. MANE 
JEFFREY L. MANNINI 
JOHN F. MARCHILDON 
JOHN M. MARES. 
DAREN K. MARGOLIN. N 
DANIEL R. MARQUISE 
JEFFERY D. MARSH 
RENE C. MARTINEZ, F 
REY Q. MASINSIN, 

DAVID W. MAXWELL. 
TIMOTHY A. MAXWELL, PÆ 
THOMAS O MAYBERRY 
MICHAEL A. MCCARTHY. Q 
THOMAS R. MCCARTHY, JR. 
MICHAEL G. MCCOY. PÆ 

KEVIN F. MCCRAY, 
RALPH V. MCCREAR 
THOMAS A. MC DANIEL 
JAMES F. MCGRATH 
TIMOTHY P. MCGUIRE 
DAVID W. MC MORRIES, 
BRIAN F. MCNAMARA, 
DANIEL J. MEDRANO, 
BRENT E. MEEKER. E 


REID K. MERRILL. By 
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CHRISTOPHER J. MICHELSEN 


EDWIN E. MIDDLEBROOK, 
CRAIG M. MILLER. 
MICHAEL 8. MILLER 
BONNIE J. MITCHELL, 
HARRY MONROE IV, 
EDWARD M. MONTGOME! 
JAY B. MONTGOMERY, 
JAMES D. MOORE 
SEAN T. MOORE. 
PAUL H. MORGAN, 
ROBERT C. MORRIS III 
RONALD M. MORRIS 
ADRIAEN M. MORSE 
LOUIS J. MORSE, JR.. 
PAUL L. MULLER, i A 
DAVID J. MURPHY. 
MICHAEL J. MURPHY, 
STEPHEN M. MURRA 
RICHARD J. MUSSER. 
RICHARD E. MYRICK. Æ 
RANDY A. NASH. E 
JACQUES C. NAVIAUX IL 
STEPHEN M. NEARY 
TROY L. NELSON. 
STEPHEN C. NEWMAN 
VAN Q. NGUYED 
JOHN H. NOLAN 
CHARLES A. NORFLEET. 
DAVID E. O'BRIEN. 


TERRENCE A. O'CONNELL, 
JOHN F. O'CONNOR, JR.. 
KEVIN S. O'CONNOR 


JACK E. O'DONNEL, JR.. 
ROBERT E. OGLE, 
MICHAEL J. ONDA. 
CARL L. OROS. 
MICHAEL R pas 
JOSEPH T. PARDUE. 
RANDEL W. PARKER. 
JOSEPH F. PASCHALL. 
DOUGLAS W. PASNIK, 
PAUL D. PATTERSON. JR.. Bi 
ROY D. PAUL, 
BRIAN J. PAY 
THOMAS R. PECK, me 
JOSEPH R. PERLAK, 
ROBERT A. PESCATORE. 
ROBERT B. PETERMAN. 
SCOTT T. PETERSON. 
DAVID P. PFISTERER, 

WILLIAM B. PITMAN, 

DAVID L. POHLMAN 
CHRISTOPHER R. POLLARD. 
MICHAEL P. POMATTO. Bl 
PETER D. PONTE, 
ERIC V. PORTER. 
SERGIO POSAD. 
PAUL G. POWER. E 
MARK PRICE. 
ROBERT D. PRIDGEN, 
JOHN M. PUSKAR, 

WARD V. QUINN III. 
EDWARD F. RAMSEY. Ba 


WILLIAM C. RANDAL 
HENRY A. RATLIF 
DAVID A. RATTE. 


LINDSEY B. READIN 
JEFFREY M. REAGAN 
GAVIN J. REARDON, 
JAMES E. RECTOR. 
GERALD R. REID, 
PHILLIP J. REIMAN 
AUSTIN E. RENFORTH. 
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JAMES P. RETHWISCH., 
MICHAEL B. RICHARDS 
GEORGE W. RIGGS, 
PATRICIA S. RIM, 

ROD D. ROBISON, 

PAUL J. ROCK, JR., 
ERIC C. ROSA, 
GREGORY W. ROUILLARD, 
ROBERT A. ROWLETTE, 
STANLEY K. RUSSELL, 
JAIME M. RUVALCABA 
TIMOTHY M. SALMON. 
NOEL B. SANDLIN, 
MICHAEL L. SCALIS 
CRAIG W. SCHEIDEGG 

DAVID A. SCHLICHTIN! 
DWIGHT C. SCHMIDT, 
PATRICK H. SCHOLES 
DOUGLAS R. SCHUELER, 

MARK E. SEILHAMER, 
CHRISTOPHER C. SEYMOUR, 
JOHN R. SHAFER. 

DEREK W. See 


THOMAS B. SHARP, 
ANDREW L. SHAW 
JON E. SHEARER, 
MICHAEL C. SHENBERGER, 
PHILIP G. SHEVIS, 

SUZETTE A. SHIJE, 

GREGORY R. SHIMP, 

ANDREW G. SHORTER, 

SCOTT C. SHUSTER, 

JAMES L. SIGMON III, 

DENNIS S. SIMMONS. 

KENT D. SIMON, 
WAYNE A. SINCLAIR, 
JOHN A. SISSON, 
BRUCE K. SIZEMORE, 
SCOTT R SIZEMORE, 
ROBERT B. SKANKEY, 
STEPHEN D. SKLENKA 
WILLIAM N. SLAVIK, 
HORACE W. SMITH, 
LARRY E. SMITH II, 
STEPHANIE C. SMITH 
CHRISTOPHER B. SNYT 
FRANK A. SNYDER, E 
BRUCE W. SODERBERG 
MARIO C. SOLIS 
THOMAS A. SPARKS 
GREGORY K. STANKEWIC 
CHRISTOPHER C. STARLIN 
RONALD F. STARTZEL, JR., 
CRAIG E. STEPHENS, E 
DENNIS R. STEPHENS, 
ROSS L. STEPHENSON, JR 
DONALD G. STERLING, 
JAMES C. STEWART, 
RICHARDO C. STEWAR’ 
CHARLES D. STOUT, 
CURTIS A. STRADER, 
BLAISE R. STRANDQUIS' 
ROBERT W. STRONG 
SAMUEL T. STUDDARD 
MARK A. SUHRIE, 
JACQUELINE R. SUTTON, EA 
MICHAEL M. SW. 7 
TRACY J. TAFOLLA 

JOHN .P TALNAGI TV, Bl 
JONATHAN ©. TAYLO! 
TRAVIS A. TEBBE, 
ROBERT J. TERSELIC 
JOHN J. THOMAS. 
BRUCE J. THOMSEN 
BRIAN E. TIEFERT, N 
THOMAS B. TIMBERLAKE. E 
ROBERT T. TOBIN IIL, E 
PHILIP A. TORETTL 
PATRICK J. TOWEY 
MATTHEW E. TRAVIS 
KEITH H. TREADWAY, 
JOHN D. TROUTMAN, 
THOMAS E. TURNER, B3 
GREGORY P. UTLEY 
DARIO W. VALLI. E 
WILLIAM T. VAN ATTEN, 
RICHARD J. VANDAMME, JR. 
SCOTT W. VANZANDBERGEN, 
ERIC M. VEIT, 
DALE 8. VESELY, 

DAVID E. VILLARREAL, 
WILLIAM ©. VINYARD, 
WILLIAM A. VISTED, 

JAMES A. VOHR. Ba 

THOMAS F. WALSH IIL 
HOWARD S. WALTON, 

JOHN J. WANAT, 

KENNETH M. WARBURTON, E 
ANDREW J. WAREHAM, 
VINCENT P. WAWRZYNSKI 
MICHAEL E. WEAVER, 
BRADLEY E. WEISZ. 
DAVID P. WELLS, 
JAMES F. WERTH 
SCOTT C. WERTZ, 
JOSEPH 8. Sacre. NP 
KENNETH 8. WHITE, 
ROBERT E. WHITE, JR.. BE 
JAMES W. WIECKING. 
RONALD J. WIELSMA 
ANDREW G. WILCOX, 
LUCINDA B. WILKS, 


ANTHONY C. WILLIAMS. E 
DELANEY C. WILLIAMS. 
JOHN .P WILLIAMS, 
STEVEN R. WILLIA 

BLAKE M. WILSON, 
DANIEL H. WILSON, 
STEPHEN M. WILSON, 
MARK E. WINN. PM 
WILLIAM P. WITZIG, EM a 
KENNETH P. WOLF, JR., 
EDWIN A. WOLFE. 
RICHARD T. WOLFE, JR. 
STEVEN J. WOOD, 
PATRICIA L. WOODS, 
JOHN R. WOODWOR’ 
PHILLIP W. WOODY, 

ANTHONE R. WRIGHT 

ROBERT A. WUNDERLICH, JR., 
JOHN T. YANVARY. 

MICHAEL H. YAROMA, IR. 
NICKEY F. YATE í 

SCOTT E. YOST, 
BERNARD J. YOSTEN. 
ROBERT C. YOUNG. 
WILLIAM J. ZALMAN, 
KENNETH ZIELECK, 
THOMAS J. ZOHLEN, 


IN THE MARINE CORPS 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES MA- 
RINE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624 


To be lieutenant colonel 


LOUIS R. ABRAHAM, 
SCOTT R. ADAMS, 
MARTIN S. ALMQUIST, 
PAUL M. ANDRUS, 
LYLE 0. ARMEL IIi. 
LAURENT O. BAKER, 
STEPHEN C. BAKER, 
STEVE J. BAKER. 
JEFFREY J. BARE, PÆ 
DAVID H. BERGER, FÆ 
MICHAEL A. BERMUDEZ, 


DAVID A. BETHEL, 
KENNETH L. BEUTEL, 
WILLIAM D. BEYDLER, 


MARK C. BLAYDES, 
MICHAEL S. BOHN, 
TERRY P. BOSTON, Ba 
CHRISTOPHER M. BOURNE, EA 
JOHN H. BOWER, JR 
JAMES R. BRADEN, E 
THOMAS C. BRADEN 
DONALD S. BRUCE 
RONALD J. BUIKEMA 
ROBERT S. BURAN, 
NEIL K. CADWALLAD! 
JAMES E. CALLAWAY, 
STEPHEN J, CAMERON 
BOYD W. CAMPBELL, 
MARK E. CANTRELL, 
JEREMIAH D. CANTY, 
THOMAS P. CARMODY, 
ROBERT H. CHASE, JR 
DANIEL J. CHOIKE, 
MARK G. CIANCIOLO. 
MARK A. CLARK, 
FRANCIS C. COBL! 
JAMES M. CODDIN g 
RAYMOND E. COIA, 
TODD COKER, 
PETER B. COLLINS, 
THOMAS N. COLLIN: 
JAMES T. CONKLIN 
MARSHALL IL CONSIDINE, 
SCOTT C. COTTRELL, 
ANN L. CRITTENDEN, 
KENNETH E. CROSBY, JR.. E 
WILLIAM B. CROWE, EM 
MARK R. CYR 
MICHAEL G. DANA, Bl 
JAMES T. DAULTON, JR 
JOSEPH D. DAUPLAISE 
NORMAN C. DAVIS 
ENRICO G. DEGUXMA 
PETER H. DEVLIN. Ba 
JOHN P tot 
JAMES A. DIXON, 
RICHARD E. DOBBINS, JR.. E 
DEREK J. DONOVAN 
MICHAEL J. DONOV 
SUSAN G. DOOLEY. 
STEVEN W. DOWLING 
GARY C. DOWNEY 
MARK A. DUNGAN, 
CHRISTOPHER M. EKM. 
ANTHONY C. ELLIOTT, N 
OWEN W. ENGLANDER, B 
LEO A. FALCAM, JR.. H 

DOUGLAS O. FEGENBUSH, JR 
PETER J. FERRARO, 

JOHN J. FITZGERALD. JR.. 
JAMES N. FLOWERS, 
STEPHEN A. FOGLIO, 

STEVEN A. FOLSOM, 

CARL J. FOSNAUGH MI, 
PIERRE C. GARANT. 
GERALD H. GASKIN 
STEVEN L. GAUDREAU 
GLENN E. GEARHARD, 
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BART R. GENTRY 

GREGG L. GEORGE, 

STEVEN J. GOTTLIEB, 
WILLIAM R. GRACE, 

JACOB L. GRAHAM, 

SCOTT A. GRAHAM, 

DAVID S. GREENBURG, 
PATRICK J. GREENE, 

CURTIS E. HABERBOSCH, 
KEVIN J. HAGENBUCH, 
CHARLES M. HAMILTON, 
SCOTT P. HANEY, 

DONALD K. HANSEN, 
STEPHEN G. HARRIS. E 
KATHLEEN V. HARRISON, 
KIP J. HASKELL, 
JEFFREY W. HAWLEY, 
DALE B. HAYWARD, 
DAVID J. HEAD, PM 
BRIAN J. HEARNSBERGER, 
STEPHEN K SWOOD. Fa 
RANDALL A. HODGE, 
ADELE E. HODGES, 
EVERETT S. HOFFMAN 
DEBRA L. HOFSTETTER, 
JOLENE L. HOLLINGSHEAD, 


STEVEN E. HOLMES, 
DAVID K. HOUGH, 
JERRY D. HOWELL, 


TIMOTHY H. HUETE., Bl 
DAVID W. HUNT, E 


KEVIN A. JACKSON, 
OSAMAH A. JAMMAL, 
MITCHELL A. JAURENA, 


WILLIAM S. JESSON, 
TIMOTHY P. JONAS, 
CAROL K. JOYCE. N 
FRANCIS P. JOYCE I 
STANLEY J. JOZWIAK, 
PATRICK J. KANEWSKE. 
BILLY D. KASNEY 
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April 29, 1998 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


The House met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. BLUNT). 


——— — 


DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
April 29, 1998. 

I hereby designate the Honorable Roy 
BLUNT to act as Speaker pro tempore on this 
day. 

NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


— 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Reverend James David 
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray- 
er: 

Our prayer, gracious God, is that 
Your mercy will be overwhelming and 
Your grace sufficient for our every 
need. With our humble petitions and 
with sincere hearts, we open our very 
souls to Your spirit and ask that we be 
filled with Your gifts of truth, honor, 
joy, perseverance and patience. We 
admit that when we become too in- 
volved in the details of the day, our 
eyes do not always see the width and 
breadth and height of our responsi- 
bility, a responsibility to express the 
unity and the wholeness of Your cre- 
ation. From Your hand, O God, we have 
been created, and we pray that we will 
express that unity now and evermore. 
Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


— 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentlewoman from California (Mrs. 
CAPPS) come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mrs. CAPPS led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will entertain 15 one-minutes 
from each side. 


O Å — 


VOUCHERS FOR D.C. SCHOOL 
CHILDREN 


(Mr. ARMEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 


Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, tomorrow 
we will take up a bill on this floor that 
would allow $7 million worth of new 
money introduced in the D.C. school 
system for the purpose of providing 
scholarships to 2,000 low-income fami- 
lies for their children, 2,000 opportuni- 
ties for a better education for the chil- 
dren of D.C. Today there will be the se- 
lection of 1,000 youngsters through a 
fair and impartial process through pri- 
vate funding sources for these scholar- 
ships. 


When the people of Washington, D.C. 
found out the announcement of the 
availability of these scholarships, al- 
most 8,000 people, families, mothers 
and fathers, applied for these scholar- 
ships, because they wanted something 
better for their children. By the time 
we finish this awarding today, there 
will still be almost 7,000 children and 
their families that will have had that 
opportunity unrealized. On Thursday, 
we could make available another 2,000. 


What distresses me is the tone of the 
debate in the people who oppose this 
opportunity for these children. They 
call it a cruel hoax. They say it is a 
cruel hoax for us to fight for this op- 
portunity for 2,000 children because the 
President has already said he would 
veto it. The hoax is not in fighting for 
the children. The hoax is in making a 
big deal about putting people first and 
then pledging to veto the opportunity 
for the children out of consideration 
for the teachers union. 


There is a cruel hoax going on, ladies 
and gentlemen, but it is not in the chil- 
dren, it is not in their parents, it is not 
in all those kind, generous people that 
have provided private funding for these 
little boys and girls. It is in those peo- 
ple who pretend they are for the kids, 
wrap their politics of greed in the lan- 
guage of love, and then betray the kids 
with a veto pen. 


RECOGNIZING INNOVATIVE CHILD 
CARE PROGRAMS 


(Mrs. TAUSCHER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to draw attention to three inno- 
vative child care programs in the 10th 
Congressional District of California. 

Kimballs Kids Club, in partnership 
with the Antioch School District, 
serves over 100 families in East Contra 
Costa County. They believe that paren- 
tal involvement is invaluable, so they 
hold monthly parent education meet- 
ings and have established a Parent Ad- 
visory Board to guide programs at 
Kimballs Kids Club. 

Kid’s Country, located in Danville, 
offers parents a safe option for after- 
school child care. Because Kid's Coun- 
try uses existing school ground facili- 
ties, they do not need to put resources 
into building costs. This enables them 
to lower child care costs. 

Finally, Child Care Links, located in 
the southern part of my district, sup- 
ports providers through orientation 
and training programs. They also fur- 
nish parents with information on child 
care options and they act as a consult- 
ant to employers to help them plan 
their child care programs. 

Please join me in recognizing these 
three outstanding programs. They are 
true leaders in the field of child care 
and I am honored that they are part of 
my constituency. 

O — 


ONGOING WHITE HOUSE 
INVESTIGATION 


(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, is there not 
a single Democrat in this House that is 
offended by the fact that the White 
House has hired private investigators 
to look into the private lives of Fed- 
eral investigators and smear their po- 
litical enemies? 

Is there not a single Democrat in this 
House that is even bothered that the 
Independent Counsel is being publicly 
smeared and vilified by the White 
House attack team in open violation of 
the law? 

Is there not a single Democrat in this 
House that does not find repugnant the 
tactics used by the White House spin 
machine to attack its accusers using 
tactics that would have made Joe 
McCarthy proud? 

Is there not a single Democrat that 
has had enough of the lies and 
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stonewalling and routine destruction of 
lives and reputations of any and all 
who dare to investigate what Attorney 
General Reno herself has said requires 
investigation? 

It was discovered that the White 
House was illegally in possession of 900 
FBI files, all just happen to be Repub- 
lican, and no one knows anything? 

Is there not someone on the other 
side who will speak up about all the 
abuse by the White House? 


NEIGHBORHOOD SCHOOLS MUST 
BE STRENGTHENED 


(Mrs. CAPPS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today on behalf of the families of the 
Central Coast of California, and I be- 
lieve the families of this Nation, who 
send their children to school each day 
trusting that they will learn and also 
that they will be safe and healthy. The 
school day is often a long one with be- 
fore and after school care, rec pro- 
grams, tutorials, sports and other ac- 
tivities. 

I speak from 20 years of experience as 
a school nurse in my community. In 
the health office, we bandage scraped 
knees, but we do a lot more. We assess 
and refer child abuse, family violence, 
drug use, suicide attempts, and, sadly 
more and more, violence at school. We 
teach healthy lifestyles, prevention 
skills, and the values families care 
about. Neighborhood schools must be 
strengthened as safe and healthy cen- 
ters for learning in each of our commu- 
nities. 

—— 


IN OPPOSITION TO NEEDLE 
EXCHANGE PROGRAM 


(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, the 
scourge of illegal drug use in this coun- 
try has reached epidemic proportions. 
Countless hours and lives have been 
lost fighting to free our communities 
from the grasp of these drugs. 

Given the severity of the situation, 
how does the Clinton Administration 
plan to continue the fight? They want 
to give out free needles to drug addicts. 

Shoot me up, Mr. Speaker. What 
next? Free drugs? 

This cannot be his brilliant battle 
plan to win the war on drugs. If it is, 
Mr. Speaker, I shudder to think of the 
President’s plan for the rest of soci- 
ety’s ills. Are we going to give out free 
pornography to sex offenders? Heaven 
forbid the United States should in any 
way inconvenience those who are 
breaking the law. 

It is discouraging to see the White 
House embrace such a defeatist policy. 
It goes against the values upon which 
this great country was founded. 
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I urge my colleagues to join me in 
opposing this free needle policy. 


PUT PRAYER BACK IN THE PUBLIC 
SCHOOL 


(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, after 
the Arkansas tragedy where four stu- 
dents and a teacher were killed by two 
youngsters, the shooting death of 
Pennsylvania teacher John Gillette has 
shocked America. Experts are confused 
and, they say, searching for answers. 
The irony is these same experts, with 
all their degrees, have one thing in 
common: most of them oppose school 
prayer. In fact, time and time again, 
they have employed constitutional 
mumbo jumbo to kill school prayer. 

They just do not get it. A school 
without God is a school without edu- 
cation. A school without God is a 
school without discipline. A school 
without God is a school without values, 
ladies and gentlemen. Maybe experts 
will finally get the message that a 
school without God is a playground for 
the demon. The Congress should allow 
school prayer. 

I yield back any common sense left 
in Washington. 


— 


ELIMINATION OF ETHANOL PRO- 
GRAM A DEVASTATING BODY 
BLOW TO FARMERS 


(Mr. MINGE asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Speaker, the spring 
of 1998 finds tens of thousands of Amer- 
ican family farmers facing financial 
crisis. Agriculture is virtually the only 
sector of the economy to suffer a loss 
in 1997. The Republican farm bill has 
exacerbated this financial crisis. 

Now the House Republican transpor- 
tation bill would eliminate our Na- 
tion’s ethanol program. This is another 
devastating body blow to farmers. This 
will depress prices paid for corn and 
other feed grains and ruin the 20 plus 
farmer-owned ethanol producing co- 
operatives. It will also rob our country 
of the environmental and national se- 
curity benefits of ethanol. 

Who benefits? Railroads get a tax 
break at the expense of farmers, the 
very railroads that provided atrocious 
service in 1997 and caused devastating 
losses to farmers and many other sec- 
tors of the economy. Who else? Big oil. 
They dispatch competition from a do- 
mestically produced renewable fuel. 
This is an unconscionable program. 

Oo DD2:22•0ů9b[Üͤ 


IMMUNITY FOR KEY WITNESSES 
IN CAMPAIGN FINANCE OVER- 
SIGHT INVESTIGATION 
(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
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minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, Congress 
has run into a wall, a massive stone- 
wall in its attempts to carry out its 
constitutional oversight responsibility. 
This stonewall is unprecedented and 
absolutely breathtaking in its audac- 
ity. 

The Committee on Government Re- 
form and Oversight has worked closely 
with the Justice Department on the 
issue of granting immunity so that key 
witnesses will testify. I have here in 
my hand four letters from the Justice 
Department stating that the Justice 
Department has no opposition to the 
committee’s granting of immunity to 
four key witnesses in the campaign fi- 
nance oversight investigations. 

Mr. Speaker, the Democrats on the 
committee have refused to grant im- 
munity to these witnesses. I have 
heard of stonewalling before. The 
Democrats on the committee have been 
stonewalling investigators for over 2 
years, but now they are stonewalling 
their own Justice Department. They 
got away with it before, so maybe they 
figure they can stonewall all they want 
and no one will hold them accountable. 

Let us grant these witnesses immu- 
nity and get to the truth. I think it is 
the best way to get to the truth, and I 
think Americans deserve the truth. 

— 


DEMOCRATS NOT INTERESTED IN 
DISCOVERING THE TRUTH 


(Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. 
Mr. Speaker, I am holding in my hand 
four letters from the Clinton Justice 
Department. 

Now these letters state that the Jus- 
tice Department does not oppose grant- 
ing of immunity to four key witnesses 
to the House Committee on Govern- 
ment Reform and Oversight’s inves- 
tigation into illegal campaign con- 
tributions in the President’s 1996 cam- 
paign. 

Again, these letters are from the Jus- 
tice Department, and they state that 
the Justice Department does not op- 
pose the immunization of four wit- 
nesses so their testimony may be 
heard, and yet the Democrats on the 
committee refuse to grant immunity to 
these four witnesses in opposition to 
their own Justice Department. 

Now we have the mother of all stone- 
walls. Democrats on the committee are 
now stonewalling even the Clinton Jus- 
tice Department. American fatigue 
over the endless scandals and inves- 
tigations is exceeded only by the fa- 
tigue of the investigators who meet 
with stonewalling, delay tactics, eva- 
sion, convenient memory losses, docu- 
ment shredding and total noncoopera- 
tion everywhere they turn. 
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Mr. Speaker, the truth is there for all 
to see. The Democrats are simply not 
interested in discovering the truth. 

— ä—ômꝓ— 


ONLY IN INVESTIGATIONS OF OR- 
GANIZED CRIME HAVE SO MANY 
WITNESSES FLED THE COUNTRY 


(Mr. SHIMKUS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, obeying 
the law should be the first tenet of 
campaign finance reform. The White 
House insists time and time again that 
they are cooperating fully with the 
various investigators charged with 
finding the truth about illegal cam- 
paign contributions in the 1996 elec- 
tions. However, the facts show other- 
wise. 

Ninety-two witnesses, that is 92 wit- 
nesses, either have fled the country or 
have taken the fifth amendment or re- 
fused to testify. If there is nothing to 
hide, why would 92 witnesses flee the 
country or refuse to testify? 

Fifty-four House and Senate wit- 
nesses have asserted their fifth amend- 
ment rights, and 38 witnesses have fled 
the country. In fact, so many witnesses 
who have fled the country are taking 
the fifth that FBI Director Louis Freeh 
was asked last year if he had ever seen 
so many, and he said often he has seen 
this kind of activity only in investiga- 
tions of organized crime. 

Mr. Speaker, the White House says it 
is cooperating fully, but no one is co- 
operating. And then the same White 
House turns around and asks why the 
investigators are taking so long. If the 
American citizens are becoming cyn- 
ical about their government, House in- 
vestigators are becoming even more 
cynical about this White House. 


—_—_—_———EE——— 


SUPPORT THE HIGHER EDUCATION 
AMENDMENTS 


(Mr. CALVERT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, early 
this year several news organizations in 
the southern California area conducted 
a poll to identify issues of concern to 
the citizens of that region. Improving 
the education system was far and away 
the highest priority among those 
polled. A staggering 80 percent of re- 
spondents supported requiring that 
teachers take competency tests on a 
regular basis. The survey clearly illus- 
trated that most Americans want 
training for teachers so they are better 
equipped for the classroom. 

This week in the House we will be 
considering H.R. 6, the Higher Edu- 
cation Amendments, which establishes 
a competitive grant system designed to 
improve the quality of teacher training 
in colleges and universities. The bill 
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would hold institutions of higher edu- 
cation accountable for preparing teach- 
ers in the subjects in which they plan 
to teach. 

Mr. Speaker, today’s youths are to- 
morrow’s leaders. We must give them 
every opportunity to succeed. I urge all 
of my colleagues to support education 
reform and support H.R. 6. 

O —— 


TOBACCO COMPANIES ARE THE 
LARGEST CORPORATE CONTRIB- 
UTORS TO THE REPUBLICAN 
PARTY 


(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, the Re- 
publican leadership is playing politics 
with their refusal to act on one of the 
most addictive drugs around: nicotine. 

The truth is that, according to the 
Center for Disease Control, teens who 
smoke are three times more likely 
than nonsmokers to use alcohol, eight 
times more likely to use marijuana, 
and 22 times more likely to use co- 
caine. Yet the Republican leadership 
refuses to bring legislation to the floor 
of this House that could drastically re- 
duce teen smoking, perhaps because 
the tobacco companies are the single 
largest corporate contributors to the 
Republican Party. Every day the Re- 
publican leadership fails to schedule 
debate on the tobacco issue, 3,000 more 
American kids will pick up this deadly 
habit, and 1,000 of them will eventually 
die of a tobacco-related illness. 

Mr. Speaker, if the Republican lead- 
ership truly wants to save lives, they 
should schedule a vote on comprehen- 
sive tobacco legislation today. 

— 


SCHOOL CHOICE IS ABOUT SAVING 
THE CHILDREN FIRST 


(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, how can Congress and the 
President stand by and consign yet an- 
other generation of poor children to 
failed schools and limited futures in 
our nation’s capital, Washington, D.C.? 
What do the American people want 
Congress to do about education? Let 
me quote from a letter from Mrs. Jan 
Horan of Westminster, Maryland, and I 
quote: 

Enough is enough, and the American peo- 
ple have had enough. When is the Congress of 
this country going to realize that the gov- 
ernment is the problem and not the solution? 

For years, the Congress has continued to 
throw money at what they perceive to be the 
problem. The government at all levels has 
thrown money at education, and our edu- 
cational system continues to deteriorate. 

And I continue to quote: 

When are you, the elected officials, going 
do wake up and come out of your glass bub- 
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ble and see what you are doing to this Na- 
tion? 


Mrs. Horan, I could not agree more, 
and I hope everyone in Congress will 
listen and support the District of Co- 
lumbia Student Opportunity Scholar- 
ship Act. Instead of throwing money at 
the education bureaucracy as liberals 
want, it will assure that families at all 
income levels have the opportunity to 
secure a quality education for their 
children. School choice will give all of 
our children the chance for a better fu- 
ture that a good education can provide. 
We must save the children first. 


THE TRUTH ABOUT STOPPING 
TEENAGE SMOKING 


(Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 


Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak- 
er, some people say their primary rea- 
son for supporting new tobacco taxes is 
protecting children, but these same 
people have constantly dropped the 
ball when it comes to protecting chil- 
dren in other areas. So I get a little 
suspicious when I am asked to support 
a cigarette tax as a way to save the 
children. 


Consider this. Many folks who say 
they support a cigarette tax as a way 
of protecting teenagers are all too 
happy to allow my 13-year-old daughter 
to go to a Title 10 clinic and be coun- 
seled on having an abortion without 
my or her mother’s consent. So much 
for protecting children from dangerous 
influences. So much for saving chil- 
dren. 


Furthermore, many people who sup- 
port a cigarette tax as a way to stop 
teenage smoking will not lift a finger 
to stop some public schools from giving 
my daughters free condoms without 
my permission. So much for protecting 
children from dangerous influences. 


Also, Mr. Speaker, some people who 
say they are working to prevent teen- 
agers from smoking will not lift a fin- 
ger to prevent kids from getting access 
to free drug needles. So much for pro- 
tecting children from dangerous influ- 
ences. 


Furthermore, some who say they are 
in favor of a cigarette tax as a means 
to protect children are not in favor of 
allowing kids to organize prayer in 
school. Thanks to these people, groups 
of kids cannot organize prayer and talk 
about protection today. 


Think about it, America. Is a ciga- 
rette tax a plan to save our children 
from smoking cigarettes or is it really 
a plan about helping Washington, D.C., 
helping itself to more power and more 
money to fund more government bu- 
reaucracy? 
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ATTORNEY GENERAL RENO 
SHOULD DEMAND THE WHITE 
HOUSE STOP INTERFERING WITH 
JUDGE STARR’S INVESTIGATION 


(Mr. BRADY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. BRADY. Mr. Speaker, what is 
happening right now to Judge Kenneth 
Starr is just shameful. Attorney Gen- 
eral Janet Reno, the President’s own 
appointment, chose Judge Starr to in- 
vestigate solid allegations of perjury 
and obstruction of justice. Judge Starr 
was appointed by the Attorney General 
because he has a track record of very 
distinguished and honorable service. In 
fact, many of those who attack him 
today on the Democratic side praised 
him for his honesty and his fairness 
and his balance. 

Mr. Speaker, if Judge Starr has acted 
improperly in any manner, he should 
be removed immediately as inde- 
pendent counsel. If he has shown him- 
self to be conducting in an unfair, par- 
tisan manner the investigation, he 
must be removed. 

But if he is not acting, if he has not 
done anything wrong or improper, At- 
torney General Reno should make a 
statement now demanding that friends 
of the White House stop interfering 
with his investigation and stop the 
campaign to destroy him. Because how 
else will we ever get to the truth? 

—— 


THOSE WHO BROKE THE LAW 
NEED TO BE BROUGHT TO JUS- 
TICE 


(Mr. BURTON of Indiana asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak- 
er, the frustration level on my com- 
mittee is very high. We know that mil- 
lions of dollars in illegal campaign con- 
tributions have come in from foreign 
sources from places like Communist 
China, Macao and Taiwan and South 
America. We do not know what these 
people who contributed this money got 
for their money. Did it affect our for- 
eign policy? Did it alter our defense 
strategies? Did it endanger in some 
way the United States of America 
down the road? 

Mr. Speaker, we need to know these 
things, and those who broke the law 
need to be brought to justice. 

Now we have been trying to get peo- 
ple to testify. Ninety-two people have 
fled the country or taken the fifth 
amendment, 92. Can my colleagues 
imagine that many people, 92, fleeing 
the country or taking the fifth amend- 
ment, many very close friends of the 
President who worked in the adminis- 
tration? They would not talk. 

Now we have four people who are 
willing to talk, and they want immu- 
nity in order to talk, and the Justice 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Department has said they have no ob- 
jection to immunity, and yet 19 of the 
Democrats on my committee, every 
single Democrat, voted against immu- 
nity. They have erected a stone wall 
against the facts so the American peo- 
ple will not know what is going on. 

The American people have a right to 
know whether our foreign policy was 
altered or sold by anybody in the ad- 
ministration. 


REPUBLICANS EITHER DEFENDING 
THE TOBACCO INDUSTRY OR AT- 
TACKING DEMOCRATS ON THE 
CAMPAIGN FINANCE INVESTIGA- 
TION 


(Mr. WAXMAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, there is 
an interesting intersection today very 
visible in the comments on the Repub- 
lican side of the aisle. They are talking 
about two issues. They are either de- 
fending the tobacco industry or they 
are trying to attack Democrats on the 
campaign finance investigation. 

Mr. Speaker, they want to speak for 
the tobacco industry because they have 
received millions of dollars in cam- 
paign contributions from that industry 
and refuse to investigate the cor- 
rupting influence of that industry on 
some of the official actions of their 
own leadership. 
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They are criticizing Democrats for 
not participating in what has clearly 
been a reckless, partisan investigation 
in which the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. BURTON), the chairman of the 
committee, has abused his powers. 
These are not just my words. These are 
the words of The Hill newspaper today 
which declares we have “A Chairman 
Out of Control.” 

I am pleased Speaker GINGRICH is 
now focusing attention on the Burton 
committee. He did not respond to our 
letters asking for a joint investigation. 
He ought to now debate these issues, 
and I challenge him to come forward 
and debate whether this investigation 
and his role in tobacco deserves further 
scrutiny. 

— 


A QUESTION OF PRIORITY 


(Mr. DELAY asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. DeLAY. Mr. Speaker, hypocrisy 
is a very tough word, so I will not use 
it in the context of the President’s 
stance on tobacco. But let me just say 
that the President has his priorities 
wrong when it comes to his policies re- 
garding children’s health. 

While he spends much of his time 
bashing tobacco, he has turned a blind 
eye to the skyrocketing problem of 
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drug abuse in this country. Over 20,000 
children a year die as a result of illegal 
drugs in this country, but the Presi- 
dent’s response has been to throw in 
the towel when it comes to the war on 
drugs. In fact, last week he not only 
condoned, but endorsed the free dis- 
tribution of needles to heroin addicts. 
While the President is taking a ciga- 
rette from a teenager, he is giving 
them a condom and a needle to shoot 
up with heroin. 

I think the President needs to get his 
priorities straight, Mr. Speaker. We 
should stop children from smoking, but 
first, we need to stop children from 
using illegal drugs. 


EEE 
GIVE CHOICE A CHANCE 


(Mr. RIGGS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I just want 
to alert my colleagues that tomorrow 
the House will vote on a bill that rep- 
resents the best chance that thousands 
of District of Columbia parents will 
have all year to see real hope in their 
lives. 

The bill, which will be offered by ma- 
jority leader DICK ARMEY is the D.C. 
Student Opportunity Scholarship Act, 
which the Senate has already passed. 
This is very modest legislation, but it 
would give low-income parents a schol- 
arship up to $3,200 so that they could 
select the school and the education 
that is most appropriate and best suit- 
ed for their children. It would give D.C. 
parents an option of sending their chil- 
dren to a school where real learning 
takes place, where standards of dis- 
cipline are enforced and their kids will 
be safe. 

But the liberal Democrats who say 
they care passionately about public 
education are adamantly opposed to 
this bill and ironic it is that these lib- 
erals who would not accept for one sec- 
ond having their own children in these 
dangerous, dysfunctional schools stand 
in the way of District of Columbia par- 
ents having the choice to send their 
children to a school that performs and 
is safe. 

This is hypocrisy at its worst, and 
the Washington, D.C. parents who des- 
perately want to give their kids a real 
chance in life know it. It is time to 
give choice a chance, because when 
parents have the choice, their children 
have a chance. 

Oo e | 


PROHIBITING THE EXPENDITURE 
OF FEDERAL FUNDS FOR DIS- 
TRIBUTION OF NEEDLES OR SY- 
RINGES FOR HYPODERMIC IN- 
JECTION OF ILLEGAL DRUGS 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, by di- 

rection of the Committee on Rules, I 

call up House Resolution 409 and ask 

for its immediate consideration. 
The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 
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H. RES. 409 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to consider in 
the House the bill (H.R. 3717) to prohibit the 
expenditure of Federal funds for the distribu- 
tion of needles or syringes for the hypo- 
dermic injection of illegal drugs. The bill 
shall be considered as read for amendment. 
The previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill to final passage without 
intervening motion except: (1) two hours of 
debate on the bill equally divided and con- 
trolled by Representative Wicker of Mis- 
sissippi or his designee and a Member op- 
posed to the bill; and (2) one motion to re- 
commit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BLUNT). The gentleman from New York 
(Mr. SOLOMON) is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I would 
ask for every Member to turn on and 
watch this debate, because it affects 
every child in this country and every 
future child in the next generations to 
come. 

Mr. Speaker, for the purposes of de- 
bate only, I yield half of our time to 
the gentlewoman from Rochester, New 
York (Ms. SLAUGHTER), pending which I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. During consideration of this res- 
olution, Mr. Speaker, all time yielded 
is for the purposes of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, I mentioned just a few 
minutes ago that I would wish that 
every Member would either come to 
the floor or would listen to this debate 
that is about to take place, because it 
does affect all of my children, my 
grandchildren, all of your children, 
your grandchildren, and future genera- 
tions to come. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill provides for 
consideration of H.R. 3717. It is a bill to 
prohibit the expenditure of Federal 
funds for the distribution of needles or 
syringes for the hypodermic injection 
of illegal drugs under a closed rule. The 
rule provides 2 hours of debate in the 
House, equally divided and controlled 
by the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. 
WICKER) and an opponent; and finally, 
the rule provides one motion to recom- 
mit. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I say to my col- 
leagues, this bill was introduced on 
April 23 by myself, by the gentleman 
from Mississippi (Mr. WICKER), the gen- 
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT), 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
BARR), and our majority whip, the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY). This 
legislation initiative and its counter- 
part in the Senate is a proactive re- 
sponse to recent disturbing events in 
the Clinton administration with re- 
spect to the needle exchange policy of 
the United States. 

In recent weeks, it was reported that 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services Secretary Donna Shalala was 
going to ask the use of Federal funds in 
a needle exchange program as an effort 
to halt the spread of AIDS. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, last Monday 
President Clinton, after I had con- 
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tacted Erskine Bowles, the Chief of 
Staff of the President, President Clin- 
ton did not go along with that policy 
and changed his mind. He endorsed the 
use of needle exchange programs while 
refusing to allow Federal funds to be 
spent to subsidize it, and that is what 
this bill does here today. 

Mr. Speaker, the point is, illegal drug 
use in this country is of critical impor- 
tance to the health and to the safety of 
our entire Nation, but especially our 
children. The Clinton administration’s 
endorsement of needle exchange pro- 
grams is part of an intolerable message 
to our Nation’s children sent by the 
White House that drug use is a way of 
life. Mr. Speaker, we cannot let that 
happen. This legislation says once and 
for all that there is no way that this 
government will take taxpayers’ 
money and spend one penny of it to 
support a deadly drug habit. 

We have heard a lot of rhetoric re- 
cently about saving lives and treating 
drug addiction by handing out free nee- 
dles. Well, it is time for this Congress 
to stand up once again and to deliver a 
resounding message that drug use kills, 
and that the best way to deal with the 
addiction is to never use drugs in the 
first place, just like Nancy Reagan 
used to say when she was here, just say 
no. That is the message we ought to be 
sending, not handing out needles to 
these people. Hundreds of our children 
are falling prey to these killer drugs 
every single day, and thousands of 
them are killing themselves. 

According to studies by the Presi- 
dent’s own, this is President Clinton’s 
own Office of National Drug Control 
Policy, listen to this: 352 new young 
people try heroin every day, 352 more 
children, these are children, not adults; 
with more than 4,000 deaths attributed 
to overdoses every year. My gosh, what 
are we doing here? 

Other studies have shown that drug 
use, and this is something I think that 
all of my colleagues ought to listen to, 
drug use is the common denominator 
in 75 percent of violent crime against 
women and children. That means that 
75 percent of all of the crime against 
our children and our wives are drug-re- 
lated. 

Mr. Speaker, the bottom line is that 
needle exchange programs increase il- 
legal drug use, and that is what we 
have to pay attention to in this debate. 
The evidence is absolutely clear. In 
1986, in Switzerland, the Swiss began 
experimenting with needle exchange 
programs in an attempt to counter 
their drug problem. Within months, I 
say to my colleagues, the distribution 
stations turned into chaos centers. 
Needle exchanges grew to 15,000 per day 
in the major city in Switzerland. One 
park opened for needle distribution be- 
came a war zone between rival drug- 
dealing gangs, and that is true up in 
Montreal, it is true in Vancouver, it is 
true in Amsterdam, Holland, and it is 
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true in the United States where there 
are needle programs. 

Furthermore, the largest supporters 
of the Swiss needle exchange program 
are vocal proponents, that means they 
are supporters of, a nationwide heroin 
distribution program in Switzerland. In 
other words, this is giving away free 
heroin. And what has this great experi- 
ment given to this once wonderful 
country of Switzerland? Switzerland 
now has the highest heroin addiction 
rate and the second highest HIV infec- 
tion rate in all of Europe. 

And just across our border, as I just 
mentioned a minute ago, Vancouver, 
Canada has one of the largest needle 
exchange programs in the world. It has 
distributed over 1 million needles an- 
nually for the last 10 years, 1 million 
needles annually. 

According to a study by the Office of 
National Drug Control Policy earlier 
this month, and this again is the Presi- 
dent’s own drug control policy, the HIV 
rates among participants in this pro- 
gram are higher than the HIV rates 
among injected drug users who do not 
participate in the programs. There is 
proof positive if we are going to give 
away these needles, we are going to in- 
crease heroin drug use. The death rate 
due to illegal drugs in Vancouver has 
skyrocketed since 1988 when this policy 
was first instituted, and during the 
month of March, the death rate in Van- 
couver was averaging 10 deaths due to 
drugs per week, 10 a week, deaths of a 
human being. 

Furthermore, and this is, I think, so 
important, too, because some people 
will probably come to this floor and 
say that they want to help their neigh- 
borhoods by establishing these pro- 
grams. Listen to this: The highest rate 
of property crime in Vancouver are 
within two blocks of these needle ex- 
change distribution centers. In other 
words, they attract the drug sellers, 
they attract the criminals. As the 
number of needles exchanges grow, 
drug use rises, violent crime increases, 
and more people died in Vancouver. 
These are absolute facts. 

Mr. Speaker, needle exchange pro- 
grams do not save lives, they destroy 
lives. They destroy hope, they destroy 
opportunity, they ruin families, and 
they ruin communities, and in some 
cases they are actually destroying a 
Nation, like the Netherlands and like 
Switzerland. We cannot let that happen 
in this country. 

I urge all of my colleagues to stand 
with General Barry McCaffrey, the 
President's drug czar, even though the 
President does not agree, the Director 
of the Office of National Drug Control 
Policy is, in his opposition to these 
needle exchange programs, says it 
would be a disaster. 

Mr. Speaker, what is even worse is 
the President, even though he took our 
advice and said no Federal funds, but 
still supports the program, he is oppos- 
ing this bill simply by having Mrs. 
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Donna Shalala out here right now. I 
will bet that there are Members that 
are receiving phone calls from her; 
even worse, they are receiving phone 
calls from the Surgeon General 
Satcher, and he is making calls rights 
today in Members’ offices asking them 
to oppose this bill. Now, which way is 
it? Is the President supporting our bill, 
or is he not, because of the people that 
have worked for him who are out here 
trying to defeat him. 

I urge all of my colleagues to reject 
the culture of heroin, which brings 
only despair and destruction, and em- 
brace hope and opportunity. As elected 
officials we have a crucial responsi- 
bility right here in this House to tell 
our children that drugs are not hip, 
they are not cool, and I told my grand- 
daughter that up at Saint Lawrence 
University up on the Canadian border 
where they are subject to so many 
drugs coming across that border every 
day now, it is turning into another 
Mexico with drugs coming across. 

We need to provide leadership on this 
issue where the White House is miss- 
ing. Drugs and crime kill and destroy 
families. Needle exchange programs ex- 
acerbate these problems, and we can 
prevent that by supporting this rule 
today which will bring to this floor the 
bill which, when signed into law by the 
President, will prevent Federal funds 
from funding these programs that are 
going to kill our children. 

Mr. Speaker, I would ask Members 
who are interested in this debate to 
come over to this floor. It is vital to 
our children. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from New York 
for yielding me the customary 30 min- 
utes, and I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to talk about 
process this morning, because I think 
it is important. During my tenure here 
as a Member of the House of Represent- 
atives, I chaired an organization called 
the Organization on Study and Review, 
which set the rules of the House. And 
since the beginning, the inception of 
this Republic, this House has followed 
the rules. We set up the committee 
process because we wanted a full and 
thorough airing of every bill that came 
to the floor. 

As the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. SOLOMON) has said, this bill was 
filed last Friday. It has had no process 
at all. It has simply gone to the Com- 
mittee on Rules and directly to the 
floor, and, Mr. Speaker, it is going on 
a closed rule. No hearings have been 
held. As I mentioned, no committee ac- 
tion has been taken. 
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Now, the unfortunate thing here is 
that the Committee on Rules ignored 
the committee of jurisdiction. The 
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ranking members of the committee and 
the subcommittee of jurisdiction asked 
for an opportunity to review, to amend, 
and to state their views on the legisla- 
tion through hearings, markup, and 
committee reports; the process, Mr. 
Speaker, by which we operate. They 
were not allowed to have their wishes 
heard. 

Mr. Speaker, one may ask what new, 
unanticipated crisis has caused the 
House to abandon its usual legislative 
process. Why do we have to deal with 
this immediately without the oppor- 
tunity for the Committee on Com- 
merce to examine the scientific and ep- 
idemiological facts that would enable 
the House to make an informed deci- 
sion? It may simply be that, as usual, 
the House has nothing else to do. But 
in any case, these questions remain un- 
answered. 

This bill would merely continue the 
existing administration policy. The 
rule is unusual in several other ways as 
well. The vast majority, almost all of 
our rules allow for only one hour of 
general debate which is controlled by 
the Chair and the ranking member of 
the committee or subcommittee of ju- 
risdiction. That is our process, again. 

This rule allows two hours of debate 
controlled for the majority by a Mem- 
ber who is not even on the committee 
of jurisdiction. The control of the mi- 
nority time is left to a Member op- 
posed to the bill.” The lack of due 
process, the closed rule, its unusual 
provisions, and the haste simply to 
confirm what is already current policy 
might lead a cynic to believe that this 
debate is not designed to help Members 
make a difficult choice about the best 
public health policy. No, this process 
and this rule do not foster deliberation, 
but are more conducive to a 2-hour 
campaign sound bite designed to label 
political opponents as less than vig- 
orous in opposing illegal drug abuse. 

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Com- 
merce and the full House should be 
thoroughly considering how best to 
stop the spread of HIV infection, not 
reaffirming a circumstance that al- 
ready exists. The spread of HIV con- 
tinues to rise in this Nation. 

But in addition to opposing this pro- 
cedure, I have concerns about the bill 
made in order by this rule. H.R. 3717 
would place a permanent ban on the 
use of Federal funding for needle ex- 
change programs. 

Last week, Health and Human Serv- 
ices Secretary Donna Shalala an- 
nounced that the administration would 
not, would not use Federal funds for 
these programs. This decision was 
made in spite of the fact that studies 
have demonstrated conclusively that 
needle exchange programs reduce AIDS 
transmission and do not, do not en- 
courage illegal drug use. 

This bill, Mr. Speaker, is a solution 
in search of a problem. The Secretary 
has stated in no uncertain terms that 
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the administration will not use Federal 
funds for needle exchange programs, 
but here we are today on the House 
floor taking up a bill that offers a ‘‘me 
too“ response an already announced 
decision. With our budget resolution 
already 2 weeks overdue, the House of 
Representatives should be using Mem- 
bers’ valuable time to consider pressing 
new business, rather than reaffirming 
the status quo. 

Mr. Speaker, I oppose this closed rule 
because it circumvents thoughtful con- 
sideration on an important public 
health issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. BROWN). 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from New 
York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose the rule 
and to express my strong opposition to 
the manner in which this legislation 
was reported to the floor of the House 
for today’s vote. 

This legislation was referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. The mem- 
bers of this committee, the Committee 
on Commerce, are entitled to review, 
to amend, to express their views on leg- 
islation referred to the committee 
through hearings, through markup, and 
through committee reports. Unfortu- 
nately, the Committee on Commerce 
members, Republicans and Democrats 
alike, Committee on Commerce mem- 
bers on both sides of the aisle were de- 
nied this opportunity. 

As the ranking member of the Sub- 
committee on Health and Environment 
of the Committee on Commerce, I be- 
lieve rushing this complicated and con- 
troversial legislation to the House 
floor without proper review is clearly 
at odds with the best interests of the 
House and ultimately the American 
people. This body does not produce the 
best public policy in the best interests 
of this Nation when we rush legislation 
to the floor in this manner. 

Mr. Speaker, the issue of needle ex- 
change programs and whether they 
help control the spread of HIV and 
AIDS or promote illegal drug use is 
highly controversial. Experts from 
across the country are deeply divided 
over this issue. Historically, needle ex- 
change programs have been the subject 
of deliberations by the Committee on 
Commerce and the Subcommittee on 
Health and Environment. 

In the 105th Congress, Mr. Speaker, 
neither H.R. 3717 nor comparable legis- 
lation has been subject to any such re- 
view. For these reasons I urge my col- 
leagues, Republicans and Democrats 
alike, because Republicans and Demo- 
crats alike were denied the opportunity 
to discuss and amend and to talk about 
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this legislation, I urge my colleagues 
to oppose this rule and respect the reg- 
ular order of the House of Representa- 
tives. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would say to the gen- 
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN), the 
previous speaker for whom I have a 
great deal of respect, he is a fine Mem- 
ber, but I do not think anybody knows 
more about the regular rules of the 
House than this Member who has been 
here for 20 years. I can almost recite 
this Bible, and perhaps some time the 
gentleman would like to sit down and 
talk about it. 

But let me tell the gentleman what 
regular rules are. This bill was brought 
to the floor under regular rules. But 
what is even more important is that 
the bill must be on the floor today be- 
cause tomorrow another life might be 
lost. Another life might be lost. 

As far as public hearings on this, as 
far as the committee jurisdiction is 
concerned, this bill was debated last 
year at length with all kinds of hear- 
ings. A vote came on this floor and it 
passed 266 to 158. This is not a new 
issue coming to this floor. This is the 
same issue. And over the last year we 
have had more and more children ages 
12 and 13 who have now taken up a drug 
habit; 12 and 13 years old, and there are 
even those that are 10 and 11 years old. 
And when we go a little bit higher in 
the 14 and 15-year-olds, I urge Members 
to go into their schools. Have they not 
done that? Do they not see what is hap- 
pening? 

Mr. Speaker, I had a very prominent 
businessman come to me, and he trav- 
eled a lot. He is a CEO of a company. 
Has a daughter who is an eleventh 
grader, and now she is hooked and he 
did not even know it. And we want to 
stand here and let needles be passed 
out to that girl? She will not live an- 
other 6 months. 

Mr. Speaker, that is what this debate 
is all about. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time, before I say some things I 
should not, which I can do once in a 
while. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume, just to ask the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. SOLOMON), my friend, 
what part of his book and Bible over 
there says we file them on Friday and 
go to the floor on Wednesday. I would 
like to see it, if the gentleman could 
cite that for me. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 34% minutes to 
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman 
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, for the very reason that 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
SOLOMON), my good friend, rises to the 
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floor, I likewise rise in opposition both 
to the rule and the complete unreal 
proposition that this legislation offers. 
I also apologize to the American people 
for 3 hours of political infighting that 
this legislation suggests. 

Mr. Speaker, I agree with both of my 
friends who have spoken before me 
that, one, this is a bad rule, and in fact 
it is a bad rule because it has not had 
a public hearing, it has not been con- 
sidered before any committee in the 
House, and it is being rushed to the 
floor under a procedure which com- 
pletely shuts out any amendments. 
That we can say is true. It is a closed 
rule for a very vital and crucial discus- 
sion. 

I think it is important when we dis- 
cuss issues of importance to the Amer- 
ican people that we tell the truth as to 
what they want. I think the American 
people want a Patient’s Bill of Rights. 
They want the ability to select their 
own physician, and yet that legislation 
is far from coming to the floor of the 
House. They want, most of all, for us to 
do a job that responds to their con- 
cerns. 

Republicans and Democrats alike 
abhor the illegal use of drugs. All of us 
have come to the floor of the House 
and regularly voted or offered legisla- 
tion to stem the tide of the devastation 
of drug use. We cry with our constitu- 
ents, we attend funerals we would like 
not to attend, and we hope to God that 
some day we will be victorious. 

This legislation is a travesty and a 
blight upon true medical science, and 
it plays into the hands of those who 
would use the lives of our children and 
those addicted for political purposes. 

Mr. Speaker, this needle exchange 
program is not a program directed to- 
ward children using drugs. It is di- 
rected toward known addicted heroin 
addicts who through their use of dirty 
needles perpetrate, pass on the devas- 
tation of HIV. 

These programs are programs that 
are orderly and conducted under med- 
ical precisions and medical procedures. 
These programs are combined with 
telling and teaching these heroin ad- 
dicts about stopping and finding other 
ways and being treated. These pro- 
grams are combined with intervention 
and prevention. These programs are 
combined with health care. 

What are we saying to the HIV com- 
munity? That we can pass funds on one 
hand to say that we support the Ryan 
White bill, but we cannot face reality? 
The Clinton administration’s policy is 
a policy that I may not agree with, but 
it is a policy that allows for existing 
and viable programs to continue. 

Mr. Speaker, this is legislation that 
is unneeded, redundant, repetitious, po- 
litical. It is not about saving lives. It is 
wrongly here on the floor of the House. 
It is here without hearings. It is here 
without assessment of the medical 
science. 
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Mr. Speaker, this is a bad rule. This 
is a bad piece of legislation. Iam going 
to err on the side of supporting saving 
lives, adult lives who engage in this 
terrible dastardly use of illegal drugs. 
Support the idea of using clean needles 
with supportive programs as well as 
funding, but most importantly, let us 
vote down this devastating piece of leg- 
islation that does nothing but kill 
Americans. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me respond to the 
previous speaker. The gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) is one of 
the most respected Members of this 
body on the other side of the aisle. Cer- 
tainly I know she speaks from the 
heart, and reasonable people can dis- 
agree. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentlewoman from 
the District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON) 
came to me and said, “JERRY, I am 
going to have to oppose you and I am 
going to be very, very emphatic about 
it.” But she feels just as the gentle- 
woman from Texas does, and I respect 
those feelings. 

But let me just say that I do not be- 
lieve we should be pitting one constitu- 
ency against another. I know we are all 
sincere in trying to do something 
about this terrible, terrible problem. 
And let me give an example of even 
why my constituency is at fault, a lot 
of them. 

I mentioned before that 75 percent of 
all the crime against women and chil- 
dren is drug-related. But what props up 
the price and what makes this so ter- 
rible is that 75 percent of all the drug 
use in America today does not come 
from the inner cities, it does not come 
from the constituency of the gentle- 
woman from Texas. It comes from sub- 
urbia. 

I am so ashamed to say that the 
upper middle-class people who use 
drugs recreationally on the weekend, 
this is where 75 percent of the drug use 
is. They are what causes these terri- 
tories to be developed in the inner cit- 
ies, because they drive their Pontiac 
Firebirds that cost more money than I 
can afford into the inner cities and buy 
these drugs, and take them back out 
and say it is okay to sniff a little co- 
caine on the weekend. We do not do it 
all the time, so we are not addicted. We 
are going to smoke a little marijuana. 
So my constituency is at fault the 
same as that of the gentlewoman from 
Texas, and maybe mine even more so. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, first of all I know that I have 
already acknowledged my sadness in 
the exciting retirement announcement 
made by the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. SOLOMON) yesterday. We have 
worked together, and I do appreciate 
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the point that the gentleman made 
about pitting constituencies against 
each other. 

I will just close with this. We have 
both, Republicans and Democrats, 
risen at any different time to fight 
against illegal drugs. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Yes. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I would raise the concern, the 
gentleman mentioned cocaine and 
marijuana. The needle exchange spe- 
cifically focuses on the dastardly use of 
heroin by addicted persons. My concern 
is on this legislation, that I have, and 
maybe also in suburbia, many individ- 
uals who, and let me just say in the 
inner city, who would benefit from the 
program. We are specifically talking 
about a clean needle which ultimately 
may result in the passage or the trans- 
mitting of HIV. 

Mr. Speaker, I do welcome the gen- 
tleman’s point about not pitting con- 
stituencies against each other. I hope 
we do not. And I look forward to work- 
ing with the gentleman. 
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Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman. Again I have great 
respect for her. 

Mr. Speaker, I am using up all of our 
time over here, but let me yield such 
time as he might consume, and I hope 
it is not more than 4 or 5 minutes, to 
one of the outstanding orators of this 
body, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
TRAFICANT). 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the chairman for yielding to me. 
And I, too, as the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) has stated, 
am sad to hear about the gentleman 
from New York leaving us and shocked 
a little bit. 

America is overrun with narcotics, 
and I am trying to figure Congress out. 
I was a sheriff, and I ran the drug 
treatment program for 11 years. So 
help me, God, if there is any common 
sense left, I cannot find it. 

Well, 70 percent of our narcotics, her- 
oin, cocaine, come across the Mexican 
border, and Congress allows the Mexi- 
can border to be technically wide open. 
And out of frustration to stop all of 
this, now there are those that want 
free needles to stop the spread of AIDS. 
Unbelievable. 

Every study shows that free needles 
produce and perpetuate more depend- 
ence, more overdose, more violence, 
more despair, but out of frustration, 
Congress is willing to try anything but 
some common sense. Tons and tons of 
heroin and cocaine are coming across 
the border, and we are debating free 
needles. 

But it takes me back to something 
else here. Over the years, if anybody is 
watching this debate or really cares, 
and they do, we allow Communists to 
work in our defense factories. The Con- 
stitution, they say, ensures that mass 
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murderers shall have law libraries, free 
condoms to protect us from all this 
elicit sex, and now free needles to com- 
bat this great problem. 

But after all of this, many people say 
the Constitution says no school prayer 
is allowed. Condoms, drugs, needles, 
Communists, that is all okay when 
stretched under some code of the Con- 
stitution, but school prayer is not. Is it 
any wonder we are so screwed up in 
America and we are so overrun with 
narcotics? 

I believe we have so many do-gooders 
around here that they have abused the 
Constitution to the point where our 
country is limping into the next cen- 
tury, literally. I believe these do- 
gooders mean well, but, in my opinion, 
they have no common sense, and they 
are so dumb, if they throw themselves 
on the ground, they will miss the floor. 

I say America would be better off 
with school prayer and without 
condoms and needles. And if we do not 
get back to a little common sense, I do 
not know what is left. But if we want 
more addiction, more violence, more 
dependence, then go ahead with free 
needles, because those addicts that are 
out there now will not even be respon- 
sible to return the needles they are 
using now. They will continue to irre- 
sponsibly share needles provided by the 
government. 

I do not normally support closed 
rules, but I support the rule. I support 
the bill. I would like to stand up for a 
little bit of common sense if there is 
anything left under such guise in our 
country. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to comfort my friend, the gen- 
tleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT), to 
remind him that there will be no Fed- 
eral money being used for needle ex- 
change. What we are doing this morn- 
ing is simply restating the obvious. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from the Virgin Islands 
(Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN). 

Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. Mr. Speak- 
er, I would like to thank the gentle- 
woman from New York for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose the rule 
and bill, H.R. 3717. I consider it a privi- 
lege to be a Member of this august 
body, as I represent the Virgin Islands. 
It is truly a pleasure to serve with you 
and my colleagues. 

I must admit, however, to one recur- 
ring frustration, and that is that too 
often research findings, even scientific 
or social, do not dictate or influence 
our policies or our legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, this is unacceptable, 
which brings me to H.R. 3717. The time 
has come to stop fighting the war 
against AIDS on the altar of political 
correctness and treat this disease as 
the public health crisis that it is. The 
reality is that our people are dying, 
and they are dying in epidemic num- 
bers. 
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Among women and children with 
AIDS, African Americans and His- 
panics have especially been affected, 
representing approximately 75 percent 
of cases reported among women and 
more than 80 percent of cases reported 
in children. And 63 percent of all AIDS 
cases among women are related to 
sharing needles and syringes for the in- 
jection of drugs or through sex with an 
intravenous drug user. 

Mr. Speaker, we know that needle ex- 
change programs can reduce HIV infec- 
tion by more than 30 percent, and that 
making available clean needles is an 
important part of a broader- based 
strategy to reduce HIV infection and 
deaths from AIDS. Other important 
factors which also must be addressed 
are improved and effective prevention 
strategies and increased access to 
treatment. 

While it has never been shown that 
providing clean needles encourages 
drug abuse, what we do know is that 
drug addicts or drug-addicted individ- 
uals who are not under treatment will 
not stop using drugs just because ster- 
ile needles are unavailable. They will 
simply continue to use contaminated 
and often infected needles, continuing 
to infect innocent women and children. 

In 1995, the cost of treating the 25,000 
cases of needle- or syringe-sharing re- 
lated AIDS cases was more than $3 bil- 
lion. Hundreds of millions of dollars 
are spent on mindless ads against drugs 
and AIDS, which will be ineffective, 
while, by comparison, a fraction of 
those dollars will support a program 
that has been unequivocally proven ef- 
fective at preventing HIV/AIDS trans- 
mission. 

Mr. Speaker, we represent all of the 
American people and are sent here to 
protect and serve their best interest. 
We have an obligation to do what we 
know can save lives when we know 
that those women and children are at 
risk. 

As a physician and former public 
health official, I am compelled to sup- 
port the use of Federal programs for 
needle exchange, and I would urge all 
of us to do so. But if we do not fully un- 
derstand the issue or have concerns 
about these programs, or even if we 
disagree, there is one thing we should 
all be able to agree on, and that is 
amending the Public Health Service 
Act is a serious matter and must not be 
done hastily without having been given 
due consideration by the committee of 
jurisdiction. 

My colleagues, I plead with you to be 
guided by sound scientific research and 
the thinking of our best public health 
minds, not politics. Let us value the 
lives of all Americans, oppose the rule, 
and vote no on H.R. 3717. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5% minutes to the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. RANGEL). 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, first let 
me join those who regretted to hear 
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the leaving of this battlefield from one 
of our great warriors, someone that 
speaks his mind and has very strong 
convictions. 

Mr. Speaker, I was interested in iden- 
tifying to the gentlewoman from Texas 
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE) where we are find- 
ing so much abuse in the white middle- 
class suburban area. I remember, over 
35 years ago, I was trying to convince 
people in America that drugs would not 
be confined to the inner city, that we 
cannot just identify a minority group 
because they are poor and hopeless and 
think that the profiteer people would 
not enlarge their market. 

For those who want to say that this 
Nation has not done enough to deal 
with this devastating problem, which I 
think is a threat to our national secu- 
rity, I am certainly prepared to join 
hands with those Republicans and 
Democrats to do just that. 

We cannot go into this next century 
having a million and a half people 
locked up in jail where 80 percent are 
there because it is a drug-related 
crime. I think I share in the senti- 
ments of most people to believe that 
we have to resort to the distribution of 
sterile needles to deal with a health 
crisis that we have in this country. 

The gentleman from New York (Mr. 
SOLOMON) and I may agree that we are 
not tackling this problem the way that 
we should, but just saying no, just say- 
ing no is not even looking for a solu- 
tion to this problem. If we wanted to 
find out whether or not the support of 
Federal-supported needle exchange is 
going to increase the problem, if we 
wanted to find out does it really de- 
crease the spread of HIV, if we want to 
find out whether lives could be saved, 
whether Federal dollars could be saved, 
whether this terrible and tragic disease 
could be held back, we do not do this 
with a resolution, we do these things 
with hearings. We search for the truth. 
We do not ask Members just to say no. 

There are a lot of answers that we 
are searching for, but to ask Members 
to come to this floor just to direct that 
our Federal Government defy all sci- 
entific evidence before we have had an 
opportunity to weigh it, and when we 
know that we are talking about the 
saving of lives, if we are wrong, how 
many lives will be lost? They are doing 
this anyway. Our soul would not be any 
more cleansed if this thing passes than 
if we waited to see what the results are 
going to be. 

But what I am afraid is happening is 
that this is not a legislative body that 
we are dealing with anymore. This is a 
campaign committee. It is how many 
issues can we vote on to determine how 
we stand on something. 

One of the major issues that we are 
facing today is getting rid of the IRS, 
pulling up the Code by its roots. But 
when it comes to legislation, what we 
vote on is a supermajority in order to 
increase taxes. 
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One of the major issues we have 
today is whether or not the Social Se- 
curity system is going to be strong 
enough for our children and our chil- 
dren’s children. What are we voting on 
today? To have some horse and pony 
show run around the country and dis- 
cuss the issue. 

One of the serious issues we have 
today is whether or not drug addiction 
is going to expand, whether or not we 
can contro] AIDS, whether or not peo- 
ple can live, whether or not people can 
die, and whether or not the distribu- 
tion of needles can save lives. Are we 
going to study this? Are we going to 
have hearings? Are we going to have 
the experts in? Are we going to have 
the scientists in? Or do we just say no? 

I wish this issue had not come before 
this floor in this present body, because 
what we are saying is that we do not 
trust the United States Congress. We 
do not trust Democrats. We do not 
trust Republicans. We do not trust 
committees. We do not trust sub- 
committees. Why? Because the Com- 
mittee on Rules knows best. 

Did the Committee on Rules have 
hearings? Did the Committee on Rules 
bring in experts? Did the Committee on 
Rules know that we are not talking 
politics? The people that have taken to 
this floor trained in medicine are talk- 
ing about lives and not talking about 
drug policy. 

We say we do not want to divide 
groups. The only way that we can avoid 
this, and I believe the gentleman from 
New York is sincere, is that we say 
that the appropriate committees study 
this issue and report back to the House 
of Representatives. With all due re- 
spect to the Committee on Rules, it is 
not a legislative body. It has not had 
hearings. This issue is too serious just 
for us to say no. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, would 
you identify the amount of time re- 
maining for each side. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BLUNT). The gentleman from New York 
(Mr. SOLOMON) has 12 minutes remain- 
ing. The gentlewoman from New York 
(Ms. SLAUGHTER) has 11 minutes re- 
maining. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I might consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I do say to my good 
friend, the gentleman from New York 
City, New York (Mr. RANGEL), I men- 
tioned earlier that I have great respect 
for the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE) and the gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia (Ms. 
NORTON). If it is possible, I have even 
greater respect for that gentleman. 
The gentleman from New York knows 
it. 

The gentleman from New York and I 
disagree on many things, but we listen 
to each other. I listened to him back in 
1990 when I read the USA Today on No- 
vember 8 when my good friend the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL) 
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said our goals should be to eliminate 
drug abuse, not to find a cleaner, safer 
way to do it. 
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Sure, IV drug abusers put themselves 
at risk of AIDS through sharing nee- 
dles, and certainly we want to slow its 
spread, but there are better ways than 
giving addicts needles to do their 
drugs. 

And the gentleman, I know times 
change and I know he still feels that 
way, but, again, there are probably rea- 
sons why he might feel a little dif- 
ferently today. But he is absolutely 
right. We cannot just say no. That does 
not accomplish it all. We still have to 
have a Federal policy of interdiction to 
stop these drugs from coming across 
the borders wherever, and he has been 
a leader on this, Mr. Speaker. We have 
to have an education program, and we 
have to have a treatment program. 

So it is not, just say no. The gen- 
tleman is so right. It takes a lot. But 
at least we ought to be focusing and 
setting the example here in this Con- 
gress and not using the Federal dollars, 
as he stated back in 1990. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from Athens, 
Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON). 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the chairman of the Committee 
on Rules, the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. SOLOMON) for yielding me 
this time; and I rise in support of the 
rule. 

I really and truly believe that needle 
exchange programs are an unintended, 
very cruel thing to do to addicts. I be- 
lieve it is the equivalent of giving an 
anvil to a drowning man and saying, 
well, here is something to stand on; 
maybe you can get your head above the 
water. 

I think the Democrats basically feel 
this way, despite the rhetoric we hear 
today. Because they really do not want 
to fund needle exchange programs. 
And, as they know, President Clinton 
does not want to either. So to say that 
needle exchange programs have a con- 
sensus among the Democrats is prob- 
ably wrong, too. 

There is a lot to be discussed here. 
Let us look at the Vancouver case. 
Now, the Vancouver needle exchange 
program started 10 years ago. They 
have given out, since that time, mil- 
lions and millions of needles, in fact, 
two-and-a-half million needles last 
year alone. During that period of time, 
HIV, among participants, is higher 
than the HIV rate of those who do not 
participate. The death rate has sky- 
rocketed. 

In 1988, in Vancouver, there were 
about 18 drug-related deaths. In 1993, 
there were 200 drug-related deaths. In 
terms of property crime, in the two- 
block area around the needle exchange 
program, Vancouver has the highest 
property crime rate in the whole city. 
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Does it work? I would say, well, 
maybe we cannot just prove everything 
because of the dismal Vancouver re- 
sults, but the fact is that surely this 
scares people and gives us cause for 
alarm. 

The administration is very obsessed 
with tobacco. There are a lot of good 
ways, and there is the bill of the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. SANFORD 
BISHOP) that I think would greatly re- 
duce teen tobacco usage. But the ad- 
ministration and the Democrats are 
not talking about the Bishop Democrat 
bill because it does not raise money. 

What the tobacco debate still seems 
to be about is putting a tax on Amer- 
ica’s working poor and creating 17 new 
Federal Government agencies with 
hundreds of Washington bureaucrats 
who can run our lives. That is why the 
Democrats seem to be obsessed with to- 
bacco. 

And while I am very concerned about 
it and while I think the Bishop bill has 
a lot to offer and I do plan to support 
it to crack down on teen smoking, 
what is interesting is that the Demo- 
crats really are not interested in that. 
They are just interested in growing the 
government and raising taxes, and be- 
cause of that they have ignored the 
drug problem. 

During the Clinton administration, 
albeit teen smoking rates have gone 
up, drug usage rates have gone up a lot 
more. During that period of time, con- 
victions have gone down. We need, as 
we crack down on the drug use and get 
active in the drug war, we need more 
convictions, we need more interdiction, 
and we need more treatment. 

Let me close with this sentence from 
the head of the Vancouver-Richmond 
Health Board who said, “I can have all 
the needles I want, but they won't give 
me a single drug treatment bed.” If we 
want to help people who are addicted 
to these horrible drugs, we need to give 
them treatment, not free needles. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume to add to the litany of things 
mentioned by the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. RANGEL) that we wish we 
were doing on the floor of the House. 

I have a piece of legislation to pro- 
tect every American from loss or exor- 
bitant costs of health insurance be- 
cause of their genetic makeup. It has 
almost 200 sponsors in this House, bi- 
partisan, over 100 outside groups that 
collectively represent a third of the 
American population, yet I cannot 
even get an answer from the committee 
chair to give us a hearing. But, none- 
theless, the process has gone by the 
way; and today we are doing what we 
are doing. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
ESHOO). 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op- 
position to the rule and to the Solomon 
bill which would permanently prohibit 
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Federal funding for needle exchange 
programs. 

First, let me say that I am deeply 
disappointed with the administration’s 
recent decision not to restore Federal 
funding for the program, and I hope in 
the future the administration will lis- 
ten to the scientific community, the 
public health experts that have spoken 
so eloquently because of the studies 
that have clearly demonstrated that 
lives are being saved and more lives 
can be saved by funding the program. 

This legislation that we are debating 
today would end any hope that this de- 
cision could ever be corrected. As the 
AIDS epidemic continues, we have to 
continue to support efforts by local au- 
thorities. There has been so much talk 
in this Congress that we should pay at- 
tention to what is going on in the 
States and in local government. Well, 
they have demonstrated by the imple- 
mentation of the needle exchange pro- 
grams that they use all the prevention 
methods that are available and that 
this is prevention. It helps to prevent 
the spread of this dreaded disease and 
save lives. 

Numerous scientific studies dem- 
onstrate that needle exchange is effec- 
tive in preventing HIV infection 
amongst drug users, their spouses and 
their children. And this group today 
now represents nearly 50 percent of 
new HIV infections. In more than 50 
cities, needle exchange programs oper- 
ate on shoestring budgets, and many 
are run by volunteers. Despite these 
difficulties, the programs have been 
largely effective in reducing the spread 
of AIDS. 

Now, what has not happened, what 
has not happened, and I think this is 
very important for us to state this, be- 
cause it has been documented, it has 
not demonstrated a use of more drugs. 
That is not the case. Very easy to come 
to this floor and use inflammatory lan- 
guage and say that this is going to in- 
crease the use of drugs. It is not what 
has been demonstrated at all. 

But there are those that would come 
to the floor under the guise of being 
tough on drugs and crime and state 
that that is the case. It is not. 

The studies demonstrate that needle 
exchange does not lead to increased 
drug use among participants in the 
programs, does not increase crime, and 
does not encourage first-time drug use. 

One of my colleagues came to the 
floor and said that all common sense 
has been lost. I was taught that the 
most uncommon of the senses is com- 
mon sense. It is very easy to come here 
and rail. It is another thing to have 
read the studies by some of the leading 
scientific experts in our country. 

So I come to the floor today, really, 
on an issue that I know can be used 
against some Members of Congress that 
would have the courage to come here 
and say that needle exchange does 
work. We can indeed save lives. It is 
the right thing to do. 
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Do not allow politics to come before 
science. I ask my colleagues to vote 
against the rule and the bill. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume to 
note that the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia’s comment that the Solomon 
bill prohibiting Federal funds being 
used for needle exchange programs is 
permanent is true. It sends the very 
strongest message that we can that we 
do not want to encourage the use of 
drugs. 

However, any law is only as perma- 
nent as this Congress wants it to be. 
Day after tomorrow, this Congress 
could change its mind and pass another 
law making it legal. So I wanted to 
make that point. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 


gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. 
WHITFIELD). 
Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 


want to thank the chairman of the 
Committee on Rules for bringing this 
bill to the House floor and particularly 
for this rule, because I think it is im- 
portant that we have an opportunity to 
debate one of the leading causes of 
crime in America today and that is the 
use of illegal drugs. We have seldom an 
opportunity to debate this, and I am 
delighted that the gentleman has this 
measure on the floor today. 

I find it ironic that the Clinton ad- 
ministration and many on the other 
side of the aisle spend most of their 
time talking about reducing teenage 
smoking, and that is very important, 
but that is not the immediate threat to 
young people today as is the use of ille- 
gal drugs. 

As far as scientific studies and ex- 
perts, I would just like to read an arti- 
cle from the New York Times which is 
quoting Dr. James Curtis, a professor 
of psychiatry at Columbia University’s 
medical school, relating to needle ex- 
change, which many people on the 
other side of the aisle want to advo- 
cate. 

He says, 

For the past 10 years, as a black psychia- 
trist specializing in addiction, I have warned 
about the dangers of needle-exchange poli- 
cies, which hurt not only individual addicts 
but also poor and minority communities. 
There is no evidence that such programs 
work. An addict is enrolled anonymously, 
without being given an HIV test to deter- 
mine whether he or she is already infected. 
The addict is given a coded identification 
card exempting him or her from arrest for 
carrying drug paraphernalia. There is no 
strict accounting of how many needles are 
given out or returned. And the studies found 
that those addicts who took part in such ex- 
changes were two or three times more likely 
to become infected with HIV than those who 
did not participate. 

So I would send a challenge to this 
administration and our friends on the 
other side of the aisle. Let us get seri- 
ous about the real problem facing the 
youth of today. It is not so much teen- 
age smoking as it is the use of illegal 
drugs. 
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Once again, I commend the chairman 
for bringing this issue to the floor. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. WAXMAN). 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, as I lis- 
ten to the debate, I wondered why do 
we have this bill up at this moment? 
There is no urgency, except for the fact 
that we read last week that the num- 
ber of HIV infections is going up, even 
as more people with AIDS are living 
longer because of drug therapy. Today, 
we are not spending Federal dollars for 
needle exchange programs, although 
some people think it might be a good 
public health strategy to reduce the 
spread of AIDS. 

Ordinarily, when we get people say- 
ing a policy is worthwhile and others 
saying it is not, we would hold hear- 
ings and we try to find out the truth. 
But this bill is being brought up with- 
out the committee that has jurisdic- 
tion holding any hearings, without 
hearing from the Surgeon General, the 
American Medical Association, and the 
public health community to learn the 
truth. This bill is being brought up 
now, it seems to me, for political rea- 
sons. 

What would be the political reasons 
involved? Well, it is always great poli- 
tics for someone to say they are 
against drug addiction. We can all say 
that. We are all against drug addiction. 
But there is another political reason. It 
seems to me that if I were part of the 
Republican leadership and my party 
had received millions of dollars from 
the tobacco companies, I would want to 
change the subject. I would want to 
talk about drugs. It is an important 
issue, but it is not being handled in a 
responsible way that an important 
issue should be handled. 

I would want to talk about how the 
Administration is trying to go after 
kids and tobacco and also want to talk 
about drug abuse. Of course, today’s 
debate is not about drug abuse and 
kids. This is about HIV and drug abuse 
prevention programs that work, not 
with Federal funds but at the local 
level. 

So I think that the American people 
ought to understand what is going on 
here today. If I were going to try to 
take people’s minds off the fact that 
over 450,000 people die each year in this 
country from smoking-related diseases, 
while only a fraction of that number of 
people die from illicit drug use. To- 
bacco is such an enormous problem, 
that I would try to minimize that prob- 
lem by trying to change the subject. 

If we are going to do a scientific eval- 
uation of needle exchange, we ought to 
ask the people who know about it to 
give us some guidance. The Secretary 
of Health and Human Services has done 
that, and she concluded that needle ex- 
change programs lead IV drug users 
into drug treatment programs to rid 
themselves of drug addiction. 
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This is a very worthwhile result. But 
she also said that the National Insti- 
tutes of Health that have looked at 
needle exchange and determined that it 
has reduced not only the incidence of 
illicit drug use, but reduced the spread 
of HIV infection. 

Congress wrote a law that was re- 
sponsible for this evaluation. We said 
we do not want any Federal funds to be 
used for needle exchange programs un- 
less we can be clear that it is not only 
a good strategy to stop the spread of 
HIV, but it is also going to discourage, 
or at least not encourage, the use of il- 
legal drugs. And if there were a posi- 
tive finding on both of those areas, 
Federal funds could be then available. 
The Secretary made a finding that 
both circumstances apply to these nee- 
dle exchange programs; yet the admin- 
istration’s position is no Federal funds 
still would be permitted. 

So why do we have this bill up today? 
This bill says no matter what we learn 
from experiments, we will never allow 
federal funding of needle exchange pro- 
grams. Why should we take that kind 
of position? Why should we determine 
forever what the policy will be, espe- 
cially in the face of so much evidence 
that is extremely effective in stopping 
the spread of HIV and also in discour- 
aging people from using illegal drugs? 

The regular order of Congress should 
be to permit the committees that have 
jurisdiction and Members that have 
knowledge, to hold hearings and evalu- 
ate these issues. What we are being 
told today is to pass a rule, to take it 
away from the committee, to have no 
hearings, to not think about the issue 
beyond a few slogans and cliches, and 
to immediately pass a bill so we can go 
home and claim we have done some- 
thing, when in fact no real-world result 
will come from our efforts. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BLUNT). The gentlewoman from New 
York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) has 2%½ minutes 
remaining, and the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. SOLOMON) has 5 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, before I 
yield, let me just say to my good 
friend, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. WAXMAN) that I have great respect 
for him. I am surprised, though, that 
he brought the politics into the debate. 
We have tried to keep this on the high- 
est plane, and I commend all the Mem- 
bers for having done so. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
very distinguished gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. PAPPAS), a new Mem- 
ber of this body. 

Mr. PAPPAS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend the gentleman from New 
York for yielding me the time. 

My colleagues, America is watching. 
This debate is probably one of the most 
significant debates that we will be hav- 
ing, because the future of our young 
people are so dependent upon the drug 
culture in our country. 
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Members of this body meet with chil- 
dren. I do, Just as I was walking into 
this building just a few moments ago, 
there were four or five Members speak- 
ing with young people from their dis- 
tricts. When I interact with the young 
people from my district, I ask them a 
question: What are the issues that 
you are most concerned about?“ 

Nine out of ten speak to me about 
their concern for drugs and the drug 
culture that they are facing and that 
we all are exposed to of the illegal 
drugs. They talk about how quickly 
they can purchase it if they choose to. 
They talk about how they do not un- 
derstand how the system does not seem 
to support efforts to cut down on drug 
usage and to punish those that are 
using drugs. They are frustrated that 
their teachers and school administra- 
tors do not seem to have the support of 
the system, as they put it, to discipline 
those young people who are under- 
taking drug usage and dealing with it. 

Today there are 10 young people who 
are members of the 4H program from 
my district that I am going to have 
lunch with in just less than half an 
hour, and I am going to speak to them 
about this debate and encourage them 
to be a part of it, as so many young 
people are. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a mixed message 
that we are sending to our country, and 
I applaud the efforts of my colleagues 
in this House to bring this resolution 
forward. We owe it to our young peo- 
ple. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1⁄4 minutes to the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT). 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, the 
issue here today is whether or not we 
are going to make decisions on the 
basis of science, or are we going to 
have the politics of gesture. 

Now, there is clear evidence that the 
program that has been operating in the 
Northwest for the last few years has 
been very effective. And, in fact, the 
article by the authors from British Co- 
lumbia that is widely quoted as saying 
the needle exchange does not work con- 
tains the sentence that says, The au- 
thors must point out that the officials 
who have used this information have 
misrepresented our research.” 

The fact is that in the Northwest, it 
is operating in nine counties. The AIDS 
infection rate in Seattle and Tacoma is 
3 percent among drug addicts; whereas, 
in the South and in the East, in New 
York City and in other places, it is be- 
tween 20 and 30 percent. There is clear 
evidence that this is effective in reduc- 
ing the infection rate. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the following article that ap- 
peared in the New York Times today 
called “The Politics of Needles and 
AIDS” and also an article in the Se- 
attle Post Intelligencer by the Super- 
intendent of Public Instruction, Judith 
Billings: 
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[From the New York Times, Apr. 9, 1998] 
THE POLITICS OF NEEDLES AND AIDS 
(By Julie Bruneau and Martin T. Schechter) 

Debate has started up again in Washington 
about whether the Government should renew 
its ban on subsidies for needle-exchange pro- 
grams, which advocates say can help stop 
the spread of AIDS. In a letter to Congress, 
Barry McCaffrey, who is in charge of na- 
tional drug policy, cited two Canadian stud- 
ies to show that needle-exchange plans have 
failed to reduce the spread of H.I.V., the 
virus that causes AIDS, and may even have 
worsened the problem. Congressional leaders 
have cited these studies to make the same 
argument. 

As the authors of the Canadian studies, we 
must point out that these officials have mis- 
interpreted our research. True, we found 
that addicts who took part in needle ex- 
change programs in Vancouver and Montreal 
had higher H.LV. infection rates than ad- 
dicts who did not. That’s not surprising. Be- 
cause these programs are in inner-city neigh- 
borhoods, they serve users who are at great- 
est risk of infection. Those who didn’t accept 
free needles often didn’t need them since 
they could afford to buy syringes in drug- 
stores. They also were less likely to engage 
in the riskiest activities. 

Also, needle-exchange programs must be 
tailored to local conditions. For example, in 
Montreal and Vancouver, cocaine injection 
is a major source of H.I.V. transmission. 
Some users inject the drug up to 40 times a 
day. At that rate, we have calculated that 
the two cities we studied would each need 10 
million clean needles a year to prevent the 
re-use of syringes. Currently, the Vancouver 
program exchanges two million syringes an- 
nually, and Montreal, half a million. 

A study conducted last year and published 
in The Lancet, the British medical journal, 
found that in 29 cities worldwide where pro- 
grams are in place, H.I.V. infection dropped 
by an average of 5.8 percent a year among 
drug users. In 51 cities that had no needle-ex- 
change plans, drug-related infection rose by 
5.9 percent a year. Clearly these efforts can 
work, 

But clean needles are only part of the solu- 
tion. A comprehensive approach that in- 
cludes needle exchange, health care, treat- 
ment, social support and counseling is also 
needed. In Canada, local governments acted 
on our research by expanding needle ex- 
changes and adding related services. We hope 
the Clinton Administration and Congress 
will provide the same kind of leadership in 
the United States. 


[From the Seattle Post-Intelligencer] 
NEEDLE EXCHANGES HELP STEM FLOW OF 
AIDS/HIV 
(By Judith A. Billings) 

As a woman living with AIDS, I am angry 
that our government’s silence on needle ex- 
change programs has led to new HIV infec- 
tions and needless human suffering. I am 
angry because politics, not sound public pol- 
icy, continue to block needle exchange pro- 
grams that could save thousands of lives. 

The statistics are too grim to ignore. 
Every day, 33 Americans contract HIV 
through injection drug use. More than half of 
all new HIV infections occur among injec- 
tion drug users, their partners and their chil- 
dren, According to the Centers for Disease 
Control, an estimated 85 percent of new 
AIDS cases among heterosexuals, and 66 per- 
cent of the cases among women, were linked 
to injection drug use. The overwhelming ma- 
jority of children born with HIV infection 
have a parent who injected drugs. 
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Across the nation, communities of color 
bear an overwhelming share of the burden, 
with injection drug use representing nearly 
half of all new HIV infections among African 
Americans and Latinos. We cannot allow 
that to continue. 

As a member of the President’s Advisory 
Council on HIV/AIDS and as chairwoman of 
our state's Governor's Advisory Council on 
HIV/AIDS, I join other advocates in calling 
for the removal of federal restrictions on 
funding for needle exchange programs. Sci- 
entific evidence, backed by the American 
Medical Association and the American Pub- 
lic Health Association, demonstrates that 
needle exchange programs prevent the spread 
of HIV without contributing to drug use. 

President Clinton and Health and Human 
Services Secretary Donna Shalala have the 
ability to advance the policy debate by pub- 
licly supporting needle exchange programs. 
Shalala should exercise her authority to de- 
clare that the programs meet congressional 
eligibility requirements for federal funding: 
Needle exchange helps prevent HIV infec- 
tions and does not increase drug use. Five 
federally funded studies have recommended 
removing the ban on federal funding for nee- 
dle exchange programs. The scientific evi- 
dence mandates such a move. 

Yet the Clinton administration is divided 
from within on the issue. A public battle has 
developed, pitting two of Clinton’s respected 
advisers. Sandra Thurman, the White House 
director of national AIDS policy, is the first 
person in her position to publicly call for the 
removal of the ban on federal funding for all 
needle exchange programs. She knows that 
thousand of injection drug users, their part- 
ners and their children have died unneces- 
sarily as a result of current policy. 

On the other side, Gen. Barry McCaffrey, 
director of national drug policy, maintains 
that needle exchange programs send a mes- 
sage of tolerance to young people and are 
contrary to our nation’s war on drugs, That 
is refuted by a National Institutes of Health 
research panel, convened at the request of 
Shalala, who found that needle exchange 
programs do not increase and may, in fact, 
decrease drug use. The misguided belief that 
exchanging sterile needles for contaminated 
ones will encourage young people to use 
drugs continues to drive the spread of HIV. 

Needle exchange also reduces the financial 
cost of the AIDS epidemic. Health officials 
estimate that by preventing just one HIV in- 
fection, a needle exchange program saves 
taxpayers $119,000 in medical costs. The pro- 
grams saves lives and financial resources. 
But needle exchange programs are not avail- 
able everywhere, with the consequence of 


` placing thousands at risk for HIV infection. 


Washington state has led by example. Our 
state is home to the first needle exchange 
program in North America. Local public 
health authorities, working with commu- 
nity-based organizations, embraced needle 
exchange programs as one tool in a com- 
prehensive HIV-prevention strategy. Needle 
exchange programs now operate in eight 
Washington counties, serving most metro- 
politan areas. The programs are credited 
with keeping the percentage of HIV-positive 
injection drug users in Washington lower 
than in regions that waited to establish nee- 
dle exchange programs. In Seattle and Ta- 
coma, less than 3 percent of injection drug 
users are estimated to be HIV-positive, com- 
pared to 20 percent to 30 percent in some 
East Coast and Southern cities. 

I applaud local public health authorities 
and community-based organizations for al- 
lowing science, rather than political rhetoric 


7131 


to dictate policy on needle exchange. Our 
state has saved thousands of lives and has 
helped hundreds of addicts seek drug treat- 
ment. Given this success, our state’s con- 
gressional delegation should lead the effort 
to ensure a full federal-state partnership in 
the fight against AIDS. 

Other states and communities deserve the 
opportunity to prevent new infections 
through needle exchange programs. Our com- 
munities need to send one clear message to 
Congress and the Clinton administration: 
Immediately remove federal restrictions on 
funding for local needle exchange programs. 

Today, 33 of our friends, neighbors, co- 
workers and children will wish we had done 
so earlier. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1% minutes to the gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia (Ms. 
NORTON). 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me the 
time. 

I ask fervently for the defeat of this 
provision based on its wording: ‘‘Di- 
rectly or indirectly,” it says. That is a 
virtual death sentence, especially for 
black and Hispanic men, women, and 
children, who, in hugely dispropor- 
tionate numbers, are dying of AIDS, 
and the science tells us now that this is 
needless. 

A third of all AIDS cases come 
through needles. We are setting a ter- 
ribly dangerous precedent here. The 
Committee on Appropriations said, let 
us not do something dumb. Let us ask 
the world-class scientific investigators. 

Now they have asked, and they have 
heard the answers. Three criteria we 
said had to be met: No spread of drugs, 
no spread of AIDS, and save lives. They 
tell us, dramatic saving of lives. NIH, 
NAS, GAO. And the most that Mr. 
McCaffrey, who should resign, can 
think to do is try to pick off members 
of the Black Caucus, who rise, almost 
all of us, to say that indeed this disease 
which is spreading (and it is the lead- 
ing killer in our community) can, in 
fact, be eradicated if we can get to the 
hard-core addicts, clean needle for 
dirty needle, until we finally lure them 
into treatment. 

Do not vote for death in our commu- 
nities. Vote for the science. Do not say, 
look, give us the facts, and then say, 
we do not want to be confused by the 
facts, we choose death. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. SOLOMON) 
has 3 minutes remaining. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Again, the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON) was 
not on the floor when I heaped praise 
on her and told the body how much I 
thought of her; and I really do. 

But Mr. Speaker, Members have 
come to this floor, I guess, all from 
that side of the aisle, and I do not try 
to play politics in saying that, but like 
Mr. WAXMAN before, he has asked for a 
delay of this bill, and he asked what is 
the urgency; and my colleagues, the ur- 
gency is that one more child should not 
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be hooked on drugs. It is so, so pa- 
thetic. 

Let me just read the bill. It is a one- 
paragraph, simple bill. It does not re- 
quire a lot of hearings. Everyone 
knows how they are going to vote on 
this bill. It says, “Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, none of the 
amounts made available under any 
Federal law for any fiscal year may be 
expended directly or indirectly to 
carry out any program of distributing 
sterile needles or syringes for the hypo- 
dermic injection of any illegal drug.” 

Mr. Speaker, first of all, it is a fact, 
the exchange needle programs increase 
drug use. Go with me to any city, any 
area in any city in the United States or 
in this world, in Amsterdam, in Swit- 
zerland, in Montreal just above my dis- 
trict. 

This Federal Government should be 
doing everything that it possibly can, 
not to just say no, but we need to, in 
fact, direct all of our attention to 
interdiction to try to keep these drugs 
out of the hands of our children. We 
ought to do all we can to treat those 
that are unfortunate enough to have 
already been taken over by these ille- 
gal drugs. And then we should do all 
that we can to educate our children. It 
is their lives we are talking about. And 
by creating a program that is encour- 
aging the use of illegal drugs, we just 
cannot do it. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
have any time, or I would. But there is 
going to be 2 hours of general debate 
coming up, and I will be glad to enter 
into a colloquy with the gentlewoman. 

But I just hope that Members come 
over here and vote for the rule, and 
then let us have the dialogue between 
us. Let us talk about the problems. But 
let us try to keep the politics out of it 
because we are not talking politics. We 
are talking about the lives of our chil- 
dren, and that means so much to all of 
us. I urge support of the rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid upon 
the table. 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to House Resolution 409, I call up the 
bill (H.R. 3717) to prohibit the expendi- 
ture of Federal funds for the distribu- 
tion of needles or syringes for the 
hypodermic injection of illegal drugs, 
and ask for its immediate consider- 
ation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
Clerk will report the resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

H.R. 3717 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 


The 
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SECTION 1. PROHIBITION REGARDING ILLEGAL 
DRUGS AND DISTRIBUTION OF 
HYPODERMIC NEEDLES. 


Part B of title TI of the Public Health Serv- 
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 238 et seq.) is amended by 
adding at the end the following section: 

“PROHIBITION REGARDING ILLEGAL DRUGS AND 
DISTRIBUTION OF HYPODERMIC NEEDLES 

“SEC. 247. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, none of the amounts made 
available under any Federal law for any fis- 
cal year may be expended, directly or indi- 
rectly, to carry out any program of distrib- 
uting sterile needles or syringes for the 
hypodermic injection of any illegal drug.“ 
SEC. 2. CONFORMING AMENDMENT. 

Section 506 of Public Law 105-78 is re- 
pealed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 409, the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. WICKER) 
and the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. PELOSI!) each will control 1 hour. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Mississippi (Mr. WICKER). 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me first take this 
opportunity to commend and thank the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. SoL- 
OMON) for the legislation which is be- 
fore us today. Although my colleague 
still has several more months remain- 
ing in this Congress and a lot more 
work to do, let me be among the many 
to express my gratitude to him for his 
service to his community, to the mili- 
tary, to this institution, and to his 
State and Nation. 

I also at this point want to note the 
leadership and tireless efforts of the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGRICH) 
in leading the war on drugs and the sig- 
nificant contribution of the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT), chairman 
of the Task Force for a Drug-Free 
America, who is working with Members 
of Congress and communities across 
the country in an effort to stem the 
tide of illegal drug use. 

I rise today in strong support of this 
legislation, which has at its center a 
very simple premise: The Federal Gov- 
ernment should not be in the business 
of supplying IV needles or syringes to 
drug addicts. 

Let me point to this graphic. Mr. 
Speaker, this photograph very vividly 
points out the sad, regrettable, dan- 
gerous, and even deadly issue that we 
are talking about today. 
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Under a needle exchange program, an 
individual such as the one depicted 
here uses a hypodermic needle to inject 
an illegal and harmful and deadly drug, 
such as cocaine or heroin, then hands 
over that contaminated needle at a fa- 
cility in exchange for a clean needle 
which can then be used in further ille- 
gal activity. In many cases, the illegal 
drug user will be given a permission 
slip which would authorize him or her 
to carry the otherwise illegal drug par- 
aphernalia. A needle exchange program 
facilitates an act which is in fact ille- 
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gal, which is in fact a felony in most of 
the United States of America. 

The festering disease of illegal drugs 
is eating away at our society. We have 
witnessed a dramatic rise in drug use 
during the last several years, particu- 
larly among our young people. The fail- 
ure of our country to have a coherent 
drug policy which emphasizes edu- 
cation, prevention and a strong anti- 
use theme is having a disastrous effect. 

This very day, more than 8,000 young 
people across America will use an ille- 
gal drug for the first time. Illegal drug 
use is tearing at our social fabric, rip- 
ping apart families and corrupting our 
children. Fifty-four percent of high 
school children have used illegal drugs. 
The use of heroin, a drug which is al- 
most exclusively injected intra- 
venously, has quadrupled, has in- 
creased fourfold, just since 1994. Ac- 
cording to a University of California 
study last year, the social cost of drug 
abuse amounts to $67 billion per year. 

Clearly we must act. It is our duty, 
our obligation to society and to our 
children to act promptly, to act re- 
sponsibly and to eliminate the scourge 
of illegal drugs. The government does 
indeed have an important role in win- 
ning the war on drugs in America. But 
using tax dollars to hand out free nee- 
dles to drug addicts is not the right 
way to go about addressing the crisis of 
drugs in our communities. In fact, it is 
exactly the wrong way. 

To begin winning the war on drugs, 
we should instead be emphasizing an 
approach which gets tough on the sup- 
ply side of illegal drugs by dramati- 
cally stepping up interdiction. Then on 
the demand side we must concentrate 
our efforts on education and prevention 
to fight the devastating effects illegal 
drugs have on our society. 

Unfortunately, last week, President 
Clinton announced to the American 
people that his administration en- 
dorses the use of needle exchange pro- 
grams for drug users. But he stopped 
short of funding such programs. In ef- 
fect, the President tried to have it both 
ways. This headline is devastating: 
“Clinton Supports Needle Exchanges 
But Not Funding.” That is the message 
which the President of the United 
States, the highest elected official in 
our land, sent out across this land to 
the young people, that needle exchange 
programs are a good thing. 

Mr. Speaker, the President could 
hardly have sent a more destructive 
and harmful and confusing message to 
the American people. The President ar- 
gues forcefully that we must protect 
our children from tobacco, and I agree. 
But in his next breath, he endorses nee- 
dle exchange programs, the exchange of 
one piece of illegal drug paraphernalia 
for the other. 

Thankfully the administration’s own 
national drug policy adviser, General 
Barry McCaffrey, courageously took 
the opposite view and stated just last 
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week, and I quote General McCaffrey, 
“Needle exchange programs are 
magnets for social ills, pulling in 
crime, violence, addicts, prostitution, 
dealers and gangs and driving out hope 
and opportunity.” 

If the President will not listen to his 
own drug czar, who will he listen to? 
Perhaps he will listen to this body. It 
is time for this body once again to 
stand up for what is right. We have de- 
bated this issue on the floor before. 
Last September a bipartisan majority 
of this House said “No” to Federal 
funding for needle exchanges during 
the Labor-HHS appropriation bill for 
FY 1998. The moratorium which banned 
funding for these programs has now ex- 
pired and it is time for us to put into 
place a permanent ban on funding for 
needle exchanges. 

Mr. Speaker, the underlying assump- 
tion of a needle exchange program is 
that we can somehow encourage re- 
sponsible drug users.” That is an 
oxymoron if ever I have heard one. Ad- 
vocates of needle exchange programs 
hope that drug users will not share 
their needles with other drug users. 
But let's consider the kind of clientele 
that we are hoping will act ‘‘respon- 
sibly.” We are talking about drug ad- 
dicts who often commit violent crime 
to support their habits, who often sell 
their own bodies just to get high or to 
sustain their drug habits. Do we really 
believe that individuals engaged in this 
type of harmful, illegal and even dead- 
ly activity are going to be worried 
about whether their needles are clean? 

On the floor today we will hear, as we 
have already heard, proponents of nee- 
dle exchanges talk about the alleged 
benefits of these programs in reducing 
the spread of HIV and AIDS. But there 
are no reliable scientific studies to 
back up that charge. In fact, the oppo- 
site is true. 

The 1996 Montreal Study dem- 
onstrated that intravenous drug ad- 
dicts who used needle exchange pro- 
grams were more than twice as likely 
to become infected with HIV as addicts 
who did not take part in exchange pro- 
grams. Needle exchange programs are 
simply based on a flawed theory, and 
they will not work to solve the prob- 
lem of AIDS. 

I wish we could find a cure for AIDS. 
I hope that we will. This Congress is 
funding research to do just that. But I 
am opposed to spending more taxpayer 
dollars on programs that do not work 
and which send the wrong message to 
the children of America. 

H.R. 3717 will prevent the administra- 
tion from moving ahead on a risky pro- 
gram of handing out free needles. This 
bill is brief and goes straight to the 
point by amending title II of the Public 
Health Service Act to prevent any 
funds from being expended, either di- 
rectly or indirectly, to carry out any 
program of distributing sterile needles 
or syringes for the hypodermic injec- 
tion of any illegal drug. 
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Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
join me in supporting this straight- 
forward bill to ban Federal funding for 
needle exchange programs. In so doing, 
we will be sending the right message to 
America’s young people, that the Fed- 
eral Government does not condone and 
will not be a party to illegal drug use 
in any form. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. I 
too want to join my colleagues in com- 
mending the distinguished gentleman 
from New York (Mr. SOLOMON) for his 
fine service in this House of Represent- 
atives. I consider him a friend and I 
have fought with him on his side on 
many battles in this Congress. He will 
be sorely missed by all of us. I thank 
the gentleman from New York for his 
service. He has served his constituents 
well. I know they are very proud of 
him. 

So it is with great regret that I rise 
today to oppose the Solomon amend- 
ment. But I do so, Mr. Speaker, with 
the confidence that in standing here I 
stand with the great scientists of our 
country in stating that needle ex- 
change programs help reduce the 
spread of HIV and AIDS and do not 
contribute to increasing substance 
abuse, indeed in many instances reduce 
substance abuse. There are many issues 
that will be raised during this debate 
on this bill, but there is one clear mes- 
sage that is irrefutable now and will be 
equally irrefutable at the close of busi- 
ness. That message is, the leading sci- 
entists in this country have examined 
the evidence and determined that nee- 
dle exchange programs, again, help 
stop the spread of HIV infection and do 
not encourage drug use. 

We give the National Institutes of 
Health, we appropriate for FY 1998, the 
year we are in, $13.6 billion. What does 
this Congress want to do? Ignore the 
recommendations of the NIH. There are 
special orders and Dear Colleagues 
around here to double the funding in 5 
years for the National Institutes of 
Health. But what does this body want 
to do today? Ignore the findings of the 
National Institutes of Health. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to not have my col- 
leagues take my word for it but listen 
to the words of the scientists them- 
selves: 

After reviewing all of the research, we 
have unanimously agreed that there is con- 
clusive scientific evidence that needle ex- 
change programs, as part of a comprehensive 
HIV prevention strategy, are an effective 
public health intervention that reduces the 
transmission of HIV and does not encourage 
the use of illegal drugs. 

Signed, Dr. Harold Varmus, Director, 
National Institutes of Health, and I 
might add, a winner of the Nobel prize 
himself; Dr. Anthony Fauci, Director, 
National Institute of Allergy and Infec- 
tious Diseases, the institute that does 
the research on HIV and AIDS; Dr. 
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Alan Leshner, Director, National Insti- 
tute on Drug Abuse; and Dr. David 
Satcher, the Surgeon General. This 
memorandum is dated April 1998. That 
is the determination of the Nation's 
leading scientists. 

In 2 hours we will see how this House 
of Representatives will side with the 
scientists or side with the politics. I 
would not think of asking my col- 
leagues in this body to vote for an item 
that would increase drug abuse in this 
country. 

I have heard others on the other side 
of this issue question the motivation of 
those of us who support the needle ex- 
change program. I do not question 
their motivation. I say that every sin- 
gle person in this body is fully com- 
mitted to ridding our country of this 
terrible scourge of substance abuse, 
and also of the spread of HIV and AIDS. 

H.R. 3717 would impose a permanent 
ban on Federal funding for needle ex- 
change programs, a position which con- 
tradicts the enormous body of sci- 
entific research. For that reason, I 
urge my colleagues to vote no“ on the 
bill. 

It is cruelly ironic, as I said earlier, 
in a year when there seems to be con- 
sensus to increase the funding at NIH, 
that we are at this time considering 
throwing out the science and basing 
public policy on politics. I will speak 
to the science and the role of needle ex- 
change in fighting the AIDS epidemic. 
I have said what the scientists have 
said, and I will say that this statement 
by Dr. Varmus and others clearly 
states what the facts are. 

I would say to the gentleman from 
Ohio who said a word about common 
sense, is it common sense to ignore the 
opinion of the leading scientists in the 
country? Is that common sense, when 
we ourselves fund their scientific re- 
search? Something is not right here. 

The NIH panel also concluded that 
individuals in areas with needle ex- 
change programs have increased likeli- 
hood of entering drug treatment pro- 
grams. In the fight to reduce drug 
abuse, we need to understand that nee- 
dle exchange is a valuable opportunity 
to help drug abusers into treatment. 

Leading private organizations see the 
value of needle exchange as well. They 
include the American Medical Associa- 
tion, the American Public Health Asso- 
ciation, the National Academy of 
Sciences, American Nurses Associa- 
tion, the American Academy of Pediat- 
rics, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, 
and the American Bar Association. 

Something is wrong with this pic- 
ture. When I hear this debate in this 
body that the science is so conclusive, 
one would think we were having a 
meeting of the Flat Earth Society. 
How can we turn our back to the 
science? 

In making our decision on needle ex- 
change, we need to ask, who is affected 


7134 


negatively if we use political expedi- 
ency rather than science to fight a pub- 
lic health emergency? The answer to 
that question is also clear. Among 
women of childbearing age, more than 
70 percent of HIV infections are related 
either directly or indirectly to injec- 
tion drug use. Of babies diagnosed with 
HIV infection, more than 75 percent 
were infected as a direct or indirect re- 
sult of injection drug use by a parent. 
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When we fail to fund needle ex- 
change, we are foregoing a proven 
intervention that can save the lives of 
women and children. We are giving up 
the opportunities to help the drug 
users get treatment. 

I have more to say on this subject, 
Mr. Speaker, but my colleagues are 
very eager to get into this debate. I 
will just close by saying by ignoring 
the science, that ignoring, that igno- 
rance, is not bliss. That ignorance 
equals death. And I say without any 
fear of contradiction to my colleagues 
that a vote against the Solomon 
amendment, which I am requesting of 
them, is a vote to save lives. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS). 

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I appreciate my friend yielding this 
time to me. 

Let me just say here I do not think 
there is a wrong and right on this 
issue. I think there are two competing 
public policy objectives. One objective 
just focuses on the AIDS epidemic, on 
getting people who are using bad nee- 
dles good needles so they can continue 
their habit, but at the same time at 
least have them use a needle that will 
not infect them with a virus. And I un- 
derstand that. And under this amend- 
ment State and local governments in 
the private sector who already fund 
these programs can continue to do 
that. We are not wiping that out. 

But the other policy objective, and I 
think we have to look at this, each day 
over 8,000 young people are going to try 
an illegal drug for the first time. Her- 
oin use rates are up among youth. And 
while perhaps eight persons contract 
HIV directly or indirectly from dirty 
needles, 352 start using heroin each 
day, and more than 4,000 die each year 
from heroin- and morphine-related 
causes. 

We send a wrong signal when we tell 
people it is illegal but we are going to 
give out a clean needle for people to 
pursue this illegal habit, and I think it 
looks terrible from a public policy ob- 
jective to have the government really 
funding these programs and encour- 
aging the use of illegal drugs. 

Mr. Speaker, I think that is where we 
get into the mix on this. And although 
if our only objective were AIDS, that 
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would be fine, but we have the com- 
peting objective here of getting people, 
the government is saying it is all right 
to use it, and here is a clean needle by 
the way. And we are going to fund this 
even though, if they are a veteran in a 
VA hospital, they may have, or some- 
one who is in a hospital on Medicare, 
they may have to pay for their own 
needles, and we may charge them for 
it. 

That is how this gets so ridiculous, 
and that is why I support the Wicker 
amendment. Even assuming the needle 
exchange programs can further accel- 
erate the declining rate of HIV trans- 
mission, I think the risks of these pro- 
grams encourage a high ratio of heroin, 
and they outweigh the potential bene- 
fits. So that is where I come down on 
this, with all due respect to folks who 
I think are very narrowly focused and 
I think admirably so on the other side. 

The President’s own drug czar has 
spoken very eloquently on this. He 
knows that the use of taxpayer dollars 
could, in fact, be better diverted in 
areas of drug prevention. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Wash- 
ington (Mr. MCDERMOTT) who is also a 
doctor. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, the 
reason we are having this debate is 
clearly because the Republicans cannot 
get a budget together. We have not had 
one single minute of debate in the 
Committee on the Budget on a budget 
for this country and not a single 
minute out here on the budget, but we 
have 2 hours on this issue, which is ba- 
sically a matter of science. 

Now, there is very clear and con- 
vincing evidence that this is a matter 
of saving lives through a program that 
some people want to make it, people 
are either for needle exchange and 
therefore they are soft on drugs or peo- 
ple are against needle exchange and 
they are strong against drugs. 

There could not be anything further 
from the truth. The fact is, these pro- 
grams have been used in the North- 
west. They have reduced the infection 
rate from 30 percent in New York and 
the South to 3 percent in the North- 
west among HIV-infected people. 

Now people say it encourages drug 
use. The Secretary of HHS, Donna 
Shalala, convened a panel of experts at 
the National Institutes of Health. They 
came back with the fact that needle ex- 
change programs do not increase and, 
in fact, may decrease the use of drugs. 

The fact is, if we just want to be 
money-wise, one case of prevented HIV 
infection is estimated to save $119,000. 

Now how do these programs work? In 
Tacoma and Seattle, they have a table 
where somebody sits and somebody has 
to bring a needle and they get a clean 
needle. Now I do not know how that is 
going to encourage the use of drugs. 
Are my colleagues suggesting that high 
school kids are going to come and say, 


April 29, 1998 


well, I got a needle; give me a clean 
one so I can go find some drugs to use? 

We are talking about a population 
that is infecting 33 people per day in 
this country with HIV, and 85 percent 
of the new cases in this country are 
among heterosexual people, and 66 per- 
cent of the cases among women are 
linked to drug use. Every single case of 
a child today being infected by HIV is 
linked to drugs and drug usage. 

Now if my colleagues want to prevent 
those cases, if they are worried about 
kids, if they are worried about women 
getting the disease, then they want to 
have the needle exchange program. It 
has worked in the Northwest for a bill 
like the one that the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. SOLOMON) has put out 
here on the floor that has a broad, 
sweeping nature to it. Any direct or in- 
direct; does that mean that Seattle and 
Tacoma cannot have their program? Do 
we have to continue a program or dis- 
continue a program because of that? 

I say that is wrong. My colleagues 
ought to vote against this bill. 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL). 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup- 
port of this legislation. It makes no 
sense to pay somebody, pay for free 
needles to do something that is cur- 
rently illegal. It is very questionable 
whether it will do any good. 

As a physician, I would have to agree 
with the opposition that a clean needle 
certainly is better than a dirty needle. 
I do not think there is a question about 
that. But I do believe that there is a 
message sent that if we provide free 
needles to do something that we are 
condoning or encouraging it. But there 
is also a strong moral as well as an eco- 
nomic argument against this. 

What we are talking about here is 
lowering costs of risky behavior. We 
are saying that we will pay for the nee- 
dles to perform this risky behavior. 
But there is another much larger ele- 
ment that has not been discussed so 
far, and that has to do with the concept 
that all risky behavior be socialized; 
that is, through the medical system, it 
is assumed that those who do not par- 
ticipate in risky behavior must pay for 
the costs of the risky behavior, wheth- 
er it has to do with cigarettes or 
whether it has to do with drugs or 
whether it has to do with any kind of 
safety. 

So, therefore, the argument is that 
we have to save money in medical care 
costs by providing free needles. But 
there is another position, and that is 
that we might suggest that we do not 
pay for free needles and we might even 
challenge the concept that we should 
not be paying people and taking care of 
them for risky behavior, whether it is 
risky sexual behavior or risky behavior 
with drugs. 

I think this is very clearly the prob- 
lem, and I do not believe we should be 
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socializing this behavior because, if we 
do, we actually increase it. If we lower 
the cost of anything, we increase the 
incidence of its use. So if the responsi- 
bility does not fall on the individual 
performing dangerous behavior, they 
are more likely to, and this is just part 
of it, the idea that we would give them 
a free needle. 

But there is a moral argument 
against this as well. Why should people 
who do not use drugs or do not partici- 
pate in dangerous sexual procedures 
and activities have to pay for those 
who do? And this is really the question, 
and there is no correct moral argument 
for this. And the economic argument is 
very powerful. It says that if we lower 
the cost, we will increase this behavior. 

But this is not only true when we are 
dealing with drugs. It has to do with 
cigarettes. I mean, the whole tobacco 
argument is dealing with the same 
issue, that we have to pay for the costs 
of people who get sick from dangerous 
behavior with cigarettes and, there- 
fore, we have to come in and regulate 
the tobacco companies and nobody can 
assume responsibility for themselves. 

Same thing with alcohol and safety. 
This is the reason we have so much 
government regulation dealing with 
helmet laws and seat belts and buzzers 
and beepers and air bags. So this con- 
cept has to be dealt with if we are ever 
to get to the bottom of this. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I strongly support 
this legislation. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. STOKES) the distinguished ranking 
member on the Subcommittee on VA, 
HUD and Independent Agencies of the 
Committee on Appropriations, who 
also is leaving the Congress after a 
very, very distinguished career. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the distinguished gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. PELOSI) for yielding 
this time to me. I also want to thank 
her for her outstanding and steadfast 
leadership in legislation and funding 
which has helped to fight the spread of 
HIV/AIDS. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
H.R. 3717. This bill would prohibit the 
expenditure of Federal funds for needle 
exchange programs. More specifically, 
the measure would help to ensure the 
continuing spread of the deadly HIV/ 
AIDS virus. 

Extensive scientific evidence and the 
Nation's leading health experts, includ- 
ing the National Institutes of Health, 
Centers For Disease Control, the Amer- 
ican Medical Association, the Amer- 
ican Public Health Association, Na- 
tional Academy of Sciences, the Amer- 
ican Nurses Association, the American 
Academy of Pediatrics, all unani- 
mously agree that there is conclusive 
scientific evidence that needle ex- 
change programs as a part of a com- 
prehensive HIV/AIDS prevention strat- 
egy that makes needles available on a 
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replacement basis only and that refers 
participants to drug counseling and 
treatment and other medical services 
are effective in public health interven- 
tion in reducing the transmission of 
HIV/AIDS and that it does not encour- 
age the use of illegal drugs. 

Mr. Speaker, over the years, the 
House has provided enhanced Federal 
spending for AIDS treatment and out- 
reach services and for the biomedical 
which continues further advances in 
the development of effective treatment 
for AIDS. Now we must also do what is 
necessary to help further reduce the 
spread of this epidemic. 

Since AIDS was first identified, it 
has been known that injection drug use 
plays an increasing role in the spread 
of this disease. These two deadly 
health epidemics, AIDS and substance 
abuse, devastate families all across 
this Nation and from all walks of life. 

Mr. Speaker, prohibition and silence 
on the use of Federal funds for needle 
exchange programs to prevent and con- 
trol the spread of HIV/AIDS are no 
longer options. Nationwide, IV drug 
use accounts for more than 60 percent 
of the AIDS cases, more than 70 per- 
cent of the HIV infections among 
women of child-bearing age and more 
than 75 percent of babies diagnosed 
with HIV/AIDS. These babies, through 
no fault of their own, were injected as 
a direct or indirect result of IV drug 
use by a parent. 

And while Iam encouraged by the de- 
cline in AIDS deaths in the general 
population, I am extremely discour- 
aged by the devastating situation in 
the African American community 
where AIDS is now the leading cause of 
death among those that are 25 to 44 
years of age. According to the Centers 
For Disease Control, the rate of HIV/ 
AIDS in the African American commu- 
nity is seven times that of the general 
population. Seventy-two people that 
are African American are infected 
every day. This is a state of emer- 
gency. We must do what is necessary to 
address the Nation's devastating public 
health problem in HIV/AIDS. 

The fact that the greatest number of 
AIDS cases are due to intravenous drug 
use forces the Congress to have to care- 
fully, seriously consider the value of 
needle exchange programs in the con- 
trol and prevention of this deadly dis- 
ease. 

The National Institutes of Health 
March, 1997, consensus development 
statement on interventions to prevent 
HIV risk behaviors reported that nee- 
dle exchange programs have shown a 
reduction in risk behaviors as high as 
80 percent in injecting drug users, with 
estimates of 30 percent or greater re- 
duction of HIV. 

We must not continue to ignore solid 
scientific evidence. Now is the time to 
support Federal funding, and I urge the 
defeat of this bill. 
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Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN). 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
first like to address the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. PELOSI) and say I 
admire her efforts in HIV prevention 
and the work that she has put forward 
in trying to solve this epidemic. 

I probably find myself in a unique 
category because I have read all the 
studies on needle exchange; I have ac- 
tually read the studies, and I find it 
ironic that the report that was issued, 
even though we have a statement from 
April of 1998, the NIH consensus state- 
ment was made prior to the release of 
the Montreal data. 

I want to quote from the Montreal 
study, and I also want to educate the 
Members a little bit on the studies, be- 
cause there have only been two studies 
done on all needle exchange programs 
that have the same group of individ- 
uals in the beginning of the study as 
they had at the end of the study. All of 
the others had unidentified needle 
users and unidentified needle users at 
the end and took averages of numbers, 
which scientifically is meaningless 
when we want to try to show some- 
thing as a cause and effect or a reduc- 
tion of risk. 

The Montreal study and the Van- 
couver study were both excellent stud- 
ies. They had the same people looked 
at when they began the study as when 
they ended the study. I want to read to 
my colleagues the conclusion as print- 
ed in the American Journal of Epidemi- 
ology by Doctors Bruneau and others 
as to what their conclusion is. They 
were not anticipating the debate in the 
U.S. Congress when they wrote this 
conclusion: In summary, Montreal 
needle exchange program users have a 
higher HIV seroconversion rate than 
needle exchange program nonusers.” 
What does that say? That says that if 
one is in their program and one is get- 
ting free needles, one is more likely to 
get HIV than if one is not in their pro- 
gram using needles. 

Now, we can distort that, but that is 
the science of the two studies, and the 
Vancouver study supports the same 
claim. 

We should be concerned about drug 
injection in this country. We should be 
concerned about drug addiction. The 
way to solve that is mandatory treat- 
ment programs for people who are ad- 
dicted. 

I will pledge to those on the other 
side of the aisle who differ with me on 
this issue that I will support any pro- 
gram that comes forward for funding 
for mandatory drug treatment centers 
and promotion of lifestyle change to 
decrease the risk associated with this 
horrendous infection. Remember, we 
are not just talking about HIV. We are 
talking about hepatitis B now that is a 
major epidemic in this group of people; 
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we are talking about hepatitis C, we 
are talking about probably hepatitis D 
as well. So there are large areas besides 
HIV that these people are subjected to. 

Mr. Speaker, I think that we can 
have disagreements, and we know the 
scientific community has disagree- 
ments. There is no question. But we 
cannot ignore the two largest studies 
that have ever been done on this, both 
of which come to the same conclusion, 
that if one is in a needle exchange pro- 
gram, one is more likely to seroconvert 
than less likely. That is completely op- 
posite of what we have heard here so 
far today. I would recommend that ev- 
erybody read the study so that they ac- 
tually know what the scientists have 
said in terms of their conclusions. 

Finally, there are other things that 
are associated with needle exchange 
programs that we ought to be con- 
cerned about. There is multiple reports 
that the needle traffickers there, what 
they do is they draw drug traffickers to 
the needle exchange program; that the 
crime rates in the areas where we have 
needle exchange programs actually go 
up, they do not go down. So there are 
all of these other consequences associ- 
ated with needle exchange programs 
that have, in fact, not been addressed 
by any argument today. We have a 
problem with drug addiction, injection 
drug addiction in this country. This is 
fixing the wrong problem. We need to 
be fixing drug addiction, not enabling 
drug addicters and drug-addicted peo- 
ple to more easily use their illegal 
drug. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume to 
respond to the gentleman. 

I appreciate his offer of supporting 
mandated treatment programs, and I 
do believe that treatment on demand is 
the answer to reducing substance abuse 
in our country. But he spent a good 
deal of his time talking about the Mon- 
treal study, and Julie Bruneau and oth- 
ers who worked on that. I want to call 
to the attention of my colleagues the 
op-ed by Julie Bruneau and Martin 
Schechter, her colleague in making the 
Montreal study. In this op-ed, in their 
own words, they say, 

As the author of the study, we must point 
out that these officials have misinterpreted 
our results. A study conducted last year and 
published in the Lancet, the British medical 
journal, found that 29 cities worldwide where 
programs were in place, HIV infection 
dropped by an average of 5.8 percent a year 
among drug users. In 51 cities that had no 
needle exchange plans, where they had no ex- 
change programs, 5.9 percent a year was the 
increase in HIV spread. 

In Canada, as a result of these stud- 
ies, the same study that our colleague 
is citing in opposition to our position, 
the authors of the study he cites, the 
Montreal study says, in Canada, local 
governments acted on our research by 
expanding needle exchanges and adding 
related services. 

So I say to my colleagues that this 
Montreal study, which the gentleman 
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is correct, it did come since our vote 
last year, but it does not support the 
argument. The fact is, it supports the 
fact that needle exchange programs re- 
duce the spread of HIV. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman has plenty of time on that side, 
and I am pleased to answer any ques- 
tions the gentleman has on his own 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr. 
KENNEDY), a leader in this fight to re- 
duce substance abuse and stop the 
spread of HIV in this country. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to thank the gen- 
tlewoman for yielding, and I want to 
commend her for the good work that 
she is doing to save lives in this coun- 
try. 

That is what we should be about in 
this debate, saving lives. And the idea 
that we are going to talk about a 
moral argument here, that we should 
somehow not support needle exchanges 
because it helps promote risky behav- 
ior, is just absurd. I cannot even be- 
lieve I am hearing this said, because 
the people who are making this argu- 
ment must not know that AIDS is not 
a disease that talks about people who 
have risky behavior. When we look at 
the fact that 40 percent of cases of 
those with AIDS are babies, do my col- 
leagues mean to tell me those infants 
are having risky behavior? 

I would like everyone to keep in 
mind here, we are talking about chil- 
dren, children in this country who have 
HIV. Let me remind everyone that 
dying of AIDS is a slow and painful 
death, and if we pass this legislation, 
we will be sentencing children in this 
country to a slow and painful death 
that could otherwise have been pre- 
vented. How could it have been pre- 
vented? Because we would have cut 
back on the incidences of AIDS because 
we would have allowed those people 
who do insist to use drugs the oppor- 
tunity to use clean needles so that 
they are not spreading this deadly dis- 
ease. 

Let me repeat for my colleagues, the 
needle exchange program reduces HIV. 
After reviewing all of the available evi- 
dence and science, the Directors of the 
National Institutes of Health are say- 
ing conclusively that the needle ex- 
change programs reduce HIV. I think it 
is a moral obligation for our colleagues 
to vote against this legislation, be- 
cause if we save any lives, that will be 
our job here in this Congress. 

We cannot, I repeat, we cannot ig- 
nore the scientific evidence for polit- 
ical expediency purposes. I know it is 
easy for my colleagues to go back to 
their districts and say, hey, I do not 
want to support these needles. That is 
an easy cop-out. That is a cop-out 
when we have the science that says we 
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are preventing AIDS from being spread; 
we ought to follow our evidence. I 
thought that is the reason we came to 
the Congress is because we know the 
evidence, we have been up here, we 
have been studying the facts. 

The Congress has been advised by the 
National Institutes of Health, which 
advised the Congress what to do in the 
public’s health interest to say needle 
exchange programs reduce the 
incidences of AIDS. I do not think 
there is any debate about this whatso- 
ever. Let us do what the scientists tell 
us to do. Let us reduce AIDS, let us 
support needle exchange programs, let 
us oppose this bill. 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT), 
the leader of the Speaker’s Task Force 
For a Drug-Free America. 

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

First of all, I want to acknowledge 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
PELOSI) in her earnestness in this fight. 
We have stood and debated issues and 
like issues many times, and I certainly 
believe that she is sincere in her ef- 
forts. I also commend my colleague 
from Baltimore in the State of Mary- 
land. I know he is sincere in what his 
views are and what he is trying to do, 
and we have had testimony in com- 
mittee on what he is trying to do. But 
I listened to the speech of the gen- 
tleman, the previous gentleman, and I 
am amazed. 

First of all, we are talking about 
drug use in this country, and we are 
talking about trying to stop drug use 
in this country. I will tell my col- 
leagues, I feel sorry for the 40 percent 
of the AIDS victims who are children, 
but those 40 percent of the victims who 
are children are not using needles, so 
the whole needle issue does not affect 
those folks at all. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I did 
not interrupt the gentleman, and I 
would appreciate it if he would not in- 
terrupt me. 

What we are talking about are 20,000 
people who die on our street corners 
every year. They are dying in our 
emergency rooms, OD-ing, they are 
dying in the darkest parts of our cities, 
and they are also dying in the wealthi- 
est of our suburbs. They are young peo- 
ple. Most of those 20,000 folks are chil- 
dren. Some of us know members of our 
family or friends who have had drug 
problems, who have had very, very seri- 
ous situations with drugs. 

What we are saying, if drugs are ille- 
gal in this country, if it is illegal to 
use cocaine or heroin or anything that 
is injectable, then we should not be 
handing out free utensils to be able to 
inject that substance in our arms. I 
think that is a common-sense proposal. 
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Mr. Speaker, we wave around a lot of 
studies, and we talk about the Mon- 
treal study, and we talk about the Van- 
couver study, we talk about the Chi- 
cago study, and we go back and forth 
on what somebody said. I understand, I 
read the op-ed that the two folks that 
did the Canadian studies talked about. 
Mr. Speaker, the reality is the study 
did not prove what they believed. They 
do not like the results of the science. 
The science did not prove their theory. 

Now, that is too bad. We talk about 
unintended consequences around here, 
but I will tell my colleagues, the unin- 
tended consequences of handing out 
free needles in our cities and in our 
suburbs and on our street corners is 
that in the study in Montreal we found, 
and in Vancouver, we found out that 
we had more kids using drugs when we 
handed out free needles. We found out 
that the incidence of exchanging nee- 
dles, trading needles around when we 
handed out free needles, was 39 percent. 
Thirty-nine percent more people or 
people still traded needles. Do my col- 
leagues know what the percentage was 
when we did not have free needles? It 
was 38 percent. So the problem of ex- 
changing and trading needles, this is 
just a false argument. It does not exist. 

So the whole issue here is—excuse 
me, sir. I did not mean to interrupt the 
gentleman. 

So the whole issue here is we are 
talking about something in passing out 
needles in HIV that exacerbates the 
problem, it does not solve the problem. 
I do not care what the arguments are 
on the other side. That is what the 
facts prove. It also proves, and I have 
talked to people who work in these 
areas, but quite frankly, a person who 
gets a buy of heroin or a buy of co- 
caine— 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BLUNT). The gentleman will suspend. 

The gentleman will be reminded that 
the rules prohibit passing in front of 
the member speaking. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, regular 
order. There is a chart up. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Would 
the minority please remove the chart? 
Would the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia please assure that this chart be 
removed since it is not currently being 
utilized in debate? 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, is some- 
one objecting to the chart, the list of 
scientists that are the head of the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health? 

Mr. KINGSTON. Regular order, Mr. 
Speaker. Regular order. 

Ms. PELOSI. Are we to ignore the 
list of scientists at the National Insti- 
tutes of Health? 

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. 
chart is not being used. 

Ms. PELOSI. The Flat Earth Society 
lives. 

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I am 
sorry for the comments of the gentle- 
woman from California and the inter- 
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ruptions that we have seen in here, but 
I think everybody ought to be heard on 
this, and I think everybody ought to 
have the opportunity to make their ar- 
guments. 
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What we have seen when somebody 
gets a buy of cocaine or heroin to be 
able to inject, they really do not care. 
They need that narcotic. They do not 
care whether they are going to go out 
and be able to buy a needle or trade a 
needle or steal a needle. They are going 
to get a needle to get their fix, and 
that is the consequences. 

So when we really get back to what 
we are talking about in the use of 
drugs, I think the first premise is we 
should not be handing out a utensil or 
tool to allow people to break a law. 
That is pretty simple. 

The second issue is commitment. If 
we are talking about trying to show 
that we are going to reduce demand in 
this country on drug use, and we are 
going to try and also persuade coun- 
tries south of our border to stop and 
try to reduce the supply, we have to be 
honest and genuine about trying to 
stop demand. 

I think it certainly is a wrong mes- 
sage to say that, oh, by the way, we are 
going to try to stop demand in our 
country, but here we are handing out 
free needles to drug users. What hap- 
pens when you hand out free needles to 
drug users, the incidence of drug use 
goes up. It was proved in the Montreal 
study and proved in the Vancouver 
study. It was also proved in the Chi- 
cago study. 

As a matter of fact, the Chicago 
study showed that HIV increased 8.4 
percent per 100 people when there are 
free needles, and there was a drop with- 
out free needles of 71 percent of HIV in 
that community when there were no 
free needles. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to have a com- 
mitment to stopping drugs in this 
country. Giving away free needles is 
not part of that. We also have to have 
local solutions to national problems. 
And the best way to start those local 
solutions is to help people clean up 
their neighborhoods. Handing away 
free needles or giving away free needles 
in people’s neighborhoods does not stop 
the drug problem, it exacerbates the 
drug problem. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good piece of 
legislation and a needed piece of legis- 
lation. It is a piece of legislation that 
we debated last year and was passed 
overwhelmingly in the House, and it is 
a shame that we have to retread this 
argument and go over it again. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I agree 
with the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HASTERT), this resolution is a shame. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. Wa- 
TERS), a champion in the fight against 
drug abuse in our country. 
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Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, if passed, 
H.R. 3717 would needlessly impose a 
permanent ban on the use of Federal 
funds for needle exchange programs 
even though they are scientifically 
proven to save lives and do not in- 
crease drug use. 

The research speaks for itself. Three 
comprehensive reviews of the scientific 
literature done by the United States 
General Accounting Office, the Na- 
tional Research Council, the Institute 
of Medicine and the University of Cali- 
fornia at San Francisco all found that 
needle exchange programs are an effec- 
tive component of comprehensive com- 
munity-based HIV prevention pro- 
grams. 

In March 1997 the National Institutes 
of Health published a report which con- 
cluded that needle exchange programs 
did not cause an increase in drug use. 
In fact, needle exchange programs 
linked to drug treatment and other 
services actually led to a decrease in 
drug use. 

Mr. Speaker, we have got to get our 
heads out of the sand. The statistics 
speak for themselves. Thirty-three 
Americans are infected each day with 
HIV because of injection drug use. Na- 
tionwide, IV drug use accounts for 
more than 60 percent of the AIDS 
cases, over 70 percent of HIV infections 
among women of childbearing age, and 
more than 75 percent of babies diag- 
nosed with HIV/AIDS. Every hour 
seven Americans are infected with HIV. 
Three of these seven are African-Amer- 
ican. 

As many of us know, minorities are 
disproportionately affected by HIV/ 
AIDS. While overall AIDS deaths have 
declined, AIDS is still the number one 
killer of African-Americans and 
Latinos between the ages of 25 and 44. 
The Congressional Black Caucus is 
committed to fighting the scourge of 
HIV/AIDS and drugs. We absolutely see 
no contradiction between supporting 
needle exchange and working to rid 
drugs from our communities. 

Let me say to my Republican friends, 
the Congressional Black Caucus made 
the fight of illegal drugs the number 
one priority for the 105th session. We 
have not been joined by those who 
claim they care about this issue. They 
better get on board and do something 
about the deaths that are occurring in 
this Nation. They ought to be ashamed 
of themselves. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis- 
souri (Mr. GEPHARDT), the Democratic 
leader of the House who has made 
fighting substance abuse a hallmark of 
his service in the Congress. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, this 
is, to put it simply, a public health 
issue. If we are to fight against drugs 
and drug use and against further cases 
of HIV, we have to ask local govern- 
ments and scientists to help us with 
the best way to bring about the preven- 
tion of both of those occurrences. And 
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what the best scientists have told us 
and what some local and private agen- 
cies tell us, is that this kind of pro- 
gram gives us the best chance to both 
prevent further cases of HIV and to 
prevent further drug use. 

What we know from experience in 
many local jurisdictions is that if peo- 
ple are brought into a drug prevention 
and drug treatment program, they can 
be gotten off of their addiction. We 
know that drug use is an addictive dis- 
ease and the way to get people to not 
be addicted is to get them into drug 
treatment, and we know that these 
programs are the way in many, many 
cases we can get people into drug treat- 
ment. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a doubleheader 
victory. We can prevent drug use, stop 
drug use, and prevent HIV, both of 
which have huge costs for our society. 
This is a matter of common sense and 
good judgment. 

Mr. Speaker, I say to the Members 
today, why should the Federal Govern- 
ment be telling local governments and 
jurisdictions and private agencies that 
they should not do something that 
they feel is working? This is a case 
where we might even use good Repub- 
lican arguments that the Federal Gov- 
ernment should not be dictating to 
local jurisdictions, we ought to be fol- 
lowing their good judgment and prac- 
tice and experience. 

Mr. Speaker, I say to Members: Vote 
against this bill. Let us prevent drug 
use. Let us stop drug use. Let us pre- 
vent HIV. Let us follow the science, 
follow the facts and do the right thing 
for the American people. I urge Mem- 
bers to vote against this bill. 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) who 
has been a leader in the fight against 
drugs. 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, the prob- 
lem with the science that is being ar- 
gued on the other side is that it is just 
not there. The fact is that at the very 
best, at the very best, there are mixed 
studies. 

It is clear that in Vancouver, that in 
spite of providing 2 million needles a 
year, they now have the highest inci- 
dence of AIDS and it is increasing. 
Vancouver has the highest heroin 
death rate in North America and is re- 
ferred in The Washington Post as the 
“drugs and crime capital of Canada.” 

In Montreal we have seen the HIV- 
positive at twice the rate of addicts not 
in the program. Nearly 1,600 injection 
drug users found that those partici- 
pating in the needle exchange pro- 
grams had a 33 percent cumulative 
probability of HIV seroconversion com- 
pared to 13 percent of injection drug 
users who had not participated in the 
program. 

In the British medical journal The 
Lancet“ they said that injection drug 
users who participated in the Montreal 
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needle exchange programs were two 
times more, not less, likely. The 
science at best is mixed here, and we 
need more research. But what is clear 
is that heroin is illegal, and we do not 
need the Government of the United 
States and the taxpayers of the United 
States to become needle traffickers in 
this country. 

Mr. Speaker, what kind of message 
are we trying to send when we are try- 
ing to work together on the drug war? 
Do we really want this to happen? A 
woman gets raped in the street by a 
heroin addict. What are we going to 
tell her when she finds out that the 
needle that enabled that addict to get 
heroin and then get him on the street 
to rape her came from her tax dollars 
and the tax dollars of America? When 
we have a heroin addict, a father, go 
home to his house and he beats his lit- 
tle child and the child, sobbing, asks 
his mom, “How does daddy get this 
stuff?” And the taxpayers are pro- 
viding the needles for the heroin ad- 
dict. What kind of debate are we hav- 
ing here? 

I know that there is a deep concern 
about HIV. But we cannot enable, we 
cannot become a Dr. Kevorkian be- 
cause we think the cause is right to 
violate the law and enable people to 
violate the law, when that is also lead- 
ing to death and murder and rape and 
pillaging and the abuse of children. 

Just because giving low-tar ciga- 
rettes to people who smoke would re- 
duce the incidence of cancer does not 
mean that we should start distributing 
in our schools low-tar cigarettes. Hey, 
the kids are going to smoke anyway. 
Why do we not make it a little less 
risky for them? Why do we not make it 
so that the secondhand smoke does not 
damage the other kids as much, so let 
us give them free low-tar cigarettes to 
reduce the incidence. We cannot get rid 
of the problem anyway, so let us enable 
this bad habit to continue because 
maybe we can save a few people. 

And what about the violence in the 
streets, where little kids are gunning 
down other people on the streets with 
machine guns? If we made sure that 
they had safety locks on those, a few 
people where there are accidental 
deaths would be saved. We cannot get 
rid of those guns anyway. Why not get 
the government in the business of giv- 
ing new guns to these kids, new ma- 
chine guns with safety locks on them, 
because a few lives would be saved? We 
would be enabling the deaths to con- 
tinue. We would be giving the sanction 
of the government for an illegal behav- 
ior and trafficking in guns in this case 
ourselves, but at least we would save a 
few lives. 

Mr. Speaker, we have to have a clear 
moral message coming out of this Con- 
gress that drugs are wrong. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 344 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT), a former 
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prosecutor and a fighter against sub- 
stance abuse in our country. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to the bill. I am really 
surprised to hear that the science is di- 
vided, because everything that I have 
read and examined indicates that the 
science is rather clear. 

I just cannot imagine if the science 
was divided that the American Medical 
Association would give support to nee- 
dle exchange programs. I cannot imag- 
ine the American Public Health Asso- 
ciation would give support to needle 
exchange programs. I cannot imagine 
that the American Nurses Association 
would give support to needle exchange 
programs. I cannot imagine that the 
American Academy of Pediatrics would 
give support to needle exchange pro- 
grams if there was not clear and con- 
vincing proof, clear and convincing 
proof that these programs work. 

And they do work, Mr. Speaker. And 
I hear many here talk about their expe- 
rience as fighters in the war on drugs. 
Well, let me assure my colleagues, I 
stand second to none when it comes to 
that war. I dare say that I put more 
people in jail for drug distribution and 
narcotic abuse than all of the Members 
in this body combined. 

But also let me tell my colleagues 
this. This program works. I heard the 
minority leader speak to the issue of 
local option. I know it works because it 
works in Massachusetts. It has worked 
in Massachusetts. It has prevented 
clearly the spread of HIV. There is no 
doubt about that whatsoever. 

And, again, according to the study 
that was just released, it does encour- 
age the addict to seek treatment. And 
guess what that translates into? 
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That translates into a reduction of 
people on the streets dealing in drugs. 
Massachusetts has once more proven 
they are right. We had a debate on ju- 
venile justice here, and I kept advo- 
cating that that approach was wrong 
and looked to Massachusetts. The sta- 
tistics were there then, and they are 
there now. 

If we believe in States’ rights, if we 
believe in States’ rights, and I know 
Members on the other side advocate 
constantly for States rights, leave this 
local option available because it does 
work. I am not surprised by the results 
of the HHS study. I could have told my 
colleagues what it was going to show, 
because it has been my experience. 

Let me just conclude by saying the 
minority leader was absolutely right. 
This is a win/win. It is a win against 
the spread of HIV, and it also is a win 
against the war against drugs. Defeat 
this bill, I implore everybody, all my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle. 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 242 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON), a 
gentleman who is not only a leader on 


April 29, 1998 


the Committee on Appropriations but 
one of the great leaders in the drug 
task force. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Speaker, since Clinton has be- 
come President, the use of tobacco and 
drugs in our country has skyrocketed. 
I wanted to get this straight with my 
Democrat friends: What they want to 
do is penalize tobacco users by making 
them pay more for tobacco, but they 
want to subsidize drug users by having 
my middle-class taxpayers pay for 
their syringes. 

Think about this a minute. The hard- 
working folks back in Savannah, Geor- 
gia that I represent and all coastal 
Georgia wake up every morning at 5, 6 
o’clock in the morning, bust their tail 
getting ready to get to work, kiss their 
kids good-bye, take them to school. 
The mom, the dad, they go back to 
their own offices. Meanwhile, back in 
Vancouver or other places outside of 
America, the Canadian taxpayers, their 
counterparts, are having to pay for 
drugs and syringes. Is this not great? 

Let us think about this for a minute. 
The days of moonshine, would we have 
fought moonshine by giving out clean 
and sterile jugs for moonshiners to put 
their products in? And what would El- 
liot Ness have said to Al Capone? We 
are going to bust you, but do it with 
clean jugs.” 

Then what about gamblers? Should 
we start giving them clean playing 
cards, because certainly compulsive 
gamblers are subjected to germs on 
cards. What about compulsive eaters? 
Should we give them free but low-fat 
French fries? 

What has all this needle exchange 
done for people? Two and a half million 
needles were given out in Vancouver 
last year. What did it do? The HIV rate 
among participants is higher than 
those who do not participate. The 
death rate in the 10 years that the pro- 
gram has been in effect has sky- 
rocketed. In 1988 there were 18 deaths 
that were drug related. In 1993, 200. 
What else happens? The highest crime 
rate in Vancouver is within the 2-block 
area of the needle exchange program. 

What did the drug czar, General 
McCaffrey, say? He said no needle ex- 
change programs are going to be lo- 
cated in exclusive neighborhoods. I ask 
the Democrats, how many of them 
want a needle exchange program in 
their backyard? Is this really some- 
thing that they want to say to their 
taxpayers? Look, right next door to 
my office is a needle exchange pro- 
gram, and this is good for you.” 

Do my colleagues really want these 
things being handed out right next to 
them? No. We know they are going to 
go to some inner city area where dis- 
advantaged people are already living in 
crime-infested, drug-infested areas. All 
this does is make the problem worse. 
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I say it is a cruel joke. It is like giv- 
ing a drowning man an anvil and say- 
ing, Here, stand on this. Maybe you 
could get your head above water.” 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 30 seconds to say to the gen- 
tleman, if he really believes what he 
says, and I trust that he does, that he 
ought not to support the next appro- 
priations for the National Institutes of 
Health, which has scientifically con- 
clusive evidence that needle exchange 
programs work. 

I do have a needle exchange program 
right next to my office. In answering 
the gentleman’s question about his 
own constituents and their tax dollar, 
this syringe costs 10 cents. Taking care 
of a person for HIV/AIDS costs $130,000. 
I do not understand why our colleagues 
do not want to spend a dime to save a 
life. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 14% minutes to 
the distinguished gentlewoman from 
New York (Ms. VELAZQUEZ). 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong opposition to H.R. 3717. If my 
colleagues are serious about stopping 
the spread of AIDS, they will oppose 
this bill. 

The fact is the needle exchange pro- 
grams save lives. Since 1993, univer- 
sities, the National Commission on 
AIDS, the CDC, and even the General 
Accounting Office have determined 
that these programs work. 

These programs can reduce HIV in- 
fections by at least one-third and re- 
duce risk behavior by as much as 80 
percent. Furthermore, they provide a 
unique opportunity for those currently 
using drugs to access health care serv- 
ices, including drug treatment. 

There are three publicly funded nee- 
dle exchange programs in my district 
in New York. Their services are helping 
to reduce the number of new AIDS 
cases and providing intravenous drug 
users with rehabilitation. As a result, 
Medicaid costs are reduced. More im- 
portant, lives have been saved. 

My colleagues, needle exchange pro- 
grams prevent the spread of AIDS and 
help turn people’s lives around. This 
bill is a tragic step in the wrong direc- 
tion, and I urge all of my colleagues to 
vote no“. 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2½ 
minutes to the gentleman from Wash- 
ington (Mr. NETHERCUTT), not only a 
leader in the fight against drugs but 
also a leader in the effort to fund re- 
search for the disease of diabetes. 

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Mississippi 
for the yielding me this time and for 
the introduction. 

It has been interesting to listen to 
this debate today and hear the advo- 
cacy on the left, and people who are op- 
posing this legislation today advo- 
cating so strenuously for people who 
use needles and drugs illegally. I want 
to submit to my colleagues that there 
is a moral outrage that is misplaced 
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there; that we do not hear any moral 
outrage asked for and stressed by the 
other side for people who are the only 
legitimate users, one of the only legiti- 
mate groups of users in the country of 
needles legally and for health purposes, 
and that is the diabetics in our society. 

Sixteen million people in our country 
have diabetes. A million children have 
diabetes. It requires that they inject 
themselves with a lifesaving product 
called insulin three times, four times a 
day, legitimately, at a great cost to 
them. But we do not hear that. 

We do not hear our friends who are 
opposing this legislation advocating 
strenuously for the diabetic, for people 
who are, through no fault of their own, 
through no illegal activity, through no 
misbehavior in their life-style, con- 
tracting this disease. So where is that 
moral outrage? 

I think we have to look at this as a 
cost-benefit analysis. Diabetes con- 
sumes billions of dollars a year; 27 
cents out of every Medicare dollar goes 
to the cost of consequences of diabetes. 
We do not hear anybody saying give 
free needles or have a needle exchange 
for diabetics. 

Where is the moral outrage? The 
moral outrage is in favor of the drug 
user. In my judgment, I think it is 
clear that this needle exchange pro- 
gram, although some may work well in 
some communities for some purposes, 
they perpetuate illegal drug use, not 
drug use of insulin injections or diabe- 
tes prevention but illegal drug use. 

I suggest to my friends, if we are 
going to have the moral outrage that I 
question here in favor of people who 
are drug users, drug abusers and 
injectors of illegal substances that 
cause tremendous pain in our society, 
stand up and fight for the diabetic, the 
people who use needles, who use nee- 
dles legally to live. Do not have this 
perpetual constituency that my col- 
leagues seem to want to defend time 
and time again. I support this measure 
and I hope the House will pass it. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman cares 
to know, I am a member of the Sub- 
committee on Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education of the 
Committee on Appropriations, as is the 
gentlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
LOWEY), and all of us fight for funding 
for diabetes. So it may be good news to 
the gentleman from Washington, or 
maybe he chooses not to know. 

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. PELOSI. The gentleman has 
plenty of time. I will answer any ques- 
tions he wants on his time. 

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Great. 

Ms. PELOSI. I object to the gen- 
tleman saying that we do not fight for 
funding for diabetes. He does not know 
what he is talking about. 

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Not needle ex- 
change programs. 
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Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2% 
minutes to the gentlewoman from New 
York (Mrs. LOWEY), a champion in the 
fight against substance abuse and fund- 
ing for diabetes. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague, the gentlewoman from 
California, for yielding to me. 

I would also like to add before mak- 
ing some other comments, that I hope 
the gentleman and all the Members on 
that side would join us in doubling the 
investment at the National Institutes 
of Health for those of us who care pas- 
sionately about diabetes and cancer 
and the whole range of illnesses that 
cause such pain in our society. I hope 
my colleagues will join us. 

I want to proceed in making com- 
ments. 

Mr. Speaker, drug use is one of the 
fastest growing causes of HIV infection 
and AIDS. Nearly three-quarters of all 
AIDS cases in women are related to IV 
drug use. This is the tragic and unfor- 
tunate reality of the AIDS epidemic. 

Let me be very clear that those of us 
that oppose this amendment do not 
condone the use of illegal drugs. In 
fact, I believe we have to do more on 
the war on drugs. But this amendment 
is part of a phony war. Instead, we need 
to spend more on prevention, treat- 
ment programs, and we need to get 
much tougher on drug pushers. 

If I thought that needle exchange 
programs promoted drug use, I would 
support this amendment. But the fact 
is that since 1991, six federally funded 
studies have reported that needle ex- 
change programs reduce HIV trans- 
mission but do not increase drug use, 
and that is the fact. 

After reviewing the research, an NIH 
panel concluded that needle exchange 
programs will not increase the number 
of drug users or the amount of drugs 
used by addicts. In fact, individuals 
with access to needle exchange pro- 
grams are more likely to enter drug 
treatment. 

A study conducted in New York 
found that HIV infections decreased by 
two-thirds among participants in nee- 
dle exchange programs. It is estimated 
that needle exchange could save be- 
tween 5,000 to 11,000 lives over the next 
few years alone. That is why the AMA, 
the National Academy of Sciences, the 
Nurses Association, the American Pub- 
lic Health Association, and many other 
mainstream medical and scientific 
groups support needle exchange. This is 
why the U.S. Conference of Mayors also 
supports needle exchange as part of a 
comprehensive AIDS-fighting effort. 

Let us be clear, this amendment is 
not fighting drug use. It is about par- 
tisan politics, pure and simple. Let us 
listen to our Nation’s health experts 
instead of playing politics with peo- 
ple’s lives. Let us not oppose a proven 
method of preventing the spread of the 
deadly AIDS epidemic. 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, might I 
inquire about the time remaining? 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BLUNT). The gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi (Mr. WICKER) has 26 minutes re- 
maining. The gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia (Ms. PELOSI) has 9 minutes re- 


maining. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gentle- 
woman from Connecticut (Ms. 


DELAURO), who is a member of the Sub- 
committee on Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education, and a 
fighter for increased funding at the 
NIH for all of the diseases that chal- 
lenge the health of American people. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I believe 
that public health policy ought to be 
driven by science, by concern by 
human life, not by ideology and poli- 
tics. Extensive studies of needle ex- 
change programs, such as the one in 
the City of New Haven which I rep- 
resent, have documented that needle 
exchange programs do not increase 
drug use. They do save lives. 

Do not take my word for it. Yale Uni- 
versity’s study of the New Haven nee- 
dle exchange program found that it re- 
duced transmission of HIV per capita 
by 33 percent each year. In fact, New 
Haven Chief of Police Melvin Waring 
and New Haven Mayor John DeStefano 
believe that the needle exchange pro- 
gram has made New Haven, Con- 
necticut a safer community. 

I have a letter from the chief of po- 
lice and from the mayor which I will 
include in the RECORD, where they 
write, Needle exchange has contrib- 
uted greatly to public health and pub- 
lic safety. Our police officers are grate- 
ful for the needle exchange programs.” 

I understand the concerns of many 
here in the House. We should never 
condone drugs. Needle exchange pro- 
grams have a clear purpose, to save 
lives. 

The text of the letter referred to is as 
follows: 

OFFICE OF THE Mayor, 
New Haven, CT, March 3, 1998. 
The President, 
The White House 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR PRESIDENT CLINTON: As the Mayor 
and Chief of Police, we write to convey our 
strong support for needle exchange programs 
operating in the City of New Haven. We urge 
your Administration’s leadership on HIV 
prevention by supporting the local commu- 
nities who use needle exchange as an effec- 
tive HIV/AIDS prevention tactic by allowing 
federal resources to be allocated for this pur- 
pose in a community deems it appropriate. 

Our programs have served as a national 
model for innovative approaches to the twin 
epidemics of HIV and substance abuse since 
1990. We are proud of the success that our 
program has had. In fact, a landmark study 
by Yale University shows a reduction of HIV 
transmission annually per capita of 33 per- 
cent in New Haven. We are proud of our inno- 
vative efforts to reduce HIV infection and 
stand ready to continue to strengthen and 
maintain our program locally. 

Working in partnership, the Mayor's Of- 
fice, the health department and the police 
department have been able to develop a nee- 
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dle exchange program that works for New 
Haven. The primary goal of our program is 
to prevent the spread of HIV among our drug 
using population keeping them safe from 
this deadly disease. Our programs also offer 
referrals to medical care drug treatment and 
other social services, such as food, housing 
and support groups. 

Needle exchange has contributed greatly to 
public health and public safety. Our police 
officers are grateful for the exchange pro- 
grams because the risk of accidental needle 
sticks is reduced due to regular capping of 
needles. Needle exchange itself encourages 
users to discard of needles properly through 
the exchange sites and not to leave those 
needles on the streets. New Haven is a safer 
place today because of the community part- 
nership developed through the use of needle 
exchange. 

We know that this compensive approach to 
HIV prevention is effective and hope that 
your Administration will support our life- 
saving methods by allowing federal resources 
to be used in New Haven and nationally for 
needle exchange. We urge you to act quickly 
because lives hang in the balance. A strong 
public health message supporting needle ex- 
change and the necessary resources will dem- 
onstrate the courageous, strong commitment 
that this Administration has for public 
health and public safety and for its most vul- 
nerable citizens. 

Many thanks for your consideration of this 
matter. 

Very truly yours, 
John DESTEFANO, Jr., 
Mayor. 
MELVIN H. WEARING, 
Chief of Police. 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2⁄4 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. FOSSELLA). 

(Mr. FOSSELLA asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Speaker, let me 
acknowledge at the outset that we all 
share, I think, the goal of stopping the 
spread of AIDS and sexually trans- 
mitted diseases, as well as diabetes and 
cancer, and clearly acknowledge that 
the intention of those who oppose this 
legislation is not controverted by our 
position and our goal to stop the 
spread of AIDS. 
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But I think it is appropriate as well 
to apply a little useful distinction here. 

Let me just put a human face on this. 
Needle giveaway programs should not 
be supported with taxpayer dollars. 
The people back home in Staten Island 
and Brooklyn, who get up every morn- 
ing for work, who go to work and see a 
big chunk of their paycheck taken out 
and given to the Federal Government, 
should not expect to see the Federal 
Government, in turn, buying needles 
and giving them away to drug addicts 
on our streets and our communities. 

Indeed, as we speak here today, there 
is a group on Staten Island that is 
seeking a waiver to start a needle give- 
away program. At the outset, what 
they wanted to do was to open up a 
storefront and provide needle ex- 
changes. Well, the community went a 
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little nuts, as well they should, because 
these people invest their life savings in 
their American dream, having their 
children walking around the streets, 
and why should they be confronted 
with looking at a needle giveaway pro- 
gram with drug addicts coming into 
their neighborhoods? Because that is 
all that is going to happen, with these 
needle giveaway centers becoming drug 
hubs, drug magnets for drug addicts. 

So, instead, this group said, well, in- 
stead of having the storefront in one 
location, we will have a van. We will 
have a van drive around the streets of 
Staten Island dispensing free needles. 

Well, what kind of message are we 
sending to children? Is that the Good 
Humor van coming down the block? 
No, that is the needle giveaway van 
coming down the block. They are going 
to give needles away to drug addicts. 

And, colleagues, let me just point to 
one needle program in New York City 
on the lower east side of Manhattan, 
not necessarily, I would argue, the con- 
servative bastion of politics, whereby a 
local resident became a little con- 
cerned. 

Clearly, what is going to happen here 
on moral grounds, if anything, is to 
support this measure. To do anything 
else would be morally wrong. And 
maybe politically right for some, but 
politically right and morally wrong 
just does not fly in this country. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
inquire about the time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BLUNT). The gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia (Ms. PELOSI) has 28 minutes, and 
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. 
WICKER) has 24% minutes. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 30 seconds. 

I wanted to make a statement fol- 
lowing the gentleman who just spoke 
and welcome him to the Congress, our 
new Member, as well as the gentle- 
woman from Connecticut (Ms. 
DELAURO), who talked about the expe- 
riences in their own communities. 

I want to call to the attention of my 
colleagues a motion to recommit which 
I intend to offer which says that there 
would be a ban on Federal funds on 
needle exchange unless the governor, 
State health officer, or local municipal 
health authority determines that the 
use of Federal funds for such a program 
would reduce the rate of transmission 
of HIV and would not encourage the 
use of illegal drugs and is acceptable to 
the State, city or other unit of local 
government or community. 

I think this fits well within the ob- 
jections that my colleagues have put 
forth, and I hope they could support 
the motion to recommit. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Guam (Mr. UNDER- 
woop), who has been a leader in the 
fight against drug abuse in that coun- 
try. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, the 
current epidemiology of HIV/AIDS is 
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clear. Women, children and minorities 
are affected disproportionately by 
heterosexuals’ HIV infection associated 
with transmission from injectable drug 
users. 

Understand this: We are not just 
talking about drug users but those of 
whom they come into contact with. 
Certainly, minority communities are 
disproportionately affected by AIDS in- 
jection drug use. 

In 1996, of the Latinos diagnosed with 
AIDS, injection drug use accounted for 
39 percent of the total cases in men and 
51 percent of the total cases in women. 
Of particular concern is the fact that 
nearly 50 percent of new HIV infections 
can be attributed to injecting drug use, 
which disproportionately affects mi- 
nority communities. 

We are not reducing drug use through 
this legislation. We are talking about 
denying protection to families, women 
and children who come into contact 
with drug users, compounding their 
misery and risking their lives for an 
empty political symbol. The war on 
drug use is not the same as a war on 
drug users nor a war on their families. 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 30 seconds. 

I appreciate the gentlewoman from 
California telling us what the motion 
to recommit with instructions will be 
about. I think Members on both sides 
of the aisle are smiling about my 
friends on the left and their new-found 
dedication to States’ rights and local 
decision-making. 

The fact is, this is Federal money. 
This Congress has a stewardship over 
the use of funds paid into the Federal 
Treasury by the taxpayers, and we 
have a right to make sure they are not 
used for a counterproductive purpose. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. GOOD- 
LATTE). 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time; and I also want to commend 
him and the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. SOLOMON) for introducing this im- 
portant legislation; and I rise in strong 
support of H.R. 3717, which would pro- 
hibit the Federal Government from 
subsidizing the distribution of hypo- 
dermic needles or syringes for the in- 
jection of illegal drugs. 

The argument behind needle ex- 
change programs is fundamentally 
flawed. Needle exchanges facilitate and 
even encourage illegal activity. Is this 
really what we want our Federal Gov- 
ernment to stand for? 

While some in the administration 
may be able to tell our children, 
“Don’t do drugs’’ on one hand, while 
giving our other children clean needles 
to shoot up with in the other hand, Mr. 
Speaker, I cannot do that. 

Not only are needle exchange pro- 
grams inconsistent with Federal law, 
the results of community-based needle 
exchange programs have been disas- 
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trous. Needle exchange programs have 
resulted in communities with higher 
crime, communities that are littered 
with used drug paraphernalia and com- 
munities that are magnets for drug ad- 
dicts and the high-risk behavior that 
accompany them. 

David Murray, Director of Research 
for the nonpartisan, nonprofit Statis- 
tical Assessment Service here in Wash- 
ington, has pointed out the weakness 
in the methodology of many of the 
studies cited by the other side and 
pointed out the strong evidence in two 
Canadian studies in Montreal and Van- 
couver. 

In the Vancouver study, where two- 
and-a-half million clean needles were 
handed out last year, death caused by 
illegal drug skyrocketed. 

Needle exchange programs result in 
higher drug use. They result in commu- 
nities that have serious criminal prob- 
lems. And the answer to this problem 
is twofold: combined strict enforce- 
ment of our anti-drug laws with edu- 
cation of our young people about the 
dangers of illegal drug use. And there 
we have seen real reduction in commu- 
nities that have followed that ap- 
proach. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation, oppose the use of needle ex- 
change programs, and make sure that 
we continue the fight on drugs in a sen- 
sible way by cracking down on drug 
traffickers and educating people in this 
country about the dangers of using ille- 
gal drugs. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia (Ms. WOOLSEY), who has been a 
leader on this issue of needle exchange, 
not needle giveaway, needle exchange, 
to reduce the number of contaminated 
needles in circulation. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague, the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. PELOSI), for her leader- 
ship in this effort. 

When we talk about AIDS, we are 
talking about an epidemic, not some- 
one’s narrow-minded cultural war. 
Maintaining the ban will not help save 
our children or anyone else. In fact, the 
ban on needle exchange actually 
threatens lives. 

More than half of all children with 
AIDS contracted the virus from moth- 
ers who are injection drug users or the 
partners of injection drug users. That 
is right. We are talking about our chil- 
dren. Do not forget that. 

In 1995, needle exchange programs 
were found to reduce the spread of 
AIDS and not to lead to increased drug 
use. 

I want to at this point note that my 
district, Marin and Sonoma Counties in 
California, not the inner cities that my 
colleague, the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. KING), referred to, provides 
free needles through the public health 
system. This is not just a problem for 
poor inner city districts. This is a prob- 
lem, AIDS is a problem for every single 
district in this country. 
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This bill would ignore the science by 
denying public health experts a tool in 
the fight against AIDS, a tool that has 
been proven to slow the spread of this 
deadly disease. And those of my col- 
leagues who are worried that free nee- 
dles increase drug usage have to stop 
and think. We have to be reassured 
that knowing that the positive step by 
a drug user to choose clean needles is 
actually a first step in a very positive 
way towards their recovery. Just think 
about it. This is an opportunity to 
begin the healing process. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this flawed piece of legislation. Sup- 
port needle exchange and stop the 
spread of AIDS. 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. LATHAM). 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time, and I just wanted to make a cou- 
ple of points. 

I serve on the Speaker's drug task 
force. Anyone who has looked for a mo- 
ment about drug usage with children 
and how they start, there are two key 
components: Number one, the risk, the 
risk of what is going to happen to 
them. They are going to get sick or it 
is going to kill them. Number two is 
the peer pressure or the moral author- 
ity that drug use is wrong. 

Now, if we, as a Federal Government, 
use taxpayer dollars to say to kids it is 
okay if they use drugs as long as they 
use a clean needle and we are going to 
pay for it, what message does that send 
to our kids who are facing very dif- 
ficult decisions today? If we tell kids 
that, hey, it might not be good, mom 
and dad do not like it, but the peer 
pressure is not there because the Fed- 
eral Government says it is okay, we 
are going to subsidize their drug use, it 
is wrong. And I support this bill 100 
percent. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1% 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi- 
gan (Mr. DINGELL), the ranking mem- 
ber on the Committee on Commerce 
and a strong leader in this House with 
unquestioned credentials in the fight 
against drugs. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, what 
happened to the regular order around 
here? What is the reason for bypassing 
the committee? What is the reason we 
are putting this bill on the floor with- 
out ever having it considered by the 
Committee on Commerce? 

This is an authorization bill. It is put 
on the floor by the Committee on 
Rules. No consultation with the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, which has juris- 
diction over these matters. 

I do not intend to talk about the sub- 
stance. I intend to talk about out- 
rageous procedure. Without any consid- 
eration of the views of the Committee 
on Commerce, all of a sudden this leg- 
islation is on the floor; introduced and 
moved here with blinding speed. A ma- 
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jority which is incapable of moving or- 
dinary legislation at even ordinary 
speed is not capable of withholding 
from themselves the opportunity to 
move with blinding haste on a piece of 
legislation which is unnecessary. The 
Secretary has already said we are not 
going to have needle exchanges. 

If we are going to have a debate on it, 
let us have an intelligent debate. Let 
us let the committees work on these 
matters, as they properly should. 

Woodrow Wilson, over a half a cen- 
tury ago, observed that the Congress 
works in its committees. Let the com- 
mittees function. Let this body work 
its will in an ordinary and intelligent 
way. 

There is no reason for this unseemly 
haste. If the House needs to work its 
will on this and if we should pass this 
legislation, let us do it, but in the ordi- 
nary, intelligent way, after allowing 
the committees to do their work. 

There are public health experts who 
have strong feelings on this. They 
know vastly more about the public 
health aspects of this than do we. Let 
us hear from them. If there are 
theologians or experts on crime or nar- 
cotics use or control of narcotics, let 
us hear from them. 

Let us not have this matter laid upon 
our lap by the Committee on Rules 
without the slightest consideration of 
public interest questions that should 
be considered in the ordinary fashion. 

Vote this matter down. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, DC, April 28, 1998. 
Hon. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON, 
Committee on Rules, U.S. House of Representa- 
tives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN SOLOMON: We are writing 
to object to the highly irregular and unfortu- 
nate effort to force House consideration of 
H.R. 3717, a bill to prohibit Federal funding 
of needle exchange programs, without any 
consideration by the Commerce Committee, 
the committee of jurisdiction. 

H.R. 3717 has been referred to the Com- 
merce Committee. Its members are fully en- 
titled to an opportunity to review, amend, 
and state their views on the legislation 
through hearings, markup, and committee 
reports. Allowing H.R. 3717 or any com- 
parable legislation to reach the House floor 
without adequate research and reflection is 
inconsistent with the best interests of the 
House. 

In past Congresses, needle exchange pro- 
grams have been the subject of deliberations 
by the Commerce Committee and the Sub- 
committee on Health and the Environment. 
In the 105th Congress, neither H.R. 3717 nor 
comparable legislation has been subject to 
any such review. Consequently, we urge you 
to ensure that the regular order is observed 
and an opportunity for appropriate scrutiny 
of the legislation is made available to the 
Commerce Committee. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN D. DINGELL, 
Ranking Member, 
Committee on Com- 
merce. 
SHERROD BROWN, 
Ranking Member, Sub- 
committee on Health 
and Environment. 
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HENRY A. WAXMAN, 
Ranking Member, 
Committee on Gov- 
ernment Reform and 
Oversight. 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 34 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. WELDON), a physician in his own 
right and a passionate advocate on be- 
half of drug control. 
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Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak- 
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding 
me the time. 

I am a physician. I did my internship 
and residency in San Francisco in the 
early 1980s. I remember when I got 
there as a young intern being told that 
there were people coming in with 
strange conditions. And I remember 
the first article that was published in 
the New England Journal of Medicine 
and came out of the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration Hospital in Los Angeles that 
initially described AIDS. 

After serving some time with the 
Army in Georgia, I went into private 
practice in Florida, and I did indeed 
practice infectious disease with the 
only infectious disease specialist in the 
county, a county of about 400,000 peo- 
ple, who saw AIDS patients. I had the 
opportunity to treat lots of AIDS pa- 
tients and get up in the middle of the 
night, go into the emergency room, 
admit them to the hospital. And I have 
to say, I had the sad experience of see- 
ing a lot of young people in the prime 
of their life die from complications of 
AIDS. So, needless to say, I am very in- 
terested in any effort that we can pur- 
sue to help control the spread of AIDS. 

Now, there have been a lot of studies 
that have been quoted by a lot people 
that assert that needle exchange pro- 
grams cut down on the transmission of 
infectious disease, and there have been 
quite a few studies quoted by people on 
our side of the aisle that there are 
other studies that confound that. So 
we have a situation where we have 
some studies that contend that there is 
a benefit from needle exchange, and 
then there are some studies that show 
that needle exchange programs do not 
work or indeed may actually make 
matters worse. 

I can quote from some of those stud- 
ies, but I believe some of my colleagues 
who have preceded me have already 
quoted from some of those studies, so I 
choose not to do so again, but to sim- 
ply point out that one of the con- 
founding problems with some of the 
studies that contend that there is a 
benefit is that they frequently do not 
control] for other aspects that go along 
with the needle exchange program, like 
counseling, like education that is in- 
corporated into the needle exchange 
program. And indeed there are studies 
that actually suggest that those 
things, when we actually go into a 
community and engage in counseling 
and intervention with the drug abuse 
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community exclusive of needle ex- 
change, we can actually see a dramatic 
reduction in the instance of AIDS. 

I am specifically thinking about a 
study that came out of Chicago which 
showed the seroconversion rate, that is 
when people convert from being with- 
out AIDS to having AIDS in their 
bloodstream, amongst the IV drug- 
abusing community fell from 8.4 per- 
cent to 2.4 percent. That is the conver- 
sion rate, a dramatic 71 percent reduc- 
tion. 

So, in conclusion, I think this is a 
very controversial issue, and I think it 
is extremely appropriate that the Fed- 
eral Government not get involved in 
promoting this. And if they want to 
have one in Hartford or other places, I 
think certainly we should not prohibit 
them from doing that. But this is good 
legislation. It keeps the Federal Gov- 
ernment out of an issue that I think on 
a scientific basis is very controversial. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary- 
land (Mr. CUMMINGS), who has been a 
leader on this issue in the State Legis- 
lature of Maryland and in the Congress 
of the United States and he is an au- 
thority on the needle exchange pro- 
grams as a means of reducing sub- 
stance abuse. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker and my colleagues, as I 
listened to all of the discussions, I 
must say that I became a bit upset. I 
live in a drug-infested area. I live 
about 45 miles away from here. And we 
have a needle exchange program. 

A few years ago, when the Maryland 
Legislature considered needle ex- 
change, we had a lot of people who 
were very much opposed to it, but it 
passed for Baltimore City. And 4 years 
later, after working with the needle ex- 
change program, our legislature came 
back and, by a wide margin, approved 
it again. 

The reason why they have approved 
it was several reasons. Number one: 
Johns Hopkins University conducted a 
study of our needle exchange program 
and found that there was indeed a re- 
duction in AIDS cases, and they also 
found that there was no increase in 
crime. They found that there was a re- 
duction in crime, as a matter of fact; 
and they also found that there was no 
increase in drug addiction. And that is 
very, very significant. As a matter of 
fact, in Baltimore communities are 
asking that needle exchange come to 
their communities because of the fact 
that they have noted that there has 
been a reduction in crime. 

I do not know how many Members of 
this House have ever seen anyone dying 
from AIDS. It is a very, very painful 
disease, and it is a slow and debili- 
tating disease. The fact still remains 
that the science is on this side. And so, 
it is very important that we address 
this issue and not go for this particular 
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piece of legislation. This piece of legis- 
lation stops the Federal Government 
from preventing AIDS. 

So I say to my colleagues, I ask the 
Members of this House to look at Balti- 
more City. They do not have to go to 
Vancouver. Baltimore is 45 miles away. 
The number one research institution in 
the world has already studied this issue 
and says that needle exchange works. 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MICA), one of the most tireless 
warriors in the fight against drugs. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, this adminis- 
tration averted a disaster last week. 
Even after an avalanche of opposition 
from Congress and opposition from our 
national drug czar General McCaffrey 
did President Clinton weigh in to pre- 
vent Federal funding for drug needle 
exchange. 

Today, the House of Representatives, 
with this resolution, will make clear 
that this Congress does not intend to 
pay for free needles for drug addicts. 
This message needs to be heard by our 
Health and Human Services Secretary 
Shalala. 

This message needs to be heard by 
President Clinton’s new Surgeon Gen- 
eral Satcher. How inconceivable it is 
that our new Surgeon General, as his 
first and premier action in that posi- 
tion, has recommended and promoted 
this free drug needle exchange. We as a 
Nation have not yet recovered from the 
damage of President Clinton’s former 
Surgeon General Jocelyn Elders. Re- 
member, if you will, her advocacy of a 
drug use policy that said to this Nation 
and our children, just say maybe. That 
policy was combined with our Presi- 
dent’s statement to our youth that, If 
I had it to do all over again, I'd in- 
hale.” 

Between the former Surgeon General 
and the President, drug use among our 
teens has soared through the ceiling 
since 1993. I am pleased that Congress 
today is cutting off this new Surgeon 
General at the pass. His proposal to 
give free needles to drug addicts with 
taxpayer dollars is absurd. It is like 
providing free cigarette holders to our 
schoolchildren. 

Iam saddened that the Congressional 
Black Caucus has called for the res- 
ignation of our national drug czar, who 
has sided with us on this issue. He only 
gave his opinion. The President re- 
versed the other decision. Why are they 
not calling on the President to resign? 
How tragic that those Representatives 
whose constituents have been slaugh- 
tered in incredible numbers would sup- 
port Federal funds for more drug abuse. 

Where is the most dramatic increase 
taking place with heroin which will be 
used by these needles? By our teens. So 
this program will get those needles 
right where they need to be, to our 
teens. “Long Out of Sight, Heroin is 
Back Killing Our Teens.” This is the 
headline from my local paper. This is 
absurd. This is crazy. 
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I challenge Members to come with 
me and ask my constituents if they 
want their tax dollars to pay to supply 
free needles for drug addicts in my dis- 
trict, and I guarantee them the answer 
will be no. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2% 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia (Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD), 
who came to Congress to challenge 
each of our Members to lead their con- 
stituents not down the easy path, but 
the real path to reduce substance abuse 
in our communities. 

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today in opposition to 
H.R. 3717. 

As a Member of this House, rep- 
resenting a region of this country with 
an astronomical high rate of HIV 
transmission and AIDS, I cannot sup- 
port this bill. I cannot support legisla- 
tion that is brashly written to resolve 
hot tempers and not to resolve the real 
problems here. 

HIV and AIDS continue to plague 
this country. We have not and will not 
see the rate of HIV transmission fall if 
we continue to let politics rule the leg- 
islative process. We have conclusive 
scientific evidence that needle ex- 
change programs mitigate the spread 
of HIV and are an essential catalyst in 
getting people off the streets and into 
the life-saving substance abuse pro- 
grams. 

Nationwide, injection drug use ac- 
counts for more than 60 percent of the 
AIDS cases, more than 70 percent of 
the HIV infections among women of 
child-bearing age, and more than 75 
percent of babies diagnosed with HIV 
AIDS. 

Among African Americans, 48 percent 
of AIDS cases are related to injection 
drug use. The rate of HIV AIDS trans- 
mission in the African American com- 
munity is 7 times that of the general 
population, and AIDS continues to be 
the number one killer of African Amer- 
ican women age 25 to 44 years. 

Needle exchange programs have 
shown a reduction in risk behavior as 
high as 80 percent in injecting drug 
users, with estimates of 30 percent of 
greater reduction of HIV. Perhaps the 
most critical of all, these needle ex- 
change programs help individuals sta- 
bilize their health and gain more con- 
trol over the dangerous environment in 
which they live so that they can ben- 
efit from HIV medications and drug 
treatment. 

The needle exchange programs that 
have been implemented in inner cities 
throughout the country are playing a 
critical role in reducing HIV trans- 
mission, assisting HIV-positive drug 
users in obtaining necessary care and 
drug treatment, and providing essen- 
tial information on AIDS. This is crit- 
ical not only for those who are IV drug 
users, but for the hundreds of thou- 
sands of adults who do not know that 
their partners are using drugs and for 
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the innocent children who are born 
with this fatal disease. 

The American Medical Association, 
the American Public Health Associa- 
tion, American Academy of Pediatrics, 
and many more national health organi- 
zations support needle exchange pro- 
grams. I encourage my colleagues to 
join me in voting against this bill, 
which is full of politics and void of rea- 
son. 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Ari- 
zona (Mr. SHADEGG). 

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Mississippi for 
yielding. 

As I listen to this debate, I find one 
particular part of it rather fascinating. 
I heard a colleague early on in the de- 
bate say clearly that the evidence was 
all on one side; that, in fact, there was 
clear and convincing evidence that 
these programs indisputably work, 
that they lower HIV conversion, and 
that they do not increase drug abuse. 
And he said, I cannot believe that that 
is not true. It is absolutely true. And 
speaker after speaker has come to this 
floor and cited scientific studies. 

But do my colleagues know what? 
There are studies on both sides of the 
aisle. Quite frankly, one thing is very 
obvious from this debate. The science 
is, in fact, divided on this issue. No one 
can maintain that it is absolutely 
clear. 

I want to cite James L. Curtis, a 
medical doctor and a clinical professor 
of psychiatry at Harlem Hospital Cen- 
ter, a black American himself. He says 
point blank, There is no evidence that 
such programs work.“ He says, citing 
the Montreal and Vancouver studies, 
that they show that those addicts who 
took part in the program were two to 
three times more likely to become in- 
fected with AIDS than those who did 
not. And he also found that almost half 
the addicts frequently shared their nee- 
dies. 

I also want to cite Dr. Janet D. 
Lapey, M.D., president of Drug Watch 
International. She cites the same two 
studies, but she points out another im- 
portant fact that is being ignored. She 
points out that in Montreal, deaths 
from overdose have increased over five- 
fold since the program started. That is 
an historic increase. And Vancouver 
has now the highest heroin death rate 
in all of North America. 

One thing we have to conclude from 
this is that science is divided, but prac- 
ticality is not. Let me give my col- 
leagues a real-life situation. 

A woman appeared before our sub- 
committee and testified on this issue. 
Her name was Nancy Sossman. We 
heard my colleague on the other side. 
She said that she made a personal 
visit. We heard my colleague say this is 
an exchange program. In the real 
world, it is not an exchange program. 
Without presenting a single needle, she 
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was given 40 clean needles. Asked if she 
had to return them, she was told no, 
she did not have to return them, she 
simply had to dispose of them in an 
opaque container. In the practical 
world this program spreads needles 
among people who need them the least 
and will do the most damage. As for 
cleaning up the problem, she specifi- 
cally told them that she had only been 
using drugs for 6 months in hopes that 
they would encourage her to get treat- 
ment. They did not do that. 

Across America, there is no debate 
about this issue. If we want to win the 
fight against drugs, if we care about 
our children as much as we care about 
HIV, we cannot send the mixed signal 
of handing out free needles, encour- 
aging people to break the law, encour- 
aging them to engage in destructive 
conduct that will destroy their lives. In 
the real world, this program is simply 
dumb. It encourages people to break 
the law, destroy their lives, and it at 
best under the science does not work. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I agree 
with the gentleman that the program 
that he described is not one that fits 
the standards set by the Committee on 
Appropriations which is a needle ex- 
change program, not as described by 
him. I would agree with him that that 
is not appropriate. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as she 
may consume to the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE), a very strong 
advocate against substance abuse in 
our country. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, the gentlewoman is right. Be- 
cause of the fact that children do not 
use needles and this is a lifesaving leg- 
islation that helps prevent the trans- 
mission of HIV, I am rising to oppose 
this legislation because I want to save 
lives. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise today to urge my col- 
leagues to vote no on H.R. 3717, which will 
prohibit Federal funds for needle distribution 
programs. 

Extensive scientific evidence shows that the 
needle exchange program reduces the spread 
of HIV and AIDS and does not increase drug 
use. 

What the needle exchange program does, is 
saves lives. And if we can save one life, that 
makes the needle exchange program a re- 
sounding success. 

| applaud President Clinton's steadfast lead- 
ership in the Nation's fight against HIV/AIDS. 
But the combination of AIDS and substance 
abuse remain a complex public health epi- 
demic that must be dealt with in the most ef- 
fective manner. 

Nationwide, IV- Drug use accounts for about 
60 percent of the AIDS cases and more than 
70 percent of the HIV infections among 
women of child bearing age. And more than 
75 percent of babies diagnosed with HIV/AIDS 
were infected as a result of IV-drug use by 
one of their parents. 

The numbers in the African-American com- 
munity are even more shocking. A recent 
study shows that AIDS is the leading death of 
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African-American men between 25 and 44 
years of age. 

The fact that the largest number of AIDS 
cases in the general population and in the Af- 
rican American community are due to intra- 
venous drug use clearly illustrates the neces- 
sity of the needle exchange program in the 
control and prevention of HIV/AIDS. 

According to a recent study, the number of 
HIV infections that could have been prevented 
between 1987 and 1995 if the needle ex- 
change programs were established is between 
4,400 and 9,700. In addition, up to a half bil- 
lion dollars in health care expenditures could 
have been avoided. 

We can not continue to ignore solid evi- 
dence that needle exchange programs that 
make needles available on a replacement 
basis only, is extremely effective in controlling 
and preventing the spread of HIV/AIDS, and it 
helps to reduces drug use through effective 
referrals to drug treatment and counseling. 

Federal funds must be used to support ef- 
fective needle exchange programs. We must 
put politics aside and support the needle ex- 
change program, for the sake of our children 
and the young men and women who are con- 
tracting HIV/AIDS through intravenous drug 
use. 

Clean needles are only a part of the solu- 
tion, but it is an important part. | urge my col- 
leagues to vote no on H.R. 3717 and help me 
to save a life today. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia (Ms. LEE), one of the newest 
Members of the House of Representa- 
tives, a champion in the State legisla- 
ture in the fight against substance 
abuse and now in the Congress. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentlewoman from California for yield- 
ing time and for her leadership in this 
effort to save lives. 

Mr. Speaker, for years I have been 
supportive of needle exchange funding 
legislation as a member of the Cali- 
fornia legislature. Studies conclusively 
show that needle exchange programs, 
while dramatically reducing the spread 
of HIV, do not encourage drug use. On 
the contrary. Needle exchange pro- 
grams can provide a bridge to treat- 
ment. They have been shown to have a 
positive impact on identifying intra- 
venous drug users, a very hard to reach 
population, and bringing these individ- 
uals out of crime and into medical care 
treatment and prevention programs. IV 
drug use accounts for 75 percent of all 
new HIV infections among women and 
children, and for 40 percent of new HIV 
infections overall. The passage of this 
bill would be dramatically damaging to 
people of color and communities which 
I represent. The disproportionate num- 
ber of African-American and Latino in- 
dividuals who are infected with HIV is 
astounding: Minorities make up 64% of 
HIV infections. Even more shocking, 
while African-Americans make up 16% 
of the U.S. population, they comprise 
45% of those infected with HIV. These 
statistics demonstrate a state of emer- 
gency for people of color. 
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Two-thirds of Americans support nee- 
dle exchange programs, which are a 
lifesaving event in the right direction. 
I urge a no“ vote on H.R. 3717. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 134 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. NADLER), an expert on the 
subject of reducing substance abuse in 
our country and stopping the spread of 
HIV. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I rep- 
resent New York City, the epicenter of 
the AIDS epidemic in this country. We 
have seen dramatic reductions in the 
rate of transmission of AIDS in those 
areas where we have needle exchange 
programs. Our experience has changed 
the minds of many former opponents as 
a result of what they have seen. 

This bill we have today is a death 
sentence for many people in this coun- 
try. The evidence is clear and con- 
vincing and irrefutable, needle ex- 
change programs save lives. The Fed- 
eral Government’s top scientists at the 
National Academy of Sciences, the Na- 
tional Commission on AIDS, the Amer- 
ican Medical Association, the National 
Institutes of Health, the General Ac- 
counting Office all tell us there is con- 
clusive proof that needle exchange pro- 
grams save lives, prevent the spread of 
AIDS and do not encourage drug use. 
With scientific proof in hand that nee- 
dle exchange saves lives, the question 
before us today is does this House wish 
to cause people to suffer and die rather 
than to let science and medicine slow 
the spread of this deadly disease? 

The numbers are shocking. Every day 
33 people, including drug users, their 
sex partners and their children, become 
infected with the AIDS virus because of 
intravenous drug use. Forty percent of 
all new infections in the U.S. result 
from the use of contaminated needles. 
For women and children, 75 percent. 
But needle exchange programs prevent 
the spread and without any increase in 
IV drug use. In fact, studies show that 
IV drug use declines as a result of nee- 
dle exchange because needle exchange 
programs encourage drug users to seek 
treatment. 

If we have the ability to help those 
who want and need this assistance, why 
would we not? Because it sends a mes- 
sage? Dead and dying children send a 
worse message. Defeat this deadly, 
deadly bill. 

Mr. Speaker, | represent N.Y.C., the epi- 
center of the AIDS epidemic in this country. 
We have seen dramatic reductions in the rate 
of transmission of AIDS in those areas where 
we have needle exchange programs. Our ex- 
perience has changed the minds of many 
former opponents, of needle exchange pro- 
grams. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is a death sentence for 
many people, in this country. The evidence is 
clear and convincing, needle exchange pro- 
grams save lives! 

The federal government's top scientists, as 
well as the National Academy of Sciences, the 
National Commission on AIDS, AMA, Nat'l 
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Acad. of Sciences, the National Institutes of 
Health, and the General Accounting Office, all 
tell us there is conclusive proof that needle ex- 
change programs prevent the spread of AIDS, 
and do not encourage drug use. With scientific 
proof in hand that needle exchange saves 
lives—the question before us is does this 
House wish to cause people to suffer and die 
rather than to let science and medicine slow 
down the spread of this deadly disease. 

Mr. Speaker, the numbers are shocking. 
Every day, 33 people—including drug users, 
their sex partners and their children children 
become infected with the AIDS virus as a re- 
sult of intravenous drug use. Forty percent of 
all new infections in the U.S. result from the 
use of contaminated needles; for women and 
children, that figure is 75 percent. 

But needle exchange programs prevent this 
spread—and without any increase in IV drug 
use. In fact, studies show that IV drug use de- 
clines as a result of needle exchange, be- 
cause needle exchange programs encourage 
drug users to seek treatment. 

lf we have the ability and resources to help 
those who want and need assistance and 
save them and their children from a slow and 
painful death then why not do so? Because it 
sends a message? Dead and dying children 
send a worse message. 

Mr. Speaker, | do not believe that any mem- 
ber of this House would wish greater spread 
of the AIDS epidemic. There is no real con- 
troversy here—it is a fact that needle ex- 
change saves lives. To ban federal funds for 
these programs would bring certain death to 
thousands. 

Mr. Speaker, we have to face reality. People 
are using drugs intravenously already. If by 
providing clean needles, we reduce their use 
of infected needles, then we reduce the trans- 
mission of AIDS. We know this. Study after 
study shows this. 

| urge my colleagues to choose life! Choose 
life over death! Choose life over dema- 
goguery! Reject this deadly bill. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. WAXMAN), a champion in 
this House in the effort to stop the 
spread of HIV and AIDS and an expert 
on the issue of substance abuse. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman very much for yield- 
ing time to me. I want to give a reality 
check for this institution. There is no 
Federal funding of the needle exchange 
program anywhere in this country. 
There is no mandate or requirement 
that a State, city or community use 
needle exchange. This bill is simply un- 
necessary. Today States and localities 
are free to determine with their best 
scientific judgment whether needle ex- 
change makes sense for their own citi- 
zens. They can fund them themselves. 
But this bill would slam the door now 
and forever on any possibility of get- 
ting Federal funding provided in the fu- 
ture. Even if the State of California 
wanted to do it, a city like Boston or 
New York thought it was appropriate, 
they would, even in the best interest of 
their citizens, be blocked from using 
Federal funds. The cold, hard reality is 
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that all of the science shows that nee- 
dle exchange programs prevent AIDS 
and save lives. This is a fact. This is 
the conclusion of the Surgeon General. 
That is the conclusion of the National 
Academy of Sciences. That is the con- 
clusion of the National Institutes of 
Health. If that is not enough for you, it 
is also the conclusion of the American 
Medical Association, the American 
Public Health Association, the Amer- 
ican Nurses Association and the Amer- 
ican Academy of Pediatrics. 

It is not, however, the conclusion of 
the Republican leadership. Needle ex- 
change programs prevent AIDS and 
save lives. Period. The proof is over- 
whelming. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to emphasize the 
real purpose of this legislation. Earlier 
this morning I pointed out that the 
Committee on Rules had caved in to or- 
ders from the leadership to bypass the 
committee of jurisdiction, the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. The only reason 
this bill is on the floor today without 
any committee deliberation whatso- 
ever is because the Republican leader- 
ship wanted to avoid any critical scru- 
tiny of the bill. They wanted to turn 
this public health issue into a political 
football. 

There have been some pretty ludi- 
crous claims made about needle ex- 
change programs. One would think 
that we were about to install them in 
vending machines next to Coke ma- 
chines around the country. 

Here is another reality check. Needle 
exchange programs not only save lives 
by stopping the spread of AIDS but 
they can reduce drug use and bring IV 
drug users into the health care system. 
People who normally shun contact 
with the public and authorities get re- 
ferrals to health care, drug rehabilita- 
tion and treatment. In fact, the NIH 
found that IV drug users in needle ex- 
change programs are more likely to get 
drug treatment because they are al- 
ready in the program. 

Needle exchange programs send a 
simple message. If you use IV drugs, 
you can get AIDS and you can spread 
it. If you need treatment, there is a 
place where you can get it. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the following 
material for the RECORD: 

{From the Washington Post, April 23, 1998] 

CLEAN NEEDLES, NO MONEY 

President Clinton’s latest policy response 
to a national epidemic—the spread of AIDS 
among intravenous drug users—is little more 
than a political fix. In one breath, the ad- 
ministration is declaring that needle-ex- 
change programs do help curb the spread of 
AIDS—but that no federal funds should be 
spent on this approach. This half-and-half so- 
lution, intended to resolve internal policy 
disagreements among the president's advis- 
ers, puts politics ahead of public health. 

The administration says the announce- 
ment does send out an important message: 
that even without federal subsidies, the deci- 
sion that needle exchanges have scientific 
merit should assist state and local programs 
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in securing financial backing. Secretary of 
Health and Human Services Donna E. 
Shalala reportedly would have preferred to 
begin allowing certain programs to qualify 
for federal aid—a reasonable introduction. 
But those in the administration who argued 
that lifting the ban on federal funding would 
send a bad message found reinforcements 
among congressional leaders who said the 
votes to uphold needle-exchange funding 
weren’t there—that pressing a fight could re- 
sult in legislation taking other federal 
money away from groups or governments 
that provide free needles. 

Secretary Shalala has argued since the an- 
nouncement that the administration’s en- 
dorsement of the approach will include edu- 
cational efforts to underscore the findings of 
all major leading research groups, public as 
well as private, that needle exchanges are 
scientifically sound. The federal government 
should have a clear and important role in 
this attack on AIDS. Needle exchanges are 
but part of a broader effort, including im- 
proved drug-abuse prevention and treatment. 
But study after study shows that the ex- 
changes do not promote greater use of illegal 
drugs. In any event, drug addicts who are not 
under treatment don’t stop their drug use 
just because clean needles are unavailable. 
They will go to infected needles. The Na- 
tional Institutes of Health reports that nee- 
dle exchange has brought about an estimated 
30 percent or greater reduction of HIV in in- 
jection users of illegal drugs. In terms of 
money, these programs are a fraction of the 
lifetime cost of treating a person with HIV/ 
AIDS. Full support, not White House lip 
service, should be a priority. 


[From the Los Angeles Times, Apr. 22, 1998] 
Cop-OUT ON NEEDLE EXCHANGES 

Clinton administration officials would 
have us believe they took a sensible middle 
road on Monday, producing incontrovertible 
evidence that needle exchange programs save 
lives but not going so far as to lift a prohibi- 
tion on the use of federal funds for the con- 
troversial programs. Health and Human 
Services Secretary Donna Shalala, adminis- 
tration officials argued, would never have 
been able to gain approval for needle ex- 
change programs from a skeptical Congress. 

In fact, what the Clinton administration 
presented as moderation was really evasion, 
for Shalala’s department has not needed con- 
gressional approval since 1990, when Con- 
gress granted it authority to lift a ban on 
needle funding provided it could demonstrate 
just what Shalala announced Monday: that 
needle exchange programs lower the spread 
of HIV and do not increase substance abuse. 

The administration's decision to maintain 
the funding ban will surely cost lives, for in- 
jection drug users compose the group in 
which AIDS is spreading most rampantly. 
According to Surgeon General David 
Satcher, tainted needles account for 75% of 
all new AIDS infections among women and 
children and for 40% of all new AIDS infec- 
tions overall. 

Generous funding for needle exchange pro- 
grams already exists. About $630 million is 
doled out yearly by the Centers for Disease 
Control for regional AIDS programs, and 
civic groups like the U.S. Conference of May- 
ors have asked Shalala to let them spend 
some of that money on needle exchange pro- 
grams. 

Some legislators understandably object to 
the notion of the federal government hand- 
ing out needles to substance abusers. The 
programs, however, don’t stop at handing 
out needles; their primary aim is attracting 
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and then treating the sort of substance abus- 
ers whom public health officials would other- 
wise have difficulty finding, and an abuser 
untreated is a threat to others. 

Ideally, substance abusers would flock to 
treatment without any incentives. But this 
is the real world: Thirty-three Americans are 
infected each day with AIDS because of in- 
jection drug use. Needle exchange programs 
could change those sad numbers. 


(From the New York Times, Apr. 9, 1998] 
THE POLITICS OF NEEDLES AND AIDS 
(By Julie Bruneau and Martin T. Schechter) 


Debate has started up again in Washington 
about whether the Government should renew 
its ban on subsidies for needle-exchange pro- 
grams, which advocates say can help stop 
the spread of AIDS. In a letter to Congress, 
Barry McCaffrey, who is in charge of na- 
tional drug policy, cited two Canadian stud- 
les to show that needle-exchange plans have 
failed to reduce the spread of H.I.V., the 
virus that causes AIDS, and may even have 
worsened the problem. Congressional leaders 
have cited these studies to make the same 
argument. 

As the authors of the Canadian studies, we 
must point out that these officials have mis- 
interpreted our research. True, we found 
that addicts who took part in needle ex- 
change programs in Vancouver and Montreal 
had higher H.I.V. infection rates than ad- 
dicts who did not. That’s not surprising. Be- 
cause these programs are in inner-city neigh- 
borhoods, they serve users who are at great- 
est risk of infection. Those who didn't accept 
free needles often didn’t need them since 
they could afford to buy syringes in drug- 
stores. They also were less likely to engage 
in the riskiest activities. 

Also, needle-exchange programs must be 
tailored to local conditions. For example, in 
Montreal and Vancouver, cocaine injection 
is a major source of H.I.V. transmission. 
Some users inject the drug up to 40 times a 
day. At that rate, we have calculated that 
the two cities we studied would each need 10 
million clean needles a year to prevent the 
re-use of syringes. Currently, the Vancouver 
program exchanges two million syringes an- 
nually, and Montreal, half a million. 

A study conducted last year and published 
in The Lancat, the British medical journal, 
found that in 29 cities worldwide where pro- 
grams are in place, H.I.V. infection dropped 
by an average of 5.8 percent a year among 
drug users. In 51 cities that had no needle-ex- 
change plans, drug-related infection rose by 
5.9 percent a year. Clearly these efforts can 
work. 

But clean needles are only part of the solu- 
tion. A comprehensive approach that in- 
cludes needle exchange, health care, treat- 
ment, social support and counseling is also 
needed. In Canada, local governments acted 
on our research by expanding needle ex- 
changes and adding related services. We hope 
the Clinton Administration and Congress 
will provide the same kind of leadership in 
the United States. 


[From the New York Times, Feb. 22, 1997) 
FEDERAL FUNDS FOR CLEAN NEEDLES 


Health and Human Services Secretary 
Donna Shalala says in a new report to the 
Senate that needle-exchange programs are 
an effective way to combat the spread of 
H.I.V., the virus that causes AIDS. But the 
Secretary does not go far enough. It is time 
the Clinton Administration lifted the ban on 
Federal funding for needle-exchange pro- 
grams. 
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Such programs now exist in more than 50 
American cities, including New York. They 
provide intravenous-drug users with sterile 
needles, thus reducing the likelihood that 
addicts will share needles contaminated with 
H.I.V. The programs typically have very 
small budgets, often are run by volunteers 
and are plagued with unstable funding from 
year to year. Yet even these modest pro- 
grams have been effective. 

Secretary Shalala’s report reviews the re- 
search on the issue. Earlier studies done by 
the National Academy of Sciences, the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office, the Centers for Dis- 
ease Control and the University of California 
at Berkeley found that providing addicts 
with sterile needles could help slow the 
spread of the virus. Equally important, those 
studies found no evidence that needle-ex- 
change programs increase the amount of 
drug use by addicts or attracted new users. 

More recent studies done for the Massachu- 
setts Department of Public Health and in 
Baltimore by the Johns Hopkins School of 
Public Health confirmed those observations. 
Federally funded studies conducted by the 
National Institute on Drug Abuse also report 
no increase in the frequency of drug injec- 
tion associated with needle-exchange pro- 
grams. A conference of scientists convened 
by the National Institutes of Health on AIDS 
prevention stated unequivocally last week 
that there is no doubt that needle-exchange 
programs work, 

The consistency of these findings justifies 
Federal support to help pay for needle-ex- 
change programs in communities that need 
and want them. Unfortunately, the debate 
continues to focus on politics and morality 
rather than public health needs. Opponents 
argue that providing addicts with needles 
implies approval of drug abuse. They forget 
that addicts can infect their spouses and off- 
spring who do not abuse drugs and yet must 
live with the consequences of dirty needles. 

Congress imposed the ban on Federal fund- 
ing for needle exchanges in 1992. But the Ad- 
ministration can lift the ban if the Surgeon 
General declares that the programs can re- 
duce H.I.V. spread and do not increase drug 
use. Secretary Shalala’s report offers ample 
evidence that both requirements have been 
met. The Administration no doubt wants to 
avoid giving its opponents any reason to 
bash President Clinton for being soft on 
drugs. But lives can be saved with needle-ex- 
change programs. The President should show 
some courage on this issue. 

[From the Wall Street Journal, July 10, 1996] 
NEEDLE-SWAP PROGRAMS SPARK LIFE-AND- 
DEATH DEBATES 
(By Amanda Bennett) 

Optimism about life-prolonging drug ther- 
apy for AIDS patients is running high at the 
International Conference on AIDS in Van- 
couver. But two researchers, yesterday deliv- 
ered a sobering message: If needle-exchange 
programs aren't widely adopted and publicly 
funded, they said, more than 11,000 new HIV 
infections that could be prevented will occur 
before the end of the decade. 

People's lives are at stake, says one of 
the researchers, Peter Lurie of the Center for 
AIDS Prevention Studies at the University 
of California at San Francisco. 

Needle-exchange programs allow drug ad- 
dicts to swap used needles for clean ones. 
But needle distribution without prescription 
is illegal in at least nine states, and nearly 
all the states have laws prohibiting carrying 
drug paraphernalia. What’s more, under an 
amendment sponsored in 1988 by North Caro- 
lina’s Republican Sen. Jesse Helms, such 
programs are barred from federal funding. 
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Against that backdrop, Dr. Lurie and his 
colleague, Ernest Drucker of Albert Einstein 
College of Medicine in New York, estimate 
that as many as 10,000 infections could have 
been prevented between 1987 and 1995 had 
programs that supply clean needles to ad- 
dicts been generally available. The research- 
ers reached their conclusion by mathemati- 
cally combining the results of previous stud- 
ies of the effectiveness of needle-exchange 
programs and of the numbers of people ex- 
pected to use them if they were available. 

While other researchers have estimated the 
impact of needle-exchange programs in indi- 
vidual locations, this is the first attempt to 
calculate the national effect. It's unique,” 
says David Purchase, director of the North 
American Syringe Exchange Network in Ta- 
coma, Wash., a service organization for sy- 
ringe-exchange programs. Other researchers 
applauded the effort, even while noting that 
they believed the figures Drs. Lurie and 
Drucker obtained—reductions of infections 
of between 15% and 33%—were low. 

It's a very good start, but I think it seri- 
ously underestimates the potential effective- 
ness of syringe exchanges,” says Don Des 
Jarlais, director of research of the Chemical 
Dependency Institute of Beth Israel Medical 
Center in New York, 

Dr. Des Jarlais himself is presenting a 
paper at the conference that he says shows 
syringe exchanges in New York (where they 
are legal) are “working much better than 
anyone expected.” Since 1992, the doctor 
says, the programs he studied showed a de- 
crease in HIV infections of more than 50%. 

The analysis underscores the battle that 
continues to rage between politics and 
science, more than 15 years into the epi- 
demic. This past Monday, President Clin- 
ton’s own Advisory Council on HIV/AIDS 
criticized him for failing to support needle- 
exchange programs. In a report, the panel 
said that absence of support is “not con- 
sistent with current knowledge regarding 
the impact of such programs on HIV infec- 
tion.“ (The Clinton administration has the 
power to lift the ban on federal funding of 
needle-exchange programs if scientific evi- 
dence shows that is warranted.) 

Some who oppose needle-exchange pro- 
grams believe that they tacitly encourage 
the use of illegal drugs. Others, such as 
Democratic Rep. Charles Rangel of New 
York, who represents a largely minority 
community in New York City, support nee- 
dle-exchange programs only if they don't di- 
vert resources from drug treatment. 

The conflicting nature of the various argu- 
ments is evident in the experience of Herbert 
J. Kleber, a Columbia University professor 
who was a member of a National Research 
Council panel that found needle-exchange 
programs effective in reducing HIV trans- 
mission. Dr. Kleber said several months ago 
that he nonetheless had doubts about the 
programs, noting that participants in one of 
them, in Montreal, actually had a higher 
rate of HIV and of new HIV infections. (An 
analysis of the Montreal program is also 
being presented at Vancouver; one of the in- 
vestigators called the findings “worrisome” 
and "paradoxical," and said that additional 
studies were being planned.) 

The competing political forces create other 
complications. In California, Attorney Gen- 
eral Dan Lundgren has been aggressively 
fighting needle-exchange programs, but local 
officials, like San Francisco Mayor Willie 
Brown, support them. In Oakland, three ex- 
change sites give out about 50,000 clean nee- 
dles a month; one part of the program, which 
offers drug counseling and outreach, is fund- 
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ed by federal and state money, says spokes- 
woman Camille Anacabe, but the syringe-ex- 
change part of the program is funded by a 
private foundation. 

Nationwide, the number of needle-ex- 
change programs continues to grow, some 
operating either illegally or on the edge of 
the law. Dr. Lurie of the Center for AIDS 
Prevention Studies estimates that there are 
88 in operation today, compared with 68 in 
1994 and 37 in 1993. 

Still, Dr. Des Jarlais says his study dem- 
onstrates that the reach of such programs 
can be greatly extended following legaliza- 
tion. He says after the programs he studied 
were legalized in 1992, the number of needles 
distributed increased 25-fold. 

The study by Drs. Lurie and Drucker as- 
sumes that needle-exchange programs could 
have grown from zero in 1987 until they 
served 50% of all needle users in 1994—the 
percentage served in Australia, which imple- 
mented such programs early in the epidemic. 
The study further assumes that preventing 
infections in drug users also prevents other 
infections. About 12% of the infections they 
estimate to have been preventable are 
among drug users’ sex partners and newly 
born children. However, the study’s authors 
also figure that some infections that appear 
to be due to intravenous drug use are actu- 
ally due to sexual transmission and so 
wouldn't be affected by exchange programs. 

Drs. Lurie and Drucker figure that the U.S. 
could have avoided up to $538 million in 
treatment costs by preventing new infec- 
tions through needle exchanges. Dr. Des 
Jarlais notes, however, that the study 
doesn't take into account potential infec- 
tions averted by legalizing pharmacy sales of 
syringes to drug users, which is another 
method favored by the prevention commu- 
nity. 

Jon Stuen-Parker, an ex-addict and a long- 
time AIDS activist, doesn’t deal in abstracts: 
He spends much of his time giving out clean 
hypodermic needles to injection drug users. 
Nothing is more urgent than stemming the 
spread of the virus” among addicts, he says. 
Last month, Mr. Stuen-Parker was given an 
18-month suspended jail sentence in New 
Hampshire, where it is illegal to possess a 
syringe without a prescription. 

AMERICAN PUBLIC 
HEALTH ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, DC, April 28, 1998. 

DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS: The American 
Public Health Association (APHA), con- 
sisting of more than 50,000 public health pro- 
fessionals dedicated to advancing the na- 
tion’s health, strongly urges you to vote 
against HR 3717 when it comes before the full 
House tomorrow for consideration. HR 3717 
would prohibit the use of Federal funds for 
the distribution of needles or syringes for 
the hypodermic injection of illegal drugs. 
APHA opposes this bill and any legislation 
that would enact a permanent federal ban on 
the use of federal funds for needle exchange 
programs. 

Since 1994, APHA specifically has advo- 
cated the development, implementation, 
evaluation, and funding of needle exchange 
programs to help prevent HIV infection. All 
APHA public policy is passed by the Associa- 
tion Governing Council and is required to 
meet strict scientific criteria. APHA policy 
on needle exchange is no different—an enor- 
mous body of published research, including 
more than seven federally sponsored reports, 
demonstrates that needle exchange programs 
reduce the spread of HIV while not increas- 
ing drug use by program participants or oth- 
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ers in the community where the program is 
conducted. Secretary of Health and Human 
Services Donna Shalala recently has con- 
firmed these findings in a statement issued 
on Monday, April 20, 1998. 

The current epidemiology of HIV/AIDS is 
clear—women and children are affected dis- 
proportionately by heterosexual HIV infec- 
tion associated either directly or indirectly 
with transmission from injectable drug 
users. These new cases of HIV/AIDS that are 
linked to injectable drug use largely can be 
prevented through the provision of sterile 
needles to drug users coupled with other pub- 
lic health tools including health education 
and condom distribution. 

Needle exchange programs increase the 
contact that health professionals have with 
injectable drug users, thereby increasing op- 
portunities to conduct health education and 
disease prevention activities, including drug 
treatment and counseling. Federal funding 
for needle exchange programs is essential to 
protecting the public’s health. The efficacy 
of these programs is proven and the Federal 
government has a responsibility to provide 
the leadership and the funding to allow these 
programs to be developed in those commu- 
nities that determine they need this impor- 
tant public health intervention. Public 
health and saving lives must take precedence 
over politics and rhetoric. 

Congress should be taking action now to 
release Federal funding for needle exchange 
programs rather than enacting a ban on such 
support. Your opposition to HR 3717 is crit- 
ical to protecting public health. 

Thank you for your consideration of our 
views and your attention to this critical pub- 
lic health matter. 

Sincerely, 
MOHAMMAD N. AKHTER, MD, MPH, 
Executive Director. 
AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION, 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS OFFICE, 
Washington, DC, April 28, 1998. 
Hon. THOMAS J. BLILEY, Jr., 
Chairman, Committee on Commerce, House of 
Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: We understand that 
H.R. 3717, legislation to permanently ban 
federal funding for needle exchange pro- 
grams for drug addicts, is scheduled to be 
marked up by your committee this week. We 
are writing to urge you to oppose H.R. 3717 
because it is unnecessary and counter- 
productive, and removes a critical medical 
and public health decision from the province 
of public health officials. 

Last year, the American Bar Association 
adopted the following policy on the subject 
of needle exchange programs: 

Resolved. That in order to further scientif- 
ically based public health objectives to re- 
duce HIV infection and other blood-borne 
diseases, and in support of our long-standing 
opposition to substance abuse, the American 
Bar Association supports the removal of 
legal barriers to the establishment and oper- 
ation of approved needle exchange programs 
that include a component of drug counseling 
and drug treatment referrals. 

This legislation was introduced on Mon- 
day, April 27, and is moving on an exception- 
ally fast track, even though the Administra- 
tion has announced that it is not going to 
lift the restriction on federal funding despite 
the fact that HHS Secretary Donna E. 
Shalala has now determined that the criteria 
for federal funding mandated by Congress in 
1989 have been met, i.e., such programs are 
effective in preventing the spread of HIV and 
do not promote drug use. Rather than au- 
thorizing federal funding, the Administra- 
tion is encouraging communities to continue 
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to use their own funds to develop or enhance 
needle exchange programs and to share their 
experiences so that other communities can 
construct the most successful programs, 

Permanently prohibiting federal funding of 
needle exchange programs will not advance 
this nation’s efforts to combat drug abuse. It 
may in fact inhibit current efforts since nee- 
dle exchange programs have been shown to 
increase the opportunity for counseling drug 
addicts and encouraging their participation 
in appropriate drug treatment programs. 
Secretary Shalala said that a meticulous sci- 
entific review has now proven that needle ex- 
change programs can reduce the trans- 
mission of HIV and save lives without losing 
ground in the battle against illegal drugs, 
and that, in fact successful needle exchange 
programs refer participants to drug coun- 
seling and treatment as well as necessary 
medical services. 

Likewise, enacting a permanent ban on 
federal funding of needle exchange programs 
will prevent public health officials from 
using a proven tool to reduce the trans- 
mission rate of HIV among a high risk popu- 
lation that is contracting HIV at alarming 
rates. Surgeon General David Satcher has 
stated that 40% of new AIDS infections in 
the United States are either directly or indi- 
rectly attributed to infection with contami- 
nated needles; among women and children, 
the figure is 75%. 

Since there is no cure for HIV and no vac- 
cine to protect against HIV, it is essential 
that public health officials have the ability 
to use all reasonable methods to protect the 
uninfected public and to counsel and provide 
treatment to infected intravenous drug 
users. This proposed legislation would re- 
move the decision to use a potentially pow- 
erful method of reducing HIV transmission 
and intravenous drug abuse from the prov- 
ince of public health officials. 

For all the above reasons, the American 
Bar Association urges you not to support 
H.R. 3717. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT D. EVANS 
COUNCIL OF STATE AND 
TERRITORIAL EPIDEMIOLOGISTS, 
Albany, NY, April 28, 1998. 

DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS: The Council of 
State and Territorial Epidemiologists 
(CSTE), an association of 450 state and local 
public health epidemiologists, urges you to 
vote against H.R. 3717, which is expected to 
be considered by the full House tomorrow, 
April 29th. H.R. 3717 would place a perma- 
nent ban on use of federal funds for needle 
exchange programs designed to prevent the 
spread of AIDS. 

Injection drug use continues to be a major 
source of HIV transmission in the United 
States. It is imperative that public health of- 
ficials develop effective prevention strate- 
gies aimed at reducing the risk of trans- 
mission among drug users. Currently avail- 
able data strongly suggest that improving 
access to sterile syringes and needles may be 
an important strategy in curtailing the 
spread of the HIV epidemic. 

These facts led CSTE to adopt, at our 1997 
annual meeting, a position statement sup- 
porting increased access to sterile syringes 
and needles among injecting drug users. A 
number of states already support syringe ex- 
change programs with their own funds. CSTE 
strongly supports state-based efforts to re- 
duce barriers involving access to sterile sy- 
ringes and needles and believes that these 
activities are likely to have important im- 
plications for the long term prevention of 
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death and disability caused by HIV in this 
country. States should have the flexibility to 
administer federal funds according to local 
need. CSTE also believes that if Members of 
Congress were provided a full opportunity to 
evaluate the evidence of the effectiveness of 
needle exchange programs in reducing HIV 
infection rates without incurring additional 
illegal drug use, they would not support a 
permanent ban on use of federal funds for 
needle exchange programs. 


Sincerely, 
GUTHRIE S. BIRKHEAD, MD, MPH, 
President. 
April 28, 1998. 


COUNTY AND Ciry HEALTH OFFICIALS OPPOSE 
PERMANENT BAN ON FEDERAL FUNDING FOR 
NEEDLE EXCHANGE PROGRAMS TO PREVENT 
HIV 
The National Association of County and 

City Health Officials (NACCHO) urges the 

House of Representatives not to pass HR 

3717, a measure that would prohibit perma- 

nently the use of any federal funds to assist 

localities in making available sterile needles 
through needle exchange programs. Local 
needle exchange programs have been shown 
convincingly to reduce the transmission of 
HIV and other blood-borne pathogens 
through the use of unsterile injection drug 
equipment, and there is no evidence what- 
ever that such programs encourage greater 
use of illegal drugs. The research supporting 
these conclusions has withstood the scrutiny 
of repeated reviews, including those commis- 
sioned by the Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention, the General Accounting Of- 
fice, and a rigorous analysis by the National 

Academy of Science. 

HIV infection rates continue unabated and 
the rates of infection from injection drug use 
have been increasing. Needle exchange pro- 
grams are public health interventions that 
have been demonstrated to be effective in re- 
ducing HIV transmission. They also can 
work in concert with drug abuse prevention 
programs to help identify and refer drug 
abusers to treatment. We can ill afford to 
handicap localities that choose to implement 
effective prevention strategies in their own 
communities by restricting the uses of fed- 
eral funds that are important resources in 
battling the AIDS epidemic. The persons who 
ultimately suffer are not only HIV-infected 
drug abusers, but also their spouses, sexual 
partners, and babies who become infected 
during pregnancy. 

NACCHO understands that the Administra- 
tion currently prohibits such funding, while 
encouraging localities that choose to use 
needle exchange programs as part of a com- 
prehensive prevention strategy to do so 
using non-federal sources of funding. How- 
ever, the twin public health threats of HIV 
and abuse of illegal drugs present great chal- 
lenges to local public health officials, and 
NACCHO continues to urge that local com- 
munities be given maximum flexibility to 
address them according to local needs and 
conditions. H.R. 3717 would permanently 
thwart local efforts to expand the use of a 
proven public health intervention. 

NACCHO is the national organization rep- 
resenting the nearly 3,000 local public health 
departments in the United States. Local 
health departments work daily on the front 
lines in protecting the health of their com- 
munities 

HUMAN RIGHTS CAMPAIGN, 
Washington, DC, April 28, 1998. 

DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS: On behalf of 

the Human Rights Campaign, I am writing 
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to ask you to oppose H.R. 3717, a bill which 
would permanently ban the use of any fed- 
eral funds for needle exchange programs. The 
bill is scheduled to be considered by the 
House on Wednesday. As you know, on Mon- 
day, April 20, Secretary Shalala announced 
that there is unequivocal support from the 
scientific literature that needle exchange 
programs reduce HIV infection and do not 
contribute to illegal drug use. Nevertheless, 
the Administration clearly stated its com- 
mitment to maintain the current prohibition 
on federal funding for needle exchange pro- 
grams. H.R. 3717 is redundant and unneces- 
sary, given the Administration’s clear posi- 
tion. 

As the attached article reports, AIDS 
deaths have declined significantly in the last 
two years primarily due to the success of 
new drug treatments which help keep people 
with HIV disease alive and healthy for longer 
periods of time. New HIV infections, how- 
ever, continue to occur at an unacceptable 
rate. The article highlights that injection 
drug use is increasingly fueling this epi- 
demic. In fact, over 50% of new HIV infec- 
tions can be attributed to injection drug use 
and recent data indicate that 74% of all 
AIDS cases among women and over 50% of 
all AIDS cases among children are connected 
directly or indirectly to injection drug use. 
In the African American community, 48% of 
AIDS cases are related to injection drug use. 

As the HIV epidemic continues to grow, it 
is vital that public health considerations 
drive the debate on funding and policy deci- 
sions. Instead of legislating a ban on federal 
funding for needle exchange programs, Con- 
gress should be taking affirmative and bold 
actions to reduce the numbers of new infec- 
tions by increasing HIV prevention funding 
and expanding the operations communities 
have to address their growing infection 
rates. Legislation banning federal funding 
for needle exchange programs would only 
serve to further politicize an issue that 
should appropriately be addressed by sci- 
entists and state and local public health offi- 
cials. 

Please do not politicize HIV prevention 
and take public health determinations out of 
the hands of scientists and public health ex- 
perts. Amending the Public Health Service 
Act is a serious matter and should not be 
done hastily on the House floor without 
careful consideration from the Committee 
with jurisdiction. Please vote no on the rule 
and return this issue to Committee for the 
appropriate attention it deserves and vote no 
on H.R. 3717. Thank you for you attention to 
this urgent matter. 

Sincerely, 
WINNIE STACHELBERG, 
Political Director. 
[From the Washington Post, April 28, 1998] 
HIV’s SPREAD IS UNCHECKED 
(By Rick Weiss) 

Although the number of new AIDS cases in 
the United States has declined substantially 
in recent years, HIV continues to spread 
through the population essentially unabated, 
according to data released yesterday by the 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. 

The first direct assessment of HIV infec- 
tion trends shows that the recent decline in 
U.S. AIDS cases is not due to a notable drop 
in new infections. Rather, improved medical 
treatments are allowing infected people to 
stay healthy longer before coming down with 
AIDS, overshadowing the reality of an in- 
creasingly infected populace. 

“The findings of this report give us a very 
strong message, that mortality may be going 
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down—therapy is working—but HIV con- 
tinues its relentless march into and through 
our population,” said Thomas C. Quinn, an 
AIDS specialist at the National Institute of 
Allergy and Infectious Diseases. These data 
tell us we have a lot of work to do.” 

The findings also confirm previously iden- 
tified trends showing that women and mi- 
norities are increasingly at risk. Especially 
worrisome, officials said, is that the annual 
number of new infections in young men and 
women 13 to 24 years old—a group that has 
been heavily targeted for prevention ef- 
forts—is virtually unchanged in recent 
years. 

“It certainly documents that we have on- 
going new infections in young people,“ said 
Patricia L. Fleming, chief of HIV/AIDS re- 
porting and analysis at the CDC in Atlanta. 

The report also shows continuing high 
numbers of new infections among intra- 
venous drug users, a population that has re- 
cently been the focus of a political debate 
over the value of needle exchange programs 
that offer drug users clean syringes to pre- 
vent the spread of HIV, the virus that causes 
AIDS. [International financier George Soros 
yesterday offered $1 million in matching 
funds to support needle exchange programs 
around the country, the Associated Press re- 
ported.] 

CDC officials would not comment directly 
on President Clinton's decision this week to 
extend a ban on federal funding of needle ex- 
changes. But both Fleming and Quinn said 
that AIDS prevention programs in this popu- 
lation need to be improved. 

“It’s clear that something stronger is 
needed to slow this epidemic,” Quinn said. 

The new figures, in today's issue of the 
CDC's Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Re- 
port, are based on HIV test results compiled 
by 25 states from January 1994 to June 1997. 
They indicate that the number of new infec- 
tions during that period remained stable,“ 
with just a slight“ decline of 2 percent from 
1995 to 1996, the most recently full year in- 
cluded in the new analysis. By contrast, 
deaths from AIDS declined 21 percent in 1996 
and dropped an additional 44 percent in the 
first six months of last year. 

From 1995 to 1996, the number of HIV infec- 
tions increased by 3 percent among women. 
And it Jumped 10 percent among Hispanics, 
although officials said that figure was impre- 
cise. Infections declined by 2 percent in the 
white and 3 percent in the African American 
populations. 

All told, the study tallied 72,905 infections 
during the survey period. The number na- 
tionwide is much higher, since participating 
states account for only about 25 percent of 
U.S. infections, 

The single biggest risk category was men 
having sex with other men, but heterosexual 
transmission continued its steady increase. 
Most of those cases involved women con- 
tracting the virus through sex with male 
drug users, Fleming said. 

The survey is the first to track infection 
trends by looking directly at HIV test re- 
sults in people coming to clinics and other 
health outlets. That’s a major change from 
the previous system, in which officials sim- 
ply estimated the number of new infections 
by counting the number of people newly di- 
agnosed with AIDS. 

The old “back calculation” method worked 
fine during the first 15 years of the epidemic, 
when HIV infection progress predictably to 
disease over a period that averaged about 10 
years. With drug therapies now slowing dis- 
ease progression, however, the number of 
new AIDS cases no longer reflects the num- 
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ber of new infections, and public health offi- 
cials were becoming uncertain about how 
they were doing in prevention efforts. 

The new reporting system, now spreading 
to other states has helped officials regain 
those bearings, Fleming said. And although 
everyone wishes the numbers were more en- 
couraging, she said, at least officials now 
have a clearer picture of the task at hand. 

NATIONAL ALLIANCE OF STATE AND 

TERRITORIAL AIDS DIRECTORS 
Washington, DC, April 29, 1998. 

DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS: The National 
Alliance of State and Territorial AIDS Di- 
rectors, an alliance of the nation’s state and 
territorial health department HIV/AIDS pro- 
gram managers, strongly urges a no vote on 
H.R. 3717, legislation which would strike a 
devastating blow to our nation’s efforts to 
reduce the spread of HIV in vulnerable, un- 
derserved communities across the country. 

Injection drug use continues to be a major 
source of new HIV infections in the United 
States. To address this serious public health 
problem, it is critical that public health offi- 
cials and communities have the most effec- 
tive prevention strategies and interventions 
possible for addressing the alarming spread 
of HIV, particularly in African-American and 
Latino communities. Needle exchange pro- 
grams have proven time and time again to be 
effective intervention—one that many state 
and local jurisdictions have chosen to in- 
clude in their comprehensive programs to 
address HIV prevention among injection 
drug users. 

By placing a permanent ban on the use of 
federal funds for needle exchange programs, 
H.R. 3717 poses a serious threat to our na- 
tion’s ability to end the HIV epidemic. 

NASTAD strongly urges the Congress to 
follow the science and advice of the nation’s 
leading public health experts. Vote no on 
H.R. 3717. The lives of thousands of Ameri- 
cans are at stake. 

Sincerely, 
JULIE M. SCOFIELD, 
Executive Director. 
THE UNITED STATES 
CONFERENCE OF MAYORS, 
Washington, DC, April 28, 1998. 

We have just been informed that House 
Rules Committee Chairman Gerald Solomon 
(NY) will bring to the House floor tomorrow, 
April 29, a bill designed to permanently pro- 
hibit the use of any funds made available 
under any Federal law to be, ‘expended, di- 
rectly or indirectly, to carry out any pro- 
grams of distributing sterile needles or sy- 
ringes for the hypodermic injection of any il- 
legal drug.” 

As you know, the Administration recently 
decided that it would not provide funding for 
“needle exchanges,” but acknowledged the 
value of such programs. The Solomon bill, 
which is going to be brought directly to the 
House floor—bypassing committee—would 
permanently impose this ban. 

In addition, we have been informed that 
the Solomon language—which again has not 
been debated in standard committee action— 
could possibly be interpreted at a later date 
to limit the use of state or local funds for 
needle exchange programs. 

The U.S. Conference of Mayors has adopted 
policy which supports the lifting of the pro- 
hibition against federal funding of needle ex- 
change programs. The Solomon bill goes di- 
rectly against that policy, and could have 
even broader consequences. 

I have attached a copy of the bill, a copy 
of our policy adopted in June of 1997, and a 
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letter from Detroit Mayor Dennis Archer on 
the issue of federal funding for needle ex- 
changes. 
J. THOMAS COCHRAN, 
Research Director. 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Florida (Mr. SHAW). 

Mr. SHAW. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, this debate is not about 
AIDS. This debate is about drug abuse. 
Let us not lose sight of that fact. We 
have heard an awful lot coming from 
the White House. We know that this 
debate is going on at the White House 
and did go on at the White House. 
Much to the President’s credit, he 
came down on the right side and yes- 
terday announced that he would not 
use existing funding to hand out nee- 
dles. But that debate is still raging. 
General McCaffrey came out with a 
very strong condemnation of using the 
needle exchange program, and the 
President in the final analysis agreed 
with him. 

But I would disagree with the last 
speaker when he just said that there is 
no funding for needle exchange. There 
is funding out there that can be used 
for needle exchange. This debate that 
is going on within the administration 
has sent out mixed signals, and it is up 
to the Congress now to set the record 
straight. The record simply says that 
there will be no Federal funds used for 
a needle exchange program that is de- 
signed for the injection of illegal drugs. 

We have heard a lot about Joe Camel. 
We have heard a lot about cigarette ad- 
vertising and the effect that that has 
on our kids. The government has not 
condoned smoking. But what kind of 
signals are we going to be sending out 
if your Federal Government, the gov- 
ernment we all love and pledge alle- 
giance to every day in this Chamber, 
what kind of message are we going to 
send out if we say, “You're not sup- 
posed to use illegal drugs, but if you 
do, we'll give you the needles”? That is 
crazy. That makes absolutely no sense. 

Tomorrow at 2 o’clock, there is going 
to be a rally on the steps of this Cap- 
itol. There is a bipartisan invitation 
that has gone out to invite the Mem- 
bers to get together and sign a pledge 
of not only to continuing the war on 
drugs but to win the war on drugs. We 
cannot win the war on drugs by sending 
out mixed signals. There is one signal 
that should come out of this House, 
there is one signal that should come 
out of this Congress, there is one signal 
that should come out from our govern- 
ment, and that is illegal drugs kill, 
they destroy your future, they destroy 
your neighborhoods, they corrupt this 
population. 

Let us get together, let us come out 
with a single message, and let us not 
get that message garbled. This vote is 
about drug abuse. Vote yes on this 
most important resolution to condemn 
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and to prevent by law the expenditure 
of Federal funds on a needle exchange 
program. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 114 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. BECERRA), the chair of the 
Hispanic Caucus. 

Mr. BECERRA. I thank the gentle- 
woman for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, today something tragic 
is about to happen. Again. Like so 
many debates before this House, we are 
about to allow the politics of fear to 
trump policies of reason. Logic tells us 
that if you have a problem and you can 
identify a sensible solution, your prob- 
lem is on the way to being resolved. 
Here is the problem. Injection drug use 
is responsible for nearly 50 percent of 
all the new cases of HIV, the virus that 
causes AIDS. It is responsible for 44 
percent of all the cases reported for Af- 
rican-Americans, 44 percent of all the 
cases reported for Latinos, and 61 per- 
cent of all the cases reported for 
women. A sensible approach to a dev- 
astating problem as AIDS/HIV is, is 
needle exchange programs. It is one of 
the weapons we can use in an arsenal. 
HIV transmission is reduced when in- 
jection drug users are furnished with 
clean needles in exchange for dirty, po- 
tentially infected used ones. 

This is where the politics of fear 
comes into play. Those on the other 
side of this debate will tell you that 
needle exchange programs encourage 
illegal drug use and our streets will be 
overrun with drug addicts, and that is 
because we are offering them free nee- 
dles. First of all, as we have already 
heard, the science does not bear that 
out. As we have been told, the General 
Accounting Office, the University of 
California, the National Institutes of 
Health have all conducted studies 
which show the efficacy of needle ex- 
change programs. Second, more is in- 
volved in a person's decision to use il- 
legal drugs than the provision of a free 
needle. To suggest that Americans are 
so weak-willed and feeble-minded that 
they would begin using illegal drugs 
solely because of the provision of clean 
needles is insulting. 

Mr. Speaker, I implore my colleagues 
in this House to allow reason to trump 
fear. Needle exchange programs work. 
Let us defeat this bill and let us save 
lives. 
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Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 30 seconds. 

We have heard some strong verbiage 
today from our friends on the other 
side of this issue. We have heard just 
now the politics of fear.” We heard 
earlier discussion about narrow-mind- 
edness.” 

I would remind my colleagues that 
when they use terminology such as 
that they are speaking about people 
like General Barry McCaffrey, the ad- 
ministration’s own drug czar, the man 
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tasked with fighting drugs in this Na- 
tion. He has looked at the science, do 
not think he has not, but he has also 
looked at the big picture, and he has 
said needle exchange programs are 
wrong. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) a 
very distinguished leader in some pro- 
grams to fight drug abuse that are ac- 
tually working. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me, and I was just down here actually 
on something else and started listening 
to this debate, and I want to make two 
quick statements. 

One is the science is not conclusive. 
Whether we listen to Dr. James Curtis 
of Columbia University and Harlem 
Hospital or whether we look at the 
Vancouver study or the Montreal 
study, one cannot say the science in 
this is conclusive. 

I will tell my colleagues one thing we 
know which is conclusive which is that 
the message counts. If we learned any- 
thing in the last 30 years in this coun- 
try, it is that the message does matter. 
We reduced drug substance abuse in 
this country from 1979 to 1991 by over 
70 percent by sending a clear and con- 
sistent message that drug use is wrong 
and that it is dangerous. 

This sends the wrong message. That 
is why this legislation is necessary. 

I think General McCaffrey got it 
right. I think if we are really serious 
about reducing drug abuse in this coun- 
try, and remember teenage drug abuse 
has doubled in the last 5 years, it has 
doubled and continues to go up, it has 
got to be our top public health pri- 
ority, it has got to be our top crime re- 
duction priority, it has got to be our 
top education priority if we are going 
to turn the corner, if we are going to 
make a difference in this, and unfortu- 
nately needle exchange does not fit in 
that. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia (Ms. ELEANOR 
HOLMES NORTON) who has fought in the 
trenches against substance abuse in 
the District and is a leader on this 
issue. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding this time 
to me. 

We failed for decades to control ad- 
diction. At least it was contained with 
addicts. Now, with AIDS, needles have 
taken a deadly disease into the com- 
munity itself. Now it is not addicts and 
not even those who are addicts, when 
they become criminals, prey upon. It is 
women. It is children. Two-thirds of 
AIDS in women comes for needles. 
Fifty percent of AIDS in children 
comes from needles. 

The Congress asked the scientists for 
the answer. Because the scientists gave 
them back an answer they did not want 
to hear, they want to ignore the 
science, and it is unmixed. 
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Race looms larger and larger in this 
issue. We are stabilizing AIDS among 
white homosexuals. It is spreading like 
an epidemic among blacks and his- 
panics, and the reason is unsafe nee- 
dles. One-third of AIDS deaths today 
come from needles. 

Mr. Speaker, when my colleagues 
cast their vote they should remember 
who they are voting for life, and who 
they are voting for death. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from the 
Virgin Islands (Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN) 
who is a health professional as well as 
being a Member of Congress. 

Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. Mr. Speak- 
er, I come here today as a member of 
the Congressional Black Caucus com- 
mitted to ridding the country of this 
scourge of drugs and as a physician 
who counts among my patients many 
wonderful men and women with AIDS. 
Almost all of them contracted this dis- 
ease because of IV drug use. They are 
now leading clean and productive lives 
with their children and other family 
members but are condemned to death 
because of AIDS. 

Mr. Speaker, apparently it is correct 
what the NIH panel said, that the 
greatest threat to public health are 
legislative bodies. This bill, unfortu- 
nately, supports that opinion. Because 
we know that needle exchange pro- 
grams do not cause increased drug use, 
they decrease drug use. They make it 
more likely that addicts will enter 
treatment. We know that it saves lives. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote no on H.R. 1317. Let us choose life, 
my colleagues. Vote no on this bill. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 14% 
minutes to the gentleman from Geor- 
gia (Mr. LEWIS) one of the deputy whips 
of the House and a great leader in this 
Congress. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
the scientific evidence is clear. Needle 
transfer programs can reduce HIV in- 
fection and save lives. Needle exchange 
programs do not increase drug use. 

Last week, the Secretary of HHS an- 
nounced that Federal funds would not, 
I repeat, would not fund needle ex- 
change programs. Local governments 
can decide whether or not they want to 
fund these programs. 

AIDS is a devastating disease. It is a 
devastating sickness. It is heart- 
breaking to know someone who is suf- 
fering with AIDS. Half of the new AIDS 
infections come from injection of 
drugs. We must do everything in our 
power, must use every resource at our 
command to reduce the spread of AIDS. 
We must fund research, we must pro- 
vide health care, and we must let local 
governments make their own decisions. 

If local governments choose to fund 
needle exchange programs, programs 
that reduce the spread of AIDS, we 
should not stand in their way. Leave it 
up to the City of Atlanta, to the City of 
New York, to the City of Birmingham 
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to decide. Leave it to the doctors and 
the scientists. Leave it to the women 
and men of medicine. This is a matter 
of public health. 

I, for one, will not stand in the way 
of local governments who want to save 
lives and reduce the spread of AIDS. 
Stop playing politics with the lives of 
our people who are living and suffering 
with HIV and AIDS. 

I urge my colleagues vote no on this 
bill. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Or- 
egon (Ms. FURSE) who knows firsthand 
of what she speaks on this subject. 

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, as cochair 
and cofounder of the Diabetes Caucus, I 
rise today to oppose H.R. 3717. I believe 
this bill has absolutely nothing to do 
with public health but everything to do 
with election year politics. 

Now if we want to reduce drug use, 
let us get drug addicts into drug treat- 
ment programs. And in Tacoma, Wash- 
ington, 43 percent of the new recruits 
into a methadone treatment program 
were referred from a needle exchange 
program. 

If we are in a drug war, let us not get 
rid of one of the weapons in that war. 
The State of Oregon uses needle ex- 
change programs as just one part of the 
State’s drug prevention program. 

We have heard a lot about AIDS. 
Well, let me tell my colleagues that, 
while needle exchange programs may 
seem unpleasant to some Members in 
this House, the fact remains that it is 
one of the most effective strategies to 
reduce the rate of HIV infection 
amongst a population that is high in 
risk. 

Let us do what is right for the peo- 
ple, not what is right for our elections. 
Let us vote against H.R. 3717. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. WEXLER). 

Mr. WEXLER. Mr. Speaker, if I 
thought for one minute that a drug ex- 
change, needle exchange program for 
drug addicts would increase the likeli- 
hood of teenagers in America using 
drugs, I would not support it. But com- 
mon sense dictates that there will not 
be a single 16-year-old teenager in 
America who says, oh, now I can go get 
a needle exchange, rather than going to 
the corner drugstore and buy one for 
five cents or ten cents, and now I am 
going to get addicted to heroin and ha, 
ha, ha. 

Having nothing to do with common 
sense, it tells us the way in which we 
prevent people from getting AIDS, the 
way in which we prevent people from 
spreading AIDS to people who are inno- 
cent is to make certain the needles 
they are using are clean. 

The question is not whether we are 
for or against drug abuse. We are all 
against it. The question is simple. 
Should drug addicts be using clean nee- 
dies or should they be using AIDS-in- 
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fected needles? And the taxpayers of 
America are better off if the needles 
are clean rather than AIDS infected, 
and all Americans who do not use 
drugs are better off if we make certain 
that those who do are not infected with 
AIDS needles. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. ENGEL) who has been a lead- 
er in this House and also in the assem- 
bly before he came to the State legisla- 
ture as the chairman of the Committee 
on Alcohol and Drug Abuse. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to this legislation. 

Before I came to Congress 10 years 
ago, I was chairman of the New York 
State Assembly Committee on Alco- 
holism and Drug Abuse, and I can tell 
my colleagues that needle exchange 
programs work, they save lives. 

I am as opposed to drugs as the next 
person, but I also live in the real world. 
I represent an area of New York City, 
the Bronx, where AIDS has just gone 
sky high, and we need to use every 
available resource that we have to try 
to combat the scourge of AIDS. 

As has been said by my colleagues, 
needle exchange programs are used to 
get addicts into drug treatment pro- 
grams. Why would we not want to use 
every tool that we have? We do not 
have the luxury of being ostriches and 
sticking our heads in the sand. We do 
not have the luxury of feel-good legis- 
lation. We do not have the luxury of 
platitudes. We live in the real world, 
those of us that represent inner cities, 
and we want to make sure that AIDS is 
not spread. 

This did not come before the Com- 
mittee on Commerce of which I am a 
member. I wish it had because we could 
have had some hearings and we could 
have made some good points. But this 
legislation does not make sense. 

Please, choose life over death. Defeat 
this legislation. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I am sorry, but if my 
other speaker arrives, I will yield to 
the other speaker. 

But one thing I am glad about, about 
this resolution coming to the floor, it 
gives us another opportunity to say to 
our colleagues and to the American 
people just what the science is on this 
subject of needle exchange programs. 

My colleagues, as a mother of five 
and a grandmother of two, I join with 
everyone in this body, and I know I 
speak for every single person here say- 
ing one of our top priorities here is to 
eliminate drug abuse from our country 
and from this earth. Let us stipulate to 
that, that we all recognize the good in- 
tentions of everyone here to do that. 

Having said that, we must use new 
approaches to this as well, because I do 
not think anyone can say that the ap- 
proach that has been taken to date has 
been a complete success. 
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When we talk about the subject of 
needle exchange programs, I share the 
concern of some of my colleagues when 
I hear their remarks. They just do not 
understand it. Because, clearly, they 
do not know what a needle exchange 
program is. And for many people, when 
they hear about it, at first blush they 
say, why would I support that? What 
message does that send? How often we 
have heard that today. 

Well, one message it sends is that we 
will be courageous enough to take the 
steps that will save lives and will re- 
duce substance abuse and drug abuse in 
our country. 

We have heard people try to blur the 
science on this, but the science is, we 
go hand in hand with the science as we 
ask our colleagues to vote down this 
resolution. This is a difficult decision 
because most of our constituents, 
many of them may not be aware of the 
benefits of a needle exchange program. 
But because it is a difficult decision 
does not mean we should take the easy 
way out. We must demonstrate that 
making difficult decisions is not above 
the pay grade of Members of Congress 
and that we are willing to lead and in- 
deed to teach our constituents. 

They do not need to learn much 
though. Our constituents, the Amer- 
ican people, say that the needle ex- 
change program, 61 percent of the 
American people favor changing fed- 
eral laws to allow State and local gov- 
ernments to decide for themselves 
whether to use their Federal funds for 
needle exchange programs. 

That is why I have in my motion to 
recommit, which will be discussed 
later, the provision that needle ex- 
change programs could not use Federal 
funds unless the Governor, State 
health officer, local/municipal health 
authority determines that the use of 
Federal funds for such a program would 
reduce the rate of transmission of HIV 
and would not encourage the use of il- 
legal drugs and is acceptable to the af- 
fected State, city and other units of 
local governments or communities. 
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I listened to my colleagues, and I 
hope to address their concerns in this 
motion to recommit, and I hope that 
whatever position people take on the 
Solomon resolution, that they will sup- 
port the motion to recommit. 

My colleagues, as they make their 
decisions, as we are sent here to review 
the facts and to vote, the facts are 
these: This is the poster, by the way, 
that a Republican colleague did not 
want to have on display in the House, 
and it says, April 1998, needle exchange 
reduces the spread of HIV/AIDS. After 
reviewing all of the research, we have 
unanimously agreed that there is con- 
clusive scientific evidence that needle 
exchange programs, as part of a com- 
prehensive HIV prevention strategy, 
are an effective public health interven- 
tion that reduces the transmission of 
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HIV and does not, and does not encour- 
age the use of illegal drugs. 

Dr. Harold Varmus, winner of the 
Nobel Prize, Director of the National 
Institutes of Health; Dr. Anthony 
Fauci, Director of the National Insti- 
tutes of Allergy and Infectious Dis- 
eases; Dr. Alan Leshner, Director of 
the National Institute on Drug Abuse; 
and Dr. David Satcher, Surgeon Gen- 
eral. Please make a vote to save lives. 
Have the courage to make that vote. 
Vote “no” on the Solomon resolution. 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
privilege to yield the balance of my 
time to the distinguished majority 
whip, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY) to close the debate on this leg- 
islation today. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY). The gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DELAY) is recognized for 5½ min- 
utes. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this legislation, and I want 
to commend my colleagues, the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. SOLOMON), 
chairman of the Committee on Rules; 
my chief deputy whip, the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT); and most 
importantly, the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi (Mr. WICKER) for showing lead- 
ership, for showing leadership when it 
comes to the war on drugs. 

I have the utmost respect for the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
PELOSI) and her position, and I do tend 
to understand her position, but it has 
been said so many times here on this 
floor during this debate. I just feel very 
strongly that the best science is on our 
side and refutes the science that the 
gentlewoman is putting forward. 

I also understand because she is a 
beautiful mother and a loving mother 
and a grandmother, although she does 
not look like a grandmother, the gen- 
tlewoman from California understands 
what “enabling” means. Enabling your 
children to do bad things by bailing 
them out, say, if they got in trouble at 
school and one goes and beats up on 
the principal and makes sure there are 
no consequences, or enabling an alco- 
holic by giving them a drink does not 
free them from alcoholism. Enabling a 
drug addict by giving them a clean nee- 
dle, it enables that drug user to con- 
tinue their habit. 

So I just say, if we are really, really 
serious about the war on drugs, and ev- 
erybody seems to be for it, then I 
would urge that side of the aisle to join 
us tomorrow in a major show of rededi- 
cating this Congress and this House 
and this government to a real war on 
drugs. But I have to tell my colleagues, 
we understand that there is an effort 
going to pull the Democrats away from 
this bipartisan effort to rededicate our- 
selves. 

The lack of leadership here is really 
frightening. Clearly, this Nation needs 
leadership in the war on drugs. Sadly, 
the President has already given up on 
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that fight. By condoning and embrac- 
ing the concept of giving free needles 
to drug addicts, President Clinton has 
raised the white flag of surrender. He is 
sending the wrong message to the 
youth of this country. He is saying 
that we cannot end drug abuse in this 
country, so we might as well mend it. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, that is the wrong 
approach. Drug abuse continues to be 
the top concern of parents across this 
Nation. Mothers and fathers are right- 
fully worried that the ravages of drug 
abuse may victimize their children. 
Over 20,000 young people die as a result 
of illegal drug trade in this country 
every year, and thousands more are 
victimized by drugs in countless other 
ways. 

Illegal drug use really is not a laugh- 
ing matter, and the President and the 
President’s press secretary can make 
all the jokes they want about their 
own drug use, but their casual attitude 
encourages a new generation of drug 
abusers in this country. It is no coinci- 
dence that teenaged drug use has sky- 
rocketed, skyrocketed during the Clin- 
ton Presidency. The Nation expects 
leadership from its President when it 
comes to an issue like drug abuse. In- 
stead of leadership, we get a dead-head 
President who supports a program that 
gives free needles to drug addicts. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, let us send a mes- 
sage to this President. Let us vote for 
this legislation, and let the American 
people know that this Congress still 
wants to fight the war on drugs. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, | first want to 
thank my colleague and friend Congress- 
woman Nancy Pelosi for her leadership on the 
issue of needle exchange. 

Mr. Speaker, there is confusion and mis- 
conception coming from the opponents of nee- 
dle exchange. The Republican leadership is 
under the impression that the American peo- 
ple do not care about ending the AIDS epi- 
demic that is ravaging our country. They are 
under the impression that the American peo- 
ple will choose to believe rhetoric over sci- 
entific statements of fact from our nation’s 
most trusted scientific experts. They are also 
under the impression that American citizens 
prefer more of the politics of division and 
empty symbolism, rather than sound public 
health practices. Mr. Speaker, the Republican 
leadership is mistaken. 

| rise in strong opposition to this ill- con- 
ceived and unnecessary piece of legislation, 
H.R. 3717. The bill purports to ban perma- 
nently all federal support for needle exchange 
programs. However, not one single federal 
mandate currently requires states to admin- 
ister needle exchange programs. 

The decision to fund needle exchange pro- 
grams should be left to the states. Local gov- 
ernments and the American people do not 
want to close the door on a proven method of 
combating HIV transmission. Over 60 percent 
of Americans want their communities to make 
the decision on needle exchange programs. 
This legislation is blatant hypocrisy. Those in 
this Chamber who have been the most out- 
spoken and vociferous in raising the cry of 
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“states rights” and urging that the Congress 
stop imposing Federal mandates upon the 
state governments are the very same ones 
who are leading the charge today to prohibit 
states from making independent decisions 
about what is in the public health interest of 
their own citizens. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people don’t 
want to play political games with the AIDS epi- 
demic. The proponents of this legislation are 
trying to pit the AIDS epidemic against the war 
on drugs. This strategy will backfire. Ameri- 
cans understand that needle exchange pro- 
grams reduce the transmission of HIV, and 
Americans understand what scientific studies 
have established—needle exchange programs 
do not encourage the use of illegal drugs. 

The proponents of this legislation are ignor- 
ing the intelligence of the American people. 
They are ignoring the conclusions of countless 
scientific experts who support needle ex- 
change programs—Dr. David Satcher, United 
States Surgeon General; Dr. Harold Varmus, 
Director of the National Institute of Allergy and 
Infectious Diseases; Dr. Anthony Fauci, Direc- 
tor of the National Institute of Allergy and In- 
fectious Diseases; Dr. Alan Leshner, Director 
of the National Institute of Drug Abuse; and 
Dr. Claire Broome, Acting Director of the Cen- 
ters for Disease Control. All of these leading 
public health experts agree that needle ex- 
change programs are an effective AIDS pre- 
vention method that does not cause increased 
use of illegal drugs. The National Institutes of 
Health, our own federally-sponsored health 
care research organization which we are sup- 
porting with over $3.5 billion this year, sup- 
ports needle exchange programs. 

Thousands of other medical experts and 
healthcare organizations, including the Amer- 
ican Medical Association and the American 
Academy of Pediatrics, in the United States 
and around the world have stated that needle 
exchange programs are necessary in the fight 
against AIDS. These respected organizations 
tell us that needle exchange programs do not 
promote the use of illegal drugs. The pro- 
ponents of this legislation are ignoring this 
overwhelming and unanimous evidence. 

Needle exchange does not promote drug 
use. In fact, the opposite is true. Needle ex- 
change programs encourage injection drug 
users to seek drug treatment. Needle ex- 
change programs are an integral component 
of drug treatment networks in terms of health 
care, counseling, psychosocial services, and 
outreach strategy. Needle exchange programs 
keep people alive, keep people safe from the 
HIV infection, and can help in encouraging 
people to take the first critical steps to begin 
a drug-free life. 

Mr. Speaker, | strongly oppose illegal drug 
use. But we must not confuse the fight against 
drug abuse with the fight against AIDS. Those 
who support H.R. 3717 are arguing for legisla- 
tion that would effectively declare the life of 
any person who has used drugs or is using 
drugs, as well as the lives of their spouses 
and children, to be worth less than the ten 
cents it would cost to save them from AIDS. 
| cannot share that position. 

Mr. Speaker, injection drug users can pass 
on HIV infection to their partners, to their chil- 
dren, and to other drug users. Over 50 per- 
cent of all new HIV infections are due to injec- 
tion drug use. | am appalled that anyone in 


April 29, 1998 


this Congress could have a higher priority than 
saving the lives of these innocent victims. Mil- 
lions of women and children’s lives can be 
saved indirectly through needle exchange pro- 
grams. Some 74 percent of all AIDS cases 
among women are connected directly or indi- 
rectly to injection drug use. The rate of infec- 
tion in women is steadily climbing. More than 
50% of AIDS cases in children are also con- 
nected to drug use. Minorities suffer dispropor- 
tionately from this disease. All these lives are 
worth saving, and there is a simple method to 
save them—needle exchange. 

Mr. Speaker, the choice to be made is be- 
tween exchanging needles and losing millions 
of lives to AIDS—to say nothing of the horren- 
dous health care costs that these AIDS cases 
will create. Needle exchange is a cost-effec- 
tive public health measure to combat HIV 
transmission and infection. Those who support 
this legislation are denying our communities 
the right to choose for themselves one of the 
best and most effective methods of fighting 
new HIV infections. This legislation goes 
against common sense, against science, and 
against our own values. 

Mr. Speaker, we must not be put aside by 
short-sighted political maneuvers. The Amer- 
ican people are too smart to let anyone pull 
the wool over their eyes. They are too smart 
to accept ignorance and bigotry in place of 
scientific knowledge. The American people 
know better. H.R. 3717 is a vote against the 
judgment of state and local health officials, a 
vote against the rights of local communities to 
make thoughtful decisions, a vote against sci- 
entific evidence, a vote against the judgment 
of the American people, and a vote against 
countless lives which could be saved by nee- 
die exchange programs. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, | have listened to this debate and | 
have listened to the arguments made by the 
other side. 

The supporters of this bill to ban Federal 
funding for needle exchange programs say 
that it sends the wrong message to our kids— 
And that it encourages drug use. 

Let me make it clear that this debate is not 
about illegal drug use, it is about saving lives. 

Secretary Shalala for the first time acknowl- 
edged the enormous body of scientific evi- 
dence proving that needie-exchange programs 
reduce HIV and save lives without increasing 
drug use. 

To not reach out to the communities that 
are struggling with this epidemic is like discov- 
ering the world is round and not launching the 
ships to explore it. 

Clean needles are only part of the solution. 
A comprehensive approach that includes nee- 
dle exchange, health care, treatment, social 
support and counseling is also needed. 

Since the other side is worrying about send- 
ing mixed messages, how do we explain to 
our kids that we know how to slow a lethal 
epidemic—we know one way to help prevent 
the spread of HIV from drug addicts to partner 
to child—But we are not going to help! 

| urge my colleagues to vote against this 
bill. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, last year Congress 
approved a conference report on a bi-partisan 
basis that prohibited the use of federal funds 
for any needle exchange programs until the 
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Secretary of Health and Human Services de- 
termines that based on scientific evidence 
these programs are effective in preventing the 
spread of HIV and do not encourage the use 
of illegal drugs. 

The Secretary has not decided to continue 
the ban on federal funding, and leave it to 
state and local units to finance needle ex- 
change programs, which the scientific review 
requested by the Secretary found useful in 
saving lives without increasing drug use if part 
of a comprehensive anti-drug program. 

| support the administration's decision. 

As the Administration has stated regarding 
this matter, it. concurs in the long- 
standing position of the Congress that the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services 
should have the authority to determine the sci- 
entific and public health merit of needle ex- 
change programs as they affect rates of HIV 
transmission and injection drug use. The Ad- 
ministration believes, as Congress has to this 
point, that the top public health leadership of 
the federal government remains the appro- 
priate place for this determination, and that the 
decision on which HIV prevention strategies to 
use should rest with State and local officials.” 

The bill before us would try to make this 
ban permanent, regardless of what might be 
scientific findings at a future date and regard- 
less of the experience in and results from pro- 
grams now underway in a substantial number 
of communities. 

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
in strong opposition to H.R. 3717, legislation 
that would permanently ban federal funding for 
needle exchange programs. Needle exchange 
programs reduce new human immunodisease 
virus (HIV) and Hepatitis B infection among in- 
travenous drug users, do not lead to more 
drug use, are cost effective and are supported 
by a wide array of scientific and medical ex- 
perts and organizations. In the light of Presi- 
dent Clinton’s opposition to the funding of nee- 
dle exchange programs, it makes absolutely 
no sense to adopt this legislation. 

Before | continue, let me add that | vehe- 
mently oppose the use of illegal drugs. Demo- 
crats, Republicans and Independents need to 
remember who, and what, is the real enemy 
here. The real enemy is our collective inertia, 
inaction, and inability to practically do anything 
that will reduce illegal drug use. Drug abuse is 
not a Democratic, Republican or Independent 
problem—it is an American problem. All Amer- 
icans concerned about the deterioration of the 
future of our country—our children—should 
unite to protect our children, break the cycle of 
illegal drugs and crime, provide treatment for 
drug abuse, strengthen our laws on money 
laundering, and reduce the supply of drugs to 
our cities, suburbs, and rural areas. 

According to a recent Detroit Free Press ar- 
ticle, about 33,000 heroin users live in the city 
of Detroit. | recently had the honor of meeting 
Mr. Harry Simpson, Executive Director of Life 
Points. Life Points is a non-profit organization 
dedicated to the reduction and eradication of 
illegal drug use among the citizens of the City 
of Detroit. On December 1, 1997, the city’s 
first licensed needle-exchange program 
began. Mr. Simpson realizes that we need a 
two-pronged attack against the abuse of 
drugs: prevention and treatment. In a recent 
Associated Press article, Mr. Simpson said, 
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“We're not sitting on the porch handing out sy- 
ringes to everyone who passes. It isn’t about 
distributing needles, promoting drug use or 
promoting illegal behavior. | just don’t think 
people need to die just because they use 
drugs.” 

| am opposed to this legislation for four rea- 
sons: 

Needle exchange programs reduce the risk 
of HIV and Hepatitis B infection. The National 
Research Council and Institute of Medicine’s 
report titled, “Needle Exchange Programs Re- 
duce HIV Transmission Among People Who 
Inject Illegal Drugs,” makes this point abun- 
dantly clear. In this report, panel chair Lincoln 
E. Moses, professor of statistics emeritus at 
Standford University, said, “The activities of 
needle exchange and bleach distribution pro- 
grams go beyond just providing sterile injec- 
tion equipment and bottles of bleach. These 
programs often result in more referrals to drug 
abuse treatment. Although not all communities 
may choose to implement them, needle ex- 
change and bleach distribution programs can 
be important parts of comprehensive ap- 
proaches to reduce drug use and the spread 
of AIDS. Needle sharing is a primary route of 
HIV transmission among people who inject il- 
legal drugs.” 

Needle exchange programs do not lead to 
increased drug use. The National Institutes of 
health, one of the preeminent health research 
facilities in the nation, published the Con- 
sensus Development Statement on Interven- 
tions to Prevent HIV Risk Behaviors. This re- 
port concluded that needle exchange pro- 
grams “show a reduction in risk behaviors as 
high as 80% in injecting drug users, with esti- 
mates of a 30% or greater reduction of HIV.” 
The report also concluded that the majority of 
evidence shows either a decrease in injection 
drug use among participants or no changes in 
their current levels of drug use. 

Needle exchange programs are cost effec- 
tive. According to the National Association of 
Persons with AIDS, needle exchange pro- 
grams could prevent HIV infection among drug 
users, their sexual partners, and their children 
at a cost of about $9,400 per prevented infec- 
tion. This pales in the cost of more than 
$100,000 per lifetime of treating a person with 
AIDS. 

Needle exchange programs are supported 
by many non-partisan, respected, scientific or- 
ganizations and boards of review. The Con- 
gressional Office of Technology Assessment; 
the National Institutes of Health, the U.S. Gen- 
eral Accounting Office, and the American 
Medical Association support needle exchange 
programs. 

My vehement opposition to illegal drugs has 
not clouded my desire to protect women or 
children. It is my desire that the wisdom of 
Congress prevails in defeating this legislation, 
and that Congress collectively take measures 
that will eliminate the use of illegal drugs in 
our country. 

Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. Mr. Speaker, | 
come to the floor today as a member of the 
Congressional Black Caucus which has as its 
highest priority, the ridding this country of the 
scourge of drugs, and as a family physician 
who counts among my patients, many men 
and women with AIDS. Almost all of them con- 
tracted this disease because of IV drug use, 
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but today they are “clean” and leading pro- 
ductive lives, with their children and other fam- 
ily members, but are condemned to death be- 
cause of AIDS. 

Mr. Speaker, the NIH panel was apparently 
correct last year when it said that the greatest 
threat to the public health are legislative bod- 
ies. This misguided bill, certainly supports that 
opinion. 

We know, because the evidence is clear, 
that needle exchange programs do not cause 
increased drug use. On the contrary, they de- 
crease drug use and further increase the likeli- 
hood that an addicted person will enter drug 
treatment. It is incumbent upon us to provide 
the funding to make those treatment programs 
available on demand. 

We have heard much today about the Ca- 
nadian studies. The researchers whose work 
is being misrepresented by our Republican 
colleagues are on record in saying that the 
data has been misinterpreted, and that their 
findings indeed support the use of needle ex- 
change programs in conjunction with strong 
prevention and treatment. 

We also know, without a doubt that these 
programs greatly reduce the transmission of 
HIV, and in doing so saves the lives of count- 
less people—especially women and children. 

Who among us could possibly be against 
saving lives? 

| plead with you my colleagues, not to put 
politics before the lives of the people we are 
here to serve. Do not ignore the facts which 
have been placed before us by researchers 
and public health experts. Let us not misinter- 
pret and misrepresent their findings to the 
people who depend on us for the truth. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues, choose life. 
Vote no on H.R. 3717. 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to oppose this bill for several reasons. 
First, this bill contradicts all the scientific data 
from experts that suggests needle exchange 
programs reduce HIV infection and do not in- 
crease drug use. While AIDS deaths are 
down, clearly HIV infection continues to in- 
crease especially in inner city areas where in- 
jection drug use is prevalent. 

The bill ignores the fact that needle ex- 
change does not increase drug use, rather it 
encourages a society that would have fewer 
individuals infected with HIV. These programs 
make needles available on a replacement 
basis only, and refer participants to drug coun- 
seling and treatment. The National Institutes of 
Health’s March 1997 study concluded that 
needle exchange programs have shown a re- 
duction in risk behaviors as high as 80 percent 
in injecting drug users, with estimates of 30 
percent or greater reduction of HIV. 

In addition, | oppose this bill because it is 
politically driven, rather than scientifically 
based. This bill whips on the poorest of the 
poor. This bill puts at risk millions of Ameri- 
cans who might be married or committed to 
someone who they may not know is an intra- 
venous drug user. More importantly, this bill 
puts children at risk. The Centers for Disease 
Control reported that the rate of HIV/AIDS in 
the African American community is 7 times 
that of the general population. 

Make no mistake about it this is not just a 
African American problem this is a American 
problem. This is a public health issue and the 
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Surgeon General, and the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services both support needle ex- 
change programs. When we help save Amer- 
ican lives—America is stronger. The Federal 
Government must provide leadership on this 
critical issue and therefore, | urge my col- 
leagues to oppose this bill. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, | rise in op- 
position to the bill. 

Since coming to the Congress | have been 
asked to vote on legislation on a variety of 
subjects which | considered ill-conceived or 
even foolish. But | have never seen as silly a 
piece of legislation as the bill before us today. 

One might have expected opponents of 
needle exchange programs to mount an effort 
to prohibit federal funding for such programs— 
if the Administration had taken steps to au- 
thorize the release of funds. 

But Secretary Shalala announced just 10 
days ago that the Administration does not in- 
tend to release the funds. 

This must be one of the few occasions in 
Congressional history in which members are 
attempting to deny the Administration the au- 
thority to make a decision they agree with. 

Personally, | do not agree with the Adminis- 
tration's decision, and | therefore regard this 
legislation as not only unnecessary, but un- 
wise in the extreme. 

In 1989, Congress barred the use of federal 
funds for needle exchange programs unless 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
could determine both that such programs are 
effective in preventing the spread of HIV and 
that they do not encourage the use of illegal 
drugs. 

In enacting this provision, Congress sought 
to ensure that the decision as to whether such 
programs merit federal support would be 
made by public health experts acting on the 
basis of sound science, rather than by politi- 
cians re-acting on the basis of uninformed 
opinion. 

Pursuant to that mandate, the Secretary 
conducted an exhaustive review of the sci- 
entific literature. Her investigation yielded an 
impressive body of evidence that properly ad- 
ministered needle exchange programs are an 
effective weapon in preventing HIV trans- 
mission, and that, far from encouraging drug 
use, they can actually play a role in encour- 
aging injection drug abusers to enter treat- 
ment. 

In my own State of Massachusetts, these 
programs are doing precisely that. 

Last week, the Secretary reached the only 
conclusion the data would support, and issued 
the long-awaited determination that the Con- 
gressionally-mandated criteria had been met 
for federal funding of these programs. 

Yet instead of announcing that federal funds 
would be made available, the Secretary an- 
nounced a continuation of the status quo. 

It's hard to see how the status quo could 
have provoked this kind of reaction. It's as 
though the proponents of the bill were so ea- 
gerly anticipating a different decision that, 
when it didn’t come, they decided to offer their 
bill anyway. 

It goes without saying that no hearings have 
taken place, and the committee of jurisdiction 
took no action on the bill. 

As a former prosecutor and a member of 
the Judiciary Committee, | take very seriously 
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the epidemic of drug addiction in our society. 
But we cannot make responsible public policy 
on fear and ignorance. 

Yesterday, | received a Dear Colleague let- 
ter from proponents of the bill citing a Cana- 
dian study published in the American Journal 
of Epidemiology in support of their claim that 
drug addicts who participate in needle ex- 
change programs are more likely to contract 
HIV than those who do not participate. 

What they failed to tell you is that the au- 
thors of the study have stated categorically 
that this claim is a mischaracterization of their 
research. Writing in the New York Times on 
April 9, Professors Julie Bruneau and Martin 
Schechter said that the reason the addicts 
who took part in needle exchange programs in 
Vancouver and Montreal had higher HIV infec- 
tion rates than those who did not is that these 
programs are in inner-city neighborhoods 
where they serve those who are most at risk 
of infection. 

Having misstated the conclusions of this 
study, the supporters of the bill ignore the nu- 
merous other studies conducted and compiled 
by such agencies as the National Research 
Council, the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention, and the National Institutes of 
Health. 

This voluminous research has persuaded 
such respected organizations as the American 
Medical Association, the American Public 
Health Association, the Association of State 
and Territorial Health Officers, the American 
Nurses Association, the American Academy of 
Pediatrics, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, 
and the American Bar Association, to give 
their support to needle exchange. 

It is time for Congress and the Administra- 
tion to follow suit. Indeed, it is long past time. 
While we wait, the epidemic continues to deci- 
mate our cities and towns. Like the mad em- 
peror of the ancient world, Congress fiddles 
while Rome burns. 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong 
opposition to H.R. 3717, which would imple- 
ment a permanent ban on federal funding for 
needle exchange programs. 

According to the National Organization re- 
sponding to AIDS, an estimated 1 to 2 million 
Americans inject illegal drugs and the sharing 
of needles among injecting drug users is a 
leading cause of HIV transmission. Further- 
more, since 1988, when this program ceased, 
an estimated 20-25,000 people have con- 
tracted AIDS as a direct result of contact with 
an intravenous drug user. Needle exchange 
programs would involve the swap of dirty nee- 
dies for clean needles. Since one can only ob- 
tain a clean needle in exchange for a dirty 
needle, there is an incentive to collect and 
turn in the needle. 

In an age where HIV and AIDS are spread- 
ing at enormous rates, needle exchange pro- 
grams not only reduce HIV infections but also 
have the potential to act as a bridge to drug 
treatment. AIDS is the leading cause of death 
amongst African Americans that are between 
25-44 years of age. The Center For Disease 
Control reported that the rate of HIV/AIDS in 
the African American community is 7 times 
that of the general population. This means that 
72 African Americans are infected every day. 
By supplying clean syringes, we simply assure 
that death is not a certainty. 
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The National Commission on AIDS, National 
Academy of Sciences and the National Insti- 
tutes of Health are just a few organizations 
that, through extensive sound scientific re- 
search, have concluded that needle exchange 
programs are effective and can significantly 
reduce the number of new HIV and AIDS 
cases. The American Academy of Pediatrics, 
the American Medical Association and the Na- 
tional Association of City and County Health 
Officials, among many others, are leading 
world organizations that have endorsed fed- 
eral funding of needle exchange programs. In 
fact, research has shown, there is no evidence 
that needle exchange programs lead to in- 
creased drug use by exchange clients. 

From a financial standpoint, needle ex- 
change programs are surprisingly cost effec- 
tive. One model estimates that over a period 
of five years, needle exchange programs 
could prevent HIV infections among clients, 
their sexual partners and their children at a 
cost of approximately $9,400 per infected per- 
son. Compare this with the lifetime cost of 
treating an individual with AIDS, which ex- 
ceeds $100,000. 

| urge my colleagues to vote against H.R. 
3717 which bans federal funding for needle 
exchange programs. Needle exchange pro- 
grams have proven to be effective in reducing 
the transmission of HIV and AIDS and through 
this program, communities would be safer 
from the health hazards associated with dirty 
needles littering the streets. No one ever built 
a reputation on what they were going to do. 
We've seen what banning federal funding for 
needle exchange programs can do. Let's es- 
tablish a solid reputation by funding needle ex- 
change programs that would reduce the trans- 
mission of HIV and other diseases and more 
importantly, save lives. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, | rise in oppo- 
sition to H.R. 3717, legislation to impose a 
permanent ban on federal funding for needle 
exchange programs. 

This bill is particularly unnecessary given 
the fact that the Clinton Administration an- 
nounced that it will not lift the ban on federal 
funding, despite its conclusion that the science 
has demonstrated that needle exchange pro- 
grams reduce HIV transmission and do not 
encourage the use of illegal drugs. 

This bill would remove the authority of the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services to 
manage public health threats—and would, in 
effect, substitute political expediency for sound 
science and public health policy. Since 1990, 
we have given the Secretary this authority in 
annual appropriations bills. 

The American Medical Association, the 
American Bar Association, the American Pub- 
lic Health Association, the Association of State 
and Territorial Health Officials, the National 
Academy of Sciences, the American Academy 
of Pediatrics, the American Nurses Associa- 
tion, the National Black Caucus of State Legis- 
lators, and the United States Conference of 
Mayors all have expressed their support for 
needle exchange, as part of a comprehensive 
HIV prevention program. A number of federally 
funded studies have reached the same con- 
clusion and have found that needle exchange 
programs do not increase drug use—including 
a consensus conference convened by the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health last year. According 
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to the NIH Consensus Statement, A prepon- 
derance of evidence shows either no change 
or decreased drug use .. . Individuals in 
areas with needle exchange programs have 
increased likelihood of entering drug treatment 
programs.” 

The American Bar Association, in a letter 
dated April 28, 1998, stated: “Permanently 
prohibiting federal funding of needle exchange 
programs will not advance this nation’s efforts 
to combat drug abuse. It may in fact inhibit 
current efforts since needle exchange pro- 
grams have been shown to increase the op- 
portunity for counseling drug addicts and en- 
couraging their participation in appropriate 
drug treatment programs . . . Likewise, enact- 
ing a permanent ban on federal funding of 
needie exchange programs will prevent public 
health officials from using a proven tool to re- 
duce the transmission rate of HIV among a 
high risk population that is contracting HIV at 
alarming rates.” 

In my own State of Maryland, injection drug 
use is the major mode of transmission for HIV/ 
AIDS. Baltimore City's needle exchange pro- 
gram has been associated with a 40% reduc- 
tion in new cases of HIV among participants, 
and evaluation of the program has dem- 
onstrated that needle exchange did not in- 
crease drug use. In fact, a bill was approved 
to continue the program by an overwhelming 
vote in the Maryland State Legislature last 
year—it passed by a vote of 113-23 in the 
House of Delegates and by a vote of 30-17 in 
the State Senate. And, earlier this month, the 
Maryland State Legislature voted to allow 
Prince George’s County to establish a needle 
exchange program. 

Nationally, 66% of all AIDS cases among 
women and more than half of AIDS cases in 
children are related to injection drug use. It is 
important to note that if the Secretary had de- 
cided to lift the ban, federal funding for needle 
exchange programs would not mean that local 
communities would have to implement them. 
Only those communities that believe such a 
program would be effective in their HIV pre- 
vention strategy would do so—thereby leaving 
the decisionmaking to the local communities. 
Community-based solutions have always been 
the most effective prevention programs, and 
are consistent with our attempts in this House 
to prevent the federal government from inter- 
fering with local decisionmaking. 

| urge my colleagues to act in the best inter- 
ests of our nation’s public health. Public health 
decisions should be made by public health of- 
ficials . . science should dictate such deci- 
sions, not politics. Vote NO on H.R. 3717. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, | am appalled 
by the increase in drug-use in this nation. Day 
after day, we are confronted with statistics 
demonstrating that our children are at risk. 
We've all heard the facts: marijuana use 
among 4th to 6th graders has risen 71 percent 
and overall drug use has jumped to 78 per- 
cent since 1992. We can quote the numbers, 
but the real issue is what are we going to do 
about it? 

Recently, the Clinton Administration aired its 
decision to lift a ban that prohibits the distribu- 
tion of hypodermic needles to drug addicts at 
Government expense. Condoning needle-ex- 
change programs ultimately sends the mes- 
sage that its okay for our children to use 
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drugs. As a parent who raised 7 children. | 
know the war on drugs must be fought from 
our homes and communities. But as elected 
leader, we are still obligated to help our neigh- 
borhoods attack this problem. Distributing nee- 
dies encourages drug use, and | will not stand 
for it. 

Today we will vote on H.R. 3717, the Nee- 
dle Ban-Plus Bill. This legislation prohibits the 
Federal Government from subsidizing the dis- 
tribution of hypodermic needles or syringes for 
the injection of illegal drugs. Mr. Speaker, let's 
demonstrate our commitment to winning this 
battle. | invite my colleagues to join me in sup- 
porting H.R. 3717. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
has expired. 

The bill is considered read for amend- 
ment. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 409, 
the previous question is ordered. 

The question is on engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MS. PELOSI 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentlewoman opposed to the bill? 

Ms. PELOSI. Yes, I am opposed to 
the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom- 
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Ms. PELOSI moves to recommit the bill, 
H.R. 3717, to the Committee on Commerce 
with instructions to report the same back to 
the House with the following amendment: 
Page 2, line 8, insert before the period the 
following: , unless the Governor, State 
health officer, or local municipal health au- 
thority determines that the use of Federal 
funds for such a program would reduce the 
rate of transmission of the human immuno- 
deficiency virus (commonly know as HIV), 
would not encourage the use of illegal drugs, 
and is acceptable to the affected State, city 
or other unit of local government, or com- 
munity”. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, as I said 
earlier in my remarks, I was going to 
offer this motion to recommit because 
I think that it sincerely attempts to 
address the concerns that have been ex- 
pressed in the course of the debate on 
this issue. Not only that, it is con- 
sistent with the language of the appro- 
priations bill that brings us here today, 
actually. 

Frankly, I was quite disappointed in 
the actions taken by some of my Re- 
publican colleagues, because I thought 
we had come to a deal on the needle ex- 
change program. When the appropria- 
tions bill was passed, it was agreed 
that the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services could not lift the ban 
on the needle exchange programs until 
March 31, 1998, unless the Congress 
acted beforehand to prevent her from 
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lifting the ban. It established criteria 
for the Secretary to lift the ban, and 
that criteria was that the projects are 
effective in preventing the spread of 
HIV and do not encourage the use of il- 
legal drugs. I think that the scientific 
information and evidence that we have 
presented demonstrates conclusively 
that that is the case. 

In addition, the Secretary was ex- 
pected to make a determination based 
on the review of the relevant science, 
and the additional science that has 
come forth in the last 6 months dem- 
onstrates even more clearly the strong 
scientific basis, without which we 
would never ask our colleagues to 
make this vote. And it also provides, 
the legislative language also provides 
the referrals for treatment of drug 
abuse and other appropriate health and 
social services. 

So with that, we went forward with 
the idea that if the science came for- 
ward, as it has, that the Secretary 
would be able to lift the ban. Now, the 
administration has not lifted the ban, 
but this body wants to act forever- 
more, flying in the face of the science, 
in defiance of the effectiveness of the 
needle exchange programs. 

I want to call to the attention of my 
colleagues some of the organizations 
that support the needle exchange pro- 
grams. The American Medical Associa- 
tion, the American Public Health Asso- 
ciation, the National Academy of 
Sciences, the American Nurses Asso- 
ciation, the American Academy of Pe- 
diatrics, the U.S. Conference of May- 
ors, the American Bar Association. 
Why would the U.S. Conference of May- 
ors support the needle exchange pro- 
gram if they thought it would increase 
crime, as our colleagues have con- 
tended? 

So I say to my colleagues, in addition 
to that, I want to call two other en- 
dorsements to the attention of my col- 
leagues. Some of those on the other 
side of this issue have spoken on the 
epidemiology of substance abuse and 
HIV/AIDS. That means how it is spread 
in our population. The Council of State 
and Territorial Epidemiologists have 
written to Congress to reject H.R. 3717, 
the bill before us, and the county and 
city health officials, the National Asso- 
ciation of County and City Health Offi- 
cials, oppose it as well. 

So I say to my colleagues, listen to 
the motion to recommit. The motion 
to recommit sends this bill to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, which is the ap- 
propriate route for this bill to take, 
with the following amendment: That 
unless the Governor, State health offi- 
cer, or local municipal health author- 
ity determines that the use of Federal 
funds for such a program would reduce 
the rate of transmission of HIV and 
would not discourage the use of illegal 
drugs, and is acceptable to the affected 
State, city or other unit of local gov- 
ernment or community. No Federal 
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funds unless it meets that test: Reduce 
the rate of transmission of HIV, would 
not encourage the use of illegal drugs, 
and is acceptable to the affected State, 
city or unit of local government or 
community. 

Mr. Speaker, we are having this edu- 
cation of our colleagues, this transfer 
of information between each other, 
among each other today because we 
have not really gone through the reg- 
ular order, the hearing process. I heard 
my colleague say last week, how on 
earth could we vote on the IMF be- 
cause we have not had hearings? Well, 
how on earth can we vote on this mat- 
ter of life and death bypassing the com- 
mittee structure where we could con- 
clusively review the scientific evidence 
to remove all doubt in anyone’s mind 
what is self-evident to the National In- 
stitutes of Health? 

I say once again that if we are fund- 
ing NIH to the tune of $13.6 billion for 
this year, and many of us are calling 
for the doubling of the NIH budget over 
the next 5 years, why on earth would 
we ignore their scientific findings? Not 
only NIH, the Administrator himself, 
but the various institutes that work to 
this end. 

Mr. Speaker, I really do not like say- 
ing things about Congress that are not 
complimentary, but ignoring the 
science really is the Flat Earth Society 
mentality, and if we want to put our 
head in the sand, we do not get any 
more room to do it on a flat earth. I 
urge my colleagues to think seriously 
about the science, vote to save lives; 
support the motion to recommit. 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, tomorrow 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. GING- 
RICH), the Speaker of the House, will 
lead what I hope is a bipartisan delega- 
tion of Members of this body to an- 
nounce a renewed war against illegal 
drugs in this country, and I am pleased 
at this point to yield him the balance 
of our time in opposition to the motion 
to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman from Georgia in opposition 
to the motion? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I am, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGRICH) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, let me 
just say that I really believe this is a 
very important turning point for the 
United States. And I believe this mo- 
tion to recommit is a perfect symbol of 
why, for the last 6 years, we have been 
losing the war on drugs, a totally un- 
necessary defeat, something that had 
been avoidable and something which 
has cost lives. 

The fact is there are some 14,000 
Americans a year who die directly from 
drugs, and another 6,000 who die from 
secondary effects, including violence. 
Every year. Imagine if we were losing 
20,000 Americans in Bosnia or 20,000 
Americans in Iraq, or 20,000 Americans 
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anywhere else in the world. That is 
higher than the death rate of the Viet- 
nam War, and yet our friends seem con- 
fused about what has happened. 

Under Ronald Reagan and George 
Bush, there was a simple, clear policy: 
Drug use is bad, do not do drugs. If one 
is a drug addict, get off drugs. Come in, 
get help, get detoxed, get rehabilita- 
tion, but do not be confused, drug use 
is bad. 

Many of our more liberal friends 
laughed when Nancy Reagan said, just 
say no. But guess what? By saying just 
say no and meaning it, drug use under 
Reagan and Bush came down by two- 
thirds. Thousands of young people were 
saved from addiction. Thousands of 
young people were saved from dying. 
This is a real problem. 

A member of my staff had a sister 
who went out on a date 3 years ago, 
was given a designer drug, overdosed, 
went into a coma. She was 19. 
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She has celebrated her 20th and 21st 
birthdays in a nursing home in a coma 
and she will never recover. 

In Plano, Texas, we have been read- 
ing about suicides and overdoses. This 
is very serious business for America. 

Tomorrow, the gentleman from Illi- 
nois (Mr. HASTERT) the chairman of our 
task force on the drug war, will be 
launching what we hope will be a truly 
bipartisan effort where we hope Demo- 
crats will feel comfortable joining us in 
being together as Americans saying: 
Do not do drugs. 

What is the debate about today? Giv- 
ing away needles for drug addicts? Say- 
ing to somebody who is injecting her- 
oin into their body that we have a pub- 
lic health policy, we want them to use 
a clean needle so they will be a healthy 
heroin addict? I just want to suggest to 
my friends, it is not possible to be a 
healthy heroin addict. The act of in- 
jecting heroin into the veins makes a 
person unhealthy. 

The job of the United States Govern- 
ment is to reach out to every addict 
and say to them, Please come into a 
hospital, please get off drugs, please let 
us help you rebuild your life.” And 
when the government says, Drop by 
for some free needles,” we are clearly 
saying something. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues do not 
have to believe me. I realize I am a 
conservative Republican and I realize 
some people might say that is a par- 
tisan message. So let me cite General 
Barry McCaffrey, President Clinton’s 
choice as the drug czar. This is what 
General McCaffrey said: Supporting 
needle exchange programs will send the 
wrong message to our children. Gov- 
ernment provision of needles may en- 
courage drug use.” 

So I am going to rely on General 
McCaffrey’s advice. Everyone in this 
Chamber who feels comfortable over- 
ruling General McCaffrey and willing 


April 29, 1998 


to give away free needles to heroin ad- 
dicts, come and vote yes.“ But they 
should not kid themselves. The drug 
czar of President Clinton says that 
may well lead to increased drug use. 
That may well say to our children it is 
okay to become a heroin addict or a co- 
caine addict, and pure cocaine is now 
often injected. 

But those Members who, like me, are 
frightened of drugs, believe drugs can 
kill, believe addiction is terrible, those 
who want to send a clear signal to the 
children of America, those who are pre- 
pared to say it is time to take a stand 
in favor of our children, vote no“ on 
this motion to recommit, which is 
frankly an any needle, anytime, any- 
where, for any addict” provision. 

Mr. Speaker, people who could cer- 
tify getting drugs here, the governor, 
State health officer or local municipal 
health authority, we know what this 
means. This means in some of our big- 
gest cities we are going to finance giv- 
ing away needles. Let us be honest 
about it. This means the U.S. taxpayer 
will be giving away needles. That is 
what this motion to recommit means. 

Let us be clear. If we want to win the 
war on drugs, if we want to save chil- 
dren from drugs, if we want to lower 
the addiction rate, join General McCaf- 
frey and let us have a bipartisan vote 
“no” on the motion to recommit. Then 
let us vote for our children to live ina 
drug-free America and an America with 
less violence. Let us vote yes“ on this 
bill and send the signal: No free nee- 
dles. Help the addicts get off drugs. Do 
not help the addicts have clean needles. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY). Without objection, the pre- 
vious question is ordered on the motion 
to recommit. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to recommit. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the provisions of clause 5 of rule 
XV, the Chair announces that he will 
reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes the 
period of time within which a vote by 
electronic device, if ordered, will be 
taken on the question of passage. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 149, noes 277, 
not voting 7, as follows: 


[Roll No. 113] 
AYES—149 

Abercrombie Blumenauer Campbell 
Ackerman Boehlert Capps 
Allen Bonior Cardin 
Baldacci Borski Carson 
Barrett (WI) Boyd Clay 
Becerra Brown (CA) Clayton 
Berman Brown (FL) Clyburn 
Blagojevich Brown (OH) Conyers 


Coyne 
Cummings 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 


Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Furse 


Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 
(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kanjorski 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 


Aderholt 
Andrews 
Archer 


Bartlett 


Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Clement 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooksey 
Costello 


Kilpatrick 
Klink 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Lantos 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Millender- 
McDonald 
Miller (CA) 


Davis (FL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 

DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 

Fox 

Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
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Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 

Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 


Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 


Graham 
Granger 
Green 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 

Hill 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 

Inglis 
Istook 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kildee 

Kim 

Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
LaFalce 


LaTourette 
Lazio 
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Leach Peterson (MN) Smith (NJ) 
Lewis (CA) Peterson (PA) Smith (TX) 
Lewis (KY) Petri Smith, Linda 
Linder Pickering Snowbarger 
Lipinski Pickett Solomon 
Livingston Pitts Souder 
LoBiondo Pombo Spence 
Lucas Porter Spratt 
Luther Portman Stearns 
Manzullo Poshard Stenholm 
Mascara Pryce (OH) Strickland 
McCollum Quinn 55 
McCrery Radanovich Stump 
McDade Rahall Sununu 
McHugh Ramstad Talent 
McInnis Redmond Tanner 
McIntosh Regula Tauscher 
Mcintyre Riggs Tauzin 
McKeon Riley Taylor (MS) 
McNulty Roemer Taylor (NC) 
Metcalf Rogan Thomas 
Mica Rogers Thornberry 
Miller (FL) Rohrabacher Thune 
Minge Ros-Lehtinen Tiahrt 
Mollohan Roukema Traficant 
Moran (KS) Royce Turner 
Murtha Ryun Upton 
Myrick Salmon Visclosky 
Nethercutt Sanford Walsh 
Neumann Saxton Wamp 
Ney 5 Watkins 
Northup Schaefer, Dan W. Ok 
Norwood Schaffer, Bob Abe NOR) 
Nussle Sensenbrenner Weldon (FL) 
Ortiz Sessions Weldon (PA) 
Oxley Shadegg Weller 
Packard Shaw White 
Pappas Shimkus Whitfield 
Parker Shuster Wicker 
Pascrell Sisisky Wise 
Paul Skeen Wolf 
Paxon Skelton Young (AK) 
Pease Smith (MI) Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—7 
Barr Dixon Smith (OR) 
Bateman Gonzalez 
Cook Sandlin 
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Messrs. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, 
THOMAS, LAMPSON and MOLLOHAN 
changed their vote from aye' to “no.” 

Messrs. BLAGOJEVICH, PALLONE 
and DEUTSCH changed their vote from 
“no” to aye.“ 

So the motion to recommit was re- 
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
COMBEST). The question is on passage 
of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 
will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 287, noes 140, 
not voting 6, as follows: 

(Roll No. 114) 


AYES—287 
Aderholt Barcia Bilirakis 
Andrews Barrett (NE) Bishop 
Archer Bartlett Blagojevich 
Armey Barton Bliley 
Bachus Bass Blunt 
Baesler Bentsen Boehner 
Baker Bereuter Bonilla 
Baldacci Berry Bono 
Ballenger Bilbray Boswell 
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Boucher 
Boyd 


Buyer 


Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 


Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 


DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Etheridge 
Everett 


Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gekas 


Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hefner 


Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Berman 


Herger 

Hill 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 

Inglis 
Istook 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (W1) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kildee 

Kim 

Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 

Klug 
Knollenberg 


Lipinski 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 


McCarthy (MO) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 


Pease 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 


NOES—140 


Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 


Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 


rs 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Royce 

Ryun 

Salmon 
Sanchez 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer, Dan 
Schaffer, Bob 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith, Linda 


Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
‘Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Traficant 
Turner 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wise 

Wolf 

Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 


Brown (OH) 
Campbell 
Capps 
Cardin 
Carson 
Clay 
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Clayton Johnson (CT) Olver 
Clyburn Johnson, E. B. Owens 
Conyers Kanjorski Pastor 
Cooksey Kennedy (MA) Payne 
Coyne Kennedy (RI) Pelosi 
Cummings Kennelly Rangel 
Davis (IL) Kilpatrick 8 
DeFazio Kolbe Rotman 
DeGette Kucinich Roybal-Allard 
Delahunt Lantos Rush 
DeLauro Lee Sabo 
Deutsch Levin 
Dicks Lewis (CA) Sanders 
Dingell Lewis (GA) Sawyer 
Doggett Lofgren Schumer 
Dooley Lowey Scott 
Engel Maloney (CT) Serrano 
Eshoo Maloney (NY) Shays 
Evans Manton Sherman 
Farr Markey Skaggs 
Fattah Martinez Slaughter 
Fazio Matsui Smith, Adam 
Filner McCarthy (NY) Snyder 
Foley McDermott Stabenow 
Frank (MA) McGovern Stark 
Furse McHale Stokes 
Ganske McKinney Thompson 
Gejdenson Meehan TENAR 
Gephardt Meek (FL) Tierney 
Greenwood Meeks (NY) Torres 
Gutierrez Menendez T 
Harman Millender- 2 
Hastings (FL) McDonald Velazquez 
Hilliard Miller (CA) Vento 
Hinchey Mink Waters 
Hinojosa Moakley Watt (NC) 
Hooley Moran (VA) Waxman 
Hoyer Morella Wexler 
Jackson (IL) Nadler Weygand 
Jackson-Lee Neal Woolsey 

(TX) Oberstar Wynn 
Jefferson Obey Yates 

NOT VOTING—6 
Barr Dixon Sandlin 
Bateman Gonzalez Smith (OR) 
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Mr. BERRY changed his vote from 

“no” to “aye.” 


So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


— 


NATIONAL DIALOGUE ON SOCIAL 
SECURITY ACT OF 1998 


Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 410 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 


H. Res. 410 


Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order without inter- 
vention of any point of order to consider in 
the House the bill (H.R. 3546) to provide for 
a national dialogue on Social Security and 
to establish the Bipartisan Panel to Design 
Long-Range Social Security Reform. The bill 
shall be considered as read for amendment. 
The amendment recommended by the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means now printed in 
the bill, modified by the amendments print- 
ed in the report of the Committee on Rules 
accompanying this resolution, shall be con- 
sidered as adopted. The previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill, as 
amended, and on any further amendment 
thereto to final passage without intervening 
motion except: (1) three hours of debate on 
the bill, as amended, which shall be equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
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on Ways and Means; (2) a further amendment 
printed in the Congressional Record pursu- 
ant to clause 6 of rule XXIII, if offered by 
Representative Rangel of New York or his 
designee, which shall be considered as read 
and shall be separately debatable for one 
hour equally divided and controlled by the 
proponent and an opponent; and (3) one mo- 
tion to recommit with or without instruc- 
tions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY). The gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. DIAZ-BALART) is recognized for 1 
hour. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, for 
the purposes of debate only, I yield the 
customary 30 minutes to the distin- 
guished gentlewoman from New York 
(Ms. SLAUGHTER), pending which I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 
During consideration of this resolu- 
tion, all time yielded is for the purpose 
of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 410 is 
a modified closed rule providing for the 
consideration in the House of H.R. 3546, 
the National Dialogue on Social Secu- 
rity Act of 1998. The purpose of this 
legislation is to provide for a national 
dialogue on Social Security and to es- 
tablish a very important bipartisan 
panel to design a long-range solution 
for Social Security. 

The rule provides for 3 hours of de- 
bate equally divided and controlled by 
the chairman and the ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. The rule also provides for the 
consideration of an amendment printed 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, if of- 
fered by the ranking member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means, which 
shall be considered as read and debat- 
able for 1 hour equally divided and con- 
trolled by the proponent and an oppo- 
nent. 

Finally, the rule provides for one mo- 
tion to recommit with or without in- 
structions. 

Mr. Speaker, I welcome this discus- 
sion on Social Security. I think it is an 
issue of vital importance not only to 
America’s seniors but to all Americans. 
Social Security is not only a cherished 
program, it is perhaps the most popu- 
larly supported as well as vital of gov- 
ernment programs. 

I wish to remind my colleagues that 
we are debating legislation to create a 
national dialogue on this issue, but we 
are not at this time proposing actual 
changes in the Social Security system. 
Because of this, I am of the belief that 
3 hours of debate on the bill, plus 1 
hour on this rule, in other words, 4 
hours of debate on this issue, is more 
than enough time to debate this impor- 
tant issue. 

This is not a controversial piece of 
legislation. If the minority wishes to 
amend this bill, they will have two op- 
portunities to do so, as I have stated, 
with an amendment which is printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD already. 
And, additionally, they could attempt 
to do so with a motion to recommit 
with instructions. 
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We were given, Mr. Speaker, some 
good news with Tuesday’s annual re- 
port of the board of trustees of the So- 
cial Security program: The board’s pro- 
jection that we will have 3 more years 
than originally anticipated before So- 
cial Security pays out more in benefits 
than it receives in payroll taxes. That 
is encouraging data. However, I think 
that it drives home the point that we 
need to work together as a Nation ona 
bipartisan basis, putting aside partisan 
politics, to create a stable, a long- 
term, thoughtful and effective solution 
to the retirement security system in 
the United States. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I whole- 
heartedly support H.R. 3546, the Na- 
tional Dialogue on Social Security Act 
of 1998. I congratulate the chairman of 
the Committee on Ways and Means, the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER), 
for his hard work on this legislation 
and urge my colleagues to support the 
rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume, and I thank the gentleman from 
Florida for yielding me the customary 
30 minutes. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, this 
is a modified closed rule and has 3 
hours of general debate but only one 
amendment; and that amendment is 
only allowed if it is printed in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

Now, I think it is ironic that a bill 
that is going to begin an inclusive na- 
tional discussion on changes to a core 
government program should itself be 
discussed under a closed exclusive rule. 
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Now, some say that Ways and Means 
bills are always considered under 
closed rules, but this bill does not 
amend the Tax Code, trade policy, 
Medicare, or even Social Security 
itself. It just sets up a procedure for 
discussion. 

Apparently its proponents believe 
that this procedure is so perfect and so 
delicate that to allow debate on any al- 
ternatives would endanger its goals 
and its very survival. That rigidity 
does not bode too well for the process 
that hopes to build a national con- 
sensus. 

Now, this bill is going to establish a 
national dialogue on Social Security. 
It is going to be led by two facilitators, 
advised by a dialogue council composed 
of 36 members. The facilitators will 
conduct the dialogue through the re- 
gional meetings, through the Internet, 
communications, and other methods. 
Now, after the two facilitators and the 
36 members get through, then there 
will be an eight-member bipartisan 
panel coming from somewhere recom- 
mending long-term changes. 

Now, I am perplexed as to why we are 
taking this up because this dialogue is 
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already under way. It is not in such a 
bureaucratic form. And one of the 
things that I do not know, as a member 
of the Committee on Rules that pre- 
sented this rule on the floor, is what 
kind of budget all these facilitators 
and other people, dialogue coordina- 
tors, are going to require. And it seems 
a shame to do it because the American 
Association of Retired Persons and the 
Concord Coalition are already doing it. 
They are conducting a series of forums 
around the Nation to accomplish this 
very goal of a national dialogue. And 
the President is participating in these 
forums, as are Americans in all walks 
of life. So what we are doing is dupli- 
cating what is already being done with 
government money. 

So there we are. To insist that the 
Congress establish a parallel process 
seems to be a case of simply not want- 
ing to play in the President’s sandbox. 
I have to agree with the administration 
that this national dialogue process is 
duplicative and unnecessary. 

Mr. Speaker, I oppose this bill, this 
rule. This bill should be considered 
under an open rule with the House able 
to freely amend the legislation to keep 
the portions that it considers useful 
and to scrap those that are not. The 
Congress of the United States has been 
described, as long as I have been alive, 
as the greatest deliberative body on 
earth, and yet the two rules that we 
have put forth today have literally no 
deliberation of any sort. They are sim- 
ply put out for an up or down vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. WHITE) from our side 
had asked for time to speak. I do not 
see him here at this time. I saw pre- 
viously the chairman from the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. We are 
more than ready to commence when 
the other side wishes the 3 hours of 
general debate that we have incor- 
porated into the rule provided by the 
rule on this issue. 

And as I have stated, the distin- 
guished gentleman from Texas (Mr. AR- 
CHER), the chairman of the Committee 
on Ways and Means, will be here 
throughout that entire period to an- 
swer any questions on the legislation 
that distinguished Members from the 
other side of the aisle may have. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, since we 
have 3 hours debate, and it appears as 
though my colleague does not have 
anyone to engage in it, maybe I can 
ask him some questions about the rule, 
and we could notify the Members 
through television. 

Does this resolution that sets up this 
committee, does it provide anything 
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about the solvency of Social Security? 
Are they given directions as relates to 
that? 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, re- 
claiming my time, as the gentleman 
knows, that is not a question on the 
rule, that is a question on the Commis- 
sion set up by the legislation that is 
brought to the floor on the rule. 

If the gentleman says he has a ques- 
tion on the rule, I will be glad to an- 
swer it. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman would yield further, I am 
just asking does the rule give any di- 
rection at all to the Commissioners 
being set up in terms of the Social Se- 
curity system? 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. No, the rule does 
not. 

Mr. RANGEL. There is no direction 
as to what they study? 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Not under the 
rule, no. 

Mr. RANGEL. Let me ask my col- 
league, what does the rule state? What 
does the rule have to do with this Com- 
mission? 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. The rule brings 
this legislation to the floor. 

Mr. RANGEL. I had really thought 
that my colleagues that sit on the 
Committee on Rules understood sub- 
stantively what would be in the bill so 
that when they bring it to the floor, 
the people have a better understanding 
as to whether they want the bill to 
come out in the first place. 

So I am asking, can my colleague dis- 
cuss the bill that my colleagues are 
asking us to rule on at all? 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Yes, we can cer- 
tainly attempt to discuss the sub- 
stantive legislation that that rule is 
bringing forward. 

Mr. RANGEL. Good. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. But I would not 
attempt to even pretend that I am as 
expert on the substantive legislation as 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means, who will be in control 
of the 3 hours of debating time that we 
provide under the rule for the House on 
the substantive legislation. 

Mr. RANGEL. I am only talking 
about this 1 hour. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. And for the gen- 
tleman to understand the rule that is 
bringing this legislation to the floor, 
we have 1 hour. 

Mr. RANGEL. But the legislation 
that is coming to the floor, does it 
allow for Members of Congress to be 
appointed to the Commission? 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. There is cer- 
tainly input from Members of Congress 
to be in the process of the appointment 
of the Commission. But I may say, if 
the gentleman would permit, that the 
Commission and this process, this proc- 
ess that is created by the substantive 
legislation was worked on for signifi- 
cant number of time with much effort 
by many members of this committee of 
this House, especially members of the 
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committee that the distinguished gen- 
tleman from New York is a member of, 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. RANGEL. So is my colleague 
saying that Members of Congress 
should be appointed to this Commis- 
sion? 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. This Commis- 
sion provides for input from the Con- 

ess. 

Mr. RANGEL. But, I mean, could a 
Member serve on the Commission at 
all? 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Members of Con- 
gress may be appointed to the Commis- 
sion. But as I say, I would not dare to 
even pretend that I am as expert on the 
process of the Commission itself as the 
distinguished chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means or, quite 
frankly, of anyone who, as a member of 
the Committee on Ways and Means, 
has been working for a long period of 
time on the substantive legislation 
that we bring to the floor today. 

I do know that we bring it to the 
floor with an hour of debate on the rule 
and with 3 hours of debate on the sub- 
stantive legislation. And even though I 
am more than confident that the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from New York 
is very well aware of the details of the 
legislation, if the gentleman has any 
questions, I know that I know the gen- 
tleman knows by working day in and 
day out with the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means that the 
questions would be answered within 
the 3 hours. 

Mr. RANGEL. Well, if the distin- 
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means is on the floor, there 
is no question he will be able to answer 
the questions that have been discussed 
and debated in the full Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

I had thought, though, that this ex- 
change might encourage people to vote 
for or against the rule. But since the 
gentleman would rather yield to the 
chairman of the committee, then I 
would thank the gentleman for this ex- 
change. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Certainly. And 
any other questions, I would be willing 
to attempt to answer them. But the 
chairman is here, and the 3 hours will 
be controlled by the chairman on the 
substantive measure that we brought 
to the floor today. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO). 

Mr. DeFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman from New York for 
yielding. 

Make no mistake, there is no sub- 
stantive legislation before the House of 
Representatives on the issue of Social 
Security today. This is our regular bi- 
ennial election year dodge of a tough 
issue. 

We had a Commission on Social Se- 
curity. They were deeply divided, but 
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they came up with reams of data and 
alternatives and voted among them- 
selves. 

Any Member of Congress who sits 
here today who cannot go home to his 
or her constituents and tell them what 
they think should be done to make So- 
cial Security as a viable program for 
the next century does not deserve to 
sit in this body. 

What we are trying to do, or what the 
majority is trying to do here today is 
hide their real opinions, the radical 
breakup of Social Security, which we 
never wanted, and privatize the pro- 
posals to make Wall Street rich, turn 
it into 200 million IRAs, and let people 
rise or fall with the stock market. God, 
think of the billions of dollars in com- 
mission that could be made under that 
proposal. 

Well, I think that is wrong. I support 
a much more modest proposal. Take 
the money we are stealing from Social 
Security on an annual basis. Social Se- 
curity will collect $80 billion more this 
year than it needs to pay benefits. 
That money is supposed to go in a 
Trust Fund. It does not. It is being bor- 
rowed and replaced by IOUs. 

Take that money and invest it in real 
assets like a number of other retire- 
ment programs do around the country. 
Do not let Congress spend it. Do not re- 
place it with IOUs. Do not let them 
give it away in a tax cut for the 
wealthy. Put that money in real in- 
vestments to begin to take care of the 
baby boom in the next century. That is 
only one alternative, and it was one 
that was put forward by the last Com- 
mission. 

We do not need another Commission. 
But, truthfully, the White House is 
dodging, too. They have got this staged 
debate going on between the Concord 
Coalition and AARP around the coun- 
try. Who anointed those groups as the 
gurus or the seers to get us to a very 
difficult solution on Social Security? 

It is up to this body, the United 
States House of Representatives, to put 
forward some solutions. Stop dodging. 
Yeah, this is a tough issue, but make 
our views known. Go home and cam- 
paign on them. If they really believe 
Americans want to destroy Social Se- 
curity and set up 200 million IRAs and 
roll the dice, then go home and cam- 
paign on that. And I do not think I will 
see them next year. 

But if they have other solutions, let 
those be known to their constituents. 
Sponsor legislation. Introduce legisla- 
tion. Go home and make their views 
known to their constituents. Do not 
hide behind another phoney commis- 
sion so just after the election they can 
try and jam through an unpopular pro- 
posal which destroys the integrity of 
Social Security under the guise of say- 
ing, “Hey, it was not my idea. The 
Commission told us we had to do this,” 
and it is all we have got before us. 

This is a bad bill. It is a limited bill. 
It is amazing to me that we are having 
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a debate with so little interest about a 
program so vital on the floor of the 
House of Representatives. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5% minutes to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. STARK). 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, the other 
side of the aisle today will present this 
bill for debate to assure the public that 
this Congress is working in the spirit 
of our limited floor schedule on long- 
term policies such as saving Social Se- 
curity for our children. 

I rather suspect that the children 
they talk about preserving Social Se- 
curity for are being used as a shield in 
this debate because of a frontal assault 
that Republicans have been using on so 
many will not work. 

It is a good idea to have a dialogue. 
I think we should start opening the 
dialogue with the majority leader’s re- 
marks, and I quote the majority lead- 
er’s remarks, in saying that Social Se- 
curity should be phased out. Eventu- 
ally we will be able to phase the gov- 
ernment programs out and phase pri- 
vate programs in.” 

The Speaker’s think tank, the Pro- 
gressive and Freedom Foundation, that 
preserves I do not know what for all 
Americans, says, There is an even 
more important moral question raised 
by the government's role as chief pro- 
vider in old age. It sends an un-Amer- 
ican message that it is not your re- 
sponsibility to take care of yourself.” 
Basically, the Speaker is suggesting 
that Social Security is un-American. 

That is a good place to start this dia- 
logue. It is time for the public, quotes 
the Speaker’s think tank, to take back 
from government responsibility for 
their futures, including their retire- 
ments. 

What will we do about the hard- 
working Americans who happen to be- 
come disabled or those who die early 
leaving their children with no means of 
support? And what about the 30 percent 
of Social Security beneficiaries who 
are elderly women whose wages never 
were at a livable level and never en- 
abled them to save for their retirement 
years? Let us enter into a dialogue 
with that and see what my Republican 
colleagues would do. 

It is a long-range problem. It could 
be solved with a 1 percent increase in 
taxes for all time. I applaud efforts to 
work on long-term solutions that 
would really apply and benefit our chil- 
dren, but I am cynical that this Repub- 
lican leadership will do the right thing 
on Social Security, even for kids. 

Look at their track record. They 
have repeatedly failed to face the 
tough issues that threaten our children 
because of their refusal to ruffle the 
feathers of the rich political constitu- 
encies that they serve. 

Where is the Republican leadership 
on providing managed care safeguards 
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that our children will get the health 
care from HMOs that their parents 
have paid for, except denial for reason- 
able claims? Where is the Republican 
leadership when they have realized 
that 230 Members of this House support 
the managed care reform bill, but the 
leadership fails to bring it to this 
body? Are they going to appoint a com- 
mission for that? 

What about global warming? That is 
a long-range problem. We have not 
heard a peep out of the Republicans on 
that. Protecting our world environ- 
ment is as crucial an effort for our 
children as saving Social Security. 
There may not be an environment for 
these children to live in. 
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What about rules to assure that Con- 
gress is no longer tainted by illegal 
campaign contributions? The Repub- 
licans have amongst them a criminal, a 
convicted criminal who has been sen- 
tenced to serve in this House in the Re- 
publican Party. Now, that is creative 
judicial sentencing. It may be the 
worst sentence that anybody has ever 
been dealt in the history of the Federal 
judiciary. 

But what are the Republicans doing 
to clean up the criminals in their own 
ranks and lead us to an improved cam- 
paign finance reform? Nothing. Is that 
not a long-range problem that we 
ought to be concerned about? The lead- 
ership says they want to preserve all 
kinds of things for the future, but they 
ignore them. Is this just one more issue 
of benign neglect? 

Are they for cutting funds, as we sit 
here, for housing the poor? Yes, they 
are in a proposed supplemental. Are 
they refusing food stamps for legal im- 
migrants? Yes, they are. Are they re- 
fusing to provide the funds necessary 
to enforce the Kennedy-Kassebaum 
health insurance bill? They are indeed. 
If there was ever an industry that 
needs oversight, it is the insurance in- 
dustry. 

And what are they doing to look at 
Prudential’s $3 billion of restitution to 
its customers for fraudulent sales prac- 
tices? Is it that same Prudential that 
they want to take over and manage So- 
cial Security under privatization? I 
certainly hope not. 

I surmise the leadership is up to 
more of the same pattern. Their at- 
tempts to preserve Social Security are 
merely an attempt to dissuade the pub- 
lic from our facing the tough issues of 
the future. Has the responsibility and 
self-reliance mantra erased any trace 
of human kindness and of responsi- 
bility for the less fortunate in our soci- 
ety? I think that the opening dialogue 
of the Republicans says that that is 
their position. 

I challenge the Republicans to face 
up to all the issues that affect our chil- 
dren, including Social Security, and let 
us work to resolve them. Let us see 
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this Congress produce some legislation 
that does some good for the Americans 
instead of deflecting the real true 
issues by referring them to a commis- 
sion. 

My colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
present this bill today for debate to assure the 
public that this Congress is working—in spite 
of our limited floor schedule this year—on 
long-term problems such as saving Social Se- 
curity for our children. 

Are the children being used as a shield in 
this debate because a frontal assault on So- 
cial Security won't work? 

As you all remember, the Speaker's com- 
ments on Medicare didn't go over very well. 
Who could forget the Speaker's comments 
that Medicare should wither on the vine? And 
the Majority Leaders remarks that Medicare 
was “a program he would have no part of in 
a free world.” 

Let's just hope that Americans do become 
involved in the Social Security debate be- 
cause, left to this leadership, there would be 
no Social Security program left. 

The Majority Leader's position on Social Se- 
curity is clear. He’s been consistent since his 
first campaign for the House in 1984 in the po- 
sition that Social Security “should be phased 
out. . . eventually we would be able to phase 
the government programs out and phase the 
private programs in.” 

The Speaker's think tank, the Progressive 
and Freedom Foundation, also promotes 
some unequivocal views on Social Security. 
According to a February, 1995 newsletter, the 
Speakers foundation is advocating for the 
complete and immediate elimination of Social 
Security on moral grounds that it is un-Amer- 
ican: 

There is an even more important moral 
question raised by the government's role as 
chief provider in old-age. It sends the un- 
American message that is not your responsi- 
bility to take care of yourself. 

It is time for the public to take back from 
government responsibility for their futures, 
including their retirements. And public pol- 
icy should encourage the historic American 
virtues of hard work and frugality. Now, not 
in several decades, is the time to make this 
change. 

What of those hard-working Americans who 
happen to become disabled, or those who die 
early leaving their children with no means of 
support? 

What about the elderly women whose 
wages never were at a livable rate to enable 
them to save for their retirement years? 

What would become of them under the 
leadership's plan to privatize Social Security? 

The leadership would have the public be- 
lieve that Social Security is in perilous condi- 
tion and in need of being totally redesigned. 
We know better. Social Security will be solvent 
through the year 2032. A payroll tax increase 
of 1% could alleviate the demographic strain 
that we predict for that time. But rather than 
talk about this or any other option to strength- 
en the program, we debate today another 
commission to do the work of this Congress. 
And the leadership claims it promotes this bill 
for the children. 

| applaud all efforts to work on long-term so- 
lutions that would really benefit our children. 
But | am cynical that this leadership will do the 
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right thing on Social Security, even for the 
kids. Just look at their track record. They have 
repeatedly failed to face the tough issues that 
threaten our children because of their refusal 
to ruffle the feathers of their political constitu- 
encies to get the job done. 

For example, where has this leadership 
done to provide healthcare for all children. 
What better example of a current need with 
long-term implications for both individuals and 
our economy than finding a way to cover the 
45 million Americans—many millions of them 
children—who have no insurance and are not 
receiving the care they need. Millions of kids 
have no preventive healthcare or treatment of 
small problems, like ear infections, before they 
grow to major problems, like hearing loss. 

Is this House leadership willing to face their 
NFIB supporters and the insurance industry on 
that one—for the kids? 

Where is this leadership on providing man- 
aged care safeguards so that our children will 
get the healthcare from HMOs that their par- 
ents have paid for instead of denial after de- 
nial for reasonable claims made? The leader- 
ship is aware that 230 Members of this House 
support the lead managed care reform bill but 
the leadership fails to bring the measure up 
for a vote because of objections from business 
and the insurance lobbyists. Kids matter, but 
not as much as campaign contributions. 

How about global warming? Protecting our 
world environment is a critical concern for to- 
day's children and their children but is this 
House leadership willing to buck their major 
corporate supporters to do the right thing on 
the environment? Experience tells us they 
won't—not even for our children. 

What about this leadership taking action on 
rules to assure this Congress is not totally 
tainted by money? Isn't preserving a clean 
U.S. Congress key to assuring a “government 
of the people by the people for the people” for 
our children? Yet this House leadership has 
made a mockery of House consideration of 
campaign finance reform and has not even 
censured their colleague who plead guilty to 
criminal campaign violations. His sentence re- 
quires that he stay in Washington so that he 
can vote instead of serving time in a federal 
penitentiary. What message does this send to 
our kids about public service in Washington, 
DC? 

The leadership says they want to take this 
bill up today to preserve Social Security for 
our kids but they ignore our children’s need for 
quality education. This leadership’s action is 
not just benign neglect—they are promoting 
policies right now that will hurt our children in 
our emergency supplemental: cutting funds to 
provide housing for poor families; refusing to 
provide food stamp benefits to legal immi- 
grants families; refusing to provide the funds 
needed to enforce Kennedy-Kassebaum 
health insurance bill which passed this House 
by vote of 421 to 2. If ever there is an industry 
that needs oversight, it is the insurance indus- 
try. Prudential’s $3 billion restitution to its cus- 
tomers for fraudulent sales practices is proof 
of that! 

This leadership won't even provide the 
funds to pay our UN debt to work for world 
peace for all children. 

In light of this pattern, | surmise that what 
the leadership is up to is more of the same 
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pattern. Their attempts to “preserve” Social 
Security by establishing individual accounts 
are nothing more than a gift of hundreds of bil- 
lions of dollars in business to Wall Street. That 
even tops the $50 billion tax break for the to- 
bacco companies that the leadership at- 
tempted last year. 

Just as the public wouldn't let them get 
away with the tobacco tax break, I'm counting 
on the public to see through their rhetoric this 
time because the facts on Social Security are 
clear: it's been a resounding success. 

Although privatization of Social Security is 
the topic de jour in America, we have an ex- 
ample of an safety net that has worked—and 
worked well—for over 60 years. We should 
focus on maintaining it's solvency past 2032, 
not dismantling the program. 

Social Security replaces about 40 percent of 
pre-retirement wages for average earner, 57 
percent for low-earner and 27 percent for a 
high-earner. By design, it cushions those who 
have fewer resources to save. In 1996, Social 
Security lifted 11.7 million elderly people out of 
poverty. 

Two-thirds of elderly receive most of their 
income from Social Security. Without Social 
Security, one-half of older Americans would 
live in poverty. 

In addition to the elderly, 3.5 million non-el- 
derly adults and 800,000 children were lifted 
out of poverty by Social Security in 1996. 

Its mandatory nature assures that all work- 
ers start their retirement nest egg with their 
first paycheck and increase their savings 
amounts automatically as their wages in- 
crease. Its social insurance component shields 
families from a wage earner’s untimely death 
or disability, and subsidizes the lowest paid 
wage earners with the earnings of others. 

Social Security works because it is more 
than a savings account for individuals—tt is a 
commitment that our society make to its mem- 
bers that there will be a safety net for workers 
and their families in the event of their disability 
or death during wage earnings years. 

Individual accounts take care of those who 
are sophisticated enough to invest their funds 
well; they leave the low wage folks, the unso- 
phisticated, the disabled, the widows with 
young children out in the cold. Is that what 
America is about? 

Has the “responsibility and self-reliance” 
mantra erased any trace of collective respon- 
sibility for the less fortunate in our society? | 
think not. 

| challenge the leadership to face up to all 
the issues that effect our children, including 
Social Security, and to work to resolve these 
issues. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER). 

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the gentleman from Florida for 
yielding me this time. I am here to 
talk about Social Security today. I 
want to rise in support of the rule as 
well as this legislation, H.R. 3546, legis- 
lation which will create a national dia- 
logue on Social Security, an important 
effort and frankly what should be a bi- 
partisan effort. 

Over the last 3 years that I have had 
the privilege of representing the south 
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side of Chicago and the south suburbs, 
clearly one of the most diverse dis- 
tricts in Illinois, city, suburbs and 
country, I have heard a pretty clear 
message from the folks back home 
when it comes to Social Security. One 
of the most clear messages that I have 
heard is that as we work to solve the 
long-term challenges of Social Secu- 
rity, we need to work in a bipartisan 
way. 

We also need to work to honor the 
contract of Social Security, not just 
for today’s seniors but for every gen- 
eration, the children and grandchildren 
of those who are currently collecting 
Social Security, frankly people like my 
mom and dad, my Aunt Mary, my Aunt 
Eileen, my Uncle Jack, my Uncle Bob, 
their wives and families. Social Secu- 
rity is pretty important. Frankly, it is 
going to require a team effort and a bi- 
partisan effort. 

Just a few weeks ago, a few of us par- 
ticipated in a national dialogue with 
President Clinton in a bipartisan effort 
to solve the challenges facing Social 
Security. The President hosted a town 
meeting in Kansas City and he asked 
five of us to participate in a satellite 
hookup with town meetings back in 
our own districts. 

There was a very clear message at 
the South Holland home for retirees in 
South Holland, Illinois, in the south 
suburbs of Chicago. Three hundred sen- 
iors were gathered there. They were 
thrilled that they were going to have 
an opportunity to communicate di- 
rectly with the President of the United 
States, even though he was not there 
personally, it was via a satellite hook- 
up. But they had a pretty clear mes- 
sage when it came to Social Security. 

They said, Number one is, Mr. 
President, let’s keep the politics out of 
Social Security. If we’re going to solve 
Social Security’s challenges, Repub- 
licans and Democrats need to work to- 
gether. For those who wish to dema- 
gogue and those who wish to play poli- 
tics, just tell them to be quiet and 
work together and to work in a bipar- 
tisan way. Because Social Security is 
not a Democrat program, it is not a 
Republican program. Social Security 
belongs to the folks back home, the 
people who pay the bills and work 
hard. We want Social Security solved 
in a bipartisan way.” 

One other very clear point that the 
seniors at the Holland home in South 
Holland, Illinois also made when we 
communicated with the President in 
our bipartisan dialogue on the future of 
Social Security is that the seniors 
refuse to support a tax increase on 
their children and grandchildren to 
save Social Security. Clearly that was 
a loud message: No more taxes on their 
children, no more taxes on working 
Americans to fix Social Security. Let 
us do a better job of managing the pro- 
gram, because there is a lot out there, 
and we can do a better job. 
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That is why this legislation is so im- 
portant. We are putting in place in the 
statutes a mechanism, a bipartisan 
commission made up equally of Repub- 
licans, equally of Democrats, which 
will help solve the problem. 

In closing, I just want to say this leg- 
islation is so important because this 
legislation to establish a national dia- 
logue on Social Security lays out the 
basic rules: Solving Social Security 
must be a bipartisan effort. Repub- 
licans and Democrats should work to- 
gether. 

Every American should be part of 
this dialogue. Every American has so 
much at stake. Every American should 
be part of the process. Let us keep the 
politics out of Social Security. Let us 
pass this rule. Let us pass this legisla- 
tion. 

Let me close by saluting the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) and 
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. 
BUNNING) for their good work in keep- 
ing this a bipartisan effort. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, if I 
could just take a second to talk about 
taking politics out. Only two of these 
eight Members are going to be ap- 
pointed by Democrats. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from North Dakota (Mr. 
POMEROY). 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, let me 
begin by saying I agree with a great 
deal of what the gentleman from Illi- 
nois just said, particularly that we 
need a bipartisan approach as we tack- 
le this most important of issues to the 
people we represent across the country. 

That is why I am forced to rise 
against the rule. In fact, having a 
closed rule that shuts out the minor- 
ity, or for that matter Members of the 
majority, from offering an amendment 
that might make the process even bet- 
ter than proposed is itself a partisan 
majority heavy-handed tactic that un- 
fortunately has this debate unfold 
today in perhaps a less constructive 
way than might otherwise have been 
the course. 

We are already in a national debate 
on Social Security. I think already we 
have clearly identified the core com- 
mitments in the program that have to 
be continued no matter what: The sur- 
vivor benefit, so that in the untimely 
death of a breadwinner there continues 
to be Social Security support for the 
spouse and children. The disability 
benefit, so that if you get incapaci- 
tated and cannot work, you will have 
income, you will be able to live. And, 
thirdly, the retirement benefit that 
will pay on an absolutely guaranteed 
dependable basis just as long as you 
may live. Those core assurances are in 
the program, are what make this pro- 
gram our greatest program, and they 
must remain no matter what. 

The President, I think, has done us a 
lot of good in kicking off this national 
period of discussion on Social Security. 
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He has had the first meeting, as was 
mentioned, in Kansas City just a few 
weeks ago. 

One amendment that I would have of- 
fered to the bill regarding the commis- 
sion advanced by the chairman of the 
Committee on Ways and Means is its 
report date. It reports in February of 
1999. It slows up the ability of the next 
Congress, in my opinion, to get at the 
Social Security issue in a constructive, 
bipartisan way. I wish we could debate 
that date, that reporting date this 
afternoon. Under the closed rule, we 
will not be able to. 

One thing that will come out late in 
the debate on the bill that I think will 
add significant value to this legislation 
is offered in the motion to recommit 
opportunity that I will be offering. 
This motion to recommit will ensure 
that every penny of surplus is held 
until comprehensive resolution of the 
Social Security reforms is completed. 
The President said it first and he said 
it best when he said save Social Secu- 
rity first relative to the surplus. I 
think it is imperative that the House, 
every Member of the House, goes on 
record this afternoon in pledging their 
commitment that all of the surplus is 
held to save Social Security first. That 
will be the motion to recommit I will 
be offering later. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. Just a point of clarification 
based on the statement made by the 
distinguished gentlewoman from New 
York when she pointed out, she stated 
that there was a difference in amounts 
of Republicans and Democrats on this 
panel. 

If we look at section 203 of the legis- 
lation, it states four shall be appointed 
by the Speaker of the House and the 
majority leader of the Senate, two by 
the President and two by the minority 
in the House and in the Senate. So it is 
four and four. I just wanted to point 
that out. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. KASICH). 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I have not 
had an opportunity to hear all of the 
debate, but for those who think that we 
are on the verge of being able to deal 
meaningfully with Social Security, I 
think some of the comments that have 
been made down here on the House 
floor by a couple of folks who were 
being very partisan really brings to 
mind, for the people in this House who 
are watching this debate, the difficulty 
in at the end of the day being able to 
solve some of the biggest problems we 
have with Social Security. 

The purpose of this commission 
which the gentleman from Kentucky 
(Mr. BUNNING), and I want to praise 
him for his leadership, he has been 
working on this a long time, the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) who 
obviously has great interest in Social 
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Security and addressed it as long as, I 
think, 10 or 15 years ago, back when he 
was young, and I want to thank the 
two of them for allowing me to be part 
of this effort to create this commis- 
sion, it is designed to do one thing, and 
that is to inform the public about what 
the circumstances are on Social Secu- 
rity. 

My wife and I were on vacation, I 
guess it was about 2 weeks ago. We 
were down in Naples, Florida, and I 
picked up a newspaper. We had had all 
this talk about all the different plans 
that had been laid out on Social Secu- 
rity, and the poll that was in the news- 
paper in Naples, Florida, indicated only 
about 15 percent of our senior citizens 
knew that there was even any discus- 
sion about Social Security. I think it is 
very positive that a number of Mem- 
bers of both the House and the Senate 
have agreed to discuss this issue, but 
that is like discussing it in a vacuum 
until we are able to engage the entire 
country. 

Now, the young people of this coun- 
try are very sensitive about us getting 
something done. I would urge them for 
the 500 millionth time to go to the 
polls and vote, so that when you have 
an opinion, someone will pay attention 
to you. I would say to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER), there has 
been some constant mantra of which I 
have been part that says there are 
more young people who believe in see- 
ing a UFO than a Social Security 
check. I said, That's right, but there 
are probably more Martians who will 
land on Earth than young people who 
will vote.” That is why young people 
much of the time are not listened to. 

I want to praise the gentleman from 
Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING) and the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) and 
all the people who have engaged in this 
discussion on behalf of the younger 
generation who believe that they will 
not get anything. 

In terms of our senior citizens, we 
have to recognize the fact that there 
are many senior citizens who have 
come to depend on Social Security as 
necessary for their well-being, and the 
message we want to deliver to our sen- 
iors today is, We are going to live up 
to our word, you will be protected,” 
and those closest to Social Security 
will be. 

But if we get to the nub of the prob- 
lem, it is actually fairly simple. We 
have a lot of people who are getting 
benefits and who are about to get bene- 
fits, but we have even more people who 
are working in order to pay those bene- 
fits. Some people argue that what we 
ought to do is to allow people to take 
some of their payments off the table. 

The issue is, if the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART) de- 
cides to take his money off the table 
and put it in a savings account for him- 
self, how does his mother get her pay- 
ments? See, that is the trick. The trick 
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is how do you do the transition to 
making sure that Mom and Dad get 
their benefits and those who are close 
to getting their benefits get theirs, 
while at the same time making sure 
that the gentleman from Florida is 
going to be able to have his benefits? 

Now, here is the other rub. Lincoln 
needs to get his benefits, and there are 
a lot of Lincolns. I am in his category. 
I am a baby boomer. I am going to re- 
tire, Lincoln is going to retire, all the 
baby boomers up here; the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. NEUMANN) is going 
to retire. There are a whole heck of a 
lot of us but there are not as many 
young people to be able to support us. 

So the answer is, we have got to fig- 
ure out a way so the gentleman from 
Florida and the gentleman from Wis- 
consin and the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. KASICH) can get their benefits by 
earning more on our payments, on our 
investments. We have got to be able to 
earn more, because we cannot tell our 
kids to work around the clock to give 
us our program. 
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So we are going to have to change 
Social Security, not privatize it. We do 
not want anybody going their own way. 
There is going to be some basic pro- 
gram, but we clearly want to give peo- 
ple more control over their own re- 
sources. 

Now I have a program that we can 
get started this year, and it would di- 
vide up the surplus so that every Amer- 
ican who currently pays Social Secu- 
rity taxes would get a piece of that sur- 
plus and that we could invest it the 
same way Federal employees do. It 
would be separate, it would be removed 
from Social Security but will do a cou- 
ple of things: would make us com- 
fortable with the notion that being 
able to be in investments like Federal 
employees are means we will be able to 
have higher earnings; secondly, it will 
make us more comfortable with this 
change; thirdly, it will protect our sen- 
ior citizens; and, fourthly, really it will 
keep the politicians from spending the 
surplus. We ought to do this now, but 
in light of all the controversy we got to 
be talking across America. Everybody 
has to understand what is at stake. 

Mr. Speaker, do my colleagues know 
the wonderful thing about the public? 
And this is not rhetoric, I believe it. 
The people of our country are the most 
selfless people on the face of the earth, 
and once they understand the chal- 
lenge they are willing to dig in and 
confront whatever concerns they have 
and resolve things for the best inter- 
ests of America. 

And no one generation wants to take 
from another. In fact, in this debate we 
could have a win-win-win. If the budget 
surplus can continue to grow, if the 
economy can continue to be strong, to 
a large degree we may be able to solve 
that transition problem without any 
root canal. We do not know yet. 
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So that is why we need, however, to 
enter into discussions. We need to 
enter into discussions with all Ameri- 
cans so that every single American 
who breathes air, who is at one time or 
another in their life going to be either 
paying into Social Security or getting 
out of Social Security, understands ex- 
actly what the deal is so that we as a 
Nation can move together. 

Social Security is very unique. It is 
like the flag. It is like apple pie. It is 
a piece and part of America. We need to 
move it into the 21st century by giving 
people more control] but, at the same 
time, reassuring everyone that the sys- 
tem will be there, that it will be sound 
and that we will have the courage to 
make the long-term update to improve 
it, to enhance it so that every Amer- 
ican can be secure in their senior 
years. 

Mr. Speaker, I think this is a great 
piece of legislation to pass. It should 
not be a Republican-Democrat fight. It 
is an effort to try to move all America 
forward together. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
West Virginia (Mr. WISE). 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I am not 
sure how I feel about this dialogue 
commission, to be honest with my col- 
leagues. We want a dialogue that will 
be great, will network, will interact, 
all the other buzz words. Clearly, it is 
important to have discussions taking 
place about Social Security. 

The first premise ought to be Social 
Security and Medicare are to be pro- 
tected at all costs and that we are 
going to guarantee that Social Secu- 
rity is going to continue to be there. 
Certainly a program where two-thirds 
of the beneficiaries report that it is 
their bulk of their retirement income 
is vital to this country. 

But this discussion also is important, 
yes, for senior citizens who are covered 
by Social Security, and, yes, for the 
workers who are paying into Social Se- 
curity so that Social Security will be 
there when they in turn retire, but it is 
important for young people as well. Be- 
cause Social Security is how young 
people keep their independence because 
they do not have to take care of their 
parents and their grandparents like 
they did 75 and 100 years ago. Social 
Security and Medicare do that. 

So I hope that this looks at all the 
options, but I hope in this 3-hour dis- 
cussion we are about to have that some 
of my colleagues in the Republican 
leadership could answer some questions 
for me. Because the commission is im- 
portant, but, as I recall, the commis- 
sion has a report date of some time in 
1999, and yet I just heard the chairman 
of the Committee on the Budget, a very 
powerful person in the leadership, talk 
about bringing a bill. He would like to 
bring something to the floor this year. 
And I have heard others in the Repub- 
lican leadership talk about bringing 
proposals to the floor this year. 
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Well, certainly in a program that is 
as vital as Social Security I would hope 
that we are going to truly study this, 
rather than rush something through in 
a session that is to last 40 days and will 
greatly impact millions of beneficiaries 
both today and in the future. 

I look at the privatization proposals. 
Sounds attractive. I love to be able to 
make sure that we could continue in- 
vesting in equities and have it grow at 
the present rate. 

But look at what the Social Security 
Commission previously reported. One 
of these proposals will cost $2 trillion, 
$2 trillion to cover transition costs as 
we pay off present beneficiaries, as we 
guarantee benefits will be there at 
some scales, some level for future bene- 
ficiaries, $2 trillion added to the deficit 
at a time we have a surplus. 

That is why I happen to believe that 
certainly during the lifetime of this 
dialogue commission that what we 
have got going is that we support what 
President Clinton said, put the budget 
surplus into Social Security and we 
save Social Security first. 

I do hope that some will come to the 
floor and ease my mind on what the 
legislative schedule is going to be on 
Social Security this year. All of us 
want to work on Social Security in a 
responsible way, but I do not want to 
be seeing this Congress trying to pass 
something, particularly trying to pass 
something before its own commission 
that it created comes back. What is the 
purpose? What is the point? 

So, Mr. Speaker, that is something I 
think we ought to be looking at. 

In terms of privatization, there are a 
number of questions that have to be 
asked. Hopefully, this can begin that 
process. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 242 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM). 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
think this is a healthy dialogue that 
we have here today. 

As my colleagues know, the very 
first time I heard of Social Security 
problems was when I first came in Con- 
gress. A group came to me and said, 
“Hey, Duke, do you know anything 
about the notch?” And everybody that 
is in this body knows about the notch 
babies and the problems that it has 
precluded for most of us. 

Also, I do not believe that Social Se- 
curity was ever meant to be a retire- 
ment system, but for many people, and 
not so many in my district as we have 
in other districts, but many of them, 
especially in our lower income, Social 
Security is all they have, and I think it 
would be healthy to look at a dialogue 
in which we enable people to have more 
than Social Security. 

I thought it was wrong in 1993 when 
the President increased the tax on So- 
cial Security because I think we do 
things backward in this country. I 
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think we tax annuities for savings. I 
think we ought to give an incentive for 
taxing annuities, for, excuse me, for 
saving for our chronologically gifted 
years and one’s time. 

We tax work. I think we should not 
tax work, but we ought to give incen- 
tive to work. 

But if we look, we ought to have a 
national dialogue in which we can 
allow people to plan not only for retire- 
ment, to protect the Social Security. 
And the first thing we did is say, “Keep 
your hands off the Social Security 
Trust Fund. Because any time you run 
in a deficit, then you have to put an 
IOU into that account and draw it 
back. And the only way you can ever 
replace it is when you have a surplus 
like we may have coming up, which 
really isn’t a surplus because we use 
those accounts to balance the budget,” 
and that is wrong, too, I think. 

But, yes, we ought to save Social Se- 
curity and protect it as it is, but the 
dialog should be, how can we make it 
better? 

With the gift of compound interest, 
instead of ending up with one’s invest- 
ment of, say, like $175,000, one can end 
up with almost a million dollars. They 
can draw $60,000 a year just on the in- 
terest. I mean, that is worth. And I am 
not saying that is the way to do it, but 
is that not worth a dialogue with our 
chronologically gifted folks, with the 
baby boomers and with the pre-baby 
boomers to see if we can give them 
more than just what we have given? It 
is not enough, and too many people are 
on a fixed income. 

I thank my colleagues for engaging 
in the dialogue and on the issue. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 24% minutes to the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. HEFNER). 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, as one 
that is going to leave this place short- 
ly, I certainly hope that we find some 
way to shore up Social Security. But I 
would like to not correct one thing but 
make a comment about what my col- 
league from California said, about in 
1993 when we passed a budget and we 
added some tax we counted 85 percent 
of Social Security, but it was just for a 
certain group. And I would remind the 
gentleman it was Ronald Reagan who 
had it at 50 percent, so that everybody 
has a little bit culpability there. But I 
think we ought to be very careful when 
we start talking about Social Security. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HEFNER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
think it is wrong for either President 
to increase, and my whole point is let 
us not tax annuities in savings, let us 
give incentive. 

Mr. HEFNER. Okay. Is that all? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Yes. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, we better 
be very careful in Social Security. Now 
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we are talking about people’s Social 
Security being taxed. 

Now the people in my district, the 
majority of them that count on Social 
Security are not people that pay any 
tax. These are people that worked in 
textile mills for 40 or 50 years and their 
husband and wife worked for 40 years 
and retired on $18 a month pension 
from their jobs. So they have to count, 
absolutely count, on Social Security 
and Medicare for their survival. That is 
the reason they get so upset. 

Now I do not have any problems with 
talking about something to make, 
where people can make an investment 
in a private account of whatever, but 
we do not talk about Social Security as 
it really is. And at my age I have peo- 
ple in my district and relatives that 
when their families had a catastrophe 
in their early lives and they had small 
children and one of the spouses had no 
skills, could not work, Social Security 
comes in and they get some benefits 
until these kids finish school. That is 
an insurance policy. 

Nobody ever talks much about the 
benefits of Social Security, and people 
could not go out and buy that protec- 
tion for what they pay into Social Se- 
curity, and that is what it was set up 
for. 

So before we start fiddling too much 
in privatization of Social Security, we 
better be sure what we are doing. Be- 
cause there is an awful lot of people, 
some 40 million people out there, sen- 
ior citizens, that enjoy some independ- 
ence because of Social Security and 
Medicare, and it would be an absolute 
travesty for us to do anything that 
causes them any more turmoil in their 
life. 

I think Social Security was one of 
the greatest things that we have ever 
established in this country. And the 
Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget talked about a budget surplus, 
and I would just remind the House that 
in 1993 we passed, without a single Re- 
publican vote, a package adding such 
people as Mr. Greenspan, certainly not 
a liberal economist, and people have 
given credit for that, for this economy 
staying on track for all these years and 
for interest rates to be low, that enable 
us to get to this balanced budget and 
to have a surplus. 

But, in my view, when we owe $2 or $3 
or $4 trillion, we do not have a surplus, 
and it does not take but just a small 
downturn in this economy for this so- 
called surplus to turn into a real def- 
icit again. 

So we best be very careful what we 
do and how we proceed on Social Secu- 
rity, because it is so violent to all of 
our forefathers. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH). 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak- 
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding 
this time to me. 
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I hope everybody might be as excited 
as Iam about moving ahead with a so- 
lution to Social Security. I introduced 
my first Social Security bill when I ar- 
rived in 1993 and then three years ago 
in the 104th session and again last year 
I introduced H.R. 3082 and H.R. 3560, 
the only bills, by the way, that have 
been scored by the Social Security Ad- 
ministration to keep Social Security 
solvent for the next 75 years. 

It seems to me that, as we develop a 
national dialogue, as we inform the 
American people of what the situation 
is, there are about four or five things 
that we need as our guidelines: number 
one, the solution needs to be bipar- 
tisan; number two, we keep every pos- 
sible solution on the table so that we 
can evaluate all of them. No. 3, that we 
do not reduce the benefit for current or 
near term retirees. Four, that any pro- 
posal for investment contain a safety 
net“ of guaranteed minimum benefits. 
And finally, that we do not play poli- 
tics with this important issue. The 
danger that I see in an election year is 
the demagoguing of particular solu- 
tion. 
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I will fight the demagoguing of solu- 
tions by Republicans or Democrats. 
Let us keep everything on the table as 
we develop this national dialogue over 
the next ten months. 

Mr. Speaker, I have given over 200 
speeches in my district, around the 
State of Michigan and around the 
country on Social Security. I still find 
many people that believe if Congress 
would keep their hands out of the So- 
cial Security Trust Fund, that every- 
thing would be okay. 

In that Trust Fund is about $600 bil- 
lion; $600 billion in relation to what we 
spend every year on Social Security 
would last about a year and 7 months. 
Even so, we have to make sure that we 
pay it back; and we stop using the 
extra money coming in to the Trust 
Fund to mask the deficit. 

Let us save all the unified budget 
surplus for Social Security. But again 
the actuaries at Social Security today 
estimated that using all of the sur- 
pluses for the next eighteen years 
would solve less than 20 percent of the 
problem. Social Security solvency is a 
very serious problem with an estimated 
actuarial debt or unfunded mandate of 
$3 trillion. 

Mr. Speaker, I am excited about the 
fact that we are going to bring this 
issue to light talking about facts not 
fiction. Current and future retirees de- 
serve our honesty. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman 
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, each time we return to 
our respective districts, I think there 
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is one consistent question that is 
raised by young and old alike, and that 
is, what is going on with Social Secu- 
rity. In fact, at a recent meeting with 
my retired teachers, they not only 
asked what is going on with Social Se- 
curity, but because they are peculiarly 
in a State like Texas, they were con- 
cerned about not getting Social Secu- 
rity because of the unique teacher re- 
tirement system. 

They also asked about PSAs, per- 
sonal savings accounts, and I frankly 
told them that the one thing that I 
would be concerned about any sort of 
program that would siphon off dollars 
is for those seniors who depend solely 
upon Social Security. I think this par- 
ticular chart that says Social Security 
is the most important source of income 
from the elderly shows that of any 
other source, 40 percent of the elderly’s 
income, our moms and dads, is from 
Social Security. 

So certainly today’s discussion is im- 
portant. I do not think, however, a 
closed rule is the right direction to go, 
because yes, we have 3 hours, but I do 
not think we have the openness for op- 
portunity for different approaches to 
this particular legislation. 

It is clearly true that the board of 
trustees for Social Security has pro- 
jected that on an average over the next 
75 years, its expenditure will exceed in- 
come by 17 percent. However, we have 
just gotten a bit of good news because 
we now know that it will be solvent 
until 2032. But Social Security is im- 
portant, and although the President 
has already gone forward with the be- 
ginnings of a dialogue that he an- 
nounced in Kansas City, I think it is 
important that Congress join it. 

But let it be said that the President 
has already started this process of dia- 
logue. It is important, however, that 
we not use this legislation to bicker 
and to generate confusion, because 
what we need most of all is the coming 
together of a variety of points. The 
previous speaker already indicated how 
many legislative initiatives he has of- 
fered. How many other Members can 
rise on the floor of the House and talk 
about efforts that they have engaged in 
to save Social Security? There will 
come a point where we will not have to 
or cannot stand any more making ef- 
forts to save Social Security, we will 
actually have to start saving Social Se- 
curity. When we hit a crisis and 40 per- 
cent of our senior citizen population no 
longer has the income to survive, then 
we will realize that talk was truly 
cheap. 

On the personal savings account, I do 
not think we should start fixing Social 
Security until we know what the prob- 
lems are with Social Security, other 
than the fact that it is moving toward 
insolvency. I do not know if PSAs are 
the way. Certainly many are inquiring 
about PSAs, but if it cripples the So- 
cial Security system, then that is not 
the way to go. 


7166 


The Social Security system, when it 
started, was a curious vehicle. We have 
found, however, that it has been the 
saving source of keeping many of our 
senior citizens away from the brink of 
poverty. Therefore, we must look at it 
as the sacredness that it is. I believe 
that these discussions can go forward if 
they go forward collaboratively and co- 
operatively, because all of us will be 
challenged to save Social Security for 
America. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise to make comment on 
H.R. 3546, a bill that would begin a National 
Dialogue on Social Security. The need for a 
dialogue is evidenced by the fact that the 
Board of Trustees for the Social Security has 
projected that on average over the next 75 
years its expenditures will exceed its income 
by 17 percent and that by 2032 its trust funds 
will be depleted. 

Because of this projected shortfall it is im- 
portant that this Congress and this Administra- 
tion does all that they can to prepare this gov- 
ernment to meet the challenge of providing re- 
tirement benefits to seniors in the next cen- 
tury. 

We know that the projected income rates for 
the Old Age, Survivors and Disability Insur- 
ance Social Security “trust funds” will be 
13.33 percent with a projected cost to the So- 
cial Security Trust Funds of 15.52 percent 
leaving a 2.19 percent shortfall over the next 
75 years. 

This bill creates an eight-member bipartisan 
panel to recommend long-range changes to 
keep Social Security from going bankrupt, and 
directs the president and Congress to convene 
a national dialogue on the future of Social Se- 
curity with help from members of private public 
interest groups. 

There are those who say that there is no 
need to face the issue now, given the uncer- 
tainty of long-range forecasting. While others 
believe that the longer corrective action is de- 
layed, the more drastic it will need to be. Al- 
though the 1996 Social Security Advisory 
Council, which issued a report on how to deal 
with the problem, was unable to agree on a 
specific plan, one of the issues its members 
did agree upon was that the sooner action 
was taken the better. 

There are some concems with the approach 
in this bill. This bill has the potential of dupli- 
cating the current national discussion about 
the future of Social Security which the Presi- 
dent in Kansas City and will continue 
through the end of 1998. This puts the proc- 
ess set up in the bill in competition with the 
process already underway. 

What we do today may aid in the long term 
solvency of Social Security, but we must act in 
a timely and thoughtful manner. The bill di- 
rects that the House Speaker and the Senate 
Majority Leader would appoint four members 
of the commission while two will be appointed 
by the president, and two by the House and 
Senate Minority Leaders. The bill requires the 
commission to report its legislative and admin- 
istrative recommendations to Congress and 
the White House by February 1, 1999. 

This bill has the potential of involving each 
Congressional District represented in this 
body. The bill requires each member of the 
Congress, “to the extent practicable,” to de- 
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velop, with grassroots organizations and other 
constituency groups within the member's dis- 
trict, ongoing systems of communication 
through the Internet and other electronic capa- 
bilities to assure the widest possible degree of 
receipt of public opinion. 

| look forward to our continuing this dialogue 
on Social Security. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I 
would inquire as to the time remaining 
on both sides of the aisle. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LATOURETTE). The gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. DIAZ-BALART) has 5% min- 
utes remaining, and the gentlewoman 
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) has 6 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
WHITE). 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, it was not too long ago 
that those of us here in this House were 
laboring under what I would like to say 
was a little bit of an illusion. There 
was a time when we thought it was 
really our job to solve all of the prob- 
lems that were facing our Nation. Per- 
haps even worse, we thought we knew 
how to solve all the problems facing 
our Nation, and that if we just came up 
with the solution and got the votes for 
it, all of those problems will be solved. 
And I dare say, there are some people 
in this House who still believe that 
today. 

But the fact is what this bill is about 
is a totally different approach, because 
what this bill is designed to do is to 
create the largest public debate in our 
Nation’s history about how we should 
handle a particular problem. It is not 
designed for Washington, D.C., to teach 
everybody else what to do, it is de- 
signed for Washington, D.C., to learn in 
as many ways as we can what the peo- 
ple around the country think and what 
solutions they might have in mind for 
us for ways to fix this problem. It is a 
much different approach, it is a much 
better approach, and if we take it seri- 
ously, we will come up with a much 
better solution to our country’s prob- 
lems. 

One of the things I am particularly 
pleased about in this bill is that it uses 
some new tools that we have not had in 
the past that are now at our disposal to 
find out what people think and what 
people know about some of these prob- 
lems. Let me just go through a few of 
these, because I think probably even 
some of our fellow Members are not 
aware of them. 

Number one, we are going to create a 
national Web site for every citizen with 
access to a computer can then hook 
into this Web site and learn a lot of dif- 
ferent things. One of the things that 
they will be able to do is to put their 
Social Security number or some finan- 
cial information in a little interactive 
program and find out what their own 
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personal retirement situation will look 
like under various proposals that we 
are adopting. They would be able to 
figure out how much they would have 
under the current Social Security sys- 
tem. They would be able to figure out 
how much they would have under com- 
peting proposals, about how different 
things would work. They will be able to 
gain a much better understanding 
about the issues that we are talking 
about than they would in any other 
way. I think that is a positive thing. 

A couple of the other tools that we 
are going to have available at our dis- 
posal, we will have the ability to have 
moderated chat rooms so people can 
participate by computer in discussions 
of these issues. We will have a national 
town hall meeting on one or more occa- 
sions where people can tie in by modem 
and have a discussion of the issues. We 
will have an ability for them to go 
through an exercise on their computer 
so they can see what the impact on the 
Federal budget would be of taking one 
approach or another. So I think there 
are lots of things that we are going to 
learn from this process. 

Personally, Mr. Speaker, I am very 
pleased at the process that this bill 
proposes. I think if we take it seri- 
ously, if we are open to it, if we really 
do listen to what the American people 
tell us about this process, we will come 
up with a much better solution than we 
otherwise would have had. 

So I congratulate the authors of this 
bill on putting this together, and I urge 
the House to pass it, and the rule. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. HINCHEY). 

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, Social 
Security is such a critically important 
program to every American that it 
ought to be examined from time to 
time, and we periodically ought to do 
whatever may be necessary to 
strengthen it to make sure that it con- 
tinues to last. 

This Democratic program, the inven- 
tion of Franklin Roosevelt, has served 
several generations of Americans ex- 
tremely well, and it will continue to do 
so, so long as we nourish the economic 
conditions that are necessary to sus- 
tain it. 

We learned something very impor- 
tant about Social Security just today. 
We learned that Social Security is di- 
rectly tied to the national economy. 
When the economy is growing and 
doing well, when it is growing at a rate 
of 2% percent or greater, Social Secu- 
rity does well. When we tighten up the 
economy in the ways that the Federal 
Reserve Board has attempted to do, for 
example, in some recent years, then we 
threaten Social Security as we threat- 
en other public programs and threaten 
the economic health of all Americans 
as well. 

So the first lesson that we ought to 
dictate to any commission that ought 
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to be examining Social Security, and 
parenthetically let me say I am a little 
bit wary about these Social Security 
Commissions because the last one we 
had headed up by the now Chairman of 
the Federal Reserve did not do very 
much to save Social Security, and in 
some ways it weakened it. But that 
aside, when we examine Social Secu- 
rity, we ought to do so in a way that 
recognizes the symbiotic relationship 
between Social Security and the na- 
tional economy. Having an economy 
that is based upon low interest rates, 
interest rates now are too high, the 
Federal Reserve should lower them, is 
not a good thing. A national economy 
that is growing at 2.5 to 3 percent will 
be an economy that has a strong Social 
Security system. 

There are people here in this House 
who from time to time have raised 
issues that would not have strength- 
ened Social Security, but would have, 
in fact, weakened it. We know that 
there have been discussions by the 
leadership on the other side to phase 
out Social Security, to raise the level 
of retirement age, to reduce the level 
of benefits as inflation increases over 
the years. Those things ought to be 
avoided. 

Social Security is a strong system. 
What it needs is a strong economy. We 
need to be investing appropriately in 
the right kind of education for the next 
generation to make sure that they are 
capable of holding the kinds of jobs 
that provide the right kinds of salaries 
that will allow the economy to con- 
tinue to grow. 

So the first thing that we have to 
recognize is what we were told in the 
news that was released today. A strong 
economy is essential to the mainte- 
nance of the Social Security system. If 
we want the Social Security system to 
remain strong, it will do so, and we 
need to make sure that the economy is 
strong, and with a strong economy, So- 
cial Security will remain strong as 
well. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. NADLER). 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
oppose this legislation because it is un- 
necessary, costly, and may be designed 
to lead the Congress to take more rad- 
ical steps than are necessary to fix the 
relatively small and manageable prob- 
lem facing Social Security. 

Yesterday, the Social Security trust- 
ees revised their economic projections 
to show that Social Security is actu- 
ally in better shape than they thought. 
The Trust Fund will be solvent through 
the year 2029. The trustees pushed back 
the projected insolvency date by 3 
years and included other corrections to 
their extremely low projections of the 
past. In fact, the trustees yesterday ad- 
mitted that there would be almost $1 
trillion more money in the system in 
2020 than they said there would be last 
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year, and they admitted that the long- 
term shortfall in the system is less 
than 2.2 percent of taxable payroll. 

These revisions, however, are still 
overly pessimistic because they do not 
include the latest adjustments to the 
Consumer Price Index. They assume a 
long-term growth rate of only 1.3 per- 
cent, despite recent growth rates aver- 
aging 3 and 3.8 percent last year, and 
they assume that unemployment can 
never be below 6 percent, even though 
it has been about 4.5 percent for the 
last couple of years. 

So not only is the problem facing So- 
cial Security small and manageable, 
but it is even smaller and more man- 
ageable than the trustees admit. It ap- 
pears that the shortfall can be dealt 
with without raising the retirement 
age, without cutting benefits, and 
without radically changing the system 
with risky privatization schemes. 

While I respect the desire to create a 
bipartisan body to help devise a com- 
prehensive solution, I do not think we 
need a new blue ribbon commission to 
come between the American people and 
its elected representatives, after the 
last one we had 2 years ago. A national 
dialogue is already under way. We 
should let the system work, have the 
appropriate hearings and markups, and 
listen to our constituents, not some ar- 
tificial panel of experts. 

I also have more than a little sus- 
picion that the unstated purpose of 
this resolution is to create a commis- 
sion that will give an official blessing 
to the real and, I believe, pernicious 
and destructive goal of the exercise: 
Privatizing the Social Security system 
and shifting all of the risk from the 
government’s budget to the shoulders 
of individuals, again risking abject 
poverty in old age. 
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I hope that this is not the case. I 
hope that what is coming here is not a 
step to whipping up hysteria based on 
the false notion that the Social Secu- 
rity system is in imminent crisis, that 
it is going bankrupt, then hiding be- 
hind a commission and coming out 
with a radical scheme to destabilize 
the whole system. 

Mr. Speaker, we should have faith 
that the ongoing debate will yield the 
information we need to forge sound leg- 
islation to enable Social Security to 
meet the challenges of the next cen- 
tury. We should also take steps to en- 
sure the debate starts with a sound as- 
sessment of the problems facing Social 
Security, a small, manageable prob- 
lem; a problem of less than 2.2 percent 
of taxable payroll; a problem that can 
be solved without shifting the risks 
from the budget of the Government of 
the United States to the shoulders of 
individuals and can be solved without 
increasing the retirement age, without 
reducing COLAs and without reducing 
benefits. It can be solved in fairly easy 
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ways that we do not see in the public 
debate. I distrust the composition of 
the commission. 

One final thing: It is an outrage, 
when we are facing a shortfall in the 
Social Security system, this bill calls 
for financing the commission by taking 
money away from the trust fund and 
giving it to the commission. Leave the 
money in the trust fund for the bene- 
ficiaries. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from Kentucky (Mrs. 
NORTHUP). 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to speak in favor of the rule and in 
favor of House Resolution 3546. 

Yesterday the board of trustees of 
the Social Security program issued a 
report stating that the Social Security 
Trust Fund will be exhausted by the 
year 2032. Mr. Speaker, we have heard 
all sorts of anecdotes that younger 
Americans believe they have less of a 
chance of cashing a Social Security 
check than they do of seeing aliens 
land on earth. These stories are some- 
what humorous, but they foreshadow 
an impending crisis that is anything 
but funny. 

We as a Congress can no longer afford 
to sit on our hands. We owe it to this 
generation and the next to secure our 
Social Security system and enhance re- 
tirement opportunities. Further, Amer- 
icans must be encouraged to save and 
invest in their own retirement. That is 
why Congress should continue taking 
steps to provide individuals with more 
savings and investment opportunities. 

In the meantime, Americans want to 
discuss the flaws within the current 
Social Security system and the options 
that exist for maintaining its solvency. 
House Resolution 3546 is vital to ensur- 
ing that all Americans have a voice in 
the upcoming debate. 

In the midst of this national discus- 
sion, Congress will be expected to make 
exciting decisions to strengthen Social 
Security. The ideas of our constitu- 
ents, both young and old, will help us 
make the right decisions for all of us. 

Therefore, I urge my colleagues to 
vote in favor of the rule and House Res- 
olution 3546. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I find it somewhat iron- 
ic that some Members on the other side 
of the aisle have questioned the fair- 
ness of the rule with which we bring 
forth this legislation, when an amend- 
ment was authorized by the rule as 
long as it was preprinted in the 
RECORD, an amendment was authorized 
by the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
RANGEL) or his designee, and no such 
amendment appears in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD. I think that speaks for 
itself. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a fair rule. The un- 
derlying legislation is important to the 
country. 
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Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to House Resolution 410, I call up the 
bill (H.R. 3546) to provide for a national 
dialogue on Social Security and to es- 
tablish the Bipartisan Panel to Design 
Long-Range Social Security Reform, 
and ask for its immediate consider- 
ation. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LATOURETTE). The bill is considered 
read for amendment. 

The text of H.R. 3546 is as follows: 

H.R. 3546 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “National 
Dialogue on Social Security Act of 1998”. 
TITLE I—NATIONAL DIALOGUE ON SOCIAL 

SECURITY 
SEC. 101. ESTABLISHMENT OF NATIONAL DIA- 
LOGUE. 

As soon as practicable after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the President, the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, and 
the Majority Leader of the Senate shall 
jointly convene a National Dialogue on the 
old-age, survivors, and disability insurance 
program under title II of the Social Security 
Act. The purpose of the National Dialogue 
shall be to engage, by means of regional con- 
ferences and national Internet exchanges, 
the American public in understanding the 
current program, the problems it faces, and 
the need to find solutions that will be work- 
able for all generations and to generate com- 
ments, suggestions, and recommendations 
from the citizens for social security reform. 
SEC. 102. FACILITATORS. 

The National Dialogue conducted pursuant 
to section 101 shall operate under the admin- 
istration and coordination of two Facili- 
tators, one of whom shall be appointed by 
the President and one of whom shall be ap- 
pointed jointly by the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives and the Majority Leader 
of the Senate. The Facilitators shall be ap- 
pointed within 30 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. The Facilitators shall 
be appointed from among individuals known 
for their integrity, impartiality, and good 
judgment, who are, by reason of their edu- 
cation, experience, and attainments, excep- 
tionally qualified to perform the duties of 
such office. The Facilitators may serve until 
termination of the National Dialogue under 
section 108. 

SEC, 103. PLANS FOR NATIONAL DIALOGUE. 

After consultation with the President, the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, and 
the Majority Leader of the Senate, the 
Facilitators shall transmit the final plans 
for the development and operations of the 
National Dialogue to the President and each 
House of the Congress not later than 60 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 104. DIALOGUE COUNCIL. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT AND DUTIES.—There is 
established a Dialogue Council. It shall be 
the duty of the Dialogue Council to advise 
the Facilitators in the development and op- 
erations of the National Dialogue. 
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(b) MEMBERSHIP.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Dialogue Council 
shall be composed of 36 of the individuals 
nominated pursuant to paragraph (2), of 
whom— 

(A) 9 shall be appointed by the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives, 

(B) 9 shall be appointed by the Majority 
Leader of the Senate, and 

(C) 18 shall be appointed by the President. 


To the extent practicable, the members shall 
include both men and women and shall be se- 
lected so as to ensure that individuals born 
before 1946, individuals born in or after 1946 
and before 1961, and individuals born in or 
after 1961 are equally represented within the 
membership. 

(2) NOMINATIONS.—Individuals shall be ap- 
pointed under paragraph (1) from a group of 
54 individuals, consisting of individuals nom- 
inated in sets of 3 each, respectively, by each 
of the following 18 private organizations: 

(A) the American Association of Retired 
Persons; 

(B) the United Seniors Association; 

(C) the AFL-CIO; 

(D) the National Hispanic Council on 
Aging; 

(E) the Older Women's League; 

(F) the Association of Private Pension and 
Welfare Plans; 

(G) the Cato Institute; 

(H) the Employee Benefit Research Insti- 
tute; 

(I) Americans Discuss Social Security; 

(J) the Third Millennium; 

(K) the U.S. Junior Chamber of Commerce; 

(L) Americans for Hope, Growth, and Op- 
portunity; 

(M) the National Federation of Inde- 
pendent Businesses; 

(N) the Concord Coalition; 

(O) the National Caucus and Center on 
Black Aged; 

(P) the Campaign for America’s Future; 

(Q) the Heritage Foundation; and 

(R) the Brookings Institution. 

(c) ADMINISTRATION.—The Dialogue Council 
shall meet at the call of the Facilitators. 
The Dialogue Council shall not be subject to 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act. Mem- 
bers of the Council shall receive no pay, al- 
lowances, or benefits by reason of their serv- 
ice on the Council (other than any private 
funding of costs pursuant to section 105). 

(d) TERMINATION.—The Dialogue Council 
shall terminate upon the termination of the 
National Dialogue under section 108. 

SEC. 105. PRIVATE SPONSORSHIP AND OTHER RE- 
QUIREMENTS, 

The National Dialogue conducted pursuant 
to section 101 shall operate by means of 
sponsorship by private, nonpartisan organi- 
zations of conferences which shall be con- 
vened in localities across the Nation, which 
shall be geographically representative of the 
Nation as a whole, and which shall provide 
for participation which is representative of 
all age groups in the population. The 
Facilitators shall encourage and coordinate 
the sponsorship by such organizations of the 
National Dialogue and shall ensure that all 
costs relating to the functions of the 
Facilitators and the Dialogue Council under 
sections 104 and 107 and not referred to in 
section 109 are borne by such organizations 
or, as appropriate, by other private contribu- 
tions. 

SEC. 106, CONSTITUENCY INPUT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In order to assure that 
the widest possible degree of opinion is re- 
ceived by Members of Congress regarding the 
future of the old-age, survivors, and dis- 
ability insurance program under title II of 
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the Social Security Act, each Member shall, 
to the extent practicable, and as soon as pos- 
sible after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, develop with grassroots organizations 
and other constituency groups within the 
Member's district ongoing systems of com- 
munication through the use of the Internet 
and other available electronic capabilities. 
Such groups shall include, but not be limited 
to, key opinion leaders, journalists, business 
representatives, union members, and stu- 
dents of all age groups. 

(b) INTERNET DIALOGUE COORDINATION.— 

(1) INTERNET DIALOGUE COORDINATOR.—The 
Facilitators shall appoint an Internet Dia- 
logue Coordinator who shall assist Members 
of Congress in establishing systems of com- 
munication in their Congressional districts 
as required under subsection (a). In carrying 
out the Coordinator's duties, the Coordi- 
nator shall— 

(A) assist Members’ offices in establishing 
local websites, moderated chat rooms, and 
threaded newsgroups, 

(B) assist Members in coordinating a na- 
tional electronic town hall meeting on the 
future of social security, 

(C) advise Members regarding the most ef- 
fective technological means for reaching out 
to constituent groups for purposes of this 
section, and 

(D) work with other Internet-oriented 
groups to broaden the reach of Internet capa- 
bility for purposes of this section. 

(2) INTERNET ADVISORY BOARD.— 

(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
an Internet Advisory Board. It shall be the 
duty of the Board to advise the Internet Dia- 
logue Coordinator in the most appropriate 
and effective means of employing the Inter- 
net under this section. 

(B) MEMBERSHIP.—The Board shall consist 
of 3 members appointed by the Facilitators 
from among individuals recognized for their 
expertise relating to the Internet. 

(C) ADMINISTRATION.—The Board shall 
meet at the call of the Internet Dialogue Co- 
ordinator. The Board shall not be subject to 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act. Mem- 
bers of the Board shall receive no pay, allow- 
ances, or benefits by reason of their service 
on the Board, except that any member of the 
Board who is not otherwise an officer or em- 
ployee of the Federal Government shall re- 
ceive travel expenses and per diem in lieu of 
subsistence in accordance with sections 5702 
and 5703 of title 5, United States Code. 

(D) TERMINATION.—The Board shall termi- 
nate upon the termination of the National 
Dialogue under section 108. 

(c) REPORTS.—The Internet Dialogue Coor- 
dinator shall periodically report in writing 
to the Facilitators the results of the systems 
of communication established pursuant to 
this section. 

SEC. 107. REPORTS. 

From time to time during the National 
Dialogue, the Facilitators shall catalog, 
summarize, and submit in writing to the Bi- 
partisan Panel to Design Long-Range Social 
Security Reform the comments, suggestions, 
and recommendations generated by the par- 
ticipants in conferences conducted and con- 
stituent input received from Members’ of- 
fices under the National Dialogue. 

SEC, 108. TERMINATION. 

The National Dialogue conducted pursuant 
to section 101 shall terminate January 1, 
1999. 

SEC. 109. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated, 
from amounts otherwise available in the 
general fund of the Treasury, such sums as 
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are necessary to provide for the compensa- 
tion of the Facilitators and to carry out the 
provisions of section 106. 

TITLE II—BIPARTISAN PANEL TO DESIGN 
LONG-RANGE SOCIAL SECURITY REFORM 
SEC. 201, ESTABLISHMENT OF PANEL. 

There is established a panel to be known as 
the Bipartisan Panel to Design Long-Range 
Social Security Reform (in this title referred 
to as the ‘‘Panel’’). 

SEC. 202. DUTIES OF PANEL. 

The Panel shall design a single set of leg- 
islative and administrative recommenda- 
tions for long-range reforms for restoring the 
solvency of the social security system and 
maintaining retirement income security in 
the United States. 

SEC. 203. MEMBERSHIP OF THE PANEL. 

(a) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT.—The Panel 
shall be composed of eight members, of 
whom 

(J) four shall be appointed jointly by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
the Majority Leader of the Senate. 

(2) two shall be appointed by the President, 
and 

(3) two shall be appointed jointly by the 
Minority Leader of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Minority Leader of the Senate. 
The members of the Panel shall consist of in- 
dividuals who are of recognized standing and 
distinction, who can represent the multiple 
generations who have a stake in the viability 
of the system, and who possess a dem- 
onstrated capacity to discharge the duties 
imposed on the Panel. At least one of the 
members shall be appointed from individuals 
representing the interests of employees, and 
at least one of the members shall be ap- 
pointed from individuals representing the in- 
terests of employers. 

(b) Co-CHAIRS.—The officials referred to in 
paragraphs (1) through (3) of subsection (a) 
shall designate two of the members of the 
Panel to serve as Co-Chairs of the Panel, who 
shall jointly chair the Panel, determine its 
duties, and supervise its staff. 

(c) TERMS OF APPOINTMENT.—The members 
of the Panel shall serve for the life of the 
Panel. 

(d) VACANCIES.—A vacancy in the Panel 
shall not affect the power of the remaining 
members to execute the duties of the Panel, 
but any such vacancy shall be filled in the 
same manner in which the original appoint- 
ment was made. 

SEC. 204. PROCEDURES. 

(a) MEETINGS.—The Panel shall meet at the 
call of its Co-Chairs or a majority of its 
members, 

(b) QuoRUM.—A quorum shall consist of 5 
members of the Panel, except that a lesser 
number may conduct a hearing under sub- 
section (c). 

(c) HEARINGS AND OTHER ACTIVITIES.—For 
the purpose of carrying out its duties, the 
Panel may hold such hearings and undertake 
such other activities as the Panel determines 
to be necessary to carry out its duties. Meet- 
ings held in order to conduct fact finding, as 
determined by the Co-Chairs, shall be open 
to the public. Meetings held in order to de- 
velop policy, as determined by the Co-Chairs, 
may be held in executive session, notwith- 
standing the Federal Advisory Committee 
Act and any other provision of law. 

(d) OBTAINING INFORMATION.—Upon request 
of the Panel, the Commissioner of Social Se- 
curity and the head of any other agency or 
instrumentality of the Federal Government 
shall furnish information deemed necessary 
by the Panel to enable it to carry out its du- 
ties. 
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SEC, 205, ADMINISTRATION. 

(a) COMPENSATION.—Excepti as provided in 
subsection (b), members of the Panel shall 
receive no additional pay, allowances, or 
benefits by reason of their service on the 
Panel. 

(b) TRAVEL EXPENSES AND PER DIEM.—Each 
member of the Panel who is not a present 
Member of the Congress and who is not oth- 
erwise an officer or employee of the Federal 
Government shall receive travel expenses 
and per diem in lieu of subsistence in accord- 
ance with sections 5702 and 5703 of title 5, 
United States Code. 

(c) STAFF AND SUPPORT SERVICES.— 

(1) STAFF DIRECTOR.— 

(A) APPOINTMENT.—The Panel shall appoint 
a staff director of the Panel. 

(B) COMPENSATION.—The staff director 
shall be paid at a rate not to exceed the rate 
established for level III of the Executive 
Schedule. 

(2) STarF.—The Panel shall appoint such 
additional personnel as the Panel determines 
to be necessary. 

(3) APPLICABILITY OF CIVIL SERVICE LAWS.— 
The staff director and other members of the 
staff of the Panel shall be appointed without 
regard to the provisions of title 5, United 
States Code, governing appointments in the 
competitive service, and shall be paid with- 
out regard to the provisions of chapter 51 and 
subchapter III of chapter 53 of such title re- 
lating to classification and General Schedule 
pay rates. 

(4) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS,—With the 
approval of the Panel, the staff director may 
procure temporary and intermittent services 
under section 3109(b) of title 5, United States 
Code. 

(d) CONTRACT AUTHORITY.—The Panel may 
contract with and compensate government 
and private agencies or persons for items and 
services, without regard to section 3709 of 
the Revised Statutes (41 U.S.C. 5). 

(e) PHYSICAL FACILITIES.—The Architect of 
the Capitol, in consultation with the appro- 
priate entities in the legislative branch, 
shall locate and provide suitable office space 
for the operation of the Panel on a reimburs- 
able basis. The facilities shall serve as the 
headquarters of the Panel and shall include 
all necessary equipment and incidentals re- 
quired for the proper functioning of the 
Panel. 

( DETAIL OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES.—Upon 
the request of the Panel, the head of any 
Federal agency may detail, on a reimburs- 
able basis, any of the personnel of such agen- 
cy to the Panel to assist the Panel in car- 
rying out its duties. 

(g) USE OF MAILS.—The Panel may use the 
United States mails in the same manner and 
under the same conditions as Federal agen- 
cies and shall, for purposes of the frank, be 
considered a commission of Congress as de- 
scribed in section 3215 of title 39, United 
States Code. 

(h) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES.— 
Upon the request of the Panel, the Architect 
of the Capitol shall provide to the Panel on 
a reimbursable basis such administrative 
support services as the Panel may request. 

(i) PRINTING.—For purposes of costs relat- 
ing to printing and binding, including the 
cost of personnel detailed from the Govern- 
ment Printing Office, the Panel shall be 
deemed to be a committee of the Congress. 
SEC. 206. REPORT. 

Not later than February 1, 1999, the Panel 
shall submit to the President, the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means of the House of 
Representatives, and the Committee on Fi- 
nance of the Senate a report which shall con- 
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tain a detailed statement of the findings and 
conclusions of the Panel, including the set of 
recommendations required under section 202. 
The report shall include only those rec- 
ommendations of the Panel that receive the 
approval of at least 6 members of the Panel, 
including both Co-Chairs. 
SEC. 207. TERMINATION. 

The Panel shall terminate March 31, 1999. 
SEC. 208. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
from the Federal Old-Age and Survivors In- 
surance Trust Fund such sums as are nec- 
essary to carry out the purposes of this title, 
but not to exceed $2,000,000. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 410, the com- 
mittee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute printed in the bill, modified 
by the amendments printed in House 
Report 105-498, is adopted. 

The text of the committee amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute, 
modified by the amendments printed in 
House Report 105-498, is as follows: 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "National Dia- 

logue on Social Security Act of 1998". 
TITLE I—NATIONAL DIALOGUE ON SOCIAL 
SECURITY 
SEC. 101. ESTABLISHMENT OF NATIONAL DIA- 
LOGUE. 

As soon as practicable after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the President, the Speak- 
er of the House of Representatives, and the Ma- 
jority Leader of the Senate shall jointly convene 
a National Dialogue on the old-age, survivors, 
and disability insurance program under title II 
of the Social Security Act. The purpose of the 
National Dialogue shall be to engage, by means 
of regional conferences and national Internet 
erchanges, the American public in under- 
standing the current program, the problems it 
faces, and the need to find solutions that will be 
workable for all generations and to generate 
comments, suggestions, and recommendations 
from the citizens for social security reform. 

SEC. 102. FACILITATORS. 

The National Dialogue conducted pursuant to 
section 101 shall operate under the administra- 
tion and coordination of two Facilitators, one of 
whom shall be appointed by the President, in 
consultation with the Minority Leader of the 
House of Representatives and the Minority 
Leader of the Senate, and one of whom shall be 
appointed jointly by the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives and the Majority Leader of the 
Senate. The Facilitators shall be appointed 
within 30 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. The Facilitators shall be appointed 
from among individuals known for their integ- 
rity, impartiality, and good judgment, who are, 
by reason of their education, experience, and at- 
tainments, exceptionally qualified to perform 
the duties of such office. The Facilitators may 
serve until termination of the National Dialogue 
under section 108. 

SEC. 103. PLANS FOR NATIONAL DIALOGUE. 

After consultation with the President, the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, the 
Minority Leader of the House of Representa- 
tives, the Majority Leader of the Senate, and 
the Minority Leader of the Senate, the 
Facilitators shall transmit the final plans for 
the development and operations of the National 
Dialogue to the President and each House of the 
Congress not later than 60 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 
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SEC. 104. DIALOGUE COUNCIL. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT AND DUTIES.—There is es- 
tablished a Dialogue Council. It shall be the 
duty of the Dialogue Council to advise the 
Facilitators in the development and operations 
of, and to promote nationwide participation in 
the National Dialogue. 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Dialogue Council shall 
be composed of 36 of the individuals nominated 
pursuant to paragraph (2), of whom— 

(A) 9 shall be appointed by the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives, 

(B) 4 shall be appointed by the Minority 
Leader of the House of Representatives, 

(C) 9 shall be appointed by the Majority Lead- 
er of the Senate, 

(D) 4 shall be appointed by the Minority 
Leader of the Senate, and 

(E) 10 shail be appointed by the President. 


To the ertent practicable, the members shall in- 
clude both men and women and shall be selected 
so as to ensure that individuals born before 
1946, individuals born in or after 1946 and before 
1961, and individuals born in or after 1961 are 
equally represented within the membership. 

(2) NOMINATIONS.—Individuals shall be ap- 
pointed under paragraph (1) from a group of 54 
individuals, consisting of individuals nominated 
in sets of 2 each, respectively, by each of the fol- 
lowing 27 private organizations: 

(A) American Association of Retired Persons; 

(B) United Seniors Association; 

(C) American Federation of Labor and Con- 
gress of Industrial Organizations; 

(D) The National Hispanic Council on Aging; 

(E) The Older Women’s League; 

(F) Association of Private Pension and Wel- 
fare Plans; 

(G) Cato Institute; 

(H) Employee Benefit Research Institute; 

(I) Americans Discuss Social Security; 

(J) Third Millennium; 

(K) The U.S. Junior Chamber of Commerce; 

(L) Americans for Hope, Growth, and Oppor- 
tunity; 

(M) National Federation of Independent Busi- 
nesses; 

(N) The Concord Coalition; 

(O) National Caucus and Center on Black 
Aged; 

(P) Campaign for America’s Future; 

(Q) The Heritage Foundation; 

(R) The Brookings Institution; 

(S) The 2030 Center; 

(T) National Council of Senior Citizens; 

(U) Center on Budget and Policy Priorities; 

(V) National Committee to Preserve Social Se- 
curity and Medicare; 

(W) United States Chamber of Commerce; 

(X) Pension Rights Center; 

(Y) Consortium for Citizens with Disabilities 
and 

(Z) National Association of Manufacturers; 
and 

(AA) National Association for the Self-Em- 
ployed. 

(c ADMINISTRATION.—The Dialogue Council 
shall meet at the call of the Facilitators. The 
Dialogue Council shall be subject to the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act. Members of the Coun- 
cil shall receive no pay, allowances, or benefits 
by reason of their service on the Council (other 
than any private funding of costs pursuant to 
section 105). 

(d) TERMINATION.—The Dialogue Council 
shall terminate upon the termination of the Na- 
tional Dialogue under section 108. 

SEC. 105. PRIVATE SPONSORSHIP AND OTHER RE- 
QUIREMENTS. 


The National Dialogue conducted pursuant to 
section 101 shall operate by means of sponsor- 
ship by private, nonpartisan organizations of 
conferences which shall be convened in local- 
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ities across the Nation, which shall be geo- 
graphically representative of the Nation as a 
whole, and which shall provide for participation 
which is representative of all age groups in the 
population. The Facilitators shall encourage 
and coordinate the sponsorship by such organi- 
zations of the National Dialogue and shall en- 
sure that all costs relating to the functions of 
the Facilitators and the Dialogue Council under 
sections 104 and 107 and not referred to in sec- 
tion 109 are borne by such organizations or, as 
appropriate, by other private contributions. The 
source and amounts of contributions made pur- 
suant to this section shall be made available to 
the public. 

SEC. 106. CONSTITUENCY INPUT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In order to assure that the 
widest possible degree of opinion is received by 
Members of Congress regarding the future of the 
old-age, survivors, and disability insurance pro- 
gram under title II of the Social Security Act, 
each Member may, in connection with the Na- 
tional Dialogue, develop with grassroots organi- 
zations and other constituency groups within 
the Member's district ongoing systems of commu- 
nication through the use of the Internet and 
other available electronic capabilities. Such 
groups include, but are not limited to, key opin- 
ion leaders, journalists, business representa- 
tives, union members, and students of all age 
groups. 

(b) INTERNET DIALOGUE COORDINATION.— 

(1) INTERNET DIALOGUE COORDINATOR.—The 
Facilitators shall appoint an Internet Dialogue 
Coordinator who shall assist Members of Con- 
gress in establishing systems of communication 
as described in subsection (a). In carrying out 
the Coordinator's duties, the Coordinator 
shall— 

(A) establish a national dialogue web site, 

(B) assist Members’ offices in establishing con- 
nections to the national dialogue web site, 
which may include, but is not limited to, per- 
sonal financial planning, Federal budget impact 
exercises, ongoing public opinion tallies regard- 
ing legislative proposals, moderated chat rooms, 
and threaded newsgroups. 

(C) assist Members in coordinating a national 
electronic town hall meeting on the future of so- 
cial security, 

(D) advise Members regarding the most effec- 
tive technological means for reaching out to 
constituent groups for purposes of this section, 
and 

(E) work with other Internet-oriented groups 
to broaden the reach of Internet capability for 
purposes of this section. 

(2) INTERNET ADVISORY BOARD.— 

(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established an 
Internet Advisory Board. It shall be the duty of 
the Board to advise the Internet Dialogue Coor- 
dinator in the most appropriate and effective 
means of employing the Internet under this sec- 
tion. 

(B) MEMBERSHIP.—The Board shall consist of 
3 members appointed by the Facilitators from 
among individuals recognized for their expertise 
relating to the Internet. 

(C) ADMINISTRATION.—The Board shall meet 
at the call of the Internet Dialogue Coordinator. 
The Board shall be subject to the Federal Advi- 
sory Committee Act. Members of the Board shall 
receive no pay, allowances, or benefits by rea- 
son of their service on the Board, ercept that 
any member of the Board who is not otherwise 
an officer or employee of the Federal Govern- 
ment shall receive travel erpenses and per diem 
in lieu of subsistence in accordance with sec- 
tions 5702 and 5703 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

(c) REPORTS.—The Internet Dialogue Coordi- 
nator shall periodically report in writing to the 
Facilitators the results of the systems of commu- 
nication established pursuant to this section. 
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(d) TERMINATION.—The provisions of this sec- 
tion shall terminate upon the termination of the 
National Dialogue under section 108. 

SEC. 107, REPORTS. 

From time to time during the National Dia- 
logue, the Facilitators shall catalog, summarize, 
and submit in writing to the Bipartisan Panel to 
Design Long-Range Social Security Reform the 
comments, suggestions, and recommendations 
generated by the participants in conferences 
conducted and constituent input received from 
Members’ offices under the National Dialogue. 
SEC. 108. TERMINATION. 

The National Dialogue conducted pursuant to 
section 101 shall terminate January 1, 1999. 

SEC. 109. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated, from 
amounts otherwise available in the general fund 
of the Treasury, such sums as are necessary to 
provide for the compensation of the Facilitators 
and to carry out the provisions of section 106. 

TITLE II—BIPARTISAN PANEL TO DESIGN 
LONG-RANGE SOCIAL SECURITY REFORM 
SEC. 201. ESTABLISHMENT OF PANEL. 

There is established a panel to be known as 
the Bipartisan Panel to Design Long-Range So- 
cial Security Reform (in this title referred to as 
the *‘Panel"). 

SEC. 202. DUTIES OF PANEL. 

The Panel shall design a single set of legis- 
lative and administrative recommendations for 
long-range reforms for restoring the solvency of 
the social security system and maintaining re- 
tirement income security in the United States. 
SEC. 203. MEMBERSHIP OF THE PANEL. 

(a) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT.—The Panel 
shall be composed of eight members, of whom— 

(1) four shall be appointed jointly by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and the 
Majority Leader of the Senate, 

(2) two shall be appointed by the President, 
and 

(3) two shall be appointed jointly by the Mi- 

nority Leader of the House of Representatives 
and the Minority Leader of the Senate. 
The members of the Panel shall consist of indi- 
viduals who are of recognized standing and dis- 
tinction, who can represent the multiple genera- 
tions who have a stake in the viability of the 
system, and who possess a demonstrated capac- 
ity to discharge the duties imposed on the 
Panel. At least one of the members shall be ap- 
pointed from individuals representing the inter- 
ests of employees, and al least one of the mem- 
bers shall be appointed from individuals rep- 
resenting the interests of employers. 

(b) CO-CHAIRS.—The officials referred to in 
paragraphs (1) through (3) of subsection (a) 
shall designate two of the members of the Panel 
to serve as Co-Chairs of the Panel, who shall 
jointly chair the Panel, determine its duties, and 
supervise its staff. 

(c) TERMS OF APPOINTMENT.—The members of 
the Panel shall serve for the life of the Panel. 

(d) VACANCIES.—A vacancy in the Panel shall 
not affect the power of the remaining members 
to execute the duties of the Panel, but any such 
vacancy shall be filled in the same manner in 
which the original appointment was made. 

SEC. 204. PROCEDURES. 

(a) MEETINGS.—The Panel shall meet at the 
call of its Co-Chairs or a majority of its mem- 
bers. 

(b) QUORUM.—A quorum shall consist of 5 
members of the Panel, except that a lesser num- 
ber may conduct a hearing under subsection (c). 

(c) HEARINGS AND OTHER ACTIVITIES.—For the 
purpose of carrying out its duties, the Panel 
may hold such hearings and undertake such 
other activities as the Panel determines to be 
necessary to carry out its duties. Meetings held 
by the Panel shall be conducted in accordance 
with the Federal Advisory Committee Act. 
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(d) OBTAINING INFORMATION.—Upon request 
of the Panel, the Commissioner of Social Secu- 
rity and the head of any other agency or instru- 
mentality of the Federal Government shall fur- 
nish information deemed necessary by the Panel 
to enable it to carry out its duties. 

SEC. 205. ADMINISTRATION. 

(a) COMPENSATION.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), members of the Panel shall re- 
ceive no additional pay, allowances, or benefits 
by reason of their service on the Panel. 

(b) TRAVEL EXPENSES AND PER DIEM.—Each 
member of the Panel who is not a present Mem- 
ber of the Congress and who is not otherwise an 
officer or employee of the Federal Government 
shall receive travel erpenses and per diem in 
lieu of subsistence in accordance with sections 
5702 and 5703 of title 5, United States Code. 

(c) STAFF AND SUPPORT SERVICES.— 

(1) STAFF DIRECTOR,— 

(A) APPOINTMENT.—The Panel shall appoint a 
staff director of the Panel. 

(B) COMPENSATION.—The staff director shall 
be paid at a rate not to exceed the rate estab- 
lished for level II] of the Executive Schedule. 

(2) STAFF.—The Panel shall appoint such ad- 
ditional personnel as the Panel determines to be 
necessary. 

(3) APPLICABILITY OF CIVIL SERVICE LAWS.— 
The staff director and other members of the staff 
of the Panel shall be appointed without regard 
to the provisions of title 5, United States Code, 
governing appointments in the competitive serv- 
ice, and shall be paid without regard to the pro- 
visions of chapter 51 and subchapter III of 
chapter 53 of such title relating to classification 
and General Schedule pay rates. 

(4) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—With the ap- 
proval of the Panel, the staff director may pro- 
cure temporary and intermittent services under 
section 3109(b) of title 5, United States Code. 

(d) CONTRACT AUTHORITY.—The Panel may 
contract with and compensate government and 
private agencies or persons for items and serv- 
ices, without regard to section 3709 of the Re- 
vised Statutes (41 U.S.C. 5). 

(e) PHYSICAL FACILITIES—The Architect of 
the Capitol, in consultation with the appro- 
priate entities in the legislative branch, shall lo- 
cate and provide suitable office space for the op- 
eration of the Panel on a reimbursable basis. 
The facilities shall serve as the headquarters of 
the Panel and shall include all necessary equip- 
ment and incidentals required for the proper 
functioning of the Panel. 

(f) DETAIL OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES.—Upon 
the request of the Panel, the head of any Fed- 
eral agency may detail, on a reimbursable basis, 
any of the personnel of such agency to the 
Panel to assist the Panel in carrying out its du- 
ties. 

(9) USE OF MAILS.—The Panel may use the 
United States mails in the same manner and 
under the same conditions as Federal agencies 
and shall, for purposes of the frank, be consid- 
ered a commission of Congress as described in 
section 3215 of title 39, United States Code. 

(h) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES.— 
Upon the request of the Panel, the Architect of 
the Capitol shall provide to the Panel on a reim- 
bursable basis such administrative support serv- 
ices as the Panel may request. 

(i) PRINTING.—For purposes of costs relating 
to printing and binding, including the cost of 
personnel detailed from the Government Print- 
ing Office, the Panel shall be deemed to be a 
committee of the Congress. 

SEC, 206. REPORT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than February 1, 
1999, the Panel shall submit to the President, 
the Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives, and the Committee on Fi- 
nance of the Senate a report which shall con- 
tain a detailed statement of the findings and 
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conclusions of the Panel, including the set of 
recommendations required under section 202. 
The report shall include only those rec- 
ommendations of the Panel that receive the ap- 
proval of at least 6 members of the Panel, in- 
cluding both Co-Chairs. 

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
the Congress that, pending the report of the 
Panel under subsection (a), the Federal unified 
budget surplus should be dedicated to reducing 
the Federal debt held by the public, increasing 
the retirement income security of individuals 
and insuring the solvency of the social security 
system. 

SEC. 207. TERMINATION. 

The Panel shall terminate March 31, 1999. 
SEC. 208. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated from 
the Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance 
Trust Fund such sums as are necessary to carry 
out the purposes of this title, but not to exceed 
$2,000,000. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. ARCHER) and the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut (MRS. KENNELLY) 
each will control 1 hour and 30 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER). 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks on the bill, H.R. 3546, and to in- 
clude extraneous material. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
intention to yield back 30 minutes of 
my time, but before I do so I would like 
to inquire of the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut (Mrs. KENNELLY) whether 
the minority would do the same thing. 

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. 
Yes, Mr. Speaker, we will yield back 30 
minutes of our time. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back 30 minutes of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time 
as I may consume, 

Mr. Speaker, for tens of millions of 
Americans, Social Security has been a 
wonderful success. It has been for my 
father and for my mother. Written in 
1935, Social Security has protected our 
seniors, has reduced poverty and 
strengthened our families. If ever there 
was a Depression-era program we can 
be proud of, Social Security is it. 

But Social Security faces a long- 
term crisis. To solve it, politicians in 
Washington must begin now to work 
together and we must put partisanship 
aside. We are all in this together, from 
the 117-year-old Sara Knauss of Allen- 
town, Pennsylvania, reportedly the 
oldest living American, to little Chase 
Amanda Brockman who was born today 
at 12:30 p.m. in Hermann Hospital in 
Houston, Texas. 

As we proceed, we must do two 
things. We must honor our commit- 
ments to today’s seniors and we must 
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protect young people so that Social Se- 
curity works for them as well. 

The Congressional Research Service 
has analyzed for retirees this year the 
amount of time it takes to recover the 
value of their taxes paid plus interest. 
The information demonstrates that So- 
cial Security has been a fabulous pro- 
gram for those who have retired to 
date. 

But for baby boomers and for every- 
one younger, Social Security is no 
longer a fair deal. For average earners 
who retired in 1980, they got back their 
retirement portion of their Social Se- 
curity taxes and their employer’s share 
of the taxes plus interest compounded 
during their work life when they 
turned 68, and that has got to be a good 
deal. Three years and they had recov- 
ered everything that had been paid in 
plus interest. 

But what is it today? Today, a retiree 
at 65 years of age, making $25,000 a 
year, will have to live until they are 80 
years old before they get their money 
back. For most people, that is still not 
a bad deal. 

But I am afraid the good deal ends 
right around this year. For tens of mil- 
lions of working people younger than 
65, Social Security’s problems have al- 
ready begun. Average earning 48-year- 
olds will have to live to 89 years of age 
to get their money back. Average 38- 
year-olds will have to make it to 91. 

If Americans are younger than that, 
Social Security’s message seems to be, 
“Be sure to eat well and get plenty of 
exercise, because you will have to live 
into your hundreds to get a fair return 
on your Social Security money that 
has been taken out of your paycheck.” 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot raise taxes to 
solve this problem because someone 
making more than $65,000 a year can 
really forget about it. 48-year-olds 
making $65,000, the maximum taxable 
wage base, will have to reach 104 years 
old to get their money back, and 38- 
year-olds will have to live to 117 years 
of age. 

Now there is more to Social Security 
than money. There is family security, 
family protection and peace of mind. 
However, each generation must be 
treated fairly and that is the challenge 
that we face. That is why today I urge 
the House to pass my plan to create a 
bipartisan panel to save Social Secu- 
rity. 

The time has come to rise above par- 
tisan politics and put the needs of the 
Nation first. Without a commission, I 
am absolutely certain that politicians 
will once again start fighting over So- 
cial Security as has always been the 
case in the past, and we will not get 
the job done. We must remove politics 
from Social Security, and that is what 
my plan does. 

Mr. Speaker, my plan creates an 
eight-member panel comprised of four 
Democrats and four Republicans. It is 
small and its timetable is short. Its 
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recommendations are due back to the 
Congress by February 1, 1999. My plan 
also creates a bipartisan national dia- 
logue to engage the American people as 
we listen to their ideas on how to save 
this vital program. 

Saving Social Security is too impor- 
tant for any one party or any one 
branch of government to use it as a 
forum for gaining political advantage. 
The American people have never re- 
treated from a crisis, and we must not 
do so in this issue. Our task is to solve 
this problem so that when little Chase 
Amanda grows up and starts working, 
she will never even know Social Secu- 
rity was in crisis. 

When it comes to Social Security, I 
suspect the American people are well 
ahead of us. We now must catch up 
with the people and do it in a bipar- 
tisan spirit, remembering that young 
people have grandparents they love and 
senior citizens have grandchildren that 
they adore. I know because I have 13 of 
them myself. Mr. Speaker, we are in 
this together. 

Let me add one more point. This 
week we received letters from both the 
American Association of Retired Per- 
sons, AARP, and the Concord Coali- 
tion, strongly endorsing this bill. They 
are very much at the front line on this 
issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit these letters 
for the RECORD: 

AARP, 
Washington, DC, April 28, 1998. 
Hon. BILL ARCHER, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN ARCHER: AARP believes 
that a national dialogue on Social Security 
is essential to building consensus around 
changes to address the program’s long-term 
financial challenge. As the national dialogue 
on Social Security proceeds, the American 
people need to understand how Social Secu- 
rity fits into an overall framework of income 
security, what the solvency options are, and 
how these options will affect them and their 
families. 

Accordingly, AARP is very pleased that 
the Committee on Ways and Means has re- 
ported H.R. 3546, the National Dialogue on 
Social Security Act. This legislation can 
help the American people work through the 
necessary tradeoffs that can enhance eco- 
nomic security and restore the Social Secu- 
rity program’s long-term solvency. 

While our elected officials engage in a dia- 
logue with the American people, the Bipar- 
tisan Panel to Design Long-Range Social Se- 
curity Reform called for under H.R. 3546 can 
evaluate options and suggest a course of ac- 
tion. Of course, whatever the panel proposes 
must still be debated and approved by Con- 
gress and the President. This would allow 
policy makers and interested parties an op- 
portunity to evaluate and respond to the 
panel’s recommendations. In the final anal- 
ysis, elected officials, not a commission, 
must bear the ultimate responsibility. 

AARP believes dialogue, debate, and a 
comprehensive analysis of Social Security 
solvency proposals are necessary components 
of good public policy-making for this impor- 
tant family protection program. If we act 
sooner, rather than later, the changes we 
adopt will be more moderate and those af- 
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fected will have more time to adjust their 
plans. AARP looks forward to working with 
you and other members of Congress on a bi- 
partisan basis to promote this national dia- 
logue. 
Sincerely, 
HORACE B. DEETS. 
THE CONCORD COALITION 
CITIZENS’ COUNCIL, 
Washington, DC, April 28, 1998. 
Hon. BILL ARCHER, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN ARCHER: The Concord Coa- 
lition strongly supports the bill, H.R. 3546, 
the National Dialogue on Social Security 
Act of 1998, that your Committee reported 
favorably last week. 

The Social Security program, as currently 
structured, faces serious problems when the 
baby boom generation begins retiring only a 
decade from now. It is urgent that solutions 
be put in place as soon as possible to address 
these problems, rather than postponing ac- 
tion. The earlier we act, the more gradually 
changes can be phased in and the more ad- 
vance warning will be given to people who 
are working today so that they can under- 
stand the impact of these changes and plan 
for their own retirement security. Retired 
citizens, working age Americans and today’s 
youth all will be better off if action is taken 
soon. 

Based on our experience hosting meetings 
around the nation on this issue, we are con- 
vinced that if the American people are 
armed with the facts and given the oppor- 
tunity for honest dialogue, they will reach 
decisions that are fair to people of all ages 
and income groups. Your bill to stimulate 
such honest dialogue and engage a broad 
range of citizens across the nation is the 
right step at the right time. In order to pre- 
pare our nation’s citizens for the kind of 
changes required to put Social Security on a 
sound footing through the next century, they 
need to hear what the issues are and the pros 
and cons of various options. We applaud your 
bill for advancing such a balanced, bipar- 
tisan dialogue. 

We are pleased that your bill recognizes 
that next year, 1999, is the idea window of op- 
portunity for enacting Social Security re- 
forms. Your bill offers a framework for mov- 
ing toward a legislative consensus on what 
these reforms should be. 

The Concord Coalition looks forward to 
working with you to implement the provi- 
sions of H.R. 3546. 


Sincerely, 
MARTHA PHILLIPS, 
Executive Director. 
Mr. Speaker, let me tell my col- 


leagues what this is not about. This is 
not about the ultimate plan to save So- 
cial Security. This is not about how we 
can get partisan political advantage by 
launching into a debate amongst our- 
selves, as has happened so often in the 
past. 
This is how we chart a course that 
gives us the best chance to rise above 
politics and to be able to truly save So- 
cial Security. We will hear many, 
many other comments made today that 
have nothing to do with this bill be- 
cause people want to make one com- 
ment or another comment about their 
view on Social Security. 

We should come together today to es- 
tablish a vehicle that gives this coun- 
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try the best hope, the best chance to 
rise above partisan politics and to save 
Social Security. I would dare say that 
those of my colleagues who have, I 
think sincerely and genuinely, said we 
should dig into this ourselves, we do 
not need another commission, where is 
their plan? Has any one of them intro- 
duced a comprehensive plan to save So- 
cial Security? I will tell my colleagues 
they have not because they understand 
the politics. I would hope that they 
would not attempt to gain some type of 
political advantage out of this debate 
rather than joining in today and giving 
us our best hope. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would inquire, was the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL) 
going to yield back 30 minutes as the 
majority has? 

Mr. RANGEL. Yes, I will. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from New York yields back 30 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. RANGEL). 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I say, “Shame, Mr. 
Chairman, to think that politics would 
be brought into this debate.” Why, I 
am just shocked and overwhelmed that 
the majority would even mention poli- 
tics in the dialogue on such a sensitive 
subject. 

Mr. Speaker, there is no question 
that we could not even begin to deal 
with the question of Social Security 
unless it is done in a bipartisan way, 
no more than we can deal with the 
question of our complex income tax 
system unless it is done in a bipartisan 
way. The problem that we are facing is 
that the Republicans are operating like 
a parliamentary body and we do not 
talk to each other and discuss how we 
can resolve some of these very sen- 
sitive issues. 

Let us take this dialogue that we are 
talking about today. Members of the 
minority only asked the question that 
before we do anything, can we say that 
our first commitment with the surplus 
is to use it to make the Social Security 
solvent? Why, that is as bipartisan as 
it can get. All of America wants to 
make certain that before we explore 
different ways in order to assure people 
pensions, that at least this system is 
solvent. 

Of course, that brings about a lot of 
partisan debate and we try to overcome 
that. 
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But certainly, even though many of 
us in the minority did not truly believe 
that there was need for another group 
to have dialogue since the President al- 
ready had established a biparty com- 
mission, in the interest of bipartisan- 
ship, I would like to join with the 
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chairman of the committee, and let us 
have another commission, and let us 
expand the dialogue. 

But to suggest that it is possible to 
bring politics into the debate, why, my 
God, we almost resolved the question 
of income tax increases the other day 
in a request from the majority to ask 
for a supermajority in order to increase 
taxes. Why just today we tackled the 
serious drug problem that we had by 
saying that we were banning funding 
for needles. I mean, that is substantive, 
and we are moving the ball forward. 

When this year has ended, the major- 
ity will be asked: What did you do on 
Social Security? I am certain that the 
majority would be able to say, we 
started dialogue. 

I just hope one thing before we at- 
tempt to even talk as though we are 
partisan is that, when they ask, what 
have you done with the tax system, the 
one that we are pulling up by the roots, 
the one that we are sunsetting, the one 
that we are bringing in the postal card 
substitute, when we ask this bipartisan 
Congress, what are we doing about 
taxes, we will be able to say, we are es- 
tablishing dialogue, because that is 
going to be my answer. 

I have been in the minority for 3 
years. I know how the chairman feels 
so strongly about this complex system 
that was compounded in the last tax 
bill. The gentleman and I know we 
have to get rid of it. 

We have had 3 years of dialogue, 3 
years of the majority of the Repub- 
licans, 3 years that they have the votes 
in the committee, 3 years that they 
have the votes in the House, 3 years 
that they have the votes on the Senate 
Committee on Finance, 3 years as they 
have the votes on the Senate floor to 
improve this tax system. 

If Members feel nearly as strongly 
about this Social Security mess as the 
majority has about the Nation’s tax 
system, my God, the gentleman from 
Texas and I both will be retired by the 
time we deal with it. You are only 
going to stay for another couple of 
years, and I do not know how long I 
will be here as chairman, but regard- 
less of what the politics of this are 
going to be, it would seem that we 
ought to start now in a bipartisan way 
and say that we do not want this dia- 
logue to go on as long as we have had 
for the tax bill. 

Let the dialogue begin, but let us put 
a timetable so Americans would know 
that this Congress, in a bipartisan way, 
is going to tackle the serious problem. 
Before we go to Las Vegas or Wall 
Street or wherever we think where we 
can get a high return on the invest- 
ment, let us make certain that the idea 
of Franklin Roosevelt is protected; and 
that is, we have a sound Social Secu- 
rity system, and we are going to use 
the surplus to do that. 

Now, if that is not done, then the sur- 
plus is going to be used for an income 
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tax cut, or they are going to just raise 
tobacco tax on this industry that has 
done very little to anybody and just 
raise their taxes for another income 
tax cut. The gentleman and I do not 
like that because we are both against 
tax increases. 

So here is another way we can be bi- 
partisan, to give up how we raise the 
revenue and how we use them. I do not 
know how my colleagues want to use 
the surplus. I know the Committee on 
the Budget chairman does not want to 
use it for a tax cut. 

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Ka- 
SICH) is a man after my own heart. 
When he says a tax cut, he means $150 
billion. That is no slice of bologna. 
That is big time. When he says, where 
are we going to get the money, he is 
not going to the surplus, he is going to 
spending programs so that we all will 
know, that those who get the cut will 
know where the cut came from. That is 
the way we do business in a bipartisan 
way. 

Here we are with Social Security, 
and we have a surplus. The President 
said, let us not get partisan with this. 
Take the surplus, attach it to Social 
Security, and then let us get on and see 
how we can do the rest of the people’s 
work. 

Let me join with the chairman of the 
distinguished Committee on Ways and 
Means. Let this be the first shot to- 
ward bipartisanism. Let us all say 
openly that the surplus is going to be 
used to shore up this system. Let us 
tell this Commission this is what we 
expect them to do. Let us give them a 
date to report back. 

I wish we could do it before the elec- 
tion, but this is too serious a thing, I 
think, to be involved with elections. 
We will wait until after the elections. 
But let us put a timetable on this Com- 
mission, because we do not know who 
is going to be appointed, and we want 
them to be as nonpartisan as my col- 
leagues and I in their deliberation. 

I thank the gentleman from Texas 
for raising the question, for taking pol- 
itics out of that, and give me the op- 
portunity to join with him. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentlewoman from Con- 
necticut (Ms. KENNELLY). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LATOURETTE). The gentlewoman of 
Connecticut (Mrs. KENNELLY) will con- 
trol the balance of the time. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky (Mr. BUNNING), the respected 
chairman of the Subcommittee on So- 
cial Security of the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, since its 
inception, Social Security has been a 
real success story, providing retire- 
ment income security for seniors and 
desperately needed survivor and dis- 
ability benefits for those who have 
been stricken by the death of a loved 
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one or smitten by an incapacitating ill- 
ness or accident. 

However, as the board of trustees re- 
minded us yesterday, the future is not 
so bright for this vital program. We 
know Social Security faces real chal- 
lenges over the long run. It has been 
told before, but by the year 2013, the 
program outlays will exceed its in- 
come, and Social Security will have to 
rely on the rest of the government to 
make good on their promise to secure 
Social Security trust funds. 

By the year 2032, the surplus will be 
gone, and the program will only be able 
to pay about 75 percent of the benefits 
committed. We cannot allow that to 
happen. 

During this Congress, the Sub- 
committee on Social Security, which I 
chair, is conducting a series of hearings 
on the future of Social Security for 
this generation and the next. We have 
had many hearings and will hold many 
more throughout the year. We are 
working on a bipartisan basis to ex- 
plore all sides and all options for So- 
cial Security reform. 

Fixing this vital program is not 
going to be easy. Social Security pro- 
grams are complex and far-reaching. 
Even minor changes will have major 
intended and unintended effects over 
time. It will not be an easy issue to re- 
solve. 

I am glad that the President has 
brought Social Security to the fore- 
front. His leadership on this issue is of 
vital importance. But when it comes 
time, it is going to be the Congress of 
the United States, starting with the 
Committee on Ways and Means, that 
will have to do the heavy lifting and 
actually begin the work of the Amer- 
ican people. 

In the meantime, when it comes 
right down to it, we have to get this 
conversation started. We all need to be 
talking about what the future of Social 
Security is, what is going to take 
place, and what it is going to look like. 

The legislation we are considering 
today gets people talking through a na- 
tional dialogue on Social Security. 
That is a very good beginning. At the 
same time, we need a panel of experts 
to help us reconcile what Americans 
want to see done and what can be done 
to fix Social Security once and for all. 

Election years often see more than 
their fair share of partisan bickering. 
Social Security is far too important to 
get tied up in partisan politics. We 
must act now. We must work together. 
This legislation is a way to do it. Make 
no mistake about it, we have a golden 
opportunity this year to do something. 
The alligators are not snapping at our 
ankles right now. We have a balanced 
budget for the first time in 30 years, 
and we have budget surpluses instead 
of nagging deficits. Medicare is at least 
safe for 13 more years. Welfare has been 
reformed, and it seems to be working. 

Right now, we have a golden oppor- 
tunity to focus on Social Security and 
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get the train rolling, get Congress 
firmly on the track for reform before 
we face a crisis. Let us do it in the next 
5 to 7 years when we have the oppor- 
tunity with growing surpluses. This is 
the bill to do it. 

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
might consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill proposes good 
ideas, but they are postscript for what 
is already happening. For example, the 
legislation calls for a national dialogue 
on Social Security, but there are al- 
ready several reputable organizations 
convening nonpartisan meetings across 
the country to discuss the future of So- 
cial Security. The President, Members 
of Congress from both parties, and 
thousands of American citizens have 
already attended some of these inform- 
ative sessions. 

Let me give just one example. The 
Pew Charitable Trusts are spending 
$12.5 million to establish a nationwide 
nonpartisan grassroots discussion of 
the future of Social Security. To date, 
more than 3,000 Americans in 15 States 
have participated in their seminars. 

The other purpose of this bill is to es- 
tablish a commission to develop sug- 
gestions on maintaining Social Secu- 
rity solvency. But, again, Congress has 
already received three recommenda- 
tions for Social Security reform from 
the last Commission that was ap- 
pointed. 

If we really want to do something to 
protect Social Security’s long-range 
solvency, we should do what the Presi- 
dent has asked us to do, save the budg- 
et surplus for Social Security. Saving 
the budget surplus will ensure that we 
have the necessary resources to protect 
a retirement program that millions of 
Americans depend upon. 

Some have suggested we should use 
the budget surplus instead for a new 
system of private accounts. My re- 
sponse to that is we should keep an old 
promise before we make new ones. The 
bill before us today takes at least a 
half a step towards acknowledging that 
principle by expressing the sense of 
Congress that the budget surplus 
should be dedicated to ensuring the sol- 
vency of the Social Security system, 
increasing retirement income security, 
and paying down the Federal debt. We 
should strengthen that language so 
that there is absolutely no doubt on 
what we intend to do with the budget 
surplus of Social Security. 

I know that some have expressed con- 
fusion over what this means when we 
talk about saving Social Security. The 
concept is actually very simple. If we 
allocate current and future budget sur- 
pluses for other purposes, those re- 
sources will not be there for Social Se- 
curity. The President has, therefore, 
asked us to save the budget surplus 
today so we can save Social Security in 
the future. 

What happens to the budget surplus 
before we agree on a plan to protect 
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Social Security, we might then ask? 
The answer is easy: It will help pay 
down the Federal debt. 

Let me remind my colleagues that 
reducing the Federal debt will have a 
direct and positive impact on our abil- 
ity to meet our obligations of Social 
Security. Paying down the debt will, 
not only spur economic growth, but it 
will reduce the amount the government 
pays in interest, which is now 15 per- 
cent of all government spending, last 
year totaling $244 billion. 

In fact, the Congressional Budget Of- 
fice estimates that $1 billion decrease 
in the debt today could reduce the gov- 
ernment interest payments over the 
next 10 years by $773 million. This sta- 
tistic clearly illustrates that paying 
today’s debt will help us meet our obli- 
gations of tomorrow’s retirees. So once 
again, I urge my colleagues to support 
the President’s pledge, save Social Se- 
curity first. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. SHAW). 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
very strong support for H.R. 3546, the 
National Dialogue on Social Security 
Act of 1998. 

This bill would initiate the national 
dialogue on the future of Social Secu- 
rity by way of face-to-face discussion 
and electronic means, including town 
hall meetings, Internet chat rooms. In 
addition to nationwide suggestions, 
H.R. 3546 would also establish a bipar- 
tisan panel of eight members appointed 
by Congress and the President, and 
these would be equally divided between 
the two political parties. 


oO 1630 


After a year of study, the panel 
would present a singular set of rec- 
ommendations to the Congress and the 
President, and this would have to be 
done by February of 1999. Inclusion of 
ideas from average citizens, seasoned 
experts and lawmakers makes this 
truly a national dialogue. 

It is time for both sides of the aisle, 
Democrats and Republicans, to unite in 
an effort to save this most important 
retirement system: Social Security. 
The economic well-being of our Na- 
tion’s seniors has been politicized for 
far too long. Everyone agrees on the 
importance of finding a long-term solu- 
tion to the question of Social Secu- 
rity’s solvency, and H.R. 3546 is a crit- 
ical step towards developing this solu- 
tion. To engage in a national discus- 
sion of the possible solutions for Social 
Security is to put the national interest 
above political interest. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to tackle this 
monumental issue before it is too late. 
When the Social Security System was 
first initiated in 1935, there were 16 
workers per retiree. Today, that num- 
ber has dropped sharply to only 3.3 
workers per retiree. By the year 2040, 
fewer than 2 workers will be supporting 
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each retiree. Congress has the obliga- 
tion to secure the future of Social Se- 
curity, not just for the present senior 
but also for our children, our grand- 
children and their grandchildren. It is 
time to put aside political differences 
and work together for the future of 
America. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
join me and the majority of us in both 
parties in supporting this important 
legislation, and I congratulate the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER), the 
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. 
BUNNING), as well as the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut (Mrs. KENNELLY) and 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
RANGEL) for working together to bring 
this legislation to the floor. 

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CARDIN). 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague from Connecticut for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, a national dialogue on 
Social Security is definitely in the best 
interest of the people of this country. I 
congratulate President Clinton for his 
leadership in bringing this issue to the 
forefront of the American people. 

It is also important that we operate 
in a bipartisan manner. This resolution 
forwards that bipartisan effort, and I 
support it. However, I am disappointed 
there was not more bipartisanship in 
the creation of this resolution and clos- 
er working with the White House. 

The dialogue has already begun. In 
Kansas City on April the 7th, we had a 
national dialogue started by President 
Clinton on the future of Social Secu- 
rity and ensuring its long-term sol- 
vency. I was pleased that I was able to 
have a hookup with that national dia- 
logue in the Third Congressional Dis- 
trict of Maryland, in Columbia, Mary- 
land. It was a good discussion. Let me 
share with my colleagues some of the 
facts that came out as a result of that 
town hall meeting. 

The surplus we are enjoying in our 
budget, we would not have a surplus 
but for the fact the Social Security 
System has a cash surplus. That has 
produced the surplus in our budget. It 
would be irresponsible for us to use 
that surplus for anything other than 
ensuring the long-term solvency of So- 
cial Security. 

There are some who are suggesting 
that we use that to set up individual 
savings accounts, taking the money 
outside the Social Security System. 
That would do nothing to protect and 
improve the long-term solvency of the 
Social Security System. 

There are others who are suggesting 
we should use it for tax cuts. Again, 
that would not improve the long-term 
solvency of the Social Security Sys- 
tem. 

The President is right. We should all 
make a commitment that the surplus 
be reserved for Social Security sol- 
vency. 
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Yes, there are dramatic demographic 
changes in this Nation. We are getting 
older. But the Social Security System 
is safe today. The recent trustee report 
indicates that the solvency is now even 
3 years longer than we thought, to the 
year 2032. So there is no panic within 
the Social Security System. 

We do have a problem in the savings 
ratios of this Nation. Of the big indus- 
trial seven nations, we have the lowest 
private savings ratios; and we need to 
do something about that. So the objec- 
tive, I would hope, of any proposal to 
deal with Social Security would be, 
first, to protect the Social Security re- 
cipients, those that are retired or near 
retirement. They cannot change their 
security issues. They need the Social 
Security System and the full benefits 
under that system. 

But we also need to increase private 
savings. After all, there are three legs 
to retirement security, Social Secu- 
rity, private retirement and savings; 
and we need to do a better job on pri- 
vate savings and retirement. Along 
with the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
PORTMAN), I have authored legislation 
that has been enacted into law that 
will encourage private savings, and we 
will be authoring legislation again in 
this Congress to try to improve private 
savings and retirement. That is impor- 
tant. We are considering that on a bi- 
partisan basis, and I urge my col- 
leagues to support us in that effort. 

We also must ensure the long-term 
solvency of the Social Security Sys- 
tem. If we follow those objectives, we 
will be serving in the best interest of 
the people of this Nation, and I hope 
that the dialogue will begin and pro- 
tect the Social Security System. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. PORTMAN). 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time, the chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Social Security, and I 
rise to strongly support his legislation 
and that endorsed by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER). 

I also want to say that I strongly 
agree with the comments of the gen- 
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CARDIN), 
who preceded me, regarding the need to 
increase private savings of both the 
IRA-type savings, private savings of in- 
dividuals, and savings through the em- 
ployer, through pension plans, profit- 
sharing plans, 401(k)s and so on. 

Social Security is a little more con- 
troversial than the two legs, and that 
is why this commission is so impor- 
tant. But they all work together. Com- 
missions are not always the best way 
to handle policy dilemmas, Mr. Speak- 
er, and sometimes the Congress uses 
them too often. There are plenty of 
commission reports that are collecting 
dust somewhere in this Capitol. 

But I have to tell my colleagues, if 
the commission structure, goals and 
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membership are clearly thought out, 
which is the case here, both with the 
national dialogue and the commission, 
then on very tough political issues, 
commissions can work and work well. 

I speak from personal experience. 
Until about a year ago, I was cochair- 
man of the National Commission on 
Restructuring the IRS. We approached 
this on not just a bipartisan but a non- 
partisan basis. We brought in outside 
expertise, which I think is key. The 
other cochairman was Senator BOB 
KERREY, a Democrat from Nebraska. 
CHARLES GRASSLEY, a Republican, and 
BILL COYNE, a Democrat, also served on 
the panel. 

Congress created the IRS commission 
basically to get at the vexing problems 
of the IRS and try to do it in a non- 
political context. Another issue like 
Social Security, IRS can be quite polit- 
ical. We also wanted to bring in outside 
expertise, which I think is key, and we 
did so. 

In our case, commission members in- 
cluded information technology execu- 
tives. It included small business advo- 
cates, taxpayer advocates, former com- 
missioners, State tax administrators 
and so on. 

We rolled up our sleeves and we spent 
about 15 months really looking into 
the problems in a nonpartisan way. We 
finished on time, under budget and pro- 
duced a solid report that then became 
legislation; and, within 4 months of our 
report, the legislation had passed the 
House on a strong, bipartisan basis. 

I think it is a pretty good model, and 
I see that same model being replicated 
here because of the way this commis- 
sion and dialogue has been structured. 

The key is to rise above politics and 
solve a very tough problem. Again, 
commissions are not always the best 
solutions for every big issue that faces 
this Congress, but I think in this case 
this commission is properly structured 
to take a hard look at it with outside 
expertise in a balanced and bipartisan 
manner. 

And I think on this politically explo- 
sive issue, Social Security, it is not 
only the best way to go, I think, frank- 
ly, it is the only way to go. It is the 
only way we will solve the problem for 
future generations. 

I have my 6-year-old with me today. 
He asked what we were debating about 
a little while ago. I said, we are debat- 
ing about your future and whether 
when you are retired you will have 
something there for you. And that is so 
important, that it is necessary for us 
to take this step in order to take it out 
of politics, in order to get with a time 
frame the kind of consensus we need to 
move forward on a bipartisan basis on 
this program. 

So I stand today to again urge sup- 
port on both sides of the aisle on this 
process. The tough questions are still 
in front of us, but we need to get start- 
ed on it, and this is the important big 
step. 
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Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 


tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
NEAL). 
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 


Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut (Mrs. KENNELLY) for 
yielding me this time. 

In this Chamber there is a tendency 
to toss around mind-numbing statis- 
tics, and in the best of debates that 
occur here we attempt oftentimes to 
convince each other through the use of 
abstraction, But the truth is that there 
is one point that must be emphasized 
today above all else, and that has been 
the success of Mr. Roosevelt's experi- 
ment offered to the American people in 
1935. 

There are millions of people watch- 
ing right now, at this very moment 
across this country, this debate, who 
enjoy the benefits of Social Security. 
We should fully acknowledge that So- 
cial Security fundamentally changed 
the way seniors across this Nation 
have lived out some of the best years of 
their lives. 

So it was not an abstraction, Mr. 
Speaker, when President Clinton al- 
most exactly 3 months ago walked into 
this Chamber and in his State of the 
Union address said, Let's fix Social 
Security first.” 

Now, I know there is a tendency to 
think that that is some catchy polit- 
ical slogan, but I must disagree. Be- 
cause saving Social Security first is a 
generational promise that must be con- 
tinued into the next century. Fortu- 
nately, due to the President’s budget in 
1993 and the Taxpayer Relief Act of 
1997, we are showing a surplus for the 
first time in many years. But we 
should use that surplus to buy down 
the debt and to save Social Security 
first. Social Security remains the life- 
line of support for many Americans as 
they grow older, and our obligation is 
to strengthen that lifeline. 

Now, I know there is talk in this 
Chamber about offering personal sav- 
ings accounts. Let us examine that. 
There can be no harm from a thorough 
examination. But let us not forget the 
goal of community that Social Secu- 
rity offers and generational obligation 
that it compels from all of us. 

President Clinton had it right: Let us 
have a dialogue. And the dialogue, in- 
deed, has already started. Even yester- 
day, as we reviewed new numbers, we 
know that there will have to be funda- 
mental examinations of Social Secu- 
rity in the coming years. 

But, most importantly, let us point 
out that retirement savings is a three- 
legged stool and the three legs are pri- 
vate savings, pension and Social Secu- 
rity, understanding that almost 40 per- 
cent of retirement income for most 
Americans comes from Social Security. 
We want to encourage people certainly 
to take more responsibility for their 
retirement but again not to forget the 
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essential element of Social Security, 
and that is the interlocking notion of 
community. 

Our society has changed in the work- 
place dramatically, and I know it is 
common for individuals to change jobs 
many times over. That makes it more 
important now than ever to address the 
issue of pension portability. Social Se- 
curity should be addressed this year, 
and pension portability should be en- 
acted this year. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle- 
woman from Connecticut (Mrs. KEN- 
NELLY) for taking up this debate once 

ain. 

Mr. BUNNING. I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
ENGLISH). 

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me this time. 

In my district in western Pennsyl- 
vania, most working families and retir- 
ees depend on Social Security as the 
keystone of their retirement security. 
These families are clearly at risk be- 
cause of the grim shadow of looming 
bankruptcy that has fallen on Social 
Security, casting doubt on its long- 
term viability. 

The collapse of Social Security is not 
immediate, but it is inevitable without 
major changes in the program, changes 
that will become more draconian the 
longer they are postponed. We in Con- 
gress have a fundamental responsi- 
bility to move quickly and decisively, 
free of cant and partisanship, to place 
Social Security on a sound financial 
footing. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of H.R. 3546, legislation to establish a 
national dialogue on Social Security 
and a bipartisan panel to design long- 
term Social Security reform. 

Under this legislation, a national dia- 
logue would be convened to engage the 
American public through regional con- 
ferences and through national internet 
exchanges in understanding the cur- 
rent program, the problems it faces and 
the need to find solutions that will be 
workable for all generations. 

In addition, a bipartisan panel would 
be created to design a single package of 
long-range Social Security reforms to 
restore the solvency of the system and 
maintain retirement income security. 

The process of Social Security re- 
form created in this bill is the best 
hope to yield, through engagement of 
the American public, a solution which 
restores the long-term viability of the 
Social Security retirement system in a 
manner beneficial to every generation 
and every class. 

I urge my colleagues to pass this bill 
as the first step on the path of ful- 
filling our obligation as trustees and 
custodians of a system that has lit- 
erally transformed the face of poverty 
among older Americans. 

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS). 
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Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I want to thank my friend and col- 
league the gentlewoman from Con- 
necticut (Mrs. KENNELLY) for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, 60 years ago, Franklin 
Roosevelt, a Democratic President, 
worked with a Democratic Congress to 
create a Democratic program to help 
retired workers, Social Security. For 60 
years, the Social Security system that 
Democrats created has provided retire- 
ment security to hundreds of millions 
of Americans. 

Social Security is founded on a sim- 
ple principle: Every worker contributes 
to and is part of a common system. We 
all pay into this system together; and 
when we retire, we all receive benefits 
together. For 60 years, Social Security 
has provided peace of mind to millions 
of workers and retirees. We must not 
destroy this peace of mind. We must 
not destroy the sense of common good 
created by Social Security. 

Providing a privatized Social Secu- 
rity system would destroy this trust. It 
would take security out of Social Secu- 
rity. Do not believe the fearmongers 
who tell us that Social Security would 
not be there for us. They want to end 
Social Security as we know it. The en- 
emies of Social Security will have us 
believe that the problems are too big. 
But the sky is not falling. We can fix 
Social Security without destroying our 
covenant with the American people. 

Mr. Speaker, I will vote for this bill 
because I believe we must first save So- 
cial Security, but I would not support 
efforts to privatize Social Security. I 
will not support efforts to destroy the 
peace of mind Social Security provides 
millions of retirees and millions of our 
workers. 

As a Democrat, I will remain true to 
the Democratic legacy of Social Secu- 
rity, the legacy of people coming to- 
gether as one to provide a basic livable 
pension for every American no matter 
how rich, how poor, how young, or how 
old. I will fight efforts to divide the 
rich from the poor and parents from 
their children. 

Mr. Speaker, Democrats will fight to 
save Social Security first because So- 
cial Security is a sacred trust with the 
American people, and we must never, 
ever betray this trust with the Amer- 
ican people. Protect Social Security 
first. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Washington (Mrs. LINDA SMITH). 

Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Washington. 
Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

John Milton wrote, “Time is a subtle 
thief of youth.” Well, we are running 
out of time on devising a plan to save 
Social Security, and the failure to sal- 
vage a broken system is robbing our 
youth of hope. Whether one is a recent 
college graduate or a baby boomer, like 
me, all Americans are caught in the 


April 29, 1998 


system of retirement with few choices, 
and it is not a healthy future. 

Working Americans are paying into 
Social Security monthly to a total of 
$484 billion for this year alone. The 
cost in paying benefits to retirees right 
now totals $382 billion. This leaves $102 
billion to put away for the retirement 
of the baby boomers and generation X. 
This money should be managed like a 
retirement account or personal trust 
fund. People expect Social Security to 
be a national retirement savings ac- 
count. That is the way it should be. 
Save for the retirement of those paying 
into the system. 

We have to reject the President’s 
plan to spend all but a handful of that, 
call it the surplus, and say he is going 
to take 8 to $10 billion and invest it in 
saving Social Security. 

The Treasury said today that there 
might be 3 more years in the life of So- 
cial Security. Three years? Well, this 
sounds very, very good for those on So- 
cial Security now, and maybe even a 
few of us older baby boomers. But we 
have three generations of Americans, 
my children, my grandchildren, who 
have put money into that account, and 
they expect to have something for 
their future. 

Where are the leaders that are going 
to stand up and say, we have a surplus 
of $100 billion a year, money that 
should go to the future? Where are the 
leaders that are going to say, this sur- 
plus is really enough to stabilize for 
the next two generations of Social Se- 
curity accounts? Where are the lead- 
ers? 

I hope that this Commission will rec- 
ommend that this Congress stop taking 
$100 billion a year out of Social Secu- 
rity and that they will invest all this 
in the future of retirement. 

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 342 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN). 

Mr. LEVIN. I have been listening to 
the debate, Mr. Speaker, with interest. 
And it is clear that we have to move 
ahead with Social Security. 

In a sense, the horse is already out of 
the barn. This bill calls for a national 
dialogue, and that is already started. 
The President and the Vice President 
started it on a bipartisan basis. There 
has been a very effective meeting al- 
ready, and others are being held under 
the auspices of a foundation. So that 
dialogue is under way. No one should 
think that it has not started. 

But I will vote for this bill because it 
will keep the conversation going. For 
those of us who have been working so 
hard these years to secure Social Secu- 
rity, I do not think we need to have an- 
other vote that says we care. That is so 
clear. Maybe some want that vote and 
will join them. But for those of us who 
have been fighting all these years to 
make sure Social Security is secure, we 
say, whatever needs to be fixed, fix it. 
Do not break the system. Look to the 
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future, but do not forget what is true 
today and what has been true in the 


past. 

And what is true today is that the 
Social Security system is essentially 
the economic foundation for a majority 
of the people who are retired, as has 
been discussed. But I think this has to 
be very much remembered. In this 
country, close to 70 percent of seniors 
have incomes of less than $25,000 a 
year, and 46 percent have incomes of 
less than $15,000. In Michigan, that fig- 
ure is even higher. One estimate is that 
85 percent have incomes of $25,000 or 
less, and 70 percent have incomes of 
$15,000 or less. So they are asking us, 
look to the future, but do not ruin the 
present. 

Those of us who work for fiscal re- 
sponsibility should be proud of that. 
We have a surplus. If it had not been 
for our vote, there would not be this. 
This surplus would not exist, though, 
without the inflow from Social Secu- 
rity. And the lesson from those two 
points is this: Now we have time to fix 
Social Security for the long term be- 
cause of the surplus, but let us use 
those funds because the surplus is in 
large measure because of Social Secu- 
rity, so use it for that purpose. And 
any other programs, whether they are 
tax cuts or other programs, should not 
be financed out of this surplus. Save 
and ensure Social Security first. 

So let us move ahead. I am in favor 
of flexibility, of looking at new alter- 
natives, at looking at new ways to fi- 
nance the retirement of people. As we 
do it, let us remember our sacred obli- 
gation. We have an obligation for the 
future. We also have an obligation to 
those who are paying in that we not 
undermine Social Security as they 
near retirement. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Okla- 
homa (Mr. LUCAS). 

Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak- 
er, I rise today in support of H.R. 3546, 
the National Dialogue on Social Secu- 
rity Act. 

In 1949, when my father entered the 
work force, people could look at their 
paychecks, see their Social Security 
taxes withheld, and feel sure that the 
money would be waiting for them when 
they turned 65. 

When my daughter Jessica signs up 
for her first job in a year at age 16, and 
I can assure my colleagues her mother 
and I will help her find a part-time job, 
the amount that she sees deducted 
from her paycheck from Social Secu- 
rity will not only be higher than 1949, 
but it will not necessarily be waiting 
for her in about 50 years. In fact, for 
those of us under the age of 50, we may 
not be receiving anything until the age 
67 or older. 

Now some say that we have, basi- 
cally, three options: Raise taxes, cut 
benefits, or reform the system. One of 
the causes of our present problems is 
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that high taxes do not allow individ- 
uals to save and supplement their pen- 
sions and Social Security savings as 
was originally meant to be done. 

There has been talk of adjusting the 
CPI, the Consumer Price Index, so as 
not to overstate inflation. This would 
make Social Security COLAs smaller. 
However, it is unfair to reduce benefits 
to current retirees. 

Personally, I am partial to the idea 
of supplementing, let me repeat that, 
supplementing our Social Security 
benefits by allowing individuals to in- 
vest for themselves. We should create 
individual savings accounts that allow 
individuals to increase retirement in- 
comes by investing a portion of their 
payroll taxes in the market. These 
would be a mandatory savings account 
that could not be drawn on until retire- 
ment. 

A good first step in finding a solution 
like a personal Social Security account 
would be to pass this legislation, estab- 
lish a bipartisan panel to study long- 
term Social Security reform, and re- 
port their findings to Congress no later 
than February 1, 1999. 

We should put aside our bipartisan 
politics and do what is right for the 
American people. We must make sure 
that Social Security is there. 

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. RODRIGUEZ). 

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the efforts to ensure So- 
cial Security remains viable for the 
next generation, for our children, and 
for our grandchildren. 

I have met with various constituents, 
and they agree that we need to make 
some tough decisions that are before us 
to assure the viability of Social Secu- 
rity for future generations. I support 
the creation of a bipartisan commis- 
sion, but I would caution those efforts 
in terms of privatization, and I would 
caution my colleagues and remind 
them in terms of the S&L scandals 
that occurred during the 1980s, where 
their pension funds could be depleted. 

I would urge the House leadership to 
also work closely with President Clin- 
ton on ongoing initiatives on Social 
Security. And I commend the President 
for his leadership on moving forward in 
ensuring the security of Social Secu- 
rity. With all the past borrowing from 
the Social Security Trust Fund, we 
need to ensure that our baby boomers 
and subsequent generations are assured 
access to Social Security. 

I would ask that, as the Commission 
moves, that we look first, number one, 
to the existing senior citizens that are 
there now to make sure that they re- 
ceive what they deserve; secondly, that 
as we move beyond the year 2012, and 
the baby boomers start reaching that 
area, that we assure that generation 
that they will have also access to So- 
cial Security. And thirdly, for the 
youngsters that are now beginning to 
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pay, those that are 20, 30 years old, we 
need to assure with that piece of legis- 
lation that would become in terms of 
the recommendations that they also 
will have access as they move forward 
in the next generation. 

Future generations rightfully worry 
that they will not be able to have fair 
returns on their Social Security, so it 
is up to us to make sure that we take 
those populations into consideration. 
We can help assure that Social Secu- 
rity be ensured for the next few genera- 
tions. 

We also need to remember and recog- 
nize the fact that Social Security is 
there for the disabled and the blind, 
and we need to remember that and be 
cautious with that, because that has 
also helped half of our senior citizens 
out of poverty because of Social Secu- 
rity. 

So I want to urge my colleagues to 
vote for the motion to recommit this 
bill so we can add firm language that 
would reserve any surplus to also help 
fix Social Security. 
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Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. SANFORD). 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this bill because it makes 
sense, and it is an idea that simply 
grows and expands and fertilizes a de- 
bate on saving Social Security that is 
already taking place in this House. 

I would suggest that that is a bipar- 
tisan debate that is beginning to take 
place. If we look at, for instance, what 
JOHN KERRY, Democrat on the Senate 
side, has said about maybe we ought to 
look at ways of updating Social Secu- 
rity and taking that 10 percent and 
making sure that that 10 percent tax 
goes into something that actually 
builds wealth, versus what the gen- 
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING) 
pointed out earlier which is the case 
for a young 40-year-old, you have to 
live until you are 89 to get all your So- 
cial Security benefits back, or if you 
are a 30-year-old you have to live until 
you are 91 to get all those benefits 
back, that is the beginning of a bipar- 
tisan debate. 

Another thing that says to me this is 
a bipartisan debate is that PAT Moy- 
NIHAN, a great guardian of Social Secu- 
rity over the years, has said why do we 
not look at the possibility of letting in- 
dividuals redirect 2 percent of their 
payroll tax and put it into their own 
personal savings account that again be- 
gins to build wealth. 

On the Republican side we look at 
what the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
KASICH) has said, “Why don’t we look 
at the surplus and make sure that 
Washington can’t spend the money by 
rebating that surplus back to FICA 
taxpayers so that they could begin 
their own personal savings account.” 

Or we have a bill that says why do we 
not give people below the age of 65 sim- 
ply the option of redirecting a large 
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portion of their payroll tax into their 
own personal savings account. Or what 
NICK SMITH or RICK SANTORUM or JUDD 
GREGG or ROD GRAMS, a whole long list 
of Republicans have out there. 

What this bill does is put those ideas 
in a bag and allows people to shake 
those ideas around for a year and then 
see which ideas make sense as we go 
forward in this debate. I would say 
most of all this debate is simply a de- 
bate about the American dream, be- 
cause the American dream is tied to 
ending a lifetime of work with some- 
thing other than just memories to 
show for it. Yet in our system, based on 
what the trustees have said, is that if 
we do nothing to address this problem, 
people will be paying 10 percent of 
what they earn every day and every 
week and every month into a system 
that does not build wealth for them. 

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2% minutes to the gen- 
tlewoman from Florida (Mrs. THUR- 
MAN). 

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, I first 
want to thank the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut (Mrs. KENNELLY) for her 
leadership and her work as the ranking 
member on the Subcommittee on So- 
cial Security. She has done a great job 
with this and has worked very hard. We 
should all thank her for the time that 
she has spent on this. 

Mr. Speaker, I am going to support 
this bill, not because I think that we 
need more commissions, because we do 
not, and not because there is an imme- 
diate Social Security crisis, because 
there is not. But I do support the con- 
cept of a dialogue on Social Security. 

However, we need to remember that 
the current debate stands in stark con- 
trast to the debate which led to the 
1983 Social Security amendments when 
the trust funds could finance benefits 
for only a short time. If we are going to 
begin a national dialogue, it needs to 
start on a solid base of information 
about Social Security and its financial 
condition. 

I have been troubled that there are 
various groups and some Members that 
have been scaring some seniors and 
spreading inaccurate horror stories on 
the solvency of the Social Security 
Trust Fund. I would like to state for 
the record there is no immediate crisis. 
In fact, I would like to quote a headline 
in today’s St. Pete Times, Outlook for 
Social Security Brightens. Let us face 
it, it is because we have a strong econ- 
omy and people are working and infla- 
tion is at the lowest level in decades. 

We do, however, need to address the 
Social Security Trust Fund shortfall 
which is expected to occur in 2032, 
three years later than previously ex- 
pected, and even at that the trust fund 
will still cover nearly 75 percent of the 
benefits. In the Committee on Ways 
and Means hearing on the measure, 
Senator Bob Dole agreed that we now 
have time to do this in a deliberative 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


way and get it done in a bipartisan 
manner. I could not agree more. 

I am going to support this bill be- 
cause I believe it is important to try to 
reach out to all interested parties and 
bring them into the discussion. Many 
often forgot that Social Security also 
provides disability protection. The bill 
as previously written failed to take 
into account the views of the more 
than 4 million disabled workers and 
their 1.7 million dependents receiving 
Social Security. 

That is why during the committee 
markup of this measure I introduced 
an amendment to add to the dialogue 
council the Consortium for Citizens 
with Disabilities, bringing the total 
number of groups to 25. I would like at 
this time to thank the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. ARCHER) and the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. RANGEL) for their 
support of this amendment. 

I would like to stress, however, that 
the legislation duplicates many of the 
efforts that are already under way. We 
all know that groups have already been 
meeting throughout the country to ad- 
dress the future of Social Security. I 
look forward to the continued dialogue. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from South 
Dakota (Mr. THUNE). 

Mr. THUNE. I thank the distin- 
guished gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I too want to speak in 
support of this because, as was noted 
earlier, this is not a Republican issue, 
this is not a Democrat issue, this is an 
American issue. This is a problem that 
we have to deal with. 

It is one in my State of South Da- 
kota that is particularly important be- 
cause we have probably as high of an 
over-65 population as any State in the 
country. It also includes my mother 
and father who depend very heavily 
upon this important program, and it is 
one in which I think we agree we have 
to look at how we can save this pro- 
gram and also improve it for the next 
generation. 

Frankly, I credit the committee with 
launching this debate because in fact it 
does say something about Washington 
actually dealing with a long-term 
issue. Rather than waiting until the 
horse is out of the barn, which is the 
way that this city oftentimes addresses 
issues, we are looking down the road at 
what we can do at this particular point 
in time to address what is going to be 
a long-term challenge in this country. 
In doing that, I think there are a cou- 
ple of parameters I hope we have as we 
begin this debate. 

The first is that no retiree today or 
someone who is going to retire should 
have to worry about their Social Secu- 
rity benefits being touched. We need to 
come up with a system that protects 
for now and forever those who have 
paid in, those who are relying on that 
very important program. I think that 
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is a principle upon which this debate 
should be based. But, secondly, we also 
have to look at how we can improve 
this system for young people today 
who are paying in so that we can dra- 
matically increase their retirement in- 
come, and when the time comes they 
will be able to supplement what Social 
Security provides. 

And so in having this debate, as we 
lay out those parameters, I think it is 
important that everybody be at the 
table. This bill contemplates involving 
in a bipartisan way all the organiza- 
tions who have a stake in this issue 
and all the various generational 
groups, starting with generation X and 
baby boomers and current retirees. But 
it is a debate that we need to have. 

I want to credit again the committee 
for taking action to begin the debate 
now before the crisis hits later. It is 
something that I very much support. I 
look forward to entering into this de- 
bate. 

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KLECZKA). 

Mr. KLECZKA. I thank the gentle- 
woman from Connecticut for yielding 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I stand in support of the 
legislation before us, H.R. 3546. It is a 
commission. It is made up of a council. 
Hopefully we are going to get the 
brightest and the best minds to come 
up with some resolve to a problem 
which is not pending today, it is off 30- 
something years from now, but I think 
it is wise that Congress develop a fix to 
the problem now when we have the lux- 
ury of time, when we have the luxury 
of an elongated debate. 

I am not from the school that thinks 
this is just another commission. I say 
to you if in fact we have another idea 
for another commission in the summer 
composed of 24 different members of a 
council, let us also pass that, because 
the problem before us is probably the 
weightiest that this Congress is going 
to address in a very, very long time. 

We have been told repeatedly during 
the debate that we have to take the 
politics out of this issue. It seems to 
me that that admonition is being di- 
rected to the Democrats. Let me just 
indicate to my colleagues that there is 
legislation pending in the House which 
would give those seniors born between 
the year 1917 and 1926 a $5,000 lump 
payment. That would cost the Social 
Security Trust Fund, which is already 
in fiscal peril, some $40 billion to $50 
billion. That also is playing politics. 

To make the situation even worse, 
seniors in my district and around the 
country are getting a mailing today by 
a group called a special project of 
TREA, Senior Citizen League, asking 
the seniors to send in this registration 
form to get on the Wisconsin Register 
of Notch Victims. It also asks them to 
send in $15, $20 as a special gift. That is 
cruel. That is cruel, because we know 
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in this body that bill will never pass. 
We do not have the $50 billion. 

So I say let us take politics out of 
the debate, but that goes to both sides 
of the aisle, not only in this reform leg- 
islation that we are talking about but 
also other bills that are introduced. I 
am disturbed that there is talk in this 
body about a person who is 45 today 
would have to live to 85 to collect all 
their money. My friends, this is a pen- 
sion plan and not a deferred savings 
plan. 

Our family had the unfortunate event 
of losing not only my sister but my 
brother-in-law some 13 months ago. 
They had worked all their lives and 
paid into Social Security. Never once 
did their four children come to me, my 
nieces and nephews, saying, That's 
unfair. Give us the money back.” Why? 
Because my father had the good for- 
tune of living to 82. He clearly col- 
lected more than he put in. A few 
weeks ago we went to Chicago to cele- 
brate Auntie Marie Ducha’s 90th birth- 
day. She is getting more than her and 
Uncle John paid in. That is the system. 

If we devise a reform plan and bring 
it to this floor that gives everyone 
their money back in total, we are going 
to put at peril the 40 to 50 million peo- 
ple currently receiving benefits be- 
cause we are going to cut off that rev- 
enue stream. 

We all have preconditions as we enter 
this debate. Mine is very simple: Do 
not tamper with the revenue stream 
now that pays those benefits for those 
who are currently on the system. If you 
want to take politics out of this de- 
bate, vote for the motion later today 
that would reserve this surplus, be- 
cause this reform bill will have some 
enormous costs connected with it. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise today to support H.R. 
3546, the National Dialogue on Social Security 
Act. Social Security reform is one of the most 
talked-about issues around Capito! Hill tables 
and kitchen tables across the Nation. As with 
any issue of this magnitude, everyone has a 
different solution and method of reforming the 
Social Security system. 

Some people want the program to remain 
exactly as it is, while others call for total or 
partial privatizing, or an increase in the retire- 
ment age, or tax incentives like Individual Re- 
tirement Accounts. 

One condition for reform, however, is that 
we guarantee a sufficient revenue stream to 
make good on our promise of benefits to 
those who are retired or planning their retire- 
ment around the current system. 

In order to achieve this, we need to have a 
constructive and comprehensive national dis- 
cussion about the future of Social Security, 
which annually pays benefits to nearly 50 mil- 
lion retired and disabled workers and their de- 
pendents and survivors. 

The bill on the floor today will foster such a 
dialogue. It creates an 8-member commission 
to develop reform recommendations and solicit 
feedback from the American people, partly 
through the Internet. 

The President and both Democratic and Re- 
public Members of Congress will then use 
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these recommendations to design a single 
package of long-range reforms to strengthen 
the Social Security trust fund. The deadline for 
presenting suggestions to Congress is Feb- 
ruary 1, 1999. This gives us sufficient time to 
draft a comprehensive and fair plan. 

The proposed commission complements bi- 
partisan forums being held around the nation, 
such as the one held by the President, the 
American Association of Retired Persons, and 
the Concord Coalition in early April. That 
meeting also sought to solicit ideas from the 
American public and inform them of many re- 
form options. 

Other private sector groups, such as Ameri- 
cans Discuss Social Security, are also hosting 
town hall meetings across the country and on 
the Internet. Again, these meetings are facili- 
tating a nationwide debate about the future of 
Social Security and providing a framework for 
restructuring the Social Security system. 

| am pleased these forums are including the 
Opinions and ideas of people across the coun- 
try. A healthy dialogue will now ensure that 
Congress passes a meaningful and equitable 
product to ensure the solvency of this pro- 
gram. | look forward to hearing from my con- 
stituents as they take part in this national de- 
bate about the best ways to preserve Social 
Security for our children, grandchildren, and 
beyond. 

| urge support of the bill before us so we will 
be armed with all suggestions and solutions 
as Congress goes about the task of major re- 
form of this most important national program. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Geor- 
gia (Mr. GINGRICH). 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, let me 
thank the gentleman from Kentucky 
for yielding me the time and also rec- 
ognize the extraordinary leadership he 
has shown as the chairman of the sub- 
committee which has worked so hard 
to save Social Security and to make 
sure that Social Security will be there 
for our parents and that it will be there 
for the baby boomers and their chil- 
dren. I think nobody in this House has 
done more to really try to develop the 
database, to hold the hearings, to do 
the investigations, to lay the frame- 
work for saving Social Security than 
the gentleman from Kentucky. 

I simply wanted to rise in strong sup- 
port of this opportunity to engage the 
American people and to make the point 
that this is different than past efforts. 
To the best of my knowledge, this is 
the first commission developed with an 
inherent Internet base to it that will 
allow every American to have an op- 
portunity to find out what all the dif- 
ferent proposals will do for them, 
which proposals for the future are best 
for all Americans. 

I think it is very important for peo- 
ple in Washington to realize that in the 
information age we need to share infor- 
mation and share opportunities to par- 
ticipate with all of our citizens. When 
we talk about something as important 
and as personal as Social Security, we 
have a particular need to truly be in a 
position to have everybody feel com- 
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fortable that they know what is being 
proposed, they know how to deal with 
it, they know how it will affect their 
lives and they have had a chance to 
have input and to offer advice. 

In addition, this commission is de- 
signed so that the age breakout, with 
one-third baby boomers, one-third 
older than baby boomers and one-third 
younger, is designed to create a 
generational dialogue rather than 
generational warfare. It is designed to 
bring Americans together rather than 
to separate Americans, to have Ameri- 
cans, grandparents and grandchildren, 
children and parents, all talking to- 
gether about how we save Social Secu- 
rity and how we create a better future. 

Finally, this commission, I think, of- 
fers us a tremendous opportunity for 
every Member to participate. I have 
talked with the American Association 
of Retired Persons, for example. They 
are very eager on a nonpartisan basis 
to work with every single Member, to 
have meetings where everything is laid 
out, no preconditions, but look at all 
the different options that have been 
created, all the different possibilities, 
have a dialogue with the entire com- 
munity. 

I hope that we will be able next year, 
in 1999, to take major steps towards 
creating a 21st century information age 
Social Security system that is sounder, 
stronger and better than the current 
system. I want to make sure that my 
mother and my mother-in-law who are 
currently on Social Security get every 
penny of their cost-of-living increase, 
that they get the money they should 
get from the system that they have de- 
pended on, I want to make sure that 
the baby boomers have a fair chance to 
have an even better future with a sys- 
tem that will not collapse when they 
retire, and I want to make sure that 
my two daughters, who are younger 
than the baby boomers, have an oppor- 
tunity to have an even better system 
and do not have to fear that they are 
simply throwing their money away. 
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This commission is a key step to- 
wards rebuilding faith with America’s 
young people when we learn that, poll- 
sters tell us, that people under 30, more 
of them believe in unidentified flying 
objects than believe that they will get 
Social Security. 

We know that we have a problem in 
cynicism and a problem in people sim- 
ply not believing that they have been 
considered. I think we have a chance 
by creating this commission to create 
a dialogue where everybody has a bet- 
ter future, everybody has a better op- 
portunity to know that their savings 
are going to go to a system that they 
will have a chance to survive with, and 
I think that is very, very important. 
This is a step towards saving Social Se- 
curity for the baby boomers and their 
children and saving it by making it 
more modern and even better. 
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And I thank my friend again for the 
leadership he has shown in really being 
a pioneer at recognizing that saving 
our parents for our generation and sav- 
ing our children, while making sure we 
also survive, is a tricky, complicated 
business, but if we talk together as 
Americans, we can do it. 

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 24 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from North Dakota (Mr. POM- 
EROY). 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding this time 
to me, and I commend the chairman, 
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. 
BUNNING) and the ranking member, the 
gentlewoman from Connecticut (Mrs. 
KENNELLY) for their wonderful work on 
Social Security. 

I could come to the floor this after- 
noon with charts and graphs and statis- 
tics to underscore the critical nature of 
Social Security to the people of this 
country. But instead, in the next 
minute or so, let me just tell my col- 
leagues what this program has meant 
for me. 

My father died years before he ever 
received one retirement benefit under 
Social Security. But because my broth- 
er and I were minors at the time, we 
received vitally needed survivors’ bene- 
fits under Social Security. Frankly, 
that allowed us to continue to get our 
college education and get on with life. 

I have a very good friend who is inca- 
pacitated with mental illness and can- 
not work. He receives and lives en- 
tirely on his Social Security benefit. 

My mother, now age 77, lives inde- 
pendently, would simply not be able to 
but for her Social Security check; and 
whether she lives to be 87, 97, 107, with 
that guarantee of the Social Security 
check, as long as her health holds out, 
she can continue to live independently. 

Now I am absolutely determined to 
make certain that these core assur- 
ances, survivors benefits, disability 
benefits, a retirement benefit that is 
there as long as one may live, continue 
to be part of any Social Security pro- 
gram on into the future, and I have 
some plans in terms of how we get that 
accomplished. 

I am forced to vote against this com- 
mission idea today, however, because it 
omits one critical facet, and that is the 
one thing this House can do today that 
really has bearing on taking a positive 
step forward in Social Security, com- 
mitting that we do not touch the sur- 
plus until we have this Social Security 
reform idea all figured out. 

Mr. Speaker, the President said it 
first, and he said it best. We must save 
Social Security first. 

The Speaker, testifying to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means, says he 
wants to take that surplus and put it 
in individual accounts this year. That 
would be exactly the wrong thing to 
do. We have to have the constructive 
national bipartisan debate the major- 
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ity and minority have been talking 
about today. We must lock up this sur- 
plus until we have figured out Social 
Security reform. 

And I will be offering a motion to re- 
commit later that will make one 
change to the proposal before us but a 
vitally needed one. It will direct that 
the surplus is held absolutely until So- 
cial Security reform is completed. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Ari- 
zona (Mr. KOLBE). 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding this time to me. 

I want to echo the words that the 
Speaker said a few minutes ago in con- 
gratulating the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky, others on his subcommittee and 
the full committee for the work that 
has been done in this area. There can 
be no more important thing for us to 
talk about today, tomorrow, this year 
or next year than preserving Social Se- 
curity and making sure it works for 
those who get it now and those who 
will need it in the future. 

This is not the first time we have had 
to deal with the troubled Social Secu- 
rity program, and no one is going to 
argue that it has been one of the, if not 
the most, successful social programs 
that we have today. It is one of the rea- 
sons that poverty among the elderly 
has declined as dramatically as it has. 

But, like many nations around the 
world, all nations, we are embarking 
on a major, unprecedented demo- 
graphic transformation which threat- 
ens the promise of Social Security in 
the future. 

Most experts agree that a long-range 
deficit in the Social Security program 
needs to be addressed in the near fu- 
ture so that we can change it for the 
future. We really cannot delay reform. 

Now the legislation that is before us 
today would create a national dialogue 
on Social Security, and I believe that 
is the key to having a successful re- 
form and change of it. It is imperative 
that Americans must be engaged in 
this discussion, understand the param- 
eters of what we are talking about and 
to develop a national consensus for 
change. We need to hear what people 
are saying, to really listen to them. 

I like to think that the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) and I began 
this process 3 years ago when we cre- 
ated the House Public Pension Reform 
Caucus, which includes now more than 
70 Members of Congress from both sides 
of the aisle. It began the process here 
in the House of educating the Members 
of Congress, providing a forum to dis- 
cuss, to research, examine the prob- 
lems that plague Social Security. 

Additionally, I have recently con- 
vened a group of my own in Tucson, 30 
people, called my own task force on re- 
tirement savings to encourage a dia- 
logue with constituents. They rep- 
resent their own constituents’ groups. 
The idea is for them to go back, have a 
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dialogue with their individuals, their 
members, and bring it to my own task 
force. Again, this is part of reaching 
out that I think is necessary, that we 
must do on a national basis. 

Now this legislation also creates a bi- 
partisan panel to design a long-range 
Social Security preservation plan, and 
I strongly agree with my colleagues 
that Social Security reform must be bi- 
partisan if it is going to receive the 
confidence of the American people or 
the needed support in Congress. But I 
would like to mention there have been 
a lot of commissions and panels that 
have diagnosed the problems that are 
facing Social Security and offered 
countless options for ways in which we 
could improve it or fix it. 

One commission which I am pleased 
that I have had the opportunity to par- 
ticipate in is the CSIS National Com- 
mission on Retirement Policy. Along 
with my colleague, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) and with Sen- 
ators GREGG and BREAUX, this commis- 
sion has helped to bridge the gap be- 
tween House and Senate, private and 
public sectors. Next month, this com- 
mission, after more than a year of 
work, will unveil its bipartisan, bi- 
cameral public service sector reform 
proposal. 

Mr. Speaker, we have grappled with 
the difficult decisions necessary to ad- 
vance a bipartisan Social Security re- 
form, such as the long-term solvency of 
the system, national savings, equity of 
benefits across income, across genera- 
tions and income levels, designing the 
individual retirement accounts to sup- 
plement Social Security, the adminis- 
trative feasibility of accounts, the 
management and regulation of ac- 
counts and the distribution of those 
funds upon retirement. 

I absolutely agree that this bipar- 
tisan panel that is created by this leg- 
islation needs to look at all of these 
different proposals that are out there, 
and I believe if we do that not starting 
from ground zero we can accomplish 
this next year, which I believe is the 
critical year for us to do so. 

Mr. Speaker, I support this legisla- 
tion. 

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BER- 
NICE JOHNSON). 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Speaker, thanks to the gen- 
tlewoman from Connecticut (Mrs. KEN- 
NELLY) for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill for dialogue is 
something I really support and agree 
with. As a matter of fact, I have al- 
ready had a public dialogue. But this 
bill is worded so that the surplus could 
be spent to create private retirement 
accounts, and that is favored by the 
gentleman from Georgia (Speaker 
GINGRICH) and the Chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget, the gen- 
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KASICH). What 
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they do not tell us is that they intend 
for these private accounts to replace 
Social Security benefits. 

In the State of the Union speech this 
year, President Clinton lost a national 
debate with the American people about 
what they want Social Security to look 
like in the 21st century. The President 
pledged to enter into negotiations with 
Congress by early next year on Social 
Security reform legislation. 

Now I do not believe that we should 
preempt the American people by spend- 
ing the budget surplus on private re- 
tirement accounts before we decide 
how and if private accounts fit into a 
comprehensive Social Security reform 
package. There are inherent dangers in 
relying on the stock market on some- 
thing as important as Social Security 
that really must be discussed and peo- 
ple must be clear on that. 

Everyone’s retirement income would 
depend on the ups and downs of the 
market. Benefits for widows and chil- 
dren of deceased workers would be 
jeopardized, people would have to buy 
private disability insurance if they 
could find one to sell it to them for a 
policy that would be comparable to So- 
cial Security disability benefit at a 
price that they could afford. 

The fiscally responsible thing for 
Congress to do is to guarantee that all 
of any present and future budget sur- 
pluses be used for Social Security re- 
form in whatever form it might take 
after we complete the year of dialogue. 
Saving this money will reduce the Fed- 
eral debt as well as shore up the Social 
Security Trust Fund. Such action is a 
much more effective means of assuring 
future retirement security for future 
generations than spending the budget 
surplus to establish these private 
funds. I do not believe we ought to 
leave the people at the whims of the 
stock market. 

Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Arizona (Mr. HAYWORTH). 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Kentucky, 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Social Security on which I am privi- 
leged to serve. 

Mr. Speaker, my dear friend from 
Texas offers a picture-perfect example 
of why we need to have a national dia- 
logue on Social Security, because per- 
haps she misunderstands the intent of 
what many people have talked about 
here. Indeed, Mr. Speaker, I would wel- 
come the gentlewoman joining with 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Social Security in sponsoring H.R. 3351 
if, in fact, she is afraid that somehow 
Social Security will be taken from to- 
day’s seniors. 

Let me humbly suggest, Mr. Speaker, 
that nothing could be further from the 
truth, and those who offer that argu- 
ment, no matter how well modulated 
and how reasonably stated, are sadly 
succumbing to the temptation of rhe- 
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torical terrorism. Let us state clearly 
and unequivocally from both sections, 
from both aisles, that the challenge for 
us remains, first and foremost, to keep 
Social Security intact for today’s sen- 
iors. But, at the same time, we should 
welcome a national dialogue on some- 
thing this vitally important. 

I listened with great interest, Mr. 
Speaker, to my colleague from Ari- 
zona. Because I, too, have formed a 
citizen’s committee on retirement. I, 
too, invited not only current retirees 
but baby boomers and members of the 
next generation to join in a dialogue. 
That is the key to dealing with this 
problem. That is what this modest pro- 
posal suggests. 

Indeed, a look back at recent history 
would suggest that Washington gets 
into trouble when Washington experts 
listen to each other, when they are 
walled off from the rest of the people, 
when they fail to take into account the 
concerns of average American citizens, 
most notably today’s Social Security 
recipients. 

So this legislation, which I am 
pleased to support, says that we will 
set up a dialogue not as Democrats or 
as Republicans but as Americans, not 
to succumb to the temptations of rhe- 
torical terrorism but, instead, to offer 
sound, sensible solutions. Because the 
stakes are too high, the stakes are too 
high to succumb to the temptation of 
sloganeering for campaigns just a few 
months away. 
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Please support the legislation. 

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS). 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman from Connecticut for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, if I might, let me broad- 
en this discussion a little bit and put it 
into a somewhat different context. 

Mr. Speaker, the United States has 
by far the most unfair distribution of 
wealth and income in the industri- 
alized world and the greatest gap be- 
tween the rich and the poor. In recent 
years in this country, we have seen a 
proliferation of millionaires and bil- 
lionaires, while at the same time about 
half of the senior citizens in this coun- 
try are trying to survive on incomes of 
$15,000 a year or less, and 12 percent of 
the seniors live in poverty. 

Many senior citizens today cannot af- 
ford their prescription drugs. In my 
State seniors make a choice between 
heating their homes in the winter and 
buying the food they need and the pre- 
scriptions drugs they need. That is a 
crisis which we should be dealing with. 

What is not a crisis is the fact that 
Social Security today will pay out 
every benefit owed to every eligible 
American for the next 33 years. Now, 
what other program do we have that is 
going to pay out all of their benefits 
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for the next 33 years? How many busi- 
nesses in America today can say, gee, if 
I do not do anything, things are going 
to continue to go okay for 33 years? 


Should we begin to address the fact 
that as our population ages and we 
have fewer workers, that we are going 
to have a problem? Of course. Should 
we discuss it today? Yes, we should. 
But let us not fool the American people 
and talk about a crisis and the bank- 
ruptcy of the Social Security system 
which is going to have an $80 billion 
surplus. 


Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. HERGER). 


Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of H.R. 3546, 
the National Dialogue on Social Secu- 
rity Act. According to the trustees of 
the Social Security Trust Fund, the 
system is going broke. By the year 
2013, the Trust Fund will be paying out 
more in benefits than it takes in 
through payroll taxes. By the year 2032, 
the Social Security Trust Fund will be 
completely bankrupt. 


Saving Social Security must be our 
Nation’s most important priority, and 
we must all work together to move this 
process forward. Social Security is 
much too vital a program to have just 
one party or one branch of a govern- 
ment push for reform. Saving Social 
Security should not be a Republican 
versus Democrat issue; it should not be 
a conservative versus liberal issue, and 
it should not be a Congress versus the 
President issue. It should be an issue 
where we all stand together, placing 
the interests of our Nation first. 


Mr. Speaker, the legislation before us 
today puts us on that road to reform. 
The proposal has two parts. First, it 
seeks to engage the public on the fu- 
ture of Social Security. Earlier this 
month I held town hall meetings in 
each of the 10 counties that make up 
my congressional] district in northern 
California. At these forums, literally 
hundreds of citizens of all ages shared 
with me their ideas and suggestions 
about how to improve the health of the 
Social Security system. This legisla- 
tion will make sure that the voices of 
the American people continue to be 
heard throughout the reform process. 


Second, this proposal establishes a 
bipartisan intergenerational panel to 
design a single package of long-range 
reforms. I believe that this panel rep- 
resents our Nation's best hope for se- 
curing the broad bipartisan, inter- 
generational support we must have to 
tackle this monumental task. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col- 
leagues on both sides of the aisle to 
support this very important legisla- 
tion. 

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Florida (Mr. DAVIS). 
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Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
support this bill. I think it is impor- 
tant we have an open and honest de- 
bate about how we assure the solvency 
of the Social Security Trust Fund. I 
think it is terribly important we work 
off the same set of facts as we debate 
that. 

But our first order of business has to 
be to use the proposed surplus to repay 
the massive Federal debt, starting with 
that portion of the debt that is owed to 
the Social Security Trust Fund. Well, 
how do we do that? We do that by exer- 
cising discipline in our spending habits. 
We resist the temptation to use the 
surplus to pay for new Federal pro- 
grams or tax cuts at the expense of the 
Social Security Trust Fund. If we are 
going to increase spending and pro- 
grams or reduce taxes, find the money 
in the existing Federal budget, but do 
not use the surplus. 

And how do we go about doing that? 
Well, the first step is we need to take 
up and pass a House budget resolution. 
We are running almost 2 months be- 
hind in doing that for no valid reason 
whatsoever. The budget resolution is 
our road map, it is our spending plan in 
which we limit ourselves as to where 
we are going to spend money, how we 
are going to pay for tax cuts, how we 
are going to pay for existing programs 
and new programs, and most impor- 
tantly of all, how we are going to pro- 
tect that surplus and use that money 
to begin paying back the Social Secu- 
rity Trust Fund. 

Without passing that budget resolu- 
tion, we are in serious danger of pass- 
ing spending bills in the House of Rep- 
resentatives without appreciating how 
we are going to pay for them, and with 
potentially spending the surplus; and, 
perhaps worst of all, Mr. Speaker, we 
are in serious danger without passing 
this House budget resolution of passing 
spending bills on the floor of the 
House, spending the surplus without 
admitting to it ourselves or to the 
American public. 

So what we do is far more important 
than what we say. We need to have a 
national dialogue, but we need to take 
up and pass the House budget resolu- 
tion, and we need to protect the sur- 
plus in the budget resolution. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 30 seconds. 

I would suggest to the gentleman 
from Florida that he look at H.R. 3351. 
It is a bill that will do just exactly 
what the gentleman says. It is a bill 
that will wall off the surplus, and until 
we have a settlement on Social Secu- 
rity, no one can touch it. It will buy 
the debt down until that time, and I 
suggest that the gentleman look at 
H.R. 3351, which I am the principal 
sponsor of. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH). 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak- 
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding 
me this time. 
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Very quickly, in terms of whether it 
is bankrupt or not, if we just kept in- 
creasing taxes on the American work- 
ers, there would always be tax revenues 
coming in. But just to caution every- 
body on the danger of tax increases, 
that is how we solved the problem in 
the 1970s, that is how we solved the 
problem in 1983. In fact, we have in- 
creased the Social Security tax 36 
times since 1971. More often than once 
a year we have put additional tax on 
American workers. I would just suggest 
that it is very dangerous if we continue 
to rely on tax increases to solve this 
problem. 

Today, the American working fami- 
lies pay more, 75 percent of American 
working families pay more in the FICA 
tax, Social Security tax, than they do 
in the income tax. So I would hope, 
even though I suggest we keep every- 
thing on the table, let us at least con- 
sider the imposition of increased taxes. 

I would plead with my colleagues not 
to use as an excuse the fact that if the 
government pays back everything that 
it has borrowed from the Social Secu- 
rity Trust Fund, that we will continue 
to have enough money until the year 
2032. 

Just look at this chart a minute. The 
little blue blip up here on the left is 
the additional money that is coming in 
from current taxes that is over and 
above paying out the existing benefits. 
That runs out, in the new estimate, in 
2013. But look at this year, for exam- 
ple. And the rest of the chart in red is 
how much money the general fund is 
going to have to come up with to pay 
back what has been borrowed. 

In the year 2032, for example, some- 
how the general fund is going to have 
to come up with $200 billion, and we ei- 
ther do that by cutting other spending, 
by increasing taxes or by more public 
borrowing, but again, it is not all that 
easy to pay back what has already been 
used up and is now in the Trust Fund. 

Some people suggest that using the 
surplus is a way to start solving the 
problem. I agree, let us do it. I just got 
the actuary’s report today, though. 
Based on using all of the projected sur- 
plus up until the year 2016, it would 
only solve less than 20 percent of the 
Social Security problem. 

Some people have suggested if gov- 
ernment would just simply stop bor- 
rowing from the Social Security Trust 
Fund, it would be okay. I agree again. 
Let us stop that. Let us at least make 
that borrowing marketable certificates 
so the trustees at any time can go 
around the corner to the local bank 
when they need additional benefits and 
cash that in to pay those benefits. But 
as we see from this chart, we are now 
spending the surplus, which is approxi- 
mately $72 billion this year, $84 billion 
next year, $100 billion the year after 
that, and then we start going downhill 
with less and less of a surplus going to 
the Trust Fund. Let us not put off this 
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very serious problem. Let us deal with 
it. The longer we put it off, the more 
drastic the solution. 

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tlewoman from Oregon (Ms. HOOLEY). 

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentlewoman from Con- 
necticut for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, saving Social Security 
is absolutely critical. Social Security 
is one of the cornerstones that has 
made our country great. It was 50 years 
ago, or more than 50 years ago, when it 
took great courage on the part of FDR 
to stand up and say that too many 
older Americans were living in poverty 
and that we needed to do something 
about it, just as it takes great courage 
on the part of this President to stand 
up and say, we cannot let the Social 
Security program become unglued at 
this time. 

It is time to ensure that Social Secu- 
rity will exist for generations to come. 
Today I want to thank the Members on 
the other side of the aisle who have fol- 
lowed the President’s lead and said 
that our budget surplus must be re- 
served for saving Social Security first. 
I look forward to working with leaders 
from both parties to develop solutions 
that will ensure the continued success 
of Social Security without putting the 
retirement benefits of current and fu- 
ture citizens at risk. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MILLER). 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
today I rise in strong support of the bi- 
partisan Commission on Social Secu- 
rity. I represent the congressional] dis- 
trict in Florida that has more seniors 
than any other district in the Nation, 
so the solvency of Social Security, like 
Medicare, is very important to me and 
my constituents. 

But I am concerned about Social Se- 
curity, not only for today’s seniors, but 
also for their children and grand- 
children. We have all heard that the 
Social Security Trust Fund will go 
broke by the year 2032. I know that 
may seem like a long way off, but when 
baby boomers begin retiring and be- 
come eligible for Social Security, it 
will be very difficult to make changes. 
We need time to transition to a new 
system and give Americans time to 
prepare for their retirement. 

That is why we must have the cour- 
age to reform Social Security now, be- 
fore we enter a crisis mode. Good pub- 
lic policy is not achieved in crisis. 

The Commission would take this de- 
bate out of partisan politics while the 
American people learn the facts and 
constructively discuss the options for 
reform. 

What are the facts? The first fact: 
America is getting older and living 
longer. In the 21st century we will wit- 
ness big demographic changes. As the 
baby boomers cross into retirement 
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and life expectancy increases, the num- 
ber of Americans on Social Security 
will also rapidly increase. Meanwhile, 
the number of workers paying taxes to 
support the elderly will decrease. Sim- 
ply put, we will have more seniors liv- 
ing longer and fewer workers to sup- 
port them. As good as it has been, So- 
cial Security is unsustainable in its 
current form. 

The second fact: Americans need 
more information. Americans, young 
and old, know there is a problem, but 
they are not sure why it exists or how 
to solve it. The Commission’s national 
dialogue would help dispel the myths 
about Social Security and allow for 
complete discussion of reform options 
among seniors, baby boomers and 
young people, because any reform pro- 
posal must have trigenerational sup- 
port. Social Security reform must be a 
win/win/win. 

Why is the Commission critical? At 
first, I was skeptical that a commis- 
sion was the right answer. I feared it 
would take too long and offer too many 
solutions. But this Commission would 
only offer one recommendation by Feb- 
ruary 1999. 
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In other words, the commission 
would take swift and decisive action. 
This commission would provide a solid 
basis for enacting broad, bipartisan 
changes to Social Security, changes 
that will ensure a secure retirement for 
all generations. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge my col- 
leagues to support the bipartisan com- 
mission. It is the right time and a pru- 
dent measure. 

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH). 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, there 
are people who say they want a dia- 
logue on Social Security. I suggest 
such a dialogue would be like a cat 
having a dialogue with a mouse, or 
maybe a crocodile having a dialogue 
with a frog, or perhaps a shark having 
a dialogue with a tuna. 

Because Wall Street having a dia- 
logue over Social Security with senior 
citizens is just as predatory, because 
they do not really want a dialogue. 
They already know what they want to 
do with Social Security, I would say to 
Mr. and Mrs. America. They want to 
take benefits from them and use those 
benefits to fuel growth in the stock 
market. 

Mr. Speaker, it is really about pri- 
vatization. That is what they mean 
when they say, “Let us have a dia- 
logue.” A dialogue with Wall Street is 
about how to grab Americans’ retire- 
ment funds through privatization. 

Mr. Speaker, there is no crisis. The 
current tax and benefit rates remain- 
ing constant, Social Security will pay 
100 percent of the benefits of future re- 
cipients until 2032 without any change 
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whatsoever. In today’s Cleveland Plain 
Dealer, my hometown, it says, Social 
Security’s health is improving.” 

A problem that could develop in 35 
years is not a crisis, it is a projection. 
The privatization dialogue would dis- 
mantle a hugely popular and successful 
government program and deliver a 
hugely profitable kitty for Wall Street 
investors to charge fees on. 

Privatizing Social Security is a rad- 
ical, extreme measure. It would guar- 
antee that there would be retirees who 
would go poor because their private in- 
vestments failed. For every winner in 
the stock market, there will be a loser. 
Wall Street goes up, 9,000 points, and 
Wall Street will come down. And then 
where will retirees be when they need 
their monthly check? 

Privatizing Social Security will en- 
danger one of its greatest accomplish- 
ments, that it has saved millions of 
seniors from the despair of poverty be- 
cause it guarantees benefits. Mr. 
Speaker, I urge Members to reject this 
bill. 

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tlewoman from Michigan (Ms. 
STABENOW). 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to support a 60-year success story 
called Social Security. Almost half of 
our senior citizens were in poverty be- 
fore its enactment, and now literally 
millions of seniors have been able to 
live and have a good quality of life be- 
cause of that safety net called Social 
Security. 

I also rise to ask my colleagues, in 
addition to voting for this resolution, 
to vote for what I believe is the most 
significant vote that will be in front of 
us today, and that is the motion to re- 
commit offered by the gentleman from 
North Dakota (Mr. POMEROY), my good 
friend, who will be offering to us the 
opportunity to truly put Social Secu- 
rity first by indicating that every sin- 
gle penny of any surplus that we have 
now would be put aside and held until 
we solve the Social Security situation. 

Mr. Speaker, we have time to do it 
right. We in fact know that as of yes- 
terday, we now hear that it will be 2032 
before Social Security runs out. That 
gives us time to do small steps in order 
to solve the problems in a big way, and 
I would urge us to do it quickly, to pre- 
serve and protect Social Security. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also urge my 
colleagues then to do the additional 
things that we need to do to make sure 
that our citizens have retirement secu- 
rity, expanding savings opportunities. 
First we have Social Security. We need 
to protect it and preserve it. Secondly, 
we need to expand those kinds of 
things that we did in the Taxpayer Re- 
lief bill last year where we expanded 
IRA options and make sure we have 
other options to encourage savings. 

Third, I would urge my colleagues to 
focus on pensions for small businesses. 
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I have a bill, as do others of my col- 
leagues have important legislation, 
that would give future opportunities 
for the 42 million people who work for 
small businesses, work hard every day, 
or who own their own small business 
and need a pension. All three of those 
things together will help us to guar- 
antee every American retirement secu- 
rity for the future. 

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN). 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no particular problem with the cre- 
ation of a another commission to study 
the needs of the Social Security pro- 
gram, so long as it is balanced and 
without agendas other than the true 
need to preserve the safety net for 
America’s workers. 

But equally important is that we 
begin this debate with a clear under- 
standing of what Social Security is and 
why it was created before we begin pro- 
posing radical solutions. And also we 
must be careful not to confuse the 
issues while trying to solve the prob- 
lem. 

First and foremost, we must remem- 
ber that Social Security is a safety net 
below which no American will fall. It is 
a retirement security program, it is a 
disability insurance program, and it is 
a survivor insurance program. It is not 
a 401(k) or an individual retirement ac- 
count. Any reform must not destroy 
the safety net or it will destroy the es- 
sence of the program. 

Second, we must not confuse sol- 
vency with return on investment. The 
foremost issue is the preservation of 
the existing Social Security system 
through and beyond the baby boom re- 
tirement period. Since it is a pay-as- 
you-go social insurance program, as 
the ratio of workers to retirees con- 
tracts, annual benefit costs will exceed 
revenues and eventually reserves. To 
maintain the current benefit structure 
is a solvency question addressed more 
by structural issues than return on in- 
vestment. 

Third, most so-called privatization 
proposals do not address either the 
safety net or solvency, but rather re- 
turn on investment. This is not a pan- 
acea and we should be cautious. Re- 
placing the existing Social Security 
system with private retirement ac- 
counts may well increase the return on 
investment over the current system for 
some, but it could also eliminate the 
safety net without a huge government 
subsidy costing trillions of dollars. And 
even in the era of the bull market and 
the 9,000-point Dow, we must remember 
that with yield comes risk. Seven 
times in the 1970s and the 1980s the real 
value of the S&P 500 was 40 percent 
below what it has been in the previous 
10 years. If investors missed the mar- 
ket, it could cost them. 

Fourth, the bill we should be debat- 
ing is the budget resolution and what 
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to do with the surplus. Included in the 
$5.4 trillion debt is $600 billion of 
Treasury bonds owned by the Social 
Security Trust Fund. We should give 
some serious thought to begin paying 
down the debt, growing national in- 
come, and making Social Security sol- 
vent for the baby boom generation. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, could I 
inquire of the Chair how much time is 
remaining on either side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SNOWBARGER). The gentleman from 
Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING) has 11½ min- 
utes remaining, and the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut (Mrs. KENNELLY) has 
14 minutes remaining. 

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM). 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I have 
a great deal of respect for the work of 
the gentleman from Texas (Chairman 
ARCHER) and the Committee on Ways 
and Means on this legislation. How- 
ever, I respectfully disagree with the 
assessment that the solution to Social 
Security reform is establishment of an- 
other commission. 

Mr. Speaker, there have been numer- 
ous commissions, panels, et cetera, 
that have diagnosed the problems fac- 
ing Social Security. They have offered 
countless options to address these 
problems. We do not have a shortage of 
proposals for reforming the Social Se- 
curity system. 

Next month the gentleman from Ari- 
zona (Mr. KOLBE) and I will join Sen- 
ators JUDD GREGG and JOHN BREAUX in 
introducing legislation incorporating 
the recommendations of the National 
Commission on Retirement Policy or- 
ganized by the Center for Strategic and 
International Studies. This proposal 
will address the issue of retirement 
savings in general, in addition to the 
future of Social Security. 

It reflects several months of work of 
a bipartisan commission composed of a 
diverse group of experts as well as 
Members of Congress. I doubt that an 
external commission will know what is 
politically viable. Only Members of 
Congress, the people’s elected rep- 
resentatives, are qualified to decide 
what are forms the American public is 
willing to support in a program as im- 
portant as Social Security. 

Members of Congress are elected to 
provide leadership on issues facing our 
Nation. Our constituents expect and 
deserve to have their elected represent- 
atives make the tough choices nec- 
essary to ensure that the Social Secu- 
rity program is strengthened and pre- 
served. 

Expert commissions are useful in 
bringing new ideas into the debate and 
helping Congress understand the 
issues. We are past that point on this 
issue. There are more than enough ex- 
pert reports that identify the problems 
and offer ideas for solutions. Now is the 
time for elected officials to begin doing 
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our job of taking these proposals and 
putting together a politically viable 
proposal that the public will support. 

Earlier this year, the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. KOLBE) and I introduced 
legislation establishing a special bipar- 
tisan bicameral committee of Congress 
so that those of us elected to make 
tough decisions would be able to work 
through the regular legislative process 
to take all the proposals that have 
been developed and put together bipar- 
tisan Social Security reform legisla- 
tion that can be voted into law. We 
submitted an amendment to the Com- 
mittee on Rules yesterday that at- 
tempted to incorporate some of the 
ideas from our super committee pro- 
posal into the commission, but were 
not able to offer that amendment 
today. 

There is no question that legislation 
of this magnitude cannot receive the 
confidence of the American public or 
Congress unless it is bipartisan from 
the beginning. The failure of health 
care reform in 1994 made this crystal 
clear. 

I am pleased that the President has 
learned this lesson by allowing a bipar- 
tisan discussion to go forward on So- 
cial Security instead of unilaterally of- 
fering a proposal of his own. While I 
agree very strongly that we must 
maintain bipartisanship in the Social 
Security debate, I do not believe that a 
commission is necessary. The Presi- 
dent is demonstrating the presidential 
leadership that will be essential to 
maintaining bipartisanship. Speaker 
GINGRICH, Majority Leader LOTT and 
other Republican leaders have all ex- 
pressed a commitment to Social Secu- 
rity reform. And I am committed to 
doing my part to speak out against 
those who attempt to politicize this de- 
bate from left or right. 

Also, I want to speak briefly in sup- 
port of the motion to recommit stating 
that the entire budget surplus be re- 
served until we enact Social Security 
reform. Reserving the budget surplus 
for Social Security is not a substitute 
for structural reforms of Social Secu- 
rity but it will give us a running start 
towards structural Social Security re- 
form. Reserving the surplus for Social 
Security reform will make it easier to 
enact policies which provide a strong 
Social Security system for future retir- 
ees. 

Proposals to use the surplus for any 
other reasons, including the proposals 
to create individual savings accounts 
to supplement Social Security reform 
now, will make our task much more 
difficult, that task of comprehensive 
Social Security reform. While I strong- 
ly support the concept of individual 
savings accounts within the context of 
comprehensive legislation, we should 
not enact individual accounts on a 
piecemeal basis without knowing how 
they will fit within a comprehensive 
reform. 
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Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN). 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman from Connecticut 
(Mrs. KENNELLY) for yielding me this 
time. Mr. Speaker, we have a three- 
fer’’ here from Texas. 

Social Security represents one of the 
most successful programs ever enacted 
by our U.S. Government. It along with 
Medicare are the crown jewels, as we 
call them, of Democratic legislative ac- 
complishments from Franklin Roo- 
sevelt to Lyndon JOHNSON. 

Today I will vote to establish a na- 
tional dialogue on Social Security. It is 
important that we start this process 
immediately, so that we have ample 
time to consider a variety of proposals 
and have time to develop the best way 
to save Social Security for the future 
generations. As Members of Congress, 
this is one of our greatest responsibil- 
ities. 

Congress created this program to 
raise the income level of senior citizens 
above the poverty line. It has been so 
successful in the 63 years, and I hope 
that my Republican colleagues have 
learned how important Social Security 
and Medicare is to all Americans. We 
do not need to gamble with Social Se- 
curity funds and invest them in fly-by- 
night schemes. We need to make sure 
they are there not just for the genera- 
tion that is enjoying the benefits now, 
but for the next generation and the 
next generation, to make sure we do 
not slip back into poverty for our sen- 
ior citizens. 

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. KLINK). 
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Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
great debate for us to have. Many peo- 
ple may not realize it, but my home 
State of Pennsylvania has one of the 
highest populations of rural elderly, 
and I cannot tell my colleagues how 
important Social Security is to them 
and to their families. 

For many people of my district, the 
Social Security system is the only pro- 
tection that they and their families 
have from being totally impoverished. 
Without Social Security, half of our 
most vulnerable seniors and disabled 
citizens would be living in poverty. 

We are all concerned about Social Se- 
curity. Created by a Democratic Presi- 
dent, Social Security has kept millions 
of American seniors out of poverty. It 
is a sacred covenant between the Amer- 
ican people and their government 
which the Democrats are dedicated to 
preserving. 

A national dialogue on the future of 
Social Security is a good idea. Bipar- 
tisan panels on Social Security are a 
good idea. A White House conference is 
a good idea. All of these things are 
good. 
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But my main concern is we sit here 
in Washington, make ourselves look 
good by really setting up a panel and 
opportunity to talk about Social Secu- 
rity, but then, Mr. Speaker, none of 
this is going to amount to anything 
more than a lot of hot air unless we all 
commit ourselves right here and now 
to make sure that the budget surplus 
does not get spent on tax cuts or gov- 
ernment programs, but is held in re- 
serve until we have ensured the future 
of the solvency of Social Security. 

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tlewoman from Connecticut (Ms. 
DELAURO). 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the National Dialogue on 
Social Security Act. Social Security is 
one of our greatest success stories. For 
over 60 years, since its creation by 
President Franklin Roosevelt, it has 
been an independent provider of finan- 
cial security to hard-working men and 
women in their retirement years. 

When we consider its success, prior 
to Social Security’s enactment, retire- 
ment meant insecurity and poverty for 
too many of our senior citizens. Today 
the program has become a safety net 
for millions of seniors and their fami- 
lies. It is estimated that without So- 
cial Security, over half of the elderly 
would be living in poverty. 

We are all aware of the demographic 
shifts that threaten the solvency of the 
Social Security system in the next 30 
years. It is our responsibility as Mem- 
bers of Congress to unite Americans in 
the effort to reform and preserve So- 
cial Security. It must be there, not just 
for our generation, but for our children 
and our grandchildren, too. 

I caution my colleagues, however, 
any change must be thoughtfully de- 
bated and carefully considered. Any re- 
form must strengthen Social Security's 
future while maintaining the under- 
lying philosophy which is the founda- 
tion of its success, a guarantee of fi- 
nancial stability for the elderly. 

Contrary to what some of my Repub- 
lican colleagues believe, we cannot 
play fast and loose with Social Secu- 
rity. It must not become just another 
investment vehicle subject to the un- 
certainty and the fickleness of the 
market. That is not a guarantee. It 
also should not be sacrificed for tax 
cuts or experiments with personal re- 
tirement accounts. Social Security 
must come first. The guarantee of a se- 
cure retirement must come first. 

I support recommitting this bill for 
amendment to save the budget surplus 
until Congress takes real action on So- 
cial Security. The time for reform is 
now, but it must be real reform. We 
must guarantee that American men 
and women who work hard, pay their 
taxes, and play by the rules will not 
have to struggle in their golden years. 
I look forward to the coming discussion 
of how we, in fact, preserve Social Se- 
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curity, support real reform, support fu- 
ture generations, support the dialogue. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 3546, the National Dia- 
logue on Social Security Act, and urge my col- 
leagues to support this worthy piece of legisla- 
tion. 

The intent of this legislation is to initiate a 
national dialogue on the future of the Social 
Security Program. Such a dialogue is a nec- 
essary component of any future reforms that 
are needed to ensure the long-term stability of 
the system. 

While Social Security has been an unparal- 
leled success over the past sixty years, its fu- 
ture is being driven by negative demographic 
trends. The baby boomer generation is near- 
ing retirement and subsequent generations are 
not large enough to subsidize the boomers’ 
projected demands on the Social Security sys- 
tem. 

Current estimates disclose that the Social 
Security system will start paying out more 
benefits than it receives in contributions 
around the year 2013. This incoming/outgoing 
ration will gradually worsen until the program 
reaches insolvency in 2032. 

The problems facing Social Security are not 
immediate. However, the longer we wait to 
make reforms, the more painful those reforms 
will be. 

The President has already initiated a dia- 
logue on Social Security reform. | am pleased 
that this bill will allow Congress to join this dis- 
cussion. It is important to address this subject 
while our window of opportunity remains open. 
Furthermore, Congress needs to do this in a 
manner that is above politics. The subject of 
Social Security reform is far too important to 
be influenced by partisan politics. This bill pro- 
vides for this through the creation of a bipar- 
tisan panel to examine all of the various pro- 
posals that have been advanced over the past 
year. 

Mr. Speaker, Social Security has played a 
vital role in our Nation’s success and pros- 
perity this century. Accordingly, | urge my col- 
leagues to support this worthy legislation to 
ensure that it continues to do so long into the 
future. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased 
that the nation is now engaging in a dialogue 
about the future of Social Security, our most 
important government program. President 
Clinton deserves credit for fueling this discus- 
sion. Without a doubt, we must take steps to 
preserve Social Security for today’s seniors— 
and tomorrow’s. But as part of this effort, we 
must also address the current inequities facing 
women of retirement age across America. 

Let me share a few facts. Women live 
seven years longer than men on average—so 
they have an increased need for economic se- 
curity in their later years. Women move in and 
out of the workforce more than men to raise 
children and care for elderly relatives so their 
earings can change dramatically from year to 
year. And, women are still paid less than 
men—about 70 cents less on the dollar and 
three quarters of women earn less than 
$25,000 per year. 

As a result, women have far less retirement 
income than men. Less than a third of all fe- 
male retirees have pensions. And of those 
women with pensions, the average benefit is 
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40 percent less than men’s. Equally troubling, 
women's average monthly Social Security 
checks are 25 percent smaller than men’s. 

Given these disturbing figures, is it any sur- 
prise that fully one-quarter of women over 65 
live in poverty, that women make up three 
quarters of the elderly poor? 

The good news is that there are ways to 
make Social Security fairer to women. | am 
working on a package of Social Security 
measures to improve the system for women. 
For example, one bill would improve Social 
Security benefits for those who take time out 
of the workforce to provide child care or elder 
care. 

Unfortunately, it does not appear that these 
issues are getting the attention they deserve. 
As economist Kathleen Feldstein recently 
noted in the New York Times, some reform 
proposals currently on the table would perpet- 
uate or even exacerbate the problems facing 
women in retirement. 

Mr. Speaker, | am not passing judgment on 
any reform plan today. | would simply urge 
that as my colleagues, the Administration, and 
the citizens of this nation work together to pre- 
serve Social Security, we pay close attention 
to the unique circumstances which affect 
women's retirement. We must use this crucial 
debate to improve the economic security of 
older women and future generations. 

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to reluctantly speak out against H.R. 3546, the 
National Dialogue on Social Security Act of 
1998. This bill will do injustice and harm to the 
effort to resolve the problems facing the Social 
Security system. The odd adage “if it aint 
broke, don't fix it’ applies to this bill. Our bi- 
partisan task force is working hard toward re- 
solving the problems of the historic “third rail” 
of American politics. We do not need another 
task force to undermine the hard work and dif- 
ficult decisions that need to be made. 

As a member of the Social Security task 
force, | must commend the collegial bipartisan 
manner in which the task force has conducted 
its business and | take this moment to recog- 
nize Congressmen Roy BLUNT, R-Mo. and 
BILL DELAHUNT, D-Ma. for their leadership. 

| am, however, mystified at Republican ef- 
forts to implement this legislation. In my opin- 
ion, H.R. 3546 duplicates the current bipar- 
tisan process instituted to resolve the prob- 
lems facing Social Security. This is a tremen- 
dous waste of taxpayer dollars and the energy 
and effort of members of Congress. 

Social Security, created by a Democratic 
President, and used by Democrats, Repub- 
licans, and Independents has kept millions of 
seniors out of poverty. For a majority of mi- 
norities who are elderly, Social Security is 
their major source of income. While | applaud 
my colleagues efforts to begin another discus- 
sion to save Social Security, the fact that the 
members of the “Dialogue Council” and 
“Panel” will be chosen by the majority leader- 
ship is surprising. Such a nonpartisan issue 
should not be drawn into the maelstrom of pol- 
itics. 

| find it more than a coincidence that this bill 
sounds a lot like the current national discus- 
sion about the future of Social Security which 
the President began in Kansas City. The man- 
dates of this legislation directly compete with 
the process currently underway. | maintain 
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that this legislation, put forth by the republican 
leadership, is simply an effort to confuse an 
issue vital to the well being of the nation. Un- 
fortunately, this legislation reeks of an election 
year attempt by the Republicans to appear 
concerned about an issue that the people 
have mandated important. 

am further concerned that because the bill 
appoints a Council and Panel so clearly 
skewed to favor the majority, it will not foster 
the bipartisan debate needed and desired by 
most in the House. This bill will allow the Re- 
publican leadership in the House and Senate 
to stack the Dialogue Council and Panel with 
members who clearly support the privatization 
of the Social Security system. 

As a member of the Social Security Task 
Force, | am objectively analyzing the pros and 
cons of privatizing social security. Any conclu- 
sion on this issue must be made after Con- 
gress and the nation has had the opportunity 
to examine all options as to what is clearly 
demonstrated to be in the best interest of the 
American people. The actions we take today 
on Social Security will affect our parents and 
the lives of our children. The actions we take 
today will affect the course of America in the 
coming decades. It is my charge, as a mem- 
ber of the Task Force, to make the tough deci- 
sions and recommendations to preserve this 
vital program. | only hope the American peo- 
ple see this bill for what it is, and recognize 
that this is an election year attempt to appear 
to address this critical issue. 

Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise in support of a national dialogue on Social 
Security. | was honored that the Concord Coa- 
lition and the American Association of Retired 
Persons chose to host the first town hall meet- 
ing on Social Security reform in my district, the 
Fifth Congressional District of Missouri. The 
President's participation in this bipartisan 
forum and numerous others around the nation, 
ensures that a thoughtful and inclusive na- 
tional dialogue will enable all Americans to ex- 
press their views as to the future of Social Se- 
curity well into the 21st century. 

The President is encouraging Congress to 
reserve the anticipated budget surplus for bol- 
stering Social Security and reducing the na- 
tional debt. Congress must take steps to im- 
plement the Presidents call for action. | urge 
my colleagues to resist any delays in action 
which would result in the anticipated surplus 
being dedicated to other programs. We must 
preserve the integrity of Social Security to af- 
ford all citizens of this country that this suc- 
cessful safety net will be there for them when 
they retire, as it has been since President 
Roosevelt initiated it in 1935. 

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, President Clinton 
recently initiated a national dialogue on the fu- 
ture of Social Security, which will enable 
Americans of all ages to participate in any de- 
cisions that are made about Social Security's 
future. By introducing H.R. 3546, the National 
Dialogue on Social Security Act of 1998, the 
Republican leadership has shown that they, 
too, believe it is critical to have a thoughtful 
discussion about Social Security before taking 
action. 

Fortunately, we have time to have that dis- 
cussion. Yesterday, Social Security's trustees 
reported that the trust fund will be fully solvent 
until 2032 under current policies. This does 
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not mean we should ignore Social Security's 
long-term problems. But it does mean we can 
take time for a thorough and thoughtful discus- 
sion of all the issues involved. 

We do not yet know what the short-term 
cost of fixing Social Security will be. That is 
why it is critical that we save all of the budget 
surplus until we know what the Social Security 
program needs and how much it will cost. 

Some people would like to spend the sur- 
plus now. Their suggestions range from tax 
cuts to new government programs to small in- 
dividual retirement accounts. But it would be 
fiscally irresponsible to spend the surplus. By 
saving it, we guarantee that the money will be 
there if we need it for Social Security and we 
reduce the public debt, fueling economic ex- 
pansion and a higher standard of living for fu- 
ture workers and retirees. 

Social Security is one of the most success- 
ful programs ever—without it, over half of the 
elderly would be extremely poor. Thirty-eight 
million elderly people depend on Social Secu- 
rity to pay for the most basic necessities of 
life. We owe it to them and to the next genera- 
tion of retirees to save all of the surplus for 
Social Security while we have a careful and 
thoughtful discussion about how to protect the 
program over the long term. 

| strongly support the amendment to H.R. 
3546 which Representatives RANGEL and KEN- 
NELLY offered in the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee. It would have guaranteed that the sur- 
plus was saved for Social Security. By con- 
trast, the much weaker amendment that was 
adopted would allow the surplus to be spent 
before we have discussed all the options for 
Social Security. | would urge my colleagues to 
support the motion to recommit, which would 
amend the bill to prevent the surplus from 
being spent for any purpose until we decide 
how to solve Social Security’s long-term prob- 
lems. 

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, we face—all of 
us—a daunting challenge. To solve it, we 
must begin our work now and put partisan dif- 
ferences aside. 

As we proceed, we must do two things: First 
and foremost, we must honor our commitment 
to today’s seniors and those who will retire 
soon. The green checks the Social Security 
Administration mails each month to one in six 
Americans are the backbone of retirement in- 
come for the nation. Secondly, we must also 
protect younger Americans so that Social Se- 
curity works for them as well. 

Today is a good time to reaffirm that Social 
Security was originally intended to supplement 
retirement. It is just one leg of what is referred 
to as a 3-legged stool with the other two legs 
being private pensions and personal savings. 
On the latter point, Congress continues to look 
for ways to encourage personal savings so 
that thriftiness is rewarded not punished. 

This discussion today is about the extent to 
which future retirement should be a public re- 
sponsibility and how much it would be a pri- 
vate one. If we delay reform, we shorten the 
time needed by the American people to accu- 
mulate savings and adjust their plans for re- 
tirement. Long-term changes must be made 
while the “baby boomer’ generation is still in 
the work force and has time to make adjust- 
ments. 

While the solvency of Social Security is a 
slow-motion crisis, to America’s workers in 
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their 20's and 30's, there is an immediate cri- 
sis—a crisis of confidence. Instead of taking 
advantage of the tried and true power of com- 
pound interest, taxpayers are faced to put re- 
tirement savings in a Washington program that 
earns much less than a traditional savings ac- 
count. 

We are standing on the threshold of a great 
new opportunity: the first federal surplus in a 
generation. Ladies and Gentlemen, the Amer- 
ican people have never retreated from a crisis 
and we must not do so on this issue. 

Former President Gerald Ford, in a speech 
a year ago, pointed out that the Founders of 
Our country designed a government in which it 
is easier to do nothing than to do a great deal 
all at once. But they also counted on the will 
and wisdom of Americans to conceive and im- 
plement reforms where necessary. Our con- 
science demands what our children deserve. 
God willing we will disappoint neither. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
support of H.R. 3546, the National Dialogue 
on Social Security Act. This legislation could 
not be more timely with the announcement 
yesterday that in the year 2032, the Social Se- 
curity Fund will be exhausted. We must take 
action to address the long-term needs of the 
Social Security system and it must be done so 
that Americans are confident they will have a 
reliable source of income during their retire- 
ment years. 

The intent of this bill is to create a bipar- 
tisan, eight-member panel which will report its 
recommendations on long-term changes to 
Congress by February 1, 1999. The other im- 
portant component of H.R. 3546 is to initiate 
and coordinate a truly inclusive national dia- 
logue which will also issue a report. The na- 
tional dialogue will allow representatives of all 
Americans, from the children of the Great De- 
pression to the children of the third millenium, 
to participate in a process affecting their fu- 
ture. It is my strong belief that proposals to in- 
corporate the private sector and promoting op- 
tions can be developed that will, at the same 
time, ensure that the current beneficiaries con- 
tinue to receive the benefits they have been 
promised. In any event, | look forward to re- 
ceiving the panel's recommendations at the 
appropriate time. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support 
of this legislation to create an expert panel to 
study Social Security reform. | agree that we 
need to accelerate a national dialogue about 
how the Social Security system should pre- 
pare for the challenges it will face when the 
baby boom generation begins to retire, and 
that a bipartisan panel to design long-range 
Social Security reform would serve a nec- 
essary role in evaluating potential reforms. 

The time is now for Social Security reform. 
We are on the verge of balancing the federal 
budget for the first time since 1969 and | be- 
lieve that it would be a clear abdication of our 
responsibilities if we do not seize this historic 
moment to implement a lasting reform of So- 
cial Security. 

The best way to save Social Security is to 
take politics out of the equation. 

As you know, | have been working on Social 
Security reform since the 1980's. In this Con- 
gress, | have introduced H.R. 2929, the most 
recent version of my Individual Social Security 
Retirement Account (ISSRA) Act legislation. 
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This bill, developed with noted economist 
Peter Ferrara, would create a new retirement 
option for all Americans and fully address the 
impending shortcomings of our Social Security 
system. Rather than using my time here today 
to advocate any specific legislation, | would 
like to illustrate my beliefs about how our ex- 
isting Social Security system should be re- 
formed, and highlight some issues that the 
proposed expert panel will have to address. 

My legislation adheres to three fundamental 
principles that must be present in any reform 
to our existing Social Security system. First, 
existing benefits must be guaranteed without 
reductions for all current retirees. Second, 
workers must have the option of staying in ex- 
isting Social Security, or choose to start an in- 
dividual account. Finally, we simply cannot 
levy new taxes to further extend the Ponzi 
scheme that is our current Social Security sys- 
tem. In contrast, we must consider an even- 
tual tax cut for individual account participants. 

The individual accounts created by my 
ISSTA legislation are not only fiscally sound, 
but also necessary to any reform that will en- 
sure the survival of our national retirement 
system. For example, under my plan the So- 
cial Security taxes (currently 6.2% of wages 
paid by both worker and employer, or a total 
of 12.4%) of those workers who choose to 
create an ISSRA would be redistributed. 
Workers and employers would each contribute 
5% of wages to an ISSRA (10% total), and 
workers could make additional contributions of 
up to 20% of gross income. The remaining 
2.4% of the payroll tax would continue to help 
fund the ongoing obligations of Social Security 
but could be eliminated 10 years into the tran- 
sitional period, thus providing a 20% tax cut. 
Current workers who opt out of traditional So- 
cial Security would also receive “recognition 
bonds” from the government that would pay a 
portion of their retirement benefit based on the 
proportion of taxes they had already paid into 
the current system. 

These individually owned and managed ac- 
counts should be governed by the same rules 
currently utilized for IRA accounts, with the ex- 
ception of the right to withdrawal. All workers 
choosing to form an individual account could 
choose from among approved private invest- 
ment managers. This safeguard would make 
the system easy to use, and protect unsophis- 
ticated investors from potential fraud and 
abuse. 

Like the current system, employee contribu- 
tions to ISSRA accounts would not be tax de- 
ductible, while employer contributions would 
remain deductible. Investment returns over the 
years would be tax free until withdrawal, in a 
manner identical to today’s IRAs. During re- 
tirement, only half of the benefits would be in- 
cluded in taxable income. 

Benefits at retirement would be based on 
what the individual's ISSRA account could 
support. The worker could choose to purchase 
an annuity or make periodic withdrawals in 
such a manner that the account would not be- 
come exhausted within the beneficiary's life- 
time. Retirement age for individuals choosing 
to utilize an ISSRA would be variable after 
age 59 and one-half, based on funds available 
in their account. 

As a safeguard, a minimum benefit would 
be guaranteed for all individuals assuring that 
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no worker would fall below the minimum nec- 
essary for a dignified retirement. This benefit 
would supplement an individual’s shortfall in 
private benefits and would be financed from 
general revenues and the eventual surplus in 
the Social Security Trust Fund. 

Under my ISSRA plan, and similar reform 
plans utilizing individual accounts, benefits for 
retirees would grow enormously. Of particular 
importance to me is the plight of the working 
poor, who would receive increased benefits 
under my plan as opposed to their level of 
benefits under Social Security. Indeed, the 
working poor would experience the largest 
gains in retirement benefits under my plan. 
For example, an individual working for a min- 
imum wage would receive more than three 
times the benefits promised by our current 
system. In addition, these financially vulner- 
able individuals would also have substantial 
funds to leave their heirs thereby breaking the 
cycle of poverty. 

Up until now, the costs associated with the 
implementation of a Social Security reform like 
my ISSRA plan were thought to be too severe 
to be addressed through reasonable meas- 
ures. However, projections of the fiscal impact 
of this plan have demonstrated that the transi- 
tion costs can be financed without new taxes 
or any benefit cuts for current retirees. Accord- 
ing to a recently published analysis by Peter 
Ferrara, transition deficits under my ISSRA 
plan would disappear within only 14 years. 

Indeed, in any reform plan using individual 
accounts, transition costs can be accommo- 
dated through a number of reform measures 
designed to strengthen the Social Security 
Trust Fund. The first would be the displace- 
ment of Social Security benefits as workers 
choose the private system. Although starting 
slowly, these savings will grow substantially 
over time. Immediate savings would be real- 
ized by transferring responsibility for the dis- 
ability and pre-retirement benefits of all individ- 
uals who opt out to private disability and life 
insurance carriers. Rather than using Social 
Security funds, these benefits would be ac- 
commodated by the private marketplace 
through Treasury Department approved 
ISSRA fund managers. 

Further savings would result from the waiver 
of past tax payments. Recognition bonds will 
be waived for individuals under the age of 30 
who choose to utilize the new ISSRAs, and 
the Social Security Trust Fund will not be ex- 
pended for their retirement benefits. 

Several sources of revenue would also be 
available to finance the transition. The con- 
tinuing payroll tax of 2.4% for workers opting 
out of traditional Social Security would be 
credited to the Trust Fund for a period of ten 
years. This revenue, when combined with rev- 
enues resulting from the sale of a new issue 
of “Social Security Trust Fund Bonds” would 
finance the majority of transition costs. 

The net effect of these measures would be 
a Social Security Trust Fund with net reve- 
nues in 14 and a large positive balance after 
22 years. Eventually these surpluses would 
grow large enough to cover losses in revenue 
from a 20% payroll tax cut and reduce the na- 
tional debt. 

Not directly accounted for in my plan, but 
substantially aiding the federal government in 
meeting transition costs would be the genera- 
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tion of substantial new revenues as a result of 
new savings and investment in a reformed So- 
cial Security system. The net increased sav- 
ings resulting from the implementation of my 
ISSRA plan or another plan utilizing individual 
accounts would also lead to significant eco- 
nomic growth, and increases in productivity, 
wages and jobs. 

Clearly, support is growing among the 
American people for Social Security reform. A 
recent CATO Institute poll indicated that 69 
percent of respondents favor reforms that 
would allow them to invest privately the 
amount they pay into Social Security; 74 per- 
cent support a plan that gives people a choice 
of staying in traditional Social Security or mov- 
ing to a new system; and 77 percent want a 
system that allows individuals to control in- 
vestment of their retirement funds. My ISSRA 
plan includes all of these desirable features, 
as should any serious Social Security reform 
proposal. Clearly reform involving optional in- 
dividual accounts is a comprehensive way to 
protect the benefits of current retirees, pre- 
serve the integrity of the system for future 
generations, and help sustain the long-term 
health of our economy. 

Our efforts must result in a return to integrity 
and solvency in a reformed Social Security 
system that gives every American worker con- 
trol over his or her retirement destiny. 

In closing, | commend Chairman ARCHER for 
his efforts in moving forward with a national 
debate about the future of Social Security, and 
| fully support this critical legislation. 

As America ages, we must work together to 
create new solutions that go beyond Washing- 
ton's typical quick fixes—and without raising 
taxes. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, | support this 
bipartisan effort to further a national dialogue 
on Social Security. 

Social Security is the towering achievement 
of our democracy in the twentieth century. It 
has bestowed on millions of Americans a 
measure of financial security and freedom 
from fear of spending their retirement in im- 
poverishment. 

It has taken us decades to build a program 
that has worked so well to keep retirees out of 
poverty. 

That has been so successful in supplying 
survival income for widows and their children 
when their loved one dies unexpectedly. And 
that has given so many disabled people in- 
come when they were unable to work. 

It would be a national disgrace if we dam- 
age a program that has done so much good 
for so many people. We shouldn't take any 
steps that would drastically change the nature 
of Social Security. And we should make no 
changes without engaging in an intense dia- 
logue with the American people who over- 
whelmingly support and fund it. 

We are hearing a lot about Social Security 
from people who want to divert the stream of 
Social Security payments from the trust fund 
into equity markets. Who want to change the 
whole nature of the Social Security system, 
from one where there is a sacred bond be- 
tween Americans and their government, to 
one where there this bond is eliminated. 

Many advocates of radical reform want to 
change Social Security from a safe and se- 
cure source of income into a bet on the per- 
formance of the stock market. 
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They want to transform the system from one 
where Social Security payments are guaran- 
teed, to one where the level of payments will 
fluctuate based on the volatility of the market. 

In their rush to revolutionize, they have for- 
gotten one thing. For most beneficiaries, their 
Social Security check is not money to put 
aside, or a source of extra income. For many 
Americans, their Social Security check is all 
that stands between them and poverty—it is 
their only source of income. 

To accomplish the drastic changes which 
they ultimately want, proponents of radical re- 
form are trying to create a panic among all 
Americans who have a stake in Social Secu- 
rity. From their comments over the last several 
months, you would be convinced that the en- 
tire system was in risk of imminent collapse. 
That the best bet would be for Americans to 
take their money and head for the hills, or at 
least for Wall Street. 

This is irresponsible and just plain wrong. 
As yesterday's trustee’s report made clear, 
there is absolutely no risk of imminent or long- 
term collapse of the system. 

We should be open to all reforms that work 
to protect the health of Social Security into the 
second half of the next century, but the basic 
structure of Social Security must endure.The 
system must continue to serve retirees, sur- 
vivors, and people with disabilities. Benefit lev- 
els must remain adequate to allow bene- 
ficiaries to live a life of dignity. And the pay- 
ments must be guaranteed to all participants 
in the system. 

The President has told the American people 
that all budget surpluses should be dedicated 
to the Social Security trust fund until long-term 
reform is accomplished. 

If we are serious about protecting Social Se- 
curity for the next century, for all present and 
future beneficiaries, it is critical that we ear- 
mark these funds. This is the best use of this 
unexpected bonus, not for short-term election- 
year fixes. 

| urge my colleagues to support the motion 
to recommit that will reiterate the intention of 
the Congress to dedicate budget surpluses to 
Social Security. This is the best way to begin 
our dialogue with the American people—kick- 
ing off the process with a real sign of our com- 
mitment to the system. 

| know when | go door to door in St. Louis, 
there is no groundswell or razing the system 
or privatizing the process. Seniors and young- 
er workers are all concerned about the ability 
of the system to pay out in the future. But no 
one | have talked to wants to dispose of the 
system which so many have relied on for so 
long. 
| agree with Bob Dole’s recent remarks— 
that “this is an issue which is easy to dema- 
gogue, but where we have an obligation to 
tread carefully.” We need to move forward 
without destroying the system which has taken 
so long to achieve. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, most Americans 
living today were born well after the Great De- 
pression. They are not marked by the fear of 
economic loss because—as a society—they 
have not experienced it. 

It may well be that those who have not lived 
through the Depression do not appreciate the 
need for a social safety net. Today's adults al- 
most assume that a good economy will last 
forever. 
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In such a climate, more people may be less 
appreciative of safety nets, like Social Secu- 
rity, and more convinced that self-reliance will 
suffice. 

But economic self-reliance is only workable 
for those who are reasonably well off and who 
understand the value of savings. Nobel prize 
winning economist Modigliani, my economics 
professor at Massachusetts Institute of Tech- 
nology, taught me this lesson: people save 
only when they have money to save and per- 
ceive the need to save. With our national sav- 
ings rate at an all time low of 3.8% of dispos- 
able income. | cannot help but conclude that 
Americans today do not perceive the need to 
save for the future. 

Self-reliance also assumes a certain level of 
sophistication to ensure that invested savings 
will grow. That requires knowledge about how 
to balance investment opportunities and risks. 
Americans have a ways to go in this regard as 
well. 

Social Security was never intended to meet 
all the requirement needs of Americans. The 
three-legged stool of secure retirement also 
requires worker pensions and private savings. 

We have a voluntary, employment-based 
pension system. Sadly, only about half of all 
Americans have an employer-based pension; 
small businesses tend not to cover workers at 
all. 

The erosion of pension security in the 
United States has been dramatic. Thirty years 
ago, most large employers structured pen- 
sions to look like our Social Security system 
with an employer and employee contribution 
and a guaranteed benefit payment related to 
the workers wages. 

More and more today, Americans have vol- 
untary savings plans with a percentage of sal- 
ary saved with each paycheck. These savings 
plans allow us to see how much workers are 
saving in voluntary, tax-subsidized plans, how 
sophisticated they are about their retirement 
investments, and whether workers actually use 
their retirement savings for other purposes. 

Early results are troubling. Workers often 
withdraw their persion funds when they leave 
a job and do not redeposit their pension into 
another savings plan. And some withdraw 
their pension funds even though they do not 
change their place of work. 

1996 data on pension withdrawals show 
60% of the distributions (in terms of the num- 
ber of withdrawals, not dollars) from pension 
plans were not redeposited into another retire- 
ment savings plan. 79% of all the dollars dis- 
tributed from pensions were redeposited in a 
pension savings plan. 

Overall, affluent people with large pensions 
tended to redeposit their pension funds; lower- 
income people with smaller pensions often 
withdrew pension funds for consumption. 

Put another way, 95% of the distributions 
over $100,000 were redeposited into a new 
pension savings plan. 

Only 20% of the distributions under $2,500 
were redeposited into a new pension savings 

lan. 
k In addition to size of the pension, age and 
sex are factors in whether pensions will be re- 
served for retirement needs: young workers 
and women tend to withdraw all their pension 
funds more often than other workers. 

A recent General Accounting Office (GAO) 
report studies the implications for women in 
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particular, should the United States move to- 
ward a privatized retirement system. The re- 
port points out that women’s Social Security 
benefits are lower than men’s benefits, due to 
their lower earning levels. 

Proponents of privatization argue that indi- 
viduals might take on more risk in the man- 
agement of individual accounts to achieve a 
higher rate of return. But privatization could 
exacerbate the gender differences now found 
in retirement income for men and women. 

Men’s pensions funds, on average, are 
twice the size of women's pension funds. 

Women make more conservative invest- 
ments than men when they direct their retire- 
ment savings investments themselves, accord- 
ing to GAO and other economic studies. 

The GAO found that women ages 51 to 61 
had a lower percentage of their total assets in 
stocks, mutual funds, and investment trusts 
than men did. These assets are riskier, but 
have higher yields than others, such as certifi- 
cates of deposits, savings accounts, or gov- 
ernment bonds. With very conservative invest- 
ments, the investment retum may not be ade- 
quate to see many women through their retire- 
ment years. 

Before we enter down the path of privatiza- 
tion, we should be mindful the current savings 
rates and practices of Americans. We should 
not assume that voluntary private savings will 
ever replace the benefits of Social Security. 

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the remainder of 
our time. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time and call 
for the previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 410, the pre- 
vious question is ordered on the bill, as 
amended. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. 
POMEROY 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SNOWBARGER). Is the gentleman op- 
posed to the bill? 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I do op- 
pose the bill in its present form. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom- 
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. POMEROY moves to recommit the bill 
H.R. 3546 to the Committee on Ways and 
Means with instructions to report the same 
back to the House forthwith with the fol- 
lowing amendment: 

Add at the end the following: 

TITLE II- SAVE SOCIAL SECURITY 
FIRST 
SEC. 301. SAVING THE UNIFIED BUDGET SUR- 
PLUS UNTIL COMPREHENSIVE AC- 


TION HAS BEEN UNDERTAKEN TO 
SAVE SOCIAL SECURITY. 


The unified budget surplus should be re- 
served until— 

(1) the Congress has undertaken com- 
prehensive action to save social security for 
current and future generations, and 
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(2) the Bipartisan Panel to Design Long- 
Range Social Security Reform has reported 
its recommendations. 

SEC. 302. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The provisions of this title shall be effec- 
tive through March 31, 1999. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
North Dakota (Mr. POMEROY) is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes in support of his 
motion. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentlewoman from Connecticut 
(Mrs. KENNELLY), who has been such a 
strong and constant leader on Social 
Security. 

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I support this motion to re- 
commit because it says in no uncertain 
terms we intend to save Social Secu- 
rity first. By that I mean we intend to 
save the budget surplus for protecting 
Social Security’s long-term solvency. 

The bill before us has a statement 
that begins in that direction but leaves 
some room for doubt. This motion 
makes clear that we should act to 
maintain Social Security solvency be- 
fore we establish any new programs, in- 
cluding private retirement accounts. 

I should not have to remind my col- 
leagues that two-thirds of retired 
Americans count on Social Security for 
more than one-half their income. This 
is a system that has worked. It will 
continue to work if we dedicate our- 
selves to that purpose. Again, let us 
keep the old promises before we make 
any new ones. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, this 
commission by its very design is about 
analysis and discussion now, leading to 
legislative action later, hopefully in 
1999. Now, the motion to recommit will 
put present meaning to a bill that is 
otherwise merely about future action. 
Let us agree, and let us agree across 
this partisan aisle that today we make 
the commitment jointly that the sur- 
plus will be preserved for Social Secu- 
rity. 

What a wonderful opportunity this 
surplus presents to us to show the 
country how seriously we hold Social 
Security and our resolve to do some- 
thing meaningful for the long-term se- 
curity of this vital program. Protect 
the surplus. Dedicate the surplus. Hold 
the surplus for Social Security. 

Let us face it, the great majority of 
us in this body have never seen a sur- 
plus. The first one we have had since 
1969 and, oh, the things we would love 
to do with it, the investments we 
would like to make in highways and 
other things, the tax cuts, the many 
ways we could devote this surplus. 
Some would even like to begin to move 
to individual accounts on Social Secu- 
rity this year with the surplus. But let 
us forestall those plans. 

In direct accord with the bill intro- 
duced by Chairman BUNNING and co- 
sponsored by seven Republican Mem- 
bers, this motion to recommit takes 
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the Archer bill and makes only one 
change to it, an addition; that addi- 
tion, committing this Congress to hold- 
ing the surplus for the future of Social 
Security. 

I do not think there is a more impor- 
tant step we can take, in addition to 
what the bill of the gentleman from 
Texas represents, than to add to that 
bill what this motion would achieve, 
and that is the commitment right here, 
right now that the surplus will be held 
for Social Security. 

It was only 3 months ago when the 
President challenged us from that pul- 
pit, save Social Security first. This is 
our first opportunity in this forum to 
cast a vote on that commitment, save 
Social Security first. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not a partisan 
issue. This is an issue of commitment 
and accord between this body and the 
American people. We will address So- 
cial Security. We will address Social 
Security in a bipartisan and respon- 
sible way to preserve it through the 
21st Century. But let us begin today by 
committing that surplus to this. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman from Kentucky opposed to 
the motion? 

Mr. BUNNING. Yes, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to ask the gentleman from North 
Dakota if he has looked at H.R. 3351. It 
was a bill that I put in in March. It is 
a bill that does exactly what the gen- 
tleman’s motion to recommit does, 
only it does it separately from this 
commission bill. It walls off any sur- 
plus that we get in the year 1998 and 
says that none of this money can be re- 
cycled out in debt, and all of it is dedi- 
cated to when we have a settlement in 
the Social Security system. 

We debated this issue at length in the 
Committee on Ways and Means. We 
worked very hard to get a consensus on 
language that is in the bill in section 
206 of the report language. And it says 
a Sense of The Congress: It is the sense 
of Congress that, pending the report of 
the panel under subsection (a), which is 
the panel the gentleman spoke about, 
the Federal unified budget surplus 
should be dedicated to reducing the 
Federal debt by the public, which is 
what my bill would do, increasing the 
retirement income security of individ- 
uals and ensuring the solvency of the 
Social Security system. 

It is my contention that the gentle- 
man’s motion is unnecessary and dupli- 
cates language already in the bill. We 
think that it is totally appropriate 
that the agreement that was reached in 
the Committee on Ways and Means and 
is in the language of the bill should be 
voted on without consideration of the 
gentleman's motion to recommit. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from North Dakota (Mr. POMEROY) for 
a question. 
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Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I want to 
tell the gentleman that I have been re- 
lieved to have a leader of his stature 
and with his jurisdiction on Social Se- 
curity advocating capturing the sur- 
plus for Social Security and exclu- 
sively for Social Security as he has 
done and does in his legislation. 

I therefore believe that we might be 
in accord on this motion to recommit, 
which essentially takes the gentle- 
man’s legislation and would enact it 
today. If I had a bill and the gentleman 
had a motion to recommit that essen- 
tially passed my bill today, I would 
probably think that was a good thing. 

Mr. BUNNING. We already debated 
this in the Committee on Ways and 
Means, and the bill that we passed out 
has consensus language that has three 
issues involved. One is to reduce the 
debt held by the public, which my bill 
would definitely touch upon. The other 
is increasing the retirement income of 
individuals, which is what we want to 
do with the salvage of Social Security. 
The other was to ensure the solvency 
of the Social Security system, which is 
exactly why we have formed the com- 
mission. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman continue to yield? 

Mr. BUNNING. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from North Dakota. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, those 
provisions do not begin to have the 
clarity the motion to recommit offers. 
While the gentleman does talk about 
some consensus effort within the com- 
mittee, in fact there was a protracted 
debate in the committee and a voice 
vote where there was a clear divide 
against including language that spelled 
out surplus—— 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to reclaim my time and be able to 
close at least. 

I sincerely believe that this is a to- 
tally unnecessary and duplicative mo- 
tion to recommit. I urge defeat of the 
motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or- 
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to recommit. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab- 
sent Members. 

Pursuant to the provisions of clause 5 
of rule XV, the Chair announces that 
he will reduce to a minimum of 5 min- 
utes the period of time within which a 
vote by electronic device, if ordered, 


Evi- 
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will be taken on the question of pas- 


sage. 


The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 197, nays 


223, not voting 12, as follows: 


[Roll No. 115] 
YEAS—197 

Abercrombie Hamilton Oberstar 
Ackerman Harman Obey 
Allen Hastings (FL) Olver 
Andrews Hefner Ortiz 
Baesler Hilliard Owens 
Baldacci Hinchey Pallone 
Barcia Hinojosa Pascrell 
Barrett (WI) Holden Pastor 
Becerra Hooley Payne 
Bentsen Hoyer Pelosi 
Berman Jackson (IL) Peterson (MN) 
Berry Jackson-Lee Pickett 
Bishop (TX) Pomero’ 
Blagojevich Jefferson parc 
Blumenauer John 
Bonior Johnson (WI) Prios (NỌ) 
Borski Johnson, E. B. Rahall 
Boswell Kanjorski Rangel 
Boucher Kaptur Reyes 
Boyd Kennedy (MA) Rivers 
Brown (FL) Kennedy (RI) Rodriguez 
Brown (OH) Kennelly Roemer 
Capps Kildee Rothman 
Cardin Kilpatrick Roybal-Allard 
Carson Kind (WI) Rush 
Clay Kleczka Sabo 
Clayton Klink Sanchez 
Clement Kucinich Sanders 
Clyburn LaFalce Sawyer 
Condit Lampson Scott 
Conyers Lantos Serrano 
Costello Lee Sherman 
Coyne Levin Sisisky 
Cramer Lewis (GA) Skaggs 
Cummings Lipinski Skelton 
Danner Lofgren Slaughter 
Davis (FL) Lowey Smith, Adam 
Davis (IL) Luther Snyder 
DeFazio Maloney (CT) Spratt 
DeGette Maloney (NY) Stabenow 
Delahunt Manton Stark 
Deutsch Markey Stenholm 
Dicks Martinez Stokes 
Dingell Mascara Strickland 
Doggett Matsui Stupak 
Dooley McCarthy (MO) Tanner 
Doyle McCarthy (NY) Tauscher 
Edwards McDermott Tayl 
Engel McGovern Ayoz (MD) 

Thompson 
Eshoo McHale ‘Tntman 
Etheridge McIntyre 
Evans McKinney Tierney 
Farr McNulty Torres 
Fattah Meehan Towns 
Fazio Meeks (NY) Traficant 
Filner Menendez Turner 
Ford Millender- Velazquez 
Frank (MA) McDonald Vento 
Frost Miller (CA) Visclosky 
Furse Minge Waters 
Gejdenson Mink Watt (NC) 
Goode Moakley Waxman 
Gordon Mollohan Wexler 
Green Moran (VA) Weygand 
Gutierrez Murtha Woolsey 
Hall (OH) Nadler Wynn 
Hall (TX) Neal Yates 

NAYS—223 

Aderholt Bonilla Chenoweth 
Archer Bono Christensen 
Armey Brady Coble 
Bachus Bryant Coburn 
Baker Bunning Collins 
Ballenger Burr Combest 
Barrett (NE) Burton Cook 
Bartlett Buyer Cooksey 
Barton Callahan Cox 
Bass Calvert Crane 
Bereuter Camp Crapo 
Bilbray Campbell Cubin 
Bilirakis Canady Cunningham 
Bliley Cannon Davis (VA) 
Blunt Castle Deal 
Boehlert Chabot DeLay 
Boehner Chambliss Diaz-Balart 


Dickey Kelly Regula 
Doolittle Kim Riggs 
Dreier King (NY) Riley 
Duncan Kingston Rogan 
Dunn Klug Rogers 
Ehlers Knollenberg Rohrabacher 
Ehrlich Kolbe Ros-Lehtinen 
Emerson LaHood 
English Largent — 
Ensign Latham iyun 
Everett LaTourette Salton 
Brie. ano Sanford 
Fawell Leach Saxton 
Foley Lewis (CA) 
Forbes Lewis (KY) Scarborough 
Fossella Linder Schaefer, Dan 
Fowler Livingston Schaffer, Bob 
Fox LoBiondo Sensenbrenner 
Franks (NJ) Lucas Sessions 
Frelinghuysen Manzullo Shadegg 
Gallegly McCollum Shaw 
Ganske McCrery Shays 
Gekas McDade Shimkus 
Gibbons McHugh Shuster 
Gilchrest McInnis Skeen 
Gillmor McIntosh Smith (MI) 
Gilman McKeon Smith (NJ) 
Goodlatte Metcalf Smith (TX) 
Goodling Mica Smith, Linda 
Goss Miller (FL) Snowbarger 
Graham Moran (KS) Solomon 
Granger Morella Souder 
Greenwood Myrick Spence 
Gutknecht Nethereutt Stearns 
Hansen Neumann Stum 
p 

Hastert Ney Susana 
Hastings (WA) Northup Talent 
Hayworth Norwood Tauzin 
Hefley Nussle 

Taylor (NC) 
Herger Oxley Th 
Hill Packard gigs 

Thornberry 
Hilleary Pappas 121 
Hobson Parker mee: 
Hoekstra Paul Tiahrt 
Horn Paxon Upton 
Hostettler Pease Walsh 
Houghton Peterson (PA) Wamp 
Hulshof Petri Watkins 
Hunter Pickering Watts (OK) 
Hutchinson Pitts Weldon (FL) 
Hyde Pombo Weldon (PA) 
Inglis Porter Weller 
Istook Portman White 
Jenkins Pryce (OH) Whitfield 
Johnson (CT) Quinn Wicker 
Johnson, Sam Radanovich Wolf 
Jones Ramstad Young (AK) 
Kasich Redmond Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—12 
Barr Dixon Sandlin 
Bateman Gephardt Schumer 
Brown (CA) Gonzalez Smith (OR) 
DeLauro Meek (FL) Wise 
oO 1835 


Mr. BOEHNER and Mr. HOEKSTRA 
changed their vote from yea“ to 
“nay.” 

Mr. HOYER changed his vote from 
“nay” to ea. 

So the motion to recommit was re- 
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SNOWBARGER). The question is on the 
passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 
will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 413, nays 8, 
not voting 11, as follows: 
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Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barrett (NE) 


Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 


Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 


Chambliss 
Christensen 


Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (VA) 
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[Roll No. 116] 
YEAS—413 


Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 


Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 


Furse 
Gallegly 
Ganske 


Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 

Hefner 

Herger 

Hill 

Hilleary 
Hilliard 


Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 
(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 


Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 

Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kim 

Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 

Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 


Levin 

Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 

Lucas 

Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 


Matsul 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
Melntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Millender- 
McDonald 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 


Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Obey 
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Olver Roybal-Allard Stupak 
Ortiz Royce Sununu 
Owens Rush Talent 
Oxley Ryun Tanner 
Packard Sabo Tauscher 
—.— 8 Ta 
c 

Parker Sanford Bia ee y 
Pascrell Sawyer 

Thomas 
Pastor Saxton Thompson 
Paxon Scarborough Thornbe 
Payne Schaefer, Dan ey 
Pease Schaffer, Bob Thune 
Pelosi Scott Thurman 
Peterson (MN) Sensenbrenner Tiahrt 
Peterson (PA) Serrano Tierney 
Petri Sessions Torres 
Pickering Shadegg Towns 
Pickett Shaw Traficant 
Pitts Shays Turner 
Pombo Sherman Upton 
Pomeroy Shimkus Velazquez 
Porter Shuster Vento 
Portman Sisisky Visclosky 
Poshard Skaggs Walsh 
Price (NC) Skeen Wamp 
Pryce (OH) Skelton Waters 
Quinn Slaughter Watkins 
Radanovich Smith (MI) Watt (NC) 
Rahall Smith (NJ) Watts (OK) 
Ramstad Smith (TX) Waxman 
Rangel Smith, Adam Weldon (FL) 
Redmond Smith, Linda Weldon (PA) 
Regula Snowbarger Weller 
Reyes Snyder Wexl 
Riggs Solomon ene 
Riley Souder Weygand 
Rivers Spence White 
Rodriguez Spratt Whitfield 
Roemer Stabenow Wicker 
Rogan Stark Wolf 
Rogers Stearns Woolsey 
Rohrabacher Stenholm Wynn 
Ros-Lehtinen Stokes Yates 
Rothman Strickland Young (AK) 
Roukema Stump Young (FL) 

NAYS—8 
Conyers Martinez Paul 
Frank (MA) Nadler Sanders 
Kucinich Oberstar 
NOT VOTING—1l1 
Barr Gephardt Schumer 
Bateman Gonzalez Smith (OR) 
Brown (CA) Meek (FL) Wise 
Dixon Sandlin 
o 1848 


So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EEE 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, because | was pick- 
ing my children up from school | was unable 
to get back to the capitol to vote on H.R. 
3546, the National Dialogue on Social Security 
Act 


| ask that the RECORD reflect that had | 
been here | would have supported the motion 
to recommit. | also ask that the RECORD reflect 
that had | been here | would have supported 
final passage of this measure and voted 
“aye.” 


Oo n 


REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3605 


Mr. BASS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to have my name re- 
moved as a cosponsor of H.R. 3605. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SNOWBARGER). Is there objection to the 
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request of the gentleman from New 
Hampshire? 
There was no objection. 


——— — 


REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3605 


Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to have my name 
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 3605. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 


O e 


RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND 
FINANCIAL SERVICES 


The SPEAKER. pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following resigna- 
tion as a member of the Committee on 
Banking and Financial Services: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, April 29, 1998. 
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I am writing to inform 
you that I am resigning from the Committee 
on Banking and Financial Services. 

Sincerely, 
ESTEBAN E. TORRES, 
Member of Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the resignation is accepted. 

There was no objection. 


— 


ELECTION OF MEMBER TO CER- 
TAIN STANDING COMMITTEES OF 
THE HOUSE 


Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, at the direction of the Democratic 
Caucus, I offer a privileged resolution 
(H. Res. 412) and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

HOUSE RESOLUTION 412 

Resolved, That the following named Mem- 
ber be, and is hereby, elected to the fol- 
lowing standing committees of the House of 
Representatives: 

To the Committee on Banking and Finan- 
cial Services: BARBARA LEE of California. 

To the Committee on Science: BARBARA 
LEE of California. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


ESE 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO- 
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
S. 1502, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
STUDENT OPPORTUNITY SCHOL- 
ARSHIP ACT OF 1997 


Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, from 
the Committee on Rules, submitted a 
privileged report (Rept. No. 105-501) on 
the resolution (H. Res. 413) providing 
for consideration of the Senate bill (S. 
1502) entitled the District of Columbia 
Student Opportunity Scholarship Act 
of 1997“, which was referred to the 
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House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 


—— — 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING 
REQUIREMENT OF CLAUSE 4(b) 
OF RULE XI WITH RESPECT TO 
SAME DAY CONSIDERATION OF 
CERTAIN RESOLUTIONS 


Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, from 
the Committee on Rules, submitted a 
privileged report (Rept. No. 105-502) on 
the resolution (H. Res. 414) waiving a 
requirement of clause 4(b) of rule XI 
with respect to consideration of certain 
resolutions reported from the Com- 
mittee on Rules, which was referred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 


HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS 
OF 1998 


Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, by direction of the Com- 
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso- 
lution 411 and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 411 


Resolved, That at any time after the adop- 
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur- 
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 6) to extend 
the authorization of programs under the 
Higher Education Act of 1965, and for other 
purposes. The first reading of the bill shall 
be dispensed with. All points of order against 
consideration of the bill are waived. General 
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con- 
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor- 
ity member of the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. After general debate the 
bill shall be considered for amendment under 
the five-minute rule. It shall be in order to 
consider as an original bill for the purpose of 
amendment under the five-minute rule the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec- 
ommended by the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce now printed in the bill, 
modified by the amendments printed in part 
1 of the report of the Committee on Rules ac- 
companying this resolution. That amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute shall be 
considered by title rather than by section. 
Each title shall be considered as read. All 
points of order against that amendment in 
the nature of a substitute are waived. Before 
consideration of any other amendment it 
shall be in order to consider the amendment 
printed in part 2 of the report of the Com- 
mittee on Rules, if offered by Representative 
Goodling or his designee. That amendment 
shall be considered as read, shall be debat- 
able for 20 minutes equally divided and con- 
trolled by the proponent and an opponent, 
shall not be subject to amendment, and shall 
not be subject to a demand for division of the 
question in the House or in the Committee of 
the Whole. All points of order against that 
amendment are waived. If that amendment 
is adopted, the provisions of the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute as then per- 
fected shall be considered as original text for 
the purpose of further amendment. No other 
amendment to the amendment in the nature 
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of a substitute shall be in order except those 
printed in the portion of the Congressional 
Record designated for that purpose in clause 
6 of rule XXIII. Printed amendments shall be 
considered as read. The chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole may: (1) postpone 
until a time during further consideration in 
the Committee of the Whole a request for a 
recorded vote on any amendment; and (2) re- 
duce to five minutes the minimum time for 
electronic voting on any postponed question 
that follows another electronic vote without 
intervening business: Provided, That the min- 
imum time for electronic voting on the first 
in any series of questions shall be 15 min- 
utes. At the conclusion of consideration of 
the bill for amendment the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted. 
Any Member may demand a separate vote in 
the House on any amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute ul- 
timately considered as original text. The 
previous question shall be considered as or- 
dered on the bill and amendments thereto to 
final passage without intervening motion ex- 
cept one motion to recommit with or with- 
out instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS) is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, for the purposes of debate 
only, I yield the customary 30 minutes 
to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
HALL), pending which I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. During 
consideration of this resolution, all 
time yielded is for the purposes of de- 
bate only. 

Mr. Speaker, H.Res. 411 is a modified 
open rule waiving all points of order 
against consideration of the bill. The 
bill provides 1 hour of general debate to 
be divided equally between the chair- 
man and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. 

The rule also provides that the 
amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute recommended by the Com- 
mittee on Education and the Workforce 
now printed in the bill, as modified by 
the amendments printed in part 1 of 
the report of the Committee on Rules, 
shall be considered as an original bill 
for the purpose of amendment. 

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, the rule 
provides that the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute shall be consid- 
ered by title and that each title shall 
be considered as read. All points of 
order are waived against the amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute. 

The rule provides that before consid- 
eration of any other amendment, it 
shall be in order to consider the man- 
ager’s amendment printed in part 2 of 
the report of the Committee on Rules, 
if offered by the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania (Mr. GOODLING) or his des- 
ignee. 

All points of order against that 
amendment are also waived, it shall be 
considered as read, and shall be debat- 
able for 20 minutes equally divided and 
controlled by the proponent and an op- 
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ponent. It shall not be subject to 
amendment and shall not be subject to 
a demand for division of the question 
in the House or in the Committee of 
the Whole. 

If that amendment is adopted, the 
provisions of that amendment in the 
nature of a substitute as then perfected 
shall be considered as original text for 
the purpose of further amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, H.Res. 411 provides that 
no other amendment to the amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute shall 
be in order except those printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

The rule allows the Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole to postpone 
votes during consideration of the bill 
and to reduce votes to 5 minutes on a 
postponed question if the vote follows a 
15-minute vote. 

Finally, the rule provides one motion 
to recommit, with or without instruc- 
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 6, the Higher Edu- 
cation Amendments of 1998, reauthor- 
izes existing programs that provide 
Federal aid to students. It is designed 
to help to make college more afford- 
able, simplify the student aid system 
and improve academic quality. Most 
importantly, Mr. Speaker, this legisla- 
tion will ensure that all Americans 
wishing to pursue a higher education 
will continue to have that opportunity. 

First and foremost, H.R. 6 safeguards 
the student loan program by ensuring 
that student loans will remain avail- 
able for all students and that students 
will receive the lowest interest rates in 
17 years. 

Moreover, once this bill is enacted 
into law, deserving students from dis- 
advantaged backgrounds will have 
more Federal support to attend college 
than ever before. H.R. 6 improves cam- 
pus-based aid programs such as Work 
Study, Supplemental Educational Op- 
portunity Grants, and Perkins Loans. 
It also expands flexibility in the Pell 
Grant program that provides vouchers 
to needy students, by permitting a 
larger portion of the grant to be used 
for purposes other than tuition, such as 
child care for parents attending class- 
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Mr. Speaker, encouraging students 
and their parents to work and save for 
educational expenses is a priority in 
this Congress. Accordingly, H.R. 6 in- 
creases the amount of income students 
may earn before it impacts their eligi- 
bility for financial aid. The bill also ex- 
empts veterans’ benefits from being 
counted against students when they 
apply for financial aid. 

Incredibly, Mr. Speaker, the current 
financial aid formula treats the assets 
of students and their parents dif- 
ferently and separately, as though they 
are not part of the same family. H.R. 6 
changes this provision by combining 
the assets of the student and his or her 
parents when calculating the total 
ability of the family to contribute to- 
wards college expenses. 
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Finally, this legislation contains a 
number of administrative changes de- 
signed to streamline aid to education 
and eliminate bureaucratic red tape. In 
that regard, H.R. 6 can truly be de- 
scribed as a good deal for taxpayers as 
well as a good deal for students. 

I commend the Committee on Edu- 
cation and the Workforce, and in par- 
ticular the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. GOODLING), the gentleman 
from California (Mr. MCKEON), the gen- 
tleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) and 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. KIL- 
DEE) for their efforts in bringing this 
important legislation to the floor. The 
rule before the House today is designed 
to provide full and fair consideration of 
the committee’s work product, while 
limiting the opportunity for Members 
desiring merely to score political 
points with this bipartisan legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, the quality of our high- 
er education system in the United 
States has long been the envy of the 
entire world. At the same time, access 
to higher education for all deserving 
young people has been one of the driv- 
ing forces behind two centuries of inno- 
vation and economic growth. 

I urge my colleagues to continue this 
tradition by putting America’s stu- 
dents and their education first and 
adopting both this rule and H.R. 6, the 
Higher Education Amendments of 1998. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 
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Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my col- 
league from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS) for yielding me the time. 

This is a modified open rule. It will 
allow debate on H.R. 6, which is the 
Higher Education Amendment of 1998. 
As my colleague has described, this 
rule provides 1 hour of general debate 
to be equally divided and controlled by 
the chairman and the ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Edu- 
cation and the Workforce. 

The rule makes in order only those 
amendments that have been preprinted 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. These 
amendments will be permitted under 
the 5-minute rule, the normal amend- 
ing process in the House. The rule does 
permit germane amendments to those 
preprinted amendments. 

The bill continues and revises Fed- 
eral student loans, Pell grants and 
other higher education programs. Fed- 
eral grants, loans and college work 
study awards have made the dream of 
higher education a reality for millions 
of young people. These programs are 
essential to bring the opportunity for 
higher education to all Americans. 
This bill makes a number of important 
changes to the programs intended to 
make college affordable, simplify the 
student aid system and promote aca- 
demic quality. 
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Mr. Speaker, It is a bipartisan bill. It 
has strong support from both sides of 
the aisle. The Committee on Education 
and the Workforce reported the bill 
with all Democrats who were present 
supporting it. 

During testimony last night before 
the Committee on Rules, the gen- 
tleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) the 
ranking minority member of the com- 
mittee, and the gentleman from Michi- 
gan (Mr. KILDEE) the ranking minority 
member of the subcommittee, re- 
quested a full and open rule. The Com- 
mittee on Rules denied the request, in- 
stead requiring all floor amendments 
to be preprinted in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. Even though the minority’s 
request was not fully granted, the rule 
will provide opportunity for Members 
to amend the bill on the House floor. 
Moreover, the bill is the result of a bi- 
partisan process. 

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Rules 
approved this modified open rule by a 
voice vote, and I would urge adoption 
of the rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN). 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the rule and for the under- 
lying bill, H.R. 6, which this rule brings 
to the floor, the Higher Education 
Amendments of 1998. 

I especially want to thank my good 
friend, the gentleman from Washington 
(Mr. HASTINGS) for yielding me this 
time; and also I would like to thank 
the chairman, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) for in- 
cluding provisions in the bill in H.R. 6 
which are similar to my bill, H.R. 715, 
the Accuracy in Campus Crime Report- 
ing Act. 

I would briefly like to discuss H.R. 
715, much of which has been incor- 
porated into H.R. 6. 

This legislation, H.R. 715, currently 
has 71 cosponsors almost equally split 
between both parties. H.R. 715 is a 
genuinely bipartisan bill. No college or 
university that has a safe campus 
should have any problems with the 
campus security provisions in H.R. 6, 
but for those institutions that do have 
crime problems, students and their par- 
ents should have a right to know about 
these dangers before they enroll. 

I became concerned about this issue 
after meeting with several families 
whose children had been murdered on 
college campuses. These families never 
dreamed that they should have to 
worry about the physical safety of 
their children on college campuses. 

The issue of campus crime last at- 
tracted the interest of many in the na- 
tional media in the past year. Both 
CBS and ABC have devoted extensive 
time to this problem. Several leading 
publications have also covered this 
story. In fact, both the New Republic 
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and USA Today have favorably written 
about my legislation, H.R. 715. 

After reading many of these articles 
and hearing these reports, it became 
painfully obvious to me that many col- 
leges are doing a poor job in giving stu- 
dents and their parents an accurate 
picture of the dangers that lurk on 
some college campuses. 

On February 9, USA Today strongly 
endorsed H.R. 715 by stating, quote, in 
1990, Congress passed a law requiring 
colleges to collect annual campus 
crime statistics, but the Education De- 
partment blocked the law’s full imple- 
mentation by threatening to withhold 
Federal funds from colleges opening 
their police logs. 

USA Today then hit the nail on the 
head by concluding, quote, it is a sad 
state of affairs when an act of Congress 
is necessary for the Education Depart- 
ment to protect student safety. 

I think, Mr. Speaker, that most of us 
look fondly on our college days, from 
the appealing image of ivy-lined brick 
buildings, the excitement of inter- 
acting with professors and, of course, 
making new friends who last for a life- 
time. At least, that is what my col- 
leagues and I probably remember. 

However, in the 1990s, unfortunately, 
the reality is far different. On many 
campuses, rapes, robberies and even 
murders are becoming far too common. 
Students now have reason to fear for 
their safety on some campuses. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased that 
H.R. 6 contains campus security provi- 
sions that are modeled on H.R. 715. The 
campus security provisions of H.R. 6 
require colleges and universities to 
maintain a daily log of all crimes com- 
mitted and make those logs available 
for public inspection within 48 hours. 

Many States already require colleges 
and universities to make their police 
logs public. These provisions in H.R. 6 
are a matter of fairness to those insti- 
tutions which are making good-faith 
efforts to inform the public of the dan- 
gers on their campuses. The need for 
accurate police logs is crucial so that 
accurate crime statistics can be com- 
piled. The public must be able to make 
informed decisions about where to at- 
tend college. 

While I would have liked to have seen 
more provisions from H.R. 715 included 
in H.R. 6, I believe that the provisions 
that are included will go a long way in 
improving the public’s awareness of the 
dangers that, unfortunately, lurk on 
some of our college campuses. I appre- 
ciate the cooperation of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) in 
this regard, and I urge support for H.R. 
6 


Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT). 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I support student loans, 
and I support the kind of compromise 
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that has been reached in this bill, but 
as the ranking democrat on the Com- 
mittee on the Budget I have to raise 
concerns about this bill because I do 
not think it complies with the Budget 
Act, and I think those concerns should 
be expressed. 

For the first time in 30 years, we 
have got a balanced budget this year, 
and we have got a balanced budget in 
part because of disciplines and budget 
process changes we made in the Budget 
Summit Agreement of 1990, the Omni- 
bus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 
and the Balanced Budget Act last year, 
1997. 

One of those rules which we estab- 
lished in 1990 and have carried forward 
in each of those years was the so-called 
pay-go rule, which simply provides 
that any time anyone wants to liber- 
alize or add to an entitlement the cost 
of it must be paid for either by identi- 
fying a revenue stream to pay for it or 
by reducing an entitlement somewhere 
else in the budget. 

When the rule was read, the gen- 
tleman noted that all points of order 
are raised. The reason all points of 
order have to be raised as to the Budg- 
et Act is that this particular bill in- 
creases direct spending for student 
loans by $2.8 billion, according to the 
Office of Management and Budget, over 
and above what was provided in the 
balanced budget agreement last year. 

In effect, what we have done here is 
lower the rates the students will pay, 
and that is good, I am for that, and 
raise to some extent what the banks 
will realize for these loans. We have in- 
creased the spread over and above what 
was anticipated for the next 5 years, 
and the cost is $2.8 billion, according to 
OMB. 

Now what does this mean? We have 
waived points of order. The bill cannot 
be withheld. I know the calamity it 
would cause if it were withheld because 
students are making decisions about 
how they will pay for college right 
now. 

But what this means is that we will 
have an entry on something called the 
pay-go score card. There is about $700 
million in scored offsets to this bill so 
the entry will be $2.8 billion minus $700 
million equals $2.1 billion. And if as of 
September 30 of this year we have not 
cleared that from the score card, it will 
trigger sequestration. It will mean 
across-the-board cuts in a host of pro- 
grams, including educational pro- 
grams, voc rehab. Ironically, it will in- 
crease student loan origination fees. 

Now I am not criticizing the group 
here that put this together. I am criti- 
cizing the way the House is run. We 
should have had well before now a 
budget resolution. We have a process 
by which these decisions are not made 
one by one, piecemeal. They are made 
in a comprehensive context where we 
have to identify the offsets, identify 
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the tradeoffs. When we want to in- 
crease one thing, we have got to de- 
crease something else. We have not 
done that. 

The most egregious violation of it 
was the BESTEA bill, the transpor- 
tation bill that we had on the floor just 
a few weeks ago. That particular bill 
will increase spending by $35 billion 
over and above what we provided in the 
BBA. This is just another illustration 
of what happens when we do not have a 
budget agreement, when we do not 
have a budget resolution. 

The proper procedure would be to 
send this bill back to the committee 
and require maybe not this group but 
some group to identify the offsets bet- 
ter than the offsets that have been 
identified here. I know that is not 
going to happen. 

When the bill comes up, I am going 
to vote for it myself. But I could not 
let the bill come to the floor, could not 
let it be considered in this manner, 
could not let this routine incantation 
that all points of order are waived be 
made without raising the concern of 
the Committee on the Budget, my own 
personal concern that we are deviating 
from the disciplines that have brought 
us to a balanced budget for the first 
time in 30 years, and we are going to 
have a real pileup in September unless 
we get under way with the budget reso- 
lution in the process that we duly 
adopted. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2½ minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOOD- 
LING) the chairman of the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding the 
time to me. 

First, I would like to say that I wish 
the previous speaker would have been 
sitting on our committee when we were 
marking up. I sure could have used 
him. Because we had amendment after 
amendment after amendment, and 
every time I asked where is the offset, 
they said there was not any. Now, for- 
tunately, we were able to defeat them 
in a bipartisan way, but, otherwise, we 
had a serious problem. 

I think it is important to point out 
that we have asked the lending institu- 
tions to reduce yields by 30 basis points 
that they would normally expect to re- 
ceive, so it is not a situation where 
somebody came and gave them more. 
We asked them to reduce yields by 30 
points, and we did that to bring about 
an agreement with the students. And 
for the gentleman from California (Mr. 
MCKEON) and the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. KILDEE) I will not be so 
informal. They worked for a year and a 
half to bring about this agreement be- 
tween the students and the lending in- 
stitutions. 

The scoring has been a problem. 
There is no question about it. At one 
point, they were told that we have 
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about $4 billion to $6 billion in savings. 
We were really swimming in good 
water. We had all sorts of money to 
spend. Next time they scored it, they 
used a different scoring method, and all 
of a sudden we are a billion dollars 
short. 

I would also tell the previous gen- 
tleman we have come up with at least 
half of that, and I believe that the 
Committee on the Budget is able to 
come up with the other half. 

So, again, it has been a very difficult 
thing, but we know that we must have 
it on the President’s desk by May 15, 
unless my colleagues want to have 
total, a total disaster. We will have 
parents, we will have students, we will 
have schools sitting out there won- 
dering are their loans? When will we 
find out? 

So we just positively have to move 
the legislation, and I cannot give the 
two Congressmen I mentioned enough 
credit for the amount of hours that 
they have spent and the staffs have 
spent to bring together the students 
and the lending institutions. 

Above all, the students do not want 
to see their opportunity taken away 
from them simply because we in the 
Congress cannot come up with an 
agreement that will save the private 
sector as far as their ability to provide 
70 percent of all Federal student loans. 
So I would hope that we can eliminate 
an awful lot of the amendments that 
are coming up because that could real- 
ly drive us up the wall and then we will 
really have a scoring problem and, at 
the same time, get this legislation to 
the President quickly. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. HOYER). 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me, my friend from Ohio. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of this rule and in support of this bill. 
However, I must say that I share the 
views of the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT), the ranking 
member of the Committee on the Budg- 
et. I think his concerns are absolutely 
accurate; but, like him, I will vote for 
this bill and hope that we can work out 
some of the problems as it goes 
through. 

I am pleased that the committee was 
able to work together in a bipartisan 
fashion to draft this bill. However, Mr. 
Speaker, I am extremely concerned 
that the authorization for the National 
Board for Professional Teaching Stand- 
ards was eliminated during markup of 
the bill. 
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I have talked to some of the staff of 
the committee on our side, and that 
was not our intent, and my under- 
standing is we are not supportive of 
that, although it is a small component 
of a large bill. 
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As education is one of our Nation’s 
highest priorities, Mr. Speaker, we 
need to focus on improving the quality 
of the teachers in our schools. National 
board certification is, in my opinion, 
an important way to achieve this goal. 
Both the President and a bipartisan 
group of our Nation's Governors sup- 
port the good work that the national 
board is doing to improve the quality 
of our teachers. 

Recently, Mr. Speaker, the Maryland 
Legislature passed a bill creating a 
pilot program to encourage up to 45 
teachers to seek national board certifi- 
cation. In the city of Bowie, Maryland, 
just down the road, the City Council 
approved a $20,000 set-aside in its 1997- 
1998 budget for initiatives to enhance 
the teaching skills and instructional 
environment in Bowie schools, includ- 
ing national board certification. 

Mr. Speaker, as President Clinton 
said last Friday, and I quote, now is no 
time to walk away from our commit- 
ment to public education. The National 
Board for Professional Teaching Stand- 
ards, the President said, should not be 
a partisan issue, it should not be an 
ideological issue, it ought to be purely 
and simply what we can do to help you 
do what is best for our children and 
their future, close quote. 

Mr. Speaker, as I said, I will support 
this bill, but I am very, very hopeful 
that the National Board for Profes- 
sional Teaching Standards is included 
in the Senate bill and will be included 
in the conference. I will be talking to 
my good friend, the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. CLAY), the chairman-in- 
exile of this committee, and the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. Goop- 
LING), chairman of this committee, in 
working toward that end. 

I think this is a critical component 
of our overall effort to upgrade the sta- 
tus of teaching, and, therefore, the 
quality of education in our schools. I 
would hope that we could come to an 
agreement between the two bodies on 
this, and I look forward to working to- 
ward that end. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL). 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me this time. 

I rise in support of this rule. It is ob- 
viously a very fair rule because I am 
allowed to offer an amendment later 
on, so I am pleased to be able to vote 
for this rule. I have an amendment 
that I am going to offer in Title I 
which will be designated so that the 
Social Security number cannot be used 
for the electronic personal identifier 
for any of the programs in this edu- 
cational bill. 

The American people have become 
very worried about how often the So- 
cial Security number is being used as a 
national identification number, and we 
are working quickly toward a time 
where we have a national identification 
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card. We certainly have abused the So- 
cial Security number as being the num- 
ber. It was never intended that way. 
That is not what was intended when 
the Social Security was started that 
this number would be a universal num- 
ber for everything. 

In 1974, it was stated rather explic- 
itly that the Social Security number 
should not be used for programs like 
this, and I would like to just quote the 
Privacy Act of 1974: “It shall be unlaw- 
ful for any Federal, State or local gov- 
ernment agency to deny any individual 
any right, benefit or privilege provided 
by law because of such individual's re- 
fusal to disclose his Social Security 
number,” 

I think this is a good idea, because 
today we are very much aware of the 
fact that if a company, if a loaning 
company, or if one is going into a store 
to buy something, and they get one’s 
name and one’s Social Security num- 
ber, one knows that they can call up 
more information about somebody 
than they know about themselves. I 
think this is a serious threat to the 
privacy of every American citizen, and 
we should be cautious about using the 
Social Security number. It is being 
used all the time. 

Mr. Speaker, prior to coming to this 
Congress, I was an obstetrician deliv- 
ering babies, and babies cannot leave 
the hospital these days without a So- 
cial Security number. So they are 
born, get a Social Security number, 
they do not leave the hospital without 
it, and do my colleagues know that one 
cannot have a death certificate with- 
out a Social Security number? They 
are everyplace. It is an intrusion on 
our privacy. We do not need to use a 
Social Security number. 

When I was in the Air Force, we used 
to have an identification number, but 
now, today, it is the Social Security 
number. Not too many years ago a law 
was passed here in the Congress that 
mandates that each State licensing 
agent for our automobile says that one 
has to have a Social Security number. 
So now they will be cross-checking 
with Social Security number and all of 
our driver’s license numbers. 

We are losing our privacy in this 
country. The American people know it. 
We do not need this number to be used 
in this program for it to be successful, 
and we should move very cautiously, 
and I hope I can get support for this 
amendment so that we do not use the 
Social Security number as the elec- 
tronic personal identifier. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from New York (Mrs. LOWEY). 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to offer my strong 
support for this rule and the bipartisan 
amendments to the Higher Education 
Act. Education is society’s great equal- 
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izer. It enables Americans to partici- 
pate in democracy and pursue the 
American dream. 

We all recognize that a college edu- 
cation is as necessary today as a high 
school education was just a generation 
ago. In 1982, a worker with a college de- 
gree earned 40 percent more than a 
worker without one. Today, college 
graduates earn 75 percent more. 

A recent national survey showed that 
9 in 10 Americans believe every inter- 
ested qualified student should have the 
opportunity to attend college. My col- 
leagues, that is a clear mandate for a 
strong higher education bill, and I be- 
lieve such a measure is before us today. 

Just briefly, it increases Pell Grants 
by 50 percent next year and provides 
additional increases in the future. It 
preserves the Perkins Loan, the State 
Student Incentive Grant, the Supple- 
mental Education Opportunity Grant 
programs, all important sources of fi- 
nancial aid. It will encourage more dis- 
advantaged students to pursue higher 
education by strengthening TRIO, con- 
tinuing my National Early Interven- 
tion Scholarships, and establishing a 
new High Hopes program that will 
work with low-income middle schools 
and community organizations. 

The new campus-based child care pro- 
gram will help young mothers attend 
college and become self-sufficient. The 
new loan forgiveness program will help 
fill America’s growing need for quali- 
fied teachers. The bill will also help 
make college campuses safer and pro- 
vide students and their families with 
the information they need and deserve 
about crime on campus. 

Of course, this bill is not perfect. It 
ends Federal support for the fine work 
of the National Board of Professional 
Teaching Standards and fails to in- 
clude, as the Senate bill does, a Fair 
Play Act to encourage colleges to sat- 
isfy the interests and needs of young 
female athletes. 

However, despite some deficiencies, 
this is a strong bipartisan bill, and I 
urge my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, how much time remains on 
each side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GUTKNECHT). The gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. HASTINGS) has 14% 
minutes, and the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. HALL) has 18% minutes. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. MCKEON). 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

I rise in strong support of this rule 
and the bill H.R. 6, the Higher Edu- 
cation Amendments. First I would like 
to thank the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. SOLOMON), chairman of the 
Committee on Rules, for his help in 
crafting this rule. Through his efforts 
and those on the committee, we have 
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been able to bring this bill to the floor 
in a timely and expeditious manner. He 
definitely will be missed when he re- 
tires. 

This rule will govern floor consider- 
ation of H.R. 6, which is one of the 
most important education bills that 
this Congress will consider this year. 
As many of my colleagues know, we 
are facing a July 1 deadline that cre- 
ates a crisis in the student loan pro- 
gram. H.R. 6 contains a bipartisan 
compromise that fixes the problem, 
maintains the viability of the private 
loan program, and provides students 
with the lowest interest rate in 17 
years. 

So through the swift adoption of this 
rule and passage of H.R. 6, we will 
move one step closer to meeting that 
deadline. Therefore, I urge all of my 
colleagues to support the rule and vote 
in favor of H.R. 6, the Higher Edu- 
cation Amendments of 1998. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Guam (Mr. UNDERWOOD). 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my friend from Ohio for yielding 
me this time. 

I rise in support of the rule on H.R. 6. 
I know that many of the members of 
this committee have worked hard on 
producing a bill which will increase the 
affordability for our institutions of 
higher education and advance social 
mobility in our country. As a retired 
educator and higher education admin- 
istrator, we know that institutions of 
higher education advance knowledge, 
provide community service, and serve 
as the basis for social and economic 
mobility for millions of our young peo- 
ple who come from backgrounds with 
few social advantages and economic re- 
sources. 

Higher education institutions in our 
country are marked by their capacity 
to provide this opportunity which is 
vastly different than institutions in 
other countries. Higher education is 
the strength of our society and the en- 
gine of progress and opportunity, and 
this bill, as written, continues and 
ratifies this understanding of postsec- 
ondary institutions and deserves our 
support. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to draw at- 
tention to the especially unique provi- 
sions that it has on Hispanic-serving 
institutions and the work of the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. HINOJOSA) in 
that regard. I would also like to draw 
attention to a provision which allows 
higher education institutions in the 
territories to compete for grants with a 
little bit more flexibility. I would like 
to really draw attention to the fact 
that it is making higher education af- 
fordable for millions of young people 
around the country, and the increase in 
Pell Grants. I know there is a problem 
with the Pell Grant provision, and I 
have spoken with the leadership on 
this issue. 
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The bill, as currently written, says 
that students from the Micronesian Is- 
lands, the Republic of the Marshall Is- 
lands, and the Republic of Palau and 
the Federated States of Micronesia are 
not eligible for Pell Grants except if 
they go to institutions in those areas 
and Guam only. I feel very strongly 
that this is a violation of the compacts 
of free association and will attempt to 
limit educational opportunities for 
these people. 

The FAS territories of the Pacific is- 
lands was an American-administered 
area of the Pacific under which some 
compacts were arranged in order to 
help to facilitate the growth of these 
areas, and for one reason or another, 
H.R. 6 does not take this into account. 
I trust that we can work towards a 
version of the bill on this particular 
provision which will restore the bene- 
fits of Pell Grants for the Micronesian 
students not only in Guam, and not 
only on their own home islands, but 
throughout the 50 States. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, this bill deserves 
our support. It is a good bill, and it is 
a bill that is the work of very strong 
bipartisan support and a good and 
healthy understanding of the role of 
postsecondary institutions in our soci- 
ety. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tlewoman from New Jersey (Mrs. ROU- 
KEMA). 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of both the rule and the bill. I think 
this bill is one of the most significant 
bills that we will probably pass in this 
Congress, and these are the issues that 
count with the American people, with- 
out a doubt. 

To be competitive in the global econ- 
omy, we need to provide our youth 
with the means to better their edu- 
cation. This is the essence of the Amer- 
ican dream. 

Now, I know that there are going to 
be amendments during this process, 
and I do believe that there will be con- 
structive colloquies and constructive 
dialogue and debates on those amend- 
ments, but this bill is fundamentally a 
very strong bill. 

I do want to point out that one of the 
issues that has been questioned is the 
resolution here of the potential crisis 
of the interest rate issue on this bill. 
The proposal in this legislation, I be- 
lieve, is the best that we could have 
come up with, and it will help students 
while saving the program for higher 
education through the private banking 
system. 

Now, I am one of the longtime mem- 
bers of the Subcommittee on Postsec- 
ondary Education, Training and Life- 
Long Learning, but I have another hat. 
I am the chairwoman of the Sub- 
committee on Financial Institutions 
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and Consumer Credit, and perhaps from 
that point of view I understand both 
sides of this issue. 

This legislative fix, so to speak, is 
necessary, absolutely necessary, not 
only to protect the loans for the stu- 
dents at reasonable low interest rates, 
but also to ensure that the banks will 
not be forced to leave the market. 
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I think this is the best possible com- 
promise that we could have reached. It 
works for the students and their fami- 
lies and it works for the private sector, 
the banks who provide the loans at low 
interest rates. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS). 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL) 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
rule, and at a time when the people 
who cover politics are obsessed with 
what is scandalous and divisive, we 
have before us tonight something that 
is solid and unifying. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the 
leaders of our committee, the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Chairman 
GOODLING), the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Chairman MCKEON), the gen- 
tleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) and 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. KIL- 
DEE) for all the time and effort they 
have put into this bill and all the very 
fine work that they have done. 

I also want to commend the Com- 
mittee on Rules for putting before us a 
rule that lets anyone with any idea 
have the right to come to the floor and 
express his or her idea. That is why I 
support the rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I do want to associate 
myself, however, with the remarks of 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. SPRATT), the ranking Democratic 
member of the Committee on the Budg- 
et, with respect to the cost and pay- 
ment mechanism for the interest rate 
compromise that has been referred to 
earlier. 

First of all, we do not really know 
what the cost is. We have an estimate 
from the Office of Management and 
Budget that tells us it will be net in ex- 
cess of $2 billion. We have another esti- 
mate from the Congressional Budget 
Office which tells us that even with the 
offsets that have been identified, it is 
in the neighborhood of half a billion 
dollars. 

It is a very serious consideration 
that we are moving forward on this bill 
without identifying where the money is 
going to come from. It is sort of the- 
check-is-in-the-mail theory of budg- 
eting that got us into this mess in the 
first place. 

I agree with those who say that we 
should move forward this evening, and 
I will vote with them to do so. But I 
also want to sound a note of caution 
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that as we move this bill out of the 
House of Representatives and into the 
conference committee, I think it is im- 
perative that we lay before the Mem- 
bers of this body and our constituents, 
the American people, the specifics of 
how much this compromise will cost 
the taxpayers and where the money is 
going to come from to pay for it. 

I believe it would be a disaster to fat- 
ten the profits of the banking industry 
at the expense of other student aid pro- 
grams or other mandatory programs. 
We should be watching that as the time 
goes on. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no more speakers. I would urge a 
“yes” vote on the rule, and I will not 
be calling for a vote. I think it is a 
good bipartisan rule, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to urge my colleagues 
to support this rule, and the under- 
lying bill. This is clearly a product 
that is bipartisan in nature and that is 
something I think we can be proud of. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington). Pursuant to 
House Resolution 411 and rule XXIII, 
the Chair declares the House in the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consider- 
ation of the bill, H.R. 6. 


O 1934 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 


itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 6) to ex- 
tend the authorization of programs 
under the Higher Education Act of 1965, 
and for other purposes, with Mr. GUT- 
KNECHT in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) and the 
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) 
each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING). 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of H.R. 6, the Higher Education Amend- 
ments of 1998. Considering H.R. 6 today, 
the House will complete a bipartisan 
process that began in the sub- 
committee chaired by the gentleman 
from California (Mr. MCKEON) well over 
a year ago. 


April 29, 1998 


This legislation will benefit millions 
of students across the country in their 
pursuit of a higher education. The bill 
will improve programs such as Work- 
Study, Pell grant, TRIO, and student 
loans that help millions of students 
pay for college. 

We will do a number of important 
things here today. However, none may 
be as important as our efforts to keep 
student loans available for all stu- 
dents. As all of my colleagues know, we 
have been struggling for the past year 
with the student loan interest rate 
issue that is the direct result of the 
Student Loan Reform Act of 1993. That 
act changed the index for establishing 
interest rates on these loans. 

Prior to the Student Loan Reform 
Act, interest rates had always been 
tied to 91-day Treasury bills. However, 
as part of the changes associated with 
the creation of the Federal Direct Stu- 
dent Loan program, the index for es- 
tablishing interest rates changed to 
one based on the 10-year Treasury 
bond. This scheduled rate change is se- 
rious and has the potential to disrupt 
the Federal Family Education Loan 
Program which provides nearly 70 per- 
cent of this country’s Federal student 
loans. 

As a parent Iam keenly aware of the 
burden being placed on our youth by 
student loan debt. I am personally 
committed to ensuring that the inter- 
est rate on Federal student loans is 
kept as low as possible. However, I also 
realize that there is a point at which 
the lenders will get out of the program. 
That point is reached when their re- 
turn on making these loans falls short 
of the return they could make by in- 
vesting elsewhere. 

Under the bill we are considering 
today, students will receive histori- 
cally low interest rates, the lowest in 
17 years. The rates students pay on new 
loans will drop from the current rate of 
8.25 down to 7.43 during the repayment 
period. At the same time, the amount 
the lenders are paid will be reduced by 
30 basis points which will, I believe, en- 
sure uninterrupted access to private 
capital for our Nation’s students. 

The chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Postsecondary Education, Training 
and Life-Long Learning, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. MCKEON) and the 
ranking member of that subcommittee, 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. KIL- 
DEE) have worked very hard to find a 
solution to the crisis. That solution is 
contained in this legislation. 

Throughout this difficult process, the 
gentleman from California (Chairman 
MCKEON) and the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. KILDEE) never forgot the 
interests of the students. They never 
gave up when negotiations broke down. 
I know that the ranking member of the 
committee, the gentleman from Mis- 
souri (Mr. CLAY) and the rest of the 
members of the committee are grateful 
for their efforts in resolving the issue. 
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Mr. Chairman, I especially want to 
thank the Speaker of the House, the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. GING- 
RICH), the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
ARMEY), the majority leader, as well as 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KASICH) 
chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget. Without their help, this solu- 
tion would not have been possible. All 
three contributed to ensuring that we 
could pay for this provision which is 
now budget neutral without passing 
any of the costs on to students. 

Many in the higher education com- 
munity support the proposal and have 
joined me in praising the gentleman 
from California (Chairman MCKEON) 
and the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
KILDEE) for their leadership. The major 
student groups have described the pro- 
posal as, and I quote, “A realistic, fair, 
and even-handed compromise that pro- 
tects students’ need for lower borrower 
rates.” The American Council on Edu- 
cation and 10 other major higher edu- 
cation groups representing over 3,600 
colleges and universities praised the 
fact that the proposal ensures the 
continued availability of capital in the 
guaranteed student loan program.” 

Mr. Chairman, for the people back 
home, I hope they would notice that I 
am not quoting anything that the lend- 
ing institutions or the lending organi- 
zations have had to say about this. Ob- 
viously, they are not nearly as pleased. 

I continue to welcome the help of ev- 
eryone who is willing to work in good 
faith to get the problem solved. I thank 
those who have already shown a will- 
ingness to seek common ground in 
order to ensure that student loans re- 
main both inexpensive and available. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I am sorry to say 
that despite the bipartisan example set 
by the leaders on both sides of this 
committee, there are those who would 
continue to play politics with this 
issue. A high-ranking official at the 
Department of Education recently put 
out a press release about our bipartisan 
solution stressing that it recognizes 
the “need to protect students from 
banks.” 

Now, if there is anything that stu- 
dents need to be protected from, it is 
the high cost of getting an education 
and the quality of service they get 
from the bureaucracy at the Depart- 
ment. This bill scores high on both 
counts: It helps make college more af- 
fordable and it simplifies the student 
aid delivery system. 

The committee is proud of the ac- 
complishments made to date in making 
college affordable for all students. 
Since we have been in charge, for ex- 
ample, Pell grants and College Work- 
Study are funded at all-time highs, 
while provisions in the Taxpayer Relief 
Act created education IRAs and other 
tax credits to help low- and middle-in- 
come students obtain a postsecondary 
education. The legislation we are con- 
sidering today will build on these im- 
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portant achievements by continuing 
the important programs that serve stu- 
dents well and by reforming burden- 
some requirements to best meet the 
needs of students, families, and col- 
leges across the country. 

Mr. Chairman, I do want to caution 
all of my colleagues to please be very, 
very careful about their ambition to 
add all sorts of things to this legisla- 
tion, because they could kill the won- 
derful work that the subcommittee and 
then eventually the full committee has 
done. 

Mr. Chairman, we have also made signifi- 
cant changes to the current need analysis for- 
mula in order to address concerns raised by 
many students and families about the need to 
encourage students to work and save for their 
education. The bill increases the amount of 
money that students may earn before it im- 
pacts their eligibility for financial aid. By doing 
this, we are encouraging students to work and 
save for college. 

It also combines the assets of a student and 
his or her parents when calculating the ability 
of the family to contribute towards college. 
The current formula treats the assets of par- 
ents and students differently and separately as 
though they are not part of the same family. 
We are changing this provisions so the for- 
mula truly considers the ability of the family to 
pay for college. 

The legislation we will consider today will 
also improve service to students. It addresses 
the need to reduce the administrative costs 
associated with the processing, delivery, and 
monitoring of the Federal financial aid pro- 
grams. it gives the Secretary of Education the 
tools he needs to bring the Department into 
the 21st Century. 

Specifically, the Department will be required 
to put in place a Performance-Based Organi- 
zation (PBO) to run the day-to-day operations 
of the student financial aid delivery system. 
Chairman MCKEON and Representative KUE 
introduced the PBO bill last fall with the full 
support of the students and the rest of the 
higher education community. | am glad to see 
that it has been included in our final bill. 

A more stable and more efficient delivery 
system coupled with regulatory reform should 
result in reduced administrative costs for the 
Department as well as for schools, lenders, 
guaranty agencies, and other program partici- 
pants who must interact with the Department's 
delivery system. This is particularly important 
since we are forcing lenders and guaranty 
agencies to operate with less revenue and we 
expect colleges to keep their costs down for 
students. The Department needs to contribute 
to these efforts by operating more efficiently 
so others can do the same. 

I'd also like to note some provisions of H.R. 
6 that were offered in Committee by Rep- 
resentatives MCKEON and CASTLE to make col- 
lege affordable. The McKeon-Castle amend- 
ment will implement a number of the rec- 
ommendations of the Commission on the Cost 
of Higher Education. This is important, be- 
cause if we are truly interested in making sure 
that all Americans can afford a quality post- 
secondary education, and if we are truly inter- 
ested in reducing the debt burden placed on 
our students, then the single most important 
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thing we can do is to get colleges to lower 
their prices. These provisions are a needed 
first step in that direction. 

In addition to making college more afford- 
able and simplifying the delivery system, we 
have fulfilled our promise to improve the qual- 
ity of higher education. H.R. 6 will help create 
safer campuses where our nation’s students 
can learn. It improves the information made 
available to students and families about 
crimes occurring on college campuses. And 
although no one can guarantee safety, we are 
making sure that students have the informa- 
tion they need to protect themselves from be- 
coming victims of crime. We are also ensuring 
families have accurate information about crime 
on college campuses so they can make in- 
formed choices when selecting a college for 
their children. 

H.R. 6 also provides strong incentives for 
students to stay off drugs. An amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Indiana, Mr. 
SOUDER, and accepted in Committee will elimi- 
nate student aid eligibility for students con- 
victed of drug offenses. This provision is 
based on an amendment offered by Mr. SoL- 
OMON in 1992, which was accepted by the 
House. Unfortunately, the Solomon amend- 
ment was later dropped in conference. If we 
want to ensure safety on our Nation’s cam- 
puses, it is vital to keep them drug-free. 

H.R. 6 also focuses on improving teacher 
quality so that students will have high quality 
teachers trained in the subject areas in which 
they teach. It is alarming to find that nearly 
one-third of all high school math teachers and 
over one fifth of all high school English teach- 
ers in this country have neither majored nor 
minored in the subjects in which they teach. 
Given this fact, it should come as no surprise 
that American twelfth graders recently scored 
so low on the TIMMS international math and 
science test. 

Under this legislation, States will be encour- 
aged to undertake a wide variety of efforts to 
improve the quality and ability of classroom 
teachers—beginning with the reform of institu- 
tions at which many of these teachers are pre- 
pared. 

Specifically, this bill amends the Higher 
Education Act by replacing 16 unfunded 
teacher preparation programs with a single 
competitive block grant, which I’m pleased to 
mention, was developed through a bipartisan 
process within our Committee. 

Using funds from this competitive block 
grant, Governors will have significant flexibility 
in which activities to carry out. Specifically, 
such efforts may include strengthening State 
teacher certification procedures to better re- 
flect current and future teachers academic 
knowledge of the subjects they teach; reform- 
ing schools of education and holding them ac- 
countable for producing quality teachers; cre- 
ating and/or expanding programs which pro- 
vide alternative routes to teacher certification; 
undertaking teacher recruitment efforts; and 
implementing initiatives to expeditiously re- 
move incompetent or unqualified teachers. 

To ensure that States receiving these funds 
are making progress to improve teacher qual- 
ity, this legislation also makes future grants to 
States contingent upon meeting specific goals 
such as being able to demonstrate an in- 
creased percentage of teachers teaching in 
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subject areas and an increase in “first-time” 
certification and licensure rates among edu- 
cation school graduates. 

| would like to especially highlight several 
provisions that were worked out in a bipartisan 
fashion which are now part of the manager's 
package of amendments. 

They include: an increased emphasis on 
partnerships consisting of the Governor of a 
participating State, exemplary schools of edu- 
cation and local educational agencies; an in- 
creased focus, with respect to the teacher re- 
cruitment provisions, on schools most in need 
of quality teachers, such as in poor urban and 
rural areas; and a clarification that the Gov- 
ernor shall be the grant recipient except in 
those cases where State law or constitution 
dictates that another individual is responsible 
for education. 

| look forward to the support of my col- 
leagues for this compromise so that we can 
help States really reform teacher preparation 
programs and provide high quality teachers to 
our students. 

| would also like to thank Representative 
GRAHAM for his efforts in working with Rep- 
resentative KILDEE, in crafting a truly bipartisan 
initiative under this legislation which provides 
loan forgiveness for prospective teachers who 
agree to teach in high poverty urban or rural 
schools. 

In addition to the improvements we will 
make in the preparation of teachers, there are 
a host of other changes that will improve edu- 
cational quality and opportunities far beyond 
the college campus. Today, the House will in- 
crease opportunities for all Americans to get 
the education they need through the expanded 
use of distance learning techniques and new 
technologies. Today we will also encourage 
students to become involved in their commu- 
nities and to help children learn to read by en- 
suring that colleges use more of the Work- 
Study dollars to fund these initiatives. 

Finally, let me just say that that the legisla- 
tion before us today is one of the most impor- 
tant things that we in the 105th Congress will 
do this year. It will ensure that every American 
has access to a quality postsecondary edu- 
cation at an affordable price. This is a bipar- 
tisan bill that makes much needed reforms to 
help students, parents, and schools. | urge all 
of my colleagues to support it, and | urge a 
“yes” vote on final passage. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my- 
self 5 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. KIL- 
DEE) and the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. MCKEON) for their great bi- 
partisan teamwork on this very impor- 
tant higher education initiative. They 
worked for better than a year to fash- 
ion legislation that I believe strength- 
ens our country’s commitment to high- 
er education. 

I also want to commend the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Chairman 
GOODLING) and all the committee mem- 
bers who made valuable contributions 
to the higher education reauthoriza- 
tion effort. Iam pleased to give my en- 
thusiastic support for this bill. 

The bill strengthens student aid fi- 
nancing by significantly reducing stu- 
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dent loan interest rates, increasing 
Pell Grants and improving the calcula- 
tions of benefits for independent and 
dependent students. The bill adopts a 
number of measures that enhance sup- 
port for minority and disadvantaged 
students by strengthening the TRIO 
program and other programs sup- 
porting historically black colleges and 
universities, Hispanic-serving institu- 
tions and tribally controlled colleges. 

Mr. Chairman, I am also pleased that 
the committee adopted President Clin- 
ton’s High Hopes program. And I com- 
mend the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. FATTAH) for his successful 
advocacy of this important initiative. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill also includes a 
number of provisions aimed at improv- 
ing services to students on campus 
such as enhanced campus crime report- 
ing, a new campus-based child care pro- 
gram and streamlining financial aid 
procedures. 

I am also pleased that teacher edu- 
cation and recruitment received a 
boost in this bill by the adoption of a 
loan forgiveness program for new 
teachers and strong teaching training 
partnerships. As we continue to work 
on this bipartisan bill, I hope that we 
can continue our efforts to resolve 
issues regarding loan consolidation in- 
terest rates, guarantee agencies, and 
the National Board for Teacher Certifi- 
cation. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to express my hope that we will unani- 
mously reject attempts to undermine 
this bipartisan bill through the intro- 
duction of a divisive anti-affirmative 
action amendment. The Riggs amend- 
ment has received universal condemna- 
tion among all those who care deeply 
about expanding educational opportu- 
nities for all Americans. Students, col- 
leges, civil rights groups, editorial 
boards and women’s groups across this 
country have urged us to reject this 
giant leap backwards. 

Last night, Secretary Riley and At- 
torney General Reno sent an urgent 
message to Congress expressing their 
strongest possible opposition to this 
very dangerous amendment. They 
would urge the President to veto H.R. 6 
if the Riggs amendment is adopted. I 
hope that all Members will reject this 
reckless amendment that is designed to 
torpedo passage of the Higher Edu- 
cation Reauthorization Act. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
MCKEON), the subcommittee chairman 
who did such a great job in putting this 
legislation together. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GOODLING) for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of H.R. 6, the Higher Education Amend- 
ments of 1998. Today we are assembled 
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to consider the reauthorization of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965. I want to 
thank my fellow members of the Com- 
mittee on Education and the Workforce 
for the bipartisan way in which they 
have worked to get us to this point. I 
especially want to thank the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. Goop- 
LING), chairman of the committee, for 
his support and leadership on this im- 
portant legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, throughout the proc- 
ess he has kept us focused on the goal 
of improving our financial aid system 
for students and parents. Whenever a 
particularly difficult problem would 
arise he would not give up. To the con- 
trary, he would confront it head on and 
forge a consensus. 


o 1945 


The gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
CLAY), the ranking member of the com- 
mittee, and the gentleman from Michi- 
gan (Mr. KILDEE), the ranking member 
of the subcommittee, also deserve a 
great deal of thanks for all of their 
dedication and hard work. For more 
than a year, we have worked closely to- 
gether gathering representations from 
around the country to improve the way 
we provide support for higher edu- 
cation. The result is the legislation be- 
fore us today. 

I want to begin by noting that this 
legislation, including the interest rate 
fix that is contained in it, is paid for. 
In fact, without the interest rate fix, 
H.R. 6 saves roughly $70 million in 
mandatory spending. However, due to 
the emergency nature of the interest 
rate problem, it became clear that an 
immediate fix is needed and that any 
fix would cost money. 

Under H.R. 6, the interest rate fix 
was paid for in a plan developed by the 
leadership which required half of the 
savings to come from the committee 
and the rest to be made up in offsets 
supplied by the Committee on the 
Budget. 

I want to personally thank Speaker 
GINGRICH, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. ARMEY), the majority leader, and 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KASICH), 
chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget for their hard work and support 
for making this solution possible. 

The legislation we are considering 
will be one of the most important 
things Congress will do for students 
and families this year. It will bring us 
closer to my goal of ensuring that 
every American who wants a quality 
education at an affordable price will be 
able to get it. 

As my colleagues know, the com- 
mittee began this process with no pre- 
determined changes in mind. We re- 
quested and received recommendations 
for change from individuals across the 
country and from more than 70 organi- 
zations representing schools, students, 
and other participants in our financial 
aid programs. We spent the better part 
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of last year traveling around the coun- 
try, holding hearings to fully under- 
stand what changes are needed to bet- 
ter serve our Nation’s college students. 

We have developed this legislation 
through open and bipartisan discus- 
sions with the higher education com- 
munity, students, parents, and our col- 
leagues in the 105th Congress. 

Throughout this process, three com- 
pelling principles have guided us: mak- 
ing college affordable, simplifying the 
student aid system, and stressing aca- 
demic quality for students, 

We have kept true to these three 
principles throughout the process. If 
we continue to do so as we move for- 
ward, the end result will be a new and 
improved Higher Education Act estab- 
lishing quality Federal student aid pol- 
icy for the years ahead. 

I want to focus my remarks today on 
a few very important areas. First, the 
legislation before us today will sim- 
plify the student aid system. H.R. 6 
will eliminate 45 unfunded programs, 
including the State Postsecondary Re- 
view Entities, or SPREs, and terminate 
11 studies and commissions. 

It will bring our student financial aid 
delivery system into the next century. 
It will create a performance-based or- 
ganization within the Department of 
Education focused on providing quality 
service to students and parents. 

For the first time, the day-to-day 
management of our student aid pro- 
grams will be in the hands of someone 
with real-world experience and finan- 
cial services. This individual will be 
given the hiring and contracting flexi- 
bility necessary to get results and will 
be paid based on performance. 

For the first time, the Department’s 
student financial aid systems will be 
run like a business, adopting the best 
practices from the private sector and 
focusing on bottom-line results. This 
performance-based organization will 
manage the Department’s computer 
systems and ensure that the Depart- 
ment of Education does not waste 
money due to poor contract manage- 
ment or duplication. 

The chief operating officer hired to 
manage this organization will simplify 
the process of applying for financial 
aid for students and their families and 
integrate student financial aid systems 
to improve efficiency, save money, and 
prevent fraud and abuse in the pro- 


grams. 

This bill also requires the Secretary 
to work with the higher education 
community to adopt common and open 
electronic data standards for impor- 
tant parts of the delivery system. By 
adopting these common standards, we 
can greatly simplify the student aid 
system by eliminating paper forms and 
unnecessary steps in the process. 

Students and their families deserve a 
modern student aid system that meets 
their needs. This legislation will give 
the Secretary the tools he needs to pro- 
vide it. 
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Additionally, the legislation before 
us rationalizes the guaranty agency 
system and makes important changes 
to the incentives we give guaranty 
agencies. It will change the guaranty 
agency financing structure to give 
these entities the flexibility they need 
if we expect them to use the largest 
private sector business practices, oper- 
ate more efficiently, and ensure pro- 
gram integrity. 

These changes will increase guaranty 
agencies incentives to become more ef- 
ficient in their operations by desig- 
nating payments for services as the 
property of the guaranty agency; in- 
crease their financial risk with respect 
to defaults in order to encourage 
stronger default prevention efforts; re- 
structure the payments made to guar- 
anty agencies in order to maintain a 
strong guaranteed loan program; and, 
most importantly, provide real savings 
to the Federal Government. 

Some will say that we should have 
gone further in our restructuring ini- 
tiative. These are the same individuals 
who would have us dismantle the guar- 
anty agencies and turn them into con- 
tractors for the Federal Government. 
It is clear to me that this would be a 
mistake. 

Throughout the history of the FFEL 
program, guaranty agencies have 
played a vital role in protecting the 
Federal fiscal interest while ensuring 
that billions of dollars in private cap- 
ital remained available to needy stu- 
dents. 

Given the shortfalls we have seen in 
the Department’s contracting abilities, 
shortfalls which have caused unaccept- 
able delays in the processing of student 
financial aid forms and a complete 
shutdown of the direct loan consolida- 
tion process, it is clear that the ap- 
proach taken in H.R. 6 is the right one. 

Second, this legislation continues 
and strengthens those programs that 
have served students well, making col- 
lege more affordable. 

One of the biggest challenges we 
faced during this process was saving 
the student loan program. As my col- 
leagues know, the scheduled change in 
the interest rate for student loans jeop- 
ardized access to private capital for 
students. 

Committee members faced the chal- 
lenge of finding a solution that would 
ensure that student loans remain avail- 
able to all students and their families, 
while also ensuring that students re- 
ceive a real reduction in their interest 
rates. This was no easy task. 

After working extensively with all 
parties involved, the student groups, 
the higher education and lending com- 
munities and Republican and Demo- 
cratic members of the committee, it 
became clear that there was a con- 
sensus in three key areas. 

First, everyone agreed that tying the 
interest rate to a long-term instrument 
like the 10-year Treasury bond would 
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not work. Second, no one had any faith 
that the direct loan program could pro- 
vide a viable alternative in the event 
that private loan capital became un- 
available. Third, as our subcommittee 
hearing on March 5 showed, the inter- 
est rates for lenders proposed by the 
administration were too low to ensure 
lender participation. 

In the end, we found a solution that 
I hope fixes the interest rate problem. 
The solution contained in this legisla- 
tion will ensure that student loans will 
remain available for all students and 
that students will receive the lowest 
interest rates in 17 years. While no one 
may be completely happy with this so- 
lution, I believe it will ensure that 
every student will continue to have ac- 
cess to student loans at the most af- 
fordable rate possible. 

Finally, H.R. 6 contains provisions 
offered in the committee by myself and 
the gentleman from Delaware (Mr. 
CASTLE) that implements a number of 
the recommendations of the National 
Commission on the Cost of Higher Edu- 
cation. 

Specifically, this legislation will pro- 
vide students and parents with better 
information to keep colleges account- 
able and higher education affordable by 
requiring the Secretary of Education 
to work with institutions to develop a 
clear set of standards for reporting col- 
lege costs and prices. 

Under our bill, the Secretary of Edu- 
cation will redesign the collection of 
Federal base information on college 
costs and prices to make it more useful 
and timely to the public. 

This legislation will allow students 
to make more informed choices about 
the level of education they pursue by 
requiring the Secretary of Education 
to collect separate data on the cost and 
price of both undergraduate and grad- 
uate education. 

It will help parents and students 
make informed decisions about the 
school they choose by requiring the 
Secretary of Education to make avail- 
able for all schools on a yearly basis in- 
formation on tuition, price, and the re- 
lationship between tuition increases 
and increases in institutional costs. 

It will also allow us to keep track of 
any progress made in reducing tuitions 
by requiring the United States General 
Accounting Office to issue a yearly re- 
port on college cost and tuition in- 
creases. 

H.R. 6 will reduce the costs imposed 
on colleges through unnecessary or 
overly burdensome Federal regulation 
by requiring the Secretary of Edu- 
cation to undertake a thorough review 
of regulations regarding student finan- 
cial assistance every 2 years and, where 
possible, repeal, consolidate or simplify 
those regulations. 

The Secretary will also report to 
Congress any recommendations he has 
with regard to legislative changes 
which would allow increased regu- 
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latory simplification. This legislation 
will require the General Accounting Of- 
fice to report to Congress on the extent 
to which unnecessary costs are being 
imposed on colleges and universities as 
a result of holding them to the same 
Federal regulations that are applied in 
industrial settings. I expect colleges 
and universities to pass on these sav- 
ings to students. 

H.R. 6 will stress our commitment to 
keeping college affordable by strength- 


ening our support for innovative 
projects addressing issues of produc- 
tivity, efficiency, quality improve- 


ment, and cost control at postsec- 
ondary institutions. 

In addition, H.R. 6 allows colleges 
and universities to offer voluntary 
early retirement incentives to tenured 
professors. This will allow professors, 
at their choosing, to receive additional 
retirement benefits beyond what they 
otherwise would have, while allowing 
colleges to approve their academic pro- 
grams while reducing costs. I urge my 
colleagues to support these provisions 
as well. 

Mr. Chairman, ensuring that a qual- 
ity postsecondary education remains 
affordable is one of the most important 
things we can do for our children and 
for American families everywhere. If 
we are truly interested in making sure 
that all Americans can afford a quality 
postsecondary education and if we are 
truly interested in reducing the debt 
burden placed on our students, then the 
single most important thing we can do 
is to get colleges to lower their prices. 
These provisions will be a needed first 
step in that direction. 

Once again, I want to thank my col- 
leagues for the bipartisan way in which 
we have been able to work, and I look 
forward to our continued efforts to im- 
prove the Nation’s higher education 
programs. I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port H.R. 6 and to vote yes on final pas- 
sage. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. KIL- 
DEE) will control the balance of the 
time for the minority. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, well over a year ago, 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
MCKEON), the Chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Postsecondary Edu- 
cation, Training, and Life-Long Learn- 
ing, and I set out to produce a higher 
education reauthorization bill that 
would enjoy widespread bipartisan sup- 
port. From the outset, the gentleman 
and I have worked very closely to- 
gether on this. 

We began with the understanding 
that this bill was too important to be 
bogged down by bipartisan differences, 
and we have held to that understanding 
very well. It has not always been easy, 
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and I would be the first to admit that 
both of us have had to give ground and 
compromise. 

The result, however, is a strong piece 
of legislation worthy of support by 
Democrats and Republicans alike. The 
heart and soul of this bill are in its stu- 
dent aid provisions. They make up 
more than 90 percent of this legisla- 
tion, and they constitute 75 percent of 
all student aid available to help deserv- 
ing Americans pay for a college edu- 
cation. Without them, a college edu- 
cation would simply be beyond the fi- 
nancial reach of millions of Americans. 
With them, and with a heavy dose of 
hard work, students can truly make 
the dream of a college education come 
true. 

Iam extremely proud of the fact that 
we have protected and even strength- 
ened important student aid programs. 
Next year, the authorization level for 
the maximum Pell Grant will be $4,500, 
a strong signal that, in Federal student 
aid, there should be a stronger reliance 
upon grant aid and less dependence 
upon loans. 

We have doubled the allowance for 
child care from $750 to $1,500. We have 
increased the income protection for de- 
pendent students from $2,250 to $3,000, 
from $4,250 to $5,500 for single inde- 
pendent students, and from $6,000 to 
$8,500 for married independent stu- 
dents. 

We extend to the students the saving 
protection allowances that reward par- 
ents who save for their children’s col- 
lege education. The combined savings 
of students and their families would be 
protected up to $70,000. 

We believe there is an appropriate 
way to reward those who have saved 
without penalizing those who could 
not. We make sure that the free appli- 
cation for Federal student assistance 
remains free, whether in paper or elec- 
tronic form. 

We also authorize this use as the ap- 
plication form for a loan. And, perhaps 
most important, need analysis will re- 
main focused first upon serving those 
with the greatest need. 

We strengthen the Trio Programs, 
protect the emphasis of the Supple- 
mental Grant Program, expand college 
work study to include a new focus on 
family literacy, simplify the Perkins 
Loan Program, give the SSIG Program 
a new structure and purpose, and es- 
tablish a new High Hopes Program to 
help young people complete a high 
school education and go on to college. 

For the millions who must borrow to 
help pay for college, we have sought to 
keep the cost of borrowing down. We 
have accepted the administration’s 
proposal to set the student interest 
rate at the 91-day T-bill plus 1.7 per- 
cent while the student is in school and 
2.3 percent while the student is in re- 
payment, with an overall cap of 8.25 
percent. For students, this will mean 
the lowest interest rates in over 17 
years. 


April 29, 1998 


We reduce the special allowance paid 
to lenders from T-bills plus 2% percent 
to 2.2 percent while the student is in 
school, and from 3.1 percent to 2.8 per- 
cent while the student is in repayment. 
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I am very encouraged that we have 
been able to include a limited loan for- 
giveness program in this legislation. 
An individual who enters teaching, re- 
mains in the profession, and teaches in 
a high-poverty school now has the 
chance to have up to $17,750 of their 
Stafford Loans forgiven. 

I am also very pleased we have man- 
aged to reach an agreement that keeps 
both direct lending and FFEL pro- 
grams in place. In and of itself, this is 
a major accomplishment that many 
said could not be done. 

As important as the student aid provisions 
are, there are other provisions of H.R. 6 that 
also merit our support. 

In Title | we have forged a single definition 
of an institution of higher education. 

Prior to this, there has been one general 
definition and another more specific definition 
for the purposes of Title IV. 

We will now have one consolidated defini- 
tion. 

We also propose to establish within the De- 
partment of Education a performance-based 
organization, which we believe will give the 
Secretary the tools he needs to make sure 
that our student air programs are managed in 
an effective and efficient manner and that, first 
and foremost, they serve the students they are 
designed to help. 

In Title II we continue the small, but effec- 
tive urban community grant program. 

This has been an extremely important pro- 
gram in forging stronger linkages between my 
home community and the University of Michi- 
gan in Flint. 

I am also encouraged that passage of 
the manager’s amendment will mean a 
significant improvement in the Title II 
teacher quality enhancement provi- 
sions. This will mean authorization of 
a significant program to improve the 
recruitment, training and professional 
development of our Nation’s teachers. 

I am disappointed, however, that this 
legislation contains a prohibition on 
funding for the National Board of Pro- 
fessional Teaching Standards. I have 
long supported the excellent work done 
by the board. It has undertaken the dif- 
ficult and painstaking task of estab- 
lishing a set of voluntary standards for 
classroom teachers who want to dem- 
onstrate high proficiency and knowl- 
edge in their chosen field. We should be 
continuing our support for the board 
and not curtailing its important work. 

am extremely pleased with the com- 
promise we were able to reach in committee 
to establish a new Title V to aid Hispanic-serv- 
ing institutions. 

| believe the agreement we reached in this 
area is a solid one that deserves the strong 
support of Members on both sides of the aisle. 

As co-chair of the Native American Caucus, 
| strongly support the tribal college provisions 
that are part of this legislation. 
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| am proud of the fact that we will have a 
newly authorized Title Ill program specifically 
designed to help these institutions, and that 
we will continue all currently authorized Native 
American higher education programs in part B 
of Title IX of these amendments. 

Mr. Chairman, enactment of H.R. 6 is 
essential if our critically important 
student aid programs are not to be in- 
terrupted. Passage of this bill is an im- 
portant step to ensure the continu- 
ation of these programs and the aid 
they provide to literally millions of 
Americans who rely upon our Federal 
student aid programs to help put them 
through college. 

And while there are areas and provi- 
sions where we disagree, this bill was 
reported out of committee by a vote of 
38 to 3 with no Democrats in opposi- 
tion. As we debate H.R. 6 on the House 
floor, I would hope that we might avoid 
action that would risk the widespread 
bipartisan support this bill now merits 
and enjoys. 

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to a 
lively, productive debate and passage 
of a bill which we can all be proud of. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
PETRI), a member of the committee. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the distinguished chairman of the com- 
mittee for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, the Higher Education 
Act is one of the supremely important 
laws which comes before this House. It 
has wide ramifications for our society 
and for our economy. I want to com- 
mend my full and my subcommittee 
chairmen and my colleagues on the 
Committee on Education and the 
Workforce who have worked so dili- 
gently on this reauthorization, even as 
I comment on one disturbing aspect of 
it. 

In the history of guaranteed student 
loans, what the students paid has al- 
ways been what the banks received, 
with the exception of in-school interest 
on subsidized loans and interest above 
a capped amount, which have been paid 
to the banks by the government. That 
has been true until now. 

Under this bill, H.R. 6, for the first 
time this link will be broken. The 
banks will receive one-half percent 
more interest than the student bor- 
rowers pay, with the taxpayer paying 
the extra one-half point to the banks 
on every loan for as long as that loan 
is outstanding. That is an administra- 
tive monster as well as a huge cost in- 
creaser. 

Why are we doing this? Because the 
banks swear on a stack of Bibles that 
they will lose money if we cut them 
further. They will drop out of the pro- 
gram and students will not get loans. 
Mr. Chairman, I have heard that par- 
ticular Chicken Little before. 

When I first became a member of the 
committee 19 years ago, the banks got 
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3% percent over T-bills on these loans, 
and they swore then on a stack of Bi- 
bles that if we cut them, they would 
drop out. So we cut them to 3.1 per- 
cent. Guess what? Nobody dropped out. 
Since then, it has been the same story 
every time we bring up this act. They 
swear on a stack of Bibles, we cut them 
a little bit anyway, and nobody drops 
out. Does anybody see a problem here? 

This whole process is fundamentally 
flawed. We are setting prices for pri- 
vate parties in a political negotiation. 
Congress should not be setting prices. 
We need a market process to do that. 
We have that in direct lending, where 
all private services are procured 
through competitive bidding. We do 
not have that in guaranteed lending. 

That is why the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS) and I are pro- 
posing a loan rights auction process to 
determine how much the banks are 
paid and to get rid of the continuing 
extra half point bank subsidy now in 
the bill. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2½ minutes to the gentleman from In- 
diana (Mr. ROEMER). 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, first of 
all, I want to associate myself with the 
bipartisan spirit and nature of this bill 
and commend my ranking member, the 
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAY), 
and my ranking member of the sub- 
committee, the gentleman from Michi- 
gan (Mr. KILDEE), and also give acco- 
lades to the gentleman from California 
(Mr. MCKEON) and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) for bring- 
ing Republicans and Democrats to- 
gether on such an important issue to 
all Americans across the board. 

One of my constituents was 
kiddingly saying to me the other day, 
he said, “Tim, the American dream 
used to be to own your home. Now it is 
to get your children out of the home 
and into an affordable school.” Well, 
this bill will help our Nation’s parents 
get their children into affordable 
schools. 

When parents want to send their chil- 
dren to Indiana University or Purdue, 
it can be $13,000 a year, and if there are 
three children, it can cost those par- 
ents $156,000 through the course of 
those tuition payments. For afford- 
ability reasons, we have the lowest in- 
terest rate in 17 years in this bill. That 
is a tax cut for every individual with 
children in schools across America 
with the passage of this bill. 

In terms of accessibility, that com- 
plements the affordability. Children 
with no hope, we have now passed a 
program with high hopes, to give chil- 
dren the hope of getting into college. 
For simplification, students will be 
able to apply for financial aid with one 
single application for both loan pro- 
grams. For quality, I have included an 
amendment for alternative certifi- 
cation for teachers to get certified so 
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that we can bring in people from dif- 
ferent professions, including the mili- 
tary, to teach in schools. 

Ido, Mr. Chairman, have one concern 
about a new regulation for reporting 
requirements on colleges and univer- 
sities and intend to offer an amend- 
ment during consideration of this bill 
to strike that particular provision. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the distin- 
guished Member, the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. KILDEE), who has done 
such a great job on this bill, and con- 
clude by saying that Thomas Jefferson, 
who founded the very first public insti- 
tution in this country, the University 
of Virginia, once said, and I quote, 
“The less wealthy people would be 
qualified to understand their rights, to 
maintain them, and to exercise with 
intelligence their parts in self-govern- 
ment.” 

Thomas Jefferson, I think today, 
would be very proud of the higher edu- 
cation system in this Nation that is 
the best in the world. This bipartisan 
bill complements that outstanding uni- 
versity system. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS). 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my friend from Michigan for 
yielding me this time, and I again want 
to say to the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. GOODLING) and the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. MCKEON), 
our chair people, and to the gentleman 
from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) and the gen- 
tleman from Michigan (Mr. KILDEE), 
our ranking members, that I am proud 
to be associated with their accomplish- 
ment that they have worked so hard 


on. 

This bill is the second installment in 
a two-part process that began last year 
to make higher education more afford- 
able for more Americans. Last year, as 
part of the historic balanced budget 
agreement, this Congress gave people a 
tax cut to help people pay for college 
tuition. This Congress made it easier 
for people to save some money in IRA- 
type accounts for college and career 
school tuition. 

We finish that job or continue that 
job with this bill. This bill dramati- 
cally increases Pell Grants to a level of 
about $4,500 at the beginning. This bill 
makes more loans more affordable to 
more students and, in response to legis- 
lation I have introduced, makes those 
loans more affordable and more repay- 
able. This bill expands work study pro- 
grams and makes it more fair and rea- 
sonable as to how we calculate what a 
family must contribute to the edu- 
cation of a person in that family. 

What is most important about this 
bill, however, is why it does what it 
does. This bill is about honoring a com- 
mitment to the people of this country 
that says if they are willing to work 
hard and make sacrifices that they can 
go as high and as far as their ability 
and desire will take them. 
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I am proud, Mr. Chairman, to stand 
before you tonight as the son of a fa- 
ther who did not graduate from high 
school, as the son of a mother who 
graduated from high school but had no 
further opportunities. 

Education has been very important 
in our family. My father-in-law was a 
lifelong career educator, my mother- 
in-law is someone who cares deeply 
about education, and I am just so 
proud to be a part of an effort that says 
to all of America’s children and all of 
America’s adults that the promise of a 
higher education is much closer to 
being a reality once we enact this leg- 
islation. I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port it. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 24% minutes to the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM), an 
important member of our committee. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, to take 
up where my colleague left off about 
families and about doing better and 
about hopes and dreams, this bill has a 
lot of that in it. 

I am the first person in my family to 
ever go to college because my parents 
worked hard. They died fairly early on 
in my life, and I helped put my sister 
through, and we got student loans and 
grants, and it really helped. 

But one of the debates about edu- 
cation is to provide quality. And, quite 
frankly, one of the problems we are 
facing in this country is a shortage of 
qualified teachers. In this bill, the 
higher education bill that we are about 
to, hopefully, pass here, there is a pro- 
vision that I think the American public 
needs to know about that is a very 
good, common-sense step to solving 
that problem. 

About 30 percent of the teachers in 
our K through 12 schooling systems 
have been in teaching over 20 years and 
are going to retire, and we are going to 
have a tremendous teacher shortage in 
the first part of the 2lst century. The 
number of emergency certificates being 
issued to get people into the teaching 
profession, like in New York City 
alone, is about 18 percent, is at an all- 
time high. 

We are having a hard time getting 
people into the teaching profession, es- 
pecially in urban poor and rural poor 
districts. In this bill we have a pro- 
gram, thanks to the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. KILDEE), the gentleman 
from California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER), 
and the people on our side of the aisle. 
We have come together in very much a 
bipartisan fashion to address the teach- 
er shortage facing this country. 

The loan forgiveness program goes as 
follows: If individuals graduate from 
college and are willing to go into the 
teaching profession and keep their cer- 
tifications up, because we want qual- 
ity, not just bodies, and they will go to 
a Title I school where 30 percent of the 
students are at the poverty level or 
below and they will stay in that school 
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system and teach for 3 years and keep 
their certification levels current, in 
the fourth year of their teaching career 
we will start forgiving the student loan 
at 30 percent, and by the sixth year of 
their teaching careers we will forgive 
the student loans entirely, up to 
$17,750. 

We on this committee believe that it 
is a small step forward to addressing 
the teaching shortage in this country, 
and I cannot tell my colleagues the re- 
sponse I have gotten in South Carolina. 
I have a lot of Title I schools with 30 
percent poverty level or below. The 
educators are excited. This will help us 
get the best and brightest as an incen- 
tive to go into teaching, to go into the 
schools that have a hard time recruit- 
ing. 

And this amount of money is $218 
million, and it comes out of the bill 
itself. There is no new spending. I 
think it is Congress at its best, and I 
want to thank the people on the other 
side of the aisle, the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. KILDEE) and the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. MILLER), 
for helping in this endeavor. A lot of 
lives are going to be changed very posi- 
tively as a result of this, and I just 
think it is a good day for Congress, and 
I hope other Members will tell the 
folks back home about this new pro- 
gram. 
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Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia (Ms. WOOLSEY). 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, as a 
member of the Subcommittee on Post- 
secondary Education, Training and 
Life-Long Learning, which crafted this 
bill, I am truly proud to rise in support 
of H.R. 6, the Higher Education Act. 
This is a good bipartisan bill. It makes 
higher education more available and 
more affordable for all students. 

H.R. 6 also makes higher education 
safer, particularly for women on col- 
lege campuses, because H.R. 6 includes 
grants to combat violent crimes 
against women on campuses. Cur- 
rently, 20 percent of college women 
will be victims of sexual assault at 
some time during their college years. 
These are our daughters, our sisters, 
even our mothers. College is hard 
enough. Women should not have that 
added worry of sexual assault. These 
grants will be used for education, for 
prevention, for collaboration with local 
public safety departments to reduce 
violent crimes against women on col- 
lege campuses. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) and I 
want to thank the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. CLAY), and I want to 
thank them both for their willingness 
to work with me to include these 
grants in this bill. And at the same 
time, we should all be thanking the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
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MCKEON) and the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. KILDEE) for their leader- 
ship on this bill. Good job, my col- 
leagues. 

On the other hand, I urge my col- 
leagues to reject any amendment that 
will jeopardize final passage of this bill 
and to join the members of the Com- 
mittee on Education and Workforce 
from both sides of the aisle and vote 
for a bill that puts the best interest of 
students and parents first. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
advise that the gentleman from Michi- 
gan (Mr. KILDEE) has 14 minutes re- 
maining, and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) has 8 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. MILLER). 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair- 
man, I thank the gentleman for yield- 
ing. 

I want to join my colleagues in again 
congratulating our chairman the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. Goop- 
LING) and the subcommittee chairman 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
MCKEON) and the gentleman from Mis- 
souri (Mr. CLAY) and the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. KILDEE) for all of 
the work here. 

This is one of the more unusual bi- 
partisan coalitions we have put to- 
gether in the last couple of years, but 
we have done it because I think every- 
body on the committee recognizes the 
importance of this legislation to Amer- 
ica’s families with children who are 
pursuing higher education and pur- 
suing education for the purposes of 
taking their place in our economic sys- 
tem. 

This legislation is an important vehi- 
cle, and it opens the doors of oppor- 
tunity for those families. I think as we 
look through this legislation, to my 
colleagues who are not part of the com- 
mittee, they will start to see that the 
hearings in this committee made a dif- 
ference, that this committee was will- 
ing to listen to people who were con- 
structive critics of the current system 
and have made a series of changes that 
I think are terribly important. 

We provided loan forgiveness, as the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
GRAHAM) pointed out, to teachers to go 
to high-poverty schools, but we also 
said that those teachers have to be 
qualified. No longer should poor chil- 
dren have to suffer poor teachers. We 
have provided grants to States for up- 
grading the State teacher preparation 
and certification system. We created 
partnerships between colleges and 
school districts to provide new teach- 
ers intensive professional development 
and mentoring programs and better in- 
formation to parents about the quali- 
fications of the teachers of their chil- 
dren, the teachers who are spending 
many hours a day with their children. 

I think it is important for our col- 
leagues to understand that we listen to 
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these critics, we try and shape and 
mold this program, we try to reduce 
the cost of higher education to young 
people and to their families; and I 
think we successfully did so. 

Finally, I would just like to make 
one remark that was pointed out by 
our colleague the gentleman from 
Guam (Mr. UNDERWOOD). I am dis- 
appointed that the legislation, as cur- 
rently written, will result in students 
from the Freely Associated States 
being denied access to Pell Grants. I 
think it is important that we try to 
honor our commitment to these people 
from the Federated States of Micro- 
nesia, Marshall Islands and Palau to 
make sure that they do have access to 
institutions of higher education here 
on the mainland; and I look forward to 
working with the committee on that 
matter. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from New 
York (Mrs. MCCARTHY). 

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in strong support of 
H.R. 6. I want to commend the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. MCKEON) 
and the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
KILDEE) for making this a truly bipar- 
tisan effort. 

H.R. 6 will give millions of Ameri- 
cans educational opportunities well 
into the next century. I am pleased 
that H.R. 6 includes the provisions of 
my bill, the American Teachers Prepa- 
ration Improvement Act. H.R. 6 will 
help new teachers by establishing part- 
nerships between colleges and schools. 

Iam also pleased that H.R. 6 includes 
legislation that the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. ENGEL) and I introduced 
to protect consumers. Our bill requires 
the Department of Education to put 
up-to-date information about financial 
aid and scholarships on its Web site. 

This bill does many great things to 
increase access to education, but we 
can do more. I am concerned that pro- 
visions which block schools from finan- 
cial aid programs if their default rates 
are high end up denying access to edu- 
cation to many low-income students. 

However, earlier this month GAO re- 
ported that default behavior is pri- 
marily influenced by the characteris- 
tics of the borrower rather than that of 
the school. We need to hold schools ac- 
countable, but we need to look very 
closely at the measurements we use. 
Many good schools risk being kicked 
out of Federal aid programs simply be- 
cause they serve low-income students. 

Again, I want to commend the chair- 
man and ranking member for their 
work, and I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port H.R. 6. And again, through our 
educational committee, we have 
worked well together, and I appreciate 
that, because, in the end, we are serv- 
ing our children, and I appreciate that 
very much. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2% minutes to the gentleman from Ne- 
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braska (Mr. BARRETT), an important 
gentleman on the committee. 

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I guess let me begin 
by expressing a certain disappointment 
this evening over the rule we passed 
earlier this evening. I was assured 
throughout committee consideration 
that the $1 billion in extra money that 
we were looking for would be resolved 
prior to coming to the floor with the 
bill. In fact, I even cosponsored the bill 
with that assurance. Now, of course, we 
find in the rule that we waived the 
budget rule so that no one could raise 
a point of order against the bill for vio- 
lating the Balanced Budget Act that 
we all agreed to about 8 months ago. 

I know, Mr. Chairman, that this is 
much needed legislation if we are going 
to have student loans available to the 
millions of needy students out there. 
But to make the student loans avail- 
able today, the House apparently is 
willing to add another unpaid bill to 
tomorrow’s generation of students, and 
I am very disappointed over this ac- 
tion. 

However, in the limited time that I 
do have before me, let me highlight 
just a few provisions that I do support 
in the bill. The bill, first of all, would 
create a student loan forgiveness pro- 
gram for teachers in low-income 
schools. Some teachers could have 
some or all of their student loans for- 
given if they are teaching in their core 
area. 

H.R. 6 would also modify the needs 
analysis formula to permit people to 
keep more of what they earn and still 
qualify for Federal student financial 
assistance. If people are to move from 
welfare to work, or if young families 
are to afford to have one or both par- 
ents in school, then we must allow 
them to earn just a little bit more and 
still qualify for student aid. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the bill does 
embark on what may become a very 
complex issue in the next reauthoriza- 
tion. For example, how can Federal 
student aid programs be adapted to the 
new and emerging technologies and the 
methods of instruction used in distance 
learning programs? H.R. 6 permits the 
Secretary to approve distance learning 
programs that are currently exempt 
from statutory or regulatory limita- 
tions. This could very well provide 
more flexibility and more oversight for 
emerging distance learning programs. 

Unfortunately, in my opinion, Mr. 
Chairman, some of these good provi- 
sions and many others are scarred by 
the budget-busting nature of the bill. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. HINOJOSA). 

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of House bill H.R. 6. This is 
a strong bill giving students opportuni- 
ties to access higher education for the 
next 5 years. 
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First, I want to acknowledge the ex- 
cellent work accomplished by the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOOD- 
LING). I applaud the leadership shown 
by the gentleman from California (Mr. 
MCKEON), chair of the Subcommittee 
on Postsecondary Education, Training 
and Life-Long Learning; likewise, the 
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) 
and the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
KILDEE), the ranking member of the 
Subcommittee on Postsecondary Edu- 
cation, Training and Life-Long Learn- 
ing, have contributed greatly towards 
the education bill before us today. It is 
amazing that we forged an excellent bi- 
partisan consensus agreement. 

Secondly, I want to express my ap- 
preciation to Secretary Riley and 
President Clinton for supporting our 
legislative and resource allocation con- 
cerns in regard to expanding opportuni- 
ties for Hispanic students. I also want 
to acknowledge the personal contribu- 
tions offered to us by the gentleman 
from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT), the mi- 
nority leader, and his staff. 

Thirdly, a special mention is directed 
to all of the presidents of HSIs who ral- 
lied on our behalf. And last, but not 
least, thanks to the Hispanic Edu- 
cation Coalition, which provided us 
with very valuable insights and con- 
sistent support during this Congress. 

In September of last year, on behalf 
of the Congressional Hispanic Caucus, I 
introduced H.R. 2495. This bill con- 
tained a number of provisions intended 
to amend what is now H.R. 6. With the 
help and cooperation of our committee 
leadership, a number of these provi- 
sions have been incorporated. 

For example, in regards to Hispanic- 
serving institutions, we have reduced 
eligibility barriers, legislatively 
strengthened these institutions, in- 
creased the authorization levels, and 
provided for graduate and professional 
opportunity. 

Other provisions incorporated in H.R. 
6 include support within title III for 
tribally-controlled colleges and univer- 
sities, support for high school equiva- 
lency programs and college assistance 
migrant programs, Frank Tejeda 
Scholarship program, funding prior- 
ities in the Fund for the Improvement 
of Postsecondary Education, which em- 
phasizes community colleges. 

All of the foregoing provisions are es- 
pecially important to us on the Edu- 
cation Task Force of the Congressional 
Hispanic Caucus. They are of much 
greater importance to all the students 
impacted. The students are the winners 
with H.R. 6. This includes 1.2 million 
students and the 166 Hispanic-serving 
institutions across nine States and 
Puerto Rico. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I urge all 
my colleagues to vote in support of 
H.R. 6. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
advise that the gentleman from Michi- 
gan (Mr. KILDEE) has 7% minutes re- 
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maining, and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) has 5½ 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia (Ms. SANCHEZ). 

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Chairman, I join 
my colleagues today in supporting H.R. 
6 


I would first like to commend my 
committee colleagues for arriving at a 
bipartisan piece of legislation that we 
can stand behind and of which we can 
be proud. This is one of the most im- 
portant bills that Congress will vote on 
for students and for families. It will en- 
able every American who would like to 
do so to attend higher education. 

As America moves into a knowledge- 
intensive world of the future, the focus 
is turning to higher education. It used 
to be that a high school education was 
important, but today one really needs 
a college education. When I was in 
school, we could get away with typing 
skills, but future students will have to 
be prepared to access computers and be 
able to navigate the information high- 


way. 

I believe that that bill accomplishes 
the goal of expanding educational op- 
portunity, particularly for low-income 
individuals, and it increases the afford- 
ability of colleges for many families. It 
offers a better future for approximately 
1 million students who attend His- 
panic-serving institutions and tribally- 
controlled colleges in approximately 
200 institutions across the Nation. 

I have an SAI in my congressional 
district, Santa Ana College, which 
serves 3,000 students, and this bill will 
give Santa Ana College, other institu- 
tions around the country, increased 
funding, support, and recognition that 
they need to serve all of their students. 

We also included funding to expand 
and modernize active school programs, 
such as TRIO, but we did not stop at 
that. 
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We also created the High Hopes pro- 
gram which will do early intervention 
in middle schools across the country. 

I came to Congress to make sure that 
every child in my district had the same 
opportunities for education that I had. 
Passing this legislation will ensure 
that I will carry out that mission. H.R. 
6 gives struggling students the oppor- 
tunity to excel and to take full advan- 
tage of their education. A yes“ vote 
on this bill is a vote for students and 
families and the future. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Delaware (Mr. CASTLE), another gen- 
tleman from the committee. 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the time 
and for his erstwhile and good work on 
this bill, as well as a lot of other Mem- 
bers who worked so hard on this. I, too, 
as I have heard everybody else tonight, 
rise in support of H.R. 6. 
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There are a number of good reasons 
to support this bill but, since I only 
have a few minutes, I will focus on pro- 
visions to make college more afford- 
able. While the bill includes a new low 
student loan interest rate and in- 
creases assistance to disadvantaged 
students, these provisions will not be 
of much help if tuition rates continue 
to increase, thus requiring students to 
take on more debt or minimizing the 
value of grant aid. By the way, tuition 
has increased more than any other 
commodity in this country in the last 
20 years or so. 

To bring some subtle downward pres- 
sure on tuition rates, this bill includes 
an amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. MCKEON) 
and myself based on the recommenda- 
tions of the National Commission on 
the Cost of Higher Education. The bill 
includes provisions requiring the De- 
partment of Education to review regu- 
lations regarding student financial as- 
sistance every 2 years and where pos- 
sible repeal, consolidate or simplify 
those regulations. 

It also provides Federal support for 
innovative projects addressing issues of 
productivity, efficiency, quality, im- 
provement and cost control. And it re- 
quires GAO to issue a yearly report to 
Congress on various college cost fac- 
tors and tuition increases. 

But one of the most important provi- 
sions requires the Secretary of Edu- 
cation to work with colleges to develop 
a clear set of standards for reporting 
college costs and prices. Right now 
terms mean different things in dif- 
ferent places, and it is not possible to 
compare costs at one school to costs at 
another. 

For example, what is encompassed 
under the term “research”? What is en- 
compassed under the term “building 
and facilities’? Everyone needs to be 
on the same page before institutions 
can voluntarily report on their costs in 
a meaningful way. 

Once this occurs, then families will 
be able to make comparisons. They will 
have a clear sense of what their college 
tuition buys them, what schools spend 
their money on, what their financial 
priorities are. This valuable informa- 
tion could guide consumer choices and, 
more importantly, could guide institu- 
tions’ spending choices. 

For this reason as well as the others 
mentioned by my colleagues, I urge 
Members to give this legislation their 
hearty support. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1% minutes to the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD). 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise in support of H.R. 6. 

Our commitment to making edu- 
cation a national priority must be re- 
affirmed. We must help our youth de- 
velop their talents and the skills they 
need to compete in today’s highly tech- 
nical and competitive global economy. 
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If we do not, our businesses will not 
have a skilled workforce, our economy 
will suffer, and even worse, we will rob 
our youth of the opportunity to lead 
meaningful and productive lives. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 6 will help to end 
the tragic loss of our youth's talents, 
energies and abilities and prepare our 
country for the challenges of the 21st 
century. For example, H.R. 6 includes 
President Clinton’s new High Hopes 
initiative which will make available 
outreach, mentoring and tutoring as- 
sistance for low-income students, pro- 
viding the help and encouragement 
that many of our young people need to 
stay in school. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 6 is a good bill 
that will help our collective effort to 
ensure that higher education is acces- 
sible to all our children. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. OWENS). 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I too rise 
in support of H.R. 6. I want to con- 
gratulate all of those who made it pos- 
sible. 

We are grateful for the fact that 
there are no extremist and radical pro- 
posals in this bill, no radical proposals 
to roll back the Federal role in edu- 
cation of the kind we had in the 104th 
Congress, so we are grateful for that. 
We are grateful for the good house- 
keeping that has tidied up certain 
parts of the Higher Education Assist- 
ance Act. We are grateful for the im- 
portant administrative changes that 
have been made. It is all good. We have 
some incremental increases, also, that 
we are grateful for. 

However, I want to voice my dissent 
in terms of what is not here. We have 
missed a great window of opportunity 
that will not be open again until 2003. 
We only reauthorize this act once 
every 5 years, so we are going into the 
21st century and we have a status quo 
bill that we have polished up, it is 
great, but at a time when the economy 
is booming and the information tech- 
nology revolution is underway in in- 
dustry, we have neglected our duty to 
set priorities and make projections and 
target to meet critical needs. 

Two critical need areas we have ne- 
glected, one is we have neglected to ad- 
dress the information technology 
worker crisis. Right now there is a 
shortage, 300,000 vacancies across the 
country, and it is going to get worse. 
Only the Committee on the Judiciary 
is addressing the problem. They are 
going to bring in more foreign profes- 
sionals to fill the gap. Instead of train- 
ing our own, we are going to bring in 
foreign professionals. 

The other critical need is in the area 
of more opportunity needs to be pro- 
vided. We have a very complex society 
that we are in already and it is going 
to become more complex. We need 
more Americans to go to college, more 
Americans to be in college. Fifteen 
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million is not enough. Fifteen million 
may seem like a lot when you consider 
the junior colleges and the senior col- 
leges, but 15 million is less than 10 per- 
cent of the total population. In the 
complex world that we are looking at, 
we need more. 

We need to address this problem and 
provide more opportunities. Instead of 
quarreling about affirmative action, we 
need to open up the gates and let more 
people in. That is an affirmative way 
to proceed to provide the kind of 
human capital that we need for the fu- 


ture. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. BOB SCHAFFER), a very 
faithful and important member of the 
committee. 

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. 
Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me this time, the chair- 
man of the committee and the distin- 
guished Member from the State of 
Pennsylvania whose leadership on this 
issue has been exemplary. 

The government quite frankly can do 
more to reduce the default rate where 
student loans are concerned. I would 
submit this is an important thing for 
us to consider and for us to pursue, be- 
cause the high default rate that we are 
experiencing presently essentially robs 
resources from other worthy students 
who have a right to an opportunity to 
achieve higher education in America. 
That is true with public resources as 
well as private resources. 

The reason this occurs, however, and 
the area where we ought to look to find 
a remedy is right in the Federal stat- 
ute as it exists today. There is a defini- 
tion in the Higher Education Act for 
what constitutes due diligence with re- 
spect to collecting these loans. The De- 
partment of Education unfortunately 
applies that standard differently under 
different circumstances. 

I had offered an amendment in com- 
mittee which would have proposed to 
apply this definition of due diligence 
evenly throughout the law in a way 
that would cause greater efforts to col- 
lect delinquent loans and lower the de- 
linquency rate. That amendment was 
withdrawn under my direction at the 
request of the chairman, and it was his 
belief and promise that he would work 
with me and the sponsor of the bill in 
directing the Department of Education 
to increase its efforts at collecting 
loans that are in default in a way that 
will effectively lower the default rate. 

I am proud to say, Mr. Chairman, 
that the Department of Education to 
this point has been receptive. Just rais- 
ing the level of discussion, not only in 
committee but right here on the floor, 
has done quite a lot to make progress 
in this regard. It is one of those exam- 
ples where I think we are going to be 
able to resolve this problem and move 
in a positive direction without the ne- 
cessity of additional statutes and addi- 
tional regulatory law. 
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With that in mind, Mr. Chairman, I 
just want to thank the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania for agreeing with me and 
the sponsor of the bill that we will con- 
tinue to press privately with the De- 
partment of Education to resolve the 
problem of loan defaults. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
FATTAH). 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. FATTAH) is rec- 
ognized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, let me 
first thank the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania (Mr. GOODLING) and the gen- 
tleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAY), and 
also the gentleman from California 
(Mr. MCKEON) and the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. KILDEE) for the excel- 
lent work product that has been pro- 
duced. 

I too rise in support of favorable con- 
sideration of H.R. 6. I, however, want 
to add to what has been said by others 
about an important part of this bill 
which is the High Hopes Program, the 
fact that not only has it been embraced 
by the Clinton administration, but this 
is a proposal that has been bipartisan 
since its inception. That is, it has en- 
joyed the support of Members on both 
sides of this aisle, both in the com- 
mittee and in the full House. I want 
the record to fully reflect that this is a 
bipartisan initiative. 

I would also like to thank the staff 
who have worked so hard on this prod- 
uct, for Sally Stroup and also David 
Evans for their hard work. There are 
millions of American families who are 
going to benefit not just by the initia- 
tive that I referenced, but throughout 
this bill there are programs and 
projects that will appropriately inter- 
sect with the interests and aspirations 
of American families for their next 
generations to receive the highest pos- 
sible opportunities to reach their aca- 
demic potential. 

Finally, I want to say that I think it 
says a great deal about the 105th Con- 
gress, at the same time that when we 
make it clear to young people that 
there are consequences when they act 
inappropriately, we are now through 
the High Hopes 21st century initiative 
making it clear when they do the right 
thing that there will be rewards and 
that we indeed expect of them the 
highest in terms of their achievements. 
Many of us will not be around in the 
next century when these sixth graders 
are going to college, but today we are 
not thinking about the next election, 
we are thinking about the next genera- 
tion. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is recognized for 1½ 
minutes. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to make two observations. First 
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of all, I want to again repeat that we 
cut the lenders yields by 30 basis 
points. The students are happy. The 
colleges and universities are happy. 
The lenders are not. But it was a com- 
promise and I think a good compromise 
for students and parents. 

Then I do want to mention some- 
thing about the National Board of Pro- 
fessional Teaching Standards. It was 
my belief that if we had 40 percent of 
the students that are not reading well 
by the end of third grade, one of the 
things we should be looking at is 
teacher training, teacher preparation. I 
felt we should be looking at the other 
end, where these teachers are begin- 
ning to start to become teachers, so 
that as a matter of fact we would not 
have that problem later on. 

And so we had to find $18 million to 
have an offset in order to better pre- 
pare our teachers who are beginning to 
teach, and our teachers who are teach- 
ing who need remedial work. That is 
where we got that $18 million. We have 
to understand in 1992 when they came 
and asked for some money, they asked 
for a little bit of seed money. They 
said, That's all we want, a little bit of 
seed money, and then it will pay for 
itself.” Since 1992, they have spent $100 
million, they have certified 914 teach- 
ers, that is $100,000 apiece, none of 
which got into rural America and cen- 
ter city America where they are truly 
needed. 

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Chairman, | rise to 
discuss an issue of importance to the families 
of my district and to our Nation as a whole— 
access to higher education for all children. 

While | agree with many aspects of the leg- 
islation, | want to focus on significant sections 
of H.R. 6 that need improvement—teacher 
training and diversity on our college cam- 
puses. 

Let me first say that | applaud the bill's in- 
clusion of the Frank Tejeda Scholarship Pro- 
gram—appropriately named after a Member of 
this Chamber who fought to advance the edu- 
cation of some of our neediest students. The 
initiative would help bilingual individuals pay 
for their college education in exchange for 
service in schools with large limited-English 
proficient student populations. 

While | applaud this effort we must first look 
at programs that will address some key prob- 
lem areas such as teacher recruitment, reten- 
tion and scarcity. 

The current proposal would put all teacher 
training funds into block grants to the States. 
This is unacceptable. It does not ensure that 
we will hire, train and keep the very best 
teachers for our students. And it will not en- 
sure that smaller school districts receive nec- 
essary funds to pilot professional development 
programs. As a former State representative, | 
value local input and state control. But the 
Federal Government has a positive, affirmative 
role to play—and it is more than simply trans- 
ferring money. 

Students not only need well trained teach- 
ers, they also need rich learning environ- 
ments. We know that college students learn 
as much from each other as from the formal 
education they receive. 
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Therefore, we have a duty here today to en- 
sure that we keep our colleges as a place 
where diversity is welcomed and respected. 

My colleagues on the other side say they 
want a “color-blind society”. The reality is that 
we don't have one and that equal opportunity 
does not exist for minority students. Because 
there is not equitable access to education we 
must use what we know works—affirmative 
action. 

In my home State of Texas, overall Hispanic 
and African-American enrollment dropped 
sharply at the larger institutions of higher edu- 
cation as a result of he Hopwood decision, 
and we can’t allow the trend to continue. 

| oppose the Riggs amendment. It would 
overturn the 1978 Supreme Court decision 
recognizing the value of affirmative action and 
would deny the substantial advances that 
have been made through affirmative action by 
women and minorities. Don't be fooled into be- 
lieving that you are voting for equality. Voting 
to end affirmative action is a vote to perpet- 
uate inequality. 

Mr. Chairman, protecting and ensuring our 
children’s access to a good education is a 
most important goal. | applaud the efforts of 
my colleagues and the administration in bring- 
ing this important bill to the Floor, and | look 
forward to our collective work on this crucial 
issue. 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, | have con- 
cems about a provision included in H.R. 6 
which eliminates all Federal funding for the 
National Board for Professional Teaching 
Standards. 

I've been aware of the Board's efforts for 
many years. | was Governor of Delaware 
when the National Governors Association 
called for the Board’s creation in the late 
1980's. I've worked with representatives of 
major Delaware corporations such as DuPont, 
who strongly support the Board's mission. And 
the State of Delaware, like many other States, 
is actively supporting the Board's objectives by 
providing funds to help teachers sit for Board 
certification, and by providing merit pay to 
teachers who achieve certification. 

There is broad and bipartisan support for 
the mission and the work of NBPTS from 
major stakeholders in education policy; the 
governors, business, the school boards, prin- 
cipals, and teachers. | submit for the RECORD 
a letter in support of Federal funding for 
NBPTS, signed by several Republican and 
Democrat governors. 

While questions have been raised about 
Federal funding for the National Board, | be- 
lieve it is possible to achieve a compromise 
that sets a time limit on Federal funding, but 
allows the important work on teacher certifi- 
cation to be completed. | intend to work to re- 
solve this issue in conference. 

April 21, 1998. 

Hon. WILLIAM F. GOODLING, 

Chairman, House Committee on Education and 
the Workforce, U.S. House of Representa- 
tives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: We are writing you 
today to tell you of our support for the im- 
portant work of the National Board for Pro- 
fessional Teaching Standards. As Governors, 
each of us believes that one of our highest 
priorities is to make our system of education 
the very best it can be and that a vitally im- 
portant factor in achieving this is to im- 
prove the quality of the teaching that takes 
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place in our classrooms. We support the vol- 
untary process of National Board Certifi- 
cation because it provides us with a tool for 
achieving this goal. Each of us has crafted a 
plan to use the high and rigorous standards 
and assessments of the National Board in our 
states and we look forward to soon having 
the full system available to all of our teach- 
ers. 

We applaud the United States Congress for 
providing resources for the research that 
launched and continues to support full devel- 
opment of the voluntary National Board sys- 
tem. For a little over six years, this research 
and development program has proceeded 
with the help of federal dollars and with ac- 
countability to the Congress. 

We look to you for continued support of 
the federal funding for the National Board 
for Professional Teaching Standards at the 
level requested by the President for FY 1999. 

Sincerely, 
James B. Hunt, Jr.; 
Gary Locke; 
Lawton Chiles; 
Thomas R. Carper; 
George V. Voinovich; 
Marc Racicot; 
Terry E. Branstad; and 
Tommy G. Thompson. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, | rise in 
praise of Congressmen GOODLING, MCKEON, 
KILDEE and CLAY and all of the Members of 
the Committee on Education and the Work- 
force for their hard work and their leadership 
in bringing H.R. 6, the Higher Education 
Amendments of 1998 to the House floor in a 
timely manner. You deserve great credit for 
this thoughtful and carefully-crafted bill that will 
increase access to a higher education for mil- 
lions of Americans. 

For most Americans, student loans are the 
primary source of education funding. From the 
G.I. Bill to Pell Grants and the Stafford Loan 
Program, financial aid has enabled millions of 
working class families to send their children to 
college. College graduates earn, on average, 
50 percent more than those with only a high 
school diploma. 

This legislation will provide college students 
with the lowest interest rates for academic 
loans in 17 years. 

The bill expands the Pell Grant Program 
which helps youngsters from disadvantaged 
backgrounds, and improves campus-based aid 
programs like Supplemental Education Oppor- 
tunity Grants, Work Study, and Perkins Loans. 

The process of applying for student loans 
has been simplified, and there has been an ef- 
fort to reduce the regulatory burden on most 
colleges and universities. 

Students will have more timely access to 
crime statistics and information that will allow 
them to have an accurate picture of campus 
safety. In addition, the bill gives the Secretary 
of Education the unprecedented authority to 
study distance learning techniques that will ex- 
pand student access to a higher education. 

| am particularly pleased that Congress- 
woman MARGE ROUKEMA offered legislation 
that | introduced as an amendment during the 
mark-up of H.R. 6. My legislation, College Ac- 
cess Means Parents in School (CAMPUS) Act, 
has been incorporated into H.R. 6 and will en- 
able more low-income women to get a college 
education by providing campus-based child 
care centers. Often, finding affordable quality 
child care can be an insurmountable barrier 
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for students who have children. The CAMPUS 
Act will tear down this barrier by providing fi- 
nancial incentives for colleges and universities 
to establish campus-based child care centers. 

The good news is that students who have 
access to campus-based child care centers 
are more likely to stay in school and graduate 
than the average college student. Peace of 
mind that their children are being well cared 
for enables most of these students to achieve 
a higher grade point average and to complete 
their college education in less time than the 
norm. 

Again, | want to commend the members of 
the Education and Workforce Committee for 
their excellent endeavors and | urge all of my 
colleagues to support this bill. 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, | am very 
pleased to announce that the Higher Edu- 
cation Amendments Act of 1998, H.R. 6, 
which will be passed by the House today, in- 
cludes compromise language permitting col- 
leges and universities to offer voluntary age- 
based early retirement incentives to tenured 
faculty. Title X of H.R. 6 reflects compromise 
language acceptable to all interested parties, 
including Democrat and Republican leaders of 
the Education and Workforce Committee, the 
Administration, the higher education commu- 
nity, the American Association of University 
Professors (AAUP)—the well known faculty 
union, and other groups. This language still 
accomplishes the basic purposes of the bipar- 
tisan bill H.R. 3473, which | introduced on 
March 17, 1998 (and which was incorporated 
in the version of H.R. 6 reported by the Com- 
mittee). 

This legislation would amend the Age Dis- 
crimination in Employment Act of 1967 
(ADEA) to provide a “safe harbor” for certain 
age-based voluntary early retirement incentive 
plans (VERIPs) offered by colleges and uni- 
versities to tenured faculty. The new Title X 
clarifies the scope of that safe harbor in sev- 
eral respects from the Committee-reported 
version. 

| support the principles of the ADEA and be- 
lieve that the unique nature of faculty tenure 
justifies this amendment. Moreover, the ADEA 
already recognized the unique nature of fac- 
ulty tenure. In 1986, when Congress amended 
the ADEA to abolish the mandatory retirement 
age, it included a seven year exemption for 
tenured faculty. When the exemption expired 
in December 1993, a National Academy of 
Sciences report raised concerns that the ten- 
ure system and diminished faculty turnover— 
particularly at research universities—could in- 
crease costs and limit institutional flexibility in 
responding to changing academic needs, par- 
ticularly with regard to necessary hires in new 
and expanding fields and disciplines. It thus 
predicated its recommendation for ending 
mandatory retirement on the enactment of 
several proposals, including this legislation. 

This legislation has been endorsed by the 
AAUP, the widely recognized union that rep- 
resents university faculty. According to the 
AAUP, voluntary early retirement incentives 
are beneficial for both the faculty members 
who choose to retire and the institutions that 
need to encourage turnover to make nec- 
essary hires. Further, the voluntary nature of 
the proposed incentives and the double pro- 
tections available to tenured faculty—the age 
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discrimination laws and the tenure system—in- 
sure that this “safe harbor” cannot be used to 
penalize faculty members who choose not to 
retire. The AAUP has written to the Committee 
that it supports the legislation because “the re- 
tirement incentives under discussion are of- 
fered on a voluntary basis . . . [and] the legis- 
lation would permit an offer of additional bene- 
fits. It would not permit institutions to reduce 
or eliminate retirement benefits that would oth- 
erwise have been available to faculty after a 
certain age.” 

The Older Workers“ Benefit Protection Act 
(OWBPA) did allow for two very limited age- 
based early retirement subsidies. When the 
OWBPA was enacted, the authors did discuss 
in detail the need for a safe harbor in defined 
benefit plans and noted that any plans (i.e., 
defined contribution plans, the plans used pri- 
marily by colleges and universities, and de- 
fined benefit plans) could utilize other early re- 
tirement incentive plans. The Committee has 
now decided that another very limited age- 
based early retirement subsidy should be per- 
missible. This exception will be available only 
for faculty members with tenure at an institu- 
tion of higher education. | believe that the 
unique nature of the tenure system and the 
extra protections it affords over and above the 
age discrimination laws justifies the creation of 
this exception solely for higher education insti- 
tutions. 

Moreover, this past January, the bipartisan 
National Commission on the Cost of Higher 
Education included this legislative initiative in 
its recommendations to check the skyrocketing 
cost of a college education. The Commission 
recommended that “Congress enact a clari- 
fication to the Age Discrimination in Employ- 
ment Act to ensure that institutions offering 
defined contribution retirement programs are 
able to offer early retirement incentives to 
tenured faculty members. The Commission 
endorses pending Senate Bill 153, which 
would accomplish this purpose.” 

Title X is similar to S. 153, introduced by 
Senators Moynihan and Ashcroft. However, 
unlike the Senate version, this provision 
assures that no professor is denied an oppor- 
tunity to receive the retirement incentive be- 
cause the professor is too old. The provision 
requires that each otherwise eligible faculty 
member will have one opportunity of at least 
180 days to elect to retire and receive the 
maximum benefit that could then be elected if 
the faculty member were younger. The provi- 
sion clarifies that this 180-day opportunity 
must be afforded not only to faculty members 
who have attained the minimum age and sat- 
isfied the other eligibility requirements at the 
time the plan is established, but also to faculty 
members who satisfy these eligibility require- 
ments at some later time while the plan re- 
mains in effect. The provision also requires 
that faculty members be given at least 180 
days to plan for retirement after making their 
election. 

The compromise language for Title X also 
clarifies that the “safe harbor” applies only to 
VERIPs that offer supplemental benefits, and 
would not apply where an institution imple- 
ments any age-based reduction or cessation 
of benefits that would otherwise have been 
available to tenured faculty. The new Title X 
clarifies that an institution may not cease offer- 
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ing a retirement or severance benefit that has 
been generally available to tenured faculty 
and, within 365 days thereafter, begin offering 
that benefit solely to faculty members who re- 
tire under the VERIP. The provision would not, 
however, preclude an institution from dis- 
continuing benefits under an existing early re- 
tirement or exit incentive plan and substituting 
a VERIP within 365 days. 

Finally, the new Title X clarifies that the en- 
actment of this safe harbor is not intended to 
effect the application of the ADEA to any other 
plans or employers. 

It is my hope that this legislation will con- 
tribute to containing the costs of higher edu- 
cation, and will be beneficial both to colleges 
and universities and to their faculty members 
who choose to retire. In the words of the 
AAUP, the legislation will “provide greater 
flexibility in faculty retirement planning, offer a 
substantial retirement benefit to those profes- 
sors who choose to retire under the terms of 
an incentive plan, and leave other professors 
whole in their choice to continue their ca- 
reers.” 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, | rise in 
strong support of the Higher Education Act 
that we have before us today. 

This bill is one of the biggest bills we will 
complete this Congress. These are the issues 
that count for the American people. 

To be competitive in the global economy, 
we need to provide our country’s youth with 
the means to better their education. 

Mr. Speaker, we should be calling this bill 
“the American Act!” This is the legislation that 
will enable young people across this Nation to 
obtain the education they need to develop 
their skills so that they may get the good job 
at good wages. In this exchange, our students 
get the job they want, the roof over their head 
and America gets hard-working, productive 
members of our society. 

Among the many important provisions of 
this bill, are that this bill saves the student 
loan program, encourages the provision of 
campus-based child care, cuts down on scam 
schools and works on the training of our 
teachers. 

It is a good bill that makes sense for today’s 
students! 

PELL GRANT 

Clearly, one of the biggest problems facing 
students today is the cost of higher education. 
While we must do everything we can to put 
higher education within reach of every student, 
we also must do everything we can to ensure 
to protect our scarce resources—to ensure 
that they are not misused or wasted or squan- 
dered. 

With this in mind | (along with Representa- 
tive BART GORDON of Tennessee) introduced 
the “Pell Grant Student/Taxpayer Protection 
Act” that is now a part of this Higher Edu- 
cation Act package. 

This provision prevents a postsecondary 
school from participating in the Pell Grant pro- 
gram if that school is already ineligible to par- 
ticipate in the federally guaranteed student 
loan program. 

This is a critical time for our country. Con- 
gress is trying to save taxpayer dollars while 
improving the quality of post-secondary edu- 
cation for all Americans. We took strong steps 
toward that goal when we last reauthorized 
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the Higher Education Act and implemented 
nearly 100 sorely needed reforms that were 
good for students and good for taxpayers. 

One of those reforms was to make schools 
ineligible for guaranteed student loans if their 
loan default rates were above 25 percent 3 
years in a row. Today's reauthorization goes 
further by also taking Pell Grant eligibility 
away from schools with high default rates. 
This will recover millions of dollars currently 
being squandered and instead put that money 
to work with hard-working students at legiti- 
mate schools. 

Reforms such as the 3-year 25 percent de- 
fault criteria were intended to put an end to 
risk-free federal subsidies for unscrupulous, 
for-profit trade schools who promise students 
a good education that leads to a good job and 
then fail to deliver on that promise—at the ex- 
pense of both students and the taxpayer. If 
these schools violate these rules, then they 
would be bounced from the program. 

We have already determined that schools 
with unacceptably high student loan default 
rates should not be permitted to participate in 
the federally guaranteed student loan pro- 
gram. | submit that if a school is deemed ineli- 
gible to participate in the student loan pro- 
gram, then it should not be permitted to par- 
ticipate in the Pell Grant program. 

| should note that when we temporarily put 
this restriction on abuse of Pell Grant money 
into effect for one year by making it a part of 
the Omnibus Consolidated Rescissions and 
Appropriations Act of 1996, we redistributed 
approximately $8 million to responsible 
schools. Since it was a part of an appropria- 
tions act, that accomplishment was only tem- 
porary. Today's action will make this provision 
permanently a part of the law. 

This is an opportunity to stretch our Pell 
Grant funds by disqualifying those schools that 
we have already disqualified from the federally 
guaranteed student loan program. This allows 
us to make the most of our limited federal dol- 
lars! 

STUDENT LOAN INTEREST RATE ISSUE 

But there is another aspect of finding funds 
for access to college that | believe we have 
resolved here—the federal student loan inter- 
est rate issue. The proposal in this legislation 
will help save access to higher education, 
while helping students save on the cost of 
higher education. 

On July 1, a change in the student loan in- 
terest rate is scheduled to take place that is 
believed by many independent organizations, 
including CRS and GAO, to possibly drive 
many private lenders from the student loan 
market. 

| recognize that the change would have re- 
duced the rate for students paying back their 
loans. However it would have made the loans 
virtually unprofitable for the banks leading 
many banks to leave the market. 

| am speaking today wearing two hats. 
One—as a longtime Member of the Postsec- 
ondary Education Subcommittee. The other 
hat—i serve as Chairwoman of the House 
Subcommittee on Financial Institutions of the 
House Banking Committee. 

So | know this program from both sides—so 
to speak. 

Currently, 70% of all student loans are origi- 
nated by private lenders, such as the banks. 
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Further, about 5000 banks participate in the 
student loan market today. If the market be- 
comes virtually unprofitable, then many of 
these banks will leave the market, and leave 
many students without the means to a loan. 

The result—student and their families being 
shut out of the federal student loan program 
and unable to obtain funds for college—is un- 
acceptable. 

Which is why we believe we have devised 
a plan which would retain these private lend- 
ers in the student loan program. And it is in- 
cluded as part of today’s Higher Education Act 
Amendments. 

This compromise provides students with a 
cut in the interest rate by 80 bases points, 
while providing banks a different interest rate, 
with the difference being paid by the Federal 
Government. 

To students this means savings of over 
$1,000 per student for a $20,000 loan. But just 
as importantly, this means access! By pro- 
viding banks with this small profit margin, they 
will remain in the guaranteed lending program, 
and will continue to make it possible for stu- 
dents to further their education! 

TEACHER TRAINING 

Another strong proposal in this Higher Edu- 
cation Act deals with the issue of teacher 
training. As we talk about raising standards for 
students, we should also talk about raising 
standards for teachers. To help our Nation's 
students, we need to help our nation’s teach- 
ers. 

This bill will focus on strengthening State 
teacher certification requirements to improve 
the academic knowledge of teachers in the 
subject areas in which they are certified to 
teach. Teachers who teach math should have 
knowledge in math, and teachers who teach 
science should have knowledge in science. 

This bill provides competitive grants to the 
Governors. It will help raise the State aca- 
demic standards required to enter the teaching 
profession. 

In some states it is harder to graduate from 
high school than to become a certified teach- 
er. Something is wrong here! 

According to a U.S. Department of Edu- 
cation report, 39.5% of science teachers had 
not studied science as a major or minor, 34% 
of mathematics teachers and 25% of English 
teachers were similarly teaching “out of field.” 

How can our Nation's students learn 
science or math when their teachers do not 
know it? 

Every classroom should have a well-edu- 
cated, knowledgeable teacher. 

CHILD CARE 

This bill includes an amendment | offered at 
Committee to help society with today’s child 
care problems. It is a sad reality that today’s 
headlines are filled with stories that spring 
from the everyday struggle of families to se- 
cure safe and dependable child care. This 
problem is especially great for men and 
women who want to further their education to 
make a better life for them and their family. 

The trends in society and the American 
workforce show a necessity for education be- 
yond high school. Market demands require a 
higher level of educational achievement than 
high school. This is near impossible to achieve 
when reliable, quality child care is not avail- 
able. 
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This bill includes this proposal to encourage 
a new public-private partnership between insti- 
tutions and businesses to develop solutions to 
meet students’ child care needs. This initiative 
is in the form of competitive grants to higher 
education institutions that would go directly to 
the institution to assist them in providing cam- 
pus-based child care service to low-income 
students. 

This legislation does not mandate a Federal 
program for child care that imposes some 
Washington-based requirements on local com- 
munities. In fact, this bill combines the concept 
of state and local control of education with the 
time-tested concept of the public-private part- 
nership. This bill makes it possible for local in- 
stitutions and businesses to work together to 
create their own program that meets the 
needs of their own community, whatever they 
may be. 

We need to help students solve the child 
care problem. And we need to give institutions 
the means to put their proposals to the test. 
This bill helps us do that! 

CONCLUSION 

For all of these reasons, and many others 
that | do not have time to discuss today, this 
legislation is critical to all students. 

Let's pass this legislation. 

Thank you. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Chairman, | rise today to 
express my appreciation for the provisions in 
H.R. 6 that put Montgomery GI Bill education 
benefits on an equal footing with benefits pro- 
vided under other programs. 

Unfortunately, veterans are penalized when 
they apply for other Federal education assist- 
ance benefits like Pell Grants. 

Under current law, veterans education bene- 
fits are counted against the amount of assist- 
ance a veteran may receive from other Fed- 
eral education benefit programs. 

On the other hand, AmeriCorps education 
benefits don’t reduce assistance from other 
Federal education assistance programs. 

Thus, veterans who serve their Nation in 
often-hostile environments and at great risk to 
their lives are denied benefits solely due to 
their military service, and that is not right. 

This bill corrects that inequity. 

Mr. Chairman, | congratulate Chairman 
GOODLING, Subcommittee Chairman MCKEON, 
and their respective ranking Members, Mr. 
CLAY and Mr. KILDEE, for the way they have 
responded to this problem. 

| know they have dedicated a significant 
amount of scarce resources to our veterans. 

What they are doing will make a measur- 
able difference in the lives of veterans pur- 
suing an education. 

Mr. Chairman, | strongly urge my colleagues 
to support H.R. 6. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute printed in the bill, modified by 
the amendments printed in part 1 of 
House Report 105-499, shall be consid- 
ered as an original bill for the purpose 
of amendment under the 5-minute rule 
by title, and each title shall be consid- 
ered read. 

Before consideration of any other 
amendment, it shall be in order to con- 
sider the amendment printed in part 2 
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of the report if offered by the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOOD- 
LING) or his designee. That amendment 
shall be considered read, shall be de- 
batable for 20 minutes, equally divided 
and controlled by the proponent and an 
opponent, shall not be subject to 
amendment, and shall not be subject to 
a demand for division of the question. 

If that amendment is adopted, the 
bill, as amended, shall be considered as 
an original bill for the purpose of fur- 
ther amendment. 

No other amendment to the com- 
mittee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute is in order unless printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. Those 
amendments shall be considered read. 

The Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole may postpone until a time 
during further consideration in the 
Committee of the Whole a request for a 
recorded vote on any amendment and 
may reduce to not less than 5 minutes 
the time for voting by electronic de- 
vice on any postponed question that 
immediately follows another vote by 
electronic device without intervening 
business, provided that the time for 
voting by electronic device on the first 
in any series of questions shall not be 
less than 15 minutes. 


o 2045 


AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. GOODLING 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, pur- 
suant to the rule, I offer an amendment 
printed in Part 2 of the report. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 


Part 2 amendment printed in House Report 
105-499 offered by Mr. GOODLING: 

Page 8, line 5, strike “is redesignated” and 
insert “is amended by striking subsection 
(a), and by redesignating subsection (b)’’. 

Page 23, line 21, insert or veterinary” 
after medical“; and on lines 23 and 24, 
strike a graduate medical school” and in- 
sert such school“. 

Page 24. strike lines 22 through 24 and in- 
sert the following: 

(II) the institution has a clinical training 
program that was approved by a State as of 
January 1, 1992, or the institution's students 
complete their clinical training at an ap- 
proved veterinary school located in the 
United States. 

Page 33, line 7, strike ‘‘105(b)'"’ and insert 
“105”. 

Page 58, beginning on line 21, strike part E 
through page 68, line 11, and insert the fol- 
lowing: 


“PART E—TEACHER QUALITY 
ENHANCEMENT GRANTS 
SEC. 271. PURPOSE. 

“The purposes of this part are— 

“(1) to provide competitive grants to 
States for assistance in strengthening the 
quality of the teaching force by improving 
the academic knowledge of teachers in the 
subject areas in which they teach; 

“(2) to hold institutions of higher edu- 
cation with teacher preparation programs 
accountable for preparing teachers who are 
highly competent in the academic content 
areas in which they plan to teach, including 
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training in the effective uses of technologies 
in the classroom; and 

(3) to recruit high quality individuals, in- 
cluding individuals from other occupations, 
into the teaching force. 

“SEC. 272. ELIGIBILITY. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this 
part: 

() ELIGIBLE GRANT RECIPIENT.—The term 
‘eligible grant recipient’ means— 

„) other than for the purpose of section 
273(b), a Governor of a State, except that if, 
pursuant to the law or constitution of such 
State, another individual, entity, or agency 
in a State that is responsible for the teacher 
certification and preparation activities con- 
tained in the application, such term means 
that individual, entity, or agency; and 

) for the purpose of section 273(b), an el- 
igible partnership. 

(2) ELIGIBLE PARTNERSHIP.—The term ‘eli- 
gible partnership’ means an entity con- 
sisting of an exemplary private independent 
or State-supported public institution of 
higher education which prepares teachers, 
and a local educational agency, and which 
may also consist of the eligible grant recipi- 
ent, other institutions of higher education, 
public charter schools, public and private 
nonprofit elementary and secondary schools, 
or other public and private nonprofit agen- 
cies or organizations. 

“(b) APPLICATIONS.—To be eligible to re- 
ceive a grant under this part, an eligible 
grant recipient shall, at the time of the ini- 
tial grant application, submit an application 
to the Secretary that meets the require- 
ments of this part. 

(e CONTENTS OF APPLICATION.—Such ap- 
plication shall include a description of how 
the eligible grant recipient intends to use 
funds provided under this part and such 
other information and assurances as the Sec- 
retary may require. 

“SEC. 273. USE OF FUNDS. 

(a) GENERAL ACTIVITIES.—The eligible 
grant recipient of a State that receives a 
grant under this subpart shall use a portion 
of such grant to carry out 1 or more of the 
following activities: 

(J) Reforming State teacher certification 
requirements to ensure that current and fu- 
ture teachers possess the necessary academic 
content knowledge in the subject areas in 
which they are certified and assigned to 
teach. 

(2) Providing prospective teachers alter- 
natives to schools of education through pro- 
grams at colleges of arts and sciences or at 
nonprofit organizations. 

“(3) Funding programs which establish or 
expand alternative routes to State certifi- 
cation for highly qualified individuals, in- 
cluding mid-career professionals from other 
occupations, paraprofessionals, and former 
military personnel. 

“(4) Implementing reforms which hold in- 
stitutions of higher education with teacher 
preparation programs accountable for pre- 
paring teachers who are highly competent in 
the academic content areas in which they 
plan to teach. 

(5) Developing and implementing effective 
mechanisms to expeditiously remove incom- 
petent or unqualified teachers. 

(6) Recruiting minorities, and others, into 
the teaching and counseling professions, in- 
cluding education paraprofessionals, former 
military personnel, and mid-career profes- 
sionals, by providing financial and other as- 
sistance related to instruction, induction, 
mentoring, and support services that include 
pre-service and in-service components, to 
serve within schools which have— 
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() a high percentage of children in pov- 
erty; 

(B) low retention rates for teachers; or 

“(C) a high percentage of teachers teaching 
subjects for which they are not qualified to 
teach, 

“(b) PARTNERSHIP ACTIVITIES.—An eligible 
partnership that receives a grant under this 
subpart shall use such funds to carry out 1 or 
more of the following activities: 

“(1) Implementing reforms which hold in- 
stitutions of higher education with teacher 
preparation programs accountable for pre- 
paring teachers who are highly competent in 
the academic content areas in which they 
plan to teach; 

(2) Creating opportunities for enhanced 
and ongoing professional development which 
improves the academic content knowledge of 
teachers in the subject areas in which they 
are certified to teach or in which they are 
working toward certification to teach. 

(3) Providing programs designed to imple- 
ment the successful integration of tech- 
nology into teaching and learning. 

(4) Recruiting minorities, and others, into 
the teaching and counseling professions, in- 
cluding education paraprofessionals, former 
military personnel, and mid-career profes- 
sionals, by providing financial and other as- 
sistance related to instruction, induction, 
mentoring, and support services that include 
pre-service and in-service components, to 
serve within schools which have— 

(A) a high percentage of children in pov- 
erty; 

(B) low retention rates for teachers; or 

(O) a high percentage of teachers teaching 
subjects for which they are not qualified to 
teach. 

“SEC. 274, COMPETITIVE AWARDS, 

(a) COMPETITIVE GRANTS.— 

“(1) APPLICABILITY.—The Secretary shall 
make grants in accordance with the require- 
ments of this subsection for any fiscal year 
for which the amount appropriated under 
section 276 does not equal or exceed 

“(2) COMPETITIVE BASIS FOR AWARDS.—The 
Secretary shall make annual grants under 
this subsection on a competitive basis. 

(3) PEER REVIEW PANEL.—The Secretary 
shall provide the applications submitted by 
eligible grant recipients under section 272 to 
a peer review panel for evaluation. With re- 
spect to each application, the peer review 
panel shall initially recommend the applica- 
tion for funding or for disapproval. 

(4) PRIORITY.—In recommending applica- 
tions to the Secretary, the panel shall give 
priority to— 

“(A) applications from States with pro- 
posals which promise initiatives to reform 
State teacher certification requirements 
which are designed to ensure that current 
and future teachers possess the necessary 
academic content knowledge in the subject 
areas in which they are certified to teach or 
which include innovative reforms to hold in- 
stitutions of higher education with teacher 
preparation programs accountable for pre- 
paring teachers who are highly competent in 
the academic content areas in which they 
plan to teach; and 

„B) eligible 
which— 

) include the eligible grant recipient and 
demonstrate a high degree of collaboration 
with the State agency responsible for teach- 
er certification and preparation; and 

“(ii) include a local educational agency 
which includes a school with— 

(J a high percentage of children in pov- 
erty; 
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(II) low retention rates for teachers; or 

(III) a high percentage of teachers teach- 
ing subjects for which they are not qualified 
to teach. 

(5) RANKING OF APPLICATIONS.—With re- 
spect to each application recommended for 
funding, the panel shall assign the applica- 
tion a rank, relative to other recommended 
applications, based on the priority described 
in subsection (c), the extent to which the ap- 
plication furthers the purposes of this part, 
and the overall quality of the application, 
based on the quality and scope of State-sup- 
ported strategies to improve quality of 
teacher preparation and their teaching force. 

(6) RECOMMENDATION OF AMOUNT.—With 
respect to each application recommended for 
funding, the panel shall make a rec- 
ommendation to the Secretary with respect 
to the amount of the grant that should be 
made. The Secretary shall use % of the funds 
made available under this part to fund appli- 
cations submitted by eligible partnerships. 

(7) SECRETARIAL SELECTION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), the Secretary shall determine, based on 
the peer review panel’s recommendations, 
which applications shall receive funding and 
the amounts of such grants. In determining 
grant amounts, the Secretary shall take into 
account the total amount of funds available 
for all grants under this part and the types 
of activities proposed to be carried out. 

(B) EFFECT OF RANKING BY PANEL,—In 
making grants under this part, the Secretary 
shall select applications according to the 
ranking of the applications by the peer re- 
view panel, except in cases where the Sec- 
retary determines, for good cause, that a 
variation from that order is appropriate. 

“(b) FORMULA GRANTS.— 

(i) ALLOTMENT,—For any fiscal year for 
which the amount appropriated to carry out 
this part exceeds $250,000,000, the Secretary 
shall make allotments to the eligible grant 
recipient of each State, pursuant to the for- 
mula described in paragraph (2), to enable 
the eligible grant recipient to carry out the 
activities under this part, including the 
funding of eligible partnerships to carry out 
activities described in section 273(b). 

(2) ALLOTMENT FORMULA.—For any such 
fiscal year, an eligible grant recipient from 
each State that submits an application 
under section 272(a) shall receive an allot- 
ment under this part in an amount that 
bears the same ratio to the amount appro- 
priated as the school age population ages 5 
through 17 of the State bears to the school 
age population ages 5 through 17 of all the 
States, except that no State shall receive 
less than an amount equal to % of 1 percent 
of the total amount. 

“(¢) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.— 

(I) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—Each State 
receiving funds under this part shall provide, 
from non-Federal sources, an amount equal 
to % of the amount of the grant in cash or in 
kind to carry out the activities supported by 
the grant. 

“(2) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EX- 
PENSES.—An eligible recipient that receives 
a grant under this part may use not more 
than 2 percent of the grant funds for admin- 
istrative costs. 

(3) REPORTING.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—An eligible grant recipi- 
ent that receives a grant under this section 
shall submit an accountability report to the 
Secretary and the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources of the Senate. Such 
reports shall include a description of the de- 
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gree to which substantial progress has been 
made in meeting the following goals: 

“(i) Raising the State academic standards 
required to enter the teaching profession. 

(Ii) Increasing the percentage of classes 
taught in core academic subject areas by 
teachers fully certified by the State to teach 
in those subject areas. 

(11) Decreasing shortages of qualified 
teachers in poor urban and rural areas. 

(iv) Increasing opportunities for enhanced 
and ongoing professional development which 
improves the academic content knowledge of 
teachers in the subject areas in which they 
are certified to teach or in which they are 
working toward certification to teach. 

(B) ACCOUNTABILITY OF STATE INSTITUTION 
OF HIGHER EDUCATION.—Prior to receiving 
funds under this part, an eligible grant re- 
cipient shall demonstrate that at least 80 
percent of graduates of each of the exem- 
plary institutions of higher education in any 
eligible partnership described in section 
27 34a 2) who enter the field of teaching pass 
all applicable State qualification assess- 
ments of new teachers, which must include 
assessments of each prospective teacher's 
subject matter knowledge in the content 
area or areas in which the teacher provides 
instruction. Prior to each subsequent receipt 
of funds under this part, such State shall 
demonstrate that 70 percent of the graduates 
of each institution of higher education in the 
State have met such goal and continue to 
progress to exceed such goal. Such assess- 
ment shall be at least as rigorous as those in 
place on the date of enactment of this Act 
and shall have qualifying scores no lower 
than those in place on the date of enactment 
of this Act. 

“(C) PROVISION TO PEER REVIEW PANEL.— 
The Secretary shall provide the reports sub- 
mitted under subparagraph (A) to the peer 
review panel convened under subsection 
(a)(3). The panel shall use such account- 
ability report in recommending applications 
for subsequent funding under this section. 

(4) TEACHERS QUALIFICATIONS PROVIDED TO 
PARENT UPON REQUEST.—Any local edu- 
cational agency that participates as an eligi- 
ble recipient or partner under this part shall 
make available, upon request and in an un- 
derstandable and uniform format, to any 
parent of a student attending any school in 
the local educational agency, information 
regarding the qualifications of the student's 
classroom teacher, both generally and with 
regard to the subject matter in which the 
teacher provides instruction. 

“SEC. 275. LIMITATIONS, 

(a) FEDERAL CONTROL PROHIBITED.—Noth- 
ing in this part shall be construed to permit, 
allow, encourage, or authorize any Federal 
control over any aspect of any private, reli- 
gious, or home school, whether or not a 
home school is treated as a private school or 
home school under State law. This section 
shall not be construed to bar private, reli- 
gious, or home schools from participation in 
programs or services under this part. 

b) NO CHANGE IN STATE CONTROL ENCOUR- 
AGED OR REQUIRED.—Nothing in this part 
shall be construed to encourage or require 
any change in a State’s treatment of any pri- 
vate, religious, or home school, whether or 
not a home school is treated as a private 
school or home school under State law. 

“(c) NATIONAL SYSTEM OF TEACHER CERTIFI- 
CATION PROHIBITED.—Nothing in this part 
shall be construed to permit, allow, encour- 
age, or authorize any national system of 
teacher certification. 

“SEC. 276. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

“There are authorized to be appropriated 
to carry out this part such sums as may be 
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necessary for each of the fiscal years 1999 
through 2003. 

Page 68, after line 11, insert the following 
new sections (and redesignate the succeeding 
section and conform the table of contents ac- 
cordingly): 


SEC. 206. CAMPUS SAFETY. 


(a) GRANTS TO COMBAT VIOLENT CRIMES 
AGAINST WOMEN ON CAMPUSES.—Title II is 
further amended by adding at the end the 
following new part: 


“PART F—GRANTS TO COMBAT VIOLENT 
CRIMES AGAINST WOMEN ON CAMPUSES 


“SEC. 281. GRANTS TO COMBAT VIOLENT CRIMES 
AGAINST WOMEN ON CAMPUSES, 

(a) GRANTS AUTHORIZED.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author- 
ized to make grants to institutions of higher 
education for use to provide training to ad- 
ministrators, security personnel, and campus 
personnel and student organizations for the 
purpose of developing and strengthening ef- 
fective security and investigation strategies 
to combat violent crimes against women on 
campuses, and to develop and strengthen vic- 
tim services in cases involving violent 
crimes against women on campuses, which 
may include partnerships with local criminal 
justice authorities and community-based 
victims services agencies. 

(2) AWARD BASIS.—The Secretary shall 
award grants and contracts under this sec- 
tion on a competitive basis. 

(3) EQUITABLE PARTICIPATION.—The Sec- 
retary shall make every effort to ensure the 
equitable participation of private and public 
institutions of higher education and to en- 
sure the equitable geographic participation 
of such institutions in the activities assisted 
under this part. 

(4) PRIORITY.—In the award of grants and 
contracts under this section, the Secretary 
shall give priority to institutions of higher 
education or consortia of such institutions 
that show the greatest need for the sums re- 
quested. 

“(b) USE OF GRANT FuNDS.—Funds provided 
under this part may be used for the following 
purposes: 

(J) To provide training for campus secu- 
rity and college personnel, including campus 
disciplinary or judicial boards, that address 
the issues of sexual assaults, stalking, and 
domestic violence. 

(2) To implement and operate education 
programs for the prevention of violent 
crimes against women. 

(3) To develop, enlarge, or strengthen sup- 
port services programs including medical or 
psychological counseling for victims of sex- 
ual offense crimes. 

(4) To create, disseminate, or otherwise 
provide assistance and information about 
victims’ options on and off campus to bring 
disciplinary or other legal action. 

(5) To train campus administrators and 
campus security personnel to more effec- 
tively identify and respond to violent crimes 
against women on campus, including the 
crimes of sexual assault, stalking, and do- 
mestic violence. 

(6) To develop and implement more effec- 
tive campus policies, protocols, orders, and 
services specifically devoted to prevent, 
identify, and respond to violent crimes 
against women on campus, including the 
crimes of sexual assault, stalking, and do- 
mestic violence. 

“(7) To develop, enlarge, or strengthen vic- 
tim services programs for local campuses 
and to improve delivery of victim services on 
campuses. 
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“(8) To provide capital improvements (in- 
cluding improved lighting and communica- 
tions facilities but not including the con- 
struction of buildings) on campuses to ad- 
dress violent crimes against women on cam- 
pus, including the crimes of sexual assault, 
stalking, and domestic violence. 

“(9) To support improved coordination be- 
tween campus administrators, campus secu- 
rity personnel, and local law enforcement to 
reduce violent crimes against women on 
campus. 

( APPLICATIONS.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—In order to be eligible to 
be awarded a grant under this section for 
any fiscal year, an institution of higher edu- 
cation shall submit an application to the 
Secretary at such time and in such manner 
as the Secretary shall prescribe. 

“(2) CONTENTS.—Each application sub- 
mitted under paragraph (1) shall— 

() describe the need for grant funds and 
the plan for implementation for any of the 
purposes described in subsection (b); 

„) describe how the campus authorities 
shall consult and coordinate with nonprofit 
and other victim services programs, includ- 
ing sexual assault and domestic violence vic- 
tim services programs; 

() provide measurable goals and ex- 
pected results from the use of the grants 
funds; 

„D) provide assurances that the Federal 
funds made available under this section shall 
be used to supplement and, to the extent 
practical, increase the level of funds that 
would, in the absence of Federal funds, be 
made available by the applicant for the pur- 
pose described in this part; and 

„(E) include such other information and 
assurances as the Secretary reasonably de- 
termines to be necessary. 

“(3) COMPLIANCE WITH CAMPUS CRIME RE- 
PORTING REQUIRED.—No institution of higher 
education shall be eligible for a grant under 
this section unless such institution is in 
compliance with the requirements of section 
485(f) of this Act. 

“(d) REPORTING.—Not later than 180 days 
after the end of the fiscal year for which 
grants are made under this part, the Sec- 
retary shall submit to the committees of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate re- 
sponsible for issues relating to higher edu- 
cation and crime, a report that includes— 

(i) the number of grants and funds dis- 
tributed under this part; 

(2) a summary of the purposes for which 
these grants were provided and an evaluation 
of their progress; 

(3) a statistical summary of the persons 
served, detailing the nature of victimization, 
and providing data on age, sex, race, eth- 
nicity, disability, relationship to offender, 
geographic distribution, and type of campus; 
and 

(4) an evaluation of the effectiveness of 
programs funded under this part, including 
an evaluation based on the reduction ob- 
served in crimes reported pursuant to sec- 
tion 485(f). 

“(f) GRANTEE REPORTING.—Upon comple- 
tion of the grant or contract period under 
this section, the grantee institution or con- 
sortium of such institutions shall file a per- 
formance report with the Secretary explain- 
ing the activities carried out together with 
an assessment of the effectiveness of those 
activities in achieving the purposes of this 
section. The Secretary shall suspend funding 
for an approved application if an applicant 
fails to submit an annual performance re- 
port. 

“(g) DEFINITIONS.—In this part 
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(J) the term ‘domestic violence’ includes 
acts or threats of violence, not including 
acts of self-defense, committed by a current 
or former spouse of the victim, by a person 
with whom the victim shares a child in com- 
mon, by a person who is cohabitating with or 
has cohabitated with the victim, by a person 
similarly situated to a spouse of the victim 
under the domestic or family violence laws 
of the jurisdiction, or by any other person 
against a victim who is protected from that 
person’s acts under the domestic or family 
violence laws of the jurisdiction; 

(2) the term ‘sexual assault’ means any 
conduct proscribed by chapter 109A of title 
18, United States Code, whether or not the 
conduct occurs in the special maritime and 
territorial jurisdiction of the United States 
or in a Federal prison and includes both as- 
saults committed by offenders who are 
strangers to the victim and assaults com- 
mitted by offenders who are known or re- 
lated by blood or marriage to the victim; and 

(3) the term ‘victim services’ means a 
nonprofit, nongovernmental organization 
that assists domestic violence or sexual as- 
sault victims, including campus women’s 
centers, rape crisis centers, battered wom- 
en’s shelters, and other sexual assault or do- 
mestic violence programs including campus 
counseling support and victim advocate or- 
ganizations with domestic violence, stalk- 
ing, and sexual assault programs, whether or 
not organized and staffed by students. 

“(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
For the purpose of carrying out this part, 
there are authorized to be appropriated 
$10,000,000 for fiscal year 1999 and such sums 
as may be necessary for each of the 4 suc- 
ceeding fiscal years.”’. 

Page 108, line 19, insert State agencies,” 
after such as”. 

Page 132, line 15, strike ‘computer-related 
careers“ and insert careers in information 
technology”. 

Page 135, line 12, strike September 30, 
2001” and insert “the earlier of the date of 
enactment of the Higher Education Amend- 
ments of 1998 or October 1, 1998". 

Page 141, beginning on line 22, strike para- 
graph (5) through page 142, line 4, and insert 
the following: 

(5) interest earned on the Federal Fund 
during the first 3 years after the date of en- 
actment of this section by a limited number 
of guaranty agencies (not to exceed 10) that 
demonstrate to the Secretary the potential 
for a negative cash flow in the Operating 
Fund during the restructuring of their oper- 
ations in accordance with the requirements 
of this section and section 422A. 

Page 144, line 23, strike 830.000, 000 and 
insert 843.000.000 

Page 145, line 16, strike 5150, 000,000 and 
insert *'$215,000,000"’. 

Page 145, line 21. insert agency“ after 
“guaranty”. 

Page 148, strike lines 10 through 17 and in- 
sert the following: 

(3) GUARANTY AGENCY RESERVE LEVEL.— 
Section 428(c)(9) is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking **.5 
percent” and inserting 0.25 percent”; and 

(B) in subparagraph (0 

(i) by striking 80 percent pursuant to sec- 
tion 428(c)\(1)(B)ii)’’ and inserting *‘85 per- 
cent pursuant to paragraph (1)(B)(i) of this 
subsection”; and 

(ii) by striking 30 working days” and in- 
serting 45 working days”. 

Page 149, beginning on line 23, strike pre- 
sented that the guaranty agency successfully 
brings” and insert “paid as a result of the 
loan being brought“. 
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Page 150, beginning on line 8, strike “the 
borrower” and all that follows through the 
period on line 10 and insert the following: 
“at least 12 months has elapsed between the 
date the borrower became current in his or 
her payments and the date the lender filed a 
subsequent default aversion assistance re- 
quest.“ 

Page 153, strike lines 5 through 12 and in- 
sert the following: 

3) PLUS LOANS,—With respect to any 
loan under section 428B for which the first 
disbursement is made on or after July 1, 1998, 
the applicable rate of interest shall, during 
any 12-month period beginning on July 1 and 
ending on June 30, be determined on the pre- 
ceding June 1 and be equal to the lesser of— 

“(AXi) the bond equivalent rate of 91-day 
Treasury bills auctioned at the final auction 
held prior to such June 1; plus 

*(ii) 3.1 percent; or 

(B) 9.0 percent. 

(4) CONSOLIDATION LOANS.—With respect 
to any consolidation loan under section 428C 
for which the application is received by an 
eligible lender on or after October 1, 1998, the 
applicable rate of interest shall be at an an- 
nual rate on the unpaid principal balance of 
the loan that is equal to the lesser of— 

“(A) the weighted average of the interest 
rates on the loans consolidated, rounded to 
the nearest higher one-eighth of one percent; 
or 

**(B) 8.25 percent. 

Page 154, line 8, after paragraph,“ insert 
“and except as provided in subparagraph 
(B),”. 

Page 155, line 10, strike clause (iv)” and 
insert clause (v)“. 

Page 155, strike lines 12 through 23 and in- 
sert the following: 

(iv) CONSOLIDATION LOANS.—In the case of 
any consolidation loan for which the applica- 
tion is received by an eligible lender on or 
after October 1, 1998, and for which the appli- 
cable interest rate is determined under sec- 
tion 427A(a)(4), clause (DAI of this subpara- 
graph shall be applied by substituting 3.1 
percent’ for ‘2.8 percent’, subject to clause 
(v) of this subparagraph. 

“(y) LIMITATION ON SPECIAL ALLOWANCES 
FOR PLUS AND CONSOLIDATION LOANS.—In the 
case of PLUS loans made under section 428B 
and disbursed on or after July 1, 1998, for 
which the interest rate is determined under 
427A(a)(3), a special allowance shall not be 
paid for such loan unless the rate determined 
under subparagraph (A) of such section 
(without regard to subparagraph (B) of such 
section) exceeds 9.0 percent. In the case of 
consolidation loans made under section 428C 
for which the application is received by an 
eligible lender on or after October 1, 1998, 
and for which the applicable interest rate is 
determined under section 427A(a)(4), a spe- 
cial allowance shall not be paid for such loan 
unless the rate determined under subpara- 
graph (A) of such section (without regard to 
subparagraph (B) of such section) exceeds 
8.25 percent.“. 

(2) CONSOLIDATION LOANS.—Section 
428C(c)(1) (20 U.S.C. 1078-3) is amended— 

(A) by striking everything preceding sub- 
paragraph (D) and inserting the following: 

“(1) INTEREST RATE.—(A) Except as pro- 
vided in subparagraph (B), with respect to 
any loan made under this section for which 
the application is received by an eligible 
lender on or after October 1, 1998, the appli- 
cable interest rate shall be determined under 
section 427A(a)(4).”; and 

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as 
subparagraph (B). 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
438(b)(2)(C)(ii) is amended by striking In the 
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case and inserting Subject to subpara- 
graph (F), in the case”. 

Page 156, strike line 21 and all that follows 
through page 157, line 5, and insert the fol- 
lowing: 


that sets forth a schedule for disbursement 
of the proceeds of the loan in installments, 
consistent with the requirements of section 
428G. 

Page 157, line 6, strike clause (ii) of”. 

Page 164, strike lines 21 and 22 and insert 
the following: 

(2) LIMITATIONS ON BLANKET CERTIFICATE 
OF GUARANTY._(A) An eligible lender may 
not make a loan to a borrower under this 
section after such lender receives a notifica- 
tion from the guaranty agency that the bor- 
rower is not an eligible borrower. 

“(B) A guaranty agency and eligible lender 

Page 171, strike line 23 and all that follows 
through page 172, line 6, and insert the fol- 
lowing: 
statement that sets forth a schedule for dis- 
bursement of the proceeds of the loan in in- 
stallments, consistent with the requirements 
of section 4288.“ 

Page 172, after line 22, insert the following 
new subsection (and redesignate the suc- 
ceeding subsections accordingly): 

(c) CAPITALIZATION OF INTEREST.—Section 
428H(e)(2) is amended to read as follows: 

(2) CAPITALIZATION OF INTEREST.—Interest 
on loans made under this section for which 
payments of principal are not required dur- 
ing the in-school and grace periods or for 
which payments are deferred under sections 
427(ay(2(C) and 428(b)(1)(M) shall, if agreed 
upon by the borrower and the lender— 

(A) be paid monthly or quarterly; or 

„B) be added to the principal amount of 
the loan by the lender only— 

„when the loan enters repayment; 

(i) at the expiration of a grace period, in 
the case of a loan that qualifies for a grace 
period; 

(iii) at the expiration of a period of 
deferment; and 

(iv) when the borrower defaults. 

Such capitalization of interest shall not be 
deemed to exceed the annual insurable limit 
on account of the student.“. 

Page 176, line 5, insert “in accordance“ 
after “note”. 

Page 184, after line 16, insert the following 
new subsections: 

(d) DEFINITION OF DEFAULT.— 

(1) AMENDMENT.—Section 43500 is amend- 
ed— 

(A) by striking 180 days“ and inserting 
270 days”; and 

(B) by striking 240 days“ and inserting 
330 days“. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by paragraph (1) shall apply with re- 
spect to loans for which the first day of de- 
linquency occurs on or after the date of en- 
actment of this Act. 

(e) COHORT DEFAULT RATE: REHABILITA- 
TION.—Section 435(m)(2)(C) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sen- 
tences: Within 2 years after the date of en- 
actment of the Higher Education Amend- 
ments of 1998, the Secretary shall, by regula- 
tion, require guaranty agencies to collect 
data with respect to defaulted loans in a 
manner that will permit the identification of 
any defaulted loan for which (i) the borrower 
is currently making payments and has made 
not less than 6 consecutive on-time pay- 
ments by the end of such following fiscal 
year, and (ii) a guaranty agency has renewed 
the borrower's title IV eligibility as provided 
in section 428F(b). Upon a determination by 
the Secretary that such data is available, 
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the Secretary shall, by regulation, prescribe 
the extent to which any such defaulted loan 
may be excluded from the calculation of the 
cohort default rate under this subsection.”’. 

Page 184, beginning on line 18, strike sub- 
section (a) through line 22 (and redesignate 
the succeeding subsections accordingly). 

Page 184, line 23, strike (b) DISCHARGE.—’’. 

Page 203, after line 2, insert the following 
new paragraph (and redesignate the suc- 
ceeding paragraphs accordingly): 

(4) CONSOLIDATION LOANS.—Any Federal 
Direct Consolidation loan for which the ap- 
plication is received on or after October 1, 
1998, shall bear interest at an annual rate on 
the unpaid principal balance of the loan that 
is equal to the lesser of— 

“(i) the weighted average of the interest 
rates on the loans consolidated, rounded to 
the nearest higher one-eighth of one percent; 
or 

“(il 8.25 percent. 

Page 203, line 23, strike The amendments” 
and insert “Except as otherwise provided 
therein, the amendments”. 

Page 220, line 14, strike “and“ and after 
line 14 insert the following new subparagraph 
(and redesignate the succeeding subpara- 
graph accordingly): 

(F) in paragraph (3)(A)(i), by striking (H), 
or (“ and inserting ‘‘(H), D. (J), or (K)"; 
and 

Page 224, strike lines 15 though 21 and in- 
sert the following: 

(6) ALLOWANCE FOR PARENTS’ NEGATIVE AD- 
JUSTED AVAILABLE INCOME.—The allowance 
for parents’ negative adjusted available in- 
come is the amount, if any, by which the 
sum of the amounts deducted under subpara- 
graphs (A) through (F) of paragraph (2) ex- 
ceeds the sum of the parents’ total income 
(as defined in section 480) and the family 
contribution from assets (as determined in 
accordance with subsection (c).“. 

Page 227, line 17, strike 1997-1998 and in- 
sert 1999-2000 

Page 227, line 25, strike 1996“ and insert 
“1998”. 

Page 228, after line 2, insert the following 
new section (and redesignate the succeeding 
sections and conform the table of contents 
accordingly): 

SEC. 452. SIMPLIFIED NEEDS TEST; ZERO EX- 
PECTED FAMILY CONTRIBUTION. 

Section 479 is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(3)— 

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking “this paragraph” and insert- 
ing this subsection, or subsection (c), as the 
case may be,”; 

(B) in subparagraph (A), by striking “or” 
at the end thereof; 

(C) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as 
subparagraph (C); and 

(D) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following new subparagraph: 

B) a form 1040 (including any prepared or 
electronic version of such form) required 
pursuant to the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986, except that such form shall be consid- 
ered a qualifying form only if the student or 
family files such form in order to take a tax 
credit under section 25A of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986, and would otherwise be el- 
igible to file a form described in subpara- 
graph(A); or”; 

(2) in subsection (c 

(A) by amending paragraph (1)(A) to read 
as follows: 

A) the student’s parents file, or are eligi- 
ble to file, a form described in subsection 
(b)(3), or certify that they are not required 
to file an income tax return and the student 
files, or is eligible to file, such a form, or 
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certifies that the student is not required to 
file an income tax return; and”; and 

(B) by amending paragraph (2)(A) to read 
as follows: 

(A) the student (and the student's spouse, 
if any) files, or is eligible to file, a form de- 
scribed in subsection (b)\(3), or certifies that 
the student (and the student’s spouse, if any) 
is not required to file an income tax return; 


Page 231, line 15, strike “and”, and after 
such line insert the following new subpara- 
graph (and redesignate the succeeding sub- 
paragraph accordingly): 

(C) by striking the second sentence and in- 
serting the following: The Secretary shall 
include on the form developed under this 
subsection such data items as the Secretary 
determines are appropriate for inclusion, se- 
lected in consultation with States to assist 
in the awarding of State financial assistance, 
except that in no case shall the number of 
such data items be less than the number in- 
cluded on the form on the date of enactment 
of the Higher Education Amendments of 
1998. ; and 

Page 232, line 12, strike graph“ and insert 
“graphs”. 

Page 233, strike lines 6 through 18, and on 
line 19, strike No fee shall“ and insert the 
following: 

„(O No fee shall 

Page 234, line 17, strike the close quotation 
marks and following period and after such 
line insert the following new paragraph: 

(6) SUPPORT TO THIRD PARTY SERVICERS 
AND PRIVATE SOFTWARE PROVIDERS.—The Sec- 
retary shall support private organizations 
and consortia thereof in the development of 
software used by eligible institutions for the 
administration of funds under this title. The 
Secretary shall provide in a timely manner 
to such organizations and consortia all nec- 
essary specifications that data and software 
developed, produced, and distributed (includ- 
ing any diskette, modem, or network com- 
munications) must meet. These specifica- 
tions shall contain record layouts for re- 
quired data and test cases that such organi- 
zations or consortia may use to test the ac- 
curacy of its software. The Secretary shall 
develop in advance of each processing cycle 
an annual schedule for providing such speci- 
fications. The Secretary shall, to the extent 
practicable, use means of providing such sup- 
port, including conferences and other meet- 
ings, outreach, and technical support mecha- 
nisms (including telephone support, training 
and printed reference materials). The Sec- 
retary shall, from time to time, solicit from 
such organizations and consortia means of 
improving the support provided by the Sec- 


retary.”’. 

Page 235, line 12, strike ‘“‘and’’; on line 17, 
strike the period and insert; and“; and 
after line 17 insert the following new para- 
graph: 

(3) in paragraph (5), by striking “Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands” and insert- 
ing the Federated States of Micronesia, the 
Republic of the Marshall Islands, or the Re- 
public of Palau”. 

Page 235, strike lines 18 through 20 and in- 
sert the following: 

(b) TERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY.—Section 
484(j) is amended to read as follows: 

“(j) ASSISTANCE UNDER SUBPARTS 1 AND 3, 
OF PART A, AND PART C.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, a student shall be 
eligible until September 30, 2001, if otherwise 
qualified, for assistance under subparts 1 and 
3 of part A, and part C, of this title, if the 
student is otherwise qualified and— 

(i) is a citizen of the Federated States of 
Micronesia, the Republic of the Marshall Is- 
lands, or the Republic of Palau, and attends 
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an institution of higher education in Guam 
or a public or nonprofit private institution of 
higher education in the Federated States of 
Micronesia, the Republic of the Marshall Is- 
lands, or the Republic of Palau; or 

(2) meets the requirements of subsection 
(a)(5) and attends a public or nonprofit pri- 
vate institution of higher education in the 
Federated States of Micronesia, the Republic 
of the Marshall Islands, or the Republic of 
Palau.“ 

Page 236, line 2, after income,“ insert 
“Federal income taxes paid. 

Page 245, line 17, strike the close quotation 
marks and following period and after such 
line insert the following: 

(10) Nothing in this section shall require 
the reporting or disclosure of privileged in- 
formation.“ 

Page 252, line 16, after the period insert the 
following: 


Each application shall include— 

(J) a description of the institution or con- 
sortium’s consultation with a recognized ac- 
crediting agency or association with respect 
to quality assurances for the distance edu- 
cation programs to be offered; 

(2) a description of the statutory and reg- 
ulatory requirements described in subsection 
(b)(2) for which a waiver is sought and the 
reasons for which the waiver is sought; 

(3) a description of the distance education 
programs to be offered; 

(4) a description of the students to whom 
distance education programs will be offered; 

“(5) an assurance that the institution or 
consortium will offer full cooperation with 
the ongoing evaluations of the demonstra- 
tion program provided for in this section; 
and 

“(6) such other information as the Sec- 
retary may require. 

Page 252, line 18, insert “of” after ‘‘sam- 
ple”. 

Page 253, strike lines 9 and 10 and insert 
the following: 

“(A) the extent to which the institution or 
consortia of institutions has met the goals 
set forth in its application to the Secretary, 
including the measures of program quality 
assurance; 

Page 262, line 15, insert “and” after the 
semicolon, and strike lines 16 through 20 and 
insert the following: 

(J by striking (J, and (L)“ and inserting 
“and (K)”; 

Page 306, strike line 14, and insert the fol- 
lowing: “this part for”. 

Page 335, after line 15, insert the following 
new section (and conform the table of con- 
tents accordingly): 

SEC. 808. PROCEDURES FOR CANCELLATIONS 
AND DEFERMENTS FOR ELIGIBLE 
DISABLED VETERANS. 

The Secretary shall, in consultation with 
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs, develop 
and implement a procedure under which De- 
partment of Veterans Affairs physicians 
shall provide the certification and affidavits 
needed to enable eligible disabled veterans to 
document their eligibility for deferments 
and cancellations of student loans made, in- 
sured, or guaranteed under this title. Not 
later than 6 months after the date of the en- 
actment of this Act, the Secretaries of Edu- 
cation and Veterans Affairs shall jointly re- 
port to Congress on the progress made in de- 
veloping and implementing this procedure. 

Page 345, beginning on line 9, strike sub- 
section (c) (and redesignate the succeeding 
subsections accordingly). 

Page 347, beginning on line 1, strike title X 
and insert the following: 
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TITLE X—FACULTY RETIREMENT 
PROVISIONS 


SEC. 1001. VOLUNTARY RETIREMENT INCENTIVE 
PLANS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 4 of the Age Dis- 
crimination in Employment Act of 1967 (29 
U.S.C. 623) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

m) Notwithstanding subsection (f)(2)(B), 
it shall not be a violation of subsection (a), 
(b), (c), or (e) solely because a plan of an in- 
stitution of higher education (as defined in 
section 1201 a) of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1141(a))) offers employees 
who are serving under a contract of unlim- 
ited tenure (or similar arrangement pro- 
viding for unlimited tenure) supplemental 
benefits upon voluntary retirement that are 
reduced or eliminated on the basis of age, 
if— 

(J) such institution does not implement 
with respect to such employees any age- 
based reduction or cessation of benefits that 
are not such supplemental benefits, except as 
permitted by other provisions of this Act; 

2) such supplemental benefits are in ad- 
dition to any retirement or severance bene- 
fits which have been offered generally to em- 
ployees serving under a contract of unlim- 
ited tenure (or similar arrangement pro- 
viding for unlimited tenure), independent of 
any early retirement or exit-incentive plan, 
within the preceding 365 days; and 

(3) any employee who attains the min- 
imum age and satisfies all non-age-based 
conditions for receiving a benefit under the 
plan has an opportunity lasting not less than 
180 days to elect to retire and to receive the 
maximum benefit that could then be elected 
by a younger but otherwise similarly situ- 
ated employee, and the plan does not require 
retirement to occur sooner than 180 days 
after such election.“. 

(b) PLANS PERMITTED.—Section 4(i)(6) of 
the Age Discrimination in Employment Act 
of 1967 (29 U.S.C. 623(i)(6)) is amended by add- 
ing after the word “accruals” the following: 
“or it is a plan permitted by subsection 
(m).“ 

(c) CONSTRUCTION. Nothing in the amend- 
ment made by subsection (a) shall affect the 
application of section 4 of the Age Discrimi- 
nation in Employment Act of 1967 (29 U.S.C. 
623) with respect to— 

(1) any plan described in subsection (m) of 
section 4 of such Act (as added by subsection 
(a)), for any period prior to enactment of 
such Act; 

(2) any plan not described in subsection (m) 
of section 4 of such Act (as added by sub- 
section (a)); or 

(3) any employer other than an institution 
of higher education (as defined in section 
1201(a) of the Higher Education Act of 1965). 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—This section shall take ef- 
fect on the date of enactment of this Act. 

(2) EFFECT ON CAUSES OF ACTION EXISTING 
BEFORE DATE OF ENACTMENT.—The amend- 
ment made by subsection (a) shall not apply 
with respect to any cause of action arising 
under the Age Discrimination in Employ- 
ment Act of 1967 prior to the date of enact- 
ment of this Act. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. GOODLING) and a Member opposed 
each will control 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING), 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 
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Mr. Chairman, the manager’s amend- 
ment makes several significant 
changes to H.R. 6 as reported by the 
committee. We did not stop working 
after we voted this out of committee. 
We continued working to try to iron 
out some differences that had arisen 
during the markup. 

The amendment reflects a bipartisan 
agreement with respect to an issue in 
which Members on both sides of the 
aisle have expressed much concern, the 
quality of our Nation’s teachers. It is 
alarming to find that nearly one-third 
of all high school math teachers and 
over one-fifth of all high school 
English teachers in this country have 
neither majored nor minored in those 
subjects. It is our intent to provide 
support to efforts that many States 
have begun to undertake to improve 
the quality and ability of classroom 
teachers, beginning with the institu- 
tion at which many of these teachers 
are prepared. 

Provisions that were worked out in a 
bipartisan manner which are now part 
of this amendment include: an in- 
creased emphasis on partnerships con- 
sisting of a Governor of a participating 
State, exemplary schools of education 
and local educational agencies; focus- 
ing the teacher recruitment provisions 
on those schools most in need of qual- 
ity teachers, such as in poor urban and 
rural areas; and including a trigger to 
change this program from a competi- 
tive to a formula grant program if ap- 
propriations are over $250 million. 

I look forward to the support of my 
colleagues for this compromise so that 
we can help States really reform teach- 
er preparation programs and provide 
high-quality teachers for all of our 
States. 

This amendment also includes a pro- 
gram to provide grants to combat vio- 
lent crimes against women on college 
campuses, which was discussed by the 
committee during the markup. The 
program authorizes the Secretary of 
Education to provide grant assistance 
to institutions of higher education for 
use in providing training to adminis- 
trators, security personnel, campus 
personnel and student organizations in 
order to strengthen security measures 
and improve victim services for women 
who are victims of violent crimes. 
However, institutions that fail to com- 
ply with the current campus crime re- 
porting requirements found in the 
Higher Education Act will not be eligi- 
ble for any assistance under this pro- 
gram. 

We have made modifications to the 
development of the Free Application 
for Federal Student Aid that were re- 
quested by States in order to ensure 
that data items necessary to assist 
States in the awarding of State finan- 
cial assistance are included on the 
form. 

We have established interest rates for 
consolidation loans made on or after 
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October 1, 1998, that will provide bor- 
rowers with an interest rate based on 
the weighted average of their loans 
consolidated, capped at a maximum 
rate of 8.25 percent. This new rate will 
afford students additional interest rate 
relief, particularly for those students 
who borrow Stafford loans at the new 
rate of 91-day Treasury bill plus 2.3 per- 
cent and consolidate those with other 
loans at higher interest rates. 

The amendment establishes clear ap- 
plication requirements for institutions 
of higher education that wish to offer 
expanded distance education programs 
to students. The application require- 
ments are designed to ensure that stu- 
dents are being provided quality edu- 
cation through distance education pro- 


gram. 

Finally, the amendment includes off- 
sets from the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce jurisdiction needed 
in order to bring H.R. 6 to the floor and 
provide Members with an assurance the 
bill will be budget neutral. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. GINGRICH), the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. ARMEY) and the gen- 
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KASICH) for 
their cooperation in this effort. With- 
out their assistance, it would have 
been impossible for us to be here today 
talking about a bill to provide students 
the lowest interest rates in 17 years. 

There are many more technical 
changes and corrections that I will not 
review in detail. I want to thank my 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
for their hard work and cooperation in 
putting this package of amendments 
together, and I urge its adoption. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to urge my col- 
leagues to join me in supporting the 
manager’s amendment that is now be- 
fore us. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
makes several changes that signifi- 
cantly improve the bill as it was re- 
ported out of committee. The changes 
in the Teacher Quality Enhancement 
Grants are especially important. 

The overall authorization of such 
sums and the provision that the pro- 
gram will become a State grant when 
appropriations reach $250 million mean 
that the authorizers intend that this be 
a major teacher initiative. The provi- 
sion that partnerships involving insti- 
tutions of higher education and local 
education agencies receive one-third of 
the funds means that we will have a 
“ground up” reform not only of teach- 
ing but also in the recruitment of 
teachers. 

The emphasis on serving school dis- 
tricts with a high level of poverty, low 
teacher retention rates or a high per- 
centage of teachers teaching outside 
their specialization means we will be 
focusing funds on those areas most in 
need. 
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The new grant program to combat 
violent crimes against women in col- 
lege campuses is a very important pro- 
vision. I commend the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. WOOLSEY) for her 
deep commitment to this issue and for 
her persistence in seeing it through to 
a most successful conclusion. 

The loan consolidation provision will 
give students the ability to consolidate 
their outstanding loans at a weighted 
interest rate not to exceed 8.25 percent. 
While these provisions could be im- 
proved, they undoubtedly represent a 
considerable improvement over current 
law. 

We have also significantly improved 
the faculty retirement provisions. 
They now enjoy the support of both the 
college community and organizations 
representing retired persons. These 
provisions have required a considerable 
amount of work and give and take, and 
I am exceptionally pleased at the re- 
sult. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the passage of 
the manager’s amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. SCOTT). 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to thank my friend from Michigan 
for yielding this time to me, and I want 
to express my thanks to the chairman 
and ranking members of the full com- 
mittee and subcommittee for agreeing 
to include in the manager’s amend- 
ment an amendment I offered during 
full committee consideration. This 
amendment will help improve the accu- 
racy and reliability of student loan 
data and further reduce the rate of stu- 
dent loan defaults. 

Many schools have made progress in 
decreasing the rate of loan defaults. 
My amendment will encourage more 
vigorous efforts by schools and the 
lending community to bring defaulters 
back into repayment status through a 
process called loan rehabilitation. The 
result will be that more schools will be 
able to participate in the loan program 
and more students will be able to 
achieve their dreams by attending col- 
lege. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank our 
committee leadership for accommo- 
dating this request and working with 
me to ensure that this amendment was 
incorporated in H.R. 6 through the 
manager’s amendment. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS). 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to thank the ranking mem- 
ber for yielding this time to me, and I 
rise in support of the manager's 
amendment. 

I would like to thank the chairman 
and the subcommittee chairman and 
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the ranking members for their coopera- 
tion in solving what I believe is a sig- 
nificant problem with respect to the 
age discrimination law by including in 
the manager’s amendment an excellent 
provision which will permit institu- 
tions around the country to offer early 
retirement incentive packages to mem- 
bers of the faculty at those univer- 
sities. 

I think this is an excellent piece of 
legislation that accomplishes three im- 
portant objectives. 

First of all, it is very fair and bal- 
anced and treats the members of the 
faculty in a very fair and evenhanded 
way. It is very important to note that 
everyone under this plan will receive 
full health benefits, and it is purely 
voluntary with respect to participa- 
tion. 

Second, this is an important cost- 
saving mechanism for universities and 
institutions around the country. I be- 
lieve it is a very solid first step toward 
the goal of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. MCKEON) of trying to make 
college more affordable by addressing 
the issue of college cost inflation. 

Third, I believe that this is an impor- 
tant mechanism for the recruitment of 
new young faculty. Particularly, I be- 
lieve this will open the tenure track to 
many women and minority faculty who 
have not had the opportunity to ad- 
vance up through the ranks in prior 
years. 

In summation, Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to thank those who have 
worked with us on making this provi- 
sion a reality, and I urge support of 
this amendment in its entirety. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I urge a 
yes vote, and I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex- 
pired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania (Mr. GOODLING). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair an- 
nounces that there are four sections 
preceding title I. 

The Clerk will designate section 1. 

The text of section 1 is as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Higher Edu- 
cation Amendments of 1998”. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to section 1? 

If not, the Clerk will designate sec- 
tion 2. 

The text of section 2 is as follows: 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 

Sec. 2. Table of contents. 

Sec. 3. References. 

Sec. 4. General effective date. 

TITLE I—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
PART A—EXTENSION AND REVISION OF GENERAL 
PROVISIONS 

Sec. 101. Redesignation and transfer of provi- 

sions. 
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Sec. 102. Definitions. 

Sec. 103. Regulatory reform. 

PART B—PERFORMANCE-BASED ORGANIZATION 
FOR THE DELIVERY OF FEDERAL STUDENT FI- 
NANCIAL ASSISTANCE. 


Sec. 111. Performance-based organization for 
the delivery of Federal student fi- 
nancial assistance. 


TITLE II—POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION 
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS 

201. Urban community service. 

202. Fund for the Improvement of Postsec- 

ondary Education. 

. 203. Grants to States for workplace and 
community transition training for 
incarcerated youth offenders. 

. 204. Advanced placement fee payment pro- 
gram. 

205. Teacher quality enhancement grants. 

. 206. Additional repeal. 

TITLE I1J—INSTITUTIONAL AID 


. 301. Strengthening institutions. 

. 302. Historically black colleges and univer- 

sities. 

. 303. Minority science and engineering im- 

provement program. 

. 304. General provisions. 

TITLE IV—STUDENT ASSIST ANCE 

PART A—GRANTS TO STUDENTS 

Pell grants. 

Federal TRIO programs. 

National early intervention and part- 
nership program. 

Repeals. 

Establishment of new programs. 

Federal supplemental educational op- 
portunity grants. 

Grants to States for State student in- 
centives. 

Special programs for students whose 
families are engaged in migrant 
and seasonal farmwork. 

Sec. 409. Byrd scholarships. 

PART B—FEDERAL FAMILY EDUCATION LOAN 

PROGRAM 


Limitation repealed. 
Advances to reserve funds. 
Guaranty agency reforms. 
Scope and duration of program. 
Limitations on individual federally in- 
sured loans and Federal loan in- 
surance. 
Applicable interest rates. 
Federally guaranteed student loans. 
Voluntary agreements with guaranty 
agencies. 
Federal consolidation loans. 
Disbursement. 
Unsubsidized Stafford loans. 
Repeal of loan forgiveness. 
Legal powers and responsibilities. 
Student loan information. 
Definitions. 
Discharge. 
Cancellation of loans for certain pub- 
lic service. 
. 428. Debt management options. 
429. Special allowances. 
PART C—FEDERAL WORK-STUDY PROGRAMS 
Sec. 435. Amendments to part C. 
PART D—WILLIAM D. FORD FEDERAL DIRECT 
LOAN PROGRAM 
. Selection of institutions. 
. Terms and conditions. 
Contracts. 
. Funds for administrative erpenses. 
. Authority to sell loans. 
. Cancellation of loans for certain pub- 
lic service. 
PART E—FEDERAL PERKINS LOANS 
445, Amendments to part E. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


401. 
402. 
403. 


404. 
405. 
406. 


407. 


Sec. 408. 


. 411. 
. 412. 
. 413. 
. 414. 
. 415. 


. 416. 
. 417. 
. 418. 


. 419. 
. 420. 
. 421. 
. 422. 
. 423. 
424. 
425. 
. 426. 
. 427, 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
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PART F—NEED ANALYSIS 


Cost of attendance. 

Data elements. 

Family contribution for dependent 
students. 

Family contribution for independent 
students without dependents 
other than a spouse. 

Family contribution for independent 
students with dependents other 
than a spouse. 

. Regulations; updated 

amounts. 

. Discretion of student financial aid ad- 

ministrators. 

. Treatment of other financial assist- 
ance. 

PART G—GENERAL PROVISIONS 


. Definitions. 

. Master calendar. 

. Forms and regulations. 

. Student eligibility. 

. State court judgments. 

. Information for students. 

. National student loan data system. 

. Program participation agreements. 

. Quality assurance and regulatory sim- 
plification. 

. Distance education demonstration pro- 
grams. 

. Garnishment requirements. 

. Administrative subpoena authority. 

. Advisory committee on student finan- 

cial assistance. 
Meetings and negotiated rulemaking. 


PART H—PROGRAM INTEGRITY 


State postsecondary review program. 

Accrediting agency recognition. 

Eligibility and certification proce- 
dures. 

Sec. 479. Program review and data. 


TITLE V—DEVELOPING INSTITUTIONS 
Sec. 501. Establishment of new title V. 


TITLE VI—INTERNATIONAL AND 
GRADUATE EDUCATION PROGRAMS 


Sec. 601. International and foreign language 
studies. 

Sec. 602. Business and international education 
programs. 

Sec. 603. Institute for international public pol- 
icy. 

Sec. 604. General provisions. 

Sec. 605. Transfer and reauthorization of grad- 
uate assistance in areas of na- 
tional need program. 


TITLE VII—CONSTRUCTION, RECONSTRUC- 
TION, AND RENOVATION OF ACADEMIC 
FACILITIES 

Sec. 701. Extension of prior rights and obliga- 

tions. 

Sec. 702. Repeal of part A. 

Sec. 703. Extension of authorization of part B. 

Sec. 704. Extension of authorization of part C. 
TITLE VIUII—ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS 

Sec. 801. Study of transfer of credits. 

Sec. 802. Study of market mechanisms in Fed- 

eral student loan programs. 

Improvements in market information 

and public accountability in high- 
er education. 

. Differential regulation. 

. Annual report on cost of higher edu- 

cation. 

. Repeals of previous higher education 

amendments provisions. 

Sec. 807. Limitation. 

TITLE 1X—AMENDMENTS TO OTHER LAWS 
PART A—EDUCATION OF THE DEAF ACT 
SUBPART 1—GALLAUDET UNIVERSITY 

Sec. 901. Board of Trustees membership. 


440. 
447. 
. 448. 


. 449. 


. 450. 


tables and 


Sec. 474. 


476. 
477. 
478. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 803. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
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Sec. 902. Elementary and secondary education 
programs. 
Sec. 903. Agreement with Gallaudet University. 
SUBPART 2—NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR THE DEAF 
Sec. 911. Agreement for the National Technical 
Institute for the Deaf. 
SUBPART 3—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
. 921. Definitions. 
. 922. Audits. 
. 923. Reports. 
. 924. Monitoring, evaluation, and reporting. 
. 925. Responsibility of the liaison. 
. 926. Federal endowment programs. 
. 927. Scholarship program. 
. 928. Oversight and effect of agreements. 
Sec. 929. International students. 
Sec. 930. Authorization of appropriations. 
PART B—EXTENSION AND REVISION OF INDIAN 
HIGHER EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
Sec. 951. Tribally controlled colleges and uni- 
versities. 
Sec. 952. Reauthorization of provisions from 
Higher Education Amendments of 
1992. 
Sec. 953. Reauthorization of Navajo Community 
College Act. 
TITLE X—FACULTY RETIREMENT 
PROVISIONS 
Sec. 1001. Voluntary retirement incentive plans. 


The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to section 2? 

If not, the Clerk will designate sec- 
tion 3. 

The text of section 3 is as follows: 
SEC. 3. REFERENCES. 

Except as otherwise expressly provided, when- 
ever in this Act an amendment or repeal is er- 
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or repeal 
of, a section or other provision, the reference 
shall be considered to be made to a section or 
other provision of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001 et seq.). 


The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to section 3? 

If not, the Clerk will designate sec- 
tion 4. 

The text of section 4 is as follows: 
SEC. 4. GENERAL EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as otherwise provided in this Act or 
the amendments made by this Act, the amend- 
ments made by this Act shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 1998. 


The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to section 4? 
If not, the Clerk will designate title 
: 
The text of title I is as follows: 
TITLE I—GENERAL PROVISIONS 


PART A—EXTENSION AND REVISION OF 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 101. REDESIGNATION AND TRANSFER OF 
PROVISIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL,— 

(1) REPEAL OF TITLE 1.—Title I (20 U.S.C. 1001 
et seq.) is repealed. 

(2) REPEAL OF TITLE XII PROVISIONS.—The fol- 
lowing sections of title XII are repealed: sections 
1206, 1211, and 1212 (20 U.S.C. 1145a, 1145e, 
1145f). 

(3) REDESIGNATIONS.— 

(A) Title XII is redesignated as title 1. 

(B) Sections 1201, 1202, and 1203 (20 U.S.C. 
1141, 1142, 1143) are redesignated as sections 101, 
102, and 103, respectively. 

(C) Section 1204(b), as redesignated by section 
251 of the Higher Education Amendments of 1968 
(20 U.S.C. 1144(b); 82 Stat. 1042), is redesignated 
as section 104. 

(D) Section 1204, as added by section 1201 of 
the Education Amendments of 1980 (20 U.S.C. 
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1144a; 94 Stat. 1495), is redesignated as section 
105. 

(E) Sections 1205, 1207, 1208, 1209, 1210, and 
1213 (20 U.S.C. 1145, 1145b, 1145c, 1145d, 1145d- 
1, and 1145g) are redesignated as sections 106 
through 111, respectively. 

(4) TRANSFER.—Title I (including sections 101 
through 111), as redesignated by paragraph (3), 
is transferred to immediately follow the short 
title of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 1001 note). 

(b) INTERNAL CROSS-REFERENCES.—The High- 
er Education Act of 1965 is amended— 

(1) in section 106 (as redesignated by sub- 
section (a)(3)), by striking ‘‘481(a)"’ and insert- 
ing olga)“, 

(2) in section 485(f)(1)(1), by striking section 
1213"' and inserting “section 111”; 

(3) in section 498(j)(2), by striking “section 
1201(a)(2)"" and inserting “section 101(a)(2)"’; 

(4) in section 591(d)(2), by striking section 
1201(a)"’ and inserting ‘‘section 101(a)(1)""; and 

(5) in section 631(a)(8), by striking section 
1201(a)"’ each place it appears and inserting 
“section 101(a)(1)"’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE.—Sections 
2193(c)(1) and 2199(2) of title 10, United States 
Code, are each amended by striking *'1201(a) of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1141(a))"’ and inserting “101(a)(1) of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965"’. 

(2) TITLE 18, UNITED STATES CODE.—Section 
207(3)(2)(B) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘1201(a)"’ and inserting 
“101(a)(1)"’. 

(3) TITLE 39, UNITED STATES CODE.—Section 
3626(b)(3) of title 39, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘*1201(a) of the Higher Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. IAI)“ and in- 
serting “‘101(a)(1) of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965”. 

(4) ANTI-DRUG ABUSE ACT OF 1988.—Section 
3601(7) of the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (42 
U.S.C. 11851(7)) is amended by striking ‘‘1201(a) 
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1141(a))"’ and inserting ‘‘101(a)(1) of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965"". 

(5) CRANSTON-GONZALEZ NATIONAL AFFORD- 
ABLE HOUSING ACT.—Section 457(9) of the Cran- 
ston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act 
(42 U.S.C. 12899f(9)) is amended by striking 
Jaca)“ and inserting “‘101(a)(1)"". 

(6) DEPARTMENT OF STATE AUTHORIZATION 
ACT, FISCAL YEARS 1984 AND 1985.—Section 803(1) 
of the Department of State Authorization Act, 
Fiscal Years 1984 and 1985 (22 U.S.C. 4502(1)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘1201(a)'’ and inserting 
“101(a)(1)"’. 

(7) EDUCATION FOR ECONOMIC SECURITY ACT.— 
Section 3(6) of the Education for Economic Se- 
curity Act (20 U.S.C. 3902(6)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘1201(a)"’ and inserting ‘‘101(a)(1)"’. 

(8) ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION 
ACT OF 1965.—The Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 is amended— 

(A) in section 7501(4) (20 U.S.C. 7601(4)) by 
striking ao and inserting ‘‘101(a)(1)"’; 
and 

(B) in section 14101{17) (20 U.S.C. 8801(17)), by 
striking e)“ and inserting ‘‘101(a)(1)"’. 

(9) FEDERAL AGRICULTURE IMPROVEMENT AND 
REFORM ACT OF 1996,—Section 922 of the Federal 
Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 
1996 (7 U.S.C. 2279c) is amended in subsections 
(a)(1)(B) and (b)(1) by striking ‘1201 of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1141)" 
and inserting “‘101(a)(1) of the Higher Edu- 
cation Act of 1965”. 

(10) FOLLOW THROUGH ACT.—Section 670G(5) 
of the Follow Through Act (42 U.S.C. 9877(5)) is 
amended by striking “1201 of the Higher Edu- 
cation Act of 1965"’ and inserting ‘‘101(a)(1) of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965”. 
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(11) FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT OF 1977.—Sec- 
tion 1417(h)(1)(A) of the Food and Agriculture 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3152(h)(1)(A)) is amended 
by striking *'1201(a) of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1141(a))"’ and inserting 
oi of the Higher Education Act of 1965”. 

(12) FOREIGN RELATIONS AUTHORIZATION ACT, 
FISCAL YEARS 1986 AND 1987.—Section 603(d) of the 
Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal 
Years 1986 and 1987 (20 U.S.C. 4703(d)) is 
amended by striking ‘1201(a)’’ and inserting 
“101(a){1)"’. 

(13) GENERAL EDUCATION PROVISIONS ACT.— 
Section 429(d)(2)(B)(ii) of the General Education 
Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. 1228c(d)(2)(B)(ii)) is 
amended by striking ‘1201(a)’’ and inserting 
“101(a)(1)”. 

(14) HARRY S TRUMAN MEMORIAL SCHOLARSHIP 
AcT.—Section 3(4) of the Harry S Truman Me- 
morial Scholarship Act (20 U.S.C. 2002(4)) is 
amended by striking ‘'1201(a)’’ and inserting 
“101(ay(1)”’. 

(15) HEAD START ACT.—Section 649(c)(3) of the 
Head Start Act (42 U.S.C. 9844(c)(3)) is amended 
striking lab) of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. aida)“ and inserting 
“101(a)(1) of the Higher Education Act of 1965”. 

(16) HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 
1992.—Section 1371(a)(1)(B) of the Higher Edu- 
cation Amendments of 1992 (25 U.S.C. 
3371(a)(1)(B)) is amended by striking ‘1201(a)" 
and inserting “101(a)(1)"’. 

(17) INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION ACT, FISCAL 
YEAR 1992.—Section 808(3) of the Intelligence Au- 
thorization Act, Fiscal Year 1992 (20 U.S.C. 
1908(3)) is amended by striking ‘‘1201(a) of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1141(a))”’ and inserting ‘‘101(a)(1) of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965”. 

(18) JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT.—The Job 
Training Partnership Act is amended— 

(A) in section 4(12) (29 U.S.C. 1503(12)), by 


striking i-) and inserting ‘‘101(a)(1)"’; 
and 
(B) in section 141(d)(3)(B) (29 U.S.C. 


1551(d)(3)(B)), by striking ‘'1201(a) of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1141(a))"’ and 
inserting ‘'101(a)(1) of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965". 

(19) JUSTICE SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 
1979.—Section 901(a)(17) of the Justice System 
Improvement Act of 1979 (42 U.S.C. 3791(a)(17)) 
is amended by striking ‘'1201(a) of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1141(a))"’ and 
inserting ‘‘101(a)(1) of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965”. 

(20) MUTUAL EDUCATIONAL AND CULTURAL EX- 
CHANGE ACT OF 1961.—Section 112(a)(8) of the 
Mutual Educational and Cultural Erchange Act 
of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2460(a)(8)) is amended by 
striking lea) of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. IIa) and inserting 
“101(a)(1) of the Higher Education Act of 1965”. 

(21) NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICE ACT 
OF 1990.—Sections 101(13) and 166(6) of the Na- 
tional and Community Service Act of 1990 (42 
U.S.C. 12511(13); 12626(6)) are each amended by 
striking le) of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1141(a))"" and inserting ‘101 of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965". 

(22) NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1987.—Section 1403(4) of the Na- 
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1987 (20 U.S.C, 4702(4)) is amended by 
striking leo) of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. IAI) and inserting 
“101(a)(1) of the Higher Education Act of 1965”. 

(23) NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1993.—The National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993 is 
amended in section 4451(b)(1) (10 U.S.C. 2701 
note) by striking ‘‘1201(a) of the Higher Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1141(a))"’ and in- 
serting ‘‘101(a)(1) of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965". 
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(24) NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT 
FOR FISCAL YEARS 1992 AND  1993,— Section 
3132(b)(1) of the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993 (42 U.S.C. 
7274e(b)(1)) is amended by striking ‘'1201(a) of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1141(a))"’ and inserting ‘'101(a)(1) of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965"'. 

(25) NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994.—The National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994 is 
amended— 

(A) in section 841(c)(2) (10 U.S.C. 2324(2) 
note), by striking *‘1201(a) of the Higher Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1141(a))"" and in- 
serting ‘‘101(a)(1) of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965""; 

(B) in section 1333(i)(3) (10 U.S.C. 2701 note), 
by striking ‘'1201(a) of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1141(a))" and inserting 
“101(a)(1) of the Higher Education Act of 1965”; 
and 

(C) in section 1334(k)(3) (10 U.S.C. 2701 note), 
by striking ‘1201(a) of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1141(a))"’ and inserting 
oi of the Higher Education Act of 1965. 

(26) NATIONAL EDUCATION STATISTICS ACT OF 
1994.—Section 402(c)(3) of the National Edu- 
cation Statistics Act of 1994 (20 U.S.C. 
9001(c)(3)) is amended by striking ‘‘1201(a)"' and 
inserting “‘101(a)(1)"’. 

(27) OLDER AMERICANS ACT OF 1965.—Section 
102(32) of the Older Americans Act of 1965 (42 
U.S.C. 3002(32)) is amended by striking ‘'1201(a) 
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1141(a))” and inserting “101(a)(1) of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965". 

(28) OMNIBUS PARKS AND PUBLIC LANDS MAN- 
AGEMENT ACT OF 1996.—Section 1007(c)(5) of the 
Omnibus Parks and Public Lands Management 
Act of 1996 (16 U.S.C. 698u-5) is amended by 
striking eo) of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. IAI) and inserting 
“101(a)(1) of the Higher Education Act of 1965”. 

(29) PUBLIC LAW 85 OF THE 67TH CONGRESS.— 
Public Law 85 of the 67th Congress (42 Stat. 208; 
25 U.S.C. 13), popularly referred to as the Sny- 
der Act, is amended by striking 1207“ and in- 
serting ‘‘101(a)(1)"’. 

(30) COMMUNICATION ACT OF 1934.—Section 
223(h)(4) of the Communication Act of 1934 (47 
U.S.C. 223(h)(4)) is amended by striking ‘'1201 of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1141)” and inserting “‘101(a)(1) of the Higher 
Education Act of I. 

(31) FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL 
ACT.—Section 112(a)(1) of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1262(a)(1)) is 
amended by striking 1201 and inserting 
“101(a)(1)”. 

(32) CARL D. PERKINS VOCATIONAL AND AP- 
PLIED TECHNOLOGY EDUCATION ACT.—Section 
347(2)(A) of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and 
Applied Technology Education Act (20 U.S.C. 
2394(2)(A)) is amended by striking “‘1201(a)" and 
inserting “‘101(a)(1)"’. 

(33) ENERGY POLICY AND CONSERVATION ACT.— 
Section 362()(5)(A) of the Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act (42 U.S.C. 6322(f)(5)(A)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘1201(a) of the Higher Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. ala)“ and in- 
serting ‘‘101(a)(1) of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965"’. 

(34) JAMES MADISON MEMORIAL FELLOWSHIP 
AcT.—Section 815 of the James Madison Memo- 
rial Fellowship Act (20 U.S.C. 4514) is amend- 
ed— 

(A) in paragraph (3), by striking a 
and inserting ‘101(a)(1)"’; and 

(B) in paragraph (4), by striking Tao,)“ 
and inserting “101(a)(1)". 

(35) REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973,—Sections 
7(32) and 101(a)(7)(A)(iv)UD of the Rehabilita- 
tion Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 706(32); 29 U.S.C. 
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721(a)(7)(A)(iv)( 1D) are each amended by strik- 
ing ‘‘1201(a) of the Higher Education Act of 1965 
(20 U.S.C. aida) and inserting ‘‘101(a)(1) of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965". 

(36) TECHNOLOGY RELATED ASSISTANCE FOR IN- 
DIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES ACT OF 1988.—Sec- 
tion 3(8) of the Technology Related Assistance 
for Individuals with Disabilities Act of 1988 (29 
U.S.C. 2202(8)) is amended by striking e) 
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
aida)“ and inserting ‘'101(a)(1) of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965". 

(37) TRIBALLY CONTROLLED COMMUNITY COL- 
LEGE ASSISTANCE ACT O. Ihe Tribally Con- 
trolled Community College Assistance Act of 
1978 is amended— 

(A) in section 2(a)(5) (25 U.S.C. 1801(a)(5)), by 
striking eq)“ and inserting ‘'I01(a)(1)"’; 
and 

(B) in section 113(b)(2) (25 U.S.C. 1813(b)(2)), 
by striking aol) of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. aida)“ and inserting 
“101(a)(1) of the Higher Education Act of 1965”. 

(38) VIOLENT CRIME CONTROL AND LAW EN- 
FORCEMENT ACT OF 1994.—The Violent Crime 
Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 is 
amended— 

(A) in sections 200103 and 200202 (42 U.S.C. 
14092; 14111), by striking ‘‘1201(a) of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1141(a))” and 
inserting “101(a)(1) of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965"'; and 

(B) in section 30401(b) (42 U.S.C. 13791(b)), by 
striking “a public” through that Act” and in- 
serting an elementary school as defined in sec- 
tion 14101(14) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965, and a secondary school 
as defined by section 14101(25) of such Act, 
which are public institutions“. 

(39) SCHOOL-TO-WORK OPPORTUNITIES ACT OF 
1994.—Section 4 of the School-to-Work Opportu- 
nities Act of 1994 (20 U.S.C. 6103) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (11)(B)(viii), by striking 
“section ald) and inserting section 
101(a)(3)""; and 

(B) in paragraph (12), by striking section 
481" and inserting ‘‘section 101(a)(2)"’. 

(40) NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICE ACT 
OF 1990.—Section 148(g) of the National and 
Community Service Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 
12604(g)) is amended by striking section 481(a) 
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1088(a))"’ and inserting “section 101(a)(2) of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965". 

SEC, 102, DEFINITIONS. 

(a) INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION.—Sec- 
tion 101 (as redesignated by section 101(a)(3) of 
this Act) is amended by striking subsections (a) 
and (b) and inserting the following: 

(a) INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION.— 

I) IN GENERAL. Subject to paragraphs (2) 
through (4) of this subsection: 

“(A) PRINCIPAL CRITERIA.—The term ‘institu- 
tion of higher education’ means an educational 
institution in any State that— 

“(i) admits as regular students only persons 
having a certificate of graduation from a school 
providing secondary education, or the recog- 
nized equivalent of such a certificate; 

“(ii) is legally authorized within such State to 
provide a program of education beyond sec- 
ondary education; 

iii) provides an educational program for 
which it awards a bachelor’s degree or provides 
not less than a two-year program that is accept- 
able for full credit toward such a degree; 

iv) is a public or other nonprofit institution; 
and 

% is accredited by a nationally recognized 
accrediting agency or association, or if not so 
accredited, is an institution that has been 
granted preaccreditation status by such an 
agency or association that has been recognized 
by the Secretary for the granting of 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


preaccreditation status, and the Secretary has 
determined that there is satisfactory assurance 
that the institution will meet the accreditation 
standards of such an agency or association 
within a reasonable time. 

) ADDITIONAL INSTITUTIONS INCLUDED.— 
The term ‘institution of higher education’ also 
includes— 

t) any school that provides not less than a 
one-year program of training to prepare stu- 
dents for gainful employment in a recognized 
occupation and that meets the provision of 
clauses (i), (ii), (iv), and (v) of subparagraph 


(A); and 

ii) a public or nonprofit private educational 
institution in any State that, in lieu of the re- 
quirement in subparagraph (A)(i), admits as reg- 
ular students persons who are beyond the age of 
compulsory school attendance in the State in 
which the institution is located. 

“(C) LIST OF ACCREDITING AGENCIES.—For 
purposes of this subsection, the Secretary shall 
publish a list of nationally recognized accred- 
iting agencies or associations that he deter- 
mines, pursuant to subpart 2 of part H of title 
IV of this Act, to be reliable authority as to the 
quality of the education or training offered. 

“(2) DEFINITION FOR PURPOSES OF TITLE IV 
PROGRAMS.— 

*(A) INCLUSION OF ADDITIONAL INSTITU- 
TIONS.—Subdject to subparagraphs (B) through 
(D) of this paragraph, the term ‘institution of 
higher education’ for purposes of title IV of this 
Act includes, in addition to the institutions cov- 
ered by the definition in paragraph (1) of this 
subsection— 

Y a proprietary institution of higher edu- 
cation; 

ii) a postsecondary vocational institution; 


and 

(it) only for the purposes of part B of title 
IV, an institution outside the United States that 
is comparable to an institution of higher edu- 
cation as defined in paragraph (1) of this sub- 
section and that has been approved by the Sec- 
retary for the purpose of part B of title IV. 

) INSTITUTIONS OUTSIDE THE UNITED 
STATES.— 

“() For the purpose of qualifying as an insti- 
tution under subparagraph (Ai of this para- 
graph, the Secretary shall establish criteria by 
regulation for the approval of institutions out- 
side the United States and for the determination 
that such institutions are comparable to an in- 
stitution of higher education as defined in para- 
graph (1) of this subsection. In the case of a 
graduate medical school outside the United 
States, such criteria shall include a requirement 
that a student attending a graduate medical 
school outside the United States is ineligible for 
loans made, insured, or guaranteed under part 
B of this title unless— 

"(D(aa) at least 60 percent of those enrolled 
and at least 60 percent of the graduates of the 
graduate medical school outside the United 
States were not persons described in section 
484(a)(5) in the year preceding the year for 
which a student is seeking a loan under part B 
of title IV; and 

(bb) at least 60 percent of the individuals 
who were students or graduates of the graduate 
medical school outside the United States (both 
nationals of the United States and others) tak- 
ing the examinations administered by the Edu- 
cational Commission for Foreign Medical Grad- 
uates received a passing score in the year pre- 
ceding the year for which a student is seeking a 
loan under part B of title IV; or 

“(H) the institution's clinical training pro- 
gram was approved by a State as of January 1, 
1992. 

it) For the purpose of qualifying as an insti- 
tution under subparagraph (A)(iii) of this para- 
graph, the Secretary shall establish an advisory 
panel of medical erperts that shall— 
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Y evaluate the standards of accreditation 
applied to applicant foreign medical schools; 
and 

1 determine the comparability of those 
standards to standards for accreditation applied 
to United States medical schools. 


If such accreditation standards are determined 
not to be comparable, the foreign medical school 
shall be required to meet the requirements of 
paragraph (1) of this subsection. 

ii) The failure of an institution outside the 
United States to provide, release, or authorize 
release to the Secretary of such information as 
may be required by clause (i) of this subpara- 
graph shall render such institution ineligible for 
the purpose of part B of title IV. 

(iv) If, pursuant to this subparagraph, an 
institution loses eligibility to participate in the 
programs under title 1V, then a student enrolled 
at such institution may, notwithstanding such 
loss of eligibility, continue to be eligible to re- 
ceive a loan under part B while attending such 
institution for the academic year succeeding the 
academic year in which such loss of eligibility 
occurred. 

O LIMITATIONS BASED ON COURSE OF STUDY 
OR ENROLLMENT.—An institution shall not be 
considered to meet the definition of an institu- 
tion of higher education in subparagraph (A) of 
this paragraph if such institution— 

“(ü offers more than 50 percent of such insti- 
tution’s courses by correspondence, unless the 
institution is an institution that meets the defi- 
nition in section 521(4)(C) of the Carl D. Perkins 
Vocational and Applied Technology Education 
Act; 

ii) enrolls 50 percent or more of its students 
in correspondence courses, unless the institution 
is an institution that meets the definition in 
such section, except that the Secretary, at the 
request of such institution, may waive the appli- 
cability of this clause to such institution for 
good cause, as determined by the Secretary in 
the case of an institution of higher education 
that provides a 2-year or 4-year program of in- 
struction for which the institution awards an 
associate or baccalaureate degree; 

(iii) has a student enrollment in which more 
than 25 percent of the students are incarcerated, 
except that the Secretary may waive the prohi- 
bition of this clause for a nonprofit institution 
that provides a 4-year or a 2-year program of in- 
struction (or both) for which it awards a bach- 
elor's or associate's degree or diploma, respec- 
tively; or 

(iv) has a student enrollment in which more 
than 50 percent of the students do not have a 
high school diploma or its recognized equivalent 
and does not provide a 4-year or a 2-year pro- 
gram of instruction (or both) for which it 
awards a bachelor’s or associate's degree, re- 
spectively, except that the Secretary may waive 
the limitation contained in this clause if a non- 
profit institution demonstrates to the satisfac- 
tion of the Secretary that it exceeds such limita- 
tion because it serves, through contracts with 
Federal, State, or local government agencies, 
significant numbers of students who do not have 
a high school diploma or its recognized equiva- 
lent. 

“(D) LIMITATIONS BASED ON MANAGEMENT.— 
An institution shall not be considered to meet 
the definition of an institution of higher edu- 
cation in subparagraph (A) of this paragraph 
if— 

„i) the institution, or an affiliate of the insti- 
tution that has the power, by contract or owner- 
ship interest, to direct or cause the direction of 
the management or policies of the institution, 
has filed for bankruptcy; or 

ii) the institution, its owner, or its chief ex- 
ecutive officer has been convicted of, or has pled 
nolo contendere or guilty to, a crime involving 
the acquisition, use, or expenditure of funds 
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under title IV, or has been judicially determined 
to have committed fraud involving funds under 
title IV. 

E) CERTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall cer- 
tify an institution 's qualification as an institu- 
tion of higher education in accordance with the 
requirements of subpart 2 of part H. 

Loss OF ELIGIBILITY.—An institution of 
higher education shall not be considered to meet 
the definition of an institution of higher edu- 
cation in subparagraph (A) of this paragraph if 
such institution is removed from eligibility for 
funds under title IV as a result of an action 
pursuant to part H of title IV. 

“(3) PROPRIETARY INSTITUTION OF HIGHER 
EDUCATION.— 

“(A) PRINCIPAL CRITERIA.—For the purpose of 
this subsection, the term ‘proprietary institution 
of higher education’ means a school that— 

i provides an eligible program of training to 
prepare students for gainful employment in a 
recognized occupation; 

ii) meets the requirements of clauses (i) and 
(ii) of paragraph (1)(A) of this subsection; 

ii) does not meet the requirement of clause 
(iv) of paragraph (1)(A) of this subsection; 

(iv) is accredited by a nationally recognized 
accrediting agency or association approved by 
the Secretary pursuant to part H of title IV; 

D has been in existence for at least 2 years; 
and 

“(vi) has at least 15 percent of its revenues 

from sources that are not derived from funds 
provided under title IV, as determined in ac- 
cordance with regulations prescribed by the Sec- 
retary. 
In determining such 15 percent of revenues for 
purposes of clause (vi), funds from programs of 
education and training that do not meet the def- 
inition of an eligible program in section 481(b), 
but are provided on a contractual basis under 
Federal, State, or local training programs, or 
under specialized business and industry train- 
ing requests, shall be counted. 

B ADDITIONAL INSTITUTIONS.—The term 
‘proprietary institution of higher education’ 
also includes a proprietary educational institu- 
tion in any State that, in lieu of the requirement 
in clause (i) of paragraph (1)(A) of this sub- 
section, admits as regular students persons who 
are beyond the age of compulsory school attend- 
ance in the State in which the institution is lo- 
cated, 

““(4) POSTSECONDARY VOCATIONAL INSTITU- 
TION.— 

CA) PRINCIPAL CRITERIA.—For the purpose of 
this subsection, the term ‘postsecondary voca- 
tional institution’ means a school that— 

““i) provides an eligible program of training to 
prepare students for gainful employment in a 
recognized occupation; 

ii) meets the requirements of clauses (i), (ii), 
(iv), and (v) of paragraph (1)(A) of this sub- 
section; and 

iii) has been in existence for at least 2 years. 

B ADDITIONAL INSTITUTIONS.—The term 
‘postsecondary vocational institution also in- 
cludes an educational institution in any State 
that, in lieu of the requirement in clause (i) of 
paragraph (1)(A) of this subsection, admits as 
regular students persons who are beyond the 
age of compulsory school attendance in the 
State in which the institution is located. 

“(b) STATE; FREELY ASSOCIATED STATES.— 

I STATE.—The term ‘State’ includes, in ad- 
dition to the several States of the Union, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the District of 
Columbia, Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin 
Islands, the Commonwealth of the Northern 
Mariana Islands, and the Freely Associated 
States. 

ö) FREELY ASSOCIATED STATES.—The term 
‘Freely Associated States’ means the Republic of 
the Marshall Islands, the Republic of Palau, 
and the Federated States of Micronesia. 
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(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Section 481 (20 U.S.C. 1088) is amended— 

(A) by striking subsections (a), (b), and (c); 
and 

(B) by redesignating subsections (d) through 
(f) as subsections (a) through (c), respectively. 

(2) Each of the following provisions are 
amended by striking section 481" and inserting 
“section 101(a)(2)"’: sections 435(a)(1), 487(d), 
and 496(j) and (k). 

(3) Section 498(i) (20 U.S.C. 1099c) is amended 
by striking “section 481 (other than the require- 
ments in subsections (b)(5) and (c)(3))"" and in- 
serting section 101(a) (other than the require- 
ments in paragraphs (3)(A)(v) and ii)“. 

(4) Section 498(j) is amended by striking ‘‘sec- 
tions 481(b)(5) and 481(c)(3)’’ and inserting 
“paragraphs (3)(A)(v) and (4)(A)(iii) of section 
101(a)”’. 

(5) Section 105(b) (as redesignated by section 
101(a)(3)(D)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new sentence: “This subsection 
shall cease to be effective on October 1, 2001."’. 
SEC. 103. REGULATORY REFORM. 

Title I is amended by adding at the end the 
following new section: 

“SEC, 112. REGULATORY REFORM. 

( BIENNIAL REVIEW OF REGULATIONS.—In 
every even-numbered year (beginning with 
1998), the Secretary— 

I shall review all regulations issued under 
title IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965 in 
effect at the time of the review that apply to the 
operations or activities of any participant in 
those programs; and 

A) shall determine whether any such regula- 
tion is no longer necessary in the public interest. 

D EFFECT OF DETERMINATION.—The Sec- 
retary shall repeal, consolidate, simplify, or oth- 
erwise modify any regulation the Secretary de- 
termines to be no longer necessary in the public 
interest. 

“(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary 
shall report to the Congress any legislative 
changes necessary to permit regulatory sim- 
plification under this section. 

PART B—PERFORMANCE-BASED ORGANI- 
ZATION FOR THE DELIVERY OF FED- 
ERAL STUDENT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 

SEC. 111. PERFORMANCE-BASED ORGANIZATION 

FOR THE DELIVERY OF FEDERAL 
STUDENT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE, 

Title I (as amended by part A of this title) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking the heading of such title and 
inserting the following: 

“TITLE I—GENERAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE 

PROVISIONS 


“PART A—GENERAL PROVISIONS”; 


and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

part: 

“PART B—ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 
FOR DELIVERY OF STUDENT FINANCIAL 
ASSISTANCE 

“SEC. 131. PERFORMANCE-BASED ORGANIZATION 

FOR THE DELIVERY OF FEDERAL 
STUDENT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE. 

() ESTABLISHMENT AND PURPOSE.— 

“(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established in 
the Department a Performance-Based Organiza- 
tion (hereafter referred to as the ‘PBO') which 
shall be a discrete management unit responsible 
for managing the information systems sup- 
porting the programs authorized under title IV 
of this Act, as specified in subsection (b). 

“(2) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the PBO 
are— 

“(A) to improve the level of service to students 
and participants in the programs; 

) to reduce the costs of administering the 
Federal student financial assistance programs 
authorized under title IV; 
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(O to increase the accountability of the offi- 
cials responsible for administering the oper- 
ational aspects of these programs; 

D) to provide greater flexibility in the man- 
agement of the operational functions of the Fed- 
eral student financial assistance programs; 

“(E) to integrate the information systems sup- 
porting the Federal student financial assistance 
programs; and 

V) to implement an open, common, inte- 
grated system for the delivery of student finan- 
cial assistance under title IV. 

D AUTHORITY.— 

I AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY.— Notwith- 
standing any other provision of this Act, the 
Secretary shall maintain responsibility for the 
development and promulgation of policy relating 
to the programs of student financial assistance 
under title IV. In the exercise of its functions, 
the PBO shall be subject to the direction of the 
Secretary. The Secretary shall— 

A request the advice of, and work in co- 
operation with, the Chief Operating Officer in 
developing regulations, policies, administrative 
guidance, or procedures affecting the informa- 
tion systems administered by the PBO, and 
other functions performed by the PBO; 

) request cost estimates from the Chief Op- 
erating Officer for system changes required by 
specific policies proposed by the Secretary; 

“(C) consider the Chief Operating Officer's 
comments and estimates prior to finalizing such 
regulations, policies, administrative guidance, 
or procedures; 

D) assist the Chief Operating Officer in 
identifying goals for the administration and 
modernization of the delivery system for student 
financial assistance under title IV; and 

) if necessary, arrange for additional 
funding to ensure that the PBO can efficiently 
perform its functions. 

ö FUNCTIONS.—The PBO shall carry out 
the following functions: 

“(A) All aspects of contracting for the data 
and information systems supporting student fi- 
nancial assistance under title IV, including the 
operational administration of the William D. 
Ford Federal Direct Loan Program, but not in- 
cluding the development of policy relating to 
such programs. 

) The administrative, accounting, and fi- 
nancial management functions of the delivery 
system for Federal student assistance, includ- 
ing— 

„i the collection, processing and trans- 
mission of applicant data to students, institu- 
tions and authorized third parties, as provided 
for in section 483; 

(ii) technical specifications for software de- 
velopment and systems supporting the delivery 
of student financial assistance under title IV; 

(iii) information technology and systems in- 
frastructure related to the delivery and manage- 
ment of student financial assistance under title 
IV; 

(iv) all software and hardware acquisitions 
and all information technology contracts related 
to the delivery and management of student fi- 
nancial assistance under title IV; and 

“(v) all customer service, training and user 
support related to the functions described in 
clauses (i) through (iv). 

“(C) Annual development of a budget for the 
operations and services of the PBO, in consulta- 
tion with the Secretary, and for consideration 
and inclusion in the Department's annual budg- 
et submission, 

“(D) Annual development of goals, in con- 
sultation with the Secretary, for the administra- 
tion and modernization of the system for deliv- 
ery of student financial assistance under title 
IV. 

() Other functions proposed by the Sec- 
retary, and agreed to by the Chief Operating 
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Officer as are not inconsistent with the func- 
tions of the PBO. 

(3) INDEPENDENCE: In carrying out its func- 
tions, the PBO shall exercise independent con- 
trol of its budget allocations and expenditures, 
personnel decisions and processes, procure- 
ments, and other administrative and manage- 
ment functions. 

C REVIEW OF PBO.—The PBO shall be sub- 
ject to the usual and customary Federal audit 
procedures, and be subject to review by the In- 
spector General of the Department. 

e AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
For the purpose of funding the administrative 
costs incurred by the PBO in administering sys- 
tems supporting programs under this part, there 
are authorized to be appropriated such sums as 
may be necessary for fiscal year 1999 and each 
of the 4 succeeding fiscal years, ercept that 
funds authorized under section 458 shall be 
made available to the PBO by the Secretary for 
administrative costs authorized to be funded 
under that section, 

“(d) ORGANIZATIONAL REPORTS.— 

Y PERFORMANCE PLAN.—Within 6 months of 
the hiring of the Chief Operating Officer, and 
every 12 months thereafter, the Secretary and 
the Chief Operating Officer of the Department 
shall develop a performance plan for the PBO 
that establishes measurable goals and objectives 
for the organization. In developing this perform- 
ance plan, the Secretary and the Chief Oper- 
ating Officer shall consult with the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce of the House of 
Representatives, the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources of the Senate, and the Advi- 
sory Committee on Student Financial Assist- 
ance. The performance plan shall include a con- 
cise statement of goals for a modernized system 
for the delivery of student financial assistance 
under title IV and identify action steps nec- 
essary to achieve such goals. Such goals shall be 
used in evaluating the performance of the Chief 
Operating Officer and the PBO pursuant to 
paragraph (2). 

“(2) ANNUAL ACCOUNTABILITY REPORT.—The 
Chief Operating Officer shall prepare and sub- 
mit an annual accountability report to the Sec- 
retary and the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Labor and Human Resources 
of the Senate. The accountability report shall 
include— 

( an independent financial audit of the ex- 
penditures of both the PBO and programs ad- 
ministered by it; 

) financial and performance requirements 
applicable to the PBO under the Chief Finan- 
cial Officer Act of 1990 and the Government Per- 
formance and Results Act of 1993; 

) the results achieved by the PBO during 
the year relative to the goals established in the 
organization's performance plan; 

D) the results of the evaluations of perform- 
ance of the Chief Operating Officer and senior 
managers under subsections (e)(2) and (f)(2), in- 
cluding the amounts of bonus compensation 
awarded to these individuals; 

“(E) a discussion of the effectiveness of co- 
ordination between the PBO and the Secretary; 

) recommendations for legislative and reg- 
ulatory changes to improve service to students 
and their families, and to improve program effi- 
ciency and integrity; and 

) other such information as the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget shall pre- 
scribe for performance based organizations. 

e) CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The management of the 
PBO shall be vested in a Chief Operating Offi- 
cer who shall be appointed by the Secretary to 
a 5-year term and compensated without regard 
to chapters 33, 51, and 53 of title 5, United 
States Code. The Secretary shall appoint the 
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Chief Operating Officer within 6 months of the 
date of enactment of this part. The Secretary 
shall consult with the Chairmen of the Com- 
mittee on Education and the Workforce of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources of the Senate prior 
to making an appointment. The appointment 
shall be made on the basis of demonstrated man- 
agement ability and erpertise in information 
technology, including extensive experience in 
the financial services industry, and without re- 
gard to political affiliation or activity. The Sec- 
retary may reappoint the Chief Operating Offi- 
cer to subsequent terms so long as the perform- 
ance of the Chief Operating Officer, as set forth 
in the performance agreement, is satisfactory or 
better. The Chief Operating Officer may be re- 
moved by— 

A) the President; or 

“(B) the Secretary, for misconduct or failure 
to meet performance goals set forth in the per- 
formance agreement in paragraph (2). 

The President or Secretary shall communicate 
the reasons for any such removal to the appro- 
priate committees of Congress. 

ö PERFORMANCE AGREEMENT.—The_ Sec- 
retary and the Chief Operating Officer shall 
enter into an annual performance agreement 
which shall set forth measurable organization 
and individual goals for the Chief Operating Of- 
ficer in key operational areas. The agreement 
shall be subject to review and renegotiation at 
the end of each term, The final agreement shall 
be transmitted to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources of the Senate, and made publicly 
available. 

) COMPENSATION.—The Chief Operating 
Officer is authorized to be paid at an annual 
rate of basic pay not to exceed the marimum 
rate of basic pay for the Senior Executive Serv- 
ice under section 5382 of title 5, United States 
Code, including any applicable locality-based 
comparability payment that may be authorized 
under section 5304(h)(2)(B) of such title 5. In 
addition, the Chief Operating Officer may re- 
ceive a bonus in an amount up to, but not in ex- 
cess of, 50 percent of such annual rate of basic 
pay, based upon the Secretary's evaluation of 
the Chief Operating Officer's performance in re- 
lation to the performance goals set forth in the 
performance agreement described in paragraph 
(2). Payment of a bonus under this paragraph 
may be made to the Chief Operating Officer 
only to the extent that such payment does not 
cause the Chief Operating Officer’s total aggre- 
gate compensation in a calendar year to equal 
or exceed the amount of the President's salary 
under section 102 of title 3, United States Code. 

Y SENIOR MANAGEMENT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Chief Operating Offi- 
cer may appoint up to 5 senior managers as may 
be necessary without regard to the provisions of 
title 5, United States Code, governing appoint- 
ments in the competitive service, and who may 
be paid without regard to the provisions of 
chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of 
such title relating to classification and General 
Schedule pay rates. 

ö) PERFORMANCE AGREEMENT.—The Chief 
Operating Officer shall enter into an annual 
performance agreement with each senior man- 
ager appointed under this subsection which 
shall set forth measurable organization and in- 
dividual goals in key operational areas. The 
agreement shall be subject to review and renego- 
tiation at the end of each term. 

“(3) COMPENSATION.—The Chief Operating 
Officer is authorized to pay senior managers at 
an annual rate of basic pay not to erceed 75 
percent of the maximum rate of basic pay for the 
Senior Executive Service under section 5382 of 
title 5, United States Code, including any appli- 
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cable locality-based comparability payment that 
may be authorized under section 5304(h)(2)(C) of 
such title 5. In addition, a senior manager may 
receive a bonus in an amount up to, but not in 
excess of, 50 percent of such annual rate of 
basic pay, based upon the Chief Operating Offi- 
cer’s evaluation of the manager's performance 
in relation to the performance goals set forth in 
the performance agreement described in para- 
graph (2). 

ö PERSONNEL FLEXIBILITY .— 

ö PERSONNEL CEILINGS.—The PBO shall not 
be subject to any ceiling relating to the number 
or grade of employees. 

(2) ADMINISTRATIVE FLEXIBILITY.—The Chief 
Operating Officer shall work with the Office of 
Personnel Management to develop and imple- 
ment personnel flexibilities in staffing, classi- 
fication, and pay that meet the needs of the 
PBO, subject to compliance with title 5, United 
States Code. 

“(h) ESTABLISHMENT OF A FAIR AND EQUI- 
TABLE SYSTEM FOR MEASURING STAFF PERFORM- 
ANCE.—The PBO shall establish an annual per- 
formance management system, subject to compli- 
ance with title 5, United States Code and con- 
sistent with applicable provisions of law and 
regulations, which strengthens the organiza- 
tional effectiveness of the PBO by providing for 
establishing goals or objectives for individual, 
group, or organizational performance (or any 
combination thereof), consistent with the per- 
formance plan of the PBO and its performance 
planning procedures, including those estab- 
lished under the Government Performance and 
Results Act of 1993, and communicating such 
goals or objectives to employees. 

“(i) PROCUREMENT FLEXIBILITY.— 

ID IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in this 
subsection, the PBO shall abide by all applica- 
ble Federal procurement laws and regulations 
when procuring property and services. The PBO 
shall— 

A) enter into contracts for information sys- 
tems supporting the programs authorized under 
title IV to carry out the functions set forth in 
subsection (b)(2); and 

) obtain the services of experts and con- 
sultants without regard to section 3109 of title 5, 
United States Code and set pay in accordance 
with such section. 

“(2) PERFORMANCE BASED SERVICING CON- 
TRACTS.—The Chief Operating Officer shall, to 
the extent practicable, maximize the use of per- 
formance based servicing contracts, consistent 
with guidelines for such contracts published by 
the Office of Federal Procurement Policy, to 
achieve cost savings and improve service. 

“(3) FEE FOR SERVICE ARRANGEMENTS,—T he 
Chief Operating Officer shall, to the extent 
practicable and consistent with the purpose of 
the PBO, utilize services available outside of the 
Federal Government in the delivery of Federal 
student financial assistance. To achieve this 
purpose, the PBO is authorized to pay fees to 
an organization that are equivalent to those 
paid by other entities for such services, if the 
Chief Operating Officer determines that such or- 
ganization currently provides an information 
system or service that meets the requirements of 
the PBO. 

Focus GROUPS.—To facilitate information 
sharing and customer involvement, the Chief 
Operating Officer may establish focus groups 
composed of students, institutions, and other 
participants in the programs authorized by title 
IV to provide advice on student aid delivery 
matters. 

“SEC. 132. ADMINISTRATIVE SIMPLIFICATION OF 
STUDENT AID DELIVERY. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, and the 
Chief Operating Officer shall improve the effi- 
ciency and effectiveness of the student aid deliv- 
ery system by encouraging and participating in 
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the establishment of voluntary consensus stand- 
ards and requirements for the electronic trans- 
mission of information necessary for the admin- 
istration of programs under title IV. 

“(b) ADOPTION OF VOLUNTARY CONSENSUS 
STANDARDS.—Except with respect to the common 
financial reporting form under section 483(a), 
the Secretary shall adopt voluntary consensus 
standards for transactions required under title 
IV, and common data elements for such trans- 
actions, to enable information to be exchanged 
electronically between systems administered by 
the Department and among participants in the 
Federal student aid delivery system. 

) REQUIREMENTS FOR ADOPTION OF VOL- 
UNTARY CONSENSUS STANDARDS.—Any voluntary 
consensus standard adopted under this section 
shall— 

) be a standard that has been developed, 
adopted, or modified by a standard setting orga- 
nization that is open to the participation of the 
various entities engaged in the delivery of Fed- 
eral student financial assistance; and 

(2) be consistent with the objective of reduc- 
ing the administrative costs of delivering stu- 
dent financial assistance under title 1V. 

d) PARTICIPATION IN STANDARD SETTING OR- 
GANIZATIONS.— 

The Chief Operating Officer shall partici- 
pate in the activities of standard setting organi- 
zations in carrying out the provisions of this 
section. 

A) The Chief Operating Officer shall encour- 
age higher education groups seeking to develop 
common forms, standards, and procedures in 
support of the delivery of Federal student finan- 
cial assistance to conduct these activities within 
a standard setting organization. 

(3) The Chief Operating Officer may pay 
necessary dues and fees associated with partici- 
pating in standard setting organizations pursu- 
ant to this subsection from funds available 
under subsection (j). 

e) PROCEDURES FOR ADOPTION AND IMPLE- 
MENTATION OF VOLUNTARY CONSENSUS STAND- 
ARDS.—In adopting voluntary consensus stand- 
ards and implementation timetables under this 
section, including modifications of existing 
standards, the Secretary shall follow the proce- 
dures for negotiated rulemaking in section 492. 

D INITIAL VOLUNTARY CONSENSUS STAND- 
ARDS TO BE ADOPTED.—Through coordinated 
participation between the Chief Operating Offi- 
cer and standard setting organizations, the ini- 
tial standards adopted by the Secretary shall in- 
clude the following: 

“(1) ELECTRONIC PERSONAL IDENTIFIER NUM- 
BER.—The Secretary shall adopt standards for a 
single electronic personal identifier number for 
students receiving assistance under title IV. 

“(2) ELECTRONIC SIGNATURE.—The Secretary, 
in coordination with the Secretary of Commerce, 
shall adopt standards specifying procedures for 
the electronic transmission and authentication 
of signatures with respect to transactions re- 
quiring a signature under title IV. 

) SINGLE INSTITUTIONAL IDENTIFIER.—The 
Secretary shall adopt standards for a single 
identifier for eligible institutions under title IV. 

“(g) USE OF CLEARINGHOUSES.—Nothing in 
this section shall restrict the ability of partici- 
pating institutions and lenders from using a 
clearinghouse to comply with the standards for 
the exchange of information established under 
this section. 

„h APPLICABILITY TO CURRENT SYSTEMS.— 

I GENERAL RULE.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2) and (3), this section shall apply 
to all Department of Education information sys- 
tems supporting the delivery of programs under 
title IV no later than 12 months from the date of 
enactment of this part. 

“(2) NATIONAL STUDENT LOAN DATA SYSTEM.— 
This section shall apply to sections 485B(e) and 
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(f) no later than 18 months after the date of en- 
actment of this part. 

) INTEGRATED POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION 
DATA SYSTEM.—The Secretary shall coordinate 
the adoption of voluntary consensus standards 
under this section to ensure that standards are 
compatible with the integrated postsecondary 
education data system (IPEDS). 

“() DATA SECURITY,—Any entity that main- 
tains or transmits information under a trans- 
action covered by this section shall maintain 
reasonable and appropriate administrative, 
technical, and physical safeguards— 

J) to ensure the integrity and confiden- 
tiality of the information; and 

02) to protect against any reasonably antici- 
pated security threats, or unauthorized uses or 
disclosures of the information. 

“(j) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated in any 
fiscal year or made available from funds appro- 
priated to carry out activities in this section in 
any fiscal year such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this section, except 
that if no funds are appropriated pursuant to 
this subsection, the Secretary shall make funds 
available to carry out this section from amounts 
appropriated for the operations and expenses of 
the Department of Education. 

“(k) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion: 

“(1) The term ‘voluntary consensus standard’ 
means a standard developed or used by a stand- 
ard setting organization accredited by the Amer- 
ican National Standards Institute. 

2) The term ‘standard setting organization’ 
means a standard setting organization accred- 
ited by the American National Standards Insti- 
tute that develops standards for information 
transactions, data elements, or any other stand- 
ard that is necessary to, or will facilitate, the 
implementation of this section. 

For purposes of this section, the term 
‘clearinghouse’ means a public or private entity 
that processes or facilitates the processing of 
nonstandard data elements into data elements 
conforming to standards adopted under this sec- 
tion.“. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to title 1? 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. PAUL 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 


Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr. PAUL: 

Page 50, line 13, at the end of paragraph (1) 
add the following new sentence: The Sec- 
retary shall not use the social security ac- 
count numbers issued under title II of the 
Social Security Act as the electronic per- 
sonal identifier, and shall not use any identi- 
fier used in any other Federal program as 
the electronic personal identifier.“ 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is not a complex amend- 
ment. It merely states that Social Se- 
curity numbers cannot be used to iden- 
tify the individuals who will be partici- 
pating in this program. 

This is a common practice, obvi- 
ously, today. The Social Security num- 
ber is used just for about everything. 
As a matter of fact, many Americans 
think way too often. 

There are 40 Federal programs now 
where the Social Security number is 
required. Not only that, the Federal 
Government now has been mandating 
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the uses of the Social Security number 
for similar purposes even on State pro- 
grams such as obtaining our driver’s li- 
cense. 

The concern that I have and that 
many Americans have is that govern- 
ment is too intrusive, wants too many 
records and knows too much about ev- 
erybody. The government and non- 
government people can get our names 
and they can get our Social Security 
numbers and find out more about us 
than we know about ourselves, and 
that is not the intent of our Constitu- 
tion. It certainly is not the intent of 
the Privacy Act. 

The Privacy Act concerns were ex- 
pressed through this legislation in 1974 
stating that, yes, we have overstepped 
our bounds, there is too much intru- 
siveness, and we are moving in the di- 
rection of a national identification 
card, something that is unknown and 
should be unheard of in a free society. 
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We should not have an identity card 
to carry our papers to get jobs, open 
bank accounts, move about the coun- 
try, but we are moving rapidly in that 
direction. This is a token effort to 
make this point and require the gov- 
ernment to use some other identifica- 
tion method for this program. It can be 
done. There is nothing sacred about the 
Social Security number. The program 
can be run without the use of Social 
Security. 

I would like to just read very briefly 
some passages from the Privacy Act of 
1974 to make my colleagues stop and 
think about what we are doing. 

“It shall be unlawful for any Federal, 
State or local government agency to 
deny any individual any right, benefit 
or privilege provided by law because of 
such individual’s refusal to disclose his 
Social Security number.” 

If one does not give his Social Secu- 
rity number, one is in big trouble in 
this country. One cannot even get out 
of the hospital if one is born without a 
Social Security number, and one can- 
not open up a savings account for a 
child if one does not have a Social Se- 
curity number. One is not even allowed 
to die at this time without a Social Se- 
curity number, because one needs a So- 
cial Security number on one’s death 
certificate. Talk about cradle to grave. 

Any Federal, State or local govern- 
ment agency which requests an indi- 
vidual disclose his Social Security 
number shall inform that individual 
whether that disclosure is mandatory 
or voluntary, by what statutory or 
other authority the number is listed 
and what uses will be made of it.” We 
do not have that happening. Numbers 
are just demanded, and too many peo- 
ple have complied with it, and we go 
along with it, but more and more 
Americans are getting upset with this 
monitoring of everything that we do 
through the Social Security number. 
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Every single government program is 
now requiring it. Like I said, there are 
40, 40 programs. Immigration, think 
about how the immigration programs 
are monitored through Social Security 
numbers. There have been attempts to 
use the Social Security number to 
monitor people in their voting. We do 
not need this. We do not need more 
government surveillance in promoting 
this kind of a program. The program 
can survive, can work, 

Some would argue, well, possibly, 
just possibly, the efficiency of the pro- 
gram may be diminished. That will be 
the argument that I will probably hear. 
The efficiency of the program will be 
diminished. Well, if this is the argu- 
ment, then we are saying that we are 
here to protect the efficiency of the 
State. I see an important role for us to 
be here is to protect the privacy and 
the civil liberties of the citizen. So we 
are in conflict. Which should our role 
be, to protect privacy and civil lib- 
erties, or is it to protect the efficiency 
of the State? 

Well, it is not difficult for me to fig- 
ure that out, and it is not like I am 
saying this program would not exist, it 
is just saying that we will put a small 
amount of surveillance on this where 
the government is not so casual in ex- 
panding its role for the Social Security 
number. 

In the Privacy Act of 1974, in the 
findings, they made a comment which I 
think is very important, and this is in 
1974 when it was not really bad. The 
Congress finds the opportunities for an 
individual to secure employment, in- 
surance and credit and his right to due 
process and other legal protections are 
endangered by the misuse of certain in- 
formation systems,” 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
amendment. This is a positive amend- 
ment; this is an amendment to protect 
civil liberties of every American. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the gentleman's amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I agree with many of 
the things that the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. PAUL) has said, and I agree 
that we have to be alert and vigilant in 
seeing how the government can impose 
itself in our lives, but this use of a So- 
cial Security number is not new, it has 
been used for identifying student loan 
applications since the inception of the 
program. 

I would like to make just a couple of 
points as to why it is important to 
have it. It is good to know who we are 
giving the money out to, especially 
when we want to collect on the loans. 
Information provided by students and 
families in order to receive Federal aid 
is based on income information which 
is verified against IRS records to pre- 
vent fraud and abuse in the student aid 
programs. 

I think while there are concerns 
about the intrusiveness of government, 
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there are also a great many concerns 
as to fraud in programs. It is important 
that we protect against fraud and 
abuse in these programs. This is very 
important to use the Social Security 
number to do that. 

Applications are also matched with 
the Social Security records to make 
sure the person applying for aid has a 
valid Social Security number. I know 
the gentleman has made point of the 
fact that we put a Social Security 
number on death certificates. That is 
so that when people die, we make sure 
that they do not apply for student aid. 
I think that is an important thing to 
do. 

This check is also done to ensure 
that the correct person is using his or 
her correct Social Security number and 
not a fraudulent number. 

Social Security numbers are also 
used for skip tracing in tracking down 
the current addresses of student who 
are delinquent or who default on their 
loans so that they can be contacted to 
repay the debt. This practice saves tax- 
payers millions of dollars. I think it is 
incumbent upon us to be very diligent 
in the use of taxpayer dollars. 

The safeguards afforded the student 
loan program and the taxpayer by al- 
lowing the use of Social Security num- 
bers should not be done away with 
until such time as another viable alter- 
native exists for matching records and 
verifying information, which is critical 
to preventing fraud and abuse in the 
Federal student aid programs. 

While I agree with some of the gen- 
tleman’s concerns, I think it is very 
important that we defeat his amend- 
ment and use the Social Security num- 
ber to make this program viable. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

I know the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. PAUL) is very sincere on this; I 
have talked to him, and I know the 
issues. But really, the purpose of using 
the Social Security number in these in- 
stances is really to prevent fraud and 
abuse. 

We have millions and millions of dol- 
lars involved in these programs to as- 
sist students to go to college, and I 
think that the taxpayers certainly are 
willing to have a person use their So- 
cial Security number to make sure 
that there is no fraud and abuse in this 
program. I think it is very important. 
I just filled out my income tax a few 
weeks ago, and put my Social Security 
number on the income tax and did not 
feel threatened by that. So I would op- 
pose the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 411, further proceedings on 
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the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) will be 
postponed. 

Are there further amendments to 
title I? 

If not, the Clerk will designate title 
II. 

The text of title II is as follows: 


TITLE HH—POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION 
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS 
SEC, 201, URBAN COMMUNITY SERVICE. 

(a) DESIGNATION OF TITLE.—The Higher Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 is amended by inserting at the 
end of title I (20 U.S.C. 1001 et seq.) the fol- 
lowing: 

“TITLE II—POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION 
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS”. 


(b) REDESIGNATION AND TRANSFER OF URBAN 
COMMUNITY SERVICE PROGRAM.— 

(1) INTERNAL CROSS-REFERENCES.—Part A of 
title XI is amended— 

(A) in section 1102(b), by striking section 
1104" and inserting “section 204”; 

(B) in section 1104(12), by striking section 
1103(a)(2)(B)"" and inserting “section 
203(a)(2)(B)""; and 

(C) in section 1108(1), by striking section 
1103” and inserting section 203". 

(2) REDESIGNATION.—Part A of title XI (20 
U.S.C. 1136 et seq.) is redesignated as part A of 
title II, and sections 1101 through 1109 are redes- 
ignated as sections 201 through 209. 

(3) TRANSFER.—Part A of title II (including 
sections 201 through 209), as redesignated by 
paragraph (2), is transferred to immediately fol- 
low the heading inserted by subsection (a) of 
this section. 

(4) REPEAL.—Part B of title XI (20 U.S.C. 1137 
et seq.) and the heading of title XI are repealed. 

(c) ALLOWABLE ACTIVITIES.—Section 204 (as 
redesignated by subsection (b)(2)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new paragraph: 

(14) Improving access to technology in local 
communities.“ 

(d) DESIGNATION OF URBAN GRANT INSTITU- 
TIONS.—Section 207 (as redesignated by sub- 
section (b)(2)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new sentence: “The information 
developed as a result of this section shall be 
made available to Urban Grant Institutions and 
to any other interested institution of higher 
education by any appropriate means, including 
the Internet.“. 

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec- 
tion 209 (as redesignated by subsection (b)(2)) is 
amended by striking 1993“ and inserting 
“1999”. 

SEC. 202. FUND FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF 
POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION. 

(a) REDESIGNATION AND TRANSFER OF PRO- 
GRAMS.— 

(1) REDESIGNATION.—Part A of title X (20 
U.S.C. 1135 et seq.) is redesignated as part B of 
title II (as amended by section 201) and— 

(A) sections 1001 through 1003 (20 U.S.C. 1135 
et seq.) are redesignated as sections 221 through 
223; and 

(B) section 1011 (20 U.S.C. 1135a-11) is redesig- 
nated as section 224. 

(2) TRANSFER.—Part B of title II (including 
sections 221 through 224), as redesignated by 
paragraph (1), is transferred to follow part A of 
title II. 

(3) REPEAL.—Section 1004 and parts B, C, and 
D of title X (20 U.S.C. 1135a-3, 1135e et seq.) and 
the heading of title X are repealed. 

(b) ENDOWMENT GRANTS.—Section 221(a) (as 
redesignated by subsection (a)(2)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “and” at the end of paragraph 
(7); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of para- 
graph (8) and inserting ‘‘; and“, and 
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(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

) awarding an endowment grant, on a com- 
petitive basis, to a national organization to en- 
able such organization to support the establish- 
ment or ongoing work of area program centers 
that foster the development of local affiliated 
chapters in high-poverty areas to improve grad- 
uation rates and postsecondary attendance 
through the provision of academic support serv- 
ices and scholarship assistance for the pursuit 
of postsecondary education."’. 

(c) SPECIAL PROJECTS.—Section 224 (as redes- 
ignated by subsection (a)(2)(B)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of 
subsection (c) and inserting the following: 

“(1) institutional restructuring to improve 
learning and promote productivity, efficiency, 
quality improvement, and cost and price control; 

**(2) articulation agreements between two-year 
and four-year institutions; 

evaluation and dissemination of model 
programs; and 

/ international cooperation and student ex- 
change among postsecondary educational insti- 
tutions. and 

(2) by striking subsection (d). 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

(1) COMBINATION OF SUBPARTS.—Part B of 
title II (as redesignated by subsection (a)) is 
amended by striking the subpart designations 
and headings. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION.—Part B of title II (as so 
redesignated) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“SEC. 225. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

“There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this part $30,000,000 for fiscal year 
1999 and such sums as may be necessary for 
each of the 4 succeeding fiscal years. 

SEC. 203. GRANTS TO STATES FOR WORKPLACE 


AND COMMUNITY TRANSITION 
TRAINING FOR INCARCERATED 
YOUTH OFFENDERS. 


(a) REDESIGNATION AND TRANSFER OF PRO- 
GRAMS.— 

(1) REDESIGNATION.—Part E of title X (20 
U.S.C. 1135g) is redesignated as part C of title I] 
and section 1091 is redesignated as section 231. 

(2) TRANSFER.—Part C of title II (including 
section 231), as redesignated by paragraph (1), is 
transferred to follow part B of title II (as 
amended by section 202 of this Act). 

(b) REAUTHORIZATION.—Section 231(j) (as so 
redesignated) is amended to read as follows: 

“(j) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out this section $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1999 
and such sums as may be necessary for each of 
the four succeeding fiscal years.. 

SEC. 204, ADVANCED PLACEMENT FEE PAYMENT 
PROGRAM. 

(a) REDESIGNATION AND TRANSFER OF PRO- 
GRAMS.— 

(1) REDESIGNATION.—Part G of title XV of the 
Higher Education Amendments of 1992 (20 
U.S.C. 1170) is redesignated as part D of title II 
and section 1545 of such Act is redesignated as 
section 241. 

(2) TRANSFER.—Part D of title II (including 
section 241), as redesignated by paragraph (1), is 
transferred to follow part C of title II (as 
amended by section 203 of this Act). 

(b) REAUTHORIZATION.—Settion 241(f) (as so 
redesignated) is amended by striking ‘'1993"' and 
inserting 1999“. 

SEC. 205. TEACHER QUALITY ENHANCEMENT 
GRANTS. 


Title II is further amended by adding at the 
end the following new part: 
“PART E—TEACHER QUALITY 
ENHANCEMENT GRANTS 
“SEC. 271. PURPOSE. 
“The purposes of this part are— 
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“(1) to provide competitive grants to States for 
assistance in strengthening the quality of the 
teaching force by improving the academic 
knowledge of teachers in the subject areas in 
which they teach; 

“(2) to hold institutions of higher education 
with teacher preparation programs accountable 
for preparing teachers who are highly com- 
petent in the academic content areas in which 
they plan to teach, including training in the ef- 
fective uses of technologies in the classroom; 
and 

) to recruit high quality individuals, in- 
cluding individuals from other occupations, into 
the teaching force. 

“SEC, 272. ELIGIBILITY. 

(a APPLICATIONS.—To be eligible to receive a 
grant under this part, a Governor shall, at the 
time of the initial grant application, submit an 
application to the Secretary that meets the re- 
quirements of this part. 

h CONTENTS OF APPLICATION.—Such appli- 
cation shall include a description of how the 
State intends to use funds provided under this 
part and such other information and assurances 
as the Secretary may require. 

“(c) STATE AUTHORITY.—Nothing under this 
part shall be construed to negate or supersede 
the legal authority, under State law of any 
State agency, State entity, or State public offi- 
cial over programs that are under the jurisdic- 
tion of the agency, entity, or official. 

“SEC. 273. USE OF FUNDS. 

“The Governor of a State that receives a grant 
under this subpart shall— 

Y use a portion of such grant to carry out 
one or more of the following activities: 

“(A) reforming State teacher certification re- 
quirements to ensure that current and future 
teachers possess the necessary academic content 
knowledge in the subject areas in which they 
are certified and assigned to teach; 

“(B) providing prospective teachers alter- 
natives to schools of education through pro- 
grams at colleges of arts and sciences or at non- 
profit organizations; 

“(C) funding programs which establish or er- 
pand alternative routes to State certification for 
highly qualified individuals from other occupa- 
tions; 

D) developing and implementing effective 
mechanisms to erpeditiously remove incompetent 
or unqualified teachers; and 

E) implementing reforms which hold institu- 
tions of higher education with teacher prepara- 
tion programs accountable for preparing teach- 
ers who are highly competent in the academic 
content areas in which they plan to teach; and 

2) use a portion of such grant to establish a 
lighthouse partnership consisting of the Gov- 
ernor, an exemplary institution of higher edu- 
cation which prepares teachers, and a local edu- 
cational agency and which may also consist of 
other institutions of higher education, public 
charter schools, and public and private non- 
profit elementary and secondary schools, for the 
purpose of carrying out one or more of the fol- 
lowing activities: 

“(A) creating opportunities for enhancement 
and ongoing professional development which 
improves the academic content knowledge of 
teachers in the subject areas in which they are 
certified to teach or in which they are working 
toward certification to teach; 

providing programs designed to imple- 
ment the successful integration of technology 
into teaching and learning; 

O implementing reforms which hold institu- 
tions of higher education with teacher prepara- 
tion programs accountable for preparing teach- 
ers who are highly competent in the academic 
content areas in which they plan to teach; 

D) reforming State certification require- 
ments to ensure that current and future teach- 
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ers possess the necessary academic content 
knowledge in the subject areas in which they 
are certified to teach; and 

E) recruiting minorities, and others, into the 
teaching and counseling profession, including 
education paraprofessionals, former military 
personnel, and mid-career professionals, by pro- 
viding financial and other assistance related to 
instruction, induction, mentoring and support 
services. 

“SEC, 274. COMPETITIVE AWARDS, 

(a) COMPETITIVE BASIS FOR AWARDS.—The 
Secretary shall make annual grants under this 
part on a competitive basis. 

“(b) PEER REVIEW PANEL.—The Secretary 
shall provide the applications submitted by Gov- 
ernors under section 272 to a peer review panel 
for evaluation. With respect to each application, 
the peer review panel shall initially recommend 
the application for funding or for disapproval. 

“(c) PRIORITY.—In recommending applica- 
tions to the Secretary, the panel shall give pri- 
ority to applications from States with proposals 
which promise initiatives to reform State teacher 
certification requirements which are designed to 
ensure that current and future teachers possess 
the necessary academic content knowledge in 
the subject areas in which they are certified to 
teach or which include innovative reforms to 
hold institutions of higher education with 
teacher preparation programs accountable for 
preparing teachers who are highly competent in 
the academic content areas in which they plan 
to teach. 

(cd) RANKING OF APPLICATIONS.—With respect 
to each application recommended for funding, 
the panel shall assign the application a rank, 
relative to other recommended applications, 
based on the priority described in subsection (c), 
the extent to which the application furthers the 
purposes of this part, and the overall quality of 
the application, based on the quality and scope 
of State-supported strategies to improve quality 
of teacher preparation and their teaching force. 

"(e) RECOMMENDATION OF AMOUNT.—With re- 
spect to each application recommended for fund- 
ing, the panel shall make a recommendation to 
the Secretary with respect to the amount of the 
grant that should be made. 

Y SECRETARIAL SELECTION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
the Secretary shall determine, based on the peer 
review panel's recommendations, which applica- 
tions shall receive funding and the amounts of 
such grants. In determining grant amounts, the 
Secretary shall take into account the total 
amount of funds available for all grants under 
this part and the types of activities proposed to 
be carried out. 

(2) EFFECT OF RANKING BY PANEL.—In mak- 
ing grants under this part, the Secretary shall 
select applications according to the ranking of 
the applications by the peer review panel, er- 
cept in cases where the Secretary determines, for 
good cause, that a variation from that order is 
appropriate. 

“(g) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—Each State re- 
ceiving funds under this part shall provide, from 
non-Federal sources, an amount equal to 1/2 of 
the amount of the grant in cash or in kind to 
carry out the activities supported by the grant. 

“(h) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EX- 
PENSES.—A State that receives a grant under 
this part may use not more than 2 percent of the 
grant funds for administrative costs. 

“(i) REPORTING.— 

I IN GENERAL.—A Governor that receives a 
grant under this section shall submit an ac- 
countability report to the Secretary and the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce of 
the House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources of the Senate. 
Such reports shall include a description of the 
degree to which the State, in using these funds, 
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has made substantial progress in meeting the 
following goals: 

A Raising the State academic standards re- 
quired to enter the teaching profession. 

) Increasing the percentage of classes 
taught in core academic subject areas by teach- 
ers fully certified by the State to teach in those 
subject areas. 

O) Decreasing shortages of qualified teach- 
ers in poor urban and rural areas. 

D) Increasing opportunities for enhanced 
and ongoing professional development which 
improves the academic content knowledge of 
teachers in the subject areas in which they are 
certified to teach or in which they are working 
toward certification to teach. 

“(2) ACCOUNTABILITY OF STATE INSTITUTION 
OF HIGHER EDUCATION.—Prior to receiving funds 
under this part, a State shall demonstrate that 
at least 80 percent of graduates of each of the 
exemplary institutions of higher education in 
any partnership described in section 273(a)(2) 
who enter the field of teaching pass all applica- 
ble State qualification assessments of new teach- 
ers, which must include assessments of each pro- 
spective teacher's subject matter knowledge in 
the content area or areas in which the teacher 
provides instruction. Prior to each subsequent 
receipt of funds under this part, such State 
shall demonstrate that 70 percent of the grad- 
uates of each institution of higher education in 
the State have met such goal and continue to 
progress to exceed such goal. Such assessment 
shall be at least as rigorous as those in place on 
the date of enactment of this Act and shall have 
qualifying scores no lower than those in place 
on date of enactment of this Act. 

ö PROVISION TO PEER REVIEW PANEL.—The 
Secretary shall provide the reports submitted 
under paragraph (1) to the peer review panel 
convened under subsection (b). The panel shall 
use such accountability report in recommending 
applications for subsequent funding under this 
section. 

“(j) TEACHERS QUALIFICATIONS PROVIDED TO 
PARENT UPON REQUEST.—Any local educational 
agency that participates as an eligible applicant 
or partner under this part shall make available, 
upon request and in an understandable and 
uniform format, to any parent of a student at- 
tending any school in the local educational 
agency, information regarding the qualifications 
of the student's classroom teacher, both gen- 
erally and with regard to the subject matter in 
which the teacher provides instruction. 

“SEC, 275, LIMITATIONS. 

“(a) FEDERAL CONTROL PROHIBITED.—Noth- 
ing in this part shall be construed to permit, 
allow, encourage, or authorize any Federal con- 
trol over any aspect of any private, religious, or 
home school, whether or not a home school is 
treated as a private school or home school under 
State law. This section shall not be construed to 
bar private, religious, or home schools from par- 
ticipation in programs or services under this 
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(b) NO CHANGE IN STATE CONTROL ENCOUR- 
AGED OR REQUIRED,—Nothing in this part shall 
be construed to encourage or require any 
change in a State's treatment of any private, re- 
ligious, or home school, whether or not a home 
school is treated as a private school or home 
school under State law. 

“(c) NATIONAL SYSTEM OF TEACHER CERTIFI- 
CATION PROHIBITED.—Nothing in this part shall 
be construed to permit, allow, encourage, or au- 
thorize any national system of teacher certifi- 
cation. 

“SEC, 276. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

() AUTHORIZATION.—There are authorized 
to be appropriated to carry out this part, 
$18,500,000 for fiscal years 1999 and such sums 
as may be necessary for each of the 4 succeeding 
fiscal years. 
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“(b) TRANSITION.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary may use funds 
appropriated under subsection (a) to complete 
awards under the original grant period for 
projects that were funded under subpart 2 of 
part E of title V of this Act, as in effect prior to 
enactment of the Higher Education Amendments 
of 19903. 

SEC. 206. ADDITIONAL REPEAL. 

Title VIII (20 U.S.C. 1133 et seq.), relating to 
cooperative education, is repealed. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend- 
ments to title II? 

AMENDMENT NO. 55 OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 55 offered by Mr. SANDERS: 

Page 56, after line 18, insert the following 
new paragraph (and redesignate the suc- 
ceeding paragraphs accordingly): 

“(5) cooperation between institutions to 
encourage cost saving initiatives through 
joint purchase of goods and services, and 
shared use of facilities and faculty re- 
sources.” 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I will 
be very brief, and I want to thank both 
the majority and the minority for ac- 
cepting this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, as we attempt to 
make higher education more affordable 
and more accessible for the middle-in- 
come and working families of our coun- 
try, we need, in fact, to do a much bet- 
ter job in controlling the escalating 
cost of a college education. 

The cost of a college degree from 
many institutions in this country 
today is truly shocking. According to 
the National Commission on the Cost 
of Higher Education, and I quote, In 
the 20 years between 1976 and 1996, the 
average tuition at public universities 
increased from $642 to $3,151, and the 
average tuition at private universities 
increased from $2,881 to $15,581.” 

Tuitions at public 2-year colleges, 
the least expensive of all types of insti- 
tutions, they have increased 5 times 
over. So it seems to me while we do all 
that we can to increase Federal aid for 
those middle-income and working fam- 
ilies that need a college education, we 
are doing relatively little, I think, to 
hold down the costs of college. In fact, 
the number 1 recommendation of the 
National Commission on the Cost of 
Higher Education is to strengthen in- 
stitutional cost control. That is their 
number 1 recommendation. 

Mr. Chairman, the very simple 
amendment that I am offering would 
help institutions in some ways to re- 
duce their costs and hopefully allow 
them to use those savings to lower the 
cost of tuition and college fees. In the 
State of Vermont, where my wife has 
served as provost of a small college and 
has been involved in this area, and in 
many other regions of the country, col- 
leges are beginning to come together to 
form partnerships or consortia that en- 
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ables them to share resources and re- 
duce their collective costs. 

For example, in some cases, signifi- 
cant cost savings can be realized by 
joint purchasing of goods and services 
when schools come together to pur- 
chase things like fuel, and in the State 
of Vermont fuel is an expensive cost, or 
insurance; if they pool their resources, 
they can save money and use those sav- 
ings to lower the cost of tuition. The 
problem right now, however, is that 
many hard-pressed schools, many of 
the smaller schools, simply do not have 
the resources or the available technical 
expertise to figure out how they can do 
those things and how they can work 
with other colleges to reduce costs. 

This amendment, which would add no 
additional costs to any of the higher 
education programs, would instead give 
the Fund for the Improvement of Post- 
secondary Education, which admin- 
isters a competitive grant program for 
higher education institutions, a broad- 
er mission and allow them to make 
competitive grants available to insti- 
tutions which seek to cooperate and re- 
duce costs through the joint purchase 
of goods and services. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is 
consistent with the National Commis- 
sion on the Cost of Higher Education 
which recommends: “Greater institu- 
tional and regional cooperation in 
using existing facilities and institu- 
tions of higher education,” and that is 
what this amendment does. 

I thank both the majority and the 
minority for accepting this amend- 
ment. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. We thank 
the gentleman from Vermont (Mr. 
SANDERS) for his efforts to improve the 
bill, and we gladly accept his amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur- 
ther amendments to title II? 

AMENDMENT NO. 20 OFFERED BY MR. FARR OF 

CALIFORNIA 

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair- 
man, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 20 offered by Mr. FARR of 
California: 

Insert at the end of section 271(1) of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 as amended by 
the manager's amendment offered by the 
Gentleman from Pennsylvania the following: 
„ such as math, science, English, foreign 
languages, history, economics, art, and 
civics”. 

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair- 
man, I just want to say that I really 
enjoy seeing this wonderful bipartisan 
support for education here on the 
House floor. I cannot think of any issue 
that is more of interest to the people in 
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this country now than education, and 
it is wonderful that we are at a time 
when education has become our most 
important product, and I would like to 
acknowledge and compliment the lead- 
ership on both sides of the aisle, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GOODLING) for his great leadership and 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. KIL- 
DEE). 

I have a quick amendment. This 
amendment is to Part E of the Teacher 
Quality Enforcement Enhancement 
Grants, which is section 271(i). This 
section is the one that consolidates 17 
existing higher education programs 
into a new competitive grant program 
to improve teacher training. 

Section 271(i) provides competitive 
grants to the States to strengthen the 
quality of teaching force in the core 
subject areas. My language would 
merely list those core subject areas as 
math, science, English, foreign lan- 
guages, history, economics, art and 
civics. 

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 20 OFFERED 
BY MR. FARR OF CALIFORNIA 

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair- 
man, I also discovered there was a 
drafting error that omitted govern- 
ment and geography from the list, so I 
would ask unanimous consent to mod- 
ify my amendment to add government 
and geography. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Modification to amendment offered by Mr. 
FARR of California: 

In the matter proposed to be inserted 
strike out *‘and’’, and insert before the clos- 
ing quotation mark government and geog- 
raphy”. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the modification to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. FARR)? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment, as modified, offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
FARR). 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur- 
ther amendments? 

AMENDMENT NO. 51 OFFERED BY MR. OWENS 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 51 offered by Mr. OWENS: 

Page 68, after line 11, insert the following 
new section (and redesignate the succeeding 
section accordingly): 

SEC. 206. POSTSECONDARY INFORMATION TECH- 
NOLOGY EDUCATION RECRUITMENT 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol- 
lowing: 

(1) There are more than 200,000 to 400,000 
vacancies in various categories of informa- 
tion technology jobs. 
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(2) From 1996 to 2005, more than 1,300,000 
new computer scientists, engineers, and sys- 
tems analysts will be required in the United 
States to fill vacant jobs, which equals 
136,800 new workers per year. 

(3) Systems analysts will experience the 
largest job growth, accounting for a 103 per- 
cent increase in the number of new positions 
from 1996 (506,000) to 2005 (1,025,000). 

(4) The shortage of information technology 
workers transcends industries, affecting the 
manufacturing, service, transportation, 
health care, education, and government sec- 
tors. Within each sector, vacancies exist at 
all levels from aides and mechanics to pro- 
grammers and designers. 

(5) The information technology worker 
shortage is having an adverse effect on the 
viability of businesses in the United States 
and on the Nation’s competitiveness. Indus- 
try surveys report that half of industry ex- 
ecutives cite the lack of workers skilled in 
technology as the number one obstacle to 
their company’s growth. An additional 20 
percent of industry executives identify the 
lack of information technology workers as a 
major obstacle to their company’s growth. 

(6) A major factor affecting the short sup- 
ply of information technology workers is the 
mismatch between what universities teach 
and what industry needs. 

(7) It is in the national interest to promote 
special initiatives which effectively educate 
and train our domestic workforce to keep 
pace with these expanding job opportunities. 

(8) Institutions of higher education have 
the capacity and resources to provide a role 
of oversight and technical assistance to a 
wide range of local entities, including com- 
munity-based organizations, participating in 
a comprehensive education and training pro- 
gram for potential technology workers. 

(9) Higher education institutions must be 
responsive to the digital environment and 
expand both their outreach efforts and on- 
campus activities to train and certify indi- 
viduals to close the information technology 
worker gap. 

(b) AMENDMENT.—Title II is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“PART G—INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 

EDUCATION RECRUITMENT 
“SEC. 281. PARTNERSHIPS FOR POSTSECONDARY 
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY EDU- 
CATION RECRUITMENT 

(a) GRANTS AUTHORIZED.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make 
grants under this section, in accordance with 
competitive criteria established by the Sec- 
retary, to institutions of higher education, 
in order to establish, oversee the operation 
of, and provide technical assistance to, 
projects described in paragraph (2). 

(2) PROJECTS.—Projects under this section 
shall be projects implemented by a commu- 
nity-based organization described in sub- 
section (b), or by the institution of higher 
education receiving the grant, to provide 
postsecondary information technology edu- 
cation and employment procurement assist- 
ance to eligible individuals described in sub- 
section (c). 

(3) RESTRICTIONS.—An institution of high- 
er education shall be eligible to receive only 
one grant under this section, but may, sub- 
ject to the requirements of this section, use 
the grant to enter into contracts with more 
than one community-based organization. A 
community-based organization shall not be 
eligible to enter into a contract under this 
section with more than one institution of 
higher education. 

“(4) PERIOD OF GRANT.—The provision of 
payments under a grant under this section 
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shall not exceed 5 fiscal years and shall be 
subject to the annual approval of the Sec- 
retary and subject to the availability of ap- 
propriations for each fiscal year involved. 

(b) COMMUNITY-BASED ORGANIZATIONS.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
a community-based organization described 
in this subsection is an entity that, at the 
time the entity enters into a contract with 
an institution of higher education for a 
project under this section, and throughout 
the duration of that contract— 

( is— 

“(i) a governmental agency; or 

(i) an organization described in section 
501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
and exempt from tax under section 501(a) of 
such Code; and 

B) is one of the following: 

( A local partnership (as defined in sec- 
tion 4 of the School-to-Work Opportunities 
Act of 1994) receiving a grant under section 
302 of such Act. 

(Iii) An entity organized and operated for 
religious purposes. 

(Ii) An entity furnishing school-age child 
care services after school. 

(iv) A community-based college computer 
recruitment center. 

(„ An entity furnishing adult education. 

“(vi) A library. 

(vi) A museum. 

(vii) Any other entity organized and op- 
erated for cultural, literary, or educational 
purposes. 

“(2) LIMITATION.—An entity shall not be 
considered a community-based organization 
described in this subsection unless, at the 
time the entity enters into a contract with 
an institution of higher education for a 
project under this section, it has dem- 
onstrated to the satisfaction of the Sec- 
retary that— 

(A) it has the capacity successfully to re- 
cruit eligible individuals described in sub- 
section (c) for participation in a project de- 
scribed in subsection (a), consistent with the 
enrollment requirements in subsection 
(d)(2)(E); 

B) it is providing an educational service, 
social service, or employment procurement 
service; and 

() in the case of an entity that independ- 
ently manages its own finances, it has been 
in existence 2 years or more. 

(% ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUALS.—An eligible in- 
dividual described in this subsection is an in- 
dividual who— 

(i) has submitted a satisfactory applica- 
tion to receive postsecondary information 
technology education recruitment assistance 
through a project under this section; and 

(2) has a certificate of graduation from a 
school providing secondary education, or the 
recognized equivalent of such a certificate. 

(d) DUTIES.— 

“(1) INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION.— 
An institution of higher education receiving 
a grant under this section shall use the funds 
provided under the grant to carry out the 
following duties: 

“(A) Final selection of community-based 
organizations described in subsection (b) de- 
siring to provide, at one or more sites, in ac- 
cordance with a contract with the institu- 
tion of higher education and this section, 
postsecondary information technology edu- 
cation and employment procurement assist- 
ance to eligible individuals described in sub- 
section (c). 

„(B) Entering into a contract with each 
community-based organization selected 
under subparagraph (A) under which the in- 
stitution and the organization agree to carry 
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out the duties respectively required of them 
under this section with respect to each site 
described in subparagraph (A). 

() With respect to each site described in 
subparagraph (A)— 

“(i) design of a process for the recruitment 
of students from site to enroll in college 
courses or matriculate in college programs; 

(10) provision of such funding for the es- 
tablishment and initial operation of the site 
as was specified in the grant application sub- 
mitted by the institution to the Secretary; 

(Ii) approval of final site selection and 
preparation; 

(i) initial orientation and training of 
personnel employed to manage and operate 
the site; 

“(v) design and certification of the instruc- 
tional and academic programs, and oversight 
of the implementation of the programs; 

“(vi) oversight of equipment purchases and 
contracts for equipment maintenance; and 

(vii) selection of an outside contractor for 
periodic evaluation of the management and 
operation of the site. 

(2) COMMUNITY-BASED ORGANIZATIONS.— 

H(A) IN GENERAL. -A community-based or- 
ganization implementing a project under 
this section with an institution of higher 
education, at one or more sites, shall carry 
out the duties described in this paragraph, 
with respect to each such site, subject to the 
oversight and guidance of the institution. 

(B) GENERAL DUTIES.—The organization— 

(J) shall undertake final site selection and 
preparation; 

“di) shall recruit and hire a site director; 

(ii shall carry out any supplementary 
instructional, academic, or educational ac- 
tivities specified in the contract with the in- 
stitution of higher education that are not de- 
scribed in subparagraph (D); 

G) shall assemble an advisory committee 
composed of individuals residing in the com- 
munity in which the site is located, as well 
as industry representatives, who desire to as- 
sist the organization in ensuring that the 
goals of the organization are consistent with 
the goals and needs of the community popu- 
lation; 

“(v) shall provide to the institution other 
evidence of volunteer support from among 
individuals residing in the community in 
which the site is located and industry rep- 
resentatives; 

“(vi) shall recruit eligible individuals for 
enrollment, subject to subparagraph (E); 

(vi) shall maintain waiting lists of eligi- 
ble individuals desiring to enroll in the 
project's programs; 

“(C) SITE REQUIREMENTS.—The organiza- 
tion shall ensure that each site— 

“(i) has a minimum of 20 fully functioning 
computers with sufficient capacity to per- 
form all of the computer operations that are 
the subject of the curriculum specified in 
subparagraph (D); 

“(ii) in addition to the space for the com- 
puters described in clause (i), has— 

(J) a classroom space with the capacity 
for seating a minimum of 30 students; 

(ID a separate office for the site director; 

(110 is real property subject to the control 
of the organization or the institution, 
through a lease or other legal instrument, 
for a period of not less than 5 years; 

(iv) is open to enrolled individuals not 
less than 12 hours per day; and 

(v) is located within walking distance of 
public transportation. 

D) INFORMATION 
RICULUM.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The organization shall 
ensure that each site offers enrollees a cur- 
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riculum that includes a broad range of 
course work in information technology. 

“(ii) COURSES LEADING TO CERTIFICATION.— 
Such curriculum shall include course work 
leading to a certification of competence in 
areas of information technology recognized 
by the National Skill Standards Board estab- 
lished under the National Skill Standards 
Act of 1994. 

“(ii) SPECIFIC COURSES.—The computer 
training offered shall include courses in 
basic computer competence, on-the-job up- 
grade assistance, and advanced computer 
competence. 

(E) ENROLLMENT REQUIREMENTS.—The or- 
ganization shall ensure that its enrollment 
of eligible individuals at each site is con- 
sistent with the following: 

) Not less than 50 percent of the eligible 
individuals shall be, at the time of enroll- 
ment, individuals— 

“(ID to whom a credit was allowed under 
section 32 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 for the preceding taxable year; 

“(ID who are recipients of assistance under 
a State program funded under part A of title 
IV of the Social Security Act; 

(II who are a member of a household 
participating in the food stamp program; or 

IV) who are considered low-income pur- 
suant to regulations promulgated by the 
Secretary under this section. 

“(ii) Not less than 50 percent of the eligible 
individuals shall be, at the time of enroll- 
ment, under 25 years of age. 

(10 No prerequisite relating to net worth, 
income, or assets may be applied to any eli- 
gible individual who, at the time of enroll- 
ment, is over 50 years of age, except that this 
requirement shall not be construed to super- 
sede clause (i). 

(e) IMPLEMENTATION OF PROJECTS SOLELY 
BY INSTITUTIONS.—The Secretary may make 
a grant under this section to an institution 
of higher education that desires to imple- 
ment a project under this section without 
the participation of a community-based or- 
ganization described in subsection (b), if the 
institution agrees to carry out all of the du- 
ties required of such an organization under 
this section, in addition to the duties other- 
wise required of an institution of higher edu- 
cation. The Secretary shall, in awarding 
grants under this section, give priority to in- 
stitutions of higher education whose grant 
application includes an assurance that the 
institution will contract with one or more 
community-based organizations in accord- 
ance with this section. 

“(f) APPLICATIONS.—To apply for a grant 
under this section for any fiscal year, an in- 
stitution of higher education shall submit an 
application to the Secretary in accordance 
with the procedures established by the Sec- 
retary. The application shall specify the in- 
stitution’s preliminary selections for the 
community-based organizations (if any) with 
which the institution proposes to contract, 
and shall include information with respect to 
preliminary site selections. 

„g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $100,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1999 and such sums as may be necessary 
for each of the 4 succeeding fiscal years. 

ch) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion: 

“(1) ADULT EDUCATION.—The term ‘adult 
education’ has the meaning given such term 
in section 312 of the Adult Education Act. 

*(2) COMMUNITY-BASED COLLEGE COMPUTER 
RECRUITMENT CENTER.—The term ‘commu- 
nity-based computer center’ means a com- 
puter center— 
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(A) funded by both the Federal Govern- 
ment and at least one private sector entity; 

B) located in a low-income community 
(as determined by the Secretary); and 

() organized and operated for the pur- 
pose of providing families with access to 
computer resources that otherwise would not 
be available to them. 

(8) FOOD STAMP PROGRAM.—The term ‘food 
stamp program’ has the meaning given such 
term in section 3(h) of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977. 

(4) LIBRARY.—The term ‘library’ has the 
meaning given such term in section 213 of 
the Library Services and Technology Act. 

(5) MUSEUM.—The term ‘museum’ has the 
meaning given such term in section 272 of 
the Museum and Library Services Act.“. 


Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment seeks to deal with the 
omission which I cited earlier. There is 
a problem, there is a crisis, there is a 
great need for more information tech- 
nology workers. There is a crisis that 
will be met with legislation from this 
House of Representatives in the 105th 
Congress. There are a number of dif- 
ferent committees looking at the prob- 
lem, and this committee should do its 
duty and address the problem. 


Government analyses, industry re- 
ports, media headlines, and lobbying 
activities from businesses point to a 
crisis in the American education sys- 
tem and the workplace. There are not 
enough workers to fill 200,000 to 400,000 
current vacancies in various categories 
of information technology jobs. 


It has been reported that a major 
factor affecting the short supply of in- 
formation technology workers is a mis- 
match between what universities teach 
and what industry needs.’’ One indus- 
try executive likened the current situ- 
ation to “running out of iron ore in the 
middle of the industrial revolution.” 


While I commend the chairmen and 
ranking members of both the com- 
mittee and the subcommittee for fash- 
ioning a palatable bill, H.R. 6 does not 
comprehensively address the anchor 
role that our higher education institu- 
tions could play in eliminating Amer- 
ica’s newest deficit of high skilled 
technology workers. The Information 
Technology Partnership Amendment 
which I am offering here would correct 
this gross oversight in H.R. 6. 


This amendment would authorize a 
competitive grant program for colleges 
and universities to establish and over- 
see information technology education 
recruitment projects. Higher education 
institutions would be expected to ex- 
pand existing resources to establish 
computer training centers off campus. 
Priority would be given to those col- 
leges and universities that enter into 
partnerships with community-based or- 
ganizations such as after-school cen- 
ters and nonprofit cultural and edu- 
cational organizations and even 
churches. 


Many of my colleagues in Congress 
understand the severity of the shortage 
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of workers with the necessary edu- 
cation to compete in this new millen- 
nium. Several reports have docu- 
mented this crisis: The Commerce De- 
partment report entitled America's 
New Deficit”; reports from the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics; another Commerce 
report entitled The Emerging Digital 
Economy”; and a report from an indus- 
try trade association called Help 
Wanted: A Call for Deliberative Action 
for the New Millennium.” These anal- 
yses draw a dramatic conclusion about 
the gross shortages that will exist now 
and into the year 2005. 

Because of the crisis, the Information 
Technology Association of America has 
pledged its support for this amend- 
ment. As the trade association that 
represents information technology 
workers and businesses, ITAA docu- 
ments how businesses are themselves 
complaining for assistance. 

Mr. Chairman, I submit a letter from 
ITAA which supports this amendment: 

ITAA, 
Arlington, VA, April 28, 1998. 
Hon. MAJOR R. OWENS, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Rayburn House 
Office Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN OWENS: I understand 
that you are soon to introduce a bill, the 
“Workforce Investment Partnership Act.” 
Based on a review of your draft legislation, 
it appears it addresses the information tech- 
nology (IT) training needs that are critical 
to the growth of American industry. As the 
industry association with leadership on 
growing the domestic IT workforce, the In- 
formation Technology Association of Amer- 
ica (ITAA) is pleased to see the way you are 
attempting to deal with creatively the work- 
force shortage. 

ITAA’s recently released a study con- 
ducted by Virginia Polytechnic Institute and 
State University (VA Tech), Help Wanted 
1998: A call for Collaborative Action for the 
New Millennium. This study found that 
there are currently 346,000 vacant IT posi- 
tions in American companies. These vacan- 
cies exist both at high tech companies and in 
other industry sectors, including banking, 
retail, insurance, and hospitality. Every re- 
gion of the country is impacted by this lack 
of IT talent. The IT skills gap represents 
thousands of missed opportunities for Amer- 
ican workers, because these high paying, 
high growth jobs remain vacant. 

ITAA supports partnerships among stake- 
holders in business, academia, and govern- 
ment which create opportunities for Ameri- 
cans to pursue IT jobs. ITAA is especially 
supportive of those partnerships that lever- 
age existing resources (such as college fac- 
ulties and community-based organizations) 
for new types of training programs, as your 
legislation suggest. ITAA looks forward to 
working with you and your staff to develop 
this project and include industry leaders in 
the process. 

Thank you for your leadership on this crit- 
ical issue. If you have any questions or com- 
ments please feel free to contact me at 
hmiller@itaa.org or 703-284-5340, or contact 
Lauren Brownstein, ITAA’s Workforce Edu- 
cation Program Manager, at 
lbrownstein@itaa.org or 703-284-5318. 

Sincerely, 

HARRIS N. MILLER, 
President. 
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ITAA MEMBER COMPANIES 


3Com Corporation; A.I.H. Systems Group, 
Inc.; ABT Corporation; Accelr8 Technology 
Corporation; Adobe Systems, Inc. Federal 
Systems Division; Advanced Information 
Network Systems; Advanced Technology 
Systems Corporation; Affiliated Computer 
Services, Inc.; AH&T Technology Brokers; 
AITECH Research, Inc.; Albers & Company; 
ALIT Inc.; Altenbern, Douglas Honorary 
ITAA Member; Ambassador Capital Corpora- 
tion; Amdahl Corporation; America Online, 
Inc.; ANATEC; Andersen Consulting LLP; 
ANSTEC, Inc.; ARKSYS; Arter & Hadden; 
AT&T; Atkinson & Associates, Inc.; Atlantic 
Data Services, Inc.; AVATAR Solutions, 
Inc.; 

BDM International, Inc.; BEA Systems; 
Beach, Stephen H. Honorary ITTA Member; 
Bellcore; Best Computer Consultants, Inc.; 
Billennium L.P.; Bob Lejeune, Honorary 
Member; Boeing; Boston Technology, Inc.; 
BrightStar Information Technology Group, 
Inc.; Brookline Technologies Inc.; BTG, Inc.; 
Business Representation Inc. 

CACI International Inc.; Caine Farber and 
Gordon, Inc.; Caliber Learning Network, 
Inc.; Cap Gemini America; Capital Tech- 
nology Information Services: Capricorn Sys- 
tems, Inc.; Carpenter Associates; Carr, Am- 
brose A., Jr. Honorary ITAA Member; CCD 
Online Systems, Inc.; Center For Innovative 
Technology; Century for Innovative Tech- 
nology; Century Staffing Consultants; Chuck 
Wheeler Associates, Inc.; CIBER 2000, Inc.; 
Claremont Technology Group, Inc.; Class So- 
lutions Ltd.; Cognos Corporation; COLMAR 
Corporation; Complete Business Solutions, 
Inc.; Computec International Resources Inc.; 
Computer Associates International, Inc.; 
Computer Generated Solutions, Inc.; Com- 
puter Horizons Corporation; Computer Peo- 
ple Inc.; Computer Sciences Corporation; 
Computer Task Group, Inc. (CTG); COMSYS 
Technical Services, Inc.; Consist Inter- 
national, Inc.; Contract Solutions, Inc.; Coo- 
pers & Lybrand L.L.P.; Corporate Executive 
Computing, Inc.; Cotelligent Group, Inc.; 
CROSS ACCESS Corporation; CrossRoute 
Software, Inc.; Crowell & Moring; CTA Incor- 
porated; CyberCash, Inc.; Cyborg Systems, 
Inc. 

Data Dimensions, Inc.; Data General Cor- 


poration; Data Processing & Accounting 
Services; Data Processing Resources Cor- 
poration; Data Systems Analysts, Inc.; 


Dataccount Corporation; De Bellas & Co.; 
Doloitte & Touche LLP; DemoNet Inc.; 
Dickstein, Shapiro & Morin, LLP; Digital 
Commerce Corp.; Digital Equipment Cor- 
poration; Distributed Software Development, 
Inc.; DSQ Software Corporation; DynCorp. 

Edge Information Group; EDS Corporation; 
Emerald Solutions, Inc.; Envision, Inc.; Epsi- 
lon Software Development Company; Ernst 
& Young. 

Fargo Provisioning; Federal Data Corpora- 
tion; Federal Sources, Inc.; First Floor Soft- 
ware; Forecross Corporation; Foursight Sem- 
inars, Inc.; Fujitsu Limited; Fundamental 
Software. 

G2R; Galland, Kharasch & Garfinkle, P.C.; 
GE Information Services; Geac Computer 
Systems, Inc.; General Dynamics Informa- 
tion Systems; Global Data Solutions; GMR 
Technologies International; GMRTI; Goel & 
Associates, P.C.; Goetz Associates Honorary 
ITAA Member; Golder, Thoma, Cressey, 
Rauner, Inc.; Government Strategy Advisors; 
Government Technology Services, Inc.; 
Grant Thornton LLP; Great Lakes Tech- 
nologies Group; Greenbrier & Russel, Inc.; 
GTE Internetworking; GTE Technology and 
Systems. 
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Hanover & Associates, Ltd.; Hazel & Thom- 
as, PC; Highmark Blue Cross Blue Shield; 
Hinton Industries, Inc.; Hogan & Hartson; 
Holland & Knight LLP; Howard Systems 
International, Inc. 

IBM Corporation; IBM Global Services; 
IBS Conversions, Inc.; IDC Governments, 
Inc.; IMI Systems, Inc.; Immigration Law 
Group, LLP; Information Management Re- 
sources, Inc.; Information Systems Re- 
sources, Inc.; INPUT; Intermetrics, Inc.; 
INTERSOLV, Inc.: Intertec Communica- 
tions, Inc.; Into 2000 Inc.; Introspect Corpora- 
tion; IONA Technologies. 

J.G. Van Dyke Associates, Inc.; James 
Martin Government Consulting, Inc.; James, 
Luanne Honorary ITAA Member; Jerger As- 
sociates. 

Keane, Inc.; Kearney & Company; Keith 
Bates & Associates, Inc.; Kirkpatrick & 
Lockhart LLP; Knautz, Allan Honorary 
ITAA Member; KPMG Peat Marwick LLP. 

Landmark Systems Corporation; Levi, Ray 
& Shoup, Inc.; LexiBridge Corporation; Lit- 
ton PRC; Locate In Kent; Lockheed Martin 
Federal Systems; Lyons & Associates, Inc. 

Manley, Robert Honorary ITAA Member; 


MAPSYS; Marimba, Inc.; Market* Access 
International; Martec Computer Services 
Company; MASTECH Corporation; 


MatchPoint Systems, Inc.; MAXIMUS, Inc.; 
Maxxion Systems Inc.; McCabe & Associates, 
Inc.; McGuire, Woods, Battle & Booth; MCI 
Inc.; McKenna & Cuneo, L.L.P.; Mercer Com- 
puter Systems, Inc.; Merrill Lynch; Micro 
Focus, Inc.; Microsoft Corporation; Mil- 
lennia III; Millennium Dynamics, Inc.; MCL 
Group, Inc.; modis. 

Napersoft, Inc.; National Comprehensive 
Services Corp.; NBS Systems, Inc.; NeoMedia 
Technologies, Inc.; NEPS Inc.; NETCOM On- 
Line Communication Services, Inc.; 
Netscape Communications Corp.; New Art 
Technologies, Inc.; Next Millennium Con- 
sulting, Inc.; NIIT (USA) Inc.; Northrop 
Grumman Corp—Data Systems & Serv. Div.; 
Novadyne Computer Systems, Inc. 

O’Grady-Peyton International; Olympic 
Staffing Services; Onstad, Phillip C. Hon- 
orary ITAA Member; Open Market, Inc.; Ora- 
cle Corporation; Oracle Corporation. 

Paragon Computer Professionals, Inc.; 
Pentamation Enterprises, Inc.; Peopleware 
Technical Resources, Inc.; Performance 
Technology Group; Phil Butler & Associates, 
Ltd.; Phoenix Software International; Pierre 
Audoin Conseil; Piscopo, J.A. Honorary 
ITAA Member; PLATINUM Technology, Inc.; 
Price Waterhouse LLP; PRINCE Software, 
Inc.; Princeton Information Ltd.; Prodigy 
Services Corporation; PSDI. 

Quality Engineering Software Automation 
(QES). 

Rapasky, John R. Honorary ITAA Member; 
Rational Software Corp.; RCG Information 
Technology, Inc.; Reasoning, Inc.; Renais- 
sance Solutions, Inc.; Renaissance World- 
wide; Robbins-Gioia, Inc.; Robert Half Inter- 
national, Inc.; Rollins, Arthur Honorary 
ITAA Member. 

Sachs, Spector, Glasser & Waxman, P.C.; 
Sam Albert Associates; SCB Computer Tech- 
nology, Inc.; Schoenberg, Lawrence ITAA 
Honorary Member; Science Applications 
International Corporation (SAIC); SCO; Se- 
cure Computing Corp.; Government Division; 
Sentry Technology Group; Sequent Com- 


puter Systems, Inc. (Federal Division); 
SERENA Software International; Ser- 
endipity Consulting; Seyfarth, Shaw, 


Fairweather & Geraldson; Shaw Pittman 
Potts & Trowbridge; Signet Bank; Silicon 
Graphics, Inc.; Silverline Industries, Inc.; 
Softech International; Software AG Amer- 
icas; Software Productivity Consortium; 
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Software Services Corporation; Software 
Synergy, Inc.; SOFTWORKS, Inc.; Solomon 
Software; Southbridge Financial Corpora- 
tion; Southwestern Business Resources; Spe- 
cifics, Inc.; SPR Inc.; Sprint; Spyglass, Inc.; 
SRA International, Inc.; SRI Consulting; 
STA America; Standard Data Corporation; 
Stanford Consulting Group; Sterling Com- 
merce, Inc.; Sterling Software, Inc.; 
Strategia Corporation; Sun Microsystems/ 
Gov't Software Group; SunGard Data Sys- 
tems Inc.; Superlative Technologies, Inc.; 
SVI America Corporation; Sybase Federal; 
Symantec Federal Region; Syntel, Inc.; Sys- 
tem One Technical, Inc.; Systems & Com- 
puter Technology Corporation. 

TCG Software, Inc.; TechnoPraxis Group 
Inc.; Techquest, Inc.; The Comdyn Group; 
The Dun & Bradstreet Corporation; The Jef- 
ferson Group; The Software Factory; The 
Updata Group, Inc.; Thinking Tools, Inc.; 
Tone Software Corporation; Tracor Enter- 
prise Solutions, Inc.; Transition Software 
Corporation; Transportation Consulting 
Group, Inc.; Triad Data Inc.; TRW; TSI 
International Software, Ltd. 

Ultim—IT Solutions Inc.; Ultradata Cor- 
poration; Ultradata Systems Inc.; Ulysses 
Group Associates, Inc.; Unisys Federal Sys- 
tems Division; USF&G Corporation. 

Vanstar Corp., Gov't Systems Group; Vec- 
tor Consulting; VentureTech 2000, Inc.; 
Veronex Technologies, Inc.; Vertex Inc.; 
Veson, Inc.; VIASOFT, Inc.; Village Informa- 
tion Solutions, L.L.C.; Virtual Consulting. 

Wang Federal; Wang, Inc.; Waterfield 
Technology Group, Inc.; Wellinger & Associ- 
ates, Inc.; Welsh, Carson, Anderson & Stowe; 
Wheat International Communications Corp.; 
William M. Mercer, Inc. 

Y2K Solutions Group, Inc.; Y2Kplus, Inc.; 
Year 2000 Inventory Management Ltd.; Zitel 
Corporation; Zmax Corporation. 

Mr. Chairman, I might add also that 
there is another solution being pro- 
posed by the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. The Committee on the Judiciary 
proposes to meet this crisis by import- 
ing, or by changing the visa quota by 
increasing it from 60,000 to 115,000 and 
bringing in professionals from foreign 
countries, trained professionals in this 
area from foreign countries. They will 
solve the problem that way instead of 
addressing the need to prepare more of 
our own citizens for this very impor- 
tant set of jobs. 

Mr. Chairman, these jobs will be 
around for a long time. There is a 
stratification. It is not only the people 
at the very top who are designers and 
the engineers for computers and for 
software. It is not only the computer 
programmers, but also technicians and 
technologists. 

All of the estimates of the vacancies 
so far have not taken into consider- 
ation the needs outside of business. 
They are only looking at business 
needs. They have not looked at the 
needs of the schools and the colleges 
where there is a shortage of people who 
can deal with educational information 
technology. Education technology will 
require more teachers and teachers will 
have to have technology assistants and 
technicians. 

Just as we have an automobile cul- 
ture in this country that has built up 
over many decades of the automobile 
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existing, we are going to have a culture 
of the computer and a culture of infor- 
mation technology which will have 
people at all strata and we should pre- 
pare for that now. 

This amendment recognizes that 
higher education institutions have the 
capacity and the resources to provide 
the major role for a comprehensive in- 
formation technology education re- 
cruitment program. The Information 
Technology Partnerships Amendment 
offers an incentive for colleges and uni- 
versities to leverage their existing re- 
sources, enter into partnerships with 
community groups and obtain input 
from industry groups to help educate 
and prepare American citizens for 
these vast job opportunities. 

Colleges and universities would be 
expected to recruit the participants 
who will be trained at the computer 
education centers. Those recruits 
would go on for college study. This 
amendment would encourage colleges 
to recruit actively those individuals 
who would normally not be exposed to 
such computer training and to the col- 
lege environment. 

In low-income communities, as has 
been documented by several articles in 
The Washington Post and the New 
York Times, the exposure to computers 
is not there. Students cannot learn this 
field or get involved in it unless they 
have the opportunity to practice on 
computers. 

So I urge that this amendment be 
adopted, that we go into the 21st cen- 
tury with the participation of this 
committee on this particular piece of 
legislation to place us in the bar- 
gaining process that is going to take 
place among all the committees to 
solve this problem. 

Mr. McKEON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the gentleman’s amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman's heart 
is in the right place, he is trying to do 
what is right, and I think has some 
very good things that he is trying to do 
in this amendment. This is a bipartisan 
bill and we worked together on a lot of 
these areas, but it was one amendment 
that we were not able to accept. 

Mr. Chairman, we just cannot do ev- 
erything with a Federal program. Ac- 
cording to the Department of Edu- 
cation, more than 550,000 students were 
enrolled in computer science programs 
in the 1995-96 academic year. The cur- 
rent student aid program provides mil- 
lions of individuals with the oppor- 
tunity to pursue any field they choose 
as workforce demands change for dif- 
ferent occupations. Students can 
choose programs as short as 6 months 
or as long as a Ph.D. 

States that have shortages in finding 
employees to fill technical jobs can use 
funds they match under the State Stu- 
dent Incentive Program which is cur- 
rently authorized and appropriated for 
providing student financial aid pro- 
grams targeted to those fields. 
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Or, as a last resort, we can do it with- 
out the Federal Government. We can 
do a program like is being done in my 
district. We have a community college 
that joined with a city that joined with 
several industries and put together a 
program on their own to train employ- 
ees. 

I agree wholeheartedly with the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. OWENS) 
that we should not be importing em- 
ployees. We should be doing a better 
job of training them. I think that there 
are just better ways to do it than in 
this new amendment, and I would urge 
a “no” vote on the gentleman’s amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. OWENS). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote, and pending that, I 
make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 411, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. OWENS) 
will be postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

Are there any further amendments to 
title II? 

AMENDMENT NO. 19 OFFERED BY MR, EDWARDS 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 19 Offered by Mr. ED- 
WARDS: 

In section 271 of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965, as amended by the manager’s amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania, strike and' at the end of para- 
graph (2), strike the period at the end of 
paragraph (3) and insert; and’’, and after 
such paragraph (3) insert the following new 
paragraph: 

(4) to provide competitive grants to 
States for assistance in improving the mana- 
gerial skills of school principals and super- 
intendents. 

In section 273(a) of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965, as amended by the manager’s 
amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, add at the end the following 
new paragraphs: 

“(7) Developing and implementing effective 
mechanisms to provide principals and super- 
intendents with advanced managerial skills. 

(8) Creating opportunities for school prin- 
cipals and superintendents to further their 
professional development by providing ad- 
vanced managerial skills training. 

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO, 19 OFFERED 
BY MR. EDWARDS 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend- 
ment be modified in the new form at 
the desk, which I believe is acceptable 
to the committee chairman, sub- 
committee chairman and full com- 
mittee ranking member. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Modification to amendment No. 19 offered 
by Mr. EDWARDS: 

In section 273(a) of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965, as amended by the manager's 
amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, add at the end the following 
new paragraphs: 

(7) Developing and implementing effective 
mechanisms to provide principals and super- 
intendents with advanced managerial skills. 

(8) Creating opportunities for school prin- 
cipals and superintendents to further their 
professional development by providing ad- 
vanced managerial skills training. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the modification to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. EDWARDS)? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, this 
bill wisely brings together State and 
local officials in a commitment to im- 
proving the quality of training for our 
Nation’s teachers. I strongly support 
that effort. 

My amendment would expand the 
focus of job development grants to in- 
clude management training for school 
superintendents and principals. 

I believe it is critical for the future 
of our children that we provide better 
management training to our school 
principals and superintendents, be- 
cause they play a very significant role 
in the lives of our students, they play 
a vital role in our public school system 
in America. 

Mr. Chairman it is interesting if we 
look at dozens and dozens of cases of 
school turnarounds around the country 
where a school district had essentially 
the same amount of funds, the same 
students, the same teachers, and yet 
from one year to the next over a period 
of 2 years there was a significant turn- 
around and improvement of morale and 
student achievement. The one common 
bond we find in all of those cases is 
that there was a strong leader as a 
principal or as a superintendent that 
came into that school or district and 
used all of the many management 
skills necessary to lead an educational 
institution. 

It is no coincidence that corporations 
provide millions of dollars for manage- 
ment training for their mid-level and 
upper-level management personnel. 
And yet historically our Nation has 
provided but a pittance for manage- 
ment training of those principals and 
superintendents who oversee products, 
our children, far more important than 
a product of any corporation in this 
country. 

Providing professional development 
opportunities and management train- 
ing will allow school administrators to 
improve their skills. Improved manage- 
ment at both the school and district 
level will have a positive effect on stu- 
dents, teachers and parents. 

Students will learn more effectively 
in a positive environment and teachers, 
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like all employees anywhere, are 
happier and more effective under good 
leadership and strong management. 
Better trained administrators will im- 
prove the overall quality of our Na- 
tion’s education system. 

I believe it makes sense to focus on 
management training in business, and I 
believe in this bill it will make sense 
to focus a small amount of resources 
on management training of our Na- 
tion’s school superintendents and prin- 
cipals. 

For that reason, I urge the passage of 
this amendment. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWARDS. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. ED- 
WARDS) for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to salute my 
good friend and classmate from the 
State of Texas for coming up with this 
idea on this amendment. I support this 
amendment for three reasons: First of 
all because it expands the quality man- 
agement to the very top level. It does 
not make any sense for us in business 
to say that the middle managers are 
going to get trained but then it is CEOs 
are not going to be eligible for that 
training. 

Secondly, I am going to support this 
amendment because I believe sharing 
this expertise is one of the most crit- 
ical functions in professional develop- 
ment. We have an award where we have 
a local teacher who just won it, the 
Christa McAuliffe award. She came 
back from spending several days in 
California with fellow teachers and 
came back to school in South Bend, In- 
diana, and never had the time to share 
the knowledge and the good things 
that she gleaned from the other teach- 
ers with her fellow teachers in South 
Bend. We need to provide more oppor- 
tunities for this quality enhancement 
in management. 

And lastly, because the world is 
changing so quickly, we have tech- 
nology and software that many teach- 
ers who have been teaching for 20 years 
are not keeping up with this tech- 
nology and software improvement. We 
need to be able to get into the class- 
rooms, whether they be principals or 
whether they be teachers, all of the 
people together working on profes- 
sional development and enhancing the 
quality of teaching in our schools. 

So I salute the gentleman. I applaud 
him for this good amendment, and I en- 
courage my colleagues to vote for it. 
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Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
the gentleman from Texas. He is not a 
member of the committee, but he has 
great appreciation for education, and 
he has put a lot of thought in this 
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amendment, and I think it really 

strengthens the bill. I would be happy 

to accept it. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I thank the 
Chairman and full committee chair- 
man and the ranking member for their 
support and help and leadership on this 
issue. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there further dis- 
cussion on the amendment? 

The question is on the amendment, 
as modified, offered by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS). 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 49 OFFERED BY MR. MILLER OF 
CALIFORNIA 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair- 
man, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 49 offered by Mr. MILLER 
of California: 

Page 68, line 12, redesignate section 206 as 
section 207, and before such line insert the 
following new section (and conform the table 
of contents accordingly): 

SEC. 206. ACCOUNTABILITY FOR INSTITUTIONS 

OF HIGHER EDUCATION THAT PRE- 
PARE TEACHERS. 

Title II is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new part: 

“PART F—ACCOUNTABILITY FOR INSTITU- 
TIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION THAT 
PREPARE TEACHERS 

“SEC. 281. DATA COLLECTION. 

(a) DATA REQUIRED.—Within one year 
after the date of enactment of the Higher 
Education Amendments of 1998, and annually 
thereafter, the Secretary shall collect from 
each State receiving funds under this Act 
and publish the following information: 

(J) A description of the teacher licensing 
and credentialing assessments used by each 
State, including any and all assessments re- 
quired in the subject matter area or areas in 
which a teacher provides instruction. 

(2) The standards and criteria established 
by each State that teachers or prospective 
teachers must meet in order to receive a 
passing score on such assessments, including 
information on the extent to which passing 
such examinations is required in order for an 
individual to be a classroom teacher. 

“(3) Information on the extent to which 
teachers or prospective teachers in each 
State are required to take examinations or 
other assessments of their subject matter 
knowledge in the area or areas in which they 
provide instruction, the standards estab- 
lished for passing any such assessments, and 
the extent to which teachers or prospective 
teachers are required to receive a passing 
score on such assessments in order to teach 
in specific subject areas or grade levels. 

“(4) Information on the extent to which 
each State waives teacher credentialing and 
licensing requirements, including the pro- 
portion of all teachers or prospective teach- 
ers in the State for whom such licensing and 
credentialing requirements have been waived 
and the distribution of such individuals 
across high- and low-poverty schools and 
across grade levels and subject areas. 

(5) The pass rate, for the preceding year, 
on all teacher licensing and credentialing as- 
sessments for all individuals in the State 
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who took such assessments, disaggregated by 
the institution of higher education from 
which the teacher received his or her most 
recent degree, 

“(b) COORDINATION.—The Secretary, to the 
extent practicable, shall coordinate the in- 
formation collected and published under this 
part among States for individuals who took 
State teacher licensing or credentialing as- 
sessments in a State other than the State in 
which the individual received his or her most 
recent degree. 

“(c) USE OF LOCAL AGENCIES.—For each 
State in which there are no State licensing 
or credentialing assessments, the Secretary 
shall, to the extent practicable, collect data 
comparable to the data described in para- 
graphs (1) through (5) of subsection (a) from 
local educational agencies, colleges and uni- 
versities, or other entities that administer 
such assessments to teachers or prospective 
teachers. 

“SEC. 282. DATA DISSEMINATION. 

(a) EFFECTIVE DATE OF REQUIREMENTS.— 
The data required to be distributed under 
this section shall be distributed beginning 
within 3 years after the date of enactment of 
the Higher Education Amendments of 1998 
and annually thereafter. 

“(b) PASSING RATES.—Each institution of 
higher education that has a course of study 
that prepares elementary and secondary 
school teachers and receives Federal funds 
will report and distribute widely, including 
through prominent publications such as 
catalogs and promotional materials sent to 
potential applicants, high school guidance 
counselors, and the employers of graduates 
of such institutions, their pass rate for grad- 
uates of the institution on each of the 
State's initial teacher certification and li- 
censing assessments for the most recent year 
for which data are available at the time of 
publication of such materials. 

„% IDENTIFICATION OF INSTITUTIONS WITH 
PASSING RATES BELOW 70 PERCENT.—Each 
State shall submit to the Secretary a list of 
institutions of higher education that prepare 
teachers and receive Federal funds under 
this Act for which, for the preceding year, 
less than 70 percent of graduates who took 
any of the State’s initial teacher licensing 
and credentialing assessments failed to re- 
ceive a passing score on any such assess- 
ment. For each assessment, data shall be 
disaggregated by the institution of higher 
education from which the student received 
his or her most recent degree, unless such 
degree was granted more than 3 years prior 
to the date such assessment was adminis- 
tered. 

“SEC. 283. STATE FUNCTIONS. 

(a) STATE ASSESSMENT.—In order to re- 
ceive funds under this Act, a State shall, no 
later than one year after the date of enact- 
ment of the Higher Education Amendments 
of 1998, have in place a procedure to identify 
low performing programs of teacher prepara- 
tion within institutions of higher education. 
Such levels of performance shall be deter- 
mined solely by the State and may include 
criteria based upon information collected 
pursuant to this part. Such assessment shall 
be described in the report under section 281. 

“(b) TERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY.—Any in- 
stitution of higher education that offers a 
program of teacher preparation in which the 
State has withdrawn its approval or termi- 
nated its financial support due to the low 
performance of its teacher preparation pro- 
gram based upon the State assessment de- 
scribed in section (a)— 

(I) shall be ineligible for any funding for 
professional development activities awarded 
by the Department of Education; and 
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(2) shall not be permitted to accept or en- 
roll any student that receives aid under title 
IV of this Act in its teacher preparation pro- 
gram, 

“SEC. 284. NEGOTIATED RULEMAKING. 

“If the Secretary develops any regulations 
implementing section 283(b)(2), the Secretary 
shall submit such proposed regulations to a 
negotiated rulemaking process which shall 
include representatives of States and institu- 
tions of higher education for their review 
and comment, 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair- 
man, teacher preparation is the foun- 
dation of our entire educational sys- 
tem. All across the Nation, States and 
local school districts are raising the 
standards for what students should 
know and be able to do. If we are truly 
serious about helping all of these stu- 
dents meet these new standards, we 
must ensure that the teachers of the 
future have the requisite knowledge 
and skills to get them there. 

One important step in meeting that 
goal is to strengthen the quality of 
programs that prepare our prospective 
teachers. While many colleges and uni- 
versities do a fine job of preparing 
teachers, others fall short, sometimes 
far short, in providing the prospective 
teachers with the education and train- 
ing that they need. This bill presents 
an opportunity. 

In the committee, I offered an 
amendment which would have cut off 
funding for teacher colleges that did 
not meet a certain test. That amend- 
ment was not accepted. Since that 
time, I have been spending time with 
the minority and other members of the 
committee to work on this amendment 
to see whether or not we can get it ac- 
ceptable. I want to thank the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. Goop- 
LING), the chairman, and the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. MCKEON), 
the subcommittee chairman, for all of 
their help and support on this amend- 
ment. I want to thank the gentleman 
from Tennessee (Mr. FORD) for all of 
his help with this amendment. 

We offer this amendment to try to 
encourage States and to increase, one, 
the information about their schools of 
education and how they are doing, and 
to make sure that that information is 
disseminated to prospective candidates 
to those schools so that they will un- 
derstand when they go to that school 
what is the passage rate at that school; 
and also to disseminate to the policy- 
makers within that State exactly what 
is the status of that school. 

I think this is very important be- 
cause the Federal Government provides 
about $1.8 billion in Federal support to 
schools of education, that is grants, 
loans, and work studies, in 1995 and 
1996 alone and does not count other 
Federal monies that flows to these 
schools. 

I think it is important that we know 
and the prospective students in these 
schools know what it is that they will 
get when they enroll in these schools. 
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What my amendment would do, after 
much conversation and consultation 
with the minority and others, it would 
see to it that the schools of education 
would try and prepare the students who 
want to become teachers of the future 
to meet the quality standards set by 
those States; not quality standards set 
by the Federal Government, but qual- 
ity standards set by those States. 

It is intended to spur the schools of 
education to undertake reforms that 
will upgrade the quality of the teacher 
preparation programs. It is designed to 
send a message to schools and to col- 
leges and universities that they should 
raise the status of teacher education to 
a level similar to the programs of other 
professionals. 

We very often hear that we do not 
pay teachers enough or we do not treat 
them like professionals. But until such 
time as we have the quality standards 
to gain the confidence of the American 
public, it is likely that we will con- 
tinue to underpay our teachers. I think 
that that is most unfortunate. 

This amendment is also designed to 
provide greater accountability for the 
money that the Federal Government 
spends. Why do we do this? We do this 
because teacher quality is important. 

Earlier this evening, I talked about 
how our committee held hearings and 
listened to constructive critics of the 
current system of higher education and 
teaching and education and all that 
went with it, and we heard a lot of evi- 
dence. 

One of the things we heard over and 
over and over, we heard it from con- 
servatives and from liberals, from pro- 
fessionals in the field and from critics 
in the field, the teacher quality is ar- 
guably the most important factor out- 
side of family affecting student 
achievement. 

I believe that this amendment directs 
both information to people who want 
to become teachers and that hold 
teacher colleges accountable should 
those States decide to do it. 

We ought to understand that teacher 
quality accounts, according to infor- 
mation given to our committee, for 43 
percent of the variance in student 
achievement scores. Other information 
from the University of Tennessee indi- 
cates that poor teachers in early 
grades have serious and long-lasting ef- 
fects on the achievement of our stu- 
dents. 

That is what this amendment is de- 
signed to remedy. It does it in a far dif- 
ferent fashion than I offered it in com- 
mittee. I think it is consistent with the 
concerns the minority had that the 
States be able to continue to keep con- 
trol of these systems. It does it in a 
consistent way with actions that were 
seen taken in States like New York, 
Florida, Texas, California, Pennsyl- 
vania, and others that are all moving 
in this direction. 

It augments, I think, some very im- 
portant steps that have already been 
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taken in this legislation to increase 
the ability of this legislation to ad- 
dress teacher quality through student 
loan forgiveness for qualified teachers 
who teach in high-priority schools, 
grants to States for upgrading student 
teacher preparation, and certification 
systems and partnerships between col- 
leges and school districts to provide in- 
tensive professional development pro- 
gram. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California (Mr. MIL- 
LER) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MILLER 
of California was allowed to proceed for 
l additional minute.) 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair- 
man, I do this because we have got to 
make sure that, for the quality edu- 
cation that we know our economy and 
American society and the world econ- 
omy are going to demand of our chil- 
dren and the children, future grad- 
uates, of our systems of higher edu- 
cation, that we have got to provide 
them with quality education. 

No longer can we have a situation 
where barely a quarter of the appli- 
cants in New York who were seeking a 
teaching position on Long Island could 
pass the high school graduation 
English test. We can no longer accept 
that. 

Teachers deserve to have professional 
status. They deserve to have profes- 
sional pay. I believe this goes a long 
way toward helping that situation out 
and providing some accountability for 
schools where taxpayers invest billions 
of dollars. 

Again, I want to thank the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. MCKEON), 
the subcommittee chairman, and the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GOODLING), chairman, for all of their 
help and their effort and their counsel 
in coming to an agreement on this 
amendment. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to point out 
that the initial amendment that the 
gentleman from California (Mr. MIL- 
LER) had offered I had considerable 
problems with. It has been dramati- 
cally modified, and I would like to ex- 
plain that. 

I want to highlight what I believe 
represents a significant difference be- 
tween this amendment and the earlier 
versions that were offered by the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. MILLER) 
during the full committee of this legis- 
lation. 

Specifically, this amendment does 
not include a minimum Federal pass 
rate standard. Under that proposal, in- 
stitutions of higher education failing 
to meet this Federal standard would 
have automatically lost access to title 
IV student loan funding. 

I had several problems with that ap- 
proach, because I do not support plac- 
ing a Federal standard on States and 
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institutions that would dictate when 
Federal funds would be terminated. I 
do not believe that Washington should 
set such a standard. 

Second, I thought the approach was 
too arbitrary given that nearly all 
States have different tests which they 
require for teacher licensure, and those 
that have similar tests often score 
them very differently. I believe that 
this approach would have, in effect, pe- 
nalized those States with the hardest 
tests while at the same time provide a 
disincentive to States which, under our 
block grants, we have encouraged to 
strengthen our exams and focus more 
on content knowledge. 

I was concerned about terminating 
title IV student aid to an institution 
based on this arbitrary Federal stand- 
ard. Under the new amendment, there 
is no Federal pass rate standard. In- 
stead, States will implement proce- 
dures to identify low-performing teach- 
er preparation programs based upon 
performance determined solely by the 
State. 

In the event a State ends financial 
assistance or approval for a low-per- 
forming teacher preparation program, 
this amendment would also ensure that 
such institution would not be eligible 
for any Federal professional develop- 
ment funds from the U.S. Department 
of Education, nor would such programs 
be permitted to accept or enroll stu- 
dents in its teacher preparation pro- 
gram. 

The bottom line is that the Federal 
Government should not fund the teach- 
er preparation program which the 
State itself does not support due to its 
poor quality and in which the State 
has terminated State funds. 

Let me make a point with respect to 
the information which States will have 
to collect and disseminate. It is my un- 
derstanding that this information, 
such as pass rates for teacher license 
exams, is already collected by many 
States and institutions. However, this 
information is rarely provided to pro- 
spective students who are trying to 
make informed decisions regarding 
which program or institution to at- 
tend. By ensuring this information is 
made available, I believe there will be 
more competition between these pro- 
grams resulting in better programs. 

With the modifications and with the 
changes, we accept the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from California 
(Mr. MILLER). 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, this is certainly a bet- 
ter amendment than was offered in 
committee, but it does add elaborate 
and costly new comprehensive report- 
ing requirements for States. 

Some States, under this amendment, 
would be required to provide informa- 
tion they do not currently collect. It 
also adds new substantial and costly 
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reporting requirements for higher edu- 
cation institutions. 

This information, as it is required to 
be reported under the amendment, 
gives potentially misleading informa- 
tion about the performance of edu- 
cation programs and should not be- 
come the basis for terminating Federal 
or State support alone. 

Finally, the amendment appears to 
condition future eligibility for Federal 
student loans and grants for education 
programs based solely on the level of 
State financial support. 

The full effect of this amendment is 
not really known; however, it could 
have an adverse effect upon certain in- 
stitutions such as historically black 
colleges and universities as well as oth- 
ers. 

It is also reminiscent, Mr. Chairman, 
of the State postsecondary review enti- 
ties which H.R. 6 repeals. I recently re- 
ceived a letter from the American 
Council on Education which urges our 
vigorous opposition to this, quote, 
heavy-handed Federal intrusion. 

I certainly would like to work with 
the sponsor of this amendment, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. MIL- 
LER), in conference to address his goal 
of improving the quality of teacher in- 
struction, but I feel this is a defective 
device to achieve that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. MILLER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to title II? 

The Clerk will designate title III. 

The text of title III is as follows: 

TITLE HI—INSTITUTIONAL AID 
SEC. 301. STRENGTHENING INSTITUTIONS. 

(a) PROGRAM PURPOSE; USE OF FUNDS.—Sec- 
tion 311 (20 U.S.C. 1057) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(2), by striking or“ at the 
end of subparagraph (A) and inserting ‘‘and’’; 

(2) by amending paragraph (3) of subsection 
(b) to read as follows: 

Special consideration shall be given to 
applications which propose, pursuant to the in- 
stitution's plan, the use of funds for integrating 
computer technology into institutional facilities 
to create smart buildings. , and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subsections: 

„ AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES —Grants award- 
ed under this section shall be used for one or 
more of the following activities: 

Y purchase, rental, or lease of scientific or 
laboratory equipment for educational purposes, 
including instructional and research purposes; 

2) construction, maintenance, renovation, 
and improvement in classrooms, libraries, lab- 
oratories, and other instructional facilities; 

) support of faculty exchanges, faculty de- 
velopment, and faculty fellowships to assist in 
attaining advanced degrees in their field of in- 
struction; 

purchase of library books, periodicals, 
and other educational materials, including tele- 
communications program material; 

Y tutoring, counseling, and student service 
programs designed to improve academic success; 

„ funds management, administrative man- 
agement, and acquisition of equipment for use 
in strengthening funds management; 

“(7) joint use of facilities, such as laboratories 
and libraries; 
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„) establishing or improving a development 
office to strengthen or improve contributions 
from alumni and the private sector; 

Y establishing or improving an endowment 
fund; 

(10) creating or improving facilities for Inter- 
net or other distance learning academic instruc- 
tion capabilities, including purchase or rental of 
telecommunications technology equipment or 
services; and 

I) other activities proposed in the applica- 
tion submitted pursuant to subsection (c) that— 

“(A) contribute to carrying out the purposes 
of this section; and 

() are approved by the Secretary as part of 
the review and acceptance of such application. 

Cd) ENDOWMENT FUND LIMITATIONS.— 

“(1) PORTION OF GRANT.—An institution may 
not use more than 20 percent of its grant under 
this part for any fiscal year for establishing or 
improving an endowment fund. 

“(2) MATCHING REQUIRED.—An_ institution 
that uses any portion of its grant under this 
part for any fiscal year for establishing or im- 
proving an endowment fund shall provide an 
equal or greater amount for such purposes from 
non-Federal funds. 

ö) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall pub- 
lish rules and regulations specifically governing 
the use of funds for establishing or improving 
an endowment fund.“ 

(b) ENDOWMENT FUND DEFINITION.—Section 
312 (20 U.S.C. 1058) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

“(g) ENDOWMENT FUND.—For the purpose of 
this part, the term ‘endowment fund' means a 
Jund that— 

JJ is established by State law, by an institu- 
tion of higher education, or by a foundation 
that is erempt from Federal income taxation; 

“(2) is maintained for the purpose of gener- 
ating income for the support of the institution; 
and 

0 does not include real estate."’. 

(c) DURATION OF GRANT.—Section 313 (20 
U.S.C. 1059) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by inserting before the 
period at the end the following: , except that 
no institution shall be eligible to secure a subse- 
quent 5-year grant award under this part until 
two calendar years have elapsed since the expi- 
ration of its most recent 5-year grant award”; 
and 

(2) in subsection (b), by inserting "subsection 
(c) and a grant under” before section 
354(a)(1)”. 

(d) APPLICATIONS.—Title III is amended by 
striking section 314 (20 U.S.C. 1059a) and insert- 
ing the following: 

“SEC, 314, APPLICATIONS. 

"Each eligible institution desiring to receive 
assistance under this part shall submit an appli- 
cation in accordance with the requirements of 
section 351.”’. 

(e) PROGRAM FOR TRIBALLY CONTROLLED COL- 
LEGES AND UNIVERSITIES.—Section 316 (20 U.S.C. 
1059c) is amended to read as follows: 

“SEC. 316. AMERICAN INDIAN TRIBALLY CON- 
TROLLED COLLEGES AND UNIVER- 
SITIES. 

( PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary 
shall provide grants and related assistance to 
American Indian Tribal Colleges and Univer- 
sities to enable such institutions to improve and 
expand their capacity to serve Indian students. 

“(b) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this 
section: 

I The term ‘Indian’ has the same meaning 
as in section 2 of the Tribally Controlled Com- 
munity Colleges Act of 1978. 

“(2) The term ‘Indian tribe’ has the same 
meaning as in section 2 of such Act. 

“(3) The term ‘Tribal College or University’ 
has the meaning given the term ‘tribally con- 
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trolled college or university’ in section 2 of such 
Act, and includes an institution listed in the Eq- 
uity in Educational Land Grant Status Act of 
1994, 

) The term ‘institution of higher education’ 
means an institution of higher education as de- 
fined by section 101(a)(1) of this Act, except that 
subparagraph (Ai of such section shall not be 
applicable. 

“(c) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—Grants award- 
ed under this section shall be used by Tribal 
Colleges or Universities to assist such institu- 
tions to plan, develop, undertake, and carry out 
authorized activities. Such authorized activities 
may include— 

Y purchase, rental, or lease of scientific or 
laboratory equipment for educational purposes, 
including instructional and research purposes; 

2) construction, maintenance, renovation, 
and improvement in classrooms, libraries, lab- 
oratories, and other instructional facilities, in- 
cluding purchase or rental of telecommuni- 
cations technology equipment or services; 

) support of faculty exchanges, faculty de- 
velopment, and faculty fellowships to assist in 
attaining advanced degrees in their field of in- 
struction; 

) academic instruction in disciplines in 
which American Indians are underrepresented; 

“(5) purchase of library books, periodicals, 
and other educational materials, including tele- 
communications program material; 

“(6) tutoring, counseling, and student service 
programs designed to improve academic success; 

“(7) funds management, administrative man- 
agement, and acquisition of equipment for use 
in strengthening funds management; 

ö) joint use of facilities, such as laboratories 
and libraries; 

) establishing or improving a development 
office to strengthen or improve contributions 
from alumni and the private sector; 

1 establishing or enhancing a program of 
teacher education designed to qualify students 
to teach in elementary or secondary schools, 
with a particular emphasis on teaching Amer- 
ican Indian children and youth, that shall in- 
clude, as part of such program, preparation for 
teacher certification; 

J) establishing community outreach pro- 
grams which will encourage American Indian el- 
ementary and secondary students to develop the 
academic skills and the interest to pursue post- 
secondary education; 

(12) establishing or improving an endowment 
fund; and 

(13) other activities proposed in the applica- 
tion submitted pursuant to this subsection 
that— 

(A) contribute to carrying out the purposes 
of this section; and 

() are approved by the Secretary as part of 
the review and acceptance of such application. 

(d) APPLICATION PROCESS.— 

“(1) INSTITUTIONAL ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligi- 
ble to receive assistance under this section, an 
institution shall be an institution which— 

) is an eligible institution under section 
312(b); 

(B) is eligible to receive assistance under the 
Tribally Controlled Community College Assist- 
ance Act of 1978 (Public Law 95-471); or 

“(C) is eligible to receive funds under the Eq- 
uity in Educational Land Grant Status Act of 
1994. 

“(2) APPLICATION.—Any institution desiring 
to receive assistance under this section shall 
submit an application to the Secretary at such 
time, and in such manner, as the Secretary may 
by regulation reasonably require. Each such ap- 
plication shall include— 

(A) a 5-year plan for improving the assist- 
ance provided by the Tribal College or univer- 
sity to Indian students, increasing the rates at 
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which Indian high school students enroll in 
higher education, and increasing overall post- 
secondary retention rates for Indian students; 
and 

) such enroliment data and other informa- 
tion and assurances as the Secretary may re- 
quire to demonstrate compliance with subpara- 
graphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (1). 

(3) SPECIAL RULE.—For the purposes of this 
part, no Tribal College or University which is el- 
igible for and receives funds under this section 
may concurrently receive other funds under this 
part or part B.“. 

SEC. 302. HISTORICALLY BLACK COLLEGES AND 
UNIVERSITIES. 

(a) USES OF FUNDS.—Section 323(a) (20 U.S.C. 
1062(a)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraph (12) as para- 
graph (13); and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (11) the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

“(12) Establishing or improving an endowment 
fund. 

(b) LIMITATIONS.—Section 323(b) is amended 
by striking paragraph (3) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“(3)(A) An institution may not use more than 
20 percent of its grant under this part for any 
fiscal year for establishing or improving an en- 
dowment fund. 

) An institution that uses any portion of 
its grant under this part for any fiscal year for 
establishing or improving an endowment fund 
shall provide an equal or greater amount for 
such purposes from non-Federal funds. 

“(C) The Secretary shall publish rules and 
regulations specifically governing the use of 
funds for establishing or improving an endow- 
ment fund.“ 

(c) PROFESSIONAL OR GRADUATE INSTITU- 
TIONS.— 

(1) GENERAL AUTHORIZATION.—Section 326(a) 
(20 U.S.C. 1063b(a)) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting in mathe- 
matics or the physical or natural sciences” after 
“graduate education opportunities“; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking except 
that” and all that follows and inserting the fol- 
lowing: , except that no institution shall be re- 
quired to match any portion of the first $500,000 
of its award from the Secretary. After alloca- 
tions are made to each eligible institution under 
the funding rules provided in subsection (f), the 
Secretary shall reallocate, on a pro rata basis, 
any amounts which remain unallocated (by rea- 
son of the failure of an institution to comply 
with the matching requirements of this para- 
graph) among the institutions that have com- 
plied with such matching requirement.“ 

(2) USE OF FUNDS.—Section 326(c) (20 U.S.C. 
1063b(c)) is amended by striking paragraphs (1) 
through (3) and inserting the following: 

Y) purchase, rental or lease of scientific or 
laboratory equipment for educational purposes, 
including instructional and research purposes; 

“(2) construction, maintenance, renovation, 
and improvement in classroom, library, labora- 
tory, and other instructional facilities used er- 
clusively for the purposes of this section, includ- 
ing purchase or rental of telecommunications 
technology equipment or services; 

) purchase of library books, periodicals, 
technical and other scientific journals, micro- 
film, microfiche, and other educational mate- 
rials, including telecommunications program 
materials; 

“(4) scholarships, fellowships, and other fi- 
nancial assistance for needy graduate and pro- 
fessional students to permit their enrollment in 
and completion of the doctoral degree in medi- 
cine, dentistry, pharmacy, veterinary medicine, 
law, and the doctorate degree in the physical or 
natural sciences, engineering, mathematics, or 
other scientific disciplines in which African 
Americans are underrepresented; 
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) establish or improve a development office 
to strengthen and increase contributions from 
alumni and the private sector; 

66) assist in the establishment or mainte- 
nance of an institutional endowment to facili- 
tate financial independence pursuant to section 
331 of this title; and 

“(7) funds and administrative management, 
and the acquisition of equipment, including 
software, for use in strengthening funds man- 
agement and management information sys- 
tems. 

(3) ELIGIBILITY.—Section 326(e) (20 U.S.C. 
1063b(e)) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (1) 

(i) by striking include and inserting are 
the following:"’; 

(ii) by inserting and other qualified graduate 
programs before the semicolon at the end of 
subparagraphs (F) through (J); 

(iii) by striking “and” at the end of subpara- 
graph (O); 

(iv) by inserting University after Jackson 
State” in subparagraph (P); 

(v) by striking the period at the end of such 
subparagraph and inserting a semicolon; and 

(vi) by inserting after such subparagraph the 
following new subparagraphs: 

“(Q) Norfolk State University qualified grad- 
uate program; and 

(R) Tennessee State University qualified 
graduate progrum.“ and 

(B) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3) and in- 
serting the following: 

„ QUALIFIED GRADUATE PROGRAM.—For the 
purposes of this section, the term ‘qualified 
graduate program’ means a graduate or profes- 
sional program that provides an accredited pro- 
gram of instruction in the physical or natural 
sciences, engineering, mathematics, or other sci- 
entific discipline in which African Americans 
are underrepresented and has students enrolled 
in such program at the time of application for a 
grant under this section. 

"(3) SPECIAL RULE.—Institutions that were 
awarded grants under this section prior to Octo- 
ber 1, 1998, shall continue to receive such 
grants, subject to the availability of appro- 
priated funds, regardless of the eligibility of the 
institutions described in subparagraphs (Q) and 
(R) of paragraph (., and 

(C) in paragraph (4), by inserting before the 
period at the end the following: ‘*, except that 
the president or chancellor of the institution 
may decide which graduate or professional 
school or qualified graduate program will re- 
ceive funds under the grant in any one fiscal 
year”. 

(4) FUNDING RULE.—Section 326(f) (20 U.S.C. 
1063b(f)) is amended— 

(A) by striking "Of the amount appropriated” 
and inserting ‘‘Subject to subsection (g), of the 
amount appropriated”; 

(B) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking *‘$12,000,000" and inserting 
526.000, 000, ͤ and 

(ii) by striking ( through () and insert- 
ing (A) through (Y). 

(C) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

“(2) the next $1,000,000 in excess of $26,000,000 
shall be available for the purpose of making 
grants to institutions or programs identified in 
subparagraphs (Q) and (R) of subsection (e)(1); 
and 


“(3) if the amount appropriated erceeds 
$27,000,000, the Secretary shall develop a for- 
mula for making allotments of such excess to 
each of the institutions or programs identified in 
subparagraphs (A) through (R) using the fol- 
lowing elements: 

“(A) the number of students enrolled in the el- 
igible institution’s professional or graduate 
school, or qualified graduate program which re- 
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ceived funding under this section in the pre- 
vious year; 

() the average cost of education per student 
for all full-time graduate or professional stu- 
dents (or the equivalent) enrolled in the eligible 
professional school, graduate school or doctoral 
students in the qualified graduate program; and 

(O) the number of students who received 
their first professional or doctoral degree at the 
professional or graduate school or the qualified 
graduate program in the preceding year for 
which the institution received funding under 
this section. 

(5) HOLD HARMLESS RULE.—Section 326 is fur- 
ther amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

“(g) HOLD HARMLESS RULE.—Notwith- 
standing paragraphs (2) and (3) of subsection 
(f), no institution or qualified program identi- 
fied in subsection (e)(1) that received a grant for 
fiscal year 1998 and that is eligible to receive a 
grant in a subsequent fiscal year shall receive a 
grant amount in any such subsequent fiscal 
year that is less than the grant amount received 
for fiscal year 1998, unless the amount appro- 
priated is not sufficient to provide such grant 
amounts to all such institutions and pro- 
grams.”’. 

SEC. 303. MINORITY SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING 
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM. 

(a) AMENDMENT.—Title IlI (20 U.S.C. 1051) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating part D as part E; and 

(2) by inserting after part C the following new 
part: 

“PART D—MINORITY SCIENCE AND 
ENGINEERING IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
“SEC. 341. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 

“The Secretary shall, in accordance with the 
provisions of this part, carry out a program of 
making grants to institutions of higher edu- 
cation that are designed to effect long-range im- 
provements in science and engineering edu- 
cation, and improve support programs for mi- 
nority students enrolled in science and engineer- 
ing programs at predominantly minority institu- 
tions. 

“SEC. 342, USE OF FUNDS. 

“Funds appropriated for the purpose of this 
subpart may be made available for— 

Y providing needed services to groups of mi- 
nority institutions or providing training for sci- 
entists and engineers from eligible minority in- 
stitutions; 

“(2) providing needed services to groups of in- 
stitutions serving significant numbers of minor- 
ity students or providing training for scientists 
and engineers from such institutions to improve 
their ability to train minority students in 
science or engineering; 

“(3) assisting minority institutions to improve 
the quality of preparation of their students for 
graduate work or careers in science, mathe- 
matics, and technology; 

““(4) improving access of undergraduate stu- 
dents at minority institutions to careers in the 
sciences, mathematics, and engineering; 

) improving access of minority students, 
particularly minority women, to careers in the 
sciences, mathematics, and engineering; 

“(6) improving access for pre-college minority 
students to careers in science, mathematics, and 
engineering through community outreach pro- 
grams conducted through colleges and univer- 
sities eligible for support through the Minority 
Science and Engineering Improvement Pro- 


grams; 

“(7) disseminating activities, information, and 
educational materials designed to address spe- 
cific barriers to the entry of minorities into 
science and technology, and conducting activi- 
ties and studies concerning the flow of under- 
represented ethnic minorities into scientific ca- 
reers; 
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(d) supporting curriculum models to encour- 
age minority student participation in research 
careers in science, mathematics, and technology; 
and 

) improving the capability of minority in- 
stitutions for self-assessment, management, and 
evaluation of their science, mathematics, and 
engineering programs and dissemination of their 
results. 

“SEC. 343. ELIGIBILITY FOR GRANTS. 

“The Secretary may make grants under this 
part to minority institutions (as defined in sec- 
tion 347), organizations, and entities to enable 
them to carry out programs and activities au- 
thorized by this part: 

“(1)(A) institutions of higher education grant- 
ing baccalaureate degrees; and 

) institutions of higher education granting 
associate degrees which— 

i have a curriculum including science or 
engineering subjects; 

(ii) apply jointly with institutions described 
in subparagraph (A); and 

iii) have an articulation agreement with in- 
stitutions described in subparagraph (A) for its 
science or engineering students; and 

2) consortia / 

“(A) institutions which have a curriculum in 
science or engineering; 

“(B) graduate institutions which have a cur- 
riculum in science or engineering; 

“(C) Federal Education Research Centers; 

“(D) research laboratories of, or under con- 
tract with, the Department of Energy; 

private organizations which have science 
or engineering facilities; or 

“(F) quasi-governmental entities which have 
a significant scientific or engineering mission; 
to enable such institutions and consortia to 
carry programs and activities authorized by this 
part. 

“SEC, 344. GRANT APPLICATION. 

"(a) SUBMISSION AND CONTENTS OF APPLICA- 
TIONS.—An eligible applicant (as determined 
under section 343) that desires to receive a grant 
under this part shall submit to the Secretary an 
application therefor at such time or times, in 
such manner, and containing such information 
as the Secretary may prescribe by regulation. 
Such application shall set forth— 

“(1) a program of activities for carrying out 
one or more of the purposes described in section 
342 in such detail as will enable the Secretary to 
determine the degree to which such program will 
accomplish such purpose or purposes; and 

“(2) such other policies, procedures, and as- 
surances as the Secretary may require by regu- 
lation. 

“(b) APPROVAL BASED ON LIKELIHOOD OF 
PROGRESS.—The Secretary shall approve an ap- 
plication only if the Secretary determines that 
the application sets forth a program of activities 
which are likely to make substantial progress to- 
ward achieving the purposes of this part. 

“SEC, 345. CROSS PROGRAM AND CROSS AGENCY 
COOPERATION. 

“The Minority Science and Engineering Im- 
provement Programs shall cooperate and consult 
with other programs within the Department and 
within Federal, State, and private agencies 
which carry out programs to improve the quality 
of science, mathematics, and engineering edu- 
cation. 

“SEC. 346. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS. 

) TECHNICAL STAFF.—The Secretary shall 
appoint, without regard to the provisions of title 
5 of the United States Code governing appoint- 
ments in the competitive service, not less than 
one technical employees with appropriate sci- 
entific and educational background to admin- 
ister the programs under this part who may be 
paid without regard to the provisions of chapter 
51 and subchapter IH of chapter 53 of such title 
relating to classification and General Schedule 
pay rates. 
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D PROCEDURES FOR GRANT REVIEW.—The 
Secretary shall establish procedures for review- 
ing and evaluating grants and contracts made 
or entered into under such programs. Proce- 
dures for reviewing grant applications, based on 
the peer review system, or contracts for finan- 
cial assistance under this title may not be sub- 
ject to any review outside of officials responsible 
for the administration of the Minority Science 
and Engineering Improvement Program. 

“SEC. 347. DEFINITIONS, 

“For the purpose of this part 

“(1) The term ‘minority institution’ means an 
institution of higher education whose enroll- 
ment of a single minority or a combination of 
minorities (as defined in paragraph (2)) exceeds 
50 percent of the total enrollment. The Secretary 
shall verify this information from the data on 
enrollments in the higher education general in- 
formation surveys (HEGIS) furnished by the in- 
stitution to the Office for Civil Rights, Depart- 
ment of Education. 

A) The term ‘minority’ means American In- 
dian, Alaskan Native, Black (not of Hispanic 
origin), Hispanic (including persons of Mevican, 
Puerto Rican, Cuban, and Central or South 
American origin), Pacific Islander or other eth- 
nic group underrepresented in science and engi- 
neering. 

“(3) The term ‘science’ means, for the purpose 
of this program, the biological, engineering, 
mathematical, physical, behavioral, and social 
sciences, and history and philosophy of science; 
also included are interdisciplinary fields which 
are comprised of overlapping areas among two 
or more sciences. 

SEC. 304. GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

(a) APPLICATIONS FOR ASSISTANCE.—Section 
351(a) (20 U.S.C. 1066(a)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

(a) APPLICATIONS.— 

“(1) APPLICATIONS REQUIRED.—Any institu- 
tion which is eligible for assistance under this 
title shall submit to the Secretary an application 
for assistance at such time, in such form, and 
containing such information, as may be nec- 
essary to enable the Secretary to evaluate its 
need for assistance. Subject to the availability of 
appropriations to carry out this title, the Sec- 
retary may approve an application for a grant 
under this title only if the Secretary determines 
that— 

"(A) the application meets the requirements of 
subsection (b); 

(H) the applicant is eligible for assistance in 
accordance with the part of this title under 
which the assistance is sought; and 

) the applicant's performance goals are 
sufficiently rigorous as to meet the purposes of 
this title and the performance objectives and in- 
dicators for this title established by the Sec- 
retary pursuant to the Government Performance 
and Results Act. 

(2) PRELIMINARY APPLICATIONS.—In carrying 
out paragraph (1), the Secretary shall develop a 
preliminary application for use by eligible insti- 
tutions applying under part A prior to the sub- 
mission of the principal application.“. 

(b) CONTENTS OF APPLICATIONS.—Section 
351(b) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (5)(A), by inserting und the 
Government Performance and Results Act" after 
“under this title"; and 

(2) in paragraph (6), by inserting before the 
semicolon the following:, except that for pur- 
poses of section 316, paragraphs (2) and (3) shall 
not apply". 

(c) WAIVERS.—Section 352(a) (20 U.S.C. 
1067(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “or” at the end of paragraph 


(5); 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (6) as para- 
graph (7); and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


(6) that is a tribally controlled community 
college as defined in the Tribally Controlled 
Community College Act of 1978; or". 

(d) APPLICATION REVIEW PROCESS.—Section 
353(a) (20 U.S.C. 1068(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘Native 
American colleges and universities“ and insert- 
ing Tribal Colleges and Universities"; and 

(2) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) by striking subparagraph (A); and 

(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (B) and 
(C) as subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively. 

(e) CONTINUATION AWARDS.—Part D of title III 
is amended by inserting after section 354 (20 
U.S.C. 1069) the following new section: 

“SEC. 355. CONTINUATION AWARDS, 

“The Secretary shall make continuation 
awards under this title for the second and suc- 
ceeding years of a grant only after determining 
that the recipient is making satisfactory 
progress in carrying out the grant.“ 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec- 
tion 360 (20 U.S.C. 1069f) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (a) and inserting the 
following: 

(a) AUTHORIZATIONS.— 

“(1) PART A.- There are authorized to be 
appropriated to carry out part A (other that sec- 
tions 316), $135,000,000 for fiscal year 1999, and 
such sums as may be necessary for each of the 
4 succeeding fiscal years. 

) There are authorized to be appropriated 
to carry out section 316, $10,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1999, and such sums as may be necessary 
for each of the 4 succeeding fiscal years. 

(2) PART B.—(A) There are authorized to be 
appropriated to carry out part B (other than 
section 326), $135,000,000 for fiscal year 1999, 
and such sums as may be necessary for each of 
the 4 succeeding fiscal years. 

“(B) There are authorized to be appropriated 
to carry out section 326, $35,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1999, and such sums as may be necessary 
for each of the 4 succeeding fiscal years. 

“(3) PART C.—There are authorized to be ap- 
propriated to carry out part C, $10,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1999, and such sums as may be nec- 
essary for each of the 4 succeeding fiscal years. 

“(4) PART D.—There are authorized to be ap- 
propriated to carry out Part D, $10,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1999, and such sums as may be nec- 
essary for each of the 4 succeeding fiscal 
years."'; and 

(2) by striking subsections (c), (d) and (e). 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to title III. 

If not, the Clerk will designate title 
IV. 

The text of title IV is as follows: 


TITLE IV—STUDENT ASSISTANCE 
PART A—GRANTS TO STUDENTS 

SEC, 401, PELL GRANTS. 

(a) EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY.—Section 401(a) 
(20 U.S.C. 1070a(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph ( 

(A) by striking September 30, 1998" and in- 
serting September 30, 2004, and 

(B) by striking the second sentence; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking “the dis- 
bursement system required by paragraph (1)" 
and inserting the disbursement of Federal Pell 
Grants”. 

(b) AMOUNT OF GRANT.—Section 401(b)(2)(A) 
is amended to read as follows: 

(AA The amount of the Federal Pell Grant 
for a student eligible under this part shall be— 

(i) $4,500 for academic year 1999-2000, 

ii) $4,700 for academic year 2000-2001, 

(iii) $4,900 for academic year 2001-2002, 

“(iv) $5,100 for academic year 2002-2003, and 

( $5,300 for academic year 2003-2004, 
less an amount equal to the amount determined 
to be the erpected family contribution with re- 
spect to that student for that year. 
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(c) RELATION OF MAXIMUM GRANT TO TUITION 
AND EXPENSES.—Section 401(b)(3) is amended— 

(1) by striking S2. 40 each place it appears 
and inserting ‘'$3,000"'; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

(0 An institution that charged only fees in 
lieu of tuition as of January 31, 1997, may in- 
clude in its determination of tuition charged, 
fees that would normally constitute tuition."’. 

(d) DEPENDENT CARE AND DISABILITY RE- 


LATED EXPENSES.—Section  401(b)(3)(B) is 
amended by striking o and inserting 
“$1,500”. 


(e) INSTITUTIONAL INELIGIBILITY BASED ON 
DEFAULT RATES.—Section 401 is amended by 
adding at the end the following new subsection: 

“(j) INSTITUTIONAL INELIGIBILITY BASED ON 
DEFAULT RATES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—No institution of higher 
education shall be an eligible institution for 
purposes of this section if such institution of 
higher education is ineligible to participate in a 
loan program under this title as a result of a 
final default rate determination made by the 
Secretary under part B or D of this title, or 
both, after the final publication of fiscal year 
1996 cohort default rates. 

) SANCTIONS SUBJECT TO APPEAL OPPOR- 
TUNITY.—No institution may be subject to the 
terms of this subsection unless it has had the 
opportunity to appeal its default rate deter- 
mination under regulations issued by the Sec- 
retary for the Federal Family Education Loan 
or Federal Direct Loan Program, as applicable. 
This subsection shall not apply to an institution 
that was not participating in the loan programs 
authorized under part B or D of this title on the 
date of enactment of the Higher Education 
Amendments of 1998, unless the institution sub- 
sequently participates in the loan programs."’. 

(f) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Section 400(a)(1) (20 U.S.C. 1070(a)(1)) is 
amended by striking “basic educational oppor- 
tunity grants“ and inserting Federal Pell 
Grants”. 

(2) The heading of subpart 1 of part A of title 
IV is amended to read as follows: 

“Subpart 1—Federal Pell Grants”. 


(3) Section 401 is amended— 

(A) in the heading of the section, by striking 
“basic educational opportunity” and inserting 
‘federal pell 

(B) in subsection (a)(3), by striking “Basic 
grants” and inserting Grants“, 

(C) by striking "basic grant” each place it ap- 
pears and inserting ‘Federal Pell Grant”; and 

(D) by striking “basic grants” each place it 
appears and inserting “Federal Pell Grants”. 

(4) Section 401(f)(3) is amended by striking 
“Education and Labor“ and inserting Edu- 
cation and the Workforce". 

(5) Section 452(c) (20 U.S.C. 1087b(c)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘basic grants” and insert- 
ing Federal Pell Grants“. 

(6) Subsections (j)(2) and (k)(3) of section 455 
(20 U.S.C. 1087e) are each amended by striking 
“basic grants” and inserting “Federal Pell 
Grants". 

SEC. 402. FEDERAL TRIO PROGRAMS. 

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORITY; AUTHORIZATION OF 
APPROPRIATIONS.— 

(1) DURATION OF GRANTS.—Section 402A(b)(2) 
(20 U.S.C. 1070a-11(b)(2)) is amended— 

(A) by striking subparagraph (A); 

(B) by striking the period at the end of sub- 
paragraph (B) and inserting ‘'; and!“ 

(C) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as sub- 
paragraph (A); and 

(D) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

“(B) grants under section 402H shall be 
awarded for a period determined by the Sec- 
retary."’. 
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(2) MINIMUM GRANTS.—Section 402A(b)(3) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(3) MINIMUM GRANTS.—Unless the institution 
or agency requests a smaller amount, individual 
grants under this chapter shall be no less than— 

A) $170,000 for programs authorized by sec- 
tions 402D and 402G; 

) $180,000 for programs authorized by sec- 
tions 402B and 402F; and 

“(C) $190,000 for programs authorized by sec- 
tions 402C and 4E. 

(3) PROCEDURES FOR AWARDING GRANTS AND 
CONTRACTS.—Subsection (c) of section 402A is 
amended to read as follows: 

c PROCEDURES FOR AWARDING GRANTS AND 
CONTRACTS.— 

“(1) APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS.—An eligible 
entity that desires to receive a grant or contract 
under this chapter shall submit an application 
to the Secretary in such manner and form, and 
containing such information and assurances, as 
the Secretary may reasonably require. 

“(2) PRIOR EXPERIENCE.—In making grants 
under this chapter, the Secretary shall consider 
each applicant's prior experience of service de- 
livery under the particular program for which 
funds are sought. The level of consideration 
given the factor of prior erperience shall not 
vary from the level of consideration given such 
factor during fiscal years 1994 through 1997, ex- 
cept that grants made under section 402H shall 
not be given prior experience consideration. 

ORDER OF AWARDS; PROGRAM FRAUD.—{ A) 
Except with respect to grants made under sec- 
tions 402G and 402H and as provided in sub- 
paragraph (B), the Secretary shall award grants 
and contracts under this chapter in the order of 
the scores received by the application for such 
grant or contract in the peer review process re- 
quired under section 110 and adjusted for prior 
experience in accordance with paragraph (2) of 
this subsection. 

() The Secretary is not required to provide 
assistance to a program otherwise eligible for as- 
sistance under this chapter, if the Secretary has 
determined that such program has involved the 
fraudulent use of funds under this chapter. 

“(4) PEER REVIEW PROCESS. A) The Sec- 
retary shall assure that, to the ertent prac- 
ticable, members of groups underrepresented in 
higher education, including African Americans, 
Hispanics, Native Americans, Alaska Natives, 
Asian Americans, Native American Pacific Is- 
landers (including Native Hawaiians), are rep- 
resented as readers of applications submitted 
under this chapter. The Secretary shall also as- 
sure that persons from urban and rural back- 
grounds are represented as readers. 

"(B) The Secretary shall ensure that each ap- 
plication submitted under this chapter is read 
by at least 3 readers who are not employees of 
the Federal Government (other than as readers 
of applications). 

“(5) NUMBER OF APPLICATIONS FOR GRANTS 
AND CONTRACTS.—The Secretary shall not limit 
the number of applications submitted by an en- 
tity under any program authorized under this 
chapter if the additional applications describe 
programs serving different populations or cam- 
puses. 

“(6) COORDINATION WITH OTHER PROGRAMS 
FOR DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS.—The Secretary 
shall encourage coordination of programs as- 
sisted under this chapter with other programs 
for disadvantaged students operated by the 
sponsoring institution or agency, regardless of 
the funding source of such programs. The Sec- 
retary shall not limit an entity's eligibility to re- 
ceive funds under this chapter because such en- 
tity sponsors a program similar to the program 
to be assisted under this chapter, regardless of 
the funding source of such program. The Sec- 
retary shall permit the Director of a program re- 
ceiving funds under this chapter to administer 
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one or more additional programs for disadvan- 
taged students operated by the sponsoring insti- 
tution or agency, regardless of the funding 
sources of such programs. 

% APPLICATION STATUS.—The Secretary 
shall inform each entity operating programs 
under this chapter regarding the status of their 
application for continued funding at least 8 
months prior to the erpiration of the grant or 
contract. The Secretary, in the case of an entity 
that is continuing to operate a successful pro- 
gram under this chapter, shall ensure that the 
startup date for a new grant or contract for 
such program immediately follows the termi- 
nation of preceding grant or contract so that no 
interruption of funding occurs for such success- 
ful reapplicants. The Secretary shall inform 
each entity requesting assistance under this 
chapter for a new program regarding the status 
of their application at least 8 months prior to 
the proposed startup date of such program.. 

(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec- 
tion 402A(f) is amended— 

(A) by striking 8650, 000, 0% for fiscal year 
1993” and inserting ‘$800,000,000 for fiscal year 
1999”; and 

(B) by striking everything after the first sen- 
tence. 

(b) TALENT SEARCH.—Section 402B(b) (20 
U.S.C. 1070a-12(b)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (4) and inserting the 
following: 

“(4) guidance on and assistance in secondary 
school reentry, entry to general educational de- 
velopment (GED) programs, other alternative 
education programs for secondary school drop- 
outs, or postsecondary education; ; and 

(2) in paragraph (8), by striking parents“ 
and inserting “families”. 

(c) UPWARD BOUND.—Section 402C (20 U.S.C. 
1070a-13) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (2), by striking personal 
counseling and inserting counseling and 
workshops”; 

(B) in paragraph (6)— 

(i) by inserting “work-study and other” before 
activities“; and 

(ii) by inserting before the semicolon at the 
end the following:, including careers requiring 
a postsecondary degree“; 

(C) in paragraph (9), by striking “and” at the 
end; 

(D) in paragraph (10), by striking through 
(9)” and inserting “through (10)"’; and 

(E) by redesignating paragraph (10) as para- 
graph (11) and by inserting after paragraph (9) 
the following new paragraph: 

“(10) special services to enable veterans to 
make the transition to postsecondary education; 
and”; and 

(2) in subsection (c), by inserting , other 
than a project a majority of the participants in 
which are veterans," after this chapter”. 

(d) STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES.—Section 
402D(c)(6) (20 U.S.C. 1070a-14(c)(6)) is amended 
by inserting before the period at the end the fol- 
lowing: “and minimize the student’s loan bur- 
(e) POSTBACCALAUREATE ACHIEVEMENT PRO- 
GRAM.—Section 402E (20 U.S.C. 1070a-15) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)(3), by inserting or ac- 
cepted in a graduate program" after degree 
program”; and 

(2) in subsection (e)(1), by striking 32.400 
and inserting 83.200. 

(f) STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES.—Section 
402G(b) (20 U.S.C. 1070a-17(b)) is amended by 
inserting after paragraph (3) the following new 
paragraph: 

“(4) The use of appropriate educational tech- 
nology in the operation of projects assisted 
under this chapter. 
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(9) EVALUATION FOR PROJECT IMPROVE- 
MENT.—Section 402H(b) (20 U.S.C. 1070a—18(b)) 
is amended by adding at the end the following 
new sentence: Such evaluations shall also in- 
vestigate the effectiveness of alternative and in- 
novative methods within Federal TRIO pro- 
grams of increasing access to, and retention of, 
students in postsecondary education.“. 

SEC. 403. NATIONAL EARLY INTERVENTION AND 
PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM. 

Section 404G (20 U.S.C. 1070a-27) is amended 
by striking 1993“ and inserting 1999“. 

SEC. 404. REPEALS. 

(a) REPEALS OF SUBPART 2 PROVISIONS.—The 
following provisions of subpart 2 of part A of 
title IV are repealed: 

(1) Chapter 3 (20 U.S.C. 1070a-31 et seq.). 

(2) Chapter 4 (20 U.S.C. 1070a-41 et seq.). 

(3) Chapter 5 (20 U.S.C. 1070a-51 et seq.). 

(4) Chapter 6 (20 U.S.C. 1070a-61 et seq.). 

(5) Chapter 7 (20 U.S.C. 1070a-71 et seq.). 

(6) Chapter 8 (20 U.S.C. 1070a-81 et seq.). 

(b) SUBPART 8.—Subpart 8 of part A of title IV 
(20 U.S.C. 1070f) is repealed. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 400(b) 
(20 U.S.C. 1070(b)) is amended by striking sub- 
parts I through 8" and inserting “subparts 1 
through 6”. 

SEC. 405. ESTABLISHMENT OF NEW PROGRAMS. 

Subpart 2 of part A of title IV is amended by 
inserting after chapter 2 (20 U.S.C. 1070a-81) the 
following new chapters: 


“CHAPTER 3—HIGH HOPES FOR COLLEGE 


“Subchapter A—2Ist Century Scholar 
Certificates 
“SEC. 406A. 21ST CENTURY SCHOLAR CERTIFI- 
CATES. 

) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol- 
lowing findings: 

I) Among low-income students who, despite 
high test scores, are not planning on attending 
college, nearly 60 percent cite an inability to af- 
ford school as the reason. 

“(2) About 80 percent of our 12th graders who 
are interested in continuing their education 
after high school go on to college if their parents 
read materials about financial aid, compared to 
only 55 percent of such students if their parents 
do not read this material. 

3) In 1996, the American Council on Edu- 
cation found that the public overestimated the 
tuition of public 2-year colleges by about 3 times 
the actual average tuition, of public 4-year col- 
leges by over twice the actual average tuition, 
and of private 4-year universities by almost one- 
third more than the actual average tuition. 

„ There is a need for, and a significant 
benefit from, providing students, and through 
them their parents, with information about the 
variety of Federal student financial assistance 
programs, such as Pell grants, Federal work- 
study and loans, and the AmeriCorps Education 
Awards that make college more affordable than 
ever before. 

“(b) AUTHORITY — 

Y) The Secretary, using funds appropriated 
under section 407H(a) of this Act— 

“(A) shall ensure that certificates, to be 
known as 21st Century Scholar Certificates, are 
provided to all students participating in projects 
under chapter 2; and 

) may, as practicable, ensure that such 
certificates are provided to all students in 
grades 6 through 12 who attend schools at 
which at least 50 percent of the students en- 
rolled are eligible for free or reduced-price 
lunch. 

(2) A 21st Century Scholar Certificate shall 
be personalized for each student and indicate 
the amount of Federal financial aid for college 
for which a student may be eligible. 
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“Subchapter B—High Hopes Partnerships 
“SEC. 407A. PURPOSE. 

“It is thé purpose of this chapter to encourage 
and prepare students in low-income commu- 
nities, beginning not later than the 7th grade, to 
prepare for, enter, and successfully complete 
college by assisting college-school-community 
partnerships to— 

Y) provide in-school and on-campus early 
college awareness activities to these students 
and their parents; 

2) ensure ongoing adult guidance and other 
support to these students; 

) provide useful, early information to these 
students and their parents on the need for, op- 
tions related to, and financing (including the 
availability of financial assistance) of a college 
education; and 

“(4) help ensure that these students have ac- 
cess to rigorous core courses, such as algebra 
and geometry, that prepare them for college. 
“SEC. 407B. GRANTS. 

“(a) GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—From funds ap- 
propriated under section 407H(a), the Secretary 
shall make grants to college-school-community 
partnerships for activities under section 407D. 

D ELIGIBLE PARTNERSHIP.—For purposes of 
this chapter, an eligible partnership shall in- 
clude— 

J) one or more local educational agencies 
acting on behalf of— 

% one or more participating schools; and 

) the public secondary schools that stu- 
dents from these schools would normally attend; 

) one or more degree granting institutions 
of higher education; and 

at least two community organizations or 
entities, such as businesses, professional asso- 
ciations, community-based organizations, or 
other public or private agencies or organiza- 
tions. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For the purpose of this 
chapter— 

participating school’ means a public 
school in which— 

(A) there is a 7th grade; 

) one or more cohorts of students receive 
services under this chapter; and 

() at least 50 percent of the students en- 
rolled are eligible for free or reduced-price 
lunch; and 

) ‘cohort of students’ means— 

) an entire grade level of students in a 
participating school; or 

) if the partnership determines that it 
would promote the effectiveness of a project, an 
entire grade level of students, beginning not 
later than the 7th grade, who reside in public 
housing as defined in section 3(b)(1) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937. 

d) DURATION.—Each grant awarded under 
this chapter shall be for a 6-year period. 

(e) COST SHARING.— 

Y Federal funds shall provide no more than 
80 percent of the cost of the project in the first 
year, 70 percent of the cost in the second year, 
60 percent of the cost in the third year, 50 per- 
cent of the cost in the fourth year, 40 percent of 
the cost in the fifth year, and 30 percent of the 
cost in the sixth year. 

A) The non-Federal share of grants awarded 
under this chapter may— 

“(A) be in cash or in kind, fairly evaluated, 
including services, supplies, or equipment; and 

) include the non-Federal share of work- 
study grants under part C of title IV of this Act 
awarded to students who serve as tutors or men- 
tors in projects under this chapter. 

) The Secretary may waive the cost sharing 
requirement described in paragraph (1) for any 
eligible partnership that demonstrates to the 
satisfaction of the Secretary an extraordinary 
hardship that prevents compliance with that re- 
quirement. 
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““(f) EQUITABLE GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION.— 
To the extent possible, the Secretary shall 
award grants under this chapter in a manner 
that achieves an equitable geographic distribu- 
tion of those grants. 

“(g) PRIORITY AWARDS UNDER CHAPTER 2.— 
Before making grants under this chapter for fis- 
cal year 1999, the Secretary shall, as appro- 
priate, make awards to recipients eligible for 
continuation awards under chapter 2 of subpart 
2 of this title as it was in effect prior to the en- 
actment of the Higher Education Amendments 
of 1998. 

“SEC. 407C. GRANT APPLICATION; PREFERENCES. 

ö APPLICATION REQUIRED.—An eligible 
partnership desiring to receive a grant under 
this chapter shall submit an application to the 
Secretary, in such form and containing such in- 
formation, as the Secretary may require. 

“(b) APPLICATION CONTENTS.—Each applica- 
tion shall include— 

“(1) the name of each partner and a descrip- 
tion of its responsibilities, including the des- 
ignation of either an institution of higher edu- 
cation or a local educational agency as the fis- 
cal agent for the partnership; 

“(2) a description of the need for the project, 
including a description of how the project will 
build on existing services and activities, if any; 

) a listing of the human, financial (other 
than funds under this chapter), and other re- 
sources that each member of the partnership will 
contribute to the partnership, and a description 
of the efforts each member of the partnership 
will make in seeking additional resources; 

) a description of how the project will oper- 
ate, including how grant funds will be used to 
meet the purpose of this chapter; 

“(5) a description of how services will be co- 
ordinated with, and will complement and en- 
hance, services received by participating schools 
and students under other related Federal and 
non-Federal programs, including programs 
under title I, part A of title VII, and part 1 of 
title X of the Elementary and Secondary Edu- 
cation Act of 1965, the School-to-Work Opportu- 
nities Act of 1994, section 402 of this Act, and 
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act; 

“(6) a description of how the partnership will 
support and continue the services under this 
chapter after the grant has expired; 

/) an assurance from each local educational 
agency using funds under this chapter that— 

at least 50 percent of the students en- 
rolled in each participating school are eligible 
for free or reduced-price lunch; 

Y) its aggregate erpenditures per student 
for activities described in this chapter will not 
be reduced from the level of such erpenditures 
in the year prior to the grant; and 

(O) someone at each participating school will 
be designated as the primary point of contact 
for the partnership; 

) an assurance that participating students 
will have access to rigorous core academic 
courses that reflect challenging State or local 
academic standards; and 

“(9) an assurance that members will provide 
the performance information required by the 
Secretary, which would be used to base continu- 
ation of the grant. 

“(c) PREFERENCES.—In reviewing applications 
under this chapter, the Secretary shall give 
preference to projects that— 

Y) will serve participating schools in which 
at least 75 percent of the students enrolled are 
eligible for free or reduced-price lunch; 

“(2) provide a commitment from non-Federal 
sources to pay all or part of the cost of college, 
through tuition assistance or guarantees (not 
already available), such as ‘last-dollar grants’, 
for participating students; and 

) hold participating students responsible 
for school or community service and high aca- 
demic performance. 
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“SEC. 407D. PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS; USES OF 
FUNDS. 


(h PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.—Projects 
under this chapter shall— 

“(1) have a program coordinator who is either 
full-time or whose primary responsibility is the 
project under this chapter; 

2) provide services to at least one cohort of 
students, beginning not later than the 7th 
grade; 

) ensure that the services authorized under 
this chapter are provided through the 12th 
grade to students in the cohort, including stu- 
dents who aitend another participating school 
or a secondary school identified under section 
407B(b)(1)(B); 

“(4) include activities and information that 
foster and improve parent involvement in pro- 
moting postsecondary education for their chil- 
dren, including the provision of useful early in- 
formation on the advantages of a college edu- 
cation, academic admissions requirements, and 
the need to take core courses, admissions and 
achievement tests, application procedures, col- 
lege costs and options, and the availability of 
student financial aid; 

“(5) include academic counseling, career 
awareness, and tutoring or mentoring from 
trained personnel, as well as other student sup- 
port services that enable students to succeed 
academically and apply for, enter, and complete 
college; 

““(6) include training in promoting early col- 
lege awareness for classroom teachers, guidance 
counselors, and staff of the schools involved in 
the project; faculty and program personnel in 
participating institutions of higher education; 
and participating mentors and tutors; 

“(7) include activities on college campuses and 
enrichment activities associated with postsec- 
ondary education; and 

“(8) include arrangements that ensure that all 
participating students have access to rigorous 
core courses that reflect challenging State or 
local academic standards and that prepare them 
for college. 

D USE OF FUNDS.—In addition to the activi- 
ties described in subsection (a), a recipient of 
funds under this chapter may use them— 

Y) where necessary and appropriate to en- 
sure active participation, to pay stipends to par- 
ticipating students and their mentors; 

(2) where necessary and appropriate to en- 
sure active participation, to pay transportation 
costs for participants to attend project-spon- 
sored activities; . 

) to provide out-of-school and summer ac- 
tivities related to the project; 

V for project evaluation; and 

(5) to recognize the responsibility and 
achievement of participating students through 
ceremonies, awards, and other means. 

“SEC. 407E. SERVICES FOR STUDENTS ATTEND- 
ING PRIVATE SCHOOLS. 

"A local educational agency that participates 
in an eligible partnership shall provide services 
supported with Federal funds under this chap- 
ter on an equitable basis, consistent with section 
14503 of Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965, to students in private schools that— 

“(1) have a 7th grade; 

“(2) have students at least 50 percent of whom 
are eligible for free or reduced-price lunch; and 

“(3) are located in the normal attendance 
area of a participating school. 

“SEC. 407F. EVALUATION. 

In order to improve the operation of the pro- 
gram assisted under this chapter, the Secretary 
shall, with funds appropriated under section 
407H(a), make grants to, and enter into con- 
tracts and cooperative agreements with, institu- 
tions of higher education and other public and 
private institutions and organizations to evalu- 
ate the effectiveness of the program assisted 
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under this chapter and, as appropriate, dissemi- 
nate such results. 
“SEC. 407G. PEER REVIEW. 

“The Secretary shall use a peer review process 
to review applications under this chapter and 
make recommendations for funding to the Sec- 
retary. 

“SEC. 407H. AUTHORIZATION 
TIONS. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated 
$140,000,000 for fiscal year 1999 and such sums 
as may be necessary for each of the 5 succeeding 
fiscal years to carry out this chapter. 

„D RESERVATION FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 
AND PEER REVIEW.—From the amount appro- 
priated under subsection (a) for any fiscal year, 
the Secretary may reserve up 0.5 percent of that 
amount to obtain additional qualified readers 
and additional staff to review applications, to 
increase the level of oversight monitoring, to 
support impact studies, program assessments 
and reviews, and to provide technical assistance 
to potential applicants and current grantees. 

“CHAPTER 4—FRANK TEJEDA 
SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM 
“SEC. 408A. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. 

It is the purpose of this chapter to establish 
a Frank Tejeda Scholarship Program to recruit 
and train teachers who are proficient in both 
Spanish and English and who show promise of 
academic achievement. 

“SEC. 408B. SCHOLARSHIPS AUTHORIZED. 

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORITY.—The Secretary is 
authorized, in accordance with the provisions of 
this chapter, to award scholarships to individ- 
uals consistent with the purposes of this chap- 


OF APPROPRIA- 


ter. 

““(b) TEJEDA SCHOLARS.—Individuals awarded 
scholarships under this chapter shall be known 
as ‘Tejeda Scholars“. 

“SEC. 408C. ALLOCATION AMONG STATES. 

(a) ALLOCATION FORMULA.—From the sums 
appropriated pursuant to the authority of sec- 
tion 408H for any fiscal year, the Secretary shall 
allocate to each State an amount equal to $5,000 
multiplied by the number of scholarships deter- 
mined by the Secretary to be available to such 
State in accordance with subsection (b). 

„öh NUMBER OF SCHOLARSHIPS AVAILABLE.— 
The number of scholarships to be made available 
in a State for any fiscal year shall bear the same 
ratio to the number of scholarships made avail- 
able to all States as the State's population ages 
5 through 17 bears to the population ages 5 
through 17 in all the States, except that not less 
than 10 scholarships shall be made available to 
any State. 

“(c) USE OF CENSUS DATA.—For the purpose 
of this section, the population ages 5 through 17 
in a State and in all the States shall be deter- 
mined by the most recently available data, satis- 
factory to the Secretary, from the Bureau of the 
Census. The Bureau of the Census shall produce 
and publish intercensal data for Puerto Rico 
and the other territories. 

“SEC. 408D. ELIGIBILITY OF SCHOLARS. 

“(a) HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATION OR EQUIVA- 
LENT AND ADMISSION TO INSTITUTION RE- 
QUIRED.—Each student awarded a scholarship 
under this chapter shall— 

be 

"(A) a low-income individual, as that term is 
defined in section 402A(g)(2) of this title; or 

) an individual who is eligible for a Pell 
Grant under subpart 1 of this part; 

) be a citizen of the United States; 

) be a resident of the State in which he or 
she applies; 

ö be enrolled or accepted for enrollment on 
a full- or part-time basis, at a graduate or un- 
dergraduate level, in an institution of higher 
education that has an accredited teacher prepa- 
ration program; 
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“(5) have demonstrated proficiency in the 
English and Spanish languages, as certified by 
the applicant's academic institution; and 

„) have agreed, upon graduation from such 
program— 

(A) to serve no less than one year for each 
year of scholarship assistance, but no fewer 
than two years of service in total, as a teacher 
in a public elementary or secondary school in 
which there is a demonstrated need for Spanish- 
speaking teachers and professionals, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary; 

() to complete such service within 6 years of 
graduation; and 

“(C) that if the student is unable to complete 
such service, the student will, except as pro- 
vided in subsection (c), repay the Secretary the 
total amount, or a pro rata amount of the schol- 
arship received under this chapter in proportion 
to the amount of service completed, plus interest 
and collection costs in the same manner as re- 
payment of a student loan made under part D of 
this title. 

“(b) SELECTION BASED ON PROMISE OF ACA- 
DEMIC ACHIEVEMENT.—Each student awarded a 
scholarship under this chapter must dem- 
onstrate outstanding academic achievement and 
show promise of continued academic achieve- 
ment, as certified by the student’s academic in- 
stitution. 

e) EXCEPTION TO REPAYMENT OBLIGATION.— 

Y DEFERRAL DURING CERTAIN PERIODS.—A 
recipient shall not be considered in violation of 
the agreement entered into pursuant to sub- 
section (a)(4)(C) during any period in which the 
recipient— 

(A) is pursuing a full-time course of study 
related to the field of teaching at an eligible in- 
stitution; 

(B) is serving, not in excess of 3 years, as a 
member of the armed services of the United 
States; 

“(C) is temporarily totally disabled for a pe- 
riod of time not to exceed 3 years as established 
by sworn affidavit of a qualified physician; 

D) is unable to secure employment for a pe- 
riod not to erceed 12 months by reason of hav- 
ing to care for a spouse, child, parent, or imme- 
diate family member who is disabled; 

) is seeking and unable to find full-time 
employment for a single period not to exceed 12 
months; 

Y is seeking and unable to find full-time 
employment as a teacher in a public or private 
nonprofit preschool, elementary or secondary 
school, or education program for a single period 
not to exceed 27 months; or 

“(G) satisfies the provisions of additional re- 
payment exceptions that may be prescribed by 
the Secretary in regulations issued pursuant to 
this subpart. 

0 FORGIVENESS IF PERMANENTLY TOTALLY 
DISABLED,.—A recipient shall be excused from re- 
payment of any scholarship assistance received 
under this chapter if the recipient becomes per- 
manently totally disabled as established by 
sworn affidavit of a qualified physician. 

“SEC. 408E. SELECTION OF SCHOLARS, 

% ESTABLISHMENT OF CRITERIA.—The Sec- 
retary shail establish criteria for the selection of 
scholars under this chapter that meet the re- 
quirements of section 408D. 

“(b) TIMING OF SELECTION.—The selection 
process shall be completed, and the awards 
made, no later than May 1 of the academic year 
preceding the academic year for which the 
award will be used. 

“SEC. 408F. STIPENDS AND SCHOLARSHIP CONDI- 
TIONS. 

( AMOUNT OF AWARD.—Each student 
awarded a scholarship under this chapter shall 
receive a stipend of $5,000 for the academic year 
of study for which the scholarship is awarded, 
except that in no case shall the total amount of 
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financial aid awarded to such student exceed 
such student's total cost-of-attendance. 

“(b) USE OF AWARD.—The State educational 
agency shall establish procedures to assure that 
a scholar awarded a scholarship under this 
chapter pursues a course of study at an institu- 
tion of higher education. 

“SEC. 408G. CONSTRUCTION OF NEEDS PROVI- 
SIONS. 

“Notwithstanding section 471, nothing in this 
chapter, or any other Act, shall be construed to 
permit the receipt of a scholarship under this 
chapter to be counted for any needs test in con- 
nection with the awarding of any grant or the 
making of any loan under this Act or any other 
provision of Federal law relating to educational 
assistance. 

“SEC. 408H. AUTHORIZATION 
TIONS. 

“There are authorized to be appropriated for 
this chapter $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1998 and 
such sums as may be necessary for each of the 
4 succeeding fiscal years. 


“CHAPTER 5—CAMPUS-BASED CHILD CARE 


“SEC. 410A. CAMPUS-BASED CHILD CARE, 

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.— 

“(1) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary may award 
grants to institutions of higher education to as- 
sist the institutions in providing campus-based 
child care services to low-income students. 

ö AMOUNT OF GRANTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The amount of a grant 
awarded to an institution of higher education 
under this section for a fiscal year shall not et- 
ceed 1 percent of the total amount of all Federal 
Pell Grant funds awarded to students enrolled 
at the institution of higher education for the 
preceding fiscal year. 

“(B) MINIMUM.—A grant under this section 
shall be awarded in an amount that is not less 
than $10,000. 

) DURATION AND PAYMENTS.— 

“(A) DURATION.—The Secretary shall award a 
grant under this section for a period of 3 years. 

) PAYMENTS.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
the Secretary shall make annual grant pay- 
ments under this section. 

“(4) ELIGIBLE INSTITUTIONS.—An institution 
of higher education shall be eligible to receive a 
grant under this section for a fiscal year if the 
total amount of all Federal Pell Grant funds 
awarded to students enrolled at the institution 
of higher education for the preceding fiscal year 
equals or exceeds $350,000. 

“(5) USE OF FUNDS.—Grant funds under this 
section shall be used by an institution of higher 
education to support or establish a campus- 
based child care program serving the needs of 
low-income students enrolled at the institution 
of higher education. 

“(6) DEFINITION OF LOW-INCOME STUDENT.— 
For the purpose of this section, the term ‘low-in- 
come student’ means a student who is eligible to 
receive a Federal Pell Grant for the fiscal year 
for which the determination is made. 

b) APPLICATIONS.—An institution of higher 
education desiring a grant under this section 
shall submit an application to the Secretary at 
such time, in such manner, and accompanied by 
such information as the Secretary may require. 
Each application shall— 

/) demonstrate that the institution is an eli- 
gible institution described in subsection (a)(4); 

(2) specify the amount of funds requested; 

demonstrate the need of low-income stu- 
dents at the institution for campus-based child 
care services by including in the application 
student demographics and other relevant data; 

) identify the resources the institution will 
draw upon to support the child care program 
and the participation of low-income students in 
the program, such as accessing social services 
funding, using student activity fees to help pay 
the costs of child care, using resources obtained 
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by meeting the needs of parents who are not 
low-income students, accessing foundation, cor- 
porate, or other institutional support, and dem- 
onstrating that the use of the resources will not 
result in increases in student tuition; 

) contain an assurance that the institution 
will meet the child care needs of low-income stu- 
dents through the provision of services, or 
through a contract for the provision of services; 

“(6) provide a timeline, covering the period 
from receipt of the grant through the provision 
of the child care services, delineating the spe- 
cific steps the institution will take to achieve 
the goal of providing low-income students with 
child care services; 

“(7) specify any measures the institution will 
take to assist low-income students with child 
care during the period before the institution 
provides child care services; 

) include a plan for identifying resources 
needed for the child care services, including 
space in which to provide child care services, 
and technical assistance if necessary; 

) contain an assurance that any child care 
facility assisted under this section will meet the 
applicable State or local government licensing, 
certification, approval, or registration require- 
ments; and 

o contain a plan for any child care facility 
assisted under this section to become accredited 
within 3 years of the date the institution first 
receives assistance under this section. 

c REPORTING REQUIREMENTS; CONTINUING 
ELIGIBILITY — 

“(1) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.— 

(A) REPORTS.—Each institution of higher 
education receiving a grant under this section 
shall report to the Secretary 18 months and 36 
months after receiving the first grant payment 
under this section. 

“(B) CONTENTS.—The report shall include— 

“(i) data on the population served under this 
section; 

ii) information on campus and community 
resources and funding used to help low-income 
students access child care services; 

iii) information on progress made toward 
accreditation of any child care facility; and 

“(iv) information on the impact of the grant 
on the quality, availability, and affordability of 
campus-based child care services. 

(A) CONTINUING ELIGIBILITY.—The Secretary 
shall make the third annual grant payment 
under this section to an institution of higher 
education only if the Secretary determines, on 
the basis of the 18-month report submitted under 
paragraph (1), that the institution is making a 
good faith effort to ensure that low-income stu- 
dents at the institution have access to afford- 
able, quality child care services. 

“(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out this section $30,000,000 for fiscal year 1999 
and such sums as may be necessary for each of 
the 4 succeeding fiscal years."’. 

SEC. 406. FEDERAL SUPPLEMENTAL EDU- 
CATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANTS. 

(a) EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY.—Section 
413A(b)(1) (20 U.S.C. 1070b(b)(1)) is amended by 
striking ‘'1993"’ and inserting 1999“. 

(b) USE OF FUNDS FOR LESS-THAN-FULL-TIME 
STUDENTS.—Subsection (d) of section 413C (20 
U.S.C. 1070b-2(d)) is amended by striking ‘‘and 
if the total financial need” and all that follows 
and inserting the following: , then grant funds 
shall be made available to such independent and 
less-than-full-time students. 

(c) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—Section 413D (20 
U.S.C. 1070b-3) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (b); and 

(2) in subsection (c)(1), by striking three- 
quarters of the remainder” and inserting “the 
remainder”’; 

(3) in subsection (c)(2)(AX(U, by striking sub- 
section (d)” and inserting ‘subsection (c)“, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


(4) by redesignating subsections (c), (d), (e), 
and (f) as subsections (b), (c), (d), and (e), re- 
spectively; and 

(5) by inserting after subsection (e) (as so re- 
designated) the following new subsection: 

Y CARRY-OVER/CARRY-BACK AUTHORITY .— 

“(1) CARRY-OVER AUTHORITY.— 

(A) CARRY-OVER UP TO 10 PERCENT.—Of the 
sums granted to an eligible institution under 
this subpart for any fiscal year, 10 percent may, 
at the discretion of the institution, remain avail- 
able for erpenditure during the succeeding fiscal 
year to carry out the program under this sub- 
part. 

B) REALLOCATION OF EXCESS.—Any of the 
sums so granted to an institution for a fiscal 
year which are not needed by that institution to 
operate programs under this subpart during that 
fiscal year, and which it does not wish to use 
during the next fiscal year as authorized in the 
preceding sentence, shall remain available to the 
Secretary for making grants under section 413B 
to other institutions in the same State until the 
close of the second fiscal year nert succeeding 
the fiscal year for which such funds were appro- 
priated. 

(2) CARRY-BACK AUTHORITY.— 

“(A) CARRY-BACK UP TO 10 PERCENT.—Up to 
10 percent of the sums the Secretary determines 
an eligible institution may receive from funds 
which have been appropriated for a fiscal year 
may be used by the institution for expenditure 
during the fiscal year preceding the fiscal year 
for which the sums were appropriated, 

) USE OF CARRIED-BACK FUNDS.—AnN eligi- 
ble institution may make grants to students 
after the end of the academic year, but prior to 
the beginning of the succeeding fiscal year, from 
such succeeding fiscal year's appropriations.’’. 
SEC. 407. GRANTS TO STATES FOR STATE STU- 

DENT INCENTIVES. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec- 
tion 415A(b) of the Higher Education Act of 1965 
(20 U.S.C. 1070c(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking 1993 and 
inserting 19997, 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para- 
graph (3); and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing: 

ö RESERVATION.—For any fiscal year for 
which the amount appropriated under para- 
graph (1) exceeds $25,000,000, the excess shall be 
available to carry out section AE.“ 

(b) SPECIAL LEVERAGING EDUCATIONAL ASSIST- 
ANCE PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM.—Subpart 4 of 
part A of title IV of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070c et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating section 415E as section 
415F; and 

(2) by inserting after section 415D the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 415E. SPECIAL LEVERAGING EDUCATIONAL 
ASSISTANCE PARTNERSHIP PRO- 
GRAM. 

( IN GENERAL:—From amounts reserved 
under section 415A(b)(2) for each fiscal year, the 
Secretary shall— 

) make allotments among States in the 
same manner as the Secretary makes allotments 
among States under section 415B; and 

(2) award grants to States, from allotments 
under paragraph (1), to enable the States to pay 
the Federal share of the cost of the authorized 
activities described in subsection (c). 

D AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—Each State re- 
ceiving a grant under this section may use the 
grant funds for— 

“(1) increasing the dollar amount of grants 
awarded under section 415B to eligible students 
who demonstrate financial need; 

“(2) carrying out transition programs from 
secondary school to postsecondary education for 
eligible students who demonstrate financial 
need; 
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) carrying out a financial aid program for 
eligible students who demonstrate financial 
need and wish to enter teaching or computer-re- 
lated careers, or other fields of study determined 
by the State to be critical to the State's work- 
force needs; 

) carrying out early intervention programs, 
mentoring programs, and career education pro- 
grams for eligible students who demonstrate fi- 
nancial need; and 

) awarding merit or academic scholarships 
to eligible students who demonstrate financial 
need. 

“(c) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT REQUIRE- 
MENT.—Each State receiving a grant under this 
section for a fiscal year shall provide the Sec- 
retary an assurance that the aggregate amount 
expended per student or the aggregate expendi- 
tures by the State, from funds derived from non- 
Federal sources, for the authorized activities de- 
scribed in subsection (b) for the preceding fiscal 
year were not less than the amount erpended 
per student or the aggregate erpenditures by the 
State for the activities for the second preceding 
fiscal year. The Secretary may waive this sub- 
section for good cause, as determined by the 
Secretary. 

d) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
the cost of the authorized activities described in 
subsection (b) for any fiscal year shall be 25 per- 
cent. 

(c) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.— 

(1) PURPOSE.—Subsection (a) of section 415A 
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1070c(a)) is amended to read as follows: 

() PURPOSE OF SUBPART.—It is the purpose 
of this subpart to make incentive grants avail- 
able to States to assist States in— 

“(1) providing grants to— 

“(A) eligible students attending institutions of 
higher education or participating in programs of 
study abroad that are approved for credit by in- 
stitutions of higher education at which such 
students are enrolled; and 

() eligible students for campus-based com- 
munity service work-study; and 

(2) carrying out the activities described in 
section 415F."’. 

(2) ALLOTMENT.—Section 415B(a)(1) of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070c- 
1(a)(1)) is amended by inserting and not re- 
served under section 415A(b)(2)"' after 
“415A(b)(1)". 

SEC. 408. SPECIAL PROGRAMS FOR STUDENTS 
WHOSE FAMILIES ARE ENGAGED IN 
MIGRANT AND SEASONAL FARM- 
WORK. 

(a) COORDINATION.—Section 418A(d) (20 
U.S.C. 1070d-2(d)) is amended by inserting after 
“contains assurances” the following: “that the 
grant recipient will coordinate its project, to the 
extent feasible, with other local, State, and Fed- 
eral programs to marimize the resources avail- 
able for migrant students, and”. 

(b) EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY.—Section 
418A(g) is amended by striking 1993 each 
place it appears and inserting *‘1999". 

(c) DATA COLLECTION.—Section 418A is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

ö DATA COLLECTION.—The National Center 
for Education Statistics shall collect postsec- 
ondary education data on migrant students. 

(d) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS. —Section 418A(e) 
is amended by striking “authorized by subpart 4 
of this part in accordance with section 
417A(b)(2)” and inserting in accordance with 
section 402A(c)(1)"’. 

SEC. 409. BYRD SCHOLARSHIPS. 

(a) ELIGIBILITY. Section 419G (20 U.S.C. 
1070d-37) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

be) TERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY.—The eligi- 
bility of students from the Federated States of 
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Micronesia, the Republic of the Marshall Is- 
lands, and Palau shall erpire on September 30, 
2007.“ 

(6) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec- 
tion 419K (20 U.S.C. 1070d-41) is amended by 
striking ‘$10,000,000 for fiscal year 1993” and 
inserting ‘'$40,000,000 for fiscal year 1999“. 

PART B—FEDERAL FAMILY EDUCATION 

LOAN PROGRAM 
SEC, 411, LIMITATION REPEALED. 

Section 421 (20 U.S.C. 1071) is amended by 
striking subsection (d). 

SEC, 412. ADVANCES TO RESERVE FUNDS. 

Section 422 (20 U.S.C. 1072) is amended— 

J) in subsection (a)(2), by striking 
“*428(c)(10)(E)”"' and inserting ‘‘428(c)(9)(E)"’; 

(2) in subsection (c)(6)(B)(i), by striking hun- 
dle written” and inserting “handle written, 
electronic,“; 

(3) in subsection (c)(7) 

(A) by striking to a guaranty agency and 
everything that follows through ‘‘(B) if the Sec- 
retary” and inserting to a guaranty agency, if 
the Secretary“; 

(B) by striking *428(c)(10)(F)(v)"’ and insert- 
ing *'428(c)(9)(F)(v)"’; 

(C) by inserting and“ after “cash needs, ; 
and 

(D) by striking or ensure” and everything 
that follows and inserting a period; and 

(4) in the first and second sentences of sub- 
section (g)(1), by striking “or the program au- 
thorized by part D of this title” each place it 
appears. 

SEC. 413. GUARANTY AGENCY REFORMS. 

(a) FEDERAL STUDENT LOAN RESERVE FUND.— 
Part B of title 1V is amended by inserting after 
section 422 (20 U.S.C. 1072) the following new 
section: 

“SEC. 422A, FEDERAL STUDENT LOAN RESERVE 
FUND. 


(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Each guaranty agency 
shall, not later than 60 days after the date of 
enactment of this section, deposit all funds, se- 
curities, and other liquid assets contained in the 
reserve fund established pursuant to section 422 
of this part into a Federal Student Loan Reserve 
Fund (in this section and section 422B referred 
to as the ‘Federal Fund’) which shall be an ac- 
count of a type selected by the agency, with the 
approval of the Secretary. 

“(b) INVESTMENT OF FUNDS.—Funds main- 
tained in the Federal Fund shall be invested in 
obligations issued or guaranteed by the United 
States or a State, or in other similarly low-risk 
securities selected by the guaranty agency. 

““c) ADDITIONAL DEPOSITS.—After the estab- 
lishment of the Federal Fund, a guaranty agen- 
cy shall deposit into the Federal Fund— 

Y all amounts received from the Secretary 
as payment of reinsurance on loans pursuant to 
section 428(c)(1); 

2) from amounts collected on behalf of the 
obligation of a defaulted borrower, a percentage 
amount equal to the complement of the reinsur- 
ance percentage in effect when payment under 
the guaranty agreement was made with respect 
to the defaulted loan pursuant to sections 
428(c)(6)(A) and 428F(a)(1)(B); and 

) insurance premiums collected from bor- 
rowers pursuant to sections 428(b)(1)(H) and 
428H(h). 

d) USES OF FUNDS.—Subject to subsection 
(f), the Federal Fund may only be used by a 
guaranty agency— 

Y to pay lender claims pursuant to section 
428(b)(1)(G), section 428(j), section 437, and sec- 
tion 439(q); and 

(ö) to pay into the Agency Operating Fund 
established pursuant to section 422B a default 
prevention fee in accordance with section 428()). 

0e OWNERSHIP OF FEDERAL FUND.— 

CI IN GENERAL.—The Federal Fund of the 
guaranty agency, and any assets purchased or 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


developed with funds from the Federal Fund or 
any other funds considered reserve funds on the 
date of enactment of this section, regardless of 
who holds or controls the reserves or assets, 
shall be considered to be the property of the 
United States to be used in the operation of the 
program authorized by this part, as provided in 
subsection (d) of this section. 

(2) NONLIQUID RESERVE FUND AND OTHER AS- 
SETS.—Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, nonliquid reserve fund assets, such as 
buildings and equipment purchased or devel- 
oped by the guaranty agency with funds from 
the Federal Fund, or any other funds consid- 
ered reserve funds on the date of enactment of 
this section shall— 

“(A) remain the property of the United States; 

) be used only for such purposes as the 
Secretary determines are appropriate; and 

() be subject to such restrictions on the dis- 
position of such assets (which may include a re- 
quirement that any sale of such assets be at not 
less than fair market value) as the Secretary de- 
termines are appropriate. 

“(f) TRANSITION.— 

D IN GENERAL. -In order to establish the 
Agency Operating Fund authorized by section 
422B, each guaranty agency may transfer up to 
180 days cash expenses for normal operating ex- 
penses, as a working capital reserve as defined 
in Office of Management and budget circular A- 
87 (Cost Accounting Standards) from the Fed- 
eral Fund for deposit into the Agency Operating 
Fund for use in the performance of its duties 
under this part. Such transfers may occur dur- 
ing the first three years following the establish- 
ment of the Operating Fund. However, no agen- 
cy may transfer in excess of 50 percent of the 
Federal Fund balance to its Operating Fund 
during any fiscal year. In determining the 
transfer amount, the agency shall insure that 
sufficient funds remain in the Federal Fund to 
pay lender claims within the required time peri- 
ods and to meet the reserve recall requirements 
of the Balanced Budget Act of 1997. 

2) REPAYMENT PROVISIONS.—Each guaranty 
agency shall begin repayment of sums trans- 
ferred pursuant to this subsection no later than 
the start of the fourth year after the establish- 
ment of the Agency Operating Fund, and shall 
repay all amounts transferred no later than 5 
years from the date of the establishment of the 
Agency Operating Fund. Each guaranty agency 
shall provide to the Secretary, on an annual 
basis, a financial analysis demonstrating its 
ability to repay all outstanding amounts while 
any transferred amounts are owned to the Fed- 
eral Fund. 

“(3) SPECIAL RULE.—In applying the minimum 
reserve level required by section 428(c)(9)(A), the 
Secretary shall include all amounts owed to the 
Federal Fund by the agency due to transfers al- 
lowed under paragraph (1) in the calculation.”’. 

(b) AGENCY OPERATING FUND ESTABLISHED.— 
Part B of title 1V is further amended by insert- 
ing after section 422A (as added by subsection 
(a)) the following new section: 

“SEC. 422B, AGENCY OPERATING FUND. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Each guaranty agency 
shall, not later than 60 days after the date of 
enactment of this section, establish a fund des- 
ignated as the Agency Operating Fund (herein- 
after referred to as the ‘Operating Fund). 

b INVESTMENT OF FUNDS.—Funds deposited 
into the Operating Fund shall be invested at the 
discretion of the guaranty agency in accordance 
with prudent investor standards. 

*(c) ADDITIONAL DEPOSITS.—After the estab- 
lishment of the Operating Fund, the guaranty 
agency shall deposit into the Operating Fund— 

Y the loan processing and issuance fee paid 
by the Secretary pursuant to section 42800. 

(2) the portfolio maintenance fee paid by the 
Secretary pursuant to section 458; 
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) the default prevention fee paid in accord- 
ance with section 428(1); 

A) amounts retained by the guaranty agency 
pursuant to section 428(c)(6)(B) from collection 
on defaulted loans held by the agency, after 
payment of the Secretary's equitable share, er- 
cluding amounts deposited in the Federal Fund 
pursuant to section 422A(c)(2); and 

() interest earned on the Federal Fund dur- 
ing the first 3 years after the date of enactment 
of this section, but only to the ertent permitted 
by regulations prescribed by the Secretary to 
permit a limited number of guaranty agencies 
(not to exceed 10) essential resources to main- 
tain sufficient operating funds and to restruc- 
ture their operations in accordance with the re- 
quirements of this section and section 422A. 

(d) USES OF FUNDS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Funds in the Operating 
Fund shall be used for activities related to stu- 
dent financial aid, including application proc- 
essing, loan disbursement, enrollment and re- 
payment status management, default prevention 
activities, default collection activities, school 
and lender training, financial awareness and 
outreach activities, compliance monitoring, 
other loan program related activities in support 
of postsecondary education and other student 
financial aid related activities as determined by 
the guaranty agency. 

“(2) SPECIAL RULE.—The guaranty agency 
may, in its discretion, transfer funds from the 
Operating Fund to the Federal Student Loan 
Reserve Fund for use in accordance with section 
422A. Such transfer shall be irrevocable, and 
any funds so transferred shall become the prop- 
erty of the United States. 

(3) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub- 
section: 

“(A) The term ‘default collection activities’ 
means activities of a guaranty agency which are 
directly related to the collection of the loan on 
which a default claim has been paid to the par- 
ticipating lender, including the due diligence ac- 
tivities required pursuant to regulations of the 
Secretary. 

) The term ‘default prevention activities’ 
means activities of a guaranty agency which are 
directly related to providing collection assist- 
ance to the lender on a delinquent loan, prior to 
the loan s being legally in a default status, in- 
cluding due diligence activities required pursu- 
ant to regulations of the Secretary. 

“(C) The term ‘enrollment and repayment sta- 
tus management’ means activities of a guaranty 
agency which are directly related to 
ascertaining the student’s enrollment status, in- 
cluding prompt notification to the lender of 
such status, an audit of the note or written 
agreement to determine if the provisions of that 
note or agreement are consistent with the 
records of the guaranty agency as to the prin- 
cipal amount of the loan guaranteed, and an 
eraminalion of the note or agreement to assure 
that the repayment provisions are consistent 
with the provisions of this part. 

“(e) OWNERSHIP OF OPERATING FUND.—The 
Operating Fund of the guaranty agency shall be 
considered to be the property of the guaranty 
agency. The Secretary may regulate the uses or 
expenditure of moneys in the Operating Fund 
with respect to activities required under guar- 
anty agency agreements under subsections (b) 
and (c) of section 428 until such time as a guar- 
anty agency has repaid to the Federal Fund all 
reserve funds transferred under section 422400. 
During any period in which funds are owed to 
the Federal Fund as a result of a transfer under 
422A(f), moneys in the Operating Fund may 
only be used for erpenses related to the student 
loan programs authorized under this part. The 
Secretary may require such necessary reports 
and audits as provided in section 428(b)(2)."'. 

(c) ADDITIONAL RECALL OF RESERVES.—Sec- 
tion 422 (as amended by section 412) is further 
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amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

% ADDITIONAL RECALL OF RESERVES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary shall recall 
$30,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1999, 2000, 
2001, 2002, and 2003 from the reserve funds held 
by guaranty agencies. 

ö DEPOSIT.—Funds recalled by the Sec- 
retary under this subsection shall be deposited 
in the Treasury. 

„ REQUIRED SHARE.—The Secretary shall 
require each guaranty agency to return annu- 
ally reserve funds under paragraph (1) based on 
one-fifth of the agency's required share. For 
purposes of this paragraph, a guaranty agen- 
cy’s required share shall be determined as fol- 
lows: 

(A) The Secretary shall impose on each guar- 
anty agency an equal percentage reduction in 
the amount of the agency's reserve funds held 
as of September 30, 1996. 

) The equal percentage reduction shall be 
the percentage obtained by dividing— 

(i) $150,000,000 by 

ii) the total amount of all such agencies’ re- 
serve funds held as of September 30, 1996. 

ö OFFSET OF REQUIRED SHARES.—If any 
guaranty returns to the Secretary any reserves 
in excess of the amount required under this sub- 
section or subsection (h), the total amount re- 
quired to be returned under paragraph (1) shall 
be reduced by the amount of such additional re- 
serve return. 

“(5) DEFINITION OF RESERVE FUNDS.—The term 
‘reserve funds’ when used with respect to a 
guaranty agency— 

“(A) includes any reserve funds in cash or liq- 
uid assets held by the guaranty agency, or held 
by, or under the control of, any other entity; 
and 

) does not include building, equipment, or 
other nonliquid assets. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) REINSURANCE PAYMENTS.— 

(A) AMENDMENTS.—Section 428(c)(1) (20 U.S.C. 
1078(c)(1)) is amended— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking 9 per- 
cent" and inserting s percent”; 

(ii) in subparagraph (B)(i), by striking ‘88 
percent” and inserting ‘‘85 percent"; and 

(iii) in subparagraph (B)(ii), by striking 7 
percent” and inserting ‘‘75 percent“; 

(iv) in subparagraph (E)— 

Y by striking “for ‘98 percent; and insert- 
ing ſor ‘95 percent’;"’; 

(I by striking ‘‘for ‘88 percent; and insert- 
ing or ‘85 percent“, and 

(IID) by striking ‘‘for ‘78 percent“, and insert- 
ing ‘‘for ‘75 percent“. 

(v) in subparagraph (F)— 

(1) by striking ſor ‘98 percent’;’’ and insert- 
ing “for ‘95 percent“; 

I by striking ‘‘for ‘88 percent’;’’ and insert- 
ing or ‘85 percent’;"’; and 

(LII) by striking ‘“‘for ‘78 percent’."’ and insert- 
ing ſor ‘75 percent“. 

(vi) by striking subparagraph (D) and redesig- 
nating subparagraphs (E) and (F) as subpara- 
graphs (D) and (E), respectively. 

(B) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by subparagraph (A) of this paragraph apply to 
loans for which the first disbursement is made 
on or after October 1, 1998. 

(2) EQUITABLE SHARE. Section 428(c)(6) is 
amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (A)— 

(i) by striking (4) For the purpose” and in- 
serting For the purpose”; and 

(ii) by striking clause (ii) and inserting the 
following: 

ii) an amount equal to 24 percent of such 
payments for use in accordance with section 
422B.""; 
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(B) by striking subparagraphs (B) and (C); 
and 

(C) by redesignating clauses (i) and (ii) as 
subparagraphs (A) and (B). 

(3) GUARANTY AGENCY RESERVE LEVEL.—Sec- 
tion 428(c)(9)(C) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘80 percent pursuant to sec- 
tion 428(c)(1)(B)(ii)"’ and inserting ‘85 percent 
pursuant to paragraph (1)(B)(i) of this sub- 
section"; and 

(B) by striking o working days” and insert- 
ing ‘45 working days”. 

(4) PAYMENT OF CERTAIN COSTS.—Section 
428(f) is amended— 

(A) by striking paragraph (1)(A) and inserting 
the following: 

„ PAYMENT FOR CERTAIN ACTIVITIES. A) 
The Secretary shall, in accordance with the pro- 
visions of this paragraph, pay to each guaranty 
agency for each fiscal year a loan processing 
and issuance fee equal to 0.65 percent of the 
total principal amount of the loans on which in- 
surance was issued under this part during such 
fiscal year by such agency. and 

(B) in paragraph (1)(B), by striking the first 
sentence and inserting the following: “The pay- 
ment required by subparagraph (A) shall be 
paid on a quarterly basis. 

(5) DEFAULT AVERSION ASSISTANCE.—Section 
428(1) is amended to read as follows: 

Y DEFAULT AVERSION ASSISTANCE.— 

“(1) ASSISTANCE REQUIRED.—Upon receipt of a 
proper request from a lender received not earlier 
than the 60th day of delinquency, a guaranty 
agency having an agreement with the Secretary 
under subsection (c) of this section shall engage 
in default aversion activities designed to prevent 
the default by a borrower on a loan covered by 
such agreement. 

(A2) REIMBURSEMENT.—{ A) A guaranty agen- 
cy may, in accordance with the provisions of 
this paragraph, transfer from the Federal Stu- 
dent Loan Reserve Account to the Operating 
Account a default aversion fee. Such fee shall be 
paid for any loan on which a claim for default 
has not been presented that the guaranty agen- 
cy successfully brings into current repayment 
status on or before the 210th day after the loan 
becomes 60 days delinquent. 

() The default aversion fee shall be equal to 
1 percent of the total unpaid principal and ac- 
crued interest on the loan at the time the re- 
quest is submitted by the lender. Such fee shall 
not be paid more than once on any loan for 
which the guaranty agency averts the default 
unless the borrower remained current in pay- 
ments for at least 12 months prior to the subse- 
quent delinquency. A guaranty agency may 
transfer such fees earned under this subsection 
no more frequently than monthly. 

“(C) For the purpose of earning the default 
aversion fee, the term ‘current repayment sta- 
tus’ means that the borrower is not delinquent 
in the payment of any principal or interest on 
the loan. 

SEC. 414. SCOPE AND DURATION OF PROGRAM. 
Section 424(a) (20 U.S.C. 1074(a)) is amended— 
(1) by striking October 1, 2002 and inserting 

October 1, 2004, and 
(2) by striking September 30, 2006” and in- 

serting ‘‘September 30, 2008”. 

SEC. 415. LIMITATIONS ON INDIVIDUAL FEDER- 

ALLY INSURED LOANS AND FEDERAL 
LOAN INSURANCE. 

Section 425(a)(1)(A) (20 U.S.C. 1075(a)(1)(A)) is 
amended— 

(1) in clause (i)— 

(A) by inserting “and” after the semicolon at 
the end of subclause (1); and 

(B) by striking subclauses (II) and (III) and 
inserting the following: 

I if such student is enrolled in a program 
of undergraduate education which is less than 
one academic year, the maximum annual loan 
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amount that such student may receive may not 
exceed the amount that bears the same ratio to 
the amount specified in subclause (I) as the 
length of such program measured in semester, 
trimester, quarter, or clock hours bears to one 
academic year, , and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘and”’ after the semicolon at 
the end of clause (iii). 

SEC. 416. APPLICABLE INTEREST RATES. 

(a) APPLICABLE INTEREST RATES.— 

(1) AMENDMENT.—Section 427A (20 U.S.C. 
1077a) is amended to read as follows: 

“SEC. 427A. APPLICABLE INTEREST RATES. 

“(a) INTEREST RATES FOR NEW LOANS ON OR 
AFTER JULY 1, 1998.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL,—Subject to paragraph (2), 
with respect to any loan made, insured, or guar- 
anteed under this part (other than a loan made 
pursuant to section 428B or 428C) for which the 
first disbursement is made on or after July 1, 
1998, the applicable rate of interest shall, during 
any 12-month period beginning on July 1 and 
ending on June 30, be determined on the pre- 
ceding June 1 and be equal to— 

“(A) the bond equivalent rate of 91-day Treas- 
ury bills auctioned at the final auction held 
prior to such June 1; plus 

5) 2.3 percent, 
except that such rate shall not exceed 8.25 per- 
cent. 

ö) IN SCHOOL AND GRACE PERIOD RULES.— 
With respect to any loan under this part (other 
than a loan made pursuant to section 428B or 
428C) for which the first disbursement is made 
on or after July 1, 1998, the applicable rate of 
interest for interest which accrues— 

(A) prior to the beginning of the repayment 
period of the loan; or 

) during the period in which principal 
need not be paid (whether or not such principal 
is in fact paid) by reason of a provision de- 
scribed in section 428(b)(1)(M) or 427(a)(2)(C), 
shall be determined under paragraph (1) by sub- 
stituting ‘1.7 percent for ‘2.3 percent’. 

(3) PLUS LOANS.—With respect to any loan 
under section 428B for which the first disburse- 
ment is made on or after July 1, 1998, the appli- 
cable rate of interest shall be determined under 
paragraph (1)— 

(A) by substituting ‘3.1 percent’ for ‘2.3 per- 
cent’; and 

) by substituting ‘9.0 percent for ‘8.25 per- 
cent’. 

“(b) LESSER RATES PERMITTED.—Nothing in 
this section or section 428C shall be construed to 
prohibit a lender from charging a borrower in- 
terest at a rate less than the rate which is appli- 
cable under this part. 

*(c) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall de- 
termine the applicable rate of interest under this 
section after consultation with the Secretary of 
the Treasury and shall publish such rate in the 
Federal Register as soon as practicable after the 
date of determination. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
428B(d)(4) (20 U.S.C. 1078-2(d)(4)) is amended by 
striking “section 427A(c)’’ and inserting ‘‘sec- 
tion 427A(a)(3)"". 

(b) SPECIAL ALLOWANCES.— 

(1) AMENDMENT.—Section 438(b)(2)(F) (20 
U.S.C. 1087-1(b)(2)(F)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(F) LOANS DISBURSED AFTER JULY I. 1998.— 

(i) IN GENERAL,—Subject to paragraph (4) 
and clauses (ii), (iii), and (iv) of this subpara- 
graph, the special allowance paid pursuant to 
this subsection on loans for which the first dis- 
bursement is made on or after July 1, 1998, shall 
be computed— 

by determining the average of the bond 
equivalent rates of 91-day Treasury bills auc- 
tioned for such 3-month period; 

I by subtracting the applicable interest 
rates on such loans from such average bond 
equivalent rate; 
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(Ii by adding 2.8 percent to the resultant 
percent; and 

/ by dividing the resultant percent by 4. 

(u) IN SCHOOL AND GRACE PERIOD.—In the 
case of any loan for which the first disburse- 
ment is made on or after July 1, 1998, and for 
which the applicable rate of interest is described 
in section 427A(a)(2), clause (i) ll of this sub- 
paragraph shall be applied by substituting ‘2.2 
percent’ for ‘2.8 percent’. 

iii) PLUS LOANS.—In the case of any loan 
for which the first disbursement is made on or 
after July 1, 1998, and for which the applicable 
rate of interest is described in section 427A(a)(3), 
clause ( of this subparagraph shall be ap- 
plied by substituting ‘3.1 percent’ for ‘2.8 per- 
cent’, subject to clause (iv) of this subpara- 
graph. 

(iv) LIMITATION ON SPECIAL ALLOWANCES FOR 
PLUS LOANS.—In the case of loans disbursed on 
or after July 1, 1998, for which the interest rate 
is determined under 427A(a)(3), a special allow- 
ance shall not be paid for a loan made under 
section 428B unless the rate determined for any 
12-month period under section 427A(a)(3) er- 
ceeds 9 percent. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
438(b)(2)(C)(ti) is amended by striking “In the 
case” and inserting Subject to subparagraph 
(F), in the case”. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply with respect to any 
loan made, insured, or guaranteed under part B 
of title IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965 
for which the first disbursement is made on or 
after July 1, 1998. 

SEC. 417. FEDERALLY GUARANTEED STUDENT 
LOANS. 


(a) REQUIREMENTS FOR FEDERAL INTEREST 
SUBSIDIES.—Section  428(a)(2) (20 U.S.C. 
1078(a)(2)) is amended by striking everything 
preceding subparagraph (D) and inserting the 
following: 

“(2) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS TO RECEIVE 
SUBSIDY.—(A) Each student qualifying for a 
portion of an interest payment under paragraph 
(1) shall provide to the lender a statement from 
the eligible institution, at which the student has 
been accepted for enrollment, or at which the 
student is in attendance, which certifies the eli- 
gibility of the student to receive a loan under 
this part and the amount of the loan for which 
such student is eligible. 

) A student shall qualify for a portion of 
an interest payment under paragraph (1) if the 
eligible institution has provided the lender with 
a statement that— 

(i) at the lender's request, sets forth such 
student's estimated cost of attendance (as deter- 
mined under section 472); 

(ii) sets forth such student's estimated finan- 
cial assistance; and 

iii) sets forth a schedule for disbursement of 
the proceeds of the loan in installments, con- 
sistent with the requirements of section 428G. 

“(C) For the purpose of clause (ii) of subpara- 
graph (B), a student shall qualify for a portion 
of an interest payment under paragraph (1) if 
the eligible institution has provided the lender 
with a statement evidencing a determination of 
need for a loan (as determined under part F of 
this title) and the amount of such need, subject 
to the provisions of subparagraph (D). 

(b) DURATION OF AUTHORITY.—Section 
428(a)(5) is amended— 

(1) by striking September 30, 2002” and in- 
serting September 30, 2004"; and 

(2) by striking “September 30, 2006” and in- 
serting September 30, 2008”. 

(c) ANNUAL LOAN 
428(b)(1)(A) is amended— 

(1) in clause (i)— 

(A) by inserting “and” after the semicolon at 
the end of subclause (1); and 
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(B) by striking subclauses (I and (HI) and 
inserting the following: 

“(1D if such student is enrolled in a program 
of undergraduate education which is less than 
one academic year, the marimum annual loan 
amount that such student may receive may not 
exceed the amount that bears the same ratio to 
the amount specified in subclause (I) as the 
length of such program measured in semester, 
trimester, quarter, or clock hours bears to one 
academic year:, and 

(2) by inserting “and” after the semicolon at 
the end of clause (iii). 

(d) SELECTION OF REPAYMENT PLANS.—Section 
428(b)(1)(D) is amended by striking und (ui) 
and inserting the following: iii) the student 
borrower may annually change the selection of 
a repayment plan under this part, and (iv)"’. 

(e) COINSURANCE.—Section 428(b)(1)(G) is 
amended by striking not less than”. 

(f) DEFERMENTS.—Section 428(b)(1)(M) is 
amended— 

(1) in clause (iD, by inserting before the 
semicolon the following: , except that no bor- 
rower, notwithstanding the provisions of the 
promissory note, shall be required to borrow an 
additional loan under this title in order to be el- 
igible to receive a deferment under this clause”; 


and 

(2) in clause (ii), by inserting before the semi- 
colon the following: , ercept that no borrower 
who qualifies for unemployment benefits shall 
be required to provide any additional paperwork 
for a deferment under this clause“. 

(g) LIMITATION, SUSPENSION, AND TERMI- 
NATION.—Section 428(b)(1)(U) is amended— 

(1) by striking “emergency action, each 
place it appears and inserting “emergency ac- 
tion,; and 

(2) by striking “a compliance audit of each 
lender” and inserting the following: “in the 
case of any lender that originates or holds more 
than $5,000,000 in loans made under this title 
during an annual audit period, a compliance 
audit of such lender". 

(h) ADDITIONAL INSURANCE PROGRAM RE- 
QUIREMENTS.—Section 428(b)(1) is further 


amended— 

(1) by striking “and” at the end of subpara- 
graph (W); 

(2) in subparagraph (X)— 

(A) by striking *'428(c)(10)"" and inserting 
asc and 

(B) by striking the period at the end and in- 
serting “; and"’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

V provides that the lender shall determine 
the eligibility of a borrower for a deferment de- 
scribed in subparagraph (M)(i) based on receipt 
of (i) a request for deferment from the borrower, 
(ii) a newly completed loan application that 
documents the borrower's eligibility for a 
deferment, or (iii) student status information re- 
ceived by the lender that the borrower is en- 
rolled on at least a half-time basis. 

(i) RESTRICTIONS ON INDUCEMENTS.—Section 
428(b)(3) is amended— 

(1) by striking subparagraph (C) and inserting 
the following: 

O) conduct unsolicited mailings of student 
loan application forms to students enrolled in 
secondary school or a postsecondary institution, 
or to parents of such students, ercept that ap- 
plications may be mailed to students who have 
previously received loans guaranteed under this 
part by the guaranty agency; or”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 

sentence: 
“It shall not be a violation of this paragraph for 
a guaranty agency to provide assistance to in- 
stitutions of higher education comparable to the 
kinds of assistance provided to institutions of 
higher education by the Department of Edu- 
cation. 
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(j) GUARANTY AGENCY INFORMATION TO ELIGI- 
BLE INSTITUTIONS.—Section 428(c)(2)(H)(ii) is 
amended to read as follows: 

(ii) the guaranty agency shall not require 
the payment from the institution of any fee for 
such information; and". 

(k) PORBEARANCE.—Section 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A, by striking ‘‘writ- 
ten"; 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by inserting before 
the semicolon the following: “, including for- 
bearance granted after consideration of a bor- 
rower's total debt burden"; and 

(3) in the last sentence— 

(A) by striking “and (ii) and inserting (ii)“; 
and 

(B) by inserting before the period at the end 
the following:, and (iii) forbearance for peri- 
ods not to exceed 60 days if the lender reason- 
ably determines that such suspensions are nec- 
essary to research or process information rel- 
ative to such loan or to collect appropriate doc- 
umentation relating to the borrower's request 
for a deferment or forbearance”. 

D ASSIGNMENT.—Section 428(c)(8) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by striking “(A)”; and 

(2) by striking subparagraph (B). 

(m) AGENCY TERMINATION.—Section 428(c)(9) 
is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (E)— 

(A) by inserting or“ at the end of clause (iv); 

(B) by striking , or” at the end of clause (v) 
and inserting a period; and 

(C) by striking clause (vi); 

(2) in subparagraph (F)(vii), by striking to 
avoid disruption” and everything that follows 
and inserting “and to avoid disruption of the 
student loan program."’; 

(3) in subparagraph (1), by inserting “on the 
record” after “for a hearing"; and 

(4) in subparagraph (K)— 

(A) by striking und Labor” and inserting 
“and the Workforce”; and 

(B) by striking everything after “guaranty 
agency system” and inserting a period. 

(n) LENDER REFERRAL.—Section 428(e) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph ii, by striking *‘dur- 
ing the transition” and everything that follows 
through “part D of this title”; and 

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking ſor costs of 
transition". 

(0) ACTION ON AGREEMENTS.—Section 428(g) is 
amended by striking and Labor” and inserting 
and the Workforce“. 

(p) LENDERS-OF-LAST RESORT. Section 40 
is amended by striking paragraph (3). 

(q) INCOME CONTINGENT REPAYMENT.—Section 
428(m) is amended by striking “shall require at 
least 10 percent of the borrowers” and inserting 
“may require borrowers”. 

(r) STATE SHARE OF DEFAULT COSTS.—Sub- 
section (n) of section 428 is repealed. 

(s) BLANKET CERTIFICATE OF GUARANTY.—Sec- 
tion 428 of the Act is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

“(n) BLANKET CERTIFICATE OF LOAN GUAR- 
ANTY.— 

Y IN GENERAL.—Any guaranty agency that 
has or enters into any insurance program agree- 
ment with the Secretary under this part may— 

“(A) offer eligible lenders participating in the 
agency's guaranty program blanket certificates 
of loan guaranty that permit the lender to make 
loans without receiving prior approval from the 
guaranty agency of individual loans for eligible 
borrowers enrolled in eligible programs at eligi- 
ble institutions; and 

) provide eligible lenders with the ability 
to transmit electronically data to the agency 
concerning loans the lender has elected to make 
under the agency's insurance program via 
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standard reporting formats, such reporting to 
occur at reasonable, mutually acceptable inter- 
vals. 

“(2) LIMITATIONS ON BLANKET CERTIFICATE OF 
GUARANTY.—A guaranty agency and eligible 
lender may establish by mutual agreement limi- 
tations or restrictions on the number or volume 
of loans issued by a lender under the blanket 
certificate of guaranty.’’. 

SEC. 418. VOLUNTARY AGREEMENTS WITH GUAR- 
ANTY AGENCIES. 

Part B of title IV is amended by inserting 
after section 428 (20 U.S.C. 1078) the following 
new section: 

“SEC. 428A. VOLUNTARY FLEXIBLE AGREEMENTS 
WITH GUARANTY AGENCIES, 

(a) VOLUNTARY AGREEMENTS.— 

(1) AUTHORITY.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary may enter into a 
voluntary, flexible agreement with not more 
than 6 guaranty agencies under this section, in 
lieu of agreements with a guaranty agency 
under subsections (b) and (c) of section 428, 
under which the Secretary may waive or modify 
any requirement under this title applicable to 
the responsibilities of the Secretary and a guar- 
anty agency. 

) ELIGIBILITY.—Any guaranty agency that 
had one or more agreements with the Secretary 
under subsections (b) and (c) of section 428 as of 
the day before the date of enactment of this sec- 
tion may enter into an agreement with the Sec- 
retary under this subsection. 

“(b) TERMS OF AGREEMENT.—An agreement 
between the Secretary and a guaranty agency 
under this section— 

“(1) shall be developed by the Secretary, in 
consultation with the guaranty agency; 

) shall be for a period not to exceed five 
years, and may be renewed upon the agreement 
of the parties; 

0) may include provisions 

“(A) specifying the responsibilities of the 
guaranty agency under the agreement, such 

“(i) administering the issuance of insurance 
on loans made under this part on behalf of the 
Secretary; 

ii) monitoring insurance commitments made 
under this part; 

uit) default prevention activities; 

iv) review of default claims made by lenders; 

(v payment of default claims; 

(vi) collection of defaulted loans; 

“(vii) adoption of internal systems of account- 
ing and auditing that are acceptable to the Sec- 
retary, and reporting the result thereof to the 
Secretary on a timely, accurate, and auditable 


“(viii) timely and accurate collection and re- 
porting of such other data as the Secretary may 
require to carry out the purposes of the pro- 
grams under this title; 

(ir) monitoring of institutions and lenders 
participating in the program under this part; 
and 

“(x) the performance of other program func- 
tions by the guaranty agency. 

) regarding the fees the Secretary shall 
pay, in lieu of revenues that the guaranty agen- 
cy may otherwise receive under this part, to the 
guaranty agency under the agreement, and 
other funds that the guaranty agency may re- 
ceive or retain under the agreement, except that 
in no case may the cost to the Secretary of the 
agreement, as reasonably projected by the Sec- 
retary, exceed the cost to the Secretary, as simi- 
larly projected, in the absence of the agreement; 

(O regarding the use of net revenues, as de- 
scribed in the agreement under this section, for 
such other activities in support of postsecondary 
education as may be agreed to by the Secretary 
and the guaranty agency; 

D) regarding the standards by which the 
guaranty agency’s performance of its respon- 
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sibilities under the agreement will be assessed, 
and the consequences for a guaranty agency's 
failure to achieve a specified level of perform- 
ance on 1 or more performance standards; 

(E) regarding the circumstances in which a 
guaranty agency's agreement under this section 
may be ended in advance of its expiration date; 

“(F) regarding such other businesses, pre- 
viously purchased or developed with reserve 
funds, that relate to the program under this 
part and in which the Secretary permits the 
guaranty agency to engage; and 

() such other provisions as the Secretary 
may determine to be necessary to protect the 
United States from the risk of unreasonable loss 
and to promote the purposes of this part; and 

A) shall provide for uniform lender partici- 
pation with the guaranty agency under the 
terms of the agreement. 

“(c) TERMINATION.—At the expiration or early 
termination of an agreement under this section, 
the Secretary shall reinstate the guaranty agen- 
c prior agreements under subsections (b) and 
(c) of section 428, subject only to such addi- 
tional requirements as the Secretary determines 
to be necessary in order to ensure the efficient 
transfer of responsibilities between the agree- 
ment under this section and the agreements 
under subsections (b) and (c) of section 428, in- 
cluding the guaranty agency's compliance with 
reserve requirements under sections 422 and 
428."". 

SEC. 419. FEDERAL CONSOLIDATION LOANS. 

(a) AGREEMENTS WITH LENDERS.—Section 
428C(a) (20 U.S.C. 1078-3(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking subclause (II) of paragraph 
Gy and inserting the following: 

I that loans received during the 180-day 
period following the making of the consolidation 
loan may be added to the consolidation loan."’; 
and 

(2) by striking subparagraph (C) of paragraph 
(4) and inserting the following: 

) made under part D of this title:. 

(b) CONTENTS OF AGREEMENTS.—Section 
428C(b) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking “under 
this section and (i) and everything that follows 
and inserting “under this section;"’; 

(2) in paragraph (4)(C)(ii)— 

(A) by redesignating subclause (ILI) as sub- 
clause (IV); 

(B) by inserting after subclause (II) the fol- 
lowing new clause: 

I by the Secretary, in the case of a con- 
solidation loan for which the application is re- 
ceived by an eligible lender on or after October 
1, 1998, except that the Secretary shall pay such 
interest only on that portion of the loan that re- 
pays Federal Stafford Loans for which the stu- 
dent borrower received an interest subsidy 
under section 428 or Federal Direct Stafford 
Loans for which the borrower received an inter- 
est subsidy under section 455; or"; and 

(C) in subclause (IV) (as redesignated), by 
striking “‘subclause (1) or (1 and inserting 
“subclause (I), (II), or (I and 

(3) in paragraph (6)(A), by inserting before 
the semicolon at the end the following: ‘‘ercept 
that (i) a lender is not required to consolidate 
loans described in subparagraph (D) or (E) of 
subsection (a)(4); and (ii) a lender is not prohib- 
ited from establishing a minimum loan balance 
for which it will process a consolidation loan 
application”. 

(c) EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY.—Section 
428C(e) is amended by striking “September 30, 
2002"' and inserting September 30, 2004. 

SEC. 420. DISBURSEMENT. 

(a) REQUIREMENTS.—Section 428G(a)(1) (20 
U.S.C. 1078-7(a)(1)) is amended by inserting 
“greater than one semester, one trimester, one 
quarter, or four months” after period of enroll- 
ment“. 
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(b) DISBURSEMENT.—Section 428G(b)(1) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new sentence: ‘‘An institution whose cohort de- 
fault rate (as determined under section 435(a)) 
for each of the three most recent fiscal years for 
which data are available is less than 10 percent 
shall be exempt from the requirements of this 
paragraph."’. 

(c) WITHHOLDING OF SECOND DISBURSE- 
MENT.—Section 428G(d)(2) is amended by insert- 
ing “by more than $300” after under this 
title”. 

SEC. 421. UNSUBSIDIZED STAFFORD LOANS. 

(a) ELIGIBLE BORROWERS.—Section 428H(b) 

(20 U.S.C. 1078-8(b)) is amended by striking 
hien and everything that follows and in- 
serting the following: 
“which certifies the eligibility of the student to 
receive a loan under this part and the amount 
of the loan for which such student is eligible. A 
student shall qualify for a loan if the eligible in- 
stitution has provided the lender with a state- 
ment that— 

) at the lender's request, sets forth such 
student's estimated cost of attendance (as deter- 
mined under section 472); 

(2) sets forth such student's estimated finan- 
cial assistance, including a loan which qualifies 
for subsidy payments under section 428; and 

) sets forth a schedule for disbursement of 
the proceeds of the loan in installments, con- 
sistent with the requirements of section 468. 

(b) LOAN LIMITS.—Section 428H(d)(2)(A) is 
amended— 

(1) by inserting “and” after the semicolon at 
the end of clause (i); and 

(2) by striking clauses (ii) and (iii) and insert- 
ing the following: 

(ii) if such student is enrolled in a program 
of undergraduate education which is less than 
one academic year, the maximum annual loan 
amount that such student may receive may not 
erceed the amount that bears the same ratio to 
the amount specified in clause (i) as the length 
of such program measured in semester, trimester, 
quarter, or clock hours bears to one academic 
year;"’. 

(c€) QUALIFICATION.—Section 428H(e) is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following new para- 


graph: 
“(7) QUALIFICATION FOR FORBEARANCE, 
DEFERMENT, AND  INCOME-SENSITIVE REPAY- 


MENT.—A borrower of a loan made under this 
section may qualify for a forbearance or 
deferment, or an income-sensitive repayment 
plan for which the borrower is eligible, imme- 
diately upon receipt by the lender or holder of 
a request from the borrower. Any necessary sup- 
porting documentation shall be secured by the 
lender or holder within 30 days of the request in 
order to continue the forbearance, deferment, or 
income-sensitive repayment plan.“. 

(d) REPEAL.—Section 428H(f) is repealed. 

SEC. 422, REPEAL OF LOAN FORGIVENESS. 

Section 428] (20 U.S.C. 1078-10) is repealed. 
SEC. 423. LEGAL POWERS AND RESPONSIBILITIES, 

(a) GENERAL POWERS.—Section 432(a)(2) (20 
U.S.C. 1082(a)(2)) is amended by inserting er- 
cept that this section shall not be deemed to 
limit court review under chapter 7 of title 5, 
United States Code“ after "Secretary's control“. 

(b) AUDIT OF FINANCIAL TRANSACTIONS.—Sec- 
tion 432(f)(1) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘section 
435(d)(1) (D), (F), or (H);” and inserting ‘‘sec- 
tion 435(d)(1); and"; 

(2) in subparagraph (C)— 

(A) by striking “and Labor“ and inserting 
“and the Workforce"; and 

(B) by striking “; and” and inserting a pe- 
riod; and 

(3) by striking subparagraph (D). 

(c) PROGRAM OF ASTA NE. Section 
432(k)(3) is amended by striking “Within 1 
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year” and everything that follows through 
“1992, the” and inserting ‘‘The’’. 

(d) COMMON FORMS AND FORMATS.—Section 
432(m) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking “The Sec- 
retary" and inserting Subject to paragraph (2), 
the Secretary”; 

(2) by striking subparagraph (C) of paragraph 


(3) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘Noth- 
ing! and inserting Subject to paragraph (2), 
nothing”; 

(4) by redesignating subparagraph (D) of such 
paragraph as subparagraph (C); 

(5) by redesignating paragraphs (2) and (3) as 
paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively; 

(6) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

“(2) FREE APPLICATION FOR FEDERAL STUDENT 
AID.—For academic year 1999-2000 and there- 
after, the Secretary shall prescribe the Free Ap- 
plication for Federal Student Aid as the appli- 
cation form under this part (other than sections 
428B and 428C).”'; and 

(7) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

“(5) MASTER PROMISSORY NOTE.— 

“(A) DEVELOPMENT AND APPROVAL.—Within 
180 days of enactment of this Act, the Secretary, 
in cooperation with representatives of guaranty 
agencies, eligible lenders, institutions, students, 
and organizations involved in student financial 
assistance, shall develop and approve a master 
promissory note that will allow for a multiyear 
line of credit. Such note shall address the needs 
of participants in the programs under this part. 
The Secretary shall also develop and approve a 
corresponding master promissory note for use 
under part D of this title that addresses the 
needs of participants in the programs under 
such part. 

“(B) SALE AND ASSIGNMENT; ENFORCEMENT.— 
Notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this 
section, each loan made under a master promis- 
sory note providing for a line of credit may be 
sold and assigned independently of any other 
loan made under the same promissory note, and 
each such loan shall be separately enforceable 
in all State and Federal courts on the basis of 
an original or copy of the master promissory 
note with its terms. 

(e) DEFAULT REDUCTION MANAGEMENT.—Sec- 
tion 432(n) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking 1993“ and 
inserting 1999 and 

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking und Labor” 
and inserting “and the Workforce’’. 

(f) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—Section 432(p) 
is amended by striking State postsecondary re- 
viewing entities designated under subpart 1 of 
part H. 

SEC, 424, STUDENT LOAN INFORMATION. 

Section 433 (20 U.S.C. 1083) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence of subsection (a), by 
inserting “in simple and understandable terms“ 
after to the borrower’’; and 

(2) in the first sentence of subsection (b), by 
inserting in simple and understandable terms” 
after ‘‘under this subsection”. 

SEC. 425. DEFINITIONS. 

(a) COHORT DEFAULT RATE.—Section 435(a) 
(20 U.S.C. 1085(a)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A) of paragraph (2)— 

(A) by striking or“ at the end of clause (i); 
and 

(B) by striking clause (ii) and inserting the 
following: 

ii) there are exceptional mitigating cir- 
cumstances within the meaning of paragraph 
(4); or 

ui) there are, in the judgment of the Sec- 
retary, other exceptional mitigating cir- 
cumstances that would make the application of 
this paragraph inequitable."’; 
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(2) in subparagraph (C) of paragraph (2), by 
striking July 1, 1998,” and inserting July 1, 
1999. 

(3) in paragraph (3), by inserting or, at the 
request of the institution, a complete copy of the 
records for loans made under this part or of the 
direct loan servicer for loans made under part 
D” after “and loan servicers”; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraphs: 

“(4) DEFINITION OF MITIGATING CIR- 
CUMSTANCES.—For purposes of paragraph (2), 
an institution shall be treated as having ercep- 
tional mitigating circumstances that make appli- 
cation of that paragraph inequitable if such in- 
stitution is certified by a certified public ac- 
countant to meet each of the following criteria: 

at least two-thirds of the students en- 
rolled on at least a half-time basis at the institu- 
tion— 

i) are eligible to receive a Federal Pell Grant 
award that is at least equal to one-half the maz- 
imum Federal Pell Grant award for which the 
student would be eligible based on his or her en- 
rollment status; or 

(ui) have an adjusted gross income of the stu- 
dent, and his or her parents (unless the student 
is an independent student), of less than the pov- 
erty level, as determined under criteria estab- 
lished by the Department of Health and Human 
Services; 

() at least two-thirds of the students en- 
rolled on a full-time basis at the institution in 
any 12-month period ending not more than sir 
months prior to the date the institution submits 
its appeal, and who remain enrolled beyond the 
point at which the student would be entitled to 
a tuition refund of 100 percent— 

i) complete the educational program in 
which they are enrolled within the time nor- 
mally required to complete that program, as 
specified in the institution's enrollment con- 
tract, catalog, or other materials; or 

(ii) continue to be enrolled and are making 
satisfactory academic progress toward comple- 
tion of their program; or 

iii) have entered active duty in the armed 
forces of the United States; and 

(O) at least two-thirds of the students en- 
rolled on a full-time basis at the institution who 
complete the educational program in which they 
are enrolled within any 12-month period ending 
not more than six months prior to the date the 
institution submits its appeal are placed for at 
least 13 weeks in an employment position for 
which they have been trained, or are enrolled 
for at least 13 weeks in higher level education 
program for which the educational program of 
the institution provided substantial preparation, 
or have entered active duty in the armed forces 
of the United States. 

*(5) REDUCTION OF DEFAULT RATES AT CER- 
TAIN MINORITY INSTITUTIONS.— 

“(A) BENEFICIARIES OF EXCEPTION REQUIRED 
TO ESTABLISH MANAGEMENT PLAN.—After July 1, 
1998, any institution that has a cohort default 
rate that equals or exceeds 25 percent for each 
of the three most recent fiscal years for which 
data are available and that relies on the excep- 
tion in paragraph (2)(C) of this subsection to 
continue to be an eligible institution shall— 

i) submit to the Secretary a default manage- 
ment plan which the Secretary, in his discre- 
tion, after consideration of the institution's his- 
tory, resources, dollars in default, and targets 
for default reduction, determines is acceptable 
and provides reasonable assurance that the in- 
stitution will, by July 1, 2001, have a cohort de- 
fault rate that is less than 25 percent; 

ii) engage an independent third party 
(which may be paid with funds received under 
part B of title III) to provide technical assist- 
ance in implementing such default management 
plan; and 
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(uit) provide to the Secretary, on an annual 
basis or at such other intervals as the Secretary 
may require, evidence of cohort default rate im- 
provement and successful implementation of 
such default management plan. 

) DISCRETIONARY ELIGIBILITY CONDITIONED 
ON IMPROVEMENT.—Notwithstanding the expira- 
tion of the exception in paragraph (2)(C), the 
Secretary may, in his discretion, continue to 
treat an institution described in subparagraph 
(A) of this paragraph as an eligible institution 
for each of the one-year periods beginning on 
July 1, 1999, and July 1, 2000, only if the institu- 
tion submits by the beginning of such period evi- 
dence satisfactory to the Secretary that— 

“(i) such institution has complied and is con- 
tinuing to comply with the requirements of sub- 
paragraph (A); and 

ii) such institution has made substantial im- 
provement, during each of the preceding one- 
year periods, in its cohort default rate. 

(6) SPECIAL RULE BASED ON PARTICIPATION 
RATE INDICES.—({A) An institution that dem- 
onstrates to the Secretary that its participation 
rate index (as defined in regulations in effect on 
July 1, 1996) is equal to or less than .0375 for 
any of the three most recent fiscal years for 
which data are available shall not be subject to 
paragraph (2). 

“(B) An institution shall provide the Sec- 
retary with sufficient data to determine its par- 
ticipation rate inder within 30 days after receiv- 
ing an initial notification of its draft cohort de- 
fault rate. 

“(C) Prior to publication of a final cohort de- 
fault rate for an institution that provides the 
data under subparagraph (B), the Secretary 
shall notify the institution of its compliance or 
noncompliance with subparagraph (A4). 

(b) ELIGIBLE LENDER.—Section 435(d) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph i. 

(A) by striking or“ at the end of subclause 
(1); and 

(B) by inserting before the semicolon at the 
end of subclause (II) the following: , or (II) it 
is a bank that is a wholly owned subsidiary of 
a nonprofit foundation, the foundation is de- 
scribed in section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 and erempt from taxation 
under section 501(a) of such Code and has been 
participating in the program authorized by this 
part for three years as of the date of enactment 
of the Higher Education Amendments of 1998 
and only makes loans to undergraduate stu- 
dents who are 22 years of age or younger and 
has a portfolio of not more than $10,000,000; and 
in determining whether the making or holding 
of loans to students and parents under this part 
is the primary consumer credit function of the 
eligible lender, all loans (including student 
loans and other consumer loans) made or held 
as trustee or in a trust capacity for the benefit 
of a third party shall be considered“; 

(2) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) by striking and at the end of subpara- 
graph (1); 

(B) by striking the period at the end of sub- 
paragraph (J) and inserting , and“ and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

) a wholly owned subsidiary of a publicly 
held holding company which, for the three years 
preceding the date of enactment of this subpara- 
graph, through one or more subsidiaries (i) acts 
as a finance company, and (ii) participates in 
the program authorized by this part pursuant to 
subparagraph (C)., and 

(3) in paragraph (5), by adding at the end the 

following new sentence: 
“It shall not be a violation of this paragraph for 
a lender to provide assistance to institutions of 
higher education comparable to the kinds of as- 
sistance provided to institutions of higher edu- 
cation by the Department of Education. 
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(c) LINE OF CREDIT.—Section 435(e) is amend- 
ed to read as follows: 

(e) LINE OF CREDIT.—The term ‘line of credit’ 
means an agreement between the lender and the 
borrower pursuant to a master promissory note 
under which the lender may make and disburse, 
in addition to the initial loan, additional loans 
in subsequent years.“. 

SEC. 426. DISCHARGE, 

(a) DOCUMENTATION.—Section 437(a) (20 
U.S.C. 1087(a)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: “A certification of permanent and 
total disability from a Veteran's Hospital shall 
be acceptable documentation for discharge 
under this subsection. ”. 

(b) DISCHARGE.—Section 437(c)(1) is amend- 


(1) by inserting after ‘‘falsely certified by the 
eligible institution,” the following: “or if the in- 
stitution failed to make a refund of loan pro- 
ceeds which it owed to such student’s lender, , 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
sentences; “In the case of a discharge based 
upon a failure to refund, the amount of the dis- 
charge shall not exceed that portion of the loan 
which should have been refunded. The Sec- 
retary shall report to the Committee on Edu- 
cation and the Workforce of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources of the Senate annually as to 
the dollar amount of loan discharges attrib- 
utable to failures to make refunds."’. 

SEC. 427. CANCELLATION OF LOANS FOR CER- 
TAIN PUBLIC SERVICE. 

Section 437 is further amended— 

(1) in the section heading, by striking out the 
period at the end thereof and inserting in lieu 
thereof a semicolon and “loan forgiveness for 
teaching.”; 

(2) by amending the heading for subsection (c) 
to read as follows: ‘‘DISCHARGE RELATED TO 
SCHOOL CLOSURE OR FALSE CERTIFICATION.—"’; 
and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsection: 

“(e) CANCELLATION OF LOANS FOR TEACH- 
ING.— 

‘(1) FUNCTIONS OF SECRETARY.—The Sec- 
retary shall discharge the liability of a borrower 
of a qualifying loan by repaying the amount 
owed on the loan, to the extent specified in 
paragraph (4), for service described in para- 
graph (3). 

A) QUALIFYING LOANS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub- 
section, a loan is a qualifying loan if— 

i the loan was made under section 428 on or 
after the date of enactment of the Higher Edu- 
cation Amendments of 1998 to a borrower who, 
on the date of entering into the note or other 
written evidence of the loan, had no out- 
standing balance of principal or interest on any 
loan made before such date; and 

ii) the loan was obtained to cover the cost of 
instruction for an academic year after the first 
and second year of undergraduate education. 

“(B) LIMITATION.—The Secretary may not 
repay loans described in subparagraph (A) to 
cover the costs of instruction for more than two 
academic years, or three academic years in the 
case of a program of instruction normally re- 
quiring five years. 

„ TREATMENT OF CONSOLIDATION LOANS.— 
A loan made under section 428C may be a quali- 
fying loan for the purposes of this subsection 
only to the ertent that such loan was used to 
repay a loan or loans that meet the require- 
ments of subparagraphs (A) and (B), as deter- 
mined in accordance with regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary. 

*(3) QUALIFYING SERVICE.—A loan shall be 
discharged under paragraph (1) for service by 
the borrower as a full-time teacher for each 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


complete academic year of service, after comple- 
tion of the second academic year of service, in a 
public or other nonprofit private elementary or 
secondary school— 

“(A) which is in the school district of a local 
educational agency which is eligible in such 
year for assistance pursuant to title I of the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 1965; 
and 

() which for the purpose of this paragraph 
and for that year has been determined by the 
State educational agency of the State in which 
the school is located to be a school in which the 
enrollment of children counted under section 
1124(c) of the Elementary and Secondary Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 exceeds 30 percent of the total 
enrollment of that school. 

“(4) RATE OF DISCHARGE.—(A) Loans shall be 
discharged under this subsection at the rate of— 

(i) 30 percent for the first or second complete 
academic year of qualifying service as described 
in paragraph (3) (after completion of two years 
of service); and 

„ii) 40 percent for the third complete year of 
such qualifying service. 

“(B) The total amount that may be discharged 
under this subsection for any borrower shall not 
exceed $17,750. 

“(C) If a portion of a loan is discharged under 
subparagraph (A) for any year, the entire 
amount of interest on that loan that accrues for 
that year shall also be discharged by the Sec- 
retary. 

“(D) Nothing in this section shall be con- 
strued to authorize refunding of any repayment 
of a loan. 

“(5) LIMITATION ON TEACHER ELIGIBILITY.— 

H(A) SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS.—A bor- 
rower may not receive assistance under this sub- 
section by virtue of teaching in a secondary 
school unless such borrower majored in the sub- 
ject area in which they are teaching. 

“(B) ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TEACHERS.—A bor- 
rower may not receive assistance under this sub- 
section by virtue of teaching in a elementary 
school unless such borrower demonstrates, in 
accordance with State teacher certification or li- 
censing requirements, subject matter knowledge 
and teaching skills in reading, writing, mathe- 
matics, and other subjects taught in elementary 
schools. 

“(6) PREVENTION OF DOUBLE BENEFITS.—No 
borrower may, for the same service, receive a 
benefit under both this subsection and subtitle 
D of title I of the National and Community 
Service Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12571 et seq.). 

“(7) METHOD OF PAYMENT.—The Secretary 
shall specify in regulations the manner in which 
lenders shall be reimbursed for loans made 
under this part, or portions thereof, that are 
discharged under this subsection. 

“(8) List.—lf the list of schools in which a 
teacher may perform service pursuant to para- 
graph (3) is not available before May 1 of any 
year, the Secretary may use the list for the year 
preceding the year for which the determination 
is made to make such service determination. 

“(9) CONTINUING ELIGIBILITY.—Any teacher 
who performs service in a school which— 

“(A) meets the requirements of paragraph (3) 
in any year during such service; and 

() in a subsequent year fails to meet the re- 
quirements of such subsection, 
may continue to teach in such school and shall 
be eligible for loan cancellation pursuant to this 
subsection with respect to such subsequent 
years."’. 

SEC. 428. DEBT MANAGEMENT OPTIONS. 

Section 437A (20 U.S.C. 1087-0) is repealed. 
SEC. 429. SPECIAL ALLOWANCES. 

(a) COMmPUTATION.—Section 
U.S.C. 1087-1(b)(2)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking “(E), and 
() and inserting “and ( and 


438(b)(2) ( 


7243 


(2) in subparagraph (B)(iv), by striking, (E), 
or (“ and inserting “or (E)“. 

(b) ORIGINATION FEES.—Section 438(c) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) by striking “(other than” and inserting 
“(including loans made under section 428H, but 
ercluding ; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
sentence: Except as provided in paragraph (8), 
a lender is not authorized to assess an origina- 
tion fee under this paragraph unless the lender 
assesses the same fee to all student borrowers.’’; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

) EXCEPTION.—Notwithstanding paragraph 
(2), a lender may assess a lesser origination fee 
for a borrower demonstrating greater financial 
need as determined by such borrower's adjusted 
gross family income."’. 

(c) LENDING FROM PROCEEDS OF TAX EXEMPT 
OBLIGATIONS.—Section 438 is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (e); and 

(2) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub- 
section (e). 

(d) StuDy.—Section 438 is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

“(H StuDy.—The Comptroller General shall 
conduct a statistical analysis of the subsidized 
and unsubsidized student loan programs under 
part B to gather data on lenders’ policies on 
charging origination fees and to determine if 
there are any anomalies that would indicate 
any institutional, programmatic, or socio- 
economic discrimination in the assessing or 
waiving of such fees. The Comptroller General 
shall report to the appropriate committees of 
Congress within two years after the date of en- 
actment of the Higher Education Amendments 
of 199086. 

PART C—FEDERAL WORK-STUDY 
PROGRAMS 
SEC. 435. AMENDMENTS TO PART C. 

(a) EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY; DEFINITION,— 

(1) ELIGIBLE STUDENTS.—Section 441(a) (20 
U.S.C. 2751(a)) is amended by inserting after 
“professional students” the following: , in- 
cluding students participating in an internship 
or practicum, or as a research assistant, as de- 
termined by the Secretary.“ 

(2) EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY.—Section 441(b) 
is amended by striking 800, 000. 0% for fiscal 
year 1993" and inserting ‘'$1,000,000,000 for fis- 
cal year 1999“. 

(3) DEFINITION OF COMMUNITY SERVICE.—Sec- 
tion 441(c) is amended by striking “which are” 
and inserting that are performed off-campus or 
on-campus and that are“. 

(b) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—Section 442 (42 
U.S.C. 2752) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (b); 

(2) in subsection (c)(1), by striking ‘“‘three- 
quarters of the remainder" and inserting ‘‘the 
remainder”; 

(3) in subsection (c)(2)(A)(i), by striking sub- 
section (d)” and inserting “subsection (c)“: 

(4) in subsection (e)(1), by striking “‘subsection 
(c) and inserting “subsection (b)”; and 

(5) by redesignating subsections (c), (d), (e), 
and (f) as subsections (b), (c), (d), and (e), re- 
spectively. 

(c) TUTORING AND LITERACY ACTIVITIES.— 

Section 443 of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (42 U.S.C. 2753) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(2)— 

(A) by striking “and” at the end of subpara- 
graph (A); 

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as sub- 
paragraph (C); and 

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following new subparagraph: 

“(B) in academic year 1999 and succeeding 
academic years, an institution shall use at least 
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2 percent of the total amount of funds granted 
to such institution under this section for such 
academic year in accordance with subsection 
(d); and"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

d) TUTORING AND LITERACY ACTIVITIES — 

“(1) USE OF FUNDS.—In any academic year to 
which subsection (b)(2)(B) applies, an institu- 
tion shall use the amount required to be used in 
accordance with this subsection to compensate 
(including compensation for time spent in di- 
rectly related training and travel) students— 

(A) employed as a reading tutor for children 
who are in preschool through elementary 
school; or 

“(B) employed in family literacy projects. 

“(2) PRIORITY FOR SCHOOLS.—An institution 
shall— 

“(A) give priority, in using such funds, to the 
employment of students in the provision of tu- 
toring services in schools that— 

“(i) are identified for school improvement 
under section 1116(c) of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965; or 

ii) are selected by a local educational agen- 
cy under section 15104(a)(2) of such Act; and 

“(B) ensure that any student compensated 
with such funds who is employed in a school se- 
lected under section 15104(a)(2) of the Elemen- 
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 is 
trained in the instructional practices based on 
reliable, replicable research on reading used by 
the school pursuant to such section 15104. 

ö) FEDERAL SHARE. The Federal share of 
the compensation of work study students com- 
pensated under this subsection may exceed 75 
percent. 

(4) WAIVER.—The Secretary may waive the 
requirements of this subsection if the Secretary 
determines that enforcing such requirements 
would cause a hardship for students at the in- 
stitution. 

) RETURN OF FUNDS.—Any institution that 
does not use the amount required under this 
subsection, and that does not request and re- 
ceive a waiver from the Secretary under para- 
graph (4), shall return to the Secretary, at such 
time as the Secretary may require for realloca- 
tion under paragraph (6), any balance of such 
amount that is not used as so required. 

“(6) REALLOCATION.—The Secretary shall 
reallot any amounts returned pursuant to para- 
graph (5) among institutions that used at least 
4 percent of the total amount of funds granted 
to such institution under this section to com- 
pensate students employed in tutoring and lit- 
eracy activities in the preceding academic year. 
Such funds shall be reallotted among such insti- 
tutions on the same basis as excess eligible 
amounts are allocated to institutions pursuant 
to section 442(c). Funds received by institutions 
pursuant to this paragraph shall be used in the 
same manner as amounts required to be used in 
accordance with this subsection."’. 

(d) GRANT REQUIREMENTS.— 

(1) COMMUNITY SERVICE.—Section 443(b)(2)(A) 
(42 U.S.C. 2753(b)(2)(A)) is amended— 

(A) by striking “in fiscal year 1994 and suc- 
ceeding fiscal years,; and 

(B) by inserting “(including time spent in 
travel or training, or both, directly related to 
such community service) after community 
service“. 

(2) USE OF FUNDS FOR INDEPENDENT AND LESS- 
THAN-FULL-TIME STUDENTS.—Section 443(b)(3) 
(42 U.S.C. 2753(b)(3)) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

) provide that in the selection of students 
for employment under such work-study pro- 
gram, only students, who demonstrate financial 
need in accordance with part F of this title, and 
who meet the requirements of section 484 will be 
assisted, except that if the institution 's grant 
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under this part is directly or indirectly based in 
part on the financial need demonstrated by stu- 
dents who are (A) attending the institution less 
than full time, or (B) independent students, 
then grant funds shall be made available to 
such less than full-time and independent stu- 
dents: 

(3) AVAILABILITY OF EMPLOYMENT.—Section 
443(b)(6) is amended by striking everything after 
in need thereof" and inserting a semicolon. 

(4) ACADEMIC RELEVANCE.—Section 443(c)(4) is 
amended by inserting before the semicolon at 
the end the following: “, to the maximum extent 
practicable”. 

(e) FLEXIBLE USE OF FUNDS.—Section 445(b) 
(42 U.S.C. 2755(b)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph: 

“(3) An eligible institution may, with the per- 
mission of a student, make payments to the stu- 
dent under this part by crediting the student’s 
account at the institution or by making a direct 
deposit to the student’s account at a depository 
institution. An eligible institution may only 
credit the student's account at the institution 
for (A) tuition and fees, (B) in the case of insti- 
tutionally owned housing, room and board, and 
(C) other institutionally provided goods and 
services. 

(f) JoB LOCATION AND DEVELOPMENT PRO- 
GRAMS.—Section 446 (42 U.S.C. 2756) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘$50,000"’ 
560, 00, and 

(B) by striking community service jobs, for 
currently enrolled students and inserting 
“community service jobs and cooperative edu- 
cation jobs, for currently enrolled students, in- 
cluding students participating in work-study 
programs under this part”; and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (4) through 
(6) as paragraphs (5) through (7); and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

) provide that the institution will notify 
the Secretary if the institution will use funds 
under this section to develop cooperative edu- 
cation jobs and will provide assurances that— 

the funds provided under this paragraph 
will supplement and not supplant any coopera- 
tive education funds available to the institution; 

“(B) in the case of 2-year programs, funds 
will be used to develop and expand cooperative 
education, jobs for associate degree or certificate 
students only; 

“(C) the work portion of a cooperative edu- 
cation job developed or erpanded under this 
paragraph will be related to a student's aca- 
demic program; and 

D) the institution will furnish the Secretary 
a report on cooperative education jobs erpanded 
and developed under this paragraph, includ- 
ing— 

(i) how the funds were used; 

ii) a list of employers and whether the em- 
ployer is a for-profit or not-for-profit entity; 
and 

(iii) the employers’ role in the cooperative 
education job.. 

(g) WORK COLLEGES EXTENSION OF AUTHOR- 
iTy.—Section 448(f) (42 U.S.C. 2756b(f)) is 
amended by striking ‘1993’’ and inserting 
7999“. 

PART D—WILLIAM D. FORD FEDERAL 
DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM 
SEC. 436. SELECTION OF INSTITUTIONS. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—Section 453(a) (20 
U.S.C. 1087c(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “PHASE-IN" and everything 
that follows through ‘GENERAL AUTHORITY.—" 
and inserting “GENERAL AUTHORITY.—"'; and 

(2) by striking paragraphs (2), (3), and (4). 

(b) SELECTION CRITERIA.—Section 453(b)(2) is 
amended by striking prescribe.“ and every- 
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thing that follows through the end of subpara- 
graph (B) and inserting ‘‘prescribe."’. 

(c) ORIGINATION.—Section 453(c) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) in the heading, by striking “TRANSITION 
SELECTION CRITERIA” and inserting “SELECTION 
CRITERIA"; 

(B) by striking For academic year 1994-1995, 
the Secretary" and inserting “The Secretary”; 

(C) by striking subparagraph (A); and 

(D) in subparagraph (E), by striking every- 
thing aſter deſiciencies and inserting a semi- 
colon; and 

(E) by redesignating subparagraphs (B) 
through (H) as subparagraphs (A) through (G); 
and 

(2) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) in the heading, by striking AFTER TRAN- 
SITION’’; and 

(B) by striking For academic year 1995-1996 
and subsequent academic years, the Secretary” 
and inserting “The Secretary”. 

SEC. 437. TERMS AND CONDITIONS. 

(a) INTEREST RATES.— 

(1) AMENDMENT.—Section 455(b) (20 U.S.C. 
1087e(b)) is amended to read as follows: 

„D INTEREST RATE.— 

Y RATES FOR FDSL AND FDUSL.—For Federal 
Direct Stafford Loans and Federal Direct Un- 
subsidized Stafford Loans for which the first 
disbursement is made on or after July 1, 1998, 
the applicable rate of interest shall, during any 
12-month period beginning on July 1 and ending 
on June 30, be determined on the preceding June 
1 and be equal to— 

“(A) the bond equivalent rate of 91-day Treas- 
ury bills auctioned at the final auction held 
prior to such June 1; plus 

“(B) 2.3 percent, 
except that such rate shall not exceed 8.25 per- 
cent. 

(2) IN SCHOOL AND GRACE PERIOD RULES.— 
With respect to any Federal Direct Stafford 
Loan or Federal Direct Unsubsidized Stafford 
Loan for which the first disbursement is made 
on or after July 1, 1995, the applicable rate of 
interest for interest which accrues— 

(A) prior to the beginning of the repayment 
period of the loan; or 

“(B) during the period in which principal 
need not be paid (whether or not such principal 
is in fact paid) by reason of a provision de- 
scribed in section 428(b)(1)(M) or 427(a)(2)(C), 
shall be determined under paragraph (1) by sub- 
stituting ‘1.7 percent’ for ‘2.3 percent’. 

(3) PLUS LOANS.—With respect to Federal 
Direct PLUS Loan for which the first disburse- 
ment is made on or after July 1, 1998, the appli- 
cable rate of interest shall be determined under 
paragraph (1)— 

by substituting ‘3.1 percent’ for ‘2.3 per- 
cent and 

) by substituting 9.0 percent’ for ‘8.25 per- 
cent’. 

“(4) REPAYMENT — INCENTIVES.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of this part, the 
Secretary is authorized to prescribe in regula- 
tion such reductions in the interest rate paid by 
a borrower of a loan made under this part as 
the Secretary determines appropriate to encour- 
age on-time repayment. Such reductions may be 
offered only if the Secretary determines they are 
both cost neutral and in the best financial inter- 
est of the Federal Government. Any increase in 
subsidy costs resulting from such reductions 
must be completely offset by corresponding sav- 
ings in funds available for the Direct Loan Pro- 
gram in that fiscal year from section 458 and 
other administrative accounts. 

) PUBLICATION.—The Secretary shall deter- 
mine the applicable rates of interest under this 
subsection after consultation with the Secretary 
of the Treasury and shall publish such rate in 
the Federal Register as soon as practicable after 
the date of determination. 
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(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply with respect to any 
loan made under part D of title IV of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 for which the first dis- 
bursement is made on or after July 1, 1998. 

(b) CONSOLIDATION LOANS.—The first sentence 
of section 455(g) is amended by striking every- 
thing after section 428C(a)(4)"’ and inserting a 
period. 

SEC. 438. CONTRACTS, 

Section 456(b) (20 U.S.C. 1087f(b)) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by inserting and“ after the semicolon at 
the end of paragraph (3); 

(2) by striking paragraph (4); and 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para- 
graph (4). 

SEC. 439. FUNDS FOR ADMINISTRATIVE EX- 
PENSES. 


Section 458 (20 U.S.C. 1087h) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by striking subpara- 
graph (B) and everything that follows and in- 
serting the following: 

) account maintenance fees payable to 
guaranty agencies under part B and calculated 
in accordance with paragraph (2), 
not to exceed (from such funds not otherwise 
appropriated) $626,000,000 in fiscal year 1999, 
$726,000,000 in fiscal year 2000, $770,000,000 in 
fiscal year 2001, $780,000,000 in fiscal year 2002, 
and $795,000,000 in fiscal year 2003. Account 
maintenance fees under subparagraph (B) of 
this paragraph shall be paid quarterly and de- 
posited in the Operating Fund established under 
422B. The Secretary may carry over funds avail- 
able under this section to a subsequent fiscal 
year."’; 

(2) by striking paragraph (2) of subsection (a) 
and inserting the following: 

“(2) CALCULATION BASIS.—Account mainte- 
nance fees payable to guaranty agencies under 
paragraph (1)(B) shall be calculated for fiscal 
year 1999 and fiscal year 2000, on the basis of 
0.12 percent of the original principal amount of 
outstanding loans on which insurance was 
issued under part B, and for fiscal years 2001 
and succeeding fiscal years, shall be calculated 
on the basis of 0.10 percent of the original prin- 
cipal amount of outstanding loans on which in- 
surance was issued under part B., and 

(3) by striking subsection (d). 

SEC, 440. AUTHORITY TO SELL LOANS. 

Part D of title IV (20 U.S.C. 1087a et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 

“SEC. 459. AUTHORITY TO SELL LOANS. 

“The Secretary, in consultation with the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, is authorized to sell 
loans made under this part on such terms as the 
Secretary determines are in the best interest of 
the United States, except that any such sale 
shall not result in any cost to the Federal Gov- 
ernment. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the proceeds of any such sale may be 
used by the Secretary to offer reductions in the 
interest rate paid by a borrower of a loan made 
under this part as the Secretary determines ap- 
propriate to encourage on-time repayment. Such 
reductions may be offered only if the Secretary 
determines they are in the best financial inter- 
ests of the Federal Government.“ 

SEC. 441. CANCELLATION OF LOANS FOR CER- 
TAIN PUBLIC SERVICE. 

Part D of title IV is amended by inserting 
after section 459, as added by section 440, the 
following new section: 

“SEC. 459A. CANCELLATION OF LOANS FOR CER- 
TAIN PUBLIC SERVICE. 

( CANCELLATION OF PERCENTAGE OF DEBT 
BASED ON YEARS OF QUALIFYING SERVICE.— 

“(1) FUNCTIONS OF SECRETARY.—The percent 
specified in paragraph (4) of the total amount of 
any qualifying loan shall be canceled for each 
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complete year of service by the borrower de- 
scribed in paragraph (3). 

ö) QUALIFYING LOANS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub- 
section, a loan is a qualifying loan if— 

i the loan was a Federal Direct Stafford 
Loan made on or after the date of enactment of 
the Higher Education Amendments of 1998 to a 
borrower who, on the date of entering into the 
note or other written evidence of the loan, had 
no outstanding balance of principal or interest 
on any loan made before such date; and 

(ui) the loan was obtained to cover the cost of 
instruction for an academic year after the first 
and second year of undergraduate education. 

( LIMITATION.—The Secretary may not 
repay loans described in subparagraph (A) to 
cover the costs of instruction for more than two 
academic years, or three academic years in the 
case of a program of instruction normally re- 
quiring five years. 

*(C) TREATMENT OF CONSOLIDATION LOANS.— 
A Federal Direct Consolidation Loan may be a 
qualifying loan for the purposes of this sub- 
section only to the extent that such loan was 
used to repay a loan or loans that meet the re- 
quirements of subparagraphs (A) and (B), as de- 
termined in accordance with regulations pre- 
scribed by the Secretary. 

(3) QUALIFYING SERVICE.—A loan shall be 
cancelled under paragraph (1) for service by the 
borrower as a full-time teacher for each com- 
plete academic year of service, after completion 
of the second academic year of service, in a pub- 
lic or other nonprofit private elementary or sec- 
ondary school— 

“(A) which is in the school district of a local 
educational agency which is eligible in such 
year for assistance pursuant to title I of the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 1965; 
and 

() which for the purpose of this paragraph 
and for that year has been determined by the 
State educational agency of the State in which 
the school is located to be a school in which the 
enrollment of children counted under section 
1124(c) of the Elementary and Secondary Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 exceeds 30 percent of the total 
enrollment of that school. 

C PERCENTAGE OF CANCELLATION.—(A) The 
percent of a loan which shall be canceled under 
paragraph (1) of this subsection is at the rate 
of— 

(i) 30 percent for the first or second complete 
academic year of qualifying service as described 
in paragraph (3) (after completion of two years 
of service); and 

ii) 40 percent for the third complete year of 
such qualifying service. 

“(B) The total amount that may be canceled 
under this subsection for any borrower shall not 
exceed $17,750. 

"(C) If a portion of a loan is canceled under 
this subsection for any year, the entire amount 
of interest on such loan which accrues for such 
year shall be canceled. 

“(D) Nothing in this section shall be con- 
strued to authorize refunding of any repayment 
of a loan. 

“(5) LIMITATION ON TEACHER ELIGIBILITY.— 

H(A) SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS.—A bor- 
rower may not receive assistance under this sub- 
section by virtue of teaching in a secondary 
school unless such borrower majored in the sub- 
ject area in which they are teaching. 

(B) ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TEACHERS.—A bor- 
rower may not receive assistance under this sub- 
section by virtue of teaching in a elementary 
school unless such borrower demonstrates, in 
accordance with State teacher certification or li- 
censing requirements, subject matter knowledge 
and teaching skills in reading, writing, mathe- 
matics, and other subjects taught in elementary 
schools. 
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“(6) DEFINITION.—For the purpose of this sec- 
tion, the term ‘year’ where applied to service as 
a teacher means an academic year as defined by 
the Secretary. 

“(7) PREVENTION OF DOUBLE BENEFITS.—No 
borrower may, for the same volunteer service, 
receive a benefit under both this section and 
subtitle D of title I of the National and Commu- 
nity Service Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12571 et seq.). 

“(b) SPECIAL RULES.— 

I List.—If the list of schools in which a 
teacher may perform service pursuant to sub- 
section (a)(3) is not available before May 1 of 
any year, the Secretary may use the list for the 
year preceding the year for which the deter- 
mination is made to make such service deter- 
mination, 

“(2) CONTINUING ELIGIBILITY.—Any teacher 
who performs service in a school which— 

(A) meets the requirements of subsection 
(a)(3) in any year during such service; and 

) in a subsequent year fails to meet the re- 
quirements of such subsection, 
may continue to teach in such school and shall 
be eligible for loan cancellation pursuant to sub- 
section (a)(1) with respect to such subsequent 
years.. 

PART E—FEDERAL PERKINS LOANS 
SEC. 445. AMENDMENTS TO PART E. 

(a) EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY.—Section 461(b) 
(20 U.S.C. 1087aa(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking 199 and 
inserting 1999, and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking 1997 each 
place it appears and inserting 2003“. 

(b) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—Section 462 (20 
U.S.C. 1087bb) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (b); 

(2) in subsection (c)(1), by striking ‘‘three- 
quarters of the remainder” and inserting ‘‘the 
remainder"; 

(3) in subsection (c)(2), by striking ‘‘subsection 
() and inserting "subsection (f)"’; 

(4) in subsection (c)(3)— 

(A) by striking ‘subsection (d)“ and inserting 
“subsection (c)“; 

(B) by striking "subsection (f)" and inserting 
“subsection (e); and 

(C) by striking ‘‘subsection (g) and inserting 
“subsection ) 

(5) in subsection Y, by striking ‘‘subsection 
(g)" and inserting ‘‘subsection (f)"’; 

(6) in subsection (j)(2)— 

(A) by striking "subsection (c) and inserting 
“subsection (h); and 

(B) by striking ‘‘subsection (c) of section 462” 
and inserting *‘subsection (h); and 

(7) by redesignating subsections (c) through (j) 
as subsections (b) through (i), respectively. 

(c) DEFAULT REDUCTION PENALTIES.—Section 
162(e)(2)(A) (as redesignated by subsection (b)(7) 
of this section) is amended by inserting before 
the semicolon at the end the following: , except 
that a plan shall not be required with respect to 
any such institution that has a default rate of 
less than 20 percent and has less than 100 stu- 
dents who have loans under this part in any 
academic year”. 

(d) DEFINITIONS FOR DEFAULT RATE CALCULA- 
TIONS.—Section 462(g) (as redesignated by sub- 
section (b)(7) of this section) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following new paragraph: 

“(5) For the purpose of this subsection, the 
term ‘satisfactory arrangements to resume pay- 
ment’ includes 

(A) receipt of voluntary monthly payments 
for three consecutive months after the time peri- 
ods specified in paragraph (4); 

) receipt of voluntary payments sufficient 
to bring the loan current prior to the calculation 
being made for any award year under para- 
graph (3); 

O) obtaining any deferment, postponement, 
rehabilitation, forbearance, or cancellation of 
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the loan after the time periods specified in para- 
graph (4), but prior to the calculation being 
made for any award year under paragraph (3); 

D) receipt of the full amount due on the 
loan after the time periods specified in para- 
graph (4), but prior to the calculation being 
made for any award year under paragraph (3); 
or 

) any other arrangements to resume pay- 
ment which the Secretary determines to be satis- 
factory."’. 

(e) REPORTS TO CREDIT BUREAUS OF PAYMENT 
REM IOS. Section  463(c) (20 U.S.C. 
1087cc(c)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 

“(5) Each institution of higher education 
shall notify the appropriate credit bureau orga- 
nizations whenever a borrower of a loan that is 
made and held by the institution and that is in 
default makes 12 consecutive monthly payments 
on such loan, for the purpose of encouraging 
such organizations to update the status of infor- 
mation maintained with respect to that bor- 
rower."’. 

(f) INCENTIVE REPAYMENT PROGRAMS.—Sec- 
tion 463 is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

“(f) INCENTIVE REPAYMENT PROGRAMS.— 

“(1) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—Any institution 
of higher education participating in the pro- 
gram under this part may establish, with the 
approval of the Secretary, an incentive repay- 
ment program designed to reduce defaults on 
loans under this part and to assist in replen- 
ishing the student loan fund established under 
this part. 

“(2) CONTENTS OF PROGRAM.—An incentive re- 
payment program under this part may contain 
provisions that— 

(A) offer a reduction in the interest rate on 
a loan on which the borrower has made 48 con- 
secutive monthly payments, but in no event may 
the interest rate be reduced by more than one 
percent; 

) provide for a discount on the balance 
owed on a loan on which the borrower pays the 
principal and interest in full prior to the end of 
the applicable repayment period, but in no event 
shall such discount erceed 5 percent of the un- 
paid principal balance due on the loan at the 
time the early repayment is made; and 

“(C) include such other incentive repayment 
options as the institution determines, with the 
approval of the Secretary, will carry out the ob- 
jectives of this subsection. 

“(3) NO NET COST TO THE GOVERNMENT.—No 
incentive option contained in a program author- 
ized by this subsection may be charged to the 
Federal Government. 

(g) TERMS OF LOANS.— 

(1) AGGREGATE AMOUNT.—Section 464(a)(2)(B) 
(20 U.S.C. 1087dd(a)(2)(B)) is amended by strik- 
ing “the aggregate of the loans for all years” 
and inserting the aggregate unpaid principal 
amount for all loans“. 

(2) ALLOCATION TO LESS-THAN-FULL-TIME STU- 
DENTS.—Section 464(b) is amended— 

(A) by striking “(1)”; and 

(B) by striking paragraph (2). 

(3) QUALIFICATION FOR DEFERMENTS.—Section 
464(c)(2) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subparagraph: 

(0) An individual with an outstanding loan 
balance who meets the eligibility criteria for a 
deferment described in subparagraph (A) as in 
effect on the date of enactment of this subpara- 
graph shall be eligible for deferment under this 
paragraph notwithstanding any contrary provi- 
sion of the promissory note under which the 
loan or loans were made, and notwithstanding 
any amendment (or effective date provision re- 
lating to any amendment) to this section made 
prior to the date of such deferment."’. 

(4) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The matter fol- 
lowing clause (iv) of section 464(c)(2)(A) is 
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amended by striking “subparagraph (B)” and 
inserting “subparagraph (A) of paragraph (1)”’. 

(h) REHABILITATION AND DISCHARGE OF 
LOANS.—Section 464 is further amended by add- 
ing at the end the following new subsections: 

“(g) REHABILITATION OF LOANS.{1)(A) If the 
borrower of a loan made under this part who 
has defaulted on the loan makes 12 on-time, 
consecutive, monthly payments of amounts 
owed on the loan, the loan shall be considered 
rehabilitated, and the institution that made the 
loan (or the Secretary, in the case of a loan held 
by the Secretary) shall instruct any credit re- 
porting organization to which the default was 
reported to remove the default from the bor- 
rower's credit history. 

) As long as the borrower continues to 
make scheduled repayments on a loan rehabili- 
tated under this paragraph, the rehabilitated 
loan shall be subject to the same terms and con- 
ditions, and qualify for the same benefits and 
privileges, as other loans made under this part. 

“(C) The borrower of a rehabilitated loan 
shall not be precluded by section 484 from re- 
ceiving additional grant, loan, or work assist- 
ance under this title (for which he or she is oth- 
erwise eligible) on the basis of defaulting on the 
loan prior to such rehabilitation. 

D) A borrower may obtain the benefit of this 
paragraph with respect to rehabilitating the 
loan only once. 

“(2) If the borrower of loan made under this 
part who has defaulted on that loan makes 6 
on-time, consecutive, monthly payments of 
amounts owed on such loan, the borrower's eli- 
gibility for grant, loan, or work assistance 
under this title shall be restored. A borrower 
may obtain the benefit of this paragraph with 
respect to restored eligibility only once. 

“(h) DISCHARGE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—If a student borrower who 
received a loan made under this part on or after 
January 1, 1986, is unable to complete the pro- 
gram in which such student is enrolled due to 
the closure of the institution, then the Secretary 
shall discharge the borrower's liability on the 
loan (including interest and collection fees) by 
repaying the amount owed on the loan and 
shall subsequently pursue any claim available 
to such borrower against the institution and its 
affiliates and principals, or settle the loan obli- 
gation. 

“(2) ASSIGNMENT.—A borrower whose loan has 
been discharged pursuant to this subsection 
shall be deemed to have assigned to the United 
States the right to a loan refund up to the 
amount discharged against the institution and 
its affiliates and principals. 

“(3) ELIGIBILITY FOR ADDITIONAL ASSIST- 
ANCE.—The period of a student's assistance at 
an institution at which the student was unable 
to complete a course of study due to the closing 
of the institution shall not be considered for 
purposes of calculating the student's period of 
eligibility for additional assistance under this 
title. 

“(4) SPECIAL RULE.—A borrower whose loan 
has been discharged pursuant to this subsection 
shall not be precluded, because of that dis- 
charge, from receiving additional grant, loan, or 
work assistance under this title for which the 
borrower would be otherwise eligible (but for the 
default on the discharged loan). The amount 
discharged under this subsection shall be treat- 
ed the same as loans under section 465(a)(5). 

(5) REPORTING.—The Secretary or institu- 
tion, as the case may be, shall report to credit 
bureaus with respect to loans that have been 
discharged pursuant to this subsection."'. 

(i) CANCELLATION.—Section 465 (20 U.S.C. 
1087ee) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (2)(C), by striking section 
676(b)(9)"’ and inserting section 635(a)(10)"’; 
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(B) by striking subparagraph (H) of para- 
graph (2) and inserting the following: 

“(H) as a full-time nurse or medical techni- 
cian providing health care services:; 

(C) by striking the period at the end of sub- 
paragraph (1) of such paragraph and inserting 
a semicolon; 

(D) by adding at the end of such paragraph 
the following new subparagraphs: 

“(J) as a member of the Commissioned Corps 
of the Public Health Service of the United 
States; or 

“(K) as a non-physician mental health profes- 
sional providing health care services in a health 
professional shortage area designated under sec- 
tion 332 of the Public Health Service Act.; 

(E) in the last sentence of paragraph (2), by 
striking “section 602(a)(1)"’ and inserting ‘‘sec- 
tion 602(3)"'; and 

(F) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

“(7) An individual with an outstanding loan 
obligation who performs service of any type that 
is described in paragraph (2) as in effect on the 
date of enactment of this paragraph shall be eli- 
gible for cancellation under this section for such 
service notwithstanding any contrary provision 
of the promissory note under which the loan or 
loans .were made, and notwithstanding any 
amendment (or effective date provision relating 
to any amendment) to this section made prior to 
the date of such service.; and 

(2) in subsection (b), by adding at the end the 
following new sentence; “To the extent feasible, 
the Secretary shall pay the amounts for which 
any institution qualifies under this subsection 
no later than three months after the institution 
files an institutional application for campus- 
based funds. 

(j) DISTRIBUTION OF ASSETS.—Section 466 (20 
U.S.C. 1087ff) is amended— 

(1) by striking 1996 each place it appears 
and inserting 20037 ͤ and 

(2) by striking 1997 each place it appears 
and inserting 200 

(k) COLLECTION OF DEFAULTED LOANS.— 

(1) REPEAL.—Subsection (c) of section 467 (20 
U.S.C. 1087g9(c)) is repealed. 

(2) Deposir.—Any funds in the Perkins Re- 
volving Loan Fund on the date of enactment of 
this Act shall be deposited in the general fund 
of the Treasury. 

(UÙ STATUS CONFIRMATION REPORTS.—Section 
468 (20 U.S.C. 1087hh) is amended— 

(1) by inserting “(a) IN GENERAL.—" before 
“In carrying out"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

b) STUDENT STATUS CONFIRMATION RE- 
PORTS.—The Secretary shall ensure that bor- 
rowers under this part are included in the stu- 
dent status confirmation report required by the 
Secretary in the same manner as borrowers 
under parts B and D of this title. 

PART F—NEED ANALYSIS 
SEC. 446. COST OF ATTENDANCE. 

Section 472 (20 U.S.C. 108711) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2), by inserting after ‘‘per- 
sonal expenses the following: *, including a 
reasonable allowance for the rental or purchase 
of a personal computer.“; and 

(2) in paragraph (10), by striking everything 
aſter determining costs” and inserting a semi- 
colon. 

SEC. 447. DATA ELEMENTS. 

Section 474(b)(3) (20 U.S.C. 1087nn(b)(3)) is 
amended by inserting , ercluding the student's 
parents,” after “family of the student". 

SEC. 448. FAMILY CONTRIBUTION FOR DEPEND- 


ENT STUDENTS. 
(a) PARENTS’ CONTRIBUTION FROM ADJUSTED 
AVAILABLE INCOME.—Section 475(b)(3) (20 


U.S.C. 108700(b)(3)) is amended by inserting , 
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excluding the student's parents, after “number 
of the family members”. 

(b) FAMILY CONTRIBUTION FROM ASSETS.— 
Section 475 is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(1)(B), by striking par- 
ents’ contribution” and inserting ‘‘family con- 
tribution’; 

(2) in the heading of subsection (d), by strik- 
ing “PARENTS’ CONTRIBUTION” and inserting 
“FAMILY CONTRIBUTION"; 

(3) in subsection (d)(1)— 

(A) by striking parents“ contribution” and 
inserting “family contribution”; and 

(B) by striking “parental net worth” in sub- 
paragraph (A) and inserting ‘‘family net 
worth"; 

(4) in subsection (d)(2)— 

(A) by striking "PARENTAL" in the heading 
and inserting ‘‘FAMILY"’; 

(B) by striking “parental net worth and in- 
serting “family net worth”; and 

(C) by inserting , for both the parents and 
the dependent student” after by adding”; 

(5) by striking subsection (h); and 

(6) by redesignating subsection (i) as sub- 
section (h). 

(c) STUDENT CONTRIBUTION FROM AVAILABLE 
INCOME.—Section 475(g) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘$1,750; 
and“ and inserting 83.000, or a successor 
amount prescribed by the Secretary under sec- 
tion 478;""; 

(B) by striking the period at the end of sub- 
paragraph (E) and inserting , and"; and 

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (E) the 
following new subparagraph: 

Van allowance for parents’ negative avail- 
able income, determined in accordance with 
paragraph ()., and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

“(6) ALLOWANCE FOR PARENTS’ NEGATIVE 
AVAILABLE INCOME.—The allowance for parents’ 
negative available income is the amount, if any, 
by which the sum of the amounts deducted 
under subparagraphs (A) through (F) of para- 
graph (2) exceeds the parents’ total income (as 
defined in section 480).”’. 

(e) ADJUSTMENTS TO STUDENTS CONTRIBUTION 
FOR ENROLLMENT PERIODS OTHER THAN NINE 
Monrus.—Section 475 is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

“(i) ADJUSTMENTS TO STUDENTS CONTRIBUTION 
FOR ENROLLMENT PERIODS OF LESS THAN NINE 
MONTHS.—For periods of enrollment of less than 
nine months, the student's contribution from 
adjusted available income (as determined under 
subsection (g)) is determined, for purposes other 
than subpart 2 of part A, by dividing amount 
determined under such subsection by nine, and 
multiplying the result by the number of months 
in the period of enrollment. "'. 

SEC. 449. FAMILY CONTRIBUTION FOR INDE- 
PENDENT STUDENTS WITHOUT DE- 
PENDENTS OTHER THAN A SPOUSE. 

(a) ADJUSTMENTS FOR ENROLLMENT PERIODS 
OTHER THAN NINE MONTHS.—Section 476(a) (20 
U.S.C. 1087pp(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking and“ at the end of paragraph 
(1)(B); 

(2) by inserting und“ after the semicolon at 
the end of paragraph (2); and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

J) for periods of enroliment of other than 9 
months, for purposes other than subpart 2 of 
part A— 

“(A) dividing the quotient resulting under 
paragraph (2) by nine; and 

) multiplying the result by the number of 
months in the period of enrollment;”’. 

(b) CONTRIBUTION FROM AVAILABLE IN- 
COME.—Section 476(b)(1)(A)(iv) is amended— 
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(1) by striking “allowance of—" and inserting 
“allowance of the following amount (or a suc- 
cessor amount prescribed by the Secretary under 
section 478)—"’; 

(2) by striking ‘$3,000"’ each place it appears 
in subclauses (I) and (II) and inserting 
“$5,500”; and 

(3) by striking "$6,000" in subclause (III) and 
inserting 8.500. 

SEC. 450. FAMILY CONTRIBUTION FOR INDE- 
PENDENT STUDENTS WITH DEPEND- 
ENTS OTHER THAN A SPOUSE, 

Section 477(a) (20 U.S.C. 1087qq(a)) is amend- 

ed— 
(1) by striking “and” at the end of paragraph 
(2); 
(2) by inserting “and” after the semicolon at 
the end of paragraph (3); and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

) for periods of enrollment of other than 9 
months, for purposes other than subpart 2 of 
part A— 

“(A) dividing the quotient resulting under 
paragraph (3) by nine; and 

“(B) multiplying the result by the number of 
months in the period of enrollment;"’. 

SEC. 451. REGULATIONS; UPDATED TABLES AND 
AMOUNTS. 


Section 478(b) (20 U.S.C. 1087rr(b)) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by striking For each academic year” and 
inserting the following: 

“(1) REVISED TABLES,—For each academic 
year”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

ö REVISED AMOUNTS.—For each academic 
year after academic year 1997-1998, the Sec- 
retary shall publish in the Federal Register re- 
vised income protection allowances for the pur- 
pose of sections 475(g)(2)(D) and 476(b)(1)( A)(iv). 
Such revised allowances shall be developed by 
increasing each of the dollar amounts contained 
in such section by a percentage equal to the es- 
timated percentage increase in the Consumer 
Price Inder (as determined by the Secretary) be- 
tween December 1996 and the December nert 
preceding the beginning of such academic year, 
and rounding the result to the nearest $10."’. 
SEC. 452. DISCRETION OF STUDENT FINANCIAL 

AID ADMINISTRATORS. 

(a) SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES,—Section 479A(a) 
(20 U.S.C. 1087tt(a)) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by inserting after ‘(or 
both)" the following: “or, in extraordinary cir- 
cumstances, the amount of the expected family 
contribution,“ and 

(2) by inserting after the second sentence the 
following new sentence: “Special circumstances 
may include tuition erpenses at an elementary 
or secondary school, medical or dental erpenses 
not covered by insurance, unusually high child 
care costs, recent unemployment of a family 
member, or other changes in a family’s income 
or assets or a student's status, Extraordinary 
circumstances shall be defined by the Secretary 
by regulation. 

(b) REFUSAL OR ADJUSTMENT OF LOAN CER- 
TIFICATIONS.—Section 479A is amended by strik- 
ing subsection (c) and inserting the following: 

“(c) REFUSAL OR ADJUSTMENT OF LOAN CER- 
TIFICATIONS.—On a case-by-case basis, an eligi- 
ble institution may refuse to certify a statement 
which permits a student to receive a loan under 
part B, or refuse to make a loan under part D, 
or may certify a loan amount or make a loan 
that is less than the student's determination of 
need (as determined under this part), if the rea- 
son for the action is documented and provided 
in written form to the student and the student 
is afforded an opportunity to appeal the action 
in a timely fashion. No eligible institution shall 
discriminate against any borrower or applicant 
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in obtaining a loan on the basis of race, na- 

tional origin, religion, sex, marital status, age, 

or handicapped status. 

SEC, 453. TREATMENT OF OTHER FINANCIAL AS- 
SISTANCE. 

Section 480(j)(3) (20 U.S.C. 1087vv(j)(3)) is 
amended by inserting after “paragraph (H., the 
following: “a post-service benefit under chapter 
30 of title 38, United States Code, or“. 

PART G—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 461, DEFINITIONS. 

Section 481 (20 U.S.C. 1088), as amended by 
section 102(b), is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

„d) DISTANCE LEARNING.—For the purpose of 
any program under this title, the term ‘distance 
learning’ means an educational process that is 
characterized by the separation, in time or 
place, between instructor and student. Distance 
learning may include courses offered principally 
through the use of— 

J) television, audio, or computer trans- 
mission, such as open broadcast, closed circuit, 
cable, microwave, or satellite transmission; 

“(2) audio or computer conferencing; 

) video cassettes or discs; or 

correspondence. 
SEC. 462. MASTER CALENDAR. 

(a) REQUIRED SCHEDULE.—Section 482(a) (20 
U.S.C. 1089(a)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new paragraphs: 

ö) The Secretary shall, to the extent prac- 
ticable, notify eligible institutions, guaranty 
agencies, lenders, interested software providers, 
and, upon request, other interested parties, by 
December 1 prior to the start of an award year 
of minimal hardware and software requirements 
necessary to administer programs under this 
title. 

“(4) The Secretary shall attempt to conduct 
training activities for financial aid administra- 
tors and others in an expeditious and timely 
manner prior to the start of such award year in 
order to ensure that all participants are in- 
formed of all administrative requirements.“. 

(b) DELAY OF EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 
482(c) is amended by striking the second sen- 
tence and inserting the following: Ihe Sec- 
retary shall provide a period for public comment 
of not less than 60 days after publication of any 
notice of proposed rulemaking affecting pro- 
grams under this title.“. 

SEC. 463. FORMS AND REGULATIONS. 

(a) COMMON FINANCIAL AID FORM.—Section 
483(a) (20 U.S.C. 1090(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) by striking 4. C, D, and E“ and insert- 
ing A through E”; 

(B) by striking and to determine the need of 
a student for the purpose of part B of this title“, 
and 

(C) by striking the last sentence and inserting 
the following: “The Secretary shall include, on 
the first page of the form, a prominently dis- 
played notice to students and parents advising 
them to check with the college financial aid of- 
fice in the event that they have unusual cir- 
cumstances which may affect their eligibility for 
financial did.“, 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) by striking A, C, D, and E” each place 
it appears and inserting “A through E"; 

(B) by striking und the need of a student for 
the purpose of part B of this title,; and 

(C) by striking or have the student's need es- 
tablished for the purpose of part B of this title”; 

(3) in the first sentence of paragraph (3), by 
inserting processing loan applications and" 
after ‘‘for the purposes of"; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

) ELECTRONIC FORMS.—(A) The Secretary, 
in cooperation with representatives of agencies 
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and organizations involved in student financial 
assistance, including private computer software 
providers, shall develop an electronic version of 
the form described in paragraph (1). Such an 
electronic version shall not require a signature 
to be collected at the time such version is sub- 
mitted, as permitted by the Secretary. The Sec- 
retary shall prescribe such version no later than 
120 days after the date of enactment of the 
Higher Education Amendments of 1998. 

) Nothing in this section shall prohibit the 
use of the version of the form developed by the 
Secretary pursuant to subparagraph (A) by an 
eligible institution, eligible lender, guaranty 
agency, State grant agency, private computer 
software providers, a consortium thereof, or 
such other entities as the Secretary may des- 


ignate. 

“(C) The Secretary shall provide to such orga- 
nization or consortium necessary specifications 
that software developed, produced, distributed 
(including any diskette, modem or network com- 
munications, or otherwise) must meet. Included 
in the specifications shall be test cases that such 
organization or consortia must use to prove ac- 
curacy of its cases to the Secretary. If the re- 
sults of the test cases are inconsistent with the 
provisions of this part, the Secretary shall no- 
tify the submitting organizations or consortium 
of his objection within 30 days of such submis- 
sion. In the absence of such an objection the or- 
ganization or consortium may use the electronic 
form as submitted. No fee shall be charged to 
students in connection with the use of the elec- 
tronic form, or of any other electronic forms 
used in conjunction with such form in applying 
for Federal or State student financial assist- 
ance. 

“(D) The Secretary shall ensure that data col- 
lection complies with section 552a of title 5, 
United States Code, and that any entity using 
the version of the form developed by the Sec- 
retary pursuant to subparagraph (A) shall 
maintain reasonable and appropriate adminis- 
trative, technical, and physical safeguards to 
ensure the integrity and confidentiality of the 
information, and to protect against security 
threats, or unauthorized uses or disclosures of 
the information provided on the version of the 
form, Data collected by such version of the form 
shall be used only for the application, award, 
and administration of aid awarded under this 
title, State aid, or aid awarded by eligible insti- 
tutions or such entities as the Secretary may 
designate. No data collected by such version of 
the form shall be used for making final aid 
awards under this title until such data have 
been processed by the Secretary or a contractor 
or designee of the Secretary."’. 

(b) STREAMLINED REAPPLICATION PROCESS.— 
Section 483(b)(1) is amended by striking, with- 
in 240 days” and everything that follows 
through *‘of 1992. 

(c) INFORMATION TO COMMITTEES.—Section 
483(c) is amended by striking und Labor” and 
inserting and the Workforce”. 

(d) TOLL-FREE INFORMATION.—Section 483(d) 
is amended by striking section 633(c)"’ and in- 
serting section 685(d)(2)(C)""’. 

(e) REPEAL.—Subsection (f) of section 483 is 
repealed. 

SEC, 464. STUDENT ELIGIBILITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 484(a) (20 U.S.C. 
1091(a))— 

(1) in paragraph (4), by striking “the institu- 
tion” and everything that follows through 
lender), a document” and inserting “the Fed- 
eral Government, as part of the original finan- 
cial aid application process, a certification”; 
and 

(2) in paragraph (4)(B), by inserting aſter so- 
cial security number. the following: “and if a 
dependent student, the social security number of 
any parent of such student whose income infor- 
mation is required to be included on the form.“. 
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(b) TERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY.—Section 
484(j) is amended by inserting “until September 
30, 2001" after ‘‘a student shall be eligible". 

(c) VERIFICATION OF INCOME DATA.—Section 
484 is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

“(q) VERIFICATION OF INCOME DATA.— 

Y CONFIRMATION WITH IRS.—The Secretary 
of Education, in cooperation with the Secretary 
of the Treasury, is authorized to confirm with 
the Internal Revenue Service the adjusted gross 
income, filing status, and exemptions reported 
by applicants (including parents) under this 
title on their Federal income tar returns for the 
purpose of verifying the information reported by 
applicants on student financial aid applica- 
tions. 

"(2) NOTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish procedures under which an applicant is 
notified that the Internal Revenue Service will 
disclose to the Secretary tax return information 
as authorized under section 6103(U)(13) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1986. 

(d) SUSPENSION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR DRUG-RE- 
LATED OFFENSES.— 

(1) AMENDMENT.—Section 484 is further 
amended by adding at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

“(r) SUSPENSION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR DRUG- 
RELATED OFFENSES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—An individual student who 
has been convicted of any offense under any 
Federal or State law involving the possession or 
sale of a controlled substance shall not be eligi- 
ble to receive any grant, loan, or work assist- 
ance under this title during the period begin- 
ning on the date of such conviction and ending 
after the interval specified in the following 
table: 

“If convicted of an 

offense involving: 


The possession of Ineligibility period is: 


controlled sub- 

stance: 

First oſſense 1 year 

Second offense ... 2 years 

Third offense ..... indefinite 
The sale of a con- 

trolled substance: 

First offense ....... 2 years 

Second offense ... indefinite 


(2) REHABILITATION.—A student whose eligi- 
bility has been suspended under paragraph (1) 
may resume eligibility before the end of the pe- 
riod determined under such paragraph if the 
student satisfactorily completes a drug rehabili- 
tation program that complies with such criteria 
as the Secretary shall prescribe for purposes of 
this paragraph. 

) DEFINITIONS.—AS used in this subsection, 
the term ‘controlled substance’ has the meaning 
given in section 102(6) of the Controlled Sub- 
stances Act (21 U.S.C. 802(6))."’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE—The amendment made 
by paragraph (1) shall apply with respect to fi- 
nancial assistance to cover the costs of attend- 
ance for periods of enrollment beginning after 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 465. STATE COURT JUDGMENTS. 

Section 484A (20 U.S.C. Io) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new subsection: 

“(c) STATE COURT JUDGMENTS.—A judgment 
of a State court for the recovery of money pro- 
vided as grant, loan, or work assistance under 
this title that has been assigned or transferred 
to the Secretary under this title may be reg- 
istered in any district court by filing a certified 
copy of the judgment and the assignment or 
other transfer to the Secretary. A judgment so 
registered shall have the same force and effect, 
and may be enforced in the same manner, as a 
judgment of the district court of the district in 
which the judgment is registered. 

SEC. 466. INFORMATION FOR STUDENTS. 

(a) INFORMATION DISSEMINATION.—Section 

485(a) (20 U.S.C. 1092(a)) is amended— 
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(1) in paragraph (1), by striking the second 
sentence and inserting the following: “The in- 
formation required by this section shall be pro- 
duced and be made readily available upon re- 
quest, through appropriate publications, mail- 
ings, and electronic media to ail current stu- 
dents and to any prospective student. Each eli- 
gible institution shall, on an annual basis, pro- 
vide to all enrolled students a list of the infor- 
mation that is required to be provided by insti- 
tutions to students by this Act and section 444 
of the General Education Provisions Act (also 
referred to as the Family Educational Rights 
and Privacy Act of 1974), together with a state- 
ment of the procedures required to obtain such 
information."’; 

(2) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) in the first sentence, by striking , or en- 
rolled in any program of an eligible institution 
for which the prior program provides substantial 
preparation”; and 

(B) by striking subparagraph (A) and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(A) shall be made available by July 1 each 
year to current and prospective students prior to 
enrolling or entering into any financial obliga- 
tion; and"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

“(6) Each institution may, but is not required 
to, provide supplemental information to enrolled 
and prospective students showing the comple- 
tion or graduation rate for students transferring 
into the institution or information showing the 
rate at which students transfer out of the insti- 
tution."’. 

(b) DEPARTMENTAL. PUBLICATIONS.—Section 
485(d) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(1) assist“ and inserting ‘'(A) 


as; ’ 

(2) by striking (2) assist” and inserting ‘‘(B) 
assist; 

(3) by inserting ) before The Secretary” 
the first place it appears; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraphs: 

“(2) The Secretary shall, to the ertent such 
information is available, compile information 
describing State prepaid tuition programs and 
disseminate such information to States, eligible 
institutions, students, and parents in depart- 
mental publications. 

(3) The Secretary shall, to the extent prac- 
ticable, update the Department's Internet site to 
include direct links to databases which contain 
information on public and private financial as- 
sistance programs. The Secretary shall only pro- 
vide direct links to databases which can be 
accessed without charge and shall verify with 
appropriate parties that the databases included 
in the direct link are not in any way providing 
fraudulent information. The Secretary shall 
prominently display adjacent to the direct link 
a disclaimer indicating that a direct link to a 
database does not constitute an endorsement or 
recommendation of the database or its provider 
or any services or products of such provider. 
The Secretary shall provide additional direct 
links to information resources from which stu- 
dents may obtain information about fraudulent 
and deceptive practices in the provision of serv- 
ices related to student financial aid. 

(c) DISCLOSURES.—Section 485(e) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) by striking “his parents, his guidance” 
and inserting “the student's parents, guid- 
ance"; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
sentence: “If the institution is a member of a 
national collegiate athletic association that 
compiles graduation rate data on behalf of its 
member institutions that the Secretary deter- 
mines is substantially comparable to the infor- 
mation described in paragraph (1), the distribu- 
tion of the compilation of such data to all sec- 
ondary schools in the United States shall fulfill 
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the responsibility of the institution to provide 
information to a prospective student athlete's 
guidance counselor and couch.“ 

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking “when such 
completion or graduation rate includes students 
transferring into and out of such institution" 
and inserting “for students transferring into the 
institution or information showing the rate at 
which students transfer out of the institution“ 
and 

(3) by striking paragraph (9) and inserting the 
following: 

„ The reports required by this subsection 
shall be due on each July 1 and shall cover the 
1-year period ending August 31 of the preceding 
year." 

(d) CAMPUS CRIME REPORTING AND DISCLO- 
SURE.—Section 485(f) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) by striking subparagraph (F) and insert- 
ing the following: 

) Statistics concerning the occurrence on 
campus, during the most recent calendar year, 
and during the 2 preceding calendar years, of 
the following criminal offenses or arrests re- 
ported to campus security authorities, campus 
officials who have direct administrative respon- 
sibility for student or campus activities, discipli- 
nary officers and other officials responsible for 
resolving student disciplinary matters, athletic 
department officials, or local police agencies (in- 
cluding offenses handled through the campus 
disciplinary system): 

i) murder; 

ii) sex offenses, forcible or nonforcible; 

lit) robbery; 

v) aggravated assault; 

(D burglary; 

vi) motor vehicle theft; 

(vii) manslaughter; 

(viii) larceny; 

(ix) arson; and 

“(x) arrests or persons referred for campus 
disciplinary action for liquor law violations, 
drug-related violations, and weapons posses- 
sion.“ 

(B) by striking subparagraph (H); and 

(C) by redesignating subparagraph (1) as sub- 
paragraph (H); 

(2) in paragraph (4)— 

(A) by striking “Upon request of the Sec- 
retary, each" and inserting “On an annual 
basis, each”; 

(B) by striking “paragraphs (1)F) and 
(1)(H)" and inserting “paragraph (1)(F)"; 

(C) by striking “and Labor” and inserting 
“and the Workforce”; 

(D) by striking ‘'1995"' and inserting 2000, 

(E) by striking “and” at the end of subpara- 
graph (A); 

(F) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as sub- 
paragraph (C); and 

(G) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following new subparagraph: 

) make copies of the statistics submitted to 
the Secretary available to the public; and“: 

(3) in paragraph (6)— 

(A) by striking “paragraphs (1)(F) and 
(1)(H)"' and inserting ‘‘paragraph (1)(F)"; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
sentence: “Such statistics shall not identify vic- 
tims of crimes or persons accused of crimes."'; 
and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraphs: 

“(8)(A) Each institution participating in any 
program under this title that maintains either a 
police or security department of any kind shall 
make, keep, and maintain a daily log, written in 
a form that can be easily understood, recording 
in chronological order all crimes reported to 
such police or security department, including 
the nature, date, time, and general location of 
each crime and the disposition of the complaint, 
if known. 
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) All entries that are required by this 
paragraph shall be open to public inspection 
during normal business hours within two busi- 
ness days of the initial report being made to the 
department, unless— 

“(i) disclosure of such information is prohib- 
ited by law; or 

ii) the release of such information is likely 
to jeopardize an ongoing criminal investigation 
or the safety of an individual, cause a suspect 
to flee or evade detection, or result in the de- 
struction of evidence. 


Any information withheld under clause (ii) shall 
be open to public inspection as soon as the dam- 
age that is the basis for such withholding is no 
longer likely to occur. 

“(9) The Secretary shall provide technical as- 
sistance in complying with the provisions of this 
section to an institution of higher education 
who requests such assistance. 

(e) DATA REQUIRED.—Section 485(g) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by adding at the end the 
following new subparagraphs: 

‘(DW The total revenues, and the revenues 
from football, men's basketball, women's basket- 
ball, all other men's sports combined and all 
other women's sports combined, derived by the 
institution from its intercollegiate athletics ac- 
tivities. 

ii) For the purpose of clause (i), revenues 
from intercollegiate athletics activities allocable 
to a sport shall include (without limitation) gate 
receipts, broadcast revenues, appearance guar- 
antees and options, concessions, and adver- 
tising, but revenues such as student activities 
fees or alumni contributions not so allocable 
shall be included in the calculation of total rev- 
enues only. 

Ye The total expenses, and the expenses 
attributable to football, men's basketball, wom- 
en's basketball, all other men's sports combined, 
and all other women's sports combined, made by 
the institution for its intercollegiate athletics ac- 
tivities. 

ii) For the purpose of clause (i) erpenses for 
intercollegiate athletics activities allocable to a 
sport shall include (without limitation) grants- 
in-aid, salaries, travel, equipment, and supplies, 
but expenses such as general and administrative 
overhead not so allocable shall be included in 
the calculation of total erpenses only. 

“(K) A statement of any reduction that may 
or is likely to occur during the ensuing 4 aca- 
demic years in the number of athletes that will 
be permitted to participate in any collegiate 
sport, or in the financial resources that the in- 
stitution will make available to any such sport, 
and the reasons for any such reduction."; and 

(2) by striking paragraph (5). 

SEC. 467. a STUDENT LOAN DATA SYS- 


Section 485B(a) (20 U.S.C. 1092b(a)) is amend- 
ed by inserting before the period at the end of 
the third sentence the following: no later than 
one year after the date of enactment of the 
Higher Education Amendments of 1997". 

SEC. 468. PROGRAM PARTICIPATION AGREE. 
MENTS. 

(a) REQUIRED CONTENT.—Section 487(a) (20 
U.S.C. 1094(a)) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by striking “, except 
with respect to a program under subpart 4 of 
part A,"’; 

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking subparagraph 
(B) and inserting the following: 

) the appropriate State agency;"’; 

(3) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘subsection 
(H) and inserting “subsection (c) 

(4) in paragraph (15), by striking State re- 
view entities under subpart 1 of part H” and in- 
serting appropriate State agencies“: 

(5) by striking paragraph (18) and inserting 
the following: 
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“(18) The institution will meet the require- 
ments established pursuant to section 485(g)."'; 
and 

(6) by striking paragraph (21) and inserting 
the following: 

(21) The institution will meet the require- 
ments established by the Secretary, appropriate 
State agencies, and accrediting agencies, pursu- 
ant to part H of this title. 

(b) AUDITS; FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY.—Sec- 
tion 487(c) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(A)(i), by striking State 
agencies and everything that follows through 
the semicolon and inserting “and appropriate 
State agencies, 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking “subpart 3“ 
and inserting “subpart 2"'; 

(3) in paragraph (4), by striking, after con- 
sultation"’ and everything that follows through 
“part H,”; and 

(4) in paragraph (5), by striking "State re- 
view" and everything that follows through 
“part H" and inserting “appropriate State 
SEC. 469. QUALITY ASSURANCE AND REGU- 

LATORY SIMPLIFICATION, 

Section 487A (20 U.S.C. 1094a) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“SEC. 487A. QUALITY ASSURANCE AND REGU- 
LATORY SIMPLIFICATION PROGRAM. 

( IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author- 
ized to select institutions for voluntary partici- 
pation in a Regulatory Simplification Program 
that provides participating institutions with the 
opportunity to develop and implement an alter- 
native management program that— 

“(1) shall allow alternative methods of com- 
plying with regulations issued with respect to 
parts A through E and G of this title; 

(A) shall not modify or waive the application 
of any requirement or other provision of this 
Act; and 

) may include a Quality Assurance Pro- 
gram through which individual schools develop 
and implement their own comprehensive systems 
to verify student financial aid application data, 
thereby enhancing program integrity within the 
student aid delivery system. 

D SELECTION CRITERIA.—The criteria for se- 
lecting institutions for participation in the Reg- 
ulatory Simplification Program shall be based 
on criteria that include demonstrated institu- 
tional performance, as determined by the Sec- 
retary, and shall take into consideration regu- 
latory simplification goals, as determined by the 
Secretary. The selection criteria shall ensure the 
participation of representatives of institutions of 
higher education according to size, mission, and 
geographical distribution. 

*(c) REMOVAL FROM THE PROGRAM.—The Sec- 
retary is authorized to determine— 

IJ) when an institution that is unable to ad- 
minister the Regulatory Simplification Program 
must be removed from such program, and 

“(2) when institutions desiring to cease par- 
ticipation in such Program will be required to 
complete the current award year under the re- 
quirements of the Program. 

“(d) EXPERIMENTAL SITES.—The Secretary is 
authorized to designate institutions selected for 
participation in the Regulatory Simplification 
Program as Experimental Sites. 

(e) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the term ‘current award year’ means the 
award year during which the participating in- 
stitution indicates its intention to cease partici- 
pation."’. 

SEC. 470. DISTANCE EDUCATION DEMONSTRA- 
TION PROGRAMS. 

Part G of title IV is amended— 

(1) by redesignating section 487B (20 U.S.C. 
1094b) as section 487C; and 

(2) by inserting after section 487A (as amended 
by section 469) the following new section: 
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“SEC. 487B. DISTANCE EDUCATION DEMONSTRA- 
TION PROGRAMS. 

(a) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this sec- 
tion— 

“(1) to allow demonstration programs that are 
strictly monitored by the Department of Edu- 
cation to test the quality and viability of er- 
panded distance education programs currently 
restricted under this Act; 

02) to provide for increased student access to 
higher education through distance education 
programs; 

(3) to help determine the most effective 
means of delivering quality education via dis- 
tance education course offerings; and 

A) to help determine the appropriate level of 
Federal assistance for students enrolled in dis- 
tance education programs. 

“(b) DEMONSTRATION 
IZED.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is authorized 
to select institutions or a consortia of institu- 
tions for voluntary participation in a Distance 
Education Demonstration Program that pro- 
vides participating institutions with the ability 
to offer distance education programs without re- 
gard to the current restrictions in part F or G of 
this title or part A of title I. 

“(2) EXEMPTIONS.—The Secretary is author- 
ized to erempt any institution or consortia par- 
ticipating in a Distance Education Demonstra- 
tion Program from any of the requirements of 
parts F or G of this title, or part A of title I, or 
the regulations prescribed under such parts. 

“(c) APPLICATION.—Each institution or con- 
sortia of institutions desiring to participate in a 
demonstration program under this section shall 
submit an application to the Secretary at such 
time, in such manner, and accompanied by such 
information as the Secretary may require. 

(d) SELECTION.—To the extent feasible, the 
Secretary shall select a representative sample in- 
stitutions for participation in the demonstration 
program authorized under this section. In se- 
lecting institutions for participation, the Sec- 
retary shall take into consideration the institu- 
tion's financial and administrative capability 
and the type of program or programs being of- 
fered via distance education course offerings. 
The Secretary shall, in the exercise of his discre- 
tion, determine the number of demonstration 
programs to be allowed based on the number 
and quality of applications received and the De- 
partment’'s capacity to oversee and monitor each 
demonstration program. 

“(e) EVALUATION AND REPORT.— 

“(1) EVALUATION.—The Secretary shall, on an 
annual basis, evaluate the demonstration pro- 
grams authorized under this section. Such eval- 
uations shall specifically review— 

A the quality of the programs being of- 
fered; 

) issues related to student financial assist- 
ance for distance education; and 

O) effective technologies for delivering dis- 
tance education course offerings. 

“(2) POLICY ANALYSIS.—In addition, the Sec- 
retary shall review current policies and identify 
those policies which present impediments to the 
development and use of distance learning and 
other nontraditional methods of erpanding ac- 
cess to education. 

(3) REPORT.—The Secretary shall report to 
the appropriate committees of Congress with re- 
spect to— 

“(A) the evaluations of the demonstration 
programs authorized under this section; and 

“(B) any proposed legislative changes de- 
signed to enhance the use of distance edu- 
cation. 

SEC. 471. GARNISHMENT REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) MAXIMUM PERCENTAGE.—Section 
488A(a)(1) (20 U.S.C. 1095a(a)(1)) is amended by 
striking “10 percent“ and inserting “15 per- 
cent”. 


PROGRAMS AUTHOR- 
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(b) NO ATTACHMENT OF STUDENT ASSIST- 
ANCE.—Section 488A is further amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub- 
section (e); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

“(d) NO ATTACHMENT OF STUDENT ASSIST- 
ANCE.—Except as authorized in this section, not- 
withstanding any other provision of Federal or 
State law, no grant, loan, or work assistance 
awarded under this title, or property traceable 
to such assistance, shall be subject to garnish- 
ment or attachment in order to satisfy any debt 
owed by the student awarded such assistance, 
other than a debt owed to the Secretary and 
arising under this title. 

SEC. 472. yes aa SUBPOENA AUTHOR- 


Part G of title IV of the Act is further amend- 
ed by inserting immediately after section 490 (20 
U.S.C. 1097) the following new section: 

“SEC. 490A. ADMINISTRATIVE SUBPOENAS. 

(a) AUTHORITY.—To assist the Secretary in 
the conduct of investigations of possible viola- 
tions of the provisions of this title, the Secretary 
is authorized to require by subpoena the produc- 
tion of information, documents, reports, an- 
swers, records, accounts, papers, and other doc- 
umentary evidence pertaining to participation 
in any program under this title. The production 
of any such records may be required from any 
place in a State. 

D ENFORCEMENT.—In case of contumacy by, 
or refusal to obey a subpoena issued to, any per- 
son, the Secretary may request the Attorney 
General to invoke the aid of any court of the 
United States where such person resides or 
transacts business for a court order for the en- 
forcement of this section.“. 

SEC. 473. ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON STUDENT FI- 
NANCIAL ASSISTANCE. 

Section 491 (20 U.S.C. 1098) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by inserting staſſing levels, after ‘‘allo- 
cations and erpenditures, the first place it ap- 
pears; and 

(B) by striking the fourth and fifth sentences 
and inserting the following: ‘‘Reports, publica- 
tions, and other documents, including docu- 
ments in electronic form, shall not be subject to 
review by the Secretary."’; 

(2) in subsection (c 

(A) by striking I members” and inserting 
“15 members”; and 

(B) by striking q members each place it ap- 
pears in subparagraphs (A) and (B) and insert- 
ing “5 members”; 

(3) in subsection (c)(2), by striking 7 mem- 
bers” and inserting “11 members“, 

(4) in subsection (e)— 

(A) by striking everything after ‘‘ercept that,” 
in paragraph (1) and inserting the following: 
“within 90 days after the date of enactment of 
the Higher Education Amendments of 1998, 2 ad- 
ditional members shall be appointed by the 
President pro tempore of the Senate (one upon 
the recommendation of the Majority Leader and 
one upon the recommendation of the Minority 
Leader) and 2 additional members shall be ap- 
pointed by the Speaker of the House (one upon 
the recommendation of the Majority Leader and 
one upon the recommendation of the Minority 
Leader). Of the additional members— 

“(A) 2 shall be appointed for a term of 1 year; 

) 1 shall be appointed for a term of 2 
years; and 

*(C) 1 shall be appointed for a term of 3 
years."’; 

(B) by striking Six members“ in paragraph 
(4) and inserting Eight members”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

“(6) No officer or full-time employee of the 
United States shall serve as members of the Ad- 
visory Committee.“ 
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(5) by striking subsection (g) and inserting the 
following: 

ö COMPENSATION AND EXPENSES.—Members 
of the Advisory Committee may each receive re- 
imbursement for travel erpenses incident to at- 
tending Advisory Committee meetings, including 
per diem in lieu of subsistence, as authorized by 
section 5703 of title 5, United States Code, for 
persons in the Government service employed 
intermittently. : 

(6) in subsection (h)(1), by striking may be 
necessary by the Chairman without regard to” 
and inserting “may be deemed necessary by the 
Chairman without regard to personnel ceilings 
or”; 

(7) in subsection (i), by striking 8750,00 
and inserting ‘*$850,000"’; 

(8) by striking subsection (j) and inserting the 
following: 

“(j) SPECIAL ANALYSES AND ACTIVITIES.—The 
committee shall— 

J) monitor and evaluate the modernization 
of student financial aid systems and delivery 
processes; 

“(2) monitor and evaluate the implementation 
of a performance-based organization within the 
Department of Education and report to Con- 
gress, on not less than an annual basis, includ- 
ing recommendations for improvements; and 

“(3) assess the adequacy of current methods 
for disseminating information about programs 
under this title and recommend improvements, 
as appropriate, regarding early needs assess- 
ment and information for first-year high school 
students.; 

(9) in subsection (k), by striking 19986 and 
inserting 2004 , ͤ and 

(10) by striking subsection (Y. 

SEC, 474. MEETINGS AND NEGOTIATED RULE- 
MAKING. 


Section 492 (20 U.S.C. 1098a) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“SEC. 492. NEGOTIATED RULEMAKING. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.— 

“(1) REGULATION DEVELOPMENT.—In devel- 
oping regulations and revisions thereof under 
this title, the Secretary shall obtain the advice 
and recommendations of individuals and rep- 
resentatives of the groups involved in student fi- 
nancial assistance programs under this title, 
such as students, legal assistance organizations 
that represent students, institutions of higher 
education, guaranty agencies, lenders, sec- 
ondary markets, loan servicers, guaranty agen- 
cy servicers, and collection agencies. 

(2) INPUT.—Such advice and recommenda- 
tions may be obtained through such mechanisms 
as national meetings and electronic exchanges 
of information. 

„D PROPOSED REGULATIONS.—After obtain- 
ing such advice and recommendations, and prior 
to publishing any proposed regulations and re- 
visions thereof under this title in the Federal 
Register, the Secretary shall prepare draft regu- 
lations and submit such regulations to a nego- 
tiated rulemaking process. In establishing the 
negotiated rulemaking process under this sec- 
tion, the Secretary Shall 

“(1) follow the procedural requirements used 
in implementing section 1601(b) of the Elemen- 
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965; 

“(2) select participants in the negotiations 
process from individuals and groups partici- 
pating in the exchanges described in subsection 
(a)(1), including both representatives of such 
groups from the District of Columbia, and in- 
dustry participants, and to the ertent possible, 
the Secretary shall select individuals reflecting 
the diversity in the industry, representing both 
large and small participants, as well as individ- 
uals serving local areas and national markets; 

“(3) conduct the negotiations process in a 
timely manner in order that final regulations 
may be issued by the Secretary within the 240- 
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day period described in section 431(g) of the 
General Education Provisions Act, and any sub- 
sequent revisions to regulations under this title 
may be issued in accordance with the master 
calendar provisions of section 482 of this title; 
and 

“(4) prepare a transcript of the negotiated 
rulemaking proceedings that shall be available 
to the public prior to the issuance of any final 
regulations. 

c FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACT.— 
The Federal Advisory Committee Act shall not 
apply to activities carried out under this sec- 
tion.“. 

PART H—PROGRAM INTEGRITY 
SEC. 476. STATE POSTSECONDARY REVIEW PRO- 


(a) AMENDMENTS.—Part H of title IV is 
amended— 
(1) in the heading of the part, by striking 


(2) by striking subpart I (20 U.S.C. 1099a 
through 1099a-3); and 

(3) by redesignating subparts 2 and 3 as sub- 
parts 1 and 2, respectively. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 496 
(20 U.S.C. 1099b) is amended by striking ‘‘sub- 
part 3” each place it appears in subsections (j) 
and (k) and inserting “subpart 2”'. 

SEC. 477. ACCREDITING AGENCY RECOGNITION. 

(a) RECOGNITION.— 

(1) The heading of subpart 1 of part H (as re- 
designated by section 476(a)(3)) is amended by 
striking “‘APPROVAL"’ and inserting ‘‘REC- 
OGNITION”’. 

(2) The heading of section 496 is amended by 
striking “APPROVAL” and inserting ‘“REC- 
OGNITION”’. 

(b) STANDARDS.—Section 496(a) is amended— 

(1) by striking “‘STANDARDS” and inserting 
"CRITERIA"; 

(2) by striking “standards” each place it ap- 
pears and inserting ‘‘criteria’’; 

(3) in paragraph (5)— 

(A) by striking “of accreditation” and insert- 
ing for accreditation“, 

(B) by inserting the quality (including the 
quality of distance learning programs or 
courses) of” before “the institution’s"’; 

(C) in subparagraph (G), by striking pro- 
gram length and tuition and fees in relation to 
the subject matters taught” and inserting 
“measures of program length"; 

(D) by striking subparagraph (J); 

(E) in subparagraph (L), by inserting “the 
most recent student loan default rate data pro- 
vided by the Secretary and" after “including”; 

(F) by striking “and” at the end of subpara- 
graph (K); 

(G) by inserting “and” after the semicolon at 
the end of subparagraph (L); 

(H) by redesignating subparagraphs (K) and 
(L) as subparagraphs (J) and (K), respectively; 

(I) by inserting after subparagraph (K) (as so 
redesignated) the following new subparagraph: 

“(L) refund policy: and 

(J) by striking “(J), and ( and inserting 
“(K) and (L)”; 

(4) in paragraph (7), by striking State post- 
secondary review entity” and inserting State 
licensing or authorizing agency”; and 

(5) in paragraph (8), by striking “State post- 
secondary” and everything that follows through 
is located and inserting State licensing or 
authorizing agency”. 

(c) OPERATING PROCEDURES.—Section 496(c) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking “approved by the Secretary” 
and inserting “recognized by the Secretary”; 

(2) in paragraph (1), by striking "(at least” 
and everything that follows through ‘‘unan- 
nounced), and inserting ‘‘(which may include 
unannounced site visits)”; and 

(3) in paragraph (3), by inserting before the 
semicolon at the end the following: , except 
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that new sites offered through telecommuni- 
cations for programs previously included in the 
scope of accreditation approval need not be sub- 
ject to such on-site visits“. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 496 is 
further amended— 

(1) in subsection (d)— 

(A) by striking ‘*‘APPROVAL" in the heading of 
such subsection and inserting ‘‘RECOGNITION”’; 
and 

(B) by striking 
"recognized"; 

(2) in subsection (f), by striking “approved” 
and inserting “‘recognized”’; 

(3) in subsection (g)— 

(A) by striking “STANDARDS” and inserting 
“CRITERIA”; and 

(B) by striking standards“ 

(4) in subsection (k)(2), by striking ‘‘stand- 
ards" and inserting ‘‘criteria’’; 

(5) in subsection (9 

(A) by striking “APPROVAL” in the heading of 
such subsection and inserting ‘‘RECOGNITION"’; 

(B) by striking “the standards” each place it 
appears and inserting its standards”; and 

(C) by striking “approval” and inserting ‘‘rec- 
ognition”’; and 

(6) in subsection (n) 

(A) by striking “standards” each place it ap- 
pears and inserting ‘‘criteria’’; 

(B) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) by striking “approval or disapproval” and 
inserting “recognition or denial of recognition"; 
and 

(ii) by striking “approval process” and insert- 
ing “recognition process; and 

(C) by striking paragraph (4) and inserting 
the following: 

) The Secretary shall maintain sufficient 
documentation to support the conclusions 
reached in the recognition process, and, if the 
Secretary does not recognize any accreditation 
agency or association, shall make publicly 
available the reason for denying recognition, in- 
cluding reference to the specific criteria under 
this section which have not been fulfilled.”’. 
SEC. 478. ELIGIBILITY AND CERTIFICATION PRO- 

CEDURES. 


approved and inserting 


and inserting 


(a) SINGLE APPLICATION FORM.—Section 
498(b)(1) (20 U.S.C. 1099c(b)(1)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘accreditation, and capability” and in- 
serting “accreditation, financial responsibility, 
and administrative capacity”. 

(b) FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY STANDARDS.— 
Section 498(c) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), in the matter preceding 
subparagraph (A), by striking is able” and in- 
serting as sufficient resources to ensure 
against the precipitous closure of the institution 
and is able; 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) in the first sentence, by striking oper- 
ating losses, net worth, asset-to-liabilities ratios, 
or operating fund deficits” and inserting to ra- 
tios that demonstrate financial responsibility,’’; 

(B) in the second sentence, by inserting “', 
public,” after ‘for profit”; and 

(C) by inserting before the period at the end 
the following: *‘, and develop an appropriate 
and cost effective process under this subpart 
that does not duplicate other reporting require- 
ments for assessing and reviewing financial re- 
sponsibility"; and 

(3) in paragraph (4)— 

(A) in the first sentence, by striking “ratio of 
current assets to current liabilities” and insert- 
ing “criteria”; and 

(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘current 
operating ratio requirement” and inserting ori- 
teria imposed by the Secretary pursuant to 
paragraph (2)”. 

(c) ADMINISTRATIVE 
498(d)(1) is amended— 


CAPACITY.—Section 
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(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘student 
aid programs; and” and inserting ‘‘student fi- 
nancial assistance under this title:, 

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as sub- 
paragraph (D); and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following new subparagraphs: 

() written procedures for, or written infor- 
mation relating to, each office with respect to, 
the approval, disbursement, and delivery of stu- 
dent financial assistance under this title; 

Oi a division of functions for authorizing 
payments of student financial assistance under 
this title and the disbursement or delivery of 
such assistance, so that no office at the institu- 
tion has responsibility for both functions; and 

(ii) an adequate system of checks and bal- 
ances for internal control at the institution with 
respect to student financial assistance under 
this title; and”. 

(d) ACTIONS ON APPLICATIONS.—Section 498(f) 
is amended— 

(1) by striking “shall conduct” and inserting 
“may conduct”; 

(2) by striking “may establish” and inserting 
“shall establish’’; 

(3) by striking “may coordinate” and insert- 
ing shall, to the extent practicable, coordi- 
nate”; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
sentence: “The Secretary may exempt from the 
site visit requirement any institution that is par- 
ticipating in the Quality Assurance Program es- 
tablished under section 487A at the time such 
site visit would be required under this sub- 
section.. 

(e) TIME LIMITATIONS.—Section 498(g) is 
amended to read as follows; 

„O TIME LIMITATIONS.—(1) After the expira- 
tion of the certification of any institution or 
upon request for initial certification from an in- 
stitution not previously certified, the Secretary 
may certify the eligibility for the purposes of 
any program authorized under this title of each 
such institution for a period not to exceed 6 
years. 

‘“(2) The Secretary shall notify each institu- 
tion of the expiration of its eligibility no later 
than siz months prior to such expiration."’. 

9 CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
498(h)(2) is amended by striking “approval” and 
inserting recognition“. 

(g) PROVISIONAL  CERTIFICATION.—Section 
498(i) is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

**(4)(A) The Secretary may provisionally cer- 
tify an institution seeking approval of a change 
in ownership based on the preliminary review by 
the Secretary of a materially complete applica- 
tion that is received by the Secretary within 10 
business days of the transaction for which the 
approval is sought. 

) A provisional certification under this 
paragraph shall expire no later than the end of 
the month following the month in which the 
transaction occurred, except that if the Sec- 
retary has not issued a decision on the applica- 
tion for the change of ownership within that pe- 
riod, the Secretary may continue such provi- 
sional certification on a month-to-month basis 
until such decision has been issued. 

SEC. 479. PROGRAM REVIEW AND DATA. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—Section 498A(a) (20 
U.S.C. 1099c-1(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) by striking “may give” and inserting 
“shall give“; 

(B) by inserting before the semicolon at the 
end of subparagraph (C) the following:, that 
are not accounted for by changes in those pro- 
grams”; 

(C) in subparagraph (D), by striking the ap- 
propriate” and everything that follows through 
“of this part” and inserting the State licensing 
or authorizing agency"; 
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(D) by striking subparagraph (F); and 

(E) by redesignating subparagraph (G) as sub- 
paragraph (F); and 

(2) in paragraph (3)(A), by inserting ‘‘rel- 
evant” after “all”. 

(b) SPECIAL ADMINISTRATIVE RULES. Section 
498A(b) is amended to read as follows: 

„b) SPECIAL ADMINISTRATIVE RULES.—{1) In 
carrying out paragraphs (1) and (2) of sub- 
section (a), the Secretary shall— 

() establish guidelines designed to ensure 
uniformity of practice in the conduct of program 
reviews of institutions; and 

) inform the appropriate State agency and 
accrediting agency or association whenever tak- 
ing action against an institution under this sec- 
tion, section 498, or section 432. 

“(2) The Secretary shall review the regula- 
tions of the Department and the application of 
such regulations to ensure the uniformity of in- 
terpretation and application of the regulations, 
In conducting such review, the Secretary shall 
consult with relevant representatives of institu- 
tions participating in the programs authorized 
by this title.“ 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend- 
ments to title IV? 

AMENDMENT NO. 53 OFFERED BY MR. PETRI 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 


Amendment No. 53 offered by Mr. PETRI: 
Page 192, after line 10, insert the following 
new section (and conform the table of con- 
tents accordingly): 
SEC, 430. MARKET-BASED DETERMINATIONS OF 
INTEREST SUBSIDIES, 


(a) AMENDMENT.—Section 438 (20 U.S.C. 
1087-1) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

(g) MARKET-BASED DETERMINATIONS OF IN- 
TEREST SUBSIDIES.— 

() APPLICABILITY.—Notwithstanding the 
preceding provisions of this section, no spe- 
cial allowance or other payment shall be 
paid under this section with respect to any 
loan disbursed on or after July 1, 1999, except 
as provided pursuant to this subsection. 

(2) USE OF AUCTIONS TO APPORTION LENDING 
AUTHORITY.— 

“(A) AUCTIONS REQUIRED.—The Secretary 
shall conduct an auction in accordance with 
paragraph (3) to allocate the authority to 
make loans under this part among eligible 
lenders for any academic year. The Sec- 
retary shall estimate the amount of lending 
authority that will be required by eligible 
students for such an academic year, and 
shall by auction allocate such amount, plus 
a reasonable margin for unexpected loan de- 
mand. 

„B) LENDING AUTHORITY REQUIRED.—A 
lender may not make a loan under this part 
that is disbursed on or after July 1, 1999, ex- 
cept pursuant to an allocation of lending au- 
thority pursuant to this paragraph. 

“(C) TRANSFERABILITY OF LENDING AUTHOR- 
Iry.—An eligible lender may transfer any 
lending authority acquired pursuant to this 
subsection to another eligible lender upon 
such terms as may be agreed upon between 
such lenders, except that the acquiring lend- 
er may not extend loans pursuant to such au- 
thority except after notice to the Secretary 
in such form and manner as the Secretary 
may require by regulation. 

OD) EXERCISE OF LENDING AUTHORITY.—The 
Secretary shall, by regulation, provide for 
verification that a lender is not making 
loans under this part in excess of the 
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amounts of lending authority obtained in ac- 
cordance with this paragraph. Such regula- 
tions shall provide that any lender who ac- 
quires, directly or pursuant to subparagraph 
(C), lending authority that was obtained at 
auction pursuant to two or more bids of dif- 
ferent amounts shall be deemed to exercise 
such authority in descending order based on 
the amounts of such bids. 

(3) CONDUCT OF AUCTION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall al- 
locate the amount of lending authority de- 
termined under paragraph (2)(A) among eli- 
gible lenders submitting bids in descending 
order by the unit price bid, but permitting 
each bidding lender to acquire such author- 
ity at the unit price bid by the next lower 
ranking bid, except that the Secretary may 
establish by regulation a different procedure 
for the conduct of the auction if the Sec- 
retary determines that such procedure will 
secure more receipts for the United States. 
The Secretary shall not permit any lender to 
acquire more than one-third of the amount 
of the lending authority offered at any auc- 
tion conducted under this subsection, but a 
lender shall not be prohibited from acquiring 
more than such amount pursuant to para- 
graph (2)(C). 

(B) BIDS GREATER THAN ZERO.—Any lender 
whose bid is accepted pursuant to subpara- 
graph (A) shall, if such bid is made at a unit 
price exceeding zero, promptly pay to the 
Secretary an amount equal to (i) the unit 
price, multiplied by (ii) the amount of lend- 
ing authority allocated to such lender. A 
lender making such a payment shall have no 
claim to a refund or remuneration based on 
the lender making loans in an amount that 
is less than the amount of lending authority 
obtained. 

„) BIDS LESS THAN ZERO.—The Secretary 
shall pay to any lender whose bid is accepted 
pursuant to subparagraph (A), if such bid is 
made at a unit price that is less than zero, 
an amount equal to— 

(i) the amount by which the unit price is 
less than zero, multiplied by 

“(ii) the amount of lending authority that 
the lender demonstrates, in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary, has 
exercised by making and disbursing loans 
under this part. 

D) CONTRACTUAL RIGHT OF HOLDERS TO 
SPECIAL ALLOWANCE.—Any lender whose bid 
is accepted pursuant to subparagraph (A), if 
such bid is made at a unit price that is less 
than zero, shall be deemed to have a contrac- 
tual right against the United States, to re- 
ceive the payment required by subparagraph 
(C). Such payment shall be made promptly 
and without administrative delay after re- 
ceipt of an accurate and complete request for 
payment, pursuant to procedures established 
by regulations promulgated under this sub- 
section. 

“(E) PENALTY FOR LATE PAYMENT.—If a 
payment required by subparagraphs (C) and 
(D) has not been made within 30 days after 
the Secretary has received an accurate, 
timely, and complete request for payment 
thereof, the amount payable to such lender 
shall be increased by an amount equal to the 
daily interest accruing on the payments due 
the lender. For such purpose, the daily inter- 
est shall be the daily equivalent of the appli- 
cable rate of interest determined under sec- 
tion 427A(a)(1). 

“(4) MEASURES TO FACILITATE EXERCISE OF 
LENDING AUTHORITY.— 

“(A) INFORMATION.—The Secretary shall 
provide for the establishment of facilities for 
the communication of information that per- 
mits eligible borrowers to be informed of the 


April 29, 1998 


identity of, and means to contact, lenders 
holding unexercised lending authority pursu- 
ant to this subsection. 

(B) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall, 
by regulation, coordinate the availability of 
loans pursuant to section 428(j) to the extent 
necessary— 

“(i) to permit lenders to exercise the lend- 
ing authority secured pursuant to this sub- 
section; and 

(ii) to ensure that eligible borrowers ob- 
tain loans under this part. 

“(5) AUTHORITY TO PREPARE FOR PRO- 
GRAM.—Notwithstanding paragraph (1), the 
Secretary may, before July 1, 1999— 

„ prescribe regulations to carry out this 
subsection; and 

(B) expend funds appropriated pursuant to 
this part to carry out activities necessary to 
the implementation of the programs author- 
ized by this subsection.”’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
428(j)(1) (20 U.S.C. 1078(j)(1)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sen- 
tence: The availability of loans under this 
subsection shall be coordinated in accord- 
ance with regulations prescribed by the Sec- 
retary under section 438(g¢)(5).”’. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment which I am offering along 
with the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. ANDREWS) would institute an auc- 
tion process to allocate to private lend- 
ers the rights to make federally-guar- 
anteed student loans. 

Under our amendment, private lend- 
ers would submit bids to the Secretary 
in a yearly auction somewhat similar 
to the auctions of Treasury securities. 
In this way, a market mechanism 
would be used to determine the pay- 
ments required by banks to provide the 
Nation’s students with loans at reason- 
able interest rates. 

The amendment would end the recur- 
ring battle between student groups and 
lenders over the industry on student 
loans, which results in the price of pri- 
vate sector services being set by polit- 
ical negotiation without regard to the 
actual cost of the services. 

The amendment also has the poten- 
tial to save the American taxpayers 
billions of dollars through competition 
for this profitable business. Up to now, 
with the exceptions of in-school inter- 
est and the overall interest cap, the 
banks have always received the same 
interest the students paid on student 
loans. 

This bill breaks that link for the first 
time. Under this bill, the banks will re- 
ceive one-half percent more interest 
than the borrowers pay, with the 
American taxpayers picking up the dif- 
ference on every loan for as long as it 
is outstanding. That will be an admin- 
istrative monster as well as a drain on 
the Treasury. 

Our amendment would keep the stu- 
dents’ interest rates the same as they 
are in the bill. However, the banks, de- 
pending on whether winning bids were 
positive or negative, would either 
make a one-time payment for the right 
to make blocks of loans on those terms 
or would receive a one-time payment 
from the government to make it worth 
their while to make these loans. 
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In either case, the process would be 
simpler and use a market-based price 
discovery mechanism. 

If the banks are right that these 
loans are unprofitable even under the 
terms provided by the bill, this process 
provides them an opportunity to get 
better terms. I personally do not be- 
lieve for a minute that that would hap- 
pen, however. I am convinced that the 
competition produced by this approach 
will drive down by a substantial 
amount the cost of these loans to the 
U.S. Government. 

I urge all my colleagues to support 
this amendment. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PETRI. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I know 
the gentleman from Wisconsin has 
worked very hard for many years in ef- 
forts to improve the student loan pro- 
gram. I commend him for his effort on 
his amendment. In fact, I agree with 
its general thrust. 

The gentleman is correct that up to 
now we have tried to figure out how 
much to pay the lenders for providing 
student loans in a political negotiation 
and we in Congress really have no way 
of knowing what the right price is. It 
would be much better if we had market 
process to determine that. 

I am interested in working in that di- 
rection. That is why we have a provi- 
sion in the bill to study this whole 
issue. In fact, I understand there also is 
interest in this subject in the other 
body, and it could even come up in the 
conference on this bill. 

However, I believe that the gentle- 
man’s amendment is simply too much, 
too fast. It was not offered in com- 
mittee, and we simply are not ready at 
this point to adopt one particular full- 
blown market process from among the 
many alternatives in the manner the 
gentleman’s amendment provides. 

Therefore, I would urge the gen- 
tleman to withdraw his amendment, 
and I will be happy to work with him 
to move toward incorporating a mar- 
ket mechanism in this program in the 
future. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PETRI. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I share 
the views of the chairman, the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. MCKEON). I 
would be very happy to work with the 
gentleman to see if we can resolve this 
in conference, and if the gentleman 
would withdraw, the three of us could 
work together to see if we can resolve 
this. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PETRI. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman; and I was proud 
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to coauthor this amendment with my 
friend from Wisconsin, who I would 
like to acknowledge as, I think, the 
most knowledgeable person in the 
House on the issue of student loans. 

I am also pleased that the sub- 
committee chairman and the ranking 
member have agreed they will continue 
to discuss with us and negotiate with 
us this issue beyond conference and up 
through conference. I happen to think 
that the debate of the last number of 
months proves the validity of the un- 
derlying idea here. 

Some of us believe that the subsidy 
of the guaranteed student loan pro- 
gram is too high. Others believe it is 
too low. I think that what this amend- 
ment says is that it is not a judgment 
that we should make in this body as to 
whether the subsidy rate is too high or 
too low. Instead, we should turn to the 
marketplace and let interested lenders 
step forward and bid for the right to re- 
ceive these government guaranteed 
franchises. 

This is not a new idea. It is an idea 
that, frankly, works in the FHA mort- 
gage context in much larger quantities 
of dollars with great success. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. PETRI) 
has expired. 

(On request of Mr. ANDREWS, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. PETRI was al- 
lowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. ANDREWS. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield, Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to commend my coauthor of 
this amendment. I also commend the 
subcommittee chairman and ranking 
member for their willingness to work 
together with us on this. 

I believe that the right answer to 
this conundrum, as to whether it is too 
much or too little, is to turn to the 
marketplace and let the marketplace 
answer that question for us. 

Mr. PETRI. Reclaiming my time, Mr. 
Chairman, I thank my colleague. And 
in light of the interest from Senator 
KENNEDY and others in the other body, 
and in light of the interest on both 
sides of the aisle in this body in pur- 
suing this approach and the study that 
is in the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask unani- 
mous consent to withdraw my amend- 
ment at this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is 
withdrawn. 

Are there further amendments to 
title IV? 

AMENDMENT NO. 54 OFFERED BY MR. ROEMER 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
Amendment No. 54. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 
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Amendment No. 54 offered by Mr. ROEMER: 

Page 172, after line 22, insert the following 
new subsection (and redesignate the suc- 
ceeding subsections accordingly): 

(c) ADDITIONAL ANNUAL LOAN LIMIT FLEXI- 
BILITY. 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 428H(d)(2) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking subparagraph (C); and 

(B) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the 
following new subparagraphs: 

(O) notwithstanding subparagraph (A) and 
(B), in the case of such a student who is pur- 
suing a program of study at an eligible insti- 
tution leading to the baccalaureate degree— 

() $7,200 if such student is enrolled in a 
program whose length is at least 1 academic 
year (as determined under section 481); 

(1) $4,500 if such student is enrolled in a 
program whose length is less than 1 aca- 
demic year, but at least 34 of such an aca- 
demic year; and 

(Ii) $2,700 if such student is enrolled in a 
program whose length is less than 36, but at 
least 44, of such an academic year; 

„D) in the case of such a student who is a 
graduate or professional student enrolled at 
an eligible institution, an amount not to ex- 
ceed the student's estimated cost of attend- 
ance (as determined under section 472), less 
the sum of— 

(i) any loan for which the student is eligi- 
ble under section 428; and 

(10 an estimate of any financial assist- 
ance reasonably available to such student.“. 

(2) DEPENDENT STUDENTS AMENDMENT.— 
Section 428H(d) is amended— 

(A) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (4); and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

(3) ANNUAL LIMITS FOR DEPENDENT STU- 
DENTS.—Notwithstanding paragraph (2), in 
the case of a dependent student who is en- 
rolled in a program leading to the bacca- 
laureate degree whose length is at least 1 
academic year (as determined under section 
481), the maximum annual amount of loans 
under this section such a student may bor- 
row in any academic year or its equivalent 
or in any period of 7 consecutive months, 
whichever is longer, shall be the amount de- 
termined under paragraph (1) plus $1,500." 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, as we 
moved into hearings on this very im- 
portant bipartisan higher education 
bill, what we heard both in Wash- 
ington, D.C., and in field hearings in 
Indiana and across the country was the 
resounding call for more flexibility, 
not more mandates upon our institu- 
tions of higher education, and trying to 
do things to reduce the cost and the 
debt to students as they come out of 
college. 

This amendment, the loan flexibility 
amendment, achieves both of those ob- 
jectives. It tries to provide more flexi- 
bility to our schools and to our stu- 
dents. It also enhances the ability to 
combine the loan programs and give 
the students a reduced rate. This 
amendment would retain the aggregate 
loan limits while giving students great- 
er borrowing flexibility under the Fed- 
eral student loan programs. 

In the subsidized loan program, stu- 
dent lending has both aggregate and 
annual loan limits. The annual loan 
limit forces many students into the 
more expensive private loan market. 
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This amendment would apply only to 
unsubsidized loans for students at 4 
year degree granting institutions and 
would not change the total amount 
students may borrow in the Federal 
programs under current law. Therefore, 
students will not be incurring addi- 
tional debt. 

We have tried to work an agreement 
out with the Democrat and Republican 
side on this amendment from the full 
committee. 

This amendment would retain the aggregate 
loan limits, while giving students greater bor- 
rowing flexibility under the federal student loan 
programs. 

In the subsidized loan program, student 
lending has both aggregate and annual loan 
limits. The annual loan limits force many stu- 
dents into the more expensive private loan 
market. 

This amendment would apply only to unsub- 
sidized loans for students at four-year, degree- 
granting institutions, and would not change the 
total amount students may borrow in the fed- 
eral programs under current law—therefore, 
students will not be incurring additional debt. 

The amendment has three parts, which 
apply respectively to dependent under- 
graduate students, independent undergradu- 
ates, and graduate students. 

Dependent Undergraduates—Currently de- 
pendent undergraduates may borrow unsub- 
sidized loans only under limited cir- 
cumstances, forcing them into private loan 
programs with uncapped interest rates. This 
amendment would permit full-time dependent 
undergraduates to borrow up to $1500 a year 
in unsubsidized loans in addition to the sub- 
sidized loans they may borrow under current 
law—but the combined total of subsidized and 
unsubsidized borrowing could not exceed the 
existing undergraduate maximum of $2300. 

Independent Undergraduates—Currently 
independent undergraduates are limited to 
$4000 in unsubsidized maximums for their 
freshman and sophomore years, and $5000 
for their junior and senior years, forcing them 
into private loan programs to make up the dif- 
ference. Independent undergraduates would 
be permitted to borrow up to $7200 per year 
in unsubsidized loans, which again keeps total 
borrowing under the existing cumulative limits. 

Graduate Students—Under current law, 
graduate students may borrow $8500 in sub- 
sidized loans and $10,000 in unsubsidized 
loans per year, meaning that amounts over 
those limits must be borrowed from private 
programs. Graduate students would be per- 
mitted to borrow unsubsidized loans up to the 
cost of attendance minus subsidized loans 
and other aid, provided that there is no 
change to the cumulative amounts graduate 
students are permitted to borrow under current 
law. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

We are willing to accept the amend- 
ment with the understanding that we 
will have a rollcall vote on it; and so if 
we find out tomorrow that it does cost 
money, then, of course, we would have 
to have that vote. But we would accept 
it tonight with the understanding that 
I will call for a rollcall vote. 
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Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to, first of all, I want to compliment 
the chairman on his willingness when I 
offered this amendment in committee 
to continue to work with me and my 
staff to try to perfect this amendment, 
to make sure that we attain the goals 
of flexibility and reduce costs to the 
students and, therefore, reduced debt 
to the students. We have worked with 
the gentleman, and I want to com- 
pliment the gentleman and his staff for 
working through those issues. 

We are hopeful that this will not be 
costed by CBO. We are also hopeful 
that we will not have a vote on this 
and that the gentleman will accept it 
and that we may not have a rollcall 
vote. 

We also would prefer, if we could, in 
the morning, once we get CBO to score 
it, if in fact there is a way that we can 
continue to have the gentleman sup- 
port this amendment and further per- 
fect it in conference, we would main- 
tain that flexibility as well. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, re- 
claiming my time, we would be happy 
to continue to work as we go into con- 
ference. It is just, I think, necessary to 
say that we would have a rollcall vote 
even though we would accept it, to see 
whether or not there is a cost involved. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, we 
would be happy to work with the chair- 
man. We appreciate all his expertise 
and help up to this point, and I am 
happy with the Chairman’s acceptance 
of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 411, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER) will 
be postponed. 

Are there further amendments to 
title IV? 

AMENDMENT NO. 33, AS MODIFIED, OFFERED BY 
MRS. KELLY 

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
Amendment No. 33, and I ask unani- 
mous consent that the amendment I 
have submitted at the desk be consid- 
ered as a substitute to the amendment 
I had preprinted in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

The text of Amendment No. 33 is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 128, line 12, strike the close quotation 
marks and following period and after such 
line insert the following new chapter: 

“CHAPTER 6—PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICER 

MEMORIAL SCHOLARSHIPS. 
“SEC. 411A. SCHOLARSHIPS AUTHORIZED. 
(a) IN GENERAL.— 
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(i) SCHOLARSHIP AWARDS.—The Secretary 
is authorized to award a scholarship to any 
eligible applicant who is enrolled, or has 
been accepted for enrollment, in an eligible 
institution as a full-time or part-time post- 
secondary level student. 

(2) APPLICATION.—To receive a scholarship 
award under this chapter, each eligible appli- 
cant shall submit an application to the Sec- 
retary in such time and manner as may be 
determined appropriate by the Secretary, ac- 
companied by a certification from the head 
of the agency that employed the public safe- 
ty officer to whom the applicant was married 
(in the case of a surviving spouse), or with 
whom the applicant was living or from whom 
the applicant was receiving support con- 
tributions (in the case of a dependent child), 
stating that such officer died as a result of 
the performance of the officer's official du- 
ties. 


“(b) MAXIMUM AWARD.—For any academic 
year, the maximum amount of a scholarship 
award under this section for a postsecondary 
student may equal, but not exceed, the lesser 
of the following: 

(Ji) The average cost of attendance (as de- 
fined in section 472), at a State university in 
the State in which the student resides, for a 
State resident carrying the same academic 
workload as the student, with the same num- 
ber of dependents as the student, and resid- 
ing in the same type of housing as the stu- 
dent. 

(2) The actual cost of attendance (as de- 
fined in section 472) of such student. 


(e AWARD PERIOD.—The duration of each 
award under this chapter for a postsecondary 
student, shall be the lesser of— 

(J) the time actually required by the stu- 
dent to complete a course of study and ob- 
tain a diploma; and 

(2) 6 years in the case of a student en- 
gaged in undergraduate studies and 3 years 
in the case of a student engaged in post- 
graduate studies. 


(d) NOTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
notify the recipient and the eligible institu- 
tion of the applicant's selection for receipt 
of an award under this chapter, the condi- 
tions pertaining to award eligibility and con- 
tinuance. 


(e) FISCAL AGENT.—The Secretary shall, if 
practicable, use the eligible institution as 
fiscal agent for payment of an award. 


“SEC. 411B. ADDITIONAL AWARD REQUIREMENTS, 


“A student awarded a scholarship grant 
under this chapter, as a condition for initial 
receipt of such award and periodically there- 
after as a condition for its continuation, 
shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the 
Secretary that the student is— 

“(1) maintaining satisfactory progress in 
the course of study the student is pursuing 
consistent with section 484(c); 

(2) committed to remaining drug-free; and 

(3) attending class on a regular basis as to 
not interfere with normal course of studies 
except for excused absence for vacation, ill- 
ness, military service and such other periods 
deemed good cause by the eligible institu- 
tion or the Secretary. 


“SEC. 411C. AGREEMENTS WITH ELIGIBLE INSTI- 
TUTIONS. 


“For the purposes of this chapter, the Sec- 
retary is authorized to enter into agree- 
ments with eligible institutions in which any 
student receiving a scholarship award under 
this chapter has enrolled or has been accept- 
ed for enrollment. Each such agreement 
shall— 
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“(1) provide that an eligible institution 
will cooperate with the Secretary in car- 
rying out the provisions of this chapter, in- 
cluding the provision of information nec- 
essary for a student to satisfy the require- 
ments in section 411B; 

“(2) provide that the institution will con- 
duct a periodic review to determine whether 
students enrolled and receiving scholarship 
awards continue to be entitled to payments 
under this chapter and will notify the Sec- 
retary of the results of such reviews; and 

(3) provide for control and accounting 
procedures as may be necessary to assure 
proper disbursements and accounting of 
funds paid under to the institution under 
section 411A(e). 

“SEC. 411D. DEFINITIONS. 

“In this chapter: 

“(1) DEPENDENT CHILD.—The term ‘depend- 
ent child’ means a child who is either living 
with or receiving regular support contribu- 
tions from a public safety officer at the time 
of the officer’s death, including a stepchild 
or an adopted child. 

(2) ELIGIBLE APPLICANT.—The term ‘eligi- 
ble applicant’ means a person residing in a 
State who is— 

() a surviving spouse; or 

„B) a dependent child. 

(3) ELIGIBLE INSTITUTION.—The term ‘eli- 
gible institution’ means an eligible institu- 
tion as defined in section 435(a) that— 

() is located in a State; and 

„(B) complies with the antidiscrimination 
provisions of section 601 of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 and does not discriminate on the 
basis of race. 

(4) PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICER.—The term 
‘public safety officer’ means a person serving 
a public agency of a State or of a unit of gen- 
eral local government, with or without com- 
pensation, as— 

() a law enforcement officer, including a 
corrections or a court officer engaged in— 

) apprehending or attempting to appre- 
hend of any person— 

(J) for the commission of a criminal act; 
or 

(II) who at the time was sought as a ma- 
terial witness in a criminal proceeding; or 

(1) protecting or guarding a person held 
for the commission of a criminal act, or held 
as a material witness in connection with a 
criminal act; or 

(Ii) lawfully preventing of, or lawfully 
attempting to prevent the commission of, a 
criminal act or an apparent criminal act in 
the performance of his official duty; or 

(B) a firefighter. 

“(5) SURVIVING SPOUSE—The term sur- 
viving spouse’ means the legally married 
husband or wife of a public safety officer at 
the time of the officer’s death. 

“(6) UNIT OF GENERAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT.— 
The term ‘unit of general local government’ 
means any city, county, township, town, bor- 
ough, parish, village, or any other general 
purpose subdivision of a State, or any Indian 
tribe which the Secretary of the Interior de- 
termines performs law enforcement func- 
tions.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No. 33, as modified, offered by 
Mrs. KELLY: 

Page 128, line 12, strike the close quotation 
marks and following period and after such 
line insert the following new chapter: 

“CHAPTER 6—PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICER 

MEMORIAL SCHOLARSHIPS. 
“SEC. 411A.. SCHOLARSHIPS AUTHORIZED. 
(a) IN GENERAL.— 
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() SCHOLARSHIP AWARDS.—The Secretary 
is authorized to award a scholarship to any 
eligible applicant who is enrolled, or has 
been accepted for enrollment, in an eligible 
institution as a full-time or part-time post- 
secondary level student. 

(2) APPLICATION.—To receive a scholarship 
award under this chapter, each eligible appli- 
cant shall submit an application to the Sec- 
retary in such time and manner as may be 
determined appropriate by the Secretary— 

“(A) accompanied by a certification from 
the head of the agency that employed the 
public safety officer to whom the applicant 
was married (in the case of a surviving 
spouse), or with whom the applicant was liv- 
ing or from whom the applicant was receiv- 
ing support contributions (in the case of a 
dependent child), stating that such officer 
died as a result of the performance of the of- 
ficer’s official duties; and 

„((B) demonstrating the applicant’s need 
for financial aid under part F of this title, 
determined without regard to any assets de- 
rived from death benefits for such officer, to 
pursue a program of postsecondary edu- 
cation. 

(b) MAXIMUM AWARD.—For any academic 
year, the maximum amount of a scholarship 
award under this section for a postsecondary 
student may equal, but not exceed, the lesser 
of the following: 

“(1) The average cost of attendance (as de- 
fined in section 472), at a State university in 
the State in which the student resides, for a 
State resident carrying the same academic 
workload as the student, with the same num- 
ber of dependents as the student, and resid- 
ing in the same type of housing as the stu- 
dent. 

(2) The actual cost of attendance (as de- 
fined in section 472) of such student. 

(e AWARD PERIOD.—The duration of each 
award under this chapter for a postsecondary 
student, shall be the lesser of— 

“(1) the time actually required by the stu- 
dent to complete a course of study and ob- 
tain a diploma; and 

(2) 6 years in the case of a student en- 
gaged in undergraduate studies and 3 years 
in the case of a student engaged in post- 
graduate studies. 

(d) NOTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
notify the recipient and the eligible institu- 
tion of the applicant’s selection for receipt 
of an award under this chapter, the condi- 
tions pertaining to award eligibility and con- 
tinuance. 

(e) FISCAL AGENT.—The Secretary shall, if 
practicable, use the eligible institution as 
fiscal agent for payment of an award. 

“SEC. 411B. ADDITIONAL AWARD REQUIREMENTS. 

“A student awarded a scholarship grant 
under this chapter, as a condition for initial 
receipt of such award and periodically there- 
after as a condition for its continuation, 
shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the 
Secretary that the student is— 

(J) maintaining satisfactory progress in 
the course of study the student is pursuing 
consistent with section 484(c); 

2) committed to remaining drug-free; and 

(J) attending class on a regular basis as to 
not interfere with normal course of studies 
except for excused absence for vacation, ill- 
ness, military service and such other periods 
deemed good cause by the eligible institu- 
tion or the Secretary. 

“SEC. 411C. AGREEMENTS WITH ELIGIBLE INSTI- 
TUTIONS. 


“For the purposes of this chapter, the Sec- 
retary is authorized to enter into agree- 
ments with eligible institutions in which any 
student receiving a scholarship award under 
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this chapter has enrolled or has been accept- 
ed for enrollment. Each such agreement 
shall— 

(J) provide that an eligible institution 
will cooperate with the Secretary in car- 
rying out the provisions of this chapter, in- 
eluding the provision of information nec- 
essary for a student to satisfy the require- 
ments in section 411B; 

(2) provide that the institution will con- 
duct a periodic review to determine whether 
students enrolled and receiving scholarship 
awards continue to be entitled to payments 
under this chapter and will notify the Sec- 
retary of the results of such reviews; and 

(3) provide for control and accounting 
procedures as may be necessary to assure 
proper disbursements and accounting of 
funds paid under to the institution under 
section 411A(e). 

“SEC. 411D. DEFINITIONS, 

“In this chapter: 

“(1) DEPENDENT CHILD.—The term ‘depend- 
ent child” means a child who is either living 
with or receiving regular support contribu- 
tions from a public safety officer at the time 
of the officer’s death, including a stepchild 
or an adopted child. 

(2) ELIGIBLE APPLICANT.—The term ‘eligi- 
ble applicant” means a person residing in a 
State who is— 

(A) a surviving spouse; or 

“(B) a dependent child. 

“(3) ELIGIBLE INSTITUTION.—The term ‘eli- 
gible institution’ means an eligible institu- 
tion as defined in section 435(a) that— 

“(A) is located in a State; and 

(B) complies with the antidiscrimination 
provisions of section 601 of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 and does not discriminate on the 
basis of race. 

“(4) PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICER.—The term 
‘public safety officer” means a person serv- 
ing a public agency of a State or of a unit of 
general local government, with or without 
compensation, as— 

() a law enforcement officer, including a 
corrections or a court officer engaged in— 

“(i) apprehending or attempting to appre- 
hend of any person— 

(J) for the commission of a criminal act; 
or 

“(ID who at the time was sought as a ma- 
terial witness in a criminal proceeding; or 

(10 protecting or guarding a person held 
for the commission of a criminal act, or held 
as a material witness in connection with a 
criminal act; or 

“(iii) lawfully preventing of, or lawfully 
attempting to prevent the commission of, a 
criminal act or an apparent criminal act in 
the performance of his official duty; or 

(B) a firefighter. 

(5) SURVIVING SPOUSE.—The term sur- 
viving spouse” means the legally married 
husband or wife of a public safety officer at 
the time of the officer’s death. 

(6) UNIT OF GENERAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT,.— 
The term ‘unit of general local government” 
means any city, county, township, town, bor- 
ough, parish, village, or any other general 
purpose subdivision of a State, or any Indian 
tribe which the Secretary of the Interior de- 
termines performs law enforcement func- 
tions."’. 

Mrs. KELLY (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the amendment, as modified, 
be considered as read and printed in 
the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from New York? 
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There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the modification offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The modification is 
accepted. 

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to introduce an amendment that 
provides needed assistance to the fam- 
ily members of public safety officers 
who are killed in the line of duty. 

Police officers and firefighters lay 
their lives on the lines on a daily basis, 
Mr. Chairman, and, sadly, all too often 
they make the ultimate sacrifice in 
their service of their communities. 

This tragic fact was illustrated most 
recently in my district in New York 
when a volunteer firefighter, Michael 
Neuner, who was also a police officer, 
was killed last summer while fighting 
a fire in the town of Southeast. 

This unfortunate story is repeated 
around the country, Mr. Chairman. 
These are our friends, our neighbors, 
our loved ones, and they leave behind 
families who must continue on. The 
death of a father or mother takes an 
obvious emotional toll, but it has an 
impact on the financial security of the 
family, particularly when it comes to 
meeting educational expenses. 

Oftentimes, for the sake of putting 
food on the table and a roof over their 
family’s heads, a single parent who has 
lost their spouse will forsake providing 
for their children’s education for the 
sake of survival. We can prevent this 
phenomenon by passing the amend- 
ment before us today. 

This amendment seeks to address 
this particular problem. Specifically, 
the bill authorizes the Secretary of 
Education to award education scholar- 
ships to the spouse or dependent child 
of a public safety officer, police, fire- 
fighter or corrections officer who is 
killed in the line of duty. These schol- 
arships may be used to cover education 
expenses to attend a postsecondary in- 


stitution as a full-time or part-time - 


student. 

This version of my amendment dif- 
fers from the original preprinted 
version because it makes these scholar- 
ships need-based and extracts from the 
calculation of that need any death ben- 
efits received by the family on account 
of the officer’s death. 

The last Congress adopted similar 
legislation to award education assist- 
ance to family members of Federal law 
enforcement officers killed in the line 
of duty. I was pleased to support that 
legislation, which passed both the 
House and the Senate by voice votes 
and was signed into law by President 
Clinton. I am proud to introduce this 
amendment, which takes the next log- 
ical step and extends this benefit to the 
families of all public safety officers 
who are killed while serving their com- 
munities. 

Crime is a reality in our Nation, and 
we should acknowledge those brave and 
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dedicated people who devote their ca- 
reers to fighting crime in our neighbor- 
hoods. Our public safety officers de- 
serve our respect, gratitude and sup- 
port. I urge my colleagues to join mein 
support of this important amendment. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I join the gentle- 
woman from New York (Mrs. KELLY) in 
this outstanding amendment. We have 
an outstanding bill here, but this 
amendment also makes it better. 

To establish a memorial scholarship 
program, to assist families of State and 
local public safety officials, law en- 
forcement officers and firefighters who 
are killed in the line of duty with edu- 
cational assistance is certainly an all- 
American ideal and an all-American 
idea. 

I worked with the gentlewoman from 
New York last year on the bill for the 
Federal officers along with Senator 
SPECTER of Pennsylvania. That was in- 
spired, of course, by the Federal offi- 
cer, Marshal Degan, who died at Ruby 
Ridge, as well as an officer in my dis- 
trict, Chuck Reed, who was the first 
Federal officer at the FBI ever killed 
out of the Philadelphia office. 

The fact is, these people do put their 
lives on the line everyday. When they 
leave their family, they do not know 
whether they will come back. And the 
fact is, their families have to go on, 
hopefully as well as they can to try to 
make a whole life while knowing that 
their spouse has sacrificed greatly to 
keep our communities safe, free of 
crime and also free of the fire tragedies 
that can occur. 
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And so, by establishing this memo- 
rial scholarship, the gentlewoman from 
New York (Mrs. KELLY) is leading the 
fight for us across America in making 
sure that our communities, while they 
remain safe, will also make sure we re- 
member the families. 

So I rise, Mr. Speaker, and other 
Members of the House on both sides of 
the aisle, this is a truly a bipartisan 
idea for a bipartisan bill, and I look for 
unanimous adoption here in the House 
and an eventual adoption into law. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

I want to congratulate the gentle- 
woman from New York (Mrs. KELLY) 
for her amendment. It is very com- 
mendable to want to provide assistance 
to the sons and daughters of public 
safety officers who died as a result of 
the performance of their official duties. 

The awards made under this program 
will be need-based, so the money will 
be going to a student who has financial 
need as determined under the Higher 
Education Act. I would support this 
amendment. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 
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Mr. Chairman, as one who has seen 
too many police and firefighters and 
correction officers in my own district 
killed in the line of duty, I commend 
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
KELLY) for her amendment. I think it 
is a very good amendment, and we ac- 
cept it on this side. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
woman from New York (Mrs. KELLY), 
as modified. 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there other 
amendments to title IV? 

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. ALLEN 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 11 Offered by Mr. ALLEN: 

Page 267, after line 11, insert the following 
new subsection (and redesignate the suc- 
ceeding subsections accordingly): 

(d) FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR REFUNDS 
AND DURING PROVISIONAL CERTIFICATION.— 

(1) AMENDMENT.—Section 498(e) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new para- 
graphs: 

(6) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, any person required to pay, on behalf 
of a student or borrower, a refund of un- 
earned institutional charges to a lender, or 
the Secretary, who willfully fails to pay such 
refund or willfully attempts in any manner 
to evade payment of such refund, shall, in 
addition to other penalties provided by law, 
be liable to the Secretary for the amount of 
the refund not paid, to the same extent with 
respect to such refund that such an indi- 
vidual would be liable as a responsible per- 
son for a penalty under section 6672(a) of 
title 26, United States Code, with respect to 
the nonpayment of taxes. 

“(7) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, a proprietary institution of higher 
education, as defined in section 481(b), may 
be provisionally certified under subsection 
(h) only if it provides the Secretary with fi- 
nancial guarantees from one or more individ- 
uals whom the Secretary determines, in ac- 
cordance with subsection (e)(2), exercise sub- 
stantial control over such institution. Such 
financial guarantees shall be in addition to 
any financial guarantees otherwise required 
from the institution and shall be in an 
amount determined by the Secretary to be 
sufficient to satisfy the institution’s poten- 
tial liability to the Federal Government, 
student assistance recipients, and other pro- 
gram participants for funds under this title 
during the period of provisional certifi- 
cation. 

(2) EFFECTIVE bark. — The amendments 
made by paragraph (1)— 

(A) relating to responsibility for unpaid re- 
funds, shall be effective with respect to any 
unpaid refunds that were first required to be 
paid to a lender or to the Secretary on or 
after 90 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act; 

(B) relating to financial guarantees re- 
quired for provisional certification, shall be 
effective with respect to any proprietary in- 
stitution of higher education provisionally 
certified by the Secretary on or after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

Page 269, after line 4, insert the following 
new subsection: 
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(i) CHANGE IN STATUS.— 

(1) AMENDMENT.—Section  498(1)(2) is 
amended by striking subparagraph (E) and 
inserting the following new subparagraph: 

“(E) the change in tax filing status of an 
institution from for-profit to non-profit; or“. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by paragraph (1) shall be effective on 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO, 11 OFFERED 
BY MR. ALLEN 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend- 
ment be modified in the form at the 
desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No. 11, as modified, offered by 
Mr. ALLEN: 

Page 267, after line 11, insert the following 
new subsection (and redesignate the suc- 
ceeding subsections accordingly): 

(d) FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR REFUNDS 
AND DURING PROVISIONAL CERTIFICATION.— 

(1) AMENDMENT.—Section 498(e) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new para- 
graph: 

(6) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, any person required to pay, on behalf 
of a student or borrower, a refund of un- 
earned institutional charges to a lender, or 
the Secretary, who willfully fails to pay such 
refund or willfully attempts in any manner 
to evade payment of such refund, shall, in 
addition to other penalties provided by law, 
be liable to the Secretary for the amount of 
the refund not paid, to the same extent with 
respect to such refund that such an indi- 
vidual would be liable as a responsible per- 
son for a penalty under section 6672(a) of 
title 26, United States Code, with respect to 
the nonpayment of taxes.“ 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by paragraph (1) shall be effective with 
respect to any unpaid refunds that were first 
required to be paid to a lender or to the Sec- 
retary on or after 90 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

Mr. ALLEN (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment, as modified, be 
considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Maine? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the modification is agreed to. 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I wanted 
to thank the chairman and ranking 
member of the subcommittee and 
chairman and ranking member of the 
full committee and say that the modi- 
fied version of my amendment removes 
the requirement of financial guaran- 
tees from prospective owners of for- 
profit educational institutions during 
provisional certification. 

The modified amendment maintains 
the provisions which ensure that own- 
ers of higher education institutions 
may be held liable for repayment of 
funds that taxpayers intended for eligi- 
ble students. 
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In Maine, students and families are 
owed hundreds of thousands of dollars 
in refunds by owners of for-profit insti- 
tutions which have been closed down 
due to mismanagement. An owner of 
one such institution has been able to 
move his business to another State and 
continue to draw Federal financial aid 
dollars. 

This situation is not peculiar to 
Maine. Students and families all over 
the country are owed money by owners 
of schools that have failed. I have been 
told by the Inspector General’s Office 
that between 85 and 95 percent of their 
open cases concerning for-profit insti- 
tutions involve student loan refund 
problems. 

Students should be able to attend an 
educational institution and trust that 
their tuition and financial aid dollars 
are being handled properly. When this 
is not the case, the Secretary should 
have the power to impose appropriate 
sanctions not only against the institu- 
tion involved, but also against the 
owner of the institution. 

My amendment will solidify the Sec- 
retary’s power to hold the institution 
of a proprietary higher education insti- 
tution liable for financial losses to the 
Federal Government and student loan 
recipients. Presently, the Secretary 
has only been able to seek recourse 
from institutions, not their owners; 
however, many such institutions are 
bankrupt, so no money is recovered. 

My amendment provides the Sec- 
retary with a mechanism to collect the 
funds. It does so by holding the owner 
liable in the same way that an indi- 
vidual would be responsible for pen- 
alties for the nonpayment of taxes. 
Taxpayer dollars must be protected to 
ensure the continued availability and 
viability of student financial aid pro- 
grams. 

I urge my colleagues to accept this 
amendment, support this amendment. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Again, the gentleman from Maine 
(Mr. ALLEN) is not a member of the 
committee, but has added a good, 
thoughtful amendment, and I would 
support that amendment. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

I rise in support of the amendment of 
the gentleman from Maine. I would 
like to make a couple comments about 
it. First of all, I thank him for his 
modification. I think it is very impor- 
tant that we continue the custom and 
tradition in this bill of treating all 
schools on a level playing field, not sin- 
gling out any category of higher edu- 
cation for special favored or disfavored 
treatment. I think the gentleman has 
remained consistent with that tradi- 
tion by making the modification to 
this amendment. I appreciate that. 

I would like to point out one concern 
that I have, for the RECORD, which I 
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would hope that we would address at 
conference with the gentleman’s par- 
ticipation, and that is clearing up any 
ambiguity about the definition of the 
word “person” in what is subparagraph 
6 of his amendment, where it says, 
“Any person required to pay, on behalf 
of a student or borrower, a refund 
shall, in addition to other penalties 
provided by law, be liable to the Sec- 
retary for the amount of the refund not 
paid.” 

I think it is very important that we 
be clear as to who the person is, for the 
following reasons: If the institution 
that is on the hook for this is a com- 
munity college, let us say we want to 
be very clear that the comptroller of 
the community college will not be per- 
sonally liable for this obligation unless 
he or she committed some kind of 
crime. 

Iam sure that is not the intent of the 
gentleman. The same would be true of 
a for-profit school if an individual is 
not financially involved, but the cor- 
poration for which the individual is. 
And I would hope that we would have 
the cooperation of the gentleman in re- 
solving those matters as we proceed. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDREWS. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Maine. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
happy to work through those issues 
with my colleague. It is certainly not 
our intent to hold the comptroller of 
any institution liable. We have felt 
that this amendment would apply only 
to for-profit institutions and not to 
any public universities or nonprofits. 
But if it is written in a way to apply to 
everyone, it should only apply to those 
who are owners in the sense that they 
own stock in the institution. That is 
the intention. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Reclaiming my time, 
I again understand that this is de- 
signed to keep the same level playing 
field we have always had on that basis, 
and with that reservation, I will be 
happy to support the amendment of the 
gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN), as 
modified. 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to title IV? 

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. LAZIO OF 

NEW YORK 

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 7 offered by Mr. Lazio of 
New York: 

Page 192, after line 10, insert the following 
new section (and conform the table of con- 
tents accordingly): 
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SEC. 430. LOAN FORGIVENESS FOR CHILD CARE 
PROVIDERS. 


(a) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this sec- 
tion— 

(1) to bring more highly trained individuals 
into the early child care profession; and 

(2) to keep more highly trained child care 
providers in the early child care field for 
longer periods of time. 

(b) LOAN FORGIVENESS FOR CHILD CARE 
PROVIDERS.—Part B (20 U.S.C. 1071 et seq.) is 
amended by inserting after section 428J (as 
added by section 432) (20 U.S.C. 1078-10) the 
following: 

“SEC. 428K. LOAN FORGIVENESS FOR CHILD 
CARE PROVIDERS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

( CHILD CARE FACILITY.—The term ‘child 
care facility’ means a facility, including a 
home, that— 

(A) provides child care services; and 

((B) meets applicable State or local gov- 
ernment licensing, certification, approval, or 
registration requirements, if any. 

“*(2) CHILD CARE SERVICES.—The term ‘child 
care services’ means activities and services 
provided for the education and care of chil- 
dren from birth through age 5 by an indi- 
vidual who has a degree in early childhood 
education. 

“(3) DEGREE.—The term ‘degree’ means an 
associate’s or bachelor’s degree awarded by 
an institution of higher education. 

“(4) EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION.—The 
term ‘early childhood education’ means edu- 
cation in the areas of early child education, 
child care, or any other educational area re- 
lated to child care that the Secretary deter- 
mines appropriate. 

b) DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may carry 
out a demonstration program of assuming 
the obligation to repay, pursuant to sub- 
section (c), a loan made, insured or guaran- 
teed under this part or part D (excluding 
loans made under sections 428B and 428C) for 
any new borrower after the date of enact- 
ment of the Higher Education Amendments 
of 1998, who— 

(A) completes a degree in early childhood 
education; and 

(B) obtains employment in a child care 
facility. 

(2) AWARD BASIS; PRIORITY.— 

H(A) AWARD BASIS.—Subject to subpara- 
graph (B), loan repayment under this section 
shall be on a first-come, first-served basis 
and subject to the availability of appropria- 
tions. 

(B) Prioriry.—The Secretary shall give 
priority in providing loan repayment under 
this section for a fiscal year to student bor- 
rowers who received loan repayment under 
this section for the preceding fiscal year. 

(3) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary is au- 
thorized to prescribe such regulations as 
may be necessary to carry out the provisions 
of this section. 

„e) LOAN REPAYMENT.— 

() IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall as- 
sume the obligation to repay— 

(A) after the second year of employment 
described in subparagraphs (B) and (C) of 
subsection (b)(1), 20 percent of the total 
amount of all loans made after date of enact- 
ment of the Higher Education Amendments 
of 1998, to a student under this part or part 
D; 

(B) after the third year of such employ- 
ment, 20 percent of the total amount of all 
such loans; and 

(O) after each of the fourth and fifth years 
of such employment, 30 percent of the total 
amount of all such loans. 
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(2) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sec- 
tion shall be construed to authorize the re- 
funding of any repayment of a loan made 
under this part or part D. 

(3) INTEREST.—If a portion of a loan is re- 
paid by the Secretary under this section for 
any year, the proportionate amount of inter- 
est on such loan which accrues for such year 
shall be repaid by the Secretary. 

(4) SPECIAL RULE.—In the case where a 
student borrower who is not participating in 
loan repayment pursuant to this section re- 
turns to an institution of higher education 
after graduation from an institution of high- 
er education for the purpose of obtaining a 
degree in early childhood education, the Sec- 
retary is authorized to assume the obligation 
to repay the total amount of loans made 
under this part or part D incurred for a max- 
imum of two academic years in returning to 
an institution of higher education for the 
purpose of obtaining a degree in early child- 
hood education. Such loans shall only be re- 
paid for borrowers who qualify for loan re- 
payment pursuant to the provisions of this 
section, and shall be repaid in accordance 
with the provisions of paragraph (1). 

(5) INELIGIBILITY OF NATIONAL SERVICE 
AWARD RECIPIENTS.—No student borrower 
may, for the same volunteer service, receive 
a benefit under both this section and subtitle 
D of title I of the National and Community 
Service Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12601 et seq.). 

“(d) REPAYMENT TO ELIGIBLE LENDERS.— 
The Secretary shall pay to each eligible 
lender or holder for each fiscal year an 
amount equal to the aggregate amount of 
loans which are subject to repayment pursu- 
ant to this section for such year. 

e) APPLICATION FOR REPAYMENT.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—Each eligible individual 
desiring loan repayment under this section 
shall submit a complete and accurate appli- 
cation to the Secretary at such time, in such 
manner, and containing such information as 
the Secretary may require. 

(2) CONDITIONS.—An eligible individual 
may apply for loan repayment under this 
section after completing each year of quali- 
fying employment. The borrower shall re- 
ceive forbearance while engaged in quali- 
fying employment unless the borrower is in 
deferment while so engaged. 

“(f EVALUATION.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con- 
duct, by grant or contract, an independent 
national evaluation of the impact of the 
demonstration program assisted under this 
section on the field of early childhood edu- 
cation. 

(2) COMPETITIVE BASIS.—The grant or con- 
tract described in subsection (a) shall be 
awarded on a competitive basis. 

(3) CONTENTS.—The evaluation described 
in this subsection shall— 

„) determine the number of individuals 
who were encouraged by the demonstration 
program assisted under this section to pur- 
sue early childhood education; 

(B) determine the number of individuals 
who remain employed in a child care facility 
as a result of participation in the program; 

„() identify the barriers to the effective- 
ness of the program; 

D) assess the cost-effectiveness of the 
program in improving the quality of— 

) early childhood education; and 

(10 child care services; 

„(E) identify the reasons why participants 
in the program have chosen to take part in 
the program; 

„(F) identify the number of individuals 
participating in the program who received an 
associate's degree and the number of such in- 
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dividuals who received a bachelor’s degree; 
and 

(G) identify the number of years each in- 
dividual participates in the program. 

(4) INTERIM AND FINAL EVALUATION RE- 
PORTS.—The Secretary shall prepare and sub- 
mit to the President and the Congress such 
interim reports regarding the evaluation de- 
scribed in this subsection as the Secretary 
deems appropriate, and shall prepare and so 
submit a final report regarding the evalua- 
tion by January 1, 2002. 

“(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $10,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1999, and such sums as may be necessary 
for each of the 4 succeeding fiscal years.“ 

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Speak- 
er, the Lazio-Gilman-Tauscher amend- 
ment will address a matter of dire im- 
portance to American families, the 
need for high-quality child care. 

As a parent of two, I know how dif- 
ficult it is to leave our children in the 
care of others. While most of us agree 
that a parent would provide the best 
care for a young child, many of our 
young families simply do not have the 
option of doing so. Today in America, 
more and more parents work outside 
the home. In fact, 62 percent of moms 
with children under 6 are in the work 
force. While we fight to reduce the tax 
burden that forces families into this 
economic situation, we need to assure 
the parents who must work that their 
children will be taken care of by quali- 
fied, competent individuals. 

We know that parents want the best 
for their children. They want to know 
that if their children cannot be at 
home, they are in a healthy and nur- 
turing environment. Today, 13 million 
children under the age of 6 are in child 
care programs. For these children the 
care and attention that they receive 
from child care staff is critical. When 
children have stable and caring edu- 
cators, they feel secure and are ready 
to learn. 

A study by the National Institutes of 
Health shows that staff-child ratio and 
teacher education contribute to the 
quality of a child care program. Chil- 
dren in quality facilities have fewer be- 
havioral problems, stronger language 
ability, and a higher level of school 
readiness. Unfortunately, because of 
high staff turnover and low staff sal- 
ary, quality is something many child 
care programs lack. 

The NIH report shows that a low 
staff-child care ratio clearly benefits 
children. In fact, an article from Mon- 
day’s New York Times highlights this 
very issue at a child care center in 
Houston. According to the article, 
workers at facilities with fewer adults 
see their role more as managing chil- 
dren than in interacting with them. 
Staff in these Houston centers do not 
have the time to engage the children 
who are playing or attend to babies un- 
less they need immediate attention. 
Despite these findings, we have seen 
the average ratio of children to care- 
givers increase considerably from 6.8 to 
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8.5 children per worker between 1976 
and 1990. 

Mr. Speaker, as more parents return 
to work, we can expect the number of 
children in child care to increase. In 
order to provide our children with 
quality care, we must have more care- 
givers per child. Bringing more well- 
educated, dedicated early child care 
graduates into the field would help al- 
leviate the problem. 

Most students who choose a child 
care career want the best for children 
and value the care and education they 
can provide for each child. However, 
child care professionals are paid on av- 
erage about $6.90 per hour and receive 
few, if any, benefits. For students grad- 
uating with $12,000 to $15,000 in college 
loans, and many more than that, there 
is very little incentive to stay in the 
profession. 

As a result, Mr. Speaker, many of the 
country’s best qualified early edu- 
cation graduates either do not enter or 
do not remain in the field. In fact, the 
turnover rate for child care workers is 
four times higher than for their coun- 
terparts in the public schools. 

As large numbers of the early child- 
hood work force consider leaving their 
positions, we have the opportunity to 
offer a modest yet meaningful incen- 
tive to the most qualified staff mem- 
bers who stay in the field, loan forgive- 
ness. Our amendment would offer stu- 
dent loan forgiveness to individuals 
who earn a degree in early child edu- 
cation and work in a licensed child 
care facility, including a home-based 
child care center. 

In order to maintain stability in the 
industry, my amendment would pro- 
vide an incentive to enter and remain 
in the child care field. After the second 
and third year of service, a child care 
worker would be eligible to receive 20 
percent loan forgiveness. After the 
fourth and fifth years, the child care 
provider would qualify for 30 percent 
loan forgiveness. 

In order to ensure efficiency at the 
end of this 5-year demonstration pro- 
gram, the Secretary of Education 
would publish a report on the initia- 
tive. Rather than create an enormous 
mandatory spending program to ad- 
dress the need for quality child care, 
this amendment offers a focused, rea- 
sonable approach to resolving the prob- 
lem. 

By offering loan forgiveness to child 
care staff, we can begin to recruit and 
maintain a more qualified work force. 
An early child care work force com- 
posed of staff with specialized knowl- 
edge about young children and how 
they learn and grow will significantly 
increase the quality of care in this 
country. We can expect these graduates 
to be effective teachers who provide 
meaningful learning experiences during 
the most critical period of a child’s de- 
velopment. 

Of course, parents carry the major 


responsibility for their children. Part 
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of this responsibility for parents who 
must work is finding dependable child 
care professionals to provide respon- 
sible care for their children. Without 
the availability of stable care, employ- 
ers find that their employees are apt to 
miss work or in some cases leave their 
jobs altogether. 

As we try to move forward individ- 
uals from welfare to the work force, we 
must provide families with the support 
of a highly trained and reliable child 
care work force. 

Mr. Chairman, as long as our current 
economic climate forces parents to 
work outside the home, we must pro- 
vide some assurance that their children 
are properly cared for by encouraging 
bright and qualified early child care 
graduates to enter and stay with the 
profession. This amendment will help 
give more families access to quality 
child care. I urge my colleagues to 
adopt it. 

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
Lazio-Gilman-Tauscher amendment 
and urge my colleagues to support this 
important provision. This amendment 
is based on a measure recently intro- 
duced by the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. LAZIO) and was included as 
part the Senate-based Higher Edu- 
cation Act. 

This amendment would authorize 
funding for a demonstration project 
that would forgive Federal student 
loans for individuals who have an asso- 
ciate or bachelor’s degree in early 
childhood education and who work ina 
licensed child care facility for 5 years. 

I believe it is imperative that we as a 
Nation do more to provide stability in 
the lives of our young children. Part of 
that stability comes from them having 
the same providers teaching them and 
taking care of them every day. How- 
ever, trained individuals who want to 
work for child care centers often can- 
not enter this field because they are 
unable to find a job that gives them 
adequate financial footing to pay back 
their student loans. 

On average, the cost of a 2-year de- 
gree at a private college is about 
$12,500. And, unfortunately, child care 
teaching staff earn on average less 
than $8 per hour, or only $13,000 per 
year, for the very valuable work that 
they do. 
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They earn these low wages despite 
the fact that they are better educated 
than the general population. 

The average salary for child care pro- 
viders in center-based care is only 
about $4500 higher than the Federal 
poverty guidelines for a single adult 
and is nowhere near the $16,000 per year 
salary which is considered to be a liv- 
able wage for a single adult. 

It is no wonder, then, that 31 percent 
of all child care teachers leave their 
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jobs each year for other employment. 
They simply cannot afford to simulta- 
neously pay back any student loans 
that they may have and financially 
support themselves. 

The Lazio-Gilman-Tauscher amend- 
ment would help lower this astronomi- 
cally high attrition rate among quali- 
fied child care providers by providing 
loan forgiveness for student loans, thus 
making it financially feasible for 
knowledgeable providers to actually 
stay and work in the field for which 
they were trained. The language in this 
amendment is based on the Lazio bill, 
H.R. 3727, a similar provision is in my 
bill, H.R. 3686, the Model States Child 
Care Enhancement Act which I intro- 
duced a month ago with the gentleman 
from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) and the gen- 
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN). Al- 
though slightly different in design, the 
intent is the same. 

We must do more to help qualified 
child care providers make ends meet, 
and we must do more to provide our 
kids with that level of security in their 
lives that they require. We must not 
underestimate the effect this stability 
has on our Nation’s children. 

Quality is a function of experience. 
Nationwide, only 32 percent of child 
care teachers have been employed in 
their centers for at least 5 years. When 
teachers have the dual benefit of edu- 
cation and experience, then we as par- 
ents can be assured that our children 
are receiving the highest quality in 
child care. Let us help those people 
who have made the educational com- 
mitment to caring for children stay in 
the field and get that valuable experi- 
ence. 

I am pleased to work so closely with 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
Lazio) and the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. GILMAN) and I urge accept- 
ance of this bipartisan, bicameral 
amendment. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. I would like to thank 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
LAZIO), the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. GILMAN) and the gentlewoman 
from California (Mrs. TAUSCHER) for of- 
fering this important amendment to 
the Higher Education Amendments. 

Child care is an issue that concerns 
all families. Making sure that Amer- 
ican families have access to quality 
child care should be one of our top pri- 
orities in the Congress. As Members 
may know, an average child care work- 
er earns less than $7 per hour. It is easy 
to see that this does not provide enor- 
mous incentive for young graduates to 
enter the child care profession. 

Moreover, the best child care is pro- 
vided by educated workers. We all 
know the majority of students grad- 
uating from college are burdened with 
thousands of dollars of student loan 
debt. This is a further disincentive to 
entering the child care field. 


7260 


The aim of this amendment is to pro- 
vide an incentive for students to enter 
into child care professions. This 
amendment would forgive a percentage 
of the debt owed by graduates that 
choose to enter the child care field. 

The challenge here is that while stu- 
dents may strongly desire to work in 
child care and teach young children, 
they know that their income will be so 
modest that there will be no way pos- 
sible that they could ever realistically 
repay their student loans. This amend- 
ment provides a much-needed incentive 
for students to choose this vitally im- 
portant career path. The amendment 
would also seek to retain these workers 
in the child care field by increasing the 
percentage of loan forgiveness the 
longer they work. 

It is very difficult for parents to, of 
course, leave their children in the care 
of others. Unfortunately this is nec- 
essary because of our current economic 
climate, with many parents working 
more than one job and both parents 
working. Although most parents would 
prefer to stay home with their chil- 
dren, about 75 percent of married cou- 
ples with children work outside the 
home. This amendment will go a long 
way towards ensuring that our children 
are left in qualified, well-trained 
hands. It will also provide parents im- 
portant peace of mind. 

Again, I would like to thank the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. LAZIO) for 
his leadership on this issue. I urge my 
colleagues to vote for this important 
initiative. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I also want to rise to 
support the Lazio-Gilman-Tauscher 
amendment. I want to speak about the 
importance of providing quality child 
care and doing all that we can to in- 
crease the supply of well-trained indi- 
viduals to provide for our precious chil- 
dren. 

A tragic story most poignantly 
pointed out the need of providing child 
care. Recently in the Washington Post 
we all heard about a police officer who 
found that she had to choose between 
having child care and taking care of 
her children. Since she had no child 
care, she had only one day job. You 
heard the story. On her first day of 
being jobless and with her children at 
her side, she held her colleagues who 
came to her home at bay with a gun. 

While none of us condone her action, 
we all have to recognize the pressure, 
the agony and the desperation she 
must have felt in trying to keep her job 
and to care for her children as well. 

We understand that this Nation’s fu- 
ture, millions of our babies, children 
and youth, spend large quantities of 
their time in the child care environ- 
ment. Therefore, it is understandable 
that we need to provide the best- 
trained individuals to make sure that 
they are taken care of. 
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This modest amendment will have a 
major impact, because it will help 
produce more competent child care 
workers. These child care providers are 
crucial to the health and the welfare of 
our children. They are crucial to the 
parents who must support their fami- 
lies. I urge that this amendment be 
adopted so that we can provide the nec- 
essary care. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. I rise to support the amend- 
ment. 

I introduced the first child care bill 
in this House since Richard Nixon had 
proposed child care many years ago. 
Richard Nixon did some good things, 
among them his child care bill. In ana- 
lyzing and studying child care at the 
time, I discovered that the workers at 
our Nation’s zoos, who earn every 
penny that they earn, they certainly 
earn it all, but they make more than 
child care workers. I have always felt 
that those who take care of children 
should at least be making the amount 
of money as those who would take care 
of the animals at our Nation's zoos. 

We have had a desperate situation in 
child care and the remuneration to our 
workers there. I think that the amend- 
ment that the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. LAZIO) is offering will help 
alleviate that to a great degree. I sup- 
port the amendment. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. I also rise in support of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. Lazio), the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. GILMAN) 
and the gentlewoman from California 
(Mrs. TAUSCHER). 

I think it is important that we un- 
derstand how much of a sacrifice peo- 
ple make when they go to work in the 
child care field. The gentleman from 
New York (Mr. LAzio) and the gentle- 
woman from California (Mrs. 
TAUSCHER) have spoken very clearly 
and eloquently about that, but I think 
there are some numbers that were in 
the newspaper, in the New York Times 
today, which dramatically illustrate 
the economic priority we put on taking 
care of our children as opposed to the 
rhetoric that we talk about taking care 
of our children. 

There was a study done which indi- 
cates that the median hourly wage of 
animal caretakers, people who take 
care of our pets, is $6.90 an hour; the 
median hourly wage of parking lot at- 
tendants, people who watch our cars, is 
$6.38 an hour; and the median wage of 
child care workers, who care for and 
watch our children, was $6.12 an hour. 
So we literally pay people more to 
watch our pets and our cars than we do 
our children. 

One of the ways that we begin to re- 
dress that grievance, and it is a griev- 
ance, is this proposal which suggests 
that a limited number of child care 
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workers will be able to finance their 
education by working in quality, af- 
fordable child care. 

This is an example, and I know that 
both the gentlewoman from California 
(Mrs. TAUSCHER) and the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. LAZIO) are the par- 
ents of young children, as am I, so they 
know this issue very personally. It is 
an example of how the two sides of the 
aisle can come together on a very prac- 
tical idea. I commend the authors and 
heartily support the amendment. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDREWS. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, we do appreciate very much 
this very forthright and forward think- 
ing legislation. 

Another number I would like to share 
with my colleagues is that the average 
salary of a child care worker may be 
barely $12,000. It is very important that 
we provide the opportunities for profes- 
sionalism, for training, for incentives, 
for learning creative techniques and 
styles of teaching our very young chil- 
dren. 

As Mrs. Clinton has indicated in her 
emphasis on the zero to 3 development, 
early development, it is so very impor- 
tant the kind of exposure our children 
have, safe and secure environment, and 
the kind of caretaker who not only 
cares and loves them but also has a 
professional attitude and an ability to 
train them. 

I want to add my accolades but as 
well my support enthusiastically to the 
kind of legislation that will provide op- 
portunities for professional child care 
providers, making this the kind of sys- 
tem that we can be proud of. I think 
this will particularly help our mothers 
moving from welfare to work. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. I want to commend the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. LAZIO), 
classmate, subcommittee chairman on 
another committee, for a well thought 
out and good amendment. I want to 
support his amendment. 

This program was patterned after the 
loan forgiveness for teachers already 
included in H.R. 6. Students cannot re- 
ceive loan forgiveness until after they 
have completed their second year of 
employment, at which time 20 percent 
of their loans may be forgiven, 20 per- 
cent after the third year, and 30 per- 
cent after the fourth and fifth years of 
employment, which guarantees that 
people will continue to work in the 
program for a period of time, which is 
very beneficial. Loan forgiveness pro- 
grams structured in this manner serve 
as good incentives to attract and re- 
tain qualified teachers, especially in 
low paying professions or areas. I urge 
a “yes” vote on the amendment. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
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words. I rise to bring reality to the dis- 
cussion. We are making each other feel 
good. The last amendment was a good 
amendment. This is a good amend- 
ment. 

Where is the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) when I need 
him? Obviously we know very well that 
if any of these amendments get funded, 
money must be taken from some other 
place. I do not know where that will be, 
but it might be one of your other favor- 
ite programs or, even worse, it might 
be one of my favorite programs. 

I just want to have a little reality 
check here and make sure everybody 
understands. We are feeling good. But 
if they take money from us in order to 
fund these programs, we will not be 
feeling so good. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. LAZIO). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 29 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON- 
LEE OF TEXAS 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 29 offered by Ms. JACKSON- 
LEE of Texas: 

Page 182, line 14, strike the close quotation 
marks and following period and after such 
line insert the following new paragraph: 

%) AUTHORITY OF THE SECRETARY TO AS- 
SIST DISTRESSED INSTITUTION.—The Sec- 
retary is authorized to provide administra- 
tive, fiscal, management, strategic planning 
and technical assistance through a qualified 
third-party consultant identified by the in- 
stitution or an organization representing 
such institutions. Institutions eligible for 
such assistance include those institutions 
which qualify for the exemption in para- 
graph (2)(C)(i), (ii), and (iii) of this sub- 
section, or which have submitted a default 
management plan under paragraph (5) which 
has been accepted by the Secretary. 

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO, 29 OFFERED 
BY MS. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that my amendment be modified with 
the modification at the desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No. 29 offered Ms. JACKSON- 
LER of Texas, as modified: 

Page 182, line 14, strike the close quotation 
marks and following period and after such 
line insert the following new paragraph: 

“(7) AUTHORITY OF THE SECRETARY TO As- 
SIST DISTRESSED INSTITUTIONS.—The Sec- 
retary is authorized pursuant to section 
3260007) to provide administrative, fiscal, 
management, strategic planning, and tech- 
nical assistance through a qualified third- 
party consultant identified by the institu- 
tion or an organization representing such in- 
stitutions. Institutions eligible for such as- 
sistance include those institutions which 
qualify for the exemption in paragraph 
(2X00), Gi), and (ii) of this subsection, or 
which have submitted a default management 
plan under paragraph (5) which has been ac- 
cepted by the Secretary. 


Mr. 
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Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas (during 
the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend- 
ment be considered as read and printed 
in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the modification is accepted. 

There was no objection. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, particularly I would like to 
thank the leadership of this committee 
which includes, of course, the gen- 
tleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAY), the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. KIL- 
DEE), certainly the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) and var- 
ious other subcommittee chairs for 
really the cooperative effort and spirit 
of this legislation. 

It is important for the American peo- 
ple to see that all of the Congress sup- 
ports education. This bill I think will 
help us, Mr. Chairman, do something 
that we would really like to see occur, 
and that is to see our student loans re- 
paid. This amendment requests a study 
of default rates. It will make the lend- 
ers happy, it will make the students 
happy, it will make the government 
happy, because it will provide us with 
the kind of analysis that will help us 
determine why there may be a high de- 
fault rate, what are the approaches we 
are using or not using. 
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I would hope that the Micro Com- 
puter Technology Institute located in 
the city of Houston, which provides 
technology education to the residents 
of the Eighteenth Congressional Dis- 
trict, would benefit from this. Eighty- 
seven students from my congressional 
district were included in the cohort for 
fiscal year 1993. Of that number, 54 
were adversely effected by what ap- 
peared to be improper servicing of 
their loans. 

There are many issues, Mr. Chair- 
man, that impact why loans are de- 
faulted. I believe in student loans. I 
had student loans. I paid back student 
loans. I want to see student loans being 
a viable element of our higher edu- 
cation. It helps so many of our con- 
stituents. 

So I would offer this amendment so 
that we can get, if my colleagues will, 
to the bottom of it, provide the kind of 
information and possibly avoid the 
kind of default rates that we have had 
and the criticism of our very viable 
loan programs. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to make sure that we have this 
clear. We are accepting her amend- 
ment, but she said she was offering 29, 


7261 


but she talked about 27. But we are 
going to accept 29 and 27, but her dis- 
cussion was on 27 rather than on 29. 

Ms, JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, the gentleman may be right. 
Because I have had them both here, 
and the gentleman is absolutely right. 
One was on distressed institutions. 

Mr. GOODLING. We are going to ac- 
cept both of them. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Great. 
Then I will not add anything to it 
other than to say the one I was speak- 
ing about originally was 29, and that 
was distressed institutions, and that is 
the opportunity to use a third party 
consultant. Is that the gentleman’s un- 
derstanding? 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentlewoman had said 29, but her dis- 
cussion was on 27. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Right. 

Mr. GOODLING. And we are going to 
accept both 27 and 29. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. And 29 
was on distressed institutions that had 
to do with using a third party consult- 
ant. 

Mr. GOODLING. Yes. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. And the 
gentleman will accept that one and 27. 

Mr. GOODLING. Right. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. All 
right, Mr. Chairman. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in support of my 
amendment to H.R. 6, the Higher Education 
Amendments of 1998, which would allow dis- 
tressed institutions that are already provided 
for in the text of this bill, the opportunity to uti- 
lize a third party consultant, if they so desire, 
to conduct their administrative, fiscal and tech- 
nical assistance. This addition is not simply 
about the fact that a third party consultant, 
specifically trained and prepared to offer this 
kind of assistance, will generally provide a 
higher level of quality and performance than 
an advisor assigned by a federal agency to 
consult an institution of higher education, but 
there are serious ethical issues at play here 
as well. 

A Department of Education official that is 
assigned to consult a college or university 
about possible improvements in their adminis- 
trative or fiscal management procedures is not 
only charged to improve the quality of the col- 
lege’s or university's procedures, but as well, 
they are required to report any violations of 
federal law or regulations conducted by the 
college/university that they observe. It is one 
thing for our larger colleges and universities 
with seemingly unlimited resources to hold to 
this high standard of review, but it is highly un- 
likely that a Harvard or Yale or a University of 
Texas, even, would ever need fiscal, adminis- 
trative or technical assistance from the Depart- 
ment of Education. 

No, it will be our smaller colleges and uni- 
versities that will be requesting help from the 
government, and they often make mistakes in 
their procedures and policies that they need 
not be penalized for by the very group that 
they are requesting help from. But the Depart- 
ment of Education's officials have an ethical 
mandate to report any infractions that they ob- 
serve whether they are done by omission or 
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by commission. On the other hand, however, 
a valid technical argument can be made by 
our smaller colleges and universities against 
Department of Education consultation. Essen- 
tially, why should a college or university be 
forced to take into counsel a representative 
from a group that has an oversight relationship 
with them? It makes no sense. Our small col- 
leges and universities should be able to have 
impartial consultation about their administra- 
tive or fiscal needs without facing con- 
sequences for previous actions from the fed- 
eral government. 

The only logical solution to this ethical di- 
lemma for both the Department of Education 
and our small colleges and universities, is to 
allow a third-party consultant to advise the in- 
stitution about its needs and concerns, if they 
so desire. This way, a college or university 
can begin steps to correct any procedural mis- 
takes they may be making, without experi- 
encing the unfair possibility of facing future 
Department of Education penalties. We must 
not punish those who sincerely need our help, 
but encourage them to make their institution 
the very best that it can be. So | urge you to 
support this amendment to level the playing 
field for our many distressed institutions of 
higher learning in need of comprehensive as- 
sistance. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE), 
as modified. 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 27 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON- 

LEE OF TEXAS 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 27 offered by Ms. JACKSON- 
LEE of Texas: 

Page 136, line 19 add the following new sec- 
tion: 

TITLE IV—GUARANTY AGENCY 
REFORMS 
SEC. 413. GUARANTY AGENCY REFORMS. 

Directs the Secretary to conduct a study 
to investigate to what extent the actions of 
the lenders and the guarantors impact upon 
the default rates of student borrowers as it 
relates to the servicing of the loans or the 
due diligence of the loan. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, because of the kindness of 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GOODLING) the gentleman from Michi- 
gan (Mr. KILDEE) the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. CLAY) and others, I will 
be brief on this. 

This, again, has to do with guarantee 
agency reforms which is to allow the 
Secretary of Education to conduct a 
study to determine if the actions and 
guarantors of student loans impact de- 
fault rates. Simply, this provides us 
with information; and, as I said earlier 
in my comments, this helps to avoid 
some of the dilemma that we face with 
default rates. Let us find out why, let 
us try to improve it, and let us insure 
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that student loans remains a viable 
part of our educational process. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I ask my 
colleagues to support this amendment 
that can only help to enhance our edu- 
cational system for higher education. 

Mr. Chairman, | rise to offer the following 
amendment to H.R. 6, the Higher Education 
Amendment of 1998. 

This amendment would result in a study to 
determine to what extent the actions of the 
lenders and the guarantors impact upon the 
default rates of student borrowers as it relates 
to the servicing of the loans or the due dili- 
gence of the loan. The goal of this study will 
be to determine the source of default rates of 
student loans. 

The Microcomputer Technology Institute lo- 
cated in the City of Houston provides tech- 
nology educations to residents of the 18th 
Congressional District which | represent. 
Eighty-seven students from my Congressional 
district were included in the Cohort for Fiscal 
year 1993. Of that number, 54 were adversely 
affected by what appeared to be improper 
servicing of their loans by one of the lender/ 
guarantor units used by the Microcomputer 
Technology Institute during that period. The 
remaining 33 students did much better, their 
loans having been serviced by a different 
lender/guarantor combination, which resulted 
in a cohort default rate approximately one-third 
that of the first group. 

It is evident that the way and manner that 
loans are serviced can and will affect certain 
students ability to pay back the loans as well 
as the resultant cohort default rate assigned to 
an institution. 

lf Microcomputer Technology Institute had 
placed all of its students loans with the first 
lender that had a high default rate then its po- 
tential default rate could have been greater 
than 40%—defining Microcomputer Tech- 
nology Institute as a bad school for the pur- 
pose of Department of Education approval of 
Federal Student Loans. 

Currently, under the Department of Edu- 
cation rule, if the borrower made even a single 
payment on the loan, the default can not be 
due to improper servicing, no matter how defi- 
cient the servicing has been. 

Lending institutions and guarantors may ac- 
complish servicing in a wide variety of ways 
from those which do an excellent job of pro- 
viding payment coupons, and reminder calls to 
those which rely on a letter serving notice that 
repayment of a loan is due. 

| would contend that the level of repayment 
is directly related to the due diligence of the 
loan, because the effort put into generating 
payments once a student has concluded their 
education is of vital importance in securing re- 
payment. 

| believe that we should not let this issue 
continue without study because the results of 
high loan default rates are penalties to the 
educationally institution. 

There are many factors that may contribute 
to student loan default rates, but without this 
study there will be no way to determine if 
more should or could be done to reduce the 
number of loan defaults. 

Congress recognized the responsibility of 
lenders and guaranty agencies when the High- 
er Education Amendments of 1992 amended 
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the Higher Education Act of 1965 to require 
the Department to calculate and publish cohort 
default rates for original lenders, current hold- 
ers, and guaranty agencies. 

Congress should pursue its interest in stu- 
dent loan defaults with a study to learn what 
if any thing could be done to improve student 
repayment rates. In Fiscal Year 1995 of the 
7,644 schools reviewed with a total of 
1,918,453 borrowers there were a total of 
199,346 defaults. 

| ask my colleagues to join me in support of 
this important amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEB). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 30 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON- 
LEE OF TEXAS 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 30 offered by Ms. JACKSON- 
LEE: 

Page 270, after line 16, insert the following 
new section: 

SEC. 480. RELIEF FROM OBLIGATION. 

To the extent authorized in advance in an 
appropriation Act, the Secretary may, in 
settlement of claims found or arising under 
audits and program reviews under title IV of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965, forgive the 
obligations to pay such claims of Texas 
Southern University relating to the adminis- 
tration of programs under such title, subject 
to such terms and conditions as Secretary 
may require with respect to conduct of pro- 
grams under such title on and after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, simply, my amendment 
deals specifically with concerns of an 
institution that has a great history in 
our community. Texas Southern Uni- 
versity was a State or is a State insti- 
tution founded in 1948. It was founded 
on the basis of students in Texas, Afri- 
can Americans, not being allowed to go 
to the white institutions in Texas out 
of segregation. And over the years 
Texas Southern University has edu- 
cated a high degrees of our phar- 
macists, our lawyers, our educators. In 
fact, Texas Southern University has 
educated most of the teachers in the 
State of Texas. 

It particularly serves a significant 
number of low-income minority stu- 
dents in Texas. It trains a significant 
percentage of the State’s legal and 
pharmaceutical students as well as it 
trains a huge number of our Hispanic 
attorneys in the State of Texas. 

Texas Southern University has his- 
torically been underfunded by the 
State of Texas. That is something that 
we are trying to work on. However, 
this has resulted in its reduced ability 
to marginize many of its internal sys- 
tems, some of them so very important 
to keeping the appropriate or the kinds 
of records necessary in this fast-paced 
economy. As a result of this historical 
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underfunding, it has not been able to 
maintain sufficient staff to provide 
total administrational support that is 
necessary. 

Problems created by prior inadequate 
funding have been identified and are in 
the process of being resolved, currently 
negotiating with the Department of 
Education to resolve its prior defi- 
ciencies and to identify such defi- 
ciencies and result in a settlement. 

My amendment acknowledges the 
historical role that Texas Southern 
University has and would ask that we 
would, if my colleagues will, forgive 
any settlement that might come about 
so that Texas Southern University 
might move forward, establishing a 
more proper procedure and as well to 
survive in this particular competitive 
climate. 

I would hope that the point made 
about Texas Southern University is 
that it is trying to correct its defi- 
ciencies, that it is a valuable institu- 
tion and that, hopefully, we would be 
able to agree with the fact that an in- 
stitution such as Texas Southern Uni- 
versity needs to be preserved. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, as he responds to 
me, I may want to have this amend- 
ment withdrawn, and I would like to 
have enough time to be able to speak 
on that point. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I was 
under the impression that the gentle- 
woman was going to withdraw this 
amendment. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. And I 
am, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. GOODLING. Of course, the major 
reason is we have already had four re- 
quests similar, and we have a pay-go 
problem, and so they will have to deal 
with the secretaries to try to get it all 
straightened out. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I will take the gentleman’s 
remarks as a positive. They will have 
to deal with the secretary. It certainly 
does not speak against the historical 
nature of Texas Southern University, 
but we are in the process of doing that. 
We hope that we will have positive re- 
sults, and I was hoping to get relief 
here on the floor of the House, and I re- 
spect the chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in support of my 
amendment to forgive the debt obligation of 
Texas Southern University to the United 
States Department of Education incurred as a 
result of difficulties that arose in the Adminis- 
tration of their Title IX Student Financial Aid 
program. This amendment, Mr. Chairman, 
seeks only to give the same protections to 
some of our smaller institutions of higher 
learning, which desperately need financial and 
technical assistance from the Department of 
Education, that the Department of Commerce 
and the Small Business Administration cur- 
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rently give to our small and disadvantaged 
businesses. Essentially, the relationship is no 
different. 

Our small colleges and universities in this 
country are a valuable resource in giving cer- 
tain people an opportunity to receive an un- 
dergraduate education that might not other- 
wise be able to do so. A prime example of 
one of these colleges and universities is 
Texas Southern University in Houston, Texas. 
Texas Southern University, or TSU as it is 
popularly called, was founded as a com- 
promise in the settlement of a lawsuit between 
a man named Herman Sweatt and the Univer- 
sity of Texas. Sweatt, the plaintiff in the fa- 
mous 1950 Supreme Court case of Sweatt v. 
Painter, was fighting the Texas Constitutional 
provision which mandated separate treatment 
of Blacks and Whites, so that he might be 
able to attend the University of Texas Law 
School. In the midst of Sweatt's four year long 
protracted legal battle, state officials thought 
he might be pacified by the creation of a 
“Negro” university that was also funded by the 
State. So in 1947, the Texas State University 
for Negroes was created, and in 1951, after 
Sweatt’s victory in the Supreme Court, the uni- 
versity's name was changed to Texas South- 
ern University. 

And even though Texas Southern’s man- 
date from the State was to provide “courses 
equivalent” to those provided by other state- 
supported universities, over the last 4 dec- 
ades, the University has been consistently un- 
derfunded. This open secret culminated in 
1981 when the Office of Civil Rights found that 
the State of Texas was operating “a dual and 
unequal system of higher education”. The 
bottomline is that for too long, our small col- 
leges and universities have been treated like 
“unwanted stepchildren” by our state funding 
agencies. Despite all of this, TSU has become 
an institution that enrolls students of all racial, 
religious, cultural, and ethnic backgrounds 
from Texas, the nation, and the world. It is 
more than just a collection of students, it is a 
conduit between cultures, races and lifestyles; 
truly a constant source of viable political, civic, 
and business leaders for the Greater Houston 
community. So why not help our small col- 
leges and universities like TSU? 

hese institutions need our technical assist- 
ance and long-term financial support in order 
to encourage greater institutional stability, a 
trademark of our larger colleges and univer- 
sities. Today, | ask for only Texas Southern 
University, because | recognize that this for- 
giveness from financial obligation must not be 
abused. But as special and worthwhile cases 
may arise, like this one, we should not, we 
can not, we must not, shrink from our respon- 
sibility to help those institutions of higher 
learning that need us most. We are not for- 
giving the debt of a “fat cat”, multinational cor- 
poration; quite to the contrary, we are setting 
forth an honorable act of absolution to an insti- 
tution that genuinely needs our help. Simply 
stated, we are allowing tens of thousands of 
children the opportunity to maximize the po- 
tential; to someday realize their dreams. For 
this reason, above all, | ask all of my col- 
leagues to support this amendment, and pre- 
serve the sacred gift of education. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to withdraw the amendment. 


7263 


The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is 
withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 59 OFFERED BY MR. SOUDER 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 59 offered by Mr. SOUDER: 

Page 237, strike lines 4 through 10 and in- 
sert the following: 

(2) REHABILITATION.—A student whose eli- 
gibility has been suspended under paragraph 
(1) may resume eligibility before the end of 
the period determined under such paragraph 
if the student satisfactorily completes a drug 
rehabilitation program that complies with 
such criteria as the Secretary shall prescribe 
for purposes of this paragraph and that in- 
cludes two unannounced drug tests. 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment is very simple. On page 237 
it strikes lines 4 through 10 and inserts 
the following: Under rehabilitation, a 
student whose eligibility has been sus- 
pended under paragraph 1 may resume 
eligibility before the end of the period 
determined under such paragraph if the 
student satisfactorily completes a drug 
rehabilitation program that complies 
with such criteria as the Secretary 
shall prescribe for purposes of this 
paragraph and that includes two unan- 
nounced drug tests. 

The addition to the underlying bill is 
that it includes 2 unannounced drug 
tests. 

This amendment has no estimated 
drug spending, unless, of course, some- 
body would fail the drug test and then, 
while that is not our goal, it would ac- 
tually save money. But our goal is to 
make sure that, actually, the students 
are clean when they come back. 

Now let me go through the history of 
how this got in the main bill and then 
discuss particularly my change which I 
hope will be considered a friendly 
amendment and can be supported. It is 
not general drug testing. It is not test- 
ing of anyone other than people who 
have been convicted of drug use and are 
now under this bill going through drug 
rehab and making sure they are actu- 
ally clean. 

But I want to go through the actual 
epidemic that we are facing. We have a 
major crisis in this country, and the 
question is are we serious about it or 
not. And this bill has an important 
first step, and I would like to just re- 
fine this a little bit more. It is easy for 
us to criticize Mexico; it is easy for us 
to criticize Columbia. The question is, 
are we really committed in this coun- 
try? 

The Chronicle of Higher Education, 
March 21, 1997, states that crime data 
from 489 of the largest colleges and uni- 
versities in this country indicate that 
drug arrests on college campuses 
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jumped by close to 18 percent in 1995 
when they have the data in the fourth 
consecutive year with a double digit in- 
crease. By comparison, all other 
crimes, including murder, robbery, ag- 
gravated assault, burglary, vehicle 
theft and violations of weapons laws 
declined. So it is clear in our univer- 
sities we have had drug use as an in- 
creasing problem. This 18 percent jump 
is even more troubling when you con- 
sider that those are the kids that get 
caught. 

According to this same article, re- 
searchers at the University of Michi- 
gan found that 33.5 percent of the col- 
lege students surveyed in 1995 had used 
illegal drugs within that year up 2.1 
percent from 1994 and up even further 
from an earlier survey. 

I have recently seen the survey 
study, and it included 17-year-olds who 
are just about to head to college. They 
are seniors in high school, and in there 
two-thirds said that they knew where 
they could get marijuana within a day, 
and 44 percent within an hour or less, 
that our schools are, in fact, not drug- 
free even in high school. Thirty-seven 
percent of the principles said they were 
drug-free; 46 percent of the teachers. 
But 76 percent of the students said that 
their school was not drug-free. They 
understand they are at risk when they 
were asked, 17-year-olds, what they 
thought their greatest problem was. 
Drugs were not seen as much of a prob- 
lem, as their major problem, as all the 
other issues combined. 

Now this suggests that our children 
know they are at risk, and we need to 
take some steps to make sure they are 
not in danger. 

This amendment, to go through some 
of the history, has been in our bill be- 
fore coming through the House, the full 
underlying amendment that came 
through committee before this adjust- 
ment, and my colleague and friend, the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. Sol- 
OMON) has been the pioneer and the 
leader with this. He is a great Amer- 
ican, and I am going to miss him, and 
many others are. He has been a cru- 
sader for the values that made this 
country great. 

He had this in the Higher Ed Reau- 
thorization bill in 1992. We lost it in 
conference, and we are coming back 
again with the underlying treatment 
amendment in the beginning, and let 
me explain what the underlying 
amendment does: 

One loses their taxpayer subsidized 
loan for 1 year for first offense, 2 years 
for their second offense and indefi- 
nitely for the third. If they sell drugs, 
they get suspended for 2 years for a 
first offense and indefinitely on a sec- 
ond offense. 

The point here is not to get people 
out of college. That is why we have the 
treatment program and then they come 
back in. We want to get people 
rehabbed so they can learn. But the 
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problem here is we need to make sure 
not just that they are going through 
treatment programs and insurance 
companies can make a lot of money 
and treatment programs can make a 
lot of money, but that, in fact, people 
are cured. 

This can be done, quite frankly, fast- 
er than the suspension period. If they 
successfully complete a rehab program 
and they get through a drug test that 
is clean, they are back in school. 

I have no desire to eliminate any- 
body’s opportunity to climb out of the 
situation they are in to advance their 
career, but the best way to do that is 
to make sure one is clean of drugs. And 
I believe that this amendment will ac- 
tually make the underlying amend- 
ment that we had in committee even 
stronger and put teeth in that, and I 
hope that it can be supported by all 
sides. Because, once again, I want to 
say it is not a general testing amend- 
ment; it is only for people who have 
been convicted and lost their student 
loan. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Indiana. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to title IV? 

AMENDMENT NO. 18 OFFERED BY MRS, CLAYTON 

Mrs. Clayton. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 18 offered by Mrs. CLAY- 
TON: 

Page 248, line 4, strike “and”; on line 10, 
strike the second period and insert; and”, 


and after line 10 insert the following: 
(7) by adding at the end the following new 


paragraph: 
(23) The institution will distribute to 


each student, during registration for enroll- 
ment in its instructional program, the mail 
voter registration application form described 
in section 9(a)(2) of the National Voter Reg- 
istration Act of 1993, unless the student, in 
writing, declines to receive such form.“ 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, this 
is an amendment to allow that college 
students, as they begin their career as 
college students, to have the oppor- 
tunity to begin their careers also as 
citizens participating in our great de- 
mocracy. As my colleagues well know, 
the ages between 18 and 24 happened to 
be the lowest rate of participation. All 
Americans really should be ashamed at 
the rate we are participating but, sim- 
ply put, this allows a simple access to 
a college student coming to register to 
also be able to register to vote. 
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To our knowledge, this does not re- 
quire any Federal funds, so it should 
not be a question about the funding of 
this. 
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This amendment simply addresses ac- 
cess and opportunity. Currently, the 
Motor Voter registration allows for 
anyone to register at a library. It sim- 
ply means that the Board of Elections 
of those particular cities will send this 
information or registration form to the 
colleges. 

This is not a partisan amendment; 
this does not have added costs. This is 
simply a way for college students to 
participate in the democracy. 

Mr. Chairman, with that, I will yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. GOODLING). 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I am 
going to say the same thing that the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
MCKEON) was told to say, which is the 
same thing that he mentioned. 

We are accepting this amendment 
this evening with the understanding 
that if it creates too much heartburn, 
we will discuss it in conference. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, re- 
claiming my time, we appreciate the 
gentleman’s willingness to accept the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
woman from North Carolina (Mrs. 
CLAYTON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 16 OFFERED BY MR. ANDREWS 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment numbered 16. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 16 offered by Mr. AN- 
DREWS: 

Page 164, after line 25, insert the following 
new subsection: 

(t) NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF INCOME-SEN- 
SITIVE REPAYMENT OPTION.— 

(1) AMENDMENT.—Section 428 is further 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

(% NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF INCOME- 
SENSITIVE REPAYMENT OPTION.—At the time 
of offering a borrower a loan under this part, 
and at the time of offering the borrower the 
option of repaying a loan in accordance with 
this subsection, the lender shall provide the 
borrower with a notice that informs the bor- 
rower, in a form prescribed by the Secretary 
by regulation— 

“(1) that all borrowers are eligible for in- 
come-sensitive repayment through loan con- 
solidation under section 428C; 

(2) the procedures by which the borrower 
may elect income-sensitive repayment; and 

(3) where and how the borrower may ob- 
tain additional information concerning in- 
come-sensitive repayment.”’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) Section 428(b)(1)(E)(i) is amended by in- 
serting before the semicolon the following: 
“or of repaying the loan in accordance with 
an income-sensitive repayment schedule of- 
fered pursuant to section 428C". 

(B) Section 485(b)(1)(A) is amended— 

(i) by striking and' at the end of clause 
(D; 

(ii) by striking the period at the end of 
clause (ii) and inserting *; and“; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 
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(11) the information required to be dis- 
closed by lenders pursuant to section 
428(0)."’. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, the 
purpose of this amendment is to help 
deal with the very real problem of peo- 
ple who graduate from school with a 
significant student loan debt. I think 
we widely agree that the best solution 
is to try to find a way to moderate the 
cost of higher education. I think there 
are many things we have in this bill 
that begin to do that. The second best 
solution is more scholarship aid so 
more people are able to earn and win 
scholarships, whether based on merit 
or need. 

We are still faced with the reality, 
though, that many students are re- 
quired to borrow in order to finance 
their education. I believe that it is 
therefore imperative that we try to 
find ways that make that borrowing 
easier for students and their families 
to deal with. 

One such way is to encourage the use 
of income-contingent or income-sen- 
sitive loans. In short, this concept 
means that one’s obligation to pay 
one’s loan back is based in large part 
upon their income, upon their ability 
to pay. So the less one makes, the less 
of an obligation one has to pay, but as 
their income rises, so does their obliga- 
tion to pay. 

This is the first of 2 amendments I 
am going to offer on this subject. This 
one makes it clear that whether stu- 
dents are under the direct loan pro- 
gram or the bank-based guarantee loan 
program, they are fully aware of their 
right to have all of their loans consoli- 
dated into the Department of Edu- 
cation and then converted through the 
income-sensitive option. 

What this means is that a young man 
or a young woman who graduates with 
a significant debt, with a $20,000 or 
$30,000 or $40,000 debt, who chooses to 
go into a job or profession, or must go 
into a job or profession that earns a 
lower salary will have the opportunity 
to make that choice, will not be com- 
pelled to choose between pursuing the 
highest and best education they can 
get or accepting a job that they do not 
wish to pursue. 

I think this is a sensible amendment. 
I believe it will encourage people to 
borrow prudently, but give them an op- 
portunity to repay their loan on a fair 
and reasonable basis. It is a way to 
deal with the burgeoning problem of 
too much debt upon graduation. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to my friend, 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PASCRELL), who has proposed legisla- 
tion that is very similar in concept to 
this. He accomplishes this goal by ex- 
tending the period of time that people 
can pay back their loans, and I believe 
it is very much in syne with this idea. 

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Chairman, I be- 
lieve that the amendment of the gen- 
tleman is right on target. One of the 
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largest and most severe problems fac- 
ing college students is an ever-mount- 
ing debt. When I look at the students 
in my own State and how that debt has 
increased over the past several years, 
moving up to close to $13,000 on the av- 
erage, and by another 2 years, that 
debt will increase to perhaps a little 
bit more than $20,000. I think that the 
indirect loan program to those stu- 
dents who are not taking advantage of 
the direct loans, 10 years is certainly 
questionable at this time. 

I am not offering an amendment, Mr. 
Chairman. What I would like to do is in 
conference, if it is possible with the 
leadership, to consider the possibility 
of extending from 10 to 25 years those 
indirect loans. If we do not, then I 
think that we are in jeopardy for those 
students who graduate who want to 
take on some noble service like teach- 
ing or social work or joining the Peace 
Corps, that becomes impossible if one 
has to pay that loan off, that debt in 10 
years. I hope we could extend it to 25 
years. We have looked at the numbers 
on it and I think it is very doable. This 
will allow students more flexibility in 
their repayment schedules and make it 
easier for them to both adjust to the 
working world and take low-paying, 
public service-oriented jobs. 

I have asked the students in my dis- 
trict about this, Mr. Chairman. They 
support this idea and I believe it is best 
for them, best for education, and best 
for America. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, re- 
claiming my time, I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. MCKEON), 
the chairman of the subcommittee on 
this issue. 

Mr. McKEON. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the gentleman from New Jer- 
sey, Mr. ANDREWS, for this amendment. 
I think it does strengthen the bill, as 
others do, and I would be happy to sup- 
port it. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. 
thank the gentleman. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike the last word, 
and I rise in support of the Andrews 
amendment. 

I believe this is certainly a key issue 
for this Congress. When I speak to peo- 
ple from my district, they always talk 
about how can we help assist students 
in need who want to have college loans 
and grants. Students frankly across 
America want to make sure they 
achieve the American dream by com- 
munity service, by helping their coun- 
try. If they cannot get the college loan 
or grant, then they may be foreclosed 
from higher education just because we 
in Congress did not take advantage of 
the Andrews amendment. 

By seizing the moment here tonight 
in a bipartisan fashion, we are able to 
work with the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS) and others to 
make sure that the vision that we have 
for America, to make sure our young 
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people have the chance, through this 
flexible system, to be able to have 
more college loans and grants avail- 
able, and that is certainly the idea of 
why people sent us to Congress. 

So I ask my colleagues to unani- 
mously support it. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. I yield to 
the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to thank my friend from 
Pennsylvania for his support. I also 
wanted to make special note of the co- 
sponsorship of the gentleman from Wis- 
consin (Mr. PETRI) of this amendment 
and thank him for his help on it. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chair- 
man, reclaiming my time, the fact is 
that this kind of amendment is what 
the American vision has been working 
on where it is bipartisan, where it 
shows that across the aisle when it 
comes to our children, we can work to- 
gether for education and for oppor- 
tunity. 

I ask again that my colleagues sup- 
port this wholeheartedly. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN- 
DREWS). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 15 OFFERED BY MR. ANDREWS 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment No. 15. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 15 offered by Mr. AN- 
DREWS: 

Page 163, strike out lines 16 and 17 and in- 
sert in lieu thereof the following: 

(p) LENDERS-OF-LAST-RESORT,—Section 
428(j)(3) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A)— 

(A) in the heading thereof, by striking 
“DURING TRANSITION TO DIRECT LENDING"’; 

(B) by striking out “during the transition 
from the Federal Family Education Loan 
Program under this part to the Federal Di- 
rect Student Loan Program under part D of 
the title,“ and inserting a comma; 

(C) by inserting designated for a State“ 
immediately after “a guaranty agency”; and 

(D) by inserting “subparagraph (C) and im- 
mediately before section 422(c)(7),"; and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing new subparagraph: 

() The Secretary shall exercise the au- 
thority described in subparagraph (A) only if 
the Secretary determines that eligible bor- 
rowers are seeking and are unable to obtain 
loans under this part, and that the guaranty 
agency designated for that State has the ca- 
pability to provide lender-of-last-resort 
loans in a timely manner, in accordance with 
its obligations under paragraph (1), but can- 
not do so without advances provided by the 
Secretary under this paragraph. If the Sec- 
retary makes the determinations described 
in the preceding sentence and determines 
that it would be cost-effective to do so, the 
Secretary may provide advances under this 
paragraph to that guaranty agency. If the 
Secretary determines that guaranty agency 
does not have such capability, or will not 
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provide such loans in a timely fashion, the 
Secretary may provide such advances to en- 
able another guaranty agency, that the Sec- 
retary determines to have such capability, to 
make lender-of-last-resort loans to eligible 
borrowers in that State who are experiencing 
loan access problems. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is an important priority of 
the Department of Education and the 
administration, and I believe all of us 
on both sides of the aisle want to clar- 
ify the status of the Lender of Last Re- 
sort program. 

I would like to first of all thank the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GOODLING), the chairman of the com- 
mittee, and the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. MCKEON) and their staffs 
for their cooperation, and of course the 
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAy), 
and the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
KILDEE) and their staffs for their co- 
operation. 

The purpose of this amendment is to 
make it clear that under the law, when 
a student is unable to secure a bank- 
based loan or does not attend a direct 
lending institution, that that student 
has the right under law and under this 
bill to go to a guarantee agency or 
other credit facilitators named in the 
bill as a lender of last resort. 

Put simply, this is the safety net 
when all of the other mechanisms fail 
to students not at a direct lending 
school. If there is a problem obtaining 
a bank loan, this is the safety net that 
assures that man or woman that a stu- 
dent loan is available under the terms 
and conditions of this law. 

It is my understanding that both 
sides of the aisle are in accord with 
this objective, and I would be happy to 
yield to the gentleman from California 
(Mr. MCKEON), the subcommittee chair- 
man at this time. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the gentleman again for his 
amendment. We have been working 
hard to avoid a disaster, and I am hope- 
ful that our bill will be passed and 
signed into law before we hit the wall. 
But I think this makes good sense to 
make sure that in the event that there 
is a disaster, we do have this money 
there available for these lenders of last 
resort. So I am happy to support the 
amendment. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for his coopera- 
tion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN- 
DREWS). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 44 OFFERED BY MR. MCGOVERN 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer amendment No. 44. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 44 offered by Mr. McGov- 
ERN: 
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Page 96, after line 7, insert the following 
new subsection (and redesignate the suc- 
ceeding subsections accordingly): 

(f) PELL GRANT INCENTIVES.—Subpart 1 of 
part A of title IV of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 is amended by inserting after sec- 
tion 401 (20 U.S.C. 1070a) the following new 
section: 

“SEC, 401A. PELL GRANT INCENTIVES. 

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORITY.—From_ the 
amounts appropriated pursuant to sub- 
section (d), the Secretary shall establish a 
program to increase the Pell grant awards 
under section 401 during their first two aca- 
demic years of undergraduate education to 
students who graduate after May 1, 1998, in 
the top 10 percent of their high school grad- 
uating class. 

(b) AMOUNT OF INCREASE.—The additional 
amount of Pell grant that shall be awarded 
under this section to any student who quali- 
fies under this section shall be an amount 
equal to the amount for which the student is 
eligible under section 401 (determined with- 
out regard to the provisions of this section), 
except that if the amount appropriated pur- 
suant to subsection (d) is less than the 
amount required to award such additional 
amounts to all such students, the additional 
amount awarded to each such student under 
this section shall be ratably reduced. 

(% DETERMINATIONS OF ELIGIBILITY.— 

“(1) PROCEDURES ESTABLISHED BY REGULA- 
TION.—The Secretary shall establish by regu- 
lation procedures for the determination of 
eligibility of students for increased Pell 
grant awards under this section. Such proce- 
dures shall include measures to prevent any 
secondary school from certifying more than 
10 percent of it’s students for eligibility 
under this section. 

(2) COORDINATION WITH NEED ANALYSIS.—In 
prescribing procedures under paragraph (1), 
the Secretary shall ensure that the deter- 
mination of eligibility and the amount of the 
increase in the Pell grant award is deter- 
mined in a timely manner consistent with 
the requirements of section 482 and the sub- 
mission of the financial aid form required by 
section 483. For such purposes, the Secretary 
may provide that, for the first of a student's 
two academic years of eligibility under this 
section, class rank may be determined prior 
to graduation, at such time and in such man- 
ner as the Secretary may specify in the regu- 
lations prescribed under this subsection. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
award increased Pell grants under this sec- 
tion $240,000,000 for fiscal year 1999 and such 
sums as may be necessary for each of the 4 
succeeding fiscal years.“. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment I offer today provides both 
an incentive and a reward for Pell-eli- 
gible students who pursue and achieve 
academic excellence by graduating in 
the top 10 percent of their high school 
class. Too often we exhort parents and 
students, teachers and communities to 
do more, to do better, to do it all, but 
we offer few incentives and even fewer 
rewards. 

This amendment that I am offering 
today will provide those Pell-eligible 
students who, against all odds, grad- 
uate in the top 10 percent of their high 
school class, an achievement benefit 
for their first two years of postsec- 
ondary education. The amount of that 
achievement benefit will match the 
amount of the Pell Grant awarded to 
that individual. 
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For example, Bill Smith graduates in 
the top 10 percent of his high school 
class and receives a $900 Pell Grant. 
The achievement benefit that matches 
that award is an additional $900 grant. 
So Bill Smith receives Federal assist- 
ance of $1,800 for years 1 and 2 of his 
college education, and his Pell Grant 
continues at $900 for years 3 and 4. 

According to the Congressional Re- 
search Service, over 84,000 young men 
and women nationwide would benefit 
from this achievement award. This 
amendment will increase the afford- 
ability of a higher education without 
increasing the debt of students and 
their families. But everyone in this 
Chamber recognizes that we need to in- 
crease grant assistance for higher edu- 
cation, not just at the Federal level, 
but at the State and local level; not 
just in the public sector, but from the 
private sector as well. My amendment 
is just one modest proposal to do just 
that, while encouraging students to 
achieve the very highest academic 
level. 

This amendment increases the acces- 
sibility of a higher education and ex- 
pands the options of college choice 
available to students and their fami- 
lies. This amendment will not alter the 
Pell Grant formula or program. Let me 
emphasize that again. This amendment 
will not affect the Pell Grant program 
or its funding. It will not penalize 
those Pell-eligible students who do not 
graduate in the top 10 percent of their 
class. Instead, it provides a matching 
grant, if you will, that would double 
the amount of a student’s Pell Grant 
award should the achievement benefit 
become fully funded. 

This amendment is endorsed by the 
American Council on Education, the 
Association of Jesuit Colleges and Uni- 
versities, and many others. 

Regarding this amendment the Asso- 
ciation of Jesuit Colleges and Univer- 
sities has stated that this program 
would send the encouraging message to 
students struggling to achieve under 
difficult circumstances that their hard 
work and perseverance will be well re- 
warded. 

The American Council on Education 
has said that early information about 
the availability of increased grant as- 
sistance could have a profoundly posi- 
tive impact on students’ academic per- 
formance and aspirations. 

No one knows better than low-in- 
come, college-bound students that the 
cost of an education is often perceived 
as a major barrier to the fulfillment of 
their dreams. We need to do all that we 
can to encourage these students, espe- 
cially those with exceptional ability 
and determination, to strive for their 
ultimate potential in higher education 
and beyond. 

This amendment will require a sepa- 
rate appropriation, and in order to be 
sensitive to the budget constraints in 
which we are all working, the amend- 
ment includes a provision to rateably 
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reduce the achievement benefit based 
on the appropriations. What this means 
is that if the full amount to carry out 
this provision is appropriated, then the 
achievement benefit we will match will 
be 100 percent, dollar for dollar. 
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However if the appropriations were 
only half the amount needed, then the 
achievement benefit would be equal to 
half the amount of the student’s Pell 
Grant, and so on. 

Mr. Chairman I recognize and sup- 
port current funding priorities in high- 
er education, to resolve the question of 
student loan interest rates, to increase 
overall funding for Pell Grants, to es- 
tablish the High Hopes program and so 
on. But there will not be another op- 
portunity for 6 years to authorize the 
establishment of this grant benefit. 

It is my hope over the next few years, 
we might explore this type of achieve- 
ment incentive. And if in fiscal year 
2000 or 2001, we as a Congress decide to 
fund such an achievement award, then 
we need to create its authorization in 
this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is 
wholly subject to an appropriation. It 
breaks no budget authority or spending 
caps. No one has been more supportive 
of Pell Grants or grant assistance than 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Chairman GOODLING), the gentleman 
from Missouri (Mr. CLAY), or the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. MCKEON), 
or the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
KILDEE), and I want to thank them for 
their leadership and persistence on this 
issue. ? 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment will 
reduce student debt, increase the af- 
fordability and accessibility of a col- 
lege education, motivate young people 
to strive for academic excellence, and 
reassure families that a college edu- 
cation is not out of financial reach for 
their determined, hard-working daugh- 
ter or son. 

I hope that my House colleagues will 
support this amendment overwhelm- 
ingly and establish this achievement 
benefit. 

Mr. Chairman, I submit the following 
for the RECORD: 

AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION, 
Washington, DC, February 17, 1998. 
Hon. JAMES P. MCGOVERN, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE MCGOVERN: I write 
to express my interest in and appreciation 
for the bill you are sponsoring, the Incen- 
tives for Achievement Through Pell Grants 
Act,“ which will establish a program to in- 
crease Pell Grant awards to students who 
graduate in the top 10 percent of their high 
school class. This bill is clear evidence of 
your commitment to providing greater ac- 
cess to higher education for students from 
low- and middle-income families. 

Your proposal to provide an incentive to 
students with early information about the 
availability of an increased Pell Grant could 
have a profoundly positive impact on stu- 
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dents’ academic performances and aspira- 
tions. This will help to mitigate students’ 
concern that resources necessary to fund a 
postsecondary education are beyond their fi- 
nancial reach, and will instead motivate 
them to achieve greater academic success. 

I congratulate you for introducing this in- 
novative legislation. I look forward to work- 
ing with you as reauthorization of the High- 
er Education Act progresses. 

Sincerely, 
TERRY W. HARTLE, 
Senior Vice President. 
ASSOCIATION OF 
JESUIT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES, 
Washington, DC, February 17, 1998. 
Hon. JAMES P. MCGOVERN, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN MCGOVERN: On behalf 
of the Association of Jesuit Colleges and 
Universities, I want to commend and support 
your initiative in introducing the ‘‘Incen- 
tives for Achievement Through Pell Grants 
Act,” for needy students who have dem- 
onstrated special achievement. 

The doubling of the Pell Grant for recipi- 
ents who graduate in the top 10% of their 
high school class can provide both an incen- 
tive and a reward for those students. This 
program would send the encouraging mes- 
sage to students struggling to achieve under 
difficult circumstances that their hard work 
and perseverance will be rewarded. 

The new Hope Tax Scholarship Credit and 
Life-Long Learning Tax Credit assist middle 
income families in providing an education 
for their children. Your program addresses 
the needs of lower income families. 

Pell Grants have long been a critical com- 
ponent of federal student financial aid pro- 
grams on our campuses. Our association has 
consistently worked diligently to preserve 
these and all campus-based programs at the 
same time we have significantly increased 
our own institutional commitment to finan- 
cial aid for our students. Your new program 
very importantly supplements these efforts, 
rather than replacing them. 

Our special thanks to you for this latest 
example of your leadership, this time in sup- 
port of deserving and needy students who 
will help create our nation’s future. 

Sincerely and gratefully, 
CHARLES L. CURRIE, S. J., 
President. 
ASSUMPTION COLLEGE NEWS. . . DR. CHARLES 
L. FLYNN, JR. ENDORSES PELL GRANT LEG- 
ISLATION 


WORCESTER.—Dr. Charles L. Flynn Jr., act- 
ing president and provost of Assumption Col- 
lege, spoke in support of Congressman James 
J. McGovern's Pell Grant legislation today. 

Dr. Flynn remarked, On behalf of As- 
sumption College, it is my pleasure to com- 
mend Congressman MCGOVERN for leading 
the effort to increase Pell Grants. Pell is the 
federal government's largest, most impor- 
tant program of need-based financial aid. 
More than any other federal program, it tar- 
gets low and middle-income students. 

“Congressman McGovern’s proposal to cre- 
ate a ‘Double’ Pell Grant for students of high 
academic achievement is particularly im- 
pressive. This proposal simultaneously ad- 
dresses two important national needs. First 
is the need to make educational opportunity 
available to all citizens without regard to 
family wealth. Second is the importance of 
encouraging outstanding student achieve- 
ment. Congressman MeGovern's legislation 
will help to keep the doors of higher edu- 
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cation open to students who need financial 

assistance; it will also reward high school 

students who strive hard, learn more, and 
earn better grades. 

“Last year, 16 percent of Assumption stu- 
dents who applied for financial aid were eli- 
gible to receive Pell Grants. The average 
award to these students was $1,500. Those 
Pell Grants were supplemented by other fed- 
eral and state loans and grants. And by far, 
the largest amount of financial aid came to 
students and their families from the College 
itself. The system I am describing, therefore, 
is a partnership of colleges, state govern- 
ment, and the federal government. This part- 
nership is essential if we are to continue to 
be a nation of true opportunity. 

“Congressman MCGOVERN, you are playing 
a vital role in the Congress of the United 
States. At Assumption, we share your view 
that Congress should do more to ensure op- 
portunity for low and middle-income stu- 
dents. I hope that everyone here today will 
send a message to our congressional leader- 
ship that the McGovern Bill is important, 
not only to Central Massachusetts, but also 
to higher education nationally. 

“Higher education serves several purposes. 
As chief academic officer of this liberal arts 
college, I am particularly aware of the 
humanizing role of a college education. At 
Assumption, in reason and in faith, we pre- 
pare citizens. We prepare students for the 
good use of their talents, the responsible ex- 
ercise of their rights, and the fulfillment of 
their obligations to others. That is true for 
our graduates at work, at home, and in the 
public square. In that way, too, I am keenly 
aware of the importance of higher education 
to the future of Central Massachusetts. If we 
are to have a community of hope and eco- 
nomic opportunity, we must have a highly 
skilled workforce. The McGovern Bill prom- 
ises to keep the doors of higher education 
wide open, and thus to further both the noble 
and practical ends of our colleges and univer- 
sities.” 

STATEMENT OF PAUL J. LYNSKEY, DIRECTOR 
OF EDCENTRAL, COLLEGES OF WORCESTER 
CONSORTIUM 
“Those of us who work with low income 

college bound students know that the cost of 
an education is often perceived as a major 
barrier. We need to do all that we can to en- 
courage these students especially those with 
exceptional ability, to strive for their ulti- 
mate potential in higher education and be- 
yond.” 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is cor- 
rect when he says it would not take 
from one low-income student and give 
to another student because it does call 
for a separate authorization. However, 
if it got the second authorization, then 
the money would have to come from 
somewhere if they were going to appro- 
priate it. 

This is the problem we get into. The 
Presidential Access Scholarship Pro- 
gram in 1992 was designed to do just 
this. Now, it has never been funded. It 
has never been funded simply because 
every time we raise a Pell Grant by 
$100, it costs $300 million. So I rise in 
opposition to this amendment for that 
reason. 

The second reason that I would bring 
to the House's attention is the fact 
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that an A student here may be a B stu- 
dent in another school. There is no 
question about that. And, therefore, we 
could be rewarding someone who really 
is not doing all that well if they were 
in this school. But they are in this 
school so they are doing quite well. 

And so I would rise in opposition for 
those two reasons and remind everyone 
again; if we get a separate authoriza- 
tion, which this would do, and then the 
appropriators would happen to say, 
“Gee, this does not sound too bad,” and 
they would appropriate, they would 
then have to find money elsewhere in 
order to do that. And so I rise in oppo- 
sition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MCGOVERN). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 411, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MCGOVERN) will be postponed. 

Are there further amendments to 
title IV? 

AMENDMENT NO, 25 OFFERED BY MR. GORDON 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 25 offered by Mr. GORDON: 

Page 154, beginning on line 5, strike sub- 
paragraph (F) through page 155, line 19, and 
insert the following: 

(F) Subject to paragraph (4), the special 
allowances paid pursuant to this subsection 
on loans made on or after July 1, 1998 for 
which the applicable interest rate is deter- 
mined under section 427A(a) shall be com- 
puted— 

) by determining the bond equivalent 
rate of the average of the quotes as reported 
by the Federal Reserve of the 3-month com- 
mercial paper (financial) rate in effect for 
each of the days in the quarter for which the 
rate is being determined; 

“(ii) by subtracting the applicable interest 
rate on such loan from such applicable bond 
equivalent rate; 

“(iii for Stafford loans during any pe- 
riod in which principal need not be paid 
(whether or not such principal is in fact 
paid) by reason of provision described in sec- 
tion 428(b)(1)(M) or 427(aX2XC), by adding 1.8 
percent to the resultant percent, (II) for 
Stafford loans during any other periods, by 
adding 2.39 percent to the resultant percent, 
or (II) or PLUS loans, by adding 3.1 percent 
to the resultant percent; and 
(iv) by dividing the resultant percent by 
4. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, there 
have been a number of accolades, well- 
deserved accolades given to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Chairman 

GOODLING), the gentleman from Mis- 
souri (Mr. CLAY), the gentleman from 
California (Chairman MCKEON), and the 
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gentleman from Michigan (Mr. KIL- 
DEE). As I say, those are well-deserved 
and I just have to say that it is just a 
pleasant experience tonight to see a 
constructive committee working on an 
important issue and their leadership I 
think is making the whole committee 
and the House work together. It is just 
hopefully a model that we can follow 
some more in this body. I hope we 
could do that in the future. 

The amendment that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. KANJORSKI) 
and I have offered tonight will add 
greater efficiency to the compromise 
that was reached by the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce to ad- 
dress the 1998 interest rate problem. If 
nothing is done, the change that is set 
to go into effect on July 1 would desta- 
bilize the student loan program that 
has provided $240 billion to students 
over the past 30 years resulting in a $25 
billion increase in the annual volume 
of loans for the Department of Edu- 
cation, which I fear such a shift to the 
Department could create a complete 
collapse of the student loan system. 
Then no student would be able to get a 
loan. And if a student could not get a 
loan, the interest rate does not matter. 

I have concerns about the increasing 
volatility of the current and proposed 
mechanism for determining the loan 
interest rates, the 91-day T bill. As we 
all know, the budget is becoming bal- 
anced and we are looking ahead to a 
surplus. This has caused a reduction in 
the issuance of the 91-day T bill by the 
Treasury. In fact, the amount of 91-day 
T bills auctioned weekly has declined 
56 percent over the past year. This vol- 
atility creates tremendous financial 
risk. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
would change the basis for the student 
loan interest rates from the 91-day T 
bill to an index which is a large and 
growing source of short-term financ- 
ing, 3-month commercial paper. And 
though we would make this change, the 
rate paid by the students and returned 
to the lenders would be equal to the 
committee solution in this bill. Let me 
repeat, the interest rate and the rate of 
return would stay the same as they are 
in this bill. 

This proposal does not hurt anyone, 
not students nor the government. All it 
will do is provide a more efficient way 
for lenders to finance the loans they 
are making. Commercial paper is a 
widely used index which many U.S. 
corporations use for short-term financ- 
ing. There has been concern about this 
proposal incurring an additional Fed- 
eral cost. I have addressed these con- 
cerns and will tell the House that the 
proposal actually saves money. 

Mr. Chairman, for the last 8 years I 
have been working hard to eliminate 
wasteful spending in the student loan 
programs making them more efficient 
and effective. The change to commer- 
cial paper will allow lenders to use a 
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more efficient means for financing 
these loans. This is a common sense 
proposal to ensure the longevity of our 
student loan program. 

I have had a number of conversations 
with the gentleman from California 
(Mr. MCKEON), our committee chair- 
man, as well as our ranking member, 
and I would like to take just a moment 
to address the gentleman and ask for 
his view on the commercial paper 
amendment. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GORDON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I appre- 
ciate the opportunity to engage in this 
colloquy, and I was thinking back 
many months ago when the gentleman 
from Tennessee (Mr. GORDON) and the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. KILDEE) 
and I drew many of these people to- 
gether to begin the process on this. 
Does the gentleman remember that 
meeting? 

Mr. GORDON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, it has 
been an interesting process and it is 
good to be together on this part of it as 
we are moving this far along on the 
issue. And it has been a real pleasure 
working with the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee. 

I want to thank the gentleman for 
his efforts to find the most efficient 
index for student loan interest rates. I 
think it is clear to everyone that in- 
dexing interest rates for these loans to 
the 10- or 20-year bond rate just does 
not work. I believe we need to ensure 
access to loans while reducing interest 
rates to students basing those loans on 
the most efficient index. 

As we move towards conference, I am 
committed to working towards the in- 
clusion of the most efficient index and 
examining commercial paper within 
that context as part of the conference 
report. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GORDON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I too am 
interested in looking at commercial 
paper as a possible index for student 
loan interest rates. Unfortunately, the 
committee has not had enough time to 
thoroughly assess the gentleman's pro- 
posal, The interest rate compromise is 
a delicate one and any changes will 
have to be carefully studied. 

I, along with the gentleman from 
California (Chairman MCKEON), will 
use the time between now and con- 
ference with the other body to assess 
the option of using commercial paper 
as the index. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, re- 
claiming my time, I thank the gen- 
tleman from Michigan and the gen- 
tleman from California. With those en- 
couraging words, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to withdraw my amendment. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the amendment is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to title IV. 

AMENDMENT NO. 41 OFFERED BY MR. MCKEON 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MCKEON: 

Page 161, after line 9, insert the following 
new subsection (and redesignate the suc- 
ceeding subsections accordingly): 

(j) DELAY IN COMMENCEMENT OF REPAYMENT 
PERIOD.—Section 428(b(7) is amended by in- 
serting after subparagraph (C) the following 
new sub) ph: 

„D) There shall be excluded from the 6 
months determined under subparagraph 
(Ac) any period during which the student 
was called or ordered to active duty in a re- 
serve component of the Armed Forces of the 
United States.”’. 

Mr. McKEON. Mr. Chairman, cur- 
rently a student must begin repayment 
of his or her student loan six months 
after he or she ceases to take classes 
on at least a half-time basis. But a col- 
lege student serving as a reservist may 
be called to active duty for more than 
six months, forcing him or her to begin 
repayment. 

Mr. Chairman, it does not seem fair 
that a student called to serve his or her 
country should be forced to begin re- 
payment, especially when they did not 
leave school by choice. This goes 
against the whole purpose of the repay- 
ment and of the six-month grace pe- 
riod. 

The amendment which I offer, along 
with the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. KLUG) would allow those student 
reservists to forgo prepayment while 
serving on active duty. I urge all Mem- 
bers to support this amendment. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, as the father of two 
sons in the military, I find this a very 
attractive amendment and I support it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. MCKEON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to title IV? 

AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR, ANDREWS 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 14 offered by Mr. AN- 
DREWS: 

Page 156, after line 3, insert the following 
new section (and redesignate the succeeding 
sections and conform the table of contents 
accordingly): 


SEC. 417. INCOME CONTINGENT REPAYMENT 
UNDER THE FFEL PROGRAM. 
Part B of title IV is amended by inserting 
after section 427A (20 U.S.C. 1077a) the fol- 
lowing new section: 
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“SEC. 427B. INCOME CONTINGENT REPAYMENT 
OPTION 

(a) AVAILABILITY OF OPTION.— 

(I) INDIVIDUAL LOANS.—An individual who 
has only one loan outstanding under this 
part shall, not more than 6 months prior to 
the date on which the borrower's first pay- 
ment is due, be offered by the lender the op- 
tion of repaying the loan in accordance with 
this section. 

“(2) MULTIPLE LOANS.—An individual who 
has two or more loans outstanding under 
this part may obtain a consolidation loan 
under section 428C for the purposes of obtain- 
ing the option of repaying the loan in ac- 
cordance with this section. 

(3) DIRECT LOANS.—An individual who has 
one or more loans under part D of this title 
may obtain income contingent repayment 
pursuant to section 455(e). 

(4) RESTRICTION OF OPTION TO NEW BOR- 
ROWERS,—Notwithstanding paragraphs (1) 
through (3), the option of repaying a loan in 
accordance with this section shall be avail- 
able only to borrowers who, on the date of 
enactment of this section, do not have any 
outstanding balance of principal or interest 
on any loan made under this part or part D. 

“(b) TERMS OF REPAYMENT UNDER Op- 
TION.— 

“(1) LOAN OBLIGATIONS UNDER OPTION.—A 
loan that is subject to repayment under this 
section shall be repaid in installments that— 

() are determined in accordance with 
paragraph (2) for each one year period begin- 
ning on July 1; and 

(B) notwithstanding the note or other 
written evidence of the loan and subpara- 
graphs (D) and (E) of section 428(b)(1), shall 
continue to be paid until— 

( the borrower has repaid the principal 
and any accrued or capitalized interest on 
the loan; or 

“(ii) the remaining obligations of the bor- 
rower are discharged under subsection (c). 

(2) CALCULATION OF INSTALLMENTS.— 

“(A) INSTALLMENT AMOUNTS.—The_ total 
amount that a borrower shall be required to 
pay as installments on a loan of such bor- 
rower that is subject to repayment under 
this section is equal to— 

() one-fourth of the annual amount deter- 
mined under subparagraph (B), in the case of 
a loan that is repaid in quarterly install- 
ments; or 

( one-twelfth of such annual amount, in 
the case of a loan that is repaid in monthly 
installments. 

(B) ANNUAL AMOUNT.—The annual amount 
for a loan that is subject to repayment under 
this section is determined for each one year 
period beginning on July 1 of each calendar 
year. The annual amount is determined by 
reference to the taxable income of the bor- 
rower for the taxable year ending in the cal- 
endar year preceding the calendar year in 
which the determination is made. The an- 
nual amount is determined in accordance 
with the following table: 


Annual limit 


W Ge taxable — of the borrower Then the annual amount is— 


Less than 820.000 . 3% of taxable income 
$20,001-$40,000 . 5% of taxable income 
$40,001-$60,000 7% of taxable income 
$60,001--$90,000 10% of taxable income 
$90,001-$120,000 ... 15% of taxable income 
$120,001 or more 20% of taxable income 


“(C) SPECIAL RULE FOR JOINT RETURNS.—If 
an individual who is a borrower of a loan 
that is subject to repayment under this sec- 
tion files a joint return for the taxable year 
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on which the annual amount is based, then 
the annual amount for such individual is de- 
termined under subparagraph (B) by treating 
the taxable income of such individual as 
equal to one-half the taxable income indi- 
cated on such joint return. 

“(3) CAPITALIZATION OF UNPAID INTEREST.— 
If the amount that any borrower pays as an 
installment under paragraph (2) on a loan 
that is subject to repayment under this sec- 
tion is less than the interest that has ac- 
crued since the preceding installment, then 
the remaining unpaid interest shall be added, 
not more frequently than quarterly, to the 
principal amount of the loan. Such capital- 
ization of interest shall not be deemed to ex- 
ceed the annual insurable limit on the ac- 
count of the borrower. 

() DISCHARGE OF OBLIGATION.— 

“(1) UNPAID BALANCE REMAINING AFTER 25 
YEARS.—If the unpaid balance on a loan that 
is subject to repayment under this section 
has not been repaid in full at the end of 25 
years of repayment, then— 

(A) the Secretary shall repay the holder 
of such loan such unpaid balance and the 
holder of the loans shall be deemed to have 
a contractual right, as against the United 
States, to receive from the Secretary such 
unpaid balance without administrative delay 
after the receipt by the Secretary of an accu- 
rate and complete request for payment; and 

(B) such payment by the Secretary shall 
be applied to discharge the borrower from 
any remaining obligation with respect to the 
loan. 

(2) UNPAID BALANCE.—For the purposes of 
paragraph (1), the unpaid balance of a loan is 
the sum of unpaid principal and unpaid ac- 
crued and capitalized interest, and any fees, 
such as late charges, assessed on such loan in 
accordance with the requirements of this 
part and the regulations thereunder. 

“(e) INFORMATION NEEDED FOR COLLEC- 
TION.— 

“(1) ACCESS TO TAXPAYER INFORMATION.— 
The Secretary may obtain such information 
as is reasonably necessary regarding the tax- 
able income of a borrower (and the bor- 
rower’s spouse, if applicable) of a loan that is 
subject to repayment under this section for 
the purpose of determining the installment 
caps under subsection (b)(2). Returns and re- 
turn information (as defined in section 6103 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986) may be 
obtained under the preceding sentence only 
to the extent authorized by section 6103(1)(13) 
of such Code. 

(2) ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS.—A borrower 
of a loan that is subject to repayment under 
this section and for whom taxable income is 
unavailable or does not reasonably reflect 
the borrower's current income, shall provide 
to the Secretary other documentation of in- 
come satisfactory to the Secretary. 

(3) TRANSMISSION OF DATA TO LENDERS.— 
The Secretary shall, by regulation, establish 
procedures for the transmission of data gath- 
ered under (1) and (2) to the lender or holder 
of a loan that is subject to repayment under 
this section. 

(J) NOTIFICATION TO BORROWERS,—The Sec- 
retary shall establish procedures under 
which a borrower of a loan that is subject to 
repayment under this section is notified of 
the terms and conditions of such loan, in- 
cluding notification of such borrower— 

“(A) that the Internal Revenue Service 
will disclose to the Secretary tax return in- 
formation as authorized under section 
6103(1)(13) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986; and 

(B) that if a borrower considers that spe- 
cial circumstances, such as a loss of employ- 
ment by the borrower or the borrower's 
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spouse, warrant an adjustment in the bor- 
rower's loan repayment as determined using 
the information described in subparagraph 
(A), or the alternative documentation de- 
scribed in paragraph (2), the borrower may 
contact the Secretary, who shall determine 
whether such adjustment is appropriate, in 
accordance with criteria established by the 
Secretary. 

(D DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion: 

(1) TAXABLE INCOME.—The taxable income 
of a borrower is determined in the manner 
provided in section 63 of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986. 

(2) TAXABLE YEAR.—The term ‘taxable 
year’ means the taxable year of a taxpayer 
for purposes of subtitle A of such Code.“. 

Page 204, after line 5, insert the following 
new section (and redesignate the succeeding 
sections and conform the table of contents 
accordingly): 


SEC. 438. INCOME CONTINGENT REPAYMENT 
UNDER THE FEDERAL DIRECT LOAN 
PROGRAM. 


Section 455(e) of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1087e(e)) is amended to read 
as follows: 

“(e) PARALLEL INCOME CONTINGENT REPAY- 
MENT.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall offer 
borrowers under this part the option of re- 
paying their loans in the same manner as 
loans that are subject to repayment in ac- 
cordance with section 427B. 

(2) EXCEPTIONS.—The Secretary shall pre- 
scribe any regulations necessary to imple- 
ment the requirements of paragraph (1).”. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, this 
is the second amendment I am offering 
on the issue of income-contingent or 
income-sensitive loans. Let me say at 
the outset, and pursuant to my discus- 
sion with the subcommittee staff of the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
MCcKEOon), I intend to simply explain 
the concept and ask for unanimous 
consent to withdraw it, based upon the 
assumption we can continue talking 
about this basic idea. 

First, I wish to reiterate my appre- 
ciation for the acceptance of the first 
amendment on this subject. I think it 
gives us an excellent base on which to 
build. The purpose of this second 
amendment is to build on that base by 
specifying two things. One is that I be- 
lieve that loans under the FFEL pro- 
gram should also have the income-con- 
tingent loan feature without consolida- 
tion, as this bill would now call for. 
And second, I believe in a different 
structure of income-sensitive repay- 
ment. I think there should be a specific 
gradation where the student’s income 
is then tied to a percentage repayment. 

My proposal calls for students mak- 
ing a taxable income of $20,000 or less 
to pay 3 percent of their income as 
their repayment. Students making 
$40,000 or less and down to $20,000, to 
pay 5 percent, and have similar grada- 
tions beyond that. 

I believe that when this issue is fully 
scored by the Congressional Budget Of- 
fice, it will show a very, very nominal 
cost, and yet have a great benefit for 
students as it will permit them to 
repay their loans in rising payments as 
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their incomes rise. I believe another 
benefit of this proposal will be a sub- 
stantial reduction in loan defaults. 
This is because the obligation of the 
student to pay will be more closely tied 
to the ability of the student to pay. 

Mr. Chairman, I am aware of the fact 
that there are jurisdictional and budg- 
etary issues that need to be discussed. 
I also know there are some substantive 
disagreements, but I did want to get on 
the record my adherence to this prin- 
ciple. Again, I express my appreciation 
for the adoption of the basic idea and 
amendment in No. 16. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDREWS. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the gentleman for presenting 
his amendment, and withdrawing it, 
and we will continue to work on that 
issue. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, re- 
claiming my time, I ask unanimous 
consent to withdraw my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the amendment is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to title IV? 

AMENDMENT NO. 39 OFFERED BY MR. KLINK 

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 39 offered by Mr. KLINK: 

Page 164, after line 25, insert the following 
new subsections: 

(t) NOTICE TO INSTITUTIONS OF DEFAULTS.— 

(1) ADMINISTRATIVE AND FISCAL PROCE- 
DURES.—Section 428(c)(2)(A) is amended by 
striking “proof that reasonable attempts 
were made” and inserting “proof that the in- 
stitution and the State licensing board were 
contacted and other reasonable attempts 
were made” 

(2) REIMBURSEMENT.—Section 428(c)(2)(G) 
(20 U.S.C. 1078(c)(2G)) is amended by strik- 
ing “certifies to the Secretary that diligent 
attempts have been made” and inserting 
demonstrates to the Secretary that diligent 
attempts, including direct contact with the 
institution and the State licensing board, 
have been made.“ 

(3) NOTICE TO SECRETARY AND PAYMENT OF 
Loss.—The third sentence of section 430(a) 
(20 U.S.C. 1080(a)) is amended by inserting 
“the institution and the State licensing 
board were contacted and other“ after sub- 
mit proof that 

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 39 OFFERED 
BY MR. KLINK 

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the modifica- 
tions that we have at the desk be in- 
cluded in my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Modification to amendment No. 39 offered 
by Mr. KLINK: 

Page 164, after line 25, insert the following 
new subsection: 

(t) NOTICE TO INSTITUTIONS OF DEFAULTS.— 
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(1) ADMINISTRATIVE AND FISCAL PROCE- 
DURES.—Section 428(c)(2)(A) is amended by 
striking “proof that reasonable attempts 
were made” and inserting “proof that the in- 
stitution was contacted and other reasonable 
attempts were made“. 

(2) REIMBURSEMENT.—Section 428(c)(2)(G) 
(20 U.S.C. 1078(¢\(2)(G)) is amended by strik- 
ing “certifies to the Secretary that diligent 
attempts have been made“ and inserting 
‘demonstrates to the Secretary that diligent 
attempts, including direct contact with the 
institution have been made.”’. 

(3) NOTICE TO SECRETARY AND PAYMENT OF 
Loss.—The third sentence of section 430(a) 
(20 U.S.C. 1080(a)) is amended by inserting 
“the institution was contacted and other” 
after “submit proof that“. 

Mr. KLINK (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the modification to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. KLINK. Mr. Chairman, for my 
friend, we have taken out the line 
about the State licensing boards. That 
was the agreement that we had on the 
amendment. This is simply to say that 
before the loan goes into default that 
we should have some communications, 
that the school should be notified by 
the guaranty agency. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KLINK. I yield to my friend, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, we 
accept the amendment. 

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman. I always learned that 
when the jury starts nodding their 
heads, you stop talking. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. KLINK). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 40 OFFERED BY MR. KLINK 

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 40 offered by Mr. KLINK: 

Page 177, after line 1, insert the following 
new subparagraph (and redesignate the suc- 
ceeding subparagraph accordingly): 

(A) by striking “for the fiscal year for 
which the determination is made and for the 
two succeeding fiscal years“ and inserting 
“for the period determined under subpara- 
graph (D); 

Page 177, after line 14, insert the following 
new paragraph (and redesignate the suc- 
ceeding paragraphs accordingly): 

(3) by adding at the end of paragraph (2) 
the following new subparagraph: 

D) An institution that is ineligible to 
participate pursuant to a determination 
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under paragraph (A) shall be ineligible for a 
period beginning with the fiscal year for 
which the determination is made and ending 
on the earlier of— 

“(1) the expiration of the two succeeding 
fiscal years; or 

(1) the date on which the final cohort de- 
fault rates published with respect to such in- 
stitution are less than the threshold percent- 
age specified in subparagraph (B) for any two 
of the three most recent fiscal years for 
which data are available.’’; 

Mr. KLINK. Again, I really want to 
commend both chairmen for the won- 
derful work that they have done, and 
the ranking members, too. 

This is another common sense, I 
think a good government reform 
amendment to the student loan pro- 
gram. I think it will save money. I 
think it will reduce student loan de- 
faults and help maintain student ac- 
cess to educational resources. 

This amendment is a little more 
complex. Currently, an institution of 
higher education would become ineli- 
gible for participation in the student 
loan program if it has three consecu- 
tive annual default rates over 25 per- 
cent. That is very good. There really 
has to be some accountability for the 
schools that cannot manage their de- 
fault rates. They should be held ac- 
countable. 

An institution currently can regain 
its eligibility after 2 years if it has one 
default rate under 25 percent during 
that period. I do not think that is real- 
ly enough incentive for schools to real- 
ly make a commitment to default man- 
agement. 

This amendment would offer another 
path for those schools to regain their 
eligibility. If an ineligible institution 
can post two default rates under 25 per- 
cent, it would then regain its eligi- 
bility regardless of the time it has been 
ineligible. I want emphasis put on the 
rates, not on the time served. We really 
want to bring the rates down. 

The CBO has scored this amendment 
as having a very minimal cost. Let me 
say this for the budget conscious: We 
think that providing an incentive for 
schools to lower their default rate 
would mean better management and 
fewer defaults, which would mean sav- 
ings, I believe. This amendment will, in 
fact, save money in the long run, and I 
would urge my colleagues to support it. 

I understand that the majority, if we 
would withdraw this amendment, 
would work with us on this in con- 
ference. If that is the case, I would 
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. GOODLING), the chairman, to 
see if that is the agreement we have. If 
we could work with the gentleman in 
conference on this, I would then with- 
draw the amendment. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, we would be very 
happy to work with the gentleman on 
this. 

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman. He is a gentleman, a 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


scholar, and a great friend from Penn- 
sylvania, and I am happy to work with 
him. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to withdraw the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is 
withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. ANDREWS 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 
DREWS: 

Page 154, line 18 strike 2.8 percent“ and 
insert 2.3 percent“. 

Page 155, strike lines 2 and 3 and insert the 
following: 
paragraph shall be applied by substituting 
‘1.7 percent’ for 2.3 percent.“ 

In clause (iv) as amended by the Manager’s 
amendment to page 155, lines 12 though 23, 
relating to consolidation loans, strike for 
2.8 percent’, subject” and insert ‘‘for 2.3 per- 
cent’, subject”. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, this 
Congress, working with President Clin- 
ton and Vice-President GORE and Sec- 
retary Riley and the Department of 
Education, I think has built a laudable 
record of achievement in higher edu- 
cation. The Hope Scholarship tax cred- 
its that were enacted last year are a 
matter that is benefiting millions of 
families across the country. Virtually 
every family in my district has the op- 
portunity to benefit from it in one way 
or the other. 

Working with this committee and 
this Congress, Pell grants are at their 
highest level ever. More students are 
benefiting from Pell grants, and those 
students who benefit are benefiting at 
a higher level. 

We have been able to enact and im- 
prove work-study programs and na- 
tional service and many, many other 
areas. The administration and the Con- 
gress, I believe, have an exemplary 
record also in the area of student 
loans. Loan default costs have fallen 
precipitously. 

I think Members of both parties and 
this committee deserve a lot of credit 
for that, working with the Department 
of Education. It is with that context in 
mind that I think the administration’s 
proposal on the interest rate issue mer- 
its some consideration. 

I realize that the gentleman from 
California (Mr. MCKEON) and the gen- 
tleman from Michigan (Mr. KILDEE) 
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. GOODLING) and other leaders of 
this committee have worked to con- 
struct a very delicate balance on this 
compromise. For that reason, it is not 
my intention to press this matter for a 
vote at this time. It is, in fact, my in- 
tention to ask for unanimous consent 
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to withdraw the amendment at the 
conclusion of these remarks. 

But I do believe, and I think that be- 
lief is shared by many others in this 
body, that the administration’s pro- 
posal of the subsidy number, which is 
the 91-day T-bill rate plus 1.7 percent 
for in-school interest and 2.3 percent 
for out-of-school interest, is a better 
number. That truly represents the 
level at which this program could oper- 
ate efficiently for the lenders, profit- 
ably for the lenders, at a lower cost for 
the students, and perhaps most impor- 
tantly, at a lower cost for the tax- 
payer. 

I would repeat an admonition that 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. SPRATT) made earlier this 
evening, that some of us have also em- 
braced, that there is a lingering ques- 
tion as to how this compromise would 
be paid for. 

I fully respect and appreciate the 
long-standing effort that the leadership 
of this committee has made to con- 
struct this compromise. It is not my 
desire to upset it or to be unduly crit- 
ical of it. 

I do wish to go on record, though, 
that I believe the administration posi- 
tion is the right one. As we proceed in 
negotiations with the other body and 
the administration, I would hope that 
we continue to have an open mind 
about this. With the intention of with- 
drawing the amendment, I would yield 
to either the full or subcommittee 
chairman at this point. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I would be happy 
to discuss this just shortly with the 
gentleman from New Jersey. I wish we 
had the wisdom of Solomon. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Does the gentleman 
mean the chairman of the Committee 
on Rules? 

Mr. MCKEON. Yes, that is exactly 
who I was speaking about. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish I could say this 
is a perfect number, but we talk about 
banks and we talk about lending insti- 
tutions, and each of them has a dif- 
ferent profit margin. Some of them 
this will drive out. Some of them will 
be able to stay in. Some we could go to 
a lower number and still keep some in 
and drive some out. 

I think what we really need to look 
at is where is the risk. I guess the driv- 
ing pitfall for me has been we need to 
protect the students. My concern is, as 
we drive banks out of the system, the 
ones that will get hurt first will be the 
students that need the help the most. 

I looked at weighing the risk. If you 
put the risk here, if we put the number 
a little bit too high, the risk is that 
some banks will make a little bit extra 
profit and pay a little bit more taxes; 
whereas if we put the number too low 
and drive banks out, some of those stu- 
dents that rely heavily on this, that 
are maybe not the 18- or 19-year-old 
students, but there are some that come 
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back that have been out in the work- 
place and now come back, they are 
going to community colleges or going 
to proprietary schools or going to 
night school, they really need that 
loan or they really need that help. 
They are the ones I am most concerned 
about in this process. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, re- 
claiming my time, I freely acknowl- 
edge and commend both the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING), the 
committee chairman, and the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. MCKEON), 
the subcommittee chairman, for mak- 
ing significant reductions in payments 
to both lenders and guaranty agencies 
in this and prior bills. 

They certainly recognize the ability 
to have efficiencies. We may disagree 
about where that efficiency lies, but I 
certainly respect the effort and appre- 
ciate the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to withdraw the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is 
withdrawn. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to title IV? 

AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. ANDREWS 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
one more amendment listed as No. 12. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 12 offered by Mr. AN- 
DREWS: 

Page 153, before line 13, insert the fol- 
lowing new subsection (and redesignate the 
succeeding subsections accordingly): 

“(b) CONSOLIDATION LOANS.—Notwith- 
standing any provision of subsection (a), 
with respect to any consolidation loan made 
under section 428C for which the first dis- 
bursement is made on or after July 1, 1998, 
the applicable rate of interest shall, during 
any 12-month period beginning on July 1 and 
ending on June 30, be determined on the pre- 
ceding June 1 and be equal to— 

“(1) the bond equivalent rate of 91-day 
Treasury bills auctioned at the final auction 
held prior to such June 1; plus 

(2) 2.3 percent, except that such rate shall 
not exceed 8.25 percent. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, there 
is an issue here as to the interest rate 
that students pay when they consoli- 
date their loans, when they consolidate 
their direct loans in this case. The 
question is whether or not the students 
should pay a blended rate, which is to 
say the rate of all of the loans that he 
or she is consolidating, averaged and 
blended in as a weighted average, or 
whether the students should pay the 
interest rate paid on newly issued di- 
rect loans. 

I believe that the students should 
pay the interest rate on newly issued 
direct loans. I do not believe there is a 
significant cost consideration here. I 
think that this is effectively a benefit 
to students in this way. 
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If interest rates in the long term con- 
tinue to moderate or even drop, as we 
have been fortunate to see in the last 3 
or 4 years, I think students should get 
the benefit of that. I think if rates 
dropped, then students who consolidate 
their loan should get the same kind of 
benefit that homeowners get when they 
refinance their home mortgage. 

I understand that there are some 
issues of parity between the FFEL Pro- 
gram and the direct loan program. I 
frankly would like to see those issues 
resolved by giving persons who consoli- 
date an FFEL loan the same low rate 
that students who consolidate direct 
loans get. I think this parity matter 
should be resolved in favor of the stu- 
dents rather than the lenders or the 
government. 

Having said that, I understand there 
are issues respecting the pay-as-you-go 
rules here. I also understand the desire 
to promote the continuing parity be- 
tween the direct loan and guaranty 
loan programs. 

With the understanding that this 
also is an issue that is open to contin- 
ued discussion among those of us in 
this House, the Senate, the Depart- 
ment of Education and the administra- 
tion, it would be my intention to with- 
draw this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am happy to yield to 
the subcommittee chairman or full 
committee chairman at this time. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I gave 
my speech last time, and I would just 
like to thank the gentleman for his 
presentation and for withdrawing his 
amendment. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Would the gentleman 
like to accept the amendment? 

Mr. MCKEON. My colleague heard 
me. I thank the gentleman for with- 
drawing the amendment. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I appreciate the gen- 
tleman’s indulgence. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to withdraw the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is 
withdrawn. 

Are there further amendments to 
title IV? 

The Clerk will designate title V. 

The text of title V is as follows: 

TITLE V—DEVELOPING INSTITUTIONS 
SEC. 501. ESTABLISHMENT OF NEW TITLE V. 

Title V is amended to read as follows: 

“TITLE V—DEVELOPING INSTITUTIONS 
“PART A—HISPANIC-SERVING 
INSTITUTIONS 

“SEC. 501. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 

“The Secretary shall provide grants and re- 
lated assistance to Hispanic-serving institutions 
to enable such institutions to improve and ex- 
pand their capacity to serve Hispanic and other 
low-income students. 

“SEC. 502. ELIGIBILITY; DEFINITIONS. 

() DEFINITIONS.—For the purpose of this 

part: 
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„ HISPANIC-SERVING _ INSTITUTION.—The 
term ‘Hispanic-serving institution means an in- 
stitution of higher education which— 

(A is an eligible institution; 

) at the time of application, has an enroll- 
ment of undergraduate full-time equivalent stu- 
dents that is at least 25 percent Hispanic stu- 
dents; and 

( provides assurances that not less than 50 
percent of its Hispanic students are low-income 
individuals. 

(2) ELIGIBLE INSTITUTION.—The term ‘eligible 
institution’ means— 

(A) an institution of higher education 

(i) which has an enrollment of needy stu- 
dents as required by subsection (b) of this sec- 
tion; 

(ii) except as provided in section 522(b), the 
average educational and general erpenditures of 
which are low, per full-time equivalent under- 
graduate student, in comparison with the aver- 
age educational and general expenditures per 
full-time equivalent undergraduate student of 
institutions that offer similar instruction; 

(iii) which is 

Y legally authorized to provide, and pro- 
vides within the State, an educational program 
for which such institution awards a bachelor’s 
degree; or 

I a junior or community college; 

(iv) which is accredited by a nationally rec- 
ognized accrediting agency or association deter- 
mined by the Secretary to be reliable authority 
as to the quality of training offered or which is, 
according to such an agency or association, 
making reasonable progress toward accredita- 
tion; 

“(v) which meets such other requirements as 
the Secretary may prescribe; and 

(ui) which is located in a State; and 

) any branch of any institution of higher 
education described under subparagraph (A) 
which by itself satisfies the requirements con- 
tained in clauses (i) and (ii) of such subpara- 
graph. 

For purposes of the determination of whether an 
institution is an eligible institution under this 
paragraph, the factor described under subpara- 
graph (A)(i) shall be given twice the weight of 
the factor described under subparagraph (A)(ii). 

**(3) LOW-INCOME INDIVIDUAL.—The term ‘low- 
income individual’ means an individual from a 
family whose tarable income for the preceding 
year did not erceed 150 percent of an amount 
equal to the poverty level determined by using 
criteria of poverty established by the Bureau of 
the Census. 

(4) FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT STUDENTS.—The 
term ‘full-time equivalent students’ means the 
sum of the number of students enrolled full time 
at an institution, plus the full-time equivalent 
of the number of students enrolled part time (de- 
termined on the basis of the quotient of the sum 
of the credit hours of all part-time students di- 
vided by 12) at such institution. 

“(5) JUNIOR OR COMMUNITY COLLEGE.—The 
term ‘junior or community college’ means an in- 
stitution of higher education— 

(A) that admits as regular students persons 
who are beyond the age of compulsory school 
attendance in the State in which the institution 
is located and who have the ability to benefit 
from the training offered by the institution; 

() that does not provide an educational 
program for which it awards a bachelor’s degree 
(or an equivalent degree); and 

“(C) that 

(i) provides an educational program of not 
less than 2 years that is acceptable for full cred- 
it toward such a degree, or 

(ui) offers a 2-year program in engineering, 
mathematics, or the physical or biological 
sciences, designed to prepare a student to work 
as a technician or at the semiprofessional level 
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in engineering, scientific, or other technological 
fields requiring the understanding and applica- 
tion of basic engineering, scientific, or mathe- 
matical principles of knowledge. 

(6) EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDI- 
TURES.—For the purpose of this part, the term 
‘educational and general expenditures’ means 
the total amount erpended by an institution of 
higher education for instruction, research, pub- 
lic service, academic support (including library 
erpenditures), student services, institutional 
support, scholarships and fellowships, operation 
and maintenance erpenditures for the physical 
plant, and any mandatory transfers which the 
institution is required to pay by law. 

“(7) ENDOWMENT FUN. For the purpose of 
this part, the term ‘endowment fund’ means a 
fund that— 

“(A) is established by State law, by an institu- 
tion of higher education, or by a foundation 
that is exempt from Federal income taration; 

) is maintained for the purpose of gener- 
ating income for the support of the institution; 
and 

( does not include real estate. 

„D ENROLLMENT OF NEEDY STUDENTS.—For 
the purpose of this part, the term ‘enrollment of 
needy students’ means an enrollment at an in- 
stitution of higher education or a junior or com- 
munity college which includes— 

“(1) at least 50 percent of the degree students 
so enrolled who are receiving need-based assist- 
ance under title IV of this Act in the second fis- 
cal year preceding the fiscal year for which the 
determination is being made (other than loans 
for which an interest subsidy is paid pursuant 
to section 428), or 

(A2) a substantial percentage of students re- 
ceiving Pell Grants in the second fiscal year pre- 
ceding the fiscal year for which determination is 
being made, in comparison with the percentage 
of students receiving Pell Grants at all such in- 
stitutions in the second fiscal year preceding the 
fiscal year for which the determination is made, 
unless the requirement of this subdivision is 
waived under section 522(a). 

“SEC. 503. AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES. 

“(a) TYPES OF ACTIVITIES AUTHORIZED.— 
Grants awarded under this part shall be used by 
Hispanic-serving institutions of higher edu- 
cation to assist such institutions to plan, de- 
velop, undertake, and carry out programs. 

“(b) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—Grants award- 
ed under this section shall be used for one or 
more of the following activities: 

Y) purchase, rental, or lease of scientific or 
laboratory equipment for educational purposes, 
including instructional and research purposes; 

“(2) construction, maintenance, renovation, 
and improvement in classrooms, libraries, lab- 
oratories, and other instructional facilities; 

) support of faculty exchanges, faculty de- 
velopment, curriculum development, academic 
instruction, and faculty fellowships to assist in 
attaining advanced degrees in their field of in- 
struction; 

“(4) purchase of library books, periodicals, 
and other educational materials, including tele- 
communications program material; 

) tutoring, counseling, and student service 
programs designed to improve academic success; 

“(6) funds management, administrative man- 
agement, and acquisition of equipment for use 
in strengthening funds management; 

“(7) joint use of facilities, such as laboratories 
and libraries; 

) establishing or improving a development 
office to strengthen or improve contributions 
from alumni and the private sector; 

Y) establishing or improving an endowment 
fund; 

Io creating or improving facilities for Inter- 
net or other distance learning academic instruc- 
tion capabilities, including purchase or rental of 
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telecommunications technology equipment or 
services; 
“(11) establishing or enhancing a program of 
teacher education designed to qualify students 
to teach in public elementary and secondary 
schools; 

(12) establishing community outreach pro- 
grams which will encourage elementary and sec- 
ondary school students to develop academic 
skills and the interest to pursue postsecondary 
education; 

“(13) improving and expanding graduate and 
professional opportunities for Hispanic stu- 
dents; and 

I other activities proposed in the applica- 
tion submitted pursuant to section 504 that— 

“(A) contribute to carrying out the purposes 
of this section; and 

) are approved by the Secretary as part of 
the review and acceptance of such application. 

“(c) ENDOWMENT FUND LIMITATIONS.— 

Y PORTION OF GRANT.—An institution may 
not use more than 20 percent of its grant under 
this part for any fiscal year for establishing or 
improving an endowment fund. 

“(2) MATCHING REQUIRED.—An institution 
that uses any portion of its grant under this 
part for any fiscal year for establishing or im- 
proving an endowment fund shall provide an 
equal or greater amount for such purposes from 
non-Federal funds. 

3) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall pub- 
lish rules and regulations specifically governing 
the use of funds for establishing or improving 
an endowment fund. 

“SEC. 504. APPLICATION PROCESS. 

( INSTITUTIONAL ELIGIBILITY.—Each His- 
panic-serving institution desiring to receive as- 
sistance under this part shall submit to the Sec- 
retary such enrollment data as may be nec- 
essary to demonstrate that it is a Hispanic-serv- 
ing institution, along with such other informa- 
tion and data as the Secretary may by regula- 
tion require. 

b) APPLICATIONS.—Any institution which is 
determined by the Secretary to be a Hispanic- 
serving institution (on the basis of the informa- 
tion and data submitted under subsection (a)) 
may submit an application for assistance under 
this section to the Secretary. Such application 
shall include— 

) a 5-year plan for improving the assist- 
ance provided by the Hispanic-serving institu- 
tion to Hispanic and other low-income students; 


2) such other information and assurance as 
the Secretary may require. 

(e PRioRITY.—The Secretary shall give pri- 
ority to applications that contain satisfactory 
evidence that such institution has entered into 
or will enter into a collaborative arrangement 
with at least one local educational agency or 
community-based organization having dem- 
onstrated effectiveness to provide such agency 
with assistance (from funds other than funds 
provided under this part) in reducing Hispanic 
dropout rates, improving Hispanic rates of aca- 
demic achievement, and increasing the rates at 
which Hispanic high school graduates enroll in 
higher education. 

d) SPECIAL RULE.—For the purposes of this 
part, no Hispanic-serving college or university 
which is eligible for and receives funds under 
this part may concurrently receive other funds 
under title III. 

“SEC. 505. DURATION OF GRANT. 

% AWARD PERIOD.—The Secretary may 
award a grant to an eligible institution under 
this part for 5 years, except that no institution 
shall be eligible to secure a subsequent 5-year 
grant award under this part until two years 
have elapsed since the expiration of its most re- 
cent 5-year grant award. 

h LIMITATIONS.—In awarding grants under 
this part the Secretary shall give priority to ap- 
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plicants who are not already receiving a grant 
under this part, ercept that for the purpose of 
this subsection a grant under section 524(a)(1) 
shall not be considered a grant under this part. 

C PLANNING GRANTS.—Notwithstanding 
subsection (a), the Secretary may award a grant 
to an eligible institution under this part for a 
period of one year for the purpose of prepara- 
tion of plans and applications for a grant under 
this part. 

“PART B—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
“SEC. 521. APPLICATIONS FOR ASSISTANCE. 

“(a) APPLICATIONS.— 

“(1) APPLICATIONS REQUIRED.—Any institu- 
tion which is eligible for assistance under this 
title shall submit to the Secretary an application 
for assistance at such time, in such form, and 
containing such information, as may be nec- 
essary to enable the Secretary to evaluate its 
need for assistance. Subject to the availability of 
appropriations to carry out this title, the Sec- 
retary may approve an application for a grant 
under this title only if the Secretary determines 
that— 

“(A) the application meets the requirements of 
subsection (b); 

() the applicant is eligible for assistance in 
accordance with the part of this title under 
which the assistance is sought; and 

“(C) the applicant’s performance goals are 
sufficiently rigorous as to meet the purposes of 
this title and the performance objectives and in- 
dicators for this title established by the Sec- 
retary pursuant to the Government Performance 
and Results Act. 

(2) PRELIMINARY APPLICATIONS.—In carrying 
out paragraph (1), the Secretary shall develop a 
preliminary application for use by eligible insti- 
tutions applying under part A prior to the sub- 
mission of the principal application. 

„D CONTENTS.—An institution, in its appli- 
cation for a grant, shall— 

““(1) set forth, or describe how the institution 
will develop, a comprehensive development plan 
to strengthen the institution's academic quality 
and institutional management, and otherwise 
provide for institutional self-sufficiency and 
growth (including measurable objectives for the 
institution and the Secretary to use in moni- 
toring the effectiveness of activities under this 
title); 

2) set forth policies and procedures to en- 
sure that Federal funds made available under 
this title for any fiscal year will be used to sup- 
plement and, to the extent practical, increase 
the funds that would otherwise be made avail- 
able for the purposes of section 503, and in no 
case supplant those funds; 

) set forth policies and procedures for eval- 
uating the effectiveness in accomplishing the 
purpose of the activities for which a grant is 
sought under this title; 

“(4) provide for such fiscal control and fund 
accounting procedures as may be necessary to 
ensure proper disbursement of and accounting 
for funds made available to the applicant under 
this title; 

“(5) provide (A) for making such reports, in 
such form and containing such information, as 
the Secretary may require to carry out the func- 
tions under this title and the Government Per- 
formance and Results Act, including not less 
than one report annually setting forth the insti- 
tution’s progress toward achieving the objectives 
for which the funds were awarded, and (B) for 
keeping such records and affording such access 
thereto, as the Secretary may find necessary to 
assure the correctness and verification of such 
reports; 

“(6) provide that the institution will comply 
with the limitations set forth in section 526; 

/) describe in a comprehensive manner any 
proposed project for which funds are sought 
under the application and include— 
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(A) a description of the various components 
of the proposed project, including the estimated 
time required to complete each such component; 

) in the case of any development project 
which consists of several components (as de- 
scribed by the applicant pursuant to subpara- 
graph (A)), a statement identifying those compo- 
nents which, if separately funded, would be 
sound investments of Federal funds and those 
components which would be sound investments 
of Federal funds only if funded under this title 
in conjunction with other parts of the develop- 
ment project (as specified by the applicant); 

O) an evaluation by the applicant of the 
priority given any proposed project for which 
funds are sought in relation to any other 
projects for which funds are sought by the ap- 
plicant under this title, and a similar evaluation 
regarding priorities among the components of 
any single proposed project (as described by the 
applicant pursuant to subparagraph (A)); 

D) a detailed budget showing the manner in 
which funds for any proposed project would be 
spent by the applicant; and 

ad detailed description of any activity 
which involves the expenditure of more than 
$25,000, as identified in the budget referred to in 
subparagraph (D); and 

) include such other information as the 
Secretary may prescribe. 

„ PRIORITY CRITERIA PUBLICATION RE- 
QUIRED.—The Secretary shall publish in the 
Federal Register, pursuant to chapter 5 of title 
5, United States Code, all policies and proce- 
dures required to erercise the authority set forth 
in subsection (a). No other criteria, policies, or 
procedures shall apply. 

d) ELIGIBILITY DATA.—The Secretary shall 
use the most recent and relevant data con- 
cerning the number and percentage of students 
receiving need-based assistance under title IV of 
this Act in making eligibility determinations and 
shall advance the base-year forward following 
each annual grant cycle. 

“SEC. 522. WAIVER AUTHORITY AND REPORTING 
REQUIREMENT. 


“(a) WAIVER REQUIREMENTS; NEED-BASED AS- 
SISTANCE STUDENTS.—The Secretary may waive 
the requirements set forth in section 
502(a)(2)(A)(i) in the case of an institution— 

“(1) which is extensively subsidized by the 
State in which it is located and charges low or 
no tuition; 

(2) which serves a substantial number of 
low-income students as a percentage of its total 
student population; 

) which is contributing substantially to in- 
creasing higher education opportunities for edu- 
cationally disadvantaged, underrepresented, or 
minority students, who are low-income individ- 
uals; 

A which is substantially increasing higher 
educational opportunities for individuals in 
rural or other isolated areas which are unserved 
by postsecondary institutions; or 

) wherever located, if the Secretary deter- 
mines that the waiver will substantially increase 
higher education opportunities appropriate to 
the needs of Hispanic Americans. 

“(b) WAIVER DETERMINATIONS; EXPENDI- 
TURES.) The Secretary may waive the re- 
quirements set forth in section 502(a)(2)( A)(ii) if 
the Secretary determines, based on persuasive 
evidence submitted by the institution, that the 
institution's failure to meet that criterion is due 
to factors which, when used in the determina- 
tion of compliance with such criterion, distort 
such determination, and that the institution's 
designation as an eligible institution under part 
A is otherwise consistent with the purposes of 
such part. 

“(2) The Secretary shall submit to the Con- 
gress every other year a report concerning the 
institutions which, although not satisfying the 
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criterion contained in section 502(a)(2)( A)(ii), 
have been determined to be eligible institutions 
under part A institutions which enroll signifi- 
cant numbers of Black American, Hispanic, Na- 
tive American, Asian American, or Native Ha- 
waiian students under part A, as the case may 
be. Such report shall— 

“(A) identify the factors referred to in para- 
graph (1) which were considered by the Sec- 
retary as factors that distorted the determina- 
tion of compliance with section 502(a)(2)(A)(ii); 
and 

() contain a list of each institution deter- 
mined to be an eligible institution under part A 
including a statement of the reasons for each 
such determination. 

“SEC, 523. APPLICATION REVIEW PROCESS. 

“(a) REVIEW PANEL.—AIl applications sub- 
mitted under this title by institutions of higher 
education shall be read by a panel of readers 
composed of individuals selected by the Sec- 
retary. The Secretary shall assure that no indi- 
vidual assigned under this section to review any 
application has any conflict of interest with re- 
gard to the application which might impair the 
impartiality with which the individual conducts 
the review under this section. 

“(2) All readers selected by the Secretary shall 
receive thorough instruction from the Secretary 
regarding the evaluation process for applica- 
tions submitted under this title and consistent 
with the provisions of this title, including— 

“(A) an enumeration of the factors to be used 
to determine the quality of applications sub- 
mitted under this title; and 

) an enumeration of the factors to be used 
to determine whether a grant should be awarded 
for a project under this title, the amount of any 
such grant, and the duration of any such grant. 

“(b) RECOMMENDATIONS OF PANEL.—In 
awarding grants under this title, the Secretary 
shall take into consideration the recommenda- 
tions of the panel made under subsection (a). 

“(e) NOTIFICATION.—Not later than June 30 of 
each year, the Secretary shall notify each insti- 
tution of higher education making an applica- 
tion under this title of— 

IJ) the scores given the applicant by the 
panel pursuant to this section; 

(2) the recommendations of the panel with 
respect to such application; and 

(3) the reasons for the decision of the Sec- 
retary in awarding or refusing to award a grant 
under this title, and any modifications, if any, 
in the recommendations of the panel made by 
the Secretary. 

“SEC, 524. COOPERATIVE ARRANGEMENTS. 

“(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—The Secretary 
may make grants to encourage cooperative ar- 
rangements with funds available to carry out 
part A, between institutions eligible for assist- 
ance under part A and between such institu- 
tions and institutions not receiving assistance 
under this title for the activities described in 
section 503 so that the resources of the cooper- 
ating institutions might be combined and shared 
to achieve the purposes of such part and avoid 
costly duplicative efforts and to enhance the de- 
velopment of part A eligible institutions. 

“(b) PRIORITY.—The Secretary shall give pri- 
ority to grants for the purposes described under 
subsection (a) whenever the Secretary deter- 
mines that the cooperative arrangement is geo- 
graphically and economically sound or will ben- 
efit the applicant institution. 

“(c) DURATION.—Grants to institutions having 
a cooperative arrangement may be made under 
this section for a period as determined under 
section 505, 

“SEC. 525. ASSISTANCE TO INSTITUTIONS UNDER 
OTHER PROGRAMS. 

( ASSISTANCE ELIGIBILITY,—Each institu- 
tion which the Secretary determines to be an in- 
stitution eligible under part A may be eligible 
for waivers in accordance with subsection (b). 
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“(b) WAIVER APPLICABILITY.—{(1) Subject to, 
and in accordance with, regulations promul- 
gated for the purpose of this section, in the case 
of any application by an institution referred to 
in subsection (a) for assistance under any pro- 
grams specified in paragraph (2), the Secretary 
is authorized, if such application is otherwise 
approvable, to waive any requirement for a non- 
Federal share of the cost of the program or 
project, or, to the extent not inconsistent with 
other law, to give, or require to be given, pri- 
ority consideration of the application in relation 
to applications from other institutions. 

“(2) The provisions of this section shall apply 
to any program authorized by title IV or VII of 
this Act. 

“(c) LIMITATION.—The Secretary shall not 
waive, under subsection (b), the non-Federal 
share requirement for any program for applica- 
tions which, if approved, would require the er- 
penditure of more than 10 percent of the appro- 
priations for the program for any fiscal year. 
“SEC. 526. LIMITATIONS. 

The funds appropriated under section 528 may 
not be used— 

Y for a school or department of divinity or 
any religious worship or sectarian activity; 

(2) for an activity that is inconsistent with a 
State plan for desegregation of higher education 
applicable to such institution; 

) for an activity that is inconsistent with a 
State plan of higher education applicable to 
such institution; or 

“(4) for purposes other than the purposes set 
forth in the approved application under which 
the funds were made available to the institu- 
tion. 

“SEC. 527. PENALTIES. 

Whoever, being an officer, director, agent, or 
employee of, or connected in any capacity with, 
any recipient of Federal financial assistance or 
grant pursuant to this title embezzles, willfully 
misapplies, steals, or obtains by fraud any of 
the funds which are the subject of such grant or 
assistance, shall be fined not more than $10,000 
or imprisoned for not more than 2 years, or 
both. 

“SEC. 528. AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS. 

“(a) AUTHORIZATIONS.—There are authorized 
to be appropriated to carry out part A, 
$80,000,000 for fiscal year 1999, and such sums as 
may be necessary for each of the 4 succeeding 
fiscal years. 

““(b) USE OF MULTIPLE YEAR AWARDS.—In the 
event of a multiple year award to any institu- 
tion under this title, the Secretary shall make 
funds available for such award from funds ap- 
propriated for this title for the fiscal year in 
which such funds are to be used by the recipi- 
ent. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend- 
ments to title V? 

AMENDMENT NO. 57 OFFERED BY MR. CLAY 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 57 offered by Mr. CLAY: 

Page 271, strike line 14 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

(Ach is an eligible institution; or 

“(ii) is an institution of higher education 
(as such term is defined in section 101(a)(2)) 
that provides a 4-year baccalaureate pro- 
gram, is regionally accredited, and serves at 
least 1,500 Hispanic students; 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, this is an 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
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from New York (Mr. SERRANO) which 
would expand the definition of Hispanic 
serving institutions. I understand that 
the majority is willing to accept the 
amendment, so I will leave it at that. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. CLAY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, we 
accept the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to title V? 

The Clerk will designate title VI. 

The text of title VI is as follows: 
TITLE VI—INTERNATIONAL AND 
GRADUATE EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
SEC. 601, INTERNATIONAL AND FOREIGN LAN- 

GUAGE STUDIES. 

(a) STATUTORY STRUCTURE.—Title VI is 
amended— 

(1) by striking 
“PART A—INTERNATIONAL AND FOREIGN 

LANGUAGE STUDIES” 
and inserting the following: 

“PART A—INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION 
“Subpart II nternational and Foreign 
Language Studies”; 

(2) by striking 
“PART B—BUSINESS AND INTERNATIONAL 

EDUCATION PROGRAMS” 
and inserting the following: 
“Subpart 2—Business and International 
Education Programs”; 
(3) by striking 
“PART C—INSTITUTE FOR 
INTERNATIONAL PUBLIC POLICY” 
and inserting the following: 
“Subpart 3—Institute for International Public 
Policy”; and 
(4) by striking 
“PART D—GENERAL PROVISIONS” 
and inserting the following: 
“Subpart 4—General Provisions”. 

(b) FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.—Section 601 (20 
U.S.C. 1121) is amended to read as follows: 

“SEC. 601. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

() FINDINGS—The Congress finds as fol- 
lows: 

I The security, stability, and economic vi- 
tality of the United States in a complex global 
era depend upon American experts in and citi- 
zens knowledgeable about world regions, foreign 
languages and international affairs, as well as 
on a strong research base in these areas. 

) Advances in communications technology 
and the growth of regional and global problems 
make knowledge of other countries and the abil- 
ity to communicate in other languages more es- 
sential to the promotion of mutual under- 
standing and cooperation among nations and 
their peoples. 

() Dramatic post-Cold War changes in the 
world’s geopolitical and economic landscapes 
are creating needs for American expertise and 
knowledge about a greater diversity of less com- 
monly taught foreign languages and nations of 
the world. 

ö Systematic efforts are necessary to en- 
hance the capacity of institutions of higher edu- 
cation in the United States and to encourage a 
broader cross-section of institutions of higher 
education to develop and erpand programs for 
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producing graduates with international and for- 
eign language expertise and knowledge, and re- 
search on such areas, in a variety of disciplines 
and at all levels of graduate and undergraduate 
education. 

“(5) Cooperative efforts among the Federal 
Government, institutions of higher education, 
and the private sector are necessary to promote 
the generation and dissemination of information 
about world regions, foreign languages, and 
international affairs throughout education, gov- 
ernment, business, civic, and nonprofit sectors 
in the United States. 

“(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this part 
are— 

“(1)(A) to support centers, programs and fel- 
lowships in institutions of higher education in 
the United States for producing increased num- 
bers of trained personnel and research in for- 
eign languages, area and other international 
studies; 

) to develop a pool of international experts 
to meet national needs; 

“(C) to develop and validate specialized mate- 
rials and techniques for foreign language acqui- 
sition and fluency, emphasizing (but not limited 
to) the less commonly taught languages; 

D) to promote access to research and train- 
ing overseas; and 

(E) to advance the internationalization of a 
variety of disciplines throughout undergraduate 
and graduate education; 

(2) to support cooperative efforts promoting 
access to and the dissemination of international 
and foreign language knowledge, teaching ma- 
terials and research throughout education, gov- 
ernment, business, civic and nonprofit sectors in 
the United States through the use of advanced 
technologies; and 

“(3) to coordinate the programs of the Federal 
Government in the areas of foreign language, 
area and other international studies, including 
professional international affairs education and 
research,”’. 

(c) GRADUATE AND UNDERGRADUATE NATIONAL 
RESOURCE CENTERS.— 

(1) NATIONAL RESOURCE CENTERS.—Section 
602(a) (20 U.S.C. 1122(a)) is amended— 

(A) in the heading, by striking “NATIONAL 
LANGUAGE AND AREA CENTERS AUTHORIZED" 
and inserting “NATIONAL RESOURCE CENTERS 
FOR FOREIGN LANGUAGE AND AREA OR INTER- 
NATIONAL STUDIES AUTHORIZED"’; 

(B) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking com- 
prehensive language and area centers” and in- 
serting “comprehensive foreign language and 
area or international studies centers“ 

(C) in paragraph ), by striking lan- 
guage and area centers” and inserting ‘‘foreign 
language and area or international studies cen- 
ters”; and 

(D) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

ö AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Any grant made under 
paragraph (1) may be used to pay all or part of 
the cost of establishing or operating a center or 
program, in accordance with this subsection. 

(B) MANDATORY ACTIVITIES.—Activities to be 
conducted by centers assisted under this sub- 
section shall include— 

(i) support for the instruction of foreign lan- 
guages and the offering of courses in a variety 
of nonlanguage disciplines that cover the cen- 
ter's subject area or topic, and the incorporation 
of such instruction in baccalaureate and grad- 
uate programs of study in a variety of discipli- 
nary, interdisciplinary, or professional fields; 

(ii) support for teaching and research mate- 
rials, including library acquisitions, in the cen- 
ter’s subject area or topic; 

iii) programs of outreach or linkage with 
State and local educational agencies, postsec- 
ondary education institutions at all levels, pro- 


7275 


fessional schools, government, business, media, 
or the general public; and 

iv) program coordination and development, 
curriculum planning and development, and stu- 
dent advisement, 

“(C) PERMISSIBLE ACTIVITIES.—ACtivities to be 
conducted by centers assisted under this sub- 
section may include— 

“(i) support for the creation of faculty posi- 
tions in disciplines that are underrepresented in 
the center's instructional program; 

ii) establishment and maintenance of link- 
ages with overseas institutions of higher edu- 
cation for the purpose of contributing to the 
teaching and research of the center; 

(iii) support for bringing visiting scholars 
and faculty to the center to teach or conduct re- 
search; 

iv) professional development of the center's 
faculty and staff; 

(v) projects conducted in cooperation with 
other National Resource Centers addressing 
themes of world regional, cross-regional, inter- 
national, or global importance; 

vi) summer institutes in the United States or 
abroad designed to provide language and area 
training in the center's field or topic; and 

(vii) support for faculty, staff, and student 
travel in foreign areas, regions, or countries, 
and for the development and support of edu- 
cational programs abroad for students.“. 

(2) GRADUATE FELLOWSHIPS; EXPENSE LIMITA- 
TIONS.—Section 602 is further amended by strik- 
ing subsections (b) and (c) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“(b) GRADUATE FELLOWSHIPS FOR FOREIGN 
LANGUAGE AND AREA OR INTERNATIONAL STUD- 
IES.— 

“(1) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary is authorized 
to make grants to institutions of higher edu- 
cation or combinations of such institutions for 
the purpose of paying fellowships to individuals 
undergoing advanced training in any center or 
program approved by the Secretary under this 
part. 

(2) ELIGIBLE STUDENTS.—Students receiving 
fellowships described in paragraph (1) shall be 
individuals who are engaged in an instructional 
program with stated performance goals for func- 
tional foreign language use or in a program de- 
veloping such performance goals, in combina- 
tion with area studies, international studies, or 
the international aspects of a professional stud- 
ies program, including predissertation level 
studies, preparation for dissertation research, 
dissertation research abroad, and dissertation 
writing. 

“(c) RULES WITH RESPECT TO EXPENSES.— 

“(1) UNDERGRADUATE TRAVEL.—No funds may 
be expended under this part for undergraduate 
travel except in accordance with rules pre- 
scribed by the Secretary setting forth policies 
and procedures to assure that Federal funds 
made available for such travel are erpended as 
part of a formal program of supervised study. 

ö GRADUATE DEPENDENT AND TRAVEL EX- 
PENSES.—Fellowships awarded to graduate level 
recipients may include allowances for depend- 
ents and for travel for research and study in the 
United States and abroad."’. 

(d) LANGUAGE RESOURCE CENTERS.—Section 
603(a) (20 U.S.C. 1123(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (5) and inserting the 
following: 

a significant focus on the teaching and 
learning needs of the less commonly taught lan- 
guages, including an assessment of the strategic 
needs, the determination of ways to meet those 
needs nationally, and the publication and dis- 
semination of instructional materials in the less 
commonly taught languages:“, 

(2) by striking the period at the end of para- 
graph (6) and inserting “; and”; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (6) the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 
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“(7) the operation of intensive summer lan- 
guage institutes to train advanced foreign lan- 
guage students, provide professional develop- 
ment, and improve language instruction 
through preservice and inservice language 
training for teachers. 

(e) UNDERGRADUATE INTERNATIONAL STUDIES 
AND FOREIGN LANGUAGE PROGRAMS.—Section 
604 (20 U.S.C. 1124) is amended— 

(1) in the heading of subsection (a), by strik- 
ing “INCENTIVES” and all that follows through 
“PROGRAMS” and inserting “PROGRAM INCEN- 
TIVES”; 

(2) in subsection (a)(1)— 

(A) by striking “or combinations of such insti- 
tutions” in the first sentence and inserting , 
combinations of such institutions, or partner- 
ships between nonprofit educational organiza- 
tions and such institutions.“: 

(B) by striking “a program” and inserting 
“programs”; and 

(C) by striking the second sentence and insert- 
ing the following: “Such grants shall be award- 
ed for the purpose of seeking to create new pro- 
grams or to strengthen existing programs in un- 
dergraduate area studies, foreign languages, 
and other international fields. 

(3) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3) and in- 
serting the following: 

“(2) USE OF FUNDS.—Grants made under this 
section may be used for Federal share of the cost 
of projects and activities which are an integral 
part of such a program, such as— 

“(A) planning for the development and erpan- 
sion of programs in undergraduate international 
studies, and foreign languages and the inter- 
nationalization of undergraduate education; 

“(B) teaching, research, curriculum develop- 
ment, and other related activities; 

“(C) training of faculty members in foreign 
countries; 

D) expansion of existing and development of 
new opportunities for learning foreign lan- 
guages, including the less commonly taught lan- 
guages; 

“(E) programs under which foreign teachers 
and scholars may visit institutions as visiting 
faculty; 

) international education programs de- 
signed to develop or enhance linkages between 
two- and four-year institutions of higher edu- 
cation, or baccalaureate and postbaccalaureate 
programs or institutions; 

) the development of an international di- 
mension in preservice and inservice teacher 
training; 

) the development of undergraduate edu- 
cational programs in locations abroad where 
such opportunities are not otherwise available 
or which serve students for whom such opportu- 
nities are not otherwise available and which 
provide courses that are closely related to on- 
campus foreign language and international cur- 
ricula; 

the integration of new and continuing 
education abroad opportunities for under- 
graduate students into curricula of specific de- 
gree programs; 

“(J) the development of model programs to en- 
rich or enhance the effectiveness of educational 
programs abroad, including predeparture and 
postreturn programs, and the integration of 
educational programs abroad into the cur- 
riculum of the home institution; 

the expansion of library and teaching re- 
sources; 

“(L) the development of programs designed to 
integrate professional and technical education 
with area studies, foreign languages, and other 
international fields; 

“(M) the establishment of linkages overseas 
with institutions of higher education and orga- 
nizations that contribute to the educational ob- 
jectives of this subsection; 
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V the conduct of summer institutes in for- 
eign area and other international fields to pro- 
vide faculty and curriculum development, in- 
cluding the integration of professional and tech- 
nical education with foreign area and other 
international studies, and to provide foreign 
area and other international knowledge or skills 
to government personnel or private sector pro- 
fessionals in international activities; 

(O) the development of partnerships between 
institutions of higher education and the private 
sector, government, and elementary and sec- 
ondary education institutions to enhance inter- 
national knowledge and skills; and 

) the use of innovative technology to in- 
crease access to international education pro- 
grams. 

) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Federal 
share of the cost of the programs assisted under 
this subsection may be provided in cash from the 
private sector corporations or foundations in an 
amount equal to one-third of the total requested 
grant amount, or may be provided as in-cash or 
in-kind contribution from institutional and non- 
institutional funds, including State and private 
sector corporation or foundation contributions, 
equal to one-half of the total requested grant 
amount.”’; 

(4) by adding at the end of subsection (a) the 
following new paragraphs: 

) SPECIAL RULE.—The Secretary may waive 
or reduce the required non-Federal share for 
title Ill-eligible institutions which have sub- 
mitted a grant application under this section. 

) EVALUATION CRITERIA AND REPORT.—AS a 
condition for the award of any grant under this 
subsection, the Secretary may establish criteria 
for evaluating programs and require an annual 
report which evaluates the progress and per- 
formance of students in such programs."’. 

(5) by striking subsection (b); 

(6) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub- 
section (b); and 

(7) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

“(c) FUNDING SUPPORT.—The Secretary may 
use no more than 10 percent of the total amount 
appropriated for this title, other than amounts 
appropriated for part D, for carrying out the 
purposes of this section. 

(f) INTENSIVE SUMMER LANGUAGE INSTI- 
TUTES.—Section 605 (20 U.S.C. 1124a) is re- 
pealed. 

(g) RESEARCH; STUDIES; ANNUAL REPORT.— 
Section 606(a) (20 U.S.C. 1125(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (4), by inserting before the 

semicolon at the end the following: “, area stud- 
ies, or other international fields"; 
(2) by striking and at the end of paragraph 
(5); 
(3) by striking the period at the end of para- 
graph (6) and inserting **; and”; and 

(4) by inserting after paragraph (6) the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

) studies and surveys of the uses of tech- 
nology in foreign language, area and inter- 
national studies programs."’. 

(h) PERIODICALS.—Section 607 (20 U.S.C. 
1125a) is amended to read as follows: 

“SEC. 607. TECHNOLOGICAL INNOVATION AND 
COOPERATION FOR FOREIGN INFOR- 
MATION ACCESS. 

( AUTHORITY.—The Secretary is authorized 
to make grants to institutions of higher edu- 
cation, public or nonprofit private library insti- 
tutions, or consortia of such institutions, to de- 
velop innovative techniques or programs using 
new electronic technologies to collect, organize, 
preserve and widely disseminate information on 
world regions and countries other than the 
United States that address the nation’s teaching 
and research needs in international education 
and foreign languages. 

“(b) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—Grants under 
this section may be used— 
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J to facilitate access to or preserve foreign 
information resources in print or electronic 


orms; 

2) to develop new means of immediate, full- 
tert document delivery for information and 
scholarship from abroad; 

() to develop new means of shared electronic 
access to international data; 

V to support collaborative projects of inder- 
ing, cataloging, and other means of biblio- 
graphic access for scholars to important re- 
search materials published or distributed outside 
the United States; 

“(5) to develop methods for the wide dissemi- 
nation of resources written in non-Roman lan- 
guage alphabets; 

6) to assist teachers of less commonly taught 
languages in acquiring, via electronic and other 
means, materials suitable for classroom use; and 

ö) to promote collaborative technology based 
projects in foreign languages, area and inter- 
national studies among grant recipients under 
this title. 

“(c) APPLICATION.—Each institution or con- 
sortium desiring a grant under this section shall 
submit an application to the Secretary at such 
time, in such manner, and accompanied by such 
information and assurances as the Secretary 
may reasonably require. 

„d) MATCH REQUIRED.—The Federal share of 
the total cost of carrying out a program sup- 
ported by a grant under this section shall not be 
more than 66% percent. The non-Federal share 
of such cost may be provided either in-kind or in 
cash, and may include contributions from pri- 
vate sector corporations or foundations."’. 

(i) DEVELOPMENT GRANTS.—Section 610 (20 
U.S.C. 1127) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

“(d) DEVELOPMENT GRANTS AUTHORIZED.— 
The Secretary is encouraged to consider the es- 
tablishment of new centers, and may use at least 
10 percent of the funds available for this section 
to make grants for the establishment of such 
new centers. 

(j) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec- 
tion 610A (20 U.S.C. 1128) is amended by striking 
1993“ and inserting 1999. 

(k) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Title VI is fur- 
ther amended by redesignating sections 606, 607, 
608, 609, 610, and 610A as sections 605 through 
610, respectively. 

SEC. 602. BUSINESS AND INTERNATIONAL EDU- 
CATION PROGRAMS. 

(a) CENTERS FOR INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS 
EDUCATION.—Section 612 (20 U.S.C. 1130-1) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)(1)(B), by striking ad- 
vanced"; 

(2) in subsection (c)(1)(C), 
“evening or summer programs,” 
“programs”; and 

(3) in subsection (d)(2)(G), by inserting before 
the period at the end the following: “, such as 
a representative of a community college in the 
region served by the center“. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec- 
tion 614 (20 U.S.C. 1130b) is amended by striking 
1993“ each place it appears and inserting 
“1999”. 

(c) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—The heading of 
section 611 (20 U.S.C. 1130) is amended to read 
as follows: 

“SEC. 611. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.”. 
SEC. 603. INSTITUTE FOR INTERNATIONAL PUB- 
LIC POLICY. 

(a) MINORITY FOREIGN SERVICE PROFESSIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM.—Section b (20 
U.S.C. 1131(e)) is amended by striking one- 
fourth” and inserting "one-half. 

(b) JUNIOR YEAR AND SUMMER ABROAD PRO- 
GRAM.—Section 622 (20 U.S.C. 1131a) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in the heading of such section, by inserting 
“AND SUMMER" after “YEAR”; 


by striking 
and inserting 
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(2) in subsection (a) 

(A) by striking “shall conduct“ and inserting 
is authorized to conduct”; 

(B) by inserting and summer" after Junior 
year" each place it appears in the first and sec- 
ond sentences; 

(C) by inserting in a junior year abroad pro- 
gram" after Each student" in the last sen- 
tence; 

(3) in subsection (b)(2), by inserting or sum- 
mer after “junior year”; and 

(4) in subsection (c)— 

(A) by inserting or summer abroad program” 
after “junior year abroad program” each place 
it appears; and 

(B) by striking “abroad or internship” and in- 
serting “abroad, summer abroad, or internship“. 

(C) INTERNSHIPS.—Section 624 (20 U.S.C. 1132c) 
is amended— 

(1) by striking “The Institute” and inserting 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Institute”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

D POSTBACCALAUREATE INTERNSHIPS.—The 
Institute shall enter into agreements with insti- 
tutions of higher education described in the first 
sentence of subsection (a) to conduct internships 
in Washington, DC, for students who have com- 
pleted study for the baccalaureate degree. The 
Internship program authorized by this sub- 
section shall— 

“(1) be designated to assist the students to 
prepare for a master’s degree program; 

(2) be carried out with the assistance of the 
Woodrow Wilson Fellowship program; 

“(3) contain work experience for the students 
designated to contribute to the objectives set 
forth in paragraph (1); and 

) contain such other elements as the Insti- 
tute determines will carry out the objectives of 
this subsection."’. 

(d) NEW PROGRAMS.—Title VI is further 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating sections 625 through 627 
(20 U.S.C. 1131d-1131f) as sections 627 through 
629; and 

(2) by inserting after section 624 the following 
new sections: 

“SEC, 625, INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT. 

% IN GENERAL.—The Institute shall make 
grants, from amounts available to it in each fis- 
cal year, to Historically Black Colleges and Uni- 
versities, Hispanic-serving Institutions, T'ribally 
Controlled Indian Community Colleges, and mi- 
nority institutions, to enable such colleges, wni- 
versities, and institutions to strengthen inter- 
national affairs programs. 

“(b) APPLICATION.—No grant may be made by 
the Institute under this section unless an appli- 
cation is made by the college, university, or in- 
stitution at such time, in such manner, and ac- 
companied by such information as the Institute 
may require. 

“(c) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section 

) the term ‘Historically Black College and 
University’ has the same meaning given the term 
by section 322(2) of this Act; 

“(2) the term ‘Hispanic-serving Institution“ 
has the same meaning given the term by section 
316(b)(1) of this Act; 

) the term ‘Tribally controlled Indian com- 
munity college’ has the same meaning given that 
term by the Tribally Controlled Community Col- 
lege Assistance Act of 1978; and 

“(4) the term ‘minority institution’ has the 
same meaning given that term in section 347 of 
this Act. 

“SEC. 626. INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE ON MINOR- 
ITY IN INTERNATIONAL AF- 
FAIRS. 


() ESTABLISHMENT. —There is established in 
the executive branch of the Federal Government 
an Interagency Committee on Minority Careers 
in International Affairs composed of 7 members. 
The members of the Committee shall be— 
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Y) the Undersecretary for International Af- 
fairs and Commodity Programs of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, appointed by the Secretary 
of Agriculture; 

02) the Assistant Secretary and Director Gen- 
eral, the Commercial Service of the Department 
of Commerce, appointed by the Secretary of 
Commerce; 

) the Undersecretary of Defense for Per- 
sonnel and Readiness of the Department of De- 
fense, appointed by the Secretary of Defense; 

) the Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary 
Education in the Department of Education, ap- 
pointed by the Secretary of Education; 

) the Director General of the Foreign Serv- 
ice of the Department of State, appointed by the 
Secretary of State; 

(6) the General Counsel of the Agency for 
International Development, appointed by the 
Administrator; and 

) the Associate Director for Educational 
and Cultural Affairs of the United States Infor- 
mation Agency, appointed by the Director. 

D FUNCTIONS.—The Interagency Committee 
established by this section shall— 

“(1) advise the Secretary and the Institute 
with respect to programs authorized by this 
part; and 

2) promote policies in each department and 
agency participating on the Committee that are 
designed to carry out the objectives of this 
part. 

(e) AUTHORIZATION.—Section 629 (20 U.S.C. 
1131f) (as redesignated by subsection (d)) is 
amended by striking 1993“ and inserting 
“1999”. 

SEC. 604. GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 631(a) (20 U.S.C. 
1132(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “and” at the end of paragraph 
(7. 

(2) by striking the period at the end of para- 
graph (8) and inserting ‘*; und“, and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (8) the fol- 
lowing new paragraphs: 

“(9) the term ‘internationalization of under- 
graduate education’ means the incorporation of 
foreign languages and area and international 
studies perspectives in any undergraduate 
course or curriculum in order to provide inter- 
national content for that course of study; and 

(10) the term ‘educational programs abroad’ 
means programs of study, internships, or service 
learning outside the United States which are 
part of a foreign language or other inter- 
national curriculum at the undergraduate or 
graduate education levels.“. 

(b) REPEAL.—Section 632 (20 U.S.C. 1132-1) is 
repealed. 

SEC. 605. TRANSFER AND REAUTHORIZATION OF 
GRADUATE ASSISTANCE IN AREAS 
OF NATIONAL NEED PROGRAM. 

(a) AMENDMENT.—Title VI is amended by add- 

ing at the end the following new part: 


“PART B—GRADUATE ASSISTANCE IN 
AREAS OF NATIONAL NEED 
“SEC. 651. PURPOSE. 

“In order to sustain and enhance the capacity 
for graduate education in areas of national 
need, it is the purpose of this part to provide, 
through academic departments and programs of 
institutions of higher education, a fellowship 
program to assist graduate students of superior 
ability who demonstrate financial need. 

“SEC, 652, GRANTS TO ACADEMIC DEPARTMENTS 
AND PROGRAMS OF INSTITUTIONS. 

“(a) GRANT AUTHORITY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall make 
grants to academic departments and programs 
and other academic units of institutions of high- 
er education that provide courses of study lead- 
ing to a graduate degree in order to enable such 
institutions to provide assistance to graduate 
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students in accordance with this part. The Sec- 
retary shall coordinate the administration and 
regulation of programs under this part with 
other Federal programs providing graduate as- 
sistance to minimize duplication and improve ef- 
ficiency. 

(2) ADDITIONAL GRANTS.—The Secretary may 
also make grants to such departments and pro- 
grams and to other units of institutions of high- 
er education granting graduate degrees which 
submit joint proposals involving nondegree 
granting institutions which have formal ar- 
rangements for the support of doctoral disserta- 
tion research with degree-granting institutions. 
Nondegree granting institutions eligible for 
awards as part of such joint proposals include 
any organization which— 

J is described in section 501(c)(3) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1986, and is erempt from 
tax under section 501(a) of such Code; 

() is organized and operated substantially 
to conduct scientific and cultural research and 
graduate training programs; 

“(C) is not a private foundation; 

D) has academic personnel for instruction 
and counseling who meet the standards of the 
institution of higher education in which the stu- 
dents are enrolled; and 

) has necessary research resources not oth- 
erwise readily available in such institutions to 
such students. 

“(b) AWARD AND DURATION OF GRANTS.— 

“(1) AWARDS.—The principal criterion for the 
allocation of awards shall be the relative quality 
of the graduate programs presented in com- 
peting applications. Consistent with an alloca- 
tion of awards based on quality of competing 
applications, the Secretary shall, in making 
such grants, promote an equitable geographic 
distribution among eligible public and private 
institutions of higher education. 

(2) DURATION.—The Secretary shall approve 
a grant recipient under this part for a 3-year pe- 
riod. From the sums appropriated under this 
part for any fiscal year, the Secretary shall not 
make a grant to any academic department or 
program of an institution of higher education of 
less than $125,000 or greater than $750,000 per 
fiscal year. 

“(3) REALLOTMENT.—Whenever the Secretary 
determines that an academic department or pro- 
gram of an institution of higher education is 
unable to use all of the amounts available to it 
under this part, the Secretary shall, on such 
dates during each fiscal year as the Secretary 
may fix, reallot the amounts not needed to aca- 
demic departments and programs of institutions 
which can use the grants authorized by this 
part. 

“SEC, 653. INSTITUTIONAL ELIGIBILITY. 

( ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA—Any academic 
department or program of an institution of high- 
er education that offers a program of 
postbaccalaureate study leading to a graduate 
degree in an area of national need (as des- 
ignated under subsection (b)) may apply for a 
grant under this part. No department or pro- 
gram shall be eligible for a grant unless the pro- 
gram of postbaccalaureate study has been in ex- 
istence for at least 4 years at the time of appli- 
cation for assistance under this part. 

“(b) DESIGNATION OF AREAS OF NATIONAL 
NEED.—After consultation with appropriate 
Federal and nonprofit agencies and organiza- 
tions, the Secretary shall designate areas of na- 
tional need. In making such designations, the 
Secretary shall take into account the extent to 
which the interest is compelling, the extent to 
which other Federal programs support 
postbaccalaureate study in the area concerned, 
and an assessment of how the program could 
achieve the most significant impact with avail- 
able resources. 
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“SEC. 654, CRITERIA FOR APPLICATIONS. 

() SELECTION OF APPLICATIONS.—The Sec- 
retary shall make grants to academic depart- 
ments and programs of institutions of higher 
education on the basis of applications submitted 
in accordance with subsection (b). Applications 
shall be ranked on program quality by review 
panels of nationally recognized scholars and 
evaluated on the quality and effectiveness of the 
academic program and the achievement and 
promise of the students to be served, To the er- 
tent possible (consistent with other provisions of 
this section), the Secretary shall make awards 
that are consistent with recommendations of the 
review panels. 

„h CONTENTS OF APPLICATIONS.—An aca- 
demic department or program of an institution 
of higher education, in its application for a 
grant, shall— 

“(1) describe the current academic program of 
the applicant for which the grant is sought; 

2) provide assurances that the applicant 
will provide, from other non-Federal funds, for 
the purposes of the fellowship program under 
this part an amount equal to at least 25 percent 
of the amount of the grant received under this 
part, which contribution may be in cash or in 
kind fairly valued; 

) describe the number, types, and amounts 
of the fellowships that the applicant intends to 
offer under the grant; 

) set forth policies and procedures to assure 
that, in making fellowship awards under this 
part, the institution will make awards to indi- 
viduals who— 

“(A) have financial need, as determined under 
part F of title IV; 

() have excellent academic records in their 
previous programs of study; and 

0) plan to pursue the highest possible de- 
gree available in their course of study; 

“(5) set forth policies and procedures to en- 
sure that Federal funds made available under 
this part for any fiscal year will be used to sup- 
plement and, to the extent practical, increase 
the funds that would otherwise be made avail- 
able for the purpose of this part and in no case 
to supplant those funds; 

“(6) provide assurances that, in the event that 
funds made available to the academic depart- 
ment or program under this part are insufficient 
to provide the assistance due a student under 
the commitment entered into between the aca- 
demic department or program and the student, 
the academic department or program will, from 
any funds available to it, fulfill the commitment 
to the student; 

“(7) provide that the applicant will comply 
with the limitations set forth in section 655; 

) provide assurances that the academic de- 
partment will provide at least 1 year of super- 
vised training in instruction for students; and 

“(9) include such other information as the 
Secretary may prescribe. 

“SEC. 655. AWARDS TO GRADUATE STUDENTS. 

() COMMITMENTS TO GRADUATE STUDENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—An academic department or 
program of an institution of higher education 
shall make commitments to eligible graduate stu- 
dents as defined in section 484 (including stu- 
dents pursuing a doctoral degree after having 
completed a master’s degree program at an insti- 
tution of higher education) at any point in their 
graduate study to provide stipends for the 
length of time necessary for a student to com- 
plete the course of graduate study, but in no 
case longer than 3 years. 

“(2) SPECIAL RULE.—No such commitments 
shall be made to students under this part unless 
the academic department or program has deter- 
mined adequate funds are available to fulfill the 
commitment either from funds received or antici- 
pated under this part, or from institutional 
funds, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


“(b) AMOUNT OF STIPENDS.—The Secretary 
shall make payments to institutions of higher 
education for the purpose of paying stipends to 
individuals who are awarded fellowships under 
this part. The stipends the Secretary establishes 
shall reflect the purpose of this program to en- 
courage highly talented students to undertake 
graduate study as described in this part. In the 
case of an individual who receives such individ- 
ual’s first stipend under this part in academic 
year 1999-2000 or any succeeding academic year, 
such stipend shall be set at a level of support 
equal to that provided by the National Science 
Foundation graduate fellowships, except such 
amount shall be adjusted as necessary so as not 
to exceed the fellow's demonstrated level of need 
as determined under part F of title 1V. 

“(c) TREATMENT OF INSTITUTIONAL PAY- 
MENTS.—An institution of higher education that 
makes institutional payments for tuition and 
fees on behalf of individuals supported by fel- 
lowships under this part in amounts that exceed 
the institutional payments made by the Sec- 
retary pursuant to section 656(a) may count the 
excess of such payments toward the amounts the 
institution is required to provide pursuant to 
section 654(b)(2). 

„d) ACADEMIC PROGRESS REQUIRED.—Not- 
withstanding the provisions of subsection (a), 
no student shall receive an award— 

“(1) except during periods in which such stu- 
dent is maintaining satisfactory progress in, and 
devoting essentially full time to, study or re- 
search in the field in which such fellowship was 
awarded, or 

“(2) if the student is engaging in gainful em- 
ployment other than part-time employment in- 
volved in teaching, research, or similar activities 
determined by the institution to be in support of 
the student's progress towards a degree. 

“SEC. 656. ADDITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOR COST 
OF EDUCATION. 

( INSTITUTIONAL PAYMENTS.—(1) The Sec- 
retary shall (in addition to stipends paid to in- 
dividuals under this part) pay to the institution 
of higher education, for each individual award- 
ed a fellowship under this part at such institu- 
tion, an institutional allowance. Except as pro- 
vided in paragraph (2), such allowance shail 
be— 
“(A) $10,000 annually with respect to individ- 
uals who first received fellowships under this 
part prior to academic year 1999-2000; and 

() with respect to individuals who first re- 
ceive fellowships during or after academic year 
1999-2000— 

(i) $10,000 for the academic year 1999-2000; 
and 

ii) for succeeding academic years, $10,000 
adjusted annually thereafter in accordance with 
inflation as determined by the Department of 
Labor’s Consumer Price Inder for the previous 
calendar year. 

(2) The institutional allowance paid under 
paragraph (1) shall be reduced by the amount 
the institution charges and collects from a fel- 
lowship recipient for tuition and other expenses 
as part of the recipient's instructional program. 

„D USE FOR OVERHEAD PROHIBITED.—Funds 
made available pursuant to this part may not be 
used for the general operational overhead of the 
academic department or program. 

“SEC. 657. CONTINUATION AWARDS. 

“Before making new awards under this part 
for any fiscal year, the Secretary shall, as ap- 
propriate, making continuation awards to re- 
cipients of awards under parts B, C, and D of 
title IX as in effect prior to the enactment of the 
Higher Education Amendments of 1998. 

“SEC. 658. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

“There are authorized to be appropriated 
$40,000,000 for fiscal year 1999 and such sums as 
may be necessary for each of the 4 succeeding 
fiscal years to carry out this purt. 
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(b) REPEAL.—Title IX (20 U.S.C. 1134 et seq.) 
is repealed. 


The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to title VI? 

AMENDMENT NO. 21 OFFERED BY MR. KILDEB 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment on behalf of the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. FARR). 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 21 offered by Mr. KILDEER: 

Page 310, strike line 3 and insert the fol- 
lowing (and redesignate the succeeding para- 
graph accordingly): 

(3) in subsection (c)(2)— 

(A) by striking and' at the end of sub- 
paragraph (E); 

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (F) as 
subparagraph (G); and 

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (E) the 
following new subparagraph; 

“(F) professional graduate degrees in 
translation and interpretation; and’’; and 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I will be 
very brief. This provides funds under 
section F for professional graduate de- 
grees in translation and interpretation. 
It adds those being eligible for funds. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. KILDEE. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, we 
accept the amendment. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for accepting the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Michigan (Mr. KILDEE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to title VI? 

The Clerk will designate title VII. 

The text of title VII is as follows: 
TITLE VII—CONSTRUCTION, RECON- 

STRUCTION, AND RENOVATION OF ACA- 

DEMIC FACILITIES 
SEC. 701. EXTENSION OF PRIOR RIGHTS AND OB- 

LIGATIONS. 

Section 702(a) (20 U.S.C. 1132a-1(a)) is amend- 
ed by striking “fiscal year 1993" and inserting 
“fiscal year 1999"". 

SEC. 702. REPEAL OF PART A. 

(a) REPEAL.—Part A of title VII (20 U.S.C. 
1132b et seq.) is repealed. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Section 701(b) (20 U.S.C. 1132a(b)) is 
amended by striking “part A or B” and insert- 
ing “part B". 

(2) Part B of title VII is amended by striking 
section 726 (20 U.S.C. 1132c-5). 

(3) Section 781 (20 U.S.C. 1132i) is amended by 
striking part A of this title, or“ each place it 
appears. 

SEC. 703. EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION OF 
PART B. 


Section 727(c) (20 U.S.C. 1132c-6(c)) is amend- 
ed by striking “fiscal year 1993 and inserting 
“fiscal year 1999". 


SEC. 704. EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION OF 
PART C. 


Section 735 (20 U.S.C. 1132d-4) is amended by 
striking “fiscal year 1993" and inserting ‘‘fiscal 
year 1999". 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise. 
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The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
RIGds) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
GUTKNECHT, Chairman of the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com- 
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 6) to extend the author- 
ization of programs under the Higher 
Education Act of 1965, and for other 
purposes, had come to no resolution 
thereon. 

— — 


UNFAIRNESS IN TAX CODE: 
MARRIAGE TAX PENALTY 


(Mr. WELLER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks and include extraneous mate- 
rial.) 

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, some ask 
why is it so important we pass the 
Marriage Tax Elimination Act. Clearly 
I think three questions best answer 
that big question. 

Do Americans feel that it is fair that 
a working married couple pays higher 
taxes just because they are married? 

Do Americans feel that it is fair that 
21 million married working couples pay 
on average $1,400 more in taxes than an 
identical couple living together outside 
of marriage? 

Do Americans feel that it is right 
that our Tax Code actually provides an 
incentive to get divorced? 

Of course not. Americans recognize 
that the marriage tax is wrong and it 
is time to do something about it. If you 
think about it, 21 million Americans 
paying $1,400 more just because they 
are married, that is real money for real 
people. The south side of Chicago, the 
south suburbs that I have the privilege 
of representing, $1,400 is one year’s tui- 
tion at a local community college, 
three months of day care at a local 
child care center, several months 
worth of car payments. 

The Marriage Tax Elimination Act is 
gaining momentum. Let us eliminate 
the marriage tax. Let us eliminate it 
now. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise today to highlight what is 
arguably the most unfair provision in the U.S. 
Tax code: the marriage tax penalty. | want to 
thank you for your long term interest in bring- 
ing parity to the tax burden imposed on work- 
ing married couples compared to a couple liv- 
ing together outside of marriage. 

In January, President Clinton gave his State 
of the Union Address outlining many of the 
things he wants to do with the budget surplus. 

A surplus provided by the bipartisan budget 
agreement which: cut waste, put America’s fis- 
cal house in order, and held Washington's feet 
to the fire to balance the budget. 

While President Clinton paraded a long list 
of new spending totaling at least 846-848 bil- 
lion in new programs—we believe that a top 
priority should be returning the budget surplus 
to America's families as additional middle- 
class tax relief. 
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This Congress has given more tax relief to 
the middie class and working poor than any 
Congress of the last half century. 

| think the issue of the marriage penalty can 
best be framed by asking these questions: Do 
Americans feel its fair that our tax code im- 
poses a higher tax penalty on marriage? Do 
Americans feel its fair that the average mar- 
ried working couple pays almost $1,400 more 
in taxes than a couple with almost identical in- 
come living together outside of marriage? Is it 
right that our tax code provides an incentive to 
get divorced? 

In fact, today the only form one can file to 
avoid the marriage tax penalty is paperwork 
for divorce. And that is just wrong! 

Since 1969, our tax laws have punished 
married couples when both spouses work. For 
no other reason than the decision to be joined 
in holy matrimony, more than 21 million cou- 
ples a year are penalized. They pay more in 
taxes than they would if they were single. Not 
only is the marriage penalty unfair, its wrong 
that our tax code punishes society’s most 
basic institution. The marriage tax penalty 
exacts a disproportionate toll on working 
women and lower income couples with chil- 
dren. In many cases it is a working women's 
issue. 

Let me give you an example of how the 
marriage tax penalty unfairly affects middle 
class married working couples. 

For example, a machinist, at a Caterpillar 
manufacturing plant in my home district of Jo- 
liet, makes $30,500 a year in salary. His wife 
is a tenured elementary school teacher, also 
bringing home $30,500 a year in salary. If they 
would both file their taxes as singles, as indi- 
viduals, they would pay 15%. 


MARRIAGE PENALTY EXAMPLE IN THE SOUTH SUBURBS 
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But if they chose to live their lives in holy 
matrimony, and now file jointly, their combined 
income of $61,000 pushes them into a higher 
tax bracket of 28 percent, producing a tax 
penalty of $1400 in higher taxes. 

On average, America’s married working 
couples pay $1,400 more a year in taxes than 
individuals with the same incomes. That's seri- 
ous money. Everyday we get closer to April 
15th more married couples will be realizing 
that they are suffering the marriage tax pen- 
a 


Particularly if you think of it in terms of: a 
down payment on a house or a car, one years 
tuition at a local community college, or several 
months worth of quality child care at a local 
day care center. 

To that end, Congressman DAVID MCINTOSH 
and | have authored the Marriage Tax Elimi- 
nation Act. 

It would allow married couples a choice in 
filing their income taxes, either jointly or as in- 
dividuals—which ever way lets them keep 
more of their own money. 

Our bill already has the bipartisan cospon- 
sorship of 232 Members of the House and a 
similar bill in the Senate also enjoys wide- 
spread support. 
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It isn't enough for President Clinton to sug- 
gest tax breaks for child care. The Presidents 
child care proposal would help a working cou- 
ple afford, on average, three weeks of day 
care. Elimination of the marriage tax penalty 
would give the same couple the choice of pay- 
ing for three months of child care—or address- 
ing other family priorities. After all, parents 
know better than Washington what their family 
needs. 

We fondly remember the 1996 State of the 
Union address when the President declared 
emphatically that, quote “the era of big gov- 
ernment is over.” 

We must stick to our guns, and stay the 
course. 

There never was an American appetite for 
big government. 

But there certainly is for reforming the exist- 
ing way government does business. 

And what better way to show the American 
people that our government will continue along 
the path to reform and prosperity than by 
eliminating the marriage tax penalty. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, we are on the verge 
of running a surplus. It's basic math. 

It means Americans are already paying 
more than is needed for government to do the 
job we expect of it. 

What better way to give back than to begin 
with mom and dad and the American family— 
the backbone of our society. 

We ask that President Clinton join with Con- 
gress and make elimination of the marriage 
tax penalty * a bipartisan priority. 

Of all the challenges married couples face 
in providing home and hearth to America’s 
children, the U.S. tax code should not be one 
of them. 

Let's eliminate The Marriage Tax Penalty 
and do it now! 

WHICH IS BETTER, 3 WEEKS OR 3 MONTHS? 

NOTE: The President’s Proposal to expand 
the child care tax credit will pay for only 2 
to 3 weeks of child care. The Weller-McIntosh 
Marriage Tar Elimination Act H.R. 2456, will 
allow married couples to pay for 3 months of 
child care. 


CHILD CARE OPTIONS UNDER THE MARRIAGE TAX 
ELIMINATION ACT 


Average tax Average weekly Weeks day 
relie! day care cost care 
Marraige tax elimi- 
nation act $1,400 $127 u 
President's child care 
tax credit $358 $127 28 
— 


LET US NOT PLAY POLITICS ON 
SUBJECT OF LEGAL AND ILLE- 
GAL DRUG USE 


(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I hope this morning we can 
start afresh and not play politics with 
illegal drug use. My Republican friends 
know full well that both Democrats 
and Republicans have been strong 
against the illegal use of drugs. We un- 
derstand that along with talking about 
being against illegal use of drugs 
comes prevention and intervention. 
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The needle exchange program has 
nothing to do with supporting the ille- 
gal use of drugs. It is plain common 
sense, folks. People who use drugs are 
addicted, they are sick, they need 
intervention, they need prevention, 
they need treatment. 

The use of clean needles saves lives, 
it prevents the spread of HIV, it keeps 
from killing our children, wives, hus- 
bands, family members, Americans, 
and we need to get off this politics on 
the illegal use of drugs and comparing 
that to clean needle exchange. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope my colleagues 
will stop playing politics with tobacco 
and help prevent the use of tobacco 
with our young people, and I hope they 
will stop fooling around with a life- 
and-death matter of clean needles to 
save lives for Americans. Let us get 
down to the business of doing what the 
American people want us to do. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise today to urge my col- 
leagues to move swiftly on tobacco legislation. 

A new report by the surgeon general shows 
that teen smoking rose dramatically among Af- 
rican-Americans and Hispanics. For example, 
smoking among African-American high school 
students was up by a startling 80 percent. The 
report shows that smoking is also a major 
cause of death and disease among all minority 
and ethnic groups. And African-American men 
bear the greatest health burdens from lung 
cancer. Mr. Speaker these numbers are dis- 
turbing and it underscores the need for com- 
prehensive tobacco legislation. Smoking is 
devastating to our children, especially because 
of its addictive nature. We need to focus on 
early intervention so our kids can kick the 
habit before they get hooked. 

| urge my colleagues to make tobacco legis- 
lation a top priority, so our kids will lead 
healthy lives. 


WHY DO DEMOCRATS WANT TO 
BLOCK INVESTIGATION? 


(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, last 
week 19 House Democrats on the Com- 
mittee on Government Reform and 
Oversight voted in lock step to block 
immunity to four essential witnesses. 
Over 90 people in this investigation 
have taken the fifth amendment or fled 
the country, and the only way the 
Americans can get to the truth of it is 
to give immunity to some of the wit- 
nesses who have not fled the country. 
So why have the Democrats voted 
against it? Why do they want to block 
the investigation? 

Here is the letter from the Justice 
Department saying they had no prob- 
lems given Irene Wu, Nancy Lee and 
Larry Wong immunity if they testify, 
but 19 House Democrats have blocked 
it. Why are they trying to obstruct jus- 
tice? Maybe because of this. 

The President’s own attorney general 
has appointed six independent counsels 
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on this particular administration, and 

these independent counsels have 

brought results: the Whitewater inves- 
tigation, eleven guilty pleas, three con- 
victions, two indictments pending; the 

Espy investigation, six guilty pleas, six 

convictions, three indictments pend- 

ing; the Cisneros investigation, one 
guilty plea, six indictments pending. 

Maybe that is why the 19 House 
Democrats voted lock step to keep the 
truth from the American people and 
obstruct justice in their own partisan 
way. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
Washington, DC., April 16, 1998. 

Mr. RICHARD D. BENNETT, 

Chief Counsel, Committee on Government Re- 
form and Oversight, Rayburn House Office 
Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. BENNETT: I am writing in re- 
sponse to your letter of April 7, 1998, request- 
ing the Department of Justice’s position on 
the granting of immunity to Larry Wong. 
The Department of Justice has no opposition 
to the Committee granting immunity to Mr. 
Wong. We appreciate greatly your coordi- 
nating with us on this matter. 

Sincerely, 
MARK M. RICHARD, 
Acting Assistant 
Attorney General. 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
Washington, DC., April 16, 1998. 

Mr. RICHARD D. BENNETT, 

Chief Counsel, Committee on Government Re- 
form and Oversight, Rayburn House Office 
Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. BENNETT: I am writing in re- 
sponse to your letter of April 7, 1998, request- 
ing the Department of Justice’s position on 
the granting of immunity to Nancy Lee. The 
Department of Justice has no opposition to 
the Committee granting immunity to Ms. 
Lee. We appreciate greatly your coordi- 
nating with us on this matter. 

Sincerely, 
MARK M. RICHARD, 
Acting Assistant 
Attorney General. 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
Washington, DC., April 16, 1998. 

Mr. RICHARD D. BENNETT, 

Chief Counsel, Committee on Government Re- 
form and Oversight, Rayburn House Office 
Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. BENNETT: I am writing in re- 
sponse to your letter of April 7, 1998, request- 
ing the Department of Justice’s position on 
the granting of immunity to Irene Wu. The 
Department of Justice has no opposition to 
the Committee granting immunity to Ms. 
Wu. We appreciate greatly your coordinating 
with us on this matter. 

Sincerely, 
MARK M. RICHARD, 
Acting Assistant 
Attorney General. 
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SPECIAL ORDERS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
RicGs). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 7, 1997, and under a 
previous order of the House, the fol- 
lowing Members will be recognized for 
5 minutes each. 
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COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE 
ON THE BUDGET REGARDING 
STATUS OF THE FISCAL YEAR 
1998 CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KASICH) is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, to facilitate appli- 
cation of sections 302 and 311 of the Con- 
gressional Budget Act, | am transmitting a sta- 
tus report on the current levels of on-budget 
spending and revenues for fiscal year 1998 
and for the 5-year period fiscal year 1998 
through fiscal year 2002. 

The term “current level” refers to the 
amount of spending and revenues estimated 
for each fiscal year based on laws enacted or 
awaiting the President's signature as of April 
21, 1998. 

The first table in the report compares the 
current level of total budget authority, outlays, 
and revenues with the aggregate levels set by 
H. Con. Res. 84, the concurrent resolution on 
the budget for fiscal year 1998 as adjusted 
pursuant to 314(b) of the Budget Act. This 
comparison is needed to implement section 
311(a) of the Budget Act, which creates a 
point of order against measures that would 
breach the budget resolution’s aggregate lev- 
els. The table does not show budget authority 
and outlays for years after fiscal year 1998 be- 
cause appropriations for those years have not 
yet been considered. 

The second table compares the current lev- 
els of budget authority, outlays, and new enti- 
tlement authority of each direct spending com- 
mittee with the “section 302(a)” allocations for 
discretionary action made under H. Con. Res. 
84 for fiscal year 1998 and for fiscal years 
1998 through 2002. “Discretionary action” re- 
fers to legislation enacted after adoption of the 
budget resolution. This comparison is needed 
to implement section 302(f) of the Budget Act, 
which creates a point of order against meas- 
ures that would breach the section 302(a) dis- 
cretionary action allocation of new budget au- 
thority or entitlement authority for the com- 
mittee that reported the measure. It is also 
needed to implement section 311(b), which 
exempts committees that comply with their al- 
locations from the point of order under section 
311(a). 

The third table compares the current levels 
of discretionary appropriations for fiscal year 
1998 with the revised “section 302(b)” sub-al- 
locations of discretionary budget authority and 
outlays among Appropriations subcommittees. 
This comparison is also needed to implement 
section 302(f) of the Budget Act, because the 
point of order under that section also applies 
to measures that would breach the applicable 
section 302(b) sub-allocation. The revised sec- 
tion 302(b) sub-allocations were filed by the 
Appropriations Committee on March 31, 1998. 

The fourth table compares discretionary ap- 
propriations to the levels provided by section 
251(c) of the Balanced Budget and Emer- 
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985. Section 251 
requires that if at the end of a session the dis- 
cretionary spending, in any category, exceeds 
the limits set forth in section 251(c) as ad- 
justed pursuant to provisions of section 
251(b), there shall be a sequestration of funds 
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within that category to bring spending within 
the established limits. This table is provided 
for information purposes only. Determination 
of the need for a sequestration is based on 
the report of the President required by section 
254. 


REPORT TO THE SPEAKER FROM THE COMMITTEE ON THE 
BUDGET: STATUS OF THE FISCAL YEAR 1998 CONGRES- 
SIONAL BUDGET ADOPTED IN H. CON. RES. 84 (Reflect- 
ing Action Completed as of March 31, 1998) 

{On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars} 
Fiscl ea 
1998 1998-2002 
RR L 105- 
— — Authority 


o Level over (+Vunder (-) Appropriate 


NA 

NA 

= 17,651 

NA=Not applicable because annual ions Acts for Fiscal Years 
1998 through 2002 will not be consi until future sessions of Congress. 


BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Enactment of any measure providing new 
budget authority for FY 1998 in excess of 
$15,786 million (if not already included in the 
current level estimate) would cause FY 1998 
budget authority to exceed the appropriate 
level set by H. Con. Res. 84. 
OUTLAYS 
Enactment of any measure providing new 
outlays for FY 1998 (if not already included 
in the current level estimate) would cause 
FY 1998 outlays to exceed the appropriate 
level set by H. Con. Res. 84. 
REVENUES 
Enactment of any measure that would re- 
sult in any revenue loss for FY 1998 (if not al- 
ready included in the current level estimate) 
or for FY 1998 through 2002 (if not already in- 
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cluded in the current level) would cause rev- 
enues to fall further below the appropriate 
level set by H. Con. Res. 84. 
U.S. CONGRESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 
Washington, DC, April 21, 1998. 

Hon, JOHN KASICH, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to section 
308(b) and in aid of section 311 of the Con- 
gressional Budget Act, as amended, this let- 
ter and supporting detail provide an up-to- 
date tabulation of the on-budget current lev- 
els of new budget authority, estimated out- 
lays, and estimated revenues for fiscal year 
1998. These estimates are compared to the 
appropriate levels for those items contained 
in the 1998 Concurrent Resolution on the 
Budget (H. Con. Res. 84) and are current 
through April 1, 1998. A summary of this tab- 
ulation, my first for the second session of 
the 105th Congress, follows: 


{in millions of dollars) 
Bu 
Res, 84) resolution 
et Authority L 1,405,449 15.786 
Datas 1,374, 1,372,522 +1,676 
1998 1,197,381 1,199,000 —1,619 
1998-2002 6,459,901 6,477,552 1/651 


Since my last report, dated November 6, 
1997, nine authorization bills (Public Laws 
105-85, 105-89, 105-92, 105-114, 104-124, 105-130, 
105-135, 105-144, and 105-150) and six appro- 
priation bills (Public Laws 105-78, 105-83, 105- 
86, 105-100, 105-118, and 105-119) have been en- 
acted. These actions changed the current 
level of budget authority, outlays, and reve- 
nues. Detail is shown on the enclosed table. 

In addition, the budget authority and out- 
lay totals established in H. Con. Res. 84 have 
been revised to reflect additional appropria- 
tions that were enacted for payment of inter- 
national arrearages, for the cost of con- 
tinuing disability reviews, and for the dollar 
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equivalent of Special Drawing Rights for the 
International Monetary Fund. These revi- 
sions increased the total budget authority 
allocation by $18,266 million and the total 
outlay allocation by $61 million. 
Sincerely, 
JUNE E. O'NEILL, 
Director. 


Enclosure. 


PARLIAMENTARIAN STATUS REPORT: 105TH CONGRESS, 
2ND SESSION, HOUSE ON-BUDGET SUPPORTING DETAIL 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1998 AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS 
APRIL 1, 1998 


{in millions of dollars] 


8 Outlays Revenues 
1,197,381 


864.750 — 


908,725 


752,279 781,902 
— 283340 -283340 ... 8 
Total previously enacted ....... 1,377,664 1,363,312 1,197,381 
Entitlements and Mandatories 
resolution baseline esti- 
8 of appropriated entitle- 
ments and other mandatory 
programs not 7 enacted ......... 11,999 10,886 .. 
, 1,374198 1, 197,381 
1,372,522 1,199,000 
get eaire 1.619 
Over Budget Resolution 1,676 — 
Addendum 
Emergenc! 271 2,286 
Contingent E Emergencies .. 300 75 
å 2 il ig we 5/1 2,361 
‘otal t 
Emergencies .... — 1,390,234. 1,376,559 1,197,381 
Source: Congressional Budget Office. 
ns that have b Diet can aren mets by the Pies eyes 2 25 
rams ve been s a 
Amounts shown 9 


represent 
funding signated as an emergency only 9 2 the eg ose ‘tha | is not avail- 
able 10 obligation until it is required by the 1 and the full amount 
requested is designated as an emergency requi 
Satie aes nce E30 ato De uty ad 
$298 million in outlays for s that 
suant to the Line Item Veto Act, Public Law 104-130. 


DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION—COMPARISON OF CURRENT LEVEL WITH COMMITTEE ALLOCATIONS PURSUANT TO BUDGET ACT SECTION 602(a) REFLECTING ACTION COMPLETED AS 


OF SEPT. 9, 1997 
[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars) 


NEA BA 


HOUSE COMMITTEE 


12,867 


(1,798) (1,792) 

(1,834) (1,791) (1,801) 
(36) 1 (14,668) 

(26,313) (26,313) 2,375 

(1,163) (1,163) 9891 

25,150 25,150 7516 
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DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION—COMPARISON OF CURRENT LEVEL WITH COMMITTEE ALLOCATIONS PURSUANT TO BUDGET ACT SECTION 602(a) REFLECTING ACTION COMPLETED AS 
OF SEPT. 9, 1997—Continued 
[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars} 


BA 1998 NEA ai 1998-2002 en 
146 17 908 1,063 eet 
nen Re e 5 5 5 
(146) ür (903) (1.058) 5 
29,695 65 156,356 
585 70 28,850 (167) 
(103) 5 (127,506) (1,376) 


16 


665) 5,773 


(224) (224) 327 (1,665) (l; 
(115) (207) (41) (638) (728) (2,050) 
109 17 ) 1,027 937 (7,823) 
(5,918) (5,918) 400 (113,146) (113,149) 1,603 
(1,755) (2,881) 500 (109,756) (110,118) 2,030 
100 3,390 3,031 427 


(145,333) 
(118,710) 
26,623 


10,580 
(88,354) 
(98,934) 


4916 
4.417 
499) 


(6,910) 
128 
7,038 


DISCRETIONARY APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1998—COMPARISON OF CURRENT LEVEL WITH SUBALLOCATIONS PURSUANT TO BUDGET ACT SECTION 302(b) 


[in millions of dollars} 
Revised 302(b) suballocations (March 3, 1998) Current level 1 action completed as ol Difference 
— April 21, 1998 
Discretionary Mandatory ——— —Aͥ0 Discretionary Mandatory 
Discretionary Mandatory — 

BA 0 BA 0 BA 0 BA 0 BA 0 BA 0 
13,757 14,000 35048 35,205 13,751 13,997 35,048 35,205 -6 =3 0 0 
1.280 25.555 522 532 31,280 28,955 522 532 0 3,400 0 0 
855 554 0 0 855 554 0 0 0 0 0 0 
20,732 20879 0 0 20,732 20,880 0 0 0 1 0 0 
31,008 13,079 44 44 13,147 13,079 44 4 17.861 0 0 0 
13,797 13,707 55 50 13,799 13,707 55 50 2 0 0 0 
80,328 76.123 206,611 209,167 80.547 76,202 206,611 209.167 219 79 0 0 
2279 2251 92 92 2251 2251 92 92 -28 0 0 0 
91 9,862 0 0 9,183 9,862 0 0 0 0 0 0 
247,512 244.199 197 197 247,512 244.198 197 197 0 -1 0 0 
11,772 37,179 698 665 12,711 37,204 698 665 939 25 0 0 
12.735 12.502 12,713 12,712 12,866 12,613 12,713 12,712 131 111 0 0 
66.395 79.977 1,332 J 68,703 80,089 21,332 20,061 2,308 112 0 0 
2,953 470 0 0 0 0 22.353 -410 0 0 
passeres 944,586 550.337 277.312 278725 527,337 553.591 277,312 278725 —17,249 3,254 0 0 


BEA—COMPARISON OF CURRENT LEVEL TO DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LEVELS SET FORTH IN SEC. 251(c) OF THE BALANCED BUDGET AND EMERGENCY DEFICIT CONTROL ACT OF 


777... merri E A EE E E A ESEE, e ONE EA SIEA A S E r AA A 
1 As adjusted pursuant to sec 251(b) of the BBEDCA. 


H-1B VISAS: THE STEALTH WAY 
OF TAKING U.S. JOBS FROM 
WORKERS PROGRAM 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. KLINK) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, I rise to- 
night, I understand the hour is late, 
but I think this is a very important 
issue. 

We have a program which many 
Members of Congress are not familiar 
with. It is called the H-1B visa pro- 


1985 
[in millions of dollars] 
Defense Nondetense Violent crime trust fund 
BA A BA A BA A 
269,000 267,124 253,506 285,686 5.500 4,833 
268,934 266,694 252,903 283,614 5,500 3,583 
$ -66 ~ 430 -603 2072 0 —12⁵⁰ 


gram. This program allows industries 
from this Nation to bring over mostly 
high-tech workers from other coun- 
tries, 65,000 workers a year right now, 
for temporary jobs. They can stay here 
for 6 years. 


This was a program that was estab- 
lished back in 1990 because we were 
being told that we had an anticipated 
shortage of scientists and of engineers. 
By the time this program was in place, 
the Berlin Wall had fallen and we did 
not have as much of a need in the de- 


fense industry for this kind of tech- 
nical expertise. 


But what ended up happening was 
many countries found out that they 
could go overseas, they could bring 
over computer programmers or re- 
programmers rather than train Amer- 
ican workers, and we have seen 
throughout this country a propensity 
of what I would refer to as job shops, 
that is companies that are providing 
computer programmers to our indus- 
tries. And our industries are laying off 
unbelievable numbers of American 
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workers, and they are being replaced 
by these temporary foreign workers. 

I think we are really headed down a 
tragic highway in this country. I would 
just want to point out to the Members 
of the House that, as the technical and 
high-tech industry is beating the drum 
saying we have need to import work- 
ers, that we have really thousands 
upon thousands of students that are 
graduating from college every year, 
and we are just debating here on the 
floor of the House how we deal with the 
student loan program. 

These students are graduating from 
college. They have large amounts of 
student loans to pay back and, in many 
instances, they find themselves waiting 
on tables because they cannot get jobs. 
They could be trained to take these 
jobs. They could be trained to do com- 
puter programming. 

And, at the same time, we are hear- 
ing from the computer industry and 
many others that they have this high- 
tech labor shortage. The headlines 
across the Nation in our papers are 
telling a different story. 

Let me just read something from the 
Wall Street Journal that just said, a 
steady drumbeat of layoff announce- 
ments in industry sectors that until re- 
cently have complained about per- 
sonnel shortages. In the Silicon Valley, 
layoffs have occurred at Seagate Tech- 
nology Inc., Silicon Graphics, Netscape 
Communications Corp., Apple Com- 
puter Inc., Sybase Inc. and others. 
Some firms have cut hiring plans; help 
wanted advertising has slumped since 
the start of the year. Elsewhere, high- 
tech giants are shedding staff. 

Last week, again, according to the 
Wall Street Journal, Xerox Corp. an- 
nounced the layoff of 9,000 people. Yet 
we want to import up to 95,000 workers 
a year from other countries and give 
them these jobs. 

Something is wrong in America 
today. We have not had a debate as to 
the need for this. 

The other difficulty is that here is a 
high-tech industry which prides itself 
on identifying and quantifying prob- 
lems, yet they have not proven, accord- 
ing to the GAO, that, in fact, there is 
a shortage. The gentleman from Michi- 
gan (Mr. DINGELL) and myself asked 
the GAO to look into these claims, and 
we found out that the material that 
they are using to justify this claim is 
faulty. 

Also, last week in the San Francisco 
Examiner, they ran an unprecedented 
series of letters from readers that are 
concerned about the alleged shortage 
of information technology workers. 
Their conclusion is that we are seeing 
age discrimination that is pushing into 
this high-tech sector, pushing many 
qualified American workers out of the 


marketplace. The employers want 
cheaper, more exploitable foreign 
workers. 


And I would like to quote at length 
from some of these letters, because I 
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think we here in Congress are too busy 
as we rush through our legislative 
schedule and we have not heard from 
these workers. 

An older computer consultant has 
said, At job fairs, many older people, 
including myself, are rudely treated by 
young recruiters from human re- 
sources. In one blatant case, I saw a re- 
cruiter from a major local computer 
manufacturer and software firm refuse 
to talk to anyone who looked like they 
were over 35. Résumés from older peo- 
ple were tossed in one pile, résumés 
from younger people were put on an- 
other pile with attached notes from a 
mini interview.“ 

I would also like to talk about one 
worker who said he was being brought 
back to his former employer to do what 
he called really retroactive—he actu- 
ally called it mentoring a foreign engi- 
neer who now does his job. So they laid 
him off, brought over foreign workers, 
and he had to train them to do his job. 

There is a problem in America, Mr. 
Speaker, and we in Congress have to 
address it. 

Mr. Speaker, I am also providing for 
the RECORD more detailed information 
regarding the H-1B program, which fol- 
lows herewith: 

H-1B PROGRAM 

Origin of H-1B Program: It was established 
in 1990 to alleviate an anticipated shortage 
of scientists and engineers, particularly at 
the Ph.D. level. By the time it was in place, 
however, the Berlin Wall had fallen, there 
was an economic downturn, and downsizing 
was rampant in defense and other industries 
using these people. The main proponents of 
the program were the universities, the Na- 
tional Science Foundation and some indus- 
try groups. 

Supposed to be a Temporary Program: The 
program is a high-tech guestworker pro- 
gram. It allows 65,000 persons in ‘‘specialty”’ 
occupations to enter the U.S. for three years 
with one renewal for a total of six years to 
respond to temporary“ shortages. Then 
they are supposed to return home. Many, 
many H-1Bs are used by foreign students try- 
ing to stay in the country. Their employers 
use H-IBS as a way to see if they want to 
sponsor the person permanently. So a large, 
large number of these people never go back 
home. 

Approval is Quick and Easy: The employer 
certifies to the Labor Department that it 
needs a worker in a certain occupation 
(names are not required) and will pay the 
prevailing wage. There is no requirement to 
show that there is an actual shortage in that 
occupation. After the certification is re- 
ceived, a person's name is attached and INS 
and the State Department process the visa. 
Three years ago, this entire process could be 
done in about a month so employers loved it. 

Misuse of H-1B: While in the H-1B status, 
however, they are indentured servants to 
their employers. The job they hold is for an 
occupation, not a certain person. They can 
be underpaid, forced to work seven days a 
week, etc., until they can obtain their green 
card or have to go back home. 

Layoffs: In the meantime, another sub-in- 
dustry of temporary workers developed in 
the information technology industry. Nu- 
merous temporary employment companies 
appeared which hired almost exclusively H- 
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1Bs from India, Taiwan and the Philippines, 
paid them less than American workers and 
used them to replace American workers, par- 
ticularly computer programmers. Three 
years ago, the Senate Judiciary Committee 
held hearings at which laid-off U.S. program- 
mers appeared. Most had lost their jobs to 
foreign H-1Bs. 

65,000 Limit: Until last year, the 65,000 
limit was never reached. Then, suddenly, last 
year, it was reached at the end of August, 
and the cries of pain from the high-tech in- 
dustry for raising the cap. There has been no 
analysis of why this happened. 

“SHORTAGE” OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 

WORKERS 

There is no universally accepted definition 
of information technology (IT) workers or 
what training is required for the jobs. So in- 
dustry defined IT worker broadly when try- 
ing to demonstrate a demand for IT workers 
and defined the training required very nar- 
rowly. 

Demand for IT Workers: The Information 
Technology Association of America (ITAA) 
and Commerce reports found that between 
1996-2006 the US will require 1.3 million job 
openings because of growth and net replace- 
ments (1.1 million of which is for growth 
alone). That is a 14.5% increase. 

“Shortage:"’ ITAA and Commerce defined 
the pool of qualified IT workers as those who 
have obtained a Bachelor’s degree in com- 
puter and information science. They did not 
consider degrees and certifications in com- 
puter and information science other than a 
B.A., degrees in other areas, or workers who 
could be retrained. In 1993, only 25% of those 
employed in IT actually had a B.A. in com- 
puter and information science. Other work- 
ers had degrees in business, social sciences, 
math, engineering, psychology, economics, 
and education. 

Basis for ITAA’s and Commerce's Conclu- 
sions and Response: (1) Wages for IT workers 
are going up, but no more than in any other 
professional field (the labor supply always 
tightens in a good economy), (2) there are 
unfilled jobs, but a response of only 14% of 
those surveyed is not sufficient to conclude 
that this is a nationwide problem (need at 
least 75% response to be credible), and (3) 
there is offshore recruiting occurring, but no 
information as to the extent or magnitude. 

Response to survey: ITAA sent out a ran- 
dom sample of 2,000 large-sized, mid-sized, 
and non-IT companies, but only heard from 
271 (14%). A 75% response is required to make 
credible extrapolations, or nationwide gen- 
eralizations. Also, there is no information on 
these reported vacancies such as how long 
the jobs were open, wage being offered, and 
how the company is attempting to fill them. 

Decrease in computer Science B.A. Can- 
didates: There has been a decline since 1986 
but that was the peak year. There had been 
a steady increase from 1970s and it has re- 
mained stable in the 1990s. 

H-1-B VISAS: THE STEALTH WAY OF TAKING 

U.S. JOBS FROM U.S. WORKERS 

Do you remember when we were promised 
that by passing NAFTA and GATT, Ameri- 
cans might lose low-wage jobs, but would 
definitely gain high-wage jobs? Well, they 
are changing their story . . . again 

The high technology industry is telling us 
that there is a shortage of information tech- 
nology workers in the U.S. and an inability 
to ever meet the demand. The High Tech In- 
dustry wants to open the doors to temporary 
foreign professional workers by issuing 
something called H-1-B visas. Currently we 
issue up to 65,000 H-1-B visas per year. In- 
creasing the number of these visas issued 
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could quickly result in surplus labor and rap- 
idly dropping wages. 

A little over two years ago this same in- 
dustry was laying off U.S. computer pro- 
grammers by the hundreds and replacing 
them with cheaper foreign workers. Their 
story was Americans got paid too much and 
temporary foreign workers should be used to 
keep down wages or else the work would go 
abroad. Some jobs did go abroad, but the 
high technology industry is still unsatisfied. 
Our country’s most highly skilled, sought- 
after, domestic technology workers have re- 
alized how valuable their knowledge is and 
have started shopping around for the best 
available wage packages. The industry, un- 
willing to pay the going wage for U.S. work- 
ers, has declared a labor shortage and is de- 
manding more H-1-B visas to keep wages 
down. 

High-Tech Corporate America would be the 
winner: it could make more money and con- 
tinue to treat its workers with disdain, 
dumping them in every temporary downturn 
in the economy and refusing to invest in job 
training. The losers will be our young people 
who are looking for jobs in technology, older 
workers who may need retraining, and tax- 
payers who will pay to train U.S. workers 
only to have them become surplus labor. 

There may be a lot of posturing and panic, 
but there is no evidence of a shortage. 
Though industry and the Commerce Depart- 
ment have produced studies claiming there 
is a shortage, the General Accounting Office 
found that serious analytical and methodo- 
logical weaknesses“ undermine the Com- 
merce report’s credibility. Every year, this 
country produces approximately 650,000 
bachelor’s degrees in science and engineer- 
ing; 120,000 master’s degrees; and 40,000 doc- 
torates for a total of 810,000. Any one of these 
degrees could be used to develop a career in 
information technology. However, a degree is 
not absolutely necessary to succeed in this 
field. After all, Bill Gates dropped out of col- 
lege and then created Microsoft. 

Furthermore, an employer does not have 
to look for a U.S. worker before applying for 
an H-1-B worker. So even if there are hun- 
dreds of talented U.S. workers available, an 
employer can apply to hire a temporary for- 
eign worker without any negative con- 
sequences. 

It is too risky to raise temporary foreign 
worker quotas before anyone has clearly de- 
fined and quantified a problem. Once H-1-B 
visas are increased, it will be very hard to 
bring the number back down again. These 
temporary programs quickly become perma- 
nent ones that send negative signals to our 
own workers. They say—you can train, but 
we will still import our workers. 

The technology industry appears to be 
booming and has been posting record earn- 
ings for several years. Let’s allow America’s 
most skilled workers to “boom” with it. 
INFO TECH WORKER SHORTAGE? WHERE'S THE 

EVIDENCE? 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: For months we have 
been bombarded with stories from the infor- 
mation technology industry about a terrible 
shortage of skilled professionals. They argue 
that Congress must expand the temporary 
foreign worker program to meet their needs. 
Three studies have been cited to prove the 
case—one by the Commerce Department and 
two by the Information Technology Associa- 
tion of America. Based on these reports, leg- 
islation to increase the number of foreign 
technical workers has already been intro- 
duced in the Senate and is expected soon in 
the House. 

The problem is the reports are wrong. 
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Claim #1: The Commerce Department 
found a shortage of information technology 
workers based on the (flawed) ITAA studies 
and its own back-of-the-envelope calculation 
that there will be 95,000 new jobs created an- 
nually in industry with only 25,000 new com- 
puter science college graduates each year. 

Response: The General Accounting Office 
noted that “serious analytical and methodo- 
logical weaknesses’’ undermine the Com- 
merce report's credibility. Only 29% of IT 
workers have come from computer science 
with graduates in math, science, social 
science, education and business filling the 
remaining positions. 

Claim #2: In 1997, ITAA claimed 190,000 un- 
filled IT jobs. In January, ITAA claimed 
346,000 unfilled jobs based on another sur- 
vey—a claim that also got widespread press 
attention. 

Response: GAO states that to make sound 
generalizations, the effective response rate 
should usually be at least 75 percent.” Be- 
cause the first ITAA survey had only a 14 
percent response rate, GAO found it “is inad- 
equate to form a basis for a nationwide esti- 
mate of unfilled IT jobs.” This second survey 
was done by a self-described marketing re- 
searcher with no experience in labor studies. 
Further, ITAA has never released the study 
so we can't evaluate the methodology. How- 
ever, we know that the newest ITAA study 
had a response rate of 36%—far too low for 
accurate projections. 

Claim #3: The demand for IT workers will 
double in the next 10 years and there will not 
be enough of a supply of U.S. workers to 
meet it. 

Response: Who says we can’t meet it? The 
demand for IT workers doubled over the last 
10 years and it was satisfied right here in the 
U.S, by people from a wide variety of edu- 
cational backgrounds. At least half of the 
jobs require a two-year college degree or 
less. Let the demand double again. With 
well-planned policies of training and edu- 
cation and the natural market response of 
Americans looking for good jobs that pay 
well, we will meet that demand again. 

What is the ITAA’s excuse for these bad 
numbers? Their only response is to stop ar- 
guing over methodology” so we can fix a 
problem that they can’t even document. 
Could it be that foreign workers are cheaper, 
and they are trying to pull one over on Con- 
gress so they can cut their costs? 

Before we invite thousands of foreign 
workers in to take American jobs, the indus- 
try owes us some straight answers. 

RON KLINK. 


THE PAYCHECK PROTECTION ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Colo- 
rado (Mr. BOB SCHAFFER) is recognized 
for half the time between now and mid- 
night, approximately 1242 minutes, as 
the designee of the majority leader. 

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise tonight on the occa- 
sion of this special order to speak 
about one of the most basic compo- 
nents of campaign finance reform that 
we have to deal with here in the 
present Congress and certainly 
throughout the country as well. 

There has been a lot of talk, Mr. 
Speaker, about various ways and strat- 
egies to reinstitute a sense of fairness 
and confidence in our election laws 
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among the American people. But while 
the discussions about limited campaign 
funds, about reporting requirements, 
about various strategies to disclose the 
campaign contributions and expendi- 
tures of candidates seems to be occu- 
pying the center of political debate on 
campaign finance reform, I believe 
there is a much more fundamental 
issue that we need to deal with, and 
that is known as the Paycheck Protec- 
tion Act. 

What happens today in a strategy to 
raise funds for various campaigns is 
that we have a number of organizations 
that have found creative ways to with- 
draw the wages of hard-working Ameri- 
cans and siphon those dollars off for 
political causes of various sorts. Now, 
this often occurs without the consent 
or even the knowledge of the wage 
earner, who is working hard to earn the 
cash to make all this possible. 

It occurs in many different settings, 
but most generally the biggest culprit 
seems to be labor unions. Labor unions 
persuade prospective employees to join 
their organizations for a variety of 
very attractive causes. One would be 
agency representation and collective 
bargaining, for example. And while 
those are legitimate functions of labor 
unions, functions that I think most 
people would support and agree with, 
few people would agree that it is alsoa 
good idea to siphon a portion of a 
worker’s wages associated with union 
dues or agency fees and divert those 
dollars toward political campaigns of 
various sorts, often campaigns that the 
union worker themselves, the wage 
earner themselves, do not support. 

I want to offer a couple of examples 
that I think Members ought to con- 
sider. If we read today’s headlines, for 
example, ‘‘Ex-Teamsters Official In- 
dicted”. This deals with just one labor 
union. There are several. And there are 
several that are very honorable and 
worthwhile organizations. 

I am focusing on the one in yester- 
day’s headline, being the Teamsters 
Union. This is in the Washington 
Times. A Federal Grand Jury indicted 
the Teamsters former political director 
yesterday on charges of giving $1.1 mil- 
lion in union funds to the Democratic 
Party, the AFL-CIO and liberal advo- 
cacy groups so they would launder por- 
tions into the reelection campaign of 
Teamsters President Ron Carey. 

Now, the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce is investigating this 
particular scandal, particularly the 
Oversight and Investigations Sub- 
committee therein under the leader- 
ship of the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. HOEKSTRA). And what we are un- 
covering in that committee is just dis- 
closure after disclosure after disclosure 
and additional revelations about 
money laundering schemes through the 
Teamsters Union. 

Now, here we have an example of 
union dues that are being used and 
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misused and laundered to benefit cer- 
tain political campaigns. 

There are some people, no doubt 
within these organizations, that sup- 
port these particular political activi- 
ties and political causes. And for them 
this money laundering scheme is cer- 
tainly to their advantage and to their 
benefit. But the vast majority of union 
members and certainly Teamsters 
Union members do not approve of 
money laundering. They do not ap- 
prove of having pension funds and 
other funds diverted toward political 
causes of various sorts without their 
knowledge and without their consent. 

Now, these are matters of a very dif- 
ferent nature than the general cam- 
paigns that myself or other Members of 
this Congress engage in, or at the State 
legislative level or county commis- 
sioners level, at a local level back 
home, or on an issue advocacy basis. 

But those second kinds of campaigns 
that I mentioned are also the kinds of 
campaigns that receive political funds 
from union dues and from the wages of 
hard-working Americans without the 
consent or knowledge of the wage earn- 
er. 
It does not seem to be too difficult a 
question to ask nor to answer in Amer- 
ica as follows: Should anyone be forced 
or compelled to contribute their hard- 
earned wages to a political campaign 
they do not support? I think the an- 
swer is clearly no. It is hard to believe 
that there is anyone in America who 
would answer in the affirmative when 
given such a question. 

The most recent national polls on the 
subject, and I am referring to this 
chart here on my right which shows 
where public opinion registers on this 
particular topic. A recent poll by John 
McLaughlin and Associates asked 
Americans across the country whether 
they approved or disapprove of a new 
Federal law that would protect work- 
ers paychecks. In other words, a law 
that would prevent any organization, 
corporations or labor organizations 
from siphoning off a portion of a wage 
earner’s paycheck and directing it to- 
ward politics without the consent of 
the wage earner. Would Americans sup- 
port a Federal law that would protect 
paychecks and protect them from such 
a travesty? 

Among all voters, 80 percent of the 
American people have told us that they 
support a law to that effect. Looking 
way over here on the chart, only 16 per- 
cent of the American voters believe 
that labor unions and other political 
groups ought to be able to siphon cash 
out of wage earners’ paychecks without 
their consent. 

Interestingly enough, those numbers 
are identical to what we find in union 
households. In fact, this poll oversam- 
pled union households throughout 
America, and we found that the very 
members of the labor organizations 
who have abused their trust, 80 percent 
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of union households also agree that 
there ought to be a law protecting the 
paychecks of wage earners. 

Once again, only 16 percent of union 
households, looking at the bar here, 16 
percent of union households believe 
that the law ought to continue as it is 
today and allow unions and other polit- 
ical organizations to, in fact, steal cash 
out of the wages and paychecks of hon- 
est, hard-working Americans. 

When we survey the teachers’ union, 
just to be more specific about unions, 
84 percent of teachers’ unions’ mem- 
bers support the notion of paycheck 
protection, and 80 percent of all other 
nonunion families throughout the 
country support paycheck protection 
as well. 

This is a significant number and a 
significant illustration of where the 
American people are on such a basic 
issue of fairness. Again, it is hard to 
believe that there are those anywhere 
in the country who support the notion 
of confiscating the wealth of the people 
who earn it and directing it toward the 
political causes of some political insid- 
er’s choice, but, as we can see on the 
chart, there are a handful of folks in 
America that agree. 
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The question is who is in charge. 
Well, when this question was posed to 
this Congress just 1 month ago in these 
very terms, we relied on the judgment 
of these individuals, those who are sup- 
porting laws to protect paychecks. The 
judgments of the individuals who con- 
stitute the majority of Americans be- 
lieve paychecks ought to be protected, 
and we proposed a bill on that basis. 

Well, this Congress, believe it or not, 
Mr. Speaker, sided not with the 80 per- 
cent of the American taxpayers who 
believe that paychecks ought to be pro- 
tected, this Congress sided with the 16 
percent of the individuals who believe 
that it is acceptable and just to have 
labor unions and political insiders take 
cash out of workers’ paychecks with- 
out their consent. 

Now, there is a number of reasons for 
that. Obviously, there is something 
that is causing the Congress to listen 
to these people down here in the minor- 
ity of instances and to ignore the 
voices of those who are in the majority 
category, speaking of 80 percent and 84 
percent strengths. The only thing I can 
attribute that to is politics in general. 
Those dollars that make their way to- 
ward various political campaigns, it is 
quite possible that those dollars may 
have made their way to Congress on oc- 
casion. 

The President of the United States, 
Bill Clinton, promised to veto the leg- 
islation should it ever make his desk. 
That, again, is a promise that was 
made, I believe, with full consultation 
of the labor unions who raise political 
dollars by confiscating it from the pay- 
checks of hard-working Americans. 
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And that may also, I suspect, be the 
case with a number of Members of Con- 
gress, as well. i 

The political pressure that month 
was pretty intense, I have to admit. We 
could see a number of folks who con- 
stitute the 16 percent minority that I 
mentioned lobbying around the Capitol 
here. They were wearing their buttons, 
asking Members to vote against pay- 
check protection. And while those or- 
ganizations may have scored a tem- 
porary victory here in the Congress 
and in the House of Representatives, I 
believe that they will not prevail when 
it comes to winning this battle on the 
street. And that battle is one that is 
going to take place, I assure my col- 
leagues, Mr. Speaker, not here in 
Washington, D.C., perhaps, but in the 
great State of California, in the great 
State of Colorado, in the great State of 
Nevada. 

This is a battle that has already been 
won, in the great State of Washington. 
It is a battle that has already been won 
at the legislative level in the great 
State of Michigan. It is a battle that is 
being pondered and considered in 
places like Ohio, and Maryland, and 
Florida, and South Dakota and several 
other States where workers are telling 
us with great consistency that they are 
fed up with a law that allows labor 
unions and other political organiza- 
tions to actually reach into the pock- 
ets of hard-working Americans and si- 
phon off a portion of their wages and 
divert it toward political campaigns 
without the consent of the wage- 
earner. 

Well, I mentioned those States and 
the battles that are about to ensue in 
those States because those States have 
seen fit to either propose or begin to 
propose ballot initiatives to put these 
questions on the ballot for their con- 
stituents to consider come election 
time, come November, or, in the case of 
California, even earlier. 

When given that choice, it seems to 
be pretty clear and the direction of 
these initiatives right now seems to 
suggest that the voice of the people, 
the voice of the families that I men- 
tioned earlier, that 80 percent in the 
majority who want paycheck protec- 
tion, will in the end speak louder than 
the minority of individuals who find 
comfort and value in using those re- 
sources for their own political gain and 
political advantage. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
RIS). If the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. BOB SCHAFFER) would yield 
for a moment, the Chair would inform 
the gentleman that he may claim the 
remainder of the time between now and 
midnight and may proceed. 

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. 
Mr. Speaker, the use of compulsory 
union dues for political purposes vio- 
lates the basic principle of voluntary 
political participation embodied in our 
Nation’s Constitution. 
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In 1994, by way of example, 40 percent 
of union members voted for Repub- 
licans, for my party. Yet in 1996, less 
than 10 percent of labor PAC dollars 
went to Republican candidates. Now, 
think about that. Forty percent of 
union members are voting for one par- 
ticular party, yet 10 percent of those 
unions’ political PAC contributions are 
going to the same party. 

That means about 30 percent of the 
members who are working hard, paying 
the bills, and making all this political 
gamesmanship possible are not rep- 
resented. Their hard-earned cash is si- 
phoned off away from their paychecks 
and spent on political campaigns that 
they do not, in fact, support. 

In Washington State, where 72 per- 
cent of the voters approved a paycheck 
protection initiative in 1992, over 40,000 
union workers had the shackles of in- 
voluntary political participation bro- 
ken. In other words, the people of 
Washington State enacted a paycheck 
protection mechanism that protected 
the paychecks of wage-earners that es- 
sentially said that union dues are off 
limits, that wages are off limits for po- 
litical purposes unless you have the 
consent of the wage-earner. 

Well, here is what happened in the 
State of Washington. Originally there 
were 48,000 members of the Washington 
Education Association, and they were 
forced to fund political activities 
against their will until this initiative 
passed, and again with the backing of 
72 percent of the voters in the State of 
Washington. Well, the interesting an- 
swer to a very obvious question is, 
what happened? The answer is that 
after passage, only 8,000 people volun- 
tarily succumbed to the union’s polit- 
ical activities. 

Let me go back and restate those 
numbers. Before the paycheck protec- 
tion act in the State of Washington 
was enacted, 48,000 union members 
were forced, not just one union, this is 
the Washington Education Association, 
were forced to contribute to political 
activities against their will. After pas- 
sage, only 8,000 voluntarily paid for 
unions’ political activities. 

Well, Congress can send that same 
message to these labor bosses that are 
reminiscent to the messages sent by 
the colonists to King George, “No 
taxes without representation.” 

Now, I characterize this activity as 
taxes for the following reason, because 
labor unions have been given a tremen- 
dous amount of authority under Fed- 
eral and State laws to organize on 
union sites and on work sites and to go 
forward on collective bargaining and 
agency representation. And that is 
fine. That is a good thing. Those of us 
who support paycheck protection are 
not opposed to unions organizing. We 
are not opposed to unions being en- 
gaged in collective bargaining. We are 
not opposed to unions providing agency 
representation to people who work on a 
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particular work site. In fact, we are 
not even opposed to labor unions being 
involved in political activities. 

I think a union’s political action 
committee, political expenditures are 
fine. Under the first amendment and 
the whole concept of free speech and 
industrial democracy, union activity in 
politics is a good and healthy thing. 
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I wish to encourage that, not discour- 
age that. But the real fundamental 
question comes down to how those dol- 
lars are raised. When you have these 
organizations that raise funds without 
the consent of those who are paying, I 
believe that it constitutes the full defi- 
nition of a criminal activity, an activ- 
ity that ought to be ended. 

The debate really is not over here in 
Congress. As many of us know and have 
followed, the efforts to move campaign 
finance reform to the floor again for 
the second time are being met and 
warmly received by our Speaker and 
others in our leadership. There will be 
another attempt at trying to pass 
meaningful campaign finance reform in 
a few months. When that bill comes to 
the floor, we ought to insist and de- 
mand that paycheck protection be a 
part of those debates and those discus- 
sions. Fortunately for the 80 percent of 
the individuals who support paycheck 
protection, we are receiving very favor- 
able indications from our leadership 
that that will be the case, that we will 
have an open floor scenario where 
amendments by Members will be able 
to be offered, including the Paycheck 
Protection Act, that the Paycheck 
Protection Act may in fact be folded 
into the base bill that comes to the 
floor for campaign finance reform. But 
more importantly, I think it is impor- 
tant for this Congress to utilize its op- 
portunity for national leadership to 
speak out to the American people and 
to talk about the real travesty that ex- 
ists and takes place every single day. 

Mr. Speaker, most people really do 
not believe or do not understand that 
it is possible in America to have a por- 
tion of an individual’s wages being si- 
phoned off and spent on political 
causes without their knowledge and 
without their consent. If we can say 
that over and over and over again and 
allow people to understand really how 
sick politics has become at this par- 
ticular level, I think that will give us 
the added impetus and the added incen- 
tive here in Washington to put the 
voice of the people ahead of the voices 
of those small special interests who use 
these political funds to their political 
advantage. 

Oh, and it pays off. There is no ques- 
tion about that. Once again, I refer my 
colleagues to this chart. When you 
have 80 percent of the American people 
in every column, again, average voters 
in this column, union households in 
this column, 84 percent of teacher 
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union households, 80 percent of non- 
union households, when you have those 
kinds of numbers of individuals who 
tell us that they want paycheck pro- 
tection and yet the 16 percent of vot- 
ers, the 16 percent of union members, 
the 13 percent of teacher union mem- 
bers and the 16 percent of nonunion 
members who tell us that they do not 
want paycheck protection, and you re- 
alize that it is the small minority who 
wins the day here in Congress. 

We can see very clearly that the po- 
litical dollars that are spent to ad- 
vance the causes of labor unions is pay- 
ing off for labor unions. It is paying off 
for the 16 percent. But I am confident 
that throughout the country as more 
and more States begin to evaluate the 
question of labor union dues and pay- 
check protection, that we will see 
State after State after State siding on 
behalf of rank and file families, rank 
and file workers and union members in 
the end who would rather have their 
union dollars going toward union ac- 
tivities that are legitimate and on the 
work site, perhaps toward supporting 
their pensions. 

If you are a member of the Teamsters 
Union, you realize that you are going 
to have to raise more money for your 
pension funds because of the theft that 
took place and the money laundering 
that took place to, in fact, drain the 
pension plan of the Teamsters Union at 
the national level, again which has re- 
sulted in the indictment of many high- 
ranking Teamsters officials and in the 
end resulted in past Teamsters Presi- 
dent Ron Carey being invalidated and 
prohibited from seeking reelection to 
the post, essentially clearing the way 
for James Hoffa, Jr. to become Presi- 
dent of the Teamsters Union. 

When you see these kinds of scandals, 
if you are a member of the Teamsters 
Union, you realize that maybe you 
would rather have a greater portion of 
your union dues going toward repaying 
many of the expenses and costs associ- 
ated with these internal crimes rather 
than seeing them going toward sub- 
sidizing campaigns and political orga- 
nizations that they may not support. 

Let me tell you about one of the indi- 
viduals who testified before the Sub- 
committee on Employer and Employee 
Relations just last year, a man named 
Kerry Gipe, a union member who testi- 
fied. He said, quote, I was told that 
joining the union was a mandatory 
part of working for the company and 
absolutely no money was allowed to be 
used from our union dues for political 
purposes. 

Unfortunately for Mr. Gipe and mil- 
lions of other American workers, labor 
bosses continue to use compulsory dues 
for political purposes. According to 
some estimates, unions spent as much 
as $200 million in the 1996 election. All 
that the Paycheck Protection Act that 
was proposed here in Congress did was 
empower the individual worker. It was, 
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in all candor, at the expense of the 
small number of union bosses who ben- 
efit from the funds of their members. 
Employees would decide under such a 
piece of legislation whether and to 
whom they contribute their hard- 
earned wages and that they could re- 
voke that authorization at any time. 
Mr. Speaker, this is a topic that we 
will discuss again and bring to the 
floor at other occasions over the course 
of the next several months. It is a topic 
that will be discussed across the coun- 
try in various States that are consid- 
ering paycheck protection. Once again 
I am convinced that once we just lay 
out the very basic facts of this par- 
ticular political scandal and evidence 
of corruption that exists in the coun- 
try, that eventually we are going to 
answer properly and correctly and 
those 80 percent of individuals will fi- 
nally have their voices heard. 
—— 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis- 
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. KLINK) to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material: 

Mr. COYNE, today, for 5 minutes. 

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, today, for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. KLINK, today, for 5 minutes. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, today, for 
5 minutes. 

The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. MCKEON) to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material: 

Mr. SESSIONS, today and April 30, for 
5 minutes each. 

Mr. Horn, today, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SAXTON, today, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. RIGGS, today, for 5 minutes. 

— 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. KLINK) and to include ex- 
traneous matter: 

Mr. KIND. 

Mr. COYNE. 

Mr. DICKS. 

Mr. HOYER. 

Mr. LANTOS. 

Ms. KAPTUR. 

Mr. DOYLE. 

Mr. HAMILTON. 

Ms. DELAURO. 

Mr. TORRES. 

Mr. BONIOR. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 

Mr. TOWNS. 

Ms. FURSE. 

Ms. NORTON. 

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. 

Mr. SKELTON. 
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Mr. VENTO. 
Mr. Davis of Illinois. 
Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. 
Mr. BENTSEN. 
Mr. CARDIN. 
Mr. STARK. 
Mr. BROWN of California. 
Mr. KLECZKA. 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 
Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. 
Mr. LEVIN. 
Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut. 
The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. MCKEON) and to include 
extraneous matter: 
Mr. FAWELL. 
Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. 
Mrs. EMERSON. 
Mr. RADANOVICH. 
Mr. BILIRAKIS. 
Mr. DELAY. 
Mr. HORN. 
Mr. SMITH of Michigan. 
Mr. FORBES. 
Mr. GILMAN. 
Mr. MANZULLO. 
Mr. NUSSLE. 
Mr. HYDE. 
Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. 
Mr. NETHERCUTT. 
Mr. PORTER. 
Mr. PITTs. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. 
Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 12 midnight), the House ad- 
journed until today, Thursday, April 
30, 1998, at 10 a.m. 


—— 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol- 
lows: 


8778. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency's final rule—Clopyralid; Ex- 
tension of Tolerance for Emergency Exemp- 
tions [OPP-300645; FRL 5786-9] (RIN: 2070- 
AB78) received April 23, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture. 

8779. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management Information, Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency, transmitting 
the Agency’s final rule—Tebufenozide; Toler- 
ance Extension for Emergency Exemptions 
(OPP-300641; FRL5784-7] (RIN: 2070-AB78) re- 
ceived April 23, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(ay(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

8780. A letter from the Director, Test, Sys- 
tems Engineering and Evaluation, Depart- 
ment of Defense, transmitting a report to 
notify Congress of the intent to obligate 
funds for FY 1998 Foreign Comparative Test- 
ing projects, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2350a(g); 
to the Committee on National Security. 

8781. A letter from the Director, Congres- 
sional Budget Office, transmitting a report 
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on participation agreements between the 
Uniformed Services Treatment Facilities 
(USTFs) and the Department of Defense, pur- 
suant to Public Law 103—160; to the Com- 
mittee on National Security. 

8782. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Small and Disadvantaged Business Utiliza- 
tion, Department of Defense, transmitting a 
report on the progress of the Department of 
Defense toward the achievement of the goal 
to award five percent of DOD contracts and 
subcontracts to small disadvantaged busi- 
ness, historically Black colleges and univer- 
sities and minority institutions, pursuant to 
10 U.S.C. 2323 (i); to the Committee on Na- 
tional Security. 

8783. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a description of property to be 
transferred to the Republic of Panama 
through the end of calendar year 1999, pursu- 
ant to Public Law 96—70; to the Committee 
on National Security. 

8784. A letter from the Secretary of De- 
fense, transmitting a report entitled “Ac- 
tions To Accelerate the Movement To The 
New Workforce Vision,” pursuant to Public 
Law 105—85, section 912 (e); to the Com- 
mittee on National Security. 

8785. A letter from the Secretary of De- 
fense, transmitting a report on defense re- 
form by the Defense Science Board Sub-Task 
Force on the Acquisition Workforce, pursu- 
ant to Public Law 105—85; to the Committee 
on National Security. 

8786. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment, transmitting the Department's final 
rule—Home Equity Conversion Mortgage In- 
surance; Right of First Refusal Permitted for 
Condominium Associations [Docket No. FR- 
4267-1-01] (RIN: 2502-AG93) received April 9, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv- 
ices. 

8787. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation, transmitting 
the 1997 Annual Report to Congress by the 
Division of Compliance and Consumer Af- 
fairs of the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor- 
poration, pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 57a(f)(6); to 
the Committee on Banking and Financial 
Services. 

8788. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Management and Budget, transmitting a re- 
port on the OMB Cost Estimate for Pay-As- 
You-Go Calculations, pursuant to Public 
Law 105—167; to the Committee on the Budg- 
et. 

8789. A letter from the Senior Deputy 
Chairman, National Council on the Arts and 
the Humanities, transmitting the Federal 
Council on the Arts and the Humanities’ 
twenty-second annual report on the Arts and 
Artifacts Indemnity Program for Fiscal Year 
1996, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 959(c); to the Com- 
mittee on Education and the Workforce. 

8790. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Rulemaking Coordination, Department of 
Energy, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Facility Safety [DOE O 420.1] received 
April 21, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

8791. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Rulemaking Coordination, Department of 
Energy, transmitting the Department's final 
rule—Occurrence Reporting And Processing 
Of Operations Information [DOE O 232.1A] re- 
ceived April 14, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

8792. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Revisions to 
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State Primacy Requirements to Implement 
Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments 
[FRL-6003-5] (RIN: 2040-A D00) received April 
23, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

8793. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule—Final Author- 
ization and Incorporation By Reference of 
State Hazardous Waste Management Pro- 
gram [FRL-5988-2] received April 23, 1998, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

8794, A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency's final rule—Organobromine 
Production Wastes; Identification and List- 
ing of Hazardous Waste; Land Disposal Re- 
strictions; Listing of CERCLA Hazardous 
Substances, Reportable Quantities [FRL- 
5999-9] (RIN: 2050-AD79) received April 23, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

8795. A letter from the AMD—Performance 
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed- 
eral Communications Commission, transmit- 
ting the Commission's final rule—Amend- 
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot- 
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Pentwater 
and Walhalla, Michigan) [MM Docket No. 97- 
118, RM-9061] received April 23, 1998, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Commerce. 

8796. A letter from the AMD—Performance 
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed- 
eral Communications Commission, transmit- 
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend- 
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Alot- 
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Ironton, 
Malden and Salem, Missouri) [MM Docket 
No. 97-136, RM-9083, RM-9136] received April 
23, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

8797. A letter from the AMD—Performance 
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed- 
eral Communications Commission, transmit- 
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend- 
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot- 
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Banks, 
Redmond, Sunriver and Corvallis, Oregon) 
[MM Docket No. 96-7, RM-8732 RM-8845]; FM 
Broadcast Stations (The Dalles and Cor- 
vallis, Oregon) [MM Docket No. 96-12, RM- 
8741] received April 23, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)1A); to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

8798. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting certification of a proposed li- 
cense for the export of defense articles or de- 
fense services sold under a contract to Swit- 
zerland (Transmittal No. DTC-49-98), pursu- 
ant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Committee on 
International Relations. 

8799. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting certification of a proposed li- 
cense for the export of defense articles or de- 
fense services sold under a contract to Japan 
(Transmittal No. DTC-24-98), pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 2776(d); to the Committee on Inter- 
national Relations. 

8800. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting certification of a proposed li- 
cense for the export of defense articles or de- 
fense services sold under a contract to the 
United Kingdom (Transmittal No. DTC-47- 
98), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Com- 
mittee on International Relations. 

8801. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
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transmitting certification of a proposed li- 
cense for the export of defense articles or de- 
fense services sold under a contract to Spain 
(Transmittal No. DTC-27-98), pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 2776(d); to the Committee on Inter- 
national Relations. 

8802. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a report 
on the activities of United States Govern- 
ment departments and agencies relating to 
the prevention of nuclear proliferation dur- 
ing January 1, 1997 through December 31, 
1997, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 3281; to the Com- 
mittee on International Relations. 

8803. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting certification of a proposed li- 
cense for the export of defense articles or de- 
fense services sold under a contract to Fin- 
land (Transmittal No. DTC-63-98), pursuant 
to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Committee on 
International Relations. 

8804. A letter from the Director, Bureau of 
Economic Analysis, Economics and Statis- 
tics Administration, transmitting the Ad- 
ministration’s final rule Direct Investment 
Surveys: Raising Exemption Level for Two 
Surveys of Foreign Direct Investment in the 
United States (RIN: 0691-AA31) received 
April 14, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(aX1)(A); to the Committee on Inter- 
national Relations. 

8805. A letter from the Director, U.S. Trade 
and Development Agency, transmitting a 
copy of the Agency’s annual audit, pursuant 
to 22 U.S.C. 2421 (e) (2); to the Committee on 
International Relations. 

8806. A letter from the Director, Procure- 
ment and Property Management, Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, transmitting the De- 
partment's final rule—Miscellaneous Amend- 
ments [AGAR Case 96-03] (RIN: 0599-AA00) 
received April 20, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Govern- 
ment Reform and Oversight. 

8807. A letter from the Under Secretary for 
Oceans and Atmosphere, Department of 
Commerce, transmitting the Annual Report 
of the Coastal Zone Management Fund for 
fiscal year 1997, pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 1456; to 
the Committee on Resources. 

8808. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Commerce, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation providing the 
Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
with the authority to assess fees under sec- 
tion 41 of title 35, United States Code, in 
amounts sufficient to match the level of fees 
assessed in fiscal year 1998 under that fee au- 
thority and the surcharge assessed pursuant 
to section 10101 of the Omnibus Budget Rec- 
onciliation Act of 1990, as amended, (35 
U.S.C. 41 note); to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

8809. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General, Office of Legislative Affairs, De- 
partment of Justice, transmitting a report of 
the Bureau of Justice Assistance entitled, 
“Fiscal Year 1996 Annual Report to Con- 
gress,’ pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 3711; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

8810. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Pilatus Aircraft Ltd. Models PC- 
12 and PC-12/45 Airplanes [Docket No. 97-CE- 
46-AD; Amendment 39-10475; AD 98-08-26] 
(RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 23, 1998, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)1A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

8811. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
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Directives; McDonnell Douglas Helicopter 
Systems Model 369(YOH-6A), 369A (OH-6A), 
369D, 369E, 369 F. 369FF, 369H, 369HE, 369HM, 
369HS, and 500N Helicopters [Docket No. 97 
SW-52-AD; Amendment 39-10481; AD 98-09-02] 
(RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 23, 1998, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

8812. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Alexander Schleicher 
Segelflugzeugbau Model ASK 21 Sailplanes 
[Docket No. 97-CE-108-AD; Amendment 39- 
10478; AD 98-08-29] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
April 23, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1 A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8813. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Pilatus Aircraft Ltd. Model PC-12 
Airplanes [Docket No. 97-CE-98-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-10367; AD 98-05-06] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 23, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(aX(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8814. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Modification of 
Class E Airspace; Porterville, CA [Airspace 
Docket No. 98-AWP-2] received April 23, 1998, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

8815. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Establishment 
of Class E Airspace; Delano, CA [Airspace 
Docket No, 98-AWP-5] received April 23, 1998, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C, 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

8816. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Safety Zone; 
Santa Barbara Channel, CA [COTP Los Ange- 
les-Long Beach, CA; 98-002] (RIN: 2115-AA97) 
received April 23, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1).A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8817. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Safety Zone: 
Fleet Week 1998 Parade of Ships, Port of New 
York and New Jersey [CGD01-98-026] (RIN: 
2115-AA97) received April 23, 1998, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8818. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Safety Zone; 
Los Angeles Harbor; San Pedro Bay, CA 
{COTP Los Angeles-Long Beach, 97-007] (RIN: 
2115-AA97) received April 23, 1998, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8819. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department's final rule—Safety Zone; 
Atlantic Ocean, Vicinity of Cape Henlopen 
State Park, DE [CGD 05-98-008] (RIN: 2115- 
AA97) received April 23, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. SO aH, to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8820. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Pilot, Flight 
Instructor, Ground Instructor, and Pilot 
School Certification Rules; Clarifying 
amendments and other editorial changes 
(Docket No. 25910; Amendment Nos. 61-104 
and 141-10) (RIN: 2120-AE71) received April 
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23, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure, 

8821. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Dis- 
aster Assistance; Public Assistance Program 
Appeals; Hazard Mitigation Grant Program 
Appeals (RIN: 3067-AC67) received April 17, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

8822. A letter from the Secretary of Trans- 
portation, transmitting the Department's 
fourth annual report on the activities of the 
Department regarding the guarantee of obli- 
gations issued to finance the construction, 
reconstruction, or reconditioning of eligible 
export vessels, pursuant to section 1111 (b)(4) 
of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936, as 
amended; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8823. A letter from the Secretary of En- 
ergy, transmitting a detailed progress review 
of the research and development authorized 
under the Act, pursuant to Public Law 101— 
425, section 10 (104 Stat. 919); to the Com- 
mittee on Science. 

8824. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Division, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms, transmitting the Bureau's final 
rule—Establishment of the Yorkville High- 
lands Viticultural Area and Realignment of 
the Southern Boundary of the Mendocino 
Viticultural Area [T.D. ATF-397; RE: Notice 
No. 854) (RIN: 1512-AA07) received April 14, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

8825. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service's final rule—Application of tax 
on sales of special motor fuel for use in 
motor vehicles and motorboats [Revenue 
Ruling 98-24] received April 23, 1998, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

8826. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a determination that Israel is 
not being denied its right to participate in 
the activities of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency; jointly to the Committees 
on International Relations and Appropria- 
tions, 

8827. A letter from the Secretary of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development, transmitting a 
report on the status of Departmental efforts 
to disseminate building technology research 
to the HUD program grantees; jointly to the 
Committees on Transportation and Infra- 
structure and Appropriations. 

8828. A letter from the Under Secretary for 
Export Administration, National Institute of 
Standards and Technology, transmitting the 
Institute’s final rule—Procedures For Imple- 
mentation Of The Fastener Quality Act 
[Docket Number: 970724177-8057-02] (RIN: 
0693-A B43) received April 14, 1998, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); jointly to the Com- 
mittees on Science and Commerce. 

8829. A letter from the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting the Serv- 
ice’s final rule—Medicare Program; Defini- 
tion of Provider-Sponsored Organization and 
Related Requirements [(HCFA-1027-IFC] 
(RIN: 0938-AI60) received April 15, 1998, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); jointly to the 
Committees on Ways and Means and Com- 
merce. 

8830. A letter from the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting the Serv- 
ice’s “Major” final rule—Medicare Program; 
Schedule of Per-Beneficiary Limitations on 
Home Health Agency Costs for Cost Report- 
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ing Periods [Docket No. HCFA-1905-FC] 
(RIN: 0938-AI84) received April 14, 1998, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); jointly to the 
Committees on Ways and Means and Com- 
merce. 


—— 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re- 
sources. H.R. 1739. A bill to amend the Act 
designating the Boundary Waters Canoe 
Area Wilderness to clarify certain provisions 
of law regarding activities authorized within 
the wilderness area, and for other purposes; 
with an amendment (Rept. 105-500). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mrs. MYRICK: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 413. Resolution providing for con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 1502) entitled the 
“District of Columbia Student Opportunity 
Scholarship Act of 1997“ (Rept. 105-501). Re- 
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. McINNIS: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 414. Resolution waiving a require- 
ment of clause 4(b) of rule XI with respect to 
consideration of certain resolutions reported 
from the Committee on Rules (Rept. 105-502). 
Referred to the House Calendar. 


——— 


REPORTED BILLS SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 


Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and re- 
ports were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing, and bills referred as follows: 


Mr. SENSENBRENNER: Committee on 
Science. H.R. 860. A bill to authorize appro- 
priations to the Department of Transpor- 
tation for surface transportation research 
and development, and for other purposes; 
with an amendment; referred to the Commit- 
tees on Commerce, and Transportation and 
Infrastructure for a period ending not later 
than June 2, 1998 for consideration of such 
provisions of the bill and amendment re- 
ported from the Committee on Science as 
fall within their jurisdiction pursuant to 
clause 1(e) and (q) of rule X, respectively 
(Rept. 105-503, Pt. 1). 


— 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 5 of Rule X and clause 4 
of Rule XXII, public bills and resolu- 
tions were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 


By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself, Mr. 
DEUTSCH, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 
WEXLER, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. ANDREWS, 
Mr. KING of New York, Mr. MALONEY 
of Connecticut, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
FROST, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. WYNN, 
Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
METCALF, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. 
PASCRELL, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Is- 
land, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. WATTS of 
Oklahoma, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. ROTH- 
MAN, Mr. WAXMAN, and Mr. GOODE): 

H.R. 3743. A bill to withhold voluntary pro- 
portional assistance for programs and 
projects of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency relating to the development and 
completion of the Bushehr nuclear power 
plant in Iran, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on International Relations. 
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By Mr. NETHERCUTT: 

H.R. 3744. A bill to amend the Agricultural 
Trade Development and Assistance Act of 
1954 (commonly called P.L. 480) to provide 
protections to suppliers of commodities pro- 
vided under that Act; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, and in addition to the Com- 
mittee on International Relations, for a pe- 
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. MCCOLLUM (for himself, Mr. 


SCHUMER, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. 
PORTMAN, Mr. Goss, and Mr. SoL- 
OMON): 


H.R. 3745. A bill to prevent money laun- 
dering; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania (for 
himself, Mr. Pirrs, Mr. Fox of Penn- 
sylvania, and Mr. MCHALE): 

H.R. 3746. A bill to authorize the addition 
of the Paoli Battlefield site in Malvern, 
Pennsylvania, to the Valley Forge National 
Historical Park, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Resources. 

By Mrs. KELLY (for herself, Mr. 
ROYCE, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. LARGENT, Mrs. 
MYRICK, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. HAN- 
SEN, Mr. ROGERS, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. 
HASTERT, Mr. FORBES, Mr. DREIER, 
Mr. GANSKE, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mrs. 
CUBIN, Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, 
Mr. HOBSON, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. 
SHAYS, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. GIL- 
MAN, Mr. Fox of Pennsylvania, Mrs. 
ROUKEMA, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 
EwInG, Mr. WELLER, Mr. BOEHLERT, 
Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. REGULA, Mrs. 
FOWLER, Mr. HORN, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. 
GILLMOR, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. EHLERS, 
Mr. BOEHNER, and Mr. LAZIO of New 
York): 

H.R. 3747. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to expand the prohibition on 
stalking, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. THOMAS: 

H.R. 3748. A bill to amend the Federal Elec- 
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to authorize ap- 
propriations for the Federal Election Com- 
mission for fiscal year 1999, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on House Over- 
sight. 

By Mr. BASS (for himself and Mr. 
GOODLATTE): 

H.R. 3749. A bill to amend the Communica- 
tions Act of 1934 to improve the protection of 
consumers against ‘‘slamming’’ by tele- 
communications carriers, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. DAVIS of Illinois: 

H.R. 3750. A bill to amend section 203 of the 
National Housing Act to require properties 
that are subject to mortgages insured under 
the FHA single family housing mortgage in- 
surance program to be inspected and deter- 
mined to comply with the minimum prop- 
erty standards established by the Secretary 
of Housing and Urban Development; to the 
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv- 
ices. 

By Mr. FAWELL (for himself, Mr. 
GOODE, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. PICKETT, 
Mr. HALL of Texas, and Mr. PETERSON 
of Pennsylvania): 

H.R. 3751. A bill to amend the Family and 
Medical Leave Act of 1993; to the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce, and in ad- 
dition to the Committees on Government Re- 
form and Oversight, and House Oversight, for 
a period to be subsequently determined by 
the Speaker, in each case for consideration 
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of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. GUTIERREZ (for himself, Mr. 
EVANS, Mr. FILNER, Ms. CARSON, Mr. 
KENNEDY of Massachusetts, Mr. 
REYES, Ms. BROWN of Florida, and 
Mr. RODRIGUEZ): 

H.R. 3752. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to repeal the provision of law 
requiring termination of the Advisory Com- 
mittee on Minority Veterans as of December 
31, 1999; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. MCCOLLUM (for himself, Mr. 
HYDE, Mr. CONYERS, and Mr. SCHU- 
MER): 

H. R. 3753. A bill to amend chapter 119 of 
title 18, United States Code, with respect to 
authority for the interception of commu- 
nications; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

By Mr. MCNULTY: 

H.R. 3754. A bill to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to grant the State of New York 
authority to allow tandem trailers to use 
Interstate Route 787 between the New York 
State Thruway and Church Street in Albany, 
New York; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. MILLER of California (for him- 
self, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. CLAY, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. SAND- 
ERS, Mr. SCHUMER, and Mr. KENNEDY 
of Massachusetts): 

H.R. 3755. A bill to express the Sense of 
Congress that American universities and col- 
leges should adopt rigorous educational mer- 
chandise licensing codes of conduct against 
sweatshop and child labor for merchandise li- 
censed under their names or insignias; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. NADLER (for himself, Mr. HIN- 
CHEY, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. STARK, Mr. 
KLECZKA, Mr. VENTO, Mr. SHERMAN, 
and Mr. GUTIERREZ): 

H.R. 3756. A bill to restrict the disclosure 
of prescription information by pharmacy 
owners, pharmacists, and other pharmacy 
employees; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO: 

H.R. 3757. A bill to amend the National 
Housing Act to provide for adequate insur- 
ance of mortgages on property in Puerto 
Rico; to the Committee on Banking and Fi- 
nancial Services. 

By Mr. SANDERS (for himself, Mr. 
CAMPBELL, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Is- 
land, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. WAX- 
MAN, Mr. STARK, Mr. BERRY, Ms. 
WOOLSEY, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. KUCINICH, 
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, and Mr. BOU- 
CHER): 

H.R. 3758. A bill to require persons who un- 
dertake federally funded research and devel- 
opment of drugs to enter into reasonable 
pricing agreements with the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. SCHUMER: 

H.R. 3759. A bill to amend the Higher Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 to require institutions of 
higher education to widely distribute infor- 
mation describing their procedures for re- 
ceiving and responding to complaints con- 
cerning harassment; to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce. 

By Ms. WATERS (for herself, Mr. HIN- 
CHEY, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. THOMPSON, 
Mr. Rusu, and Mr. Davis of Illinois): 

H.R. 3760. A bill to amend the Bank Hold- 
ing Company Act of 1956 to require the Board 
of Governors of the Federal Reserve System 
to include money laundering activities in 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


the consideration of applications under sec- 
tion 3 of the Bank Holding Company Act of 
1956; to the Committee on Banking and Fi- 
nancial Services. 
By Mr. SHUSTER (for himself and Mr. 
OBERSTAR): 

H. Con. Res. 265. Concurrent resolution au- 
thorizing the use of the East Front of the 
Capitol Grounds for performances sponsored 
by the John F. KENNEDY Center for the Per- 
forming Arts; to the Committee on Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. STRICKLAND (for himself and 
Mr. LOBIONDO): 

H. Con. Res. 266. Concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of Congress that the De- 
partment of Defense should continue to buy 
goods and services made domestically and 
not deviate from the domestic source and 
manufacturing restrictions on procurements 
as established by law; to the Committee on 
National Security. 

By Mr. WELDON of Florida (for him- 
self, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. BOYD, Mr. GOR- 
DON, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. 
Davis of Virginia, and Mr. 
ADERHOLT): 

H. Con. Res. 267. Concurrent resolution de- 
claring a national commitment to the explo- 
ration, development, and use of space; to the 
Committee on Science, and in addition to 
the Committee on National Security, for a 
period to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. FAZIO of California: 

H. Res. 412, A resolution designating mi- 
nority membership on certain standing com- 
mittees of the House; considered and agreed 
to. 


By Mr. ROYCE (for himself, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, and Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey): 


H. Res. 415. A resolution to promote inde- 
pendent radio broadcasting in Africa; to the 
Committee on International Relations. 


— 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo- 
rials were presented and referred as fol- 
lows: 


300. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 
of the Legislature of the State of Minnesota, 
relative to Resolution 8 memorializing the 
United States government to resolve certain 
differences between the Province of Ontario 
and the State of Minnesota; jointly to the 
Committees on International Relations and 
Resources. 


— c 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 

H.R. 44: Mr. BOEHLERT. 

H.R. 107: Mr. COYNE and Mr. JENKINS. 

H.R. 219: Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. ANDREWS, 
and Mr. SHERMAN. 

H.R, 457: Mr. BEREUTER. 

H.R. 538: Mr. MCNULTY. 

H.R. 563: Ms. CARSON. 

H.R. 590: Mr. PASCRELL. 

H.R. 678: Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky, Mr. 
NETHERCUTT, Mr. METCALF, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. 
SKEEN, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. BLUNT, and Ms. 
Dunn of Washington. 

H.R. 715: Mr. PAPPAS and Mr. CALVERT. 

H.R. 814: Ms. KILPATRICK and Mr. WEXLER. 

H.R. 815: Mr. NUSSLE and Mr. KENNEDY of 
Massachusetts. 
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NETHERCUTT. 

THOMPSON, 

REGULA. 

WYNN. 

SAWYER. 

ACKERMAN and Mr. KNOLLEN- 


H.R. 1005: 
H.R. 1018: 
H.R. 1023: 
H. R. 1142: 
H. R. 1231: 
H. R. 1283: 
BERG. 
H. R. 1329: 
H. R. 1362: 
H. R. 1656: 


Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 


Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 


THOMPSON. 
BOEHLERT. 
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 1715: Mr. PICKERING, 

H.R. 1891: Mr. SNYDER and Mr. NUSSLE. 

H.R. 1951: Mr. JOHN, Mr. MEEKS of New 
York, Mrs. CAPPS, and Ms. STABENOW. 

H.R. 1972: Mr. BARR of Georgia. 

H.R. 2112: Mrs. CAPPS. 

H.R. 2174: Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. DIXON, Mr. 
HOUGHTON, Mr. MILLER of California, and Mr. 
SANDERS. 

H.R. 2183: Mr. Goss. 

H.R. 2396: Mr. LANTOS and Mr. FROST. 

H.R. 2454: Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon and Ms. 
Brown of Florida. 

H.R. 2457: Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon, Mr. Lu- 
THER, and Ms. BROWN of Florida. 

H.R. 2509: Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. KANJORSKI, 
Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. BOYD, Mr. POMBO, Ms. 
Ros-LEHTINEN, and Mr. WELDON of Florida. 

H.R. 2523: Mr. TRAFICANT. 

H.R. 2549: Mr. MANTON. 

H.R. 2914: Ms. KILPATRICK. 

H.R. 2938: Mr. OXLEY. 

H.R. 2949: Mr. CHRISTENSEN. 

H.R. 2991: Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washington, 
Mr. DOOLEY of California, Mr. KIND of Wash- 
ington, and Ms. STABENOW. 

H.R. 3008: Mr. ENSIGN and Mr. MCINTOSH. 

H.R. 3014: Mr. MATSUI. 

H.R. 3043: Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washington. 

H.R. 3050: Mr. HOLDEN. 

H.R. 3086: Mr. WATT of North Carolina. 

H.R. 3099: Mr. KUCINICH. 

H.R. 3104: Mr. SOUDER, Mr. CHRISTENSEN, 
and Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 

H.R, 3131: Mr. DEFAZIO. 

H.R. 3162: Mr. SHAW, Mr. COMBEST, and Mr. 
CRAPO. 

H.R. 3178: Mr. FATTAH. 

H.R. 3181: Mr. MCHUGH and Ms. EDDIE BER- 
NICE JOHNSON of Texas. 

H.R. 3185: Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. 
BLUNT, Mr. COBURN, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, and Mr. 
HUTCHINSON. 

H.R. 3304: Mr. MINGE, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. 
SAM JOHNSON, and Mr. CARDIN. 

H.R. 3320: Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. PRICE of North 
Carolina, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. Towns, Mr. Gor- 
DON, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. BROWN of California, 
Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. HOYER, Mrs. MEEK of Flor- 
ida, Mr. Scorr, Mr. Davis of Florida, and Ms. 
ROYBAL-ALLARD. 

H.R. 3331: Mr. CRANE. 

H.R. 3404: Mr. WELLER. 

H.R. 3466: Mr. BONIOR. 

H.R. 3474: Mr. Hastinecs of Florida, Mr. 
TORRES, Mr. EVANS, and Mr. SCHUMER. 

H.R. 3494: Mrs. KELLY. 

H.R. 3514: Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. PASCRELL, 
Mr. OBERSTAR, and Mr. OLVER. 

H.R. 3523: Mr. SUNUNU, Mr. DOOLEY of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. MCHUGH, and Mr. ACKERMAN. 

H.R. 3534: Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Ms. 
DANNER, Mr. BOYD, Mr. SNOWBARGER, Mr. 
HALL of Texas, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr. 
PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. BAESLER, and 
Mr. TANNER. 

H.R. 3567: Mr. NETHERCUTT, Ms. SLAUGH- 
TER, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, and Mr. LEVIN. 

H.R. 3572: Mr. PALLONE and Mr. CAMPBELL. 

H.R. 3602: Mrs. NORTHUP. 

H.R. 3605: Ms. LEE, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. BASS, 
Mr. Dicks, Mr. FORBES, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. 
GRAHAM, Mr. HORN, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. 
LEACH, and Mr. GANSKE. 
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H.R. 3610: Ms. DELAURO, Mr. PICKETT, and 
Mr. SAXTON. 

H.R. 3634: Mr. FROST, Mr. BALDACCI, Mr. 
DREIER, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. JONES, Mr. TURN- 
ER, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. 
ADERHOLT, and Mr. BRADY. 

H.R. 3635: Mr. RAMSTAD, Mrs, JOHNSON of 
Connecticut, and Mr. PAYNE. 

H.R. 3654: Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr. 
McHuGH, Mr. SMITH of Michigan, Mr. 
POSHARD, Mr. TOwNs, and Mr. NETHERCUTT. 

H.R. 3659: Mr. GEKAS, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. 
SANDLIN, Mr. BARCIA of Michigan, Mr. 
WHITFIELD, and Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 

H.R. 3688: Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma and Mr. 
MCCRERY. 

H.R. 3709: Mr. GINGRICH. 

H.R. 3720: Mr. Cox of California, 
BLUNT, and Mr. TRAFICANT. 

H.R. 3734: Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr. CANNON, Mr. 
RADANOVICH, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. 
McCoLLuM, Mr. GIBBONS, and Mr. SAXTON. 

H.J. Res. 99: Mr, STUMP. 

H. Con. Res. 154; Mr. LANTOS. 

H. Con. Res. 208: Mr. ENSIGN, Mrs. THUR- 
MAN, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. FARR of 
California, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mrs. JOHNSON of 
Connecticut, Mr. Youn of Alaska, Mr. 
QUINN, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. KLUG, Mr. FORD, Mr. 
HUNTER, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. GOODE, Mr. 
BLUMENAUER, Mr. NEUMANN, Mr. BOSWELL, 
Mr. TORRES, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. WAMP, Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. BARCIA of 
Michigan, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Ms. CHRIS- 
TIAN-GREEN, Mr. KILDEE, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. 
TRAFICANT, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. 
CLEMENT, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. MANTON, Mr. SHERMAN, 
Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. WHITFIELD, 
and Mr. CUNNINGHAM. 

H. Con. Res. 214: Mr. HILLEARY. 

H. Con. Res. 219: Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. HALL 
of Texas, Mr, BILBRAY, Mr. COBURN, Mr. 
MORAN of Virginia, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, 
Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr, GOODE, Mr. RAHALL, 
Mr. KING of New York, and Mr. JEFFERSON. 

H. Con. Res. 229: Mr. DAvis of Virginia and 
Mr. JACKSON. 

H. Con. Res. 254: Mr. CALVERT, Mr. 
METCALF, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. BURTON of 
Indiana, and Mr. SAXTON. 

H. Con. Res. 258: Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. 
ROHRABACHER, Mr. OLVER, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, 
Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. FRANK of Massa- 
chusetts, Mr. Towns, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. 
PASCRELL, Mr. KLUG, Mr. WOLF, Mr. 
BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, 
Mr. YATES, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. 
MILLER of California, Ms. DELAURO, and Ms. 
WOOLSEY. 

H. Res. 37: Mr. LEVIN, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. BE- 
REUTER, and Mr. MEEKS of New York. 

H. Res, 333: Mr. ROTHMAN. 

H. Res. 404: Mr. ACKERMAN. 


— 


DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso- 
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 3605: Mr. BASS and Mr. GILCHREST. 


O u 


AMENDMENTS 


Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro- 
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 


Mr. 


H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: Ms. BROWN OF FLORIDA 


AMENDMENT NO. 60: Page 270, after line 16, 
insert the following new section: 
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SEC. 480. RELIEF FROM OBLIGATION, 

To the extent authorized in advance in an 
appropriation Act, the Secretary may, in 
settlement of claims found or arising under 
audits and program reviews under title IV of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965, forgive the 
obligations to pay such claims of Edward 
Waters College of Jacksonville, Florida, re- 
lating to the administration of programs 
prior to academic year 1997-1998 under such 
title, subject to such terms and conditions as 
Secretary may require with respect to con- 
duct of programs under such title on and 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 

H.R, 6 

OFFERED By: MR. CAMPBELL OF CALIFORNIA 

AMENDMENT NO. 61: Page 83, beginning on 
line 16 strike section 303 through page 89, 
line 23. 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. GORDON 

AMENDMENT NO. 62; Page 154, beginning on 
line 5, strike subparagraph (F) through page 
155, line 19, and insert the following: 

“(F) Subject to paragraph (4), the special 
allowances paid pursuant to this subsection 
on loans made on or after July 1, 1998 for 
which the applicable interest rate is deter- 
mined under section 427(a) shall be com- 
puted— 

“(i) by determining the bond equivalent 
rate of the average of the quotes as reported 
by the Federal Reserve of the 3-month com- 
mercial paper (financial) rate in effect for 
each of the days in the quarter for which the 
rate is being determined; 

„(10 by subtracting the applicable interest 
rate on such loan from such applicable bond 
equivalent rate; 

(% for Stafford loans during any pe- 
riod in which principal need not be paid 
(whether or not such principal is in fact 
paid) by reason of provision described in sec- 
tion 428(b)(1)(M) or 427(a)(2)(C), by adding 1.8 
percent to the resultant percent, (II) for 
Stafford loans during any other periods, by 
adding 2.39 percent to the resultant percent, 
or (IIT) for PLUS loans, by adding 2.7 percent 
to the resultant percent, to be reset quar- 
terly; and 

(iv) by dividing the resultant percent by 
4.” 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. HALL OF TEXAS 

AMENDMENT No. 63: At the appropriate 
place in the bill in Title VIII insert the fol- 
lowing new section: 

SEC. . TEXAS COLLEGE PROVISION. 

The Secretary may not consider audit defi- 
ciencies relating to record keeping with re- 
spect to qualifying students for financial aid 
at Texas College, located in Tyler, Texas, for 
academic years prior to and including aca- 
demic year 1994-1995 in determining whether 
Texas College complies with the financial re- 
sponsibility and administrative capacity 
standards under Section 498 of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965, if Texas College has 
filed an affidavit with the Department of 
Education stating that it has made a good 
faith effort to furnish records to the Depart- 
ment with respect to such audits. 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED BY: MR. LIVINGSTON 

AMENDMENT NO. 64: Add at the end the fol- 
lowing new title (and conform the table of 
contents accordingly): 

TITLE XI—PROTECTION OF STUDENT 
SPEECH AND ASSOCIATION RIGHTS 
SEC. 1101. PROTECTION OF STUDENT SPEECH 

AND ASSOCIATION RIGHTS. 

(a) PROTECTION OF RIGHTS.—It is the sense 

of the House of Representatives that no stu- 
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dent attending an institution of higher edu- 
cation on a full- or part-time basis should, 
on the basis of protected speech and associa- 
tion, be excluded from participation in, be 
denied the benefits of, or be subjected to dis- 
crimination or official sanction under any 
education program, activity, or division di- 
rectly or indirectly receiving financial as- 
sistance under the Higher Education Act of 
1965, whether or not such program, activity, 
or division is sponsored or officially sanc- 
tioned by the institution. 

(b) SANCTIONS FOR DISRUPTION PER- 
MITTED.—Nothing in this section shall be 
construed to discourage the imposition of an 
official sanction on a student that has will- 
fully participated in the disruption or at- 
tempted disruption of a lecture, class, 
speech, presentation, or performance made 
or scheduled to be made under the auspices 
of the institution of higher education. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this 
section: 

(1) PROTECTED SPEBECH.—The term pro- 
tected speech” means speech that is pro- 
tected under the 1st and 14th amendments to 
the United States Constitution, or would be 
so protected if the institution of higher edu- 
cation were subjected to those amendments. 

(2) PROTECTED ASSOCIATION.—The term 
“protected association” means the right to 
join, assemble, and reside with others that is 
protected under the Ist and 14th amend- 
ments to the United States Constitution, or 
would be protected if the institution of high- 
er education were subject to those amend- 
ments. 

(3) OFFICIAL SANCTION.—The term ‘‘official 
sanction’’— 

(A) means expulsion, suspension, proba- 
tion, censure, condemnation, reprimand, or 
any other disciplinary, coercive, or adverse 
action taken by an institution of higher edu- 
cation or administrative unit of the institu- 
tion; and 

(B) includes an oral or written warning 
made by an official of an institution of high- 
er education acting in the official capacity 
of the official. 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. MCINTOSH 


AMENDMENT NO. 65: Page 204, strike line 18 
and all that follows through line 5 on page 
205 and insert the following: 

(B) account maintenance fees payable to 
guaranty agencies under part B and cal- 
culated in accordance with paragraph (2), not 
to exceed (from such funds not otherwise ap- 
propriated)— 

(1) $598,000,000 in fiscal year 1999 such 
funds shall be expended in the following 
manner— 

(J) $180,000,000 for account maintenance 
fees payable to guaranty agencies; 

(II) $208,000,000 for origination and serv- 
icing of Direct Loans; and 

(IIY) $210,000,000 for Direct Loan adminis- 
tration; 

“(i1) $636,000,000 in fiscal year 2000, such 
funds shall be expended in the following 
manner— 

(J) $191,000,000 for account maintenance 
fees payable to guaranty agencies; 

(II) $235,000,000 for origination and serv- 
icing of Direct Loans; and 

“(IID $210,000,000 for Direct Loan adminis- 
tration; 

() $632,000,000 in fiscal year 2001 such 
funds shall be expended in the following 
manner— 

(J) $201,000,000 for account maintenance 
fees payable to guaranty agencies; 

(ID) $261,000,000 for origination and serv- 
icing of Direct Loans; and 
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(III) $210,000,000 for Direct Loan adminis- 
tration; 

(iv) $646,000,000 in fiscal year 2002 such 
funds shall be expended in the following 
manner— 

(J) $214,000,000 for account maintenance 
fees payable to guaranty agencies; 

(II) $272,000,000 for origination and serv- 
icing of Direct Loans; and 

(III) $210,000,000 for Direct Loan adminis- 
tration; 

(„ $685,000,000 in fiscal year 2003 such 
funds shall be expended in the following 
manner— 

(J $225,000,000 for account maintenance 
fees payable to guaranty agencies; 

(II) $300,000,000 for origination and serv- 
icing of Direct Loans; and 

(III) $210,000,000 for Direct Loan adminis- 
tration. 


Account maintenance fees under subpara- 
graph (B) of this paragraph shall be paid 
quarterly and deposited in the Operating 
Fund established under section 422B. The 
Secretary may not carry over funds avail- 
able under this section to a subsequent fiscal 
year.. 

Page 205, after line 18, insert the following 
new subsection: 

(b) Section 428F(a) of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 is amended— 

(J) by striking “and” at the end of para- 
graph (1)(B)(1); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (1)(B)(ii); 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (1)(B)(ii) 
the following clause: 

“(iti) for a maximum repayment of 15 years 
(notwithstanding section 428(b)(1)(B)), with 
the 12 monthly payments made under sub- 
paragraph (A) to count towards the 15 year 
period.; and 

(4) in paragraph (2)(4), by striking “A” 
after the word "APPLICABILITY OF GENERAL 
LOAN CONDITIONS.— and inserting “Except 
as provided for in this section, a”. 

H.R. 6 

OFFERED BY: MS. MILLENDER-MCDONALD 

AMENDEMENT NO. 66: Page 68, after line 11, 
insert the following new section (and redes- 
ignate the succeeding section accordingly): 
SEC. 206. TEACHER EXCELLENCE IN AMERICA 

CHALLENGE, 

Title II is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new part: 

“PART F—TEACHER EXCELLENCE IN 
AMERICA CHALLENGE 
“SEC, 281A. SHORT TITLE. 

“This part may be cited as the ‘Teacher 
Excellence in America Challenge Act of 1998’. 
“SEC. 281B. PURPOSE. 

“The purpose of this part is to improve the 
preparation and professional development of 
teachers and the academic achievement of 
students by encouraging partnerships among 
institutions of higher education, elementary 
schools or secondary schools, local edu- 
cational agencies, State educational agen- 
cies, teacher organizations, and nonprofit or- 
ganizations. 

“SEC. 281C. GOALS. 

“The goals of this part are as follows: 

(J) To support and improve the education 
of students and the achievement of higher 
academic standards by students, through the 
enhanced professional development of teach- 
ers. 

(2) To ensure a strong and steady supply 
of new teachers who are qualified, well- 
trained, and knowledgeable and experienced 
in effective means of instruction, and who 
represent the diversity of the American peo- 
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ple, in order to meet the challenges of work- 
ing with students by strengthening 
preservice education and induction of indi- 
viduals into the teaching profession. 

(3) To provide for the continuing develop- 
ment and professional growth of veteran 
teachers. 

(4) To provide a research-based context 
for reinventing schools, teacher preparation 
programs, and professional development pro- 
grams, for the purpose of building and sus- 
taining best educational practices and rais- 
ing student academic achievement. 

“SEC. 281D. DEFINITIONS. 

“In this part: 

(1) ELEMENTARY SCHOOL.—The term ele- 
mentary school’ means a public elementary 
school. 

(2) INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION.— 
The term ‘institution of higher education’ 
means an institution of higher education 
that— 

A) has a school, college, or department of 
education that is accredited by an agency 
recognized by the Secretary for that purpose; 
or 

(B) the Secretary determines has a 
school, college, or department of education 
of a quality equal to or exceeding the quality 
of schools, colleges, or departments so ac- 
credited. 

(3) POVERTY LINE.—The term poverty 
line’ means the poverty line (as defined by 
the Office of Management and Budget, and 
revised annually in accordance with section 
673(2) of the Community Services Block 
Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9902(2)) applicable to a 
family of the size involved. 

(J) PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PARTNER- 
SHIP.—The term ‘professional development 
partnership’ means a partnership among 1 or 
more institutions of higher education, 1 or 
more elementary schools or secondary 
schools, and 1 or more local educational 
agency based on a mutual commitment to 
improve teaching and learning. The partner- 
ship may include a State educational agen- 
cy, a teacher organization, or a nonprofit or- 
ganization whose primary purpose is edu- 
cation research and development. 

(5) PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT SCHOOL.— 
The term ‘professional development school’ 
means an elementary school or secondary 
school that collaborates with an institution 
of higher education for the purpose of— 

„) providing high quality instruction to 
students and educating students to higher 
academic standards; 

(B) providing high quality student teach- 
ing and internship experiences at the school 
for prospective and beginning teachers; and 

“(C) supporting and enabling the profes- 
sional development of veteran teachers at 
the school, and of faculty at the institution 
of higher education. 

(6) SECONDARY SCHOOL.—The term ‘sec- 
ondary school’ means a public secondary 
school. 

“(7) TEACHER.—The term ‘teacher’ means 
an elementary school or secondary school 
teacher.“ 

SEC. 28 1E. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 

(a) IN GENERAL. — From the amount appro- 
priated under section 281K and not reserved 
under section 281I for a fiscal year, the Sec- 
retary may award grants, on a competitive 
basis, to professional development partner- 
ships to enable the partnerships to pay the 
Federal share of the cost of providing teach- 
er preparation, induction, classroom experi- 
ence, and professional development opportu- 
nities to prospective, beginning, and veteran 
teachers while improving the education of 
students in the classroom. 
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(b) DURATION; PLANNING.—The Secretary 
shall award grants under this part for a pe- 
riod of 5 years, the first year of which may 
be used for planning to conduct the activi- 
ties described in section 281F. 

“(c) PAYMENTS; FEDERAL SHARE; NON-FED- 
ERAL SHARE.— 

(J) PAYMENTS.—The Secretary shall make 
annual payments pursuant to a grant award- 
ed under this part. 

(2) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
the costs described in subsection (a)(1) shall 
be 80 percent. í 

(3) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Federal 
share of the costs described in subsection 
(a)(1) may be in cash or in-kind, fairly evalu- 
ated. 

„d) CONTINUING ELIGIBILITY.— 

(J) 2D AND 3D YEARS.—The Secretary may 
make a grant payment under this section for 
each of the 2 fiscal years after the first fiscal 
year a professional development partnership 
receives such a payment, only if the Sec- 
retary determines that the partnership, 
through the activities assisted under this 
part, has made reasonable progress toward 
meeting the criteria described in paragraph 
(3). 

“(2) 4TH AND 5TH YEARS.—The Secretary 
may make a grant payment under this sec- 
tion for each of the 2 fiscal years after the 
third fiscal year a professional development 
partnership receives such a payment, only if 
the Secretary determines that the partner- 
ship, through the activities assisted under 
this part, has met the criteria described in 
paragraph (3). 

(3) CRITERIA.—The criteria referred to in 
paragraphs (1) and (2) are as follows: 

() Increased student achievement as de- 
termined by increased graduation rates, de- 
creased dropout rates, or higher scores on 
local, State, or national assessments for a 
year compared to student achievement as de- 
termined by the rates or scores, as the case 
may be, for the year prior to the year for 
which a grant under this part is received. 

„B) Improved teacher preparation and de- 
velopment programs, and student edu- 
cational programs. 

„(O) Increased opportunities for enhanced 
and ongoing professional development of 
teachers. 

D) An increased number of well-prepared 
individuals graduating from a school, col- 
lege, or department of education within an 
institution of higher education and entering 
the teaching profession. 

(E) Increased recruitment to, and gradua- 
tion from, a school, college, or department of 
education within an institution of higher 
education with respect to minority individ- 
uals. 

“(F) Increased placement of qualified and 
well-prepared teachers in elementary schools 
or secondary schools, and increased assign- 
ment of such teachers to teach the subject 
matter in which the teachers received a de- 
gree or specialized training. 

“(G) Increased dissemination of teaching 
strategies and best practices by teachers as- 
sociated with the professional development 
school and faculty at the institution of high- 
er education. 

(e Priority.—In awarding grants under 
this part, the Secretary shall give priority to 
professional development partnerships serv- 
ing elementary schools, secondary schools, 
or local educational agencies, that serve 
high percentages of children from families 
below the poverty line. 

“SEC, 281F. AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Each professional devel- 
opment partnership receiving a grant under 
this part shall use the grant funds for— 
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(J) creating, restructuring, or supporting 
professional development schools; 

“(2) enhancing and restructuring the 
teacher preparation program at the school, 
college, or department of education within 
the institution of higher education, includ- 
ing— 

(A) coordinating with, and obtaining the 
participation of, schools, colleges, or depart- 
ments of arts and science; 

(B) preparing teachers to work with di- 
verse student populations; and 

() preparing teachers to implement re- 
search-based, demonstrably successful, and 
replicable, instructional programs and prac- 
tices that increase student achievement; 

“(3) incorporating clinical learning in the 
coursework for prospective teachers, and in 
the induction activities for beginning teach- 
ers; 

“(4) mentoring of prospective and begin- 
ning teachers by veteran teachers in instruc- 
tional skills, classroom management skills, 
and strategies to effectively assess student 
progress and achievement; 

(5) providing high quality professional de- 
velopment to veteran teachers, including the 
rotation, for varying periods of time, of vet- 
eran teachers— 

(A) who are associated with the partner- 
ship to elementary schools or secondary 
schools not associated with the partnership 
in order to enable such veteran teachers to 
act as a resource for all teachers in the local 
educational agency or State; and 

„(B) who are not associated with the part- 
nership to elementary schools or secondary 
schools associated with the partnership in 
order to enable such veteran teachers to ob- 
serve how teaching and professional develop- 
ment occurs in professional development 
schools; 

(6) preparation time for teachers in the 
professional development school and faculty 
of the institution of higher education to 
jointly design and implement the teacher 
preparation curriculum, classroom experi- 
ences, and ongoing professional development 
opportunities; 

%) preparing teachers to use technology 
to teach students to high academic stand- 
ards; 

(8) developing and instituting ongoing 
performance-based review procedures to as- 
sist and support teachers’ learning; 

(9) activities designed to involve parents 
in the partnership; 

(10) research to improve teaching and 
learning by teachers in the professional de- 
velopment school and faculty at the institu- 
tion of higher education; and 

(11) activities designed to disseminate in- 
formation, regarding the teaching strategies 
and best practices implemented by the pro- 
fessional development school, to— 

(A) teachers in elementary schools or sec- 
ondary schools, which are served by the local 
educational agency or located in the State, 
that are not associated with the professional 
development partnership; and 

) institutions of higher education in the 
State. 

(b) CONSTRUCTION PROHIBITED.—No grant 
funds provided under this part may be used 
for the construction, renovation, or repair of 
any school or facility. 

“SEC. 281G. APPLICATIONS. 

“Each professional development partner- 
ship desiring a grant under this part shall 
submit an application to the Secretary at 
such time, in such manner, and accompanied 
by such information as the Secretary may 
require. Each such application shall— 

“(1) describe the composition of the part- 
nership; 
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(2) describe how the partnership will in- 
clude the participation of the schools, col- 
leges, or departments of arts and sciences 
within the institution of higher education to 
ensure the integration of pedagogy and con- 
tent in teacher preparation; 

(3) identify how the goals described in 
section 281C will be met and the criteria that 
will be used to evaluate and measure wheth- 
er the partnership is meeting the goals; 

(4) describe how the partnership will re- 
structure and improve teaching, teacher 
preparation, and development programs at 
the institution of higher education and the 
professional development school, and how 
such systemic changes will contribute to in- 
creased student achievement; 

(5) describe how the partnership will pre- 
pare teachers to implement research-based, 
demonstrably successful, and replicable, in- 
structional programs and practices that in- 
crease student achievement; 

(6) describe how the teacher preparation 
program in the institution of higher edu- 
cation, and the induction activities and on- 
going professional development opportuni- 
ties in the professional development school, 
incorporate— 

() an understanding of core concepts, 
structure, and tools of inquiry as a founda- 
tion for subject matter pedagogy; and 

„(B) knowledge of curriculum and assess- 
ment design as a basis for analyzing and re- 
sponding to student learning; 

(7) describe how the partnership will pre- 
pare teachers to work with diverse student 
populations, including minority individuals 
and individuals with disabilities; 

“(8) describe how the partnership will pre- 
pare teachers to use technology to teach stu- 
dents to high academic standards; 

“(9) describe how the research and knowl- 
edge generated by the partnership will be 
disseminated to and implemented in— 

“(A) elementary schools or secondary 
schools served by the local educational agen- 
cy or located in the State; and 

(B) institutions of higher education in the 
State; 

*(10)(A) describe how the partnership will 
coordinate the activities assisted under this 
part with other professional development ac- 
tivities for teachers, including activities as- 
sisted under titles I and II of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 6301 et seq., 6601 et seq.), the Goals 
2000: Educate America Act (20 U.S.C. 5801 et 
seq.), the Individuals with Disabilities Edu- 
cation Act (20 U.S.C. 1400 et seq.), and the 
Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied 
Technology Education Act (20 U.S.C. 2301 et 
seq.); and 

(B) describe how the activities assisted 
under this part are consistent with Federal 
and State educational reform activities that 
promote student achievement of higher aca- 
demic standards; 

“(11) describe which member of the part- 
nership will act as the fiscal agent for the 
partnership and be responsible for the re- 
ceipt and disbursement of grant funds under 
this part; 

“(12) describe how the grant funds will be 
divided among the institution of higher edu- 
cation, the elementary school or secondary 
school, the local educational agency, and 
any other members of the partnership to 
support activities described in section 281F; 

(13) provide a description of the commit- 
ment of the resources of the partnership to 
the activities assisted under this part, in- 
cluding financial support, faculty participa- 
tion, and time commitments; and 

(14) describe the commitment of the part- 
nership to continue the activities assisted 
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under this part without grant funds provided 
under this part. 
“SEC. 281H, ASSURANCES. 

“Each application submitted under this 
part shall contain an assurance that the pro- 
fessional development partnership— 

“(1) will enter into an agreement that com- 
mits the members of the partnership to the 
support of students’ learning, the prepara- 
tion of prospective and beginning teachers, 
the continuing professional development of 
veteran teachers, the periodic review of 
teachers, standards-based teaching and 
learning, practice-based inquiry, and col- 
laboration among members of the partner- 
ship; 

(2) will use teachers of excellence, who 
have mastered teaching techniques and sub- 
ject areas, including teachers certified by 
the National Board for Professional Teach- 
ing Standards, to assist prospective and be- 
ginning teachers; 

(3) will provide for adequate preparation 
time to be made available to teachers in the 
professional development school and faculty 
at the institution of higher education to 
allow the teachers and faculty time to joint- 
ly develop programs and curricula for pro- 
spective and beginning teachers, ongoing 
professional development opportunities, and 
the other authorized activities described in 
section 281F; and 

“(4) will develop organizational structures 
that allow principals and key administrators 
to devote sufficient time to adequately par- 
ticipate in the professional development of 
their staffs, including frequent observation 
and critique of classroom instruction. 

“SEC, 2811. NATIONAL ACTIVITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall re- 
serve a total of not more than 10 percent of 
the amount appropriated under section 281K 
for each fiscal year for evaluation activities 
under subsection (b), and the dissemination 
of information under subsection (c). 

“(b) NATIONAL EVALUATION.—The Sec- 
retary, by grant or contract, shall provide 
for an annual, independent, national evalua- 
tion of the activities of the professional de- 
velopment partnerships assisted under this 
part. The evaluation shall be conducted not 
later than 3 years after the date of enact- 
ment of the Teacher Excellence in America 
Challenge Act of 1997 and each succeeding 
year thereafter. The Secretary shall report 
to Congress and the public the results of 
such evaluation. The evaluation, at a min- 
imum, shall assess the short-term and long- 
term impacts and outcomes of the activities 
assisted under this part, including— 

(J) the extent to which professional devel- 
opment partnerships enhance student 
achievement; 

(2) how, and the extent to which, profes- 
sional development partnerships lead to im- 
provements in the quality of teachers; 

(3) the extent to which professional devel- 
opment partnerships improve recruitment 
and retention rates among beginning teach- 
ers, including beginning minority teachers; 
and 

(4) the extent to which professional devel- 
opment partnerships lead to the assignment 
of beginning teachers to public elementary 
or secondary schools that have a shortage of 
teachers who teach the subject matter in 
which the teacher received a degree or spe- 
cialized training. 

(e DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION.—The 
Secretary shall disseminate information (in- 
cluding creating and maintaining a national 
database) regarding outstanding professional 
development schools, practices, and pro- 
grams. 
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“SEC. 281J. SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT. 

“Funds appropriated under section 281K 
shall be used to supplement and not supplant 
other Federal, State, and local public funds 
expended for the professional development of 
elementary school and secondary school 
teachers, 

“SEC. 281K. AUTHORIZATION 
TIONS. 

“There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this part $100,000,000 for fiscal year 
1999, and such sums as may be necessary for 
each of the fiscal years 2000 through 2003. 


H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: Ms, MILLENDER-MCDONALD 


AMENDMENT NO. 67: Page 94, strike lines 12 
through 16 and insert the following: 

“(i) $5,500 for academic year 1999-2000, 

(10 $5,875 for academic year 2000-2001, 

“GHD $6,250 for academic year 2001-2002, 

“(iv) $6,625 for academic year 2002-2003, 

**(v) $7,000 for academic year 2003-2004, 


H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD 


AMENDMENT NO. 68: Page 95, after line 7, in- 
sert the following new subsection (and redes- 
ignate the succeeding subsections accord- 
ingly): 

(c) MAXIMUM GRANTS.—Section 401(b) is 
mended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

%) Notwithstanding the preceding provi- 
sions of this subsection, any student shall be 
eligible for the maximum Federal Pell Grant 
if such student is enrolled in a public institu- 
tion of higher education that offers admis- 
sion to no less than the top 5 percent of the 
graduating class at each high school in the 
State in which such institution is located.“ 


H.R. 6 
OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA 


AMENDMENT NO. 69: Page 334, after line 19, 
insert the following new section (and redes- 
ignate the succeeding sections and conform 
the table of contents accordingly): 

SEC, 806. EDUCATIONAL MERCHANDISE LICENS- 
ING CODES OF CONDUCT. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that 
American colleges and universities should 
take into account the following in managing 
the licensing of merchandise bearing the 
names or insignia of educational institu- 
tions: 

(1) American workers have the right to a 
fair and safe workplace and to reasonable 
compensation under the law, such as under 
the Fair Labor Standards Act, the National 
Labor Relations Act, and the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act. 

(2) Despite United States workplace laws, 
sweatshops and other forms of labor exploi- 
tation persist domestically. The Department 
of Labor has recovered $23,100,000 in illegally 
held back wages for over 45,000 garment 
workers since 1993, including $2,900,000 in 
back wages in 1997 alone. In 1997, 63 percent 
of the New York City garment shops inves- 
tigated by the Department of Labor were 
found in violation of the minimum wage and 
overtime provisions of the Fair Labor Stand- 
ards Act. And, a recent study commissioned 
by the Associated Press found that 13,000 
children work in sweatshops in the United 
States. 

(3) The use of sweatshop and child labor 
abroad for goods imported to the United 
States remains a problem, particularly in 
the apparel and sporting goods sectors, in- 
cluding the use of subminimum wages, bond- 
ed and indentured labor, and unhealthy 
working conditions. The International Labor 
Organization estimated there are 250,000,000 
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underage children working worldwide, in all 
sectors of the economy, such as agriculture, 
services and manufacturing for domestically 
consumed and exported items. 

(4) Federal law, including the Trade Act of 
1930, bans the importation of products made 
with indentured servitude, forced or slave 
labor into the United States. 

(5) Codes of Conduct are voluntary steps 
taken by the private sector. 

(6) Rigorous codes of conduct are an impor- 
tant component of a larger set of tools to re- 
duce sweatshop and child labor. 

(7) The Apparel Industry Partnership, com- 
prised of major retail companies, human 
rights groups and labor unions, is seeking 
agreement on a code of conduct to reduce the 
use of sweatshops and child labor. 

(8) American consumers have repeatedly 
expressed an interest in buying goods not 
made with exploited labor. 

(9) American consumers frequently have no 
ability to know whether a product has been 
made with exploited labor. 

(10) Informed consumer choices can be a 
powerful tool in the reduction of sweatshops 
and exploited labor. 

(11) The market for college and university 
licensed merchandise such as caps, t-shirts, 
sweat pants, and other items is valued at 
over $2,000,000,000 a year, with 80 percent of 
the market coming from apparel products. 

(12) Several universities have adopted 
codes of conduct specifically requiring com- 
panies that manufacture products bearing 
those universities’ names to adhere to min- 
imum labor standards both domestically and 
abroad, but few universities and colleges, 
and none of those with the largest volume of 
merchandise sales, have labor codes of con- 
duct regarding sweatshop and child labor 
covering companies that market their mer- 
chandise. 

(13) The Association of Collegiate Licens- 
ing Administrators is expected to discuss li- 
censing codes of conduct at its annual meet- 
ing beginning on May 13. 

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense 
of the Congress that all American colleges 
and universities should adopt rigorous edu- 
cational merchandise licensing codes of con- 
duct to assure that university and college li- 
censed merchandise is not made by sweat- 
shop and exploited adult or child labor either 
domestically or abroad and that such codes 
should include at least the following: 

(1) public reporting of the code and the 
companies adhering to it; 

(2) independent monitoring of the compa- 
nies adhering to the code by entities not lim- 
ited to major international accounting 
firms; 

(3) an explicit prohibition on the use of 
child labor; 

(4) an explicit requirement that companies 
pay workers at least the governing minimum 
wage and applicable overtime; 

(5) an explicit requirement that companies 
allow workers the right to organize without 
retribution; and 

(6) an explicit requirement that companies 
maintain a safe and healthy workplace. 

i H.R. 6 

OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA 

AMENDMENT NO. 70: Page 334, after line 19, 
insert the following new section (and redes- 
ignate the succeeding sections and conform 
the table of contents accordingly): 

SEC. 806. EDUCATIONAL MERCHANDISE LICENS- 
ING CODES OF CONDUCT. 

It is the sense of the Congress that all 
American colleges and universities should 
adopt rigorous educational merchandise li- 
censing codes of conduct to assure that uni- 
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versity and college licensed merchandise is 
not made by sweatshop and exploited adult 
or child labor either domestically or abroad 
and that such codes should include at least 
the following: 

(1) public reporting of the code and the 
companies adhering to it; 

(2) independent monitoring of the compa- 
nies adhering to the code by entities not lim- 
ited to major international accounting 
firms; 

(3) an explicit prohibition on the use of 
child labor; 

(4) an explicit requirement that companies 
pay workers at least the governing minimum 
wage and applicable overtime; 

(5) an explicit requirement that companies 
allow workers the right to organize without 
retribution; and 

(6) an explicit requirement that companies 
maintain a safe and healthy workplace. 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA 


AMENDMENT NO. 71: At the end of the bill 

add the following new title: 
TITLE XI—MERCHANDISE LICENSING 
CODES 
SEC. 1101. EDUCATIONAL MERCHANDISE LICENS- 
ING CODES OF CONDUCT. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that 
American colleges and universities should 
take into account the following in managing 
the licensing of merchandise bearing the 
names or insignia of educational institu- 
tions: 

(1) American workers have the right to a 
fair and safe workplace and to reasonable 
compensation under the law, such as under 
the Fair Labor Standards Act, the National 
Labor Relations Act, and the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act. 

(2) Despite United States workplace laws, 
sweatshops and other forms of labor exploi- 
tation persist domestically. The Department 
of Labor has recovered $23,100,000 in illegally 
held back wages for over 45,000 garment 
workers since 1993, including $2,900,000 in 
back wages in 1997 alone. In 1997, 63 percent 
of the New York City garment shops inves- 
tigated by the Department of Labor were 
found in violation of the minimum wage and 
overtime provisions of the Fair Labor Stand- 
ards Act. And, a recent study commissioned 
by the Associated Press found that 13,000 
children work in sweatshops in the United 
States. 

(3) The use of sweatshop and child labor 
abroad for goods imported to the United 
States remains a problem, particularly in 
the apparel and sporting goods sectors, in- 
cluding the use of subminimum wages, bond- 
ed and indentured labor, and unhealthy 
working conditions. The International Labor 
Organization estimated there are 250,000,000 
underage children working worldwide, in all 
sectors of the economy, such as agriculture, 
services and manufacturing for domestically 
consumed and exported items. 

(4) Federal law, including the Trade Act of 
1930, bans the importation of products made 
with indentured servitude, forced or slave 
labor into the United States. 

(5) Codes of Conduct are voluntary steps 
taken by the private sector. 

(6) Rigorous codes of conduct are an impor- 
tant component of a larger set of tools to re- 
duce sweatshop and child labor. 

(7) The Apparel Industry Partnership, com- 
prised of major retail companies, human 
rights groups and labor unions, is seeking 
agreement on a code of conduct to reduce the 
use of sweatshops and child labor. 

(8) American consumers have repeatedly 
expressed an interest in buying goods not 
made with exploited labor. 
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(9) American consumers frequently have no 
ability to know whether a product has been 
made with exploited labor. 

(10) Informed consumer choices can be a 
powerful tool in the reduction of sweatshops 
and exploited labor. 

(11) The market for college and university 
licensed merchandise such as caps, t-shirts, 
sweat pants, and other items is valued at 
over $2,000,000,000 a year, with 80 percent of 
the market coming from apparel products. 

(12) Several universities have adopted 
codes of conduct specifically requiring com- 
panies that manufacture products bearing 
those universities’ names to adhere to min- 
imum labor standards both domestically and 
abroad, but few universities and colleges, 
and none of those with the largest volume of 
merchandise sales, have labor codes of con- 
duct regarding sweatshop and child labor 
covering companies that market their mer- 
chandise. 

(13) The Association of Collegiate Licens- 
ing Administrators is expected to discuss li- 
censing codes of conduct at its annual meet- 
ing beginning on May 13. 


(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense 
of the Congress that all American colleges 
and universities should adopt rigorous edu- 
cational merchandise licensing codes of con- 
duct to assure that university and college li- 
censed merchandise is not made by sweat- 
shop and exploited adult or child labor either 
domestically or abroad and that such codes 
should include at least the following: 

(1) public reporting of the code and the 
companies adhering to it; 

(2) independent monitoring of the compa- 
nies adhering to the code by entities not lim- 
ited to major international accounting 
firms; 

(3) an explicit prohibition on the use of 
child labor; 

(4) an explicit requirement that companies 
pay workers at least the governing minimum 
wage and applicable overtime; 

(5) an explicit requirement that companies 
allow workers the right to organize without 
retribution; and 

(6) an explicit requirement that companies 
maintain a safe and healthy workplace. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


H.R. 6 
OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA 

AMENDMENT NO. 72: At the end of the bill 

add the following new title: 
TITLE XI—MERCHANDISE LICENSING 
CODES 
SEC. 1101. EDUCATIONAL MERCHANDISE LICENS- 
ING CODES OF CONDUCT. 

It is the sense of the Congress that all 
American colleges and universities should 
adopt rigorous educational merchandise li- 
censing codes of conduct to assure that uni- 
versity and college licensed merchandise is 
not made by sweatshop and exploited adult 
or child labor either domestically or abroad 
and that such codes should include at least 
the following: 

(1) public reporting of the code and the 
companies adhering to it; 

(2) independent monitoring of the compa- 
nies adhering to the code by entities not lim- 
ited to major international accounting 
firms; 

(3) an explicit prohibition on the use of 
child labor; 

(4) an explicit requirement that companies 
pay workers at least the governing minimum 
wage and applicable overtime; 

(5) an explicit requirement that companies 
allow workers the right to organize without 
retribution; and 

(6) an explicit requirement that companies 
maintain a safe and healthy workplace. 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED BY: MR. RIGGS 

AMENDMENT NO. 73; Add at the end the fol- 
lowing new title (and conform the table of 
contents accordingly): 

TITLE XI—DISCRIMINATION AND 
PREFERENTIAL TREATMENT 
SEC. 1101. PROHIBITION AGAINST DISCRIMINA- 
TION AND PREFERENTIAL TREAT- 
MENT. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—No public institution of 
higher education that participates in any 
program authorized under the Higher Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001 et seq.) 
shall, in connection with admission to such 
institution, discriminate against, or grant 
preferential treatment to, any person or 
group based in whole or in part on the race, 
sex, color, ethnicity, or national origin of 
such person or group. 
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(b) ExcEpTION.—This section does not pro- 
hibit preferential treatment in admissions 
granted on the basis of affiliation with an In- 
dian tribe by any tribally controlled college 
or university that has a policy of granting 
preferential treatment on the basis of such 
affiliation. 

(e) AFFIRMATIVE ACTION ENCOURAGED.—It is 
the policy of the United States— 

(1) to expand the applicant pool for college 
admissions; 

(2) to encourage college applications by 
women and minority students; 

(3) to recruit qualified women and minori- 
ties into the applicant pool for college ad- 
missions; and 

(4) to encourage colleges— 

(A) to solicit applications from women and 
minority students, and 

(B) to include qualified women and minor- 
ity students into an applicant pool for ad- 
missions, 


so long as such expansion, encouragement, 
recruitment, request, or inclusion does not 
involve granting a preference, based in whole 
or in part on race, color, national origin, or 
sex, In selecting any person for admission. 
(d) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, 
the term public institution of higher edu- 
cation” means any college, university, or 
postsecondary technical or vocational school 
operated in whole or in part by any govern- 
mental agency, instrumentality, or entity. 


H.R. 6 
OFFERED BY: MR. ROEMER 
AMENDMENT NO. 74: Page 246, line 23, after 
the period insert close quotation marks and 
: and”, and strike line 24 and all that fol- 
lows through line 5 on page 247. 
H.R. 6 
OFFERED BY: MR. ROEMER 
AMENDMENT NO. 75: At the end of the bill 
add the following new title: 
TITLE XI—SPECIAL PROVISION 
SEC. 1101. TERMINATION OF EFFECTIVENESS. 


Notwithstanding section 4 of this Act, sub- 
paragraph (K) of section 485(g)(1) of the High- 
er Education Act of 1965, as amended by this 
Act, shall cease to be effective on October 1, 
1998. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


DEA’S EXCESSIVE FINES 
HON. TOM DeLAY 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, just before ad- 
journment last year, Congress passed the 
Commerce, Justice, State Appropriations Con- 
ference Report directing the Drug Enforcement 
Administration (DEA) to “exercise appropriate 
discretion” and “not impose unreasonable 
monetary penalties for minor, unintentional 
violations” of record keeping requirements. 

Unfortunately, in January of this year, the 
DEA either failed to take that directive seri- 
ously, or they have a serious problem inter- 
preting the definition of the words “appropriate 
discretion”, “unreasonable penalties”, and 
“minor, unintentional violations.” In Wichita 
Falls, Texas, twenty-five pharmacies received 
letters from the DEA asking them to pay fines 
up to $400,000 for record keeping mistakes 
that were not even their fault. 

Mr. Speaker, it appears we may have an- 
other federal agency out of control. | only 
hope we don’t have another IRS-type fiasco 
on our hands. At the very least, we have a 
flawed statute if it allows any federal agency 
to fine a business $25,000 per paperwork mis- 
take. If the shoe was on the other foot, and 
taxpayers were able to deduct a sum of that 
size from their taxes for unintentional errors 
generated by bureaucrats in federal agencies, 
the government would be dead broke. 

Mr. Speaker, we should not take lightly or 
tolerate a federal agency's disregard or ne- 
glect of a very clear directive by the Congress. 
| plan to pursue this matter further and will so- 
licit the support of my colleagues to come up 
with an appropriate solution. 


O en y 


TRIBUTE TO THE LOYOLA 
KNIGHTS BASKETBALL TEAM 


HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise today to pay tribute to the Loyola School 
Basketball team, the Knights, on their 1998 
Independent School Athletic League cham- 
pionship win. This triumph is an important 
milestone in the school’s history: the team’s 
first championship in 18 years. 

The young men on this basketball team 
have an outstanding record: 12-0 undefeated 
in the League, a 21-6 overall record and an 
impressive 17 game winning streak. 

| must also pay tribute to the values instilled 
in these young athletes by the Loyola School 
itself. The exceptional teamwork and 
athleticism demonstrated by the Loyola 


Knights is merely an extension of the spirit of 
the Loyola School. 

The Loyola School, the only co-educational 
Jesuit high school in the tri-state area, was 
founded in 1900. Its mission is to challenge its 
young men and women to become intellectu- 
ally fulfilled, open to growth, religious, loving, 
and committed to doing justice. 

As a college preparatory school, Loyola is 
dedicated to challenging its students academi- 
cally. The school places emphasis on personal 
study, reflection and leadership to help stu- 
dents expand their knowledge, to develop their 
skills, to grown as individuals and as members 
of a community. 

The Loyola Knight's successes this year on 
the basketball court are a testament to the 
success of the Loyola School's efforts to de- 
velop the diverse and unique talents of each 
student. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that my colleagues rise 
with me in this tribute to the Loyola School 
Knights. These young men have worked very 
hard towards their goal. | am proud to have 
the Loyola School and its outstanding student 
body in my district. 


TRIBUTE TO CHUCK MONGES AND 
THE LEGION OF VALOR MUSEUM 


HON. GEORGE P. RADANOVICH 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize Chuck Monges and the Le- 
gion of Valor Museum. Chuck Monges, a 
World War II war veteran, founded the Legion 
of Valor Museum in 1991. Chuck Monges has 
committed himself to the museum and is very 
deserving of this recognition. 

The Legion of Valor is an association of 
those whose valor has been recognized by 
award of our nation’s two highest decorations. 
These high medals of decoration are the 
Medal of Honor of the Navy, Army or Air 
Force; and the Army Distinguished Service 
Cross, Navy Cross, or Air Force Cross. 

Organized on April 23, 1890, The Legion of 
Valor is the nation’s senior organization of vet- 
erans. It was chartered by public law 224, an 
act of Congress, and approved by the presi- 
dent on August 4, 1955. The principles of the 
Legion of Valor are patriotic allegiance to the 
United States of America, fidelity to its con- 
stitution and laws, the security of civil liberties, 
and the perpetuation of free institutions. 

The museum was the dream of Chuck 
Monges, a retired Major of the United States 
Army. Major Monges was a recipient of the 
Navy Cross while serving as a U.S. Marine at 
the Battle of Saipan during World War Il. 
Major Monges started his project in 1991 with 
his wife, Anita, working at his side. Major 
Monges received permission from the City 


Council of the City of Fresno to rehabilitate an 
abandoned storeroom of the theater in the 
Fresno Memorial Auditorium. What started as 
an impossible pile of junk has developed into 
the most unique and inspiring military museum 
in the United States. 

The museum staff currently consists of 25 
volunteer docents. There is no paid staff. The 
10,000 square feet of space is filled with uni- 
forms, equipment, weapons and memorabilia 
representing all wars from the Civil War 
through Dessert Storm. Included are numer- 
ous fighting plane and fighting ship models. All 
items on display have been donated to the 
museum. 

The museum lobby contains large replicas 
of the Medals of Honor, Service Crosses, Sil- 
ver Star, and Bronze and Purple Heart with 
the names of Fresno County recipients on 
brass plaques under the medals. In front of 
the building are flagpoles with the flags of the 
Armed Services and Veterans Organizations. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with great honor that | pay 
tribute to Chuck Monges and The Legion of 
Valor Museum. It is the leadership and dedica- 
tion exhibited by Chuck Monges that should 
serve as a model for service men and women 
the world over. | ask my colleagues to join me 
in wishing Chuck Monges and the Legion of 
Valor many years of continued success. 


———— 


IN HONOR OF CHAUNCEY A. 
ALEXANDER, ACSW, CAE, CSWM 


HON. ESTEBAN EDWARD TORRES 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor an exceptional man for his contribution 
to society. Chauncey Alexander continues his 
life-style of professional and community serv- 
ice following his second retirement after 12 
years as half-time instructor for Social Policy 
and Management courses, Department of So- 
cial Work, California State University Long 
Beach. He first retired in 1982 after 13 years 
as National Executive Director of the National 
Association of Social Workers. 

Founder of the Orange County Health Care 
Council, now a 100 organization coalition, he 
continues as an active Executive. Committee 
member. As President of the non-profit First 
Amendment Foundation, he heads a Board of 
Directors of nationally prominent civil liberties 
leaders, and is an active leader in the Demo- 
cratic Party. 

As a WWII veteran, Alexander's career in- 
cludes: Associate Director for Health Planning, 
Regional Medical Programs, UCLA School of 
Medicine (2 years); Executive Director, Los 
Angeles County Heart Association (13 years); 
Southern California Society for Mental Hy- 
giene (4 years); Los Angeles Veterans Service 


@ This bullet“ symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 


Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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Centers (3 years); and many years as a psy- 
chiatric social worker, community organizer 
and educator. 

Author of more than 80 professional publica- 
tions and numerous studies, reports and spe- 
cial articles, Alexander has given leadership to 
the unification of the social work profession, 
practice analysis, and political and community 
organization to improve health and social serv- 
ices. He is the recipient of numerous individual 
awards for volunteer contributions to commu- 
nity, health and social services. 

Alexander has been accorded international 
recognition governmental officials and social 
work leaders of 52 countries during his dec- 
ade in office and as president of the Inter- 
national Federation of Social Workers (IFSW). 
Concomitantly, he authored the official Inter- 
national Code of Ethics for Professional Social 
Workers, the International Policy on Human 
Rights and other policy documents. 

After graduating with a degree in psy- 
chology from the University of California at 
Los Angeles, he earned a Master’s degree in 
Social Work at the University of Southern Cali- 
fornia. He completed his academic work and 
examinations for a doctoral degree. 

Alexander, age 82, and his wife, Sally, age 
84, have five children, eight grandchildren and 
seven great-grandchildren. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with great pride that | rec- 
ognize Chauncey Alexander. | thank him for 
his years of dedicated service and | wish him 
continued success in his professional outreach 
to our community. 


BUILDING EFFICIENT SURFACE 
TRANSPORTATION AND EQUITY 
ACT OF 1998 


SPEECH OF 


HON. SAXBY CHAMBLISS 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 1, 1998 


The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 2400) to authorize 
funds for Federal-aid highways, highway 
safety programs, and transit programs, and 
for other purposes: 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, | rise today 
to applaud H.R. 2400, Building Efficient Sur- 
face Transportation and Equity Act (BESTEA), 
and specifically the section that streamlines 
the environmental review process for highway 
construction projects. 

The National Environmental Protection Act 
of 1969 (NEPA) requires that an Environ- 
mental Impact Statement (EIS) be prepared 
for any major federal undertaking that affects 
the environment. As various factors are con- 
sidered, additional federal agencies become 
involved and additional reviews are proposed. 
Each review takes significant amounts of time, 
requires lengthy studies, and delays projects 
even further. While | support regulations which 
protect our environment, we must streamline 
the process to avoid the costly and timely 
delays that have affected so many projects. 
This bill will help keep projects in my district 
on track, streamlining this cumbersome ap- 
proach and allow them to be completed in a 
timely, efficient manner. 
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Since the 1970's, local, state, and federal 
Officials have been working in my Congres- 
sional District to provide an additional crossing 
of the Ocmulgee River for the city of Macon, 
Georgia. While the environmental process has 
yet to determine the route for this project, this 
much-needed fifth crossing would relieve the 
current traffic congestion that exists on the 
four bridges currently in Macon. In addition to 
easing Macon's traffic problems, the crossing 
could be used to link up middle Georgia with 
a statewide corridor which would connect 
Macon with the cities of Augusta and Colum- 
bus, 

The bill before us today take great strides to 
remedy the bureaucratic problems we have 
encountered in my district and many others. 
This bill requires all involved federal agencies 
to be clearly identified at the outset and a rea- 
sonable time-line to be established and fol- 
lowed. All environmental reviews are then con- 
ducted concurrently rather than sequentially, 
moving the process along in an expedient 
manner without reinventing the wheel over or 
compromising important concerns. This legis- 
lative provision will help streamline one of the 
most exhaustive and burdensome processes 
in the country and | applaud its inclusion in 
BESTEA. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. JIM RYUN 


OF KANSAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, April 29, 1998 

Mr. RYUN. Mr. Speaker, yesterday, April 28, 
1998, | was unavoidably detained and missed 
roll call vote 110, 111, 112. If | had been here, 


| would have voted yes on roll call 110, 111, 
and 112. 


CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 
HON. RON KIND 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, over the next sev- 
eral weeks the House of Representatives will 
finally be given the opportunity to vote on 
campaign finance reform. Having delivered a 
daily statement on the floor of the House of 
Representatives advocating for an open and 
honest debate, | am pleased to hear that we 
will soon be given that opportunity. | hope that 
our colleagues in the Senate will be given the 
same opportunity. 

Earlier this year the Senate failed to pass 
campaign finance reform legislation in spite of 
the support of a majority of the members. 
Likewise, last month the House of Represent- 
atives attempted to push through sham legis- 
lation that they claimed was campaign finance 
reform. Luckily a majority of the members re- 
fused to fall for that trick. In fact, Mr. Speaker, 
the attempts by the leadership to kill campaign 
finance has backfired and forced this House to 
finally deal directly with this important issue. | 
hope that the leadership in the Senate will see 
that the will of the majority cannot be denied 
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and they will allow a fair vote on campaign fi- 
nance reform. 

Mr. Speaker this issue is too important to 
the people of this nation to deny the will of the 
majority. Now is the time for both houses of 
Congress to act to change our out of control 
campaign finance system. The people of my 
district will not accept “no” for an answer. 


“MY VOICE IN OUR DEMOCRACY” 
HON. SCOTT McINNIS 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | insert the fol- 
lowing for the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 


My VOICE IN OUR DEMOCRACY 


1997-98 VFW VOICE OF DEMOCRACY SCHOLARSHIP 
COMPETITION COLORADO WINNER 


(By Neil Rhodes) 


A few years ago, when I was about eleven 
years old, I was profoundly affected by the 
chronicle of a young Jewish girl during the 
second world war: a girl who, while hiding 
out from the Nazis, wrote in the red-check- 
ered diary she had received for her thir- 
teenth birthday; a martyr who was eventu- 
ally discovered and sent to her death in a 
concentration camp; a visionary whose diary 
writings encompassed the plight of millions 
around the world. That little girl was Anne 
Frank, 

One of the final entries in Anne's red- 
checkered diary proclaimed the desperation 
of a nation without democracy. It read: 
“ideals, dreams, and cherished hopes rise 
within us only to meet the horrible truth 
and be shattered . * * *’’ 

At the young age I was, this was the first 
real connection I had ever experienced with 
the evils of tyranny. Since then I’ve encoun- 
tered a multitude of other stories and situa- 
tions that have increased my awareness of 
democracy. 

Like the time I visited a small holocaust 
museum and spoke with Mr. Kelen—a sur- 
vivor of the holocaust himself, or the time I 
traveled just across the Mexican border, and 
witnessed first-hand the crippling poverty 
caused by government corruption; the time I 
sat glued to the television, my eyes locked 
on the image of a young Chinese boy facing 
certain death as he stood in the path of an 
oncoming military tank. 

Every new experience helped shape my 
thoughts, mold my perspective, and 
strengthen my voice as an American citizen. 
I have come to realize just how fortunate I 
am—how fortunate we all are—to possess the 
light of democracy. 

I've learned that democracy is priceless 
and powerful. Priceless, because our basic 
rights are stained with the blood of millions 
who fought to gain them. Democracy also 
has boundless power: quite simply, the power 
to shatter the chains of bondage forever. 

But as we live our lives in freedom we 
must remember the horrible truth that Anne 
Frank wrote about. The horrible truth is 
that there are still millions of people living 
in the darkness of oppression. For those not 
yet experiencing liberty, we must continue 
the battle. If we believe in our own sov- 
ereignty, that is our duty. The Declaration 
of Independence does not say “All Americans 
are created equal” but that All men’’—all 
around the world— are created equal.” 
Thus, we cannot simply work to continue 
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our own democratic system; we must bring 
that system to the rest of the world. Only 
then will the visions of our forefathers be 
completed. 

In the social and political arena every 
American has a voice—a platform from 
which to speak. In many parts of the globe 
that could not be farther from the truth. 
Anne Frank never had a voice. I, however, 
do. I stand before you now, and I speak on 
behalf of those who couldn't and those who 
still cannot. 

My voice in our democracy is the reflec- 
tion of a free person; my voice pays tribute 
to the thousands who died for the cause of 
liberty; my voice cries out an urging for the 
respect of our nation and an offering of hope 
for the future. 

Yes, even in the midst of the cruelest op- 
pression, hope is one thing that can never be 
destroyed. Because, you see, I never finished 
the quotation by Anne Frank that I gave 
earlier. Here is the quote in its entirety: 
“ideals, dreams, and cherished hopes rise 
within us only to meet the horrible truth 
and be shattered * * * yet in spite of every- 
thing I still believe that people really are 
good at heart.” 

Anne Frank’s devotion to the human spirit 
should serve as an example to all of us, and 
especially to Americans. Progress in the 
world must begin with you and me. I would 
hope that one day all Americans would un- 
derstand that with strength, compassion, 
diligence, and the fortitude of our voices, we 
have the ability to change democracy from 
an ideal, a dream, and a cherished hope * * * 
into a powerful and permeating reality. 


CONGRESSMAN JERRY COSTELLO 
CONGRATULATES SPARTA HIGH 
SCHOOL MATH TEAM 


HON. JERRY F. COSTELLO 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, | rise in rec- 
ognition of the new Illinois state champions on 
the Sparta High School Math Team. This vic- 
tory marks the sixth consecutive time students 
from Sparta High School have won the state 
title in the small school division of the Illinois 
Council of Teachers of Mathematics state 
competition. 

The students serve as highly successful am- 
bassadors for their school and the community 
of Sparta. Sparta High School students have 
won the state title in twelve of the past 18 
years of competition. This Sparta team won 
this year’s competition with a total score of 
754 points. 

Team members compete in twelve different 
areas of team and individual competition. 
Events include Algebra |, Geometry, Algebra 
ll, Precalculus, Eight Person Team, Calculator 
Team, Two Person, Relay, and an Oral Com- 
petition focusing on mathematics in medicine. 

Coach and Sparta teacher Eric Hoflich en- 
courages team members to take on some of 
the teaching responsibilities as another way 
for them to learn. Older students help younger 
ones, and the element of competition encour- 
ages students to improve their performance 
compared to other teams and to their own pre- 
vious performance. 

The Town of Sparta has proclaimed this 
week “Sparta High School State Champion 
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Math Team Week” in honor of the team’s first 
place finish. Team members sharing in this 
victory are: T.J. Joiner, Vanessa Salarda, Jeff 
Russell, Jonathan King, Curt Holland, Brittany 
Godwin, Betsey Berry, Josh Holder, Jared 
Cox, Trevor Coop, Brad Ashley, Jimmy Conn, 
Patrick Zweigart, Brett Matzenbacher, Ryan 
Pigford, Rachel Shaw, J.R. Blind, Jennifer 
Ebers, Matt King, Angela Hess, Ryan Pillers, 
Reid Holland, Kendra Holder, Nathan Pigford, 
Nikki Joiner, Jamie Sparks, Erik Perks, Brett 
Lessley, Rachel Dickey, Sahra Kloth, Rachel 
Stephens, Cory Husemann, Erica Salarda, 
Erin Tolliver, Elizabeth King, Brandy Hagene, 
Kendra McConachie, Laurie Juenger, and 
Alicia Barrowes. Mr. Speaker, | ask my col- 
leagues to join me in recognizing these tal- 
ented and accomplished students. 


——ñ D2— 


HONORING THE BEST OF RESTON 
AWARD WINNERS FOR 1998 


HON. THOMAS M. DAVIS 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, it gives 
me great pleasure to rise today to pay tribute 
to this year’s winner of the Best of Reston 
Community Service Awards. These awards 
are made annually by the Reston Chamber of 
Commerce and Reston Interfaith to honor 
businesses and individuals who have provided 
extraordinary service to others in the commu- 
nity. 

This year's winners are: 

Appalachian Spring for community outreach 
and leadership as a small business. Manager 
Gina Cocomello and her staff have made 
enormous contributions to the community by 
conducting food and supply drives for the 
Embry Rucker Community Shelter, selling tick- 
ets to Reston Interfaith events, and supporting 
South Lakes High School and the Northern 
Virginia Fine Arts Festival. They are also ac- 
tive in the Chamber's Small Business Coun- 
sel. Appalachian Spring has generously pro- 
vided community support wherever needed. 

Atlantic Realty Companies for commitment 
to the belief that developers must help meet 
the needs of the communities in which they 
build and that a safety net of social services 
is important for the entire community. Atlantic 
Realty’s contributions include supplying space 
for child care benefiting low-income families, a 
freshly mulched playground for homeless chil- 
dren, and a Village Center where senior Fel- 
lowship House residents can safely and con- 
veniently shop. By joining their professional 
mission with the original vision of Reston, At- 
lantic Realty has improved the quality of life 
for those that work, live, and play in Reston. 

David M. Haas for continuous service and 
outstanding leadership as a civic leader and 
arts supporter. As a member of the Reston 
Association Board of Directors, the Reston 
Community Center Board of Governors, and 
the Greater Reston Chamber of Commerce, 
David has exercised intelligence, compassion, 
and fairness in balancing economic needs with 
good planning and community stewardship. 
His artistic contributions have been highlighted 
in his work with GRACE, the Arts Alliance of 
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Reston, and the Reston Community Players. 
David has offered a wealth of enjoyment to 
the community through his artistic vision. 

Calvin Larson for advocating the legal rights 
of AIDS victims and for thirty years of service 
to the Reston Community. Cal has provided 
pro bono legal advice to the Whitman Walker 
Clinic in Northern Virginia, treating clients and 
their cases with compassion and sensitivity. 
He has served in leadership positions on the 
Reston Community Association Board, RA 
Pathways, RA Elections committees and the 
Save Lake Anna Committee. As a member of 
Friends of the Community Center, he started 
the Venture Mentoring Program, Cal has 
helped shape Reston through his service and 
generosity to others. 

Lynn Lilienthal for her lifetime of tireless 
work as a children’s advocate and for her 
leadership in the Greater Reston Community. 
Lynn served on the Reston Interfaith Board for 
twelve years, including five years as Presi- 
dent. She is co-owner and Executive Director 
of PALS Early Learning Center, and is chair- 
person of the Embry Rucker Community Shel- 
ter Citizens Support Committee. Her three 
decades of community service have touched 
thousands of lives in the community. 

Susan Spencer for recognizing the needs of 
under-privileged children in our community 
and for finding creative solutions to help the 
children and parents at Forest Edge Elemen- 
tary School. A physical education teacher and 
technology specialist, Susan established the 
Community Service Club, to help students ob- 
tain holiday gifts for their families and friends. 
Sensing the need for students to be computer 
literate, she spent evenings, weekends, and 
holidays installing computer equipment and 
setting up computer labs. She donated her 
own money for equipment, then taught herself 
how to install it, bringing the Internet into the 
classroom. Susan's dedication to Forest Edge 
Elementary School has encouraged the hopes 
and dreams of its students and parents. 

Charles Veatch for his dedication to pre- 
serving Reston’s past and improving Reston’s 
future. Chuck's contributions include starting 
Ethics Day at South Lakes High School, cre- 
ating an archival record at George Mason Uni- 
versity detailing the Development of Reston, 
serving on the board of Reston Historic Trust 
for Community Revitalization, and donating the 
use of a large storage facility to the Embry 
Rucker Community Shelter for collecting food 
and supplies for those in need. Chuck has 
helped thousands in the community develop a 
sense of the past and of the success that the 
future may hold. 

Richard Williams for kindly and quietly sup- 
porting the less fortunate in the Greater Res- 
ton Community through an endless number of 
volunteer activities. Since retiring from the 
government, Richard dedicates his time to his 
family, his community, and those most in 
need. His efforts include donating food to a 
single parent undergoing chemotherapy, build- 
ing a house with Habitat to Humanity, shop- 
ping for swimsuits for homeless children at- 
tending Laurel Learning Center, cooking din- 
ner for Reston Interfaith-sponsored parenting 
classes, and providing rides for those needing 
transportation. Nicknamed “Saint Richard” by 
staff and children at Laurel Learning Center, 
Richard unassumingly touches the lives of 
hundreds of the community. 


April 29, 1998 


Mr. Speaker, | know my colleagues join me 
in commending the Best of Reston Award win- 
ners for all of their hard work and dedication 
in making their community an outstanding 
place to live and work. 

—— 


GREAT MILLS HIGH SCHOOL 
EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION 


HON. STENY H. HOYER 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize one of the outstanding high schools 
in the great State of Maryland. Since 1927, 
Great Mills High School has set an example in 
Southern Maryland and across the State for its 
dedication to educating tomorrow's leaders. 
For more than 70 years, Great Mills has been 
a partner with the local community, providing 
students valuable opportunities both inside 
and outside of the classroom. 

As we celebrate the success of Great Mills 
High School, we must not forget the partner- 
ships the school has forged with the commu- 
nity. Through a joint initiative called Partner- 
ships for Success”, students have had the op- 
portunity to become involved in all aspects of 
the St. Marys County community. Whether 
taking advantage of after school tutoring by 
personnel at nearby Patuxent River Naval Air 
Station, working in a cooperative program with 
a local business, taking classes at St. Mary's 
College through the Charlotte Hall Fellowship 
Program, or volunteering with the Special 
Olympics, Great Mills students are an impor- 
tant and vital resource to the County. 

Today, Great Mills offers a richly diverse 
student body the same valuable opportunities 
in education and extracurricular activities, as it 
did seventy years ago. Whether students 
choose to go on to pursue a bachelors de- 
gree, join the workforce, or serve our country 
in the Armed Services, all of them possess a 
solid high school education and a firm founda- 
tion for succeeding in life. 

While the surrounding region has trans- 
formed, the quality of the Great Mills graduate 
has not. Thanks to a hard working faculty, a 
strong network of parent volunteers, a student 
body of academic achievers and a caring 
community, graduates continue to excel. Their 
academic success can be measured in their 
career choices—championship coaches, test 
pilots, doctors, Congressmen, olympians and 
teachers. All of them have gained their edu- 
cational foundation in the classrooms of Great 
Mills High School. 

In the coming years, the list of outstanding 
graduates is certain to grow. Great Mills is 
poised and ready to give its students a quality 
education as we approach the new millen- 
nium. While the Southern Maryland region 
continues to lead the State in growth, the $14 
million dollar expansion and renovations of the 
school are sure to ease the pressures of a 
growing student body. With a first rate faculty, 
new computer and science labs, superior ath- 
letic facilities and expanded capacity, students 
have all of the tools necessary for the future. 
The dedication of the new and expanded 
Great Mills High School represents a true 
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Celebration of Community. Congratulations 
and best wishes to the students, faculty, staff 
and to each and every one of the individuals 
dedicated to the future of Great Mills High 
School. 


—— 


A TRIBUTE TO ROBERT BRAEGER 
1998 LANCE SIJAN AWARD WINNER 


HON. GERALD D. KLECZKA 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
during Armed Forces Week to recognize a 
truly outstanding member of my district, Mr. 
Robert W. Braeger, whose dedication in both 
his military and civilian careers has led to his 
being named this year’s recipient of the Lance 
Sijan Award from the Fraternal Order of Ea- 
gles. 

Enlisting in the US Army Air Corps in 1942, 
Mr. Braeger flew 29 missions over France and 
Germany including 2 anti-personnel missions 
over Normandy on D-Day. The remarkable 
contributions of his military career were noted 
by several prestigious awards. These include 
the Air Medal with 4 Oak Leaf Clusters, Euro- 
pean theater ribbon with 2 major battle stars, 
a Presidential Citation awarded to the 34th 
Bomb Group for an outstanding raid over Han- 
over, Germany, and the Normandy Freedom 
medal. 

Mr. Braeger’s distinction in service con- 
tinues to be recognized after the war by such 
awards as the Department of the Army, Com- 
manders Award for Public Service as well as 
a Citation for Public Service from the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars 1994. 

Currently Civilian Chairman of the Mil- 
waukee Armed Services, Bob's leadership 
transcends his military career and carries into 
his community involvement. In addition to his 
integral involvement in Milwaukee Boys & 
Girls Club and the Boys & Girls Club of Amer- 
ica, Mr. Braeger has been a trustee for both 
the Milwaukee Lutheran Hospital and the War 
Memorial Corporation Board. 

Bob’s professional career exhibits remark- 
able examples of dedication and leadership. 
As chairman of the Braeger Company of Wis- 
consin, he has received such prestigious 
awards as the Time Magazine Quality Dealer 
Award as well as the Wisconsin Dealer of the 
Year in 1993. 

A heartfelt congratulations to Robert 
Braeger as the 1998 recipient of the Lance 
Sijan Award, presented to him on May 14, 
1998. 


IN SUPPORT OF NIH 
HON. ROSA L. DeLAURO 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, April 29, 1998 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, last night 
Members from both sides of the aisle stood to- 
gether in their commitment to doubling our na- 
tion’s investment in biomedical research at the 
National Institutes of Health. | wasn't able to 
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join them last night but want to add my voice 
to theirs in support increasing support for the 
NIH. 

Disease is not a Democratic or a Repub- 
lican issue. It is a human issue. Bad health 
can strike any one—man or woman, old or 
young, rich or poor, of any religion or race or 
background. 

We know that scientists are on the cusp of 
extraordinary breakthroughs to treat and cure 
deadly diseases like cancer which kill hun- 
dreds of thousands of people a year—a very 
real plague on our society. With just a little 
more time and research funding, we can make 
huge strides into treating—and preventing— 
debilitating conditions like diabetes, asthma 
and Parkinson's. With enough scientific re- 
search, we can make Alzheimer’s disease a 
plague of the past and improve the quality of 
life for millions of senior citizens and the fami- 
lies who love and care for them. 

But all of this promising, life-saving research 
costs money. We can't just sit back and hope 
that treatments and cures fall into our hands. 
They won't. If we want to cure, and prevent, 
deadly diseases, we need to make a long- 
term investment into biomedical research. 

That begs an important question: where will 
the money come from to cure cancer, to solve 
the mysteries of Parkinson's and Alzheimer's 
disease, to end diabetes? 

And increasing our knowledge of basic 
science does us no good if we don't put it to 
use in hospitals, in doctor's offices—and in 
programs to prevent disease in the first place. 
Right now we spend only one percent of a tril- 
lion dollar health care budget on prevention. 
But again—prevention programs do us no 
good if people do not have access to health 
care. And today, 44 million Americans, many 
of them working full time, still can not afford 
access to quality health care. 

| strongly believe that we should use funds 
from tobacco legislation to pay for health re- 
search. 

For years, the tobacco industry lied to the 
American people—and people around the 
world—about the addictiveness and health 
consequences of smoking. Tobacco compa- 
nies paid for biased research that concluded 
smoking doesn’t cause cancer. Tobacco ex- 
ecutives pressured scientists to suppress im- 
portant new findings about the negative health 
consequences of smoking—and even worse, 
buried research showing how to avoid those 
health problems. 

In 1993 alone, Americans spent more than 
$50 billion to treat health problems associated 
with smoking. It is only right that a portion of 
the funds from any tobacco settlement goes to 
improve health care and cure the diseases 
that cigarettes caused. 

The Smoke-Free and Healthy Children Act, 
which | introduced in the House and which 
Senator KENNEDY introduced in the other 
body, is the only piece of legislation right now 
which increases funding for the NIH and pro- 
vides a source of revenue for those funds. By 
raising the price of cigarettes by $1.50 a pack, 
we will not only put smoking further out of the 
reach of children—which is our overriding goal 
with any piece of tobacco legislation—but we 
will raise $10 billion a year for NIH research. 

At a time when we are operating under 
enormous budget constraints, and working to 
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continue our investment in health research 
without busting the budget agreement, the 
Smoke-Free and Healthy Children Act pre- 
sents us with the perfect solution. Raise 
money for health care while reducing teen 
smoking. It makes perfect sense. 

| thank my colleagues again for organizing 
this special order to give us the opportunity to 
speak about the importance of doubling our in- 
vestment in finding treatments and cures for 
disease. | urge my colleagues to support in- 
creased funding for the National Institutes of 
Health by supporting the Smoke-Free and 
Healthy Children Act. 


TRIBUTE IN MEMORY OF CLAYTON 
HUNTER HUEY 


HON. JO ANN EMERSON 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to pay tribute in memory of Clayton Hunter 
Huey. Clayton was born on December 27, 
1989 to Lisa and Chuck Huey. According to 
Lisa, Clayton was a “bouncy, very active baby 
boy with beautiful brown eyes and a heart of 
gold.” Early on in Clayton’s life, his parents 
noticed that he acted differently than did his 
two brothers. At about three years of age, 
Clayton was diagnosed with Attention Deficit 
Hyperactivity Disorder and at the age of four, 
was put on antidepressant medication. How- 
ever, over the next two years of changing 
medications, treatments and numerous ther- 
apy sessions, Lisa came to understand that 
Clayton was Manic/Depressive. 

Despite Clayton’s personal challenges, he 
was a very cheerful and loving child who 
worked very hard to express himself positively 
during his down-swings. Even when Clayton 
was at his very lowest, he was always more 
concerned about how it affected others in his 
life than how it affected him personally. Clay- 
ton often said to his mother, “Mom, its my job 
to keep everyone happy.” In recognition of his 
selfless struggle with his mental challenges, 
on May 2, 1996, Clayton was chosen by the 
Missouri Statewide Parent Advisory Network 
(MO-SPAN) and the Missouri Department of 
Mental Health as “Missouri Child of the Year.” 
Exactly one year later to the day, Clayton's life 
came to an end. As eloquently stated by Clay- 
tons mother, “he lived out his reign as Child 
of the Year and then, as if to say my job is 
done, he walked out of our lives.” 

As Clayton's mother shared his life story, it 
became clear that Clayton was a wonderful 
and very brave young boy who was certainly 
wise beyond his years. She shared Clayton's 
story with the hope that it would help erase 
the stigma our society often associates with 
mental illness. 

| am now sharing Clayton’s story for the 
record with the hope of furthering the Huey 
family’s efforts to honor Clayton’s memory. By 
doing so, | hope we can accomplish three 
things. First, to let other families know that 
they are not alone in their daily struggle to 
care for mentally challenged children. Second, 
to make it known that there are family support 
groups such as MO-SPAN, which offer tre- 
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mendous support services. And finally, to pro- 
vide some comfort and understanding to oth- 
ers during this difficult time. 


This Saturday, May 2, 1998, the Huey’s and 
MO-SPAN will be sponsoring a_ benefit 
walkathon in Cape Girardeau, Missouri, in 
memory of Clayton. All funds raised in this 
walkathon will go to the Clayton Hunter Huey 
Memorial Fund. The fund will provide scholar- 
ships for parents of Seriously Emotionally Dis- 
turbed (SED) children so that they can obtain 
training on how to handle the stress related to 
caring for SED children and on how to advo- 
cate on behalf of their SED children. 


Mr. Speaker, Clayton is very fortunate to 
have had such a caring and attentive family, 
and | want to commend the Huey's—parents 
Lisa and Chuck, and brothers Trae and Bur- 
ton—for having the strength and courage to 
reach out to other families. On this day, my 
thoughts are with Clayton and his family, as 
well as with all the other families in Missouri 
and across the nation who are and have been 
faced with similar circumstances. 


—— 


TRIBUTE TO BAND DIRECTOR 
EDWARD FULTON 


HON. JERRY F. COSTELLO 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
ask my colleagues to join me in honoring Mr. 
Edward Fulton, a dedicated teacher in 
O'Fallon, Illinois in my Congressional district. 


Mr. Fulton serves as the band director and 
music instructor at Marie Schaefer Junior High 
School. He and his wife, Karen, live in 
O'Fallon, where they raised their daughters. 
For twenty-seven years Mr. Fulton has been a 
dedicated teacher, helping hundreds of stu- 
dents appreciate music, learn their scales, and 
have confidence in themselves. 


Over the past two decades, Mr. Fulton has 
earned many honors. At the beginning of his 
teaching career, his skill with children was al- 
ready apparent which is why the O Fallon Jay- 
cees named him “Outstanding Young Educa- 
tor.” Over the years, he has been named as 
an outstanding community leader, and an out- 
standing educator in his county and the south- 
ern portion of Illinois. He served as an officer 
on the Board of Directors for the Illinois Music 
Educators Association and has served as a 
conductor and judge for numerous band and 
music festivals. It is apparent that Mr. Fulton 
is active in his community. 


What is most obvious about Mr. Fulton is 
his love of teaching and his commitment to his 
students. As O’Fallon prepares to name a jun- 
ior high school after Mr. Fulton, | want to join 
the community in thanking Mr. Fulton for his 
dedication and for sharing his gifts with the 
many children who filled his classroom. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in recognizing Edward Fulton for the example 
he has set for us all. 


April 29, 1998 


TRIBUTE TO HON. JUSTICE ALICE 
ROBIE RESNICK 


HON. MARCY KAPTUR 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor a very special constituent and friend of 
mine, Ohio Supreme Court Justice Alice Robie 
Resnick, on the occasion of the Ohio Wom- 
en's Bar Association’s creation of its highest 
award for professional excellence in her name. 
It gives me great pleasure to wish Justice 
Resnick my warmest congratulations on this 
truly special occasion. 

Alice Robie Resnick was the fourth woman 
to be elected to statewide office in Ohio when 
elected to the Supreme Court of Ohio in 1988. 
She has been extremely dedicated to improv- 
ing the legal profession, the judiciary and as- 
sisting the status of women in Ohio during her 
thirty year career as a lawyer and judge. 

In December, 1991, Justice Resnick, along 
with U.S. Magistrate Judge Patricia Hemann 
and Cleveland attorney Pamela Hultin, initi- 
ated the formation of the Ohio Women's Bar 
Association. The Ohio Women’ Bar Associa- 
tion is the only statewide bar association with- 
in Ohio solely dedicated toward advancing the 
interests of women attorneys while encour- 
aging the networking and creation of a state- 
wide mentor program for women attorneys. 

In recognition for Justice Resnick’s edu- 
cation, professional endeavors and commit- 
ment as a leader in the legal field in Ohio, and 
award in her name. This award will be be- 
stowed upon a deserving attorney for each 
year to follow. 

On May 8, 1998, Ohio Women’s Bar Asso- 
ciation President Kirsti S. Talikka will be pre- 
senting Justice Resnick with the Ohio Wom- 
en’s Bar Association's Justice Alice Robie 
Resnick Award of Distinction, at its annual 
meeting in Dayton, Ohio. 

It gives me great pleasure to rise today, Mr. 
Speaker, and join the OWBA in congratulating 
Justice Resnick and wishing her continued 
success. 


— 


NLRB THRESHOLD LEGISLATION; 
THE MOST IMPORTANT LEGISLA- 
TIVE INITIATIVE IN LE.C.’S 40- 
YEAR HISTORY 


HON. BOB SCHAFFER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, last week, a delegation of the Inde- 
pendent Electrical Contractors visited my con- 
gressional office in Washington. They pre- 
sented several issues they are tracking in 
Congress. IEC is a national trade association 
representing more than 3,100 independent 
electrical contracting companies in 74 chap- 
ters across the nation. IEC members are en- 
gaged in the installation and maintenance of 
electrical wiring and devices for homes, 
schools, stores, highways, industrial plants 
and other projects. 


April 29, 1998 


The delegation of IEC members | met with 
were all from Colorado and represent the best 
electrical workers the industry has to offer. 


Mr. Speaker, the Colorado IEC delegation 
presented me with an executive summary of 
the association's position and concern regard- 
ing the National Labor Relations Board 
Threshold Legislation, which | hereby submit 
for the RECORD. 


NLRB THRESHOLD LEGISLATION: THE MOST 
IMPORTANT LEGISLATIVE INITIATIVE IN 
I. E. C. 8 40 YEAR HISTORY 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


In 1959, the National Labor Relations Act 
set the jurisdiction of the NLRB over small 
businesses by the amount of interstate com- 
merce in one year. Interstate commerce is 
defined as “trade between states“. When a 
business receives revenue from out of state 
or purchases materials which originate from 
out of state, that business affects this trade. 
For example, the small electrical contractor 
affects this trade by the materials purchased 
from a local supply house. Almost all of the 
materials purchased can be shown to have 
originated from out of state. 


During Mr. Borman’s research, he discov- 
ered that the monetary value used to reflect 
a businesses affect on interstate commerce 
and used to establish NLRB jurisdiction has 
not changed in over 38 years! The value set 
in 1959 ($50,000) is still the same in 1998. One 
of the causes of the threshold remaining at 
its original level is the creation of a brack- 
et creep“. This “bracket creep“ has allowed 
the NLRB to take new cases involving small- 
er and smaller businesses each year. In turn, 
the NLRB uses the “bracket creep“ to jus- 
tify to Congress the need for additional fund- 
ing. In 1959, the NLRB had jurisdiction over 
small businesses with 15 or more employees. 
Now it has jurisdiction over businesses with 
only one employee. Almost 40% of the NLRB 
caseload involves businesses with 15 employ- 
ees or less. The idea behind the legislation is 
to simply raise the threshold to $300,000. This 
would have an immediate impact on the cur- 
rent jurisdiction of the NLRB and reduce 
their caseload significantly, thus ending the 
current “bracket creep” on small businesses, 
and effectively ending the NLRB's justifica- 
tion for additional manpower and funding 
each fiscal year. 


Mr. Borman and IEC National have worked 
with Rep. Istook (R-OK) and Rep. Hostettler 
(R-IN) on this issue. Rep. Hostettler intro- 
duced A. 64 during the appropriations debate 
and it was defeated by the House in a close 
vote (235-176). This past January, the IEC 
Legislative Committee voted unanimously 
to put 100% of IEC’s government relations 
resources behind this proposal. IEC is cur- 
rently working to pursue a Chief Sponsor for 
the proposal and have it introduced as a sin- 
gle piece of legislation during the 2nd Ses- 
sion of the 105th Congress. 


If you have any questions regarding IEC’s 
proposal, please call Anthony Bedell, Direc- 
tor of Government & Public Relations at the 
TEC National Headquarters in Alexandria, 
Virginia. 


Mr. Speaker, I fully commend this issue for 
Members’ consideration and express my 
deepest appreciation to IEC for their vigi- 
lance and dedication to free markets and 
professional service. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
HONORING JOSEPH DUNNWALD 


HON. JIM NUSSLE 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, | am proud to 
submit the essay written by high school senior 
Joseph Dunnwald which won third place hon- 
ors in the Veterans of Foreigns Wars of the 
United States Script Writing Contest. Joseph 
is from Waverly, lowa. Joseph received a 
$10,000 scholarship in the contest which more 
than 93,000 secondary school students en- 
tered. The theme for this essay contest was 
“My Voice in Our Democracy.” Joseph was 
sponsored by the VFW Post 1623 and its La- 
dies Auxiliary in Waterloo, lowa. 

| am pleased to see young lowans taking an 
interest in their government. | also want to 
thank the VFW for sponsoring this contest to 
make this opportunity possible for people such 
as Joseph. 


1997-98 VFW VOICE OF DEMOCRACY SCHOLAR- 
SHIP COMPETITION, My VOICE IN OUR DE- 
MOCRACY” 


(By Joseph Dunnwald, Iowa Winner) 


“Well, it sounds crazy.“ my uncle told me, 
“I guess maybe there was only one thing I 
thought of when I got wounded. I didn't 
know whether I was gonna die or not, but I 
thought I might, but all I could think of? I 
finally get to sleep between clean sheets, and 
get warm, and stay warm.“ The 60 acre farm 
had been his whole world. He was a boy that 
hadn’t been so far from home that he 
couldn't see the smoke from his chimney. 
The postcard he received read, “your friends 
and neighbors have selected you for one year 
of military service.” Before he would come 
home again, four and a half years later, he 
would see five invasions, two in Africa, Italy, 
Sicily, Southern France and the Battle of 
the Bulge. He doesn’t regret one minute of 
his sacrifice, and he still tears up when he 
hears the National Anthem. 

Newly wed, the early 50's held more prom- 
ise for my grandparents than at any other 
time before them. The young couple how- 
ever, would have to wait to begin their new 
life together, as his country called my grand- 
father to serve in the embattled country of 
Korea. No one could know what would lie 
ahead for the handsome soldier, but to this 
day, he doesn’t watch war movies, he’ll never 
sleep in another tent and he never never 
talks about his bronze star. 

The whole generation before him cursed 
the war, and chanted to make love instead, 
but my father saw an opportunity to get out 
of the home town factory, and maybe a bet- 
ter life with a college education. He speaks 
with pride about helping with the evacuation 
of Lebanon, and his memories of bringing in 
the astronauts from Skylab always puts a 
gleam in his eye and a yearning to go the 
stars someday. As I look at the photo 
albumns and touch his ribbons, I ask “why 
don’t you put this one with your others 
Dad?” That's the Viet Nam service ribbon. 
I never had to fight. They gave it to me be- 
cause I enlisted during the war, but I don’t 
deserve it. That honor goes to those who 
were there and fought.”’ 

My father, my grandfather and my great 
uncle. Not a day goes by that I don't wear 
my pride for them like the medals they 
earned making a better life for me. This is 
my heritage, but how do I repay them? How 
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can I use my voice in our government to 
make things better for them and for others? 

I look at the sacrifices they’ve made, and 
realize that what they did for my country, I 
will probably never be asked to do, I appre- 
ciate what these brave men and women have 
done, and contemplate how to give them 
something back, to keep their efforts alive. 
True, they have their freedom, something 
that many of us take for granted, but is that 
enough? My voice could help others realize 
how precious their gift of freedom truly is. 

Just one voice can turn into many, giving 
us all the chance to be involved in our com- 
munity, to work for improvements, to share 
opinions that will bring the changes that 
will make our country a better place. To 
carry the message of the opportunity we all 
have, to do and to be whatever we want to 
be. So that, people of all races and creeds can 
work in peace, side by side for one vision. 

One voice, my voice, can echo their passion 
for the freedom to make our own choices, To 
decide who is going to lead us, by exercising 
our right to vote. Iam not yet old enough to 
vote, but I just cannot understand how peo- 
ple can pass up the opportunity to control 
their own lives? The very thing that these 
men and women fought for. Our right to vote 
guarantees the same rights to every citizen. 
The right to work, the right to get an edu- 
cation, the right to religious freedom, and 
the right to be an American. We must be in- 
formed on the issues, to find out the true in- 
tents of all of our leaders, and pick them, 
not solely on the basis of political party, or 
on how much they promise to give us, but on 
their person as a whole. We must find that 
true person. I know that I will try my hard- 
est not to abuse this freedom, and to be wise 
in my choice of leaders. 

I also know that in twenty years, when I 
have my own home, and am well educated, 
married, with a good job, and am happy. I'll 
roll out of bed after sleeping late on a Satur- 
day morning, I'll pour myself a cup of coffee, 
and step onto the front porch to absorb the 
beauty of the day, I will think back to the 
brave people that made all of this possible. 
My heritage, my country, my democracy. 


O 


IN HONOR OF THE SPECIALIZED 
TREATMENT PROGRAM FOR HOL- 
OCAUST SURVIVORS AND THEIR 
FAMILIES 


HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise today to pay tribute to the Specialized 
Treatment Program for Holocaust Survivors 
and Their Families, begun by Dr. Rachel 
Yehuda, which celebrated its fifth anniversary 
on April 27, 1998, in connection with Yom 
Hoshoah, Holocaust Memorial Day. 

Established in 1993, the Specialized Treat- 
ment Program for Holocaust Survivors is the 
leading program of its kind in the world. The 
program was created to study and treat Holo- 
caust survivors suffering from Posttraumatic 
Stress Disorder. It is the only treatment pro- 
gram which offers comprehensive psycho- 
therapeutic services to survivors and their 
families. 

Dr. Yehuda’s work has illuminated the field 
of traumatic stress research. She has found, 
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for example, that there is a demonstrated 
neurobiologic difference between trauma sur- 
vivors and individuals exhibiting other kinds of 
stress. She has shown that these variations 
are found in Holocaust survivors, rape victims, 
and combat veterans, among others. 

In addition to these findings, Dr. Vehuda's 
work has enabled her to recommend improve- 
ments in current methods of treating trauma- 
tized individuals. Not only have her findings 
provided a biological blueprint” for 
Posttraumatic Stress Disorder, they explain 
why more traditional psychiatric treatments for 
trauma survivors have failed. 

One especially noteworthy aspect of her 
work has been the potential genetic links. 
Adult children of Holocaust survivors dem- 
onstrate similar biological alterations to those 
of their parents, and also exhibit symptoms of 
Posttraumatic Stress. 

Dr. Yehuda’s efforts have played an impor- 
tant role in helping Holocaust survivors receive 
long overdue reparations from the German 
Government. Germany has often denied sur- 
vivors reparations claiming the survivor has 
not been able to demonstrate to the govern- 
ment’s satisfaction that a particular illness or 
medical condition is a direct result of Nazi 
atrocities in ghettos and concentration camps. 
Biological proof of suffering in Holocaust sur- 
vivors determined by Dr. Yehuda has prompt- 
ed the German Government to pay repara- 
tions in several cases. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that my colleagues rise 
with me in this tribute to Dr. Rachel Yehuda 
and the Specialized Treatment Program for 
Holocaust Survivors, a program whose re- 
search is pivotal in the treatment of trauma- 
tized individuals. | am proud that such an ef- 
fort is taking place in my district. 


TRIBUTE TO OPERATION GANG 
RESCUE 


HON. GEORGE P. RADANOVICH 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to pay tribute to the law enforcement of- 
ficials and central California valley youth who 
have contributed to the 3rd annual community 
service “Operation Gang Rescue.” Fresno, 
Madera, Merced, and Los Banos communities, 
local officials, and the Central Valley Derma- 
tology and Laser Medical Center have joined 
together in support of the community Gang 
Intervention program and gang related tattoo 
removal for Valley youth. | applaud their ef- 
forts and dedication. 

“Operation Gang Rescue” is a community 
service program in cooperation with “Gang 
Intervention Units” of the police departments 
of local communities from Fresno, Madera, 
and Merced Counties. Men and women in the 
law enforcement organizations serve as men- 
tors, providing direction and encouragement to 
the youth involved in the program. The partici- 
pation of the law enforcement organizations, 
which includes the Fresno County Probation 
Department, Madera Probation Department, 
Merced Police Department, and Los Banos 
Police Department, is commendable. 
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The objective of the program is to establish 
a long term community service program where 
the Central Valley Dermatology and Laser 
Medical Center contributes its time, facility, 
and laser equipment to provide treatment ses- 
sions and removal of “gang related tattoos” 
free of charge. The participation of Dr. Syed 
Pervaiz and the Central Valley Dermatology 
and Laser Center has been instrumental to the 
program for the past three years. Dr. Pervaiz 
is credited with being a community leader and 
exemplary citizen. He and his staff are a credit 
to the community. 


The youngsters that participate in this pro- 
gram are selected by the Fresno County Pro- 
bation Department, Madera Probation Depart- 
ment, Merced Police Department South Sta- 
tion, and Los Banos Police Department. They 
are all deserving of this recognition. 


For all of their hard work and dedication | 
would like to recognize Probation Officers Phil- 
lip Fuentes, Kristine Kelly, and Gerald 
Sandoval from the Fresno County Probation 
Department, Juvenile Division. | would also 
like to recognize youths Dawn Dervisian, Joe 
Madrid, and Jonathan Franco who were se- 
lected for the program by the Fresno County 
Probation Department. 


| would like to congratulate Naomi Saldivar- 
Wyatt and Daniel Nunez from the Madera Pro- 
bation Department. Additionally, | recognize 
Obed Reyes, Timothy Edwards, Angel Ortega, 
and Michael Ramon for actively participating in 
this program under the guidance of the 
Madera Probation Department officers. 


| would like to recognize Commander Wally 
Broughton, D.A. Penn, and Richard Morgan 
from the Merced Police Department South 
Station. Under their guidance, Erick Smith, 
Mimi Mojica, Khou Moua, Daniel Aguilar, John 
Stephens, and John Vang all actively partici- 
pated. 


From the Los Banos Police Department, 
Chief Mike Hughes and Wayne Small oversaw 
youths Ernie Alvarez and Celina Basch. These 
devoted individuals have made concerted ef- 
fort to make a difference in the San Joaquin 
Valley. 


It is through the community efforts displayed 
by these individuals that we can reach a high- 
er level of tranquillity in our respective commu- 
nities. The program is a multi-agency effort to 
give “at risk” youth a chance to lead produc- 
tive lives. Additionally, the program offers 
young people the opportunity to rid them- 
selves of gang tattoos free of charge. 


Mr. Speaker, it is with great honor that | pay 
tribute to the law enforcement officials and 
central California valley youth who have con- 
tributed to the 3rd annual community service 
“Operation Gang Rescue.” | commend Dr. 
Pervaiz and his staff for facilitating the serv- 
ices and procedures to give these young citi- 
zens an opportunity for a brighter future. The 
efforts of the law enforcement officers of Fres- 
no, Madera, Merced, and Los Banos bring 
unmeasurable rewards for the youths partici- 
pating in the “Operation Gang Rescue” pro- 
gram. | ask my colleagues to join me in wish- 
ing “Operation Gang Rescue” many more 
years of success. 


April 29, 1998 
HONORING MIKE NYE 


HON. NICK SMITH 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
to join the citizens of Hillsdale and Branch 
Counties to pay special tribute to our rep- 
resentative in the Michigan legislature. 

So many people talk about the kind of lead- 
er they want to represent them in government 
and Mike Nye fits that definition by every 
measure. 

This week, my friends in Hillsdale County 
will honor Mike Nye for his sixteen years of 
dedicated leadership in Lansing. They know, 
as | do, that few people have accomplished 
more in that time for the people of Michigan. 

Mike Nye's retirement from the state legisla- 
ture is a great loss. As a member of the 
House, he fought for commonsense legal re- 
form and worked to provide better health care 
to poor children and was the innovator of re- 
forms that have resulted in a better education 
system for Michigan. Mike Nye's improve- 
ments in court reform, school reform, tort re- 
form, and juvenile justice reform will be a con- 
tinuing legacy of his knowledge, ability and 
leadership in the Michigan legislature. 

In an era of overheated rhetoric and blatant 
partisanship, Mike Nye stands out as a concil- 
iator—a_ legislator who brought people to- 
gether. Mike Nye was often the man people 
turned to when they needed a leader to final- 
ize and pass legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues and | here in 
Washington can learn a lot from the service of 
Mike Nye. His contributions to public policy 
are equaled by his and his wife, Marcie’s, 
dedication to their community. Marcie’s leader- 
ship in working in the prison system with her 
Kids Need Moms program is a great example 
of their commitment to help people. 

| know Mike's future contributions will be 
just as worthwhile to all of us, regardless of 
what path he may take. God bless you, Mike, 
and good luck. 


— 


THE PAOLI BATTLEFIELD 
PRESERVATION ACT OF 1998 


HON. CURT WELDON 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, 
the Seventh District of Pennsylvania which | 
represent is exceptionally rich in historical 
sites which serve to remind us of our colonial 
and early-American heritage. As we commit 
resources to allow our school children to re- 
visit history via virtual reality, | feel it’s impor- 
tant that we preserve the true reality of signifi- 
cant historical sites such as the Paoli Battle- 
field in Malvern, Pennsylvania. 

This land was the site of the “Paoli Mas- 
sacre” in which British troops led by Major 
General Grey attacked the American Army of 
Pennsylvania Regiments on the wooded hill- 
side and two fields between what is now 
Sugartown Road and Warren Avenue. The en- 
suing battle resulted in at least 52 American 
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deaths and 7 British fatalities. The British 
night-time bayonet charge was aided by the 
fact that Americans were silhouetted against 
the light of their campfires. Some American 
troops panicked and fled and general disorder 
spread throughout the American line. British 
dragoons, arriving on the field, shattered the 
American column and pursued retreating 
Americans as far as Sugartown Road. Only 
the more disciplined American soldiers es- 
caped the original onslaught unscathed, but a 
following British assault, conducted by the 
Royal Highland Regiment, completed the rout. 

e Paoli Massacre was part of the military 
conflict between British and Americans forces 
during the Revolutionary War's Philadelphia 
Campaign, a chapter of the war that witnessed 
the occupation of Philadelphia and the famed 
American encampment at Valley Forge in the 
winter of 1777-78. The first two American at- 
tempts to stop the British invasion that Fall 
were the Battle of Brandywine, September 11, 
1777, and the unsuccessful Battle of the 
Clouds, September 16, 1777. The Paoli Mas- 
sacre was part of the third effort to contain 
British General Sir William Howe's advance on 
Philadelphia. 

The Paoli Battlefield Site and Parade 
Grounds, containing 62 acres, is situated in 
the Borough of Malvern, Chester County and 
consists of two adjoining parcels. In 1777, 
these parcels represented the northern por- 
tions of two farms and were the location of the 
heaviest action of the battle. The eastern par- 
cel, identified as the Battlefield Site, is ap- 
proximately 40 acres and consists of a for- 
ested ravine and slope rising to a plateau con- 
taining a plowed field and surrounding woods. 
The western parcel is the 22 acre Parade 
Grounds, established in 1822, where the local 
militia drilled and the community used as a 
commemorative property focusing on honoring 
all veterans. Monuments honoring World War 
| and Il veterans can be found there, as well 
as the mass graves of the slain soldiers of the 
American Revolution, where a fieldstone wall 
surrounds a mound and obelisk monument. 
The tremendous historical value of this land is 
without question and should be preserved for 
future generations to appreciate. 

The Battlefield Site is presently owned by 
the Malvern Preparatory School. The School's 
Board of Trustees recently voted to sell the 
Battlefield for $2.5 million but have resisted 
placing the land on the open real estate mar- 
ket to provide the local community the oppor- 
tunity to raise the funds necessary to pur- 
chase the land. To date, the Paoli Battlefield 
Preservation Fund has raised in excess of $1 
million. The purpose of the Paoli Battelfield 
Preservation Act of 1998 is to authorize the 
addition of the Paoli Battlefield site to the Val- 
ley Forge National Historical Park and to au- 
thorize the appropriation necessary to com- 
plement local funds raised to ensure the pur- 
chase of the site for preservation purposes. 

Having recently been listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places, the National Park 
Service recognized the Paoli Battlefield citing 
its importance “in the area of American mili- 
tary history as a Revolutionary War battle and 
for honoring the commemorative efforts of the 
local community to preserve this important 
Site.“ Patrick McGuigan, retired Command 
Sergeant Major of the U.S. Army and Presi- 
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dent of the Paoli Battlefield Preservation Fund, 
has put succinctly describes the importance of 
this bill: “This community of 2,944 people pos- 
sesses a part of American history in our own 
backyard, a memorial to the highest price 
Americans have paid—laying down their lives 
for our freedoms. We are trying to purchase 
the site for all Americans, and the Chester 
County Historical Society wants to hook this 
up with their education program involving local 
battlefields. Individually, saving this site is a 
good thing, but collectively, in conjunction with 
American history, it's a great thing.” 

The Battle was a true massacre, henceforth 
inspiring American Revolutionary troops to cry 
“Remember Paoli!” This legislation merely 
seeks to facilitate local efforts to preserve this 
invaluable land—the site of a massacre that 
henceforth inspired American Revolutionary 
troops, and now us today, to cry, “Remember 
Paoli!” 


——— 


BLOOMFIELD CITIZENS COUNCIL 
AWARDS 


HON. WILLIAM J. COYNE 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to a number of Pittsburgh residents 
who will be honored on May 1 with Bloomfield 
Citizens Council Awards. Every year, the 
Bloomfield Citizens Council makes these 
awards as a way of recognizing members of 
the community who have made a significant 
contribution to the quality of life in Bloomfield. 
| would like to take this opportunity to mention 
the 1998 award winners and commend them 
for their efforts to make Bloomfield a better 
place to live. 

For their work with Operation Charlie, which 
ministers to the needs of needy children and 
senior citizens, Donna and Dennis Ramallo 
have been selected as the 1998 recipients of 
the Mary Cercone Outstanding Citizen Award. 
This award is given to individuals who dem- 
onstrate “an unselfish commitment to others 
and a deep love for the community of Bloom- 
field. Through Operation Charlie, the Ramaſſos 
have provided gifts of clothing, toys, personal 
items, and school supplies to needy local resi- 
dents. They have also made contributions to 
local food pantries, and they have college 
scholarships to deserving high school stu- 
dents. 

A Community Commitment Award will go to 
Rose Larus, who has volunteered her time 
and energy in the community for more than 13 
years. Over that period of time, she has orga- 
nized events to educate and screen residents 
for a host of health-related problems, estab- 
lished the non-profit organization Senior 
Friends, helped with the annual Senior Fes- 
tival, co-chaired the Immaculate Conception/ 
St. Joseph blood drives, raised money for 
Meals on Wheels and local food banks, 
worked with the Catholic Youth Organization, 
and volunteered for many worthy causes. She 
volunteers an average of 100 hours per 
month. 

A Public Safety Award will be bestowed 
upon Officer Mildred Johnson, who has 
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worked for a number of years out of Zone Five 
Station to prevent crime and keep young peo- 
ple from using drugs. 


The Bloomfield Citizens Council is pre- 
senting a number of Youth Dedication Awards 
this year. One recipient of the Youth Dedica- 
tion Award this year will be Dan Brannigan, 
who has been actively involved with the 
Bloomfield Catholic basketball team, com- 
posed of high-school-age boys, for the last 
four years. Another Youth Dedication Award 
will go to Lundo DiMarco, who was actively in- 
volved in putting together the Tri-Ward Base- 
ball League, which consists of more than 200 
boys from the ages of 5 to 17. Lawrence 
Camerota will also receive a Youth Dedication 
Award for his many efforts to teach young 
people the joys of athletic competition. Mr. 
Camerota coached Little League Baseball with 
the Bloomfield Youth Athletic Association for 
more than 30 years. He coached the Immacu- 
late Conception football team for a number of 
years, and he recently helped to organize the 
Tri-Ward Baseball League. Dominic Piccola 
will get a Youth Dedication Award for coaching 
young people in Little League, the Tri-Ward 
Baseball League, and the Bloomfield Street 
Hockey League. Marlene Hennigan and Bar- 
bara Zielmanski—also known as “the Thomp- 
son Sisters“ ill share a Youth Dedication 
Award for their more than 20 years of work 
with the Bloomfield Girls Athletic Association. 
Finally, Vinessa Gentile Turpin will receive a 
Youth Dedication Award for more than 25 
years of teaching at Immaculate Conception 
School and Peabody High School, as well as 
her many after-school volunteer activities, 
which included the National Junior Honor So- 
ciety, school yearbooks and newspapers, 
science fairs, spelling bees, debate leagues, 
Upward Bound, as well as stints as tennis 
coach, soccer coach, and basketball coach. 


The Bloomfield Citizens Council will also 
present a host of awards for Christmas deco- 
rations again this year. Nancy Goldberg will 
receive the Most Festive Award for her Christ- 
mas light display in memory of her husband 
Sam Goldberg. John and Nancy Greegus will 
receive the Most Artistic Design Award for the 
decorations adorning their home. Mike and 
Ortenza Magliocco will receive the Best Use of 
Frontage Award. John and Norma Feigel will 
receive the Keeping Christ in Christmas Award 
for their decorations with a religious theme. 
Nick and Dolores DiGiacomo will receive the 
Most Outstanding and Completely Decorated 
Home Award this year, their third award in as 
many. And finally, Phyliss Kutosky and Lucille 
Tortorea—a mother-and-daughter team—will 
receive the Most Elaborate Property Decora- 
tion Award for decorating the property they 
share. 


The individuals receiving 1998 Bloomfield 
Citizens Council awards have all helped to im- 
prove the quality of life in Bloomfield. | com- 
mend them for their efforts. 
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HONORING THE KIT CARSON 
WOODWIND ENSEMBLE 


HON. BOB SCHAFFER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, | rise today to honor the Kit Carson 
Woodwind Ensemble from Kit Carson School 
for representing the state of Colorado at the 
National Festival of the States in Washington, 
D.C. 

The National Music Festival honors all 
American music, focusing on patriotic music 
as our country continues to salute an era of 
veterans and civilians who served their coun- 
try, paying the highest price for Liberty. 

The Kit Carson Woodwind Ensemble con- 
sists of twenty students, ranging from elemen- 
tary to high school. These students are from 
a small town, with a population of 300, in the 
middie of Colorado’s most productive farming 
and ranching community. 

Kit Carson is a town of achievers and civic- 
minded people who realize that nothing comes 
free. This special community raised more than 
$25,000 in two months to send every child in 
the Wind Ensemble to Washington, D.C. The 
students and parents recycled aluminum, held 
spaghetti feeds and washed cars until their 
hands were raw. | am very proud of these 
young citizens and their parents for their hard 
work and dedication to making this trip pos- 
sible. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in welcoming band members Sarah Wolff, 
Michelle Wolff, Bethany Schallenberger, Adri- 
enne Steiner, Latisha Robinson, Jennifer 
Johnson, Helyna Bledsoe, Jessica Kent, An- 


drea Johnson, Melissa Kliensen, Cheryl 
Steiner, Matthew Maxcy, Samuel Maxcy, 
Aaron Perdue, Scott Oswald, Joshua 


Schnable, David Thatcher, Kent Lewis, Nathan 
Maxcy and band instructors Brian Edgar and 
Dan Parmentier to Washington. 


TRIBUTE TO BOB LENT 
HON. DAVID E. BONIOR 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, | take great 
pride in rising to recognize Bob Lent, UAW 
Region 1 Director, who will be retiring at the 
end of June. On May 5, 1998, Bob Lent will 
celebrate his retirement with his friends and 
colleagues at Penna’s in Sterling Heights. 

Through the years, Bob Lent has been a 
fighter. His tireless efforts have improved the 
lives of the working families throughout South- 
eastern Michigan. Bob is a man who has dedi- 
cated his life to securing dignity and respect 
for all people. He has been a champion of civil 
rights and civil liberties, and has helped create 
a stronger, more united community. 

In 1949, Bob Lent began a career with the 
UAW that has spanned forty-nine years. He 
started as a spray painter at the Dodge Main 
plant of Local 3 in Hamtramck, Michigan. After 
serving his country as an Army paratrooper 
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from 1951 to 1953, Bob returned to Michigan 
to become a millwright apprentice and a 
skilled tradesman at the Chrysler 9-mile Road 
Press Plant, Local 869. 

While at UAW Local 869, Bob's strong lead- 
ership and vision were recognized and he was 
chosen by his colleagues to serve in a distin- 
guished list of appointed and elected posi- 
tions. He was an alternate chief steward, trust- 
ee chairman, vice president, president, edu- 
cation representative, and assistant director. 
His vast knowledge and experience made him 
a logical choice for director. 

Bob was first elected to the UAW Executive 
Board as a regional director at the UAW's 
27th Constitutional Convention in May, 1983, 
at Dallas, Texas. After his re-election to a third 
term, Bob was elected director of UAW Re- 
gion 1 which covers Detroit's east side, Pon- 
tiac, Macomb and St. Clair Counties and part 
of the thumb area of Southeastern Michigan, 
and Canada. 

Bob is not only an active union leader, but 
a community leader as well. He served on the 
Labor Advisory Committee at both Oakland 
and Wayne State University. He has been a 
Democratic precinct delegate. He is a lifetime 
member of the NAACP. He also serves on the 
Board of Directors of the United Way of Pon- 
tiac-Oakland County and Detroit Area United 
Foundation. 

Few people have given to their community 
with the vision and commitment that Bob Lent 
has given to his. He is a person who has in- 
spired the admiration of many. | am honored 
to call him a friend. | would like to congratulate 
Bob on his very distinguished career and | 
wish him and his family all of the best. 


MY VOICE IN OUR DEMOCRACY 
HON. MICHAEL BILIRAKIS 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, each year the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars (VFW) and its La- 
dies Auxiliary conduct the Voice of Democracy 
contest. This year more than 93,000 sec- 
ondary school students participated in the con- 
test competing for the 56 national scholarships 
which were distributed among the 54 national 
winners. The contest theme this year was “My 
Voice in our Democracy.” 

Hillary Anne Underwood is this year’s Latin 
America/Caribbean winner. She is the recipi- 
ent of a $1,000 Roy Chandler VFW Post 762 
and its Ladies Auxiliary Scholarship Award. 

| want to congratulate Hillary on her accom- 
plishments and her scholarship award. | would 
also like to share Hillary's award winning script 
with my colleagues. 

1997-98 VFW VOICE OF DEMOCRACY SCHOLAR- 
SHIP COMPETITION, “MY VOICE IN OUR DE- 
MOCRACY”™ 
(Hillary Anne Underwood, Latin America/ 

Caribbean Winner) 

Welcome! I'd like to thank each of you for 
attending choir tryouts. “Democracy” is the 
theme song for today. 

Let’s being rehearsal by reciting the first 
of three verses. 

FREEDOM. Isn’t it amazing how just one 
word can hold so much? We live in a democ- 
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racy, and HERE people are free to say what 
they please, ask what they may, and be 
whomever they want to be. 

Our forefathers fought endlessly for free- 
dom through the American Revolution and 
the Civil War. Through these two very sig- 
nificant wars, the government of the United 
States separated itself from the threshold of 
the church, developed the sovereignty of the 
people that still lives today, wrote the con- 
stitution, and have offered insights that 
have aided other countries in their quests for 
democracy. 

Today, my voice for democracy can be 
heard through my greatest freedom. .., the 
right to vote. 

Freedom is the core of democracy. Without 
the freedom of speech. . . press. . . and reli- 
gion. . . Our society would sound like this: 
—— Perfectly silent. No opinions, No 
thoughts, No voices. ALL of our voices 
would be mute. 


My Voice, Your Voice 
We are the voices of freedom, 
We are the Chorus of Democracy. 


Excuse me, before we continue, you two, in 
the back, ... tyranny and prejudice... I 
am going to have to ask you BOTH to leave. 
There is absolutely no room for you in a de- 
mocracy. 

Now, Let us continue with the second verse 
. . . EQUALITY. 

In our Declaration of Independence and in 
Lincoln's Gettysburg Address, All men are 
created equal.“ 

Some people are still struggling in their 
never ending fight for equality; where 
women are regarded as inferior. They are not 
acknowledged as equal human beings. 

If you listen carefully, you can hear the 
desperate cries for help from the heart-bro- 
ken little girls in orphanages, abandoned by 
their families. 

Can you imagine living in a society like 
that ... Where you are practically non-ex- 
istent because of your gender or race? I con- 
sider myself fortunate, we've never had to 
experience a situation of this kind... Be- 
cause we. . live in a democracy. There is 
only ONE single race. . . HUMANITY. 


My Voice, Your Voice 
We are the voices of Equality, 
We are the Chorus of Democracy. 


Congratulations, you are all doing a won- 
derful job, and are all strong candidates for 
the choir. Now, let us continue with the final 
verse... JUSTICE. This. . . is the founda- 
tion of a government. 

Thomas Jefferson stated: “Democracy is 
the only form of government which is not ex- 
ternally at open or secret war with the 
rights of mankind.” 

This is Justice. This is what people risk 
their lives everyday in search of . . . democ- 
racy, where No person shall be deprived of 
life, liberty, or property without due process 
of law”; where we are innocent until proven 
guilty”; where we are guaranteed the right 
to a fair trial.“ 

Imagine yourself, your children, your fam- 
ily, being used as an object. A human shield 
used to protect weapons, people, and their 
power. You are a pawn with no individual 
liberties, where a single person has taken 
your fate into their own hands. This is not 
justice. 

My Voice, Your Voice 
We are the voices of Justice, 
We are the Chorus of Democracy. 

Democracy is defined as a government in 
which the supreme power rests in its people. 
But in defining the word democracy, we are 
encompassing an endless wilderness of ideas 
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within a tiny barrier of words. The Freedom, 
Equality, and Justice in a democracy are en- 
joyed by all of us today. 

This concludes our tryouts. All candidates 
have had an equal opportunity to become 
part of a democratic choir. The finalists have 
been chosen, and they are... ALL of us. 
Each of us is important to the choir, just as 
every citizen plays an important role in 
America, 

We must always remember that Our Amer- 
ica is unified and free. So raise your voices! 
Sing out America! Let our voices be heard! 
Let our song echo throughout generations, 
as we harmonize in the words of Gerald Lee 


: America is a single tune, and it must be 
sung together," 


WELFARE REFORM JUST ENDS 
WELFARE 


HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, today's Wash- 
ington Post article about Arkansas Governor 
Huckabee's flight from a group of welfare pro- 
testers confirms my greatest fear about the 
1996 welfare law—welfare reform was about 
cutting caseloads, not about helping ex-wel- 
fare recipients become self-sufficient. In the 
first 13 months after welfare reform was 
signed into law in August 1996, welfare case- 
loads dropped 19 percent nationwide. Almost 
2.4 million fewer people received welfare as- 
sistance in September 1997 than in August 
1996. The rate of welfare recipiency in the 
United States has reached its lowest level 
since 1969. 

What's happening to these families and chil- 
dren? Olivia Golden, the Health and Human 
Services Assistant Secretary responsible for 
implementing the welfare reform law, told the 
Ways and Means Committee last month that 
“one of the challenges we face is to get better 
information about what is happening to fami- 
lies who are leaving assistance.” The pro- 
testers in Little Rock complained that they 
haven't been able to find jobs. Ms. Golden 
confirmed that, when she reported that re- 
search from several states suggests that 50 to 
60 percent of families leaving welfare are em- 
ployed at follow-up. That means 40 to 50 per- 
cent were not employed. 

The Manpower Demonstration Research 
Corporation recently released an interim report 
on its multi-year evaluation of Florida’s Family 
Transition Program, one of the first programs 
to include a time limit on the receipt of cash 
assistance. Although claiming that longer-term 
follow-up is needed to track how people fare 
in the aftermath of reaching the time limits, 
MDRC found that only 52 percent of the FTP 
group were employed two years after entering 
the study despite an unusually generous array 
of support services and financial incentives. 
Nonetheless, almost everyone who reached 
the time limit had their benefits entirely can- 
celed. 

In the almost two years since passage of 
the Republican welfare reform law, a period of 
sustained economic growth and low unem- 
ployment, we have learned two things about 
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the effects of the law—nearly one million fami- 
lies are no longer receiving welfare assistance 
and only about one-half of the families who 
have left welfare are working. Unfortunately, 
my dire predictions about the impact of wel- 
fare reform are being borne out—imposing 
time limits and ending assistance to needy 
families leaves them out in the cold whether or 
not jobs are available. 
The article is as follows: 


HUCKABEE FLEES FORUM AFTER WELFARE 
PROTEST 

LITTLE ROCK, April 28.—Angry demonstra- 
tors pounded their fists on Gov. Mike 
Huckabee's vehicle today after he fled a con- 
ference that they crashed. 

About 250 protesters, complaining that ex- 
welfare recipients haven’t been able to find 
jobs, stormed the hall where Huckabee was 
scheduled to talk, but the governor left the 
Southwest Regional Civil Rights Conference 
rather than speak with them. 

“I'm disappointed for the people that came 
from other places and I would have loved to 
have been part of the conference, but that’s 
life,” Huckabee said. 

The protesters charge that former welfare 
recipients haven't been able to find jobs 
since being dropped from the rolls. The num- 
ber of welfare recipients in Arkansas has 
fallen from more than 21,000 last June to 
fewer than 14,000 last month. 

The protest was organized by the Associa- 
tion of Community Organizations for Reform 
Now. Huckabee left the hotel as protesters 
called on him to speak on the welfare issue. 

Huckabee’s office called the protest an in- 
sult to the civil rights workers at the con- 
ference. About 900 people from Arkansas, 
Louisiana, New Mexico, Oklahoma and Texas 
attended. 


————— 


A MEMORIAL TO THE HONORABLE 
RALPH HEDRICK 


HON. IKE SKELTON 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, today | wish to 
pay tribute to a fine Missouri legislator, former 
State Representative Ralph Hedrick, who re- 
cently passed away at the age of 72. 

Born in Sedalia, MO, on May 9, 1925, Ralph 
Hedrick spent his life contributing to the State 
of Missouri as a public servant and to our na- 
tion as a sailor in the Navy. Mr. Hedrick at- 
tended schools in Sedalia and Appleton City, 
MO, before serving in the United States Navy 
in World War ||. During the war, he served on 
the U.S.S. Virginia, seeing active duty in the 
Pacific. For his honorable service, he was 
awarded the Pacific Area Campaign Medal (4 
stars), the Philippine Liberation Medal (2 
stars), the World War II Victory Medal, and the 
American Area Campaign Medal. 

Ralph Hedrick began his public service ca- 
reer as the Southern District Judge of the 
Bates County Court. However, his political ca- 
reer started much earlier, when he passed out 
campaign cards for Harry S. Truman’s senato- 
rial race in 1933. Ralph was elected to the 
Missouri House of Representatives in 1970 
and served a total of 18 years. During his ten- 
ure, he represented districts 111, 116, and 
123. Ralph Hedrick enjoyed working for and 
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with people, and as a State Representative, 
he became very popular because of his re- 
spectfulness and honesty. 

Mr. Speaker, | am certain that the Members 
of the House will join me in paying tribute to 
Ralph Hedrick, an outstanding Missourian. 


— 

A TRIBUTE TO THE 
WESTHAMPTON BEACH HIGH 
SCHOOL BOYS BASKETBALL 
TEAM 


HON. MICHAEL P. FORBES 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pride and emotion that | rise today in the 
House of Representatives to pay tribute to the 
boys high school basketball team at my alma 
mater, Westhampton Beach High School, on 
Long Island. This past weekend, the Hurri- 
canes came home with the school's first ever 
New York State high school basketball cham- 
pionship trophy. 

Steeped in a proud athletic history, the Hur- 
ricanes of Westhampton Beach had to climb a 
steep mountain to attain this landmark cham- 
pionship. In the six years previous to winning 
the 1998 title, coach Rich Wrase led his team 
to six straight league titles, three Suffolk 
County championships and a trip to the state 
Final Four championship round. Their quest 
culminated last weekend when the Hurricanes 
rolled over defending state champion Syra- 
cuse-Westhill to win the New York State public 
school title, then whipped New York City pow- 
erhouse Wadleigh High School to win the 
state Federation Class B championship. 

So much credit for Westhampton Beach's 
28-0 season success lies in the contributions 
of its leaders on and off the court. Coach Rick 
Wrase’s disciplined leadership kept these 
young men focused on winning a state title. 
On the court, senior point guard Dale Menen- 
dez proved himself a team leader by scoring 
19 points, adding 5 rebounds and 4 steals in 
the win over Syracuse-Westhill to earn the 
Most Valuable Player honors for the Class B 
Tournament. Senior classmate Jermain 
Hollman also came up big for the Hurricanes, 
contributing 22 points, 8 rebounds and 4 as- 
sists to earn the Most Valuable Player award 
in the Federation title game. 

As impressive as Menendez’ and Hollman’s 
offensive contributions are, Westhampton 
Beach earned its championship with impen- 
etrable team defense. Utilizing an aggressive, 
trapping attack, the Hurricanes dogged oppo- 
nents mercilessly, holding Syracuse-Westhill 
to just 36 points. Up by just two points at half- 
time of the Federation title game, the Hurri- 
cane defense stepped up and held previously 
undefeated Wadleigh to just 19 second half 
points. 

The work ethic and close-knit feel of this 
high school basketball team is a true reflection 
of my hometown, Westhampton Beach. The 
entire community is filled with pride for these 
young men, who have worked hard and sac- 
rificed together to reach their goal. So | ask 
my colleagues in the U.S. House of Rep- 
resentatives to join me and all my neighbors 
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in saluting the Westhampton Beach Hurri- 
canes, the 1998 New York State high school 
basketball champions. 


HONORING CHRIS LYNCH 
HON. BENJAMIN L. CARDIN 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, during my serv- 
ice here in the House, | have had many ad- 
vantages that have helped me in serving the 
people of Maryland’s Third Congressional Dis- 
trict. None has been more valuable than the 
services of my Legislative Director, Chris 
Lynch. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
sadness but also with great pride and satisfac- 
tion to recognize Chris’s outstanding work on 
the eve of his departure from my office. After 
nearly twelve years on my legislative staff, in- 
cluding ten as Legislative Director, Chris has 
decided to return to Baltimore. 

He has accepted a position at the University 
of Maryland hospital. Fortunately, he will not 
serve on the medical staff there. Instead, he 
will work on Community Development and 
Community Relations, where he will no doubt 
continue the outstanding contributions he has 
made to the people of Baltimore. 

Chris joined my staff before | even won 
election to the House. During my first cam- 
paign, in 1986, Chris served as Policy Direc- 
tor, researcher, driver, and all-purpose volun- 
teer. In addition to knowledge of issues and 
the local community, Chris brought a great 
natural inquisitiveness and an unfailingly 
cheerful manner. His commitment to that cam- 
paign was a vote of confidence in my can- 
didacy, and his contributions helped make the 
confidence seem well-placed. 

After we won, Chris joined my House staff 
as a legislative assistant. His experience in 
environmental policy issues and economic de- 
velopment and transportation issues in the 
metropolitan Baltimore area made him a nat- 
ural to handle my work on the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation. 

When | moved to the Ways and Means 
Committee, Chris took on the challenge of 
handling trade and welfare issues. He dem- 
onstrated his versatility and range of expertise 
by mastering the intricacies of both issues. 
Through the historic debates on NAFTA, 
GATT, fast track, and welfare reform, he pro- 
vided invaluable assistance. His program 
knowledge, tactical savvy, and legislative cre- 
ativity were tremendous assets throughout 
these battles. 

Beyond his Ways and Means responsibil- 
ities, Chris supervises the other members of 
my legislative staff, and handles issues of 
local importance. From the reauthorization of 
the Chesapeake Bay clean-up legislation to 
the construction of local mass transit lines, 
Chris had had an impact that benefits all the 
people of central Maryland. 

Now he will spend more time in Baltimore. 
He will, he promises, get home for dinner 
more often with his wife, Maggie, his daugh- 
ters, Cricket and Charlotte, and his new baby, 
who will be born in August. He may even have 
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time for walks with his family along the green- 
ways in Baltimore that he has worked so hard 
to bring to reality. 

So, thank you, Chris, for your public service. 
It has been a great pleasure working with you, 
and we all wish you the best of success in 
your new job. 


HONORING THE CONNECTICUT 
OLYMPIC ATHLETES 


HON. BARBARA B. KENNELLY 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, | rise today to express my congratu- 
lations for the achievements of five world-class 
athletes from Connecticut. | am impressed 
with the remarkable showing of Connecticut's 
athletes in the 1998 Olympic Games. It is an 
accomplishment for such a small state to be 
home to five such gifted competitors. These 
young people embody not only incredible tal- 
ent, but also a strong sense of sportsmanship. 
Connecticut is home to Sue Merz and Gretch- 
en Ulion of the Women's Hockey Team, Beth 
Calcaterra-McMahon of the Luge Team, Chip 
Knight, an Alpine Skier, and Stacy Blumer, a 
Freestyle Skier. All five of these athletes are 
incredibly gifted and should be recognized and 
applauded. 

The efforts of Olympic and Paralympic 
teams is awe-inspiring. The athletes symbolize 
the motto of the Olympic games: “swifter, 
higher, stronger.” They are the strongest and 
the fastest. They are the best in the world. 
Olympians are leaders and role-models who 
play for the love of their sport. All athletes who 
have the opportunity to participate in the 
Olympics has proved themselves both dedi- 
cated and successful. These athletes should 
be commended for their commitment to en- 
hance and develop their abilities. Their training 
is rigorous and the choice to pursue an Olym- 
pic medal is praiseworthy. 

| would like to thank these athletes for prov- 
ing themselves such honorable ambassadors 
of the United States. Their sportsmanship and 
dedication is unyielding. | am proud to stand 
and congratulate not only the five athletes 
from Connecticut but every member of both 
the 1998 USA Olympic and Paralympic teams. 


——— 


23D ANNUAL CAPITAL PRIDE 
FESTIVAL MAY 30-JUNE 7, 1998 


HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON 


OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to 23d Annual Capital Pride Fes- 
tival, a celebration of and for the National 
Capital Area's lesbian, gay, bisexual, and 
transsexual communities and their friends. 

Since its 1975 inception, the Capital Pride 
Festival has grown from a small block party 
into a nine-day series of events which cul- 
minate in a parade and a Pennsylvania Ave- 
nue street fair on June 7th. Last year, nearly 
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200 contingents marched in the parade. Hun- 
dreds of exhibitors participated in the street 
fair. More than 120,000 people attended this 
celebration. 

This year its organizers and sponsors, the 
Whitman-Walker Clinic and One-In-Ten have 
selected “Diversity+Unity=Strength” for the 
Festival's theme. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask the House to join me in 
saluting the 23d Annual Capital Pride Festival, 
its organizers, and the volunteers who make it 
possible. 


EARTH DAY 
HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
insert my Washington Report for Wednesday, 


April 29, 1998 into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 
EARTH Day 1998: THE STATE OF OUR 


ENVIRONMENT 


Twenty eight years ago, on the very first 
Earth Day, I stood on the lawn of the Indi- 
ana University commons and talked with 
students about a wide variety of environ- 
mental issues, from pulling tires out of riv- 
ers to marching in Washington for a better 
environment. Those of us who celebrated the 
first Earth Day were convinced of two 
things: the environment was a mess, and a 
lot of work was needed to do something 
about it. 

What began as a teach-in in Bloomington 
and other communities has grown into a na- 
tional event involving tens of millions of 
people across the country. The environ- 
mental movement has transformed our envi- 
ronment and our national politics. Environ- 
mental issues come up all the time in my 
work with constituents—from students talk- 
ing about global warming and the future of 
the planet to public officials talking about 
upgrading water and sewer facilities in their 
communities. Environmentalism has firmly 
taken root in our political system. 

On this, the 28th anniversary of Earth Day, 
we can take great pride in the advances that 
have been made in environmental protec- 
tion. We have succeeded in reducing the lev- 
els of lead and other dangerous pollutants 
from the air. Lakes and rivers, once so con- 
taminated they could catch on fire, now sup- 
port large fish populations. Forests are re- 
bounding. Endangered species, like the eagle 
and the buffalo, have been saved from extinc- 
tion and are now thriving. 

Hoosiers strongly support cleaning up our 
air, water, and land, and they want to leave 
the environment safe and clean for the next 
generation. They do not want to cut back on 
our environmental investment. Hoosiers do 
not say to me that we have too many parks, 
or that the air and water are too clean. They 
recognize, however, that we face new envi- 
ronmental challenges as we head into the 
2ist Century and need to adopt new strate- 
gies to build on our successes. 

THE ENVIRONMENTAL RECORD 

This country has achieved substantial 
gains in environmental protection over the 
last three decades. The Clean Air Act, passed 
in 1970, has dramatically reduced air pollu- 
tion levels even though we drive twice as 
many cars twice as many miles. In the last 
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decade, emissions of lead declined by 89%, 
particulates by 20%, sulfur dioxides by 26%, 
and carbon monoxide by 87%. Congress re- 
vised this law in 1990 to strengthen the abil- 
ity of the Environmental Protection Agency, 
states and the private sector to work coop- 
eratively to improve air quality, particu- 
larly in cities with significant pollution 
problems. The new law also aims to reduce 
pollutants which cause acid rain and con- 
tribute to global environmental problems, 
including ozone depletion and global warm- 
ing. 

We have also made gains in water quality. 
The Clean Water and Safe Drinking Water 
Acts have succeeded in sharply reducing pol- 
lution in our rivers, lakes and streams while 
improving the quality of drinking water. 
Since 1972 the number of people served by 
modern sewage treatment facilities has al- 
most doubled and the level of pollution dis- 
charged by municipal treatment plants has 
declined by 36%. 

Our record on conserving critical lands and 
wildlife habitat is noteworthy. Many of our 
forested areas have been expanding, not con- 
tracting. The national forest system encom- 
passes about 192 million acres, including the 
Hoosier National Forest in southern Indiana. 
We have also protected endangered species 
from extinction, and have largely curbed the 
dumping of hazardous materials. 


CHALLENGES 


Despite our achievements, we face 
daunting environmental challenges. First, a 
growing population and expanding economy 
continue to put stresses on our environment. 
Species continue to disappear; the tall- 
growth forests in the Northwest continue to 
decline; fishery stocks in our rivers and 
coastal areas are shrinking; and the list goes 
on. The challenge will be to continue our 
economic gains without jeopardizing the en- 
vironment and public health. 

Second, the environmental challenges are 
more complicated. For example, controlling 
the run-off of chemicals from thousands of 
farms and city streets, which is necessary to 
improve water quality, is difficult. Further- 
more, many environmental problems, like 
global warming, ozone depletion, and threats 
to our fisheries, are global in nature, but 
achieving global consensus on any issue is 
not easy. 

Third, our environmental laws need updat- 
ing. Most environmental programs are of a 
“command and control” variety. The federal 
government sets regulations which the pub- 
lic and private sectors must follow. This ap- 
proach made sense when we needed to make 
substantial gains in environmental quality. 
Now that we have achieved those improve- 
ments, the question is whether we should 
stay with the current system, which can be 
costly and cumbersome, or take a more flexi- 
ble approach, 


NEW APPROACH 


I believe we need to rethink how we regu- 
late the environment. This does not mean re- 
pealing current standards. The American 
public firmly rejected efforts in Congress a 
few years ago to weaken key environmental 
laws. Rather, they want a sensible role for 
government, one which includes less regula- 
tion while improving environmental protec- 
tion. 

I believe the following principles should, 
where appropriate, guide future policy on en- 
vironmental regulation with the objective of 
making such regulation more flexible, less 
costly and less complex: 

First, we should find market-based solu- 
tions to environmental problems. Such an 
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approach might entail providing incentives 
to private business or local governments to 
meet or exceed environmental standards; or 
it might involve creating a system of mar- 
ketable pollution permits. Second, we should 
encourage cooperation between the federal 
government and the regulated community. 
Environmental regulation will always in- 
volve some tension between the two, but the 
federal government can take steps to mini- 
mize such conflict by working cooperatively 
with businesses, land-owners and other pri- 
vate interests to find solutions. 

Third, we should give more discretion to 
state and local governments in managing en- 
vironmental problems because they are often 
closer to the problems, and may have better 
ideas about solving them in innovative, cost- 
effective ways. Fourth, we should allocate 
federal resources to the most pressing envi- 
ronmental problems, particularly in an era 
of tight federal budgets. Too many federal 
dollars are wasted on programs of marginal 
social or economic benefit. Federal agencies 
should conduct risk assessment, based on 
scientific evidence, and cost-benefit analysis 
before implementing new regulations. 


TRIBUTE TO MING PAO DAILY 
NEWS 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Ming Pao Daily News. Ming Pao 
Daily News celebrated their first anniversary 
on April 8, 1998. 

Since Ming Pao Daily News’ entry into the 
northeast market last year, it has quickly 
grown to become one of the most widely cir- 
culated daily publications within the tri-state 
area. Ming Pao Daily News’ circulation in 
Hong Kong, Canada, and now the United 
States, has made it one of the most influential 
Chinese newspapers internationally. 

For the past year, Ming Pao Daily News has 
reached out to New York's Asian community 
and forged a positive and hopefully long last- 
ing relationship. Ming Pao Daily News has 
hosted various charity fundraisers, events, and 
activities that not only benefitted the Asian 
community, but all of New York City. 

It is the media's responsibility to accurately, 
objectively, and timely report international, na- 
tional, and/or local news to their audience and 
| encourage Ming Pao Daily News to continue 
with that role. It is that valuable service that 
their readers have come to rely upon. 

It is my pleasure to recognize Ming Pao 
Daily News on the auspicious occasion of their 
first anniversary and their contributions this 
past year. 

— 


RECOGNIZING “HIRE A VETERAN 


WEEK” IN THE STATE OF CALI- 
FORNIA 


HON. GEORGE E. BROWN, JR. 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to bring the attention of the Nation 
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to the cause of improving the employment op- 
portunities of our military veterans and to the 
commendable efforts of the State of California 
during its upcoming “Hire A Veteran Week” of 
May 3-9. 

One of the commitments we make to the 
men and women who serve our Nation in the 
military is to provide them assistance in finding 
employment when they re-enter the civilian 
economy. Most of our military service mem- 
bers develop skills and personal attributes that 
will serve them well in the civilian economy. 
But even in the best of economic conditions it 
can sometimes take a long time to find a job, 
and as a Nation we should help shorten that 
time for our military service members. 

| have sponsored efforts in Congress to im- 
prove veterans’ employment prospects, and | 
have admired the efforts made on behalf of 
veterans in these areas day-in and day-out by 
service organizations and by employment spe- 
cialists with federal and state agencies. The 
State of California is continuing a strong tradi- 
tion of assistance to veterans’ employment 
prospects by sponsoring “Hire A Veteran 
Week” this first full week of May 1998. 

| commend California for this effort, and | 
commend the men and women of California's 
public-and-private-sectors who will take part in 
promoting veterans’ employment this coming 
week and year-round, 


— 


MINNESOTA AMERICA READS 
PROGRAM 


HON. BRUCE F. VENTO 


OF MINNESOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
commend the work of Minnesota volunteers 
participating in the America Reads program. 
There is perhaps no issue more important to 
the future of this nation than education. The 
volunteers | speak of have shown a true dedi- 
cation to the welfare of our youth by ensuring 
that children in Minnesota elementary schools 
get the attention and assistance they need to 
improve their reading skills. 

Twenty-three Minnesota colleges and uni- 
versities are currently involved in the America 
Reads program, which was started by Presi- 
dent Clinton in 1996. The goal is to ensure 
that every child can read well and independ- 
ently by the end of third grade. We all know 
of the links between literacy and future suc- 
cess. However, according to the National As- 
sessment of Educational Progress, 40 percent 
of America’s fourth graders aren't reading at 
basic levels. The America reads program 
reaches out to children and gives them the in- 
dividual attention necessary to make sure they 
don't fall through the cracks of the system. 

If children lose interest in reading early, their 
chance of being successful later in life is dif- 
ficult. Quoting an educator who recently visited 
with me, “In the first three grades, children 
learn to read. The rest of their lives, they read 
to learn”. Volunteers help students realize that 
reading is not only fundamental, but fun. The 
time spent with tutors enables children to relax 
and enjoy books, which is something that can't 
always be done in the classroom. 
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| have attached an article from the Saint 
Paul Pioneer Press for my colleagues’ review. 
It describes the America Reads program in 
Minnesota, and highlights just one of the many 
success stories this initiative has produced. | 
applaud the efforts of these volunteers, and 
wish to thank them for their dedication to the 
education of our youth. 

| am especially pleased to note and thank 
some familiar names and friends who are 
highlighted in these reports—our former col- 
league Senator Harris Wofford, Saint Paul's 
former Mayor James Scheibel, and his spouse 
Mary Pat Lee. Their willingness to share their 
time, talent and energy is an extraordinary ex- 
ample of public service, and | wish them con- 
tinued success in their endeavors; helping stu- 
dents leam to read so that they might read to 
learn! 


[From the Pioneer Press/Pioneer Planet, 
April 20, 1998] 
VOLUNTEERS REAP THE REWARDS OF TEACHING 
YOUNGSTERS TO READ 
(By THOMAS J. COLLINS) 

No tear-welling crescendo or awe-inspiring 
fireworks marked the encounter last week 
between a middle-aged Minneapolis bar 
owner and a bubbly St. Paul first-grader. 

Life-changing moments rarely are showy. 
If you see them at all, they are reflected 
briefly in a gleam of an eye or a confidently 
raised chin—unspoken signals between David 
Arone and Kiara Renfroe as they read to- 
gether in a Daytons Bluff Elementary School 
classroom. 

Yet it is partly as a result of this encoun- 
ter that the 44-year-old Arone, whose family 
has owned Arones Bar in Minneapolis since 
1935, has decided to pursue a new career by 
becoming an elementary school teacher. 

For Kiara, 7, the encounter also has been a 
transforming experience, giving her the help 
she needs to continue to teach her brothers 
to read. 

Scratch the political pronouncements and 
doomsday warnings about the decline of 
America's public schools and you'll find en- 
claves, like this one created by Arone and 
Kiara, where just the reverse seems to be 
true. 

He is a volunteer in Metropolitan State 
University’s America Reads programs and 
spends 15 hours a week helping first- through 
third-grade students at Daytons Bluff im- 
prove their reading. 

She is a first-grader on a mission to make 
something of herself despite challenges that 
define her inner-city elementary school— 
high poverty and student mobility as well as 
many students who do not speak English. 
And, of course, looming in her future is a 
deadline: National research shows that if she 
doesn’t learn to read by the end of third 
grade, she'll be more prone to a lifetime of 
ignorance and poverty. 

On this particular day, Arone is leaning 
over Kiara as they read a book about fishing 
bears. Together they sound out difficult 
words, “shh . . . shh... shake.” She glides 
over words she recognizes. Good job! he 
Says, as she masters each page. 

Later, he bends close to Kiara and whispers 
in her ear: “Some day you will write a 
book.“ 

MINNESOTANS HEED THE CALL 

It is not only Kiara’s life that has been 
changed, thanks to President Clinton’s plan 
to mobilize 100,000 work-study students and 
other volunteers under the America Reads 
program. Arone’s life has taken a new turn 
as well. 
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“From my experience here at Daytons 
Bluff, I've decided to change careers and go 
into teaching,” he says, with a hint of shy- 
ness in his voice. This is going to sound 
corny, but I knew this is where I needed to 
be. I love this atmosphere. I love kids, And 
I've loved being here. 

Clinton’s call to improve reading for young 
students seems to have been embraced with 
particular enthusiasm in Minnesota. 

Metropolitan State in St. Paul was the 
first Minnesota college or university to join 
more than 70 colleges and universities na- 
tionwide that joined the reading program in 
1996, its inaugural year. The school, long in- 
volved in community partnerships to help 
educate children and their parents, also de- 
veloped a college course to better prepare its 
student tutors for their often challenging 
urban K-12 students. 

Twenty-two other Minnesota colleges and 
universities now have developed programs of 
their own to buoy educational and commu- 
nity partnerships and training provided by 
the 45 members of the Minnesota Campus 
Compact. The wide-ranging programs in- 
clude reading to at-risk children and a study 
of ways to strengthen the housing stock and 
economy of the Daytons Bluff neighborhood. 

The campus compact takes seriously its 
goal of changing lives and communities, says 
Mark Langseth, executive director of the 
compact. 

“There has been much too much effort 
elsewhere on the romantic and recreational 
notions of volunteerism,” he said, noting 
that his coalition is in the second year of a 
10-year focus on early- and family-literacy 
programs, of which America Reads is part. 

To that end, Harris Wofford, a key player 
in the America Reads program nationally, 
will address the Youth Service Leadership 
Conference later this morning at the Min- 
neapolis Convention Center. 

The campus compact also is co-sponsoring 
a gathering Tuesday in Minneapolis of 20 col- 
lege and university presidents, 20 super- 
intendents of Minnesota public schools and 
various corporate and foundation leaders. 
The meeting is expected to result in stronger 
campus community and school partnerships 
throughout the state, Langseth said. 


NEW APPROACHES 


The compact’s interest in America Reads 
and other literacy programs was piqued by a 
startling statistic: Four of every 10 fourth- 
grade students failed to attain the basic 
level of reading on the National Assessment 
of Education Progress in 1994. 

The resulting trend was equally alarming: 
Students who fail to read well by fourth 
grade have higher dropout rates and often 
have much more difficulty learning to read 
later in life, explains Catherine Korda, the 
compact’s VISTA literacy coordinator. 

However, she noted that national research 
shows sustained, individualized attention 
and tutoring after school and during the 
summer, when combined with parental in- 
volvement and quality school instruction, 
can raise reading levels.” 

Armed with the knowledge, Clinton called 
for college presidents to increase their work- 
study allocations to finance 100,000 America 
Reads tutors. As of Feb. 23, more than 900 
colleges and universities nationally have ac- 
cepted the challenge. 

Congress allocated $52 million to improve 
and expand existing programs that support 
children’s and literacy programs as well as 
training teachers to run them. The Corpora- 
tion for National Service got an extra $24 
million for VISTA programs, $25 million for 
AmeriCorps, and $19 million for the National 
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Senior Service Corps. programs to aid in 
that effort. 

Beginning in July, 14 VISTA workers will 
be assigned to Minnesota college and univer- 
sity campuses to organize literacy programs 
like America Reads in elementary schools. 
In a break from the past, college students no 
longer will have to be eligible for federal 
work-study programs to participate in Amer- 
ica Reads. 

“This is such a natural fit for college and 
university students to tutor other students,” 
said Jim Scheibel, senior adviser to Wofford 
and a former St. Paul mayor. Vou can't sit 
with these kids and become part of their 
lives and not be committed to paying atten- 
tion to the kinds of schools we have for 
young people.” 

Scheibel understands the process all too 
well. For the past four years, he has served 
as a mentor/tutor for Antonio Murden, a 
poor Washington, D.C., public school stu- 
dent. 

Scheibel and his wife, Mary Pat Lee, suc- 
cessfully sued the district school system to 
help Murden, now 17, get the education he 
needed in a private school for special needs 
students. (The Pioneer Press profiled 
Scheibel's efforts to help Murden two years 
ago.) 

We've seen great improvement in Anto- 
nio,” Scheibel said. He recently went up an- 
other level in school. His spelling is terrific, 
and I’ve seen his whole self-image greatly 
improve as he’s learned to read. 

“We have to do this just like that—one 
student at a time, one school at a time, one 
neighborhood at a time. Just look at the 
work Metro State has done in St. Paul.” 

AN INCREDIBLE OPPORTUNITY 

Metropolitan State’s tutors and volunteers 
in the America Reads program this year 
have served more than 200 students at Day- 
tons Bluff and the Richard R. Green Central 
Park School in Minneapolis, said Susan 
Giguere, director of the university’s Center 
for Community-Based Learning. 

All told, the university and its community 
partners provided child and family literacy 
services to 420 people during the academic 
quarter ending March 31. 

“It's hard to judge from (standardized) 
testing whether we are making a difference 
because many of the students you test today 
will be going tomorrow.“ Giguere said. But 
I can see progress in the eyes of these stu- 
dents. They are reading more now. Even 
their parents are excited about reading. 

Maureen Sauve, 35, a single mother of 2- 
year-old Hannah, is such a believer in the 
program that she will begin work on a mas- 
ter’s degree in education at the University of 
Minnesota this summer. Like Arone, she 
hopes someday to be a licensed teacher. 

“This has been an incredible opportunity 
for me,” she said. At first I was really dis- 
tracted. The kids have so much energy. But 
I can see the progress these children are 
making. All of a sudden, reading clicks for 
them.” 

The former legal secretary returned to 
school after the birth of her daughter to ful- 
fill a lifelong dream of being a teacher. She's 
getting a taste of that dream on a federal 
work-study grant through Metropolitan 
State. 

FOUR BOOKS, NO DOUBTS 

Arone didn’t qualify for a work-study 
grant because he makes too much money. 
But he, too, was hooked by volunteering in 
Metropolitan State’s after-school and fam- 
ily-literacy programs at Daytons Bluff. 

He decided to return to school two years 
ago at the suggestion of his wife, Debra, 
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after working in a smoke-filled bar began to 
irritate his asthma. 

Now he gets to work in a smoke-free envi- 
ronment and has the incalculable pleasure of 
seeing a young mind bloom with the joy of 
reading. 

His reading session this day with Kiara 
ends on a positive note. She has read four 
books, her progress marked by tiny foot- 
print-shaped stickers that eventually will 
earn her a free book. 

Kiara, like her mentor, has no doubt she 
will achieve her goal. 

“I was the first one to learn to read in my 
family. So I will be able to do more things 
when I grow up.“ she volunteers before 
breaking into a broad smile. “I’m the most 
responsible one. I do the chores around the 
house. I also taught my little brother and 
biggest brother to read,” 

Arone sits nearby with a big smile of his 
own, acknowledging later that by fitting him 
into her busy schedule, Kiara has changed 
his life as well. 
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MAY 3—POLISH CONSTITUTION 
DAY 


HON. NANCY L. JOHNSON 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speak- 
er, it is Spring, and we live in a glorious time 
of rebirth and renewal. We meet to celebrate 
Polish Constitution Day. And how appropriate 
it is that we celebrate as well the Senate vote 
approving NATO expansion. 

In 1791, enormous challenges faced Polish 
reformers. Prussia, Russia and Austria, ag- 
gressive, imperial states, threatened the Polish 
Lithuanian Commonwealth. In 1772, they 
partioned the Commonwealth, and were 
threatening to repeat the disgraceful deed. 
The Commonwealth was but a Russian 
satelite, and its once powerful parliamentary 
democracy weakened by political corruption. 
The moment was now to transform Poland 
into a new nation, with the full benefits of lib- 
erty, equality, and fratenity available to every 
citizen. 

The reformers gathered in Warsaw on May 
3, 1791, met the challenge. Motivated by a 
deep desire for freedom, they set about to lib- 
erate themselves “from the disgraceful shack- 
les of foreign influence.” “Prizing more than 
life and every personal consideration, political 
existence, external independence, and internal 
liberty of the nation,” they adopted a constitu- 
tion for “future generations, for the sake of the 
public good, for scurring our liberty, and main- 
taining our kingdom and our possessions.” 1 

The new constitution electrified Europe. 
Shunning the violence of the French Revolu- 
tion, the Polish reformers revolutionized their 
government and their society. The King, 
Stanislaus August, was now a constitutional 
monarch. The political devices which had 
opened the way for the corruption of the Com- 
monwealth—the liberum veto (free veto) and 
the confederation—were abolished forever. 
Religious freedom was proclaimed. The burg- 


New Constitution of the Government of Poland 
established by the Revolution of The Third of May, 
1791.” (London: J. Debrett, 2nd edition, 1791), 4. 
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ers acquired political rights. The new constitu- 
tion also implied a radical improvement for the 
peasant serfs, the largest social class. 

Poland's rebirth threatened her feudal 
neighbors. In 1793 and 1795 they partioned 
the Commonwealth twice more. For 123 
years, until the end of World War |, Poland 
was missing from Europe's map. President 
Woodrow Wilson supported Poland's rebirth, 
and independence came again, but it was 
brief. In 1939, Nazi Germany and Soviet Rus- 
sia repeated the crimes of their 18th century 
predecessors; they invaded and partitioned 
Poland. And at the war's end, Churchill and 
Roosevelt conceded Eastern Europe to Soviet 
control. 

The memories of May 3, of 19th century in- 
surrections against Russia, and of heroism 
and martyrdom during the Holocaust of World 
War II, sustained the Polish people during the 
long-night of Soviet occupation. Poles ob- 
jected to being cut off from Europe and con- 
fined to an alien empire. In 1956, 1968, 1970, 
and 1976, Poles protested. 

Inspired by Pope John Ii, Poles underwent 
a modern rebirth. Solidarity and Lech Walcsa 
challenged the false Soviet ideology. The 
weapons were not guns and tanks, but the 
truth, human dignity and civil rights, and the 
eternal insistence upon individual freedom. 
The West hailed the Polish workers’ heoric, 
non-violent struggle. In 1983 Lech Walesa re- 
ceived the Nobel Peace Prize. 

The patient struggle finally bore fruit in 
1989. The countries of Eastern Europe re- 
gained their sovereignty, and the civil empire 
distingrated. 

The Soviet Empire collapsed because of in- 
ternal pressures, but also because of Western 
resolve. Since 1949, NATO, a system of col- 
lective security based on shared democratic 
values, kept the peace and kept the Soviets in 
check. NATO is history’s most successful alli- 
ance. 

Now is the moment to consolidate the west- 
ern victory in the Cold War, and to take into 
NATO the new democracies of Eastern Eu- 
rope. NATO expansion will enhance Europe's 
political stability. It will strengthen the new de- 
mocracies. These countries can no longer be 
the target of Russian or other imperial ambi- 
tions. t 

Since 1989, the countries of Eastern Europe 
have undergone a remarkable rebirth. the re- 
construction of democracy and of democratic 
societies is underway. Free elections are a 
hallmark of new political cultures. The East 
Europeans have also begun to integrate them- 
selves into Westem economic institutions. 
They are on the way back to Europe. 

Membership in NATO is a culminating mo- 
ment in Eastern Europe's political and eco- 
nomic rebirth. Today we gather here to cele- 
brate Poland's constitution of May 3rd, 1791 
and her rebirth in the 18th century. At the 
same time, we celebrate and recognize her 
modern rebirth. We welcome Poland, the 
Czech Republic, and Hungary as America’s 
newest NATO allies. With a Europe renewed 
and re-invigorated, we move forward with con- 
fidence into the next millenium. In securing 
north Atlantic collective security, we secure 
and pass on to the next generation our com- 
mon democratic values. 
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TRIBUTE TO DICK FEENEY, 
PUBLIC SERVANT 


HON. ELIZABETH FURSE 


OF OREGON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to a dedicated public servant. 
When | was elected to Congress in 1992, one 
of my top priorities was securing the funding 
to guarantee that the important Westside Light 
Rail project would open on time and on budg- 
et. While | have had the opportunity to work 
with many good people at Tri-Met throughout 
my six years in Congress, Dick Feeney has 
been a constant source of good counsel and 
support. | would not have had as much suc- 
cess without his steadying influence. 

Dick's contributions to Oregon are not lim- 
ited to his work with our local transit agency, 
Tri-Met, where he has worked for twenty 
years. Dick began his distinguished career in 
1966 as a Legislative Assistant to Congress- 
woman Edith Green, and later worked for the 
Multnomah County Chairman. He was an in- 
structor at Portland State University and 
served as Director of the Institute of policy 
Studies. He has been President of the Oregon 
Transit Association, and is currently a member 
of the Archdiocesan Board of Catholic Char- 
ities and the disciplinary panel of the Oregon 
State Bar. | also know that Dick can carry an 
Irish tune with the best of them. 

Dick Feeney is one of those people who ef- 
fectively and consistently serve the public, day 
in and day out, and never ask for any recogni- 
tion. Today, on behalf of Portland and all my 
constituents, | would like to give him the credit 
he deserves. Happy Birthday, Dick. 


————EEEE 


RETIREMENT OF FREDERICK P. 


HITZ, INSPECTOR GENERAL OF 
THE CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 
AGENCY 


HON. NORMAN D. DICKS 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, on April 30, Fred 
Hitz will complete seven and one-half years in 
office as the Central Intelligence Agency's in- 
spector general, and a career in the federal 
government which exceeds twenty years. 

In addition to service at the CIA before his 
confirmation as Inspector General, Mr. Hitz 
served in Republican and Democratic adminis- 
trations in a variety of demanding positions at 
the Departments of State, Defense, and En- 
ergy. His tenure in each of these posts was 
characterized by uncommon dedication and 
exceptional performance. Mr. Hitz’ experience 
in government, his first-hand knowledge of the 
unique aspects of working in the CIA, and the 
high regard in which he was held on Capitol 
Hill, made him an excellent choice in 1990 to 
be the CIA's first presidentially appointed in- 
spector general. 

Inspectors general with independence guar- 
anteed by the fact that they are appointed by, 
and serve at the pleasure of, the President are 
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essential to the effective operation of execu- 
tive agencies, and to the maintenance of the 
public's confidence that officials at these agen- 
cies will be held accountable for their actions. 
| suspect that only by serving in one of these 
posts could someone fully appreciate how dif- 
ficult it is to function simultaneously as a sen- 
ior manager, and an independent critic, of the 
same agency. As challenging as service as an 
inspector general must be at most agencies, it 
is even more so at the CIA where the need to 
compartment activities for security purposes 
makes it hard to trace the path of certain deci- 
sions, and where the inclination is not to vol- 
unteer information, especially to those not per- 
ceived to be part of “the team.” 

Fred Hitz has worked tirelessly to create 
and sustain an inspector general's process 
which was supported both inside and outside 
of the CIA. That he has succeeded is a testa- 
ment to his great ability and unquestionable 
integrity. The reputation which the Office of 
the Inspector General enjoys for conducting 
audits, inspections, and investigations which 
are thorough and follow the facts wherever 
they might lead, and for making tough rec- 
ommendations for improvement regardless of 
their popularity, is a reflection of Mr. Hitz’ lead- 
ership abilities. He will be sorely missed at the 
CIA, but his most important legacy may be the 
degree to which he has institutionalized in the 
inspector general's office his commitment to 
uncovering the truth. 

A graduate of Princeton University, Mr. Hitz 
will be returning to his alma mater, this time 
as a member of the faculty. Anyone who has 
heard or read Fred's views on subjects like 
the organization of the intelligence community, 
or the community's role in the post-Cold War 
world, knows him to be a person who gives 
important issues great thought and who ex- 
presses himself on them with clarity and care. 
He will be an excellent teacher from whom 
students at Princeton will learn a great deal. 

Mr. Hitz has served the country with great 
distinction. | want to wish him, and his wife, 
Mary Buford, only the best in the years to 
come. | hope that he will not mind an occa- 
sional call for advice from those of us who 
have come to rely on his counsel. 


— 


BUILDING EFFICIENT SURFACE 
TRANSPORTATION AND EQUITY 
ACT OF 1998 


SPEECH OF 


HON. STENY H. HOYER 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, April 27, 1998 


The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 2400) to authorize 
funds for Federal-aid highways, highway 
safety programs, and transit programs, and 
for other purposes: 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, | rise today to 
state my disappointment that this legislation 
contains no legislative language authorizing 
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program 
(CMAQ) funds to be utilized for the operation 
and construction of telecommuting centers. 

In 1991 ISTEA broke new ground by allow- 
ing CMAQ funding to be used to study the 
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benefits of telecommuting centers. These cen- 
ters are presently funded by the General Serv- 
ices Administration and allow federal employ- 
ees to use an alternative workplace in lieu of 
traveling to their main offices several times a 
month. This concept, which has been tested in 
Calvert, Charles, and St. Mary's counties, has 
been very successful. 

| remember vividly speaking to a young 
woman about the impact of telecommuting 
about a year ago. She was the mother of two 
small children who lived about an hour and a 
half outside of Washington. Every morning she 
got up before 5 a.m. in order to get her chil- 
dren to daycare and still be at work by 8 a.m. 
On a good day, her morning commute was 
about 90 minutes. However, if there was an 
accident or bad weather it could take her two 
or more hours to get to work. After getting two 
sleepy children ready for the day and fighting 
traffic she told me that she often felt ex- 
hausted before she even started her job as a 
computer programmer. 

Mr. Speaker, there is a telecommuting cen- 
ter located not far from her home in Lexington 
Park. A few times a month she works out of 
the telecommuting center instead of driving up 
to Washington. What is the impact? For start- 
ers there is one less car on the highway. One 
less car equals less congestion on the crowd- 
ed Washington metropolitan corridor and a de- 
crease in air pollution. She is also more pro- 
ductive at her job as a programmer because 
she is better rested and less stressed, she 
gets to spend more time with her children, and 
she saves money, gas, and wear and tear on 
her car with a shorter commute. 

Mr. Speaker, telecommuting makes a real 
difference in the lives of constituents in my 
district. There is a need for additional centers 
in Maryland and the rest of the country and | 
hope that H.R. 2400 will be amended in Con- 
ference to allow CMAQ funds to be used for 
the design, construction, and operation of tele- 
commuting centers. 


—— 


HAMPTON HIGH SCHOOL WINS 
STATE CHAMPIONSHIP 


HON. WILLIAM J. COYNE 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, on May 2-4, 
more than 1200 students from across the 
United States will be in Washington, DC to 
compete in the national finals of We the Peo- 
ple . . . The Citizen and the Constitution pro- 
gram. | would especially like to congratulate 
the Hampton High School State Championship 
team from Allison Park, Pennsylvania, which 
will represent the state of Pennsylvania in the 
competition. After months of studying constitu- 
tional issues to prepare for the competition, 
the students in Mrs. Tara O'Brien's sixth pe- 
riod political science class won the state com- 
petition, entitling them to participate in the na- 
tional competition. 

The We the People . . . The Citizen and 
the Constitution program provides curricular 
materials at upper elementary, middle, and 
high school levels for more than 75,000 teach- 
ers and 24 million students nationwide. The 
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three-day national competition simulates a 
congressional hearing. Students demonstrate 
their knowledge by defending positions on his- 
torical and contemporary constitutional issues. 
Entire classes participate together, so students 
learn team skills in addition to civics. 

The following are the students who will rep- 
resent Hampton High and the state of Penn- 
sylvania in the national finals: Angela Am- 
brose, Rebecca Amrhein, Aren Bierkan, Chris- 
tine Brady, Heather Gahagan, Emily Huie, 
Jessica Kiefer, Lauren Klemens, Jessica Lin, 
Rina Mansukhani, Lauren Montgomery, Laura 


Ostapenko, Andrew Scharff, Christian 
Spearline, Countney Vetter, and Katrina 
Werger. 


Again, | would like to congratulate these stu- 
dent son their accomplishments and wish 
them the best of luck in next week's competi- 
tion. | am proud to represent such accom- 
plished young people, and | look forward to 
meeting them when they visit Capitol Hill. 


— 


IN RECOGNITION OF CLARA 
BARTSCH 


HON. JOHN EDWARD PORTER 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the exemplary work of Ms. Clara 
Bartsch, who for many years has served as ll- 
linois’ Congressional Liaison for Medicare. Be- 
cause Clara's employer, Blue Cross/Blue 
Shield, will not be retaining its contact with the 
Health Care Finance Administration, she will 
be leaving her position. Together with all 
members of the Illinois Congressional Delega- 
tion, | want to let Clara know how much we 
appreciate her dedication and her tremendous 
work on behalf of Medicare recipients through- 
out our state. 

Every member of this body understands the 
vital role our offices fulfill in assisting constitu- 
ents overcome difficulties in dealing with fed- 
eral government agencies. As caseworkers 
endeavor to explain and interpret the often 
confusing maze of federal rules, guidelines 
and regulations, they depend heavily upon liai- 
son personnel. As all the caseworkers in my 
office and other offices in our delegation will 
attest, Clara Bartsch is among the very best li- 
aisons in the business. 

Clara’s commitment to the people we all 
serve is second to no one. She consistently 
goes above and beyond the call of duty—mak- 
ing sure that all congressional inquiries are 
handled expeditiously and professionally. The 
caseworkers who have relied upon Clara will 
tell you that her responsiveness and outreach 
efforts are nothing short of outstanding. In par- 
ticular, her annual Medicare Seminars have 
been invaluable to all of our offices, helping us 
stay on top of changes in the Medicare pro- 
gram and providing in-depth information on 
the latest developments. 

In short, Mr. Speaker, Clara Bartsch leaves 
a legacy of outstanding service in her role as 
Medicare Liaison and has helped the entire ll- 
linois delegation better serve the people we 
are privileged to represent. For her tremen- 
dous contributions, she has the gratitude of 
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every member of our delegation and our very 
best wishes for her future success and happi- 
ness. 


O Å 


INTRODUCTION OF H.R. 3744 LEGIS- 
LATION AMENDING THE FOOD 
FOR PEACE PROGRAM 


HON. GEORGE R. NETHERCUTT, JR. 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, today | in- 
troduced a bill designed to help farmers par- 
ticipating in the PL 480 Food for Peace Pro- 
gram who have experienced trouble moving 
their product by rail to U.S. ports. 

Under PL 480, the Department of Agri- 
culture invites farmers and processors to sell 
their product (e.g. grain, peas, lentils, barley) 
to the federal government. At the time they 
advertise their tender, the Department also 
specifies where and when the product has to 
be delivered. Farmers and processors are 
able to calculate their bids based on the cost 
to produce, the cost associated with rail ship- 
ment, the time normally required to get empty 
rail cars, and the time needed to have the rail- 
road move cars to the port specified by the 
Department. Successful bidders sign a con- 
tract with the Department prior to shipping 
their product, but they don't receive payment 
from the government until after it is delivered 
to the port. 

This arrangement has generally worked well 
over the years, but last summer and fall a 
large number of farmers and processors— 
through no fault of their own—experienced tre- 
mendous difficulty abiding by the terms of their 
contracts with the Department. Rail congestion 
in the midwest and west caused many ship- 
ments to arrive late, thus missing sailing dates 
and generating expensive damage claims 
against farmers and processors. My bill would 
hold farmers and processors harmless against 
these kinds of damages. 

It is unreasonable for the government to 
hold farmers and processors liable for dam- 
ages in instances where they make a good 
faith effort to load and transport their product 
on a timely basis. Farmers and processors 
surrender their product to a railroad for ship- 
ment to a port, but they have no ability to con- 
trol its delivery and, under current program 
rules, they pay damages for late arrival. 

As an aside, | am aware that the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture has relieved some PL 480 
participants from damages arising from last 
summer's rail service difficulties in the mid- 
west, but | don't think it prudent to leave the 
issue of future damages to the discretion of 
the Department. Farmers and processors 
need the certainty of knowing that they will not 
be liable for transportation problems beyond 
their control. 

| ask all Members to cosponsor this legisla- 
tion. The PL 480 Food for Peace Program is 
an important market for many farmers and 
processors, but under the current rules, it pre- 
sents a whole host of unknowns that jeop- 
ardize future participation, especially in light of 
ongoing rail service problems. 
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SENSE OF CONGRESS ON 50TH AN- 
NIVERSARY OF FOUNDING OF 
MODERN STATE OF ISRAEL 


SPEECH OF 


HON. KAREN McCARTHY 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
in commemorating the 50th Anniversary of the 
creation of the State of Israel, | rise to pay 
tribute to the pioneers and visionaries who 
survived the holocaust and who built this mag- 
nificent nation. Fifty years after its creation, 
Israel is still the lone beacon of democracy in 
the Middle East, and our most stalwart ally. 

At midnight on May 14, 1948, the State of 
Israel was established as the British mandate 
over Palestine ended. The moment that Israel 
declared itself a free state, U.S. President 
Harry S. Truman of Independence, Missouri 
declared our country's support for this fledg- 
ling nation. President Truman's words still ring 
true. He said, “I had faith in Israel before it 
was established, | have faith in it now. | be- 
lieve it has a glorious future before it—not just 
another sovereign nation, but as an embodi- 
ment of the great ideals of our civilization.” On 
May 15, the day after President Truman rec- 
ognized the state of Israel, the surrounding 
nations invaded to crush this newly free soci- 


ety. 

Nar. Speaker, in 1993 | visited Israel to study 
their culture, their laws and their government, 
and | was impressed by the accomplishments 
of the citizens who built a thriving economy 
and ability to manage its diversity. Throughout 
all of challenges that this nation has faced, its 
citizens remain positive about the future and 
secure in their belief in democracy and per- 
sonal liberty. 

In 1998, 50 years after President Truman's 
prescient remarks, Israel is a vibrant democ- 
racy experiencing strong economic growth and 
a period of relative peace. As we congratulate 
the people of Israel on their 50th anniversary, 
we must not forget the mutual support and the 
strong ties that exist between us. As the 
Congressperson who represents President 
Truman's home, | feel a special connection to 
the people of Israel, and on this day | would 
like to congratulate them and wish them suc- 
cess as they decide on a common purpose 
that will unify the country. 


—— 


PROSPECT CONGREGATIONAL 
CHURCH 


HON. JAMES H. MALONEY 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, 
| bring to the attention of the American public 
and the U.S. House of Representatives an up- 
coming celebration in Connecticut's 5th Con- 
gressional District that commemorates the 
200th anniversary of the Prospect Congrega- 
tional Church in Prospect, Connecticut. The 
event will be during May 16th and 17th, 1998. 

The Prospect Congregational Church typi- 
fies the image that most would have of 
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churches in the New England region of our 
country. It is a white clapboard style structure 
that sits on a town green. It serves a con- 
gregation of 336, mostly from the Prospect, 
Waterbury and Cheshire areas, and is a mem- 
ber of the Connecticut Conference of the 
United Church of Christ, which traces its his- 
tory to the Connecticut Missionary Society, 
founded in May, 1798. The church was orga- 
nized officially on May 14th, 1798 by sixteen 
local residents on land owned and donated by 
John Lewis for the purpose of building a reli- 
gious structure. The first pastor was the Rev. 
Oliver Hitchcock. Some fifty years later, his 
grandson, Rev. Joseph Payne arrived and 
brought new vitality to the church. Rev. Payne 
was related to Lyman Beecher and Harriet 
Beecher Stowe and through his leadership, a 
strong anti-slavery influence was felt in the 
church and throughout the community. 

During the course of the past two hundred 
years, the Prospect Congregational Church 
has been housed in four different structures. 
These structures were necessary due to both 
growth of the congregation as well as to the 
occurrence of two fires—one on November 17, 
1906 and a second one on November 29, 
1941. The current structure was dedicated on 
July 15, 1951. 

There have been 44 different pastors in the 
Chruch's history, including one woman, from 
1957 to 1966. The current pastor, the Rev. 
Howard L. Hinman, has served the church 
since 1988. 

Mr. Speaker, the Prospect Congregational 
Church has served as a mainstay not only for 
its congregation, but for the community as a 
whole. It has been a source of strength to indi- 
viduals for two centuries and will continue to 
add to the civic and religious foundation that 
has long served the Prospect community. On 
behalf of the 5th Congressional District and 
the House of Representatives. | congratulate 
all members, past and present, of the Pros- 
pect Congregational Church and send best 
wishes for a very successful celebration of this 
historic event. 


—— 


CONGRATULATING ISRAEL'S 
ANNIVERSARY 


HON. SIDNEY R. YATES 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, my time in Con- 
gress is almost the same as Israel's birth and 
growth. | was elected to the House for the first 
time in November 1948. Israel became a Na- 
tion in May 1948. | have known all of its lead- 
ers and Ambassadors to the United States, in- 
cluding Yitzhak Rabin, Ben Gurion, Levi 
Eshkal, Golda Meir, Moshe Dayan, and the 
other stalwarts in a long line of patriots who 
have developed Israel into the splendid nation 
it is today. 

Today, Addie and | would like to extend our 
profound congratulations to Israel, whose 
courage and dignity have been an inspiration 
to the world. 

Happy Anniversary Israel. 
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FAMILY AND MEDICAL LEAVE 
CLARIFICATION ACT 


HON. HARRIS W. FAWELL 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
introduce a bill which would make reasonable, 
and much needed, changes to the Family and 
Medical Leave Act of 1993. The Family and 
Medical Leave Clarification Act will help the 
FMLA be implemented and enforced in a man- 
ner Congress originally intended when it 
passed the Act in 1993. 

do not think anyone would dispute that the 
FMLA has done some good for those with se- 
rious family and medical crises. However, 
some of the troublesome results are difficult to 
ignore. The fact of the matter is there is com- 
pelling evidence of problems with the imple- 
mentation and enforcement of the FMLA— 
problems which affect both employers and 
employees. The FMLA is still a relatively 
young law. In fact, the final rule implementing 
the Act was not published until 1995. As with 
any new law, there are some growing pains 
that need to be sorted out. 

As became evident during an extensive 
hearing last year in the Committee on Edu- 
cation and the Workforce, there is evidence of 
myriad problems in the workplace caused by 
the FMLA's intermittent leave provisions, of 
additional burdens from overly broad and con- 
fusing regulations of the FMLA—not the least 
of which is the Department of Labor's ever-ex- 
panding definition of “serious health condi- 
tion”, of inequities stemming from employers 
with generous leave policies being in effect 
penalized under the FMLA for having those 
policies, and of often incomplete FMLA med- 
ical certifications filed under the Act. 

Mr. Speaker, the FMLA created a Commis- 
sion on Leave, which was charged with report- 
ing the FMLA’s impact. Upon release of the 
Commission’s report in April 1996, we were 
told that all was well with the FMLA. But con- 
trary to these assertions, the report was not a 
complete picture. In fact, the Family and Med- 
ical Leave Act Commission admitted its report 
was only an “initial assessment.” Its 2-year 
study began in November of 1993, just three 
months after the Act even applied to most em- 
ployers and more than a year before the re- 
lease of final FMLA regulations in January of 
1995. Simply put, the Commission's report 
was based on old and incomplete data, looked 
at long before employers or employees could 
have been fully aware of the FMLA’s many re- 
quirements and responsibilities. 

Mr. Speaker, the first area the FMLA Clari- 
fication Act addresses is the Department of 
Labor's overly broad interpretation of the term 
“serious health condition.” In passing the 
FMLA, Congress stated that the term “serious 
health condition” was not intended to cover 
short-term conditions for which treatment and 
recovery were very brief, recognizing specifi- 
cally in Committee report language that “it is 
expected that such conditions will fall within 
the most modest sick leave policies.” 

Despite Congressional intent, the Depart- 
ment of Labors current regulations are ex- 
tremely expansive, defining the term “serious 
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health condition” as including, among other 
things, any absence of more than three days 
in which the employee sees any health care 
provider and receives any type of continuing 
treatment (including a second doctor's visit, or 
a prescription, or a referral to a physical thera- 
pist). Such a broad definition potentially man- 
dates FMLA leave where an employee sees a 
health care provider once, receives a prescrip- 
tion drug, and is instructed to call the health 
care provider back if the symptoms do not im- 
prove. 

Most of the leave taken under the FMLA 
has been for employee’s own illnesses most 
of which were previously covered under sick 
leave policies. The FMLA has become a na- 
tional sick leave program—contrary to the 
strong assertions of the bill’s original sup- 
porters. Furthermore, the Department of Labor 
has been inconsistent and vague in its opinion 
letters, leaving employers guessing as to what 
the DOL and the Courts will deem to be “seri- 
ous.” 

The FMLA Clarification Act reflects Con- 
gress’ original intent for the meaning of the 
term “serious health condition’,’ by taking 
word-for-word from the Democrats’ Committee 
report, and adding to the statute, the then-Ma- 
jority’s explanation of what types of conditions 
it intended the Act to cover. It also repeals the 
DOL's current regulations on the issue and di- 
rects the agency to go back to the drawing 
board and issue regulations consistent with 
the new definition. 

My bill also minimizes tracking and adminis- 
trative burdens while maintaining the original 
intent of the law, by permitting employers to 
require employees to take “intermittent'leave— 
FMLA leave taken in separate blocks of time 
due to a single qualifying reason—in incre- 
ments of up to one-half of a work day. 

Congress drafted the FMLA to allow em- 
ployees to take leave in less than full-day in- 
crements. The intent was to address situations 
when an employee may need to take leave for 
intermittent treatments, e.g., for chemotherapy 
or radiation treatments, or other medical ap- 
pointments. Granting leave for these condi- 
tions has not been a significant problem. How- 
ever, the regulations provide that an employer 
“may limit leave increments to the shortest pe- 
riod of time that the employer's payroll system 
uses to account for absences or use of leave, 
provided it is one hour or less.” 825.203(d). 
Since some employers track in increments of 
as small as six or eight minutes, the regula- 
tions have resulted in a host of problems re- 
lated to tracking the leave and in maintaining 
attendance control policies. In many situations, 
it is difficult to know when the employee will 
be at work, and in many positions, an em- 
ployee who has frequent, unpredictable ab- 
sences can play havoc with the productivity 
and scheduling of an entire department when 
employers do not know if certain employees 
will be at work. Allowing an employer to re- 
quire an employee to take intermittent leave in 
increments of up to one-half of a work day 
would ease the burden significantly for em- 
ployers, both in terms of necessary paperwork 
and with respect to being able to cover effi- 
ciently for absent employees. 

Where the employer does not exercise its 
right to require the employee to substitute 
other employer-provided leave under the 
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FMLA, the FMLA Clarification Act shifts to the 
employee the need to request leave be des- 
ignated as FMLA leave, and requires the em- 
ployee to provide written application within five 
working days of providing notice to the em- 
ployer for foreseeable leave, and within a time 
period extended as necessary for unforesee- 
able leave, if the employee is physically or 
mentally incapable of providing notice or sub- 
mitting the application. 

Requiring the employee to request that 
leave be designated as FMLA leave eliminates 
the need for the employer to question the em- 
ployee and pry into the employee’s and the 
employee's family’s private matters, as re- 
quired under current law, and helps eliminate 
personal liability for employer supervisors who 
should not be expected to be experts in the 
vague and complex regulations which even at- 
torneys have a difficult time understanding. 

With respect to leave taken because of the 
employee's own serious health condition, the 
FMLA Clarification Act permits an employer to 
require the employee to choose between tak- 
ing unpaid leave provided by the FMLA or 
paid absence under an employer's collective 
bargaining agreement or other sick leave, sick 
pay, or disability plan, program, or policy of 
the employer. This change provides incentive 
for employers to continue their generous sick 
leave policies while providing a disincentive to 
employers considering getting rid of such em- 
ployee-friendly plans, including those nego- 
tiated by the employer and the employee's 
union representative. Paid leave would be 
subject to the employer’s normal work rules 
and procedures for taking such leave, includ- 
ing work rules and procedures dealing with at- 
tendance requirements. 

Despite the common belief that leave under 
the FMLA is necessarily unpaid, employers 
having generous sick leave policies, or who 
have worked out employee-friendly sick leave 
programs with unions in collective bargaining 
agreements, are being penalized by the 
FMLA. In fact, for many companies, most 
FMLA leave has become paid leave because 
the regulations state that an employer must 
observe any employment benefit program or 
plan than provides greater rights than the 
FMLA. Furthermore, because employers can- 
not use the taking of FMLA leave as a nega- 
tive factor in employment actions, such as hir- 
ing, promotions or disciplinary actions, nor can 
they count FMLA leave under no fault” at- 
tendance policies, the regulations prohibit em- 
ployers from using disciplinary attendance 
policies to manage employees’ absences, 
even though employers are required to pay for 
the absences under their short-term disability 
programs if either the employee or the em- 
ployer elects to substitute paid leave. 

My bill also addresses some of the prob- 
lems employers often face in determining the 
validity of an employee’s FMLA certification, 
by clarifying that sufficient certification under 
the FMLA must include “the appropriate med- 
ical facts, which must be documented by ob- 
jective medical findings.” 

Health care providers are accustomed to re- 
sponding to telephone inquiries from employ- 
ers’ health care providers and the information 
they provide on the FMLA certification form is 
often internally inconsistent or does not sup- 
port a finding of incapacity. The bill would re- 
quire the employee's health care provider to 
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document on the form the objective medical 
findings supporting the finding of incapacity. 
Due to the limits imposed by the Department 
of Labors regulations, the employer's health 
care provider cannot even call the employee's 
health care provider if the employee declines 
to give permission. Nor can the employer's 
health care provider obtain the usual docu- 
mentary support for a disability. These limita- 
tions either lead the employer to deny FMLA 
coverage due to lack of sufficient certification, 
or to grant FMLA coverage despite the lack of 
sufficient factual support just to avoid a dis- 
pute. This clarification would simply give the 
employer more information upon which to de- 
termine whether or not a leave request quali- 
fies under the FMLA. 


— 


SINGING LANCERS—A SOURCE OF 
PRIDE FOR THE SPRINGFIELD 
COMMUNITY 


HON. HENRY J. HYDE 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, the choirs of Lee 
High School in Springfield, Va. drew words of 
praise from faculty and community residents 
following their participation in the competitive 
April 17 Boston Music Festival. 

Every year the group competes in Music 
Festivals representing Lee High School and 
the community's finest youth. Under the direc- 
tion of Mr. G. Lindsey Florence, the Singing 
Lancers, known for their high standards of 
music excellence, returned from the April 17 
competition holding their silver and bronze tro- 
phies high with pride. The Madrigals and La- 
dies Chamber Choir carried the Silver and the 
Concert and Lee Freshmen Choirs held the 
Bronze. This is an exceptional honor because 
the four choirs’ performance were adjudicated 
on a college and professional level by a panel 
of three judges. 

Their achievement deserves recognition, 
and it gives me great pleasure to acknowledge 
each of these fine young men and women. 
Congratulations to: Matt Aberant, Denise 
Absher, Karen Albers, Jessica Alonzo, Aman- 
da Anderson, Kristine Antiporda, Mary Assad, 
Hyun Bae, Lena Berdecia, Katie Brado, Kelly 
Brehm, Lauren Buchanan, Ashley Bush, Nicki 
Clark, Rachel Cooper, Liz Cego, Lindsay 
Cronin, Rachel Cully, Jeni Davis, Abigail 
Dosh, Kelly Dreier, Mary Fitzgerald, Ashley 
Flanders, Heather Flemming, Kristine Foulkes, 
Kyle Freesiand, Chris Fritz, Reagan Good- 
man, Brian Gresham, Rachel Griffin, Kristen 
Hampton, Chipp Hewitt, Dan Hinson, April 
Holloman, Michelle Hudgens, Brandy Hume, 
J.P. Javier-Wong, Tim Jeffers, Erlend John- 
son, Dan Kim, Tasha Kulenguski, Peter Laver, 
Danielle Lawson, Mike Lazear, Darice Lee, 
Natalie Lent, Amanda Lindberg, Jennifer Little, 
Madeline Mace, Candace Mallon, Courtney 
Mallon, Chris Marfori, Maggie Martin, Tara 
McCabe, Heather McKay, Darin McMillen, 
Dave McMullin, Meg Meyer, Abby Meyer, 
Carrie Moore, Jason Morgan, Shaun Newman, 
Jared Orton, John Oudomsouk, Tim Parsons, 
Alicia Perretti, Jessica Piansky, Rachel Plow- 
man, Michelle Poling, Jason Potts, Leslie 
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Potts, Alicia Powell, Lindsay Powers, Anna 
Ramedo, Davis Reynolds, lan Richmond, 
Brook Rubeor, Amy Simpson, Julie Saholsky, 
Jenny Sellers, Liz Shwaery, Sara Sikorra, Les- 
lie Simpson, Beth Sivola, Justin Smallwood, 
Kirstin Stamper, Julie Stoops, Stacey Stratton, 
Dawn Thompson, Christal Wells, Mellissa 
Wilkerson, Sarah Wills, Eric Womac, Kelsey 
Wright, and Christina Yip. 


—_—_—_————EEE 


PALCARE—MODEL CHILD CARE 
CENTER 


HON. TOM LANTOS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, last week Presi- 
dent Clinton delivered an important address in 
the Rose Garden about the critical need for 
quality, affordable child care in our country. 
The President reviewed several ideas and pro- 
posals designed to meet this demand, con- 
tending that we have “to act on the over- 
whelming weight of the evidence about the im- 
portance of the earliest years in the child's 
life.” 

| wholeheartedly agree with President Clin- 
ton, and | believe that | can point him to an 
outstanding example of what can and should 
be done. Palcare in Burlingame, California, is 
an exceptional, nonprofit child care center de- 
signed to address the most serious concern 
that dual-income and single-parent families in 
the Bay Area are forced to confront—the need 
to ensure a safe, nurturing environment for 
their children. | visited Palcare last month and 
came away with an immense appreciation for 
its educational excellence, its devoted staff, 
and, most of all, its invaluable assistance to 
mothers and fathers from across the Penin- 
sula. 

| am delighted to congratulate Palcare on 
the fifth anniversary of its opening and on its 
exceptional record of community service in 
San Mateo County. 

As our country has shifted from an industrial 
to a service-based structure, the traditional 
one-income family has become more the ex- 
ception than the rule, and 9-to-5 work days 
are increasingly becoming a rarity. Many sin- 
gle parents hold three or more jobs, struggling 
to create a positive environment for their chil- 
dren while fighting to earn the financial re- 
sources to feed them, clothe them, and edu- 
cate them. 

Palcare responds to their social dilemma 
described by former U.S. Secretary of Labor 
Robert Reich during a visit to the child care 
center in 1995: “Finding good child care is a 
challenge for everyone, but it's compounded 
by nonstandard hours. Our service-based 
economy is increasingly running 24 hours. 
Parents are required to work early in the 
morning, nights and on weekends.” 

Mr. Speaker, this excellent child care center 
provides the highest quality service night and 
day, seven days per week, for over two hun- 
dred families. It enhances the work force by 
enabling parents to take jobs they would oth- 
erwise be unable to accept; it gives our 
youngest citizens a constructive educational 
milieu in which to grow; and, perhaps most im- 
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portant, Palcare allows mothers and fathers 
employed at the San Francisco International 
Airport and its surrounding communities to 
work without fear for the safety and well-being 
of their sons and daughters. 

Paicare’s origins reflect the diverse coalition 
of Bay Area organizations that rely on its vital 
work. Corporations and labor unions, public in- 
terest groups and private foundations, county 
and local governments alike joined together 
during the late 1980's and early 1990's with 
the goal of reducing pressure on working par- 
ents. These disparate elements disagreed on 
many political and economic issues, but they 
were united in their vision of the benefits 
which hard-working mothers and fathers were 
entitled to receive. 

They wanted a top-notch, secure facility with 
the space and comfort to serve as a cocoon 
for the intellectual, social, and physical devel- 
opment of young children; an educated and 
motivated staff with an Early Childhood Edu- 
cator devoted to each and every boy and girl; 
a level of flexibility to accommodate the com- 
plex and hectic work schedules of single par- 
ents and multiple-income families, and a 
measure of affordability that would allow moth- 
ers and fathers to avoid painful choices be- 
tween important parenting priorities. These 
ideals guided the creation of Palcare and 
formed a combination of values which has re- 
sulted in Palcare’s extraordinary success over 
the past five years. 

Mr. Speaker, to give credit to all of the indi- 
viduals and organizations that have contrib- 
uted to Palcare’s growth and acclaim would 
require a book, but | want to mention some of 
the key ones. Its Founding Partners, the var- 
ied array of interests determined to develop a 
solution for the area’s child care crisis, de- 
serve special recognition: United Airlines, the 
San Francisco International Airport, the Airport 
Labor Coalition, San Mateo Country govern- 
ment, the City and County of San Francisco, 
Mills Peninsula Health Services, The Child 
Care Coordinating Council, the San Mateo 
Central Labor Council, and The United Way. 
This partnership has been bolstered by many 
large and small employers from throughout the 
Bay Area who have contributed generously to 
Palcare’s scholarship fund to dilute the finan- 
cial burden on working parents, and who have 
donated valued supplies and services to the 
center. Recent benefactors have included The 
Gap Foundation, PG &E, Xerox Corporation, 
and the Visa Corporation. 

The organization has also been blessed by 
the sincere efforts of Palcare Parents, several 
of whom sit on the 21-person Board of Direc- 
tors and many of whom formed an active Par- 
ent Advisory Committee to suggest improve- 
ments to the center. Above all, Palcare is the 
product of its talented and nourishing staff 
under the leadership of Executive Director 
Nirmala Dillman. Mr. Speaker, these fine indi- 
viduals and bodies stand proudly as a model 
for child care providers and community lead- 
ers across America. 

| am joined in my appreciation of Palcare by 
many impressive entities. The center has been 
recognized by the Women's Bureau of the De- 
partmental of Labor, the Association of Work/ 
Life Professionals and the California Associa- 
tion for the Education of Young Children as an 
example for others to emulate. These experts 
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are exceeded in the degree to which they 
cherish Palcare only by the mothers and fa- 
thers who draw comfort and security from its 
services. Art Pulaski, a good friend of mine 
who is Executive Secretary-Treasurer of the 
California Labor Federation, AFL-CIO, and a 
Palcare Parents, said: “The thing | think about 
most is my kids—that they're safe, well cared 
for, and happy. It’s important to me that they 
are prepared for school, academically as well 
as socially.” 

For the sake of Arts son, Luke, and for all 
of the other Bay Area families that value its 
services, it is a privilege and honor for me to 
congratulate Palcare on five years of invalu- 
able contributions, and to express my hope 
that every parent in America will eventually 
have access to the type of care which Palcare 
so ably provides for our community. 


IN CELEBRATION FOR THE 200TH 
ANNIVERSARY OF THE FIRST 
PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH OF 
CHESTER, NEW YORK 


HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 
OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
take this opportunity to call attention to the 
200th anniversary of the First Presbyterian 
Church of Chester, NY. 

For two hundred years the First Pres- 
byterian Church has served the community of 
Chester, bringing neighbors, friends and the 
community as a whole together. The church 
has been instrumental in the development of 
Chester, helping to educate and fill the spir- 
itual needs of residents and families through- 
out the region. 

The First Presbyterian Church is truly a re- 
markable organization, built in 1798 the 
church has been an active part of Chester's 
community. Beyond its normal church activi- 
ties the church provides: a nursery school, a 
food pantry and also sponsors a local boy 
scout troop. 

Mr. Speaker, | would like to extend my con- 
gratulations to Rev. Karen Patricia to her 
church councils, and her congregation for the 
200th anniversary of their important and note- 
worthy church. | would also like to take this 
opportunity to invite my colleagues to join with 
me in recognizing the great contributions of 
the First Presbyterian Church in Chester, NY. 


——— — 


HONORING OUTSTANDING 
HISPANIC BAYTONIANS 


HON. KEN BENTSEN 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise to honor 
50 outstanding hispanic individuals and orga- 
nizations who will be recognized May 1, 1998 
in special programs at Exxon, Lee college, 
and San Jacinto Mall in Baytown, TX. These 
individuals and organizations are historical pio- 
neers who have helped pave the way for Bay- 
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town’s growing and vibrant community. As the 
citizens of Baytown and Texas celebrate the 
first 50 years of this great Texas city, we also 
honor the following hispanic Baytonians for 
their leadership and commitment to the future 
of the Baytown Hispanic community: 

Mayor Pete Alfaro, Antonio Banuelos, 
Bañuelos Boys Band, Baytown Mexican 
School, Baytown Mexican War Heroes killed in 
action, (Don) Fermin Beltran-Juarez, The Hon- 
orable Eva Benavides, The Honorable Tony 
Campos, U.S. Marshall Art Contreras, Amelia 
deHoyos, Guadalupe Aleman deHoyos, Ruben 
deHoyos, Councilman Manuel Escontrias. 
Manuel Espinoza, Jr., Gilberto Garcia, Frank 
Gonzalez, Sr., Luciano and Manuela Gon- 
zalez, Regina Gonzalez-Martinez, Hispanic 
Chamber of Commerce of Greater Baytown, 
Humble 997 Baseball Team, Ladies 
Auxillary—Sociedad Mutualista, La Tipica Or- 
chestra Fem., Las Guadalupanas, Mexican 
American Graduating Seniors (M.A.G.S.), Pio- 
neer Mexican Laborers, Jose and Virginia 
Moreno, Marta Moreno, Willie Moreno, Alfonso 
Nava, Vicente Nieto, Aurora Porter, Ignacio 
Ramirez, Sr., Eugenia Renteria, Pablo Reyna, 
Ambrose Rios, Jr., Eugenia Renteria-Rios, 
Feliciano Rios, M.D., Freddy Rios, Geneva 
Renteria-Rios, Janie Salinas-Bricker, Rufo 
Sanchez, Hilda Sandoval-Pena, Eugenio 
Santana, Sr., Sociedad Mutualista, Rudolph 
Torres, Eloy Valdes, Lucas Vegas, Jr., Elena 
R. Vergara, George Zamora, Mercedes 
Zamora. 


| congratulate these outstanding citizens 
and organizations and commend them on their 
many contributions to the City of Baytown and 
the Hispanic community. 


—— 


HAPPY 100TH BIRTHDAY TO MRS. 
REGINA HIEBEL 


HON. JAY W. JOHNSON 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
today, it is my great honor and pleasure to 
wish a very happy birthday to Mrs. Regina 
Hiebel of Appleton, Wisconsin on the occasion 
of her 100th birthday. Mrs. Hiebel will reach 
the century mark on May 8 of this year, an in- 
credible milestone. 


She has lived to enjoy what Cicero called 
“the crown of life.’ She is blessed by many 
years, and all who spend time with her are 
blessed by her company. Mrs. Hiebel’s friends 
know her to be kind and fascinating and cou- 
rageous. | am even told that she elected to 
have surgery at the tender age of 92, a brave 
decision indeed. 

Mrs. Hiebel continues to lead a vibrant life. 
Even in her most recent years, she has trav- 
eled the country, and her friends tell me she 
still has meals with friends every day and has 
her hair done every week. 


| know all of Appleton and the people of 
Northeast Wisconsin join me in wishing Re- 
gina Hiebel a happy, happy 100th birthday. 
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GRAND JURY REPORT ON THE 1993 
SPECIAL ELECTION FOR THE 
SECOND SENATORIAL DISTRICT 
SEAT 


HON. JOSEPH R. PITTS 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, today | would like 
to submit into the record the findings of the 
Ninth Statewide Investigating Grand Jury's Re- 
port relating to the 1993 Special election for 
the Second Senatorial District Seat in Penn- 
sylvania. 

This election case serves as a grotesque 
example of the potential for voter fraud and 
abuse in our election system. This Grand Jury 
has taken an indepth look at voter fraud in 
Pennsylvania and its report should compel us 
to review voting practices and affirm voter pro- 
tection and fairness across the country. 

As the attached information discloses, voter 
fraud can have broad abuses in the areas of 
PAC activities, false voter registration, absen- 
tee ballot irregularities, election certification 
processes, and candidate activities at the poll- 
ing place. 

Mr. Speaker, in every elective office of the 
United States, from President to Township Su- 
pervisor, we must maintain the integrity of the 
voting booth. If the voting booths cannot be a 
place of integrity and if Americans cannot cast 
their ballots knowing that the winner will ulti- 
mately be one who has gamered the most 
votes in a fair competition, then our democ- 
racy is in danger. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA, 
Harrisburg, April 6, 1995. 
SUBJECT: Public Hearing on the Ninth In- 
vestigating Grand Jury’s Report Relating 
to the 1993 Special Election for the Second 

Senatorial District 

TO: Members of the House State Government 
Committee 
FROM: The Hon. Paul I. Clymer, Chairman, 
House State Government Committee 

The following is an overview of the Ninth 
Investigating Grand Jury’s report relating to 
the 1993 special election for the Second Sen- 
atorial District seat. This overview includes 
a summary of the major issues reviewed by 
the Grand Jury, as well as findings and rec- 
ommendations for legislative, executive and 
administrative action. You may want to pay 
particular attention to the recommenda- 
tions. I've also enclosed a copy of the origi- 
nal text of the grand jury’s recommenda- 
tions. 

As you know, the grand jury’s report is the 
subject of the State Government Commit- 
tee’s April 10 hearing, scheduled for 10 a.m. 
in Room 140 of the Main Capito] Building. 
Please bring this information to the hearing 
with you. If you have any questions in the 
meantime, do not hesitate to contact Susan 
Boyle at 772-3465 (2-3465). 


THE NINTH STATEWIDE INVESTIGATING GRAND 
JuRY’S REPORT NO. 2 RELATING TO THE 1993 
SPECIAL ELECTION FOR THE SECOND SENATO- 
RIAL DISTRICT SEAT 

INTRODUCTION 
In December 1993 the Ninth Statewide In- 
vestigating Grand Jury began its investiga- 
tion of allegations of criminal activity with 
regard to the special election for the Second 
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Senatorial District seat held on November 1, 
1993. The investigation began with an in- 
quiry into reports and complaints of alleg- 
edly widespread illegalities in absentee vot- 
ing. Those allegations involved: 1) improper 
distribution of absentee ballots where no ap- 
plication for such ballot had been made; 2) 
the distribution of absentee ballots to indi- 
viduals not entitled to them; 3) use by these 
individuals of these ballots; and 4) forgery of 
absentee ballot related documents. 

During the course of the investigation, 
other matters of concern came to light. They 
included; 1) allegations of questionable polit- 
ical action committee (PAC) activities; 2) al- 
legations that WAM grant checks were pro- 
vided to one of the candidates for distribu- 
tion during campaign appearances; and 3) al- 
legations that arrangements were made to 
have one of the candidates travel to Harris- 
burg to be sworn in before the election board 
even certified his victory. 

The grand jury investigated each of these 
matters. In some instances, where the grand 
jury found criminal conduct and was able to 
identify the persons responsible, it rec- 
ommended the initiation of criminal pro- 
ceedings. In other instances, the grand jury 
recommended legislative, executive or ad- 
ministrative action to correct certain prob- 
lems or perceived problems. 


FINDINGS—THE STINSON CAMPAIGN AND 
ABSENTEE BALLOTS 


The grand jury found that the campaign of 
candidate William Stinson made a concerted 
effort to generate absentee ballots. The cam- 
palgn's strategy involved the extensive han- 
dling of both absentee ballot applications 
and ballot packages by campaign staff and 
volunteers. The ultimate goal was to gen- 
erate a large number of ballot applications 
and submit them to the Philadelphia Board 
of Elections immediately prior to the dead- 
line so that the Bruce Marks campaign 
would not have time to mount its own absen- 
tee ballot effort. 

Individuals, many of whom were in dire 
need of money, were recruited by campaign 
staff and volunteers to go door to door and 
solicit ballot applications. They were paid 
$1.00 per application generated. Many voters 
were told that, in filling out the applica- 
tions, they were signing up for a new way 
to vote.” A number of the applications gen- 
erated through this drive were not filled out 
properly and thus were rejected by the Board 
of Elections. Because of the sheer volume of 
absentee ballot applications generated and 
the fact that most of them were submitted 
either on or very close to the application 
deadline, many applicants were never made 
aware that their applications were rejected 
by the Board of Elections and thus were 
disenfranchised, Even more startling, is the 
fact that Stinson volunteers also rejected ab- 
sentee ballot applications that were improp- 
erly completed. 

Stinson campaign workers also obtained 
absentee ballot packages for delivery to ap- 
plicants. Despite a 1978 memo from then-DA 
Ed Rendell to City Commissioner Marge 
Tartaglione indicating that such a practice 
violates the Election Code, all of the City 
Commissioners and many of their staff con- 
firmed that the hand delivery of absentee 
ballots to applicants was a common practice. 


FINDINGS—OTHER ABSENTEE BALLOT 
IRREGULARITIES 


The grand jury found that lies and mis- 
representations were used by Stinson cam- 
paign volunteers, as well as by others who 
were not affiliated with the campaign, to en- 
tice voters to sign absentee voter applica- 
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tions. Many voters who signed applications 
were not even told why they were doing so. 
Others were not even asked if they met the 
qualified absentee elector criteria set forth 
in the Election Code. Some voters allowed 
campaign workers to fill out portions of 
their absentee ballot and/or declaration en- 
velope. In fact, some campaign workers went 
so far as to tell voters how to vote. Even 
more disturbing, a number of registered vot- 
ers indicated that their signatures—on ei- 
ther the absentee ballot applications or the 
ballots themselves (or both)—had been 
forged. 


FINDINGS—FALSE VOTER REGISTRATION 


The grand jury found instances in which 
individuals who did not live in the Second 
Senatorial District were registered to vote 
there. In a number of cases, these voters 
used the registration address of the home of 
the judge of elections or committee person. 


FINDINGS—EFFECTS OF FRAUDULENT ACTIVITY 
ON THE VOTING PROCESS 


The above-referenced fraudulent activities 
had a significant impact on the electoral 
process, according to the grand jury. The 
most egregious effects include: 

* voters were, at best, mislead, at worst, 
disenfranchised; 

* fraudulent votes were cast and counted; 

* by personally delivering ballots to vot- 
ers, campaign workers were able to accom- 
pany the absentee voter into his personal 
voting space. 


FINDINGS—ELECTION CERTIFICATION PROCESS 


The grand jury found that, although the 
Philadelphia City Commissioners and the 
State Senate did not violate criminal law in 
their certification and swearing in of can- 
didate Stinson, the handling of these proc- 
esses was rather unusual.“ Candidate 
Marks’ absentee ballot challengers were not 
permitted to testify before the City Commis- 
sioners during their certification meeting. 
The challenges, said Commissioner Tal- 
madge, should have been made by poll 
watchers at the polling place, as required by 
the Election Code. 

The Commissioners apparently certified 
Stinson first, after hearing only one witness. 
In the meantime, Stinson had been in- 
structed to go to Harrisburg the night before 
so that he would be readily available to be 
sworn in. In fact, Marks was in the process of 
appealing the Commissioners’ ruling when 
Stinson was sworn in. The grand jury sug- 
gested that this chain of events might lead 
one to believe that everything was pre- 
arranged and that the various decisions 
made in the certification process were based 
on partisan politics, 


FINDINGS—POLITICAL ACTION COMMITTEES 


The grand jury examined the activities of 
both the FDR Federation PAC and the Com- 
mittee of 17 PAC. The FDR Federation PAC 
put out a brochure which was targeted to 
Jewish voters in the Second Senatorial Dis- 
trict and which featured a number of Jewish 
candidates, including Bruce Marks. Wit- 
nesses involved with this PAC admitted that 
it was established specifically for the pur- 
pose of putting out the brochure. The PAC 
had two members, neither of whom played an 
active role in making policy decisions relat- 
ing to the brochure. Decisions relating to the 
PAC and the brochure were made by Senate 
Republican campaign staff. The grand jury 
did not consider the FDR Federation PAC a 
true PAC as defined in the Election Code. 
Rather, its members agreed, the PAC served 
as a front for the Senate Republican Cam- 
paign Committee. 
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The Committee of 17 PAC was created by 
William Stinson. Not only did the PAC’s offi- 
cers fail to register the PAC and file cam- 
paign expense reports in accordance with 
law, but Stinson’s wife forged a number of 
checks by signing the PAC treasurer’s name. 
The grand jury compared this PAC to the 
FDR Federation PAC, in that no one associ- 
ated with the PAC had any idea what its pur- 
pose was and that it was controlled by a 
third party; in this case William Stinson. 

FINDINGS—CANDIDATES’ ACTIVITIES AT THE 

POLLING PLACE 

The grand jury learned that candidate 
Stinson was involved in a number of ques- 
tionable activities on election day. Not only 
did he open and close voting machines for his 
mother, who is the judge of elections for the 
33rd Ward, 13th Division, but he allegedly 
opened and read a number of absentee bal- 
lots. The grand jury asserted that these ac- 
tivities are prohibited by the Election Code 
and, thus, recommended that Stinson be 
charged with certain violations of the Code. 
He was subsequently tried and found not 
guilty. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR LEGISLATIVE, 
EXECUTIVE AND ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION 

The following is a list of recommendations 
for legislative, executive and/or administra- 
tive action made by the grand jury. The rec- 
ommendations are based on the findings 
summarized above. 

1. The Office of Attorney General should 
continue to investigate the allegations 
brought to light in the grand jury report. 

2. The Election Code should be amended to 
specifically prohibit the payment of mone- 
tary incentives to individuals who solicit ab- 
sentee ballot applications and/or distribute 
absentee ballots. 

3. The elected office of City Commissioner 
of the City of Philadelphia should be abol- 
ished. The ‘ministerial acts“ of registering 
voters, approving applications for absentee 
ballots and counting votes should be per- 
formed by civil service employees, not par- 
tisan politicians. 

4. The Election Code specifically provides 
that any elector whose absentee ballot appli- 
cation is rejected by notified immediately of 
such action. To the extent that there is any 
ambiguity in the language of this section of 
the Code, the grand jury recommends that 
the Election Code be amended to require 
that this notification be made directly to the 
elector. 

5. The Election Code should be amended to 
prohibit anyone other than employees of the 
City Commissioners’ office from delivering 
absentee ballots to voters and delivering 
completed ballots to the Board of Elections. 

6. The Election Code should be amended to 
establish a procedure whereby an absentee 
elector could designate an agent“ to deliver 
his or her absentee ballot application, obtain 
the absentee ballot from election officials, 
return it to the elector and/or return the 
completed ballot to election officials upon 
its completion. 

7. The General Assembly should review ex- 
isting classes of absentee voters and deter- 
mine if additional classes of voters should be 
permitted to vote by absentee ballot. 

8. The General Assembly should review the 
laws relating to challenges to absentee bal- 
lots and consider establishing a procedure 
for dealing with allegations of massive or or- 
ganized absentee ballot fraud. Present law 
provides adequately for individual challenges 
but not for allegations of mass fraud. 

9. The grand jury asserts that, under no 
circumstances should a candidate or mem- 
bers of his or her immediate family be in- 
volved in the opening/closing of polls or the 
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canvassing of votes, and recommends that 
the General Assembly amend the Election 
Code to specifically criminalize such activi- 
ties. 

10. The General Assembly should amend 
the Election Code to better define“ the 
terms “political committee” and “political 
action committee” and to make it a crime to 
use one political committee or PAC to hide 
the activities of another political committee 
or PAC, 

11. The General Assembly should be 
amended to more clearly provide for the du- 
ties and responsibilities of PAC officers, par- 
ticularly the chairman and treasurer. In par- 
ticular, the Election Code should identify 
the officer responsible for registering polit- 
ical committees and for filing all of the re- 
ports required of such committees. 

12. The General Assembly should enact leg- 
islation prohibiting governmental officials 
or employees from requesting that their sub- 
ordinates engage in political activity. 

13. The four caucuses of the General As- 
sembly which distribute WAM grants should 
take steps to prohibit the distribution of 
such monies by non-incumbent candidates 
for public office for political purposes. 


SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, 
April 30, 1998, may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD. 


MEETINGS SCHEDULED 


MAY 1 
9:00 a.m. 
Finance 
To continue oversight hearings to exam- 
ine the operation of the Internal Rev- 
enue Service. 
SH-216 


MAY 4 
4:00 p.m. 
Armed Services 
Personnel Subcommittee 
Closed business meeting, to mark up 
those provisions which fall within the 
subcommittee’s jurisdiction of a pro- 
posed National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 1999. 
SR-222 
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MAY 5 


9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 
Airland Forces Subcommittee 
Closed business meeting, to mark up 
those provisions which fall within the 
subcommittee’s jurisdiction of a pro- 
posed National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 1999. 
SR-232A 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings on the nomination of 
Deborah K. Kilmer, of Idaho, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of Commerce. 
SR-253 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Forests and Public Land Management Sub- 
committee 
To resume hearings on S. 1253, to provide 
to the Federal land management agen- 
cies the authority and capability to 
manage effectively the federal lands in 
accordance with the principles of mul- 
tiple use and sustained yield. 
SD-366 
10:00 a.m. 
Labor and Human Resources 
To hold hearings on the sucess of the 
SAFE KIDS Campaign after its 10 
years of implementation. 
SD-430 
Joint Economic 
To hold hearings on the International 
Monetary Fund (IMF) and inter- 
national economic policy. 
Room to be announced 
10:30 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for foreign 
assistance programs. 
Room to be announced 
11:00 a.m. 
Armed Services 
SeaPower Subcommittee 
Closed business meeting, to mark up 
those provisions which fall within the 
subcommittee’s jurisdiction of a pro- 
posed National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 1999. 
SR-222 
2:00 p.m. 
Labor and Human Resources 
Children and Families Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine proposals to 
expand opportunities for community 
and neighborhood parnterships through 
the Community Services Block Grant 
program, 
SD-430 
2:30 p.m. 
Armed Services 
Readiness Subcommittee 
Closed business meeting, to mark up 
those provisions which fall within the 
subcommittee’s jurisdiction of a pro- 
posed National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 1999. 
SR-222 
3:15 p.m. 
Armed Services 
Acquisition and Technology Subcommittee 
Closed business meeting, to mark up 
those provisions which fall within the 
subcommittee’s jurisdiction of a pro- 
posed National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 1999. 


SR-232A 
6:00 p.m. 
Armed Services 
Strategic Forces Subcommittee 
Closed business meeting, to mark up 


those provisions which fall within the 
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subcommittee’s jurisdiction of a pro- 
posed National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 1999. 

SR-232A 


MAY 6 


9:30 a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Communications Subcommittee 
To hold oversight hearings on the Com- 
mon Carrier Bureau of the Federal 
Communications Commission. 
SR-253 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De- 
partment of Defense, focusing on the 
U.S. Pacific Command. 
SD-192 
Armed Services 
Closed business meeting, to mark up a 
proposed National Defense Authoriza- 
tion Act for Fiscal Year 1999. 
SR-222 
Indian Affairs 
To resume hearings to examine the sta- 
tus of tribal sovereign immunity and 
the role its plays to preserve the Fed- 
eral Government's protection of tribal 
self-government, and its impact on In- 
dian economic development, commer- 
cial dealings, and taxation, focusing on 
S. 1691, to provide for for Indian legal 
reform. 
Room to be announced 
2:30 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Forests and Public Land Management Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings on S. 94 and H.R. 449, 
bills to provide for the orderly disposal 
of Federal lands in Nevada, and for the 
acquisition of certain environmentally 
sensitive lands in Nevada. 
SD-366 


MAY7 
9:00 a.m. 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
To hold hearings to examine agricultural 
trade policies. 


SR-332 
9:30 a.m. 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub- 
committee 


To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the Na- 
tional Science Foundation, and the Of- 
fice of Science and Technology. 

SD-138 
Appropriations 
Treasury, Postal Service, and General Gov- 
ernment Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the Ex- 
ecutive Office of the President. 

SD-192 
10:00 a.m. 
Armed Services 

Closed business meeting, to continue to 
mark up a proposed National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1999. 

SR-222 
2:00 p.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Aviation Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 1089, to terminate 
the effectiveness of certain amend- 
ments to the foreign repair station 
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rules of the Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, focusing on a recent GAO re- 
port regarding aviation repair stations. 
SR-253 
Energy and Natural Resources 
National Parks, Historic Preservation, and 
Recreation Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on titles VI, VII, VII, 
and XI of S. 1693, to renew, reform, re- 
invigorate, and protect the National 
Park System. 
SD-366 


MAY 8 
9:30 a.m. 
Joint Economic 
To hold hearings to examine the employ- 
ment-unemployment situation for 


April. 
1334 Longworth Building 
MAY 11 
2:00 p.m. 
Appropriations 


Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De- 
partment of Defense. 
SD-192 


MAY 12 


9:30 a.m, 
Indian Affairs 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
to revise the Indian Gaming Regu- 
latory Act of 1988, focusing on lands 
into trust for purposes of gaming. 
Room to be announced 
2:00 p.m. 
Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings on S. 1868, to express 
United States foreign policy with re- 
spect to, and to strengthen United 
States advocacy on behalf of, individ- 
uals persecuted for their faith world- 
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wide, to authorize United States ac- 
tions in response to religious persecu- 
tion worldwide, to establish an Ambas- 
sador at Large on International Reli- 
gious Freedom within the Department 
of State, a Commission on Inter- 
national Religious Persecution, and a 
Special Adviser on International Reli- 


gious Freedom within the National Se- 
curity Council. 
SD-419 
MAY 13 
10:00 a.m, 
Appropriations 


Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De- 
partment of Defense. 


SD-192 


MAY 14 


9:00 a.m. 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
To hold hearings on the Department of 
Agriculture’s Year 2000 compliance. 


SR-332 


2:00 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
National Parks, Historic Preservation, and 
Recreation Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on titles IX and X of S. 
1693, to renew, reform, reinvigorate, 
and protect the National Park System, 
and S. 1614, to require a permit for the 
making of motion picture, television 
program, or other forms of commercial 
visual depiction in a unit of the Na- 
tional Park System or National Wild- 
life Refuge System. 


SD-366 
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MAY 20 


10:00 a.m. 
Indian Affairs 
Business meeting, to mark up S. 1691, to 
provide for Indian legal reform. 
SR-485 


MAY 21 
2:00 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Energy Research and Development, Pro- 
duction and Regulation Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on S. 1141, to amend the 
Energy Policy Act of 1992 to take into 
account newly developed renewable en- 
ergy-based fuels and to equalize alter- 
native fuel vehicle acquisition incen- 
tives to increase the flexibility of con- 
trolled fleet owners and operators, and 
S. 1418, to promote the research, identi- 
fication, assessment, exploration, and 
development of methane hydrate re- 
sources, 
SD-366 


OCTOBER 6 
9:30 a.m. 
Veterans’ Affairs 
To hold joint hearings with the House 
Committee on Veterans Affairs on the 
legislative recommendations of the 


American Legion. 
345 Cannon Building 


POSTPONEMENTS 


APRIL 30 
2:00 p.m. 
Judiciary 

To hold hearings on S. 1645, to prohibit 
taking minors across State lines to 
avoid laws requiring the involvement 

of parents in abortion decisions. 
SD-226 


7318 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


April 30, 1998 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, April 30, 1998 


The House met at 10 a.m. 

The Reverend Thomas Kuhn, Church 
of the Incarnation, Centerville, OH, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Father, as we look around us, we see 
signs of the love that You have for this 
great Nation of ours. But as we look at 
the many blessings we have, we know 
that You are also calling on us to share 
those blessings with others. 

You made us the most powerful Na- 
tion on earth so that we could be a 
kind and gentle people, ready to help 
and protect those who are unable to 
protect themselves. 

You made us strong so that we could 
guarantee that all people enjoy the 
rights and freedoms that You gave 
them. May we work that no one is 
enslaved to prejudice and hatred. 

You gave us this great power so that 
we might prosper and grow. May we 
share our blessings with those who are 
homeless and poor and hungry and be 
always ready to help those who need us 
the most. 

You gave us great strength so that 
we may never tire in the search for 
peace in the world. In a world where 
there seems to be a never ending source 
of conflict between nations, may we 
have the strength to persevere in the 
search for that peace. 

Watch over and strengthen this 
House of Representatives that they 
may always work for the common good 
of our Nation and the world. Amen. 


—— 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day's pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. 
Mr. Speaker, pursuant to clause 1, rule 
I, I demand a vote on agreeing to the 
Speaker's approval of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. 
Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present 
and make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 5, 
rule I, further proceedings on this ques- 
tion will be postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS) come for- 
ward and lead the House in the Pledge 
of Allegiance. 

Mr. GIBBONS led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


— —öN²b 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an- 
nounced that the Senate had passed 
without amendment a concurrent reso- 
lution of the House of the following 
title: 

H.J. Res. 102. Joint resolution expressing 
the sense of the Congress on the occasion of 
the 50th anniversary of the founding of the 
modern State of Israel and reaffirming the 
bonds of friendship and cooperation between 
the United States and Israel. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed with an amendment 
in which the concurrence of the House 
is requested, a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H.R. 2646. An act to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow tax-free ex- 
penditures from education individual retire- 
ment accounts for elementary and secondary 
school expenses, to increase the maximum 
annual amount of contributions to such ac- 
counts, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendment to 
the bill (H.R. 2646) “An Act to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
allow tax-free expenditures from edu- 
cation individual retirement accounts 
for elementary and secondary school 
expenses, to increase the maximum an- 
nual amount of contributions to such 
accounts, and for other purposes,” re- 
quests a conference with the House on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and appoints Mr. ROTH, Mr. 
Mack, Mr. Coats, Mr. GORTON, Mr. 
COVERDELL, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. 
BINGAMAN, to be the conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to section 4355(a) of title 10, 
United States Code, the Chair, on be- 
half of the Vice President, appoints the 
following Senators to the Board of 
Visitors of the United States Military 
Academy: 

The Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
Coats), from the Committee on Armed 
Services, and the Senator from Texas 
(Mrs. HUTCHISON), from the Committee 
on Appropriations. 


The message also announced that 
pursuant to section 4355(a) of title 10, 
United States Code, the Chair, on be- 
half of the Vice President, appoints the 
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. REED), 
At Large, to the Board of Visitors of 
the United States Military Academy. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to section 6968(a) of title 10, 
United States Code, the Chair, on be- 
half of the Vice President, appoints the 
following Senators to the Board of 
Visitors of the United States Naval 
Academy: 

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
MCCAIN), from the Committee on 
Armed Services, and the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. COCHRAN), from the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to section 6968(a) of title 10, 
United States Code, the Chair, on be- 
half of the Vice President, appoints the 
following Senators to the Board of 
Visitors of the United States Naval 
Academy: 

The Senator from Maryland (Ms. MI- 
KULSKI), from the Committee on Appro- 
priations, and the Senator from Mary- 
land (Mr. SARBANES), At Large. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to section 9355(a) of title 10, 
United States Code, the Chair, on be- 
half of the Vice President, appoints the 
following Senators to the Board of 
Visitors of the United States Air Force 
Academy: 

The Senator from Idaho (Mr. KEMP- 
THORNE), from the Committee on 
Armed Services, and the Senator from 
Montana (Mr. BURNS), from the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to section 9355(a) of title 10, 
United States Code, the Chair, on be- 
half of the Vice President, appoints the 
following Senators to the Board of 
Visitors of the United States Air Force 
Academy: 

The Senator from South Carolina 
(Mr. HOLLINGS), from the Committee 
on Appropriations, and the Senator 
from Georgia (Mr. CLELAND), At Large. 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HULSHOF). The Chair will recognize 5 
one-minutes on each side. 


—_—_—E—E 
A RIGHT TO KNOW 


(Mr. DELAY asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 


This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., C 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 


Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 


April 30, 1998 


Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, it was 
Theodore Roosevelt who said in his 
third State of the Union address: 

No man is above the law and no man is 
below it; nor do we ask any man’s permission 
when we require him to obey it. Obedience to 
the law is demanded as a right, not asked as 
a favor. 

President Clinton should have kept 
that quote in mind before he invoked 
executive privilege. When Janet Reno 
appointed Ken Starr to investigate the 
various scandals that have beset the 
administration, he promised to follow 
the rule of law. He has done so despite 
the best efforts of the President's at- 
tack dogs to discredit him. 

The American people have a right to 
know the truth about the actions of 
the President and all the President's 
men. They have a right to know that 
the rule of law is still being followed in 
the White House. 

No man is above the law, no matter 
how often the President invokes execu- 
tive privilege. 


— 


CONCERNING REMARKS OF SPEAK- 
ER GINGRICH IN MONDAY 
SPEECH 


(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, ideal- 
ly we are able to put aside our partisan 
interests and consider the people's 
business, if not with a blank slate, at 
least with an open mind. The Speaker 
of the House has an even greater duty. 
He not only represents his district and 
his party but he represents the integ- 
rity of the House of Representatives for 
all Members. 

This Monday the Speaker delivered a 
speech in which he accused unnamed 
presidential advisers of being unpatri- 
otic, accused Members of the Com- 
mittee on Government Reform and 
Oversight for voting for a cover-up, 
urged the President and unnamed 
members of our party to quit under- 
mining the law in the United States, 
and declared that in the last 2% years 
we have lived through the most sys- 
tematic, deliberate obstruction of jus- 
tice, cover-up and effort to avoid the 
truth we have ever seen in American 
history. These remarks, which demean 
the office which he is privileged to 
hold, were repeated in the well of the 
House. 

The Speaker noted in the same 
speech that America is a Nation under 
the rule of law and that no person is 
above the law. I fully agree with his 
comments. But speeches are empty 
sentiments unless they are practiced 
through our public behavior. There is 
more to the rule of law than after-din- 
ner rhetoric. The rule of law requires 
impartial and competent investiga- 
tions. It assumes the Speaker will not 
prejudge the results of these investiga- 
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tions. It requires, if not charity to- 
wards all, at least an absence of mal- 
ice. 

The Speaker’s remarks have shown 
that he falls far short of this standard. 
I have sent him a letter and asked him 
here today to recuse himself from all 
further actions connected with this in- 
vestigation. We must restore a sense of 
fairness to this process and integrity to 
this House. 


RECOGNIZING FIRST UNITED 
PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH OF COL- 
LINSVILLE, ILLINOIS, ON ITS 
175TH BIRTHDAY 


(Mr. SHIMKUS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize an event that will 
occur in my hometown of Collinsville, 
Illinois. On May 3 of this year, the 
First United Presbyterian Church of 
Collinsville will celebrate its 175th 
birthday. It is the oldest church in con- 
tinuous existence in Madison County. 
Informal worship services began in 
1818, the year Illinois became the 21st 
State. 

To honor this celebration, the church 
is having at least one special program 
a month from February through July. 
Each month a different group within 
the church will lead services. The first 
program in February was a reenact- 
ment of a Society Meeting in the style 
which was held in the 1800s. Many 
members of the congregation dressed 
for the occasion in period pieces, in- 
cluding the pastor and members of the 
choir. 

Besides a special service on May 3, 
the actual date of the organization of 
the congregation, there will be pro- 
grams to honor the church-related 
Glenwood Cemetery, established in 
1822, on May 16 and 17. These celebra- 
tions are geared so that members of 
the congregation will have the oppor- 
tunity to share with the community 
and rejoice in the blessings that God 
has given them. 

— 


SHAME IN THE MAKING 


(Mr. STUPAK asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, and now I 
mean Speaker GINGRICH, you have 
begun personal attacks on the Presi- 
dent. Mr. Speaker, you have told your 
Republican cash cow GOPAC that the 
President is obstructing justice. By 
stating your attacks on the President 
in a partisan manner, before a partisan 
group, you have shown that you cannot 
lead the House in a fair and impartial 
manner in any review of any inquiry. 
In fact, it appears that. you have al- 
ready reviewed the alleged facts and 
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you have prejudged and you have made 
yourself judge and jury. 

Mr. Speaker, let us stick to the facts, 
not by GOPAC but just the facts. But 
instead, Mr. Speaker, even a Roll Call 
editorial calls your actions Shame In 
The Making.” Let us not bring shame 
to this House. You have a responsi- 
bility to lead, not mislead. You should 
be a statesman without prejudging any 
inquiry. 

Instead you have become a lightning 
rod of partisanship. Just over a year 
ago, we had to reprimand you and fine 
you over $300,000 for bringing shame 
and disrespect to this House. Do we 
have to go down that shameful road 
again? Do not bring shame and dis- 
respect to this House, Mr. Speaker, by 
your personal attacks. 


—_—_—EEE——— 


AMERICAN PEOPLE HAVE A RIGHT 
TO KNOW WHY FOREIGN FUND- 
RAISING INVESTIGATION IS 
BEING BLOCKED 


(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, with regard 
to the House investigation on the use 
of illegal foreign money in the last 
election by the DNC, over 90 people in- 
volved with the fund-raising have ei- 
ther taken the fifth amendment or fled 
the country to avoid testifying. This 
fact alone points to extensive illegal 
activity. 

The only way the American people 
are going to get to the truth is if we 
grant immunity to some of these wit- 
nesses who know firsthand what hap- 
pened. Why do some Members want to 
block a full investigation? The Justice 
Department agreed to immunity for 
every witness on whom we voted. The 
Justice Department had no objection. 

The only reason to vote against im- 
munity is to keep those witnesses from 
telling the American people what hap- 
pened. Why would some Members want 
to be involved in covering up that? The 
Members should stop voting to block 
immunity and stop putting up road- 
blocks so we can get to the truth. The 
American people deserve the truth. The 
American people have the right to 
know what happened and who was re- 
sponsible. 


—ñ— 


DOES OUR CHINESE FOREIGN 
POLICY MAKE ANY SENSE? 


(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, when 
it comes to China, the wheel is turning 
but the hamster is dead. Check this 
out. China rips us off for $60 billion a 
year. Then they steal our nuclear and 
missile technology. Then they sell that 
technology and those missiles to our 
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enemies. Then the White House, they 
panic, and they spend billions of dol- 
lars to protect America from Chinese 
missiles pointed at us by our enemies, 
missiles that were financed by Amer- 
ican dollars. 
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Unbelievable. 

Some of these foreign policy gurus 
must have fallen into the gene pool 
when the lifeguard was not looking, my 
colleagues. 

If this is a policy, I am a fashion 
leader. 

I want to say one last thing: I want 
to yield back any national security we 
have left, and if this policy with China 
makes any sense, then we all need a lo- 
botomy. 


— 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HULSHOF). The Chair will remind all 
persons in the gallery that they are 
here as guests of the House and that 
any manifestation of approval or dis- 
approval of proceedings is in violation 
of the rules of the House. 


O —— 


DEMOCRATS STONEWALLING 
THEIR OWN JUSTICE DEPARTMENT 


(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, the House 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight would like to grant immu- 
nity to Nancy Lee, Larry Wong, Irene 
Wu and Kent La and get their testi- 
mony so that Congress can learn the 
facts about illegal campaign contribu- 
tions in the 1996 presidential election. 
The Justice Department does not op- 
pose the granting of immunity to these 
four key witnesses, but the Democrats 
on the committee refuse, refuse to 
grant immunity to these four wit- 
nesses. 

How can this be defended? It cannot. 
This is the same people who cry par- 
tisanship whenever any investigation 
into the allegations of wrongdoing are 
investigated and the same people who 
are not only defending the White House 
stonewalling but now stonewalling 
their own Justice Department. 

I must grant the Democrats this, 
they really do know how to play 
hardball, but this is the same people 
who have tried to destroy the reputa- 
tions of Judge Robert Bork and Judge 
Clarence Thomas and now Judge Ken 
Starr are now the same people who 
stand silent and motionless in the face 
of massive evidence of White House 
stonewalling and round-the-clock spin. 

Stop the stalling and stop the spin so 
the American people can get to the 
truth. 
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LISTEN TO THE VOTERS OF THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I am very glad to be here with 
my daughter for a day, Demika, who is 
a student at Brown Middle School; and 
I am here this morning because I want- 
ed us to have a reasonable debate, Mr. 
Speaker, on this very important ques- 
tion of vouchers in schools. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is extremely 
important that we are reasonable be- 
cause, if we are not reasonable, then we 
do not help those young people who, in 
fact, need to be educated. When one of 
our colleagues across the aisle com- 
pares public school education to com- 
munism, then we are unreasonable. 

When the schools in D.C., private 
schools, cost on an average $12,000, a 
$2,000 voucher is not going to happen 
and not going to help children. In fact, 
it is $3,200. Only 2,000 children are 
going to be able to be helped. This 
drains money from our public school 
system. 

Mr. Speaker, the District of Colum- 
bia has already voted against vouchers; 
and if I was to ask those in the District 
of Columbia, I would imagine, Mr. 
Speaker, they would ask us to help 
them educate their children, help them 
support public schools. I would ask 
that we listen to the voters of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and not vote for D.C. 
vouchers. 


— 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem- 
bers of the House are reminded it is a 
violation of House rules to call atten- 
tion in debate to any guests of the 
House in the Chamber. 

— 


WHY ARE THE DEMOCRATS 
STONEWALLING THEIR OWN JUS- 
TICE DEPARTMENT? 


(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, as my colleagues know, 
Democrats are saying the American 
people are tired of talking about White 
House scandals. Well, congressional in- 
vestigators are even more tired of the 
stonewalling, lack of cooperation and 
extraordinary memory loss that seems 
to afflict Harvard and Yale Law School 
graduates whenever they are called to 
testify. I believe the American people 
are stunned by the evasions, the re- 
tractions, the utter devotion to spin 
over truth coming out of this White 
House. 

Mr. Speaker, it is Democrats on the 
House Committee on Government Re- 
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form and Oversight who are doing the 
stonewalling. Letters from the Justice 
Department say, and it has been said 
already, that Justice does not oppose 
granting immunity to four key wit- 
nesses in the campaign finance inves- 
tigations, and I will just repeat that. 
The Justice Department does not op- 
pose immunity, and yet the Democrats 
on the committee refuse to grant im- 
munity. 

I ask the American people to be the 
judge. Why would the Democrats be 
stonewalling their own Justice Depart- 
ment? 


—— 


SHAMEFUL CIRCUMSTANCE WHICH 
NEEDS TO BE ADDRESSED 


(Mr. HINCHEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, in the 
last several days, the Speaker of this 
House has launched an intemperate 
prejudicial attack on the President of 
the United States, demeaning himself 
and the office he holds by prejudging 
issues that may, in fact, come before 
this House. One can only conclude by 
these intemperate actions that the 
Speaker’s basic intention is to draw at- 
tention away from the failure, his fail- 
ure and the failure of the Republican 
leadership to address important issues 
that are of deep concern to the Amer- 
ican people. 

Yesterday, we learned that the 
Speaker personally made it impossible 
to reach a bipartisan agreement on a 
broad-based tobacco bill. He, in effect, 
told the chairman of the Committee on 
Commerce that he could no longer co- 
operate with Democrats to put to- 
gether a bill that would make it dif- 
ficult for children to become addicted 
to tobacco, demonstrating once again 
how deeply into the pockets of tobacco 
this Speaker actually is. 

It is a shameful circumstance and 
one that needs addressing. We need to 
get on to the business of this House. 


REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3584 


Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that my name be re- 
moved as a cosponsor from H.R. 3584. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 


— 


PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF S. 1502, DISTRICT OF COLUM- 
BIA STUDENT OPPORTUNITY 
SCHOLARSHIP ACT OF 1997 


Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, by direction of the Com- 
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso- 
lution 413 and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 
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The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 413 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to consider in 
the House the bill (S. 1502) entitled the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Student Opportunity 
Scholarship Act of 1997". The bill shall be 
considered as read for amendment. The pre- 
vious question shall be considered as ordered 
on the bill to final passage without inter- 
vening motion except: (1) two hours of de- 
bate on the bill equally divided and con- 
trolled by the Majority Leader or his des- 
ignee and a Member opposed to the bill; and 
(2) one motion to commit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS) is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, for purposes of debate only, I 
yield the customary 30 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST) 
pending which I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. During consider- 
ation of this resolution all time yielded 
is for the purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, yesterday the Com- 
mittee on Rules met and granted a 
closed rule for S. 1502 which provides 
for 2 hours of debate equally divided 
between the majority leader or his des- 
ignee and an opponent of the bill. The 
rule also provides for one motion to 
commit. 

Mr. Speaker, let us make no mistake 
about it. The intent of this bill is to 
provide a better education for the chil- 
dren of Washington, D.C. The bill al- 
lows the most needy families of this 
city to choose what school is best for 
their child, and it provides them the 
resources to do it. In short, the bill em- 
powers the families of Washington, 
D.C., who now have no choice but to 
send their child to an often inadequate 
local school. 

At the same time, though, this bill 
will help the children who remain in 
the District’s public school system. It 
provides Federal funding to help local 
public school students pay for private 
tutors. In addition, as some students 
begin to choose scholarships, spending 
per pupil in District public schools may 
go up, while class sizes go down. 

Our intent is not to drain Federal 
funds from public schools. Instead, we 
are striving to help out accountability 
back into the public school system. A 
parent who notices that a neighbor’s 
child has blossomed under the scholar- 
ship program will have the same oppor- 
tunity for their child. 

The scholarship funds in this bill are 
in addition to the more than $568 mil- 
lion that Congress provides every year 
to the District of Columbia public 
schools, a school system that spends 
more money per pupil than almost any 
other school system in the country, ap- 
proximately $10,000 per pupil. 

Mr. Speaker, the D.C. Student Schol- 
arship Act helps the children of this 
city. I strongly support this legislation 
because I firmly believe that it enables 
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parents to send their children to a 
more structured, more disciplined envi- 
ronment. It is their choice. At the 
same time, the bill allows the local 
public schools to focus on the children 
who remain and allows each school to 
spend more money for each child. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
rule and the underlying legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the Republican leader- 
ship just does not get it. We do not get 
better public schools by shifting public 
money to private and parochial 
schools; and that is, in the end, what 
the Republican leadership wants to do. 
They just want to start this grand so- 
cial experiment in the District of Co- 
lumbia and use the bill before us to do 
it. 

Mr. Speaker, no one denies that there 
is a need for vast improvement in the 
schools of the District. But providing 
vouchers for 2,000 students just will not 
get it done. 

And, Mr. Speaker, to make matters 
worse, this rule shuts out any debate 
on this matter. This closed rule pro- 
hibits the delegate from the District of 
Columbia (Ms. NORTON) from offering 
an amendment to a bill that ostensibly 
affects only her constituents. 

This rule is unconscionable and de- 
serves to be defeated. 

Mr. Speaker, the Republican leader- 
ship will use words and phrases like 
school choice, accountability, object 
lesson to promote school vouchers. The 
Republican leadership will say that, 
first and foremost, school vouchers are 
about the children. Mr. Speaker, if that 
is, in fact, the case, why have not we 
seen legislation to provide schools dis- 
tricts with the funds they need to hire 
more teachers so that we can reduce 
class size and more readily promote 
structure and discipline in the class- 
rooms across this country? 

(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given 
permission to speak out of order for 1 
minute.) 

CIRCUMVENTION OF COMMITTEE ON THE 
JUDICLIARY’S JURISDICTION 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I have 
sent the Speaker, the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. NEWT GINGRICH) a letter 
that I want to put in the RECORD which 
deals with the fact that he has asked 
for a special committee to review any 
reports submitted by the independent 
counsel, Kenneth Starr. In my view, I 
say to him any such circumvention of 
the Committee on the Judiciary’s his- 
toric duty would set a poor precedent 
and clearly indicate an intent to politi- 
cize this matter, rather than give it 
any sober and objective scrutiny. 

Coming several months before the 
midterm elections, I believe the Amer- 
ican public would also see the abandon- 
ment of regular order as signaling a 
partisan witch-hunt. This is especially 
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important in light of the bias that you, 
you being the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. GINGRICH), have demonstrated in 
your recent public comments. 

The letter referred to is as follows: 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, DC, April 29, 1998. 
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: During the course of 
the past several months, news reports have 
repeatedly quoted you and your office as 
contemplating the circumvention of the 
House Judiciary Committee and the forma- 
tion of a special committee to review any re- 
port submitted by Independent Counsel Ken- 
neth Starr pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 59560). 

In my view, any such circumvention of the 
Judiciary Committee's historic jurisdiction 
would set a poor precedent and clearly indi- 
cate an intent to intensely politicize this 
matter rather than give it any sober and ob- 
jective scrutiny. Coming several months be- 
fore the midterm elections, I believe the 
American public would also see the abandon- 
ment of regular order as signaling a partisan 
witch hunt. This is especially important in 
light of the clear bias you have dem- 
onstrated in your recent public comments 
concluding the existence of illegal conduct 
prior to your even reading or considering the 
report to the House. 

In fact, if one looks closely at this matter, 
it is hard to see how one could contemplate 
any other venue than the House Judiciary 
Committee, which clearly has both the ex- 
pertise and experience to handle any such re- 
port. 

The Independent Counsel Statute itself 
(the Ethics in Government Act, 28 U.S.C. 591, 
et seq.) is the legislative product of the House 
Judiciary Committee. The Committee con- 
tinues to be engaged in oversight of the Act, 
has conducted hearings on the Act, and 
shortly will be responsible for reauthoriza- 
tion of the Act. 

Discussion of any underlying criminal 
statutes that may be contained in the report 
are under the jurisdiction of the Committee, 
and again, are subject to continuing scru- 
tiny. 

The House Judiciary Committee is the one 
Committee with the experience of handling 
grand jury materials, the secrecy of which 
both federal law and House precedents re- 
quire. 

As you know, I have repeatedly questioned 
Kenneth Starr both because of the tactics he 
employs and due to the numerous conflicts 
of interest that have beset his investigation 
from the start. If this matter is to be trans- 
ferred to the House, it would be most unfor- 
tunate to taint any process from the outset 
with partisanship or political gamesman- 
ship. Such a process would be widely viewed 
as a kangaroo court which illegitimately 
forms conclusions prior to hearing facts, and 
whose sole objective is the politicization of 
allegations to influence the fall Congres- 
sional elections. 

Thank you for your attention to this mat- 
ter. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN CONYERS, Jr., 
Ranking Democrat. 
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Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, if it is 
about the well-being of children, why 
have we not seen legislation that pro- 
motes the best possible public edu- 
cation we can provide in this rich and 
affluent Nation of ours? 
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Mr. Speaker, I can only guess that 
the Republican leadership believes that 
Democratic opposition to school 
vouchers is a good campaign issue. But 
I will state unequivocally that the edu- 
cation of the children of this country is 
not something that should be used to 
serve a political agenda. Public edu- 
cation is the cornerstone of this great 
country of ours, and I stand second to 
no one in my support and commitment 
to public education. 

The congressional Republican leader- 
ship can politicize the education of the 
boys and girls of this country all they 
want, but Democrats, as well as a good 
many Republicans, know that public 
education is good for our children and 
good for our country. This does not 
mean, Mr. Speaker, that there are not 
problems that all of us from the Con- 
gress to our Governors, school boards 
and every parent needs to face square- 
ly, but this proposal does not address 
any of the problems we find in our pub- 
lic schools. 

In fact, the National Alliance of 
Black School Educators has said that 
this proposal constitutes an abandon- 
ment of the real issues that affect qual- 
ity teaching and learning in the worst 
of our public schools. If the District of 
Columbia represents some of the worst 
of our public schools, then how can this 
Congress turn its back on its children? 

I would suggest that instead of using 
the $7 million for a school voucher pro- 
gram, that it would be far better to use 
half of that money, as the gentle- 
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) proposes, for reading tu- 
tors for the 73 poorest-performing 
schools in the city. 

I am not standing here as an apolo- 
gist for the administration of the 
school system in this city, but I am 
standing here as someone who is com- 
mitted, as are my constituents, to 
strong and effective public education. I 
fear that this proposal of the Repub- 
lican leadership is just a first step in 
the dismantling of public education. 

Mr. Speaker, this closed rule is un- 
fair to the people of the District of Co- 
lumbia because their elected Rep- 
resentative of this body has been pre- 
cluded from offering an alternative to 
legislation which affects only them, 
and this bill is unfair to public edu- 
cation throughout this country. I urge 
the defeat of the rule and the defeat of 
the bill 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Staten Island, New York 
(Mr. FOSSELLA). 

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Speaker, I urge 
the adoption of this rule and also the 
underlying legislation. Let me just 
point out why. 

While we are all in favor of improv- 
ing education, let us just look to the 
status and the state of the Washington, 
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D.C. school system. In a report in the 
Washington Post, they claim that the 
system is a well-financed failure. De- 
spite spending $9,000 per student, more 
than half of the tenth-graders test 
below basic in reading, and fully 89 per- 
cent of the tenth-graders test below 
basic in math. 

Mr. Speaker, there is the old fairy 
tale about Peter Pan leading the chil- 
dren into Never Never Land, and I 
would submit that that is exactly, un- 
fortunately, what has been happening 
in the Washington, D.C. school system. 
We have been leading these children 
into Never Never Land, never having 
them to become productive members of 
society. 

When we think what it would be like 
back in our hometown, whether it is 
Staten Island or anywhere across 
America, to have 89 percent of the 
tenth-graders test below average in 
math and to some extent reading, I 
think we would call for a rapid change. 
To me, it is not a fairy tale, it has be- 
come a Shakespearean tragedy, it is a 
rotten weed, and we must root it out. 

I think that is what we are talking 
about here, because when we think 
about the system, two words come to 
mind, and that is, what we hear today, 
awful, to describe the system, and op- 
portunity, to describe how we can help 
these children escape the abyss, the 
trap that they will be in for the rest of 
their lives. 

Let us put a face on it. Beginning in 
September, there will be a 5-year-old 
boy or girl who will begin kinder- 
garten. That 5-year-old will soon be- 
come a 7-year-old, a 10-year-old, a 12- 
year-old, and that person, that little 
boy or girl, will not have the same op- 
portunity or hope that we should pro- 
vide. We talk about, well, we know 
what is best. 

There was recently a private scholar- 
ship fund funded by a man named Ted 
Forstmann, a good American who saw 
that common sense would prevail: that 
if parents were given a choice to send 
their children to a different school, a 
better school, they would do so. And 
indeed, 1,000 scholarships were made 
available to the parents of the city 
school system; 7,500 applied. If that 
does not tell us that there are parents 
out there who care about their chil- 
dren, who care about sending their 
children to quality schools, I do not 
know what does. 

Well, perhaps this will. In New York 
City, there are similar types of scholar- 
ships we have tried with raising private 
funds. Again, in the last couple of 
years, 1,300 children have received 
scholarships; more than 22,000 parents 
have applied to bring their kids and 
put them into schools that will provide 
them with the best education possible. 

We talk about the entrenched bu- 
reaucrats and the special interests who 
put themselves first. Let us put the 
children and families first of this coun- 


April 30, 1998 


try when it comes to education. Let us 
provide them with the hope and oppor- 
tunity they rightfully deserve and ex- 
pect. 

There was a famous battle at the be- 
ginning of World War I where the 
French general said. They shall not 
pass, as referred to the German 
troops. Well, they did. But in the 
meantime during that battle we lost 
over a million lives, and I suggest 
strongly that if we allow the status quo 
and the defenders of the status quo to 
win this argument, we will see them 
not pass, that being the children, but 
we will lose too many lives in the 
meantime. 

Let me just close, Mr. Speaker, with 
one last thing. Again, we have argued 
that for years, we even heard the ac- 
knowledgment by those who oppose 
this rule and oppose this legislation 
that there are problems. Well, I would 
say strongly that everybody else, the 
special interests, the bureaucrats, 
those who like the status quo, have had 
their chance. I say, give the people and 
the children of the Washington, D.C. 
school system a chance for once. Put 
them first. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con- 
necticut (Ms. DELAURO). 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to this closed rule 
and this misguided bill. As we move 
into the 21st century, Congress must 
work to ensure the success, not just of 
individual students, but of all of our 
young people. 

My mother worked in a sweatshop 
earning 2 cents for each collar she 
stitched onto a shirt. She never 
dreamed that one day her child would 
be a member of the United States Con- 
gress. But education is a great equal- 
izer in this Nation. It affords the child 
of a garment worker the same opportu- 
nities as the children of university pro- 
fessors and business leaders. 

Our public school system needs help, 
but siphoning Federal money, public 
money from our public schools will not 
solve the problems. We must improve 
public schools for all of our children, 
not to provide an out for a select few 
which will further degrade the edu- 
cational quality for those who remain. 
We need to reduce class size. We need 
to create an environment where chil- 
dren will learn, put computers in the 
classroom, enacting high standards to 
make sure that our kids are learning, 
and create that environment, as I have 
said. And when we reduce that class 
size, when we put more reading teach- 
ers in the classroom, we give our kids 
a greater opportunity. 

But that is not what the Republican 
leadership in this House is talking 
about. They have no interest in im- 
proving public education in this coun- 
try. Instead, they would take money 
from the public schools, give it to pri- 
vate schools. They would provide 
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vouchers for just 2,000 students in the 
District of Columbia, 3 percent of the 
kids who go to school here. This is an 
experiment which they want to carry 
across the country. 

Vouchers have been voted down in 
State referendums, declared unconsti- 
tutional by our State courts, even de- 
clared a failure in towns where the ex- 
periment has been tried. In Cleveland, 
test scores for students who moved to 
private schools with vouchers did not 
improve. Even more disturbing, an 
audit found that the biggest bene- 
ficiaries in the Cleveland area to this 
experiment were the taxi drivers, be- 
cause they were taking these children 
to schools, private schools, by taxi. 

Vouchers will not solve the problems 
in our public schools, they will just 
create new ones. If our goal is truly to 
improve public education in this coun- 
try, vouchers just do not make the 
grade. Let us abandon this experiment, 
an experiment on our children. We do 
not need any more experiments on our 
children in this country. We need to 
make sure that they get the finest edu- 
cation. Let us improve our public 
schools. Let us cut down the class size. 
Let us make more reading teachers 
available. Let us make sure they are 
wired up to computers and the Inter- 
net. That is where the future of our 
children lie, not in the voucher experi- 
ment on the kids of this country. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HULSHOF). Again, the Chair must re- 
mind all persons in the gallery that 
they are here as guests of the House 
and that any manifestation of approval 
or disapproval of proceedings is in vio- 
lation of the Rules of the House. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Colorado (Mr. BOB SCHAF- 
FER). 

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. 
Mr. Speaker, the Constitution gives 
the Congress the direct authority to 
play a managerial role in only one 
school district in the entire country, 
and that is the District of Columbia. 
Only the District of Columbia is des- 
ignated by the Constitution again as a 
place where this Congress has direct 
authority to deal with the matters at 
the classroom level of public edu- 
cation. 

Now, that authority has been decen- 
tralized quite a bit. It has been decen- 
tralized to a large unionized govern- 
ment and bureaucracy that is failing 
children and stranding them, denying 
them any kind of hope or opportunity 
for achieving the American dream and 
getting ahead through academic 
progress and academic proficiency. 

Mr. Speaker, I find it remarkable 
that anyone would come here and try 
to defend the comparative record of the 
District of Columbia public school sys- 
tem when compared with the rest of 
the country. If we are willing to do 
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that on an intellectually honest level, 
one will find very clearly and directly 
that the children in the District of Co- 
lumbia schools are at a decided dis- 
advantage over children throughout 
the rest of the country. 

Now, the left wing of the Democrat 
party, as established and enshrined 
here in the District of Columbia, is one 
that remarkably favors bureaucracy 
and institutions rather than children. 
This debate here today and the rule be- 
fore us is about whether we are going 
to get serious about putting children 
first, putting children ahead of bureau- 
crats, making sure that the comfort of 
children and engaging in economic 
competitiveness and prosperity is more 
important than the economic comfort 
of the bureaucrats who run the worst 
school system in the entire country. 

I would suggest the following, Mr. 
Speaker, that our goal and objective 
here in Washington with respect to the 
District of Columbia ought to be to 
treat parents like real customers, to 
treat teachers like real professionals, 
to, in fact, liberate the education sys- 
tem here in the District of Columbia, 
to focus on the freedom to teach and 
the liberty to learn. That is what we 
are offering through this scholarship 
program, to empower parents to make 
the educational decisions for their chil- 
dren, not the bureaucrats who have left 
them behind for so long. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 
minutes to the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON). 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. Let me 
begin by making a point that I hope ev- 
eryone who comes to the floor under- 
stands. 

The Member who just spoke indi- 
cated a prerogative he thinks he has in 
the District of Columbia that he does 
not have in anyone else’s district. May 
I say to him that he has no prerogative 
to manage anybody who is not ac- 
countable to him at the ballot box, and 
neither he nor any Member of this 
House manages anything in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia; and under the Con- 
stitution of the United States, no 
Member should ever claim to manage 
any people who cannot vote for him. 
The gentleman has no prerogatives, 
and I will accept none, nor will I accept 
pejorative language with respect to our 
schools. Let me just start this debate 
with that understanding to Members 
who want to come to the floor that 


way. 

The District of Columbia public 
schools are poor, very, very poor. But 
they are no better and they are no 
worse than every big-city school sys- 
tem in the United States of America. 
So if my colleagues want to help the 
youngsters of the District of Columbia, 
help them. But they are tired of hear- 
ing Members of this body, who have 
not compared my school system to 
theirs or any others, describe it as the 
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worst in the United States, and I will 
not have it on this floor today. 

I oppose this rule, and I oppose it be- 
cause the real needs of the children in 
my district are too serious to engage in 
a political exercise. I recognize that 
that is not the intent of every Member 
who favors vouchers, but whether in- 
tended or not, that is exactly what we 
will engage in this morning. 

The reason that I call this a political 
exercise is that the voucher bill before 
us is exactly like the vouchers that 
have already been declared unconstitu- 
tional in two States; two courts, one in 
Ohio, another in Wisconsin, in the only 
court tests of publicly funded vouchers 
have held them unconstitutional as re- 
cently as last year. 
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President Clinton will veto this bill 
because it will drain funds from the 
public schools to parochial and private 
schools. I have his statement of admin- 
istration policy before me as I speak. 
Let me quote from it. 

S. 1502 would create a program of federally 
funded vouchers that would divert critical 
resources, that should be devoted to our pub- 
lic education priorities, to private schools 
with little or no public accountability for 
how funds are used. Moreover, the bill is ap- 
parently designed to ensure that receipt of 
these vouchers, unlike other Federal funds, 
would not require schools to comply with 
Federal civil rights laws that protect stu- 
dents from discrimination on the basis of 
race, color, national origin, sex, or dis- 
ability. 

Mr. Speaker, I sought to convert the 
interest of Members in the school sys- 
tem of the District into legislation 
which could be signed. To that end, be- 
cause of the almost certain constitu- 
tional demise of this bill coupled with 
the assured presidential veto, I went to 
the Committee on Rules yesterday 
feeling that we had an obligation to 
come forward with a substitute all 
could support if we seriously meant to 
help these kids. 

My substitute would have directed 
the $7 million into objectively ap- 
proved reforms in the D.C. public 
schools, chosen because they would 
have the greatest impact on the largest 
number of students. Specifically, I 
asked for $3.5 million to be given to the 
D.C. Control Board to be passed on for 
reading tutors in the District’s 73 low- 
est performing schools. I then asked 
that the other half be provided to the 
Secretary of Education to fund proven 
reforms that fit the District’s 70 lowest 
performing schools. 

I drew that section of my substitute 
from the Porter-Obey bill that we 
passed last year on school reform dem- 
onstration projects. Beyond the quality 
controls now being implemented by the 
District’s impressive new super- 
intendent, Arlene Ackerman, the Por- 
ter-Obey program requires approval by 
the Department of Education, and thus 
I thought that that kind of substitute 


7324 


would guarantee precisely the kind of 
controls and the kind of outcomes, and 
the substitute met all the issues that I 
believe Republicans and Democrats say 
mean most to them; the emphasis on 
devolution for Republicans that has 
been thrown over to the side, as if the 
people of the District of Columbia were 
wards of this body, or colonists before 
the Declaration of Independence. Mr. 
Speaker, I am here this morning to 
warn every Member that this Member 
will not be treated as if she represents 
colonials. 

The substitute would also, of course, 
not only have satisfied devolution con- 
cerns but the concerns of Democrats to 
reach the majority of the kids in the 
D.C. public schools. 

Now, the substitute was not made in 
order, nor was an amendment by the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) 
made in order that would apply the 
civil rights enforcement mechanism to 
these vouchers. 

What the majority has done is to cre- 
ate a fiction, saying that public funds 
in these 100 percent Federal funded 
vouchers are not State aid for purposes 
of civil rights enforcement. Thus, if 
there has been a violation of civil 
rights under these vouchers, the only 
recourse would be to file a suit in Fed- 
eral court, which of course, would be 
impossible for the low-income resi- 
dents to whom these vouchers are di- 
rected. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask Members to op- 
pose this rule, whether Democrats or 
Republicans. I ask them to respect the 
people of the District of Columbia who 
have voted in a percentage of 89 per- 
cent against vouchers. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON). 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Washington 
(Mr. HASTINGS) for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, first of all let me say to 
the gentlewoman from the District of 
Columbia (Ms. NORTON) that this is not 
and should not be seen as a Wash- 
ington, D.C. bashing bill. The delegate 
from Washington, D.C. is very pas- 
sionate in representing her area and 
does a great job. 

I served on the Committee on Appro- 
priations Subcommittee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. We worked with the 
Control Board, we worked with Marion 
Barry, we worked with a lot of people 
in the years I was on that committee 
and tried to be as sensitive as possible. 
And I believe that the gentlewoman 
would agree that there were lots and 
lots of rhetorical charges about what 
the big bad Republicans were going to 
do, and yet in the final analysis, much 
of what she pushed for was actually put 
into law on all aspects of the District. 

So I think it is very important to say 
that we have worked on a bipartisan 
basis and on a slow basis in terms of 
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any reform effect in Washington, D.C. 
because, as one of the appropriators 
said, it is a free vote for us to the de- 
gree that nobody is going to answer to 
the people in Washington, D.C. except 
for the delegate. But I think rather 
than abusing that, the Republican Con- 
gress has taken all kinds of extra steps 
so, though, that we can be fair and so 
forth. This is not and is not designed to 
bash Washington, D.C. schools. 

However, let me say this. As the son 
of an educator, as the brother of an ed- 
ucator, as the brother-in-law of an edu- 
cator, I come from a family of edu- 
cators. And I believe one thing that I 
have learned around the family dinner 
table is that education should be dy- 
namic. We should focus not on the sys- 
tem always, not on the teachers al- 
ways, not on the structure, certainly 
not on the politics, but we should focus 
on the classroom, the child and the 
teacher, and that relationship. 

As we focus on it, we should ask, will 
this legislation or will this matter help 
that child out there achieve a better 
education so that he or she can go on 
to compete with children from Miami 
to New York to San Francisco to 
Stockholm to Tokyo? And I believe 
that if we ask those questions and put 
the children first, we can see that this 
is a reasonable approach. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not a hard ball 
approach. This is a choice. Think about 
it on a small business basis. If we said 
one particular type of small business 
would have the monopoly, there would 
be no more pet stores except for the 
ones that were in existence. There 
would be no more barber shops except 
for the ones in existence. There would 
be no more restaurants except for the 
ones that are in existence. People 
would say, “What are you doing? That 
is going to kill the quality of the prod- 
uct,” and I would agree with them. 

Why is education so special that we 
are afraid to put in that same element 
that drives the American economy of 
small businesses? Why is education 
above a little competition? I believe 
education is sacred enough that com- 
petition will enhance it. I think it is 
very important. 

Last night I had the occasion to go to 
a dinner for Gulfstream Aerospace, 
which Ted Forstmann is the Chairman 
of the Board, and they were receiving 
the Collier Award for Excellence in 
Aviation, and he talked about competi- 
tion and he talked about being an 
American and, yes, the subject of the 
D.C. Scholarship Fund came up, which 
he is the author of. 

Mr. Speaker, I have and I will submit 
for the record testimony of one woman, 
and I am going to quote directly a Mrs. 
Jones, because she competed as one of 
the 8,000 people who wanted the 1,000 
scholarships and she did not make it 
and she was crying. And then Mr. 
Forstmann called her later on and said 
instead of giving out a thousand schol- 
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arships, he was going to give out 1001 
scholarships. Here is what she said: 
“And when they tell me that I won, I 
was screaming and yelling and acting 
like a fool. You do not know how I 
prayed for that scholarship.” 


That is what this is about. It is about 
this woman and her child. 


The question of constitutionality has 
come up. Let me say this, and I will 
submit this for the RECORD, Mr. Speak- 
er, but the scholarship program fully 
satisfies the constitutional require- 
ments under the first amendment. The 
Supreme Court has held that assist- 
ance such as the scholarships provided 
in this bill is permissible if, one, the 
choice where to use the assistance is 
made by the parents of the students, 
not the government; number two, the 
program does not create a financial in- 
centive to choose private schools; and, 
number three, it does not involve the 
government in the schools’ affairs. 
This, like the GI Bill, Pell Grants, and 
Federal day care assistance is a choice 
of funds where the choice is made by 
the recipients and not by the govern- 
ment. 


I will also submit a letter to the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY) Major- 
ity Leader, from Clint Bolick, the vice 
president of the Institute for Justice, 
where he cites five different cases, and 
I will submit this for the RECORD, Mr. 
Speaker: 


Myth: The voucher program violates the 
separation of church and state and is uncon- 
stitutional. 


FACT 


The scholarship program fully satisfies the 
constitutional requirements under the First 
Amendment. The Supreme Court has held 
that assistance such as the scholarship pro- 
vided for in the bill is permissible if: (1) the 
choice where to use assistance is made by 
the parents of students, not the government; 
(2) the program does not create a financial 
incentive to choose private schools; and (3) it 
does not involve the government in the 
school’s affairs. 


The D.C. scholarship program fulfills these 
criteria. Like the G.I. Bill, Pell Grants and 
federal day care assistance, the choice of 
where the funds are expended is made not by 
the government but by the scholarship re- 
cipients. Because the amount of the scholar- 
ship is equal to or less than the cost of tui- 
tion, the program does not create a financial 
incentive to choose private schools. Scholar- 
ships are also made available under this leg- 
islation to pay costs of supplemental serv- 
ices for public school students, who already 
receive a free education. Moreover, the pro- 
gram involves only those regulations nec- 
essary to ensure that reasonable educational 
objectives are met, and does not create en- 
tanglement between the government and re- 
ligious schools. The scholarship program 
does not impermissibly establish religion, 
but instead serves to expand educational op- 
portunities for children who desperately 
need them. 
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INSTITUTE FOR JUSTICE, 
October 3, 1997. 
Hon. RICHARD K. ARMEY, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Cannon House 
Office Building, Washington, DC. 
Re constitutionality of District of Columbia 
Student Opportunity Scholarship Act 
of 1997. 

DEAR MR. ARMEY: Thanks and congratula- 
tions to you and your colleagues for spon- 
soring legislation that would create unprece- 
dented educational opportunities for eco- 
nomically disadvantaged children in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. Having defended parental 
choice programs in Milwaukee and Cleve- 
land, I can attest to their enormous con- 
tribution toward the goal of equal edu- 
cational opportunities. 

Critics of parental choice have raised the 
red herring of constitutionality. They con- 
tend that the moment a dollar of public 
funds passes the threshold of a religious 
school, it violates the constitutional prohibi- 
tion against religious establishment—a posi- 
tion repeatedly rejected by the U.S. Supreme 
Court. Of course, such reasoning also would 
invalidate the G.I. Bill, Pell Grants, daycare 
vouchers, and the Individuals with Disabil- 
ities Education Act, all of which allow the 
use of public funds in religious schools. It is 
true that state courts have divided over the 
constitutionality of parental choice, usually 
ruling on state rather than federal constitu- 
tional grounds. The Cleveland program, 
which was upheld by the state trial court but 
struck down by the court of appeals on First 
Amendment grounds, has been allowed to 
continue—including religious schools—by 
the Ohio Supreme Court pending review. 

For our purposes, only the First Amend- 
ment is relevant. In an unbroken line of 
cases since 1983, the U.S. Supreme Court has 
held that programs that allow the use of 
public funds in religious schools or reli- 
giously-sponsored activities are permissible 
so long as (1) the decision where to use the 
funds is made not by the government, but by 
parents or students; and (2) religious schools 
are only one among a range of options, and 
no financial incentive is created to choose 
private schools. 

The following U.S. Supreme Court deci- 
sions have developed these principles: 

Mueller v. Allen (1983); The Court upheld a 
state income tax deduction for educational 
expenses, even though the vast majority 
(roughly 96 percent) of the deductions were 
used for religious school expenses. The Court 
noted that the deduction was available for 
expenses incurred either in public or private 
schools, and that public funds are trans- 
mitted to religious schools only as a result 
of numerous choices of individual parents of 
school-age children.” The independent 
choices of third parties render the aid indi- 
rect,” as opposed to direct subsidies of reli- 
gious schools. 

Witters v. Washington Department of Services 
for the Blind (1986): The Court unanimously 
upheld the use of college benefits by a blind 
student to study for the ministry at a divin- 
ity school. The state transmitted funds di- 
rectly to the school at the student's direc- 
tion. Again, the Court found that “[a]ny aid 
provided by Washington's program that ulti- 
mately flows to religious institutions does so 
only as the result of the genuinely inde- 
pendent and private choices of aid recipi- 
ents,” and that the program ‘‘creates no fi- 
nancial incentive for students to undertake 
sectarian education.” 

Zobrest v. Catalina Foothills School District 
(1993): The Court upheld the use of a publicly 
funded interpreter by a deaf student in a 
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Catholic high school. The interpreter trans- 
lated religious as well as secular lessons. 
“By according the parents freedom to select 
a school of their choice,“ the Court reasoned, 
“the statute ensures that a government-paid 
interpreter will be present in a sectarian 
school only as a result of the private deci- 
sion of individual parents.” 

Rosenberger v. Rector and Visitors of Univer- 
sity of Virginia (1995): The Court approved the 
direct funding of a religious student publica- 
tion because other non-religious activities 
were funded as well. A central lesson of our 
decisions,” the Court declared, ‘‘is that a sig- 
nificant factor in upholding governmental 
programs in the face of Establishment 
Clause attack is their neutrality toward reli- 
gion.” 

Agostini v. Felton (1997): The Court over- 
turned previous adverse Supreme Court 
precedents and allowed the use of public 
schoolteachers to provide remedial instruc- 
tion inside religious schools. Again, the deci- 
sion relied heavily on the program's neu- 
trality between religious and secular 
schools. 

The District of Columbia scholarship bill 
was carefully drafted to meet the applicable 
constitutional standards. Just like Pell 
Grants and other current federal programs, 
it places funds at the disposal of bene- 
ficiaries, who may use them in public, pri- 
vate, or religious schools. The program does 
not create an incentive to choose religious 
schools; in fact, all except the poorest fami- 
lies receiving scholarships will have to con- 
tribute to tuition if they choose private 
schools. Unquestionably, the primary effect 
of the scholarship program is not to estab- 
lish religion, but to expand educational op- 
portunities to children who desperately need 
them. 

I hope these comments are helpful to you 
and your colleagues as you proceed toward 
passage of this program. It is an essential 
part of the effort to empower parents and 
improve public education in our nation’s 
capital. 

Very sincerely, 
CLINT BOLICK, 
Vice President and 
Director of Litigation, 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON). 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I would 
just like the record to show that the 
quotation just cited did not apply to 
vouchers but to tax schemes, not 
vouchers to parents. But the decisions 
from which I quoted, where vouchers 
were found unconstitutional, applied 
directly to vouchers of precisely the 
kind at issue here. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. ROEMER). 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST) 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe it was Soc- 
rates that said the living are to the 
dead as the educated are to the 
uneducated. In our society today, an 
education is a person’s future and their 
future extends from cradle to grave, 
and we all will be learning our entire 
lifetime in this next millennium. 

I have to agree with the gentle- 
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) when she said that D.C. 
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has some of the finest schools in the 
country, and D.C. has, just as every 
other school system in our country 
has, some schools that are in dire need 
of help. 

I have visited D.C. schools and met 
with Vera White, a principal at Jeffer- 
son Junior High School. She knows 
every single name of every single stu- 
dent and knows where they live and 
keeps them after school for homework. 
They have a space lab in the basement. 
They have honor roll students and peo- 
ple clamoring to get into that public 
school. It is a great school. 

They have the charter school, the Op- 
tions charter school in D.C. that may 
be the best charter school that I have 
been in in the country. 

But we also have problem schools in 
D.C., and in Chicago, and in L.A., and 
in New York, and in Indiana. And we 
can get up on the floor and point fin- 
gers and say we have got a better solu- 
tion than our opponents, just as we did 
with the budget and we said it was 
President Reagan’s fault or it was the 
Democratic Congress’ fault. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time for us to work 
together on the issue that the Amer- 
ican people are the most keenly inter- 
ested in and come up with bipartisan 
solutions to solve this Nation’s prob- 
lems. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill does not do it. 
It does not give our party anything but 
a motion to recommit. I strongly urge 
our side and the Republican side to 
vote for the motion to recommit to be 
offered by the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia, for full, whole 
school reform and for more reading tu- 
tors in our schools. 

My problem with the vouchers is 
twofold. We have heard the Repub- 
licans accuse the Democrats, and some- 
times rightly so, of trying to redis- 
tribute wealth in our country through 
the tax system. That is exactly what 
this bill does. It takes $7 million that 
is going to go to the public education 
system and diverts it to private 
schools. 

If we want to raise $50 million like 
they are doing in San Antonio, Texas 
in the private sector, that is great. I 
support those programs, but do not re- 
distribute money from public schools 
that is intended to go to public schools 
and have it go to private schools. 

Secondly, when we have said we want 
to work in a bipartisan way to fix the 
IRS, we do not say we are going to fix 
it for 2,000 people and leave the rest of 
the people on their own. That is what 
the voucher program does today. This 
bill says we have got a problem with 
78,000 schoolchildren and we are going 
to fix it for 2,000 of those 78,000. 

The Democratic Party, or I guess I 
am speaking for myself from Indiana, 
we are not happy with the status quo. 
That is why we passed charter school 
reform. That is why later today in the 
higher ed bill I have included an 
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amendment in the bill that is for alter- 
native teacher certification, so that 
new teachers can come through the 
system that have military experience, 
that have experience in the private sec- 
tor. 

I am for closing down poorly per- 
forming schools, reconstituting 
schools. 
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I am for new ideas in our schools, but 
the voucher program is not big enough 
to help our Nation’s schools. It is ex- 
perimental only on D.C. school chil- 
dren and 2,000 of them. 

I encourage my Republican col- 
leagues, let us work together, as we did 
on balancing the budget, on education. 
Let us work together on what the 
American people think is the key issue 
out there, providing good quality, af- 
fordable education to children in D.C., 
Indiana, and California. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 242 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. NEUMANN). 

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to make a couple of very specific 
points here. What this is really all 
about, what we are talking about today 
is allowing poor and moderate income 
families to make the same and have 
the same choices in where they send 
their kids to school as middle and 
upper income families. 

My friend, the gentleman from Indi- 
ana, who I agree with on so many dif- 
ferent things, on the other side of the 
aisle, I do agree with him that this idea 
of fixing it for 2,000 is not the right so- 
lution. 

I think what we should be doing here 
today is taking the education dollars 
that are already being spent and em- 
powering parents all across America to 
be making the decision for where they 
send their kids to school. 

I would like to make a second point, 
because we have heard a lot about how 
this is transferring public education 
dollars to private schools and somehow 
this is a new idea in America. That is 
just plain not right. 

We have a system for higher edu- 
cation in America today called a Pell 
Grant system. Pell Grants are college 
scholarships that are literally given to 
students that go to teacher and pastor 
training schools, all sorts of different 
religious schools all across the United 
States of America. 

These Pell Grants are not given with 
strings attached that the government 
is telling these teacher and pastor 
training schools for religious institu- 
tions across America what or how to 
teach; they simply give them the Pell 
Grant. Those are Federal tax dollars 
that are already being handled in this 
manner. This is not even a new idea 
that we are talking about here today. 
It already goes on all across America. 

I think the number one social prob- 
lem facing America today is education. 
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The fact that our kids rate somewhere 
in the twenties in the world is just 
plain unacceptable. We need to as a 
Congress, we need to as a Nation retar- 
get our ideas that our kids become, 
again, the best educated kids in the en- 
tire world. 

To do that, one idea is more Wash- 
ington involvement, more Washington 
tax dollars, and more strings from 
here; and that is wrong. It does not 
work. The right idea to solve the edu- 
cation problems facing America today 
is to empower our parents to once 
again be actively involved in the deci- 
sions on what our kids are taught, 
where it is taught and how it is taught. 

The way we empower our parents to 
be able to make those decisions, in 
wealthy families they can make those 
decisions already, but in poor and mod- 
erate income families the way to do 
this is to empower and have this sort of 
voucher system. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to take 30 sec- 
onds to point out that if we are suc- 
cessful at empowering our parents to 
be actively involved in the choice of 
where their kids go to school, what 
they are taught and how it is taught, 
there is a very interesting side benefit. 
Studies show, of 12,000 teenagers that 
were looked at, if parents were more 
involved in these teenagers’ lives, the 
immediate impact is less crime, fewer 
drugs are used, fewer teen pregnancies, 
and teen smoking goes down imme- 
diately. 

As we are solving the problem of edu- 
cation by allowing our parents to be 
more involved in what their kids are 
learning, where it is taught and how it 
is taught, we expect side benefits in 
other areas that will benefit this Na- 
tion greatly. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I would in- 
quire the time remaining on each side. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HULSHOF). The gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. FROST) has 114% minutes remain- 
ing. The gentleman from Washington 
(Mr. HASTINGS) has 14 minutes remain- 
ing. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary- 
land (Mr. WYNN). 

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to very strongly 
oppose this rule and also this very mis- 
guided bill. My colleagues on the Re- 
publican side come up and they tell us 
this is a noble experiment. Folks, this 
is not an experiment. This is a plan 
masquerading as a policy. 

The gentleman who preceded me 
made a very cogent point. This bill 
only helps 2,000 students in the District 
of Columbia. That leaves 75,000 stu- 
dents in the District of Columbia who 
get no help whatsoever. This bill only 
appropriates money for one year, so at 
the end of this year it is very uncertain 
as to whether this noble experiment 
will even be able to continue. More im- 
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portantly, this so-called noble experi- 
ment has been rejected already by 20 
States. In fact, three States in public 
referenda rejected this idea twice. 

This is a very poorly thought out 
idea. Here is why: We did a study and 
looked at some of the private schools 
in the District of Columbia. What we 
found out was that approximately 90 
percent of the private schools in the 
District of Columbia charged tuition 
far in excess of what is being provided. 

So this notion that there is going to 
be this great choice for families is real- 
ly a mistake. It is really a fraud. They 
are not going to have the choice to go 
to the Sidwell Friends or the St. Al- 
bans and the great private schools. 

Let us be candid. Sure, if we gave 
someone the money to go to the best 
private school in America, would they 
get a good education? Yes. The fact of 
the matter is the Republicans cannot 
do that and are not planning to do it. 
It is not practical. The money does not 
exist. 

What they are basically doing is pa- 
tronizing the citizens of the District of 
Columbia by saying we know what is 
best for them, and we are going to take 
money away from their school system 
and put it into this experiment. But 
no, no, it is not their money; it is new 
money. 

Look, here is the reality. The Dis- 
trict of Columbia needs money for dis- 
cipline programs, for reading tutors, 
for aftercare programs. If we want to 
fundamentally improve education in 
the District of Columbia or if we want 
to fundamentally improve education in 
America, what we need to do is invest 
in public schools. If there is new 
money, do not experiment, put it into 
the school system where it can really 
be used. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 342 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Missouri (Mr. TALENT). 

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to begin my 
comments here today by quoting some- 
thing Lyndon Johnson said, but before 
that, the Bible said it. He said: “Let us 
reason together.” That is what I hope 
we can do in this debate. 

I do not want to bash the District of 
Columbia schools. I think we owe these 
kids and their parents who care so 
much about this debate the truth. I 
think we should be candid. I think we 
should reason, then, about the truth. 

The truth of the matter is that the 
District of Columbia schools are not 
safe, and the kids are not learning, and 
everybody knows it. The longer they 
stay in the District of Columbia 
schools, the less they learn. The longer 
high school students stay in the D.C. 
schools, the more their test scores drop 
below the national average. Thirty- 
three percent of the third graders in 
the D.C. public schools score below 
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basic levels in reading and math, and 80 
percent of the fourth graders score 
below basic levels in reading and math. 

For kids who come from these neigh- 
borhoods and have as few options as 
these kids have, if they are not learn- 
ing how to read, it means they are end- 
ing up in gangs or on drugs or many of 
them dead. That is what it means to 
these kids. Those are facts that annihi- 
late all these other facts and the rest 
of this debate. Let us tell the truth 
about the situation these kids are in. If 
we cannot give them anything else, let 
us give them the truth. 

The second point, Mr. Speaker, this 
bill will help at least these kids. Do not 
show disrespect to their parents, who 
are lining up by the thousands for 
these scholarships, by saying it is not 
going to help them. They know it is 
going to help them. It is exactly what 
any of us would do. That is the reason 
they wanted the scholarships. So we 
know the schools are failing. We know 
we can help these kids. 

Then the other argument, which I re- 
spect because we have got to do some- 
thing about the public schools, is what 
about the other kids? What about the 
rest of the public schools? This is not 
the way to help them. 

Mr. Speaker, this may be the only 
way to help them. This kind of choice 
program is operating in other schools, 
and that is what they are telling us. 
This is what the former superintendent 
of Milwaukee public schools says: 

So what I am arguing is that we have got 
to support the changes that will make the 
difference for kids both inside and outside 
the existing system. But it is the existence 
of an option outside that will help you fight, 
make the improvements inside, because no 
matter what people say rhetoric-wise, I can 
tell you, you can stand up and talk all you 
want about what needs to be done, but if peo- 
ple know this is the only game in town, 
there is absolutely nothing you can do other 
than run your mouth off about what needs to 
happen. It is not going to happen for the ma- 
jority of kids. 

This is exactly the kind of leverage 
that will support the reformers and 
give them the opportunity to change a 
system that is bogged down in bureauc- 
racy and entrenched interest. The Dis- 
trict of Columbia schools have three 
times as many administrators per 
teachers as other city schools around 
the country. 

What else can we do if we do not do 
this? I will just close by saying this: 
We appointed a general as the czar of 
the District of Columbia public 
schools, and he tried for a year, and he 
quit. 

This is a program that addresses a 
need we all know exists. It will help 
the kids who get these scholarships, 
and it is going to help the kids who re- 
main. Let us do something for these 
kids. Let us reason together about this 
process, and then send this bill to the 
President. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Florida (Ms. BROWN). 
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Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in opposition of this so-called 
District of Columbia Opportunity 
Scholarship Act. 

This piece of legislation would put 
our educational system at risk. Sup- 
porters of this bill argue a chance for a 
better education; however, 93 percent 
of the students in our Nation’s Capital 
will not benefit from this $45 million 
bill. 

There is no evidence that vouchers 
are an effective way to improve edu- 
cation. In fact, it leaves those students 
who cannot benefit from this voucher 
system worse off. 

Every child in the District of Colum- 
bia and across the Nation deserves our 
assistance for a quality education. I 
urge my colleagues to listen to the peo- 
ple of our Nation’s Capital who want to 
build their community and not dis- 
mantle a public education system of 
which many of us have been bene- 
ficiaries. Make no mistake about it. 
The Republicans want to dismantle 
public education in this country and 
not work to strengthen it. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, how much time is remaining 
on each side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS) has 10% minutes remaining. 
The gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST) 
has 8% minutes remaining. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 242 minutes to the gen- 
tlewoman from North Carolina (Mrs. 
MYRICK). 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I very 
much respect the gentlewoman from 
the District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON), 
and I know how hard she works to face 
the problems that are in the District, 
which everybody acknowledges. So I do 
want to say that this bill is in no way 
an attack on the D.C. school system. 
This bill is a way to look for solutions 
to help and to solve some of the prob- 
lems. 

Most of the people will agree, and I 
think it has been well documented in 
the press, that there are a lot of prob- 
lems in this school system. There are 
problems, yes, in school systems all 
over the country. It seems to be the 
number one issue that parents say they 
are concerned about, is the education 
of their children. 

What we are looking at doing with 
this bill is providing some choice for 
those parents. This bill would give 
those parents in D.C. the same oppor- 
tunity as parents in other communities 
across the country have. 

Last fall when the private scholar- 
ship fund, the Washington Scholarship 
Fund was announced, this was only for 
1,000 scholarships that would be paid 
for privately. There were 7,573 children 
who applied. That is one out of every 
six eligible children in the District ap- 
plied. 

I think that sends a very strong mes- 
sage that there are parents in the D.C. 
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school system who would like and ap- 
preciate their child to have that 
choice. This does not take any money 
away from the school system. This is 
additional money, additional dollars 
that are going into this program. 

Competition is what has driven 
America, Competition works with stu- 
dents. Students thrive on competition. 
Business thrives on competition. There 
is no reason our school system could 
not thrive on competition. It is very 
healthy in America, and it makes 
things run. 

I would also like to just say for the 
record that my understanding is that 
the constitutional issue was a State 
constitutional issue in both of those 
cases. This is not something Federal. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON). 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, let me 
correct the gentlewoman from North 
Carolina on both of the decisions, both 
the Wisconsin and the Ohio decisions. 
The courts looked both to their State 
constitution and specifically, specifi- 
cally grounded their decisions on the 
Constitution of the United States of 
America as well. 
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Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Min- 
nesota (Mr. VENTO). 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the rule and the bill. 
Quite frankly, the District of Colum- 
bia, in my judgment, is a city in trou- 
ble, with deep problems. We have indi- 
viduals in trouble, families in trouble, 
and reduced population. Families are, 
in fact, moving out. 

I think some of the initiatives that 
have been made to try to invest in the 
public schools in terms of reading and 
some of the other voluntary efforts are 
good but not nearly enough considering 
what we really have to accomplish. 

This bill, frankly, indicts the D.C. 
public schools. The D.C. public schools 
are not the problem. They are the solu- 
tion. The problem is in the broader 
community. And by taking dollars 
away and not facing up to this and sug- 
gesting we are going to abandon those 
schools, we are sending the wrong mes- 
sage. 

One of the messages was to let a mili- 
tary general run it. Well, after a year 
he quit. It is a tough job. He could not 
handle any more of this task. I appre- 
ciate that. I understand it. I taught for 
about 10 years myself, and I do not 
know I want to go back into the St. 
Paul Minneapolis, schools today and 
try to teach much less administrate 
the whole district. 

But the fact is, we have to invest in 
these kids. We have to invest in this 
community. The old paradigm of get- 
ting by that worked when I was in 
school or when I was teaching does not 
work. 
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Look at what is happening in Chi- 
cago. Seven in the morning till seven 
at night. We talk about kids entering 
school, and they actually go back- 
wards. The fact is, if you try to plot 
those kids in some of these schools, we 
will find the population of students in 
September is practically 100 percent 
different in May. There is no con- 
tinuity. How can anyone teach under 
those circumstance? 

These are the types of problems we 
face as they come through the door. 
Does anyone in this Chamber or in this 
country seriously believe that the peo- 
ple that have devoted their lives to 
public education are somehow not in- 
terested in kids? That is fundamentally 
what these statements on the floor of 
Congress are saying. 

We have public education for democ- 
racy to educate the people in this coun- 
try, to bring them forward. But the 
type of students we are getting, the 
kids we are getting, have more prob- 
lems, and we have to meet those needs. 

It is a big investment. It may mean 
choosing between weapon systems and 
investment in people, but Congress has 
not been willing to do that. We are try- 
ing to buy off on the cheap with these 
vouchers. I think these kids are worth 
a decent investment not a gimmick 
which only offers cosmetic pseudo solu- 
tions. 

There is perhaps no issue more important to 
the future of this country than education. As 
an educator, it has always been a priority of 
mine to ensure that our children are given the 
chance to partake in a quality learning envi- 
ronment. While | understand that confidence in 
our public school system has eroded, the solu- 
tions proposed don't address the problem. A 
voucher program is not a reasonable or ade- 
quate solution to current challenges and prob- 
lems in the public schools of D.C. and our Na- 
tion. 

All Americans have a stake in our public 
schools. Public schools were established to 
provide equality of the most basic and impor- 
tant opportunity—the opportunity to learn. 
However, voucher programs would make 
schools more inequitable than they already 
are and widen the gap between some privi- 
leged and the vast majority underprivileged 
students. 

Proponents of the school voucher initiatives 
maintain that this system would bring healthy 
competition into the educational system. This 
is an unfair assumption, however, because 
public schools have greater limitations and re- 
strictions than their private counterparts. For 
example, private schools are allowed to pick 
and choose and exclude students, while public 
schools must accept every student, regardless 
of past academic achievements. Also, it is un- 
clear that physically and mentally disabled stu- 
dents would be considered in such plans. Cur- 
rently, private schools are not required to in- 
clude special services for these students. 

Make no mistake, a voucher program redi- 
rects public funds from public schools to pri- 
vate schools. This shift leaves public 
schools—which far outnumber private 
schools—with less sufficient resources. Ex- 
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panding educational choice for some students 
should not come at the expense of others. 
Rather than siphoning students away from 
public schools, and the abandonment of the 
D.C. public schools, we should be focusing 
our efforts on the important mission of improv- 
ing such schools and the schooling within. 
This legislation provides a select few students 
with vouchers, while providing no answers for 
the 76,000 students left behind in the D.C. 
public schools. 

Accept the implicit statement that Congress 
has given up on D.C. schools. The same 
money spent on vouchers could be better 
used for teacher training, smaller classes, ex- 
panded support systems and a host of other 
important improvements. Instead of this polit- 
ical solution, we ought to help all 78,000 chil- 
dren improve their skills with the same money 
that would provide just 2,000 children with pri- 
vate school educations. Vouchers anticipated 
under this act help only 3 percent of the chil- 
dren in D.C. schools. 

The consideration of choice options will no 
doubt be influenced by many factors. How- 
ever, lets keep in mind that children are our 
Nation’s most precious resource—all of our fu- 
ture. Rather than voting for a program that will 
only benefit a select number of students, we 
must ensure that all of our children are pro- 
vided with the best possible opportunity to 
learn so that they are prepared for the chal- 
lenges of the new millennium. Let's can the 
new B-2 bombers or the missile defense sys- 
tem and put students first. Let's invest to 
make every child in D.C. a winner. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. FORBES). 

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time, and I rise in support of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Student Opportunity 
Scholarship Act. If ever there was a na- 
tional priority to do something about 
the state of education in this country, 
K through 12, it is now. That is why I 
rise in support of this initiative as well 
as supporting the initiative laid out by 
President Clinton. 

I am a product of the public school 
systems. I went to a public college. I do 
not indict the public school system; in 
fact, I revere it. But there are prob- 
lems. 

And in the District of Columbia, 
where this is supposed to be the shin- 
ing beacon of opportunity, of democ- 
racy, we have a serious problem. We 
are saying it is okay for children of 
people who work in the administration, 
whether it be the Democrat adminis- 
tration or the Republican administra- 
tion before it, it is okay for the chil- 
dren of Members of Congress all to go 
to private schools, because we can do 
something about it, but let us trapina 
failing public school those kids who 
come from families who do not have 
the means to escape a failing system. 

Now, that is not an indictment of all 
public schools, but here in the District 
of Columbia, that shining beacon of de- 
mocracy, we cannot get our hands 
around the problem. So we say to these 
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parents, sorry, your kids must go to 
these failing schools, but I, as a Mem- 
ber of Congress, will send my kids to 
private schools. I, as a member of the 
Clinton administration, will send my 
kid to private schools. 

Why do we not embrace, all of us, Re- 
publicans and Democrats alike, the 
vast initiatives that will put this Na- 
tion on record as making a priority 
over the next 25 years of improving the 
excellence of public schools across this 
country? 

Let us go for voluntary testing stand- 
ards. Let us go for 100,000 more teach- 
ers in the classroom to reduce the size. 
Let us put subject matter back in the 
Ed schools, not just method. Let us go 
for teacher training and do the kinds of 
things that will build success and as- 
sure that the United States of America 
remains number one in the global econ- 
omy for our children and our grand- 
children to come and that we do not 
rest on the laurels of success of the last 
100 years and think that everything 
will be all right. 

We have serious problems in our edu- 
cation system K through 12, and we 
have an obligation as a Nation to deal 
with those problems. Keep decision- 
making local, keep control in our 
States, but let us put the Federal Gov- 
ernment on record as wanting to do 
something about deteriorating schools 
and overcrowded schools and crowded 
classrooms. 

If we care about our children, we will 
put this initiative forward. We will 
pass this initiative to give some choice 
to kids who are trapped in a failing 
system. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self 30 seconds. 

The preceding speaker may be speak- 
ing for Republican Members of Con- 
gress, but my three children graduated 
from public schools, and I know many 
Members on my side of the aisle whose 
children attend public schools. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from New York (Ms. 
VELAZQUEZ). 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong opposition to this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, look at this little girl, 
one of nine children. Her father was a 
sugar cane cutter. Her mother sold 
food to the sugar cane workers in the 
sugar cane plantations to help make 
ends meet. This little girl would have 
never gone to college if we had turned 
our backs on public schools. This little 
girl would certainly never have become 
a Member of Congress if we had turned 
our backs on public schools. 

My colleagues, do not be fooled. This 
bill is an abandonment of our Nation’s 
commitment to public schools and pub- 
lic education. This bill tells that little 
girl and millions and millions of chil- 
dren like her that we are giving up 
hope on providing them with a quality 
education. 

The Republican leadership wants to 
take $45 million away from public edu- 
cation to provide 3 percent of D.C. 
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schoolchildren with vouchers that they 
do not want and will not be able to use. 
That is so shameful. That is not the 
way that we strengthen public schools 
in our Nation. We strengthen public 
schools and public education by invest- 
ing more resources, not taking it away 
from them. 

What sense does that make? It makes 
sense if we want to kill public edu- 
cation. That is what the Republicans 
intend to do under this bill, kill public 
education. Vote “no” on this terrible 
bill. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self the balance of my time. 

This is a terrible rule. This is a ter- 
rible bill. This is a closed rule. We have 
been denied the opportunity for the one 
representative from the District of Co- 
lumbia to even be heard on this mat- 
ter, to offer an amendment. 

I urge this rule be rejected and this 
bill be rejected. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield the balance of my time 
to the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
WATTS). 

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak- 
er, I have heard several statements 
made this morning and I want to make 
an effort, hopefully, to correct the 
record and set the record straight. 

One of the things that I heard earlier 
in argument concerning this rule was 
that this legislation would only help so 
many students, about 2,000 students, 
and that this is an experiment for D.C. 
public schools. And the essence of the 
comments were that why just do it 
here in D.C.? If we are not going to do 
it elsewhere, then it is a bad experi- 
ment. 

Well, I would like to note for the 
record that our former colleague, 
Floyd Flake, a Democrat from New 
York, and the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. JIM TALENT) and myself, all three 
of us offered a scholarship program 
about, I guess, last October. That was 
defeated. And that scholarship program 
would have been nationwide. We were 
proposing to do the same thing in all 50 
States that we are proposing doing 
here in the District of Columbia this 
morning. And just for the record, about 
90 percent of Republicans supported 
that and about 95 percent of Democrats 
voted against it. 

But there are several other things 
that I would like to make note for the 
record. The question was asked, does 
the scholarship bill not drain D.C. pub- 
lic schools of the resources they des- 
perately need? 

And the answer to that is an em- 
phatic no. The legislation would not 
take one dime away from D.C. public 
schools. It is over and above what 
money goes to D.C. public schools. The 
funding for this proposal would not 
come out of the district school budget. 
In fact, under the bill, per-student 
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spending for public schools would in- 
crease, because the budget will remain 
the same, but there will be 2,000 fewer 
students in the public school system. 

Another question is, is the amount of 
the scholarship not too small for the 
parents to afford to send their children 
to all but a handful of schools? 

Well, there are 88 private schools in- 
side the Washington Beltway that cost 
less than $4,000 per student, including 
60 that cost less than $3,200. These 


schools include Catholic, Protestant, 
Muslim and private nonsectarian 
schools. 


Another question that has been 
raised this morning is, will private 
schools not just cherrypick the bright- 
est students and leave the public 
schools with the students who need the 
most help? 

Well, the scholarships do not go to 
the schools. They are awarded to par- 
ents. The parents decide where the 
children go. So the parents, if there is 
any cherrypicking, the parents will be 
the ones doing the cherrypicking. They 
will pick the best schools. The parents 
will. Not the teachers, not the school 
system, not the government, but the 
parents will determine where their 
children go to school. 

There is another question under the 
bill, is will schools not be able to dis- 
criminate against children, African 
American children, or against any 
other group of children that the legis- 
lation does not protect? 

Section 7 of this bill specifically pro- 
hibits discrimination. It reads, “An eli- 
gible institution participating in the 
scholarship program under this sub- 
title shall not engage in any practice 
that discriminates on the basis of race, 
color, national origin or sex.” 

It also specifically states in section 8 
that nothing in the bill shall affect the 
rights of students or the obligations of 
the District of Columbia public schools 
under the Individuals With Disabilities 
Act. Nothing in the bill waives any 
current Federal, State or local statute 
protecting civil rights. In fact, private 
and religious schools in the District 
today are already subject to D.C. civil 
rights laws, one of the most expansive 
in the country. 

Mr. Speaker, I say to my colleagues, 
good public schools should not be 
threatened by this legislation. We talk 
about how money is going, that we are 
taking money from public schools and 
putting it into the private school sys- 
tem. We fail to overlook that the 
money from this program is over and 
above the D.C. public school funding. 

And we talk about how we are taking 
money from public schools. Let me tell 
my colleagues, when I went to Con- 
gressman Flake’s district and looked 
at his school system up there, and I 
have traveled around the country and 
looked at different private school pro- 
grams and what they are doing and 
what the Catholics in New York are 
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doing, and we talk about cherry- 
picking, there are private schools in 
America today where they take the 
lowest on the totem poll. 
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Say, give us the most challenging 
student that they have. We will take 
them. We will prepare school just for 
them. But we talk about cherry-pick- 
ing, we talk about where the money is 
going and how we are taking money 
from public schools. 

And I heard Floyd Flake. Floyd 
Flake reminded me of something very 
important that I think we all should 
note and all should remember. He said 
this. He said, we are talking about tak- 
ing money from public schools. He said, 
our prison system is what is taking 
money from public schools, because 
rather than spending the money on our 
kids to read, write, and do the arith- 
metic, putting them in quality venues, 
we end up spending $25,000 or $30,000 a 
year because they cannot read, write, 
or do the arithmetic but put them in 
prison. 

So I support my colleagues on the 
Democratic side and Republican side as 
well to say, let us support this rule. 
Let us support this legislation. This is 
good public policy. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of 
the rule. As this legislation is the result of a 
negotiated compromise and the work of both 
Houses, | do believe that a closed rule is ap- 
propriate. 

No one can deny the children of our Capitol 
City are in trouble. Almost every measurable 
statistic proves that the D.C. school system is 
failing these children. One in particular, 
though, is staggering—85 percent of D.C. pub- 
lic school graduates who enter the University 
of District Columbia need remedial coursework 
before beginning their college studies! But our 
focus should be on children and families, not 
statistics. These families should not be forced 
to tolerate failure—they should be empowered 
with choice so that their kids can succeed. 

Given the dismal state of the D.C. school 
system and the common sense approach this 
legislation takes, it is difficult to understand 
why some of my colleagues are so opposed to 
this bill. S. 1502 is straightforward—it adds $7 
million of new money so that 2,000 kids can 
receive scholarships to attend the school of 
their choice and an equal number of students 
may receive tutorial assistance. That means 
more money per pupil, not less. This is not 
about taking away from public education, it is 
about returning accountability to public edu- 
cation! 

Mr. Speaker, school choice is working in my 
district because it returns accountability to par- 
ents and families, rather than education bu- 
reaucrats. Low-income D.C. residents support 
scholarships by a 59 to 17 margin. The de- 
mand is there, the need has been proven be- 
yond question and today we are acting. | com- 
mend Mr. ARMEY, Mr. LIPINSKI, and others for 
their bipartisan leadership on this issue. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I move the previous question 
on the resolution. 
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The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HULSHOF). The question is on the reso- 
lution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 


order that a quorum is not present. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi- 


dently a quorum is not present. 


The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab- 


sent Members. 


The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 224, nays 


199, not voting 9, as follows: 


{Roll No. 117] 
YEAS—224 

Aderholt Fox Mica 
Archer Franks (NJ) Miller (FL) 
Armey Frelinghuysen Moran (KS) 
Bachus Gallegly Myrick 
Baker Ganske Nethercutt 
Ballenger Gekas Neumann 
Barr Gibbons Ney 
Barrett (NE) Gilchrest Northup 
Bartlett Gillmor Norwood 
Barton Gilman Nussle 
Bass Goodlatte Oxley 
Bereuter Goodling Packard 
Bilbray Goss Pappas 
Bilirakis Graham Parker 
Bliley Granger Paul 
Blunt Greenwood Paxon 
Boehlert Gutknecht Pease 
Boehner Hansen Peterson (PA) 
Bonilla Hastert Petri 
Bono Hastings (WA) Pickering 
Brady Hayworth Pitts 
Bryant Hefley Pombo 
Bunning Herger Porter 
Burr Hill Portman 
Burton Hilleary Pryce (OH) 
Buyer Hobson Quinn 
Callahan Hoekstra Radanovich 
Calvert Horn Ramstad 
Camp Hostettler Redmond 
Campbell Houghton Regula 

Hulshof Riggs 
Cannon Hunter Riley 
Castle Hutchinson Rogan 
Chabot Hyde Rogers 
Chambliss Inglis Rohrabacher 
Chenoweth Istook Ros-Lehtinen 
Christensen Jenkins Roukema 
Coble Johnson (CT) Royce 
Coburn Johnson, Sam Ryun 
Collins Jones Salmon 
Combest Kasich Sanford 
Cook Kelly Saxton 
Cooksey Kim Scarborough 
Cox King (NY) Schaefer, Dan 
Crane Kingston Schaffer, Bob 
Crapo Klug Sensenbrenner 
Cubin Knollenberg Sessions 
Cunningham Kolbe Shadegg 
Davis (VA) LaHood Shaw 
Deal Largent Shays 
DeLay Latham Shimkus 
Diaz-Balart LaTourette Shuster 
Dickey Lazio Skeen 
Doolittle Leach Smith (MI) 
Dreier Lewis (CA) Smith (NJ) 
Duncan Lewis (KY) Smith (TX) 
Dunn Linder Smith, Linda 
Ehlers Livingston Snowbarger 
Ehriich LoBiondo Solomon 
Emerson Lucas Souder 
English Manzullo Spence 
Ensign McCollum Stearns 
Everett McCrery Stump 
Ewing McDade Sununu 
Fawell McHugh Talent 
Foley McInnis Tauzin 
Forbes McIntosh Taylor (NC) 
Fossella McKeon Thomas 
Fowler Metcalf ‘Thornberry 


Thune 
Tiahrt 
Traficant 
Upton 
Walsh 
Wamp 


Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baesler 
Baldacci 


Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 

Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 


Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 


NAYS—199 


Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 
(TX) 
John 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Millender- 
McDonald 
Miller (CA) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 


NOT VOTING—9 


Hall (TX) 
Jefferson 
Kennelly 
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Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 


Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 


Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
‘Thompson 


Visclosky 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 


Meek (FL) 
Sandlin 
Smith (OR) 


Ms. WATERS changed her vote from 
“yea” to “nay.” 
So the resolution was agreed to. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


A motion to reconsider was laid on 


the table. 
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GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days within which to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material on the rule just adopted. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HULSHOF). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Wash- 
ington? 

There was no objection. 

— — 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA STUDENT 
OPPORTUNITY SCHOLARSHIP 
ACT OF 1997 


Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to House Resolution 413, I call up the 
Senate bill (S. 1502) entitled the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Student Opportunity 
Scholarship Act of 1997“, and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The text of S. 1502 is as follows: 

S. 1502 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SEC. 1. SHORT TITLE; FINDINGS; PRECEDENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the “District of Columbia Student Oppor- 
tunity Scholarship Act of 1997. 

(b) FInpINGS.—Congress makes the fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1) Public education in the District of Co- 
lumbia is in a crisis, as evidenced by the fol- 
lowing: 

(A) The District of Columbia schools have 
the lowest average of any school system in 
the Nation on the National Assessment of 
Education Progress. 

(B) 72 percent of fourth graders in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia tested below basic pro- 
ficiency on the National Assessment of Edu- 
cation Progress in 1994. 

(C) Since 1991, there has been a net decline 
in the reading skills of District of Columbia 
students as measured in scores on the stand- 
ardized Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills. 

(D) At least 40 percent of District of Co- 
lumbia students drop out of or leave the 
school system before graduation. 

(E) The National Education Goals Panel 
reported in 1996 that both students and 
teachers in District of Columbia schools are 
subjected to levels of violence that are twice 
the national average. 

(F) Nearly two-thirds of District of Colum- 
bia teachers reported that violent student 
behavior is a serious impediment to teach- 
ing. 

(G) Many of the District of Columbia's 152 
schools are in a state of terrible disrepair, 
including leaking roofs, bitterly cold class- 
rooms, and numerous fire code violations. 

(2) Significant improvements in the edu- 
cation of educationally deprived children in 
the District of Columbia can be accom- 
plished by— 

(A) increasing educational opportunities 
for the children by expanding the range of 
educational choices that best meet the needs 
of the children; 

(B) fostering diversity and competition 
among school programs for the children; 

(C) providing the families of the children 
more of the educational choices already 
available to affluent families; and 
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(D) enhancing the overall quality of edu- 
cation in the District of Columbia by in- 
creasing parental involvement in the direc- 
tion of the education of the children. 

(3) The 350 private schools in the District 
of Columbia and the surrounding area offer a 
more safe and stable learning environment 
than many of the public schools. 

(4) Costs are often much lower in private 
schools than corresponding costs in public 
schools. 

(5) Not all children are alike and therefore 
there is no one school or program that fits 
the needs of all children. 

(6) The formation of sound values and 
moral character is crucial to helping young 
people escape from lives of poverty, family 
break-up, drug abuse, crime, and school fail- 
ure. 

(7) In addition to offering knowledge and 
skills, education should contribute posi- 
tively to the formation of the internal norms 
and values which are vital to a child’s suc- 
cess in life and to the well-being of society. 

(8) Schools should help to provide young 
people with a sound moral foundation which 
is consistent with the values of their par- 
ents. To find such a school, parents need a 
full range of choice to determine where their 
children can best be educated. 

(c) PRECEDENTS.—The United States Su- 
preme Court has determined that programs 
giving parents choice and increased input in 
their children’s education, including the 
choice of a religious education, do not vio- 
late the Constitution. The Supreme Court 
has held that as long as the beneficiary de- 
cides where education funds will be spent on 
such individual’s behalf, public funds can be 
used for education in a religious institution 
because the public entity has neither ad- 
vanced nor hindered a particular religion and 
therefore has not violated the establishment 
clause of the first amendment to the Con- 
stitution. Supreme Court precedents in- 
clude— 

(1) Wisconsin v. Yoder, 406 U.S. 205 (1972); 
Pierce v. Society of Sisters, 268 U.S. 510 
(1925); and Meyer v. Nebraska, 262 U.S. 390 
(1923) which held that parents have the pri- 
mary role in and are the primary decision 
makers in all areas regarding the education 
and upbringing of their children; 

(2) Mueller v. Allen, 463 U.S. 388 (1983) 
which declared a Minnesota tax deduction 
program that provided State income tax ben- 
efits for educational expenditures by par- 
ents, including tuition in religiously affili- 
ated schools, does not violate the Constitu- 
tion; 

(3) Witters v. Department of Services for 
the Blind, 474 U.S. 481 (1986) in which the Su- 
preme Court ruled unanimously that public 
funds for the vocational training of the blind 
could be used at a Bible college for ministry 
training; and 

(4) Zobrest v. Catalina Foothills School 
District, 509 U.S. 1 (1993) which held that a 
deaf child could receive an interpreter, paid 
for by the public, in a private religiously af- 
filiated school under the Individual with Dis- 
abilities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1400 et 
seq.). The case held that providing an inter- 
preter in a religiously affiliated school did 
not violate the establishment clause of the 
first amendment of the Constitution. 

SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act— 

(1) the term “Board” means the Board of 
Directors of the Corporation established 
under section 3(b)(1); 

(2) the term “Corporation” means the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Scholarship Corporation 
established under section 3(a); 
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(3) the term “eligible institution“ 

(A) in the case of an eligible institution 
serving a student who receives a tuition 
scholarship under section 4(c)(1), means a 
public, private, or independent elementary 
or secondary school; and 

(B) in the case of an eligible institution 
serving a student who receives an enhanced 
achievement scholarship under section 
4(c)(2), means an elementary or secondary 
school, or an entity that provides services to 
a student enrolled in an elementary or sec- 
ondary school to enhance such student's 
achievement through instruction described 
in section 4(c)(2); 

(4) the term “parent’’ includes a legal 
guardian or other person standing in loco 
parentis; and 

(5) the term poverty line” means the in- 
come official poverty line (as defined by the 
Office of Management and Budget, and re- 
vised annually in accordance with section 
673(2) of the Community Services Block 
Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9902(2)) applicable to a 
family of the size involved. 

SEC. 3. DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA SCHOLARSHIP 
CORPORATION, 

(a) GENERAL REQUIREMENTS,— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 
established a private, nonprofit corporation, 
to be known as the “District of Columbia 
Scholarship Corporation”, which is neither 
an agency nor establishment of the United 
States Government or the District of Colum- 
bia Government. 

(2) Durs. -The Corporation shall have 
the responsibility and authority to admin- 
ister, publicize, and evaluate the scholarship 
program in accordance with this Act, and to 
determine student and school eligibility for 
participation in such program. 

(3) CONSULTATION.—The Corporation shall 
exercise its authority— 

(A) in a manner consistent with maxi- 
mizing educational opportunities for the 
maximum number of interested families; and 

(B) in consultation with the District of Co- 
lumbia Board of Education or entity exer- 
cising administrative jurisdiction over the 
District of Columbia Public Schools, the Su- 
perintendent of the District of Columbia 
Public Schools, and other school scholarship 
programs in the District of Columbia. 

(4) APPLICATION OF PROVISIONS.—The Cor- 
poration shall be subject to the provisions of 
this Act, and, to the extent consistent with 
this Act, to the District of Columbia Non- 
profit Corporation Act (D.C. Code, sec. 29-501 
et seq.). 

(5) RESIDENCE.—The Corporation shall have 
its place of business in the District of Colum- 
bia and shall be considered, for purposes of 
venue in civil actions, to be a resident of the 
District of Columbia. 

(6) Funp.—There is established in the 
Treasury a fund that shall be known as the 
District of Columbia Scholarship Fund, to be 
administered by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury. 

(7) DISBURSEMENT.—The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall make available and disburse 
to the Corporation, before October 15 of each 
fiscal year or not later than 15 days after the 
date of enactment of an Act making appro- 
priations for the District of Columbia for 
such year, whichever occurs later, such funds 
as have been appropriated to the District of 
Columbia Scholarship Fund for the fiscal 
year in which such disbursement is made. 

(8) AVAILABILITY.—Funds authorized to be 
appropriated under this Act shall remain 
available until expended. 

(9) Uses.—Funds authorized to be appro- 
priated under this Act shall be used by the 
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Corporation in a prudent and financially re- 
sponsible manner, solely for scholarships, 
contracts, and administrative costs. 

(10) AUTHORIZATION. — 

(A) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated to the District of Columbia 
Scholarship Fund— 

(i) $7,000,000 for fiscal year 1998; 

(ii) $8,000,000 for fiscal year 1999; and 

(ili) $10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2000 
through 2002. 

(B) LIMITATION.—Not more than 7.5 percent 
of the amount appropriated to carry out this 
Act for any fiscal year may be used by the 
Corporation for salaries and administrative 
costs. 

(b) ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT; BOARD 
OF DIRECTORS.— 

(1) BOARD OF DIRECTORS; MEMBERSHIP,— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation shall 
have a Board of Directors (referred to in this 
Act as the ‘‘Board’’), comprised of 7 members 
with 6 members of the Board appointed by 
the President not later than 30 days after re- 
ceipt of nominations from the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and the Majority 
Leader of the Senate. 

(B) HOUSE NOMINATIONS.—The President 
shall appoint 3 of the members from a list of 
9 individuals nominated by the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives in consultation 
with the Minority Leader of the House of 
Representatives. 

(C) SENATE NOMINATIONS.—The President 
shall appoint 3 members from a list of 9 indi- 
viduals nominated by the Majority Leader of 
the Senate in consultation with the Minority 
Leader of the Senate. 

(D) DEADLINE.—The Speaker of the House 
of Representatives and Majority Leader of 
the Senate shall submit their nominations to 
the President not later than 30 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(E) APPOINTER OF MAYOR.—The Mayor shall 
appoint 1 member of the Board not later 
than 60 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

(F) POSSIBLE INTERIM MEMBERS.—If the 
President does not appoint the 6 members of 
the Board in the 30-day period described in 
subparagraph (A), then the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and the Majority 
Leader of the Senate shall each appoint 2 
members of the Board, and the Minority 
Leader of the House of Representatives and 
the Minority Leader of the Senate shall each 
appoint 1 member of the Board, from among 
the individuals nominated pursuant to sub- 
paragraphs (A) and (B), as the case may be. 
The appointees under the preceding sentence 
together with the appointee of the Mayor, 
shall serve as an interim Board with all the 
powers and other duties of the Board de- 
scribed in this Act, until the President 
makes the appointments as described in this 
subsection. 

(2) POWERS.—AII powers of the Corporation 
shall vest in and be exercised under the au- 
thority of the Board. 

(3) ELECTIONS.—Members of the Board an- 
nually shall elect 1 of the members of the 
Board to be the Chairperson of the Board. 

(4) RESIDENCY.—AIl members appointed to 
the Board shall be residents of the District of 
Columbia at the time of appointment and 
while serving on the Board. 

(5) NONEMPLOYER.—No member of the 
Board may be an employee of the United 
States Government or the District of Colum- 
bia Government when appointed to or during 
tenure on the Board, unless the individual is 
on a leave of absence from such a position 
while serving on the Board. 

(6) INCORPORATION.—The members of the 
initial Board shall serve as incorporators and 
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shall take whatever steps are necessary to 
establish the Corporation under the District 
of Columbia Nonprofit Corporation Act (D.C. 
Code, sec. 29-501 et seq.). 

(7) GENERAL TERM.—The term of office of 
each member of the Board shall be 5 years, 
except that any member appointed to fill a 
vacancy occurring prior to the expiration of 
the term for which the predecessor was ap- 
pointed shall be appointed for the remainder 
of such term. 

(8) CONSECUTIVE TERM.—No member of the 
Board shall be eligible to serve in excess of 2 
consecutive terms of 5 years each. A partial 
term shall be considered as 1 full term. Any 
vacancy on the Board shall not affect the 
Board’s power, but shall be filled in a man- 
ner consistent with this Act. 

(9) NO BENEFIT.—No part of the income or 
assets of the Corporation shall inure to the 
benefit of any Director, officer, or employee 
of the Corporation, except as salary or rea- 
sonable compensation for services. 

(10) POLITICAL ACTIvITy.—The Corporation 
may not contribute to or otherwise support 
any political party or candidate for elective 
public office. 

(11) NO OFFICERS OR EMPLOYEES.—The mem- 
bers of the Board shall not, by reason of such 
membership, be considered to be officers or 
employees of the United States Government 
or of the District of Columbia Government. 

(12) STIPENDS.—The members of the Board, 
while attending meetings of the Board or 
while engaged in duties related to such meet- 
ings or other activities of the Board pursu- 
ant to this Act, shall be provided a stipend. 
Such stipend shall be at the rate of $150 per 
day for which the member of the Board is of- 
ficially recorded as having worked, except 
that no member may be paid a total stipend 
amount in any calendar year in excess of 
$5,000. 

(C) OFFICERS AND STAFPF.— 

(1) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.—The Corporation 
shall have an Executive Director, and such 
other staff, as may be appointed by the 
Board for terms and at rates of compensa- 
tion, not to exceed level EG-16 of the Edu- 
cational Service of the District of Columbia, 
to be fixed by the Board. 

(2) STAFF.—With the approval of the Board, 
the Executive Director may appoint and fix 
the salary of such additional personnel as 
the Executive Director considers appro- 
priate. 

(3) ANNUAL RATE.—No staff of the Corpora- 
tion may be compensated by the Corporation 
at an annual rate of pay greater than the an- 
nual rate of pay of the Executive Director. 

(4) SERVICE.—AIl officers and employees of 
the Corporation shall serve at the pleasure of 
the Board. 

(5) QUALIFICATION.—No political test or 
qualification may be used in selecting, ap- 
pointing, promoting, or taking other per- 
sonnel actions with respect to officers, 
agents, or employees of the Corporation. 

(d) POWERS OF THE CORPORATION.— 

(1) GENERALLY.—The Corporation is au- 
thorized to obtain grants from, and make 
contracts with, individuals and with private, 
State, and Federal agencies, organizations, 
and institutions. 

(2) HIRING AUTHORITY.—The Corporation 
may hire, or accept the voluntary services 
of, consultants, experts, advisory boards, and 
panels to aid the Corporation in carrying out 
this Act. 

(e) FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT AND RECORDS.— 

(J) AupiTs.—The financial statements of 
the Corporation shall be— 

(A) maintained in accordance with gen- 
erally accepted accounting principles for 
nonprofit corporations; and 
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(B) audited annually by independent cer- 
tified public accountants. 

(2) REPORT.—The report for each such audit 
shall be included in the annual report to 
Congress required by section 11(c), 

(f) ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSIBILITIES.— 

(1) SCHOLARSHIP APPLICATION SCHEDULE AND 
PROCEDURES,—Not later than 30 days after 
the initial Board is appointed and the first 
Executive Director of the Corporation is 
hired under this Act, the Corporation shall 
implement a schedule and procedures for 
processing applications for, and awarding, 
student scholarships under this Act. The 
schedule and procedures shall include estab- 
lishing a list of certified eligible institu- 
tions, distributing scholarship information 
to parents and the general public (including 
through a newspaper of general circulation), 
and establishing deadlines for steps in the 
scholarship application and award process. 

(2) INSTITUTIONAL APPLICATIONS AND ELIGI- 
BILITY.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—An eligible institution 
that desires to participate in the scholarship 
program under this Act shall file an applica- 
tion with the Corporation for certification 
for participation in the scholarship program 
under this Act that shall— 

(i) demonstrate that the eligible institu- 
tion has operated with not less than 25 stu- 
dents during the 3 years preceding the year 
for which the determination is made unless 
the eligible institution is applying for cer- 
tification as a new eligible institution under 
subparagraph (C); 

(ii) contain an assurance that the eligible 
institution will comply with all applicable 
requirements of this Act; 

(ili) contain an annual statement of the el- 
igible institution’s budget; and 

(iv) describe the eligible institution’s pro- 
posed program, including personnel] quali- 
fications and fees. 

(B) CERTIFICATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (C), not later than 60 days after 
receipt of an application in accordance with 
subparagraph (A), the Corporation shall cer- 
tify an eligible institution to participate in 
the scholarship program under this Act. 

(ii) CONTINUATION.—An eligible institu- 
tion’s certification to participate in the 
scholarship program shall continue unless 
such eligible institution's certification is re- 
voked in accordance with subparagraph (D). 

(C) NEW ELIGIBLE INSTITUTION.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—An eligible institution 
that did not operate with at least 25 students 
in the 3 years preceding the year for which 
the determination is made may apply for a 1- 
year provisional certification to participate 
in the scholarship program under this Act 
for a single year by providing to the Corpora- 
tion not later than July 1 of the year pre- 
ceding the year for which the determination 
is made— 

(I) a list of the eligible institution’s board 
of directors; 

(II) letters of support from not less than 10 
members of the community served by such 
eligible institution; 

(IID a business plan; 

(IV) an intended course of study; 

(V) assurances that the eligible institution 
will begin operations with not less than 25 
students; 

(VI) assurances that the eligible institu- 
tion will comply with all applicable require- 
ments of this Act; and 

(VID) a statement that satisfies the re- 
quirements of clauses (ii) and (iv) of subpara- 
graph (A). 

(ii) CERTIFICATION.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of receipt of an application de- 
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scribed in clause (i), the Corporation shall 
certify in writing the eligible institution's 
provisional certification to participate in 
the scholarship program under this Act un- 
less the Corporation determines that good 
cause exists to deny certification. 

(iii) RENEWAL OF PROVISIONAL CERTIFI- 
CATION.—After receipt of an application 
under clause (i) from an eligible institution 
that includes a statement of the eligible in- 
stitution’s budget completed not earlier than 
12 months before the date such application is 
filed, the Corporation shall renew an eligible 
institution's provisional certification for the 
second and third years of the school’s par- 
ticipation in the scholarship program under 
this Act unless the Corporation finds— 

(I) good cause to deny the renewal, includ- 
ing a finding of a pattern of violation of re- 
quirements described in paragraph (3)(A); or 

(ID consistent failure of 25 percent or more 
of the students receiving scholarships under 
this Act and attending such school to make 
appropriate progress (as determined by the 
Corporation) in academic achievement, 

(iv) DENIAL OF CERTIFICATION.—If provi- 
sional certification or renewal of provisional 
certification under this subsection is denied, 
then the Corporation shall provide a written 
explanation to the eligible institution of the 
reasons for such denial. 

(D) REVOCATION OF ELIGIBILITY.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation, after no- 
tice and hearing, may revoke an eligible in- 
stitution's certification to participate in the 
scholarship program under this Act for a 
year succeeding the year for which the deter- 
mination is made for— 

(D good cause, including a finding of a pat- 
tern of violation of program requirements 
described in paragraph (3)(A); or 

(II) consistent failure of 25 percent or more 
of the students receiving scholarships under 
this Act and attending such school to make 
appropriate progress (as determined by the 
Corporation) in academic achievement. 

(ii) EXPLANATION.—If the certification of 
an eligible institution is revoked, the Cor- 
poration shall provide a written explanation 
of the Corporation’s decision to such eligible 
institution and require a pro rata refund of 
the proceeds of the scholarship funds re- 
ceived under this Act. 

(3) PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS FOR ELIGI- 
BLE INSTITUTIONS.— 

(A) REQUIREMENTS.—Each eligible institu- 
tion participating in the scholarship pro- 
gram under this Act shall— 

(i) provide to the Corporation not later 
than June 30 of each year the most recent 
annual statement of the eligible institution's 
budget; and 

Gi) charge a student that receives a schol- 
arship under this Act not more than the cost 
of tuition and mandatory fees for, and trans- 
portation to attend, such eligible institution 
as other students who are residents of the 
District of Columbia and enrolled in such eli- 
gible institution. 

(B) COMPLIANCE.—The Corporation may re- 
quire documentation of compliance with the 
requirements of subparagraph (A), but nei- 
ther the Corporation nor any governmental 
entity may impose requirements upon an eli- 
gible institution as a condition for participa- 
tion in the scholarship program under this 
Act, other than requirements established 
under this Act. 

SEC. 4. SCHOLARSHIPS AUTHORIZED. 

(a) ELIGIBLE STUDENTS.—The Corporation 
is authorized to award tuition scholarships 
under subsection (chi) and enhanced 
achievement scholarships under subsection 
(%) to students in kindergarten through 
grade 12— 
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(1) who are residents of the District of Co- 
lumbia; and 

(2) whose family income does not exceed 
185 percent of the poverty line. 

(b) SCHOLARSHIP PRIORITY.— 

(1) First.—The Corporation first shall 
award scholarships to students described in 
subsection (a) who— 

(A) are enrolled in a District of Columbia 
public school or preparing to enter a District 
of Columbia public kindergarten, except that 
this subparagraph shall apply only for aca- 
demic years 1997-1998, 1998-1999, and 1999- 
2000; or 

(B) have received a scholarship from the 
Corporation for the academic year preceding 
the academic year for which the scholarship 
is awarded. 

(2) Seconp.—If funds remain for a fiscal 
year for awarding scholarships after award- 
ing scholarships under paragraph (1), the 
Corporation shall award scholarships to stu- 
dents who are described in subsection (a), 
not described in paragraph (1), and otherwise 
eligible for a scholarship under this Act. 

(3) LOTTERY SELECTION,—The Corporation 
shall award scholarships to students under 
this subsection using a lottery selection 
process whenever the amount made available 
to carry out this Act for a fiscal year is in- 
sufficient to award a scholarship to each stu- 
dent who is eligible to receive a scholarship 
under this Act for the fiscal year. 

(e) USE OF SCHOLARSHIP,— 

(1) TUITION SCHOLARSHIPS.—A tuition schol- 
arship may be used for the payment of the 
cost of the tuition and mandatory fees for, 
and transportation to attend, an eligible in- 
stitution located within the geographic 
boundaries of the District of Columbia; 
Montgomery County, Maryland; Prince 
Georges County, Maryland; Arlington Coun- 
ty, Virginia; Alexandria City, Virginia; Falls 
Church City, Virginia; Fairfax City, Vir- 
ginia; or Fairfax County, Virginia. 

(2) ENHANCED ACHIEVEMENT SCHOLARSHIP.— 
An enhanced achievement scholarship may 
be used only for the payment of the costs of 
tuition and mandatory fees for, and trans- 
portation to attend, a program of instruction 
provided by an eligible institution which en- 
hances student achievement of the core cur- 
riculum and is operated outside of regular 
school hours to supplement the regular 
school program. 

(e) NOT SCHOOL AID.—A scholarship under 
this Act shall be considered assistance to the 
student and shall not be considered assist- 
ance to an eligible institution. 

SEC. 5. SCHOLARSHIP AWARDS. 

(a) AWARDS.—From the funds made avail- 
able under this Act, the Corporation shall 
award a scholarship to a student and make 
scholarship payments in accordance with 
section 6. 

(b) NOTIFICATION. —Each eligible institu- 
tion that receives the proceeds of a scholar- 
ship payment under subsection (a) shall no- 
tify the Corporation not later than 10 days 
after— 

(1) the date that a student receiving a 
scholarship under this Act is enrolled, of the 
name, address, and grade level of such stu- 
dent; 

(2) the date of the withdrawal or expulsion 
of any student receiving a scholarship under 
this Act, of the withdrawal or expulsion; and 

(3) the date that a student receiving a 
scholarship under this Act is refused admis- 
sion, of the reasons for such a refusal. 

(c) TUITION SCHOLARSHIP. — 

(1) EQUAL TO OR BELOW POVERTY LINE.—For 
a student whose family income is equal to or 
below the poverty line, a tuition scholarship 
may not exceed the lesser of— 
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(A) the cost of tuition and mandatory fees 
for, and transportation to attend, an eligible 
institution; or 

(B) $3,200 for fiscal year 1998, with such 
amount adjusted in proportion to changes in 
the Consumer Price Index for all urban con- 
sumers published by the Department of 
Labor for each of fiscal years 1999 through 
2002. 

(2) ABOVE POVERTY LINE.—For a student 
whose family income is greater than the pov- 
erty line, but not more than 185 percent of 
the poverty line, a tuition scholarship may 
not exceed the lesser of— 

(A) 75 percent of the cost of tuition and 
mandatory fees for, and transportation to at- 
tend, an eligible institution; or 

(B) $2,400 for fiscal year 1998, with such 
amount adjusted in proportion to changes in 
the Consumer Price Index for all urban con- 
sumers published by the Department of 
Labor for each of fiscal years 1999 through 
2002. 


(d) ENHANCED ACHIEVEMENT SCHOLARSHIP.— 
An enhanced achievement scholarship may 
not exceed the lesser of— 

(1) the costs of tuition and mandatory fees 
for, and transportation to attend, a program 
of instruction at an eligible institution; or 

(2) $500 for 1998, with such amount adjusted 
in proportion to changes in the Consumer 
Price Index for all urban consumers pub- 
lished by the Department of Labor for each 
of fiscal years 1999 through 2002. 

SEC, 6, SCHOLARSHIP PAYMENTS. 

(a) PAYMENTS.—The Corporation shall 
make scholarship payments to the parent of 
a student awarded a scholarship under this 
Act. 

(b) DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOLARSHIP FUNDS.— 
Scholarship funds may be distributed by 
check, or another form of disbursement, 
issued by the Corporation and made payable 
directly to a parent of a student awarded a 
scholarship under this Act. The parent may 
use the scholarship funds only for payment 
of tuition, mandatory fees, and transpor- 
tation costs as described in this Act. 

(c) PRO RATA AMOUNTS FOR STUDENT WITH- 
DRAWAL.—If a student receiving a scholar- 
ship under this Act withdraws or is expelled 
from an eligible institution after the pro- 
ceeds of a scholarship is paid to the eligible 
institution, then the eligible institution 
shall refund to the Corporation on a pro rata 
basis the proportion of any such proceeds re- 
ceived for the remaining days of the school 
year. Such refund shall occur not later than 
30 days after the date of the withdrawal or 
expulsion of the student. 

SEC. 7. CIVIL RIGHTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—An eligible institution 
participating in the scholarship program 
under this Act shall not discriminate on the 
basis of race, color, national origin, or sex in 
carrying out the provisions of this Act. 

(b) APPLICABILITY AND CONSTRUCTION WITH 
RESPECT TO DISCRIMINATION ON THE BASIS OF 
SEx.— 

(1) APPLICABILITY.—With respect to dis- 
crimination on the basis of sex, subsection 
(a) shall not apply to an eligible institution 
that is controlled by a religious organization 
if the application of subsection (a) is incon- 
sistent with the religious tenets of the eligi- 
ble institution. 

(2) CONSTRUCTION.—With respect to dis- 
crimination on the basis of sex, nothing in 
subsection (a) shall be construed to require 
any person, or public or private entity to 
provide or pay, or to prohibit any such per- 
son or entity from providing or paying, for 
any benefit or service, including the use of 
facilities, related to an abortion. Nothing in 
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the preceding sentence shall be construed to 
permit a penalty to be imposed on any per- 
son or individual because such person or in- 
dividual is seeking or has received any ben- 
efit or service related to a legal abortion. 

(3) SINGLE-SEX SCHOOLS, CLASSES, OR AC- 
TIVITIBS.—With respect to discrimination on 
the basis of sex, nothing in subsection (a) 
shall be construed to prevent a parent from 
choosing, or an eligible institution from of- 
fering, a single-sex school, class, or activity. 

(c) REVOCATION.—Notwithstanding section 
3(1)(2)(D), if the Corporation determines that 
an eligible institution participating in the 
scholarship program under this Act is in vio- 
lation of subsection (a), then the Corporation 
shall revoke such eligible institution's cer- 
tification to participate in the program. 

SEC. 8. CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES. 

Nothing in this Act shall affect the rights 
of students, or the obligations of the District 
of Columbia public schools, under the Indi- 
viduals with Disabilities Education Act (20 
U.S.C. 1400 et seq.). 

SEC. 9. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION, 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this Act shall 
be construed to prevent any eligible institu- 
tion which is operated by, supervised by, 
controlled by, or connected to, a religious or- 
ganization from employing, admitting, or 
giving preference to, persons of the same re- 
ligion to the extent determined by such in- 
stitution to promote the religious purpose 
for which the eligible institution is estab- 
lished or maintained. 

(b) SECTARIAN PURPOSES.—Nothing in this 
Act shall be construed to prohibit the use of 
funds made available under this Act for sec- 
tarian educational purposes, or to require an 
eligible institution to remove religious art, 
icons, scripture, or other symbols. 

SEC. 10. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—An eligible institution 
participating in the scholarship program 
under this Act shall report to the Corpora- 
tion not later than July 30 of each year ina 
manner prescribed by the Corporation, the 
following data: 

(1) Student achievement in the eligible in- 
stitution’s programs. 

(2) Grade advancement for scholarship stu- 
dents. 

(3) Disciplinary actions taken with respect 
to scholarship students. 

(4) Graduation, college admission test 
scores, and college admission rates, if appli- 
cable for scholarship students. 

(5) Types and amounts of parental involve- 
ment required for all families of scholarship 
students. 

(6) Student attendance for scholarship and 
nonscholarship students. 

(7) General information on curriculum, 
programs, facilities, credentials of personnel, 
and disciplinary rules at the eligible institu- 
tion. 

(8) Number of scholarship students en- 
rolled. 

(9) Such other information as may be re- 
quired by the Corporation for program ap- 
praisal. 

(b) CONFIDENTIALITY.—No personal identi- 
fiers may be used in such report, except that 
the Corporation may request such personal 
identifiers solely for the purpose of 
verification. 

SEC. 11. PROGRAM APPRAISAL. 

(a) Stupy.—Not later than 4 years after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Comp- 
troller General shall enter into a contract, 
with an evaluating agency that has dem- 
onstrated experience in conducting evalua- 
tions, for an independent evaluation of the 
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scholarship program under this Act, includ- 
ing— 

(1) a comparison of test scores between 
scholarship students and District of Colum- 
bia public school students of similar back- 
grounds, taking into account the students’ 
academic achievement at the time of the 
award of their scholarships and the students’ 
family income level; 

(2) a comparison of graduation rates be- 
tween scholarship students and District of 
Columbia public school students of similar 
backgrounds, taking into account the stu- 
dents’ academic achievement at the time of 
the award of their scholarships and the stu- 
dents’ family income level; 

(3) the satisfaction of parents of scholar- 
ship students with the scholarship program; 
and 

(4) the impact of the scholarship program 
on the District of Columbia public schools, 
including changes in the public school en- 
rollment, and any improvement in the aca- 
demic performance of the public schools. 

(b) PuBLIC REVIEW OF DaTa.—All data 
gathered in the course of the study described 
in subsection (a) shall be made available to 
the public upon request except that no per- 
sonal identifiers shall be made public. 

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
September 1 of each year, the Corporation 
shall submit a progress report on the schol- 
arship program to the appropriate commit- 
tees of Congress. Such report shall include a 
review of how scholarship funds were ex- 
pended, including the initial academic 
achievement levels of students who have par- 
ticipated in the scholarship program. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION.—There are authorized 
to be appropriated for the study described in 
subsection (a), $250,000, which shall remain 
available until expended. 

SEC. 12. JUDICIAL REVIEW. 

(a) JURISDICTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The United States Dis- 
trict Court for the District of Columbia shall 
have jurisdiction in any action challenging 
the constitutionality of the scholarship pro- 
gram under this Act and shall provide expe- 
dited review. 

(2) STANDING.—The parent of any student 
eligible to receive a scholarship under this 
Act shall have standing in an action chal- 
lenging the constitutionality of the scholar- 
ship program under this Act. 

(bD) APPEAL TO SUPREME COURT.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, any 
order of the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia which is issued pur- 
suant to an action brought under subsection 
(a) shall be reviewable by appeal directly to 
the Supreme Court of the United States. 

SEC. 13. APPROPRIATION OF INITIAL FEDERAL 
CONTRIBUTION TO FUND. 

There are hereby appropriated, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro- 
priated, $7,000,000 for the District of Colum- 
bia Scholarship Fund. 

SEC, 14, EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act shall be effective for each of the 
fiscal years 1998 through 2002. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 413, the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY) and a 
Member opposed, the gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia (Ms. 
NORTON), each will control 1 hour. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. ARMEY). 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, S. 1502 represents a leg- 
islative effort that was first introduced 
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in this body in 1995 by former Rep- 
resentative Steve Gunderson from Wis- 
consin. We have continued to introduce 
this bill and consider it off and on, 
most recently in this body as an 
amendment to the D.C. appropriations 
bill last year. The bill was passed in 
the other body at the close of last 
year’s session and has been available to 
the House for consideration at the desk 
since that time. 

Mr. Speaker, what this legislation 
does is provide $7 million worth of ad- 
ditional funding to the Washington, 
D.C. School District specifically for the 
assistance of low-income families in 
the District, that they might have 
greater ability within their own family 
to provide educational opportunities 
for their children. 

In the first half of the bill, we make 
available for 2,000 Washington, D.C. 
families scholarships for up to $3,200 
available by random selection to low- 
income families in D.C. It is important 
that we emphasize that these scholar- 
ships are available only to lower in- 
come families of D.C., so that they may 
be able with those scholarships to exer- 
cise the same choice and discretion 
over the education of their children as 
is done regularly in this city by 
wealthy families. 

D.C., as my colleagues know, is an in- 
teresting city in that while it has some 
outstanding schools, it has other 
schools that are in fact tragic failures 
for the children. All too often those 
children that are left in these difficult 
schools are the children of the very 
poorest citizens of the District. D.C. is 
a city where you have a contrast of af- 
fluence as over and against low-income 
families, where the higher income fam- 
ilies all too often exercise the preroga- 
tives made available to them by their 
higher incomes to take their children 
to nonpublic educational facilities and 
to move their children around. We 
think that that opportunity should not 
be an opportunity that exists only in 
the hands of wealthy people but should 
be made available to each child. We be- 
lieve that each and every child is God's 
child and should have as much oppor- 
tunity. 

We have also had an opportunity by 
working with families through the ef- 
forts of the privately funded Wash- 
ington Scholarship Fund and other ef- 
forts such as my own effort in Tools for 
Tomorrow to meet with the children 
and to meet with their parents. We see 
the frustration, we see the concern, we 
see the hope for these. Indeed, the 
Washington Scholarship Fund just a 
few months ago announced in D.C. 
without fanfare and without any mar- 
keting effort that there would be an 
additional 1,000 scholarships available 
to low-income families. 
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By word of mouth this information 
passed through the neighborhoods, and 
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before long they had almost 8,000 appli- 
cants. Yesterday, the 1,000 scholarships 
were announced as they were selected 
randomly, and 1,000 of these almost 
8,000 families had a great joy in their 
lives that is reported in the morning’s 
paper. So that we ask initially in this 
bill to make that opportunity available 
to an additional 2,000 families. 

Second part of this bill makes pos- 
sible for an additional 2,000 families to 
use scholarship resources from this 
special fund of new money for the pur- 
poses of hiring tutors and mentors for 
their children and for the purposes of 
acquiring educational facilities for 
their children to supplement the al- 
most frightening deficiencies that we 
all too often find in the schools. 

This is a situation where the need is 
clearly demonstrated, the desire to do 
better is clearly demonstrated on the 
part of a large number of families. The 
children are there, and the children are 
anxiously awaiting the opportunity 
that we can make to them, and the 
educational slots in the over 80 schools 
are there and available to the children. 
Since this is new money added to the 
D.C. education budget, it is inconceiv- 
able to me that anybody could oppose 
the Congress of the United States with 
its unique jurisdictional relationship 
to this city making this opportunity 
available to these children. 

In closing my remarks, let me say 
very emphatically, Madam Speaker, as 
emphatically as I may, this legislative 
effort, this $7 million, these 2,000 schol- 
arships, these 2,000 attendant scholar- 
ships are not about politics, they are 
not about my party, they are not about 
their party, they are certainly not 
about me, for I will never be hunting a 
vote in this city. They are about the 
children and, quite frankly, only about 
the children. 

And I guess the question that I would 
put before this body in my opening re- 
marks is, are we willing to put other 
things second to the children? Can we 
rise to the occasion of simply looking 
at the children, seeing their beautiful 
little faces, with their hope and their 
optimism, and say there is no consider- 
ation that we can weigh against that? 

Nothing can be as great as the needs 
of these children and our commitment 
to them. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Madam Speaker, let me begin by 
briefly explaining what S. 1502, the 
D.C. Voucher Bill before us this morn- 
ing, would do. The bill would divert $7 
million from the Federal Treasury in 
fiscal year 1998 and $45 million over 5 
years and funnel these resources to re- 
ligious and private schools. The bill 
not only diverts funds from the Treas- 
ury, where they might be available for 
public schools, S. 1502 also potentially 
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diverts money from the District of Co- 
lumbia. Under the bill, religious and 
private schools in Virginia and Mary- 
land could receive students with tui- 
tion paid by D.C. vouchers. 

S. 1502 also would create a new un- 
heard of, unprecedented layer of bu- 
reaucracy. Instead of delegating the 
task of administering this voucher pro- 
gram to an existing institution or to a 
pro bono organization, an entirely new 
bureaucracy costing $500,000 annually 
is required by the bill. A corporation, 
consisting entirely of political ap- 
pointees not responsible to D.C. resi- 
dents or even to the parents involved, 
would be responsible for administering 
the voucher program and disbursing 
the federal funds. 

Despite the fact that these are local 
schools, almost none of these appoint- 
ments would be made by a local offi- 
cial. Of the seven appointees, only one 
would be appointed by a D.C. official. 
The remaining six would be appointed 
by the President of the United States, 
but even he would have to make his ap- 
pointments from lists submitted by the 
Speaker of the House and the Majority 
Leader of the Senate, none of whom 
have been elected by any parent or any 
resident in the District of Columbia. 

Since these appointees are simply 
distributing vouchers, it is not clear 
why it is appropriate for the task to be 
done by political appointees at all. 

Although home rule has been regu- 
larly violated ever since its inception 
in 1974, total Federal control over the 
mere administration of such a local 
program is without precedent and is 
completely at odds with principles of 
devolution espoused by the Republican 
majority. 

Astonishingly, these appointees 
would each be paid up to $5,000, al- 
though the vouchers they would be dis- 
tributing range from only $3,200 for tui- 
tion to $500 for tutoring. At best, the 
bill would allow only 3 percent of D.C. 
public school students, 2,000 out of 
nearly 80,000, to apply for vouchers to 
attend religious and private schools. 
There is no requirement that these 
schools take these students and no re- 
quirement that these schools make any 
effort to retain these students or work 
to eliminate any problems they may 
have instead of expelling them, as is re- 
quired of the public schools. Choice, 
therefore, would not rest with the par- 
ents but with the religious and private 
schools that will apply their own 
standards for admission and retention 
of each child. 

The bill erodes antidiscrimination 
laws such as title VI, title IX and the 
Age Discrimination Act by providing 
that, despite the Federal subsidies to 
the schools, vouchers are not State aid 
for purposes of the bill. Although the 
bill contains an antidiscrimination 
provision, a person who suffers dis- 
crimination would be deprived of the 
Federal enforcement mechanism avail- 
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able to public school students and 
would be without any administrative 
mechanism to enforce her civil rights. 
Her only recourse would be to file a 
costly civil suit in Federal court, a 
remedy virtually unavailable to the 
low-income families to whom these 
vouchers are directed. 

In addition, the bill expressly per- 
mits tax dollars to support sex dis- 
crimination by funding single sex pro- 
grams. There are no safeguards in the 
bill to prevent a cottage industry of 
new and untested religious and private 
schools from competing for and receiv- 
ing these federally funded vouchers. 
There is no provision for account- 
ability for the funds to the Federal 
Government which grants them or ac- 
countability to anyone else. 

The sponsors of S. 1502 identify the 
Cleveland voucher program as a model 
for their bill. That program is almost 
identical. It had 2,000 students, and the 
amounts were roughly comparable, 
$2,500 vouchers for tuition and $260 tu- 
toring vouchers per student. An eval- 
uation commission by the State of 
Ohio found, and I am quoting, If the 
background and demographic factors, 
including previous achievement, are 
accounted for, there are no significant 
differences in third grade achievement 
between the scholarship students and 
their Cleveland school peers, end quote. 

In no academic subject, reading, 
mathematics, social studies or science, 
did the voucher students do any better 
than their public school peers. Central 
to the Cleveland program was a feature 
that its framers hoped would save its 
constitutionality. As with the D.C. 
vouchers, the funds would go to the 
parent, not the religious school. How- 
ever, in 1997, the Court of Appeals of 
Ohio, relying both on the State con- 
stitution and the Constitution of the 
United States, ruled that publicly 
funded vouchers were unconstitutional 
because they violate the first amend- 
ment requirement that State funds and 
actions not be entangled with the oper- 
ations of religiously sponsored pro- 
grams. 

The Ohio court held, and I am 
quoting, Because the scholarship pro- 
gram provides direct and substantial 
nonneutral government aid to sec- 
tarian schools, we hold that it has the 
primary effect of advancing religion in 
violation of the establishment clause, 
end quote. 

The only other court to rule on 
vouchers, the Wisconsin Court of Ap- 
peals, reached the same conclusion and 
went even further. That court noted 
that even though, quote, some parents 
of students participating in the pro- 
gram may have their children exempt- 
ed from religious activities at sec- 
tarian schools, that does not alter the 
fact that money drawn from the State 
treasury would underwrite precisely 
those activities for other program stu- 
dents, end quote. 
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The Ohio court was unanimous, and 
the Wisconsin court decision was four 
to one, both striking down publicly 
funded vouchers like those before us on 
constitutional grounds. 

These decisions protect religion as 
much as the government in order to as- 
sure that complete freedom from gov- 
ernment regulation, oversight and ac- 
countability is always the case for reli- 
gious institutions in our country. 
Moreover, ever since President Clinton 
has been in office, he has consistently 
opposed vouchers on the principle that 
public funds should go to public 
schools. Because this bill represents an 
attempt to gain a foothold in the fed- 
eral budget and begin a drain of Fed- 
eral resources to religious and private 
schools, S. 1502 will be vetoed. The 
statement of policy delivered this 
morning said, and I quote, If this bill 
were presented to the President, the 
President’s senior advisers would rec- 
ommend that the bill be vetoed, end 
quote. 

Thus, the bill before us has little 
chance of becoming law, because vir- 
tually identical bills have been found 
unconstitutional and because the 
President of the United States has 
promised a veto. Unfortunately, the 
D.C. students who applied were not 
told of these impediments and have had 
their hopes raised. This is at least the 
third attempt by the Republican ma- 
jority to impose vouchers on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, a jurisdiction power- 
less to stop them because the District 
has no representation in the Senate 
and because the vote on the House 
floor that I won square and fair and 
that the federal courts said was en- 
tirely constitutional in the 103rd Con- 
gress was taken from me when the Re- 
publicans assumed the majority in the 
104th Congress. 

District residents, like their Con- 
gresswoman, have been very critical of 
their public schools, but our residents 
identify strongly with their public 
schools and are determined to 
strengthen them. In 1996, the Control 
Board took drastic action in ousting 
the elected school board and imposing 
an entirely new regime precisely for 
the purpose of forging a top-to-bottom 
reform of the public school system. 

A new superintendent from Seattle, 
Washington, Arlene Ackerman, has 
just initiated a dramatic revitalization 
designed to rapidly raise student 
achievements. For example, D.C. stu- 
dents are to read 25 books or the equiv- 
alent next year. I challenge every 
Member of the House to see to it that 
every child in their districts reads even 
half that many books next year. 


O 1215 


The Summer Stars program (Stu- 
dents and Teachers Achieving Results), 
will make D.C. one of the very first ju- 
risdictions in the United States to 
eliminate social promotion by putting 
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in its place a program not only to re- 
mediate as many as 20,000 children this 
summer, but also to catch others be- 
fore failure sets in. To their credit, 
President Clinton and the Department 
of Education have funded half of the 
$10 million required to fund this inno- 
vative program. Although this is just 
the kind of radical change Congress has 
been calling for, no congressional funds 
have been offered to fund any part of 
this effort. Suggestions that congres- 
sional support would greatly assist this 
program have fallen on deaf ears. 

District of Columbia residents, like 
the residents who participated in all 
the 19 other statewide referenda, have 
rejected public subsidies for religious 
and private schools. The other jurisdic- 
tions are, Alaska, California, Colorado, 
Idaho, Maryland, Massachusetts, 
Michigan, Missouri, Nebraska, New 
York, Oregon, Utah, and Washington 
State. In five States where two 
referenda were held, California, Mary- 
land, Massachusetts, Oregon and Wash- 
ington, voucher proponents lost worse 
on the second vote than they did on the 
first. In all, there have been 20 state- 
wide referenda and 20 resounding de- 
feats. 

In the District of Columbia, public 
subsidies for private and religious 
schools lost by the largest margin, 9 to 
1, and yet this Member, over her objec- 
tion, is faced with this bill, this after- 
noon. 

As many as 7,500 low-income families 
have applied for scholarships in the 
District. This response is entirely nat- 
ural and predictable. There are few 
low-income, or, for that matter, mid- 
dle-income families in cities or suburbs 
today who would not come forward if 
they saw full-page advertisements in 
the newspapers and TV commercials 
calling for people to come and get free 
scholarships to go to private or reli- 
gious schools. Private schools, whether 
in city or suburb today, usually have a 
better reputation than corresponding 
public schools. 

The District of Columbia schools are 
in very poor condition, and I challenge 
any Member of this body to have the 
knowledge of how poor, to have been 
more critical or to have tried harder to 
raise them. But these schools mirror 
the condition of virtually every big- 
city school system in the country, no 
better and no worse. In fact, the $7,000 
per pupil expenditure in the District is 
the second lowest in the region. In this 
region, for example, the city of Alexan- 
dria, I say to the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia (Mr. MORAN), has a per pupil ex- 
penditure of $9,000, while my schools 
have $7,000. 

As the District is showing, there are 
ways to rapidly accelerate reform of 
schools, but there are also ways to res- 
cue children today while D.C. schools 
are being fixed. Just yesterday, two 
philanthropists contributed $6 million 
in private funds for scholarships for 
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District kids like those who have ap- 
plied for these vouchers, which every 
Member in this body knows will not be 
available. I stand ready to work with 
the majority, not only on District 
school reform, as I did on the D.C. 
charter bill in 1996, and the Riggs-Roe- 
mer charter bill last year; I stand 
ready to work with the majority again, 
and I welcome their assistance in se- 
lecting any approach that must have 
their agreement as much as mine. 

The reading teachers for the lowest 
performing schools and the Porter- 
Obey program that I attempted to offer 
as a substitute for this voucher bill is 
but one example. I will go further. Iam 
prepared to help raise private funds for 
private school students. In short, I am 
prepared to work with my colleagues in 
a collegial and bipartisan approach to 
improve schools in my district. I ask 
them to remember and to respect that 
it may be your capital of the United 
States, but it is my district. In the 
spirit of devolution, of local control, 
and the deference routinely afforded 
other Members, I ask that in seeking 
to help the families I represent, you 
work through me and with me. You 
will find me a willing and amiable 
partner. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Flor- 
ida (Mr. MILLER), a distinguished edu- 
cator. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I rise today in strong support 
of the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
ARMEY)'s bill to save the D.C. school- 
children. D.C. schoolchildren deserve a 
chance to succeed. No one debates that 
simple fact. However, it takes courage 
to overcome the obstacles that stand in 
the way of so many children in the Dis- 
trict. 

Some argue that by just giving more 
money, we can solve the problems, but 
if money was the answer, the D.C. 
school system should be among Amer- 
ica’s best. The sad truth is that the 
D.C. schools are among America's 
worst. 

The D.C. youngsters attend schools 
of despair where they are more likely 
to encounter drugs or violence than an 
opportunity to succeed. We have the 
power to change that, but it takes 
courage to vote with one’s heart and 
not the politically easy vote. The cyn- 
ics sitting there wringing their hands 
and promising to reform the system 
from within are not helping any chil- 
dren. All they are doing is helping the 
teachers’ union continue the downward 
spiral of education in this Nation’s cap- 
ital. 

Today, we must all show the courage 
to save the children by taking on the 
status quo. We must vote to save the 
kids. Support the bill. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. STOKES). 
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Mr. STOKES. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from the Dis- 
trict of Columbia for yielding me this 
time. I want to take a moment just to 
congratulate her for the extraordinary 
leadership she has been giving to all of 
us on this issue. 

Madam Speaker, I know from experi- 
ence that school voucher programs are 
expensive, they do not work, and as the 
Ohio Court of Appeals determined, they 
are unconstitutional. A State-sup- 
ported voucher initiative in my district 
which the Republicans have heralded 
as a success has been little benefit to 
the low-income students it was in- 
tended to reach. In fact, a recently re- 
leased independent audit and evalua- 
tion of the Cleveland school program 
brought to light several critical facts 
about the program that should be con- 
sidered in this debate. 

The audit found a flood of manage- 
ment flaws, including problems that 
ranged from the widespread and very 
costly use of taxis to transport kids to 
and from school, to the failure to 
verify financial eligibility, to inad- 
equate measures to monitor student 
attendance. 

The audit shows a 41 percent cost 
overrun in the Cleveland voucher pro- 
gram that has resulted in this school 
year’s costs being pushed from $7.1 mil- 
lion to $10 million. The cause of this 
misspending of State tax dollars in- 
cludes the fact that approximately 36 
percent of the nearly 3,000 voucher stu- 
dents used taxis to get to their private 
schools, costing $18 to $15 a day and to- 
taling nearly $1.5 million. In addition, 
taxi companies charged the State even 
when students were absent if the par- 
ents did not notify the companies in 
advance. 

Madam Speaker, I am a product of 
the Cleveland public schools. I walked 
3 miles to school every day. That edu- 
cation I got in the Cleveland public 
school system enables me to be able to 
stand here in the well of the House of 
Representatives today. The results of 
the evaluation of the Cleveland vouch- 
er program show that this program has 
attracted better achieving students; I 
urge a no vote on this bill. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM), an ace fighter pilot and 
dedicated public schoolteacher. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Madam Speaker, 
I would add my wife is a public school 
teacher as well with a doctorate de- 
gree. 

Madam Speaker, I had a high regard 
for General Julius Becton who led D.C. 
in an almost impossible task, and have 
worked with Arlene Ackerman who is 
going to take his place. But I want to 
say, Bishop McKinney came, an Afri- 
can American from San Diego, that has 
a school of at-risk black children in the 
school system, at-risk children that 
over 90 percent of them go on to school, 
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and they work with special vouchers in 
the program. 

I live in Washington, D.C., and I have 
met some good teachers, and I have 
met where they work to have good 
schools. That is true in any city, and 
we can find bad schools in any city. 
But I want to tell my colleagues, per 
capita, the schools in D.C. are worse. 
Sixty years old, the average. They have 
not done a very good job of managing 
their own city. Roofs that they had to 
close down the systems, and I get sick 
and tired of saying we are going to 
take money away from public edu- 
cation when we could have saved 35 
percent for school construction out of 
public education by waiving Davis- 
Bacon to repair and build schools, but 
would they do it? No, because the 
unions did not want it. Thirty-five per- 
cent saving of money, but they would 
not even do it. They would not even 
vote to have the NEA pay its fair share 
of taxes in D.C. so that that money 
would go to the school, because, quote, 
that was a union. 

But I want to tell my colleagues, 
they are behind the power curve. I 
lived up by the train station. My car 
was broken into twice. Someone died 
and was shot right outside the drive- 
way. Two ladies were mugged going 
into the area. A large portion of the 
students graduating from D.C. are 
functionally illiterate, and that is not 
what we want. We want to give them 
an opportunity. 

Madam Speaker, the wealthy do have 
a choice. The President, the Vice Presi- 
dent, and guess what, the delegate to 
D.C. have their children in private 
schools. Give the students that are 
trapped the same opportunity. 


CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3579, 
1998 


Mr. LIVINGSTON submitted the fol- 
lowing conference report and state- 
ment on the bill (H.R. 3579) making 
emergency supplemental appropria- 
tions for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 1998, and for other purposes. 


CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 105-504) 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
3579) “making emergency supplemental ap- 
propriations for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 1998, and for other purposes“ hav- 
ing met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as 
follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment, insert: 


That the following sums are appropriated, out 
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise ap- 
propriated, for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1998, and for other purposes, namely: 
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TITLE I—EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL AP- 
PROPRIATIONS FOR THE DEPARTMENT 
OF DEFENSE 

CHAPTER 1 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY 
MILITARY PERSONNEL 
MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘Military Per- 
sonnel, Army“, $184,000,000: Provided, That 
such amount is designated by the Congress as 
an emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer- 
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY 

For an additional amount for "Military Per- 
sonnel, Navy’, $22,300,000: Provided, That such 
amount is designated by the Congress as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer- 
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 

For an additional amount for Military Per- 
sonnel, Marine Corps“, $5,100,000: Provided, 

That such amount is designated by the Congress 

as an emergency requirement pursuant to sec- 

tion 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and 

Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 

amended. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
For an additional amount for ‘Military Per- 
sonnel, Air Force“, $10,900,000: Provided, That 
such amount is designated by the Congress as 
an emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(6)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer- 
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended. 
RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY 
For an additional amount for “Reserve Per- 
sonnel, Navy"', $4,100,000: Provided, That such 
amount is designated by the Congress as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer- 
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation and 
Maintenance, Army“, $1,886,000: Provided, That 
such amount is designated by the Congress as 
an emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer- 
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 
For an additional amount for ‘Operation and 

Maintenance, Navy”, $48,100,000: Provided, 

That such amount is designated by the Congress 

as an emergency requirement pursuant to sec- 

tion 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and 

Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 

amended. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 
For an additional amount for Operation and 

Maintenance, Air Force“, $27,400,000: Provided, 

That such amount is designated by the Congress 

as an emergency requirement pursuant to sec- 

tion 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and 

Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 

amended. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE 


(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For an additional amount for Operation and 
Maintenance, Defense-Wide'', $1,390,000: Pro- 
vided, That such amount is designated by the 
Congress as an emergency requirement pursuant 
to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended, 

For an additional amount for Operation and 
Maintenance, Defense-Wide"', $125,528,000, for 
emergency expenses resulting from natural dis- 
asters in the United States: Provided, That the 
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Secretary of Defense may transfer these funds to 
current applicable operation and maintenance 
and working capital funds appropriations, to be 
merged with and available for the same pur- 
poses and for the same time period as the appro- 
priation to which transferred: Provided further, 
That the transfer authority provided in this pro- 
vision is in addition to any transfer authority 
available to the Department of Defense: Pro- 
vided further, That the entire amount is des- 
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended: Provided fur- 
ther, That the entire amount shall be available 
only to the extent that an official budget request 
for $125,528,000, that includes designation of the 
entire amount of the request as an emergency 
requirement as defined in the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended, is transmitted by the President to the 
Congress. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY RESERVE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation and 
Maintenance, Army Reserve“, $650,000: Pro- 
vided, That such amount is designated by the 
Congress as an emergency requirement pursuant 
to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 
RESERVE 

For an additional amount for Operation and 
Maintenance, Air Force Reserve“, $229,000: Pro- 
vided, That such amount is designated by the 
Congress as an emergency requirement pursuant 
to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended, 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY NATIONAL 
GUARD 

For an additional amount for Operation and 
Maintenance, Army National Guard”, $175,000: 
Provided, That such amount is designated by 
the Congress as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985, as amended. 

OVERSEAS CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS TRANSFER 
FUND 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Overseas Con- 
tingency Operations Transfer Fund”, 
$1,814,100,000, to remain available until er- 
pended: Provided, That such amount is des- 
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended: Provided fur- 
ther, That the Secretary of Defense may trans- 
fer these funds to fiscal year 1998 appropriations 
for operation and maintenance, working capital 
funds, the Defense Health Program, procure- 
ment, and research, development, test and eval- 
uation: Provided further, That the funds trans- 
ferred shall be merged with and shall be avail- 
able for the same purposes and for the same time 
period as the appropriation to which trans- 
ferred, except that funds made available for or 
transferred to classified programs shall remain 
available until September 30, 1999: Provided fur- 
ther, That the transfer authority provided 
under this heading is in addition to any other 
transfer authority contained in Public Law 105- 
56. 

REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS 

NAVY WORKING CAPITAL FUND 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Navy Working 
Capital Fund“, $23,017,000: Provided, That such 
amount is designated by the Congress as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer- 
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended. 
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DEFENSE-WIDE WORKING CAPITAL FUND 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Defense-Wide 
Working Capital Fund", $1,000,000: Provided, 
That such amount is designated by the Congress 
as an emergency requirement pursuant to sec- 
tion 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended. 
OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
PROGRAMS 
DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM 


For an additional amount for ‘Defense 
Health Program", $1,900,000: Provided, That 
such amount is designated by the Congress as 
an emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer- 
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER 

SECTION 1. In addition to the amounts pro- 
vided in Public Law 105-56, $36,500,000 is appro- 
priated under the heading ‘‘Overseas Humani- 
tarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid”: Provided, That 
from the funds made available under that head- 
ing, the Secretary of Defense shall make a grant 
in the amount of $16,500,000 to the American 
Red Cross for Armed Forces emergency services: 
Provided further, That from the funds made 
available under that heading, the Secretary of 
Defense shall make a grant in the amount of 
$20,000,000 to the American Red Cross for reim- 
bursement for disaster relief and recovery ex- 
penditures at overseas locations: Provided fur- 
ther, That the entire amount shall be available 
only to the extent that an official budget request 
for $36,500,000, that includes designation of the 
entire amount of the request as an emergency 
requirement as defined in the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended, is transmitted by the President to the 
Congress: Provided further, That the entire 
amount is designated by the Congress as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of such Act. 

Sec. 2. Funds appropriated by this Act, or 
made available by the transfer of funds in this 
Act, for intelligence activities are deemed to be 
specifically authorized by the Congress for pur- 
poses of section 504 of the National Security Act 
of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 414). 

Sec. 3. In addition to the amounts appro- 
priated to the Department of Defense under 
Public Law 105-56, there is hereby appropriated 
$47,000,000 for the Reserve Mobilization Income 
Insurance Fund”, to remain available until er- 
pended: Provided, That such amount is des- 
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended: Provided fur- 
ther, That the entire amount shall be available 
only to the extent that an official budget request 
for $47,000,000, that includes designation of the 
entire amount of the request as an emergency 
requirement as defined in the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended, is transmitted by the President to the 
Congress. 

SEC. 4. The President is urged to encourage 
other nations who are allies and friends of the 
United States to contribute to the burden being 
borne by the United States in preventing the 
government of Iraq from using Weapons of Mass 
Destruction, which pose a threat to the world 
community. The President is also urged to seek 
financial, in-kind and other contributions to 
help defray the costs being incurred by the 
United States in this operation. For this pur- 
pose, a special account shall be established in 
the Treasury which will accept such financial 
contributions, and from which funds will be 
subject to obligation through the normal appro- 
priations process. The Secretary of Defense, 
after consultation with the Secretary of State, 
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shall provide a report to the Congress within 60 
days after enactment as to the status of this ef- 
fort, and shall make a comprehensive account of 
the efforts made and results obtained to share 
the burden of the common defense. The Director 
of the Office of Management and Budget shall 
report to the Congress within 30 days as to the 
establishment of such burden-sharing account 
in the Department of the Treasury. 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 5. (a) QUALITY ASSURANCE REPORT ON 
MILITARY HEALTH CARE.—The Secretary of De- 
ſense shall appoint an independent panel of er- 
perts to evaluate recent measures taken by the 
Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense for Health 
Affairs and the Surgeons General of the Army, 
Navy and Air Force to improve the quality of 
care provided by the Military Health Services 
System. 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—(1) The panel shall be com- 
posed of nine members appointed by the Sec- 
retary of Defense. At least five of those members 
shall be persons who are highly qualified in the 
medical arts, have experience in setting health 
care standards, and possess a demonstrated un- 
derstanding of the military health care system 
and its unique mission requirements. The re- 
maining members shall be persons who are cur- 
rent beneficiaries of the Military Health Services 
System. 

(2) The Secretary shall designate one member 
to serve as chairperson of the panel. 

(3) The Secretary shall appoint the members of 
this panel not later than 45 days after enact- 
ment of this Act. 

(c) FUNCTIONS OF THE PANEL—The panel 
shall review the Department of Defense Access 
and Quality Improvement Initiative announced 
in early 1998 (together with other related quality 
improvement actions) to assess whether all rea- 
sonable measures have been taken to ensure 
that the Military Health Services System deliv- 
ers health care services in accordance with con- 
sistently high professional standards. The panel 
shall specifically assess actions of the Depart- 
ment to accomplish the following objectives of 
that initiative and related management actions: 

(1) Upgrade professional education and train- 
ing requirements for military physicians and 
other health care providers; 

(2) Establish Centers of Excellence” for com- 
plicated surgical procedures; 

(3) Make timely and complete reports to the 
National Practitioner Data Bank and eliminate 
associated reporting backlogs; 

(4) Assure that Military Health Services Sys- 
tem providers are properly licensed and have 
appropriate credentials; 

(5) Reestablish the Quality Management Re- 
port to aid in early identification of compliance 
problems; 

(6) Improve communications with beneficiaries 
to provide comprehensive and objective informa- 
tion on the quality of care being provided; 

(7) Strengthen the National Quality Manage- 
ment Program; 

(8) Ensure that all laboratory work meets pro- 
fessional standards; and 

(9) Ensure the accuracy of patient data and 
information. 

(d) REPORT.—Not later than sir months after 
the date on which the panel is established, the 
panel shall submit to the Secretary a report set- 
ting forth its findings and conclusions, and the 
reasons therefor, and such recommendations it 
deems appropriate. The Secretary shall forward 
the report of the panel to Congress not later 
than 15 days after the date on which the Sec- 
retary receives it, together with the Secretary’s 
comments on the report. 

(e) PANEL ADMINISTRATION.{1) The members 
of the panel shall be allowed travel expenses, in- 
cluding per diem in lieu of subsistence, at rates 
authorized by law for employees of agencies 
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while away from their homes or regular places 
of business in the performance of services for the 
panel. 

(2) Upon request of the chairperson of the 
panel, the Secretary of Defense may detail to 
the panel, on a nonreimbursable basis, per- 
sonnel of the Department of Defense to assist 
the panel in carrying out its duties. The Sec- 
retary of Defense shall furnish to the panel such 
administrative and support services as may be 
requested by the chairman of the panel. 

(f) PANEL FINANCING.—Of the funds appro- 
priated in Public Law 105-56 for ‘‘Research, De- 
velopment, Test and Evaluation, Navy", 
$4,700,000 shall be transferred to ‘Defense 
Health Program", to be available through fiscal 
year 1999, only for administrative costs of this 
panel and for the express purpose of initiating 
or accelerating any activity identified by the 
panel that will improve the quality of health 
care provided by the Military Health Services 
System. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 6. Of the funds appropriated in Public 
Law 105-56, under the heading Chemical 
Agents and Munitions Destruction, Defense” for 
Operation and maintenance, $40,000,000 shall be 
transferred to Operation and Maintenance, 
Defense-Wide"’. 

SEC. 7. (a) Congress urges the President to 
seek concurrence among the members of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) on 
arrangements that set forth— 

(1) the benchmarks for achieving a sustain- 
able peace process that are detailed in the report 
accompanying the certification that was made 
by the President to Congress on March 3, 1998; 

(2) estimated target dates for achieving the 
benchmarks; and 

(3) a process for NATO to review progress to- 
ward achieving the benchmarks. 

(b) The President shall submit to Congress— 

(1) not later than June 30, 1998, a report on ef- 
forts to gain agreement on arrangements de- 
scribed in subsection (a), and such report should 
include an explanation of the Administration's 
view of whether it would promote United States 
interests to adopt firm schedules or deadlines for 
achieving such benchmarks; and 

(2) semiannually after that report, so long as 
United States ground combat forces continue to 
participate in the Stabilization Force for Bosnia 
(SFOR), a report on the progress made toward 
achieving the benchmarks referred to in sub- 
section (a)., including any developments 
which may affect the ability of the relevant par- 
ties to achieve the benchmarks in a timely man- 
ner. 
(c) The Congress urges the President to ensure 
that efforts to meet the estimated target dates 
described in this section do not jeopardize the 
safety of United States Armed Forces in Bosnia. 

(d) The enactment of this section does not re- 
flect approval or disapproval of the benchmarks 
submitted by the President in the certification to 
Congress transmitted on March 3, 1998. 

SEC. 8. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, in the case of a person who is selected 
for training in a State program conducted under 
the National Guard Challenge Program and 
who obtains a general education diploma in 
connection with such training, the general edu- 
cation diploma shall be treated as equivalent to 
a high school diploma for purposes of deter- 
mining the eligibility of the person for enlist- 
ment in the Armed Forces. 

SEC. 9. In addition to the amounts provided in 
Public Law 105-56, $179,000,000 is appropriated 
under the heading “Research, Development, 
Test and Evaluation, Defense-Wide"’: Provided, 
That the additional amount shall be made avail- 
able for enhancements to selected theater missile 
defense programs to counter enhanced ballistic 
missile threats: Provided further, That of the 
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additional amount appropriated, $45,000,000 
shall be made available only for the purpose of 
adjusting the cost-share of the parties under the 
Agreement between the Department of Defense 
and the Ministry of Defence of Israel for the 
Arrow Deployability Program: Provided further, 
That of the additional amount appropriated, 
$38,000,000 shall be made available only for the 
Sea-Based Wide Area Defense (Navy Upper- 
Tier) Program: Provided further, That the entire 
amount shall be available only to the extent 
that an official budget request for $179,000,000, 
that includes designation of the entire amount 
of the request as an emergency requirement as 
defined in the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended, is 
transmitted by the President to the Congress: 
Provided further, That the entire amount is des- 
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
such Act. 

SEC. 10. (a)(1) The Secretary of Defense may 
enter into a lease or acquire any other interest 
in the parcels of land described in paragraph 
(2). The parcels consist in aggregate of approxi- 
mately 90 acres. 

(2) The parcels of land referred to in para- 
graph (1) are the following land used for the 
commercial production of cranberries: 

(A) The parcels known as the Mashpee bogs, 
located on the Quashnet River adjacent to the 
Massachusetts Military Reservation, Massachu- 
setts. 

(B) The parcels known as the Falmouth bogs, 
located on the Coonamessett River adjacent to 
the Massachusetts Military Reservation, Massa- 
chusetts. 

(3) The term of any lease or other interest ac- 
quired under paragraph (1) may not exceed two 
years. 

(4) Any lease or other real property interest 
acquired under paragraph (1) shall be subject to 
such other terms and conditions as are agreed 
upon jointly by the Secretary and the person or 
entity entering into the lease or extending the 
interest. 

(b) Of the amounts appropriated or otherwise 
made available for the Department of Defense 
for fiscal year 1998, up to $2,000,000 may be 
available to acquire interest under subsection 


(a). 

SEC. 11. In addition to the amounts provided 
in Public Law 105-56, $272,500,000 is appro- 
priated under the heading “Aircraft Procure- 
ment, Navy”: Provided, That the additional 
amount shall be made available only for the 
procurement of eight F/A-18 aircraft for the 
United States Marine Corps: Provided further, 
That the entire amount shall be available only 
to the extent that an official budget request for 
$272,500,000, that includes designation of the en- 
tire amount of the request as an emergency re- 
quirement as defined in the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended, is transmitted by the President to the 
Congress: Provided further, That the entire 
amount is designated by the Congress as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of such Act. 

SEC. 12. Funds appropriated in fiscal year 
1997, 1998 and hereafter for the Pacific Disaster 
Center may be obligated to carry out such mis- 
sions as the Secretary of Defense may specify 
for disaster information management supporting 
mitigation, preparedness, response and recovery 
from this federal facility and assuring critical 
infrastructure availability and humanitarian 
assistance at the federal, state, local and re- 
gional levels in the geographic area of responsi- 
bility of the Commander in Chief, Pacific and 
beyond in support of the Global Disaster Infor- 
mation Network as appropriate. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 13. Of the funds provided in Public Law 

105-56 for “Research, Development, Test and 
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Evaluation, Navy. $300,000 shall be transferred 
to “Operation and Maintenance, Defense- 
Wide”: Provided, That the Secretary of Defense 
shall make grants from the Operation and 
Maintenance, Deſense- Wide“ account in the 
total amount of not to exceed $300,000 to the 
Outdoor Odyssey at Roaring Run to initiate a 
youth development and leadership program. 

SEC. 14. Notwithstanding section 7306 of title 
10 United States Code, and any other provision 
of law, of the funds made available to the De- 
partment of the Navy by Public Law 105-56, 
$3,000,000 may be used only for disposal of resid- 
ual fuel contained on the U.S.S. Alabama. 

Sec. 15. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, funds appropriated for the Defense 
Health Program for fiscal year 1998 may be used 
to provide health benefits under section 1086 of 
title 10, United States Code, to a person who is 
described in paragraph (1) of subsection (d) of 
such section, would be eligible for health bene- 
fits under such section in the absence of such 
paragraph (1), and satisfies the requirements of 
subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (2) of 
such subsection (d), if the Secretary of Defense 
considers that the provision of health benefits 
under such section is appropriate to ensure 
health care coverage for such a person who may 
have been unaware of the termination of the 
persons eligibility for such health benefits. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

Sec. 16. In addition to the amounts provided 
in Public Law 105-56, $28,000,000, to remain 
available until erpended, is appropriated and 
shall be available for deposit in the Inter- 
national Trust Fund of the Republic of Slo- 
venia, Mine Clearance, and Assistance to Mine 
Victims in Bosnia and Herzegovina (the 
Fund) and other land mine-affected countries 
in the region: Provided, That the entire amount 
shall be available only to the ertent an official 
budget request, for a specific dollar amount, 
that includes a designation of the entire amount 
as an emergency requirement as defined in the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Con- 
trol Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted to 
the Congress by the President: Provided further, 
That the entire amount is designated by the 
Congress as an emergency requirement pursuant 
to section 251(b)(2)(A) of such Act: Provided fur- 
ther, That the amount designated as an emer- 
gency shall be transferred to the Department of 
State for administration: Provided further, That 
such amount may be deposited in the Fund in 
two equal annual installments, upon emergency 
designation, only if the President certifies annu- 
ally to the Congress of the United States that 
such amounts could be used effectively and for 
objectives consistent with ongoing efforts to 
carry out humanitarian demining activities in 
and around Bosnia: Provided further, That 
such amount may be deposited in the Fund only 
to the extent of deposits of matching amounts in 
that Fund by other governments, entities, or 
persons. 

SEC. 17. It is the sense of the Congress that 
none of the funds appropriated or otherwise 
made available by this Act may be made avail- 
able for the conduct of offensive operations by 
United States Armed Forces against Iraq for the 
purpose of obtaining compliance by Iraq with 
United Nations Security Council Resolutions re- 
lating to inspection and destruction of weapons 
of mass destruction in Iraq unless such oper- 
ations are specifically authorized by a law en- 
acted after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

SEC. 18. CAVALESE, ITALY AIR TRAGEDY.—The 
United States Congress expresses regret and er- 
tends its deepest sympathies to the families of 
the victims for the tragic incident involving Ma- 
rine Corps aircraft near Cavalese, Italy on Feb- 
ruary 3, 1998. The Secretary of Defense shall 
make available on a timely basis all legal and 
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other technical assistance necessary to facilitate 
the expeditious processing and resolution of le- 
gitimate claims for wrongful death, loss of busi- 
ness and profits, and property damage under 
the procedures set forth under the NATO Status 
of Forces Agreement. The Secretary of Defense 
shall ensure that any claim to replace the de- 
stroyed funicular system before the upcoming 
winter tourist season be considered on a priority 
basis. 
CHAPTER 2 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY NATIONAL 
GUARD 


For an additional amount for ‘Military Con- 
struction, Army National Guard” to cover costs 
arising from storm related damage, $3,700,000, to 
be available only to the extent that an official 
budget request for a specific dollar amount that 
includes designation of the entire amount of the 
request as an emergency requirement as defined 
in the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted 
by the President to the Congress: Provided, That 
the entire amount is designated by the Congress 
as an emergency requirement pursuant to sec- 
tion 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended. 

FAMILY HOUSING, NAVY AND MARINE CORPS 


For an additional amount for Family Hous- 
ing, Navy and Marine Corps” to cover costs 
arising from Typhoon Paka related damage, 
$15,600,000; Provided, That such amount is des- 
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended. 

For an additional amount for Family Hous- 
ing, Navy and Marine Corps“ to cover costs 
arising from El Nino related damage, $2,500,000, 
to be available only to the extent that an official 
budget request for a specific dollar amount that 
includes designation of the entire amount of the 
request as an emergency requirement as defined 
in the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted 
by the President to the Congress: Provided, That 
the entire amount is designated by the Congress 
as an emergency requirement pursuant to sec- 
tion 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended. 

FAMILY HOUSING, AIR FORCE 


For an additional amount for “Family Hous- 
ing, Air Force" to cover costs arising from Ty- 
phoon Paka related damage, $1,500,000: Pro- 
vided, That such amount is designated by the 
Congress as an emergency requirement pursuant 
to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended, 

For an additional amount for "Family Hous- 
ing, Air Force” to cover costs arising from El 
Nino related damage, $900,000, to be available 
only to the extent that an official budget request 
for a specific dollar amount that includes des- 
ignation of the entire amount of the request as 
an emergency requirement as defined in the Bal- 
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by the 
President to the Congress: Provided, That the 
entire amount is designated by the Congress as 
an emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer- 
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended. 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE ACCOUNT, 

PART III 


For an additional amount ſor Buse Realign- 
ment and Closure Account, Part II” to cover 
costs arising from El Nino related damage, 


7340 


$1,020,000, to be available only to the extent that 
an official budget request for a specific dollar 
amount that includes designation of the entire 
amount of the request as an emergency require- 
ment as defined in the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended, is transmitted by the President to the 
Congress: Provided, That the entire amount is 
designated by the Congress as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended. 


GENERAL PROVISION—THIS CHAPTER 


SEC, 20. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, using amounts appropriated in Public 
Law 104-196 for Military Construction, Navy”, 
for the military construction project for North 
Island Naval Air Station, California, and con- 
tributions (if any) provided by the State of Cali- 
fornia and local governments to support that 
project, the Secretary of the Navy, in coopera- 
tion with local governments, shall carry out 
beach replenishment in connection with that 
project using sand obtained from any location. 
The contributions (if any) provided by the State 
of California and local governments shall be 
available only for beach replenishment activities 
performed after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, 


TITLE II—EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS 


CHAPTER 1 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
FARM SERVICE AGENCY 


AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

For additional gross obligations for the prin- 
cipal amount of emergency insured loans au- 
thorized by 7 U.S.C. 1928-1929, to be available 
from funds in the Agricultural Credit Insurance 
Fund, for losses in fiscal year 1998 resulting 
from natural disasters, $87,400,000. 

For the additional cost of emergency insured 
loans, including the cost of modifying loans as 
defined in section 502 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, $21,000,000, to remain avail- 
able until expended: Provided, That the entire 
amount shall be available only to the extent 
that an official budget request for $21,000,000, 
that includes designation of the entire amount 
of the request as an emergency requirement as 
defined in the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended, is 
transmitted by the President to the Congress: 
Provided further, That the entire amount is des- 
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
such Act. 

EMERGENCY CONSERVATION PROGRAM 

For an additional amount for the ‘‘Emergency 
Conservation Program for expenses resulting 
from natural disasters, $30,000,000, to remain 
available until erpended: Provided, That the en- 
tire amount shall be available only to the ertent 
that an official budget request for $30,000,000, 
that includes designation of the entire amount 
of the request as an emergency requirement as 
defined in the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended, is 
transmitted by the President to the Congress: 
Provided further, That the entire amount is des- 
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
such Act. 

For an additional amount for the Emergency 
Conservation Program“ to provide cost-sharing 
assistance to maple producers to replace taps 
and tubing that were damaged by ice storms in 
northeastern States in 1998, $4,000,000, to remain 
available until erpended: Provided, That the en- 
tire amount shall be available only to the extent 
that an official budget request for $4,000,000, 
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that includes designation of the entire amount 
of the request as an emergency requirement as 
defined in the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended, is 
transmitted by the President to the Congress: 
Provided further, That the entire amount is des- 
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
such Act. 
TREE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
An amount of $14,000,000 is provided for as- 
sistance to replace or rehabilitate trees, erclud- 
ing trees used for pulp and/or timber, and vine- 
yards damaged by natural disasters: Provided, 
That the entire amount shall be available only 
to the extent that an official budget request for 
$14,000,000, that includes designation of the en- 
tire amount of the request as an emergency re- 
quirement as defined in the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended, is transmitted by the President to the 
Congress: Provided further, That the entire 
amount is designated by the Congress as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of such Act. 
COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION FUND 
LIVESTOCK DISASTER ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
Effective only for losses incurred beginning on 
November 27, 1997, through the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, $4,000,000 to implement a live- 
stock indemnity program to compensate pro- 
ducers for losses of livestock (including ratites) 
due to natural disasters designated pursuant to 
a Presidential or Secretarial declaration re- 
quested during such a period in a manner simi- 
lar to catastrophic loss coverage available for 
other commodities under 7 U.S.C. 1508(b): Pro- 
vided, That the entire amount shall be available 
only to the ertent that an official budget request 
for $4,000,000, that includes designation of the 
entire amount of the request as an emergency 
requirement as defined in the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended, is transmitted by the President to the 
Congress: Provided further, That the entire 
amount is designated by the Congress as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of such Act. 
DAIRY PRODUCTION DISASTER ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM 
Effective only for natural disasters beginning 
on November 27, 1997, through the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, $6,800,000 to implement a dairy 
production indemnity program to compensate 
producers at a payment rate of $4.00 per hun- 
dredweight for losses of milk that had been pro- 
duced but not marketed or for diminished pro- 
duction (including diminished future production 
due to mastitis) due to natural disasters des- 
ignated pursuant to a Presidential or Secretarial 
declaration requested during such period: Pro- 
vided, That payments for diminished production 
shall be determined on a per head basis derived 
from a comparison to a like production period 
from the previous year, the disaster period is 180 
days starting with the date of the disasters and 
the payment rate shall be $4.00 per hundred- 
weight of milk: Provided further, That the en- 
tire amount shall be available only to the extent 
that an official budget request for $6,800,000, 
that includes designation of the entire amount 
of the request as an emergency requirement as 
defined in the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended, is 
transmitted by the President to the Congress: 
Provided further, That the entire amount is des- 
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
such Act. 
NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE 
WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION OPERATIONS 
For an additional amount for “Watershed and 
Flood Prevention Operations” to repair damages 
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to the waterways and watersheds resulting from 
natural disasters, $80,000,000, to remain avail- 
able until expended: Provided, That the entire 
amount shall be available only to the extent 
that an official budget request for $80,000,000, 
that includes designation of the entire amount 
of the request as an emergency requirement as 
defined in the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended, is 
transmitted by the President to the Congress: 
Provided further, That the entire amount is des- 
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
such Act. 
CHAPTER 2 
UNITED STATES INFORMATION AGENCY 
INTERNATIONAL BROADCASTING OPERATIONS 
For an additional amount for International 
Broadcasting Operations", $5,000,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 1999, for a grant to 
Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty for surrogate 
radio broadcasting to the Iraqi people: Provided, 
That such broadcasting shall be designated 
“Radio Free Iraq”: Provided further, That 
within 30 days of enactment into law of this Act 
the Broadcasting Board of Governors shall sub- 
mit a detailed report to the appropriate commit- 
tees of Congress on plans to establish a surro- 
gate broadcasting service to Iraq: Provided fur- 
ther, That such amount is designated by Con- 
gress as an emergency requirement pursuant to 
section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended: Provided further, That the entire 
amount shall be available only to the ertent 
that an official budget request for a specific dol- 
lar amount, that includes designation of the en- 
tire amount of the request as an emergency re- 
quirement as defined in the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended, is transmitted by the President to 
Congress. 
CHAPTER 3 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL 
For emergency repairs due to flooding and 
other natural disasters, $105,185,000, to remain 
available until expended, of which such 
amounts for eligible navigation projects which 
may be derived from the Harbor Maintenance 
Trust Fund pursuant to Public Law 99-662, 
shall be derived from that Fund: Provided, That 
the entire amount shall be available only to the 
ertent an official budget request for a specific 
dollar amount that includes designation of the 
entire amount of the request as an emergency 
requirement as defined in the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended, is transmitted by the President to 
Congress: Provided further, That the entire 
amount is designated by Congress as an emer- 
requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer- 
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended. 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES 
For an additional amount for Mater and Re- 
lated Resources" to repair damage caused by 
floods and other natural disasters, $4,520,000, to 
remain available until expended, which shall be 
available only to the ertent that an official 
budget request for a specific dollar amount that 
includes designation of the entire amount of the 
request as an emergency requirement as defined 
in the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted 
by the President to Congress: Provided, That the 
entire amount is designated by Congress as an 
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emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer- 
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended. 
CHAPTER 4 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
CONSTRUCTION 
For an additional amount for “Construction”, 
$1,837,000, to remain available until expended, 
to repair damage caused by floods and other 
natural disasters: Provided, That the entire 
amount shall be available only to the extent 
that an official budget request that includes 
designation of the entire amount as an emer- 
gency requirement as defined in the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985, as amended, is transmitted by the Presi- 
dent to the Congress: Provided further, That the 
entire amount is designated by the Congress as 
an emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer- 
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended. 
UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
CONSTRUCTION 
For an additional amount for Construction“, 
$32,818,000, to remain available until expended, 
to repair damage caused by floods and other 
natural disasters; Provided, That of such 
amount, $29,130,000 shall be available only to 
the extent that an official budget request that 
includes designation of the entire amount as an 
emergency requirement as defined in the Bal- 
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by the 
President to the Congress: Provided further, 
That the entire amount is designated by the 
Congress as an emergency requirement pursuant 
to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended. 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
CONSTRUCTION 
For an additional amount for Construction“ 
to repair damage caused by floods and other 
natural disasters, $9,506,000, to remain available 
until erpended: Provided, That the entire 
amount shall be available only to the extent 
that an official budget request that includes 
designation of the entire amount as an emer- 
gency requirement as defined in the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985, as amended, is transmitted by the Presi- 
dent to the Congress: Provided further, That the 
entire amount is designated by the Congress as 
an emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of such Act. 
UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
SURVEYS, INVESTIGATIONS, AND RESEARCH 
For an additional amount for “Surveys, In- 
vestigations, and Research” for emergency er- 
penses resulting from floods and other natural 
disasters, $1,198,000, to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That the entire amount 
shall be available only to the extent that an of- 
ficial budget request that includes designation 
of the entire amount as an emergency require- 
ment as defined in the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended, is transmitted by the President to the 
Congress: Provided further, That the entire 
amount is designated by the Congress as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of such Act. 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 
CONSTRUCTION 
For an additional amount for “Construction”, 
$1,065,000, to remain available until expended, 
of which $700,000 is to repair damage caused by 
floods and other natural disasters, and $365,000 
is for replacement of fixtures and testing for and 
remediation of Polylchlorinated biphenyls 
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(PCBs) in Bureau of Indian Affairs schools and 
administrative facilities: Provided, That the en- 
tire amount shall be available only to the extent 
that an official budget request that includes 
designation of the entire amount as an emer- 
gency requirement as defined in the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985, as amended, is transmitted by the Presi- 
dent to the Congress: Provided further, That the 
entire amount is designated by the Congress as 
an emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer- 
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
FOREST SERVICE 


STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY 
For an additional amount for State and Pri- 
vate Forestry" for emergency expenses resulting 
from damages from ice storms, tornadoes and 
other natural disasters, $48,000,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That of 
such amount, $28,000,000 shall be available only 
to the extent that an official budget request that 
includes designation of the entire amount as an 
emergency requirement as defined in the Bal- 
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by the 
President to the Congress: Provided further, 
That the entire amount is designated by the 
Congress as an emergency requirement pursuant 
to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended. 
NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM 
For an additional amount for the “National 
Forest System“ for emergency expenses resulting 
from damages from ice storms, tornadoes and 
other natural disasters, $10,461,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That of 
such amount, $5,461,000 shall be available only 
to the extent that an official budget request that 
includes designation of the entire amount as an 
emergency requirement as defined in the Bal- 
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by the 
President to the Congress: Provided further, 
That the entire amount is designated by the 
Congress as an emergency requirement pursuant 
to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended. 
WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT 
For an additional amount for ‘Wildland Fire 
Management“ for emergency expenses for forest 
fire presuppression activities on National Forest 
System lands, for emergency fire suppression on 
or adjacent to such lands or other lands under 
fire protection agreement, and for emergency re- 
habilitation of burned-over National Forest Sys- 
tem lands, in response to damages caused by 
windstorms in Texas, $2,000,000, to remain avail- 
able until expended: Provided, That the entire 
amount shall be available only to the extent 
that an official budget request that includes 
designation of the entire amount as an emer- 
gency requirement as defined in the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985, as amended, is transmitted by the Presi- 
dent to the Congress: Provided further, That the 
entire amount is designated by the Congress as 
an emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer- 
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended. 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE 
The paragraph under this head in Public Law 
105-83 is amended by inserting before the period, 
Provided further, That the drawdown and 
sale of oil from the Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
shall be prohibited to the extent that such ac- 
tions are determined by the President to be im- 
prudent in light of current market conditions 


7341 


and that an official budget request for a prohi- 
bition of the drawdown and sale of oil from the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve and including a 
designation of the entire request and the 
$207,500,000 of revenue foregone as an emer- 
gency requirement as defined in the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985, as amended, is transmitted by the Presi- 
dent to the Congress: Provided further, That the 
entire amount is designated by the Congress as 
an emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of such Act”. 
CHAPTER 5 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
FEDERAEA HIGHWAYS 
EMERGENCY RELIEF PROGRAM 

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND) 

For an additional amount for the Emergency 
Relief Program for emergency expenses resulting 
from floods and other natural disasters, as au- 
thorized by 23 U.S.C. 125, $259,000,000, to be de- 
rived from the Highway Trust Fund and to re- 
main available until expended: Provided, That 
the entire amount is designated by Congress as 
an emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer- 
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended: 
Provided further, That of such amount, 
$35,000,000 shall be available only to the extent 
that an official budget request for a specific dol- 
lar amount that includes designation of the en- 
tire amount of the request as an emergency re- 
quirement as defined in such Act is transmitted 
by the President to the Congress; Provided fur- 
ther, That any obligations for the Emergency 
Relief Program shall not be subject to the prohi- 
bition against obligations in section 2(e)(3)(A) 
and (D) of the Surface Transportation Exten- 
sion Act of 1997: Provided further, That 23 
U.S.C. 125(b)(1) shall not apply to projects re- 
sulting from flooding during the fall of 1997 
through the winter of 1998 in California: Pro- 
vided further, That if sufficient carryover bal- 
ances for the necessary expenses for administra- 
tion and operation (including motor carrier 
safety program operations) of the Federal High- 
way Administration, the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration, and the Bureau 
of Transportation Statistics are not available, 
and pending the reauthorization of the Federal- 
aid highways program, the Secretary of Trans- 
portation may borrow such sums as may be nec- 
essary for such expenses from the unobligated 
balances of discretionary allocations for the 
Federal-aid highways program made available 
by this Act. 

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION 
EMERGENCY RAILROAD REHABILITATION AND 
REPAIR 

For necessary expenses to repair and rebuild 
freight rail lines of regional and short line rail- 
roads or a State entity damaged by floods that 
occurred between and including September 1996 
and March 1998, $9,800,000, to be awarded to the 
States subject to the discretion of the Secretary 
on a case-by-case basis: Provided, That funds 
provided under this head shall be available for 
rehabilitation of railroad rights-of-way, bridges, 
and other facilities which are part of the gen- 
eral railroad system of transportation, and pri- 
marily used by railroads to move freight traffic: 
Provided further, That railroad rights-of-way, 
bridges, and other facilities owned by class | 
railroads are not eligible for funding under this 
head unless the rights-of-way, bridges, or other 
facilities are under contract lease to a class II or 
class III railroad under which the lessee is re- 
sponsible for all maintenance costs of the line: 
Provided further, That railroad rights-of-way, 
bridges, and other facilities owned by passenger 
railroads, or by tourist, scenic, or historic rail- 
roads are not eligible for funding under this 
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head: Provided further, That these funds shall 
be available only to the ertent an official budget 
request, for a specific dollar amount, that in- 
cludes designation of the entire amount as an 
emergency requirement as defined in the Bal- 
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by the 
President to the Congress: Provided further, 
That the entire amount is designated by Con- 
gress as an emergency requirement pursuant to 
section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended: Provided further, That all funds made 
available under this head are to remain avail- 
able until September 30, 1998. 


CHAPTER 6 


DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 
COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS 

For an additional amount for Community 
development block grants“, as authorized under 
title I of the Housing and Community Develop- 
ment Act of 1974, $130,000,000, which shall re- 
main available until September 30, 2001, for use 
only for disaster relief, long-term recovery, and 
mitigation in communities affected by Presi- 
dentially declared natural disasters designated 
during fiscal year 1998, except for those activi- 
ties reimbursable by or for which funds are 
made available by the Federal Emergency Man- 
agement Agency, the Small Business Adminis- 
tration, or the Army Corps of Engineers: Pro- 
vided, That in administering these amounts and 
except as provided in the next proviso, the Sec- 
retary of Housing and Urban Development (the 
Secretary) may waive or specify alternative re- 
quirements for, any provision of any statute or 
regulation that the Secretary administers in 
connection with the obligation by the Secretary 
or the use by the recipient of these funds, ercept 
for statutory requirements related to civil rights, 
fair housing and nondiscrimination, the envi- 
ronment, and labor standards, upon a finding 
that such waiver is required to facilitate the use 
of such funds and would not be inconsistent 
with the overall purpose of the statute: Provided 
further, That the Secretary may waive the re- 
quirements that activities benefit persons of low 
and moderate income, ercept that at least 50 
percent of the funds under this head must ben- 
efit primarily persons of low and moderate in- 
come unless the Secretary makes a finding of 
compelling need: Provided further, That all 
funds under this head shall be allocated by the 
Secretary to States to be administered by each 
State in conjunction with its Federal Emergency 
Management Agency program or its community 
development block grants program or by the en- 
tity designated by its Chief Executive Officer to 
administer the HOME Investment Partnerships 
Program: Provided further, That each State 
shall provide not less than 25 percent in non- 
federal public matching funds or its equivalent 
value (other than administrative costs) for any 
funds allocated to the State under this head: 
Provided further, That, in conjunction with the 
Director of the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, the Secretary shall allocate funds based 
on the unmet needs identified by the Director as 
those which have not or will not be addressed 
by other Federal disaster assistance programs: 
Provided further, That, in conjunction with the 
Director, the Secretary shall utilize annual dis- 
aster cost estimates in order that the funds 
under this head shall be available, to the maz- 
imum extent feasible, to assist States with all 
Presidentially declared disasters designated dur- 
ing this fiscal year: Provided further, That the 
Secretary shall publish a notice in the Federal 
Register governing the allocation and use of the 
community development block grants funds 
made available under this head for disaster 
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areas: Provided further, That 10 days prior to 
distribution of funds, the Secretary and the Di- 
rector shall submit a list to the House and Sen- 
ate Appropriations Subcommittees on VA, HUD 
and Independent Agencies, setting forth the 
proposed uses of funds and the most recent esti- 
mates of unmet needs (including all uses of 
waivers and the reasons therefore): Provided 
further, That the Secretary and the Director 
shall submit quarterly reports to the Subcommit- 
tees regarding the actual projects, localities and 
needs for which funds have been provided: Pro- 
vided further, That these reports shall be based 
upon quarterly reports submitted to HUD and 
the Director by each State receiving funds under 
this head: Provided further, That the entire 
amount shall be available only to the extent an 
official budget request, that includes designa- 
tion of the entire amount of the request as an 
emergency requirement as defined by the Bal- 
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by the 
President to the Congress: Provided further, 
That the entire amount is designated by the 
Congress as an emergency requirement pursuant 
to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended. 
INDEPENDENT AGENCY 
FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
DISASTER RELIEF 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Disaster re- 
lief”, $1,600,000,000, to remain available until 
erpended: Provided, That these funds shall be 
available only to the extent that an official 
budget request for a specific amount, that in- 
cludes designation of the entire amount of the 
request as an emergency requirement as defined 
in the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted 
by the President to Congress: Provided further, 
That the entire amount appropriated herein is 
designated by Congress as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended. 

CHAPTER 7 
RESCISSIONS 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 
GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORTS 
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND) 
(RESCISSION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) 

Of the unobligated balances authorized under 
49 U.S.C. 48103 as amended, $241,000,000 are re- 
scinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT 
PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING 
SECTION 8 RESERVE PRESERVATION ACCOUNT 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the amounts recaptured under this heading 
during fiscal year 1998 and prior years, 
$2,347,190,000 are rescinded. 

TITLE II—SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS 
CHAPTER 1 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

During fiscal year 1998, not to exceed $543,000 
from funds available to the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to provide compensation to agriculture 
producers and other persons under section 
105(b) of the Federal Plant Pest Act (7 U.S.C. 
150dd(b)) may be available for payments to any 
person who had wheat stored in a storage facil- 
ity that was subject to an emergency action no- 
tice issued by the Secretary relating to the pres- 
ence or presumed presence of Karnal bunt to 
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compensate the person for economic losses in- 
curred as a result of the effect of the notice on 
the operation of the storage facility (including 
wheat plowed under in calendar year 1996) after 
issuance of an emergency action notice due to 
Karnal bunt. The determination by the Sec- 
retary of the amount of any compensation to be 
paid under this section shall be final. 


DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION 


For an additional amount for “Departmental 
Administration", $2,000,000. 


OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 


For an additional amount for the “Office of 
the General Counsel“, $235,000. 


GRAIN INSPECTION, PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS 
ADMINISTRATION 
INSPECTION AND WEIGHING SERVICES 
For expenses necessary to recapitalize the re- 
volving fund established under section 7(j)(1) of 
the United States Grain Standards Act (7 U.S.C. 
79(9)(1)), $1,500,000. 


FARM SERVICE AGENCY 


AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

For additional gross obligations for the prin- 
cipal amount of direct and guaranteed loans as 
authorized by 7 U.S.C. 1928-1929, to be available 
from funds in the Agricultural Credit Insurance 
Fund, as follows: farm ownership loans, 
$43,320,000, of which $25,000,000 shall be avail- 
able for guaranteed loans; operating loans, 
$105,000,000, of which $35,000,000 shall be for 
subsidized guaranteed loans; and for boll weevil 
eradication program loans as authorized by 7 
U.S.C. 1989, $18,814,000. 

For the additional cost of direct and guaran- 
teed loans, including the cost of modifying loans 
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, as follows: farm ownership 
loans, $3,356,000, of which $967,000 shall be for 
guaranteed loans; operating loans, $7,973,000, of 
which $3,374,000 shall be for subsidized guaran- 
teed loans; and for boll weevil eradication pro- 
gram loans as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 1989, 
$222,000. 


FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 


Of the amounts made available under this 
head in Public Law 105-86, funds for employ- 
ment and training shall remain available until 
expended as authorized by section 16(h)(1) of 
the Food Stamp Act. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 

SERVICES 
FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For an additional amount for “Salaries and 
erpenses"’ from fees collected pursuant to sec- 
tion 736 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos- 
metic Act, not to exceed $25,918,000, to remain 
available until erpended: Provided, That fees 
derived from applications received during fiscal 
year 1998 shall be credited to the appropriation 
current in the year in which fees are collected 
and subject to the fiscal year 1998 limitation. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER 


Sec. 1001. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, permanent employees of county 
committees employed during fiscal year 1998 
pursuant to 8(b) of the Soil Conservation and 
Domestic Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b)) shall 
be considered as having Federal Civil Service 
status only for the purpose of applying for 
United States Department of Agriculture Civil 
Service vacancies. 

SEC. 1002. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law regarding a competitive research, 
education, or extension grant program of the 
Department of Agriculture, the Secretary may 
use grant program funds, as necessary, to sup- 
plement funds otherwise available for program 
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administration, to pay for the costs associated 
with peer review of grant proposals under the 
program, 
CHAPTER 2 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION 

Such additional amounts as necessary, not to 
exceed $5,408,000, to cover increases in the esti- 
mated amount of cost of Work For Others not- 
withstanding the provisions of the Anti-Defi- 
ciency Act (31 U.S.C. 1511 et seq.): Provided, 
That such increases in cost of Work For Others 
are offset by revenue increases of the same or 
greater amount derived from fees authorized by 
sections 31 and 33 of the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954 (42 U.S.C. 2051 and 2053), to remain avail- 
able until erpended. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER 

SEC. 2001. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sions of law, no fully allocated funding policy 
shall be applied to projects for which funds were 
identified in the Conference Report (House Re- 
port 105-271) accompanying the Energy and 
Water Development Appropriations Act, 1998, 
Public Law 105-62 (111 Stat. 1320, et seq.), under 
the Construction, General; Operation and Main- 
tenance, General; and Flood Control, Mis- 
sissippi River and Tributaries, appropriation ac- 
counts: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, is 
directed to undertake these projects using con- 
tinuing contracts, as authorized in section 10 of 
the Rivers and Harbors Act of September 22, 
1922 (33 U.S.C. 621). 

SEC. 2002, The Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, is directed to 
use available funds, up to the marimum amount 
authorized per project under Section 205 of the 
Flood Control Act of 1948, as amended, to pro- 
vide a level of enhanced flood protection at 
Elba, Alabama. 

SEC. 2003. Section 2 of the Emergency Drought 
Relief Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-318; 110 Stat. 
3862) is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing new section: 

‘“(c) EXTENSION OF PERIODS FOR REPAY- 
MENT.—Notwithstanding any provision of the 
Reclamation Project Act of 1939 (43 U.S.C. 485 et 
seq.), the Secretary of the Interior 

“(1) shall extend the period for repayment by 
the City of Corpus Christi, Texas, and the 
Nueces River Authority under contract No. 6- 
07-01-x0675, relating to the Nueces River rec- 
lamation project, Texas, until— , 

(A) August 1, 2029 for repayment pursuant to 
the municipal and industrial water supply bene- 
fits portion of the contract; and 

“(B) until August 1, 2044 for repayment pur- 
suant to the fish and wildlife and recreation 
benefits portion of the contract, and 

2) shall extend the period for repayment by 
the Canadian River Municipal Water Authority 
under contract No. 14-06-500-485 relating to the 
Canadian River reclamation project, Teras, 
until October 1, 2021.". 

Sec. 2004, Section 303 of the Energy and 
Water Development Appropriations Act, 1998 
(Public Law 105-62), does not apply to the work- 
er transition plan for the Pinellas Plant site. 

CHAPTER 3 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
OPERATION OF THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM 

For an additional amount for “Operation of 
the National Park System“, $340,000, to remain 
available until expended, to provide for public 
access at Katmai National Park and Preserve 
and for litigation costs related to the disposition 
of an allotment within the Park. 

MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE 
ROYALTY AND OFFSHORE MINERALS MANAGEMENT 

For an additional amount for "Royalty and 

Offshore Minerals Management” to meet in- 
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creased demand and workload requirements 
stemming from higher than anticipated leasing 
activity in the Gulf of Mexico, $6,675,000, to re- 
main available until erpended, to be derived 
from increased receipts resulting from increases 
to rates in effect on August 5, 1993, from rate in- 
creases to fee collections for Outer Continental 
Shelf administrative activities performed by the 
Minerals Management Service over and above 
the rates in effect on September 30, 1993, and 
from additional fees for Outer Continental Shelf 
administrative activities established after Sep- 
tember 30, 1993. 

OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING RECLAMATION AND 

ENFORCEMENT 
ABANDONED MINE RECLAMATION FUND 
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For an additional amount for the “Aban- 
doned Mine Reclamation Fund”, $3,163,000, to 
be derived by transfer from amounts available in 
Public Law 105-83 under the heading, ‘‘Regula- 
tion and Technology", and to be subject to the 
same terms and conditions of the account to 
which transferred. 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 
OPERATION OF INDIAN PROGRAMS 

For an additional amount for “Operation of 
Indian Programs“, $1,050,000, to remain avail- 
able until erpended, for the cost of document 
collection and production, including electronic 
imaging, required to support litigation involving 
individual Indian trust fund accounts. 

OFFICE OF SPECIAL TRUSTEE FOR AMERICAN 

INDIANS 
FEDERAL TRUST PROGRAMS 

For an additional amount for “Federal Trust 
Programs”, $4,650,000, to remain available until 
erpended, for the cost of document collection 
and production, including electronic imaging, 
required to support litigation involving indi- 
vidual Indian trust fund accounts. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 

SERVICES 
INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE 
INDIAN HEALTH SERVICES 

For an additional amount for indian Health 
Services“, $100,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended, for suicide prevention counseling. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER 

SEC. 3001. Section 330C(c) of subpart I of part 
D of title III of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 254b et seq.), as amended by section 4922 
of Public Law 105-33, is further amended by in- 
serting , to remain available until erpended,"’ 
after the words “fiscal years 1998 through 2002, 
$30,000,000". 

SEC. 3002. Construction of the Trappers Loop 
connector road, and any related actions, by any 
Federal or state agency or other entity are 
deemed to be non-discretionary actions author- 
ized and directed by Congress under title III, 
section 304(e)(3) of the Omnibus Parks and Pub- 
lic Lands Management Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 
4093). 

SEC. 3003. Neither the issuance by the United 
States of an easement on and across National 
Forest lands for the Boulder City Pipeline (also 
known as Lakewood Pipeline) nor the accept- 
ance of such easement by the City of Boulder, 
Colorado, nor the relocation of such pipeline on 
such easement, shall cause, be construed as, or 
result in the abandonment, termination, relin- 
quishment, revocation, limitation, or diminution 
of any rights claimed by such city pursuant to 
or as a result of any prior grant, including the 
Act of July 26, 1866 (43 U.S.C. 661) and the Acts 
authorizing the conveyance of such city of the 
Silver Lake Watershed. The alignment of the re- 
located pipeline shall be considered neither more 
nor less within the scope of any prior grants 
than the alignment of the pipeline existing prior 
to the issuance of such easement. 
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Sec. 3004. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, the Secretary of the Interior, 
through the Bureau of Indian Affairs, may 
hereafter directly transfer to Indian tribes in 
North and South Dakota portable housing units 
at the Grand Forks Air Force Base in North Da- 
kota that have been declared excess by the De- 
partment of Defense and requested for transfer 
by the Department of the Interior: Provided, 
That the Department of the Interior shall not be 
responsible for rehabilitation of the portable 
housing units or remediation of any potentially 
hazardous substances. 

SEC. 3005. PETROGLYPH NATIONAL MONUMENT. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be cited as 
the "Petroglyph National Monument Boundary 
Adjustment Act“. 

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) the purposes for which Petroglyph Na- 
tional Monument (referred to in this section as 
“the monument") was established continue to 
be valid; 

(2) it is of mutual benefit to the trustee insti- 
tutions of the New Mevico State Trust lands and 
the National Park Service for land exchange ne- 
gotiations to be completed with all due dili- 
gence, resulting in the transfer of all State Trust 
lands within the boundaries of the monument to 
the United States in accordance with State and 
Federal law; 

(3) because the city of Albuquerque, New Mexr- 
ico, has acquired substantial acreage within the 
monument boundaries, purchased with State 
and municipal funds, the consolidation of land 
ownership and jurisdiction under the National 
Park Service will require the consent of the city 
of Albuquerque, and options for National Park 
Service acquisition that are not currently avail- 
able; 

(4) corridors for the development of Paseo del 
Norte and Unser Boulevard are depicted on the 
map referred to in section 102(a) of the 
Petroglyph National Monument Establishment 
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-313; 16 U.S.C, 431 
note), and the alignment of the roadways was 
anticipated by Congress before the date of en- 
actment of the Act; 

(5) it was the expectation of the principal pro- 
ponents of the monument, including the cities of 
Albuquerque and Rio Rancho, New Mexico, and 
the National Park Service, that passage of the 
Petroglyph National Monument Establishment 
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-313; 16 U.S.C. 431 
note) would allow the city of Albuquerque— 

(A) to utilize the Paseo del Norte and Unser 
Boulevard corridors through the monument; and 

(B) to design and construct infrastructure 
within the corridors with the cultural and nat- 
ural resources of the monument in mind; 

(6) the city of Albuquerque has not provided 
for the establishment of rights-of-way for the 
Paseo del Norte and Unser Boulevard corridors 
under the Joint Powers Agreement (JPANO 78- 
521.81-277A), which expanded the boundary of 
the monument to include the Piedras Marcadas 
and Boca Negra units, pursuant to section 104 
of the Petroglyph National Monument Estab- 
lishment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-313; 16 
U.S.C. 431 note); 

(7) the National Park Service has identified 
the realignment of Unser Boulevard, depicted on 
the map referred to in section 102(a) of the 
Petroglyph National Monument Establishment 
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-313; 16 U.S.C. 431 
note), as serving a park purpose in the General 
Management Plan/Development Concept Plan 
for Petroglyph National Monument; 

(8) the establishment of a citizens’ advisory 
committee prior to construction of the Unser 
Boulevard South project, which runs along the 
eastern boundary of the Atrisco Unit of the 
monument, allowed the citizens of Albuquerque 
and the National Park Service to provide signifi- 
cant and meaningful input into the parkway 
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design of the road, and that similar proceedings 
should occur prior to construction within the 
Paseo del Norte corridor; 

(9) parkway standards approved by the city of 
Albuquerque for the construction of Unser Bou- 
levard South along the eastern boundary of the 
Atrisco Unit of the monument would be appro- 
priate for a road passing through the Paseo del 
Norte corridor; 

(10) adequate planning and cooperation be- 
tween the city of Albuquerque and the National 
Park Service is essential to avoid resource deg- 
radation within the monument resulting from 
storm water runoff, and drainage conveyances 
through the monument should be designed and 
located to provide sufficient capacity for effec- 
tive runoff management; and 

(11) the monument will best be managed for 
the benefit and enjoyment of present and future 
generations with cooperation between the city of 
Albuquerque, the State of New Mexico, and the 
National Park Service. 

(c) PLANNING AUTHORITY.— 

(1) STORM WATER DRAINAGE.—Not later than 
180 days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of the Interior, acting through the 
Director of the National Park Service (referred 
to in this section as te Secretary), and the 
city of Albuquerque, New Mexico, shall enter 
into negotiations to provide for the management 
of storm water runoff and drainage within the 
monument, including the design and construc- 
tion of any storm water corridors, conveyances, 
and easements within the monument bound- 
aries. 

(2) ROAD DESIGN.— 

(A) If the city of Albuquerque decides to pro- 
ceed with the construction of a roadway within 
the area excluded from the monument by the 
amendment made by subsection (d), the design 
criteria shall be similar to those provided for the 
Unser Boulevard South project along the east- 
ern boundary of the Atrisco Unit, taking into 
account topographic differences and the lane, 
speed and noise requirements of the heavier 
traffic load that is anticipated for Paseo del 
Norte, as referenced in section A-2 of the Unser 
Middle Transportation Corridor Record of Deci- 
sion prepared by the city of Albuquerque dated 
December 1993. 

(B) At least 180 days before the initiation of 
any road construction within the area excluded 
from the monument by the amendment made by 
subsection (d), the city of Albuquerque shall no- 
tify the Direct of the National Park Service 
(hereinafter “the Director"), who may submit 
suggested modifications to the design specifica- 
tions of the road construction project within the 
area excluded from the monument by the 
amendment made by subsection (d). 

(C) If after 180 days, an agreement on the de- 
sign specifications is not reached by the city of 
Albuquerque and the Director, the city may con- 
tract with the head of the Department of Civil 
Engineering at the University of New Mexico, to 
design a road to meet the design criteria referred 
to in subparagraph (A). The design specifica- 
tions developed by the Department of Civil Engi- 
neering shall be deemed to have met the require- 
ments of this paragraph, and the city may pro- 
ceed with the construction project, in accord- 
ance with those design specifications. 

(d) ACQUISITION AUTHORITY; BOUNDARY AD- 
JUSTMENT; ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
OF THE MONUMENT.— 

(1) ACQUISITION AUTHORITY .- Section 103(a) of 
the Petroglyph National Monument Establish- 
ment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-313, 16 U.S.C. 
431 note) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(a) The Secretary" and in- 
serting the following: 

( AUTHORITY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
the Secretary”; 
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(B) by striking , except that lands or inter- 
ests therein owned by the State or a political 
subdivision thereof may be acquired only by do- 
nation or erchange"’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

) LAND OWNED BY THE STATE OR A POLIT- 
ICAL SUBDIVISION.—No land or interest in land 
owned by the State or a political subdivision of 
the State may be acquired by purchase before— 

(A) the State or political subdivision holding 
title to the land or interest in land identifies the 
land or interest in land for disposal; and 

(Bei all private land within the monument 
boundary for which there is a willing seller is 
acquired; or 

„ii) 2 years have elapsed after the date on 
which the Secretary has made a final offer (for 
which funds are available) to acquire all re- 
maining private land at fair market value. 

(2) BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT.—Section 104(a) of 
the Petroglyph National Monument Establish- 
ment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-313; 16 U.S.C. 
431 note) is amended— 

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) as 
subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively, and 
indenting appropriately; 

(B) by inserting "(1)" after a), and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

““(2)(A) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), effec- 
tive as of the date of enactment of this subpara- 
graph— 

i) the boundary of the monument is ad- 
justed to erclude the Paseo Del Norte corridor in 
the Piedras Marcadas Unit described in Exhibit 
B of the document described in subparagraph 
(B); and 

(ii) the inclusion of the Paseo Del Norte cor- 
ridor within the boundary of the monument be- 
fore the date of enactment of this paragraph 
shall have no effect on any future ownership, 
use, or management of the corridor. 

) The document described in this subpara- 
graph is the document entitled ‘Petroglyph Na- 
tional Monument Roadway/Utility Corridors’, 
dated October 30, 1997, on file with the Sec- 
retary of the Interior and the mayor of the city 
of Albuquerque, New Mexico. 

(e) ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT OF THE 
MONUMENT,—Section 105 of the Petroglyph Na- 
tional Monument Establishment Act of 1990 
(Public Law 101-313, 16 U.S.C. 431 note) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

Boca NEGRA AND PIEDRAS MARCADAS 
UNITS.—If the binding agreement providing for 
the erpansion of the monument pursuant to sec- 
tion 104 is amended, in accordance with the 
terms of the agreement, to transfer to the Na- 
tional Park Service responsibility for operation, 
maintenance, and repair of any or all property 
within the Boca Negra or Piedras Marcadas 
unit of the monument, the Secretary may em- 
ploy, at a comparable grade and salary within 
the National Park Service, any willing employ- 
ees of the city assigned to the unit.“. 

(f) DOUBLE EAGLE II AIRPORT ACCESS ROAD.— 
The Administrator of the Federal Aviation Ad- 
ministration shall allow the use of the access 
road to the Double Eagle II Airport in existence 
on the date of enactment of this Act for visitor 
access to the monument. 

SEC. 3006. COUNTY PAYMENT MITIGATION— 
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM MORATORIUM. (a)(1) 
This section provides compensation for loss of 
revenues that would have been provided to 
counties if no road moratorium, as described in 
subsection (a)), were implemented or no sub- 
stitute sales offered as described in subsection 
(b)(1). This section does not endorse or prohibit 
the road building moratorium nor does it affect 
the applicability of eristing law to any morato- 
rium. 

(2) The Chief of the Forest Service, Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, in his sole discretion, may 
offer any timber sales that were scheduled Octo- 
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ber 1, 1997, or thereafter, to be offered in fiscal 
year 1998 or fiscal year 1999 even if such sales 
would have been delayed or halted as a result of 
any moratorium (resulting from the Federal 
Register proposal of January 28, 1998, pages 
4351-4354) on construction of roads in roadless 
areas within the National Forest System adopt- 
ed as policy or by regulation that would other- 
wise be applicable to such sales. 

(3) Any sales offered pursuant to subsection 
(a)(2) shall— 

(A) comply with all applicable laws and regu- 
lations and be consistent with applicable land 
and resource management plans, except any 
regulations or plan amendments which establish 
or implement the moratorium referred to in sub- 
section (a)(2); and 

(B) be subject to administrative appeals pur- 
suant to part 215 of title 36 of the Code of Fed- 
eral Regulations and to judicial review. 

(b)(1) For any previously scheduled sales that 
are not offered pursuant to subsection (a)(2), 
the Chief may, to the ertent practicable, offer 
substitute sales within the same State in fiscal 
year 1998 or fiscal year 1999. Such substitute 
sales shall be subject to the requirements of sub- 
section (a)(3). 

(2)(A) The Chief shall pay as soon as prac- 
ticable after fiscal year 1998 and fiscal year 1999 
to any State in which sales previously scheduled 
to be offered that are referred to in, but not of- 
fered pursuant to, subsection (a)(2) would have 
occurred, 25 percentum of any anticipated re- 
ceipts from such sales that— 

(i) were scheduled from fiscal year 1998 or fis- 
cal year 1999 sales in the absence of any morato- 
rium referred to in subsection (a)(2); and 

(ii) are not offset by revenues received in such 
fiscal years from substitute projects authorized 
pursuant to subsection (b)(1). 

(B) After reporting the amount of funds re- 
quired to make any payments required by sub- 
section (b)(2)(A), and the source from which 
such funds are to be derived, to the Committees 
on Appropriations of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Senate, the Chief shall make any 
payments required by subsection (b)(2)(A) from 
any funds available to the Forest Service in fis- 
cal year 1998 or fiscal year 1999, subject to ap- 
proval of the Committees on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives and Senate, that 
are not specifically earmarked for another pur- 
pose by the applicable appropriation Act or a 
committee or conference report thereon. 

(C) Any State which receives payments re- 
quired by subsection (b)(2)(A) shall erpend such 
funds only in the manner, and for the purposes, 
prescribed in section 500 of title 16 of the United 
States Code. 

(c)(1) During the term of the moratorium re- 
ferred to in subsection (a)(2), the Chief shall 
prepare and submit to the Committees on Appro- 
priations of the House of Representatives and 
the Senate a report on each of the following— 

(A) a study of whether standards and guide- 
lines in existing land and resource management 
plans compel or encourage entry into roadless 
areas within the National Forest System for the 
purpose of constructing roads or undertaking 
any other ground-disturbing activities; 

(B) an inventory of all roads within the Na- 
tional Forest System and the uses which they 
serve, in a format that will inform and facilitate 
the development of a long-term Forest Service 
transportation policy; and 

(C) a comprehensive and detailed analysis of 
the economic and social effects of the morato- 
rium referred to in subsection (a)(2) on county, 
State, and regional levels. 

SEC. 3007. PROVISION OF CERTAIN HEALTH 
CARE SERVICES FOR ALASKA NATIVES. Section 
203(a) of the Michigan Indian Land Claims Set- 
tlement Act (Public Law 105-143; 111 Stat. 2666) 
is amended— 
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(1) by inserting other than community based 
alcohol services," after “Ketchikan Gateway 
Borough, ; and 

(2) by inserting at the end the following new 
sentence; ‘‘Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, such contract or compact shall provide 
services to all Indian and Alaska Native bene- 
ficiaries of the Indian Health Service in the 
Ketchikan Gateway Borough without the need 
for resolutions of support from any Indian tribe 
as defined in the Indian Sel Determination and 
Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b(e))."’. 

SEC. 3008. Section 326(a) of the Act making 
Appropriations for the Department of the Inte- 
rior and related agencies for the fiscal year end- 
ing September 30, 1998 and for other purposes 
(Public Law 105-83; 111 Stat. 1543) is amended 
by striking “with any Alaska Native village or 
Alaska Native village corporation" and insert- 
ing “to any Indian tribe as defined in the In- 
dian Self-Determination and Education Assist- 
ance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b(e))”. 

SEC. 3009. None of the funds in this or any 
other Act shall be used to issue a notice of final 
rulemaking prior to October 1, 1998 with respect 
to the valuation of crude oil for royalty pur- 
poses, including without limitation a rule- 
making derived from proposed rules published in 
63 Federal Register 6113 (1998), 62 Federal Reg- 
ister 36030, and 62 Federal Register 3742 (1997). 

CHAPTER 4 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 


CENTERS FOR DISEASE CONTROL AND 
PREVENTION 

DISEASE CONTROL, RESEARCH, AND TRAINING 

For an additional amount for the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention, ‘‘disease con- 
trol, research, and training“, $9,000,000. 

HEALTH CARE FINANCING ADMINISTRATION 
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 

For an additional amount for “Program man- 
agement'’, $2,200,000. 

Title II of Public Law 105-78 is amended 
under this heading by striking the fourth pro- 
viso and inserting the following new proviso: 
“Provided further, That $20,000,000 appro- 
priated under this heading for the transition to 
a single Part A and Part B processing system 
and $20,000,000 to be used only to the ertent 
needed for Year 2000 century date change con- 
version requirements of external contractor sys- 
tems shall remain available until erpended:"’. 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
GENERAL DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

Of the funds appropriated under the heading 
“general departmental management" in Public 
Law 105-78 to carry out title XX of the Public 
Health Service Act, $10,831,000 shall be for ac- 
tivities specified under section 2003(b)(2), of 
which $9,131,000 shall be for prevention service 
demonstration grants under section 510(b)(2) of 
title V of the Social Security Act, as amended, 
without application of the limitation of section 
2010(c) of said title XX. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
SPECIAL EDUCATION 


Public Law 105-78, under the heading ‘‘spe- 
cial education” is amended by inserting before 
the period the following: , Provided further, 
That $600,000 of the funds provided under sec- 
tion 672 of the Act shall be for the Early Child- 
hood Development Project of the National 
Easter Seal Society for the Mississippi Delta Re- 
gion, which funds shall be used to provide 
training, technical support, services, and equip- 
ment to address personnel and other needs”. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER 

SEC. 4001. (a) If a State child health plan 
under title XXI of the Social Security Act is ap- 
proved on or after October 1, 1998, and before 
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October 1, 1999, for purposes of such title (in- 
cluding allotments under section 2104(b) of such 
title) the plan shall be treated as having been 
approved with respect to amounts allotted under 
such title for fiscal year 1998, as well as for fis- 
cal year 1999. 

(b) The appropriation in section 2104(a)(1) of 
such title for fiscal year 1998 shall remain avail- 
able to be obligated through September 30, 1999. 

SEC. 4002. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, the Department of Health and 
Human Services shall permit the submission of 
public comments until August 31, 1998, on the 
final rule entitled “Organ Procurement and 
Transplantation Network" published by the De- 
partment in the Federal Register on April 2, 1998 
(63 Fed. Reg. 16295 et seq.), and such rule shall 
not become effective before October 1, 1998, after 
the end of such comment period. 

CHAPTER 5 
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 
CONGRESSIONAL OPERATIONS 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
PAYMENTS TO WIDOWS AND HEIRS OF DECEASED 
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 

For payment to Lois G. Capps, widow of Wal- 
ter H. Capps, late a Representative of the State 
of California, $133,600. 

For payment to Mary Bono, widow of Sonny 
Bono, late a Representative of the State of Cali- 
fornia, $136,700. 

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 
CAPITOL BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS 
CAPITOL BUILDINGS 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For an additional amount for Capitol Build- 
ings Salaries and Expenses", $7,500,000, to re- 
main available until expended, to begin repairs 
and rehabilitation of the Capitol dome: Pro- 
vided, That this additional amount shall be 
available for obligation without regard to sec- 
tion 3709 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, 

CAPITOL GROUNDS 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses for the design, instal- 
lation and maintenance of the Capitol Square 
perimeter security plan, $20,000,000 (of which 
not to exceed $4,000,000 shall be transferred 
upon request of the Capitol Police Board to the 
Capitol Police Board, Capitol Police“, Gen- 
eral Expenses" for physical security measures 
associated with the Capitol Square perimeter se- 
curity plan) to remain available until erpended, 
subject to the review and approval by the appro- 
priate House and Senate authorities: Provided, 
That this additional amount shall be available 
for obligation without regard to section 3709 of 
the Revised Statutes, as amended. 

CHAPTER 6 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
AMTRAK REFORM COUNCIL 

For necessary expenses of the Amtrak Reform 
Council, including the independent assessment 
of Amtrak, authorized under sections 202, 203, 
and 409 of Public Law 105-134, $2,450,000, to re- 
main available until September 30, 1999: Pro- 
vided, That not to exceed $400,000 shall be 
transferred to the Department of Transportation 
Inspector General for the new responsibilities 
associated with section 409(c) of Public Law 
105-134. 

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 
FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT 
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND) 

For an additional amount for Facilities and 
Equipment for expenses relating to Year 2000 
computer hardware and software problems, 
$25,000,000, to remain available until September 
30, 1999. 
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RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS 
ADMINISTRATION 
RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS 

For an additional amount for Emergency 
Transportation activities, $1,000,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That of 
these funds, $400,000 shall be available only for 
costs associated with construction and establish- 
ment of an emergency transportation response 
center in Arab, Alabama; $550,000 shall be avail- 
able only for costs associated with purchase and 
establishment of a mobile emergency response 
system to be administered jointly by the Ala- 
bama Department of Transportation and the 
Alabama Emergency Management Agency; and 
$50,000 shall be for Research and Special Pro- 
grams Administration administrative costs asso- 
ciated with these projects. 

RELATED AGENCY 
NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For an additional amount for “Salaries and 
Expenses for necessary erpenses resulting from 
the crash of TWA Flight 800, $5,400,000: Pro- 
vided, That the entire amount is available only 
for costs associated with rental of the facility in 
Calverton, New York, of which not to exceed 
$500,000 is for security expenses: Provided fur- 
ther, That no funds or unobligated balances are 
available to provide for or permit flight oper- 
ations at the Calverton airfield. 

GENERAL PROVISION—THIS CHAPTER 

Sec. 6001. Of the balances available to the 
Federal Transit Administration from previous 
appropriations Acts, $1,000,000 shall be made 
available for a comprehensive transportation in- 
vestment analysis of the primary urban corridor 
from Ewa to east Honolulu, Hawaii: Provided, 
That these funds shall remain available until 
September 30, 2001. 

CHAPTER 7 
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
AUTOMATION ENHANCEMENT 

YEAR 2000 CENTURY DATE CHANGE CONVERSION 

For necessary expenses of the Department of 
the Treasury for Year 2000 century date change 
conversion requirements, $35,500,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2000. 

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SERVICE 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For an additional amount for “Salaries and 
Expenses", for Year 2000 century date change 
conversion requirements, $5,300,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2000. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER 
SEC. 7001. FEDERAL EMPLOYEE VOLUNTARY 

EARLY RETIREMENT. 

(a) CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT SYSTEM.—Ef- 
fective for purposes of the period beginning on 
the date of enactment of this Act and ending on 
September 30, 1999, paragraph (2) of section 
8336(d) of title 5, United States Code, shall be 
applied as if it had been amended to read as fol- 


lows: 

*(2)(A) has been employed continuously, by 
the agency in which the employee is serving, for 
at least the 31-day period ending on the date on 
which such agency requests the determination 
referred to in subparagraph (D); 

(B) is serving under an appointment that is 
not time limited; 

() has not been duly notified that such em- 
ployee is to be involuntarily separated for mis- 
conduct or unacceptable performance; 

D) is separated from the service voluntarily 
during a period in which, as determined by the 
Office of Personnel Management (upon request 
of the agency) under regulations prescribed by 
the Office— 

(i) such agency (or, if applicable, the compo- 
nent in which the employee is serving) is under- 
going a major reorganization, a major reduction 
in force, or a major transfer of function; and 
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ii) a significant percentage of the employees 
serving in such agency (or component) will be 
separated or subject to an immediate reduction 
in the rate of basic pay (without regard to sub- 
chapter VI of chapter 53, or comparable provi- 
sions); and 

) as determined by the agency under regu- 
lations prescribed by the Office, is within the 
scope of the offer of voluntary early retirement, 
which may be made on the basis of— 

i one or more organizational units; 

ii) one or more occupational series or levels; 

iii) one or more geographical locations; 

(iv) other similar nonpersonal factors the Of- 
fice determines appropriate; or 

“(v) any appropriate combination of such fac- 


(b) FEDERAL EMPLOYEES’ RETIREMENT SYS- 
TEM.—Effective for purposes of the period begin- 
ning on the date of enactment of this Act and 
ending on September 30, 1999, subparagraph (B) 
of section 8414(b)(1) of title 5, United States 
Code, shall be applied as if it had been amended 
to read as follows: 

Bi has been employed continuously, by 
the agency in which the employee is serving, for 
at least the 31-day period ending on the date on 
which such agency requests the determination 
referred to in clause (iv); 

ii) is serving under an appointment that is 
not time limited; 

iti) has not been duly notified that such em- 
ployee is to be involuntarily separated for mis- 
conduct or unacceptable performance; 

iv) is separated from the service voluntarily 
during a period in which, as determined by the 
Office of Personnel Management (upon request 
of the agency) under regulations prescribed by 
the Office— 

Y such agency (or, if applicable, the compo- 
nent in which the employee is serving) is under- 
going a major reorganization, a major reduction 
in force, or a major transfer of function; and 

I a significant percentage of the employees 
serving in such agency (or component) will be 
separated or subject to an immediate reduction 
in the rate of basic pay (without regard to sub- 
chapter VI of chapter 53, or comparable provi- 
sions); and 

v) as determined by the agency under regu- 
lations prescribed by the Office, is within the 
scope of the offer of voluntary early retirement, 
which may be made on the basis of— 

Done or more organizational units; 

I one or more occupational series or levels; 

II one or more geographical locations; 

Y other similar nonpersonal factors the 
Office determines appropriate; or 

“(V) any appropriate combination of such 
factors;"’. 

SEC. 7002. Notwithstanding section 2164 of 
title 10, United States Code, the Department of 
Defense shall permit the two dependent children 
of deceased United States Customs Senior Spe- 
cial Agent Manuel Zurita attending the Antilles 
Consolidated School System at Fort Buchanan, 
Puerto Rico, to complete their primary and sec- 
ondary education at this school system without 
cost to such children or any parent, relative, or 
guardian of such children. The United States 
Customs Service shall reimburse the Department 
of Defense for reasonable educational erpenses 
to cover these costs. 

CHAPTER 8 

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 

VETERANS BENEFITS ADMINISTRATION 

COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Compensation 
and pensions“, $550,000,000, to remain available 
until erpended. 

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
STATE AND TRIBAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS 

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
eligible recipients of the funds appropriated to 
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the Environmental Protection Agency in the 
State and Tribal Assistance Grants account 
since fiscal year 1997 and hereafter for multi- 
media or single media grants, other than Per- 
formance Partnership Grants authorized pursu- 
ant to Public Law 104-134 and Public Law 105- 
65, for pollution prevention, control, and abate- 
ment and related activities have been and shall 
be those entities eligible for grants under the 
Agency's organic statutes. 
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION 

No requirements set forth in any carbon mon- 
oride Federal implementation plan (FIP) that 
are based on the Clean Air Act as in effect prior 
to the 1990 amendments to such Act may be im- 
posed in the State of Arizona. 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 
ADMINISTRATION 
HUMAN SPACE FLIGHT 
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

The Administrator of the National Aero- 
nautics and Space Administration shall transfer 
from amounts made available for NASA in Pub- 
lic Law 105-65 under the heading, Mission sup- 
port", $53,000,000 to Human space flight" for 
Space Station activities, to be merged with and 
to be available for the same purposes of such ac- 
count: Provided, That the total amount avail- 
able for Space Station activities in fiscal year 
1998 shall be up to $2,441,300,000. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER 

SEC. 8001. Section 206 of the Departments of 
Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban Devel- 
opment, and Independent Agencies Appropria- 
tions Act, 1998 (Pub. L. 105-65; October 27, 1997) 
is amended by inserting the following before the 
final period: “, and for loans and grants for 
economic development in and around ln and 
Vine”. 

SEC. 8002. HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES FOR PER- 
SONS WITH AIDS. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, with respect to the amount al- 
located for fiscal year 1998, and the amounts 
that would otherwise be allocated for fiscal year 
1999, to the City of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
on behalf of the Philadelphia, PA-NJ Primary 
Metropolitan Statistical Area (in this section re- 
ferred to as the “metropolitan area"), under 
section 854(c) of the AIDS Housing Opportunity 
Act (42 U.S.C. 12903(c)), the Secretary of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development shall adjust such 
amounts by allocating to the State of New Jer- 
sey the proportion of the metropolitan area’s 
amount that is based on the number of cases of 
AIDS reported in the portion of the metropolitan 
area that is located in New Jersey. 

(b) The State of New Jersey shall use amounts 
allocated to the State under this section to carry 
out eligible activities under section 855 of the 
AIDS Housing Opportunity Act (42 U.S.C. 12904) 
in the portion of the metropolitan area that is 
located in New Jersey. 

SEC. 8003. RATIFICATION OF INTERNET INTEL- 
LECTUAL INFRASTRUCTURE FEE. (a) The 30 per- 
cent portion of the fee charged by Network Solu- 
tions, Inc. between September Id. 1995 and 
March 31, 1998 for registration or renewal of an 
Internet second-level domain name, which por- 
tion was to be expended for the preservation 
and enhancement of the intellectual infrastruc- 
ture of the Internet under a cooperative agree- 
ment with the National Science Foundation, 
and which portion was held to have been col- 
lected without authority in William Thomas et 
al. v. Network Solutions, Inc. and National 
Science Foundation, Civ. No. 97-2412, is hereby 
legalized and ratified and confirmed as fully to 
all intents and purposes as if the same had, by 
prior act of Congress, been specifically author- 
ized and directed. 

(b) The National Science Foundation is au- 
thorized and directed to deposit all money re- 
maining in the Internet Intellectual Infrastruc- 
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ture Fund into the Treasury and credit that 
amount to its Fiscal Year 1998 Research and Re- 
lated Activities appropriation to be available 
until erpended for the support of networking 
activities, including the Nert Generation Inter- 
net. 

CHAPTER 9 

RESCISSIONS AND OFFSET 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head- 
ing in Public Law 105-86, $223,000 are rescinded. 
ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head- 
ing in Public Law 105-86, $350,000 are rescinded. 
AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 
MARKETING SERVICES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head- 
ing in Public Law 105-86, $25,000 are rescinded. 
GRAIN INSPECTION, PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS 
ADMINISTRATION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head- 
ing in Public Law 105-86, $38,000 are rescinded. 
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head- 
ing in Public Law 105-86, $502,000 are rescinded. 
FARM SERVICE AGENCY 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head- 
ing in Public Law 105-86, $1,080,000 are re- 
scinded. 

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available for the cost of the 
unsubsidized guaranteed operating loans under 
this heading in Public Law 105-86, $8,273,000 are 
rescinded. 

NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE 
CONSERVATION OPERATIONS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head- 
ing in Public Law 105-86, $378,000 are rescinded. 
RURAL HOUSING SERVICE 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head- 
ing in Public Law 105-86, $846,000 are rescinded. 
FOOD PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head- 
ing in Public Law 105-86, $114,000 are rescinded. 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RESOURCES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head- 
ing in Public Law 104-208, $1,188,000 are re- 
scinded. 

OREGON AND CALIFORNIA GRANT LANDS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head- 
ing in Public Law 104-208, $2,500,000 are re- 
scinded. 

UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head- 
ing in Public Law 105-18, $250,000 are rescinded. 
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CONSTRUCTION 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head- 
ing in Public Law 104-208, $1,188,000 are re- 
scinded. 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
CONSTRUCTION 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head- 
ing in Public Law 104-208, $1,638,000 are re- 
scinded. 

BUREAU OF MINES 
MINES AND MINERALS 
(RESCISSION) 

The following amounts, totaling $1,605,000, 
are rescinded from funds made available under 
this heading: in Public Law 103-332, $1,255,000; 
in Public Law 103-138, $60,000; in Public Law 
102-381, $173,000; and in Public Law 102-154, 
$117,000. 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 
CONSTRUCTION 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head- 
ing in Public Law 104-208, $837,000 are re- 
scinded, 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
FOREST SERVICE 
FOREST AND RANGELAND RESEARCH 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head- 
ing in Public Law 105-83, $148,000 are rescinded. 
STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available wnder this head- 
ing in Public Law 105-83, $59,000 are rescinded, 
NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head- 
ing in Public Law 105-83, $1,094,000 are re- 
scinded. 

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head- 
ing in Public Law 105-83, $148,000 are rescinded. 
RECONSTRUCTION AND CONSTRUCTION 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head- 
ing in Public Law 105-83, $30,000 are rescinded. 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 
HEALTH RESOURCES AND SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 
HEALTH PROFESSIONS EDUCATION FUND 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under the Health 
Professions Education Fund appropriation ac- 
count, $11,200,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
PAYMENTS TO AIR CARRIERS 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head- 
ing in Public Law 101-516 and subsequently ob- 
ligated, $2,500,000 shall be deobligated and are 
hereby rescinded. 

PAYMENTS TO AIR CARRIERS 
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND) 

(RESCISSION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) 

Of the budgetary resources provided for 
“Small Community Air Service" by Public Law 
101-508 for fiscal years prior to fiscal year 1998, 
$3,000,000 are rescinded. 

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 
FACILITIES, ENGINEERING, AND DEVELOPMENT 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head- 
ing in previous appropriations Acts, $500,000 are 
rescinded, 
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GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORTS 
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND) 
(RESCISSION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) 
Of the unobligated balances authorized under 


49 U.S.C. 48103 as amended, $54,000,000 are re- 
scinded. 


FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION 
CONRAIL LABOR PROTECTION 


(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head- 
ing in previous appropriations Acts, $508,234 are 
rescinded. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
UNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head- 
ing in Public Law 104-208, as amended by Pub- 
lic Law 105-18, $6,000,000 are rescinded. 

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE, CUSTOMS P-3 

DRUG INTERDICTION PROGRAM 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head- 
ing in Public Law 102-393, $4,470,000 are re- 
scinded. 

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE 
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY INVESTMENTS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head- 


ing in Public Law 105-61, $30,330,000 are re- 
scinded. 


GENERAL PROVISION—THIS CHAPTER 


SEC. 9001. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available in Public Law 105-86 
shall be used to pay the salaries and erpenses of 
personnel to carry out a conservation farm op- 
tion program as authorized by section 335 of 
Public Law 104-127 in excess of $11,000,000. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS TITLE 


SEC. 10001. No part of any appropriation con- 
tained in this Act shall remain available for ob- 
ligation beyond the current fiscal year unless 
expressly so provided herein. 

SEC. 10002. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available in this or any prior 
Act may be obligated or expended by the Patent 
and Trademark Office to plan for the lease of 
new facilities until 30 days after the submission 
of a report, to be delivered not later than May 
15, 1998, to the Committees on Appropriations, 
on the space plans and detailed cost estimate for 
the build-out of the new facilities: Provided, 
That such funds shall be made available only in 
accordance with section 605 of Public Law 105- 
119. 

SEC. 10003. Section 203 of the National Sea 
Grant College Program Act (33 U.S.C. 1122) is 
amended by— 

(1) striking paragraph (5) and redesignating 
paragraphs (6) through (17) as paragraphs (5) 
through (16); 

(2) redesignating subparagraphs (C) through 
(F) of paragraph (7), as redesignated, as sub- 
paragraphs (D) through (G); and 

(3) inserting after subparagraph (B) of para- 
graph (7), as redesignated, the following: 

(O) Lake Champlain (to the extent that such 
resources have hydrological, biological, phys- 
ical, or geological characteristics and problems 
similar or related to those of the Great Lakes), 

Sec. 10004. (a) Any agency listed in section 
404(b) of the Departments of Commerce, Justice, 
and State, the Judiciary, and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 1998, Public Law 105-119, 
may transfer any amount to the Department of 
State, subject to the limitations of subsection (b) 
of this section, for the purpose of making tech- 
nical adjustments to the amounts transferred by 
section 404 of such Act. 
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(b) Funds transferred pursuant to subsection 
(a) shall not exceed $12,000,000, of which not to 
exceed $3,500,000 may be transferred from the 
United States Information Agency, of which not 
to exceed $3,600,000 may be transferred from the 
Defense Intelligence Agency, of which not to ex- 
ceed $1,600,000 may be transferred from the De- 
fense Security Assistance Agency, of which not 
to exceed $900,000 may be transferred from the 
Peace Corps, and of which not to exceed 
$500,000 may be transferred from any other sin- 
gle agency listed in section 404(b) of Public Law 
105-119. 

(c) A transfer of funds pursuant to this sec- 
tion shall not require any notification or certifi- 
cation to Congress or any committee of Con- 
gress, notwithstanding any other provision of 
law. 

SEC. 10005. Section 584 of the Foreign Oper- 
ations, Export Financing, and Related Programs 
Appropriations Act, 1997 (Public Law 104-208; 
110 Stat. 3009-171) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) by striking For purposes” and inserting 
“Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
for purposes"’; and 

(B) by striking "fiscal year 1997" and insert- 
ing “fiscal years 1998 and 1999"'; and 

(2) by amending subsection (b) to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(b) ALIENS COVERED.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.— An alien described in this 
subsection is an alien who— 

A is the son or daughter of a qualified na- 
tional; 

) is 21 years of age or older; and 

“(C) was unmarried as of the date of accept- 
ance of the alien's parent for resettlement under 
the Orderly Departure Program. 

“(2) QUALIFIED NATIONAL,—For purposes of 
paragraph (1), the term ‘qualified national’ 
means a national of Vietnam who— 

“(A)() was formerly interned in a reeducation 
camp in Vietnam by the Government of the So- 
cialist Republic of Vietnam; or 

ii) is the widow or widower of an individual 
described in clause (i); and 

"(B)(i) qualified for refugee processing under 
the reeducation camp internees subprogram of 
the Orderly Departure Program; and 

ii) on or after April 1, 1995, is accepted— 

“(1) for resettlement as a refugee; or 

“(II) for admission as an immigrant under the 
Orderly Departure Program."’. 

SEC. 10006. The President shall instruct the 
United States Representatives to the World 
Trade Organization to seek the adoption of pro- 
cedures that will ensure broader application of 
the principles of transparency and openness in 
the activities of the organization, including by 
urging the World Trade Organization General 
Council to— 

(1) permit appropriate meetings of the Coun- 
cil, the Ministerial Conference, dispute settle- 
ment panels, and the Appellate Body to be made 
open to the public; and 

(2) provide for timely public summaries of the 
matters discussed and decisions made in any 
closed meeting of the Conference or Council. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CHIEF OF POLICE 

SEC. 10007. (a) EMPLOYMENT CONTRACT.— 
Paragraph 2 of section 1 of the Act entitled “An 
Act relating to the Metropolitan police of the 
District of Columbia", approved February 28, 
1901 (DC Code, sec. 4-104), and any other provi- 
sion of law affecting the employment of the 
Chief of the Metropolitan Police Department of 
the District of Columbia shall not apply to the 
Chief of the Department to the extent that such 
paragraph or provision is inconsistent with the 
terms of an employment agreement entered into 
between the Chief, the Mayor of the District of 
Columbia, and the District of Columbia Finan- 
cial Responsibility and Management Assistance 
Authority. 
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(b) APPOINTMENT AND REMOVAL DURING CON- 
TROL YEAR.— 

(1) APPOINTMENT.—During a control year, the 
Chief of the Metropolitan Police Department of 
the District of Columbia shall be appointed by 
the Mayor of the District of Columbia as fol- 
lows: 

(A) Prior to appointment, the District of Co- 
lumbia Financial Responsibility and Manage- 
ment Assistance Authority (hereafter in this 
subsection referred to as the ‘‘Authority’’) may 
submit recommendations for the appointment to 
the Mayor. 

(B) In consultation with the Authority and 
the Council of the District of Columbia, the 
Mayor shall nominate an individual for ap- 
pointment and notify the Council of the nomi- 
nation. 

(C) After the expiration of the 7-day period 
which begins on the date the Mayor notifies the 
Council of the nomination under subparagraph 
(B), the Mayor shall notify the Authority of the 
nomination. 

(D) The nomination shall be effective subject 
to approval by a majority vote of the Authority. 

(2) REMOVAL.—During a control year, the 
Chief of the Metropolitan Police Department of 
the District of Columbia may be removed by the 
Authority or by the Mayor with the approval of 
the Authority. 

(3) CONTROL YEAR DEFINED.—In this sub- 
section, the term control year” has the mean- 
ing given such term in section 305(4) of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Financial Responsibility and 
Management Assistance Act of 1995. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall be ef- 
fective as of April 21, 1998. 

SEC. 10008. SUPPORT FOR DEMOCRATIC OPPOSI- 
TION IN IRAQ. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, of the funds made available under 
the heading “Economic Support Fund” in Pub- 
lic Law 105-118, $5,000,000 shall be made avail- 
able for assistance to the Iraqi democratic oppo- 
sition for such activities as organization, train- 
ing, communication and dissemination of infor- 
mation, developing and implementing agree- 
ments among opposition groups, compiling infor- 
mation to support the indictment of Iraqi offi- 
cials for war crimes, and for related purposes: 
Provided, That within 30 days of enactment into 
law of this Act the Secretary of State shall sub- 
mit a detailed report to the appropriate commit- 
tees of Congress on plans to establish a program 
to support the democratic opposition in Iraq. 
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This Act may be cited as the ‘1998 Supple- 
mental Appropriations and Rescissions Act“. 
And the Senate agree to the same. 
BOB LIVINGSTON, 
JOSEPH M. MCDADE, 
BILL YOUNG, 
RALPH REGULA, 
JERRY LEWIS, 
JOHN EDWARD PORTER, 
HAROLD ROGERS, 
JOE SKEEN, 
FRANK R. WOLF, 
JIM KOLBE, 
RON PACKARD, 
SONNY CALLAHAN, 
JAMES T. WALSH, 
JOHN P. MURTHA 
(except for IMF and 
section 8 housing re- 
scission), 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


TED STEVENS, 
THAD COCHRAN, 
ARLEN SPECTER, 
PETE V. DOMENICI, 
C.S. BOND, 
SLADE GORTON, 
MITCH MCCONNELL, 
CONRAD BURNS, 
RICHARD C. SHELBY, 
JUDD GREGG, 
R.F. BENNETT, 
BEN NIGHTHORSE 
CAMPBELL, 
LARRY CRAIG, 
LAUCH FAIRCLOTH, 
KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON, 
ROBERT C. BYRD, 
D.K. INOUYE, 
ERNEST F. HOLLINGS, 
PATRICK J. LEAHY, 
DALE BUMPERS, 
FRANK R. LAUTENBERG, 
TOM HARKIN, 
BARBARA A. MIKULSKI, 
HARRY REID, 
BYRON L. DORGAN, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF 
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 
The managers on the part of the House and 
the Senate at the conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 


SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
[in thousands of dollars] 


— ee 
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amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
3579) making emergency supplemental appro- 
priations for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 1998, and for other purposes, sub- 
mit the following joint statement to the 
House and Senate in explanation of the ef- 
fects of the action agreed upon by the man- 
agers and recommended in the accom- 
panying report. 

Report language included by the House in 
the report accompanying H.R. 3579 (H. Rept. 
105-469) which is not changed by the report 
accompanying S. 1768 (S. Rept. 105-168), and 
Senate report language not changed by the 
conference are approved by the committee of 
conference. The statement of the managers, 
while repeating some report language for 
emphasis, is not intended to negate the lan- 
guage referred to above unless expressly pro- 
vided herein. 


TITLE I—EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE DEPART- 
MENT OF DEFENSE 


CHAPTER 1 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY 


Chapter 1 of the conference agreement rec- 
ommends a total of $2,834,775,000 in new 
budget authority for the Department of De- 
fense, for costs resulting from ongoing con- 
tingency operations in Southwest Asia and 
Bosnia, storm damage at defense facilities, 
and other urgent requirements. Chapter 2 of 
this conference agreement contains addi- 
tional emergency appropriations associated 
with military construction. 

Of the funds provided in this Chapter, the 
conferees recommend $2,040,500,000 in emer- 
gency supplemental appropriations for fi- 
nance personnel and operations and mainte- 
nance costs associated with contingency op- 
erations in Southwest Asia and Bosnia. In 
addition, the conferees recommend a total of 
$231,275,000 for the repair of defense facilities 
damaged by natural disasters. Of this 
amount, $125,528,000 is designated as contin- 
gent emergency appropriations, to be made 
available upon the President's submission of 
a subsequent budget request designating the 
entire amount as an emergency requirement. 

The following table provides details of the 
emergency supplemental appropriations in 
this Chapter for contingency operations and 
natural disasters. 


Budget 
request House Senate Conference 

184,000 184,000 184,000 184,000 
22,300 22,300 22,300 22,300 
5,100 5,100 5,100 5,100 
10,900 10,900 10,900 10,900 
4.100 4,100 4,100 4,100 

226,400 226,400 226.400 226, 
1,621,900 1,829,900 1.556 1,814,100 
1,848,300 2,056,300 1,782,400 2,040,500 
1,886 2,586 1,886 1,886 
48,100 53,800 33,272 48,100 
0 26,810 0 0 
27,400 49,200 21,509 27,400 
1,390 1,390 1,390 1,390 
50,000 0 44,000 125,528 
650 650 650 650 
229 229 229 229 
175 5,925 175 175 
0 975 0 0 
129,830 141,565 103,111 205,358 
23,017 30,467 23,017 23,017 
1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 
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SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—Continued 


{In thousands of dollars} 
—— House Senate Conterence 
r RI ld oe Si e 24,017 31,467 24,017 24,017 
%% ß)... ³·w ²“ ⁵ꝛv! ? ðòm ĩðͤ ĩ 0 1,900 1,900 1,900 1,900 
bbb GGG / ⁰ / er 155,747 174,932 129,028 231,275 


CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS FUNDING 

The conferees agree to reduce the Depart- 
ment of Defense budget request for contin- 
gency operations in Southwest Asia by 
$50,000,000 for drawdown authority that will 
not be required in support of U.S. operations. 
The conferees also agree to reduce the budg- 
et request for operations in Bosnia by 
$7,900,000 for excessive infrastructure devel- 
opment costs. 

DISASTER RELIEF TRANSFER ACCOUNT 

Under the heading “Operation and Mainte- 
nance, Defense-Wide"’, the conference agree- 
ment includes $125,528,000, which is available 
for transfer to the applicable appropriations 
accounts, to cover the cost of storm damage 
at military facilities. This amount reflects 
updated storm damage costs provided by the 
Department of Defense. The following table 
displays the revised estimates of the storm 
damage caused by El Nino and tornadoes at 
Fort Stewart, Georgia. The conferees recog- 
nize that more complete damage assess- 
ments may require the Department to adjust 
the priority for funding between these ac- 
counts. 


{In thousands of dollars] 
Ft. 
El Nino Stewart Total 
Operation and maintenance, 85 700 40.300 41.000 
Operation and maintenance, tom ` 68601 6,861 
i 27,185 
21,800 21,800 
5,750 3,200 8,950 
975 975 
18,757 . 1875 
$2,028 43.500 125,528 


EMERGENCY USE OF FUNDS FOR 
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS 

The conferees direct that funds provided to 
the Overseas Contingency Operations Trans- 
fer Fund may not be used to construct or 
modify any facility or project where the 
costs exceed $2,000,000. Funds for such mili- 
tary construction projects in the Southwest 
Asia or Bosnia theaters of operations shall 
be requested by the Department of Defense 
and approved through the usual authoriza- 
tion and appropriation process. 

LOGCAP 

The conferees are aware that the Army re- 
cently has entered into a Logistics Civil 
Augmentation Program (LOGCAP) contract 
with a new contractor to provide various 
world-wide logistics services. The conferees 
understand that despite this new contract, 
the previous LOGCAP provider was allowed 
to continue providing services in the Bosnia 
theater of operations due to the possibility 
that U.S. forces could be withdrawn within a 
matter of months. Given the President's de- 
cision to extend the Bosnia mission indefi- 
nitely, the conferees direct the Army to 
carefully reassess the costs and benefits of 
its decision to retain the old LOGCAP con- 
tractor in Bosnia and to take action to 
change its Bosnia contractor if appropriate. 
The Secretary of Defense shall report to the 
congressional defense committees by June 1, 
1998, on the results of this review. 


CLASSIFIED PROGRAMS 
The conference agreement concerning clas- 
sified activities requested by the Adminis- 
tration is contained in a classified annex to 
this statement of the managers. 
RESERVE MOBILIZATION INCOME INSURANCE 
FUND 
In section 3 of the General Provisions, the 
conferees recommend $47,000,000 for the Re- 
serve Mobilization Income Insurance Fund 
instead of $37,000,000 as proposed by the 
House. The Senate did not address this issue. 
The Department of Defense has recently ad- 
vised the conferees that $47,000,000 is re- 
quired to cover all remaining obligations for 
pending and future member appeals for this 
program. The conferees believe that this ad- 
ditional funding will resolve the outstanding 
financial obligations for those Reservists 
who participated in this program. 
ENHANCEMENTS TO SELECTED THEATER MISSILE 
DEFENSE PROGRAMS 
In section 9 of the General Provisions, the 
conferees agree to provide $179,000,000 for se- 
lected theater missile defense programs. The 
conferees direct that the following amounts 
shall be made available only for the fol- 
lowing purposes: $35,000,000 for Patriot/Aegis/ 
GBR integration; $15,000,000 for Patriot Re- 
mote Launch; $40,000,000 for PAC-3 and Navy 
Area Demonstration; $6,000,000 for Enhanced 
Early Warning; $38,000,000 for Navy Theater 
Wide Missile Defense (Navy Upper-Tier); and 
$45,000,000 for the Arrow Deployability Pro- 
gram, The additional investment in the 
Arrow Deployability Program is made avail- 
able for the purpose of purchasing compo- 
nents for a third Arrow battery. 
YOUTH DEVELOPMENT AND LEADERSHIP 
PROGRAM 
In section 13 of the General Provisions, the 
conferees agree to provide $300,000 for the Of- 
fice of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Reserve Affairs) to initiate the Outdoor Od- 
yssey Youth Development and Leadership 
program. These funds are to be derived by 
transfer from the fiscal year 1998 Navy re- 
search, development, test and evaluation ac- 
count (surface combatant combat system en- 
gineering, TBMD/UYQ-70). Funds are to as- 
sist a non-profit corporation to acquire suit- 
able property and facilities and to initiate 
operation of a youth training program pat- 
terned after successful Marine Corps and 
Army National Guard methods and proce- 
dures. Special emphasis is expected to be 
given towards educating and recruiting 
qualified youth for possible duty in the 
armed forces. The conferees direct that funds 
for property acquisition be obligated within 
thirty days of enactment. 
DISABLED HEALTH CARE 
The conferees are aware that many 
CHAMPUS beneficiaries under the age of 65, 
who are entitled to Medicare on the basis of 
disability, do not know they must purchase 
Medicare Part B in order to have CHAMPUS 
as a secondary payer to Medicare. The De- 
partment has recently identified these bene- 
ficiaries and notified them of their ineligi- 
bility for CHAMPUS. However, notices were 


sent out on March 20, 1998, just prior to the 
Medicare enrollment closing date of March 
31, 1998. The conferees believe this may not 
have provided beneficiaries sufficient time to 
enroll in Part B. In addition, for those who 
have enrolled, there will be a gap in coverage 
before the Part B policy takes effect. There- 
fore, the conferees have included section 15 
in the General Provisions that will permit 
the use of fiscal year 1998 Defense Health 
Program funds to cover this potential tem- 
porary gap in health care for the disabled 
until they are covered or enrolled in Medi- 
care Part B. 
BOSNIA DEMINING 

In section 16 of the General Provisions, the 
conferees agree to provide $28,000,000 to be 
deposited in the International Trust Fund of 
the Republic of Slovenia for Demining, Mine 
Clearance, and Assistance to Mine Victims 
in Bosnia and Herzegovina. The United 
States program and amounts appropriated 
will be administered by the State Depart- 
ment. Funding shall be deposited in two 
equal installments to the extent others have 
contributed matching amounts. It is the con- 
ferees’ intent that the amounts deposited 
and interest earned may be expended by the 
Republic of Slovenia only in consultation 
with the United States Government and with 
the concurrence of the Fund's Board of Advi- 
sors. Any submission to the United States 
government for reimbursement of funds ap- 
propriated in this act must be made utilizing 
an internationally recognized accounting 
method in compliance with accepted United 
States government accounting standards and 
principals. The conferees recommend that 
the President nominate, after consultation 
with the United States Congress, at least 
two citizens of the United States for mem- 
bership on the Fund’s Board of Advisors, and 
that membership on the Board shall be pro- 
portionate to the percentage of the United 
States government's contribution to the 
Fund. 

The conferees agree that in the use of 
these funds, all economically feasible and 
commercially available equipment may be 
considered for demining activities. Some 
portion of these funds is directed for the flail 
method of demining. This method includes a 
robotically-controlled, skid-steer mobile 
unit with a flail attachment that detonates 
mines without human risk. Funds may be 
used to procure this type of equipment. To 
provide necessary support facilities, the con- 
ferees direct that funds also be made avail- 
able for the Ultimate Building Machine sys- 
tem currently used by the armed forces to 
rapidly construct low cost, durable, semi- 
permanent structures, 

BIOENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH 

The fiscal year 1998 Defense Appropriations 
Act provided $5,000,000 to the Defense Special 
Weapons Agency for bioenvironmental re- 
search. The conferees direct that this fund- 
ing be used only for continuation of the 
Agency's core five year, integrated bio- 
environmental hazards research program 
that focuses primarily on the development of 
biosensors and biomarkers of exposure for 
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human and ecological 
problems relevant to DoD. 
AIR BATTLE CAPTAIN PROGRAM 

The conferees are concerned that the Army 
is not complying with directives of the con- 
ferees on the fiscal year 1998 Defense Appro- 
priations Act and those of the Senate on this 
bill regarding the Air Battle Captain pro- 
gram. The conferees are disturbed with the 
apparent decision not to comply with these 
directives, The conferees reiterate their 
strongly held view that the Army shall obli- 
gate funds to cover the ongoing program and 
to initiate the recruitment of new students 
for the fall 1998 program. 

WHITE SANDS MISSILE RANGE 

The conferees understand that the White 
Sands Missile Range is the progress of com- 
pleting civilian personnel drawdowns to 
reach personnel levels assumed in the fiscal 
year 1999 Department of Defense budget. The 
conferees direct that the Army take no ac- 
tions to implement any personnel reductions 
below the levels assumed in the fiscal year 
1999 Department of Defense budget without 
notifying the congressional defense commit- 
tees 45 days prior to taking any such action. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER 

The conferees agree to delete language, as 
proposed by the House, which limits the 
availability of funds provided in this chapter 
to the current fiscal year unless otherwise 
specified. 

The conferees agree to retain section 1, as 
proposed by the Senate, which provides funds 
to “Overseas Humanitarian, Disaster, and 
Civic Aid” for a grant to the American Red 
Cross for Armed Forces emergency services 
and for reimbursement for disaster relief at 
overseas locations. 

The conferees agree to restore section 2, as 
proposed by the House, which provides tech- 
nical language regarding obligation of funds 
in this Act for intelligence-related programs. 

The conferees agree to delete language, as 
proposed by the Senate, which requires the 
Secretary of the Army to comply with a 1991 
Memorandum of Agreement with the Wash- 
ington State Parks and Recreation Commis- 
sion concerning the Yakima Training Cen- 
ter. 

The conferees agree to restore and amend 
section 3, as proposed by the House, to pro- 
vide $47,000,000 for the Reserve Mobilization 
Income Insurance Fund. 

The conferees agree to retain section 4, as 
proposed by the Senate, which urges the 
president to seek burdensharing contribu- 
tions from other nations to help defray the 
cost of United States deployments in the 
Gulf region. 

The conferees agree to restore and amend 
section 5, as proposed by the House, which 
establishes an independent panel to evaluate 
the quality of health care initiatives begun 
by the Department of Defense. 

The conferees agree to retain section 6, as 
proposed by the Senate, which transfers 
funds from Chemical Agents and Munitions 
Destruction, Defense“ to Operation and 
Maintenance, Defense-Wide”’ for civil mili- 
tary programs. 

The conferees agree to delete language, as 
proposed by the Senate, which prohibits the 
Army from proceeding with civilian per- 
sonnel reductions at all Army Test Ranges. 

The conferees agree to retain and amend 
section 7, as proposed by the Senate, which 
urges the President to enter into an agree- 
ment with NATO regarding a schedule for 
achieving benchmarks for a continued 
United States force presence in Bosnia. 

The conferees agree to retain section 8, as 
proposed by the Senate, which concerns par- 
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ticipants of the National Guard Youth Chal- 
lenge Program and their eligibility for en- 
listment In the military. 

The conferees agree to retain and amend 
section 9, as proposed by the Senate, which 
provides funds for selected theater missile 
defense programs. 

The conferees agree to retain section 10, as 
proposed by the Senate, which allows the 
Secretary of Defense to lease land near the 
Massachusetts Military Reservation. 

The conferees agree to delete language, as 
proposed by the Senate, concerning the ter- 
mination date of the National Defense Panel. 

The conferees agree to retain section 11, as 
proposed by the Senate, which provides funds 
for "Aircraft Procurement, Navy“ for eight 
F/A-18 aircraft for the Marine Corps. 

The conferees agree to include section 12 
concerning obligation of funds for disaster 
information management. 

The conferees agree to include section 13 
concerning a youth development and leader- 
ship program. 

The conferees agree to include section 14 
which allows the Department of Defense to 
dispose of residual fuel. 

The conferees agree to include section 15 
concerning CHAMPUS beneficiaries, under 
the age of 65, who are entitled to Medicare 
on the basis of disability. 

The conferees agree to retain and amend 
section 16, as proposed by the Senate, which 
provides funds for demining, mine clearance, 
and assistance to mine victims in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. 

The conferees agree to restore and amend 
section 17, as proposed by the House, which 
expresses the sense of the Congress that the 
conduct of offensive operations by United 
States forces against Iraq should be specifi- 
cally authorized by law. 

The conferees agree to include section 18 
which directs the Department of Defense to 
expeditiously process claims as a result of 
the air tragedy in Italy. 

CHAPTER 2 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY 
CONSTRUCTION 
The conferees provide a total of $25,220,000, 
of which $17,100,000 is designated as an emer- 
gency, for damage related to Typhoon Paka, 
and $8,120,000 is provided as a contingent 
emergency for storm damage, as follows: 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY NATIONAL 
GUARD 
The conferees provide $3,700,000 as a con- 
tingent emergency appropriation in order to 
demolish and replace buildings destroyed by 
storm damage at Fort Stewart, Georgia. 
FAMILY HOUSING, NAVY AND MARINE CORPS 


The conferees recommend $15,600,000, as re- 
quested, for repair of family housing units, 
fences, damaged landscaping, and debris re- 
moval at Naval Station Marianas, Guam, as 
a result of Typhoon Paka. In addition, the 
conferees recommend $2,500,000 as a contin- 
gent emergency, for repair of foundation 
slabs, pipes, erosion, and family housing 
units in California, associated with damages 
from El Nino. 

FAMILY HOUSING, AIR FORCE 

The conferees recommend $1,500,000, as re- 
quested, for the repair of family housing 
units, debris removal, and replacement of 
furnishings at Andersen AFB, Guam, as a re- 
sult of Typhoon Paka. In addition, the con- 
ferees recommend $900,000 for repair of fam- 
ily housing at Vandenberg AFB, California, 
associated with damages from El Niño. This 
funding was requested under Operation and 
Maintenance, Defense-wide’’, as a contingent 
emergency. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE ACCOUNT, 
PART III 

The conferees recommend $1,020,000 for re- 
pairs to an ongoing project to provide an 
Aircraft Parking Apron at Camp Pendleton 
Marine Corps Air Station, California, for re- 
placement of a protective berm surrounding 
the fuel farm facility, which was damaged as 
a result of El Nino. This funding was re- 
quested under “Operation and Maintenance, 
Defense-wide"’, as a contingent emergency. 

FAMILY HOUSING IMPROVEMENT FUND 

The Department of Defense is delaying the 
execution of family housing construction 
projects for which funds have been appro- 
priated, for possible transfer into the Family 
Housing Improvement Fund. Funds that 
were appropriated for specific construction 
projects should be executed as justified to 
the Congress. The conferees support the De- 
partment's privatization efforts through the 
authorities that reside in the Fund, but in- 
tend that previously approved construction 
projects proceed in order to improve the 
quality of life for service members and their 
families at the earliest possible date. 

The President’s Budget for fiscal year 1999 
indicates that the Family Housing Improve- 
ment Fund had an unobligated balance of 
$28,000,000 available at the beginning of fiscal 
year 1998, and that no further funds would be 
transferred into the Fund during fiscal year 
1998. Thus, based on the Administration's 
budget, this balance is sufficient to carry out 
planned activities throughout fiscal year 
1998, and the execution of previously ap- 
proved construction projects will cause no 
delays in privatization efforts. The conferees 
intend to review the operation of the Fund in 
detail in action on the budget request for fis- 
cal year 1999. 

The conferees note that, on April 22, 1998, 
the Department of the Army cancelled the 
proposed award of the whole-installation 
capital venture initiative project at Fort 
Carson, Colorado. This contact would have 
been the first exercise of the authority 
sought by the Department of Defense and en- 
acted in the National Defense Authorization 
Act for fiscal year 1996 on February 10, 1996 
(section 2801 of Public Law 104-106, 10 U.S.C. 
2871). The Army’s decision was based upon 
litigation in the U.S. Court of Federal 
Claims, and has resulted in re-examination 
of the acquisition process. The Army is now 
studying corrective action alternatives in- 
cluding a return to best and final offers and 
resolicitation. The conferees are concerned 
about this development, and will follow fur- 
ther events closely in order to review the op- 
eration of this program and the Department 
of Defense’s management of Service activi- 
ties. 

CAMP PENDLETON MARINE CORPS BASE, 
CALIFORNIA 

The conferees direct that not later than 30 
days after enactment, the Secretary of the 
Navy provide a report detailing the cost of 
the 1993 flood, any corrective actions taken 
subsequent to the flood, the cost of the cor- 
rective actions, and the impact of the cur- 
rent flooding on the bridge replacement and 
river flood control, Santa Margarita con- 
struction projects as authorized and appro- 
priated in fiscal year 1998. 

PICATINNY ARSENAL, NEW JERSEY 

In fiscal year 1998, $1,300,000 was provided 
for design of the Armament Software Engi- 
neering Center (ASEC) at Picatinny Arsenal. 
The conferees urge the Department of the 
Army to release this funding without delay. 

GENERAL PROVISION 

Sec. 20. The conferees have included a pro- 

vision relating to a project at North Island 
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Naval Air Station, California, for which 

funds were appropriated in Public Law 104- 

196. 

TITLE I—EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS 


CHAPTER 1 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
FARM SERVICE AGENCY 


AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 


EMERGENCY INSURED LOANS 


The conference agreement provides a sub- 
sidy of $21,000,000 for emergency insured 
loans as proposed by both the House and Sen- 
ate. The subsidy will support an estimated 
loan level of $87,400,000. The conference 
agreement deletes supplemental appropria- 
tions of $5,400,000 for subsidized guaranteed 
operating loans and $3,200,000 for direct farm 
operating loans as proposed by the Senate. 


EMERGENCY CONSERVATION PROGRAM 


The conference agreement provides 
$30,000,000 for the emergency conservation 
program instead of $20,000,000 as proposed by 
the House and $60,000,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. The conference agreement also in- 
cludes $4,000,000 for maple producers to re- 
place taps and tubing damaged by ice storms 
in the northeast instead of $4,480,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate. The House bill had no 
similar provision. 


TREE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 


The conference agreement provides 
$14,000,000 for the tree assistance program in- 
stead of $4,700,000 as proposed by the House 
and $8,700,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement also adds bill 
language to exclude producers from receiv- 
ing assistance for trees used for pulp and/or 
timber. 


COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION FUND 
LIVESTOCK DISASTER ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 


The conference agreement provides 
$4,000,000 for livestock disaster assistance as 
proposed by both the House and Senate. 

The conference agreement also makes pro- 
ducers of ratites eligible for compensation 
under this program as proposed by the 
House. 

DAIRY PRODUCTION DISASTER ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM 


The conference agreement provides 
$6,800,000 for dairy production disaster assist- 
ance as proposed by the House instead of 
$10,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement contains bill 
language to permit not more than $4.00 per 
hundredweight as compensation for dimin- 
ished production or for milk produced but 
not marketed. 


NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE 


WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION 
OPERATIONS 
The conference agreement provides 
$80,000,000 for watershed and flood prevention 
operations instead of $65,000,000 as proposed 
by the House and $100,000,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 
CHAPTER 2 
UNITED STATES INFORMATION AGENCY 
INTERNATIONAL BROADCASTING OPERATIONS 
The conference agreement includes an ad- 
ditional $5,000,000, as proposed in the Senate 
bill, for the “International Broadcasting Op- 
erations” account of the United States Infor- 
mation Agency, to remain available until 
September 30, 1999, for the establishment of 
surrogate radio broadcasting to the Iraqi 
people by Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, 
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which shall be designated Radio Free Iraq“. 
The House bill had no similar provision. The 
conferees agree that this funding shall pro- 
vide for the total costs of such a broadcast 
service in fiscal years 1998 and 1999, including 
start-up costs, RFE/RL operational costs, 
and engineering and transmission costs in- 
curred by the International Broadcasting 
Bureau. The conference agreement also re- 
quires the Broadcasting Board of Governors 
to submit a detailed report to the Congress, 
within 30 days of enactment, containing 
plans for the establishment and operation of 
such a broadcast service within the amount 
provided. The conference agreement des- 
ignates this amount as an emergency re- 
quirement, and provides that the entire 
amount shall be available only to the extent 
that the President transmits to the Congress 
an official budget request, designating the 
request as an emergency requirement. 


CHAPTER 3 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 


The conference agreement deletes lan- 
guage proposed by the Senate appropriating: 
$8,000,000 for Archusa Dam in Mississippi; 
$25,000,000 for levee and waterway repairs at 
Elba and Geneva, Alabama; $2,500,000 for 
river and shoreline repairs along the Mis- 
souri River in South Dakota; $1,100,000 for 
levee repairs at Suisun Marsh, California; 
$1,400,000 for maintenance dredging at Apra 
Harbor, Guam; and $500,000 for repair of 
Mackville Dam in Vermont. The conferees 
note that supplemental funding for the 
Suisun Marsh project is provided to the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation in this chapter under 
the paragraph entitled Water and Related 
Resources.“ The conferees do not intend to 
preclude the Corps from undertaking emer- 
gency repair work where appropriate, to the 
extent authorized by law. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL 


The conference agreement appropriates 
$105,185,000 instead of $84,457,000 as rec- 
ommended by the House and $30,000,000 as 
recommended by the Senate. The agreement 
deletes language proposed by the Senate pro- 
viding for a transfer from the Flood Control 
and Coastal Emergencies account to the Op- 
eration and Maintenance, General account. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES 


The conference agreement appropriates 
$4,520,000 as recommended by the House to 
repair damage caused by floods and other 
natural disasters. 


CHAPTER 4 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND RELATED 
AGENCIES 


The managers understand that the esti- 
mates, which form the basis for many of 
these emergency appropriations, are based 
on preliminary damage determinations. Re- 
finements and re-estimates, possibly result- 
ing in allocations different from preliminary 
projections, may be necessary. The managers 
expect funds to be provided consistent with 
established priorities. Before proceeding 
with final allocations to the field, the man- 
agers expect the agencies to provide a report 
that identifies all of the projects considered 
for funding, including any changes from ear- 
lier estimates. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
CONSTRUCTION 

The managers have provided $1,837,000 for 
construction, contingent on a Presidential 
declaration of emergency, as proposed by the 
Senate. The House proposed no funds for this 
purpose. 

UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
CONSTRUCTION 

The managers have provided $32,818,000 for 
construction as proposed by the Senate in- 
stead of $28,938,000 as proposed by the House. 
Of that amount, $29,130,000 is contingent on a 
Presidential declaration of emergency. The 
allocation of these funds should be based on 
the most recent estimates and agency prior- 
ities, in accordance with the direction at the 
beginning of this chapter. 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
CONSTRUCTION 

The managers have provided $9,506,000 for 
construction as proposed by the Senate in- 
stead of $8,500,000 as proposed by the House. 
These funds are contingent on a Presidential 
declaration of emergency. 

UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
SURVEYS, INVESTIGATIONS, AND RESEARCH 

The managers have provided $1,198,000 for 
surveys, investigations, and research as pro- 
posed by the Senate instead of $1,000,000 as 
proposed by the House. These funds are con- 
tingent on a Presidential declaration of 
emergency. 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 
CONSTRUCTION 

The managers have provided $1,065,000 for 
construction, continent on a Presidential 
declaration of emergency, as proposed by the 
Senate. The House proposed no funds for this 
purpose. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
FOREST SERVICE 
STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY 

The managers have provided $48,000,000 for 
State and private forestry as proposed by 
both the House and the Senate. Of that 
amount $28,000,000 is contingent on a Presi- 
dential declaration of emergency. 

NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM 

The managers have provided $10,461,000 for 
the National forest system as proposed by 
both the House instead of $10,000,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate. Of that amount 
$5,461,000 is contingent on a Presidential dec- 
laration of emergency. 

The managers have not included $2,000,000 
in non-emergency payments to States as pro- 
posed by the Senate. The House had no simi- 
lar provision. This issue is discussed in more 
detail in section 3006 under General Provi- 
sions for Chapter 3 in Title III. 

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT 

The managers have provided $2,000,000 for 
wildlife fire management, contingent on a 
Presidential declaration of emergency, as 
proposed by the Senate. The House proposed 
no funds for this purpose. A technical correc- 
tion has also been made to the appropria- 
tions language. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE 

The managers have included language 
which, upon a Presidential declaration of 
emergency, would negate the sale of Stra- 
tegic Petroleum Reserve oil to pay for Re- 
serve operations in fiscal year 1998. The lan- 
guage modifies a provision included by the 
Senate. The House had no similar provision. 
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CHAPTER 4A 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 


CENTERS FOR DISEASE CONTROL AND 
PREVENTION 


DISEASE CONTROL, RESEARCH AND TRAINING 


The conference agreement deletes a provi- 
sion in the Senate bill that provided 
$9,000,000 for polio eradication activities in 
Africa. The Senate bill declared the full 
amount of the appropriation an emergency 
for the purposes of the Budget Act and made 
obligation of the funds contingent upon a 
formal! designation of the funds by the Presi- 
dent as an emergency for the purposes of the 
Budget Act. The House bill contained no 
similar provision. Chapter 4 of Title MI of 
the conference agreement provides a regular 
appropriation of $9,000,000 for polio eradi- 
cation activities in Africa. These funds are 
not designated as an emergency for the pur- 
poses of the Budget Act. 


CHAPTER 5 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS 
EMERGENCY RELIEF PROGRAM 
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND) 


The conference agreement provides 
$259,000,000 in emergency appropriations for 
the emergency relief program to repair high- 
way damage resulting from recent natural 
disasters nationwide. Of the amount pro- 
vided, $224,000,000 has been designated by the 
President as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to the Balanced Budget and Emer- 
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amend- 
ed. The conference agreement provides that 
the remaining $35,000,000 is available only if 
designated by the President as an emergency 
requirement. 

The conference agreement deletes lan- 
guage proposed by the Senate that provides 
that no announcement of allocation of emer- 
gency relief funds shall be made prior to 15 
days after notification to the House and Sen- 
ate Transportation Appropriations Sub- 
committees, the Senate Environment and 
Public Works Committee, and the House 
Transportation and Infrastructure Com- 
mittee. The House bill contained no similar 
provision. 

The conference agreement includes a pro- 
vision that permits the Secretary of Trans- 
portation to borrow, pending the reauthor- 
ization of the Intermodal Surface Transpor- 
tation Efficiency Act of 1991, such sums as 
may be necessary for administrative ex- 
penses of the Federal Highway Administra- 
tion, the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration, and the Bureau of Transpor- 
tation Statistics from the unobligated bal- 
ances of discretionary allocations for the 
federal-aid highways program made avail- 
able by this Act. The conferees further ex- 
pect the Federal Highway Administration to 
proceed with highway research and develop- 
ment programs and projects to the extent to 
which funding is available after consultation 
with the House and Senate Committees on 
Appropriations. 

The conference agreement waives the per- 
state per-disaster limitation for projects re- 
sulting from the fall of 1997 through the win- 
ter of 1998 flooding in California, as proposed 
by the House. The Senate bill proposed to 
waive the limitation to projects resulting 
from the fall of 1997 and winter of 1998 flood- 
ing in the western states. 
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FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION 
EMERGENCY RAILROAD REHABILITATION AND 
REPAIR 

The conference agreement provides 
$9,800,000 for emergency railroad rehabilita- 
tion and repair. These funds are available for 
flood and storm-related damages incurred by 
class II and III railroads from September 1, 
1996 through March 31, 1998. The House bill 
provided $9,000,000, of which $2,650,000 was for 
flood damages in the Northern Plains states 
in March and April 1997, and $6,350,000 was 
for El Nino related damages in the fall of 
1997 and winter of 1998. The Senate bill pro- 
vided $10,600,000, of which $5,250,000 was for 
flood damages in California, West Virginia, 
and the Northern Plains states, and $5,350,000 
was for storm damages in the fall of 1997 
through the winter of 1998. 

The conferees believe that, to the max- 
imum extent possible, insurance should pro- 
vide for damages incurred by railroads from 
floods and other natural disasters. Gen- 
erally, the Department of Transportation 
should not be responsible for reimbursing 
privately owned railroads for these damages. 
A long-term approach on how to handle 
these damages should be developed. As such, 
the conferees direct the Secretary of Trans- 
portation to report to the House and Senate 
Appropriations Committees not later than 
December 31, 1998 on how future emergency 
railroad repair costs should be borne by the 
railroad industry and their underwriters. 
The Senate included this provision in bill 
language. 

CHAPTER 6 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 


COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS 


Appropriates $130,000,000 for Community 
Development Block Grants to be used for dis- 
aster relief, long term recovery and mitiga- 
tion in communities designated as Presi- 
dentially declared natural disasters during 
fiscal year 1998. The House had proposed 
$20,000,000 and the Senate had proposed 
$260,000,000. The House limited assistance to 
states affected by the January 1998 North- 
east ice storm. 

HUD is provided broad waiver authority, 
including the authority to waive statutory 
requirements that activities benefit persons 
of low and moderate income. States are re- 
quired to provide a 25 percent match in non- 
federal public funds, to administer the funds 
for unmet needs in conjunction with its 
FEMA program or its community develop- 
ment block grant program and to use annual 
disaster cost estimates. HUD must notify the 
VA, HUD and Independent Agencies Sub- 
committees on Appropriations 10 days prior 
to distribution of funds regarding how these 
funds are to be utilized and the most recent 
estimate of unmet needs. Additionally, HUD 
and FEMA must submit quarterly reports re- 
garding the actual uses of the funds. These 
reports are to be based on quarterly reports 
submitted to HUD by the States that re- 
ceived funds. 

The conferees have serious misgivings 
about providing CDBG funds for disaster 
mitigation, particularly given the waiver au- 
thority and the possibility that the majority 
of the funds will be spent to cover the repair 
costs of investor-owned utility companies. 

In an attempt to deal with this concern, 
language is included by the conferees to re- 
quire HUD to submit to the VA/HUD sub- 
committees a list of the amounts of funds 
provided and the locality to which the funds 
are provided. HUD is directed, however, to 


April 30, 1998 


allocate the funds in a fair manner to each 
jurisdiction that is eligible to receive them. 


INDEPENDENT AGENCY 
FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
DISASTER RELIEF 


Appropriates $1,600,000,000 for disaster re- 
lief as proposed by the Senate. The House 
had provided no funding for disaster relief. 
The amount provided is available only to the 
extent that an official budget request for a 
specific amount, which includes designation 
of the entire amount of the request as an 
emergency, is transmitted by the President 
to Congress. 

The conferees are concerned about the 
problems of providing emergency temporary 
housing to migrant farm workers in Cali- 
fornia and urge FEMA to take into account 
the special needs of migrant farm worker 
disaster victims. 

Finally, the conferees urge FEMA to ap- 
prove expeditiously state requests under sec- 
tion 404 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster 
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act for 
buyout relocations designed to reduce over- 
all disaster costs in future years. 

CHAPTER 7 
RESCISSIONS 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
BILINGUAL AND IMMIGRANT EDUCATION 

The conference agreement does not include 
a rescission of $75,200,000 as included in the 
House bill. The Senate bill included no simi- 
lar provision. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 
GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORTS 
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND) 
(RESCISSION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) 

The conference agreement rescinds 
$241,000,000 in contract authority under title 
II. When combined with the rescission in- 
cluded under title III, the total rescission of 
contract authority in this bill is $295,000,000. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 
PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING 
SECTION 8 RESERVE PRESERVATION ACCOUNT 
(RESCISSION) 

Rescinds $2,347,190,000 from the Section 8 
Reserve Preservation Account. The House 
proposed rescinding $2,193,600,000 from this 
account. The Senate did not include a simi- 
lar rescission. 

These funds represent excess section 8 re- 
serves that are unnecessary during the re- 
maining portion of the current fiscal year. In 
fiscal year 1999, however, section 8 renewal 
needs are $10,800,000,000. As proposed by the 
President, the excess reserves could be used 
to reduce the fiscal year 1999 request, and 
thereby reduce the total appropriation for 
fiscal year 1999. Clearly, the conferees under- 
stand that the section 8 renewal account 
must be fully funded in order to protect the 
homes of those families who rely on the as- 
sistance. 

INDEPENDENT AGENCY 


CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY 
SERVICE 
NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICE PROGRAMS 
OPERATING EXPENSES 
(RESCISSION) 

Deletes language proposed by the House 
and stricken by the Senate rescinding 
$250,000,000 of fiscal year 1998 funds for Na- 
tional and Community Service Programs Op- 
erating Expenses. 
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TITLE I1I—SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS 


CHAPTER 1 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 


The conference agreement provides $543,000 
to compensate wheat producers for economic 
losses associated with the presence or pre- 
sumed presence of Karnal bunt instead of up 
to $5,000,000 as proposed in the House-re- 
ported bill, H.R. 3580. The Senate bill had no 
similar provision. 


DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION 


The conference agreement provides 
$2,000,000 for Departmental Administration 
as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$4,300,000 as proposed in the House-reported 
bill, H.R. 3580. 

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 


The conference agreement provides $235,000 
for the Office of the General Counsel as pro- 
posed in the House-reported bill, H.R. 3580, 
and by the Senate. 

GRAIN INSPECTION, PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS 
ADMINISTRATION 


INSPECTION AND WEIGHING SERVICES 


The conference agreement provides 
$1,500,000 to recapitalize the revolving fund 
of the Grain Inspection, Packers and Stock- 
yards Administration to accommodate losses 
in fiscal year 1998 and ensure the reserve has 
sufficient funds to carry out the provisions 
of the U.S. Grain Standards and Agricultural 
Marketing Acts. The House and Senate bills 
contained no similar provision. 


FARM SERVICE AGENCY 


AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 


The conference agreement provides a sub- 
sidy of $2,389,000 for direct farm ownership 
loans instead of $2,608,000 as proposed by the 
Senate and $5,144,000 as proposed in the 
House reported bill, H.R. 3580. The subsidy 
will support an estimated loan level of 
$18,320,000. 

The conference agreement provides a sub- 
sidy of $967,000 for guaranteed farm owner- 
ship loans as proposed in the House-reported 
bill, H.R. 3580, instead of $966,197 as proposed 
by the Senate. The subsidy will support an 
estimated loan level of $25,000,000. 

The conference agreement provides a sub- 
sidy of $222,000 for boll weevil eradication 
loans as proposed in the House-reported bill, 
H.R. 3580, and by the Senate. The subsidy 
will support an estimated loan level of 
$18,814,000. 

The conference agreement provides a sub- 
sidy of $4,599,000 for direct farm operating 
loans instead of $3,162,000 as proposed by the 
Senate and $626,000 as proposed in the House- 
reported bill, H.R. 3580. The subsidy will sup- 
port an estimated loan level of $70,000,000. 

The conference agreement provides a sub- 
sidy of $3,374,000 for guaranteed subsidized 
farm operating loans as proposed in the 
House-reported bill, H.R. 3580. The Senate 
proposed a contingent emergency appropria- 
tion of $5,400,000. The subsidy will support an 
estimated loan level of $35,000,000. 

The Secretary of Agriculture is directed to 
revise the emergency loan program regula- 
tions to allow applicants who have suffered 
through natural disasters over the last sev- 
eral years and/or have a majority of the 
crops grown on leased land to be eligible to 
receive an emergency loan in fiscal year 1998 
with reduced or waived security require- 
ments. The conferees further expect the Sec- 
retary and congressional committees of ju- 
risdiction to correct any unfair requirement 
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of borrower ineligibility due to a lawful exer- 
cise of rights provided by the Agricultural 
Credit Act of 1987. 

The conferees are concerned about reports 
that county-loss restrictions or other re- 
strictions in the Non-insured Assistance Pro- 
gram (NAP) have worked against providing 
such last-resort disaster assistance to farm- 
ers in areas of high value specialty crop pro- 
duction. The Department is directed to re- 
port by July 1, 1998, NAP expenditures by 
state during the last two fiscal years, the de- 
gree to which program restrictions have af- 
fected the distribution of funds to any state, 
and to make recommendations to the Com- 
mittee for program changes that would pre- 
vent such inequities in the distribution of 
funds. 


Food STAMP PROGRAM 


The conference agreement deletes the 
words as amended” which were included in 
the House-reported bill, H.R. 3580. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 


FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


The conference agreement provides lan- 
guage to allow the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration to collect and spend an additional 
$25,918,000 in prescription drug user fees in 
fiscal year 1998 as proposed by the Senate in- 
stead of $15,596,000 as proposed in the House- 
reported bill, H.R. 3580. 

The conference agreement also provides 
that fees derived from applications received 
during fiscal year 1998 shall be credited to 
the appropriation current in the year in 
which fees are collected and subject to the 
fiscal year 1998 limitation as proposed by the 
House. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER 


The conference agreement provides that 
permanent employees of county committees 
employed during fiscal year 1998 shall be con- 
sidered as having Federal Civil Service sta- 
tus only for the purpose of applying for 
United States Department of Agriculture 
Civil Service vacancies as proposed by the 
Senate. The House bill contained no similar 
provision. 

The conference agreement provides bill 
language to permit funds for the Cooperative 
State Research, Education, and Extension 
Service competitively-awarded grants pro- 
gram to be used to pay for peer panel and re- 
view costs associated with that program. 
The House and Senate bills contained no 
similar provision. 

CHAPTER 2 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION 

The conference agreement includes lan- 
guage proposed by the Senate to provide the 
Department of Energy the authority to in- 
crease the cost of work for other programs 
within the Department Administration ac- 
count by $5,408,000, provided that the in- 
creased costs are offset by revenue increases 
of the same or greater amount. 

ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES 
WEAPONS ACTIVITIES 


The conference agreement deletes the lan- 
guage proposed by the Senate to provide 
$4,000,000 for the development and dem- 
onstration of dielectric wall accelerator 
technology. 


DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND 
WASTE MANAGEMENT 


The conferees direct the Department of En- 
ergy to find additional funding to accelerate 
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the transfer of materials from the waste 
tanks at the Hanford site in Washington, and 
submit expeditiously a reprogramming re- 
quest for this activity. Funding for this re- 
programming is to be derived from within 
available balances in the defense environ- 
mental management accounts of the Depart- 
ment. 
GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER 

Section 2001. The conference agreement in- 
cludes language vitiating OMB guidance pro- 
hibiting the award of continuing contracts 
for construction projects identified in the 
Conference Report accompanying the Energy 
and Water Development Appropriations Act, 
1998. An explanation of this provision is in- 
cluded at page 5 of House Report 105-470. 

Section 2002. The conference agreement in- 
cludes language directing the Secretary of 
the Army to use up to the maximum amount 
authorized per project under the Section 205 
continuing authorities program of the Corps 
of Engineers to provide a level of enhanced 
flood protection at Elba, Alabama. Given the 
urgent situation, the conferees direct the 
Secretary to incorporate as part of any cost- 
sharing agreement for flood damage preven- 
tion a provision which permits the non-Fed- 
eral sponsor to use other available Federal 
funding sources to satisfy the non-Federal 
share. 

Section 2003. The conference report in- 
cludes language recommended by the Senate 
making a technical correction to legislation 
extending the periods of repayments of the 
Nueces River and Canadian River reclama- 
tion project in Texas. 

Section 2004. The conference agreement in- 
cludes language proposed by the Senate ex- 
empting the worker transition plan for Fed- 
eral employees at the Pinellas Plant in Flor- 
ida from section 303 of Public Law 105-62, the 
Energy and Water Development Appropria- 
tions Act, 1998. The work force restructuring 
plan to support the accelerated closure of 
the plant was developed prior to enactment 
of the fiscal year 1998 appropriation. 

Provision not included in the conference 
agreement. The conference agreement de- 
letes language recommended by the House 
and Senate prohibiting the Corps of Engi- 
neers from performing certain work at the 
Kennewick Man discovery site. The con- 
ferees understand that the work has already 
been completed. 

CHAPTER 2A 
INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND 

The Senate amendment provided appro- 
priations of $14,500,000,000 for an increase in 
the United States quota at the International 
Monetary Fund and $3,400,000,000 for the pro- 
posed New Arrangements to Borrow, as re- 
quested by the President. The House bill did 
not address these matters. 

The House Appropriations Committee has 
reported H.R. 3580, a non-emergency supple- 
mental appropriations bill that includes 
amounts for the International Monetary 
Fund and the New Arrangements to Borrow 
that are identical with the appropriations in 
the Senate amendment. 

The managers have deferred consideration 
of these matters without prejudice until 
later in the 105th Congress, with the under- 
standing that the House will first consider 
both the quota increase for the International 
Monetary Fund and the request for the New 
Arrangements to Borrow. 

CHAPTER 3 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

OPERATION OF THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM 

The managers have provided $340,000 for 
operation of the National park system to be 


7354 


used to lease lands in Katmai National Park 
and Preserve. The managers note that a Fed- 
eral district court recently upheld an appli- 
cation for an allotment of key lands in 
Katmai National Park and Preserve, and are 
advised that the location of the private lands 
will create a major disruption to park visi- 
tors in the upcoming season. The managers 
therefore have provided $340,000 to enable the 
Park Service to lease the inholdings, de- 
picted in United States Survey 7623, in order 
to provide full public access, and to cover 
costs related to the recent litigation. 

To prevent the need to provide these lease 
moneys on an annual basis, the managers di- 
rect the Secretary of the Interior to begin 
immediate negotiations to secure permanent 
full public access through acquisition of the 
inholding depicted in United States Survey 
7623, permanent conservation and access 
easements on the inholdings, land exchange, 
or a combination thereof. By July 1, 1998 the 
Secretary should report to the House and 
Senate Committees on Appropriations on 
progress toward such an acquisition arrange- 
ment and inform the Committees whether a 
Declaration of Taking is necessary and 
would lead to a timely acquisition for the 
1999 visitor season. If no agreement has been 
signed by July 15, 1998, the Secretary should 
advise the Committees of all other alter- 
natives and any additional authority nec- 
essary for the Park Service or any other land 
management agency. 

MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE 


ROYALTY AND OFFSHORE MINERALS 
MANAGEMENT 

The managers have provided $6,675,000 for 
royalty and offshore minerals management 
as proposed by both the House and the Sen- 
ate. These funds are to be derived from in- 
creased receipts. 

The managers are aware of the success of 
the past four lease sales in the Gulf of Mex- 
ico and understand that, since enactment of 
the Deep Water Royalty Relief Act, revenues 
from lease sales in the deep water have been 
more than $1.2 billion in excess of estimates. 
Furthermore, the managers expect that ex- 
isting financial terms will be maintained for 
lease sales in the remaining incentive period, 
including minimum bids and royalty rates. 
OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING RECLAMATION AND 

ENFORCEMENT 
ABANDONED MINE RECLAMATION FUND 
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

The managers have provided $3,163,000 for 
the abandoned mine reclamation fund as pro- 
posed by both the House and the Senate. 
These funds are to be derived by transfer 
from the regulation and technology account. 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 
OPERATION OF INDIAN PROGRAMS 

The managers have provided $1,050,000 for 
operation of Indian programs as proposed by 
both the House and the Senate. 

OFFICE OF SPECIAL TRUSTEE FOR AMERICAN 

INDIANS 
FEDERAL TRUST PROGRAMS 

The managers have provided 
$4,650,000 for Federal trust programs as 
proposed by both the House and the 
Senate. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 
INDIAN HEALTH SERVICES 

The managers have provided $100,000 for In- 
dian health services as proposed by the Sen- 
ate. The House proposed no funds for this 
purpose. 
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The managers are concerned about the 
alarming rate of suicide attempts in Indian 
country, especially among youth and young 
adults. The managers intend to address this 
problem more fully in the context of the fis- 
cal year 1999 appropriation. The $100,000 pro- 
vided in this supplemental appropriation is 
intended to allow the Indian Health Service 
to begin to target especially troubling situa- 
tions on an emergency basis. One example is 
the situation on the Standing Rock Sioux 
Reservation. The managers expect the Serv- 
ice to report to the House and Senate Com- 
mittees on Appropriations, within 30 days of 
enactment of this Act, on what is being done 
to address the problem at Standing Rock and 
similar problems on other reservations. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER 


Section 3001.—The managers have included 
language as proposed by the House making 
certain Indian Health Service diabetes fund- 
ing available until expended. The Senate had 
no similar provision. 

Section 3002.—The managers have included 
language as proposed by the Senate dealing 
with construction of the Trappers Loop con- 
nector road. The House had no similar provi- 
sion. 

Section 3003.—The managers have included 
language as proposed by the Senate dealing 
with an easement across National Forest 
lands for the Boulder City Pipeline. The 
House had no similar provision. 

Section 3004.—The managers have included 
language which modifies a provision pro- 
posed by the Senate dealing with the trans- 
fer of portable housing units at the Grand 
Forks Air Force Base in North Dakota to In- 
dian tribes in North and South Dakota. The 
House had no similar provision. The modi- 
fication adds language stipulating that the 
Department of the Interior is not responsible 
for rehabilitating the units for remediation 
of hazardous substances. 

Section 3005.—The managers have included 
language as proposed by the Senate to adjust 
the boundaries of the Petroglyph National 
Monument to allow for construction of a 
road. The House had no similar provision. 

Section 3006.—The managers have included 
language which modifies a provision pro- 
posed by the Senate regarding county pay- 
ment mitigation for revenue that may be 
lost due to a proposed Forest Service mora- 
torium on building roads in roadless areas. 
The House had no similar provision. 

The managers disagree with the Forest 
Service’s proposed moratorium on road 
building in roadless areas. The managers 
consider such a moratorium to be in conflict 
with orderly project planning which results 
from land management planning activities. 
Despite this disagreement with the Adminis- 
tration’s actions, nothing in this section pro- 
hibits or delays the Forest Service from im- 
plementing the moratorium subject to what- 
ever legal challenges which may occur pur- 
suant to existing law. 

The managers have made several modifica- 
tions to the bill language proposed by the 
Senate. The managers have inserted new lan- 
guage clarifying that the provision neither 
endorses nor prohibits any road building 
moratorium resulting from the Forest Serv- 
ice proposal of January 28, 1998, and that the 
provision does not affect the applicability of 
existing law to any moratorium. The man- 
agers also have inserted new language which 
clarifies that previously scheduled timber 
sales to be considered for compensation or 
substitution should be those which were 
scheduled as of October 1, 1997, or thereafter. 
The managers have not provided an appro- 
priation of $2,000,000, as was proposed by the 
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Senate, to cover part of the cost of compen- 
sating States for lost timber-receipt revenue 
caused by a road building moratorium, In- 
stead, the managers have provided authority 
to the Chief of the Forest Service to make 
the State payments using any funds avail- 
able to the Forest Service in fiscal years 1998 
or 1999, subject to the advance approval of 
the House of Senate Committees on Appro- 
priations. The managers have maintained 
the language proposed by the Senate to ac- 
complish three reports. The managers have 
not stipulated, as proposed by the Senate, 
that funds for the study, inventory and anal- 
ysis required for the three reports should 
come from funds appropriated for Forest Re- 
search. The managers allow the Chief to use 
existing funds at his discretion to complete 
these three reports, subject to normal re- 
programming procedures. 

Section 3007.—The managers have included 
language as proposed by the Senate making 
a technical correction to a provision of law 
dealing with certain health care services for 
Alaska Natives. The House had no similar 
provision. The language amends Title II of 
the Michigan Indian Land Claims Settle- 
ment Act to clarify the terms under which 
the Indian Health Service awards a contract 
or compact in the Ketchikan Gateway Bor- 
ough and to identify the Alaska Native 
groups affected by the title. 

Section 3008.—The managers have included 
language as proposed by the Senate making 
a technical correction to a provision in the 
fiscal year 1998 Interior and Related Agen- 
cies Appropriations Act dealing with self-de- 
termination contracts and compacts for 
health care services to Alaska Natives. The 
House had no similar provision. 

The managers have not included bill lan- 
guage as proposed by the Senate regarding 
Floyd Bennett Field in New York City. The 
managers are aware, however, of ongoing dis- 
cussions among the City of New York, the 
Department of Transportation and the De- 
partment of the Interior regarding the New 
York Police Department's proposed use for 
air and sea rescue and public safety purposes 
of the facility at Floyd Bennett Field that is 
to be decommissioned by the U.S. Coast 
Guard on May 22, 1998. The managers encour- 
age all parties involved to continue these 
discussions, and direct the Secretaries of 
Transportation and the Interior to report to 
the House and Senate Committees on Appro- 
priations and the Senate Committee on Com- 
merce, Science and Transportation and the 
House Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure on the status of these discus- 
sions no later than May 15, 1998. 

The managers have not included language 
proposed by the Senate prohibiting the pro- 
mulgation and issuance of certain Indian 
gaming regulations. The House had no simi- 
lar provision. 

Section 3009.—The managers have included 
language placing a moratorium on the 
issuance of final regulations by the Minerals 
Management Service on the valuation of 
crude oil for royalty purposes. This morato- 
rium will remain in effect until October 1, 
1998. The managers expect the Service to re- 
port to the House and Senate Committees on 
Appropriations as soon as possible on the 
proposed regulations, including a description 
of the comments the Service has received 
and how those comments have been ad- 
dressed. 

The managers considered, but did not 
adopt, language that would adjust the 
boundaries of the Coastal Barrier Resources 
System in Florida. These adjustments were 
enacted into law in 1996 but were not imple- 
mented because the maps needed to make 
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the adjustments were not received by the 
Fish and Wildlife Service in a timely man- 
ner. Evidently, these maps were lost in the 
mail and therefore were not on file at the 
time the legislation was enacted. The man- 
agers intend to look into this matter further 
and work with the legislative committees of 
jurisdiction to determine if a legislative 
remedy can be identified in the context of 
the fiscal year 1999 appropriations bill for 
the Department of the Interior and Related 
Agencies or some other legislative vehicle. 


CHAPTER 4 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 
CENTERS FOR DISEASE CONTROL AND 
PREVENTION 
DISEASE CONTROL, RESEARCH, AND TRAINING 
The conference agreement includes 


$9,000,000 for polio eradication activities in 
Africa. The Senate bill provided the same 
amount, declared the funding as an emer- 
gency for the purposes of the Budget Act, 
and conditioned the obligation of such fund- 
ing on the submissions by the President of a 
request designating the full amount as an 
emergency for the purposes of the Budget 
Act. The House bill contained no similar pro- 
vision. 

HEALTH CARE FINANCING ADMINISTRATION 

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 

The conference agreement includes 
$2,200,000 for the Health Care Financing Ad- 
ministration (HCFA) for program adminis- 
tration. The House included $16,000,000 for 
this account in H.R. 3580 as reported from 
the House Committee. The Senate bill in- 
cluded no similar provision. 

The conferees are very concerned that 
Medicare contractors will not be able to ad- 
dress their Year 2000 computer requirements 
in time for the century change. Failure to 
meet these requirements could seriously dis- 
rupt the Medicare program which finances 
health care for over 30 million of our most 
vulnerable citizens. The conference agree- 
ment modifies language included in Public 
Law 105-78, the Departments of Labor, 
Health and Human Services, and Education 
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 
1998, to allow $20,000,000 to be used to supple- 
ment contractor budgets to meet these obli- 
gations. 

The conferees also understand that most, if 
not all, contractors refused to sign contract 
amendments assuring HCFA that the nec- 
essary software changes would be made. The 
conferees direct HCFA to report to the Com- 
mittees on Appropriations on a regular basis 
during the rest of this fiscal year and during 
fiscal year 1999 on the progress that contrac- 
tors are making to comply with the nec- 
essary Year 2000 fixes by the Department’s 
imposed deadline of December 31, 1998. If the 
progress is not satisfactory, the Committees 
intend to provide additional enforcement 
tools to the Department to assure compli- 
ance in the fiscal year 1999 appropriations 
bill. 

The conferees note that there has been 
considerable controversy about the accuracy 
of data originally used by HCFA in devel- 
oping Medicare physician practice expense 
regulations. Concerns have been expressed 
that reductions in Medicare reimbursements 
for certain specialists, based on these data, 
could affect physician willingness to provide 
services to Medicare and therefore reduce 
beneficiaries’ access to care. During the fis- 
cal year 1999 appropriations process, it may 
be necessary to consider the use or collection 
of additional data to give a more accurate 
picture of physician practice expense costs. 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
GENERAL DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT 
The conference agreement includes lan- 
guage proposed in H.R. 3580 as reported from 
the House Committee to ensure that funds 
appropriated in Public Law 105-78, the De- 
partments of Labor, Health and Human Serv- 
ices, and Education and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 1998, for the Adolescent 
Family Life program are allocated in a man- 
ner consistent with Congressional intent. 
The Senate bill included similar language. 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
SPECIAL EDUCATION 


The conference agreement includes lan- 
guage proposed in H.R. 3580 as reported from 
the House Committee modified to ensure 
that $600,000 is spent in fiscal year 1998 for 
the Early Childhood Development Project of 
the National Easter Seal Society for the Mis- 
sissippi Delta Region. This project was spe- 
cifically identified for funding in the con- 
ference report on the FY 1998 appropriations 
bill, as it had been also in the House and 
Senate committee reports. The modified lan- 
guage provides that the funds are to be de- 
rived from funds available for research and 
innovation under section 672 of the Individ- 
uals with Disabilities Education Act and 
that they shall be used to provide training, 
technical support, services and equipment to 
address personnel and other needs. The Sen- 
ate bill included no similar provision. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER 


The conference agreement includes lan- 
guage proposed in H.R. 3580 as reported from 
the House Committee which allows a State’s 
“State Children’s Health Insurance Pro- 
gram” plan under title XXI of the Social Se- 
curity Act to be approved up until Sep- 
tember 30, 1999 and enable the State still to 
be eligible for its FY 1998 allotment. The lan- 
guage would also postpone to the end of FY 
1999 the Administration’s statutory obliga- 
tion to reapportion to other States any un- 
used FY 1998 funds. The Senate bill included 
no similar provision. 

The conference agreement includes lan- 
guage that was not contained in either the 
House or Senate bills that would extend the 
comment period on the final rule entitled 
“Organ Procurement and Transplantation 
Network” until August 31, 1998. The agree- 
ment also prohibits such rule from becoming 
effective before October 1, 1998. 

The conference agreement does not include 
an authorization, included in the Senate bill, 
for the Safe Schools Security Act. This pro- 
vision would have authorized up to $2,250,000 
to establish a School Security Center, ad- 
ministered by the Attorney General, to pro- 
vide technical assistance to improve school 
security. The provision would also have au- 
thorized up to $10,000,000 for competitive 
grants to Local Education Agencies to assist 
them in acquiring school security tech- 
nology and carry out programs to improve 
school security. The House bill contained no 
similar provision. 

The conferees are concerned with the re- 
cent outbreaks of school violence as exempli- 
fied by the tragedies in Edinboro, PA; Pearl, 
MS; West Paducah, KY; and Jonesboro, AR. 
While the conferees recognize the complexity 
of the problem, they understand that no sin- 
gle approach, by itself, will prevent such 
tragedies. However, the conferees are aware 
that new technology is available to address 
school crime and violence. 

The conferees encourage the Department 
of Education to utilize funds within the Safe 
and Drug Free Schools and Communities Act 
to support grants to districts that exhibit 
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the most serious crime problems. Such funds 
could be used to acquire security technology, 
support security assessments, and other as- 
sistance aimed at improving school security 
through the use of technology. 
CHAPTER 5 
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 
CONGRESSIONAL OPERATIONS 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


PAYMENTS TO WIDOWS AND HEIRS OF DECEASED 
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 


The conferees have agreed to provide funds 
for the customary death gratuity for the 
widow of Walter Capps, late a Representative 
of the State of California, and for the widow 
of Sonny Bono, late a Representative of the 
State of California. The amounts provided 
reflect the annual salary of Mr. Capps and 
Mr. Bono at the time of their deaths. 


ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 
CAPITOL BUILDINGS AND GROUND 
CAPITOL BUILDINGS 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


The conference agreement appropriates 
$7,500,000 for repairs and rehabilitation of the 
U.S. Capitol dome, as proposed in the Senate 
amendment. The conferees agree that this 
work must proceed without delay due to the 
extent of deterioration of the structural ele- 
ments of the interstitial space in the dome. 
There is urgent need to evaluate the integ- 
rity of these structural elements through a 
lengthy process of paint removal, inspection, 
and reapplication of paint. This phase of the 
project will provide basic information upon 
which the balance of the dome rehabilitation 
project will be planned. 


CAPITOL GROUNDS 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


The conference agreement appropriates 
$20,000,000 for implementation of the Capitol 
Square perimeter security plan, including a 
transfer of not to exceed $4,000,000 to the 
Capitol Police Board upon request of the 
Board. The remaining funds, $16,000,000, shall 
be available to the Architect of the Capitol 
for the non-electronic components of the 
plan. The expenditure of these funds is sub- 
ject to the review and approval by the appro- 
priate House and Senate authorities, includ- 
ing the Committees on Appropriations of the 
House and Senate, the Speaker of the House, 
the Committee on House Oversight, and the 
Senate Committee on Rules and Administra- 
tion. These funds will provide urgently need- 
ed improvements to the existing perimeter 
security that protects the Capitol grounds 
and buildings, including replacement of dete- 
riorating planters and concrete barriers with 
more effective metallic bollards, and more 
effective vehicle entry/exit security. The 
conference agreement authorizes up to 
$4,000,000 to be transferred to the Capitol Po- 
lice Board, upon the request of that body, for 
the electronic components of the perimeter 
security plan. It may be that the Architect 
of the Capitol and the Capitol Police Board 
will consolidate this project into one or more 
centrally administered contract(s). In that 
event, the language of the bill is sufficiently 
flexible to allow a single source of funds to 
be used. On the other hand, if the Police 
Board and Architect decide that separately 
administered contracts are more desirable or 
cost-effective, the bill language authorizes 
that up to $4,000,000 may be transferred to 
the Police Board for those purposes. That 
transfer will be at the discretion of the Cap- 
itol Police Board. Unspent savings from 
these funds by either the Capitol Police 
Board or the Architect of the Capitol are 
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subject to normal reprogramming proce- 
dures. 


CHAPTER 6 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 


The conferees direct the Secretary of 
Transportation to notify the House and Sen- 
ate Committees on Appropriations not less 
than 3 business days before any discre- 
tionary grant award or letter of intent in ex- 
cess of $2,000,000 is announced or made by the 
Department or its modal administrations 
from: (1) any discretionary program of the 
Federal Highway Administration other than 
the emergency relief program; (2) the airport 
improvement program of the Federal Avia- 
tion Administration; or (3) the transit plan- 
ning and research and discretionary grants 
programs of the Federal Transit Administra- 
tion. 

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING, RESEARCH AND 

DEVELOPMENT 

The conference agreement deletes the ap- 
propriation proposed by the Senate of 
$6,900,000 for transportation planning, re- 
search and development. No similar appro- 
priation was provided by the House. The con- 
ferees have agreed to provide resources for 
the Amtrak Reform Council and the inde- 
pendent assessment of Amtrak under a sepa- 
rate heading as proposed by the House. The 
conferees are aware that the Department has 
allocated $400,000 from resources provided in 
the fiscal year 1998 Department of Transpor- 
tation and Related Agencies Appropriations 
Act for transportation planning assistance 
for the 2002 Winter Olympics in Salt Lake 
City, Utah, and $50,000 for initiation of a 
multimodal transportation study for Albu- 
querque and Santa Fe, New Mexico. 


AMTRAK REFORM COUNCIL 


The conference agreement provides 
$2,450,000 for the Amtrak Reform Council and 
an independent assessment of Amtrak au- 
thorized by the Amtrak Reform and Ac- 
countability Act of 1997. Funds provided 
under this heading are available until Sep- 
tember 30, 1999. The conference agreement 
also includes a provision that not to exceed 
$400,000 of the funds provided under this 
heading shall be transferred to the Depart- 
ment of Transportation Inspector General to 
cover costs associated with the independent 
assessment, 

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 
OPERATIONS 
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND 


The conference agreement deletes the ap- 
propriation of $47,200,000 proposed by the 
Senate for additional funding to address 
Year 2000 computer problems. The House bill 
contained no similar appropriation. How- 
ever, the agreement does include funding of 
$25,000,000 under Facilities and equipment” 
for this purpose. 

FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT 
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND 


The conference agreement includes 
$25,000,000 for “Facilities and equipment” in- 
stead of $108,800,000 as proposed by the Sen- 
ate and zero as proposed by the House. As 
specified in the Senate bill, these funds are 
specifically provided to address Year 2000 
computer hardware and software problems. 
Although these funds were not requested by 
the administration, the conferees believe 
that additional funding is needed now to en- 
sure the success of this critical activity. 
Since submission of the fiscal year 1999 budg- 
et, the FAA has agreed to accelerate the 
timetable for the Year 2000 effort by five 
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months. Although the cost of this has not 
yet been estimated by the FAA, the con- 
ferees believe that additional funding may be 
required. The conference agreement makes 
these funds available for obligation until 
September 30, 1999. The conferees agree that 
these funds may also be used for the Host re- 
pair and replacement program, to the extent 
necessary to address Year 2000 concerns and 
risks. 

The conferees agree with reporting require- 
ments proposed by the Senate for monthly 
status reports and for compliance with the 
Inspector General’s February 4, 1998 rec- 
ommendations regarding the Year 2000 pro- 
gram. The House proposed no similar re- 


ports. 

In addition, the conferees give final ap- 
proval to reprogramming requests of the De- 
partment of Transportation which provide 
additional fiscal year 1998 funding of 
$12,710,000 for Year 2000 remediation efforts 
and $63,400,000 for replacement of the Host, 
Oceanic Display and Planning System 
(ODAPS), and Off-Shore Flight Data Proc- 
essing System (OFDPS). The conferees agree 
that the following sources are to be used to 
finance these reprogrammings: 

[in thousands of dollars} 


Source program name 


g 8888888888888 


infrastructure — — System 
FAA corporate systems architecture 
Environmental 


1,453 


5,794 68,863 


These sources were all submitted by the 
Department of Transportation to finance the 
reprogramming requests. 

RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS 
ADMINISTRATION 
RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS 


The conference agreement provides 
$1,000,000 for emergency transportation ac- 
tivities of the Research and Special Pro- 
grams Administration. These funds shall be 
utilized to increase the emergency prepared- 
ness of the State of Alabama in responding 
to natural disasters and other emergencies. 
On April 8, 1998, tornadoes swept through 
central Alabama, killing 33 persons, injuring 
more than 265 persons, and destroying at 
least $125,000,000 in residential and commer- 
cial property. Improved command and con- 
trol emergency response capability would 
speed the dispatch of rescue teams, provide 
quicker clearance of road blockages, and aid 
in coordinating the many on-scene federal 
and state response teams. Of the funds pro- 
vided, $400,000 shall be for construction and 
establishment of an emergency transpor- 
tation response center in Arab, Alabama, to 
be administered by the Alabama Emergency 
Management Agency, for emergency commu- 
nication and response services in the north- 
ern part of Alabama. The State will provide 
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necessary matching funds for construction of 
this facility. The Department of Transpor- 
tation will provide no ongoing consulting or 
other services after the establishment of the 
center. In addition, $550,000 is provided for a 
mobile emergency response system (MERS) 
vehicle, to be jointly operated by the Ala- 
bama Department of Transportation and the 
Alabama Emergency Management Agency, 
which will enable on-scene command and 
control response coordination. In addition, 
$50,000 is provided for departmental adminis- 
trative costs associated with this program. 


RELATED AGENCY 
NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


The conference agreement provides 
$5,400,000 for the National Transportation 
Safety Board for expenses resulting from the 
crash of TWA Flight 800, as proposed by both 
the House and the Senate. Technical changes 
have been made to the bill language relating 
to the location and designation of the facil- 
ity, as proposed by the House. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS—CHAPTER 6 


The conference agreement includes a pro- 
vision (sec. 6001) that provides $1,000,000, to 
be derived from balances available to the Ad- 
ministrator of the Federal Transit Adminis- 
tration from previous appropriations Acts, 
to conduct transit investment analysis from 
Ewa to east Honolulu, Hawaii. Funds shall 
remain available until September 30, 2001. 

The conference agreement deletes the pro- 
vision proposed by the Senate which related 
to administrative handling of exemption re- 
quests for air service to slot-controlled air- 
ports. The conferees are concerned by the 
Department's lack of timeliness in the con- 
sideration and disposition of exemption re- 
quests for air service to slot-controlled atr- 
ports, and by the lack of responsiveness to 
inquiries from interested members of Con- 
gress. 


CHAPTER 7 
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
YEAR 2000 CENTURY DATE CHANGE CONVERSION 


The Administration requested transfer au- 
thority, subject to advance notice being 
transmitted to the Appropriations Com- 
mittee, of up to $250,000,000 from any funds 
available to the Department to any other 
Department account in order to fund essen- 
tial Year 2000 century date change conver- 
sion requirements. The conferees are com- 
mitted to providing the resources the De- 
partment needs to successfully complete 
Year 2000 conversion activities; however, the 
conferees have denied the Administration’s 
request for Department-wide transfer au- 
thority. 

The conference agreement provides, 
through direct appropriations ($40,800,000) 
and through the approval of reprogramming 
actions ($133,100,000), the total additional 
amount currently estimated by the Depart- 
ment of the Treasury to be required for Year 
2000 conversion activities in fiscal year 1998 
at the internal Revenue Service ($63,200,000), 
the Financial Management Service 
($7,400,000), the United States Customs Serv- 
ice ($37,300,000), and for the Department-wide 
communications system ($66,000,000). 

The conferees agree with the language in 
House Report 105-470 regarding the account- 
ability for Year 2000 expenditures. 

The conferees have also recommended the 
rescission of previously appropriated funds 
to offset amounts provided in this Act. The 
specific actions taken by the conferees in 
this bill are described below. 
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AUTOMATION ENHANCEMENT 

The conference agreement provides 
$35,500,000 for Automation Enhancement in- 
stead of $28,110,000 as proposed in H.R. 3580, 
as reported by the House Committee on Ap- 
propriations, and $39,410,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. This appropriation, combined 
with the approval of a reprogramming ac- 
tion, will provide a total of $66,000,000 for 
Year 2000 activities associated with the 
Treasury Communications System. Funds 
are made available until September 30, 2000. 

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SERVICE 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

The conference agreement provides 
$5,300,000 for the Financial Management 
Service as proposed in H.R. 3580, as reported 
by the House Committee on Appropriations, 
and as proposed by the Senate. This appro- 
priation, combined with the approval of a re- 
programming action, will provide a total of 
$7,400,000 for Year 2000 work at the Financial 
Management Service. Funds are made avail- 
able until September 30, 2000. 

UNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE 
CUSTOMS FACILITIES, CONSTRUCTION, 
IMPROVEMENTS 

The conference agreement provides no 
funds for the Customs Facilities, Construc- 
tion, Improvements account, instead of 
$5,512,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
INDEPENDENT AUDIT AND MANAGEMENT REVIEW 

Public Law 105-61 provided $750,000 for an 
independent technological and performance 
audit and management review of the Federal 
Election Commission. These funds were pro- 
vided to the General Accounting Office 
(GAO) for the sole purpose of entering into a 
contract with an independent entity for the 
purpose of completing this review. The fiscal 
year 1998 conference agreement (House Re- 
port 105-284) further required the GAO to 
consult with the Committees on Appropria- 
tions and the House Oversight Committee on 
the parameters of the review. GAO has con- 
sulted with the Committees, as required. The 
conferees direct GAO to proceed no later 
than 15 days after enactment of this bill with 
implementation of the statement of work 
agreed to by the Committees on Appropria- 
tions and the House Oversight Committee on 
April 28, 1998, absent additional changes 
agreed to by all parties. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER 
FEDERAL EMPLOYEE RETIREMENT OPEN 
ENROLLMENT 

The conferees have taken no action in re- 
sponse to the Administration’s proposal to 
repeal section 642 of the Treasury and Gen- 
eral Government Appropriations Act, 1998, 
the Federal Employees’ Retirement System 
Open Enrollment Act of 1997. 

FEDERAL EMPLOYEE VOLUNTARY EARLY 
RETIREMENT 

The conferees have included a new provi- 
sion providing temporary government-wide 
authority for agencies to offer targeted early 
retirement. This authority expires on Sep- 
tember 30, 1999. The conference agreement 
does not affect the existing statutory re- 
quirement in section 8336(d)(2) and section 
8414(b)(1)(B) of title 5, United States Code, 
that, in order to be eligible for voluntary 
early retirement, an individual must have 
completed 25 years of service or have reached 
age 50 and completed 20 years of service. 

EDUCATIONAL EXPENSES FOR CHILDREN OF 
MANUEL ZURITA 

The conferees have included a new provi- 

sion permitting the two dependent children 
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of deceased Customs Service Senior Special 
Agent Manuel Zurita to complete their pri- 
mary and secondary education at the Antil- 
les Consolidated School System at Fort Bu- 
chanan, Puerto Rico at no cost to the chil- 
dren or their family. The Customs Service 
shall reimburse the Department of Defense 
for all reasonable educational expenses. 
CHAPTER 8 
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 
VETERANS BENEFITS ADMINISTRATION 
COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS 
Inserts language proposed by the Senate 
appropriating $550,000,000 for compensation 
and pensions. The House, in H.R. 3580, pro- 
posed language appropriating $550,000,000 for 
compensation and pensions. 
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
STATE AND TRIBAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS 


The conferees have included bill language 
as proposed by the House which clarifies that 
recipients for grant funds under the State 
and Tribal Assistance Grants“ account shall 
be those entities which were made eligible 
for such grants under the Agency’s various 
organic statutes, This action will correct the 
inadvertent result of language included in 
the fiscal year 1998 Appropriations Act lim- 
iting the eligibility for such grants. 


ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION 


The conferees have included bill language 
as proposed by the House which stipulates 
that no requirements of any carbon mon- 
oxide Federal Implementation Plan (FIP) 
which are based on the Clean Air Act prior 
to the adoption of the Clean Air Act Amend- 
ments of 1990 may be imposed in the State of 
Arizona. The conferees understand that the 
State of Arizona and the Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency have worked diligently to 
produce a carbon monoxide State Implemen- 
tation Plan (SIP), and encourage the parties 
to complete this work and approve a new SIP 
at the earliest possible date. 

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 


EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PLANNING AND 
ASSISTANCE 


The conferees are concerned about the eco- 
nomic disruption that may take place in 
Sacramento and Los Angeles based on the 
Flood Insurance Rate Maps that were issued 
January 5, 1998 and are aware of the vigorous 
efforts by these cities to increase their level 
of flood protection. The Federal Emergency 
Management Agency is directed to work 
closely with the Army Corps of Engineers to 
determine whether the flood control work 
underway and planned will provide sufficient 
protection in Sacramento and Los Angeles to 
satisfy requirements for designation as an 
A99 zone. 


NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 
ADMINISTRATION 


HUMAN SPACE FLIGHT 
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


The conferees have provided an additional 
$53,000,000 by transfer for Space Station ac- 
tivities in fiscal year 1998. The House had 
provided for a transfer of $173,000,000 and the 
Senate had provided for no additional funds. 
The transfer is from the Mission Support ac- 
count and is to be combined with $37,000,000 
which NASA may reallocate from within the 
Human Space Flight account. The total 
funding for Space Station activities in fiscal 
year 1998 will be up to $2,441,300,000 after this 
transfer and reallocation. 

The amount transferred from Mission Sup- 
port consists of $15,000,000 from space com- 
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munications, $15,000,000 from salaries, 
$11,000,000 from research operations support, 
and $12,000,000 from construction of facili- 
ties. At a minimum, the conferees agree that 
NASA should reallocate to the International 
Space Station, within the Human Space 
Flight account, the following amounts: 
$5,000,000 from the shuttle program, 
$10,000,000 from payload processing, and 
$12,000,000 from advanced projects. 

The conferees are in receipt of the report 
recently released by the Cost Assessment 
and Validation Task Force which concludes 
that the fiscal year 1999 budget request for 
the International Space Station program is 
not adequate to execute the baseline pro- 
gram, cover normal program growth, and ad- 
dress the known critical risks. As such, the 
conferees therefore remain deeply concerned 
that NASA not force reductions in current 
and future outyear projections for space 
science, earth science, aeronautics and ad- 
vanced space transportation because of the 
need to accommodate overruns in the space 
station budget. The conferees call upon the 
Administration to submit a credible plan for 
responding to the recommendations con- 
tained in the report by June 15, 1998, with 
corresponding budget proposals that provide 
for necessary additional resources for fiscal 
year 1999 and beyond. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Section 8001. Amends section 206 of the Fis- 
cal Year 1998 VA, HUD and Independent 
Agencies Appropriations Act to redefine an 
area of economic development in Kansas 
City, Missouri, as proposed by the Senate. 
The House did not include a similar provi- 
sion. 

Section 8002. Requires HUD to allocate di- 
rectly to New Jersey a portion of HOPWA 
funds designated for the Philadelphia, PA- 
NJ Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area as 
proposed by the Senate. The House did not 
include a similar provision, 

The conferees agree to include this provi- 
sion until the end of fiscal year 1999 for the 
purpose of providing HUD sufficient time to 
review the delivery process, particularly as 
it relates to metropolitan statistical areas 
with multiple jurisdictions that cross state 
lines, and to make appropriate recommenda- 
tions. 

Section 8003. The conferees have included a 
new section under “General Provisions” 
which would serve to ratify and confirm Con- 
gressional intent with respect to the collec- 
tion and use of funds by the National Science 
Foundation (NSF). The explosive growth of 
the commercial segment of the Internet re- 
sulted in the collection of program fees in 
excess of the amount projected. These were 
in turn held in an ‘Intellectual Infrastruc- 
ture Fund” until the Congress, as part of the 
fiscal year 1998 Appropriations Act, deter- 
mined to use these funds for NSF’s work on 
Next Generation Internet“ activities. This 
action by the Congress has since been held 
up by proceedings in the federal court sys- 
tem, and the language included in this new 
section will statutorily correct the lack of 
authority perceived by the court. The con- 
ferees would not in this regard that the fed- 
eral judge in this case literally invited this 
action by the Congress, which would do 
nothing more than permit the NSF to pro- 
ceed with the use of these funds as intended 
by Public Law 105-65. 

CHAPTER 9 
RESCISSIONS AND OFFSET 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


The following table reflects the conference 
agreement on rescissions. 


marketing services 
oy SEES ain salaries and expenses . 
. 


The conferees direct that the rescission 
from the Animal and Plant Health Inspec- 
tion Service affect only the agency’s contin- 
gency fund. 

The Department of Agriculture indicates 
that the proposed rescission of funds appro- 
priated for Farm Service Agency salaries and 
expenses should not result in staff reductions 
beyond those expected in fiscal year 1998. 
The conference directs that the funding re- 
scission be applied only to the non-salary 
portion of the Farm Service Agency budget. 

GENERAL PROVISION—THIS CHAPTER 

The conference report includes a general 
provision prohibiting funds in P.L. 105-86 to 
be used to pay personnel who carry out a 
conservation farm option program in excess 
of $11,000,000 as proposed in the House-re- 
ported bill, H.R. 3580. The Senate bill con- 
tained no similar provision. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RESOURCES 
(RESCISSION) 

The managers have agreed to the rescis- 
sion of $1,188,000 from management of lands 
and resources as proposed by both the House 
and the Senate. 

OREGON AND CALIFORNIA GRANT LANDS 
(RESCISSION) 

The managers have agreed to the rescis- 
sion of $2,500,000 from Oregon and California 
grant lands as proposed by both the House 
and the Senate. 

UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
(RESCISSION) 

The managers have agreed to the rescis- 
sion of $250,000 from resource management as 
proposed by both the House and the Senate. 

CONSTRUCTION 
(RESCISSION) 

The managers have agreed to the rescis- 
sion of $1,188,000 from construction as pro- 
posed by both the House and the Senate 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
CONSTRUCTION 
(RESCISSION) 

The managers have agreed to the rescis- 
sion of $1,638,000 from construction as pro- 
posed by both the House and Senate. 

BUREAU OF MINES 
MINES AND MINERALS 
(RESCISSION) 

The managers have agreed to the rescis- 
sion of $1,605,000 from minerals as proposed 
by both the House and Senate. 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 
CONSTRUCTION 
(RESCISSION) 

The managers have agreed to the rescis- 

sion of $837,000 from construction as pro- 


posed by the Senate instead of a rescission of 
$737,000 as proposed by the House. 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
FOREST SERVICE 
FOREST AND RANGELAND RESEARCH 
(RESCISSION) 

The managers have agreed to the rescis- 
sion of $148,000 from forest and range land re- 
search as proposed by the House. The Senate 
did not propose a rescission from this ac- 
count. 

STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY 
(RESCISSION) 

The managers have agreed to the rescis- 
sion of $59,000 from State and private for- 
estry as proposed by the House. The Senate 
did not propose a rescission from this ac- 
count. 

NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM 
(RESCISSION) 

The managers have agreed to the rescis- 
sion of $1,094,000 from the National forest 
system as proposed by the House. The Senate 
did not propose a rescission from this ac- 
count. 

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT 
(RESCISSION) 

The managers have agreed to the rescis- 
sion of $148,000 from wildland fire manage- 
ment as proposed by the House. The Senate 
did not propose a rescission from this ac- 
count. 

RECONSTRUCTION AND CONSTRUCTION 
(RESCISSION) 

The managers have agreed to the rescis- 
sion of $30,000 from reconstruction and con- 
struction as proposed by the House. The Sen- 
ate did not propose a rescission from this ac- 
count. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 
HEALTH RESOURCES AND SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 
HEALTH PROFESSIONS EDUCATION FUND 
(RESCISSION) 

The conference agreement includes a re- 
scission of $11,200,000 from unobligated bal- 
ances of the Health Professions Education 
Fund. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
PAYMENTS TO AIR CARRIERS 

(RESCISSION) 

The conference agreement rescinds 
$2,500,000 in general fund authority from the 
payments to air carriers program as pro- 
posed by the House instead of $2,499,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

PAYMENTS TO AIR CARRIERS 

(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND) 

(RESCISSION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) 

The conference agreement rescinds 
$3,000,000 in contract authority provided for 
“Small community air service” by Public 
Law 101-508 for fiscal years prior to fiscal 
year 1998, as proposed by both the House and 
Senate. 
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6,737,000 8.273.000 
378,000 378,000 
$46,000 846,000 
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FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 
FACILITIES, ENGINEERING, AND DEVELOPMENT 
(RESCISSION) 

The conference agreement rescinds $500,000 
in unobligated balances from Facilities, en- 
gineering, and development”. The FAA has 
no plans for using these funds, which have 
remained unobligated for many years. 

GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORTS 
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND) 

(RESCISSION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) 

The conference agreement rescinds 
$54,000,000 in contract authority in this title 
of the bill. These funds are in excess of the 
annual obligation limitation placed on the 
program by the fiscal year 1998 Department 
of Transportation and Related Agencies Ap- 
propriations Act and are therefore not avail- 
able for obligation in fiscal year 1998. 

(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS) 

The conference agreement restores the re- 
duction of $31,400,000 in the obligation limi- 
tation for “Grants-in-aid for airports’’ pro- 
posed by the House. The Senate bill con- 
tained no similar reduction. The conference 
action results in a funding level of 
$1,700,000,000 for this program, which was the 
original level enacted in the Department of 
Transportation and Related Agencies Appro- 
priations Act, 1998. 

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION 
CONRALL LABOR PROTECTION 
(RESCISSION) 

The conference agreement rescinds $508,234 
for Conrail labor protection activities from 
unobligated balances under this heading, as 
proposed by the House, instead of from re- 
sources provided by direct appropriations by 
transfer as proposed by the Senate. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
UNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
(RESCISSION) 

The conference agreement rescinds 
$6,000,000 from funds appropriated in fiscal 
year 1997 for the Automated Targeting Sys- 
tem (ATS), as proposed in H.R. 3580, as re- 
ported by the House Committee on Appro- 
priations, and as proposed by the Senate. 
ATS was scaled back to a voluntary pilot 
program in fiscal year 1998, thereby realizing 
significant savings. The conference agree- 
ment does not rescind $5,300,000 in Customs 
Service’s unobligated balances, as proposed 
by the Senate. 

UNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE 


OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE, CUSTOMS P-3 
DRUG INTERDICTION PROGRAM 


(RESCISSION) 


The conference agreement rescinds 
$4,470,000 from funds previously appropriated 
for the Customs P-3 Drug Interdiction Pro- 
gram, instead of $5,511,754, as proposed by the 
Senate. The conference agreement makes a 
technical correction to the Senate bill, re- 
scinding funds from the Operations and 
Maintenance, Customs P-3 Drug Interdiction 
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Program instead of the Customs Facilities, 
Construction, Improvements account, 
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE 
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY INVESTMENTS 
(RESCISSION) 

The conference agreement rescinds 
$30,330,000 from funds appropriated in fiscal 
year 1998 for the Internal Revenue Service's 
Information Technology Investments pro- 
gram, instead of $27,410,000 as proposed in 
H.R. 3580, as reported by the House Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, and $33,410,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. The conferees wish 
to make it clear that they fully support the 
program to modernize the Internal Revenue 
Service’s information systems and only take 
this action in response to the Department's 
need to address urgent Year 2000 century 
date change conversion requirements. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS TITLE 

Sec. 10002.—The conferees are aware of con- 
cerns regarding the Patent and Trademark 
Office's (PTO) lack of progress in its space 
planning activities for its new facilities 
which may result in unnecessary cost 
growth. In addition, the conferees are aware 
that questions have been raised regarding 
the justification for, and costs associated 
with, build-out of the new facilities. There- 
fore, language has been included requiring 
the PTO to submit a report to the Commit- 
tees on Appropriations no later than May 15, 
1998 detailing its space plans and associated 
build-out costs for the new facility, and 
making funds for the build-out available 
only in accordance with standard reprogram- 
ming procedures. The conferees do not in- 
tend for this provision to prevent the move 
to new facilities to meet the PTO’s space re- 
quirements. The Senate bill included lan- 
guage prohibiting expenditure of funds until 
submission of a report on the cost-benefit 
analysis of PTO’s relocation to a new facility 
versus other alternatives to meet its space 
requirements. The House bill contained no 
provision on this matter. 

Sec. 10003.—The conference agreement in- 
cludes language, as proposed in the Senate 
bill, to repeal a provision included in the Na- 
tional Sea Grant College Program Reauthor- 
ization Act of 1998 which designated Lake 
Champlain as one of the Great Lakes, and in- 
stead includes new language to make the 
study of Lake Champlain an allowable pur- 
pose for funding under the National Sea 
Grant College Program. The House bill in- 
cluded no similar provision. 

Sec. 10004.—The conference agreement in- 
cludes a provision, as proposed in the Senate 
bill, to permit the transfer back to the State 
Department of up to $12,000,000 that was 
transferred out of the State Department to 
other agencies pursuant to section 404 of the 
fiscal year 1998 Commerce, Justice, State 
Appropriations Act. Section 404 provided 
funds for the implementation of the initial 
year of operation of the International Coop- 
erative Administrative Support Services pro- 
gram. The transfer permitted under this pro- 
vision is based upon a re-estimate of the al- 
location of costs among participating agen- 
cies. The conferees intend that the funds 
transferred back to the State Department 
pursuant to the provision shall only be used 
for State Department ICASS costs. The 
House bill did not include a provision on this 
matter. 

Sec. 10005.—The conference agreement in- 
cludes a provision, as proposed in the Senate 
bill, which continues a refugee program for 
the unmarried sons and daughters over 21 
years of age of Vietnamese reeducation camp 
detainees who were previously admitted to 
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the United States pursuant to the Orderly 
Departure Program. This section extends the 
original provision, included in the Foreign 
Operations Appropriations Act for fiscal year 
1997, through fiscal years 1998 and 1999. The 
House bill included no similar provision. 

Sec. 10006.—The conference agreement in- 
cludes a provision, as proposed in the Senate 
bill, requiring the United States Representa- 
tives to the World Trade Organization (WTO) 
to seek changes in certain WTO procedures 
to promote greater openness and trans- 
parency in its activities. The House bill in- 
cluded no similar provision. 

In addition, the conferees expect the Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion to move promptly with the award of 
funds provided in the fiscal year 1998 Appro- 
priations Act to the Institute for the Study 
of Earth, Oceans, and Space to undertake a 
ground-based demonstration of the collec- 
tion of wind data. 

The conference agreement does not include 
Section 2004 of the Senate bill. This in no 
way can be considered as expressing the ap- 
proval of the Congress of the action of the 
Federal Communications Commission (FCC) 
in establishing one or more corporations to 
administer Section 254(h) of the Communica- 
tions Act of 1934. However, the conferees ex- 
pect that the FCC will comply with the re- 
porting requirement in the Senate bill, re- 
spond to inquiries regarding the universal 
service contribution mechanisms, access 
charges and cost data, and propose a new 
structure for the implementation of uni- 
versal service programs. The conferees con- 
cur with the provisions of the Senate bill re- 
lating to compensation for employees admin- 
istering these programs. In carrying out the 
reporting requirement, the conferees believe 
that any proposed administrative structure 
should take into account the distinct mis- 
sion of providing universal service to rural 
health care providers, and include rec- 
ommendations as necessary to assure the 
successful implementation of this program. 

The conference agreement does not include 
section 2008 of the Senate bill, waiving a 
matching funds requirement for a Small 
Business Development Center pilot project 
on Internet commerce in Vermont. 

The conference agreement does not include 
section 2010 of the Senate bill, setting forth 
the sense of the Senate relating to United 
States contributions in support of United 
Nations peacekeeping missions. 

The managers considered, but did not 
adopt, language that would create a Trade 
Deficit Review Commission, as proposed by 
the Senate. The conferees agree that serious 
concerns exist regarding continuing trade 
deficits and intend to work with the legisla- 
tive committees of jurisdiction to establish 
such a Commission, including in the context 
of the fiscal year 1999 appropriations process. 

Sec. 10007.—The conference agreement in- 
serts a new section 10007 as a technical 
amendment which provides that provisions 
of the District of Columbia Code affecting 
the employment of the Chief of the Metro- 
politan Police Department of the District of 
Columbia shall not apply to the Police Chief 
to the extent the provisions are inconsistent 
with the terms of an employment agreement 
between the Police Chief, the Mayor and the 
District of Columbia Financial Responsi- 
bility and Management Assistance Author- 
ity. The section further includes language 
making the procedure for the appointment 
and removal of the Chief during a control 
year consistent with procedures for the Chief 
Financial Officer and certain department 
heads as set forth in the District of Columbia 
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Financial Responsibility and Management 
Assistance Act of 1995 and the District of Co- 
lumbia Management Reform Act of 1997. 

Sec. 10008.—Support for Democratic opposi- 
tion in Iraq. 

The conference agreement includes a gen- 
eral provision providing that, notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, 
$5,000,000 of the funds previously appro- 
priated for the Economie Support Fund” in 
Public Law 105-118 (Foreign Operations, Ex- 
port Financing, and Related Programs Ap- 
propriations Act, 1998) be made available for 
support for the democratic opposition in 
Iraq. The funds are to be used for such ac- 
tivities as organization, training, commu- 
nication, dissemination of information, de- 
veloping and implementing agreements 
among opposition groups, compiling infor- 
mation to support the indictment of Iraqi of- 
ficials for war crimes, and for related pur- 
poses. The provision also requires a report 
from the Secretary of State to the appro- 
priate committees of Congress within 30 days 
of enactment into law of this Act on plans to 
establish a program to support the demo- 
cratic opposition in Iraq. 

The Senate amendment contained similar 
language, but included a supplemental ap- 
propriation of $5,000,000 for these activities. 
It also designated these funds as an emer- 
gency requirement under the terms of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended, and further 
provided that the entire amount would be 
made available only to the extent that an of- 
ficial budget request for a specific dollar 
amount, that included designation of the en- 
tire amount of the request as an emergency 
requirement, was transmitted by the Presi- 
dent to Congress. The House bill did not ad- 
dress this matter. 

The managers expect that a significant 
portion of the support for the democratic op- 
position should go to the Iraqi National Con- 
gress, a group that has demonstrated the ca- 
pacity to effectively challenge the Saddam 
Hussein regime with representation from 
Sunni, Shia, and Kurdish elements of Iraq. 

OFFSETTING EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS 

The conference agreement deletes a sense 
of the House provision contained in the 
House bill that stated that all emergency 
supplemental appropriations considered in 
the 105th Congress should be offset. The Sen- 
ate did not include such a provision. 

CONFERENCE TOTAL—WITH 
COMPARISONS 

The total new budget (obligational) au- 
thority for the fiscal year 1998 recommended 
by the Committee of Conference, with com- 
parisons to the fiscal year 1998 budget esti- 
mates, and the House and Senate bills for 
1998 follow: 


Budget estimates of 
(obligational) authority, 


new 
fiscal 


b 22.597. 439.000 
House bill, fiscal year 1998 . 551,430,066 
Senate bill, fiscal year 1998 23,859,654,012 
Conference agreement, fiscal year 

c geessqrcastspains wate 3,409,562,066 
Conference agreement compared 

with: 

Budget estimates of new 

(obligational) authority, fis- 

CA] year 1999 ... .... .... — 19,187,876,934 
House bill, fiscal year 1998 ....... +2,858,132,000 
Senate bill, fiscal year 1998 ...... 20,450,091 ,946 


BoB LIVINGSTON, 
JOSEPH M. MCDADE, 
BILL YOUNG, 

RALPH REGULA, 
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JERRY LEWIS, 

JOHN EDWARD PORTER, 

HAROLD ROGERS, 

JOE SKEEN, 

FRANK R. WOLF, 

JIM KOLBE, 

RON PACKARD, 

SONNY CALLAHAN, 

JAMES T. WALSH, 

JOHN P. MURTHA 

(except for IMF and 
section & housing 
recission), 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


TED STEVENS, 

THAD COCHRAN, 

ARLEN SPECTER, 

PETE V. DOMENICI, 

C.S. BOND, 

SLADE GORTON, 

MITCH MCCONNELL, 

CONRAD BURNS, 

RICHARD C. SHELBY, 

JUDD GREGG, 

R.F. BENNETT, 

BEN NIGHTHORSE 
CAMPBELL, 

LARRY CRAIG, 

LAUCH FAIRCLOTH, 

KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON, 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 

D.K. INOUYE, 

ERNEST F. HOLLINGS, 

PATRICK J. LEAHY, 

DALE BUMPERS, 

FRANK R. LAUTENBERG, 

Tou HARKIN, 

BARBARA A. MIKULSKI, 

HARRY REID, 

BYRON L. DORGAN, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


——— 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA STUDENT 
OPPORTUNITY SCHOLARSHIP 
ACT OF 1997 


Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS), 
the deputy chief whip. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Madam 
Speaker, it has been 3 years since a 
GAO report found that 1 out of every 3 
of our Nation’s schools are in need of 
major reconstruction and repair. Pub- 
lic school buildings are crumbling. Our 
schoolteachers are dealing with over- 
crowded classrooms. Many of our 
schools are fighting a war on drugs and 
violence. 

Parents and teachers in my own dis- 
trict tell me about these problems and 
the lack of resources in the public 
schools in Atlanta. The GAO report 
shows that these problems exist na- 
tionwide, because overcrowded stu- 
dents attend classes in closets, hall- 
ways and even bathrooms. Yet, in 3 
years, the Republican leadership has 
done nothing to address these dev- 
astating problems. 

Nine out of 10 children in America at- 
tend public schools. The bill before us 
does nothing to address the problems 
that they face. 

In fact, this bill is nothing new. It is 
just the latest assault on public 
schools by the opponents of public edu- 
cation. 
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In the last three years, my Repub- 
lican colleagues have proposed abol- 
ishing the Department of Education, 
cutting the school lunch program, cut- 
ting funding for safe and drug-free 
schools, for teacher training, and for 
Head Start. The Republican record is 
clear. It is anti-public education. 

And now they have the audacity to 
propose draining $45 million from the 
Federal Treasury to send just 3 percent 
of D.C. students to private and reli- 
gious schools. The vast majority of stu- 
dents in D.C. public schools, 76,000, will 
be left out and left behind. 

Now, the Republicans will have us be- 
lieve that they care about D.C. public 
schools and their students. Do not be 
fooled. Education is a great equalizer 
in our Nation. For $45 million, we could 
set up computer labs for every school 
in the District of Columbia. We could 
hire teachers, reading teachers for all 
of the public schools in the District. 
With adequate funding, with public 
education as our top priority, we could 
truly make a difference for the major- 
ity of our schoolchildren in this city 
and nationwide. 

Madam Speaker, the Democrats have 
a plan that will rebuild and repair 
50,000 of our Nation’s schools, put 
100,000 more teachers in our Nation’s 
classrooms, reduce the class size to 18 
students and strengthen teacher train- 
ing. 
It is time for us to take action and 
move forward to improve American 
public schools. This legislation is a 
step backward. It is a step in the wrong 
direction. Oppose the Republican D.C. 
voucher scheme and invest in public 
education for all of our children, so no 
child will be left behind in the District 
of Columbia or any place in America. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
4% minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), the 
majority whip. 

Mr. DELAY. Madam Speaker, an an- 
cient Greek philosopher once said that 
only the educated are truly free. To a 
remarkable extent, that is still true 
today. The state of our education sys- 
tem pounds that point home. In many 
of our communities our children get 
the best education in the world. They 
are free to become lawyers, doctors, as- 
tronauts, engineers or whatever they 
want. They are free to live the Amer- 
ican dream. 

But in other communities, those 
communities that are not so well off, 
those communities that are ravaged by 
crime and drugs, the schools very often 
fail the children. They fail to give the 
children the necessary tools so they 
can realize their dreams. They fail to 
provide the children the safe and se- 
cure environment where they can 
learn. They fail to provide teachers 
who have the knowledge and the abil- 
ity to teach. They fail to use their re- 
sources wisely to ensure that money is 
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spent on teaching children, not on pad- 
ding the wallets of bureaucrats. 

And as a result of these failures, the 
children in these communities are 
trapped. They are not free to live their 
dreams. They are trapped in a system 
that ensures mediocrity, that inspires 
despair, that instills failure. 

The District of Columbia has many 
examples of failure in its education 
system. It has amongst the highest il- 
literacy rates of any school system in 
the country. It spends more money per 
student than most schools. The ques- 
tion today is pretty simple: Do we take 
the steps that will instill account- 
ability and responsibility and quality 
into the school system, or do we let the 
status quo continue unabated? 

Well. in my view we need to shake 
this system up, and I cannot think of a 
better way to do that than to establish 
scholarships for children who want to 
break out of a failing system. I have 
heard most of the opponents today; and 
a lot of opponents in Washington, D.C., 
including half the teachers in the 
school system, send their children to 
schools other than the government 
school system. I have heard many com- 
plaints from those people who oppose 
the proposal offered by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. ARMEY) to establish 
this scholarship program. They say it 
means that we are abandoning the pub- 
lic school system. Nothing could be 
further from the truth. 

If we wanted to abandon the public 
school system we would offer legisla- 
tion that would give every student in 
the D.C. system a scholarship, every 
student a scholarship to the private or 
public school system somewhere else. 
And my guess is that that proposal 
would be a cheaper alternative than 
the current system and wildly popular 
with most of the residents in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

But the majority leader is offering 
his proposal to inspire a rebirth in the 
D.C. school system. There is nothing 
like a little competition to get a sys- 
tem to change for the better, and we 
know that in business and we know it 
in life. 

So some teachers’ unions are fighting 
this proposal and other school choice 
proposals, and half of them send their 
kids to private schools, and they fight 
them with every ounce of energy that 
they can muster. Apparently the 
unions are scared of the concept of ac- 
countability and responsibility and 
quality. 

I know many teachers who are as 
frustrated with the current system as 
we are. They want the best for these 
students. But the bureaucrats and the 
union leaders want the best for the bu- 
reaucracy and the union and not for 
students. And what is best for the bu- 
reaucracy and for the union is often 
the worst for the student and the par- 
ents. 

Giving families the opportunity to 
choose where their children will attend 
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school is an innovative way to inspire 
competition and improve our public 
school system. Many low-income fami- 
lies cannot afford to send their chil- 
dren to private school or even the 
means to take them to another public 
school in a better area. 

The D.C. Scholarship Opportunity 
Act would give a low-income family in 
the District a choice, a chance, the 
power to provide their children with a 
better education. The D.C. Scholarship 
Opportunity Act is an important way 
to begin to affect our communities, to 
show them that we in Washington are 
committed to improving the edu- 
cational system. 

So, Madam Speaker, I applaud the 
majority leader for his commitment. 
Improving this system will help more 
children to realize the American 
dream. : 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 30 seconds to the distinguished 
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAY), 
the ranking member of the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce. 

Mr. CLAY. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman from the District of 
Columbia (Ms. NORTON) for yielding me 
this time. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in opposition 
to this voucher bill because it will do 
absolutely nothing to improve the 
quality of educational opportunities 
available in the District of Columbia. 
What this bill will do, however, is cre- 
ate false hope in the minds of school- 
children and their parents and allow 
the Republicans to trumpet a lot of 
their baseless partisan political 
themes. 

Let me say to my Republican col- 
leagues and the District residents that 
federally funded school vouchers will 
not be made available here or any- 
where else in America during the 105th 
Congress. 

Madam Speaker, this is the third time that 
Republicans have trotted out this misguided 
D.C. voucher proposal for consideration in the 
House. Twice before they unsuccessfully at- 
tempted to attach it to the D.C. Appropriations 
bill. Now, the proposal finally stands alone to 
be judged on its own. It has never gone 
through the committee process for deliberate 
consideration. If it had, it would not have seen 
the light of day. 

Just, last November, a bipartisan majority of 
this body soundly rejected legislation to offer 
federally funded vouchers nationwide. Why? 
Because Members recognized that vouchers 
simply channel taxpayer dollars to private and 
religious schools—something ridiculous to do 
when budget pressure makes it difficult to 
properly fund public schools. Members also 
recognized that the bill would erode protec- 
tions afforded through our civil rights laws. 
The voucher proposal before us today suffers 
from the very same fatal flaws. What's more, 
the D.C. voucher bill would be vetoed if it 
were sent to the President. 

Madam Speaker, we should not undermine 
the efforts of those local officials who are prin- 
cipally responsible for the education of District 
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students by forcing upon them the failed and 
unconstitutional voucher experiment. Rather, 
what we should do is support the Norton sub- 
stitute to provide the D.C. public schools with 
$7 million to implement comprehensive re- 
forms and hire additional reading tutors. Both 
initiatives would target the lowest performing 
schools. This approach would ensure all D.C. 
students the promise of a quality education 
from what would soon become an exemplary 
public school system. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
4 minutes and 10 seconds to the distin- 
guished gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
DAVIS). 

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Madam 
Speaker, it is with an abiding respect 
and great reluctance that I oppose the 
gentlewoman from the District of Co- 
lumbia (Ms. NORTON), my friend and 
colleague, but I support this legisla- 
tion. 

I think a few things need to be said. 
First, this is not taking one cent from 
the public schools in the District of Co- 
lumbia, which have the highest spend- 
ing rate per pupil in the Washington 
region right now. And I will join the 
gentlewoman in making sure they have 
the money to continue to build a qual- 
ity public school system. 

But we have tried through a presi- 
dentially appointed control board to 
make the system better, and it is clear 
it is more than a one-year ordeal. It is 
going to take several years. We recog- 
nize and we have to recognize the cur- 
rent failures of the public school sys- 
tem that the Washington Post this 
morning labeled “troubled.” 

The dropout rate is the highest in the 
region. Test scores the lowest almost 
in the country. Opened four years in a 
row late. It is just not operating. It is 
so bad that no Member of Congress 
sends their kids through the District of 
Columbia public school system today. 
The President and the Vice President, 
offered those opportunities, did as most 
of us and declined and opted for private 
schools, and I do not blame them or 
fault them in any way because the 
school system today is not something 
that we could be proud of. 

Madam Speaker, I want to work to 
make it better. This is a scholarship. 
This bill allows not just the oppor- 
tunity for some of the poorest of the 
poor to send their kids to private 
schools. It allows the option for dollars 
for tutoring and dollars for teacher 
training and the like. 

What has happened in this city over 
the last 20 years is that the middle 
class and the upper class have re- 
sponded by sending their kids to pri- 
vate schools or moving out of the city 
where there are school systems that 
are delivering an educational quality. 
What we are trying to offer here is a 
scholarship opportunity for the poorest 
of the poor in the city to give their 
children the same opportunity that 
Members of Congress have to send their 
kids to quality schools. 
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Opponents have said we are imposing 
this on the city. We are not imposing 
anything on the city. There is an arti- 
cle in the Washington Post today that 
talks about the Ted Forstmann schol- 
arships for the city. Seven thousand 
poor families applied for this $1,700 
grant, and they have to put up $500 of 
their own, when they could take a free 
public school system, and they are still 
overwhelmed with responses. I predict 
that we will get more responses to this 
program should this become law. 

One lady, Karen Leach, said “I 
prayed every day. I just prayed every 
day, that she would be able to get the 
additional scholarships to send her 
kids where they could get a quality 
education. I think this bill will answer 
the prayers of a few thousand other 
parents in the city as well. 

As I said, it is not imposing vouchers. 
We are not imposing these scholarships 
on anybody. If parents do not want 
them, then they should not apply and 
should not take them. But please do 
not tell single mothers like Karen 
Leach that because they are poor, 
working poor, working two jobs in 
some cases to give their kids a better 
life, that they cannot have access to 
these educational scholarships just be- 
cause their political leaders are afraid 
to admit that perhaps the school sys- 
tem is not working and is not func- 
tional in some cases, it has not opened 
on time for four years, and some of the 
other things we have discussed. It 
should not mean that the poor students 
cannot live and have the American 
dream like the rest of us. 

I agree with my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle. Let us fix the 
system. Let us give the public schools 
more dollars to do the job. We in- 
creased spending in the classroom last 
year. But even the presidentially ap- 
pointed control board is not going to 
fix the schools overnight. 

For Christopher Leach, who is men- 
tioned in the Post article today, which 
I will submit for the RECORD, and oth- 
ers who are going to be in the third 
grade next year, the schools they will 
be going to are not functional, are not 
at an acceptable level for any of us to 
send our kids. They will never have an- 
other chance at the third grade while 
we are busy fixing the system. Next 
year is it for them. 

What we are trying to offer a few 
thousand kids the opportunity to have 
a system with the educational quality 
that the rest of us enjoy. And while we 
all know their schools do not meet the 
standards we want for our kids, why 
would we relegate them and not give 
them the kind of choices the rest of us 
have? But because we are richer, be- 
cause we can send our kids to private 
school or we can move to wealthy sub- 
urban areas where they have different 
school systems, we deny them the op- 
portunities that we have. 

Madam Speaker, with the gap be- 
tween rich and poor growing greater in 
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America and in this region every day, 
we cannot afford to relegate these poor 
students to a dysfunctional school sys- 
tem. They deserve these opportunity 
scholarships. I support the legislation. 

Madam Speaker, the Washington 
Post article which I previously referred 
to follows: 

{From the Washington Post, Apr. 30, 1998] 

1,001 D.C. STUDENTS WIN SCHOLARSHIPS 
(By Debbi Wilgoren) 


Hundreds of low-income District parents 
are receiving calls and letters this week tell- 
ing them that they have won scholarships to 
help them take their children out of the 
city’s troubled public school system and en- 
roll them in private schools. 

They are the winners in a computerized 
lottery, held Monday and Tuesday, that 
awarded privately funded scholarships of as 
much as $1,700 each to 1,001 children to cover 
30 to 60 percent of private school tuition. The 
money will go to about 750 families, who will 
receive separate scholarships for each of 
their children. 

“I prayed every day. I just prayed every 
day,” said Karen Leach, a single mother who 
works nights as a security guard and won 
scholarships for her sons, Christopher, 8, and 
Christian, 5. “I just want my kids to have 
the best that I can get for them.“ 

Leach said she will use the money to put 
her children back in Catholic school. Her 
older son attended Assumption School in 
Southeast Washington from nursery school 
through second grade, but he and his 5-year- 
old brother enrolled at Leckie Elementary 
School in far Southwest last fall because 
Leach could no longer afford tuition. 

The two children have done fairly well in 
public school this year, but Leach said she 
believes they will get a better education and 
more individualized attention in Catholic 
school because classes will be smaller and 
the other children will be better behaved. 

At Leckie, she said, some of the kids are 
just out of control.” 

The number of scholarships, which are 
being provided by the five-year-old Wash- 
ington Scholarship Fund, has more than dou- 
bled this year, thanks to the largess of Wall 
Street tycoon Theodore J. Forstmann and 
John Walton, heir to the Wal-Mart fortune. 
They donated a total of $6 million to the ef- 
fort last fall. 

At a news conference yesterday announc- 
ing the 1,001 winners—chosen from more 
than 7,500 low-income applicants— 
Forstmann said he intends to launch similar 
funds soon in as many as 30 U.S. cities, in- 
cluding Los Angeles. That would greatly ex- 
pand a new type of philanthropy that al- 
ready is helping to pay the private school 
costs of 14,000 children across the country. 

The effort coincides with growing national 
concern about the quality of public edu- 
cation provided in mostly poor, urban school 
districts. It comes as publicly funded, pri- 
vately operated charter schools are opening 
in the city and many states, and as Repub- 
lican leaders in Congress are pushing for tax- 
payer-funded private school vouchers for 
poor students in the District and elsewhere. 

The House is expected today to pass legis- 
lation, already approved by the Senate, that 
would set up a D.C. voucher program despite 
strong opposition from Education Secretary 
Richard W. Riley, Del. Eleanor Holmes Nor- 
ton (D-D.C.), local officials and parent 
groups. 

President Clinton, however, has promised 
to veto the bill, and congressional leaders 
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say they lack the two-thirds majority needed 
to override his veto. Opponents of voucher 
programs say the government should use its 
resources to improve public schools. They 
also complain that such programs unfairly 
favor parochial schools, where tuition is 
much lower than at most secular private 
schools. 

Forstmann refused to take a position yes- 
terday on the issue of taxpayer-funded 
vouchers. But he dismissed suggestions that 
he and other donors should give money to 
public schools, saying many public school 
systems are so dysfunctional that donating 
to them does not help children. 

“It’s a little like putting money into the 
former Soviet Union,” he said. “If the sys- 
tem worked, we wouldn't have to be here.” 

Forstmann said he believes public schools 
will work better if they are forced to com- 
pete more directly with private schools for 
students. He appealed to others to give 
money so more poor children can choose be- 
tween public and private school. 

Yesterday, he met with Leach and a few 
other parents, then telephoned several addi- 
tional winners. Fund Executive Director 
Douglas D. Dewey said all scholarship recipi- 
ents will be notified by telephone and mail 
this week. Those who were not selected will 
receive letters by Monday or Tuesday. 

The organization originally planned to 
award 1,000 scholarships. But at the last 
minute, it decided to include an applicant 
who was not selected in the lottery but 
whose academic struggle—he has repeated 
third grade twice—was featured in a Wash- 
ington Times article Monday. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Madam Speaker, correcting the 
record for the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia, the District has the second low- 
est per pupil spending on students in 
the region. His district, Fairfax Coun- 
ty, is $7,650. Mine is only $7,000 and Al- 
exandria is $9,000. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to 
the distinguished gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. WATERS) chair of the 
Congressional Black Caucus. 

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, first- 
ly, Iam appalled at the disrespect that 
is being shown to the gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia (Ms. 
NORTON). It is an unwritten rule in this 
body to allow the leadership of the dis- 
trict to go to that person who rep- 
resents that district. Not only is she 
being disrespected, but after she gives 
us the facts and the figures, then we 
have Members on the other side get up 
and talk about she is wrong and give 
other facts and figures. 

I am appalled at what you are doing, 
and I do not think for one minute that 
you care more about this district than 
the gentlewoman from the District of 
Columbia. And let me say this, the gen- 
tlewoman is smarter than the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY), than 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
MORAN) and all the rest of them put to- 
gether. How dare you question her abil- 
ity to lead this District? 

Madam Speaker, everybody knows 
this has been a political ploy. Not only 
do we not believe you care more about 
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these children than the gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia, we do 
not believe that, but do you expect to 
buy their education on the cheap? 
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We heard what education costs in all 
of these districts and the surrounding 
ones. But you want to come with a 
mere $3,200 a year for 3 percent of the 
students and then say that the $7 mil- 
lion will not take away from the other 
students in the district. It is out- 
rageous. 

I would ask the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia (Mr. MORAN) and the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. ARMEY), those who be- 
lieve in this so much, try it in your 
own district, try it in your own dis- 
trict. 

Even though I do not support this 
kind of thing, this kind of subsidy to 
private schools and to religious 
schools, if they want it so badly, I will 
support it for their districts. 

I would ask my Members, please do 
not run over the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON). Do 
not disrespect this district. Do not be 
bullies on this issue. We know that you 
are stepping on the District in every 
way that you can. They are down. It is 
difficult to fight. They do not have the 
power to stop you. You have the num- 
bers. You can step on their backs. You 
can step on their necks. 

I would ask you to have a little de- 
cency. Give the right of representation 
to the gentlewoman from the District 
of Columbia (Ms. NORTON). Follow her 
lead and discontinue this madness. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. RIGGS. Madam Speaker, par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON). The gentleman from Cali- 
fornia will state his parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

Mr. RIGGS. Madam Speaker, is refer- 
ring to Members of Congress as bullies 
and imputing the intellect of Members 
of Congress in order with House proce- 
dures and rules? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem- 
bers should refrain from engaging in 
personalities during debate. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Madam Speaker, if I might just take 
a moment, since my intellect, my mo- 
tives, and my character have just been 
called into question, let me just make 
the observation that I made at the out- 
set, Madam Speaker. This is not about 
me, and, in all due respect, it is not 
about the gentlewoman from the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. It is about the chil- 
dren. 

Quite frankly, we have 8,000 of those 
children and their parents that have 
said this is a good deal. We want it. 
You can read about them in today’s 


paper. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to 
the distinguished gentlewoman from 
Kentucky (Mrs. NORTHUP). 
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Mrs. NORTHUP. Madam Speaker, I 
and all other moms know what it is 
like to worry every day about how your 
child is doing in school. It is terrible if 
your child is trapped in a school that is 
unsafe and unworkable. Your daugh- 
ter’s sleepless nights become your own 
sleepless nights. 

Most parents with children in the 
D.C. public schools live under these in- 
tolerable conditions. D.C. schools have 
received national attention. In spite of 
funding per student that ranks among 
one of the highest in the Nation, edu- 
cation in the District has reached cri- 
sis proportions. 

Decrepit school buildings are lit- 
erally falling apart. The local news 
here is filled with stories of fire code 
violations, violence in schools, and 
failing test scores. 

The problem in the D.C. public 
schools right now is the entire system 
is broken. It is not just a bad teacher 
or disorganized principal or a leaky 
roof or an unrestrained bully in the 
fourth grade. It is all of these problems 
and more. A parent cannot just change 
their child’s teacher or their class or 
their school. There is no place to es- 
cape, and so the children are simply 
trapped. 

Hopefully, the District will begin the 
long process of improvement. In the 
meantime, the children in these 
schools cannot wait. Too many lives 
have already been ruined. A child only 
gets to be in first grade once. He or she 
only gets to be a child one time. We 
need to make sure that each child has 
at least a chance to spend that year, 
that childhood in a safe school with an 
opportunity to learn. 

School choice will offer parents the 
opportunity to give their children a 
chance to learn, thus enabling them to 
lay the foundation for future success. 
The key to ending the cycle of public 
assistance dependence is in opening 
doors for children to receive a quality 
education. 

School choice is popular in this com- 
munity. A recent poll found that low- 
income parents support scholarships. 
Among families earning less than 
$25,000, 59 percent support the program. 
We should, too. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. SAWYER). 

Mr. SAWYER. Madam Speaker, while 
there are a lot of good reasons to be 
skeptical about the bill before us, I 
think that the most important is some- 
times glossed over, and that is the need 
for a full and effective evaluation of 
the program. 

Evaluation is critical if we are to 
avoid monumental failure. Parental 
satisfaction and other subjective meas- 
ures are important but wholly insuffi- 
cient to measure the efficacy of this 
kind of funding scheme and its edu- 
cational consequences. 

A bill that is serious about a voucher 
experiment I believe should include 
statutory requirements for: 
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The random sampling of the students 
who are measured in the course of their 
experience with this; 

Baseline data to benchmark evalua- 
tion including parental data, their 
prior school experiences, relevant edu- 
cational values, and reasons for mak- 
ing or not making a choice; student 
data on prior achievement, behavior, 
and special needs; 

Appropriate control groups, includ- 
ing sibling nonparticipants; 

Data from within and across all sites; 

Comparable testing across all sites; 

Data on transportation problems and 
solutions such as we experience in 
Ohio; and 

Effects on all students, beyond stand- 
ardized testing, including changing 
patterns of school enrollment by school 
type and demographic characteristics; 
the enhancement of geographic mobil- 
ity among students; how school choices 
expand or contract; the kind of stu- 
dents who are accepted and rejected 
and retained by choice schools”; and 
effects on racial and class integration. 

In section 11 of the bill, there is an 
evaluation component that comes close 
to addressing some of these require- 
ments but hardly even a majority of 
them. However, the evaluation compo- 
nent’s very language assumes the suc- 
cess of the program. This is a large and 
costly experiment in the lives of real 
children, both the ones in the program 
and those who are not. We owe it to 
them to include a serious effort to 
measure the costs and benefits and 
measurable change in student perform- 
ance. 

Whether or not the politicians on 
this floor or across this country agree 
about vouchers, no one can say we 
know for sure how well they will work. 
The students cannot afford for us to 
proceed without a mechanism for 
knowing if we are wrong. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, may I 
inquire as to how much time is remain- 
ing for each side. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY) has 39 
minutes remaining. The gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia (Ms. 
NORTON) has 33 minutes remaining. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia (Mr. MORAN). 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Madam 
Speaker, I will not take issue with my 
colleague from California. I do not 
want to speak for the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. ARMEY), but there is no 
question in my mind that I am not as 
smart as the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON). I 
would never try to compete with the 
gentlewoman from the District of Co- 
lumbia on any kind of an intellectual 
or even a rhetorical basis. 

Iam going to, though, plead with my 
colleagues on the Democratic side, 
where the opposition to this bill lies, to 
set aside the suspect political motiva- 
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tion behind this bill and to put aside 
all that kind of lofty ideological rhet- 
oric that partisanship can inspire. I do 
not necessarily disagree with all that 
rhetoric in principle. But I am going to 
ask you to strip away the esoteric and 
political issues that normally accom- 
pany this issue and look at the essence 
of what this bill does. Because all it is 
is an additional $7 million that can 
only go to poor families, only poor 
families. If it is not spent, it will not 
go to DC, nor to any other educational 
effort of merit. It will be lost. A lost 
opportunity. 

What does it do that is so threat- 
ening? It lets parents pick where their 
kids will go to school. Those parents 
can choose the school my children go 
to, only a couple of miles away from 
the District of Columbia. It is in an al- 
most entirely minority neighborhood, 
a public elementary school, with an Af- 
rican American principal, and an Afri- 
can American administration, Almost 
the entire student body is minority. 
But it is safe. The children that go to 
this school get the basic education 
they need, and they are going to get to 
go to college if they have the will and 
make the effort. It is a credit to the 
public school system as so many thou- 
sands of schools in this Nation are a 
credit to our investment in public edu- 
cation. 

I am also going to ask you to let me 
make this a little more personal. A few 
months ago, my daughter broke out 
crying at the dinner table. She said, 
“Mommy, Daddy, I cannot keep up 
with the other kids in my class. I can- 
not think as fast as them. I am the 
worst in the class.” 

We comforted her and explained to 
her, Honey, the radiation that killed 
the cancer cells in your brain also 
killed the brain cells, but we are going 
to send you to a tutor,” which we do, 
“and we are going to make sure you 
can keep up.” Expensive? Very. All 
out-of-pocket. Worth it? Of course. 

But what about the dozens of other 
kids in the same condition at D.C. Chil- 
dren’s Hospital, almost all of them mi- 
nority, low-income families? Why 
should they be doomed because of the 
accident of their birth? Their parents 
do not have any possibility of enabling 
their kids to keep pace, of realizing 
their potential, of ever going to col- 
lege. This bill gives them a faint, dim 
glimmer of hope because it can be used 
for tutoring that they could not other- 
wise afford. 

Madam Speaker 85 percent of the 
children in Ward 3, the wealthiest ward 
in this city, have a choice of schools, 
and they choose to send their kids to 
private schools. Why should the par- 
ents in other wards of the city not have 
the same choice? Why should their kids 
suffer so because of the accident of 
their birth? 

We spend more on D.C. public schools 
and get less out of them than any other 
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school state system in the country. 
Three-fourths of their 8th grade stu- 
dents flunk basic math. Forty percent 
drop out. A minority of high school 
graduates are able to qualify for a col- 
lege education. On average they're at 
least 2 years behind their peers in 
other school systems. 

Why should we condemn all of these 
children to continue to suffer such in- 
equity because we want to uphold our 
lofty principles and our traditional pol- 
itics? Of course we believe in public 
schools. But we also believe in the in- 
trinsic worth of every one of those chil- 
dren born in the District of Columbia. 
They have the same right anyone else 
has. 

Why are you denying that right to 
even 2,000 children who could break out 
of the bonds of a failed school system? 
Because you want to maintain the sta- 
tus quo? Because you do not want to 
admit that the current failed condition 
is the reality of this failed school sys- 
tem? It is not fair to deny hope to even 
2,000 children. What is fair is to support 
this bill. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I in- 
vite the gentleman to exercise some of 
that passion for vouchers for the chil- 
dren of Alexandria. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 14% minutes 
to the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
ROTHMAN). 

Mr. ROTHMAN. Madam Speaker, last 
year, within our balanced budget bill, 
Congress gave American families a $400 
tax credit for every child under the age 
of 17 in the household. This year, it 
will be $500 per child. American fami- 
lies can use all of those monies for pri- 
vate or religious school tuition. That is 
their choice. 

This year, some in Congress want to 
bust the Nation's first balanced budget 
in 30 years by subsidizing private and 
religious school education, a subsidy 
that would ultimately affect funds 
available for the public schools. 

If this voucher bill passes, the other 
real consequence would be higher prop- 
erty taxes for America’s families to 
make up the difference. In New Jersey, 
our property taxes are already too 
high. 

Besides, what is next? If someone 
does not like the books in their public 
library, should the government give 
that person a money voucher to buy 
books so that they can start their own 
private library? If somebody does not 
like the people who go into the public 
parks, should the government give 
money vouchers to that person so they 
can buy their own swing set and build 
their own private park? I do not think 
so. 
America is still a country that be- 
lieves in the common good and to 
achieve the opportunity for success and 
the opportunity to achieve the Amer- 
ican dream. 

Let us fix our public schools. Let us 
encourage competition by supporting 
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chartered public school, but let us not 
pillage the public school systems in 
America. Hurting public schools in 
America will not be good for America. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. Goop- 
LING), chairman of the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce, and, in 
my estimation, this government’s 
number one expert on the subject of 
education by virtue of understanding 
and concern. 

Mr. GOODLING. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

Madam Speaker, what I really want 
to talk about right now is, I get fed up 
when I hear the other side keep talking 
about pupil/teacher ratio, keep talking 
about building buildings, repairing 
building. For 20 years, 20 years, they 
had an opportunity to send 40 percent 
of the excess cost for special education 
to that school district and to every 
school district. They sent 6. If they 
would send 20, 40 percent, if they would 
send 40 percent of excess cost to special 
education to Washington, D.C., do they 
know what they would send them? An- 
other $12 million. 

Put your money where your mandate 
was. You mandated 100 percent special 
ed. You do not send them the 40 per- 
cent. You were sending them 6 percent. 
We got it up to 9. That is a long, long 
way away. 

If they had an additional $11 million 
because you put your money where 
your mouth was for 20 years when you 
mandated special ed, they would have 
all the money in the world they need to 
deal with pupil/teacher ratio, to im- 
prove the school buildings, to build 
new school buildings. 

So do not come here now 20 years 
later and somehow blame it on some- 
body else. It was you that passed the 
100 percent mandate, and it was you 
that did not fund it. Now put your 
money where your mouth is. 
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Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Maine (Mr. ALLEN), a member of the 
Subcommittee of the District of Co- 
lumbia of the Committee on Govern- 
ment Reform and Oversight. 

Mr. ALLEN. Madam Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to the bill before us today 
because I believe that vouchers are the 
wrong way to improve our public 
schools. 

Taxpayer dollars should be spent to 
improve our public schools for all chil- 
dren, not on a $45 million unproven 
program that will reach only a small 
minority of D.C. students. This bill will 
cost over $7 million a year, and I be- 
lieve that money could be used to help 
all of the 78,000 students in the Dis- 
trict’s public schools, rather than the 
2,000 or so who may benefit from 
vouchers. 
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I believe that what we are seeing 
here is an effort to try out in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia an idea that Members 
would like to bring and would be more 
appropriately dealt with around the 
country in other States. 

I serve as a member of the Com- 
mittee on Government Reform and 
Oversight’s Subcommittee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and our sub- 
committee has held hearings on the 
state of the District’s public schools. 
They are hurting. Serious action is es- 
sential to give the students of the Dis- 
trict the education they want and de- 
serve. 

The District is moving ahead with an 
academic plan to improve student 
achievement, develop qualified teach- 
ers and strengthen its infrastructure. 

One example is the District's new 
summer STARS, Students and Teach- 
ers Achieving Results and Success, pro- 
gram. STARS is intended to end social 
promotion and give students an inten- 
sive, highly-structured opportunity to 
gain important math and reading 
skills. It shows how committed the 
District is to improving student 
achievement. 

Our goal is to improve the District’s 
public schools for all children, not to 
weaken them for the benefit of a cho- 
sen few; and despite all of the emotion 
and argument around this issue, I be- 
lieve this is the right course. I urge my 
colleagues to vote against this bill. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. RIGGS), the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Early Childhood, 
Youth and Families of the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce that 
deals with elementary and secondary 
education. 

Mr. RIGGS. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the majority leader for yielding me 
this time and for his leadership on this 
very important issue. 

It occurs to me, as I have listened to 

the debate for the better part of this 
hour, that this has, unfortunately, be- 
come one of those “he said, she said” 
debates, where we talk right by one an- 
other with only an occasional ad 
hominem attack by one Member 
against other Members to liven things 
up. 
But I was very moved by what the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN) 
had to say, and I do not think anybody 
can question that gentleman's commit- 
ment to the District of Columbia. I 
wish I would have heard a better re- 
sponse to his concerns from the dele- 
gate for the District of Columbia than 
to simply say, try parental choice in 
the City of Alexandria public schools. 

It so happens that the City of Alex- 
andria, Virginia, public school system 
is top-notch. But, by comparison, the 
District of Columbia public schools are 
in crisis, a crisis of catastrophic pro- 
portions. So why do those people on 
this side of the aisle, with the excep- 
tion of the gentleman from Virginia 
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(Mr. MORAN) and maybe a handful of 
other Democratic Members of the 
House, continue to stand in the way of 
school choice? Why? 

We need it in the District of Colum- 
bia. It is the last best hope for many 
District of Columbia families. 

And I am struck. I saw a poll con- 
ducted by the Joint Center of Political 
and Economic Studies last year that 
found that 57 percent of African Ameri- 
cans support giving parents vouchers 
which they can use to pick the best 
schools, the best and most appropriate 
education for their children, and that 
number soars to 80 percent, 80 percent, 
colleagues, for black parents with 
younger children. 

So we have to choose. Where are we 
going to stand? Are we going to stand 
with our fellow Americans, our con- 
stituents who are demanding parental 
choice in education? 

It reminds me of the saying, When 
the people leave, perhaps the leaders 
will follow.” Or are we going to remain 
absolutely beholden to the teachers’ 
unions, a special-interest lobby that 
happens to be the core constituency of 
the national Democratic Party. 

Show some political courage. The 
time and place is here and now in the 
District of Columbia. 

This is a very modest bill, a very 
modest bill. It does not go nearly far 
enough, in my opinion, because it 
would only give a small number of par- 
ents versus the number of parents who 
have applied for these tuition scholar- 
ships, a small number of parents a 
scholarship up to $3,200 so that their 
children may attend the public, private 
or parochial school of their choice. 
That means the decision rests not with 
the government, not with the public 
school system but with the parent. And 
who better to make that decision? 

We heard a lot of misinformation 
about this bill. The facts are very 
straightforward. The gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. DAVIS) spoke to some of 
the concerns. Will the scholarship bill 
drain the D.C. public school resources 
that the school system desperately 
needs? No. Not one dime of this money, 
not one dime of the money for scholar- 
ships, would come from the District of 
Columbia school budget. 

Is $3,200 not too little to cover tui- 
tion costs at private or parochial 
schools? Answer: emphatically no. 

We had hearings in my sub- 
committee. We heard that at least 60 
private schools inside the Beltway cost 
less than $3,200 per student, and more 
than two dozen others cost less than 
$4,000. These include religious and pri- 
vate schools and 14 schools in south- 
east, the quadrant of the District 
where the District’s poorest families 
live. 

Is the scholarship program not a vio- 
lation of home rule? No. Because, as 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
DAVIS) said, the scholarships are not 
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imposed on anyone, and no one is 
forced to participate. These schools al- 
ready, the private schools, already ac- 
cept minorities and children with dis- 
abilities, and this legislation is not un- 
constitutional. It is not a violation of 
the separation between church and 
State, because, as with the GI bill and 
early childhood educations and day 
care assistance, the recipient, that is 
the parent, makes the choice, not the 
government. 

It is time to give those children a 
chance by giving those parents a 
choice. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume to clarify that my response to 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
MORAN) was based on the fact his dis- 
trict spends $2,000 more per pupil than 
mine; that his minority children are 
low achieving; and that no Member 
should try to put on my district what 
he has not already put on his own. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
Scotr), who is a member of the Com- 
mittee on Education and the Workforce 
as well a member of the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Mr. SCOTT. Madam Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to S. 1502, the D.C. 
voucher bill. 

Madam Speaker, there are a number 
of reasons to vote against the bill, and 
let me just focus on two. 

First, the bill ignores 97 percent of 
the students and offers just a jackpot 
for the privileged few. But there are 
not enough seats available in private 
schools in the Washington, D.C., area 
to accommodate those privileged few 
who might win the lottery. 

A recent Washington Post article 
looked into the number of available 
seats and found that, “D.C. students 
would find the costs high and the open- 
ings scarce.” 

Furthermore, Madam Speaker, we 
must remember that the bill, should it 
pass, would be subject to an immediate 
court challenge over the use of tax- 
payer funds to go to private religious 
schools. Private religious schools make 
up 80 percent of the private schools in 
the Washington, D.C., area. So of those 
seats purported to be available by the 
proponents of the legislation, at least 
80 percent of them may well not be 
available because of court challenges 
that would prevent their participation 
in the voucher program. 

Madam Speaker, perhaps the most 
disturbing part of the bill is the provi- 
sion which guts civil rights protections 
for the students. Although through leg- 
islative trickery the bill declares that 
the vouchers are not Federal aid to the 
school, such declaration has no purpose 
other than to exempt the schools from 
Federal enforcement of civil rights. 
Tragically, the bill clearly allows for 
discrimination against the disabled. 

So while this legislation is framed as 
an educational bill to help disadvan- 
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taged D.C. students, in reality it is a 
flagrant assault by the majority on 
civil rights laws. 

Madam Speaker, although this bill 
will provide no assistance to 97 percent 
of the students in Washington, D.C., a 
$7 million federally funded education 
program ought to at least have full 
Federal civil rights protections for the 
privileged few it purports to help. The 
fact that that protection is not con- 
tained in the bill is another reason to 
vote no“. 

Madam Speaker, we need to vote 
“no” and defeat the bill. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume to 
set the record straight. 

Section 7 of the bill specifically pro- 
hibits discrimination. It reads, ‘An eli- 
gible institution participating in the 
scholarship program under this sub- 
title shall not engage in any practice 
that discriminates on the basis of race, 
color, national origin or sex.” 

It also specifically states in section 8 
that nothing in the bill shall affect the 
rights of students or the obligations of 
the District of Columbia public schools 
under the Individuals with Disabilities 
Act. Nothing in the bill waives any 
current Federal, State or local statute 
protecting civil rights. In fact, private 
and religious schools in the District 
are already subject to D.C. civil rights 
law, among the most expansive in the 
country. 

I am sure, Madam Speaker, that I 
will not have to address fallacy number 
seven in the book of complaints again. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
WOLF). 

Mr. WOLF. Madam Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of this bill. Probably 
none of my colleagues here send their 
kids to the District of Columbia 
schools. None of my colleagues here 
have probably ever taught in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia schools. 

My daughter, for 5 years, worked at 
14th and Belmont, in the community of 
Hope, up there where most of the kids 
are not getting a decent education. She 
then taught in the District of Columbia 
schools for a year. 

We are talking about real people’s 
lives. I commend the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. MORAN) for what he said. 
I know of a young boy who left the Dis- 
trict of Columbia schools where he was 
failing and then went out to the Fair- 
fax County schools and is now getting 
Bs. 

My colleagues say, stay with the 
schools. None of my colleagues would 
allow their children to go to the Dis- 
trict of Columbia schools. My col- 
leagues would take two jobs, three 
jobs, they would do anything they 
could to get their kids into another 
school, and now they want to deny the 
opportunity for parents to have that 
opportunity. 

If I lived in the District of Columbia, 
I would be a revolutionary because of 
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the way these schools are. The Armey 
proposal for scholarships is good. It is 
going to help real people to make a 
real difference, and I urge all the Mem- 
bers, all the Members to vote for this 
bill. Because, when it passes, and, 
hopefully, it will be signed, it will save 
lives because it will give a young man 
and a young woman the opportunity to 
go on and do things that all of us, ev- 
erybody in this body, wants for their 
own children. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. WOOLSEY). 

Mr. SCOTT. Madam Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Virginia. 

Mr. SCOTT. Madam Speaker, I wish 
to respond to the comments of the ma- 
jority leader. 

The fact that it is designated as not 
aid to the school eliminates the Fed- 
eral enforcement, and there are a lot of 
things that can be done under Federal 
enforcement that are exempt because 
of that language. 

I had an amendment in the Com- 
mittee on Rules that was denied to 
allow that language to come out so 
that we could have full participation 
and full enforcement of civil rights. 
That is not in the bill because of that 
language. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Madam Speaker, re- 
claiming my time, I say to all my col- 
leagues that public education is the 
backbone of our country. Let us not 
forget that. It is why we are a great 
Nation. Public education is available 
to all. It does not discriminate, and it 
must be strengthened, not weakened. 
Yet this bill before us today will do 
just that. It profoundly harms our pub- 
lic schools. 

This bill makes it easier for a chosen 
few, and the word is few, to go to pri- 
vate schools, schools that self-select 
their student body, schools that have 
no responsibility to special education 
and no concern for students with 
unique educational needs. 
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This is not acceptable. I am proud to 
speak for public education in America. 
Sure, it is not perfect, but the solution 
to any problems of our public school 
system will not be solved by providing 
vouchers to a few chosen children. The 
solution is to fix our public schools so 
that all families would choose public 
education unless they choose to go toa 
religious school that they would pay 
the tuition from their family. 

S. 1502 hurts our kids, hurts our 
schools and our country, and it must be 
defeated. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Colorado (Mr. BOB SCHAF- 
FER). 

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. 
Madam Speaker, the Constitution of 
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the United States in article 1, section 
8, gives Congress the authority to exer- 
cise exclusive legislation in all cases 
whatsoever over such district as may, 
by cession of particular States, and the 
acceptance of Congress, become the 
seat of the Government of the United 
States. 

And there are other sections in the 
Constitution as well that give the Con- 
gress the authority and, in fact, the ob- 
ligation to be concerned about the chil- 
dren of the District of Columbia public 
schools. 

But it is more than just a constitu- 
tional authority. We have a moral obli- 
gation to treat these children like real 
Americans. It is interesting when we 
read the newspapers here in Wash- 
ington about how voucher opponents 
send their own children to private 
schools. Now, these are people over 
here who understand the difference be- 
tween bondage and liberty. 

John Milton, British poet, in the 
poem Samson Agonistes,” said, But 
what more often nations grown corrupt 
than to love bondage more than lib- 
erty, bondage with ease than strenuous 
liberty.” 

Some people understand the dif- 
ference between bondage and liberty 
and send their children to the schools 
of their choice. Let us treat children in 
the District of Columbia like real 
Americans as well, so they might one 
day learn the difference between bond- 
age and liberty. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

This Member reminds the Member 
that I represent people who ask that 
they be treated like real Americans, 
that their home rule and self-govern- 
ment be respected, and that the vote 
which this Member won on the House 
floor, as a real American, not be taken 
from my taxpaying residents. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
LOWEY). 

Mrs. LOWEY. Madam Speaker, I rise 
in strong opposition to this legislation. 

My colleagues, there are several im- 
portant educational initiatives before 
this Congress that would benefit mil- 
lions of students across our Nation, not 
just the chosen few. There is the Presi- 
dent’s proposal to help schools hire 
100,000 new teachers to reduce class size 
in the lower grades. There is also the 
President’s school modernization and 
repair initiative. I introduced one 
version last year, the Rebuild Amer- 
ica’s Schools Act, that has attracted 
nearly 120 cosponsors. And a new pro- 
posal introduced by the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. RANGEL), myself, 
and others would offer tax credits to 
help local schools eliminate over- 
crowding, finance roof and window re- 
pair, and invest in computers and tech- 
nology. These measures have the sup- 
port of the American people. But are 
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they being considered by the House? 
No. 

Madam Speaker, Democrats believe 
the Government should work to 
strengthen public schools, not under- 
mine them. Unfortunately, that is ex- 
actly what this proposal is designed to 
do. Of course, there are problems, seri- 
ous problems, with the schools in this 
district and other districts. One prob- 
lem that I find particularly serious 
with this proposal is funding religious 
schools. I believe in government- 
church separation, and providing pub- 
lic vouchers for religious school costs 
would clearly violate this important 
constitutional principle. 

A potential lack of accountability to 
the taxpayer is another problem. 

Madam Speaker, the bill before us 
authorizes enough money next year to 
provide vouchers to roughly 7 percent 
of D.C. children. What about the rest? 
What message does this educational 
sweepstakes send to our youth? It says, 
Four future is based on the luck of 
the draw, not your effort and ambition, 
and not equal opportunity for all.” 

Madam Speaker, D.C. public schools 
are in trouble. We need to invest in 
them. The Republicans want to tear 
them down brick by brick. The answer 
is not a limited voucher program that 
will weaken our public schools. It is 
tougher academic standards, safer 
school buildings, smaller classes, more 
teacher training. We have to invest in 
our public schools and make sure that 
every youngster has the opportunity to 
get an outstanding education. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER). 

Mr. SOUDER. Madam Speaker, I 
want to thank the majority leader for 
his efforts in this and leading the way 
to give opportunity to those who may 
not have it. 

As I have, basically, understood 
much of the debate today, I am sure 
there were some survivors on the Ti- 
tanic who were glad that the minority 
Members were not making the deci- 
sions on whether to use the lifeboats, 
because the decision would have been, 
since everybody cannot be in the life- 
boat, nobody should be in the lifeboat. 

I am glad that the Members of the 
minority party who have spoken out 
here are not in charge of IDEA, because 
apparently the rule would be if we can- 
not fully fund IDEA, nobody should get 
the money. 

The question here is should those 
who are reaching out get some oppor- 
tunity. But the underlying funda- 
mental question here, and I want to 
make it clear on the RECORD here, be- 
cause I have taken some criticism be- 
cause I supported the High Hopes ini- 
tiative in the committee, because I 
think we need to reach out in multiple 
ways, in public schools, in private 
schools, in charter schools, every way 
possible to increase the opportunities 
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for all minorities, whether they be His- 
panic, African American, Asian, rural 
white. We need to make sure that ev- 
erybody has the opportunity to succeed 
in America. 

One of the things that this bill does 
is it empowers parents and children to 
vote with their feet. We keep hearing 
the word lottery“ like it is some kind 
of a gambling thing when, in fact, it is 
not. Maybe only 2,000 will get in, but 
many more will want to get in. Those 
who do not get in will still have the in- 
centive to push in their schools, be- 
cause their schools, in order to keep 
them from applying, presumably will 
start to listen to parents, presumably 
will start to respond. 

In fact, if what the people want, be- 
cause they are clearly spending more 
dollars in the public schools than they 
are in these private schools, if what the 
people want is discipline, if what the 
people want is better basic education, 
if what the people want is to get the 
things that they are getting out of the 
private schools, the public schools 
where they have choice start to re- 
spond. 

We have an excellent public school in 
Southeast Washington and Anacostia, 
the Thomas Jefferson School, that does 
not have the crime problems, where 
they have more excellence going on. 
And we need to encourage those public 
schools that are reaching out and doing 
that; and one way to do that is to give 
the parents the ability to say, If you 
do not respond to us, if you do not lis- 
ten to us, we will vote with our feet.” 
And that is what we are doing here is 
empowering the poor like the rich are. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

I want to put this civil rights issue 
that the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
ScoTr) raised to rest by asking unani- 
mous consent that the response of the 
Leadership Conference on Civil Rights, 
the coalition of the Nation’s civil 
rights organizations, be admitted into 
the RECORD. The Leadership Con- 
ference opposes the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
EMERSON). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentlewoman from the Dis- 
trict of Columbia? 

There was no objection. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Tilinois (Mr. DAVIS). 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Madam Speak- 
er, I rise today in opposition to this 
bill, for three reasons. First of all, it is 
undemocratic in that it ignores the 
will of the people of the District of Co- 
lumbia. They have already spoken and 
overwhelmingly rejected vouchers in a 
recent referendum. 

Secondly, I oppose it because it is 
simply another attempt to dismantle 
public education in America. Public 
education has been the cornerstone of 
democracy and must remain so. This 
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bill would divert $7 million from pri- 
vate schools to public schools to help 
only a few students. And we are not 
even sure that vouchers will improve 
achievements anyway. Evidence sug- 
gests that it need not necessarily do so. 

Finally, I oppose this bill because we 
should focus on putting our resources 
where they are really needed. We 
should use the money to fix up the 
crumbling schools, wire schools for the 
Internet, provide textbooks and other 
learning aids for students to learn. 

So I urge my colleagues, let us not do 
the political thing, let us do the real 
thing, let us do the meaningful thing, 
let us support public education and 
vote this bill down. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PITTS). 

Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, I rise to 
urge my colleagues to support the D.C. 
Opportunities Scholarship Act. 

We have a moral responsibility to put 
children first in education, including 
inner-city children in D.C. All children 
should have the opportunity to attend 
school where they are safe, in a class- 
room where their teacher is qualified, 
and where their parents are involved in 
their education. 

According to a Washington Post arti- 
cle I recently read, about 40 percent of 
second- and third-graders tested in D.C. 
public schools last spring read too 
poorly to meet the new proposed stand- 
ard for promotion to the next grade. 
This would mean about 5,000 of Wash- 
ington's 13,000 second- and third-grad- 
ers might have to repeat their grade 
for some reason. Five thousand Wash- 
ington D.C. kids are simply not being 
taught basic reading skills. I wonder 
how many of these students will slip 
through the cracks and graduate in 
high schools without ever being able to 
read a newspaper. 

Right now, many of their parents are 
helpless to take action and provide a 
good education for their children. Let 
us give them a choice to respond to the 
educational needs of their children. Let 
us support this D.C. Opportunity 
Scholarship Act. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, may I 
inquire how much time I have remain- 
ing? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman from the District of Colum- 
bia (Ms. NORTON) has 22 minutes re- 
maining. The gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. ARMEY) has 2342 minutes remain- 
ing. 
Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1% minutes to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from Colorado (Ms. 
DEGETTE). 

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from the Dis- 
trict of Columbia for yielding and also 
for her inspired leadership on this 
issue. 

Last night we began debating a high- 
er education bill that will significantly 
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help students who go on to get a post- 
secondary education. As I stand here 
today, I think, what good is that bill, 
what good is this bill if we cannot even 
give an elementary or a secondary edu- 
cation to a kid? What good is legisla- 
tion for postsecondary education if we 
sabotage the public school system in 
this country and if we undermine the 
future of millions of kids in this coun- 
try? 

And this legislation is just the first 
step. Public schools in Washington and 
all over the United States face very 
real and serious problems. But we do 
not solve them by funneling money 
away from them. If we begin insti- 
tuting voucher systems, we might as 
well just say, let us walk away from 
our public schools. And none of us are 
ready to do that. 

Let us talk about this lifeboat anal- 
ogy we heard about. Imagine there is a 
ship that is about to sink. We know the 
ship is going down. We have the chance 
to do something about it. The Repub- 
lican response is, let us make sure that 
we have lifeboats for 3 percent of the 
passengers on the ship. The rest of the 
passengers, let us hope they can swim. 

What we need to do to effectively ad- 
dress the problems that our public 
schools face is to fix our crumbling 
inner-city schools, reduce our class- 
room size, train qualified teachers, 
modernize our classroom, and connect 
our kids to the Internet. Let us look at 
competition, but within the public 
schools. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to my friend, the distin- 
guished gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
WELDON). 

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I am a product of the public 
school system. I went to primary and 
secondary, as well as college and med- 
ical school, through public schools. In- 
deed, my mother was a public school 
teacher. But yet, I support this bill, 
and I think this bill is a very good bill. 
And, frankly, I am appalled at the kind 
of language that people are using to de- 
scribe this concept. 

I mean, this is a very, very limited, 
small scholarship program; and to use 
this kind of language that I think in- 
cites fear in people, frankly, I just do 
not understand it. 

We have a very serious problem in 
the D.C. public school system. Sixty- 
five percent of D.C. public school- 
children test below their grade level, 
this despite spending about $7,500 per 
student. 

The Washington Post, not exactly a 
Republican newspaper, reported that 85 
percent of the D.C. public school grad- 
uates who enter a university need re- 
medial education. Forty percent of the 
high school students either drop out or 
they shift over to a private school. 

Now let me tell my colleagues some- 
thing: Rich people have school choice 
in the city of Washington. Indeed, the 
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President, the Vice President, how 
many Members of this body send their 
children to the D.C. public schools? We 
are talking about giving a limited 
number of students a scholarship and 
to see how well it goes over, to see if 
the families like it, to see if the chil- 
dren like it. And they use this lan- 
guage like we want to destroy public 
education all across America. 
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In my opinion it is an outrage to use 
these kind of terms to describe a sim- 
ple, very limited scholarship program. 
I think what you fear most is that this 
is going to be a success and the parents 
in the Washington D.C. area will ask 
for more of it. That is what you really 
fear. 

In my opinion, this piece of legisla- 
tion is something that everybody 
should support, particularly those who 
are really interested in education. Let 
us put the issue to rest. If this is such 
a bad idea, will we not find out with 
this scholarship program? You will be 
able to stand up and say, “I told you 
so.” 
Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1% minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Michigan (Ms. STABENOW). 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam Speaker, I 
come to the floor today as a parent of 
two children who have gone through an 
urban public school, a good public 
school in Lansing, Michigan, who I am 
very proud of. We have had our chal- 
lenges. Contrary to what this bill sug- 
gests, we have rolled up our sleeves and 
this year alone we have been able to re- 
cruit 1,100 new volunteers to work one- 
on-one with our students. We have 
through NetDay been able to bring to- 
gether business and labor to wire 29 
schools without taxpayers’ expense, to 
be able to improve opportunity for 
technology and the Internet for every 
child in the Lansing public schools. 

What this bill does, it talks about a 
legitimate concern for children in 
Washington, D.C. and proposes exactly 
the wrong solution. It proposes taking 
$7 million out of a precious budget 
where there is not enough money and 
saying that 2,000 children will have the 
opportunity for a voucher, 76,000 chil- 
dren will be left with a system that 
does not have the investments it needs. 
Those 76,000 children could have in fact 
65 schools wired for the Internet, 
460,000 new textbooks in those schools, 
if instead of this bill we would in fact 
invest that $7 million to affect every 
child in Washington, D.C. 

Last fall literally the roofs were fall- 
ing in on D.C. children. The response of 
the other side was to say 2,000 of the 
children could go to a different school 
and leave 76,000 children I suppose with 
buckets to catch the water. Our re- 
sponse is fix the schools, modernize 
them, improve them, and invest in 
every single American child in this 
country. 
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Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Indi- 
ana (Mr. MCINTOSH). 

Mr. MCINTOSH. Madam Speaker, I 
rise in full support of this legislation. I 
think it is a wonderful opportunity to 
truly serve those who are most needy, 
the young in this country. 

Iam reminded of a student in Indian- 
apolis, Alphonso Harrell, whom I met. 
He was from a disadvantaged family 
and trapped in a public school that was 
not serving him, he was not doing well, 
and on his way to possibly a career of 
crime and terrible life. He had the ad- 
vantage of a privately funded scholar- 
ship that allowed him to go to a local 
high school run by the Catholic reli- 
gion. Alphonso has turned around. He 
now is a very good student, on the stu- 
dent government, captain of the foot- 
ball team and on his way to college, be- 
cause of that opportunity. 

This legislation makes those oppor- 
tunities available for the least advan- 
taged here in the District of Columbia. 
I applaud it wholeheartedly. 

Unfortunately, many of the outside 
groups who are opposing this legisla- 
tion are special interests who want to 
see the monopoly of the public school 
system maintained in the District of 
Columbia even when it does not serve 
the students. I rise in full support of 
this legislation and urge my colleagues 
to vote for it. 

| strongly support this bill. 

The fact is scholarship programs like this lit- 
erally change lives of nation’s youth. | was 
moved by the story of young Alphonso Harrell 
of Indianapolis, Indiana. 

Alphonso has turned his life around dramati- 
cally since enrolling at Cathedral High School. 
Beforehand, he was underachieving in public 
school, and could easily have ended up in jail 
or worse. 

However, a privately funded scholarship 
program changed all that. Alphonso had a 
chance to escape a terrible school. 

Now, Alphonso is an honor student, captain 
of the football team, on student govt, and will 
be attending college soon. 

Opponents of D.C. Scholarships represent a 
narrow, selfish special interest who want to 
keep the monopoly of failed public school sys- 
tems. They would have you believe that Pri- 
vate Schools are not a viable option for the 
poor and downtrodden of the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

While many of the opponents, themselves, 
send their children to private and parochial 
bastions of privilege, they would deny even 
the most modestly priced private education to 
the children of hard working residents of the 
District. 

Mr. President and my fellow Members, | be- 
seech you to set these children free. Set them 
free of the uncaring bureaucrats and special 
interests who rule their lives. 

Why should families of limited means be re- 
duced to the edges of financial ruin in order to 
provide their children with a $2500 private 
school education, when at the same time the 
District of Columbia is spending an average of 
$9000 per student annually and providing, as 


April 30, 1998 


far as the parents are concerned, virtually 
nothing in return? 

it is heartless for opponents of this bill to 
rob the children of the District of Columbia of 
a good education. 

Parents know best what is good for their 
children, and deserve the right to choose 
where to educate their children. 

My fellow members of the House, | urge you 
to vote with parents and vote in favor of the 
D.C. Scholarship Bill. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
RODRIGUEZ). 

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Madam Speaker, I 
rise in opposition to the so-called Stu- 
dent Opportunity Scholarship Act, an- 
other voucher proposal. Vouchers are 
not the answer to the many problems 
that confront our schools. It is seen as 
a panacea but it is a scapegoat to our 
existing situation. Yes, it might help 
some of the youngsters that are out 
there and it might be beneficial, but it 
is going to be at the expense of all the 
other youngsters that are out there. In 
fact, the vouchers take away tax dol- 
lars from public schools where our chil- 
dren have the greatest need. 

If we are going to commit to helping, 
we ought to be out there providing the 
resources that are needed. At this 
present time there is a press conference 
out there because there are being cuts 
right now at teacher training, there 
are some cuts that are being put out in 
terms of not allowing sufficient re- 
sources to be able to build our class- 
rooms. There are also some proposed 
cuts that would not allow for construc- 
tion of schools. There are some cuts 
that will also have some direct impact 
in terms of wiring our classrooms. We 
should be adding additional resources 
instead of taking existing resources 
from the youngsters that are now out 
there, instead of coming up with this 
program that is only going to be re- 
sponsible for only impacting a few at 
the expense of all the rest. 

Let us not be fooled into believing 
that this bill is for the benefit of our 
students and for our parents. In fact, 
most parents will not have a say-so in 
terms of who will be able to get in 
there. In fact, one of the difficulties 
about the voucher system is that it 
does not allow the opportunity for 
youngsters to participate. If you have 
any type of difficulties, any kind of 
handicap, those youngsters will not be 
included. So yes, it is very exclusive. It 
is only for those individuals that will 
be able to get in there, again at the ex- 
pense of all the others. 

Public policy should respect the pa- 
rental choice but the choice of benefit 
of all the students, not at the expense 
of the rest. Let us not abandon our 
public schools. I would ask and look at 
what has happened. There is a direct 
correlation between the proposals and 
the individuals supporting this pro- 
posal and the lack of commitment to 
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fund our particular classrooms out 
there, lack of commitment to support 
public education as a whole. That is 
where it is needed. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I 
should just like to observe that it is 
generally advisable when one speaks of 
a direct correlation to offer empirical 
data rather than bias and opinion. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
HOEKSTRA). 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Texas for 
yielding time. As the previous Member 
may have talked about, there is a di- 
rect correlation that when you send 
money to Washington, it does not 
make it back to the child and it does 
not make it back to the classroom. 
This current system gobbles up money 
and it hurts kids and it hurts our pub- 
lic schools and it hurts our children. 
We have taken a look at it: 760 pro- 
grams, 39 agencies, $100 billion. It does 
not work. You send a dollar to Wash- 
ington for education, maybe 60 to 70 
cents actually makes it back to a child 
in a classroom. Yes, we do not support 
that kind of a system. 

We have gone to 17 States, we have 
taken a look at what works in edu- 
cation. We have gone to lots of great 
schools. When you empower parents, 
when you focus on basic academics, 
when you get dollars back into the 
classroom, it works. We are not in the 
process or the need to focus on a par- 
ticular system. We need to start taking 
a look at the kids. 

We have been in Cleveland, we have 
been in Milwaukee, we have been in all 
the places where education is pro- 
gressing and where change is taking 
place. And every place where education 
is improving, it is moving power to 
parents and it is moving it to the local 
level and not moving more of it back to 
Washington. 

This is not the answer to all of the 
problems we face in education, but it is 
definitely a step in the right direction. 
It is a step that we ought to take. And 
it is a step we ought to take here in 
Washington, D.C. because it is not an 
issue of money. We spend roughly 
$10,000 per child in Washington and we 
get some of the lowest results of any 
public school in the country. It is not 
fair to those kids. 

Another few million dollars to im- 
prove these schools is not going to 
make the difference. We need radical 
change. We need to help the 7,573 stu- 
dents who tried to apply to get these 
scholarships who are not going to have 
that opportunity. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1% minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN). 

Mr. GREEN. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from the Dis- 
trict of Columbia for yielding me this 
time to speak in opposition to this bill. 
Let me quote some of my colleagues 
from the other side. 
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The gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
WELDON) said that rhetoric and the de- 
stroying of public education is not the 
intent. I sat on this floor and heard one 
of my colleagues a few months ago say 
that public education is a legacy of the 
Communist revolution. And so maybe 
that is not the intent of this bill, but it 
sure gives that intent when you hear 
some of the rhetoric from the other 
side. 

My colleague from Indiana talked 
about the Titanic, that nobody would 
get on the lifeboat. Those of us who 
saw the Titanic will remember how 
those gates were closed for those peo- 
ple in steerage. Those 7,500 children 
may be able to get out and get that 
lifeboat, but we are leaving thousands 
and tens of thousands still in steerage 
with the gates closed and without the 
opportunity that fixing public edu- 
cation really needs to be done. 

Public education is available for ev- 
eryone. It is irresponsible to have a 
voucher bill that takes scarce public 
funds and uses it for private schools, to 
only educate those few who maybe will 
make it out of steerage and maybe 
break down that gate or sneak around 
that gate, but not break the whole gate 
down so everyone can have that oppor- 
tunity. That is what public education 
is about. 

The tuition costs in private schools 
in the D.C. area is far greater than the 
value of the vouchers. So we are only 
going to be able to help those few stu- 
dents, Madam Speaker, who will be 
able to have their parents to match 
that, because the tuition is going to be 
so much more. Again, we are throwing 
up barriers. We really ought to fix the 
D.C. schools, and not only fix it for 10 
percent of the students. 

Madam Speaker, I hope this bill will 
be defeated. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON). The Chair would like to ask 
those in the gallery to refrain from any 
audible conversation. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

Madam Speaker, I have here a book 
that I prepared in anticipation of this 
discussion. I have in this book the 20 
fallacies that are argued in opposition 
to the provision of these scholarship 
opportunities for these children. 

Let me begin by extending my com- 
pliments to the opposition. Already, 
before the debate is over, I believe you 
have covered all 20. There are a few in 
particular that I want to call attention 
to for just a moment. 

One, I can predicate my remarks by 
the observation that there is an old 
adage in psychology that says, vou 
always get more of what it is you real- 
ly don’t want.” Generally that is a sort 
of a self-inflicted unintentional con- 
sequence that just comes from our neu- 
rosis. 

In this case we have the most fas- 
cinating case. There is a test of con- 
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stitutionality that does in fact also 
cover civil rights law that was estab- 
lished by the Supreme Court. It is 
called the lemon test. This bill was 
carefully written so that it meets the 
lemon test. That came as a big, big dis- 
appointment to the opposition of the 
bill that were counting on being able to 
attack the bill on the lemon test, on 
constitutionality. 

The lemon test is three-part. It says 
if the choice where to use assistance is 
made by the parents of the students, 
then it passes the test if that choice is 
made by the parents of the students, 
not the government. We pass the test if 
the program does not create a financial 
incentive to choose private schools. 
And we pass the test if it does not in- 
volve the government in the school’s 
affairs. 

There is a specific provision in the 
bill on page 25 that says Not School 
Aid: “A scholarship under this Act 
shall be considered assistance to the 
student and shall not be considered as- 
sistance to an eligible institution.” 
The gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
ScoTr) appeared before the Committee 
on Rules yesterday and asked for a rule 
that would allow him to amend the bill 
to drop that. When queried by the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAK- 
LEY) as to why he would want to do 
such a thing, which would of course 
make it subject to unconstitutionality 
under the test, his response was, and I 
quote, that his provision would offer an 
additional attack on the constitu- 
tionality because it would be essen- 
tially funding parochial schools. 
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I appreciate the dedication of the op- 
position, and I appreciate the Com- 
mittee on Rules that quite wisely did 
not allow the amendment to be put in 
order for no reason other than to afford 
the opportunity to realize their worst 
dreams so they could kill the oppor- 
tunity for the children. 

As my colleagues know, I do not 
mind being dedicated, but I do think 
they ought to be more creative and a 
little less transparent in that we 
passed the constitutionality test. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
would like to refer the gentleman from 
Texas to the Wisconsin decision and to 
the Ohio decision. In both of those de- 
cisions the court said they were apply- 
ing the lemon test, and in both of those 
decisions the court said the publicly 
funded vouchers of the precise kind at 
issue here did not meet the lemon test. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to 
the distinguished gentleman from New 
York City (Mr. MEEKS) specifically 
from Queens, New York. 

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Madam 
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia for 
yielding this time to me. 
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As indicated, I represent the Sixth 
Congressional District in Queens, New 
York, and I succeeded a man who I re- 
spect, who is my friend, who I think 
has done a great deal, the Reverend 
Floyd Flake. However, on this issue he 
was incorrect. On this issue dealing 
with school vouchers, the individuals 
that I represent in the Sixth Congres- 
sional District overwhelmingly believe 
in public education and are against 
school vouchers. 

Madam Speaker, I think the reason 
that that occurs is, I can testify to, be- 
cause of the fact that Iam a product of 
public education, I have two daughters 
who are now attending public schools, 
that, in fact, all children can learn. 
And I think from the debate that I 
have heard here today I have not heard 
anyone say that only a few children 
can learn, but they are talking about 
children and their ability to learn so 
that we can have a better tomorrow. 
And if, in fact, we concede that all chil- 
dren can learn, then it seems to me it 
should be our responsibility to make 
sure that they all have that oppor- 
tunity, and in order to do that the an- 
swer is very easy. 

We must make sure that public 
schools are there to educate all and 
that those, whether it is religious pur- 
poses or et cetera, want their kids to 
go to a different school, they are going 
to a different school not because they 
do not have the ability to learn in a 
public school but because they choose 
to go to a religious or private school. 

So, therefore, I think it is our task 
and our mission and our jobs to make 
sure that everybody in public edu- 
cation has an opportunity to learn, not 
just a few. We should not have just a 
few good public high schools or a few 
good public junior high schools or a few 
good public elementary schools; every 
one should be. We should set a standard 
so we can make sure that all of the 
public schools reach that standard, and 
that standard is this. 

It seems simple that we found that 
where there are smaller class sizes, 
where we have educated teachers, 
where we made sure that there is op- 
portunities for the young people to en- 
hance their environment, for example, 
junior varsity sports and all, math and 
science courses and all, we then im- 
prove the educations of our children. 

Madam Speaker, I am against and I 
oppose this bill, S. 1502; and I thank 
the gentlewoman for having yielded me 
the time. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Madam Speaker, one quick note, 
again, on this constitutionality issue 
that is very intriguing. Of course, when 
this bill is signed into law, if it is test- 
ed in the courts it will be in the Fed- 
eral courts and go under the jurisdic- 
tion of the Supreme Court. And the 
good news is their bad news. It will not 
be tested before the Wisconsin State 
Supreme Court. 
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Madam Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to 
the distinguished gentleman from Con- 
necticut (Mr. SHAYS) my good friend. 

Mr. SHAYS. Madam Speaker, I have 
only one reluctance in speaking, and 
that is to disagree with the gentle- 
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) who I consider one of the 
most capable, talented, passionate, in- 
telligent and effective Members in Con- 
gress. And so that is my only reluc- 
tance because I believe passionately in 
the D.C. Student Opportunities Schol- 
arship Program. I believe passionately 
that, as a Member of Congress in 
charge of and having responsibilities 
for the District of Columbia, we need 
to do something to stir it up a little bit 
to start to see how we can make posi- 
tive changes. 

A few years ago, I opposed school 
vouchers, and I remember having 
changed my decision because I began to 
realize that was a false position. And I 
came back to my office where the NEA 
was meeting with my staff, and they 
were very serious. And my staff was 
very serious. And I asked, What's 
going on?” 

One of the individuals from the NEA 
and some members from the CEA in 
Connecticut said. Well, we came by to 
tell your staff member that we can no 
longer support you for Congress be- 
cause of your decision to support 
vouchers.” 

My response to that individual was I 
know that is the case, and that is why 
it took me 3 years longer than it 
should have to do the right thing and 
make up my mind that we need a dem- 
onstration voucher program. 

I view this more as a scholarship pro- 
gram in D.C. It is only impacting 2,000 
students, who are randomly chosen. It 
is going to give students the oppor- 
tunity and parents the opportunity to 
apply for a grant of $3,200 to send their 
child to another school if they want. 
We are going to see how parents react 
and what parents want in D.C. Then we 
will know how to redesign the public 
school system and provide the extra re- 
sources which D.C. will need in order to 
improve its system. 

So I congratulate the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. ARMEY) on this bill. It 
is a modest bill, which offers a dem- 
onstration program. As a pilot program 
it only goes to a few, but the students 
are chosen randomly. It is not taking 
the best and the brightest out of the 
system. 

Madam Speaker, I just hope dearly 
that this legislation passes. I am happy 
the Senate passed it, and I hope the 
President has the good sense to try this 
demonstration scholarship program. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Replying to the distinguished major- 
ity leader’s view of who would decide 
this matter and what might be decided, 
I quote first from the Wisconsin court: 
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Nonetheless, we accept the State’s premise 
that, in reviewing the program, we may and 
perhaps must consult the United States Su- 
preme Court cases applying the primary ef- 
fect test. This test is the second of three 
parts of the lemon test. 

Quoting also the Ohio court: 

While it is clear that Section 7, Article I of 
the Ohio Constitution provides a source of 
protection against State funding of sectarian 
schools independent of the Establishment 
Cause, the case law construing this section 
indicates that its protection against State 
funding of sectarian institutions is essen- 
tially coextensive with that afforded by the 
Establishment Clause. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
the distinguished gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia for her 
leadership and, hoping that if my time 
goes over she will yield me an addi- 
tional 30 seconds, I rise in opposition to 
this legislation. 

I was hoping my good friend from 
Texas was holding up, rather than the 
20 fallacies of the D.C. voucher bill, I 
was wishing he was holding up the 
Bible that says, Do unto thy neigh- 
bors like you would have your neighbor 
do unto you.“ Or the 23rd Psalm in the 
book that we read frequently that says, 
the Lord is my shepherd; I shall not 
want. He is making the schoolchildren 
of the District of Columbia want. 

This is a misguided proposition deal- 
ing with school vouchers. It is to sug- 
gest that school vouchers equal excel- 
lence in education. If the school- 
children in Washington, D.C., are real- 
ly our concern, we should fund math 
and science and reading programs to 
provide them with the kinds of tools 
they need. Vouchers say that private 
school buildings are better than public 
school buildings. That is all it is about. 

The tomfoolery of thinking that the 
private voucher is going to educate a 
child is absolutely wrong. Four years 
of vouchers in Milwaukee suggests that 
vouchers do nothing more than public 
schools. In fact, there is no evidence 
that vouchers will help educate a child. 
It takes $12,000 to educate a child in a 
private school here in Washington, D.C. 
The vouchers are for $33,200. The num- 
ber of children that can participate is 
2,000. In fact, we have 77,000 children in 
the District of Columbia, 77,000 chil- 
dren. 

Do my colleagues know what that 
means? Two thousand children are 
spending $45 million of the American 
tax dollars. 

This is clearly tomfoolery, and I be- 
lieve that we should go to the heart of 
the matter, create an atmosphere for 
all children in America to live and to 
learn. And if our opposition says that 
public schools are equal to com- 
munism, then we know we are going 
the wrong direction. 

I believe the American public wants 
good education for their children. The 
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D.C. voucher system is an unfair sys- 
tem pointed at people that cannot help 
themselves. Let us do the right thing 
and vote for public school education so 
that all of the children of America can 
rise high in the sun. 

Madam Speaker, I hope we read the 
Bible. The Lord is my shepherd; I shall 
not want. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 additional minute to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. RIGGS) my good 
friend. 

Mr. RIGGS. Madam Speaker, I cer- 
tainly am not asserting that continu- 
ation of our public schools is equiva- 
lent to maintaining a Communist au- 
thoritarian system of government. I 
will say that the District of Columbia 
public schools has too many individ- 
uals involved in the operation of those 
schools who are neglectful, and there is 
just simply too much malfeasance and 
even corruption in the District of Co- 
lumbia government, and every Member 
serving in this body knows that. 

Second, with respect to the argument 
that there is not enough funding here 
to provide enough scholarships, the 
fact of the matter is that we now have 
a lottery conducted yesterday that 
would grant over a thousand privately 
funded scholarships. This legislation 
would fund another 2,000 some odd 
scholarships a year. So, all of a sudden, 
we can take that argument and stand 
it on its ear. 

I mean, are they actually arguing 
that, because we cannot serve all, we 
should not serve some? Would they 
support a program that would allow 
every low-income family in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to have a scholarship 
for their children? 

I also want to bring up special edu- 
cation here in a moment, but I need to 
confer with the majority leader if I can 
do that. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Madam Speaker, I will not abide 
reckless charges on the floor, and the 
thing I want to say is that there is no 
corruption in the D.C. Public schools 
or anywhere else. I think there is, and 
we have asked for investigations. But 
when the gentleman rises on the floor 
to allege what everybody knows, I 
challenge him to cite me an instance, 
and if he cannot, then I tell him, and 
he did not yield to me, and so I shall 
not yield to him, but I tell him this 
much: 

This Member will not accept his 
reckless charges on this floor or his 
stereotypes, and until he is willing to 
turn over to this Member an example 
of such charges I ask him to keep his 
charges to himself. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
MILLENDER-McDonald). 

Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD. 
Madam Speaker, I thank the leader of 
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this great debate, the gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia (Ms. 
NORTON) for her leadership on this 
issue. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose S. 
1502, the so-called D.C. Opportunities 
Scholarship. Scholarships are gen- 
erally awarded to one on the premise of 
their merits and their deeds. This is 
not a scholarship bill, it is a voucher; 
and a voucher is a voucher is a vouch- 
er, despite attempts to put a pretty 
face on a bad bill. 

I really do not have to stand and 
speak for the people of California, my 
State, because they have already spo- 
ken and they have said no to vouchers, 
and so have many other States. School 
vouchers drain taxpayers’ dollars from 
public schools into private and reli- 
gious schools. This hurts the vast ma- 
jority of children who are left behind in 
public schools. 

Americans oppose transferring tax- 
payer dollars from public to private 
education by a 54 to 39 percent margin. 
We need to provide more resources for 
options that are making a positive dif- 
ference in public schools like charter 
schools which is showing great promise 
in my State of California. 
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Democrats believe that we should im- 
prove public schools. Vouchers are not 
the solution to improve public edu- 
cation. This Congress should be passing 
legislation that affirms that quality 
public education should be the inalien- 
able right of every child in America. 
Vote “no” on this private voucher; 
vote no on this bill. 

Madam Speaker, | urge my colleagues to 

S. 1502, the “so-called” D.C. Oppor- 
tunity Scholarship Act. Scholarships are gen- 
erally awarded on one’s own merits and 
deeds. This is not a scholarship bill. It's a 
voucher, AND a voucher IS a voucher, IS a 
voucher—despite attempts to put a pretty 
name on a bad bill. 

| really don't have to stand and speak for 
California, MY STATE, because the people of 
California have already spoken—no to vouch- 
ers! And so have many other states. 

School vouchers drain taxpayers dollars 
from public schools into private and religious 
schools. This hurts the vast majority of chil- 
dren, who are left behind in the public schools. 

Americans oppose transferring taxpayer dol- 
lars from public into private education by a 
54-39% margin. 

We need to provide more resources for op- 
tions that are making a positive difference in 
public schools, like charter schools—which are 
showing great promise in my state of Cali- 
fornia. 

Democrats believe that we should be im- 
proving public schools. How are we improving 
public schools when you leave 76,000 stu- 
dents behind. 

This DC voucher plan provides only a few 
DC public school students (2,000) with vouch- 
ers—while providing no answers for 76,000 
students. 

The DC public schools need to be im- 
proved—not abandoned. 
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Yet Republicans now want to use Wash- 
ington, DC as a laboratory for their “social ex- 
periments” with a concept that has been re- 
soundingly rejected by voters all over the 
country. 

Vouchers are not the solution to improve 
public school education. This Congress should 
be passing legislation that affirms that quality 
public school education should be the inalien- 
able right of every child in America. 

Vote “no” on private vouchers—Vote “no” 
on this bill . 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, it is 
my great pleasure to yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
HAYWORTH). 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the distinguished majority lead- 
er for yielding me this time. 

There is a simple realization that 
confronts us today in this chamber, 
and that is, despite the very concerted 
efforts of some very dedicated people, 
the schools of the District of Columbia, 
this Nation’s seat of government, for 
which this body bears ultimate con- 
stitutional responsibility, those 
schools are in crisis. And for the par- 
ents of the District of Columbia and for 
their children, this simple notion 
should reign supreme. 

In this land of the free, those parents 
should have the freedom to choose 
which school they believe to be best for 
their children, and this tool of scholar- 
ships is something needed in terms of 
educational triage for a system that 
sadly has failed the citizens of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, has failed the stu- 
dents of the District of Columbia. That 
is why we stand here today in the well 
of this House to reaffirm the notion of 
freedom and choice. 

Imagine if your child had to go to a 
school daily where there were unsafe 
conditions, where someone could not 
learn; and it is for the children we 
make this pledge and we make this 
vote, and that is why I am pleased to 
support the legislation of the gen- 
tleman from Texas. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
TIERNEY), who is also a member of the 
Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. 

Mr. TIERNEY. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me 
the time. Madam Speaker, public funds 
are entrusted basically for the use of 
the greatest, broadest public good, not 
for selected use or discrimination or to 
put forward for 3 percent of the people. 
That seems to make a second privi- 
leged class, those that are already for- 
tunate enough and wealthy enough to 
be able to afford a private education, 
and now 3 percent of other formerly 
public school children are going to 
have the privilege of going where oth- 
ers are not. 

It does not address the issue; it does 
not address the issue that was just spo- 
ken to by our good friend from Ari- 
zona, schools that may not be as good 


7372 


as the good public schools that we do 
have, and we do have good public 
schools. The answer is to make sure 
that all of our public schools are as 
good as they can be, as good as those 
that are already good; to fix those bro- 
ken schools to make sure the cur- 
riculum works, to make sure that 
every child that attends public school 
has good teachers; to make sure that 
we measure their progress, and to 
make sure that everybody has the op- 
portunity to move up the economic 
ladder in this country and have hope 
and have a good life. 

Vouchers do not improve schools. 
They draw away the source of money 
that could improve schools. They are 
not fair. They do not provide an oppor- 
tunity for every student that wants to 
move to a private school. They target 
some and give them an opportunity to 
move, possibly, but there are not 
enough private schools to deal with 
having this be a fair program, and 
there are not enough dollars being put 
in to let every child go to the private 
school that he or she may want to go 
to. 

There is no way that I could foresee 
the majority appropriating enough 
money to give $3,200 to each of the 50 
million plus public school children to 
have this be a fair program. If we want 
to fix the public schools, and that is 
what the majority wants to do, why do 
we not see some evidence of that? 
Every opportunity that we have to fix 
the public schools, and there is no Fed- 
eral role in the public school system in 
the local communities. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, it is 
my great pleasure to yield 1 minute to 
my good friend, the gentleman from 
from California (Mr. ROGAN). 

Mr. ROGAN. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Madam Speaker, in northern Cali- 
fornia some time ago, a young boy was 
sent to a high school, Gompers High 
School. He was the son of a convicted 
felon and an alcoholic. On his first day 
of school he was told by the assistant 
dean, All you need to do is show up for 
homeroom. We do not care if you show 
up the rest of the day. He was confused. 
He asked at the end of the meeting why 
that was so important, and he was told, 
Because at homeroom is where we take 
attendance, and that is where our 
money comes from, and as long as we 
get our money, we do not care if you 
show up the rest of the day. 

I know that story well, Madam 
Speaker, because that young boy was 
me. 

There are many children who are 
going into buildings just like Gompers 
Continuation School. These buildings 
have the word “school” on top of them, 
but they are not giving an education. 
We are condemning the poorest people 
in the poorest neighborhoods to a life- 
time of pain instead of the promise of 
education. 
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Let us give the children of Wash- 
ington, D.C. who are least able to af- 
ford to have a decent education and 
have a chance for a real future the op- 
portunity to have what every single 
child of a Member of Congress has: a 
good education for a good future. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. FARR), the State whose 
voters rejected vouchers twice. 

Mr. FARR of California. Madam 
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman for 
yielding me this time. 

Madam Speaker, one thing we all 
have in common in our districts is we 
all have roads, and we all have schools. 
If people been watching the debate on 
the floor, they would know that we 
committed ourselves to fixing the 
roads in America. We did that just a 
couple of weeks ago by passing 
BESTEA: $219 billion we are going to 
put into the road system in America. 
But when it comes to fixing schools, we 
put zero, zip, none, no money into fix- 
ing schools, not a drop of Federal dol- 
lars. We have educational programs, 
but far less spent on that than we do on 
roads. So if we want to fix schools like 
we fix roads, we need to spend some 
more money. 

Now, my colleagues do not suggest 
that in the road problem that we give 
vouchers for fixing the roads, but that 
is what my colleagues are suggesting 
here. It will not fix our educational 
system without a commitment of 
funds. If we were to give the same com- 
mitment to education that we just 
gave to roads, we would appropriate 
this year $219 billion. That is how we 
fix education. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, could I 
inquire as to how much time is remain- 
ing? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON). The gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. ARMEY) has 9 minutes remaining. 
The gentlewoman from the District of 
Columbia (Ms. NORTON) has 7 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I won- 
der if I might inquire of the gentle- 
woman from the District of Columbia 
how many speakers she has remaining? 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, at 
this time it looks like around three. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I be- 
lieve I have the right to close debate? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman is correct. 

Mr. ARMEY. That being the case, 
since I have two speakers, three at the 
most, perhaps it would be advisable if 
the gentlewoman from the District of 
Columbia might want to go ahead and 
yield to one of her speakers. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin- 
guished gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. PAYNE), a member of the Com- 
mittee on Education and the Work- 
force. 

Mr. PAYNE. Madam Speaker, the 
discussion here during this floor debate 
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today may be focused on a proposal of 
private school vouchers in the District 
of Columbia, but it has larger ramifica- 
tions throughout the country. 

For example, in my home State of 
New Jersey, Governor Whitman has 
proposed implementing a private 
school voucher program in our State. 
Of course, this proposal has drawn con- 
siderable criticism from both Repub- 
licans and Democrats in the New Jer- 
sey State Legislature. Therefore, it is 
not clear if Governor Whitman will go 
ahead with her plan. But what we do 
here sends a message to the rest of the 
country, and we hope that we do not 
send the wrong message. 

On a larger level, it disturbs me that 
proposals of vouchers have been used as 
an attempt to gain support in low-in- 
come communities. Basically, they 
have billed vouchers as a way to level 
the playing field for poor students who 
cannot afford private school, and they 
believe that they will win points in 
urban districts. However, they do not 
tell parents and students that the 
funds will be taken out of the public 
school system, therefore making a bad 
system even worse. They fail to inform 
them that students will not be pro- 
tected by civil rights laws because they 
do not apply to private schools. While 
touting these vouchers as a saving 
grace for urban students, they do not 
provide the assurance that special edu- 
cation laws are adhered to in the 
schools. 

So I ask that we defeat this proposal, 
and let us support and strengthen the 
public school system in this country. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. Cox), the 
Chairman of the Republican Policy 
Committee. 

Mr. COX of California. Madam 
Speaker, I thank the majority leader 
for yielding me this time and thank 
him for bringing this to the floor for 
the kids. That is what this is about. It 
is not about legality, it is not about 
technicality, it is about whether these 
kids are going to get a chance. 

The truth is, they need a chance. 
Last year for the first time District 
students, for which Congress is respon- 
sible, we are not responsible as the 
mayor of any city in the country, but 
we are responsible for D.C., and the 
kids for which we are responsible, in 
this Chamber right here, took the 
Stanford 9 achievement test for the 
first time. This test is used across the 
country, has been since 1923. Millions 
of kids have taken it, but the District 
schools never took it before, and here 
is what we found out. 

In reading, 15 percent of the first- 
graders tested ranked below basic. 
That means that they did not have 
even the minimum skills necessary to 
go to the second grade. That was not 
all that far off the national average; it 
was a few points ahead of the national 
average, but that was for first-graders. 
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What we found is that the longer 
these kids stayed in the D.C. system, 
the worse it got for them, who are just 
like the other kids around the rest of 
the country. Forty-one percent of the 
second-graders tested below basic, 
compared to 15 percent the year before. 
By the time they were in tenth grade, 
53 percent were below basic. That 
means they could not go on to the next 
grade because they could not read. The 
same thing happened in math. By the 
tenth grade, 89 percent of D.C. kids are 
below basic in math. 

We already spend over $9,000 per 
pupil. That is the fourth highest in the 
Nation. Money is not the problem; the 
system is the problem. Let us not put 
the system ahead of the kids, let us put 
the kids first. This is our chance to do 
it. If we turn our backs on these kids 
now, it is their future, but we can do 
something to help them, and this is our 
opportunity to help them. I thank the 
majority leader for giving us this op- 
portunity on the floor. Now, let us just 
do it. 

Madam Speaker, I include the fol- 
lowing for the RECORD. 

How D. C. s SCHOOLS CAN LEAD THE NATION 

(By Rep. Christopher Cox) 

Every parent knows that early education 
is essential to a child’s future. But new read- 
ing and math achievement tests in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia show that D.C.'s public 
schools are failing an entire generation of 
students. D.C. students have the same poten- 
tial as every American child, yet the more 
time they spend in D.C. schools, the more 
poorly they do compared to other American 
children. 

Today, just as the District of Columbia is 
poised to reap the benefits of tremendous 
economic growth, its young people may not 
be able to take advantage of unprecedented 
opportunities. Good jobs are plentiful, and 
the unemployment rate in the region is one 
of the lowest in the nation. It is imperative 
that children growing up in the Nation’s cap- 
ital receive the kind of education that will 
permit them to take advantage of these op- 
portunities. 

Congress is constitutionally responsible for 
the District of Columbia. If a national edu- 
cation policy is ever to be taken seriously, 
then Congress must first show it can achieve 
results in this modestly-sized city by the Po- 
tomac. 

D.C. IN THE 19908: AWA SH WITH OPPORTUNITY 

FOR NEW GRADUATES 

The District of Columbia is one of the 
wealthiest regions in the nation. Despite a 
population of only 500,000, the District has a 
gross economic product of almost $50 billion, 
with nearly two-thirds coming from non-gov- 
ernmental sources such as services, finance, 
insurance and real estate, and transpor- 
tation and utilities. According to the Bureau 
of Economic Analysis, District residents’ per 
capita personal income was $34,129 in 1996— 
higher than any state in the union, and al- 
most $10,000 above the national average. The 
District also compares favorably to other 
metropolitan areas. D.C. metropolitan-area 
average annual pay is ninth in the country, 
behind such lucrative locales as New York, 
San Francisco, and the wealthy suburbs of 
New Jersey. Furthermore, the District is ex- 
pected to remain wealthy area for the fore- 
seeable future: its gross economic product is 
projected to increase at least 20% by 2025. 
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Today’s students will benefit from these 
job opportunities only if they learn the skills 
employers will need in the years to come. Al- 
ready, the region suffers from a shortage of 
skilled workers. The unemployment rate in 
the D.C. metropolitan area was only 3.9% in 
1996, significantly below the so-called ‘‘nat- 
ural” unemployment rate of 5.5%. The Dis- 
trict itself, however, suffers from unemploy- 
ment well above the natural rate, indicating 
that District residents, many of them prod- 
ucts of the D.C. schools, are unable to satisfy 
employers—even in one of the nation’s best 
markets for job seekers. 

In the 21st century, the D.C. economy will 
be even more dependent on knowledge-based 
workers. Unfortunately, knowledge-based 
workers will need two basic skills—reading 
and math—that D.C. schools are failing to 
provide to their students. 

RECENT TEST RESULTS FROM D.C. SCHOOLS 


Last year, for the first time, District stu- 
dents took the Stanford 9 math and reading 
achievement tests—the nation’s best-known 
achievement test. The Stanford 9 is a pri- 
vately owned and operated test used by 
school systems across the country. It is the 
ninth version of the exam, which millions of 
American schoolchildren have taken since it 
was created in 1923. Stanford takes great 
care to ensure that the test is not biased in 
any way, including having a panel of promi- 
nent minority-group educators review the 
test. The results show that D.C. students’ 
scores, upon entering the D.C. public schools, 
are roughly comparable to average student 
scores nationwide. The longer students re- 
main in District public schools, however, the 
more their scores fall below both their ini- 
tial levels of achievement and the national 
average. In fact, in the highest grades tested, 
the number of D.C. students who lack basic 
skills was twice the national average in 
reading, and one and a half times the na- 
tional average in math. 

Reading 


Fifteen percent of the first-graders tested 
ranked below basic” for reading on the 
Stanford 9 test. This means they had little 
or no mastery of the skills needed to enter 
second grade. This figure is roughly com- 
parable to the national average of 12%. But 
the number of students “below basic” grew 
dramatically as children continued in the 
D.C. schools: 41% of the second graders test- 
ed ranked below basic,” and 53% of tenth 
graders tested were “below basic.” 

Math 


Thirty-seven percent of the third graders 
tested (the youngest students to take the 
math test) ranked below basic” in math. 
The next level tested in math, the sixth 
grade, showed 55% below basic’’—an in- 
crease of 33% after three years in D.C. public 
schools. By the tenth grade, a staggering 89% 
were “below basic’’ in math. Another 8% 
ranked as ‘‘basic’’—possessing only partial 
mastery of the most rudimentary math 
skills. Only three percent of District tenth 
graders were either proficient or advanced in 
math. 

Many of the individual schools are far 
worse than even these dismal overall scores. 
At no less than 22 D.C. public schools, over 
90% of the students rank below basic™ in 
math. At three of these schools, 100% of the 
students tested ranked below basic.” Not 
one student at any of these schools showed 
any of the math skills needed for their 
grades. 

Worse, as the Washington Post reported on 
January 8, 1998, these results do not include 
“almost 4,000 tests that could not be scored 
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because so few answers were filled out.“ This 
is 10% of the reading tests that were scored, 
and a quarter of the math tests that were 
scored. In other words, 4,000 D.C. students 
lacked the skills needed to fail the test. 
They were all below zero. 
THE SOLUTION: EDUCATIONAL CHOICE, FOR THE 
KIDS 


The D.C. public schools must change if 
their graduates are to succeed in life. And 
Congress—which bears the constitutional re- 
sponsibility for the governance of the Dis- 
trict—must help. 

Already, Congress and the American people 
have been generous with tax dollars: accord- 
ing to the most recent Department of Edu- 
cation figures, the District spends $9,335 per 
pupil, the fourth highest in the nation. This 
year, it will cost more than one-half billion 
dollars to run the District's public education 
system. Clearly, money alone is not enough. 

Instead, both Houses of Congress have sep- 
arately passed the District of Columbia Stu- 
dent Opportunity Scholarship Act of 1997. 
This measure, which passed the House as 
part of the 1997 D.C. appropriations package, 
has already been introduced as freestanding 
legislation by Majority Leader Dick Armey 
(H.R. 1797). The bill will provide tuition 
scholarships to about 2,000 low-income stu- 
dents in the District of Columbia to enable 
them to attend the school of their choice, as 
well as providing extra tutoring assistance 
for 2,000 public-school students. 

D.C. parents clearly want better opportuni- 
ties for their children than the D.C. public 
schools provide. The non-profit Washington 
Scholarship Fund announced that it would 
provide 1,000 new scholarships to enable low- 
income District children to attend the pri- 
vate or religious school of their parents’ 
choice. As of the January 31, 1998 application 
deadline, 7,573 children had applied for the 
1,000 scholarships. According to House Ma- 
jority Leader Dick Armey, This response is 
the strongest evidence yet that parents are 
frustrated by their lack of access to the best 
possible education for their children.“ ! 

Research from school systems that offer 
educational choice demonstrates that giving 
parents the opportunity to choose their chil- 
dren’s schools improves learning, and test 
scores, for children throughout the entire 
system. Data from Milwaukee, for example, 
show clear increases in reading and math 
scores—so much so that, according to a re- 
cent study, “If similar success could be 
achieved for all minority students nation- 
wide, it could close the gap separating white 
and minority test scores by somewhere be- 
tween one-third and one-half.” And parental 
choice provides competition that can help 
reduce costs in public and private schools 
alike, resulting in better deduction that is 
also more affordable. New York City’s Catho- 
lic schools, for example, educate students at 
approximately one-third the cost of the 
city’s public schools. 

According to Samuel Stanley, Vice Presi- 
dent for Research of the Buckeye Institute 
for Public Policy Solutions, Several studies 
of public school competition with other pub- 
lic and private schools have found competi- 
tion improves public school performance. We 
need to create similar markets for students 
within school districts to provide the right 
incentives for using current resources pro- 
ductively and efficiently.” 2 

Brian Bennett, Director of School Oper- 
ations for the School Futures Research 
Foundation, agrees: “The most striking ex- 
ample of the competitive change that can re- 
sult is no doubt found in Albany, New York, 


Footnotes at end of article. 
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where a most generous philanthropist, Vir- 
ginia Gilder, offered a $2,000 scholarship to 
every child in one of the city’s lowest per- 
forming schools—and one-sixth of the stu- 
dent body left. Changes then instituted by 
the local board were dramatic—the principal 
of the old school was ousted, nine new teach- 
ers where brought in, two assistant prin- 
cipals were added, and the school received 
investments in books, equipment, and teach- 
er training that had been neglected for 
years. Competition works to improve the 
education of all children.“ As Peter M. 
Flanigan, the investment banker who found- 
ed the Student/Sponsor Partnership in New 
York, put it, “The alternative to a crushing 
monopoly is competition. When a monopoly 
faces real competition it always reacts by 
improving itself. 

The D.C. Student Opportunities Scholar- 
ship Act will enable D.C. students to succeed 
in the expanding economy in which they 
live. While President Clinton promised to 
veto the Opportunity Scholarship Act, even 
if it meant killing all funding for the Dis- 
trict, these latest D.C. test scores show the 
status quo is unacceptable. We can no longer 
trap thousands of students in schools that 
fail to prepare them for the marvelous oppor- 
tunities at their very doorstep. Mr. Clinton 
owes it to the children of America’s capital 
city to sign the D.C. Opportunity Scholar- 
ship Act the moment it reaches his desk. 

The following are the results of Wash- 
ington D.C. students’ spring 1997 Stanford 9 
Achievement Test in reading and math. (Ex- 
cerpt from The Washington Post, October 30, 
1997) 


oc 

schools National 
Grade level below average 
basic (percent) 

(percent) 

Reading: 

. 15 12 
205 41 25 
3 41 25 
4. 45 24 
9 36 22 
6. 31 21 
8 34 22 
10 53 26 


a 


i 


The evidence in other cities is just as stark. In 
New York City, 23,000 families applied for 1,000 pri- 
vate scholarships for grades 1-5 at private schools of 
their choice. Peter Flanigan, Founder, Student/ 
Sponsor Partnerships, Testimony before the House 
Education and the Workplace Oversight and Inves- 
tigations Subcommittee, Education at a Crossroads 
Field Hearing, May 5, 1997. 

Samuel Staley, Testimony before the House Edu- 
cation and the Workforce Oversight and Investiga- 
tions Committee, Federal Education Programs Eval- 
uation—Field Hearing on Public School Choice, May 
27, 1997. 

Brian Bennett, Testimony before the House Edu- 
cation and the Workforce Committee Early Child- 
hood, Youth and Families Subcommittee on School 
Choice in D.C., March 12, 1998. 

‘Flanigan Testimony. 


Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin- 
guished gentlewoman from New York 
(Ms. SLAUGHTER). 
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me 
this time. 

I do not think any one of us could say 
that the public school system in the 
United States in many areas of the 
country is not in serious trouble. I do 
not think many of us would disagree 
that whatever happens, the public 
school system in the United States has 
to be helped and made better. 

It is somewhat tragic to me when I 
hear this debate, because I know that 
everybody is well-meaning, and I really 
believe that all of the Members of this 
Congress want to do the best they can 
for the children of the United States. 
But the fact of the matter is that at a 
cost of a voucher of $3,200, it seems to 
me that what you are doing is dangling 
out to poor parents by telling them 
that their public school is no good is 
sort of a pie-in-the-sky idea, because I 
don’t know of any private schools, 
many of them, that would be able to 
pay the tuition of $3,200. 

How much better it would be for 
every child in the country if the public 
school system was brought up to stand- 
ard. We have an obligation for that. 
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When this country was settled, the 
first thing the settlers did in every 
community was to build a church and 
build a school, understanding that it 
was their personal obligation to edu- 
cate their children. We need to dedi- 
cate ourselves today not to ways to 
getting around the public school sys- 
tem, but to dedicating ourselves to 
making it be what it ought to be. 

If we are going to be able to compete 
in the next century, every child in this 
country needs the best education it can 
get. No child should be left behind. In- 
stead of offering out the notion that 
somehow they are all going to go to 
some exclusive school for $3,200, let us 
pledge ourselves to see what we have to 
do to rebuild these schools, to rededi- 
cate ourselves to the idea that the pub- 
lic school system is the backbone of 
our democracy. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
45 seconds to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. RIGGS). 

Mr. RIGGS. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
ARMEY), the majority leader, for yield- 
ing me this time. 

Madam Speaker, I just want to point 
out how absurd the arguments are in 
opposition to this, because the District 
of Columbia is already relying exten- 
sively on private schools. This is the 
Washington Post, April 28, and I quote, 
“The District of Columbia, which is 
under court order to test and place stu- 
dents with special needs, is spending 
more than $40,000 a pupil,” you heard 
me right, $40,000 a kid in some cases, 
“to pay tuition, transportation and 
other costs of private schools because 
the city lacks a sound special edu- 
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cation program. More and more par- 
ents are insisting that their children be 
classified as having special needs be- 
cause it is a way out of the District of 
Columbia public schools.” 

Madam Speaker, I would say to the 
gentlewoman from the District of Co- 
lumbia (Ms. NORTON) that the ongoing 
audit of the District of Columbia pub- 
lic schools recently found that the Dis- 
trict of Columbia had failed to pay the 
private schooling costs of thousands of 
children with learning disabilities and 
special needs, amounting to hundreds 
of thousands of dollars in unpaid bills. 
I submit that that is concrete evidence 
of neglect, incompetence and mis- 
management. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Madam Speaker, I would remind the 
gentleman that the District of Colum- 
bia is under a Control Board because of 
its dire financial condition, and the 
Congress of the United States bears a 
heavy responsibility for that. 

May I also indicate to the gentleman 
that we love our private schools. We 
love our religious schools. Because of 
them, many residents who would other- 
wise move out stay here. If, in fact, the 
competition from private schools was 
sufficient to help bring up public 
schools, then the District of Columbia 
would be among the most excellent in 
the world. 

Let me be clear, I am not now and 
never shall be an apologist for the pub- 
lic schools of the District of Columbia, 
although I attended these same schools 
and got a good education during the 
years when the Congress of the United 
States required that they be segregated 
under law. 

At the same time, I shall not aban- 
don these schools. Nor will I require or 
expect that any parent or any child re- 
main in the D.C. public schools until 
they are brought up to par. I renew my 
challenge to the majority to let us 
raise private money for private schools 
together, particularly because most of 
these schools will necessarily be reli- 
gious schools that cannot be publicly 
funded under the Constitution of the 
United States. 

Madam Speaker, Christ said. Render 
under Caesar the things which are 
Caesar’s and unto God the things that 
are God's.“ Public money belongs in 
public schools. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

Madam Speaker, at the beginning of 
this debate, I said there were two great 
beneficiaries of school choice. The first 
institutional beneficiary is public 
schools, because it is because of school 
choice that public schools find the in- 
centive to improve themselves. 

We know that works. We saw it work 
in Albany, New York, when Virginia 
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Gilder, the philanthropist, found the 
worst school in the city, offered $2,000 
scholarships to the parents of each 
child to move their child to a school of 
their choice. One-sixth of the parents 
took that offer up. They moved their 
children. 

It so startled the school district that, 
as The Washington Post reported, the 
school board ousted the principal, 
brought in nine new teachers, added 
two assistant principals, invested in 
books, equipment, and teacher training 
after years of neglect. 

Madam Speaker, competition works. 
We all agreed we should break up 
AT&T because if there were a monop- 
oly on the block it would not be inno- 
vative or responsive, it would not meet 
the needs of the consumers. Why would 
Members think a public monopoly is 
any more benevolent than a private 
monopoly? We are breaking up the mo- 
nopoly so they can have the incentive 
to compete. 

But that is not where the heart lies. 
The heart lies with the children. And 
let me tell my colleagues, I know these 
kids, I spend time with these kids. This 
is not an abstraction with me. 

I think of poor little David, 9 years 
old. His mother is on drugs. His father 
only shows up once and a while to use 
the little guy. He found himself with 
an opportunity to attend one of these 
schools by a scholarship through the 
Washington Scholarship Fund, and he 
gets his own little 9-year-old self up 
out of bed every day and gets himself 
to school because at school he is loved 
and he learns. 

David was not the cream of the crop. 
He tested below grade level, and the 
school reached out and took him, as 
they did five children in Anacostia that 
we know. All tested below grade level. 
But the schools took them, nurtured 
them, taught them, and they are all 
doing just fine now. 

We have got little William who is 
now a freshman who has turned his en- 
tire life around. This boy was headed 
for big trouble. But he got out of the 
school in which he felt trapped, that 
expected so little of him that he gave 
so little to himself, and now he has 
turned his little life around. 

And then there is Kenny. Kenny had 
a bad start of it. He got an oppor- 
tunity. Kenny will now go to high 
school at the best school in D.C. based 
on the merit of his work. 

I said at the beginning we are dedi- 
cated to improving the schools. We 
cannot improve the schools if we keep 
giving the schools everything they ask 
for and never make demands on them 
and never hold them accountable. 

City government in D.C. cannot hold 
these schools accountable. It cannot 
hold itself accountable. The Federal 
Government cannot hold it account- 
able. If the parents hold the schools ac- 
countable, the schools will improve for 
the children. This is about the chil- 
dren. Let me just say: Have a heart. 
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Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield the balance of my time to the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. GEPHARDT) the minority leader. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, I 
deeply appreciate the comments that 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
ARMEY), the Majority Leader, just 
made. I take very seriously the idea 
that he says that Republican Members 
of the House are concerned about the 
children and concerned about edu- 
cation. I accept that completely. 

I believe Members, all Members of 
this House want to improve the edu- 
cation and the upbringing of all of our 
children. That is a very important be- 
ginning agreement. We have a dis- 
agreement, obviously, about the role of 
vouchers and whether or not to take 
some of the money that we are spend- 
ing on public education to give to 
vouchers that can be used in private 
and other schools. But we ought to 
build on our agreement rather than 
suffering from this ongoing disagree- 
ment. 

All of us want the children of the 
District of Columbia and every other 
jurisdiction in the country to succeed, 
to learn, to have proper values, to be 
productive, healthy citizens. That 
must be our number one goal. We be- 
lieve that vouchers do not advance us 
toward that goal. Our concern, which is 
sincere and heartfelt, is that the chil- 
dren that are left behind will do worse, 
worse as a result of this legislation. 
Seventy-six thousand youngsters will 
not have the benefit of the vouchers. 
The 7,000 who get them may do better; 
they may not do better. But the 76,000 
that are left behind will be hurt. 

Madam Speaker, what we should be 
talking about today are the kinds of 
things that the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia has brought for- 
ward, creative ideas to improve public 
education. And I take seriously what 
the majority leader has said about ac- 
countability. We should be for account- 
ability. 

I put in legislation I call “Reward for 
Results.” It says that Federal aid, at 
least part of Federal aid, ought to be 
conditioned upon a school achieving re- 
sults. We should be able to find out if 
children can read, write and compute 
at certain ages. And we should, in my 
view, be willing to condition part of 
Federal aid on them being able to 
achieve those conclusions. 

What I would hope we could have 
here is a discussion between the parties 
on creative ideas to fix the public 
schools that do not work; to realize 
that most of the public schools do work 
and do a very good job, but the ones 
that do not, we cannot afford that re- 
sult. 

So, I hope Members will vote against 
this idea of vouchers. I hope we will 
meet again and talk about creative 
ideas to fix the public schools, to make 
them accountable, to get the results 
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that we need, to make sure that every 
child is a productive citizen. 

Iam heartened by what the Majority 
Leader has said today. I think we can 
find an agreement. I do not think this 
is it. I urge Members to vote against 
this bill. I wish the gentlewoman from 
the District of Columbia had the abil- 
ity to bring her motion to recommit 
today, and I hope that if we could de- 
feat this bill we could come back with 
a bipartisan agreement on education 
that would move us in the right direc- 
tion. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. GEPHARDT) for his comments. I al- 
ways appreciate his participation in 
the debate. 

Madam Speaker, I yield the balance 
of my time to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGRICH), 
Speaker of the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON). The Speaker of the House is 
recognized for 3% minutes. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
ARMEY), my friend, for yielding me this 
time, and I thank the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT), the minority 
leader, for his comments. 

Let me say first, I would be very ex- 
cited to help establish a bipartisan 
task force on reforming public edu- 
cation. I would be very excited to es- 
tablish a special task force on public 
education for D.C. I would be very will- 
ing to establish a bipartisan task force 
to look at military dependent schools, 
which I am a product of. I would be 
very willing to work on a bipartisan 
basis to help Indian schools achieve na- 
tional levels. 

Those are the three school systems, 
by the way, that are specifically Fed- 
eral: military dependent schools, In- 
dian schools, and the District of Co- 
lumbia. We have the relationship to 
D.C. that a State legislature would 
have to local schools. 

Madam Speaker, I am very willing as 
a product of public schools, as some- 
body whose children went to public 
school, I have actually lived my career 
in a public school. I used to teach in a 
public high school. I am committed to 
public education and I will be glad to 
work on reform. 

But that is not what is here today. 
And it is interesting how whatever is 
here is not what is right, because what 
is right is not here, so Members have to 
vote no“ today because today it actu- 
ally helps somebody; but if they vote 
“no” today, later they can vote yes,“ 
as long as they do not vote “yes” 
today. 

What is here today is real simple. 
And I must say to all of my friends on 
the left, I do not understand how they 
can walk the streets, look the children 
in the eye and cheat them. I do not un- 
derstand how they can meet with the 
parents and tell them no. 
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We met yesterday with Ted 
Forstmann, who does not live in D.C. 
Ted Forstmann is a very successful 
American who loves this country, so he 
has taken his own personal money and 
he created a thousand scholarships be- 
cause he despaired of this Congress. 
And he offered a thousand children a 
scholarship out of the goodness of his 
own heart in D.C. alone. 
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But he had a condition. These are not 
free scholarships. You have to come up 
with $500 for your child to get that 
scholarship. There are 8,000 applica- 
tions in the District of Columbia. You 
can talk about home rule, but the chil- 
dren who are trapped in the failed sys- 
tem spoke with their application; 8,000 
children applied. 

That meant that welfare mothers and 
mothers at minimum wage, families in 
public housing were saying, we love our 
child so much, and we are so frightened 
for our child’s future that we will 
scrape together our $500 so that our 
child has an alternative. Without any 
effort, 8,000 applied. They believe that, 
next year, there will be 25,000 applica- 
tions. 

We are seeing the same thing in New 
York. We are seeing it in Cleveland. 
But we are not the State Legislature of 
New York. We are not the State Legis- 
lature of Ohio. We are the U.S. Con- 
gress, and this is the national capital. 

If you have it in your heart to turn 
to that child, those other 7,000, and say 
to them, no, I know your parents think 
your life may be destroyed, I know you 
may end up not learning how to read, I 
know you may end up a drug addict, I 
know you may end up a victim of vio- 
lence, but, no, I want to take care of 
the teachers’ union, and stay where 
you are, if you can live with yourself 
and vote no, fine; but then, later on, 
when you see one of those children and 
there is another accidental death, 
there is another accidental drug over- 
dose, there is another statistic on wel- 
fare, do not look to this side of the 
aisle and say, oh, why does that child 
not have an education. 

Some of you say 7,000 is not enough. 
Fine. We are prepared to move 70,000. 
We will move 70,000 vouchers if you 
want to give every child in this Dis- 
trict a chance. 

You say to us, well, we are taking 
money from public education. Every 
one of you knows that is not true. 
Every one of you knows that is just 
plain not accurate. This system actu- 
ally leaves $4,000 more back behind so 
that, on a per capita basis, there is ac- 
tually more money for the children 
who stay in public schools. 

This is designed by Mr. ARMEY so the 
public school child who stays in public 
school has more resources because he 
only offers $3,200 maximum; whereas, 
the current system pays somewhere be- 
tween $7,800 and $10,000, depending on 
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whether or not you believe any of the 
records, 

So more money for the current child 
who stays in public school is a yes vote 
for the Armey motion. Direct, imme- 
diate help for several thousand chil- 
dren is a yes vote. But if you can live 
with saying no when 7,000 additional 
children have spoken by applying, 
when their parents have spoken, when 
they are crying out to this Congress, 
save our child from drugs, save our 
child from violence, save our child 
from illiteracy, save our child from ig- 
norance, then let the burden of con- 
science be on those who take care of 
the teachers’ unions but cheat the chil- 
dren. Vote yes for this bill. 

Ms. KILPATRICK. Madam Speaker, as a 
former public school teacher, concerned cit- 
izen, parent and Member of Congress, | am 
fully aware of the value of a quality education. 
One of the first speeches that | made on the 
floor of the House emphasized the importance 
of education in preventing crime and providing 
a skilled and capable work force. Therefore, it 
troubles me deeply to discover that there is a 
real, enthusiastic, and empirical effort to deni- 
grate and erode the federal commitment to the 
public schools of our nation via school vouch- 
ers. | am emphatically opposed to school 
vouchers based on the fact that vouchers do 
not work, only benefit those students who re- 
ceive vouchers, and is often taxpayer support 
of private or religious institutions. 

Initial results from Milwaukee, Wisconsin, 
the showcase city for the voucher program, 
has been marginal, at best. In these fiscally 
conservative times, taxpayers deserve to get 
the most for their tax dollars as possible. Mar- 
ginal programs will not suffice. Also, these 
voucher schools, more often than not, do not 
accept children with physical challenges or re- 
medial needs, and get to pick and choose 
among the best and the brightest to attend 
their institutions. Our public schools accept all 
children, regardless of previous educational 
success or failure, financial standing, or phys- 
ical ability. 

| am also distressed by the fact that the 
D.C. voucher bill provides a select group of 
students (2,000) with vouchers, while leaving 
the other 76,000 students in under-funded 
public schools. No one would argue that there 
is no room for improvement in D.C. public 
schools. However, the implementation of 
vouchers constitutes the abandonment of D.C. 
schools and abandonment is not the answer. 
Congress needs to be encouraging efforts all 
across the city to make schools safer, improve 
teaching, raise educational standards and pro- 
vide more teachers in D.C. classrooms. 

Finally, | am leery of this legislation’s poten- 
tial to encroach upon our First Amendment 
freedoms. Our Constitution was forged based 
on the clear principle providing for the separa- 
tion of church and state. This legislation, 
which would allow the use of taxpayer funds 
to support private and religious institutions, is 
clearly the entanglement of federal funds in re- 
ligious matters. 

Excellence in education begins with our 
public schools. School vouchers would take vi- 
talſy needed funds from our public schools to 
private and parochial institutions. Of course, 
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our public schools need reform. The price of 
reform should not be borne on the backs of 
our poor children and families, who cannot af- 
ford the high price of vouchers. We need to 
get serious about reforming and supporting 
public schools, not abandoning them in favor 
of a plan that does not work—school vouch- 
ers. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Madam Speaker, | rise in 
opposition to this poorly conceived proposal 
for school vouchers. The test of who you are 
and where you stand is what you do, not what 
you say. 

The Republicans say that they are for public 
education for all, but what do they do? They 
propose a plan that will only benefit a few, and 
the few are not the students. The few are 
those who would put profits in their pockets 
through a voucher system for private schools 
that are not likely to open their doors to all. 

A private school by definition is “exclusive,” 
“inaccessible,” “restricted,” off limits” to 
most, available only to some. How, then, can 
we appropriately use public funds to finance 
the education of some at the expense of 
most? 

They say the plan promotes choice. But, 
what they do is provide a choice for only 
2,000 students, and do nothing for the remain- 
ing 76,000 students. Is that choice? 

They say they are for competition. They say 
that this voucher plan will give poor students 
the same access to good schools that wealthy 
students have. But, what they do is provide a 
maximum voucher of a mere $3,200. That 
won't get any poor student into any private 
school in Washington, D.C. 

They say they want to help the D.C. school 
system. But, what they are really doing is try- 
ing to go through the back door and establish 
a school voucher program nationwide, some- 
thing they could not do through the front door. 
A nationwide voucher program will hurt stu- 
dents from the rural communities | represent. 

Draining public funds from rural public 
schools, expecting those students to go to pri- 
vate schools usually located great distances 
way is not only a myth, it is a total deception. 

Madam Speaker, there are ways to help our 
public schools, and they do need help. 

This week, Democrats unveiled an agenda 
for “first class” public schools. That agenda in- 
cludes making sure that all of our students 
have an early start and an even start, achiev- 
ing the basics by age six. In includes pro- 
ducing well trained teachers and relief from 
crumbling and overcrowded school, while ade- 
quately equipping classrooms. 

That agenda includes support for local plans 
to renew neighborhood, public schools and the 
adoption of rigorous standards of perform- 
ance. And, it includes real parental choice for 
public schools. 

Madam Speaker, there is no right to public 
education. That is what the courts have said. 
But, the courts have also said, when you pro- 
vide education to some, you must provide it to 
all. 

In America, for many, many years, we have 
had, as a national policy, the promise of pro- 
viding public education, not just for the few, 
but for the many. This voucher plan does not 
provide education for all. 

Vote no, and send this plan back where it 
belongs. 
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Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam Speaker, | 
find it disheartening that President Clinton, 
and others opposing this legislation, would 
rather protect a public education system that 
is failing to educate the District's children, than 
do what is best for the families of our nation's 
capitol. 

| read Monday in Congressional Quarterly's 
Daily Monitor that one of the bill’s opponents 
has called the voucher plan, quote, “an elec- 
tion-year charade” which is, quote, 
“irrelevant * * * to the pressing needs of Dis- 
trict schoolkids.” 

Let me remind my colleagues that this pro- 
posal was introduced in a non-election year 
(last June) as a bi-partisan, bi-cameral bill. 
This is not an election year “charade”, and it 
is not a Republican or conservative issue. If it 
were, we would not have the support of lead- 
ing liberals in the Democratic party such as 
Senators JOSEPH LIEBERMAN, MARY LANDRIEU, 
Bos KERREY, and former Representative Floyd 
Flake. 

That this legislation is “irrelevant” to the 
pressing needs of District schoolkids could not 
be further from reality. It is because the 
“pressing” needs of District schoolkids have 
continued to go ill-addressed, and the city's 
children continue to fall behind, that the need 
for this legislation is so desperately needed 
now. 

Two years ago, in 1996, the Financial Con- 
trol Board reported that, “The deplorable 
record of the District's public 
schools * * * has left one of the city’s most 
important public responsibilities in a state of 
crisis, creating an emergency which can no 
longer be ignored or excused.” 

That was two years ago! How many more 
years must District families wait out this state 
of “emergency”? How many more years must 
children fall behind in school, increasing their 
risks of failure in adulthood because of a sub- 
standard education? 

So many District families cannot afford any- 
thing but the current poor quality of education 
in the cities’ public school system. Vouchers 
would give these families a chance to choose 
a school which can provide a better edu- 
cation—without taking a single dime from the 
existing public school budget—while reforms 
in the public school system are being imple- 
mented. 

Studies show that similar voucher efforts in 
Cleveland and Milwaukee are having dramatic 
positive effects on reading and math skills. 
This legislation could be part of the answer to 
this week's devastating news about the low 
reading and math scores of this city’s school- 
children. Again, it is only part of the solution. 
We must at the same time show leadership 
and support for efforts to improve the infra- 
structure and quality of education in the public 
school system of our nation’s capitol. 

We all know that there is no magic bullet. 
Most reform efforts will take time. However, 
this voucher program could provide some im- 
mediate relief to families who do not have a 
choice with regard to their child’s education. 

| urge my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle—please join me in support of this impor- 
tant legislation. Your vote for this bill is a vote 
to put DC's parents immediately on the road 
to providing a better education for their chil- 
dren, thus a better and brighter future for their 
children. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Mr. COSTELLO. Madam Speaker, | rise 
today in strong opposition to S. 1502, the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Student Opportunity Scholar- 
ship Act. The passage of this bill will not cor- 
rect the problems we have in our education 
system. Taking money from our public school 
system will only further hurt our school chil- 
dren. 

This legislation is another attempt by the 
Republican-led Congress to undermine the in- 
tegrity of our public school system. S. 1502 di- 
verts limited tax dollars to nonpublic edu- 
cation. We already spend too little on our chil- 
dren’s future. | cannot in good conscience 
support a bill that will further erode millions of 
children’s opportunities for a quality education. 

Madam Speaker, there are approximately 
46 million children in our nation’s public 
schools. By the year 2006, a projected 3 mil- 
lion more students will be enrolled in public 
schools. In sharp contrast, only 11 percent of 
children attend private schools. It is bad public 
policy to abandon our federal commitment to 
public education. What will happen to students 
left behind in public schools when their re- 
sources are given away? 

Is this really the best use of federal dollars? 
Instead of siphoning money into private and 
parochial schools, | believe we should focus 
on fixing the problems in our public schools so 
that all school children will benefit. We should 
rebuild our educational foundation to make our 
public schools a safe haven for learning. It is 
shameful that today we debate ways to put 
more children in private schools rather than 
working on improving our public schools. A 
free public school education for all Americans 
is one of the basic tenets of our nation. We 
must not abandon this principle. 

Studies have indicated that the controversial 
Cleveland voucher program produces no aca- 
demic gains for voucher students compared to 
their peers in public schools in any academic 
subject—reading, math, social studies or 
science. Moreover, serious accountability 
problems have been found in many areas in- 
cluding verifying the voucher recipients’ in- 
come level, residence or eligibility. An inde- 
pendent audit discovered $1.9 million worth of 
misspent Ohio tax dollars. We don't want 
these same problems in the District of Colum- 
bia and we don't want them in our states. 

| urge my colleagues to oppose this legisla- 
tion. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Madam Speaker, | rise in 
opposition to the District of Columbia Student 
Opportunity Scholarship Act. 

| have always been a staunch believer that 
matters of education policy should be decided 
by the local school board and local elected of- 
ficials. Consequently, on matters regarding 
school vouchers, Congress should allow the 
District to make up its own mind, . . just as 
every other locality in the country is able to 
choose for itself. The people of the District of 
Columbia should be deciding themselves 
whether or not they want vouchers. Vouchers 
should not be imposed upon the citizens of 
D.C. by members who are elected from other 
jurisdictions throughout the United States. 

| am opposed to allowing public funds to be 
used for private and parochial schools. Such 
funding has been successfully challenged as 
violating the Constitutional mandate calling for 
the separation of Church and State. Moreover, 
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there is little evidence that voucher plans in- 
crease student achievement, and the schools 
that are left behind are weakened by the loss 
of the most committed parents and students. 

On September 30th of last year, a front 
page Washington Post story found that there 
are not even 2,000 spaces available in private 
schools in the local region. In addition, the 
majority of private schools in the area charge 
much more than $3,200. 

This is a bad bill if we are concerned about 
high standards for all of the children in the 
District of Columbia public schools, It’s just a 
“quick-fix” solution to address the needs of 
underserved children in the District. Moreover, 
official studies of the Milwaukee and Cleve- 
land voucher programs have said that voucher 
students have not made academic gains. The 
1998 study of the Cleveland program, by the 
Ohio State Department of Education, found no 
achievement gains for voucher students in the 
Cleveland public schools. 

There are better ways to spend the $7 mil- 
lion Congress would use to allow but a few 
children in the District to attend public and pa- 
rochial schools. The D.C. public schools could 
use $1 million to buy new textbooks for every 
3rd, 4th and 5th grader. The District could use 
$3.5 million for 70 after-school programs 
based in public schools, to help 7,000 children 
who would otherwise be “home alone” when 
school ends each day. 

Madam Speaker, this bill would divert 
scarce tax dollars from D.C.’s public schools 
and shift taxpayer dollars into schools that are 
not accountable to the community. | am op- 
posed to imposing school vouchers on the citi- 
zens of the District of Columbia, and | urge my 
colleagues to vote “No” on the District of Co- 
lumbia Student Opportunity Scholarship Act. 

Mr. MARTINEZ. Madam Speaker, | rise to 
express my strong and unequivocable opposi- 
tion to the bill which is before us today. 
Vouchers are not only bad policy but in this in- 
stance have clearly become the political tool 
of the Republican leadership to bash the pub- 
lic school system of the District of Columbia 
and this country to play on the fears of our na- 
tion’s parents. 

Vouchers have received a significant 
amount of attention over the past few weeks 
as we have seen a major push by the Repub- 
lican leadership to politically capitalize on the 
education of our children. We have heard our 
Republican colleagues use words like schol- 
arships” instead of vouchers to portray the 
message which their pollsters have said is so 
vital. | am pleased to see so much effort being 
put into ensuring that this message is not 
being lost. 

| have never been one to craft my views or 
modify my position just because the latest 
questionable accurate poll has produced cer- 
tain conclusions. Instead, we should be con- 
centrating on proposals and ideas that will in- 
crease the quality of education in this country 
rather than destroy it. 

Regardless, as | am sure it does not come 
as a surprise to any which have followed this 
issue, | am adamantly opposed to any use of 
public tax dollars for any voucher-like pro- 
posal, including the provisions included in this 
bill authorizing vouchers to be used in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. Not only do these provisions 
raise some very serious constitutional ques- 
tions, but they will do little to help only a few 
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students while greatly benefiting those whose 
interests are entrenched in private schools. 

In fact, Representative ARMY himself has 
admitted that this bill will provide vouchers for 
only 2000 D.C. children. Last time | checked 
this would not come close to helping the more 
than 80,000 school age children which reside 
in the District. We cannot and should not ig- 
nore the problems of today’s educational sys- 
tem while attempting to capitalize on political 
rhetoric. We should give time to the District's 
new chief academic officer, Arlene Ackerman, 
who has led positive reforms in Seattle, Wash- 
ington schools, and can and will do the same 
in the District. 

The Republicans have sought to use D.C. 
vouchers as the answers to our Capital City’s 
problems in its school system. This is wrong. 
Any proposal which invites the idea of pro- 
viding private school vouchers dismantles an 
educational system which guarantees access 
for all by leaving “choice” in the hands of pri- 
vate school admissions officers. 

In addition to the destruction of equality in 
the most basic opportunity—the opportunity to 
learn—there is not one research study, de- 
spite what some of our witnesses may say 
today, which accurately provides evidence that 
vouchers improve student learning. Because 
of this lack of evidence, | see little reason to 
establish any type of Federal voucher pro- 
gram, including one in the District of Colum- 
bia. 

We have seen the existing voucher pro- 
grams in Milwaukee and Cleveland provide no 
improvement in student achievement levels 
despite the fact that they have been in oper- 
ation, at least in the case of Milwaukee, for 
over six years. In addition to the complete lack 
of a policy basis for enacting any type of pri- 
vate school voucher proposal, the American 
people have spoken repeatedly that they have 
no interest in such programs. Over 20 States, 
including the District of Columbia, have held 
referenda on this issue and the citizens of all 
20 States have rejected voucher programs. 

Our goal as public policy makers should be 
to construct broad policy which will improve 
the educational results of all of our children— 
not a select few. One of the most deeply root- 
ed values in this country has been that all chil- 
dren are guaranteed access to an education. 
The public school system has been the institu- 
tion in this country which has provided this op- 
portunity. Yes, there are problems in our pub- 
lic schools, problems which deserve and need 
our attention. All of us in Congress realize that 
the District has a great share of problems in 
its public school system. 

However, we should not look for quick fixes 
to a situation which deserves careful consider- 
ation. As | said at a recent hearing in the Edu- 
cation and Workforce Committee on this sub- 
ject, those who support vouchers want to 
abandon our public schools and the vast ma- 
jority of children who would remain in what is 
already an underfunded system. Those of us 
in Congress need to show leadership in com- 
bating the problems that face us as elected 
leaders—not run away from them. 

Only by working within the public school 
system, both in the District and throughout the 
Nation, can we build upon the successes and 
learn from our failures in our attempts to edu- 
cate our Nation’s children. 
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In closing, | would urge members not to 
support this ill-conceived and politically moti- 
vated bill. Now is not the time to go back on 
our educational commitments to our children. 

Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. Madam Speaker, 
| rise today in strong opposition to S. 1502, 
the District of Columbia School Vouchers 
Act—yet another attempt by the majority to 
drain resources from the already needy DC 
School system in order to pay for an already 
rejected experiment. 

Madam Speaker, there is no question that 
DC public schools have problems. This isn't 
some new startling revelation; there isn’t a 
public school system in the country that 
doesn’t have problems. It is true that there are 
schools in DC which, for whatever reason, are 
not adequately serving the students attending 
them. But, my colleagues, the answer to this 
problem and the problems plaguing public 
schools in New York, Chicago or Los Angeles 
is assuredly not vouchers. Providing a $3,200 
subsidy to private and parochial schools would 
do nothing but drain $45 million dollars in fed- 
eral funds that would otherwise be available 
for public schools nationwide. 

My colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
say that they are justified in proposing this bill 
by pointing to the fact that DC parents would 
welcome this kind of assistance. This also isn't 
news. What poor family, which have to send 
their children to an unsafe, run-down, decrepid 
school, that doesn't have enough teachers or 
books, wouldn't welcome assistance to send 
their children to a clean safe well-run private 
school. But, the cruel political irony of this and 
other school voucher proposals is that it would 
provide help to a small number of public 
school students and do nothing for the major- 
ity of students that do not get vouchers and 
have to remain in their poor run down schools. 
What does my Republican colleagues propose 
to help them? 

Madam Speaker, we all know that vouchers 
isn't the answer. We must find solutions that 
will fix the problems in DC and all public 
schools. We must build new schools, repair 
run-down buildings, provide funding for more 
teachers so that class sizes can be reduced 
and funds for computers and other needed re- 
sources. Allowing only 2,000 out of over 
80,000 DC students to get a better education 
will do more harm than good. Vote no on S. 
1502. We must not allow the majority to ex- 
periment on the children of DC while doing 
further harm to an already desperate public 
school system. 

Ms. PELOSI. Madam Speaker, | rise in op- 
position to the District of Columbia school 
voucher legislation. This is not the way to im- 
prove public education. 

Not one of us is going to contest the asser- 
tion that the D.C. public schools need help. 
but the way to do this is through comprehen- 
sive school reform, by engaging parents, 
teachers and the community in creating and 
maintaining high performance centers of learn- 
ing with challenging academic standards. 

iverting public money to private schools is 
not a way to improve education. It is, however, 
an experiment that is doomed to fail leaving 
this city’s school children as the casualties. 
This legislation may benefit 2,000 D.C. stu- 
dents but abandon 76,000 others. Quality edu- 
cation for all students, not for a select few, 
should be our priority. 
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Creating a voucher system does not solve 
the problem, it shifts the responsibility else- 
where. It also does not guarantee that stu- 
dents from low-performing schools will meet 
the admission standards of private institutions, 
or that the voucher would even cover the ex- 
pense of many private schools. 

Public school choice, magnet schools, char- 
ter schools and comprehensive school reform 
efforts provide effective alternatives to passing 
our problems off on private schools. 

Our federal responsibility in education is to 
support States and local school districts in 
their efforts to make better public schools and 
better learners. It is not an acceptable solution 
to engage in misguided social engineering in 
the District by draining funds that would be 
used to improve the public schools. The 
Democrats of this House have a plan, a good 
plan that raises the prospects for all of Amer- 
ica’s public school children, not just a select 
few at the expense of all the rest. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON). All time for debate has ex- 
pired. 

The Senate bill is considered read for 
amendment. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 413, 
the previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the third reading 
of the Senate bill. 

The Senate bill was ordered to be 
read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO COMMIT OFFERED BY MS. NORTON 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
offer a motion to commit the Senate 
bill to the Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentlewoman opposed to the Senate 
bill? 

Ms. NORTON. Yes, Madam Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to com- 
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Ms. NORTON moves to commit the bill S. 
1502 to the Committee on Government Re- 
form and Oversight. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The mo- 
tion is not debatable. 

Without objection, the previous ques- 
tion is ordered on the motion to com- 
mit. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to commit. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the provisions of clause 5 of rule 
XV, the Chair announces that she will 
reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes the 
period of time within which a vote by 
electronic device, if ordered, will be 
taken on the question of passage of the 
Senate bill. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 198, noes 224, 
not voting 11, as follows: 
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Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 


Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Capps 


Gutierrez 


Aderholt 
Archer 


Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brady 
Bryant 
Burr 


[Roll No. 118] 


AYES—198 


Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 


Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 
(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kleezka 
Klink 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 


Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (CA) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 


NOES—224 


Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cannon 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Cox 

Crane 
Crapo 
Cubin 


Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 


Rothman 


Slaughter 
Smith, Adam 
Snyder 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
‘Thompson 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Torres 
Towns 
Traficant 


Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 


Cunningham 
Davis (VA) 


Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Fox 


Franks (NJ) Latham Rohrabacher 
Frelinghuysen LaTourette Ros-Lehtinen 
Gallegly Lazio Roukema 
Ganske Leach Royce 
Gekas Lewis (CA) Ryun 
Gibbons Lewis (KY) Salmon 
Gilchrest Linder Sanford 
Gillmor Livingston Saxton 
Gilman LoBiondo Scarborough 
Gingrich Lucas Schaefer, Dan 
Goode Manzullo Schaffer, Bob 
Goodlatte McCollum Sensenbrenner 
Goss McDade Shadegg 
Graham McInnis Shaw 
Granger McIntosh Shays 
Greenwood McKeon Shimkus 
Gutknecht Metcalf Shuster 
Hall (TX) Mica Skeen 
Hansen Miller (FL) Smith (NJ) 
Hastert Moran (KS) Smith (OR) 
Hastings (WA) Moran (VA) Smith (TX) 
Hayworth Myrick 
Hefley Nethercutt Smith, Linda 
Herger Neumann Snowbarger 
Hill Ney Solomon 
Hilleary Northup Souder 
Hobson Norwood Spence 
Hoekstra Nussle Stearns 
Horn Oxley Stump 
Hostettler Packard Sununu 
Houghton Pappas Talent 
Hulshof Paul Tauzin 
Hunter Paxon Taylor (MS) 
Hutchinson Pease Taylor (NC) 
Hyde Peterson (PA) Thomas 
Inglis Petri Thornberry 
Istook Pickering Thune 
Jenkins Pickett Tiahrt 
Johnson (CT) Pitts Upton 
Johnson, Sam Pombo Walsh 
Jones Porter Wamp 
Kasich Portman Watkins 
Kelly Pryce (OH) Watts (OK) 
Kim Quinn Weldon (FL) 
King (NY) Radanovich Weldon (PA) 
Kingston Redmond Weller 
Klug Regula White 
Knollenberg Riggs Whitfield 
Kolbe Riley Wicker 
LaHood Rogan Wolf 
Largent Rogers Young (FL) 
NOT VOTING—11 
Bateman Kennelly Sandlin 
Bunning McHugh Smith (MI) 
Dixon Meek (FL) Young (AK) 
Gonzalez Parker 
o 1453 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 

Mrs. Kennelly of Connecticut for, with Mr. 
Young of Alaska against. 


Mrs. Meeks of Florida for, with Mr. Smith 
of Michigan against. 
Mrs. CHENOWETH changed her vote 


from “aye” to “no.” 
Mr. VENTO and Mr. ANDREWS 


changed their vote from no“ to “aye.” 

So the motion to commit was re- 
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON). The question is on the pas- 
sage of the Senate bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 
will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 214, noes 206, 
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answered present“ 1, not voting 12, as 


follows: 


Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barr 


Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 

Bass 
Bereuter 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 


Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Cox 

Crane 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Davis (VA) 


Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dreier 


Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Ganske 

Gekas 
Gibbons 


Abercrombie 


Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 


[Roll No. 119] 
AYES—214 
Gilchrest 


Gutknecht 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Istook 
Jenkins 


King (NY) 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 


Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 


Miller (FL) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oxley 


NOES—206 


Bonior 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 


Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 

Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Redmond 
Regula 
Riggs 

Riley 

Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 

Ryun 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer, Dan 
Schaffer, Bob 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 

Shays 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Skeen 

Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith, Linda 
Snowbarger 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sununu 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Upton 

Walsh 

Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 

Wolf 

Young (FL) 


Cramer 
Crapo 
Cummings 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
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Edwards Lee Rangel 
Engel Levin Reyes 
English Lewis (GA) Rivers 
Eshoo LoBiondo Rodriguez 
Etheridge Lofgren Roemer 
Evans Lowey Rothman 
Farr Luther Roukema 
Fattah Maloney (CT) Roybal-Allard 
Fawell Maloney (NY) Rush 
Fazio Manton Sabo 
Filner Markey Sanchez 
Ford Martinez Sanders 
Frank (MA) Mascara Sawyer 
Frost Matsul Sch 
Furse McCarthy (MO) * 
Gejdenson McCarthy (NY) Scott 
Gephardt McDermott Serrano 
Gordon McGovern Sherman 
Green McHale Sisisky 
Gutierrez McHugh Skaggs 
Hall (0H) McIntyre Skelton 
Hamilton McKinney Slaughter 
Harman McNulty Smith, Adam 
Hastings (FL) Meehan Snyder 
Hefner Meeks (NY) Spratt 
Hilliard Menendez Stabenow 
Hinchey Millender- Stark 
Hinojosa McDonald Stenholm 
Holden Miller (CA) Stokes 
Hooley Minge Strickland 
Hoyer Mink Stupak 
Hutchinson Moakley Tanner 
23 A ae ‘Tauscher 
ackson- ore! 
(TX) Murtha ee 
Jefferson Nadler Ti 
erney 
John Neal TORG 
Johnson (CT) Oberstar Powe 
Johnson (WI) Obey 
Johnson, E. B. Olver Traficant 
Kanjorski Ortiz Turner 
Kaptur Owens Velázquez 
Kennedy (MA) Pallone Vento 
Kennedy (RI) Pascrell Visclosky 
Kildee Pastor Waters 
Kilpatrick Payne Watt (NC) 
Kind (WI) Pelosi Waxman 
Kleczka Peterson (MN) Wexler 
Klink Pickett Weygand 
Kucinich Pomeroy Wise 
LaFalce Poshard Woolsey 
Lampson Price (NC) Wynn 
Lantos Rahal! Yates 
Leach Ramstad Young (AK) 
ANSWERED ‘“‘PRESENT”’—1 
Paul 
NOT VOTING—12 
Bateman Dixon Meek (FL) 
Boehner Gonzalez Parker 
Brown (CA) Hall (TX) Sandlin 
Bunning Kennelly Smith (MI) 
1504 
The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Bunning for, with Mrs. Kennelly of 
Connecticut against. 


Mr. Smith of Michigan for, with Mrs. Meek 
of Florida against. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska changed his 
vote from “aye” to “no.” 

So the Senate bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, unfortunately, 
| missed the vote on final passage of S. 1502, 
The District of Columbia Opportunity Scholar- 
ship Act. As a strong supporter of this much- 
needed legislation to improve the quality of 
education for thousands of school children in 
the District of Columbia, | would have voted 
“yes” on final passage. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE ° 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING 
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON- 
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3579, 
1998 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIA- 
TIONS AND RECESSIONS ACT 


Mr. MCINNIS, from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 105-505) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 416) waiving points of order 
against the conference report to ac- 
company the bill (H.R. 3579) making 
emergency supplemental appropria- 
tions for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 1998, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the House Cal- 
endar and ordered to be printed. 

O 


WAIVING REQUIREMENT OF 
CLAUSE 4(b) OF RULE XI WITH 
RESPECT TO SAME DAY CONSID- 
ERATION OF CERTAIN RESOLU- 
TIONS 


Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, by direc- 
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up the resolution (H. Res. 414) and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 414 

Resolved, That the requirement of clause 
4(b) of rule XI for a two-thirds vote to con- 
sider a report from the Committee on Rules 
on the same day it is presented to the House 
is waived with respect to any resolution re- 
ported from that committee before May 1, 
1998, providing for consideration or disposi- 
tion of the bill (H.R. 3579) making emergency 
supplemental appropriations for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1998, and for other 
purposes, an amendment thereto, a con- 
ference report thereon, or an amendment re- 
ported in disagreement from a conference 
thereon. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Colorado (Mr. MCINNIS) is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus- 
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. HALL), pending which I 
yield myself several such time as I may 
consume. During the consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 414 is 
a simple resolution. The proposed rule 
merely waives the requirement of 
clause 4(b) of rule XI for a two-thirds 
vote to consider a report from the 
Committee on Rules on the same day it 
is presented to the House for resolu- 
tions reported from the Committee be- 
fore May 1, 1998, under certain cir- 
cumstances. 

This narrow, short-term waiver only 
applies to special rules providing for 
the consideration or disposition of H.R. 
3579, making emergency supplemental 
appropriations for the fiscal year end- 
ing September 30, 1998, amendments 
thereto, a conference report thereon, or 
items in disagreement from a con- 
ference for H.R. 3579. 

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 414 is straight- 
forward, and it was reported by the 
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Committee on Rules with a voice vote. 
The Committee recognizes the need for 
expedited procedures to bring these 
emergency supplemental appropria- 
tions forward as soon as possible. 

Mr. Speaker, the timeliness of some 
of these emergency appropriations can- 
not be understated. There are many 
areas within the country that have 
been hit by significant natural disas- 
ters which need relief as well as crit- 
ical funding for military operations. 
Therefore, we must move promptly. 

I urge my colleagues to support 
House Resolution 414. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

I thank my colleague the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. MCINNIS) for yield- 
ing me the time. As he has described, 
this rule will permit the House to con- 
sider the conference report on the 
emergency supplemental appropriation 
bill the same day the Committee on 
Rules reports a rule for the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, under this procedure, 
Members will have little or no oppor- 
tunity to examine the conference re- 
port before they vote on it. Generally, 
important and complex bills should not 
be taken up in this manner. Moreover, 
I am opposed to provisions in the bill 
itself, including cuts in the program 
which funds housing for poor people 
and the failure to include funding for 
the International Monetary Fund. 

Though I understand the need for 
moving quickly to pass the emergency 
spending bill, because of the reasons I 
have already mentioned, I oppose this 
rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume to 
inquire of my good friend the gen- 
tleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL) if he has 
any further testimony or any further 
discussion on his side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman from Ohio have any further 
speakers? 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, it 
appears that I have nobody here ready 
to speak on this particular rule. There- 
fore, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res- 
olution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 5 of rule I, further pro- 
ceedings on this question are postponed 
until later today. 
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RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de- 
clares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 3 o’clock and 14 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. The 
bells will be rung 15 minutes prior to 
reconvening. 


—— 
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AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. HULSHOF) at 4 o’clock and 
2 minutes p.m. 


O 


WAIVING REQUIREMENT OF 
CLAUSE Ab) OF RULE XI WITH 
RESPECT TO SAME DAY CONSID- 
ERATION OF CERTAIN RESOLU- 
TIONS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of 
agreeing to the resolution, House Reso- 
lution 414, on which the yeas and nays 
are ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu- 
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the resolution. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 211, nays 
196, not voting 25, as follows: 


{Roll No. 120] 
YEAS—211 

Aderholt Cubin Hill 
Archer Cunningham Hilleary 
Armey Davis (VA) Hobson 
Bachus Deal Hoekstra 
Baker DeLay Horn 
Ballenger Diaz-Balart Hostettler 
Barr Dickey Houghton 
Barrett (NE) Doolittle Hulshof 
Bartlett Dreier Hunter 
Barton Duncan Hutchinson 
Bass Ehlers Hyde 
Bereuter Ehrlich Inglis 
Bilbray Emerson Istook 
Bilirakis English Jenkins 
Blunt Ensign Johnson (CT) 
Boehlert Everett Jones 
Boehner Ewing Kasich 
Bonilla Foley Kelly 
Bono Forbes Kim 
Brady Fossella King (NY) 
Bryant Fowler Kingston 
Burr Fox Klug 
Burton Franks (NJ) Knollenberg 
Buyer Frelinghuysen Kolbe 
Callahan Gallegly LaHood 
Calvert Ganske Largent 
Camp Gekas Latham 
Campbell Gibbons LaTourette 
Canady Gilchrest Lazio 
Cannon Gillmor Leach 
Castle Gilman Lewis (CA) 
Chabot Goodlatte Lewis (KY) 
Chambliss Goodling Linder 
Chenoweth Goss Livingston 
Christensen Graham LoBtondo 
Coble Granger Lucas 
Coburn Gutknecht Manzullo 
Collins Hansen McCollum 
Combest Hastert McCrery 
Cook Hastings (WA) McDade 
Cooksey Hayworth McHugh 
Cox Hefley McInnis 
Crane Herger Mcintosh 


McKeon 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Moran (KS) 
Morella 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 


Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 

Pombo 

Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 


Abercrombie 
Ackerman 


Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Capps 
Cardin 
Carson 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cummings 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 


Ford 

Frank (MA) 
Frost 

Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Goode 
Gordon 


Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Royce 


Shays 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Skeen 

Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith, Linda 
Snowbarger 


NAYS—196 


Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 
(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kanjorski 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 


Matsul 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
Mcintyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Millender- 
McDonald 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Solomon 


Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Upton 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wolf 

Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 


Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith, Adam 
Snyder 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
‘Thompson 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Torres 
Towns 
Traficant 
‘Turner 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
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Wexler Wise Wynn 
Weygand Woolsey Yates 
NOT VOTING—25 
Bateman Greenwood Radanovich 
Bliley Hall (TX) Sandlin 
Bunning Johnson, Sam Schaefer, Dan 
Crapo Kaptur Sensenbrenner 
DeFazio Kennelly Smith (MI) 
preci 3 Smith (OR) 
unn 
Fawell Miller (CA) bi asi iad 
Gonzalez Parker 
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Mr. RANGEL changed his vote from 
yea to “nay.” 

So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


— 


ANNOUNCEMENT REGARDING 
AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 1872, COM- 
MUNICATIONS SATELLITE COM- 
PETITION AND PRIVATIZATION 
ACT 


Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to make a very important statement 
which will concern airplanes taking off 
this evening, if we can get some quiet. 

Mr. Speaker, I have three announce- 
ments to make. The first is, we are 
about to take up the rule on the sup- 
plemental. We realize that Members 
are trying to catch planes and to leave, 
and there is not a vote expected on the 
rule. It is mandatory that there be a 
vote on the supplemental under the 
Rules of the House. 

If we can shorten the debate on the 
rule and then go directly, without a 
vote, to the supplemental, we should be 
out of here so that most Members will 
be accommodated. 

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Rules 
will meet next Tuesday, May 5, to 
grant a rule which will limit the 
amendments to be offered to H.R. 1872, 
the Communications Satellite Com- 
petition and Privatization Act. 

The rule may include a provision re- 
quiring amendments to be preprinted 
in the amendment section of the CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Rules 
is also planning to meet during the 
week of May 4 to grant a rule for con- 
sideration of H.R. 3694, and that is the 
Intelligence Authorization bill for Fis- 
cal Year 1999. 

The Chairman of the Permanent Se- 
lect Committee on Intelligence has re- 
quested a rule which would require 
that amendments be preprinted in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. If this request 
is granted, amendments to be 
preprinted would need to be signed by 
the Member and submitted at the 
Speaker’s table. The amendments 
would still need to be consistent with 
House rules but would be given no spe- 
cial protection by being printed. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Florida, chairman 
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of the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
distinguished gentleman from New 
York for yielding. As chairman of the 
Permanent Select Committee on Intel- 
ligence, I would like to advise all Mem- 
bers that we hope that the authoriza- 
tion bill which has now been marked 
up will be brought forward next week, 
subject to a rule. 

I would like to advise Members that 
there is a procedure for any Member 
who would like to look at the material 
in that legislation to contact the 
House Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence staff, and arrangements 
can be made for Members to review 
classified material. 


WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER 
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT 
ON H.R. 3579, 1998 SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS AND RESCIS- 
SIONS ACT 


Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 416 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 416 

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso- 
lution it shall be in order to consider the 
conference report to accompany the bill 
(H.R. 3579) making emergency supplemental 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1998, and for other purposes. 
All points of order against the conference re- 
port and against its consideration are 
waived. The conference report shall be con- 
sidered as read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. SOLOMON) 
is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus- 
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. HALL), my good friend, 
pending which I yield myself such time 
as I might consume. During the consid- 
eration of this resolution, all time 
yielded is for the purposes of debate 
only. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is a cus- 
tomary rule for the consideration of 
conference reports. The rule waives all 
points of order against the conference 
report to accompany H.R. 3579, which 
makes emergency supplemental appro- 
priations for fiscal year 1998, and 
against its consideration. The rule also 
provides that the conference report 
would be considered as read. 

Mr. Speaker, passage of this rule 
would provide much-needed funding to 
thousands of disaster areas around this 
Nation as well as crucial funding for 
our Nation’s defense. The conference 
report responsibly provides resources 
for our military operations in South- 
west Asia and in Bosnia to ensure that 
our men and women in uniform have 
the best equipment and resources that 
money can buy. 
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Furthermore, the conference report 
also provides for $179 million for the 
Ballistic Missile Defense Program. 

The conference report also includes 
crucial paid-for funds for the disaster 
areas in the northeast who were bur- 
dened by heavy ice storms earlier this 
year, for the Southeast and Plains 
States devastated by tornados, floods, 
and other natural disasters, and also 
for the Southwestern and Western 
States that were hit by El Nino weath- 
er disasters. 
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Mr. Speaker, in my part of the coun- 
try, up in upper State New York, we 
were hit hard by an ice storm that lit- 
erally wiped out power and energy to 
residents for as long as 2 and even 3 
weeks. Passage of this bill today will 
ensure that all of these areas will re- 
ceive this much-needed relief. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, this conference 
report provides much-needed increases 
for veterans’ compensation and pen- 
sions to prevent any expected short- 
falls in this important account. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to say that 
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. 
LIVINGSTON), the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, and the 
members of the Committee on Appro- 
priations certainly are to be com- 
mended for their vigorous defense of 
the House’s position that this supple- 
mental not include funding for the IMF 
or the United Nations and that the 
nondefense disaster-related funding be 
offset. These Members also did yeomen 
work in protecting our Defense Depart- 
ment from any further cuts. 

Our Nation has endured 14 straight 
years of inflation-adjusted cuts in de- 
fense spending. That is a 40 percent 
real decline in defense dollars, and it is 
beginning to hurt everywhere in our 
military. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a fiscally respon- 
sible and much-needed measure before 
the House this afternoon; and I would 
urge all my colleagues to support the 
conference report and support this 
rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume, and I want to thank the chair- 
man of the Committee on Rules (Mr. 
SOLOMON) for yielding me this time. 

As the gentleman from New York has 
described, this is a rule that waives all 
points of order against the conference 
report on H.R. 3579. The report makes 
emergency appropriations for U.S. 
military operations in Bosnia, peace- 
keeping operations in Iraq, and domes- 
tic disaster relief. It also makes non- 
emergency appropriations. 

The conference agreement contains 
many improvements from the House 
bill. In particular, I am pleased that 
the conferees dropped a provision 
which would have shut down the 
AmeriCorps program. 
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However, the bill actually deepens 
the cuts in the reserves for the Section 
8 program, which helps make housing 
affordable to low-income people and 
the elderly. Once again, we are reduc- 
ing aid to the people who can least pro- 
tect themselves from these cuts. 

The bill fails to include funding for 
the International Monetary Fund. I be- 
lieve that we should fund the IMF for 
humanitarian reasons because it will 
help bolster the economies of nations 
not as well off as we are. It is also in 
our Nation’s self-interest to support 
the IMF to maintain international eco- 
nomic stability. 

The emergency funding in this bill is 
desperately needed by our troops 
abroad. The emergency disaster assist- 
ance is also important. However, we do 
not have to make these cuts in pro- 
grams to help the poor and needy. 

The Committee on Rules reported 
this bill on a recorded vote with all 
Democrats opposed, 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER), 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in opposition to this supplemental. 

Thanks to the diligent efforts of the 
appropriators, this bill now includes a 
provision that continues to throw 
money at one of this administration’s 
better-known foreign policy fiascoes, 
our partnership with Russia to build 
the International Space Station. 

I am chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Space and Aeronautics that over- 
sees this effort, and that provision that 
we are talking about was not in either 
House or Senate bill but was inserted 
over the strong objection of the Sub- 
committee on Space and Aeronautics 
and the Committee on Science chair- 
man, the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. SENSENBRENNER). 

This bill contains and continues to 
give money to pay for Russia’s failures; 
and by covering up those failures, the 
President and the Vice President can 
continue to pretend that everything is 
fine in this grand partnership with 
Boris Yeltsin. In other words, this bill 
spends tens of millions of dollars to 
hide the administration’s mistakes. 

The space station is now estimated 
to be $7 billion over budget and another 
2 to 4 years late. NASA’s own inde- 
pendent analysts suggest that Russia’s 
defaults are the biggest problem. The 
Committee on Science has worked on a 
bipartisan basis to get the administra- 
tion to focus on this problem. Instead, 
the administration keeps dancing away 
from the tough decisions, and now the 
appropriators are letting them off the 
hook by giving them this extra money. 

Specifically, this supplemental pro- 
vides $63 million in directed transfer, 
totaling $90 million in Band-aids for a 
patient that needs surgery. We need to 
focus on these problems with Russia or 
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they will continue to drain money and 
continue to bring the space station 
down. That is not what this supple- 
mental does. 

Secondly, I oppose the supplemental 
because it again represents the shov- 
eling of money at an enduring quag- 
mire that drains our resources and 
makes us weaker and does not face the 
decisions that are necessary to get our 
country unstuck from this situation. I 
am, of course, referring to almost a 
half billion dollars in this bill to keep 
our troops in Bosnia. 

I had strong reservations about the 
Bosnian mission to begin with. We 
were told it would last 1 year and cost 
$2 billion. Now our troops have been 
there almost 3 years, and it has already 
cost between $8 and $10 billion. The 
mission has escalated from a 1-year 
mission to now what appears to be an 
open-ended commitment with no end in 
sight. 

The huge financial drain that this 
represents is coming right out of our 
taxpayers’ hide but also the hides of 
our defenders who are finding they can- 
not even maintain their airplanes and 
ships and ground weaponry because 
money is being drained away from 
them for these foolish missions that 
have nothing to do with our national 
security, like Bosnia. 

By passing supplementals like this, 
what we are doing is permitting the 
government and this administration to 
ignore these fundamental problems and 
not make the decisions that are nec- 
essary to do things like ending the Bos- 
nian situation that goes on and on, or 
correcting the problem with Russia 
that is putting us behind the eight ball 
when it comes to the International 
Space Station. That is why this supple- 
mental should be defeated. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from New York (Mrs. MALONEY). 

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in opposition to the sup- 
plemental appropriations rule for a 
number of reasons, but for the moment 
I would like to talk about one special 
interest rider that was added in con- 
ference at the last minute that its sup- 
porters should be ashamed of. It is an 
amendment that allows big oil compa- 
nies to pay lower royalties for oil ex- 
tracted from federally-owned, tax- 
payer-owned land at the expense of our 
Nation’s schoolchildren. 

Oil companies should pay royalties to 
the Federal Government based on the 
market price, but they are not doing 
that. They have been paying to the 
Federal Government based on what 
they call posted price. Of course, that 
is a lower price than what they pay 
each other for this same oil. What they 
are doing is keeping two sets of books, 
one to record their profits for what 
they pay each other and one to profit 
off the American people and the Amer- 
ican taxpayer by paying a lower price 
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for oil extracted from taxpayer-owned 
land. 

Oil royalties help pay for our chil- 
dren’s education. Each year, big oil is 
taking $100 million out of our class- 
rooms and putting it into their own 
pockets. The Washington Post and 
Rollcall both report that the compa- 
nies are putting plenty of money into 
certain congressional campaigns. I 
guess it is paying off. 

This is poor policy. We should vote 
against the supplemental. The Presi- 
dent should veto it on just this rip-off 
that was added at the last minute 
alone. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY). 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in strong opposition to 
this bill for the simple reason that it 
cuts over $2.3 billion from the housing 
budget. 

It is remarkable that the leadership 
would bring forth a bill which slashes 
housing funding just 2 days after the 
HUD issued a major study documenting 
a record number of low-income house- 
holds with severe housing problems. 
HUD’s worst-case housing report con- 
cludes that there are 12.5 million 
Americans living in low-income house- 
holds; including 4.5 million children, 1.5 
million elderly people, and 1.1 million 
disabled people who are without afford- 
able housing. They have been un- 
touched by the economic boom. 

When the Republicans took over the 
Congress in 1995, they slashed the hous- 
ing budget by 25 percent without a 
hearing. They then took it upon them- 
selves to cut the homeless budget by 26 
percent. What this budget does, and I 
think many people, including many 
people on the Republican side, will give 
great credit to some of the reforms 
that have taken place at HUD over the 
course of these last couple of years. 

I was very delighted to see that the 
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. LIVING- 
STON) mentioned in his press release 
today the fact that the money, this $2.3 
billion that is being cut, is going to be 
vitally necessary to fund housing prob- 
lems that we face in the future. The 
way the government accounts for hous- 
ing money requires us every once in a 
while to put a lump sum figure in the 
budget authority requirements of the 
government’s budget. That lump sum 
figure is coming up this coming year. 
We are cutting this money within the 
very year that we are going to need the 
dollars. 

The chairman, I hope, will commit 
himself to making certain that the 
funding will continue next year, de- 
spite the fact that he has had to grab 
this money this year. 

I see the chairman has just walked 
on to the House floor, and I would very 
much appreciate it if he would consider 
making a commitment to funding that 
housing need into the future. 
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Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
heard the gentleman's statement, and I 
would be happy to tell the gentleman 
that in fiscal year 1999 we are certainly 
going to address this. Matter of fact, I 
have made the commitment to the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. LEWIS) 
that many of these funds are going to 
have to be replenished. But for the bal- 
ance of fiscal year 1998, these are ex- 
cess funds and will not be needed. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reclaiming my time, I very 
much appreciate the Chairman’s com- 
mitment, and I hope he means he was 
not going to be cutting those funds 
from other parts of the HUD budget. 
And I very much appreciate his clari- 
fication. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. VENTO). 


Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to this rule and opposition 
to this supplemental appropriation. 

This concern is that certainly we 
need to deal with disaster assistance 
and the other funds requested here. Of 
course, we are not dealing with the im- 
portant money for the International 
Monetary Fund because of the, I think, 
the misrepresentations and the lack of 
responsibility that was demonstrated 
last week on the floor in discussing or 
addressing that particular topic. 

But with regards to the main issue in 
terms of what we are voting here for, 
what we are voting for is to take 
money with one hand and distribute it 
to those with the disaster assistance 
and the other domestic needs, and with 
the other hand we are taking it away 
from the communities with regard to 
the housing assistance that is nec- 
essary. 

This bill, in and of itself, does not 
provide the type of help. This action is 
the wrong action. We ought to be ad- 
dressing this problem right now. The 
fact is that commitments had been 
made, good intentions before, which in 
fact took $3.6 billion out of this par- 
ticular fund, this permanent fund for 
assisted housing in 1997, with commit- 
ments that they were going to place 
that entire money back into the budg- 
et. It is still not there. And the fact is 
that putting this off until tomorrow, 
with the assurances, does not, in fact, 
put the money in place. 

It is very likely, based on the type of 
performance that has gone on with re- 
gards to assisted housing, is that we 
have continually rolled these contracts 
over for 1 year, not making the com- 
mitment in the budget process to as- 
sure the type of stability that is nec- 
essary for low-income persons that live 
in this housing. 
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This is nothing more than a pea and 
shell game that is going on with re- 
gards to assisted housing, and the end 
result is going to be that many elderly, 
disabled, and low-income persons, fam- 
ilies with children, are going to be de- 
nied the type of assistance and sup- 
ports that they need. 

The fact is that that $2.3 billion 
translates into taking support away 
from 440,000 to 450,000 families that re- 
ceive assisted housing support with 
this particular vote. That is what this 
vote will do. Yes, it will do some good 
in terms of the disaster assistance that 
we need in the Northwest and in the 
Pacific and with regards to the North- 
east types of problems, but it, never- 
theless, takes that money away from 
many communities across this country 
that need the money in terms of hous- 
ing. 

We are not facing up to it. No budget 
resolution this year, no issue, no blue- 
print is in place. And the fact is good 
intentions are fine to have, but they 
are not going to meet the tangible 
needs that we have with regards to 
housing. The fact is that we should not 
take this vote on a supplemental ap- 
propriation denying the types of funds 
that are necessary for the permanent 
assisted housing fund. I urge my col- 
leagues to vote “no.” 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. KUCINICB). 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the rule and in opposition 
to the bill, H.R. 3579, the emergency 
supplemental bill. 

I, in particular, want to speak to my 
concerns about the $2.3 billion in off- 
sets for emergency funding for section 
8 housing. There are people across this 
country who depend on section 8 hous- 
ing for the roof over their heads; and 
when they learn that Congress would 
take action to take money away from 
that program next year, this will have 
a destabilizing effect on many house- 
holds, because people rely on our good 
sense and our goodwill and our human- 
ity to sustain them. 

I also want to express my concern 
that we would have on one hand the 
offsets put in there and at the same 
time put in there the money for Bos- 
nia. It is really giving people a cruel 
choice. We know the suffering and the 
inhumanity that has been expressed in 
Bosnia and how people have heroically 
tried to come back from it, and at the 
same time we are being told to make a 
choice between that, helping them and 
people who live in section 8 housing in 
this country. 

I, regretfully, am going to have to 
vote against this bill, but I think that 
when similar bills come to this House, 
we ought not use it as a moment to 
prey on the disadvantaged, to desta- 
bilize their household, and to tell them 
even for a minute that America does 
not care about their concerns. 
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Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no request for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just say that I 
mentioned early on where I heaped 
praise on the gentleman from Lou- 
isiana (Mr. LIVINGSTON) chairman of 
the Committee on Appropriations, the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY). 

And, incidentally, the gentleman 
from Louisiana (Mr. LIVINGSTON) is sit- 
ting next to me here; and for all my 
colleagues who may not know, today is 
his birthday. And I told him earlier 
that when I grow up, I want to be just 
like him. 

But seriously, this measure before us 
has disaster in it. I have been here for 
20 years, and we in the north country 
of New York State do not have to ask 
for aid like this very often. We do not 
have tornadoes. We do not have hurri- 
canes. We do not have earthquakes. 
Sometimes we have some floods, we 
have terrible snowstorms, but we are 
geared up to handle those. 

We have always welcomed the oppor- 
tunity to help people in other parts of 
the country. So today they are helping 
us in the north country; and believe 
me, our people really appreciate it. 

I hope everybody votes on the rule 
and the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


— 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was commu- 
nicated to the House by Mr. Sherman 
Williams, one of his secretaries. 

—— 


CONFERENCE REPORT ON H. R. 3579, 
SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIA- 
TIONS AND RESCISSIONS ACT 


Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, pur- 
suant to the rule, I call up the con- 
ference report on the bill (H.R. 3579) 
making emergency supplemental ap- 
propriations for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1998, and for other pur- 
poses, and ask for its immediate con- 
sideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 416, the con- 
ference report is considered as having 
been read. 

(For conference report and state- 
ment, see prior proceedings of the 
House of today.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. LIVING- 
STON) and the gentleman from Wis- 
consin (Mr. OBEY) each will control 30 
minutes. 
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Louisiana (Mr. LIVINGSTON). 
GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
conference report to accompany H.R. 
3579 and that I may include tabular and 
extraneous material. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to bring to 
the floor the conference report on the 
Fiscal Year 1998 Emergency Supple- 
mental Appropriations Bill (H.R. 3579). 
This conference report includes $2.859 
billion in emergency defense supple- 
mental appropriations to provide for 
the peacekeeping missions in Bosnia 
and Iraq and provide additional support 
for intelligence activities. It also pro- 
vides $2.588 billion in emergency sup- 
plemental appropriations for recovery 
from natural disasters that have oc- 
curred this winter and spring all over 
the country. There is also $142 million 
in non-emergency supplemental appro- 
priations mostly to help in fixing the 
“year 2000 computer problem in some 
of our agencies. Finally, there is a $550 
million appropriation for Veterans 
Compensation and Pensions in this bill 
as well. 

Mr. Speaker, it is very important 
that this conference report get passed 
today. The Secretary of Defense will be 
forced to issue furlough notices to 
some DOD employees if this bill does 
not reach the President’s desk tomor- 
row. The extraordinary number of re- 
cent severe weather episodes is causing 
emergency accounts to be exhausted. 
Farmers, dairymen, road repairs, park 
repairs, flood control facility repairs, 
reforestation, utility repairs, and peo- 
ple who have had their place of resi- 
dence damaged all are in dire need of 
these emergency supplemental appro- 


priations. 
I would like to point out that the 
emergency supplemental appropria- 


tions for recovery from national disas- 
ters and the non-emergency supple- 
mental appropriations are, and I stress, 
are fully offset. We will hear concern 
expressed today about one of the re- 
scissions used to pay for this emer- 
gency spending. This is the excess sec- 
tion 8 housing reserve rescission, as 
was mentioned on the floor previously 
during consideration of the rule. 

The excess section 8 housing reserves 
that will be rescinded are unnecessary, 
stress “unnecessary,” during the re- 
maining portion of the current fiscal 
year. Currently, there are $3.6 billion 
in excess section 8 housing reserve 
funds that will not be needed this year. 
The General Accounting Office identi- 
fied excess funds when it reviewed the 
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Department of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment’s various section 8 housing 
accounts at the request of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 

Since 1997, HUD and GAO have found 
more than $9.9 billion in excess section 
8 housing funds. Of that amount, $2.2 
billion is being utilized for contin- 
gencies, and Congress has already re- 
scinded $4.2 billion. Subtracting these 
amounts from $9.9 billion leaves a cur- 
rent balance of $3.6 billion in excess, 
stress excess,“ section 8 housing re- 
serves. 

There are sufficient funds available 
to pay for any section 8 housing con- 
tracts that expire during the rest of fis- 
cal year 1998. Rescinding and re- 
directing these funds to pay for dis- 
aster relief will not harm any family 
that currently depends on section 8 
housing assistance. 

In fiscal year 1999, section 8 housing 
renewal needs are $10.8 billion. In the 
Fiscal Year 1999 Budget, the President 
proposed using $3.6 billion of excess re- 
serves to offset the total cost of renew- 
als for that year. Clearly, the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations understands 
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that the section 8 housing renewal ac- 
count must be fully funded in order to 
protect the homes of those families 
who rely on this assistance. We will ad- 
dress that problem at a later date, but 
it does not impact anyone today. Not a 
single person will be adversely im- 
pacted by taking these rescissions 
today. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill should be sup- 
ported for what is included in it and 
not disregarded for what may have 
been left out. Members will hear con- 
cern about the lack of funding for the 
International Monetary Fund, for crop 
insurance, for student loans, for United 
Nations arrearages, and various other 
activities. I want to assure Members 
that these issues will get addressed, 
but it will not be today. 

There is no immediate impact on not 
addressing funding for these issues at 
this time. This is a pure“ emergency 
supplemental appropriations bill, and 
it needs to move today. It is paid for 
except for the defense funding, which 
would create an unacceptable impact 
on our national security. 
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The fact is that we have, in the past, 
paid for supplemental emergency ap- 
propriations in the defense area by re- 
scinding existing defense appropria- 
tions, and we have unfortunately, on 
too frequent occasions, have been tak- 
ing from the nondeployed forces to 
keep the forward-deployed forces 
going. That is a practice we can no 
longer sustain because our troops all 
around the world are feeling an adverse 
impact. 

All Members should vote “yes” on 
this conference report and help get it 
to the President’s desk tomorrow. I 
hope that, if we do, that the President 
will sign it expeditiously, and our 
troops in Bosnia and Iraq and in all 
other corners of the world will know 
that our Congress is in support of 
them, and that the victims of disasters 
around this country will know that 
their elected representatives have ral- 
lied in their defense. 


At this point in the RECORD I would 
like to insert a table reflecting the de- 
tails of the conference report. 
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EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998 (H.R. 3579) 


Conference Conference 
Supplemental House Senate Conference compared with compared with 
Request House Senate 


5 f 


. (contingent emergency apptopnations) . .. tester. C ——— —ů ů ů ů sony oe 
Operation and maintenance, Air Force (emergency 


Total, Operation and maintenance 1,751,730,000 171,468 0 1,888,110 2,019,458,000 +47,993,000 880.847 0⁰⁰ 
a (1,615,111,000) (1,893,930,000) (15,800,000) (+278,819,000) 
(44,000,000) (125,528,000) (+63,793,000) (+81,528,000) 


Research, development, test and evaluation, 


inin AO O Taaa a aS aaa 272,500,000 272,500,000 272.800. nesssssccssseueeereneeen 
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EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998 (H.R. 3579)— continued 


House Senate 


Conference 


Conference compared with with 
Bouse — 


2.021, 147, %%% 2.288.282. 000 

(1,971,147,000) ) . 178. 147, 0 (½ 887, 428, 000) 
(50,000,000) (108,105,000) (582,819,000) 

ONES, ARE. ESIC. FO (6,000,000) (40,000,000) 


Agricultural Credit insurance Fund Program Account: 
Loan authorizations: 
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EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998 (H.R. 3579) — continued 


Conference Conference 
Doc House Senate Conference compared with 8 
No. House le 
105-220 
105-220 
105-220 
105-220 
105-220 
85,000,000 121,500,000 216,780,000 159,800,000 +38,300,000 -56,980,000 
% ö⁴ ... ͥ PN —— !!! I DELENE . T 
(70,000,000) (121,500,000) (216,780,000) (159,800,000) (+ 38,300,000) (-56,980,000) 
(87,000,000) (87,000,000) (192,100,000) (87,400,000) (+400,000) 04.700. O00 
T . fſñ ... —— —— 5,000,000 5,000,000 66 EEEE 
5 e iiaa okod ( T -38,500,000 
105-220 25,000,000 84,457,000 25,000,000 105,185,000 +20,728,000 +80,185,000 
105-220 . 000 0% E EE E e r T (-5,000,000) 
25,000,000 84,457,000 63,500,000 105,185,000 +20,728,000 +41,685,000 
105-220 2,340,000 9 or 4.520, 000 
27,340,000 88,977,000 63,500,000 108,705,000 + 20,728,000 +46,205,000 
(5,000,000) . FF EOC eae coe Berar (-5,000,000} 
— 45 —ůů— 1,837,000 1,837,000 „ 
105-216 3,688,000 9899909000 3,688,000 -250,000 + 3,688,000 
105-220 25,000,000 25,000,000 32,818,000 29,130,000 +4,130,000 -3,688,000 


April 30, 1998 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 7389 


EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998 (H.R. 3579)— continued 


National Park Service 


105-220 Construction (contingent emergency appropriations). 8,500,000 8,500,000 9,506,000 9,506,000 1.008.000... 
United States Geological Service 


96,188,000 96,899,000 521,824,000 314,885,000  +217,986,000 -207,039,000 
(28,688,000) OKR. e (28,688,000) (250,000) (+ 28,688,000) 
(67,500,000) (67,961,000) (521,824,000) (286,197,000) (218.208. 000 (-235,727,000) 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 


Disease control, research, and training (contingent 
8 e . . 99 ( ( -9,000,000 


105-220 
105-220 


nr . O 20,000,000 280,000,000 130,000,000 + 110,000,000 -130,000,000 
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EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998 (H.R. 3579) — continued 
Conference Conference 
Doc House Senate Conference compared with — 
No. House 3 


105-234 1,600,000,000  +1,600,000,000 ... 
3 Fund): Rescission of contract authorization . -368,400,000  „.nsssssesesss 15 241,000,000 + 125,400,000 241,000,000 
3 (Limitation on obligations) ! . n ꝛ ² u ⁰¶q n e 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING 
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
Public and Indian Housing 
iinis Section 8 reserve preservation account (rescission) ....  .sesssosssssssrssrssssesss 2000 %q%%%/%rĩů3ꝗv — -2,347,190,000 -153,590,000 -2,347 ,190,000 


-2,588,190,000 +296,810,000 -2,588,190,000 
(-2,347,190,000)  ({+171,410,000) (2.347, 100. 000 

(241,000,000) ( 128,400, 000  (-241,000,000) 
cid ee e (1.868, 800, e N 


(2.347. 180. 0000 (7.410 (2.347. 180. O00 
(241,000,000) (. 128.400. 00 (-241,000,000) 


(2028. O00 (-1,680,000) 


(70,000,000) (+60,472,000) (+21,900,000) 
(35,000,000) (-5,000,000) (55.000.000 


(105,000,000) (+55,472,000) (+56,900,000) 


(167,134,000) (+34,344,000) (85.224.000) 


1/ House column for Title ill reflects H.R. 3580 as reported by the House. 
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EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998 (H.R. 3579)— continued 


Conference Conference 
Doc House Senate Conference compared with 8 
No. House 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 
Food and Drug Administration 
105-177 Prescription drug user fee act... 


Total, Chapter 1: 
New budget (obligational) authority „..........+-..---. 11,772,000 19,868,000 9,193,197 15,828,000 -4,039,000 +6,635,803 
(Loan authorizations) . ———.—..—.—. * (73,976,000) (132,790,000) (111,900,000) (167,134,000) (+34,344,000) (+55,234,000) 


105-216 
105-216 
105-216 
International Monetary Fund 
105-213 
105-213 
105-216 
105-216 Abandoned mine reclamation fund (by transfer) ......... (3,163,000) (3,163,000) (3,163,000) „ camanieset 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
105-2168 Operation of indian programs . 1,050,000 1,050,000 1,050,000 AN asiaan a 
Departmental Offices 
105-216 Office of Special Trustee for American ind. 4,650,000 4,650,000 4,650,000 GOD OOD ) iniii 2 
Total, Department of the intonor .. 12,375,000 12,375,000 12,375,000 12,715,000 +340,000 +340,000 


-2,000,000 
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. EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998 (H.R. 3579) — continued 


Conference Conference 
Doc House Senate Conference compared with compara sih 
No. House 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 
indian Health Service 
Indian Noniin :::: ͤ ꝛœ(——— )) — isan aie 100,000 100,000 + 100,000 
Total, Chapter 3: 
New budget (obligational) authority . 12,375,000 12,375,000 14,475,000 12,815,000 + 440,000 -1,660,000 
ir SY VENAE ENE (3,163,000) (3,163,000) (3,163,000) RROD E PEE E EEE E 
CHAPTER 4 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 
ritasas we Disease control, research, and traliugg..—.¶ꝗ u—k)ͥ—L„0L—Q2r2Q lVͤW.———————.——Ä—„2ẽ2võ—Ä—§v——.——.—— 9,000,000 +9,000,000 +9,000,000 


+270,300 


105-177 
105-177 


ARESO > o O REEE a STE A — —y—ę— / —. aamin -47,200,000 
Facilities and equipment (Airport and Airway Trust 

inaa ee E — E ee eos 108,800,000 25,000,000 +25,000,000 -83,800,000 

Total, OEA A i. ia, jipii o 156,000,000 25,000,000 +25,000,000 131,000,000 


Research and special programs: 
r E A a 1,000,000 + 1,000,000 + 1,000,000 
Total, Department of Transpomaion .. 2,450,000 162,900,000 28,450,000 +26,000,000 134,450,000 
RELATED AGENCY 
National Transportation Safety Board 

105-216 Salaries and ohne 5,400,000 5,400,000 5,400,000 OO i aac E E AOE EA AE 

Total, Chapter 6: 
New budget (obligational) authority ................... 5,400,000 7,850,000 168,300,000 33,850,000 +26,000,000 134,450,000 
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EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998 (H.R. 3579)— continued 


Conference Conference 
Coc House Senate Conference compared with ir a 
No. House 


105-216 
105-177 
105-216 Human space flight (by tragten e (173,000,000) e e (53,000,000) (-120,000,000) (+53,000,000) 
105-215 
108-215 
105-215 
105-215 
105-215 
105215 Salaries and expenses (esc ee -1,080,000 0000 %ců̊—nnnn 400 ͤ%cg ee -1,080,000 
Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund Program Account: 
Farm operating loans: 
105-228 Guaranteed unsubsidized (rescission) ...........-.... -8,737,000 -8,737,000 -8,736,197 -8,273,000 -1,536,000 -1,536,803 
Total. Farm Service Agency „.....ssssssssssssssssnsssssrerssnss -7,817,000 -7,817,000 -8,736,197 -9,353,000 -1,536,000 -2,616,803 


Maritime Guaranteed Loan (Title XI) Program 
105-215 Account: Guaranteed loans subsidy (rescission) ...... SSID ioar a \ —— ———— —j—ꝙ«/ðꝙ«ß̃ ð«êx — 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Bureau of Reclamation 
105-215 Water and related resources (rescission).................... SRD), ON E O OE EEE OOE p —— 


105-215 
105-215 
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‘ EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998 (H.R. 3579) — continued 
Conference Conference 
Doc House Senate Conference compared with a 
No. Request House 


105-215 
105-215 
105-215 
105-215 
105-215 


Federal Aviation Administration 
. Facilities, engineering, and development (rescission). jh K oo 500,000 
Grants-in-aid for airports (Airport and Airway Trust 
— Fund) (rescission of contract authorization) . sssssssornerssnsssseerersnses -30,000,000 -185,893,000 -54,000,000 -24,000,000 + 131,893,000 
Total, Federal Aviation Administration.... . . -30,500,000 -185,893,000 -54,500,000 -24,000,000 + 131,393,000 
Federal Railroad Administration 
ue Conrail labor protection (rescission) . eee -508,234 -508,234 — ͤ Ä 2:2 — 
Total, Department of Transpottaon -3,499,000 -36,508,234 -181,900,234 -60,508,234 -24,000,000 + 131,392,000 
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
Treasury building and annex repair and restoration 
TENNE OO PAN r, cc TEE e 
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EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998 (H.R. 3579)— continued 
Conference Conference 


(18,721,690,197) (692,264,300) (+7,991,000) (-18,029,425,897) 

(70,519,185) (78,022,234) (-3,226,000) (7,503,049) 

(188,893,000) (-57,000,000) (24,000,000) = (+ 131,893,000) 
3.875.000 


23, 880,884.02 3.400,58. 08s 2.888. 132.00 20,450.00 1.94 
(1,867,428,000} . 416. O88, 000 (16.050. 000 (+548,607,000) 


(-3,875,000) 7.878, (+ 16,000,000) (-4,000,000) 
(51,163,000) (105,163,000) (-80,000,000) (+54,000,000) 


terete, Sn # (-1,668,600,000) 


2,450,247,000 2,859,995,000 +571,743,000 + 409,748,000 


CRE nee 2,099,717,000 595,376,000 2,950,804,000 2.588, 190, 0 +1,992,814,000 -362,614,000 
IIE T EIEEEI I AASI — —— —— EENE -2,885,000,000 ́¶ꝶ»wç«öam n.. 2.588. 190,000 +296,810,000 -2,588, 190,000 
2,099,7 17,000 -2,289,624,000 2,955,804,000 0 .... 2.289.624. 000 2.950, 804. 000 

17,973,047,000 134,003,000 18,171,690,197 141,994,000 7.991.000 -18,029,696,197 

-46,358,000 -131,471,234 -263,087,185 -142,697,234 -11,226,000 + 120,389,951 

17,926,689,000 2,531,766 17,908,603,012 703,234 -3,235,000 17,909,306,246 


1/ House column for Title Iil reflects H.R. 3580 as reported by the House. 
2/ FY 1999 request. 
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Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self 30 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, I think, in fairness to 
Members of the House, they should un- 
derstand that the White House has ap- 
parently decided that the President 
will sign this bill. And I understand 
why he feels he has to do that given 
some of the funding in the bill. But I 
think there are many problems with 
the bill that will lead me to vote “no.” 
I will be explaining them at a later mo- 
ment in the debate. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. MURTHA), ranking member 
on the Subcommittee on National Se- 
curity. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
compliment the chairman of the full 
committee because I stood here several 
weeks ago and I told him what might 
happen, and he took it to heart and he 
got the bill done, and I know it was not 
an easy bill to pass. So my com- 
pliments to everybody that was in- 
volved. 

Iam delighted to see in defense noth- 
ing is offset. And it is so important be- 
cause we have such a problem with 
O&M and readiness and defense. I could 
not have voted for this bill if it were 
offset even domestically for defense. So 
the compromise was exactly the right 
compromise. 

Iam disappointed that IMF is not in 
this bill. We have assurances it will be 
brought up sometime in the near fu- 
ture. I hope it will be. I have a concern 
about section 8 housing. I hope it is not 
a ploy where the Committee on Appro- 
priations next year suffers because we 
have to find the money to pay for it. I 
hope they do raise the caps, as they 
said they are going to do. 

But I believe this is important that 
we vote for it because the money has 
been spent for defense. It takes care of 
a very important shortfall in defense. 
And I would urge all the Members to 
vote for this supplemental, which was 
worked out so carefully, and so many 
things that were kept from being put 
in the bill which would have made it 
impossible for us to vote for it. 
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. FAZIO), the distinguished 
ranking member of the Subcommittee 
on Energy and Water Development. 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, sometimes these bills are known for 
what they do and sometimes for what 
they do not do. I think that most of us 
today are pleased that we are begin- 
ning to attend to the problems created 
by the disasters that have befallen this 
country over the last number of 
months. But the sad reality is that this 
bill will be known for what it does not 
do, and that is, deal with the U.N. ar- 
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rearage and with the funding of the 
International Monetary Fund. 

We are on the verge of a potential 
loss of hundreds of thousands of Amer- 
ican jobs because of the sickness in the 
economies of a number of nations in 
Southeast Asia, potentially South 
Korea, exacerbated by problems in 
Japan of a very different nature, but 
all of which need to be addressed by an 
international agency we helped create 
and we lead called the IMF. Their fund- 
ing has been held up. While we may 
have some vague assurances that it 
will come before us, we do not know 
when, in what form or whether or not 
it will be adequate or timely to meet 
the needs that we as Americans have in 
the economic sphere. 

Yes, we are booming in our country. 
Our economy is producing at a rate un- 
heard of in post-World War II America. 
All of the indices are in positive terri- 
tory. But leadership requires us to look 
to the future, to see on the horizon the 
iceberg that could well bring us down. 

Our failure to fund the IMF in this 
bill at this time could well be a monu- 
mental mistake that we cannot even 
fully understand and appreciate at this 
time. Certainly our efforts to bring the 
U.N. behind us in Iraq have been de- 
terred by our unwillingness to provide 
money we agree we owe that inter- 
national agency. 

As a result of our failure to include 
those funds in this bill because of an- 
other separate debate on international 
family planning which continues year 
in, year out in this institution, I think 
we are showing an inability, frankly, 
to take the leadership role that has 
been given to this Nation at this point 
in our history. I regret that despite, I 
think, the inclination of many Mem- 
bers on both sides of the aisle on this 
committee and an overwhelming ma- 
jority of Members of the other body, 
despite that unanimity of thinking, be- 
cause of the majority leadership in this 
institution, we have been prevented 
from taking up these two most impor- 
tant issues. I hope we do not rue the 
day. I fear we will. 

It is for that reason that I think this 
bill comes up short of the responsibil- 
ities that we should have taken. I 
think for that reason many Members 
will vote “no”. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS). 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. I want to 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I am always pleased 
when we can reach compromise or 
when there is any kind of compromise 
reached. It means that the body is 
working well. But it frightens me when 
I hear compromise reached talking 
about excess Section 8 housing. 

It is very difficult to convince the 
thousands of homeless people through- 
out America that there is some excess 
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housing. It is difficult to convince the 
people who live in my congressional 
district in the City of Chicago that 
there is excess Section 8 housing. I 
would hope that this is not a trend. 
And I would hope that even if we reach 
a compromise where this legislation is 
passed, that we do not find ourselves 
back talking about reducing Section 8 
housing because there might have been 
some resources that were not used at 
this time. 

For this reason, I think it comes up 
short, and I certainly would hope that 
there would be Members who feel the 
same way and would vote against this 
compromise. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I certainly 
agree with the statement made by the 
distinguished gentleman from Illinois. 
My district also will suffer from the 
lack of Section 8 housing. As the gen- 
tleman said so eloquently, there is no 
shortage in the need for Section 8 hous- 
ing. 

The gentleman from Louisiana, the 
chairman of the committee, said that 
these funds that were deleted were ex- 
cess. The gentleman from Illinois is 
right. There is no excess. The $2 billion 
that were taken from the program in 
this bill are not going to be put back in 
the next budget because there will be a 
$7 billion shortfall in Section 8 housing 
in that budget. And so the $2 billion 
that are out, I fear are out for the bal- 
ance. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self 9 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I understand why some 
Members of the House who have had 
disasters in their area will want to 
vote for this bill, but I am profoundly 
disturbed by the way this bill has de- 
veloped. I will certainly be casting a 
no“ vote, and I think I owe the House 
an explanation. 

Some of the items in this bill were 
requested by the administration more 
than a year ago. This bill originally 
was supposed to do basically five major 
things and a few minor things. It was 
supposed to provide disaster relief; it 
was supposed to provide funding for the 
cost of the troops’ operating in Bosnia 
and in Kuwait. The administration also 
asked the Congress to provide replen- 
ishment funding for the International 
Monetary Fund to help them protect 
the U.S. economy from further cur- 
rency crunches. It also asked the Con- 
gress to provide the arrearages that we 
have had for many years so that we 
could more effectively shape the direc- 
tion of the United Nations. And it had 
some other items, including a $16 mil- 
lion request to actually make Ken- 
nedy-Kassebaum work, providing the 
Federal assistance necessary to see to 
it that persons who did lose their 
health coverage when they changed 
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jobs could actually get the help that 
they were promised in that legislation. 

This bill is very different now. It has 
a laundry list of items that should not 
be in the bill. And there are major 
items which should be in the bill which 
are sadly missing. 

Here is a sampling of some of the rid- 
ers in the bill: A six-lane highway 
through the Petroglyph National 
Monument in New Mexico, a sacred 
burial ground for the Indian tribes. 
That is there despite the opposition of 
the local mayor and many other offi- 
cials. A second item, a $66 million gift 
to the oil companies by blocking col- 
lection of full royalty payments from 
oil companies who operate on Amer- 
ican lands that are owned by the tax- 
payer. Third, as I said, the missing $14 
million to make Kennedy-Kassebaum a 
reality. 

That bill passed with only two dis- 
senting votes, I believe, in this House 
last year. There was not a politician in 
Washington who did not break his or 
her neck running to a microphone or 
running to a television interview to 
brag about how much they were doing 
to help people who were losing their 
health insurance when they changed 
jobs and had preexisting conditions, 
and so therefore could not get new cov- 
erage. The money that was needed in 
this bill to make that a reality for 
thousands and thousands of Americans 
is denied because of a strong lobbying 
job. I think that is enough to give hy- 
pocrisy a bad name. 

The offsets provided in the bill. There 
are no offsets for the defense expendi- 
tures in the bill. But as the gentleman 
from Illinois just indicated, there are 
$2.3 billion in additional cuts in Sec- 
tion 8 housing to pay for disaster as- 
sistance expenses. In plain English, 
much of that housing goes, one-third of 
it goes to low-income seniors whose av- 
erage income is $7,500 a year. 

Now, it is said, “Oh, we don’t need 
that money this year.“ It is true that 
for technical reasons, that money is 
not needed in this existing fiscal year. 
But we will be marking up the bills for 
the next fiscal year in about a month, 
and we are told by the General Ac- 
counting Office that there is already an 
existing $4.6 billion gap in that pro- 
gram over a period of time. In other 
words, we will have to put $4.6 billion 
of additional resources into that pro- 
gram that are not presently available. 
This action by the Congress today digs 
that hole $2.3 billion deeper. So we will 
have to provide $7 billion in additional 
money that we do not have. 

Now, we are told by some on the ma- 
jority side, “Well, don’t worry, these 
cuts will never take place.” If that is 
the case, then these are phony cuts, 
and I would ask, if you do not plan to 
take it out of here long-term, if this is 
a one-month shell game, then who are 
the real people who are going to get 
socked with that $2.3 billion reduction? 
The fact is, right now, we do not know. 
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There are two other major problems 
with this bill. The United States lead- 
ership on a bipartisan basis at the end 
of World War II created the United Na- 
tions so that we would have an instru- 
ment, an international instrument to 
try to deal with international issues in 
ways that were consistent with the 
needs of the United States. For almost 
a generation, that organization has 
many times driven me and many other 
Americans nuts because it has been a 
Tower of Babel, it has been often the 
center of demagoguery and irrespon- 
sibility and cronyism. But the fact is 
that now that the Soviet Union has 
collapsed, we have an opportunity to fi- 
nally reorganize that organization and 
make it a more effective instrument 
that will be consistent with American 
foreign policy. 

Yet we are denying our representa- 
tives in the U.N. the money that is 
needed to make our hand more effec- 
tive in dealing with that reorganiza- 
tion and in shaping their policies on 
issues ranging from Iraq to you name 
it in ways which will serve U.S. inter- 
ests. 1 think it is a tragedy that that 
item is being held hostage to an extra- 
neous matter that is not even in this 
bill. 

Then we have the case of the Inter- 
national Monetary Fund. In Sep- 
tember, the Speaker of this House sent 
a letter to the administration indi- 
cating that the administration was 
correct to seek that funding. And then 
in that same letter the Speaker indi- 
cated that IMF funding was going to be 
held hostage to the same extraneous 
family planning issue that is not even 
in this bill. 

Last week, the Speaker took this 
microphone and told the House that 
there were so many things wrong with 
the IMF that he was dubious that we 
should provide any funding for it at all. 
That was switch number one. 

Then today I was amazed to see an 
article in the Washington Post head- 
lined, Gingrich Threatens White House 
on IMF. It went on to say the fol- 
lowing: The Speaker warned that the 
failure of the White House to cooperate 
with investigations jeopardized the ad- 
ministration’s legislative priorities.” 
It then went on to indicate that the 
Speaker indicated that unless he was 
happy with the cooperation he was get- 
ting from the administration on that 
front, that they were going to withhold 
funding for the International Monetary 
Fund, and then suggested that the 
President had no moral standing to ask 
for that money. 
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Let me simply say that I think that 
that threat takes us back to the good 
old days 2 years ago when the Speaker 
indicated that one of the reasons that 
he helped to shut down the government 
was because he got a bad seat on Air 
Force One. 
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I would point out that what com- 
ments like that do is to turn what we 
do in this House into an argument 
about what we do to each other in 
Washington, and that is not what this 
House is supposed to be all about. What 
we do in this House is not supposed to 
be about what we do to each other. It 
is supposed to be about what we do to- 
gether on behalf of the people who sent 
us here in the first place, and I would 
urge the Speaker to remember that and 
all other Members as well. 

I would also say that if the Speaker 
decides to continue to hold the IMF 
hostage, in the end that is not going to 
hurt Bill Clinton. This is not Bill Clin- 
ton’s economy. This is the economy of 
every single American. If we have an- 
other currency crisis, the jobs that will 
be lost will not be Mr. Clinton’s or the 
gentleman from Georgia’s (Mr. GING- 
RICH) or any of ours, though perhaps 
they should be. Instead, it will be hard- 
working U.S. workers or hard-working 
U.S. farmers who lose export markets 
and lose their jobs because of it. 

I would like to read to my colleagues 
what another Republican said about 
this issue in a very different time when 
I was leading the fight for his request 
for IMF funding. Ronald Reagan said 
the following in 1983: “My administra- 
tion is committed to do what is legiti- 
mately needed to help ensure that the 
IMF continues as the cornerstone of 
the international financial system.” 

“Let me make something very 
plain.“ Mr. Reagan said, I have an un- 
breakable commitment to increase 
funding for the IMF, but the U.S. Con- 
gress so far has failed to act to pass the 
enabling legislation. I urge the Con- 
gress to be mindful of its responsibility 
and to meet the pledge of our govern- 
ment.” 

Leonard Silk in the New York Times 
wrote about Mr. Reagan in September 
of that same year, saying: Mr. Reagan 
went about as far in his speech yester- 
day as he could to end the dispute by 
scolding members of his own party as 
well as the Democrats for playing poli- 
tics. He said he did not appreciate the 
partisan wrangling and political pos- 
turing over the issue and urged mem- 
bers of both parties to lay aside their 
differences, to abandon harsh rhetoric 
and unreasonable demands and to get 
on with the task in the spirit of true 
bipartisanship.” 

I would say those words were true 
then, and they are most certainly true 
now. 

So I would simply say I intend to 
vote no on this bill today for the rea- 
sons that I have listed. I believe that 
this House is engaging in irresponsible 
and needlessly reckless conduct which 
is putting at risk the national interests 
of the United States and is in the proc- 
ess of bringing the actions of this 
House into considerable disrepute. 

I thought last year we had gotten 
over the partisanship and we were 
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going to be able to deal together on ap- 
propriation bills in a constructive way, 
the way I thought we did for most of 
last year. I regret that we seem to be 
regressing into an “election year, any- 
thing goes” mode. That may suit the 
needs of some people in this body, it 
does not suit the needs of the people 
who sent us here. And if this House 
continues to withhold these items, it 
should be ashamed of the political way 
in which it is acting. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the very distinguished gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. SCARBOROUGH), a member 
of the Committee on National Secu- 
rity, for purposes of a colloquy only. 

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, 
first of all, I want to thank the gen- 
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. LIVING- 
STON) and the other conferees for in- 
serting language into the conference 
report addressing a serious situation 
with respect to implementation in sec- 
tion 220 of Public Law 104-333. 

As the gentleman is aware, the gen- 
tlewoman from Florida (Mrs. FOWLER), 
Senators MACK and GRAMM and the en- 
tire Florida delegation and I have been 
fighting this battle to implement this 
law that Congress passed and President 
Clinton signed over 2 years ago. While 
Iam certain it was not the intention of 
the conferees. the actual report lan- 
guage may mistake the situation with 
regard to the problem. 

While the report language states that 
the maps were not received by the Fish 
and Wildlife Service in a timely man- 
ner and that these maps were lost in 
the mail, those facts are in dispute, 
and that portion of the report language 
is a cause for concern. In fact, the 
Committee on Resources will hold 
hearings on this issue in the near fu- 
ture. 

Therefore, is it the gentleman’s un- 
derstanding that the conferees did not 
intend to state as a matter of fact 
whether or not Fish and Wildlife re- 
ceived the maps in a timely manner or 
whether or not the maps were lost in 
the mail? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. I yield to the 
gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman is fundamentally correct. It 
was not the intent of the committee to 
interpret the facts of the situation but 
rather to highlight the problem for fu- 
ture action. 

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. I thank the 
gentleman. I appreciate his willingness 
to work with the gentlewoman from 
Florida (Mrs. FOWLER) and myself and 
the entire Florida delegation to ad- 
dress this lingering serious problem 
with the fiscal year 1999 Interior appro- 
priations bill, another legislative vehi- 
cle as soon as possible, and we all cer- 
tainly look forward to working with 
the gentleman and the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. REGULA). 
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Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for his concern 
and compliment him on trying to solve 
a very serious problem that affects the 
people of his State. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
might consume to the very distin- 
guished gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG) the chairman of the Sub- 
committee on National Security. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
first, I would like to compliment the 
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. LIVING- 
STON) and the gentleman from Wis- 
consin (Mr. OBEY) the ranking member 
on the Committee on Appropriations 
for having, in a very short time, 
conferenced this bill that, as we have 
noticed from debate, did have some 
very strong difference of opinions. But 
the Members on both sides worked hard 
together to come up with a solution, 
and I think we have come up with a 
pretty good conference report. 

Is it exactly the way I wanted it? No, 
there were a few things I wanted in 
this bill that we were not able to do, 
and there was some other things put in 
the bill that I would prefer we had not. 
But that is the way that a conference 
works, and I compliment all the Mem- 
bers who played a role there. 

As we discuss the defense part of this 
bill, I would like to say that the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR- 
THA) who was the ranking member and 
the former chairman and I have worked 
together, extremely close and ex- 
tremely hard, determined to keep any- 
thing relative to the security of our 
Nation free of partisan politics; and I 
compliment Mr. MURTHA for that and 
all the members of our subcommittee. 
And we have done that. 

There are no partisan politics in the 
defense part of this bill. There may be 
some different opinions, but that is not 
unusual when there is a body of 435 
independently elected men and women 
and a hundred in the other body. 

I would like to talk just a few min- 
utes about the defense part of this bill 
and mention that most of the defense 
funding in this bill goes to pay for de- 
ployments that have already been 
made and that are already under way. 
We have soldiers and sailors, marines 
and airmen scattered all over the world 
in numerous deployments, some of 
which are essential, some of which are 
very questionable, which some of us 
support, which some of us did not sup- 
port. 

But, nonetheless, they are there, and 
it is up to us to guarantee that they 
have whatever it is they need to ac- 
complish their mission and to give 
themselves some protection at the 
same time they are doing this. 

Now while they are doing this they 
are performing a lot of missions for the 
United Nations, a lot of missions that 
we do not get credit for on the account- 
ing ledger at the U.N., and I think we 
ought to get credit for that. For those 
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who want to talk about us being in ar- 
rears, let us get some real accounting 
and get credit for the moneys that we 
spend on those United Nations type de- 
ployments. 

But let me say this, that since I have 
been chairman of this subcommittee 
and we have been the majority party, 
we have offset every penny for these 
deployments in that 3% year period. 
Over $12 billion we have offset, which 
means we took it from the already ap- 
propriated accounts for the Army, the 
Navy, the Marine Corps and the United 
States Air Force. We took it out of 
moneys they were planning for train- 
ing, for readiness, for quality of life, 
$12 billion we had already offset. 

Now we cannot afford to continue to 
do that. If my colleagues had been able 
to be at a meeting with me at the Pen- 
tagon on Monday that the gentleman 
from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) and I at- 
tended, they would have heard some 
very sad stories from the Secretary of 
Defense and the chairmen of the Joint 
Chiefs, and I think it is a shame to 
hear the stories that they are telling 
about what is happening to the mili- 
tary while the deployed forces were 
working hard to keep them ready and 
keep them well-equipped. The non- 
deployed forces back home are running 
out of equipment, running out of train- 
ing money. 

Let us pass this bill. Let us avoid the 
political implications. Let us remem- 
ber that we are talking about providing 
funding for our American troops in uni- 
form who have been sent around the 
world, and that is what this bill does. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, as a conferee, | 
rise today in opposition to the Emergency 
Supplemental Appropriations bill and to ex- 
press serious concerns about this bill before 
us today. The conference report on H.R. 3579 
is a flawed product, calling non-emergency 
spending and riders emergencies, while ignor- 
ing real emergencies. It is flawed both be- 
cause of what is in it, and because of what is 
not in it. 

| understand the real needs of people in this 
country who have suffered from natural disas- 
ters and believe that we must provide funding 
for this disaster assistance. We all support 
pitching in to help families and communities 
rebuild after forces beyond their control have 
wreaked havoc on their lives. | also join many 
of my colleagues in supporting the needed 
funding to maintain our troops in Bosnia and 
the Persian Gulf. 

| object, however, to the unfair and capri- 
cious way in which decisions about what 
spending to off-set were made. It is no small 
mystery how the majority could decide that de- 
fense spending in this bill, including over $200 
million in non-emergency projects, would not 
be offset, but that domestic disaster assist- 
ance would be. This means that important so- 
cial or domestic programs are cut, but defense 
programs are not. 

| am particularly troubled by the actions of 
this Congress to ransack the Section 8 hous- 
ing reserves once again, in order to provide 
the off-set funding. This bill rescinds $2.347 
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billion in Section 8 reserves, placing 450,000 
households in serious jeopardy of losing their 
homes. For my colleagues who may not be 
fully aware of the Section 8 program, they 
should know that almost one-third of Section 
8-assisted households are elderly, another 
twelve percent are disabled, and most of the 
rest are families with children. The median in- 
come of Section 8-assisted households is just 
over $7,500. In order to prevent these people 
from becoming homeless, Congress will have 
to come up with the funding which we are now 
using for other purposes. We are essentially 
robbing Peter to pay Paul and the bill will 
come due soon. 

The inequity in funding issues is not the 
only troubling aspect of this supplemental ap- 
propriations bill. The bill contains several con- 
troversial legislative riders which are opposed 
by many in this Congress. They represent the 
majority’s bad habit of putting anti-environ- 
mental, special interest and anti-consumer leg- 
islation on appropriations bills in order to get 
them signed into law by the President. 

My colleagues should be aware that the 
supplemental appropriations bill before us pro- 
vides an on-going windfall for major oil compa- 
nies by prohibiting the Department of the Inte- 
rior from publishing a final rule to ensure that 
the American taxpayer receives market value 
for oil resources on national lands. Each year, 
these major oil companies underpay royalties 
to the Federal Treasury by $100 million for oil 
they produce on federal public lands. Much of 
this money goes directly for funding public 
schools, so, because of a non-emergency leg- 
islative provision included in this bill, we are 
feeding oil companies vast profits at the ex- 
pense of our children. In addition, delaying the 
implementation of this rule could jeopardize a 
legal case brought by the Department of Jus- 
tice against the very same oil companies 
which are pushing for the delay. The compa- 
nies have been charged with shortchanging 
the government on oil revenues—in other 
words, cheating the taxpayer out of billions of 
dollars in royalties. This legislative rider is not 
right—and it certainly does not belong in an 
emergency supplemental appropriations bi 
unless you buy the argument that the emer- 
gency is one experienced by the oil compa- 
nies and that Congress should be helping 
them out. 

am also opposed to the legislative provi- 
sion in this spending bill which would allow for 
the construction of a six-lane highway through 
Petroglyph National Monument in New Mex- 
ico. The purpose of National Monuments is to 
preserve for future generations sites of na- 
tional significance and interest. In this par- 
ticular case, Petroglyph National Monument is 
not only important for its historical significance, 
preserving important examples of Native 
American rock art, but also for its religious and 
cultural significance for Indian communities in 
the Southwest. The controversy over 
Petroglyph Park has been on-going in the Al- 
buquerque area, where the Mayor does not 
want the road, and Congress should not in- 
trude. It certainly does not rise to the level of 
an emergency which Congress must include in 
this bill. 

| join my colleagues, too, in expressing my 
concern that this bill does not address several 
real emergencies—the need for funding for the 
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International Monetary Fund (IMF) and for our 
unpaid debt to the United Nations. Both of 
these matters have reached the urgent stage 
and Congressional inaction on them in hin- 
dering the Administration's ability to conduct 
the nation’s foreign policy. 

We are undermining our own economic sta- 
bility by not providing needed funding for the 
IMF. | would be one of the first to argue that 
the IMF needs reforms. The House Banking 
Committee passed, by a vote of 40 to 9, a 
framework for those reforms. Unfortunately, 
the bill before us today does not include that 
framework or the funding, taking real risks with 
our economic future and undermining the Ad- 
ministration’s ability to negotiate much-needed 
reforms. 

Our national security interests are also un- 
dermined by the continuing dead-beat status 
of the U.S. at the United Nations. Congres- 
sional inaction on funding U.N. arrears—what 
we owe to the U.N.—is undermining the very 
reforms which some in this body advocate so 
vociferously. It is ironic that while we are con- 
sidering emergency spending legislation today, 
we are not considering funding for two very 
real emergencies with consequences for all 
Americans Mf funding and U.N. arrears. 

This Congress can and must do better. We 
should be able to work together to develop 
legislation to meet true emergencies—includ- 
ing alleviating the suffering of Americans who 
have been the victims of natural disasters— 
without harming the most vulnerable in our so- 
ciety. | urge my colleagues to oppose this con- 
ference report. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise against this misnamed emergency supple- 
mental bill. Many Members will debate provi- 
sions in this bill that are very troublesome and 
that have been well publicized. | want to take 
a few moments to alert Members to a few pro- 
visions that certainly do not qualify as “emer- 
gency”, and that have no reason to be in this 
legislation except to shower additional tax- 
payer dollars on special interests. 

Just yesterday, during the Conference meet- 
ing on this bill, the conferees added language 
at the behest of the Senator from Texas, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, that will allow oil companies to 
avoid paying taxpayers a fair royalty for oil 
and gas produced from public lands. Now, this 
provision was not in the House bill. It was not 
in the Senate bill. But we all know what hap- 
pened: the oil industry saw an opportunity to 
make millions of dollars off the taxpayers, who 
own the oil and gas, by getting a rider in an 
emergency spending bill. 

So the oil industry went to a friendly Senator 
and suddenly, a multi-million dollar gift falls 
into the industry's lap, and the taxpayers once 
again are left shortchanged. | am told that the 
lead lobbyist from the American Petroleum In- 
stitute, which was advocating this maneuver, 
was actually seen sitting at the Conference 
table, presumably helping the proponents craft 
the rider in just the right way to maximize prof- 
its for the oil industry at the expense of the 
taxpayer. How convenient. 

Members should understand that we are 
now aware that the taxpayers have been 
shortchanged hundreds of millions of dollars 
by energy companies operating on the public 
lands. That is well documented. And the Ad- 
ministration rightly has taken legal action to re- 


7399 


cover those millions of dollars for the tax- 
payers. But this amendment—drafted by the 
oil industry—would stop the Interior Depart- 
ment from doing what it is legally charged with 
doing: assuring a fair return to the public from 
the production of its own oil and gas! 

But the conferees didn't stop there. No, they 
have lots more expensive gifts for the oil in- 
Oe for by the unwitting taxpayer. 

A few years ago, Congress very unwisely 
created a “royalty holiday” for the oil industry 
in the supposed deep water of the Gulf of 
Mexico. Companies willing to drill in these 
supposedly perilous depths were given leases 
that included millions of barrels of oil on which 
they would not have to pay the standard 
12.5% royalty; in fact, they wouldn’t have to 
pay any royalty on tens of millions of barrels 
of oil. 

Of course, we knew oil companies would 
pay more for these royalty-free leases; why 
not, since they knew they wouldn't have to 
pay out royalties. But Congress still insisted 
that the Secretary of the Interior should have 
the flexibility to modify royalty rates (when 
they finally do kick in) to assure that taxpayers 
receive fair market value. That was the deal 
the oil companies signed off on when they en- 
dorsed the royalty “holiday” bill. 

Now, everyone knows oil exploration and 
production in the Gulf is at fever pitch. In fact, 
deep water development was proceeding at 
an unprecedented rate even before we un- 
wisely enacted the “royalty holiday.” But ap- 
parently the incentives weren't high enough, 
because stuck in the Statement of Managers 
for this so-called “emergency” bill is a provi- 
sion that prevents the Interior Department 
from using authority granted in the “holiday” 
law to increase future royalty rates if, as we 
predicted, it might be needed to compensate 
for the excessive “holiday” giveaway. 

The oil industry, which so happily embraced 
the royalty “holiday” in 1995 now wants even 
more; having benefitted from the “holiday” law 
for the past two years, now it wants more prof- 
its at taxpayer expense. And the conferees 
are going along with the deception. 

Mr. Speaker, the oil industry does not need 
these provisions in this so-called “emergency” 
bill. Well completions were up in 1997; pro- 
duction in the lower 48 was up for the first 
time in 6 years in 1997. If restricting the au- 
thority of federal officials to ensure that the 
taxpayers are properly compensated is so im- 
portant, then let the Resources Committee 
bring legislation to the floor of the House, not 
sneak it into legislation intended to provide ur- 
gent assistance to our citizens. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
if the gentleman is prepared to yield 
back the balance of his time, so am I. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GOODLATTE). Without objection, the 
previous question is ordered on the 
conference report. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the conference report. 

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XV, the 
yeas and nays are ordered. 
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The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 242, nays 
163, answered “present” 2, not voting 


25, as follows: 


[Roll No. 121] 


YEAS—242 

Aderholt Gilman Packard 
Allen Goodlatte Pappas 
Archer Goodling Pease 
Armey Gordon Peterson (MN) 
Pacios 28 Peterson (PA) 

acci raham Petri 
Ballenger Granger Pickering 
Barr Gutknecht Pickett 
Barrett (NE) Hansen Pitts 
Bartlett Harman Pombo 
Barton Hastert Pomeroy 
Bass Hastings (WA) Porter 
Bereuter Hayworth Portman 
Bilirakis Hefley Pryce (OH) 
Bishop Herger Quinn 
Blunt Hill Radanovich 
Boehlert Hilleary Ramstad 
Boehner Hobson Redmond 
Bonilla Holden Regula 
Borski Horn Reyes 
Boyd Hostettler Riggs 
Brady Houghton Riley 
Bryant Hulshof Rodriguez 
Burr Hunter Rogan 
Burton Hutchinson Rogers 
Buyer Hyde Ros-Lehtinen 
Callahan Istook Roukema 
Calvert Jefferson Ryun 
Canady Jenkins Salmon 
Cannon John Sanchez 
Chabot Johnson (CT) Saxton 
Chambliss Johnson, Sam Scarborough 
Chenoweth Jones Schaffer, Bob 
Christensen Kasich Sessions 
Clement Kelly Shadegg 
Coburn Kim Shaw 
Collins King (NY) Shimkus 
Combest Kingston Shuster 
Condit Knollenberg . 
Cook Kolbe SEUR. 
e ps site Smith (NJ) 
Cramer Latham Smith (OR) 
Crane LaTourette Smith (TX) 
Cubin Lazio Smith, Linda 
Cunningham Leach Snowbarger 
Davis (FL) Lewis (CA) Solomon 
Davis (VA) Lewis (KY) Spence 
Deal Linder Stearns 
DeLay Lipinski Stenholm 
Diaz-Balart Livingston Strickland 
Dickey LoBiondo Stump 
Dicks Lucas Sununu 
Dooley Manton Talent 
Doolittle Manzullo Tanner 
Doyle Mascara Tauscher 
Dreier McCarthy (NY) Tauzin 
Edwards McCollum Taylor (MS) 
Ehrlich McCrery Taylor (NC) 
Emerson McDade ‘Thomas 
English McHale Thornberry 
Ensign McHugh Thune 
Etheridge McInnis Thurman 
Evans Mcintosh Tiahrt 
Everett McIntyre Towns 
Ewing McKeon Traficant 
Fawell McKinney Turner 
Foley Mica Walsh 
Forbes Miller (FL) Wamp 
Fossella Minge Watkins 
Fowler Mollohan Watts (OK) 
Fox Moran (KS) Weldon (FL) 
Franks (NJ) Moran (VA) Weldon (PA) 
Frelinghuysen Murtha Weller 
Frost Myrick White 
Gallegly Nethercutt Whitfield 
Ganske Ney Wicker 
Gekas Northup Wolf 
Gibbons Norwood Woolsey 
Gilchrest Ortiz Young (AK) 
Gillmor Oxley Young (FL) 

NAYS—163 

Abercrombie Barcia Berry 
Ackerman Barrett (WI) Bilbray 
Andrews Becerra Blagojevich 
Baesler Bentsen Blumenauer 


Bonior 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 

Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Crapo 
Cummings 
Danner 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 


Goode 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoekstra 


Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inglis 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNulty 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Millender- 
McDonald 
Mink 
Moakley 
Morella 
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Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 

Paul 

Payne 

Pelosi 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rohrabacher 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 


Slaughter 
Smith, Adam 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stokes 
Stupak 
Tierney 
Torres 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Wise 
Wynn 
Yates 


ANSWERED “PRESENT”’—2 


Bono 


Capps 
NOT VOTING—25 

Green Parker 
Greenwood Paxon 
Hall (TX) Sandlin 
Kennelly Schaefer, Dan 
Maione (NY) Sensenbrenner 

ee Smith (MI) 
Meek (FL) 
Metcalf Thompson 
Miller (CA) 
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The Clerk announced the following 


pairs: 


On this vote: 


Mr. Bunning for, with Mr. Green against. 
Mr. Bliley for, with Mr. DeFazio against. 


Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina and 
Mr. EHLERS changed their vote from 
“yea” to “nay.” 


Mr. TOWNS, Mr. EDWARDS and Ms. 
MCKINNEY changed their vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 


So the conference report was agreed 


to. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


A motion to reconsider was laid on 


the table. 
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY CHAIRMAN OF 
COMMITTEE ON RULES REGARD- 
ING CONSIDERATION OF AMEND- 
MENTS TO H.R. 10, FINANCIAL 
SERVICES MODERNIZATION ACT 
OF 1998 


Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the 
Committee on Rules is expected to 
meet during the week of May 4 to grant 
a rule which may restrict amendments 
to be offered to H.R. 10. H.R. 10 is the 
Financial Services Modernization Act. 

Any Member who wishes to offer an 
amendment should submit 55 copies 
and a brief explanation of the amend- 
ment by Tuesday, May 5 at 5 p.m. to 
the Committee on Rules in room H-312 
upstairs. 

Amendments should be drafted to the 
text of the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute submitted by the chair- 
man of the Committee on Banking and 
Financial Services and the Committee 
on Commerce and printed in the CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD today, April 30. 

This amendment in the nature of a 
substitute consists of the base text 
which was made in order by the Com- 
mittee on Rules on March 30, which is 
contained in House report 105-474, ex- 
cept the credit union title, title V, 
which passed the House April 1 under 
suspension of the rules. That is re- 
moved from the bill. 

Members should use the Office of 
Legislative Counsel to ensure that 
their amendments are properly drafted 
and they should check with the Office 
of the Parliamentarian to ensure that 
their amendments comply with the 
rules of the House. 


—— 


REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE RESO- 
LUTION 375 


Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that my name be 
removed as cosponsor of House Resolu- 
tion 375. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PEASE). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 


—— 


PERMISSION FOR PERMANENT SE- 
LECT COMMITTEE ON INTEL- 
LIGENCE TO HAVE UNTIL MID- 
NIGHT, MAY 4, 1998, TO FILE RE- 
PORT ON H.R. 3694, INTEL- 
LIGENCE AUTHORIZATION ACT 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1999 


Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the Permanent Se- 
lect Committee on Intelligence have 
until midnight, May 4, 1998, to file its 
report on the bill, H.R. 3694. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
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INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION 
ACT OF FISCAL YEAR 1999 


(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, as I indi- 
cated earlier today, I wish to announce 
to all Members of the House that the 
Permanent Select Committee on Intel- 
ligence ordered H.R. 3694, which is the 
“Intelligence Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 1999,” reported favorably 
to the House. That report will be filed 
on Monday, May 4, pursuant to the 
unanimous consent request just grant- 
ed. 

I would also like to announce that 
the classified annex and the classified 
schedule of authorizations accom- 
panying H.R. 3694 will be available for 
review by Members at the offices of the 
Permanent Select Committee on Intel- 
ligence in room H-405 of the Capitol be- 
ginning after the bill is filed on Mon- 
day. 

The committee office will be open 
during regular business hours for the 
convenience of any Member who wishes 
to review this material prior to its con- 
sideration by the House. I anticipate 
that H.R. 3694 will be considered on the 
floor next week, possibly Friday, May 
8, or perhaps sooner. 

I would recommend that Members 
wishing to review the classified annex 
contact the committee’s chief of secu- 
rity to arrange a time and a date for 
that viewing. This will assure the 
availability of committee staff to as- 
sist Members who desire that assist- 
ance during their review of these clas- 
sified materials. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge Members to take 
some time to review these classified 
documents before the bill is brought to 
the floor in order to better understand 
the recommendations of the com- 
mittee. The classified annex to the 
committee’s report contains the Per- 
manent Select Committee on 
Intelligence’s recommendations on the 
intelligence budget for fiscal year 1999 
and related classified information that 
may not be publicly disclosed. 

It is important that Members keep in 
mind the requirements of clause 13 of 
rule 43 of the House adopted at begin- 
ning of the 104th Congress. That rule, 
as Members will recall, only permits 
access to the classified information by 
those Members of the House who have 
signed the oath set out in Rule 43. 

Obviously, the committee will assist 
any Member who wishes to sign such 
an oath, and there are other details of 
the procedure that Members can find 
out by calling the committee. 

I very much encourage Members to 
take advantage of this, because obvi- 
ously there are some things we cannot 
discuss publicly here and I want to 
make sure all Members are com- 
fortable with all aspects of what we are 
doing in our committee. 
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JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 5 of rule I, the pending 
business is the question of agreeing to 
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal 
of the last day’s proceedings. 

The question is on the Speaker’s ap- 
proval of the Journal. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


— 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 


(Mr. FAZIO of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, I take this time so that so I may 
yield to the majority whip to outline 
the schedule for next week. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FAZIO of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
distinguished gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. FAZIO), chairman of the 
Democratic Caucus, for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to an- 
nounce that we have concluded legisla- 
tive business for the week and that the 
House will next meet on Monday, May 
4, at 2 p.m. for pro forma session. There 
will be no legislative business and no 
votes that day. 

On Tuesday, May 5, the House will 
meet at 12:30 p.m. for morning hour 
and at 2 p.m. for legislative business. 

On Tuesday we will consider a num- 
ber of bills under suspension of the 
rules, a list of which will be distributed 
to the Members’ offices. But Members 
should know that we do not expect any 
recorded votes before 5 o’clock on May 
5. 
On Wednesday, May 6, and the bal- 
ance of the week, the House will meet 
at 10 a.m. for legislative business. 

On Tuesday evening we could resume 
H.R. 6, or we could pick it up again on 
Wednesday, but we do hope to continue 
consideration of H.R. 6, the Higher 
Education Amendments of 1998. 

Also on Wednesday and throughout 
the balance of the week the House will 
consider the following legislation: H.R. 
1872, the Communications Satellite 
Competition and Privatization Act of 
1997; H.R. 10, the Financial Services 
Competition Act of 1997; and H.R. 3694, 
the Intelligence Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 1999. 

Mr. Speaker, we hope to conclude 
legislative business for the week by 2 
p.m. on Friday, May 8. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, reclaiming my time, I have a few 
questions I would like to pose to the 
majority whip. First of all, does the 
gentleman really anticipate any late 
nights next week? I am happy to yield 
for a response. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, Wednesday 
and Thursday could be late nights. But 
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we do not like late nights, so we are 
going to discourage them as much as 
we can. 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, again reclaiming my time and then 
I will yield further, in reference to the 
Higher Education bill, can we antici- 
pate that the Riggs amendment, which 
has been so hotly debated, will take 
place on Wednesday so Members who 
wish to participate and vote on that 
can be assured that it will not occur on 
Tuesday night? 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I appre- 
ciate the gentleman again yielding, I 
just want to say that we are trying to 
work that out with the gentleman’s 
side of the aisle. Certainly, we will 
come to some sort of agreement before 
we move on the Riggs amendment. We 
want to cooperate with everyone and 
make sure that everyone has an oppor- 
tunity to debate that bill. 

As soon as we know what the gentle- 
man’s side wants and what we agree to, 
then we will announce it to the mem- 
bership. 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, I think it does appear at end of the 
bill so it would be very likely to be the 
last debate prior to final passage, I 
would assume. 

Mr. DELAY. I hope we can work it 


out. 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, I thank the gentleman for that as- 
surance. Let me also ask, given the 
fact that we have Mother’s Day week- 
end coming, I know that the gentleman 
from Texas would be sensitive to the 
issue of Friday votes. Is it possible that 
votes on Friday may not occur, or is 
this just simply a reservation to assure 
that we would accomplish the main 
goals of the week? 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I appre- 
ciate the gentleman yielding again and 
would say that if we have the kind of 
cooperation we got today from his side, 
we possibly may not have votes on Fri- 
day. But I think Members should an- 
ticipate that we could have votes on 
Friday. We are going to work as hard 
as we can to avoid that, but we cannot 
guarantee that that will not happen. 

Right now we are telling Members 
that we will have votes on Friday up 
until about 2 p.m. 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, I appreciate that. Let me ask one 
further question, Mr. Speaker, and I 
would be happy to yield to the gen- 
tleman for an answer. 

Where are we on working out the de- 
tails under which we will take up cam- 
paign finance reform on the floor? How 
close are we, and what kind of a rule 
are we going to be dealing with? Obvi- 
ously, there is a great deal of interest 
on our side in this regard. 


1800 


Mr. DELAY. We want to make sure 
that this is an open and honest process, 
an honest debate. So your side will be 
consulted, even before we go to rules. 
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The Committee on Rules chairman 
has been charged by the Speaker to 
write an open rule so that every Mem- 
ber, both Democrat and Republican, 
will have an opportunity to address the 
issues that are important to them. We 
want to make sure that the gentle- 
man’s side is as happy with the rule as 
we are, and that we have an open rule. 

Mr. FAZIO of California. I appreciate 
that. And I see the gentleman from up- 
state New York (Mr. SOLOMON), my 
friend, shaking his head. He is com- 
mitted, and we look forward to work- 
ing that out with the majority. 


Í 


ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, MAY 
4, 1998 


Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that when the House ad- 
journs today, it adjourn to meet at 2 
p.m. on Monday next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 


— 


HOUR OF MEETING ON TUESDAY, 
MAY 5, 1998 


Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that when the House ad- 
journs on Monday, May 4, 1998, it ad- 
journ to meet at 12:30 p.m. on Tuesday, 
May 5, for morning hour debates. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 


—_——_——————— 
DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 


WEDNESDAY NEXT 


Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the business in 
order under the Calendar Wednesday 
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday 
next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 


——— 


CERTIFICATION IN CONNECTION 
WITH EFFECTIVENESS OF AUS- 
TRALIAN GROUP REGARDING EX- 
PORT OF CHEMICAL AND BIO- 
LOGICAL WEAPONS-RELATED 
MATERIALS AND TECHNOLOGY— 
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. 
NO. 105-246) 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 
on International Relations and ordered 
to be printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
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In accordance with the resolution of 
advice and consent to ratification of 
the Convention on the Prohibition of 
the Development, Production, Stock- 
piling and Use of Chemical Weapons 
and on Their Destruction, adopted by 
the Senate of the United States on 
April 24, 1997, I hereby certify in con- 
nection with Condition (7)(C)(i), Effec- 
tiveness of Australia Group, that; 

Australia Group members continue 
to maintain an equally effective or 
more comprehensive control over the 
export of toxic chemicals and their pre- 
cursors, dual-use processing equip- 
ment, human, animal and plant patho- 
gens and toxins with potential biologi- 
cal weapons application, and dual-use 
biological equipment, as that afforded 
by the Australia Group as of April 25, 
1997; and 

The Australia Group remains a viable 
mechanism for limiting the spread of 
chemical and biological weapons-re- 
lated materials and technology, and 
that the effectiveness of the Australia 
Group has not been undermined by 
changes in membership, lack of compli- 
ance with common export controls and 
nonproliferation measures, or the 
weakening of common controls and 
nonproliferation measures, in force as 
of April 25, 1997. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, April 29, 1998. 


— 
SPECIAL ORDERS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PEASE). Under the Speaker's an- 
nounced policy of January 7, 1997, and 
under a previous order of the House, 
the following Members will be recog- 
nized for 5 minutes each. 

—— 


HIGHER EDUCATION ACT 
REAUTHORIZATION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
PRICE) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, it is important that the 
House move quickly next week to reau- 
thorize the Higher Education Act. As 
an educator for nearly 20 years, I know 
the importance of ensuring that a col- 
lege education is within reach for all of 
our people. 

I represent a district that has a tre- 
mendous stake in the Higher Education 
Act. That was made clear in an all-day 
forum that I convened in Raleigh on 
September 22 of last year. We received 
recommendations from the presidents 
of our institutions of higher education, 
from a number of students and finan- 
cial aid administrators and business 
leaders. I am pleased that the bill re- 
ported by the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce reflects many of 
these concerns. 

For example, the committee saw fit 
to include the highly successful State 
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Student Incentive Grant program in 
this year’s reauthorization. This is the 
only student aid program that main- 
tains the Federal partnership with the 
States and encourages them to do their 
part to help needy students attend col- 
lege. 

The cornerstone of the higher edu- 
cation is the Pell Grant program. But 
more funds are desperately needed to 
be authorized, and I am extremely 
pleased that the Higher Education Act 
included a dramatic increase to a max- 
imum grant level of $4,500. 

As an original cosponsor of the Cam- 
pus-Based Child Care bill of the gentle- 
woman from Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA), 
I was pleased to see its inclusion in the 
Higher Education Act. 

More and more young mothers are 
pursuing college degrees. For some, it 
is a matter of making the transition 
from welfare to work. The Campus- 
Based Child Care provision is one of the 
most forward-thinking aspects of this 
bill. 

I am also pleased that adjustments 
were made that would allow histori- 
cally black colleges and universities 
more flexibility in funding and expand- 
ing graduate programs. Title 3 funding 
must remain a high priority as we im- 
plement the Higher Education Act. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not a perfect bill, 
and I particularly regret that this 
year’s reauthorization does not more 
effectively target money to train 
teachers in the use of new technology. 
That is a need that I have heard re- 
peatedly about in my district. I am 
hopeful that education leaders in the 
States will give this need high priority 
as they allocate the bill’s block grant 
funds. 

Mr. Speaker, the Higher Education 
Act is landmark legislation critical to 
the needs of students and their families 
and to our Nation’s commitment to 
educational opportunity and excel- 
lence. 

We face new challenges ranging from 
accommodating growing numbers of 
nontraditional and mid-career stu- 
dents, to training students for an in- 
creasingly sophisticated workplace, to 
orienting education to the inter- 
national marketplace. 

The Higher Education Act will be of 
great importance as we meet these 
challenges, and I urge my colleagues to 
pass it enthusiastically with a large bi- 
partisan majority next week. 


EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 


Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to trade my 5-minute 
Special Order time with the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
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RESPONSE TO ATTACK BY MINOR- 
ITY LEADER ON SPEAKER GING- 
RICH 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to respond to a partisan attack 
launched by the minority leader on the 
Speaker of the House this morning. 
Once again, instead of focusing on the 
issues at hand, the minority leader has 
sought to change the subject. 

The Speaker has made two very im- 
portant points regarding the White 
House and its continued ethics prob- 
lems. First, the Speaker has stressed 
that no man is above the law. Second, 
he has pointed out that the American 
people deserve to know the truth about 
the activities in the White House. 

The minority leader has decided to 
divert attention from those very basic 
points. It is the hope of the White 
House and of the minority that this di- 
version will keep attention away from 
the very real ethical problems of this 
administration. I tell you, Mr. Speak- 
er, the truth will come out. It may be 
sooner, and it may be later, but, some- 
day, the truth will come out. 

I urge the President to preserve the 
dignity of the office that he holds by 
coming forward about the facts. The 
longer that these allegations fester, 
the more damage is done to the presi- 
dency. 

Unfortunately, the White House has 
rejected that advice. Rather than being 
candid with the American people, the 
White House hides behind executive 
privilege. In fact, the Clinton/Gore ad- 
ministration has invoked executive 
privilege 12 times. They have used ex- 
ecutive privilege almost as often as 
they have used the veto pen. 

Throughout their administration, 
they have vetoed only 20 bills. They 
have employed executive privilege for 
campaign scandals, for travel office 
scandals, for memos regarding drug 
policy, for Filegate, and for other scan- 
dals. 

That is a very troubling precedent, a 
precedent that should trouble the Dem- 
ocrat Party. But an eerie silence has 
emanated from the Democrat minority. 

When it comes to the President’s use 
of executive privilege, the Democrats 
hear no evil, see no evil, and speak no 
evil. I have yet to hear one member of 
the minority leadership admit that 
they are troubled by the White House 
scandals. Where is the outrage from 
the Democrats about these allegations? 

The one time that the minority lead- 
er has spoken out on this issue has 
been to condemn the Speaker of the 
House, the one time. The Nation has 
been preoccupied by White House scan- 
dals all year, and the minority leader’s 
only response has been to blame the 
Speaker. That fits in very nicely with 
the White House strategy of spin, the 
whole spin, and nothing but the spin. 
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Clearly, they are testing the propo- 
sition that you cannot fool all the peo- 
ple all the time. Mr. Speaker, you can- 
not fool all the people all the time. And 
the American people have grown very 
weary of this White House’s efforts to 
distract them from the truth. 

We are all damaged by the White 
House efforts to delay this investiga- 
tion, to destroy the investigator, and 
to deny everything to the media. 

The minority leader said in his 
speech today, and I quote, “Ideally, we 
are able to put aside our partisan inter- 
ests and consider ‘the people’s busi- 
ness,’ if not with a blank slate, at least 
with an open mind.” 

Can the leader really believe that he 
has approached these issues with an 
open mind when the only person he 
blames in the very White House scan- 
dals is the Speaker of the House? 

I urge the minority leader to join us 
in finding out the truth. He should be 
calling for the truth. Let us put this 
partisanship aside and look soberly at 
the very serious allegations that have 
beset this White House. No man is 
above the law, and the American peo- 
ple deserve to know the truth. 

—_—_—_—_—_—_—_———_ 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed out of 
order with my 5-minute Special Order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

———— 


PARTIES BECOME LIGHTNING ROD 
OF PARTISANSHIP 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for letting me proceed 
at this time, because I did want to ad- 
dress what the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DELAY) was speaking of, because, 
earlier today, I came down to the 
House floor and I spoke of the Speaker, 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. GING- 
RICH), and his remarks before GOPAC, 
and I hope to do it in a way that does 
not bring any disservice to the House 
or any personal malice toward anyone. 

Look at what is going on here be- 
cause of comments on both sides. We 
have all become a lightning rod of par- 
tisanship around here. It seems to me, 
about a week ago, it was the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. GINGRICH) who began 
the personal attacks on the President. 
While I am a Democrat, a member of 
on the minority party, I think every 
member of this country should be out- 
raged. You have an ongoing investiga- 
tion. So let us let the investigation 
proceed. 

It seems to me the Speaker some 
time ago said we should all hold our 
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breath and step backward and let this 
thing play out. But when we got before 
a GOPAC dinner, the cash cow of the 
Republican Party, we just could not 
seem to leave it go. The claim was that 
the President is obstructing justice. 

We can get up here all night and say 
all kinds of things about the President 
and this administration, but let us put 
forth the evidence; and, by evidence, I 
mean credible evidence. 

By stating or by starting attacks on 
the President in a partisan manner be- 
fore a partisan group like GOPAC, Iam 
afraid the Speaker has shown that he 
cannot lead the House in a fair and im- 
partial review of any inquiry that may 
take place. 

I do not know what the President’s 
guilt or innocence is or whatever it 
may be in this matter, but what I do 
know is that, if we stick to the facts 
and let it properly proceed, and if we 
rely on, as our constitutional oath re- 
quires us to do, credible evidence, 
credibly submitted to a trier of fact, 
then maybe we can get to the bottom 
of this. 

Unfortunately, it appears that the 
Speaker has already reviewed the al- 
leged facts. If he has reviewed the al- 
leged facts, he obviously has made a 
prejudgment, and he has made himself 
a judge and jury. 

So then I must ask, where is this evi- 
dence? Where are these alleged facts? 
Bring them forth. If he has a report, if 
the report has been filed with the 
Speaker's office, bring them forth so 
all of us in the House have an oppor- 
tunity to see it. Make it available to at 
least the Committee on the Judiciary 
who, by law, has a right to review any 
inquiry. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish we would just 
stick to the facts of the case and not 
what GOPAC wants to hear but to the 
facts of the case. But, instead, the 
Speaker and, as even Roll Call, I mean 
it is supposed to be a nonpartisan 
paper, even Roll Call says, “Shame in 
the Making.” 

That is exactly what we have when 
we have investigations and Members 
coming up here and, if I can use the 
majority leader’s words, put spin on 
what is going on. Let us not bring 
shame to the House, but let us have the 
responsibility to lead and not mislead 
the House or this country. 

The Speaker of the House should be a 
statesman without prejudging any type 
of inquiry which may or may not even 
occur. Instead, I am afraid we have be- 
come a lightning rod. 

I hate to remind the House, but just 
over a year ago we had to reprimand 
the Speaker and fine him approxi- 
mately $300,000 for bringing shame and 
disrespect to this House. Five out of 
eight ethics charges he was found re- 
sponsible for by our own Committee on 
Ethics. Do we really want to go down 
this shameful road once again? 

I ask that we not bring shame and 
disrespect to the House by personal at- 
tacks. I would hope the Speaker would 
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recuse himself from any participation 
in any House inquiry. 

I have been there. I have done inves- 
tigation of political people. But you 
have to do it in an objective manner 
and not necessarily before the press. 
You can, and we should, do an inves- 
tigation, and let the investigation pro- 
ceed. 

But, I mean, even, where have we 
gone with this whole thing? Even the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight underneath the leadership of 
the majority party, we have a Privacy 
Act in this country that the Members 
of Congress are exempt from. Yet, 
when given tapes of a personal con- 
versation of a witness who refused to 
appear, the Privacy Act suddenly did 
not apply, and the tapes were leaked to 
the news media, and the personal con- 
versations of this individual were re- 
leased to the news media. 

Is that not abuse of office? Have we 
not used that office, at least that 
chairman did, to release tapes of pri- 
vate conversations? Maybe not in vio- 
lation of the Privacy Act because he 
was a Member of Congress, but cer- 
tainly in violation of the spirit and in- 
tent of the law. That is what we are 
doing here with these investigations 
certainly. 

Then when the tapes were given to 
the oversight committee, they were 
warned in a letter not to release the 
tapes. There was sensitive private in- 
formation. Yet, we still do that, and we 
hide behind the office of which we hold, 
a great honor given to us by the Amer- 
ican people but, yet, we use it for our 
benefit. 

I would hope that any investigations 
proceed in a professional manner and 
stick to the facts. 


—— 


CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 
INVESTIGATION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I came 
here tonight to speak about what we 
had accomplished today over in the 
Cannon Building where we were talk- 
ing to the American public about how 
we, the Republican majority, are going 
to talk about and have a discussion 
with the American public on drugs. But 
I am compelled now to change that 
topic and to speak on the comments 
that were just made by Members of the 
Democratic Party. 

I want you to know I serve on the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight, and for the last 15 months 
we have seen a charade that is taking 
place where Members of the Demo- 
cratic Party have not only ignored 
every opportunity to be bipartisan in 
their attempts to work with us in the 
majority on dealing with the abuses of 
the White House in campaign finance, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


but we have also seen that what they 
will do is not only not tell the truth 
but what they will do is to obstruct 
justice. 
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Just last week we had a vote whereby 
we were going to have four people who 
we were attempting to grant immunity 
to. These four people are individuals 
who are involved in the campaign fi- 
nance scandal of foreign money influ- 
ence upon the White House. 

And what happened is that we very 
carefully laid out a case by which these 
four people, they are not high level and 
they are not involved in a big way, but 
to where we wanted to talk to these 
four people and to grant them full im- 
munity from prosecution. We had 
worked directly with the Department 
of Justice, and they had indicated that 
they had no problem with us issuing 
this immunity. 

Yet on a 19-to-nothing vote we were 
not able to grant these four people im- 
munity because it requires a two-thirds 
vote of the committee. Not one Demo- 
crat wanted to issue immunity because 
they did not want these four people to 
tell the truth and to tell their story. 

This White House, and I can tell my 
colleagues that this Democrat Con- 
gress and the Members of the Democrat 
Congress who are Members of the Com- 
mittee on Government Reform and 
Oversight repeatedly have attempted 
to block every single request that we 
have made that is reasonable and nor- 
mal. 

And I tell my colleagues that back in 
1974, when Richard Nixon was involved 
in not only illegalities but constitu- 
tional questions, it was the Republican 
Party that stood up with Senator How- 
ard Baker and asked the tough ques- 
tions. It was Senator Howard Baker 
who made sure that not only were the 
tough questions asked but that he 
made sure that this President did not 
escape telling the truth and the whole 
truth. 

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SESSIONS. I will be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. SUNUNU. I think it is inter- 
esting that the gentleman mentioned 
the circumstances in 1974, because the 
previous speaker made the point that 
somehow the call for the President to 
be forthcoming, the emphasis that no 
one is above the law, seemed to be un- 
precedented. Not only were the speak- 
er’s comments fair, I think they stand 
in stark contrast to the comments of 
the Speaker of the House in January of 
1974, when the Speaker of this body 
called for the resignation of President 
Nixon months in advance of any bipar- 
tisan investigation. 

So at that time there was not only a 
willingness to move forward without 
any thought of a bipartisan discussion 
of the issues but the Speaker of the 
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House was calling for a resignation be- 
fore that impartial investigation could 
even move forward. 

I would finally like to note that in 
the gentleman’s discussion of the ob- 
struction that the committee has run 
into, not only were those four immu- 
nity requests, that had been approved 
by the Justice Department, voted down 
by all 19 Democrat members of the 
committee, there have been, to date, 92 
individuals that have either taken the 
fifth amendment or fled the country or 
refused to talk to authorities that have 
obstructed the progress of the commit- 
tee’s investigation. 

And, Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD a list of all 92 individuals that 
have obstructed the investigation in 
that way. 

WITNESSES WHO HAVE FLED OR PLEAD THE 

5TH 
(Full Committee Hearing—December 9, 1997) 

Mr. BURTON. Have you ever experienced so 
many unavailable witnesses in any matter in 
which you have prosecuted or on which you 
have been involved? 

FBI Director FREEH. I spent about 16 years 
doing organized crime cases in New York 
City, and many people were frequently un- 
available. 

53 HOUSE & SENATE WITNESSES ASSERTING 

FIFTH AMENDMENT 

John Huang, Gene Lum, Gin F. J. Chen, 
Mark Middleton, Nolanda Hill, Jane Huang, 
Duangnet Kronenberg, Maria L. Hsia, Web- 
ster Hubbell, Yogesh Ghandi, Steven Hwang, 
Gilbert Colon, Irene Wu, Mike Lin, Zie Pan 
Huang,* Michael Brown, Simon Chen, Kent 
La, Johnny Chung, David Wang,* Siuw Moi 
Lian,* Seow Fong Ooi, Bin Yueh Jeng, Hsiu 
Chu Lin, Jen Chin Hsueh, Chi Rung Wang, 
Jou Sheng, Judy Hsu, Jane Dewi Tahir, 
Maria Mapili, Jie Su Hsiao, Hsiu Luan 
Tseng, Mark Jimenez, Woody Hwang, Sioeng 
Fei Man, Terri Bradley, Man Ya Shih,* Keshi 
Zhan,* Yi Chu,* Joseph Landon,* Nora Lum, 
Larry Wong, Na-chi “Nancy” Lee, Hueutsan 
Huang,* Yue Chu,* Man Ho,* Manlin Foung,* 
Yumei Yang, Arapaho/Cheyenne Indians, 
Hsin Chen Shih, Shu Jen Wu,* Charles 
Intriago, and Jessica Elinitiarta. 

21 WITNESSES HAVE LEFT THE COUNTRY 

Charlie Trie (has returned to United 
States), Antonio Pan, Arief Wiriandinata, 
Subandi Tanuwidjaja, Susanto Tanuwidjaja, 
Yanti Ardi, Laureen Elnitiarta, Pauline 
Kanchanalak, John H.K. Lee, Ted Sioeng, 
Soraya Wiriadinata, Suryanti Tanuwidjaja, 
Nanny Nitiarta, Sandra Elnitiarta, Ming 
Chen, Agus Setiawan, Dewi Tirto, Felix Ma, 
Subandi Tanuwidjaja, Yopie Elnitiarta, and 
Sundari Elnitiarta. 

18 FOREIGN WITNESSES HAVE REFUSED TO BE 

INTERVIEWED BY INVESTIGATIVE BODIES 

Ng Lap Seng, Ken Hsui, Eugene Wu, Suma 
Ching Hai, Ambrose Hsuing, Bruce Cheung, 
Stephen Riady, John Muncy, Mochtar Riady, 
James Riady, Lay Kweek Wie, Wang Jun, 
Roy Tirtadji, James Lin, Stanley Ho, Daniel 
Wu, Li Kwai Fai, and Hogen Fukunaga. 


Mr. SESSIONS. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Speaker, the facts speak for them- 
selves. We are attempting to run a fair 
and open bipartisan investigation of 
the wrongdoings of the Clinton White 
House. It will require a minimum of 
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one Democrat asking to seek to have 
the truth. 

The bottom line is, in 1974, Senator 
Howard Baker stepped forth and in- 
sisted. We ask for that same resolve 
today. 


CONGRATULATIONS TO ISRAEL ON 
ITS 50TH ANNIVERSARY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. SHERMAN) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, we 
have heard some contentious discus- 
sion of our partisan divisions. I rise for 
a task that I think is far more joyful 
and one as to which this entire body is 
united, and that is I rise to congratu- 
late the people of Israel on the 50th an- 
niversary of their rebirth and inde- 
pendence. 

Today represents the 50th anniver- 
sary of Israel, as determined by the 
Jewish lunar calendar. And it is with 
great joy that I point out that House 
Joint Resolution 102 was adopted by 
this House 2 days ago by a vote of 402 
to nothing, demonstrating the united 
and bipartisan support that the State 
of Israel and the close U.S.-Israel rela- 
tionship enjoyed in this House. 

We should reflect that in August of 
1897, a century ago, the first Zionist 
Congress affirmed its aspiration to 
form a Jewish homeland in the historic 
State of Israel. After the horrors of the 
Holocaust, in which one-third of the 
Jewish population of the world lost 
their lives, the Jewish people returned 
to their ancient homeland and estab- 
lished the State of Israel. 

Since the Nation’s founding, over a 
million Jews from throughout the 
world have sought refuge in Israel. 
Israel has, over the last 50 years, re- 
built a nation, maintained a pluralist 
democracy, the only one in the Middle 
East, and based that democracy on 
freedoms and the rule of law. It has de- 
veloped a thriving economy and a soci- 
ety, transforming the desert into a 
land of milk and honey. 

On this 50th anniversary we have a 
chance to reflect on the courage and 
leadership of President Harry Truman 
who, against the advice of experts in 
the State Department, et cetera, stood 
with the people of Israel and recognized 
their declaration of independence. 

Over the last 50 years, governments 
of the United States, both Democrat 
and Republican, have supported the 
people and the State of Israel. Like- 
wise, governments of Israel, Likud and 
Labor, have supported the people and 
the government of the United States. 
We have a friendship that transcends 
party; and whichever policies may rule 
the day in Jerusalem or here in the 
United States, that bond stands. 

We should note that Jerusalem has 
been the eternal and indivisible capital 
of Israel, both 3,000 years ago and for 
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the last 50 years. The United States 
Congress passed the Jerusalem Em- 
bassy Act calling for the American Em- 
bassy to Israel to be moved to Jeru- 
salem in 1999. What better way for us 
to celebrate the rebirth of the State of 
Israel than for the State Department 
to announce today that they will abide 
by, rather than seek waivers from, the 
Jerusalem Embassy Act. 

But because the State Department 
may decide to try to waive that act, I 
will be introducing, hopefully with sub- 
stantial support, a bill that states to 
the Department of State that, before 
they open a new embassy in another 
formerly divided city, Berlin, they 
must open at least a temporary em- 
bassy, and, hopefully, a permanent em- 
bassy, in the indivisible and eternal 
capital of Israel: Jerusalem. 

I rise today to congratulate the peo- 
ple of Israel on their 50th anniversary 
of the new State, and I rise today to 
say that when it comes to America’s 
embassy to Israel: next year in Jeru- 
salem. 

——_—_—_—_—— 


MAIL FRAUD AND TELE- 
MARKETING SCAMS TARGETING 
SENIOR CITIZENS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Hawaii (Mr. ABERCROMBIE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to call my colleagues’ atten- 
tion to a serious crime being per- 
petrated against some of our most vul- 
nerable citizens: mail fraud and tele- 
marketing scams targeting senior citi- 
zens. In my own district, one gen- 
tleman pleaded with me, The mail is 
still coming. I don’t have the money to 
send.” 

Some companies peddling question- 
able products or promoting unwinnable 
contests make a living out of targeting 
senior citizens. It is estimated that 
telemarketing fraud robs Americans of 
at least $40 billion a year. 

The actual number may be much 
higher, as telemarketing fraud has al- 
ways been a part of our Nation’s under- 
ground economy. Not all losses have 
been clearly documented. Some con- 
sumers are too embarrassed to report 
that they have been defrauded or they 
do not recognize the extent of the fraud 
that has been perpetrated upon them. 

Mr. Speaker, I held a meeting on this 
issue in my district recently; and I was 
appalled at the number of people in the 
audience who came up to me after a 
discussion led by members of the FBI, 
led by members of the Post Office, the 
Postal Inspector Section, after the 
recitation of statistics and perspective 
by myself, and yet asked me afterwards 
if I could give them my personal assist- 
ance in contacting some of the fraudu- 
lent companies to see if it was not pos- 
sible for them to perhaps receive their 
prizes or be acknowledged for the funds 
that they had been sending. 
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Mr. Speaker, I can assure my col- 
leagues that this is a heart-wrenching 
situation. It is taking place all over 
the country, and it prompts me to rise 
today to extend these remarks to my 
colleague and to the other Members. 

Older Americans, Mr. Speaker, are 
the target of many fraudulent tele- 
marketers because they are generally 
at home more often than younger per- 
sons, they may be more trusting. That 
is certainly the case with those that I 
spoke with recently in Honolulu, Mr. 
Speaker, and may look upon a smooth- 
talking telemarketer as a trusted 
friend rather than someone preying 
upon their life savings. These fraudu- 
lent activities are a disgrace, and we 
should do all we can to stop them. 

On April 8, 1998, as I indicated, I 
sponsored a mail and telemarketing 
fraud briefing for senior citizens in my 
district in Honolulu, Hawaii. This edu- 
cation national briefing was designed 
to give vulnerable senior citizens a 
fighting chance against an industry de- 
signed to victimize them. 

John Gillis, a supervisory special 
agent for the Federal Bureau of Inves- 
tigation in Honolulu, and Byron Dare, 
a postal inspector for the United States 
Postal Service in Honolulu, presented 
testimony on their agencies’ efforts to 
combat mail and telemarketing fraud 
and educated seniors on how to avoid 
becoming victims of such schemes. 

Mr. Speaker, I most sincerely urge 
my colleague and other Members to 
take advantage of FBI offices in our 
districts, as well as postal service in- 
spectors in our district, to hold similar 
briefings for senior citizens in our 
areas. Senior citizens need to be pro- 
tected from these scam artists, and one 
of the best ways to do this is educate 
them on how fraudulent information is 
presented. 

I am preparing legislation on this 
issue. I am already a cosponsor of the 
Protection against Scams on Seniors 
Act, H.R. 3134. This bill authorizes the 
Administration on Aging to conduct an 
outreach program to educate seniors 
on telemarketing fraud. I plan to con- 
tinue my outreach efforts to reach Ha- 
waii’s elderly population from falling 
prey to these unscrupulous mail and 
telemarketers. 

I also support the efforts of Federal 
agencies and private organizations who 
have been actively involved in this 
issue. The American Association of Re- 
tired Persons, the AARP, has created a 
profile of telemarketing and mail fraud 
victims. The profile shows the average 
victim is not only an older American, 
but relatively affluent, well-educated, 
well-informed, and socially active in 
his or her community. 

AARP’s research indicates that the 
critical difference between victims and 
nonvictims is their ability to recognize 
that telemarketing fraud is a crime. 
Mr. Speaker, I want to emphasize that. 


7406 


The key here, the critical difference 
between being a victim and a non- 
victim is their ability to recognize that 
telemarketing fraud is a crime. 

Many people find themselves the vic- 
tim of fraud and do not recognize that 
it is, in fact, criminal activity, and 
there is something they can do about 
it. AARP has produced educational ma- 
terials in English and Spanish. If sen- 
iors would contact the AARP in their 
area, they will be happy to provide 
them with materials, telephone num- 
bers, et cetera, which will aid them. 

The AARP has produced educational mate- 
rials in English and Spanish that inform recipi- 
ents of telemarketing calls about ways to dis- 
tinguish between legitimate and fraudulent 
calls; how to respond safely to calls without 
becoming a victim; and how to report sus- 
picious calls. | am making sure this material is 
available in all the senior centers in Honolulu. 

In Hawaii, state laws on telemarketing re- 
quire specific disclosures by the telemarketer 
regarding prize and gift promotions. Our state 
law also provides consumers with a right to 
sue for damages and obtain relief on his or 
her own initiative, aside from any state action. 
Maximum penalties for a violation of Hawaii's 
telemarketing laws are set at $10,000. 

Uncovering these schemes, returning 
money owed to its victims, and educating sen- 
iors are worthwhile efforts | will continue to 
pursue. | am happy to have the support and 
knowledge of many organizations who also 
promote these goals. | will continue to educate 
senior citizens in my district of this $40 billion 
rip-off. | hope my fellow Members of Congress 
will do the same. With a concerted effort, we 
can protect our senior citizens and put mail 
and telemarketing con-artists out of business. 


— 
BANKRUPTCY REFORM 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GEKAS) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, very soon 
now the Chamber will be witnessing 
the great debate possibly of this year, 
namely, that which will be conducted 
on proposals for bankruptcy reform. 
Everyone in the country knows that a 
strange thing is occurring out in the 
economic world. While all the figures 
and all the reports as to the economy 
seem to be favorable with an expanding 
economy, more jobs, inflation kept 
under wraps, interest rates being held 
constant, all these excellent factors are 
occurring, while at the same time, Mr. 
Speaker, an astounding number of 
bankruptcies have been filed. 

In 1997 alone, 1,400,000 new bank- 
ruptcies were filed. That is a monu- 
mental increase from the year before 
and even a greater disparity from that 
which has occurred in the last several 
years. What does it mean? If indeed the 
economy is improving and yet we have 
these bankruptcies, something is 
wrong. 

We have witnessed now efforts to 
meet that crisis head on. And the 
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bankruptcy reform bill which we have 
created and which is making its way 
through the Committee on the Judici- 
ary even now and will reach the floor, 
as I said, shortly for our full debate on 
the floor carries two vital principles 
with it, which principles are at this 
core of what we are attempting to do. 

One is that we will make certain that 
every individual American who be- 
comes so overwhelmed with debt that 
he and his family cannot survive if he 
has to meet those obligations that he 
has incurred, we want to accommodate 
that individual and make sure that the 
family will have a fresh start. That is 
one principle, the fresh start. 

On the other hand, the other prin- 
ciple is that in those cases where an 
ability to repay some of the debt is 
demonstrated, we must make every ef- 
fort to produce a plan and to accommo- 
date that individual in a way that 
some of that debt can be repaid. 

Those are the two principles: A fresh 
start for those who need it and an ac- 
commodation for repayment of some of 
the debt where the possibility of repay- 
ment is sound. 

What has happened, though, is that 
we hear rumors and innuendos about 
what we are attempting to do. But I 
must tell my colleagues that the cost 
of individual bankruptcies to the 
American public is something that has 
to be laid on the record. We are not 
simply talking about the loss to the 
lenders or the creditors who will not be 
repaid when someone goes bankrupt. 
That in itself is a loss. But when we in- 
terpolate that as to what it means to 
the consumers, we will recognize that 
when someone does not pay his debts, 
and the supermarket with which we are 
so familiar has bad debt on its books 
and is not repaid, what happens? The 
prices for consumer goods have to in- 
crease, so the rest of us are picking up 
the cost by increased prices of what 
has happened in that bankruptcy. 

Number 2, the interest rates that are 
so correlated with the lending and the 
credit establishment of our country are 
hurt when people file bankruptcy, espe- 
cially in these record numbers. And so, 
we will see that those of us who require 
credit and want to seek a bona fide 
lender for a mortgage or an automobile 
will find that the interest rates are 
hurt by the fact that they were not 
able to retrieve bad debt in previous 
bankruptcies. 

Moreover, we lose as taxpayers. We 
learned during the testimony that we 
have conducted in several hearings in 
the last month that when taxing au- 
thorities like States and municipali- 
ties are themselves named in a bank- 
ruptcy and do not have the ability to 
recover, then they have a shortfall in 
the revenues in their municipality, in 
their neighborhood, in the county 
courthouse, and in the State coffers, 
meaning that the rest of us have to 
make up the difference with increased 
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tax payments and revenues. So we pay 
all the way around. 

But what I want to emphasize in our 
plans for our reform measure is that we 
are going to do everything we can to 
help small businesses, to help the fam- 
ily, to make sure that support pay- 
ments that are forthcoming from a 
breadwinner are not dischargeable in 
bankruptcy. That is, we want to make 
sure that the families that receiving 
support payments will continue to re- 
ceive those support payments whether 
or not the individual goes bankrupt. 
And the entire country will be better 
off once we reform the bankruptcy sys- 
tem. 

O 


THE LOUDEST VOICE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
begin by talking and taking a moment 
to talk about two groups that are not 
widely discussed on the floor. The first 
is Mother Jones, and the second is USA 
Engage. 

Mother Jones, or Modo,“ is a na- 
tional magazine of investigative jour- 
nalism focusing on political reporting. 
Ken Silverstein wrote an article in the 
June 1998 issue of Mother Jones detail- 
ing the creation of USA Engage. This 
group hired Washington lobbyist Anne 
Wexler to try to make sure nothing 
gets in the way of promoting inter- 
national trade with countries around 
the world whose governments are re- 
nown for brutal fear-biased repression 
of their own people. The human rights 
records of those countries are made 
more dismal by widespread torture, 
terror, imprisonment, persecution and 
killing of those that do not walk the 
line. 

According to MoJo, some of Amer- 
ica’s largest businesses have given 
their proxy to USA Engage to deal 
with these countries having a history 
of repressing their own people. I know 
these companies are run by good and 
decent people who are probably not 
aware of the range of activities in 
which the Wexler Group is intensely in- 
volved on behalf of USA Engage. I am 
sure that their stockholders and cus- 
tomers are not aware of them and 
would be shocked and angered if they 
were. 

According to the magazine, Anne 
Wexler has assembled a daunting army 
for her assault on Washington that in- 
cludes a former U.S. Trade Representa- 
tive, former Members of Congress, a 
former close staffer of the President, 
the former law firm of the State De- 
partment official who heads up the 
committee charged with reviewing pro- 
posed sanctions, and others. And look 
at what they have accomplished: In- 
stant access to Congress and the ear of 
the State Department officials charged 
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with assessing human rights viola- 
tions; pro-trade studies from pricey 
and prestigious think tanks; the 
matching-up and contact of religious 
groups and leaders interested in human 
rights around the world by business 
reps thought to have special influence 
or sway. 

MoJo quotes human rights advocate 
Simon Billenness, talking about the 
important role economic sanctions 
played in ending South Africa’s apart- 
heid regime. “If USA Engage had suc- 
ceeded with these tactics during these 
apartheid years, Nelson Mandela might 
still be in prison.” I recognize these 
companies can hire whomever they 
choose, but there are consequences. 

Look at what they are doing. Look at 
the real issue. We are talking about 
countries that are committing the very 
worst atrocities on their own people 
simply for believing in God. In Sudan, 
starvation is the weapon of choice, 
spiced with high-altitude bombing, 
mass murder, and selling their own 
people into slavery. In Sudan, over the 
past decade, about 1.1 million people 
have been killed or allowed to starve, 
and I have been in the south and I have 
seen it. 

In China, Catholic bishops and 
priests and Protestant lay ministers 
and Buddhist monks and nuns as well 
as many Muslims are jailed for years 
and years. And their jails are not pat- 
terned after those in this country. 
Starvation, torture, filth, and darkness 
are the steady diet. The fate of the 
prisoner is up to the whim of the 
guard. Brutal working conditions and 
brutal hours are the norm. Sometimes 
death is the only friend they can hope 
for. 

Tibet is in danger of losing its reli- 
gion, its culture, its language, even its 
identity. It has already lost thousands 
of Buddhist monasteries and too many 
monks and nuns. And I have been to 
Tibet and have seen this. 

In Iraq, the Kurds have been used for 
target practice and guinea pigs for 
toxic killing. And Modo talks about 
the track record of Burma and Nigeria. 
The victims of these outrages and more 
are Anne Wexler’s targets. When they 
and her other well-connected friends 
are successful in changing a legislative 
clause here and writing the Dear Col- 
league letter, do they think about the 
Catholic bishop starting his third dec- 
ade in a brutal Chinese prison? Do they 
think of the young boys on the slave 
block in southern Sudan? 

I know these are harsh thoughts, but 
we are dealing with harsh dictators and 
regimes. What we do here matters. And 
the content of legislation has real im- 
pact around the world. Please think 
about this. Did these companies mean 
to give Anne Wexler this much power? 
If one is a government official working 
on these matters, does he think what 
his actions mean to those who have no 
one looking out for them? And if one is 
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a Member of Congress, does he remem- 
ber when Anne Wexler and company 
stops by that no one is speaking for 
those on the other end, those in Sudan, 
those in prison, those in slavery, those 
in Iraq, those Catholic bishops in pris- 
on, those evangelical pastors in prison 
in China, and the monks and Buddhist 
nuns in prison in Tibet? 
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Anne Wexler is the only voice. But 
she should not be the loudest voice. 

Perhaps the worst thing they have 
done with their access is to delib- 
erately misstate the moderate nature 
of the Freedom from Religious Perse- 
cution bill. At its root it calls for with- 
drawal of non-humanitarian taxpayer 
subsidies to hardcore persecuting coun- 
tries and gives the president total dis- 
cretion to maintain the subsidies. 

In the end, however, Members will 
read the bill and understand its mod- 
erate character and people in the pews 
will hear that this bipartisan effort 
gives the persecuted people of the 
world a voice. 

—— 


ILLEGAL DRUGS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PEASE). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. Mica) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, this is prob- 
ably one of the biggest signs in the his- 
tory of the House to be used in a spe- 
cial order, but I think it addresses one 
of the biggest problems that we as a 
Nation and we as a Congress face 
today. The theme of this sign that we 
have here today is Drugs Destroy 
Lives. 

This particular sign is actually part 
of a billboard and a message that we 
developed in my central Florida area. 
We have 20 of these billboards up right 
now in central Florida. We have more 
going up, to let our young people know 
that indeed drugs destroy lives, to let 
our citizens know that drug abuse will 
affect their lives and destroy their 
lives. 

We have a tremendous problem in not 
only my district but throughout the 
United States. That is why we are try- 
ing to create public awareness again 
among all of our population, particu- 
larly our young, to do something about 
that. That is why we in Congress 
today, and many Members from our 
side of the aisle and some from the 
other side of the aisle have joined to- 
gether under the leadership of our 
Speaker to make drug abuse and illegal 
narcotics a number one priority of this 
Congress and of this Nation and our 
communities. 

You may say, why? Let me just tell 
you a little bit of why I am here with 
this message and why we are here with 
this billboard and we are going to 
spread this message across our land. 

Since 1992, and these are incredible 
statistics, drug use among teens has 
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skyrocketed by 70 percent. I heard the 
Speaker of the House say today as we 
launched our major congressional ini- 
tiative that in the 1980s under Presi- 
dent Reagan and then under President 
Bush, drug abuse and misuse dropped 
and dropped and dropped because we 
had a public awareness, we had a Just 
Say No, we had a commitment and a 
leadership from Washington and from 
every level, a focus on doing away with 
the narcotics problem and illegal drugs 
in our society, and it worked. 

But since 1992, 1993, and some of the 
actions of this administration, we have 
seen that trend turn around and now 
skyrocket with drug use among teens 
increasing by some 70 percent. The lat- 
est statistics show that half of the high 
school seniors think it is easy to ob- 
tain cocaine and LSD. These are the 
most recent statistics. Eighth grade 
use of drugs has increased 150 percent 
since 1992. Again a dramatic figure. 
Today the latest figures are that 25 
percent of our high school seniors are 
current users of illegal drugs. 

This is a scourge across our whole 
land. We have a tremendous problem. 
Some of it is a result, quite frankly, of 
policy of this administration. I do not 
want to get into all the details of what 
took place in the past, but one of Presi- 
dent Clinton’s first actions on taking 
office was to gut the Office of National 
Drug Control Policy, our Drug Czar’s 
office. The statistics and the facts are 
these. He cut the staff from 146 individ- 
uals, staff positions, to 25. 

In his first year, President Clinton 
cut $200 million from drug interdiction 
efforts in the Caribbean and another 
$200 million from alternative crop pro- 
duction and crop eradication. That 
means he took the bulk of money out 
of the programs that were the most 
cost-effective in stopping drugs at their 
source, in stopping drugs where they 
only cost a few cents, a few dollars. 

I serve on a committee that 
overviews this national drug policy, 
and we have seen that the most effec- 
tive dollars can be spent where drugs 
are produced and grown in their source 
countries. We know that all of the co- 
caine and the heroin and some of these 
other products are coming both 
through Colombia, the cocaine, 100 per- 
cent of it is coming from Peru, Bolivia 
and Colombia, so why not target the 
source? 

We here in Congress are launching a 
program this week and today to stop 
drugs at their source. We are also 
launching a program that we think will 
help everyone by again bringing atten- 
tion to this problem; not only bringing 
Federal resources such as we have done 
in central Florida, creating a high in- 
tensity drug traffic area, bringing 
every law enforcement mechanism to- 
gether in central Florida and other 
communities, but across this whole 
land we are going to ask for account- 
ability, responsibility, tough enforce- 
ment. 
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We have started in my local commu- 
nity with this theme. We have a high 
intensity drug traffic area from Day- 
tona Beach all the way through Or- 
lando and over to Tampa. We have or- 
ganized State, local and Federal forces. 
We are going to today launch a real 
war on drugs. We are sending this mes- 
sage that in fact drugs can destroy 
lives. 


CHINA 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER) is recognized 
for 60 minutes as the designee of the 
majority leader. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to commend the gentleman 
from Florida for his presentation. I 
just came back from Southeast Asia 
where heroin is being grown, actually 
it is opium and turned into heroin, es- 
pecially in Burma and in Afghanistan, 
and I was informed by the DEA agents 
there that we know exactly where the 
fields are that produce about 90 percent 
of the heroin, and with leadership from 
the White House we could attack those 
fields without hurting anybody before 
they ever got beyond those countries. 

But like the gentleman stated, since 
1992 we have not had leadership from 
the White House in the area, in that 
type of interdiction, plus we have not 
had the moral leadership that Ronald 
Reagan provided during the 1980s which 
made the use of illegal drugs some- 
thing that was socially unacceptable. 
It was just something that people did 
not find it acceptable to have that in 
their presence because it was some- 
thing that was regarded as insulting 
and degrading and immoral. 

Instead, that attitude has now unfor- 
tunately changed again without that 
type of rejection from the leadership in 
the White House. Unfortunately, we see 
the trends in heroin use by young peo- 
ple is up. It is just a terrible trend. 

Mr. MICA. If the gentleman will 
yield, I want to thank him for his lead- 
ership on this issue, in trying to call to 
the attention of the American people 
this drug problem and other problems 
relating to our national security that 
he has so eloquently presented on the 
floor. 

He also mentioned the heroin produc- 
tion out of Asia. I serve on the national 
security subcommittee. We have found 
now 50 percent of the heroin, and her- 
oin was not even really coming in any 
quantities out of Colombia, is now 
coming out of Colombia, mostly be- 
cause of the policy of this administra- 
tion. 

We asked that waivers be granted be- 
cause Colombia was decertified as not 
cooperating. Time and time again over 
the past 24% years we have asked for 
equipment, resources, materials to 
fight the war on drugs in that country 
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and to stop the production of heroin. 
This is all new just in the course of 
this administration that heroin is 
being grown in incredible quantities, 
poppy fields. 

That is coming into Florida, it is 
coming into California, the gentle- 
man’s State, it is coming into the Na- 
tion. We see the results. The results 
are, I have heroin deaths in central 
Florida that equal our largest metro- 
politan areas in the United States. Not 
only the poor children in Detroit and 
New York and Los Angeles, but in Or- 
lando and other suburbs across this 
country, are dying in the streets, in 
our community, now reaching 20,000 
deaths, more than any war. 

I thank the gentleman again for his 
great leadership, and also for his tak- 
ing time with a special order to bring 
this and other matters to the attention 
of the Congress and the American peo- 
ple. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. This does fit 
into my special order which is focused 
on China because one of the things this 
administration is totally ignoring is 
the Chinese relationship to the drug 
lords in Burma. China has become a 
major distributer of heroin as it takes 
the heroin from Burma by providing 
weapons to the Burmese dictatorship, 
then takes the heroin or the opium out 
of Burma and takes it down through 
Vietnam and Cambodia and then out to 
distribution points in the United 
States and elsewhere. 

Tonight I would like to discuss China 
policy. But before I do, I would like to 
say that I understand why the Amer- 
ican people probably are a little bit 
frustrated right now when they turn on 
their TV, as I have over these last few 
months, and heard more about the sex 
life of our President than any of us 
want to know. 

Yes, there may be a situation where 
a person was told to lie on a legal depo- 
sition, which is somewhat of a serious 
matter. But I for one, however, have 
been disappointed with the zeal of our 
news media in digging ever deeper into 
the lurid details of this ongoing circus, 
not to shed light on legal issues but in- 
stead to sell newspapers and to boost 
ratings. Accomplishing this, boosting 
their ratings or selling newspapers, has 
meant appealing not to the public 
sense of justice or even offering a bet- 
ter understanding of the legal issues 
that underlie this spectacle. No, the ex- 
haustive attention paid to the Monica 
Lewinsky-Paula Jones maneuverings 
has nothing to do with the public inter- 
est and has everything to do with ap- 
pealing to the public’s purient interest. 

For those who claim there is nothing 
else to cover of such a magnitude, of 
something that could attract the at- 
tention of the people, I rise tonight to 
say nay. We are living in times where 
decisions are being made that will de- 
termine the fundamental safety and 
prosperity of our people for decades to 
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come. In a way, our President should 
be grateful that the media has focused 
on the trivial yet nevertheless inexcus- 
able decisions that he has made in his 
personal conduct, rather than on some 
of the horrendous decisions he has 
made that have mind-boggling implica- 
tions for our future. 

Tonight I would like to discuss for 
the record an issue that has yet to 
fully make itself present to the Amer- 
ican people. It is not now part of the 
public consciousness but will, I predict, 
once the public is aware of what is 
going on, result in widespread rage and 
ultimately an equally widespread sense 
of betrayal by our people. Whether pur- 
posely or as a result of well intentioned 
but unforgivably wrong policies, our 
country has been put in serious jeop- 
ardy. 

First let me say that in my first 10 
years that I have been here in the 
House of Representatives, I have suf- 
fered great frustration over our coun- 
try’s China policy, both Republicans 
and Democrats in charge of the White 
House. When Clinton was elected in 
1992, in fact, I expected at least I would 
be able to work with our new President 
from Arkansas on the issues con- 
cerning China. After all, candidate 
Clinton attacked President Bush for 
kowtowing to the Chinese despots, and 
when asked in an interview a few 
weeks before the election, candidate 
Clinton pledged that he would not sup- 
port most-favored-nation status for 
China and that he was appalled by the 
human rights abuses of the Communist 
regime in Beijing. 

But once elected and sworn in as 
President, Bill Clinton’s tune changed. 
He was different from President Bush, 
all right. Instead of not being tough 
enough on the Communist Chinese re- 
gime, he decided not to be tough at all. 
Instead of revoking most-favored-na- 
tion status for Communist China as he 
pledged during his campaign, President 
Clinton waited till Congress was out of 
town on a break and then announced 
that his administration was decoupling 
Chinese trade issues from any discus- 
sion of human rights. In one single 
stroke, Bill Clinton earned an infamous 
place in history. 

co 1900 

In the years since he has done noth- 
ing to rectify or correct this horren- 
dous violation of our trust. This act 
was the worst setback for the cause of 
human rights at least since the time 
that I have served in Congress. 

Not only did we step off the high 
ground in our relations with the Com- 
munist Chinese regime, but we have 
been wading in the muck with them 
ever since. The tough guys in Beijing 
now know darn well that anything this 
administration says or does about 
human rights is meant for internal 
consumption in the United States only. 
In other words, we are being played for 
suckers. 
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Every time a pronouncement is made 
by Bill Clinton's White House about 
Tibet or the savagery against religious 
people in China, the regime in Beijing 
laughs. I mean, Madeleine Albright is 
over there now, and it was reported 
that she said something really tough 
on human rights, and you know she 
was taken very seriously by, you know, 
the gangsters in Beijing. 

Any talk of liberty or justice by the 
President of the United States or any 
member of this administration is seen 
as a joke by Third World despots and 
Chinese dictators. This has been a tre- 
mendous disservice to our country as 
well as to the oppressed peoples of the 
world to whom the United States is 
their only real hope of ever living in 
freedom and in dignity. 

So why is this situation? Well, first 
and foremost, the gangsters who run 
China cannot help but notice that, 
while leaders may make noises like 
Madeleine Albright has just done, little 
noises, they are still raking in the $50 
billion annually from their trade sur- 
plus with the United States, and we are 
not doing anything to stop that. So 
they are going to listen to our noises 
while we are giving them a situation 
where they get $50 billion out of our 
pockets. 

Give me a break. We still let them 
get away with charging 30 to 40 percent 
tariffs on our goods that are being ex- 
ported to China, even while we let their 
products that flood into the United 
States come here with only 3 or 4 per- 
cent tariffs. How can we possibly treat 
our people, let our people be treated in 
such an unfair way and just not even 
go after it, not even try? 

The trade relationship is so skewed 
that we let them get away with out- 
rageous demands. For example, when 
we want to sell some of our products to 
China, like airplanes, for example, we 
must build airplane manufacturing 
parts over there in China. That means 
that after 10 years from now they will 
have technology for a modern aero- 
space industry in order to put our peo- 
ple out of work in order to sell our air- 
planes today, and we let them get away 
with those kind of demands, and we 
even finance the airplane deals. 

We even use, as I say, taxpayer dol- 
lars to subsidize or guarantee the 
building of manufacturing operations 
in China and elsewhere in the Third 
World where dictators reign. 

I can understand the sale that, you 
know, subsidizing or in some way try- 
ing to subsidize and help along a sale of 
a product that is just a transfer of a 
good made here so that they can afford 
the credit or something over there, 
but, by and large, that is not what is 
happening. What is happening is that 
Most Favored Nation status is really 
about not the selling of our products 
but what it is really about is the Fed- 
eral Government taxing you and me. 
Then through the Export-Import Bank 
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and other financial institutions sup- 
ported by our tax dollars they use 
those dollars to facilitate the building 
of factories in China and other dicta- 
torships that will be used not just to 
supply goods for the Chinese market 
but then it will be turned around and 
used to provide goods and manufacture 
goods that will be exported to the 
United States to put our people out of 
work who are the ones paying for the 
taxes that subsidized the deal in the 
first place. 

This is the worst violation, the worst 
violation of trust that I have seen, and 
this body continually refuses to come 
to grips with it. Whenever there is a 
debate on this issue, the issue is skirt- 
ed, and they talk about selling our 
goods over there when the real com- 
plaint is we are building factories over 
there that will put our people out of 
work. And the people on the other side, 
the Export-Import Bank and these 
other issues, continually refuse to 
come to grips with that answer. 

Then we signed international agree- 
ments like the Global Warming Treaty 
which exempts China from the strict 
controls we put on ourselves and know- 
ing full well that that will mean that 
more and more investment into ma- 
chinery and technology, and plants will 
go into China, and they will build man- 
ufacturing units in China that will out- 
pace our own production in the United 
States. In other words, we are laying 
the groundwork for a huge transfer of 
wealth from the United States to China 
and other Third World countries. 

And what are the Communist Chinese 
bosses doing with this technology? 
Well, number one, they are not paying 
any attention to our words that we are 
concerned that they do not believe in 
human rights, but what they are doing 
with it is they are taking that and 
building a modern military force, a 
modern Army, Navy, Air Force and 
missile force to threaten anyone who 
gets in their way. 

Has there been any liberalization in 
the meantime? Any change of think- 
ing? Are there any nicer guys up there 
in Beijing? Well, to think well of Bill 
Clinton and the corporate power bro- 
kers who are groveling to these Chi- 
nese Communist thugs and 
downplaying their overflow, I might 
add, we must believe that this strategy 
of engagement will result in a modi- 
fication of the behavior by Communist 
Chinese. 

These are the same Communist Chi- 
nese who now hold their fellow coun- 
trymen in a grip of repression and ter- 
ror. In fact, they are the world’s larg- 
est and most grandiose human rights 
abusers. 

This coddle-a-Nazi-and-he-will-be- 
come-a-liberal strategy is as wrong- 
headed an attitude as the American 
industrials and bankers had towards 
Hitler’s Germany and Hirohito’s Japan 
in the 1930s. It did not work with those 
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thugs, and it is not going to work with 
these thugs. As we know, that did not 
foster peace then but led to war and 
unfathomable suffering and death in 
the 1940s. 

If we do not use our heads and act in 
strength and insure that we have the 
strength, we could, with all the best of 
intentions, stumble into this same type 
of murderous conflagration as hap- 
pened in the third and fourth decade of 
this century; and things will not get 
better, they will get worse. 

Well, 10 years ago there was, you 
know, has it gotten better since we 
have really been bending over back- 
wards for this last decade to try to 
work with these people, to engage the 
Chinese regime? Well, 10 years ago 
there was an active populist reform 
movement in China, and now there is 
none. 

Although some internal debate is tol- 
erated among the party elite who seek 
a means of laying out public steam 
without endangering the party’s mo- 
nopoly of power, by and large the good 
guys, meaning the non-Communist op- 
position, have either fled or been mur- 
dered or sentenced to prison. So in- 
stead of evolving into a freer society, 
China is going in the opposite direc- 
tion. 

Yes, it is more prosperous, but those 
buildings and those cars and that tech- 
nology does not mean they are any less 
dictatorial or repressive or immoral. 

When you blur the distinctions be- 
tween right and wrong, between good 
and evil, which is what our administra- 
tion and those people who want to deal 
with the Chinese on an equal basis do, 
do not be surprised if you find yourself 
going in the wrong direction. 

Bill Clinton and the corporate elite 
who are pushing this Chinese policy on 
America are, if we trust their words, 
trying to gradually turn China from a 
militaristic dictatorship to a hard- 
driving yet benevolent player in the 
world economy. They claim to believe 
that China will evolve. Of course, they 
are making a lot of money, a lot of 
money in the process; and, as I pointed 
out, these people making a lot of 
money are doing so by being subsidized 
and protected by the American tax- 
payer. 

Let me say that those businessmen 
who go into China without a govern- 
ment subsidy, without a guarantee, 
without political insurance provided by 
the American taxpayer, that is okay, 
good luck. Good luck, you were taking 
the risks, and I am not talking about 
you tonight because you will be paying 
for the consequences if you were wrong 
just as you will reap the rewards if 
China does become the vast market 
that drives the dreams of so many, and 
the China dream is what it is all about. 

You know they said that China is the 
great market of the future, and it al- 
ways will be. Well, China has its own 
national interests and its totalitarian 
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leaders have their own unchallenged 
personal power that holds western con- 
cepts of democracy and the rules of law 
and equitable political and business re- 
lationships in contempt. 

Tonight I feel compelled to express 
my skepticism about those who loudly 
advocate the evolutionary engagement 
theory of the 50 or so American busi- 
ness leaders who have sat in my office 
and told me about doing business on 
the mainland of China and how it is 
going to make these people more lib- 
eral and how they will get some values 
from us. 

Not one has ever spoken to a Chinese 
official near or around his place of 
business in China about human rights, 
not one. Many of them have even ad- 
mitted that they would permit Com- 
munist officials to arrest their own em- 
ployees if that employee belonged to an 
unrecognized Christian church. 

This is a pitiful reality. It is a dis- 
grace that any American, it is a total 
disgrace that any American would 
stand by as a Christian or a person of 
any religious faith was dragged out of 
their offices kicking and screaming by 
some Gestapo, whether it was a Com- 
munist, Nazi or Fascist or whatever 
type of Gestapo it was. 

I guess it comes down to this. Just 
because you are free to do business in 
a dictatorship like China does not 
mean you are free from the responsi- 
bility of being an American and stand- 
ing up for our ideals of freedom, and at 
the very least you are not expected to 
participate in activities that threaten 
the security of our country just be- 
cause you are making money. 

Tonight I wanted to discuss the inane 
policies of our government and the ac- 
tivities of some of our corporate citi- 
zens that are both deplorable and 
alarming. Tonight I want to discuss for 
the record for the first time the possi- 
bility that this administration and 
some powerful high-technology compa- 
nies may well have put our country in 
grave danger, perhaps putting in 
harm’s way millions of our citizens. If 
accurate, the information I have been 
examining describes one of the worst 
betrayals of America’s security inter- 
ests since the Rosenbergs. 

I will go right to the heart of the 
issue. It appears that several high-tech 
corporations doing business with the 
Communist Chinese may have gone not 
only over the line of propriety but over 
the line of loyalty to the security in- 
terests of our country. These aerospace 
and technology companies, many have 
provided the Communist Chinese re- 
gime with the technology and know- 
how to perfect rockets and interconti- 
nental missiles. 

Because of this assistance from 
American citizens, the Chinese now 
have the capability of delivering nu- 
clear weapons to the United States. 
This puts millions of Americans in dan- 
ger of nuclear incineration should we 
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ever again confront the Chinese Com- 
munists about their belligerent actions 
or aggressive behavior. 

Making matters worse, the Clinton 
administration appears to have been a 
willing accomplice to this crime 
against our people; and the President 
himself may have been involved in ac- 
tions aimed at preventing legal action 
by the Justice Department from being 
taken against the perpetrators of these 
outrageous impossible crimes. 

What I am saying is as serious as 
anything that I have ever said in the 10 
years that I have been a Member of 
Congress. As chairman of the House 
Space and Aeronautics Subcommittee, 
it is my responsibility to oversee 
NASA and America’s space effort. Be- 
cause of this, I have a certain degree of 
knowledge about missiles and rockets. 
This expertise allowed me to under- 
stand the horrific implications of the 
cooperation between American compa- 
nies and the Chinese in the improve- 
ment of the Chinese aerospace launch 
systems which I first heard about sev- 
eral months ago. 

The story probably began several 
years ago when I was asked to support 
an effort then being made by Hughes 
Electronics to assist in their sales of 
communication satellites to China. 
Some countries like China were insist- 
ing on launching purchased satellites, 
satellites that had been purchased from 
Hughes on their own rockets. 

It made sense to me that setting up a 
telecommunication system for China 
was a good idea. Launching these sat- 
ellites up there, putting the satellites 
up so they could have a telephone sys- 
tem and they make long distance calls 
and such, that was a good idea, would 
connect them to the rest of the world. 
It would link them to the world, and 
our folks would make a profit in doing 
it, so why not give them permission? It 
was a good idea. 

Was it a good idea for our U.S. firms 
to launch satellites on foreign rockets? 
Well, yes, they could do so if they were 
willing to do it at their own risk. 

I supported the request. But at no 
time did I or anyone else in Congress 
support the idea that any American 
company or any American citizen 
should be upgrading Chinese rockets to 
launch those satellites; and that, my 
friends, looks like what has happened. 
Americans and American companies 
using their skill and their technology, 
some of it developed by American tax 
dollars during the Cold War, being used 
to upgrade the capabilities of Chinese 
rockets and missiles. 

The Chinese Communist regime who 
was unable to hit us with rockets and 
missiles 5 years ago, I am very sad to 
say, now has the capability of landing 
nuclear weapons transported by rock- 
ets landing those nuclear weapons in 
the United States, and we are the ones 
who perfected their rockets. 
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In a nutshell, until last year, the Chi- 
nese Long March Rocket had a shaky 
history of misfires, explosions and 
unreliability. It took three or four 
Long March Rocket launches to com- 
plete one successful mission. That is 
why it was a shock to learn a few 
months ago that the Long March now 
is more reliable. It has, it seems, been 
perfected. 

This became evident when I heard 
that two satellites from Motorola’s 
iridium project were launched into 
orbit, and it only took two Long March 
Rockets to do it. Two out of two suc- 
cessful shots. How could this be, I 
asked myself? And then I got a sinking 
feeling in my stomach that I knew the 
answer. 

I will tell my colleagues how it could 
be. After the blow-up of a Long March 
Rocket, a team of American engineers 
working for an American firm sat down 
and rolled up their sleeves in what they 
treated as nothing more than an engi- 
neering project. They thought that 
what they were doing was just engi- 
neering. And when it was all over, the 
Red Chinese had the ability to reliably 
put into orbit commercial satellites. 
That alone was a betrayal of American 
aerospace workers who built competi- 
tive launch systems like the Delta 
Rocket. And by the way, the Delta 
Rocket just happens to be built in my 
congressional district. So for us to up- 
grade their rocket capability using our 
technology, that was a betrayal in and 
of itself of the economic responsibility 
we have to watch out for our own peo- 
ple. 

But putting their fellow American 
aerospace workers out of jobs is not all 
these companies did by helping the 
Chinese upgrade their missiles. They 
put all of us in the crosshairs of a Com- 
munist Government, which, thanks to 
this assistance, now has the ability not 
just to put satellites into space, but to 
deliver nuclear weapons to a majority 
of American cities. 

When this realization first hit me, it 
knocked the wind right out of my 
lungs. I could hardly breathe. And 
when I queried an executive from one 
of the corporations who were involved 
in upgrading this Chinese missile capa- 
bility, he quickly stated that I should 
not worry, because he understood that 
his company was operating with a na- 
tional security waiver signed by the 
President of the United States. He did 
not say that he had seen this waiver 
personally. 

The engineering achievement this 
gentleman talked about was Rocket 
Stage Separation technology and Mul- 
tiple Independent Reentry Vehicle 
technology. If my colleagues cannot 
understand it, the first one is the stage 
technology that permits the stages of 
the rockets to separate; the last one I 
talked about is called MIRV tech- 
nology. 
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But before these technologies were 
given to the Chinese, the Long March 
would often blow up, and they would 
blow up when the stages tried to sepa- 
rate, and if it survived the stages’ sepa- 
ration and made it into space, there 
was often a problem with the satellite 
dispenser. That is where the MIRV 
technology comes in. 

So the American companies pro- 
ceeded to provide stage separation 
technology as well as technology that 
enabled the rocket to spit out sat- 
ellites, or nuclear warheads, whichever 
the Communist Chinese might want to 
use on any particular day. 

About the same time, and perhaps as 
part of the same team, even perhaps as 
part of the same effort, two other aero- 
space firms were involved in a project 
to upgrade and perfect the Long March 
Rocket’s flight control and guidance 
systems. Apparently an electrical flaw 
had caused a malfunction which blew 
up a Long March Rocket attempting to 
launch a satellite by Loral Space and 
Communications of Manhattan. Again, 
the American technological cavalry 
came to the rescue. 

Engineers from Loral, assisted by en- 
gineers from Hughes Electronics, and 
at the direction of their superiors, 
charged forward to correct the prob- 
lems in the Long March. It seems what 
happened was a sterile, coldly cal- 
culated decision to fix these problems 
with no consideration of the national 
security implications to the United 
States. 

One must hope that no consideration 
was given to our security, because if 
there was consideration given to our 
security, it means these company offi- 
cials said to themselves, to hell with 
the safety of every man, woman and 
child in the United States; this is a lu- 
crative contract and we are not going 
to lose it. Well, where the hell do they 
think they are going to go home to 
once the contract is over? 

A few years ago it was unlikely that 
the Chinese Communists could threat- 
en us with a nuclear strike. Con- 
fronting their misdeeds then could be 
accomplished with limited risk. Our 
leaders have tremendous leverage to 
prevent aggression and to keep the lid 
on volatile situations. Now, all of that 
has changed, much of it due perhaps to 
the assistance to the Chinese Com- 
munists by American citizens and 
American companies. 

In a recent report by the U.S. Na- 
tional Air Force Intelligence Center, 
that report indicates that China now 
has a new three-stage intercontinental 
ballistic missile that can reach every 
State in our country, except southern 
Florida. The report states that these 
missiles carry only a single warhead. 
But the Communists are close to pro- 
ducing a new system with multiple 
independent reentry vehicles, MIRVs. 
The security of our country will never 
be the same. 
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The young people who are watching 
on their televisions or are here with us 
tonight, their lives will be far less se- 
cure than it ever would have been had 
we not permitted this to happen. The 
security that people expected that we 
would take into consideration was not 
part of the equation. Unfortunately, 
the young people of our country now 
will have to live under a cloud that 
they could be pulverized by nuclear 
weapons sent from mainland China on 
a rocket that American technology 
helped build for our adversaries. 

In May 1997, the Pentagon produced a 
classified report on missile expertise 
transferred to China which concluded 
that the United States national secu- 
rity was probably damaged by the 
Loral-Hughes technology transfers I 
have just described. This was followed 
by an investigation into the deal by 
the U.S. Justice Department. Then, 
only a few weeks ago it was revealed by 
the press that a Federal grand jury was 
investigating Loral and Hughes for pos- 
sible violations of law in this out- 
rageous transfer of weapons know-how 
to the Communist Chinese. 

Now comes the kicker of this story. 
President Clinton and his administra- 
tion have been doing everything they 
can to quash the investigation of this 
possible violation of law, this betrayal 
of our country. According to press ac- 
counts, Justice Department officials 
claim that 2 months ago, their inves- 
tigation was seriously undermined 
when President Clinton quietly ap- 
proved the export to China of similar 
rocketry expertise by Loral. Our Presi- 
dent cut the legs out right from under 
the law enforcement agencies trying to 
investigate this matter, a matter 
which is obviously of great importance 
to our national security. 

This move reflects a horrifyingly 
cavalier attitude toward the safety of 
our people from the nuclear weapons 
capabilities of the Communist Chinese, 
or it could be even worse. Worse? Yes, 
worse than a cavalier attitude about 
the Chinese Communists being able to 
hit us with nuclear weapons. What is 
worse than that? An attitude that is 
not cavalier, but it was a conscious de- 
cision. 

The CEO of Loral is Bernard 
Schwartz. This gentleman also has the 
distinction of being one of the largest 
single contributors to President Clin- 
ton’s reelection campaign; and unlike 
other aerospace companies, would 
strive to have a balanced portfolio of 
campaign contributions. This company 
obviously had its man, and his name 
was Bill Clinton. 

Mr. Schwartz was the largest indi- 
vidual contributor to the Democratic 
Party in 1997, and in 1996, together with 
Loral and Hughes Companies, contrib- 
uted $2.5 million to the Democratic 
Party that we know about, almost tri- 
ple their contributions that they gave 
to the Republican Party. 
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We are also aware of the likelihood 
that the Communist Chinese had con- 
tributions of their own that made their 
way into President Clinton’s campaign 
coffers. The total dollar figure is un- 
known because, it is unknown because 
those who have that information are 
currently on the lam. They are hiding 
so they will not have to testify as to 
Chinese Communist money going into 
President Clinton’s campaign. Many of 
them have left the country, and those 
who have come back are looking for 
immunity to testify before Congress, 
but they are now in the process of hav- 
ing their immunity denied by Demo- 
crat Members of this body who are part 
of the investigating committee. They 
will not grant them immunity, because 
they do not want that information 
coming out. 

What, if any, have these Chinese 
Communist donations purchased? Di- 
rect evidence is sketchy, but we do 
know that since President Clinton was 
elected in November 1992, China has 
violated its nonproliferation commit- 
ments no less than 20 times according 
to the Congressional Research Service. 

In response, the administration has 
only twice imposed sanctions in ac- 
cordance with U.S. law, and in one of 
these cases, the sanctions were waived 
in one of these cases after only 1 year. 
In addition, China has repeatedly 
transferred or discussed transferring 
weapons of mass destruction to rogue 
nations such as Iran and Libya, after 
assuring our country that all such ac- 
tions had ceased. 

Today, it is Israel's 50th anniversary. 
Fifty years, Israel has been in conflict 
for 50 years. One of the greatest threats 
to Israel is what? Rockets that can hit 
their targets fired at them from ex- 
tremist countries and terrorist coun- 
tries like Iran. And yet, President Clin- 
ton seems to have undercut the inves- 
tigations and greased the skids for pro- 
viding the Communist Chinese tech- 
nology that, even after the Chinese 
have repeatedly provided technology to 
people like the Iranians and others who 
are enemies not only of the United 
States, but enemies of Israel. 

In giving the Iranians guidance sys- 
tem technology for rockets, this is 
quite a birthday present for Israel, and 
quite a birthday present for anybody in 
the Western world who sides with the 
United States and sides with the West- 
ern democracies. 

And of course now, the administra- 
tion claims, we are going to reach out 
again and accept the Chinese Com- 
munist word again that they will not 
do it anymore, they will not give any 
more information, and in exchange for 
that agreement not to give any more 
information, we are going to give them 
all the rest of our technological se- 
crets. We are going to extend the co- 
operation with the Communist Chinese 
to a greater extent than it has ever 
been. That is a proposal right now 
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going on that the President is pre- 
paring to offer when he goes to China 
next month. This is a travesty, it is a 
travesty. 

In this atmosphere, President Clin- 
ton will go to China next month, and 
the papers suggest that he is going to 
offer the Communist Chinese to share 
with them our space technology if they 
just agree not to transfer it to others. 
This, of course, is nonsense on the face 
of it. We are going to share our tech- 
nology with someone who has already 
given it to our enemies, somebody who 
themselves are a Communist dictator- 
ship and one of the worst violators of 
human rights on this planet? People 
who are torturing Christians and other 
believers, we are going to give our 
space technology to them? 

Well, I suggest that this is nonsense 
on the face of it, and that is not what 
this is all about. This proposal by the 
President, I believe, is trying to do 
something that he did before when he 
undercut the investigation into Loral 
and Hughes. What this is is trying to 
offer a mask, this new policy the ad- 
ministration is offering, is doing noth- 
ing more than trying to give a mask to 
deeds that have already been done, just 
as the move in granting Loral approval 
to transfer rocket technology undercut 
the investigation into the wrongdoing 
that they have already done. 

So in other words, this grandiose 
plan that we have read about in the 
newspapers may well be nothing more 
than a cover for misdeeds that have al- 
ready taken place because the Presi- 
dent knows that this information is 
going to come out about American 
technology being used by Chinese Com- 
munists to build their rockets which 
are aimed in our direction. The Presi- 
dent knows how volatile that is, and 
the story has been coming out slowly 
but surely, and this speech tonight I 
think will even accelerate the informa- 
tion about this terrible betrayal of 
America’s interests. 
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What seems to have happened is that 
instead of civilizing the Communist 
Chinese, our engagement with that 
government has corrupted our democ- 
racy. Instead of providing us wealth, it 
has undercut our domestic production 
and has transferred our technology to 
our adversaries. Instead of promoting 
peace, it has massively extended the 
raw destructive power of a regime that 
remains one of this world’s worst 
human rights offenders and a country 
that threatens the peace and stability 
of the planet. 

A recent confirmation of that ex- 
panded destructive power comes from 
General Haber, a commander of the 
U.S. Strategic Command. General 
Haber recently stated, and I quote, 

The Chinese do have the deployment of an 
intercontinental missile that can reach most 
of the United States, except for southern 
Florida. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Because of this new threat from com- 
munist China, because it is so over- 
whelming, this speech is going to be 
only the first of many I will make on 
the subject. But let me add one point 
here. 

Here we have a President and an ad- 
ministration that is willing to under- 
cut investigations into these compa- 
nies and he may well, for all we know, 
by his own attitude have fostered an 
idea among these companies that they 
could get away with this type of be- 
trayal of America’s interests. Perhaps 
they saw the President and his dealings 
with China and how he makes a joke 
out of human rights, and they thought 
why should they consider America’s 
national security interests. 

But this is the same group of people, 
the President of the United States and 
his administration, who because of 
what they have done, now that the 
Communist Chinese have the ability to 
hit our country with nuclear weapons, 
this is the same President that has 
gone out of his way to prevent us from 
developing a defense system that would 
defend us against an attack, a missile 
attack. This is the same administra- 
tion that has done everything they can 
to prevent the Republicans from devel- 
oping a missile defense system for the 
United States of America and for our 
allies. The standard is incredible. It is 
overwhelming. It still almost takes the 
air out of my lungs when I think about 
this. 

I mean, just where is the interest of 
the American people? Who is concerned 
about it? Who is protecting us? It cer- 
tainly is not people who would permit 
the technology that was developed dur- 
ing the cold war for our own weapons 
systems to be handed over to the Com- 
munist Chinese even before they have 
had any liberalization of their system. 

Once the American people realize 
what has happened, I predict a wave of 
outrage will sweep across our country, 
even to Florida, even though they are 
the only ones who have not been made 
vulnerable by this. Though the Florid- 
ians cannot be hit by land-based mis- 
siles, the folks down there understand 
that being an American is more impor- 
tant that the almighty dollar and they 
understand that being an American is 
something special and they would 
never betray the interests of their 
country. 

It seems like some of our citizens, in- 
cluding some prominent individuals, 
may have forgotten that and may be 
operating at a much lower level of 
value than that. 

Perhaps President Clinton really was 
converted to the theory and convinced 
that these gangsters who now control 
the mainland of China could be civ- 
ilized by luring them into economic de- 
pendency and technological depend- 
ency. If we make them economically 
dependent and so technologically de- 
pendent by giving them technology and 
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building their economy up, that that 
will make things better. Maybe he real- 
ly believes that. 

Maybe he believes that once that 
happens and they have prosperity, that 
their iron fist can be unclenched be- 
cause we will have proven to them our 
sincere desire for peace and, therefore, 
the insecurity and the vulnerability 
that the Chinese have, that will be sat- 
isfied and they can disarm and they 
will longer be this monstrous totali- 
tarian regime that they are. 

Let us give the President the benefit 
of the doubt. Maybe that is what he be- 
lieves. That is the most foolish thing 
that I have ever heard, but I have 
heard it expressed so many times that 
we are going to have to give people 
good motives. But whether they have 
good motives or not, let us look at 
what is happening here. These are the 
same type of assurances and feeling 
that Neville Chamberlain gave the peo- 
ple of England about the Nazi regime 
shortly before the bombings of London 
that caused World War II. World War II 
was brought on by people trying to 
prove their sincerity to Hitler. Let him 
take the Rhineland back. Let us prove 
to him that he can take these terri- 
tories. Where there is any question at 
all, always give him the benefit of the 
doubt. And our businessmen did busi- 
ness with Hitler and Hirohito up until 
the day that World War II started. 

Mr. Speaker, these things did not 
make Hitler and the dictators in Japan 
and Italy any less aggressive or less 
likely to cause war. These things actu- 
ally are foolishness and nonsense, and 
trying to prove that we were not a 
threat did just the opposite to these 
bosses. 

We must never forget that the real 
reason for the Communist Chinese and 
their monstrously bad human rights 
record, and for their continued mili- 
tary buildup, and for the unrelenting 
repression in China of Christians and 
Muslims and Buddhists, and for the 
continued genocide that is going on in 
Tibet, the main reason this is hap- 
pening is the fundamental nature of 
the communist regime, the vile nature 
of their own political system. It is 
meant to be a Communist dictatorship. 
They have never stepped back one inch 
from the idea that they will control 
their society with an iron fist. 

Just the other day we read about 
what? It came out in the paper, I guess 
it was today in fact, a rock and roll 
singer was arrested in Hong Kong. And 
why? The rock and roll figure was ar- 
rested and put into prison because he is 
a threat to that country’s national se- 
curity. A rock and roll singer. Yes. 

And Christians, and Muslims, and 
Buddhists, and the Dalai Lama's fol- 
lowers and anyone else who would 
speak up against this system. Any art- 
ist who would dare to show their work 
without permission. Anyone who would 
say anything against the regime out- 
side of the Communist Party structure. 
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The solution that we need to have is 
not to try to prove our sincerity to the 
Communist Chinese. We need to work 
with the people of China to overthrow 
and eliminate this corrupt, this vile, 
this tyrannical system and kick out 
these people who oppress them. The 
younger people in China do not believe 
in this, just like the younger people in 
Russia did not. Our goal should not be 
trying to give legitimacy and trying to 
make them not feel threatened by giv- 
ing them our technology. That will 
only result in America being placed in 
jeopardy. It will only result in our peo- 
ple living less prosperous lives and now 
our people living under a cloud, under 
a threat of nuclear attack when five 
years ago they were not. 

The solution, of course, is ending 
their system and bringing them in and 
demanding, demanding, yes demanding 
that there be real changes for us to 
have any closer relationships with 
them. 

Finally, let me just summarize what 
we have talked about tonight, what I 
have talked about tonight. Tonight, we 
have opened a discussion which I be- 
lieve will continue and intensify in the 
weeks ahead. I have given details about 
a transfer of American technology by 
American companies to the Communist 
Chinese. This transfer of American 
technology has perfected Communist 
Chinese rocket systems which now en- 
ables these Communist Chinese rockets 
to reach targets in the United States of 
America. 

When Bill Clinton was elected Presi- 
dent of the United States, the Com- 
munist Chinese could not launch with 
a rocket from the mainland of China on 
a nuclear attack of the United States. 
They are now capable of that. The 
MIRV technology which our companies 
transferred to them also permits these 
same rockets not to carry a single war- 
head but to have several warheads. The 
same technology that spits out a sat- 
ellite can be used to spit out nuclear 
warheads. 

There was an investigation into this 
transfer of technology, an investiga- 
tion by government officials who were 
convinced that America’s national se- 
curity had been put in jeopardy and 
that the law had been violated. Presi- 
dent Clinton took actions that under- 
mined and undercut that investigation. 

At least one of the heads of the U.S. 
companies that were providing this 
technology to the Communist Chinese 
is one of President Clinton’s biggest 
campaign contributors and indeed the 
biggest campaign contributor to the 
Democratic Party in 1996. We do not 
know about the campaign contribu- 
tions from the Communist Chinese to 
President Clinton’s campaign in the 
last presidential reelection campaign 
because the witnesses are on the lam, 
and the Democratic Party Members in 
the investigating committee are refus- 
ing to grant them immunity so that 
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they can tell their story to the Amer- 
ican people. 

I do not like to come to the floor of 
the House to talk about something so 
horrendous as this. This has implica- 
tions about the safety of every one of 
our families. I hope that everyone who 
is reading this in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD and I hope that everyone who 
is seeing this on C-SPAN will make 
sure they contact their Member of Con- 
gress and make it clear that we should 
get to the bottom of this. And I assure 
my colleagues that this is one Member 
of Congress that will not stop until we 
get all of the information about this 
horrendous transfer of weapons and 
technology that has put us in jeopardy. 

Speaker GINGRICH and others now are 
in the process of requesting the infor- 
mation, and if this administration does 
not cooperate there will be hearings on 
this subject. 


— 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. BLILEY of Virginia (at the re- 
quest of Mr. ARMEY) for today after 3 
p.m. on account of personal reasons. 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis- 
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. STUPAK) to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material: 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, today, 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SHERMAN, today, for 5 minutes. 

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, today, for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. SNYDER, today, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ALLEN, today, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE, today, for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. STUPAK, today, for 5 minutes. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, today, for 
5 minutes. 

The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. SESSIONS) to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material: 

Mr. DELAY, today, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BuRTON of Indiana, today, for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. GEKAS, today, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON, today, for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. WOLF, today, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MICA, today, for 5 minutes. 


EEE 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. STUPAK) and to include ex- 
traneous matter: 
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Mr. KIND. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. 

Mr. DOYLE. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 

Mr. VENTO. 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. 

Mr. KLECZKA. 

Mr. KLINK. 

Ms. SANCHEZ. 

Mr. SKELTON. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. 

Mr. COSTELLO. 

Mr. DEUTSCH. 

Mr. SHERMAN. 

Mr. KUCINICH. 

Ms. DELAURO. 

Mr. SCHUMER. 

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. 

Mr. KILDEE. 

Mr. FORD. 

Mr. NEAL. 

Mr. BERMAN. 

Mr. ALLEN. 

Mr. DINGELL. 

Mr. PASCRELL. 

Mr. CARDIN. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. 

Mr. GORDON. 

Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. 

Mr. ACKERMAN. 

Ms. CARSON. 

Mr. HINOJOSA. 

The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. SESSIONS) and to include 
extraneous matter: 

Mr. BALLENGER. 

Mr. BEREUTER. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MANZULLO. 

Mr. HORN. 

Mr. WALSH. 

Ms. GRANGER. 

The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. Rohrabacher) and to in- 
clude extraneous matter: 

Mr. GINGRICH. 

Mr. HORN. 

Mr. BLUNT. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. 

Mr. LARGENT. 

Mr. PACKARD. 

Mr. PAPPAS. 

Ms. HARMAN. 

Ms. SANCHEZ. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 


——— 


ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 


Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee 
on House Oversight, reported that that 
committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a joint resolution of the 
House of the following title, which was 
thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H.J. Res. 102. Joint resolution expressing 
the sense of the Congress on the occasion of 
the 50th anniversary of the founding of the 
modern State of Israel and reaffirming the 
bonds of friendship and cooperation between 
the United States and Israel. 


— Gà—j—w]m 
ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 
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The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 42 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, May 4, 
1998, at 2 p.m. 


——ͤ |y 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol- 
lows: 


8831. A letter from the Under Secretary for 
Acquisition and Technology, Department of 
Defense, transmitting a report on the Com- 
mercial Operations and Support Savings Ini- 
tiative (COSSD, pursuant to Public Law 
105—85; to the Committee on National Secu- 
rity. 

8832. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation, transmitting 
the semiannual report on the activities of 
the Affordable Housing Disposition Program 
covering the period from July 1, 1997 through 
December 31, 1997, pursuant to Public Law 
102—233, section 616 (105 Stat. 1787); to the 
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv- 
ices. 

8833. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the Department's annual re- 
port on international terrorism entitled 
Patterns of Global Terrorism: 1997,“ pursu- 
ant to 22 U.S.C. 2656f; to the Committee on 
International Relations. 

8834. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting certification that the Republic 
of Armenia, the Azerbaijani Republic, the 
Republic of Georgia, the Republic of 
Kazakhstan, the Kyrgyz Republic, the Re- 
public of Moldova, the Russian Federation, 
Turkmenistan, Ukraine and the Republic of 
Uzbekistan are committed to the courses of 
action described in Section 1203(d) of the Co- 
operative Threat Reduction Act of 1993, Sec- 
tion 1412(d) of the Former Soviet Union De- 
militarization Act of 1992, and Section 502 of 
the FREEDOM Support Act; to the Com- 
mittee on International Relations. 

8835. A letter from the Director, National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
transmitting a report detailing the previous 
10-year period the catches and exports to the 
United States of highly migratory species 
from Nations fishing on Atlantic stocks of 
such species that are subject to management 
by the International Commission for the 
Conservation of Atlantic Tunas, pursuant to 
Public Law 94—70, 16 U.S.C. 971; to the Com- 
mittee on Resources. 

8836. A letter from the the Board of Trust- 
ees, Federal Hospital Insurance Trust Fund, 
transmitting the 1998 Annual Report of the 
Board of Trustees of the Federal Hospital In- 
surance Trust Fund, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 
401(c)(2), 13951(b)(2), and 1395t(b)(2); (H. Doc. 
No. 105—245); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means and ordered to be printed. 

8837. A letter from the the Board of Trust- 
ees, Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insur- 
ance and Disability Insurance Trust Funds, 
transmitting the 1998 Annual Report of the 
Board of Trustees of the Federal Old-Age and 
Survivors Insurance and the Federal Dis- 
ability Insurance Trust Funds, pursuant to 
42 U.S.C. 401(c)(2), 1895i(b)(2), and 1395t(b)(2); 
(H. Doc. No. 105—243); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means and ordered to be printed. 

8838. A letter from the the Board of Trust- 
ees, Federal Supplementary Medical Insur- 
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ance Trust Fund, transmitting the 1998 An- 
nual Report of the Board of Trustees of the 
Federal Supplementary Medical Insurance 
Trust Fund, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 401(c)(2), 
13951 (b)), and 1395t(b)(2); (H. Doc. No. 105— 
244); jointly to the Committees on Ways and 
Means and Commerce, and ordered to be 
printed. 


— 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. LIVINGSTON: Committee of Con- 
ference. Conference report on H.R. 3579. A 
bill making emergency supplemental appro- 
priations for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 1998, and for other purposes (Rept. 
105-504). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. SOLOMON: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 416. Resolution waiving 
points of order against the conference report 
on accompany the bill (H.R. 3579) making 
emergency supplemental appropriations for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1998, and 
for other purposes (Rept. 105-505). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 


— 


TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED 
BILL 


Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the fol- 
lowing action was taken by the Speak- 
er: 

H.R. 1704. Referral to the Committees on 
Government Reform and Oversight and 
House Oversight extended for a period ending 
not later than May 15, 1998. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 5 of Rule X and clause 4 
of Rule XXII, public bills and resolu- 
tions were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 


By Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania (for 
himself, Mr. HOYER, Mr. ANDREWS, 
Mr. PAPPAS, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. REYES, 
Mr. Prrrs. Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsyl- 
vania, Mr. MCNuLTy, Mr. Fox of 
Pennsylvania, and Mr. CASTLE): 

H.R. 3764. A bill to establish a Commission 
to assess weapons of mass destruction do- 
mestic response capabilities; to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

By Mr. SMITH of Oregon: 

H.R. 3765. A bill to gradually increase the 
fees paid by current holders of Forest Serv- 
ice special use permits that authorize the 
construction and occupancy of private recre- 
ation houses or cabins; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. CANADY of Florida: 

H.R. 3766. A bill to streamline, modernize, 
and enhance the authority of the Secretary 
of Agriculture relating to plant protection 
and quarantine, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, and in addi- 
tion to the Committees on the Judiciary, Re- 
sources, and Ways and Means, for a period to 
be subsequently determined by the Speaker, 
in each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin (for 
himself and Mr. KLECZKA): 
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H.R. 3767. A bill to nullify a certain regula- 
tion regarding the operation of the Organ 
Procurement and Transplantation Network; 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. ALLEN (for himself and Mr. 
SNYDER): 

H.R. 3768. A bill to increase the avail- 
ability, affordability, and quality of school- 
based child care programs for children aged 0 
through 6 years; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, and in addition to the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak- 
er, in each case for consideration of such pro- 
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. BAESLER (for himself and Ms. 
SLAUGHTER): 

H.R. 3769. A bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to allow compensatory 
and punitive damages for violations of the 
anti-discrimination provision of such Act 
and to provide additional resources to the 
Secretary of Labor to do studies and out- 
reach on pay disparities; to the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. BROWN of California (for him- 
self and Mr. Lewis of California): 

H.R. 3770. A bill to amend the Act of June 
15, 1938, to extend the authority of the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture to purchase lands with- 
in the boundaries of certain National Forests 
in the State of California to include the An- 
geles National Forest and to expand the pur- 
poses for which such purchases may be made; 
to the Committee on Resources, 

By Mr. DEUTSCH (for himself and Mr. 
FOLEY): 

H.R. 3771. A bill to prohibit the Secretary 
of Agriculture from implementing a rule 
that would allow the importation of papayas 
that are the product of Brazil into the conti- 
nental United States, Alaska, Puerto Rico, 
or the Virgin Islands of the United States 
until certain conditions are met, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, and in addition to the Committee 
on Agriculture, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania (for 
himself, Mr. HOUGHTON, and Mrs. 
THURMAN): 

H.R. 3772. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to allow the work oppor- 
tunity credit against the alternative min- 
imum tax; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania (for 
himself, Mr. COYNE, and Mr. HouGH- 
TON): 

H.R. 3773. A bill to make permanent cer- 
tain authority relating to self-employment 
assistance programs; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HAYWORTH (for himself, Mr. 
KILDEE, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. FURSE, 
Mr. Towns, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. 
KENNEDY of Rhode Island, and Mr. 
Brown of California): 

H.R. 3774. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide that housing as- 
sistance provided under the Native American 
Housing Assistance and Self-Determination 
Act of 1996 shall be treated for purposes of 
the low-income housing credit in the same 
manner as comparable assistance; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HOBSON (for himself, Mr. 
YounG of Florida, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. 
MCDADE, Mr. Dicks, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. 
HEFNER, Mr. BONILLA, Mr. SABO, Mr. 
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NETHERCUTT, Mr. DIXON, and Mr. VIS- 
CLOSKY): 

H.R. 3775. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to require that military physi- 
cians possess unrestricted licenses, and to re- 
quire the establishment of a system for mon- 
itoring completion by military physicians of 
applicable Continuing Medical Education re- 
quirements; to the Committee on National 
Security. 

By Mr. HOEKSTRA (for himself, Mr. 
SESSIONS, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. 
PETRI, Mr. KOLBE, and Mr. SANFORD): 

H.R. 3776. A bill to require the Federal gov- 
ernment to disclose to Federal employees on 
each paycheck the government's share of 
taxes for old-age, survivors, and disability 
insurance and for hospital insurance of the 
employee, and the government’s total pay- 
roll allocation for the employee; to the Com- 
mittee on Government Reform and Over- 
sight. 

By Mr. HOEKSTRA (for himself, Mr. 
GINGRICH, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. SAN- 
FORD, and Mr, COBURN): 

H.R. 3777. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to require that each em- 
ployer show on the W-2 form of each em- 
ployee the employer's share of taxes for old- 
age, survivors, and disability insurance and 
for hospital insurance for the employee as 
well as the total amount of such taxes for 
such employee; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Ms. KAPTUR (for herself and Mr. 
MEEHAN): 

H.R. 3778. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to revise the filing dead- 
line for certain claims under the National 
Vaccine Injury Compensation Program; to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. LAZIO of New York (for himself 
and Mrs, KENNELLY of Connecticut): 

H. R. 3779. A bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to provide medical as- 
sistance for breast and cervical cancer-re- 
lated treatment services to certain women 
screened and found to have breast or cervical 
cancer under a Federally funded screening 
program; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. MCCRERY (for himself and Mr. 
CARDIN): 

H.R. 3780. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide for a prospec- 
tive payment system for services furnished 
by psychiatric hospitals under the Medicare 
Program; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. MCDADE: 

H.R. 3781. A bill to establish the Lacka- 
wanna Valley Heritage Area; to the Com- 
mittee on Resources. 

By Mr. MILLER of California (by re- 


quest): 

H.R. 3782. A bill to compensate certain In- 
dian tribes for known errors in their tribal 
trust fund accounts, to establish a process 
for settling other disputes regarding tribal 
trust fund accounts, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. OXLEY (for himself, Mr. 
GREENWOOD, Mr.  MANTON, Mr. 
GILLMOR, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr. 
WHITFIELD, Mr. NORWOOD, Mrs. CUBIN, 
Mr. BURR of North Carolina, and Mr. 


UPTON): 

H.R. 3783. A bill to amend section 223 of the 
Communications Act of 1934 to require per- 
sons who are engaged in the business of sell- 
ing or transferring, by means of the World 
Wide Web, material that is harmful to mi- 
nors to restrict access to such material by 
minors, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 
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By Mr. PALLONE: 

H.R. 3784. A bill to provide health benefits 
for workers and their families; to the Com- 
mittee on Education and the Workforce, and 
in addition to the Committees on Commerce, 
Ways and Means, Government Reform and 
Oversight, and National Security, for a pe- 
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. ROYCE (for himself, Mr. 
ARMEY, Mr. PAXON, Mr. CAMPBELL, 
Mr. METCALF, Mr. HERGER, Mr. SEs- 
SIONS, Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. ROGAN, 
and Mr. SANFORD): 

H.R, 3785. A bill to amend the Bretton 
Woods Agreements Act to direct the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury to instruct the United 
States Director of the International Mone- 
tary Fund to present to the Fund's Executive 
Board a proposal to amend the Fund's by- 
laws to eliminate the Fund's policy of pro- 
viding de facto tax-free salaries to certain 
Fund employees; to the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Financial Services. 

By Mr. SHERMAN (for himself, Mrs. 
MALONEY of New York, and Ms. 
SLAUGHTER): 

H.R. 3786. A bill to restrict the sale of ciga- 
rettes in packages of less than 15 cigarettes; 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. MCCOLLUM (for himself, Mr. 
HASTERT, Mr, PORTMAN, Mr. COBLE, 
Mr. BuYER, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. BARR of 
Georgia, Mr. HUTCHINSON, and Mr. 
GEKAS): 

H.J. Res. 117. A joint resolution expressing 
the sense of Congress that marijuana is a 
dangerous and addictive drug and should not 
be legalized for medicinal use; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, and in addition to 
the Committee on Commerce, for a period to 
be subsequently determined by the Speaker, 
in each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Ms. HARMAN: 

H. Con. Res. 268. Concurrent resolution 
honoring the international corps of volun- 
teers, known as Machal, who served Israel in 
its War of Independence; to the Committee 
on International Relations. 

By Ms. SANCHEZ: 

H. Con. Res. 269, Concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of the Congress regarding 
the heroism, sacrifice, and service of former 
South Vietnamese commandos in connection 
with United States armed forces during the 
Vietnam conflict; to the Committee on Na- 
tional Security. 

By Mr. SOLOMON (for himself, Mr. 
ROHRABACHER, and Mr. Cox of Cali- 
fornia): 

H. Con. Res. 270. Concurrent resolution ac- 
knowledging the positive role of Taiwan in 
the current Asian financial crisis and affirm- 
ing the support of the American people for 
peace and stability on the Taiwan Strait and 
security for Taiwan’s democracy; to the 
Committee on International Relations. 

By Mr. PITTS (for himself, Mr. TURN- 
ER, Mr. ROGAN, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. 
GINGRICH, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. DELAY, 
Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. GEPHARDT, and Mr. 
BONIOR): 

H. Res. 417. A resolution regarding the im- 
portance of fathers in the raising and devel- 
opment of their children; to the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. STUPAK (for himself, Mr. DIN- 
GELL, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. 
Brown of Ohio, Mr. JOHNSON of Wis- 
consin, Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr. OBER- 
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STAR, Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. RIVERS, and 
Mr. QUINN): 

H. Res. 418. A resolution expressing the 
sense of House of Representatives that the 
President and the Senate should take the 
necessary actions to prohibit the sale or di- 
version of Great Lakes water to foreign 
countries, businesses, corporations, and indi- 
viduals; to the Committee on International 
Relations. 


——ñ—— 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo- 
rials were presented and referred as fol- 
lows: 


301. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 
of the House of Representatives of the State 
of Oklahoma, relative to House Concurrent 
Resolution No. 1066 memorializing Congress 
to enact federal laws and regulations to en- 
sure that contract swine and poultry growers 
are given freedom to form cooperative asso- 
ciations and organizations, and that protec- 
tion is given to those growers who join grow- 
ers associations from the hardships caused 
by unfair, deceptive, and unethical bar- 
gaining and trade practices; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

302. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Oklahoma, relative to Senate 
Concurrent Resolution No. 50 memorializing 
the United States Congress to prepare and 
submit to the several states an amendment 
to the United States Constitution providing 
that no court shall have the power to levy or 
increase taxes; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 


— 


PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 


By Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut: 

H.R. 3761. A bill to provide for the liquida- 
tion or reliquidation of certain customs en- 
tries of nuclear fuel assemblies; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut: 

H.R. 3762. A bill to provide for the liquida- 
tion or reliquidation of a customs entry of 
nuclear fuel assemblies; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut: 

H.R. 3763. A bill to provide for the liquida- 
tion or reliquidation of certain customs en- 
tries of nuclear fuel assemblies; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KING of New York: 

H.R. 3787. A bill for the relief of Rear Ad- 
miral Thomas T. Matteson, United States 
Maritime Service, of Kings Point, New York; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


Oo ——— 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 

H.R. 22: Mr. Cook. 

H.R. 165: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey and Mr. 
WATTS of Oklahoma. 

H.R. 453: Ms. WOOLSEY and Mr. JACKSON of 
Illinois. 

H.R. 586: Mr. MEEKS of New York. 

H.R. 611: Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin and Mr. 
HILLIARD. 
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H.R. 754: Ms. 
PASCRELL. 

H.R. 790: Mr. Towns. 

H.R. 815: Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. MOLLOHAN, and 
Mr. JEFFERSON. 

H.R. 902: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. 

H.R. 934: Mr. GOODE. 

H.R. 979: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BECERRA, Ms. 
LEE, and Mr. WALSH. 

H.R. 1054: Mr. THOMAS and Mr. KENNEDY of 
Rhode Island. 

H.R. 1126: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, 
Mr. SANDERS, and Mr. ORTIZ. 

H. R. 1215: Mr. SHERMAN and Mr. DIXON. 

H.R. 1241: Mr. DIXON and Mr. SMITH of Or- 
egon. 

H.R. 1356: Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD and 
Ms. DANNER. 

H.R. 1401: Mr. KLECZKA and Mrs. MEEK of 
Florida. 

H.R. 1531: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii and Mr. 
DIXON. 

H.R. 1573: Mr. LUTHER. 

H.R. 1766: Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. DIAZ- 
BALART, Mr. HULSHOF, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. NEAL 
of Massachusetts, Mr. PETRI, Mr. REDMOND, 
Mr. ROGAN, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. BOB 
SCHAFFER, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. SMITH of Or- 
egon, Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr. SUNUNU, Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ, and Mr. WATKINS. 

H.R. 1788: Mr. PASCRELL. 

H.R. 1951: Mr. MINGE, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. 
CRAMER, Mr. CONDIT, and Mr. TAYLOR of Mis- 
sissippi. 

H.R. 2019: Mr. JOHN, Mr. WATTS of Okla- 
homa, and Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 2020: Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. MCNULTY, 
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, and Mr. BACH- 
us. 

H.R. 2023: Mr. BAESLER. 

H.R. 2090: Mr. WEXLER. 

H.R. 2094: Mr. PAPPAS. 

R. 2183: Mr. GRAHAM. 

R. 2224: Mrs. LOWEY. 

R. 2250: Mr. LARGENT and Mr. EVERETT. 
R. 2263: Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. 

H.R. 2408: Mr. BAESLER. 

H.R. 2409: Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin, Mr. 
FOLEY, and Mr. TORRES, 

H.R. 2523: Mr. TOWNS. 

H.R. 2526: Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. NADLER, and 
Mr. GORDON. 

H.R, 2568: Mr. HOSTETTLER. 

H.R. 2593: Mr. LINDER and Ms. GRANGER. 

H.R. 2670: Mr. EHLERS. 

H.R. 2701: Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. DOYLE, and Mr. 
MCGOVERN. 

H.R. 2714: Ms. Furse. 

H.R. 2752: Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. 
DOOLITTLE, Mr. HERGER, MRS. BONO, Mr. Cox 
of California, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. ROGAN, 
and Mr. ROYCE. 

H.R. 2801: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. CAMPBELL, 
and Ms. STABENOW. 

H.R. 2819: Mr. FATTAH and Mr. BECERRA. 

H.R. 2828: Mr. MCINTYRE. 

H.R. 2849: Mr. DAvis of Illinois, Mrs. CAPPS, 
Mr. ALLEN, Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr. COOK, 
Mr. FROST, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. LEWIS of Geor- 
gia, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. BARTLETT of Mary- 
land, Mr. THOMPSON, and Mr, ENGEL. 

H.R. 2854: Mr. ALLEN and Mr. GORDON. 

H.R. 2888: Mr. GOODE, Ms. STABENOW, Mrs. 
JOHNSON of Connecticut, and Mr. PAPPAS. 


Ros-LEHTINEN and Mr. 


H. 
H. 
H. 
H. 


H.R. 2923: Mr. Lewis of Georgia, Mr. 
MCNULTY, and Mr. BERMAN. 
H.R. 2942: Mr. CANADY of Florida, Ms. 


EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. STUMP, 
Mr. KLUG, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. 
SESSIONS, Mr. NEY, Mr. TURNER, Mr. SISISKY, 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. 
SANFORD, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. UPTON, Mr. 
OXLEY, Mr. HILL, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr. 
TAYLOR of North Carolina, Mr. HOEKSTRA, 
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Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. SKELTON, and Mr. CoL- 
LINS. 

H.R. 2955: Mr. KNOLLENBERG and Mr. HILL. 

H.R. 2973: Mrs. CLAYTON. 

H.R, 3052: Mr. PASCRELL. 

H.R. 3054: Mr. PAYNE and Mr. PASTOR. 

H.R. 3055: Mr. FOLEY and Mr. SCAR- 
BOROUGH. 

H.R. 3099: Ms. SLAUGHTER. 

H.R. 3107: Mr. PICKETT. 

H.R. 3140: Mr. CRAMER, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. 
HUNTER, Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr. WATKINS, 
and Mr. CLEMENT. 

H.R. 3156: Mr. CHAMBLISS. 

H.R. 3181: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 

H.R. 3205: Ms. SLAUGHTER. 

H.R. 3217: Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr. COYNE, 
Mr. JEFFERSON, and Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. 

H.R. 3240: Mrs. CLAYTON. 

H.R. 3279: Mr. METCALF and Mr. ACKERMAN. 

H.R. 3281: Mr. HYDE and Mr. EVANS. 

H.R. 3284: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia and Mr. 
DEFAZIO. 

H.R. 3290: Ms. DUNN of Washington, Mr. 
BECERRA, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, 
Mr. BALLENGER, and Mr. SCOTT. 

H.R. 3292: Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. 
TORRES, and Mr. LEVIN. 

H.R. 3318: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. BONIOR, 
Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr. PETERSON of Penn- 
sylvania, and Mr. MANTON. 

H.R. 3331: Mr. HUNTER, Mr. BILBRAY, and 
Mr. HERGER. 

H.R. 3382: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington and 
Mr. STENHOLM. 

H.R. 3396: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. WICK- 
ER, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. DICKS, 
Mr. STUMP, Mr. BONILLA, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. 
Pitrs, Mr. LAHoop, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. 
CoBuRN, and Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 

H.R. 3400: Mr. FILNER. 

H.R. 3435: Mr. CALVERT, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, 
Mr. Davis of Illinois, and Mr. Cook. 


R. 3494: Mr. NETHERCUTT. 
R. 3497: Mr. JEFFERSON. 

H.R. 3503: Mr. GOODE, Mrs, Lowy, and Mr. 
BENTSEN. 

H.R. 3506: Ms. GRANGER, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
FORD, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. Dan SCHAEFER of 
Colorado, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. PORTER, Mr. 
THOMAS, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. WELDON of Pennsyl- 
vania, Mr. CRANE, Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr. MAN- 
ZULLO, Mr. WHITE, Mr. CARDIN, and Mr. 
REYES. 

H.R. 3510: Ms. LEE. 

H.R. 3514: Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. 

H.R. 3523: Mr. DOYLE, Mr. BAESLER, Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. TORRES, Mrs. 
MINK of Hawaii, Ms. HooLey of Oregon, and 
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 3534: Mr. KASICH, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. 
HOEKSTRA, and Mr. BACHUS. 

H.R. 3538: Mr. GONZALEZ. 

H.R. 3551: Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. MARTINEZ, 
and Mr. GONZALEZ. 

H.R. 3553: Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. Davis of Illi- 
nois, and Mr. MILLER of California. 

H.R. 3555: Mr. CASTLE. 

H.R. 3567: Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. ADAM SMITH 
of Washington, Mr. MASCARA, Mr. BALDACCI, 
and Mr. NEY. 

H.R. 3571: Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. MALONEY of 
Connecticut, and Ms. RIVERS. 

H.R. 3584: Mr. GREEN and Mrs. THURMAN. 

H.R. 3605: Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. KUCINICH, 
and Mr. BONIOR. 

H.R. 3610: Mr. BuRR of North Carolina and 
Mr. MENENDEZ. 

H.R. 3613: Mr. GRAHAM. 

H.R. 3636: Ms. RIVERS, Mr. METCALF, and 
Mr. DIXON. 


H 

H.R. 3469: Mr. JEFFERSON. 
H.R 

H 
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H.R. 3641: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. 

H.R. 3648: Mr. PAXON. 

H.R. 3650: Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. SESSIONS, and 
Mr. FROST. 

H.R. 3651: Mr. MCNuLTY, Mr. HASTINGS of 
Florida, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. ADAM SMITH of 
Washington, Mr. MCDERMOTT, and Mr. MAN- 
TON. 

H.R. 3667: Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN, Mr. WAT- 
KINS, and Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. 

H.R. 3682: Mr. LOBIONDO and 
LATOURETTE. 

H.R. 3696: Mr. ROGAN. 

H.R. 3702: Mr. BONIOR. 

H.R. 3734: Mr. BILBRAY, Mrs. ROUKEMA, and 
Mr. Davis of Virginia. 

H.R. 3743: Mr. PALLONE, Mr. BURTON of In- 
diana, Mr. SAXTON, Mrs. TAUSCHER, and Mr. 
GUTIERREZ. 

H.R. 3747: Ms. ESHOO and Mr. LOBIONDO. 

H. Con. Res. 13: Mr. JENKINS. 

H. Con. Res. 114: Mr. POSHARD. 

H. Con. Res. 126: Mr. TALENT and Mr. HALL 
of Texas. 

H. Con. Res, 211: Mr. PAPPAS. 

H. Con. Res. 220: Mr. SAXTON. 

H. Con. Res. 224: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. 
ETHERIDGE, and Mr. CALVERT. 

H. Con. Res. 246: Mr. SABO, Mr. WYNN, and 
Mr. RUSH. 

H. Con. Res. 252: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. LAZIO of 
New York, and Mr. ROTHMAN, 

H. Con. Res. 264: Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. TURNER, 
Mr. MORAN of Virginia, and Mr. WELDON of 
Florida. 

H. Res. 392: Mr. PAXON and Mr. DOOLITTLE. 


— 


DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso- 
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 3584: Mr. FROST. 

H. Res. 375: Mr. GILMAN. 


—— 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the clerk’s 
desk and referred as follows: 


60. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
the Legislature of Rockland County, New 
York, relative to Resolution No. 73 peti- 
tioning the United States Congress to re-au- 
thorize the Intermodal Surface Transpor- 
tation Efficiency Act; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

61. Also, a petition of the Legislature of 
Rockland County, New York, relative to Res- 
olution No. 71 petitioning the Congress of 
the United States and New York State to 
enact legislation to hold Health Mainte- 
nance Organizations and Health Care Organi- 
zations liable and responsible for their deci- 
sions regarding the provision or denial of 
health care services to patients or the provi- 
sion or denial of payment for said services; 
jointly to the Committees on Commerce, 
Ways and Means, and Education and the 
Workforce. 


Mr. 


— 


DISCHARGE PETITIONS— 
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS 


The following Members’ names were 
withdrawn from the following dis- 
charge petition: 

Petition 3 by Mr. BAESLER on House Res- 


olution 259: Virgil H. Goode and Collin C. Pe- 
terson. 
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AMENDMENTS 


Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro- 
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MR. CAMPBELL OF CALIFORNIA 


AMENDMENT NO. 76: At the end of the bill 
add the following new title: 


TITLE XI—NONDISCRIMINATION 
PROVISION 

SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING PRO- 

GRAM NONDISCRIMINATION. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—No individual shall be ex- 
cluded from, or have a diminished chance of 
acceptance to, any program authorized by 
part D of title III of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965, as added by section 303 of this 
Act, because of that applicant’s race, color, 
religion, or national origin. 

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
subsection (a) shall be construed to preclude 
or discourage any of the following factors 
from being taken into account in admitting 
students to participation in the program de- 
scribed in subsection (a): the applicants in- 
come; parental education and income; need 
to master a second language; and instances 
of discrimination actually experienced by 
that student. 


SEC. 1101. 


H.R. 6 
OFFERED By: MRS. MEEK OF FLORIDA 


AMENDMENT NO. 77: Page 349, after line 9, 
insert the following: 


TITLE XI—EQUAL OPPORTUNITY FOR IN- 
DIVIDUALS WITH LEARNING DISABIL- 
ITIES 

SEC. 1101. DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS ENSUR- 


ING EQUAL OPPORTUNITY FOR INDI- 
VIDUALS WITH LEARNING DISABIL- 
ITIES. 


Subpart 2 of part A of title IV, as amended 
by section 405, is further amended by adding 
at the end the following: 


“CHAPTER 6—DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECTS ENSURING EQUAL OPPOR- 
TUNITY FOR INDIVIDUALS WITH LEARN- 
ING DISABILITIES 

“SEC. 412A. PROGRAM AUTHORITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
award grants to, and enter into contracts 
and cooperative agreements with, not more 
than 5 institutions of higher education that 
are described in section 412B for demonstra- 
tion projects to develop, test, and dissemi- 
nate, in accordance with section 412C, meth- 
ods, techniques, and procedures for ensuring 
equal educational opportunity for individ- 
uals with learning disabilities in postsec- 
ondary education. 

“(b) AWARD BASIs.—Grants, contracts, and 
cooperative agreements shall be awarded on 
a competitive basis. 

“(c) AWARD PERIOD.—Grants, contracts, 
and cooperative agreements shall be awarded 
for a period of 3 years. 

“SEC. 412B. ELIGIBLE ENTITIES. 

“Entities eligible to apply for a grant, con- 
tract, or cooperative agreement under this 
chapter are institutions of higher education 
with demonstrated prior experience in meet- 
ing the postsecondary educational needs of 
individuals with learning disabilities. 

“SEC. 412C. REQUIRED ACTIVITIES. 

“A recipient of a grant, contract, or coop- 
erative agreement under this chapter shall 
use the funds received under this chapter to 
carry out each of the following activities: 

(1) Developing or identifying innovative, 
effective, and efficient approaches, strate- 
gies, supports, modifications, adaptations, 
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and accommodations that enable individuals 
with learning disabilities to fully participate 
in postsecondary education. 

(2) Synthesizing research and other infor- 
mation related to the provision of services to 
individuals with learning disabilities in post- 
secondary education. 

(3) Conducting training sessions for per- 
sonnel from other institutions of higher edu- 
cation to enable them to meet the special 
needs of postsecondary students with learn- 
ing disabilities. 

“(4) Preparing and disseminating products 
based upon the activities described in para- 
graphs (1) through (3). 

5) Coordinating findings and products 
from the activities described in paragraphs 
(1) through (4) with other similar products 
and findings through participation in con- 
ferences, groups, and professional networks 
involved in the dissemination of technical 
assistance and information on postsecondary 
education. 

“SEC, 412D. PRIORITY. 

“The Secretary shall ensure that, to the 
extent feasible, there is a national geo- 
graphic distribution of grants, contracts, and 
cooperative agreements awarded under this 
chapter throughout the States, except that 
the Secretary may give priority, with re- 
spect to one of the grants to be awarded, to 
a historically Black college or university 
that satisfies the requirements of section 
412B. 

“SEC. 412E, AUTHORIZATION 
TIONS. 

“There are authorized to be appropriated 
to carry out this chapter $10,000,000 for each 
of the fiscal years 1999 through 2001.“ 

H.R. 10 
OFFERED By: MR. LEACH 


(Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute to 
H.R. 10) 

AMENDMENT NO, 3: Strike all after the en- 
acting clause and insert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; PURPOSES; TABLE OF 

CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘Financial Services Act of 1998". 

(b) PuRposges.—The purposes of this Act 
are as follows: 

(1) To enhance competition in the financial 
services industry, in order to foster innova- 
tion and efficiency. 

(2) To ensure the continued safety and 
soundness of depository institutions. 

(3) To provide necessary and appropriate 
protections for investors and ensure fair and 
honest markets in the delivery of financial 
services. 

(4) To provide for appropriate functional 
regulation of insurance activities. 

(5) To reduce and, to the maximum extent 
practicable, to eliminate the legal barriers 
preventing affiliation among depository in- 
stitutions, securities firms, insurance com- 
panies, and other financial service providers 
and to provide a prudential framework for 
achieving that result. 

(6) To enhance the availability of financial 
services to citizens of all economic cir- 
cumstances and in all geographic areas. 

(7) To enhance the competitiveness of 
United States financial service providers 
internationally. 

(8) To ensure compliance by depository in- 
stitutions with the provisions of the Commu- 
nity Reinvestment Act of 1977 and enhance 
the ability of depository institutions to meet 
the capital and credit needs of all citizens 
and communities, including underserved 
communities and populations. 

(c) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents for this Act is as follows: 


OF APPROPRIA- 
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Sec. 1. Short title; purposes; table of con- 
tents. 

TITLE I—FACILITATING AFFILIATION 
AMONG SECURITIES FIRMS, INSUR- 
ANCE COMPANIES, AND DEPOSITORY 
INSTITUTIONS 
Subtitle A—Affiliations 

Glass-Steagall Act reformed. 

Activity restrictions applicable to 

bank holding companies which 
are not financial holding com- 
ies. 
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TITLE I—FACILITATING AFFILIATION 
AMONG SECURITIES FIRMS, INSURANCE 
COMPANIES, AND DEPOSITORY INSTITU- 
TIONS 


Subtitle A—Affiliations 


SEC. 101, GLASS-STEAGALL ACT REFORMED. 

(a) SECTION 20 REPEALED.—Section 20 (12 
U.S.C. 377) of the Banking Act of 1933 (com- 
monly referred to as the “Glass-Steagall 
Act”) is repealed. 

(b) SECTION 32 REPEALED.—Section 32 (12 
U.S.C, 78) of the Banking Act of 1933 is re- 
pealed. 
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SEC. 102. ACTIVITY RESTRICTIONS APPLICABLE 
TO BANK HOLDING COMPANIES 
WHICH ARE NOT FINANCIAL HOLD- 
ING COMPANIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 4(c)(8) of the 
Bank Holding Company Act of 1956 (12 U.S.C. 
1843(c)(8)) is amended to read as follows: 

(8) shares of any company the activities 
of which had been determined by the Board 
by regulation under this paragraph as of the 
day before the date of the enactment of the 
Financial Services Act of 1998, to be so close- 
ly related to banking as to be a proper inci- 
dent thereto (subject to such terms and con- 
ditions contained in such regulation, unless 
modified by the Board);”’. 

(b) CONFORMING CHANGES TO OTHER STAT- 
UTES.— 

(1) AMENDMENT TO THE BANK HOLDING COM- 
PANY ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1970.—Section 105 of 
the Bank Holding Company Act Amend- 
ments of 1970 (12 U.S.C. 1850) is amended by 
striking, to engage directly or indirectly in 
a nonbanking activity pursuant to section 4 
of such Act,”. 

(2) AMENDMENT TO THE BANK SERVICE COM- 
PANY ACT.—Section 4(f) of the Bank Service 
Company Act (12 U.S.C. 1864(f)) is amended 
by striking the period and adding at the end 
the following: 

“as of the day before the date of enactment 
of the Financial Services Act of 1998.“ 

SEC. 103. FINANCIAL HOLDING COMPANIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Bank Holding Com- 
pany Act of 1956 is amended by inserting 
after section 5 (12 U.S.C. 1844) the following 
new section: 

“SEC. 6. FINANCIAL HOLDING COMPANIES. 

(a) FINANCIAL HOLDING COMPANY DE- 
FINED.—For purposes of this section, the 
term ‘financial holding company’ means a 
bank holding company which meets the re- 
quirements of subsection (b). 

“(b) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS FOR FINAN- 
CIAL HOLDING COMPANIES.— 

() IN GENERAL.—No bank holding com- 
pany may engage in any activity or directly 
or indirectly acquire or retain shares of any 
company under this section unless the bank 
holding company meets the following re- 
quirements: 

“(A) All of the subsidiary depository insti- 
tutions of the bank holding company are 
well capitalized. 

(B) All of the subsidiary depository insti- 
tutions of the bank holding company are 
well managed. 

“(C) All of the subsidiary depository insti- 
tutions of the bank holding company have 
achieved a rating of ‘satisfactory record of 
meeting community credit needs’, or better, 
at the most recent examination of each such 
institution under the Community Reinvest- 
ment Act of 1977. 

D) All of the subsidiary insured deposi- 
tory institutions of the bank holding com- 
pany (other than any such depository insti- 
tution which does not, in the ordinary course 
of the business of the depository institution, 
offer consumer transaction accounts to the 
general public) offer and maintain low-cost 
basic banking accounts. 

„(E) The company has filed with the Board 
a declaration that the company elects to be 
a financial holding company and certifying 
that the company meets the requirements of 
subparagraphs (A) through (D). 

(2) FOREIGN BANKS AND COMPANIES.—For 
purposes of paragraph (1), the Board shall es- 
tablish and apply comparable capital stand- 
ards to a foreign bank that operates a branch 
or agency or owns or controls a bank or com- 
mercial lending company in the United 
States, and any company that owns or con- 
trols such foreign bank, giving due regard to 
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the principle of national treatment and 
equality of competitive opportunity. 

(3) LIMITED EXCLUSIONS FROM COMMUNITY 
NEEDS REQUIREMENTS FOR NEWLY ACQUIRED 
DEPOSITORY INSTITUTIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If the requirements of 
subparagraph (B) are met, any depository in- 
stitution acquired by a bank holding com- 
pany during the 24-month period preceding 
the submission of a declaration under para- 
graph (I) 0E) and any depository institution 
acquired after the submission of such dec- 
laration may be excluded for purposes of 
paragraph (1)(C) until the later of— 

(i) the end of the 24-month period begin- 
ning on the date the acquisition of the depos- 
itory institution by such company is con- 
summated; or 

“(ii) the date of completion of the Ist ex- 
amination of such depository institution 
under the Community Reinvestment Act of 
1977 which is conducted after the date of the 
acquisition of the depository institution. 

„B) REQUIREMENTS.—The requirements of 
this subparagraph are met with respect to 
any bank holding company referred to in 
subparagraph (A) if— 

() the bank holding company has sub- 
mitted an affirmative plan to the appro- 
priate Federal banking agency to take such 
action as may be necessary in order for such 
institution to achieve a rating of ‘satisfac- 
tory record of meeting community credit 
needs’, or better, at the next examination of 
the institution under the Community Rein- 
vestment Act of 1977; and 

“(il) the plan has been approved by such 
agency. 

(e ENGAGING IN ACTIVITIES FINANCIAL IN 
NATURE.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 
4(a), a financial holding company and a 
wholesale financial holding company may 
engage in any activity, and acquire and re- 
tain the shares of any company engaged in 
any activity, which the Board has deter- 
mined (by regulation or order) to be finan- 
cial in nature or incidental to such financial 
activities, 

(2) FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED.—In deter- 
mining whether an activity is financial in 
nature or incidental to financial activities, 
the Board shall take into account— 

(A) the purposes of this Act and the Fi- 
nancial Services Act of 1998; 

„B) changes or reasonably expected 
changes in the marketplace in which bank 
holding companies compete; 

„) changes or reasonably expected 
changes in the technology for delivering fi- 
nancial services; and 

D) whether such activity is necessary or 
appropriate to allow a bank holding com- 
pany and the affiliates of a bank holding 
company to— 

( compete effectively with any company 
seeking to provide financial services in the 
United States; 

““(ii) use any available or emerging techno- 
logical means, including any application 
necessary to protect the security or efficacy 
of systems for the transmission of data or fi- 
nancial transactions, in providing financial 
services; and 

(i offer customers any available or 
emerging technological means for using fi- 
nancial services. 

(3) ACTIVITIES THAT ARE FINANCIAL IN NA- 
TURE.—The following activities shall be con- 
sidered to be financial in nature: 

H(A) Lending, exchanging, transferring, in- 
vesting for others, or safeguarding money or 
securities. 

„(B) Insuring, guaranteeing, or indem- 
nifying against loss, harm, damage, illness, 
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disability, or death, or providing and issuing 
annuities, and acting as principal, agent, or 
broker for purposes of the foregoing. 

(0) Providing financial, investment, or 
economic advisory services, including advis- 
ing an investment company (as defined in 
section 3 of the Investment Company Act of 
1940). 

„D) Issuing or selling instruments rep- 
resenting interests in pools of assets permis- 
sible for a bank to hold directly. 

„(E) Underwriting, dealing in, or making a 
market in securities. 

“(F) Engaging in any activity that the 
Board has determined, by order or regulation 
that is in effect on the date of enactment of 
the Financial Services Act of 1998, to be so 
closely related to banking or managing or 
controlling banks as to be a proper incident 
thereto (subject to the same terms and con- 
ditions contained in such order or regula- 
tion, unless modified by the Board). 

“(G) Engaging, in the United States, in 
any activity that— 

a bank holding company may engage 
in outside the United States; and 

(10 the Board has determined, under regu- 
lations issued pursuant to section 4(c)(13) of 
this Act (as in effect on the day before the 
date of enactment of the Financial Services 
Act of 1998) to be usual in connection with 
the transaction of banking or other financial 
operations abroad. 

(H) Directly or indirectly acquiring or 
controlling, whether as principal, on behalf 
of 1 or more entities (including entities, 
other than a depository institution or sub- 
sidiary of a depository institution, that the 
bank holding company controls) or other- 
wise, shares, assets, or ownership interests 
(including without limitation debt or equity 
securities, partnership interests, trust cer- 
tificates or other instruments representing 
ownership) of a company or other entity, 
whether or not constituting control of such 
company or entity, engaged in any activity 
not authorized pursuant to this section if— 

“(i) the shares, assets, or ownership inter- 
ests are not acquired or held by a depository 
institution or subsidiary of a depository in- 
stitution; 

“(ii) such shares, assets, or ownership in- 
terests are acquired and held by a securities 
affiliate or an affiliate thereof as part of a 
bona fide underwriting or merchant banking 
activity, including investment activities en- 
gaged in for the purpose of appreciation and 
ultimate resale or disposition of the invest- 
ment; 

(i such shares, assets, or ownership in- 
terests, are held only for such a period of 
time as will permit the sale or disposition 
thereof on a reasonable basis consistent with 
the nature of the activities described in 
clause (il); and 

() during the period such shares, assets, 
or ownership interests are held, the bank 
holding company does not actively partici- 
pate in the day to day management or oper- 
ation of such company or entity, except inso- 
far as necessary to achieve the objectives of 
clause (ii). 

“(D Directly or indirectly acquiring or 
controlling, whether as principal, on behalf 
of 1 or more entities (including entities, 
other than a depository institution or sub- 
sidiary of a depository institution, that the 
bank holding company controls) or other- 
wise, shares, assets, or ownership interests 
(including without limitation debt or equity 
securities, partnership interests, trust cer- 
tificates or other instruments representing 
ownership) of a company or other entity, 
whether or not constituting control of such 
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company or entity, engaged in any activity 
not authorized pursuant to this section if— 

“(i) the shares, assets, or ownership inter- 
ests are not acquired or held by a depository 
institution or a subsidiary of a depository in- 
stitution; 

(Ii) such shares, assets, or ownership in- 
terests are acquired and held by an insurance 
company that is predominantly engaged in 
underwriting life, accident and health, or 
property and casualty insurance (other than 
credit-related insurance); 

“(ili) such shares, assets, or ownership in- 
terests represent an investment made in the 
ordinary course of business of such insurance 
company in accordance with relevant State 
law governing such investments; and 

) during the period such shares, assets, 
or ownership interests are held, the bank 
holding company does not directly or indi- 
rectly participate in the day-to-day manage- 
ment or operation of the company or entity 
except insofar as necessary to achieve the 
objectives of clauses (ii) and (iii). 

(4) ACTIONS REQUIRED.—The Board shall, 
by regulation or order, define, consistent 
with the purposes of this Act, the following 
activities as, and the extent to which such 
activities are, financial in nature or inci- 
dental to activities which are financial in 
nature: 

(A) Lending, exchanging, transferring, in- 
vesting for others, or safeguarding financial 
assets other than money or securities. 

(B) Providing any device or other instru- 
mentality for transferring money or other fi- 
nancial assets; 

“(C) Arranging, effecting, or facilitating fi- 
nancial transactions for the account of third 
parties. 

(5) POST CONSUMMATION NOTIFICATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A financial holding 
company and a wholesale financial holding 
company that acquires any company, or 
commences any activity, pursuant to this 
subsection shall provide written notice to 
the Board describing the activity com- 
menced or conducted by the company ac- 
quired no later than 30 calendar days after 
commencing the activity or consummating 
the acquisition. 

(B) APPROVAL NOT REQUIRED FOR CERTAIN 
FINANCIAL ACTIVITIES.—Except as provided in 
section 4(j) with regard to the acquisition of 
a savings association, a financial holding 
company and a wholesale financial holding 
company may commence any activity, or ac- 
quire any company, pursuant to paragraph 
(3) or any regulation prescribed or order 
issued under paragraph (4), without prior ap- 
proval of the Board. 

“(d) PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO FINANCIAL 
HOLDING COMPANIES THAT FAIL TO MEET RE- 
QUIREMENTS.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—If the Board finds that a 
financial holding company is not in compli- 
ance with the requirements of subparagraph 
(A), (B), or (C) of subsection (b)(1), the Board 
shall give notice of such finding to the com- 
pany. 

(2) AGREEMENT TO CORRECT CONDITIONS RE- 
QUIRED.—Within 45 days of receipt by a fi- 
nancial holding company of a notice given 
under paragraph (1) (or such additional pe- 
riod as the Board may permit), the company 
shall execute an agreement acceptable to the 
Board to comply with the requirements ap- 
plicable to a financial holding company. 

(3) BOARD MAY IMPOSE LIMITATIONS.—Until 
the conditions described in a notice to a fi- 
nancial holding company under paragraph (1) 
are corrected, the Board may impose such 
limitations on the conduct or activities of 
the company or any affiliate of the company 
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as the Board determines to be appropriate 
under the circumstances. 

“(4) FAILURE TO CORRECT.—If, after receiv- 
ing a notice under paragraph (1), a financial 
holding company does not— 

(A) execute and implement an agreement 
in accordance with paragraph (2); 

(B) comply with any limitations imposed 
under paragraph (3); 

() in the case of a notice of failure to 
comply with subsection (b)(1)(A), restore 
each depository institution subsidiary to 
well capitalized status before the end of the 
180-day period beginning on the date such no- 
tice is received by the company (or such 
other period permitted by the Board); or 

„D) in the case of a notice of failure to 
comply with subparagraph (B) or (C) of sub- 
section (b)(1), restore compliance with any 
such subparagraph by the date the next ex- 
amination of the depository institution sub- 
sidiary is completed or by the end of such 
other period as the Board determines to be 
appropriate, 


the Board may require such company, under 
such terms and conditions as may be im- 
posed by the Board and subject to such ex- 
tension of time as may be granted in the 
Board's discretion, to divest control of any 
depository institution subsidiary or, at the 
election of the financial holding company, 
instead to cease to engage in any activity 
conducted by such company or its subsidi- 
aries pursuant to this section. 

(5) CONSULTATION.—In taking any action 
under this subsection, the Board shall con- 
sult with all relevant Federal and State reg- 
ulatory agencies. 

(e) SAFEGUARDS FOR BANK SUBSIDIARIES.— 
A financial holding company shall assure 
that— 

(I) the procedures of the holding company 
for identifying and managing financial and 
operational risks within the company, and 
the subsidiaries of such company, adequately 
protect the subsidiaries of such company 
which are insured depository institutions 
from such risks; 

(2) the holding company has reasonable 
policies and procedures to preserve the sepa- 
rate corporate identity and limited liability 
of such company and the subsidiaries of such 
company, for the protection of the com- 
pany's subsidiary insured depository institu- 
tions; and 

(3) the holding company complies with 
this section. 

(f) NONFINANCIAL ACTIVITIES.— 

*(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 
4(a), a financial holding company may en- 
gage in activities which are not (or have not 
been determined to be) financial in nature or 
incidental to activities which are financial 
in nature, or acquire and retain ownership 
and control of the shares of a company en- 
gaged in such activities, if— 

“(A) the aggregate annual gross revenues 
derived from all such activities and all such 
companies does not exceed the lesser of— 

“(1) 5 percent of the consolidated annual 
gross revenues of the financial holding com- 
pany; or 

(1) $500,000,000; 

(B) the consolidated total assets of any 
company the shares of which are acquired by 
the financial holding company pursuant to 
this paragraph are less than $750,000,000 at 
the time the shares are acquired by the hold- 
ing company; and 

() the holding company provides notice 
to the Board within 30 days of commencing 
the activity or acquiring the ownership or 
control. 

(2) INCLUSION OF GRANDFATHERED ACTIVI- 
TIES.—For purposes of determining the lim- 
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its contained in paragraph (IA), the gross 
revenues derived from all activities con- 
ducted, and companies the shares of which 
are held, under subsection (g) shall be con- 
sidered to be derived or held under this sub- 
section, 

(3) FOREIGN BANKS.—In lieu of the limita- 
tion contained in paragraph (1)(A) in the 
case of a foreign bank or a company that 
owns or controls a foreign bank which en- 
gages in any activity or acquires or retains 
ownership or control of shares of any com- 
pany pursuant to paragraph (1), the aggre- 
gate annual gross revenues derived from all 
such activities and all such companies in the 
United States shall not exceed the lesser of 

() 5 percent of the consolidated annual 
gross revenues of the foreign bank or com- 
pany in the United States derived from any 
branch, agency, commercial lending com- 
pany, or depository institution controlled by 
the foreign bank or company and any sub- 
sidiary engaged in the United States in ac- 
tivities permissible under section 4 or 6; or 

(B) $500,000,000. 

(4) INDEXING REVENUE TEST.—After De- 
cember 31, 1998, the Board shall annually ad- 
just the dollar amount contained in para- 
graphs (1)(A) and (3) by the annual percent- 
age increase in the Consumer Price Index for 
Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers 
published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

(5) NONAPPLICABILITY OF OTHER EXEMP- 
TION.—Any foreign bank or company that 
owns or controls a foreign bank which en- 
gages in any activity or acquires or retains 
ownership or control of shares of any com- 
pany pursuant to this subsection shall not be 
eligible for any exception described in sec- 
tion Ach). 

“(g) AUTHORITY TO RETAIN LIMITED NON- 
FINANCIAL ACTIVITIES AND AFFILIATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub- 
section (f) and section 4(a), a company 
that is not a bank holding company or a for- 
eign bank (as defined in section 1(b)(7) of the 
International Banking Act of 1978) and be- 
comes a financial holding company after the 
date of the enactment of the Financial Serv- 
ices Act of 1998 may continue to engage in 
any activity and retain direct or indirect 
ownership or control of shares of a company 
engaged in any activity if— 

(A) the holding company lawfully was en- 
gaged in the activity or held the shares of 
such company on September 30, 1997; 

(B) the holding company is predomi- 
nantly engaged in financial activities as de- 
fined in paragraph (2); and 

() the company engaged in such activity 
continues to engage only in the same activi- 
ties that such company conducted on Sep- 
tember 30, 1997, and other activities permis- 
sible under this Act. 

“(2) PREDOMINANTLY FINANCIAL.—For pur- 
poses of this subsection, a company is pre- 
dominantly engaged in financial activities if, 
as of the day before the company becomes a 
financial holding company, the annual gross 
revenues derived by the holding company 
and all subsidiaries of the holding company, 
on a consolidated basis, from engaging in ac- 
tivities that are financial in nature or are in- 
cidental to activities that are financial in 
nature under subsection (c) represent at 
least 85 percent of the consolidated annual 
gross revenues of the company. 

(3) NO EXPANSION OF GRANDFATHERED COM- 
MERCIAL ACTIVITIES THROUGH MERGER OR CON- 
SOLIDATION.—A financial holding company 
that engages in activities or holds shares 
pursuant to this subsection, or a subsidiary 
of such financial holding company, may not 
acquire, in any merger, consolidation, or 
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other type of business combination, assets of 
any other company which is engaged in any 
activity which the Board has not determined 
to be financial in nature or incidental to ac- 
tivities that are financial in nature under 
subsection (c). 

(4) CONTINUING REVENUE LIMITATION ON 
GRANDFATHERED COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES.— 
Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
subsection, a financial holding company may 
continue to engage in activities or hold 
shares in companies pursuant to this sub- 
section only to the extent that the aggregate 
annual gross revenues derived from all such 
activities and all such companies does not 
exceed 15 percent of the consolidated annual 
gross revenues of the financial holding com- 


y. 

(5) CROSS MARKETING RESTRICTIONS APPLI- 
CABLE TO COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES.—A deposi- 
tory institution controlled by a financial 
holding company shall not— 

(A) offer or market, directly or through 
any arrangement, any product or service of a 
company whose activities are conducted or 
whose shares are owned or controlled by the 
financial holding company pursuant to this 
subsection, subsection (f), or subparagraph 
(H) or (1) of subsection (c)(3); or 

„B) permit any of its products or services 
to be offered or marketed, directly or 
through any arrangement, by or through any 
company described in subparagraph (A). 

(6) TRANSACTIONS WITH NONFINANCIAL AF- 
FILIATES.—An insured depository institution 
controlled by a financial holding company 
may not engage in a covered transaction (as 
defined by section 23A(b)(7) of the Federal 
Reserve Act) with any affiliate controlled by 
the company pursuant to this subsection, 
subsection (f), or subparagraph (H) or (I) of 
subsection (c¢)(3). 

ch) DEVELOPING ACTIVITIES.—A financial 
holding company and a wholesale financial 
holding company may engage directly or in- 
directly, or acquire shares of any company 
engaged, in any activity that the Board has 
not determined to be financial in nature or 
incidental to financial activities under sub- 
section (c) if— 

(J) the holding company reasonably con- 
cludes that the activity is financial in na- 
ture or incidental to financial activities; 

(2) the gross revenues from all activities 
conducted under this subsection represent 
less than 5 percent of the consolidated gross 
revenues of the holding company; 

(3) the aggregate total assets of all com- 
panies the shares of which are held under 
this subsection do not exceed 5 percent of the 
holding company’s consolidated total assets; 

(4) the total capital invested in activities 
conducted under this subsection represents 
less than 5 percent of the consolidated total 
capital of the holding company; 

(5) the Board has not determined that the 
activity is not financial in nature or inci- 
dental to financial activities under sub- 
section (c); and 

(6) the holding company provides written 
notification to the Board describing the ac- 
tivity commenced or conducted by the com- 
pany acquired no later than 10 business days 
after commencing the activity or consum- 
mating the acquisition.“ 

SEC. 104. CERTAIN STATE LAWS PREEMPTED. 

(a) AFFILIATIONS.—No State may by stat- 
ute, regulation, order, interpretation, or oth- 
erwise, prevent or restrict an insured deposi- 
tory institution or a wholesale financial in- 
stitution from being affiliated with an entity 
(including an entity engaged in insurance ac- 
tivities) as authorized by this Act or any 
other provision of Federal law. 
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(b) ACTIVITIES. 

(1) Except as provided in paragraphs (2) and 
(3) and subject to section 18(c) of the Securi- 
ties Act of 1933, no State may by statute, 
regulation, order, interpretation, or other- 
wise, prevent or restrict an insured deposi- 
tory institution or a wholesale financial in- 
stitution from engaging, directly or indi- 
rectly or in conjunction with an affiliate, in 
any activity authorized under this Act or 
any other provision of Federal law. 

(2) As stated by the United States Supreme 
Court in Barnett Bank of Marion County, N.A. 
v. Nelson, 116 S.Ct. 1103 (1996), no State may, 
by statute, regulation, order, interpretation, 
or otherwise, prevent or significantly inter- 
fere with the ability of an insured depository 
institution or wholesale financial institution 
to engage, directly or indirectly, or in con- 
junction with an affiliate, in any insurance 
sales or solicitation activity, except that— 

(A) State statutes and regulations gov- 
erning insurance sales and solicitations 
which are no more restrictive than provi- 
sions in the Illinois “Act Authorizing and 
Regulating the Sale of Insurance by Finan- 
cial Institutions, Public Act 90-41"' (215 ILCS 
6/1400-1416), as in effect on October 1, 1997, 
shall not be deemed to prevent or signifi- 
cantly interfere with the ability of an in- 
sured depository institution or wholesale fi- 
nancial institution to engage, directly or in- 
directly, or in conjunction with an affiliate, 
in any insurance sales or solicitation activ- 
ity; and 

(B) subparagraph (A) shall not create any 
inference regarding State statutes, and regu- 
lations governing insurance sales and solici- 
tations which are more restrictive than any 
provision in the Illinois “Act Authorizing 
and Regulating the Sale of Insurance by Fi- 
nancial Institutions’’, (Public Act 90-41; 215 
ILCS 5/1400-1416), as in effect on October 1, 
1997. 

(3) State statutes, regulations, orders, and 
interpretations which are applicable to and 
are applied in the same manner with respect 
to insurance underwriting activities of an af- 
filiate of an insured depository institution or 
a wholesale financial institution as they are 
applicable to and are applied to an insurance 
underwriter which is not affiliated with an 
insured depository institution or a wholesale 
financial institution shall not be preempted 
under paragraph (1). 

SEC. 105. MUTUAL BANK HOLDING COMPANIES 
AUTHORIZED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3(g)(2) of the 
Bank Holding Company Act of 1956 (12 U.S.C. 
1842(g)(2)) is amended to read as follows: 

(2) REGULATIONS.—A bank holding com- 
pany organized as a mutual holding company 
shall be regulated on terms, and shall be sub- 
ject to limitations, comparable to those ap- 
plicable to any other bank holding com- 
pany.”’. 

SEC. 106. PROHIBITION ON DEPOSIT PRODUC- 
TION OFFICES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 109(d) of the Rie- 
gle-Neal Interstate Banking and Branching 
Efficiency Act of 1994 (12 U.S.C. 1835a(d)) is 
amended— 

(1) by inserting “, the Financial Services 
Act of 1998,” after pursuant to this title“; 
and 

(2) by inserting or such Act“ after made 
by this title“. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENT.—Section 109(e)(4) of the Riegle-Neal 
Interstate Banking and Branching Efficiency 
Act of 1994 (12 U.S.C. 1835a(e)(4)) is amended 
by inserting and any branch of a bank con- 
trolled by an out-of-State bank holding com- 
pany (as defined in section 2(0)(7) of the 
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Bank Holding Company Act of 1956)“ before 

the period. 

SEC. 107. CLARIFICATION OF BRANCH CLOSURE 
REQUIREMENTS. 


Section 42(d)(4)(A) of the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 1831r—1(d)(4)(A)) is 
amended by inserting and any bank con- 
trolled by an out-of-State bank holding com- 
pany (as defined in section 2(0)(7) of the 
Bank Holding Company Act of 1956)“ before 
the period. 

SEC. 108. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO LIMITED 
PURPOSE BANKS. 

Section 4(f) of the Bank Holding Company 
Act of 1956 (12 U.S.C. 1843(f)) is amended— 

(J in paragraph (2)(A)(Gi)— 

(A) by striking “and” at the end of sub- 
clause (IX); 

(B) by inserting “and” after the semicolon 
at the end of subclause (X); and 

(C) by inserting after subclause (X) the fol- 
lowing new subclause: 

“(XI) assets that are derived from, or are 
incidental to, activities in which institutions 
described in section 2(c)2)(F) are permitted 
to engage.“ 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking subpara- 
graph (B) and inserting the following new 
subparagraphs: 

„(B) any bank subsidiary of such company 
engages in any activity in which the bank 
was not lawfully engaged as of March 5, 1987, 
unless the bank is well managed and well 
capitalized; 

“(C) any bank subsidiary of such company 
both— 

J) accepts demand deposits or deposits 
that the depositor may withdraw by check or 
similar means for payment to third parties; 
and 

“(ii) engages in the business of making 
commercial loans (and, for purposes of this 
clause, loans made in the ordinary course of 
a credit card operation shall not be treated 
as commercial loans); or 

Dy) after the date of the enactment of the 
Competitive Equality Amendments of 1987, 
any bank subsidiary of such company per- 
mits any overdraft (including any intraday 
overdraft), or incurs any such overdraft in 
such bank's account at a Federal reserve 
bank, on behalf of an affiliate, other than an 
overdraft described in paragraph (3).“; and 

(3) by striking paragraphs (3) and (4) and 
inserting the following new paragraphs: 

“(3) PERMISSIBLE OVERDRAFTS DESCRIBED,— 
For purposes of paragraph (2)(D), an over- 
draft is described in this paragraph if— 

“(A) such overdraft results from an inad- 
vertent computer or accounting error that is 
beyond the control of both the bank and the 
affiliate; or 

B) such overdraft— 

() is permitted or incurred on behalf of 
an affiliate which is monitored by, reports 
to, and is recognized as a primary dealer by 
the Federal Reserve Bank of New York; and 

“di) is fully secured, as required by the 
Board, by bonds, notes, or other obligations 
which are direct obligations of the United 
States or on which the principal and interest 
are fully guaranteed by the United States or 
by securities and obligations eligible for set- 
tlement on the Federal Reserve book entry 
system. 

(4) DIVESTITURE IN CASE OF LOSS OF EX- 
EMPTION.—If any company described in para- 
graph (1) fails to qualify for the exemption 
provided under such paragraph by operation 
of paragraph (2), such exemption shall cease 
to apply to such company and such company 
shall divest control of each bank it controls 
before the end of the 180-day period begin- 
ning on the date that the company receives 
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notice from the Board that the company has 
failed to continue to qualify for such exemp- 
tion, unless before the end of such 180-day 
period, the company has— 

() corrected the condition or ceased the 
activity that caused the company to fail to 
continue to qualify for the exemption; and 

„(B) implemented procedures that are rea- 
sonably adapted to avoid the reoccurrence of 
such condition or activity.“. 


Subtitle B—Streamlining Supervision of 
Financial Holding Companies 


SEC. 111. STREAMLINING FINANCIAL HOLDING 
COMPANY SUPERVISION. 

Section 5(c) of the Bank Holding Company 
Act of 1956 (12 U.S.C. 1844(c)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

(e) REPORTS AND EXAMINATIONS.— 

(J) REPORTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Board from time to 
time may require any bank holding company 
and any subsidiary of such company to sub- 
mit reports under oath to keep the Board in- 
formed as to— 

) its financial condition, systems for 
monitoring and controlling financial and op- 
erating risks, and transactions with deposi- 
tory institution subsidiaries of the holding 
company; and 

“(ii) compliance by the company or sub- 
sidiary with applicable provisions of this 
Act. 

„(B) USE OF EXISTING REPORTS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Board shall, to the 
fullest extent possible, accept reports in ful- 
fillment of the Board’s reporting require- 
ments under this paragraph that a bank 
holding company or any subsidiary of such 
company has provided or been required to 
provide to other Federal and State super- 
visors or to appropriate self-regulatory orga- 
nizations, 

(i) AVAILABILITY.—A bank holding com- 
pany or a subsidiary of such company shall 
provide to the Board, at the request of the 
Board, a report referred to in clause (i). 

“(iii) REQUIRED USE OF PUBLICLY REPORTED 
INFORMATION.—The Board shall, to the fullest 
extent possible, accept in fulfillment of any 
reporting or recordkeeping requirements 
under this Act information that is otherwise 
required to be reported publicly and exter- 
nally audited financial statements. 

“(iv) REPORTS FILED WITH OTHER AGEN- 
CIES.—In the event the Board requires a re- 
port from a functionally regulated non- 
depository institution subsidiary of a bank 
holding company of a kind that is not re- 
quired by another Federal or State regulator 
or appropriate self-regulatory organization, 
the Board shall request that the appropriate 
regulator or self-regulatory organization ob- 
tain such report. If the report is not made 
available to the Board, and the report is nec- 
essary to assess a material risk to the bank 
holding company or its subsidiary depository 
institution or compliance with this Act, the 
Board may require such subsidiary to pro- 
vide such a report to the Board. 

“(C) D&FINITION.—For purposes of this sub- 
section, the term ‘functionally regulated 
nondepository institution’ means— 

“(i) a broker or dealer registered under the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934; 

(i) an investment adviser registered 
under the Investment Advisers Act of 1940, 
with respect to the investment advisory ac- 
tivities of such investment adviser and ac- 
tivities incidental to such investment advi- 
sory activities; 

(Ii) an insurance company subject to su- 
pervision by a State insurance commission, 
agency, or similar authority; and 
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(iv) an entity subject to regulation by the 
Commodity Futures Trading Commission, 
with respect to the commodities activities of 
such entity and activities incidental to such 
commodities activities. 

(ö) EXAMINATIONS.— 

(A) EXAMINATION AUTHORITY.— 

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Board may make ex- 
aminations of each bank holding company 
and each subsidiary of a bank holding com- 


y. 

“(ii) FUNCTIONALLY REGULATED NONDEPOSI- 
TORY INSTITUTION SUBSIDIARIES.—Notwith- 
standing clause (i), the Board may make ex- 
aminations of a functionally regulated non- 
depository institution subsidiary of a bank 
holding company only if— 

(J) the Board has reasonable cause to be- 
lieve that such subsidiary is engaged in ac- 
tivities that pose a material risk to an affili- 
ated depository institution, or 

(I) based on reports and other available 
information, the Board has reasonable cause 
to believe that a subsidiary is not in compli- 
ance with this Act or with provisions relat- 
ing to transactions with an affiliated deposi- 
tory institution and the Board cannot make 
such determination through examination of 
the affiliated depository institution or bank 
holding company. 

(B) LIMITATIONS ON EXAMINATION AUTHOR- 
ITY FOR BANK HOLDING COMPANIES AND SUB- 
SIDIARIES.—Subject to subparagraph (A)(1i), 
the Board may make examinations under 
subparagraph (A)(i) of each bank holding 
company and each subsidiary of such holding 
company in order to— 

J) inform the Board of the nature of the 
operations and financial condition of the 
holding company and such subsidiaries; 

“(ii) inform the Board of 

(J) the financial and operational risks 
within the holding company system that 
may pose a threat to the safety and sound- 
ness of any subsidiary depository institution 
of such holding company; and 

(II) the systems for monitoring and con- 
trolling such risks; and 

(i) monitor compliance with the provi- 
sions of this Act and those governing trans- 
actions and relationships between any sub- 
sidiary depository institution and its affili- 
ates. 

“(C) RESTRICTED FOCUS OF EXAMINATIONS.— 
The Board shall, to the fullest extent pos- 
sible, limit the focus and scope of any exam- 
ination of a bank holding company to— 

(i) the bank holding company; and 

(10 any subsidiary of the holding com- 
pany that, because of— 

(J) the size, condition, or activities of the 
subsidiary; 

(II) the nature or size of transactions be- 
tween such subsidiary and any depository in- 
stitution which is also a subsidiary of such 
holding company; or 

(III) the centralization of functions with- 
in the holding company system, 


could have a materially adverse effect on the 
safety and soundness of any depository insti- 
tution affiliate of the holding company. 

D) DEFERENCE TO BANK EXAMINATIONS.— 
The Board shall, to the fullest extent pos- 
sible, use, for the purposes of this paragraph, 
the reports of examinations of depository in- 
stitutions made by the appropriate Federal 
and State depository institution supervisory 
authority. 

(E) DEFERENCE TO OTHER EXAMINATIONS.— 
The Board shall, to the fullest extent pos- 
sible, address the circumstances which might 
otherwise permit or require an examination 
by the Board by forgoing an examination and 
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instead reviewing the reports of examination 
made of— 

“(i) any registered broker or dealer or reg- 
istered investment adviser by or on behalf of 
the Securities and Exchange Commission; 

(ii) any licensed insurance company by or 
on behalf of any state regulatory authority 
responsible for the supervision of insurance 
companies; and 

(ii) any other subsidiary that the Board 
finds to be comprehensively supervised by a 
Federal or State authority. 

(3) CAPITAL.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Board shall not, by 
regulation, guideline, order or otherwise, 
prescribe or impose any capital or capital 
adequacy rules, guidelines, standards, or re- 
quirements on any subsidiary of a financial 
holding company that is not a depository in- 
stitution and— 

() is in compliance with applicable cap- 
ital requirements of another Federal regu- 
latory authority (including the Securities 
and Exchange Commission) or State insur- 
ance authority; or 

“(ii) is registered as an investment adviser 
under the Investment Advisers Act of 1940. 

(B) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Subpara- 
graph (A) shall not be construed as pre- 
venting the Board from imposing capital or 
capital adequacy rules, guidelines, stand- 
ards, or requirements with respect to activi- 
ties of a registered investment adviser other 
than investment advisory activities or ac- 
tivities incidental to investment advisory 
activities. 

(4) TRANSFER OF BOARD AUTHORITY TO AP- 
PROPRIATE FEDERAL BANKING AGENCY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any bank 
holding company which is not significantly 
engaged in nonbanking activities, the Board, 
in consultation with the appropriate Federal 
banking agency, may designate the appro- 
priate Federal banking agency of the lead in- 
sured depository institution subsidiary of 
such holding company as the appropriate 
Federal banking agency for the bank holding 
company. 

(B) AUTHORITY TRANSFERRED,—An agency 
designated by the Board under subparagraph 
(A) shall have the same authority as the 
Board under this Act to— 

() examine and require reports from the 
bank holding company and any affiliate of 
such company (other than a depository insti- 
tution) under section 5; 

) approve or disapprove applications or 
transactions under section 3; 

“(il take actions and impose penalties 
under subsections (e) and (f) of section 5 and 
section 8; and 

“(iv) take actions regarding the holding 
company, any affiliate of the holding com- 
pany (other than a depository institution), 
or any institution-affiliated party of such 
company or affiliate under the Federal De- 
posit Insurance Act and any other statute 
which the Board may designate. 

„(C) AGENCY ORDERS.—Section 9 (of this 
Act) and section 105 of the Bank Holding 
Company Act Amendments of 1970 shall 
apply to orders issued by an agency des- 
ignated under subparagraph (A) in the same 
manner such sections apply to orders issued 
by the Board. 

(5) FUNCTIONAL REGULATION OF SECURITIES 
AND INSURANCE ACTIVITIES.—The Board shall 
defer to— 

(A) the Securities and Exchange Commis- 
sion with regard to all interpretations of, 
and the enforcement of, applicable Federal 
securities laws relating to the activities, 
conduct, and operations of registered bro- 
kers, dealers, investment advisers, and in- 
vestment companies; and 
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(B) the relevant State insurance authori- 
ties with regard to all interpretations of, and 
the enforcement of, applicable State insur- 
ance laws relating to the activities, conduct, 
and operations of insurance companies and 
insurance agents.“ 

SEC. 112. ELIMINATION OF APPLICATION RE- 
QUIREMENT FOR FINANCIAL HOLD- 
ING COMPANIES. 

(a) PREVENTION OF DUPLICATIVE FILINGS.— 
Section 5(a) of the Bank Holding Company 
Act of 1956 (12 U.S.C. 1844(a)) is amended by 
adding the following new sentence at the 
end: “A declaration filed in accordance with 
section 6(b)(1)(E) shall satisfy the require- 
ments of this subsection with regard to the 
registration of a bank holding company but 
not any requirement to file an application to 
acquire a bank pursuant to section 3.”. 

(b) DIVESTITURE PROCEDURES.—Section 
5(e)(1) of the Bank Holding Company Act of 
1956 (12 U.S.C, 1844(e)(1)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “Financial Institutions Su- 
pervisory Act of 1966, order” and inserting 
“Financial Institutions Supervisory Act of 
1966, at the election of the bank holding com- 
pany— 

“(A) order”; and 

(2) by striking “shareholders of the bank 
holding company. Such distribution“ and in- 
serting ‘shareholders of the bank holding 
company; or 

(B) order the bank holding company, after 
due notice and opportunity for hearing, and 
after consultation with the bank’s primary 
supervisor, which shall be the Comptroller of 
the Currency in the case of a national bank, 
and the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora- 
tion and the appropriate State supervisor in 
the case of an insured nonmember bank, to 
terminate (within 120 days or such longer pe- 
riod as the Board may direct) the ownership 
or control of any such bank by such com- 
pany. 

“The distribution referred to in subpara- 

graph (A)“. 

SEC. 113. AUTHORITY OF STATE INSURANCE REG- 
ULATOR AND SECURITIES AND EX- 
CHANGE COMMISSION. 

Section 5 of the Bank Holding Company 
Act of 1956 (12 U.S.C. 1844) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following new subsection: 

“(g) AUTHORITY OF STATE INSURANCE REGU- 
LATOR AND THE SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, any regulation, order, 
or other action of the Board which requires 
a bank holding company to provide funds or 
other assets to a subsidiary insured deposi- 
tory institution shall not be effective nor en- 
forceable if— 

“(A) such funds or assets are to be provided 
by— 

“({) a bank holding company that is an in- 
surance company or is a broker or dealer 
registered under the Securities Exchange 
Act of 1934; or 

(1) an affiliate of the depository institu- 
tion which is an insurance company or a 
broker or dealer registered under such Act; 
and 

„(B) the State insurance authority for the 
insurance company or the Securities and Ex- 
change Commission for the registered broker 
or dealer, as the case may be, determines in 
writing sent to the holding company and the 
Board that the holding company shall not 
provide such funds or assets because such ac- 
tion would have a material adverse effect on 
the financial condition of the insurance com- 
pany or the broker or dealer, as the case may 
be. 

(ö2) NOTICE TO STATE INSURANCE AUTHORITY 
OR SEC REQUIRED.—If the Board requires a 
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bank holding company, or an affiliate of a 
bank holding company, which is an insur- 
ance company or a broker or dealer described 
in paragraph (1)(A) to provide funds or assets 
to an insured depository institution sub- 
sidiary of the holding company pursuant to 
any regulation, order, or other action of the 
Board referred to in paragraph (1), the Board 
shall promptly notify the State insurance 
authority for the insurance company or the 
Securities and Exchange Commission, as the 
case may be, of such requirement. 

(3) DIVESTITURE IN LIEU OF OTHER AC- 
TION.—If the Board receives a notice de- 
scribed in paragraph (1)(B) from a State in- 
surance authority or the Securities and Ex- 
change Commission with regard to a bank 
holding company or affiliate referred to in 
such paragraph, the Board may order the 
bank holding company to divest the insured 
depository institution within 180 days of re- 
ceiving notice or such longer period as the 
Board determines consistent with the safe 
and sound operation of the insured deposi- 
tory institution. 

(4) CONDITIONS BEFORE DIVESTITURE.—Dur- 
ing the period beginning on the date an order 
to divest is issued by the Board under para- 
graph (3) to a bank holding company and 
ending on the date the divestiture is com- 
pleted, the Board may impose any conditions 
or restrictions on the holding company’s 
ownership or operation of the insured deposi- 
tory institution, including restricting or pro- 
hibiting transactions between the insured 
depository institution and any affiliate of 
the institution, as are appropriate under the 
circumstances,”’. 

SEC, 114, PRUDENTIAL SAFEGUARDS, 

Section 5 of the Bank Holding Company 
Act of 1956 (12 U.S.C. 1844) is amended by in- 
serting after subsection (g) (as added by sec- 
tion 113 of this subtitle) the following new 
subsection: 

h) PRUDENTIAL SAFEGUARDS,— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The Board may, by regu- 
lation or order, impose restrictions or re- 
quirements on relationships or transactions 
between a depository institution subsidiary 
of a bank holding company and any affiliate 
of such depository institution (other than a 
subsidiary of such institution) which the 
Board finds is consistent with the public in- 
terest, the purposes of this Act, the Finan- 
cial Services Act of 1998, the Federal Reserve 
Act, and other Federal law applicable to de- 
pository institution subsidiaries of bank 
holding companies and the standards in 
paragraph (2), 

(ö2) STANDARDS.—The Board may exercise 
authority under paragraph (1) if the Board 
finds that such action will have any of the 
following effects: 

“(A) Avoid any significant risk to the safe- 
ty and soundness of depository institutions 
or any Federal deposit insurance fund. 

(B) Enhance the financial stability of 
bank holding companies. 

“(C) Avoid conflicts of interest or other 
abuses. 

„D) Enhance the privacy of customers of 
depository institutions. 

(E) Promote the application of national 
treatment and equality of competitive op- 
portunity between nonbank affiliates owned 
or controlled by domestic bank holding com- 
panies and nonbank affiliates owned or con- 
trolled by foreign banks operating in the 
United States. 

(3) Revirw.—The Board shall regularly— 

(A) review all restrictions or require- 
ments established pursuant to paragraph (1) 
to determine whether there is a continuing 
need for any such restriction or requirement 
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to carry out the purposes of the Act, includ- 
ing any purpose described in paragraph (2); 
and 

“(B) modify or eliminate any restriction or 
requirement the Board finds is no longer re- 
quired for such purposes.“. 
SEC. 115, EXAMINATION OF INVESTMENT COMPA- 

NIES. 


(a) EXCLUSIVE COMMISSION AUTHORITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall be 
the sole Federal agency with authority to in- 
spect and examine any registered investment 
company that is not a bank holding com- 
pany. 

(2) PROHIBITION ON BANKING AGENCIES.—A 
Federal banking agency may not inspect or 
examine any registered investment company 
that is not a bank holding company. 

(b) EXAMINATION RESULTS AND OTHER IN- 
FORMATION.—The Commission shall provide 
to any Federal banking agency, upon re- 
quest, the results of any examination, re- 
ports, records, or other information with re- 
spect to any registered investment company 
to the extent necessary for the agency to 
carry out its statutory responsibilities. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the following definitions shall apply: 

(1) BANK HOLDING COMPANY.—The term 
“bank holding company” has the meaning 
given to such term in section 2 of the Bank 
Holding Company Act of 1956. 

(2) COMMISSION.—The term “Commission” 
means the Securities and Exchange Commis- 
sion. 

(3) FEDERAL BANKING AGENCY.—The term 
“Federal banking agency“ has the meaning 
given to such term in section 30) of the Fed- 
eral Deposit Insurance Act. 

(4) REGISTERED INVESTMENT COMPANY.—The 
term “registered investment company” 
means an investment company which is reg- 
istered with the Commission under the In- 
vestment Company Act of 1940. 

SEC. 116. LIMITATION ON RULEMAKING, PRUDEN- 
TIAL, SUPERVISORY, AND ENFORCE- 
MENT AUTHORITY OF THE BOARD. 

The Bank Holding Company Act of 1956 (12 
U.S.C. 1841 et seq.) is amended by inserting 
after section 10 the following new section: 
“SEC. 10A. LIMITATION ON RULEMAKING, PRU- 

DENTIAL, SUPERVISORY, AND EN- 
FORCEMENT AUTHORITY OF THE 
BOARD. 

(a) LIMITATION ON DIRECT ACTION.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The Board may not pre- 
scribe regulations, issue or seek entry of or- 
ders, impose restraints, restrictions, guide- 
lines, requirements, safeguards, or stand- 
ards, or otherwise take any action under or 
pursuant to any provision of this Act or sec- 
tion 8 of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act 
against or with respect to a regulated sub- 
sidiary of a bank holding company unless the 
action is necessary to prevent or redress an 
unsafe or unsound practice or breach of fidu- 
ciary duty by such subsidiary that poses a 
material risk to— 

(A) the financial safety, soundness, or 
stability of an affiliated depository institu- 
tion; or 

(B) the domestic or international pay- 
ment system. 

“(2) CRITERIA FOR BOARD ACTION.—The 
Board shall not take action otherwise per- 
mitted under paragraph (1) unless the Board 
finds that it is not reasonably possible to ef- 
fectively protect against the material risk at 
issue through action directed at or against 
the affiliated depository institution or 
against depository institutions generally. 

(b) LIMITATION ON INDIRECT ACTION.—The 
Board may not prescribe regulations, issue 
or seek entry of orders, impose restraints, 
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restrictions, guidelines, requirements, safe- 
guards, or standards, or otherwise take any 
action under or pursuant to any provision of 
this Act or section 8 of the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Act against or with respect to a fi- 
nancial holding company or a wholesale fi- 
nancial holding company where the purpose 
or effect of doing so would be to take action 
indirectly against or with respect to a regu- 
lated subsidiary that may not be taken di- 
rectly against or with respect to such sub- 
sidiary in accordance with subsection (a). 

„e ACTIONS SPECIFICALLY AUTHORIZED.— 
Notwithstanding subsection (a), the Board 
may take action under this Act or section 8 
of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act to en- 
force compliance by a regulated subsidiary 
with Federal law that the Board has specific 
jurisdiction to enforce against such sub- 
sidiary. 

“(d) REGULATED SUBSIDIARY DEFINED.—For 
purposes of this section, the term ‘regulated 
subsidiary’ means any company that is not a 
bank holding company and is— 

“(1) a broker or dealer registered under the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934; 

(2) an investment adviser registered under 
the Investment Advisers Act of 1940, with re- 
spect to the investment advisory activities 
of such investment adviser and activities in- 
cidental to such investment advisory activi- 
ties; 

(3) an investment company registered 
under the Investment Company Act of 1940; 

(J) an Insurance company or an insurance 
agency subject to supervision by a State in- 
surance commission, agency, or similar au- 
thority; or 

(5) an entity subject to regulation by the 
Commodity Futures Trading Commission, 
with respect to the commodities activities of 
such entity and activities incidental to such 
commodities activities.”’. 


Subtitle C—Subsidiaries of National Banks 


SEC, 121. PERMISSIBLE ACTIVITIES FOR SUBSIDI- 
ARIES OF NATIONAL BANKS. 

(a) FINANCIAL SUBSIDIARIES OF NATIONAL 
BANKS.—Chapter one of title LXII of the Re- 
vised Statutes of United States (12 U.S.C. 21 
et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating section 5136A as sec- 
tion 5136C; and 

(2) by inserting after section 5136 (12 U.S.C. 
24) the following new section: 


“SEC, 5136A. SUBSIDIARIES OF NATIONAL BANKS. 


(a) SUBSIDIARIES OF NATIONAL BANKS AU- 
THORIZED TO ENGAGE IN FINANCIAL ACTIVI- 
TIES.— 

(1) EXCLUSIVE AUTHORITY.—No provision 
of section 5136 or any other provision of this 
title LXII of the Revised Statutes shall be 
construed as authorizing a subsidiary of a 
national bank to engage in, or own any share 
of or any other interest in any company en- 
gaged in, any activity that— 

(A) is not permissible for a national bank 
to engage in directly; or 

(B) is conducted under terms or condi- 
tions other than those that would govern the 
conduct of such activity by a national bank, 


unless a national bank is specifically author- 
ized by the express terms of a Federal stat- 
ute and not by implication or interpretation 
to acquire shares of or an interest in, or to 
control, such subsidiary, such as by para- 
graph (2) of this subsection and section 25A 
of the Federal Reserve Act. 

(2) SPECIFIC AUTHORIZATION TO CONDUCT 
AGENCY ACTIVITIES WHICH ARE FINANCIAL IN 
NATURE.—A national bank may control a 
company that engages in agency activities 
that have been determined to be financial in 
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nature or incidental to such financial activi- 
ties pursuant to and in accordance with sec- 
tion 6(c) of the Bank Holding Company Act 
of 1956 if— 

(A) the company engages in such activi- 
ties solely as agent and not directly or indi- 
rectly as principal, 

„(B) the national bank is well capitalized 
and well managed, and has achieved a rating 
of satisfactory or better at the most recent 
examination of the bank under the Commu- 
nity Reinvestment Act of 1977; 

„(C) all depository institution affiliates of 
the national bank are well capitalized and 
well managed, and have achieved a rating of 
satisfactory or better at the most recent ex- 
amination of each such depository institu- 
tion under the Community Reinvestment 
Act of 1977; and 

„D) the bank has received the approval of 
the Comptroller of the Currency. 

(3) DEFINITIONS.— 

H(A) COMPANY; CONTROL; SUBSIDIARY.—The 
terms ‘company’, ‘control’, and ‘subsidiary’ 
have the meanings given to such terms in 
section 2 of the Bank Holding Company Act 
of 1956. 

(B) WELL CAPITALIZED.—The term ‘well 
capitalized’ has the same meaning as in sec- 
tion 38 of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act 
and, for purposes of this section, the Comp- 
troller shall have exclusive jurisdiction to 
determine whether a national bank is well 
capitalized. 

(C) WELL MANAGED.—The term well man- 
aged’ means— 

() in the case of a bank that has been ex- 
amined, unless otherwise determined in writ- 
ing by the Comptroller— 

(I the achievement of a composite rating 
of 1 or 2 under the Uniform Financial Insti- 
tutions Rating System (or an equivalent rat- 
ing under an equivalent rating system) in 
connection with the most recent examina- 
tion or subsequent review of the bank; and 

(I) at least a rating of 2 for management, 
if that rating is given; or 

(ii) in the case of any national bank that 
has not been examined, the existence and use 
of managerial resources that the Comp- 
troller determines are satisfactory. 

“(b) LIMITED EXCLUSIONS FROM COMMUNITY 
NEEDS REQUIREMENTS FOR NEWLY ACQUIRED 
DEPOSITORY INSTITUTIONS.—Any depository 
institution which becomes affiliated with a 
national bank during the 24-month period 
preceding the submission of an application 
to acquire a subsidiary under subsection 
(a)(2), and any depository institution which 
becomes so affiliated after the approval of 
such application, may be excluded for pur- 
poses of subsection (a) 2B) during the 24- 
month period beginning on the date of such 
acquisition if— 

(1) the depository institution has sub- 
mitted an affirmative plan to the appro- 
priate Federal banking agency (as defined in 
section 3 of the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Act) to take such action as may be necessary 
in order for such institution to achieve a 
‘satisfactory record of meeting community 
credit needs’, or better, at the next examina- 
tion of the institution under the Community 
Reinvestment Act of 1977; and 

(2) the plan has been approved by the ap- 
propriate Federal banking agency.“ 

(b) LIMITATION ON CERTAIN ACTIVITIES IN 
SUBSIDIARIES.—Section 21(a)(1) of the Bank- 
ing Act of 1933 (12 U.S.C. 378(a)(1)) is amend- 
ed— 

(J) by inserting , or to be a subsidiary of 
any person, firm, corporation, association, 
business trust, or similar organization en- 
gaged (unless such subsidiary (A) was en- 
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gaged in such securities activities as of Sep- 
tember 15, 1997, or (B) is a nondepository sub- 
sidiary of a foreign bank and is not also a 
subsidiary of a domestic depository institu- 
tion),”’ after to engage at the same time”; 
and 

(2) by inserting “or any subsidiary of such 
bank, company, or institution” after or pri- 
vate bankers”. 

(c) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.— 

(1) ANTITYING.—Section 106(a) of the Bank 
Holding Company Act Amendments of 1970 is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new sentence: For purposes of this section, 
a subsidiary of a national bank which en- 
gages in activities as an agent pursuant to 
section 5136A(a)(2) shall be deemed to be a 
subsidiary of a bank holding company, and 
not a subsidiary of a bank. 

(2) SECTION 238.—Section 23B(a) of the Fed- 
eral Reserve Act (12 U.S.C. 37lc-l(a)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

(4) SUBSIDIARY OF NATIONAL BANK.—For 
purposes of this section, a subsidiary of a na- 
tional bank which engages in activities as an 
agent pursuant to section 5136A(a)(2) shall be 
deemed to be an affiliate of the national 
bank and not a subsidiary of the bank.” 

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter one of title LXII of the 
Revised Statutes of the United States is 
amended— 

(J) by redesignating the item relating to 
section 5136A as section 5136C; and 

(2) by inserting after the item relating to 
section 5136 the following new item: 


5136A. Financial subsidiaries of national 
banks.“ 

SEC. 122. MISREPRESENTATIONS REGARDING DE- 
POSITORY INSTITUTION LIABILITY 

FOR OBLIGATIONS OF AFFILIATES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 47 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 1007 the following new section: 


“$1008. Misrepresentations regarding finan- 
cial institution liability for obligations of 
affiliates 
(a) IN GENERAL.—No institution-affiliated 

party of an insured depository institution or 

institution-affiliated party of a subsidiary or 
affiliate of an insured depository institution 
shall fraudulently represent that the institu- 
tion is or will be liable for any obligation of 

a subsidiary or other affiliate of the institu- 

tion. 

*(b) CRIMINAL PENALTY.—Whoever violates 
subsection (a) shall be fined under this title, 
imprisoned for not more than 1 year, or both. 

“(c) INSTITUTION-AFFILIATED PARTY DE- 
FINED.—For purposes of this section, the 
term ‘institution-affiliated party’ with re- 
spect to a subsidiary or affiliate has the 
same meaning as in section 3 except ref- 
erences to an insured depository institution 
shall be deemed to be references to a sub- 
sidiary or affiliate of an insured depository 
institution. 

“(d) OTHER DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of 
this section, the terms ‘affiliate’, ‘insured 
depository institution’, and ‘subsidiary’ have 
same meanings as in section 3 of the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Act. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 47 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 1007 the fol- 
lowing new item: 


1008. Misrepresentations regarding financial 
institution liability for obliga- 
tions of affiliates. 
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SEC, 123. REPEAL OF STOCK LOAN LIMIT IN FED- 
ERAL RESERVE ACT. 

Section 11 of the Federal Reserve Act (12 
U.S.C. 248) is amended by striking the para- 
graph designated as “(m)’' and inserting 
m) [Repealed]"’. 

Subtitle D—Wholesale Financial Holding 
Companies; Wholesale Financial Institutions 
CHAPTER 1—WHOLESALE FINANCIAL 
HOLDING COMPANIES 
SEC. 131. WHOLESALE FINANCIAL HOLDING COM- 

PANIES ESTABLISHED. 

(a) DEFINITION AND SUPERVISION.—Section 
10 of the Bank Holding Company Act of 1956 
(12 U.S.C. 1841 et seq.) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“SEC. 10. WHOLESALE FINANCIAL HOLDING COM- 
PANIES. 


(a) COMPANIES THAT CONTROL WHOLESALE 
FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.— 

“(1) WHOLESALE FINANCIAL HOLDING COM- 
PANY DEFINED.—The term ‘wholesale finan- 
cial holding company’ means any company 
that— 

(A) is registered as a bank holding com- 
pany, 

“(B) is predominantly engaged in financial 
activities as defined in section 6(g)(2); 

“(C) controls 1 or more wholesale financial 
institutions; 

„D) does not control— 

“(i) a bank other than a wholesale finan- 
cial institution; 

“(ii) an insured bank other than an institu- 
tion permitted under subparagraph (D), (F), 
or (G) of section 2(c)(2); or 

“(ii) a savings association; and 

(E) is not a foreign bank (as defined in 
section 1(b)(7) of the International Banking 
Act of 1978). 

(2) SAVINGS ASSOCIATION TRANSITION PE- 
RIOD.—Notwithstanding paragraph (1)(C)(iii), 
the Board may permit a company that con- 
trols a savings association and that other- 
wise meets the requirements of paragraph (1) 
to become supervised under paragraph (1), if 
the company divests control of any such sav- 
ings association within such period not to 
exceed 5 years after becoming supervised 
under paragraph (1) as permitted by the 
Board. 

“(b) SUPERVISION BY THE BOARD.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The provisions of this 
section shall govern the reporting, examina- 
tion, and capital requirements of wholesale 
financial holding companies. 

(2) REPORTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Board from time to 
time may require any wholesale financial 
holding company and any subsidiary of such 
company to submit reports under oath to 
keep the Board informed as to— 

“(i) the company’s or subsidiary’s activi- 
ties, financial condition, policies, systems 
for monitoring and controlling financial and 
operational risks, and transactions with de- 
pository institution subsidiaries of the hold- 
ing company; and 

(i) the extent to which the company or 
subsidiary has complied with the provisions 
of this Act and regulations prescribed and 
orders issued under this Act. 

B) USE OF EXISTING REPORTS.— 

“({) IN GENERAL.—The Board shall, to the 
fullest extent possible, accept reports in ful- 
fillment of the Board's reporting require- 
ments under this paragraph that the whole- 
sale financial holding company or any sub- 
sidiary of such company has provided or been 
required to provide to other Federal and 
State supervisors or to appropriate self-regu- 
latory organizations. 

(i) AVAILABILITY.—A wholesale financial 
holding company or a subsidiary of such 
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company shall provide to the Board, at the 
request of the Board, a report referred to in 
clause (i). 

(O) EXEMPTIONS FROM REPORTING REQUIRE- 
MENTS,— 

““(i) IN GENERAL.—The Board may, by regu- 
lation or order, exempt any company or class 
of companies, under such terms and condi- 
tions and for such periods as the Board shall 
provide in such regulation or order, from the 
provisions of this paragraph and any regula- 
tion prescribed under this paragraph. 

“(ii) CRITERIA FOR CONSIDERATION.—In 
making any determination under clause (1) 
with regard to any exemption under such 
clause, the Board shall consider, among such 
other factors as the Board may determine to 
be appropriate, the following factors: 

J) Whether information of the type re- 
quired under this paragraph is available from 
a supervisory agency (as defined in section 
1101(7) of the Right to Financial Privacy Act 
of 1978) or a foreign regulatory authority of 
a similar type. 

(I) The primary business of the company. 

(III) The nature and extent of the domes- 
tic and foreign regulation of the activities of 
the company. 

(3) EXAMINATIONS.— 

“(A) LIMITED USE OF EXAMINATION AUTHOR- 
1ry.—The Board may make examinations of 
each wholesale financial holding company 
and each subsidiary of such company in 
order to— 

(J) inform the Board regarding the nature 
of the operations and financial condition of 
the wholesale financial holding company and 
its subsidiaries; 

(10 inform the Board regarding— 

J) the financial and operational risks 
within the wholesale financial holding com- 
pany system that may affect any depository 
institution owned by such holding company; 
and 

(IJ) the systems of the holding company 
and its subsidiaries for monitoring and con- 
trolling those risks; and ; 

(ii) monitor compliance with the provi- 
sions of this Act and those governing trans- 
actions and relationships between any depos- 
itory institution controlled by the wholesale 
financial holding company and any of the 
company's other subsidiaries. 

(B) RESTRICTED FOCUS OF EXAMINATIONS.— 
The Board shall, to the fullest extent pos- 
sible, limit the focus and scope of any exam- 
ination of a wholesale financial holding com- 
pany under this paragraph to— 

) the holding company; and 

“di) any subsidiary (other than an insured 
depository institution subsidiary) of the 
holding company that, because of the size, 
condition, or activities of the subsidiary, the 
nature or size of transactions between such 
subsidiary and any affiliated depository in- 
stitution, or the centralization of functions 
within the holding company system, could 
have a materially adverse effect on the safe- 
ty and soundness of any depository institu- 
tion affiliate of the holding company. 

“(C) DEFERENCE TO BANK EXAMINATIONS.— 
The Board shall, to the fullest extent pos- 
sible, use the reports of examination of de- 
pository institutions made by the Comp- 
troller of the Currency, the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation, the Director of the 
Office of Thrift Supervision or the appro- 
priate State depository institution super- 
visory authority for the purposes of this sec- 
tion. 

„D) DEFERENCE TO OTHER EXAMINATIONS.— 
The Board shall, to the fullest extent pos- 
sible, address the circumstances which might 
otherwise permit or require an examination 
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by the Board by forgoing an examination and 
by instead reviewing the reports of examina- 
tion made of— 

“(i) any registered broker or dealer or any 
registered investment adviser by or on behalf 
of the Commission; and 

“(ii) any licensed insurance company by or 
on behalf of any State government insurance 
agency responsible for the supervision of the 
insurance company. 

(E) CONFIDENTIALITY OF REPORTED INFOR- 
MATION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Board shall not be 
compelled to disclose any nonpublic informa- 
tion required to be reported under this para- 
graph, or any information supplied to the 
Board by any domestic or foreign regulatory 
agency, that relates to the financial or oper- 
ational condition of any wholesale financial 
holding company or any subsidiary of such 
company. 

(10 COMPLIANCE WITH REQUESTS FOR INFOR- 
MATION.—No provision of this subparagraph 
shall be construed as authorizing the Board 
to withhold information from the Congress, 
or preventing the Board from complying 
with a request for information from any 
other Federal department or agency for pur- 
poses within the scope of such department's 
or agency’s jurisdiction, or from complying 
with any order of a court of competent juris- 
diction in an action brought by the United 
States or the Board. 

( COORDINATION WITH OTHER LAW.—For 
purposes of section 552 of title 5, United 
States Code, this subparagraph shall be con- 
sidered to be a statute described in sub- 
section (b)(3)(B) of such section. 

“(iv) DESIGNATION OF CONFIDENTIAL INFOR- 
MATION.—In prescribing regulations to carry 
out the requirements of this subsection, the 
Board shall designate information described 
in or obtained pursuant to this paragraph as 
confidential information. 

(F) CosTs.—The cost of any examination 
conducted by the Board under this section 
may be assessed against, and made payable 
by, the wholesale financial holding company. 

“(4) CAPITAL ADEQUACY GUIDELINES.— 

“(A) CAPITAL ADEQUACY PROVISIONS.—Sub- 
ject to the requirements of, and solely in ac- 
cordance with, the terms of this paragraph, 
the Board may adopt capital adequacy rules 
or guidelines for wholesale financial holding 
companies. 

(B) METHOD OF CALCULATION.—In devel- 
oping rules or guidelines under this para- 
graph, the following provisions shall apply: 

Focus ON DOUBLE LEVERAGE.—The 
Board shall focus on the use by wholesale fi- 
nancial holding companies of debt and other 
liabilities to fund capital investments in 
subsidiaries. 

(10 NO UNWEIGHTED CAPITAL RATIO.—The 
Board shall not, by regulation, guideline, 
order, or otherwise, impose under this sec- 
tion a capital ratio that is not based on ap- 
propriate risk-weighting considerations. 

“(iil) NO CAPITAL REQUIREMENT ON REGU- 
LATED ENTITIES.—The Board shall not, by 
regulation, guideline, order or otherwise, 
prescribe or impose any capital or capital 
adequacy rules, standards, guidelines, or re- 
quirements upon any subsidiary that— 

(J) is not a depository institution; and 

(II) is in compliance with applicable cap- 
ital requirements of another Federal regu- 
latory authority (including the Securities 
and Exchange Commission) or State insur- 
ance authority. 

(V) LimrraTion.—The Board shall not, by 
regulation, guideline, order or otherwise, 
prescribe or impose any capital or capital 
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adequacy rules, standards, guidelines, or re- 
quirements upon any subsidiary that is nota 
depository institution and that is registered 
as an investment adviser under the Invest- 
ment Advisers Act of 1940, except that this 
clause shall not be construed as preventing 
the Board from imposing capital or capital 
adequacy rules, guidelines, standards, or re- 
quirements with respect to activities of a 
registered investment adviser other than in- 
vestment advisory activities or activities in- 
cidental to investment advisory activities. 

„ V APPROPRIATE EXCLUSIONS.—The Board 
shall take full account of— 

) the capital requirements made appli- 
cable to any subsidiary that is not a deposi- 
tory institution by another Federal regu- 
latory authority or State insurance author- 
ity; and 

“(ID industry norms for capitalization of a 
company's unregulated subsidiaries and ac- 
tivities. 

“(vi) INTERNAL RISK MANAGEMENT MOD- 
ELS.—The Board may incorporate internal 
risk management models of wholesale finan- 
cial holding companies into its capital ade- 
quacy guidelines or rules and may take ac- 
count of the extent to which resources of a 
subsidiary depository institution may be 
used to service the debt or other liabilities of 
the wholesale financial holding company. 

(e NONFINANCIAL ACTIVITIES AND INVEST- 
MENTS.— 

“(1) AUTHORITY FOR LIMITED AMOUNTS OF 
NEW ACTIVITIES AND INVESTMENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 
4(a), a wholesale financial holding company 
may engage in activities which are not (or 
have not been determined to be) financial in 
nature or incidental to activities which are 
financial in nature, or acquire and retain 
ownership and control of the shares of a 
company engaged in such activities if— 

the aggregate annual gross revenues 
derived from all such activities and of all 
such companies does not exceed 5 percent of 
the consolidated annual gross revenues of 
the wholesale financial holding company or, 
in the case of a foreign bank or any company 
that owns or controls a foreign bank, the ag- 
gregate annual gross revenues derived from 
any such activities in the United States does 
not exceed 5 percent of the consolidated an- 
nual gross revenues of the foreign bank or 
company in the United States derived from 
any branch, agency, commercial lending 
company, or depository institution con- 
trolled by the foreign bank or company and 
any subsidiary engaged in the United States 
in activities permissible under section 4 or 6 
or this subsection; 

() the consolidated total assets of any 
company the shares of which are acquired 
pursuant to this subsection are less than 
$750,000,000 at the time the shares are ac- 
quired by the wholesale financial holding 
company; and 

(ii) such company provides notice to the 
Board within 30 days of commencing the ac- 
tivity or acquiring the ownership or control. 

„B) INCLUSION OF GRANDFATHERED ACTIVI- 
TIES.—For purposes of determining compli- 
ance with the limits contained in subpara- 
graph (A), the gross revenues derived from 
all activities conducted and companies the 
shares of which are held under paragraph (2) 
shall be considered to be derived or held 
under this paragraph. 

(0) REPORT.—No later than 5 years after 
the date of enactment of the Financial Serv- 
ices Act of 1998, the Board shall submit to 
the Congress a report regarding the activi- 
ties conducted and companies held pursuant 
to this paragraph and the effect, if any, that 
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affiliations permitted under this paragraph 
have had on affiliated depository institu- 
tions. The report shall include recommenda- 
tions regarding the appropriateness of re- 
taining, increasing, or decreasing the limits 
contained in those provisions. 

0) GRANDFATHERED ACTIVITIES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding para- 
graph (1XA) and section 4(a), a company that 
becomes a wholesale financial holding com- 
pany may continue to engage, directly or in- 
directly, in any activity and may retain 
ownership and control of shares of a com- 
pany engaged in any activity if— 

(i) on the date of the enactment of the Fi- 
nancial Services Act of 1998, such wholesale 
financial holding company was lawfully en- 
gaged in that nonfinancial activity, held the 
shares of such company, or had entered into 
a contract to acquire shares of any company 
engaged in such activity; and 

““ii) the company engaged in such activity 
continues to engage only in the same activi- 
ties that such company conducted on the 
date of the enactment of the Financial Serv- 
ices Act of 1998, and other activities permis- 
sible under this Act. 

(B) NO EXPANSION OF GRANDFATHERED COM- 
MERCIAL ACTIVITIES THROUGH MERGER OR CON- 
SOLIDATION.—A wholesale financial holding 
company that engages in activities or holds 
shares pursuant to this paragraph, or a sub- 
sidiary of such wholesale financial holding 
company, may not acquire, in any merger, 
consolidation, or other type of business com- 
bination, assets of any other company which 
is engaged in any activity which the Board 
has not determined to be financial in nature 
or incidental to activities that are financial 
in nature under section 6(c). 

“(C) LIMITATION TO SINGLE EXEMPTION.—No 
company that engages in any activity or 
controls any shares under subsection (f) or 
(g) of section 6 may engage in any activity or 
Own any shares pursuant to this paragraph 
or paragraph (1). 

(3) COMMODITIES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 
4(a), a wholesale financial holding company 
which was predominately engaged as of Jan- 
uary 1, 1997, in financial activities in the 
United States (or any successor to any such 
company) may engage in, or directly or indi- 
rectly own or control shares of a company 
engaged in, activities related to the trading, 
sale, or investment in commodities and un- 
derlying physical properties that were not 
permissible for bank holding companies to 
conduct in the United States as of January 1, 
1997, if such wholesale financial holding com- 
pany, or any subsidiary of such holding com- 
pany, was engaged directly, indirectly, or 
through any such company in any of such ac- 
tivities as of January 1, 1997, in the United 
States. 

(B) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding para- 
graph (1)(A)(i), the attributed aggregate con- 
solidated assets of a wholesale financial 
holding company held under the authority 
granted under this paragraph and not other- 
wise permitted to be held by all wholesale fi- 
nancial holding companies under this section 
may not exceed 5 percent of the total con- 
solidated assets of the wholesale financial 
holding company, except that the Board may 
increase such percentage of total consoli- 
dated assets by such amounts and under such 
circumstances as the Board considers appro- 
priate, consistent with the purposes of this 
Act. 

(4) CROSS MARKETING RESTRICTIONS.—A 
wholesale financial holding company shall 
not permit— 

(A) any company whose shares it owns or 
controls pursuant to paragraph (1), (2), or (3) 
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to offer or market any product or service of 
an affiliated wholesale financial institution; 
or 

(B) any affiliated wholesale financial in- 
stitution to offer or market any product or 
service of any company whose shares are 
owned or controlled by such wholesale finan- 
cial holding company pursuant to such para- 
graphs. 

(d) QUALIFICATION OF FOREIGN BANK AS 
WHOLESALE FINANCIAL HOLDING COMPANY.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—Any foreign bank, or any 
company that owns or controls a foreign 
bank, that— 

“(A) operates a branch, agency, or com- 
mercial lending company in the United 
States, including a foreign bank or company 
that owns or controls a wholesale financial 
institution; and 

B) owns, controls, or is affiliated with a 
security affiliate that engages in under- 
writing corporate equity securities, 
may request a determination from the Board 
that such bank or company be treated as a 
wholesale financial holding company for pur- 
poses of subsection (c). 

(2) CONDITIONS FOR TREATMENT AS A 
WHOLESALE FINANCIAL HOLDING COMPANY.—A 
foreign bank and a company that owns or 
controls a foreign bank may not be treated 
as a wholesale financial holding company 
unless the bank and company meet and con- 
tinue to meet the following criteria: 

(A) NO INSURED DEPOSITS.—No deposits 
held directly by a foreign bank or through an 
affiliate (other than an institution described 
in subparagraph (D) or (F) of section 2(c)(2)) 
are insured under the Federal Deposit Insur- 
ance Act. 

(B) CAPITAL STANDARDS.—The foreign 
bank meets risk-based capital standards 
comparable to the capital standards required 
for a wholesale financial institution, giving 
due regard to the principle of national treat- 
ment and equality of competitive oppor- 
tunity. 

“(C) TRANSACTION WITH AFFILIATES.— 
Transactions between a branch, agency, or 
commercial lending company subsidiary of 
the foreign bank in the United States, and 
any securities affiliate or company in which 
the foreign bank (or any company that owns 
or controls such foreign bank) has invested 
pursuant to subsection (d) comply with the 
provisions of sections 23A and 23B of the Fed- 
eral Reserve Act in the same manner and to 
the same extent as such transactions would 
be required to comply with such sections if 
the bank were a member bank. 

(3) TREATMENT AS A WHOLESALE FINANCIAL 
INSTITUTION.—Any foreign bank which is, or 
is affiliated with a company which is, treat- 
ed as a wholesale financial holding company 
under this subsection shall be treated as a 
wholesale financial institution for purposes 
of subsection (c)(4) of this section and sub- 
sections (c)(1)(C) and (c) of section 9B of 
the Federal Reserve Act, and any such for- 
eign bank or company shall be subject to 
paragraphs (3), (4), and (5) of section 9Bid) of 
the Federal Reserve Act, except that the 
Board may adopt such modifications, condi- 
tions, or exemptions as the Board deems ap- 
propriate, giving due regard to the principle 
of national treatment and equality of com- 
petitive opportunity. 

“(4) NONAPPLICABILITY OF OTHER EXEMP- 
TION.—Any foreign bank or company which 
is treated as a wholesale financial holding 
company under this subsection shall not be 
eligible for any exception described in sec- 
tion 2(h). 

“(5) SUPERVISION OF FOREIGN BANK WHICH 
MAINTAINS NO BANKING PRESENCE OTHER THAN 
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CONTROL OF A WHOLESALE FINANCIAL INSTITU- 
TION.—A foreign bank that owns or controls 
a wholesale financial institution but does 
not operate a branch, agency, or commercial 
lending company in the United States (and 
any company that owns or controls such for- 
eign bank) may request a determination 
from the Board that such bank or company 
be treated as a wholesale financial holding 
company for purposes of subsection (c), ex- 
cept that such bank or company shall be sub- 
ject to the restrictions of paragraphs (2)(A), 
(3), and (4) of this subsection. 

(66) NO EFFECT ON OTHER PROVISIONS.—This 
section shall not be construed as limiting 
the authority of the Board under the Inter- 
national Banking Act of 1978 with respect to 
the regulation, supervision, or examination 
of foreign banks and their offices and affili- 
ates in the United States. 

“(7) APPLICABILITY OF COMMUNITY REIN- 
VESTMENT ACT OF 1977.—The branches in the 
United States of a foreign bank that is, or is 
affiliated with a company that is, treated as 
a wholesale financial holding company shall 
be subject to section 9B(b)(11) of the Federal 
Reserve Act as if the foreign bank were a 
wholesale financial institution under such 
section. The Board and the Comptroller of 
the Currency shall apply the provisions of 
sections 803(2), 804, and 807(1) of the Commu- 
nity Reinvestment Act of 1977 to branches of 
foreign banks which receive only such depos- 
its as are permissible for receipt by a cor- 
poration organized under section 25A of the 
Federal Reserve Act, in the same manner 
and to the same extent such sections apply 
to such a corporation.“ 

(b) UNINSURED STATE BANKS.—Section 9 of 
the Federal Reserve Act (12 U.S.C. 321 et 
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

(24) ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY OVER UNIN- 
SURED STATE MEMBER BANKS.—Section 3(u) of 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Act, sub- 
sections (j) and (k) of section 7 of such Act, 
and subsections (b) through (n), (s), (u), and 
(v) of section 8 of such Act shall apply to an 
uninsured State member bank in the same 
manner and to the same extent such provi- 
sions apply to an insured State member bank 
and any reference in any such provision to 
‘insured depository institution’ shall be 
deemed to be a reference to ‘uninsured State 
member bank’ for purposes of this para- 
graph. 

SEC. 132. AUTHORIZATION TO RELEASE RE- 
PORTS. 

(a) FEDERAL RESERVE AcT.—The last sen- 
tence of the 8th undesignated paragraph of 
section 9 of the Federal Reserve Act (12 
U.S.C. 326) is amended to read as follows: 
“The Board of Governors of the Federal Re- 
serve System, at its discretion, may furnish 
reports of examination or other confidential 
supervisory information concerning State 
member banks or any other entities exam- 
ined under any other authority of the Board 
to any Federal or State authorities with su- 
pervisory or regulatory authority over the 
examined entity, to officers, directors, or re- 
ceivers of the examined entity, and to any 
other person that the Board determines to be 
proper. 

(b) COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING COMMIS- 
SION.— 

(1) Section 1101(7) of the Right to Financial 
Privacy Act of 1978 (12 U.S.C. 3401(7)) is 
amended— 

(A) by redesignating subparagraphs (G) and 
(H) as subparagraphs (H) and (I), respec- 
tively; and 

(B) by inserting after subparagraph (F) the 
following new subparagraph: 
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(G) the Commodity Futures Trading Com- 
mission; or” and 

(2) Section 1112(e) of the Right to Financial 
Privacy Act (12 U.S.C. 3412(e)) is amended by 
striking and the Securities and Exchange 
Commission“ and inserting , the Securities 
and Exchange Commission, and the Com- 
modity Futures Trading Commission”. 

SEC. 133. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) BANK HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 1956.— 

(1) DEFINITIONS.—Section 2 of the Bank 
Holding Company Act of 1956 (12 U.S.C. 1842) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing new subsections: 

“(p) WHOLESALE FINANCIAL INSTITUTION.— 
The term ‘wholesale financial institution’ 
means a wholesale financial institution sub- 
ject to section 9B of the Federal Reserve Act. 

(d) COMMISSION.—The term ‘Commission’ 
means the Securities and Exchange Commis- 
sion. 

“(r) DEPOSITORY INSTITUTION.—The term 
‘depository institution 

(J) has the meaning given to such term in 
section 3 of the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Act; and 

(2) includes a wholesale financial institu- 
tion.“ 

(2) DEFINITION OF BANK INCLUDES WHOLE- 
SALE FINANCIAL INSTITUTION.—Section 2(c)(1) 
of the Bank Holding Company Act of 1956 (12 
U.S.C, 1841(c)(1)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subparagraph: 

“(C) A wholesale financial institution.’’. 

(3) INCORPORATED DEFINITIONS.—Section 
An) of the Bank Holding Company Act of 
1956 (12 U.S.C. 1841(n)) is amended by insert- 
ing insured bank’,” after in danger of de- 
fault“, 

(4) EXCEPTION TO DEPOSIT INSURANCE RE- 
QUIREMENT.—Section 3(e) of the Bank Hold- 
ing Company Act of 1956 (12 U.S.C. 1842(e)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
“This subsection shall not apply to a whole- 
sale financial institution.” 

(b) FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE ACT.—Sec- 
tion 3(q)(2)(A) of the Federal Deposit Insur- 
ance Act (12 U.S.C. 1813(q)(2)(A)) is amended 
to read as follows: 

((A) any State member insured bank (ex- 
cept a District bank) and any wholesale fi- 
nancial institution as authorized pursuant to 
section 9B of the Federal Reserve Act;”’. 

CHAPTER 2—WHOLESALE FINANCIAL 

INSTITUTIONS 
SEC. 136. WHOLESALE FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS. 

(a) NATIONAL WHOLESALE FINANCIAL INSTI- 
TUTIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter one of title LXII 
of the Revised Statutes of the United States 
(12 U.S.C. 21 et seq.) is amended by inserting 
after section 5136A (as added by section 
121(a) of this title) the following new section: 
“SEC. 5136B. NATIONAL WHOLESALE FINANCIAL 

INSTITUTIONS. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF THE COMPTROLLER 
REQUIRED.—A national bank may apply to 
the Comptroller on such forms and in accord- 
ance with such regulations as the Comp- 
troller may prescribe, for permission to oper- 
ate as a national wholesale financial institu- 
tion. 

(b) REGULATION.—A national wholesale fi- 
nancial institution may exercise, in accord- 
ance with such institution's articles of incor- 
poration and regulations issued by the 
Comptroller, all the powers and privileges of 
a national bank formed in accordance with 
section 5133 of the Revised Statutes of the 
United States, subject to section 9B of the 
Federal Reserve Act and the limitations and 
restrictions contained therein. 

(e COMMUNITY REINVESTMENT ACT OF 
1977.—A national wholesale financial institu- 
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tion shall be subject to the Community Rein- 
vestment Act of 1977. 

“(d) EXAMINATION REPORTS.—The Comp- 
troller of the Currency shall, to the fullest 
extent possible, use the report of examina- 
tions made by the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System of a wholesale fi- 
nancial institution.“ 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter one of title LXII of the 
Revised Statutes of the United States is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 5136A (as added by section 121(d) of 
this title) the following new item: 

*5136B. National wholesale financial institu- 
tions."’. 

(b) STATE WHOLESALE FINANCIAL INSTITU- 
TIONS.—The Federal Reserve Act (12 U.S.C. 
221 et seq.) is amended by inserting after sec- 
tion 9A the following new section: 

“SEC. 9B. WHOLESALE FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS, 

(a) APPLICATION FOR MEMBERSHIP AS 
WHOLESALE FINANCIAL INSTITUTION.— 

“(1) APPLICATION REQUIRED.— 

H(A) IN GENERAL.—Any bank may apply to 
the Board of Governors of the Federal Re- 
serve System to become a wholesale finan- 
cial institution and, as a wholesale financial 
institution, to subscribe to the stock of the 
Federal reserve bank organized within the 
district where the applying bank is located. 

“(B) TREATMENT AS MEMBER BANK.—Any 
application under subparagraph (A) shall be 
treated as an application under, and shall be 
subject to the provisions of, section 9. 

(2) INSURANCE TERMINATION.—No bank the 
deposits of which are insured under the Fed- 
eral Deposit Insurance Act may become a 
wholesale financial institution unless it has 
met all requirements under that Act for vol- 
untary termination of deposit insurance. 

“(b) GENERAL REQUIREMENTS APPLICABLE 
TO WHOLESALE FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.— 

“(1) FEDERAL RESERVE ACT.—Except as oth- 
erwise provided in this section, wholesale fi- 
nancial institutions shall be member banks 
and shall be subject to the provisions of this 
Act that apply to member banks to the same 
extent and in the same manner as State 
member insured banks, except that a whole- 
sale financial institution may terminate 
membership under this Act only with the 
prior written approval of the Board and on 
terms and conditions that the Board deter- 
mines are appropriate to carry out the pur- 
poses of this Act. 

(2) PROMPT CORRECTIVE ACTION.—A whole- 
sale financial institution shall be deemed to 
be an insured depository institution for pur- 
poses of section 38 of the Federal Deposit In- 
surance Act except that— 

(A) the relevant capital levels and capital 
measures for each capital category shall be 
the levels specified by the Board for whole- 
sale financial institutions; and 

„(B) all references to the appropriate Fed- 
eral banking agency or to the Corporation in 
that section shall be deemed to be references 
to the Board. 

0) ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY.—Sub- 
sections (j) and (k) of section 7, subsections 
(b) through (n), (s), and (v) of section 8, and 
section 19 of the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Act shall apply to a wholesale financial in- 
stitution in the same manner and to the 
Same extent as such provisions apply to 
State member insured banks and any ref- 
erence in such sections to an insured deposi- 
tory institution shall be deemed to include a 
reference to a wholesale financial institu- 
tion. 

“(4) CERTAIN OTHER STATUTES APPLICA- 
BLE.—A wholesale financial institution shall 
be deemed to be a banking institution, and 
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the Board shall be the appropriate Federal 
banking agency for such bank and all such 
bank's affiliates, for purposes of the Inter- 
national Lending Supervision Act. 

“(5) BANK MERGER ACT.—A wholesale finan- 
cial institution shall be subject to sections 
18(c) and 44 of the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Act in the same manner and to the same ex- 
tent the wholesale financial institution 
would be subject to such sections if the insti- 
tution were a State member insured bank. 

(6)  BRANCHING.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, a wholesale financial 
institution may establish and operate a 
branch at any location on such terms and 
conditions as established by the Board and, 
in the case of a State-chartered wholesale fi- 
nancial institution, with the approval of the 
Board, and, in the case of a national bank 
wholesale financial institution, with the ap- 
proval of the Comptroller of the Currency. 

“(1) ACTIVITIES OF OUT-OF-STATE BRANCHES 
OF WHOLESALE FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.— 

H(A) GENERAL.—A State-chartered whole- 
sale financial institution shall be deemed a 
State bank and an insured State bank and a 
national wholesale financial institution 
shall be deemed a national bank for purposes 
of paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of section 24(j) 
of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act. 

(B) DEFINITIONS.—The following defini- 
tions shall apply solely for purposes of apply- 
ing paragraph (1): 

“(i) HOME STATE.—The term home State’ 
means— 

( with respect to a national wholesale fi- 
nancial institution, the State in which the 
main office of the institution is located; and 

(I) with respect to a State-chartered 
wholesale financial institution, the State by 
which the institution is chartered. 

“di) HOST STATE.—The term ‘host State’ 
means a State, other than the home State of 
the wholesale financial institution, in which 
the institution maintains, or seeks to estab- 
lish and maintain, a branch. 

(i) OUT-OF-STATE BANK.—The term out- 
of-State bank’ means, with respect to any 
State, a wholesale financial institution 
whose home State is another State. 

“(8) DISCRIMINATION REGARDING INTEREST 
RATES.—Section 27 of the Federal Deposit In- 
surance Act shall apply to State-chartered 
wholesale financial institutions in the same 
manner and to the same extent as such pro- 
visions apply to State member insured banks 
and any reference in such section to a State- 
chartered insured depository institution 
shall be deemed to include a reference to a 
State-chartered wholesale financial institu- 
tion. 

‘(9) PREEMPTION OF STATE LAWS REQUIRING 
DEPOSIT INSURANCE FOR WHOLESALE FINANCIAL 
INSTITUTIONS.—The appropriate State bank- 
ing authority may grant a charter to a 
wholesale financial institution notwith- 
standing any State constitution or statute 
requiring that the institution obtain insur- 
ance of its deposits and any such State con- 
stitution or statute is hereby preempted 
solely for purposes of this paragraph. 

(10) PARITY FOR WHOLESALE FINANCIAL IN- 
STITUTIONS.—A State bank that is a whole- 
sale financial institution under this section 
shall have all of the rights, powers, privi- 
leges, and immunities (including those de- 
rived from status as a federally chartered in- 
stitution) of and as if it were a national 
bank, subject to such terms and conditions 
as established by the Board. 

“(11) COMMUNITY REINVESTMENT ACT OF 
1977.—A State wholesale financial institution 
shall be subject to the Community Reinvest- 
ment Act of 1977. 
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(C) SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS APPLICABLE TO 
WHOLESALE FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.— 

(1) LIMITATIONS ON DEPOSITS.— 

“(A) MINIMUM AMOUNT.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—No wholesale financial 
institution may receive initial deposits of 
$100,000 or less, other than on an incidental 
and occasional basis. 

(1) LIMITATION ON DEPOSITS OF LESS THAN 
$100,000.—No wholesale financial institution 
may receive initial deposits of $100,000 or less 
if such deposits constitute more than 5 per- 
cent of the institution’s total deposits. 

„(B) NO DEPOSIT INSURANCE.—No deposits 
held by a wholesale financial institution 
shall be insured deposits under the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Act. 

“(C) ADVERTISING AND DISCLOSURE.—The 
Board shall prescribe regulations pertaining 
to advertising and disclosure by wholesale fi- 
nancial institutions to ensure that each de- 
positor is notified that deposits at the whole- 
sale financial institution are not federally 
insured or otherwise guaranteed by the 
United States Government. 

““(2) MINIMUM CAPITAL LEVELS APPLICABLE 
TO WHOLESALE FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.—The 
Board shall, by regulation, adopt capital re- 
quirements for wholesale financial institu- 
tions— 

(A) to account for the status of wholesale 
financial institutions as institutions that ac- 
cept deposits that are not insured under the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Act; and 

B) to provide for the safe and sound oper- 
ation of the wholesale financial institution 
without undue risk to creditors or other per- 
sons, including Federal reserve banks, en- 
gaged in transactions with the bank. 

(3) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS APPLICABLE 
TO WHOLESALE FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.—In 
addition to any requirement otherwise appli- 
cable to State member insured banks or ap- 
plicable, under this section, to wholesale fi- 
nancial institutions, the Board may impose, 
by regulation or order, upon wholesale finan- 
cial institutions— 

(A) limitations on transactions, direct or 
indirect, with affiliates to prevent— 

“(i) the transfer of risk to the deposit in- 
surance funds; or 

(ii) an affiliate from gaining access to, or 
the benefits of, credit from a Federal reserve 
bank, including overdrafts at a Federal re- 
serve bank; 

(B) special clearing balance requirements; 
and 

(C) any additional requirements that the 
Board determines to be appropriate or nec- 
essary to— 

) promote the safety and soundness of 
the wholesale financial institution or any in- 
sured depository institution affiliate of the 
wholesale financial institution; 

(10 prevent the transfer of risk to the de- 
posit insurance funds; or 

(ii) protect creditors and other persons, 
including Federal reserve banks, engaged in 
transactions with the wholesale financial in- 
stitution. 

(4) EXEMPTIONS FOR WHOLESALE FINANCIAL 
INSTITUTIONS.—The Board may, by regulation 
or order, exempt any wholesale financial in- 
stitution from any provision applicable to a 
member bank that is not a wholesale finan- 
cial institution, if the Board finds that such 
exemption is not inconsistent with— 

H(A) the promotion of the safety and 
soundness of the wholesale financial institu- 
tion or any insured depository institution af- 
filiate of the wholesale financial institution; 

„B) the protection of the deposit insur- 
ance funds; and 

“(C) the protection of creditors and other 
persons, including Federal reserve banks, en- 
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gaged in transactions with the wholesale fi- 
nancial institution. 

(5) LIMITATION ON TRANSACTIONS BETWEEN 
A WHOLESALE FINANCIAL INSTITUTION AND AN 
INSURED BANK.—For purposes of section 
23A(d)(1) of the Federal Reserve Act, a 
wholesale financial institution that is affili- 
ated with an insured bank shall not be a 
bank. 

(6) NO EFFECT ON OTHER PROVISIONS.—This 
section shall not be construed as limiting 
the Board’s authority over member banks 
under any other provision of law, or to cre- 
ate any obligation for any Federal reserve 
bank to make, increase, renew, or extend 
any advance or discount under this Act to 
any member bank or other depository insti- 
tution. 

“(d) CAPITAL AND MANAGERIAL REQUIRE- 
MENTS.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—A wholesale financial in- 
stitution shall be well capitalized and well 
managed. 

(2) NOTICE TO COMPANY.—The Board shall 
promptly provide notice to a company that 
controls a wholesale financial institution 
whenever such wholesale financial institu- 
tion is not well capitalized or well managed. 

(3) AGREEMENT TO RESTORE INSTITUTION.— 
Within 45 days of receipt of a notice under 
paragraph (2) (or such additional period not 
to exceed 90 days as the Board may permit), 
the company shall execute an agreement ac- 
ceptable to the Board to restore the whole- 
sale financial institution to compliance with 
all of the requirements of paragraph (1). 

“(4) LIMITATIONS UNTIL INSTITUTION RE- 
STORED.—Until the wholesale financial insti- 
tution is restored to compliance with all of 
the requirements of paragraph (1), the Board 
may impose such limitations on the conduct 
or activities of the company or any affiliate 
of the company as the Board determines to 
be appropriate under the circumstances. 

(5) FAILURE TO RESTORE.—If the company 
does not execute and implement an agree- 
ment in accordance with paragraph (3), com- 
ply with any limitation imposed under para- 
graph (4), restore the wholesale financial in- 
stitution to well capitalized status within 
180 days after receipt by the company of the 
notice described in paragraph (2), or restore 
the wholesale financial institution to well 
managed status within such period as the 
Board may permit, the company shall, under 
such terms and conditions as may be im- 
posed by the Board and subject to such ex- 
tension of time as may be granted in the 
Board’s discretion, divest control of its sub- 
sidiary depository institutions. 

“(6) WELL MANAGED DEFINED.—For purposes 
of this subsection, the term ‘well managed’ 
has the same meaning as in section 2 of the 
Bank Holding Company Act of 1956. 

(e) CONSERVATORSHIP AUTHORITY.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The Board may appoint a 
conservator to take possession and control of 
a wholesale financial institution to the same 
extent and in the same manner as the Comp- 
troller of the Currency may appoint a con- 
servator for a national bank under section 
203 of the Bank Conservation Act, and the 
conservator shall exercise the same powers, 
functions, and duties, subject to the same 
limitations, as are provided under such Act 
for conservators of national banks. 

(2) BOARD AUTHORITY.—The Board shall 
have the same authority with respect to any 
conservator appointed under paragraph (1) 
and the wholesale financial institution for 
which such conservator has been appointed 
as the Comptroller of the Currency has under 
the Bank Conservation Act with respect to a 
conservator appointed under such Act and a 
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national bank for which the conservator has 
been appointed. 

“(f) EXCLUSIVE JURISDICTION.—Subsections 
(c) and (e) of section 43 of the Federal De- 
posit Insurance Act shall not apply to any 
wholesale financial institution.“ 

(c) VOLUNTARY TERMINATION OF INSURED 
STATUS BY CERTAIN INSTITUTIONS.— 

(1) SECTION 8 DESIGNATIONS.—Section 8(a) of 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 
1818(a)) is amended— 

(A) by striking paragraph (1); and 

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (2) 
through (10) as paragraphs (1) through (9), re- 
spectively. 

(2) VOLUNTARY TERMINATION OF INSURED 
STATUS.—The Federal Deposit Insurance Act 
(12 U.S.C. 1811 et seq.) is amended by insert- 
ing after section 8 the following new section: 
“SEC. 8A. VOLUNTARY TERMINATION OF STATUS 

AS INSURED DEPOSITORY INSTITU- 
TION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), an insured State bank or a 
national bank may voluntarily terminate 
such bank’s status as an insured depository 
institution in accordance with regulations of 
the Corporation if— 

(I) the bank provides written notice of 
the bank's intent to terminate such insured 
status— 

(A) to the Corporation and the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System 
not less than 6 months before the effective 
date of such termination; and 

„(B) to all depositors at such bank, not 
less than 6 months before the effective date 
of the termination of such status; and 

(2) either 

“(A) the deposit insurance fund of which 
such bank is a member equals or exceeds the 
fund’s designated reserve ratio as of the date 
the bank provides a written notice under 
paragraph (1) and the Corporation deter- 
mines that the fund will equal or exceed the 
applicable designated reserve ratio for the 2 
semiannual assessment periods immediately 
following such date; or 

(B) the Corporation and the Board of Gov- 
ernors of the Federal Reserve System ap- 
proved the termination of the bank’s insured 
status and the bank pays an exit fee in ac- 
cordance with subsection (e). 

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not 
apply with respect to— 

(I) an insured savings association; or 

(2) an insured branch that is required to 
be insured under subsection (a) or (b) of sec- 
tion 6 of the International Banking Act of 
1978. 

“(c) ELIGIBILITY FOR INSURANCE TERMI- 
NATED.—Any bank that voluntarily elects to 
terminate the bank’s insured status under 
subsection (a) shall not be eligible for insur- 
ance on any deposits or any assistance au- 
thorized under this Act after the period spec- 
ified in subsection (f)(1). 

(d) INSTITUTION MUST BECOME WHOLESALE 
FINANCIAL INSTITUTION OR TERMINATE DE- 
POSIT-TAKING ACTIVITIES.—Any depository 
institution which voluntarily terminates 
such institution's status as an insured depos- 
itory institution under this section may not, 
upon termination of insurance, accept any 
deposits unless the institution is a wholesale 
financial institution subject to section 9B of 
the Federal Reserve Act. 

(e) EXIT FEES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Any bank that volun- 
tarily terminates such bank’s status as an 
insured depository institution under this 
section shall pay an exit fee in an amount 
that the Corporation determines is sufficient 
to account for the institution’s pro rata 
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share of the amount (if any) which would be 
required to restore the relevant deposit in- 
surance fund to the fund's designated reserve 
ratio as of the date the bank provides a writ- 
ten notice under subsection (a)(1). 

(2) PROCEDURES.—The Corporation shall 
prescribe, by regulation, procedures for as- 
sessing any exit fee under this subsection. 

“(f) TEMPORARY INSURANCE OF DEPOSITS IN- 
SURED AS OF TERMINATION.— 

() TRANSITION PERIOD.—The insured de- 
posits of each depositor in a State bank or a 
national bank on the effective date of the 
voluntary termination of the bank’s insured 
status, less all subsequent withdrawals from 
any deposits of such depositor, shall con- 
tinue to be insured for a period of not less 
than 6 months and not more than 2 years, as 
determined by the Corporation. During such 
period, no additions to any such deposits, 
and no new deposits in the depository insti- 
tution made after the effective date of such 
termination shall be insured by the Corpora- 
tion. 

(2) TEMPORARY ASSESSMENTS; OBLIGATIONS 
AND DUTIES.—During the period specified in 
paragraph (1) with respect to any bank, the 
bank shall continue to pay assessments 
under section 7 as if the bank were an in- 
sured depository institution. The bank shall, 
in all other respects, be subject to the au- 
thority of the Corporation and the duties 
and obligations of an insured depository in- 
stitution under this Act during such period, 
and in the event that the bank is closed due 
to an inability to meet the demands of the 
bank’s depositors during such period, the 
Corporation shall have the same powers and 
rights with respect to such bank as in the 
case of an insured depository institution. 

(g ADVERTISEMENTS. — 

(I) IN GENERAL.—A bank that voluntarily 
terminates the bank's insured status under 
this section shall not advertise or hold itself 
out as having insured deposits, except that 
the bank may advertise the temporary insur- 
ance of deposits under subsection (f) if, in 
connection with any such advertisement, the 
advertisement also states with equal promi- 
nence that additions to deposits and new de- 
posits made after the effective date of the 
termination are not insured, 

ö) CERTIFICATES OF DEPOSIT, OBLIGATIONS, 
AND SECURITIES.—Any certificate of deposit 
or other obligation or security issued by a 
State bank or a national bank after the ef- 
fective date of the voluntary termination of 
the bank’s insured status under this section 
shall be accompanied by a conspicuous, 
prominently displayed notice that such cer- 
tificate of deposit or other obligation or se- 
curity is not insured under this Act. 

ch) NOTICE REQUIREMENTS.— 

(J) NOTICE TO THE CORPORATION.—The no- 
tice required under subsection (a)(1)(A) shall 
be in such form as the Corporation may re- 
quire. 

(2) NOTICE TO DEPOSITORS.—The notice re- 
quired under subsection (a)(1)(B) shall be— 

(A) sent to each depositor’s last address 
of record with the bank; and 

(B) in such manner and form as the Cor- 
poration finds to be necessary and appro- 
priate for the protection of depositors.. 

(3) DEFINITION.—Section 19(b)(1)(A)(i) of the 
Federal Reserve Act (12 U.S.C. 461(b)(1)(A)() 
is amended by inserting , or any wholesale 
financial institution subject to section 9B of 
this Act” after such Act“. 

Subtitle E—Streamlining Antitrust Review of 
Bank Acquisitions and Mergers 
SEC. 141. AMENDMENTS TO THE BANK HOLDING 
COMPANY ACT OF 1956, 

(a) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 3 TO REQUIRE 

FILING OF APPLICATION COPIES WITH ANTI- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


TRUST AGENCIES.—Section 3 of the Bank 
Holding Company Act of 1956 (12 U.S.C. 1842) 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b) by inserting after 
paragraph (2) the following new paragraph: 

(3) REQUIREMENT TO FILE INFORMATION 
WITH ANTITRUST AGENCIES.—Any applicant 
seeking prior approval of the Board to en- 
gage in an acquisition transaction under this 
section must file simultaneously with the 
Attorney General and, if the transaction also 
involves an acquisition under section 4 or 6, 
the Federal Trade Commission copies of any 
documents regarding the proposed trans- 
action required by the Board.“ and 

(2) in subsection (c) 

(A) by striking paragraph (1); and 

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (2) 
through (5) as paragraphs (1) through (4), re- 
spectively. 

(b) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 11 To MODIFY 
JUSTICE DEPARTMENT NOTIFICATION AND 
POST-APPROVAL WAITING PERIOD FOR SECTION 
3 TRANSACTIONS.—Section 11 of the Bank 
Holding Company Act of 1956 (12 U.S.C. 1849) 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(1)— 

(A) by striking , if the Board has not re- 
ceived any adverse comment from the Attor- 
ney General of the United States relating to 
competitive factors,“; 

(B) by striking as may be prescribed by 
the Board with the concurrence of the Attor- 
ney General, but in no event less than 15 cal- 
endar days after the date of approval.” and 
inserting as may be prescribed by the ap- 
propriate antitrust agency,“; and 

(C) by striking the 3d to last sentence and 
the penultimate sentence; and 

(2) by striking subsections (c) and (e) and 
redesignating subsections (d) and (f) as sub- 
sections (c) and (d), respectively. 

(c) DEFINITIONS,—Section 2(0) of the Bank 
Holding Company Act of 1956 (12 U.S.C. 
1841(0)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new paragraphs: 

“(8) ANTITRUST AGENCIES.—The term anti- 
trust agencies’ means the Attorney General 
and the Federal Trade Commission. 

(9) APPROPRIATE ANTITRUST AGENCY.— 
With respect to a particular transaction, the 
term ‘appropriate antitrust agency’ means 
the antitrust agency engaged in reviewing 
the competitive effects of such trans- 
action.“. 

SEC, 142, AMENDMENTS TO THE FEDERAL DE- 
POSIT INSURANCE ACT TO VEST IN 
THE ATTORNEY GENERAL SOLE RE- 
SPONSIBILITY FOR ANTITRUST RE- 
VIEW OF DEPOSITORY INSTITUTION 
MERGERS. 

Section 18(c) of the Federal Deposit Insur- 
ance Act (12 U.S.C. 1828) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3)(C) by striking during 
a period at least as long as the period al- 
lowed for furnishing reports under paragraph 
(J) of this subsection”; 

(2) by striking paragraph (4) and inserting 
the following new paragraph: 

(4) FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED.—In deter- 
mining whether to approve a transaction, 
the responsible agency shall in every case 
take into consideration the financial and 
managerial resources and future prospects of 
the existing and proposed institutions, and 
the convenience and needs of the community 
to be served.”’; 

(3) by striking paragraph (5) and inserting 
the following new paragraph: 

(5) NOTICE TO ATTORNEY GENERAL,—The re- 
sponsible agency shall immediately notify 
the Attorney General of any approval by it 
pursuant to this subsection of a proposed 
merger transaction. If the responsible agen- 
cy has found that it must act immediately in 
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order to prevent the probable failure of one 
of the banks involved, the transaction may 
be consummated immediately upon approval 
by the agency. If the responsible agency has 
notified the other Federal banking agencies 
referred to in this section of the existence of 
an emergency requiring expeditious action 
and has required the submission of views and 
recommendations within 10 days, the trans- 
action may not be consummated before the 
5th calendar day after the date of approval of 
the responsible agency. In all other cases, 
the transaction may not be consummated be- 
fore the 30th calendar day after the date of 
approval by the agency, or such shorter pe- 
riod of time as may be prescribed by the At- 
torney General.“; 

(4) by striking paragraph (6) and redesig- 
nating paragraphs (7) through (11) as para- 
graphs (6) through (10), respectively; 

(5) in subparagraph (A) of paragraph (6) (as 
so redesignated by paragraph (4) of this sec- 
tion)— 

(A) by striking ‘'(5)"" and inserting (4)“; 
and 

(B) by striking “(6)” and inserting ‘*(5)"; 

(C) by striking In any such action, the 
court shall review de novo the issues pre- 
sented.”’; 

(6) in paragraph (6) (as so redesignated by 
paragraph (4) of this section)— 

(A) by striking subparagraphs (B) and (D); 
and 

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as 
subparagraph (B); 

(7) in paragraph (8) (as so redesignated by 
paragraph (4) of this section)— 

(A) by inserting and' after the semicolon 
at the end of subparagraph (A): 

(B) by striking subparagraph (B); and 

(C) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as 
subparagraph (B); and 

(8) by inserting after paragraph (10) (as so 
redesignated by paragraph (4) of this section) 
the following new paragraph: 

(11) REQUIREMENT TO FILE INFORMATION 
WITH ATTORNEY GENERAL.—Any applicant 
seeking prior written approval of the respon- 
sible Federal banking agency to engage in a 
merger transaction under this subsection 
shall file simultaneously with the Attorney 
General copies of any documents regarding 
the proposed transaction required by the 
Federal banking agency.“ 

SEC. 143. INFORMATION FILED BY DEPOSITORY 
INSTITUTIONS; INTERAGENCY DATA 
SHARING, 

(a) FORMAT OF NOTICE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notice of any proposed 
transaction for which approval is required 
under section 3 of the Bank Holding Com- 
pany Act of 1956 or section 18(c) of the Fed- 
eral Deposit Insurance Act shall be in a for- 
mat designated and required by the appro- 
priate Federal banking agency (as defined in 
section 3 of the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Act) and shall contain a section on the likely 
competitive effects of the proposed trans- 
action. 

(2) DESIGNATION BY AGENCY.—The appro- 
priate Federal banking agency, with the con- 
currence of the antitrust agencies, shall des- 
ignate and require the form and content of 
the competitive effects section. 

(3) NOTICE OF SUSPENSION.—Upon notifica- 
tion by the appropriate antitrust agency 
that the competitive effects section of an ap- 
plication is incomplete, the appropriate Fed- 
eral banking agency shall notify the appli- 
cant that the agency will suspend processing 
of the application until the appropriate anti- 
trust agency notifies the agency that the ap- 
plication is complete. 

(4) EMERGENCY ACTION.—This provision 
shall not affect the appropriate Federal 
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banking agency’s authority to act imme- 
diately— 

(A) to prevent the probable failure of 1 of 
the banks involved; or 

(B) to reduce or eliminate a post approval 
waiting period in case of an emergency re- 
quiring expeditious action. 

(5) EXEMPTION FOR CERTAIN FILINGS.—With 
the concurrence of the antitrust agencies, 
the appropriate Federal banking agency may 
exempt classes of persons, acquisitions, or 
transactions that are not likely to violate 
the antitrust laws from the requirement that 
applicants file a competitive effects section. 

(b) INTERAGENCY DATA SHARING REQUIRE- 
MENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—To the extent not prohib- 
ited by other law, the Federal banking agen- 
cies shall make available to the antitrust 
agencies any data in their possession that 
the antitrust agencies deem necessary for 
antitrust reviews of transactions requiring 
approval under section 3 of the Bank Holding 
Company Act of 1956 or section 1800) of the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Act. 

(2) CONTINUATION OF DATA COLLECTION AND 
ANALYSIS.—The Federal banking agencies 
shall continue to provide market analysis, 
deposit share information, and other rel- 
evant information for determining market 
competition as needed by the Attorney Gen- 
eral in the same manner such agencies pro- 
vided analysis and information under section 
18%) of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act 
and 3(c) of the Bank Holding Company Act of 
1956 (as such sections were in effect on the 
day before the date of the enactment of this 
Act) and shall continue to collect informa- 
tion necessary or useful for such analysis. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the following definitions shall apply: 

(1) ANTITRUST AGENCIES.—The term anti- 
trust agencies“ means the Attorney General 
and the Federal Trade Commission. 

(2) APPROPRIATE ANTITRUST AGENCY.—With 
respect to a particular transaction, the term 
“appropriate antitrust agency“ means the 
antitrust agency engaged in reviewing the 
competitive effects of such transaction. 

SEC. 144. APPLICABILITY OF ANTITRUST LAWS. 

No provision of this subtitle shall be con- 
strued as affecting— 

(1) the applicability of antitrust laws (as 
defined in section 11(d) of the Bank Holding 
Company Act of 1956; as so redesignated pur- 
suant to this subtitle); or 

(2) the applicability, if any, of any State 
law which is similar to the antitrust laws. 
SEC. 145. CLARIFICATION OF STATUS OF SUBSIDI- 

ARIES AND AFFILIATES. 

(a) CLARIFICATION OF FEDERAL TRADE COM- 
MISSION JURISDICTION.—Any person which di- 
rectly or indirectly controls, is controlled di- 
rectly or indirectly by, or is directly or indi- 
rectly under common control with, any bank 
or savings association (as such terms are de- 
fined in section 3 of the Federal Deposit In- 
surance Act) and is not itself a bank or sav- 
ings association shall not be deemed to be a 
bank or savings association for purposes of 
the Federal Trade Commission Act or any 
other law enforced by the Federal Trade 
Commission. 

(b) SAVINGS PROVISION.—No provision of 
this section shall be construed as restricting 
the authority of any Federal banking agency 
(as defined in section 3 of the Federal De- 
posit Insurance Act) under any Federal 
banking law, including section 8 of the Fed- 
eral Deposit Insurance Act. 

SEC. 146. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This subtitle shall take effect 6 months 

after the date of enactment of this Act. 
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Subtitle F—Applying the Principles of Na- 
tional Treatment and Equality of Competi- 
tive Opportunity to Foreign Banks and For- 
eign Financial Institutions 

SEC. 151. APPLYING THE PRINCIPLES OF NA- 

TIONAL TREATMENT AND EQUALITY 
OF COMPETITIVE OPPORTUNITY TO 
FOREIGN BANKS THAT ARE FINAN- 
CIAL HOLDING COMPANIES. 

Section 8(c) of the International Banking 
Act of 1978 (12 U.S.C. 3106(c)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para- 
graph: 

(3) TERMINATION 
RIGHTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If any foreign bank or 
foreign company files a declaration under 
section 6(b)(1)(E) or which receives a deter- 
mination under section 10(d)(1) of the Bank 
Holding Company Act of 1956, any authority 
conferred by this subsection on any foreign 
bank or company to engage in any activity 
which the Board has determined to be per- 
missible for financial holding companies 
under section 6 of such Act shall terminate 
immediately. 

(B) RESTRICTIONS AND REQUIREMENTS AU- 
THORIZED.—If a foreign bank or company 
that engages, directly or through an affiliate 
pursuant to paragraph (1), in an activity 
which the Board has determined to be per- 
missible for financial holding companies 
under section 6 of the Bank Holding Com- 
pany Act of 1956 has not filed a declaration 
with the Board of its status as a financial 
holding company under such section or re- 
ceived a determination under section 10(d)(1) 
by the end of the 2-year period beginning on 
the date of enactment of the Financial Serv- 
ices Act of 1998, the Board, giving due regard 
to the principle of national treatment and 
equality of competitive opportunity, may 
impose such restrictions and requirements 
on the conduct of such activities by such for- 
eign bank or company as are comparable to 
those imposed on a financial holding com- 
pany organized under the laws of the United 
States, including a requirement to conduct 
such activities in compliance with any pru- 
dential safeguards established under section 
5(h) of the Bank Holding Company Act of 
1956. 

SEC. 152. APPLYING THE PRINCIPLES OF NA- 

TIONAL TREATMENT AND EQUALITY 
OF COMPETITIVE OPPORTUNITY TO 
FOREIGN BANKS AND FOREIGN FI- 
NANCIAL INSTITUTIONS THAT ARE 
WHOLESALE FINANCIAL INSTITU- 
TIONS. 

Section 8A of the Federal Deposit Insur- 
ance Act (as added by section 136(c)(2) of this 
Act) is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

(D VOLUNTARY TERMINATION OF DEPOSIT 
INSURANCE.—The provisions on voluntary 
termination of insurance in this section 
shall apply to an insured branch of a foreign 
bank (including a Federal branch) in the 
same manner and to the same extent as they 
apply to an insured State bank or a national 
bank.“ 

Subtitle G- Federal Home Loan Bank System 

SEC, 161. FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANKS- 

The Ist sentence of section 3 of the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1423) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking “the continental United 
States“ and all that follows through the 
“eight”; and 

(2) by inserting “the States into not less 
than 1 before “nor”. 

SEC. 162. MEMBERSHIP AND COLLATERAL. 

(a) Subsection (f) of section 5 of the Home 
Owners’ Loan Act (12 U.S.C, 1464) is amended 
to read as follows: 
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“(f) FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK MEMBER- 
SHIP,—A Federal savings association may be- 
come a member, of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank System, and shall qualify for such 
membership in the manner provided by the 
Federal Home Loan Bank Act, beginning 
January 1, 1999. 

(b) Section 10(a)(5) of the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1430(a)(5)) is 
amended— 

(1) in the 2d sentence, by striking ‘‘and the 
Board”; and 

(2) in the 3d sentence, by striking “Board” 
and inserting “Bank”. 

(c) Section 10(a) of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1430(a)) is amended— 

(1) in the 2d sentence, by striking “Al 
long-term advances” and inserting ‘‘Except 
as provided in the succeeding sentence, all 
long-term advances”’; 

(2) by inserting after the 2d sentence, the 
following sentence: Notwithstanding the 
preceding sentence, long-term advances may 
be made to members insured by the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation which have 
less than $500,000,000 in total assets for the 
purpose of funding small businesses, agri- 
culture, rural development, or low-income 
community development (as defined by the 
Board).“ and 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para- 
graph (6) and inserting after paragraph (4) 
the following new paragraph: 

(5) In the case of any member insured by 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 
which has total assets of less than 
$500,000,000, secured loans for small business, 
agriculture, rural development, or low-in- 
come community development, or securities 
representing a whole interest in such secured 
loans.“ 

(d) Section 4a) of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1424(a)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para- 
graph: 

“(3) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS FOR COMMU- 
NITY FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.—The require- 
ments of paragraph (2) (other than subpara- 
graph (B) of such paragraph) shall not apply 
to any insured depository institution which 
has total assets of less than $500,000,000. 

(e) Section 10 of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1430) is amended by 
striking the Ist of the 2 subsections des- 
ignated as subsection (e) (relating to quali- 
fied thrift lender status). 

SEC. 163. THE OFFICE OF FINANCE. 

The Federal Home Loan Bank Act (12 
U.S.C. 1421) is amended by inserting after 
section 4 the following new section: 

“SEC. 5. THE OFFICE OF FINANCE. 

(a) OPERATION.—The Federal home loan 
banks shall operate jointly an office of fi- 
nance (hereafter in this section referred to as 
the ‘Office’) to issue the notes, bonds, and de- 
bentures of the Federal home loan banks in 
accordance with this Act. 

(b) POWERS.—Subject to the other provi- 
sions of this Act and such safety and sound- 
ness regulations as the Finance Board may 
prescribe, the Office shall be authorized by 
the Federal home loan banks to act as the 
agent of such banks to issue Federal home 
loan bank notes, bonds and debentures pur- 
suant to section 11 of this Act on behalf of 
the banks. 

(e CENTRAL BOARD OF DIRECTORS.— 

“(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Federal home 
loan banks shall establish a central board of 
directors of the Office to administer the af- 
fairs of the Office in accordance with the 
provisions of this Act. 

(2) COMPOSITION OF BOARD.—Each Federal 
home loan bank shall annually select 1 indi- 
vidual who, as of the time of the election, is 
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an officer or director of such bank to serve 
as a member of the central board of directors 
of the Office. 

d) STATUS.—Except to the extent ex- 
pressly provided in this Act, the Office shall 
be treated as a Federal home loan bank for 
purposes of any law.“ 

SEC. 164. MANAGEMENT OF BANKS. 

(a) Subsections (a) and (b) of section 7 of 
the Federal Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C, 
1427(a) and (b)) are amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

(a) The management of each Federal 
home loan bank shall be vested in a board of 
15 directors, 9 of whom shall be elected by 
the members in accordance with this section, 
6 of whom shall be appointed by the Board 
referred to in section 2A, and all of whom 
shall be citizens of the United States and 
bona fide residents of the district in which 
such bank is located. At least 2 of the Fed- 
eral home loan bank directors who are ap- 
pointed by the Board shall be representatives 
chosen from organizations with more than a 
2-year history of representing consumer or 
community interests on banking services, 
credit needs, housing, or financial consumer 
protections. No Federal home loan bank di- 
rector who is appointed pursuant to this sub- 
section may, during such bank director's 
term of office, serve as an officer of any Fed- 
eral home loan bank or a director or officer 
of any member of a bank, or hold shares, or 
any other financial interest in, any member 
of a bank. 

(b) The elective directors shall be divided 
into three classes, designated as classes A, B, 
and C, as nearly equal in number as possible. 
Each directorship shall be filled by a person 
who is an officer or director of a member lo- 
cated in that bank’s district. Each class 
shall represent members of similar asset 
size, and the Board shall, to the maximum 
extent possible, seek to achieve geographic 
diversity. The Finance Board shall establish 
the minimum and maximum asset size for 
each class. Any member shall be entitled to 
nominate and elect eligible persons for its 
class of directorship; such offices shall be 
filled from such nominees by a plurality of 
the votes which members of each class may 
cast for nominees in their corresponding 
class of directors in an election held for the 
purpose of filling such offices. Each member 
shall be permitted to cast one vote for each 
share of Federal home loan bank stock 
owned by that member. No person who is an 
officer or director of a member that fails to 
meet any applicable capital requirement is 
eligible to hold the office of Federal Home 
Loan Bank director. As used in this sub- 
section, the term member“ means a mem- 
ber of a Federal home loan bank which was 
a member of such Bank as of a record date 
established by the Bank.“ 

(b) Section 7 of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1427) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsections (c) and (h); and 

(2) by redesignating subsections (d), (e), (f), 
(g), (G), (j), and (k) as subsections (c), (d), (e), 
(f), (g8), (h), and (i), respectively. 

(c) Subsection (c) of section 7 of the Fed- 
eral Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1427(d)) 
(as so redesignated by subsection (b) of this 
section) is amended by striking the Ist and 
2d sentences and inserting the following 2 
new sentences: The term of each position of 
director shall be 3 years. No director serving 
for 3 consecutive terms, nor any other offi- 
cer, director or that member or any affili- 
ated depository institution, shall be eligible 
for another term earlier than 3 years after 
the expiration of the last expiring of said 3- 
year terms. 3 elected directors of different 
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classes as specified by the Finance Board 
shall be elected by ballot annually.”’. 

(d) Subsection (d) of section 7 of the Fed- 
eral Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1427(e)) 
(as so redesignated by subsection (b) of this 
section) is amended to read as follows: 

(d) TRANSITION PROVISION.—In the ist 
election after the date of the enactment of 
the Financial Services Act of 1998, 3 direc- 
tors shall be elected in each of the 3 classes 
of elective directorship. The Finance Board 
may, in the Ist election after such date of 
enactment, designate the terms of each 
elected director in each class, not to exceed 
3 years, to assure that, in each subsequent 
election, 3 directors from different classes of 
elective directorships are elected each 
year.“. 

(e) Subsection (g) of section 7 of the Fed- 
eral Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 142700) 
(as so redesignated by subsection (b) of this 
section) is amended by striking subject to 
the approval of the board”. 

SEC. 165. ADVANCES TO NONMEMBER BOR- 
ROWERS. 

Section 10b of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1430b) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking (a) IN 
GENERAL.—"’; 

(2) by striking the 4th sentence of sub- 
section (a), and inserting "Notwithstanding 
the preceding sentence, if an advance is 
made for the purpose of facilitating mort- 
gage lending that benefits individuals and 
families that meet the income requirements 
set forth in section 142(d) or 143(f) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1986, the advance 
may be collateralized as provided in section 
10(a) of this Act.“; and 

(3) by striking subsection (b). 

SEC. 166. POWERS AND DUTIES OF BANKS. 

(a) Subsection (a) of section 11 of the Fed- 
eral Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1431(a)) 
is amended— 

(1) by inserting through the Office of Fi- 
nance” after to issue”; 

(2) by striking “Board” after upon such 
terms and conditions as the“ and inserting 
“board of directors of the bank". 

(b) Subsection (b) of section 11 of the Fed- 
eral Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1431(b)) 
is amended to read as follows: 

b) ISSUANCE OF FEDERAL 
BANK CONSOLIDATED BONDS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.— The Office of Finance 
may issue consolidated Federal home loan 
bank bonds and other consolidated obliga- 
tions on behalf of the banks. 

(2) JOINT AND SEVERAL OBLIGATION; TERMS 
AND CONDITIONS.—Consolidated obligations 
issued by the Office of Finance under para- 
graph (1) shall— 

(A) be the joint and several obligations of 
all the Federal home loan banks; and 

“(B) shall be issued upon such terms and 
conditions as shall be established by the Of- 
fice of Finance subject to such rules and reg- 
ulations as the Finance Board may pre- 
scribe.”’. 

(c) Section 11(f) of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1430(f) (as designated be- 
fore the redesignation by subsection (e) of 
this section) is amended by striking both 
commas immediately following “permit” 
and inserting or“. 

(d) Subsection (i) of section 11 of the Fed- 
eral Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1431(i)) 
is amended by striking the 2d undesignated 
paragraph. 

(e) Section 11 of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1431) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (c); and 

(2) by redesignating subsections (d) 
through (k) as subsections (c) through (j), re- 
spectively. 
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SEC. 167. MERGERS AND CONSOLIDATIONS OF 
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANKS. 

Section 26 of the Federal Home Loan Bank 
Act (12 U.S.C. 1446) is amended by desig- 
nating the current paragraph as (a)“ and 
adding the following new sections: 

(c) Nothing in this section shall preclude 
voluntary mergers, combinations or consoli- 
dation by or among the Federal home loan 
banks pursuant to such regulations as the 
Finance Board may prescribe. 

(e) NUMBER OF ELECTED DIRECTORS OF RE- 
SULTING BANK.— Subject to section 7 of this 
Act, any bank resulting from a merger, com- 
bination, or consolidation pursuant to this 
section may have a number of elected direc- 
tors equal to or less than the total number of 
elected directors of all the banks which par- 
ticipated in such transaction (as determined 
immediately before such transaction). 

(d) NUMBER OF APPOINTED DIRECTORS OF 
RESULTING BANK.—The number of appointed 
directors of any bank resulting from a merg- 
er, combination, or consolidation pursuant 
to this section shall be a number that is 
three less than the number of elected direc- 
tors. 

(e) ADJUSTMENT OF DISTRICT BOUND- 
ARIES.—After consummation of any merger, 
combination, or consolidation of 2 or more 
Federal home loan banks, the Finance Board 
shall adjust the districts established in sec- 
tion 3 of this Act to reflect such merger, 
combination, or consolidation.”’. 

SEC. 168, TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS, 

(a) REPEAL OF SECTIONS 22A AND 27.—The 
Federal Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C, 1421 
et seq.) is amended by striking sections 22A 
(12 U.S.C. 1442a) and 27 (12 U.S.C. 1447). 

(b) SECTION 12,— 

(1) Section 12(a) of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1482(a)) is amended— 

(A) by striking subject to the approval of 
the Board' immediately following trans- 
action of its business“; and 

(B) by striking “and, by its Board of direc- 
tors, to prescribe, amend, and repeal by-laws, 
rules, and regulations governing the manner 
in which its affairs may be administered; and 
the powers granted to it by law may be exer- 
cised and enjoyed subject to the approval of 
the Board. The president of a Federal Home 
Loan Bank may also be a member of the 
Board of directors thereof, but no other offi- 
cer, employee, attorney, or agent of such 
bank, and inserting and, by the board of 
directors of the bank, to prescribe, amend, 
and repeal by-laws governing the manner in 
which its affairs may be administered, con- 
sistent with applicable statute and regula- 
tion, as administered by the Finance Board. 
No officer, employee, attorney, or agent of a 
Federal home loan bank”. 

(2) Section 12 of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1432) is amended by in- 
serting after subsection (b) the following new 
subsection: 

(% PROHIBITION ON EXCESSIVE COMPENSA- 
TION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Finance Board shall 
prohibit the Federal home loan banks from 
providing compensation to any officer, direc- 
tor, or employee that is not reasonable and 
comparable with the compensation for em- 
ployment in other similar businesses involv- 
ing similar duties and responsibilities. How- 
ever, the Finance Board may not prescribe or 
set a specific level or range of compensation 
for any officer, director, or employee. 

(2) REGULATIONS.—The Finance Board, by 
regulation, may provide for the requirements 
of paragraph (1) to be phased-in over a period 
not to exceed 3 years. 

(3) EXCEPTION FOR EXISTING CONTRACTS.— 
Paragraph (1) shall not apply to any contract 
entered into before June 1, 1997.“ 
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(c) POWERS AND DUTIES OF FEDERAL Hous- 
ING FINANCE BOARD.— 

(1) Subsection (a)(1) of section 2B of the 
Federal Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 
1422b(a)(1)) is amended by striking the period 
at the end of the sentence and inserting **; 
and to have the same powers, rights, and du- 
ties to enforce this Act with respect to the 
Federal home loan banks and the senior offi- 
cers and directors of such banks as the Office 
of Federal Housing Enterprise Oversight has 
over the Federal housing enterprises and the 
senior officers and directors of such enter- 
prises under the Federal Housing Enterprises 
Financial Safety and Soundness Act of 
1992. 

(2) Subsection (b) of section 2B of the Fed- 
eral Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1422b(b)) 
is amended— 

(A) by striking () BOARD STAFF.—”’; 

(B) by striking function to any employee, 
administrative unit“ and inserting function 
to any employee or administrative unit“; 

(C) by striking the 2d sentence in para- 
graph (1); and 

(D) by striking paragraph (2). 

(3) Section 111 of Public Law 93-495 (12 
U.S.C. 250) is amended by striking Federal 
Home Loan Bank Board” and inserting *‘Fed- 
eral Housing Finance Board”. 

(d) ELIGIBILITY TO SECURE ADVANCES,— 

(1) SECTION 9.—Section 9 of the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1429) is 
amended— 

(A) in the second sentence, by striking 
“with the approval of the Board”; and 

(B) in the third sentence, by striking 
subject to the approval of the Board.“. 

(2) SECTION 10.— 

(A) Subsection (a) of section 10 of the Fed- 
eral Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1430(a)) 
is amended in paragraph (3), by striking De- 
posits’’ and inserting Cash or deposits”. 

(B) Subsection (c) of section 10 of the Fed- 
eral Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1430(c)) 
is amended— 

(i) in the 1st sentence by striking “Board” 
and inserting Federal home loan bank”; 
and 

(ii) by striking the 2d sentence. 

(C) Subsection (d) of section 10 of the Fed- 
eral Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1430(d)) 
is amended— 

(i) in the 1st sentence, by striking ‘‘and the 
approval of the Board”; 

(ii) in the last sentence, by striking Sub- 
ject to the approval of the Board, any” and 
inserting Any“. 

(D) Section 100) of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1430(j)) is amended— 

(i) in the Ist sentence of paragraph (1) by 
striking to subsidize the interest rate on 
advances” and inserting to provide sub- 
sidies, including subsidized interest rates on 
advances”’; 

Gi) in paragraphs (2), (3), (4), (5), (9), (11), 
and (12) by striking “advances” and sub- 
sidized advances” each place such terms ap- 
pear and inserting ‘subsidies, including sub- 
sidized advances”’; 

(iii) in paragraph (1), by inserting (A)“ be- 
fore the lst sentence, and inserting the fol- 
lowing at the end of the paragraph: 

„B) Subject to such regulations as the Fi- 
nance Board may prescribe, the board of di- 
rectors of each Federal home loan bank may 
approve or disapprove requests from mem- 
bers for Affordable Housing Program sub- 
sidies, and may not delegate such author- 
Ity. : 

(iv) in paragraph (2), by striking subpara- 
graph (B) and inserting the following new 
subparagraph: 

(B) finance the purchase, construction or 
rehabilitation of rental housing if, for a pe- 
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riod of at least 15 years, either 20 percent or 
more of the units in such housing are occu- 
pied by and affordable for households whose 
income is 50 percent or less of area median 
income (as determined by the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development, and as ad- 
justed for family size); or 40 percent or more 
of the units in such housing are occupied by 
and affordable for households whose income 
is 60 percent or less of area median income 
(as determined by the Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development, and as adjusted for 
family size)."’; 

(v) in paragraph (5)— 

(I) by striking the colon after “Affordable 
Housing Program”; 

(II) by striking subparagraphs (A) and (B); 
and 

(II) by striking (0) In 1995, and subse- 
quent years,“; 

(vi) in paragraph (11)— 

(I) by inserting , pursuant to a nomina- 
tion process that is as broad and as 
participatory as possible, and giving consid- 
eration to the size of the District and the di- 
versity of low- and moderate-income housing 
needs and activities within the District,” 
after Advisory Council of 7 to 15 persons“; 

(I) by inserting a diverse range of” before 
“community and nonprofit organizations”; 
and 

dI) by inserting after the Ist sentence, the 
following new sentence: “Representatives of 
no one group shall constitute an undue pro- 
portion of the membership of the Advisory 
Council.“; and 

(vii) in paragraph (13), by striking subpara- 
graph (D) and inserting the following new 
subparagraph: 

D) AFFORDABLE.—For purposes of para- 
graph (2)(B), the term affordable“ means 
that the rent with respect to a unit shall not 
exceed 30 percent of the income limitation 
under paragraph (2B) applicable to occu- 
pants of such unit.“ 

(e) SECTION 16.—Subsection (a) of section 16 
of the Federal Home Loan Bank Act (12 
U.S.C. 1436) is amended in the 3d sentence by 
striking “net earnings“ and inserting pre- 
viously retained earnings or current net 
earnings”; by striking, and then only with 
the approval of the Federal Housing Finance 
Board”; and by striking the 4th sentence. 

(f) SECTION 18.—Subsection (b) of section 18 
of the Federal Home Loan Bank Act (12 
U.S.C. 1438) is amended by striking para- 
graph (4). 

(g) SECTION 11.—Section 11 of the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1431) is 
amended by inserting after subsection (j) (as 
so redesignated by section 166(e) of this sub- 
title) the following subsection: 

i(k) PROHIBITION ON OTHER ACTIVITIES.— 

(i) A Federal home loan bank may not en- 
gage in any activity other than the activi- 
ties authorized under this Act and activities 
incidental to such authorized activities. 

(2) All activities specified in paragraph (1) 
are subject to Finance Board approval.“ 
SEC. 169. DEFINITIONS. 

Paragraph (3) of section 2 of the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1422(3)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

(3) The term “State” in addition to the 
states of the United States, includes the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, Guam, Puerto Rico, the 
United States Virgin Islands, American 
Samoa, and the Commonwealth of the North- 
ern Mariana Islands." 

SEC. 170, RESOLUTION FUNDING CORPORATION 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 21B(f)(2)(C) of the 
Federal Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 
1441b(f)(2)(C)) is amended to read as follows: 

(C) PAYMENTS BY FEDERAL HOME LOAN 
BANKS.—To the extent the amounts available 
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pursuant to subparagraphs (A) and (B) are 
insufficient to cover the amount of interest 
payments, each Federal home loan bank 
shall pay to the Funding Corporation each 
calendar year 20.75 percent of the net earn- 
ings of such bank (after deducting expenses 
relating to subsection (j) of section 10 and 
operating expenses). 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
January 1, 1999. 

SEC, 171. CAPITAL STRUCTURE OF THE FEDERAL 
HOME LOAN BANKS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6 of the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1426) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“SEC. 6. CAPITAL STRUCTURE OF FEDERAL 
HOME LOAN BANKS. 

(a) CAPITAL STRUCTURE PLAN.—On or be- 
fore January 1, 1999, the board of directors of 
each Federal home loan bank shall submit 
for Finance Board approval a plan estab- 
lishing and implementing a capital structure 
for such bank which— 

(J) the board of directors determines is 
the best suited for the condition and oper- 
ation of the bank and the interests of the 
shareholders of the bank; 

(2) meets the requirements of subsection 
(b); and 

(3) meets the minimum capital standards 
and requirements established under sub- 
section (c) and any regulations prescribed by 
the Finance Board pursuant to such sub- 
section. 

“(b) CONTENTS OF PLAN.—The capital 
structure plan of each Federal home loan 
bank shall meet the following requirements: 

“(1) STOCK PURCHASE REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Each capital structure 
plan of a Federal home loan bank shall re- 
quire the shareholders of the bank to main- 
tain an investment in the stock of the bank 
in amount not less than— 

a minimum percentage of the total as- 
sets of the shareholder; and 

(i) a minimum percentage of the out- 
standing advances from the bank to the 
shareholder. 

(B) MINIMUM PERCENTAGE LEVELS.—The 
minimum percentages established pursuant 
to subparagraph (A) shall be set at levels suf- 
ficient to meet the bank’s minimum capital 
requirements established by the Finance 
Board under subsection (c). 

“(C) MAXIMUM ASSET BASED CAPITAL RE- 
QUIREMENT.—The asset-based capital require- 
ment applicable to any shareholder of a Fed- 
eral home loan bank in any year shall not 
exceed the lesser of— 

(0 0.6 percent of a shareholder's total as- 
sets at the close of the preceding year; or 

**(ii) $300,000,000. 

D) MAXIMUM ADVANCE-BASED REQUIRE- 
MENT.—The advance-based capital require- 
ment applicable to any shareholder of a Fed- 
eral home loan bank shall not exceed 6 per- 
cent of the total outstanding advances from 
the bank to the shareholder. 

“(E) MINIMUM STOCK PURCHASE REQUIRE- 
MENT AUTHORIZED.—A capital structure plan 
may establish a minimum dollar amount of 
stock of a Federal home loan bank in which 
a shareholder shall be required to invest. 

(2) ADJUSTMENTS TO STOCK PURCHASE RE- 
QUIREMENTS.—The capital structure plan 
adopted by each Federal home loan bank 
shall impose a continuing obligation on the 
board of directors of the bank to review and 
adjust as necessary member stock purchase 
requirements in order to ensure that the 
bank remains in compliance with applicable 
minimum capital levels established by the 
Finance Board. 
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(3) TRANSITION RULE FOR STOCK PURCHASE 
REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A capital structure plan 
may allow shareholders who were members 
of a Federal home loan bank on the date of 
the enactment of the Financial Services Act 
of 1998 to come into compliance with the 
asset-based stock purchase requirement es- 
tablished under paragraph (1) during a tran- 
sition period established under the plan of 
not more than 3 years, if such requirement 
exceeds the asset-based stock purchase re- 
quirement in effect on such date of enact- 
ment. 

(B) INTERIM PURCHASE REQUIREMENTS.—A 
capital structure plan may establish interim 
asset-based stock purchase requirements ap- 
plicable to members referred to in subpara- 
graph (A) during a transition period estab- 
lished under subparagraph (A). 

“(4) CLASSES OF STOCK.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Each capital structure 
plan shall afford each shareholder of a Fed- 
eral home loan bank the option of meeting 
the shareholder’s stock purchase require- 
ments through the purchase of any combina- 
tion of Class A or Class B stock, 

„B) CLASS A STOCK.—Class A stock shall 
be stock of a Federal home loan bank that 
shall be redeemed in cash and at par by the 
bank no later than 12 months following sub- 
mission of a written notice by a shareholder 
of the shareholder's intention to divest all 
shares of stock in the bank. 

() CLASS B STOCK.—Class B stock shall be 
stock of a Federal home loan bank that shall 
be redeemed in cash and at par by the bank 
no later than 5 years following submission of 
a written notice by a shareholder of the 
shareholder’s intention to divest all shares 
of stock in the bank. 

“(D) RIGHTS REQUIREMENT.—The Class B 
stock of a Federal home loan bank may re- 
ceive a dividend premium over that paid on 
Class A stock, and may have preferential 
voting rights in the election of Federal home 
loan bank directors. 

(E) LOWER STOCK PURCHASE REQUIREMENTS 
FOR CLASS B STOCK.—A capital structure plan 
may provide for lower stock purchase re- 
quirements with respect to those share- 
holder's that elect to purchase Class B stock 
in a manner that is consistent with meeting 
the bank’s own minimum capital require- 
ments as established by the Finance Board. 

“(F) NO OTHER CLASSES OF STOCK PER- 
MITTED.—No class of stock other than the 
Class A and Class B stock described in sub- 
paragraphs (B) and (C) may be issued by a 
Federal home loan bank. 

(5) LIMITED TRANSFERABILITY OF STOCK.— 
Each capital structure plan shall provide 
that any equity securities issued by the bank 
shall be available only to, held only by, and 
tradable only among shareholders of the 
bank, 

( CAPITAL STANDARDS.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The Finance Board shall 
prescribe, by regulation, uniform capital 
standards applicable to each Federal home 
loan bank which shall include— 

(A) a leverage limit in accordance with 
paragraph (2); and 

(B) a risk-based capital requirement in 
accordance with paragraph (3). 

**(2) MINIMUM LEVERAGE LIMIT.—The lever- 
age limit established by the Finance Board 
shall require each Federal home loan bank to 
maintain total capital in an amount not less 
than 5 percent of the total assets of the 
bank. In determining compliance with the 
minimum leverage ratio, the amount of re- 
tained earnings and the paid-in value of 
Class B stock, if any, shall be multiplied by 
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1.5 and such higher amount shall be deemed 
to be capital for purposes of meeting the 5 
percent minimum leverage ratio. 

(3) RISK-BASED CAPITAL STANDARD.—The 
risk-based capital requirement shall be com- 
posed of the following components: 

“(A) Capital sufficient to meet the credit 
risk to which a Federal home loan bank is 
subject, based on an amount which is not 
less than the amount of tier 1, risk-based 
capital required by regulations prescribed, or 
guidelines issued under section 38 of the Fed- 
eral Deposit Insurance Act for a well capital- 
ized insured depository institution. 

„B) Capital sufficient to meet the interest 
rate risk to which a Federal home loan bank 
is subject, based on an interest rate stress 
test applied by the Finance Board that rigor- 
ously tests for changes in interest rates, rate 
volatility, and changes in the shape of the 
yield curve. 

(d) REDEMPTION OF CAPITAL,— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Any shareholder of a 
Federal home loan bank shall have the right 
to withdraw the shareholder’s membership 
from a Federal home loan bank and to re- 
deem the shareholder’s stock in accordance 
with the redemption rights associated with 
the class of stock the shareholder holds, if— 

(A) such shareholder has filed a written 
notice of an intention to redeem all such 
shares; and 

„B) the shareholder has no outstanding 
advances from any Federal home loan bank 
at the time of such redemption. 

(2) PARTIAL REDEMPTION.—A shareholder 
who files notice of intention to redeem all 
shares of stock in a Federal home loan bank 
may redeem not more than 1/2 of all such 
shares, in cash and at par, 6 months before 
the date by which the bank is required to re- 
deem such stock pursuant to subparagraph 
(B) or (C) of subsection (b)(4). 

(3) DIVESTITURE.—The board of directors 
of any Federal home loan bank may, after a 
hearing, order the divestiture by any share- 
holder of all ownership interests of such 
shareholder in the bank, if— 

“(A) in the opinion of the board of direc- 
tors, such shareholder has failed to comply 
with a provision of this Act or any regula- 
tion prescribed under this Act; or 

(B) the shareholder has been determined 
to be insolvent, or otherwise subject to the 
appointment of a conservator, receiver, or 
other legal custodian, by a State or Federal 
authority with regulatory and supervisory 
responsibility for such shareholder. 

“(4) RETIREMENT OF EXCESS STOCK.—Any 
shareholder may— 

“(A) retire shares of Class A stock or, at 
the option of the shareholder, shares of Class 
B stock, or any combination of Class A and 
Class B stock, that are excess to the min- 
imum stock purchase requirements applica- 
ble to the shareholder; and 

(B) receive from the Federal home loan 
bank a prompt payment in cash equal to the 
par value of such stock. 

(5) IMPAIRMENT OF CAPITAL.—If the Fi- 
nance Board or the board of directors of a 
Federal home loan bank determines that the 
paid-in capital of the bank is, or is likely to 
be, impaired as a result of losses in or depre- 
ciation of the assets of the bank, the Federal 
home loan bank shall withhold that portion 
of the amount due any shareholder with re- 
spect to any redemption or retirement of any 
class of stock which bears the same ratio to 
the total of such amount as the amount of 
the impaired capital bears to the total 
amount of capital allocable to such class of 
stock. 

(6) POLICIES.—Subject to the require- 
ments of this section, the board of directors 
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of each Federal home loan bank shall 
promptly establish policies, consistent with 
this Act, governing the capital stock of such 
bank and other provisions of this section.“. 
SEC. 172. INVESTMENTS. 

Subsection (j) of section 11 of the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1431) (as so 
redesignated by section 166(e) of this sub- 
title) is amended to read as follows: 

“(j) INVESTMENTS.—Each bank shall reduce 
its investments to those necessary for liquid- 
ity purposes, for safe and sound operation of 
the banks, or for housing finance, as admin- 
istered by the Finance Board.”’. 

SEC, 173. FEDERAL HOUSING FINANCE BOARD. 

Section 2A(b)(1) of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1422(b)(1)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) as subparagraphs (B) and (C), respec- 
tively; 

(2) by inserting before subparagraph (B) (as 
so redesignated by paragraph (1) of this sec- 
tion) the following new subparagraph: 

“(A) The Secretary of the Treasury (or the 
Secretary of the Treasury’s designee), who 
shall serve without additional compensa- 
tion.“; and 

(3) in subparagraph (C) (as so redesignated 
by paragraph (1) of this section) by striking 
Four“ and inserting 3“. 

Subtitle H—Direct Activities of Banks 
SEC, 181. AUTHORITY OF NATIONAL BANKS TO 
UNDERWRITE CERTAIN MUNICIPAL 
BONDS 

The paragraph designated the Seventh of 
section 5136 of the Revised Statutes of the 
United States (12 U.S.C, 24(7)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sen- 
tence: In addition to the provisions in this 
paragraph for dealing in, underwriting or 
purchasing securities, the limitations and re- 
strictions contained in this paragraph as to 
dealing in, underwriting, and purchasing in- 
vestment securities for the national bank's 
own account shall not apply to obligations 
(including limited obligation bonds, revenue 
bonds, and obligations that satisfy the re- 
quirements of section 142(b)(1) of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986) issued by or on be- 
half of any state or political subdivision of a 
state, including any municipal corporate in- 
strumentality of 1 or more states, or any 
public agency or authority of any state or 
political subdivision of a state, if the na- 
tional banking association is well capitalized 
(as defined in section 38 of the Federal De- 
posit Insurance Act).“ 

Subtitle I—Effective Date of Title 
SEC. 191, EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except with regard to any subtitle or other 
provision of this title for which a specific ef- 
fective date is provided, this title and the 
amendments made by this title shall take ef- 
fect at the end of the 270-day period begin- 
ning on the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

TITLE II—FUNCTIONAL REGULATION 
Subtitle A—Brokers and Dealers 
SEC. 201. DEFINITION OF BROKER. 

Section 3(a)(4) of the Securities Exchange 
Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78c(a)(4)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

(4) BROKER.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘broker’ 
means any person engaged in the business of 
effecting transactions in securities for the 
account of others. 

(B) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN BANK ACTIVI- 
TIES.—A bank shall not be considered to be a 
broker because the bank engages in any of 
the following activities under the conditions 
described: 
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) THIRD PARTY BROKERAGE ARRANGE- 
MENTS.—The bank enters into a contractual 
or other arrangement with a broker or dealer 
registered under this title under which the 
broker or dealer offers brokerage services on 
or off the premises of the bank f 

(I) such broker or dealer is clearly identi- 
fied as the person performing the brokerage 
services; 

(II) the broker or dealer performs broker- 
age services in an area that is clearly 
marked and, to the extent practicable, phys- 
ically separate from the routine deposit-tak- 
ing activities of the bank; 

(II) any materials used by the bank to 
advertise or promote generally the avail- 
ability of brokerage services under the con- 
tractual or other arrangement clearly indi- 
cate that the brokerage services are being 
provided by the broker or dealer and not by 
the bank; 

“(IV) any materials used by the bank to 
advertise or promote generally the avail- 
ability of brokerage services under the con- 
tractual or other arrangement are in compli- 
ance with the Federal securities laws before 
distribution; 

bank employees (other than associ- 
ated persons of a broker or dealer who are 
qualified pursuant to the rules of a self-regu- 
latory organization) perform only clerical or 
ministerial functions in connection with bro- 
kerage transactions including scheduling ap- 
pointments with the associated persons of a 
broker or dealer, except that bank employ- 
ees may forward customer funds or securities 
and may describe in general terms the range 
of investment vehicles available from the 
bank and the broker or dealer under the con- 
tractual or other arrangement; 

“(VI) bank employees do not directly re- 
ceive incentive compensation for any broker- 
age transaction unless such employees are 
associated persons of a broker or dealer and 
are qualified pursuant to the rules of a self- 
regulatory organization, except that the 
bank employees may receive compensation 
for the referral of any customer if the com- 
pensation is a nominal one-time cash fee of 
a fixed dollar amount and the payment of 
the fee is not contingent on whether the re- 
ferral results in a transaction; 

(VI such services are provided by the 
broker or dealer on a basis in which all cus- 
tomers which receive any services are fully 
disclosed to the broker or dealer; 

(VIII) the bank does not carry a securities 
account of the customer except in a cus- 
tomary custodian or trustee capacity; and 

(IX) the bank, broker, or dealer informs 
each customer that the brokerage services 
are provided by the broker or dealer and not 
by the bank and that the securities are not 
deposits or other obligations of the bank, are 
not guaranteed by the bank, and are not in- 
sured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor- 
poration. 

“(ii) TRUST ACTIVITIES.—The bank 

(D effects transactions in a trustee capac- 
ity and is primarily compensated based on 
an annual fee (payable on a monthly, quar- 
terly, or other basis) or percentage of assets 
under management, or both; or 

“(ID effects transactions in a fiduciary ca- 
pacity in its trust department or other de- 
partment that is regularly examined by bank 
examiners for compliance with fiduciary 
principles and standards and— 

(aa) is primarily compensated on the 
basis of either an annual fee (payable on a 
monthly, quarterly, or other basis), a per- 
centage of assets under management, or 
both, and does not receive brokerage com- 
missions or other similar remuneration 
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based on effecting transactions in securities, 
other than the cost incurred by the bank in 
connection with executing securities trans- 
actions for fiduciary customers; and 

(bb) does not publicly solicit brokerage 
business, other than by advertising that it 
effects transactions in securities in conjunc- 
tion with advertising its other trust activi- 
ties. 

“(iii) PERMISSIBLE SECURITIES TRANS“ 
ACTIONS.—The bank effects transactions in— 

J commercial paper, bankers accept- 
ances, or commercial bills; 

(I exempted securities; 

(III) qualified Canadian government obli- 
gations as defined in section 5136 of the Re- 
vised Statutes, in conformity with section 
15C of this title and the rules and regulations 
thereunder, or obligations of the North 
American Development Bank; or 

(IV) any standardized, credit enhanced 
debt security issued by a foreign government 
pursuant to the March 1989 plan of then Sec- 
retary of the Treasury Brady, used by such 
foreign government to retire outstanding 
commercial bank loans. 

(v CERTAIN STOCK PURCHASE PLANS.— 

“(ID IN GENERAL.—The bank effects trans- 
actions, as part of its transfer agency activi- 
ties, in— 

(aa) the securities of an issuer as part of 
any pension, retirement, profit-sharing, 
bonus, thrift, savings, incentive, or other 
similar benefit plan for the employees of 
that issuer or its subsidiaries, if the bank 
does not solicit transactions or provide in- 
vestment advice with respect to the purchase 
or sale of securities in connection with the 
plan; 

(bb) the securities of an issuer as part of 
that issuer’s dividend reinvestment plan, if 
the bank does not— 

(AA) solicit transactions or provide in- 
vestment advice with respect to the purchase 
or sale of securities in connection with the 
plan; 

“(BB) net shareholders’ buy and sell or- 
ders, other than for programs for odd-lot 
holders or plans registered with the Commis- 
sion; or 

(ec) the securities of an issuer as part of 
a plan or program for the purchase or sale of 
that issuer’s shares, if— 

(AA) the bank does not solicit trans- 
actions or provide investment advice with 
respect to the purchase or sale of securities 
in connection with the plan or program; 

„(BB) the bank does not net shareholders’ 
buy and sell orders, other than for programs 
for odd-lot holders or plans registered with 
the Commission; and 

(CC) the bank’s compensation for such 
plan or program consists of administration 
fees, or flat or capped per order processing 
fees, or both, plus the cost incurred by the 
bank in connection with executing securities 
transactions resulting from such plan or pro- 
gram. 

“(Il PERMISSIBLE DELIVERY OF MATE- 
RIALS.—The exception to being considered a 
broker for a bank engaged in activities de- 
scribed in subclause (I) will not be affected 
by a bank’s delivery of written or electronic 
plan materials to employees of the issuer, 
shareholders of the issuer, or members of af- 
finity groups of the issuer, so long as such 
materials are— 

“(aa) comparable in scope or nature to 
that permitted by the Commission as of the 
date of the enactment of the Financial Serv- 
ices Act of 1998; or 

(bb) otherwise permitted by the Commis- 
sion. 

“(v) SWEEP ACCOUNTS.—The bank effects 
transactions as part of a program for the in- 
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vestment or reinvestment of bank deposit 
funds into any no-load, open-end manage- 
ment investment company registered under 
the Investment Company Act of 1940 that 
holds itself out as a money market fund. 

“(vi) AFFILIATE TRANSACTIONS.—The bank 
effects transactions for the account of any 
affiliate of the bank (as defined in section 2 
of the Bank Holding Company Act of 1956) 
other than— 

D a registered broker or dealer; or 

“(ID an affiliate that is engaged in mer- 
chant banking, as described in section 
6(c)(3)(H) of the Bank Holding company Act 
of 1956. 

“(vii) PRIVATE SECURITIES OFFERINGS.—The 
bank— 

D effects sales as part of a primary offer- 
ing of securities not involving a public offer- 
ing, pursuant to section 3(b), 4(2), or 4(6) of 
the Securities Act of 1933 or the rules and 
regulations issued thereunder; 

“(ID at any time after one year after the 
date of enactment of the Financial Services 
Act of 1998, is not affiliated with a broker or 
dealer that has been registered for more than 
one year; and 

“(IID effects transactions exclusively with 
qualified investors. 

(viii) SAFEKEEPING AND CUSTODY ACTIVI- 
TIES.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The bank, as part of cus- 
tomary banking activities— 

(aa) provides safekeeping or custody serv- 
ices with respect to securities, including the 
exercise of warrants and other rights on be- 
half of customers; 

(bb) facilitates the transfer of funds or se- 
curities, as a custodian or a clearing agency, 
in connection with the clearance and settle- 
ment of its customers’ transactions in secu- 
rities; 

(ec) effects securities lending or bor- 
rowing transactions with or on behalf of cus- 
tomers as part of services provided to cus- 
tomers pursuant to division (aa) or (bb) or 
invests cash collateral pledged in connection 
with such transactions; or 

“(dd) holds securities pledged by a cus- 
tomer to another person or securities subject 
to purchase or resale agreements involving a 
customer, or facilitates the pledging or 
transfer of such securities by book entry or 
as otherwise provided under applicable law. 

(II) EXCEPTION FOR CARRYING BROKER AC- 
TIVITIES.—The exception to being considered 
a broker for a bank engaged in activities de- 
scribed in subclause (I) shall not apply if the 
bank, in connection with such activities, 
acts in the United States as a carrying 
broker (as such term, and different formula- 
tions thereof, are used in section 15(c)(3) and 
the rules and regulations thereunder) for any 
broker or dealer, unless such carrying broker 
activities are engaged in with respect to gov- 
ernment securities (as defined in paragraph 
(42) of this subsection). 

“(ix) BANKING PRODUCTS.—The bank effects 
transactions in traditional banking prod- 
ucts, as defined in section 206(a) of the Fi- 
nancial Services Act of 1998. 

“(x) DE MINIMIS EXCEPTION.—The bank ef- 
fects, other than in transactions referred to 
in clauses (i) through (ix), not more than 500 
transactions in securities in any calendar 
year, and such transactions are not effected 
by an employee of the bank who is also an 
employee of a broker or dealer. 

(C) BROKER DEALER EXECUTION.—The ex- 
ception to being considered a broker for a 
bank engaged in activities described in 
clauses (ii), (iv), and (viii) of subparagraph 
(B) shall not apply if the activities described 
in such provisions result in the trade in the 
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United States of any security that is a pub- 
licly traded security in the United States, 
unless— 

“(i) the bank directs such trade to a reg- 
istered or broker dealer for execution; 

“(ii) the trade is a cross trade or other sub- 
stantially similar trade of a security that— 

(J) is made by the bank or between the 
bank and an affiliated fiduciary; and 

(II) is not in contravention of fiduciary 
principles established under applicable Fed- 
eral or State law; or 

(11) the trade is conducted in some other 
manner permitted under rules, regulations, 
or orders as the Commission may prescribe 
or issue. 

D) NO EFFECT OF BANK EXEMPTIONS ON 
OTHER COMMISSION AUTHORITY.—The excep- 
tion to being considered a broker for a bank 
engaged in activities described in subpara- 
graphs (B) and (C) shall not affect the com- 
mission’s authority under any other provi- 
sion of this Act or any other securities law. 

(E) FIDUCIARY CAPACITY.—For purposes of 
subparagraph (BMI, the term ‘fiduciary ca- 
pacity’ means— 

) in the capacity as trustee, executor, 
administrator, registrar of stocks and bonds, 
transfer agent, guardian, assignee, receiver, 
or custodian under a uniform gift to minor 
act, or as an investment adviser if the bank 
receives a fee for its investment advice; 

“(il) in any capacity in which the bank 
possesses investment discretion on behalf of 
another; or 

(i in any other similar capacity. 

“(F) EXCEPTION FOR ENTITIES SUBJECT TO 
SECTION 15(e).—The term ‘broker’ does not in- 
clude a bank that— 

“(i) was, immediately prior to the enact- 
ment of the Financial Services Act of 1998, 
subject to section 15(e); and 

“(ii) is subject to such restrictions and re- 
quirements as the Commission considers ap- 
propriate.”’. 


SEC. 202. DEFINITION OF DEALER. 


Section 3(a)(5) of the Securities Exchange 
Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78c(a)(5)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

(5) DEALER.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘dealer’ means 
any person engaged in the business of buying 
and selling securities for such person’s own 
account through a broker or otherwise. 

(B) EXCEPTION FOR PERSON NOT ENGAGED IN 
THE BUSINESS OF DEALING.—The term ‘dealer’ 
does not include a person that buys or sells 
securities for such person's own account, ei- 
ther individually or in a fiduciary capacity, 
but not as a part of a regular business. 

“(C) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN BANK ACTIVI- 
TIES.—A bank shall not be considered to be a 
dealer because the bank engages in any of 
the following activities under the conditions 
described: 

“(i) PERMISSIBLE SECURITIES 
ACTIONS.—The bank buys or sells— 

(J) commercial paper, bankers accept- 
ances, or commercial bills; 

“(ID exempted securities; 

(II qualified Canadian government obli- 
gations as defined in section 5136 of the Re- 
vised Statutes of the United States, in con- 
formity with section 15C of this title and the 
rules and regulations thereunder, or obliga- 
tions of the North American Development 
Bank; or 

(IV) any standardized, credit enhanced 
debt security issued by a foreign government 
pursuant to the March 1989 plan of then Sec- 
retary of the Treasury Brady, used by such 
foreign government to retire outstanding 
commercial bank loans. 


TRANS- 
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“(ii) INVESTMENT, TRUSTEE, AND FIDUCIARY 
TRANSACTIONS.—The bank buys or sells secu- 
rities for investment purposes— 

(J) for the bank; or 

“(I for accounts for which the bank acts 
as a trustee or fiduciary. 

(110 ASSET-BACKED TRANSACTIONS.—The 
bank engages in the issuance or sale to 
qualified investors, through a grantor trust 
or otherwise, of securities backed by or rep- 
resenting an interest in notes, drafts, accept- 
ances, loans, leases, receivables, other obli- 
gations, or pools of any such obligations pre- 
dominantly originated by the bank, or a syn- 
dicate of banks of which the bank is a mem- 
ber, or an affiliate of any such bank other 
than a broker or dealer. 

“(iv) BANKING PRODUCTS.—The bank buys 
or sells traditional banking products, as de- 
fined in section 206(a) of the Financial Serv- 
ices Act of 1998. 

“(v) DERIVATIVE INSTRUMENTS.—The bank 
issues, buys, or sells any derivative instru- 
ment to which the bank is a party— 

(J) to or from a corporation, limited li- 
ability company, or partnership that owns 
and invests on a discretionary basis, not less 
than $10,000,000 in investments, or to or from 
a qualified investor, except that if the in- 
strument provides for the delivery of one or 
more securities (other than a derivative in- 
strument or government security), the trans- 
action shall be effected with or through a 
registered broker or dealer; or 

(II) to or from other persons, except that 
if the derivative instrument provides for the 
delivery of one or more securities (other 
than a derivative instrument or government 
security), or is a security (other than a gov- 
ernment security), the transaction shall be 
effected with or through a registered broker 
or dealer; or 

(III) to or from any person if the instru- 
ment is neither a security nor provides for 
the delivery of one or more securities (other 
than a derivative instrument).”’. 

SEC, 203. REGISTRATION FOR SALES OF PRIVATE 
SECURITIES OFFERINGS. 

Section 15A of the Securities Exchange Act 
of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 780-3) is amended by insert- 
ing after subsection (i) the following new 
subsection: 

“(j) REGISTRATION FOR SALES OF PRIVATE 
SECURITIES OFFERINGS.—A registered securi- 
ties association shall create a limited quali- 
fication category for any associated person 
of a member who effects sales as part of a 
primary offering of securities not involving a 
public offering, pursuant to section 3(b), 4(2), 
or 4(6) of the Securities Act of 1933 and the 
rules and regulations thereunder, and shall 
deem qualified in such limited qualification 
category, without testing, any bank em- 
ployee who, in the six month period pre- 
ceding the date of enactment of this Act, en- 
gaged in effecting such sales.“ 

SEC. 204. SALES PRACTICES AND COMPLAINT 
PROCEDURES. 

Section 18 of the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Act is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

(S) SALES PRACTICES AND COMPLAINT PRO- 
CEDURES WITH RESPECT TO BANK SECURITIES 
ACTIVITIES.— 

“(1) REGULATIONS REQUIRED.—Each Federal 
banking agency shall prescribe and publish 
in final form, not later than 6 months after 
the date of enactment of the Financial Serv- 
ices Act of 1998, regulations which apply to 
retail transactions, solicitations, adver- 
tising, or offers of any security by any in- 
sured depository institution or any affiliate 
thereof other than a registered broker or 
dealer or an individual acting on behalf of 
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such a broker or dealer who is an associated 
person of such broker or dealer. Such regula- 
tions shall include— 

(A) requirements that sales practices 
comply with just and equitable principles of 
trade that are substantially similar to the 
Rules of Fair Practice of the National Asso- 
ciation of Securities Dealers; and 

(B) requirements prohibiting (i) condi- 
tioning an extension of credit on the pur- 
chase or sale of a security; and (ii) any con- 
duct leading a customer to believe that an 
extension of credit is conditioned upon the 
purchase or sale of a security. 

“(2) PROCEDURES REQUIRED.—The appro- 
priate Federal banking agencies shall jointly 
establish procedures and facilities for receiv- 
ing and expeditiously processing complaints 
against any bank or employee of a bank aris- 
ing in connection with the purchase or sale 
of a security by a customer, including a com- 
plaint alleging a violation of the regulations 
prescribed under paragraph (1), but excluding 
a complaint involving an individual acting 
on behalf of such a broker or dealer who is 
an associated person of such broker or deal- 
er. The use of any such procedures and facili- 
ties by such a customer shall be at the elec- 
tion of the customer. Such procedures shall 
include provisions to refer a complaint alleg- 
ing fraud to the Securities and Exchange 
Commission and appropriate State securities 
commissions. 

(3) REQUIRED ACTIONS.—The actions re- 
quired by the Federal banking agencies 
under paragraph (2) shall include the fol- 
lowing: 

(A) establishing a group, unit, or bureau 
within each such agency to receive such 
complaints; 

„B) developing and establishing proce- 
dures for investigating, and permitting cus- 
tomers to investigate, such complaints; 

„() developing and establishing proce- 
dures for informing customers of the rights 
they may have in connection with such com- 
plaints; 

„D) developing and establishing proce- 
dures that allow customers a period of at 
least 6 years to make complaints and that do 
not require customers to pay the costs of the 
proceeding; and 

(E) developing and establishing proce- 
dures for resolving such complaints, includ- 
ing procedures for the recovery of losses to 
the extent appropriate. 

(4) CONSULTATION AND JOINT REGULA- 
TIONS.—The Federal banking agencies shall 
consult with each other and prescribe joint 
regulations pursuant to paragraphs (1) and 
(2), after consultation with the Securities 
and Exchange Commission. 

(5) PROCEDURES IN ADDITION TO OTHER 
REMEDIES.—The procedures and remedies 
provided under this subsection shall be in ad- 
dition to, and not in lieu of, any other rem- 
edies available under law. 

“(6) DEFINITION.—As used in this sub- 
section— 

(A) the term ‘security’ has the meaning 
provided in section 3(a)(10) of the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934; 

„(B) the term ‘registered broker or dealer’ 
has the meaning provided in section 3(a)(48) 
of such Act; and 

() the term ‘associated person’ has the 
meaning provided in section 3(a)(18) of such 
Act.“ 

SEC. 205. INFORMATION SHARING. 

Section 18 of the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Act is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

(t) RECORDKEEPING REQUIREMENTS.— 

) REQUIREMENTS.—Each appropriate 
Federal banking agency, after consultation 
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with and consideration of the views of the 
Commission, shall establish recordkeeping 
requirements for banks relying on exceptions 
contained in paragraphs (4) and (5) of section 
(a) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934. 
Such recordkeeping requirements shall be 
sufficient to demonstrate compliance with 
the terms of such exceptions and be designed 
to facilitate compliance with such excep- 
tions. Each appropriate Federal banking 
agency shall make any such information 
available to the Commission upon request. 

*(2) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this sub- 
section the term ‘Commission’ means the Se- 
curities and Exchange Commission.“. 

SEC. 206. DEFINITION AND TREATMENT OF BANK- 
ING PRODUCTS. 

(a) DEFINITION OF TRADITIONAL BANKING 
PRODUCT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of para- 
graphs (4) and (5) of section 3(a) of the Secu- 
rities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 
78c(a)(4), (5)), the term ‘traditional banking 
product’ means— 

(A) a deposit account, savings account, cer- 
tificate of deposit, or other deposit instru- 
ment issued by a bank; 

(B) a banker’s acceptance; 

(C) a letter of credit issued or loan made by 
a bank; 

(D) a debit account at a bank arising from 
a credit card or similar arrangement; 

(E) a participation in a loan which the 
bank or an affiliate of the bank (other than 
a broker or dealer) funds, participates in, or 
owns that is sold 

(i) to qualified investors; or 

(ii) to other persons that 

J) have the opportunity to review and as- 
sess any material information, including in- 
formation regarding the borrower's credit- 
worthiness; and 

“(II based on such factors as financial so- 
phistication, net worth, and knowledge and 
experience in financial matters, have the ca- 
pability to evaluate the information avail- 
able, as determined under generally applica- 
ble banking standards or guidelines; or 

(F) any derivative instrument, whether or 
not individually negotiated, involving or re- 
lating to— 

(i) foreign currencies, except options on 
foreign currencies that trade on a national 
securities exchange; 

(ii) interest rates, except interest rate de- 
rivative instruments (I) that are based on a 
security; or (II) that provide for the delivery 
of one or more securities; or 

Gii) commodities, other rates, indices, or 
other assets, except derivative instruments 
that are securities or that provide for the de- 
livery of one or more securities. 

(2) CLASSIFICATION LIMITED.—Classification 
of a particular product as a traditional bank- 
ing product pursuant to this subsection shall 
not be construed as finding or implying that 
such product is or is not a security for any 
purpose under the securities laws, or is or is 
not an account, agreement, contract, or 
transaction for any purpose under the Com- 
modity Exchange Act. 

(3) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub- 
section— 

(A) the term “bank” has the meaning pro- 
vided in section 3(a)(6) of the Securities Ex- 
change Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78c(a)(6); 

(B) the term qualified investor” has the 
meaning provided in section 3(a)(55) of such 
Act; and 

(C) the term “Federal banking agency” has 
the meaning provided in section 3(z) of the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 
1813(z)). 

(b) TREATMENT OF NEW BANKING PRODUCTS 
FOR PURPOSES OF BROKER/DEALER REQUIRE- 
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MENTS.—Section 15 of the Securities Ex- 
change Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 780) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

“(1) RULEMAKING TO EXTEND REQUIREMENTS 
TO NEW BANKING PRODUCTS.— 

() LimITaTION.—The Commission shall 
not— 

() require a bank to register as a broker 
or dealer under this section because the bank 
engages in any transaction in, or buys or 
sells, a new banking product; or 

“(B) bring an action against a bank for a 
failure to comply with a requirement de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A); 
unless the Commission has imposed such re- 
quirement by rule or regulation issued in ac- 
cordance with this section. 

“(2) CRITERIA FOR RULEMAKING.—The Com- 
mission shall not impose a requirement 
under paragraph (1) of this subsection with 
respect to any new banking product unless 
the Commission determines that— 

„A) the new banking product is a security; 
and 

(B) imposing such requirement is nec- 
essary or appropriate in the public interest 
and for the protection of investors, con- 
sistent with the requirements of section 3(f). 

(3) NEW BANKING PRODUCT,—For purposes 
of this subsection, the term ‘new banking 
product’ means a product that— 

Y was not subjected to regulation by the 
Commission as a security prior to the date of 
enactment of this subsection; and 

(B) is not a traditional banking product, 
as such term is defined in section 206(a) of 
the Financial Services Act of 1998. 

(4) CONSULTATION.—In promulgating rules 
under this subsection, the Commission shall 
consult with and consider the views of the 
appropriate regulatory agencies concerning 
the proposed rule and the impact on the 
banking industry.“ 

SEC. 207. DERIVATIVE INSTRUMENT AND QUALI- 
FIED INVESTOR DEFINED. 

Section 3(a) of the Securities Exchange Act 
of 1934 is amended by adding at the end the 
following new paragraphs: 

54) DERIVATIVE INSTRUMENT.— 

(A) DEFINITION.—The term ‘derivative in- 
strument’ means any individually negotiated 
contract, agreement, warrant, note, or op- 
tion that is based, in whole or in part, on the 
value of, any interest in, or any quantitative 
measure or the occurrence of any event re- 
lating to, one or more commodities, securi- 
ties, currencies, interest or other rates, indi- 
ces, or other assets, but does not include a 
traditional banking product, as defined in 
section 206(a) of the Financial Services Act 
of 1998. 

(B) CLASSIFICATION LIMITED,— Classifica- 
tion of a particular contract as a derivative 
instrument pursuant to this paragraph shall 
not be construed as finding or implying that 
such instrument is or is not a security for 
any purpose under the securities laws, or is 
or is not an account, agreement, contract, or 
transaction for any purpose under the Com- 
modity Exchange Act. 

(55) QUALIFIED INVESTOR.— 

H(A) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this title 
and section 206(a)(1)(E) of the Financial 
Services Act of 1998, the term ‘qualified in- 
vestor’ means 

any investment company registered 
with the Commission under section 8 of the 
Investment Company Act of 1940; 

“(ii) any issuer eligible for an exclusion 
from the definition of investment company 
pursuant to section 3(c)(7) of the Investment 
Company Act of 1940; 

(Ii) any bank (as defined in paragraph (6) 
of this subsection), savings and loan associa- 
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tion (as defined in section 3(b) of the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Act), broker, dealer, in- 
surance company (as defined in section 
2(a)(13) of the Securities Act of 1933), or busi- 
ness development company (as defined in 
section 2(a)(48) of the Investment Company 
Act of 1940); 

(i) any small business investment com- 
pany licensed by the United States Small 
Business Administration under section 301 
(c) or (d) of the Small Business Investment 
Act of 1958; 

„) any State sponsored employee benefit 
plan, or any other employee benefit plan, 
within the meaning of the Employee Retire- 
ment Income Security Act of 1974, other 
than an individual retirement account, if the 
investment decisions are made by a plan fi- 
duciary, as defined in section 3(21) of that 
Act, which is either a bank, savings and loan 
association, insurance company, or reg- 
istered investment adviser; 

“(vi) any trust whose purchases of securi- 
ties are directed by a person described in 
clauses (i) through (v) of this subparagraph; 

(„ii) any market intermediary exempt 
under section 3(c)(2) of the Investment Com- 
pany Act of 1940; 

(viii) any associated person of a broker or 
dealer other than a natural person; or 

(ix) any foreign bank (as defined in sec- 
tion 1(b)(7) of the International Banking Act 
of 1978). 

B) ADDITIONAL QUALIFICATIONS DEFINED.— 
For purposes of paragraphs (4)(B)(vii) and 
(SN )) of this subsection, and section 
206(a)(1E) of the Financial Services Act of 
1998, the term ‘qualified investor’ also 
means— 

“(i) any corporation, company, or partner- 
ship that owns and invests on a discretionary 
basis, not less than $10,000,000 in invest- 
ments; 

“di) any natural person who owns and in- 
vests on a discretionary basis, not less than 
$10,000,000 in investments; 

(Iii) any government or political subdivi- 
sion, agency, or instrumentality of a govern- 
ment who owns and invests on a discre- 
tionary basis not less than $50,000,000 in in- 
vestments; or 

() any multinational or supranational 
entity or any agency or instrumentality 
thereof. 

“(C) ADDITIONAL AUTHORITY.—The Commis- 
sion may, by rule or order, define a ‘qualified 
investor’ as any other person, other than a 
natural person, taking into consideration 
such factors as the person’s financial sophis- 
tication, net worth, and knowledge and expe- 
rience in financial matters.“ 


SEC. 208. GOVERNMENT SECURITIES DEFINED. 


Section 3(a)(42) of the Securities Exchange 
Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78c(a)(42)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “or” at the end of subpara- 
graph (C); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub- 
paragraph (D) and inserting **; or“; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

E) for purposes of section 15C as applied 
to a bank, a qualified Canadian government 
obligation as defined in section 5136 of the 
Revised Statutes."’. 


SEC. 209. EFFECTIVE DATE. 


This subtitle shall take effect at the end of 
the 270-day period beginning on the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 
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Subtitle B—Bank Investment Company 
Activities 
SEC. 211. CUSTODY OF INVESTMENT COMPANY 
ASSETS BY AFFILIATED BANK. 

(a) MANAGEMENT COMPANIES.—Section 17(f) 
of the Investment Company Act of 1940 (15 
U.S.C. 80a-17(f)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1), (2), and 
(3) as subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C), respec- 
tively; 

(2) by striking (f) Every registered” and 
inserting the following: 

“(f) CUSTODY OF SECURITIES.— 

(I) Every registered”; 

(3) by redesignating the 2d, 3d, 4th, and 5th 
sentences of such subsection as paragraphs 
(2) through (5), respectively, and indenting 
the left margin of such paragraphs appro- 
priately; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

(66) The Commission may adopt rules and 
regulations, and issue orders, consistent 
with the protection of investors, prescribing 
the conditions under which a bank, or an af- 
filiated person of a bank, either of which is 
an affiliated person, promoter, organizer, or 
sponsor of, or principal underwriter for, a 
registered management company may serve 
as custodian of that registered management 
company.“. 

(b) UNIT INVESTMENT TRUSTS.—Section 26 
of the Investment Company Act of 1940 (15 
U.S.C. 80a-26) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (b) 
through (e) as subsections (c) through (f), re- 
spectively; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

“(b) The Commission may adopt rules and 
regulations, and issue orders, consistent 
with the protection of investors, prescribing 
the conditions under which a bank, or an af- 
filiated person of a bank, either of which is 
an affiliated person of a principal under- 
writer for, or depositor of, a registered unit 
investment trust, may serve as trustee or 
custodian under subsection (a)(1)."’. 

(c) FIDUCIARY DuTy OF CUSTODIAN.—Sec- 
tion 36(a) of the Investment Company Act of 
1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a-35(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking or“ at the 
end; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘*; or“; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

**(3) as custodian.”’. 

SEC. 212. LENDING TO AN AFFILIATED INVEST- 
MENT COMPANY. 

Section 17(a) of the Investment Company 
Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a-17(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking or“ at the end of paragraph 
(2); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (3) and inserting ‘‘; or”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

“(4) to loan money or other property to 
such registered company, or to any company 
controlled by such registered company, in 
contravention of such rules, regulations, or 
orders as the Commission may prescribe or 
issue consistent with the protection of inves- 
tors.“ 

SEC. 213. INDEPENDENT DIRECTORS. 

(a) IN GENERAL. — Section 2(a)(19)(A) of the 
Investment Company Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 
80a~-2(a)(19)(A)) is amended— 

(1) by striking clause (v) and inserting the 
following new clause: 

() any person or any affiliated person of 
a person (other than a registered investment 
company) that, at any time during the 6- 
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month period preceding the date of the de- 
termination of whether that person or affili- 
ated person is an interested person, has exe- 
cuted any portfolio transactions for, engaged 
in any principal transactions with, or dis- 
tributed shares for— 

“(I) the investment company, 

(I) any other investment company hav- 
ing the same investment adviser as such in- 
vestment company or holding itself out to 
investors as a related company for purposes 
of investment or investor services, or 

(III) any account over which the invest- 
ment company’s investment adviser has bro- 
kerage placement discretion,”’; 

(2) by redesignating clause (vi) as clause 
(vil); and 

(3) by inserting after clause (v) the fol- 
lowing new clause: 

“(vi) any person or any affiliated person of 
a person (other than a registered investment 
company) that, at any time during the 6- 
month period preceding the date of the de- 
termination of whether that person or affili- 
ated person is an interested person, has 
loaned money or other property to— 

I) the investment company, 

(I any other investment company hav- 
ing the same investment adviser as such in- 
vestment company or holding itself out to 
investors as a related company for purposes 
of investment or investor services, or 

(Il) any account for which the invest- 
ment company’s investment adviser has bor- 
rowing authority.“ 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
2(a)(19)(B) of the Investment Company Act of 
1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a-2(a)(19)(B)) is amended— 

(1) by striking clause (v) and inserting the 
following new clause: 

(v) any person or any affiliated person of 
a person (other than a registered investment 
company) that, at any time during the 6- 
month period preceding the date of the de- 
termination of whether that person or affili- 
ated person is an interested person, has exe- 
cuted any portfolio transactions for, engaged 
in any principal transactions with, or dis- 
tributed shares for— 

J any investment company for which the 
investment adviser or principal underwriter 
serves as such, 

(II) any investment company holding 
itself out to investors, for purposes of invest- 
ment or investor services, as a company re- 
lated to any investment company for which 
the investment adviser or principal under- 
writer serves as such, or 

(II) any account over which the invest- 
ment adviser has brokerage placement dis- 
cretion,"’; 

(2) by redesignating clause (vi) as clause 
(vil); and 

(3) by inserting after clause (v) the fol- 
lowing new clause: 

“(vi) any person or any affiliated person of 
a person (other than a registered investment 
company) that, at any time during the 6- 
month period preceding the date of the de- 
termination of whether that person or affili- 
ated person is an interested person, has 
loaned money or other property to— 

J) any investment company for which the 
investment adviser or principal underwriter 
serves as such, 

“(ID any investment company holding 
itself out to investors, for purposes of invest- 
ment or investor services, as a company re- 
lated to any investment company for which 
the investment adviser or principal under- 
writer serves as such, or 

(II) any account for which the invest- 
ment adviser has borrowing authority,”’. 

(c) AFFILIATION OF DIRECTORS.—Section 
10(c) of the Investment Company Act of 1940 
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(15 U.S.C. 80a-10(c)) is amended by striking 
“bank, except“ and inserting bank (to- 
gether with its affiliates and subsidiaries) or 
any one bank holding company (together 
with its affiliates and subsidiaries) (as such 
terms are defined in section 2 of the Bank 
Holding Company Act of 1956), except“. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect at the 
end of the 1-year period beginning on the 
date of enactment of this subtitle. 

SEC. 214. ADDITIONAL SEC DISCLOSURE AU- 
THORITY. 

Section 35(a) of the Investment Company 
Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a-34(a)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

(a) MISREPRESENTATION OF GUARANTEES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall be unlawful for 
any person, issuing or selling any security of 
which a registered investment company is 
the issuer, to represent or imply in any man- 
ner whatsoever that such security or com- 

(A) has been guaranteed, sponsored, rec- 
ommended, or approved by the United 
States, or any agency, instrumentality or of- 
ficer of the United States; 

„B) has been insured by the Federal De- 
posit Insurance Corporation; or 

(O) is guaranteed by or is otherwise an ob- 
ligation of any bank or insured depository 
institution. 

“(2) DISCLOSURES.—Any person issuing or 
selling the securities of a registered invest- 
ment company that is advised by, or sold 
through, a bank shall prominently disclose 
that an investment in the company is not in- 
sured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor- 
poration or any other government agency. 
The Commission may adopt rules and regula- 
tions, and issue orders, consistent with the 
protection of investors, prescribing the man- 
ner in which the disclosure under this para- 
graph shall be provided. 

(3) DEFINITIONS.—The terms insured de- 
pository institution’ and ‘appropriate Fed- 
eral banking agency’ have the meaning given 
to such terms in section 3 of the Federal De- 
posit Insurance Act.“. 

SEC. 215. DEFINITION OF BROKER UNDER THE 
INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940. 

Section 2(a)(6) of the Investment Company 
Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a-2(a)(6)) is amended 
to read as follows: 

“(6) The term ‘broker’ has the same mean- 
ing as in the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 
except that such term does not include any 
person solely by reason of the fact that such 
person is an underwriter for one or more in- 
vestment companies.“ 

SEC. 216. DEFINITION OF DEALER UNDER THE IN- 
VESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940. 

Section 2(a)(11) of the Investment Com- 
pany Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a~2(a)(11)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(11) The term ‘dealer’ has the same mean- 
ing as in the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 
but does not include an insurance company 
or investment company.“ 

SEC. 217. REMOVAL OF THE EXCLUSION FROM 


THE DEFINITION OF INVESTMENT 
ADVISER FOR BANKS THAT ADVISE 
INVESTMENT COMPANIES. 

(a) INVESTMENT ADVISER.—Section 


202(a)(11) of the Investment Advisers Act of 
1940 (15 U.S.C. 80b-2(a)(11)) is amended in sub- 
paragraph (A), by striking “investment com- 
pany” and inserting investment company, 
except that the term ‘investment adviser’ in- 
cludes any bank or bank holding company to 
the extent that such bank or bank holding 
company serves or acts as an investment ad- 
viser to a registered investment company, 
but if, in the case of a bank, such services or 
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actions are performed through a separately 
identifiable department or division, the de- 
partment or division, and not the bank 
itself, shall be deemed to be the investment 
adviser”. 

(b) SEPARATELY IDENTIFIABLE DEPARTMENT 
OR DIVISION.—Section 202(a) of the Invest- 
ment Advisers Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80b-2(a)) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

(26) The term ‘separately identifiable de- 
partment or division’ of a bank means a 
unit— 

(A) that is under the direct supervision of 
an officer or officers designated by the board 
of directors of the bank as responsible for 
the day-to-day conduct of the bank's invest- 
ment adviser activities for one or more in- 
vestment companies, including the super- 
vision of all bank employees engaged in the 
performance of such activities; and 

“(B) for which all of the records relating to 
its investment adviser activities are sepa- 
rately maintained in or extractable from 
such unit’s own facilities or the facilities of 
the bank, and such records are so maintained 
or otherwise accessible as to permit inde- 
pendent examination and enforcement by the 
Commission of this Act or the Investment 
Company Act of 1940 and rules and regula- 
tions promulgated under this Act or the In- 
vestment Company Act of 1940.“ 

SEC. 218. DEFINITION OF BROKER UNDER THE 
INVESTMENT ADVISERS ACT OF 1940. 

Section 202(a)(3) of the Investment Advis- 
ers Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80b-2(a)(3)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

(3) The term ‘broker’ has the same mean- 
ing as in the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934. 

SEC. 219. DEFINITION OF DEALER UNDER THE IN- 
VESTMENT ADVISERS ACT OF 1940. 

Section 202(a)(7) of the Investment Advis- 
ers Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80b-2(a)(7)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

(7) The term ‘dealer’ has the same mean- 
ing as in the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 
but does not include an insurance company 
or investment company.”’. 

SEC. 220. INTERAGENCY CONSULTATION. 

The Investment Advisers Act of 1940 (15 
U.S.C. 80b-1 et seq.) is amended by inserting 
after section 210 the following new section: 
“SEC. 210A. CONSULTATION. 

(a) EXAMINATION RESULTS AND OTHER IN- 
FORMATION.— 

(J) The appropriate Federal banking agen- 
cy shall provide the Commission upon re- 
quest the results of any examination, re- 
ports, records, or other information to which 
such agency may have access with respect to 
the investment advisory activities— 

(A) of any 

) bank holding company, 

“(ii) bank, or 

(Ii) separately identifiable department or 
division of a bank, 


that is registered under section 203 of this 
title; and 

(B) in the case of a bank holding company 
or bank that has a subsidiary or a separately 
identifiable department or division reg- 
istered under that section, of such bank or 
bank holding company. 

„%) The Commission shall provide to the 
appropriate Federal banking agency upon re- 
quest the results of any examination, re- 
ports, records, or other information with re- 
spect to the investment advisory activities 
of any bank holding company, bank, or sepa- 
rately identifiable department or division of 
a bank, any of which is registered under sec- 
tion 203 of this title. 
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(b) EFFECT ON OTHER AUTHORITY.—Noth- 
ing in this section shall limit in any respect 
the authority of the appropriate Federal 
banking agency with respect to such bank 
holding company, bank, or department or di- 
vision under any provision of law. 

„ DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the term ‘appropriate Federal banking 
agency’ shall have the same meaning as in 
section 3 of the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Act.“ 

SEC. 221. TREATMENT OF BANK COMMON TRUST 
FUNDS. 


(a) SECURITIES ACT OF 1933.—Section 3(a)(2) 
of the Securities Act of 1933 (15 U.S.C. 
Tic(a\(2)) is amended by striking “or any in- 
terest or participation in any common trust 
fund or similar fund maintained by a bank 
exclusively for the collective investment and 
reinvestment of assets contributed thereto 
by such bank in its capacity as trustee, ex- 
ecutor, administrator, or guardian” and in- 
serting “or any interest or participation in 
any common trust fund or similar fund that 
is excluded from the definition of the term 
‘investment company’ under section 3(¢)(3) 
of the Investment Company Act of 19400. 

(b) SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934.— 
Section 3(a)(12)(A)(ili) of the Securities Ex- 
change Act of 1934 a5 U.S.C. 
78c(a)(12)(A)(iii)) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

(i) any interest or participation in any 
common trust fund or similar fund that is 
excluded from the definition of the term ‘in- 
vestment company’ under section 3(c)(3) of 
the Investment Company Act of 1940: 

(c) INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940.—Sec- 
tion 3(c)\(3) of the Investment Company Act 
of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a-3(c)(3)) is amended by 
inserting before the period the following:, 
if— 

“(A) such fund is employed by the bank 
solely as an aid to the administration of 
trusts, estates, or other accounts created and 
maintained for a fiduciary purpose; 

(B) except in connection with the ordi- 
nary advertising of the bank’s fiduciary serv- 
ices, interests in such fund are not— 

“(i) advertised; or 

“(ii) offered for sale to the general public; 
and 

„) fees and expenses charged by such 
fund are not in contravention of fiduciary 
principles established under applicable Fed- 
eral or State law”. 

SEC. 222, INVESTMENT ADVISERS PROHIBITED 
FROM HAVING CONTROLLING IN- 
TEREST IN REGISTERED INVEST- 
MENT COMPANY. 

Section 15 of the Investment Company Act 
of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a-15) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following new subsection: 

“(g) CONTROLLING INTEREST IN INVESTMENT 
COMPANY PROHIBITED.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—If an investment adviser 
to a registered investment company, or an 
affiliated person of that investment adviser, 
holds a controlling interest in that reg- 
istered investment company in a trustee or 
fiduciary capacity, such person shall— 

(A) if it holds the shares in a trustee or fi- 
duciary capacity with respect to any em- 
ployee benefit plan subject to the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974, 
transfer the power to vote the shares of the 
investment company through to another per- 
son acting in a fiduciary capacity with re- 
spect to the plan who is not an affiliated per- 
son of that investment adviser or any affili- 
ated person thereof; or 

(B) if it holds the shares in a trustee or fi- 
duciary capacity with respect to any person 
or entity other than an employee benefit 
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plan subject to the Employee Retirement In- 
come Security Act of 1974— 

() transfer the power to vote the shares 
of the investment company through to— 

(J) the beneficial owners of the shares; 

(ID) another person acting in a fiduciary 
capacity who is not an affiliated person of 
that investment adviser or any affiliated 
person thereof; or 

(II) any person authorized to receive 
statements and information with respect to 
the trust who is not an affiliated person of 
that investment adviser or any affiliated 
person thereof; 

(i) vote the shares of the investment 
company held by it in the same proportion 
as shares held by all other shareholders of 
the investment company; or 

(Iii) vote the shares of the investment 
company as otherwise permitted under such 
rules, regulations, or orders as the Commis- 
sion may prescribe or issue consistent with 
the protection of investors. 

“(2) EXEMPTION.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply to any investment adviser to a reg- 
istered investment company, or any affili- 
ated person of that investment adviser, that 
holds shares of the investment company in a 
trustee or fiduciary capacity if that reg- 
istered investment company consists solely 
of assets held in such capacities. 

(3) SAFE HARBOR.—No investment adviser 
to a registered investment company or any 
affiliated person of such investment adviser 
shall be deemed to have acted unlawfully or 
to have breached a fiduciary duty under 
State or Federal law solely by reason of act- 
ing in accordance with clause (i), (ii), or (iii) 
of paragraph (1)(B).”’. 

SEC. 223. CONFORMING CHANGE IN DEFINITION. 

Section 2(a)(5) of the Investment Company 
Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a-2(a)(5)) is amended 
by striking (A) a banking institution orga- 
nized under the laws of the United States” 
and inserting (A) a depository institution 
(as defined in section 3 of the Federal De- 
posit Insurance Act) or a branch or agency of 
a foreign bank (as such terms are defined in 
section 1(b) of the International Banking Act 
of 1978)”. 

SEC, 224. CONFORMING AMENDMENT. 

Section 202 of the Investment Advisers Act 
of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80b-2) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

(e CONSIDERATION OF PROMOTION OF EFFI- 
CIENCY, COMPETITION, AND CAPITAL FORMA- 
TION.—Whenever pursuant to this title the 
Commission is engaged in rulemaking and is 
required to consider or determine whether an 
action is necessary or appropriate in the 
public interest, the Commission shall also 
consider, in addition to the protection of in- 
vestors, whether the action will promote ef- 
ficiency, competition, and capital forma- 
tion.“. 

SEC. 225. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This subtitle shall take effect 90 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 
Subtitle C—Securities and Exchange Com- 

mission Supervision of Investment Bank 

Holding Companies 
SEC. 231. SUPERVISION OF INVESTMENT BANK 

HOLDING COMPANIES BY THE SECU- 
RITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMIS- 
SION. 

(a) AMENDMENT.—Section 17 of the Securi- 
ties Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78q) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (i) as sub- 
section (1); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (h) the fol- 
lowing new subsections: 

(i) INVESTMENT BANK HOLDING COMPA- 
NIES.— 
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“(1) ELECTIVE SUPERVISION OF AN INVEST- 
MENT BANK HOLDING COMPANY NOT HAVING A 
BANK OR SAVINGS ASSOCIATION AFFILIATE.— 

H(A) IN GENERAL.—An investment bank 
holding company that is not— 

“(i) an affiliate of a wholesale financial in- 
stitution, an insured bank (other than an in- 
stitution described in subparagraph (D), (F), 
or (G) of section 2(c)(2), or held under section 
4(f), of the Bank Holding Company Act of 
1956), or a savings association, 

(10 a foreign bank, foreign company, or 
company that is described in section 8a) of 
the International Banking Act of 1978, or 

(i a foreign bank that controls, directly 
or indirectly, a corporation chartered under 
section 25A of the Federal Reserve Act, 


may elect to become supervised by filing 
with the Commission a notice of intention to 
become supervised, pursuant to subpara- 
graph (B) of this paragraph. Any investment 
bank holding company filing such a notice 
shall be supervised in accordance with this 
section and comply with the rules promul- 
gated by the Commission applicable to su- 
pervised investment bank holding compa- 
nies, 

(B) NOTIFICATION OF STATUS AS A SUPER- 
VISED INVESTMENT BANK HOLDING COMPANY.— 
An investment bank holding company that 
elects under subparagraph (A) to become su- 
pervised by the Commission shall file with 
the Commission a written notice of intention 
to become supervised by the Commission in 
such form and containing such information 
and documents concerning such investment 
bank holding company as the Commission, 
by rule, may prescribe as necessary or appro- 
priate in furtherance of the purposes of this 
section. Unless the Commission finds that 
such supervision is not necessary or appro- 
priate in furtherance of the purposes of this 
section, such supervision shall become effec- 
tive 45 days after receipt of such written no- 
tice by the Commission or within such short- 
er time period as the Commission, by rule or 
order, may determine. 

02) ELECTION NOT TO BE SUPERVISED BY THE 
COMMISSION AS AN INVESTMENT BANK HOLDING 
COMPANY.— 

(A) VOLUNTARY WITHDRAWAL.—A super- 
vised investment bank holding company that 
is supervised pursuant to paragraph (1) may, 
upon such terms and conditions as the Com- 
mission deems necessary or appropriate, 
elect not to be supervised by the Commission 
by filing a written notice of withdrawal from 
Commission supervision. Such notice shall 
not become effective until one year after re- 
ceipt by the Commission, or such shorter or 
longer period as the Commission deems nec- 
essary or appropriate to ensure effective su- 
pervision of the material risks to the super- 
vised investment bank holding company and 
to the affiliated broker or dealer, or to pre- 
vent evasion of the purposes of this section. 

(B) DISCONTINUATION OF COMMISSION SU- 
PERVISION.—If the Commission finds that any 
supervised investment bank holding com- 
pany that is supervised pursuant to para- 
graph (1) is no longer in existence or has 
ceased to be an investment bank holding 
company, or if the Commission finds that 
continued supervision of such a supervised 
investment bank holding company is not 
consistent with the purposes of this section, 
the Commission may discontinue the super- 
vision pursuant to a rule or order, if any, 
promulgated by the Commission under this 
section. 

(3) SUPERVISION OF 
HOLDING COMPANIES.— 

(A) RECORDKEEPING AND REPORTING.— 


INVESTMENT BANK 
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(D IN GENERAL.—Every supervised invest- 
ment bank holding company and each affil- 
iate thereof shall make and keep for pre- 
scribed periods such records, furnish copies 
thereof, and make such reports, as the Com- 
mission may require by rule, in order to keep 
the Commission informed as to— 

D the company’s or affiliate’s activities, 
financial condition, policies, systems for 
monitoring and controlling financial and 
operational risks, and transactions and rela- 
tionships between any broker or dealer affil- 
iate of the supervised investment bank hold- 
ing company; and 

(II) the extent to which the company or 
affiliate has complied with the provisions of 
this Act and regulations prescribed and or- 
ders issued under this Act. 

(10 FORM AND CONTENTS.—Such records 
and reports shall be prepared in such form 
and according to such specifications (includ- 
ing certification by an independent public 
accountant), as the Commission may require 
and shall be provided promptly at any time 
upon request by the Commission. Such 
records and reports may include— 

(J) a balance sheet and income statement; 

(I) an assessment of the consolidated 
capital of the supervised investment bank 
holding company; 

(II) an independent auditor’s report at- 
testing to the supervised investment bank 
holding company’s compliance with its in- 
ternal risk management and internal control 
objectives; and 

“(IV) reports concerning the extent to 
which the company or affiliate has complied 
with the provisions of this title and any reg- 
ulations prescribed and orders issued under 
this title. 

) USE OF EXISTING REPORTS.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall, to 
the fullest extent possible, accept reports in 
fulfillment of the requirements under this 
paragraph that the supervised investment 
bank holding company or its affiliates have 
been required to provide to another appro- 
priate regulatory agency or self-regulatory 
organization. 

“(ii) AVAILABILITY.—A supervised invest- 
ment bank holding company or an affiliate 
of such company shall provide to the Com- 
mission, at the request of the Commission, 
any report referred to in clause (i). 

“(C) EXAMINATION AUTHORITY.— 

J) FOCUS OF EXAMINATION AUTHORITY.— 
The Commission may make examinations of 
any supervised investment bank holding 
company and any affiliate of such company 
in order to— 

(JI) inform the Commission regarding 

(aa) the nature of the operations and fi- 
nancial condition of the supervised invest- 
ment bank holding company and its affili- 
ates; 

“(bb) the financial and operational risks 
within the supervised investment bank hold- 
ing company that may affect any broker or 
dealer controlled by such supervised invest- 
ment bank holding company; and 

(ec) the systems of the supervised invest- 
ment bank holding company and its affili- 
ates for monitoring and controlling those 
risks; and 

(I) monitor compliance with the provi- 
sions of this subsection, provisions governing 
transactions and relationships between any 
broker or dealer affiliated with the super- 
vised investment bank holding company and 
any of the company’s other affiliates, and 
applicable provisions of subchapter II of 
chapter 53, title 31, United States Code (com- 
monly referred to as the ‘Bank Secrecy Act’) 
and regulations thereunder. 


7439 


(1) RESTRICTED FOCUS OF EXAMINATIONS,— 
The Commission shall limit the focus and 
scope of any examination of a supervised in- 
vestment bank holding company to— 

„(J) the company; and 

(II) any affiliate of the company that, be- 
cause of its size, condition, or activities, the 
nature or size of the transactions between 
such affiliate and any affiliated broker or 
dealer, or the centralization of functions 
within the holding company system, could, 
in the discretion of the Commission, have a 
materially adverse effect on the operational 
or financial condition of the broker or deal- 
er. 
(11) DEFERENCE TO OTHER EXAMINATIONS.— 
For purposes of this subparagraph, the Com- 
mission shall, to the fullest extent possible, 
use the reports of examination of an institu- 
tion described in subparagraph (D), (F), or 
(G) of section Ac), or held under section 
4(f), of the Bank Holding Company Act of 
1956 made by the appropriate regulatory 
agency, or of a licensed insurance company 
made by the appropriate State insurance 
regulator. 

(4) HOLDING COMPANY CAPITAL. — 

(A) AUTHORITY.—If the Commission finds 
that it is necessary to adequately supervise 
investment bank holding companies and 
their broker or dealer affiliates consistent 
with the purposes of this subsection, the 
Commission may adopt capital adequacy 
rules for supervised investment bank holding 
companies. 

„(B) METHOD OF CALCULATION.—In devel- 
oping rules under this paragraph: 

“(i) DOUBLE LEVERAGE.—The Commission 
shall consider the use by the supervised in- 
vestment bank holding company of debt and 
other liabilities to fund capital investments 
in affiliates. 

(10 NO UNWEIGHTED CAPITAL RATIO.—The 
Commission shall not impose under this sec- 
tion a capital ratio that is not based on ap- 
propriate risk-weighting considerations. 

(i) NO CAPITAL REQUIREMENT ON REGU- 
LATED ENTITIES.—The Commission shall not, 
by rule, regulation, guideline, order or other- 
wise, impose any capital adequacy provision 
on a nonbanking affiliate (other than a 
broker or dealer) that is in compliance with 
applicable capital requirements of another 
Federal regulatory authority or State insur- 
ance authority. 

(v) APPROPRIATE EXCLUSIONS.—The Com- 
mission shall take full account of the appli- 
cable capital requirements of another Fed- 
eral regulatory authority or State insurance 
regulator. 

“(C) INTERNAL RISK MANAGEMENT MODELS.— 
The Commission may incorporate internal 
risk management models into its capital 
adequacy rules for supervised investment 
bank holding companies. 

“(5) FUNCTIONAL REGULATION OF BANKING 
AND INSURANCE ACTIVITIES OF SUPERVISED IN- 
VESTMENT BANK HOLDING COMPANIES.—The 
Commission shall defer to— 

“(A) the appropriate regulatory agency 
with regard to all interpretations of, and the 
enforcement of, applicable banking laws re- 
lating to the activities, conduct, ownership, 
and operations of banks, and institutions de- 
scribed in subparagraph (D), (F), and (G) of 
section ), or held under section 4(f), of 
the Bank Holding Company Act of 1956; and 

„(B) the appropriate State insurance regu- 
lators with regard to all interpretations of, 
and the enforcement of, applicable State in- 
surance laws relating to the activities, con- 
duct, and operations of insurance companies 
and insurance agents. 

(6) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub- 
section— 
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(A) The term ‘investment bank holding 
company’ means— 

(J) any person other than a natural person 
that owns or controls one or more brokers or 
dealers; and 

“(ii) the associated persons of the invest- 
ment bank holding company. 

B) The term ‘supervised investment bank 
holding company’ means any investment 
bank holding company that is supervised by 
the Commission pursuant to this subsection. 

() The terms ‘affiliate’, ‘bank’, bank 
holding company’, ‘company’, ‘control’, and 
‘savings association’ have the meanings 
given to those terms in section 2 of the Bank 
Holding Company Act of 1956 (12 U.S.C. 1841). 

„D) The term ‘insured bank’ has the 
meaning given to that term in section 3 of 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Act. 

“(E) The term ‘foreign bank’ has the mean- 
ing given to that term in section 1(b)\(7) of 
the International Banking Act of 1978. 

(F) The terms person associated with an 
investment bank holding company’ and as- 
sociated person of an investment bank hold- 
ing company’ means any person directly or 
indirectly controlling, controlled by, or 
under common control with, an investment 
bank holding company. 

(j) AUTHORITY To LIMIT DISCLOSURE OF IN- 
FORMATION.—Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, the Commission shall not be 
compelled to disclose any information re- 
quired to be reported under subsection (h) or 
(i) or any information supplied to the Com- 
mission by any domestic or foreign regu- 
latory agency that relates to the financial or 
operational condition of any associated per- 
son of a broker or dealer, investment bank 
holding company, or any affiliate of an in- 
vestment bank holding company. Nothing in 
this subsection shall authorize the Commis- 
sion to withhold information from Congress, 
or prevent the Commission from complying 
with a request for information from any 
other Federal department or agency or any 
self-regulatory organization requesting the 
information for purposes within the scope of 
its jurisdiction, or complying with an order 
of a court of the United States in an action 
brought by the United States or the Commis- 
sion. For purposes of section 552 of title 5, 
United States Code, this subsection shall be 
considered a statute described in subsection 
(b)(3)(B) of such section 552. In prescribing 
regulations to carry out the requirements of 
this subsection, the Commission shall des- 
ignate information described in or obtained 
pursuant to subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C) 
of subsection (i)(5) as confidential informa- 
tion for purposes of section 24(bX2) of this 
title.“. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Section 3(a)(34) of the Securities Ex- 
change Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78c(a)(34)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subparagraphs: 

(H) When used with respect to an institu- 
tion described in subparagraph (D), (F), or 
(G) of section 2(c)(2), or held under section 
4(f), of the Bank Holding Company Act of 
1956— 

“(i) the Comptroller of the Currency, in 
the case of a national bank or a bank in the 
District of Columbia examined by the Comp- 
troller of the Currency; 

(i) the Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System, in the case of a State mem- 
ber bank of the Federal Reserve System or 
any corporation chartered under section 25A 
of the Federal Reserve Act; 

“(iil) the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor- 
poration, in the case of any other bank the 
deposits of which are insured in accordance 
with the Federal Deposit Insurance Act; or 
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(iv) the Commission in the case of all 
other such institutions.“. 

(2) Section 1112(e) of the Right to Financial 
Privacy Act of 1978 (12 U.S.C. 3412(e)) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking “this title” and inserting 
“law”; and 

(B) by inserting “, examination reports” 
after “financial records“. 

Subtitle D—Study 
SEC. 241. STUDY OF METHODS TO INFORM INVES- 
TORS AND CONSUMERS OF UNIN- 
SURED PRODUCTS. 

Within one year after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Comptroller General of 
the United States shall submit a report to 
the Congress regarding the efficacy, costs, 
and benefits of requiring that any depository 
institution that accepts federally insured de- 
posits and that, directly or through a con- 
tractual or other arrangement with a broker, 
dealer, or agent, buys from, sells to, or ef- 
fects transactions for retail investors in se- 
curities or consumers of insurance to inform 
such investors and consumers through the 
use of a logo or seal that the security or in- 
surance is not insured by the Federal De- 
posit Insurance Corporation. 

TITLE II- INSURANCE 

Subtitle A—State Regulation of Insurance 

SEC. 301. STATE REGULATION OF THE BUSINESS 
OF INSURANCE. 

The Act entitled An Act to express the in- 
tent of the Congress with reference to the 
regulation of the business of insurance” and 
approved March 9, 1945 (15 U.S.C, 1011 et 
seq.), commonly referred to as the 
‘“‘McCarran—Ferguson Act”) remains the law 
of the United States. 

SEC. 302. MANDATORY INSURANCE LICENSING 
REQUIREMENTS. 


No person or entity shall provide insurance 
in a State as principal or agent unless such 
person or entity is licensed as required by 
the appropriate insurance regulator of such 
State in accordance with the relevant State 
insurance law, subject to section 104 of this 
Act. 

SEC. 303. FUNCTIONAL REGULATION OF INSUR- 
ANCE. 

The insurance sales activity of any person 
or entity shall be functionally regulated by 
the States, subject to section 104 of this Act. 
SEC. 304. INSURANCE UNDERWRITING IN NA- 

TIONAL BANKS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sec- 
tion 306, a national bank and the subsidiaries 
of a national bank may not provide insur- 
ance in a State as principal except that this 
prohibition shall not apply to authorized 
products. 

(b) AUTHORIZED PRODUCTS.—For the pur- 
poses of this section, a product is authorized 
if— 

(1) as of January 1, 1997, the Comptroller of 
the Currency had determined in writing that 
national banks may provide such product as 
principal, or national banks were in fact law- 
fully providing such product as principal; 

(2) no court of relevant jurisdiction had, by 
final judgment, overturned a determination 
of the Comptroller of the Currency that na- 
tional banks may provide such product as 
principal; and 

(3) the product is not title insurance, or an 
annuity contract the income of which is sub- 
ject to tax treatment under section 72 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 

(c) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the term insurance“ means— 

(1) any product regulated as insurance as 
of January 1, 1997, in accordance with the 
relevant State insurance law, in the State in 
which the product is provided; 
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(2) any product first offered after January 
1, 1997, which— 

(A) a State insurance regulator determines 
shall be regulated as insurance in the State 
in which the product is provided because the 
product insures, guarantees, or indemnifies 
against liability, loss of life, loss of health, 
or loss through damage to or destruction of 
property, including, but not limited to, sur- 
ety bonds, life insurance, health insurance, 
title insurance, and property and casualty 
insurance (such as private passenger or com- 
mercial automobile, homeowners, mortgage, 
commercial multiperil, general Liability, 
professional liability, workers’ compensa- 
tion, fire and allied lines, farm owners 
multiperil, aircraft, fidelity, surety, medical 
malpractice, ocean marine, inland marine, 
and boiler and machinery insurance); and 

(B) is not a product or service of a bank 
that is— 

(i) a deposit product; 

Gi) a loan, discount, letter of credit, or 
other extension of credit; 

(iii) a trust or other fiduciary service; 

(iv) a qualified financial contract (as de- 
fined in or determined pursuant to section 
IIe D)) of the Federal Deposit Insur- 
ance Act); or 

(v) a financial guaranty, except that this 
subparagraph (B) shall not apply to a prod- 
uct that includes an insurance component 
such that if the product is offered or pro- 
posed to be offered by the bank as principal— 

(J it would be treated as a life insurance 
contract under section 7702 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986, as amended; or 

(I) in the event that the product is not a 
letter of credit or other similar extension of 
credit, a qualified financial contract, or a fi- 
nancial guaranty, it would qualify for treat- 
ment for losses incurred with respect to such 
product under section 832(b)(5) of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended, if the 
bank were subject to tax as an insurance 
company under section 831 of such Code; or 

(3) any annuity contract the income on 
which is subject to tax treatment under sec- 
tion 72 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, 
as amended. 


SEC. 305. NEW BANK AGENCY ACTIVITIES ONLY 
THROUGH ACQUISITION OF EXIST- 
ING LICENSED AGENTS. 


If a national bank or a subsidiary of a na- 
tional bank is not providing insurance as 
agent in a State as of the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, the national bank and the 
subsidiary of the national bank may provide 
insurance (which such bank or subsidiary is 
otherwise authorized to provide) as agent in 
such State after such date only by acquiring 
a company which has been licensed by the 
appropriate State regulator to provide insur- 
ance as agent in such State for not less than 
2 years before such acquisition. 


SEC. 306. TITLE INSURANCE ACTIVITIES OF NA- 
TIONAL BANKS AND THEIR AFFILI- 
ATES. 


(a) AUTHORITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this Act or any other law, 
no national bank, and no subsidiary of a na- 
tional bank, may engage in any activity in- 
volving the underwriting or sale of title in- 
surance other than title insurance activities 
in which such national bank or subsidiary 
was actively and lawfully engaged before the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(2) INSURANCE AFFILIATE.—In the case of a 
national bank which has an affiliate which 
provides insurance as principal and is not a 
subsidiary of the bank, the national bank 
and any subsidiary of the national bank may 
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not engage in any activity involving the un- 
derwriting or sale of title insurance pursuant 
to paragraph (1). 

(3) INSURANCE SUBSIDIARY.—In the case of a 
national bank which has a subsidiary which 
provides insurance as principal and has no 
affiliate which provides insurance as prin- 
cipal and is not a subsidiary, the national 
bank may not engage in any activity involv- 
ing the underwriting or sale of title insur- 
ance pursuant to paragraph (1). 

(4) AFFILIATE AND SUBSIDIARY DEFINED.— 
For purposes of this section, the terms af- 
filiate’’ and subsidiary“ have the meaning 
given such terms in section 2 of the Bank 
Holding Company Act of 1956. 

(b) PARITY EXCEPTION.—Notwithstanding 
subsection (a), in the case of any State in 
which banks organized under the laws of 
such State were authorized to sell title in- 
surance as agent as of January 1, 1997, a na- 
tional bank and a subsidiary of a national 
bank may sell title insurance as agent in 
such State in the same manner and to the 
same extent such State banks are authorized 
to sell title insurance as agent in such State. 
SEC. 307. EXPEDITED AND EQUALIZED DISPUTE 

RESOLUTION FOR FINANCIAL REGU- 
LATORS. 

(a) FILING IN COURT OF APPEAL.—In the 
case of a regulatory conflict between a State 
insurance regulator and a Federal regulator 
as to whether any product is or is not insur- 
ance as defined in section 304(c) of this Act, 
or whether a State statute, regulation, 
order, or interpretation regarding any insur- 
ance sales or solicitation activity is properly 
treated as preempted under Federal law, ei- 
ther regulator may seek expedited judicial 
review of such determination by the United 
States Court of Appeals for the circuit in 
which the State is located or in the United 
States Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia Circuit by filing a petition for re- 
view in such court. 

(b) EXPEDITED REVIEW.—The United States 
court of appeals in which a petition for re- 
view is filed in accordance with paragraph (1) 
shall complete all action on such petition, 
including rendering a judgment, before the 
end of the 60-day period beginning on the 
date such petition is filed, unless all parties 
to such proceeding agree to any extension of 
such period. 

(C) SUPREME COURT REVIEW.—Any request 
for certiori to the Supreme Court of the 
United States of any judgment of a United 
States court of appeals with respect to a pe- 
tition for review under this section shall be 
filed with the United States Supreme Court 
as soon as practicable after such judgment is 
issued. 

(d) STATUTE OF LIMITATION.—No action 
may be filed under this section challenging 
an order, ruling, determination, or other ac- 
tion of a Federal financial regulator or State 
insurance regulator after the later of— 

(1) the end of the 12-month period begin- 
ning on the date the first public notice is 
made of such order, ruling, or determination 
in its final form; or 

(2) the end of the 6-month period beginning 
on the date such order, ruling, or determina- 
tion takes effect. 

(e) STANDARD OF REVIEW.—The court shall 
decide an action filed under this section 
based on its review on the merits of all ques- 
tions presented under State and Federal law, 
including the nature of the product or activ- 
ity and the history and purpose of its regula- 
tion under State and Federal law, without 
unequal deference. 

SEC. 308. CONSUMER PROTECTION 
TIONS. 
(a) REGULATIONS REQUIRED.— 


REGULA- 
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(1) IN GENERAL.—The Federal Deposit In- 
surance Act (12 U.S.C. 1811 et seq.) is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following new 
section: 

SEC. 45. CONSUMER PROTECTION REGULATIONS. 

(a) REGULATIONS REQUIRED.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Federal banking 
agencies shall prescribe and publish in final 
form, before the end of the 1-year period be- 
ginning on the date of the enactment of this 
Act, consumer protection regulations (which 
the agencies jointly determine to be appro- 
priate) that— 

“(A) apply to retail sales, solicitations, ad- 
vertising, or offers of any insurance product 
by any insured depository institution or 
wholesale financial institution or any person 
who is engaged in such activities at an office 
of the institution or on behalf of the institu- 
tion; and 

(B) are consistent with the requirements 
of this Act and provide such additional pro- 
tections for consumers to whom such sales, 
solicitations, advertising, or offers are di- 
rected as the agency determines to be appro- 
priate. 

“(2) APPLICABILITY TO SUBSIDIARIES.—The 
regulations prescribed pursuant to paragraph 
(1) shall extend such protections to any sub- 
sidiaries of an insured depository institu- 
tion, as deemed appropriate by the regu- 
lators referred to in paragraph (3), where 
such extension is determined to be necessary 
to ensure the consumer protections provided 
by this section. 

(3) CONSULTATION AND JOINT REGULA- 
TIONS.—The Federal banking agencies shall 
consult with each other and prescribe joint 
regulations pursuant to paragraph (1), after 
consultation with the State insurance regu- 
lators, as appropriate. 

“(b) SALES PRACTICES.—The regulations 
prescribed pursuant to subsection (a) shall 
include anticoercion rules applicable to the 
sale of insurance products which prohibit an 
insured depository institution from engaging 
in any practice that would lead a consumer 
to believe an extension of credit, in violation 
of section 106(b) of the Bank Holding Com- 
pany Act Amendments of 1970, is conditional 
upon— 

(J) the purchase of an insurance product 
from the institution or any of its affiliates 
or subsidiaries; or 

(2) an agreement by the consumer not to 
obtain, or a prohibition on the consumer 
from obtaining, an insurance product from 
an unaffiliated entity. 

“(c) DISCLOSURES AND ADVERTISING.—The 
regulations prescribed pursuant to sub- 
section (a) shall include the following provi- 
sions relating to disclosures and advertising 
in connection with the initial purchase of an 
insurance product: 

() DISCLOSURES.— 

H(A) IN GENERAL.—Requirements that the 
following disclosures be made orally and in 
writing before the completion of the initial 
sale and, in the case of clause (iv), at the 
time of application for an extension of cred- 
it: 

“(i) UNINSURED sSTATUS.—As appropriate, 
the product is not insured by the Federal De- 
posit Insurance Corporation, the United 
States Government, or the insured deposi- 
tory institution. 

“(il) INVESTMENT RISK.—In the case of a 
variable annuity or other insurance product 
which involves an investment risk, that 
there is an investment risk associated with 
the product, including possible loss of value. 

“(iv) COERCION.—The approval of an exten- 
sion of credit may not be conditioned on— 

(J) the purchase of an insurance product 
from the institution in which the application 
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for credit is pending or any of its affiliates or 
subsidiaries; or 

(II) an agreement by the consumer not to 
obtain, or a prohibition on the consumer 
from obtaining, an insurance product from 
an unaffiliated entity. 

„(B) MAKING DISCLOSURE READILY UNDER- 
STANDABLE.—Regulations prescribed under 
subparagraph (A) shall encourage the use of 
disclosure that is conspicuous, simple, di- 
rect, and readily understandable, such as the 
following: 

NOT FDIC-INSURED’. 

“(ii) ‘NOT GUARANTEED BY THE BANK’. 

“(ili) ‘MAY GO DOWN IN VALUE’. 

(C) ADJUSTMENTS FOR ALTERNATIVE METH- 
ODS OF PURCHASE.—In prescribing the re- 
quirements under subparagraphs (A) and (D), 
necessary adjustments shall be made for pur- 
chase in person, by telephone, or by elec- 
tronic media to provide for the most appro- 
priate and complete form of disclosure and 
acknowledgments. 

D) CONSUMER ACKNOWLEDGMENT.—A re- 
quirement that an insured depository insti- 
tution shall require any person selling an in- 
surance product at any office of, or on behalf 
of, the institution to obtain, at the time a 
consumer receives the disclosures required 
under this paragraph or at the time of the 
initial purchase by the consumer of such 
product, an acknowledgment by such con- 
sumer of the receipt of the disclosure re- 
quired under this subsection with respect to 
such product. 

(2) PROHIBITION ON MISREPRESENTATIONS.— 
A prohibition on any practice, or any adver- 
tising, at any office of, or on behalf of, the 
insured depository institution, or any sub- 
sidiary as appropriate, which could mislead 
any person or otherwise cause a reasonable 
person to reach an erroneous belief with re- 
spect to— 

(A) the uninsured nature of any insurance 
product sold, or offered for sale, by the insti- 
tution or any subsidiary of the institution; 
or 

B) in the case of a variable annuity or 
other insurance product that involves an in- 
vestment risk, the investment risk associ- 
ated with any such product. 

(d) SEPARATION OF BANKING AND NON- 
BANKING ACTIVITIES.— 

“(1) REGULATIONS REQUIRED.—The regula- 
tions prescribed pursuant to subsection (a) 
shall include such provisions as the Federal 
banking agencies consider appropriate to en- 
sure that the routine acceptance of deposits 
and the making of loans is kept, to the ex- 
tent practicable, physically segregated from 
insurance product activity. 

“(2) REQUIREMENTS.—Regulations pre- 
scribed pursuant to paragraph (1) shall in- 
clude the following requirements: 

“(A) SEPARATE SETTING.—A clear delinea- 
tion of the setting in which, and the cir- 
cumstances under which, transactions in- 
volving insurance products should be con- 
ducted in a location physically segregated 
from an area where retail deposits are rou- 
tinely accepted. 

“(B) REFERRALS.—Standards which permit 
any person accepting deposits from, or mak- 
ing loans to, the public in an area where 
such transactions are routinely conducted in 
an insured depository institution to refer a 
customer who seeks to purchase any insur- 
ance product to a qualified person who sells 
such product, only if the person making the 
referral receives no more than a one-time 
nominal fee of a fixed dollar amount for each 
referral that does not depend on whether the 
referral results in a transaction, 

“(C) QUALIFICATION AND LICENSING REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—Standards prohibiting any insured 


7442 


depository institution from permitting any 
person to sell or offer for sale any insurance 
product in any part of any office of the insti- 
tution, or on behalf of the institution, unless 
such person is appropriately qualified and li- 
censed. 

(e) DOMESTIC VIOLENCE DISCRIMINATION 
PROHIBITION.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an appli- 
cant for, or an insured under, any insurance 
product described in paragraph (2), the sta- 
tus of the applicant or insured as a victim of 
domestic violence, or as a provider of serv- 
ices to victims of domestic violence, shall 
not be considered as a criterion in any deci- 
sion with regard to insurance underwriting, 
pricing, renewal, or scope of coverage of in- 
surance policies, or payment of insurance 
claims, except as required or expressly per- 
mitted under State law. 

*(2) SCOPE OF APPLICATION.—The prohibi- 
tion contained in paragraph (1) shall apply to 
any insurance product which is sold or of- 
fered for sale, as principal, agent, or broker, 
by any insured depository institution or any 
person who is engaged in such activities at 
an office of the institution or on behalf of 
the institution. 

(3) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the 
sense of the Congress that, by the end of the 
30-month period beginning on the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the States should 
enact prohibitions against discrimination 
with respect to insurance products that are 
at least as strict as the prohibitions con- 
tained in paragraph (1). 

„ %) DOMESTIC VIOLENCE DEFINED.—For pur- 
poses of this subsection, the term ‘domestic 
violence’ means the occurrence of 1 or more 
of the following acts by a current or former 
family member, household member, intimate 
partner, or caretaker: 

(A) Attempting to cause or causing or 
threatening another person physical harm, 
severe emotional distress, psychological 
trauma, rape, or sexual assault. 

(B) Engaging in a course of conduct or re- 
peatedly committing acts toward another 
person, including following the person with- 
out proper authority, under circumstances 
that place the person in reasonable fear of 
bodily injury or physical harm. 

() Subjecting another person to false im- 
prisonment. 

D) Attempting to cause or cause damage 
to property so as to intimidate or attempt to 
control the behavior of another person. 

“(f) CONSUMER GRIEVANCE PROCESS.—The 
Federal banking agencies shall jointly estab- 
lish a consumer complaint mechanism, for 
receiving and expeditiously addressing con- 
sumer complaints alleging a violation of reg- 
ulations issued under the section, which 
shall— 

(i) establish a group within each regu- 
latory agency to receive such complaints; 

(2) develop procedures for investigating 
such complaints; 

(3) develop procedures for informing con- 
sumers of rights they may have in connec- 
tion with such complaints; and 

(J) develop procedures for addressing con- 
cerns raised by such complaints, as appro- 
priate, including procedures for the recovery 
of losses to the extent appropriate. 

“(g) EFFECT ON OTHER AUTHORITY.— 

“(1) No provision of this section shall be 
construed as granting, limiting, or otherwise 
affecting— 

(A) any authority of the Securities and 
Exchange Commission, any self-regulatory 
organization, the Municipal Securities Rule- 
making Board, or the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury under any Federal securities law; or 
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(B) any authority of any State insurance 
commissioner or other State authority under 
any State law. 

“(2) Regulations prescribed by a Federal 
banking agency under this section shall not 
apply to retail sales, solicitations, adver- 
tising, or offers of any insurance product by 
any insured depository institution or whole- 
sale financial institution or to any person 
who ts engaged in such activities at an office 
of such institution or on behalf of the insti- 
tution, in a State where the State has in ef- 
fect statutes, regulations, orders, or inter- 
pretations, that are inconsistent with or 
contrary to the regulations prescribed by the 
Federal banking agencies. 

ch) INSURANCE PRODUCT DEFINED.—For 
purposes of this section, the term ‘insurance 
product’ includes an annuity contract the in- 
come of which is subject to tax treatment 
under section 72 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986. 

SEC. 309. CERTAIN STATE AFFILIATION LAWS 
PREEMPTED FOR INSURANCE COM- 
PANIES AND AFFILIATES. 

No State may, by law, regulation, order, 
interpretation, or otherwise— 

(1) prevent or restrict any insurer, or any 
affiliate of an insurer (whether such affiliate 
is organized as a stock company, mutual 
holding company, or otherwise), from becom- 
ing a financial holding company or acquiring 
control of an insured depository institution; 

(2) limit the amount of an insurer’s assets 
that may be invested in the voting securities 
of an insured depository institution (or any 
company which controls such institution), 
except that the laws of an insurer's State of 
domicile may limit the amount of such in- 
vestment to an amount that is not less than 
5 percent of the insurer's admitted assets; or 

(3) prevent, restrict, or have the authority 
to review, approve, or disapprove a plan of 
reorganization by which an insurer proposes 
to reorganize from mutual form to become a 
stock insurer (whether as a direct or indirect 
subsidiary of a mutual holding company or 
otherwise) unless such State is the State of 
domicile of the insurer. 

Subtitle B—Redomestication of Mutual 
Insurers 
SEC. 311. GENERAL APPLICATION. 

This subtitle shall only apply to a mutual 
insurance company in a State which has not 
enacted a law which expressly establishes 
reasonable terms and conditions for a mu- 
tual insurance company domiciled in such 
State to reorganize into a mutual holding 
company. 

SEC. 312. REDOMESTICATION OF MUTUAL INSUR- 
ERS. 


(a) REDOMESTICATION.—A mutual insurer 
organized under the laws of any State may 
transfer its domicile to a transferee domicile 
as a step in a reorganization in which, pursu- 
ant to the laws of the transferee domicile 
and consistent with the standards in sub- 
section (f), the mutual insurer becomes a 
stock insurer that is a direct or indirect sub- 
sidiary of a mutual holding company. 

(b) RESULTING DOMICILE.—Upon complying 
with the applicable law of the transferee 
domicile governing transfers of domicile and 
completion of a transfer pursuant to this 
section, the mutual insurer shall cease to be 
a domestic insurer in the transferor domicile 
and, as a continuation of its corporate exist- 
ence, shall be a domestic insurer of the 
transferee domicile. 

(c) LICENSES PRESERVED.—The certificate 
of authority, agents’ appointments and li- 
censes, rates, approvals and other items that 
a licensed State allows and that are in exist- 
ence immediately prior to the date that a re- 
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domesticating insurer transfers its domicile 
pursuant to this subtitle shall continue in 
full force and effect upon transfer, if the in- 
surer remains duly qualified to transact the 
business of insurance in such licensed State. 

(d) EFFECTIVENESS OF OUTSTANDING POLI- 
CIES AND CONTRACTS.— 

(1) IN GENRRAL.— All outstanding insurance 
policies and annuities contracts of a re- 
domesticating insurer shall remain in full 
force and effect and need not be endorsed as 
to the new domicile of the insurer, unless so 
ordered by the State insurance regulator of a 
licensed State, and then only in the case of 
outstanding policies and contracts whose 
owners reside in such licensed State. 

(2) ForMs.— 

(A) Applicable State law may require a re- 
domesticating insurer to file new policy 
forms with the State insurance regulator of 
a licensed State on or before the effective 
date of the transfer. 

(B) Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), a 
redomesticating insurer may use existing 
policy forms with appropriate endorsements 
to reflect the new domicile of the redomes- 
ticating insurer until the new policy forms 
are approved for use by the State insurance 
regulator of such licensed State. 

(e) NOTICE.—A redomesticating insurer 
shall give notice of the proposed transfer to 
the State insurance regulator of each li- 
censed State and shall file promptly any re- 
sulting amendments to corporate documents 
required to be filed by a foreign licensed mu- 
tual insurer with the insurance regulator of 
each such licensed State. 

(f) PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS.—No mu- 
tual insurer may redomesticate to another 
State and reorganize into a mutual holding 
company pursuant to this section unless the 
State insurance regulator of the transferee 
domicile determines that the plan of reorga- 
nization of the insurer includes the following 
requirements: 

(1) APPROVAL BY BOARD OF DIRECTORS AND 
POLICYHOLDERS.—The reorganization is ap- 
proved by at least a majority of the board of 
directors of the mutual insurer and at least 
a majority of the policyholders who vote 
after notice, disclosure of the reorganization 
and the effects of the transaction on policy- 
holder contractual rights, and reasonable op- 
portunity to vote, in accordance with such 
notice, disclosure, and voting procedures as 
are approved by the State insurance regu- 
lator of the transferee domicile. 

(2) CONTINUED VOTING CONTROL BY POLICY- 
HOLDERS; REVIEW OF PUBLIC STOCK OFFER- 
ING.—After the consummation of a reorga- 
nization, the policyholders of the reorga- 
nized insurer shall have the same voting 
rights with respect to the mutual holding 
company as they had before the reorganiza- 
tion with respect to the mutual insurer. 
With respect to an initial public offering of 
stock, the offering shall be conducted in 
compliance with applicable securities laws 
and in a manner approved by the State in- 
surance regulator of the transferee domicile. 

(3) AWARD OF STOCK OR GRANT OF OPTIONS 
TO OFFICERS AND DIRECTORS.—For a period of 
6 months after completion of an initial pub- 
lic offering, neither a stock holding company 
nor the converted insurer shall award any 
stock options or stock grants to persons who 
are elected officers or directors of the mu- 
tual holding company, the stock holding 
company, or the converted insurer, except 
with respect to any such awards or options 
to which a person is entitled as a policy- 
holder and as approved by the State insur- 
ance regulator of the transferee domicile. 

(4) CONTRACTUAL RIGHTS.—Upon reorga- 
nization into a mutual holding company, the 
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contractual rights of the policyholders are 
preserved. 

(5) FAIR AND EQUITABLE TREATMENT OF POL- 
ICYHOLDERS.—The reorganization is approved 
as fair and equitable to the policyholders by 
the insurance regulator of the transferee 
domicile. 

SEC, 313. EFFECT ON STATE LAWS RESTRICTING 
REDOMESTICATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Unless otherwise per- 
mitted by this subtitle, State laws of any 
transferor domicile that conflict with the 
purposes and intent of this subtitle are pre- 
empted, including but not limited to— 

(1) any law that has the purpose or effect 
of impeding the activities of, taking any ac- 
tion against, or applying any provision of 
law or regulation to, any insurer or an affil- 
iate of such insurer because that insurer or 
any affiliate plans to redomesticate, or has 
redomesticated, pursuant to this subtitle; 

(2) any law that has the purpose or effect 
of impeding the activities of, taking action 
against, or applying any provision of law or 
regulation to, any insured or any insurance 
licensee or other intermediary because such 
person or entity has procured insurance from 
or placed insurance with any insurer or affil- 
iate of such insurer that plans to redomes- 
ticate, or has redomesticated, pursuant to 
this subtitle, but only to the extent that 
such law would treat such insured licensee or 
other intermediary differently than if the 
person or entity procured insurance from, or 
placed insurance with, an insured licensee or 
other intermediary which had not redomes- 
ticated; 

(3) any law that has the purpose or effect 
of terminating, because of the redomestica- 
tion of a mutual insurer pursuant to this 
subtitle, any certificate of authority, agent 
appointment or license, rate approval, or 
other approval, of any State insurance regu- 
lator or other State authority in existence 
immediately prior to the redomestication in 
any State other than the transferee domi- 
cile. 

(b) DIFFERENTIAL ‘TREATMENT PROHIB- 
ITED.—No State law, regulation, interpreta- 
tion, or functional equivalent thereof, of a 
State other than a transferee domicile may 
treat a redomesticating or redomesticated 
insurer or any affiliate thereof any dif- 
ferently than an insurer operating in that 
State that is not a redomesticating or re- 
domesticated insurer. 

(c) LAWS PROHIBITING OPERATIONS.—If any 
licensed State fails to issue, delays the 
issuance of, or seeks to revoke an original or 
renewal certificate of authority of a re- 
domesticated insurer immediately following 
redomestication, except on grounds and ina 
manner consistent with its past practices re- 
garding the issuance of certificates of au- 
thority to foreign insurers that are not re- 
domesticating, then the redomesticating in- 
surer shall be exempt from any State law of 
the licensed State to the extent that such 
State law or the operation of such State law 
would make unlawful, or regulate, directly 
or indirectly, the operation of the redomes- 
ticated insurer, except that such licensed 
State may require the redomesticated in- 
surer to— 

(1) comply with the unfair claim settle- 
ment practices law of the licensed State; 

(2) pay, on a nondiscriminatory basis, ap- 
plicable premium and other taxes which are 
levied on licensed insurers or policyholders 
under the laws of the licensed State; 

(3) register with and designate the State 
insurance regulator as its agent solely for 
the purpose of receiving service of legal doc- 
uments or process; 
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(4) submit to an examination by the State 
insurance regulator in any licensed state in 
which the redomesticated insurer is doing 
business to determine the insurer’s financial 
condition, if— 

(A) the State insurance regulator of the 
transferee domicile has not begun an exam- 
ination of the redomesticated insurer and 
has not scheduled such an examination to 
begin before the end of the 1-year period be- 
ginning on the date of the redomestication; 
and 

(B) any such examination is coordinated to 
avoid unjustified duplication and repetition; 

(5) comply with a lawful order issued in— 

(A) a delinquency proceeding commenced 
by the State insurance regulator of any li- 
censed State if there has been a judicial find- 
ing of financial impairment under paragraph 
(T); or 

(B) a voluntary dissolution proceeding; 

(6) comply with any State law regarding 
deceptive, false, or fraudulent acts or prac- 
tices, except that if the licensed State seeks 
an injunction regarding the conduct de- 
scribed in this paragraph, such injunction 
must be obtained from a court of competent 
jurisdiction as provided in section 314(a); 

(7) comply with an injunction issued by a 
court of competent jurisdiction, upon a peti- 
tion by the State insurance regulator alleg- 
ing that the redomesticating insurer is in 
hazardous financial condition or is finan- 
cially impaired; 

(8) participate in any insurance insolvency 
guaranty association on the same basis as 
any other insurer licensed in the licensed 
State; and 

(9) require a person acting, or offering to 
act, as an insurance licensee for a redomes- 
ticated insurer in the licensed State to ob- 
tain a license from that State, except that 
such State may not impose any qualification 
or requirement that discriminates against a 
nonresident insurance licensee. 

SEC. 314, OTHER PROVISIONS, 

(a) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—The appropriate 
United States district court shall have exclu- 
sive jurisdiction over litigation arising 
under this section involving any redomes- 
ticating or redomesticated insurer. 

(b) SEVERABILITY.—If any provision of this 
section, or the application thereof to any 
person or circumstances, is held invalid, the 
remainder of the section, and the application 
of such provision to other persons or cir- 
cumstances, shall not be affected thereby. 
SEC. 315. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this subtitle, the following 
definitions shall apply: 

(1) COURT OF COMPETENT JURISDICTION.—The 
term court of competent jurisdiction” 
means a court authorized pursuant to sec- 
tion 314(a) to adjudicate litigation arising 
under this subtitle. 

(2) DoMICILE.—The term “domicile” means 
the State in which an insurer is incor- 
porated, chartered, or organized. 

(3) INSURANCE LICENSEE.—The term insur- 
ance licensee“ means any person holding a 
license under State law to act as insurance 
agent, subagent, broker, or consultant. 

(4) INSTITUTION.—The term “institution” 
means a corporation, joint stock company, 
limited liability company, limited liability 
partnership, association, trust, partnership, 
or any similar entity. 

(5) LICENSED STATE.—The term “licensed 
State” means any State, the District of Co- 
lumbia, American Samoa, Guam, Puerto 
Rico, or the United States Virgin Islands in 
which the redomesticating insurer has a cer- 
tificate of authority in effect immediately 
prior to the redomestication. 
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(6) MUTUAL INSURER.—The term mutual 
insurer” means a mutual insurer organized 
under the laws of any State. 

(7) PERSON.—The term person“ means an 
individual, institution, government or gov- 
ernmental agency, State or political subdivi- 
sion of a State, public corporation, board, as- 
sociation, estate, trustee, or fiduciary, or 
other similar entity. 

(8) POLICYHOLDER.—The term policy- 
holder” means the owner of a policy issued 
by a mutual insurer, except that, with re- 
spect to voting rights, the term means a 
member of a mutual insurer or mutual hold- 
ing company granted the right to vote, as de- 
termined under applicable State law. 

(9) REDOMESTICATED INSURER.—The term 
“redomesticated insurer” means a mutual 
insurer that has redomesticated pursuant to 
this subtitle. 

(10) REDOMESTICATING INSURER.—The term 
“redomesticating insurer” means a mutual 
insurer that is redomesticating pursuant to 
this subtitle. 

(11) REDOMESTICATION OR TRANSFER.—The 
terms “redomestication’” and “transfer” 
mean the transfer of the domicile of a mu- 
tual insurer from one State to another State 
pursuant to this subtitle. 

(12) STATE INSURANCE REGULATOR.—The 
term “State insurance regulator“ means the 
principal insurance regulatory authority of a 
State, the District of Columbia, American 
Samoa, Guam, Puerto Rico, or the United 
States Virgin Islands. 

(13) STATE LAW.—The term State law" 
means the statutes of any State, the District 
of Columbia, American Samoa, Guam, Puer- 
to Rico, or the United States Virgin Islands 
and any regulation, order, or requirement 
prescribed pursuant to any such statute. 

(14) TRANSFEREE DOMICILE.—The term 
“transferee domicile’ means the State to 
which a mutual insurer is redomesticating 
pursuant to this subtitle, 

(15) TRANSFEROR DOMICILE.—The term 
“transferor domicile” means the State from 
which a mutual insurer is redomesticating 
pursuant to this subtitle. 


SEC. 316. EFFECTIVE DATE. 


This subtitle shall take effect on the date 
of enactment of this Act. 


Subtitle C—National Association of 
Registered Agents and Brokers 


SEC. 321. STATE FLEXIBILITY IN MULTISTATE LI- 
CENSING REFORMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The provisions of this 
subtitle shall take effect unless by the end of 
the 3-year period beginning on the date of 
the enactment of this Act at least a majority 
of the States— 

(1) have enacted uniform laws and regula- 
tions governing the licensure of individuals 
and entities authorized to sell and solicit the 
purchase of insurance within the State; or 

(2) have enacted reciprocity laws and regu- 
lations governing the licensure of non- 
resident individuals and entities authorized 
to sell and solicit insurance within those 
States. 

(b) UNIFORMITY REQUIRED.—States shall be 
deemed to have established the uniformity 
necessary to satisfy subsection (a)(1) if the 
States— 

(1) establish uniform criteria regarding the 
integrity, personal qualifications, education, 
training, and experience of licensed insur- 
ance producers, including the qualification 
and training of sales personnel in 
ascertaining the appropriateness of a par- 
ticular insurance product for a prospective 
customer; 
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(2) establish uniform continuing education 
requirements for licensed insurance pro- 
ducers; 

(3) establish uniform ethics course require- 
ments for licensed insurance producers in 
conjunction with the continuing education 
requirements under paragraph (2); 

(4) establish uniform criteria to ensure 
that an insurance product, including any an- 
nuity contract, sold to a consumer is suit- 
able and appropriate for the consumer based 
on financial information disclosed by the 
consumer; and 

(5) do not impose any requirement upon 
any insurance producer to be licensed or oth- 
erwise qualified to do business as a non- 
resident that has the effect of limiting or 
conditioning that producer’s activities be- 
cause of its residence or place of operations, 
except that counter-signature requirements 
imposed on nonresident producers shall not 
be deemed to have the effect of limiting or 
conditioning a producer's activities because 
of its residence or place of operations under 
this section. 

(c) RECIPROCITY REQUIRED.—States shall be 
deemed to have established the reciprocity 
required to satisfy subsection (a)(2) if the 
following conditions are met: 

(1) ADMINISTRATIVE LICENSING PROCE- 
DURES.—At least a majority of the States 
permit a producer that has a resident license 
for selling or soliciting the purchase of in- 
surance in its home State to receive a li- 
cense to sell or solicit the purchase of insur- 
ance in such majority of States as a non- 
resident to the same extent such producer is 
permitted to sell or solicit the purchase of 
insurance in its State, without satisfying 
any additional requirements other than sub- 
mitting— 

(A) a request for licensure; 

(B) the application for licensure that the 
producer submitted to its home State; 

(C) proof that the producer is licensed and 
in good standing in its home State; and 

(D) the payment of any requisite fee to the 
appropriate authority, 


if the producer’s home State also awards 
such licenses on such a reciprocal basis. 

(2) CONTINUING EDUCATION REQUIREMENTS.— 
A majority of the States accept an insurance 
producer's satisfaction of its home State's 
continuing education requirements for li- 
censed insurance producers to satisfy the 
States’ own continuing education require- 
ments if the producer’s home State also rec- 
ognizes the satisfaction of continuing edu- 
cation requirements on such a reciprocal 
basis. 

(3) NO LIMITING NONRESIDENT REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—A majority of the States do not im- 
pose any requirement upon any insurance 
producer to be licensed or otherwise quali- 
fied to do business as a nonresident that has 
the effect of limiting or conditioning that 
producer’s activities because of its residence 
or place of operations, except that 
countersignature requirements imposed on 
nonresident producers shall not be deemed to 
have the effect of limiting or conditioning a 
producer’s activities because of its residence 
or place of operations under this section. 

(4) RECIPROCAL RECIPROCITY.—Each of the 
States that satisfies paragraphs (1), (2), and 
(3) grants reciprocity to residents of all of 
the other States that satisfy such para- 
graphs. 

(d) DETERMINATION.— 

(1) NAIC DETERMINATION.—At the end of 
the 3-year period beginning on the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the National As- 
sociation of Insurance Commissioners shall 
determine, in consultation with the insur- 
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ance commissioners or chief insurance regu- 
latory officials of the States, whether the 
uniformity or reciprocity required by sub- 
sections (b) and (c) has been achieved. 

(2) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—The appropriate 
United States district court shall have exclu- 
sive jurisdiction over any challenge to the 
National Association of Insurance Commis- 
sioners’ determination under this section 
and such court shall apply the standards set 
forth in section 706 of title 5, United States 
Code, when reviewing any such challenge. 

(e) CONTINUED APPLICATION.—If, at any 
time, the uniformity or reciprocity required 
by subsections (b) and (c) no longer exists, 
the provisions of this subtitle shall take ef- 
fect within 2 years, unless the uniformity or 
reciprocity required by those provisions is 
satisfied before the expiration of that 2-year 
period. 

(f) SAVINGS PROVISION.—No provision of 
this section shall be construed as requiring 
that any law, regulation, provision, or action 
of any State which purports to regulate in- 
surance producers, including any such law, 
regulation, provision, or action which pur- 
ports to regulate unfair trade practices or es- 
tablish consumer protections, including 
countersignature laws, be altered or amend- 
ed in order to satisfy the uniformity or reci- 
procity required by subsections (b) and (c), 
unless any such law, regulation, provision, 
or action is inconsistent with a specific re- 
quirement of any such subsection and then 
only to the extent of such inconsistency. 
SEC. 322. NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REG- 

ISTERED AGENTS AND BROKERS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
the National Association of Registered 
Agents and Brokers (hereafter in this sub- 
title referred to as the ‘‘Association”’) 

(b) StatTus.—The Association shall— 

(1) be a nonprofit corporation and be pre- 
sumed to have the status of an organization 
described in section 501(c)(6) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 unless the Secretary of 
the Treasury determines that the Associa- 
tion does not meet the requirements of such 
section; 

(2) have succession until dissolved by an 
Act of Congress; 

(3) not be an agency or establishment of 
the United States Government; and 

(4) except as otherwise provided in this 
Act, be subject to, and have all the powers 
conferred upon a nonprofit corporation by 
the District of Columbia Nonprofit Corpora- 
tion Act (D.C. Code, sec. 29y-1001 et seq.). 
SEC. 323. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of the Association shall be to 
provide a mechanism through which uniform 
licensing, appointment, continuing edu- 
cation, and other insurance producer sales 
qualification requirements and conditions 
can be adopted and applied on a multistate 
basis, while preserving the right of States to 
license, supervise, and discipline insurance 
producers and to prescribe and enforce laws 
and regulations with regard to insurance-re- 
lated consumer protection and unfair trade 
practices. 

SEC. 324. RELATIONSHIP TO THE FEDERAL GOV- 
ERNMENT. 


The Association shall be subject to the su- 
pervision and oversight of the National Asso- 
ciation of Insurance Commissioners (here- 
after in this subtitle referred to as the 
“‘NAIC”’) and shall not be an agency or an in- 
strumentality of the United States Govern- 
ment, 

SEC, 325. MEMBERSHIP. 

(a) ELIGIBILITY.— 7 

(1) IN GENERAL. Any State-licensed insur- 
ance producer shall be eligible to become a 
member in the Association. 
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(2) INELIGIBILITY FOR SUSPENSION OR REV- 
OCATION OF LICENSE.—Notwithstanding para- 
graph (1), a State-licensed insurance pro- 
ducer shall not be eligible to become a mem- 
ber if a State insurance regulator has sus- 
pended or revoked such producer’s license in 
that State during the 3-year preceding the 
date such producer applies for membership. 

(3) RESUMPTION OF ELIGIBILITY.—Paragraph 
(2) shall cease to apply to any insurance pro- 
ducer if— 

(A) the State insurance regulator renews 
the license of such producer in the State in 
which the license was suspended or revoked; 
or 

(B) the suspension or revocation is subse- 
quently overturned. 

(b) AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH MEMBERSHIP 
CRITERIA.—The Association shall have the 
authority to establish membership criteria 
that— 

(1) bear a reasonable relationship to the 
purposes for which the Association was es- 
tablished; and 

(2) do not unfairly limit the access of 
smaller agencies to the Association member- 
ship. 

(c) ESTABLISHMENT OF CLASSES AND CAT- 
EGORIES.— 

(1) CLASSES OF MEMBERSHIP.—The Associa- 
tion may establish separate classes of mem- 
bership, with separate criteria, if the Asso- 
ciation reasonably determines that perform- 
ance of different duties requires different 
levels of education, training, or experience. 

(2) CATEGORIES.—The Association may es- 
tablish separate categories of membership 
for individuals and for other persons. The es- 
tablishment of any such categories of mem- 
bership shall be based either on the types of 
licensing categories that exist under State 
laws or on the aggregate amount of business 
handled by an insurance producer. No special 
categories of membership, and no distinct 
membership criteria, shall be established for 
members which are insured depository insti- 
tutions or wholesale financial institutions or 
for their employees, agents, or affiliates. 

(d) MEMBERSHIP CRITERIA.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Association may es- 
tablish criteria for membership which shall 
include standards for integrity, personal 
qualifications, education, training, and expe- 
rience. 

(2) MINIMUM STANDARD.—In establishing 
criteria under paragraph (1), the Association 
shall consider the highest levels of insurance 
producer qualifications established under the 
licensing laws of the States, 

(e) EFFECT OF MEMBERSHIP.—Membership 
in the Association shall entitle the member 
to licensure in each State for which the 
member pays the requisite fees, including li- 
censing fees and, where applicable, bonding 
requirements, set by such State. 

(f) ANNUAL RENEWAL.—Membership in the 
Association shall be renewed on an annual 
basis. 

(g) CONTINUING EDUCATION.—The Associa- 
tion shall establish, as a condition of mem- 
bership, continuing education requirements 
which shall be comparable to or greater than 
the continuing education requirements 
under the licensing laws of a majority of the 
States. 

(h) SUSPENSION AND REVOCATION.—The As- 
sociation may— 

(1) inspect and examine the records and of- 
fices of the members of the Association to 
determine compliance with the criteria for 
membership established by the Association; 
and 

(2) suspend or revoke the membership of an 
insurance producer if— 
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(A) the producer fails to meet the applica- 
ble membership criteria of the Association: 
or 

(B) the producer has been subject to dis- 
ciplinary action pursuant to a final adjudica- 
tory proceeding under the jurisdiction of a 
State insurance regulator, and the Associa- 
tion concludes that retention of membership 
in the Association would not be in the public 
interest. 

(i) OFFICE OF CONSUMER COMPLAINTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Association shall es- 
tablish an office of consumer complaints 
that shall— 

(A) receive and investigate complaints 
from both consumers and State insurance 
regulators related to members of the Asso- 
ciation; and 

(B) recommend to the Association any dis- 
ciplinary actions that the office considers 
appropriate, to the extent that any such rec- 
ommendation is not inconsistent with State 
law. 

(2) RECORDS AND REFERRALS.—The office of 
consumer complaints of the Association 
shall— 

(A) maintain records of all complaints re- 
ceived in accordance with paragraph (1) and 
make such records available to the NAIC and 
to each State insurance regulator for the 
State of residence of the consumer who filed 
the complaint; and 

(B) refer, when appropriate, any such com- 
plaint to any appropriate State insurance 
regulator. 

(3) TELEPHONE AND OTHER ACCESS.—The of- 
fice of consumer complaints shall maintain a 
toll-free telephone number for the purpose of 
this subsection and, as practicable, other al- 
ternative means of communication with con- 
sumers, such as an Internet home page. 

SEC, 326, BOARD OF DIRECTORS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
the board of directors of the Association 
(hereafter in this subtitle referred to as the 
Board) for the purpose of governing and 
supervising the activities of the Association 
and the members of the Association. 

(b) Powrrs.—The Board shall have such 
powers and authority as may be specified in 
the bylaws of the Association. 

(c) COMPOSITION.— 

(1) MEMBERS.—The Board shall be com- 
posed of 7 members appointed by the NAIC. 

(2) REQUIREMENT.—At least 4 of the mem- 
bers of the Board shall have significant expe- 
rience with the regulation of commercial 
lines of insurance in at least 1 of the 20 
States in which the greatest total dollar 
amount of commercial-lines insurance is 
placed in the United States. 

(3) INITIAL BOARD MEMBERSHIP.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—If, by the end of the 2- 
year period beginning on the date of the en- 
actment of this Act, the NAIC has not ap- 
pointed the initial 7 members of the Board of 
the Association, the initial Board shall con- 
sist of the 7 State insurance regulators of 
the 7 States with the greatest total dollar 
amount of commercial-lines insurance in 
place as of the end of such period. 

(B) ALTERNATE COMPOSITION.—If any of the 
State insurance regulators described in sub- 
paragraph (A) declines to serve on the Board, 
the State insurance regulator with the next 
greatest total dollar amount of commercial- 
lines insurance in place, as determined by 
the NAIC as of the end of such period, shall 
serve as a member of the Board. 

(C) INOPERABILITY.—If fewer than 7 State 
insurance regulators accept appointment to 
the Board, the Association shall be estab- 
lished without NAIC oversight pursuant to 
section 332. 
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(d) TERMS.—The term of each director 
shall, after the initial appointment of the 
members of the Board, be for 3 years, with 14 
of the directors to be appointed each year. 

(e) BOARD VACANCIES.—A vacancy on the 
Board shall be filled in the same manner as 
the original appointment of the initial Board 
for the remainder of the term of the vacating 
member, 

(f) MEETINGS.—The Board shall meet at the 
call of the chairperson, or as otherwise pro- 
vided by the bylaws of the Association. 

SEC, 327. OFFICERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL,— 

(1) Posrrions.—The officers of the Associa- 
tion shall consist of a chairperson and a vice 
chairperson of the Board, a president, sec- 
retary, and treasurer of the Association, and 
such other officers and assistant officers as 
may be deemed necessary. 

(2) MANNER OF SELECTION.—Each officer of 
the Board and the Association shall be elect- 
ed or appointed at such time and in such 
manner and for such terms not exceeding 3 
years as may be prescribed in the bylaws of 
the Association. 

(b) CRITERIA FOR CHAIRPERSON.— Only indi- 
viduals who are members of the National As- 
sociation of Insurance Commissioners shall 
be eligible to serve as the chairperson of the 
board of directors. 

SEC. 328. ee RULES, AND DISCIPLINARY AC- 
TION. 


(a) ADOPTION AND AMENDMENT OF By- 
LAWS.— 

(1) COPY REQUIRED TO BE FILED WITH THE 
NAIC.—The board of directors of the Associa- 
tion shall file with the NAIC a copy of the 
proposed bylaws or any proposed amendment 
to the bylaws, accompanied by a concise gen- 
eral statement of the basis and purpose of 
such proposal. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (3), any proposed bylaw or pro- 
posed amendment shall take effect— 

(A) 30 days after the date of the filing of a 
copy with the NAIC; 

(B) upon such later date as the Association 
may designate; or 

(C) such earlier date as the NAIC may de- 
termine. 

(3) DISAPPROVAL BY THE NAIC.—Notwith- 
standing paragraph (2), a proposed bylaw or 
amendment shall not take effect if, after 
public notice and opportunity to participate 
in a public hearing— 

(A) the NAIC disapproves such proposal as 
being contrary to the public interest or con- 
trary to the purposes of this subtitle and 
provides notice to the Association setting 
forth the reasons for such disapproval; or 

(B) the NAIC finds that such proposal in- 
volves a matter of such significant public in- 
terest that public comment should be ob- 
tained, in which case it may, after notifying 
the Association in writing of such finding, 
require that the procedures set forth in sub- 
section (b) be followed with respect to such 
proposal, in the same manner as if such pro- 
posed bylaw change were a proposed rule 
change within the meaning of such para- 
graph. 

(b) ADOPTION AND AMENDMENT OF RULES.— 

(1) FILING PROPOSED REGULATIONS WITH THE 
NAIC.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The board of directors of 
the Association shall file with the NAIC a 
copy of any proposed rule or any proposed 
amendment to a rule of the Association 
which shall be accompanied by a concise 
general statement of the basis and purpose of 
such proposal. 

(B) OTHER RULES AND AMENDMENTS INEFFEC- 
TIVE.—No proposed rule or amendment shall 


7445 


take effect unless approved by the NAIC or 
otherwise permitted in accordance with this 
paragraph. 

(2) INITIAL CONSIDERATION BY THE NAIC,— 
Within 35 days after the date of publication 
of notice of filing of a proposal, or before the 
end of such longer period not to exceed 90 
days as the NAIC may designate after such 
date if the NAIC finds such longer period to 
be appropriate and sets forth its reasons for 
so finding, or as to which the Association 
consents, the NAIC shall— 

(A) by order approve such proposed rule or 
amendment; or 

(B) institute proceedings to determine 
whether such proposed rule or amendment 
should be modified or disapproved. 

(3) NAIC PROCEEDINGS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Proceedings instituted by 
the NAIC with respect to a proposed rule or 
amendment pursuant to paragraph (2) shall— 

(i) include notice of the grounds for dis- 
approval under consideration; 

(ii) provide opportunity for hearing; and 

(iii) be concluded within 180 days after the 
date of the Association’s filing of such pro- 
posed rule or amendment. 

(B) DISPOSITION OF PROPOSAL.—At the con- 
clusion of any proceeding under subpara- 
graph (A), the NAIC shall, by order, approve 
or disapprove the proposed rule or amend- 
ment. 

(C) EXTENSION OF TIME FOR CONSIDER- 
ATION.—The NAIC may extend the time for 
concluding any proceeding under subpara- 
graph (A) for— 

(i) not more than 60 days if the NAIC finds 
good cause for such extension and sets forth 
its reasons for so finding; or 

(ii) for such longer period as to which the 
Association consents. 

(4) STANDARDS FOR REVIEW.— 

(A) GROUNDS FOR APPROVAL.—The NAIC 
shall approve a proposed rule or amendment 
if the NAIC finds that the rule or amend- 
ment is in the public interest and is con- 
sistent with the purposes of this Act. 

(B) APPROVAL BEFORE END OF NOTICE PE- 
RIOD.—The NAIC shall not approve any pro- 
posed rule before the end of the 30-day period 
beginning on the date the Association files 
proposed rules or amendments in accordance 
with paragraph (1) unless the NAIC finds 
good cause for so doing and sets forth the 
reasons for so finding. 

(5) ALTERNATE PROCEDURE.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any pro- 
vision of this subsection other than subpara- 
graph (B), a proposed rule or amendment re- 
lating to the administration or organization 
of the Association may take effect— 

(i) upon the date of filing with the NAIC, if 
such proposed rule or amendment is des- 
ignated by the Association as relating solely 
to matters which the NAIC, consistent with 
the public interest and the purposes of this 
subsection, determines by rule do not require 
the procedures set forth in this paragraph; or 

(ii) upon such date as the NAIC shall for 
good cause determine. 

(B) ABROGATION BY THE NAIC,— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—At any time within 60 
days after the date of filing of any proposed 
rule or amendment under subparagraph 
(AXi) or (BY, the NAIC may repeal such 
rule or amendment and require that the rule 
or amendment be refiled and reviewed in ac- 
cordance with this paragraph, if the NAIC 
finds that such action is necessary or appro- 
priate in the public interest, for the protec- 
tion of insurance producers or policyholders, 
or otherwise in furtherance of the purposes 
of this subtitle. 
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(ii) EFFECT OF RECONSIDERATION BY THE 
NAIC.—Any action of the NAIC pursuant to 
clause (i) shall— 

Y not affect the validity or force of a rule 
change during the period such rule or amend- 
ment was in effect; and 

(ID not be considered to be final action. 

(c) ACTION REQUIRED BY THE NAIC.—The 
NAIC may, in accordance with such rules as 
the NAIC determines to be necessary or ap- 
propriate to the public interest or to carry 
out the purposes of this subtitle, require the 
Association to adopt, amend, or repeal any 
bylaw, rule or amendment of the Associa- 
tion, whenever adopted. 

(d) DISCIPLINARY ACTION BY THE ASSOCIA- 
TION.— 

(1) SPECIFICATION OF CHARGES.—In any pro- 
ceeding to determine whether membership 
shall be denied, suspended, revoked, and not 
renewed (hereafter in this section referred to 
as a “disciplinary action“), the Association 
shall bring specific charges, notify such 
member of such charges and give the mem- 
ber an opportunity to defend against the 
charges, and keep a record. j 

(2) SUPPORTING STATEMENT.—A determina- 
tion to take disciplinary action shall be sup- 
ported by a statement setting forth— 

(A) any act or practice in which such mem- 
ber has been found to have been engaged; 

(B) the specific provision of this subtitle, 
the rules or regulations under this subtitle, 
or the rules of the Association which any 
such act or practice is deemed to violate; and 

(C) the sanction imposed and the reason for 
such sanction. 

(e) NAIC REVIEW OF DISCIPLINARY AC- 
TION.— 

(1) NOTICE TO THE NAIC.—If the Association 
orders any disciplinary action, the Associa- 
tion shall promptly notify the NAIC of such 
action. 

(2) REVIEW BY THE NAIC.—Any disciplinary 
action taken by the Association shall be sub- 
ject to review by the NAIC— 

(A) on the NAIC’s own motion; or 

(B) upon application by any person ag- 
grieved by such action if such application is 
filed with the NAIC not more than 30 days 
after the later of— 

(i) the date the notice was filed with the 
NAIC pursuant to paragraph (1); or 

(ii) the date the notice of the disciplinary 
action was received by such aggrieved per- 
son. 

(f) EFFECT OF REVIEW.—The filing of an ap- 
plication to the NAIC for review of a discipli- 
nary action, or the institution of review by 
the NAIC on the NAIC’s own motion, shall 
not operate as a stay of disciplinary action 
unless the NAIC otherwise orders. 

(g) SCOPE OF REVIEW.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—In any proceeding to re- 
view such action, after notice and the oppor- 
tunity for hearing, the NAIC shall— 

(i) determine whether the action should be 
taken; 

(ii) affirm, modify, or rescind the discipli- 
nary sanction; or 

Gii) remand to the Association for further 
proceedings. 

(B) DISMISSAL OF REVIEW.—The NAIC may 
dismiss a proceeding to review disciplinary 
action if the NAIC finds that— 

(i) the specific grounds on which the action 
is based exist in fact; 

(ii) the action is in accordance with appli- 
cable rules and regulations; and 

(iii) such rules and regulations are, and 
were, applied in a manner consistent with 
the purposes of this Act. 

SEC. 329. ASSESSMENTS. 

(a) INSURANCE PRODUCERS SUBJECT TO AS- 

SESSMENT.—The Association may establish 
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such application and membership fees as the 

Association finds necessary to cover the 

costs of its operations, including fees made 

reimbursable to the NAIC under subsection 

(b), except that, in setting such fees, the As- 

sociation may not discriminate against 

smaller insurance producers. 

(b) NAIC ASSESSMENTS.—The NAIC may as- 
sess the Association for any costs it incurs 
under this subtitle. 

SEC, 330. FUNCTIONS OF THE NAIC. 

(a) ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE,—Deter- 
minations of the NAIC, for purposes of mak- 
ing rules pursuant to section 328, shall be 
made after appropriate notice and oppor- 
tunity for a hearing and for submission of 
views of interested persons. 

(b) EXAMINATIONS AND REPORTS.— 

(1) The NAIC may make such examinations 
and inspections of the Association and re- 
quire the Association to furnish it with such 
reports and records or copies thereof as the 
NAIC may consider necessary or appropriate 
in the public interest or to effectuate the 
purposes of this subtitle. 

(2) As soon as practicable after the close of 
each fiscal year, the Association shall sub- 
mit to the NAIC a written report regarding 
the conduct of its business, and the exercise 
of the other rights and powers granted by 
this subtitle, during such fiscal year. Such 
report shall include financial statements set- 
ting forth the financial position of the Asso- 
ciation at the end of such fiscal year and the 
results of its operations (including the 
source and application of its funds) for such 
fiscal year. The NAIC shall transmit such re- 
port to the President and the Congress with 
such comment thereon as the NAIC deter- 
mines to be appropriate. 

SEC. 331. LIABILITY OF THE ASSOCIATION AND 
THE DIRECTORS, OFFICERS, AND 
EMPLOYEES OF THE ASSOCIATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Association shall not 
be deemed to be an insurer or insurance pro- 
ducer within the meaning of any State law, 
rule, regulation, or order regulating or tax- 
ing insurers, insurance producers, or other 
entities engaged in the business of insurance, 
including provisions imposing premium 
taxes, regulating insurer solvency or finan- 
cial condition, establishing guaranty funds 
and levying assessments, or requiring claims 
settlement practices. 

(b) LIABILITY OF THE ASSOCIATION, ITs DI- 
RECTORS, OFFICERS, AND EMPLOYEES.—Nei- 
ther the Association nor any of its directors, 
officers, or employees shall have any liabil- 
ity to any person for any action taken or 
omitted in good faith under or in connection 
with any matter subject to this subtitle. 

SEC. 332. ELIMINATION OF NAIC OVERSIGHT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Association shall be 
established without NAIC oversight and the 
provisions set forth in section 324, sub- 
sections (a), (b), (c), and (e) of section 328, 
and sections 32%b) and 330 of this subtitle 
shall cease to be effective if, at the end of 
the 2-year period after the date on which the 
provisions of this subtitle take effect pursu- 
ant to section 321— 

(1) at least a majority of the States rep- 
resenting at least 50 percent of the total 
United States commercial-lines insurance 
premiums have not satisfied the uniformity 
or reciprocity requirements of subsections 
(a) and (b) of section 321; and 

(2) the NAIC has not approved the Associa- 
tion’s bylaws as required by section 328, the 
NAIC is unable to operate or supervise the 
Association, or the Association is not con- 
ducting its activities as required under this 
Act. 

(b) BOARD APPOINTMENTS.—If the repeals 
required by subsection (a) are implemented— 
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(1) GENERAL APPOINTMENT POWER.—The 
President, with the advice and consent of the 
United States Senate, shall appoint the 
members of the Association’s Board estab- 
lished under section 326 from lists of can- 
didates recommended to the President by the 
National Association of Insurance Commis- 
sioners. 

(2) PROCEDURES FOR OBTAINING NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF INSURANCE COMMISSIONERS AP- 
POINTMENT RECOMMENDATIONS.— 

(A) INITIAL DETERMINATION AND REC- 
OMMENDATIONS.—After the date on which the 
provisions of part a of this section take ef- 
fect, then the National Association of Insur- 
ance Commissioners shall have 60 days to 
provide a list of recommended candidates to 
the President. If the National Association of 
Insurance Commissioners fails to provide a 
list by that date, or if any list that is pro- 
vided does not include at least 14 rec- 
ommended candidates or comply with the re- 
quirements of section 326(c), the President 
shall, with the advice and consent of the 
United States Senate, make the requisite ap- 
pointments without considering the views of 
the NAIC. 

(B) SUBSEQUENT APPOINTMENTS.—After the 
initial appointments, the National Associa- 
tion of Insurance Commissioners shall pro- 
vide a list of at least 6 recommended can- 
didates for the Board to the President by 
January 15 of each subsequent year. If the 
National Association of Insurance Commis- 
sioners fails to provide a list by that date, or 
if any list that is provided does not include 
at least 6 recommended candidates or com- 
ply with the requirements of section 326(c), 
the President, with the advice and consent of 
the Senate, shall make the requisite appoint- 
ments without considering the views of the 
NAIC. 

(C) PRESIDENTIAL OVERSIGHT,— 

(i) REMOVAL.—If the President determines 
that the Association is not acting in the in- 
terests of the public, the President may re- 
move the entire existing Board for the re- 
mainder of the term to which the members 
of the Board were appointed and appoint, 
with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
new members to fill the vacancies on the 
Board for the remainder of such terms. 

(ii) SUSPENSION OF RULES OR ACTIONS.—The 
President, or a person designated by the 
President for such purpose, may suspend the 
effectiveness of any rule, or prohibit any ac- 
tion, of the Association which the President 
or the designee determines is contrary to the 
public interest. 

(d) ANNUAL REPORT.—AsS soon as prac- 
ticable after the close of each fiscal year, the 
Association shall submit to the President 
and to Congress a written report relative to 
the conduct of its business, and the exercise 
of the other rights and powers granted by 
this subtitle, during such fiscal year. Such 
report shall include financial statements set- 
ting forth the financial position of the Asso- 
ciation at the end of such fiscal year and the 
results of its operations (including the 
source and application of its funds) for such 
fiscal year. 

SEC. 333. RELATIONSHIP TO STATE LAW. 

(a) PREEMPTION OF STATE LAWs.—State 
laws, regulations, provisions, or actions pur- 
porting to regulate insurance producers shall 
be preempted in the following instances: 

(1) No State shall impede the activities of, 
take any action against, or apply any provi- 
sion of law or regulation to, any insurance 
producer because that insurance producer or 
any affiliate plans to become, has applied to 
become, or is a member of the Association. 

(2) No State shall impose any requirement 
upon a member of the Association that it 
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pay different fees to be licensed or otherwise 
qualified to do business in that State, includ- 
ing bonding requirements, based on its resi- 
dency. 

(3) No State shall impose any licensing, ap- 
pointment, integrity, personal or corporate 
qualifications, education, training, experi- 
ence, residency, or continuing education re- 
quirement upon a member of the Association 
that is different than the criteria for mem- 
bership in the Association or renewal of such 
membership, except that counter-signature 
requirements imposed on nonresident pro- 
ducers shall not be deemed to have the effect 
of limiting or conditioning a producer’s ac- 
tivities because of its residence or place of 
operations under this section. 

(4) No State shall implement the proce- 
dures of such State’s system of licensing or 
renewing the licenses of insurance producers 
in a manner different from the authority of 
the Association under section 325. 

(b) SAVINGS PROVISION.—Except as provided 
in subsection (a), no provision of this section 
shall be construed as altering or affecting 
the continuing effectiveness of any law, reg- 
ulation, provision, or action of any State 
which purports to regulate insurance pro- 
ducers, including any such law, regulation, 
provision, or action which purports to regu- 
late unfair trade practices or establish con- 
sumer protections, including, but not limited 
to, countersignature laws. 

SEC. 334. COORDINATION WITH OTHER REGU- 
LATORS. 

(a) COORDINATION WITH STATE INSURANCE 
REGULATORS.—The Association shall have 
the authority to— 

(1) issue uniform insurance producer appli- 
cations and renewal applications that may 
be used to apply for the issuance or removal 
of State licenses, while preserving the abil- 
ity of each State to impose such conditions 
on the issuance or renewal of a license as are 
consistent with section 333; 

(2) establish a central clearinghouse 
through which members of the Association 
may apply for the issuance or renewal of li- 
censes in multiple States; and 

(3) establish or utilize a national database 
for the collection of regulatory information 
concerning the activities of insurance pro- 
ducers. 

(b) COORDINATION WITH THE NATIONAL ASSO- 
CIATION OF SECURITIES DEALERS.—The Asso- 
ciation shall coordinate with the National 
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Association of Securities Dealers in order to 
ease any administrative burdens that fall on 
persons that are members of both associa- 
tions, consistent with the purposes of this 
subtitle and the Federal securities laws. 

SEC. 335. JUDICIAL REVIEW, 

(a) JURISDICTION.—The appropriate United 
States district court shall have exclusive ju- 
risdiction over litigation involving the Asso- 
ciation, including disputes between the Asso- 
ciation and its members that arise under 
this subtitle. Suits brought in State court 
involving the Association shall be deemed to 
have arisen under Federal law and therefore 
be subject to jurisdiction in the appropriate 
United States district court, 

(b) EXHAUSTION OF REMEDIES.—An ag- 
grieved person must exhaust all available ad- 
ministrative remedies before the Association 
and the NAIC before it may seek judicial re- 
view of an Association decision, 

(c) STANDARDS OF REVIEW.—The standards 
set forth in section 553 of title 5, United 
States Code, shall be applied whenever a rule 
or bylaw of the Association is under judicial 
review, and the standards set forth in section 
554 of title 5, United States Code, shall be ap- 
plied whenever a disciplinary action of the 
Association is judicially reviewed. 

SEC, 336. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this subtitle, the following 
definitions shall apply: 

(1) INSURANCE.—The term “insurance” 
means any product defined or regulated as 
insurance by the appropriate State insurance 
regulatory authority. 

(2) INSURANCE PRODUCER.—The term “‘insur- 
ance producer” means any insurance agent 
or broker, surplus lines broker, insurance 
consultant, limited insurance representa- 
tive, and any other person that solicits, ne- 
gotiates, effects, procures, delivers, renews, 
continues or binds policies of insurance or 
offers advice, counsel, opinions or services 
related to insurance. 

(3) STATE LAW.—The term “State law” in- 
cludes all laws, decisions, rules, regulations, 
or other State action having the effect of 
law, of any State. A law of the United States 
applicable only to the District of Columbia 
shall be treated as a State law rather than a 
law of the United States. 

(4) STATE.—The term State“ includes any 
State, the District of Columbia, American 
Samoa, Guam, Puerto Rico, and the United 
States Virgin Islands. 
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(5) HOME STATE.—The term “home State” 
means the State in which the insurance pro- 
ducer maintains its principal place of resi- 
dence and is licensed to act as an insurance 
producer, 


TITLE IV—UNITARY SAVINGS AND LOAN 
HOLDING COMPANIES 


SEC. 401. TERMINATION OF EXPANDED POWERS 
FOR NEW UNITARY S&L HOLDING 
COMPANIES. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 10(c) of the Home 
Owners’ Loan Act (12 U.S.C. 1467a(c)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

(9) TERMINATION OF EXPANDED POWERS FOR 
NEW UNITARY S&L HOLDING COMPANY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), paragraph (3) shall not apply with re- 
spect to any company that becomes a sav- 
ings and loan holding company pursuant to 
an application filed after March 31, 1998. 

B) EXISTING UNITARY S&L HOLDING COMPA- 
NIES AND THE SUCCESSORS TO SUCH COMPA- 
NIES.—Subparagraph (A) shall not apply, and 
paragraph (3) shall continue to apply, to a 
company (or any subsidiary of such com- 
pany) that— 

either 

J acquired 1 or more savings associa- 
tions described in paragraph (3) pursuant to 
applications at least 1 of which was filed be- 
fore April 1, 1998; or 

(I) became a savings and loan holding 
company by acquiring ownership or control 
of the company described in subclause (1); 
and 

(10 continues to control the savings asso- 
ciations referred to in clause (i)(I) or the suc- 
cessor to any such savings association.”’. 


(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENT.—Section 10(c)(3) of the Home Owners’ 
Loan Act (12 U.S.C. 1467a(c)(3)) is amended 
by striking Notwithstanding“ and inserting 
“Except as provided in paragraph (9) and 
notwithstanding”. 


H.R. 1872 


OFFERED By: MR. DAN SCHAEFER OF 
COLORADO 


Amendment No. 1: Page 6, line 6, after 
“take into consideration” insert the fol- 
lowing: “and act in a manner consistent 
with". 
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SENATE—Thursday, April 30, 1998 


The Senate met at 11 a.m. and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 


PRAYER 


The guest Chaplain, Dr. G. Gil Wat- 
son, of Northside United Methodist 
Church, Atlanta, GA, offered the fol- 
lowing prayer: 

O God you are the Author of action. 
You breathed into Your creation, and 
life resulted. You spoke, and the world 
came into being. You have led Your 
children from bondage into freedom 
over and over again. We praise Your 
name for this great Nation and for the 
men and women of action who have 
paid the last full measure to devotion 
so that we might live in a free land. 

We long for a time when Your prom- 
ises come true and You fulfill Your 
dreams of justice and mercy for all hu- 
mankind. Break down the walls that 
divide us; trample the prejudices that 
separate us; and part the seas of doubt 
that confuse us. Help us to move to- 
ward a wealth not dependent on posses- 
sions, toward a wisdom not based on 
books, toward a strength not bolstered 
by might. 

Move across this Senate with the 
breath of Your Spirit so that the 
women and men of this Senate will find 
inspiration in servanthood. You en- 
dowed each one of them with the 
unique abilities they possess and a de- 
sire to serve. Protect them with Your 
might. Surround them with Your 
peace, and send the wind of Your Spirit 
into this Senate Chamber so that they 
will be wise in Your ways. 

Breathe on us, breath of God. Fill us 
with life anew that we may love as You 
love and do what You would do. Amen. 

—— 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able majority leader, Senator LOTT of 
Mississippi, is recognized. 

Mr. LOTT. Thank you, Mr. President. 

We want to extend our thanks this 
morning for the guest Chaplain’s pray- 
er, and we are delighted to have him as 
our guest in the Chamber this morning. 

O Á—— 


SCHEDULE 


Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, the Senate 
will resume now the consideration of 
the Craig amendment, numbered 2316, 
pending to the NATO enlargement 
treaty. Under the previous order, the 
time until 12 o’clock noon will be 
equally divided for debate on the Craig 
amendment. At 12:00 noon, Senator 
MOYNIHAN will offer an amendment re- 


garding the European Union under a 1- 
hour time agreement. Following that 
debate, Senator WARNER will be recog- 
nized to offer an amendment relating 
to a 3-year pause under a 2-hour time 
agreement. 

At the hour of 3 o’clock this after- 
noon, the Senate will proceed to three 
consecutive stacked rollcall votes. The 
first vote will be on or in relation to 
the Moynihan amendment, to be fol- 
lowed by a vote on Senator WARNER'S 
amendment, to be followed by a vote 
on Senator CRAIG’s amendment. These 
are three very important and very crit- 
ical amendments. I hope the Senators 
will be able to listen to the debate and 
be here for the votes at 3 p.m. I hope 
all three amendments will be defeated. 
I will speak on that briefly in a mo- 
ment. 

I remind my colleagues that last 
night we reached a unanimous-consent 
agreement which limits amendments 
to the treaty. I know the chairman and 
the ranking member have been work- 
ing hard to see that many of these 
amendments can be accepted or worked 
out in a way they can be accepted 
without a rollcall vote. As for those 
amendments that cannot be accepted 
by voice vote, I urge those Senators to 
work with the managers on the treaty 
to consider their amendments this 
afternoon under short time agree- 
ments. I think there are only two or 
three that are still sort of in that cat- 
egory. I hope that Senators will be rea- 
sonable. 

We have had a good debate, I think a 
high level of debate, on this important 
treaty issue. Senators have been able 
to make their case. Amendments have 
been considered, and others are being 
considered today. I think it is time we 
vote. We know the substance. We have 
had many, many hearings. We know 
the arguments. Let’s bring it to a con- 
clusion. 

I hope that no Senator will be dila- 
tory in bringing up his or her amend- 
ment this afternoon. Bring amend- 
ments up quickly with a short time 
agreement so we can complete that 
vote tonight. It is time to vote. There 
are a number of Senators who would 
like to see this completed at a reason- 
able hour so they can attend to other 
very important matters, including a bi- 
partisan delegation that is going over- 
seas to see if some of our allies will not 
be more helpful to us in covering the 
costs of our Persian Gulf efforts with 
regard to Iraq. This is a very, very im- 
portant trip. It has been encouraged by 
the joint leadership. I hope they can 
get away at a reasonable hour so they 
can maximize their time over the 
weekend. 


In the remainder of the week, the 
Senate may consider the supplemental 
appropriations conference report. I 
spoke to the chairman this morning. 
He believes we will have that ready to 
be acted on by the Senate this after- 
noon. In addition, there is an agree- 
ment for consideration of S. 1186, long 
in the process of being developed and 
agreed to. That is the Work Force De- 
velopment Partnership Act. We have a 
time agreement with some amend- 
ments in order in that time agreement. 

I thank my colleagues for their co- 
operation in getting the lineup for the 
amendments this afternoon. 

— 


BOSNIA AMENDMENT 


Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I would 
like to comment briefly on one of the 
amendments that will be considered 
this morning, an amendment by Sen- 
ator CRAIG of Idaho. 

Senator CRAIG is an outstanding 
Member of this body and one of my 
closest friends, but I reluctantly will 
oppose the amendment he offered. I 
think he knows that I opposed the 
President’s decision to deploy U.S. 
Armed Forces to Bosnia in 1995. I con- 
tinue to have major problems with the 
situation there and questions about 
what the end game is. But I don’t look 
at Bosnia in a theoretical sense only or 
without considering the history of that 
part of the world. 

I have traveled to Brussels to meet 
with all of our NATO allies and discuss 
the situation in Bosnia. I spent the last 
4th of July in Bosnia, Sarajevo, and 
Tuzla. I have looked at the situation 
firsthand. I spent many hours with ad- 
ministration officials and outside ex- 
perts discussing the situation in Bos- 
nia. I have grave concerns about the 
administration’s completely open- 
ended commitment to remain in Bos- 
nia. We were solemnly given dates and 
unequivocal assurances that U.S. 
troops would be out by December 1996. 
They weren't. Then it was July 1998. 
The President intends not to meet that 
date. The assurances we were given 
were wrong. 

The fact that the administration has 
been so often wrong raises questions 
about their overall policy. Do we want 
peace there? Yes. Have we been willing 
to make a commitment? Yes. But the 
question is, How much, how long, and 
for what? Is the situation under con- 
trol there? What is happening in 
Kosovo? Did the administration turn a 
blind eye and ignore that problem and 
only now realize the ramifications, the 
implications, that Kosovo has in the 
region? 


@ This bullet“ symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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There has been some progress in Bos- 
nia. Many time lines and the agree- 
ments that were supposed to have been 
met, however, have not been met. We 
do need to continue to move forward 
and to encourage peace, democracy and 
freedom—not fighting and killing—in 
that part of the world. 


But the U.S. taxpayers have already 
spent some $8 billion in Bosnia since 
December of 1995. Our European allies 
have been reluctant to shoulder more 
of the burden. There are even credible 
reports that a French military officer 
tipped off the most notorious war 
criminal and helped him avoid appre- 
hension. Basically, they say, You are 
the world leader; without you, it won't 
be done. We assume a very serious re- 
sponsibility and maybe a certain de- 
gree of pride in that. But I think more 
needs to be done by our European allies 
and there needs to be a plan, some way 
of dealing with this problem, just like 
there should be a long-term plan in 
dealing with Saddam Hussein. There is 
no plan there, no plan to find a way to 
remove Saddam Hussein so the people 
in Iraq can be free. 


The pattern begins to be clear. I have 
been very careful as majority leader to 
try to rise above politics or partisan 
politics. I have taken a pounding from 
some sources for that. I did support the 
Chemical Weapons Treaty and I do sup- 
port NATO, But there is a limit to how 
far I will go. I will not support the ad- 
ministration unconditionally—particu- 
larly if there is no policy, no clear 
plan. I think that is the case in Iraq, 
where the policy of containment is not 
working. So what is next? Quite frank- 
ly, it falls to the Congress to try to 
say: How about this? Would you con- 
sider that? Develop a plan to do some- 
thing, anything. We are prepared to do 
that if we have to because of the ab- 
sence of action by the Administration. 


For all those reasons, I am concerned 
about the administration’s policy in 
Bosnia. This issue should be addressed 
by the Senate on merits later on this 
year in the appropriations process. But 
we should not use it as a way to delay 
the decision to enlarge NATO. 


NATO enlargement is the right thing 
to do. But it should rise and fall on its 
own merits. We should not allow it to 
tangle up our decision into issues like 
Bosnia. I agree with Senator CRAIG’s 
concerns, but I don’t think this is the 
place to have the debate or action 
based on what may or may not be the 
future in Bosnia to determine what 
would happen in NATO. We should not 
make the legitimate aspirations of Po- 
land, Hungary and the Czech Republic 
subject to our differences with the ex- 
ecutive branch on Bosnia policy. I hope 
the Senate will defeat this amendment 
and move to conclusion and pass NATO 
enlargement. 


I yield the floor, Mr. President. 
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RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon). Under the previous 
order, leadership time is reserved. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT- 
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC- 
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY, 
AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
go into executive session and resume 
consideration of Executive Calendar 
No. 16, which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Treaty Document No. 105-36, Protocols to 
the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949 on the Ac- 
cession of Poland, Hungary and the Czech 
Republic. 

Pending: 

Craig amendment No. 2316, to condition 
United States ratification of the protocols 
on specific statutory authorization for the 
continued deployment of United States 
Armed Forces in Bosnia and Herzegovina as 
part of the NATO mission. 

Ashcroft amendment No. 2318, to require a 
Presidential certification that NATO is and 
will remain a defensive military alliance. 

Conrad/Bingaman amendment No. 2320, to 
express the sense of the Senate regarding 
discussions with Russia on tactical nuclear 
weapons, increased transparency about tac- 
tical nuclear weapons, data exchange, in- 
creased warhead security, and facilitation of 
weapons dismantlement. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2316 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of the Craig 
amendment, No. 2316, with the time 
until 12 noon to be equally divided. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, yesterday 
I put before the Senate a very straight- 
forward amendment to our resolution 
of ratification that speaks to the re- 
sponsibility of the President as it re- 
lates to getting authorization for the 
continued mission of our U.S. military 
in Bosnia. I say that in the context of 
us debating NATO expansion because I 
think it is appropriate. It is appro- 
priate because of the way this Presi- 
dent has characterized the need to ex- 
pand NATO from his perspective. He 
speaks about it no longer as just a de- 
fense mechanism for Europe; he speaks 
of it as a mechanism for the purpose of 
peacekeeping. 

We have heard several of our col- 
leagues come to the floor in the last 
good number of days as we have de- 
bated this issue, frustrated by what 
will be the role of a new NATO, and 
how should we define that—at least 
from our understanding—as we move 
for the purpose of ratification, uphold- 
ing our constitutional responsibilities, 
which are paramount on this issue. 

I am one of those Senators who has 
said very openly that I don’t believe we 
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ought to be expanding NATO at this 
time. We ought to be encouraging the 
European Community to reach out to 
those nations that have now emerged 
from behind the fallen Iron Curtain— 
reach out to them in an economic way, 
bringing them into the economic 
union, creating greater economic sta- 
bility rather than, if you will, offering 
them the olive branch of inclusion into 
NATO as some coming of age process, 
and turning to the United States and, 
in essence, saying, now you have to pay 
for it or you have to play a greater 
role—especially when I don’t think any 
of us sense the dramatic urgency of an 
expanded defensive mission for the 
whole of a freer Europe. That strength 
would come through the economic 
growth of those countries and the 
greater strength of their democracies 
because of the economic growth. Some 
of us have also expressed concern 
about, of course, Russia and how it 
feels as we tend to expand a defensive 
peacekeeping mechanism toward them, 
and not being willing to focus as much 
as we should on assisting, ensuring the 
democratic processes in Russia itself. 

As a result of that, I think it is tre- 
mendously important that we cause 
this administration to define what its 
intent is. As you know, Mr. President, 
we are now in a period of time in Bos- 
nia where we are operating without au- 
thorization from Congress. Costs are 
mounting in a tremendous way, and as 
a result of that, we have no end game 
in mind, no mission intent at this mo- 
ment. 

My amendment is clearly straight- 
forward. It is something the President 
should have done some time ago. But, 
of course, when he seeks authorization, 
then he can’t keep diverting money out 
from under the defense system itself to 
fund an unending operation in Bosnia, 
or at least unending by his current def- 
inition. 

So what I am saying is really very 
straightforward: Mr. President, as you 
move forward with your commitment 
to an expanded NATO, come to us and 
ask for an authorization and ask for a 
definition, if you will, in cooperation 
with us on the role in Bosnia. I think 
this becomes increasingly important. 
Colleagues from the other side of this 
issue have said I am amending the 
treaty. Well, we all know that is not 
true. What we are talking about today 
is a resolution of ratification. I am put- 
ting within that resolution—if my 
amendment were to become part of it 
by this process—a condition which the 
President would have to respond to 
prior to being able to move forward 
with the blessings of Congress in a con- 
firmation of the resolution of ratifica- 
tion. That is the intent of my amend- 
ment. It is very straightforward, clear, 
and it is quite simple. I don’t believe it 
is convoluted or confusing in any sense 
of the words. Maybe there are those 
who don’t want the President to seek 
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authorization. But I can’t imagine any 
of us who are willing to fund and par- 
ticipate in putting the men and women 
of the U.S. armed services in harm’s 
way—that we don’t, for some reason, 
define how that all ought to be. It is 
with that intent that we bring forward 
this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan is recognized. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I oppose 
this amendment. It would throw real 
doubt and uncertainty into the NATO 
ratification process by linking the 
completion of that process to a subse- 
quent action of Congress, specifically 
authorizing continued deployment of 
our forces in Bosnia. It is that doubt, 
that uncertainty, that complication, 
that ambiguity, creating an additional 
step before the ratification process is 
completed, that this amendment would 
create. 

We simply should not do that, no 
matter how we feel on the Bosnia issue. 
I must tell my good friend from Idaho 
that I have been one who has been very 
cautious about our continuing to be in 
Bosnia. I have indeed offered and have 
had amendments accepted on this floor 
reflecting that caution. We can stop, 
should we choose, our presence in Bos- 
nia at any time we want through the 
power of the purse. We are not lacking 
in tools to control our participation in 
the NATO operation in Bosnia. We 
have those tools. We have used those 
tools. We may not have used them to 
the extent that my good friend or I 
would have liked, but we have used 
them. We used them in the authoriza- 
tion bill last year. We used them in the 
appropriations bill last year. We have a 
supplemental appropriation right now 
that we have recently passed for our 
troops in Bosnia. People who opposed 
that continuance or wanted to attach 
additional conditions to that continu- 
ation could have attached those condi- 
tions, or sought to attach those condi- 
tions, in the supplemental appropria- 
tions bill. I offered an amendment that 
was accepted on the supplemental ap- 
propriation bill, which required certain 
milestones that we say are our goals 
for Bosnia, requiring that those mile- 
stones be presented to NATO so that 
we could have NATO consideration of 
milestones which would lead us to exit 
Bosnia which would allow us to remove 
our combat forces from Bosnia. We 
have the tools. 

I understand linking things where it 
is necessary in order to gain for us a 
power we might not have otherwise. I 
could understand that. But where we 
have the power of the purse and could 
exercise that power to control the pres- 
ence of combat forces in Bosnia, it 
seems to me that we are creating a 
needless ambiguity, a needless uncer- 
tainty, that we are throwing a monkey 
wrench into the ratification process by 
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creating a subsequent step after the 
Senate votes on ratification. It is cre- 
ating that doubt. It is the uncertainty. 
If we voted to ratify now, the instru- 
ments of ratification will not be depos- 
ited until the Congress takes an addi- 
tional step. Again, if that were the 
only way of obtaining a power, then it 
would seem to me that there might be 
some argument for it despite the confu- 
sion. But where we have the power of 
the purse, we know how to exercise it. 
We have exercised it relative to Bosnia, 
not only in the supplemental but in the 
prior authorization and appropriations 
bills of defense. One other element is 
that another defense authorization will 
be coming to the floor hopefully in the 
next few weeks. We have another op- 
portunity to exercise the power of the 
purse within the next month relative 
to our forces in Bosnia. 

So this is not only confusing and I 
think harmful in that regard, intro- 
ducing really a monkey wrench into a 
process where we already have plenty 
of tools to exercise our will, it is need- 
lessly being done. The power of the 
purse is one of the most important 
powers this Congress has, and this Con- 
gress has, when it has chosen, exercised 
that power. We can exercise it again. 

Just one final comment about this. 
In the supplemental appropriations 
bill, the amendment which I offered re- 
quired that the President take to 
NATO the so-called benchmarks that 
were detailed in the President’s presen- 
tation to the Congress. Last year we 
told the President in our appropria- 
tions bill that we want an exit strat- 
egy; we want to phase out American 
presence in Bosnia; we want to put 
more responsibility on the Europeans. 
By the way, I share those sentiments. I 
think the Europeans should take more 
responsibility and should take over 
that operation much more fully, and 
we should find a way to exit promptly 
in a reasonable period of time, remov- 
ing our combat forces and instead sup- 
porting the operations with logistics 
and intelligence and certain other sup- 
port. But that we should try to find a 
path for the removal of our combat 
forces from Bosnia. We have stretched 
our forces too many places around the 
world. 

My amendment on the supplemental 
bill, which is presently in conference, 
tells the President to enter into an 
agreement with NATO on the bench- 
marks which he detailed in the exit 
strategy and which he presented to us 
as required by the authorization and 
appropriations. 

I hope this amendment will be de- 
feated because of the confusion that it 
would create relative to ratification, 
the uncertainty that it would create, 
the additional step, the roadblock that 
would be placed in the way of this proc- 
ess being completed and mainly, 
though, because it does all that, it does 
that damage unnecessarily. We have 


April 30, 1998 


the power of the purse. We will have 
the opportunity to exercise that again 
within the next month relative to Bos- 
nia should this body choose to do so. 

For those reasons, I hope my friend’s 
amendment is defeated and that we 
ratify this treaty, or not, but that we 
not say with our right hand we are 
going to ratify it and then with the left 
hand say but that process cannot be 
completed until Congress takes an ad- 
ditional step relative to Bosnia. 

Mr. President, how much time is left 
to the opponents of this amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixteen 
minutes 5 seconds. 

Mr. LEVIN. I wonder how much time 
the Senator from Idaho has remaining. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighteen 
minutes 44 seconds. 

Mr. LEVIN. The floor manager is not 
here. I would like to begin, and yield 
myself on the general issue of NATO, 5 
minutes. I want to consult for one mo- 
ment before I do that. 

Mr. President, unless my friend from 
Idaho wants to give himself time at 
this point, I yield myself an additional 
5 minutes on the underlying NATO 
ratification. 

Mr. President, I want to speak today 
about three aspects of NATO enlarge- 
ment. First, I want to focus on the sta- 
bilizing effect that NATO has had and 
that an enlarged NATO will continue 
to have on Europe; second I want to 
discuss the impact that NATO enlarge- 
ment would have on Russia; and fi- 
nally, I want to examine the common 
values that lie at the heart of the ques- 
tion before us. 

It will come as no surprise, based 
upon my floor speech on NATO en- 
largement that I gave on March 19, 
that I favor NATO enlargement. I am 
satisfied that it will help to enhance 
stability on the European continent, 
that it will not isolate Russia, and that 
the common values that undergird the 
Alliance are treasured in Poland, Hun- 
gary and the Czech Republic. 

EUROPEAN STABILITY 

Mr. President, Europe has experi- 
enced military conflict down through 
the ages. Indeed, it has been a constant 
spawning ground for war. The security 
of the United States is inextricably 
linked to that of Europe by a common 
heritage and shared values. Because of 
those links, twice this century, Amer- 
ica has shed blood and treasure in 
major wars in Europe. 

In my view, one of the two major ac- 
complishments of NATO, the first 
being deterring the former Soviet 
Union, has been its serving as a bal- 
ance wheel to keep the peace in West- 
ern Europe. The NATO Alliance has en- 
abled Europe to experience peace for 
almost fifty years. 

One of my home-town newspapers, 
the Detroit Free Press put it well when 
it said: 

It (NATO) has been a vital means of main- 
taining a stable balance between Germany 
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and its neighbors. That was a major 
unavowed purpose of NATO in the years 
after World War II. To manage Germany's 
role in Europe may have been a secondary 
purpose, but it was important in providing 
stability while Europe evolved toward unity 
and reconciliation, Preventing a recurrence 
of Europe’s chronic civil wars is an impor- 
tant NATO function. 

NATO has helped keep the peace in 
many ways. 

As a defensive Alliance, one of 
NATO’s major strengths is that mem- 
ber nations are able to pool their com- 
plementary military assets rather than 
developing totally separate and redun- 
dant military capabilities. 

This pooling of assets allowed the Al- 
liance to present a strong and united 
front to deter aggression from the So- 
viet Union. This pooling of assets pre- 
cluded the need for any one European 
NATO nation to build up its own mili- 
tary arsenal of a type that would 
threaten its neighbors and destabilize 
the continent. 

The Alliance has also had a moder- 
ating influence on its member nations 
and has served to prevent the inevi- 
table frictions that arise among nation 
states from erupting into armed con- 
flict. When Representatives and mili- 
tary officers of different nations meet 
and work together on a daily basis in 
Brussels and elsewhere, disagreements 
among those nations are more likely to 
be subordinated to common defense re- 
quirements. For instance, Europe is 
more secure with Greece and Turkey as 
members of the NATO Alliance than if 
one or both of them were not members. 

The prospect of NATO membership 
has already had a moderating influence 
on events in Poland, Hungary and the 
Czech Republic. They are all 
downsizing and reorganizing their mili- 
taries, thus avoiding the expenditure of 
scarce resources that are needed for 
economic development. If rejected for 
NATO membership, they will almost 
surely renationalize their approach to 
defense, with potentially destabilizing 
impacts on their neighbors and on 
their neighborhood. 

The Alliance contributes to European 
stability in a number of other ways. 

NATO’s military might has the po- 
tential for application in so-called 
“out-of-area’’ conflicts, but which af- 
fect stability in Europe. For example, 
NATO’s air bombing of Bosnian Serb 
targets served to bring the warring 
parties to the negotiating table and led 
to the Dayton Peace accords. NATO 
then led a military mission to imple- 
ment the military aspects of the Day- 
ton accords and to provide a secure en- 
vironment for implementation of the 
civilian aspects of the accords. 

This action by the Alliance ended a 
conflict that posed a real threat to Eu- 
ropean stability and demonstrated a 
willingness of Alliance members to 
take action before its members were 
drawn into the conflict. Poland, Hun- 
gary and the Czech Republic have all 
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provided military forces to the NATO- 
led Stabilization Force in Bosnia, and 
Hungary has provided facilities for lo- 
gistic support and training for United 
States and allied forces in support of 
that same effort in Bosnia. 

The Bosnian conflict demonstrates 
that NATO provides the multinational 
mechanism that we and our European 
allies need to deal with small conflicts 
that threaten to spread and involve all 
of Europe. The addition of these three 
new members will strengthen NATO’s 
capability to deal with such threats. 

NATO’s action in Bosnia could pave 
the way for Alliance action if the 
world’s energy supplies were threat- 
ened in the future as they were in 1991 
in the Persian Gulf. Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic have promised 
military support in the event that the 
United States has to use force to en- 
sure the destruction or rendering 
harmless of Iraq’s weapons of mass de- 
struction. This leads me to believe that 
enlargement of the Alliance will in- 
crease support for our actions in pur- 
suit of our national interests in other 
regions either in the form of formal Al- 
liance action or coalitions of the will- 
ing. 

This type of cooperation and common 
action is already taking place in situa- 
tions that, while not representing di- 
rect aggression against a NATO mem- 
ber nation, are examples of the new 
threats we face. In the area of counter- 
proliferation, at NATO’s January 1994 
Summit, Heads of State and Govern- 
ment formally acknowledged the secu- 
rity threat posed by the proliferation 
of weapons of mass destruction and as- 
sociated delivery means. NATO noted 
that this threat was not confined to na- 
tions or non-state actors, such as ter- 
rorists, on the periphery of the Alli- 
ance and specifically cited the cases of 
Iraq and North Korea. Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic can contribute 
to NATO action in this matter by po- 
litical and diplomatic means and, in 
the defense area, by the sharing of in- 
telligence and detection technology. 

Finally, with respect to European 
stability, the very prospect of NATO 
membership has also produced signifi- 
cant positive results in Poland, Hun- 
gary and the Czech Republic in terms 
of resolution of border disputes and re- 
lations with their neighbors, civilian 
control of their militaries, and protec- 
tion of minority rights and advance- 
ment of the rule of law. The September 
1995 NATO Study on Enlargement, 
while noting the there was no rigid cri- 
teria for inviting new members to join 
the Alliance, did state that possible 
new member states would be expected 
to take these positive actions. 

Poland has signed friendship agree- 
ments with all seven of its neighbors— 
Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, Lithuania, 
Slovakia, the Czech Republic and Ger- 
many. Poland has reached out to its 
neighbors and has created one joint 
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peacekeeping battalion with Lithuania 
and another with Ukraine. Poland’s 
laws now subordinates the Chief of 
General Staff to the Minister of De- 
fense and shifts control of the budget, 
planning and military intelligence 
from the General Staff to the Defense 
Ministry. Poland’s press is free and the 
government maintains a strong record 
in support of basic human rights. It has 
held six fully free and fair elections at 
various levels since the fall of com- 
munism in 1989. 

Hungary concluded Basic Treaties on 
Understanding, Cooperation, and Good- 
Neighborliness with Slovakia and Ro- 
mania in 1996. Hungary has entered 
into a Bilateral Defense Cooperation 
Agreement with Slovenia in 1996 and 
has signed bilateral cooperation agree- 
ments with Ukraine dealing with orga- 
nized crime, terrorism, and drug traf- 
ficking. It has good relations with all 
its neighbors. Hungary has legislative 
and constitutional mechanisms in 
place to guarantee extensive oversight 
of the military by the Defense Ministry 
and by the parliament. Hungary up- 
holds Western standards on human 
rights, freedom of expression, the rule 
of law, checks and balances among 
branches of government, and an inde- 
pendent judiciary. 

The Czech Republic now enjoys very 
good relations with all of its neighbors 
and has no border dispute with any 
country. The Czech Republic signed a 
formal reconciliation pact with Ger- 
many in January 1997. Under the Czech 
Constitution, the President is Com- 
mander-in-Chief and governmental au- 
thority is exercised through a civilian 
Minister of Defense. The Czech people 
enjoy free speech, free assembly and a 
free press. The Czech Constitution 
guarantees human rights and provides 
for an independent judiciary. 

In sum, NATO and its enlargement 
enhance the stability of Europe in 
many ways: it fosters good relations 
among its members; avoids the nation- 
alization of members’ defense; prevents 
frictions among its members from 
erupting into conflict; provides a 
mechanism to deal with small conflicts 
in Europe before they spread; provides 
a mechanism to address threats outside 
of Europe but which could affect Eu- 
rope and the United States, including 
new threats, such as the proliferation 
of weapons of mass destruction; and, 
indeed, just the prospect of member- 
ship has served as a moderating influ- 
ence in Poland, Hungary and the Czech 
Republic to encourage settlement of 
border disputes, civilian control of 
their militaries, and the advancement 
of the rule of law. 

IMPACT ON RUSSIA 

But what about the impact on Rus- 
sia? 

Mr. President, how we enlarge NATO 
is critically important, along with 
whether we enlarge NATO, since we do 
not want to isolate Russia and con- 
tribute thereby to the very instability 
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that NATO enlargement is aimed at de- 
terring. 

At the Armed Services Committee's 
first hearing on NATO enlargement on 
April 23, 1997, more than a year ago, at 
which Secretary of State Madeleine 
Albright and Secretary of Defense Wil- 
liam Cohen testified, I stated, with spe- 
cific reference to Russia, that I believe 
that we must do everything we reason- 
ably can to enlarge NATO in a way 
that contributes to greater, rather 
than less, stability in Europe. 

The Administration has worked hard 
and worked successfully to do just 
that. On May 27, 1997, subsequent to 
NATO's decision to expand, Russian 
President Boris Yeltsin, President 
Clinton and leaders of the other NATO 
countries signed the Founding Act on 
Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Se- 
curity between NATO and the Russian 
Federation.” The second paragraph of 
the Founding Act succinctly states the 
relationship between NATO and Russia 
and the goal of the Act. It reads as fol- 
lows: 

NATO and Russia do not consider each 
other as adversaries. They share the goal of 
overcoming the vestiges of earlier confronta- 
tion and competition and of strengthening 
mutual trust and cooperation. The present 
Act reaffirms their determination to give 
concrete substance to our shared commit- 
ment to a stable, peaceful and undivided Eu- 
rope, whole and free, to the benefit of all its 
peoples. By making this commitment at the 
highest political level, we mark the begin- 
ning of a fundamentally new relationship be- 
tween NATO and Russia. They intend to de- 
velop, on the basis of common interest, reci- 
procity and transparency a strong, stable 
and enduring partnership. 

As part of the Founding Act, the 
NATO member nations reiterated that 
“they have no intention, no plan and 
no reason to deploy nuclear weapons on 
the territory of new members.” NATO 
also reiterated that in the current 
and foreseeable security environment, 
the Alliance will carry out its collec- 
tive defense and other missions by en- 
suring the necessary interoperability, 
integration, and capability for rein- 
forcement rather than by additional 
permanent stationing of substantial 
combat forces.“ 

The Founding Act sets up a NATO- 
Russia Permanent Joint Council to 
provide a mechanism for consulta- 
tions, coordination, and to the max- 
imum extent possible, where appro- 
priate, for joint decisions and joint ac- 
tion with respect to security issues of 
common concern.” 

It is surely noteworthy that the 
NATO-Russia Founding Act and the 
Permanent Joint Council it created 
were adopted after NATO’s decision to 
enlarge. The Act represents both 
NATO’s acknowledgment of Russia’s 
important position and Russia’s ac- 
ceptance of NATO’s enlargement. 

Mr. President, subsequent to NATO’s 
decision to invite Poland, Hungary and 
the Czech Republic to join the Alli- 
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ance, Marshal Igor Sergeyev, the Min- 
ister of Defense of the Russian Federa- 
tion, wrote an article entitled We are 
not adversaries, we are partners,” for 
the Spring 1998 edition of the NATO 
Review. It is significant that he even 
wrote an article for the NATO publica- 
tion. Even more importantly, in that 
article, Marshal Sergeyev wrote the 
following: 

It is my profound conviction that, in spite 
of the problems that exist, the NATO-Russia 
Founding Act provides extensive opportuni- 
ties for creating an atmosphere of trust. This 
can facilitate settling existing differences in 
our relations as well as establishing efficient 
and productive machinery for cooperation 
between the military establishments of Rus- 
sia and NATO member states. Only in this 
way can we complete the common task of 
creating a community of free and democratic 
states from Vancouver to Vladivostok. 

Again, the signal from Russian De- 
fense Minister Sergeyev is acceptance 
and cooperation with NATO, not hos- 
tility and withdrawal. 

Mr. President, President Clinton and 
the other NATO leaders are to be com- 
mended for the manner in which they 
have sought to carry out NATO en- 
largement in a way that minimizes any 
possible negative reaction in Russia. 

Some of the strongest evidence of the 
success of their efforts is that Russia 
ratified the Chemical Weapons Conven- 
tion in November 1997, four months 
after NATO invited Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic to join the Alli- 
ance. Some of the most recent evidence 
of the success of their efforts is that 
just two weeks ago Russian President 
Boris Yeltsin resubmitted the START 
Il Treaty to the Russian parliament for 
ratification. In other words, on the eve 
of Senate action on the Resolution of 
ratification of NATO enlargement, 
President Yeltsin took a critical step 
towards continuing the mutual reduc- 
tion of nuclear arms by the United 
States and Russia. 

The clear message was—*we know 
NATO is about to enlarge and we are 
prepared to ratify START II anyway.” 
The message wasn’t—‘‘we will withhold 
acting on START II until we see what 
you do about NATO enlargement,” or 
that we won't proceed to ratify 
START II in this environment.” 

Beyond the clear evidence of the ac- 
ceptance of NATO enlargement by the 
Russian leadership, there is some evi- 
dence of support among the Russian 
people. A Gallup poll conducted in 
Moscow and released in March revealed 
that 57 percent of Muscovites sup- 
ported the Czech Republic’s bid to join 
NATO, 54 percent supported Hungary's 
admission, and 53 percent said Poland 
should be allowed to join NATO. More 
than a quarter of those polled had no 
views on the subject. 

Finally, I would note that United 
States and Russian troops are serving 
side-by-side in Bosnia, are conducting 
joint patrols, and, based upon my per- 
sonal conversations and observations, 
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have developed an appreciation for 
each other’s soldierly skills and a 
comraderie that benefits both our na- 
tions. On March 18, Russian Foreign 
Minister Primakov stated that if the 
U.N. Security Council passes the appro- 
priate resolution, Russia will be ready 
to take part in this operation.” There 
hasn’t been even the slightest hint by 
any official in the Russian government 
or parliament that ratification of 
NATO enlargement by the United 
States Senate or the parliaments of 
our NATO allies would threaten the 
continued participation of Russian 
troops in the NATO-led peace operation 
in Bosnia. 

Mr. President, we should care about 
our relationship with Russia and we do. 
Other countries also have a great inter- 
est in their relationship with Russia. 
That why it is so important to note 
that thus far all the Parliaments of our 
NATO European allies that have taken 
up the issue have overwhelming rati- 
fied NATO enlargement. The three 
countries—Denmark, Norway, and Ger- 
many—are much closer geographically 
to Russia than we are. As a result, they 
are more likely to feel the impact of a 
reversal of democratization in Russia, 
and they are very likely to pay great 
attention to Russian sensitivities. 
Based upon the voting margins in those 
countries—the Danish Parliament 
voted 97 to 17; the German Bundestag 
voted 553 to 37 and the vote in the Bun- 
desrat was unanimous; and Norway’s 
Storting voted 151 to 9—it appears that 
the parliaments in those countries are 
satisfied that NATO enlargement will 
not play into the hands of anti-Western 
forces in Russia or otherwise nega- 
tively impact relations with Russia. 

SHARED VALUES 

Mr. President, that brings me to the 
last subject I want to discuss briefly 
today—shared values. 

The Preamble to the NATO Treaty 
expresses the reasons why the United 
States and its partner nations decided 
to create NATO. It states in part that 
“They are determined to safeguard the 
freedom, common heritage and civiliza- 
tion of their peoples, founded on the 
principles of democracy, individual lib- 
erty and the rule of law.” 

Mr. President, those are words that 
resonate very well with all Senators, 
indeed with all Americans. How much 
those words—democracy, individual 
liberty and the rule of law—must mean 
to the people of Poland, Hungary and 
the Czech Republic! During the twen- 
tieth century, those countries have 
faced first Nazi aggression and then 
communist oppression. How much it 
means to their peoples to be joining an 
organization that is dedicated to safe- 
guarding their freedom, common herit- 
age and civilizations. 

Mr. President, I and those of my gen- 
eration remember when the Red Army 
moved in and crushed the Hungarian 
freedom fighters in 1956. Many Hun- 
garian refugees fled to my home state 
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and were present when we greeted Car- 
dinal Mindszenty in Detroit after his 
release from the United States Em- 
bassy in Budapest in 1971, where he had 
spent more than 15 years. More re- 
cently, we watched with admiration as 
the Solidarity-led movement of Lech 
Walesa guided Poland to democracy. 
Many Polish-American families and in- 
deed all of us took great pride in Soli- 
darity’s success in helping to bring 
down the Soviet Empire. In Czecho- 
slovakia, former dissident playwright 
Vaclav Havel, who was named Presi- 
dent in December 1989, guided first 
Czechoslovakia and then, after the 
split, the Czech Republic with a steady 
hand ever since. My wife Barbara and I 
were visiting Prague after Vaclav 
Havel had been elected but before he 
assumed the office of the presidency. 
We recall with admiration and draw in- 
spiration from the memory of the peo- 
ple of Prague massing to ensure that 
the election results were upheld and 
how they escorted Vaclav Havel to the 
castle where he would assume his of- 
fice. Some of the most powerful blows 
that eventually demolished the Berlin 
wall were struck by the brave people of 
these three nations. They laid their 
lives on the line to bring down the So- 
viet empire and to promote democratic 
values. I am confident that they, hav- 
ing experienced tyranny first hand, can 
be counted on to do what is necessary 
to protect freedom recently regained. 

Mr. President, President Havel put it 
this way: 

Our wish to become a NATO member grows 
out of a desire to shoulder some responsi- 
bility for the general state of affairs on our 
continent. We don't want to take without 
giving. We want an active role in the defense 
of European peace and democracy. Too often, 
we have had direct experience of where indif- 
ference to the fate of others can lead, and we 
are determined not to succumb to that kind 
of indifference ourselves. 

Mr. President, if we reject the acces- 
sion of Poland, Hungary and the Czech 
Republic to the NATO Alliance, we will 
be effectively dimming the flame of 
liberty that sustained these courageous 
peoples through decades of first Nazi 
and then communist darkness. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. President, I intend to vote for 
the accession of the Czech Republic, 
Hungary and Poland to NATO member- 
ship. 

The enlargement of NATO does not 
violate any treaty between the United 
States or any NATO country and Rus- 
sia, does not pose a threat to Russia 
and will not contribute to a reversal of 
Russia’s course towards democratiza- 
tion and a market economy. 

The accession to NATO of Poland, 
Hungary and the Czech Republic does 
contribute to European stability, and 
does promote the spread of democratic 
values and will fulfill the democratic 
yearnings of their peoples. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I am 
going to note the absence of a quorum 
for the purpose of the Presiding Officer 
having an opportunity to speak to this 
issue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRAIG). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
the situation in Bosnia and the contin- 
ued participation of U.S. soldiers in the 
NATO operations is an issue about 
which many Senators have very strong 
opinions. 

I agree with my colleague from Idaho 
that the decision to keep U.S. troops 
there is one that the administration 
did not adequately discuss with the 
Congress. The past actions of the ad- 
ministration on this question, prom- 
ising twice that American soldiers 
would come home by a date certain and 
twice breaking that promise, rightly 
gives the Senate reason to wonder if 
the administration is serious about its 
commitment to withdraw U.S. soldiers 
from Bosnia. 

However, I want to be clear about 
what this amendment does. Simply, it 
punishes Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic. These are three coun- 
tries that have all met the criteria for 
NATO membership and have chosen the 
path of democracy and freedom after 50 
years of Communist domination. I re- 
mind my colleagues that the troops 
from Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic are, as we speak, standing 
side by side with American soldiers 
serving in Bosnia. Earlier this year, all 
three countries publicly stated that 
they were willing to commit troops if 
the U.S. showdown with Iraq led to 
military action. I am convinced that 
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub- 
lic will be among our strongest allies 
in NATO, and preventing them now 
from fulfilling this role simply does 
not serve American interests. 

I support a vigorous debate on the 
merits of U.S. participation in the 
NATO force which is keeping peace in 
Bosnia, but I do not believe that the 
resolution of ratification to enlarge 
NATO is the appropriate place for this 
debate. 

I think Senator CRAIG’s concern that 
NATO should not be reformulated into 
a peacekeeping organization is right on 
target. NATO is the most effective col- 
lective defense alliance in history, and 
to maintain its critical article V capa- 
bilities we cannot allow the NATO mis- 
sion to drift towards peacekeeping and 
nation building. The amendment of- 
fered by Senator KYL, however, on 
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Tuesday, approved by a 90 to 9 vote, 
clearly states the U.S. view of what the 
mission of NATO should be and what it 
should not be. However, I cannot sup- 
port delaying action on NATO enlarge- 
ment until Congress has authorized the 
U.S. troop presence in Bosnia. 

My colleagues well know, in Decem- 
ber of 1995, the Senate approved the 
Dole-McCain resolution on the deploy- 
ment of U.S. forces to Bosnia by a vote 
of 69 to 30. Since then, the Senate has, 
on at least two occasions, approved ap- 
propriations to support U.S. troops in 
Bosnia. I understand that many Sen- 
ators do not want U.S. forces in Bosnia, 
but the Senate has had the opportunity 
to speak on this issue and we will again 
in the future. Now is simply not the 
time, and the expansion of NATO ought 
not to be the vehicle. So I urge my col- 
leagues to vote against the amendment 
of my friend from Idaho, 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I just 
turned to my staff and I said, ‘I’m 
going to wait to deliver my statement 
until Senator CRAIG is on the floor,” 
not realizing Senator CRAIG was pre- 
siding. Iam delighted he is here. 

(Mr. SMITH of Oregon assumed the 
Chair.) 

Mr. BIDEN. Let me state my opposi- 
tion and why I oppose the Craig amend- 
ment. 

I find this debate over the last sev- 
eral weeks to be, in a sense, fas- 
cinating—fascinating in this regard. 
The Members of the Senate who ex- 
press the greatest concern about the 
ability of Russia to veto any action 
NATO takes, the Senators who—with 
the exception of the Presiding Officer 
now, who expressed that concern him- 
self—the Senators who have been most 
vocal about a NATO-Russian accord 
are now on the floor being the most 
vocal about their concern about how 
Russia is going to greet our expanding 
NATO or voting to expand NATO. So 
that is one thing I find somewhat 
anomalous. 

Yesterday, I found it somewhat 
strange that those who did not want us 
entangled in border wars in Europe, as 
they phrased it, or ethnic conflicts in 
Europe, were the very people who 
wanted to give up our veto power to be 
involved in those. That is, right now, 
under the organizational structure of 
NATO, if all 15 NATO nations say we 
should go in and settle this dispute 
here in Europe and we say no, that is 
it, we don’t go. I found it somewhat 
anomalous that they were, yesterday, 
prepared to say: Look, let’s have this 
new dispute resolution mechanism 
which forced us, whatever iteration it 
would have come out in, to give up our 
veto power over that. 

Now, today, Senator CRAIG, who has 
been one of the most outspoken oppo- 
nents, to his credit, to the former So- 
viet Union, concerned about Russian 
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interference in American affairs—I 
may be mistaken, but I think he has a 
very healthy skepticism about any aid 
to Russia—is now on the floor. He, I 
think—I know unintentionally, at least 
in my view—is on the floor uninten- 
tionally giving Russia another veto 
power. 

Mr. President, to reiterate, the 
amendment of Senator CRAIG would 
delay U.S. approval of the accession of 
Hungary, Poland, and the Czech Repub- 
lic to NATO until Congress passes spe- 
cific authorization for the continued 
deployment of U.S. forces in Bosnia. 
This amendment should be rejected be- 
cause it mixes two vital questions of 
national security that deserve to be de- 
bated and decided, each on its own 
merits. 

On Bosnia, the U.S. has led successful 
IFOR and SFOR missions there com- 
posed primarily, but by no means ex- 
clusively, of NATO forces. The Senate 
will continue to address the question of 
whether and how we should continue 
our participation in the Bosnia mission 
just as we did during the emergency 
supplemental budget appropriation 
adopted prior to the Spring Recess. 

Today, we face an entirely different 
question: should we vote to bring three 
worthy countries into NATO as new al- 
lies? 

If we are using contributions to the 
Bosnia mission as a criterion for NATO 
membership, then all three of the ap- 
plicants before us are highly qualified. 

Hungary provided a 400-500 troop en- 
gineer battalion to IFOR, and a 200-250 
troop group to SFOR, as well as a stag- 
ing area for some 80,000 American 
troops on rotation through Bosnia at 
one of its air bases. 

The Czech Republic has been one of 
the largest per capita contributors 
with an 870-person mechanized bat- 
talion for IFOR, and a 620-person bat- 
talion for SFOR. 

Poland, with troops already deployed 
in half a dozen U.N. peacekeeping mis- 
sions, contributed a 400-troop airborne 
infantry battalion to SFOR. 5 

All three nations provided these as- 
sets well before they were formally in- 
vited to accede to the North Atlantic 
Treaty, demonstrating early their will- 
ingness to share this burden with us. 

The Senate should reject this amend- 
ment. Let us decide these two impor- 
tant questions as they should be—sepa- 
rately, with due consideration for the 
merits of each case. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I will 
vote in favor of the Craig amendment 
that would require specific congres- 
sional authorization for the deploy- 
ment of troops to Bosnia. 

However, I would like to make clear 
that I am supporting this amendment 
for reasons that I think differ slightly 
from the intentions of its author, the 
distinguished Senator from Idaho. 

As my colleagues in this Chamber 
know well, I have always had serious 
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questions about U.S. involvement in 
this mission. I was the only Democrat 
to vote against the deployment of U.S. 
troops back in 1995, in large part be- 
cause I did not believe the United 
States would be able to complete the 
mission in the time projected and for 
the price tag that was originally esti- 
mated. 

Now—more than two years later—I 
think I have been proven right, and I 
take no pleasure in it. 

But, regardless of my objections to 
the mission, I have always felt it is vi- 
tally important that when large-scale 
deployment of U.S. troops is involved, 
it is necessary to have specific congres- 
sional authorization for it. And I have 
tried on several occasions to move the 
Congress to enact such authorization. 
In that light, I view the Craig amend- 
ment as another such attempt. 

Unlike Senator CRAIG, however, I 
support the expansion of NATO and do 
not feel this amendment is incon- 
sistent with that support. 

Unlike Senator CRAIG, I am not nec- 
essarily opposed to the involvement of 
NATO in peacekeeping missions. 

There may be times in the future 
when it would be appropriate for NATO 
to become involved in peacekeeping 
missions when conflicts threaten the 
security of NATO members. 

But I do agree with Senator CRAIG 
that if and when these situations arise, 
if the deployment of U.S. troops is pro- 
posed, it will be necessary to get spe- 
cific Congressional authorization for 
such deployment. 

It is for this reason that I support 
Senator CRAIG’s amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All the 
time available to the opponents of the 
amendment has expired. The pro- 
ponent, the Senator from Idaho, has 7 
more minutes. 

The Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Okla- 
homa. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator for yielding. 

Mr. President, I would just like to 
make a couple of comments, a couple 
of observations, one along the line of 
connections. Some people have said 
there should not be a connection be- 
tween what is happening in Bosnia and 
the proposal to expand NATO to the 
three countries; and, second, as chair- 
man of the Readiness Subcommittee, 
how this impacts—how Bosnia has im- 
pacted our state of readiness. 

I think in the first case, as we stood 
on this floor in November of 1995 and 
we talked about where we were going 
to go and how we were going to stop 
the deployment of troops into Bosnia, 
where we had no security interests, I 
was somewhat in the leadership of that 
losing battle—but we only lost it by 
three votes. 
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I think if you could single out one 
thing that had a major impact that 
persuaded those three more people or 
four more Senators to vote in favor of 
allowing our troops to be sent to Bos- 
nia, it would be our commitment and 
our obligation to NATO. There was not 
a discussion on this floor where NATO 
wasn’t brought out and it was said, we 
have to do this to protect the credi- 
bility of NATO; to protect our status 
with NATO and our leadership in that 
part of the world, it is going to be nec- 
essary to send our troops into Bosnia. 

We know what happened after that. 
We know they went over with the idea 
they were going to be back in 12 
months. We were told the total cost 
would be $1.2 billion. Now our troops, 
2% years later, are still over there, 
with no end in sight. Our direct costs 
have exceeded $9 billion, and I suggest 
that it is actually more than double 
that, because if you take the cost of 
the operations in the 21 TACCOM in 
Germany, take the cost of the 86th Air- 
lift in Ramstein—all of them dedi- 
cating almost their entire operation to 
supporting the operation in Bosnia— 
then the cost is much, much greater. 
So there is a relationship between 
NATO and our troops in Bosnia. 

I see this as something that is very 
critical, because so long as we are sup- 
porting the Bosnia operation, we are 
not in a position to be able to 
logistically support any type of a 
ground operation anyplace else in that 
theater. 

Let’s keep in mind that theater area 
does include the Middle East. It was 
not long ago when it was pretty well 
publicized that we might have to do 
surgical airstrikes on Iraq. They are 
talking about that again today. While 
the general public is deceived into 
thinking that we can do this without 
sending in ground troops, they are 
wrong. There is not anyone that I know 
of, who has a background in the mili- 
tary, who would tell you that you can 
go in and accomplish something from 
the air without ultimately sending in 
ground troops. We are not in a posi- 
tion, as a result of Bosnia, to support 
ground troops anywhere else in that 
theater. 

If there is any doubt in anyone's 
mind, all they have to do is call the 
commanding officer of 21 TACCOM in 
Germany, and they will tell them there 
is not the capacity to send one truck to 
logistically support an operation any- 
where else in the theater. It is not that 
they are 100 percent occupied by Bos- 
nia, they are 115 percent occupied with 
their support of Bosnia. So that has 
had a dramatic effect on our state of 
readiness. 

Second, we are using our troops at 
such a high OPTEMPO and 
PERSTEMPO that we are not in a posi- 
tion to retain these people. And the 
cost of this is incredible. Mr. President, 
it costs $6 million to put a guy in the 
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cockpit of an F-16. These people are 
leaving. Our retention rate has now 
dropped below 28 percent. That is un- 
precedented, and that is exactly what 
has been happening. 

So I do applaud the Senator from 
Idaho for bringing this up and making 
an issue out of this, because there is a 
definite connection. I think it is per- 
fectly reasonable for us to have to give 
some type of approval, on an annual 
basis, for our troops being someplace 
where there are no national security 
risks at stake. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I rise in support, strong sup- 
port, of the Craig amendment and com- 
mend the Senator for offering it. It isa 
very reasonable amendment that sim- 
ply says, prior to the deposit of the 
U.S. instrument of ratification, that 
there must be enacted a law containing 
specific authorization for the contin- 
ued deployment of troops in Bosnia. I 
don’t know how—if Congress wants to 
exercise its responsibility—I don’t 
know how anyone could object to the 
amendment. Surely, if the comments 
that I have heard on and off the floor 
over the past couple of years regarding 
the issue of troops in Bosnia are any 
indication, this vote ought to be over- 
whelming in support of the Craig 
amendment. I certainly don't think 
anyone has any right to complain ever 
again if they are not going to vote to 
at least have the opportunity to say 
that we ought to have a vote here in 
the Senate to put forces in Bosnia. 

I hope those who have been doing all 
of this complaining over the past cou- 
ple of years will vote for the Craig 
amendment so that we can get a vote 
by the Congress to authorize the exten- 
sion of having troops in Bosnia as part 
of the ratification process. 

When the Congress first considered 
the President’s plan to send troops to 
Bosnia in 1995, the administration 
placed clear limits on the duration of 
that commitment. On every single oc- 
casion that I can think of, that I know 
of, administration officials stated that 
U.S. troops would remain in Bosnia for 
1 year—l year. That was 3 years ago. 
They are still there. 

Secretary Perry said on December 1, 
1995: 

We believe the mission can be accom- 
plished in 1 year. So we have based our plan 
on that time line. This schedule is realistic, 
because the specific military tasks in the 
agreement can be completed in the first 6 
months and, therefore, its role will be to 
maintain the climate of stability that will 
permit civil work to go forward. We expect 
these civil functions will be successfully ini- 
tiated in 1 year. But even if some of them are 
not, we must not be drawn into a posture of 
indefinite garrison. 

That is what Secretary Perry said on 
December 1, 1995. He used the term in- 
definite garrison.” And 3% years later, 
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we are still in Bosnia with no end in 
sight, no plan to get out, and here is 
the opportunity for Congress, certainly 
the U.S. Senate in this case, to speak 


up. 

I hope the Senate will speak respon- 
sibly here and agree with the Craig 
amendment. 

Let me give you some more testi- 
mony. Secretary of State Holbrooke on 
December 6, 1995: 

The military tasks in Bosnia are doable 
within 12 months. There isn't any question. 

That is a quote— 

The deeper question is whether the non- 
military functions can be done in 12 months. 
That's the real question. But it’s not NATO 
or U.S. force responsibility to do that. It's us 
on the civilian side working with the Euro- 
peans. It’s going to be very tough. Should 
the military stick around until every refugee 
has gone home, until everything else in the 
civilian annexes has been done? No. That is 
not their mission. 

That was Secretary Holbrooke on De- 
cember 6, 1995, and yet troops remain. 
There are still troops there sitting in 
the middle of a war zone between war- 
ring factions. Yes, holding the peace, 
but the commitment that was made to 
the American people and to this Con- 
gress by this administration in 1995 was 
that we were not going to keep them 
there beyond 12 months, and he said 
there isn’t any question about that, we 
don't need to keep them there. 

Nothing has changed. There is noth- 
ing different today than there was 3 
years ago regarding that kind of com- 
ment. He says the deeper question is 
whether nonmilitary functions can be 
done in 12 months. That is the ques- 
tion. But the military is still there, 
and they are using the military to try 
to accomplish nonmilitary functions, 
which in and of itself is a real problem. 

Many of us who closely studied the 
conflict in Bosnia saw this, frankly, as 
an unrealistic comment. We didn’t be- 
lieve—I certainly didn’t believe and I 
know many of my colleagues didn’t be- 
lieve—that this made sense. There was 
no way that you could make that kind 
of a military commitment and allow 
this whole situation to become re- 
solved in less than 12 months. But, 
what choice did the American people 
have but to take the President and the 
Secretary of State and others at their 
word? That is what we did, we took 
them at their word. What do we have 
for it? 

I was disappointed, but not surprised, 
when right after the 1996 elections, the 
President said that we are going to 
continue this military commitment for 
an additional 18 months, until June of 
1998. I happen to be a veteran of the 
Vietnam war. This has a familiar ring 
to it, a very familiar ring to it. I can 
remember the McNamara charts and 
the one more battle and, In just an- 
other year or two, we'll wrap this up.” 
Mr. President, 58,000 lives and about 13 
years later, we got out of Vietnam. 

That could happen here. This is an 
extremely sensitive area that has a lot 
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of problems that could escalate in a 
hurry. 

Last December, the President said 
that he acknowledged that our com- 
mitment to Bosnia is open-ended, but 
he is still talking about clear and 
achievable goals. If you have an open- 
ended policy, you don’t have clear and 
achievable goals. They are two direct 
opposites. There is no clear and achiev- 
able goal. There is an open-ended pol- 
icy, and as long as it is open-ended, we 
are just going to give a blank check to 
the administration to stay in Bosnia 
and do what? To nation build, is that 
what our troops are there for? 

This policy must come to a vote in 
this Congress. We have to act respon- 
sibly, otherwise, another Vietnam 
could occur. After people are killed or 
injured or maimed, it is too late to de- 
bate it. It is too late for those people. 
We need to be debating it now, and the 
Craig amendment is simply asking for 
a vote in the affirmative if we are 
going to continue the policy and con- 
tinue to keep troops in Bosnia. I don’t 
know what the policy is. The policy to 
me is just open-ended. Just keep them 
there, keep them there, keep them 
there; make another promise, another 
promise, another promise. 

The administration has had a free 
ride in Bosnia now for 2 years. It is 
wrong, to put it very bluntly, for this 
Government to conduct its foreign pol- 
icy without the participation of Con- 
gress and the public. For the life of me, 
I don’t understand how anyone could 
oppose the Craig amendment. 

The American people need to under- 
stand what is at stake and either agree 
to the commitment or not. We rep- 
resent the American people, sup- 
posedly. The President has stated what 
he wants to do and he said why. He 
said, “I want an open-ended policy in 
Bosnia, and I want to do it because I 
feel like I have a clear and achievable 
goal.” He hasn’t said what it is, just to 
keep the peace. 

War has been going on in Bosnia for 
a thousand years. I am not sure just 
how long we have to hold American 
military forces there. Under this open- 
ended policy, maybe it is another thou- 
sand years. I don’t know. But Congress 
has to act. The President gave his rea- 
sons, and now the American people 
ought to hear Congress’ debate on this 
proposal, and that is what this amend- 
ment is about. This is no longer a Pres- 
idential use of force based on his judg- 
ment of an immediate threat. It is na- 
tion building in Bosnia. That is what 
we are talking about. It is now a delib- 
erate foreign policy, and it must be ap- 
proved and funded by Congress or not. 

Mr. President, how much time is re- 
maining in the debate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time has 
expired. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD a letter to 
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me from President Clinton dated April 
20, 1998, in which he said: 

To ensure that NATO functions as effec- 
tively in the next century as it has in this 
one, we must preserve its ability to respond 
quickly, flexibly and decisively to whatever 
threats may arise. 


It is the “whatever threats may 
arise” that bothers me in this debate, 
Mr. President. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, April 20, 1998. 
Hon. ROBERT C. SMITH, 
Chairman, Select Committee on Ethics, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 
letter on United States and NATO involve- 
ment in Bosnia. You raise important ques- 
tions about our mission and the impact of 
our military operations in Bosnia on U.S. se- 
curity interests around the world. 

Since you wrote your letter, I have for- 
warded to Congress my certification and re- 
port regarding our mission in Bosnia. This 
document includes detailed answers to the 
range of issues you raise in your letter and I 
am enclosing a copy for your review. 

I strongly believe that our mission in Bos- 
nia is critically important to the security of 
Europe. We are making increasing progress 
in implementing the Dayton agreement and 
establishing conditions under which 
Bosnians can live together in peace. In the 
past six months, we have seen rising returns 
of refugees, reform and restructuring of po- 
lice and media, emerging anti-corruption ef- 
forts, capture or surrender of more than a 
dozen war criminals and improved coopera- 
tion among the parties. Most significant is 
the recent installation of a pro-Dayton gov- 
ernment in Republika Srpska. SFOR’s sup- 
port for civilian implementation was essen- 
tial to achieving this result. 

We must succeed in Bosnia if we are to pre- 
vent instability from spreading to other 
volatile parts of the region such as Kosovo 
and Macedonia. Broader instability could 
threaten the vital interests of NATO allies 
Greece and Turkey, and endanger the overall 
security and stability of Southeast Europe. 
Success in Bosnia also reinforces the credi- 
bility of American leadership in Europe and 
demonstrates the capability of NATO to re- 
spond with its Partnership for Peace part- 
ners to the security challenges of the twen- 
ty-first century. 

The Bosnia mission also underscores 
NATO’s value in protecting the security and 
interests of its members, but it does not sig- 
nal a departure from the Alliance’s enduring 
purposes, as described by the Washington 
Treaty of 1949. Its primary mission is, and 
will remain, the collective defense of Alli- 
ance territory. However, as we have seen in 
Bosnia, it is sometimes necessary for NATO 
to act beyond its immediate borders in order 
to safeguard its members. To ensure that 
NATO functions as effectively in the next 
century as it has in this one, we must pre- 
serve its ability to respond quickly, flexibly 
and decisively to whatever threats may 
arise. 

Again, thank you for your letter. I am 
pleased that we have had the opportunity for 
an extensive dialogue with members of Con- 
gress on the continuation of our mission in 
Bosnia. We will continue to work with you 
and other members of Congress in the cause 
of peace in this important mission. 

Sincerely, 
BILL CLINTON. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
SNOWE). The Craig amendment will 
now be temporarily laid aside. 

Under the previous order, the hour of 
12 noon having arrived, the Senator 
from New York, Mr. MOYNIHAN, is rec- 
ognized to offer an amendment on 
which there shall be 1 hour of debate. 

The Senator from New York. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Chair. 
EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2321 
(Purpose: To express a condition regarding 
the relationship between NATO member- 

ship and European Union membership) 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Madam President, I 
send to the desk an amendment for my- 
self and Mr. WARNER and ask for its im- 
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from New York [Mr. Moy- 
NIHAN] for himself and Mr. WARNER, proposes 
an executive amendment numbered 2321. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the end of section 3 of the resolution 
(relating to conditions), add the following: 

( ) DEFERRAL OF RATIFICATION OF NATO EN- 
LARGEMENT UNTIL ADMISSION OF POLAND, HUN- 
GARY, AND CZECH REPUBLIC TO THE EUROPEAN 
UNION.— 

(A) CERTIFICATION REQUIRED.—Prior to the 
deposit of the United States instrument of 
ratification, the President shall certify to 
the Senate that Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic have each acceded to mem- 
bership in the European Union and have each 
engaged in initial voting participation in an 
official action of the European Union. 

(B) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this paragraph may be construed as an ex- 
pression by the Senate of an intent to accept 
as a new NATO member any country other 
than Poland, Hungary, or the Czech Republic 
if that country becomes a member of the Eu- 
ropean Union after the date of adoption of 
this resolution. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. In the brief period 
that I will be speaking, I would like to 
concentrate on the central issue: the 
dangers of nuclear war in the years 
ahead. 

Earlier, in an address to the 150th an- 
niversary gathering of the Associated 
Press, I cited a comment made last au- 
tumn by Richard Holbrooke, the Amer- 
ican diplomat, now temporarily in pri- 
vate life. 

Richard Holbrooke, who negotiated 
the Dayton agreement regarding the 
former Yugoslavia, commented that 
almost a decade has gone by since the 
Berlin Wall fell and, instead of reach- 
ing out to Central Europe, the Euro- 
pean Union turned toward a bizarre 
search for a common currency. So 
NATO enlargement had to fill the 
void.“ As if this were an accidental pol- 
icy that derives from the unwillingness 
of our European friends—some of them 
our NATO allies—to engage in the 
more serious work of bringing the once 
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more independent republics of the 
Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland 
into the European Union, a common 
market from which their economic de- 
velopment can grow, that being clearly 
the single most pressing concern they 
have in the aftermath of the half cen- 
tury of a Stalinist economy imposed 
upon them with the same results for 
them—not quite so bad, but bad 
enough—that Russia itself experienced. 

The disaster of this era for the Rus- 
sians cannot be exaggerated. I say to 
my dear friend from Delaware, who has 
been so generous in letting us speak on 
these matters, Murray Feshbach has 
recently established that the life ex- 
pectancy of Russian men dropped from 
62 years in 1989 to 57 years in 1996. 
There is no historical equivalent. A 
century ago, a 16-year-old Russian 
male had a 54 percent chance of sur- 
viving to age 60. Two percent less than 
had he been born a century ago. Such 
has been the implosion of Soviet soci- 
ety—in every respect, including the nu- 
clear one. 

Now, earlier on in a statement, I re- 
marked, and I will take the liberty of 
remarking once again, that the origins 
of NATO seem very distant to most 
Members of the Senate. That age seems 
like another era. And in a sense it was 
another era. But there are a few wit- 
nesses from that era who are still ac- 
tive and who still speak. 

George Kennan, who conceived the 
whole idea of containment, of which 
NATO was an expression and perhaps 
the most important one, George Ken- 
nan has said NATO expansion, in the 
aftermath of the defeat of the Soviet 
Union, he says, would be “the most 
fateful error of American policy in the 
entire post-cold war era.” “The most 
fateful error.“ 

Paul Nitze, who was the principal au- 
thor of NSC-68, the national security 
directive written in 1950, which estab- 
lished the American policy of contain- 
ment, recently wrote to me to say, In 
the present security environment, 
NATO expansion is not only unneces- 
sary, it is gratuitous. If we want a Eu- 
rope whole and free, we are not likely 
to get it by making NATO fat and fee- 
ble.” 

In my remarks to the Associated 
Press, I simply said that expanding 
NATO at this time, and particularly 
should we move up to include the Bal- 
tic States, which we are pledged to sup- 
port, would put us at risk of getting 
into a nuclear war with Russia: wholly 
unanticipated, for which we are not 
prepared, about which we are not 
thinking. 

Professor Michael Mandelbaum, at 
the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced 
International Studies, said “that is not 
hyperbole.” That is what we are deal- 
ing with here. And the reason, NATO 
expansion is viewed throughout ele- 
ments of the Russian political system 
as a hostile act. Some think of it as a 
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hostile act they could live with; some 
think it is a hostile act they will have 
to defend against; and they have said if 
they have to defend their territory, 
they will do so with nuclear weapons; 
it is all they have left. 

Their Army has all been disinte- 
grated—not entirely, but they remark 
in a December 17 National Security 
memorandum signed by Mr. Yeltsin, 
that stretches of their borders are 
undefended. Their Navy is rusting in a 
seaport, nominally part of the Ukraine. 

They have nuclear weapons. After all 
we have gone through to achieve ra- 
tional nuclear postures: a no-first-use 
policy, graduated response to threats, 
only resorting to strategic nuclear 
weapons at the very last moment when 
no other options are available—that is 
gone. We are back to the hair trigger 
that we knew when I was a young per- 
son in this Government, in this city, 
when we could imagine having use air- 
raid shelters. We could imagine it, be- 
cause we could remember the Second 
World War. 

I was called back into the Navy in 
1951, briefly, as it turned out, but found 
myself in Bremerhaven, in the sub- 
marine pens there that the Nazis had 
built. The British finally got a bomb 
through one, but never did during the 
war. We were sent on an expedition to 
Berlin. We had the practice of sending 
American officers on trains through 
Soviet-occupied Germany to establish 
the fact that we had the right to do so. 
I arrived in Berlin, and it wasn’t there. 
Just ruined rubble; early in the morn- 
ing, a few men stumbling out of a few 
bars, lost to the world. 

We knew what war meant, and we 
can imagine what nuclear war means. 
We just had dropped two bombs on 
Japan. From the time of President Ei- 
senhower, we have been negotiating 
ways to control atomic weapons—and 
we had success. Those early arms con- 
trol agreements, apart from the agree- 
ment President KENNEDY reached on 
atmospheric nuclear testing, those 
early agreements typically just rati- 
fied the increases in nuclear weapons 
that each side wanted, but we got the 
START agreement and we reduced our 
nuclear arsenals. 

The START Treaty, negotiated with 
the Soviet Union, was signed by four 
entirely different countries, because by 
the time it was finished the Soviet 
Union had disappeared. Russia has not 
yet ratified START II. The idea of 
START III, to reduced deployed nu- 
clear weapons ever further, hasn’t even 
begun. They haven't ratified START II, 
not least because of NATO expansion. I 
don’t claim to know what the actual 
decisions in the Duma are, but that is 
what one hears, and one can imagine 
it. 

Tomorrow there will be a report by 
the Physicians for Social Responsi- 
bility, an American group, principally, 
that has won a Nobel Prize on the issue 
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of preventing nuclear warfare. They 
will publish a report in the New Eng- 
land Journal of Medicine which says 
that the danger of nuclear attack con- 
tinues and may even be thought to es- 
calate. The New York Times reports 
this in the terms we have been speak- 
ing about on this floor, the exact same 
terms, with no idea that was coming. 

It says, Russia's Disarray Brings a 
Nuclear Risk to the U.S., Study Says.” 
The Physicians write, Although many 
people believe that the threat of a nu- 
clear attack largely disappeared with 
the end of the cold war there is consid- 
erable evidence to the contrary. Each 
side routinely maintains thousands of 
nuclear warheads on high alert. Fur- 
thermore, to compensate for its weak- 
ened conventional forces, Russia has 
abandoned its no-first use policy.” 

Madam President, that is all I and 
my friend from Virginia has said on 
this floor this week of debate and when 
the expansion of NATO was debated a 
month ago. Suddenly we have it in an 
article in the New England Journal of 
Medicine, saying to those who think 
this threat is behind us. Indeed, it is 
ahead of us, and we must be very care- 
ful, so careful, about what we do. That 
is why so many of us, starting with the 
great men—Kennan and Nitze—who 
conceived the strategy for the cold 
war, which we won, are saying, Don't 
do this.” 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the article from 
the New England Journal of Medicine 
and the New York Times. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

{From the New York Times, Apr. 30, 1998] 
RUSSIA’S DISARRAY BRINGS A NUCLEAR RISK 
TO THE U.S., STUDY Says 
(By Tim Weiner) 

WASHINGTON, April 29.—Russia’s deterio- 
rating control of its nuclear weapons is in- 
creasing the danger of an accidental or unau- 
thorized attack on the United States, a 
Nobel Peace Prize-winning group warned 
today. 

A dozen missiles fired from a Russian nu- 
clear submarine would kill nearly seven mil- 
lion Americans instantly, and millions more 
would die from radiation, according to a 
study conducted under the auspices of Physi- 
cians for Social Responsibility, which won 
the Nobel Peace Prize for its work in nuclear 
weapons in 1985. The study is to be published 
tomorrow in The New England Journal of 
Medicine. 

Thousands of Russian and American nu- 
clear weapons remain on hair-trigger alerts, 
despite the end of the cold war, and Russia 
formally abandoned its longstanding policy 
that it would never be the first nation to use 
those weapons four years ago, the study 
noted. 

Repeated assurances from President Clin- 
ton that the two nations are no longer aim- 
ing their nuclear weapons at one another are 
“a gross misrepresentation of reality,” said 
Bruce Blair, an author of the study and a 
former Strategic Air Command nuclear 
weapons officer. In fact, the study said, Rus- 
sian missiles launched without specific tar- 
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gets would automatically aim themselves at 
their cold war targets: American cities and 
military installations like the Pentagon. 

Nor are these weapons necessarily in safe 
hands. Russia’s once-elite nuclear weapons 
commands are suffering housing and food 
shortages, low pay, budget cuts, deterio- 
rating discipline, desertions and suicides. 
Such problems are not unique. The study 
says that about 40,000 American military 
personnel were removed from nuclear-weap- 
ons responsibilities from 1975 to 1990 for alco- 
hol, drug or psychiatric problems. 

Neither nation has abandoned its cold war 
doctrine of launching its missiles after re- 
ceiving warning that the other side is at- 
tacking. Each nation gives itself 15 minutes 
to decide that the attack is real; both na- 
tions have experienced major false alarms 
over the last two decades. 

The study considered what would happen if 
the captain and crew of a Russian submarine 
decided to carry out an attack without au- 
thorization, or went mad and fired off their 
arsenal. This, Mr. Blair said, would require 
“a conspiracy of some magnitude” between a 
captain and three or four officers. 

The missiles could also be fired after a 
false alarm or an unauthorized order from a 
political or military leader in Moscow. Once 
launched, they would reach their targets 
across the United States in 15 to 30 minutes. 

The blast and shock of the fireball from 
each of the exploding warheads would kill 
nearly everyone within three miles in- 
stantly; people living in a swath up to 40 
miles long and 3 miles wide would receive a 
lethal dose of radiation within hours, the 
study said. It assumed that one-quarter of 
the missiles would malfunction, and that 12 
missiles would reach their targets in eight 
American cities in the middle of the night. 

In New York City, more than three million 
people would die immediately; in San Fran- 
cisco, 739,000; in Washington, 728,000—in all, 
some 6,838,000 deaths within hours of the at- 
tack, the study said, which would “dwarf all 
prior accidents in history.” A near-complete 
breakdown of systems delivering food, water, 
electricity and medicine would follow and 
millions more Americans would die as a con- 
sequence, the study said. 

{From the New England Journal of Medicine, 
Apr. 30, 1998] 
ACCIDENTAL NUCLEAR WAR—A POST-COLD 
WAR ASSESSMENT 


(By Lachlan Forrow, M.D., Bruce G. Blair, 
Ph.D., Ira Helfand, M.D., George Lewis, 
Ph.D., Theodore Postol, Ph.D., Victor 
Sibel, M.D., Barry S. Levy, M.D., Herbert 
Abrams, M.D., and Christine Cassel, M.D.) 


ABSTRACT 


Background.—In the 1980s, many medical 
organizations identified the prevention of 
nuclear war as one of the medical profes- 
sion’s most important goals. An assessment 
of the current danger is warranted given the 
radically changed context of the post-Cold 
War era. 

Methods.—We_ reviewed the recent lit- 
erature on the status of nuclear arsenals and 
the risk of nuclear war. We then estimated 
the likely medical effects of a scenario iden- 
tified by leading experts as posing a serious 
danger: an accidental launch of nuclear 
weapons. We assessed possible measures to 
reduce the risk of such an event. 

Results. U.S. and Russian nuclear-weapons 
systems remain on high alert. This fact, 
combined with the aging of Russian tech- 
nical systems, has recently increased the 
risk of an accidental nuclear attack. As a 
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conservative estimate, an accidental inter- 
mediate-sized launch of weapons from a sin- 
gle Russian submarine would result in the 
deaths of 6,838,000 persons from firestorms in 
eight U.S. cities. Millions of other people 
would probably be exposed to potentially le- 
thal radiation from fallout. An agreement to 
remove all nuclear missiles from high-level 
alert status and eliminate the capability of a 
rapid launch would put an end to this threat. 

Conclusions.—The risk of an accidental nu- 
clear attack has increased in recent years, 
threatening a public health disaster of un- 
precedented scale. Physicians and medical 
organizations should work actively to help 
build support for the policy changes that 
would prevent such a disaster. (N Eng] J Med 
1998; 338:1326—31.) 

During the Cold War, physicians and oth- 
ers described the potential medical con- 
sequences of thermonuclear war and con- 
cluded that health care personnel and facili- 
ties would be unable to provide effective care 
to the vast number of victims of a nuclear 
attack. In 1987, a report by the World Health 
Organization concluded. The only approach 
to the treatment of health effects of nuclear 
warfare is primary prevention, that is, the 
prevention of nuclear war.“ Many physicians 
and medical organizations have argued that 
the prevention of nuclear war should be one 
of the medical profession’s most important 
goals. 

CONTINUED DANGER OF A NUCLEAR ATTACK 

Although many people believe that the 
threat of a nuclear attack largely dis- 
appeared with the end of the Cold War, there 
is considerable evidence to the contrary. The 
United States and Russia no longer confront 
the daily danger of a deliberate, massive nu- 
clear attack, but both nations continue to 
operate nuclear forces as though this danger 
still existed. Each side routinely maintains 
thousands of nuclear warheads on high alert. 
Furthermore, to compensate for its weak- 
ened conventional armed forces, Russia has 
abandoned its no first use“ policy. 

Even though both countries declared in 
1994 that they would not aim strategic mis- 
siles at each other, not even one second has 
been added to the time required to launch a 
nuclear attack: providing actual targeting 
(or retargeting) instructions is simply a 
component of normal launch procedures. The 
default targets of U.S. land-based missiles 
are now the oceans, but Russian missiles 
launched without specific targeting com- 
mands automatically revert to previously 
programmed military targets. 

There have been numerous “broken ar- 
rows” (major nuclear-weapons accidents) in 
the past, including at least five instances of 
U.S. missiles that are capable of carrying nu- 
clear devices flying over or crashing in or 
near the territories of other nations. From 
1975 to 1990, 66,000 military personnel in- 
volved in the operational aspects of U.S. nu- 
clear forces were removed from their posi- 
tions. Of these 66,000, 41 percent were re- 
moved because of alcohol or other drug abuse 
and 20 percent because of psychiatric prob- 
lems. General George Lee Butler, who as 
commander of the U.S. Strategic Command 
from 1991 to 1994 was responsible for all U.S. 
strategic nuclear forces, recently reported 
that he had investigated a dismaying array 
of accidents and incidents involving stra- 
tegic weapons and forces.“ 

Any nuclear arsenal is susceptible to acci- 
dental, inadvertent, or unauthorized use. 
This is true both in countries declared to 
possess nuclear weapons (the United States, 
Russia, France, the United Kingdom, and 
China) and in other countries widely be- 
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lieved to possess nuclear weapons (Israel, 
India, and Pakistan). The combination of the 
massive size of the Russian nuclear arsenal 
(almost 6000 strategic warheads) and growing 
problems in Russian control systems makes 
Russia the focus of greatest current concern. 

Since the end of the Cold War, Russia’s nu- 
clear command system has steadily deterio- 
rated. Aging nuclear communications and 
computer networks are malfunctioning more 
frequently, and deficient early-warning sat- 
ellites and ground radar are more prone to 
reporting false alarms. The saga of the Mir 
space station bears witness to the problems 
of aging Russian technical systems. In addi- 
tion, budget cuts have reduced the training 
of nuclear commanders and thus their pro- 
ficiency in operating nuclear weapons safely. 
Elite nuclear units suffer pay arrears and 
housing and food shortages, which con- 
tribute to low morale and disaffection. New 
offices have recently been established at 
Strategic Rocket Forces bases to address the 
problem of suicide (and unpublished data). 

Safeguards against a nuclear attack will be 
further degraded if the Russian government 
implements its current plan to distribute 
both the unlock codes and conditional 
launch authority down the chain of com- 
mand. Indeed, a recent report by the Central 
Intelligence Agency, which was leaked to the 
press, warned that some Russian submarine 
crews may already be capable of authorizing 
a launch. As then Russian Defense Minister 
Igor Rodionoy warned last year, No one 
today can guarantee the reliability of our 
control systems. Russia might soon 
reach the threshold beyond which its rockets 
and nuclear systems cannot be controlled.” 

A particular danger stems from the reli- 
ance by both Russia and the United States 
on the strategy of launch on warning’’—the 
launching of strategic missiles after a mis- 
sile attack by the enemy has been detected 
but before the missiles actually arrive. Each 
country’s procedures allow a total response 
time of only 15 minutes: a few minutes for 
detecting an enemy attack, another several 
minutes for top-level decision making, and a 
couple of minutes to disseminate the author- 
ization to launch a response. 

Possible scenarios of an accidental or oth- 
erwise unauthorized nuclear attack range 
from the launch of a single missile due to a 
technical malfunction to the launch of a 
massive salvo due to a false warning. A 
strictly mechanical or electrical event as the 
cause of an accidental launch, such as a 
stray spark during missile maintenance, 
ranks low on the scale of plausibility. Ana- 
lysts also worry about whether computer de- 
fects in the year 2000 may compromise the 
control of strategic missiles in Russia, but 
the extent of this danger is not known. 

Several authorities consider a launch 
based on a false warning to be the most plau- 
sible scenario of an accidental attack. This 
danger is not merely theoretical. Serious 
false alarms occurred in the U.S. system in 
1979 and 1980, when human error and com- 
puter-chip failures resulted in indications of 
a massive Soviet missile strike. On January 
25, 1995, a warning related to a U.S. scientific 
rocket launched from Norway led to the acti- 
vation, for the first time in the nuclear era, 
of the “nuclear suitcases” carried by the top 
Russian leaders and initiated an emergency 
nuclear-decision-making conference involv- 
ing the leaders and their top nuclear advi- 
sors. It took about eight minutes to conclude 
that the launch was not part of a surprise 
nuclear strike by Western submarines—less 
than four minutes before the deadline for or- 
dering a nuclear response under standard 
Russian launch-on-warning protocols. 


April 30, 1998 


A missile launch activated by false warn- 
ing is thus possible in both U.S. and Russian 
arsenals. For the reasons noted above, an ac- 
cidental Russian launch is currently consid- 
ered the greater risk. Several specific sce- 
narios have been considered by the Ballistic 
Missile Defense Organization of the Depart- 
ment of Defense. We have chosen to analyze 
a scenario that falls in the middle range of 
the danger posed by an accidental attack: 
the launch against the United States of the 
weapons on board a single Russian Delta-IV 
ballistic-missile submarine, for two reasons. 
First the safeguards against the unauthor- 
ized launch of Russian submarine-based mis- 
siles are weaker than those against either 
silo-based or mobile land-based rockets, be- 
cause the Russian general staff cannot con- 
tinuously monitor the status of the crew and 
missiles or use electronic links to override 
unauthorized launches by the crews. Second, 
the Delta-IV is and will remain the mainstay 
of the Russian strategic submarine fleet. 

Delta-IV submarine carry 16 missiles. Each 
missile is armed with four 100-kt warheads 
and has a range of 8300 km, which is suffi- 
cient to reach almost any part of the conti- 
nental United States from typical launch 
stations in the Barents Sea. These missiles 
are believed to be aimed at soft“ targets, 
usually in or near American cities, whereas 
the more accurate silo-based missiles would 
attack U.S. military installations. Although 
a number of targeting strategies are possible 
for any particular Delta-IV, it is plausible 
that two of its missiles are assigned to at- 
tack war-supporting targets in each of eight 
U.S. urban areas. If 4 of the 16 missiles failed 
to reach their destinations because of mal- 
functions before or after the launch, then 12 
missiles carrying a total of 48 warheads 
would reach their targets. 


POTENTIAL CONSEQUENCES OF A NUCLEAR 
ACCIDENT 


We assume that eight U.S. urban areas are 
hit: four with four warheads and four with 
eight warheads. We also assume that the tar- 
gets have been selected according to stand- 
ard military priorities: industrial, financial, 
and transportation sites and other compo- 
nents of the infrastructure that are essential 
for supporting or recovering from war. Since 
low-altitude bursts are required to ensure 
the destruction of structures such as docks, 
concrete runways, steel-reinforced buildings, 
and underground facilities, most if not all 
detonations will cause substantial early fall- 
out. 


Physical Effects 


Under our model, the numbers of imme- 
diate deaths are determined primarily by the 
area of the superfires“ that would result 
from a thermonuclear explosion over a city. 
Fires would ignite across the exposed area to 
roughly 10 or more calories of radiant heat 
per square centimeter, coalescing into a 
giant firestorm with hurricane-force winds 
and average air temperatures above the boil- 
ing point of water. Within this area, the 
combined effects of superheated wind, toxic 
smoke, and combustion gases would result in 
a death rate approaching 100 percent. 

For each 100-kt warhead, the radius of the 
circle of nearly 100 percent short-term 
lethality would be 4.3 km (2.7 miles), the 
range within which 10 cal per square centi- 
meter is delivered to the earth’s surface from 
the hot fireball under weather conditions in 
which the visibility is 8 km (5 miles), which 
is low for almost all weather conditions. We 
used Census CD to calculate the residential 
population within these areas according to 
1990 U.S. Census data, adjusting for areas 
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where circles from different warheads over- 
lapped. In many urban areas, the daytime 


population, and therefore the casualties, 
would be much higher. 
Fallout 


The cloud of radioactive dust produced by 
low-altitude bursts would be deposited as 
fallout downwind of the target area. The 
exact areas of fallout would not be predict- 
able, because they would depend on wind di- 
rection and speed, but there would be large 
zones of potentially lethal radiation expo- 
sure, With average wind speeds of 24 to 48 km 
per hour (15 to 30 miles per hour), a 100-kt 
low-altitude detonation would result in a ra- 
diation zone 30 to 60 km (20 to 40 miles) long 
and 3 to 5 km (2 to 3 miles) wide in which ex- 
posed and unprotected persons would receive 
a lethal total dose of 600 rad within six 
hours. With radioactive contamination of 
food and water supplies, the breakdown of re- 
frigeration and sanitation systems, radi- 
ation-induced immune suppression, and 
crowding in relief facilities, epidemics of in- 
fectious diseases would be likely. 


Deaths 


Table 1 shows the estimates of early deaths 
for each cluster of targets in or near the 
eight major urban areas, with a total of 
6,838,000 initial deaths. Given the many inde- 
terminate variables (e.g., the altitude of 
each warhead’s detonation, the direction of 
the wind, the population density in the fall- 
out zone, the effectiveness of evacuation pro- 
cedures, and the availability of shelter and 
relief supplies), a reliable estimate of the 
total number of subsequent deaths from fall- 
out and other sequelae of the attack is not 
possible. With 48 explosions probably result- 
ing in thousands of square miles of lethal 
fallout around urban areas where there are 
thousands of persons per square mile, it is 
plausible that these secondary deaths would 
outnumber the immediate deaths caused by 
the firestorms. 


Medical Care in the Aftermath 


Earlier assessments have documented in 
detail the problems of caring for the injured 
survivors of a nuclear attack: the need for 
care would completely overwhelm the avail- 
able health care resources. Most of the major 
medical centers in each urban area lie within 
the zone of total destruction. The number of 
patients with severe burns and other critical 
injuries would far exceed the available re- 
sources of all critical care facilities nation- 
wide, including the country’s 1708 beds in 
burn-care units (most of which are already 
occupied), The danger of intense radiation 
exposure would make it very difficult for 
emergency personnel even to enter the af- 
fected areas. The nearly complete destruc- 
tion of local and regional transportation, 
communications, and energy networks would 
make it almost impossible to transport the 
severely injured to medical facilities outside 
the affected area. After the 1995 earthquake 
in Kobe, Japan, which resulted in a much 
lower number of casualties (6500 people died 
and 34,900 were injured) and which had few of 
the complicating factors that would accom- 
pany a nuclear attack, there were long 
delays before outside medical assistance ar- 
rived. 


FROM DANGER TO PREVENTION 


Public health professionals now recognize 
that many, if not most, injuries and deaths 
from violence and accidents result from a 
predictable series of events that are, at least 
in principle, preventable. The direct toll that 
would result from an accidental nuclear at- 
tack of the type described above would dwarf 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


all prior accidents in history. Furthermore, 
such an attack, even if accidental, might 
prompt a retaliatory response resulting in an 
all-out nuclear exchange. The World Health 
Organization has estimated that this would 
result in billions of direct and indirect cas- 
ualties worldwide. 


TABLE 1. PREDICTED IMMEDIATE DEATHS FROM 
FIRESTORMS AFTER NUCLEAR DETONATIONS IN EIGHT 
U.S. CITIES. 
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Limitations of Ballistic-Missile Defense 

There are two broad categories of efforts to 
avert the massive devastation that would 
follow the accidental launch of nuclear 
weapons: interception of the launched mis- 
sile in a way that prevents detonation over a 
populated area and prevention of the launch 
itself. Intercepting a launched ballistic mis- 
sile might appear to be an attractive option, 
since it could be implemented unilaterally 
by a country. To this end, construction of a 
U.S. ballistic-missile defense system has 
been suggested. Unfortunately, the tech- 
nology for ballistic-missile defense is 
unproved, and even its most optimistic advo- 
cates predict that it cannot be fully protec- 
tive. Furthermore, the estimated costs 
would range from $4 billion to $13 billion for 
a single-site system to $31 billion to $60 bil- 
lion for a multiple-site system. In either 
case, the system would not be operational 
for many years. 
A Bilateral Agreement to Eliminate High-Level 

Alert Status 

Since ballistic-missile defense offers no so- 
lution at all in the short term and at best an 
expensive and incomplete solution in the 
long term, what can the United States as 
well as other nations do to reduce the risk of 
an accidental nuclear attack substantially 
and quickly? The United States should make 
it the most urgent national public health 
priority to seek a permanent, verified agree- 
ment with Russia to take all nuclear mis- 
siles off high alert and remove the capability 
of a rapid launch. This approach is much less 
expensive and more reliable than ballistic- 
missile defense and can be implemented in 
short order. In various forms, such an agree- 
ment has been urged by the National Acad- 
emy of Sciences, the Canberra Commission, 
General Butler and his military colleagues 
throughout the world, and other experts, 
such as Sam Nunn, former chairman of the 
U.S. Senate Armed Services Committee, and 
Stansfield Turner, former director of the 
Central Intelligence Agency. The Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and an interagency working 


7459 


group are completing a detailed study of de- 
alerting options that will be presented to De- 
fense Secretary William Cohen. 

Major improvements in nuclear stability 
can be achieved rapidly. In the wake of the 
1991 attempted coup in Moscow, Presidents 
George Bush and Mikhail Gorbachev moved 
quickly to enhance nuclear safety and sta- 
bility by taking thousands of strategic weap- 
ons off high alert almost overnight. Today, 
there are specific steps that the United 
States can take almost immediately, since 
they require only the authority of a presi- 
dential directive. These steps include put- 
ting in storage the warheads of the MX mis- 
siles, which will be retired under Strategic 
Arms Reduction Treaty (START) II in any 
case, and the warheads of the four Trident 
submarines that will be retired under 
START III: placing the remaining U.S. bal- 
listic-missile submarines on low alert so that 
it would take at least 24 hours to prepare 
them to launch their missiles; disabling all 
Minuteman III missiles by pinning their 
safety switches open (as was done with the 
Minuteman II missiles under President 
Bush's 1991 directive); and allowing Russia to 
verify these actions with the on-site inspec- 
tions allowed under START I. Similar meas- 
ures should be taken by the Russians. These 
steps—all readily reversible if warranted by 
future developments or if a permanent bilat- 
eral agreement is not reached—would elimi- 
nate today’s dangerous launch-on-warning 
systems, making the U.S. and Russian popu- 
lations immediately safer. Both nations 
should then energetically promote a uni- 
versal norm against maintaining nuclear 
weapons on high alert. 

The Role of Physicians 

In awarding the 1985 Nobel Peace Prize to 
International Physicians for the Prevention 
of Nuclear War, the Nobel Committee under- 
scored the “considerable service to man- 
kind” that physicians have performed by 
“spreading authoritative information and by 
creating an awareness of the catastrophic 
consequences of atomic warfare. This in turn 
contributes to an increase in the pressure of 
public opposition to the proliferation of nu- 
clear weapons and to a redefining of prior- 
ities. .. .” No group is as well situated as 
physicians to help policy makers and the 
public fully appreciate the magnitude of the 
disaster that can ensue if changes in the 
alert status of all nuclear weapons are not 
instituted. 

The only way to make certain that an ac- 
cidental (or any other) nuclear attack never 
occurs is through the elimination of all nu- 
clear weapons and the air-tight international 
control of all fissile materials that can be 
used in nuclear weapons. In 1995, the World 
Court stated that the abolition of nuclear 
weapons is a binding legal obligation of the 
United States, Russia, and all signatories to 
the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, under 
Article 6. Preferring the term “prohibition” 
to “abolition,” the Committee on Inter- 
national Security and Arms Control of the 
U.S. National Academy of Sciences con- 
cluded in its 1997 report, The potential ben- 
efits of comprehensive nuclear disarmament 
are so attractive relative to the attendant 
risks—and the opportunities presented by 
the end of the Cold War. . . are so compel- 
ling—that ... increased attention is now 
warranted to studying and fostering the con- 
ditions that would have to be met to make 
prohibition desirable and feasible.” 

Leading U.S. medical organizations, in- 
cluding the American College of Physicians 
and the American Public Health Association, 
have already joined Physicians for Social 
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Responsibility, International Physicians for 
the Prevention of Nuclear War, and over 1000 
other nongovernmental organizations in 75 
nations to support Abolition 2000, which 
calls for a signed agreement by the year 2000 
committing all countries to the permanent 
elimination of nuclear weapons within a 
specified time frame. The American Medical 
Association has recently endorsed the aboli- 
tion of nuclear weapons, as have the Can- 
berra Commission, military leaders through- 
out the world, major religious organizations, 
and over 100 current and recent heads of 
state and other senior political leaders. 
Some supporters of the abolition of nuclear 
weapons have specifically called for imme- 
diate steps to eliminate the high-level alert 
status of such weapons, as urgent interim 
measures. All parties should cooperate to en- 
sure that these measures are implemented 
rapidly. 
CONCLUSIONS 

The time, place, and circumstances of a 
specific accident are no more predictable for 
nuclear weapons than for other accidents. 
Nonetheless, as long as there is a finite, 
nonzero, annual probability that an acci- 
dental launch will occur, then given suffi- 
cient time, the probability of such a launch 
approaches certainty. Until the abolition of 
nuclear weapons reduces the annual prob- 
ability to zero, our immediate goal must be 
to reduce the probability of a nuclear acci- 
dent to as low a level as possible. Given the 
massive casualties that would result from 
such an accident, achieving this must be 
among the most urgent of all global public 
health priorities. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I conclude by say- 
ing, I just happened 20 minutes ago to 
be speaking to our revered former ma- 
jority leader, Howard Baker, who was 
in the Capitol to testify before the Fi- 
nance Committee. I said I was coming 
over to offer this amendment. He and 
Sam Nunn, Brent Scowcroft, and Alton 
Frye have said, “Don’t do this.” He 
said with respect to Russian nuclear 
weapons; they have them, but they 
don’t know how many they have and 
they don’t know who controls them. 
The whole situation of command and 
control is very limited and weak and 
uncertain. 

Not many years ago, after the end of 
the cold war, Norway put up a rocket 
for purposes of research which put the 
Russian on nuclear alert. They had 15 
minutes to decide whether to go to 
launch on warning. It was that close. 
We were that close to nuclear war. We 
will be closer in the aftermath of 
NATO expansion. 

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I yield the floor. 

Mr. BIDEN. I will yield to my col- 
league, who has somewhere to go, but I 
want to ask the Senator from New 
York a question. Is he aware that the 
point he is making about a hair trig- 
ger—that is, that the Russians have 
moved to a doctrine of not eschewing 
the doctrine of first use, that they are 
now saying they may have to rely on 
the first use of nuclear weapons? Is he 
aware that that doctrine which was 
changed in 1992 had nothing to do with 
the expansion of NATO? 

In 1992, when the Russian military re- 
alized that they. in fact, had imploded 
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when they were incapable of defending 
their borders, they did exactly what 
NATO did when we concluded we did 
not have the conventional force capac- 
ity to stop an all-out attack in Europe 
and indicated that we would use nu- 
clear weapons if, in fact, we were at- 
tacked. 

I ask my friend—I am fascinated by 
his rendition, and I share his concern 
about the hair trigger. But is he sug- 
gesting the decision in 1992 where Rus- 
sia declared that it would not any 
longer abide by its previous policy of 
no first use of nuclear weapons—is he 
aware that was long before the con- 
templation of expansion of NATO? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Is the Senator 
aware of how little time I have to re- 
spond? He put that question on his 
time? 

Mr. BIDEN. I put that question on 
my time, and then I will yield. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Yes, I do. I am very 
much aware of that. But I am also 
aware, on December 17, in the context 
of NATO expansion, a formal document 
was put out saying, “we may not have 
much else but we do have nuclear 
weapons.“ 

Mr. BIDEN. On my own time, if I 
might say, that is a little bit like my 
wife deciding that she is no longer 
going to cook dinner because she is re- 
ceiving her Ph.D. and is taking too 
much time in class, and then 6 months 
later, after having made that decision, 
when I, in fact, do something she does 
not like, she says to me, “I want to for- 
mally tell you I haven't been cooking 
dinner, but I want you to know the rea- 
son I am not cooking dinner now is be- 
cause you were late coming home to- 
night because you didn’t call me from 
Washington and we missed going to 
that play.” 

That is what it is like. It has nothing 
to do—she didn’t cook me dinner before 
for reasons unrelated to me coming 
home late, but if she wants to make a 
point that I missed a play, she may 
very well reiterate, bring out of an old 
bag something that is already being 
used. 

That is what the Russians have done, 
and Mr. Kennan, a revered figure we 
both know—you know him better than 
I—believes this is dangerous. Paul 
Nitze thinks it is dangerous for totally 
different reasons. Kennan thinks it is 
dangerous because he thinks it will ex- 
acerbate the prospects of any democ- 
racy occurring in Russia. Nitze thinks 
it is dangerous because he is worried 
that NATO will get fat and flabby now 
and not be available as a significant 
military force, were things to go back 
in Russia. 

I think it is comparing—with all due 
respect to my learned friend—apples 
and oranges. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I 
might, on the time of the Senator from 
New York—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Oregon yield time? 
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Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
will take the time jointly of my col- 
league from New York. I am privileged 
to be a cosponsor of this amendment. 
Of course, I will grant the Senator the 
opportunity to speak, and then I will 
follow the Senator from Oregon. 

The point is, to Senator BIDEN’s com- 
ment on the issue of the nuclear weap- 
ons. The Senator from New York and I 
are not rattling the nuclear saber and 
trying to utilize fear as a point. There 
is a very logical argument as it relates 
just to the Baltics, that that is part of 
the equation if indeed they are admit- 
ted, and indeed NATO has to become a 
part of the defense system. But let’s 
put that to one side. What the Senator 
from New York was trying to say, and 
did say very eloquently, is that since 
1992 the Russian military, across the 
board, with the exception of their nu- 
clear arsenals, has suffered severe deg- 
radation. How well we all know, their 
officer corps has no housing, their mili- 
tary enlisted no pay, and they haven't 
put a surface ship of any significant 
numbers to sea in a long time. The one 
system that threatens the United 
States, and always will, is the strategic 
nuclear system. 

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, as the 
Senator knows, they are routinely dis- 
mantling that system under Nunn- 
Lugar, in the face of expansion of 
NATO. I find that fascinating, and I 
also find it fascinating that they over- 
whelmingly ratified the CWC in the 
Duma. And as recently as two weeks 
ago, the number two man in the Krem- 
lin is here telling us—excuse me, the 
foreign minister is here in the United 
States saying, by the way, by the end 
of the summer we are going to ratify 
START II. I don’t fail to share the con- 
cerns of my friends about the nuclear 
hair trigger. 

My point is, as we are talking about 
expanding NATO, what they have been 
doing is exactly the opposite of what is 
being implied here. They have contin- 
ued to move forward on arms control 
agreement, they have continued to de- 
stroy their nuclear arsenal, they have 
continued to go along with the CFE 
arms agreement and other treaties and 
destroyed their conventional weapons, 
saying they will no longer abide by the 
doctrine of no first use, which occurred 
in 1992 when they realized that all they 
had left was their nuclear arsenal. 
That is my point. 

It is non sequitur to suggest that the 
reason why we should be concerned is 
we are expanding NATO. That has 
nothing to do with it. There is not a 
shred of evidence of that. Now, there 
may very well be a hardening of posi- 
tions in the domestic political situa- 
tion in Russia. It may very well be that 
the browns and the reds get a little 
more muscle and the nationalists gain 
some. I don’t think so, but I acknowl- 
edge that it may be. But their nuclear 
doctrine is unrelated, put in place 5 
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years before NATO was a glint in the 
eye of President Clinton. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
say to my good friend that he is quite 
right in his recitation. There has been 
an active number of steps taken by 
Russia. We are still in question as to 
whether the Duma is going to move 
and approve the pending arms control. 
I do not yield that point. In an hour or 
so, I will be addressing the moratorium 
of 3 years. Russia has more or less ac- 
cepted the fact that, in all likelihood, 
these 3 nations will come in. But I say 
to my colleague, they may draw the 
line with those 3. That is why I am 
going to ask this body to consider very 
carefully a time period in which to as- 
sess the impact of the 3 before we move 
forward with further consideration. We 
will wait an hour or so to address that. 

I take strong disagreement with the 
fact that the Russians are going along 
with everything we are doing. 

Mr. BIDEN. That is why the Senator 
should vote against his first amend- 
ment and for the second amendment. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon is recognized. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Madam Presi- 
dent, I find it very humbling to be 
among these giants as a newcomer to 
this body. I feel something like the stu- 
dent questioning the wisdom of his pro- 
fessor because when it comes to names 
like PAT MOYNIHAN, JOHN WARNER, and 
Sam Nunn, these are men whom I ad- 
mire and whom I have read about for 
years in history books. 

Yet, I rise to oppose this amendment 
for reasons that I think are very, very 
important. I wonder as we consider the 
feelings of the Russians—and I am not 
saying those considerations are illegit- 
imate, but what are the feelings of the 
Pols, the Czechs, and the Hungarians? 
Do they have no right to qualify to 
self-determination to be a part of the 
western alliance? I have had officials 
from all of those countries tell me that 
if they had to choose between the EU 
or NATO membership, they would take 
membership in NATO; whether right or 
wrong, they are afraid of Russia. I be- 
lieve they have a right to qualify to be 
a part of the west. And, yes, strong 
economies are so important; but, 
frankly, they recognize that security 
precedes strong economic growth. 

Madam President, the European 
Union may be many things, but it is 
certainly not a substitute for U.S. lead- 
ership in Europe. The EU has proved 
time and again that it is incapable of 
acting together on matters of foreign 
and security policy. Its military arm, 
the Western European Union, refuses 
to take action when European interests 
are threatened and, instead, turns to 
NATO or individual member states to 
address problems on the continent of 
Europe. 
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The political vision of the European 
Union extends no further than its trade 
interests, shown most recently by its 
rush to reengage the regime in Iran 
and its refusal to jeopardize commer- 
cial contacts by even mentioning the 
civil rights record of the Chinese gov- 
ernment. 

In contrast, for 50 years, NATO has 
been the defender of freedom and de- 
mocracy and has shown that it is will- 
ing to make the necessary sacrifices to 
assure the success of these valued prin- 
ciples. In its membership, NATO in- 
cludes two countries that will appar- 
ently never be in the European Union— 
the United States and Canada. It in- 
cludes Norway, which rejected EU 
membership in a public referendum, 
and it includes Turkey, whose applica- 
tion to the EU has been repeatedly 
rebuffed. 

How ironic it would be if we pass an 
amendment here that says before these 
countries can be in NATO, they must 
be in the EU, but, by the way, Turkey, 
which is a member of NATO, appar- 
ently will never be a member of the 
EU. Austria, Finland, and Sweden are 
all members of the EU, with continued 
neutrality policies. It is not just the 
different missions of NATO and the EU 
that made denying NATO enlargement 
to EU membership untenable, but the 
different membership of the two orga- 
nizations lead it to take varying posi- 
tions on issues of importance to both. 

Further, the economies of Poland, 
Hungary and the Czech Republic are 
growing faster than almost all of the 
countries of the European Union. Con- 
sider some recent statistics that dem- 
onstrate the disparity between these 3 
countries and the current EU members. 
In 1997, Italy’s estimated economic 
growth rate was 1.5 percent, Germany’s 
was 2.2 percent, France’s was 2.4 per- 
cent. Meanwhile, Poland’s growth rate 
was an astounding 7 percent. Hungary's 
economy grew by a healthy 4 percent. 
Growth in the Czech Republic was less 
impressive in 1997, due to severe flood- 
ing in that country, but their economy 
is expected to rebound in 1998. The Eu- 
ropean Union's regulation, taxes, sub- 
sidies, and labor laws could very well 
hurt the economic development and 
growth potential of Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic. The pursuit of 
membership in the EU should be a 
careful decision made by countries in 
Central and Eastern Europe and should 
not be a requirement for NATO mem- 
bership. Even if these countries elect 
to seek EU membership, the European 
Union has made it clear that it will 
take years for them to conform their 
legislation to the multitude of EU laws 
and regulations. 

In short, the amendment of my friend 
from New York is a delaying tactic 
that runs counter to U.S. security in- 
terests. Therefore, I oppose any effort 
to link NATO enlargement to member- 
ship in the European Union, and urge 
my colleagues to do the same. 
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Madam President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
want to follow along. The Senator from 
Oregon touched on the historical con- 
text of how nations are admitted into 
NATO, and there was some thought 
that Turkey—regrettably they are not 
a member of the EU, but we must re- 
member that at the time Turkey was 
admitted it was really at the height of 
the cold war. NATO made the decision 
that it was imperative. In 1952, Europe 
was facing the pinnacle of that tragic 
period, and Turkey brought with them 
an enormous military strength which 
was proven. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. On the southern 
flank. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, the 
Senator is absolutely right. On the 
southern flank. It was in NATO’s inter- 
est at that time to admit Turkey. Tur- 
key, of course, throughout their par- 
ticipation in NATO, has been in the 
forefront of strength on the southern 
flank as it is today. It is my hope—in- 
deed, my expectation—that someday 
the EU will have a realization of that 
contribution and consider their mem- 
bership. But I don’t think this argu- 
ment that NATO has admitted nations 
without EU membership carries any 
weight in the face of the historical con- 
text in which Turkey was admitted. 

I wish to engage my colleague from 
New York. I am privileged to be a co- 
sponsor. 

The struggle today of the three na- 
tions that we are considering for mem- 
bership is not a military one. There is 
no threat. The administration candidly 
admits that. I think the Senator from 
Delaware would admit that there is no 
significant military threat. Russia 
today, in terms of its land forces, en- 
gaged them in the battle of Chechnya. 
That dragged on for an almost intermi- 
nable period. It really ended by vir- 
tually exhaustion of both sides mili- 
tarily as opposed to a military victory. 
Certainly they don't have the forces to 
mount any aggression in the context of 
a land attack on the three nations the 
subject of which we are discussing 
today. The military put it aside. It is 
an economic struggle all through the 
former Warsaw Pact to have their de- 
mocracies, to have their participation 
in a free market system. 

Along comes the conferring of NATO 
membership, presumably, on these 
three nations. Immediately, in my 
judgment, that gives them a very sig- 
nificant advantage over the others who 
are waiting for admission into NATO 
and the world market. It is not unlike 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora- 
tion. You put your money in our bank. 
It is guaranteed by the Federal Govern- 
ment. They can advertise in the world 
market. We are now a member of 
NATO. You build your plant here. In- 
vest your dollars in our countries. It is 
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a lot safer than it would be in, say, Ro- 
mania, Slovenia, Bulgaria, or other 
areas of the world. It is going to give 
them an enormous advantage economi- 
cally over those nations patiently 
waiting in line. I think it will breed 
friction. That friction could, indeed, 
involve confrontation, hopefully not 
with the use of arms. 

But I ask my distinguished colleague 
if he agrees with that thought. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Madam President, 
with a measure of trepidation I hear 
the former Secretary of the Navy refer 
to me as a distinguished colleague, I 
certainly am honored to be with him in 
this debate, I say that I completely 
agree. Just the fact of NATO’s guar- 
antee of the borders of these three 
countries gives them an advantage 
over the rest of Eastern Europe. That 
is formidable, among other things. 

Could I just take a moment to agree 
that the idea that Turkey can’t get 
into the EU is appalling. When we were 
fighting in Korea in the first real war 
of the cold war, the Turks were there. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
remember it well because their units 
were alongside the Marines. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. That the Senator 
from Virginia was in. 

Mr. WARNER. I was in the air part. 
I went up to the division, and I remem- 
ber the Turkish units, and they were 
superb fighters. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I couldn't agree 
more. The EU should be extending 
membership to Turkey, in my view. 
Why not? When Europe was in ruins we 
went to rescue them by creating 
NATO. Now, by God, it would be not 
too much to hope that their precious 
Common Agricultural Policy might be 
adjusted to include Poland, if it costs 
them a little. It would cost them a 
great deal more if instability returns 
to Europe. 

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question on my time? 

Mr. WARNER. Yes. Of course. 

Mr. BIDEN. Does this mean that Tur- 
key has to get out of NATO now? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. No. 

Mr. BIDEN. Good. I thank you. 

Mr. WARNER. We thank the distin- 
guished Senator from Delaware for 
bringing up that point. 

But, if I may further engage my 
friend and colleague, if I had to list my 
concerns in this debate on this amend- 
ment and the others today, cost always 
comes back and rings in my ear, as 
well as the security of the men and 
women of the Armed Forces of the 
United States, who in years forward 
will be a part of our NATO force. But 
let’s go to cost. 

I have said it before. The distin- 
guished Senator from Iowa has said it. 
There is a blank check involved in 
these votes today. EU membership 
would be a way to evaluate the eco- 
nomic ability of these three countries 
to meet their financial obligations to 
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NATO. Should those financial obliga- 
tions fall short, Madam President, 
guess who is going to pick it up. The 
United States of America, in participa- 
tion with nations and other countries, 
by virtue of the EU giving their impri- 
matur on these countries will be fur- 
ther assurance that they will have eco- 
nomic productivity and the like to gen- 
erate the dollars to meet their require- 
ments to pay the bill to upgrade their 
militaries, militaries which today are 
largely equipped with old Soviet equip- 
ment, which has to be replaced if you 
are to have interoperability with the 
NATO forces. All of that is going to be 
a very, very hefty bill. I would like to 
see the EU pronounce their economic 
viability as nations, which gives us a 
certain amount of assurance in return 
that the American taxpayer will not be 
picking up a greater and greater por- 
tion of their obligation to modernize 
their forces. 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, it 
must be that I am a little slow on the 
uptake here, because it seems to me 
that my friends are making my case. 
Let me explain what I mean by that, 
and they can correct me. 

First of all, in the Foreign Relations 
Committee, I recall when we had this 
vote—and I say it again—in Europe, 
farm—f-a-r-m—policy always trumps 
foreign policy. Both have made my 
point. They acknowledge that. There is 
no possibility that Europe is going to 
do the right thing. They have not thus 
far. The reason, in my view, we must 
stay as a European power is that they 
have continued to demonstrate their 
immaturity over the past, and not 
much has changed in 50 years in terms 
of the willingness of anyone to lead. 

If we acknowledge that farm—f-a-r- 
m—policy always trumps foreign policy 
in Europe—I challenge anyone to give 
me an example where it has not—then 
I ask you: Is this not a red herring? 
Join EU first before you can get into 
NATO. 

The second point I will make: No one 
knows the history of this nation and 
Europe on this floor better than my 
friend from New York. As I said before, 
and I mean this sincerely, I am always 
uncomfortable when I am on the oppo- 
site side of an argument with my friend 
from New York. 

Let me review very, very briefly the 
history of NATO and its founding, and 
the relationship between the economic 
health of a nation being invited in, and 
the ability or the willingness of the 
United States and other NATO mem- 
bers to invite that nation in. 

From a policy perspective, NATO 
membership and EU membership—that 
is what this amendment is about, EU 
membership first before NATO—it is 
supposed to, and has been suggested by 
my two friends who are the sponsors of 
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this amendment, somehow put the cart 
before the horse, that is, military alli- 
ance before economic unity, economic 
growth, economic security. 

I quote from the Senate Foreign Re- 
lations Committee report of 1949, the 
document that was brought to the floor 
of the Senate urging us to sign the 
Washington treaty. It said: 

This treaty is designed to contribute to- 
ward the further development of peaceful 
and friendly international relationships, to 
strengthen free institutions of the parties, 
and promote better understanding of the 
principles upon which they are founded, to 
promote the conditions of stability and well- 
being, and to encourage economic collabora- 
tion. It should facilitate long-term economic 
recovery through replacing the sense of inse- 
curity by one of confidence in the future. 

That was the original purpose. The 
original purpose was to promote eco- 
nomic stability. Nobody said then nor 
has—and I will quote Acheson and a 
few others in a moment. Nobody has 
said then or at any moment in our his- 
tory since that time that, by the way, 
a condition of joining NATO must be 
economic integration first, should be 
economic integration first, must be a 
demonstration of a strong economy 
first. No one has ever said that, includ- 
ing George Kennan. George Kennan ar- 
gued and thought this would promote 
economic stability as well as military 
security. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will my friend yield 
for a quick question? 

Mr. BIDEN. I would be delighted to 
yield. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Does it occur to 
him that that passage in the Foreign 
Relations report referred to economic 
cooperation between France and Ger- 
many, the Schuman Plan? 

Mr. BIDEN. Yes, it clearly did. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. That finally led to 
the iron and steel community. 

Mr. BIDEN. It clearly did. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. In time to be the 
European Union? 

Mr. BIDEN. It clearly did. But they 
needed military security 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Oh, yes. 

Mr. BIDEN. To be able to ensure 
their economic stability. There is no 
question it referred to that. And there 
is no question that Acheson, referring 
to the relationship in 1952, said so in 
his testimony before the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee when he urged Greek 
and Turkish membership by first re- 
calling that the two nations already 
joined us in an associate status with 
NATO, as do the countries we are talk- 
ing about now, and Acheson empha- 
sized that “the positive action rested 
not on their military contributions to 
the alliance but on their advances in 
democracy, rule of law, western ori- 
entation and the likelihood that NATO 
membership would deepen this.” 

The only point I am trying to make 
is the obvious one we keep forgetting. 
My colleagues who oppose expansion 
and wish to slow it or change it or alter 
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it come to the floor and argue that this 
was uniquely a military alliance; its 
soul purpose was to make sure the 
Fulda Gap was not wide open for War- 
saw Pact units to come pouring 
through. 

That was its essential purpose. It is 
still its essential purpose. But it was 
not its only purpose in the beginning, 
in the middle, in the end. And so I 
would suggest that we tend to inten- 
tionally confuse our colleagues and the 
public when we say that we raise all 
these questions about the economic 
stability. The economic stability of the 
countries in question coming in is rel- 
evant in terms of whether they can pay 
their freight. That is an important 
question. 

But this notion of winners and losers, 
now, I would ask the rhetorical ques- 
tion, if in fact by bringing the Czech 
Republic, Poland and Hungary into 
NATO, that would in fact seriously dis- 
advantage Romania, Slovenia, and all 
the other countries in question, does 
anyone ever stop to ask themselves the 
question, why is Romania ardently for 
Hungary’s membership? Is it because 
they like being put at an economic dis- 
advantage? Is it because they think 
this is a good idea; it will spur the 
competitive juices of our people? Is 
that why? If this is going to be so de- 
bilitating because there is going to be 
losers, that this is a zero sum game, 
why are they all for it? Not for it te- 
pidly, not for it on the margins, but for 
it with an enthusiasm to the degree 
they send their Foreign Ministers to 
this country to importune me and 
many others. Please. 

Now, obviously, they want to get in. 
They want to get in in the future. They 
have no promise of getting in. They 
have the hope of getting in. But the 
idea that we are going to debilitate, we 
are going to worsen, we are going to 
put at a serious disadvantage the econ- 
omy of our other friends seems either 
to suggest that our other friends are 
too stupid to know what their own eco- 
nomic interests are—and they clearly 
are not, in my view—or it is not debili- 
tating to their economies. 

Madam President, it seems to me if 
you want to take a further look at this, 
in 1955, the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee report welcomed West Germany 
as “not only a major step toward the 
elimination of intra-European strife 
but in a broader sense these agree- 
ments provide the foundation for close 
cooperation and integration among Eu- 
ropean allies. The committee was im- 
pressed with particularly Secretary 
Dulles’ statement on the psychological 
impact of this association, the in- 
creased effectiveness of the sense of 
duty, and the cohesion which will be 
brought about in Western Europe by 
Germany’s participation in the West- 
ern European Union as well as NATO.” 

Again, to make the point. Spain, in 
1982, bears the closest resemblance to 
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the current applicants. Spain, having 
returned to democracy only 5 years 
earlier, believed NATO membership 
would consolidate Spanish democracy 
and assist at a lesser cost, as the Poles 
believe, the process of military mod- 
ernization it had to undertake regard- 
less of membership. And aside from ge- 
ography, Spain was judged to offer lit- 
tle in the way of military assets useful 
to the alliance in 1982 prior to the com- 
pletion of its modernization. Spain did 
not enter the EU until 1986, 4 years 
after, 4 years after NATO. 

Madam President, historically, the 
economic component of the impact on 
the relationship with NATO of a new 
member state has been considered from 
1949 on, and every time since, and it 
has been viewed consistently as better 
for the economies of the countries that 
have been unable to gain these larger 
economic relationships to join NATO 
first. That has been a stated purpose of 
bringing them in as well as the mili- 
tary component. Historically, member- 
ship in NATO has preceded membership 
in the European Common Market, or 
any economic grouping, in every in- 
stance. 

Reserving the remainder of my time 
by saying this—when I finish this one 
comment. Why in the Lord’s name 
would we, unless we just were simply 
flat against expanding NATO—which I 
understand. If this is designed as a kill- 
er amendment, it is a good strategy, 
but the logic of it Iam lost in trying to 
comprehend. I find no logic to it, other 
than it being a killer amendment. You 
might as well attach an antiabortion 
amendment to the treaty. That would 
kill it. I don’t want to give anybody 
any ideas. In this place, it may gen- 
erate some ideas, but not by any of the 
Members on the floor. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Hyperbole. Hyper- 
bole. 

Mr. BIDEN. But—it is hyperbole that 
I am engaging in now, it was just 
pointed out by my friend from New 
York. But let me tell you what is not 
hyperbole. There is no historical prece- 
dent for this. There is no logical ra- 
tionale as to why this would, in fact, 
facilitate NATO membership down the 
road, because we all know farm policy 
will prevail over foreign policy. 

And lastly, I respectfully suggest 
that it bears no relationship, no rela- 
tionship whatsoever, to anything any- 
one in the past has thought was nec- 
essary to strengthen NATO—none, 
zero, none, historically, politically, 
economically, socially, in any way. It 
may be a good idea, and I have been 
battling the Europeans, in my capacity 
as the chairman of or the ranking 
member of the European Affairs Sub- 
committee, for years, to “do the right 
thing. Do the right thing. Let your 
brothers in.” 

Let me point out, if tomorrow you 
went to the Russians and said, I have 
a deal for you; here is what we are 
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going to do: All those European coun- 
tries or former satellite states will be- 
come part of the EU and you will never 
be a member of the EU; or they will 
not be members of the EU, but they 
will be members of NATO, which you 
may be able to do; you choose’’—there 
is not an economist, there is not a 
democrat, in Russia who would choose 
the former over the latter, in my hum- 
ble opinion, not a one. 

So the fear—if you are worried about 
Russia being isolated, then isolate Rus- 
sia economically from the rest of Eu- 
rope as a condition before they can 
enter, anyone can enter, NATO. 

The Europeans may grow beyond 
that and show their largess and bring 
in Russian farmers and all that 
wheat—all that wheat, as we give them 
the technological capability and the 
transportation infrastructure to be 
able to transport it to Europe. You 
watch. You watch. I am willing to bet 
any of you anything you would like, 
the likelihood of the EU being eco- 
nomically generous, extending any lar- 
gess to the East, is zero, as distin- 
guished from this defensive military 
alliance that provides political secu- 
rity for Russia on her border and di- 
minishes the realistic prospect that 
any demagoguing nationalist will be 
able to inflame people enough to think 
that they could, in fact, realize any 
dead dreams. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, 
first I ask the Parliamentarian to ad- 
vise the Senate with regard to the bal- 
ance of the remaining time, if the 
Chair would address that issue, please? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The op- 
position has 2 minutes remaining, and 
the Senator has 3 minutes 44 seconds. 

Mr. WARNER. Of course, I urge the 
proponent of the pending amendment 
to proceed with the remainder of his 
time. Then we have the distinguished 
Senator from New Jersey, who has 
been patiently waiting. At the appro- 
priate moment, if the Chair will advise 
the Senator from Virginia, I will intro- 
duce my amendment, which then be- 
gins a 2-hour time equally divided. I 
am certain the leadership entrusted to 
us the management of these two 
amendments in such a way that we 
stay on schedule, because the Senate 
has a very heavy load with regard to 
this treaty for the remainder of the 
day. I personally said to the leader- 
ship—and I will stand by it—we will do 
everything we can to see that this 
vote, final vote on this treaty, is cast 
tonight in a timely way, hopefully ear- 
lier than later, to accommodate a num- 
ber of Members. 

I yield the floor at the moment. The 
distinguished Senator from New York 
is seeking recognition. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New York. 
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Mr. MOYNIHAN. Madam President, 
may I express my gratitude to the Sen- 
ator from Delaware for his thoughtful 
comments. Might I simply respond that 
the behavior of the Western Europeans 
and the European Union has been self- 
interested. But perhaps, after half a 
century of our defending them, having 
in the first instance liberated them, we 
might hope for a more open view. 

For half a century, half the defense 
expenditure of the United States has 
gone to NATO. I believe that is cor- 
rect—half. We have had American 
troops on the Rhine since 1944. That, 
Madam President, is the stuff of 
Roman Legions. But out of that com- 
mitment which we have made—an un- 
paralleled act of generosity and self-in- 
terest, but informed self-interest and 
extraordinary generosity—has grown a 
vibrant and wealthy European commu- 
nity. On Saturday, many of its mem- 
bers will form a common currency. It is 
not too much to ask them to do them- 
selves and Europe the favor of extend- 
ing membership to these newly inde- 
pendent nations. I can imagine that 
they will if we make the effort. We are 
the ones who first came along with the 
proposal to expand NATO and therefore 
expand American force. Isn't a half- 
century enough? I would have thought 
it was. I would not give up hope that 
we might see some enlightened self-in- 
terest in Brussels. There is really rea- 
son to hope for that. 

When the Senator from Delaware 
mentioned the economic divisions of 
the Washington treaty as reported by 
the Foreign Relations Committee, they 
were talking about the Schuman Plan, 
an unheard of plan to have France and 
Germany unite in a common market— 
common production of iron and steel 
and the coal that goes with it. The dis- 
putes over Alsace-Lorraine, which they 
fought over for all those years, might 
come to an end. It did. And it could 
happen again. 

I thank the Chair. I very much appre- 
ciate the courtesy that has been shown 
to Senator WARNER and myself. I see 
Senator TORRICELLI is on the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. I yield myself 30 seconds. 

Madam President, the Treaty of 
Rome wasn’t until the mid-1950s, and it 
was unheard of in 1949, as the Schuman 
Plan was. The only point I am making 
is, any cooperation in Europe was one 
of the purposes of NATO; it was to en- 
courage that cooperation. But what 
they had in mind in May of 1949 may 
have been only the Schuman Plan and/ 
or something else. The EU wasn’t even 
around until the mid-1950s. That wasn’t 
even thought of either. 

So the whole notion was that eco- 
nomic cooperation in Europe produced 
stability, enhanced democracy, and, in 
turn, allowed for military security. It 
is still the case. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 30 
seconds of the time has expired. The 
Senator has all the remaining time. 

Mr. BIDEN. I beg your pardon? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 1 minute 20 seconds. 

Mr. BIDEN. I yield to my friend from 
Texas the remainder of time on this 
amendment, if I may yield him a total 
of 5 minutes, whatever that takes off of 
the WARNER amendment—if I am able 
to do that? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH of New Hampshire). Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Texas is recognized. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, when- 
ever the Senator from New York and 
the Senator from Virginia offer an 
amendment, we know it is well rea- 
soned and we know it is well intended 
and so I think, as a result, we are al- 
ways correct in being cautious in op- 
posing such an amendment. 

But I am opposed to this amendment 
because, while I think their argument 
is well reasoned as far as it goes—it is 
certainly well intended—I think it is 
an amendment which does not belong 
in this legislation and which is fun- 
damentally destructive. 

If our colleagues want to encourage 
the European Union to expand and to 
grant membership to Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic, I am for that. 
I think that EU membership expansion 
to Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Re- 
public should occur, I strongly support 
it, and if we were voting on that issue, 
and that issue alone, I would vote for 
this amendment. 

I remind my colleagues that NATO 
membership today is not made up of 
countries that are solely members of 
the European economic community. 
Iceland, Norway, Turkey, Canada and 
the United States are not members of 
the European Union. I, for one, would 
support American membership in the 
European Union, but I don’t think they 
are going to let us join. 

Might I say that while we are encour- 
aging the European Union to expand 
its membership, we ought to start with 
Turkey. It is absolutely outrageous 
that the opposition of one country is 
preventing Turkey from having an op- 
portunity to be part of the European 
economic community when Turkey has 
been an anchor of NATO for 46 years, 
when Turkey did as much as any other 
country to keep Ivan back from the 
gate, when Turkey provides the largest 
land army of any European NATO na- 
tion. These contributions ultimately 
helped check the Soviet expansion and 
through the power of ideas and freedom 
tore down the Berlin Wall, liberated 
Eastern Europe, and freed more people 
than any victory in any war in the his- 
tory of mankind. 

If our objective is to start urging the 
European Union to expand its member- 
ship as a precondition for membership 
in NATO, let’s begin by urging them to 
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expand their membership to nations 
which are already part of NATO and 
which contributed greatly to winning 
the cold war. 

I think this is an arbitrary distinc- 
tion that does not belong in this bill. If 
we want to do something to encourage 
the European Union to expand, I am in 
favor of that. I would certainly vote for 
a resolution urging them to expand, to 
take in Poland and Hungary and the 
Czech Republic, but I think we ought 
to begin with Turkey. 

But that is not what is before us 
today. What is before us today is a fun- 
damental decision as to whether we are 
going to let an arbitrarily drawn line, 
a line drawn by Stalin in Europe 
through the Iron Curtain at the end of 
World War II, stand as a permanent di- 
vision of Europe in terms of military 
alliance. 

I am not oblivious to concerns that 
have been raised about the cost of ex- 
panding NATO. I am not oblivious to 
other concerns with regard to Russia 
and to its response, but in the end, I 
am swayed by the argument that we 
should not allow communism, which is 
now on the ash heap of history, to de- 
termine the composition of our mili- 
tary alliance in Europe. Therefore, I in- 
tend to vote to expand NATO, but I do 
not believe that that expansion should 
be conditioned on membership in the 
European Union. 

Let me also remind my colleagues 
that Austria, Finland, Ireland, and 
Sweden are members of the European 
Union, but they are not members of 
NATO. 

This is a clear-cut choice. I think 
this amendment is the wrong thing to 
do, and I urge my colleagues to oppose 
it. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, it would be 
a great mistake to condition the future 
of the NATO, a transatlantic military 
alliance of unparalleled success led by 
the United States, to actions and deci- 
sions of the European Union. The EU is 
a strictly European political-economic 
organization of which the United 
States is not a member and has no say. 
For this reason, it is with great regret 
that I stand in opposition to my good 
friend, the Senator from New York, 
and urge my colleagues to vote against 
this amendment. 

EU enlargement is highly desirable 
on its own merits. Indeed, the Resolu- 
tion of Ratification specifically states 
it is the policy of the United States to 
encourage EU enlargement. 

However, as worthy as EU enlarge- 
ment is, it should not be formally 
linked to NATO enlargement. Nor 
should EU membership serve as a con- 
dition for NATO aspirants. Let me em- 
phasize three basic reasons: 

First, this amendment is incon- 
sistent with the Washington Treaty. 
Article 10 of the Treaty states that 
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membership in NATO is open to, and I 
quote, “any European State in a posi- 
tion to further the principles of this 
treaty and to contribute to the secu- 
rity of the North Atlantic area.” 

The North Atlantic Treaty makes no 
mention of the European Union. More- 
over, several NATO member states are 
not EU members, including the United 
States, Canada, Turkey, Iceland and 
Norway. Are they any less effective 
members of the Alliance because they 
are not part of the EU? The answer is 
unambiguously NO. 

And what if Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic decide, as Norway 
has—a founding member of NATO— 
that membership in the European 
Union in not in their interests? I point 
this out to highlight that this amend- 
ment establishes an arbitrary standard 
that is not necessarily a reflection of a 
NATO aspirant’s state of economic and 
political well-being. 

Second, Mr President, by condi- 
tioning NATO membership on attain- 
ment of EU membership, this amend- 
ment would strip the Alliance of con- 
trol over its own future—specifically 
its decisions over future membership— 
and transfer it over the European 
Union. The EU is not a transatlantic 
organization. It has no effective secu- 
rity or defense capability or policy for 
that matter. Let us not forget, it was a 
complete failure in the effort to end to 
the conflict in Bosnia. Do we really 
want the EU to have such significant 
influence over NATO? 

And, let us not over look the fact 
that this amendment could well sus- 
pend NATO enlargement indefinitely. 
EU enlargement is far from certain. It 
is far from clear when the EU will ex- 
tend its membership to Poland, the 
Czech Republic and Hungary. It could 
be a decade, if not more for all we 
know. There are still significant polit- 
ical forces and economic interests 
within the EU deeply opposed to EU 
enlargement. 

Third, this amendment would under- 
cut U.S. leadership of NATO by rel- 
egating the United States—and the 
United States Senate for that matter— 
to a second class tier of Alliance mem- 
bers. Why? because NATO members 
who are not in the European Union 
would be denied the same voice and au- 
thority over the future of the Alliance 
that this amendment would reserve for 
those NATO countries that are mem- 
bers of the European Union. 

In one fell swoop, this amendment 
would: impose an unprecedented re- 
striction upon the Washington Treaty; 
transfer key decisions over NATO’s fu- 
ture to the EU, an European institu- 
tion that lacks an effective security 
policy; demote the United States to a 
new second-class tier of Alliance mem- 
bers; and, thereby weaken U.S. leader- 
ship of NATO. 

I am sure that these are not the in- 
tentions behind this amendment, but 
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they would clearly be the con- 
sequences. My colleagues, we have no 
choice but to vote this amendment 
down. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, from a 
strictly American foreign policy view- 
point, requiring EU membership first is 
sheer folly. Why would we want to 
place such a key element of our na- 
tional security decisionmaking in the 
hands of the European Union—an orga- 
nization to which we do not belong? 

Already we are seeing the EU mem- 
bers disagreeing over how quickly 
those invited should be allowed in. 

To give the EU, in effect, a veto over 
NATO membership, might encourage 
the creation of an EU caucus within 
NATO, limiting the United States abil- 
ity to advance our diplomatic and mili- 
tary goals in the committees of the Al- 
liance. 

Moreover, advocates of this amend- 
ment have misunderstood the impor- 
tance of NATO membership prior to EU 
membership, both from a policy and 
historical context. 

From a policy perspective, NATO 
membership in advance of EU member- 
ship will provide the security these 
countries need to continue their eco- 
nomic reforms and help to ensure a cli- 
mate of confidence essential for contin- 
ued foreign investment and economic 
integration. 

From a historical perspective, in all 
its reports on all three rounds of NATO 
enlargements that took place from 1952 
to 1982, the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee cited European economic 
development and integration as one 
key benefit of expanding NATO’s zone 
of stability. 

I would like to briefly quote from 
these Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee reports: 

1949 Report establishing NATO: 

The treaty is designed to contribute to- 
ward the further development of peaceful 
and friendly international relations, to 
strengthen the free institutions of the par- 
ties and promote better understanding of the 
principles upon which they are founded, to 
promote conditions of stability and well- 
being, and to encourage economic collabora- 
tion. It should facilitate long-term economic 
recovery through replacing the sense of inse- 
curity by one of confidence in the future. 

The Committee believes that the [1949] 
North Atlantic Pact, by providing the means 
for cooperation in matters of common secu- 
rity and national defense, creates a favorable 
climate for further steps toward progres- 
sively closer European integration * * * 

In 1952, Secretary of State Acheson, 
in his testimony before the Foreign Re- 
lations Committee, urged NATO mem- 
bership for Greece and Turkey first by 
recalling that these two nations al- 
ready enjoyed an associate status with 
NATO’s activities in the Eastern Medi- 
terranean. It was in response to Ath- 
ens’ and Ankara’s formal request— 
their belief that associate status was 
inadequate to their national defense 
needs—that they were favorably con- 
sidered for NATO membership. Acheson 
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emphasized that positive action rested 
not only on their military contribu- 
tions to the Alliance, but on their ad- 
vances in democracy, rule of law, and 
Western orientation, and the likelihood 
that NATO membership would deepen 
this. 

It should be noted that Greece did 
not enter the European Union until 
nearly twenty years after its accession 
to NATO. Turkish membership in the 
EU remains a contentious, unresolved 
issue. Are we supposed to kick Turkey 
out of NATO because it doesn’t belong 
to the EU? 

The 1955 Foreign Relations Com- 

mittee report welcomed West German 
accession: 
* * * not only as a major step toward the 
elimination of intra-European strife but in a 
broader sense, these agreements provide the 
foundation for close cooperation and integra- 
tion among European allies ... The Com- 
mittee was impressed in particular with Sec- 
retary Dulles’ statement on the psycho- 
logical impact of this association—the in- 
creased effectiveness and the sense of unity 
and cohesion which will be brought about in 
Western Europe by German participation in 
NATO and the Western European Union. 

Of all the examples, the last one— 
Spanish accession to NATO in 1982— 
bears the closest resemblance to that 
of the current applicants. 

Spain, having returned to democracy 
only five years earlier, believed that 
NATO membership would help consoli- 
date Spanish democracy and assist, at 
lesser cost, a process of military mod- 
ernization it had to undertake regard- 
less of membership. 

Aside from its geography, Spain was 
judged to offer little in the way of mili- 
tary assets useful to the Alliance in 
1982 prior to the completion of its mod- 
ernization. 

Nevertheless, in favorably reporting 
Spanish accession to NATO to the full 
Senate, the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee recorded a brief exchange be- 
tween then-Chairman Charles Percy 
and then-State Department European 
Bureau Chief Larry Eagleburger ex- 
plaining why Spanish accession to 
NATO was so important to broad U.S. 
national security interests. Because 
this exchange is so similar to our situ- 
ation today, I would like to quote from 
it. Chairman Percy noted: 

At a time when NATO's cohesiveness and 
viability is being critically questioned in the 
press, I find Spain's NATO membership ap- 
plication a reaffirmation of the fundamental 
principles of the North Atlantic Treaty Or- 
ganization, a group of sovereign nations 
sharing common values and aspirations and 
committed to working together despite dif- 
ferences to guarantee the security, pros- 
perity, and defense of Western democracy. 

Assistant Secretary Eagleburger re- 
plied: 

* * * in terms of that question of Spanish de- 
mocracy, it is terribly important that we do 
everything we can to tie Spain to Western 
institutions, to have those people be able to 
deal with Western parliamentarians who also 
have a commitment to democracy * * * 
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Every tie we can create between Spain and 
Western Europe and the United States, insti- 
tutional tie, in fact, I think, strengthens the 
whole process of democracy in Spain. 

Spain did not enter the EU until 1986, 
four years after accession to NATO. 

Historically, membership in NATO 
has preceded membership in European 
common market or economic integra- 
tion groupings. 

It is much easier to develop habits of 
cooperation in common defense as a 
precursor to the much more complex 
negotiations leading to economic inte- 
gration. 

If we wait for the EU to act, we may 
be waiting for a long time. For example 
according to recent polls, the Austrian 
public opposes EU membership for four 
of the five recent EU invitees. 

Finally, recent history has shown 
that, in European capitals, when pre- 
sented with a choice between farm pol- 
icy and foreign policy, farm policy al- 
ways wins. 

For all these reasons, Mr. President, 
I oppose the Moynihan amendment and 
urge my colleagues to do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Virginia is recognized to 
offer an amendment if he chooses to do 
so. 
Mr. WARNER. I thank the Chair. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2322 

(Purpose: To express a condition regarding 

the further enlargement of NATO) 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an amendment on behalf of 
myself and the distinguished senior 
Senator from New York, Mr. Moy- 
NIHAN. We are joined by Mr. BINGAMAN, 
Mrs. HUTCHISON and Mr. DORGAN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], 
for himself, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. BINGAMAN, 
Mrs. HUTCHISON and Mr. DORGAN, proposes an 
executive amendment numbered 2322. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place in section 2 of the 
resolution, insert the following: 

G ) UNITED STATES POLICY REGARDING FUR- 
THER ENLARGEMENT OF NATO.—Prior to the 
date of deposit of the United States instru- 
ment of ratification, the President shall cer- 
tify to the Senate that it is the policy of the 
United States not to encourage, participate 
in, or agree to any further enlargement of 
NATO for a period of at least three years be- 
ginning on the earliest date by which Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic have 
all acceded to the North Atlantic Treaty. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the amend- 
ment by the senior Senator from New 
York and myself and on my amend- 
ment in which I am joined by the sen- 
ior Senator from New York, the two 
amendments which are before the Sen- 
ate at this time. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request on both 
amendments? Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

Is there a sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I point 
out in the beginning that this amend- 
ment does not affect the decision with 
respect to Poland, Hungary and the 
Czech Republic, nor does this amend- 
ment concede what I believe is the 
right thing to do in voting against the 
admission of those countries. But this 
amendment is sent to the desk simply 
because, in recognition of the reality, 
through conversations personally be- 
tween myself and many, many Mem- 
bers of this Chamber, indeed, with the 
President and the Secretary of State 
and many others, the likelihood that 
the resolution of ratification will be 
approved. 

Given that reality, I think it is im- 
perative that this body have before it 
an amendment, which has just been 
sent to the desk, which indicates there 
will be a pause, so to speak, a strategic 
pause of 3 years only before our coun- 
try, our President, whoever will be 
President at that point in time, can 
agree to accession of additional coun- 
tries. 

Mr. President, I established in my 
opening statement my strong alle- 
giance to NATO in the past, and now 
and forevermore that I am privileged 
to be a Member of this body. I said the 
importance of America to have a voice, 
and how this treaty for 49 years has 
surpassed the expectations of all and 
remains the most important military 
document apart from our own Con- 
stitution in many ways, and that is 
why I ask for these 3 years. I will recite 
the reasons, one, two and three. 

Should not another President duly 
elected by the people of the United 
States have a voice in further modi- 
fications by virtue of further accession 
of additional nations to this alliance? 

If the Good Lord gives me the 
strength and the breath in the consid- 
eration of that next Presidential elec- 
tion, I will do everything within my 
power to make sure that is an issue 
that is debated among those candidates 
seeking that high office. Regrettably, 
in the last election very little atten- 
tion was given to national security pol- 
icy. But the world is rapidly changing. 
The world is becoming a more dan- 
gerous place. Indeed, in the next elec- 
tion I will do my part, as I am sure 
others will likewise, to see that the se- 
curity policy of our Nation and the free 
nations of the world will be a subject of 
discussion in that election. 

I think the next President should be 
given the opportunity to assess the 
merits and such disadvantages as may 
arise by virtue of the accession of three 
more nations before we leap forward 
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under pressure, which will be unrelent- 
ing. That pressure will begin the day 1 
year from now when these three na- 
tions will be accessed. That pressure 
will begin the day after. The bugles 
will sound. The march will begin to 
bring in other nations perhaps num- 
bering as many as nine. 

I say to my colleagues, should not 
the next President be given the oppor- 
tunity to study the record, make an as- 
sessment, and then give his advice or 
her advice, as the case may be, to the 
people of the United States? 

That is my first reason for asking for 
reasonable delay of but 3 years. This 
amendment will avoid that stampede. 
This amendment in fairness will say to 
the other nations it is not only to the 
advantage of the NATO countries but, 
indeed, it is to the advantage of the 
other nations to let this experiment 
ferment for a period to determine the 
purity, or the lack thereof, of the deci- 
sion. 

Then I turn to a second reason. That 
is the cost. Whether it is $1.5 billion 
over the next 2 years or $125 billion, 
there will be no piece of evidence be- 
fore this body which has sound credi- 
bility as to the cost associated with ac- 
cession of these three nations. 

This afternoon we will have further 
amendments on the question of cost. 
But we are dealing from an unknown. 
NATO is studying the question of cost, 
and is studying the question of the de- 
gree to which these nations must re- 
build and modernize their military. 
But those studies will not be available 
until later this summer. Yet our vote 
will be taken before the sun falls on 
this day on two very vital pieces of in- 
formation, totally lacking. We have, 
therefore, a blank check. We do not 
know the cost now. We will not know 
for months even the opinion of the 
NATO Council, which is really the or- 
ganization that can best evaluate these 
costs. But there is credible evidence on 
both sides. The range of costs go from 
$1.5 billion over 2 years to $125 billion. 

I want to touch a sensitive nerve 
among my distinguished colleagues. 
Those listening and those advising 
Members might just take their pencil 
and put a little asterisk by this point. 

America is in its 14th year of decline 
of funding to the U.S. Armed Forces of 
the United States, a collective decision 
by a series of Presidents. This is not a 
political argument. We have irref- 
utable evidence that our Armed Forces 
today are behind in their moderniza- 
tion program. They are stretched too 
thin. They are over committed world- 
wide. We see that in the retention 
rates. There is all sorts of mounting 
evidence that we are asking our mili- 
tary to do the same as they have boldly 
and bravely for years with less and 
less—less in dollars, less time at home 
with their families, and with fewer and 
fewer pieces of equipment. 

Shipbuilding: A handful of combat 
ships every year in the budget. We are 
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rapidly approaching a Navy that could 
be well below the 300-plus, a few ships 
of today, in the year 2000. We, a mari- 
time nation faced with that small 
Navy. Dollars from the American tax- 
payer profits have been, are being, and 
will be committed to these three na- 
tions. 

We have been contributing money 
regularly to the establishment and re- 
furbishment of their military at the 
same time we are denying to our mili- 
tary what, in my opinion, are the nec- 
essary dollars to perform their mission. 
We will be taking those dollars and 
putting them through NATO into other 
nations, the three that are our subject, 
for their military, to help them come 
up so that they have the capability to 
take on a full partnership commensu- 
rate with their size in the NATO alli- 
ance. Think about it. You are taking 
from your military and giving to an- 
other military. 

Now, as a part of the consideration of 
this year’s military authorization bill, 
there will be discussion, indeed, there 
could be legislation, about a future 
base closure. That should ring a bell— 
a future round of base closures in the 
United States. That should get the at- 
tention of some Members. 

Secretary of Defense Cohen has made 
an admirable and, in my judgment, a 
credible appeal to the Congress of the 
United States to address that question 
and address it now. If we do not, he has 
little alternative but to literally starve 
a base, turn off the current, transfer 
the people, and leave the buildings 
standing unattended because he is 
properly exercising his judgment that 
the dollars are needed for moderniza- 
tion, the dollars are needed for the 
ever-rising number of commitments be- 
yond our shores rather than keeping in 
place a base that no longer contributes 
to our overall national security. 

Tough decision. What do you say, 
colleagues, when you go home to de- 
fend a base closing in your State, as 
you will do and as you are duty bound 
to, and at the same time we are con- 
tributing money to build new bases in 
these three countries, and unless my 
amendment passes I daresay in other 
countries in a very short period of 
time. 

They have to modernize more so than 
the United States. They have to take 
their old infrastructure which was de- 
signed for Soviet military tactics, take 
their old tanks and artillery pieces 
which are, by and large, old Soviet 
weaponry and modernize so they have 
interoperability as a nation with 
NATO. 

That is a further drain on the Amer- 
ican taxpayer at the very time when in 
your State the next round of base clo- 
sures may have a potential impact. 
And you will be fairly asked by your 
constituents: do you mean to tell me 
they are closing our beloved hometown 
base that has been here defending 
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America all these years and you are 
helping to build bases abroad? Do you 
not have a conflict? 

Those are questions that are fairly to 
be asked in the not too distant future 
if we allow a stampede of three now 
and three in the next 18 months and 
three thereafter, up to as many as 28 
nations potentially to join NATO. 

We are also asked to approve this 
measure without full knowledge as to 
the strategic concept of what NATO is 
and is not going to do in the years to 
come. We are operating under a 1991 
doctrine today. Listen to the Secretary 
of State, as the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri pointed out yesterday, 
who desires to expand the missions of 
NATO far beyond the borders of their 
nations, to be involved in the prolifera- 
tion of weapons of mass destruction. 
There may be some merit. But should 
we not fully have in mind before we 
begin to add country after country 
what is to be the mission of NATO? 

Ironically, it is not until 1 year from 
this month, April, at the summit at 
which these three nations will be ad- 
mitted when NATO will finalize the 
doctrine for the future. Yet, we are 
asked to vote today to change the 
bases of this treaty by virtue of new 
membership not knowing the risks 
that will face the men and women of 
the U.S. Armed Forces as well as the 
other NATO nations. I ask you, is that 
the way to do business? Not in my 
judgment. And that is why I say if 
three are a reality, then we should stop 
and study a reasonable period of time. 
Let another President, let the Amer- 
ican people in the context of the next 
election, let the American people at 
that time have a careful examination 
of what NATO brings forth a year from 
today as to the new mission and adop- 
tion. Those are just reasonable re- 
quests. And time, and time alone, can 
establish the record on which those im- 
portant decisions can be made. Three 
years, in my judgment, is not an unrea- 
sonable period of time. 

Lastly, I refer to Russia, not in the 
sense that I fear Russia, not in the 
sense that Russia—and I have said this 
consistently—should have any veto 
power as to any decision which is in 
the security interests of the United 
States of America. The Founding Act 
was established, I think, as a quid pro 
quo for the accession of these three na- 
tions. Russia signed on. But there is 
mounting evidence that you cross over 
and begin another three, and particu- 
larly when you get to the Balkans, all 
the arguments which we have heard in 
favor of voting yea tonight will fall. I 
believe this Chamber will resonate 
with deep concern as reflected by the 
instabilities in Russia that could exist 
in the year 2000 when they are moving 
on possibly to another political struc- 
ture, another President. There is a 
great deal of uncertainty in Russia 
today—economically, politically, and 
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militarily—in their struggle to survive 
as a fledgling democracy, as they 
struggle to survive in a free-market 
world, and I think the next President 
should be given the opportunity to 
make an assessment as to the measure 
of threat posed by Russia in the con- 
text of any further accession of new na- 
tions to this most valuable of all trea- 
ties. Time and time alone can achieve 
that purpose. 

So they should not have a veto. We 
do not act out of fear. But we act out 
of reality, that that is the only nation 
that possesses weaponry which poses a 
direct threat to the United States of 
America; namely, their strategic 
forces. You cannot be unmindful of 
that fact. 

Therefore, I think a period of 3 years 
is appropriate to allow another Presi- 
dent, to allow the studies to be per- 
formed, to allow the American people 
to better understand the value of this 
NATO alliance and what should be 
done for the future, and, therefore, I re- 
spectfully ask my colleagues to con- 
sider to vote in favor of the Warner- 
Moynihan amendment for a 3-year 
moratorium. 

Mr. President, other Senators have 
been waiting patiently. I wish to con- 
tinue my remarks and will do so mo- 
mentarily. I know the distinguished 
Senator from New Jersey has been here 
for some time. Therefore, I yield him 10 
minutes off the time under the control 
of the Senator from Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Jersey is recognized. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 
join the Senator from Virginia and, in- 
deed, the Senator from New York, Mr. 
MOYNIHAN, in each of their amend- 
ments and speak to them today. 

It is, I think, worth noting that the 
decision before this Senate is neither 
new nor without the apprehension that 
should come with historic experience. 

On March 31, 1939, Neville Chamber- 
lain rose in the British Parliament and 
announced unambiguously, unequivo- 
cally, the British will defend the Polish 
frontier with the threat of war. To be 
certain, it was a war that inevitably 
was going to be fought and should have 
been fought. But what is instructive 
about the experience, as Winston 
Churchill later noted, Here was a de- 
cision at last taken at the worst pos- 
sible moment and on the least satisfac- 
tory ground.” 

More than a generation later, the 
Senate has a chance to ask all the 
questions that were not asked in the 
British Parliament on that day, be- 
cause before this Senate is the most 
solemn question that the representa- 
tives of any free people can ever ask. 

We are pledging the good name of 
this country to go to war, to consume 
the lives of our sons and our daughters 
for the defense of another people. That 
does not mean it is a pledge that some- 
times should not be made. Maybe it 
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should be made in this instance. But 
there are questions that should be 
raised that are the foundation of the 
amendments offered by the Senator 
from Virginia, Senator WARNER, and 
the Senator from New York, Mr. Moy- 
NIHAN. 

Those questions are, in my judgment, 
whether or not, having made this 
pledge, the United States and our 
NATO allies genuinely have the mili- 
tary capability, in our resources, to 
fulfill the obligation, whether or not 
the United States and our NATO allies 
have the political will to lend credi- 
bility to this pledge, and whether or 
not this promise of defense enhances or 
detracts from the general security of 
the United States and the NATO alli- 
ance. 

Let me begin, Mr. President, by ad- 
dressing the question of the military 
feasibility of this most expansive 
American pledge to defend other na- 
tions since the NATO alliance itself 
and the Japanese-American security 
agreement. Indeed, this expansion of 
our security guarantee is based on an 
unspoken but a very real sense of a 
change in historic realities in this 
Chamber. It is based on the belief that 
Russia is weakened, an historic oppor- 
tunity has arisen, and that the views of 
Russia are either no longer relevant or 
that she is without choice in this ques- 
tion. 

Mr. President, the current state of 
affairs with regard to the military and 
economic power of Russia is an aberra- 
tion. Russia has been a great power for 
more than 1,000 years; and it will be a 
great power again. Its affairs are part 
of the calculus of American security 
and cannot be discounted. 

It is a nation of nearly 150 million 
people with over 6.5 million square 
miles of territory. It possesses 40 per- 
cent of the world’s natural gas reserves 
and rivals any power on Earth as a 
source of natural resources, including 
petroleum. Russia is a technological 
leader. It is a major industrial power. 
And it continues, in spite of its current 
economic difficulties, as the only 
source of military technology, produc- 
tion and power that potentially rivals 
the United States. 

So, Mr. President, there may be 
many things uncertain about the fu- 
ture, but this much is certain: Russia 
will continue in the future to be a 
great power. And yet while it may not 
be spoken on this floor, this calcula- 
tion of immediately extending the 
American security umbrella to Poland, 
the Czech Republic and Hungary is 
based on the calculation that at some 
point Russia might be a threat to their 
frontiers, and we will provide for its de- 
fense. 

Mr. President, I know us as Ameri- 
cans to be an ambitious people and a 
confident people. But this is an ex- 
traordinary guarantee the people of the 
United States are extending to these 
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three new democracies in Eastern Eu- 
rope. 

No nation in history has been able to 
defend against the territorial ambi- 
tions of Russia when she was an impe- 
rial or in an imperialistic mode. It is 
worth noting, from Napoleon to the 
Third Reich, people have miscalculated 
on their abilities to deal with Russian 
ambitions in Eastern Europe. 

Russia was challenged in the borders 
of Poland by the Third Reich and 162 
divisions of the Wehrmacht. We are an 
ambitious people, Mr. President. The 
U.S. Army today, 4,000 miles from our 
borders, has three divisions. 

What military means is it by which 
we are going to give credibility to this 
pledge? Not next year, not 10 years, not 
at some point in the future, but the 
day this treaty is signed. Three divi- 
sions, half a world away on the borders 
of Russia herself? 

There is, Mr. President, another 
irony to this military pledge related to 
the comments of the Senator from 
Texas, Mr. GRAMM, in noting that in 
some ways the current borders of 
NATO are a relic of the Iron Curtain of 
Josef Stalin. Well, now, Mr. President, 
we are to draw a new line. And it may 
have its benefactors and its bene- 
ficiaries. But what of those nations not 
inside this new line? The great lesson 
of Yalta was that those nations that 
fell on the other side of the line were 
lost to a Stalinist equation and cal- 
culation that they were now in a new 
sphere of influence. 

This Senate is faced with a question 
of tomorrow, next month, this year, 
drawing a new line in Europe that may 
bring Poland and the Czech Republic 
and Hungary in, but leaves the Baltics 
and Romania and the Ukraine out. How 
would a future adversary, not in a 
democratic Russia but in a possible 
successor Government, interpret this 
new sphere of influence? Not as a check 
on ambitions but as an invitation to 
ambitions? 

Equally important, I believe, Mr. 
President, from my first, and in this 
instance, military review of this in- 
stance, is that we are entering our- 
selves again into a military calculation 
that for 50 years we have wanted to es- 
cape. Because if we are to make this 
pledge of defending these three new de- 
mocracies, and we do so with three di- 
visions of the U.S. Army and no indige- 
nous military capability whatsoever, 
we are entering into, again, something 
which we feared and have so fought to 
escape. The only means of defending 
these governments is through atomic 
weapons. We are pledging unmistak- 
ably a nuclear exchange to defend the 
Polish frontier from possible future in- 
vasion. It is where we were during the 
cold war with New York for Berlin, 
Chicago for Paris, San Francisco for 
Rome. 

It is easy to make the pledge, Mr. 
President. The question is whether to 
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do so without military resources is re- 
sponsible. It is not simply that our own 
resources are insufficient. My friend, 
the Senator from Delaware, has drawn 
a parallel between this expansion and 
the initial NATO treaty or expansions 
in other instances. In this instance, we 
are not joining in mutual defense with 
the British army or the Germans or the 
French; we are pledging to defend Po- 
land, whose armed forces consist of 
1,700 Soviet tanks designed for the 
1950s and 1960s, a Hungarian air force 
which will contribute to its own secu- 
rity 50 aging Soviet MIG fighters, and 
the Czech air force whose pilots fly an 
average of 40 hours a year in training 
for their own self-defense. 

The Senate can make this judgment. 
You can decide to extend the American 
security umbrella all over Eastern Eu- 
rope, even though there are insufficient 
American forces to contribute to their 
defense, and rely on indigenous forces. 
But at least make the decision based 
on the reality that there are no indige- 
nous forces. It is a military pledge 
without military capability. 

Second is the issue of whether or not 
there is the political will in the United 
States and in Western Europe to give 
this promise meaning. The NATO trea- 
ty is the most successful military alli- 
ance in history. At a time when the So- 
viet Union had overwhelming military 
means, it was the foundation of the de- 
fense of Western Europe, but it was not 
based on the fact that the United 
States signed a treaty. It was based on 
historic and economic realities. 
Through two world wars the American 
people had demonstrated they were 
prepared to defend one Europe because 
they believed that the security of 
Western Europe and the United States 
were inseparable. Our quality of life, 
our security, our economic future 
could not be distinguished from Great 
Britain, France, in the first instance, 
Italy and Germany and other member 
states at other times. 

In a free society, the President of the 
United States may sign a treaty pledg- 
ing to defend Hungary, the Czech Re- 
public and Poland, but if the economic 
realities are not such that the Amer- 
ican people believe that our futures are 
indistinguishable, it is a dangerous 
promise because it is a hollow pledge. 

The reality is today that there may 
be a time when each of these republics 
have sufficient economic intercourse 
with the United States and Western 
Europe that we believe they are part of 
the Western alliance by economic and 
cultural and historic definition and 
this pledge has meaning. But no one 
can argue—indeed, this is the founda- 
tion of the rationale of the amendment 
by Senators MOYNIHAN and WARNER— 
no one can argue that that reality is 
true today. 

Total economic intercourse with the 
Czech Republic today is .09 percent of 
American exports. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s 10 minutes has expired. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Will the Senator 
yield 10 additional minutes? 

Mr. WARNER. I grant another 
minute and a half. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Is that all the 
time the Senator has? 

Mr. WARNER. The Senator has other 
time under his control, but there are a 
number of Senators who wish to speak. 
Perhaps, if there is more time in the 
course of this debate, I am certain both 
sides would be happy to have the con- 
tribution of the Senator. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. President, no one can argue that 
we have reached that state of economic 
dependency at the moment. That is the 
rationale of the delay, to allow these 
bonds to form and to give this pledge 
meaning. 

Finally, the foundation of American 
security in this generation and as far 
as the eye can see is the Russian-Amer- 
ican relationship. Any judgment we 
make which enhances Russian democ- 
racy enhances American security. Most 
fundamental to this debate is the fact 
that Eastern Europe and the NATO al- 
liance’s first line of defense is the Rus- 
sian ballot box. If Russia is democratic 
and capitalistic and free, Eastern Eu- 
rope is secure. If it is not, no force on 
Earth is going to defend the Ukraine, 
the Baltics, or even these republics. 

I believe strongly this pledge and this 
NATO expansion will be enhanced by 
both of these amendments. I accept the 
reality that NATO is going to be ex- 
panded, but I believe it is a more re- 
sponsible judgment if we address these 
questions, allow for this delay. I be- 
lieve it would lead to a better expan- 
sion of NATO, and we would be pleased 
and proud that we made these excep- 
tions. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Before the Senator from 
New Jersey leaves the floor, I want to 
briefly make two points. I find his ar- 
gument absolutely fascinating that 
economic dependence or integration 
with the United States is a prerequisite 
for NATO membership. I wonder if he 
could explain to me what that depend- 
ence was we had with Norway or that 
dependence we have with Denmark or 
Portugal or Spain? 

As each came in, as each of these na- 
tions came in, if there is a notion that 
there is a prerequisite of an economic 
dependency—we have more invested in 
Poland, more in Poland now than we 
did at the time of these countries com- 
ing in. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. If the Senator will 
yield, I would be glad to address each 
of those. 

Mr. BIDEN. Let me make a second 
point. 

Mr. WARNER. Could the time be al- 
located? 
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Mr. BIDEN. I make a point, I have 
the floor. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I appreciate that, 
but the Senator asked a question that 
deserves to be answered. 

Mr. BIDEN. I also find this notion, 
and it is repeated in different ways but 
never in a more articulate fashion than 
just done by my friend from New Jer- 
sey, no force on Earth will be able to 
defend Poland or the Baltics, and he 
may have mentioned another country, 
Ukraine, if Russia is not a democracy. 

One of the secondary reasons why 
people want to expand NATO is because 
we fundamentally reject that notion, 
but fundamentally reject the notion 
that if things go south,“ to use the 
colloquial expression, in Russia, that 
someone will be there to never let it 
happen to Poland again, just like we 
defended Germany, just like we de- 
fended Turkey, just like we defended 
Norway. 

Now, I am going to, at a later point, 
speak at length about this iron ring no- 
tion my friend from Virginia and my 
friend from New York talk about and 
point out that there has been a border 
shared between Norway and Russia 
that is one of the most heavily fortified 
places in the world, and during the pe- 
riod when the Soviet Union was at its 
zenith, we made a judgment as a people 
that we would defend Norway. 

Now, I know my friend is not sug- 
gesting this, but is anyone implying 
that peace and stability in Europe is 
any less at issue if Poland, after having 
received their independence, were now 
or again to be invaded as compared to 
Norway? What are we saying here? And 
the notion, will we use nuclear weap- 
ons to defend Warsaw, do you think 
anybody in our respective constituency 
is going to say, yes, let’s use them to 
defend Turkey, Ankara? 

I respectfully suggest that we can use 
rhetorical devices to make a point, but 
that they are able to be used in more 
than one instance. Maybe you are not 
going to get a consensus to use the re- 
quirement, the nuclear protection in 
NATO, the consultation provision 
where we are required to go to the mu- 
tual defense, I believe article V—and 
we always used to hear, when the So- 
viet Union existed, how many Ameri- 
cans are prepared to trade Bonn for 
Washington, Bonn for New York City. 
Well, now to say how many people will 
be prepared to defend Warsaw, I sug- 
gest you might get more people to say 
they are prepared to defend Warsaw 
than they are prepared to defend An- 
kara or Oslo. That is my guess, because 
there are a heck of a lot more Polish 
Americans than there are Turkish 
Americans. I don’t think it is a useful, 
in terms of what our national policy 
should be, particularly useful point to 
make because it could be made about 
every capital in Europe, I suspect, if it 
were put to the American people today. 

But the real question to be put to the 
American people is—I think they an- 
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swer affirmatively on it—is peace and 
stability in Europe in our national in- 
terest, and it is one of those things 
that we either pay now or pay later, be- 
cause Americans have good memories. 
They understand that every time chaos 
has reigned in Europe, we have been 
dragged in this century. And so I sug- 
gest further that to denigrate the 
forces of Poland, the Czech Republic 
and Hungary, who were equally, or bet- 
ter situated than Spain and Portugal 
were when they came in, in terms of 
forces, or to suggest the only way to 
defend Poland, Hungary and the Czech 
Republic is nuclear weapons is simply 
militarily not accurate. And so I think 
what we are really debating here—and 
I will say it again—and I don’t think 
people really want to speak to it di- 
rectly—and what this is really about is 
whether we should have NATO, pe- 
riod—not whether we should expand it, 
but whether we should have it now. Be- 
cause if a test as to whether or not we 
are going to admit Poland is whether 
or not we are going to use nuclear 
weapons—and it is not an option be- 
cause there is no serious problem about 
conventional forces overrunning Po- 
land today—none—you could scramble 
enough jets, bombers, fighters out of 
Germany to get to the Polish border 
without having to have them in Poland 
at all, to withstand any reasonable 
conventional capability that is avail- 
able to the Russians or anyone else 
right now. But the question is: Would 
we defend Warsaw? If we don’t believe 
that resoundingly the American people 
would say that, then we should not let 
Poland in. 

I think really what you are saying is 
that you have to ask the honest ques- 
tion to the folks in Salem, New Jersey, 
across the river from Delaware, and up 
in Trenton, and further up in Newark: 
Are you willing to go to war to save 
Oslo? I would be willing to make my 
friend a bet, and let my vote depend on 
it, that if he got more people to say, 
yes, we are willing to go to war to de- 
fend Oslo, then I will vote against ad- 
mitting Poland. But my guess is, if you 
ask any capital in any city in any Eu- 
ropean country—say possibly London— 
are you willing to go to war to defend 
Oslo, I am not sure you would get 
much of a different answer, no matter 
where you asked. So if that is the ques- 
tion—and the Presiding Officer knows 
this issue well—aren’t we really ask- 
ing: Do we want NATO, period? If that 
is the case, why doesn’t someone intro- 
duce an amendment, straight up, and 
stop all this foolishness—I take that 
back. I withdraw that statement. I 
don’t mean that. Stop all the tangen- 
tial attacks on expansion and get right 
to what this is about—introduce an 
amendment saying that we no longer 
need NATO. We can save a lot of 
money. We spend well over $120 billion 
a year on the deal—nothing to do with 
expansion. 
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I yield the floor. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, in the 
course of working out with the distin- 
guished majority and minority leaders, 
and others, a time agreement for the 
amendment of the Senator from Vir- 
ginia, it had been my hope to have an 
up-or-down vote. Last night, in the 
course of deliberations on time agree- 
ment, that was stated, but there may 
be some feeling—if I could get the at- 
tention of the Senator from Delaware, 
I hope that we can have an up-or-down 
vote on my amendment. That would be 
my hope. 

Mr. BIDEN. That was my assumption 
all along, to have an up-or-down vote. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Senator. I 
say to my distinguished colleague from 
Delaware, believe me, there has been 
no stronger supporter of NATO, I say 
with humility, than the Senator from 
Virginia throughout my 19th year in 
the Senate. I am sure that colleagues’ 
comments were serious, but with a 
note of jest. 

NATO is so vital to the United States 
of America. It gives us the legitimate 
presence with our military in Europe. 
It gives us the legitimacy of a strong 
voice in Europe. Indeed, this country 
has responded, with others, in two 
major wars to preserve the integrity of 
Europe. 

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. WARNER. Just one sentence and 
I will yield. There has been a histor- 
ical—over a 100 years—inability of the 
major nations of Europe to live in 
peace with one another. Indeed that is 
the principal purpose of NATO—the 
U.S. presence, both with military 
there, with a strong voice so as to en- 
sure the tranquility this treaty has 
preserved for 49 years. It has exceeded 
every expectation of the drafters of the 
treaty and those who promoted and 
supported it in these 49 years. It is a 
magnificent document. I have fought 
hard with others to preserve the integ- 
rity of that document. Does the Sen- 
ator wish to say a word? 

Mr. BIDEN. If I can ask a question on 
my time. Does the Senator think—and 
he is a strong supporter of NATO, and 
if he thought I was implying that he 
wasn’t, I was not. There are others who 
believe very strongly that it is no 
longer as relevant. You and I think it 
is. 

Let me ask you, do you think this is 
a relevant question, a threshold ques- 
tion? Would the American people de- 
fend Warsaw? Do you think if that 
question were not answered in the af- 
firmative, that that should be the test 
as to whether a nation should come in 
or not, or whether one should stay in, 
or we should stay in NATO or not? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on my 
time, the very short answer to that is 
that the American people will defend, 
under article V, the integrity of all the 
existing members. Should it be the wis- 
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dom of this body that if three addi- 
tional members are admitted, article V 
becomes the very heart of the action 
that will be taken by this distinguished 
body before the close of this day. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator for his answer. The Sen- 
ator from New Jersey raised a point 
with me. I raised three questions and 
several rhetorical questions about his 
comments. He pointed out that because 
I didn’t want to use my time, I did not 
yield to him, and he did not think he 
had an opportunity to respond, and he 
wishes to respond. I am delighted to 
yield him a couple of minutes on my 
time at the appropriate time. I don’t 
want to interfere with my friend’s com- 
ments to respond to the issues I raised. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I yield 3 
minutes to the Senator from New Jer- 
sey. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, 
like the Senator from Virginia, my re- 
marks are not based on a belief that 
the cause and reasons for NATO have 
expired. Quite the contrary. My con- 
cern is that whatever we do in the ex- 
pansion of NATO has real credibility. I 
raise the military question of whether 
or not the Polish frontier is defendable 
with this pledge, simply because of 
this: It never has been. 

There is not a historical basis by 
which the ambitions of an imperial 
Russia has ever been checked, nor will 
we. I, too, believe that Poland should 
be defended. 

I will vote for NATO expansion, but 
under the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Virginia and the Senator 
from New York, they are suggesting a 
strategy whereby the political and eco- 
nomic bounds be given meaning, or 
there be time. It is not an honest as- 
sessment of the situation of the people 
of Poland to tell them that three 
American divisions with no indigenous 
forces are going to be positioned to de- 
fend them against a revitalized, or am- 
bitious future Russia. It is not an accu- 
rate situation. 

If this is worth doing, it is worth 
doing with real resources based on a 
real assessment of costs, based on 
bonds that have meaning, not over a 
period of time. It is based on that real- 
istic military situation that I join with 
the Senator from Virginia. I, too, like 
the Senator from Delaware and the 
Senator from Virginia, believe the 
United States will stand by its credi- 
bility and its pledges in each of these 
instances. But it is one thing to do it: 
it is another thing to do it contrary to 
historic experience, or military reality. 

I thank the Senator from Delaware 
for yielding me the time so I could 
clarify my views. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I will 
make a geographic point. The Polish 
border, I am guessing, is about 200 
miles from the Russian border, if you 
do not count Kaliningrad where there 
are not Russian divisions, et cetera. If 
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you were to take a look—my friend 
says that if in fact this threat, any 
threat, to Poland from Russia, a NATO 
commitment to defend would not be 
credible because of three American di- 
visions. The fact of the matter is Po- 
land is on the Russian border. From 
the Russian border to the far border of 
Poland to Belarus is essentially the 
same distance from the main body of 
Russia to Poland. The number of Amer- 
ican NATO and other divisions that sit 
in Germany are by a factor of 25 more 
credible than any force Russia now or 
in the near term could use to threaten 
Poland. So the idea we do not have the 
physical capability, which I understand 
is the point being made, the physical 
capability of defending Poland once the 
pledge is made is in fact, I think, inac- 
curate. 

I yield the floor. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut is recognized. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 10 minutes from the time 
controlled by the Senator from Dela- 
ware. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair. 

If I may, I would like to take the lib- 
erty of speaking both on the previous 
amendment, which would have required 
these three nations to obtain member- 
ship in the European Union before ulti- 
mately becoming members of NATO, 
and this amendment as well. I think 
they both spring from a common core, 
certainly have a common effect, and 
the effect would be to move the goal- 
posts, to change the rules of the NATO 
accession game as defined in article X 
of the NATO treaty, to frustrate the 
hopes of the people of these three na- 
tions and the other nations of Central 
and Eastern Europe who lived for four 
decades under the tyranny of Soviet 
communism, to say to them now that 
they want to voluntarily assume their 
place in the NATO community and 
more broadly in the community of free 
nations that we are not ready. OK, 
there was plenty of time in the late 
forties after the Second World War for 
Stalin and others to carve up Europe 
and take you in involuntarily, but now 
that the cold war is over, no, we didn’t 
learn the lesson. We are going to 
snatch defeat from the jaws of victory. 
We are going to snatch the defeat of 
principle and security, freedom and de- 
mocracy from the jaws of our victory 
in the cold war. 

The first amendment says to Poland, 
Hungary, and the Czech Republic, you 
have come this far, we have a whole 
procedure that we have developed. You 
have democratized your country. Go 
back a little bit. You had the courage 
to rise up against a powerful central 
government which subjugated you, 
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which did not give you political free- 
dom or religious freedom or economic 
opportunity, and you have achieved 
your independence and your freedom. 
You are developing a market economy 
and democracy and have met all the 
standards that have traditionally been 
associated with access to NATO under 
article X—oh, no, now you have to go 
to the European Union and be accepted 
there. 

As I said the other day, on the first 
day of this debate, to ask these nations 
to now obtain membership in the Euro- 
pean Union before they do in NATO is 
not only unfair—in the sense that it 
moves the goalposts, it changes the 
rules of the game, it applies to them a 
standard not applied to other NATO 
members, four of whom are not now 
members of the European Union—but 
it puts them in a very, very difficult 
position. It says to them that all the 
effort they made is not going to be jus- 
tified, and it has an effect that is ex- 
tremely unfair and inequitable. It puts 
the cart before the horse. It says that 
commerce should precede the prin- 
ciples of freedom and security, when 
those principles are what the cold war 
was all about. It puts the cart of com- 
merce before the sturdy horses of de- 
mocracy and security. It puts the cart 
of the European Union before the 
horses of NATO. And that is not the 
order that is appropriate. That is why 
I oppose that first amendment and 
hope my colleagues will as well. 

Of course, both of these amendments, 
including this one now that asks for a 
3-year moratorium, I think spring—as 
some of the proponents of the amend- 
ment have said—from a concern about 
the effect on Russia. Our Secretary of 
State printed an op-ed piece in the New 
York Times Wednesday, April 29, yes- 
terday—Madeleine Albright. It is a 
brilliant piece, eloquent, right to the 
point. Headline: Stop Worrying About 
Russia.” 

The most fundamental argument the crit- 
ics have put forward is that the admission of 
even a single new ally from Central Europe 
will harm our relations with Russia. 

Secretary Albright says: 

My first response is to wonder why some 
people cannot discuss the future of Central 
Europe without immediately changing the 
subject to Russia. Central Europe has more 
than 20 countries, and 200 million people, 
with its own history, its own problems and 
its own contributions to make to our alli- 
ance. Most of these countries do not even 
border Russia. But their security is and al- 
ways has been vital to the future of Europe 
as a whole. 

Mr. President, I heard my friend and 
colleague from New Jersey say some- 
thing I find very unsettling, arguing 
for the pause, arguing for the earlier 
amendment about European Union 
membership first; wondering whether 
we were true to our pledge, as part of 
NATO accession under article V, to de- 
fend member states. We wouldn’t make 
the pledge if we were not sincere about 
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it. Of course we are prepared to defend 
these nations if necessary. 

I found the references to Chamber- 
lain in the 1930s particularly—I say 
this respectfully—inappropriate. If 
there was any sincerity behind the 
pledge that Chamberlain made in 1939 
to defend Poland from the Nazis, as 
was stated, the history of the 1940s 
might well have been different. The 
lessons are clear. The best way to se- 
cure peace is to remain strong. And 
that is what this is all about, access to 
NATO, a military alliance in defense of 
a principle. 

The Senator from New Jersey said 
imperial Russia has never been de- 
feated. Who is talking about imperial 
Russia? We, who are supporting the ex- 
tension of NATO, believe there is a new 
Russia. We don’t see an imperial Rus- 
sia. We believe that these new coun- 
tries, adding 200,000 troops to NATO 
forces, will help us meet common 
threats from ethnic division, inter- 
national conflict, in some of the 
emerging democracies. We have seen it 
in Bosnia. We see it in Kosovo today. 
And it will help us meet the common 
threats of terrorism, weapons of mass 
destruction, ballistic missiles, coming 
particularly from the south of the 
NATO region but perhaps from else- 
where. 

Let me go to this amendment requir- 
ing a pause, a 3-year pause. The Sen- 
ator from Virginia says we ought to let 
some future President decide this. 
There is a process under article X. 
There is nothing inevitable about it. 
We are not on automatic pilot. No 
other nation is automatically going to 
be admitted to NATO. There is a proc- 
ess. NATO members will consider it, 
presidents—administrations will de- 
cide, and then always the Senate will 
have the option of ratifying or not rati- 
fying accession of anyone else to this 
great treaty in defense of a principle. 
So why the pause? Presumably to reas- 
sure Russia again. But what are the ef- 
fects of that? The effects of that are de- 
structive in three regards. 

First, on the other nations of Central 
Europe who may dream of membership 
in NATO, and, on the basis of which 
dreams, they are acting in exactly the 
way we would have them act to develop 
their democracies and market econo- 
mies. Again, I refer to the New York 
Times, this time Sunday, April 26. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that there be printed in the 
RECORD after my remarks an article by 
Jane Perlez. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See Exhibit 1.) 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. That article 
makes very clear that the goal of ac- 
cess to NATO, in this case of the arti- 
cle in particular regard to the three 
countries we are considering today— 
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub- 
lic—has moved those countries. The 
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promise of inclusion in NATO has 
helped the cause of moderate govern- 
ment, the reporter says, during a tough 
period of economic and political transi- 
tion. I quote Marek Matraszek, Warsaw 
director of the CEC Government Rela- 
tions, a political consulting firm, who 
says: 

The promise of NATO has defused desta- 
bilizing forces from the left and right.* * * If 
NATO had not been offered, Poland could 
have been in a disastrous situation, exter- 
nally and internally. 

If we now slam the door closed on the 
dreams of every other nation in Cen- 
tral and Eastern Europe to join this 
family of freedom, this military alli- 
ance, I fear that we will set back the 
onward march of freedom and a market 
economy for which we fought the cold 


war. 

Second, it will reduce the ability of 
NATO and the dream and goal of NATO 
membership to resolve conflicts that 
now exist among various nations in 
Central and Eastern Europe. The Hun- 
garians and the Romanians, because of 
their desire to join NATO, settled age- 
old problems. Poland and Lithuania 
began talks about concerns they had 
for the same reason, to put themselves 
in the same position. The nations in 
that region have not lost sight of the 
reaction of NATO to the movement 
within Slovakia toward a less open, 
less free government—which is to say 
that Slovakia has dropped down in the 
chain of those who are being considered 
for NATO membership. 

Finally, a third consequence of im- 
posing this pause. 

Mr. President, I note you moving to- 
ward the gavel, and I ask simply for an 
additional minute, if I may, from the 
time of the Senator from Delaware. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Sen- 
ator is recognized for 1 minute. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair. 

The final loss from imposing an arbi- 
trary 3-year pause where none is nec- 
essary because no action is required 
will be on us, on the United States, on 
our credibility, on what we stand for, 
on the principles that the rest of the 
world now, most of it, want to emulate 
and aspire to. 

If we say to these other nations of 
Central and Eastern Europe, “Forget 
about it, we are more worried about 
Russia, we are more worried about a 
renaissance of imperialist Russia, we 
are more worried about affecting the 
feelings of people who may be aggres- 
sive than we are about honoring your 
dream and effort to achieve freedom 
and democracy and security,” then we 
will have abandoned our principles, our 
first principles as a country. When we 
do that, we lose our strength, because 
ultimately those principles underlie 
the power of America in the world com- 
munity. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to defeat these two amendments and to 
put ourselves on the right side of his- 
tory. 
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I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 
EXHIBIT 1 
[From the New York Times, April 26, 1998] 


WITH PROMISES, PROMISES, NATO MOVES THE 
East 


(By Jane Perlez) 


In the United States, the question of 
whether to expand NATO eastward has been 
debated only in fits and starts, and then 
most passionately on the issues of how the 
Russians feel about it and whether it might 
cost too much. 

But another question figures in the debate 
too: What effect has the lure of NATO mem- 
bership had on the way the proposed new 
members—Poland, Hungary and the Czech 
Republic—govern themselves and behave to- 
ward their neighbors after nearly half a cen- 
tury under Communism? 

No one of these questions alone will decide 
the debate, which the Senate is scheduled to 
resume on Monday. Opponents of the Clinton 
Administration’s proposal to expand NATO 
will doubtless emphasize the questions of 
money, Russia, and how many other new 
members this precedent will open the door 
to. 


Still, it is on the question of how the pro- 
spective members are behaving that some of 
the hardest evidence is in, and it adds up to 
this: 


AGREEMENT ON A GOAL 


While all three have a way to go on meet- 
ing Western standards of democratic rule 
and stable market economies, no issue has 
dominated the internal political behavior of 
the three Central European countries as 
much as the aspiration to belong to the 
Western security alliance. 

In all three prospective new members, 
former Communists and anti-Communists 
alike have agreed on NATO membership as a 
national goal, and as a result all have tried 
with varying degrees of sincerity to meet the 
alliance’s broad requirements of democratic 
rule and free enterprise. 

In other words, the promise of inclusion in 
NATO has helped the cause of moderate gov- 
ernment during a tough period of economic 
and political transition. And there is little 
doubt, analysts say, that trying to lay the 
political groundwork to satisfy NATO has 
left Hungary, Poland and the Czech Republic 
better positioned for sustained economic 
growth. 

Such growth, in turn, could also help these 
countries join the European Union—another 
goal they share, and one they are pursuing in 
negotiations that opened in Brussels last 
month and that promise to be tough. 

One lesson clearly taken to heart by Po- 
land, the Czech Republic and Hungary was 
the elimination of Slovakia from the list of 
potential NATO members after its Prime 
Minister, Vladimir Meciar, became increas- 
ingly authoritarian. Similarly, the European 
Union has cited Slovakia’s lack of demo- 
cratic progress as a reason for its inclusion 
from the first round of the economic union's 
eastward expansion. 

The new American Ambassador to Poland, 
Daniel Fried, who helped formulate the argu- 
ments for expanding NATO when he worked 
at the National Security Council before com- 
ing to Warsaw last fall, likes to point to the 
way the three countries have behaved toward 
each other. When Poland and Hungary be- 
came more confident of their NATO member- 
ship,” he said, “they increased their out- 
reach to their neighbors—Hungary to Roma- 
nia, and Poland to Lithuania.” 
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A decade ago, when the Soviet hold on 
Eastern Europe was evaporating, one worry 
for NATO was that old national resentments 
would resurface in the form of border dis- 
putes and mistreatment of minorities, cre- 
ating instability in the region. So when 
NATO decided it might enlarge, it made it 
clear that aspirants to membership had to 
avoid that kind of thing. 

Now Hungary and Romania have signed a 
treaty guaranteeing each other's borders and 
respecting the right of the large Hungarian 
minority in Romania. And tense relations 
between Poland and Lithuania have im- 
proved to the point that they have created a 
joint peacekeeping battalion. 

Another benchmark set down by NATO, 
and in particular by the Pentagon, was that 
the military in new members had to be sub- 
ordinate to civilian control. This was a 
prickly subject in Poland, where former 
President Lech Walesa wanted to keep broad 
authority in the hands of his generals. Only 
since the defeat of Mr. Walesa in elections in 
1995 and the adoption of a new Constitution 
calling for subordination of the general staff 
to the Minister of Defense has the strong po- 
litical influence of the Polish military brass 
diminished. 

CHANGES IN THE BRASS 

Last year, to the relief of the Pentagon, 
President Kwasniewski fired Gen. Tadeusz 
Wilecki, a Walesa appointee, who had shown 
open contempt for the civilians at the de- 
fense ministry. 

Now Henry Szumski, a younger general 
who has United Nations field experience, is 
at the top, and Janusz Onyszkiewicz, an ar- 
dent proponent of civilian control of the 
military, is defense minister. NATO special- 
ists say they are satisfied that the Polish 
military is on the right track, but another 
challenge remains: to clear out many of the 
Communist-era holdovers in the military in- 
telligence service. 

In another example of changing attitudes, 
the Hungarian Government passed over So- 
viet-trained generals for the post of chief of 
the general staff and reached down to the 
third level of the military hierarchy for 
Lieut. Gen. Ferenc Vegh, and English-speak- 
ing graduate of the United States Army War 
College. Now 7 of the top 10 generals in Hun- 
gary are Western trained. 

Last month, the Czechs appointed a new 
chief of the general staff, Jiri Sedivy, 45, who 
stands out for his experience as a battalion 
commander in Bosnia and for his choice of 
military heroes: Eisenhower, Patton and 
Schwarzkopf. 

Along with elevating military officers who 
think like those in the West, the three coun- 
tries have been encouraged by NATO to get 
serious about parliamentary oversight com- 
mittees. On this point, they still have a long 
way to go; the defense committee in the 
lower house of Poland’s Parliament has no 
staff, and the enthusiastic members of Hun- 
gary’s parliamentary defense committee 
have little background in military affairs. 

No one would argue that Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic are mature democ- 
racies with classic capitalist economies. 
Progress toward the rule of law and the pro- 
tection of minority rights is far from perfect. 
In all three countries, the judicial systems 
are fragile and financial corruption wide- 
spread. There are still huge disparities in 
terms of wealth between the European Union 
and its prospective new eastern members, 

But Marek Matraszek, the Warsaw director 
of CEC Government Relations, a political 
consulting firm that has worked on NATO 
related issues, believes that without the 
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prospect of membership in NATO, Poland 
might easily have fallen under the sway of 
nationalist and populist politicians. Now it 
seems reasonable to believe that Poland, a 
land with 40 million people and a bounding 
economy growing at six percent a year, may 
reach its goal of being a middle-size Western 
European power within the next decade. 
“The promise of NATO has defused desta- 
bilizing forces from the left and right.” Mr. 
Matraszek said. “If NATO had not been of- 
fered, Poland could have been in a disastrous 
situation, externally and internally.” 


Ms. MIKULSKI addressed the Chair. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon). The Senator from 
Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I seek 
recognition. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 


yields time? 

Mr. BIDEN. How much time does the 
Senator need? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Seven minutes. 

Mr. BIDEN. I yield 7 minutes to the 
Senator from Maryland. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 26 minutes remaining in oppo- 
sition. 

Mr. BIDEN. I am sure all 7 minutes 
will be worth yielding. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maryland is recognized. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the Warner amend- 
ment to freeze NATO membership and, 
if time permits, to also comment on 
the Moynihan amendment regarding 
the necessity for EU membership for 
these countries before being included 
in NATO. 

It is very difficult—like you when 
you spoke earlier and said you had 
great admiration for both the Senator 
from New York and the Senator from 
Virginia as I do, we have such con- 
structive relationships, and I admire 
their grasp on policy and their desire 
to move ahead on constructive foreign 
policy. 

As well-intentioned as the Warner 
proposal is, its acceptance would be in- 
consistent with the NATO treaty itself. 
It would unnecessarily limit U.S. flexi- 
bility in pursuing further enlargement 
should the United States of America 
determine that such enlargement 
would be in its national interest. It 
would also undercut the tremendous 
gains for peace accomplished over the 
last decade in Central Europe, includ- 
ing the historic reconciliation now un- 
derway between Russia and the West. 

Article X of the Washington treaty, 
which was the alliance’s founding char- 
ter nearly 50 years ago, states that 
membership is open to “any other Eu- 
ropean state in a position to further 
the principles of this treaty and to con- 
tribute to the security of the North At- 
lantic area.” 

NATO has been an unprecedented 
success in deterring conflict and pro- 
moting peace and stability. Toward 
these ends, NATO has been expanded 
three times in the past. To remain rel- 
evant and successful in the future, 
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NATO must keep its doors open to 
those European democracies ready to 
bear the responsibilities, as well as the 
burdens, of membership. 

NATO enlargement is a policy deeply 
rooted in this principle, often driven by 
moral imperatives, but equally impor- 
tant strategic self-interest and objec- 
tive criteria concerning military readi- 
ness and political and economic re- 
form. 

It is not easy to become a NATO 
member. This is not like signing up for 
an American Express card. New NATO 
members must meet stringent military 
base criteria. They must also dem- 
onstrate a commitment to resolve eth- 
nic disputes and territorial disputes by 
peaceful means. In fact, the prospect of 
NATO membership has led newly free 
countries in Europe to settle border 
disputes. 

Potential NATO members must also 
show a commitment to promote sta- 
bility and well-being by promoting eco- 
nomic liberty, social justice and envi- 
ronmental responsibility. They must 
establish democratic and civilian con- 
trol of their military, a transparent 
military budget and be fit for duty, as 
well as using diplomacy as its first tool 
of dispute resolution. 

You have to do that in order to even 
be considered. So, therefore, I oppose 
the Warner amendment because it 
would freeze or reduce U.S. flexibility 
within the alliance and, at the same 
time, close the door that article X gave 
as a message of optimism and hope. 

The Warner amendment would repu- 
diate article X and its message of opti- 
mism and hope, which is what a freeze 
on enlargement would do. It would be 
seen by reformist countries of Central 
Europe as a door being shut. Do we 
really want to send such a disillu- 
sioning message to those other coun- 
tries that are working for democracy, 
economic reform and civilian control 
of their military? 

Article X of the Washington treaty 
was a source of hope to Central Europe 
during Soviet oppression. The prospect 
of NATO membership remains an im- 
portant incentive for democratic and 
economic reform. It has already moti- 
vated the reconciliations between Ger- 
many and the Czech Republic, Ger- 
many and Poland, Romania and Hun- 
gary, Romania and Ukraine, and Italy 
and Slovenia, among others. The civil 
and military agreements between these 
countries have helped to consolidate 
peace and stability in Central Europe, 
and these things must be protected and 
not undercut. 

Third, a mandated pause would cre- 
ate a new dividing line in Europe. If 
Central European countries not invited 
into NATO conclude that the process of 
enlargement has not only been stalled 
but stopped, a key incentive behind 
their current participation in NATO’s 
Partnership for Peace Program, a mili- 
tary partnership, would be eliminated. 
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A key achievement of this program is 
the coordination that it now fosters be- 
tween their defense planning and force 
structure development. Thus, a freeze 
on enlargement would impede, if not 
reverse, this remarkable development 
of European security around an alli- 
ance-determined agenda. This is what 
NATO is all about. 

Fourth, an arbitrary freeze on NATO 
enlargement would harm Russia’s his- 
toric reconciliation with NATO and the 
United States. A freeze would appear to 
give Moscow a veto over NATO en- 
largement. It certainly would be inter- 
preted as a victory for the hard-liners 
by those who still advocate a Russian 
sphere of influence over its neighbors, 
those who wish to see that Russia 
could deny the entry into NATO of 
these three democracies. 

Worse, it could lead others to draw 
the conclusion that they will never 
ever have a chance to join NATO and 
never ever get out of the Russian 
sphere of influence. A freeze would un- 
dercut the basic principles that all of 
Europe’s states have a right to choose 
their own security arrangements—a 
principle that must be one of the cor- 
nerstones of Russia's relationships 
with the United States and NATO 
membership. 

Mr. President, the resolution of rati- 
fication passed the Senate Committee 
on Foreign Relations 16 to 2, and on 
that day that it voted, March 3, 1998, it 
explicitly addressed the concerns of 
those accusing the alliance of moving 
too fast on enlargement. It states: 

The United States will not support the ad- 
mission of, or the invitation for admission 
of, any new NATO member, unless .. . (I) 
the President consults with the Senate con- 
sistent with article II, section 2, clause 2 of 
the Constitution of the United States 
and (II) the prospective members can fulfill 
the obligations and responsibilities of mem- 
bership, and its inclusion would serve the 
overall political and strategic interests of 
NATO and the United States. 

That is what the committee voted 
on, that we just would not have an 
open door but it would be an open door 
according to article X of the treaty we 
already adopted. 

Mr. President, I encourage my col- 
leagues, no matter how well-inten- 
tioned—no matter how well-inten- 
tioned the Warner amendment is, I 
think it would absolutely undercut 
peace and stability. 

Mr. President, also in terms of the 
Moynihan amendment, I want to asso- 
ciate myself with your remarks in 
which you said we could not be part of 
NATO under that, Canada could not, 
Turkey could not. And if we then 
would adopt the Moynihan amendment, 
should we then consider an amendment 
that would remove from NATO any 
members that are now part of EU? 

What would that mean? It would 
take us out. It would take Canada out. 
It would take Turkey out. I do not 
think it is logical. 
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I know there are many concerns 
about Russia. I know my time is lim- 
ited and others wish to speak on this 
amendment. Later on this afternoon I 
will give my thoughts on Russia. I wish 
to maintain a constructive relationship 
with Russia, but I do not think this is 
the time nor the place to then give in 
to the Russian hard-liners but to focus 
on the new Russia, which I believe is 
not an imperial Russia. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, on behalf of the Senator 
from Virginia, I yield 10 minutes to the 
Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, to ac- 
commodate the Senate on the schedule 
that Mr. SMITH and I are working on, 
from the standpoint of the proponents 
of my amendment, following Mr. DOR- 
GAN, it would be desirable to have the 
Senator from Minnesota, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, follow for a period of 5 
minutes, and then Mr. SMITH would 
care for about 3 or 4 minutes. Now, 
there is time within which the opposi- 
tion, of course, will want to intervene, 
and we certainly will go back and forth 
on this. 

We also wish to accommodate the 
senior Senator from Alaska. He has 
two amendments, is that correct, I say 
to the Senator? 

Mr. STEVENS. That is correct. 

Mr. WARNER. The time that the 
Senator from Alaska desires under his 
control would be how much? 

Mr. STEVENS. Well, 30 minutes. I 
am willing to have a time agreement 
on the amendments. It was my under- 
standing, Mr. President, one of them 
would be accepted. That may have 
changed in the last few minutes. But in 
any event, I do not need more than 20 
minutes myself to explain my two 
amendments. 

Mr. WARNER. Fine. 

Mr. President, I would suggest that 
the votes, then, on the two Warner 
amendments and the one on Senator 
CRAIG’s from last night be deferred 
until the Senator from Alaska has had 
an opportunity to address his two 
amendments, and such time as what- 
ever opposition there may be required, 
and then we vote on the five amend- 
ments in sequence thereafter, with the 
normal time allocated to the first vote 
and for 10 minutes allocated to each of 
the other four votes, with a total of 
five. I would suggest that request, on 
my behalf, be considered by the distin- 
guished ranking member of the Foreign 
Relations Committee and others before 
it is finalized, but that is a suggestion. 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 

Mr. WARNER. The suggestion I 
made, I say to my colleague, is that 
the senior Senator from Alaska wishes 
perhaps 20 minutes on his two amend- 
ments, and such time as you have, the 
votes scheduled for 3 p.m. be deferred 
until his amendments are discussed by 
the senior Senator and yourself, and 
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then we take five consecutive votes, 
with the normal time allocated to the 
first vote, and 10 minutes to each vote 
thereafter. 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Let me say that, first of 
all, I do not know what the Stevens 
amendment is, so I do not want to 
agree to a time agreement. He is a very 
formidable adversary on these issues, 
and I am not about to agree to a time 
agreement on what I do not know, No. 
1. 

Mr. STEVENS. Could I respond to 
that? 

Mr. BIDEN. Surely. 

Mr. STEVENS. The amendments 
have been submitted. It is my under- 
standing that one of them was cleared 
on both sides. That may have changed 
within the last 30 minutes. The second 
one will be modified, as requested by 
the Secretary of Defense and the vice 
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
We have modified that at their request 
to make the portion dealing with re- 
duction in the U.S. contribution to 
NATO to be a sense of the Senate rath- 
er than mandatory. But there is a man- 
datory cap in that amendment. And it 
will be controversial, I do admit. 

Why do I need unanimous consent? I 
will wait my turn. 

Mr. BIDEN. No. I am not trying to be 
an obstructionist at all. No. 1, I am 
told by my staff—A, I don’t know about 
the amendment, notwithstanding it 
has been filed. I have been concen- 
trating on other things. No. 2, I am 
told by my staff—and they may be in- 
correct; staff as well as Senators often 
are—the fact is that I am told that 
Senator HELMS has not signed off on 
any amendment yet. 

Mr. STEVENS. I am not asking for 
people to sign off on the amendment. I 
am only asking for time to debate it 
and have a vote. 

Mr. BIDEN. I am delighted to have 
time to debate it. That is why I think 
we should just go ahead, have the two 
amendments, vote. And then the Sen- 
ator and I and others who wish to de- 
bate it from 3 o’clock on, to debate as 
long as you want. That is fine by me. 

Mr. STEVENS. All I am trying to do, 
Mr. President, is accommodate the 
Senate. I thought instead of having 
three votes, have five votes after we 
are finished. It is all right by me. I will 
wait. I want to be assured some time— 
I am leading a delegation, pursuant to 
the Byrd amendment to the supple- 
mental bill, to Kuwait and Saudi Ara- 
bia tonight. I would prefer that we 
were going to finish this or postpone it 
until we get back, one or the other. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, every 
effort is being made to accommodate 
the important mission undertaken by 
the Senator from Alaska and to have 
the final votes on this treaty tonight. 
This Senator has given his commit- 
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ment to the leadership of the Senate. I 
suggest that we continue with this de- 
bate now and that the colleagues con- 
fer on the Stevens amendments and 
then revisit the possibility of five con- 
secutive votes. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, what 
is the order of business after the—if I 
may, with the Senator’s permission? 

Mr. BIDEN. Yes. 

Mr. STEVENS. What is the order of 
business after the Warner vote, after 
the three votes scheduled at 3 o'clock? 
Is there an agreement after that time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We have 
two pending amendments that we 
would go back to after the vote. They 
would have to be disposed of and then 
other amendments offered. 

Mr. WARNER. Of course, Mr. Presi- 
dent, they could be laid aside to accom- 
modate the Senator from Alaska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con- 
sent I be permitted to lay them aside 
after the scheduled votes at 3 o’clock 
and take up my two amendments at 
that time before I leave. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. ABRAHAM addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. I do not intend to 
object, but I wonder, before the Sen- 
ator from Delaware leaves the floor, 
prior to his arriving, the Senator from 
Virginia outlined a series of speakers 
who will speak in support of the 
amendment, but we did not establish a 
lineup for speakers who would speak in 
opposition to Senator WARNER’s 
amendment. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I am de- 
lighted to yield 5 minutes to my friend 
from Michigan. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. I believe we estab- 
lished Senator DORGAN would speak 
next. And if we could establish as part 
of that unanimous consent that—— 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, for the 
benefit of my colleagues, those wishing 
to speak in opposition to the amend- 
ment, that I have been told of, who 
have not yet spoken, two of them, who 
are here, are the Senator from Michi- 
gan and the Senator from Virginia, 
Senator ROBB, with the possibility of 
the Senator from Indiana, Senator 
LUGAR, and the Senator from Arizona, 
Senator MCCAIN, all of whom are 
against the amendment, I believe all of 
whom wish to speak against the 
amendment, two of whom are here. 
And since I have very limited time left, 
the two who are here I am very happy 
to give 5 minutes to, and those who 
show up next I will give 5 minutes, and 
then I am out of time. It is my full in- 
tention to yield to the Senator from 
Michigan to speak in opposition. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Fine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request made by the 
Senator from Alaska? 
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Hearing none, without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. One additional re- 
quest, if I may. I ask that my second 
amendment be modified. I have that 
right without unanimous consent. And 
I send it to the desk so that it can be 
reproduced so all Senators have a copy 
of it when I call it up after the 3 
o'clock votes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator can modify a 
previously submitted amendment. 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Although I have no ob- 
jection—I realize we have gotten unan- 
imous consent already with the Sen- 
ator from Alaska going next—as soon 
as I did not object, I was informed by 
my Cloakroom that Senator CONRAD, 
whose amendment is one of those listed 
as next, objected to it being put aside. 
I wanted Senator CONRAD to know I did 
not realize he would object to that. I 
just want the RECORD to show that I 
was unaware of that. 

Mr. STEVENS. I do not wish to in- 
convenience Senator CONRAD. I would 
be perfectly willing to wait if he is the 
next one in line. So I can get in line 
and I know what the time is, so I can 
plan the day. And I can tell the Sen- 
ator, I will not take longer than 30 
minutes on my amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, at this 
point I ask the Chair to advise the Sen- 
ate with regard to the remaining time 
under the pending amendment, the 
Warner-Moynihan 3-year moratorium. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Virginia has 16 minutes 18 
seconds and 17 minutes 2 seconds to the 
opposition. 

Mr. WARNER. So the time has been 
consumed by this important colloquy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. WARNER. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that 10 minutes equally divided be 
restored, given that this colloquy was 
essential. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Chair. 

The order is that Senator DORGAN 
will now proceed. If the Senator would 
limit remarks to 8 minutes in favor of 
the amendment, the Senator from Min- 
nesota would take 5 minutes, and the 
Senator from New Hampshire takes 3 
minutes, that would enable the Sen- 
ator from Virginia 2 or 3 minutes in 
conclusion. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to come to the floor of the Sen- 
ate to support the amendment offered 
by Senator WARNER. I have not yet 
been part of this debate. I have fol- 
lowed it closely and read a great deal 
and want to speak about the larger 
issue and then explain why I support 
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the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Virginia. 

The proposal brought to this Senate 
to expand NATO raises a range of ques- 
tions that will still be unanswered as 
we vote on this treaty later this 
evening. Let me just describe a couple 
of them. 

First of all, the cost. The cost esti- 
mates for the enlargement of NATO 
range from a few billion dollars to $125 
billion. Our major European allies have 
made it clear that they have little in- 
tention of spending another lira, an- 
other franc, another pound, to pay for 
the expansion of NATO. The question, 
then, is: What will be the cost to the 
American taxpayer? We don’t yet 
know. 

Further, will there be a second round 
to expand NATO? The NATO Sec- 
retary-General said that there will be a 
second round, possibly including Roma- 
nia, Slovenia, and three Baltic States. 
If there is a second round, what will 
that cost be? And if there is a third 
round, would it include some of the 19 
other members of the Partnership for 
Peace in Central and Eastern Europe? 
Where does NATO expansion stop? We 
don’t yet know. 

The other question is: What is the 
threat that requires the enlargement of 
NATO? What is the threat to Poland, 
Hungary, and the Czech Republic that 
justifies NATO expansion? I am con- 
vinced these countries need economic 
integration into Europe rather than 
military integration into NATO. 

The Warner amendment says, let us 
take the time to answer these basic 
questions. Let’s wait for three years 
before we admit any more nations into 
NATO. Let’s pause and try to under- 
stand what all of this will cost, what 
exactly is the threat, and what our re- 
sponse should be. 

But more importantly, a three-year 
pause also will enable us to work with 
Russia to ensure our relations with 
Russia do not suffer as a result of the 
policy we seem about to endorse this 
evening. 

NATO expansion, make no mistake 
about it, will play a large role in deter- 
mining whether we will have a coopera- 
tive or a confrontational relationship 
with Russia in the years to come. I 
don’t say this because I am sensitive to 
the feelings of Russia. I say it because 
I am sensitive to our own security in- 
terests. 

I take a moment of the brief time 
that I have to describe why our rela- 
tionship with Russia should play a role 
in this decision. 

I wonder how many of my colleagues 
are aware of an incident that occurred 
on December 3, 1997, in the dark hours 
of the early morning, north of Norway 
in the Barents Sea. Several Russian 
ballistic missile submarines surfaced 
on December 3, last year, and prepared 
to fire SSN-20 missiles. Each of these 
missiles can carry 10 nuclear warheads 
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and travel 5,000 miles—far enough to 
have reached the United States from 
the Barents Sea. Those submarines sur- 
faced and launched 20 ballistic mis- 
siles. Roaring skyward, they rose to 
30,000 feet. U.S. satellites tracked their 
path. 

Last December 3, the radar and sat- 
ellites in our Space Command NORAD 
complex and elsewhere saw that at 
30,000 feet those Russian missiles ex- 
ploded, they were destroyed. Why? Be- 
cause this was not a Russian missile 
attack. In fact, seven American weap- 
ons inspectors were watching from a 
ship a few miles away as the missiles 
were launched. These self-destruct 
launches were a quick and cheap way 
for Russia to destroy submarine- 
launched missiles, which it is required 
to do under the START I arms control 
treaty. 

Mr. President, let me present one 
more piece of evidence about what is 
really important. This is a hinge, and 
with the permission of the Presiding 
Officer, I show it to my colleagues on 
the Senate floor. This is a hinge that 
comes from a missile silo in the former 
Soviet Union. This belonged to a silo 
that housed an SS-19 with warheads 
poised at the United States. This piece 
of a missile silo, with a missile and 
warhead aimed at the United States, 
comes from a silo that doesn’t any 
longer exist. This comes from a silo 
which this picture shows is now gone. 
Silo removed, gone. The missile is 
gone. The warhead is gone. And where 
a silo once stood, sunflowers are plant- 
ed. 

How did that happen, that a Soviet 
missile was destroyed by taking it out 
of its silo? This country, with a pro- 
gram called Nunn-Lugar, helped pay 
for the cost of that. With that pro- 
gram, and under our arms control trea- 
ties, we help destroy the weapons of po- 
tential adversaries so they can never 
be used against us. 

Now, the question for all of us is, 
What does enlarging NATO do to our 
relationship with Russia? There is no 
one on this floor who can stand and tell 
you with certainty what it does, but 
there is plenty of evidence that this is 
a step backward, not forward, with re- 
spect to our relationship with Russia. 

One of the great lessons of this cen- 
tury’s history is that the United States 
gains when we respect a former enemy. 
We have been through the cold war 
with the Soviet Union. They lost. The 
Soviet Union no longer exists. 

Russia has enough fissile material to 
make 40,000 nuclear weapons if it want- 
ed to. That’s why our relationship with 
Russia is critically important. That re- 
lationship will determine whether we 
will see more nuclear missile silos 
planted with sunflowers, whether we 
will see bombers having their wing cut 
off —as this picture shows—whether we 
will see more progress in arms reduc- 
tion. 
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The principal threat, in my judg- 
ment, to peace in this world is not a 
threat of a land invasion of Poland, the 
Czech Republic, or Hungary. The prin- 
cipal threat is the threat of nuclear 
weapons—loose nuclear weapons falling 
into the hands of terrorists, or pro- 
liferation of nuclear weapons to rogue 
nations, or a resumption of the nuclear 
arms race. We are on a path in this 
country, because of our arms control 
agreements and cooperative relation- 
ship with Russia, where both sides are 
now destroying nuclear weapons. This 
is very, very important progress for hu- 
mankind. 

We now are confronted here in the 
U.S. Senate with a question of enlarg- 
ing NATO, a security alliance in West- 
ern Europe, at the expense of, in my 
judgment, our relationship with Rus- 
sia. I don t want to see our relationship 
with Russia deteriorate into a new cold 
war confrontation and a resumption of 
nuclear weapons production. In my 
judgment, we expand NATO at the po- 
tential risk of reigniting a cold war 
and impeding and retarding progress on 
arms reduction. 

The Senator from Virginia brings an 
amendment to the floor that says if we 
go to a first round of NATO enlarge- 
ment, and if the vote is successful to- 
night, before we expand further let us 
at least pause for 3 years to answer the 
questions I posed at the start of my 
presentation. What will this cost? 
What will this cost, and who will pay 
the bill? What is the threat, and where 
does the threat come from? And what 
does this do to arms control agree- 
ments that now, as I speak, are result- 
ing in the destruction of missiles, the 
retirement of delivery vehicles, the 
sawing off of wings of Russian bomb- 
ers? 

What does it do to that progress, 
progress that comes from arms control 
treaties and a bipartisan initiative 
here in Congress called Nunn-Lugar to 
help implement those treaties? In the 
Nunn-Lugar program we provide 
money to accommodate arms control 
agreements, to help the other side de- 
stroy their nuclear weapons. These are 
the weapons that were once housed ina 
silo that contained this piece of metal, 
near Pervomaisk, a former Soviet mis- 
sile base. What does NATO expansion 
do to the progress that this piece of 
metal represents? 

This piece of metal was in a silo that 
housed a missile with a nuclear war- 
head aimed at our country, but it is 
now just metal, and the ground is now 
sunflowers. That is substantial 
progress, in my view, for this world. 

The question we need to ask, all of 
us, is, What does this issue, NATO en- 
largement, have to do with this 
progress? Will it impede this progress? 
Will it retard the progress of arms con- 
trol? No one here knows the answer for 
certain. Our Nation’s foremost experts 
on foreign policy are sharply divided. 
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Yet, and I say this regretfully, the Sen- 
ate seems prepared to vote on NATO 
expansion without understanding its 
potential consequences. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. DORGAN. I yield the floor and 
thank the Senator from Virginia for 
his time. 

Mr. ABRAHAM addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan is recognized. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I will 
speak briefly in opposition to the War- 
ner amendment. I will begin by saying 
that I think there are clear lessons 
that can be learned, but I disagree with 
my distinguished colleague from North 
Dakota as to what they are. 

I think the last half of the 20th cen- 
tury demonstrated that when America 
did not assert itself adequately and act 
in its best interests after World War II 
by embracing the nations of Central 
and Eastern Europe, we in fact contrib- 
uted to the development of a cold war; 
that when we in fact invested in our 
national security and asserted our- 
selves effectively—particularly during 
the 1980s—we brought the cold war to 
an end successfully. That is why I be- 
lieve it is in our interests to move for- 
ward with expansion of NATO at this 
time. 

In light of these reasons, I think it is 
ill advised for us to set arbitrary limits 
or deadlines or pauses in considering 
NATO expansion. If it is in our best in- 
terests to expand NATO quickly, then I 
want to maintain that possibility. If it 
is not in our best interests to expand 
NATO beyond the three countries 
under consideration today, then the 
process already established in the 
North Atlantic Council and our own 
constitutional advice and consent rati- 
fication requirements provide us more 
than enough protection against rash 
action. 

Let me speak briefly and more spe- 
cifically as to other reasons I oppose 
the amendment offered by my col- 
league from Virginia mandating a 
“strategic pause.” 

First, I believe such a pause would 
send exactly the wrong signal at this 
critical point in history, as it would 
represent a drastic change in U.S. pol- 
icy. The United States led the charge 
at last year’s Madrid summit to keep 
the door open for future NATO expan- 
sion. Throughout the general discus- 
sion on expanding NATO, we also de- 
clared that any possible offer of NATO 
membership would be dependent upon 
successful implementation of democra- 
tization and market reform programs. 
Taking away the possibility of NATO 
membership, even for just 3 years, may 
also take away the incentive for com- 
pletion of reform. 

Second, I believe the Senate’s posi- 
tion during any future membership ne- 
gotiations will be protected. During 
Foreign Relations Committee hearings 
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on this issue, both Secretary Cohen 
and Secretary Albright expressed the 
administration’s understanding of the 
need for consultation with the Senate 
prior to any future round of expansion. 
I believe that commitment is secure, 
given their scrupulous consultation 
process with the Senate that has gone 
on throughout the current expansion 
phase. 

Finally, I think we must look at this 
round of expansion in its historical 
context. Article X of the North Atlan- 
tic Treaty specifically provides for the 
expansion of NATO to any European 
state in a position to further the prin- 
ciples of the treaty and contribute to 
North Atlantic security. This article 
has been utilized over the past 50 years 
for the accession of West Germany, 
Greece, Turkey, and Spain. This is not 
a brand new process but one we have 
always kept open to review. 

NATO’s Secretary General stated at 
the Madrid summit: 

In keeping with our pledge to maintain an 
open door to the admission of additional] Al- 
liance members in the future, we also direct 
that NATO Foreign Ministers keep that 
process under continual review and report to 
us. We will review the process at our next 
meeting in 1999. 

This shows that NATO enlargement 
is an issue regularly reviewed by the 
North Atlantic Council, just as are the 
structure and requirements of the 
NATO armed forces. 

In summary, I strongly oppose any 
measure which will place additional 
roadblocks in the way of future NATO 
expansion, roadblocks that are not 
needed and will only lead to further 
feelings of abandonment and exclusion 
by nations wanting to join the West. A 
decision to enlarge NATO should not be 
based on a rigid time line; rather, it 
should be the net result of thoughtful 
deliberation—a process already well 
protected by both the North Atlantic 
Treaty and our Constitution. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota is recognized. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I yield 5 minutes to the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
first of all, let me associate myself 
with the amendment earlier introduced 
by Senator MOYNIHAN from New York. 
I have said before on the floor of the 
Senate—and I will say it again—the 
Senator from New York, I think, has 
said something very important with 
his amendment, which is that we 
should be using our prestige as a great 
country to really insist on membership 
to the EU for Hungary, the Czech Re- 
public, and Poland. That is what is 
most important to enable them to 
reach their goals. 

Also, let me associate myself with 
the amendment of my colleague from 
Virginia, Senator WARNER. I think 
what he is saying in this amendment 
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is: Colleagues, Democrats and Repub- 
licans alike, please go slowly. 

Mr. President, many of us had the op- 
portunity to serve with Senator Nunn. 
I think more of us should talk about 
him and his wisdom. Senator Nunn 
raised three questions about NATO ex- 
pansion. The first question is: Will this 
help us in easing or dealing with the 
whole problem of proliferation of weap- 
ons that might go to Third World coun- 
tries—the kind of cooperation we need 
with Russia? The answer that Senator 
Nunn gives to that question is no. 

The second question Senator Nunn 
asked is: What about nuclear threats? 
Is this going to help us in terms of fur- 
ther arms agreement with Russia? Is 
this going to move the world away 
from reliance on nuclear weapons? The 
answer Senator Nunn gives is no. 

The third question that Senator 
Nunn raised is: What about reform 
within Russia? What about the forces 
for democracy? What are the demo- 
crats—with a small d' all trying to 
tell us? The answer, Senator Nunn 
says, is they are telling us with this 
NATO expansion, expanding the mili- 
tary alliance against a Soviet Union 
that no longer exists, against a mili- 
tary threat that no longer exists, is a 
huge step backward. 

Mr. President, I will conclude this 
way. Other colleagues are on the floor 
and want to speak. From Senator Sam 
Nunn to Senator PATRICK MOYNIHAN, to 
Senator JOHN WARNER, to George Ken- 
nan, to scholars like Howard 
Mendelbaum, to prophetic thinkers 
like George Kennan, and, more impor- 
tantly, the forces for democracy in 
Russia, there has been an eloquent and 
powerful plea to all of us to understand 
that this could be a tragic mistake. 

Mr. President, I fear it will be a trag- 
ic mistake. I hope my colleagues will 
vote for Senator MOYNIHAN’s amend- 
ment. I hope they will vote for Senator 
WARNER’s amendments. I want to say 
one more time that I am in profound 
disagreement with NATO expansion. I 
think there will be fateful con- 
sequences. If we approve this, I hope 
and pray that Iam wrong, but I have to 
speak for what I believe is right for my 
country and the world. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I have 16 
minutes remaining in my control. For 
the benefit of the Senators, so I don’t 
get myself in more trouble in the allo- 
cation of time, I am going to yield, in 
the following order: 5 minutes to the 
Senator from Virginia, 5 minutes to 
the Senator from Delaware, and 5 min- 
utes to the Senator from Arizona. That 
will leave me probably 10 seconds. I 
now yield 5 minutes to the Senator 
from Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Virginia is recognized. 
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Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, it is not 
my intention today to belabor the 
points, so eloquently made by the prin- 
cipal proponents of this Resolution of 
Ratification—including the President, 
the Secretary of State, the Secretary 
of Defense, the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, and by the leadership of 
this body, and the Chairman and Rank- 
ing Members of the Foreign Relations 
Committee—about why enlarging 
NATO is in our national strategic in- 
terest. 

The three national security commit- 
tees on which I serve have dedicated an 
extraordinary amount of time to this 
issue, examining the full ramifications 
of enlarging NATO in over a dozen 
hearings, and following that intensive 
process I remain persuaded, that we 
ought to move ahead. 

I certainly don’t discount the con- 
cerns, that have been raised, by a num- 
ber of highly respected opponents of 
ratification, most of whom I am nor- 
mally in agreement with on national 
security matters, but I find the argu- 
ments advanced by the advocates more 
persuasive. 

I would like to focus my remarks 
more narrowly on the implications for 
American leadership in Europe and be- 
yond. The critical notion in my mind, 
is not simply that NATO is inviting 
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub- 
lic into its ranks, but that through our 
leadership, we’ve played a fundamental 
role in casting the light of freedom 
across Europe, and are prepared in 
peacetime or war, to guarantee the se- 
curity of these new democracies. 

Keeping the peace is something 
NATO has been doing well for 50 years. 
When an entity works as well as NATO 
has, in fact, the American people tend 
to either ignore it or take it for grant- 
ed. Perhaps that explains the lack of 
widespread public interest in expand- 
ing NATO. 

We have come to think of Europe 
mostly as a market for our goods, no 
longer as a territory under Soviet 
threat. Public apathy aside, we forget 
the lessons of history that made the 
20th Century the single bloodiest of all, 
at our peril. 

On two occasions American isola- 
tionism has led to world wars. What we 
thought was benign neglect of Europe 
turned out to be an abject failure of 
our leadership. Harry Truman was 
right when he said that if NATO had 
existed in 1914 or 1939, we never would 
have seen the toll in human lives that 
followed. 

Mr. President, it is an undeniable 
fact that NATO has contributed dra- 
matically to Europe’s peace, stability, 
and democracy the past 50 years, and 
hence to our own security. The alliance 
was integral to the dissolution of the 
Warsaw Pact in the 1980s, to tearing 
down the Berlin Wall in 1989, and to 
hastening the overall demise of the So- 
viet Union and the end of the Cold War. 
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Now, some wonder, if it is still rel- 
evant, and express serious doubts as to 
whether or not we should expand it. 

Mr. President, it will be decades be- 
fore we know with any certainty 
whether central Europe establishes 
itself in toto as a model of democratic 
rule, or something less. But it is not 
difficult to conjure up images of exclu- 
sive ethnic and latent ultra-nation- 
alism underlying future conflict. 

The historical legacy of the region 
generally is worrisome. World War I 
started with a mere gunshot in 
Sarejevo. And even recent history in 
the region shows that stability can’t be 
treated as a foregone conclusion given 
the conflagration of the former Yugo- 
slavia after Tito. And now Kosovo 
threatens to inflame the area all over 
again. 

NATO has performed admirably in re- 
storing a semblance of order in Bosnia, 
Yet the job is far from finished. We 
face years of civil and political recon- 
struction. But NATO and American 
leadership have made the difference in 
resuscitating that country. 

Mr. President, Bosnia demonstrates 
that the stakes are far too great to 
view NATO as some kind of anachro- 
nism. 

NATO is a vibrant, meaningful, om- 
nipresent military institution that 
helps preserve a favorable security en- 
vironment. And let me emphasize that 
it safeguards American vital interests. 
We don’t lead NATO as a favor to Eu- 
rope. 

Mr. President, perhaps the greatest 
challenge, or opportunity, in all this 
lies in developing a partnership be- 
tween Russia and an expanded NATO. 
The Permanent Joint Council we've es- 
tablished with the Russians secures an 
important role for them in the new se- 
curity architecture of Europe. 

We should welcome their input and 
value their advice in charting a new 
course for the Continent. Russia, after 
all, has been a player in Europe for bet- 
ter than 300 years. We can, and should, 
pursue those mutual security concerns 
with Russia that contribute toward 
peace and stability in the Euro-Atlan- 
tic area. 

At the same time, an expanded NATO 
will retain the right to act independ- 
ently, as has been the case for fifty 
years. Its core purpose will continue to 
be to ensure its own security through 
collective defense. 

Where there might be disagreements, 
Russia should not interpret NATO ac- 
tions as trampling on its national secu- 
rity prerogatives. 

Rather, the aim of the alliance, in 
Vaclav Havel’s words, is first and 
foremost an instrument of democracy, 
intended to defend mutually held and 
created political and spiritual values 
** * land is] the guarantor of Euro- 
American civilization.” 

NATO's expansion will erase the arti- 
ficial lines drawn by Stalin, but is not 
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and should not be perceived as a threat 
to Russia's security. 

It is in our interest, and we should 
provide tangible support to further de- 
velop Russia as a peaceful democracy. 
Expanding NATO helps consolidate the 
hard fought gains of winning the Cold 
War, and sets a useful example for Rus- 
sia among its neighbors to continue 
with democratic reforms internally. 

Mr. President, the working predicate 
of a number of the amendments before 
the Senate seem designed to make the 
accession process more cumbersome 
and unwieldy. I believe we need to dis- 
tinguish this particular matter, how- 
ever, from common appropriations and 
authorization legislation we amend and 
consider in the Senate. 

I believe, ambiguity regarding the 
protocol terms of entry, for example, 
will have a corrosive effect on our abil- 
ity to lead the organization in the fu- 
ture. Existing and future members 
begin to focus more on American con- 
ditions instead of affirmative Amer- 
ican leadership. 

Mandating a multi-year pause in ex- 
pansion, for example, would lead us 
into the same difficulty we encoun- 
tered setting deadlines for troop with- 
drawals from Bosnia. Critical national 
decisions based on carefully reasoned 
and supported judgments are sub- 
jugated to an artificial time line that 
could actually end up proving harmful 
to our military interests. 

We need to be flexible rather than ar- 
bitrary about future entrants into 
NATO: If the first round goes well, the 
Partnership for Peace program will 
keep the door open for new members. 
Present and future security consider- 
ations will then dictate the pace and 
scope of enlargement. 

Along these same lines conditioning 
NATO membership on EU membership 
strikes a discomfiting parallel between 
two organizations whose core missions 
are fundamentally different, one being 
military and the other economic and 
social. 

The amendment would, in effect, 
allow a group of EU nations veto power 
over a critical decision affecting U.S. 
national security: our choice of mili- 
tary allies in any future contingency. 

In all three previous rounds of NATO 
enlargement—Turkey and Greece in 
1952, Germany in 1955, and Spain in 
1982—it was clearly understood that ex- 
pansion presaged European economic 
development and integration as a key 
benefit, not the other way around. 
Now, inclusion in NATO will help es- 
tablish a climate of confidence for 
these three countries as they seek for- 
eign direct investment and pursue eco- 
nomic integration. 

Mr. President, strengthening NATO 
by expanding its ranks contributes to a 
peaceful, democratic, free and unified 
Europe. As the security landscape of 
central Europe rapidly changes, we 
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ought to take advantage of this his- 
toric moment. A static, cautionary ap- 
proach misses the opportunity to ex- 
tend democratic principles across Eu- 
rope. 

Vaclav Havel, perhaps better than 
anyone, has stripped away the layers of 
argument on each side, observing that 
“if the West does not stabilize the 
East, the East will destabilize the 
West.” Europe looks to the United 
States for leadership, and it is time for 
us to act. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Resolution of Ratification before us, 
and oppose burdensome amendments 
that would weaken an enlarged NATO. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. WARNER. The distinguished 
Senator from New York desires to 
speak on behalf of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New York is recognized. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, in 
brief, a moment of history about Rus- 
sia. 

On March 20, 1917, one of the most 
momentous Cabinet meetings in Amer- 
ican history took place in which Wood- 
row Wilson and his Cabinet judged that 
German submarine warfare had 
reached a point which left the United 
States with no choice but to enter the 
war on behalf of the Allied Powers. In 
13 days Wilson would convened Con- 
gress and speak to a joint session ask- 
ing for recognition of the state of war 
with Germany. At the Cabinet meet- 
ing, Robert Lansing, as Secretary of 
State, spoke in favor of doing this. He 
captured the meeting in a memo- 
randum in which he wrote: “I said that 
the revolution in Russia which ap- 
peared to be successful had removed 
the one objection to affirming that the 
European war was a war between de- 
mocracy and absolutism.” 

Sir, in 1917, Russia had a democratic 
revolution. As a schoolchild in New 
York, I can recall the head of that pro- 
visional government, Mr. Kerensky, 
would come around to our assemblies 
to tell us about it. That democratic 
revolution was crushed by Lenin and 
the Bolsheviks in St. Petersburg. And 
the country lived a hideous 70 years 
under that regime. Then the Russians 
liberated themselves. They did it inter- 
nally. 

They had to face a second coup 
against Mr. Gorbachev with tanks 
around the government buildings. The 
tanks withdrew and the forces of an 
earlier protodemocratic government 
prevailed. There are Russians who 
genuinely believe that they liberated 
their country. They now once more 
have the possibilities they had at the 
beginning of the century before the 
Bolsheviks took power. Why some of us 
here hated the Bolsheviks, hated Lenin 
and Stalin, and their successes, was 
not just for what they stood for but for 
what they had crushed. 

There is a belief that is growing in 
Russia—one learns this; one hears 
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this—that they not only freed them- 
selves of the infamous Stalin and Lenin 
but also the countries around them; 
and that they should be seen now as a 
partner, not as the enemy. They were 
under the rule of the their enemies. 

I hope we will see this and not ex- 
pand in their direction an alliance that 
was formed against Joseph Stalin and 
his politburo. Give us a chance to bring 
Russia into the democratic world in 
which it almost entered and which will 
now be put in jeopardy, or so some of 
us believe. What a historic failure that 
would be. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to my friend from Arizona. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona is recognized. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to begin by stating my opposition 
to the Ashcroft amendment which 
would too narrowly limit NATO's free- 
dom of action by permitting NATO 
missions only for collective self-de- 
fense, or in response to a threat to the 
territorial integrity, political inde- 
pendence, or security of a NATO mem- 
ber. 

I believe that is understandable—the 
concerns that have led to this amend- 
ment being proposed, and some valid 
points have been made. Clearly, the 
NATO military forces must not be used 
frivolously. I do not believe that NATO 
is an organization that should take on 
worldwide military missions that have 
nothing to do with European security. 

I think these types of problems, how- 
ever, should be avoided as NATO makes 
decisions—not limitations to be placed 
on NATO’s ability to make decisions. 
When real-world challenges arise, we 
need the ability to have free and unfet- 
tered consultations with our allies on 
all possible courses of action before a 
decision is reached. Article IV of the 
NATO treaty already permits this kind 
of unrestricted consultation, as it has 
ever since Dean Acheson first pre- 
sented it to the Senate 49 years ago. 

The Ashcroft amendment would for 
the first time restrict the scope of such 
article IV consultation by preventing 
NATO from considering taking action 
in many cases—even if we and our al- 
lies believed that such action would 
serve our common security interests. 
This is an unwarranted restriction on 
our freedom to consult and take joint 
action with our allies through NATO. 

The fear that NATO might take on 
missions that the United States op- 
poses is unfounded. We already have all 
the safeguards we need at NATO be- 
cause we have a veto. There can be no 
NATO mission, no military operation, 
no out-of-area deployment, unless the 
United States specifically supports 
that decision. Mr. President, not only 
do we have a veto but the United 
States is a leader of NATO. Rather 
than our getting dragged into missions 
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we do not want, the reality at NATO is 
the opposite. The United States has al- 
ways been the country to take a strong 
leadership position and to seek support 
from our European allies. We are the 
ones who seek to spread the burdens of 
maintaining security to our allies, not 
the other way around. The Ashcroft 
amendment would give a powerful tool 
to those allies who may seek to dodge 
burden sharing, who may want to pre- 
vent an active NATO role, or who 
would otherwise oppose a strong U.S. 
leadership role. 

I suspect that part of the motivation 
behind this amendment is a lack of 
confidence that the current U.S. ad- 
ministration will say no to military 
operations when it has to. That is a 
concern I fully understand. But a lack 
of confidence in the current adminis- 
tration is one thing to be dealt with be- 
tween the Congress and the White 
House. Putting a hard and fast limit on 
NATO, the most successful military al- 
liance in history, and the best tool we 
have for spreading the burdens of com- 
mon security, is quite another thing. 

Mr. President, this is a serious 
amendment and one that I think would 
have serious consequences on our alli- 
ance and our relations with our allies, 
as well as our ability to act in the 
United States vital national security 
interests. 

Finally, I oppose the Warner amend- 
ment because I believe it is an artifi- 
cial barrier. I don’t believe that we 
want to keep countries out of NATO. 
We can do that already because we 
have a veto of NATO. If the adminis- 
tration were to make a bad decision, 
we in the Senate could still withhold 
our consent at that time. But if we de- 
cide our own national security inter- 
ests warrant bringing a qualified coun- 
try into NATO in less than 3 years, this 
amendment would prevent us from 
doing so. I don’t see why we would 
want to limit ourselves in this way. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. After consultation with 
the distinguished Senator from Vir- 
ginia, in light of the fact several more 
Senators have asked to speak, I would 
ask unanimous consent, if the Senator 
is listening, for 10 additional minutes 
equally divided. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, no ob- 
jection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BIDEN. My intention in terms of 
the now 10 minutes total time I con- 
trol, I will yield 5 to my senior col- 
league from Delaware, and then I will 
yield the remaining 5—and I think that 
will leave me 1 minute to close—to the 
distinguished Senator from West Vir- 
ginia, just so people will know the 
order. 

I thank the Chair. 


April 30, 1998 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware is recognized. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, as well in- 
tentioned as the WARNER amendment 
may be, I urge my colleagues to oppose 
it. To accept it would be inconsistent 
with the NATO Treaty. It would unnec- 
essarily limit U.S. flexibility in pur- 
suing further enlargement. It is con- 
stitutionally unnecessary. And, above 
all, it undercuts the tremendous gains 
for peace accomplished over the last 
decade in Central Europe and in our re- 
lationship with Russia. 

What this amendment proposes is an 
arbitrary freeze—or a pause—in the en- 
largement process. This, despite the 
fact that Article 10 of the Washington 
Treaty, the Alliance’s founding char- 
ter, states clearly that membership is 
open to, and I quote, any other Euro- 
pean state in a position to further the 
principles of this treaty and to con- 
tribute to the security of the North At- 
lantic area.” 

Mr. President, we all agree that 
NATO is an unprecedented success in 
deterring conflict and promoting peace 
and stability. Toward these ends, 
NATO has been expanded three times 
in the past. To remain vital, relevant, 
and successful in the future, NATO 
must remain consistent with Article 10 
and keep its doors open to those Euro- 
pean democracies ready to bear the re- 
sponsibilities and burdens of member- 
ship. 

NATO enlargement is a policy rooted 
in this principle and driven by moral 
imperatives, strategic self-interest, 
and objective criteria concerning mili- 
tary readiness and political and eco- 
nomic reform. Any proposal to freeze 
enlargement—whether it be permanent 
or temporary—subordinates these fac- 
tors to an arbitrary timeline. And it 
opens the door to other significantly 
adverse consequences for the United 
States and the Alliance: 

First, a freeze would reduce U.S. 
flexibility and leverage within NATO. 
It would unnecessarily undercut our 
ability—and the Alliance's ability—to 
respond to the inherent uncertainty of 
the future. 

Second, it would send an unfortu- 
nate, and even dangerous message to 
the reformist governments of Central 
Europe. They would suppose—and not 
incorrectly—that the United States is 
slamming the door shut concerning 
their possible accession into the Alli- 
ance. 

Do we really wish to send such a dis- 
illusioning message? 

Article 10 of the Washington Treaty 
was a source of hope to Central Euro- 
peans during Soviet oppression. The 
prospect of NATO membership remains 
an important incentive for democratic 
and economic reform. It has motivated 
the reconciliations between Germany 
and the Czech Republic, Germany and 
Poland, Romania and Hungary, Roma- 
nia and Ukraine, as well as Italy and 
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Slovenia, among others. Their unprece- 
dented efforts to cooperate among 
themselves and to jointly consolidate 
peace and security in that region must 
be strengthened, not undercut. 

Third, a mandated pause created by 
this amendment would prompt a new 
dividing line in Europe. If Central Eu- 
ropean countries not invited into 
NATO conclude that the process of en- 
largement has not only stalled, but 
stopped, a key incentive behind the 
aforementioned regional cooperation, 
including their current participation in 
NATO's Partnership for Peace pro- 
gram, will be seriously undercut. Thus, 
a freeze on enlargement would impede, 
if not reverse, the remarkable develop- 
ment of European security around an 
Alliance-determined agenda. 

Fourth, Mr. President, an arbitrary 
freeze on NATO enlargement would 
harm Russia’s historic reconciliation 
with NATO and the United States. A 
freeze would appear to give Moscow a 
veto over enlargement. It certainly 
would be interpreted as a victory— 
proof of their own legitimacy—by those 
who still advocate a Russian sphere of 
influence over its neighbors. Worse yet, 
it could lead others to draw the same 
conclusion. A freeze would undercut 
the basic principle that all of Europe's 
states have a right to choose their own 
security arrangements—a principle 
that must be one of the cornerstones of 
Russia’s relationships with the United 
States and NATO. 

While I am sure the intentions be- 
hind this amendment are admirable, we 
must recognize that its consequences 
would be potentially disastrous. It 
would undercut U.S. leadership and in- 
fluence within the Alliance. It would 
contradict the founding document of 
the Alliance. It would threaten the his- 
toric progress we have witnessed in 
Central Burope—progress from which 
we all benefit. And It would reject a 
principle fundamental to establish- 
ment of a constructive relationship 
with a democratic Russia. 

I suspect, Mr. President, that one 
false premise behind this amendment is 
that NATO enlargement has been a 
rushed process. Nothing could be far- 
ther from the truth. The velvet revolu- 
tions that restored democracy and 
independence to Poland, the Czech Re- 
public, and Hungary took place in 1989. 
Nearly a decade will have passed before 
these three countries become NATO 
members in 1999. 

Moreover, the Senate has not rushed, 
and is not being rushed, into endorsing 
NATO enlargement. This chamber and 
its committees have been examining 
and promoting this initiative since 
1993, if not earlier. Anyone concerned 
about the future enlargement process 
can be assured that the same careful 
study, debate, and oversight that has 
attended this past effort will attend 
those to come. Read the resolution of 
ratification carefully. It explicitly re- 
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quires extensive consultation between 
the Senate and the President about 
any such initiative. 

It states that the ‘‘United States will 
not support the admission of, or the in- 
vitation for admission of, any new 
NATO member, unless (I) the President 
consults with the Senate consistent 
with Article II, section 2, clause 2 of 
the Constitution of the United States 
(relating to the advice and consent of 
the Senate to the making of treaties); 
and (II) the prospective members can 
fulfill the obligations and responsibil- 
ities of membership, and its inclusion 
would serve the overall political and 
strategic interests of NATO and the 
United States.” 

Before, I yield the floor, Mr. Presi- 
dent, let me reiterate a key point to 
those who fear a rushed process of fur- 
ther NATO enlargement. The bottom 
line, is that further expansion of the 
Alliance will always be contingent on 
careful study, public debate, high-level 
consultations, political consensus, and 
the strategic interests of NATO and 
the United States. Any further expan- 
sion will also be contingent on Senate 
ratification—the difficult hurdle of se- 
curing 67 votes. 

For these and other reasons, I urge 
my colleagues to vote against any pro- 
posal that undercuts the founding doc- 
ument and basic principles of the 
NATO Alliance. The ratification of the 
accession of Poland, the Czech Repub- 
lic, and Hungary to NATO will erase 
destabilizing lines, which are relics of 
the Cold War. This amendment por- 
tends only be a step toward new, divi- 
sive lines in Europe—and, that is some- 
thing we should never accept. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain- 
der of my time. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. For purposes of in- 
forming the Senate, I ask unanimous 
consent that the following order take 
place and time for each vote. The order 
of votes will be that the Craig amend- 
ment which was finished last night 
would come first, the Moynihan vote 
second, the Warner vote third, that the 
normal time be given to the Craig 
amendment, that the second and third 
votes be 10 minutes each, and that they 
be up or down votes on each amend- 
ment. 

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. KERRY. I will not object, but I 
would just like to ask would it be ap- 
propriate to include in the unanimous- 
consent request time for me to speak 
after the vote? 

Mr. WARNER. No objection. 

Mr. KERRY. I would so ask. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Consent 
has been granted to recognize Senator 
STEVENS. 

Mr. KERRY. I would ask unanimous 
consent to be recognized following Sen- 
ator STEVENS. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BIDEN. How much time remains 
under my control? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 6 minutes. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator who is rank- 
ing member of the committee who is 
managing this business in the Cham- 
ber. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2316 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I speak 
with reference to the amendment of- 
fered by Mr. CRAIG that would, if 
adopted, require that the United States 
adopt a specific authorization for the 
continued deployment of U.S. forces 
now in Bosnia prior to the deposit of 
the U.S. instrument of ratification of 
the protocols for NATO expansion. I 
have long supported an active Congres- 
sional role regarding the ongoing U.S. 
mission in Bosnia. Congress does have a 
responsibility to carefully oversee that 
mission, to ensure that it stays on 
track and that limits are placed on the 
U.S. role there that will safeguard our 
troops from being consumed in an ever- 
expanding nation-building crusade. So, 
I support what I think is the Senator’s 
intent, which is to apply pressure to 
the Administration and the Congress 
to fulfill their oversight responsibil- 
ities with respect to Bosnia. 

However, that being said, I do not be- 
lieve that this amendment is nec- 
essary. The Fiscal Year 1999 Depart- 
ment of Defense Authorization bill is 
likely to be considered by the Senate 
within the next several weeks, and the 
corresponding appropriations bill will 
also be taken up before we adjourn. 
These bills are the appropriate vehicles 
on which to debate and act to place 
limits on the U.S. mission in Bosnia. 
They provide a vehicle for establishing 
policy and then backing up the will of 
Congress with the power over the 
purse. We do not need this amendment 
today to force us into taking action on 
Bosnia. We do not need to hold these 
nations—Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic—hostage to any per- 
ceived inability or lack of will on our 
part to act independently on Bosnia. 

So I say to my colleagues that this 
Senator from West Virginia does not 
lack the will to work to establish a pol- 
icy and a specific, detailed authoriza- 
tion for the U.S. mission in Bosnia. I 
do not favor open-ended commitments 
to deploy forces to Bosnia, and I do not 
favor giving this administration or any 
other administration a free rein to in- 
volve our men and women in uniform 
in the kind of policing actions that got 
us into such trouble in Somalia. I am 
already working on such an amend- 
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ment in concert with other Senators, 
with the intention of offering it to the 
Department of Defense Authorization 
bill or perhaps some other vehicle. I 
welcome the participation of Senator 
CRAIG and his cosponsors in this de- 
bate. But we do not need to act on this 
amendment at this time. We do not 
need to leave this protocol bound and 
gagged in some dark closet until we 
ransom it with a debate and legislative 
action that, I assure you, will take 
place without a hostage on another oc- 
casion on another day and on another 
measure. 

Although I will vote against this 
amendment, I assure my colleague 
from Idaho, and the other supporters of 
his amendment, that it is not because 
I do not wish to have a concrete policy 
regarding Bosnia. I urge Senators to 
vote against the amendment offered by 
Senator CRAIG. 

I thank the Chair, and, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO, 2322 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. WARNER. I yield such time as 
the senior Senator from New York may 
desire. Could I inquire of the remainder 
of time on both sides, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Virginia has 10 minutes. The 
Senator from Delaware has 2 minutes 8 
seconds. 

Mr. WARNER. Does the Senator from 
Delaware wish to let the Senator from 
Massachusetts proceed? Is that my un- 
derstanding? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware has 2 minutes re- 
maining. 

Mr. BIDEN. I yield 1 minute to my 
friend from Massachusetts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Delaware. 

I share the concerns of many Sen- 
ators with respect to the possibilities 
of future rapid expansion, and there are 
serious questions from the Congress 
about the control of that. But I do 
think the constitutional issues of re- 
straint of a President before the fact 
on foreign policy are significant, and 
equally significant, I believe, that we 
will have ample opportunity for con- 
sultation. 

I will ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a letter from the 
President that I received on April 23. I 
call my colleagues’ attention to one 
particular paragraph, which is, the 
President says: 

I pledge to undertake the same broad pat- 
tern of consultation before making any fu- 
ture decisions about invitations of member- 
ship to other states, or making any member- 
ship commitments. 

In other words, no private member- 
ship commitments will be made out- 
side of the process of the U.S. Congress 
consultation. 
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I might also add that that consulta- 
tion in the past has taken over several 
years, with a number of different reso- 
lutions of support having been passed 
previously. So I think in that light I 
will oppose the WARNER amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent the full text 
of the letter from the President be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, DC, April 23, 1998. 
Hon. JOHN F. KERRY, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR JOHN: In the coming days the Senate 
will complete consideration of the proposed 
accession of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic to NATO. NATO's enlargement of- 
fers our country an historic opportunity to 
increase America’s security, improve Eu- 
rope's stability, and erase the vestiges of the 
Cold War dividing line. For these reasons, I 
appreciate the support that you and a bipar- 
tisan majority of your colleagues on the For- 
eign Relations Committee gave this initia- 
tive on March 3, when the Committee voted 
16-2 in favor of a resolution of ratification on 
NATO enlargement. 

I know, however, that you and other sen- 
ators have certain concerns about the proc- 
ess of NATO enlargement. In particular, Iam 
sensitive to the questions you raised during 
the Committee’s March 3 meeting regarding 
future rounds in the enlargement process. 
These same questions underlie Senator War- 
ner’s proposal for a mandated pause in the 
enlargement process after admission of these 
first new members. Let me take this oppor- 
tunity to comment on Senator Warner's pro- 
posal and the issues it attempts to address. 

I have long maintained that, as part of our 
broader strategy to make Europe more 
united and stable, NATO should keep its 
door open for other qualified states that as- 
pire to membership. I was pleased that 
NATO adopted this position at the Madrid 
summit last July. The Alliance also declared 
in Madrid that it would review the process of 
enlargement at our next summit in Wash- 
ington. Neither my Administration nor 
NATO has made any decision about when the 
next invitations for membership should be 
extended, or to whom. 

Both the United States and or NATO will 
need to address many complex questions be- 
fore making decisions about the admission of 
other new members, but I am convinced that 
such a mandated pause is the wrong way to 
address these questions. A mandated pause 
would reduce our own country’s flexibility 
and leverage in Europe, and it would fracture 
the open door consensus we helped build 
within NATO. It would also undermine sup- 
port for reforms in the Central European 
countries still aspiring to NATO membership 
and thereby create a new and potentially de- 
stabilizing line across Europe. In contrast, 
the Open Door policy retains the positive in- 
centives that have reinforced reforms and 
good neighborly relations throughout the re- 
gion over the last five years. 

For these reasons, I have urged the Senate 
in the strongest terms to reject any effort to 
impose an artificial pause in the process of 
NATO's enlargement, and I hope I will have 
your support for that position. It is not nec- 
essary for the Senate to mandate a morato- 
rium on the enlargement process to ensure 
that future steps proceed in a careful and de- 
liberate manner. I consulted extensively 
with members of both chambers and both 
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parties in Congress on the full range of deci- 
sions concerning NATO's enlargement, in- 
cluding decisions on how many and which 
states to support for membership. I pledge to 
undertake the same broad pattern of con- 
sultation before making any future decisions 
about invitations of membership to other 
states, or making any membership commit- 
ments. Of course, the admission of any addi- 
tional new members also would require the 
advice and consent of the Senate. 

The end of the Cold War has given us an 
unprecedented opportunity to help build an 
undivided, democratic, and peaceful Europe. 
There are many elements in our strategy de- 
signed to achieve that goal, including our ef- 
forts to make further reductions in nuclear 
arms levels and to adapt the Conventional 
Armed Forces in Europe Treaty; our bilat- 
eral programs to support reform in Russia, 
Ukraine, and the other new democracies; and 
our work with other institutions, such as the 
European Union and the Organization for Se- 
curity and Cooperation in Europe. A strong 
NATO remains the foundation of our trans- 
atlantic security agenda and I am convinced 
that continuation of our open door policy 
will advance our overall interests and en- 
hance NATO’s capabilities. 

Iam grateful for the support and sound ad- 
vice you and other senators have provided as 
we pursue that agenda, and I look forward to 
continuing our work on this and other na- 
tional security issues in the days to come. 

Sincerely, 
BILL CLINTON. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I oppose 
the Warner amendment that would 
mandate a pause of three years before 
the United States would encourage, 
participate in, or agree to any further 
enlargement of NATO after the admis- 
sion of Poland, Hungary and the Czech 
Republic. 

At the outset, I would note that Iam 
unaware of any rationale for choosing 
three years for a pause—it appears to 
be an arbitrary number and I think it 
is inappropriate to legislate on such an 
important matter on an arbitrary 
basis. 

Article 10 of the NATO Treaty states 
in pertinent part that The Parties 
may, by unanimous agreement, invite 
any other European state in a position 
to further the principles of this Treaty 
and to contribute to the security of the 
North Atlantic area to accede to this 
Treaty.” NATO’s door has been open 
since the establishment of the Alliance 
and has resulted in the admission of 
Greece, Turkey, Germany and Spain 
over the years. To mandate a three- 
year pause would be inconsistent with 
the policy that has guided the Alliance 
since 1949. 

Mr. President, the desire to join the 
Alliance has been a productive force 
for candidate nations who have been 
seeking to establish their credentials 
for admission by perfecting their laws 
relating to democracy, individual lib- 
erty, the rule of law, and the establish- 
ment of market economies and by 
reaching accommodations with their 
neighbors. We should not do anything 
to discourage these developments. 

But also importantly, I am concerned 
that a three-year pause would imply 
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too much—that after three years, the 
Senate would support more nations 
joining NATO. Mandating a pause is no 
more logical than raising expectations 
as to when the next round of NATO ac- 
cessions will occur. Further enlarge- 
ment of the Alliance should be judged 
by the circumstances that exist at the 
time. I am not committed to further 
enlargement of the NATO Alliance 
after three years and I doubt that most 
of our colleagues are so committed. I 
fear that, by passage of this amend- 
ment, we would send a false signal to 
those nations that continue to aspire 
to NATO membership. 

Mr. President, as noted in Foreign 
Relations Committee Report on NATO 
enlargement, Secretary of State 
Albright has committed the Executive 
Branch to keep the Senate fully in- 
formed of significant developments 
with regard to possible future rounds of 
NATO enlargement and seek its advice 
on important decisions before any com- 
mitments are made. More recently, in 
a letter to Senator JOHN KERRY that 
was released by the Special Advisor to 
the President and Secretary of State 
on NATO enlargement, President Clin- 
ton wrote in part that I pledge to un- 
dertake the same broad pattern of con- 
sultation before making any future de- 
cisions about invitations of member- 
ship to other states, or making mem- 
bership commitments.” 

Mr. President, those commitments 
and the Constitutional requirement for 
Senate advice and consent to any fu- 
ture amendments to the NATO Treaty 
that enlarge the Alliance are all that is 
necessary. I urge my colleagues to op- 
pose the Warner amendment as both 
arbitrary and misleading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I would 
like to point out, with regard to the 
military credibility of NATO raised by 
my friend from New Jersey, in terms of 
protecting Poland, I remind him, West 
Berlin was militarily indefensible but 
the Warsaw Pact never attacked. Why? 
Because the Soviet Union knew what 
would happen. 

The third point I would make is with 
regard to the 3-year pause. 

The clearest reason this amendment 
is superfluous is in the Resolution of 
Ratification itself, Section Two, Para- 
graph Seven. There it clearly states 
that the U.S. has not consented to in- 
vite any state other than the three be- 
fore us today, and that many subse- 
quent decision to do so would rest on 
that state’s ability to fulfill the obliga- 
tions of membership, as well as serve 
the overall political and strategic in- 
terests of NATO and the U.S. 

Further, Article X of the North At- 
lantic Treaty declares, and as the July 
1997 Madrid NATO Summit Declaration 
repeats, that the door to NATO mem- 
bership is open to other European 
states able to further principles of the 


7481 


treaty and to contribute the security 
of the North Atlantic area. Each appli- 
cant country will be judged on its mer- 
its. 

Moreover, in the Resolution of Rati- 
fication before us, Section 2, Paragraph 
7(A)(iv) requires prior consultation of 
the Senate by the President before the 
United States can support the invita- 
tion of any new member, and recalls 
that ratification of any new NATO ally 
requires the advice and consent of this 
body. 

To mandate a pause would tie 
NATO’s hands should an obviously 
qualified applicant such as Austria ap- 
plies for membership. For the moment, 
it appears that the Austrian govern- 
ment has decided against applying for 
membership, but that could change 
after elections next year. 

In fact, Austrian public opinion is al- 
ready changing. Earlier this month 
when the Austrian public was informed 
of NATO's Article 5 guarantees, for the 
first time in a national poll a majority 
of Austrians said that Austria should 
abandon its neutrality and join NATO. 

So if the Austrian government de- 
cides to follow public opinion, would 
we then want to tell the Austrians, 
“Sorry, no applications accepted until 
the year 2002”? 

As you know, many, including my- 
self, believe that Solvenia already 
meets the criteria for NATO member- 
ship. I supported its entry in this first 
wave. There is every indication that 
Slovenia will be ready to join the Alli- 
ance within the next three years. 

To mandate a pause would take the 
urgency off the reform efforts that na- 
tions such as Bulgaria and Romania 
have stepped up, at great short-term 
cost to their standard of living, pre- 
cisely because they want to make 
themselves NATO-qualified for the 
next wave. 

Even Slovakia, a long-shot applicant 
because of its poor record on democra- 
tization and privatization, may have a 
dramatic turn-around as a result of na- 
tional elections this fall. 

Such a decision would make NATO 
look like it can’t be trusted to judi- 
ciously apply its own criteria; namely, 
that it cannot tell when and whom to 
invite to become new allies. This is no 
policy for a great nation like the 
United States or a great alliance like 
NATO. 

Secretary of State Albright told the 
Foreign Relations Committee on Feb- 
ruary 24 that just the possibility of 
joining NATO has inspired declared ap- 
plicants to accelerate reform, to reach 
out to their neighbors, and to reject 
the destructive nationalism of their re- 
gion’s past. 

As one of many examples of this, 
Latvia, Lithuania, and Belarus signed 
in March a border agreement paving 
the way for a final demarcation of the 
500-kilometer Baltic-Belarusian fron- 
tier. 
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Given these accomplishments, Sec- 
retary Albright warned: 

A mandated pause would be heard from 
Tallinn to in the north to Sofia in the south 
as the sound of an open door slamming shut. 
It would be seen as a vote of no confidence in 
the reform-minded governments from the 
Baltics to the Balkans. It would diminish the 
incentive nations now have to cooperate 
with their neighbors and with NATO. It 
would fracture the consensus NATO itself 
has reached on the open door. It would be 
dangerous and utterly unnecessary since the 
Senate would, in any case, have to approve 
the admission of any new allies. 

There are many foreign policy ex- 
perts who share these views. But let me 
quote one concerned American who 
urged me to oppose this amendment. 

David Harris, Executive Director of 
the American Jewish Committee, 
wrote to me on March third, stating: 

Last June 26, we [the American Jewish 
Committee] observed that an enlarged NATO 
will mean greater security and stability and 
also hasten the political and economic inte- 
gration of Europe. An expanded NATO means 
greater stability and security for Central Eu- 
rope, a region that was the cockpit for the 
two world wars that brought such horror to 
the world—and to the Jewish people. 

For many of the same reasons we sup- 
ported NATO expansion we now oppose any 
effort to mandate a pause in initiating proce- 
dures for a second round of its enlargement. 

States throughout Central Europe that 
hope for eventual membership would feel 
that the open door enunciated at Madrid had 
been slammed shut in their face. 

At a minimum these states would be dis- 
couraged, and a pause might lead to insta- 
bility in the region. Hardliners in the Rus- 
sian Federation would find vindication. 

Supporters of this amendment appear 
to believe that they are stopping a run- 
away train of immediate NATO mem- 
bership for every state from Croatia to 
Kazakhstan. 

They seem to be unaware that not 
every European state has declared an 
intent to join NATO. In particular, 
Ukraine, at its March 26 meeting with 
NATO officials, restated its view that 
while it does not rule out“ joining the 
alliance, such a move is currently un- 
realistic. 

Ukraine issued three conditions for 
joining NATO: (1) decisive public opin- 
ion in favor of accession; (2) interoper- 
ability of its armed forces with those of 
NATO members; and (3) a guarantee 
that its accession would not harm rela- 
tions with neighboring states, particu- 
larly Russia. 

Recognizing that we already have all 
the control we need over the speed and 
choice of future NATO members, I urge 
my colleagues to vote down this 
amendment. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
article 10 of the North Atlantic Treaty 
provides that NATO members, by unan- 
imous agreement, may invite the ac- 
cession to the North Atlantic Treaty of 
any other European state in a position 
to further the principles of the North 
Atlantic Treaty and to contribute to 
the security of the North Atlantic 
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area. The resolution of ratification 
notes that only Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic have been invited 
by NATO members to join the Alliance. 
No other agreement or document, in- 
cluding the July 8, 1997 Madrid Summit 
declaration of NATO, or the Baltic 
Charter signed on January 16, 1998, 
should be construed otherwise. 

Much has been said about these docu- 
ments, but I am not certain that all of 
my distinguished colleagues have read 
them carefully. In Madrid, NATO's Sec- 
retary General stated In keeping with 
our pledge to maintain an open door to 
the admission of additional Alliance 
members in the future, we also direct 
that NATO Foreign Ministers keep 
that process under continual review 
and report to us. We will review the 
process at our next meeting in 1999.” 
This is not a promise, a commitment, 
or any other guarantee that countries 
in Central and Eastern Europe will be 
invited to join NATO—it is merely a 
statement that enlargement is a proc- 
ess that should be reviewed by NATO 
regularly. 

Further, the Baltic Chapter, signed 
this past January by the Presidents of 
the United States, Estonia, Latvia, and 
Lithuania declares that the U.S. wel- 
comes the aspirations and supports the 
efforts of Estonia, Latvia, and Lith- 
uania to join NATO. It affirms its view 
that NATO's partners can become 
members as each aspirant proves itself 
able and willing to assume the respon- 
sibilities and obligations of member- 
ship, and as NATO determines that the 
inclusion of these nations would serve 
European stability and the strategic 
interests of the Alliance’. Mr. Presi- 
dent, this last statement is impor- 
tant—the Baltic Charter clearly states 
that including any new members in 
NATO must serve the strategic inter- 
ests of the Alliance. All candidate 
countries will be evaluated on these 
criteria. 

The United States should not support 
the invitation to NATO membership to 
any further candidates unless the Sen- 
ate is first consulted, unless any pro- 
posed candidate can fulfill the obliga- 
tions and responsibilities of member- 
ship, and unless their inclusion would 
serve the overall political and strategic 
interests of the United States. During 
Foreign Relations Committee hearings, 
both Secretary of Defense Cohen and 
Secretary of State Albright expressed 
the Administration’s understanding of 
the need for consultation with the Sen- 
ate prior to any future rounds of ex- 
pansion. 

I strongly oppose, however, man- 
dating a period of time during which 
the United States is not permitted to 
pursue a policy of NATO enlargement 
that very well may be in our national 
interests. The decision to enlarge 
NATO should be based not on an arbi- 
trary timeline, but should be the result 
of a thoughtful process—based on con- 
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sultations with the Congress—that 
considers the security interests of 
NATO and the qualifications of can- 
didate states. 

I strongly oppose the Warner Amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Virginia has 942 minutes. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, 19 
years ago when I was privileged to 
come to the U.S. Senate, the leadership 
had just a year or so before passed from 
one of our most distinguished Mem- 
bers, the senior Senator from Montana, 
Mike Mansfield. A few weeks ago in the 
old Senate Chamber, at age 95, he held 
forth in a magnificent review of his- 
tory of the Senate without a flaw, 
without a quiver in his voice, and with 
an expression on his face that conveyed 
the strength and the confidence that 
that man had. 

I missed the opportunity to serve 
with him. But one of his major goals in 
the concluding years of his distin- 
guished career was to come to this 
floor, time and time again, and call for 
reduction of our commitment in troop 
size and financial commitment to 
NATO, saying that the job had been 
done, it was time to come home and to 
apply those dollars to the men and 
women of the Armed Forces of the 
United States. 

That was the majority leader of the 
U.S. Senate. I see my distinguished col- 
league from New York. He recalls those 
speeches very well. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the distin- 
guished Senator yield? 

Mr. WARNER. Certainly. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I remind the Senate 
that Mike Mansfield was in the Navy 
at age 14 and the Marines at age 17. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, saying 
that he spoke from some experience— 
having proudly worn the uniform of all 
three branches, by the way. 

That could recur again in the minds 
of the American people, that we have 
spent enough, we have contributed 
enough, and the time has come for us 
to reduce our presence in Europe— 
which I think would be an absolute 
tragedy. I would fight against it, as I 
did in my earlier days in the U.S. Sen- 
ate when, time and time again, Senator 
Jackson, Senator Stennis, Senator 
Tower, Senator Goldwater, Senator 
THURMOND would marshal the forces of 
those of us who had just joined the 
Senate on the floor to stop and ask the 
Senate not to cut NATO’s budget. We 
felt it should be an orderly transition 
down in size. And that took place. 

I just bring up this history to say 
that once again the taxpayers of this 
country, when they begin to look at 
the cost attributed to the accession of 
these three nations, costs which will be 
diverted in dollars from our own needs 
of the Armed Forces today, costs for 
the refurbishment and building of new 
bases in these three countries at the 
very time when we are going to shrink 
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and continue to shrink the base struc- 
ture in the United States—all of this to 
say that the magnitude of the decision 
to access countries to this treaty is 
just an important one. We are acting 
without full knowledge as to the future 
mission of NATO. We are acting with- 
out full knowledge of the cost of hav- 
ing these three nations build their 
military up to where they are a posi- 
tive—not a negative, a positive—con- 
tribution to NATO. 

I say with deep humility and respect 
of my colleagues, why not give Amer- 
ica 3 years within which to study? Why 
not, I say to the leadership of the Sen- 
ate, allow another President to give his 
or her wisdom to this question of 
whether additional countries should 
come in, preceded by, I hope, an active 
debate in the next Presidential elec- 
tion on the entire issue of the security 
interests of the United States using as 
a focal point NATO and the experience 
gained, in all probability, by accessing 
these three nations. 

We owe no less to that future Presi- 
dent, for he or she will have to incor- 
porate in their budgets the costs of new 
accessions, will have to incorporate in 
their budgets the diversion of such 
funds as may be allocated to additional 
nations. 

Furthermore, the changing face of 
Europe today from one of cold war to 
one our military leaders now refer to 
as instability—instability is the enemy 
in Europe and elsewhere in the world, 
largely because of the uncertainty as- 
sociated with weapons of mass destruc- 
tion and, in the wake of the new de- 
mocracies, the instability as it relates 
to ethnic problems, religious problems 
and all those associated with these new 
nations trying to seek strength as de- 
mocracies politically and strength eco- 
nomically in a one-world free market. 
But it is the whole range of instabil- 
ities and associated conflict with which 
we have had very little experience, 
other than Bosnia, possibly Kosovo. 
Should we not have the opportunity to 
study what are the requirements asso- 
ciated with these new instabilities? 
Learn from experience. Add up the 
costs in Bosnia. There have been many 
billions of dollars now contributed to 
bring about peace in that region. 

I listened to our distinguished senior 
Senator from West Virginia talk about 
the policy in Bosnia. In many ways, I 
associate myself with his remarks. But 
we need—we need—that learning curve 
to make such important decisions as 
would be involved in adding more na- 
tions as members of NATO. Indeed the 
other—— 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will 
yield? 

Mr. WARNER. I will yield in a mo- 
ment. The other nations would like, I 
am sure, to have this period of time. 
This 3-year moratorium gives a per- 
fectly logical, understandable tool to 
the current President of the United 


my friend 
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States, indeed a future President, to 
withstand the stampede that I predict 
will occur if this is not put in place. 
Mr. President, I yield. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I just ask my 
friend, and I know he will be aware of 
this, on January 16 this year, the Presi- 
dent and the Presidents of the three 
Baltic States signed the U.S. Baltic 
Charter of Partnership, which states 
that the United States welcomes and 
supports the efforts of the Baltic 
States to join NATO, states that could 
only be defended by nuclear weapons. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ad- 
dressed that on the floor of the Senate 
before. I think it was an unwise move- 
ment by the President. We all have 
great compassion for those three 
states, the courage of their people, 
their desire to affiliate more and more 
with the Western World. But to have 
held out that hope which, once it is 
translated from the United States 
across the ocean into the states and 
down to the people, almost is equiva- 
lent to an absolute commitment to see 
that it is going to happen. 

That is precisely why I am concerned 
about leaving open the opportunity for 
new accessions to begin tomorrow un- 
less the 3-year moratorium, which is a 
reasonable period for study, is put in 
place. 

I close with, once again, do we not 
have that obligation to the American 
taxpayers who pay the costs associ- 
ated, do we not have that obligation to 
the men and women of our Armed 
Forces who will proudly wear their uni- 
forms as a part of the NATO force to 
have clarity with respect to future mis- 
sions, which we will not have until 1 
year hence, April of 1999? 

I say to my colleagues, let’s just 
pause and take stock and think about 
the seriousness of the decisions we are 
about to make and consider that it is 
not unreasonable to allow 3 years of ex- 
perience to transpire to make future 
decisions regarding other nations. Mr. 
President, I yield the floor and yield 
back my time. 

VOTE ON EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2316 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 2316 offered by Mr. CRAIG of Idaho. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on that amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 2316, offered by the Senator from 
Idaho, Mr. CRAIG. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

Mr. KYL addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona. 
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PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that for the duration of 
the vote Sandra Ortland, of my office, 
be permitted the privilege of the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BIDEN. Parliamentary inquiry. 
The first vote is on the Craig amend- 
ment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 20, 
nays 80, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 110 Ex.] 


YEAS—20 
Allard Grassley Nickles 
Ashcroft Hutchinson Roberts 
Burns Hutchison Sessions 
Craig Inhofe Smith (NH) 
Faircloth Jeffords Specter 
Feingold Kempthorne Warner 
Gramm Murkowski 

NAYS—80 
Abraham Durbin Lott 
Akaka Enzi Lugar 
Baucus Feinstein Mack 
Bennett Ford McCain 
Biden Frist McConnell 
Bingaman Glenn Mikulski 
Bond Gorton Moseley-Braun 
Boxer Graham Moynihan 
Breaux Grams Murray 
Brownback Gregg Reed 
Bryan Hagel Reid 
Bumpers Harkin Robb 
Buea Basch Rockefeller 
Campbell Helms Roth 
Chafee Hollings 
Cleland Inouye Santorum 
Coats Johnson Sarbanes 
Cochran Kennedy Shelby 
Collins Kerrey Smith (OR) 
Conrad Kerry Snowe 
Coverdell Kohl Stevens 
D'Amato Kyl Thomas 
Daschle Landrieu Thompson 
DeWine Lautenberg Thurmond 
Dodd Leahy Torricelli 
Domenici Levin Wellstone 
Dorgan Lieberman Wyden 

The amendment (No. 2316) was re- 

jected. 


Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I think 
this has been a very good debate. There 
have been significant amendments of- 
fered and now voted upon. I see from 
the list we have before us as many as 
six or eight additional amendments 
still pending, several of which we have 
not been able to work out a time agree- 
ment on. I thank all Senators for being 
cooperative. We have had opponents 
and proponents who have been coopera- 
tive. I encourage that to continue. 

I believe maybe a Senator or two in- 
dicated that they didn’t know we were 
going to try to finish this bill this 
week. I think I have said all along that 
we should have a focused, unobstructed 
debate, but the intent was to complete 
it Wednesday or Thursday. Here we are 
on Thursday at almost 4 o’clock. I 
talked to Senator DASCHLE, and we are 
agreed that we are going to finish 
NATO enlargement either at a reason- 
able hour this afternoon, or a late hour 
tonight, or tomorrow, or Saturday, but 
we are not going to leave this week 
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until we finish NATO enlargement and 
the supplemental appropriations bill. 

Now, we can do both of those in a 
very responsible way with still some 
good debate remaining. We need co- 
operation and time agreements. We 
need cooperation on the supplemental 
appropriations. We agree that these 
two issues must be completed this 
week so that next week we can move to 
IRS reform, or the Workplace Develop- 
ment Partnership Act, and perhaps 
even crop insurance and agriculture in- 
surance. So we don't have the luxury of 
rolling this over until next week. 

Our first vote will not occur until 
Tuesday at 5 o’clock. Please work with 
us, and we can complete this bill and 
have a vote by 6:30 or 7 o’clock if every- 
body will agree to a reasonable time 
limit. 

I yield the floor. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2321 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be 2 minutes of debate, equal- 
ly divided, on amendment No. 2321 of- 
fered by Mr. MOYNIHAN of New York. 

The Senator from New York is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, in 
the foreseeable future the central stra- 
tegic object of the United States and 
the world will be that of controlling 
the spread of nuclear, chemical, and bi- 
ological weapons in the Near East, in 
South Asia, in East Asia, and the con- 
trol of them in Russia itself. 

If we can have the cooperation, how- 
ever tacit, of the Russian Government 
in these affairs, we have great hopes 
and possibilities. If we were to have 
their hostility, their opposition, it 
could be ruinous to the world. We are 
talking about nuclear war and biologi- 
cal and chemical war. That, in my 
view, is what is at issue in this decision 
we are about to make and the amend- 
ment I have offered. 

I thank the Chair for its courteous 
attention. 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware is recognized. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, there is 
absolutely no evidence today that ex- 
panding NATO to include Poland, the 
Czech Republic, and Hungary would do 
anything to exacerbate the problem we 
all are concerned about—the prolifera- 
tion of nuclear capability. 

The truth is, notwithstanding the 
knowledge on the part of Russia that 
we are going to expand, they continue 
to destroy their nuclear weapons under 
the Nunn-Lugar agreement, they have 
endorsed and have ratified the CWC 
agreement, and they have committed 
to take up the START II agreement. 
Nothing we have done relative to ex- 
pansion has any negative impact on 
the continued cooperation between the 
United States and Russia to deal with 
the threat of nuclear warfare. 

I respectfully suggest that to vote for 
this amendment turns over the future 
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of what we think the defense architec- 
ture of Europe should be to an organi- 
zation of which we are not a part, and 
that is the EU. It says that no one can 
join NATO unless they are first a mem- 
ber of the EU. Why would we turn our 
fate over to an organization of which 
we are not a member? I urge my col- 
leagues to vote no on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 17, 
nays 83, as follows: 

I[Rollcall Vote No. 111 Ex.] 


YEAS—17 
Ashcroft Jeffords Specter 
Bumpers Kempthorne Torricelli 
Craig Leahy Warner 
Harkin Moynihan Wellstone 
Hutchinson Murray Wyden 
Inhofe Smith (NH) 

NAYS—83 
Abraham Durbin Levin 
Akaka Enzi Lieberman 
Allard Faircloth Lott 
Baucus Feingold Lugar 
Bennett Feinstein Mack 
Biden Ford McCain 
Bingaman Frist McConnell 
goma Cien Mikulski 
oxer n 
Breaux Graham — 
Brownback Gramm Nickles 
Bryan Grams Reed 
Burns Grassley Reid 
Byrd Gregg Robb 
Campbell Hagel 
Chafee Hatch Roberts 
Cleland Helms Rockefeller 
Coats Hollings Roth 
Cochran Hutchison Santorum 
Collins Inouye Sarbanes 
Conrad Johnson Sessions 
Coverdell Kennedy Shelby 
D'Amato Kerrey Smith (OR) 
Daschle Kerry Snowe 
DeWine Kohl Stevens 
Dodd Kyl Thomas 
Domenici Landrieu Thompson 
Dorgan Lautenberg Thurmond 
The amendment (No. 2321) was re- 
jected. 


Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2322 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be 2 minutes for debate evenly 
divided before the vote on amendment 
No. 2322 offered by the Senator from 
Virginia, Mr. WARNER. 

The Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

I say to my colleagues, think of the 
American taxpayer. Think of the par- 
ents of the young men and women who 
will today, tomorrow and in the future 
wear the uniform of our country as a 
part of the NATO force. We do not have 
a firm estimate of the costs and there- 
fore in all probability there will be an 
expense to the American taxpayer as- 
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sociated with including these three 
countries. Nothing in this amendment 
precludes the Senate acting on the 
three countries, the subject of this 
principal debate. It simply says let us 
wait a reasonable period, 3 years, to 
get an experience curve to make the 
subsequent decision if it is the judg- 
ment of the President at that time 
that we proceed with further Member 
negotiations, giving us firmer cost esti- 
mates, a clearer definition of the mis- 
sion to be undertaken and the risk to 
be assumed by the men and women who 
wear the uniform of our country. 

I thank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, several 
points. One, this is superfluous. In the 
actual resolution of ratification, we 
make it clear in paragraph 7 it requires 
prior consultation by the President be- 
fore the United States can support 
even the invitation of any new mem- 
ber, No. 1. No. 2, we have the advise- 
and-consent requirement. They have to 
come here and get our votes to begin 
with. No. 3, this has nothing to do with 
cost, nothing to do with cost. It doesn’t 
mention cost at all. No. 4, to say now 
there is an artificial pause is going to 
put on hold all those actions taking 
place in other countries to meet the 
criteria from border disputes to ethnic 
disputes that exist within those coun- 
tries that would be necessary to be 
solved before they could be invited. It 
is absolutely superfluous, and I would 
argue it is dangerous in that it will 
send a signal] that there is an artificial 
pause that really means no one else 
will be considered. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
it. It is totally unnecessary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. The question is on adop- 
tion of the amendment. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 41, 
nays 59, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 112 Ex.] 


YEAS—41 
Ashcroft Harkin Reid 
Bingaman Helms Roberts 
Bond Hollings Sessions 
Bumpers Hutchinson Shelby 
Burns Hutchison Smith (NH) 
Byrd Inhofe Snowe 
Campbell Jeffords 
Chafee Kempthorne specter 
Conrad Kohl Thurmond 
Craig EARS Torricelli 
Dorgan Moynihan 
Enzi Murray Warner 
Faircloth Nickles Wellstone 
Feinstein Reed Wyden 

NAYS—59 
Abraham Brownback Daschle 
Akaka Bryan DeWine 
Allard Cleland Dodd 
Baucus Coats Domenici 
Bennett Cochran Durbin 
Biden Collins Feingold 
Boxer Coverdell Ford 
Breaux D'Amato Frist 
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Glenn Kerrey Mikulski 
Gorton Kerry Moseley-Braun 
Graham Kyl Murkowski 
Gramm Landrieu Robb 
Grams Lautenberg Rockefeller 
Grassley Levin 
Gregg Lieberman 
Hagel Lott — esea 
Hatch Lugar Smith (OR) 
Inouye Mack Thomas 
Johnson McCain Thom 
Kennedy McConnell ee 
The amendment (No. 2322) was re- 
jected. 
Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 


Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Alaska is recognized. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Alaska allow me to ad- 
dress the Senate for a minute? 

Mr. STEVENS. Yes, I yield for that 
purpose, Mr. President. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish 
to thank all Senators for very, very 
careful consideration of this amend- 
ment. It is a strong vote. It sends a 
very strong signal. I recognize the con- 
flict that some had in casting their 
votes, but I think it is important that 
we take a stand, as we did, with this 
very significant vote against the 
strongest of opposition to make that 
statement on behalf of the American 
taxpayers and the parents of the young 
men and women who one day must as- 
sume additional missions and addi- 
tional risks. I thank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, with 
the amount included in the emergency 
supplemental, the United States will 
have expended over $7.5 billion for op- 
erations in and around Bosnia and the 
former Yugoslavia by the end of this 
fiscal year 1998. It is estimated that the 
United States is paying over 50 percent 
of the cost of maintaining the peace in 
Bosnia, nearly $200 million a month in 
1997 alone, and no end is in sight to the 
United States presence there, with the 
current wish of the President to extend 
our mission there. 

Defense overseas funding to NATO 
countries continues. The cost of main- 
taining our U.S. forces there averages 
$10 billion a year. Let me state that 
again. Defense overseas funding in 
NATO countries is such that the cost of 
maintaining our forces there averages 
nearly $10 billion a year. Security as- 
sistance alone to NATO allies since 
1950, and that includes military assist- 
ance and military education and train- 
ing, now totals over $19 billion. 

No other member of NATO has the 
global defense role that the United 
States has, nor the forward-deployed 
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presence in potential flash-point areas 
such as the Middle East and the Korean 
peninsula. It is for this reason, Mr. 
President, that I wish to discuss the 
two amendments that I proposed. I pre- 
sented them last month. 

The amendments both deal with the 
challenges of defining and controlling 
NATO expansion costs. My original in- 
tent in proposing these amendments 
was to bring some greatly needed ac- 
countability to the critical issue of 
recognizing and clarifying all the costs 
to the United States to enlarge the 
NATO alliance. 

My first amendment is No. 2065, 
which requires all costs related to ei- 
ther the admission of new NATO mem- 
bers, or their participation in NATO be 
specifically authorized by law. It is my 
understanding that the managers of 
the bill have not accepted this amend- 
ment for inclusion in the resolution, 
and for that reason I will, in a moment, 
ask for the yeas and nays on that 
amendment. I will explain it further if 
anyone wishes me to do so, but I think 
it is very plain. It just says any further 
costs must be authorized by law. 

The second amendment has evolved 
since I originally offered it for the Sen- 
ate’s consideration. My original 
amendment would have restricted the 
use of funds for payment of NATO costs 
after September 30 of this year unless 
the Secretaries of Defense and State 
certified to the Congress that the total 
percentage of NATO common costs 
paid by the United States would not 
exceed 20 percent during the NATO fis- 
cal year. 

After the administration expressed 
their concern that this would be too 
difficult to achieve in such a time pe- 
riod, I redrafted this amendment to re- 
duce the total U.S. contribution by 
only 1 percent each year over a 5-year 
period. That would have been no more 
severe a reduction than the Depart- 
ment of Defense has experienced as a 
whole in real terms since 1995. 

However, during the extensive con- 
sultation that I have had with the Sec- 
retary of Defense, our former col- 
league, Secretary Cohen, and the Vice 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
General Joe Ralston, they have re- 
quested further changes to this amend- 
ment. 

Subsequently, I have sent to the desk 
now a modification of the latest 
version which is what I will ask the 
Senate to vote on, and that is a sense 
of the Senate, that beginning in fiscal 
year 1999 and over the next 5 years, the 
President should require the U.S. rep- 
resentative to NATO to propose to 
NATO a 1-percent reduction in U.S. 
contributions to the common-funded 
budgets of NATO. Sixty days after the 
proposal has been made, the President 
is requested to submit to Congress a re- 
port outlining the action taken by 
NATO, if any, on this U.S. proposal. 

Additionally, this amendment directs 
the limitation on the total expendi- 
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tures by the United States for payment 
to the common-funded budgets of 
NATO to the fiscal year 1998 levels un- 
less an increase over that is specifi- 
cally authorized by law. 

Mr. President, a soon-to-be-released 
report of the General Accounting Office 
that has been conducted confirms—and 
I have seen the draft—confirms that 
NATO does not systematically review 
or renegotiate member cost shares for 
the common budgets. And it is well 
past time for this practice to be insti- 
tuted. As I have stated before, this re- 
assessment is long overdue in light of 
the United States’ global defense re- 
sponsibilities. 

No formal renegotiations have oc- 
curred in the military and civil budgets 
in NATO since 1955. Let me repeat 
that. There have been no formal re- 
negotiations in the military and civil 
budgets of NATO since 1955. 

When Spain joined NATO in 1982, 
there was a pro rata adjustment in the 
civil and military budget shares based 
upon Spain’s contribution. The NSIP, 
or the NATO infrastructure budget, has 
been adjusted five times since 1960 be- 
cause of changes in the way projects 
were approved or funded, but there was 
no attempt to reallocate the percent- 
ages. 

Mr. President, I think that is long 
overdue. I understand there will be no 
objection to my amendment, No. 2066. 
If that is the case, I would urge that it 
be adopted as soon as the managers 
have made their statements. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2065 
(Purpose: To require a prior specific author- 
ization of funds before any United States 
funds may be used to pay NATO enlarge- 
ment costs) 

Mr. STEVENS. In any event, Mr. 
President, if it is in order for me to do 
so at this time, I would like to place 
before the Senate amendment No. 2065 
so I may ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS], 
for himself, Mr. BYRD, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. 
THURMOND, Mr. WARNER and Mr. ROBERTS, 
proposes executive amendment numbered 
2065. 

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The amend- 
ment is as follows: 

At the end of section 3(2) of the resolution, 
add the following: 

(C) REQUIREMENT OF PAYMENT OUT OF FUNDS 
SPECIFICALLY AUTHORIZED.—No cost incurred 
by the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
(NATO) in connection with the admission to 
membership, or participation, in NATO of 
any country that was not a member of NATO 
as of March 1, 1998, may be paid out of funds 
available to any department, agency, or 
other entity of the United States unless the 
funds are specifically authorized by law for 
that purpose. 
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Mr. STEVENS. This is the amend- 
ment that I believe the Senator from 
Delaware will discuss. 

I ask for the yeas and nays on this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. To me, this is a mat- 
ter of simple justice. As the surviving 
superpower of the world, we must take 
action to limit our international com- 
mitments at least to the extent that 
we have limited our own budgets with- 
in the United States for the Depart- 
ment of Defense. Both of my amend- 
ments do that. They merely say there 
is a restriction on the future obligation 
of funds of the United States to these 
NATO processes unless they are pre- 
viously authorized by law. 

There is no barrier to going above 
the 1998 limit, and there is no compul- 
sion to reduce down to 20 percent as far 
as the total overall commitment to the 
common budgets. But my amendment 
will bring about a process by which fur- 
ther expenditures will have to be au- 
thorized by law and will give Congress 
a specific control every year over the 
additional cost, if any, that may be in- 
curred because of this NATO expan- 
sion. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Would 
the Senator yield for a unanimous con- 
sent request? 

Mr. STEVENS. I would be happy to 
yield, Mr. President. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I ask 
unanimous consent that Daniel G. 
Groeschen of Senator INHOFE’s office be 
extended floor privileges for the re- 
mainder of the NATO debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. I thank the chairman of 
the committee for yielding to me. 

And I say to my friend, the chairman 
of the Appropriations Committee, I 
doubt whether, with the exception of 
two or three other people in this body, 
there are as many people who know 
about the defense budget as my friend 
does. And I want to say at the outset, 
what I am about to say is—I say this 
with all sincerity—I am a little bit 
confused about the two amendments. 

Let me be very specific. The first 
amendment—I should get the numbers 
correct of the amendments. Amend- 
ment No.—I think it is 2066—that is the 
amendment that speaks to two things, 
one, a sense of the Senate regarding 
the common-funded budget or put an- 
other way—and I agree with the chair- 
man of the Appropriations Committee 
that it is—we are instructing the Presi- 
dent to negotiate down the percent 
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that we, the United States, contribute 
to the common budgets of NATO. I 
think that is appropriate. I think that 
is necessary. 

In 1950, the percent of the common 
budget that the United States paid was 
roughly 50 percent. And in the only re- 
negotiation that took place, that was 
cut in half and went down to approxi- 
mately 25 percent. The Senator knows 
better than I do, there are three com- 
mon budgets. They are slightly dif- 
ferent in terms of percentages, but es- 
sentially it is 25 percent. And it should 
be lower, in my view. I thank him for 
making it a sense of the Senate rather 
than a condition to passage of the trea- 
ty. 
The second part of that amendment 
states—and I have a little difficulty 
with it, but I am prepared to accept it 
on our side—it says—and I quote on 
page 2, line 19: 

Annual Limitation On United States Ex- 
penditures For NATO. Unless specifically au- 
thorized by law, the total amount of expendi- 
tures by the United States in any fiscal year 
beginning on or after October 1, 1998, for pay- 
ments to the common-funded budgets of 
NATO shall not exceed the total of all such 
payments made by the United States in fis- 
cal year 1998. 

Now, that means, as I understand it, 
because a lot of our colleagues who do 
not spend as much time on these issues 
because of their committee assign- 
ments as the Senator from Alaska, the 
Senator from North Carolina, the Sen- 
ator from Delaware—we are on com- 
mittees that have these responsibil- 
ities—are somewhat confused, as I am, 
when we start talking about HCFA and 
a whole range of issues relating to the 
Department of Health and Human 
Services. 

The common budget of NATO are all 
those expenditures which all 16 NATO 
members have to pitch in to pay for. 
Now, above the common budget, we 
have in the past, and we will continue 
in the future, I expect, expend dollars 
on—military dollars, State Department 
dollars, Defense Department dollars— 
on NATO member countries that are 
not part of a common budget. 

For example, as the Senator knows 
better than I do, we have come up with 
subsidized sales of weapons systems to 
Greece or to Turkey. We have done the 
same in terms of cascading down weap- 
ons we are no longer using to other 
NATO countries. They do not fall with- 
in the common budget; they are ex- 
penditures of American taxpayer dol- 
lars on European countries that are 
members of NATO. 

The way this amendment I am refer- 
ring to would work, as I understand it, 
if in the year 1998 the United States of 
America spent $10—I am going to make 
this easy for me—$10 contributing to 
the common budget of NATO, that is, 
it represents 25 percent of all the ex- 
penditures, and all of NATO spent $40 
on the common budget, we spent $10, in 
the year 1999 or 2000, we would be lim- 
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ited to spending $10 toward the com- 
mon budget even if the total common 
budget went up to $110 because we 
would only be able to spend $10, which 
would represent a lower percentage 
than our 25 percent unless the author- 
izing committees in question specifi- 
cally authorized the additional expend- 
itures. 

Is that correct? 

Mr. STEVENS. That is correct. 

Mr. BIDEN. I think it is unnecessary, 
but I have no objection to that amend- 
ment. 

Now, the second amendment, the 
number of which I am not going to 
even try to guess, because I will mess 
it up, but the second amendment is 
more direct—not more direct—is short- 
er and straightforward. It says—do I 
have a copy of it here? It says: 

Requirement of payment out of funds spe- 
cifically authorized. No cost incurred by the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) 
in connection with the admission to mem- 
bership, or participation, in NATO of any 
country that was not a member of NATO as 
of March 1, 1998, may be paid out of funds 
available to any department, agency, or 
other entity of the United States unless the 
funds are specifically authorized. * * * 

Now, the phrase no cost incurred by 
NATO” by definition, as I understand 
it, means only one thing, the common 
budget—the common budget. 

Now, if the chairman is concerned 
that we are going to, out of U.S. tax- 
payers’ dollars, spend money on a new 
NATO admittee, Poland, let us say, 
that is not part of the common budget 
by saying, “You know, NATO has 
agreed we're going to extend a runway 
in Warsaw” or wherever we are going 
to do it. That is a common budget re- 
quirement. NATO must pay for that. It 
is not the national defense budget of 
Poland that pays for that. Since all of 
NATO is going to use it, we all are 
going to pay for it. 

On the other hand, if you want to buy 
F-15 aircraft, we, the United States, 
will sell them to you under a Foreign 
Military Sales Act which is subsidized. 
We will be taking taxpayers’ dollars, 
subsidizing the Polish military, if we 
sell them under the Foreign Military 
Sales Act. That is not out of the com- 
mon budget. 

Now, if what the chairman is trying 
to capture is those kinds of expendi- 
tures that exceed the common budget, 
I understand that, and I will support 
that, requiring a specific authoriza- 
tion. But if he is talking about any 
common budget expenditures by NATO, 
I see no distinction, by requiring a spe- 
cific common budget expenditure that 
falls under the $10 ceiling, because we 
will be limited by the first amendment 
to spending no more than $10 the next 
year. 

If, in fact, we require no specific au- 
thorization to extend the runway in 
Germany, and if it is a common budget 
investment and a NATO investment to 
extend a runway on German land for a 
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NATO facility, and we don’t have to 
have a specific authorization to do that 
as long as it doesn’t exceed the cap of 
$10 total spending, then I don’t under- 
stand why we would have to have a spe- 
cific authorization to do the same 
exact thing with an equal member of 
NATO—assuming Poland is admitted 
in Poland. It is not doing anything 
other than meeting a NATO obligation 
we will have had to sign on to. 

Secondly, if I am right—and I may 
not be, because I may not understand 
the second amendment—when I read 
the phrase, No cost incurred by NATO 
in connection with admission of new 
members“ 

Mr. STEVENS. Will 
yield? 

Mr. BIDEN. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am 
more than happy to put into the second 
amendment, which is 2065, the phrase, 
‘other than common funded budgets of 
NATO.” 

Mr. BIDEN. I will be happy to accept 
the amendment if the Senator does 
that. 

Mr. STEVENS. I have no intention, if 
the Senator will yield further, to cover 
the issues—he is talking about the one 
that puts a cap on the 1998 expendi- 
tures—unless authorized by law. The 
other one is intended to cover those 
costs where I believe the United States 
is going to venture out and say we will 
do this. 

We have had that experience with the 
expenditures before. I think we will 
have it again in these new areas, and 
these new areas are the ones that need 
the most in terms of expenditure. Very 
frankly, we cannot afford to go it alone 
anymore. We want to see a require- 
ment that Congress review the expendi- 
tures of funds in these areas. 

Mr. HELMS. I would like to send a 
modification to the desk so we can ac- 
cept that. 

Mr. BIDEN. If the chairman will 
withhold for just a minute, I have no 
objection to agreeing to what you have 
stated. I would like to, and we have 
plenty of time to do this, and you have 
my commitment we will do it if our 
staffs can make sure that I am not mis- 
understanding what is being said. 

Mr. HELMS. That is fair. 

Mr. BIDEN. But I am 99 percent cer- 
tain we agree fully, I say to the Sen- 
ator from Alaska, in what he is at- 
tempting to do, and if he just changed 
the language “any NATO expenditure” 
and we say any U.S. expenditure be- 
yond a common budget affecting any of 
these three nations requires’—I am 
not a draftsman— requires the author- 
ization committee to do it,“ I will ac- 
cept that. 

Mr. STEVENS. I state to my friend 
from Delaware that I am preparing to 
change the amendment so that it 
reads, “requirement of payments of 
funds specifically authorized, no cost 
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incurred by the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization, NATO, other than the 
common funded budgets of NATO in 
connection with the admission of mem- 
bership participation of any country 
not a member of NATO as of March 1, 
1998, may be paid out of funds from any 
agency,” et cetera. 

We do not seek to be redundant with 
the second amendment, but 2065 ad- 
dresses the voyeurism of our people in 
Europe to go and do it alone in inter- 
operability, in communications, in the 
whole series of things that they wish to 
have these new members of NATO 
have, without regard to common fund- 
ed budgets, and to go obligate the 
United States, and then we get the 
bills brought to us in Appropriations 
without any authorization, without 
any review of Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, of Armed Services Committee, 
and suddenly the Appropriations Com- 
mittee is faced with making decisions 
which we shouldn't have to make. 

I am told all the time these areas 
should be authorized by law, and here 
is the chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee saying why don’t we have a 
requirement they be authorized by law. 
It is sort of like a role reversal here of 
the husband saying, I've got a head- 
ache tonight, dear.” It is not quite the 
normal thing to be hearing from an au- 
thorizer that this is wrong for us to 
say. Make them get the authorization 
by law before they present the Appro- 
priations Committee a bill to be paid. 

Mr. LOTT. If the Senator will yield, 
we have a unanimous consent we would 
like to enter, and it would give the 
Senator a minute to see if they can get 
an agreement on this point. 

Mr. STEVENS. I yield. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT—CONFERENCE 
REPORT TO H.R. 3579 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent, as if in legislative ses- 
sion, that the majority leader, after 
notification of the Democratic leader, 
may proceed, after disposition of the 
NATO treaty, to the conference report 
to accompany H.R. 3579, the supple- 
mental appropriations bill, and, fur- 
ther, the reading of the conference re- 
port be waived. 

I further ask there be 1 hour of de- 
bate equally divided in the usual form, 
and following the expiration or yield- 
ing back of time, the Senate proceed to 
a vote on the adoption of the con- 
ference report, with no intervening ac- 
tion or debate. 

Mr. KERRY. Reserving the right to 
object—I could not hear—the majority 
leader intends to proceed to this after 
what? 

Mr. LOTT. After disposition of the 
NATO treaty, with debate not to ex- 
ceed 1 hour, and then a final vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2065 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I say to 

my friend from Alaska, I am quite sure 
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I can accept this amendment 2065, but 
I would like to not do it at the mo- 
ment. I want to make sure I run the 
“traps” with my counterpart on the 
Armed Services Committee and to 
make sure it is right. 

Secondly, I must tell him, as a 
former chairman of an authorizing 
committee and now a ranking member 
of an authorizing committee, I am 
heartened and my soul is soaring to 
hear a chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee say, First get an author- 
ization.” That is, all by itself, reason 
to be excited about this. 

Mr. STEVENS. I am glad you don’t 
have a headache tonight, dear. 

Let me ask that this amendment 2065 
be set aside temporarily until the Sen- 
ator from Delaware concurs in my revi- 
sion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2066, AS MODIFIED 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 

regarding the United States share of 

NATO's common-funded budgets, and to re- 

quire an annual limitation on the amount 

of United States expenditures for pay- 
ments to the common-funded budgets of 

NATO) 

Mr. STEVENS. I ask now that 
amendment 2066 be placed before the 
Senate. It will be accepted, and I ask 
that 2066 be voted upon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the next amend- 
ment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS], 
for himself, Mr. BYRD, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. 
WARNER, and Mr. ROBERTS, proposes an exec- 
utive amendment numbered 2066, as modi- 
fied. 

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con- 
sent reading of the amendment be dis- 
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the end of section 3(2) of the resolution, 
add the following: - 

(C) UNITED STATES FUTURE PAYMENTS TO 
THE COMMON-FUNDED BUDGETS OF NATO.— 

(i) SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING UNITED 
STATES SHARE OF NATO’S COMMON-FUNDED 
BUDGETS.—It is the sense of the Senate that, 
beginning with fiscal year 1999, and for each 
fiscal year thereafter through the fiscal year 
2003, the President should 

(A) propose to NATO a limitation on the 
United States percentage share of the com- 
mon-funded budgets of NATO for that fiscal 
year equal to the United States percentage 
share of those budgets for the preceding fis- 
cal year, minus one percent; and 

(B) not later than 60 days after the date of 
the United States proposal under subpara- 
graph (A), submit a report to Congress de- 
scribing the action, if any, taken by NATO 
to carry out the United States proposal. 

(ii) ANNUAL LIMITATION ON UNITED STATES 
EXPENDITURES FOR NATO.—Unless specifically 
authorized by law, the total amount of ex- 
penditures by the United States in any fiscal 
year beginning on or after October 1, 1998, for 
payments to the common-funded budgets of 
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NATO shall not exceed the total of all such 
payments made by the United States in fis- 
cal year 1998. 

(ili) DEFINITIONS.—In this subparagraph: 

(I) COMMON-FUNDED BUDGETS OF NATO.—The 
term common-funded budgets of NATO” 
means— 

(aa) the Military Budget, the Security In- 
vestment Program, and the Civil Budget of 
NATO; and 

(bb) any successor or additional account or 
program of NATO. 

(II) UNITED STATES PERCENTAGE SHARE OF 
THE COMMON-FUNDED BUDGETS OF NATO.—The 
term “United States percentage share of the 
common-funded budgets of NATO“ means 
the percentage that the total of all United 
States payments during a fiscal year to the 
common-funded budgets of NATO represent 
to the total amounts payable by all NATO 
members to those budgets during that fiscal 
year. 

Mr. STEVENS. We just discussed 
this, and both sides have agreed to it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2066), as modi- 
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. BIDEN. I move to lay it on the 
table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Parliamentary in- 
quiry. It is my understanding amend- 
ment 2065 is temporarily set aside until 
a later time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I want to 
take a few minutes, if I may, to speak 
to the issue of the expansion. I have 
watched closely and participated close- 
ly as a member of the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee, and I have a number 
of different thoughts about the place 
we find ourselves in now with respect 
to this first Eastern European expan- 
sion of new democracies to NATO 
—first Eastern European, obviously, 
since 1949. 

I think most Americans who follow 
this kind of topic very closely are 
somewhat surprised by the level of the 
debate, the nature of the debate over 
the past week, sort of interrupted as it 
was for a period of time, and also by 
the seeming lack of significant concern 
in the country about this. There is, ob- 
viously, in the past weeks a sense by 
many of the pundits watching this who 
have observed it and pointed it out 
that, given the momentous nature of 
the transfer that is taking place, there 
might have been considerably more 
concern. Obviously, some of that con- 
cern has been heightened in the last 
weeks. 

Nevertheless, I think it is fair to say 
the American public is fundamentally 
relatively oblivious to the fact that we 
are extending NATO's geographic range 
and military commitments. The debate 
we now find ourselves in certainly 
doesn’t seem joined like past debates of 
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momentous impact on our foreign pol- 
icy that many of us took part in and 
remember when Russia was the Soviet 
Union and issues of arms control 
loomed larger on our horizon. 

One might ask why that is. Why is 
there this lack of confrontation or 
drama? I think it is quite simply be- 
cause we are fundamentally presented 
with a fait accompli. It is true that the 
basic decisions have fundamentally 
been taken by Europe, by the Presi- 
dent, by NATO, and I might point out 
significantly by Russia. Russia, recog- 
nizing some time ago that this was es- 
sentially a done deal, took steps to join 
in the available opportunities for co- 
operation that were made available. 
But at the highest levels of govern- 
ment it was very apparent to our lead- 
ers in bilateral discussions and other- 
wise that we were moving down this 
road. I suppose we have to be careful 
here, because if they mistakenly be- 
lieve that somehow if they had offered 
greater opposition it might have been 
otherwise, I don’t think that is nec- 
essarily the case, but clearly the de- 
bate would have been different, at least 
somewhat different. 

So here we are in the Senate con- 
stitutionally charged with the power of 
advising and consenting of treaties. 
But essentially the Senate itself has 
been packaged and delivered much as 
the treaty has. I know that some out- 
side of the Senate argued, ‘‘Well, it is 
never too late. We can always make a 
different decision.” But I think every- 
body understands the reality of where 
we find ourselves. 

I have talked to a great many of my 
colleagues, each of whom have ex- 
pressed the notion that perhaps a part- 
nership-of-a-peace approach, or some 
other approach, might have been more 
advisable, but finding themselves 
where they were, they came out of that 
dilemma and that equation where we 
are today also. 

It must also be pointed out, though, 
at the same time for those who have 
been complaining about the process, 
that the U.S. Senate had ample oppor- 
tunity to do what it seems to be ex- 
pressing a desire to do at the next 
stage, and that is be more a part of the 
process, impose itself more, know the 
consultative process, and, frankly, be 
more vigilant with respect to what the 
consequences are of some of the resolu- 
tions that come to the floor in the 
meantime, it is clear, however, that 
one of the reasons of the sense of lack 
of engagement at this moment is the 
reality that the Senate has gone on 
record a number of times in the last 
few years as being totally supportive of 
moving forward with enlargement. 

So I think that all of this really un- 
derscores the dilemma of this ratifica- 
tion process at this stage. It has been 
very hard for anybody to object also to 
the notion that reconnecting Europe’s 
east and west, performing modern dip- 
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lomatic plastic surgery on a historical 
dividing line, which reminds everyone 
of Soviet oppression, and that post- 
World War II allied lassitude is some- 
how wrong. 

In addition, many have found it dif- 
ficult to say no, even if they thought 
they had reservations, to the countries 
of people who have so constructively 
and plentifully contributed to the life 
in the United States in which we are so 
connected historically, culturally, and 
politically; and many have found it dif- 
ficult to even say no knowing that 
those countries at some point in the fu- 
ture in the meantime—depending on 
what Russia evolves into, depending on 
what history decides to lay in front of 
us, what history ultimately will be in 
the region—might someday ask the 
question that was on their lips in the 
not so distant past, which is, Why 
didn’t you help us when you could? 

So we are engaged in a debate that is 
rooted significantly in the emotions 
and the memories of the cold war, and 
with only a minimal and late reference 
to the changes that have already taken 
place, both in Europe and the rest of 
the world and in Russia, and to the full 
ramifications of the process of enlarge- 
ment once begun. 

The truth is that NATO already is no 
longer the same entity that it was a 
decade ago, and it no longer faces the 
same threat. For 40 years, NATO has 
stood as a bulwhark, preserving Euro- 
pean security, and, by extension, our 
own security for one very simple rea- 
son. It was poised against the threat 
that was posed by the Soviet Union and 
its Warsaw Pact allies. NATO was the 
simple wall of deterrence against So- 
viet expansionism and nuclear Arma- 
geddon. It drew its power and its raison 
d'etre from the geopolitical cir- 
cumstances of the times. It was there 
like Everest, and it deterred because of 
its unwavering presence. It was not be- 
cause of what NATO did that it drew 
its power. It was because of what was 
on paper, and in possibility. But now, 
with the Soviet Union’s empire and the 
threat that they pose is gone, the truth 
is that so too is NATO’s original mis- 
sion. Today, democratic elements with 
varying degrees of success are taking 
root where communism once held sway 
even in Russia. To my knowledge, not 
one military expert or intelligence an- 
alyst has suggested that a threat like 
the old threat could emerge again 
without at least 10 years of buildup and 
warning. To be sure, Russia continues 
to be a nuclear power, but obviously a 
very different kind of nuclear power 
than the Soviet Union of yesterday. It 
is a country trying to make the transi- 
tion to democracy and to Western in- 
stitutions and values, both at home 
and abroad. 

So while NATO continues to be a 
“collective defense alliance,” its mis- 
sion today is not at least, so we state, 
to defend against the Russian threat, 
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but nevertheless if we are to be honest, 
it is certainly at least still a principal 
rationale of it that we maintain it for 
and enlarge it as a hedge against the 
potential of future threats against the 
unknown, including that of the poten- 
tial of recidivism in Russia. 

Now with the fall of the Berlin Wall 
and the breakup of the Soviet Union, 
and the change in the nature of the 
threat, NATO has already begun a kind 
of transition expanding its mission to 
include other tasks. For example, 
peacekeeping, as evidenced by the pres- 
ence in Bosnia, and the new NATO, if 
you will, has an expanded vision of the 
range of potential threats that include 
not only challenges posed by ethnic 
and political rivalries within Europe to 
global threats, such as terrorism or nu- 
clear proliferation, but also a greater 
willingness to undertake certain kinds 
of missions to cope with those threats. 

I know some of my colleagues find 
that transformation particularly trou- 
bling. Some may believe that what we 
passed with respect to the language 
and the scope of the NATO mission 
doesn’t, in fact, change any of that. 
But I suspect as we go down the road 
and think about enlargement later on 
in other countries, the questions about 
those roles will become even more sig- 
nificant. 

Mr. President, in my judgment, not- 
withstanding some of those cautionary 
instincts that a lot of us have about 
this process, and notwithstanding the 
potential difficulties that we may face 
down the road, I believe it is clear that 
the three countries in question—Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Repub- 
lic—meet the basic requirements for 
membership in NATO, and that we 
need to recognize that in less than a 
decade those nations have successfully 
transformed themselves from Com- 
munist states into vital democracies 
with emerging market economies. 

They have taken steps to establish 
civilian control over the military, and 
as participants in NATO’s Partnership 
for Peace programs since 1994, they 
have already begun the process of inte- 
gration into the NATO force structure 
and command. Each of these three na- 
tions has made it clear they are pre- 
pared to foot the cost of membership, 
and they have taken the steps to im- 
prove relations with their neighbors in 
an effort to earn that membership. 

I believe that the benefits of bringing 
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub- 
lic into NATO are real. It will heighten 
the sense of security within those three 
countries not only through the exten- 
sion of NATO’s military guarantee but 
also through the psychological benefits 
of being a European member and a 
member of the NATO club, and inter- 
actions within the alliance will clearly 
help to strengthen the new democ- 
racies and their abilities to assimilate 
themselves into Europe both economi- 
cally and politically, and obviously 
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militarily within NATO’s integrated 
force structure. 

Their membership will enhance sta- 
bility in Central Europe and strength- 
en NATO itself through the acquisition 
of additional forces and personnel to 
cope with future threats and missions. 
These benefits notwithstanding—I 
think they are real—I express the con- 
cern that, as a number of colleagues 
have expressed it, admission of these 
countries, unless we do our job prop- 
erly in the Senate, unless the consulta- 
tion process is thoroughly pursued in 
the course of the next year, and unless 
we measure carefully the aftermath of 
the process of integration, the ques- 
tions raised by the Senator from Alas- 
ka about funding, the questions raised 
by Senator WARNER and Senator Moy- 
NIHAN, I think, are legitimate ques- 
tions, not sufficient in and of them- 
selves to stop us from proceeding for- 
ward, but questions which will have to 
be answered and addressed in order to 
be able to proceed forward. 

It is important for us in the Senate 
not to permit the first tranche of ad- 
mission to somehow create an auto- 
matic dynamic for further expansion to 
countries whose membership in NATO 
could conceivably—not definitely, but 
conceivably—pose serious strategic im- 
plications for the security of Europe 
and of the United States. 

Personally, I believe, as others have 
expressed the fact, that it might have 
been equally as sensible, perhaps more 
sensible but equally as feasible, to pro- 
ceed along the same line of building 
our relationships, building the democ- 
racies, integrating forces while simul- 
taneously achieving the goal of START 
II and force reduction in Russia and 
building the democracy of Russia by 
dealing with the Partnership for Peace. 

That was not the choice that was 
made, so we cannot stand here and de- 
bate what might have been. But I am 
convinced that a longer period of inte- 
gration of armed forces and economic 
development over the next months will 
be critical to making the judgment 
about the next tranche, and it is crit- 
ical for all of us not to allow this first 
vote to somehow create expectations 
that are unmeetable or create a dy- 
namic that takes control of the process 
in and of itself. 

One of the reasons I think it makes 
so much sense, obviously, and so much 
easier to accomplish what we are ac- 
complishing now, which is why I think 
the vote will be significant in affirming 
it, is that historically these particular 
countries were a part of Europe before 
falling prey to Soviet domination dur- 
ing the cold war and culturally they do 
regard themselves as European. At the 
moment, there is no immediate threat 
to the security of those countries, but 
perhaps most importantly, the most 
significant component of Russia’s lead- 
ership, beginning with President 
Yeltsin, came to recognize the inevi- 
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tability of our initial intentions as well 
as to work out a process with the 
United States to make that acceptance 
possible. 

The real question that has been 
asked eloquently by a number of our 
colleagues and needs to be watched 
carefully as we go forward from here is, 
when other countries of greater geo- 
graphical or strategic significance to 
Russia push to admission, we have to 
carefully measure what the ramifica- 
tions of that acceptance or rejection 
may be at that time. And I am con- 
fident that because of this process in 
the last weeks, the Senate is more pre- 
pared to do that than it may have been 
previously. 

I believe the administration deserves 
significant credit for the way it has, in 
fact, managed this process. They have 
been, I think, particularly adept at fo- 
cusing on those issues which have been 
raised in the Chamber with respect to 
Russia, and in my judgment they have 
laid the groundwork for our capacity 
to proceed down a cooperative, not a 
confrontational, road with Russia as a 
result. But clearly transitional politics 
in Russia, future issues about succes- 
sion, and the politics of that nation 
have to play into our consideration in 
subsequent rounds. 

We have to distinctly remember, I 
think, several critical facts. Democ- 
racy in Russia is in its earliest stages; 
Russia is still a nuclear power and the 
principal potential threat to European 
and American security; and, third, a 
good working relationship with Russia 
is clearly necessary if we are to achieve 
a whole set of other critical objectives 
on our foreign policy agenda, particu- 
larly that of nuclear proliferation, nu- 
clear weapons reduction, and the con- 
tainment of Iraq both now and in the 
future. 

The rationale for NATO expansion is 

rooted in the presumption that the 
continued existence of NATO is in our 
interests. It is the world’s only estab- 
lished, effective, integrated military 
force with readiness and training. It 
benefits both us and Europe by tying us 
together and anchoring our involve- 
ment with the continent. It acts as a 
stabilizing influence on members that 
might otherwise come to blows, such as 
Greece and Turkey. It helps to nourish 
and strengthen the shared values and 
interests of its members and, through 
its security guarantee, it promotes the 
development of a united and secure Eu- 
rope. 
All of these offer very legitimate rea- 
sons for this current step that we take, 
but, again, one should not assume that 
that process of expansion or all of 
those interests will be served in the 
same way or be risk free as we go down 
the road. 

Russia, as Secretary Albright ac- 
knowledged during the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee hearings, has always 
had strong nationalist forces which in- 
terpret every move that the West 
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makes as anti-Russian. And while 
these forces may not have prevailed 
during this first round of expansion, 
there is no certainty as to what will 
happen in the future or that the next 
time we confront this issue, they may 
not be dominant within the life of the 
politics of Russia. In fact, the imme- 
diate prospect of NATO extending such 
an invitation could well propel those 
forces to dominance, given the transi- 
tional and tenuous aspects of the do- 
mestic politics of Russia. 

So I think the question has to be 
asked as we go down the road, Will we 
and Europe be more secure if that were 
to occur or if Russia decided to en- 
hance its security by increasing its re- 
liance on nuclear weapons, therefore 
reversing the course that began with 
the ratification of START I and the 
signing of START II? Clearly, a coun- 
try not defined an enemy today is 
hopefully not going to be made an 
enemy in the future by our unwilling- 
ness to be sensitive to some of those 
kinds of considerations. 

Administration officials have stated 
thus far that no commitments or prom- 
ises have been made about other na- 
tions’ membership, and I placed into 
the RECORD earlier a letter from the 
President to the effect that he intends 
to adhere to a very strict consultative 
process in the future and that no secret 
or private commitments regarding 
membership will be made in the inter- 
val. 

It seems to me that is the most im- 
portant fact for us to focus on as we 
consider the future and the potential of 
what the Senate may face down the 
road. Some people may view that the 
assurances of the President are inad- 
equate, but I disagree. I think when 
you really examine the full nature of 
the consultative process that we have 
had previously—the NAC visits, our 
visits to Europe, our discussions with 
NATO, our discussions in Brussels, the 
various meetings that took place be- 
tween defense ministers and the Par- 
liament and Congress—there has really 
been, I think, a much more lengthy 
consultative process than many Mem- 
bers have been willing to acknowledge. 

In my judgment, as I said, Congress 
in many ways ratified most of that by 
passing a number of different resolu- 
tions along the course of time which 
stated that we were supportive of that 
particular enlargement. In light of that 
examination, of that process of con- 
sultation, and the President’s commit- 
ment to replicate it as well as to avoid 
any private commitments, I think Con- 
gress is going to have ample oppor- 
tunity, as we go down the road, to 
make the judgments about which some 
of our colleagues have expressed some 
concern. 

I agree with the administration and 
with the Senator from North Carolina 
and others that we must never give 
Russia or any country a veto over our 
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foreign policy. We certainly should not 
give them a veto over the question fun- 
damentally of NATO enlargement. I 
agree with that. But I also strongly be- 
lieve we have a fundamental responsi- 
bility to consider any country’s likely 
reactions to the steps we take and 
other kinds of cooperative efforts that 
may be available to us at any point in 
time to secure the same interests that 
we may or may not be seeking to occur 
from actions that would, in fact, create 
a counterreaction. 

I look forward to that future delib- 
eration, and I also look forward to a 
greater clarity that will come through 
the act of this first expansion with re- 
spect to the budgets and the true costs 
and true interests as they will define 
themselves as we go down the road. 
The bottom line is, however, that this 
expansion of NATO at this point in 
time under these circumstances will 
make NATO stronger and will also pro- 
tect, enhance, and serve the interests 
of the United States of America. Those 
are the fundamental reasons for which 
we should enter into any kind of trea- 
ty, and that is why I will vote for this 
treaty. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. HELMS. On behalf of the leader, 
lask unanimous consent when the Sen- 
ate resumes consideration of the 
Conrad amendment numbered 2320, 
there be 30 minutes of debate equally 
divided in the usual form. I further ask 
that following the expiration of time, 
the Senate proceed to a vote on or in 
relation to the Conrad amendment. 

Mr. KERRY. This would occur when? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Upon the 
resumption of the amendment. 

Mr. HELMS. I could not hear. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would 
the Senator from Massachusetts re- 
state his inquiry. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts was asking 
when this would occur. I understand it 
is when it is called up. And it is not 
being called up at this time; is that 
correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment has not been called up. 

Mr. KERRY. And it would have to be 
called up before we proceed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Chair. 

I do not object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. Let me say that I re- 
member the old adage is, “I like a fin- 
ished speaker. I really, truly do. I don’t 
mean one who's polished, I just mean 
one who's through.” 

I deliberately stayed away from the 
podium yesterday because I wanted ev- 
erybody to have their say on this mat- 
ter, and I think it is time for us to 
move along and become finished speak- 
ers. But before I do, I want to make a 
few comments that occurred to me 
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when I listened in my office and on the 
floor—a combination of the two—to 
various statements that were being 
made. 

The Conrad amendment—and I have 
the greatest respect for Senator 
CoNRAD—I must unalterably oppose be- 
cause the United States has never, 
never agreed to tactical nuclear weap- 
ons reductions with the Russians, or 
the Soviets, for good reason. 

First, these weapons are essential to 
an equitable sharing of the risk and 
burden associated with NATO’s nuclear 
mission. Further, they are a visible 
sign that NATO is prepared to use any 
and all force necessary to deter an at- 
tack. Finally, there is absolutely no 
way that the United States can verify 
Russian compliance with an agreement 
to eliminate tactical nuclear weapons. 

Mr. President, I am increasingly fas- 
cinated by the wailing, tearing of hair, 
and gnashing of teeth engaged in by 
the more liberal of our brethren, the 
news media, and otherwise, regarding 
the impact that NATO expansion would 
have on the United States-Russian re- 
lationship. It seems that the only argu- 
ment against NATO enlargement— 
aside from the cost bugaboo’’—is that 
Senate approval of this treaty will de- 
rail Russian ratification of START II. 
imperil future arms control agree- 
ments, and I have heard over and over 
again that it will turn Russia into a 
hostile power. I am going to agree to 
discuss these things as time goes by, 
but not this afternoon. 

Mr. President, there has been a sur- 
feit of bellyaching about the START II 
treaty. It has been nearly 5% years 
since the United States and Russia 
signed that treaty. Since that time, 
Russia has used START II ratification 
as a pretext to hold hostage an ever- 
changing, ever-growing number of 
issues. And, of course, the weak-kneed 
arms controllers and Russia apologists 
in the United States have, in the past 
5 years, been feeding the beast, encour- 
aging the Russians to take one hostage 
after another. I could walk you 
through the various Russian threats, 
such as the Russians have threatened 
that there would be no START II trea- 
ty if the United States deploys a na- 
tional missile defense. 

At a press conference before the 
March 1997 Helsinki summit, President 
Yeltsin criticized U.S. discussion of a 
national missile defense stating, Well, 
you understand, of course, why it is 
that the state Duma has not yet rati- 
fied START Il—because ABM was sus- 
pended.” 

Why does Russia not want the United 
States to abandon the ABM Treaty? 
Because with it we are prevented from 
having a national missile defense and 
Russia can hold our citizens hostage to 
its intercontinental ballistic missiles. 

Then there is a second threat. The 
Russians have threatened that there 
would be no START II unless the 
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United States makes more foreign aid 
concessions. In 1996, the chairman of 
the Duma’s defense committee, Sergei 
Yushkov, tied START II ratification 
not just merely to the ABM Treaty but 
to the provision of adequate funds for 
the maintenance of Russia’s strategic 
nuclear arsenal.” 

Threat No. 3: The Russians declared 
there would be no START II unless the 
United States makes other, unspecified 
concessions. In September of 1997, last 
year, there was a powerful voice that 
controls a sizable block of Duma votes 
who declared that START II should not 
be ratified until “a favorable moment” 
and that Russia should hold out for 
more U.S. concessions. According to 
this man, this leader, We have created 
a powerful missile complex, and we 
must use it to get certain advantages.” 

Threat No. 4: The Russians declared 
there would be no START II if the U.S. 
mounts air-strikes against Saddam 
Hussein. In connection with the U.S. 
military build-up in the Persian Gulf, 
the Deputy Speaker of the Duma de- 
clared that START II would never be 
approved if the United States were to 
use force against Iraq. 

In the wake of that particular threat, 
the Russian diplomats at the United 
Nations have been working overtime to 
phase out international inspections of 
Saddam Hussein’s chemical and bio- 
logical warfare facilities. We already 
caught the Russians red-handed trying 
to sell the Iraqis a fermenter specially- 
designed for biological weapons, and 
without UNSCOM inspectors poking 
around, Saddam’s cooperation with 
Russia in developing these horrible 
weapons will be free and unimpeded. 

Threat No. 5: The Russians declared 
there would be no START II unless the 
U.S. agrees to allow continued Russian 
violation of the START Treaty. Most 
recently, U.S. arms control negotiators 
were told that their refusal to shelve 
U.S. concerns over repeated Russian 
violations of the START Treaty would 
jeopardize START II ratification. 

I was amazed to hear some point to 
the recent, massive salvo of submarine- 
launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) 
which the Russians launched to their 
destruction as the kind of cooperation 
that will cease if NATO is enlarged. 
Senators should know, as should others 
in the executive branch, that these 
SLBM launches were not emblematic 
of arms control cooperation. 

In fact, the Administration has noted 
that these SLBM launches were viola- 
tions of the START Treaty because 
Russia refused to provide telemetry as 
required. They simply brushed aside 
our concerns and went on with their 
plans. 

Mr. President, the bottom line is 
that the Russian threat over NATO En- 
largement is just one in a long, tired 
litany of ever-changing excuses for not 
ratifying START II. I urge the Amer- 
ican people, and my fellow Senators, 
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not to be taken in by this ludicrous ar- 
gument. 

I urge those who are bemoaning the 
abuse that we are doing to our ‘‘Rus- 
sian friends” to listen very carefully: 

There is not one arms control treaty 
signed by Russia that it is not vio- 
lating! As I have said, Russia stands 
today in violation of its START Treaty 
obligations. 

Likewise, Russia consistently has en- 
gaged in the worst, most abhorrent 
perversions of bio-chemistry known to 
man. Russian scientists continue to 
work overtime at weaponizing biologi- 
cal pathogens in violation of the Bio- 
logical Weapons Convention. According 
to key Russian defectors, Russia has 
placed enough biological agent—for ex- 
ample, small pox and various fever vi- 
ruses—on its intercontinental ballistic 
missiles to wipe the human race from 
the face of the earth. 

Similarly, as I warned during the 
course of debate on the Chemical 
Weapons Convention, Russia is vio- 
lating that treaty by clandestinely pro- 
ducing a series of nerve agents more le- 
thal than any other chemical sub- 
stance known to man. 

And we have all read in recent days 
about the robust and continuing Rus- 
sian assistance to Iran’s ballistic mis- 
sile program, in violation of their obli- 
gations under the Missile Technology 
Control Regime. 

Mr. President, the list of arms con- 
trol violations goes on and on. I am 
amazed that we are wringing our hands 
about antagonizing a country that is 
engaging in such abhorrent, reprehen- 
sible behavior. I challenge anyone to 
defend that regime’s record of flagrant 
disregard for its treaty obligations, and 
its calculated assistance to regimes 
hostile to the United States. In light of 
these facts, piling another item onto 
the arms contro] agenda seems particu- 
larly ill-advised. 

Russia is becoming, despite our best 
efforts to the contrary, a rogue nation 
bent on challenging the United States 
at every turn. Neither tactical nuclear 
weapons nor NATO expansion have 
anything to do with it. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2320 

Mr. HELMS. I call for the regular 
order, the Conrad amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Amendment No. 2320, previously proposed 
by the Senator from North Dakota, Mr. 
CONRAD, for himself and Mr. BINGAMAN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
30 minutes equally divided. 

Mr. HELMS. There is a 30-minute 
time limitation; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina is correct. 

If neither side yields time, time will 
run equally. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, is the 
pending order the Conrad-Bingaman 
amendment? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. The Senator from North Da- 
kota has 13 minutes. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, the Conrad-Bingaman 
amendment is designed to address the 
question of tactical nuclear weapons. 
Let me just review briefly the cir- 
cumstance we face, and remind my col- 
leagues that unlike strategic weapons, 
unlike conventional systems, we have 
no treaty with respect to tactical nu- 
clear weapons. 

This chart shows the record on arms 
control. The red line is Russian forces; 
the blue line, U.S. or NATO forces. We 
can see under the Conventional Forces 
Treaty we have had steep reductions. 
In terms of strategic systems under the 
START accords, the same pattern— 
deep reductions on both sides on stra- 
tegic systems. But on tactical nuclear 
weapons we don’t know what has hap- 
pened on the Russian side, although we 
have an estimate from our strategic 
commander, General Habiger, that 
they have 7,000 to 12,000 tactical nu- 
clear weapons; we have about 1,600. 

Russia’s tactical nuclear arsenal—we 
need to know more. In 1991, Russia had 
15,000; the United States, 3,500 in Eu- 
rope. Today, in Europe we have rough- 
ly 400; they have between 7,000 and 
12,000. 

Terrorist use of a tactical nuclear 
weapon would be devastating. It would 
make what went off in Oklahoma look 
like a firecracker. That was a two one- 
thousandths kiloton equivalent, the 
bomb that went off in Oklahoma. The 
bomb that was dropped on Hiroshima 
was 13 kilotons. The smaller tactical 
weapons of the day run in the 10-kil- 
oton range. The larger tactical nuclear 
weapons are 300 kilotons plus. 

There is also a strategic breakout 
danger. Under the strategic limits of 
START HI, both sides would be at 
about 2,250 systems. Tactical nuclear 
weapons today: The United States, 
roughly 1,500 or 1,600; the Russians, 
7,000 to 12,000. That becomes a strategic 
concern, that great differential be- 
tween the tactical systems of the two 
sides. 

This chart shows the strategic and 
tactical nuclear weapons. The distinc- 
tion between the two is disappearing. 
During the cold-war period, strategic 
systems ran 500 kilotons to 10 mega- 
tons. The tactical systems currently 
run 10 kilotons up to 400 kilotons. But 
today’s strategic weapons have been 
dramatically reduced in yield, down to 
300 kilotons to 1 megaton. So the dif- 
ference between tactical nuclear weap- 
ons and strategic nuclear weapons is 
disappearing. 

Let’s listen to America’s nuclear 
commander, the head of strategic 
forces. General Habiger said. The Rus- 
sians have anywhere from 7,000 to more 
than 12,000 of these nonstrategic nu- 
clear weapons and we need to bring 
them into the equation.” 
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That is what the Conrad-Bingaman 
amendment is about. It is not about re- 
ducing United States tactical nuclear 
weapons. It is not about taking United 
States tactical nuclear weapons out of 
Europe. It is not about those things. 

It is about saying that we ought to 
engage the Russians in a discussion on 
reduction of tactical nuclear weapons 
because of the enormous disparity that 
they enjoy in these forces. It is about 
asking for a certification from the ad- 
ministration that they are engaged in 
that course. It is about a report on 
what we know about these tactical nu- 
clear weapons. 

I yield 3 minutes to my distinguished 
colleague and cosponsor, Senator 
BINGAMAN of New Mexico. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague from North Da- 
kota and compliment him on his lead- 
ership in proposing this amendment. 

Mr. President, I have expressed grave 
concern about this whole proposal to 
expand NATO. One concern that I have 
expressed is that it diverts our atten- 
tion from our real national security 
threats as I see them today. This 
amendment by the Senator from North 
Dakota tries to bring us back to those 
real national security threats by talk- 
ing about the threat that is posed by 
these tactical nuclear weapons. For 
that reason I think it is a very good 
amendment and one that I am very 
honored to cosponsor. 

Let me point out that we have had 
various hearings on this issue in the 
Armed Services Committee. There is 
no question but what the lack of agree- 
ment, the lack of progress, on dealing 
with tactical nuclear weapons is a seri- 
ous concern for our military and a seri- 
ous concern for our planners generally. 

This amendment is extremely modest 
in its language. Let me just call peo- 
ple’s attention to specific provisions of 
it. 

First of all, it is a sense of the Sen- 
ate. It does not have binding language 
in it. It essentially puts the Senate on 
record as favoring a certain position. 

It says: 

It is the sense of the Senate that. . Prior 
to the deposit of instruments of ratification, 
the Administration shall certify to the Sen- 
ate that with regard to non-strategic nuclear 
weapons 

(i) it is the policy of the United States to 
work with the Russian Federation to in- 
crease transparency, exchange data, increase 
warhead security, and facilitate weapon dis- 
mantlement. .. . 

It is hard for me to understand what 
kind of argument our colleagues can 
make against that general proposition. 

It is further stated that it is our pol- 
icy that discussions toward these ends 
need to be initiated with the Russian 
Federation. 

Mr. President, one of the arguments I 
have heard people present in opposition 
to this is that, sure, it may be a decent 
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amendment, but it is not appropriate 
to consider it in the context of NATO 
enlargement. 

I think just the contrary is the case, 
because clearly NATO enlargement can 
only be justified if it adds to our secu- 
rity in the European theater. This 
amendment will do more to add to our 
security in the European theater than 
the expansion of NATO that is now 
contemplated. For that reason, I think 
it is appropriate that we move ahead, 
that we vote for this amendment. 

Quite frankly, I have great difficulty 
understanding why it cannot be accept- 
ed by all parties. It clearly states a po- 
sition I believe the American people 
strongly believe in, which is that we 
need to do more to press the Russians 
to reduce their tactical nuclear weap- 
ons arsenal, and I hope very much we 
will do that in the very near future. 

I appreciate the time that has been 
yielded, and I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. KYL addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. KYL. Thank you, Mr. President. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
amendment. It calls on the administra- 
tion to initiate arms control negotia- 
tions with Russia on tactical nuclear 
weapons in Europe. The amendment 
seeks to push the United States down 
what I think is an extremely ill-ad- 
vised path. 

First of all, tactical nuclear weapons 
are essential to NATO. A credible alli- 
ance nuclear policy requires wide- 
spread participation in nuclear roles by 
our European allies. 

The dual-capable aircraft and the few 
hundred substrategic nuclear gravity 
bombs which are deployed in Europe 
provide an essential political and mili- 
tary link between the European and 
the North Atlantic members of the alli- 
ance. The devices deployed on Euro- 
pean soil are essential to an equitable 
sharing of the risk and burden associ- 
ated with NATO’s nuclear mission. 

Second, the presence of U.S. tactical 
nuclear systems in Europe is an impor- 
tant demonstration of the U.S. com- 
mitment to deterring all threats to the 
territory of the alliance. These weap- 
ons are a visible sign that NATO is pre- 
pared to use any and all force nec- 
essary to deter an attack. For this rea- 
son, the defense ministers of the alli- 
ance have on multiple occasions ex- 
pressed their support for the continued 
stationing of U.S. tactical nuclear 
weapons in Europe. 

I ask my colleagues to ponder for a 
moment the message that this amend- 
ment would send if the United States 
were to expand NATO while simulta- 
neously abandoning our nuclear com- 
mitments. Such a step would mean the 
hollowing out of the United States ar- 
ticle V commitments and would gut 
the world’s most powerful, stable de- 
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fensive military alliance. NATO is dif- 
ferent and vastly superior to other 
multilateral organizations, such as the 
United Nations, because the members 
of the alliance do not merely pay lip 
service to the principles of collective 
defense. 

Third, the fact that we have tactical 
nuclear weapons in Europe has nothing 
to do with the existence of or the num- 
ber of Russian tactical nuclear weap- 
ons. We maintain them in Europe for 
reasons that I just mentioned. Throw- 
ing our tactical nuclear weapons into 
an arms control agreement with Rus- 
sian tactical weapons makes no sense. 

Finally, in the past, the United 
States has refused to agree to nego- 
tiate these weapons, for good reason. 
Simply put, it would be impossible to 
verify that the Russians are, in fact, 
complying with any agreement. In- 
stead, the United States prudently fo- 
cused on limiting delivery systems, 
such as missiles and bombs, which are 
large and observable and, therefore, 
verifiable. Given the importance of 
these weapons to the United States and 
the NATO alliance, and given the fact 
we would not be able to match the Rus- 
sians cheating, as they have done on 
every arms control treaty we have ever 
signed with them, this amendment is 
conceptually flawed. 

Again, I urge all of my colleagues to 
oppose the amendment. 

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I don’t 
know what amendment the Senator 
from Arizona is referring to, but it is 
not my amendment. It is not the 
amendment that is before us. There is 
nothing in the Conrad-Bingaman 
amendment that talks about taking 
U.S. tactical nuclear weapons out of 
Europe—nothing. 

The point is, the Russians have an 
enormous edge on us with respect to 
tactical nuclear weapons. Let’s review 
the facts. Today, the United States has 
roughly 400 tactical nuclear weapons in 
Europe; the Russians have between 
7,000 and 12,000. How is it not in our in- 
terest to push them to reduce their 
tactical nuclear weapons? It is abso- 
lutely in our interest, just as it has 
been in our interest to get them to re- 
duce conventional forces, as we have 
done by treaty negotiations, just as it 
has been in our interest to reduce stra- 
tegic systems. But it is, I believe, dan- 
gerous to allow the Russians to have 
this kind of edge on us in tactical nu- 
clear weapons in Europe. 

Again, I emphasize to my colleagues, 
there is nothing in my amendment— 
nothing—that talks about taking U.S. 
tactical nuclear weapons out of Eu- 
rope. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 

Mr. KYL. I will take 2 or 3 minutes. 
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Mr. BIDEN. I am sorry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I think that 
the flaw in the argument just stated is 
obvious. It is true, as Senator CONRAD 
points out, that there are no words in 
his amendment that talk about taking 
American tactical weapons out of Eu- 
rope. That is not the point I was mak- 
ing. It is also true he could have said 
that there are no words in here that 
specifically call for the United States 
to reduce the number of American mis- 
siles. 

He then makes the point that it 
would be desirable, since the Russians 
have more tactical nuclear weapons 
than we do, to get them to reduce 
those numbers. Indeed, it would. But I 
ask you, Mr. President, how we are 
going to initiate discussions—which is 
what this amendment precisely calls 
for as a condition to moving forward 
here—without putting at risk some of 
the American tactical nuclear weap- 
ons. I discussed all of the reasons why 
we need those tactical nuclear weap- 
ons. The very point that Senator 
CONRAD makes, that the Russians have 
a lot more than we do, makes the point 
that we can’t afford to reduce the num- 
ber that we have. 

So, as a practical matter, while the 
words about reducing our tactical 
weapons are not in the amendment, 
there is no way to get the Russians to 
reduce their numbers unless we reduce 
our numbers as well. That is why, as I 
said, Mr. President, this amendment, 
which would have the effect, if these 
negotiations are in any way successful 
from Senator CONRAD’s point of view, 
of reducing American tactical nuclear 
weapons. That is why this amendment 
should be rejected. 

Mr. CONRAD. How much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three 
minutes 36 seconds. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I say to 
my colleague from Arizona, the argu- 
ment that he advances makes no sense 
to this Senator. 

On conventional forces we, by treaty, 
have gotten them to dramatically re- 
duce their forces as have we. The same 
is true of strategic systems. The place 
where there is an enormous disparity is 
tactical nuclear weapons. They have 
the advantage. And we are not engag- 
ing them in discussions on reduction? 

I will tell you, if we could have a sit- 
uation in which we take a 50 percent 
reduction and they take a 50 percent 
reduction, I would take that deal right 
now, because we would lose 200 and 
they would lose between 3,500 and 6,000. 
For us not to engage in discussions on 
loose nukes,” which are the very ones 
that are most subject to terrorists, to 
being used in ways that are totally 
against the U.S. interests, makes no 
sense. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 
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Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I have 
been here 25 years. The chairman of the 
full committee knows that there may 
have been, and there are people who 
have been, more effective people in 
pursuing arms control than the Sen- 
ator from Delaware but none more con- 
sistently and more fervently than the 
Senator from Delaware. 

This is not the place for this amend- 
ment. This is a treaty. This is a treaty. 
It is a treaty about expanding NATO. 
One of our colleagues on the Repub- 
lican side, I was told earlier, had an 
amendment on the Kyoto environ- 
mental treaty saying we could not—I 
am told; I did not see it; but I am told 
he had been talked out of it, I believe— 
that we could not expand NATO unless 
Kyoto was dealt with. 

Another one has an amendment that 
may come up here tonight dealing 
with—I believe, the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma, at least he was 
talking about an amendment relating 
to a position I know the chairman 
shares, which I do not share, relating 
to strategic defense initiatives. This is 
not the place for that. 

Secondly, I find it absolutely fas- 
cinating that some of the very Sen- 
ators who have come to the floor and 
said, look, what we want to do here is 
we want to slow down passage, stop 
passage, or slow down new members 
coming in, because we are fearful it is 
going to offend the Russians or the 
Russians are going to get upset—a le- 
gitimate concern. But then they come 
along and say, and by the way, before— 
before—we can deposit these instru- 
ments, the Russians have to agree to 
cut their tactical nuclear weapons, or 
whatever. 

Now, that is giving to Russia a veto 
power over expansion in NATO. 

Mr. CONRAD. Would the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. BIDEN. Iam happy to. 

Mr. CONRAD. Is there anything in 
the amendment that is before the Sen- 
ate now that requires a reduction on 
anybody’s part before there is ratifica- 
tion? 

Mr. BIDEN. Maybe the Senator can 
help me out. 

Mr. President, maybe the Senator 
can help me out. It says, Prior to the 
deposit of the instruments of ratifica- 
tion, the Administration shall certify 
to the Senate that with regard to [the 
following]. and it lists the following 
nonstrategic nuclear weapons, that it 
is the policy of the United States 
that discussions toward these ends 
have been initiated with the Russian 
Federation.” 

All the Russian Federation can say 
is, “I’m not going to discuss this with 
you,” done, period, over; they have ve- 
toed it. Look, if I am sitting in the 
Russian Duma, I am going to—and we 
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are all worried about these reactionary 
nationalists who are the browns and 
the reds undercutting Yeltsin—I have 
got a real easy one. I go to Yeltsin and 
say, I tell you what, you've indicated 
to us you don’t want to expand NATO 
but there is nothing you can do to stop 
it. I've got the way to stop it right 
now. When the President picks up the 
phone and calls you and says, By the 
way, I want to initiate discussions rel- 
ative to tactical nuclear weapons,” tell 
him, “No. No.” 

Guess what? By definition, no expan- 
sion of NATO, because the President 
cannot deposit these instruments 
until—until—he can certify to the U.S. 
Senate that discussions with the Rus- 
sian Federation have been initiated. 

Now, call me paranoid, if you would 
like, but I know what I would do. I am 
a pretty good politician. The Senator 
from North Dakota is even a better 
politician. We are all politicians in 
here. They are not any different in the 
Duma. They are no different in the 
Russian Federation. So I have a real 
easy one. And by the way, if they had 
not figured it out, I just told them. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, 
would the Senator yield? 

Mr. BIDEN. On his time I would be 
delighted to yield, since I have very 
limited time. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, 
would the Senator refer to the bottom 
of page 2. It says there, Sense of the 
Senate. It is the sense of the Sen- 
ate. . . . There is no binding language 
in this amendment. This calls upon the 
administration to try to initiate dis- 
cussion with the Russians. 

Mr. CONRAD. It would not stop 
NATO enlargement from going for- 
ward. This is not some scheme to stop 
NATO enlargement. I am opposed to 
NATO enlargement, but this does not 
stop enlargement. This does do some- 
thing about sending a signal we ought 
to do something about tactical nuclear 
weapons when they enjoy this incred- 
ible edge over us and we seem to not 
pay much attention. 

Mr. BIDEN. I am confused then. I am 
confused. Why is certification—I have 
never heard of a certification on the 
part of the President in a sense of the 
Senate. Explain that to me. Explain 
how a sense of the Senate requires a 
formal certification from a President. 
Like I said, I have been here a while. 
That is a new one. 

So you mean the President can say, 
when we pass this, “You know, BINGA- 
MAN and CONRAD are good guys, they’re 
my buddies and allies, but I’m not 
going to pay attention to them; I’m 
not going to certify anything“? Can he 
just say, “I'm not going to certify it’’? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, in 
response, I would point out that there 
are many occasions where that has 
happened, and I am saying, it could 
happen here. This is a statement by the 
Senate, if it were to pass, a statement 
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by the Senate, as I see it, that the Sen- 
ate believes that the President should 
initiate discussions and should certify 
to us that he has done so. If he does not 
do so, he still has legal authority to go 
ahead and file the articles of ratifica- 
tion. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I have a 
question. Is the Senator saying that 
the President of the United States will 
fully be within the law if, when this 
passes tonight, if this were attached, if 
he is in a press conference and says, “I 
want to compliment the Senate on ex- 
panding NATO, and I want to tell Sen- 
ator CONRAD I’m not certifying any- 
thing —-would that be OK legally? 

Mr. CONRAD. Yes. This is a sense—I 
mean, I do not know—— 

Mr. BIDEN. Great. I think that is 
wonderful. 

Mr. CONRAD. This is a sense-of-the- 
Senate resolution. Nobody knows bet- 
ter than the Senator from Delaware a 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution and its 
legal standing. What we are trying to 
do is direct the attention of this ad- 
ministration and our colleagues to the 
very real threat that loose nukes” 
present. And we are trying to take the 
words of General Habiger, who has said 
to us they have 7,000 to 12,000 of these 
tactical nuclear weapons and we ought 
to address that differential. 

Mr. BIDEN. May I ask how much 
time I have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware has 1 minute 57 
seconds. 

Mr. BIDEN. I yield the remainder of 
my time to the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. KYL. First of all, I appreciate 
the comments of the Senator from 
Delaware and certainly support the 
points he made. 

I think it is critical to go directly to 
the heart of what is behind this amend- 
ment. It has been a longstanding objec- 
tive of the Russians to break our tac- 
tical nuclear connection with our 
NATO allies; make no mistake about 
that. We should do nothing in the U.S. 
Senate that assists the Russians in 
achieving this long-term goal. 

Secondly, we need tactical nuclear 
weapons in the so-called credibility 
ladder. I would be very concerned if the 
only weapons we had at our disposal to 
act as a deterrent were strategic nu- 
clear weapons. Mr. President, some- 
times you need a graduated response. 
And to suggest that we should reduce 
the number of our weapons and we can 
do that by cutting out half if the Rus- 
sians cut out half, that would leave us 
very few weapons, not enough to pose a 
credible deterrence. To suggest that we 
do that and then rely upon strategic 
weapons I think is something that no 
one in this Chamber would want to 
support. 

And finally, as our colleague from 
Delaware said, we should not be tying 
up NATO expansion with this par- 
ticular amendment. So I urge my col- 
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leagues again to vote against the 
Conrad amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. I am sorry. 

Mr. HELMS. No. Go ahead. 

Mr. BIDEN. I just want to make a 
point. I may be mistaken, but I think 
if my colleagues will look at this 
amendment, it is section (B) that is a 
sense of the Senate. The sense of the 
Senate controls language; only section 
B, a completely separate section is sec- 
tion C. If my colleagues wish to make 
the title of this sense of the Senate, it 
would be a different deal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN- 
NETT). The Senator from North Dakota 
has 25 seconds. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I want 
to answer, again, the Senator from Ari- 
zona. There is absolutely no intent to 
require the United States to reduce its 
tactical nuclear weapons at all. The 
thrust of this amendment is the con- 
cern that a number of us have that 
Russia has an enormous edge on tac- 
tical nuclear weapons, and we ought to 
engage in discussions with them to get 
a reduction in those tactical nuclear 
weapons. That is clearly in the U.S. in- 
terest. 

I hope our colleagues would support 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired on this amendment. 

Mr. HELMS. I was assigned this 
afternoon to make the train run and to 
save Senators a lot of time. In that 
connection, I ask unanimous consent 
the Conrad amendment 2320 be laid 
aside, and Senator BINGAMAN be recog- 
nized to offer his amendment regarding 
strategic concept, and there be 30 min- 
utes of debate equally divided in the 
usual form; I further ask following the 
expiration time, the amendment be 
laid aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President might I 
ask for the yeas and nays on the 
Conrad amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I believe there are 
15 minutes reserved on my side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2324 
(Purpose: To require a certification of United 

States policy not to support further en- 

largement of NATO (other than Poland, 

Hungary, or the Czech Republic) until revi- 

sion of the Strategic Concept of NATO is 

completed) 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I ask unanimous 
consent that the Chair advise me when 
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10 of those minutes have expired and 
that the remaining 5 minutes be re- 
served for me to use prior to the vote 
on my amendment. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, without yet 
objecting, I would like to know if there 
is any time for a response to that prior 
to the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator wishing to oppose the amendment 
will have 15 minutes of time. It has not 
been allocated as to when that will 
occur. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I have no concern as 
to how you allocate that time. 

Mr. KYL. I will not object. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let 
me explain this amendment and use 
the 10 minutes I have at this point. 
First, let me send an amendment to 
the desk and ask for its immediate con- 
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. i 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGA- 
MAN], proposes an executive amendment 
numbered 2324. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The executive amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the appropriate place in section 3 of the 
resolution, insert the following: 

( ) UNITED STATES POLICY LIMITING NATO 
ENLARGEMENT UNTIL THE STRATEGIC CONCEPT 
OF NATO IS REVISED.—Prior to the date of de- 
posit of the United States instrument of 
ratification, the President shall certify to 
the Senate that, until such time as the 
North Atlantic Council agrees on a revised 
Strategic Concept of NATO, it is the policy 
of the United States not to support the ac- 
cession to the North Atlantic Treaty of, or 
the invitation to begin accession talks with, 
any European state, other than Poland, Hun- 
gary, or the Czech Republic. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, this 
amendment relates to what is called 
the NATO strategic concept. We have 
had quite a bit of discussion over the 
last couple of days about the NATO 
strategic concept and the fact that 
NATO countries, NATO members, in- 
cluding ourselves, have been engaged in 
serious discussions over the last year 
or two in an effort to revise the NATO 
strategic concept. 

I think we are all aware that the cur- 
rent strategic concept for NATO is one 
that was arrived at back in 1991. It pre- 
dates the disillusion of the Soviet 
Union, and the resulting emergence of 
new independent states. It does not ac- 
count for the Civil War in Bosnia or 
NATO's peacekeeping operations there. 
It does not allow or contemplate the 
current nuclear or strategic concept, 
does not contemplate the 
denuclearization of Belarus, Ukraine 
and Kazakhstan, and it does not con- 
template the special relationships that 
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NATO has established with Russia and 
separately with the Ukraine. So there 
is clearly a need to revise and update 
this strategic concept. 

What my amendment says very sim- 
ply is that the United States will with- 
hold consent to inviting any additional 
countries other than the three we are 
talking about here today—Poland, 
Hungary and the Czech Republic. We 
will not go forward with inviting any 
additional countries to join NATO 
until after NATO has approved this re- 
vised strategic concept. 

This is simply a matter of under- 
standing what NATO is doing before we 
agree to take in more members in addi- 
tion to these three. NATO members 
need to decide on the alliance’s mission 
before any new candidates or states are 
asked to join in the future. 

I have great difficulty seeing why 
anyone would object to this. The re- 
ality is that the revised concept is ex- 
pected to be completed even as soon as 
this summer. At the very latest it 
would be complete, as I understand it 
based on the statements by the NATO 
officials, before their meeting in 1999. 
So there is no attempt here to delay 
the invitation to other members in the 
future. 

It simply says let's figure out what 
NATO is intended to do in this new 
post-cold-war world before we start in- 
viting more people to join. Now, this 
doesn’t strike me as a radical proposal. 
It is not radical from our point of view. 
It is certainly not radical from the 
point of view of potential new mem- 
bers. If I were representing a country 
that was considering admission to 
NATO I would be interested in what 
NATO’s mission is, its new revised 
strategic concept is, before I would 
want to sign up. I think that is a rea- 
sonable thing for new members to want 
to know, and it is certainly reasonable 
for current members to want to settle 
on before we begin deciding which na- 
tions are appropriate new members and 
which are not. I think the amendment 
is very straightforward. 

Let me make it crystal clear once 
more. It does not in any way relate to 
the enlargement of NATO to add Po- 
land, Hungary and the Czech Republic. 
That is not part of my amendment. My 
amendment assumes we will go ahead 
with the enlargement of NATO that is 
presently proposed by the administra- 
tion in this treaty. But it says we will 
not go beyond that. We will not invite 
others until we settle on what this re- 
vised strategic concept is. 

I have difficulty understanding, as I 
said, why this is objectionable. It 
seems to me imminently reasonable 
that this would be our position. 

Let me make it crystal clear what I 
am doing. Let me read the one para- 
graph of the amendment into the 
record so it is clear what we are say- 
ing. 

Prior to the date of deposit of the United 
States instrument of ratification, the Presi- 
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dent shall certify to the Senate that, until 
such time as the North Atlantic Council 
agrees on a revised strategic concept of 
NATO, it is the policy of the United States 
not to support the accession to the North At- 
lantic Treaty of, or the invitation to begin 
accession talks with any European state, 
other than Poland, Hungary and the Czech 
Republic. 

Basically, what we would be saying is 
the President needs to tell us that it is 
our policy, the U.S. Government pol- 
icy, not to invite others to join until 
we get the strategic concept settled. 

I hope very much my colleagues will 
support the amendment. To me, it is an 
imminently reasonable, common-sense 
approach and I hope we can add it to 
the treaty. 

I yield the floor and reserve the re- 
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. I have great respect for 
the Senator from New Mexico. Much of 
what he says makes sense, but basi- 
cally what is happening here is we are 
having a rerun of the Warner amend- 
ment. We are basically saying here 
that before any new members can come 
in, what has to happen is there has to 
be a new strategic concept agreed to. 

Now, if I can make an analogy, that 
would be like saying my friend from 
Utah, the Presiding Officer, or of my 
friend from New Mexico, I am not cer- 
tain what year their States came into 
the Union. The only claim to fame 
Delaware has is we are the very first 
State in the Union. I shouldn't say the 
only claim, one of the most notable 
claims. It would have been a little bit 
like Delaware, in the Thirteen Original 
Colonies, and the other States east of 
the Mississippi saying to you all out 
West, as long as the constitutional 
amendment for suffrage is under con- 
sideration to amend our document that 
controls our national affairs, no new 
States can come into the Union. No- 
body is allowed in. As long as we are 
reconsidering—again, I don’t know the 
years, and I apologize, when your 
States came into the Union. But as 
long as we are considering the 17th 
amendment, whether or not Senators 
are popularly elected, we are going to 
put on hold any new State becoming a 
member of the Union. 

The 1991—and I don't have it with 
me—strategic concept was drafted by 
and agreed to by the 16-member na- 
tions after the Berlin Wall came down 
and after the Soviet Union had disinte- 
grated. The reason I bother to point 
that out, Mr. President, as my friend 
from New Hampshire kept saying yes- 
terday—and appropriately—we have to 
look at the realities of the new world. 
This new strategic document took into 
consideration a new reality that there 
was no Soviet Union, there was no 
Warsaw Pact, there was a different 
world. 

Now, what we said with the leader- 
ship of Senator KYL of Arizona yester- 
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day, by a vote of 90-9, was the fol- 
lowing. We said any new strategic con- 
cept that is to be agreed to in the fu- 
ture should accommodate the basic 
fundamental principles that we have 
adhered to thus far in NATO; and the 
Senator, with great skill, laid them out 
in specific form for all of us to see, in- 
corporating the strategic notions that 
have underpinned NATO and the new 
reality. 

So even though there is a consider- 
ation at the moment in NATO for an 
updated strategic concept, that could 
happen in a week, a year, a month, 5 
years, or it could never be agreed to. 
And by an overwhelming vote in the 
Senate, 90 percent of us said, Mr. Presi- 
dent, before you can agree to any new 
strategic concept, you have to make 
sure that what we have laid out here as 
the fundamental principles to guide 
that are incorporated in that concept. 
So I fully appreciate and believe that 
the Senator from New Mexico is con- 
cerned about strategic doctrine and is 
not using this amendment as a killer 
amendment to accomplish what Sen- 
ator WARNER was unable to accom- 
plish—that is, a de facto slowdown of 
any new admissions, an arbitrary judg- 
ment made that, without a new doc- 
trine being consummated and another 
little blue and white book being pub- 
lished, no one can come in. 

I further point out that the strategic 
concept of NATO is always under re- 
view, formally as well as informally. I 
assume the Senator’s amendment 
speaks only to the formal review, the 
formal reconsideration of what that 
concept should be. Since 1991, NATO 
has changed internally with the cre- 
ation of bodies such as the Partnership 
for Peace, the Euro-Atlantic Partner- 
ship Council, NATO-Russian Founding 
Act, NATO Ukraine Commission, and a 
more distinct role for the European pil- 
lar of this operation has emerged. The 
European politico-military situation 
has also changed. There has been sig- 
nificant reduction in the conventional 
armed forces. Both Warsaw and the So- 
viet Union are dissolved. NATO subse- 
quently decided, via the ministerial 
and summit statements, to invite new 
members. We are doing all these things 
that we are concerned about already. 
We sent out a glidepath and a guide 
book to the administration as to how 
they must proceed with the next one, 
and to say until that is all done, no 
new members, is another way of trying 
to do in a 15-minute debate what my 
friend from Virginia and the Senator 
from Oregon and myself debated 
against for days. 

So I respectfully suggest that our 
friend from Arizona has accommodated 
any concern about strategic doctrine 
with the amendment we overwhelm- 
ingly adopted, thereby clearing the 
way, and any justification for sug- 
gesting that the doctrine might change 
so radically that it might affect who 
we would be willing to bring in. 
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Mr. President, I reserve the remain- 
der of my time. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, how 
much time remains of the 10 minutes 
that I had? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three 
minutes 36 seconds. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let 
me just make clear what I intend by 
this amendment and what I think the 
language of it says. As much as I like 
to think that the U.S. Senate is all 
powerful, we are, in NATO, only one of 
the members. NATO is an entire orga- 
nization. The United States and the 
other members have set about to de- 
velop this revised strategic concept. 

As I understand the history of this, 
in July of last year, in Madrid, there 
was agreed upon—NATO Ministers 
agreed at that time to develop a re- 
vised strategic concept, which would be 
presented to them in their planned 
summit of April of 1999. 

What my amendment says is that 
until such time as the North Atlantic 
Council agrees on a revised strategic 
concept, whatever it is, for NATO, then 
we will not go ahead. At least the U.S. 
position is that we should not go ahead 
and participate in inviting new mem- 
bers. So I am talking about a very for- 
mal procedure here which is well un- 
derway. It was agreed to in July of last 
year in Madrid. 

As I understand it, it is a three-stage 
process for conducting the review of 
the strategic concept. That three-stage 
process is well underway. There is no 
indication that I have seen that these 
deadlines will not be met. In fact, I 
have heard from people in the adminis- 
tration that they expect the revised 
strategic concept to be ready this sum- 
mer, not in April of next year. So all I 
am saying is, let’s figure out what 
NATO's purposes are and what its mis- 
sion is before we take on additional 
members after we do these three. 

So this is not an effort to delay, this 
is not an effort to postpone for 3 years, 
or 5 years, or indefinitely. I say, quite 
frankly, if we don’t have agreement 
among the Council members, the Min- 
isters of NATO, as to what the mission 
of NATO is, if we can’t get agreement 
in the next period of time, then we 
should have it come back to us, and we 
ought to start thinking about how 
much more enlargement we want to do. 
That is the purpose of the amendment. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I will ask 
my friend a question on my time. What 
is the relevance of whether or not there 
is a new strategic concept as it relates 
to whether or not Austria is a new 
member of NATO? Are you suggesting 
that if the 16 NATO members now 
agree—or 19 when we finish tonight—to 
a change in the strategic concept, that 
change might or might not influence 
whether we should let Austria in if 
they meet all other criteria? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I as- 
sume that part of what is being consid- 
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ered in this review of the strategic con- 
cept is the role that nuclear weapons 
would play in the future of NATO, 
where those weapons might be sta- 
tioned, what the policy of NATO would 
be in the use of weapons. All of these 
are factors that I think would be very 
important for new members to know 
before they apply for membership and 
would be important for us to know be- 
fore we agree to expand and expand and 
expand. Every time a member comes 
into NATO, we are committing U.S. 
forces to defend that territory. I under- 
stand that. I think it is just appro- 
priate that we have some caution in 
committing U.S. forces to defend more 
and more and more territory, and that 
is the purpose of the amendment—just 
to understand where we are before we 
keep moving ahead. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I appre- 
ciate the Senator’s answer. The rel- 
evance is lost on me as to how that 
would affect who we would bring in or 
not. I understand the value of the stra- 
tegic concept and why it is important 
that we should know it. These folks 
have already applied. 

Let me point out one last thing. The 
Bingaman amendment would give sort 
of a pocket veto to further enlarge- 
ment of certain countries. The French 
did not want the Slovenians in this 
time. But they didn't want to publicly 
say that they didn’t want the Slove- 
nians this time. This is my interpreta- 
tion. And they said no Slovenians un- 
less Romanians, because it is not very 
politic in Europe to say you don’t want 
someone in directly. If I were the 
French or Germans or anyone else, I 
just don't agree to the new strategic 
concept. The present one works pretty 
well—en bloc membership. 

I just think, Mr. President, this caus- 
al relationship being asserted between 
the strategic concept and new member- 
ship is tenuous. In changing the stra- 
tegic concept, which we know has to 
follow the guide path of our friend from 
Arizona, we already know what it must 
contain for us to sign on to it. I just 
think it is totally unnecessary. 

If the Senator is willing, and with 
the permission of the chairman, I am 
willing to yield back our time if there 
is any left, and move on, if my friend 
from New Mexico is willing to yield 
back his time. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, how 
much of the 10 minutes is still avail- 
able? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Mexico has 13 seconds. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
yield the 13 seconds. I still reserve the 
5 minutes. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, par- 
liamentary inquiry: My friend has kept 
5 minutes prior to the vote. Is there 
any time in opposition prior to the 
vote? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be 5 
minutes prior to the vote in opposition, 
if we choose to use it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. Does the Senator want 
to ask for the yeas and nays? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I will 
respond. I did not yet. But I at this 
time ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
that it be in order to propound a unani- 
mous consent request regarding time 
for the next vote and the vote there- 
after. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the first vote to occur on the 
amendment No. 2320, the Conrad-Binga- 
man amendment, be a 15-minute vote; 
that the second vote on this pending 
amendment, the Bingaman No. 2324, be 
limited to 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. Very well. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum 
with the time being charged equally. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum Call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, just to 
give others an indication as to where I 
am and where some of the others are 
with amendments, I do have an amend- 
ment. It will take some time to get 
through, and yet I have a very strong 
feeling I do not want to hold up the 
emergency supplemental. I just want 
to make sure to get that on record so 
everyone knows. I certainly would not 
object to taking up the emergency sup- 
plemental prior to completing the 
NATO expansion. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Will 
the Senator yield for a comment? 

Mr. INHOFE. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Let 
me also agree with my colleague. I was 
somewhat surprised when the unani- 
mous consent was offered, but I just 
want my colleagues to know I also 
have an amendment which is going to 
take a considerable amount of time, 
and I do not want to hold up Members, 
who may wish to leave, who need to 
vote or feel we should vote on the sup- 
plemental. 

So let me echo the comments of the 
Senator from Oklahoma and indicate 
that I am more than happy to agree to 
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another UC to move the supplemental 
ahead of NATO if, in fact, it comes here 
in the near future. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I have 
examined the landscape, and it gets 
more complicated as the returns come 
in. Now we cannot vote until 7 o’clock, 
because several Senators are far 
afield.” 

Then there is an agreement that was 
made without my knowledge—and no- 
body was required to get my knowl- 
edge, let alone consent—that the vote 
on the Bingaman amendment would 
not occur until the Ashcroft amend- 
ment was dealt with. So we are not 
going to be able to vote at 7 o’clock. 

I ask unanimous consent that sharp- 
ly at 7 o'clock the vote begin on 
amendment No. 2320, and then we will 
proceed from there. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded that I 
may speak on the ratification of NATO 
enlargement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, we 
shortly will be entering into the clos- 
ing hours of this debate. I want to take 
this opportunity to offer some observa- 
tions about the ratification and also 
why this is so important. 

I would like to take a minute, 
though, to really congratulate the peo- 
ple of Israel on the 50th anniversary of 
the founding of that great state, and 
how special, unique, that we are debat- 
ing NATO expansion and bringing Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic 
into NATO on the 50th anniversary of 
the founding of Israel. Forever and a 
day, I will always remember that we 
will have taken this vote at the same 
date of the anniversary of that state. 

It will be important because, as we 
commemorate, soon, the 50th anniver- 
sary of NATO and the 50th anniversary 
of the founding of Israel, just like the 
50th anniversary of the United Nations, 
as this century comes to an end, we 
will look at what came out of the end 
of World War II that created the insti- 
tutions that will take us, hopefully, to 
a new century and a new millennium, 
where we will not repeat the despicable 
and inhumane practices of the old cen- 
tury, or ever again have to fight an- 
other war in Europe. 
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The Senate is about to take a his- 
toric vote and we are voting to make 
Europe more stable and America more 
secure. We are voting for a safer world. 
This will be one of the most important 
votes I will cast. Voting for a treaty is, 
indeed, a very special obligation, re- 
served only for the U.S. Senate. 

For those who have known me, they 
have known I have fought long and 
hard for Poland and other countries of 
Eastern Europe to become free and 
independent. I think about the dark 
days of martial law in Poland, when we 
worked to support the Solidarity move- 
ment in Poland. Since the end of the 
cold war, when the captive nations of 
Eastern Europe threw off the yoke of 
communism, I have yearned for this 
day. I have supported the aid that the 
American people so generously pro- 
vided to help the people of Eastern Eu- 
rope build free-market democracies. I 
have introduced legislation with 
former colleagues, Senator Brown of 
Colorado and Senator Simon of Illi- 
nois, to nudge our Government toward 
welcoming the newly freed countries 
into our Western institutions. 

My passion for this issue, though, is 
based partly on my own personal his- 
tory. Each ethnic group in America 
brings their own history to this coun- 
try. My colleagues have heard me 
speak about Poland’s history many 
times in the past, because I have never 
believed that America was a melting 
pot. I always believed that America 
was a mosaic. We each come with our 
history and our culture and become 
part of something bigger than our- 
selves. So I come with thousands of 
years of history behind me, in terms of 
my heritage. 

The history of Poland has indeed 
been a melancholy one, because every 
king, kaiser, czar or comrade who ever 
wanted to have a war in Europe starts 
always, first, by invading Poland. It 
has been historically true for a thou- 
sand years, and it has certainly been 
true for the last 100 years. At the same 
time, Poland has always wanted to be 
part of the West in terms of its values 
and in terms of its orientation. 

It felt so passionate about democracy 
that when we fought our own revolu- 
tion it sent two of its finest heroes, 
Kosciusko and Pulaski, to fight in the 
war for America’s freedom. Pulaski 
came and was a brilliant soldier and 
led in the Battle of Savannah. Kos- 
ciusko was a brilliant tactician and led 
in the founding and building of West 
Point and, at the same time, then, 
fought for the democracy and became a 
great friend of Jefferson. He returned 
to Poland to help the Polish people of 
that time establish the first constitu- 
tional monarchy in Europe. 

Poland thought it would be free and 
have a constitutional monarchy, but 
that was not to happen. In the 19th 
century, Poland was divided into three 
parts, under Russia, Prussia, and the 
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Austro-Hungarian Empire, and it re- 
mained that way. That is when my 
great-grandmother came to this coun- 
try. She came, not because she just 
wanted to come and start a new life, 
she came on a prearranged marriage, 
because she wanted to forever escape 
that kind of occupation. 

This evening is not about history les- 
sons, but Poland was occupied, parti- 
tioned, invaded in World War I, had a 
brief stint of democracy between World 
War I and World War II, only to be in- 
vaded by the Nazis in World War II and 
occupied. 

For me, growing up as a Polish 
American in east Baltimore, I learned 
about the burning of Warsaw. I knew 
about the occupation of Poland by the 
Nazis. I have seen films of the occupa- 
tion, in which the great cathedral had 
Nazi storm troopers in there, burning 
the statues of the Saints and our Dear 
Lord himself, with their weapons. I 
learned about the burning of Warsaw at 
the end of World War II, when the Ger- 
mans burned it because of the Warsaw 
uprising. Soviet troops stood on the 
other side of the Vistula River and 
watched it burn. 

Then we learned about the Katyn 
massacre, where Russians murdered 
more than 4,000 military officers and 
intellectuals in the Katyn Forest at 
the start of the Second World War, so 
there would not be an intellectual force 
in Poland, ever, to lead it to democ- 
racy. For 5 years our family hoped and 
prayed, hoping World War II would end, 
with my uncle serving in the military. 
And then, at end of the war only to see 
Potsdam and Yalta occur, where Po- 
land was sold out. My great-grand- 
mother had on her mantle, three pic- 
tures, one of Pius XII, one of my uncle 
who had become a member of the po- 
lice force, and the other of Roosevelt, 
because she believed in the Democratic 
Party. After Potsdam and Yalta, she 
took the picture of Roosevelt and 
turned him face down, until the day 
she died. 

Those were the kinds of stories that 
I grew up with, looking at Poland as 
part of the captive nation. Then sud- 
denly, in August of 1980, an obscure 
electrician, working in the Gdansk 
Shipyard, jumped over a wall pro- 
claiming the Solidarity movement. 
And when he jumped over that wall, he 
took the whole world with him, to con- 
tinue the push in this part of the cen- 
tury to free Poland. And then the 
movement, also of dissidents, spread. 

These are the kinds of stories. What 
I wear here today is a picture of the 
Blessed Mother of Czestochowa. She is 
the Patron Saint and Protectress of 
Poland. Members of the Solidarity 
movement wore exactly this emblem 
because they were forbidden under 
martial law to wear any symbol related 
to Solidarity. So they wore a religious 
symbol. I wear this symbol today be- 
cause this, then, is the next step to- 
ward what we fought for in World War 
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II, what dissidents in these countries 
have worked for—to create a democ- 
racy and a free-market economy, risk- 
ing their lives, imprisoned, living 
under the boot of communism. 

So now those are the kinds of things 
that we must grasp. This is a historic 
moment, when three countries whose 
heart, soul, and political orientation is 
with us. So, I hope for those who 
worked so long and so hard, within Po- 
land, Hungary and the Czech Republic, 
that we, then, understand the ratifica- 
tion of NATO enlargement. 

Despite the importance of history, 
my support for NATO is based on the 
future. My support is based on what is 
best for our country. NATO enlarge- 
ment will make Europe more stable 
and America more secure. It means the 
future generations of Americans, I be- 
lieve, will not have to fight or die in 
Europe. It will make NATO stronger. It 
will make America stronger. And it 
will make Western civilization strong- 
er. 

Mr. President, I am only sorry my 
great-grandmother is not alive to see 
this, because when we vote to ratify 
this treaty, we will undo the historic 
tragedy that has often engulfed these 
nations and forever and ever, in the 
next century, ensure not only their 
protection but also ensure that des- 
picable practices like the Holocaust 
will never again happen. That is what 
the 21st century is all about. That is 
why I will enthusiastically vote aye, 
when my name is called. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, for 
months and weeks and days, we have 
listened to the intellectual exchange, 
the foreign policy considerations, the 
financial impact and what effect what 
we are about to do will have on bilat- 
eral-multilateral relations of the 
United States with other nations. That 
gave a context for this debate. 

My friend from Maryland showed us 
the soul of this debate. I am proud to 
have been on the floor to hear her at 
this moment make the statement she 
made. Not only is it historically accu- 
rate, but it reflects the wave of emo- 
tion that tens of millions of Americans 
of Polish descent are feeling at this 
moment. 

I would like to say something that is 
going to make her very angry. I would 
like our colleagues to consider that 
when we get to 67—we are going to cast 
our votes from our seat; I don’t know if 
it is possible; it has never been done be- 
fore—I think she should have the honor 
of casting the 67th vote for this treaty. 
I don’t know mechanically how to do 
that. But you have no idea how much 
this means to her. You have no idea 
how much this means to millions of 
2 like my colleague from Mary- 
and. 
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I don’t know how to work this out, 
but I am going to try, with the Demo- 
cratic and Republican staff, to figure 
out whether there is a way we can offi- 
cially record that my friend from 
Maryland was the 67th vote cast to 
take care of a historic inequity that 
her grandmother brought as a burden 
to this country and she as a Senator 
will help end. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I say 
thank you. I will be happy to vote 
when my turn comes. Thank you. 

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the L's 
come before the M’s. I will be very 
happy to withhold my vote when it 
comes time, if that helps to get the 
Senator from Maryland in that se- 
quence. 

Mr. President, the vote on the resolu- 
tion to admit Poland, Hungary and the 
Czech Republic to NATO, as we have 
all said, is as important as any we have 
cast in many years. 

The debate on this resolution has 
been gaining momentum for over the 
year. The issues have been discussed, 
not always in the depth or with the 
clarity that I would have liked, but I 
am not among those who feel that we 
have not had an opportunity to seri- 
ously consider this resolution. I only 
wish that we had had this week’s de- 
bate a year ago, when the outcome of 
the vote was not a fait accompli. 

I deeply respect many of the people 
on both sides of the issue. None more 
than Secretary of State Albright, an 
ardent proponent of NATO enlarge- 
ment, with whom I spoke by telephone 
yesterday while she was in China. I 
yield to no member of this body in my 
admiration of her. 

I also give great weight to the views 
of the former Senator from Georgia, 
Senator Nunn, and to my close friend 
Senator MOYNIHAN, whose thoughtful 
speeches on the subject I have read 
with keen interest. I have also appre- 
ciated the views of a number of 
Vermonters who have expertise in arms 
control and U.S.-Russian relations. 
There have been well-qualified and ar- 
ticulate Vermonters on both sides of 
the debate. 

But despite that, I am no more con- 
vinced by the positions of either side 
than I was when the debate began. 
After everything that has been spoken 
and written, I remain profoundly trou- 
bled by this resolution, as I know many 
others are. It is not more debate that is 
needed, it is the ability to predict the 
future, which of course none of us can. 

It is because the future is so unpre- 
dictable, and I am still not convinced 
on an issue of such historic impor- 
tance, that I will vote against this res- 
olution. 

Mr. President, the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization has been the 
world’s most powerful and successful 
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military alliance. For half a century, 
NATO served as a deterrent to a Soviet 
invasion of Europe. It has helped to 
keep the peace in a region that has 
seen countless wars over the centuries, 
including two world wars in this cen- 
tury. When genocide erupted in Bosnia 
it was NATO, with, I might add, the 
help of Russian soldiers, that enforced 
the Dayton peace accords. The earlier 
failure of the United Nations in Bosnia 
is but one example of NATO’s relevance 
today. 

So I am not among those who be- 
lieves that because the cold war is over 
NATO is no longer needed. Bosnia 
proved otherwise, and there are other 
threats to which NATO might be called 
upon to respond. One, although no one 
likes to contemplate it, is a Russia in 
which the democratic reformers are 
ousted by nationalists whose attitude 
is overtly hostile and aggressive to- 
ward the West. I do not see that hap- 
pening, but it is possible. 

Russia is in the midst of far-reaching 
changes. Much of what is happening 
there is encouraging, even remarkable. 
The old Soviet Union is gone forever, of 
that I have no doubt. But democracy 
remains extremely fragile, and some of 
what is happening in Russia is discour- 
aging, even alarming. 

Some things in Russia have not 
changed. It continues to possess thou- 
sands of nuclear weapons, and while we 
and the Russians are cooperating on a 
wide range of issues including arms 
control, no one knows what Russia will 
look like ten years or even ten months 
from now. More than anything else, to 
vote for this resolution one should feel 
confident that enlarging NATO will 
lead to a closer and more cooperative 
relationship between Russia and the 
West. There is no more important issue 
for the security of Europe and the 
United States. 

Reaching the decision to oppose this 
resolution was extremely difficult. 
Over the past couple of months as the 
vote approached I have seen that, as in 
many debates, the issues are far from 
black and white. I finally settled on 
four questions. I decided that only if I 
could confidently answer each of them 
in the affirmative could I vote for what 
amounts to a fundamental reshaping of 
NATO. I discussed these questions with 
other Senators, with the Secretary of 
State, and with many others whose 
judgment and opinions I respect. 

I asked myself whether admitting 
Poland, Hungary and the Czech Repub- 
lic to NATO result in a more united 
and secure Europe? 

Would it result in a stronger, more 
effective NATO? 

Would it improve our relations with 
Russia, especially Russia’s willingness 
to vigorously pursue deep reductions in 
nuclear weapons? 

And would it result in benefits that 
justify substantial additional military 
costs to the United States and the new 
NATO members? 
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These are not novel questions. Any 
one of them could occupy hours or even 
days of debate. They have been dis- 
cussed at length by members of this 
body, and by some of our most knowl- 
edgeable European and Russian schol- 
ars and analysts including former Sec- 
retaries of State and Defense. What has 
struck me as I have read and listened 
to their views is the certainty and con- 
viction with which they express them. 
Perhaps that is the nature of advocacy, 
but I find it interesting nonetheless be- 
cause their conclusions, on a subject of 
such immense importance to our future 
security, are based on so much that is 
uncertain, indeed unknowable. 

Mr. President, I began from the per- 
spective that the presumption is 
against expanding NATO at this time. 
A rebutable presumption, but NATO 
has served us well for over fifty years 
and we should be wary of any attempt 
to substantially alter its configuration. 

That is not to say that NATO can or 
should remain static. Its mission does 
need to evolve with the changing 
times. But what is contemplated here, 
by voting to admit these three invitees 
and opening the door to further admis- 
sions in the future, amounts to a fun- 
damental reshaping of NATO. Before 
we take that step I want to be con- 
vinced that the benefits of enlargement 
justify the risks and the cost. 

Would enlargement result in a more 
united and secure Europe? More united, 
probably yes. But what if expansion 
does not extend to the republics of the 
former Soviet Union, or even to certain 
other Eastern European countries. 
Then we have simply created a new di- 
viding line in Europe, and new rivalries 
between those inside NATO and those 
that are excluded. 

Would enlargement result in a 
stronger, more effective NATO? Frank- 
ly, I have been disappointed with the 
direction and focus of NATO in recent 
years. At times I have felt it was 
adrift, and at no time more than when 
NATO sat on the sidelines as the 
United Nations floundered in Bosnia. 
NATO has redeemed itself there but 
not until many thousands of innocent 
people had died, including in so- called 
UN safe-havens. NATO should have 
acted sooner and with far more deci- 
siveness. 

The administration says that Poland, 
Hungary and the Czech Republic accept 
the responsibilities of NATO member- 
ship and will contribute an additional 
300,000 troops. Others argue that by 
adding new members we dilute NATO’s 
effectiveness with poorly equipped, So- 
viet-trained forces. As Ambassador 
Paul Nitze has said, NATO would be- 
come fat and feeble.” 

My own guess, and it is only a guess, 
is that NATO would probably not suf- 
fer, it might benefit from admitting 
these three invitees, but if additional 
countries are admitted next year or 
thereafter as most proponents of ex- 
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pansion anticipate, it would become 
unwieldy, even less decisive, and weak- 
ened. 

My third question, and perhaps the 
most important, is whether enlarge- 
ment would improve our relations with 
Russia, especially Russia’s willingness 
to vigorously pursue deep reductions in 
nuclear weapons. 

Mr. President, the administration as- 
serts that NATO expansion will lead to 
improved relations between the West 
and Russia because it will result in a 
more stable and secure Europe, a more 
prosperous Europe, and a new relation- 
ship between Russia and the former 
Warsaw countries that is based on 
partnership. 

I do not see the evidence to support 
such a rosy picture. But whether or not 
it is true, is a military alliance the 
best or only way to achieve that new 
relationship? I do not see why. The en- 
largement of NATO, no matter how be- 
nign, can only strengthen the hand of 
left and right-wing extremists in Rus- 
sia, while undermining the position of 
the democrats we support. 

On arms control, the administration 
offers a litany of examples of how Rus- 
sia is continuing to engage and cooper- 
ate on a broad agenda of security 
issues. There is cooperation, most visi- 
bly in Bosnia where Russian and Amer- 
ican soldiers are enforcing the Dayton 
accords side-by-side. There is talk of 
the Duma ratifying START II in the 
near future. There are other examples. 

But it seems to me that the real 
question is how can we best take ad- 
vantage—not of Russia’s weakness— 
but of the opportunity for a fundamen- 
tally different relationship, an oppor- 
tunity that comes rarely in history, 
and which is fortuitously presented by 
the transitional stage in which Russia 
finds itself today. 

In World War I, Europe isolated and 
alienated a defeated Germany, and in 
so doing sowed the seeds for World War 
Il. After that war, through the leader- 
ship of great Americans like General 
Marshall and President Truman, we 
embraced our former German enemies 
and in so doing fostered one of the 
world’s strongest democracies. It would 
be unforgivable to repeat a mistake of 
such tragic proportions. 

Do we build a closer relationship 
with Russia by enlarging a military al- 
liance possibly to its very borders, an 
alliance that has served principally to 
deter Soviet aggression? The so-called 
‘iron belt,“ as Senator WARNER has 
aptly called it? If Russia posed a seri- 
ous military threat today I would see 
things differently. But the only serious 
military threat Russia poses is its arse- 
nal of nuclear missiles, and I would 
argue that that threat is not dimin- 
ished by expanding NATO eastward. 

There is reason to suspect that NATO 
enlargement has already delayed 
DUMA ratification of START II, and 
that it has set back the cause for arms 
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control in Russia. It has abandoned its 
‘‘no-first-use’’ policy and, as its secu- 
rity situation deteriorates, Russia is 
headed toward greater reliance on nu- 
clear weapons. 

My point, Mr. President, is that 
while relations between Russia and the 
West are obviously far better than they 
were during the cold war, they are a far 
ery from what I believe they can and 
should be. 

The Russians can be difficult to deal 
with. Iam aware of that. They are ob- 
sessed with being treated as equals 
even though they are no longer a su- 
perpower. Russia in many respects is a 
poor, backward country. As we have 
seen in the recent spat with Latvia 
over Russian immigrants, Moscow is 
prone to reverting to its threatening, 
Cold War manner of dealing with its 
former territories. 

But Russia is a big country. Big 
countries expect to exert a certain 
amount of power in their sphere of in- 
fluence, and it will take time for Rus- 
sia to recognize that those ways of act- 
ing are no longer acceptable. 

No one knows who will follow Presi- 
dent Yeltsin. Russia’s future is too un- 
predictable for us to disband NATO, 
and in any event there are other impor- 
tant missions for NATO than to defend 
against Russian aggression. On that 
point I fully agree with the administra- 
tion. I have lived most of my life in a 
world with NATO. I want future gen- 
erations to benefit from this un- 
matched military alliance led by demo- 
cratic nations. It serves us well. 

But the United States should be 
doing everything possible to build a 
non-threatening, cooperative and sta- 
ble relationship with Russia. Rather 
than rush to extend an historically 
anti-Russia alliance and build up the 
military capabilities of its neighbors 
—an approach that has undeniably 
caused great resentment and uneasi- 
ness in Russia, we should be building 
alliances that do not create new divi- 
sions between us. 

Mr. President, my fourth question is 
whether enlargement would result in 
benefits that justify substantial addi- 
tional military costs to the United 
States and the new NATO members. 

One of the most troubling issues in 
this debate has been the cost projec- 
tions. Estimates range from several 
hundred million dollars, which I find 
impossible to take seriously if these 
countries are to pull their own weight 
in NATO, to tens of billions of dollars. 
The administration’s estimates have 
changed so many times that they are 
virtually devoid of credibility. 

As best I can tell, we only know that 
we do not know how much the admis- 
sion of these three countries would 
cost, but that it would cost a lot and 
possibly a lot more than the adminis- 
tration says. When was the last time 
the Pentagon overestimated the cost of 
anything? I cannot recall a time. 


7500 


Nor can I recall a time when we were 
asked to vote for something when the 
cost estimates differed so dramati- 
cally—from as little as $400 million to 
as much as $125 billion. That is a dif- 
ference of over 300 times. 

Nor do we know what it would cost to 
admit additional members after we 
cross this threshold. The President has 
said that no qualified European de- 
mocracy is ruled out as a future mem- 
ber.” There are over twenty. That is a 
potentially huge investment and a bo- 
nanza for the arms manufacturers who 
are not surprisingly among NATO en- 
largement’s greatest champions. 

The last thing we want to encourage 
is for the newly admitted countries 
will go on a weapons buying spree when 
they should be spending their scarce 
resources on economic development 
and infrastructure. 

What would NATO be with 22 new 
members? That may sound farfetched, 
but under the President's scenario it is 
at least a plausible outcome and one 
we must consider before we start down 
the path of enlargement. I am afraid it 
would be a much weakened alliance, 
and one that Russia, rightly or wrong- 
ly, could quite reasonably regard as a 
threat. 

And what commitments would we be 
making to those future members? 
President Clinton has said that NATO 
“enlargement requires that we extend 
to new members our alliance’s most 
solemn security pledge, to treat an at- 
tack against one as an attack against 
all.” That is what the NATO charter 
says, but it is far from obvious that the 
American people are ready to accept 
that commitment. Others speak vague- 
ly of different types of missions. I have 
strongly supported international 
peacekeeping, but I am uneasy about 
the lack of specificity about what we 
are committing to here. 

Mr. President, I do not doubt that 
Poland, Hungary and the Czech Repub- 
lic have every reason to want to be 
part of NATO. I also recognize that 
they have made tremendous progress in 
meeting the criteria set for NATO ad- 
mission. But we must judge, above all, 
if enlarging NATO at this time in his- 
tory is in the best interests of the 
United States—not Poland, not Hun- 
gary, not the Czech Republic, but the 
United States and NATO itself. 

I have considered this resolution 
carefully, but I have been unable to 
satisfy myself that it is either nec- 
essary, or in our best interest. George 
Kennan, a man I admire greatly, called 
NATO expansion “the most fateful 
error of American policy in the entire 
post-cold-war era. I do not know if 
George Kennan is right. But neither 
am I confident that he is wrong. I am 
not prepared to gamble on his being 
wrong. 

I hope that I am wrong. It appears 
that two-thirds of the Senate will vote 
for this resolution. I sincerely hope 
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that the admission of new countries to 
NATO produces the desirable outcome 
the administration forecasts. If that 
happens I will be the first to admit 
that I was wrong, and to welcome that 
outcome. R 

As I said at the outset of my re- 
marks, this has been a difficult deci- 
sion for me. I obviously share the ad- 
ministration’s goal of a united, secure 
and prosperous Europe. We all do. But 
I believe continued progress can be 
made to achieve that through Partner- 
ship for Peace and other means, with- 
out the risks and cost involved in en- 
larging NATO. Nothing, I am con- 
vinced, bears more directly on the fu- 
ture security of Europe and the United 
States than a democratic Russia that 
does not fear the West. 

That should be our priority, that is 
what is at stake, and so the Senator 
from Vermont will oppose this resolu- 
tion. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, before we 
proceed to a vote, may I ask the distin- 
guished Senator from Delaware, Mr. 
BIDEN, if he is satisfied now with TED 
STEVENS’ amendment? 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO, 2065, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I am sat- 
isfied, and I will send to the desk, if I 
may, with the permission of the chair- 
man, a modification that has been 
agreed to by Senator STEVENS and my- 
self. 

On behalf of Senator STEVENS, I ask 
that a modification to amendment No. 
2065 be sent to the desk. This adds one 
word to the amendment which I have 
cleared with Senator STEVENS and with 
Chairman HELMS. I want to state my 
understanding about this amendment 
before we adopt it, which I have also 
cleared with the Senator from Alaska. 

First, this amendment does not af- 
fect the Partnership for Peace Pro- 
gram. 

Second, I understand this to mean 
that NATO cannot incur NATO expan- 
sion costs for which the United States 
would be obligated to pay except 
through NATO’s common-funded budg- 
ets unless specifically authorized by 
law. And with those understandings, 
the amendment, as modified, is per- 
fectly acceptable to me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is so modified. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

At the end of section 3(2) of the resolution, 
add the following: 

(C) REQUIREMENT OF PAYMENT OUT OF FUNDS 
SPECIFICALLY AUTHORIZED.—No cost incurred 
by the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
(NATO), other than through the common- 
funded budgets of NATO, in connection with 
the admission to membership, or participa- 
tion, in NATO of any country that was not a 
member of NATO as of March 1, 1998, may be 
paid out of funds available to any depart- 


April 30, 1998 


ment, agency, or other entity of the United 
States unless the funds are specifically au- 
thorized by law for that purpose. 

Mr. BIDEN. I urge adoption of the 
amendment. 

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. To keep the Record 
straight, that is No. 2066, as modified? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend- 
ment No. 2065, as modified. 


Mr. BIDEN. Amendment 2065, as 
modified. 
Mr. HELMS. Amendment 2065, as 


modified. Very well. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, par- 
liamentary inquiry. Do we need to viti- 
ate the yeas and nays? 

I move to vitiate the yeas and nays 
on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BIDEN. I urge its adoption by 
voice. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The executive amendment (No. 2065), 
as modified, was agreed to. 

Mr. HELMS. I think you have a UC, 
Mr. President. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2320 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is now on amendment No. 
2320. By previous order, the yeas and 
nays have been ordered to occur at 7 
o’clock. The clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Parliamentary inquiry, 
Mr. President. Are we proceeding on 
the basis of a unanimous consent re- 
quest that was entered into earlier to 
vote at 7 o’clock? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. HARKIN. Further parliamentary 
inquiry. Will there be a series of votes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are two votes currently stacked 

Mr. HELMS. If the Senator will 
yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is mistaken. There is only one 
vote currently called for under the pre- 
vious order which was a result of the 
unanimous consent agreement. It is to 
occur at 7 o'clock. 

Mr. HARKIN. As soon as the vote is 
over, I assume the floor would be open 
for further amendments and debate. Is 
that affirmative? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
have been amendments set aside. They 
would recur, if called up. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, par- 
liamentary inquiry. At the conclusion 
of this vote, the regular order would be 
to return to the Ashcroft amendment; 
is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. HARKIN. Return to the Ashcroft 
amendment? 
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Mr. BIDEN. Ashcroft. 

Mr. HARKIN. Is there a limited 
amount of time on that amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
no time limit. 

Mr. HARKIN. So the floor would be 
open at that time. I thank the Chair. 
Thank you. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, if I am 
not mistaken, we have two votes; the 
first would be 15, and the second 10? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair was equally confused. But this is 
the parliamentary situation. Under a 
standing unanimous consent agree- 
ment, the Senate should now vote on 
the Conrad amendment No. 2320. By 
unanimous consent, there is a 10- 
minute limit on the vote on the Binga- 
man amendment, but the agreement 
did not call for the Bingaman amend- 
ment to occur immediately after the 
Conrad amendment. If that is the de- 
sire of the Senator from North Caro- 
lina, he will have to ask unanimous 
consent that that happen. 

Mr. HELMS. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. Now, this whole situa- 
tion is fraught with sideline agree- 
ments that nobody recorded. Now, the 
understanding was that at this point— 
all right. So we will vote first on the 
Conrad-Bingaman; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. HELMS. Amendment No. 2320, 
and then followed by 2324? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
no order for 2324. 

Mr. HELMS. I suggest we get some- 
thing done. 

I suggest we proceed with the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Senator from North Carolina asking 
that we move to 2324 after 2320? That 
would require a unanimous consent. 

Mr. HELMS. We will do that after- 
wards. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All right. 
The question is on agreeing to the ex- 
ecutive amendment No. 2320. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 16, 
nays 84, as follows: 

{Rolleall Vote No. 113 Ex.] 


YEAS—16 
Bingaman Jeffords Leahy 
Bryan Johnson Murray 
Bumpers Kennedy Wellstone 
Conrad Kerry Wyden 
Dorgan Kohl 
Harkin Lautenberg 
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NAYS—84 
Abraham Faircloth Mack 
Akaka Feingold McCain 
Allard Feinstein McConnell 
Ashcroft Ford Mikulski 
Baucus Frist Moseley-Braun 
Bennett Glenn Moynihan 
Biden Gorton Murkowski 
Bond Graham Nickles 
Boxer Gramm Reed 
Breaux Grams Reid 
Brownback Grassley Robb 
Burns Gregg Roberts 
Byrd Hagel Rockefeller 
Campbell Hatch Roth 
Chafee Helms Santorum 
Cleland Hollings Sarbanes 
Coats Hutchinson Sessions 
Cochran Hutchison Shelby 
Collins Inhofe Smith (NH) 
Coverdell Inouye Smith (OR) 
Craig Kempthorne Snowe 
D'Amato Kerrey Specter 
Daschle Kyl Stevens 
DeWine Landrieu Thomas 
Dodd Levin Thompson 
Domenici Lieberman Thurmond 
Durbin Lott Torricelli 
Enzi Lugar Warner 


The executive amendment (No. 2320) 
was rejected. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. LOTT. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2318 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I call for 
the regular order with respect to 
amendment 2318, the Ashcroft amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has that right. 

That amendment is now in order. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I wish to 
express my strong opposition to this 
amendment and to urge my colleagues 
to vote this amendment down. 

Before I start Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an article published today 
on this amendment in the Washington 
Times by David Gompert, who served 
as senior director for Europe and Eur- 
asia on the National Security Council 
staff under President George Bush. 
This is a very insightful piece, and I in- 
tend to reiterate and elaborate on the 
sound points raised by David Gompert. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

A VOTE AGAINST NATO 
(By David Gompert) 

As the Senate prepares to ratify the en- 
largement of NATO, the debate has taken a 
troubling turn. While not questioning the ad- 
mission of Poland, Hungary and the Czech 
Republic, Sen. John Ashcroft has offered an 
amendment to the ratification resolution 
aimed essentially at limiting NATO's pur- 
pose to the Cold War mission of defending 
the borders of the European allies. Should 
such a new restriction be imposed, the big 
loser would be the United States. 

Needless to say Sen. Ashcroft has no inten- 
tion of harming U.S. security interests. His 
motivation, it seems, is to keep the U.S. 
from being drawn into peacekeeping oper- 
ations, like Bosnia, that the Europeans 
ought to handle on their own. Reasonable 
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people can disagree about the merits of U.S. 
involvement in Bosnia and other peace- 
keeping missions. In some cases, the nation 
will opt to send forces, as in Bosnia; in other 
cases, it will not, as in last year’s crisis in 
Albania. But let’s be clear: The NATO treaty 
does not and will not require the U.S. to par- 
ticipate in peacekeeping. The Clinton admin- 
istration has never claimed that the U.S. has 
a treaty obligation to join its allies in Bosnia. 

Thus, the Ashcroft amendment is at best 
unnecessary. Far worse, it could foreclose a 
potentially crucial strategic option for the 
United States, namely, to seek NATO's help 
in confronting future threats to the common 
security interests of the Atlantic democ- 
racies. In this world of rogue states with bio- 
logical, chemical, and nuclear weapons 
poised to seize Western oil supplies, why 
would we want to restrict NATO’s purpose to 
our coming to the defense of European soil? 
Why would we want to cut off U.S. options in 
this unpredictable era? Why would we dis- 
card our chance to get allied support for U.S. 
security interests? 

Wisely, the drafters of the NATO Treaty 50 
years ago provided not only for the defense 
of the territory of the European allies but 
also for the possibility of common action to 
protect other interests. The United States 
wanted this latter provision—not as an obli- 
gation but as an option. When the treaty was 
signed, Secretary of State Acheson pro- 
claimed that it contained no limitations on 
alliance missions. As long as the Soviets 
threatened Europe, the defense of allied ter- 
ritory was NATO’s overriding concern, But 
now, the U.S. has begun to ask the Euro- 
peans to contribute more to the protection 
of other common interests, such as oil and 
security from weapons of mass destruction. 
It is time for the U.S. not only to give but 
also to receive security benefits from NATO. 

Accordingly, since the Gulf War, when the 
U.S. had to send nearly all the forces and run 
nearly all the risks, the Bush administration 
and the Clinton administration have urged 
the Europeans to move beyond the Cold War 
mission of border defense and to join the 
United States in combating the new threats. 
This work has just begun to bear fruit: The 
British, French and Germans have, some- 
what reluctantly, agreed to build forces that 
could help out if, for example, another war 
erupted in the Persian Gulf. The allies are 
becoming convinced by the United States 
that NATO is too valuable—and the world is 
too dangerous—to restrict its options. 

The Ashcroft amendment could derail this 
effort. By stressing that NATO’s only busi- 
ness is to defend European borders, it would 
remove any motivation for the allies to field 
better forces for post-Cold War missions and 
give them a perfect excuse to let their mili- 
tary readiness decline. By suggesting that 
the U.S. will not support any other NATO 
missions, it would guarantee that the allies 
will not. By disapproving of the use of NATO 
to combat today's threats it would signal 
that the U.S. sees the alliance as having lit- 
tle value in the new era. Those Europeans 
that prefer to see the U.S. face the new era's 
dangers alone would welcome the Ashcroft 
amendment. 

Worst of all, those who would threaten 
U.S. and European common interests, such 
as Iraq, Libya, Iran and Serbia, might be re- 
lieved, if also astounded, to learn that the 
United States was not going to use NATO to 
face them with a common U.S.-European 
front, in peacetime and war. These renegades 
are already trying to split us from our allies. 
The only thing that would bother and deter 
them better than U.S. power is U.S. power 
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backed by NATO. The Ashcroft amendment— 
unintentionally, of course—could rule that 
out. Upon admitting the three new democ- 
racies as members, thus consolidating secu- 
rity within Europe, NATO will turn its at- 
tention to how the U.S. and Europeans can 
work together to combat common threats 
wherever they might arise. We will be debat- 
ing and refining such a concept for years to 
come, and the Senate will have an important 
voice. By design, the treaty itself neither re- 
quires nor forbids new missions. The 
Ashcroft amendment would pinch off options 
that the treaty was meant to provide and 
that the U.S., above all, can now use to its 
advantage. 

Mr. ROTH. I fully recognize that the 
sponsors of this amendment are moti- 
vated by the desire to preserve the vi- 
tality of NATO and the central priority 
of its collective defense mission. These 
are goals that I fully endorse. However, 
the motivations behind this amend- 
ment and its real and potential impact 
upon the Alliance are leagues apart. 
Mr. President, this amendment would 
do great damage to the Alliance and to 
the interests of the United States. 

First, it intends to unilaterally im- 
pose for the first time in the history of 
the Alliance new restrictions on 
NATO’s roles and missions. And it 
would do so, in absence of serious con- 
sultations within the Alliance. 

Second, such a unilateral move by 
the Senate runs counter to the spirit 
and traditions of the Alliance. It would 
invite other allies to unilaterally im- 
pose their own restrictions and defini- 
tions on the terms of the Washington 
Treaty. We must not set the Alliance 
upon such a slippery and divisive slope. 

Third, by imposing such restrictions, 
this amendment would undercut the 
ability of the United States to prompt 
NATO to take actions necessary to pro- 
tect and defend the interests of the 
North Atlantic community. Worse yet, 
the language of this amendment would 
undermine the ability of the United 
States to call NATO to action in de- 
fense of American security interests. 

Fourth, this chamber has repeatedly 
called upon our Allies to stop the de- 
cline of their defense establishments 
and do more to bear burdens of the Al- 
liance. This amendment directly un- 
dercuts those efforts to attain more eq- 
uitable burden-sharing within the Alli- 
ance and the transatlantic community. 
It would do by granting our European 
allies yet another excuse to not im- 
prove their defense forces. 

At its best this amendment in unnec- 
essary to achieve the goals of its spon- 
sors. At its worst, the amendment 
would undercut the Alliance’s will and 
capability to defend the security inter- 
ests of the North Atlantic community 
of democracies. 

This amendment is unnecessary to 
attain the goal of preventing the 
United States from being drawn into 
dangerous peace-keeping operations 
that the countries of Europe should 
handle on their own. The United States 
already reserves the right to veto any 
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such initiative within or by the Ali- 
ance. Moreover, Article 5 of the Wash- 
ington Treaty makes U.S. Participa- 
tion in a NATO mission strictly a na- 
tional decision. It is not an obligation. 
That has always been the case and will 
always remain the case in NATO. 

It is quite evident that not everyone 
in the Senate supports the decision of 
the United States to have NATO lead 
the effort to bring peace to the Bal- 
kans. Nonetheless, it was a national 
decision by the United States and the 
United States Congress to support the 
NATO mission in Bosnia. And, the fact 
is that this military operation is com- 
pletely consistent with the Washington 
Treaty. We should not allow disagree- 
ments with the foreign policy of the ex- 
ecutive branch, as serious as they may 
be, to prompt dangerous revisions or 
restrictions upon a treaty that has 
been an unprecedented success for the 
deterrence of aggression and the pres- 
ervation of peace. Yet, that is exactly 
what this amendment would do. 

I understand that one key intent of 
the amendment is to express the opin- 
ion that the Alliance must remain first 
and foremost an institution of collec- 
tive defense. That goal is already ac- 
complished through the resolution of 
ratification. Just read it. 

Section 3.1.A of the resolution of 
ratification declares clearly that the 
“core purpose of NATO must continue 
to be the collective defense of the terri- 
tory of all NATO members.“ The reso- 
lution makes crystal clear that the 
Senate firmly believes that NATO’s 
first priority must be the mission of 
collective defense. 

Unfortunately, this amendment is 
not only unnecessary, it is dangerous. 
By attempting to define and restrict 
the missions that NATO can and should 
undertake, it risks foreclosing the abil- 
ity of the United States to seek 
NATO's assistance in confronting fu- 
ture threats to the transatlantic com- 
munity of nations. 

Ironically, this amendment's current 
construction would not keep the 
United States from becoming engaged 
in any future ‘‘Bosnia-type contin- 
gencies’’—a core intent of its authors 
because such contingencies as Bosnia 
can be defined as meeting its require- 
ments. Indeed, the U.S. Congress has 
done just that by supporting our troops 
in Bosnia. But, this amendment, could 
serve as an excuse for our allies to 
avoid sharing the risks and burdens of 
such contingencies with the United 
States. 

In a world of rogue states with bio- 
logical, chemical and nuclear weapons 
increasingly at their disposal, why 
would we, the United States Senate, 
want to undercut NATO’s willingness 
and ability to defend the common in- 
terests of the North Atlantic commu- 
nity of democracies? Why would we, 
the United States Senate discard one of 
the best vehicles through which to 
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prompt allied support for U.S. security 

interests? 

Some fifty years ago, the drafters of 
the Washington Treaty included provi- 
sions not only to provide for the terri- 
torial defense of the North Atlantic re- 
gion, but also for the possibility of 
common action to protect other inter- 
ests of the North Atlantic Community. 
It was the United States that insisted 
upon this provision—Article 4 of the 
Charter—and a construction of the 
Charter that would permit actions be- 
yond the narrow scope of territorial de- 
fense. Secretary of State Dean Acheson 
spoke to this point clearly before the 
Treaty went into force in 1949, and I 
ask unanimous consent that an excerpt 
of a memorandum of his press con- 
ferences in which he spoke definitively 
on this point be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

EXCERPT OF MEMORANDUM OF THE PRESS AND 
RADIO NEWS CONFERENCE, FRIDAY, MARCH 
18, 1949 

* * * * * 


A correspondent asked the Secretary to 
consider a situation which might arise if 
there was a demonstration of a power, not a 
member of this group, in the direction of one 
of the Middle Eastern countries such as Iran 
or Turkey which was considered by one of 
the powers in the group to constitute a 
threat to peace and security. He asked if 
there was any provision in the Treaty be- 
yond the provision for consultation and Sec- 
retary Acheson replied in the negative. 
Asked if Article 9 did not provide for a rec- 
ommendation by the council on a situation 
of this type, the Secretary replied that this 
was correct. He said that it applied for rec- 
ommendations for carrying out or imple- 
menting the Treaty but said that this did 
not change what he had said earlier. He de- 
clared that there was no provision which 
looked toward these Parties acting as a unit 
in regard to some matter not covered by the 
Treaty and said they might act as a unit or 
they might not, but that there was nothing 
in the Treaty which required them to do so, 

Asked if there was no provision for any- 
thing except consultation, except actual 
armed attack on one of the signatories, the 
Secretary replied that there were Articles 
one, two, three and four. Asked if there were 
no limiting clause the Secretary stated that 
there was no limiting clause. A cor- 
respondent asked if the area of the Treaty 
was specified but was not necessarily limited 
as to what the Parties might do after they 
might consult, considering the fact that an 
attack to security might originate outside of 
the geographical limits of the Treaty. The 
Secretary said that, in the first place, there 
was the very first article of the Treaty which 
says that the Parties affirm their obligations 
under the Charter of the United Nations, to 
settle their disputes peacefully. He added 
that he didn't know whether this would be 
called limiting but that it was one of the 
great obligations of the Charter, and that if 
it were carried out by all members of the 
United Nations a great many problems in 
this world would disappear. In conclusion, he 
said that he would think that it was quite 
limiting. A correspondent said that geo- 
graphical limitations in Europe and the 
North Atlantic had also been set up in Arti- 
cle 5 and the Secretary said that this was 
right. 
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Asked if the Treaty stipulated that if 
armed attack should originate outside of the 
area no action might be taken, the Secretary 
replied in the negative. 


* * * * * 


Mr. ROTH. The fact is that the policy 
of the United States and the policy of 
NATO have always permitted actions 
by the Alliance that go beyond the nar- 
row scope of territorial defense. Yet, 
this amendment clearly attempts to 
constrict the interpretation of the 
Washington treaty rendered by its 
founding fathers. 

And, let us not underestimate what 
kind of example passage of this amend- 
ment would set for our Allies. It would 
encourage our European Allies to im- 
pose their own unilateral reinterpreta- 
tions or restrictions upon the Wash- 
ington treaty. Imagine our reaction, if 
one of the parliaments or governments 
of our allies were to attach such condi- 
tions to NATO enlargement. How 
would we react, if for example, one ally 
were to prohibit the use of NATO-des- 
ignated units against Saddam Hus- 
sein’s regime in Iraq? Judging from re- 
cent events in the Persian Gulf, I imag- 
ine the reaction in this chamber would 
be one of complete outrage. 

Mr. President, we must also be aware 
of the message this amendment would 
send to our European Allies should the 
Senate make the profound mistake of 
accepting it. 

For years, the United States, and es- 
pecially the United States Congress, 
has worked arduously to make our Eu- 
ropean Allies more outward looking in 
their security policies and to assume a 
greater share of the risks and burdens 
in addressing common challenges and 
threats. We have repeatedly called 
upon them to stop the decline of their 
defense establishments and to devote 
the resources that will enable them to 
better contribute to the transatlantic 
security. 

Yet this amendment, perhaps inad- 
vertently, would signal that the busi- 
ness of NATO is only territorial de- 
fense, and no more. It would thereby 
eliminate any motivation for the Allies 
to field the forces necessary for post- 
Cold War missions. It would serve as an 
excuse to let the military establish- 
ments continue an over decade long de- 
cline. 

Worse, this amendment would infer 
that the United States views the Alli- 
ance as having limited value in the 
post-Cold War era. This is an impor- 
tant point made by David Gompert, 
and I fully agree. Passage of this 
amendment could be interpreted by our 
allies and the detractors of the Alli- 
ance that the United States no longer 
regards its vital interests as being best 
secured through the fabric of the trans- 
atlantic community and the NATO al- 
liance. That would be a dangerously 
counterproductive message—a message 
that would ignore the lessons of two 
world wars and the Cold War. I just 
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don’t believe that our memory is so 
short. 

Mr. President, the Senate must re- 
ject this amendment. As I stated ear- 
lier, at its best, this amendment is re- 
dundant and unnecessary. At its worst, 
it is a radical and dangerous departure 
from the Washington Treaty of 1949 
and the way in which the United States 
has over the years used the Alliance to 
advance our own national interests. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I now 
move to table the Ashcroft amend- 
ment, and ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Delaware to lay on 
the table the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Missouri. On this question, 
the yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 82, 
nays 18, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 114 Ex.] 


YEAS—82 
Abraham Enzi Lugar 
Akaka Feingold Mack 
Allard Feinstein McCain 
Baucus Ford McConnell 
Bennett Frist Mikulski 
Biden Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Bingaman Gorton Moynihan 
Boxer Graham Murkowski 
Breaux Gramm Murray 
Bryan Gregg Reed 
Bumpers Hagel Reid 
Burns Harkin 
Byrd Hatch Robb 
Campbell Hollings Rockefeller 
Chafee Inouye Roth 
Cleland Jeffords Santorum 
Coats Johnson Sarbanes 
Cochran Kennedy Shelby 
Collins Kerrey Smith (OR) 
Conrad Kerry Snowe 
Coverdell Kohl Specter 
D'Amato Kyl Stevens 
Daschle Landrieu Thomas 
DeWine Lautenberg Thompson 
ee ieee Pe See 
Dorgan Lieberman ——4 ne 
Durbin Lott 

NAYS—18 
Ashcroft Grassley Nickles 
Bond Helms Roberts 
Brownback Hutchinson Sessions 
Craig Hutchison Smith (NH) 
Faircloth Inhofe Thurmond 
Grams Kempthorne Warner 


The motion to lay on the table the 

amendment (No. 2318) was agreed to. 
EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2324 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on the Bingaman 
amendment, No. 2324. By previous 
agreement, this is a 10-minute vote. We 
have 10 minutes of debate equally di- 
vided. Then there is a 10-minute vote. 
Who yields time? 

The Senator from New Mexico will be 
recognized when the Senate is in order. 
The Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, the 
members of NATO are engaged today in 
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revising and updating the so-called 
strategic concept of NATO. We are part 
of this ongoing review. It was agreed to 
in July of last year in Madrid, by the 
Council, that this revision of the stra- 
tegic concept would take place, and 
they set out a three-stage process to do 
it. They are well into that process now. 
The idea behind it was that the new, 
revised strategic concept will be pre- 
sented next April at the Ministers 
meeting. 

My amendment says that after the 
admission of Poland and Hungary and 
the Czech Republic, it will be the pol- 
icy of the United States not to invite 
other members to come into NATO 
until that revised strategic concept has 
been agreed to by the Council, by the 
NATO Council. To my mind, this is not 
a radical proposal in any respect. It is 
exactly the process that is intended to 
take place. It is very important, I be- 
lieve, for ourselves to know what the 
new mission is and to have agreement 
on what the new strategic concept is 
before we take on new members and 
commit to defend their territory. Of 
course, I think it is also very impor- 
tant that the new members who would 
like to become part of NATO under- 
stand precisely what this strategic con- 
cept is before they sign on to partici- 
pate in it. 

So that is the amendment. There is 
no great mystery about it. It is not in- 
tended to subvert anything, to delay 
anything. It has absolutely no effect on 
the question of whether Poland and the 
Czech Republic and Hungary should be 
admitted into NATO at this time. But 
it does say before we go beyond that, 
we should get this strategic concept 
agreed to. It is intended that that hap- 
pen next year. I have every reason to 
believe it will happen next year. It is 
important that it happen before we 
begin to invite others to join NATO 
after these three countries. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I will be 
very, very brief. This is a rerun of the 
amendment by my distinguished friend 
from Virginia, Senator WARNER. This is 
a means by which to artificially delay 
any new decision relative to new en- 
trants. We already have the strategic 
concept that contemplated and re- 
flected the changes that took place in 
1991. You all voted 90 to 6 last night on 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Arizona, Senator KYL, laying out in de- 
tail what must be taken into consider- 
ation by the United States of America 
to sign on any new strategic concept. 
This is, in fact, not necessary. It is not 
needed, and it is an unnecessary delay. 
So I am prepared—if my colleague will 
yield the remainder of his time, I will 
yield the remainder of mine and I am 
ready to vote. 

I urge you all to vote no. 
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Mr. BINGAMAN. I would like to use 
an additional 1 minute of my time. 
How much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Mexico has 2 minutes 33 
seconds. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Let me just sum up 
my position. I do not think the amend- 
ment by the Senator from Arizona is 
related to this. That is a statement by 
the U.S. Senate as to what we think 
ought to be in the revised strategic 
concept. It is not a statement by the 
Council, NATO Council, as to what 
ought to be in there. I think it is im- 
portant that we get agreement among 
our NATO allies as to what is in this 
strategic concept before we go ahead to 
invite new members. That is what my 
amendment says. 

Unless someone intends that we in- 
vite new members in the next 11 
months, there is no delay involved in 
this. So I hope very much my col- 
leagues will approve the amendment 
and add it to the treaty. 

I yield the floor and I yield back the 
remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. I see no purpose for this 
amendment. I hope my colleagues will 
view it the same way. 

I yield the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having been yielded back, the yeas and 
nays have been ordered and the clerk 
will now call the roll on the Bingaman 
amendment, No. 2324. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. KYL) is nec- 
essarily absent. 

The result was announced, yeas 23, 
nays 76, as follows: 

{Rollcall Vote No. 115 Ex.] 


YEAS—23 
Ashcroft Hollings Reed 
Bingaman Hutchinson Roberts 
Bumpers Hutchison Smith (NH) 
Conrad Inhofe Torricelli 
Craig Jeffords Warner 
Dorgan Kempthorne Wellstone 
Graham Kohl Wyden 
Harkin Murray 

NAYS—76 
Abraham Domenici Leahy 
Akaka Durbin Levin 
Allard Enzi Lieberman 
Baucus Faircloth Lott 
Bennett Feingold Lugar 
Biden Feinstein Mack 
Bond Ford McCain 
Boxer Frist McConnell 
Breaux Glenn Mikulski 
Brownback Gorton 1 baun 
Bryan Gramm y 
Burns Grams Moynihan 
Byrd Grassley Murkowski 
Campbell Gregg Nickles 
Chafee Hagel Reid 
Cleland Hatch Robb 
Coats Helms Rockefeller 
Cochran Inouye Roth 
Collins Johnson Santorum 
Coverdell Kennedy Sarbanes 
D'Amato Kerrey Sessions 
Daschle Kerry Shelby 
DeWine Landrieu Smith (OR) 
Dodd Lautenberg 
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Snowe Stevens Thompson 
Specter Thomas Thurmond 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kyl 
The amendment (No. 2324) was re- 
jected. 


Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FAIRCLOTH). The Chair recognizes the 
Senator from Iowa. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO, 2326 
(Purpose: To urge examination of the com- 
patibility of certain programs involving 
nuclear weapons cooperation with the obli- 
gations of the United States and other 

NATO members under the Treaty on the 

Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons) 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment I send to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] pro- 
pos an executive amendment numbered 


At the end of section 2 of the resolution, 
insert the following: 

( ) COMPATIBILITY OF CERTAIN PROGRAMS 
WITH OBLIGATIONS UNDER THE NUCLEAR NON- 
PROLIFERATION TREATY.—The Senate declares 
that the President, as part of NATO's ongo- 
ing Strategic Review, should examine the 
political and legal compatibility between— 

(1) current United States programs involv- 
ing nuclear weapons cooperation with other 
NATO members; and 

(2) the obligations of the United States and 
the other NATO members under the Treaty 
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weap- 
ons, done at Washington, London, and Mos- 
cow on July 1, 1968. 

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FAIRCLOTH). The Chair recognizes the 
Senator from Iowa. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2326 
(Purpose: To urge examination of the com- 
patibility of certain programs involving 
nuclear weapons cooperation with the obli- 
gations of the United States and other 

NATO members under the Treaty on the 

Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons) 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment I send to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] pro- 
poses an executive amendment numbered 
2326. 

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, it is not 
a long amendment. That is why I want- 
ed it read. 

It is very straightforward. It will be 
my intention to just speak for a few 
minutes on the amendment, and then I 
will withdraw the amendment. After 
seeing how all of the amendments seem 
to be faring here, it seemed ridiculous 
to waste any more time of the Senate 
to be voting on these amendments. 

I feel strongly about this aspect of 
going into NATO enlargement. More 
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than anything else, I want to explain 
the purpose of my amendment and lay 
down a marker regarding an issue that 
I know concerns all of us here and 
which could have very severe repercus- 
sions in an expanded NATO. That is the 
issue of the nonproliferation treaty of 
which the United States is a signatory 
and, of course, an issue that we have 
pushed very hard. 

Many of us have spoken many times 
about the importance of not slowing 
down international arms control and 
nonproliferation efforts. This amend- 
ment is simply a sense of the Senate 
regarding NATO's relationship to the 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, or 
NPT, and urges that the President 
should propose that NATO examine the 
compatibility— 

Mr. President, could I have order? I 
have trouble hearing myself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May we 
have order so the speaker can be heard? 
He is entitled to be heard. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the President. 

This amendment just urges that the 
President should propose that NATO 
examine the compatibility of its nu- 
clear-weapons-sharing programs with 
our obligations under the NPT, the nu- 
clear nonproliferation treaty. 

The NPT is one of our most impor- 
tant international agreements. Not 
only is the United States a member of 
the NPT regime, we were a strong lead- 
er in establishing the treaty. 

Its purpose, of course, is to prevent 
the spread of nuclear weapons. 
Through a series of provisions, it helps 
halt the spread of nuclear materials 
and nuclear weapons knowledge. That 
is the important part of this—the nu- 
clear weapons knowledge. 

The nonaligned members of the NPT 
have expressed great concern over 
NATO’s nuclear-sharing programs. Let 
me make it clear. The United States 
has nuclear weapons at U.S. bases in 
NATO nations. In time of war the 
United States could release these nu- 
clear weapons to these allied nations. 

Of course, in peacetime our allies do 
not have control over them. We retain 
control. However, we do assist in train- 
ing foreign militaries in nuclear-use 
capabilities. 

For example, we train our NATO ally 
pilots how to drop nuclear weapons. We 
train their ground crews on how to 
store nuclear weapons and how to load 
them onto aircraft. And 110 nations 
have expressed concern over NATO’s 
expansion impact on the NPT. 

The first indication of this, Mr. 
President, was in an article that ap- 
peared in Defense News, on March 30, 
saying that: 

“The 113 members of the so-called 
nonaligned movement, none of which 
have nuclear weapons, have asked con- 
ference leaders at the meeting to dis- 
cuss assurances for parties to the NPT 
that they will not be targeted by nu- 
clear weapons.” Stephen Young, of the 
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British American Security Information 
Council was quoted in the article as 
adding, “If NATO won’t give nuclear 
weapons up, and in fact continues to 
publicly declare nuclear weapons as 
part of its strategy for the future of 
the alliance, the fear is that some 
states that do not currently have nu- 
clear weapons may become frustrated 
and decide to acquire them for protec- 
tion.” 

Now, we have a news release from the 
same organization that came in just 
yesterday that stated that: At the 
meeting of the member states of the 
nuclear non-proliferation treaty’’—in 
Geneva on April 28, just 2 days ago, 110 
nations of the nonaligned movement— 
“demanded an end to NATO nuclear- 
sharing arrangements.” 

A working paper representing the po- 
sition of more than 110 states demands 
that—and I quote—‘‘the nuclear weap- 
ons states parties to the NPT refrain 
from, among themselves, with non-nu- 
clear weapons states, and with states 
not party to the treaty, nuclear shar- 
ing for military purposes under any 
kind of security arrangements.” 

Well, NATO is the only alliance 
which operates nuclear-sharing ar- 
rangements. Under these arrange- 
ments, somewhere between 150 to 200 
U.S. nuclear weapons are deployed in 
the six European States: Belgium, Ger- 
many, Greece, Italy, the Netherlands, 
and Turkey. 

NATO countries, of course, have al- 
ways maintained that NATO nuclear 
sharing is legal under the NPT because 
it does not involve the actual transfer 
of nuclear weapons unless a decision 
was made to go to war. 

However, the NPT regime also in- 
volves, as I stated earlier, the sharing 
of nuclear knowledge. So I think it isa 
well-grounded concern of the non- 
aligned nations to express their con- 
cerns about the expansion of NATO and 
the fact that we will begin sharing nu- 
clear knowledge with the three new 
member nations. I think their fears are 
well founded and worth considering. 

Will we now, of course, with the addi- 
tion of these three new nations, begin 
to share this nuclear knowledge? Are 
these three new nations full and abso- 
lute partners of NATO—as many have 
said here on the floor during the course 
of the debate, that Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic should not be 
second-class NATO partners but should 
have all of the rights, obligations, and 
powers inherent in any NATO member 
nation? If that is the case, then cer- 
tainly we will begin to share nuclear 
knowledge with those three countries. 
I believe, Mr. President, that this could 
fly in the face of our obligations under 
the nuclear nonproliferation treaty. 
Therein lies the conundrum. 

If we do proceed with NATO expan- 
sion—and it obviously looks like the 
votes will be here to do that—and if 
these three nations become full part- 
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ners in NATO, as many have said they 
should, and obviously they will under 
the reading of the protocols, we then 
will proceed to share nuclear knowl- 
edge with those three nations. And 
what of nuclear capabilities? I am not 
saying that we will turn over control of 
nuclear weapons—we have not yet done 
that to any nation of NATO—but we 
could get to the point where we might 
turn over nuclear weapons to those 
three nations if, in fact, conditions 
warrant it. 

There is one other aspect—and I was 
going to offer another amendment, but 
I will not—the use and stationing of 
dual-use aircraft in these countries. 
Again, as members of NATO, we will be 
stationing aircraft in the countries 
that have dual uses. They can be used 
for conventional weapons delivery, but 
if fitted with the proper hard points 
and racks, they can also be used for nu- 
clear weapons delivery. And will we 
then proceed to train ground crews and 
pilots in those countries in the delivery 
of these nuclear weapons, in their stor- 
age, and in their handling and loading 
capabilities? Again, I believe that we 
may do something which probably a lot 
of Senators have not thought about. 
That is how NATO expansion affects 
our obligations and our stated interest 
in the nonproliferation treaty. 

So I am hopeful that the President 
will give due consideration to this. 
Quite frankly, I don’t know what the 
President can do. Either we are going 
to adhere to the letter and the spirit of 
the NPT and not share nuclear knowl- 
edge and capabilities and training with 
the three countries coming in, or we 
will share nuclear capabilities, knowl- 
edge, and training with these coun- 
tries, and violate the letter and the 
spirit of the nonproliferation treaty. 
You can’t have it both ways. 

Another reason why I believe this 
rush to approve these three nations’ 
accession into NATO is a march to 
folly—to quote the Senator from Ar- 
kansas, who last night quoted Barbara 
Tuchman’s book, The March to 
Folly’’—is that it just seems that the 
expansion has not been fully thought 
through, especially in the nuclear re- 
gime. If in fact we go ahead down that 
course, what then will Russia say? I 
know a lot of people have said, “Well, 
Russia, understands what we are doing; 
they haven’t raised a lot of objec- 
tions.“ They have raised some. 

Again, as Senator BUMPERS said last 
night, it is not now, it is when the elec- 
tions are going to be held in Russia. 
That is when the hard-line right- 
wingers and the Communists will come 
out and say, see, we told you so. They 
will say that an expanded NATO in vio- 
lation of oral assurances given to Mr. 
Gorbachev. Not only that, they could 
say that we have violated the non- 
proliferation treaty by providing nu- 
clear capabilities to those three coun- 
tries. 
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Right now, the Duma has already de- 
layed ratification of the START II 
treaty. Nationalist elements have 
begun to gain power by accusing mem- 
bers of the democratic party with ap- 
peasement of the West. This will just 
give them another bullet in their arse- 
nal in arguing that, in fact, Russia 
should change its course of action. 

I was interested that former Ambas- 
sador Matlock, former Ambassador to 
the Soviet Union under the Bush ad- 
ministration, opposes NATO expansion. 
He stated, NATO expansion may go 
down in history as the most profound 
strategic plunder made since the end of 
the cold war.” Ambassador Matlock 
further stated NATO enlargement 
“fails to take account of the real inter- 
national situation following the end of 
the cold war, and proceeds in accord 
with the logic that made sense during 
the cold war.” 

I agree with those words of Ambas- 
sador Matlock. I don’t know Ambas- 
sador Matlock, never met him, as far 
as I know, but I think he has given us 
wise counsel. He is joined by many oth- 
ers across the Nation. I have watched 
this debate unfold over the course of 
the last few months. As more and more 
knowledge has gotten out around the 
country as to what NATO expansion 
really entails, the possibility of derail- 
ing START II talks, the unknown fac- 
tor of what the costs are eventually 
going to be, the fact that once we have 
opened this door and with, I am sorry 
to say, the defeat of the Warner amend- 
ment—it was close—with the defeat of 
his amendment, you can bet your bot- 
tom dollar next year elements within 
our country will start pushing for new 
nations to be brought into the NATO 
umbrella. 

How will we respond to those? By 
saying that they are less worthy that 
Poland, Hungary, or the Czech Repub- 
lic? Will we say that somehow they are 
not ready, that we are going to have 
this hard dividing line in Europe? So it 
is going to exacerbate and cause even 
more tensions in Europe in the future. 

Mr. WARNER. If the Senator will 
allow me to comment with him. I 
talked to former Ambassador Matlock 
today. I have known him since 1972, 
when he was part of our delegation 
that went over to work on the agree- 
ment. I have the highest regard for 
him. He confirmed to me very much 
what he advised the Senator. I just 
want to acknowledge that I think he is 
an authority that should be listened to. 

Mr. HARKIN. I appreciate the Sen- 
ator saying that. I have not met Mr. 
Matlock or talked to him personally. It 
is nice to know that even yet today he 
feels the same way. With words from 
respected people like Matlock, and 
with concerns such as what I have 
pointed out this evening in this amend- 
ment, more opposition has come out in 
editorials around the country opposed 
to NATO expansion. The Des Moines 
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Register, the New York Times, Chicago 
Tribune, the Salt Lake Tribune, and 
the Houston Chronicle—spanning the 
spectrum of the country geographi- 
cally, spanning the spectrum of the 
country, philosophically and ideologi- 
cally. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that some of these editorials be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Register’s Editorials) 
Way RusH? Way NATO?—WHy EXPAND A 

MILITARY ALLIANCE THAT HAS NO LOGICAL 

ENEMY? 


The end of the Cold War should logically 
have meant the end of NATO, the military 
alliance intended to offset the military 
power of the Soviet bloc, in favor of formal 
and informal alliances promoting more eco- 
nomic and social links. But logic has run up 
squarely against the interests of the defense 
industry. And far from disbanding NATO, the 
Senate is scheduled to vote soon on expand- 
ing it—to include the former Communist 
states of Poland, Hungary and the Czech Re- 
public. 

Lockheed Martin, Boeing and Textron have 
already promised to build arms factories in 
that area. The World Policy Institute reports 
that $1.2 billion in U.S. tax money has thus 
far been spent arming the countries in an- 
ticipation of NATO membership, and billions 
more must follow. 

Meanwhile, the proposed NATO expansion 
has been one of the soundest sleeper issues in 
American politics. While the defense indus- 
try has dumped millions on Congress to win 
a favorable vote, the matter has rated the 
most meager of media coverage. But both 
President Clinton and the Senate Republican 
leadership favor it, and the skids are 
greased. 

“What’s the rush?” Republican Senator 
John Warner of Virginia asked in a recent 
floor speech. Warner said expanding NATO 
will isolate Russia, needlessly threatening 
an already-insecure nation that retains a 
huge nuclear arsenal. Our priority, Warner 
said, should be further reduction of nuclear 
stockpiles. Instead, we seem intent on 
beefing up a military alliance that has no 
logical opponent—unless we succeed in cre- 
ating one. 

The Senate can vote to approve expansion, 
reject it or delay action pending further dis- 
cussion. Expanding NATO without allowing 
reasonable time for considering alternatives 
is reckless and foolhardy. 

[From The New York Times, April 29, 1998] 

NATO AND THE LESSONS OF HISTORY 


The small but vociferous band of senators 
opposed to NATO expansion retreated yester- 
day to trying to sell a series of amendments 
they hoped would delay enlargement or limit 
the financial costs to Washington. Only one, 
offered by Daniel Patrick Moynihan and 
John Warner, would put off this round of 
growth by making NATO membership for Po- 
land, Hungary and the Czech Republic con- 
tingent on their gaining admission to the 
European Union. 

While it was encouraging to see the Senate 
at last thoughtfully debating the merits of 
expansion, the significance of the moment 
seemed to escape many members. Pushing 
NATO eastward may, as its proponents 
argue, only reinforce democracy and unity in 
Europe. We will be pleased if that proves 
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true. But with the Senate now moving to- 
ward approval, the consequences could be 
quite different. The military alliance that 
played such a crucial role in preserving 
peace in Europe through the hard decades of 
the cold war could become the source of in- 
stability on that Continent. 

The reason enlargement could prove to be 
a mistake of historic proportions is best ex- 
plained by comparing the decision before the 
Senate with the far different course America 
chose at the end of World War TI. America 
acted then not to isolate Germany and 
Japan, or to treat them as future threats, 
but rather to help make them democratic 
states. It was a generous and visionary pol- 
icy that recognized that America’s interests 
could be best secured by the advancement of 
its principles abroad and the embrace of its 
former enemies. 

Now, in the aftermath of the cold war, the 
United States is taking an entirely different 
approach to the loser of that conflict. 
Though it has offered financial assistance 
and friendship to Russia, the Clinton Admin- 
istration has made NATO expansion the cen- 
terpiece of its European policy. It is as if 
America had sent Japan and Germany a few 
billion dollars when the the war ended while 
devoting most of its energy to strengthening 
a military alliance against those countries. 

It is delusional to believe that NATO ex- 
pansion is not at its core an act that Russia 
will regard as hostile. At the very moment 
when Russia is shedding its totalitarian his- 
tory and moving toward democracy and free 
markets, the West is essentially saying it 
still intends to treat Moscow as a military 
threat. The best way to defend Eastern Eu- 
rope is not to erect a new barrier against 
Russian aggression but to bring democracy 
and prosperity to Russia so it will not be ag- 
gressive. The genius of American policy to- 
ward Japan and Germany was that it looked 
to the future rather than the past. It is lam- 
entable that Washington lacks the imagina- 
tion and courage to do so again. 


{From the Chicago Tribune, February 1, 1998] 
A CASE OF LESS IS MORE WITH NATO? 

Like a fighter aircraft flying just above 
treetop level to evade detection by radar, the 
issue of expanding the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization is moving, all but unnoticed by 
the American public, toward ratification by 
the Senate. 

With formal consideration of the expansion 
treaty expected to begin in March, most 
knowledgeable observers look upon NATO 
membership for Poland, Hungary and the 
Czech Republic as an all but foregone conclu- 
sion. And with no serious opposition among 
the 15 other current members of the alli- 
ance—Turkey is the only one that has even 
feinted at rejection—that conclusion seems 
well warranted, even if the actual expansion 
is not. 

This means that, very shortly, the U.S. 
will be committed to treat an attack on 
Prague like one on Peoria, a blow to Buda- 
pest like one to Birmingham. Since it is 
their sons and daughters, husbands and wives 
who will put their lives on the line. It would 
behoove the American people to give this 
issue the most careful thought. Unfortu- 
nately, that has not happened. 

Indeed, the Clinton administration and its 
supporters in the expansion effort also may 
not have thought as carefully about it as 
they might, because expanding NATO could 
have the ironic result of making Europe, in 
the end, less secure than it otherwise would 
be. 
Americans who supposed that the collapse 
of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold 
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War meant that the U.S. could finally lay 
down the burden of defending Europe may be 
surprised to learn that that is not so—at 
least not in the view of many in the foreign 
policy priesthood. What it has meant, ac- 
cording to the new NATO theology, is that 
NATO's raison d'etre has become not Euro- 
pean defense from a ferocious USSR but Eu- 
ropean security. 

The difference may seem so subtle as to be 
insignificant, but it is not. Vaclav Havel, 
president of the Czech Republic, summed it 
up as a matter of keeping the Europeans 
from falling into a “war of all against all,” 
of becoming ex-Yugoslavia on a continental 
scale. 

That is not an ignoble thing to do, The 
question is why is it the job of the U.S. any 
more than it is America’s job to keep Hutus 
and Tutsis from each other’s throats in 
Rwanda or to separate antagonists in any of 
the several dozen other places in the world 
where they insist on killing each other? 

Good question, and one that never gets sat- 
isfactorily answered in discussions with Eu- 
ropean supporters of NATO expansion—and 
virtually every European of any standing or 
influence seems to support bringing in Po- 
land, Hungary and the Czech Republic. 

We have argued in the past—along with 
such foreign policy eminences as Henry Kis- 
singer—that expanding NATO is a bad idea 
mainly because it would feed Russia's cen- 
turles-old insecurity about having foreign 
powers along its western border. 

Certainly the West should not kowtow to 
Russia out of such concern, but neither 
should it needlessly antagonize Moscow and 
strengthen the anti-democratic crazies who 
use NATO expansion to promote themselves. 

In interviews last week with NATO and 
American officials in Brussels, it was clear 
they believe they have disarmed the Russia 
argument by the friendship and cooperation 
treaties and consultations that have been 
concluded with Russia over the last year. 

That's all very nice, but it’s not at all 
clear that this era of good feeling is all that 
good or that it will outlast the perpetually 
infirm Boris Yeltsin. Even if Russia is cur- 
rently no threat militarily, it’s a good bet 
that it will not always be so weak. 

Leaving Russia aside, the question re- 
mains: Is it wise for the U.S. to make a com- 
mitment so grave as that implicit in expand- 
ing NATO? 

It is not, and for an ironic reason: The 
more such promises America makes, the less 
seriously, ultimately, they will be taken, by 
those to whom they are made and those who 
might be tempted to test them. 

Even without a NATO commitment, the 
U.S. probably would treat an attack on War- 
saw as it would an attack on London or 
Wausau. But even with a NATO commit- 
ment, would it do the same for Bucharest or 
for Prague (where there seems to be a re- 
sounding public indifference to NATO en- 
largement)? 

The very fact that the question can be 
asked—and it is asked by serious thinkers on 
this issue in Europe—suggests that, instead 
of increasing security in Europe, NATO ex- 
pansion could weaken it. 

Philippe Moreau Defarges, an expert with 
the French Institute of International Rela- 
tions, sums up this irony with a French prov- 
erb that, translated, means. He who seeks 
to kiss everyone, kisses badly.” 


[From the Salt Lake Tribune, March 8, 1998] 
QUASH NATO EXPANSION 


The expansion of NATO is a policy in 
search of a justification. The U.S. Senate 
should reject it. 
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The pivotal truth in the debate is this: 
NATO was created as a defensive alliance to 
contain the spread of Soviet communism in 
Europe. When the Soviet Union died, the rea- 
son for NATO died with it. Expanding an al- 
liance which lacks a reason for being makes 
no sense. 

If NATO had been redefined to meet a new 
threat or to serve a new purpose, the addi- 
tion of Poland, the Czech Republic and Hun- 
gary to its membership might be logical. But 
that has not occurred, except on a basis that 
is ill-defined and ad hoc. 

If the new NATO is to be the policeman of 
Europe—a force to keep ethnic bloodshed and 
civil war in check in the Balkans, for exam- 
ple—that job can be accomplished without 
an expanded membership. Exhibit A is Bos- 
nia, where NATO has taken the lead but 
where peacekeepers also have been drawn 
from nations outside the alliance. 

The Clinton administration argues that 
adding the three new members will integrate 
them back into the West after five decades of 
separation. But NATO expansion is not nec- 
essary to bring the Poles, Czechs and Hun- 
garians back into Europe’s embrace. They al- 
ready are there by virtue of having estab- 
lished democratic governments and market 
economies. Indeed, their inclusion in the Eu- 
ropean Union would be a surer sign of their 
return to the democratic European family. 

The largest challenge for genuine Euro- 
pean integration is not the three nations in- 
vited to NATO membership but rather Rus- 
sia and the other states of the former Soviet 
Union. Enlarging NATO toward the Russian 
frontier complicates this task, not because 
NATO threatens Russia or vice versa, but be- 
cause, psychologically, the expansion looks 
backward to Cold War hostilities and sus- 
picions. 

The NATO expansionists charge that it is 
old Cold Warriors who cannot grasp the vi- 
sion of a new, larger alliance. In fact, the op- 
posite is true. It is those who are still think- 
ing in Cold War terms who would expand an 
alliance whose purpose no longer exists. 


[From the Houston Chronicle, Apr. 6, 1998] 
ARMS CASH—DON’T LET WEAPONS DEALERS 
UNDULY AFFECT NATO EXPANSION 

Like any group or individual, arms makers 
have a right to petition the government. But 
America’s six biggest military contractors 
have spent $51 million over the last two 
years mainly to promote North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization expansion, and that 
raises concerns. As does the fact that 48 com- 
panies whose primary business is weaponry 
have given $32.3 million to candidates to ad- 
vance their companies’ causes, including 
NATO expansion. 

American arms manufacturers stand to 
gain billions in weapons and other military 
equipment sales if the Senate approves the 
inclusion of Poland, Hungary and the Czech 
Republic in NATO. New alliance members 
will be required to upgrade their militaries, 
and there is absolutely nothing wrong with 
weapons makers getting this business. 

However, it is vital that lawmakers not be 
blinded by lobbyist cash to the importance of 
approving NATO's eastward expansion only 
if NATO retains its focus on military mat- 
ters and If enlargement costs are shared eq- 
uitably among member nations. Also, the 
United States must continue to insist that 
the new NATO-Russian Council has no real 
or implied veto“ of alliance matters—a 
move that had been designed to make the ex- 
pansion more cooperative with and palatable 
to Russia. 

These are important conditions, and they 
will continue to be important as perhaps a 
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dozen other countries come to be considered 
for NATO membership. So however arms 
dealers’ enthusiasm might infect senators 
considering expansion, lawmakers must keep 
their focus on maintaining NATO's integ- 
rity. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I would 
have more articles, but I believe these 
are representative, geographically and 
philosophically, as to why we should 
not be rushing to expand NATO. 

I will close by saying that I will 
withdraw my amendment, but I wanted 
to lay it down as a marker. We are 
going to hear more about the NATO ex- 
pansion treaty and what it will mean 
to the nonproliferation treaty with our 
sharing of nuclear knowledge with 
these three countries, all of whom, I 
might point out, are signatories to the 
NPT. I think therein lies a dilemma. 
To this Senator’s way of thinking, I be- 
lieve the NPT is more important to us 
and more important to the world com- 
munity than the expansion of NATO to 
include these three countries. Again, as 
Barbara Tuchman said in The March 
of Folly,” “I believe we are rushing 
into this without considering all of its 
ramifications, especially with non- 
proliferation.” 

So, Mr. President, I withdraw my 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is withdrawn. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I will not 
take the time of the Senate to respond 
to all the Senator said. We have re- 
hashed a lot of those things. I will just 
note that a 59-41 vote—I have been here 
a long time and I never thought that 
was a close vote. But let me say with 
regard to only one point, because a lot 
is not rehashed and lacking con- 
sequence, but we have debated it a lot. 
One point was raised that is new, and I 
thought it would be raised by someone. 

The Senator from Iowa has just re- 
peated the oft-heard assertion that the 
United States promised Gorbachev dur- 
ing negotiations on German unification 
that we would not expand NATO. 

This is an important assertion. It is 
also historically incorrect. 

Since opponents of NATO enlarge- 
ment have taken to repeating this as- 
sertion as if it were true—most re- 
cently in a full-page advertisement in 
the New York Times, which contained 
other striking factual errors—I think 
it is imperative to set the record 
straight. 

Both Robert Zoellick, a senior State 
Department and later White House offi- 
cial in the Bush Administration who 
drafted the famous Two-Plus-Four'““ 
Agreement with the Russians in 1990, 
Eduard Shevardnadze, the current 
President of Georgia who was then So- 
viet Foreign Minister, have both made 
clear the no such promise was ever 
made. 

There is nothing in the Two-Plus- 
Four” Agreement about NATO expan- 
sion. 

There is no secret addendum to the 
Two-Plus-Four'' Agreement. 
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U.S. Secretary of State James Baker 
did make a comment not one step fur- 
ther east, which has been inten- 
tionally or unintentionally misinter- 
preted as having precluded NATO en- 
largement. 

In actuality, according to Mr. 
Zoellick, the drafter of the agreement, 
this remark was related to what would 
be the status of U.S. forces if a united 
Germany were part of NATO. That is, 
there would be no permanent stationing of 
American troops east of Germany, a posi- 
tion which did become official NATO pol- 
icy as enunciated by the well-known 
statement of the North Atlantic Coun- 
cil on March 14, 1997: 

In the current and foreseeable security en- 
vironment, the alliance will carry out its 
collective defense and other missions by en- 
suring the necessary interoperability, inte- 
gration and capability for reinforcement 
rather than by additional permanent sta- 
tioning of substantial combat forces. 

In fact, with possible NATO enlarge- 
ment in mind, Zoellick made sure that 
the Two-Plus-Four' Agreement did 
not foreclose the possibility of forces 
transiting Germany to reinforce Po- 
land. 

The September 12, 1990 Treaty pre- 
cluded stationing NATO-integrated 
German forces on the territory of the 
former German Democratic Republic 
(i.e. East Germany) until after the 
withdrawal of Soviet forces. These 
agreements explicitly did not apply to 
the rest of Europe. 

Any agreement on the future secu- 
rity arrangements of other European 
countries would have been inappro- 
priate, since such countries were not 
part of the talks. 

Mr. President, lest anyone believe 
that this is one-sided American histor- 
ical analysis, I would like to quote 
from an article in The Reuter Euro- 
pean Community Report of February 
13, 1997 entitled West Made No Pledge 
to Moscow, NATO Told”’: 

Georgian President Eduard Shevardnadze 
told NATO this week that the West did not 
offer Moscow any guarantees about the alli- 
ance’s future during talks over German uni- 
fication in 1990... 

...Shevardnadze’s comments, made to 
NATO Secretary General Javier Solana dur- 
ing a meeting in Tbilisi on Wednesday, con- 
tradict Russian claims that NATO's enlarge- 
ment plans represent broken promises by the 
West. 

Shevardnadze, who was Soviet foreign min- 
ister when Moscow cut the deal in 1990 with 
Western powers opening the way for unifica- 
tion, told Solana that the talks only con- 
cerned Germany... 

President Shevardnadze told the secretary 
general that during those two-plus-four- 
talks, no guarantees had been given con- 
cerning NATO enlargement... 

Mr. President, the striking fact that 
the chief negotiators of German unifi- 
cation on both the Soviet and the 
American side have made categorical 
denials that any assurances were given 
about NATO enlargement should lay 
this specious claim to rest. 
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Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator will 
yield, now we get two sides. It seems to 
me if there is a meeting with the Sec- 
retary of State—it was James Baker at 
the time—and Mr. Gorbachev and our 
Ambassador, there would have been— 
there has been at every meeting I have 
been to—a memorandum called 
MEMCOMS were sent back to the State 
Department. I wonder if we can 
produce the MEMCOMS so we can look 
at those and see what did transpire. 

Mr. BIDEN. You could ask them. 

Mr. HARKIN. Who? 

Mr. BIDEN. The President, the State 
Department. My understanding is that 
they are never released. I would be 
happy to have them released. 

Mr. HARKIN. Would the committee 
ask for that? 

Mr. BIDEN. I will not ask for it be- 
cause we have never asked for a release 
for those purposes, other than affecting 
the outcome of a significant debate or 
an issue of national consequence. 

Mr. HARKIN. This is a pretty signifi- 
cant debate. 

Mr. BIDEN. It is ex post facto now. I 
would be happy to talk with the Sen- 
ator about it. The Senator doesn’t need 
me to ask. You are standing next to a 
chairman of a powerful committee. I 
am a mere ranking member of a For- 
eign Relations Committee. So I am 
sure if you get him to do it, he may be 
able to get others to do it. I have 
learned, even when I was a chairman, 
there was not much consequence to 
what I did and how I was viewed. Now, 
as a ranking member—we all know 
that ranking members are people who 
have no power. So I would find a Re- 
publican to help you out. You have a 
very fine one standing next to you. 

Mr. HARKIN. My experience in my 
years here is that the distinguished 
chairman of the committee has been 
very successful in getting documents 
and papers out of the State Depart- 
ment in the past. I would hope that the 
committee would at least try to get 
these MEMCOMS so we can see what 
the facts are. 

Mr. BIDEN. I will say this much to 
the Senator. I will inquire formally 
whether or not MEMCOMS have ever 
been released to the committee. If they 
were, I would be happy to talk with the 
Senator about how to get this released. 
It would be worthwhile knowing. 

Mr. HARKIN. I appreciate that very 
much. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I want ev- 
erybody to know I am not usurping the 
prerogative of the chairman. He has 
asked me to do this. So I understand 
the distinguished Senator from Okla- 
homa has an amendment, which I be- 
lieve, after some negotiation with the 
ranking member of the Armed Services 
Committee, we are likely to be able to 
accept. Is that correct, I say to my 
friend? 

Mr. LEVIN. My understanding is that 
there is one change in those two words 
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near the end. I think it ought to be ac- 
cepted with that change. 

Mr. BIDEN. I know it hasn't been in- 
troduced yet. Colleagues are saying: 
What is the deal? What is the schedule? 
I think we can facilitate rapidly a very 
important amendment which could 
have had a long debate in just a mo- 
ment here. And then, as I understand 
it, the Senator from New Hampshire 
has an amendment and the junior Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma has an amend- 
ment. To the best of my knowledge, 
they are the only remaining matters 
relating to this treaty, other than final 
passage. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2327 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. NICK- 
LES), for himself and Mr. SMITH of New 
Hampshire, proposes an amendment num- 
bered 2327. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

In subparagraph (C) of section 31) of the 
resolution, strke clauses (ii) and (iii) and in- 
sert in lieu thereof the following: 

(ii) An analysis of all potential threats to 
the North Atlantic area (meaning the entire 
territory of all NATO members) up to the 
year 2010, including the consideration of a re- 
constituted conventional threat to Europe, 
emerging capabilities of non-NATO countries 
to use nuclear, biological, or chemical weap- 
ons affecting the North Atlantic area, and 
the emerging ballistic missile and cruise 
missile threat affecting the North Atlantic 
area; 

(iii) the identification of alternative sys- 
tem architectures for the deployment of a 
NATO missile defense for the entire territory 
of all NATO members that would be capable 
of countering the threat posed by emerging 
ballistic and cruise missile systems in coun- 
tries other than declared nuclear powers, as 
well as in countries that are existing nuclear 
powers, together with timetables for devel- 
opment and an estimate of costs; 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, the 
amendment that I send to the desk on 
behalf of myself and also Senator 
SMITH of New Hampshire basically says 
that under the report that is required 
by the resolution of ratification right 
now, the report says that we should 
have a study considering the cost of de- 
ployment of a NATO missile defense 
system for the region of Europe. I 
think, frankly, it should apply to all 
NATO countries. 

That is the essence of the amend- 
ment. This is a NATO treaty. This is a 
mutual defense treaty for all NATO 
countries. All NATO countries are say- 
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ing that they will come to one an- 
other’s aid for the following reasons. If 
we are going to have a missile defense 
study for Europe, it certainly should 
have a missile defense study for the 
United States and for Canada. 

That is the essence of my amend- 
ment. It is to make sure that we are 
not just having a treaty just to defend 
Europe but it is also to defend the 
United States and, of course, Canada, 
which I believe, as both the United 
States and Canada are instrumental 
and very important members of NATO, 
should not be denigrated and should 
not be put in a separate category or 
separate class. 

I want to compliment my colleague 
from North Carolina for his leadership 
on this issue. He has done a very good 
job, as has the ranking member. 

I will tell my colleagues. It has been 
I think a proud week for the Senate. 
We have not had a partisan vote yet. 
We have had a very, very significant 
foreign policy debate. I compliment my 
colleague from Virginia and my col- 
league from New York, Senator Moy- 
NIHAN, for raising some very important 
issues. 

Some people said, Well, the Senate 
hasn’t considered this treaty. I will tell 
my colleagues, I think a lot of it has 
addressed this treaty pretty closely 
and even the committee reports. This 
is the committee report section. A lot 
of times some of us don’t read those 
things. I happened to read this, or my 
staff brought it to my attention. I said, 
“Wait a minute. This doesn't make 
sense. We are going to correct this.” 

I appreciate my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle for their willing- 
ness to accept this amendment. But I 
think we have had some good debates. 
I think it has been very positive for the 
Senate and also positive for the mutual 
defense of all NATO countries. 

I thank my colleagues. I also want to 
thank my colleague from New Hamp- 
shire for his leadership on this amend- 
ment as well. 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the treaty 
before us not only promotes stability 
of Europe but also adds a measure of 
security to the United States. It also 
promotes universal values for freedom 
and democracy. 

The amendment before us simply 
broadens the language of a study that 
is already required in the resolution to 
include the other NATO countries be- 
sides those in Europe. 

I am one of those who is opposed to 
the commitment of a deployment of a 
national missile defense system before 
we know costs, threats, impacts on 
arms reduction, and technological fea- 
sibility. But this amendment does not 
call for any commitment to the deploy- 
ment of a national missile defense; it 
simply broadens the geographical area 
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of a study which is already provided for 
in the resolution. 

I believe with that understanding and 
those two words that have been strick- 
en, I understand, on line 6 of page 2, 
this amendment should be acceptable 
to all of us. 

I thank my good friend from Okla- 
homa. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I want to compliment my 
colleague on his amendment. As chair- 
man of the Strategic Subcommittee on 
the Armed Forces Committee, this has 
long been an irritation and frustration 
for many of us, the fact that we don’t 
have a national missile defense. As it is 
right now, you have a provision in the 
NATO resolution that would exclude a 
missile defense system for Canada and 
the United States, and, in turn, having 
specifically mentioned Europe would 
be just outrageous. 

I think that the fact that the Senator 
has identified this and brought this for- 
ward is a huge plus to this debate. 

I also would like to lend my remarks 
in support of the remarks the Senator 
made about the caliber of the debate 
here. We have had, as the Senator said, 
no partisan debate but rather a very 
academic debate for several days now 
and one which I think is very, very im- 
portant and I think will have a pro- 
found impact on our future and perhaps 
the future of the world. 

I know people, as we get down to the 
latter part of the time here, get a little 
upset with planes to catch and so forth. 
But this is a very, very important de- 
bate. Votes have been changing in the 
past several days. In one case some- 
body told me they were absolutely in 
favor and are now opposed. 

I think we are moving in the right di- 
rection. Even though this may seem 
dilatory, I am very much pleased with 
the debate and where we are. 

I again want to say on this amend- 
ment that it is extremely important to 
identify and not to have this separa- 
tion. To say in the NATO resolution 
that we would have Europe protected 
and not the United States and Canada 
just wouldn’t work. 

Let me just make a couple more 
points. 

The President’s plan, as we know, 
does not cover all of the United States. 
A plan for a missile defense system 
would comply with the ABM Treaty 
and, as required by the treaty, would 
be based out as a single site. The evi- 
dence available shows the areas that 
the President’s ABM Treaty compli- 
ance system would protect in the event 
of a ballistic missile attack. As one can 
clearly understand, Alaska and Hawaii 
are left vulnerable to a ballistic missile 
attack under the President’s plan. 

There are a whole number of other 
factors, which I will not go into at this 
point other than to simply say that I 
am very strongly in support of this rel- 
atively minor change in terms of se- 
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mantics and words. But a couple of 
words, where you change the word Eu- 
rope” and add Europe and the rest of 
NATO,” that is very, very important 
and sends a very, very strong signal. 

Again, I strongly support the amend- 
ment, and urge its adoption. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma, the Nickles 
amendment No. 2327. 

The amendment (No. 2327) was agreed 
to. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, what 
is the regular order? Are we permitted 
to speak at this point, or are there 
only amendments in order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator may speak. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask that I be per- 
mitted to speak for 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, fellow 
Senators, it was many days ago, it 
seems to me, that I spoke on this trea- 
ty. We have been on it for 4 days. I ac- 
cepted the invitation to speak early on, 
like the leadership suggested. All this 
time has passed. Tonight, as we choose 
to do something rather historic, which 
I have no doubts about it in my mind 
and I believe it will be proper and I be- 
lieve America will be very proud that 
we enlarge NATO tonight, all of the 
ominous predictions I believe will not 
happen and we will just have laid out 
another great big giant American 
stake for freedom, prosperity, and de- 
mocracy. 

I believe that is the way it is going to 
work. 

I was most impressed as I studied 
this and met with different people in 
my office. I met with the Ambassador 
of Hungary, Gyorgy Banlaki. He was in 
my office visiting. My reason for being 
overwhelmingly in favor of this is what 
he said to me in the office. Let me 
quote it. It is very simple. It is two 
sentences. 

The people of my country would like to be 
able to choose our own allies. We would like 
to enjoy all those things that history has de- 
nied us. 

A few days ago I was here to say this 
is the Senate’s chance to make the 
hopes of Hungary, Poland, and the 
Czech Republic come true. Let them 
choose their own allies, for they have 
been denied that in the past. They have 
been denied the right to choose their 
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own allies. We all know that part of 
history. In fact, they have been forced 
to choose their allies and to be part of 
their international arrangement, which 
was not for peace, as it turned out, but 
for nothing but troubles for the world 
and for these countries. We all know 
that. 

I believe what we are doing tonight is 
typically American. We are saying to 
the three countries that were denied 
freedom and denied the right to choose 
their allies that we are glad that you 
are choosing the allied group that we 
are part of, and we are glad to have 
you. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, for 
the information of the Senate, I plan to 
speak for about 11 or 12 minutes. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 
NATO has been the foundation of Euro- 
pean security since its creation in 1949, 
containing the Soviet Union for more 
than forty years and providing security 
to Western Europe. With the dissolu- 
tion of the Warsaw Pact in 1989, and 
the breakup of the Soviet Union in 
1991, NATO now stands as possibly the 
most successful alliance in history. 
Since that time, however, the Alliance 
has been forced to consider the contin- 
ued relevance and future of NATO, and 
the United States has reviewed its role 
in Europe. 

Since 1995, when the Alliance an- 
nounced its intentions to enlarge 
NATO, the Armed Services Committee 
in particular, and the Senate in gen- 
eral, have conducted numerous hear- 
ings on enlarging the Alliance. 

On February 27, the Committee for- 
warded its views on NATO enlargement 
to the Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee. Those views are incorporated 
in the Executive Report of the Com- 
mittee, which is before members of the 
Senate, along with the resolution of 
ratification. 

During the Armed Services Commit- 
tee’s review of NATO enlargement, the 
following concerns were raised: the 
cost of enlarging the alliance; adapting 
NATO to the post-Cold War strategic 
environment; and, NATO relations 
with Russia. 

Defense spending has declined stead- 
ily since 1985, from $423 billion to $257 
billion—the amount of the defense 
budget request for fiscal year 1999. Be- 
cause of the increasing scarcity of de- 
fense funds, the Committee focused ex- 
tensively on the issue of costs, as the 
majority of the funding for the NATO 
budget is requested through the de- 
fense budget. 

The Congressional Budget Office esti- 
mated the cost of enlarging the NATO 
to be as high as $125 billion over a fif- 
teen year period, while the NATO Mili- 
tary Committee estimated the cost of 
enlarging NATO to be $1.5 billion over 


7510 


ten years. I remind my colleagues that 
the differences in the cost contained in 
the four estimates are primarily due to 
differing views on the threat, current 
and future military requirements of 
NATO forces, the condition of infra- 
structure and facilities in the prospec- 
tive new member countries, and the ac- 
tivities identified by NATO as eligible 
for NATO funding. 

Concerns were also raised about the 
willingness and commitment of current 
NATO members to bear their share of 
enlargement costs, as well as to con- 
tinue to develop and modernize their 
military forces to defend their national 
borders and fulfill their Article V col- 
lective defense obligations as well. 

Cost estimates developed by the De- 
partment of Defense for U.S. participa- 
tion in the NATO operation in Bosnia 
raise concerns about the validity of 
cost estimates. In December 1995, the 
Secretary of Defense testified to the 
Committee that the cost of deploying 
U.S. forces to Bosnia for one year to 
implement the Dayton Agreement 
would be $1.5 billion, and additional 
$500 million to provide logistical sup- 
port. Before the year was over, the 
Committee was advised that the cost of 
deploying U.S. forces to Bosnia had in- 
creased to $3.0 billion. Mr. President, 
you are aware that the cost of deploy- 
ing U.S. forces to Bosnia over the past 
three years is now approaching $10 bil- 
lion. We may once again be discussing 
the need for funds for Bosnia, as there 
are no funds available now in the budg- 
et resolution for the continued deploy- 
ment of U.S. forces in Bosnia in fiscal 
year 1999. 

The Senate has been assured by the 
foreign and defense ministers of Po- 
land, Hungary and the Czech Republic 
that they will live up to their financial 
commitments. Our current allies have 
likewise given us the same assurances. 
If they fail to do so, the Senate can re- 
visit the issue of burden sharing. Like- 
wise, if the new NATO members, or 
current allies, do not live up to their fi- 
nancial obligations, I would expect the 
Administration to take appropriate ac- 
tion in the NATO military committee 
to revise the amount of the U.S. con- 
tribution. 

With regard to adapting NATO to a 
new strategic environment, the com- 
mittee was very clear on its position 
that collective defense should remain 
the primary mission of NATO, and rec- 
ommended in its letter to the Foreign 
Relations Committee, that the resolu- 
tion of ratification include an under- 
standing to that effect. Regardless of 
changes in the 1991 Strategic Concept 
of NATO’s mission restructuring it to 
deal with potential new challenges of 
out of area operations and to support 
peacekeeping and peace enforcement 
operation, first and foremost, NATO is 
a military alliance. NATO must remain 
militarily strong in order to execute 
its Article V obligations. 
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I understand that the NATO Policy 
Coordinating Group has developed sug- 
gested revisions to the 1991 Strategic 
Concept, which were circulated to Al- 
lies in late January. I also understand 
that the process in NATO for changes 
to be made to its strategic concept will 
take over a year. I believe it is impor- 
tant that the Senate be advised of any 
recommended revisions to the Stra- 
tegic Concept, before the United States 
agrees to them. In particular, I believe 
it is important that the Senate be ad- 
vised of any recommendations to 
change or dilute the core mission of 
the Alliance, revisions that would af- 
fect the distribution of forces in peace- 
time and redeployment capabilities, 
any recommendations to further en- 
large the Alliance, and revisions that 
would affect the strategic balance in 
Europe. 

As I stated earlier, since the dissolu- 
tion of the Warsaw pact and the Soviet 
Union, many Americans wonder why 
we need NATO at all, much less an en- 
larged NATO with expanded security 
obligations. Skepticism about NATO’s 
continued value is at least as wide- 
spread as support for an enlarged 
NATO. Frankly, I do not believe that 
the Administration has made the case 
to the public, or the Congress on why 
NATO should be enlarged, and why the 
United States should remain engaged 
in Europe. As a consequence, I worry 
that the lack of public support will re- 
sult in a weak domestic political foun- 
dation, where the United States will 
find it difficult to maintain an ex- 
panded commitment in a future crisis. 

We need to think about NATO en- 
largement in relation to national inter- 
ests of the United States and our glob- 
al strategy, and not just narrow polit- 
ical, organizational or even vital secu- 
rity interests. I believe NATO is still 
vital to U.S. interests. However, all 
Americans must first understand the 
magnitude of the commitment we are 
undertaking, and why it should be 
made. 

I support a renewed and enlarged 
NATO because it ensures a U.S. in- 
volvement in the European commu- 
nity, and a “seat at the table” to the 
world’s most vital, productive region. 
Quite simply, the U.S. has clear, abid- 
ing and vital interests in Europe. Eu- 
rope is the soil where our deepest roots 
run. We are bound to Europe by innu- 
merable links of trade, finance, com- 
munications, and technology exchange; 
ties of history, culture and shared val- 
ues, and nearly five decades of mutual 
security arrangements. 

A free and stable Europe has always 
been essential to the United States. In 
this century we have intervened in two 
bloody world wars to prevent the domi- 
nation of Europe by aggressive dicta- 
torships. We paid a high price for forty- 
five years of Cold War to prevent the 
domination of Europe and the Eurasian 
landmass by Communist imperialism. 
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This long U.S. involvement and stabi- 
lizing presence have made the United 
States in effect a European power. 

I do not believe Europe can remain 
stable and prosperous, to the mutual 
benefit of the United States and our 
European allies, if its post-Cold War 
boundary is drawn along the borders of 
Germany and Austria. Such an artifi- 
cial division would leave a power vacu- 
um in each central Europe, and consign 
millions of people who share our demo- 
cratic values and aspirations to an un- 
certain fate. I do not believe a new Eu- 
ropean security framework will hold up 
unless it reflects the realities of the po- 
litical upheaval that marked the end of 
the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact. 
The new strategic environment in- 
cludes the reorienting of former East 
Bloc states toward the West. 

Some have said that the end of the 
Cold War spelled the “end of history.” 
I believe we are seeing the opposite. 
The end of the confrontation between 
the Soviet Empire and the Free World 
has unleashed historical forces sup- 
pressed for forty-five years. Nations 
and peoples are reverting to their pat- 
terns of the past. 

One of those patterns of the past is 
Russian imperialism. Czarist Russia 
was an expansionist, aggressive re- 
gional power long before the Bolshevik 
Revolution. Although there is no 
longer a Soviet Union, Russia is still a 
great power—if no longer a super 
power—and is exerting its will in the 
so-called Near Abroad”. The brutal 
suppression of the revolt in Chechnya 
and Russia’s intervention in Georgia, 
Azerbaijian and Moldova are worrisome 
examples. 

America’s primary national security 
goal in Europe should be to ensure that 
Russia makes the transition to a sta- 
ble, free-market and democratic na- 
tion, but especially one that remains 
within its borders. Democracies do not 
make war on their neighbors. We 
should do everything within reason to 
help Russia’s transition to democracy, 
to maintain warm and friendly rela- 
tions, and to avoid unnecessary provo- 
cations. Likewise, Russia should take 
the hard steps required to transition to 
a stable, free-market and democratic 
nation. However, we cannot afford to 
let Russia's opposition decide the 
course of NATO enlargement. 

In taking steps to assist Russia to 
transition to a stable and democratic 
nation, both the United States and 
NATO have established programs to 
reach out to, and cooperate with, Rus- 
sia. With regard to NATO, just prior to 
the Madrid Summit, President Yeltsin, 
President Clinton, and NATO leaders 
signed the NATO-Russia Founding Act. 
This Act established a forum in which 
Russia can consult with NATO on 
issues of mutual interest, called the 
Permanent Joint Council. The United 
States has established programs in the 
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Department of Defense and the Depart- 
ment of Energy to assist Russia in con- 
trolling its strategic arsenal, and to 
meet its arms control commitments. 

The committee did, however, point 
out in its letter to the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee its view that activi- 
ties in the Permanent Joint Council 
should not distract NATO from its core 
function. Again, while I believe we 
should take steps to aid Russia in 
transitioning away from its communist 
and imperialist past, I do not believe 
the Permanent Joint Council should be 
allowed to be used by Russia to partici- 
pate in NATO matters, not used as a 
platform to divide the Alliance, or de- 
nounce U.S. policy. 

The Clinton administration’s policy 
toward Russia places all its stakes on 
the fate of Boris Yeltsin, and it does 
not appear to be having the desired ef- 
fect. Moreover, the Administration’s 
Russia-centered policy has caused us to 
neglect building solid relations with 
Ukraine and other former Soviet 
states. This also does not serve our 
goal. In fact, the policy of giving such 
sustained preferential treatment to 
Russia, and depending too much on 
President Yeltsin is the most desta- 
bilizing factor in Eastern Europe. 

We have to face the very real possi- 
bility that our policies may not suc- 
ceed. Russia may not make the transi- 
tion to a stable, democratic nation, nor 
one content to remain within its bor- 
ders. In fact, an unstable Russia, torn 
by factions and internal strife, may not 
even be able to agree where its natural 
borders lie. 

The greatest potential threat to 
peace, stability, and security in Europe 
is the return to power of Russian hard- 
liners. President Yeltsin’s popularity 
has sunk so low—that since his illness 
and heart operation—there is almost 
no yardstick against which to measure. 

The United States and its allies need 
to look seriously at bringing into 
NATO the states of the East and Cen- 
tral Europe which share our demo- 
cratic values, and which are able to as- 
sume mutual security obligations in- 
herent in the Alliance. Only a strong 
NATO that includes those states can 
keep a future, resurgent Russia con- 
tained and deterred. 

There are other reasons to expand 
membership of NATO, for example, the 
lessening of international tensions be- 
tween members, and facilitating the 
resolution of conflicts. But we must 
not lose sight of the fact that NATO 
has been successful because it was a de- 
fensive alliance. Turning it into some- 
thing else could fatally weaken it. Un- 
less we understand that NATO’s under- 
lying and abiding purpose remains to 
defend Europe, the burdens of the Alli- 
ance over time will cause NATO to 
crumble. 

As a great maritime power and trad- 
ing nation, America has intervened all 
over the globe to protect freedom of 
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the seas and our vital interests, from 
the earliest days of our existence as a 
nation. Over time we formed strong al- 
liance to protect mutual interests, 
demonstrating that free democratic na- 
tions acting collectively, can survive 
the threat of tyranny. These kinds of 
alliances, the kind represented by 
NATO, with allies who share our demo- 
cratic values, should be the corner- 
stone of our foreign policy. 

Mr. President, I believe Poland, Hun- 
gary and the Czech Republic share our 
values, and have worked hard to transi- 
tion toward democratic nations and 
stabilize their economies. They have 
shown their willingness to act collec- 
tively with the United States by con- 
tributing forces to the coalition during 
the Persian Gulf War, and more re- 
cently, by sending military forces to 
work with NATO in Bosnia. Equally 
important to me, they have dem- 
onstrated their support for the United 
States during the most recent crisis 
with Iraq. They represent the type of 
nations which are deserving of mem- 
bership in NATO, and I believe will be 
allies which the United States can look 
to in the future for support in areas of 
mutual defense and foreign policy in- 
terest. 

The Senate will have to vote on be- 
half of the American people by a two- 
thirds majority to ratify the admit- 
tance of any new country to NATO. I 
do not want to see the Senate become 
an obstacle to progress toward the Na- 
tion’s national security interests. For 
the reasons that I have outlined, I will 
vote to support NATO enlargement. 

THE ALLEGED NEW THREAT TO RUSSIA’S 
BORDERS" BY NATO ENLARGEMENT 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator from New York has asserted sev- 
eral times that NATO’s enlargement to 
include Poland would for the first time 
bring NATO up to Russia’s borders. 
This is because Poland shares a small 
border with the Russian exclave of 
Kaliningrad. 

As I mentioned in our floor debate 
last month, the Senator’s assertion is 
factually incorrect. Ever since the 
founding of NATO in 1949, Russia—first 
as the Russian Republic in the Soviet 
Union, then since 1991 as the Russian 
Federation—has shared a border with 
Norway, a charter member of NATO. 

Norway’s relations with Russia have 
remained excellent throughout. In fact, 
Norway gives Russia foreign aid, as do 
many other NATO members, the 
United States included. 

The Senator from New York re- 
sponded by minimizing both the size 
and importance of the Russian-Nor- 
wegian border. Here again, he was in- 
correct. 

First, in regard to length, the Rus- 
sian-Norwegian border is nearly as long 
as Poland’s border with the 
Kaliningrad exclave- 104 miles versus 
128 miles, to be exact. 

Second, militarily speaking the Rus- 
sian-Norwegian border is much more 
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important than the Polish-Kaliningrad 
border. Norway abuts Russia’s Kola Pe- 
ninsula, one of the most heavily mili- 
tarized regions on earth. Among the 
Kola Peninsula’s armaments are nu- 
clear weapons. 

In spite of the strategically sensitive 
nature of the NATO-Russian border, for 
nearly half-a-century relations have re- 
mained very good. 

One might ask why. Aside from the 
tact and diplomacy of the Norwegians, 
another reason may be that NATO has 
not permanently stationed in Norway 
troops from other Alliance countries. 

Mr. President, this is precisely what 
NATO declared on March 14, 1997 as the 
Alliance’s policy for the prospective 
new members. So let’s dispose of this 
bogey-man: Russia will not have to 
worry about large numbers of perma- 
nently stationed non-Polish NATO 
troops facing Kaliningrad. 

I would like to return to geography 
for a few minutes, since the Senator 
from New York and the Senator from 
Virginia have brought this topic up 
several times. 

I think that they would agree that in 
the bad, old Soviet Union the non-Rus- 
sian Republics were wholly-owned sub- 
sidiaries of Moscow. Ethnic Russians 
who took their orders directly from the 
Kremlin filled the key positions in the 
Republics’ political, economic, and 
military structures. 

In that context, it is important to 
note that since Turkey entered NATO 
in 1952, the Alliance had a common bor- 
der with Armenia, Azerbaijan, and 
Georgia—at that time Russian-ruled 
parts of the old Soviet Union. 

For the record, that border was con- 
siderably longer than either the Rus- 
sian-Norwegian or the Polish- 
Kaliningrad borders—328 miles long, to 
be exact. 

So for nearly forty years, NATO had 
a lengthy border with the strategically 
vital southwestern flank of the Rus- 
sian-ruled Soviet Union. 

In fact, Mr. President, even today 
there are Russian troops stationed in 
the independent states of Armenia and 
Georgia. 

So, once again, let’s finally put to 
rest the nonsensical argument that Po- 
land’s joining NATO would constitute a 
new geographic move by NATO up to 
Russia’s borders. It just isn’t true. 

ALLEGED AGGRESSIVE POSTURE OF NATO 
TOWARD RUSSIA 

Moreover, the opponents of enlarge- 
ment, the Senator from New York in- 
cluded, have asserted that by enlarging 
to include Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic, NATO will be assum- 
ing a militarily aggressive posture to- 
ward Russia. 

Mr. President, nothing could be fur- 
ther from the truth. NATO simply does 
not threaten Russia. Never did—never 
will. 

Critics often characterize NATO's en- 
largement as if it were a massive de- 
ployment toward Russia. In reality, 
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NATO’s entire evolution since the end 
of the Cold War has been in the other 
direction, a fact which is patently clear 
to Moscow. 

Since 1991, NATO countries have 
greatly substantially reduced their 
military forces, as measured by total 
spending, spending as a proportion of 
GDP, and by overall force levels. 

American troop levels in Europe have 
declined by over two-thirds, down from 
a peak of over 300,000 to about 100,000 
today. 

NATO’s forces during this period 
have moved away from Moscow, not to- 
ward it, as the Alliance abandoned its 
Cold War doctrine of forward, sta- 
tionary defenses and relied instead on 
rapid reaction. 

These changes have made NATO’s 
posture unambiguously less threat- 
ening to Russia. The Alliance’s en- 
largement does not appreciably change 
this fact. 

Those who characterize NATO’s en- 
largement as a movement of NATO 
power into Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic are simply wrong, and 
they do the public a grave disservice by 
suggesting this is the case. 

The record has been clear for well 
over a year that this is not what en- 
largement means. In December 1996, 
the Alliance declared that it had no 
intention, no plan, and no reason to de- 
ploy nuclear weapons on the territory 
of new members,” and has clarified 
that this statement subsumes nuclear 
weapon storage sites. 

I have already cited the March 1997 
statement regarding no need to move 
combat troops into the territory of the 
new members. 

Moreover, the willingness of all Al- 
lies to negotiate adaptations to the 
Treaty on Conventional Force in Eu- 
rope (CFE) is a clear signal to Moscow 
that NATO seeks a post-Cold War arms 
build-down, not a build up. 

NATO'S REACHING OUT TO MOSCOW 

NATO enlargement to include Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic, 
in the real world—not the rhetorical 
world—will not trigger an adverse Rus- 
sian reaction. Why? Because the U.S. 
and our allies have taken so many 
steps to reach out to Russia since the 
end of the Cold War. 

As I mentioned in my opening state- 
ment on Monday, the critics of enlarge- 
ment are guilty of what might be 
called the Weimar Fallacy.” They 
suggest that Russians will see NATO 
enlargement as post-Cold War punish- 
ment, which will trigger a nationalist 
backlash in the same way that the 
Treaty of Versailles helped to trigger 
the rise of National Socialism in Ger- 
many. 

But the supposed parallel is utterly 
specious. The Treaty of Versailles 
forced Germany to pay billions in rep- 
aration to the victors of World War I. 
By contrast, we and our allies imposed 
no reparations on Moscow after the 
Cold War. 
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On the contrary, reparations went in 
the other direction. We and our allies 
have provided Moscow with over $100 
billion since 1991 to aid its political and 
economic reform. 

One of the most important forms of 
aid has been through the Cooperative 
Threat Reduction program—known 
popularly as the Nunn-Lugar Pro- 
gram—which has provided $2.3 billion 
to Russia and other former Soviet 
states since 1992, with $442 million re- 
quested for FY99. 

Today, this program is supporting 
the annual elimination of over 20 Rus- 
sian SS-18s and 10 SSBNs. The Rus- 
sians have proposed using the program 
to support processing of missile mate- 
rials from dismantled Russian war- 
heads for storage at the Mayak facil- 
ity. 

Through this program, we are help- 
ing to finance efforts that make both 
our countries safer—not punishing the 
Russians at their own expense. 

The spurious comparison to Weimar 
Germany is also a fallacy because we 
and our allies have sought to integrate 
Russia into the transatlantic commu- 
nity, not isolate it. 

In 1991, we made Russia and the other 
former Soviet states part of NATO’s 
North Atlantic Cooperation Council, 
and part of the Euro-Atlantic Partner- 
ship Council, the successor to the 
NACC, in 1997. In 1994, we made Russia 
and the other newly independent states 
part of the Partnership for Peace pro- 
gram. 

After the 1995 Dayton Peace Accords, 
NATO invited Russia to participate in 
the coalition in Bosnia, and today Rus- 
sia has an airborne brigade of approxi- 
mately 1,400 troops servicing in north- 
ern Bosnia under NATO command 
alongside American and other NATO 
forces. 

In May 1997, President Yeltsin joined 
President Clinton and the other NATO 
leaders in signing the NATO-Russia 
Founding Act. The Permanent Joint 
Council has met several times at the 
ministerial level since then, and proved 
a useful forum for discussions with 
Russia on security issues of mutual 
concern. 

Our efforts to reach out to Russia go 
well beyond NATO. In March 1997, at 
their summit in Helsinki, President 
Clinton told President Yeltsin that the 
U.S. would support Russia efforts to 
join the Organization for Economic Co- 
operation and Development (OECD) 
and the World Trade Organization 
(WTO). 

In May 1997, President Yeltsin joined 
G-7 leaders in Denver to inaugurate 
the “summit of the Eight.“ The Gore- 
Chernomyrdin Commission” continued 
to meet during the very period that 
NATO was pursuing its enlargement, 
and American cooperation with Russia 
continues on a wide range of cultural, 
scientific, technological, and environ- 
mental efforts, such as our continuing 
efforts in space. 
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RUSSIA'S NUCLEAR DOCTRINE 

The Senator from New York in a re- 
cent speech in Texas warned darkly 
that NATO enlargement might lead to 
nuclear war. With all due respect to my 
good friend, I think his assertion is in- 
correct and alarmist. 

He and other opponents of NATO en- 
largement have underscored Russia’s 
disproportionate reliance on its nu- 
clear forces, sometimes even resorting 
to scare tactics. 

It is well known that the dissolution 
of the Soviet empire and Russia’s tran- 
sition to a market economy required 
jolting changes within Russia. Since 
1990 Russia’s economy has contracted 
by perhaps 40 percent and has only re- 
cently established and shown the first 
signs of recovery. 

Partly as a result, Russian military 
spending contracted substantially. 
Russia’s number of combat-ready divi- 
sions has also declined. 

Beyond these measures, non-payment 
of wages and other factors have damp- 
ened morale among officers and en- 
listed personnel. The war in Chechnya 
showed the cumulative toll on Russia’s 
forces. 

Given this decline in Russia’s con- 
ventional forces, it is understandable 
that Russia has apparently placed a 
heavier reliance on nuclear weapons. 
But this change became evident as 
early as 1992, when Russia declared 
that it would no longer abide by its 
previous policy of no first use” of nu- 
clear weapons. 

There are many signs that no first 
use“ had been more of a propaganda 
tool than an actual reflection of Soviet 
policy, but the declared abandonment 
of this policy was significant. The 
move away from no first use” gained 
a higher profile when it began to be 
discussed in public in 1997. 

The Senator from New York and 
other proponents of NATO enlargement 
have recently charged that this in- 
creased reliance on nuclear forces was 
a consequence of Russia’s fear of 
NATO's enlargement. This analysis is 
simply not credible. 

First, as noted earlier, NATO’s en- 
largement results in no significant in- 
crease in NATO’s military capability 
relative to Russia. 

Second, it is hardly likely that 
NATO’s enlargement, begun in 1994, 
could have triggered a change in Rus- 
sian policy that began in 1992. The fact 
is that opponents of NATO enlarge- 
ment have constructed this argument 
retroactively. 

The same is true for those who have 
attributed delays in Duma ratification 
of START II to NATO enlargement. 
Well before NATO enlargement was 
proposed, Duma critics of START II 
based their opposition on other argu- 
ments, from the cost of compliance 
with START II to the loss of national 
pride. 
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NATO enlargement became another 
useful argument for confirmed oppo- 
nents, but hardly the cause of their op- 
position. 

In any case, the Russian government 
is now moving to push ratification of 
START II through the Duma, perhaps 
by the end of June—another sign that 
NATO enlargement is no impediment 
to constructive relations with Russia 
or progress on arms control. 

So, I would sum up by reminding my 
friend, the Senator from New York, of 
four key facts: 

First, Poland’s accession to NATO 
will not be creating a geographically 
new move of the Alliance to Russia’s 
borders. It has had a strategically im- 
portant border with Russia in the 
north for nearly fifty years, plus one in 
the south with Russian-ruled territory. 

Second, there is absolutely no com- 
parison with the allies’ trimuphalist 
behavior toward defeated Germany 
after World War One and the reaching 
out of the United States and its NATO 
partners to Russia after it lost the Cold 
War. 

Third, NATO has conclusively dem- 
onstrated through its movements of 
troops and equipment away from Rus- 
sia’s borders, and by concluding and 
carrying out significant arms control 
agreements, that it in no way threat- 
ens Russia. 

Finally, it is completely false—even 
irresponsible—to assert that NATO en- 
largement is driving the world toward 
nuclear war. Cooperation, not con- 
frontation is occurring on many fronts. 

Russia need have no fear from NATO 
enlargement. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I be- 
lieve NATO expansion is in the best in- 
terest of the United States. Also, ex- 
panding NATO will be in the interest of 
Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hun- 
gary and for that matter—world peace. 

The United States’ security is intrin- 
sically tied to the security of all of Eu- 
rope. An enlarged NATO will only ex- 
tend the influence of peace and pros- 
perity to these three deserving coun- 
tries. Also, as Poland, the Czech Re- 
public, and Hungary continue to grow 
and flourish, their acceptance into the 
NATO Alliance will only further inte- 
grate Western values and will lock in 
the practices of democracy. Locking 
democracy into this region is in the 
United States interest and we should 
never shirk from our responsibility and 
duty to see that democracy is spread 
throughout the world. 

While many foreign policy issues 
don’t make the headlines and gather 
press, I do want to add to the record 
three opinion editorials from a few Col- 
orado newspapers. I ask unanimous 
consent that an April 21st, 1998 edi- 
torial from the Daily Sentinel, a paper 
from Grand Junction Colorado, an 
April 28th, 1998 editorial from the Den- 
ver Post, and an April 5th, 1998 edi- 
torial from the Rocky Mountain News 
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be printed in the RECORD at the end of 
my statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ALLARD. Let me highlight a few 
comments from these editorials. 

The Daily Sentinel writes, 

Adding Hungary, Poland, and the Czech 
Republic to NATO rewards three countries 
for their efforts against communism during 
the Cold War. More importantly, expanding 
the western alliance to include the three 
former Soviet bloc captive nations not only 
is in the best interests of NATO and the 
United States, but it unequivocally pro- 
claims to the rest of the world that the fate 
of Central Europe will no longer be in the 
hands of whatever despots come along, be 
they Nazis, Communists or something else. 

The Denver Post states, 

The Post believes adding these three na- 
tions will contribute to stability in Eastern 
Europe and thus to world peace. ... Any 
student of the 20th century has to admire the 
freedom-loving spirit displayed by the Hun- 
garians, Poles, and Czechs, often against 
great odds. ... their current governments 
are stable and they are worthy partners of 
NATO. 

Lastly, 
News, 

NATO enlargement is the Western world’s 
way to show that the Cold War is over and 
that we welcome these countries to freedom. 
The new threats we face can only be met by 
forming new alliance to ensure that these de- 
mocracies do not fall prey to nationalistic or 
terrorist regimes. The Czech Republic, Po- 
land, and Hungary know life without free- 
dom and now deserve freedom and security 
that only NATO can provide. 

For me this sums up many of the rea- 
sons why I believe adding these three 
countries to NATO will strengthen, 
stabilize, and promote peace for the 
United States and Europe. I urge my 
colleagues to support this NATO ex- 
pansion. 


from the Rocky Mountain 


EXHIBIT 1 
[From the Daily Sentinel, Apr. 21, 1998] 
CONGRESS SHOULD OK EXPANSION OF NATO 


Sometime very soon, perhaps by the end of 
the week, the Senate will vote on whether to 
ratify a treaty that would allow Poland, the 
Czech Republic and Hungary to join NATO. 
It should vote decisively to allow the expan- 
sion. 

Much has been said about the fact that the 
expansion will offend Russia because it will 
appear that NATO is expanding to the Rus- 
sian doorstep. Clinton administration offi- 
cials attempting to defuse that argument 
have declared that NATO is a peaceful alli- 
ance not arrayed against Russia” or anyone 
else. 

Such statements are, of course, necessary 
to deal with global politics. And they are 
misleading. NATO’s purpose is to protect its 
western European members and the United 
States against outside aggression, including 
the possibility of a reawakened Russian bear 
decades down the road. 

It's true that the Cold War is over but it's 
equally true that NATO was founded pri- 
marily to stem the expansionist proclivities 
of Soviet Russia. 

Moreover, the three nations in question all 
challenged Soviet domination during that 
period, and each paid a heavy price in some 
form of Soviet retaliation—Hungary during 
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the 1950s, Czechoslovakia in the 1960s and Po- 
land in the 1980s. In discussing the NATO ex- 
pansion, few people note that rejecting the 
membership of these three countries would 
be an even greater offense to them than their 
inclusion in NATO would be to Russia. 

Additionally, while Russia is no longer 
communist, there is still reason to be sus- 
picious of its expansionist tendencies which 
have gone on almost continuously since the 
days of Peter the Great. Two of the leading 
candidates to succeed Boris Yeltsin as presi- 
dent are nationalists who have hinted at try- 
ing to reassert Russian control over some of 
the old Soviet states which are now inde- 
pendent nations. 

Adding Hungary, Poland and the Czech Re- 
public to NATO rewards three countries for 
their efforts against communism during the 
Cold War. More importantly, expanding the 
western alliance to include the three former 
Soviet bloc captive nations not only is in the 
best interests of NATO and the United 
States, but it unequivocally proclaims to the 
rest of the world that the fate of Central Eu- 
rope will no longer be in the hands of what- 
ever despots come along, be they Nazis, Com- 
munists or something else. 

[From the Denver Post, Apr. 28, 1998.] 
ApMIT 3 MoRE TO NATO 


The North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
may well be history’s most successful mili- 
tary alliance. Since its formation in the 
early days of the Cold War, not one square 
inch of any member country has been lost to 
external aggression. That record has not 
been lost on nations that were once members 
of the rival Soviet-led Warsaw Pact. 

This week, the U.S. Senate will vote on 
whether to admit three of those former ri- 
vals—Hungary, Poland and the Czech Repub- 
lic—to NATO. The Post believes adding these 
three nations will contribute to stability in 
Eastern Europe and thus to world peace. But 
we would urge the administration and Sen- 
ate to be extremely cautious about any more 
applicants, some of whom seem likely to em- 
broil NATO in their domestic difficulties. 

Any student of the 20th century has to ad- 
mire the freedom-loving spirit displayed by 
the Hungarians, Poles and Czechs, often 
against great odds. The 1956 Hungarian revo- 
lution, the 1968 Prague Spring and the rise of 
Solidarity in Poland bore eloquent witness 
to the ideals of their peoples. Their current 
governments are stable and they are worthy 
partners of NATO. 

The Clinton administration has wisely 
stated it has “no reason, no intention and no 
plan” to station nuclear weapons in the new 
member states. Added to NATO but left in a 
nuclear-free condition, the Czech Republic, 
Poland and Hungary should be able to re- 
sume their historic role as a buffer zone be- 
tween Germany and Russia and should thus 
be a stabilizing influence in Eastern Europe. 

Beyond those three candidates, however, 
NATO should be very wary about further ex- 
pansion. Already Romania, Slovenia, Latvia, 
Estonia and Lithuania are eyeing admission 
and Albania, Bulgaria, Macedonia and Slo- 
vakia are waiting in ther wings. 

Some of these nations (Slovenia, Mac- 
edonia) are relatively new with little experi- 
ence at democracy. Others, like Romania 
and Albania, had long histories of dictator- 
ship alternating with instability. Estonia, 
Latvia and Lithuania are democratic and 
stable, but their location between Russia and 
the Baltic Sea makes them all but indefen- 
sible by nonnuclear means. Admitting 
Ukraine, Belarus or other former Soviet re- 
publics would be provocative to Russia. 


7514 


In short, we support admission of Hungary, 
Poland and the Czech Republic to NATO. But 
there needs to be a great deal of thought, 
discussion and diplomacy before any more 
invitations are issued to join this exclusive 
club. 

[From the Rocky Mountain News, Apr. 5, 

1998] 

SHOULD NATO GROW?—ENLARGEMENT OF AL- 
LIANCE WILL TRULY SIGNAL THE END OF THE 
COLD WAR 

(By Senator Wayne Allard) 

The Cold war is over and many have ar- 
gued that we can now begin to dismantle our 
defenses and look inward. I believe Secretary 
of State Albright said it best when testifying 
before the Armed Services Committee on 
April 23, 1997. “[I]f you don't see smoke, that 
is no reason to stop paying for fire insur- 
ance.” 

The United States nor the world face the 
imminent threat of the Soviet Union, but 
this is no time to relax. United States’ inter- 
ests are still threatened by local conflicts; 
internal political and economic instability; 
the reemergence of ethnic, religious, and 
other historic grievances; terrorism; and the 
proliferation of nuclear, biological, and 
chemical weapons. 

Soon, the U.S. Senate will debate and vote 
on the invitation of Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic to the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization (NATO). Just because 
we are in a time of relative peace, we can not 
stop from being engaged in a fight for peace 
and freedom. I believe expanding NATO is 
the best way to ensure peace and stability. 

First, NATO is and has always been a force 
for peace and prosperity. Enlarging NATO 
will only enhance the U.S. and European se- 
curity and stability. Throughout our history, 
the U.S. has been closely linked to the sta- 
bility of Europe, and that has not changed. 
The U.S. has been through two World Wars 
and a Cold War in Europe. However, since 
NATO was formed, not one major war or ag- 
gression has occurred against or between 
member states (except for Argentina’s inva- 
sion of the British Falkland Island). 

An enlarged NATO can do for all of Europe 
what it has done in Western Europe by 
strengthening the emerging democracies, 
creating conditions for continued prosperity, 
preventing local rivalries, diminishing the 
race for arms buildups and destabilizing na- 
tionalistic policies, and fostering common 
security interests. Enlargement will truly 
signal the end of the Cold War by no longer 
validating the old Stalinistic lines but will 
secure the historic gains of democracy in 
Central Europe. 

Second, enlargement of NATO will further 
the integration of Western values into Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic. 
Their invitation and movement into NATO 
will lock in Central Europe’s practices of de- 
mocracy. Enlargement will promote Amer- 
ican-led multinational defense structures 
and prevent the renationalization of these 
democracies. As enlarged NATO will fill the 
security vacuum created with the fall of the 
Soviet Union, subduing fear that the area 
will begin to divide nationalistically and 
begin to look like the former Yugoslavia. 

However, just the possibility of member- 
ship into NATO has given these countries 
the incentive to peacefully resolve their bor- 
der disputes. Since 1991, we have seen 10 
major accords settling these differences and 
much of this is credited to the opportunity 
to join NATO. Even if old disputes resurface, 
NATO membership will help keep the peace, 
just as NATO has done in relation to the 
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problems between NATO members Greece 
and Turkey. 

Third, there has been concern about the 
Russian response to NATO enlargement. 
Russian leaders have expressed their dislike 
of NATO enlargement, in part due to the 
misperception that the Alliance poses a 
threat to Russia's security. NATO is not, and 
never has been an offensive Alliance, but one 
of defensive purposes only. We must respect 
the Russian concerns, but as my predecessor 
Senator Hank Brown has written, 
[Working closely with Russia in an at- 
tempt to allay their concerns makes sense. 
slowing or altering NATO expansion * * 
hands the Russian government a veto pen.” 
This would be a tragic mistake. 

An enlarged and strengthened NATO pro- 
motes security and stability in an area of 
Europe that is vital to Russian security. The 
invited states must clearly know that they 
are no longer considered Russian eastern 
bloc nations“ but an integral part of the cir- 
cle of democratic nations. Plus, unlike the 
Warsaw Pack, the decision by the Czech Re- 
public, Hungary, and Poland to join NATO 
was made by each individual country, with- 
out any coercion or force from any current 
NATO member. 

Fourth, with any expansion there are 
costs. A bulk of the cost is to modernize and 
reform militaries and make them operable 
with NATO. However, being that the U.S. al- 
ready has the world’s premier armed forces, 
the bulk of the cost will be incurred by our 
European allies and the three invited na- 
tions. They are voluntarily joining and un- 
derstand the commitments asked of being a 
NATO member. 

The United States’ percentage of burden 
sharing for the NATO budget will go down 
with the addition of the three countries. 
Also, the U.S. is not obliged to subsidize the 
national expenses of any of the the three 
invitees to meet its NATO commitments. 
Adequate defense systems always costs 
money but alliances make it less expensive 
because costs are shared and countries join 
together to meet the challenges. 

NATO enlargement is the Western world’s 
way to show that the Cold War is over and 
that we welcome these countries to freedom. 
The new threats we face can only be met by 
forming new alliances to ensure that these 
democracies do not fall prey to nationalistic 
or terrorist regimes. The Czech Republic, Po- 
land, and Hungary know life without free- 
dom and now deserve freedom and security 
that only NATO can provide. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my support for Senate 
ratification of the Protocols to the 
North Atlantic Treaty of 1949 on Acces- 
sion of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic. This is the fourth time that 
the Atlantic alliance, which rose from 
the ashes of World War II, has decided 
to expand. And each time, expansion 
has served the same purpose—to ex- 
pand the area in Europe within which 
peace, stability, freedom and democ- 
racy could flourish. The NATO Alliance 
was remarkably successful throughout 
its initial decades. Today we are con- 
sidering a step designed to ensure that 
the success continues into the next 
century. This is not a decision that 
NATO, the U.S. or the Senate takes 
lightly. It is a more serious issue which 
goes to the heart of the question of 
how the U.S. can best promote our in- 
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terest in peace and stability in the 
post-Cold War era. After all, these new 
members will enjoy all the benefits and 
bear all the responsibilities which 
apply to the current members of this 
mutual defense alliance. The U.S. will 
be obliged to consider an attack on 
Warsaw, Budapest or Prague in the 
same manner we are not obliged to 
consider an attack on London, Paris or 
Bonn. Having fought in two wars, I am 
most cognizant of the solemnity of the 
obligation we will be undertaking 
through the ratification of this agree- 
ment. 

The 1990s, which witnessed the end of 
the Cold War and the demise of the 
Warsaw Pact, brought about a funda- 
mental transformation in Europe. 
Where once we saw Europe divided into 
hostile, ideologically-opposed camps, 
we now see a continent increasingly 
united by a commitment to the prin- 
ciples of democracy and free market 
economics. 

Initially I had two principal concerns 
about the proposed enlargement of 
NATO to include Poland, Hungary and 
the Czech Republic—the cost to the 
U.S. and the impact on relations with 
Russia. In the nearly ten months since 
NATO made the official decision to 
offer membership to these three na- 
tions, I have continued to examine 
these two areas and will summarize, 
very briefly, my conclusions. 

In December of last year NATO com- 
pleted a review of the estimated in- 
creases in the costs to NATO's com- 
monly-funded budget resulting from 
enlargement. The Senate Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee’s report describes how 
NATO conducted its review and cal- 
culated its cost estimate. 

NATO first identified the military require- 
ments of incorporating these three new 
members into the Alliance. Teams of experts 
were then dispatched to each country to 
evaluate facilities, infrastructure, and cur- 
rent capabilities to meet NATO's projected 
military requirements. With this informa- 
tion, NATO then developed a cost estimate 
for bringing the current capabilities into 
line with NATO requirements. The NATO 
studies concluded that the cost of enlarge- 
ment will total $1.5 billion over the next ten 
years. Thus, according to NATO, the addi- 
tional U.S. payment to the common-funded 
budgets will average approximately $40 mil- 
lion per year over ten years. 

This amount does not seem to me to 
be excessive, given the U.S. stake in 
continued security and stability in Eu- 
rope. Obviously, in addition to these 
commonly-funded costs, there will be 
considerable additional costs to the 
new members themselves, which each 
of them has pledged to meet. Yes, the 
United States may decide to help these 
new NATO members modernize their 
military forces; just as we have pro- 
vided such assistance to many of our 
current NATO allies through, for exam- 
ple, the provisions of loans or loan 
guarantees, for the purchase of U.S.- 
made military equipment. However, 
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Mr. President, that is a separate deci- 
sion for the U.S. government, one that 
is neither required by nor prohibited by 
our decision to support enlargement. 
The responsibility for ensuring that 
their militaries are capable of meeting 
their obligations to the common de- 
fense rest with the new members them- 
selves. 

It hardly needs repeating that coop- 
erative relations between Russia and 
the U.S., and Russia and NATO, serve 
the interests of the U.S. and the Alli- 
ance. I am convinced that NATO en- 
largement and the development of a 
NATO-Russia relationship are not mu- 
tually exclusive. Indeed, since NATO 
made clear its intention to expand, 
NATO and Russia have concluded the 
“NATO-Russia Founding Act on Mu- 
tual Relations, Cooperation and Secu- 
rity”, signed last May. This agreement 
is designed as a means of regularizing 
and formalizing consultative proce- 
dures between NATO and Russia. 

Further, NATO is a purely defensive 
alliance, and a threat to no nation. The 
peace and stability within Europe pro- 
moted by the Alliance benefits the en- 
tire continent, including Russia. It 
may be unreasonable to expect Russia 
to approve of NATO expansion. But 
neither is Russia’s unhappiness over 
the expansion likely to become the de- 
termining factor in Russian behavior 
toward the U.S. and the Alliance. 

In summary, Mr. President, I believe 
that these two major issues arising 
from NATO expansion have been satis- 
factorily addressed. I will support 
NATO expansion and hope that the 
Senate will ratify the expansion agree- 
ment by an overwhelming margin. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the Managers’ amendment 
to the Resolution of Ratification, and 
of the Resolution of Ratification itself. 

Even though the Berlin Wall has 
crumbled and the Soviet Union has dis- 
solved, NATO remains vital. It is the 
cornerstone of stability for a continent 
that is under massive transition. The 
nations of central and eastern Europe 
have established democratic forms of 
government and have deregulated their 
economies. The accession of Poland, 
Hungary, and the Czech Republic is the 
best way to bolster their fledgling de- 
mocracies and market economies 
thereby making their newly-won free- 
dom irreversible. 

Let there be no mistake: our engage- 
ment with Europe since NATO was 
formed in 1949 has not been without its 
costs and not without its risks. Our en- 
gagement with the new democracies of 
Central Europe will not be without 
costs and risks either. The expansion of 
NATO will most likely antagonize Rus- 
sia. 

More importantly, as a military alli- 
ance, we risk obligating the United 
States military to defend the citizens 
of distant and unfamiliar lands. In the 
end, though, we have found it difficult 
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to stay out of these conflicts. Just 
about anywhere in the world where 
there is conflict, our military is there. 

I believe that disengagement from 
Europe, as history has repeatedly 
shown, would have far-reaching con- 
sequences. Therefore, I believe that we 
have no choice but to go forward with 
our current commitment to an ex- 
panded NATO. The Senate should vote 
to approve the Resolution of Ratifica- 
tion. 

But, like many senators, I remain 
concerned at the potential financial 
costs of expansion. As a member of the 
Defense Appropriations Subcommittee, 
I am concerned that the Administra- 
tion has not yet come to terms with 
the price of supporting NATO expan- 
sion or more generally with the costs 
of America’s position as the sole super- 
power. 

As was the case with Bosnia, there is 
reason to believe that the Administra- 
tion is underestimating the costs of ex- 
pansion in order to make ratification 
more palatable in the Senate. 

Without pouring additional funds 
into the defense budget, NATO expan- 
sion costs that are unaccounted for 
may hinder the Defense Department's 
ability to carry out missions in other 
vital areas of the world and at the 
same time to modernize the force. 

We have heard a number of cost esti- 
mates in the course of this debate. We 
must keep in mind that the new mem- 
ber nations, as the primary bene- 
ficiaries of expansion, must devote the 
resources necessary to shoulder their 
fair share of the common burden. 

And I know that nothing would un- 
dermine the support of this body for 
NATO, or that of the American people, 
faster than a perception that the new 
members, or existing members, for that 
matter, were not living up to their re- 
sponsibilities in this regard. 

I am also concerned about another 
aspect of NATO expansion—one that 
has received less attention than the 
broader strategic issues, but one that 
is critical to the long-term success of 
an expanded alliance—namely intel- 
ligence and counterintelligence mat- 
ters. 

Here too, after a careful review, I 
have concluded that the long-term na- 
tional interests of the United States 
are best served by a vote in favor of the 
Resolution. But I would like to encour- 
age Senators to take the time to re- 
view the report that I will describe 
shortly, which is available in classified 
form in S-407. 

An unclassified summary can be 
found in the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee report, Executive Report 105-14, 
on the Resolution of Ratification. 

This report was prepared by the In- 
telligence Committee staff at the di- 
rection of Senator Kerrey, the Com- 
mittee Vice Chairman, and myself, and 
submitted to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations and to the Senate at 
large. 
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It contains the staff's assessment of 
the intelligence implications of NATO 
expansion. 

The report is the culmination of the 
committee’s work over the past year 
monitoring the progress of the acces- 
sion process set in motion by the Alli- 
ance’s decision last July to formally 
invite Poland, the Czech Republic, and 
Hungary to join NATO. 

The staff has routinely reviewed the 
state of the accession negotiations, a 
process that concluded in December 
1997 with the signing of the accession 
protocols. Committee members and 
staff have met numerous times with 
NATO negotiators as well as represent- 
atives from the acceding states, both in 
European capitals and in Washington, 
D.C. 

In preparation for the Senate vote on 
advice and consent, committee staff 
held numerous briefings with U.S. and 
NATO intelligence officials; reviewed 
documents prepared by the Intelligence 
Community; and posed numerous ques- 
tions for the record. 

The committee directed the Execu- 
tive branch—the Central Intelligence 
Agency, Department of Defense, Na- 
tional Security Agency, Federal Bu- 
reau of Investigation, and Department 
of State—to submit a formal report on 
the intelligence implications of en- 
largement. 

Committee staff also met with mem- 
bers of the Alliance’s Interagency 
Working Group on NATO Enlargement 
(IWGNE) to discuss integration efforts 
in the intelligence field. 

Finally, committee members and 
staff traveled to national capitals of 
the three aspiring members to gain a 
more detailed, first-hand knowledge of 
how the civilian and military services 
of these countries operate, and whether 
adequate procedures are in place for 
the sharing of sensitive information 
with current NATO members. 

Once again, I would remind my col- 
leagues that the classified committee 
staff report is available in S-407 for 
Senators who may wish to read it. 

The Committee has also prepared an 
unclassified summary of the report’s 
major findings, and I would like to 
share with my colleagues the high- 
lights. 

OVERVIEW 

The United States, along with its 
NATO allies, believes that membership 
in NATO cannot be granted piecemeal. 

NATO has thus determined that 
there will not be a two-tiered security 
structure within the Alliance. If and 
when the three accede to full NATO 
membership, they will share in all 
rights and obligations, and will be enti- 
tled to share in Alliance secrets. 

The work undertaken bilaterally and 
through NATO is geared to ensuring 
that the three invitees take the nec- 
essary steps over the transition or pre- 
accession period to demonstrate that 
they can and will guard NATO secrets 
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appropriately once they join in April 
1999. 

In assessing the reliability of Poland, 
Hungary and the Czech Republic in 
guarding NATO secrets, the following 
factors are critical: 

1. the strength of democratic re- 
forms, with a focus on ministerial and 
legislative oversight of intelligence 
services and activities; 

2. the degree to which the three coun- 
tries have succeeded in reforming their 
civilian and military intelligence serv- 
ices, including the ability of the serv- 
ices to hire and retain qualified West- 
ern-oriented officers, and the evolution 
of political and public support for these 
services; 

3. Russian intelligence objectives di- 
rected against these countries, includ- 
ing any disinformation campaigns de- 
signed to derail, retard, or taint their 
integration with the West; 

4. counterintelligence and other secu- 
rity activities being pursued by the 
three countries, and the adequacy of 
resources devoted to these efforts; and 

5. the work underway between the 
three invitees and NATO to ensure that 
security standards will be met by the 
time the three join the Alliance. 

COMMITTEE FINDINGS 

As a result of their investigations, 
the committee staff arrived at a series 
of key findings. 

Their report includes general find- 
ings, findings derived from the experi- 
ence of our respective intelligence 
agencies working together in both bi- 
lateral and multilateral fora; and find- 
ings relating to the counterintelligence 
threat, the pace of reform and the 
NATO work program for intelligence 
issues. 

GENERAL FINDINGS 

Perhaps most important, the report 
makes a point that is obvious but 
nonetheless bears repeating: any intel- 
ligence sharing relationship inevitably 
involves some risks. 

Nevertheless, I believe that the intel- 
ligence relationships with Poland, Hun- 
gary, and the Czech Republic will be, 
on balance, a net plus for U.S. and 
NATO interests. As many of my col- 
leagues are aware, cooperation with 
the three countries on intelligence 
issues began before the idea of NATO 
enlargement itself took root. 

In that respect, sharing intelligence 
in the NATO context will build on a 
pattern of bilateral cooperation which 
has existed for nearly a decade. 

Based on the information provided to 
the Committee, Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic have proven to be 
reliable in handling operational infor- 
mation and capable of guarding classi- 
fied information—some of it extremely 
sensitive. 

THE MULTILATERAL CONTEXT 

In the multilateral context, Poland, 
Hungary and the Czech Republic have 
participated in the Implementation 
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Force and the Stabilization Force oper- 
ations in Bosnia, and have cooperated 
actively with U.S. intelligence to pro- 
vide critical force protection informa- 
tion. 

The three countries have dem- 
onstrated a solid record in the area of 
information and operational security 
within the NATO Partnership for Peace 
Program. 

In addition, all three countries value 
their bilateral links to the U.S. and 
wish to expand them. They view multi- 
lateral intelligence cooperation in 
NATO as a complement to, not a sub- 
stitute for, these bilateral intelligence 
relations. 

THE COUNTERINTELLIGENCE THREAT 

The single most critical intelligence 
issue we face in inviting Poland, Hun- 
gary and the Czech Republic into 
NATO is the counterintelligence ques- 
tion. 

It is an unavoidable fact that past as- 
sociations with Soviet intelligence 
services, together with proximity to 
Russia, make these countries vulner- 
able to hostile intelligence activity. 

Over time, personnel and 
generational changes, training, and 
more robust counterintelligence pro- 
grams by the three countries should re- 
duce further this vulnerability. But for 
the time being, the threat is there. 

The problem is not one of attitudes. 
The legacy these countries inherit 
from 44 years of Soviet domination 
makes them suspicious of Russian poli- 
cies and motives. 

Indeed, for Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic, the problem is not 
complacency about the foreign intel- 
ligence threat, but ensuring a capa- 
bility to counter it. 

Lastly, and to put this issue into per- 
spective, we should recall that Russian 
and other intelligence efforts to pene- 
trate NATO will continue, irrespective 
of new Alliance members. 

THE RECORD OF REFORM 

With respect to the critical issue of 
reform, all three countries have made 
significant strides in restructuring, re- 
forming, and redirecting their intel- 
ligence services. 

More needs to be done to attain 
greater experience in parliamentary 
oversight of the services, to secure ac- 
ceptance by politicians of the need for 
these services to maintain political 
neutrality, to retain and promote expe- 
rienced officers with Western orienta- 
tion, and to enhance computer secu- 
rity. 

As professionalism increases, morale 
will improve, and the intelligence serv- 
ices will be looked upon as contrib- 
uting to common security interests. 
Adequate funding and visible support 
from the political leadership will be es- 
sential to this process. 

THE NATO WORK PROGRAM 

The three invitees are continuing to 
work with NATO in preparation for 
their final accession. 
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In cooperation with NATO to date, in 
a variety of interactions with the U.S. 
and other current NATO allies, includ- 
ing the sharing of sensitive informa- 
tion through the Partnership for Peace 
program, IFOR/SFOR, and in bilateral 
intelligence cooperation, the three 
invitees have demonstrated solid 
records in the area of information and 
operational security. 

Poland, Hungary and the Czech Re- 
public have undertaken significant 
steps to conform to NATO security 
standards and have enhanced personnel 
and information security practices. 

Looking toward accession in April 
1999, from a NATO perspective, the in- 
telligence aspects of NATO enlarge- 
ment appear to be on track. Indeed, the 
intelligence planning in NATO is cur- 
rently ahead of the other NATO pro- 
grams which must be readied for the 
April 1999 accession date. 

NATO and U.S. officials have been re- 
viewing the capabilities and intentions 
of the three governments to handle 
sensitive information, and the extent 
to which the military and intelligence 
services of these former Warsaw Pact 
members have distanced themselves 
from their former mentors. 

The NATO Intelligence Board has 
worked closely with NATO's Office of 
Security to ensure adequate security 
measures are developed with new mem- 
bers. 

The specific criteria that the Alli- 
ance is using to ensure that NATO 
practices and regulations become 
standard operating procedures for the 
three new invitees are based on estab- 
lished security guidelines developed for 
the Alliance and approved by the mem- 
ber states. Each of the three NATO 
invitees has thus far achieved or ex- 
ceeded each criterion set before it, ac- 
cording to the Executive Branch. 

INTELLIGENCE COMMITTEE CONDITION 

Based on these findings, I together 
with Senator Kerrey have proposed a 
condition to the resolution of ratifica- 
tion of the Protocols to the North At- 
lantic Treaty, which is included in the 
Managers’ amendment now before the 
Senate. 

The purpose of the condition is to 
monitor the progress that the three as- 
piring members are making in adopt- 
ing NATO practices and regulations as 
standard operating procedures in their 
own intelligence services, and in en- 
hancing their overall procedures for 
protecting intelligence sources and 
methods. 

To monitor the progress in meeting 
NATO standards during the transition 
period up to April 1999, as well as to 
provide a benchmark following formal 
accession, the condition requires the 
President and the Director of Central 
Intelligence to provide the appropriate 
committees of Congress with three 
snapshots two before and one after 
formal accession of these countries to 
the alliance. 
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The President is required to report 
by 1 January 1999, on behalf of all the 
interested agencies, the progress made 
by the three countries in meeting 
NATO membership security require- 
ments. 

The Director of Central Intelligence 
is also required to report on or before 1 
January 1999, and again not later than 
90 days after the date of formal acces- 
sion of these countries to NATO, on the 
latest procedures and requirements es- 
tablished in these countries for the 
protection of intelligence sources and 
methods, including a comparison of the 
overall procedures and requirements 
for such protection in these three coun- 
tries with those in other NATO mem- 
ber states. 

I believe that this condition sets 
forth a balanced approach to moni- 
toring the progress of Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic toward meeting 
the intelligence and security-related 
requirements for full NATO member- 
ship. 

In what I believe is the unlikely 
event that a serious problem arises 
with respect to one or more of the pro- 
spective members, the reports due on 
January 1, 1999 will provide both the 
Senate and the Executive Branch with 
an opportunity to address and resolve 
any such problem before final acces- 
sion. 

FINAL ASSESSMENT 

I would like to close with the fol- 
lowing. 

In developing an overall assessment 
of the security risks associated with 
the inclusion of the three new invitees 
in NATO, the issue is not only how to 
ensure that these three countries pro- 
tect NATO secrets, but also to ensure 
that the new members, and NATO at 
large, devote sufficient attention and 
resources to address the overall non- 
NATO intelligence threat to the Alli- 
ance. 

To reiterate, based on the informa- 
tion provided to the Committee, the 
governments of Poland, the Czech Re- 
public, and Hungary have dem- 
onstrated both an intent and an ability 
to protect the classified military and 
intelligence information that would be 
routinely provided them as members of 
the Alliance. 

While past associations make these 
countries vulnerable to Russian intel- 
ligence activity, over time, personnel 
and generational changes, training, 
and more robust counterintelligence 
programs by the three countries should 
reduce further this vulnerability. 

As I noted earlier, cooperation on in- 
telligence issues began before the idea 
of NATO enlargement took root. In 
that respect, sharing intelligence in 
the NATO context builds upon a pat- 
tern of cooperation of nearly a decade. 

As with other aspects of NATO inte- 
gration, it will take some time and 
technical advice and assistance from 
other NATO members for the govern- 
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ments of these three countries to to- 
tally overcome the legacy of their com- 
munist past. 

As a critical element of such a pro- 
gram, the three governments must de- 
vote adequate resources to support pro- 
fessionalized intelligence and counter- 
intelligence services, and must dem- 
onstrate their political support for 
these services’ role in safeguarding the 
democratic political order. 

Lastly, by the time the three invitees 
join NATO, a decade will have passed 
since the collapse of their communist 
regimes. 

Contacts with the U.S., other allies, 
and NATO, coupled with continuing 
modernization programs and priority 
assistance efforts from current NATO 
members, should help to ensure that 
all three countries satisfy membership 
security requirements by the time of 
their accession to NATO in April 1999. 

In closing, I would like to thank the 
Chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, Senator HELMS, and the 
Ranking Member, Senator BIDEN, for 
including the Shelby-Kerrey condition 
as part of the Managers’ amendment, 
and for their leadership in ensuring the 
thorough and expeditious consideration 
of this historic resolution. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to offer my support for the Reso- 
lution of Ratification currently pend- 
ing before the Senate. I do so with less 
enthusiasm than I wished, and more 
doubts than I prefer. 

I will vote yes because Poland, the 
Czech Republic, and Hungary will 
strengthen NATO’s resolve and im- 
prove the chances that a post-Cold War 
NATO will be the same stabilizing 
force for peace it has been for the past 
half-century. I will vote yes because 
the requirements for NATO member- 
ship, such as civilian control of the 
military and democratic rule, espe- 
cially domestic laws that protect mi- 
nority rights, make it more likely that 
external conflicts are resolved peace- 
fully. I will vote yes because the bene- 
fits of doing so appear, on balance, to 
outweigh the potential liabilities. 

My vote of support is also based on 
my belief that denying the Czech Re- 
public, Hungary, and Poland entry 
after their expectations have been 
raised so high would do more harm 
than good. Further, I believe these 
three countries—on account of their 
passionate understanding of what life 
is like under the iron fist of a dic- 
tator—will stiffen the resolve of NATO 
to be a force for peace. NATO has no 
will to fight unless consensus can be 
achieved amongst all members, and it 
is the will to fight which will do the 
most good in deterring future military 
conflicts. 

Too often during this debate I have 
heard the argument of some advocates 
who presume enlargement as a nec- 
essary insurance policy against the 
risk of Russia becoming an expan- 
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sionist military threat again. These 
proponents often speak as if the cir- 
cumstances of 1998 closely resembled 
those in Europe when NATO was cre- 
ated. 

This vision is flawed. It is flawed be- 
cause it misrepresents the comparative 
conditions of 1949 and 1998. It results in 
the subordination of other more impor- 
tant foreign policy goals such as assist- 
ing the Russian transition to democ- 
racy, reducing nuclear weapons, and 
confronting the threat posed by pro- 
liferation of weapons of mass destruc- 
tion to the less important task of add- 
ing three new members to a Cold War 
military alliance. 

Consider what President Truman and 
Congress faced in the wake of the Sec- 
ond World War. In 1949, when they led 
America into the North Atlantic Alli- 
ance, only thirty years separated them 
from the end of the Great War, the war 
which was supposed to end all wars. 
Only twenty years had separated the 
end of this terrible war and the begin- 
ning of the next. Twenty years. Imag- 
ine what our attitudes would be if a 
war as savage and futile as World War 
I had been concluded on November 11, 
1968, and then in 1988, the enemy we 
had vanquished rose to the attack 
again. 

Both those wars were within mem- 
ory’s reach of President Truman and 
the Congress on April 4, 1949 when the 
Washington Treaty was signed. Europe 
lay in ruins. Their economies had been 
destroyed. Food and medical supplies 
were in short supply. Political uncer- 
tainty and instability were the order of 
the day. The Red Army was threat- 
ening in the east and their belligerence 
well established by the Communist 
coup d'etat in Prague in February 1948 
and the Berlin Blockade which began 
in June 1948. 

All of this combined to justify the 
creation of a powerful military alli- 
ance. It is worth noting that even with 
these factors, NATO at first had no 
military structure. Only after the Ko- 
rean War began in June 1950, did the 
idea of a worldwide communist offen- 
sive gain credibility. This led to the es- 
tablishment of a NATO military force, 
the major element of which is the Al- 
lied Command Europe. In December 
1950, General Dwight Eisenhower was 
appointed the first Supreme Allied 
Commander Europe (SACEUR). The 
command’s headquarters—the Supreme 
Allied Powers in Europe (SHAPE)—was 
located in Brussels. 

President Truman was 65 years old in 
April 1949 when the Washington Treaty 
was signed. But certainly he must have 
remembered the day in mid-January 
1919 when he was bivouacked near Ver- 
dun, France awaiting the demobiliza- 
tion orders needed before he could go 
home. In Paris, U.S. President Wilson, 
English Prime Minister Lloyd George, 
and French President Clemenceau had 
begun their discussions of terms and 
conditions for peace. 
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In a letter to his fiance, Bess Wal- 
lace, Truman had written: 

It’s my opinion we'll stay until uncle 
Woodie gets his pet peace plans refused or 
okayed. For my part, and I'm sure every 
A. E. F. (American Expeditionary Force) man 
feels the same way, I don’t give a whoop (to 
put it mildly) whether there’s a League of 
Nations or whether Russia has a Red govern- 
ment or a Purple one, and if the President of 
the Czecho-Slovaks wants to pry the throne 
out from under the King of Bohemia, let him 
pry, but send us home.. For my part I've 
had enough vin rouge and frog-eater victuals 
to last me a lifetime. 

Mr. President, in our modern age of 
see and invade-all journalism, this let- 
ter would probably have surfaced to 
embarrass Truman when he entered na- 
tional politics a decade later. However, 
it is also likely that cameras manned 
by brave men and women would have 
broadcast 1919 street scenes of Berlin, 
Moscow, Paris, Warsaw, Budapest, Vi- 
enna, and Prague. I believe these 
scenes would have made Americans less 
anxious to withdraw from the dev- 
astating instability of starvation, de- 
mobilized and poorly led Armies, and 
the sudden collapse of the old order of 
the Kaiser, the Romanovs, Hapsburgs, 
and Ottomans. 

Yet only thirty years after he wrote 
this letter, Lieutenant Truman had be- 
come President Truman, and he faced a 
world that looked not all that different 
from 1919. As he considered what policy 
would guarantee the peace after 50 mil- 
lion lives had been lost in the Second 
World War, he saw a Europe as dev- 
astated as it had been in the First. He 
saw a threatening Soviet Union in the 
east. Withdrawal, pacifism, and demili- 
tarization were the failed policies of 
the 1920’s and 1930's. Political engage- 
ment and military strength were log- 
ical and correct alternatives. Forty 
years later, as communism collapsed 
and our former enemies embraced de- 
mocracy, Truman’s vision and path 
was vindicated. 

Mr. President, too many proponents 
of expansion have tried to cast this 
vote as a vote about our future engage- 
ment in the world. I am not persuaded 
by the preposterous either/or argu- 
ments used by these proponents. You 
are either for NATO expansion or you 
are for repeating the mistake we have 
made twice in this century to withdraw 
from Europe. You are either for NATO 
expansion or you are for appeasing the 
Russians. You are either for NATO ex- 
pansion or you are for allowing insta- 
bility to reign supreme on the Euro- 
pean continent. 

What nonsense. If NATO were to dis- 
appear tomorrow—as it almost did by 
refusing to become engaged in Bosnia— 
America would not withdraw from Eu- 
rope. We are becoming more and more 
connected through travel, trade, and 
telecommunications. Any comparison 
of the political, economic, and social 
conditions of 1998 and 1919, or 1998 and 
the 1930’s should be greeted with raised 
eyebrows and laughter. 
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Mr. President, many times during 
this debate I have heard my colleagues 
say that NATO has been the most suc- 
cessful military alliance in history. I 
do not disagree with their assessment. 
But the statement leads me to ask a 
question: why has NATO been so suc- 
cessful and what does that mean for 
the future of the Alliance? 

Ultimately, NATO was successful 
during the Cold War not for any mili- 
tary operation, but for its military 
power and the willingness to use it. For 
nearly 50 years, NATO has served as 
the vanguard of peace and security in 
Europe. For forty of those years, NATO 
forces stood ready to engage in the de- 
fense of Europe from the very real 
threat posed by Warsaw Pact forces on 
the other side of the Iron Curtain. The 
reason NATO was able to maintain the 
peace and never had to fight a hot war 
in Europe came from the recognition 
by our adversaries that NATO, despite 
the horrors of a potential superpower 
conflict, was prepared for real military 
action. 

Equally as important as the will to 
act, NATO commanders understood the 
importance of maintaining a formi- 
dable capability to fight. Throughout 
the Cold War, NATO’s military forces 
were highly motivated, superbly 
trained, and equipped with the latest 
weapons and technology that made the 
Alliance a force to be reckoned with. 

Beyond the success of the Cold War, 
I believe that NATO has survived in 
the post-Cold War era, despite many 
predictions to the contrary, because it 
was prepared to change to reflect new 
realities. First, NATO has begun the 
difficult task of restructuring and 
downsizing its force and command 
structure. As we in the Congress are 
well aware, following three rounds of 
U.S. base closures, making the nec- 
essary decisions to downsize the mili- 
tary is politically difficult. NATO de- 
serves credit for what it has accom- 
plished in this area, but more work will 
be needed in the future. 

NATO has also been successful be- 
cause of its willingness to address the 
challenges of the post-Cold War world. 
NATO has made significant progress in 
tackling difficult new issues such as 
arms control, regional ethnic insta- 
bility, and creating partners out of 
former enemies. In this final area, the 
Partnership for Peace program has 
made tremendous progress in encour- 
aging civilian control of the military 
and promoting military transparency, 
each of these essential in creating 
greater confidence between nations. 

Each of these steps have contributed 
to transforming NATO into the Alli- 
ance that we have today, an Alliance 
that serves the interests of each of its 
members and promotes cooperation 
and stability. However, as NATO offi- 
cials admit, the Atlantic Alliance must 
continue to evolve. We must ask our- 
selves: what must NATO do now if it is 
to be relevant in the future? 
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First, NATO must continue with the 
difficult work of reforming its force 
and command structure to reflect 
changes in its mission and strategic 
concept. Second, as during the Cold 
War, NATO must maintain a credible 
force and the will to use that force 
when diplomacy fails. These are the 
core elements of the Alliance that 
must be carried into the future. 

But I believe NATO must also be pre- 
pared to take on new missions. It will 
have to be ready to address future 
threats to regional stability like Bos- 
nia in an efficient and timely manner. 
Mr. President, the true lesson of the 
Dayton Accords is that sometimes 
force, or the credible threat of force, 
precedes diplomacy. I do not believe 
the Dayton Accords would have been 
possible had NATO not reached con- 
sensus to respond militarily, albeit 
late, to Serbian aggression in Bosnia. I 
hope we have learned the lesson of Bos- 
nia, and I hope these three new mem- 
bers will help strengthen our will to 
react to Bosnia-style aggression in the 
future. The recent memory of the Soli- 
darity movement, the moral leadership 
of President Vaclav Havel, and the im- 
pact of the 1956 uprising in Hungary 
will be extremely beneficial contribu- 
tions to the diplomatic decision-mak- 
ing that occurs in Brussels. We may 
find the newest members of the Alli- 
ance will soon play a critical role in 
leading NATO into the future. 

Mr. President, having addressed the 
history and future of the Alliance, let 
me restate that I will vote in favor of 
this Resolution of Ratification because 
I believe that NATO enlargement is a 
positive step forward for the three 
invitees and for the future of the NATO 
alliance. 

The enlargement of NATO to include 
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub- 
lic is a statement of the success of 
their transition to free-market democ- 
racies. Each of these countries have ex- 
perienced the peaceful transitions of 
democratic government, established 
the rule of law in the interaction of 
people and institutions, and imple- 
mented strong civilian control of their 
militaries. We should not forget the 
difficulty with which each of these 
countries has made these changes, nor 
should we underestimate the political 
leadership that was necessary to make 
the decisions involved in transforming 
from a command-style economy to 
free-market democracy. 

Mr. President, NATO membership, 
along with eventual membership in the 
European Union, will re-establish their 
contacts to the West and help solidify 
the political reforms in place today. 
Furthermore, the benefits of collective 
defense will limit the need to reconsti- 
tute national defenses and allow for 
continued focus on strengthening their 
economies and rebuilding the infra- 
structure necessary to compete in the 
global economy. 
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I also believe that these countries 
will benefit from NATO enlargement 
through the promotion of regional sta- 
bility. The prospect of NATO member- 
ship has already caused Central Euro- 
pean nations to re-examine their rela- 
tionships with one another and to ad- 
dress age-old political and ethnic dis- 
putes. The resulting treaties and bi-lat- 
eral agreements will lessen the chance 
of border and ethnic conflicts in the re- 
gion after these three nations become 
full members of the Alliance. 

Mr. President, I also believe NATO 
will benefit from the inclusion of new 
members. Each of these countries will 
bring a unique set of capabilities to the 
Alliance. To be sure, each still needs to 
make significant progress in bringing 
their militaries up to NATO standards, 
but they are not starting from zero. 
Initial estimates show that following 
their own military restructuring, these 
countries will bring an additional 
280,000 troops to the Alliance; this will 
undoubtedly boost NATO’s ability to 
perform future missions. 

An example of this enhanced capa- 
bility for NATO can be seen in the con- 
tribution each of these three countries 
have made to the IFOR/SFOR mission 
in Bosnia. Poland is currently pro- 
viding SFOR an airborne infantry bat- 
talion, the Czech Republic has provided 
an engineering company and is main- 
taining a mechanized infantry bat- 
talion, and Hungary has contributed an 
engineering battalion. Hungary has 
also leased the Taszar airbase to the 
United States which provides a critical 
point of entry for U.S. forces into Bos- 
nia. I am confident that when these 
countries become full members of 
NATO, we can expect that they will 
continue to provide a strong commit- 
ment to NATO operations. 

In my duties as Vice Chairman of the 
Intelligence Committee, I joined with 
my colleagues in reviewing the secu- 
rity consequences of bringing Poland, 
Hungary, and the Czech Republic into 
the Alliance. 

In directing this review, Senator 
SHELBY and I did not for a moment sus- 
pect the sincerity or the commitment 
of these countries to be loyal members 
of the Alliance. But because some of 
their intelligence professionals and 
other military and civilian personnel 
had served in similar positions when 
their countries were dominated by the 
Soviet Union, we felt duty-bound to ex- 
amine how well these countries would 
meet NATO security requirements, es- 
pecially with regard to handling NATO 
classified information and protecting 
intelligence sources and methods. We 
determined that, even in these narrow 
security terms, the new members will 
be a major net gain for the Alliance. 
They have the expertise and the dedi- 
cation to protect the information 
which NATO will share with them, and 
they bring intelligence capabilities to 
the Alliance which will make NATO 
stronger. 
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To help measure and assist the tran- 
sition of the new members to NATO se- 
curity standards, Senator SHELBY and I 
proposed a condition to the resolution 
of ratification which would require two 
reports: one to be rendered by the 
President next January on the progress 
of the new members in meeting NATO 
security requirements, and another to 
be rendered in phases by the Director 
of Central Intelligence identifying the 
latest security procedures and require- 
ments of the new allies and assessing 
how they compare with those of other 
NATO members. In my view, these re- 
porting requirements are prudent and 
should help the expanded Alliance 
more quickly reach a common security 
standard. 

Mr. President, I am encouraged by 
the prospect of membership for these 
three countries. However, this is a 
major change in U.S. policy, and a very 
real commitment that should not be 
entered into without a full under- 
standing of its meaning. The American 
people must understand that member- 
ship in NATO for Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic carries with it all 
of the commitments of the 1949 Wash- 
ington Treaty. In particular, by ratify- 
ing this change to the Washington 
Treaty, the United States extends full 
Article V protection to each of these 
countries. 

Article V states: 

The Parties agree that an armed attack 
against one or more of them in Europe or 
North America shall be considered an attack 
against them all; and consequently they 
agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, 
each of them . . will assist the Party or 
Parties so attacked by taking forthwith, in- 
dividually and in concert with the other Par- 
ties, such actions it deems necessary, includ- 
ing the use of armed force, to restore and 
maintain the security of the North Atlantic 
area. 

The quantitative result of this treaty 
is that the United States has pledged 
to defend an additional 15% of Euro- 
pean territory in the event of an at- 
tack. The qualitative result is that we 
as Americans pledge to send our young 
soldiers to defend Warsaw, Prague, and 
Budapest. However, let me state, Mr. 
President, my firm belief that enlarge- 
ment of the Alliance will in fact reduce 
our chances of having to fight a war in 
this region of the world. By solidifying 
democratic reforms, encouraging re- 
gional cohesion through the Partner- 
ship for Peace program, and limiting 
the need for national defenses, we will 
promote cooperation and limit the 
threat of war. 

Like many of my colleagues, I also 
have concerns about the costs associ- 
ated with NATO enlargement. Wide 
discrepancies in the assumptions on 
which the various cost estimates have 
been based have left us with, at best, 
an incomplete view of what enlarge- 
ment will cost current and future 
members. I am hopeful that after the 
vote, the Administration will continue 
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to work closely with Congress to ad- 
dress our remaining concerns regarding 
costs. At a time in which our military 
is being called on to protect against 
threats to U.S. security interests 
throughout the world, we must care- 
fully scrutinize additional spending 
commitments. 

Mr. President, I am concerned with 
the slowness with which the European 
Union has moved to address the needs 
of the new democracies in Central and 
Eastern Europe. I strongly encourage 
the EU to catch-up to NATO by quick- 
ly completing negotiations over their 
own expansion. In the long-run, the 
success of the former-Soviet bloc coun- 
tries will hinge more on their ability to 
access the economic benefits of the EU 
than membership in NATO. 

While I support NATO enlargement 
for these three countries at this time, 
we must also ask how do we define our 
future foreign policy priorities. For the 
past year, members of the Administra- 
tion have worked tirelessly to ensure 
ratification of NATO enlargement. I 
believe it is time for the United States 
to shift our foreign policy focus: our 
number one priority must become the 
successful transition of Russia to a sta- 
ble, free-market democracy. I for one 
am very optimistic about the prospects 
for Russia. 

I think at times we suffer from the 
inertial effects of Cold War thinking 
that limit our ability to see the world 
for what it is today. Just as Poland, 
Hungary, and the Czech Republic are 
not the Warsaw Pact, Russia is not the 
Soviet Union. Russia no longer poses 
the immediate threat to our survival 
as expressed in Cold War rhetoric of 
Josef Stalin and Nikita Khrushchev. It 
is a new era, and we should use this op- 
portunity to our utmost ability to 
work with Russia to ensure the estab- 
lishment of the rule of law, to assist 
with the ethical privatization of state 
owned enterprises, to promote the con- 
tinued development of the democratic 
process, and to realize meaningful 
progress on arms control. 

We already have positive examples of 
what cooperation with Russia can ac- 
complish. Mr. President, few may real- 
ize the Bosnia mission is the first time 
in which NATO troops have partici- 
pated in an actual military engage- 
ment. Few would have guessed during 
the dangerous days of the Cold War 
that NATO’s first military mission 
would have occurred with Russian sol- 
diers working alongside American sol- 
diers not as the enemy, but as partners. 
The Bosnia mission demonstrates the 
potential we have when we work with a 
democratic Russia to solve disputes. 
Another positive sign is that in recent 
months the Russian government has 
stepped up its participation in the 
Partnership for Peace program and I 
am hopeful about the possibility for 
continued dialog through the Perma- 
nent Joint Council as established under 
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the Russia-NATO Founding Act. Mr. 
President, I encourage both the Con- 
gress and the Administration to ad- 
dress the future of U.S.-Russian rela- 
tions with the same vigor with which 
we have worked to achieve NATO en- 
largement. 

At no point in the future do I want to 
look back to this unique point in his- 
tory and have to ask if we could have 
done more to ensure a peaceful, demo- 
cratic Russia. Mr. President, I encour- 
age all of us to take a long-term view 
of history. We should consider how the 
world has changed from the chaos and 
danger that led President Truman to 
create NATO in 1949 to the sweep of de- 
mocracy that liberated Central and 
Eastern Europe from communist con- 
trol. We should consider how these 
same nations have transformed them- 
selves into stable democracies ready to 
become full members of the Atlantic 
Alliance. And finally, we should con- 
sider how we want the world to look in 
fifty years, and then set our priorities 
to ensure our children will have the 
benefit of living in that world. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
rise to express my strong support for 
the protocols of accession to NATO, 
specifically for Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic. NATO expansion is 
clearly in the security interests of the 
United States and the NATO alliance 
as a whole. 

We have an opportunity in the Sen- 
ate today to make a truly a historic 
vote that will shatter, once and for all, 
the artificial division of Europe that 
occurred at the end of the Second 
World War. By expanding this alliance 
to include Poland, Hungary and the 
Czech Republic, we will further erase 
the Cold War lines of division and 
broaden the scope of protection of this 
defensive military alliance which has 
played the central role in maintaining 
peace and stability in Europe since the 
end of World War II. Now, if history is 
any guide, it ensures and enhances the 
prospects for peace, prosperity, and 
harmony throughout Europe. 

It is important to remember that 
NATO is a defensive, not offensive, 
strategic military alliance. Although 
the new member countries were once 
considered so-called ‘‘allies’’ of the 
former Soviet Union, their so-called al- 
liance had more to do with the pres- 
ence of Soviet troops within their 
countries than any commitment to So- 
viet values or ideals. Bringing them 
into the NATO alliance is not a charge 
against Russia and should not be so 
construed. To the contrary, we are rec- 
ognizing that the people of these coun- 
tries are now our allies. We pledge to 
come to their defense if they are at- 
tacked by a non-member country, and 
they in turn make the same pledge to 
support all other NATO countries who 
may be attacked by a non-member 
party. 

Mr. President, in the nearly 50 years 
of its existence, NATO has provided the 
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military security umbrella that has 
permitted old enemies to heal the 
wounds of war and to build strong de- 
mocracies and integrated free econo- 
mies. Expanding NATO to include the 
emerging democracies of Eastern Eu- 
rope will, I hope, produce the same re- 
sults. That is, stronger and freer econo- 
mies whose people can live in the same 
harmony as do the people of France 
and Germany. 

Communism has collapsed. The So- 
viet Union is no more. This is not to 
say, however, that Europe no longer 
faces any security threats. I think that 
would be shortsighted. Threats con- 
tinue to exist in Europe, and many of 
these threats are more difficult to 
identify and combat. Ethnic strife in 
many parts of Eastern Europe; the in- 
stability which we face daily with Iraq; 
terrorism; the list is long. These are all 
verifiable threats to which the United 
States and other NATO member coun- 
tries must be prepared to respond and 
defend. By adding Poland, Hungary and 
the Czech Republic to the NATO alli- 
ance, we are broadening and strength- 
ening our ability to combat and defend 
against these threats. 

Mr. President, I would also note that 
the prospect of NATO enlargement has 
already begun as seen by the process of 
harmonization in Central and Eastern 
Europe. Hungary has settled its border 
and minority questions with Slovakia 
and Romania. Poland has reached 
across an old divide to create joint 
peacekeeping battalions with Ukraine 
and Lithuania. 

Without question, an expanded NATO 
will make the world safer simply be- 
cause we are expanding the area where 
wars will not happen. As Secretary of 
State Albright testified last year be- 
fore the Foreign Relations Committee, 
and I quote, This is the paradox at 
NATO’s heart: By imposing a price on 
aggression, it deters aggression.” At 
the same time, we gain new allies, new 
friends who are committed to our com- 
mon agenda for security in fighting 
terrorism and weapons proliferation, 
and to ensuring stability in places such 
as the former Yugoslavia. 

There is no doubt in my mind that 
had Soviet troops not in 1945 occupied 
Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hun- 
gary, and installed puppet govern- 
ments, the debate over whether these 
three countries should be members of 
NATO would have long ago been re- 
solved in their favor. 

The people of these countries have 
yearned for freedom, democracy, and 
peace for more than 40 years, as evi- 
denced by Poland particularly. The 
blood in the streets of Budapest in 1956, 
the demonstrations of the people in 
Prague in 1968 who confronted Soviet 
tanks, and the public confrontations of 
Solidarity throughout Poland begin- 
ning in the 1970s all laid the foundation 
for the collapse of communism, which 
we have seen in our lifetime. 
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Now as they begin to build institu- 
tions of democracy and free enterprise, 
as they move to further integrate their 
economies with the rest of Europe, 
they should participate in the collec- 
tive security of the continent. I think 
this will bind these countries closer to- 
gether far into the future and ensure 
stability and peace throughout the 
continent. 

Mr. President, there have been ex- 
pressions of concern by some people 
that expanding NATO is a mistake be- 
cause it would somehow be perceived as 
a threat, a threat to Russia. I find that 
argument hard to accept. In my opin- 
ion, NATO has never been a threat to 
Russia. Even during the height of the 
Cold War, no one seriously considered 
that NATO threatened the Soviet 
Union. Quite the contrary. NATO stood 
to defend—defend—against any poten- 
tial military threat to its members. 
There is a difference between defense 
and offense. And NATO is designed for 
defense. It was never designed as an al- 
liance of aggression—rather, it is an al- 
liance against aggression. 

I think the same holds true today, 
Mr. President. The people of Russia, 
who are slowly trying to emerge from 
the darkness and terror of 70 years of 
communism, have nothing—I repeat, 
nothing—to fear from NATO. Our goal 
is not to isolate Russia; but to engage 
and support her in her efforts to de- 
velop a lasting democracy and a free 
market. 

The people in the evolving democ- 
racies of Poland, the Czech Republic, 
and Hungary have earned the right to 
become full partners in Europe and full 
partners in NATO. I hope my col- 
leagues will support the dreams, hopes, 
and aspirations of these people who 
have struggled for freedom for so long, 
after so many decades in which they 
have lived without hope. They have 
that opportunity today. 

Finally, Mr. President, I would like 
to commend these countries for the 
rapid progress which they have made 
nurturing democracy and building sta- 
ble economic development based on 
free market principles. While some 
would argue that they have not evolved 
far enough, I would simply say that 
they are light years from where they 
were when the Berlin Wall fell and that 
democracy and the free market is an 
evolving process. They are well on 
their way: bringing them into the 
NATO alliance will only serve to help 
them along. 

The people of these nations have 
dedicated themselves to these demo- 
cratic ideals, and it is incumbent upon 
us to support them in their quest. Mr. 
President, I strongly support expand- 
ing the NATO alliance to include Po- 
land, Hungary and the Czech Republic 
and hope that the Senate speaks loudly 
and strongly on this issue today. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi- 
dent, a strong North Atlantic Treaty 
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Organization (NATO) is an important 
vehicle for maintaining security in Eu- 
rope. For half a century NATO has 
been critical to maintaining security 
in Europe. Largely because of NATO, 
Europe has enjoyed more than 50 years 
without war among its major powers, 
the longest period in modern history. 
Because of this success, European 
countries that at one time were in a 
competing alliance, are now clamoring 
to join NATO. Today we have a historic 
opportunity to extend the NATO um- 
brella to additional European coun- 
tries, and to expand the benefits that 
the alliance has created. 

Dr. Brzezinski of the Center for Stra- 
tegic and International Studies, in his 
testimony before the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee, made a compel- 
ling case for NATO expansion and its 
importance to the United States. He 
said: 

For me, the central stake in NATO expan- 
sion is the long-term historic and strategic 
relationship between America and Europe. 
NATO expansion is central to the vitality of 
the American-European connection, to the 
scope of democratic and secure Europe, and 
to the ability of America and Europe to work 
together in promoting international secu- 
rity. 

The expansion of the Euroatlantic alliance 
will bring into NATO counsels new, solidly 
democratic and very pro-American nations. 
That will further deepen the American-Euro- 
pean kinship while expanding Europe’s zone 
of peace and democracy. Such a more secure 
Europe will be a better and more vital part- 
ner for America in the continuing effort to 
make democracy more widespread and inter- 
national cooperation more pervasive. That is 
why NATO's enlargement—in itself a vivid 
testimonial to the dynamism of the demo- 
cratic ideal—is very much in America’s long- 
term national interest. 

Since its inception, NATO has pro- 
vided a forum to resolve disagreements 
among members and for institutional- 
izing norms and relations fundamental 
to modern democracies. It is natural 
therefore, that newly emerging democ- 
racies in Central and Eastern Europe, 
which qualify, should be considered for 
membership in the alliance. 

The accession to the alliance of Po- 
land, the Czech Republic, and Hungary 
is the culmination of years of work on 
these countries part to meet the re- 
quirements of NATO membership. As 
Dr. John Micgiel, Director of the East 
Central European Center at Columbia 
University has said, “the mere pros- 
pect of membership . . has acted as a 
catalyst for political reform. Fur- 
thermore the three prospective mem- 
ber countries have each taken a 
proactive role in cooperating with 
their neighbors and sometime former 
adversaries.” 

These three countries have dem- 
onstrated functioning democratic po- 
litical systems, as well as economic re- 
forms that will allow them to share the 
costs of NATO membership. Although 
there are no set requirements for mem- 
bership, at a minimum, candidates for 
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membership must meet the following 
five requirements: new members must 
uphold democracy, including tolerating 
diversity; new members must be mak- 
ing progress toward a market economy; 
their military forces must be under 
firm civilian control; they must be 
good neighbors and respect sovereignty 
outside their borders; and they must be 
working toward compatibility with 
NATO forces. 

Poland’s membership is the logical 
culmination of its long struggle for 
freedom and economic independence. In 
1989, the world watched as Poland be- 
came one of the first former Soviet- 
controlled countries to hold free and 
democratic elections. “Solidarity” be- 
came a symbol of freedom recognized 
around the globe. 

In 1993, Poland was the first country 
in the region to record economic 
growth, and it now has one of the 
strongest economies in Europe. In 1997, 
its GDP grew at a rate of about seven 
percent, while its inflation and unem- 
ployment rates declined. 

Moreover, Poland has demonstrated 
its readiness to contribute to security 
beyond its borders, one of the require- 
ments of NATO membership. Poland 
contributed forces to the Gulf War coa- 
lition and currently provides troops to 
the NATO-led Stabilization Force mis- 
sion striving to keep peace in Bosnia. 

Hungary has met the requirements 
for NATO membership by holding fully 
free and fair elections since 1989. Over 
the past nine years, the country has 
had two complete democratic changes 
of government. Economically, Hungary 
has engaged in successful, yet painful, 
stabilization programs to cut its cur- 
rent budget deficits. Since 1990, Hun- 
gary has attracted almost $16 billion in 
foreign direct investment; almost a 
third of all foreign direct investment in 
Central and Eastern Europe. 

Since 1989, the Czech Republic has 
held three fully free and fair elections. 
Their constitution contains protec- 
tions similar to ours, such as the free- 
dom of speech, freedom of assembly, 
and the freedom of the press. Economi- 
cally, the country has privatized state- 
owned enterprises, engaged in tight 
monetary policies, and liberalized 
trade policies. As a result inflation is 
controlled, the GDP has been rising 
since 1994, and unemployment is low. 

Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Re- 
public were chosen to join the alliance 
because they meet all the requirements 
of admission. Each will be a good ally 
and each country is prepared to accept 
the responsibilities of NATO member- 
ship, including contributing their share 
to NATO’s costs. I would like to con- 
gratulate Poland, the Czech Republic 
and Hungary, for their courage, for 
their perseverance and now for their 
imminent membership in the greatest 
military security alliance the world 
has ever known. 

Other countries will soon also be pre- 
pared to join the alliance, that is why 
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I believe the expansion of NATO should 
be regarded as a process rather than 
the enactment of a single policy. Na- 
tions such as Romania and Slovenia, 
who were not invited to join NATO at 
the Madrid summit should be extended 
NATO membership once they meet the 
alliance’s admission requirements. 

During the 104th Congress, I sup- 
ported the NATO Enlargement and Fa- 
cilitation Act of 1996. This legislation 
would have extended economic aid to 
those countries in Central and Eastern 
Europe showing genuine interest in 
furthering economic privatization and 
political pluralization as a prerequisite 
to NATO membership. This legislation 
sent an important signal of American 
support for these countries undergoing 
the painful transition from com- 
munism to democratic market reform. 

Mr. President, constituents from my 
state have indicated strong support for 
NATO expansion. While my constitu- 
ents include Americans of Hungarian 
and Czech descent, you may know that 
Chicago has been called the Warsaw of 
the Midwest because of the large num- 
ber of city residents of Polish descent. 
Statewide, there are nearly 1 million 
Illinoisans of Polish-ancestry, many of 
whom who have contacted my office in 
support of Poland’s imminent entry 
into NATO. 

Mr. President, it is not, however, 
merely the many Polish-Americans, or 
Hungarian-Americans or Czech-Ameri- 
cans in Illinois and around the United 
States who wish these countries well as 
they assume the responsibilities of full 
NATO membership. Freedom-loving 
people in every part of the world can 
take heart from these countries’ exam- 
ples. History records the innumerable 
times that they have been invaded by 
hostile armies. But these people have 
strived to maintain their culture and 
their unique way of life, and that 
struggle has finally been rewarded. For 
as long as there is a North Atlantic 
Treaty Alliance, their security will be 
guaranteed by some of the most power- 
ful nations on earth. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today as we reach the end of our debate 
on NATO enlargement to restate my 
firm support for the Protocols to the 
North Atlantic Treaty providing for 
the accession of Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic. NATO enlargement 
is the right thing to do. We must seize 
this opportunity now to help make Eu- 
rope whole and free. I urge my col- 
leagues to vote in favor of enlarge- 
ment. 

While NATO was born out of the Cold 
War to protect ourselves and our allies 
from the Soviet threat, it is also part 
of the broader U.S. policy to foster Eu- 
ropean integration after the end of 
World War II. The first step in this pol- 
icy was the Marshall Plan, not NATO. 
But after Stalin’s Iron Curtain divided 
Europe, and Soviet-installed puppet 
governments rejected Marshall Plan 
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aid, it was clear that economic recov- 
ery and political cooperation could not 
proceed without a security shield. 
NATO provided that shield. 

The Soviet Union is gone. So are the 
Moscow-controlled puppet govern- 
ments in central and eastern European 
states. Once again, we have a window 
of opportunity to complete the work 
we started at the end of World War II. 
We must not miss this historic chance 
to advance our policy of supporting Eu- 
ropean integration based on democ- 
racy, human rights, and the rule of 
law. 

We have a chance to bring into the 
circle of Western democracies those 
states, Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic, that were denied this chance 
by Soviet occupation at the end of 
World War II. By voting for enlarge- 
ment, we are again extending the hand 
that Stalin slapped away, affirming the 
promise of freedom and security for the 
Polish, Hungarian, and Czech peoples. 

As Chairman of the U.S. Commission 
on Security and Cooperation in Europe, 
better known as the Helsinki Commis- 
sion, I have seen NATO candidate 
states take steps to resolve internal 
problems and external disputes that 
have been major features of national 
life within those states for generations. 
Human rights violations in those 
states have substantially decreased, 
and their membership in NATO and, in 
the future, the EU, will give us lever- 
age to resolve remaining problems. But 
for the promise of the security guar- 
antee that comes with NATO member- 
ship, I believe these problems and dis- 
putes would not only have remained 
unresolved, but would likely have 
given rise, over time, to confrontations 
between states that could have led to 
war. 

Thus, by that measure, NATO en- 
largement is already having positive 
results. 

Once NATO enlargement is realized, 
the political risk associated with eco- 
nomic reform in central and eastern 
European states will diminsh. This will 
make international investors more 
willing to provide capital to businesses 
in these states, creating jobs and im- 
proving economic health. Improved 
performance during and after transi- 
tion to free market economies will help 
cement in place stable democratic gov- 
ernments. 

The combination of healthy econo- 
mies and stable democratic govern- 
ments will help the European Union ex- 
pand to include these states. Thus, ex- 
pansion of NATO’s security shield is 
the first step, not the last step, toward 
further broad European integration. 

There have been many statements of 
caution about the impact of NATO en- 
largement on Russia. I firmly believe 
that Russian democracy will be better 
served by having healthy, stable, and 
prosperous democracies on its western 
border, than by leaving a gray zone be- 
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tween a steadily more integrated Eu- 
rope and Russia. 

Since coming to the Senate in 1981, I 
have been a member of the Helsinki 
Commission. This work has brought me 
into contact with the Soviet dissident 
community, which over time has be- 
come the core of the Russian pro-re- 
form and pro-democracy movement. 
From this long experience, I can tell 
you that a failure to expand NATO and 
the European Union to embrace every 
European state that can meet the es- 
tablished entrance requirements would 
be a victory for the anti-democratic 
forces in Russia. 

Especially if NATO enlargement were 
to fail because the United States would 
not agree to it, extremist politicians of 
all stripes from Russia through eastern 
and central Europe would take heart 
and encouragement. Democrats and 
free market reformers would be seri- 
ously damaged, and political and eco- 
nomic stability would be called into 
question. The influence of the United 
States would be greatly decreased, and 
our commitments would be open to 
doubt. When we cast our votes today, 
we need to keep in mind the probable 
highly negative consequences of what 
would, in effect, be a veto by the 
United States Senate of NATO expan- 
sion. 

NATO enlargement, European inte- 
gration, and the advancement of polit- 
ical reform, democracy, individual 
freedom, and free market economics 
are all part of the same effort. What we 
do here today can make a major con- 
tribution to the security and pros- 
perity of future generations of Ameri- 
cans. 

The opportunity to expand the circle 
of free and democratic countries can 
not be missed. This amendment to the 
North Atlantic Treaty should be ap- 
proved. I will vote for it, and I urge all 
of my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, for quite 
some time I have been studying the 
issue of whether we should expand 
NATO. There are some who have ar- 
gued that there has not been sufficient 
debate about NATO expansion. Yet, we 
have been considering NATO expansion 
for several years now, long before this 
resolution of ratification made it to 
the Senate floor. By wide margins, the 
Senate indicated its support for the 
concept of NATO expansion in 1994 and 
1995, and since then, there has been 
much discussion in the Senate and in 
the media on the pros and cons of ex- 
panding NATO. As the Administration 
has worked with our allies on the de- 
tails of NATO expansion, building on 
the Partnership for Peace which lay 
the ground work for this move back in 
1994, and culminating with the signing 
of the Protocols to the North Atlantic 
Treaty on the accession of Poland, 
Hungary, and the Czech Republic in 
December 1997, we have reached the 
point where there is little doubt that 
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the Senate will ratify the resolution 
before us today. It is interesting to 
note, that as a bipartisan consensus for 
NATO expansion has emerged, oppo- 
nents of NATO expansion have sharp- 
ened their arguments. I want to credit 
these opponents for giving us all much 
food for thought and for ultimately 
helping me focus my thinking on this 
important issue. 

After careful consideration, I have 
concluded that expanding NATO is in 
our national interest and I intend to 
support the resolution of ratification 
before us today for a number of rea- 
sons. 

NATO will help to fill a security vac- 
uum in newly democratic Central Eu- 
rope. It has only been a few short years 
since Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic have embraced democratic in- 
stitutions and embarked on the path to 
political and economic reform. We need 
to send the strongest possible signal to 
the fledgling democracies of Central 
and Eastern Europe that they must not 
falter in this endeavor. It is in our na- 
tional interest for these nations to suc- 
ceed, and support from the West allows 
them to proceed with difficult political 
and economic reforms. Just as it made 
sense in the breathless months after 
the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact to 
invite these countries to join NATO, 
we cannot back away from them now. 
Following through on our invitation 
offers them a sense of security after 
years of domination by the Soviet 
Union. And, it is fitting that a military 
alliance originally conceived to 
counter the Soviet threat would offer 
them a safe haven from the threats of 
the future. Although it may seem that 
they have little to worry about now, we 
cannot predict what threats may 
emerge. After all, few among us could 
have predicted the fall of the Berlin 
Wall and the end of the Cold War. 

We should support NATO expansion 
because it will help ensure that Russia 
does not pose a threat to those coun- 
tries in the future. Russia may not 
pose a threat now, but the fears of Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic 
that Russia will change its stripes or 
that some other hegemonic power will 
threaten them are all too real. We 
must respond to these fears. It’s easy 
for critics of NATO expansion on this 
side of the Atlantic to say that these 
fears are not justified but we must not 
forget that the reason the nations of 
Central and Eastern Europe are clam- 
oring for NATO membership in the 
first place is because of their long his- 
tory of invasion and subjugation. Who 
among us could look the Poles, and the 
Czechs, and the Hungarians in the eyes 
and say that even without NATO they 
need not fear an invasion in the future. 
True, no one can make the case that 
the Russian military in its current 
state is in any position to reconstitute 
the Soviet Union or the Warsaw Pact. 
Recent articles in the Washington Post 
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and the New York Times lay out in 
stark terms the weakened state of the 
military, and the difficulties Russia is 
facing in developing strong economic 
and political alliances with its neigh- 
bors. Although some have argued that 
these are reasons to oppose NATO ex- 
pansion, for me this underscores the 
challenges Russia faces today in real- 
izing full political and economic re- 
form, challenges that have little to do 
with NATO expansion. If Russia does 
not succeed—and we must do all we can 
to ensure that it does—I shudder to 
think of the consequences. NATO ex- 
pansion will shield Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic from these con- 
sequences. e 

I do not intend to respond to all of 
the arguments made by opponents of 
NATO expansion, but I want to say a 
few more words about Russia. I do not 
believe that NATO expansion will un- 
dermine Russian efforts to achieve 
democratic reform: If Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic want greater 
integration with Western Europe this 
should not pose a threat to Russia. 
However, just as we are responding to 
the fears of the Central Europeans by 
inviting them to join NATO, we must 
recognize Russian fears. We must con- 
tinue to remind the Russians that 
NATO is not antagonistic to their in- 
terests. And, we must redouble our ef- 
forts to help the Russians so that they 
too can succeed in their economic and 
political reforms. As the resolution of 
ratification states: 

The Senate finds that it is in the interest 
of the United States for NATO to develop a 
new and constructive relationship with the 
Russian Federation as the Russian Federa- 
tion pursues democratization, market re- 
forms, and peaceful relations with its neigh- 
bors. 

I hope that at some future date the 
Senate will consider specific measures 
to further this goal. 

As tensions between the United 
States and Russia have subsided, the 
end of the Cold War has brought many 
long dormant ethnic rivalries to the 
surface. NATO expansion is a reason- 
able response to these developments: A 
broad based military alliance can help 
keep ethnic tensions from escalating 
into violence. As we have seen all too 
vividly with the dissolution of Yugo- 
slavia, ethnic tensions in Europe are 
still deep rooted. The world was taken 
by surprise at the atrocities that were 
unleashed in Bosnia and it took several 
years for the West to bring enough 
pressure on the parties to end the vio- 
lence. We want to do what we can to 
prevent the dissolution of state mili- 
taries into murderous ethnic militias 
as took place in Bosnia. There are no 
guarantees, but by bringing the emerg- 
ing democracies of Central and Eastern 
Europe into a broad based military al- 
liance we are encouraging military co- 
operation and understanding and fos- 
tering relationships that will make it 
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easier to resolve major conflicts. Al- 
though NATO’s primary purpose is not 
as a dispute resolution body, it is my 
hope that NATO can help prevent 
many of these disputes from emerging 
in the first place. 

NATO’s strength is that it is not only 
a military alliance, but an alliance of 
nations sharing democratic values. Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic 
have made great strides over the last 
seven years demonstrating that their 
commitment to democratic institu- 
tions and political reform runs deep. 
Some have argued that political sta- 
bility rests on economic stability and 
that we should press the European 
Union to admit the countries of Cen- 
tral and Eastern Europe before we en- 
gage them in a military alliance. How- 
ever, free market economies are not 
the only key to stable democracies. 
The role of the military can make a 
difference in the long-term success of 
democracies. A military alliance that 
defers to civilian leaders can serve as 
an example of stable civil-military re- 
lations. I am confident that inclusion 
in NATO will strengthen democratic 
values in the new democracies of Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic. 

The NATO alliance has been a suc- 
cessful alliance. It is in our national 
interest to build on that success. For 
fifty years, NATO has united Europe 
and America in a common purpose, and 
with its strong emphasis on coopera- 
tion and a collective defense, NATO 
will serve as a building block for the 
security arrangements of the future. 
We have established some very impor- 
tant relationships in NATO. These re- 
lationships are a source of strength and 
they should not be abandoned. And, the 
strong ties we have with Poland, Hun- 
gary, and the Czech Republic can be 
formalized by admitting them to 
NATO. 

Earlier in the debate we reaffirmed 
the strategic purpose of NATO. I be- 
lieve that as the threats of the future 
come into sharper focus, the strategic 
rationale for NATO will evolve. This 
will not happen overnight. And that is 
why I supported the Warner amend- 
ment. Before we remake an alliance 
that has served American interests and 
proceed with further expansion we need 
to spend more time thinking about the 
role NATO will play in our changing 
security arrangements. The Warner 
amendment also would have allowed us 
to step back from the process without 
specifically rejecting any of the na- 
tions of Central or Eastern Europe. Re- 
gardless of how long we wait before the 
next group of nations is admitted to 
NATO, we must closely monitor the in- 
tegration of Poland, Hungary and the 
Czech Republic into NATO. 

Finally, I would like to say a few 
words about the cost of NATO expan- 
sion, an issue of particular concern to 
me. Although there have been numer- 
ous estimates, the most recent Admin- 
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istration estimate is that we will spend 
$400 million over the coming decade to 
cover the US share of NATO expansion 
costs. This is not a small sum. Con- 
sider, however, that we have already 
spent more than $6 billion on US oper- 
ations in Bosnia in the last two and a 
half years. If NATO can help prevent 
the Bosnias of the future, even if NATO 
expansion costs are double the Admin- 
istration’s current estimate, this will 
be money well spent. 

I am disappointed that there is no 
consensus in the Senate to limit our 
spending in this area beyond the exist- 
ing limit on the US contribution to the 
NATO common budget. I supported the 
Harkin amendment that would have 
placed a 25 percent cap on expenses 
that might be incurred to help NATO's 
newest members integrate their forces 
with NATO, and I will continue to 
watch spending in this area. As the 
Resolution of Ratification states: “the 
United States is under no commitment 
to subsidize the national expenses nec- 
essary for Poland, Hungary or the 
Czech Republic to meet its NATO com- 
mitments.““ 

Our future is and always has been in- 
extricably tied to Europe, a region that 
has been beset by war. After two dev- 
astating World Wars dominated the 
first half of this century, we have re- 
lied on the NATO alliance to help keep 
the peace during the second half. I be- 
lieve that NATO expansion can also 
help us maintain peace and stability in 
Europe into the next century and for 
that reason the resolution of ratifica- 
tion to admit Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic merits our support. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, al- 
most 10 years ago, the wall that had di- 
vided Europe for more than a genera- 
tion suddenly crumbled. Brave, free- 
dom-loving people in Poland, Hungary 
and Czechoslovakia took matters into 
their own hands, eventually toppling 
their communist governments. East 
Germans attacked their wall with 
gusto, and in a matter of months, Ger- 
many was reunited. Ever since that 
time, there has been talk in Poland, 
the Czech Republic and Hungary of 
joining the West in a more formal way, 
to solidify their break from the East, 
to recognize their conversion to democ- 
racy and free markets, and to insure 
against future aggression from the 
East. NATO membership was seen as 
one way to do this. Eastern Europe also 
recognized that economic development 
was critical to their success and sought 
economic integration with the West 
and access to its markets. Membership 
in the European Economic Union was a 
high priority for most states. 

While the West spoke glowingly of 
the transformations taking place in 
the East, it soon. became clear that 
there would be only meager amounts of 
foreign assistance and economic in- 
vestment for the East, and access to 
new markets would remain limited. 
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Western Europe and North America 
were wrestling with their own eco- 
nomic difficulties and fighting popular 
expectations that the end of the Cold 
War would bring reduced financial 
commitments abroad. Increasingly, it 
became clear to many Eastern Euro- 
pean governments that joining NATO 
was their best chance of getting mem- 
bership in a western ‘“‘club’’. NATO 
membership would address the histor- 
ical and emotional anxieties of many 
East Europeans left by decades of 
domination and oppression by the East, 
and would provide western aid to mod- 
ernize their militaries. While it wasn’t 
what they needed most, at least it was 
something. 

As the prospects of membership in 
the Economic Union faded, many East 
European governments jumped at the 
1995 NATO announcement that it would 
consider taking in new members. 
NATO, led by the United States, was 
faced with the difficult task of deciding 
which countries would qualify for 
membership immediately and which 
ones would be refused, pending further 
political, economic and military matu- 
ration. The stakes were high, and in 
some cases, the disappointment was 
great. The United States made it clear 
to all who were not accepted that there 
would be other chances to join in the 
near future, that the door to member- 
ship would remain open. No clear vi- 
sion of the shape or boundaries of 
NATO emerged from this exercise. 

The decision to enlarge NATO also 
altered the context for the newly 
formed Partnership for Peace (PFP). 
Rather than concentrating on the qual- 
ity of PFP discussions and ways that it 
could enhance regional security, the 
focus shifted instead to the benefits of 
full NATO membership. Rather than 
easing the tensions caused by the Cold 
War dividing line through the heart of 
Europe, enlarging NATO revived those 
tensions, once again creating a sense of 
“us” versus “them”, and reducing the 
ability of the PFP to address the void 
left by the dissolution of the Warsaw 
Pact. 

Americans feel the strong emotional 
pull of the countries who want to join 
NATO. We want to do what we can to 
reward them for their struggles and so- 
lidify their political, social and eco- 
nomic gains. We have little ability to 
pry open European markets, and few fi- 
nancial resources to commit to eco- 
nomic development programs. So 
NATO membership at first glance 
seems the obvious thing to do. 

I have some very deep reservations 
about this course of action. For one, 
NATO membership will not provide 
what the new democracies of Eastern 
Europe need most—economic and polit- 
ical development. Secondly, NATO ex- 
pansion may well jeopardize critical 
U.S. national security concerns that 
require close cooperation with Russia. 
Additionally, moving to expand NATO 
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at this time cuts short the potential 
development of the PFP into a more 
innovative structure for handling the 
very diverse military concerns of its 
members who now span the globe from 
the Arctic Ocean to Central Asia to the 
Pacific Ocean. We also must recognize 
that estimates of the cost of NATO ex- 
pansion vary widely, and it is likely 
that the American taxpayer will get 
stuck picking up a very sizable per- 
centage of the costs. Finally, I do not 
believe that the American public has 
given sufficient attention to the ques- 
tion that is being asked of the Senate: 
Should we extend our very best secu- 
rity guarantee to more nations? Are we 
ready to commit US troops to the un- 
conditional defense of even more terri- 
tory? The Senate should not act until 
it is sure that the American people 
support this commitment. 

Now is not the time to make this 
move. Let’s think for a moment about 
the most immediate threat facing both 
Europe and the United States. It is not 
really a Russian attack upon Eastern 
Europe. The war in Chechnya showed 
that the Russian military is not even 
capable of putting down internal rebel- 
lion. Yet this is what NATO is designed 
to protect against. 

A very real and pressing threat to 
U.S. and European security is the leak- 
age of Russian weapons of mass de- 
struction. An expanded NATO gives us 
no advantage in countering this threat, 
while at the same time cutting back on 
the degree of cooperation we will get 
out of Russia in addressing these 
threats. If we want to work with the 
Russian military, we must convince 
them that we are not escalating the 
threat against them. Much as we might 
say that NATO is not an aggressive al- 
liance aimed at Russia, Cold War per- 
ceptions do not dissipate that quickly, 
and if Russia feels increasingly threat- 
ened, it will be even more reluctant to 
scale back its military capabilities, to 
ratify START II and to cooperate in 
other arms control initiatives. And 
these are things that matter very 
much to U.S. national security. 

We have increasingly found that the 
resolution of most thorny inter- 
national crises require some assistance 
from Russia. The standoff with Saddam 
Hussein over UN weapons inspections 
was the most recent example. Bosnia 
will continue to demand active US- 
Russian cooperation, and other efforts 
such as reducing the spread of nuclear 
weapons in South Asia will be en- 
hanced if we have Russian assistance. 

The decision to move NATO closer to 
the borders of Russia may well have 
one other unintended and dangerous 
consequence—driving Russia into a 
closer relationship with China. China 
will continue to emerge as a greater 
presence on the international scene. 
And I believe we will have even more 
serious disagreements with its leader- 
ship. Russia is a part of this strategic 
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equation. Our job now is to convince 
Russia that it shares our concerns vis a 
vis China, and that it is not in Russia’s 
best interest to turn a blind eye to dan- 
gerous Chinese behaviors. But it Russia 
feels that a closer relationship with the 
West will not bring it greater security, 
then this will be a very difficult argu- 
ment to make. 

Mr. President, Senate ratification of 
this enlargement of NATO is just the 
first step. Other countries are now very 
anxious to get in' and eventually 
more of them are going to meet the 
stated qualifications for membership. 
Yet every new addition beyond the 
three before us today brings more trou- 
ble, both in terms of Russian reaction 
and challenges to the cohesion of the 
NATO structure. If NATO is unable to 
act decisively on matters that we feel 
are central to our security, it will be of 
diminishing use to us in the future. 

Iam quite concerned that by accept- 
ing these three countries today, we are 
increasing the pressure on others to 
join. Putting top priority on devel- 
oping a close military relationship 
with NATO is not what these new de- 
mocracies need right now. They should 
be focusing primarily on their eco- 
nomic, social and political develop- 
ment. I fear that we do them a dis- 
service by holding up NATO member- 
ship as the best way to be tied“ to the 
West. After all, having a stable democ- 
racy and strong economic ties with 
one’s neighbors has proven to be the 
most successful way to ward off both 
military and political strife. 

If we proceed to invite Poland, Hun- 
gary and the Czech Republic to join 
NATO, I believe we must be very cau- 
tious about any additional rounds. I 
have proposed an addition to the docu- 
ment before us that would require the 
Administration to report regularly to 
Congress on the status of discussions 
with other countries about joining 
NATO. Hopefully this will allow us to 
be more involved in the process before 
any new invitations are extended. I ap- 
preciate the Managers acceptance of 
my amendment. And I trust that the 
vigorous debate we have had on this 
issue will encourage much greater cau- 
tion by the Administration and NATO 
in extending future invitations. 

I know some Senators objected ear- 
lier to efforts to postpone consider- 
ation of this treaty. Yet, no matter 
where my Colleagues come down on 
this issue, I trust they all now will 
agree with me that U.S. foreign policy 
and the American public have bene- 
fited from the fuller debate we have 
had as a result. 

In closing, Mr. President, let me say 
that Poland, Hungary and the Czech 
Republic deserve to be recognized for 
the great strides they have made in re- 
cent years. But I am not convinced 
that immediate full membership in 
NATO is the right answer for them or 
for us. And I am very concerned that 
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the process this treaty sets in motion 
is one that we may well ultimately 
come to regret. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of expanding NATO to 
include Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic. 

As the Congress has considered this 
issue, I have evaluated the arguments 
for and against NATO expansion. There 
are compelling arguments on both 
sides. However, on balance, I have con- 
cluded that this round of NATO expan- 
sion should be supported. 

The first question I asked myself in 
making this vitally important decision 
is whether expanding NATO serves 
America’s national security interests. I 
concluded that it does. 

America has fought two brutal world 
wars in Europe, and we have thousands 
of troops stationed in Bosnia. Our vital 
interests in promoting European sta- 
bility and democracy are clear. 

I believe that NATO expansion will 
promote stability in Europe. The mere 
possibility that Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic might be invited to 
join NATO created a strong incentive 
for them to resolve peacefully long- 
standing ethnic and border disputes 
and to improve ties with their neigh- 
bors. Hungary, for example, concluded 
Basic Treaties on Understanding, Co- 
operation, and Good-Neighborliness 
with Slovakia and Romania in 1996, 
and its relations with Romania are 
greatly improved. Clearly, Europe is 
more stable as a result, and that is 
good for America. 

While I hope tensions will not arise 
in the future among any of these new 
members, they may. If these countries 
are not NATO members, our ability to 
prevent tensions from boiling over into 
full-blown conflicts will be more lim- 
ited. Experience has shown that NATO 
can play a constructive role in resolv- 
ing conflicts between members, helping 
reconcile former adversaries. like 
France and Germany and moderating 
tensions between Turkey and Greece. 
It could play the same role in medi- 
ating conflicts between new member 
countries. 

NATO strength has come from the 
fact that it is not only a security alli- 
ance but also a political organization. 
Just as it has been a force for stability 
in Europe, so it has been a force for 
democratic development. Now that the 
Cold War is over, that political role 
will be increasingly important. By in- 
cluding Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic in NATO, the U.S. and 
NATO will have a greater ability to in- 
fluence the continued democratic de- 
velopment of these countries. 

Furthermore, expanding NATO will 
advance America’s long sought goal of 
defense burden sharing. We've spent a 
considerable amount of time in the 
Senate debating the costs of NATO. 
But few have talked about the benefits 
of including three countries that are 
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willing and prepared to share the de- 
fense burden in the Alliance. Already 
prospective members are working with 
NATO through the Partnership for 
Peace program and serving with Amer- 
ican troops in Bosnia. All three would 
have supported American air strikes in 
Iraq. They’re willing to pay their fair 
share and contribute to the collective 
defense. The West ought to welcome 
them. 

The second question I asked in mak- 
ing this decision, Mr. President, was 
whether each of the prospective NATO 
countries meets the five criteria ar- 
ticulated in 1996 by then Secretary of 
Defense Perry: commitment to demo- 
cratic reform; commitment to a free 
market economy; good neighborly rela- 
tions; civilian control of the military; 
and military capability to operate ef- 
fectively with our other NATO allies. I 
am satisfied that each of the countries 
the Senate is being asked to approve 
for NATO membership meets these cri- 
teria. 

In Poland, where communism once 
reigned, democracy is flourishing. 
Seven free and fair elections have been 
held since 1989, and two democratic 
changes in the government have taken 
place. A new Polish constitution has 
been approved in a popular referendum. 
The judiciary is independent, and the 
press is free. 

As a result of Poland’s economic re- 
form program, the country currently 
has one of the fastest growing econo- 
mies in Europe. The private sector is 
thriving and currently accounts for 
about two-thirds of GDP and about 60% 
of the country’s work force. 

Poland has good relations with all 
seven of the states it borders. Its new 
constitution codifies civilian control as 
well as parliamentary oversight of the 
military. And American officials have 
determined that Poland has the most 
capable armed forces in Eastern Eu- 
rope. 

Hungary receives high marks on each 
of these criteria as well. 

A stable, parliamentary democracy, 
Hungary has had two democratic 
changes of government since 1989 in 
free and fair elections. Its govern- 
mental institutions are stable, and its 
judiciary is independent. 

Since 1989, the country has imple- 
mented price and trade liberalization, 
extensive privatization and instituted 
important legal changes. That almost 
one-third of all foreign direct invest- 
ment in Central and Eastern Europe 
has been attracted to Hungary speaks 
to the strength and attractiveness of 
its economy. 

After many years of tension, Hun- 
gary has made tremendous strides in 
improving its relations with neigh- 
boring countries, such as Romania, 
where large concentrations of ethnic 
Hungarians reside. New Treaties with 
Slovakia and Romania include impor- 
tant provisions on ethnic minority 
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rights and reconfirms Hungary’s com- 
mitment to respect existing borders. 

Importantly, Hungary’s military is 
under civilian control, and its armed 
forces are reorganizing to meet NATO 
standards. 

Finally, Mr. President, there is the 
Czech Republic, a parliamentary de- 
mocracy which has held three free and 
fair elections since 1989. Vaclav Havel, 
a former political prisoner and human 
rights advocate, serves as President 
and conscience of the country. 

The economy of the Czech Republic 
has been so transformed that nearly 
80% is currently in private hands, an 
astonishing amount for a formerly cen- 
trally planned economy, and 65 percent 
of the GDP is generated by the private 
sector. Since 1991, the Czech Republic 
has operated on a balanced budget. Re- 
lations between the Czech Republic and 
its neighbors, including Germany and 
Slovakia, are sound. And the Czech 
military is under civilian control. 

As a Member of the Helsinki Com- 
mission, I am aware of the issues that 
continue to form a part of the U.S.- 
Czech bilateral dialogue, including 
property restitution problems and dis- 
crimination against the Romani minor- 
ity. At the same time, I believe that 
Czech leaders are committed to resolv- 
ing these problems and I am committed 
to working with the Czech Government 
until they are. 

I am keenly aware, Mr. President, 
that there are some risks involved in 
expanding NATO and that many are 
deeply concerned about the impact 
that expanding NATO will have on our 
relations with Russia. I have thought 
long and hard about this risk. I have 
discussed it at length with Undersecre- 
tary Pickering, and I have concluded 
that while NATO expansion may create 
some complications in our relations 
with Russia, those difficulties can be 
managed. 

Despite the fact that most of the 
Russian political elite say they oppose 
enlargement, Russia continues to pur- 
sue a cooperative relationship with the 
U.S. Public opinion polls in Russia re- 
veal that the vast majority of the Rus- 
sian public would rather cooperate 
with than confront the enlarging West- 
ern alliance. 

Even on arms control issues, progress 
is being made with the Russians de- 
spite the debate over NATO expansion. 
For example, Russia has continued to 
implement START I reductions in stra- 
tegic forces. In fact, I am told that 
Russia is dismantling its strategic nu- 
clear forces more rapidly than the 
Treaty requires. 

Despite the fact that NATO was well 
on its way to expansion, at the March 
1997 summit in Helsinki, President 
Yeltsin agreed to the outlines of a 
START III accord, and he agreed to 
urge the Duma to ratify START II. Im- 
portantly, there are signs that the 
Duma will move forward and ratify the 
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START II agreement this summer be- 
cause, according to Duma speaker 
Seleznev, it meets Russia's interests.” 

There are other positive signs regard- 
ing arms control. While NATO expan- 
sion was being debated, Russia ratified 
the Chemical Weapons Convention. It 
also continued to work with the U.S. 
on adaptation to the Conventional 
Forces in Europe Treaty. 

While I do not have a crystal ball, 
and I cannot predict the future of arms 
control, I am encouraged by these 
signs. They indicate to me that this 


round of NATO expansion will not de- 


rail arms control. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support the inclusion of Poland, 
Hungary, and the Czech Republic into 
NATO. Expanding NATO will erase 
Stalin’s artificial dividing line. Poland, 
Hungary, and the former Czecho- 
slovakia ended up, against their will, 
on the wrong side of the Iron Curtain 
after the Second World War. Now that 
democracy is flourishing in each of 
these countries, it is to America’s ad- 
vantage to erase that dividing line and 
bring them into the NATO alliance. We 
expanded NATO in 1952 when we al- 
lowed Greece and Turkey to join. We 
expanded it in 1955 when we allowed 
Germany to join. And we expanded it 
in 1982 when we invited Spain to join. 

We should expand it now by allowing 
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub- 
lic to join as well. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, the 
real issue in the debate on NATO ex- 
pansion is the very character of the al- 
liance in the future. NATO has been 
successful in the past because its mis- 
sion has been focused. Now, the Senate 
is being asked to give its stamp of ap- 
proval to a mission-expanded NATO. 
Passing this resolution of ratification 
without the Ashcroft amendment will 
be ratifying a NATO to serve as a 
“force for peace from the Middle East 
to Central Africa,” to use the words of 
Secretary Albright. There have been 
misconceptions about my amendment 
in the Senate and in the press. Allow 
me to address some of those. 

First, let me emphasize that this 
amendment is based on the language of 
the North Atlantic Treaty itself. For 
the Administration, which is opposing 
this amendment, I have one question: 
what do you have in mind for NATO 
that is not contained within the treaty 
itself? All my amendment does is re- 
state the language of the treaty, spe- 
cifically article 4. My amendment will 
not restrict NATO's ability to respond 
to collective defense threats from out- 
side NATO territory. My amendment 
will not restrict NATO from responding 
to the new threats of post-Cold War 
world like weapons of mass destruction 
and international terrorism. 

The very purpose of NATO has been 
to prepare for collective defense 
threats emanating from outside the 
North Atlantic area. Any threat from 
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outside the treaty area which posed the 
threat of an attack on NATO territory 
would be covered by the treaty and al- 
lowable under this amendment. 

This Administration, however, has 
something much different than collec- 
tive defense in mind. NATO is in dan- 
ger of changing, but the trans- 
formation is from Administration offi- 
cials pushing for a global NATO. The 
United States Constitution has provi- 
sions for altering treaties, and it is 
called obtaining the Senate’s advice 
and consent. If we want a global NATO, 
the treaty should be resubmitted for 
the Senate’s consideration. 

For those of us who are concerned 
that NATO will get into far-flung oper- 
ations, former officials Bill Perry and 
Warren Christopher write that the 
unanimous consent required among 
NATO members will guard against 
reckless deployments (New York 
Times, Oct. 21, 1997). For Mr. Perry and 
Mr. Christopher, the advice and con- 
sent of the U.S. Senate is replaced by 
the NATO bureaucracy. Thank you, but 
I like the United States Constitution 
just fine. 

Secretary Acheson had it right in 
1949—the treaty would be altered by 
constitutional processes. Acheson stat- 
ed: . .. the impossibility of 
foretelling what the international situ- 
ation will be in the distant future 
makes rigidity for too long a term un- 
desirable. It is believed that indefinite 
duration, with the possibility that any 
party may withdraw from the treaty 
after 20 years and that the treaty as a 
whole might be reviewed at any time 
after it has been in effect for 10 years, 
provides the best solution? (Letter 
transmitting the treaty to the Presi- 
dent, April 7, 1949). 

Acheson recognized that the world 
would change. His answer for how 
NATO would respond—countries can 
withdraw from the treaty or the treaty 
could be reviewed. Notice Acheson did 
not mention a review of NATO’s Stra- 
tegic Concept, on which the Senate has 
no vote, but a review of the treaty, 
with any modifications subject to Sen- 
ate advice and consent. 

If this treaty was so elastic as to be 
stretched to cover any conceivable 
military operation, why would Acheson 
even talk about reviewing the treaty? 
Acheson did have a view of an alliance 
established for a specific purpose, with 
a limited scope. 

In the letter transmitting the treaty 
to President Truman, Secretary Ach- 
eson acknowledged the parameters of 
the treaty and stated flatly that the 
North Atlantic Council will have 
„.. . no powers other than to consider 
matters within the purview of the 
treaty .. .” (Letter to President Tru- 
man transmitting the NATO treaty, 
April 7, 1949). If Acheson viewed the 
treaty as limitless in scope, why did he 
testify about the careful limits of the 
various articles? Why did he explicitly 
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state that NATO could not consider 
matters outside the purview of the 
treaty? 

The Foreign Relations Committee, in 
its report on the treaty, took pains to 
show NATO was not an “old fashioned 
military alliance.’’ The report states: 
. . . in both intent and language, it is 
purely defensive in nature. It comes 
into operation only against a nation 
which, by its own action, has proved 
itself an international criminal 
by. . .attacking a party to the treaty 
. . . If it can be called an alliance, it is 
an alliance only against war itself” 
(SFRC Report, June 6, 1949). 

The Ashcroft amendment is designed 
to advance U.S. interests by keeping 
NATO focused on this historical mis- 
sion of collective defense. Without the 
Ashcroft amendment, the Senate is set- 
ting NATO—the most successful mili- 
tary alliance in history—on the course 
of becoming a mini-UN with a standing 
army. My amendment will preserve the 
historical strength and effectiveness of 
NATO by keeping the alliance focused 
on the mission of the treaty itself. The 
Ashcroft amendment will only preclude 
the global policing operations outside 
the scope of the treaty. 

Drift in NATO is already underway. 
Frederick Bonnart writes of the Madrid 
summit in July 1997 where expansion 
was endorsed: “ . . . behind the eupho- 
ria, a hollowness has appeared that had 
not been evident before. The leaders 
seem unclear about the purpose of the 
organization, and therefore about the 
political and military shape it is to 
take. Worst of all, strains have 
shownup in the alliance that indicate 
weaknesses in its most vital asset: its 
cohesion” (Intl. Herald Tribune, July 
25, 1997). 

Cohesion means something in a mili- 
tary alliance. If you want to turn 
NATO into the bureaucratic free-for-all 
of the UN, then oppose the Ashcroft 
amendment. If you want to keep NATO 
on a successful course, vote for this 
amendment. 

The Administration and some of my 
colleagues are arguing that NATO has 
no parameters, that’s its mission can 
evolve, and that the Senate has no role 
to play in this evolution. Some of the 
Senators who are criticizing this 
amendment were championing the Sen- 
ate’s constitutional prerogatives dur- 
ing the “reinterpretation” debate over 
the ABM treaty in the 19808. 

This Administration is setting NATO 
on a crash course to policing the 
brushfires of Europe and beyond. The 
lives of American soldiers are at stake 
if NATO is transformed into a mini-UN 
with a standing army. The first Soma- 
lia experience you have with NATO, 
and the alliance’s credibility will be 
undermined. 

The historical setting for the estab- 
lishment of NATO, the Senate record 
surrounding ratification, and the trea- 
ty language itself make it clear that 
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collective defense was the clear mis- 
sion of the alliance. 

Treaties are not formed in a vacuum. 
Two world wars were not enough for 
the United States to abandon a 149- 
year tradition of no peacetime military 
alliances. It took Soviet aggression in 
Bulgaria, Hungary, and Poland; a civil 
war in Greece which threatened to in- 
stall a communist government; the 
coup in Czechoslovakia in February, 
1948; the threat of communist victory 
in Italian elections in April, 1948; a 
tightening blockade of Berlin, and 
threatening moves by the Soviet Union 
to subjugate Norway to a non-aggres- 
sion pact to bring the United States to 
the point of making a peacetime alli- 
ance with Europe. 

When analyzing the Treaty itself, 
you see a document that commits the 
U.S. to carefully defined military con- 
tingencies. NATO is given the flexi- 
bility to consult on an array of issues, 
it is charged with coordinating mutu- 
ally constructive economic policies, it 
is allowed to invite new members to 
join when doing so would advance the 
security of the North Atlantic area. 
But when it comes to the use of mili- 
tary force, careful limits are placed on 
NATO’s scope. 

Careful parameters are seen clearly 
in article 5, the heart of the Treaty: 
“The parties agree that an armed at- 
tack against one or more of them in 
Europe or North America shall be con- 
sidered an attack against them all; and 
consequently they agree that, if such 
an armed attack occurs, each of them, 
in exercise of the right of individual or 
collective self-defense recognized by 
Article 51 of the Charter of the United 
Nations, will assist the Party or Par- 
ties so attacked by taking forthwith, 
individually and in concert with the 
other Parties, such action as it deems 
necessary, including the use of armed 
force, to restore and maintain the secu- 
rity of the North Atlantic area.” 

This article establishes the principal 
of collective defense. The use of armed 
force in this article and in other parts 
of the treaty is discussed only within 
this framework of collective defense: 
(1) The preamble of the treaty states 
that NATO allies are resolved to unite 
their efforts for collective defense and 
for the preservation of peace and secu- 
rity;” (2) Article 3 states that In order 
to more effectively achieve the objec- 
tives of this Treaty, the Parties, sepa- 
rately and jointly, by means of contin- 
uous and effective self-help and mutual 
aid, will maintain and develop their in- 
dividual and collective capacity to re- 
sist armed attack;’’ (3) Article 9 estab- 
lishes a council for the alliance, now 
called the North Atlantic Council, 
which is charged with establishing 
“immediately a defence committee 
which shall recommend measures for 
the implementation of Articles 3 and 
5, the two articles which outline the 
collective defense mission. 
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Article 5 excluded NATO’s involve- 
ment in civil wars in general. The Com- 
mittee Report states. . purely in- 
ternal disorders or revolutions would 
not be considered ‘armed attacks’ with- 
in the meaning of article 5.“ Article 5 
applied only when a NATO member had 
an internal civil war aided by an out- 
side power or when a civil war outside 
NATO threatened an attack on a mem- 
ber. 

NATO’s geographical scope was de- 
fined carefully in article 6. Article 6 
goes on to define armed attack“ and 
the territorial parameters in which the 
armed attack must occur for Article 5 
to be invoked to include the territory 
of any NATO member, the islands 
under the jurisdiction of any of the 
Parties in the North Atlantic area 
north of the Tropic of Cancer, the 
forces, vessels, or aircraft of any of the 
Parties, when in or over these terri- 
tories or any other area in Europe in 
which occupation forces of any of the 
Parties were stationed on the date 
when the Treaty entered into force or 
the Mediterranean Sea or the North 
Atlantic area north of the Tropic of 
Cancer. 

As is clear in articles 5 and 6, when 
the deployment of U.S. troops was pos- 
sible, the U.S. drafters of the Treaty 
took extra precaution to define param- 
eters. 

Article 4, the article the Administra- 
tion would use to create a global 
NATO, reinforces the alliance’s collec- 
tive defense mission. Article 4 states 
“The parties will consult together 
whenever, in the opinion of any of 
them, the territorial integrity, polit- 
ical independence or security of any of 
the Parties is threatened.” 

This language is not the basis for a 
global NATO engaged in flashpoints 
from the Middle East to Central Africa. 
Article 4 reinforces NATO's collective 
defense mission. Words like “security” 
and “political independence were 
taken seriously in 1949. The world had 
lived through two world wars and the 
Cold War was beginning. Security was 
not given the casual, domino-theory 
definition of today. Take, for example, 
comments by Deputy Secretary of 
State, Strobe Talbott: If there were to 
be instability and conflict of any kind, 
whatever the origin of it, in Central or 
Eastern Europe, it would be a threat to 
the Continent as a whole” (Voice of 
America Interview, April 10, 1997). 

As Lawrence Kaplan, perhaps the 
dean of NATO historians, writes: 

The alliance’s preoccupation with expan- 
sion seemingly prevents an exploration of 
the problems ‘out of area’ issues raise. The 
Rome Summit (1991 NATO summit at which 
the Strategic Concept was adopted] did men- 
tion Article 4, which calls for consultation 
whenever any member believes that its terri- 
torial integrity, political independence or se- 
curity is threatened. But this article is too 
vague, compared with Article 5 to serve as a 
guide for the future. (Lawrence Kaplan. 
NATO & Out of Area Issue. March 13, 1998). 
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The Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee Report on the NATO Treaty in 
1949 reinforces the careful limits of the 
Treaty language itself. The first para- 
graph of the Report, entitled Main 
Purpose of the Treaty,” states: 

The basic objective of the treaty is to 
[make] clear the determination of the mem- 
bers of the North Atlantic community to 
safeguard their common heritage of freedom 
by exercising collectively their inherent 
right of self-defense in the event of an armed 
attack upon any of them (U.S. Con- 
gress. SFRC. North Atlantic Treaty Report, 
June 6, 1949. Pg. 1) 


With regard to article 3, the Report 
states, 

Questions have also been raised as to 
whether the United States, under article 3, 
would be obligated to assist the other parties 
to develop the capacity of their overseas ter- 
ritories to resist armed attack. The objec- 
tive of the treaty is to maintain the peace 
and security of the North Atlantic area. Dur- 
ing the negotiations there were no sugges- 
tions that this article should be interpreted 
as applying to any other area. The United 
States is under no obligation to assist the 
other parties . in resisting armed attack 
outside the area defined in article 6 (U.S. 
Congress. SFRC. North Atlantic Treaty Re- 
port, June 6, 1949. Pg. 11) 


With regard to article 4, in testimony 
on NATO in 1949, Senator Vandenberg 
stated that he wanted to make it clear 
in the Committee Report on the treaty 
that article 4 ‘‘was as limited as the 
balance of the pact” (Testimony before 
the SFRC, May 4, 1949). 

It is no surprise, then, that the SFRC 
Report carefully ties the use of article 
4 to the collective defense mission of 
the alliance. The Report states that 

A situation arising anywhere might be 
cause for consultation, provided that it con- 
stituted a threat to one or more of the par- 
ties and might involve obligations under the 
treaty. The committee underlines the fact 
that consultation could be requested only 
when the element of threat is present and ex- 
presses the opinion that this limitation 
should be strictly interpreted. 

The Report goes on to state that 

Article 4 carries no obligation other than 
that of consultation. (U.S. Congress. SFRC. 
North Atlantic Treaty Report, June 6, 1949. 
Pg. 12) 

In discussing the obligation to con- 
sult, the Committee Report states that 
consultation takes place when a threat 
“might involve obligations under the 
treaty.” 

It is important what those obliga- 
tions were. Referring to the Committee 
report: 

1. To maintain and develop, separately and 
jointly and by means of continuous and ef- 
fective self-help and mutual aid, the indi- 
vidual and collective capacity of the parties 
to resist armed attack (art. 3); 

2. To consult whenever, in the opinion of 
any of the parties, the territorial integrity, 
political independence, or security of any of 
them is threatened (art. 4); 

3. To consider an armed attack upon any of 
the parties in the North Atlantic area an at- 
tack against them all (art. 5); and 

4. In the event of such an attack, to take 
forthwith, individually and in concert with 


7528 


the other parties, such action as the United 
States deems necessary, including the use of 
armed force, to restore and maintain the se- 
curity of the North Atlantic area (art. 5). 


The obligation to consult is linked to 
other obligations in the treaty, all of 
which pertain to some aspect of collec- 
tive defense. As Secretary Acheson 
said, article 4 was broader in scope 
than article 5 and gave NATO flexi- 
bility to respond to out-of-area threats 
related to collective defense. Almost 
without fail, article 4 was discussed 
within the context of responding to ag- 
gression less than armed attack—polit- 
ical aggression by a hostile power. 

Secretary Acheson himself linked ar- 
ticle 4 to NATO’s collective defense 
mission, stating that any action taken 
after consultation should be in the 
spirit of the treaty” (Letter transmit- 
ting the treaty to the President, April 
7, 1949). 

Floor statements by key Senators in 
1949 make the limits of article 4 clear. 
Comments by both Senators Connally 
and Vandenberg, the Chairman and 
ranking member of the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee in 1949, reveal an un- 
derstanding of article 4 in the light of 
NATO’s collective defense mission. 

Senator CONNALLY stated in his open- 
ing remarks on July 5, 1949 that 

I think that article 4 goes a long way to 
emphasize that the period of dividing and 
conquering has come to an end. The con- 
sultation provided for in that article ad- 
dresses itself to the threatening of the terri- 
torial integrity, the political independence, 
or the security of any of the parties. Con- 
sultation is not an unnecessary luxury; it is 
a logical requirement to gain the objectives 
of the treaty. For one thing, article 4d... 
rightly faces up to the brutal fact that 
peaceful peoples have become more and more 
conscious of a sinister kind of danger—indi- 
rect aggression. Let us not forget that no 
bombs were dropped by the Soviet Union on 
Bulgaria, Hungary, or Czechoslovakia. (Con- 
gressional Record, July 5, 1949, Pg. 8814) 

Senator Vandenberg stated in his 
opening remarks the following day 
that: 

The question arises whether articles IV 
and V of the pact cover armed aggression 
against colonial or dependent or otherwise 
related areas of the signatories outside the 
area of the North Atlantic community as 
geographically defined in article VI. My own 
understanding is clear and unequivocal. The 
answer is No.“ There can be no other log- 
ical answer. The doubts seem to have arisen 
because article IV, relating solely to con- 
sultations, is unlimited in the circumference 
of these consultations. But there is not a 
word of obligation in it except to talk things 
over.” (Congressional Record, July 6, 1949, 
Pg. 8896) 

Senator Vandenberg again: 

The obligations are spelled out in articles 
III and V. It is significant, in this connec- 
tion, that when article IX establishes a coun- 
cil to implement the treaty, it directs the 
council's attention specifically to articles III 
and V. It omits article IV in this connection. 
This is as it should be. It is by significant de- 
sign. Our pledge of action under the United 
Nations Charter is general ... But out 
pledge of action under the North Atlantic 
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Pact is limited and specific. It applies only 
to armed aggression in the area Clearly de- 
fined in article VI which is the North Atlan- 
tic community, set up by metes and bounds. 
(Congressional Record, July 6, 1949, Pg. 8896) 

Moving to article 5, the Committee 
Report identifies Article 5 as the 
“heart of the treaty, and goes on to 
define what constitutes an armed at- 
tack. The Report states that article 5 
would come into operation only when a 
nation had committed an international 
crime by launching an armed attack 
against a party to the treaty.” (U.S. 
Congress. SFRC. North Atlantic Treaty 
Report, June 6, 1949. Pg. 13) 

The Committee Report’s discussion 
of article 6 further reinforced the terri- 
torial basis of the Treaty, stating that 
“Article 6 specifies the area within 
which an armed attack would bring the 
provisions of article 5 into operation. 
Thus, the obligations under article 5 
are strictly limited to the area de- 
scribed.” (U.S. Congress. SFRC. North 
Atlantic Treaty Report, June 6, 1949. 
Pg. 15) 

The Foreign Relations Committee 
obtained a commitment from the 
President in 1949 that the Senate would 
be able to give its advice and consent 
for new NATO members. New members 
are important, but new missions are 
just as critical. The mission of NATO is 
changing radically, and the Senate has 
not engaged in the debate. 

After the collapse of the Soviet 
Union, NATO planners scrambled to 
find new missions for the alliance: 
countering the proliferation of weapons 
of mass destruction, advancing the po- 
litical interests“ of NATO members, 
NATO as a police force and crisis man- 
ager. 

The catch-phrase that defined this ef- 
fort was that NATO must go ‘‘out-of- 
area or out of business.” After the Cold 
War, NATO began evolving into an or- 
ganization to pursue new missions. 

The Strategic Concept of 1991 pushed 
the traditional functions of NATO—to 
provide for collective defense and serve 
as a strategic balance in Europe to 
the bottom of the list of the alliance s 
fundamental security tasks. 

The security task that rose to the 
top was for NATO to be ‘tone of the in- 
dispensable foundations for a stable se- 
curity environment in Europe ... in 
which no country would be able to in- 
timidate or coerce any European na- 
tion or to impose hegemony through 
the threat or use of force.” (1991 Stra- 
tegic Concept in NATO Handbook, p. 
239) 

This is an amazing expansion of mis- 
sion. No longer is collective defense the 
singular mission of the alliance, but 
NATO has the impossible task of stop- 


ping intimidation and coercion 
throughout NATO and non-NATO Eu- 
rope alike. 


In NATO’s Strategic Concepts of the 
past, collective defense was paramount. 
The State Department has provided 
my office with the three NATO Stra- 


April 30, 1998 


tegic Concepts that preceded the 1991 
version: the Strategic Concepts of 1950 
(with a revised version in 1952), 1957, 
and 1967. 

The contrast between the first three 
Strategic Concepts and the 1991 version 
is striking. The mission of collective 
defense permeates the first three Stra- 
tegic Concepts. Collective defense is 
carefully defined as the North Atlantic 
area described in article 6 of the Trea- 
ty. When potential out of area security 
developments are discussed, they are 
mentioned in the context of NATO 
members having the capacity to main- 
tain their commitments to NATO while 
individually addressing the out of area 
threats that may affect their interests. 

NATO's Strategic Concept of 1957 ex- 
plicitly states that “NATO defense 
planning is limited to the defense of 
the Treaty area. and that “NATO 
military authorities have no respon- 
sibilities or authority except with re- 
spect to incidents which are covered by 
Articles 5 and 6 of the North Atlantic 
Treaty’ (1957 Strategic Concept of 
NATO, p. 12). 

Throughout NATO’s Strategic Con- 
cepts, the means of collective defense 
changed, from massive retaliation” in 
the 1950’s to forward defense and flexi- 
ble response“ in the 1960's, but the mis- 
sion itself remained the same. 

NATO has an uncertain course for 
the future, however. The New Strategic 
Concept of 1991 presented the first sig- 
nificant shift in NATO away from its 
traditional military mission. The Stra- 
tegie Concept says that the. . . clear 
preparedness to act collectively in the 
common defense remains central to the 
Alliance’s security objectives.” The re- 
liability of this assertion is belied by 
NATO s activity since 1991, however. 

Stan Sloan, one of the senior NATO 
analysts at CRS, states that since the 
formation of the New Strategic Con- 
cept in 1991. most of NATO's mili- 
tary activities have been focused on 
‘non-Article 5’ requirements, most sig- 
nificantly in Bosnia.” (Stanley Sloan. 
NATO's Evolving Role & Missions. CRS 
rpt. 97-708F. Mar. 4, 1998, Pg. 4) No 
longer is collective defense the sin- 
gular mission of the alliance, but 
NATO is committing to the impossible 
task of stopping intimidation and coer- 
cion throughout NATO and non-NATO 
Europe alike. 

Nelson Drew writes of this develop- 
ment: 

While the word “peacekeeping” did not ap- 
pear in either the new Strategic Concept or 
the Rome Declaration, it was difficult to en- 
vision a means by which NATO or the NACC 
{North Atlantic Cooperation Council] could 
make good on their commitment to stability 
and peace throughout the trans-Atlantic 
community without consideration of an Alli- 
ance role in peacekeeping activities.” (Nel- 
son Drew. NATO Confronts ‘Test Case from 
Hell. INSS: McNair Paper 35) 

NATO was not created to douse re- 
gional brushfires in Europe, Asia, and 
the Middle East. When the deployment 
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of NATO forces was considered, it was 
for collective defense. NATO’s institu- 
tional development has followed the al- 
liance’s expanded mandate: NATO’s 
goals as a police force and crisis man- 
ager have resulted in new institutional 
capacities. NATO has agreed to make 
its resources available, on a case by 
case basis, for brushfire operations 
under the Organization for Security 
and Cooperation in Europe, the United 
Nations, and the European Union 
(NATO Handbook, p. 332-34). 

In the Euro-Atlantic Partnership 
Council, the Partnership for Peace, and 
the Combined Joint Task Force Con- 
cept, NATO has taken many positive 
steps to promote cooperation with 
other countries, but also has signaled 
that international policing actions will 
be an important part of NATO’s activ- 
ity in the future. 

This institutional transformation 
signals little strategic thinking. NATO 
signals its intention to be an inter- 
national police force and crisis man- 
ager by its internal transformation. 
The Administration refuses to estab- 
lish parameters for how far NATO ex- 
pansion will proceed. Where are the 
limits on NATO’s mission and member- 
ship? Alliance cohesion is at risk. 

The Administration views the Part- 
nership for Peace as the path to 
[NATO] membership for countries 
wanting to join” (U.S. Security Strat- 
egy for Europe and NATO, DOD, June, 
1995). NATO makes brushfire trouble- 
shooting an important part of the PFP 
and the Euro-Atlantic Partnership 
Council (EAPC). The Administration 
launches the Combined Joint Task 
Force (CTF) concept to make it easier 
for NATO to engage in crisis manage- 
ment. 

The question must be asked as to 
how far NATO will expand its mission 
and membership. Secretary of State 
Madeleine Albright was quoted in the 
Washington Post as saying that NATO 
should become a force for peace from 
the Middle East to Central Africa” 
(Washington Post, Feb. 22, 1998). Presi- 
dent Clinton, in his recent trip to Afri- 
ca, spoke of the need for some type of 
“multi-national force” for responding 
to African crises (White House Bul- 
letin, March 27, 1998). Is this really the 
kind of mission the Administration 
wants NATO to have? 

Other countries take NATO signals 
seriously. For example, allow me to 
quote from the latest issue of Defense 
News: Kosovo Fray Forces NATO’s 
Hand.” The violent uprising in the 
Yugoslav province of Kosovo may force 
NATO to extend its military influence 
across the Balkan region. (Defense 
News, March 22, 1998). A U.S. official 
quoted in the article said Macedonia 
is a Partnership for Peace country po- 
tentially in trouble from external 
sources. It needs help. It is not out of 
the realm of possibility ... that a 
NATO-led mission in cooperation with 
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PFP countries could take over when 
the UN deployment withdraws on Au- 
gust 31.” 

On March 11, Albania called the first 
emergency consultation within the 
framework of the PFP. NATO dip- 
lomats responded with a plan for a ro- 
bust Partnership for Peace program for 
rapid implementation in Albania.” (De- 
fense News, March 22, 1998). This PFP 
program reportedly will include mili- 
tary training and steps to secure Alba- 
nia’s northern border. 

If we want to send American soldiers 
into these cauldrons of ethnic unrest, 
then let’s have that debate. Nothing in 
this amendment would preclude the 
U.S. from deploying its forces any- 
where. This amendment has to do with 
preserving the integrity of NATO. Just 
don’t use the banner of a successful 
military alliance to entangle U.S. 
troops in Europe's brushfires. 

Comments by both former and 
present senior Administration officials 
indicate a radical shift in the scope of 
NATO. Former Secretary of Defense 
William Perry and former Secretary of 
State Warren Christopher stated in a 
New York Times editorial: Shifting 
the alliance’s emphasis from defense of 
members territory to defense of com- 
mon interests is the strategic impera- 
tive” (New York Times, Oct. 21, 1997). 

Secretary of State Albright has con- 
firmed NATO’s shift to defense of inter- 
ests. I questioned her on two separate 
occasions before the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee. Secretary 
Albright confirmed that advancing out- 
of-area interests would be the modus 
operandi for NATO, but gave no real- 
istic limits. In other forums, Secretary 
Albright has been quoted as saying 
that NATO should evolve into a force 
for peace from the Middle East to Cen- 
tral Africa” (WP, William Drozdiak. 
Feb. 22, 1998). Strobe Talbott, one of 
the senior officials at the State Depart- 
ment, stated that geopolitical and 
military considerations can be put 
aside and “other nonmilitary goals 
shape the new NATO” (Jesse HELMS, 
Wall Street Journal, March 23, 1998). 
Talbott reportedly looks favorably on 
Russia joining NATO. 

Inconsistency in the Administra- 
tion’s policies is creating more confu- 
sion in the alliance, however, and hurt- 
ing U.S. leadership in NATO. Take, for 
example, Administration policy to 
combat the spread of weapons of mass 
destruction. The U.S. almost goes to 
war against Iraq in February over the 
threat of WMD. The U.S. maintains a 
sizeable force in the Persian Gulf to 
deter Iraqi aggression. Secretary of 
State Madeleine Albright states that 
fighting WMD should become the new 
“unifying threat” that binds NATO al- 
lies together (Washington Post, Feb. 
22, 1998). 

The Administration's actions speak 
louder than words, however. In spite of 
the rhetoric and the object lesson of 
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Saddam Hussein, the Clinton Adminis- 
tration has entered into nuclear co- 
operation with China, the world’s 
worst proliferator of weapons of mass 
destruction technology (CIA report, 
June 1997). The President refused to 
halt nuclear cooperation even as China 
was caught trying to send Iran hun- 
dreds of tons of anhydrous hydrogen 
fluoride. 

This material is used to enrich ura- 
nium to weapons grade and was being 
sent to Iran’s Isfahan Nuclear Research 
Center—the principal Iranian site to 
manufacture the explosive core of an 
atomic device (Washington Post, 
March 13, 1998). Clinton allows sen- 
sitive missile technology to be ex- 
ported to China, undermining a Justice 
Department investigation of similar 
possible transfers by Loral Space and 
Hughes Electronics (New York Times, 
April 4, 1998). 

The missile technology possibly 
transferred by Loral and Hughes could 
be used on Chinese nuclear ICBM’s 
(Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles) to 
reach the United States. Just so hap- 
pens that Bernard Schwartz, CEO of 
Loral, is the DNC’s largest personal 
contributor. 

With policies like that, U.S. has no 
credibility in tasking NATO with new 
mission to fight the proliferation of 
WMD. 

European comments on NATO’s fu- 
ture mission are just as troubling. 
President Chirac, at the NATO/Russia 
Founding Act, stated: “NATO, initially 
conceived to face a clear-cut and mas- 
sive threat, is now a lighter, more 
flexible organization adapted to its new 
crisis management and peacekeeping 
missions.” 

In a telling statement about the cur- 
rent evolution of the alliance, NATO 
Secretary General Javier Solana stated 
“NATO was born when Europe was di- 
vided, and now it has become a leading 
instrument in the reconstruction of the 
continent. This is an incredibly dy- 
namic process. If this pace continues, 
it is hard to predict what NATO will be 
like just three years from now.“ (Wash- 
ington Post, July 6, 1997) 

Crisis management and brushfire en- 
gagements are the kinds of missions 
and the kinds of problems NATO was 
never intended to address. As Mark 
Esper writes in the Washington Times: 
“NATO was designed for collective de- 
fense of its member states, not for sup- 
pressing civil wars in peacekeeping 
missions that jeopardize the alliance’s 
core purpose.” (Washington Times, 
Feb. 15, 1998) 

From the defense of territory to the 
defense of common interests” is a 
quantum leap. Charging NATO to de- 
fend nebulously defined interests would 
have been unacceptable to the Senate 
in 1949 and it should be unacceptable 
for the Senate today. 

Resting on fifty years of NATO’s suc- 
cess is not the way to ensure that U.S. 
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interests are preserved and NATO re- 
mains a viable alliance in the future. 
“Just trust us” is essentially what the 
Administration is saying, as they 
transform NATO into a mini-United 
Nations with a standing army for ill- 
defined brushfire operations. 

Beware the Administration strong on 
NATO expansion but weak on defense. 
The U.S. is making a collective defense 
commitment to new NATO members 
while slashing defense. Those countries 
comprise 301,000 square miles of new 
territory and 2,612 miles of new NATO 
frontier to which the collective defense 
commitment is extended. 

Here are some of the statistics for 
U.S. defense cuts (in real 1999 dollars) 
between 1990 and 1998: 

Military Personnel funding: fell by 
28% (from $102 bn in 1990 to $71.7 bn in 
1998); 

Procurement: fell by 53% (from $98 bn 
in 1990 to $45.5 bn in 1998); Total Na- 
tional Defense Spending: fell by 27% 
over last eight years (from $375 bn in 
1990 to $273 bn in 1998); 

Army divisions reduced from 26 in 
1991 to 18 in 1998; 

Active Air Force tactical wings re- 
duced from 35 in 1991 to 20 in 1998. 

The Clinton Administration is find- 
ing more things to do with a downsized 
force. Outside normal training and alli- 
ance commitments, the Army con- 
ducted 10 “operational events” between 
1960-91 and 26 since 1991. The Marine 
Corps conducted 15 “contingency oper- 
ations' between 1982-89 and 62 since 
the fall of the Berlin Wall. According 
to the Army Chief of Staff Dennis 
Reimer, the Army reduced manpower 
by 36% while increasing the number of 
deployed operations by 300% (CRS). 

Officers from deployable Army units 
now spend 180-190 days away from 
home annually. Shortly after announc- 
ing that U.S. troops would stay in Bos- 
nia indefinitely, Clinton increased 
funding by 20% to expand U.S. influ- 
ence overseas—not funding for military 
personnel, though, but money for the 
Peace Corps (National Review, Feb. 9, 
1998). President Reagan’s deputy under- 
secretary of defense, Dov Zakheim 
states: . . . like Gulliver’s enfeeble- 
ment by the Lilliputians, [the U.S.] 
will be tied down in so many parts of 
the world for so long that it will be 
hard-pressed to respond to major 
threats against which only over- 
whelming force would prove effective” 
(Defense News, April 12, 1998). 

Over-extension is hurting readiness. 
Misguided deployments harm readi- 
ness, inhibit weapons modernization, 
and undermine morale. The Army just 
completed its worst recruiting year 
since 1979. Just one third of the Army’s 
women and just over half of the men 
believe that to fight and win in combat 
is the Army’s principal mission (Na- 
tional Review, Feb. 9, 1998). 

The “two major regional conflict” 
strategy of this Administration is be- 
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coming increasingly unrealistic. The 
U.S. would be hard pressed to even rep- 
licate the Desert Storm operation. 

Hillen writes in the National Review: 
“In 1998, almost all the active Army’s 
heavy-tank and armored-cavalry units 
outside of Korea and Bosnia would 
have to go to the Persian Gulf in order 
to equal the fighting power of Amer- 
ica’s VII Corps in 1991. And VII Corps 
was only one of three American corps 
engaged in Desert Storm” (National 
Review, Feb. 9, 1998). 

Inconsistent foreign policy is the 
root of the problem. Effective and cred- 
ible diplomacy addresses potential cri- 
ses before the deployment of U.S. 
troops is needed. This Administration's 
foreign policy inconsistency is almost 
reflexively compensated by the deploy- 
ment of American armed forces. The 
National Defense Panel created by Con- 
gress in 1996 said of the Administra- 
tion: . . .the current approach to ad- 
dressing national security engages the 
Department of Defense and services too 
often and too quickly in situations 
that should have been resolved by non- 
military means” (Defense News, April 
12, 1998). 

The Saddam Hussein’s of the world 
that threaten the U.S. need to be dealt 
with, but the complacent policy of this 
Administration over the last six years 
has left U.S. troops dangling in the 
Persian Gulf. Our troops serving in 
Southwest Asia and Bosnia deserve 
better leadership from this Administra- 
tion. 

The Administration’s ‘‘assertive 
multilateralism is a fig leaf for lack of 
leadership. This Administration has an 
instinct to strike for the capillaries, to 
use the phrase of Jonathan Clarke. Pol- 
icy drift with no finality in addressing 
national security threats, coupled with 
the brush fire mentality of this Admin- 
istration, is squandering U.S. national 
defense resources. 

The Administration wants to apply 
its foreign policy muddle to NATO, to 
hollow out the clear mission of the alli- 
ance just as the U.S. military is being 
stretched thin and to use NATO as an- 
other tool for a globalist agenda with 
little application to real U.S. national 
security interests. 

When U.S. armed forces are strug- 
gling, reliable cost estimates for NATO 
expansion become more important. 
There have been a wide range of cost 
estimates for NATO expansion. The Ad- 
ministration’s initial estimate (Feb, 
1997) was 327-35 billion, with a U.S. 
share $100-150 m per year for ten years. 
This initial Administration's estimate, 
not surprisingly, was revised downward 
last December: the U.S. now only has 
to pay $40 million per year over ten 
years. 

The estimate of Congressional Budg- 
et Office (March, 1996) was a bit dif- 
ferent. Different scenarios ranging 
from minimal reinforcement of four 
new members ($60.6 bn total) to NATO 
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stationing a limited number of forces 
forward in new member countries 
($124.7 bn total) 

The wide range of cost estimates is 
more confusing than helpful, but one 
thing is clear: the cost estimates rise 
precipitously when NATO take steps to 
provide a limited defense to these new 
members. The Senate should not ac- 
cept the lowball estimates. We should 
consider the ends of our actions in ex- 
panding NATO—the real costs of actu- 
ally defending these countries. 

If U.S. resources are stretched too 
thin, will Europe take up the slack? 
Not some of our European NATO allies. 
NATO allies have agreed only to pay 
for the cheapest expansion estimate 
yet: the $1.5 billion price tag from the 
NATO cost study accepted by the 
North Atlantic Council in December, 
1997. Beyond the paltry $1.5 bn esti- 
mate, French President Jacques Chirac 
has stated bluntly that “France does 
not intend to raise its contribution to 
NATO because of the cost of enlarge- 
ment” (Washington Post, July 24, 1998). 

Not the new NATO members. These 
countries are still throwing off the 
vestiges of a command economy and 
don’t want to commit the resources to 
a full scale modernization effort. 

Dale Herspring, an expert on the re- 
gion, writes:. . the East Europeans 
have done little to prepare themselves 
to meet NATO’s military standards. 
Hungary and the Czech Republic in 
particular are trying to join NATO ‘on 
the cheap’. . .In fact, the military situ- 
ation of all three countries is disas- 
trous. Planes are crashing, morale is 
plummeting, and equipment is out- 
dated. Unless the parliaments of these 
countries get serious or the 
West. . .decides to foot the bill, the 
Czech Republic and Hungary will never 
meet NATO standards.“ 

The U.S. and other NATO allies are 
riding the bandwagon of “extending 
the borders of freedom in Europe” and 
failing to see the reconstruction effort 
these countries face. What if a crisis 
comes, and we have to defend these 
countries with limited interoperability 
and even less effective command and 
control cooperation? The Washington 
Post reported on March 18 that all 
three countries would struggle to find 
a few hundred officers who speak 
English to NATO standards. 

Mr. President, before I conclude, I 
would like to respond to several argu- 
ments I have heard during this debate 
against my amendment. First, there 
has been a document circulated out- 
lining Secretary of State Dean Ach- 
eson’s comments during a press con- 
ference on March 18, 1949. 

I am familiar with the document. Let 
me begin by saying that if you are bas- 
ing your argument for a global NATO 
on a press interview transcribed in the 
second person, your argument is on 
shaky ground indeed. A careful review 
of the record of this press interview 
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with Secretary Acheson on March 18, 
1949 reveals that his comments did not 
imply a global NATO beyond the care- 
ful scope of the treaty. 

Acheson states that Article 4 is 
broader than Article 5, which it is. Ar- 
ticle 4 gives NATO the flexibility to re- 
spond to threats related to collective 
defense, but which may not be precip- 
itated by an armed attack. 

When asked if there was no provi- 
sion [in the treaty] which looked to- 
ward these Parties acting as a unit in 
regard to some matter not covered by 
the Treaty.“ Secretary Acheson, as 
paraphrased, said, and rightly so, that 
the allies “might act as a unit or they 
might not, but that there was nothing 
in the Treaty which required them to 
do so.“ Secretary Acheson reiterated in 
this very interview what he had said in 
his letter to the President transmit- 
ting the NATO treaty: that NATO only 
had authority to deal with matters 
under the purview of the treaty. 

This is essentially what I have said 
all along. The countries that make up 
NATO can act together on any security 
matter they desire. But NATO itself is 
designed for a specific mission. When 
asked if there was no provision for 
anything except consultation, except 
actual armed attack on one of the sig- 
natories, the Secretary replied that 
there were Articles one, two, three, and 
four.” 

These articles certainly identified 
some of the political and economic 
goals of NATO’s collective defense mis- 
sion. After looking at the careful lan- 
guage of articles 5 and 6 of the Treaty, 
however, it is preposterous to argue 
that NATO can turn itself into a global 
policeman based on the general lan- 
guage of article 1. 

When Secretary Acheson says that 
there is no limiting clause, the tran- 
script seems to indicate he is referring 
to article 4, which is not necessarily 
limited by geography. Acheson did not 
mean that the treaty had no limits. In 
the letter transmitting the treaty to 
President Truman, Acheson stated flat- 
ly that the North Atlantic Council will 
have. no powers other than to 
consider matters within the purview of 
the treaty ...” (Letter to President 
Truman transmitting the NATO trea- 
ty, April 7, 1949). The articles of the 
treaty speak for themselves and don't 
imply in the slightest a military mis- 
sion unrelated to collective defense. 

Second, some would try to portray a 
vote on this amendment as a vote on 
Bosnia. Let me state clearly that this 
amendment is not intended to be an- 
other vote on the Bosnia mission. The 
NATO mission in Bosnia is related to 
the out of area debate we are having 
today, but this vote is more about 
avoiding the Somalia’s of NATO's fu- 
ture than rehashing the debate over 
Bosnia. 

The amendment I am offering explic- 
itly refers to future NATO military 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


missions. Making this another vote on 
Bosnia would miss the purpose: to keep 
NATO on a sound course for the future. 

One could argue that if you sup- 
ported the Bosnia mission, you would 
not offer this amendment. I disagree. 
You may support Bosnia, but you may 
support NATO more and recognize the 
threats a Somalia experience poses to 
NATO. I doubt there is anyone in the 
Senate who has not grown more con- 
cerned with each missed deadline for 
the withdrawal of U.S. troops from 
Bosnia. 

There is nothing in this amendment 
that stops the U.S., unilaterally or 
with other countries, from engaging in 
ethnic conflicts like Bosnia. If we want 
to send our soldiers to the flashpoints 
of Europe and Asia, then let’s have 
that debate. Don’t cloak these missions 
in the banner of a successful military 
alliance not intended for such pur- 
poses. Don’t entangle the U.S. in the 
brushfires of Europe, Asia, and Africa 
through NATO. 

Third, and on a somewhat related 
note, some would argue this amend- 
ment constrains the President as com- 
mander in chief. My amendment has 
nothing to do with the President’s au- 
thority as Commander in Chief. Noth- 
ing in this amendment limits the 
President’s ability to deploy U.S. 
forces unilaterally and in concert with 
other nations to defend the United 
States. 

This amendment has to do with the 
question of what the President can do 
through the North Atlantic Treaty. In 
that treaty, to which the Senate gave 
its advice and consent based on a 
shared understanding borne out by 40 
years of alliance practice, the U.S. was 
making a security commitment lim- 
ited by the mission of collective de- 
fense within a carefully defined geo- 
graphical area. 

The Senate should give its advice and 
consent if NATO is to expand its mis- 
sion. 

To conclude, these and other issues 
deserve extensive debate. The risks of 
an ill-defined NATO are real. The Sen- 
ate should not allow this alliance to 
shift from collective defense to fitful 
multilateralism. This Administration 
is stretching NATO's scope to cover the 
globe. The Ashcroft amendment is the 
right answer to Treaty Creep.” 

The statements and policies of Ad- 
ministration officials belie a failure to 
grasp the purpose of a military alli- 
ance. There is no long-term vision of 
where the expansion process will stop. 
The U.S. is slashing defense while in- 
creasing security obligations abroad. 
Beware the Administration strong on 
NATO expansion, but weak on defense. 

The resistance of Administration of- 
ficials to define where the expansion of 
NATO’s mission and membership will 
stop indicates how far Article 5 has di- 
minished in importance. Secretary 
Albright has stated that . . no Euro- 
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pean democracy will be excluded be- 
cause of where it sits on the map.” The 
Administration’s dismissal of the 
logistical and strategic constraints of 
war may work for Foggy Bottom. In 
the real world, real soldiers die in de- 
fense of real borders. 

Treaty creep will cost American 
lives, harm U.S. interests, and under- 
mine NATO. The drift in this Adminis- 
tration’s foreign policy is threatening 
the future of a focused NATO which 
serves American interests. The Senate 
should not be complacent with fifty 
years of NATO success. This body has a 
role to play in the scope of U.S. treaty 
commitments. 

Changing NATO into a mini-UN with 
a standing army is not something the 
American people will support. We have 
been lucky in Bosnia. The first time 
NATO has a Somalia experience in pur- 
suit of an expanded mission, U.S. sup- 
port for the alliance will be under- 
mined. Voting for the Ashcroft amend- 
ment is the best way to be clear about 
NATO’s mission—the territorial de- 
fense of Western Europe. This amend- 
ment is the best way to advance U.S. 
interests through NATO. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, after 
much consideration of the pending res- 
olution of ratification to expand 
NATO, I intend to vote in favor of this 
resolution. It is in the national secu- 
rity interest of the United States and 
our allies. But, as the Senate continues 
this historic debate on the expansion of 
the NATO alliance to include Poland, 
Hungary, and the Czech Republic, I 
would like to make some observations 
about the cost implications of expand- 
ing NATO and steps we have taken in 
the Senate to address them. 

When the Senate committees began 
to consider NATO expansion last year, 
I was skeptical. The Senate, I feared, 
was approaching this issue with insuffi- 
cient information or appreciation for 
the costs of such expansion for the 
American taxpayer. 

That is why I joined with our col- 
league from Texas, Senator KAY BAI- 
LEY HUTCHISON, on a letter of June 25, 
1997, to the President requesting spe- 
cific facts and analysis regarding the 
cost and military implications of 
NATO expansion. 

I continued to pursue the cost issue 
last October, when the Senate Appro- 
priations Committee held a series of 
hearings on this important issue. On 
the first day, the committee heard 
about the policy implications of NATO 
expansion from Defense Secretary 
Cohen and Secretary of State Albright. 
The next day, the committee heard 
about the military implications from 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, General Shelton, and the Com- 
mander in Chief of the U.S. European 
Command, General Clark. 

What came out of both days of hear- 
ings was the fact that no definitive es- 
timates existed for the true costs of 
NATO expansion. 
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The committee heard how the origi- 
nal Defense Department estimates may 
have been inflated because they took 
into account a fourth country, rather 
than only those three currently invited 
to join NATO. Those estimates also 
considered a greater Russian threat 
than actually existed because of that 
country’s recent reductions in force. 
The generals testified that, first, spe- 
cific military requirements will be de- 
veloped; then, NATO will determine 
the costs for meeting those require- 
ments. 

The third day of those hearings was 
critical. On October 23, 1997, I asked a 
witness from the General Accounting 
Office to provide for the Committee a 
definitive analysis of the cost of this 
expansion. During that hearing, I ex- 
pressed my concern that no official es- 
timates yet existed about what the 
U.S. contribution will be to an ex- 
panded NATO. In fact, the title of the 
GAO report summed it up— Cost Im- 
plications for the United States Re- 
main Unclear.” 

The hearing also revealed that the 
GAO cost estimates lacked critical in- 
formation, such as the $60 million in 
bilateral aid which the U.S. had al- 
ready provided the three invited coun- 
tries. In response to my question, the 
GAO conceded the $60 million was 
American taxpayers’ money and should 
be counted. 

Ultimately, I was informed that an 
accurate projection could not be pro- 
vided for some months. 

Then in February of this year, the 
administration provided much lower 
figures for the U.S. share of NATO ex- 
pansion—approximately $40 million 
each year over the next 10 years. This 
estimate stood in stark contrast to the 
much larger figures that had been 
quoted just months before. 

Because of my concerns about the 
unpredictability of future expansion 
costs, I joined the Chairman of the 
Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Senator STEVENS, on his amendments 
as an original cosponsor. The Senate 
adopted these amendments earlier this 
evening. They establish limits on the 
U.S. share of the common NATO budg- 
et and ensure Congress has the nec- 
essary authority to keep close watch 
over these costs in the future years of 
expansion. 

Another important aspect of the cost 
issue is the expected contributions 
from the new members of NATO. Al- 
though Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic have made tremendous eco- 
nomic strides since the collapse of the 
Warsaw Pact, there have been concerns 
about their ability to live up to their 
individual cost commitments to NATO. 
It is important for the Senate to fully 
consider the commitments from these 
countries so the American taxpayers 
will not be forced to shoulder an unfair 
burden in the future. Therefore, I ob- 
tained letters of commitment from 
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each of these Governments and ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
letters be printed in the RECORD fol- 
lowing my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See Exhibit 1.) 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Before I close, I 
want to recognize the work of our 
former distinguished colleague in this 
body from the State of Colorado, Sen- 
ator HANK BROWN, who is one of this 
country’s most ardent supporters of 
NATO expansion. Few have played a 
more crucial or steadfast role in the ef- 
fort to include Poland, Hungary and 
the Czech Republic in the NATO alli- 
ance. His outstanding work will have a 
lasting impact. 

After much consideration of the cost 
and military implications of the pend- 
ing resolution of ratification to expand 
NATO, I intend to vote in favor of this 
resolution. It is in the national secu- 
rity interest of the United States and 
our allies. 

EXHIBIT 1 


WARSAW, FEBRUARY 28, 1998 
Hon. Mr. TRENT LOTT, 
Senate Republican Majority Leaders, 
Hon. Mr. TOM DASCHLE, 
Senate Democratic Minority Leader, 
Washington, DC. 

DISTINGUISHED SENATORS: The Senate of 
the United States of America will soon vote 
on NATO enlargement with respect to Czech, 
Hungarian and Polish membership. It will be 
an important political decision with par- 
ticular implications for the security of many 
nations, especially of those from Central and 
Eastern Europe. 

Decisions of the member state of the North 
Atlantic Alliance and the United States’ de- 
cision particularly, will provide our region, 
which suffered so much in the XXth century, 
with stability, security and lasting demo- 
cratic order. 

As leaders of all parliamentary caucuses in 
the Polish Parliament—those ruling as well 
as in the opposition—we assure you, Honor- 
able Senators, that this question of Polish 
membership in NATO is vital for security of 
the Euroatlantic region and enjoys over- 
whelming support in our society. 

Poland as a future member of NATO would 
like to be not only a security consumer but 
also a security provider. At the same time, 
we are determined to fulfill all necessary Al- 
liance obligations—including financial ones. 

It is our hope that the United States Sen- 
ate will meet the expectations of millions of 
Poles and will give consent and advice to the 
President of the United States to ratify the 
Protocolls of Accession. 

We address ourselves to you, as American 
Statesmen, to use your authority to assure 
the successful outcome of the Senate vote on 
NATO enlargement. 

We remain, respectfully yours, 

LESZEK MILLER, 
Chairman, Parliamen- 
tary Caucus, Demo- 
cratic Left Alliance. 
JANUSZ DOBROSZ, 
Chairman, Parliamen- 
tary Caucus, Polish 
Peasant Party. 
MARIAN KRZAKLEWSKI, 
Chairman, Parliamen- 
tary Caucus, Soli- 
darity Election Ac- 
tion. 
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TADEOSZ SYRYJCZYK, 
Chairman, Parliamen- 
tary Caucus, Union 
for Freedom. 
JAN OLSZEWSKI, 
Chairman, Parliamen- 
tary Group, Move- 
ment for the Recon- 
struction of Poland. 
THE AMBASSADOR OF HUNGARY, 
April 28, 1998. 
Hon. BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL, 
U.S. Senate, 
380 Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR CAMPBELL: As the U.S. Sen- 
ate continues its debate on the enlargement 
of NATO and the accession of Poland, Hun- 
gary and the Czech Republic to the Alliance, 
I am writing to you as the representative of 
the Hungarian Government in the United 
States. I highly appreciate your interest in 
this matter important for both the security 
of the United States and that of the Buro- 
pean continent. I understand that you need 
assurances of our countries commitment to 
share the financial burdens of the enlarge- 
ment. 

Earlier last year, the Hungarian Govern- 
ment decided to raise the ratio of defense ex- 
penditures within the GDP by 0.1 percent an- 
nually until Hungary reaches the average 
level of defense spending by current NATO 
members of the same size as Hungary. Given 
the 4%+ growth of our GDP, this commit- 
ment will result in a 8-10% yearly increase of 
defense spending in real terms. Since both 
domestic and international financial institu- 
tions project the same or more growth in the 
years to come, it will be an ‘increasing slice 
of a growing pie” and my country’s commit- 
ment to meet all the financial obligations 
stemming from our accession is supported by 
a solid economic background. 

Mr. Senator, I remember that during the 
Appropriations Committee hearing last fall, 
you raised a concern that the U.S. cost im- 
plications would be unclear until NATO 
adopts its Target Force Goals report. It is 
true that this study will be adopted in June 
by the NATO Ministerial, however I should 
clarify that the Target Force Goals include 
military requirements to be fulfilled by the 
3 nations. These requirements are national 
expenses and to be exclusively financed by 
the applicants, thus, they would not have an 
impact on the U.S. costs. It is clearly stated 
in one of the conditions of the Resolution of 
Ratification that the United States is 
under no commitment to subsidize the na- 
tional expenses necessary for Poland, Hun- 
gary, or the Czech Republic to meet its 
NATO commitments”. As a matter of fact, 
during our recent accession talks Hungary 
underwent a thorough ‘‘screening’’ by NATO 
which resulted in a conclusion that all the 
military requirements of NATO accession 
can be paid from the existing defense budg- 
ets. 

With the above, I would reiterate the com- 
mitment of the Hungarian Government to 
pay all the necessary expenses of our mem- 
bership. It is our fundamental interest to 
successfully adapt into an alliance that con- 
tinues to be successful. This approach is sup- 
ported by all the parliamentary parties of 
Hungary. This was also communicated to the 
U.S. Senate: our Foreign Minister visited 
Washington twice during the last half a year 
and meeting your distinguished colleagues as 
well as the leaderships of both aisles, he as- 
sured them about our firm commitment. 

Enclose please find the Hungarian Govern- 
ment's memorandum on the enlargement 


April 30, 1998 


that includes the financial commitment, as 
well. The memorandum was disseminated in 
the Senate in February. 

I hope you will find the above useful in 
your consideration. I look forward to a con- 
tinuing cooperation with you. 

Sincerely yours, 7 
DR. GYÖRGY BÁNLAKI. 


MEMORANDUM OF THE GOVERNMENT OF THE 
REPUBLIC OF HUNGARY ON THE ENLARGE- 
MENT OF THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY OR- 
GANIZATION 
Hungary considers the enlargement of the 

North Atlantic Treaty Organization as a 

unique historic step that will expand the 

zone of stability and security to the benefit 
of all countries of the Euro-Atlantic region. 

Hungary’s accession to NATO is a decisive 

step in the process of firmly anchoring itself 

in the community of democratic nations, 
with whom it shares values, interests and 
goals. Hungary is determined to play its part 
in ensuring international peace and justice, 
democracy and fundamental human rights, 
the principles and practice of the rule of law 
and a free market economy. The Hungarian 

Government is convinced that the strength- 

ening of the transatlantic link assured by 

NATO is an indispensable prerequisite of the 

security of both present and future members 

of the Alliance. 

Hungary’s accession to NATO is based not 
only on the consensus of all parties rep- 
resented in the Hungarian Parliament but 
also possesses an overwhelming support of 
Hungarian citizens. This was manifested in 
the impressive result of the referendum held 
on 16 November 1997 on the country’s acces- 
sion to the Alliance. 

It is the firm intention of Hungary to pro- 
vide for its own security and contribute to 
the security of all its Allies within the 
framework of a cohesive, strong NATO, 
based on solidarity among its members on 
both sides of the Atlantic. Hungary fully ac- 
cepts all responsibilities and obligations and 
wishes to enjoy all rights stemming from 
membership. 

Hungary accepts the broad approach to se- 
curity as outlined in NATO’s Strategic Con- 
cept. Hungary is determined to participate 
fully in NATO’s Integrated Military Struc- 
ture and in Collective Defense Planning. 
Hungary will commit the bulk of its armed 
forces to collective defense and is ready to 
commit forces, as necessary, to other NATO 
missions as well. 

Hungary will allocate adequate budgetary 
resources for the implementations of its 
commitments. The country’s sustainable 
economic growth and the envisaged increase 
of defense expenditure will provide solid 
foundation for fulfilling them. 

The Republic of Hungary fully supports the 
continued openness of the Alliance, as stated 
in the Madrid Declaration. Hungary has a 
vested interest in seeing all countries of Cen- 
tral and Eastern Europe become members of 
the Alliance that wish to do so, once they 
have fulfilled the criteria of membership. 
Hungary remains committed to supporting 
their efforts and to sharing its experiences 
gained during the accession process. 

In the period to come Hungary will further 
intensify her efforts to successfully complete 
her preparation for membership. 

The Hungarian Government expresses its 
gratitude to all those in the United States of 
America, civilians and military alike, who 
have helped the entire process of Hungary’s 
accession to NATO with dedication and a 
high level of professionalism. 

The Hungarian Government hopes that the 
upcoming discussions and debates on NATO 
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enlargement in the Senate will reflect the 
constructive approach that has consistently 
characterized the United States’ position in 
all earlier phases of the enlargement process. 
Legislators in both current and future mem- 
ber states are facing the historic challenge of 
making a decision that will shape the future 
of the Euro-Atlantic region for a long time 
to come. 


EMBASSY OF THE CZECH REPUBLIC 
3900 SPRING OF FREEDOM ST. N.W. 
Washington, DC, March 18, 1998. 
Hon. BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR CAMPBELL: The Embassy of 
the Czech Republic appreciate your interest 
in the contribution the new NATO members 
will make to the common defense of the 
North Atlantic Alliance. 

I can assure you that the Czech Republic is 
ready to bear its share of the costs of NATO 
enlargement. In September 1996, the Czech 
Government decided to increase the military 
spending by 0.1% of the GDP annually until 
the year 2000. The 1998 budget adopted by the 
Parliament last December provides for a 22 
percent increase in defense spending as com- 
pared with the previous year. 

Attached please find statements of Czech 
officials on the costs of NATO enlargement 
and basic data on Czech military expenses. 

Sincerely, 
ANOTNIN HRADILEK, 
Deputy Chief of Mission. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of Senate approval of 
extending North Atlantic Treaty Orga- 
nization membership to Poland, Hun- 
gary, and the Czech Republic. For me 
this issue is very clear, admitting these 
countries into NATO will strengthen 
the Organization, reinforce new democ- 
racies, renew the American commit- 
ment to European security, and reaf- 
firm American leadership in inter- 
national relations and diplomacy. 

The United States plays a pivotal 
role in international relations because 
of our position as the world’s only mili- 
tary and economic superpower, and as 
the world’s strongest democracy. The 
existence of NATO is one of our best 
hopes for relieving much of the burden 
of that role. NATO initiatives can pre- 
vent international incidents from be- 
coming serious military conflicts by 
encouraging member nations to work 
together to resolve conflicts. The suc- 
cess of NATO initiatives depends en- 
tirely on the support and participation 
of member nations. Ratification of this 
NATO expansion resolution is a test of 
whether the United States will stay en- 
gaged in a changing and evolving Eu- 
rope. 

If NATO was not regularly reinforced 
and reinvigorated, the world’s only su- 
perpower, the United States, would 
necessarily be involved in every inter- 
national conflict and crisis. There is 
overwhelming bipartisan support for 
the notion that the United States tax- 
payer should not be responsible for po- 
licing the world, and that this should 
increasingly be an international re- 
sponsibility. While I share this belief, I 
also have a personal interest in NATO 
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expansion. My oldest son Brooks is in 
Bosnia as part of a NATO support ef- 
fort. As NATO becomes more inclusive, 
the chances of going to war for all 
countries decreases. Likewise, as more 
countries join NATO, spreading the 
burden of conflict resolution and 
peacekeeping, fewer American soldiers 
will be needed abroad. This is a posi- 
tive blessing for all Americans. 

Nevertheless, there are some who op- 
pose the expansion of NATO and others 
who would like to place limitations on 
expansion, eroding the body’s effective- 
ness. Because Russia and the rest of 
the world know that NATO is a defen- 
sive peacekeeping body, not an offen- 
sive regime, the current fears that an 
expanded NATO will directly threaten 
relations with non-NATO member 
neighbors are inflated. Instead, includ- 
ing eastern European countries in 
NATO will lead to increased stability 
in the region, something good for all 
countries throughout the world. Addi- 
tionally, efforts to preclude other 
countries from joining NATO over a 
specified time period and attempts to 
limit the powers of the Organization 
are not well thought out. Limiting the 
mission of NATO would not be wise, 
particularly because we would be lim- 
iting our own abilities in the future. 
And a mandated pause would under- 
mine the open door commitment that 
NATO has had since 1949. All countries 
have always been welcome to join the 
fold of NATO and all countries should 
forever remain welcome to join an Or- 
ganization committed to peace and se- 
curity. The United States cannot walk 
away from the role of leadership in Eu- 
rope. By what we have witnessed in 
Bosnia, Europe is at a very fragile 
stage. We must embrace the European 
countries that wish to be a part of a 
world alliance for peace and security, 
and we have a moral obligation to 
strengthen Europe and reduce the pos- 
sibility of war in the region. The door 
to NATO must remain fully open, not 
half closed, to those nations equipped 
to shoulder the responsibility and re- 
forms necessary to meet NATO mem- 
bership standards. 

With regard to the cost of NATO ex- 
pansion, I believe that equitable finan- 
cial involvement of member nations 
should be enforced. The U.S. should do 
what it can to support NATO to an ex- 
tent equal to efforts of other countries 
involved. It is imperative that NATO 
expansion costs be kept as low as pos- 
sible, and I do not believe that substan- 
tial expenditures to upgrade the new 
entry militaries is necessary or wise. 
Instead, I applaud the efforts of NATO 
to prioritize communications infra- 
structure, language skills, and stra- 
tegic training for new members over 
big ticket items as the immediate cri- 
teria for NATO membership. It should 
also be noted that the governments of 
Poland, Hungary and the Czech Repub- 
lic estimate that they would spend 
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more on defense, not less, if they re- 
main outside NATO. Although the 
United States will have a proportional 
increase in overall NATO expenditures, 
I believe the cost of forgoing NATO ex- 
pansion is much greater. 

For these reasons, I fully support 
Senate approval of extending North At- 
lantic Treaty Organization member- 
ship to Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic. Admitting these countries 
into NATO will strengthen the Organi- 
zation and reaffirm American leader- 
ship in international relations and di- 
plomacy. President Clinton announced 
his support for NATO enlargement in 
1994 and in 1997 the Senate held over 
ten hearings on this issue. Debate on 
this issue has been extensive and thor- 
ough. NATO expansion is good for 
America and for the world. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise 
to make a few remarks about expan- 
sion of the North Atlantic Treaty Or- 
ganization or NATO. 

I believe in a United States that is an 
activist leader and respectful partici- 
pant in world affairs. This leadership 
comes with responsibilities that are 
often difficult for the United States: 
troops stationed and foreign aid dollars 
expended abroad; cooperation with 
international organizations like the 
United Nations; and the decision on 
NATO expansion that is before the Sen- 
ate today. U.S. leadership abroad re- 
mains a vital national interest to the 
American people. My record as a 
United States Senator is strongly in 
support of a United States fully en- 
gaged with the world, a country and a 
people that participate and lead the 
international efforts to address the 
many problems that transcend borders 
and cultures. 

NATO, since its founding in 1949, has 
been a successful foundation of U.S. se- 
curity and cooperation with our Euro- 
pean allies. This was particularly true 
throughout the period of the Cold War. 
The collapse of the Soviet Union and 
communism can be partially credited 
to NATO; both to the alliance’s collec- 
tive defense arrangements and to its 
complimentary role in bringing Europe 
together which has fostered democratic 
and economic ties among countries 
with historical and cultural grievances. 
NATO has played a significant role in 
creating a Europe free from serious 
conflict for nearly 50 years. 

The Senate is now considering 
whether to enlarge the sixteen member 
alliance by admitting Poland, the 
Czech Republic and Hungary. Few will 
deny that these three countries are 
prepared and committed to assuming 
the responsibilities of NATO member- 
ship. Few will contest the statement 
that these three countries have long 
ties to the West; that these three coun- 
tries are the most Western states of 
the former Soviet bloc. And few will as- 
sert that these three countries face any 
military threat from Russia or other 
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foe, either today or in the foreseeable 
future. I am confident that the enor- 
mous changes that have taken place in 
Poland, the Czech Republic and Hun- 
gary will not be jeopardized by the up- 
coming vote. These changes including 
the creation of democratic institu- 
tions, new respect for human rights, 
and a growing market economy all 
enjoy enormous public support and will 
be continued regardless of Senate’s de- 
cision on NATO expansion. 

I do have a number of very serious 
concerns about NATO expansion in- 
cluding several which have been ad- 
dressed through the amendment proc- 
ess. My concerns have very little to do 
with the three candidates for NATO ex- 
pansion. In fact, I believe the United 
States and our allies should take ag- 
gressive steps to support these bur- 
geoning democracies which have dem- 
onstrated so much promise since the 
fall of the Soviet Union. Each of these 
countries has a remarkable story to 
tell and each is deserving of closer ties 
to the United States and the West. 

I voted for the amendment offered by 
Senator HARKIN to call for an accurate 
accounting of all expenses to the 
United States related to NATO expan- 
sion. The Senate and the American 
people ought to better understand the 
obligations we are assuming if we agree 
to NATO expansion. I have no con- 
fidence in the various cost estimates 
that have been presented during this 
entire process. In fact, I am fairly cer- 
tain the costs to U.S. taxpayers will 
exceed even the Administration’s high- 
est estimates. The various cost esti- 
mates for NATO expansion have ranged 
from $1.5 billion to $125 billion. 

Opponents of the Harkin amendment 
argue that the U.S. is not issuing a 
blank check on behalf of our taxpayers. 
Certainly, Congress will object to esca- 
lating costs for NATO in the future and 
particularly if a significantly larger 
NATO burden falls upon the United 
States. However, my concern is that 
without a full accounting of costs, the 
United States is assuming a new moral 
and financial obligation to NATO with- 
out adequate consideration by the Sen- 
ate. U.S. prestige and our position in 
the world should not be risked at some 
future point because we did not know 
or were not prepared to consider today 
the full costs on NATO expansion. 

The Moynihan amendment to link 
NATO expansion with admission to the 
European Union also addresses my con- 
cerns regarding the most appropriate 
forum for integration between the West 
and the many former Soviet satellite 
states seeking closer ties with Western 
Europe and the United States. Senator 
MOYNIHAN has been an articulate voice 
throughout this debate and I do agree 
with many of the eloquent points he 
has brought before the Senate. I voted 
for the Moynihan amendment as I be- 
lieve European Union membership is 
the most appropriate of the available 
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forums for integrating with the West 
the three nations invited to join NATO. 


These three countries are in various 
stages of economic development and 
each is committed to improving the 
lives of its citizens through closer ties 
to the West. In my mind, the European 
Union is a far better vehicle for eco- 
nomic growth and integration with the 
West. Participation and inclusion in 
the EU and its marketplace will pay 
dividends for the people of Poland, the 
Czech Republic and Hungary that far 
outweigh the security assurances in- 
herent with NATO membership. 


The European Union has begun nego- 
tiations for EU admission with Poland, 
the Czech Republic and Hungary and 
several other countries. Frankly, I am 
very skeptical that the EU will in a 
timely manner admit new members. 
The EU has a history of protected in- 
dustries—particularly agriculture—and 
I doubt Europe’s protected industries 
will be anxious to take on lower wage 
countries or significant agricultural 
producers. Export states here at home, 
like my state of Washington, have long 
sought to open Europe’s protected mar- 
ket and system of state subsidies. We 
should be careful not to aid or validate 
Europe’s trade practices which have 
hurt the United States. 


Admission to the EU is a question for 
EU countries to consider, however, I do 
not think we should give the EU the 
opportunity to settle for NATO expan- 
sion. Europe has the strongest interest 
in the success of many former Soviet 
states. The EU, including the European 
states who do not belong to NATO, 
should also be expected to make sac- 
rifices to ensure a peace for all time in 
Europe. 


My vote for the Moynihan amend- 
ment should be viewed as a call for new 
thinking on the shared objective of 
bringing the newly independent na- 
tions of Europe into the existing polit- 
ical and economic system. We have to 
ask ourselves if the tools of the Cold 
War will work for the U.S. and Europe 
as we enter a new century. 


The impact of NATO expansion on 
our relationship with Russia is my 
most significant concern on this issue. 
I am delighted so many of my col- 
leagues have raised the issue, both 
those who favor expansion and those 
who oppose it. 


Unfortunately, I believe that the im- 
pact of the vote we are to cast today 
will have very little effect on the U.S.- 
Russia relationship. For I believe, from 
the very beginning of the expansion 
process, we have pursued a process and 
a policy that has seriously damaged 
our relationship with Russia. I believe 
the Administration has erred greatly 
here and our foreign policy will be ef- 
fected by it for years to come regard- 
less of the outcome of the NATO expan- 
sion vote. 
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Already, numerous Senators have 
cited the historic work of George Ken- 
nan. I also take his counsel very seri- 
ously and I encourage my colleagues to 
ponder his words from a 1997 New York 
Times opinion piece. Mr. Kennan 
wrote, “Expanding NATO would be the 
most fateful error of American policy 
in the entire post-cold-war era. Such a 
decision may be expected to inflame 
the nationalistic, anti-Western and 
militaristic tendencies in Russian 
opinion; to have an adverse effect on 
the development of Russian democracy; 
to restore the atmosphere of the cold 
war to East-West relations, and to 
impel Russian foreign policy in direc- 
tions decidedly not to our liking.” 

Kennan’s final words are particularly 
troubling as he states. to impel 
Russian foreign policy in directions de- 
cidedly not to our liking.” One needs 
only look at recent weapons inspection 
crisis with Iraq to see the worsening 
ties between the U.S. and Russia as a 
result of NATO expansion. There are 
other examples of the growing divide 
between the U.S. and Russia: coopera- 
tion with Iran on ballistic missiles, 
agreements with China to counter a 
world with one superpower, and an as- 
sortment of other nuclear weapons re- 
lated issues from declarations on the 
first use of nuclear weapons to ratifica- 
tion of START III and the eventual ne- 
gotiation of START. All of these issues 
are vital to the United States and all 
have been negatively impacted by 
NATO expansion. 

It goes without saying that Russia 
does not dictate to the United States 
our foreign policy interests and poli- 
cies. However, U.S. policy makers 
should not underestimate the degree to 
which Russia matters to our own fu- 
ture. Russia is the largest nation in a 
new Europe. Any attempt to guarantee 
the future peace and security of Europe 
by excluding Russia creates more prob- 
lems than promise for the future. 

NATO Expansion fails to consider the 
political landscape of Russia. Approxi- 
mately two-thirds of the Russian Duma 
is controlled by communist and nation- 
alist parties. These political parties 
are very anti-American and the West. 
The Russian Constitution grants enor- 
mous powers to the Presidency that 
have allowed the West to underesti- 
mate Russia’s opposition to NATO Ex- 
pansion. 

My fear is we have undermined those 
in Russia who are advocating and fol- 
lowing the course of democracy, inter- 
national cooperation and economic re- 
form. I hope the Senate does not revisit 
the words of George Kennan with im- 
mense regret in future years. The Ad- 
ministration and the Senate now must 
take it upon themselves to rebuild 
those ties with Russia to go forward 
and address our many shared interests 
for the future. Vice President Gore has 
been instrumental in building ties be- 
tween our two countries, and I cer- 
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tainly encourage him to continue his 
leadership role with Russia’s new 
prime minister. 

I have discussed in detail my con- 
cerns with NATO expansion. This has 
been a very difficult decision for me. In 
the end, I was swayed by one addi- 
tional, very powerful concern. 

This powerful concern is for U.S. 
credibility. I do believe U.S. credibility 
is on the line with this vote. Regard- 
less of the wisdom of NATO expansion, 
I fear that rejection of NATO expan- 
sion at this point will send dangerous 
messages to the world about U.S. in- 
tentions for the future. The inter- 
national community will view a rejec- 
tion of this initiative which was start- 
ed and driven by the United States as a 
sign of U.S. isolationism. Allowing 
that message to be sent around the 
world will, in my mind, be far more 
damaging to U.S. interests worldwide 
than admitting Poland, the Czech Re- 
public and Hungary to the North At- 
lantic Treaty Organization. 

Quite frankly, I think the Adminis- 
tration has marginalized the United 
States Senate on the question before us 
today. While I doubt that the Adminis- 
tration intended to do this and I know 
the Senate has been active and engaged 
throughout this process, the result is 
the same. The Senate, as I see it, has 
little choice in the matter before the 
body today. To reject NATO expansion 
at this point will also cause serious 
long-term problems for U.S. interests 
throughout the world. 

Therefore, I will vote for NATO ex- 
pansion. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
engage in a colloquy with the distin- 
guished Senator from Delaware, the 
Minority manager of the resolution of 
ratification regarding NATO enlarge- 
ment. 

I had planned to submit an amend- 
ment to the resolution of ratification 
as I discussed in my floor speed of Oc- 
tober 27, 1997. This amendment, simply 
put, would express the Sense of the 
Senate that the United States should 
consult with all NATO member na- 
tions, subsequent to the admission of 
Poland, Hungary and the Czech Repub- 
lic but prior to the consideration of 
any other nation for accession, con- 
cerning the desirability of establishing 
a mechanism to suspend the member- 
ship of a NATO member if it no longer 
conforms to the Alliance’s fundamental 
principles of democracy, individual lib- 
erty and the rule of law. 

Mr. President, I raised this issue with 
former Secretary of State Henry Kis- 
singer when he testified before the 
Armed Services Committee on January 
29th. In response to my question as to 
whether NATO should have a mecha- 
nism to suspend a member, Secretary 
Kissinger stated: 

I think in situations in which a govern- 
ment emerges incompatible with the com- 
mon purpose of the Alliance, there ought to 
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be some method, maybe along the lines you 
put forward. I have not thought this 
through, but I fully agree this is a very im- 
portant issue which does not apply to any of 
the new countries that are now before us. 

I also raised the issue of establishing 
a mechanism for suspending a NATO 
member with former Secretary of De- 
fense William Perry when he testified 
before the Armed Services Committee 
on March 19th. I posed the question in 
the context of a NATO nation that no 
longer conforms to NATO’s funda- 
mental principles but still has a veto 
over NATO operations. Secretary Perry 
stated: 

That is a very good question, Senator 
LEVIN. What you are describing is a prob- 
lem—in fact, I would call it a flaw—in the 
original NATO structure, the NATO agree- 
ments. And, in my judgment, this is a prob- 
lem which should be addressed. It has been a 
problem for many, many years. And, there- 
fore it is important, in addressing that prob- 
lem to separate it from the issue of NATO 
accession. I would not in any way want to tie 
that issue to the NATO accession issue. 

We could have predicted several decades 
ago that that would cause a problem, there 
would be some major issue come up on which 
we could not reach consensus, and that 
would bring NATO to a halt, or that some 
member would depart from the NATO values. 
Happily that has not happened. But it is a 
potential problem, and I think we ought to 
address it. 

Mr. President, I do not intend to 
offer this amendment at this time be- 
cause it has nothing to do with Poland, 
Hungary or the Czech Republic and I do 
not want to suggest or imply any such 
connection. Nevertheless, I do believe 
it is an issue that needs to be raised 
within NATO councils. I believe it 
should be resolved before any addi- 
tional accessions to NATO are consid- 
ered. And so, I would ask the distin- 
guished Senator from Delaware if he 
believes this is a matter that merits 
consideration? 

Mr. BIDEN. I agree with the Senator 
from Michigan that this is an impor- 
tant matter that raises fundamental 
issues for the United States and our Al- 
lies. I believe that this is a matter that 
merits careful consideration within 
NATO councils. It would certainly be 
preferable for NATO to discuss this in 
a careful and measured way now, rath- 
er than to be faced with the issue at 
some future time when an emergency 
situation exists. I want to commend 
the Senator from Michigan for raising 
this matter. I also commend him for 
not seeking to amend the resolution of 
ratification, for, as he has correctly 
noted, this issue is not related to Po- 
land, Hungary or the Czech Republic. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I have voiced a 
number of concerns with regard to the 
Administration's open-door policy on 
NATO enlargement, and in particular 
the implementation of that policy with 
regard to the Baltic states. 

Over the last few days, the Adminis- 
tration and Sen. BIDEN and his staff 
have worked closely with myself and 
my staff to address my concerns. 
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I wish to confirm with Sen. BIDEN 
and Sen. HELMS that my understanding 
of certain provisions in the NATO reso- 
lution, as modified by the Manager’s 
Amendment, is correct. 

First, there is the issue of consulta- 
tions with the Senate. I understand 
that the Resolution, as clarified by the 
Manager’s Amendment, states that the 
Senate will be consulted prior to the 
U.S. consenting to invite any European 
state to begin accession talks with 
NATO, as was done for Poland, Hun- 
gary, and the Czech Republic at Madrid 
last year. This would apply for the Bal- 
tic states, and for any other European 
state seeking admission to NATO. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. BIDEN. I agree. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Second is the issue 
of U.S. security commitments. The 
NATO resolution contains a provision 
stating that only a consensus decision 
by the full membership of NATO, ap- 
proved by the national procedures of 
each NATO member * * will con- 
stitute a security commitment pursu- 
ant to the North Atlantic Treaty.” 
This means that a political document, 
like the Baltic Charter, which has not 
been approved by the Senate pursuant 
to constitutional treaty-making proc- 
ess, does not constitute a U.S. security 
commitment to the Baltic states. Is 
my understanding of that provision 
correct? 

Mr. BIDEN. I agree. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. The third concern 
that I wish to address is whether the 
United States, in signing the Baltic 
charter, has “‘pre-committed’’ to sup- 
port Baltic membership in NATO in the 
future. The Resolution, as modified, 
contains a provision to the effect that, 
other than Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic, the United States has 
not consented or committed to invite 
any other country to join NATO in the 
future. My understanding of this provi- 
sion is that it reflects the fact that the 
Baltic Charter of Partnership does not 
constitute a U.S. pre-commitment to 
NATO membership for the Baltics, and 
that presently the United States has 
not consented or committed to support 
NATO membership for any European 
state (other than Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic) that may seek to 
accede to NATO. Is that understanding 
correct? 

Mr. BIDEN. I agree. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 
want to begin my discussion of this 
very important issue by commending 
the people of Poland, Hungary and the 
Czech Republic for their brave and de- 
termined transition to democracy and 
free market economies. The citizens of 
these three nations have suffered grave 
injustices and brutal atrocities during 
World War II and the Cold War and 
now, to see these nations emerge from 
these dark days and turn toward de- 
mocracy, deserves the praise of every 
man and woman who cherishes free- 
dom. 
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I also want to express my strong sup- 
port for the security and independence 
of Poland, Hungary and the Czech Re- 
public. I also believe the United States 
and its military forces will support the 
independence of these nations whether 
or not they join NATO. 

While I want to encourage the move 
toward democracy, free markets and 
Western values in Poland, Hungary and 
the Czech Republic, I also want to see 
these values take root in Russia. It is 
because of my concern that a vote now 
on NATO expansion will hinder our re- 
lations with Russia and risk the 
Duma’s ratification of the START II 
Treaty that I will vote against NATO 
expansion at this time. 

I have spent a good deal of time and 
effort discussing the issue of NATO ex- 
pansion with a number of U.S. foreign 
policy makers and military leaders. I 
have given this question a considerable 
amount of thought because I believe 
before the United States commits itself 
to defending additional nations, with 
U.S. nuclear weapons if necessary, we 
must carefully consider all of the rami- 
fications of this action. 

As I look at the current security sit- 
uation in Central Europe, I do not see 
a security threat that necessitates a 
vote to expand NATO today. What I do 
see however, is a weakened superpower 
in Russia with thousands of nuclear 
weapons that can reach the United 
States. 

I think if anyone looks at the lessons 
of the end of the First World War and 
the Treaty of Versailles, it shows that 
the harsh terms of the peace imposed 
on Germany fed the antagonisms that 
allowed Adolf Hitler to come to power. 
That, I believe, is the real threat we 
face today. 

At present, we have an historic op- 
portunity to bring Russia into the 
West and cement Russia’s commitment 
to freedom, democracy and free enter- 
prise. On the other hand, we can ex- 
pand NATO, right up to Russia’s bor- 
der, and we can thereby inadvertently 
recreate a Russia that is a threat to 
U.S. security and peace in Central Eu- 
rope. 

It is ironic that by adding Poland, 
Hungary and the Czech Republic to 
NATO we may create the security dan- 
ger these nation’s fear. More impor- 
tantly, by voting to expand NATO 
today I believe we run the risk of un- 
dercutting the supporters of democracy 
in Russia and fuel the fears of those 
who want to restore an aggressive, im- 
perialist Russia that will then require 
billions of dollars in additional Amer- 
ican taxpayer money to deter. 

This is not idle speculation, this sce- 
nario is real and it is here now. At 
present, the Russian Duma has refused 
to ratify the START II Treaty and this 
action has led the United States to 
maintain nuclear armed ICBMs, 
SLBMs and ballistic missile sub- 
marines that we would otherwise de- 
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activate under the START II treaty. In 
fact, the U.S. strategic nuclear arsenal 
would drop from about 6,000 warheads 
under START I to 3,000 under START 
II. Department of Defense figures indi- 
cate by fiscal year 2000 it will cost hun- 
dreds of million of dollars to keep the 
U.S. nuclear arsenal at a START I 
level. 

While we wait for the Russian Duma 
to ratify START II, the Secretary of 
Defense, our friend Bill Cohen, and the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
General Shelton, believe that we must 
keep our forces at a START I level to 
keep the pressure on the Russian Duma 
to ratify the treaty. 

Therefore, when the supporters of 
NATO expansion discuss the costs asso- 
ciated with adding Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic to the alliance, 
I would ask that they add the cost of 
keeping U.S. nuclear forces at a 
START I level to their calculations. 
Let the record show, no Administra- 
tion official has stepped forward to 
argue that a Senate vote to expand 
NATO will encourage the Russian 
Duma to ratify START II. 

In fact, in a conversation I and sev- 
eral members of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee had with Alexie 
Arbatov, a member of the Russian 
Duma and a democratic reformist, Mr. 
Arbatov told us that NATO expansion 
undercuts democratic reformists abil- 
ity to promote cooperation between 
NATO allies and Russia. He continued 
to tell us that expansion of NATO to 
include these three countries will delay 
Russian ratification of START II. 

The Washington Post recently in- 
cluded two articles describing the de- 
graded state of Russia’s nuclear arse- 
nal. These articles also confirm the ex- 
tensive testimony before the Senate 
Armed Services Committee which doc- 
uments Russia’s growing reliance on 
nuclear weapons. 

As my colleagues, know, Russia’s 
economic problems have resulted in a 
huge reduction in that nation’s conven- 
tional capability. This reality has led 
Russian policy makers to enunciate a 
policy stressing a reliance on nuclear 
weapons to defend Russia’s security in- 
terest. 

We therefore find ourselves in a situ- 
ation, under the proposed NATO expan- 
sion, where we are extending the U.S. 
nuclear umbrella closer to Russia’s 
border, and literally to Russia’s border 
in the Kaliningrad province which bor- 
ders Russia, at a time when Russia is 
increasing its reliance on weapons of 
mass destruction to defend its inter- 
ests. 

Given Russia’s growing reliance on 
nuclear weapons, I believe it is dan- 
gerous for the United States to push 
the border of NATO eastward to Rus- 
sia’s border at this time. 

Administration officials tell us 
NATO expansion is not directed toward 
Russia, indeed some offer the hope that 
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Russia will eventually join NATO, but 
I ask these officials, do the Poles, the 
Hungarians and the Czechs believe 
NATO is their defense against Russia? 
Of course they do! 

I also question the logic of those who 
say Russia is free to join NATO. If Rus- 
sia is allowed to join NATO, what is 
the real mission of NATO? If Russia 
and everyone else who wants to is al- 
lowed to join NATO, is NATO still a 
self-defense alliance or is it then a new 
version of the United Nations? 

I believe NATO expansion at this 
time will decrease U.S. national secu- 
rity because I believe it will hinder 
joint U.S.-Russian efforts to stop the 
spread of weapons of mass destruction. 
According to a February editorial in 
the New York Times by Howard Baker, 
Sam Nunn, Brent Scrowcroft and Alton 
Frye, “frictions over NATO distract 
Moscow and Washington from profound 
common dangers.” At the top of the 
list of the profound common dangers” 
is the threat of the spread of weapons 
of mass destruction. This enormous 
challenge begins with our effort to con- 
trol the nuclear weapons, nuclear ma- 
terials and nuclear scientists in Russia. 
All of these crucial non-proliferation 
programs require the active coopera- 
tion of Russia and a vote today to ex- 
pand NATO does not contribute to this 
cooperation. 

As it stands today, even my good 
friends on the other side of this issue 
will agree Russia’s conventional forces 
are weak and getting weaker. Russia’s 
plans for new conventional weapons 
systems are slowed and reduced. Russia 
cannot afford to regularly pay the 
members of her armed forces. Instead, 
Russia has turned efforts inward to 
refocus and rebuild their country; and, 
with our help, Russia may reemerge 
with a strong market economy rooted 
in freedom and democracy. Without a 
doubt, Russia’s continued evolution to- 
ward the West will have the greatest 
impact on long term U.S. security. 

Mr. President, I support efforts by 
the United States and the European 
Union to help Hungary, Poland and the 
Czech Republic to become strong de- 
mocracies with robust market econo- 
mies. But I also want Russia to con- 
tinue on the road to freedom and de- 
mocracy so I therefore will oppose the 
resolution to expand NATO at this 
time. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sup- 
port the expansion of the North Atlan- 
tic Treaty Organization to include the 
Czech Republic, Poland and Hungary. 
The inclusion of these three countries 
will alter the Alliance, but the benefits 
clearly make this expansion both time- 
ly and worthwhile. 

In 1949, if the founders of NATO had 
been asked to predict where the alli- 
ance would be five decades later, few if 
any could have foreseen a more ex- 
traordinary success. The NATO nations 
stood firmly together as the great bul- 
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wark against communism during the 
Cold War. NATO is, without doubt, the 
most successful security alliance in 
history. 

The original purpose of NATO was to 
protect the West against the former 
Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact na- 
tions. Now, even though the Cold War 
is over, NATO continues to be essen- 
tial. It makes sense to adopt this mod- 
est expansion of the Alliance beyond 
its Cold War borders to include three 
nations which were once part of the 
Warsaw Pact. 

The greatest threats to European se- 
curity are now the long-standing eth- 
nic conflicts that have simmered inside 
many of these nations for centuries. 
Two world wars in this century began 
in Central Europe. Extension of 
NATO’s security umbrella to these 
three additional nations will place 
them in a part of Europe where wars no 
longer happen. 

Obviously, there are concerns about 
the expansion of NATO that Congress 
and the country must be sensitive to— 
especially the potential impact of this 
expansion on our relationship with 
Russia. 

We have rightly spent much of the 
past decade and billions of U.S. tax- 
payers’ dollars in working with Russia 
to achieve nuclear arms reductions and 
to help Russia safeguard its nuclear ar- 
senal and its nuclear materials. Rus- 
sian cooperation with the U.S. under 
the Comprehensive Threat Reduction 
Program and our bilateral nuclear 
arms reduction treaties with Russia 
have substantially reduced the chance 
of nuclear war. In my view, anything 
that would disrupt or harm this vital 
progress would be a fateful error. 

Many of Russia’s leaders do not sup- 
port NATO’s invitation to Poland, 
Hungary or the Czech Republic. But 
the addition of these countries to 
NATO poses no threat to Russia. I com- 
mend President Clinton for his effec- 
tive leadership in making this point 
clear. We must continue to work to as- 
sure President Yeltsin and other Rus- 
sian leaders that the expansion of 
NATO is not a danger to their country 
or their security. We must do all we 
can to address Russia’s concerns and 
increase our cooperation in all key 
areas with Russia to ensure that our 
goal of a more secure future is 
achieved. 

We must also deal with the concerns 
over costs, especially the costs that 
Poland, Hungary and the Czech Repub- 
lic will have to bear to upgrade their 
military forces to NATO standards. 
These costs will inevitably have to 
compete with pressing domestic needs 
in those countries. 

Together, these three nations will 
have to spend as much as 514 billion 
over the next 10 years to meet NATO 
standards. These costs are the respon- 
sibility of these prospective new mem- 
bers. They committed to pay these 
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costs when they asked to become mem- 
bers of NATO. The U.S. already pays 
25% of NATO’s commonly-funded ex- 
penses. NATO expansion should not im- 
pose costly new burdens on U.S. tax- 
payers. 

Nevertheless, these countries are on 
the right track, and so is NATO. This 
expansion of NATO is amply justified. 
Poland, Hungary and the Czech Repub- 
lic will strengthen NATO. They are 
solid democracies, and they will make 
our alliance for peace even stronger. 
Their rightful place is in NATO, and I 
urge the Senate to support this Resolu- 
tion of Ratification. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, later this 
evening the Senate will conclude de- 
bate on a resolution of ratification au- 
thorizing the United States to support 
the entry of Poland, Hungary and the 
Czech Republic into the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization (NATO). 

The decision that the Senate takes 
with respect to this resolution will 
have an historic impact on the future 
of Europe and the nature of the Trans- 
atlantic partnership that will take us 
into the next millennium. 

Without question, NATO has been 
the singularly most successful alliance 
for mutual defense in modern history 
since its establishment in 1949. For 
nearly fifty years it has served as a 
bulwark against communism, and as a 
deterrent against threats posed by the 
Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact sat- 
ellites. 

Today the world has changed. The 
Soviet Union no longer exists, and the 
Warsaw Pact is fast becoming a mere 
footnote in our history books. In that 
context, it seems to me to be a particu- 
larly appropriate moment to review 
whether and how NATO's role should 
evolve, to keep pace with the changing 
political landscape. 

Some changes have already been un- 
dertaken by NATO. For example, not 
too long ago NATO members agreed 
that it was an appropriate mission for 
NATO forces to assist with efforts to 
implement the Dayton Peace accords 
in war torn Bosnia. 

Certainly the debate this week is as 
much about such matters as it is 
whether Hungary, Poland, and the 
Czech Republic will be good NATO 
partners. 

The debate is also about the merits 
of admitting additional members be- 
yond these three—and the order and 
timing for doing so. And, it is about 
the budgetary implications of an en- 
larged organization with an expanded 
land area requiring collective defense. 
Finally, it is about the impact on U.S. 
and NATO's relations with Russia and 
other NIS countries and the implica- 
tions for internal Russian political sta- 
bility. 

These are all important and legiti- 
mate areas for discussion. The Senate’s 
debate on these questions has been 
thoughtful and constructive. Senators 
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WARNER, MOYNIHAN, HARKIN and others 
have asked some very important ques- 
tions that deserve answers before mov- 
ing forward to take NATO from 16 to 
nineteen members and beyond. It 
would be foolhardy not to carefully as- 
sess these matters before making 
changes to NATO. 

I agree with those who have held up 
a yellow flag urging caution. Certainly 
it behooves us to act judiciously in re- 
shaping NATO to ensure that whatever 
we do does not undermine the effec- 
tiveness or efficiency of the current or- 
ganization. Nor should we foster expec- 
tations in Eastern and Central Europe 
that cannot be fulfilled—or create ad- 
ditional and unnecessary financial bur- 
dens on existing or new members. 

I also believe that it is important 
that we take into account the implica- 
tions for our current and future rela- 
tions with Russia and other former So- 
viet states. And particularly with re- 
spect to Russia’s continued willingness 
to move forward to ratify Start II and 
other future arms control agreements. 

While I agree with those who suggest 
it would be wrong to give Moscow veto 
power over NATO decisions—on the 
other hand, I see nothing to be gained 
from causing unnecessary uncertainty 
or anxiety with respect to our inten- 
tions toward Russia. 

After the many hours of debate we 
have had on the pending measure, I be- 
lieve a strong case has been made in 
favor of admitting these three new 
members. Foreign policy experts and 
scholars who have spent a great deal of 
time studying NATO over the years 
make a persuasive case in support of 
expansion. 

I also believe that Secretary of State 
Madeleine Albright, Secretary of De- 
fense Bill Cohen, together with other 
Clinton Administration officials, have 
during hours and hours of Congres- 
sional testimony made a very compel- 
ling case in favor of ratification of the 
pending protocols. Former Presidents 
Bush and Carter have endorsed the 
President’s decision. As have a number 
of our distinguished former Secretaries 
of State and former members of the 
Pentagon’s Joint Chiefs of Staff. They 
have also adequately addressed con- 
cerns that have been raised with re- 
spect to NATO expansion. 

During the July 8, 1997 Madrid Sum- 
mit, NATO heads of state, including 
President Clinton reached common 
agreement at that time to invite Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic 
to join the organization, while leaving 
open the door to other interested gov- 
ernments. However, no commitment 
was made with respect to the sequence 
or timing of such additions. 

That was appropriate in my view. It 
goes without saying that we must as- 
sess any impact of enlarging NATO by 
three on that organization’s ability to 
continue to fulfill its primary mis- 
sion—namely collective self-defense— 
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before moving forward to consider ad- 
ditional new members. 

Realistically, such an assessment is 
likely to take three or more years by 
my estimation—in line with the time 
frame fame Senators WARNER and Moy- 
NIHAN have included in their so called 
pause reservation. Having said that, I 
really do not think it necessary to cod- 
ify this time frame into a binding prop- 
osition. In fact, the time period could 
even turn out to be longer than three 
years. Were we to codify the time pe- 
riod, we might in fact be creating false 
expectations in the minds of countries 
waiting to join that invitations will 
automatically be forthcoming once 
three years have elapsed. It was for 
those reasons that I voted against this 
amendment earlier today. 

It is important as we review the cur- 
rent structure, purpose, and member- 
ship of this important organization 
that we remain mindful of the central 
proposition—the organization’s rel- 
evance to today’s and tomorrow's reali- 
ties. We should ask as well whether and 
what changes best further U.S. na- 
tional security and foreign policy in- 
terests. Only after such questions have 
been fully explored should we move for- 
ward to alter NATO. 

I believe that during the course of 
the current debate we have exhaus- 
tively reviewed the implications and 
U.S. interests at stake with respect to 
the pending protocols. I am satisfied 
that the addition of Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic to NATO will 
enhance U.S. national security and for- 
eign policy interests by strengthening 
and fostering European unity and secu- 
rity. 

There is little doubt in my mind, Mr. 
President, about the likely outcome of 
the final vote on this matter. In my 
judgement the United States Senate 
will give its advice and consent to rati- 
fication, and thereby authorize the 
United States to consent to the admis- 
sion of these three members. 

Mr. President, I will join my col- 
leagues in voting aye on this matter. 
To do otherwise would severely under- 
mine the cohesive support that has ex- 
isted for NATO since its establishment 
in 1949 and leave us ill prepared to pro- 
mote a strong, secure, and united Eu- 
rope in the 2lst century. 

THE COST OF NATO ENLARGEMENT 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, there is 
no more complex issue than the finan- 
cial cost of NATO enlargement. 

Over the past two years there have 
been several studies by private and by 
governmental organizations, which 
have yielded widely differing esti- 
mates. 

The highest figure reached one hun- 
dred twenty-five billion dollars over 
ten years, with over thirty billion of 
that accruing to the United States. 
The most recent—and I believe the 
best—estimate is NATO’s own cost 
study, which estimates only one-and-a- 


April 30, 1998 


half billion dollars in direct costs over 
ten years. According to the latest esti- 
mate, the expected U.S. contribution 
to the direct costs of enlargement are 
estimated to average forty million dol- 
lars per year for ten years. 

There are good reasons for the vast 
disparities in the estimates—basically 
there was a lot of apples and oranges” 
mixing going on. 

Explaining all this requires a fair 
amount of effort, which, I regret, some 
of the critics of enlargement either 
were unwilling to give, or which they 
eschewed for the easier route of uti- 
lizing unexplained, raw data for par- 
tisan purposes. 

Mr. President, at this time I would 
like to examine the cost issue. 

The 16 NATO nations collectively 
spent about $455 billion on defense in 
1997. Of that total approximately $1.6 
billion goes to the NATO common 
budget. 

What does the NATO common budget 
pay for? Let’s take the airbase at 
Aviano, Italy, as an example. 

The host country, Italy, maintains 
an airbase that has been designated for 
NATO use. Italy pays for all costs re- 
lated to the base except new construc- 
tion and improvements that benefit the 
United States Air Force units sta- 
tioned there. These improvements, 
above and beyond the national needs of 
Italy, comprising some $260 million, 
are paid for by NATO’s common budg- 
et. 

One of NATO’s founding principles 
was (and remains) equitable cost shar- 
ing—that is, nations make financial 
contributions to offset costs based on 
their ability to pay. 

In the 1950’s, the U.S. paid almost 
50% of NATO’s operating costs. In the 
1960's, however, our European allies as- 
sumed about half of the original U.S. 
contribution in recognition of our 
worldwide security commitments. 

Since then, our overall national con- 
tribution to NATO’s three common 
budgets has been reduced to about one- 
quarter. Our allies account for the 
other three quarters of NATO oper- 
ating costs. 

We participate in NATO at a reduced 
rate, but we receive security benefits 
that far outweigh our financial con- 
tributions. 

Let’s take a closer look at where our 
annual contributions to NATO’s budget 
go. 

NATO has three budgets, each sup- 
porting a distinct aspect of NATO oper- 
ations. 

NATO’s Civil Budget pays for the op- 
erating costs of NATO’s modest, 1960's- 
vintage headquarters building plus as- 
sociated staff in Brussels. 

Additionally, there are numerous 
public information, political, and sci- 
entific activity programs supported by 
this budget, including civilian ele- 
ments of NATO-sponsored Partnership 
for Peace activities. 
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The annual U.S. contribution is pro- 
vided by the State Department. 

NATO’s Military Budget provides 
support for NATO’s military head- 
quarter (SHAPE) in Mons, Belgium, 
and other elements of the integrated 
command structure. 

This budget also supports operations 
of several key NATO military agencies, 
like the NATO Maintenance and Sup- 
ply Agency, the NATO C3 Agency, for 
example, and the costs of running the 
NATO AWACS fleet. 

Annual contributions are paid from 
Department of Defense Operations and 
Maintenance funds. 

NATO’s Security Investment Pro- 
gram pays for construction of the fa- 
cilities and installations NATO uses to 
support alliance military activities, 
such as command structure C3 support, 
force mobility projects, and training 
facilities—in other words, infrastruc- 
ture. 

It is also used to support common- 
user procurements to meet priority 
military requirements set by SACEUR 
and SACLANT, like integrated air de- 
fense and interoperable communica- 
tions systems. 

U.S. contributions to this budget are 
obtained from Department of Defense 
Military Construction funds. 

As I said, the U.S. pays approxi- 
mately one-quarter of the overall 
NATO common budget. 

If there were no enlargement in 1999, 
we would still expect to pay about $458 
million. 

Now let’s turn to the costs of en- 
largement. NATO has estimated that 
over 10 years, the cost to the NATO 
common-funded budgets will be about 
$1.5 billion. 

While the amount may not be distrib- 
uted evenly over 10 years, let’s accept 
for the sake of discussion that it will. 

This means that the U.S. quarter- 
share will be about $400 million over 10 
years, or about $40 million a year. 

This represents only a 9% increase in 
our total contribution to the NATO 
common-funded budgets. 

Bearing in mind that the U.S. share 
of NATO’s common-funded budgets rep- 
resents only one-tenth of one percent 
of the current defense budget, I believe 
that enlargement expenditures are a 
pretty good deal. 

The key questions for us should be: Is 
the $1.5 billion figure accurate? What is 
the U.S. share? and Is the U.S. share a 
fair share? 

Anyone who has looked at this issue 
would, I believe, agree that it is ex- 
tremely confusing. 

There are lots of numbers out there 
on enlargement costs in addition to the 
$1.5 billion. 

You will recall that the Administra- 
tion told us in February 1997 that the 
total cost of enlargement would be 
about $27 to 35 billion. 

Let’s look at those numbers. 

First, as the General Accounting Of- 
fice (GAO) has pointed out, the Admin- 
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istration’s estimate included two cat- 
egories of costs that are not direct en- 
largement costs. 

The first was costs to current NATO 
members—$8 to 10 billion. These are 
the national costs the current allies 
needed to spend to meet their commit- 
ments under the revised 1991 Strategic 
Concept to improve their mobility, re- 
inforcement, and power projection ca- 
pabilities. 

They would incur these costs even if 
NATO did not enlarge. 

That’s why GAO said the Administra- 
tion made a mistake in including them 
in the February 1997 estimate. 

The U.S. has already met its power 
projection requirements, so we would 
not have additional costs in this area. 

The second figure in the February 
1997 estimate, which is not counted in 
the final NATO study, represented the 
costs to new members to restructure 
and modernize their militaries—$10 to 
13 billion. . 

They would incur these costs even if 
they did not join NATO. 

Once again, this is why GAO said the 
Administration goofed in including 
these costs in their February 1997 esti- 
mate. 

This leaves us with $9 to 12 billion in 
direct enlargement costs. 

Of this $9 to 12 billion, the Adminis- 
tration said in February 1997 that 
about 60% would be eligible for NATO 
common funding. 

The rest of these direct enlargement 
costs would be picked up by the new 
members. 

For example, there is the procure- 
ment of something called Identifica- 
tion of Friend or Foe (IFF) gear—you 
need to have it if you’re in the Alli- 
ance—but NATO common funding 
won't pay for it. 

60% of $9 to 12 billion is about $5.5 to 
7 billion. 

This is the number we should start 
with when comparing the NATO esti- 
mate of common-funded costs of $1.5 
billion. 

What accounts for the difference? $5.5 
to 7 billion versus $1.5 billion? 

I just talked about the top half of 
this chart * * * above the dash line. 

Let’s focus on why the Administra- 
tion’s $5.5 to 7 billion estimate and 
NATO’s $1.5 billion estimate are dif- 
ferent. 

First, there is the matter of four 
versus three new members. The Admin- 
istration did its estimate several 
months before the decision in Madrid. 
The extra member counts for about $1.1 
billion. That brings us down to $4.9 to 
6.2 billion. 

The February 1997 estimate did not 
have the benefit of detailed responses 
by the three to NATO’s Defense Plan- 
ning Questionnaire (DPQ) or the ben- 
efit of site visits to the three countries’ 
facilities conducted by SHAPE mili- 
tary experts. 

The infrastructure turned out to be 
much better than expected. This is a 
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key point. In February 1997, we 
thought we had a lot of work to do to 
bring airfields up to NATO standards. 

The reality is that a number of the 
Polish, Czech and Hungarian airfields 
are in very good shape. The earlier Ad- 
ministration assumptions about the ca- 
pacity of the airfields to host NATO 
aircraft were incorrect. 

For example, during Partnership for 
Peace exercises, a Hungarian airbase 
successfully hosted a Dutch F-16 
squadron, that is, the Dutch F-16s 
landed, were serviced and refueled, and 
took off again. 

With regard to funding eligibility: 
The Administration assumed NATO 
would pay for some works that NATO 
later determined were national respon- 
sibilities. 

There were also some pricing dif- 
ferences. The U.S. used generalized 
cost factors and pricing, while NATO 
used by-item, historical cost data from 
their files. 

While there were some military re- 
quirements differences between the 
U.S. and NATO studies, these were 
modest and not operationally signifi- 
cant. What are we getting for $1.5 bil- 
lion? Is it the right set of require- 
ments? The Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff says it is. What are 
those categories? 

C31 Requirements include: Cross bor- 
der connections, transmission media, 
terminal and security equipment; Up- 
grades to military headquarters inter- 
face equipment; C2 info systems, in- 
cluding the NATO-specialized func- 
tional area sub-system; and a NATO 
satellite communications (SATCOM) 
terminal for Hungary. 

Air Defense Requirements include: 
Air Sovereignty Operations Center 
communication links to airfields; 
NATO air defense ground environment 
C2 sites; Interface to the NATO Air- 
borne Warning and Control System 
(AWACS); Installation of Combined Air 
Operations Centers in Hungary and Po- 
land; Upgraded air defense radars; and 
Air Command and Control System ac- 
quisition. 

Necessary reinforcement improve- 
ments (land, air & maritime facility 
upgrades) include: Tactical fighter air- 
fields; An AWACS and air-refueling for- 
ward operating base; Rail and storage 
facilities for land reinforcement; Pe- 
troleum, oil and lubricant facilities; 
and Maritime facilities. 

Training and exercise improvements 
include: Upgrades to air and ground 
communications, Tank and vehicle 
wash facilities, Movement costs for 
new allies’ exercise participation, and 
Costs for minor construction and ad- 
ministrative travel. 

Now I would pose the question: are 
these the right requirements. 

I have confidence in the positive as- 
sessment of these requirements given 
by General Shelton, Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
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The Department of Defense has as- 
sured us that the scenarios which these 
requirements have been planned 
against include robust assumptions. 

These assumptions have changed 
from the Cold War assumptions of 
about 40 to 60 divisions coming across 
the border with less than 24 hours’ 
warning, to scenarios of 10 to 20 divi- 
sions with 60 to 90 days’ warning. 

We can discuss the specifics in a clas- 
sified setting. 

But I am satisfied that the require- 
ments are based on reasonable assump- 
tions, and that they include sound, 
worst-case analyses, given the current 
security environment. 

To sum up, the most recent NATO es- 
timate of the direct costs of enlarge- 
ment appears to be sound. 

The annual costs of NATO enlarge- 
ment to the United States are real, but 
they are affordable, constituting only a 
tiny fraction of our annual defense ex- 
penditures. For them, we gain three 
loyal allies with a quarter-million 
troops. The costs are, in short, a bar- 
gain. 

In mid-March, the Congressional 
Budget Office provided a revision of its 
February 1996 cost estimate for the ac- 
cession of Hungary, Poland, and the 
Czech Republic to NATO. 

In this new estimate, the CBO begins 
with NATO’s own projection of com- 
mon-funded costs of $1.5 billion over 10 
years, with the U.S. 25% share total- 
ling about $40 million per year. 

However, CBO departs from the 
NATO cost study. It speculates that 
the Alliance will reevaluate its own ex- 
haustive assessment of the military 
preparedness of Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic, raising common- 
funded costs for all. That, together 
with bilateral expenses for expanded 
exercises, training, etc., would, in 
CBO’s estimation, likely increase the 
cost to the U.S. to an average of 62.5 
million per year for 10 years. 

There is no evidence, however, that 
NATO plans to change its carefully re- 
searched cost estimate declared ‘‘thor- 
ough and militarily sound” by General 
Shelton, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, and whose assumptions and 
conclusion were deemed reasonable“ 
by the General Accounting Office. 

The Defense Department, in its Feb- 
ruary 1998 Report to Congress on Enlarge- 
ment Costs, made clear that most U.S. 
costs have already been planned for, 
and that only incremental amounts of 
$5 million in FY00, $12 million in FY01, 
and $32 million in FY02, will require 
additional funding requests. 

Moveover, CBO appears to ignore the 
three applicants’ own assurances that 
they will pay all NATO requirements 
not deemed to be common-funded, and 
that their economic growth rates can 
allow such expenditures. 

Once again, although the new CBO 
cost figures are vastly lower than they 
were in the 1996 study, this is an esti- 
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mate not based on the best evidence, 
but on worst-case speculations. 

But even a worst case scenario under 
the new CBO estimate still results in 
figures so much lower than the alarm- 
ist sums of “upwards of one hundred 
twenty-five billion dollars“ it is a dis- 
service to the public to repeat them 
like some doomsday mantra. NATO en- 
largement will not break the bank. 

I would emphasize that even if the 
CBO’s current worst-case estimate 
turns out to be correct, their estimate 
represents only 0.15 percent of our De- 
fense budget. To my mind, this still 
makes the cost of NATO a bargain, 
given the number of troops and stra- 
tegic depth we gain by adding three 
new, highly-motivated allies to NATO. 

Nevertheless, I have seen no evidence 
to doubt the NATO study’s figure of 
U.S. enlargement costs averaging $40 
million per year over 10 years. This is 
the estimate confirmed by both DoD 
and GAO and should remain our basis 
for planning. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Senate 
is considering whether Poland, the 
Czech Republic, and Hungary should be 
admitted to the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO). This is one of 
the most important foreign policy 
issues to be considered by the Senate 
in recent years, and the outcome will 
shape the future direction of NATO and 
our military relationship with our Eu- 
ropean allies. 

In addressing this question, we 
should begin with the fundamentals, by 
examining the past and future purpose 
of NATO. NATO is a collective security 
military alliance, with the original 
purpose of defending Western Europe 
from a possible attack by the Soviet 
Union and its allies in the Warsaw 
Pact. When considered from that per- 
spective, NATO stands as one of the 
most stunningly successful alliances 
ever conceived. Not just because it 
maintained the peace for over forty 
years—other alliances in human his- 
tory have kept the peace for longer pe- 
riods of time. The success of NATO 
cannot be judged merely by time, but 
also by the scope of its mission. For, 
unlike previous military alliances, 
NATO was not intended merely to pre- 
vent another conventional war, but 
also to deter nuclear war. At stake 
was—and still is—nothing less than the 
preservation of global civilization, and 
the world owes a debt of gratitude to 
the alliance and its leaders for main- 
taining the peace. 

Some have argued that NATO also 
serves to maintain democratic tradi- 
tions, since its original purpose was to 
protect Western democracy from an at- 
tack by an authoritarian Warsaw Pact. 
Today, NATO continues to defend 
those democratic values, which are 
part of the criteria in the decision to 
expand the membership of the alliance. 

Nonetheless, NATO continues to be, 
first and foremost, a defensive alliance. 
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Critics of NATO expansion question 
whether Russia perceives NATO to be 
defensive or offensive, and argue that 
the admission of the these three new 
members will “alarm” Russia. These 
critics believe that Russian national- 
ists will perceive the expansion of 
NATO to be the enlargement of an of- 
fensive alliance aimed squarely at the 
heart of Russia, rather than the en- 
largement of a defensive agreement 
among nations inclined to keep, not 
break, the peace. 

The question of Russian nationalists, 
and their future role in their own coun- 
try, speaks to the core of the issues 
surrounding the future of NATO. The 
question is not only how Russian na- 
tionalists react today, but also wheth- 
er the most militaristic and virulent 
nationalists might gain power in the 
future, and whether that could pose a 
renewed threat to peace in Europe. 

Russia is unstable in virtually every 
societal area—her economy is weak, 
her military in shambles, and civil 
order is increasingly dominated by vio- 
lence and corruption. Although we all 
sincerely hope that this wounded bear 
will regain her health and settle into a 
peaceful way of life that protects the 
interests of all her citizens and which 
deals fairly and openly in the commu- 
nity of nations, it is not at all clear 
that democratic traditions will survive 
within that nation for the next ten 
years. Some have argued that the ex- 
pansion of NATO could be a factor in 
bringing the nationalists to power. The 
available evidence suggests that this is 
not the case. The Yeltsin government 
has publicly accepted the expansion of 
NATO, and public opinion polls indi- 
cate that the Russian populace is bare- 
ly aware of this question, and everyday 
Russians do not have strong opinions 
on the question of NATO expansion. 
They are far more concerned about 
bread and jobs than they are about 
NATO. 

If authoritarian nationalists are to 
gain power in Russia in the future, that 
sad scenario will be caused by the fun- 
damental instability of Russian demo- 
cratic institutions, and the general col- 
lapse of the economy, not by NATO ex- 
pansion. If nationalists seize power, 
and impose a new militaristic dictator- 
ship upon Russia, it will pose a new 
threat to the peace of Europe, and the 
continuation of NATO will be essential 
to again preserve that peace. We might 
again face the question of a newly hos- 
tile Russia that possesses a still formi- 
dable arsenal of nuclear-tipped mis- 
siles. 

I would also note that critics of 
NATO expansion argue this question 
both ways. They argue that we dare 
not enlarge NATO because it might ir- 
ritate or anger the most virulent of the 
Russian nationalists, yet those same 
critics do not address the question of 
the threat posed by a future rise to 
power of those very same nationalists. 
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In the event of the rise to power of 
authoritarian nationalists in Russia, 
NATO would be strengthened by the 
admission of these three nations. Po- 
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic 
occupy key geopolitical positions in 
the heart of central Europe. For that 
reason alone, their addition to NATO is 
of strategic importance. These three 
nations have also met the criteria for 
membership, and their inclusion in 
NATO would more firmly cement their 
ties to the U.S. and Western Europe. 

Another related question is whether 
we should enlarge NATO now, or wait 
until some undefined future date. 
There is little to be gained through 
delay, since the Russian government 
has largely accepted the addition of 
these three countries to NATO. The 
diplomatic and political conditions are 
not likely to be any better in the fu- 
ture, and there is a serious risk that 
circumstances may only worsen. For 
example, if militaristic nationalists 
gained power in Russia in the future, 
they would likely vehemently object to 
any expansion of NATO. NATO would 
likely not act to expand the alliance in 
the face of such Russian opposition, 
fearing that it might lead to renewed 
cold war tensions. The bottom line is 
that we would not be able to expand 
NATO at the very time that such en- 
largement would be in our national in- 
terest. Under such circumstances, 
NATO might deeply regret not includ- 
ing Poland, with the geopolitically im- 
portant Polish plain, as part of NATO. 

It is probably true that some 
xenophobic Russian nationalists will 
tell their people that NATO enlarge- 
ment poses a threat to their country. 
But we know, as do they, that this ar- 
gument is entirely false. NATO is in- 
herently a defensive alliance. Its mili- 
tary structure revolves around the de- 
fense of its own territory, and not 
around the launching of offensive oper- 
ations aimed at subjugating Russia. We 
cannot base our foreign policy upon the 
paranoid concerns of the opponents of 
democracy in Russia. They will ad- 
vance arguments to undermine democ- 
racy and U.S.-Russian relations regard- 
less of what we do. 

Another important question is 
whether there should be another round 
of NATO enlargement, and if so, which 
nations should be included. Critics of 
NATO expansion have argued that a de- 
cision to admit Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic implies yet another 
round of expansion, and that if we start 
down this path, we will inevitably in- 
clude even more nations into NATO. 

In my opinion, there is nothing inevi- 
table about this at all. I am voting on 
the admission of three nations, and 
only three nations. My vote to admit 
those three does not imply either ap- 
proval or disapproval for any other na- 
tions. If this or any future administra- 
tion decides to recommend another 
round of countries for admission to 
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NATO, that recommendation must re- 
ceive the consent of the Senate to be- 
come a reality. 

I want to clearly separate our vote 
on enlargement today from any vote in 
the future on other nations. I recognize 
that there are deep-seated concerns 
about the possible future admission of 
the Baltic nations of Latvia, Estonia, 
and Lithuania. These are important 
questions, which would be carefully 
evaluated by the Senate, and any deci- 
sion involving the admission of Poland, 
Hungary and the Czech Republic stands 
by itself. 

The North Atlantic Treaty Organiza- 
tion has performed a vital role in main- 
taining the peace and deterring cata- 
strophic nuclear war. I believe that the 
enlargement of NATO, by including Po- 
land, the Czech Republic, and Hungary, 
will further strengthen that role in the 
future. Therefore, I will cast my vote 
in favor of expansion. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support of expanding the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization to in- 
clude Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic. It is the right thing to do, 
right now. 

Fifty years ago, President Harry Tru- 
man perceived the very real threat to 
our national interest posed by the rise 
of Soviet Communism in liberated 
Western Europe. He understood that al- 
though turning a blind, isolationist’s 
eye to trans-Atlantic affairs may have 
seemed attractive in the short term, it 
could prove far more dangerous and 
costly to American interests in the 
long term. Therefore, it was absolutely 
in our national interest to promote and 
defend abroad our values of democracy 
and opportunity against an aggressive 
and oppressive Soviet regime. To that 
end, we fashioned the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization—a collective secu- 
rity agreement with fifteen of our al- 
lies. With NATO, insuring that Western 
Europe's democracies flourish—and 
that its economies grow—became a top 
U.S. priority, and rightly so. 

Fifty years later, the results are im- 
pressive and worth examining. By in- 
stituting collective security among its 
member nations, NATO achieved col- 
lective stability. This stability allowed 
Western Europe to enjoy one of its 
longest periods of sustained peace and 
economic development ever. It has re- 
covered remarkably from the scourge 
of two World Wars, and free markets 
have thrived inside of democratic insti- 
tutions. NATO not only deterred the 
Soviets from aggression, but so strong 
is our alliance that since its inception 
no NATO country has ever been at- 
tacked. Of course, this success has not 
been achieved without sacrifice or 
without cost. However, the price of 
peace is a mere fraction of the cost of 
war. 

Clearly, the mission of NATO needs 
to be adapted to the post-Cold War 
world. The threat is no longer the 
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clearly defined ominous shadow of 
Communism; but the threat of insta- 
bility is just as real. The Cold War has 
ended, and the Warsaw Treaty Organi- 
zation has been dismantled, but now is 
not the time for passive complacency. 
Just as the war-torn countries of West- 
ern Europe did fifty years ago, the 
emerging democracies and economies 
of today’s Eastern Europe need NATO 
security to rebuild and to thrive. And 
now, like then, it is in the national in- 
terest of the United States that this 
occur. 

Expanding NATO to include Poland, 
Hungary, and the Czech Republic will 
sustain current and future economic 
reforms. It will promote cooperation 
and peace among neighbors. NATO’s 
presence also will fill a dangerous mili- 
tary and political vacuum in Central 
and Eastern Europe, and further ce- 
ment European security by uniting 
East with West. 

As well as increasing global security, 
NATO expansion will have tangible 
economic benefits. Free but untapped 
markets in this part of the world hold 
tremendous economic potential for 
U.S. exporters. And undoubtedly, the 
prestige, the security, and the valida- 
tion that comes with NATO member- 
ship will have a profoundly positive 
psychological impact on the minds of 
foreign investors. 

Throughout this process it was im- 
portant that the invited nations dem- 
onstrate that they are willing to make 
the sincere commitment required of 
NATO members, and it seems to me 
that they have. Politically, economi- 
cally, and diplomatically, the Czech 
Republic, Hungary, and Poland show 
great promise that they will become 
strong partners in our alliance. 

Poland, for example, has just wit- 
nessed its second democratic change of 
government since 1989 as a result of 
fully free and fair elections. Its new 
democratic constitution was approved 
last year by national referendum. Eco- 
nomically speaking, Poland is sound. 
Its economy has been one of the fast- 
est-growing in Europe since 1993, and 
the private sector now accounts for 
two-thirds of its gross domestic prod- 
uct. Poland has also codified civilian 
control and parliamentary oversight of 
its military. On the diplomatic front, 
Poland has resolved outstanding dif- 
ferences with its neighbors, including 
Ukraine, with whom it recently signed 
a declaration of reconciliation. These 
diplomatic efforts would not have been 
possible but for the promise of NATO 
expansion. 

After forty years of dictatorship, de- 
mocracy now reigns in Hungary. All six 
of its parliamentary parties support 
entry into NATO. The Hungarian gov- 
ernment upholds human rights, free- 
dom of expression, rule of law, and an 
independent judiciary, and it too has 
twice held free elections since the fall 
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of Communism. While attracting al- 
most $16 billion of direct foreign in- 
vestment, Hungary has engaged in a 
strict stabilization program and cut its 
budget deficits substantially. And on 
the diplomatic front, Hungary has re- 
cently signed treaties with Romania 
and Slovakia, thus ending territorial 
disputes that had existed for genera- 
tions. And the government has agree- 
ments with its neighbors, including 
Ukraine, to cooperate against orga- 
nized crime, terrorism, and drug traf- 
ficking. 

The story is much the same in the 
Czech Republic, which has a constitu- 
tion guaranteeing freedom of speech, 
freedom of assembly, and freedom of 
the press. Two national elections were 
held in 1996 for the legislature, and 
they were free and fair. Since 1989, the 
Czech Republic has engaged in tight 
fiscal policy, liberal trade practices, 
and privatization of state enterprises. 
As a result, unemployment is low and 
inflation is controlled. It maintains 
strong relations with its neighbors, es- 
pecially Germany—its leading foreign 
investor—and with Poland, as the two 
countries have harmonized their ap- 
proaches to European Union and NATO 
membership. 

I would now like to make some com- 
ments about some of the amendments 
we have voted on. 

First, I want to say that I opposed 
the amendment which would have 
linked admission of Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic to admission to 
the European Union. While NATO and 
the EU have overlapping membership, 
they have different missions. NATO is 
a collective defense organization de- 
signed to protect and defend the terri- 
tory of its member states. The EU is 
not a military but an economic alli- 
ance of European states which does not 
include the United States. It also does 
not include Canada, Iceland, Norway— 
which by the way rejected EU member- 
ship—nor does it include Turkey. 

The question I have is why would we 
want to allow an organization of which 
the US is not a member, to dictate our 
security interests? Another concern I 
have about this amendment is that it 
would ultimately—and unnecessarily— 
delay NATO enlargement, since Po- 
land, the Czech Republic and Hungary 
are not members and have only re- 
cently been invited to begin the proc- 
ess of joining. 

Second, I opposed the amendment 
which would have mandated a three 
year pause on new members. Article 10 
of the NATO charter provides a mecha- 
nism to enlarge the alliance. This arti- 
cle has successfully worked for 50 years 
in bringing new member states into 
NATO. I strongly feel that this amend- 
ment would not have helped NATO, but 
rather have added an additional and 
unnecessary layer of bureaucracy to 
the process. 

The amendment also would have 
dampened the spirits of other countries 
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who eagerly want to join NATO. Many 
of these countries have made signifi- 
cant sacrifices—both political and eco- 
nomic—to prepare themselves for fu- 
ture NATO membership. Enacting this 
amendment would have reduced the in- 
centives of these countries to continue 
these important reforms. I would like 
to point out, however, that there is no 
commitment at this time to invite 
other nations to join NATO. 

Let me conclude. Through demo- 
cratic and economic reforms, these 
three nations have invested in long- 
term stability. NATO membership pro- 
motes confidence in this regional sta- 
bility, thus making it even stronger. 

If this century has taught us any- 
thing, it is that European instability 
ultimately becomes our problem. By 
admitting these committed and deserv- 
ing nations to NATO, we will strength- 
en our alliance and expand the divi- 
dends of peace and prosperity to a level 
unprecedented in modern history. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise 
today regarding the topic before us: 
Senate ratification to amend the North 
Atlantic Treaty to allow for the acces- 
sion of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic. 

I wish to commend Senator HELMS 
and Senator BIDEN for their sustained 
efforts to investigate thoroughly the 
issues inherent in this historic move. 

As befits the importance of the North 
Atlantic Treaty, the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee has held numer- 
ous public hearings and provided many 
briefings and reports giving consider- 
ation to all aspects—and all views—re- 
garding this historic move. 

The Budget, Appropriations, Armed 
Services and Intelligence Committees 
in both bodies of Congress have further 
contributed to this valuable debate. In- 
deed, in the post-Cold War era in which 
we now find ourselves, I don’t believe 
any issue has been more thoroughly 
vetted, and I thank my colleagues and 
the leaders of the relevant committees 
for their efforts. 

I have lent a great deal of thought to 
this issue. Amid the euphoria of 1989, 
when many focused on the stunning 
collapse of Soviet occupation through- 
out central and eastern Europe, we had 
to recognize that a yawning geo- 
political vacuum had just opened. For 
the first few years we correctly focused 
on assisting the Germans in their suc- 
cessful reunification efforts, but as 
nascent democratic and free markets 
institutions arose in central Europe, 
the United States stepped in to assist 
and solidify these developments. 

The costs to us of solidifying these 
institutions were significantly less 
than the costs of waging the Cold War, 
but the benefits we saw—in terms of 
the freedom spread where darkness 
reigned for nearly half a century—were 
so much greater. 

Mr. President, I have regularly vis- 
ited the countries that will soon be ac- 


April 30, 1998 


cepted as NATO’s new members, some- 
times on my own, sometimes with 
other members, and regularly with our 
delegations to the North Atlantic As- 
sembly, recently under the leadership 
of my colleague Senator ROTH. I have 
met with their political leaders, their 
military representatives, and local an- 
alysts on many occasions, as I have 
sought to measure their level of demo- 
cratic advancement. 

In 1995, I was honored to address the 
first multinational graduating class 
from the International Law Enforce- 
ment Academy in Budapest, Hungary, 
where the FBI now works with law en- 
forcement officials from throughout 
central Europe to assist in combating 
criminal challenges to us all. 

Democracy is strong in Hungary, Po- 
land, and the Czech Republic. The rule 
of law is established, civilian control of 
militaries is well-established, and 
these nations rightly take their place 
alongside the nations of the West. 

There are a few voices, Mr. President, 
who argue that what the nations of 
central Europe need more than NATO 
membership is economic development. 
This is the essence of the amendment 
proposed by my respected colleague, 
Senator MOYNIHAN, which requires Eu- 
ropean Union membership prior to the 
deposit of our instrument of ratifica- 
tion. 

With great respect for the senior Sen- 
ator of New York, I must disagree: Yes, 
the countries of central Europe require 
economic development, but it is mis- 
taken, in my view, to believe that eco- 
nomic development and geopolitical 
advantage are exclusive of each other. 

The European Union has only 
planned for joint defense capabilities; 
NATO has preserved the territorial in- 
tegrity for its members for nearly half 
a century. The European Union ex- 
cludes the United States; but the 
United States leads NATO. Therefore, 
subjecting determinations for future 
NATO expansions to the European 
Union is not only unwise, it is, in my 
view, illogical. 

Mr. President, you have heard this 
many times already in this debate, and 
I daresay you will hear it many more 
times. The North Atlantic Treaty Or- 
ganization is the most successful trea- 
ty defense organization in human his- 
tory. 

Twice, before the founding of NATO, 
the United States was drawn into wars 
on the European continent, where we 
suffered huge losses of blood and treas- 
ure. An unbridled Germany and an un- 
stable central Europe were predomi- 
nant reasons for the calamities that 
became these world wars. The acces- 
sion of the Federal Republic of Ger- 
many to NATO in 1955 firmly estab- 
lished free Germany into the commu- 
nity of western democracies. With the 
unification of Germany in 1990 fol- 
lowing the collapse of the Soviet em- 
pire, the integration of Germany was 
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complete. Throughout that period, 
NATO succeeded by the virtue of its de- 
fensive cohesiveness and its deterrent 
effect on the European continent. 

Today, we are set to integrate three 
important nations of central Europe, 
Hungary, the Czech Republic, and Po- 
land. With their integration, geo- 
political space in central Europe will 
be firmly incorporated into the terri- 
tory protected by the defensive mili- 
tary alliance of NATO. 

As the report accompanying the reso- 
lution of ratification asserts correctly: 
“With the enlargement of NATO, the 
United States and its allies have an op- 
portunity to build a more stable Eu- 
rope, to lock in that stability, and to 
replace the dynamics of confrontation 
and conflict with trust and coopera- 
tion.” 

Some have asserted that no threat 
exists to legitimize such an enlarge- 
ment to the alliance now. 

Mr. President, the extension of geo- 
political stability in Europe is an in- 
surance policy against the future de- 
velopment of regional threats. The 
United States, and the United States 
Senate, should not need to wait for the 
development of an imminent threat in 
order to implement sound geopolitical 
strategy. 

NATO’s mission has always been sub- 
ject to certain applications beyond the 
core mission to defend territory. These 
applications have reflected consensus 
among members regarding military 
challenges, and I am hesitant to amend 
this resolution in any way that would 
impose definitions or mechanisms that 
might politicize the carefully honed 
language of the original North Atlantic 
Treaty. 

I believe the language of the resolu- 
tion sufficiently asserts the central 
mission and strategic rationale for this 
enlargement. 

It is entirely reasonable for the Sen- 
ate to carefully review the costs that 
this enlargement will incur. 

Through the years of considering this 
move, many numbers have been manu- 
factured: the range has been startling 
and the spin has been confounding. 

I suppose it is somewhat predictable 
that attempts were made to politicize 
these numbers, but the scrutiny of 
many committee hearings have pro- 
vided great focus. I am confident that 
the most recent GAO and CBO esti- 
mates are accurate: a total of $1.5 bil- 
lion in increased U.S. contributions 
over the next 10 years. For increasing 
the geopolitical stability well into cen- 
tral Europe, this is a sound and defen- 
sible expenditure. 

A great deal of debate has focused on 
the consequences of NATO enlargement 
on Russian geopolitical behavior and 
U.S.-Russian relations. 

Iam not convinced of any direct cau- 
sality between NATO’s decision to en- 
large and the content and direction of 
Russian foreign policy. I think histo- 
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rians and analysts of Russia concur 
with my view. 

Despite an unprecedented U.S.-Rus- 
sia relationship that has developed 
over the past decade, a relationship 
that has seen billions of U.S. assistance 
go to the development of Russian 
democratic institutions, a relationship 
that has seen Russian and American 
troops serving side-by-side in Bosnia, 
some believe that this expansion of 
NATO will poison our efforts, or will, 
in the words of some, scare the Rus- 
sians.” 

I have visited Russia many times in 
my career in the Senate, most recently 
three weeks ago. Senator GORDON 
SMITH, who is chairman of the Euro- 
pean Affairs Subcommittee of the Sen- 
ate Foreign Relations Committee, and 
I had many meetings with the Russian 
foreign policy establishment, including 
Deputy Foreign Minister Mamedov, re- 
sponsible for U.S.-Russia relations, and 
Andrey Kokoshin, Secretary of Presi- 
dent Yeltsin’s Security Council. We 
met with a number of Duma and Fed- 
eration Council members. We discussed 
many aspects of our bilateral relations, 
and NATO was reviewed in every meet- 
ing. 

Every Russian official I met in Mos- 
cow objected to NATO enlargement. 
Yet every official I met denied that 
they believed NATO posed a military 
threat to Russia's territorial integrity, 
and every official I met admitted that, 
despite being unhappy with this en- 
largement, they were all reconciled to 
this development. Mr. President, no 
Russian—not one—told me that NATO 
enlargement would be a legitimate 
cause for reversal of Russia’s domestic 
evolution toward democracy. 

Not one Russian official told me he 
was afraid of NATO enlargement. Not 
one Russian, Mr. President, objected to 
the new contiguous border between Po- 
land and Kaliningrad. 

I must admit that I find this objec- 
tion raised by opponents to enlarge- 
ment to be somewhat bizarre. Since 
Turkey’s accession to NATO in 1952, 
NATO had a long border with what was 
then the Soviet Union—we used to 
have nuclear-armed Jupiter missiles in 
that border country. We also had a con- 
tiguous border between NATO and the 
Soviet Union along Norway’s eastern 
border with the Kola peninsula, behind 
which the Soviet Union’s strategic 
naval forces resided. 

And now we have opponents object- 
ing to a border with Kaliningrad, which 
is not contiguous with Russia itself? 
Or, even stranger, there are those who 
analogize the Kaliningrad situation 
with a Russian alliance with Mexico 
along our southern border. 

Such an argument would have been 
denounced 15 years ago as moral 
equivalence.” Today, the Kaliningrad 
argument is ahistorical and simply dil- 
atory. 

Every Russian I met three weeks ago 
told me they still objected to NATO en- 
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largement, but told me also they want- 
ed to work with the Founding Act in- 
strumentalities and were eager to con- 
tinue and expand our many levels of bi- 
lateral cooperation. 

The enlargement of NATO that this 
body will pass in the next few days is 
not short-sighted, Mr. President, but 
the most significant foreign policy act 
before the end of this century. 

It has been long-considered, and, 
frankly, desired even longer. I recall 
the days when we looked across the 
Iron Curtain to countries we knew had 
once had Western, democratic soci- 
eties. 

I hope this is not the last enlarge- 
ment, although I am confident that fu- 
ture enlargements, if they occur, will 
occur with the same detailed, pains- 
taking consideration as we have con- 
ducted over the past four years. 

Over the course of this debate we will 
hear quoted many testimonials by 
Americans from all walks of life, both 
parties, and all regions in favor of the 
move we will ultimately take. 

It is particularly significant to me 
that the American Legion, as well as 
the American Veterans of Foreign 
Wars, have endorsed NATO enlarge- 
ment. These men and women know the 
territory; they know the history; and 
they know the price. I'm proud to be 
associated with them on this impor- 
tant issue. 

Mr. President, I am a strong sup- 
porter of this historic move. The coun- 
tries formerly imprisoned by the Sovi- 
ets have come out of the cold, have 
elected democratic governments that 
have established the rule of law, civil- 
ian control over their militaries and 
individual liberty and free markets. 
They have all indicated strong support 
from their publics for NATO member- 
ship and its responsibilities. 

A geostrategic vacuum, long a source 
of instability on the European con- 
tinent, is being filled—by an organiza- 
tion that is strictly defensive, with ab- 
solutely no offensive intentions. The 
action this body takes in the next few 
days—by ratifying this protocol to the 
North Atlantic Treaty—will not only 
extend stability into central Europe, 
but will extend the promise of peace 
and stability into the next century. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 

Mr. ASHCROFT addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DEWINE). The Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, may 
I inquire as to the order of business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso- 
lution is open for general debate. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I thank the Chair. I 
am pleased to have this opportunity to 
make some comments about NATO ex- 
pansion, particularly as it relates to 
the resolution of ratification for proto- 
cols to the North Atlantic Treaty. 

As was evident earlier, I had an 
amendment which was designed to 
challenge a transformation of NATO 
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that would take place as a result of the 
resolution of ratification which would 
essentially expand the scope of NATO. 

I would refer Members of the Senate 
to the New York Times of last Friday, 
April 24. 

The editorial is identified as The 
Senate’s Duty on NATO.” It reads as 
follows: 

The ratification resolution promiscuously 
opens the door to NATO military actions al- 
most anywhere in the world. That startling 
expansion of NATO’s license to conduct mili- 
tary operations demands extensive debate. 

Here you have the New York Times 
drawing attention to this expansion of 
NATO’s scope and mission. It says that 
the mission of NATO is being—in the 
words of the New York Times—changed 
when the resolution promiscuously 
opens the door to NATO military ac- 
tions almost anywhere in the world.” 
To change the nature of a treaty pro- 
miscuously, as the New York Times 
suggests, without asking the Senate to 
ratify the change, is a dangerous and 
troubling precedent. It is inappro- 
priate. 

I have raised this issue of NATO’s 
broadened mission throughout the de- 
bate on NATO expansion. I raised it be- 
fore this New York Times editorial was 
published, but I am very pleased that 
they would draw attention to this 
“startling expansion of NATO’s license 
to conduct military operations.” I 
don’t think you can expand a treaty’s 
license to conduct military operations 
without consulting the Senate and ob- 
taining this body’s advice and consent. 

The New York Times stated this 
issue demands extensive debate. I pro- 
posed that we debate it, and I proposed 
that we curtail this expansive exten- 
sion of the ability of the NATO alliance 
to be involved in military operations 
around the world, regardless of wheth- 
er they are related to NATO’s collec- 
tive defense mission. Frankly, I am 
very disappointed that the Members of 
the Senate have not engaged in exten- 
sive debate in this area—an area in 
which the Senate has been largely ig- 
nored by an administration which 
seeks to transform NATO into an en- 
tirely new organization. Treaty creep 
is what is occurring and NATO is being 
altered from a defense of territory or- 
ganization to a defense of interest or- 
ganization. The interests of NATO na- 
tions can be pursued around the globe, 
with international deployments of 
NATO forces not necessarily for the de- 
fense of NATO territorial integrity or 
political independence. 

The New York Times properly says 
this expansion of NATO’s scope de- 
mands extensive debate. I am sorry to 
say that the Senate decided to walk 
away from its obligation to oversee the 
ratification of this fundamental change 
in the treaty. By tabling the amend- 
ment, the Senate has failed to address 
an issue of fundamental importance for 
the future strength of NATO and the 
security of the United States. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


It is not every day that I agree with 
the New York Times, but I think the 
article is insightful and clear on this 
point. I would like to take just a few 
minutes—and I will use some of these 
charts—to indicate the missed oppor- 
tunity of the Senate to look carefully 
at what is happening to the mission of 
NATO. I intend to vote against the 
ratification of this treaty, if for no 
other reason than the promiscuous ex- 
pansion of NATO's mission endorsed in 
this resolution of ratification. This 
shift from a defense of territory to a 
defense of interests is a tremendous 
question that must be addressed with 
regard to the future of NATO. 

Let me just refer the Senate to the 
statement of William Perry, the imme- 
diate past U.S. Secretary of Defense. 
He was one of the architects of the 
treaty expansion that is before us. Here 
is what he says: 

The original mission of NATO—deterring 
an attack from the Soviet Union—is obvi- 
ously no longer relevant. 

Then he goes on. 

The original geographical area of NATO re- 
sponsibility is no longer sufficient. The 
original military structure of NATO is no 
longer appropriate. . The new missions of 
NATO— 

You know, this debate hasn't been 
about new missions. This debate has 
been about three new countries. But 
here the architect of the expansion 
said: 

The new missions of NATO should be pre- 
ventive defense—creating the conditions for 
peace in Europe. . . the geographical area of 
NATO interests should be anywhere in the 
World. 

That means the ambit of deployment, 
the arena for the deployment of NATO 
troops, including young men and 
women from the United States, is any- 
where in the world. I think before we 
make that kind of change, we ought to 
think very carefully. No wonder the 
New York Times says, That startling 
expansion of NATO’s license to conduct 
military operations demands extensive 
debate.” I shudder to think that we 
consider tabling the most extensive 
debate.“ 

But here is what the Secretary of 
State had to say. Secretary Albright, 
according to the Washington Post: 

... also has urged that an expanding 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization ... 
must extend its geographic reach beyond the 
European Continent and evolve into a ‘force 
for peace from the Middle East to central Af- 
rica.’ 

All of us want to see peace around 
the world. We all want peace in the 
Middle East. We all want peace in cen- 
tral Africa. But if we allow a treaty to 
evolve through treaty creep, letting it 
expand on its own rather than having a 
real discussion on the role and respon- 
sibility of the United States and NATO 
and its proposed new missions of serv- 
ing as a force for peace from the Middle 
East to central Africa, then we are not 
fulfilling our responsibility as mem- 
bers of this body. 
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It is sad that the Senate of the 
United States decided to turn its back 
from that kind of discussion and de- 
cided that it would table that debate. 
This is a serious matter, whether we 
are going to be sending young men and 
women of the United States of America 
to perhaps stain the soil of Africa 
under some NATO mission, perhaps an 
international policing operation not 
envisaged in the NATO treaty. Such 
operations were never before thought 
to be within NATO’s scope, because the 
alliance was explicitly for the defense 
of territory. 

Now, by expansion of NATO’s mission 
through press release and speech, the 
Secretary of State says we are going to 
be involved in central Africa and the 
Middle East in ways we had not ever 
anticipated. This treaty is changing in 
fundamental ways. If we allow NATO’s 
expanded mission to be achieved 
through the unilateral press release, 
statement, and policy of this adminis- 
tration, what is the value of the U.S. 
Senate in giving its advice and consent 
to treaties? If the Senate does not ful- 
fill its role, perhaps it would just take 
a single treaty that any administration 
then could evolve into whatever it 
chose. I think we ought to think seri- 
ously about allowing an organization, 
the most successful military collective 
defense organization in the history of 
the world, to be simply evolved into 
something for which it was never in- 
tended. 

Just to make it clear that it was 
never intended, let me refer you to the 
statement of Senator Tom Connally. 
Tom Connally is not one of our con- 
temporaries but was a Senator, chair- 
man of the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee in the year 1949, when the NATO 
alliance first came into existence. Here 
is what Tom Connally said: “Let us not 
forget —- awesome words, because I 
think we are in the process of forget- 
ting— that this treaty is limited in 


scope.” 
It was to be limited to North Atlan- 
tic Treaty Organization member 


states. Now we are talking about any- 
where in the world. We are talking 
about beyond Europe to central Africa. 

This treaty is limited in scope. [I 
quote again Senator Connally.] Its 
main purpose is to maintain the peace 
and security of the North Atlantic 
area. We do not propose to stretch its 
terms to cover the entire globe. 

The elasticity of stretched treaties 
has reached new limits, or perhaps has 
found no limits in what we are willing 
to do here today. The suggestion of the 
New York Times that this kind of ex- 
pansion, this promiscuous opening of 
the door to military deployments 
around the world, doesn’t merit discus- 
sion at all, it merited tabling—this is a 
sad day. A global NATO? That is not 
what Tom Connally thought we had. 

As a matter of fact, NATO’s first 
strategic concepts really focused on 
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two things, Defense planning limited 
to the defense of the treaty area,” and, 
“NATO military authorities have no 
responsibilities or authority except 
with respect to incidents which are 
covered by articles V and VI of the 
North Atlantic Treaty.” It was a de- 
fense of area treaty. It wasn’t to be an 
alliance the troops of which could be 
deployed like a mini-United Nations, 
with a standing army, to the hot spots 
around the globe for so-called inter- 
national policing or so-called peace- 
keeping. It was to be something that 
defended the NATO nations. And to 
change this essential mission for 
NATO, I contend, should come before 
the Senate for its advice and consent. 

However, these strategic concepts of 
the past have been superseded by the 
Strategic Concept of 1991. Here, instead 
of having the defense of territory as 
being primary, we find to provide one 
of the indispensable foundations for a 
stable security environment in Eu- 
rope’’—all of Europe this time, not just 
the NATO nations—‘‘in which no coun- 
try would be able to intimidate or co- 
erce any European Nation.” This is 
treaty creep. We have gone from the 
member nations of NATO to the Euro- 
pean Continent as a whole to stop in- 
timidation and coercion. 

The first priority in the 1991 Stra- 
tegic Concept is to expand beyond the 
member nations of NATO. Talk about 
the latitude to deploy troops through- 
out Europe, and we have seen out-of- 
area deployments become the primary 
focus of the NATO alliance. 

No. 2, to serve as provided for in ar- 
ticle IV of the North Atlantic Treaty, 
as a transatlantic forum for allied con- 
sultations on any issues that affect 
their vital interests.” 

Oh, no, we have moved from defense 
of territory and the defense of the po- 
litical integrity of member nations to 
the defense of vital interests. I suppose 
vital interests’ could include trade 
interests or interests in humanitarian 
concerns or interests in cultural ex- 
changes. We find ourselves with a real 
potential for the expansion of the scope 
of this treaty. 

All of a sudden, the collective defense 
of the territory of the NATO nations is 
no longer the prime task, according to 
the Strategic Concepts of 1991. Where 
do we find the collective defense? We 
find them down in 3 and 4. They have 
been placed at the bottom of the list. 

There is a new agenda for NATO na- 
tions. Not the defense of territory, it is 
the defense of “vital interests.” No 
wonder they are talking about deploy- 
ing troops in Africa in international 
policing operations. No wonder Sec- 
retary Perry talked about deploying 
troops around the globe. The NATO na- 
tions could have commercial interests 
and trade interests around the world. 

Some would say this expansion of 
mission is an appropriate thing. I think 
when the New York Times said this de- 
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mands extensive debate, they weren't 
ruling out such an expansion of mis- 
sion out of hand. I don’t think setting 
NATO on a course to become a mini- 
UN with a standing army is a good 
thing, and, as the New York Times 
points out, we should at least have an 
extensive debate before NATO takes 
this step. When the time came this 
evening to look carefully at this, we 
found the Senate saying, “We’ll table 
it; we won’t consider it.” As we all 
know here, a motion to table cuts off 
debate. It doesn’t provide for debate. 

Let me just say, when the treaty was 
entered into, it was pretty clear what 
territory was covered. Article VI de- 
fined the territory that was to be de- 
fended: 

Any of the parties in Europe or North 
America, on the Algerian Departments of 
France, on the territory of Turkey, or on the 
islands under the jurisdiction of any of the 
parties in the North Atlantic area north of 
the Tropic of Cancer. 

Sounds like the legal description of a 
deed to the house. It is specific; it is 
particular. It doesn’t say you deploy 
resources all around the globe to pro- 
tect interests. It says that resources 
are to be used to defend territory. We 
have seen this change, and it is re- 
flected over and over again. 

The point that I am making is that 
when you change the nature of a trea- 
ty, you have a responsibility, at least 
as members of the United States Sen- 
ate, to do so carefully. We didn’t even 
have debate on this amendment today. 
We simply had a motion to table the 
amendment in haste to move on to 
other things. 

Here is what happens when you cut 
defense and you start thinking about 
global deployments. One of the things I 
fear is that the same problem that has 
attended the deployment of our own 
Armed Forces around the world in 
peacekeeping and policing operations 
could happen to NATO. And you know, 
our Armed Forces are threatened be- 
cause we have a tremendous willing- 
ness in the administration to deploy, 
but not much willingness to fund. We 
cut the funding and cut the funding 
and cut the funding, and we keep send- 
ing more troops to different places. As 
this administration has slashed defense 
spending, one wonders whether the re- 
source that is devoted to the military 
and defense of this country is being im- 
paired. I am confident that there are 
instances where it is. 

Poland, Hungary and the Czech Re- 
public comprise 301,000 new square 
miles of territory to be defended; 2,612 
miles of new borders to be defended. 
And yet, our total national defense 
spending fell by 27 percent over the last 
8 years. And we are going to take on a 
substantial new commitment. Our 
share of whatever happens in NATO has 
always been about 25 percent. We are 
going to have that kind of an increase 
in commitment while we are having 
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this kind of plummeting devotion of re- 
sources to our own military spending. 

Additionally, we have spent money in 
a lot of different ways in these out-of- 
area deployments for our own Armed 
Forces. Outside normal training and al- 
liance commitments, the Army con- 
ducted 10 operational events between 
1960 and 1991. Ten times we deployed 
troops in that 3l-year period, and that 
is when we had a significant devotion 
of resources to support the troops. 

Since 1991, we have been cutting our 
resources to the troops substantially. 
And what have we done while we have 
been cutting their supplies? We have 
been sending them out at an alarm- 
ingly higher rate. We had 10 deploy- 
ments in 31 years, and then in the next 
7 years, we have had 26 deployments. 
That is a formula for difficulty, and if 
that is the way we are going to treat 
NATO, by having increasing deploy- 
ments based on the interest of the par- 
ties, not to defend the strategic terri- 
tories of the parties, but to just sort of 
defend their vital interests, be they in 
Africa, Asia or the Middle East or 
somewhere else, then the North Atlan- 
tic Treaty Organization is North At- 
lantic in name only. 

If we begin to deploy NATO forces 
without reference to the alliance’s mis- 
sion, we could hollow out this most 
successful defense organization ever in 
the history of mankind. We could hol- 
low it out so it loses its effectiveness. 

Our Marine Corps conducted 15 con- 
tingency operations between 1982 and 
1989 and 62 since the fall of the Berlin 
Wall. 

This business of deploying people all 
around the world is serious, and if we 
are going to do that with NATO, we are 
going to see some of the same chal- 
lenges that we have seen in our own op- 
erations, because we are having trouble 
with maintaining our armed forces. 
Our fleets are getting old, and we are 
having trouble with reenlistments be- 
cause we don’t have the resources. 

The same kind of problems besetting 
our own military also could beset the 
NATO alliance. The point I am making 
is simply this: If you are going to 
change the mission of NATO, if you are 
going to change it from defending ter- 
ritory, which is identified and under- 
standable, located and clearly marked, 
and you are going to start making 
NATO into an organization the troops 
of which can be sent anywhere, any- 
where in the world in the defense of 
“the interests,” we may well threaten 
the viability of NATO itself. 

Let me just conclude by making this 
statement: We talk about NATO troops 
as if they are individuals who are 
strangers. Well, NATO troops include 
folks from the United States of Amer- 
ica. They include our sons and our 
daughters, our brothers and sisters, our 
nephews and nieces. I don’t think we 
should embark upon a program of sub- 
stantial change in the responsibility 
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and duty of those troops without con- 
sidering it very, very carefully. To 
switch from defending the territory of 
the NATO nations to defending inter- 
ests potentially around the globe is to 
make a major change that merits the 
close scrutiny and extensive debate 
that this Senate should and could pro- 
vide but which it declined to provide 
when this amendment was tabled. Ab- 
sent that kind of consideration, I find 
it very, very difficult to say that we 
should expand an alliance whose pur- 
pose is not clear. 

Mr. President, I thank you for this 
opportunity, and I yield the floor. 

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. LOTT. I believe the Senator from 
Texas wishes to be recognized next, but 
just so the Senators will be on notice 
to what I think will happen now, the 
Senator from Texas wishes to speak a 
few minutes on the final disposition of 
this issue. Senator SMITH will be recog- 
nized to offer an amendment. His 
amendment will be set aside, and Sen- 
ator INHOFE will have an amendment 
he will offer. At the conclusion of their 
debate, then we would anticipate that 
there would be two or three votes that 
would occur, hopefully in sequence, so 
this could begin in a relatively short 
period of time. 

We do not have a time agreement, 
but we hope to reach conclusion before 
too late into the night. 

Mr. FORD. Would the Senator yield? 

Mr. LOTT. Yes. 

Mr. FORD. Is there a chance we 
might get a time agreement on those 
other two amendments? 

Mr. LOTT. I believe, I say to the Sen- 
ator, they would prefer that we not 
have a time agreement, but they do not 
anticipate taking a long time. 

Mr. FORD. I thank the Senator. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
believe I share with a substantial num- 
ber of my colleagues a real sense of 
unease about the process that we are 
about to finish. When I made my open- 
ing comments about the resolution be- 
fore us, I noticed that a legislative 
body is ill-suited to the task of estab- 
lishing order, coherence, and discipline 
to a foreign policy initiative. The last 
few days have proven me right, as we 
have missed the opportunity to greatly 
improve the resolution before us. 

The decision to expand NATO and ex- 
tend invitations was made in the heat 
of a political campaign, with little at- 
tention given to the truly important 
questions that should have been ad- 
dressed. 

There has been no assessment of the 
threat against which the military alli- 
ance was supposed to defend. There 
were no clear criteria established for 
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membership in NATO. We did not use 
this opportunity to debate what the 
mission of NATO should be in the post- 
cold-war era. We have not used this op- 
portunity to lay out clear expectations 
for the next group of would-be mem- 
bers of NATO. We have left no roadmap 
for the future. 

Unfortunately, the administration 
did little to address these issues when 
it proposed to expand the alliance in 
the first place. The Senate was placed 
in the position of having to do so be- 
cause of a failure of executive leader- 
ship. And I do not think the Senate has 
done very well, either. 

Why was it left to us to wonder about 
the possibility for border and ethnic 
disputes to impact the expanded alli- 
ance in a way that might hurt U.S. in- 
terests? 

While my amendment on that matter 
was defeated, 37 Members, more than 
one-third needed to stop future expan- 
sions, believe that a process to address 
such disputes is important and should 
be discussed. Other Members raised 
equally valid concerns, and they were 
nearly all defeated. 

The Senator from Virginia had a pru- 
dent proposal to step back after the 
first round of expansion to let the expe- 
rience be fully absorbed by the United 
States and her allies. Defeated. 

Our colleague from Idaho wondered if 
we should not at least vote to author- 
ize the ongoing and possibly open- 
ended NATO mission in Bosnia before 
we think about expanding the alliance 
to new members. Defeated. 

The Senator from New Mexico said 
strategy should be adopted before we 
take in new members. Defeated. 

Because the concerns of so many 
Members were so summarily dispensed 
with, many will find it difficult to sup- 
port this resolution. How much strong- 
er a signal might this body have sent 
on this important matter if there had 
been more willingness to find an ac- 
ceptable compromise with concerned 
Members, many of whom are not on the 
relevant committees and had no oppor- 
tunity to really fashion the underlying 
resolution. 

Instead, we have a resolution that 
has very little to say about the future 
beyond the fact that we will likely add 
three new members to the alliance. But 
that has never really been the debate 
here as far as I am concerned. 

Most of us have not opposed the 
three countries being considered for 
immediate membership. We were con- 
cerned about the process by which we 
got to this point. In many ways, after 
more than a week of debate, we are 
still not much further than when we 
started. 

For example, there is no strategic ra- 
tionale for the new NATO alliance. It is 
not due from the President until 180 
days after this resolution is passed. 
There is still no credible estimate 
about the cost. We have seen estimates 
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miraculously shrink from $125 billion 
to a couple of million as we have got- 
ten closer to this vote. Obviously, no 
one knows what the real cost will be. 
At least we have the protections avail- 
able because of the cost caps imposed 
by the amendment of the Senator from 
Alaska. 

In the meantime, this body over the 
last couple of days has voted for a pro- 
vision that allows NATO possibly to 
engage in military efforts on border 
and ethnic disputes but, rather 
strangely, voted against letting NATO 
attempt to resolve such disputes peace- 
ably at the lower levels through dis- 
pute resolution. 

In short, I think, Mr. President, that 
both the administration and the Sen- 
ate have approached the issue of NATO 
enlargement in a rather haphazard and 
disjointed manner. Because this Senate 
defeated the pause proposed by the 
Senator from Virginia, we will prob- 
ably be debating the admission of yet 
another tranche of countries before we 
have any idea about cost, border dis- 
putes, or strategic rationale. 

So where are we now? Instead of de- 
bating the more challenging issues in- 
volving the future of the alliance, we 
are left with a narrow question: Should 
Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hun- 
gary be admitted to NATO? 

These countries have made a sus- 
tained commitment to democratic cap- 
italism since the end of the cold war. 
In numerous discussions with the Am- 
bassadors and Foreign Ministers from 
each of these three countries as a mem- 
ber of the U.S. Senate’s NATO Observer 
Group, I am convinced that they intend 
to aggressively shoulder the burdens of 
membership in NATO. They seek no 
special treatment, and they wish only 
to be treated as full members of the al- 
liance with the rights and the respon- 
sibilities entailed. 

Further, these countries have dem- 
onstrated a commitment to the goals 
of the alliance. They have contributed, 
in some cases heavily, to the ongoing 
NATO mission in Bosnia. In the case of 
Hungary, the United States has staged 
its Bosnia operations there for some 
years. The U.S. presence there has ap- 
proached that of our closest NATO al- 
lies and our non-NATO allies. And the 
Hungarians have been excellent hosts 
to U.S. forces. 

While I remain steadfast in my belief 
that NATO needs and should at least 
discuss the adoption of a formal dis- 
pute resolution process, the fact is that 
these countries have worked hard to 
resolve disputes with neighbors. The 
Czech Republic peaceably separated 
itself from Slovakia. Hungary and Ro- 
mania have signed a treaty to resolve 
issues surrounding the treatment of 
ethnic Hungarians in Romania. 

Despite these strong indications that 
these countries are ready for the bur- 
dens and benefits of alliance member- 
ship, I would nevertheless have re- 
tained additional reservations had the 
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managers not accepted the U.S. cost 
limitations proposed by the Senator 
from Alaska. 

A major issue that must be addressed 
is how much should the United States 
continue to shoulder for peace in Eu- 
rope? We pay 25 percent of the cost of 
NATO. The Stevens amendment will 
keep U.S. costs at no greater than what 
we now spend for NATO. Additional 
costs incidental to the adoption of 
three new members will have to be spe- 
cifically authorized by Congress. 

With great reservations about this 
process, I will not vote against three 
countries that I believe will strengthen 
the alliance. I do hope this administra- 
tion will not come to us again with 
new countries invited before the stra- 
tegic rationale, cost limitations, bor- 
der dispute processes and other condi- 
tions many of us tried and failed to im- 
pose. I hope we will not put the cart be- 
fore the horse. 

To that end, I take some comfort in 
the vote totals for at least two of the 
amendments that failed. My amend- 
ment on conflict resolution received 37 
votes. Senator WARNER’s amendment, 
requiring a pause of 3 years, received 41 
votes. It takes 34 votes to stop a future 
treaty. 

I hope the administration and its 
successors would see these votes as 
cautionary should they consider going 
forward and raising expectations of 
good people in other countries before 
looking at the long-term security in- 
terests of America and considering 
what our responsibility is throughout 
the world. America has never walked 
away from its responsibilities. We want 
to pay our fair share. But we would not 
represent the taxpayers of this country 
if we allowed our country to take more 
than its fair share and thereby debili- 
tate the strength of our own security. 

I hope that we can move forward now 
and continue to have the Senate main- 
tain its constitutional responsibility in 
treaties of advise and consent, not just 
consent. What we have done instead of 
truly rewriting the course of our future 
and creating an alliance for the next 
century is to add three new members 
to an alliance whose purpose and there- 
fore whose future is no more certain 
than when we began this process. 

While I cast a vote in favor, I take no 
great comfort in doing so and I hope 
the next debate is on the role of NATO 
in the post-cold-war era. Only then will 
we assure that the greatest defense al- 
liance in the history of the world will 
remain exactly that. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2328 
(Purpose: To condition United States ratifi- 
cation of the protocols on specific legisla- 
tive action for the continued deployment 
of United States Armed Forces in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina as part of the NATO mis- 
sion) 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 

President, I send an amendment to the 
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desk and ask for its immediate consid- 
eration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
SMITH], proposes an executive amendment 
numbered 2328. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
reading of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place in section 3 of the 
resolution, insert the following: 

( ) LEGISLATIVE ACTION REGARDING DEPLOY- 
MENTS IN BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA.—Prior to 
the deposit of the United States instrument 
of ratification, the Senate and the House of 
Representatives shall each have taken a vote 
on legislation that, if enacted, would contain 
specific authorization for the continued de- 
ployment of the United States Armed Forces 
in Bosnia and Herzegovina as part of the 
NATO mission in that country. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I ask for the yeas and nays 
on my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I say 
to my colleagues I will be very brief 
and try to keep it within 10 minutes. 

This amendment is really quite sim- 
ple. It is very much like the Craig 
amendment that we voted on earlier 
with the exception that it doesn’t call 
for the passage. It simply says that one 
way or the other we would require Con- 
gress to debate and then vote—which- 
ever way the vote comes out—but just 
vote on our deployment in Bosnia prior 
to depositing the instruments of ratifi- 
cation. 

I want to briefly touch on why I am 
offering this amendment. When the 
Congress first considered the Presi- 
dent’s plan to send troops to Bosnia in 
1995, the administration placed very 
clear limits on the duration of this 
commitment. On every single occasion 
I am aware of, the administration offi- 
cial stated that U.S. troops would re- 
main in Bosnia for 1 year. In fact, Sec- 
retary Perry, on December 1, 1995, said, 
We believe the mission can be accom- 
plished in one year, so we based our 
plan on that time line. This schedule is 
realistic because the specific military 
tasks in the agreement can be com- 
pleted in the first six months and 
thereafter IFOR’s role will be to main- 
tain the climate of stability that will 
permit civil work to go forward. We ex- 
pect these civil functions will be suc- 
cessfully initiated in one year. But, 
even if some of them are not, we must 
not be drawn into a posture of indefi- 
nite garrison.” 

I think these remarks were well in- 
tended, and I think it is clear that the 
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Secretary of Defense meant what he 
said, but it is also clear that they 
didn’t bear out. 

We also heard from Secretary of 
State Holbrooke on December 6, 1995: 
“The military tasks are doable within 
12 months. There isn’t any question 
* * The deeper question * * * [is] 
whether the nonmilitary functions can 
be done in 12 months. That’s a real 
question. But it’s not the NATO or U.S. 
force responsibility to do that. It’s on 
the civilian side, working with the Eu- 
ropeans. It’s going to be very tough. 
Should the military stick around until 
every refugee has gone home, *‘til ev- 
erything else in the civilian annexes 
has been done? No, that is not their 
mission.” 

There were many of us who watched 
these comments—especially in the 
Armed Services Committee—very 
closely, studying the conflict in Bos- 
nia. We felt that this was an unreal- 
istic commitment. We didn't feel that 
those kinds of commitments should 
have been made, because we didn’t feel 
they could have been kept. But the 
American people had no choice but to 
kind of accept these comments from 
our leaders. 

I was disappointed but I wasn’t sur- 
prised when right after the 1996 elec- 
tions, the President announced the 
continuation of the military commit- 
ment for an additional 18 months, to 
June of 1998. That is where we are now. 
It is almost June of 1998. Last Decem- 
ber, the President acknowledged that 
our commitment now in Bosnia is open 
ended but we are still talking about 
clear and achievable goals. 

For 2 years the President has had 
this opportunity, and I believe that he 
has been wrong in making these state- 
ments. I believe it is wrong for the 
Government to conduct the foreign pol- 
icy of the United States without any 
input from Congress and the public. 
The American people need to under- 
stand what is at stake and either agree 
to the commitment or not. We have a 
commitment. The President made it, 
and now he has extended it open ended. 

The question before the Congress 
today is, do you want to continue with 
an open-ended commitment, a blank 
check in Bosnia or don’t you? The 
President has stated he wants to, and 
he stated why. Now the American peo- 
ple ought to hear from us, the Con- 
gress, as to whether or not this is a 
good idea or a bad idea. 

This is no longer simply a Presi- 
dential use of force based on his judg- 
ment of an immediate threat. We now 
have nation-building in Bosnia as de- 
liberate foreign policy, and it ought to 
be approved and funded by the Con- 
gress of the United States. Failure to 
place this before Congress, in my opin- 
ion, will destroy congressional support 
for his foreign policy and, frankly, it 
insults the intelligence of the Amer- 
ican people. 
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There already has been a casualty in 
Bosnia, and that casualty is the trust 
of the American people that their Gov- 
ernment will do what it says it will do 
when it puts American armed forces in 
harm’s way. 

I don’t see how Congress can allow 
this extended commitment to continue 
simply because the President sees no 
way out. Now, I have been around the 
cloakroom and in meetings for a couple 
of years now while this policy has been 
going on and I have been hearing a lot 
of complaining from my colleagues, a 
lot of complaining about how this will 
continue, it is open ended, what are we 
going to do about it. 

Here is a chance to vote—and I’m not 
asking you to vote to say that we 
ought to take the troops out or leave 
them in; Im asking you to vote. All 
I'm asking for is a vote. It could go 5- 
90 against deployment or the other way 
around for deployment. I'm not asking 
for a vote to come out either direction. 
I'm just simply saying the Congress 
should vote, the Senate and the House 
of Representatives, before we deposit 
the instruments of ratification. That is 
all this amendment does. It does noth- 
ing less and it does nothing more. 

I don’t, frankly, think that is asking 
very much. With the new nations we 
may have more Bosnias. We may have 
more Bosnias before we are finished, 
especially as we continue the expan- 
sion that Senator HUTCHISON of Texas 
was talking about a few moments ago, 
where we defeated the WARNER amend- 
ment. So who is next down the line? We 
continue to draw lines. Where do we 
draw these lines? This is a very impor- 
tant debate, and I really cannot under- 
stand why anybody would oppose this 
amendment that simply says vote one 
way or the other. Keep them in 90-10, 
or take them out 90-10. Just vote. That 
is all this amendment asks for, before 
we submit the articles of ratification. 
In either case, I think the objective is 
clear that the American people need to 
be heard. They haven’t been heard. We 
should let them be heard right here on 
the floor of the U.S. Senate. 

Again, let me just say that if my col- 
leagues on both sides of the issue don’t 
support this amendment, which simply 
requires them to cast a vote—just cast 
a vote—on this matter before the June 
30 deadline, they ought to forever keep 
their peace on Bosnia. No more com- 
plaining in the cloakroom, no more 
speeches on the floor about how the 
policy is so bad and so open-ended, no 
more second-guessing the President, no 
more criticizing the President, no more 
saying Congress doesn’t have any re- 
sponsibility. If we can’t force ourselves 
to stand up here tonight and be count- 
ed on this subject, then we don’t have 
a right to criticize the President on 
this issue. Every time I am on the floor 
and I hear somebody criticizing the 
President on this, I am going to check 
the vote list and see how the votes 
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were, and I am going to rise up and 
challenge that Senator. This is not 
going to delay the passage, the instru- 
ments of ratification. We can vote on 
this any time. We can vote next week 
or the following week, or tonight, for 
that matter. It doesn't matter to me 
when we vote on it. Whenever the lead- 
er wants to schedule it. 

Mr. President, my final remarks. The 
purpose of this amendment is to simply 
require Congress to vote, period, one 
way or another on deployment to Bos- 
nia prior to depositing the instruments 
of ratification for NATO. That’s it. 

WHAT WILL EXPANSION COST, AND WHO WILL 

PAY THE BILL? 

It is obvious to me that nobody real- 
ly knows what the true costs of NATO 
expansion will be. Just look at the cost 
estimates that are available. 

In March of 1996, CBO issued a report 
that provided five options or scenarios 
for NATO expansion. The cost of those 
five options ranged from $60 billion to 
$124 billion. 

In the fall of 1996, Rand Corporation 
completed a study on the costs of 
NATO expansion and concluded that 
the costs could range from $10 billion 
to $110 billion. 

In February of 1997, the administra- 
tion provided its own cost estimates. In 
this report the cost of NATO expansion 
was pegged at $27 to $35 billion. 

In December of 1997, NATO itself esti- 
mated the cost of NATO expansion as 
$1.5 to $2 billion. 

The February 16 edition of Defense 
News reports that the Pentagon will 
issue yet another study that will peg 
the cost of NATO expansion at $1.5 bil- 
lion over 10 years. 

According to the CRS, the adminis- 
tration assumes that the new nations 
will pick up 50 percent of the bill, the 
current NATO members will pay 44 per- 
cent and the U.S. will pick up 6 percent 
of these costs. 

CAN POLAND, HUNGARY AND THE CZECH 
REPUBLIC AFFORD NATO EXPANSION? 

Supporters of NATO expansion say 
we must expand in order to help the 
young fledgling democracies and mar- 
ket economies of these countries grow. 
This is not what NATO does. 

NATO is first a military or security 
alliance, not an economic alliance. If 
the goal is economic and not security, 
then let the EU deal with these coun- 
tries, not NATO. 

With NATO expansion, we are placing 
a requirement that the new members 
buy“ their way in. If they could buy 
their way in, their young market 
economies wouldn’t need the protec- 
tion of NATO expansion. This circular 
logic is no logic at all. 

In an article on NATO expansion that 
appeared in the January/February 1998 
edition of Foreign Affairs, Amos 
Perlmutter writes: 

The belief that the new members should be 
able to absorb costs of close to $42 billion be- 
tween 1996 and 2001 overlooks the Inter- 
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national Monetary Fund's rules and the 
Maastricht Treaty’s expectations. The IMF 
requires former Warsaw Pact states to invest 
in economic infrastructure, and the 
Maastricht Treaty will accept members only 
on the basis of their conformity to its rig- 
orous fiscal standards. Hungary and the 
Czech Republic are already experiencing se- 
rious budget crunches and are seeking ways 
to cut spending to meet IMF demands. 
Where, then, will the money come from to 
expand their military budgets? 
POLITICAL WILL 

In addition, there is also the question 
of whether or not there is the political 
will in these countries to help pay for 
expansion. The United States Informa- 
tion Agency (USIA) conducted a poll in 
October of 1997 in the countries listed 
below and asked if the respondents sup- 
ported increasing their government’s 
defense spending: 


Support Oppose —6 
Czech Republic 29 63 8 
Hungary . 36 60 4 
Poland 56 31 13 
Slovakia . 21 71 8 
Slovenia . 22 72 6 
Bulgaria . 5 28 55 17 
Romania 55 39 7 


Result: Only Poles, not Czech or Hungarians willing to increase spending 
to pay for expansion. 

FISCAL REALITIES 

Even our current European allies 
have had sharply declining defense 
budgets as they prepare to meet the 
fiscal requirements of the European 
common currency. 

Sir John Kerr, the British Ambas- 
sador to the U.S. stated the following 
on July 23, 1997: 

I think, realistically, it is very unlikely 
that the Europeans will stump up another 
$15 billion on their defense budgets. It would 
mean increasing defense budgets on average 
by about 1.5 percent a year, a very much 
larger number than the cost for the United 
States. And I don’t think it will happen. 

In July of 1997 French President 
Jacques Chirac made the following 
statement: 

We have adopted a very simple position: 
Enlargement must not cost anything in net 
terms. We are convinced that it is possible. 

A Washington Post article from July 
10, 1997 quotes German President 
Helmut Kohl as saying: 

It is completely absurd to link NATO en- 
largement with cost factors as if the aim was 
to rearm large areas of Europe to the teeth. 

Another German, Walther Stuetzle, a 
former senior defense planner for the 
German Government said in the March 
12, 1997 edition of the Washington Post: 

So who will pick up the tab? I think it will 
have to be the United States. 

So we've heard from our NATO allies 
and they are saying that they are not 
willing to pay for NATO expansion. 
Some supporters of NATO expansion 
will downplay these comments as polit- 
ical comments made for consumption 
at home. They say our allies will come 
through. 

I am a firm believer that past per- 
formance is an indicator of future per- 
formance. What hasn’t been heard too 
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much in public is the fact that our 
NATO allies have been falling well 
short on their current NATO commit- 
ments. That certainly doesn’t bode 
well for any additional commitment 
from our current NATO allies to pick 
up their share of the costs to expand. 

In testimony before the Senate For- 
eign Relations Committee Admiral 
Jack Shanahan (USN retired) made the 
following comments: 

In 1970 I was assigned to the U.S. mission 
to NATO in Brussels. The prevailing attitude 
of most of the alliance was that they were 
safely under the U.S. nuclear umbrella, and 
that the Warsaw Pact was not a major con- 
cern. As a result our allies did not consist- 
ently meet their NATO commitments in 
terms of defense spending. Their 
prepositioned war reserve of food, ammuni- 
tion, fuel etc. were well below NATO stand- 
ards. Interoperability was a joke. They were 
not ready then, they are not ready now, and 
as we integrate East European militaries 
into the alliance this condition will worsen, 
placing greater demands on the U.S. military 
to shoulder the burden. Even as we speak, 
our allies are making significant reductions 
in military spending and in their force struc- 
tures. 

This testimony is very revealing and 
speaks for itself—especially in light of 
the additional commitments that our 
present NATO allies will be asked to 
bear through expansion. 

We not only have statements from 
the major Western European countries 
indicating that they are not willing to 
pay for NATO expansion, but also dis- 
turbing testimony before the Senate 
that our current NATO allies already 
have fallen well short of fulfilling their 
current NATO commitments. 

Thus, it will probably fall to the 
United States to pay for NATO expan- 
sion. Indeed, the March 12, 1997 Wash- 
ington Post quoted a senior U.S. offi- 
cial as saying: There was a strong po- 
litical imperative to low-ball figures. 
Everybody realized the main priority 
was to keep costs down to reassure 
Congress, as well as the Russians.” 

What are the implications of all this 
for the article V commitment that an 
attack on one is an attack on all? Do 
we really believe we can effectively 
carry out this commitment if the cost 
of NATO expansion has been fudged in 
order to reassure the Congress and 
Russia? Don’t the supporters of expan- 
sion take the alliance more seriously 
than this? 

ARE THEY PREPARED? 

The three nations who would become 
part of NATO have military infrastruc- 
tures that are profoundly unprepared 
to join NATO. Defense news recently 
reported on NATO’s most recent as- 
sessment of the invitees. The report 
concluded that Poland, the Czech Re- 
public and Hungary are years away 
from having militaries that are mini- 
mally functional, much less strategi- 
cally interoperable with NATO’s mili- 
tary systems. Examples include: 

All of the Czech Army’s equipment is 
“old and approaching obsolescence.” 
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None of Poland’s naval ships are ca- 
pable for command and control of joint 
or combined operations.” 

In Hungary, 70 percent of the pilots 
carry out only 50 hours of training per 
year, far below NATO standards. 

The United States cannot even pay 
for its own modernization. Why would 
we want to pay for the modernization 
of three new NATO members? 

CAN THE U.S. FOOT THE BILL? 

Don’t be naive—NATO expansion is 
not going to be free—no matter how 
much the figure is lowered to make it 
more palatable.“ 

The balanced budget agreement has 
locked us into a flat if not declining 
defense budget during the next few 
years. We've all heard reports that 
readiness in the military is starting to 
deteriorate. 

The House National Security Com- 
mittee issued a report recently that 
chronicled some of the readiness prob- 
lems that are starting to appear in our 
military. What we are facing, in my 
opinion, is the very real scenario where 
we will be increasing our national secu- 
rity commitments without a cor- 
responding increase in our defense 
spending because of the balanced budg- 
et agreement. 

The current defense budget we have 
now is inadequate to meet our current 
plans and requirements. Just like 
every other contingency operation the 
Clinton administration has signed U.S. 
forces up to, an underfunded Defense 
Department will have to foot the bill 
once again. 

We keep hearing from this adminis- 
tration that another round of BRAC is 
necessary to reduce infrastructure and 
pay for modernization. Could it be that 
the real objective of another BRAC is 
to pay for NATO expansion? Does the 
Senate really want to approve adding 
one more IOU to an already empty 
Pentagon checkbook, when we do not 
even know how large the IOU will be? 
I don’t think so. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to lay my amendment aside so 
that Senator INHOFE may discuss his 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, can I 
ask a question of Senator SMITH? 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I yield 
for a question. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator, I was think- 
ing. Do you mean if I vote no on this, 
3 weeks from now if we want to vote 
again in the Senate on the Bosnia pol- 
icy, I can’t vote? 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Did I 
say that? 

Mr. DOMENICI. So the vote means 
we are going to vote for it or not, and 
we can have a vote on Bosnia if we 
want it, whenever we want, whatever 
we do with your amendment. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. You 
certainly can. But I am saying this 
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should be a requirement. If we don’t 
have that vote, we ought not to com- 
plain about the resolution of ratifica- 
tion. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator. 
I yield the floor. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO, 2325 
(Purpose: To require the President to submit 
the Kyoto Protocol to the United Nations 

Framework Convention on Climate Change 

to the Senate for its consideration under 

the Treaty Power of the Constitution) 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. INHOFE] 
proposes an executive amendment numbered 
2325. 


Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place in section 3 of the 
resolution, insert the following: 

( ) REQUIREMENT OF TRANSMITTAL TO THE 
SENATE OF KYOTO PROTOCOL ON GLOBAL WARM- 
ING.—Prior to the deposit of the United 
States instrument of ratification, the Presi- 
dent shall submit the Kyoto Protocol to the 
United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change, done at Kyoto on December 
10, 1997, to the Senate for its consideration 
under Article II, section 2, clause 2 of the 
Constitution of the United States (relating 
to the making of treaties). 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, let me 
briefly explain what my amendment 
does. It simply requires the President 
to submit the Kyoto Protocol to the 
United Nations Framework Convention 
on Climate Change to the Senate for 
its consideration under the Treaty 
Powers of the Constitution. 

Mr. President, the White House has 
made a full-scale effort for ratification 
of expansion of NATO. We are consid- 
ering that now and we have had a lot of 
debate. Some of us are against it and 
some of us are for it. We have had a 
chance to get our positions out and we 
know where we stand. But according to 
article II, section 2, clause 2 of the Con- 
stitution, we are the only body—and it 
has to be by a two-thirds vote—that 
can ratify treaties of the United 
States. The President can’t do it, the 
Secretary of State can’t do it, the Vice 
President can’t do it, the Secretary of 
Defense can’t do it, the Director of the 
EPA can’t do it—just the U.S. Senate. 

Some might argue that the NATO ex- 
pansion debate is not an appropriate 
place to raise the question about the 
Kyoto Protocol. But the issue here is 
whether the President is going to have 
serious regard for the Senate’s advise- 
and-consent authority under the Con- 
stitution, which the senior Senator 
from West Virginia has reminded us 
many times is our prerogative. The 
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President cannot be expected to send 
treaties up for advice and consent when 
he thinks the Senate agrees with him 
and refuse to send them up unilaterally 
when he feels that we do not. Truly, 
that is the case. 

We made our case very specific when 
we voted 95-0, prior to going to Japan, 
that if they came back with something 
that did not treat the developing coun- 
tries the same as the developed na- 
tions, we would oppose it, and the 
President came back with exactly that, 
putting us under obligations that the 
developing nations were not under. So 
that China doesn’t have to worry about 
it, or Pakistan, and other countries, 
like Mexico. But we do. This is the 
issue we are dealing with here. 

Iam going to deviate from that for a 
moment in this very short time to re- 
peat something that I said earlier in 
this debate because I understand I am 
the last speaker now and this is the 
last amendment. I would like to just 
say there are four reasons why we 
should not, in the final analysis, ex- 
pand NATO. 

The first one is the cost. I don’t know 
why nobody seems to be upset that the 
range goes all the way from $400 mil- 
lion to $120 billion, and those at the 
low end are the administration—the 
same administration that said that 
Bosnia was going to cost us $1.2 billion, 
and now our direct costs have sky- 
rocketed way way above $9 billion, and 
there is no end to it. It is a permanent 
commitment. Yet, we were told that it 
was going to be $1.2 billion. 

So here we have an amount of 
money—at a time when we have cut 
our defense down to the bone, at a time 
when we have to be able to do some- 
thing to put ourselves in a position to 
defend America. Yet, we are talking 
about an open-ended commitment by 
extending NATO to these countries. 

The second reason is it is the open 
door. I hope nobody thinks we are talk- 
ing about three countries—Poland, the 
Czech Republic, and Hungary. We are 
talking about an open door now that is 
extended to everyone. I want to read 
what our Secretary of State said in a 
statement she made: 

We must pledge that the first new mem- 
bers will not be the last and that no Euro- 
pean democracy will be excluded because of 
where it sits on the map. 

She talks about Romania, Slovenia, 
Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, Albania, 
Bulgaria, Macedonia, Slovakia, and the 
list goes on and on. So it is the clear 
intent that this is not the last. If you 
think this is going to be expensive, just 
think what it is going to be when we 
start extending it to other countries. 
Where would we draw the line? 

The third concern I have is a genuine 
concern that we talked about on the 
floor, and that is, what does this do to 
our relationship with Russia? Every- 
body says, That's all right, I have 
been to Russia and they don’t mind.” I 
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have gotten commitments from people 
saying that is all right, go ahead, this 
is not going to be a problem. But that’s 
not what the Duma said, which is their 
parliamentary body. The Duma passed 
a resolution calling NATO expansion 
the biggest threat to Russia since the 
end of World War II.“ 

There is one person I had a great deal 
of respect for in this body, and I regret- 
ted when he left this body; it was Sam 
Nunn, who I served with on the Armed 
Services Committee. There is not a 
person who would stand up on the floor 
and question his integrity or his 
knowledge of foreign affairs or ques- 
tion his concern for defending America. 
Sam Nunn said that Russian coopera- 
tion in avoiding proliferation of weap- 
ons of mass destruction is our most im- 
portant national security objective, 
and “This NATO expansion makes 
them more suspicious and less coopera- 
tive.” He further said, The adminis- 
tration’s answer to this and other seri- 
ous questions are what I consider to be 
platitudes.” 

So everyone is on record. Last, I will 
address the concern that the Senator 
from New Hampshire had. He has a 
very good resolution, and I think ev- 
erybody understands it. If anybody 
wants to get on record as to where they 
stand insofar as Bosnia is concerned, 
his amendment is your opportunity to 
do so. Because right now we don’t have 
anything to show who is on record. We 
do have a resolution of disapproval 
that was barely defeated by only three 
votes in November of 1995. I suspect 
that some people now have changed 
their minds now that they realize this 
open-ended commitment is there. 

So I would like to wind this up by 
saying that if this cost to support the 
Bosnian operation is any indication, I 
remind you that in November of 1995, 
we were on the brink of being able to 
defeat this and not send our troops to 
Bosnia, except they said that this is 
going to be a short commitment, it is 
not going to be something that would 
last a long period of time. 

It was going to be over within less 
than a year, and it was going to cost 
$1.2 billion. The only reason that they 
were able to get those votes to pass 
this was, they said, “We must protect 
our integrity with our partners in 
NATO.” Now that same argument can 
be used—I wonder who is going to be 
the next Bosnia. 

Mr. President, while I have this 
amendment, I know the votes are not 
there for this amendment, and there is 
one very good reason, because of a dear 
person in this body, that we want to 
not extend any longer than it should be 
extended. So nothing would be gained 
by considering my amendment. 

For that reason, I withdraw my 
amendment and urge my fellow col- 
leagues to vote against the extension 
of NATO. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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The amendment is withdrawn. 

The amendment (No. 2325) was with- 
drawn. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
was opposed to the amendment offered 
by Senator INHOFE. Quite frankly, I be- 
lieve the consequences if this amend- 
ment passed would have been ex- 
tremely deleterious to our foreign pol- 
icy. 

Mr. President, everyone should rec- 
ognize that his amendment is nothing 
more than a thinly-veiled threat to 
delay NATO enlargement and to ensure 
that we won’t have NATO enlargement 
for a significant period of time. It is 
very clear that President Clinton can’t 
and won't submit the Kyoto Protocol 
for Senate ratification until the condi- 
tions he has set are met—meaningful 
participation by developing countries. 
The Administration is not in a position 
of saying now when that milestone will 
be achieved, but it probably won’t be 
soon. So a vote for this amendment is 
a vote to stop NATO expansion. 

But even if you oppose NATO expan- 
sion, you should oppose this amend- 
ment because the approach it takes is 
without precedent and would have a 
significant impact on how the country 
conducts foreign policy. 

Let me say also that I was a member 
of the Senate observer group to the 
Kyoto conference last December. There 
has never been a more complicated, dif- 
ficult international negotiation at- 
tempted. I believe that the conference 
was a historic success: more than 160 
countries recognized that the common 
threat of climate change was more im- 
portant than each nation’s separate 
anxiety about the immediate impact of 
an agreement. 

The Conference was also a historic 
success because American proposals 
won the day. We called for much more 
real and realistic targets and time- 
tables. We proposed flexibility through 
a trading program to use the power of 
the market to achieve lower compli- 
ance costs for business. We offered a 
joint implementation system that 
would allow American firms to build 
clean power plants or preserve forests 
in developing countries in exchange for 
emission reduction credits that could 
be used or sold later. Our negotiators 
won on each of these battles—and they 
were very hard fought battles. 

But the President has clearly said 
that the Kyoto protocol is not ready to 
be submitted to the Senate. The Presi- 
dent has made clear that the protocol 
will not be ready for submission until 
we have succeeded in achieving the 
meaningful participation of developing 
counties. At Kyoto, a down payment 
was made in the form of a clean devel- 
opment mechanism” which embraces 
the U.S. backed concept of joint imple- 
mentation with credit. This will allow 
companies in the developed world to 
invest in projects in countries in the 
developing world for the benefit of both 
parties. 
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But developing countries will clearly 
need to do more in order to meaning- 
fully participate in combating global 
warming, and in order of the President 
to submit the protocol for the consider- 
ation of the Senate. Secretary Albright 
recently announced a full court diplo- 
matic effort to achieve this goal. 

Mr. President, as far as I can deter- 
mine, there is no precedent in our his- 
tory for doing essentially what this 
amendment seeks to do, force the 
President to transmit a treaty to the 
Senate before the President deems it 
appropriate to do so. This amendment 
is a high-handed attempt by Congress 
to undermine the President's constitu- 
tional power. 

Mr. President, I asked the American 
Law Division of the CRS to look at a 
related issue: whether there are any 
time limitations within which the 
President must submit a treaty after it 
has been negotiated and signed. Let me 
quote from that report: As a general 
proposition, there do not appear to be 
any time constraints on the trans- 
mittal of treaties to the Senate for its 
advice and consent. The spare language 
of the Constitution provides simply 
that ‘(the President) shall have Power, 
by and with the Advice and Consent of 
the Senate, to make Treaties, provided 
two-thirds of the Senators present con- 
cur... . Under this structure, it is the 
President who negotiates and ulti- 
mately ratifies treaties, provided the 
Senate gives its advice and consent. 
But the constitutional language does 
not set time limits on any aspect of the 
process of treaty-making.”’ 

The report goes on to note that nor 
does statutory law appear to impose 
any time constraints on the submission 
of treaties.” 

Mr. President, the memo goes on to 
discuss numerous cases in which trea- 
ties have not been submitted to the 
Senate for ratification for a long time 
after they were negotiated and signed. 
For example, the United States signed 
the International Convention on the 
Elimination of All Forms of Racial 
Discrimination” on September 28, 1966. 
Nearly 12 years passed after the United 
States signature before it was sub- 
mitted to the Senate for its advice and 
consent on February 23, 1978. 

Let me read here from the memoran- 
dum's review of the Legislative Cal- 
endar for the 104th Congress: Final Edi- 
tion of the Senate Committee on For- 
eign Relations which discloses a num- 
ber of examples of significant delay is 
transmittal of treaties. 

A review of the Legislative Calendar for 
the 104th Congress: Fina] Edition of the Sen- 
ate Committee on Foreign Relations dis- 
closes a number of additional instances of 
significant delays in transmittal. A bilateral 
treaty between the U.S. and Haiti Con- 
cerning the Reciprocal Encouragement and 
Protection of Investment” was signed on De- 
cember 13, 1983, but not submitted to the 
Senate until March 25, 1986. A treaty on 
“Mutual Legal Assistance in Criminal Mat- 
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ters” between the U.S. and Nigeria, signed 
on September 13, 1989, was not transmitted 
until April 1, 1992. A “Revised Protocol 
Amending the Convention Between the 
United States and Canada With Respect to 
Taxes on Income and on Capital,” originally 
signed on September 28, 1980, and then 
amended in 1983 and 1984, was finally sub- 
mitted to the Senate on April 24, 1995. An ex- 
tradition treaty with Belgium was signed on 
April 27, 1987, but not submitted until June 
12, 1995; and one with Switzerland was signed 
on November 14, 1990, but not transmitted 
until June 12, 1995. The “International Con- 
vention for the Protection of New Varieties 
of Plants” was originally negotiated in 1961, 
amended in 1972, 1978, and 1991, and finally 
signed by the U.S. in 1991, but was not sub- 
mitted to the Senate until September 5, 1995. 
Finally, the “Convention on the Inter- 
national Maritime Organization,” originally 
signed on March 6, 1948, was transmitted to 
the Senate on October 1, 1996. 

All of these examples illustrate the ab- 
sence of any legally binding time constraints 
on the President's transmittal of treaties to 
the Senate. 

I hope the foregoing is responsive to your 
request. If we may be of additional assist- 
ance, please call on us. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
am a strong supporter of the treaty be- 
fore us to expand NATO. I also strongly 
support the agreement that emerged 
from Kyoto, as well as the President’s 
position that the agreement is not ripe 
for submittal to the Senate at this 
time. There is no precedent for forcing 
the President to submit a treaty on a 
timeframe established by the United 
States Senate before the President be- 
lieves it is appropriate. But that is 
what this amendment seeks to do. 
Adopting this amendment would have 
been a terrible precedent for con- 
ducting our foreign policy and I believe 
would have stopped the treaty now 
pending before us. 

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2328 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question remains on the Smith amend- 


ment. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, Iwill take 
only 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. The hour is late. It has 
not improved the substance of the 
Smith amendment—the time. It is es- 
sentially, as the Senator from New 
Hampshire indicated, similar to the 
Craig amendment; very little dif- 
ference. I urge my colleagues to recall 
how they voted on the Craig amend- 
ment, and the same rationale applies 
with regard to the Smith amendment. 

I hope when we get to the vote— 
which I hope is very shortly—that we 
will vote no on the Smith amendment. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? If 
there is no further debate, the question 
is on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from New Hampshire. On this 
question, the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 
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Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. KYL) is nec- 
essarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 16, 
nays 83, as follows: 


[Rollcall Vote No. 116] 


YEAS—16 
Ashcroft Hutchinson Sessions 
Brownback Hutchison Smith Bob (NH) 
Craig Inhofe Specter 
Faircloth Kempthorne Warner 
Feingold Nickles 
Grassley Roberts 
NAYS—83 
Abraham Durbin Lott 
Akaka Enzi Lugar 
Allard Feinstein Mack 
Baucus Ford McCain 
Bennett Frist McConnell 
Biden Glenn Mikulski 
Bingaman Gorton Moseley-Braun 
Bond Graham Moynihan 
Boxer Gramm Murkowski 
Breaux Grams Murray 
Bryan Gregg Reed 
Bumpers Hagel Reid 
Burns Harkin Robb 
Byrd Hatch Rockefeller 
Campbell Helms Roth 
Chafee Hollings Santorum 
Cleland Inouye Sarbanes 
Coats Jeffords Shelby 
Cochran Johnson Smith Gordon H 
Collins Kennedy (OR) 
Conrad Kerrey Snowe 
Coverdell Kerry Stevens 
D'Amato Kohl Thomas 
Daschle Landrieu Thompson 
DeWine Lautenberg Thurmond 
Dodd Leahy Torricelli 
Domenici Levin Wellstone 
Dorgan Lieberman Wyden 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kyl 


The amendment (No. 2328) was re- 
jected. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. BIDEN. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 


EXPLANATION OF ABSENCE 


è Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I would like 
to take this personal privilege of ex- 
plaining why I was not able to vote last 
night on an extraordinarily important 
issue before the Senate; namely, the 
expansion of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization, NATO. 

The vote, fortunately, was 80 to 19, 
meaning that the United States has 
gone on record as supporting the inclu- 
sion of the Czech Republic, Hungary, 
and Poland as members of this impor- 
tant alliance. 

When the debate started, I provided 
remarks which expressed my strong 
sentiments in support of that expan- 
sion. Throughout the debate, as amend- 
ments were offered, I spoke to several 
of them, attempting to defeat amend- 
ments that I thought would be detri- 
mental to the expansion of NATO and 
to our mission in NATO. 

Fortunately, one of the first amend- 
ments adopted was an amendment 
which I offered, which helped us to 
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present a strategic vision in the discus- 
sions that would be ongoing with re- 
spect to the development of a new stra- 
tegic vision for NATO that reflects the 
beliefs of the U.S. Senate and reflects 
our belief that the original purposes of 
NATO and the original strategic vision 
should play a large role in animating 
our assistance, with our fellow NATO 
members, in devising a new strategic 
mission. 

I say all of that as a predicate to 
state in the most emphatic terms that 
had I been able to be here, I would have 
voted “aye” to support the expansion 
of NATO. Ironically, my absence last 
night was due to the fact that I was 
supposed to be on my way to a con- 
ference in Europe, which is the New At- 
lantic Initiative Conference to discuss 
and support NATO and NATO expan- 
sion. The New Atlantic Initiative is a 
relatively new organization, founded 
among, other things, to promote the 
continued development of, and en- 
hancement of, the strong relationship 
between the United States and our 
NATO allies. 

Unfortunately, because a lot of my 
colleagues had a lot to say and had 
amendments to offer, many of which 
were ultimately withdrawn, the leader 
and the distinguished minority leader 
were not able to close the debate in 
time for me to make that vote. Unfor- 
tunately, also, I delayed my departure 
until the very last aircraft to Europe. 
That aircraft was taken out of service. 
That is why, about midnight last night, 
I learned not only that I would not be 
able to go to that NATO conference but 
that I had also missed the vote on 
NATO expansion. I regret that very 
much, because I would have liked to 
have been here to cast my vote in sup- 
port of that. 

I note that a letter from the distin- 
guished majority leader, which I was to 
deliver to the representatives of the 
Turkish Government, has been deliv- 
ered, and, therefore, the Senate is also 
represented at that conference as it is 
going on here today. I certainly appre- 
ciate the majority leader’s support for 
that.e 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader is recognized. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the remaining 
votes, and there are two remaining 
votes in this series, then, be limited to 
10 minutes in length. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, the 
question of whether to expand the 
NATO alliance is one of the most im- 
portant foreign policy decisions this 
Senate has been called upon to make 
since the fall of the Berlin Wall. 

We will make history with this vote. 
So it would seem appropriate to con- 
sult history before we cast it. That’s 
what I did the other day. I re-read 
some of the debate that took place in 
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this chamber 49 years ago, when our 
predecessors, in the tumultuous years 
following the Second World War, had 
the courage and foresight to commit 
our own nation to this alliance. 

One of the chief supporters was Ar- 
thur Vandenberg, the chairman of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee. 
Senator Vandenberg, a Republican 
from Michigan, predicted that NATO 
would become the greatest war deter- 
rent in history.”’ 

History has proven him right. Be- 
cause of NATO, a region that produced 
two cataclysmic wars in this century 
has now known a half-century of peace 
and stability. Those of us who were 
born after the Second World War tend 
to take that for granted. But in fact, it 
is a remarkable accomplishment. 

Just as the map of Europe was 
redrawn at the end of World War II, it 
has been redrawn again with the end of 
the Cold War. Nations that once 
marched in lockstep with totalitarian 
dictatorships have been transformed 
into struggling young democracies. 

It is time for us to redefine NATO to 
match the new map, the new reality, of 
this post-Cold War world. 

Enlarging NATO's circle of security 
to include the new democracies of Po- 
land, Hungary and the Czech Republic 
is not only in the best interests of 
those nations. It is in the best interests 
of the entire European continent. And, 
it is in the national security interest of 
the United States. 

For these reasons, I intend to vote 
for ratification of the treaty expanding 
NATO. And I urge my colleagues to do 
so as well. 

I do not underestimate the serious- 
ness of this action, nor do I take light- 
ly the thoughtful arguments some of 
my fellow Senators have made against 
ratification of this treaty. 

As I see it, there are essentially four 
such arguments. In making my own de- 
cision, I have wrestled with each of 
them. And I would like to share with 
you some of my thoughts on them. 

First, though, I want to read some- 
thing from a man who has thought 
very deeply about these arguments, 
and about the future of Europe: the 
President of the Czech Republic, 
Vaclav Havel. President Havel is 
among the most articulate supporters 
of the treaty we are now considering. 

“As I follow the debate over whether 
NATO should be enlarged,” he has 
written, “I have the strong sense that 
the arguments are often purely me- 
chanical, somehow missing the real 
meaning of the alliance. The process 
of expansion must be accompanied by 
something much deeper: a refined defi- 
nition of the purpose, mission and iden- 
tity of NATO. 

“The alliance,“ he continues, 
“should urgently remind itself that it 
is first and foremost an instrument of 
democracy intended to defend mutu- 
ally held and created political and spir- 
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itual values. It must see itself not as 
a pact of nations against a more of less 
obvious enemy, but as a guarantor of 
Euro-American civilization, and thus a 
pillar of global security.” 

Does NATO exist to defend a fixed 
list of nations, chosen 49 years ago, 
against an enemy that no longer ex- 
ists? Or does it need to respond to the 
new threats we face by including, 
under NATO’s collective security um- 
brella, the three countries that have 
demonstrated not only a deep commit- 
ment to democracy, but a willingness 
to defend it? That is the fundamental 
question in this debate. 

The answer, in my view, is yes. We 
should expand NATO to include the 
new democracies of Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic. 

There are, as I said, four other ques- 
tions as well. They also deserve serious 
reflection. 

The first is: What effect would ex- 
panding NATO to include Poland, Hun- 
gary and the Czech Republic have on 
Russia’s relations with the West—par- 
ticularly its relations with the United 
States? 

Russia clearly would prefer that we 
not expand NATO. Given their history, 
that is understandable. Russia lost 20 
million people in the Second World 
War. 

Despite assurances from NATO that 
no troops or nuclear weapons will be 
stationed in the three new member na- 
tions, there are those in Russia who re- 
main fearful of an expanded NATO, and 
others who are trying to exploit those 
fears to weaken the hands of Russian 
democratic reformers. This is trou- 
bling, because it is clearly in our na- 
tional interest to see Russia fully en- 
gaged with the West. 

There is evidence, however, that Rus- 
sian leaders wish to continue that en- 
gagement. Russia's willingness last 
year to sign the NATO-Russia Found- 
ing Act is one example of Russia’s com- 
mitment to improved relations with 
the West. Perhaps an even better exam- 
ple is Russia’s continued active partici- 
pation in the international peace- 
keeping effort in Bosnia. 

Some of my colleagues cite fear of 
antagonizing Russia as a reason to re- 
ject this treaty. While I respect their 
opinion, I do not believe this concern 
warrants such action, and I cite as evi- 
dence Russia’s own actions. 

We must remember what Secretary 
of State Albright calls the “productive 
paradox” at the core of NATO. That is, 
by demonstrating that we are willing 
to defend our allies, we dramatically 
reduce the chances that we will ever 
actually have to commit troops to do 


80. 

This has been true in the past, and I 
believe it will remain true in the fu- 
ture. 

A second question we must address is 
the price of enlargement. 

It is important that we be clear from 
the very start: There are costs associ- 
ated with expanding NATO. And, while 
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most of these costs will be borne by the 
new member nations, some of the costs 
will fall to existing members of the al- 
liance, including the United States. 

The initial estimates of the costs to 
the U.S. were quite high. Two things 
have happened in the last year, how- 
ever, to reduce projections of those 
costs. 

First, NATO invited three members 
to join the alliance instead of four, the 
number on which earlier estimates 
were based. 

Second, and more significant, the 
military committee of NATO con- 
ducted a thorough analysis of the three 
potential new members and found that 
their military infrastructures were in 
better shape than had been assumed. 
As a result, the cost of bringing them 
in line with NATO standards is pro- 
jected to be considerably less. 

The new, more accurate estimates 
put the cost to U.S. at an average of $40 
million a year for 10 years. 

I am not suggesting for a minute 
that this is a small amount. It’s not. 
But compare it to the price of some 
pieces of military hardware. One 
Blackhawk helicopter costs $10 mil- 
lion. One Harrier jump jet costs $27 
million. One F-15 Eagle fighter costs 
$43 million. One Trident II submarine- 
launched ballistic missile costs $53 mil- 
lion. And one B-2 bomber costs $2 bil- 
lion—five times more than the entire 
10-year cost of expanding NATO. 

No, $400 million over 10 years is not a 
small amount. But if it can help extend 


stability and security in central and 


eastern Europe, it is not a bad bargain. 

It is also important to note, Mr. 
President, that Poland, Hungary and 
the Czech Republic will be compelled 
to modernize their defenses—whether 
or not they join NATO. 

If that modernization takes place 
within NATO’s framework, however, 
we avoid the risk of re-nationalizing 
militaries that have caused so much in- 
stability in Europe in the past. 

The third question we must consider 
is if, in expanding NATO, we are simply 
drawing new lines in the sand, and thus 
creating the potential for new con- 
flicts. 

Again, I want to quote President 
Havel, who has also considered the con- 
sequences of refusing to erase the old 
lines. “If this way of thinking pre- 
vails,“ he warns, it will turn the alli- 
ance into a hopelessly antiquated club 
of Cold War veterans.” 

We can’t allow that to happen. 

It is not this Senate, or the NATO al- 
liance, that erased the old dividing 
lines of Yalta. History erased those 
lines. The power of freedom and democ- 
racy erased those lines. We must not 
maintain an obsolete line in Europe be- 
cause we are afraid of drawing a new 
line. We must not let fear of an old 
enemy keep us from embracing a new 
ally. 

Hitler and Stalin helped draw the 
line that placed Poland and Hungary 
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and the Czech Republic on the wrong 
side of freedom in 1944. By admitting 
these nations to NATO, we are erasing 
that line. 

Finally, there is a fourth question 
that some have raised in this debate. 
That is, when will we next consider ex- 
panding NATO? And which nations 
should we consider? 

I believe that question is premature. 
We should remain open-minded. But we 
haven’t yet approved the first expan- 
sion. We need to see this process 
through and carefully and thoroughly 
evaluate it before we can make any 
sort of informed decision about admit- 
ting additional new members to the al- 
liance. I see no reason why we should 
commit ourselves to a fixed timetable 
or list of additional entrants now. 

The danger in Europe today does not 
come from a totalitarian superpower. 
The danger in Europe today comes 
from aggressive nationalism and ter- 
rorism and the spread and misuse of 
nuclear weapons and other weapons of 
mass destruction. 

By bringing Poland, Hungary and the 
Czech Republic into NATO’s circle of 
security and democracy, we will 
strengthen the bulkhead against these 
destructive forces. We will bolster 
NATO’s fighting capacity by adding 
200,000 troops. We will add geographi- 
cally significant territory to the alli- 
ance. We will increase NATO’s under- 
standing of these new threats, and thus 
its ability to head them off. 

And all of this, Mr. President, is in 
the United States’ national security in- 
terest. 

When the Berlin Wall fell, it an- 
swered the prayers of millions of peo- 
ple all over the world. It also created a 
new landscape in Europe. Extending 
NATO membership to Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic will help ensure 
that democracy and freedom fill that 
landscape, rather than old hatreds and 
outdated ideologies. 

In his first speech as President of 
Czechoslovakia, Vaclav Havel de- 
scribed his dream for his country. 

“I dream,” he said, “of a republic 
independent, free, and democratic, of a 
republic economically prosperous and 
yet socially just, in short, of a humane 
republic which serves the individual 
and which therefore holds the hope 
that the individual will serve it in 
turn.” 

In the years since the Berlin Wall 
collapsed, Poland, Hungary and the 
Czech Republic all have made great 
strides toward achieving that dream. 
They have demonstrated that they 
meet NATO’s standards for member- 
ship, and that they can contribute to 
the alliance in a meaningful way. 

For all these reasons, I will vote to 
expand the NATO Treaty to include 
these three new democracies, and I 
urge my colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I will be 
brief as we complete debate on the res- 
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olution of ratification providing our 
advice and consent to the addition of 
Poland, Hungary and the Czech Repub- 
lic to the North Atlantic Treaty Orga- 
nization. 

This has been an excellent debate in 
the finest traditions of the Senate. We 
have spent more than 40 hours on the 
resolution over the course of 9 days. 
Almost 50 Senators have made state- 
ments, many of them on several occa- 
sions. The Senate has considered 20 
amendments. We have adopted 12 and 
rejected 8. This is in addition to the 4 
conditions and 7 declarations in the 
committee’s Resolution. 

Many people deserve credit in this 
debate. The Chairman of Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee, Senator HELMS, has 
shown great leadership. Senator ROTH 
led the NATO Observer Group with en- 
ergy and diligence. Senator BIDEN 
served as the lead Democrat to both 
and made valuable—and frequent—con- 
tributions to our debate. Senator GOR- 
DON SMITH, Chair of the Europe Sub- 
committee played a central role. 

Many staff played key roles as well. 
Steve Biegun, Brian McKeon, Beth Wil- 
son and Mike Haltzel of the Foreign 
Relations Committee can all now get 
on with their lives. Ian Brzezinski 
(BRA-zin-ski) with Senator ROTH was 
always there for the Observer Group. 
The Congressional Research Service, 
especially Stan Sloan, on the floor 
now, provided invaluable services for 
members on both sides of the issue. 
Legislative Counsel Art Rynerson 
drafted virtually all of the language we 
have been debating. 

A number of issues have been raised 
in our consideration. We have ad- 
dressed future enlargement, NATO’s 
mission, costs, Bosnia and arms con- 
trol. I believe all sides have had an op- 
portunity to have their voices heard. 
Now it is time to cast our votes. 

Much has been said about Russia 
over the past week—how Russia will 
react to NATO enlargement and the 
impact on a wide range of bilateral 
issues. Both sides agree that Russian 
hard-liners should not have a veto over 
our course of action. But supporters 
and opponents of enlargement differ 
greatly over the impact on our rela- 
tions with Russia. 

We have heard many estimates of 
how our vote will influence the tangled 
web of Russian politics and the dis- 
turbing course of Russian foreign pol- 
icy. I do not think anyone can predict 
the impact with complete precision. 
But we can look at some basic facts. 

First, NATO poses no threat to Rus- 
sia. No serious person inside or outside 
Russia believes NATO—with 16 or 19 
members—jeopardizes Russia. The 
thought of Czech tanks rolling across 
the Russian steppes is ludicrous. 

Second, the average Russian is not 
concerned about NATO enlargement. A 
recent poll even shows the majority of 
Russians in Moscow support adding 
these three countries to NATO. 
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Third, the Russians have delayed ac- 
tion on START II for years. NATO en- 
largement is only the latest in a long 
line of reasons given for their inaction. 

Fourth, Russian diplomacy in Brus- 
sels has not been affected by our debate 
here. Just yesterday, the NATO-Russia 
Permanent Joint Council discussed a 
wide range of issues. Alleged Russian 
concerns about enlargement were not 
an issue. 

Finally, long before NATO enlarge- 
ment became a real possibility, Russia 
has engaged in a large number of for- 
eign policy actions that harm our in- 
terests—from proliferation to Iran and 
violations of START I to subversion of 
its neighbors. NATO enlargement may 
provide an excuse for Russian adven- 
turism, but will not provide a cause. 

Our principle concern with Russia 
must be Russian behavior—not the 
volatile mood swings of Russian domes- 
tic politics. 

Mr. President, this will be a historic 
vote. It is fitting that we are voting on 
including the Czech Republic in NATO 
sixty years after the sellout at Munich, 
fifty years after the communist coup in 
Prague, and thirty years after Soviet 
tanks crushed the winds of freedom in 
Czechoslovakia. 

That is the past and, as many Sen- 
ators have pointed out, this vote is 
about the future. It is about what kind 
of a Europe we want to see. It is about 
what kind of allies we want in a con- 
tinent where we have fought three 
great wars in this century. 

Expanding NATO is about ensuring 
this generation and future generations 
are not called to fight a fourth time. It 
is about a 21st century trans-Atlantic 
partnership that provides more free- 
dom, more security and more oppor- 
tunity for all of us. 

A few days ago, I received a letter 
from Polish Foreign Minister Geremek 
(GAR-a-mech), His words are an appro- 
priate way to close debate: 

The consistent and visionary foreign policy 
of the United States has opened a historic 
window of opportunity. Just as in 1989, it was 
American leadership which was the decisive 
factor in ending the Cold War. . . . So today 
it is the U.S. Senate which will decide 
whether a new page is turned in history of 
the Transatlantic area and Eurasia. It will 
be a chapter testifying to the triumph of 
freedom and democracy and to the success of 
the biggest and most successful alliance in 
world history. It will strengthen the Alliance 
to the clear advantage of Europe and Amer- 
ica. 

I thank all Senators for their co- 
operation in reaching this moment. I 
yield the floor. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, the votes 
are final passage of the NATO enlarge- 
ment treaty, and according to the rules 
of the Senate, Senators should be in 
their assigned desks and vote from 
their desks. That is in the rules. I have 
discussed it with Senator BYRD. We are 
all here. I think it would be an appro- 
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priate thing for us to do. The rules do 
require it. 

I also think it would help us expedite 
the vote. So, if the Senators would 
take their assigned desks, we will have 
a vote on the historic treaty. 

The second vote is final passage of 
the supplemental appropriations bill. 
Tomorrow, the Senate will debate the 
Workforce Development Act under a 
time agreement of no more than 4 
hours. Several amendments will be of- 
fered. Consequently, those votes will be 
postponed to occur Tuesday, May 5, at 
5:30 


Monday, the Senate will begin con- 
sideration of the IRS reform bill. I 
know we will have a number of Sen- 
ators who will wish to make opening 
statements. We will check with the 
managers and with the leadership to 
see about the possibility of amend- 
ments being offered. But if they are of- 
fered, they, too, would occur at 5:30 on 
Tuesday. 

Mr. President, I thank my colleagues 
for a productive week. I congratulate 
the managers of this legislation. I 
thank the Senators who made it pos- 
sible for us to complete this action to- 
night. I know some of those who are 
opposed to it would have liked to have 
delayed it over until next week, but I 
believe the time is right for us to vote. 
I thank all Senators for their help, and 
I thank Senator DASCHLE for his co- 
operation and I yield to Senator BYRD. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished majority leader for 
yielding. I also thank the distinguished 
majority leader for calling to the at- 
tention of Senators the following 
standing order, which I hope that Sen- 
ators will contemplate. And I con- 
gratulate the majority leader for en- 
forcing this regulation. Any Senator 
may ask the Chair to enforce this regu- 
lation at any time. I have often 
thought about it. I think we ought to 
follow this regulation, Mr. Leader, and 
I hope that we will establish this as a 
practice and continue to do it. 

The Senate would make a much bet- 
ter impression, not only upon the visi- 
tors but also on Senators themselves, if 
they learn to sit in their seats to an- 
swer the rolicall. And they will take 
greater pride in this institution. I 
guarantee that, watching from the gal- 
leries, it would be a much more impres- 
sive sight during rollcall votes than 
what we have been accustomed to see- 
ing down here in the well, which looks 
like the floor of a stock market. I have 
been to the stock market on a few oc- 
casions. It doesn’t look any worse. 

Let me read this standing order of 
the Senate. It is on page 157 of the Sen- 
ate manual. All Senators who wish to 
read it, here it is. It is only three lines. 
The heading, “VOTES SHALL BE 
CAST FROM ASSIGNED DESK.” 

Resolved, that it is a standing order of the 
Senate that during yea and nay votes in the 
Senate, each Senator shall vote from the as- 
signed desk of the Senator. 
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This was by Senate Resolution 480 in 
the 98th Congress, the Second Session, 
October 11, 1984. 

This is a great day for me. I am glad 
to see the leader asking that Senators 
abide by this regulation, which we 
voted on, those of us who were here in 
1984. 

I thank the leader. 

Mr. LOTT. Thank you, Senator BYRD. 
I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the 
Senators yield back the time? The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, Poland, 
Hungary, and the Czech Republic en- 
dured nearly half a century of com- 
munist domination as a result of expe- 
dient and short-sighted policies of the 
West. Today, we have the opportunity 
to remedy that injustice while securing 
democracy in Central Europe for future 
generations. 

Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Re- 
public have established democratic 
governments, each has built a market 
economy, and all three work with us in 
defense of liberty from Cuba to China. 

In my judgment, Mr. President, these 
three countries belong to NATO. I have 
met with the Foreign Ministers of all 
three countries. They understand the 
commitment and responsibilities that 
they undertake by joining NATO. I am 
confident they will meet all of their 
obligations. 

The Foreign Relations Committee 
held 8 hearings in the past six months, 
heard from 37 supporters and opponents 
of NATO expansion. Before the Com- 
mittee hearings, I myself had concerns 
about NATO expansion, including what 
it would cost, how we could deal with 
Russia, and the future mission of 
NATO. The Committee’s resolution ad- 
dresses all of these points and passed 
by a vote of 16-2. 

Mr. President, NATO enlargement 
has been endorsed by countless distin- 
guished individuals including Margaret 
Thatcher, Jeane Kirkpatrick, Caspar 
Weinberger, and Richard Perle. In addi- 
tion, the Foreign Relations Committee 
has received endorsements of this pol- 
icy from every living former U.S. Sec- 
retary of State, numerous former Sec- 
retaries of Defense and national secu- 
rity advisors, and more than sixty flag 
officers and general officers, including 
five distinguished former Chairmen of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to vote overwhelmingly in support of 
NATO enlargement. This is the right 
decision for the United States of Amer- 
ica. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I will be 
very brief. Half a century ago, our 
predecessors in the U.S. Senate took a 
very bold step in ratifying the North 
Atlantic Treaty. 

It is easy for us today to forget what 
a break with the past that vote rep- 
resented. For the first time, this coun- 
try committed itself, in peacetime, to 
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the defense of democratic Europe. The 
Senate recognized by its far-sighted ac- 
tion that our future—indeed our own 
freedom—is inextricably bound to Eu- 
rope. 

The success of the fledgling NATO 
was by no means certain. Western Eu- 
rope was made up of a jumble of na- 
tions, several of which had only re- 
cently been at each others’ throats. 
Germany and France alone had fought 
each other three times in 74 years. The 
three western zones of Germany, which 
had not yet formed the Federal Repub- 
lic, in fact, were not invited to join 
NATO. 

The countries of Western Europe 
were economically weak, not yet hav- 
ing recovered nearly fully from the 
devastation of World War II. 

Several European NATO members 
had strong Communist parties whose 
loyalty and commitment to democracy 
were suspect. 

Mr. President, our predecessors took 
a gamble. Fortunately for us and our 
children—and I hope for our grand- 
children—NATO succeeded beyond the 
Senate’s fondest expectations. 

As we all know, for 40 years, it kept 
Soviet imperialism at bay, thereby 
providing the security umbrella under 
which democratic Western Europe 
could recover socially and economi- 
cally, and thrive. 

In the process, NATO expanded its 
membership three. times to welcome 
Greece and Turkey, West Germany, 
and Spain. With each expansion the Al- 
liance was strengthened. 

Largely thanks to NATO’s persist- 
ence, communism in most of Europe 
crumbled, including in the Soviet 
Union. 

Now, nearly 50 years after our prede- 
cessors met the challenge of their 
time, we are called upon, once again, to 
take up the torch. 

Three highly qualified democracies 
that chafed under the Communist yoke 
for four decades are now candidates for 
membership in NATO. Poland, Hun- 
gary, and the Czech Republic have al- 
ready rejoined the West politically and 
socially. Tonight we can vote to read- 
mit them to the West’s security frame- 
work. 

In a larger sense we will be righting 
a historical injustice forced upon the 
Poles, Czechs, and Hungarians by Jo- 
seph Stalin. 

Mr. President, NATO enlargement is 
squarely in America’s national inter- 
est. It is in Europe’s interest. And 
yes—by stabilizing a historic crucible 
of violence in East-Central Europe—it 
is in Russia’s interest. 

I am proud to be able to play a small 
part in this historic occasion. I will 
cast my vote with conviction to ratify 
the Resolution of Ratification, and I 
urge my colleagues to join me. I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Virginia. 
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Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I shall 
cast my vote in opposition for the rea- 
sons that I have stated over the past 
several days in what I regard is an ex- 
cellent debate. But if it is the will of 
two-thirds of the U.S. Senate that this 
ratification go forward, then I commit, 
and I hope others will commit, who 
have been in opposition, to do our very 
best to make it work. 

I think it is going to pose a mighty 
challenge to make it work, but if that 
is the decision of this body, for which I 
have infinite respect, then I commit as 
a member of the Armed Services Com- 
mittee, where I will have some special 
responsibilities, to make it work. 

But I also say that I shall be among 
others who will maintain a vigil as to 
the future with an open and objective 
mind but still predicated in my own 
thoughts on what I have expressed on 
this floor about future additions of 
other nations in a manner that would 
be untimely to make this treaty last 
another 50 years. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all 
time yielded back on both sides? If so, 
the question is on agreeing to the com- 
mittee amendment, as amended. 

The committee amendment, as 
amended, was agreed to. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolu- 
tion of ratification with certain condi- 
tions and declarations to the Protocols 
of the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949 on 
the Accession of Poland, Hungary and 
the Czech Republic. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. KYL) is nec- 
essarily absent. 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 80, 
nays 19, as follows: 

{Rollcall Vote No. 117 Ex.] 


YEAS—80 
Abraham Domenici Kerry 
Akaka Durbin Kohl 
Allard Enzi Landrieu 
Baucus Faircloth Lautenberg 
Bennett Feingold Levin 
Biden Feinstein Lieberman 
Bingaman Ford Lott 
Bond Frist Lugar 
Boxer Glenn Mack 
Breaux Gorton McCain 
Brownback Graham McConnell 
Burns Gramm Mikulski 
Byrd Grams Moseley-Braun 
Campbell Grassley Murkowski 
Chafee Gregg Murray 
Cleland Hagel Nickles 
Coats Hatch Reed 
Cochran Helms Robb 
Collins Hollings Roberts 
Coverdell Hutchison Rockefeller 
D'Amato Inouye Roth 
Daschle Johnson Santorum 
DeWine Kennedy Sarbanes 
Dodd Kerrey Sessions 
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Shelby Stevens Thurmond 
Smith (OR) Thomas Torricelli 
Snowe Thompson 
NAYS—19 
Ashcroft Hutchinson Smith (NH) 
Bryan Inhofe Specter 
Bumpers Jeffords Warner 
Conrad Kempthorne Wellstone 
Craig Leahy Wyden 
Dorgan Moynihan 
Harkin Reid 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kyl 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 80, the nays are 19. 
Two-thirds of the Senators present 
having voted in the affirmative, the 
resolution of ratification, as amended, 
is agreed to. 

The resolution of ratification, 
amended, was agreed to. 

(The Text of the Resolution of Ratifi- 
cation, as amended, will be printed in a 
future edition of the RECORD.) 

Mr. BIDEN. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 


as 


———— 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will now go into 
legislative session. 

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sub- 
mit a report of the committee of con- 
ference on the bill, H.R. 3579, making 
emergency supplemental appropria- 
tions for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 1998, and for other purposes, 
and ask for its immediate consider- 
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The committee on conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill H.R. 
3579, have agreed to recommend and do rec- 
ommend to their respective Houses this re- 
port, signed by majority of the conferees, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to 
the consideration of the conference re- 
port. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
April 30, 1998.) 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the 
House passed earlier today the emer- 


gency supplemental appropriations 
conference report by substantial mar- 
gin. 


I want to begin by expressing my ap- 
preciation to my friend and colleague 
from West Virginia, Sen. BYRD, for his 
assistance and cooperation in pre- 
senting this bill to the Senate. 

Our Committee worked in a bipar- 
tisan manner through every step of the 
process of moving this emergency sup- 
plemental bill through the Senate, and 
back from conference. 
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I strongly urge all my colleagues to 
vote in support of this bill, which ad- 
dresses urgent funding requirements 
for the Department of Defense, and 
many agencies responsible for dealing 
with natural disasters. 

The conference report provides $2.8 
billion for emergency defense accounts. 
These amounts are not offset by any 
reductions to defense or non-defense 
appropriations—they are treated genu- 
inely as emergencies. 

We recommend these appropriations 
based on the expenditures already 
made by the military, and recognizing 
the devastating effect of failing to pro- 
vide these funds now. 

The Congress will have the oppor- 
tunity to consider the proposed funding 
for missions in Bosnia and southwest 
Asia in the fiscal year 1999 defense au- 
thorization and appropriations bills. 
This supplemental funding does not 
prejudge the decisions we face later 
this year. 

The conference report provides $2.6 
billion in nondefense emergency appro- 
priations, for FEMA, the Departments 
of Agriculture, Transportation and the 
Army Corps of Engineers. 

These appropriations are offset by 
budget authority reductions to con- 
tract authority available for HUD sec. 
8 housing and the airport improvement 
program. 

Based on extensive discussions with 
the administration, these amounts are 
not required to execute these programs 
during the remainder of fiscal year 
1998. 

We do face the need to monitor these 
accounts closely for fiscal year 1999, 
and some additional funds may be 
needed for the HUD section 8 housing. 

Mr. President, I very much regret 
that the conference report does not in- 
clude the funding passed by the Senate 
for the International Monetary Fund. 

The House wishes to take up IMF 
funding in a separate vehicle, which 
has been reported by the House Appro- 
priations Committee. 

Speaker GINGRICH has committed to 
holding a vote on the IMF bill in the 
House. I hope that vote comes later 
this month, so that we can assure the 
markets in Asia, and the global finan- 
cial community, of our Nation’s com- 
mitment to maintaining economic sta- 
bility and growth. 

Mr. President, before closing, I want 
to note the exceptional work under- 
taken by the staff of the House and 
Senate appropriations committees. 

Our conference met for the first time 
at 2:00 p.m. on Tuesday, and completed 
most of its work Wednesday night at 
6:00 p.m. 

By 9:30 a.m. today, the official papers 
were prepared and ready to file—a re- 
markable achievement. 

I want to especially note the con- 
tributions of Jay Kimmitt, Jack 
Conway and Richard Larson of the Sen- 
ate committee staff, and John Mikal, 
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Dennis Kedzior and Chuck Parkinson 
of the House committee staff. 

Mr. President, we need to pass this 
bill tonight, and I believe we have re- 
turned to the Senate a good bill, that 
merits the Senate's support. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I congratu- 
late all the conferees on this very im- 
portant disaster assistance supple- 
mental appropriation bill, and in par- 
ticular, the chairman and ranking 
member of the House Appropriations 
Committee, Chairman LIVINGSTON and 
Mr. OBEY, as well as Senator STEVENS, 
who chaired the conference, for the 
successful completion of what has been 
a very difficult conference. 

Many of the issues that came before 
the conference and required extensive 
debate were extraneous matters that 
had nothing to do with the primary 
purposes of the bill, to provide emer- 
gency appropriations for our men and 
women in uniform in Bosnia and 
Southwest Asia and to provide emer- 
gency disaster assistance to those of 
our citizens who have suffered from the 
devastating series of natural disasters 
that have beset the country in recent 
months—from the ice storms this past 
winter in the northeast to the flooding 
in the western and southern portions of 
the nation, as well as the recent killer 
tornadoes throughout the southern 
states. There was very little disagree- 
ment on these matters among the con- 
ferees. We all understood the urgency 
of providing the necessary resources 
for these emergency purposes. 

Nevertheless, as I say, we were faced 
with a number of potential controver- 
sial, extraneous legislative riders 
which had to be debated and disposed 
of. Those issues ranged from whether 
to include language in this conference 
agreement that was in neither version 
of the bill relating to such things as: 
interest rates on guaranteed student 
loans; whether to insert portions of the 
recently-completed Agricultural Re- 
search Conference Report; and whether 
to override the President’s Executive 
Order prohibiting the importation of 
assault weapons. Such extraneous 
issues consumed a considerable amount 
of time but, I am pleased to say, most 
were not adopted by the conference. 

In all, the bill contains some $2.86 
billion to cover the cost of the military 
operations in Bosnia and Southwest 
Asia, together with $2.6 billion in emer- 
gency disaster assistance payments, 
principal among which are $1.6 billion 
for the Federal Emergency Manage- 
ment Agency, $259 million in emer- 
gency Federal-aid highway relief, and 
$130 million for community develop- 
ment block grants. The appropriations 
for the Department of Defense, as well 
as the disaster assistance payments 
were requested by the President as 
emergency appropriations and, as such, 
under the Budget Enforcement Act, re- 
quire no offsets. The Senate version of 
the bill, therefore, contained no offsets 


April 30, 1998 


for any of the aforementioned emer- 
gency items. Nevertheless the House 
conferees insisted that the appropria- 
tions totaling $2.6 billion for emer- 
gency assistance for natural disasters 
be offset, in budget authority only, by 
rescissions of $2.3 billion in Section 8 
Housing authority reserves and $241 
million in excess contract authority in 
the FAA Airport Improvement Pro- 
gram. 

I am pleased that the conferees ac- 
cepted the Senate amendment which 
provided the full $550 million request of 
the President for veterans compensa- 
tion and pensions. These funds were 
not included in the House version of 
the bill before the conferees. The funds 
are needed to accommodate the addi- 
tional costs associated with the 1998 
cost-of-living adjustment of 2.1 percent 
for compensation beneficiaries; an in- 
crease in the estimated number of com- 
pensation beneficiaries; and an in- 
crease in the average payments to com- 
pensation and pension beneficiaries. It 
is important that we keep faith with 
our veterans, who have sacrificed so 
much in their service to our country, 
and I am delighted that the conferees 
agreed to provide these funds on a 
timely basis so that there will be no 
interruption in these payments to our 
veterans. In addition, the bill also in- 
cludes some $142 million in appropria- 
tions for various agencies to enable 
them to continue their operations 
throughout the balance of the fiscal 
year. These latter amounts are appro- 
priately offset by rescissions. 

I am pleased that the conference ac- 
cepted my amendment to the Senate- 
version of the bill, which was cospon- 
sored by the distinguished chairman of 
the committee, Mr. STEVENS, and 
which requires the President to seek 
support aggressively from our allies 
and friends to share the burden of con- 
taining the Iraqi menace in the Middle 
East. In my view, Mr. President, this 
provision is essential as I do not be- 
lieve that we should shoulder this bur- 
den alone. To this end, I note that the 
distinguished chairman of the com- 
mittee, as well as selected other mem- 
bers of the committee, will shortly de- 
part for the Middle East in order to im- 
press upon the leaders of our allies in 
that area of the world the importance 
that we place upon increased 
burdensharing by our allies in this very 
critical aspect of international peace- 
keeping that is so important to sta- 
bility in today’s world. 

Finally, Mr. President, I am dis- 
appointed that the House conferees 
were unable to accept a Senate amend- 
ment offered by myself, Senator Dor- 
GAN, and other Senators to establish a 
congressional commission to study 
causes and consequences of our trade 
deficits. I have noted that the trade 
deficit numbers for February are now 
at a decade-high monthly level, pri- 
marily as a result of the Japanese eco- 
nomic problem. We have not had a 
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comprehensive review of our national 
trade policies since 1970—nearly 30 
years ago. This legislation has been 3 
years in the making, and my Senate 
amendment would have established a 
congressional commission composed of 
twelve members—six members nomi- 
nated by the Senate and six members 
nominated by the House, four of whom 
shall be Members of congress. Never- 
theless, the conferees did agree in the 
Statement of Managers to include the 
following: 

“The managers considered, but did 
not adopt, language that would create 
a Trade Deficit Review Commission, as 
proposed by the Senate. The conferees 
agree that serious concerns exist re- 
garding continuing trade deficits and 
intend to work with the legislative 
committees of jurisdiction to establish 
such a Commission, including in the 
context of the fiscal year 1999 appro- 
priations process.” 

Mr. President, this is a matter of 
high priority. Senator DORGAN and I 
will be monitoring this important mat- 
ter closely. We hope that the various 
legislative committees of jurisdiction 
will take up this issue at a very early 
date. In any case, the members can 
count on Senator DORGAN and me to re- 
visit this matter on a timely basis 
later this year if no action has been 
taken in the interim. 

I know that the administration is 
disappointed that the conference has 
not chosen to include payments to the 
International Monetary Fund. This 
matter was debated at great length 
during the conference and it was deter- 
mined that the House, at this time, 
was not prepared to yield on this issue. 

I, again, thank all conferees for their 
diligent efforts throughout the past 
week in resolving all of the difficult 
issues faced in the conference and par- 
ticularly the chairman of our com- 
mittee, Senator STEVENS, who chaired 
this, his first supplemental appropria- 
tions conference, with great patience, 
skill, and good humor. 

Mr. President, I thank the Chair and 
yield the floor. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ex- 
press my sincere gratitude to the man- 
ager of the bill, Senator STEVENS, and 
to the chair of the Subcommittee on 
Interior, Senator GORTON. Yesterday, I 
raised with them an issue of concern 
regarding amendments to the Coastal 
Barrier Resources System, a program 
under the jurisdiction of the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works, that the conferees were consid- 
ering. These amendment would have 
adjusted the boundaries of several 
units currently in the System in Flor- 
ida, and they are quite controversial. 

Senator STEVENS and Senator GOR- 
TON were both very gracious and ac- 
commodating to my concerns. They 
chose not to include the amendments, 
and instead included language in the 
report stating that the managers will 
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work with the committees of jurisdic- 
tion to explore the possibility of a leg- 
islative remedy in the context of future 
appropriations bill or other legislative 
vehicle. I very must appreciate this 
collaborative approach. 


Again, I express my sincere thanks to 
my esteemed colleagues, Senators STE- 
VENS and GORTON. 


Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise in 
opposition to the Supplemental Con- 
ference report, and I oppose it for the 
same reasons I opposed the original 
Senate Supplemental Appropriations 
bill in the Appropriaitons Committee. 


While I want to go on record sup- 
porting the funding for our operations 
in Bosnia and Iraq, I am voting against 
this bill because I believe we should 
have found a way to offset this defense 
spending. I understand that some of 
the funding was unanticipated, but cer- 
tainly not all of it. If we are truly com- 
mitted to a balanced budget, as I be- 
lieve we should be, we need to make 
the tough choices to reduce spending in 
other areas of defense spending to pay 
for this bill. 


I also want to state that I opposed 
the House bill which offset defense 
spending with cuts in domestic pro- 
grams. Separate defense and domestic 
spending levels were set in last year’s 
historic balanced budget accord, and I 
see no reason to revisit those funda- 
mental decisions now. Except for truly 
unanticipated emergencies, the Depart- 
ment of Defense ought to make the 
tough decision that allows it to live 
within its budget. If the non-emer- 
gency defense spending in this bill was 
not important enough to make the De- 
partment of Defense’s FY 1998 budget, 
it is not important enough to justify 
raiding cash-strapped domestic pro- 
grams. 


And finally, I am disappointed that 
this legislation does not include fund- 
ing for the International Monetary 
Fund’s quota increase and New Ar- 
rangements to Borrow. The situation 
in Asia has clearly demonstrated that 
while the mission of the IMF is now 
more important than ever, the current 
resources of the fund are not adequate 
to meet the demands of that mission. 
We have a responsibility to every 
American, whether they be consumer, 
business person, job seeker or job hold- 
er, to promote policies that help grow 
the global economy to which the Amer- 
ican economy is increasingly and inex- 
tricably linked. Simply put, our future 
depends on the future of our neighbors 
and trading partners. Many of my col- 
leagues have raised legitimate con- 
cerns regarding IMF reform, concerns 
which should be addressed. But our pri- 
mary task for today was to provide the 
IMF with the resources necessary to 
continue its important mission, and I 
regret that Congress failed to live up to 
that responsibility. 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA POLICE 
CHIEF 


Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I 
rise to make a few remarks concerning 
Section 10007, a general provision in- 
cluded in the conference report for the 
emergency supplemental appropria- 
tions bill for fiscal year 1998. My 
amendment is a technical amendment 
clarifying that the terms of the con- 
tract recently signed by the new Police 
Chief for the District of Columbia are 
valid and not in conflict with existing 
law. The new Police Chief, Charles 
Ramsey, was unanimously approved for 
the job by the D.C. Council, the Mayor, 
the D.C. Financial Responsibility and 
Management Assistance Authority (the 
Control Board) and the Mayor’s Citi- 
zens Advisory Panel. The employment 
contract, which called for Chief 
Ramsey to report to the Control Board, 
was signed by the Mayor without ob- 
jection on April 21, 1998. An April 23, 
1998 legal opinion written by the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Corporation Counsel 
challenges the legality of the contract. 
This opinion has created a potential 
crisis of uncertainty over who Chief 
Ramsey will report to and threatens to 
sidetrack the Chief as he begins to 
clean house at a very troubled depart- 
ment. My amendment simply states 
that the Chief's April 21, 1998 contract 
is valid. It also makes clear that, so 
long as the Control Board—which Con- 
gress created—exists, all future Chiefs 
of Police will work under the same re- 
porting conditions as Chief Ramsey. 
This amendment is imperative if we 
are to support the Control Board, Chief 
Ramsey, and the citizens of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, who deserve a police 
department that can protect them on 
the streets and in their neighborhoods. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this opportunity to thank 
Chairman Stevens, Senator Bond, Sen- 
ator Domenici and their staffs for their 
efforts on behalf of the citizens of Ala- 
bama. Over the last several months, 
Alabama has suffered greatly as a re- 
sult of multiple natural disasters. As 
the state was addressing the flooding 
in its Southern regions, a series of vio- 
lent tornados devastated portions of 
Northern Alabama. These terrible 
events resulted in loss of life and ex- 
tensive property and infrastructure 
damage. In many cases, whole commu- 
nities were destroyed. While commu- 
nities have banded together to begin 
the process of rebuilding their lives, 
the need for assistance is obvious to 
anyone who has viewed the destruction 
firsthand. 

I appreciate the efforts of the Sen- 
ator from Missouri as the Chairman of 
the Appropriations Subcommittee on 
VA/HUD and Independent Agencies to 
increase the funding provided by the 
Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) program. Although there has 
been extensive promotion of buyouts 
and relocation, it is my understanding 
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that only 3 million dollars is available 
to the State of Alabama through haz- 
ard mitigation funding for this pur- 
pose. These funds are dramatically in- 
sufficient to meet the current needs 
and demands of the communities hit by 
these disasters. It is my understanding 
that the State of Alabama will be eligi- 
ble for the CDBG funds included in this 
bill to respond to the flood and tornado 
disasters. Is it the Chairman’s under- 
standing that this funding could be 
used by the State for buyouts? 

Mr. BOND. As you know, in large 
part to your help, the conference re- 
port to the FY 1998 Supplemental ap- 
propriations bill includes $130 million 
for emergency CDBG funding that is 
intended to meet unmet emergency 
disaster needs by supplementing the 
existing, more traditional disaster pro- 
grams administered through FEMA, 
the SBA and the Corps of Engineers. 
While there remains significant con- 
cerns over HUD’s administration of 
emergency CDBG funding, buyout 
funding is an eligible activity under 
both FEMA disaster relief and HUD 
emergency CDBG funding, and I expect 
any request for buyout funding for Ala- 
bama to receive the full consideration 
by both FEMA and HUD. Nevertheless, 
the term “buyout” has become over- 
used and has come to mean different 
things to different people. The federal 
government should be providing com- 
munities with a menu of flexible ap- 
proaches to address emergency disaster 
needs. This flexibility is critical to the 
people of Alabama. In addition, I urge 
both FEMA and HUD to develop com- 
prehensive yet flexible requirements 
for buyouts, including eligibility and 
cost requirements. 

Mr. SHELBY. If the State is able to 
use CDBG money for buyouts, this will 
certainly help them meet the demand 
for buyouts that currently exceed the 
funding made available through the 
hazard mitigation program. Is it cor- 
rect that States eligible for this fund- 
ing would be able to obtain waivers 
from the low to moderate income re- 
quirement in order to make use of this 
funding for the purposes of responding 
to their disaster needs? 

Mr. BOND. Correct, waivers are in- 
cluded to help programs address local 
needs. Emergency CDBG funding needs 
to remain flexible to assist families 
and individuals in these times of real 
crisis. 

Mr. SHELBY. I want to thank the 
Senator from Missouri again for his 
help and effort to ensure that adequate 
funding is provided for disaster assist- 
ance. It is my hope that this funding 
will be made available expeditiously 
and equitably to those States currently 
recovering from disasters. While the 
funding provided through this bill, due 
in great part to your assistance, will 
help, I believe that Alabama will still 
face huge hurdles in its recovery proc- 
ess. I look forward to continuing to 
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work with you to address the needs of 
those trying to rebuild. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I 
would like to begin my remarks this 
afternoon by recognizing and applaud- 
ing the efforts of my colleague, the dis- 
tinguished Senior Senator from Ala- 
bama, for all of his efforts in working 
to ensure that the Supplemental Ap- 
propriations bill produced by the con- 
ference committee includes badly need- 
ed relief for our home state of Alabama 
in the wake of the terrible natural dis- 
asters that have occurred over the past 
month. Senator SHELBY has worked 
tirelessly to see to it that this docu- 
ment includes assistance for those 
communities that have suffered so 
much in the wake of the recent spate of 
floods and tornadoes that have so se- 
verely struck our state. In his position 
as a member of the Appropriations 
committee and as a conference to this 
bill, Senator SHELBY has been a true 
champion for the interests of his con- 
stituents. It is fitting and appropriate 
that his work be generously acknowl- 
edged. 

I would also like to take this oppor- 
tunity to recognize the efforts of the 
Chairman of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee, and to thank him for all of the 
assistance he offered during the con- 
ference negotiations over the disaster 
provisions in the bill. It is very likely 
that without the support and the lead- 
ership provided by Senator STEVENS, 
we would have been unable to secure 
funding for the town of Elba, Alabama. 
Elba has recently been devastated by 
flooding caused after rain swollen riv- 
ers forced the town’s levees to give 
way. Thanks to Senator STEVENS’ gen- 
erous support, this bill contain $5 mil- 
lion in funding to help repair Elba’s 
levee. I can not begin to express how 
much Senator STEVENS’ willingness to 
go to bat for this small Alabama town 
means to this Senator. 

Finally, I want to thank my good 
friend Senator BOND of Missouri for 
your willingness to work with Senator 
SHELBY and myself to ensure that the 
increased money that this bill provides 
for Community Development Block 
Grants will get to those who are direly 
in need of them. The supplemental bill 
contains $130 million in Community 
Development Block Grant funding. 
This funding, which is important to 
communities seeking to recover from 
devastating events, like those events 
my state has recently suffered through, 
needs safeguards to ensure that it ulti- 
mately reaches those areas where it is 
most desperately needed. It is impera- 
tive that the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development makes these 
grants really available to areas within 
Alabama that have suffered from these 
natural disasters. Over the last few 
weeks my office has been receiving re- 
quests from communities throughout 
the state, communities such as Bir- 
mingham and Elba, Geneva, Brewton 
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and East Brewton, all asking that 
these funds be made available to them 
so that they might begin the difficult 
task of rebuilding. Senator BOND, your 
willingness to help work to ensure that 
this funding gets back to the dev- 
astated areas within my state is very 
generous, and I appreciate your com- 
mitment greatly. 

Mr. President, this supplemental bill 
goes a long way toward beginning the 
healing process for the citizens in my 
state that have recently had to shoul- 
der such a heavy burden. I have person- 
ally visited the sites in my state that 
were the hardest hit, and I can assure 
you that the scope of the devastation 
and the scope of the personal, human 
toll these disasters have taken is be- 
yond my ability to adequately convey. 
This supplemental disaster bill is a 
good bill, a solid bill and I look forward 
to securing its passage so that the re- 
lief provided within can be begin to get 
back to the people of Alabama. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, 
today we are voting on the FY 1998 
Supplementary Appropriations bill 
which contains very important disaster 
relief and funding for our military op- 
erations overseas. 

In this bill before us, Congress funds 
emergency disaster relief for El Nino 
related storms on both coasts and in 
the southeast. We also provide impor- 
tant funding for our military personnel 
in Bosnia. Although I have been on 
record consistently opposing our con- 
tinued presence in Bosnia, I support 
our military men and women while 
they are there. This bill provides that 
important support. 

This appropriations bill also funds 
our military mission in Iraq. While I 
am skeptical of the dubious and unde- 
fined U.S. plan in this region, I again 
vote to make sure our military per- 
sonnel serving our country there are 
well equipped and defended. This bill 
provides this assurance. 

This bill also provides some impor- 
tant local relief for Colorado. This leg- 
islation contains language to assist the 
City of Boulder. Boulder needs to re- 
place a water pipeline that crosses For- 
est Service lands. The language in the 
bill provides assurance that Boulder 
does not abandon its original easement 
when it agrees with the Forest Service 
to relocate the pipeline. 

This bill also contains important re- 
lief for the National Forests in north- 
ern Colorado. Recently, a unique mete- 
orological situation occurred in Routt 
County, near Steamboat Springs, 
called a blowdown. A blowdown is ex- 
actly that—winds of such terrific and 
concentrated force blew down almost 
every tree in the region. It looked as 
though a large nuclear bomb was deto- 
nated above. This devastating disaster 
affected 20,000 acres of land, almost all 
which was on national forest land and 
was the largest such blowdown ever re- 
corded in the Rocky Mountains. 
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Part of the $10 million appropriated 
by this bill to the National Forest Sys- 
tem would support the cleanup efforts 
in the Routt National Forest in Colo- 
rado. This would assist the local com- 
munities which rely on the natural re- 
sources of the Routt National Forest 
for tourism, recreation, agriculture, 
and timber can get back to normal. 
Not only will this help economies of 
the local communities, but it is vital 
for the health of the Routt National 
Forest and the Mt. Zirkel Wilderness 
Area. 

This funding will allow the Forest 
Service to establish a timber salvage 
plan for the responsible harvest of the 
downed timber and maintain the roads 
that will be necessary for this to take 
place. While the prospect of a timber 
sale may seem objectionable to some 
people, I believe the responsible har- 
vest of this timber in the national for- 
est is preferential to the chance a nat- 
ural or accidental forest fire might 
occur there. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 
going to vote for this Supplemental 
Appropriations Conference Report be- 
cause it contains important disaster 
relief funds for Vermont, which was 
hard hit by ice storms this winter. 
Vermont’s maple syrup makers suf- 
fered devastating losses and these 
funds will help them recover. 

But were it not for that I would vote 
against this Conference Report, and I 
want to take a moment to explain why 
and to express my regret and frustra- 
tion about what has occurred here. 

As senators will recall, the Senate 
passed by a vote of 84-16 funding for 
the International Monetary Fund as 
part of this Supplemental. That fund- 
ing was strongly supported by Senator 
STEVENS, the Chairman of the Appro- 
priations Committee. It had over- 
whelming bipartisan support. 

It reflected obvious alarm about the 
economic crisis in Asia, and the fact 
that a third of all American jobs are 
tied to exports and a third of those ex- 
ports go to Asian markets. 

Secretary Rubin made a strong case 
that the IMF funding is urgently need- 
ed to stem further weakening of the 
Asian economies. 

So the IMF funding was an issue in 
the Conference Committee, but the 
House Republican conferees refused to 
recede to the Senate position. Appar- 
ently the House leadership had ordered 
them not to agree to the IMF funding 
because of its continuing dispute with 
the President over the completely un- 
related issue of family planning. 

Mr. President, it is outrageous that 
yet again we have a vitally important 
foreign policy matter being held hos- 
tage by the House in its seemingly end- 
less and futile attempt to make polit- 
ical points over family planning. 

The IMF funding has absolutely 
nothing whatsoever to do with family 
planning. They are separate issues and 
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should be decided on their merits, not 
used as political blackmail. 

I mention this, Mr. President, be- 
cause the American people, many of 
whose jobs depend on the stability of 
foreign markets, should understand ex- 
actly what is happening here. 

This is not about the IMF, it is about 
politics. The House Republican leader- 
ship is playing games with the lives of 
American workers. What do they care? 
They know that whether or not the 
Asian economies recover or collapse, 
the House Republican leadership will 
have a job regardless. They are not the 
corn farmer in Iowa, or the manufac- 
turer in Delaware. 

Before they will agree to the IMF 
funding, the House Republican leader- 
ship wants the President to sign a law 
that prohibits US Government support 
for private organizations that use their 
own money to petition foreign govern- 
ments on abortion. It would prohibit 
those organizations from even speaking 
on behalf of policies to make abortion 
safer in countries where it is legal. 

And if the President does not agree, 
they would cut funding for family plan- 
ning which prevents unwanted preg- 
nancies and abortions by $44 million. It 
is the most illogical approach to an 
issue I have ever seen. 

Mr. President, we are back to tactics 
of sabotage, of blackmail, of bringing 
the government to its knees to win po- 
litical points. Apparently, as far as the 
House Republican leadership is con- 
cerned nothing matters anymore—not 
democracy, not the legislative process, 
and certainly not what is in the best 
interests of the country. 

It is becoming increasingly clear that 
it is up to the Senate to prevent the 
Congress from becoming totally irre- 
sponsible. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my support for the 
disaster supplemental conference re- 
port. I would like to thank the con- 
ferees and Chairman STEVENS for their 
efforts to meet the additional needs 
Maine and the other Northeast states 
identified after the January ice storm. 

Since early January I have worked 
with the State, FEMA, SBA and other 
federal agencies to ensure that the dev- 
astation from Ice Storm ‘98 would be- 
come a memory and not a long-term 
problem in Maine. The impact of the 
storm was such that every Mainer who 
lived through it, will always remember 
it—whether it be for the length of time 
they were without power, the loss of 
trees throughout the state, the amaz- 
ing utility crews from up and down the 
East Coast who worked to restore 
power or simply the viciousness of 
mother nature. 

The conference report provides as- 
sistance in several areas where current 
federal programs simply couldn’t han- 
dle the entire problem or where no pro- 
gram existed. Our forests are in sham- 
bles due to the damage inflicted on the 
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trees by the ice. The conference report 
provides $48 million to the US Forest 
Service in order to help the states and 
private land owners assess the damage 
and develop plans for clean up and for 
ensuring a healthy future for the for- 
ests. There is an additional $14 million 
in the Tree Assistance Program for 
cleanup. This funding is much needed 
and very welcome. 

There is $4.48 million included in the 
Emergency Conservation Program to 
help the maple syrup industry. This 
money, which will be matched, will 
help restore tubing which was torn 
from the trees by the ice and replace 
taps that were lost. 

I am pleased that the conference re- 
port also contains funding for the 
Northeast dairy farmers. The lack of 
electricity prevented many farmers 
from milking their cows or from being 
able to store their milk at the nec- 
essary temperature. The $10.8 million 
in the report will help cover some of 
these losses as well as pay for stock 
that was lost as a result of the storm. 

The $130 million included for the 
Community Development Block Grant 
program (CDBG) is not as much as I 
would have liked, but I understand 
that the conferees had a large gap to 
negotiate as the House bill provided 
only $20 million while the Senate bill 
had $260 million. This money is very 
important to Maine as it will assist the 
state in covering disaster-related costs 
unmet by FEMA, including the biggest 
unmet need in Maine—the costs associ- 
ated with the damages to our utility 
infrastructure. 

I wish to reiterate my appreciation 
for the support that the Committee 
Chairman has shown for the needs of 
Maine and the Northeast states. His 
leadership has been vital in ensuring 
that the recovery from the Ice Storm 
of ‘98 for Maine, Vermont and New 
York will be completed as quickly as 
possible. Again, I appreciate his assist- 
ance and attention to the special needs 
of our states because of this one hun- 
dred year storm, and I urge my col- 
leagues to join me in supporting the 
conference report. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, like the 
vast majority of my colleagues, I am 
anxious to speed the funds provided by 
this bill to the communities all across 
our country that have been adversely 
affected by natural disasters. I am 
equally anxious to provide the funds 
necessary to maintain our crucial 
peacekeeping efforts in Bosnia. 

This spending is so important be- 
cause it responds to emergencies—un- 
foreseen events that cause terrible 
damage to property and to life. Every- 
one in this chamber understands that 
the unpredictable nature of these un- 
fortunate events makes budgeting or 
planning for disasters, by definition, 
very difficult. That is why the Senate's 
rules allow us to spend money on an 
emergency basis without finding offset- 
ting budget cuts. And that is exactly 
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what we in the Senate did when we 
passed this bill originally. 

Unfortunately, through no fault of 
the distinguished Chairman of the Ap- 
propriations Committee, Mr. Stevens, 
or Ranking Member Byrd, this bill now 
includes over $2.3 billion of cuts in 
rental assistance for very low income 
families. 

I regret to say that Republican con- 
ferees from the other body demanded 
these cuts to move forward on this 
emergency bill. They chose, once 
again, to try to use Americans who 
have seen their lives torn apart by tor- 
nadoes or floods, who have lost homes 
and businesses, as a tool to attack the 
poor, to pursue their cruel ideological 
agenda. 

I am incapable of understanding, Mr. 
President, what sense it makes to take 
away one man’s home to pay for an- 
other’s. It makes no sense to me what- 
soever. Every year—year-after-year— 
this Congress raids the housing budget 
to pay for other programs. 

Of course the House Republican 
Leadership has offered ‘assurances’ 
that these funds will be restored. Who 
will pay for those? Will that money 
come from health care for veterans? 
From crucial environmental programs? 
From our children’s education? That, 
Mr. President, is only a shell game, and 
the victims, regardless of which ones 
are chosen, would be the disadvantaged 
and powerless. That is nothing short of 
shameful. 

There are 400,000 families who will 
lose their housing assistance if these 
funds aren’t restored next year. The 
Department of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment just released a report re- 
vealing that 5.3 million families al- 
ready live on the brink of homeless- 
ness. Without rental assistance, that 
number will grow dramatically. 

Mr. President, I also am terribly dis- 
appointed that the Republican Major- 
ity has chosen to play politics with two 
other vital matters: funding to pay our 
arrearages to the United Nations, and 
funding for the International Monetary 
Fund. The President, the Secretary of 
State, the Secretary of the Treasury, 
numbers of other senior government of- 
ficials, and hundreds of international 
business leaders, economists, and for- 
eign policy experts have pleaded with 
the Congress to take the responsible 
step of meeting our obligations in 
these two key respects. 

Our continued failure to pay our bills 
to the United Nations—an organization 
which helps reduce conflict in the 
world, and which we as a nation press 
into service for such vital national se- 
curity objectives as isolating Saddam 
Hussein in order to halt his diabolical 
adventurism and to prevent him from 
developing and using weapons of mass 
destruction—not only threatens the 
ability of that institution to survive 
and function as designed and as we de- 
pend on it to function. Our failure sul- 
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lies our leadership and announces to 
the world community of nations that 
we are too good, too mighty, too right- 
eous to be bothered by the responsibil- 
ities of world citizenship. The thought 
that we can do this perpetually and re- 
tain our influence for good; the 
thought that we can do this and retain 
the ability effectively to insist that 
other nations meet their obligations to 
the world community, is nothing less 
than preposterous. 

Similarly, Mr. President, it appears 
that there are many in the Congress 
who are somehow both willing and able 
to play ostrich—to pretend either that 
the effects of the economic collapse 
that has rippled through the nations 
and economies of the Pacific Rim are 
and will remain wholly confined to 
that region of the world, or that the 
world’s most powerful economic en- 
gine—that of the United States—need 
play no significant role in the inter- 
national effort to help the buffeted 
Asian nations regain economic sta- 
bility before the disarray makes itself 
felt very uncomfortably among Ameri- 
cans. 

We should not be surprised, if we re- 
peatedly insist on placing ourselves 
above the responsibilities and obliga- 
tions recognized by the rest of the de- 
veloped world, if the rest of the world 
begins to isolate and ignore us and our 
wishes. We then may find ourselves 
paying a terrible price for our obsti- 
nacy and arrogance in a world where, 
increasingly, our objectives must be 
met by diplomacy and persuasion rath- 
er than by force. 

Mr. President, this bill contains es- 
sential funding. This funding is needed 
to help the victims of disasters in a 
number of areas of our nation. It is 
needed to pay the costs incurred by our 
armed services to operate the humani- 
tarian mission in Bosnia without 
cannibalizing funds needed to maintain 
the readiness of our forces across the 
board. I am distressed that my col- 
leagues and I are presented with an all- 
or-nothing vote where, if we reject this 
bill for what it should do but fails to 
do, such as paying our U.N. arrearages 
and infusing funds into the IMF, and 
what it irresponsibly does, which is to 
steal desperately needed funds from ef- 
forts to meet the housing needs of our 
nation, we necessarily will reject what 
it does for disaster victims and to re- 
plenish the defense funding accounts 
that have been used to meet the costs 
of our Bosnia activities. 

I will vote for this bill, but I will do 
so with the strong reservations I have 
set forth. I hope the American people 
will take note of what has been done 
here, and will respond appropriately. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of the conference report. 

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi- 
nority leader. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Before we move to 
adoption of the conference report, two 
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colleagues have asked for a very short 
time frame to express themselves on a 
particular provision. And I ask they be 
accorded that time before we go to a 
final vote. 

Mr. STEVENS. Could we have a time 
on that? 

Mr. DASCHLE. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that Senator DURBIN and Senator 
BOXER both be accorded 2 minutes prior 
to the time we have a final vote on the 
conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I do sup- 
port the passage of this emergency sup- 
plemental, but I want to point out to 
my colleagues something very impor- 
tant that happened in that committee. 
There is the presence of a rider in this 
particular bill. I think you ought to 
know about it, because you are going 
to get asked about it. 

It will hurt American taxpayers. It 
will take literally $5.5 million a month 
out of their pocket and put it into the 
pocket of big oil companies. 

Now, what is this about? I will tell 
you in my remaining time. 

The Mineral Management Services 
spent 2½ years working on a rule to 
figure out the best way to collect roy- 
alty payments from oil companies. 
What are royalty payments? They are 
payments that go to the taxpayers 
when the companies drill on public 
lands. 

In this particular emergency supple- 
mental bill is a rider that never was 
part of the House bill, was never part 
of the Senate bill. We had 10 minutes 
to discuss it. And it stops this rule 
from going into effect. So every month 
that this new rule is stopped from 
going into effect, $5.5 million— 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
could we have order in the Chamber? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate will be in order. The Senator from 
California. 

Mrs. BOXER. So every month this 
rule is stopped from going into effect, 
American taxpayers are shorted $5.5 
million. Now maybe that doesn’t sound 
like a lot to the folks who put in this 
rider, but I can tell you the folks in 
your States are going to wonder why 
we did this, as it were, in the dead of 
night, because we really couldn’t de- 
bate it as much as we should have. 

Although my chairman was very gen- 
erous and allowed me to make my com- 
ments, I still believed that that rider 
should not have been placed there when 
it was not part of either the House or 
Senate bill. 

I yield the remainder to my col- 
league from Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, let me 
rise and first thank the Appropriations 
Committee for the work on this bill. 
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I will not be able to vote for it for 
two reasons. First, I find it interesting 
that after a week of debate in this 
Chamber and a lengthy discussion 
about America’s role in world leader- 
ship, we follow this historic vote on the 
enlargement of NATO with an appro- 
priations bill which fails to appropriate 
funds for our Nation’s obligation to the 
United Nations. It is a source of embar- 
rassment to our Nation that Congress 
continues to fail to meet its responsi- 
bility to the United Nations. A great 
nation should pay its bills. 

Let me also add to what the Senator 
from California said. If you look at this 
bill on page 69, section 3009, you will 
find a provision that has never been in 
a House bill and never been in a Senate 
bill that comes in here at the last 
minute on an emergency spending bill. 
It.is a rider which will give to oil com- 
panies some $65 million in breaks for 
oil and gas that they are taking off of 
public lands—lands owned by tax- 
payers. 

Last year, we passed a budget agree- 
ment with a provision in it for a $50 
billion tax break for tobacco compa- 
nies. We went back home and were em- 
barrassed by it, came back and re- 
scinded it. I'm afraid we are returning 
home to face more embarrassment for 
this provision which, unfortunately, 
provides a break to oil companies at 
the expense of taxpayers. 

For the fiscal conservative listening, 
this money is not set off by any cuts in 
spending. This gives to the oil compa- 
nies, pure and simple, $65 million out of 
the Treasury, at taxpayers’ expense. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, the 
amendment I added to the conference 
version of the 1998 Supplemental 
Spending Bill deals with how oil is val- 
ued for the purpose of collecting royal- 
ties. This is not about royalty rates, 
but rather how that value is estab- 
lished. 

Under the Outer Continental Shelf 
Leasing Act and the Minerals Leasing 
Act, the Minerals Management Service 
(MMS) is required to value the oil 
where it is removed from the ground. 
The MMS wants, instead, to value the 
oil after the industry has added signifi- 
cantly to its value (through marketing 
and transportation costs). Such a 
change would have the effect of in- 
creasing the tax collected on any set 
amount of oil at a time when the oil 
prices are at an all time low. The econ- 
omy and jobs will be affected by such 
an arbitrary increase in costs. And fi- 
nally, the MMS wants to make this 
change in the law through regulation. 
Mr. President, changing the law is the 
job of Congress, not the MMS. 

My amendment prohibits the MMS 
from implementing this proposed 
change next month and prohibits the 
agency from acting before the end of 
the current fiscal year. This will give 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Congress time to weigh in on this mat- 
ter, instead of letting the MMS arbi- 
trarily change the law through the ex- 
ercise of its rule-making authority. 

Last year, this Congress, in the FY 
1998 Interior Appropriations Bill spe- 
cifically directed MMS to report back 
to the committees prior to finalizing 
the new regulations after numerous 
members expressed concern. MMS has 
ignored this direction, and neither the 
Energy and Natural Resources Com- 
mittee nor the Appropriations Com- 
mittee was notified that MMS proposed 
to finalize the new rule this June. 

I support a valuation program that 
ensures the state and national govern- 
ments receive all royalties due to them 
while maintaining fundamental prin- 
ciples of equity. I support the MMS in 
its efforts to simplify the valuation 
system and collect the government's 
fair share. However, it cannot be done 
at in a manner that changes federal 
law. 

Mr. STEVENS. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I want to bring a 
rider to the attention of Members. 

In conference, a rider was added, not 
debated on this floor or in the House, 
that extended for 2 months the period 
of time in which Secretary Shalala and 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services—for regulations on organ do- 
nation policy to be implemented. 

The organ donation policy advocated 
by patient transplant organizations, to 
have a much more equitable system of 
organ donation, was put forward on a 
bipartisan basis support. 

The Senator from Louisiana put in 
an amendment to delay the implemen- 
tation for 2 additional months over the 
objections of the administration. Peo- 
ple will be dying as a result of this. 
Sick people who need organs are not 
going to get those organs as a result of 
this delay. 

We should not allow this to continue. 
I’m going to vote against this, and I 
hope that we will not continue this 
kind of delay. 

Mr. BREAUX. Which Senator from 
Louisiana is he referring to? 

Mr. SANTORUM. I was referring to 
the chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee in the House. 

Mr. BREAUX. Thank you. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, there 
are provisions in this bill that extend 
regulations. None of the provisions 
overrule regulations. There is an addi- 
tional period of time in three instances 
for regulations to be reviewed by Con- 
gress. We did not meet at night; only 
during the day. But this is a very seri- 
ous matter to get this bill passed to as- 
sure that men and women of the armed 
services get the support they need to 
continue their training and also to 
meet the disasters that have occurred 
to this country during this year since 
we passed a 1998 appropriations bill. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the con- 
ference report. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. KYL), is nec- 
essarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 88, 
nays 11, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 118 Leg.] 


YEAS—88 
Abraham Faircloth Lugar 
Akaka Feinstein Mack 
Allard Ford McCain 
Baucus Frist McConnell 
Bennett Glenn Mikulski 
Biden Gorton Moynihan 
Bingaman Graham Murkowski 
Bond Grams Murray 
Boxer Grassley Reed 
Breaux Gregg Reid 
Brownback Hagel Robb 
Bryan Harkin $ 
Burns Hatch Roberts 
Byrå Helms Rockefeller 
Campbell Hollings Roth 
Chafee Hutchinson Sarbanes 
Cleland Hutchison Sessions 
Coats Inouye Shelby 
Cochran Jeffords Smith (OR) 
Collins Johnson Snowe 
Conrad Kempthorne Specter 
Coverdell Kennedy Stevens 
Craig Kerrey Thomas 
Dano Kery, ‘Thompson 
aschle eu 
DeWine Lautenberg 8 
Dodd Leahy Warner 
Domenici Levin Wellstone 
Dorgan Lieberman Wyd 
Enzi Lott 1 85 81 

NAYS—11 
Ashcroft Gramm Nickles 
Bumpers Inhofe Santorum 
Durbin Kohl Smith (NH) 
Feingold Moseley-Braun 

NOT VOTING—1 
Kyl 


The conference report was agreed to. 
THANKS TO STAFF 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I would 
like to take a brief moment to thank 
some of the incredibly qualified staff 
we have here. I don’t know whether the 
public realizes, but some of the young, 
and in the case of some of my staff not 
so young, women and men are incred- 
ible assets to this country. There are 
more Rhodes scholars, Marshall schol- 
ars, Ph.D.s, professors, former profes- 
sors, and incredibly talented people 
who sit here in these seats, not only on 
treaties, but on every major thing we 
do and advise us. 

On Chairman HELMS’ staff, as always, 
Admiral Bud Nance, a retired Admiral 
in the U.S. Navy, and close friend of 
the chairman’s and a close advisor, did 
a terrific job in directing the entire 
staff and working closely with our 
staff, as did a man who was kind 
enough to stay with me, a man who is 
a significant and capable lawyer, as 
well as a staff director for the minor- 
ity, Ed Hall. These two guys run that 
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operation in a way, I say to the leader 
sitting here, that was almost like the 
bipartisan days, the old days, in large 
part because they get along so well and 
they trust each other so much. 

Bud Nance is a gentleman who has 
already given decades of service to his 
country in the U.S. Navy, and con- 
tinues to serve the chairman in his role 
as staff director. 

Additionally, I thank Steve Biegun, 
Beth Wilson, and Alex Rodriguez, as 
well as Marshall Billingslea, of the ma- 
jority staff, who did a first-rate job in 
pulling together our hearings last fall 
and in helping draft the resolution of 
ratification. 

On my staff, I will start with this 
man. I worry about these guys who 
have one doctorate, but this guy has 
two. He came to me from a distin- 
guished career as a professor, as well as 
working in the Library of Congress, Dr. 
Mike Haltzel. He is the minority staff 
member for European affairs. He trav- 
eled with me throughout the European 
capitals and to Russia in preparation 
for the hearings, and he wrote the 
major portions of the remarks given 
and rebuttals during this debate. It was 
a pleasure to have him at my side. 

During this process, he has been ably 
assisted by Mark Tauber, a Pearson 
Fellow from the State Department; Ed 
Levine, the committee’s arms control 
expert; and Erin Logan, a Javits Fel- 
low who has honored the memory of 
our former colleague by her service to 
the committee. 

In addition, Marnie Davidson, Ursula 
McManus, Dawn Ratliff, Mike 
Schmidt, and Mare Mellinger provided 
considerable assistance behind the 
scenes. 

Finally, I thank my counsel on the 
committee, a young man who came to 
me out of Auburn, NY, 20 years ago to 
stay for a few days“ and stayed on, 
and while with me, he graduated from 
law school, clerked, and then came 
back and is the legal director for the 
committee, Brian McKeon. 

THANKING ART RYNEARSON 

Lastly, I thank Art Rynearson, who 
is a senior legislative counsel and has 
served the Senate and the Foreign Re- 
lations Committee for over two dec- 
ades. I know him as Art. I have known 
him all these years as Art. He is one of 
those guys behind the scenes, the legis- 
lative counsel here, who we take so 
much for granted, and who did an in- 
credible job. In the 105th Congress, the 
committee has placed a lot of demands 
on Art, starting with the Chemical 
Weapons Convention, the CFE Flank 
Document, and then on the State De- 
partment authorization bill. 

On NATO enlargement, he was enor- 
mously helpful, as he always is, in 
helping us draft the resolution of rati- 
fication. 

Over the past few months—indeed 
over the past 15 months —Art has 
worked tirelessly in assisting the For- 
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eign Relations Committee with its 
busy agenda. I would like to thank him 
for his competent professionalism and 
for always being there to help the com- 
mittee staff. 

Lastly, let me thank my colleagues. I 
believe it is not a presumption to say 
that the level of debate and the com- 
petence that they demonstrated was 
impressive. I have great respect for 
those who voted negatively on this be- 
cause they thought about it long and 
hard. 

I also find, I say to the President, in 
my 25 years here that when the very 
big, important issues are before us, al- 
most everyone steps up to the ball, no 
matter what side they come out on, on 
those big issues. It is always a con- 
sequence of very thoughtful consider- 
ation and very engaging debate. It was 
an honor to be associated with the staff 
of the majority and the minority. 

I thank, lastly, the minority leader 
for doing what he has been kind enough 
to do with me since he has been lead- 
er—entrusting to me the tactics, if not 
the strategy, of how to proceed on a 
major piece of legislation. I thank him 
for that. I thank him for his con- 
fidence. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi- 
nority leader is recognized. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I will 
yield the floor in just a moment. But 
let me, while he is on the floor, con- 
gratulate the distinguished Senator 
from Delaware for his magnificent 
leadership over the course of the last 
several days. I said to him privately, 
and I will say it at this point for the 
RECORD, that this was one of his finest 
hours. This was a time when we needed 
his leadership, when we needed his ex- 
pertise, when we could count on him to 
guide us through this very difficult pe- 
riod. He has done so, as he does on so 
many occasions, with eloquence, with 
passion, with expertise, and with a de- 
gree of credibility that I think suits 
this Senate and suits him extraor- 
dinarily well. I congratulate him on his 
achievement. 

I congratulate the chairman of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
and others who have had so much to 
say with regard to our achievement to- 
night. This, indeed, is a very historic 
moment. I am honored to be a part of 
it. I am honored to serve with col- 
leagues who led us so well during this 
debate. 

I again congratulate each and every 
one of them. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. ENZI addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, in executive 
session, I ask unanimous consent that 
the President be immediately notified 
of the Senate’s action with respect to 
the NATO enlargement treaty. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
O m y 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the Senate imme- 
diately proceed to executive session to 
consider the following nominations on 
the Executive Calendar: Calendar No. 
581, and Calendar No. 582; also, four 
Coast Guard nominations reported by 
the Commerce Committee today; and 
all military nominations reported by 
the Armed Services Committee today. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the nominations be confirmed, the mo- 
tions to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, and the President be imme- 
diately notified of the Senate’s action, 
and the Senate then return to legisla- 
tive session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations considered and con- 
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE CORPORATION 

Donna Tanoue, of Hawaii, to be Chair- 
person of the Board of Directors of the Fed- 
eral Deposit Insurance Corporation for a 
term of five years. 

Donna Tanoue, of Hawaii, to be a Member 
of the Board of Directors of the Federal De- 
posit Insurance Corporation for the remain- 
der of the term expiring October 3, 2000. 

IN THE COAST GUARD 

The following-named officer for appoint- 
ment as Commandant of the United States 
Coast Guard, and for appointment to the 
grade indicated under title 14, U.S.C., section 
44: 

To be admiral 
Vice Adm. James M. Loy, 

The following-named officer for appoint- 
ment as Vice Commandant, United States 
Coast Guard, and to the grade indicated 
under title 14, U.S.C., section 47: 

To be vice admiral 
Vice Adm. James C. Card, 

The following-named officers for appoint- 
ment in the United States Coast Guard Re- 
serve to the grade indicated under title 14, 
U.S.C., section 729: 

To be rear admiral 
Rear Adm. (1h) J. Timothy Riker, 
To be read admiral (lower half) 
Capt. Carlton D. Moore, 

The following-named officer for appoint- 
ment as Commander, Pacific Area, United 
States Coast Guard, and to the grade indi- 
cated under title 14, U.S.C., section 50: 

To be vice admiral 
Rear Adm. (lh) Thomas H. Collins, 
IN THE AIR FORCE 

The following-named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated while assigned to a position 
of importance and responsibility under title 
10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Hal M. Hornburg, 

The following-named officer for appoint- 

ment in the United States Air Force to the 
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grade indicated while assigned to a position 
of importance and responsibility under title 
10, U.S.C., section 601: 
To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Michael C. Short, 
IN THE ARMY 

The following-named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be major general 
Brig. Gen. Nancy R. Adams, 

The following Army National Guard of the 
United States officer for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Army to the grade indicated 
under title 10, U.S.C., 12203: 

To be major general 
Brig. Gen. John F. Kane, 

The following-named Reserve officer for 
appointment as Chief of Army Reserve under 
title 10, U.S.C., section 3038: 

To be chief, Army Reserve, United States Army 


Maj. Gen. Thomas J. Plewes, 
IN THE MARINE CORPS 
The following-named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Marine Corps to 
the grade indicated while assigned to a posi- 
tion of importance and responsibility under 
title 10, U.S.C., section 601: 
To be lieutenant general 


Lt. Gen. Carlton W. Fulford, Jr., 

The following-named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Marine Corps to 
the grade indicated while assigned to a posi- 
tion of importance and responsibility under 
title 10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 


Maj. Gen. Michael J. Williams, 

The following-named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Marine Corps to 
the grade indicated while assigned to a posi- 
tion of importance and responsibility under 
title 10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Bruce B. Knutson, Jr., 
IN THE NAVY 

The following-named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be vice admiral 
Rear Adm. John R. Ryan, 
IN THE AIR FORCE 

Air Force nomination of Rita A. Campbell, 
which was received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record on March 
13, 1998. 

Air Force nomination of Christianne L. 
Collins, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record on 
April 1, 1998. 

Air Force nominations beginning Alton G. 
Cherney, and ending Kevin L. Toy, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record on 
April 1, 1998. 

Air Force nominations beginning Alma J. 
Abalos, and ending Victoria G. Zamarripa, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on April 1, 1998. 

Air Force nominations beginning Donald 
S. Abel, and ending Frederick M. Wolfe, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on April 2, 1998. 

IN THE ARMY 

Army nominations beginning Michael H. 

Abreu, and ending XE. which nominations 
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were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record on March 6, 1998. 

Army nominations beginning Ronald V. 
Duncan, and ending Lynn H. Witters, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record on 
March 13, 1998. 

Army nominations beginning Richard A. 
Cline, and ending* Sonja S. Thompson, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record on 
April 1, 1998. 

Army nominations beginning Ruby T. 
Baddour, and ending Noel L. Woodward, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on April 2, 1998. 

IN THE NAVY 


Navy nominations beginning William T. 
D'Amico, and ending Jose Pubillones, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record on 
April 1, 1998. 

Navy nomination of Robert A. Wulff, which 
was received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record on April 1, 1998. 

Navy nomination of Lynneann Pine, which 
was received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record on April 1, 1998. 

Navy nominations beginning Brian W. 
Daugherty, and ending Michael Cricchio, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on April 1, 1998. 


Oo —— | 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume legislative session. 
—— 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that there now be a pe- 
riod of the transaction of morning 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


TRIBUTE TO THE SOLLEFTEA, 
SWEDEN/MADISON, MISSISSIPPI 
SISTER-CITY RELATIONSHIP 


Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this opportunity to recog- 
nize the sister-city relationship be- 
tween the City of Solleftea, Sweden 
and the City of Madison, Mississippi. 
This international partnership has pro- 
vided opportunities for cultural and 
business exchanges, as well as pro- 
viding Swedish and American citizens 
unique experiences to broaden cultural 
perspectives. 

The Sister-City Program was inaugu- 
rated by United States President 
Dwight David Eisenhower in 1956. This 
business and cultural exchange was 
chartered to foster greater friendship 
and understanding between the people 
of the United States and other coun- 
tries through the medium of direct per- 
sonal contact. Since its inception, over 
1,200 American state and local govern- 
ments have joined with 2,100 foreign 
partners to create a network of inter- 
national friendship. 


7563 


The citizens of Solleftea and Madison 
have expressed their willingness and 
desire, through their respective coun- 
cils, to become sister-cities and to ad- 
here to the ideals set forth by Presi- 
dent Eisenhower. These two cities also 
wish to encourage cultural exchanges 
that will lead to a lasting friendship 
between the communities. 

The sister-cities agreement was 
signed by Solleftea and Madison on 
June 27, 1997 in Sweden. Since this 
time, three Swedish companies have 
opened or plan to open businesses in 
the City of Madison. Hagloff, Inc., 
Minitube and Logosol are three Swed- 
ish companies that should be com- 
mended for their efforts to further the 
spirit of the June 1997 compact. 

The Solleftea and Madison friendship 
has served as a model for future sister- 
city partnerships. I commend the ef- 
forts of these two great cities and wish 
them continued success in the future. 

O ÅÁ— y| 


AMTRAK 


Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I am con- 
cerned about Amtrak’s future. Though 
Congress has worked to ensure its con- 
tinued existence, the Administration 
has yet to fulfill its statutory respon- 
sibilities which are necessary if Am- 
trak is to have any hope of turning 
into a viable operation. 

As my colleagues well know, the Sen- 
ate has invested countless hours during 
the past several Congresses to enact 
legislation that would enable Amtrak 
to reinvent itself, both operationally 
and financially. After three long years, 
Congress achieved a bipartisan reform 
package that was signed into law by 
the President on December 2, 1997. 

This package, the Amtrak Reform 
and Accountability Act, was touted as 
Amtrak’s last chance.“ It provided 
significant changes, allowing Amtrak 
to operate more like a business. Con- 
gress expected Amtrak to immediately 
begin implementing the many reform 
provisions. Certain responsibilities 
concerning Amtrak’s future were as- 
sumed by Amtrak’s union and manage- 
ment employees, the American tax- 
payers, Congress and the Administra- 
tion. 

For their part, Amtrak’s employees 
agreed to negotiate employee benefits 
just like other segments of industry in 
exchange for financial security. The 
taxpayers contributed considerably—$2 
billion for capital improvements in ad- 
dition to the $22 billion already given 
to Amtrak to date. 

Congress fulfilled its part of the deal, 
too. The Congress appointed its mem- 
bers to the newly created Amtrak Re- 
form Board. Further, the Senate re- 
cently adopted a provision in the budg- 
et resolution urging full funding for 
Amtrak to enable it to reach its goal of 
zero operating assistance by 2003. 

Who is missing from this effort? Mr. 
President, I contend it is the Adminis- 
tration. 
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In the past months, the Administra- 
tion has missed numerous deadlines 
and issued contrary proposals. 

First, the law requires the Depart- 
ment of Transportation (DOT) Inspec- 
tor General to begin an independent 
audit of Amtrak’s financial situation. 
The audit was supposed to begin within 
a month of enactment, which would 
have been this past January. The DOT 
Inspector General has worked to abide 
by the statute, but the Secretary of 
DOT has refused to allow the audit to 
go forward. DOT’s refusal prompted 
both the House and Senate Appropria- 
tions Committee to provide specific 
funding to cover the audit’s expense. 
DOT knows that funding is on its way, 
yet the Secretary has refused to permit 
the IG to begin the process. 

Second, the law required the Presi- 
dent to nominate a new 7-member Re- 
form Board to replace Amtrak’s cur- 
rent Board of Directors. Since the re- 
form package required Amtrak to oper- 
ate like a business. Congress and the 
Administration agreed that new leader- 
ship was imperative. After all, instill- 
ing a ‘new culture’ among Amtrak em- 
ployees and management necessitated 
that changes start from the top. 

The law requires the Reform Board 
to be in place by March 31, 1998—al- 
most 1 month ago—yet we still have 
not received a single nomination from 
the President. Most troublesome is the 
fact that if the new Reform Board has 
not assumed the responsibilities of the 
Amtrak Board of Directors before July 
lst, Amtraks’ authorization lapses. I do 
not think the Administration would 
want this to happen. 

Mr. President, in addition to the Ad- 
ministration’s recent shortcomings, it 
has also failed to announce the names 
of individuals who will fill the Admin- 
istration’s three slots on the Amtrak 
Reform Council. Because the Council is 
expected to play a critical role in for- 
mulating passenger rail in the years 
ahead, I have encouraged the 8 mem- 
bers appointed by the Congress to 
begin their work. I understand the first 
meeting of the Council should occur in 
early May. 

The only action taken by the Admin- 
istration thus far has been to propose a 
budget that underfunds Amtrak in fis- 
cal year 1999. The Administration’s 
budget submission seeks to take money 
away from capital expenditures and to 
use it to pay for Amtrak salaries and 
operating expenses. This diversion pro- 
posal is in direct violation of the statu- 
tory language in the law which estab- 
lished the capital funding subsidy. 

Ms. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
share the Majority Leader's concerns 
about Amtrak. As the primary author 
of the Amtrak reform law, I am very 
concerned that Amtrak has yet to have 
the opportunity to avail itself of the 
statutory reforms we all worked so 
hard to provide. The Amtrak Reform 
Council positions are an essential ele- 
ment in the overall reform scheme. 
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Amtrak needs to make long-term 
plans and commitments. That action 
has not yet begun. I hope the Adminis- 
tration will take prompt action to ful- 
fill its responsibilities and give Am- 
trak the opportunity to achieve what 
we all hope is possible—a fiscally sound 
and efficient national rail passenger 
system. 

Mr. McCAIN. My colleagues know all 
too well my frustrations with Amtrak. 
However, I worked in good faith with 
my colleagues and the Administration 
to move the Amtrak reform legislation 
through the legislative process. There- 
fore, I expected similar “good faith” to 
be applied in fulfilling the statutory 
provisions under the Act. 

I find it unconscionable the Adminis- 
tration continues to obstruct the inde- 
pendent assessment. This is one of the 
most critical elements in the entire re- 
form package. How can anyone deter- 
mine if Amtrak is meeting its financial 
obligations if we don’t have a baseline 
to start? What is it about Amtrak's fi- 
nances the Administration is trying to 
keep covered up? 

Equally troubling to me is the Ad- 
ministration’s lack of regard for up- 
holding the statute. A new Reform 
Board was to be in place nearly a 
month ago. These positions require 
Senate confirmation which neces- 
sitates hearings and review by the 
Commerce Committee. I have every in- 
tention to uphold our Committee’s re- 
sponsibilities. Yet, we have not re- 
ceived even ONE nomination from the 
President. 

Worse still, the rumors we hear is 
that the Administration is considering 
reappointing current Board members. I 
have been very clear, that the Com- 
merce Committee will not report favor- 
ably any Board hold-overs and I stand 
firm on that position. I would think 
even the Administration would ac- 
knowledge we didn't create a new 
Board only to reappoint the same 
members. 

Why isn’t the Administration inter- 
ested in fixing Amtrak’s problems 
while it is under their watch? I never 
cease to be amazed. 

Mr. President, the Congress worked 
long and hard in a bipartisan fashion to 
give Amtrak one more opportunity to 
do what they keep telling us they can 
do given the chance. The President let 
Amtrak, Congress, and the taxpayers 
think Amtrak was being given that 
chance. Sadly, the Administrations 
subsequent lack of interest is quickly 
taking that chance away. 


—— — 


SENATOR BYRD RECEIVES CON- 
GRESSIONAL AWARD’S LEADER- 
SHIP AWARD 


Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, last 
night, Senator ROBERT C. BYRD was 
awarded the Congressional Award Pro- 
gram's highest honor, the Leadership 
Award. This award is given to someone 
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who has exhibited extraordinary lead- 
ership in support of programs which 
benefit our Nation’s youth and the 
Congressional Award Program. We all 
know Senator BYRD as a skilled legis- 
lator, master of the Senate’s rules and 
procedures, award-winning historian of 
the United States Senate, a man of 
great honor and personal integrity, a 
fine example of true leadership, a col- 
league, and a friend. We may not be 
fully aware of his tireless efforts on be- 
half of the children of this country. 
The Leadership Award is presented 
each year to individuals who have dis- 
played outstanding commitment to im- 
proving the lives of young Americans 
and who have provided critical support 
to the Congressional Award program in 
its efforts to make the Award a na- 
tional opportunity for all of our young 
people. 

Senator BYRD knows only too well 
the hardships many of our children 
face: plagued by poverty, challenged by 
a culture which all too often fails to 
glorify the values essential to a civil 
society, facing violence not present 
when we grew up, a world without the 
kinds of heroes that inspired Senator 
BYRD to personal achievement and a 
life of service to others. As he so clear- 
ly articulated last night at the Con- 
gressional Award’s annual dinner and 
program, heroes fuel in us a desire for 
personal development. And Senator 
BYRD found out that he is a hero to 
many. 

Grant Hill, NBA basketball star, 
talked of the great honor of competing 
against Michael Jordan, and the equal- 
ly great honor of meeting Senator 
BYRD, “the Michael Jordan of the Sen- 
ate. Mr. Hill was awarded the Horizon 
Award, which gives special recognition 
to individuals from the private sector 
who have contributed to expanding op- 
portunities for young Americans 
through personal contributions to 
youth programs, and who have set ex- 
ceptional examples for young people 
through their success in life. 

Congress grants only two medals: 
The Congressional Medal of Honor and 
the Congressional Award. The Congres- 
sional Award was established by Con- 
gress through P.L. 96-114. Senator 
BYRD was a member of the first Con- 
gressional Award Joint Leadership 
Commission and helped set the stand- 
ards for this bipartisan program which 
is available to young people aged 14-23. 
To earn an award, participants must 
set and achieve individually chal- 
lenging goals in volunteer community 
service, personal development, physical 
fitness and expeditions. 

Please join me in extending our con- 
gratulations to Senator BYRD for being 
the 1998 recipient of the Congressional 
Award’s Leadership Award, and for re- 
ceiving yet again another first: being 
named the Michael Jordan of the Sen- 
ate. 
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TRIBUTE TO SPEARFISH HIGH 
SCHOOL STUDENTS FOR THEIR 
ACCOMPLISHMENTS IN THE 1998 
“WE THE PEOPLE... COMPETI- 
TION 


Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I want 
to commend an outstanding group of 
students from South Dakota who have 
participated in the We the People... 
The Citizen and The Constitution pro- 
gram across our state this year. The 
We the People... program is an an- 
nual nationwide competition sponsored 
by the Center for Civic Education. 

The We the People ... The Citizen 
and the Constitution program is the 
most extensive educational program in 
the country developed specifically to 
educate young people about the Con- 
stitution and the Bill of Rights. The 
We the People ... program has pro- 
vided curricular materials at upper ele- 
mentary, middle and high school levels 
for more than 75,000 teachers and 24 
million students nationwide. This pro- 
gram is designed to help students 
achieve a reasoned commitment to the 
fundamental values and principles that 
bind Americans together as a people. 
The program also fosters civic disposi- 
tions on traits of public and private 
character conducive to effective and 
responsible participation in politics 
and government. 

Students from Marion High School, 
Harding County High School, Hot 
Springs High School, Rutland High 
School, and Spearfish High School 
showed a tremendous amount of talent 
and exhibited a great deal of diligent 
study in a state competition last 
month in Pierre, South Dakota. Stu- 
dents participated in simulated con- 
gressional hearings as the culminating 
state activity for the We the People 

. . program. Each class, working in 
cooperative teams, prepared and pre- 
sented statements before a panel of 
subject experts who acted as congres- 
sional committee members and posed 
challenging questions about the Con- 
stitution, the Bill of Rights, and our 
democratic system. The format pro- 
vided students an opportunity to dem- 
onstrate their knowledge of constitu- 
tional principles and their under- 
standing of civic responsibility. 

These teams had the support and 
guidance of their teacher and local ad- 
visors, which is essential in such a 
challenging competition. Curt Sage 
and Principal Mark Rockafellow from 
Marion High School, Paul Rystrom and 
Principal Allen Dvorak from Rutland 
High School, Marty Wood and Prin- 
cipal Gary Peters from Hot Springs 
High School, and John Pfitzer and 
Principal Charles Maxon from Harding 
County High School are to be com- 
mended for their involvement and for 
providing an educational environment 
in their schools that encourages teach- 
ers and students alike to participate in 
this type of program. 

The Spearfish High School team won 
the state competition and will be vis- 
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iting Washington next week to com- 
pete in the national competition. The 
Spearfish team is well prepared for 
what will be an exciting and competi- 
tive final round here in Washington on 
May 2-4. The members of the Spearfish 
team representing South Dakota in the 
national finals are: Melissa Bauman, 
Tricia Beringer, Toni Bickford, Andy 
Binder, Pam Blair, Chelsea Collins, 
Christian Colaiacoro, Nicole Dana, 
Jason Delahoyde, Jacob Dell, Justin 
Huck, Lucas Humbracht, Sara Jensen, 
Brandy Lensegrav, Wade McDonald, 
Justin Nicholas, Eric Nies, Kirby Sand, 
Jason Schoental, Becky Stokes, Amy 
Sylvester, Mikayla Tetrault, Jonathon 
Watson, and James Williams. I am very 
proud of their accomplishments and 
wish them well in the national com- 
petition. 

I would also like to recognize their 
teachers, Patrick Gainey and Tom 
Freece, for their tireless efforts over 
many months in working with these 
talented students. The district coordi- 
nator, Lennis Larson, also contributed 
a significant amount of time and effort 
in working with all South Dakota 
schools who participate in the pro- 
gram. 

I commend all the South Dakotans 
Constitutional scholars who have par- 
ticipated and worked so hard. Our 
South Dakota student team from 
Spearfish is currently conducting re- 
search and preparing for the upcoming 
national competition. I wish the stu- 
dents and teacher the best of luck at 
the We the People. . . national finals, 
and I look forward to meeting them 
when they visit Capitol Hill and the 
Senate. 


— 


THE VERY BAD DEBT BON SCORE 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business yesterday, Wednes- 
day, April 29, 1998, the federal debt 
stood at $5,512,958,788,432.21 (Five tril- 
lion, five hundred twelve billion, nine 
hundred fifty-eight million, seven hun- 
dred eighty-eight thousand, four hun- 
dred thirty-two dollars and twenty-one 
cents). 

One year ago, April 29, 1997, the fed- 
eral debt stood at $5,348,145,000,000 
(Five trillion, three hundred forty- 
eight billion, one hundred forty-five 
million). 

Five years ago, April 29, 1993, the fed- 
eral debt stood at $4,237,171,000,000 
(Four trillion, two hundred thirty- 
seven billion, one hundred seventy-one 
million). 

Ten years ago, April 29, 1988, the fed- 
eral debt stood at $2,502,100,000,000 (Two 
trillion, five hundred two billion, one 
hundred million). 

Fifteen years ago, April 29, 1983, the 
federal debt stood at $1,247,917,000,000 
(One trillion, two hundred forty-seven 
billion, nine hundred seventeen mil- 
lion) which reflects a debt increase of 
more than $4 trillion— 
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$4,265,041,788,432.21 (Four trillion, two 
hundred sixty-five billion, forty-one 
million, seven hundred eighty-eight 
thousand, four hundred thirty-two dol- 
lars and twenty-one cents) during the 
past 15 years. 


—— 


FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
INDEPENDENCE OF ISRAEL 


Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I join 
my colleagues in congratulating the 
people of Israel on the 50th anniversary 
of their independence. 

Fifty years ago, Israel's first prime 
minister, David Ben-Gurion, declared 
the establishment of the State of 
Israel, ending a centuries-old struggle 
by the Jewish people to return to their 
rightful ancestral homeland. The mod- 
ern dream of a Jewish state had been 
reborn over 50 years earlier, when 
Theodore Herzl shared his vision of 
such a nation during the First World 
Zionist Conference in Switzerland. Our 
predecessors in the U.S. Congress sup- 
ported this vision when they passed a 
resolution in 1922, calling for the 
founding of a Jewish nation. 

Tragically, the Jewish people were 
unable to achieve that great goal dur- 
ing the early years of the modern Zion- 
ist movement. They were forced to en- 
dure the most brutal and systematic 
repression of a people that humanity 
has ever witnessed. The six million 
Jewish men, women, and children who 
lost their lives during the Holocaust 
had committed no crime. They were 
killed, not because of anything they 
had done, but because of who they 
were, as part of an inhuman, racist pol- 
icy that robbed its victims of both life 
and dignity. The extraordinary courage 
with which the Jewish people bore this 
tragedy is a timeless tribute to their 
enduring faith, and we owe the victims 
and the survivors a commitment that 
such persecution and prejudice will 
never occur again. 

From its beginning 50 years ago, the 
nation of Israel has had a very close 
and special relationship with the 
United States. In a perennially turbu- 
lent and unpredictable region of the 
world, Israel has always been a bul- 
wark of stability. It is our closest ally 
not only in the Middle East, but also in 
the United Nations. And during times 
of crisis and conflict in the region, this 
bond has only been strengthened. 

It was no coincidence that America 
was chosen as the site for the historic 
Declaration of Principles agreement 
between the Israeli and the Palestinian 
people in 1993, since we have always 
worked with great dedication and com- 
mitment to achieve a lasting peace in 
the Middle East. The Israeli people 
know that we will continue to work 
with them and support them during 
this long and difficult peace process. 

No other ethnic or religious group in 
human history had endured so much 
pain and prejudice and overcome so 


7566 


many enormous difficulties in estab- 
lishing a nation of their own. No other 
new nation faced so great a threat to 
its immediate survival as did Israel 
during its first year of existence. They 
have created a thriving democracy in a 
region known for its dictatorships. 
They have generously opened their 
land to Jews from all over the world. 
As we celebrate this inspiring Golden 
Anniversary of the birth of Israel, we 
also honor and commend the Israeli 
people for their courage and commit- 
ment in achieving their dream of a 
homeland and in building the strong 
and vital democracy and friend that 
Israel is today. 


— 


REPORT CONCERNING THE AUS- 
TRALIA GROUP AND THE CON- 
VENTION ON THE PROHIBITION 
OF THE DEVELOPMENT, PRODUC- 
TION, STOCKPILING AND USE OF 
CHEMICAL WEAPONS AND ON 
THEIR DESTRUCTION—MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT—PM 118 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 


To the Congress of the United States: 


In accordance with the resolution of 
advice and consent to ratification of 
the Convention on the Prohibition of 
the Development, Production, Stock- 
piling and Use of Chemical Weapons 
and on Their Destruction, adopted by 
the Senate of the United States on 
April 24, 1997, I hereby certify in con- 
nection with Condition (7)(C)(i), Effec- 
tiveness of Australia Group, that: 

—Australia Group members continue 

to maintain an equally effective or 
more comprehensive control over 
the export of toxic chemicals and 
their precursors, dual-use proc- 
essing equipment, human, animal 
and plant pathogens and toxins 
with potential biological weapons 
application, and dual-use biological 
equipment, as that afforded by the 
Australia Group as of April 25, 1997; 
and 

—The Australia Group remains a via- 

ble mechanism for limiting the 
spread of chemical and biological 
weapons-related materials and 
technology, and that the effective- 
ness of the Australia Group has not 
been undermined by changes in 
membership, lack of compliance 
with common export controls and 
nonproliferation measures, or the 
weakening of common controls and 
nonproliferation measures, in force 
as of April 25, 1997. 
WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 


THE WHITE HOUSE, April 29, 1998. 
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MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 


AT 2:21 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate. 

H.R. 3546. An act to provide for a national 
dialogue on Social Security and to establish 
the Bipartisan Panel to Design Long-Range 
Social Security Reform. 

H.R. 3717. An act to prohibit the expendi- 
ture of Federal funds for the distribution of 
needles or syringes for the hypodermic injec- 
tion of illegal drugs. 

At 6:02 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House agrees to the 
report of the committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the Sen- 
ate to the bill (H.R. 3579) entitled An 
Act making emergency supplemental 
appropriations for the fiscal year end- 
ing September 30, 1998, and for other 
purposes.”’ 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bill, 
without amendment: 

S. 1502. An act entitled District of Colum- 
bia Student Opportunity Scholarship Act of 
1997.” 


— 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bill was read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 3546. An act to provide for a national 
dialogue on Social Security and to establish 
the Bipartisan Panel to Design Long-Range 
Social Security Reform; to the Committee 
on Finance. 


——— 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, which were referred as indi- 
cated: 


EC-4672. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Defense, transmitting, a notice rel- 
ative to a retirement; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC-4673. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to the Mental Health 
Wraparound Demonstration Project; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-4674. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and Tech- 
nology), transmitting, pursuant to law, a no- 
tice relative to the annual 
Counterproliferation Review Committee Re- 
port; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-4675. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and Tech- 
nology), transmitting, pursuant to law, a re- 
port on the Commercial Operations and Sup- 
port Savings Initiative; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC~4676. A communication from the Office 
of the Judge Advocate General, Department 
of the Navy, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
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the report of a rule entitled Shipbuilding 
Capability Preservation Agreements” re- 
ceived on April 27, 1998; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC-4677. A communication from the Chief, 
Programs and Legislation Division, Office of 
Legislative Liaison, Department of the Air 
Force, transmitting, pursuant to law, a no- 
tice relative to a cost comparison at Max- 
well Air Force Base, Alabama; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

EC-4678. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary of State (Legislative Affairs), 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a property transfer; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC-4679. A communication from the Ad- 
ministrator of the Panama Canal Commis- 
sion, transmitting, a draft of proposed legis- 
lation entitled The Panama Canal Commis- 
sion Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1999"; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-4680. A communication from the Gen- 
eral Counsel of the Department of Defense, 
transmitting, drafts of proposed legislation 
to address several management concerns of 
the DOD; to the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. 

EC-4681. A communication from the Board 
of Trustees of the Federal Hospital Insurance 
Trust Fund, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the 1998 annual report; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

EC-4682. A communication from the Board 
of Trustees of the Federal Supplementary 
Medical Insurance Trust Fund, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the 1998 annual report; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

EC-4683. A communication from the Board 
of Trustees of the Federal Old-Age and Sur- 
vivors Insurance and Disability Insurance 
Trust Funds, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the 1998 annual report; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

EC-4684. A communication from the Ad- 
ministrator of the Foreign Agricultural 
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled Dairy Tariff-Rate Import Quota Li- 
censing’’ received on April 21, 1998; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

EC-4685. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Office of the Assistant Secretary 
for Administration, Department of Agri- 
culture, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled “Agriculture Acqui- 
sition Regulation; Miscellaneous Amend- 
ments (AGAR Case 96-03) (RINO599-AA00) 
received on April 21, 1998; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-4686. A communication from the Ad- 
ministrator of the Grain Inspection, Packers 
and Stockyards Administration, Department 
of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled “U.S. 
Standards for Rye“ received on April 21, 1998; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC-4687. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Executive Director of the U.S. Com- 
modity Futures Trading Commission, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled “Changes In Reporting Levels for 
Larger Trader Reports“ received on April 22, 
1998; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry. 

EC-4688. A communication from the Ad- 
ministrator of the Food Safety and Inspec- 
tion Service, Department of Agriculture, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled “Elimination of Prior Ap- 
proval Requirements for Establishment 
Drawings and Specifications, Equipment, 
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and Certain Partial Quality Control Pro- 
grams” (RIN0583-AB93) received on April 27, 
1998; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry. 

EC-4689. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Executive Director of the U.S. Com- 
modity Futures Trading Commission, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled Trade Options on the Enumerated 
Agricultural Commodities” received on April 
21, 1998; to the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry. 


— | 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. GRASSLEY, from the Special Com- 
mittee on Aging: 

Special Report entitled Developments in 
Aging: 1996 Volume 3” (Rept. No. 105-36). 

By Mr. STEVENS, from the Committee on 
Appropriations: 

Special Report entitled “Revised Alloca- 
tion to Subcommittees of Budget Totals 
from the Concurrent Resolution for Fiscal 
Year 1996" (Rept. No. 105-179). 

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, without amendment and with 
a preamble: 

S. Res. 175: A bill to designate the week of 
May 3, 1998 as National Correctional Offi- 
cers and Employees Week.“ 

By Mr. D'AMATO, from the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, with 
an amendment in the nature of a substitute: 

S. 1900: A bill to establish a commission to 
examine issues pertaining to the disposition 
of Holocaust-era assets in the United States 
before, during, and after World War II, and to 
make recommendations to the President on 
further action, and for other purposes. 


—— 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 


The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. McCAIN, from the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation: 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment as Commandant of the United States 
Coast Guard, and for appointment to the 
grade indicated under title 14, U.S.C., section 
44: 

To be admiral 
Vice Adm. James M. Loy, 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment as Vice Commandant, United States 
Coast Guard, and to the grade indicated 
under title 14, U.S.C., section 47: 

To be vice admiral 
Vice Adm. James C. Card, 


(The above nominations were re- 
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi- 
nees’ commitment to respond to re- 
quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen- 
ate.) 

The following named officers for appoint- 
ment in the United States Coast Guard Re- 
serve to the grade indicated under title 14, 
U.S.C., section 729: 

To be rear admiral 
Rear Adm. h). Timothy Riker, 
To be rear admiral (lower half) 
Capt. Carlton D. Moore, 
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The following named officer for appoint- 
ment as Commander, Pacific Area, United 
States Coast Guard, and to the grade indi- 
cated under title 14, U.S.C., section 50: 

To be vice admiral 
Rear Adm. (in) Thomas H. Collins, 


(The above nominations were re- 
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed.) 

By Mr. THURMOND, from the Committee 
on Armed Services: 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated while assigned to a position 
of importance and responsibility under title 
10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Hal M. Hornburg, 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated while assigned to a position 
of importance and responsibility under title 
10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Michael C. Short, 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be major general 
Brig. Gen. Nancy R. Adams, 

The following Army National Guard of the 
United States officer for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Army to the grade indicated 
under title 10, U.S.C., section 12203: 

To be major general 
Brig. Gen. John F. Kane, 

The following named Reserve officer for 
appointment as Chief of Army Reserve under 
title 10, U.S.C., section E 

To be chief, Army Reserve, United States Army 
Maj. Gen. Thomas J. Plewes, 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Marine Corps to 
the grade indicated while assigned to a posi- 
tion of importance and responsibility under 
title 10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Lt. Gen. Carlton W. Fulford, Jr., 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Marine Corps to 
the grade indicated while assigned to a posi- 
tion of importance and responsibility under 
title 10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Michael J. Williams, 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Marine Corps to 
the grade indicated while assigned to a posi- 
tion of importance and responsibility under 
title 10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Bruce B. Knutson, Jr., 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be vice admiral 
Rear Adm. John R. Ryan, 


(The above nominations were re- 
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed.) 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, for 
the Committee on Armed Services, I 
report favorably 13 nomination lists in 
the Air Force, Army, and Navy which 
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were printed in full in the RECORDS of 
March 6 and 13, April 1 and 2, 1998, and 
ask unanimous consent, to save the ex- 
pense of reprinting on the Executive 
Calendar, that these nominations lie at 
the Secretary’s desk for the informa- 
tion of Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The nominations ordered to lie on 
the Secretary’s desk were printed in 
the RECORDS of March 6, 1998, March 13, 
1998, April 1, 1998 and April 2, 1998, at 
the end of the Senate proceedings. ) 


In the Army nominations beginning Mi- 
chael H Abreu, and ending Z. which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of 
March 6, 1998 

In the Air Force nomination of Rita A. 
Campbell, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
March 13, 1998 

In the Army nominations beginning Ron- 
ald V. Duncan, and ending Lynn H. Witters, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of March 13, 1998 

In the Air Force nomination of Christianne 
L. Collins, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
April 1, 1998 

In the Air Force nominations beginning 
Alton G. Cherney, and ending Kevin L. Toy, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of April 1, 1998 

In the Air Force nominations beginning 
Alma J Abalos, and ending Victoria G 
Zamarripa, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of April 1, 1998 

In the Army nominations beginning Rich- 
ard A. Cline, and ending * Sonja S. Thomp- 
son, which nominations were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of April 1, 1998 

In the Navy nominations beginning Wil- 
liam T. D'Amico, and ending Jose 
Pubillones, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of April 1, 1998 

In the Navy nomination of Robert A. 
Wulff, which was received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of 
April 1, 1998 

In the Navy nomination of Lynneann Pine, 
which was received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of April 
1, 1998 

In the Navy nominations beginning Brian 
W. Daugherty, and ending Michael Cricchio, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of April 1, 1998 

In the Air Force nominations beginning 
Donald S Abel, and ending Frederick M 
Wolfe, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of April 2, 1998 

In the Army nominations beginning Ruby 
T Baddour, and ending Noel L Woodward, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of April 2, 1998 

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary: 

Susan Oki Mollway, of Hawaii, to be 
United States District Judge for the District 
of Hawalli. 

Arthur A. McGiverin, of Iowa, to be a 
Member of the Board of Directors of the 
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State Justice Institute for a term expiring 
September 17, 2000. 


(The above nominations were re- 
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed.) 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. CLELAND: 

S. 2009. A bill to require the Secretary of 
Defense and the Secretary of Veterans Af- 
fairs to carry out joint reviews relating to 
interdepartmental cooperation in the deliv- 
ery of medical care by the departments; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL: 

S. 2010. A bill to provide for business devel- 
opment and trade promotion for Native 
Americans, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. KOHL, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, 
and Mr. CLELAND): 

S. 2011. A bill to strengthen the Federal 
prosecution and seizure of illegal proceeds of 
international drug dealing and criminal ac- 
tivity, and to provide for the drug testing 
and treatment of incarcerated offenders and 
reduce drug trafficking in correctional facili- 
ties, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GRAHAM (for himself and Mr. 


MACK): 
S. 2012, A bill to name the Department of 
Veterans Affairs medical center in 


Gainsville, Florida, as the Malcolm Randall 

Department of Veterans Affairs Medical Cen- 

ter”; to the Committee on Veterans Affairs. 
By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 2013. A bill to amend title XIX of the So- 
cial Security Act to permit children covered 
under private health insurance under a State 
children's health insurance plan to continue 
to be eligible for benefits under the vaccine 
for children program; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. BIDEN: 

S. 2014. A bill to authorize the Attorney 
General to reschedule certain drugs that 
pose an imminent danger to public safety, 
and to provide for the rescheduling of the 
date-rape drug and the classification of cer- 
tain “club” drug; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 2015. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act and the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act to provide incentives for the 
development of drugs for the treatment of 
addiction to illegal drugs, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

By Mr. D'AMATO: 

S. 2016. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on shadow mask steel; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance, 

By Mr. D'AMATO (for himself, Ms. MI- 
KULSKI, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. MOYNIHAN, 
Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr, JOHNSON, 
Mr. Dopp, Mr. KENNEDY, Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and 
Mrs. BOXER): 

S. 2017. A bill to amend title XIX of the So- 
cial Security Act to provide medical assist- 
ance for breast and cervical cancer-related 
treatment services to certain women 
screened and found to have breast or cervical 
cancer under a Federally funded screening 
program; to the Committee on Finance. 
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By Mr. JOHNSON: 

S. 2018. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend the work oppor- 
tunity tax credit to employers providing em- 
ployment in economically distressed commu- 
nities; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. ASHCROFT: 

S. 2019. A bill to prohibit the use of Federal 
funds to implement the Kyoto Protocol to 
the United Nations Framework Convention 
on Climate Change unless or until the Sen- 
ate has given its advice and consent to ratifi- 
cation of the Kyoto Protocol and to clarify 
the authority of Federal agencies with re- 
spect to the regulation of the emissions of 
carbon dioxide; to the Committee on Envi- 
ronment and Public Works. 

By Mr. HOLLINGS: 

S. 2020. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to permit beneficiaries of the 
military health care system to enroll in Fed- 
eral employees health benefits plans; to im- 
prove health care benefits under CHAMPUS 
and TRICARE Standard, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. SARBANES (for himself and 
Mr. LIEBERMAN): 

S. 2021. A bill to provide for regional skills 
training alliances, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human Re- 
sources. 

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. ABRAHAM, and 
Mr. DASCHLE): 

S. 2022. A bill to provide for the improve- 
ment of interstate criminal justice identi- 
fication, information, communications, and 
forensics; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 


—— 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 


By Mr. DORGAN (for himself, Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE, Mr. WYDEN, Mrs. MUR- 
RAY, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. Baucus, Mr. 
CRAIG, Mr. BURNS, Mr. SMITH of Or- 
egon, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. GORTON, Mr. 
DASCHLE, and Mr, ENZI): 

S. Res. 220. A resolution to express the 
sense of the Senate that the European Union 
should cancel the sale of heavily subsidized 
barley to the United States and ensure that 
restitution or other subsidies are not used 
for similar sales and that the President, the 
United States Trade Representative, and the 
Secretary of Agriculture should conduct an 
investigation of and report on the sale and 
subsidies; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. BURNS (for himself, Mr. BAU- 
cus, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. 
CAMPBELL, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. CRAIG, 
Mr. ENZI, Mr. GORTON, Mr. GRAMM, 
Mr. GRAMS, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 
HAGEL, Mr. HATCH, Mrs. HUTCHISON, 
Mr. KEMPTHORNE, Mr. MACK, Ms. 
Snowe, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. WARNER, 
Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. Dopp, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mr. GLENN, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. KERRY, Mr. LAUTEN- 
BERG, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Ms. MOSELEY- 
BRAUN, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mrs. MURRAY, 
Mr. REID, Mr. ROBB, Mr. SARBANES, 
Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. KERREY, Mr. KOHL, Ms. 
LANDRIEU, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. SPECTER, 
Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. 
AKAKA, Mrs. BOXER, and Mrs, FEIN- 
STEIN): 
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S. Res. 221, A resolution to designate April 
30, 1998, as ‘‘National Erase the Hate and 
Eliminate Racism Day”; considered and 
agreed to. 

By Mr. LOTT (for himself, Mr. THUR- 


MOND, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. STEVENS, 
Mr. BYRD, Mr. WARNER, and Mr. 
FORD): 


S. Res. 222. A resolution to commend Stu- 
art Franklin Balderson; considered and 
agreed to. 


O o yN 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. CLELAND: 

S. 2009. A bill to require the Sec- 
retary of Defense and the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to carry out joint re- 
views relating to interdepartmental co- 
operation in the delivery of medical 
care by the departments; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

MILITARY HEALTH CARE LEGISLATION 
e Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I am 
particularly honored to serve as the 
ranking Democratic member of the 
Senate Armed Services Personnel Sub- 
committee, a charge I have embraced 
to its fullest. In the first session of the 
105th Congress, I pledged my commit- 
ment to improving military health 
care. Today, I am here to discuss pro- 
posals to offer both immediate assist- 
ance and a time phased legislative 
strategy to fulfill this commitment. 

The Fiscal Year 1998 Defense Author- 
ization Act (P.L. 105-85) included a 
Sense of the Congress Resolution which 
provided a finding that “many retired 
military personnel believe that they 
were promised lifetime health care in 
exchange for 20 or more years of serv- 
ice,” and expresses the sense of Con- 
gress that “the United States has in- 
curred a moral obligation” to provide 
health care to members and retired 
members of the Armed Services and 
that Congress and the President should 
take steps to address the problems as- 
sociated with the availability of health 
care for such retirees within two 
years.” I authored that resolution, and 
today in year one of my two-year chal- 
lenge, I stand ready to take the first of 
many necessary steps to fulfill this ob- 
ligation. 

I call this obligation “K-P Duty’’—K- 
P as in KEEPING PROMISES. As a dis- 
abled veteran and retiree, as former 
head of the Veterans Administration, 
and as the Ranking Member on the 
Personnel Subcommittee, I am seeking 
to draft Congress and the entire nation 
and put us all on K-P Duty. 

Back when I was in the Army, some 
saw K-P or “kitchen police” as punish- 
ment. If a soldier was derelict in his 
duties, or if he broke the rules, he went 
on KP, where he served his fellow sol- 
diers by working in the messhall. 

The K-P Duty I’m talking about is 
not about punishment, however. Yes, 
we as a nation have been derelict in 
our duties to our military personnel, 
active duty and retired. Yes, we have 
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broken our promises. But the K-P Duty 
I’m talking about is a sacred honor. It 
is about a grateful nation paying re- 
spect to those soldiers who made tre- 
mendous sacrifices for our Country. 
The soldiers who won World War II, 
who won the Cold War—the soldiers 
that have made it possible for the 
United States to be the world’s only 
super power. It is our time, indeed it is 
past time, to serve these soldiers and 
fulfill our obligation. 

As with any draft in an army, the 
first order of business is bootcamp. As 
long as I have taken the liberty of 
drafting the entire Congress, I might as 
well serve as drill instructor. Let me 
take this time to “drill” the Senate on 
the basics of this challenge. 

Not only do we have to fulfill our 
promise, we also have to reconsider the 
way in which the military and veterans 
health care systems work. It is the 
change in the demographics of military 
health care beneficiaries that neces- 
sitates a change in the way that we ad- 
minister health care. 

When I went on active duty, the mili- 
tary was made up of mostly single 
male soldiers. Looking at the all-vol- 
unteer, totally-recruited force today, 
the picture is much different. Now, 57 
percent of all enlisted members and 73 
percent of all officers are married. Not 
surprisingly, the number of young de- 
pendents has also risen. In terms of re- 
cruitment, quality health care is cited 
as a major incentive for young men and 
women who join the military. It is that 
same health care for soldiers and their 
families that helps retain these sol- 
diers in the military. Recently, I heard 
the adage, the military recruits a sol- 
dier, but retains a family.” 

Since the time I was a U.S. Army 
Captain 30 years ago, the number of ac- 
tive duty personnel has undergone a 58 
percent reduction. Concurrently, the 
number of retirees has more than dou- 
bled. The Government Accounting Of- 
fice reports that approximately 48 per- 
cent of the beneficiaries of the Depart- 
ment of Defense Military Health Sys- 
tem are active duty members and de- 
pendents. The remaining 52 % are retir- 
ees and dependents. 71% of military re- 
tirees are under the age of 65, while 
29% of military retirees are over the 
age of 65. 

As we consider options for improving 
the DoD and VA health care systems, 
we need to be mindful of some basic 
facts. About 60% of retirees under the 
age 65 live near a military treatment 
facility but only about 52% the retirees 
aged 65 and older live near such a facil- 
ity. About two thirds of retirees under 
age 65 used the military health system. 
In comparison, only about a quarter of 
the retirees aged 65 and older used 
military medical facilities on a space 
available basis primarily for pharmacy 
services. 

According to a 1994-95 survey of DoD 
beneficiaries, over 40 percent of mili- 
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tary retirees, regardless of age, had pri- 
vate health insurance coverage. About 
a third of retirees aged 65 and older 
also reported having additional insur- 
ance to supplement their Medicare ben- 
efits. Approximately 14% of retirees 
under age 65 had insurance to supple- 
ment their CHAMPUS coverage. 

In this same dynamic environment of 
the past 30 years, the medical portion 
of the DoD budget has increased dra- 
matically from approximately two per- 
cent to six percent. In part, this can be 
attributed to cost growth from tech- 
nology and intensity of treatment in 
the private and public sectors. It is in- 
teresting to note the converse relation- 
ship between the increase in health 
care dollars as the number of active 
duty personnel decreases and the num- 
ber of retirees increases. 

The Military Health System (MHS) 
and the Veterans Health Administra- 
tion are well established institutions 
that collectively manage over 1500 hos- 
pitals, clinics, and health care facili- 
ties world-wide, providing services to 
over 11 million beneficiaries. Over- 
seeing these systems requires a well- 
planned and executed effort. 

The Veterans Health Administration 
is a system in transition. In the past 
two years, the VA has replaced its 
structure of four regions, 33 networks, 
and hundreds of clinics with a new sys- 
tem geared to decentralizing authority 
into 22 Veterans Integrated Service 
Networks. The purpose of the reorga- 
nization was to improve the access, 
quality and efficiency of care provided 
to the Nation’s veterans. The hallmark 
of the network structure is that the 
field has been given control over func- 
tions which were previously located in 
Washington. The majority of quality- 
related activities were transferred clos- 
er to the site of patient care. 

The Military Health System has also 
changed. During the Cold War, that 
system was designed to support full- 
scale, extremely violent war with the 
Soviet Union and its allies in Europe. 
The collapse of the Soviet Union and 
the end of the Warsaw Pact led to a 
major reassessment of the U.S. defense 
policy. The overall size of the active 
duty force has been reduced by one- 
third since the mid-1980s. 

The DoD health care system changes 
have included the establishment of a 
managed care program, numerous fa- 
cility closures, and significant 
downsizing of military medical staff. In 
the last decade, the number of military 
medical personnel has declined by 15 
percent and the number of military 
hospitals has been reduced by one- 
third. The National Defense Authoriza- 
tion Act for Fiscal Year 1994 directed 
DoD to prescribe and implement a na- 
tionwide managed health care benefit 
program modeled on health mainte- 
nance organization plans and in 1995, 
beneficiaries began enrolling in this 
new program called TRICARE. With 
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over 8 million beneficiaries, it is the 
largest health maintenance organiza- 
tion plan in the Nation. 

One of the problems with TRICARE 
is what happens to retirees when they 
reach the age of 65. They are ineligible 
to participate in TRICARE. The law 
currently provides for transition from 
military health care to Medicare for 
these beneficiaries. This is not the 
right solution, especially given the fact 
that Medicare does not currently reim- 
burse the DoD for health care services, 
although Congress recently authorized 
a test of this concept. In addition, as 
the military begins to close and 
downsize military treatment facilities, 
retirees over 65 are unable to seek and 
obtain treatment on a space available 
basis. The retirees over 65 are, in ef- 
fect, being shut out of the medical fa- 
cilities promised to them. 


The changing health care environ- 
ment has created its own set of unique 
challenges. To assess these varied and 
special requirements, I formed a Mili- 
tary Health Care Reform Working 
Group of senior officials in government 
and the private sector to explore inno- 
vative solutions to improve the mili- 
tary and veterans health care systems. 
During the past few months this group 
analyzed the array of military and vet- 
erans health care issues and recently 
provided a comprehensive report of 
their findings and recommendations to 
me. 


In March, I hosted a military health 
care roundtable at Fort Gordon, Geor- 
gia. The positive and supportive work- 
ing relationship between the Eisen- 
hower Army Medical Center and the 
Veterans Administration Medical Cen- 
ter in Augusta, Georgia was high- 
lighted by the panel speakers and audi- 
ence members. These facilities have es- 
tablished a sharing agreement which 
allows each to provide certain health 
care services to the beneficiaries of the 
other. This type of joint approach has 
the potential to alleviate a significant 
portion of the accessibility problem 
faced by military retirees, especially 
given the reduction in DoD medical 
treatment facilities. In spite of these 
benchmarked efforts in cooperative 
care, beneficiaries who were in the au- 
dience still attested to insufficient ac- 
cessibility to resources to meet their 
needs. 


Public Law 97-174, The Veterans Ad- 
ministration and Department of De- 
fense Health Resources Sharing and 
Emergency Operations Act,“ was en- 
acted in 1982 specifically to promote 
cost-effective use of federal health care 
resources by minimizing duplication 
and underuse of health care resources 
while benefitting both VA and DoD 
beneficiaries. Under this law, VA and 
DoD pursue programs of cooperation 
ranging from shared services to joint 
venture operations of medical facili- 
ties. Sharing agreements are developed 
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on a local basis, whereas, joint ven- 
tures are developed at the highest lev- 
els within an organization or com- 
mand. 

In 1984, there were a combined total 
of 102 VA and DoD facilities with shar- 
ing agreements. By 1997, that number 
had grown to 420. In five years, between 
FY 1992 and FY 1997, shared services in- 
creased from slightly over 3,000 to more 
than 6,000 services ranging from major 
medical and surgical services, laundry, 
blood, and laboratory services to un- 
usual speciality care services. VA and 
DoD currently have four joint ventures 
in operation in New Mexico, Nevada, 
Texas, Oklahoma, and four more in 
planning for Alaska, Florida, Hawaii, 
California. 

In my opening remarks, I suggested 
that there are things that we can do 
immediately and others that can be ac- 
complished through a near term time 
phased legislative strategy to fulfill 
our moral obligation to active duty 
and retired service personnel. Let me 
first discuss some of the options. 

There has been an overwhelming out- 
pouring of support for offering Federal 
Employee Health Benefits Program 
(FEHBP) to military retirees. Al- 
though this program has achieved a 
successful reputation among federal 
employees, it is a costly alternative 
which necessitates close scrutiny, 
along with other health care options. I 
appreciate the fact that there are 
many advantages to FEHBP. Further- 
more, I share the view that health care 
for military retirees should be at least 
as good as the health care we in the 
Congress afford ourselves. I am com- 
mitted to working closely on the 
FEHBP option. 

The Medicare Subvention demonstra- 
tion project that is scheduled to begin 
enrollment in the near future involves 
TRICARE Prime. Unfortunately, it will 
only benefit retirees who live near 
military treatment facilities—which is 
only about half of all retirees. Those 
retirees living outside catchment areas 
won't benefit from subvention. Addi- 
tionally, there are ongoing efforts to 
initiate a Veterans Affairs Subvention 
test. The limiting criteria of these 
tests is that they require beneficiaries 
to live near the respective treatment 
facilities. To accommodate those bene- 
ficiaries that do not live near treat- 
ment facilities or within the 
catchment area, we must explore other 
alternatives, including, as I mentioned, 
the FEHBP option. 

Today, I am announcing two initia- 
tives. The first is a bill to require the 
Department of Defense and the Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs to signifi- 
cantly enhance their cooperative ef- 
forts in the delivery of health care to 
their respective beneficiaries. Several 
measures to enhance military health 
care efficiencies are already being ex- 
plored, and the initiative I am pro- 
posing would complement these efforts 
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without any direct impact on current 
spending. Let me just highlight some 
of the elements of my plan. 

The first element directs DoD and 
the VA to conduct a comprehensive 
survey to determine the demographics 
of their beneficiaries, their geographic 
distribution, and their preferences for 
health care. A second survey would re- 
view the range of existing DoD and VA 
facilities and resources and the capac- 
ity available for cooperative efforts. 
The purpose of these reviews is simple. 
We need to accurately determine who 
we are serving, what they want, and 
what resources we currently have to 
provide to them. 

The second element directs DoD and 
the VA to provide to the Congress a re- 
port on any and all impediments which 
preclude optimal cooperation and/or in- 
tegration between DoD and VA in the 
area of health care delivery. We need 
to know what statutory restrictions, 
regulatory constraints, and cultural 
issues stand in the way of full and com- 
plete cooperation between the two de- 
partments. They would be directed to 
recommend to the Congress what 
changes should be made in the law. 
Furthermore, they would be directed to 
eliminate any regulatory and cultural 
impediments. 

The third element addresses several 
projects that have been undertaken by 
the Departments of Defense and Vet- 
erans Affairs that can be accelerated 
for near term implementation. The 
Electronic Transfer of Patient Infor- 
mation, a collaborative effort by DoD 
and VA which would provide for imme- 
diate transfer of and access to patient 
records at the time of treatment is a 
project which merits Congressional 
support. The DoD and VA have also es- 
tablished the DoD/VA Federal Pharma- 
ceutical Steering Committee. I believe 
this committee should perform a com- 
prehensive examination of existing 
pharmaceutical benefits and programs, 
including current management and uti- 
lization of mail order pharmaceuticals. 
Finally, the initiative directs DoD to 
review the extent of VA participation 
in TRICARE networks and to take 
steps to ensure optimal participation 
by the VA. 

The second initiative I am announc- 
ing today is legislation which is being 
crafted to respond to the tremendous 
outcry to provide health care for mili- 
tary retirees over 65. Mr. President, as 
you know, S. 1334, a bill to provide for 
a test of the FEHBP plan has 60 co- 
sponsors. It is my plan to work with 
my friend and colleague Senator KEMP- 
THORNE in the Senate Armed Services 
Committee to include in the National 
Defense Authorization bill a proposal 
that addresses this matter this year. 

I recognize that there is a perception 
that our military benefits are eroding 
but I am here today to say that we can 
change this perception if we all do our 
share on K-P Duty. Greater coopera- 
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tion among the DoD and VA will yield 
greater choices for the beneficiaries of 
these systems. Developing a viable 
health care alternative for our retirees 
over 65, a group that has been largely 
disenfranchised, will ensure that now 
all beneficiaries have access to the 
health care to which they are entitled 
because of their service to this Nation. 

We made a promise, now let’s keep it. 
It is as simple as that. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the full text of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2009 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 

(1) The military health care system of the 
Department of Defense and the Veterans 
Health Administration of the Department of 
Veterans Affairs are national institutions 
that collectively manage more than 1,500 
hospitals, clinics, and health care facilities 
worldwide to provide services to more than 
11,000,000 beneficiaries. 

(2) In the post-Cold War era, these institu- 
tions are in a profound transition that in- 
volves challenging opportunities. 

(3) During the period from 1988 to 1998, the 
number of military medical personnel has 
declined by 15 percent and the number of 
military hospitals has been reduced by one- 
third. 

(4) During the two years since 1996, the De- 
partment of Veterans Affairs has revitalized 
its structure by decentralizing authority 
into 22 Veterans Integrated Service Net- 
works. 

(5) In the face of increasing costs of med- 
ical care, increased demands for health care 
services, and increasing budgetary con- 
straints, the Department of Defense and the 
Department of Veterans Affairs have em- 
barked on a variety of dynamic and innova- 
tive cooperative programs ranging from 
shared services to joint venture operations of 
medical facilities. 

(6) In 1984, there was a combined total of 
102 Department of Veterans Affairs and De- 
partment of Defense facilities with sharing 
agreements. By 1997, that number had grown 
to 420. During the six years from fiscal year 
1992 through fiscal year 1997, shared services 
increased from slightly over 3,000 services to 
more than 6,000 services ranging from major 
medical and surgical services, laundry, 
blood, and laboratory services to unusual 
speciality care services. 

(7) The Department of Defense and the De- 
partment of Veterans Affairs are conducting 
four health care joint ventures in New Mex- 
ico, Nevada, Texas, Oklahoma, and are plan- 
ning to conduct four more such ventures in 
Alaska, Florida, Hawaii, and California. 

SEC. 2. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that— 

(1) the Department of Defense and the De- 
partment of Veterans Affairs are to be com- 
mended for the cooperation between the two 
departments in the delivery of medical care, 
of which the cooperation involved in the es- 
tablishment and operation of the Depart- 
ment of Defense and the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs Executive Council is a praise- 
worthy example; 
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(2) the two departments are encouraged to 
continue to explore new opportunities to en- 
hance the availability and delivery of med- 
ical care to beneficiaries by further enhanc- 
ing the cooperative efforts of the depart- 
ments; and 

(3) enhanced cooperation is encouraged 
for— 

(A) the general areas of access to quality 
medical care, identification and elimination 
of impediments to enhanced cooperation, 
and joint research and program development; 
and 

(B) the specific areas in which there is sig- 
nificant potential to achieve progress in co- 
operation in a short term, including comput- 
erization of patient records systems, partici- 
pation of the Department of Veterans Affairs 
in the TRICARE program, pharmaceutical 
programs, and joint physical examinations. 
SEC. 3. JOINT SURVEY ON POPULATIONS 

SERVED. 

(a) SURVEY REQUIRED.—The Secretary of 
Defense and the Secretary of Veterans Af- 
fairs shall jointly conduct a survey of their 
respective medical care beneficiary popu- 
lations to identify, by category of bene- 
ficiary (defined as the Secretaries consider 
appropriate), the expectations of, require- 
ments for, and behavior patterns of the bene- 
ficiaries with respect to medica] care. The 
two Secretaries shall develop the protocol 
for the survey jointly, but shall obtain the 
services of an entity independent of the De- 
partment of Defense and the Department of 
Veterans Affairs for carrying out the survey. 

(b) MATTERS TO BE SURVEYED.—The survey 
shall include the following: 

(1) Demographic characteristics, economic 
characteristics, and geographic location of 
beneficiary populations with regard to 
catchment or service areas. : 

(2) The types and frequency of care re- 
quired by veterans, retirees, and dependents 
within catchment or service areas of Depart- 
ment of Defense and Veterans Affairs med- 
ical facilities and outside those areas. 

(3) The numbers of, characteristics of, and 
types of medical care needed by the veterans, 
retirees, and dependents who, though eligible 
for medical care in Department of Defense or 
Department of Veterans Affairs treatment 
facilities or other federally funded medical 
programs, choose not to seek medical care 
from those facilities or under those pro- 
grams, and the reasons for that choice. 

(4) The obstacles or disincentives for seek- 
ing medical care from such facilities or 
under such programs that veterans, retirees, 
and dependents perceive. 

(5) Any other matters that the Secretary 
of Defense and the Secretary of Veterans Af- 
fairs consider appropriate for the survey. 

(c) REPORT.—The Secretary of Defense and 
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall sub- 
mit a report on the results of the survey to 
the appropriate committees of Congress. The 
report shall contain the matters described in 
subsection (b) and any proposals for legisla- 
tion that the Secretaries recommend for en- 
hancing Department of Defense and Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs cooperative efforts 
with respect to the delivery of medical care. 
SEC. 4. . IMPEDIMENTS TO COOPERA- 


(a) REVIEW REQUIRED.—The Secretary of 
Defense and the Secretary of Veterans Af- 
fairs shall jointly conduct a review to iden- 
tify impediments to cooperation between the 
Department of Defense and the Department 
of Veterans Affairs regarding the delivery of 
medical care. The matters reviewed shall in- 
clude the following: 

(1) All laws, policies, and regulations, and 
any attitudes of beneficiaries of the health 
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care systems of the two departments, that 
have the effect of preventing the establish- 
ment, or limiting the effectiveness, of coop- 
erative health care programs of the depart- 
ments. 

(2) The requirements and practices in- 
volved in the credentialling and licensure of 
health care providers. 

(3) The perceptions of beneficiaries in a va- 
riety of categories (defined as the Secre- 
taries consider appropriate) regarding the 
various Federal health care systems avail- 
able for their use. 

(b) REPORT.—The Secretaries shall jointly 
submit a report on the results of the review 
to the appropriate committees of Congress. 
The report shall include any proposals for 
legislation that the Secretaries recommend 
for eliminating or reducing impediments to 
interdepartmental cooperation that are iden- 
tified during the review. 

SEC. 5. PARTICIPATION OF DEPARTMENT OF VET- 
ERANS AFFAIRS IN TRICARE. 

(a) REVIEW REQUIRED.—The Secretary of 
Defense shall review the TRICARE program 
to identify opportunities for increased par- 
ticipation by the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs in that program. The ongoing collabo- 
ration between Department of Defense offi- 
cials and Department of Veterans Affairs of- 
ficials regarding increasing the participation 
shall be included among the matters re- 
viewed. 

(b) SEMIANNUAL REPORT.—The Secretary of 
Defense and the Secretary of Veterans Af- 
fairs shall jointly submit to the appropriate 
committees of Congress a semiannual report 
on the status of the review and on efforts to 
increase the participation of the Department 
of Veterans Affairs in the TRICARE pro- 
gram. No report is required under this sub- 
section after the submission of a semiannual 
report in which the Secretaries declare that 
the Department of Veterans Affairs is par- 
ticipating in the TRICARE program to the 
extent that can reasonably be expected to be 
attained. 

SEC. 6. PHARMACEUTICAL BENEFITS AND PRO- 
GRAMS. 

(a) EXAMINATION REQUIRED.—(1) The Fed- 
eral Pharmaceutical Steering Committee 
shall— 

(A) undertake a comprehensive examina- 
tion of existing pharmaceutical benefits and 
programs for beneficiaries of Federal med- 
ical care programs, including matters relat- 
ing to the purchasing, distribution, and dis- 
pensing of pharmaceuticals and the manage- 
ment of mail order pharmaceuticals pro- 
grams; and 

(B) review the existing methods for con- 
tracting for and distributing medical sup- 
plies and services. 

(2) The committee shall submit a report on 
the results of the examination to the appro- 
priate committees of Congress. 

(b) REPORT.—The committee shall submit a 
report on the results of the examination to 
the appropriate committees of Congress. 

SEC. 7. STANDARDIZATION OF PHYSICAL EXAMI- 
NATIONS FOR DISABILITIES. 

The Secretary of Defense and the Sec- 
retary of Veterans Affairs shall submit to 
the appropriate committees of Congress a re- 
port on the status of the efforts of the De- 
partment of Defense and the Department of 
Veterans Affairs to standardize physical ex- 
aminations administered by the two depart- 
ments for the purpose of determining or rat- 
ing disabilities. 

SEC. 8 APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CON- 
GRESS DEFINED. 

For the purposes of this Act, the appro- 

priate committees of Congress are as follows: 
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(1) The Committee on Armed Services and 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs of the 
Senate. 
(2) The Committee on National Security 
and the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs of 
the House of Representatives. 


SEC. 9. DEADLINES FOR SUBMISSION OF RE- 
PORTS. 

(a) REPORT ON JOINT SURVEY OF POPU- 
LATIONS SERVED.—The report required by 
section 3(c) shall be submitted not later than 
January 1, 2000. 

(b) REPORT ON REVIEW OF IMPEDIMENTS TO 
COOPERATION.—The report required by sec- 
tion 4(b) shall be submitted not later than 
May 1, 1999. 

(c) SEMIANNUAL REPORT ON PARTICIPATION 
OF DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS IN 
TRICARE.—The semiannual report required 
by section 5(b) shall be submitted not later 
than January 1 and June 1 of each year. 

(d) REPORT ON EXAMINATION OF PHARMA- 
CEUTICAL BENEFITS AND PROGRAMS.—The re- 
port on the examination required under sec- 
tion 6 shall be submitted not later than 60 
days after the completion of the examina- 
tion. 

(e) REPORT ON STANDARDIZATION OF PHYS- 
ICAL EXAMINATIONS FOR DISABILITIES.—The 
report required by section 7 shall be sub- 
mitted not later than June 1, 1999.¢ 


By Mr. CAMPBELL: 

S. 2010. A bill to provide for business 
development and trade promotion for 
Native Americans, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Indian Af- 
fairs. 

THE NATIVE AMERICAN BUSINESS DEVELOP- 
MENT, TRADE PROMOTION, AND TOURISM ACT 
OF 1998 
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, 

today I am pleased to introduce a 
measure to help Indians and tribal 
businesses foster entrepreneurship and 
vigorous reservation economies. Indian 
tribes face many challenges, but the 
greatest priority is in building stronger 
economies and providing jobs to tribal 
members. With this bill, I intend to 
unshackle Indian entrepreneurship to 
provide jobs and revenues for reserva- 
tion economies. 

When the Europeans landed in the 
New World to explore and build settle- 
ments, they were greeted by Native 
people with a long tradition of inter- 
tribal and regional trade. The tribes 
traded pelts and furs, hand-woven bas- 
kets, blankets, virtually limitless arts 
and crafts, weapons, and a variety of 
Native grown and gathered foods. 

Unrestrained by bureaucrats and free 
to roam their own lands, the tribes en- 
joyed a standard of material well-being 
that, while not ideal, was a far cry 
from the Third World conditions most 
Indian people live in today. 

Over the course of 200 years this tra- 
dition has been replaced by rules and 
regulations that continue to stifle In- 
dian entrepreneurship and instead 
promise cradle-to-grave security“ 
based on federal transfer payments. 
The practical results of federal domi- 
nation is predictable: lifeless reserva- 
tion economies and the absence of a 
private sector to create wealth and sus- 
tain employment for Indian people. 
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The current statistical profile of In- 
dian people is poor and shows little 
sign of improvement. Despite the pop- 
ular belief that gaming has made mil- 
lionaires of all Indians, the reality is 
otherwise as most Indian gaming reve- 
nues are more like church bingo than 
like Las Vegas or Atlantic City. 

In the Great Depression, the national 
unemployment rate was 20 percent and 
it was called a national crisis.” Indian 
country has an unemployment rate 
running at 50 percent, and there are no 
comments, no sense of urgency and lit- 
tle attention being paid. 

There are other reasons job opportu- 
nities are needed. In 1996, the Congress 
enacted a welfare reform law that pro- 
vides transition assistance to welfare 
recipients and rightly requires able- 
bodied Americans to get and keep jobs. 
In rural areas, particularly on Indian 
reservations, the welfare reform will 
hit hard because employment opportu- 
nities are scarce. 

The goal of this and future efforts is 
to increase value-added activities on 
reservations in such fields as manufac- 
turing, energy, agriculture, livestock 
and fisheries, high technology, arts and 
crafts, and a host of service industries. 

The United States has the responsi- 
bility to preserve, protect and maxi- 
mize tribal assets and resources, and 
an obligation to improve the standards 
of living of Indian people. In this legis- 
lation, that responsibility is primarily 
in removing the barriers to success the 
federal government itself has created 
over the years. 

The bill aims to make best use of and 
streamline existing programs to pro- 
vide the necessary tools to enable 
tribes to attract outside capital and 
technical expertise. This model has 
proven highly successful in the self 
governance arena and in the Indian job 
training program, known as the 477 
program. The bill would provide better 
coordination of existing business devel- 
opment programs in the Commerce De- 
partment and maximize the resources 
made available to tribes. 

The tribes have a responsibility as 
well. As a matter of Indian self deter- 
mination, the tribes are increasingly 
administering federal services, pro- 
grams, and activities in lieu of the fed- 
eral government. This has led to more 
capable and accountable tribal govern- 
ments. A fundamental precept of self- 
government is a reduction in the de- 
pendence on the federal bureaucracy 
and federal funds and by assuming a 
greater role in funding their own self 
government. 

The Committee on Indian Affairs re- 
cently held a hearing on economic de- 
velopment and one of the findings was 
that the tribes need to provide govern- 
ance infrastructure and friendly busi- 
ness environments if they want to at- 
tract and retain investment. Whether 
by adopting commercial codes, or trib- 
al courts that can address business 
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issues, or regulations that do not repel 
the private sector, tribal efforts are 
critical if this effort is to succeed. 

Under the bill, the Native American 
Business Development Office in the 
Commerce Department will coordinate 
existing programs, including those for 
international business and tourism, 
aimed at development on Indian lands. 
This bill does not create any new pro- 
grams but rather is intended to achieve 
more efficiency in those that already 
exist within existing budget authority. 
The bill also prohibits assistance under 
the act from being used for gaming on 
Indian lands. 

In addition, the bill directs the Sec- 
retary to create a task force on regu- 
latory reform and business develop- 
ment to analyze existing laws and reg- 
ulations that are restraining business 
and economic development on Indian 
lands. Again, the bill is not intended to 
create a new entity, but recognizes 
that there is great need to strip away 
the layers of unnecessary rules and 
regulations that stifle Indian busi- 
nesses. 

I urge those that are critical of In- 
dian gaming to join me in providing al- 
ternatives to build strong and diversi- 
fied tribal economies for the benefit of 
tribes, tribal members, and sur- 
rounding communities. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the provisions of the bill and 
an article written by James Gwartney 
for the Wall Street Journal dated April 
10, 1998, entitled “Less Government, 
More Growth’ be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2010 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Native 
American Business Development, Trade Pro- 
motion, and Tourism Act of 1998”. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS; PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS,—Congress finds that— 

(1) clause 3 of section 8 of article I of the 
United States Constitution recognizes the 
special relationship between the United 
States and Indian tribes; 

(2) beginning in 1970, with the inauguration 
by the Nixon Administration, of the Indian 
self-determination era of the Federal Gov- 
ernment, each President has confirmed the 
special government-to-government relation- 
ship between Indian tribes and the United 
States; 

(3) in 1994, President Clinton issued an Ex- 
ecutive memorandum to the heads of depart- 
ments and agencies that obligated all Fed- 
eral departments and agencies, particularly 
those that have an impact on economic de- 
velopment, to evaluate the potential impacts 
of their actions on Indian tribes; 

(4) consistent with the principles of inher- 
ent tribal sovereignty and the special rela- 
tionship between Indian tribes and the 
United States, tribes retain the right to 
enter into contracts and agreements to trade 
freely, and seek enforcement of treaty and 
trade rights; 
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(5) Congress has carried out the responsi- 
bility of the United States for the protection 
and preservation of Indian tribes and the re- 
sources of Indian tribes through the endorse- 
ment of treaties, and the enactment of other 
laws, including laws that provide for the ex- 
ercise of administrative authorities; 

(6) the United States has an obligation to 
guard and preserve the sovereignty of Indian 
tribes in order to foster strong tribal govern- 
ments, Indian self-determination, and eco- 
nomic self-sufficiency among Indian tribes; 

(7) the capacity of Indian tribes to build 
strong tribal governments and vigorous 
economies is hindered by the inability of In- 
dian tribes to engage communities that sur- 
round Indian lands and outside investors in 
economic activities on Indian lands; 

(8) despite the availability of abundant 
natural resources on Indian lands and a rich 
cultural legacy that accords great value to 
self-determination, self-reliance, and inde- 
pendence, American Indians and Alaska Na- 
tives suffer higher rates of unemployment, 
poverty, poor health, substandard housing, 
and associated social ills than those of any 
other group in the United States; 

(9) the United States has an obligation to 
assist Indian tribes with the creation of ap- 
propriate economic and political conditions 
with respect to Indian lands to— 

(A) encourage investment from outside 
sources that do not originate with the tribes; 
and 

(B) facilitate economic ventures with out- 
side entities that are not tribal entities; 

(10) the economic success and material 
well-being of American Indian and Alaska 
Native communities depends on the com- 
bined efforts of the Federal Government, 
tribal governments, the private sector, and 
individuals; 

(11) the lack of employment and entrepre- 
neurial opportunities in the communities re- 
ferred to in paragraph (8) has resulted in a 
multigenerational dependence on Federal as- 
sistance that is— 

(A) insufficient to address the magnitude 
of needs; and 

(B) unreliable in availability; and 

(12) the twin goals of economic self-suffi- 
ciency and political self-determination for 
American Indians and Alaska Natives can 
best be served by making available to ad- 
dress the challenges faced by those groups— 

(A) the resources of the private market; 

(B) adequate capital; and 

(C) technical expertise. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are as follows: 

(1) To revitalize economically and phys- 
ically distressed Indian reservation econo- 
mies by— 

(A) encouraging the formation of new busi- 
nesses by eligible entities, the expansion of 
existing businesses; and 

(B) facilitating the movement of goods to 
and from Indian reservations and the provi- 
sion of services by Indians. 

(2) To promote private investment in the 
economies of Indian tribes and to encourage 
the sustainable development of resources of 
Indian tribes and tribal and Indian-owned 
businesses. 

(3) To promote the long-range sustained 
growth of the economies of Indian tribes. 

(4) To raise incomes of Indians in order to 
reduce poverty levels and provide the means 
for achieving a higher standard of living on 
Indian reservations. 

(5) To encourage intertribal, regional, and 
international trade and business develop- 
ment in order to assist in increasing produc- 
tivity and the standard of living of members 
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of Indian tribes and improving the economic 
self-sufficiency of the governing bodies of In- 
dian tribes. 

(6) To promote economic self-sufficiency 
and political self-determination for Indian 
tribes and members of Indian tribes. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 

(1) BOARD.—The term Board' has the 
meaning given that term in the first section 
of the Act entitled To provide for the estab- 
lishment, operation, and maintenance of for- 
eign-trade zones in ports of entry in the 
United States, to expedite and encourage for- 
eign commerce, and for other purposes“, ap- 
proved June 18, 1934 (19 U.S.C. 81a). 

(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—The term eligible 
entity“ means an Indian tribe, tribal organi- 
zation, Indian arts and crafts organization, 
tribal enterprise, tribal marketing coopera- 
tive, or Indian-owned business. 

(3) FEDERAL AGENCY.—The term “Federal 
agency“ means an agency, as that term is 
defined in section 551(1) of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(4) FOUNDATION.—The term Foundation“ 
means the Rural Development Foundation. 

(5) INDIAN.—The term Indian“ has the 
meaning given that term in section 4(d) of 
the Indian Self-Determination and Edu- 
cation Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b(d)). 

(6) INDIAN ARTS AND CRAFTS ORGANIZA- 
TION.—The term “Indian arts and crafts or- 
ganization” has the meaning given that term 
under section 2 of the Act of August 27, 1935 
(49 Stat. 891, chapter 748; 25 U.S.C. 305a). 

(7) INDIAN GOODS AND SERVICES.—The term 
“Indian goods and services” means— 

(A) Indian goods, within the meaning of 
section 2 of the Act of August 27, 1935 (com- 
monly known as the Indian Arts and Crafts 
Act“) (49 Stat. 891, chapter 748; 25 U.S.C. 
305a); 

(B) goods produced or originating within 
an eligible entity; and 

(C) services provided by eligible entities. 

(8) INDIAN LANDS.—The term Indian 
lands” has the meaning given that term in 
section 4(4) of the Indian Gaming Regulatory 
Act (25 U.S.C. 2703(4)). 

(9) INDIAN-OWNED BUSINESS.—The term In- 
dian-owned business“ means an entity orga- 
nized for the conduct of trade or commerce 
with respect to which at least 50 percent of 
the property interests of the entity are 
owned by Indians or Indian tribes (or a com- 
bination thereof). 

(10) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term Indian 
tribe” has the meaning given that term in 
section 4(e) of the Indian Self-Determination 
and Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 
450b(e)). 

(11) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of Commerce. 

(12) TRIBAL ENTERPRISE.—The term “tribal 
enterprise” means a commercial activity or 
business managed or controlled by an Indian 
tribe. 

(13) TRIBAL MARKETING COOPERATIVE.—The 
term tribal marketing cooperative“ shall 
have the meaning given that term by the 
Secretary, in consultation with the Sec- 
retary of the Interior. 

(14) TRIBAL ORGANIZATION.—The term trib- 
al organization” has the meaning given that 
term in section 4(1) of the Indian Self-Deter- 
mination and Education Assistance Act (25 
U.S.C. 450b(1)). 

TITLE I—TASK FORCE ON REGULATORY 

REFORM AND BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT 
SEC. 101. ESTABLISHMENT OF TASK FORCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In order to identify and 
subsequently remove obstacles to the busi- 
ness development and the creation of wealth 
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in the economies of Indian reservations, the 
Secretary, in consultation with the Sec- 
retary of the Interior and other officials 
whom the Secretary determines to be appro- 
priate, shall, not later than 90 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, establish a 
task force on regulatory reform and business 
development in Indian country (referred to 
in this title as the task force“). 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The task force estab- 
lished under this section shall be composed 
of 16 members, of which 12 members shall be 
representatives of the Indian tribes from the 
areas of the Bureau of Indian Affairs and 
each such area shall be represented by such 
a representative. 

(c) INITIAL MEETING.—Not later than 120 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the task force shall hold its initial meeting. 

(d) REVIEw.—Beginning on the date of the 
initial meeting under subsection (b), the 
task force shall conduct a review of laws re- 
lating to activities occurring on Indian lands 
(including regulations under title 25 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations). 

(e) MEBTINGS.—The task force shall meet 
at the call of the chairperson. 

(f) QUORUM.—A majority of the members of 
the task force shall constitute a quorum, but 
a lesser number of members may hold hear- 
ings. 

(g) CHAIRPERSON.—The task force shall se- 
lect a chairperson from among its members. 
SEC. 102. REPORT. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the task force shall pre- 
pare and submit to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs in the Senate, and the Committee on 
Resources in the House of Representatives, 
and to the governing body of each Indian 
tribe a report that includes— 

(1) the findings of the task force con- 
cerning the review conducted pursuant to 
section 101(d); and 

(2) such recommendations concerning the 
proposed revisions to the regulations under 
title 25 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
and amendments to other laws relating to 
activities occurring on Indian lands as the 
task force determines to be appropriate. 

SEC. 103. POWERS OF THE TASK FORCE, 

(a) HEARINGS.—The task force may hold 
such hearings, sit and act at such times and 
places, take such testimony, and receive 
such evidence as the task force considers ad- 
visable to carry out the duties of the task 
force. 

(b) INFORMATION FROM FEDERAL AGEN- 
CIES.—The task force may secure directly 
from any Federal department or agency such 
information as the task force considers nec- 
essary to carry out the duties of the task 
force. 

(c) POSTAL SERVICES.—The task force may 
use the United States mails in the same 
manner and under the same conditions as 
other departments and agencies of the Fed- 
eral Government. 

(d) Girrs.—The task force may accept, use, 
and dispose of gifts or donations of services 
or property. 

SEC. 104. TASK FORCE PERSONNEL MATTERS. 

(a) COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS.—Members 
of the task force who are not officers or em- 
ployees of the Federal Government shall 
serve without compensation, except for trav- 
el expenses, as provided under subsection (b). 
Members of the task force who are officers or 
employees of the United States shall serve 
without compensation in addition to that re- 
ceived for their services as officers or em- 
ployees of the United States. 

(b) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—The members of 
the task force shall be allowed travel ex- 
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penses, including per diem in lieu of subsist- 
ence, at rates authorized for employees of 
agencies under subchapter I of chapter 57 of 
title 5, United States Code, while away from 
their homes or regular places of business in 
the performance of services for the task 
force. 

(c) STAFF.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The chairperson of the 
task force may, without regard to the civil 
service laws, appoint and terminate such 
personnel as may be necessary to enable the 
task force to perform its duties. 

(2) PROCUREMENT OF TEMPORARY AND INTER- 
MITTENT SERVICES.—The chairperson of the 
task force may procure temporary and inter- 
mittent service under section 3109(b) of title 
5, United States Code, at rates for individ- 
uals that do not exceed the daily equivalent 
of the annual rate of basic pay prescribed 
under GS-13 of the General Schedule estab- 
lished under section 5332 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

SEC. 105. TERMINATION OF TASK FORCE. 

The task force shall terminate 90 days 
after the date on which the task force has 
submitted, to the committees of Congress 
specified in section 102, and to the governing 
body of each Indian tribe, a copy of the re- 
port prepared under that section. 

SEC. 106. EXEMPTION FROM FEDERAL ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE ACT. 

All of the activities of the task force con- 
ducted under this title shall be exempt from 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 
U.S.C. App.). 

TITLE II—NATIVE AMERICAN BUSINESS 

DEVELOPMENT 
SEC. 201, OFFICE OF NATIVE AMERICAN BUSI- 
NESS DEVELOPMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
within the Department of Commerce an of- 
fice known as the Office of Native American 
Business Development (referred to in this 
title as the Office“). 

(2) DirREcTOR.—The Office shall be headed 
by a Director, appointed by the Secretary, 
whose title shall be the Director of Native 
American Business Development (referred to 
in this title as the ‘‘Director’’). The Director 
shall be compensated at a rate not to exceed 
level V of the Executive Schedule under sec- 
tion 5316 of title 5, United States Code. 

(b) DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting 
through the Director, shall ensure the co- 
ordination of Federal programs that provide 
assistance, including financial and technical 
assistance, to eligible entities for increased 
business, the expansion of trade by eligible 
entities, and economic development on In- 
dian lands. 

(2) ACTIVITIES.—In carrying out the duties 
described in paragraph (1), the Secretary, 
acting through the Director, shall ensure the 
coordination of, or, as appropriate, carry 
out— 

(A) Federal programs designed to provide 
legal, accounting, or financial assistance to 
eligible entities; 

(B) market surveys; 

(C) the development of promotional mate- 
rials; 

(D) the financing of business development 
seminars; 

(E) the facilitation of marketing; 

(F) the participation of appropriate Fed- 
eral agencies or eligible entities in trade 
fairs; 

(G) any activity that is not described in 
subparagraphs (A) through (F) that is related 
to the development of appropriate markets; 
and 
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(H) any other activity that the Secretary, 
in consultation with the Director, deter- 
mines to be appropriate to carry out this 
section. 

(3) ASSISTANCE.—In conjunction with the 
activities described in paragraph (2), the Sec- 
retary, acting through the Director, shall 
provide— 

(A) financial assistance, technical assist- 
ance, and administrative services to eligible 
entities to assist those entities with— 

(i) identifying and taking advantage of 
business development opportunities; and 

(ii) compliance with appropriate laws and 
regulatory practices; and 

(B) such other assistance as the Secretary, 
in consultation with the Director, deter- 
mines to be necessary for the development of 
business opportunities for eligible entities to 
enhance the economies of Indian tribes. 

(4) PRIORITIES.—In carrying out the duties 
and activities described in paragraphs (2) and 
(3), the Secretary, acting through the Direc- 
tor, shall give priority to activities that— 

(A) provide the greatest degree of eco- 
nomic benefits to Indians; and 

(B) foster long-term stable economies of 
Indian tribes. 

(5) PROHIBITION.—The Secretary may not 
provide under this section assistance for any 
activity related to the operation of a gaming 
activity on Indian lands pursuant to the In- 
dian Gaming Regulatory Act (25 U.S.C. 2710 
et seq.). 

SEC. 202. NATIVE AMERICAN TRADE AND EXPORT 
PROMOTION, 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting 
through the Director, shall carry out a Na- 
tive American export and trade promotion 
program (referred to in this section as the 
program). 

(b) COORDINATION OF FEDERAL PROGRAMS 
AND SERVICES.—In carrying out the program, 
the Secretary, acting through the Director, 
and in cooperation with the heads of appro- 
priate Federal agencies, shall ensure the co- 
ordination of Federal programs and services 
designed to— 

(1) develop the economies of Indian tribes; 
and 

(2) stimulate the demand for Indian goods 
and services that are available to eligible en- 
tities. 

(c) ACTIVITIES.—In carrying out the duties 
described in subsection (b), the Secretary, 
acting through the Director, shall ensure the 
coordination of, or, as appropriate, carry 
out— 

(1) Federal programs designed to provide 
technical or financial assistance to eligible 
entities; 

(2) the development of promotional mate- 
rials; 

(3) the financing of appropriate trade mis- 
sions; 

(4) the marketing of Indian goods and serv- 
ices; 

(5) the participation of appropriate Federal 
agencies or eligible entities in international 
trade fairs; and 

(6) any other activity related to the devel- 
opment of markets for Indian goods and 
services. 

(d) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—In conjunction 
with the activities described in subsection 
(c), the Secretary, acting through the Direc- 
tor, shall provide technical assistance and 
administrative services to eligible entities to 
assist those entities with— 

(1) the identification of appropriate mar- 
kets for Indian goods and services; 

(2) entering the markets referred to in 
paragraph (1); 

(3) compliance with foreign or domestic 
laws and practices with respect to financial 
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institutions with respect to the export and 
import of Indian goods and services; and 

(4) entering into financial arrangements to 
provide for the export and import of Indian 
goods and services. 

(e) PRIORITIES.—In carrying out the duties 
and activities described in subsections (b) 
and (c), the Secretary, acting through the 
Director, shall give priority to activities 
that— 

(1) provide the greatest degree of economic 
benefits to Indians; and 

(2) foster long-term stable international 
markets for Indian goods and services. 

SEC. 203. INTERTRIBAL TOURISM DEMONSTRA- 
TION PROJECTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.—The Sec- 
retary, acting through the Director, shall 
conduct a Native American tourism program 
to facilitate the development and conduct of 
tourism demonstration projects by Indian 
tribes, on a tribal, intertribal, or regional 
basis. 

(2) PROJECTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Under the program estab- 
lished under this section, in order to assist 
in the development and promotion of tour- 
ism on and in the vicinity of Indian lands, 
the Secretary, acting through the Director, 
shall, in coordination with the Foundation, 
assist eligible entities in the planning, devel- 
opment, and implementation of tourism de- 
velopment demonstration projects that meet 
the criteria described in subparagraph (B). 

(B) PROJECTS DESCRIBED.—In selecting 
tourism development demonstration projects 
under this section, the Secretary, acting 
through the Director, shall select projects 
that have the potential to increase travel 
and tourism revenues by attracting visitors 
to Indian lands and in the vicinity of Indian 
lands, including projects that provide for— 

(i) the development and distribution of 
educational and promotional materials per- 
taining to attractions located on and near 
Indian lands; 

(ii) the development of educational re- 
sources to assist in private and public tour- 
ism development on and in the vicinity of In- 
dian lands; and 

(iii) the coordination of tourism-related 
joint ventures and cooperative efforts be- 
tween eligible entities and appropriate State 
and local governments that have jurisdiction 
over areas in the vicinity of Indian lands. 

(3) GRANTS.—To carry out the program 
under this section, the Secretary, acting 
through the Director, may award grants or 
enter into other appropriate arrangements 
with Indian tribes, tribal organizations, 
intertribal consortia, or other tribal entities 
that the Secretary, in consultation with the 
Director, determines to be appropriate. 

(4) LocaTions.—In providing for tourism 
development demonstration projects under 
the program under this section, the Sec- 
retary, acting through the Director, shall 
provide for a demonstration project to be 
conducted— 

(A) for Indians of the Four Corners area lo- 
cated in the area adjacent to the border be- 
tween Arizona, Utah, Colorado, and New 
Mexico; 

(B) for Indians of the northwestern area 
that is commonly known as the Great North- 
west (as determined by the Secretary); 

(C) for the Oklahoma Indians in Oklahoma; 
and 

(D) for the Indians of the Great Plains area 
(as determined by the Secretary). 

(b) StTupires.—The Secretary, acting 
through the Director, shall provide financial 
assistance, technical assistance, and admin- 
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istrative services to participants that the 
Secretary, acting through the Director, se- 
lects to carry out a tourism development 
project under this section, with respect to— 

(1) feasibility studies conducted as part of 
that project; 

(2) market analyses; 

(3) participation in tourism and trade mis- 
sions; and 

(4) any other activity that the Secretary, 
in consultation with the Director, deter- 
mines to be appropriate to carry out this 
section. 

(c) INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT.—The 
demonstration projects conducted under this 
section shall include provisions to facilitate 
the development and financing of infrastruc- 
ture, including the development of Indian 
reservation roads in a manner consistent 
with title 23, United States Code. 

SEC. 204. REPORT TO CONGRESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, and 
annually thereafter, the Secretary, in con- 
sultation with the Director, shall prepare 
and submit to the Committee on Indian Af- 
fairs of the Senate a report on the operation 
of the Office. 

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—Each report pre- 
pared under subsection (a) shall include— 

(1) for the period covered by the report, a 
summary of the activities conducted by the 
Secretary, acting through the Director, in 
carrying out this title; and 

(2) any recommendations for legislation 
that the Secretary, in consultation with the 
Director, determines to be necessary to 
carry out this title. 

SEC, 205. FOREIGN-TRADE ZONE PREFERENCES. 

(a) PREFERENCE IN ESTABLISHMENT OF FOR- 
BIGN-TRADE ZONES IN INDIAN ENTERPRISE 
ZONES.—In processing applications for the 
establishment of foreign-trade zones pursu- 
ant to the Act entitled “To provide for the 
establishment, operation, and maintenance 
of foreign-trade zones in ports of entry of the 
United States, to expedite and encourage for- 
eign commerce, and for other purposes”, ap- 
proved June 18, 1934 (19 U.S.C. 8la et seq.), 
the Board shall consider, on a priority basis, 
and expedite, to the maximum extent prac- 
ticable, the processing of any application in- 
volving the establishment of a foreign-trade 
zone on Indian lands, including any Indian 
lands designated as an empowerment zone or 
enterprise community pursuant to section 
1391 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 

(b) APPLICATION PROCEDURE.—In processing 
applications for the establishment of ports of 
entry pursuant to the Act entitled “An Act 
making appropriations for sundry civil ex- 
penses of the Government for the fiscal year 
ending June thirtieth, nineteen hundred and 
fifteen, and for other purposes”, approved 
August 1, 1914 (19 U.S.C. 2), the Secretary of 
the Treasury shall, with respect to any ap- 
plication involving the establishment of a 
port of entry that is necessary to permit the 
establishment of a foreign-trade zone on In- 
dian lands— 

(1) consider on a priority basis; and 

(2) expedite, to the maximum extent prac- 
ticable, the processing of that application. 

(c) APPLICATION EVALUATION.—In evalu- 
ating applications for the establishment of 
foreign-trade zones and ports of entry in con- 
nection with Indian lands, to the maximum 
extent practicable and consistent with appli- 
cable law, the Board and Secretary of the 
Treasury shall approve the applications. 
{From the Wall Street Journal, Apr. 10, 1998] 

LESS GOVERNMENT, MORE GROWTH 
(By James Gwartney) 


Propelled by a confidence that politicians 
could solve problems, government spending 
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has soared in the U.S. and other Western 
countries since 1960. Has wise “government 
planning” improved economic performance? 
Quite the opposite. Robert Lawson, Randall 
Holcombe and I recently completed a study 
on the size and functions of government for 
Congress’s Joint Economic Committee. Here 
are some of our findings: 

As the size of government has expanded in 
the U.S., growth of real gross domestic prod- 
uct has steadily fallen. Even though the U.S. 
economy is now moving into the eighth year 
of an expansion, the growth of real GDP dur- 
ing the 1990s is only about half what it was 
during the 1960s and well below even that of 
the turbulent 1970s. Likewise, as the size of 
government in other nations has increased, 
economic growth has declined. On average, 
government expenditures in the Organiza- 
tion for Economic Cooperation and Develop- 
ment's 23 long-standing members rose to 48% 
of GDP in 1996 from 27% in 1960. The average 
economic growth rate fell from 5.5% in the 
1960s to 1.9% in the 1990s. 

As the chart nearby shows, there has is a 
striking relationship between the size of gov- 
ernment and economic growth. When govern- 
ment spending was less than 25% of GDP, 
OECD countries achieved an average real 
growth rate of 6.6%. As the size of govern- 
ment rose, growth steadily declined, plung- 
ing to 1.6% when government spending ex- 
ceeded 60% of GDP. 

While growth has declined in all of the 
OECD countries, those countries with the 
least growth of government have suffered the 
least. Between 1960 and 1996, the size of gov- 
ernment as a share of GDP increased by less 
than 15 percentage points in the U.S., Brit- 
ain, Iceland, Ireland and New Zealand. The 
average growth rate for these five countries 
was 1.6 percentage points lower in the 1990s 
than in the 1960s, In contrast, the size of gov- 
ernment increased by 25 percentage points or 
more in Denmark, Finland, Greece, Por- 
tugal, Spain and Sweden. The growth rate of 
these six countries fell by 5.2 percentage 
points. 

In the world’s fastest-growing economies, 
furthermore, the size of government is small, 
and there is no trend toward bigger govern- 
ment. On average, government expenditures 
in 1995 consumed only 20% of GDP in the five 
economies with the most rapid real eco- 
nomic growth rates during 1980-95: Hong 
Kong, Singapore, South Korea, Taiwan and 
Thailand. In these countries, the size of gov- 
ernment in 1995 was virtually the same as in 
1975. When we looked at a diverse group of 60 
nations, we found that the negative relation- 
ship between bigger government and eco- 
nomic growth is present in all types of 
economies. 

Many policy-makers seem oblivious to 
these facts. Even though the evidence clearly 
shows that excessive government expendi- 
tures are retarding economic growth, politi- 
cians continue to focus on how to spend a 
possible surplus. What the U.S. and other na- 
tions need instead is a long-range strategy to 
reduce the size and scope of government. 

Had the public-sector expansion of the past 
four decades accelerated economic growth, 
politicians would be rushing to take credit. 
Since the opposite has occurred, how can we 
fail to hold them accountable? 


By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. KOHL, Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN, and Mr. CLELAND): 

S. 2011. A bill to strengthen the Fed- 
eral prosecution and seizure of illegal 
proceeds of international drug dealing 
and criminal activity, and to provide 
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for the drug testing and treatment of 
incarcerated offenders and reduce drug 
trafficking in correctional facilities, 
and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

THE MONEY LAUNDERING ENFORCEMENT ACT 

AND THE COMBATING DRUGS IN PRISONS ACT 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today, 
joined by Senators DASCHLE, KOHL, 
FEINSTEIN, and CLELAND, I am intro- 
ducing legislation which will provide 
state and federal governments with ad- 
ditional tools to fight drug trafficking, 
money laundering and drug use in pris- 
ons. This legislation is intended to 
complement the Administration’s com- 
prehensive 10-year National Drug Con- 
trol Strategy by providing federal pros- 
ecutors with additional means to seize 
assets linked to illegal criminal and 
drug activity and prevent drug king- 
pins and others from engaging in 
money laundering. In addition, this 
legislation will allow states to use fed- 
eral prison grant funds to test and 
treat drug-addicted inmates and parol- 
ees. 

I note that the Speaker of the House 
today is hosting a Republican rally to 
proclaim fault with the Administra- 
tion’s comprehensive drug control 
strategy. Mr. President, the bill that 
we are introducing today is not the 
easy rhetoric that some have to offer 
in this crucial area of public policy. 
Here is a chance to actually make a 
difference. I do not find constructive 
the efforts of the other body’s Repub- 
lican leadership over the past few years 
to slash assistance for drug enforce- 
ment, prevention and treatment pro- 
grams. Twice, in fact, they tried to cut 
the extremely effective Safe and Drug- 
Free Schools funding by 50 percent, 
just as they significantly reduced sup- 
port for drug prevention and treatment 
programs when they assumed leader- 
ship of the Congress in 1995. 

Nor do I consider it constructive for 
Speaker GINGRICH, as he did in his Feb- 
ruary radio address, to fault the Ad- 
ministration while at the same time 
claiming credit for such Administra- 
tion strategies as a national youth-ori- 
ented anti-drug campaign and added 
support for community programs and 
schools. These are key components of 
the Administration’s 1998 National 
Drug Control Strategy, including the 
highly effective radio and TV ads now 
airing in 12 pilot cities. To really make 
a difference in more than just the head- 
lines, we need to work together to re- 
duce the quantity of drugs coming into 
this country and the number of drug 
addicts both in prison and walking our 
streets. 

MONEY LAUNDERING ACT OF 1998 

This act will help prosecutors force 
international criminals out of the 
darkness and into the light by greatly 
reducing their ability to hide behind 
foreign banking laws or other proce- 
dural tricks. It will also ensure that 
defendants arrested overseas are no 
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longer able to use the U.S. courts to 
their benefit while fighting against 
being extradited to the United States. 

Another provision in this bill which 
allows federal prosecutors to tempo- 
rarily seize U.S. assets owned by indi- 
viduals arrested overseas will greatly 
enhance law enforcement’s ability to 
shut down drug trafficking operations 
based outside the United States. Na- 
tional boundaries mean less and less to 
drug kingpins and other criminals 
today and this legislation will help us 
reform our Nation’s laws to reflect this 
reality. 

This bill would allow a brief ex parte 
seizure of assets while any arrest pa- 
pers are in transit to prevent individ- 
uals arrested in another country from 
moving the fruits of their crimes from 
the United States to another country. 
Currently. foreign defendants often 
move their assets virtually instanta- 
neously via electronic transfers while 
our prosecutors are waiting for the ar- 
rest records. In addition, defendants 
would no longer be able to hide behind 
foreign bank secrecy laws while they 
claim seized property in United States 
courts. 

This bill makes important procedural 
changes for federal prosecutors: it ex- 
tends U.S. jurisdiction over foreign 
banks; updates evidentiary rules re- 
garding foreign records; allows federal 
prosecutors to charge defendants who 
engage in multiple illegal acts with 
course of conduct claims; and allows 
prosecutors to charge criminals with 
conspiracy to violate the laws. 

This legislation also adds several new 
crimes to the list triggering asset for- 
feiture, including crimes of violence, 
additional foreign crimes, and crimes 
committed by or against foreign gov- 
ernments. While I believe that these 
provisions are necessary for prosecu- 
tors to carry out their important work, 
I realize that some of these provisions 
may need to be fine-tuned to accom- 
plish their intended goal. I pledge to 
work with members on both sides of 
the aisle to ensure that this legislation 
is broad enough to meet these goals 
without being overly intrusive. 

In drafting this bill, I have purposely 
avoided including several domestic 
asset forfeiture provisions. While we 
may have to face these thorny issues 
down the road, I decided to craft a bill 
which I believe can be supported by the 
majority of Senators. We can then 
bring up these more complicated issues 
after a fuller discussion has taken 
place. 

THE COMBATING DRUG ABUSE IN PRISONS ACT 

This act will allow states to use any 
of the funds they receive under the 
Violent Offender Incarceration and 
Truth in Sentencing grant programs to 
provide drug testing and treatment for 
inmates and other court-supervised in- 
dividuals, such as probationers and pa- 
rolees. With 80 percent of inmates re- 
portedly linked to drug and alcohol ac- 
tivity and with a requirement in place 
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that states develop and implement a 
drug testing and treatment plan for 
these individuals by September 1, 1998, 
it is critical that this federal funding 
be made available for these purposes. 

According to a study recently re- 
leased by the National Center on Ad- 
diction and Substance Abuse (CASA) 
based at Columbia University, 80 per- 
cent of individuals currently incarcer- 
ated either ‘‘violated drug or alcohol 
laws, were intoxicated at the time they 
committed their crimes, stole property 
to buy drugs, or are ‘regular drug 
users’.’’ This study also found that in- 
mates who are illegal drug or alcohol 
abusers are the most likely to be re- 
peat offenders. In fact, this study con- 
cluded that 61 percent of state prison 
inmates who have two prior convic- 
tions are regular drug users. Another 
recent study, conducted by the Bureau 
of Justice Statistics, found that over 
half of all convicted jail inmates in 
1996 reported having used drugs in the 
month prior to their offense. Sixty per- 
cent of these inmates also reported 
using drugs or alcohol or both at the 
time of the offense for which they were 
charged. 

If we want to stem the increase in 
our Nation’s prison population, we 
must determine which inmates are ad- 
dicted to drugs or alcohol, reduce the 
availability of drugs in prisons and en- 
sure inmates have access to the treat- 
ment they need while incarcerated. 
This bill will help states meet all these 
goals by allowing them to use as much 
as they choose—or as little—of the fed- 
eral prison funds they receive for drug 
testing and intervention and to develop 
strategies to reduce drug trafficking 
into prisons. As Joseph Califano, 
former Secretary of Health, Education 
and Welfare and president of CASA, 
noted when the CASA study was re- 
leased: Releasing drug-addicted in- 
mates without treatment helps main- 
tain the market for illegal drugs and 
supports drug dealers.” 

I realize some of my colleagues may 
be concerned about funds originally 
designated for prison construction 
costs being used for drug testing and 
treatment. Let me assure you that 
states will retain complete flexibility 
under this bill as to how they allocate 
their Truth in Sentencing and Violent 
Offender Incarceration grant funds. 
But, I'd also like to point out that ac- 
cording to the CASA study, it would 
cost states approximately $6,500 per 
year to provide comprehensive and ef- 
fective residential drug treatment 
services to an inmate. While this figure 
may seem high, the study further de- 
termined that society will see an eco- 
nomic return of $68,800 for each inmate 
who successfully completes such a pro- 
gram and returns to the community 
sober and with a job. This figure rep- 
resents the savings in the first year 
based on the much lower likelihood 
that the former inmate will be ar- 
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rested, prosecuted or incarcerated and 

includes health care savings and the 

potential earnings of a drug-free indi- 
vidual. 

James Walton, Vermont’s Commis- 
sioner of Public Safety, wholeheartedly 
supports this legislation, and I have al- 
ways valued his counsel. As the head of 
Vermont's law enforcement agency, he 
has first-hand knowledge of what the 
real needs are in my state. Clearly, he 
believes that this legislation will have 
a positive effect on ongoing law en- 
forcement and drug control strategies 
in Vermont. I’m certain it will have 
the same effect across the country. I 
urge my colleagues to support this bill 
so our federal and state officials have 
the resources they need to combat our 
Nation’s drug problems—both overseas 
and in our nation’s prisons. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2011 
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TITLE I—INTERNATIONAL MONEY 
LAUNDERING 
SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the “Money 
Laundering Enforcement Act of 1998”. 

SEC. 102. ILLEGAL MONEY TRANSMITTING BUSI- 
NESSES, 

(a) CIVIL FORFEITURE FOR MONEY TRANS- 
MITTING VIOLATION.—Section 981(a)(1A) of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
striking or 1957“ and inserting **, 1957, or 
1960”. 

(b) SCIENTER REQUIREMENT FOR SECTION 
1960 VIOLATION.—Section 1960 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

„% SCIENTER REQUIREMENT.—For the pur- 
poses of proving a violation of this section 
involving an illegal money transmitting 
business— 

(1) it shall be sufficient for the Govern- 
ment to prove that the defendant knew that 
the money transmitting business lacked a li- 
cense required by State law; and 

“(2) it shall not be necessary to show that 
the defendant knew that the operation of 
such a business without the required license 
was an offense punishable as a felony or mis- 
demeanor under State law.”’. 

SEC. 103. RESTRAINT OF ASSETS OF PERSONS AR- 
RESTED ABROAD. 

Section 981(b) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

(3) RESTRAINT OF ASSETS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—If any person is arrested 
or charged in a foreign country in connec- 
tion with an offense that would give rise to 
the forfeiture of property in the United 
States under this section or under the Con- 
trolled Substances Act, the Attorney Gen- 
eral may apply to any Federal judge or mag- 
istrate judge in the district in which the 
property is located for an ex parte order re- 
straining the property subject to forfeiture 
for not more than 30 days, except that the 
time may be extended for good cause shown 
at a hearing conducted in the manner pro- 
vided in Rule 43(e) of the Federal Rules of 
Civil Procedure. 

(B) APPLICATION.—An application for a re- 
straining order under subparagraph (A) 
shall— 

“(i) set forth the nature and circumstances 
of the foreign charges and the basis for belief 
that the person arrested or charged has prop- 
erty in the United States that would be sub- 
ject to forfeiture; and 

“(il) contain a statement that the restrain- 
ing order is needed to preserve the avail- 
ability of property for such time as is nec- 
essary to receive evidence from the foreign 
country or elsewhere in support of probable 
cause for the seizure of the property under 
this subsection."’. 

SEC. 104. ACCESS TO RECORDS IN BANK SECRECY 
JURISDICTIONS. 

Section 986 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

d) ACCESS 
ABROAD.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In any civil forfeiture 
case, or in any ancillary proceeding in any 
criminal forfeiture case governed by section 
413(n) of the Controlled Substances Act (21 
U.S.C. 853(n)), the refusal of the claimant to 
provide financial records located in a foreign 
country in response to a discovery request or 
take the action necessary otherwise to make 
the records available, shall result in the dis- 
missal of the claim with prejudice, if— 

H(A) the financial records may be mate- 
rial— 
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() to any claim or to the ability of the 
government to respond to such claim; or 

“(ii) in a civil forfeiture case, to the abil- 
ity of the government to establish the for- 
feitability of the property; and 

“(B) it is within the capacity of the claim- 
ant to waive his or her rights under such se- 
crecy laws, or to obtain the financial records 
himself or herself, so that the financial 
records may be made available. 

(2) PRIVILEGE.—Nothing in this subsection 
shall be construed to affect the rights of a 
claimant to refuse production of any records 
on the basis of any privilege guaranteed by 
the Constitution of the United States or any 
other provision of Federal law.“. 

SEC. 105. CIVIL MONEY LAUNDERING JURISDIC- 
TION OVER FOREIGN PERSONS. 

Section 1956(b) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) 
as subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively, 
and indenting each subparagraph appro- 
priately; 

(2) by striking (b) Whoever” and inserting 
the following: 

“(b) CIVIL PENALTIES.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—Whoever"’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

(2) JURISDICTION.—For purposes of adjudi- 
cating an action filed or enforcing a penalty 
ordered under this section, the district 
courts of the United States shall have juris- 
diction over any foreign person, including 
any financial institution authorized under 
the laws of a foreign country, that commits 
an offense under subsection (a) involving a 
financial transaction that occurs in whole or 
in part in the United States, if service of 
process upon such foreign person is made in 
accordance with the Federal Rules of Civil 
Procedure or the laws of the foreign country 
in which the foreign person is found. 

“(3) SATISFACTION OF JUDGMENT.—In any 
action described in paragraph (2), the court 
may issue a pretrial restraining order or 
take any other action necessary to ensure 
that any bank account or other property 
held by the defendant in the United States is 
available to satisfy a judgment under this 
section.“. 

SEC. 106. LAUNDERING MONEY THROUGH A FOR- 
EIGN BANK. 

Section 1956(c)(6) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

“(6) the term ‘financial institution’ in- 
cludes— 

“(A) any financial institution described in 
section 5312(a)(2) of title 31, or the regula- 
tions promulgated thereunder; and 

(B) any foreign bank, as defined in section 
1(b)X(7) of the International Banking Act of 
1978 (12 U.S.C. 3101(7));"". 

SEC. 107. SPECIFIED UNLAWFUL ACTIVITY FOR 
MONEY LAUNDERING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1956(c)(7) of title 
18, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (B)— 

(A) by striking clause (ii) and inserting the 
following: 

i) any act or acts constituting a crime 
of violence;”; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

“(iv) fraud, or any scheme to defraud, com- 
mitted against a foreign government or for- 
eign governmental entity; 

(v) bribery of a public official, or the mis- 
appropriation, theft, or embezzlement of 
public funds by or for the benefit of a public 
official; 

“(vi) smuggling or export control viola- 
tions involving munitions listed in the 
United States Munitions List or technologies 
with military applications as defined in the 
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Commerce Control List of the Export Admin- 
istration Regulations; or 

(vi) an offense with respect to which the 
United States would be obligated by a multi- 
lateral treaty either to extradite the alleged 
offender or to submit the case for prosecu- 
tion, if the offender were found with the ter- 
ritory of the United States;"’; 

(2) in subparagraph (D)— 

(A) by inserting section 541 (relating to 
goods falsely classified), before section 
542˙˙ 
(B) by inserting section 9220) (relating to 
the unlawful importation of firearms), sec- 
tion 924(m) (relating to firearms traf- 
ficking),”’ before section 956”; 

(C) by inserting section 1030 (relating to 
computer fraud and abuse),’’ before 1032“; 
and 

(D) by inserting any felony violation of 
the Foreign Agents Registration Act of 1938 
(22 U.S.C. 611 et seq.),” before or any felony 
violation of the Foreign Corrupt Practices 
Act”; and 

(3) in subparagraph (E), by inserting the 
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.),’’ after 
“the Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. 300f 
et seq.),”’. 

SEC. 108. CRIMINAL FORFEITURE FOR MONEY 
LAUNDERING CONSPIRACIES. 

Section 982(a)(1) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting or a con- 
spiracy to commit any such offense,” after 
“of this title,“. 

SEC. 109. FUNGIBLE PROPERTY IN FOREIGN 
BANK ACCOUNTS. 

Section 984(d) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

(3) In this subsection, the term ‘financial 
institution’ includes a foreign bank, as de- 
fined in section 1(b)(7) of the International 
Banking Act of 1978 (12 U.S.C. 3101(7)).”’. 

SEC. 110. SUBPOENAS FOR BANK RECORDS. 

Section 986(a) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking section 1956, 1957, or 1960 of 
this title, section 5322 or 5324 of title 31, 
United States Code” and inserting section 
981 of this title”; 

(2) by inserting ‘before or“ before “after”; 
and 

(3) by striking the last sentence. 

SEC. 111. FUGITIVE DISENTITLEMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 163 of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“$2467. Fugitive disentitlement 

“Any person who, in order to avoid crimi- 
nal prosecution, purposely leaves the juris- 
diction of the United States, declines to 
enter or reenter the United States to submit 
to the jurisdiction of the United States, or 
otherwise evades the jurisdiction of a court 
of the United States in which a criminal case 
is pending against the person, may not use 
the resources of the courts of the United 
States in furtherance of a claim in any re- 
lated civil forfeiture action or a claim in any 
third-party proceeding in any related crimi- 
nal forfeiture action.“. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 163 of title 28, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

2467. Fugitive disentitlement.”’. 
SEC. 112. ADMISSIBILITY OF FOREIGN BUSINESS 
RECORDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 163 of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“$2468. Foreign records 
(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 
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() the term ‘business’ includes business, 
institution, association, profession, occupa- 
tion, and calling of every kind whether or 
not conducted for profit; 

(2) the term ‘foreign certification’ means 
a written declaration made and signed in a 
foreign country by the custodian of a record 
of regularly conducted activity or another 
qualified person, that if falsely made, would 
subject the maker to criminal penalty under 
the law of that country; 

(3) the term ‘foreign record of regularly 
conducted activity’ means a memorandum, 
report, record, or data compilation, in any 
form, of acts, events, conditions, opinions, or 
diagnoses, maintained in a foreign country; 
and 

(4) the term ‘official request’ means a let- 
ter rogatory, a request under an agreement, 
treaty or convention, or any other request 
for information or evidence made by a court 
of the United States or an authority of the 
United States having law enforcement re- 
sponsibility, to a court or other authority of 
a foreign country. 

(b) ADMISSIBILITY.—In a civil proceeding 
in a court of the United States, including a 
civil forfeiture proceeding and a proceeding 
in the United States Claims Court and the 
United States Tax Court, unless the source 
of information or the method or cir- 
cumstances of preparation indicate lack of 
trustworthiness, a foreign record of regu- 
larly conducted activity (or a duplicate of 
such record), obtained pursuant to an official 
request, shall not be excluded as evidence by 
the hearsay rule if a foreign certification, 
also obtained pursuant to the same official 
request or subsequent official request that 
adequately identifies such foreign record, at- 
tests that — 

(1) the foreign record was made, at or 
near the time of the occurrence of the mat- 
ters set forth, by (or from information trans- 
mitted by) a person with knowledge of those 
matters; 

(2) the foreign record was kept in the 
course of a regularly conducted business ac- 
tivity; 

(3) the business activity made such a 
record as a regular practice; and 

(4) if the foreign record is not the origi- 
nal, the record is a duplicate of the original. 

“(c) FOREIGN CERTIFICATION.—A foreign 
certification under this section shall authen- 
ticate a record or duplicate described in sub- 
section (b). 

(d) NOTICE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—As soon as practicable 
after a responsive pleading has been filed, a 
party intending to offer in evidence under 
this section a foreign record of regularly 
conducted activity shall provide written no- 
tice of that intention to each other party. 

(2) OPPOSITION.—A motion opposing ad- 
mission in evidence of a record under para- 
graph (1) shall be made by the opposing 
party and determined by the court before 
trial. Failure by a party to file such motion 
before trial shall constitute a waiver of ob- 
jection to such record, except that the court 
for cause shown may grant relief from the 
waiver.”’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 163 of title 28, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

2468. Foreign records.”’. 
SEC. 113. CHARGING MONEY LAUNDERING AS A 
COURSE OF CONDUCT, 

Section 1956(h) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ch) Any person” and in- 
serting the following: 
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ch) CONSPIRACY; MULTIPLE VIOLATIONS.— 

(J) CONSPIRACY.—Any person”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(2) MULTIPLE VIOLATIONS,—Any person 
who commits multiple violations of this sec- 
tion or section 1957 that are part of the same 
scheme or continuing course of conduct may 
be charged, at the election of the Govern- 
ment, in a single count in an indictment or 
information.“ 

SEC. 114. VENUE IN MONEY LAUNDERING CASES. 

Section 1956 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

„0 VENUE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), a prosecution for an offense 
under this section or section 1957 may be 
brought in any district in which the finan- 
cial or monetary transaction is conducted, 
or in which a prosecution for the underlying 
specified unlawful activity could be brought. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—A prosecution for an at- 
tempt or conspiracy offense under this sec- 
tion or section 1957 may be brought in the 
district in which venue would lie for the 
completed offense under paragraph (1), or in 
any other district in which an act in further- 
ance of the attempt or conspiracy took 
place. 

SEC. 115, TECHNICAL AMENDMENT TO RESTORE 
WIRETAP AUTHORITY FOR CERTAIN 
MONEY LAUNDERING OFFENSES. 

Section 2516(1)(g) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by striking “of title 31, 
United States Code (dealing with the report- 
ing of currency transactions)” and inserting 
“or 5324 of title 31 (dealing with the report- 
ing and illegal structuring of currency trans- 
actions)“. 

TITLE II—DRUG TESTING AND INTERVEN- 

TION FOR INMATES AND PROBA- 

TIONERS 


SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the “Combatting 
Drugs in Prisons Act of 1998”. 

SEC. 202. ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR THE 
USE OF FUNDS UNDER THE VIOLENT 
OFFENDER INCARCERATION AND 
TRUTH-IN-SENTENCING INCENTIVE 
GRANT PROGRAMS. 

Section 20105(b) of the Violent Crime Con- 
trol and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 (42 
U.S.C. 13705(b)) is amended— 

(1) by striking (b) To be eligible” and in- 
serting the following: 

(b) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.— 

(i) ELIGIBILITY FOR A GRANT.—To be eligi- 
ble”; 

(2) by striking “a State shall provide as- 
surances“ and inserting the following: a 
State shall— 

(A) provide assurances”; 

(3) by striking the period at the end and in- 
serting ; and“; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

„() not later than September 1, 1998, have 
established and implemented, consistent 
with guidelines issued by the Attorney Gen- 
eral, a program of drug testing and interven- 
tion for appropriate categories of convicted 
offenders during periods of incarceration and 
criminal justice supervision, with sanctions 
(including denial or revocation of release) for 
positive drug tests. 

(2) USE OF FUNDS.—Notwithstanding sec- 
tion 20102, amounts received by a State pur- 
suant to section 20103 or section 20104 may 
be— 

(A) applied to the cost of offender drug 
testing and appropriate intervention pro- 
grams during periods of incarceration and 
criminal justice supervision, consistent with 
guidelines issued by the Attorney General; 
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(B) used by a State to pay the costs of 
providing to the Attorney General a baseline 
study, which shall be consistent with guide- 
lines issued by the Attorney General, on the 
prison drug abuse problem in the State; and 

“(C) used by a State to develop policies, 
practices, or laws establishing, in accordance 
with guidelines issued by the Attorney Gen- 
eral, a system of sanctions and penalties to 
address drug trafficking within and into cor- 
rectional facilities under the jurisdiction of 
the State. 

SEC. 203. USE OF RESIDENTIAL SUBSTANCE 
ABUSE TREATMENT GRANTS TO 
PROVIDE FOR SERVICES DURING 
AND AFTER INCARCERATION, 

Section 1901 of part S of the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 
(42 U.S.C. 3796ff) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

„% ADDITIONAL USE OF FUNDS.—Each 
State that demonstrates that the State has 
established 1 or more residential substance 
abuse treatment programs that meet the re- 
quirements of this part may use amounts 
made available under this part for drug 
treatment and to impose appropriate sanc- 
tions for positive drug tests, both during in- 
carceration and after release.“ 


Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, drug 
trafficking, money laundering and drug 
use in prisons are significant problems 
that will continue to worsen unless 
local, state and federal governments 
can work more closely together to de- 
termine viable solutions. Drug traf- 
ficking and money laundering can neg- 
atively affect our society in many dif- 
ferent ways, and the use of illegal 
drugs by prison inmates dramatically 
deceases any chance they have of get- 
ting their lives back on track after 
their release. Local, state and federal 
governments are already hard at work 
to determine solutions to these corro- 
sive problems, and I am very pleased to 
join Senators LEAHY, CLELAND, FEIN- 
STEIN, and KOHL in introducing The 
Money Laundering Enforcement and 
Combating Drugs in Prison Act of 1998, 
which will provide state and federal 
governments with additional tools to 
fight drug trafficking, money laun- 
dering and drug use in prisons. 

This legislation will complement the 
Administration’s comprehensive 10- 
year National Drug Control Strategy 
by providing federal prosecutors with 
additional means to seize assets linked 
to illegal criminal and drug activity 
and prevent drug kingpins and others 
from engaging in money laundering. 
Initiatives such as the Safe and Drug 
Free Schools Act, and the Administra- 
tion’s highly effective radio and TV ads 
currently airing in 12 pilot cities are 
sending the kind of anti-drug messages 
that must reach our young people. The 
Money Laundering Enforcement and 
Combating Drugs in Prison Act of 1998 
adds to these efforts by reducing the 
demand for drugs by allowing states to 
use federal prison grant funds to test 
and treat drug-addicted inmates and 
parolees. 

This legislation will greatly enhance 
the efforts of prosecutors to force 
international criminals out of hiding 
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by reducing their ability to shield 
themselves behind foreign banking 
laws or use other procedural tricks. 
Moreover, the bill will ensure that de- 
fendants arrested overseas will no 
longer be able to take advantage of 
U.S. courts to fight against extradition 
to this country. It would allow federal 
prosecutors to temporarily seize U.S. 
assets owned by individuals arrested 
overseas and thus dramatically im- 
prove the ability of law enforcement 
agencies to shut down drug trafficking 
operation based outside the United 
States. Drug kingpins have little re- 
gard for nation boundaries, and our na- 
tions laws must provide us with the 
flexibility necessary to combat them. 

Studies prove that an overwhelming 
majority of incarcerated individuals 
have been heavily influenced by drugs 
or alcohol, and those who are illegal 
drug or alcohol abusers are the most 
likely to be repeat offenders. If we 
want to stem the increase in our na- 
tion’s prison population, we must de- 
termine which inmates are addicted to 
drugs or alcohol, reduce the avail- 
ability of drugs in prisons and ensure 
inmates have access to the treatment 
they need while incarcerated. This leg- 
islation will help states meet all these 
goals by allowing them to use as 
much—or as little—of the federal pris- 
on funds they receive for drug testing 
and intervention and to develop a 
strategy to reduce drug trafficking in 
prisons. 

State and federal governments are 
waging a battle against drug kingpins, 
and the Money Laundering Enforce- 
ment and Combating Drugs in Prison 
Act of 1998 will provide much-needed 
assistance to these ongoing efforts. By 
enacting this bill, I believe we will 
make great strides toward removing 
dangerous criminals and illegal drugs 
from our neighborhoods. I urge my col- 
leagues to join me in support of this 
important legislation. 


By Mr. GRAHAM (for himself and 
Mr. MACK): 

S. 2012. A bill to name the Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs medical cen- 
ter in Gainesville, Florida, as the 
Malcolm Randall Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs Medical Center”; to the 
Committee on Veterans Affairs. 
MALCOLM RANDALL DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS 

AFFAIRS MEDICAL CENTER 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today, joined by my esteemed col- 
league Senator MACK, to introduce leg- 
islation to rename the Gainesville, 
Florida Veterans Affairs Medical Cen- 
ter after its distinguished and long- 
time Director: Malcolm Randall. 

After thirty-two years as Director of 
the Gainesville VAMC, and a total of 
fifty-nine years in federal service, Mr. 
Randall retires today. He leaves behind 
a long list of accomplishments and an 
even longer list of admirers—myself in- 
cluded. 
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Mr. President, allow me to take a few 
minutes to highlight the career of this 
visionary person—a man who has rede- 
fined the term “public servant’’ over 
the last half-century. 

Malcolm Randall’s accomplishments 
are far-reaching and are a testament to 
the loyalty and devotion he has shown 
the United States throughout his life- 
time. 

His extensive service to our nation 
began when he enlisted in the Navy in 
July of 1942 and was sent off to the 
South Pacific in the midst of World 
War II. While courageously fighting on 
PT boats and battleships in the first 
battle of the Phillipine Sea, Mr. Ran- 
dall was injured in the line-of-duty. 
After four years of valiant active mili- 
tary service, Mr. Randall continued 
serving his country through his dedi- 
cated work in the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration. His outstanding accomplish- 
ments and achievements during his 
tenure at the VA have been recognized 
with the two highest awards that the 
VA offers: the Meritorious Service 
Award, and the Exceptional Service 
Award, both of which recognize his out- 
standing performance and exceptional 
contributions to the improvement of 
health care for veterans. 

In 1984, President Reagan paid hom- 
age to Mr. Randall with the Presi- 
dential Rank Award for his extraor- 
dinary accomplishments in the admin- 
istration of VA programs in Florida, 
and for exemplifying the highest stand- 
ards in leadership. Most flattering to 
Mr. Randall was that this award was 
recommended by dedicated public serv- 
ants and local leadership from his own 
community. Indeed, it was this innova- 
tive and thoughtful style of leadership 
that allowed Mr. Randall to foresee the 
challenges and obstacles that the VA 
would face in the 21st Century. 

Mr. Randall’s dogged determination 
to serve the veterans of Florida, cou- 
pled with his visionary leadership, led 
to his most significant contribution to 
our nation’s veterans: VA _ restruc- 
turing. As Chairman of the Florida 
Network of VA Hospitals and Out- 
patient Clinics, Malcolm Randall real- 
ized that the VA had to undergo a 
major transformation to continue to 
serve veterans well. He understood that 
the VA health care system needed to 
modernize, become more efficient with 
its resources, and adapt to a new meth- 
od for health care delivery. 

Mr. Randall saw the future—that the 
VA was moving towards a ‘‘no-new- 
starts“ policy for major hospital con- 
struction—and he became an early ad- 
vocate for a new model of VA health 
care: a strong network of outpatient 
clinics and hospitals, designed to serve 
veterans in remote areas more effec- 
tively. As a result, 7 new outpatient 
clinics were built in Florida, a develop- 
ment which has allowed many thou- 
sands of Florida veterans to get the 
health care they deserve but were pre- 
viously denied. 
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Throughout his long and successful 
tenure as Director of the Gainesville 
VAMA, Malcolm Randall has also been 
a leader in introducing new medical 
technology to improve the quality of 
care for the heroes of our country. His 
responsibility for VA health planning 
throughout the entire state enabled 
Mr. Randall to initiate affiliations 
with three major teaching hospitals— 
the University of South Florida, the 
University of Florida, and the Univer- 
sity of Miami—and several community 
colleges. These partnerships have al- 
lowed veterans to receive the finest 
care available from institutions re- 
nowned throughout the country. 

Mr. Randall’s excellence has not been 
limited to his professional service. His 
community service throughout the 
state of Florida, and especially in his 
hometown of Gainesville, has resulted 
in several tributes and distinctions 
being bestowed upon him, including 
being named Gainesville’s Citizen of 
the Year in 1977. The University of 
Florida also recognized his lifetime de- 
votion to public service by awarding 
him an honorary doctorate of Public 
Service. 

Mr. President, it has been one of the 
great treasures of my life to have 
shared the friendship of Malcom Ran- 
dall. As governor and now as a United 
States Senator from Florida, Malcom 
has allowed me to enter his classroom 
on health care policy and his heart, 
which is full of compassion for Amer- 
ican veterans. All he has done has ema- 
nated from his depth of concern for 
American veterans, firmly attached to 
his rigorous mind and dedicated spirit 
to put ideas into action. Florida and 
America are fortunate to have had him 
as a fellow citizen. 

Mr. President, I salute Malcom Ran- 
dall for all that he has done on behalf 
of all of our veterans. It is fitting that 
one of the best medical centers in the 
country bears his name. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I am proud 
to support my friend and colleague 
from Florida, Mr. GRAHAM, as we intro- 
duce legislation to commemorate the 
retirement and life’s work of Mr. 
Malcom Randall. Mr. Randall has 
served his country for 59 years, 55 of 
which were spent with the Department 
of Veterans Affairs. 

A native of East St. Louis, Illinois, 
Mr. Randall graduated from St. Louis 
University with a master’s degree in 
hospital administration. He was among 
a handful of medical leaders who began 
to transform the health care system 
for veterans at the end of World War II. 
Mr. Randall is the founding Director of 
the VA Medical Center in Gainesville, 
and he has served in that post for 32 
years. During that time, he has also 
helped establish VA hospitals and out- 
patient clinics in other Florida cities. 
The VA Medical Center in Gainesville 
now serves 10,000 inpatients and han- 
dies 250,000 outpatient visits per year. 
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Mr. Randall is America’s longest 
serving administrator of veterans’ 
health care services. He has won nu- 
merous awards for his exceptional serv- 
ice, including recognition for most 
outstanding performance” on two occa- 
sions. He is retiring today, and while I 
am pleased that he will be able to take 
some time off to enjoy his years, I am 
saddened that the Department and the 
Center will be losing one of its greatest 
champions, and one of its most dedi- 
cated public servants. 

In further recognition of Mr. Ran- 
dall’s dedication to serving the needs of 
America’s veterans, BoB GRAHAM and I 
are proposing legislation to rename the 
Veterans Affairs Medical Center in 
Gainesville, Florida as the Malcom 
Randall Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs Medical Center’’. Our legislation 
is identical to legislation offered by 
Representative KAREN THURMAN in the 
House of Representatives, which is sup- 
ported by most of the Florida Congres- 
sional delegation. I look forward to 
working with my Senate colleagues to 
recognize and honor the work and serv- 
ice of Malcom Randall, and I wish Mr. 
Randall well in his future pursuits. 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 2013. A bill to amend title XIX of 
the Social Security Act to permit chil- 
dren covered under private health in- 
surance under a State children’s health 
insurance plan to continue to be eligi- 
ble for benefits under the vaccine for 
children program; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

CHILDREN’S HEALTH INSURANCE PROGRAM 

LEGISLATION 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing a bill to clarify 
that children receiving health insur- 
ance under the new Children’s Health 
Insurance Program (CHIP) are eligible 
for free vaccines under the 1993 federal 
Vaccines for Children (VFC) program. 

I want to especially commend the 
leadership of Congresswoman JANE 
HARMAN who is introducing an iden- 
tical bill in the House today. 

We are introducing these bills be- 
cause the U.S. Department of Health 
and Human Services has apparently in- 
terpreted the law so narrowly that as 
many as 580,000 children in California 
will lose their current eligibility to re- 
ceive free vaccines, under California’s 
new Healthy Families program. 

The federal Vaccines for Children 
program, created by Congress in 1993 
(P.L. 105-33), provides vaccines at no 
cost to poor children. In 1997, as many 
as 775,000 poor children in my state, 
who were uninsured or on Medicaid, re- 
ceived these vaccines. California re- 
ceived $60 million from the federal gov- 
ernment to provide them. 

Mr. President, what can be so basic 
to public health than immunization 
against disease? Do we really want our 
children to get polio, measles, mumps, 
chicken pox, rubella, and whooping 
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cough—diseases for which we have ef- 
fective vaccines, diseases which we 
have practically eradicated by wide- 
spread immunization? Every parent 
knows that vaccines are fundamental 
to children’s good health. 

Congress recognized the importance 
of immunizations in creating the pro- 
gram, with many Congressional leaders 
at the time arguing that childhood im- 
munization is one of the most cost-ef- 
fective steps we can take to keep our 
children healthy. It makes no sense to 
me to withhold them from children 
who (1) have been getting them when 
they were uninsured and (2) have no 
other way to get them once they be- 
come insured. 

According to an Annie E. Casey 
Foundation report, 28 percent of Cali- 
fornia’s two-year old children are not 
immunized. Add to that the fact that 
we have one of the highest uninsured 
rates in the country. Our uninsured 
rate for non-elderly adults is 22 per- 
cent, the third highest in the U.S., 
while the national uninsured rate is 17 
percent. As for children, 1.7 million or 
18 percent of our children are without 
health insurance, compared to 13 per- 
cent nationally, according to UCLA’s 
Center for Health Policy Research. 
Clearly, there is a need. 

In creating the new children’s health 
insurance program in California, the 
state chose to set up a program under 
which the state contracts with private 
insurers, rather than providing eligible 
children care through Medicaid (Medi- 
Cal in California). Unfortunately, HHS 
appears to be interpreting this method 
of providing these children health in- 
surance as making them insured,“ as 
defined in the vaccines law, and thus 
ineligible for the federal vaccines. I 
disagree. 

It is my view that in creating the 
federal vaccines program, Congress 
made eligible for these vaccines chil- 
dren who are receiving Medicaid, chil- 
dren who are uninsured, and native 
American children. I believe that in de- 
fining the term “insured’’ Congress 
clearly meant private health insurance 
plans. Children enrolled in California’s 
new Healthy Families program are par- 
ticipating in a federal-state, subsidized 
insurance plan. Healthy Families is a 
state-operated program. Families 
apply to the state for participation. 
They are not insured by a private, com- 
mercial plan, as traditionally defined 
or as defined in the Vaccine for Chil- 
dren’s law (42 U.S.C. sec. 1396s(b)(2)(B). 
On February 23, the California Medical 
Association wrote to HHS Secretary 
Donna Shalala, As they are partici- 
pants in a federal and state-subsidized 
health program, these individuals are 
not ‘‘insured’’ for the purposes of 42 
U.S.C. sec. 13968(b) (B).“ 

The California Managed Risk Medical 
Insurance Board, which is admin- 
istering the new program with the De- 
partment of Health Services, wrote to 
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HHS on February 5, “It is imperative 
that states like California, who have 
implemented the Children’s Health In- 
surance Program (CHIP) using private 
health insurance, be given the same 
support and eligibility for the Vaccines 
for Children (VFC) program at no cost 
as states which have chosen to expand 
their Medicaid program.” The San 
Francisco Chronicle editorialized on 
March 10, 1998, More than half a mil- 
lion California children should not be 
deprived of vaccinations or health in- 
surance because of a technicality... ,” 
calling the denial of vaccines a game 
of semantics.” 

Children’s health should not be a 
“game of semantics.” Proper childhood 
immunizations are fundamental to a 
lifetime of good health. I urge my col- 
leagues to join me in enacting this bill 
into law, to help me keep our children 
healthy. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2013 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 


SECTION 1. PERMIT CHILDREN COVERED UNDER 
PRIVATE HEALTH INSURANCE 
UNDER A STATE CHILD HEALTH 
PLAN TO CONTINUE TO BE ELIGIBLE 
FOR BENEFITS UNDER THE VACCINE 


FOR CHILDREN PROGRAM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1928(b)(2)(A)(il) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 


1396s(b)(2)A)(ii)) is amended by inserting “, 
except that for purposes of this paragraph a 
child who is only insured under title XXI 
shall be considered as being not insured” 
after “not insured”. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect as if 
included in the enactment of the Balanced 
Budget Act of 1997. 


By Mr. BIDEN: 

S. 2014. A bill to authorize the Attor- 
ney General to reschedule certain 
drugs that pose an imminent danger to 
public safety, and to provide for the re- 
scheduling of the date-rape drug and 
the classification of a certain ‘‘club’’ 
drug; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

THE NEW DRUGS OF THE 1990S CONTROL ACT 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, the best 
time to target a new drug with uncom- 
promising enforcement pressure is be- 
fore abuse of that drug has over- 
whelmed our communities. 

That is why I introduced legislation 
last Congress to place tight federal 
controls on the date rape drug 
Rohpynol—also known as Roofies— 
which was becoming known as the 
Quaalude of the Nineties as its popu- 
larity spread throughout the United 
States. 

My bill would have shifted Rohpynol 
to schedule 1 of the Federal Controlled 
Substances Act. Rescheduling is impor- 
tant for three simple reasons: 
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First, Federal re-scheduling triggers 
increases in State drug law penalties, 
and since we all know that more than 
95 percent of all drug cases are pros- 
ecuted at the State level, not by the 
Federal Government, it is vitally im- 
portant that we re-schedule. 

Second, Federal re-scheduling to 
schedule 1 triggers the toughest Fed- 
eral penalties—up to a year in prison 
and at least a $1,000 fine for a first of- 
fense of simple possession. 

And, third, re-scheduling has proven 
to work. In 1984, I worked to reschedule 
Quaaludes, Congress passed the law, 
and the Quaalude epidemic was greatly 
reduced. And, in 1990, I worked to re- 
schedule steroids, Congress passed the 
law, and again a drug epidemic that 
had been on the rise was reversed. 

Despite evidence of a growing 
Rohpynol epidemic, some argued that 
my efforts to re-schedule the drug by 
legislation were premature. Accord- 
ingly, I agreed to hold off on legislative 
action and wait for a Drug Enforce- 
ment Administration decision on 
whether to schedule the drug through 
the lengthy and cumbersome adminis- 
trative process. 

As I predicted, the DEA report on 
Rohpynol—handed down in November— 
correctly concludes that despite the 
rapid spread of Rohpynol throughout 
the country, DEA cannot re-schedule 
Rohpynol by rulemaking at this time. 

The report notes, however, that Con- 
gress is not bound by the bureaucratic 
re-scheduling process the DEA must 
follow. Congress can—and in my view 
should—pass legislation to reschedule 
Rohpynol. 

Specifically the report states: This 
inability to reschedule [Rohpynol] ad- 
ministratively . . . does not affect Con- 
gress’ ability to place [the drug] in 
schedule 1 through the legislative proc- 
ess — as we did with Quaaludes in 1984 
and Anabolic Steroids in 1990. 

Let me also note that the DEA report 
confirmed a number of facts about the 
extent of the Rohpynol problem: 

DEA found more than 4,000 docu- 
mented cases—in 36 States—of sale or 
possession of the drug, which is not 
marketed in the United States and 
must be smuggled in. 

“In spite of DEA’s inability to re- 
schedule [Rohypnol] through adminis- 
trative proceedings, DEA remains very 
concerned about the abuse“ of the 
drug. 

“Middle and high school students 
have been known to use [Rohypnol] as 
an alternative to alcohol to achieve an 
intoxicated state during school hours. 
{The drug] is much more difficult to 
detect than alcohol, which produces a 
characteristic odor.” 

“DEA is extremely concerned about 
the use of [Rohypnol] in the commis- 
sion of sexual assaults.” 

“The number of sexual assaults in 
which [Rohypnol] is used may be 
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underreported’’—because the drug's ef- 
fects often cause rape victims to be un- 
able to remember details of their as- 
saults and because rape crisis centers, 
hospitals, and law enforcement have 
only recently become aware that 
Rohypnol can be used to facilitate sex 
crimes. 

Nonetheless, “DEA is aware of at 
least 5 individuals who have been con- 
victed of rape in which the evidence 
suggests that [the Rohypnol drug] was 
used to incapacitate the victim.“ The 
actual number of sexual assault cases 
involving [the drug] is not known. It is 
difficult to obtain evidence that [the 
Rohypnol drug] was used in an as- 
sault.“ 

I would also note that my efforts to 
re-schedule this drug have already had 
beneficial results: The manufacturer of 
Rohypnol recently announced that it 
had developed a new formula to mini- 
mize the potential for abuse of the drug 
in sexual assaults. 

This is an important step. But pills 
produced under the old Rohypnol for- 
mula are still in circulation, and pills 
made by other manufacturers can still 
be smuggled in. Furthermore, the new 
formula will not prevent kids from con- 
tinuing to ingest this dangerous drug 
voluntarily for a cheap high. 

In short, stricter, Federal controls 
remain necessary; and DEA is power- 
less to respond to Rohypnol abuse until 
the problem gets even worse. 

Therefore, I am reintroducing my bill 
to re-schedule Rohypnol in schedule 1 
of the Controlled Substances Act. I 
urge my colleagues to support this ef- 
fort to take action against this dan- 
gerous drug now, rather than waiting 
for the problem to develop into an epi- 
demic. 

My bill also places Special K 
ketamine hydrochloride—a dangerous 
hallucinogen very similar to PCP, on 
schedule III of the Controlled Sub- 
stances Act. Despite Special K's rising 
popularity as a club drug” of choice 
among kids, the drug is not even illegal 
in most States. This has crippled State 
authorities’ ability to fight ketamine 
abuse. 

For example, in February 1997, two 
men accused of stealing ketamine from 
a Ville Platte, Louisiana veterinary 
clinic and cooking the drug into a pow- 
der could not be prosecuted under 
State drug control laws because 
ketamine is not listed as a Federal con- 
trolled substance. 

Similarly, a New Jersey youth re- 
cently found to be with possessing and 
distributing ketamine could be charged 
with only a disorderly persons offense. 

Prosecutors are trying to combat in- 
creased Ketamine use by seeking 
lengthy prison terms for possession of 
the drugs—like marijuana—that users 
mix with Ketamine, but if it is just 
Special K, there’s nothing they can do 
about it. 

I am convinced that scheduling 
Ketamine will help our effort to fight 
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the spread of this dangerous drug by 
triggering increases in State drug law 
penalties. 

Without Federal scheduling, many 
States will not be able to address the 
Ketamine problem until it is too late 
and Special K has already infiltrated 
their communities. 

Medical professionals who use 
Ketamine—including the American 
Veterinary Medical Association and 
the American Association of Nurse An- 
esthetists—support scheduling, having 
determined that it will accomplish our 
goal of “preventing the diversion and 
unauthorized use of Ketamine” while 
allowing continued, responsible use” 
of the drug for legitimate purposes. 
{Letter from Mary Beth Leininger, 
D.V.M., President of the American Vet- 
erinary Medical Association] 

And the largest manufacturer of 
Ketamine has concluded that moving 
the product to schedule III classifica- 
tion is in the best interest of the vet- 
erinary industry and the public.” [Let- 
ter from E. Thomas Corcoran, Presi- 
dent of Fort Dodge Animal Health, a 
Division of American Home Products 
Corporation]. 

Scheduling Ketamine will give State 
authorities the tools they desperately 
need to fight its abuse by young peo- 
ple—and end the legal anomaly that 
leaves those who sell Ketamine to our 
children beyond the reach of the law— 
even when they are caught red-hand- 
ed“. I urge my colleagues to support 
this legislation. 

In addition to raising controls on 
Rohypnol and Ketamine, the legisla- 
tion I am introducing today would in- 
crease the ability of the Attorney Gen- 
eral to respond to new drug emer- 
gencies in the future. 

Our Federal drug control laws cur- 
rently allow the Attorney General lim- 
ited authority to respond to certain 
new drugs on an emergency basis—by 
temporarily subjecting them the strict- 
est Federal control while the extensive 
administrative procedure for perma- 
nent scheduling proceeds. 

But the Attorney General has not 
been able to use this authority to re- 
spond to the Rohypnol and Special K 
emergencies—because she does not 
have authority to—move drugs from 
one schedule to another, or to schedule 
drugs that the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration has allowed companies to re- 
search but not to sell. 

This amendment would grant the ad- 
ministration this important authority 
by—authorizing the Attorney General 
to move a scheduled drug—like 
Rohypnol—to schedule I in an Emer- 
gency; by applying emergency resched- 
uling authority to ‘investigational 
new drugs’’—like Special K—that the 
Food and Drug Administration has ap- 
proved for research purposes only, but 
not for marketing. 

And by providing that a rescheduling 
drug remains on the temporary sched- 
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ule until the administrative pro- 
ceedings reach a final conclusion on 
whether to schedule. 

This legislation would give the At- 
torney General the necessary tools to 
respond quickly when evidence appears 
that a drug is being abused. I urge my 
colleagues to support the bill. 


By Mr. BIDEN: 

S. 2015. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act and the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to pro- 
vide incentives for the development of 
drugs for the treatment of addiction to 
illegal drugs, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources. 

THE NEW MEDICINES TO TREAT ADDICTION ACT 
OF 1998 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing the New Medicines to 
Treat Addiction Act of 1998, legislation 
that builds upon my efforts in previous 
Congresses to promote research into 
and development of new medicines to 
treat the ravages of hard core drug ad- 
diction. 

Since the first call to arms against 
illegal drugs in 1989, we have learned 
just how insidious hardcore drug addic- 
tion is, even as the ravages of sub- 
stance abuse—on both the addict and 
his victims—have become ever more 
apparent. The frustration in dealing 
with a seemingly intractable national 
problem is palpable, most noticeably in 
the heated rhetoric as politicians 
blame each other for the failure to find 
a cure. What gets lost underneath the 
noise is the recognition that we have 
not done everything we can to fight 
this problem and that, like all serious 
ills, we must take incremental steps 
one at a time, and refuse to be over- 
whelmed by the big picture. 

Throughout my tenure as Chairman 
of the Senate Judiciary Committee, I 
called for a multifaceted strategy to 
combat drug abuse. One of the specific 
steps I advocated was the creation of 
incentives to encourage the private 
sector to develop medicines that treat 
addiction, an area where promising re- 
search has not led—as one would nor- 
mally expect—to production of medi- 
cines. The bill I am introducing today, 
the New Medicines To Treat Addiction 
Act of 1998, will hopefully change that. 
It takes focused aim at one segment of 
the drug-abusing population—hardcore 
addicts, namely users of cocaine and 
heroin—in part because these addicts 
are so difficult to treat with tradi- 
tional methods, and in part because 
this population commits such a large 
percentage of drug-related crime. 

In December, 1989, I commissioned a 
Judiciary Committee report, 
“Pharmacotherapy: A Strategy for the 
1990˙8.“ In that report, I posed the ques- 
tion, If drug use is an epidemic, are 
we doing enough to find a medical 
‘cure’ for this disease?” The report 
gave the answer No.“ Unfortunately, 
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almost a decade later, the answer re- 
mains the same. Developing new medi- 
cines for the treatment of addiction 
should be among our highest medical 
research priorities as a nation. Until 
we take this modest step, we cannot 
claim to have done everything reason- 
able to address the problem, and we 
should not become so frustrated that 
we effectively throw up our hands and 
do nothing. 

Recent medical advances have in- 
creased the possibility of developing 
medications to treat drug addiction. 
These advances include a heightened 
understanding of the physiological and 
psychological characteristics of drug 
addition and a greater base of 
neuroscientific research. 

One example of this promising re- 
search is the recent development of a 
compound that has been proven to im- 
munize laboratory animals against the 
effects of cocaine. The compound 
works like a vaccine by stimulating 
the immune system to develop an anti- 
body that blocks cocaine from entering 
the brain. Researchers funded through 
the National Institute of Drug Abuse 
believe that this advance may open a 
whole new avenue for combating addic- 
tion. 

Despite this progress, we still do not 
have a medication to treat cocaine ad- 
diction or drugs to treat many other 
forms of substance abuse, because the 
private sector is unsure of the wisdom 
of making the necessary investment in 
the production and marketing of such 
medicines. 

Private industry has not aggressively 
developed pharmacotherapies for a va- 
riety of reasons, including a small cus- 
tomer base, difficulties distributing 
medication to the target population, 
and fear of being associated with sub- 
stance abusers. We need to create fi- 
nancial incentives to encourage phar- 
maceutical companies to develop and 
market these treatments. And we need 
to develop a new partnership between 
private industry and the public sector 
in order to encourage the active mar- 
keting and distribution of new medi- 
cines so they are accessible to all ad- 
dicts in need of treatment. 

While pharmacotherapies alone are 
not a magic bullet“ that will solve 
our national substance abuse problem, 
they have the potential to fill a gap in 
current treatment regimens. The dis- 
ease of addiction occurs for many rea- 
sons, including a variety of personal 
problems which pharmacotherapy can- 
not address. Still, by providing a treat- 
ment regimen for drug abusers who are 
not helped by traditional methods, 
pharmacotherapy holds substantial 
promise for reducing the crime and 
health crisis that drug abuse is causing 
in the United States. 

The New Medicines to Treat Addic- 
tion Act would encourage and support 
the development of medicines to treat 
drug addiction in three ways. 
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It reauthorizes and increases funding 
for the Medications Development Pro- 
gram at the National Institute of 
Health, which for years has been at the 
forefront of research into drug addic- 
tion. 

The bill also creates two new incen- 
tives for private sector companies to 
undertake the difficult but important 
task of developing medicines to treat 
addiction. 

First, the bill would provide addi- 
tional patent protections for compa- 
nies that develop drugs to treat sub- 
stance abuse. Under the bill, 
pharmacotherapies could be designated 
“orphan drugs’’ and qualify for an ex- 
clusive seven-year patent to treat a 
specific addiction. These extraordinary 
patent rights would greatly enhance 
the market value of pharmacotherapies 
and provide a financial reward for com- 
panies that invest in the search to cure 
drug addiction. This provision was con- 
tained in a bill introduced by Senator 
KENNEDY and me in 1990, but was never 
acted on by Congress. 

Second, the bill would establish a 
substantial monetary reward for com- 
panies that develop drugs to treat co- 
caine and heroin addiction but shift 
the responsibility for marketing and 
distributing such drugs to the govern- 
ment. This approach would create a fi- 
nancial incentive for drug companies 
to invest in research and development 
but enable them to avoid any stigma 
associated with distributing medicine 
to substance abusers, 

The bill would require the National 
Academy of Sciences to develop strict 
guidelines for evaluating whether a 
drug effectively treats cocaine or her- 
oin addiction. If a drug meets these 
guidelines and is approved by the Food 
and Drug Administration, then the 
government must purchase the patent 
rights for the drug from the company 
that developed it. The purchase price 
for the patent rights is established by 
law: $100 million for a drug to treat co- 
caine addiction and $50 million for a 
drug to treat heroin addiction. Once 
the government has purchased the pat- 
ent rights, then it is responsible for 
producing the drug and distributing it 
to clinics, hospitals, state and local 
governments, and any other entities 
qualified to operate drug treatment 
pro 8. 

This joint public/private endeavor 
will correct the market inefficiencies 
that have thus far prevented the devel- 
opment of drugs to treat addiction and 
require the government to take on the 
responsibilities that industry is unwill- 
ing or unable to perform, 

America’s drug problem is reduced 
each and every time a drug abuser 
quits his or her habit. Fewer drug ad- 
dicts mean fewer crimes, fewer hospital 
admissions, fewer drug-addicted babies 
and fewer neglected children. The bene- 
fits to our country of developing new 
treatment options such as 
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pharmacotherapies are manifold. Each 
dollar we spend on advancing options 
in this area can save us ten or twenty 
times as much in years to come. The 
question isn’t ‘Can we afford to pursue 
a pharmacotherapy strategy?“ but 
rather, Can we afford not to?” 

Congress has long neglected to adopt 
measures I have proposed to speed the 
approval of and encourage greater pri- 
vate sector interest in 
pharmacotherapy. We cannot let an- 
other Congress conclude without recti- 
fying our past negligence on this issue. 
I urge my colleagues to join me in pro- 
moting an important, and potentially 
ground breaking, approach to address- 
ing one of our nation’s most serious do- 
mestic challenges. 


By Mr. DAMATO (for himself, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. 


MOYNIHAN, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. 
Dopp, Mr. KENNEDY, Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mrs. FEIN- 


STEIN, and Mrs. BOXER): 

S. 2017. A bill to amend title XIX of 
the Social Security Act to provide 
medical assistance for breast and cer- 
vical cancer-related treatment services 
to certain women screened and found 
to have breast or cervical cancer under 
a Federally funded screening program; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

THE BREAST AND CERVICAL CANCER TREATMENT 
ACT OF 1998 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce bi-partisan legisla- 
tion which will allow states the option 
of providing Medicaid coverage to 
women who have been diagnosed with 
breast and cervical cancer through the 
federal government’s breast and cer- 
vical cancer early detection program. 

Currently, the CDC breast and cer- 
vical cancer program provides low-in- 
come, uninsured women with coverage 
for cancer screening, covering 
mammographies and pap smears. While 
this program begins to fill a crucial 
need, this legislation allows Congress 
to make this program even better. The 
result has often been that uninsured 
women are diagnosed with cancer and 
then left to scramble to find treat- 
ment. 

In 1990 Congress passed a bill that 
was a breakthrough for the early detec- 
tion of breast and cervical cancer in 
women. The Breast and Cervical Can- 
cer Mortality Prevention Act of 1990 
authorized the Center for Disease con- 
trol to increase screening services for 
women who are low-income. From July 
of 1991 to March of 1997, CDC’s program 
provide mammography screening to 
over 500,000 women and diagnosed near- 
ly 3,500 cases of breast cancer. During 
this same period, the program provided 
over 700,000 Pap tests and found more 
than 300 cases of invasive cervical can- 
cer. This is good news for the early de- 
tection of cancers in women. 
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But the bad news is that all women 
are not getting treated for cancer. 
Screening does not prevent cancer 
deaths; it must be coupled with treat- 
ment. Congress tried to ensure that 
women would get treatment, by requir- 
ing that state programs seek out serv- 
ices for the women they screen. But 
wherever I’ve traveled in New York, 
I've been hearing reports that pro- 
grams are over burdened. Volunteers 
are working over time. Program ad- 
ministrators are having to rely on pub- 
lic hospitals and charity care. Women 
are having to hold bake sales to get 
treatment. This is wrong. It’s not what 
Congress intended when it passed the 
Cancer Prevention Act in 1990. 

Now, a newly published study of the 
program documents that approaches 
for delivering treatment services are 
fragmented, and in danger of breaking 
down. I am very concerned, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that the program is over bur- 
dened and needs help. The women of 
America need this program. Early de- 
tection saves lives. However, Mr. Presi- 
dent, if we are unable to treat the 
women who are diagnosed with breast 
cancer, we have failed them. 

I commend the local programs that 
are working hard to line up treatment 
services for women. These programs 
are doing whatever they can to see 
that women with cancer get care. But 
the fact is that these solutions are 
labor-intensive and have long-range 
consequences of the program itself. The 
CDC study shows that programs are 
having a hard time recruiting new pro- 
viders and must limit the number of 
women screened. Today the program 
serves only 12 to 15% of all women who 
are eligible nationally. And this per- 
centage is likely to decrease. The study 
also shows that fewer physicians will 
be able to offer free or reduced-fee serv- 
ices in the future, because of changes 
in the health-care system. My point is, 
and the study shows, that whatever 
fragile delivery systems for treatment 
are in place now are in jeopardy and 
overburdened. Women are not getting 
the treatment they need. 

In June 1997, Senator MOYNIHAN and I 
were successful in including an amend- 
ment in the Budget Resolution that ad- 
dressed this and would have solved this 
problem. Unfortunately, that amend- 
ment was passed by the Senate but 
later died in conference. Mr. President, 
we must not let these women fall 
through the cracks any longer. This 
legislation provides a mechanism to fix 
the problem that these under served 
women face. 

Mr. President, I began the fight in 
1992 for more research funding for 
breast cancer. With the help of the Na- 
tional Breast Cancer Coalition and the 
women of New York—women like Bar- 
bara Balaban, Geri Barish, and Doctor 
Susan Love, Senator HARKIN and I 
started a research program in the 
Army that has grown to over $750 mil- 
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lion and continues to provide research 
dollars for the latest, cutting edge 
technologies and research. 

We must not abandon the women of 
America who are diagnosed with breast 
and cervical cancer, only to find that 
there is no way to pay for their treat- 
ment. Congress has responded to the 
call for more research money for breast 
cancer, we must now continue that 
fight to provide increased treatment 
for every woman diagnosed with breast 
and cervical cancer. 

The National Breast Cancer Coalition 
has made me very aware of the prob- 
lems that women are facing regarding 
treatment after diagnosis under the 
CDC program. And I am concerned that 
the problem is getting worse. 

We make speeches and wear pink rib- 
bons to show our commitment to fight 
breast cancer—but now is the time to 
act to support a simple amendment 
that will make real contribution to the 
fight against breast cancer. It will save 
lives and ensure that women, when di- 
agnosed through the federal program, 
will not have to hold bake sales to get 
treatment. 

I join my colleagues, Senator Moy- 
NIHAN, Senator SNOWE, and Senator MI- 
KULSKI, in sponsoring legislation that 
will establish a mechanism for wom- 
en’s treatment. This is a targeted 
measure that will allow states the op- 
tion of providing Medicaid to women 
who have participated in the CDC pro- 
gram and have been diagnosed with 
breast and cervical cancer. I am deter- 
mined to solve this problem before 
Congress is adjourned this year. It is 
irresponsible of the federal government 
to do otherwise. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2017 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Breast and 
Cervical Cancer Treatment Act of 1998”. 

SEC. 2. OPTIONAL MEDICAID COVERAGE OF CER- 
TAIN BREAST OR CERVICAL CANCER 
PATIENTS. 

(a) COVERAGE AS OPTIONAL CATEGORICALLY 
NEEDY GROUP.—Section 1902(a)(10)(A)(il) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1396a(a)(10)(A)(ii)) is amended— 

(1) in subclause (XIII), by striking “or” at 
the end; 

(2) in subclause (XIV), by adding or“ at 
the end; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

(XV) who are described in subsection 
(aa)(1) (relating to certain breast or cervical 
cancer patients);"’. 

(b) GROUP AND BENEFIT DESCRIBED.—Sec- 
tion 1902 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C, 1396a) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

(aa )(‚1) Individuals described in this para- 
graph are individuals who— 

(J) are not described 
(a)(10)(A)(); 
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“(B) have not attained age 65; 

„(O) satisfy income and resource require- 
ments to be treated as a low-income woman 
for purposes of being given priority under 
section 1504 of the Public Health Service Act 
(42 U.S.C. 300n); and 

“(D) are not otherwise covered under cred- 
itable coverage, as defined in section 2701(c) 
of the Public Health Service Act (45 U.S.C. 
300gg(c)). 

“(2) For purposes of this title, the term 
‘breast or cervical cancer-related treatment 
services’ means services that are medically 
necessary or appropriate for the treatment 
of breast or cervical cancer and complica- 
tions arising from such treatment and for 
which medical assistance is made available 
under the State plan to individuals described 
in subsection (a)(10)(A)(i).”’. 

(c) PRESUMPTIVE ELIGIBILITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Title XIX of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1896 et seq.) is 
amended by inserting after section 1920A the 
following: 

“PRESUMPTIVE ELIGIBILITY FOR CERTAIN 
BREAST OR CERVICAL CANCER PATIENTS 

“SEC. 1920B. (a) STATE OPTION.—A State 
plan approved under section 1902 may pro- 
vide for making medical assistance for 
breast or cervical cancer-related treatment 
services available to an individual described 
in section 1902(aa)(1) (relating to certain 
breast or cervical cancer patients) during a 
presumptive eligibility period. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion: 

“(1) PRESUMPTIVE ELIGIBILITY PERIOD.—The 
term ‘presumptive eligibility period’ means, 
with respect to an individual described in 
subsection (a), the period that— 

„() begins with the date on which a quali- 
fied entity determines, on the basis of pre- 
liminary information, that the individual is 
described in section 1902(aa)(1), and 

(B) ends with (and includes) the earlier 
of— 

() the day on which a determination is 
made with respect to the eligibility of such 
individual for services under the State plan, 
or 

((i) in the case of such an individual who 
does not file an application by the last day of 
the month following the month during which 
the entity makes the determination referred 
to in subparagraph (A), such last day. 

(2) QUALIFIED ENTITY.— 

(A IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), the term ‘qualified entity’ means any 
entity that— 

“() is eligible for payments under a State 
plan approved under this title and provides 
breast or cervical cancer-related treatment 
services; and 

(Iii) is determined by the State agency to 
be capable of making determinations of the 
type described in paragraph (1)(A). 

(B) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary may 
issue regulations further limiting those enti- 
ties that may become qualified entities in 
order to prevent fraud and abuse and for 
other reasons. 

“(C) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this paragraph shall be construed as pre- 
venting a State from limiting the classes of 
entities that may become qualified entities, 
consistent with any limitations imposed 
under subparagraph (B). 

(e ADMINISTRATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The State agency shall 
provide qualified entities with— 

(A) such forms as are necessary for an ap- 
plication to be made by an individual de- 
scribed in subsection (a) for medical assist- 
ance under the State plan, and 


7584 


„B) information on how to assist such in- 
dividuals in completing and filing such 
forms. 

(2) NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS.—A quali- 
fied entity that determines under subsection 
(b)(1)(A) that an individual described in sub- 
section (a) is presumptively eligible for med- 
ical assistance for breast or cervical cancer- 
related treatment services under a State 
plan shall— 

“(A) notify the State agency of the deter- 
mination within 5 working days after the 
date on which determination is made, and 

B) inform such individual at the time the 
determination is made that an application 
for medical assistance under the State plan 
is required to be made by not later than the 
last day of the month following the month 
during which the determination is made. 

“(3) APPLICATION FOR MEDICAL ASSIST- 
ANCE.—In the case of an individual described 
in subsection (a) who is determined by a 
qualified entity to be presumptively eligible 
for medical assistance for breast or cervical 
cancer-related treatment services under a 
State plan, the individual shall apply for 
medical assistance under such plan by not 
later than the last day of the month fol- 
lowing the month during which the deter- 
mination is made. 

(d) PAYMENT.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this title, medical assistance for 
breast or cervical cancer-related treatment 
services that— 

(J) are furnished to an individual de- 
scribed in subsection (a)— 

“(A) during a presumptive eligibility pe- 
riod, 

(B) by a entity that is eligible for pay- 
ments under the State plan; and 

(2) are included in the care and services 
covered by the State plan; 
shall be treated as medical assistance pro- 
vided by such plan for purposes of section 
1903(a)(5)(B)."’. 

(2) PRESUMPTIVE ELIGIBILITY CONFORMING 
AMENDMENTS,— 

(A) Section 1902(a)(47) of the Social Secu- 
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)(47)) is amended by 
inserting before the semicolon at the end the 
following: “and provide for making medical 
assistance for breast or cervical cancer-re- 
lated treatment services available to individ- 
uals described in subsection (a) of section 
1920B during a presumptive eligibility period 
in accordance with such section“. 

(B) Section 1903(u)(1)(D)(v) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1396b(u)(1)(D)(v)) is amended— 

(i) by striking “or for“ and inserting “, 
for”; and 

(ii) by inserting before the period the fol- 
lowing: , or for medical assistance for 
breast or cervical cancer-related treatment 
services provided to an individual described 
in subsection (a) of section 1920B during a 
presumptive eligibility period under such 
section”. 

(d) ENHANCED MATCH.—Section 1903(a)(5) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396b(a)(5)) 
is amended— 

(1) by striking an' and inserting (A) 
an“; 

(2) by adding plus“ after the semicolon; 
and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

(B) an amount equal to 75 percent of the 
sums expended during such quarter which 
are attributable to the offering, arranging, 
and furnishing (directly or on a contract 
basis) of breast or cervical cancer-related 
treatment services; plus”. 

(e) LIMITATION ON BENEFITS.—Section 
1902(a)(10) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1396a(a)(10)) is amended in the matter 
following subparagraph (F)— 
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(J) by striking and (XII) and inserting 
“(XTID"; and 

(2) by inserting before the semicolon at the 
end the following: “, and (XIV) the medical 
assistance made available to an individual 
described in subsection (aa)(1) who is eligible 
for medical assistance only because of sub- 
paragraph (A)(ii) XV) shall be limited to 
medical assistance for breast or cervical can- 
cer-related treatment services“. 

(f) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
1905(a) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C, 
1396d(a)) is amended in the matter preceding 
paragraph (1)— 

(1) in clause (x), by striking or“ at the 
end; 

(2) in clause (xi), by adding or“ at the 
end; and 

(3) by inserting after clause (xi) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(xii) individuals described 
1902(aa)(1),"’. 

(g) EFFECTIVE DaTE.—The amendments 
made by this section apply to medical assist- 
ance furnished on or after October 1, 1998, 
without regard to whether or not final regu- 
lations to carry out such amendments have 
been promulgated by such date. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
today as an original cosponsor of a bill 
that will put an end to the half-prom- 
ise the federal government has made to 
women screened under the National 
Breast and Cervical Cancer Protection 
Program. When Congress first passed 
this program as the Breast and Cer- 
vical Cancer Mortality Prevention Act 
in 1990, it was a breakthrough for early 
detection of breast and cervical cancer. 
And I was proud to be its chief Senate 
sponsor. There is still good reason to 
be proud of this program. By March of 
1997, the program had provided mam- 
mography screening to over 500,000 
women and Pap tests to over 700,000. 
Nearly 3,500 women have been diag- 
nosed with breast cancer and an addi- 
tional 300 women with invasive cervical 
cancer. In Maryland alone, by Decem- 
ber 1996, the state had provided more 
than 35,000 mammograms and 21,000 
Pap tests, and diagnosed nearly 300 
women with breast cancer and 13 
women with invasive cervical cancer. 

But when we passed that program we 
expected—and demanded—assurances 
that women who are found to have 
breast cancer be provided the necessary 
diagnostic services, including breast 
biopsies and treatment services. The 
program has not lived up to the prom- 
ise. While a variety of innovative strat- 
egies have emerged across the country 
at the state and local levels to help 
women get treatment, the reality is 
that the system is overloaded. Some 
state programs require providers to ar- 
range for treatment before they can 
participate in the program; a very few 
like Maryland have been able to come 
up with a small pool of general reve- 
nues, but generally these funds are 
available for breast diagnostic services, 
not treatment. In others, program ad- 
ministrators have to rely on public 
hospitals, donated services and charity 
care, In the end, thousands of women 
who run local screening programs are 
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spending countless hours finding treat- 
ment services for women diagnosed 
with breast cancer. 

This is not what we had in mind. Not 
at all. The system for obtaining treat- 
ment services—which at its best was an 
ad-hoc patchwork—has broken down. 
Of those women diagnosed with cancer 
in the United States, nearly 3,000 
women have no way to afford treat- 
ment—they have no health care insur- 
ance coverage or are underinsured. 
These women want to pay for their 
services, but they often simply don’t 
have the financial resources on their 
own. 

It’s a cruel and heart breaking irony 
for the federal government to promise 
to screen low-income women for breast 
and cervical cancer, but not to estab- 
lish a program to treat those women 
who have been diagnosed with cancer 
through a federal program. Screening 
alone does not prevent cancer deaths; 
but treatment can. 

A recent study of the program done 
for the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention found that while treatment 
was eventually found for almost all of 
the women screened, some women did 
not get treated at all, some refused 
treatment, and some experienced 
delays. The study also underscores the 
terribly labor intensive efforts that go 
into finding treatment for these 
women—often at the expense of screen- 
ing. The lack of coverage for diagnostic 
and treatment services has also had a 
very negative impact on the program’s 
ability to recruit providers, further re- 
stricting the number of women 
screened. It is sad that 8 years after en- 
actment, the program serves only 12 to 
15 percent of all women who are eligi- 
ble nationally. And this is likely to get 
worse. The study shows there are al- 
ready additional stresses on the pro- 
gram as increasing numbers of physi- 
cians do not have the autonomy in to- 
day’s ever increasing managed care 
system to offer free or reduced-fee 
services. 

Breast cancer advocates from across 
the country are reporting that local 
programs are so badly strained that 
they have resorted to holding bake 
sales and community lunches to raise 
money for treatment services for the 
women they serve. Others have cobbled 
together the funds at great effort— 
when they are sickest—and most in 
need of taking care of their health. One 
woman in Massachusetts reported that 
she cashed in her life insurance policy 
to cover the costs of her treatment. 

It is clear that the short-term, ad- 
hoc strategies of providing treatment 
have broken down: for the women who 
are screened; for the local programs 
that fund the screening program; and 
for the states that face increasing bur- 
dens. Because there is no coverage for 
treatment, state programs are having a 
hard time recruiting providers, volun- 
teers are spending a disproportionate 
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amount of time finding treatment for 
women, and fewer women are receiving 
treatment. We can’t grow the program 
to serve the other 78 percent of eligible 
women if we can’t promise treatment 
to those we already screen. 

Women shouldn’t have to hold a bake 
sale to get treated for breast cancer— 
especially if the federal government 
has held out the promise of early detec- 
tion. It is an outrage that women with 
cancer must go begging for treatment. 
That’s why I’m cosponsoring this bill. 
It will establish a mechanism for 
women to be treated. It will guarantee 
Medicaid coverage for necessary treat- 
ment services to women who are eligi- 
ble for the CDC program, and found to 
have breast cancer or cervical cancer. 
Although I wish the bill would require 
the States to provide the benefit, the 
reality is such that we have made this 
program for now, an optional benefit, 
and place the responsibility on the 
States to choose to participate. By 
doing so, states would in effect, extend 
the federal-state partnership that ex- 
ists for the screening services in the 
CDC program to treatment services. 

This bill is the best long-term solu- 
tion. It is strongly supported by the 
National Breast Cancer Coalition rep- 
resenting over 400 organizations and 
100,000’'s of women across the nation. I 
urge my colleagues to join in and co- 
sponsor this critical piece of legisla- 
tion and make good on the promise of 
early detection. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce with my colleague 
Senator D’AMATO, and with Senators 
MIKULSKI and SNOWE, legislation im- 
portant to ensuring that women with 
breast cancer and cervical cancer will 
receive coverage for their treatment. 
The Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention (CDC) has a successful na- 
tionwide program—National Breast 
and Cervical Cancer Early Detection 
program—that screens low-income un- 
insured women for breast and cervical 
cancer. However, CDC’s program does 
not have funding to treat these women 
after they are diagnosed. 

The women eligible for cancer 
screening under the CDC program are 
low-income individuals and yet are not 
poor enough to qualify for Medicaid 
coverage. They do not have health in- 
surance coverage for these screenings 
and for subsequent cancer treatment. 

From July of 1991 to March of 1997, 
the CDC program provided mammog- 
raphy screening to almost 600,000 
women and diagnosed nearly 3,500 cases 
of breast cancer. During this same pe- 
riod, the program also provided over 
700,000 pap smears and found more than 
300 cases of invasive cervical cancer. 

The CDC screening program has had 
to divert a significant amount of time 
and funding in order to find treatment 
opportunities for the women found to 
have breast and cervical cancer. The 
lack of subsequent funding for treat- 
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ment has, therefore, jeopardized the 
programs’ primary function: to screen 
low-income uninsured women for 
breast and cervical cancer. Currently, 
the program screens about 12 to 15 per- 
cent of all eligible women. 

A recent study conducted at Battelle 
Centers for Public Health Research and 
Evaluation and the University of 
Michigan School of Public Health on 
treatment funding for women screened 
by the CDC program found that, al- 
though funding for treatment services 
were found for most of these women, 
they often experienced time delays. In 
addition, during the search for treat- 
ment funding, the CDC program lost 
contact with several women. The study 
also found that the sources of treat- 
ment funding are uncertain, tenuous 
and fragmented. The burden of funding 
treatment often fell upon providers 
themselves. The uncertainty and 
delays worsen the stress of coping with 
cancer. Some women, upon learning 
that they have cancer, must hold 
lunches and bake sales to raise funds to 
cover their needed treatment. 

Our legislation would provide treat- 
ment coverage for the women screened 
and diagnosed through the CDC pro- 
gram and who are uninsured. States 
will have the option to provide this 
coverage through its Medicaid pro- 
gram. If a state chooses this option, 
they will receive an enhanced match 
for the treatment coverage, similar to 
the federal match provided to the sate 
for the CDC screening program. 

Mr. President, the Senate has ap- 
proved this proposal in the past. A 
similar provision was included in the 
Senate version of last year’s Balanced 
Budget bill. It is my hope that the Sen- 
ate will again support this important 
legislation. 


By Mr. JOHNSON: 

S. 2018. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to extend the 
work opportunity tax credit to employ- 
ers providing employment in economi- 
cally distressed communities; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

THE REEMPLOYMENT TAX CREDIT ACT OF 1998 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President I am 
pleased to introduce legislation today 
that will foster job growth and job cre- 
ation in distressed communities. This 
important legislation, the Reemploy- 
ment Tax Credit Act of 1988, will pro- 
vide needed assistance to communities 
when they are impacted by significant 
job losses. 

Twice in the last year, communities 
in my state have suffered the difficult 
repercussions of massive job losses in 
the area. The circumstances in Huron 
and those in the Northern Hills region 
differed considerably, however, in both 
instances the job losses affected far 
reaching elements of the local econ- 
omy. I proudly introduce this legisla- 
tion to enhance the ability of dis- 
tressed communities to address the 
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challenges of sudden economic disloca- 
tion. 

This bill will extend the existing 
Work Opportunity Tax Credit to in- 
clude dislocated workers affected by 
plant closings or other events resulting 
in extensive job losses. This tax credit 
accelerates opportunities for business 
growth and expansion in distressed 
communities therefore decreasing un- 
employment insurance expenditures, 
reducing the flight of dislocated work- 
ers, allowing families to remain in 
their community and in their homes. It 
serves to stabilize the local economy 
and minimize the negative impacts on 
other local businesses. 

The most successful and immediate 
action to address economic dislocation 
is to reemploy workers. The Reemploy- 
ment Tax Credit Act of 1998 will make 
a serious and positive impact on the 
growth and prosperity of our commu- 
nities. I urge my colleagues to support 
this effort to provide distressed com- 
munities with this critical assistance 
to help them recover from extraor- 
dinary economic hardship. 


By Mr. ASHCROFT: 

S. 2019. A bill to prohibit the use of 
Federal funds to implement the Kyoto 
Protocol to the United Nations Frame- 
work Convention on Climate Change 
unless or until the Senate has given its 
advice and consent to ratification of 
the Kyoto Protocol and to clarify the 
authority of Federal agencies with re- 
spect to the regulation of the emissions 
of carbon dioxide; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

THE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND SOVEREIGNTY 

PROTECTION ACT 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise 
to introduce legislation to protect the 
strength and future growth of the 
American economy, and to uphold the 
system of checks and balances that is 
central to our government. The Clinton 
Administration’s irresponsibility at 
the Kyoto Summit makes it necessary 
for Congress to act. On December 11, 
1998, this administration agreed to an 
amendment to the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate 
Change. 

An amendment that clearly did not 
meet the standards for ratification es- 
tablished by this body in the Byrd- 
Hagel Resolution by a vote of 95-0. The 
administration simply ignored the Sen- 
ate’s resolution—thereby ignoring the 
will of the American people. The reso- 
lution was clear and unmistakable it in 
its criteria. It stated that the adminis- 
tration should not agree to binding 
emission targets unless developing 
countries also were bound by the tar- 
gets and that the administration must 
not agree to anything that severely 
damages the economy of the United 
States. The Kyoto Protocol fails both 
tests. 

On the first criteria, the Kyoto Pro- 
tocol does not include a single devel- 
oping nation. One hundred and thirty- 
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four developing nations, including 
China, Mexico, India, Brazil, and South 
Korea, many of whom compete with 
the United States for trade opportuni- 
ties, are completely exempt from any 
obligations or responsibilities for re- 
ducing greenhouse gas emissions. 

The Kyoto Protocol would legally 
bind the United States to reduce our 
greenhouse gas emissions to 7 percent 
below 1990 levels by the years 2008 to 
2012. It even goes much further than 
President Clinton’s own bottom line 
that he personally announced last Oc- 
tober pledging would not accept a base- 
line below 1990 levels in greenhouse gas 
emissions. He also said there must be 
‘meaningful participation” from all 
developing countries. 

It is clear that the Protocol fails the 
second criteria. Numerous independent 
economic studies predicted serious eco- 
nomic harm even if the administration 
had held to its position that it enun- 
ciated last October. These studies 
found 2.4 million job losses, significant 
increases in energy costs, a 50-cent in- 
crease in gas prices per gallon, a drop 
in economic growth rates of more than 
1 percent a year, and major American 
industries being driven out of business 
or driven out of the United States—in- 
dustries like steel, aluminum, petro- 
leum refining, chemicals, iron, paper 
products, and cement. 

That is why American agriculture, 
American labor, American business and 
industry and many consumer groups 
have all united in opposition to this 
treaty. Yet, our negotiators in Kyoto— 
the ones who were supposed to be look- 
ing out for the American people—cut a 
deal that would have had an even more 
devastating and extreme impact on the 
U.S. economy and on the lives of the 
American people. 

The administration's recent attempt 
to develop an economic analysis show- 
ing ‘‘minimal”’ harm to the U.S. econ- 
omy clearly are flawed. No models, no 
numbers, no percentages, no econom- 
ics. It is based on fabrication and 
vapor, on what Senator HAGEL called 
“wildly optimistic assumptions” such 
as China, India and Mexico agreeing to 
the binding commitments in this trea- 


ty. 

This is what one observer in Kyoto— 
the leader on this issue in the United 
States Senate, along with Senator 
BykD—Senator HAGEL, had to say 
about the administration’s activities in 
Kyoto. “After Vice President GORE 
came to Kyoto and instructed our ne- 
gotiators to show ‘increased flexibility’ 
the doors were thrown open and the ob- 
jective became very clear. The objec- 
tive was: Let us get a deal at any cost. 
The clear advice of the U.S. Senate and 
the economic well-being of the Amer- 
ican people were abandoned under pres- 
sure from the U.N. bureaucrats, inter- 
national environmentalists and the 134 
developing countries that were not 
even included—not even included—in 
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the treaty. The United States of Amer- 
ica was the only Nation to come out of 
these negotiations worse than it came 
in. In fact, there was no negotiation in 
Kyoto; there was only surrender.” 

From an environmental standpoint, 
the Kyoto “deal” is completely inad- 
equate. The treaty is so flawed that it 
will do virtually nothing to slow the 
growth of manmade greenhouse gasses 
in the atmosphere. Even if one accepts 
the validity of the science on global 
warming, which is still uncertain and 
at best contradictory, this treaty 
would do nothing to stop any of these 
emissions. The Kyoto deal“ excludes 
the very developing nations who will be 
responsible for more than 60 percent of 
the world’s manmade greenhouse gas 
emissions early in the next century. 

In fact, as more and more American 
scientists review the available data on 
global warming, it is becoming increas- 
ingly clear that the vast majority be- 
lieve the commitments for reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions made by the 
Administration in the Kyoto ‘‘deal’’ is 
an unnecessary response to an exagger- 
ated threat- to an exaggerated 
threat” that the Vice President him- 
self is caught up in making. Last week, 
more than 15,000 scientists, two-thirds 
with advanced academic degrees, re- 
leased a petition they signed urging 
the United States to reject the Kyoto 
deal.“ The petition, expressly states 
that: 

There is no convincing scientific evidence 
that human release of carbon dioxide, meth- 
ane, or other greenhouse gases is causing or 
will cause catastrophic heating of the 
Earth's atmosphere and disruption of the 
Earth's climate, 

The administration understands that 
the Kyoto “deal” does not meet these 
standards because they have made it 
clear that the President will not send 
this document to the Senate for ratifi- 
cation. 

However, not only did the adminis- 
tration ignore the Senate when agree- 
ing to this deal, they are continuing to 
ignore it even today. A number of my 
constituents, particularly farmers and 
small business owners, have come to 
me with grave concerns over the ad- 
ministration’s back door” implemen- 
tation of the Protocol’s requirements. 

For example, the Administration has 
requested $6.3 billion in its 1999 budget 
in order to begin meeting its obliga- 
tions under the Kyoto Protocol. This 
money would go to a number of federal 
agencies and departments including 
the Department of Energy, the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency, Housing 
and Urban Development, the Commerce 
Department, and the Department of 
Agriculture. 

The administration, in a document 
relating to electricity restructuring, 
which was circulating through the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency, ref- 
erenced reducing emission to meet 
our greenhouse gas emission budget 
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under the Kyoto Protocol.’’ The memo- 
randum further states that electricity 
restructuring also should take environ- 
mental concerns into account in order 
to deliver on the President's commit- 
ments.“ 

Many federal agencies are in the 
process of establishing Kyoto imple- 
mentation offices. The Environmental 
Protection Agency currently is dis- 
cussing whether the agency has the 
power under the Clean Air Act or the 
Energy Policy Act to regulate carbon 
dioxide emissions—a key emission lim- 
ited under the Kyoto Protocol. 

In the news conference after cutting 
the deal in Kyoto, administration offi- 
cials seemed to indicate that since the 
U.S. has ten years to meet the green- 
house gas emission targets established 
at Kyoto—the administration has ten 
years to involve the Senate in its ac- 
tivities. 

Mr. President, the Constitution 
clearly states that while the Executive 
Branch has the authority to negotiate 
international treaties, that only the 
United States Senate has the authority 
to ratify such treaties. We cannot 
allow the Executive Branch to usurp 
the power of Congress by implementing 
the treaty—a treaty that will have 
such a devastating impact on the 
United States—without the Senate 
first being ratified by this body. 

A treaty is the most solemn inter- 
national obligation that can be entered 
upon by sovereign people. The sov- 
ereignty of the United States was pur- 
chased with the blood of patriots, and 
the Constitution defined the treaty 
making power with great care. The 
blood and treasure of our nation may 
not be placed at hazard by a treaty un- 
less the President and Congress are in 
agreement. The Framers created this 
shared power in part because the 
United States intended to reject ut- 
terly the European tradition that in- 
vested the monarch with unfettered 
power to conduct foreign policy—even 
to the extremity of spending the lives 
of citizens in wars conducted to satisfy 
his vanity or dynastic ambition. Under 
our Constitution, the President may 
not on his own bind the sovereignty of 
the United States to the terms of a 
treaty unless that treaty has been rati- 
fied by two-thirds of the Senate. 

The treaty making power, then is not 
only shared and checked, but ratifica- 
tion must meet the high standard of a 
two-third vote. The Administration’s 
Kyoto agenda is constitutionally offen- 
sive in several respects. First, the 
President is not to behave like a pre- 
democratic ruler who makes commit- 
ments at will that bind the nation. 
Second, the Executive branch is pro- 
ceeding to inflict severe damage on our 
economy and our people, without delib- 
eration by the Congress. Finally, the 
Administration is proceeding to impose 
an unratified—and therefore meaning- 
less—treaty, a treaty so badly flawed 
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that it would, on its face, be rejected 
by the Senate. 

Unfortunately, it is unlikely that the 
administration’s activities will stop 
merely because members of the Senate, 
members of the House of Representa- 
tives, or citizens of the United States 
point out the Constitutional implica- 
tions. Therefore, today I am offering 
the Economic Growth and Sovereignty 
Protection Act. This act simply would 
prohibit any federal agency from 
spending federal funds on imple- 
menting the treaty until such time 
that it is ratified by the United States 
Senate. 

In addition, since the EPA has raised 
the issue of whether it has the ability 
to regulate carbon dioxide emissions, 
this act would make it clear that no 
federal agency has such power without 
the express authority from the Con- 
gress. 

Mr. President, the Constitution can- 
not be ignored. It established a system 
of checks and balances which must be 
preserved and protected. The interests 
and the sovereignty of this great Na- 
tion cannot be ignored. To allow other 
nations’ interests to become more im- 
portant—to dictate our domestic pol- 
icy—would be unconscionable. The will 
of the American people cannot be ig- 
nored. To do so would crush the very 
foundation on which this democracy 
was established. 


By Mr. HOLLINGS: 

S. 2020. A bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to permit bene- 
ficiaries of the military health care 
system to enroll in Federal employees 
health benefits plans; to improve 
health care benefits under CHAMPUS 
and TRICARE Standard, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

THE MILITARY HEALTH CARE EQUALITY ACT 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Military Health 
Care Equality Act. Mr. President, it 
may come a surprise to many that the 
Department of Defenses has reneged on 
its promise to those who have honor- 
ably served in our military forces. 
That, Mr. President, is the promise of 
lifetime, quality healthcare for the 
military retiree and his family. I now 
introduce legislation that will offer all 
Senators the opportunity to join with 
me in righting this unconscionable 
wrong. 

Today our military retirees feel be- 
trayed. Before joining, and while serv- 
ing, they were promised quality, life- 
time healthcare. However, that prom- 
ise is being broken. Military health 
care facilities have closed because of 
the downsizing of our military forces. 
Those military health facilities that 
remain can treat fewer and fewer retir- 
ees. The TRICARE system has high 
overhead and its provider fees are so 
low that many health care providers 
will not participate. In addition, in 
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some areas, retirees do not have access 
to provider networks. Finally, the 
TRICARE system will not treat Medi- 
care eligible retirees. Mr. President, it 
is just not right that the military re- 
tiree is the only Federal retiree who is 
prevented from using his employer pro- 
vided health care when reaching Medi- 
care age. 

This legislation requires the DOD to 
provide all military retirees with 
health care that is comparable to the 
care provided by the Federal Employ- 
ees Health Benefits Plan, or failing 
that, to make the FEHBP available. In 
addition, this legislation would require 
that TRICARE be improved to the 
FEHBP level. This Legislation will not 
prevent a retiree from using a military 
health care facility. However, it will 
improve and increase the health care 
choices for our retirees. 

Our military men and women have 
given much to protect our country in 
time of peace and war. We must ac- 
knowledge this by providing them the 
available, affordable, quality health 
care that they were promised. No lesser 
measure will suffice. 

Therefore, I urge my colleagues to 
join me in immediately enacting this 
legislation so that we can now begin to 
care for military retirees, as promised, 
in a manner they so richly deserve for 
their service to our great Nation. 


By Mr. SARBANES (for himself 
and Mr. LIEBERMAN): 

S. 2021. A bill to provide for regional 
skills training alliances, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources. 

THE TECHNOLOGY SKILLS PARTNERSHIP ACT OF 
1998 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, 
today, joined with Senator LIEBERMAN, 
I am introducing legislation to provide 
our nation’s workforce with the infor- 
mation technology and computer skills 
it needs to meet the emerging and rap- 
idly changing requirements in our var- 
ious technology sectors. I am delighted 
to have my distinguished colleague 
from Connecticut—whose efforts on be- 
half of the high technology sector and 
its workforce have been second to 
none—join as an original co-sponsor of 
the Technology Skills Partnership Act 
of 1998. The purpose of the Technology 
Skills Partnership Act is to establish 
regional initiatives to provide the 
skills that industry and workers re- 
quire to remain competitive in the 
global, high technology marketplace. 

The United States is currently the 
world’s science and technology leader. 
Technical innovation, which according 
to a 1995 report by the President's 
Council of Economic Advisors has been 
responsible for more than half of Amer- 
ica’s productivity growth over the past 
fifty years, has positioned us at the 
forefront of the global economy. In my 
view, we could not have achieved this 
status without the most skilled, inno- 
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vative, and competitive workforce in 
the world. The high tech global econ- 
omy is evolving at such a rapid pace 
however, that if we fail to keep our 
workforce honed and highly skilled 
—whether in advanced computer pro- 
gramming or computer based manufac- 
turing technology —we risk losing this 
edge. 

A growing number of industries 
throughout the country are reporting 
serious difficulties in hiring workers 
with appropriate computer and infor- 
mation technology skills. Recent re- 
ports have estimated up to 190,000 un- 
filled information technology jobs in 
the United States due to a shortage of 
qualified workers. Many businesses 
point to the lack of skilled workers as 
a primary reason for their limited com- 
petitiveness and growth. 

In my own State of Maryland, the 
high technology sector currently faces 
an estimated lack of 10-12,000 workers 
with appropriate technology skills. A 
recent Maryland Department of Busi- 
ness and Economic Development sur- 
vey indicates that 80% of firms which 
hire manufacturing or skilled trades 
workers, reported significant difficulty 
in finding applicants with the required 
skills for technology intensive jobs. 
The same survey indicates that more 
than two thirds of businesses hiring 
computer technicians, engineers, ana- 
lysts, or other technical or laboratory 
personnel experienced difficulty find- 
ing qualified workers. It also mentions 
that fifty-five percent of firms that 
hire college-level scientist or technical 
program graduates reported the same 
difficulty and that 62% of these firms 
reported that their need for hiring 
these types of graduates is expected to 
increase over the next five years. 

Without the appropriate skills for 
the new economy, hundreds of thou- 
sands of American workers face stagna- 
tion in their jobs or worse. While well 
intentioned, most existing training 
programs are not structured in a way 
which addresses this problem from the 
perspective of industry and directly 
prepares our workers for these types of 
positions. To help meet the demand in 
this regard, a unique approach which is 
flexible enough to address the fluctua- 
tions and transitions of our high tech- 
nology economy is required. In order to 
train and educate new entrants to the 
workforce, workers dislocated by eco- 
nomic change, and workers already in 
the workplace facing increased de- 
mands for higher levels of technology 
related skills, we must establish an in- 
dustry driven framework which recog- 
nizes and addresses this need on a con- 
tinuum. Without such a framework, 
this country and its workers stand to 
lose significant ground in the global 
economy. 

While some post-secondary training 
institutions have reached out to indus- 
try and become more customer-fo- 
cused, more still must identify ways to 
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respond directly to the changing skills 
and needs of employers. Many commu- 
nity colleges, and even four-year col- 
leges and universities, lack the re- 
sources to purchase up-to-date equip- 
ment on which to train workers in rel- 
evant knowledge and skills. In addi- 
tion, while some colleges and univer- 
sities have been able to establish part- 
nerships with some larger firms that 
have human resource departments, 
building partnerships and a two-way 
dialogue with small and medium-sized 
firms has proven more difficult. 

Relevant, focused and systematic 
training and upgrading of infotech 
skills is essential to linking and 
transitioning our supply of skilled 
American workers to the powerful and 
emerging demand of today’s high tech 
economy. Without direct participation 
by industry, however, and an under- 
standing of regional dynamics which 
help us identify specific solutions to 
address specific industry and regional 
needs, a significant portion of the U.S. 
workforce will be left behind. 

Mr. President, having the appro- 
priate information technology skills is 
becoming more and more important in 
all sectors of our economy, not only in 
high and biotech industries and the 
manufacturing sector, but also in the 
so-called low-tech industries. More 
than half of the new jobs created be- 
tween 1984 and 2005 require or will re- 
quire some education beyond high 
school. The percentage of workers who 
use computers at work has risen from 
25% to 46% between 1984 and 1993. 
Moreover, firms today are not only 
using more technology, but are also re- 
organizing production processes in new 
ways, such as cellular production, use 
of teams, and other high performance 
structures and methods requiring high- 
er levels and new kinds of skills. 

According to the American Society 
for Training and Development, com- 
pany spending on training has not kept 
up with today’s evolving needs. In 1995, 
American businesses spent $55 billion a 
year upgrading the skills of their em- 
ployees, 20 percent more than a dozen 
years ago. However, the number of em- 
ployees has increased by 24 percent, 
meaning that private-sector spending 
hasn't kept pace. In order to bridge 
this gap, we need to pool our resources 
and coordinate our perspectives on this 
matter. 

Most firms, but particularly small 
and medium-sized enterprises, have 
limited capacity to engage in signifi- 
cant and sustained workforce develop- 
ment efforts. Managers and owners of 
most firms are simply too busy run- 
ning their business to develop training 
systems, especially for new or dis- 
located workers. Firms also often lack 
information on what kind of training 
their firms need and where to get it. As 
a result, most firms forego training ini- 
tiatives and instead try to hire workers 
away from other companies in related 
fields. 
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Moreover, because workers are so 
transient, individual employers are re- 
luctant to bear the burden of training 
employees, be they new or incumbent 
workers, simply due to the likelihood 
is that the employee will leave and go 
to work for a competitor. In light of 
this possibility, many firms simply 
cannot envision an adequate return on 
the investment for paying to train 
their employees. This, coupled with an 
increasingly competitive global mar- 
ketplace, is one reason why many larg- 
er companies that once supported in- 
house training programs have since 
eliminated these efforts. 

The legislation I am introducing 
would establish regional working 
groups across the country in which em- 
ployers, public agencies, schools, and 
labor unions can pool resources and ex- 
pertise to train workers for emerging 
job opportunities and jobs threatened 
by economic and technological transi- 
tion. It will help develop targeted con- 
sortia of industry, workers and train- 
ing entities across the country to as- 
sess where and what gaps in this regard 
exist and provide the skills that indus- 
try and workers require to remain 
competitive and get ahead. 

Specifically, it would authorize a 
grants program—to be overseen by the 
Department of Commerce’s National 
Institute of Standards and Tech- 
nology—and provide up to a $1 million 
federal match, for every dollar invested 
by state and local governments and the 
private sector for these working 
groups. The Department would budget 
$50 million annually for this purpose 
and funds would be allocated through a 
competitive grants process, with each 
consortia of firms as applicants. 

Through a sector based approach, 
this legislation would direct meaning- 
ful participation in building an alli- 
ance by ensuring that each consists of 
at least 10 firms. These alliances would 
allow for participation from state and 
local officials, educational leaders, re- 
gional chapters of trade associations 
and union officials. However, each 
would be predominantly made up of in- 
dustry, and as I have mentioned, would 
be industry driven. Indeed, if we are 
going to address the skills crisis in this 
country, industry must have a leader- 
ship role in establishing the means by 
which we continue to build and up- 
grade the skills of workers in tech- 
nology related fields. 

Smaller scale versions of the types of 
skills alliances which my legislation 
proposes to develop have already shown 
promise. In Wisconsin, metal-working 
firms got together with the AFL-CIO 
in a publicly sponsored effort that used 
an abandoned mill building as a teach- 
ing facility, teaching workers essential 
skills on state-of-the-art manufac- 
turing equipment. Rhode Island helped 
develop a skills alliance among plastics 
firms, who then worked with a local 
community college to create a polymer 
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training laboratory linked to an ap- 
prenticeship program that guarantees 
jobs for graduates. In Washington, DC 
telecommunications firms donated 
computers, and helped to set up a pro- 
gram to train public high school stu- 
dents to be computer network adminis- 
trators and are now hiring graduates of 
the program at an entry-level salary of 

Each of these initiatives is an invest- 
ment in our workforce for the 21st Cen- 
tury. If we are to truly transition the 
U.S. worker to a technology based 
economy, we must ensure that these 
best practice examples become stand- 
ard practice. I urge my colleagues to 
join me in ensuring the swift enact- 
ment of this legislation. I ask that a 
copy of this legislation be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 


S. 2021 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘Technology 
Skills Partnership Act of 1998". 

SEC. 2. DEFINITION. 

For purposes of this Act, the term “Sec- 
retary” means the Secretary of Commerce. 

TITLE I—SKILL GRANTS 
SEC. 101, AUTHORIZATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Com- 
merce, acting through the Director of the 
National Institute of Standards and Tech- 
nology, and in consultation and coordination 
with the Secretary of Labor, shall provide 
grants to eligible entities described in sub- 
section (b) to assist such entities to aid 
workers in improving job skills necessary for 
employment in specific industries. 

(b) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES DESCRIBED,— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—An eligible entity de- 
scribed in this subsection is a consortium 
that— 

(A) shall consist of representatives from 
not fewer than 10 businesses (or nonprofit or- 
ganizations that represent businesses) in a 
common industry; and 

(B) may consist of representatives from 1 
or more of the following: 

(i) Labor organizations. 

(ii) State and local government. 

(ili) Education organizations. 

(2) MAJORITY OF REPRESENTATIVES.—A ma- 
jority of the representatives comprising the 
consortium shall be representatives de- 
scribed in paragraph (1)(A). 

(3) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT.—To the max- 
imum extent practicable, each of the busi- 
nesses, organizations, and governments 
whose representatives form an eligible enti- 
ty under paragraph (1) shall be located in the 
same geographic region of the United States. 

(c) PRIORITY FOR SMALL BUSINESSES.—In 
providing grants under subsection (a), the 
Secretary shall give priority to an eligible 
entity if a majority of representatives form- 
ing the entity represent small-business con- 
cerns, as described in section 3(a) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632(a)). 

(d) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF GRANT.—The 
amount of a grant provided to an eligible en- 
tity under subsection (a) may not exceed 
$1,000,000 for any fiscal year. 
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SEC, 102, APPLICATION. 

(a) CERTAIN STATES WITH MULTIPLE CON- 
SORTIA.—In a State in which 2 or more eligi- 
ble entities seek grants under section 101 for 
a fiscal year, as determined by the Governor 
of the State, the Governor may solicit pro- 
posals from the entities concerning the ac- 
tivities to be carried out under the grants. If 
the Governor solicits such proposals, based 
on the proposals received, the Governor shall 
submit an application on behalf of 1 or more 
of the entities to the Secretary at such time, 
in such manner, and containing such infor- 
mation as the Secretary may reasonably re- 
quire. The provisions of this title relating to 
eligible entities shall apply to each of the 
entities for which the Governor applies. 

(b) OTHER STATES.—In a State in which 
only 1 eligible entity seeks a grant under 
section 101 for a fiscal year, as determined by 
the Governor of the State, or in which the 
Governor does not solicit proposals as de- 
scribed in subsection (a), the Secretary may 
not provide a grant under section 101 to the 
eligible entity unless such entity submits to 
the Secretary an application at such time, in 
such manner, and containing such informa- 
tion as the Secretary may reasonably re- 
quire, 

SEC. 103. USE OF AMOUNTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may not 
provide a grant under section 101 to an eligi- 
ble entity unless such entity agrees to use 
amounts received from such grant to aid 
workers in improving job skills (which may 
include skills related to computer tech- 
nology, computer-based manufacturing tech- 
nology, telecommunications, and other in- 
formation technologies) necessary for em- 
ployment by businesses in the industry with 
respect to which such entity was established. 

(b) CONDUCT OF PROGRAM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out the pro- 
gram described in subsection (a), the eligible 
entity may provide for— 

(A) an assessment of training and job skill 
needs for the industry; 

(B) development of a sequence of skill 
standards that are correlated with advanced 
industry practices; 

(C) development of curriculum and train- 
ing methods; 

(D) purchase or receipt of donations of 
training equipment; 

(E) identification of training providers; 

(F) development of apprenticeship pro- 
grams; 

(G) development of training programs for 
dislocated workers; 

(H) development of the membership of the 
entity; 

(D) provision of training programs for 
workers; and 

(J) development of training plans for busi- 
nesses. 

(2) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT.—In carrying 
out the program described in subsection (a), 
the eligible entity shall provide for develop- 
ment and tracking of performance outcome 
measures for the program and the training 
providers involved in the program. 

(c) ADMINISTRATIVE CosTs.—The eligible 
entity may use not more than 10 percent of 
the amount of a grant to pay for administra- 
tive costs associated with the program de- 
scribed in subsection (a). 

SEC. 104. REQUIREMENT OF MATCHING FUNDS. 

The Secretary may not provide a grant 
under section 101 to an eligible entity unless 
such entity agrees that— 

(1) it will make available non-Federal con- 
tributions toward the costs of carrying out 
activities under section 103 in an amount 
that is not less than $2 for each $1 of Federal 
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funds provided under a grant under section 
101; and 

(2) of such non-Federal contributions, not 
less than $1 of each such $2 shall be from 
businesses with representatives serving on 
the eligible entity. 

SEC. 105. LIMIT ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES. 

The Secretary may use not more than 5 
percent of the funds made available to carry 
out this title to pay for Federal administra- 
tive costs associated with making grants 
under this title. 

SEC. 106. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this title $50,000,000 for each of the 
fiscal years 1999, 2000, and 2001. 

TITLE II—PLANNING GRANTS 
SEC. 201. AUTHORIZATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Com- 
merce, acting through the Director of the 
National Institute of Standards and Tech- 
nology, and in consultation with the Sec- 
retary of Labor, shall provide grants to 
States to enable the States to assist busi- 
nesses. organizations, and agencies described 
in section 101(b) in conducting planning to 
form consortia described in such section. 

(b) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF GRANT.—The 
amount of a grant provided to a State under 
subsection (a) may not exceed $500,000 for 
any fiscal year. 

SEC. 202. APPLICATION. 

The Secretary may not provide a grant 
under section 201 to a State unless such 
State submits to the Secretary an applica- 
tion at such time, in such manner, and con- 
taining such information as the Secretary 
may reasonably require. 

SEC. 203. REQUIREMENT OF MATCHING FUNDS. 

The Secretary may not provide a grant 
under section 201 to a State unless such 
State agrees that it will make available non- 
Federal contributions toward the costs of 
carrying out activities under this title in an 
amount that is not less than $1 for each $1 of 
Federal funds provided under a grant under 
section 201. 

SEC. 204. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this title $5,000,000 for fiscal year 
1999. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to rise in support as an 
original cosponsor of my colleague 
Senator SARBANES’ bill, the Tech- 
nology Skills Partnership Act of 1998. I 
am delighted that Senator SARBANES 
has taken the initiative in developing 
this innovative approach to help solve 
one of the biggest problems this coun- 
try is facing—an insufficiently skilled 
workforce. This bill has the bold but 
achievable goal of trying to change the 
mindset of U.S. companies in this 
country in favor of collaborating on 
training skilled workers for their in- 
dustry. 

We are facing a shortage of skilled 
workers in this country. Estimates are 
as high as 190,000 unfilled jobs in the 
information technology industry alone. 
But it isn’t just the high-tech industry 
that needs workers with high-tech 
skills. All industries now need workers 
with computer literacy, including what 
we might consider lower-tech' manu- 
facturing and services such as auto re- 
pair shops. 

In the long-term, we need to improve 
our students’ education in the math 
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and sciences and attract more students 
into these areas. Universities need to 
attract more college students into sci- 
entific, engineering, and technical 
fields. Ultimately, a large part of the 
responsibility will lie with industry to 
attract workers into these careers by 
creating attractive career paths and fi- 
nancial rewards that can compete for 
the best students. 

In the short term, high-tech industry 
would like to raise H1-B visa caps. But 
we need to do something more than let 
foreign workers fill the gap in high- 
tech workers that now exists. We need 
to train our workforce with skills that 
fit industry’s needs today. Industry 
must be a large part of the solution. 
Only with industry leading the skills 
training can we be sure that workers 
are being trained for jobs that actually 
exist. That is why this bill creates an 
industry-drive training program. 

Why does the federal government 
need to be involved? Because industry 
does not normally cooperate in train- 
ing workers. Small companies, and 90% 
of firms in the United States are small 
businesses, don’t have the resources to 
invest in lengthy training. Larger com- 
panies used to provide training pro- 
grams, but in the high-tech field, work- 
ers move quickly from one job to an- 
other chasing higher salaries. Many 
companies are reticent to invest in 
long-term training for employees that 
may quickly move on. Cooperation 
within an industry provides a solution 
to this problem. 

The government’s role in this bill 
would be to provide the catalyst to 
bring the companies together to co- 
operate on training. The federal funds 
are matched dollar for dollar by, first, 
funds from the state and, second, funds 
from a consortium of 10 or more com- 
panies. The federal funds are meant 
only to start the process—federal fund- 
ing ends after three years—and then 
the states and industry continue the 
cooperative training programs alone. 

Let me give you an example from my 
home state: Connecticut. A recent re- 
port prepared by Connecticut’s Indus- 
try Cluster Advisory Board found that: 

. the demand for skilled manufacturing 
workers far exceeds the number of students 
graduating from manufacturing programs.“ 
There is a “negative perception of manufac- 
turing as a career choice.“ People “still 
think of manufacturing as a dirty, low-pay- 
ing environment with no hope for advance- 
ment. Today, manufacturing is clean, and 
typically a computer-based environment 
which pays an average annual wage in the 
$30,000 range or more with appropriate skills 
and training.” 

The report continues: 

Substantial investment in training is nec- 
essary for companies to compete in this new 
environment. However, since most precision 
manufacturing companies are small busi- 
nesses—of the 750 in the Hartford region only 
7.4% have more than 100 employees—compa- 
nies that are dependent upon their skilled 
workers for success are not prepared to sup- 
port worker training. 
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The report says further: 

While Connecticut has a wealth of public 
technical training resources, these tradi- 
tional programs cannot meet the current de- 
mand fast enough and do not have a direct 
link from training to employment. 

By stimulating industry-led training, 
we can guarantee a direct link from 
training to employment that is missing 
is traditional public sector training 
programs. In addition, most public sec- 
tor training programs are focused on 
unemployed, dislocated, or disadvan- 
taged workers. This program is open to 
all workers, including incumbent work- 
ers who want to improve their skills 
and increase their opportunities for 
higher wages and advancement. Fur- 
ther, this program is specifically cre- 
ated to allow participation by small 
and medium-sized companies. 

In the last few years, a small number 
of regional and industry-based training 
alliances in the United States have 
emerged, usually in partnership with 
state and local governments and tech- 
nical colleges. In Rhode Island, with 
help from the state’s Human Resource 
Investment Council, plastics firms de- 
veloped a skills alliance. The Wis- 
consin Regional Training Partnership, 
metal-working firms in conjunction 
with the AFL-CIO, set up a teaching 
factory to train workers. While some 
partnerships have emerged around the 
country, there are documented difficul- 
ties in fostering this kind of collective 
action without some federal backing. 
Without some kind of support to create 
alliances, small- and medium-sized 
firms just don’t have the time or re- 
sources to collaborate with anybody on 
training. In fact, almost all the exist- 
ing regional skills alliances report that 
they would not have been able to get 
off the ground without an independent, 
staffed entity to operate the alliance. 
Widespread and timely deployment of 
these kinds of partnerships is simply 
not likely to happen without the incen- 
tives established by a federal initia- 
tive. This can help create successful 
models and templates that others can 
replicate across the nation. 

I am proud to support the Tech- 
nology Skills Partnership Act of 1998 
and urge my colleagues to join me in 
taking this step toward an immediate, 
short-term solution to the shortage of 
skilled workers in our country. 


By Mr. DEWINE (for himself, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. ABRA- 

HAM, and Mr. DASCHLE): 
S. 2022. A bill to provide for the im- 
provement of interstate criminal jus- 
tice identification, information, com- 


munications, and forensics; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 
TR 
THE CRIME IDENTIFICATION TECHNOLOGY ACT OF 
1998 


Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Crime Identi- 
fication Technology Act of 1998. 
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More than 20 years of experience 
working in the criminal justice system 
have taught me that information is ab- 
solutely crucial to successful law en- 
forcement. As a prosecutor in Greene 
County, Ohio; as Lieutenant Governor 
overseeing Ohio’s anti-crime and anti- 
drug efforts; and later as a member of 
the House and Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittees, I have seen first-hand the im- 
portance of information and record- 
keeping to criminal justice. 

Our state and local law enforcement 
organizations—as well as our courts— 
need to develop and upgrade their 
criminal information and identifica- 
tion systems. The Federal Government 
has already invested billions of dollars 
in information and identification sys- 
tems whose benefits will go largely un- 
realized—unless states receive the re- 
sources to be able to participate in 
these systems. Our national data bases 
are only as good as the information in 
which the states provide by their par- 
ticipation. 

Unfortunately, there is still a wide 
disparity between the criminal identi- 
fication systems that are available— 
and the ability of state and local law 
enforcement to develop and use them. 
For example, while computer tech- 
nology exists that allows law enforce- 
ment to match fingerprints electroni- 
cally with criminal history databases, 
most states lack the equipment and re- 
sources necessary to connect on any 
broad scale with the databases oper- 
ated by the Federal Bureau of Inves- 
tigation (FBI). 

Too many States lack the resources 
to contribute state criminal histories 
to the FBI criminal history database in 
a timely manner or in a computer- 
ready format, and have inadequate 
equipment to retrieve information 
from the database quickly or on a 
widespread geographic basis. 

While we may disagree about the 
Brady Act, it funded the National 
Criminal History Improvement Pro- 
gram (N-CHIP), administered by the 
Bureau of Justice Statistics, which has 
successfully helped states prepare to 
perform background checks. Unfortu- 
nately, N-CHIP expires this year—but 
not all states are fully operational. 

In addition, the FBI, the National 
Criminal Center (NCIC) 2000, and the 
Integrated Automated Fingerprint 
Identification System will be fully 
operational—and ready for states to 
participate—soon. 

Also, DNA casework testing has more 
than doubled in the last three years be- 
cause of demand by law enforcement to 
provide DNA analysis in violent crime 
cases. In 48 states convicted offender 
DNA analysis is mandated by statute. 
Further, advances in the use of DNA to 
solve crimes based on automated 
searches of State and National CODIS 
DNA profile databases are producing 
DNA matches, generating even more 
demand for rapid testing of convicted 
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felon DNA samples for database input. 
The demand for casework results and 
the need for convicted offender data- 
base analysis continues to grow at a 
rate that outstrips the capacities and 
capabilities of state and local crime 
laboratories. 

We need to make sure the states are 
able to make the fullest possible use of 
this breathtaking technology. 

That’s the idea behind the bill I am 
introducing today. It would provide 
$250 million in each of the next five 
years for grants to the states. The At- 
torney General, through the Bureau of 
Justice Statistics, is directed to make 
grants to each state to be used in con- 
junction with units of local govern- 
ment, and other states, to develop, up- 
date, or upgrade technologies, includ- 
ing the following: 

Centralized, automated criminal his- 
tory record information systems, in- 
cluding arrest and disposition report- 
ing. 

Automated fingerprint identification 
systems that are compatible with the 
Integrated Automated Fingerprint 
Identification System (IAFIS) of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation. Fin- 
ger imaging, live scan and other auto- 
mated systems to digitize fingerprints 
and to communicate prints in a man- 
ner that is compatible with systems 
operated by states and the Federal Bu- 
reau of Investigation. 

Systems to facilitate full participa- 
tion in the Interstate Identification 
Index (III). 

Programs and systems to facilitate 
full participation in the Interstate 
Identification Index National Crime 
Prevention and Privacy Compact. 

Systems to facilitate full participa- 
tion in the National Instant Criminal 
Background Check System (NICS) for 
firearms eligibility determinations. 

Integrated criminal justice informa- 
tion systems to manage and commu- 
nicate criminal justice information 
among law enforcement, courts, pros- 
ecution, and corrections. 

Court-based criminal justice infor- 
mation systems to promote reporting 
of dispositions to central state reposi- 
tories and to the FBI, and to promote 
the integration of court systems with 
other criminal justice information sys- 
tems. 

Ballistics identification programs 
that are compatible —and integrated— 
with the National Integrated Ballistics 
Network (NIBN). 

Information, identification and com- 
munications programs for forensic pur- 
poses, including for crime laboratory 
accreditation. 

DNA programs for forensic and iden- 
tification purposes. 

Sexual offender identification and 
registration systems. 

Domestic violence offender identi- 
fication and information systems. 

Criminal justice information systems 
with a capacity to provide statistical 
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and research products including inci- 
dent-based reporting systems and uni- 
form crime reports. 

Online and other state-of-the-art 
communications technologies and pro- 
grams. 

Mr. President, all these proposals 
have one thing on common: they are 
based on the principle that technology 
is the future of police work. It is the 
number one edge our law enforcement 
officers are going to have in the strug- 
gle against criminals, well into the 21st 
century. In this sense, crime-fighting is 
a lot like baseball. It’s a game of per- 
centages—and everything we can do to 
boost the average helps the team. 

We can continue to pursue increas- 
ingly sophisticated criminals with out- 
moded twentieth century technology— 
or we can substantially boost our 
team’s average by providing states the 
Federal assistance required to effec- 
tively participate in these programs. If 
we are serious about reducing crime in 
America, the Federal Government has 
to step up to the plate on this key issue 
of promoting state and local use of 
available crime-fighting technology. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2022 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Crime Iden- 
tification Technology Act of 1998". 

SEC. 2. STATE GRANT PROGRAM FOR CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE IDENTIFICATION, INFOR- 
MATION, AND COMMUNICATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the avail- 
ability of amounts provided in advance in ap- 
propriations Acts, the Attorney General, 
through the Bureau of Justice Statistics of 
the Department of Justice, shall make a 
grant to each State, which shall be used by 
the State, in conjunction with units of local 
government, State and local courts, other 
States, or combinations thereof, to establish 
or upgrade an integrated approach to develop 
information and identification technologies 
and systems to— 

(1) upgrade criminal history and criminal 
justice record systems, including systems op- 
erated by law enforcement agencies and 
courts; 

(2) improve criminal justice identification; 

(3) promote compatibility and integration 
of national, State, and local systems for— 

(A) criminal justice purposes; 

(B) firearms eligibility determinations; 

(C) identification of sexual offenders; 

(D) identification of domestic violence of- 
fenders; and 

(E) background checks for other authorized 
purposes unrelated to criminal justice; and 

(4) capture information for statistical and 
research purposes to improve the adminis- 
tration of criminal justice. 

(b) USE OF GRANT AMOUNTS.—Grants under 
this section may be used for programs to es- 
tablish, develop, update, or upgrade— 

(1) State centralized, automated, adult and 
juvenile criminal history record information 
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systems, including arrest and disposition re- 
porting; 

(2) automated fingerprint identification 
systems that are compatible with standards 
established by the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology and interoperable 
with the Integrated Automated Fingerprint 
Identification System (IAFIS) of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation; 

(3) finger imaging, live scan, and other 
automated systems to digitize fingerprints 
and to communicate prints in a manner that 
is compatible with standards established by 
the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology and interoperable with systems 
operated by States and by the Federal Bu- 
reau of Investigation; 

(4) programs and systems to facilitate full 
participation in the Interstate Identification 
Index of the National Crime Information 
Center; 

(5) systems to facilitate full participation 
in any compact relating to the Interstate 
Identification Index of the National Crime 
Information Center; 

(6) systems to facilitate full participation 
in the national instant criminal background 
check system established under section 
103(b) of the Brady Handgun Violence Pre- 
vention Act (18 U.S.C. 922 note) for firearms 
eligibility determinations; 

(7) integrated criminal justice information 
systems to manage and communicate crimi- 
nal justice information among law enforce- 
ment agencies, courts, prosecutors, and cor- 
rections agencies; 

(8) noncriminal history record information 
systems relevant to firearms eligibility de- 
terminations for availability and accessi- 
bility to the national instant criminal back- 
ground check system established under sec- 
tion 103(b) of the Brady Handgun Violence 
Prevention Act (18 U.S.C. 922 note); 

(9) court-based criminal justice informa- 
tion systems that promote— 

(A) reporting of dispositions to central 
State repositories and to the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation; and 

(B) compatibility with, and integration of, 
court systems with other criminal justice in- 
formation systems; 

(10) ballistics identification and informa- 
tion programs that are compatible and inte- 
grated with the National Integrated Ballis- 
tics Network (NIBN); 

(11) DNA programs for forensic and identi- 
fication purposes, and identification and in- 
formation programs to improve forensic 
analysis and to assist in accrediting crime 
laboratories; 

(12) sexual offender identification and reg- 
istration systems; 

(13) domestic violence offender identifica- 
tion and information systems; 

(14) programs for fingerprint-supported 
background checks capability for non- 
criminal justice purposes, including youth 
service employees and volunteers and other 
individuals in positions of responsibility, if 
authorized by Federal or State law and ad- 
ministered by a government agency; 

(15) criminal justice information systems 
with a capacity to provide statistical and re- 
search products including incident-based re- 
porting systems that are compatible with 
the National Incident-Based Reporting Sys- 
tem (NIBRS) and uniform crime reports; and 

(16) multiagency, multijurisdictional com- 
munications systems among the States to 
share routine and emergency information 
among Federal, State, and local law enforce- 
ment agencies. 

(c) ASSURANCES.—To be eligible to receive 
a grant under this section, a State shall pro- 
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vide assurances to the Attorney General that 
the State has the capability to contribute 
pertinent information to the national in- 
stant criminal background check system es- 
tablished under section 103(b) of the Brady 
Handgun Violence Prevention Act (18 U.S.C. 
922 note). 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 
appropriated to carry out this section 
$250,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1999 
through 2003. 

(2) LimrraTions.—Of the amount made 
available to carry out this section in any fis- 
cal year— 

(A) not more than 3 percent may be used 
by the Attorney General for salaries and ad- 
ministrative expenses; 

(B) not more than 5 percent may be used 
for technical assistance, training and evalua- 
tions, and studies commissioned by Bureau 
of Justice Statistics of the Department of 
Justice (through discretionary grants or oth- 
erwise) in furtherance of the purposes of this 
section; and 

(C) the Attorney General shall ensure the 
amounts are distributed on an equitable geo- 
graphic basis. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 
proud to join Senator DEWINE in intro- 
ducing legislation to authorize com- 
prehensive Department of Justice 
grants to every state for criminal jus- 
tice identification, information and 
communications technologies and sys- 
tems. I applaud the Senator from Ohio 
for his leadership. I am also pleased 
that the Chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee and the Democratic Leader 
are original cosponsors of this bipar- 
tisan legislation. 

I know from my experience in law en- 
forcement in Vermont over the last 30 
years that access to quality, accurate 
information in a timely fashion is of 
vital importance. As we prepare to 
enter the 2lst Century, we must pro- 
vide our state and local law enforce- 
ment officers with the resources to de- 
velop the latest technological tools and 
communications systems to solve and 
prevent crime. I believe this bill ac- 
complishes that goal. 

Our bipartisan legislation authorizes 
$250 million for each of the next five 
years in grants to states for crime in- 
formation and identification systems. 
The Attorney General, through the Bu- 
reau of Justice Statistics, is directed 
to make grants to each state to be used 
in conjunction with units of local gov- 
ernment, and other states, to use infor- 
mation and identification technologies 
and systems to upgrade criminal his- 
tory and criminal justice record sys- 
tems. 

Grants made under our legislation 
may include programs to establish, de- 
velop, update or upgrade— 

State, centralized, automated crimi- 
nal history record information sys- 
tems, including arrest and disposition 
reporting. ; 

Automated fingerprint identification 
systems that are compatible with the 
Integrated Automated Fingerprint 
Identification System (IAFIS) of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation. 
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Finger imaging, live scan and other 
automated systems to digitize finger- 
prints and to communicate prints in a 
manner that is compatible with sys- 
tems operated by states and the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation. 

Systems to facilitate full participa- 
tion in the Interstate Identification 
Index (III). 

Programs and systems to facilitate 
full participation in the Interstate 
Identification Index National Crime 
Prevention and Privacy Compact. 

Systems to facilitate full participa- 
tion in the National Instant Criminal 
Background Check System (NICS) for 
firearms eligibility determinations. 

Integrated criminal justice informa- 
tion systems to manage and commu- 
nicate criminal justice information 
among law enforcement, courts, pros- 
ecution, and corrections. 

Non-criminal history record informa- 
tion systems relevant to firearms eligi- 
bility determinations for availability 
and accessibility to the NICS. 

Court-based criminal justice infor- 
mation systems to promote reporting 
of dispositions to central state reposi- 
tories and to the FBI and to promote 
the compatibility with, and integration 
of, court systems with other criminal 
justice information systems. 

Ballistics identification programs 
that are compatible and integrated 
with the ballistics programs of the Na- 
tional Integrated Ballistics Network 
(NIBN). 

Information, identification and com- 
munications programs for forensic pur- 
poses. 

DNA programs for forensic and iden- 
tification purposes. 

Sexual offender identification and 
registration systems. 

Domestic violence offender identi- 
fication and information systems 

Programs for fingerprint-supported 
background checks for non-criminal 
justice purposes including youth serv- 
ice employees and volunteers and other 
individuals in positions of trust, if au- 
thorized by federal or state law and ad- 
ministered by a government agency. 

Criminal justice information systems 
with a capacity to provide statistical 
and research products including inci- 
dent-based reporting systems and uni- 
form crime reports. 

Online and other state-of-the-art 
communications technologies and pro- 
grams. 

Multi-agency, multi-jurisdictional 
communications systems to share rou- 
tine and emergency information among 
federal, state and local law enforce- 
ment agencies. 

Let me just give a couple of examples 
from my home State of Vermont that 
illustrate how our comprehensive legis- 
lation will aid state and local law en- 
forcement agencies across the country. 

The future of law enforcement must 
focus on working together to harness 
the power of today’s information age to 
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prevent crime and catch criminals. One 
way to work together is for state and 
local law enforcement agencies to band 
together to create efficiencies of scale. 
For example, together with New Hamp- 
shire and Maine, the State of Vermont 
has pooled its resources together to 
build a tri-state IAFIS system to iden- 
tify fingerprints. Our bipartisan legis- 
lation would foster these partnerships 
by allowing groups of States to apply 
together for grants. 

Another challange for law enforce- 
ment agencies across the country is 
communication difficulties between 
federal, state and local law enforce- 
ment officials. In a recent report, the 
Department of Justice’s National Insti- 
tute of Justice concluded that law en- 
forcement agencies throughout the na- 
tion lack adequate communications 
systems to respond to crimes that 
cross state and local jurisdictions. 

A 1997 incident along the Vermont 
and New Hampshire border underscored 
this problem. During a cross border 
shooting spree that left four people 
dead including two New Hampshire 
state troopers, Vermont and New 
Hampshire officers were forced to park 
two police cruisers next to one another 
to coordinate activities between fed- 
eral, state and local law enforcement 
officers because the two states’ police 
radios could not communicate with one 
another. 

The Vermont Department of Public 
Safety, the Vermont U.S. Attorney's 
Office and others have reacted to this 
communications problem by devel- 
oping the Northern Lights proposal. 
This project will allow the northern 
borders States of Vermont, New York, 
New Hampshire and Maine to integrate 
their law enforcement communications 
systems to better coordinate interdic- 
tion efforts and share intelligence data 
seamlessly. 

Our legislation would provide grants 
for the development of integrated Fed- 
eral, State and local law enforcement 
communications systems to foster cut- 
ting edge efforts like the Northern 
Lights project. 

In addition, our bipartisan legisla- 
tion will help each of our States meet 
its obligations under national anti- 
crime initiatives. For instance, the FBI 
will soon bring online NCIC 2000 and 
IAFIS which will require states to up- 
date their criminal justice systems for 
the country to benefit. States are also 
being asked to participate in several 
other national programs such as sexual 
offender registries, national domestic 
violence legislation, Brady Act, and 
National Child Protection Act. 

Currently, there are no comprehen- 
sive programs to support these na- 
tional crime-fighting systems. Our leg- 
islation will fill this void by helping 
the each State meet its obligations 
under these Federal laws. 

Our bipartisan legislation provides a 
helping hand with the heavy hand of a 


April 30, 1998 


top-down, Washington-knows-best ap- 
proach. Unfortunately, some in Con- 
gress have pushed legislation man- 
dating minute detail changes that 
States must make in their laws to 
qualify for Federal funds. Our bill re- 
jects this approach. Instead, we provide 
the States with Federal support to im- 
prove their criminal justice identifica- 
tion, information and communication 
systems without prescribing new Fed- 
eral mandates. 

Mr. President, we have patterned the 
administration of the technology 
grants under our bill after the highly 
successful DOJ National Criminal His- 
tory Improvement Program (N-CHIP), 
which was created by the 1993 Brady 
Act. 

The Vermont Department of Public 
Safety has received funds under the N- 
CHIP program for the past three years 
and I have been proud to strongly sup- 
port their efforts. With that Federal 
assistance, Vermont has achieved ac- 
quiring the automated fingerprint 
identification system in conjunction 
with Maine and New Hampshire, up- 
grading its records repository com- 
puter systems, as well as extending 
their online incident-based reporting 
system to local jurisdictions through- 
out Vermont. Our bill builds on the 
Justice Department's existing infra- 
structure under the successful N-CHIP 
program to provide fair and effective 
grant administration. 

I know that the Justice Department, 
under Attorney General Reno’s leader- 
ship, has made it a priority to mod- 
ernize and automate criminal history 
records. Our legislation will continue 
that leadership by providing each State 
with the necessary resources to con- 
tinue to make important efforts to 
bring their criminal justice systems up 
to date. 

I urge my colleagues to support our 
bipartisan bill to provide each State 
with the resources to capture the 
power of emerging information and 
communications technologies to serve 
and protect all of our citizens. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, law 
enforcement agencies in every state 
rely increasingly on criminal history 
record information. Suspected crimi- 
nals cross state lines and move be- 
tween communities, creating an un- 
precedented need for greater coopera- 
tion between the 50 states and between 
states and the federal government to 
share this information. It is imperative 
that each state be able to take advan- 
tage of emerging technologies that 
make this cooperation possible. It is 
for that reason that I am pleased to co- 
sponsor the State Grant Program for 
Criminal Justice Identification, Infor- 
mation and Communication. This leg- 
islation will help states upgrade their 
criminal justice information and iden- 
tification operations, assist in inte- 
grating those operations, and make 
those operations compatible with the 
FBI’s communication technology. 
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Revolutionary technological im- 
provements in communication systems 
allow localities separated by great dis- 
tances to share information instanta- 
neously. This communication between 
law enforcement agencies can make 
the difference between locating sus- 
pects and getting them off the streets, 
or leaving them free to commit more 
crimes. I believe we have a responsi- 
bility to ensure that states have full 
access to new criminal history record 
technologies. This legislation will pro- 
vide the federal financial assistance 
and leadership that the states need by 
establishing a $1.25 billion, 5-year, com- 
prehensive federal assistance program 
to provide grants to every state for 
criminal justice identification, infor- 
mation and communications tech- 
nologies and systems. 

In addition, grants provided under 
this legislation will assist states as 
they upgrade their fingerprint and 
other identification technologies so 
that they are compatible with the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation’s (FBI) 
criminal history record information 
systems. The FBI will soon implement 
2 major information and identification 
initiatives, the Integrated Automated 
Fingerprint Identification System 
(IAFIS) and NCIC 2000, that could dra- 
matically improve the access law en- 
forcement agencies have to criminal 
history record information. IAFIS, in 
particular, will greatly enhance the ex- 
change of information between the FBI 
and the states, providing rapid elec- 
tronic submission and transfer of fin- 
gerprint and criminal history informa- 
tion. The states will need the funding 
assistance provided by this legislation 
to obtain the equipment necessary to 
derive full benefit from these new sys- 
tems. 

In recent years, Congress has recog- 
nized the urgent need to secure the 
safety of our streets for our children 
and our families, and this has led to 
the enactment of federal initiatives, 
such as sexual offender registries, do- 
mestic violence initiatives, the Na- 
tional Child Protection Act, and the 
Brady National Instant Background 
Check System. Although these initia- 
tives have done a great deal to protect 
adults and children in communities na- 
tionwide, additional steps need to be 
taken. The State Grant Program for 
Criminal Justice Identification, Infor- 
mation and Communication will pro- 
vide assistance to states so they can 
take that next step. 

Criminal tracking programs have 
been far more effective in identifying 
and apprehending dangerous criminals 
than any other programs in recent 
memory, but we have an opportunity 
to make these tracking programs much 
more effective. As technology con- 
tinues to improve this country’s com- 
munication systems, we must make 
sure the states are not left behind. If 
the states cannot access these systems, 
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or do not have the funding to obtain 
them, then this revolutionary tech- 
nology will be of little help. By enact- 
ing the State Grant Program for Crimi- 
nal Justice Identification, Information 
and Communication, we have the op- 
portunity to improve the cooperation 
between law enforcement agencies na- 
tionwide. This will be instrumental in 
getting criminals off the streets and 
away from our children, and I urge my 
colleagues to join me in support of this 
bill. 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


8. 472 
At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 472, a bill to provide for 
referenda in which the residents of 
Puerto Rico may express democrat- 
ically their preferences regarding the 
political status of the territory, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 885 
At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. FEINGOLD) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 885, a bill to amend the Elec- 
tronic Fund Transfer Act to limit fees 
charged by financial institutions for 
the use of automatic teller machines, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 981 
At the request of Mr. THOMPSON, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. INHOFE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 981, a bill to provide for analysis 
of major rules. 
S. 1220 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, her 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1220, a bill to provide a process for de- 
classifying on an expedited basis cer- 
tain documents relating to human 
rights abuses in Guatemala and Hon- 
duras. 
8. 1252 
At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1252, a bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to increase the 
amount of low-income housing credits 
which may be allocated in each State, 
and to index such amount for inflation. 
S. 1291 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. ENZI) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1291, a bill to permit the interstate 
distribution of State-inspected meat 
under certain circumstances. 
8. 1321 
At the request of Mr. TORRICELLI, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr, LIEBERMAN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1321, a bill to amend the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act to 
permit grants for the national estuary 
program to be used for the develop- 
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ment and implementation of a com- 
prehensive conservation and manage- 
ment plan, to reauthorize appropria- 
tions to carry out the program, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 1365 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN) was added as a cosponsor of 8. 
1365, a bill to amend title II of the So- 
cial Security Act to provide that the 
reductions in social security benefits 
which are required in the case of 
spouses and surviving spouses who are 
also receiving certain Government pen- 
sions shall be equal to the amount by 
which two-thirds of the total amount 
of the combined monthly benefit (be- 
fore reduction) and monthly pension 
exceeds $1,200, adjusted for inflation. 
8. 1391 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, her 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1391, a bill to authorize the President 
to permit the sale and export of food, 
medicines, and medical equipment to 
Cuba. 
8. 1504 
At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. LAUTENBERG) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1504, a bill to adjust the 
immigration status of certain Haitian 
nationals who were provided refuge in 
the United States. 
S. 1529 
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. BOXER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1529, a bill to enhance Federal en- 
forcement of hate crimes, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 1077 
At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 
names of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. GRAMS) and the Senator from New 
Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1677, a bill to reauthor- 
ize the North American Wetlands Con- 
servation Act and the Partnerships for 
Wildlife Act. 
8. 1723 
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 
names of the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. COVERDELL) and the Senator from 
Florida (Mr. GRAHAM) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1723, a bill to amend 
the Immigration and Nationality Act 
to assist the United States to remain 
competitive by increasing the access of 
the United States firms and institu- 
tions of higher education to skilled 
personnel and by expanding edu- 
cational and training opportunities for 
American students and workers. 
S. 1748 
At the request of Mr. MACK, the name 
of the Senator from Alabama (Mr. SES- 
SIONS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1748, a bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide that the 
reduced capital gains tax rates apply to 
long-term capital gain from property 
with at least a l-year holding period. 
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S. 1864 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1864, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to exclude clinical 
social worker services from coverage 
under the medicare skilled nursing fa- 
cility prospective payment system. 
S. 1900 
At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1900, a bill to establish a commission to 
examine issues pertaining to the dis- 
position of Holocaust-era assets in the 
United States before, during, and after 
World War II, and to make rec- 
ommendations to the President on fur- 
ther action, and for other purposes. 
S. 1924 
At the request of Mr. MACK, the 
names of the Senator from Texas (Mrs. 
HUTCHISON), the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. ASHCROFT), and the Senator from 
Oregon (Mr. SMITH) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 1924, a bill to restore the 
standards used for determining wheth- 
er technical workers are not employees 
as in effect before the Tax Reform Act 
of 1986. 
S. 1985 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1985, a bill to amend Part L of the Om- 
nibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act of 1968. 
S. 1993 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire (Mr. GREGG) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1993, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to ad- 
just the formula used to determine 
costs limits for home health agencies 
under medicare program, and for other 
purposes. 
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 75 
At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the 
names of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN), the Senator from New York 
(Mr. MOYNIHAN), the Senator from 
Michigan (Mr. ABRAHAM), the Senator 
from Minnesota (Mr. GRAMS), the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina (Mr. THUR- 
MOND), the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE), the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. LIEBERMAN), the Senator from Ne- 
vada (Mr. REID), the Senator from Min- 
nesota (Mr. WELLSTONE), the Senator 
from Washington (Mrs. MURRAY), the 
Senator from Oregon (Mr. WYDEN), the 
Senator from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY), 
the Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 
HOLLINGS), and the Senator from Alas- 
ka (Mr. MURKOWSKI) were added as co- 
sponsors of Senate Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 75, a concurrent resolution hon- 
oring the sesquicentennial of Wis- 
consin statehood. 
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 83 
At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
names of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
SMITH) and the Senator from West Vir- 
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ginia (Mr. BYRD) were added as cospon- 
sors of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
83, a concurrent resolution remem- 
bering the life of George Washington 
and his contributions to the Nation. 
SENATE RESOLUTION 175 
At the request of Mr. Ross, the name 
of the Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
BYRD) was added as a cosponsor of Sen- 
ate Resolution 175, a bill to designate 
the week of May 3, 1998 as “National 
Correctional Officers and Employees 
Week.“ 
SENATE RESOLUTION 188 
At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a co- 
sponsor of Senate Resolution 188, a res- 
olution expressing the sense of the Sen- 
ate regarding Israeli membership in a 
United Nations regional group. 
SENATE RESOLUTION 197 
At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from Illinois (Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of Senate Resolution 197, a res- 
olution designating May 6, 1998, as 
“National Eating Disorders Awareness 
Day” to heighten awareness and stress 
prevention of eating disorders. 


—— 


SENATE RESOLUTION 220—EX- 
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE THAT THE EUROPEAN 
UNION SHOULD CANCEL THE 
SALE OF HEAVILY SUBSIDIZED 
BARLEY TO THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. DORGAN (for himself, Mr. KEMP- 
THORNE, Mr. WYDEN, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
JOHNSON, Mr. Baucus, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. 
BURNS, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr. 
CONRAD, Mr. GORTON, Mr. DASCHLE, and 
Mr. ENZI) submitted the following reso- 
lution; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Finance: 


S. Res. 220 


Whereas, in an unprecedented sale, the Eu- 
ropean Union has entered into a contract 
with the United States to sell heavily sub- 
sidized European barley to the United 
States; 

Whereas the sale of almost 1,400,000 bushels 
(30,000 metric tons) of feed barley would be 
shipped from Finland to Stockton, Cali- 
fornia; 

Whereas news of the sale has already de- 
pressed feed barley prices by at least 24 cents 
per bushel in the California feed barley mar- 
ket; 

Whereas, since this market sets national 
pricing patterns for both feed and malting 
barley, the sale would mean enormous mar- 
ket losses for barley producers throughout 
the United States, at a time when United 
States barley producers are already suffering 
from low prices; 

Whereas the European restitution sub- 
sidies for this barley amounts to $1.11 per 
bushel ($51 per metric ton); 

Whereas the price-depressing effects of this 
1 sale would adversely affect market prices 
for at least a 9-month period as this grain 
moves through the United States marketing 
system; 

Whereas this shipment would be part of 
about 9,000,000 bushels (200,000 metric tons) of 
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European feed barley that has been approved 
for restitution subsidies by the European 
Union; 

Whereas the availability of the additional 
subsidized European barley in the inter- 
national market would not only continue to 
artificially depress market prices, but also 
would threaten to open a new channel of im- 
ports into the United States; 

Whereas, as the world's largest feed grain 
producer and the world’s largest exporter of 
feed grains, the United States does not re- 
quire imported feed grains; 

Whereas, at the same time that subsidized 
European barley is being imported into the 
United States, some United States feed 
grains are prevented from entering European 
markets under European Union food regula- 
tions; 

Whereas United States barley growers are 
now feeling the negative impacts of the sale, 
regardless of whether the subsidized Euro- 
pean barley was originally targeted for sale 
into the United States and whether the sub- 
sidies comply with the letter of current 
World Trade Organization export subsidy 
rules; and 

Whereas the sale not only undermines the 
intent and the spirit of free trade agree- 
ments and negotiations, but also moves 
away from the goals of level playing fields 
and fairness in trade relationships: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, 

SECTION 1. SENSE OF SENATE ON EXPORT OF 
EUROPEAN BARLEY TO THE UNITED 
STATES. 

It is sense of the Senate that— 

(1) the European Union should— 

(A) take immediate steps to cancel the sale 
of European feed barley to the United States; 
and 

(B) establish procedures to ensure that res- 
titution and other subsidies are not used for 
sales of agricultural commodities to the 
United States or other countries of North 
America; 

(2) the President of the United States, the 
United States Trade Representative, and the 
Secretary of Agriculture should immediately 
investigate the sale of European feed barley 
to the United States and prevent any future 
sale of European agricultural commodities 
to the United States or other countries of 
North America that is based on restitution 
or other subsidies; and 

(3) not later than 60 days after approval of 
this resolution, the United States Trade Rep- 
resentative and the Secretary of Agriculture 
should report to Congress on— 

(A) the terms and conditions of the sale of 
European feed barley to the United States; 

(B) the steps that have been taken to can- 
cel the sale and prevent any recurrence of 
similar types of sales; and 

(C) any additional authorities that are nec- 
essary to carry out subparagraph (B). 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, periodi- 
cally, there are events that help focus 
and define the problems that this na- 
tion faces in its trade relationships 
with the rest of the world. Today, we 
are facing another glaring example of 
how this nation becomes the dumping 
ground for subsidized exports that vio- 
lates any reasonable understanding of 
fair trade and level-playing fields. 

Earlier this month, a sale was made 
for the shipment of 1.4 million bushels 
of feed barley from Finland to Stock- 
ton, California. The irony and tragedy 
of this sale is that the United States is 
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the world’s largest producer of feed 
grains, as well as the world’s largest 
exporter of feed grains. There is abso- 
lutely no reason for this nation to im- 
port a single grain of feed barley. 

The only reason that this sale was 
feasible was that this shipment is heav- 
ily subsidized to the tune of at least 
$1.11 per bushel through the European 
Union's restitution system of subsidies. 

At a time when farmers across this 
country are facing some very serious 
economic challenges, including low 
prices, escalating production costs, and 
adverse weather conditions, it is a seri- 
ous economic blow for them to be un- 
dercut by the import of subsidized feed 
grains. At a time when many farmers 
are having difficulty getting credit to 
put in their spring crops because cur- 
rent farm prices do not cover produc- 
tion costs, we do not need unnecessary 
imports to put further downward pres- 
sure on our grain markets. 

News of this sale of European barley 
has already depressed feed barley 
prices by at least 24 cents a bushel in 
the California feed barley market. 
Since this market sets pricing trends 
for both feed and malting barley, this 
sale of 1.4 million bushels is producing 
enormous market losses for barley pro- 
ducers throughout the country. Market 
experts indicate that this sale will ad- 
versely affect U.S. barley prices for at 
least a nine-month period as this bar- 
ley moves through the U.S. marketing 
system. It particularly hits home in 
North Dakota, which is the nation’s 
largest producer of barley and nor- 
mally produces one-third of this na- 
tion’s barley crop. 

Compounding the pricing impact of 
this particular sale is the fact that 
there is something in the neighborhood 
of another 9 million bushels of feed bar- 
ley that have been authorized for res- 
titution subsidies by the European 
Union and which have not yet found a 
home. 

This morning at a meeting in the of- 
fice of Senator Baucus, I and other 
Senators from barley-producing states 
met with the Ambassador of the Orga- 
nization of European Communities, Mr. 
Hugo Paeman. We asked him to convey 
to the European Union that this sale 
should be terminated and that the Eu- 
ropean Union should take immediate 
steps to prevent any future occurrence 
of such subsidized sales into the U.S. 
market. While Mr. Paeman sought to 
assure us that this sale was a very un- 
usual circumstance and was not a 
precedent for additional sales of sub- 
sidized barley into the United States, 
we continue to be greatly concerned 
about the impact it has already had 
upon markets and the danger of this 
sale opening a new channel of unfair 
trade into the United States. 

While I sincerely hope that the Euro- 
pean Union will take our concerns seri- 
ously and take the appropriate actions 
to terminate this sale and prevent fu- 
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ture sales, I also recognize that this 
nation also has a responsibility to fight 
for fair trade for our farmers. It’s bad 
enough that the European Union would 
permit such an event to occur. It would 
be even worse if the United States took 
no action to stop it. 

The real tragedy of this situation is 
that it is very likely that this ship- 
ment of highly-subsidized feed barley is 
permissible under current rules of the 
World Trade Organization. The possi- 
bility that this sale is WTO legal 
doesn’t make it any more acceptable to 
the farmers who have already been 
hurt by the price reduction that this 
sale has caused. 

This morning we were told that the 
European Union had not targeted the 
United States for this particular ship- 
ment of barley, and that it, in fact, had 
been intended for sale to Saudi Arabia. 
Yet, the reality is that this sale is cur- 
rently scheduled to be shipped to 
Stockton, California. Again, it makes 
little difference to U.S. barley growers 
whether this shipment was originally 
destined for the United States. The ef- 
fect on their prices is the same. The 
damage to our markets is the same. 

While this sale of heavily-subsidized 
European barley is unprecedented, once 
a channel of commerce is opened it is 
often extremely difficult to put the 
genie back in the bottle. That is why 
that I and my colleagues from other 
barley producing states are so deeply 
concerned about this particular event. 
We have seen a trickle of Canadian 
grain moving across our borders 
change into a perpetual avalanche. We 
have seen assurances and good inten- 
tions become the grease by which un- 
fair trade policies have become struc- 
tural. 

This particular sale of European bar- 
ley is another example of many of the 
ongoing problems that our nation has 
in achieving fair trade with level play- 
ing fields and reciprocal market access. 
While I hope that this sale can be ter- 
minated and resolved quickly and ef- 
fectively, I also believe this sale should 
become a rallying point for not only 
American farmers, but the entire na- 
tion in demanding fairness and justice 
in our trade policies and relationship. 

I am pleased that I have been joined 
by twelve of my colleagues in submit- 
ting a sense of the Senate resolution 
which calls upon both the European 
Union and our own nation to take the 
appropriate steps to not only termi- 
nate this sale, but also to ensure that 
such a sale will never occur again. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 
rise today to declare my concern over 
the dumping of barley into the Amer- 
ican market by a European producer. 

I share the Idaho barley producers’ 
outrage about the current unprece- 
dented movement of heavily subsidized 
European Union feed barley into the 
California feed markets. Last week, a 
30,000 metric ton cargo of European 
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feed barley was sold into the Stockton, 
California feed market. As expected, 
this sale has caused a tremendous rip- 
ple in American barley prices. In fact, 
this action has caused the price of bar- 
ley to drop 34 cents a bushel after the 
subsidized European Union feed barley 
sale was announced. This sale under- 
mines both the intent and spirit of 
trade agreements with Europe and con- 
tradicts the goals of trade fairness. 

Any time there is a drastic drop in 
the price of any commodity, America's 
agriculture community and leaders 
must take notice. Whether the dump- 
ing was intentional or not, we must not 
allow it to go unchallenged and the 
practice cannot be allowed to continue. 
American barley producers can com- 
pete with any in the world, but there 
must be a level playing field. The Euro- 
pean Union must now take steps to 
level that field. 

I, along with my some of my col- 
leagues, have met with European 
Union Ambassador Hugo Paeman about 
the problem. Ambassador Paeman has 
assured us that the European Union 
countries will not repeat the recent 
sale of subsidized barley into the 
United States. That would be a disaster 
for Idaho and American producers, The 
ambassador also assured us that this is 
in no way a precedent, and in fact is a 
unique and isolated event. However, if 
this sale is still allowed to go through, 
it could create a real concern that this 
deal will set a precedent. 

Barley is very important to the econ- 
omy of my home state. Idaho produces 
60 million bushels of barley a year, 
worth $155.3 million annually. We are 
the second largest barley producer in 
the U.S. and barley is the state’s fifth 
largest crop. 

Mr. Chairman, I call for termination 
of this sale of European Union barley 
and also for assurances from the Euro- 
pean Union that U.S. grain markets 
will not be disrupted by unfair trade 
practices. That is why I am submitting 
a resolution calling on the European 
Union to halt this shipment and for the 
administration to investigate this un- 
fair practice. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I join 
with my colleagues in submitting this 
resolution condemning the subsidized 
sale of European barley into the Cali- 
fornia barley market. 

Today several of us met with the Eu- 
ropean Union Ambassador, Mr. Hugo 
Paemon, to express our extreme con- 
cern about this shipment and about the 
future it bodes for the trade relation- 
ship between the United States and the 
European Union. Quite frankly, Mr. 
President, I think that we were heard 
but I am not sure, in the American 
vernacular, that Mr. Paemon quite 
“gets it.” 

Mr. President, I want to suggest that 
whether this is just a skirmish, or 
whether it is the first battle in what 
many believe could become a rapidly 
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escalating conflict over trade in agri- 
cultural goods, for barley producers in 
Oregon and across America, there has 
been no more serious matter in the 
past decade. 

My language is strong, Mr. President, 
because it is very important that Sen- 
ators understand that if this shipment 
proceeds it sets an extremely dan- 
gerous precedent for our agricultural 
trade practices. 

There is a very real concern in Or- 
egon that if we allow this shipment of 
grain, the shipment of which would 
simply not be possible without an ex- 
traordinary level of European Union 
subsidy, then we will have opened the 
door to further shipments that could 
have devastating effects on our domes- 
tic commodity prices. 

For my colleagues who have not yet 
heard about this issue, a shipment of 
European Union barley, at a restitu- 
tion subsidy rate of $51 per metric ton, 
that was originally targeted into the 
Saudi Arabian market was not sold. In 
search of a buyer, this shipment was 
subsequently sold into the California 
feed barley market at a price well 
below the then-current market price. 

Mr. President, the United States is 
the world’s largest producer of feed 
grains and the world’s largest exporter 
of feed grains. Were this European bar- 
ley not subsidized at half of its value, 
we would not be having this discussion 
because there is no way it could have 
been priced competitively with domes- 
tic feed barley. 

I met this weekend with barley pro- 
ducers in Klamath Falls, Oregon. These 
folks are already seeing very tough 
barley prices this season, down about 
$5 a metric ton from what they have 
normally received over the decade. 
They are taking some hits as a con- 
sequence of our national policy 
through the Farm bill of phasing out 
income maintenance programs. And 
now the European Union is sending us 
a heavily subsidized shipment that is 
causing collapse of the market. Enough 
is enough. 

This European Union shipment, be- 
cause it has the capacity to flood the 
California market for the next 9 
months, has caused prices to drop $10 
per ton in one week. One individual 
who operates a grain elevator in the 
Klamath described telling a local pro- 
ducer that he had lost some $20,000 in 
48 hours as a result of this dumping of 
this subsidized barley into California. 

These farmers ask, correctly, that if 
ever there was a time for the federal 
government to come to the defense of 
American agriculture, now is that 
time. We face collapse of our American 
barley market because of this rel- 
atively unique occurrence; now is the 
time to go to the mat in defense of our 
producers against wholly subsidized 
foreign dumping. 

Mr. President, we should also recog- 
nize, and thank, the larger wholesalers 
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of barley in California who passed up 
this sale, which to them represented 
I'm sure a very lucrative marketing op- 
portunity. These companies understood 
the damage that the sale would do to 
their customers and most reliable sup- 
pliers, the U.S. barley producers. But 
surely if this sale is allowed to go for- 
ward, and other fire sales are allowed 
to follow, those firms will no longer be 
able to afford that posture. 

Mr. President, as a supporter of free 
trade, and of providing fast track au- 
thority, if we are to retain our credi- 
bility with American farmers then we 
must show the ability to act forcefully 
when faced with these sorts of irritants 
to free trade. There is no precedent for 
this sale, and if we allow it to go for- 
ward then those of us who believe in 
the promise of freer trade will have 
some difficulty explaining to our farm- 
ers that greater trade freedom is in 
their best interest. 

Mr. President, It is very important to 
all Oregon producers that the U.S. Sen- 
ate act quickly to respond to this un- 
precedented attack on one segment of 
our agriculture industry. I urge the 
swift adoption of this resolution. 


SENATE RESOLUTION 221—DESIG- 
NATING APRIL 30, 1998, AS NA- 
TIONAL ERASE THE HATE AND 
ELIMINATE RACISM DAY” 


Mr. BURNS (for himself, Mr. BAUCUS, 
Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. CAMP- 
BELL, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. 
ENZI, Mr. GORTON, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. 
GRAMS, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. 
HATCH, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. KEMP- 
THORNE, Mr. MACK, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. 
THURMOND, Mr. WARNER, Mr. BINGA- 
MAN, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. 
Dopp, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
GLENN, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. 
MOYNIHAN, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. REID, Mr. 
ROBB, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. TORRICELLI, 
Mr. WYDEN, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. KERREY, 
Mr. KOHL, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. LEVIN, 
Mr. SPECTER, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. 
DEWINE, Mr. AKAKA, Mrs. BOXER, and 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN) submitted the fol- 
lowing resolution; which was consid- 
ered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 221 

Whereas the term ‘hate crime’ means an 
offense in which one or more individuals, 
commits an offense (such as an assault or 
battery (simple or aggravated), theft, crimi- 
nal trespass, damage to property, mob ac- 
tion, disorderly conduct, or telephone har- 
assment) by reason of the race, color, creed, 
religion, ancestry, gender, sexual orienta- 
tion, physical or mental disability, or na- 
tional origin of another individual or group 
of individuals; 

Whereas there are almost 8,000 hate crimes 
reported to the Department of Justice each 
year, and the number of hate crimes reported 
increases each year; 

Whereas hate crimes have no place in a 
civilized society that is dedicated to freedom 
and independence, as is the United States; 
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Whereas the people of the United States 
must lead and set the example for the world 
in protecting the rights of all people; 

Whereas the people of the United States 
should take personal responsibility for and 
action against hatred and hate crimes; 

Whereas the Members of Congress, as rep- 
resentatives of the people of the United 
States, must take personal responsibility for 
and action against hatred and hate crimes; 

Whereas the laws against hate crimes, 
which have been passed by Congress and 
signed by the President, must be supported 
and implemented by the people of the United 
States and by Federal, State, and local law 
enforcement officials and other public serv- 
ants: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) designates April 30, 1998, as ‘National 
Erase the Hate and Eliminate Racism Day’; 
and 

(2) requests that the President issue a 
proclamation calling upon the people of the 
United States and throughout the world to 
recognize the importance of using each day 
as an opportunity to take a stand against 
hate crimes and violence in their nations, 
states, neighborhoods and communities. 


e 
SENATE RESOLUTION 222—COM- 
MENDING STUART FRANKLIN 
BALDERSON 


Mr. LOTT (for himself, Mr. THUR- 
MOND, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. 
BYRD, Mr. WARNER, and Mr. FORD) sub- 
mitted the following resolution; which 
was considered and agree to: 
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Whereas Stuart F. Balderson became an 
employee of the United States Senate on 
May 23, 1960, and since that date has ably 
and faithfully upheld the high standards and 
traditions of the staff of the United States 
Senate for a period that included 19 Con- 
gresses; 

Whereas Stuart F. Balderson has served as 
Financial Clerk of the United States Senate 
from August 1, 1980 to April 30, 1998; 

Whereas Stuart F. Balderson has faithfully 
discharged the difficult duties and respon- 
sibilities of his position as Financial Clerk of 
the United States Senate with great pride, 
energy, efficiency, dedication, integrity, and 
professionalism; 

Whereas he has earned the respect, affec- 
tion, and esteem of the United States Sen- 
ate; and 

Whereas Stuart F. Balderson will retire 
from the United States Senate on April 30, 
1998, with 40 years of Government service—38 
years with the United States Senate and 2 
years with the United States Navy: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the United States Senate 
commends Stuart F. Balderson for his exem- 
plary service to the United States Senate 
and the Nation, and wishes to express its 
deep appreciation and gratitude for his long, 
faithful, and outstanding service. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall 
transmit a copy of this resolution to Stuart 
F. Balderson. 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com- 

mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 


April 30, 1998 


Forestry be allowed to meet during the 
session of the Senate on Thursday, 
April 30, 1998 at 9 a.m. in SR-828A. The 
purpose of this meeting will be to ex- 
amine agricultural transportation 
issues. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet in 
executive session during the session of 
the Senate on Thursday, April 30, 1998, 
to conduct a mark-up of H.R. 1151, the 
Credit Union Membership Access 
Act”. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
on Thursday, April 30, 1998, at 9:30 a.m. 
on the nomination of James Loy to be 
admiral and James Card to be vice ad- 
miral of the United States Coast 
Guard. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
on Thursday, April 30, 1998, at 10 a.m. 
or immediately following the nomina- 
tion hearing, on pending committee 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, the 
Finance Committee requests unani- 
mous consent to conduct a hearing on 
Thursday, April 30, 1998 beginning at 9 
a.m. in room 215 Dirksen. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to hold an executive business meeting 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, April 30, 1998, at 10 a.m., in 
room 226 of the Senate Dirksen Office 
Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on Thursday, April 30, 1998, at 10:30 
a.m. in room 226 of the Senate Dirksen 
Office Building to hold a hearing on 
“Raising Tobacco Prices: New Opportu- 
nities for the Blackmarket?” 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AVIATION 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Aviation 
Subcommittee on the Senate Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
on Thursday, April 30, 1998, at 2 p.m. on 
AIP reauthorization (COMMITTEE 
PROPOSAL). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FORESTS AND PUBLIC LAND 

MANAGEMENT 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Forests and Public Land 
Management of the Committee on En- 
ergy and Natural Resources be granted 
permission to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Thursday, April 30, for 
purposes of conducting a subcommittee 
hearing which is scheduled to begin at 
9:30 p.m. The purpose of this hearing is 
to receive testimony on S. 1253, the 
Public Land Management Act of 1997. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, HISTORIC 

PRESERVATION, AND RECREATION 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on National Parks, Historic 
Preservation, and Recreation of the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources be granted permission to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, April 30, for purposes of con- 
ducting a subcommittee hearing which 
is scheduled to begin at 2 p.m. The pur- 
pose of this hearing is to receive testi- 
mony on title IV of S. 1693, the Vision 
2020 National Park Restoration Act; 
and S. 624, the National Park Service 
Concession Policy Reform Act of 1997. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Human Resources, 
Subcommittee on Public Health and 
Safety, be authorized to meet for a 
hearing on Agency for Health Care Pol- 
icy Research during the session of the 
Senate on Thursday, April 30, 1998, at 
11 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

O nae 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


IN RECOGNITION OF JEWISH 
HERITAGE WEEK 


è Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, it is with 
great pride and pleasure that I rise 
today to call my colleagues attention 
to Jewish Heritage Week, which is 
being recognized this year from April 
26 through May 2. 

Each spring since 1976, during the 
season in which Jewish people com- 
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memorate Passover, Yom Hashoah 
(Holocaust Memorial Day) and Yom 
Ha’atzmaut (Israel independence Day), 
a week is set aside to celebrate the sig- 
nificant contributions Jewish people 
have made to American history and 
culture. This year is of special signifi- 
cance to Jews in the United States and 
throughout the world as the State of 
Israel celebrates its 50th anniversary 
on April 30. 

On the day following the establish- 
ment of the State of Israel, Prime Min- 
ister Ben-Gurion reminded the people 
of Israel what had been accomplished. 
He said, “whatever we have achieved is 
the result of the efforts of earlier gen- 
erations no less than those of our own. 
It is also the result of an unwavering 
fidelity to our precious heritage, the 
heritage of a small nation that has suf- 
fered much, but at the same time has 
won for itself a special place in the his- 
tory of mankind because of its spirit, 
faith, and vision.” Today, American 
Jews maintain the same rich heritage 
of which Prime Minister Ben-Gurion 
spoke. And just as our brothers and sis- 
ters in Israel, we owe much to our fore- 
bears who paved the way in the United 
States. 

Mr. President, the contributions of 
Jewish Americans to the life of our na- 
tion are undeniable. Virtually every 
area of American culture has bene- 
fitted from the talents of Jewish peo- 
ple, including science, medicine, busi- 
ness, government, literature and the 
arts. I know my colleagues join me and 
the millions of others who mark this 
special week to pay tribute to the 
countless people of Jewish faith who 
have contributed so much to the defini- 
tion of our nation and the world.e 


— 


TRIBUTE TO LAWRENCE CENTRAL 
HIGH SCHOOL 


e Mr. COATS. Mr. President, this 
weekend, students from Lawrence Cen- 
tral High School in Indianapolis will be 
competing in the We the People... 
The Citizen and the Constitution” Na- 
tional Finals here in Washington, D.C. 

After winning the Indiana state com- 
petition last December, these students 
from Lawrence Central (Kari Amos, 
Robert Baker, Kari Buis, Julie Burton, 
Sheila Cardinal, Haley Carney, Mark 
Davis, Justin Gray, Amber Gross, 
Shawn Haislip, Kristen Halligan, Seth 
Higgins, Megan Lott, Les Jahnke, 
Kelly Khoury, Ted Kieffer, Justin 
Lane, Jolene McClusky, Joyce McCoy, 
Courtney Mills, Aaron Moberly, Galan 
Moore, Jon Owens, Chris Recktenwall, 
Eric Reissner, Kelly Richardson, Lisa 
Schubert, Tara Sheets, Jennifer 
Staresnick, Shane White) and their 
teacher, Drew Horvath, have been ea- 
gerly preparing to represent our great 
Hoosier state here in Washington. 

Mr. President, I am proud of the dedi- 
cation and the accomplishments of 
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these Hoosier students. As I have stat- 
ed before, I strongly believe that edu- 
cational programs, such as the We the 
People. . competition, are excellent 
tools for enhancing the education of 
our children. 

The We the People. . program is 
the most extensive program to educate 
our youth about our Constitution and 
the Bill of Rights. I am pleased to wel- 
come these students to our nation’s 
capital. Through the We the People 
... program these students have 
taken the extra step to learn first hand 
about our government by bringing the 
pages of their textbooks to life. 

Mr. President, I would like to con- 
gratulate the students of Lawrence 
Central High School for their accom- 
plishments and wish them luck in the 
national competition. I know they will 
represent our great state of Indiana 
well.e 


—— 


GARRETT ACADEMY OF TECH- 
NOLOGY VARSITY BOYS BASKET- 
BALL TEAM 


è Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to rise today in homage to an 
extraordinary group of young people, 
the Garrett Academy of Technology 
Varsity Boys Basketball Team. On 
January 2, 1998, these young men made 
32 3-point shots in one game—a new na- 
tional record. South Carolina takes 
tremendous pride in their accomplish- 
ment, which they achieved with team- 
work and individual excellence. 

In the last two years, this team has 
set many individual and personal 
records. The Falcons are the defending 
7-AA Region Champions and their 
coach, Michael Bayne, has been named 
Coach of the Year more than fifteen 
times in various sports. These athletes 
set a standard of excellence for every 
field of endeavor. 

The members of the Garrett Falcons 
are as follows: 

Robert Seabrook, who set a State 
record last year by making 12 3-point 
shots in one game. Robert, a Senior 
electronics student plans to attend An- 
derson College on a basketball scholar- 
ship. 

Wil Gibbs, an electricity student, is a 
Senior and will attend college in the 
Fall. 

Hashem Richardson, a plumbing stu- 
dent, is a Senior and will attend pre- 
paratory school. 

Josh Davis, a drafting student, is a 
Senior and will attend Spartanburg 
Methodist College. 

Hassan Bartley, an automotive stu- 
dent, is a Senior and will attend 
Spartanburg Methodist College. 

Kyren Ancrum, a plumbing student, 
is a Junior and plans to attend Den- 
mark Technical College. 

Ralph Pressley, a plumbing student, 
is a Sophomore. 

Louis McCullough, a drafting stu- 
dent, is a Sophomore. 
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Brandon Fields is a Freshman and 
undecided in his concentration of 
study. 

Mr. President, I ask that the news- 
paper account of this victory, “Garrett 
Tech’s 3-point Baskets Make History” 
which appeared in the January 8, 1998 
issue of Charleston’s The Post and Cou- 
rier be printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 


[From The Post and Courier, Charleston, 
S.C., January 8, 1998] 
GARRETT THREES MAKE HISTORY 
(By Jeff Hartsell) 

Robbie Seabrook learned how to shoot a 
basketball on the hoop at his cousins’ house. 

“They were all so tall,” said Seabrook, 
“that I had to shoot from outside all the 
time.“ 

Now that Seabrook is all grown up—he’s a 
6-3 senior for the Garrett Tech basketball 
team—the outside shooting touch his cousins 
forced on him is paying off in a big way. 

Seabrook is the leading 3-point shooter on 
a Garrett team that set a national high 
school record for most 3-point baskets in a 
game last week. 

During their own Wall of Fame Invita- 
tional last Friday, the Falcons made 32 of 79 
shots from 3-point range in a 117-39 victory 
over Bowman Academy. 

That performance bettered the 29 treys (in 
94 attempts, still a record) made in a game 
last year by Alexandria High of Juniata Val- 
ley, Pa., according to the National Federa- 
tion of State High Schoo! Associations. 

“It was pure energy that night,” said 
Seabrook, who made nine 3-pointers against 
Bowman Academy. All I know is I didn’t 
get tired in that game.” 

Neither did his teammates. Point guard 
Hashem Richardson also made nine 3-point- 
ers, while Will Gibbs added eight and Louis 
McCollough, Damien Jackson and Brandon 
Fields had two each. 

For the season, Garrett (9-2) has made 98 3- 
point shots in 11 games, led by Seabrook, 
who has hit 52 of 137 treys (37.9 percent) and 
will play next year at Anderson College, an 
NCAA Division IT school in Anderson. 

Seabrook, averaging 22 points per game, 
set a state record last year by making 12 3- 
point shots in one game and made & straight 
free throws at the end of last season and 
start of this season. 

Obviously, Garrett coach Michael Bayne 
believes in the power of threes. 

“Robbie has the green light at any time,” 
said Bayne, 60-31 in his fourth season at Gar- 
rett after stints at Cardinal Newman in Co- 
lumbia and Denmark-Olar. 

“Most of the other guys have green lights 
only after penetration. We want to get it in- 
side and dish it out for the square-up three.“ 

That job generally falls to point guard 
Richardson, a 6-2 senior averaging 31.5 points 
per game. McCullough, a 64 sophomore, 
scores about 15.8 points per game. 

Garrett’s success in basketball—the girls’ 
team also is doing well at 9-2—has come de- 
spite some problems that are unique to the 
school, known as Garrett Academy of Tech- 
nology. Garrett reopened as a technical 
school four years ago after the old Garrett 
High was closed. 

Garrett draws students from all over 
Charleston County, which makes it hard for 
some players to make it to practices and 
games. For example, Gibbs, a 6-4 senior, lives 
in McClellanville, about an hour’s drive from 
the school. 

And Bayne said many athletes who already 
have played sports for another school are re- 
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luctant to leave that school for Garrett. He 
said nine of his 12 players had never played 
organized basketball before they got to Gar- 
rett. 

“A lot of kids who would like to play 
sports at Garrett are unable to, because they 
don't have a way home,” Bayne said. And 
we only have two players that have played at 
another school. 

“A lot of kids feel a loyalty to a team 
they’ve already played for, so we are trying 
to teach a system to kids that have never 
played on an organized team before.“ 

With the High School League due to reclas- 
sify member schools soon, Garrett has ap- 
plied to move down to Class A from AA, 
Bayne said. Garrett has about 675 students. 

“I think overall that is the right place for 
us in athletics,” said Bayne, who also is ath- 
letic director. That's due to the lack of 
numbers that are actually able to partici- 
pate in athletics. Garrett and the Academic 
Magnet (also in Class AA) are the only two 
schools in the state that don’t have middle- 
school feeder programs designated to them. 

“Until then, we are being a little cheated. 
The basketball programs have been able to 
win, but it’s a very large hardship on some of 
our other programs.“ 

No matter what their classification, 
Bayne’s Falcons have made their mark on 
the national record book, 

“I'm very pleased for these young men," 
Bayne said. “The national record is impor- 
tant in a lot of ways, but what these kids do 
after high school is what's important, and I 
just hope they remember that Garrett Tech 
taught them a lot.“ 


LATIN-AMERICANS FOR SOCIAL 
AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, 
INC. 


e Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize a very important or- 
ganization in the State of Michigan. 
Latin-Americans for Social and Eco- 
nomic Development (LA SED), is an 
advocacy agency that has served the 
Latino/Southwest area of Detroit, 
Michigan for twenty-nine years. LA 
SED has made tremendous contribu- 
tions to the Detroit area and should be 
commended. 

LA SED will be hosting their Annual 
Recognition Luncheon on Wednesday, 
May 20, 1998 at the International Mar- 
ket Place in Greektown, Detroit. The 
theme of the lunch is Corporate Vol- 
unteerism—Giving Back.” This event 
will undoubtedly be a great success. 

At this time I want to extend my 
warmest regards and appreciation to 
my good friend, Jane Garcia who is the 
chairperson for the luncheon. I would 
also like to express my appreciation to 
everyone who is involved in making 
this organization so effective. I wish 
LA SED continued success. 


JULES AND HELEN RABIN 


è Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to say a few words about Jules 
and Helen Rabin who are long-time, re- 
spected Vermonters. Marcelle and I are 
proud to call them our friends. The 
Rabins exhibit what so many 
Vermonters have: a sense of what is 
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valuable and important in life. With 
hard work, dedication, and a great deal 
of patience, Jules and Helen have built 
up a successful family bakery, serving 
the needs of their community. Over the 
last 20 years they have become masters 
of their craft. Recently, one of our 
local newspapers wrote an excellent ar- 
ticle about the Rabins and their bak- 
ery. I ask that the article be printed in 
the RECORD so that all Senators may 
read about this fine family. 
The article follows. 


[From the Rutland Herald and the Sunday 
Times Argus, Mar. 8, 1998] 
IN SEARCH OF SOURDOUGH—A VERMONT BAKER 
SETS OUT TO FIND—AND MAKE—THE PER- 
FECT LOAF 


(By Kathleen Hentcy) 


When you bite into sourdough bread, your 
teeth meet with a worthy substance: Crack- 
ling hard crust, the bread inside chewy al- 
most to the point of toughness, a sour tang. 
And once you've chewed and swallowed a few 
times, a satisfaction that few other breads 
deliver. 

Real bread, for my money or effort, must 
meet this test. And it must proudly with- 
stand toasting and slathering with sweet 
butter, not in the least smashed, or lessened 
in its big-holed texture. It should produce a 
clean crunch when bitten, and when chewed, 
remain substantial food, not melting into a 
gooey mash. 

Overall, bread must take effort to cut, and 
time to chew and digest. It must, truly, be 
the staff of life.” 

But buying good sourdough bread can eat 
up the grocery budget; the loaves typically 
cost more than $3 each. Besides, I find bak- 
ing bread to be an almost spiritual experi- 
ence. And eating fine bread that you made 
yourself, listening to friends’ compliments, 
is gratifying. 

I've baked bread since my teen years. 
Some of what I make is outstanding. Some 
loaves I give to the sheep. 

Lately, I’ve returned to baking sourdough. 
Sourdough, made with only the wild yeasts 
that choose to set up home in a culture of 
water and flour you provide, is wild, unruly 
bread, its flavor distinctive to the region 
where it is made. You don’t know how the 
bread dough will behave from baking to bak- 
ing, since the leavening agent—the 
sourdough—is very sensitive to atmospheric 
conditions and room temperature. From my 
experience, I'd say the baker’s temperament 
is included under “atmospheric conditions” 
and can greatly influence the outcome. 

Tve made attempts at sourdough breads 
before, keeping a liquid starter in the refrig- 
erator for months. I'd use it for a while, then 
forget about it and later find a dried-up mass 
that I'd have to throw out, jar and all. But 
the loaves I made from those starters never 
compared to the bread I found at the local 
food coop. 


THE SEARCH GETS SERIOUS 


Last fall, I was bitten by a new ambition: 
To bake the ultimate “peasant bread.” 
Sourdough French country bread. Pain de 
Campagne. Those lordly loaves with chest- 
nut-brown crusts that crackle, the trade- 
mark large-textured chewy centers, and the 
sour tang. 

This bread, and all French sourdough, is 
made using a doughy sourdough starter rath- 
er than a liquid. Once the starter is prepared 
and a batch of dough is made up, the baker 
takes off about a cup of dough—called levain, 
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from the old French word for rise, or leav- 
en—to store in the refrigerator. That piece, 
allowed to warm to room temperature and 
refreshed with flour and water, provides the 
basis for the next batch of bread, and so on 
as long as the baker doesn't forget to take 
the levain from subsequent batches. 

Can making that bread be difficult enough 
to warrant a price of $3 a loaf? If peasants 
baked these glorious loaves in wood-fired 
ovens with no refrigeration for the starter, 
surely I ought to be able to figure this out. 
Look at the ingredients: flour, salt, water. 
Some note sourdough,“ which, technically, 
is only more of the first and last ingredients, 
flour and water. Adding commercial yeast to 
sourdough is sacrilege. 

So I got out my bread books, and read 
about sourdough. I read magazine stories 
about sourdough. I bought many loaves of 
sourdough made by several different 
Vermont bakeries. I made sourdough starter 
and baked loaves of bread on a baking stone. 
I didn’t feed it to the sheep, but I didn’t give 
it to friends, either. 

I went back to the books, and finally, to 
two bakers nearby who make five wonderful 
kinds of sourdough. I'll tell you what I 
learned up front: good sourdough bread is 
definitely worth $3 a loaf. But baking it is 
worth more. 


IN THE BAKERY 


In a small building in the backyard of 
Helen and Jules Rabin's house, the Rabins 
continue the tradition of baking the commu- 
nity bread. Helen pulls large hunks of dough 
off a slouching 75-pound mass on the wooden 
counter. She places each chunk on a scale 
and adds enough to make the scale level out 
at one and three-quarter pounds, then drops 
the measured blob onto the counter, and 
starts the process anew. Once she has six or 
so lumps of dough, she kneads them one by 
one, shaping them into slender loaves about 
eight inches long. These are French white 
sourdough,” or batards, the shorter, fatter 
version of the popular baguette. In little 
more than an hour, she will have weighted 
and shaped 65 batards. 

Helen and Jules have done this work near- 
ly every week, two days a week, for 20 years. 
While she mills the grains, mixes the dough 
and forms the loaves, he builds the fire that 
heats the oven and eventually bakes the 
bread. 

The Rabins began baking bread in 1978, 
shortly after Jules was laid off from his job 
teaching anthropology at Goddard College in 
Plainfield. Five years earlier, after visiting 
friends who were trying to recreate the lives 
of 19th-century peasants in the south of 
France, the Rabins decided to build a mas- 
sive stone wood-fired oven like those that 
once dotted the European continent. 

The Rabins’ oven is large enough to bake 
250 loaves a day. They bake two days a week, 
producing 500 loaves out of 750 pounds of 
dough. When they started making sourdough 
bread, they had no competition. 

“We had an easy ride when we began—peo- 
ple around here had not had such bread,” 
Jules says. That meant when they delivered 
their first loaves, which were dense, unrisen 
and hard, people still snapped them up. The 
taste was good, and slowly the texture im- 
proved. 


A FEW SECRETS FOUND 


“It took over five years to develop our 
loaves,” Jules told me during an earlier 
visit. This gave me great hope. These people, 
who routinely make excellent sourdough 
bread, had once produced loaves similar to 
what I started with. 
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“Sourdough is very tricky stuff to work 
with,” Jules said, making me feel even bet- 
ter. To get even, well-raised loaves is very 
difficult with sourdough.” 

But did they seek out instruction in books 
or from other bakers? No. They figured it 
out themselves. 

“We set ourselves the challenge to bake 
without yeast,” he said. 

The Rabins got their ideal for the kind of 
bread they wanted from European breads, 
and Helen once spent a night in a French 
bakery, watching. But she received no in- 
structions. 

We fiddled and mixed to arrive at what we 
have today,” Jules said. He credits Helen 
with all the brain work in the operation, 
from building the oven to figuring out how 
long the bread should rise. 

And so, on a mild March day, I stand inside 
the bakery, careful to stay out of the way, 
and watch, much as I imagine Helen watched 
those French bakers many years ago. I'm al- 
lowed questions, but I avoid direct queries 
regarding the secrets of sourdough. Not only 
are the Rabins offering Upland Bakers for 
sale, and so have to protect their system, but 
I want to figure out at least some of this 
process for myself. 

My time with the Rabins revealed two im- 
portant lessons. The first is that baking good 
sourdough requires time. Let the levain 
warm for a few days after refreshing it, and 
before mixing the dough. Then, allow the 
dough to rise for four to six hours, punch it 
down and form the loaves, and allow those to 
rise for another four to six hours. The vari- 
ation in rising times has to do with those at- 
mospheric conditions, and you will know 
only by trial and error when to bake at four 
hours and when to wait for six. 

The other important detail I learned is 
that sourdough does not have to be babied 
like yeasted bread dough. The risen loaves 
can be picked up and placed on the baking 
surface without worrying about flattening 
them. Go ahead and slash the tops deeply, to 
allow the loaf to expand as the hard crust de- 
velops. 

These may sound like trivial details, but 
on my counter this morning sit the two best 
loaves of sourdough I have made to date. I 
haven't yet developed quite the sour tang I 
like, but the texture and volume of the 
loaves is beautiful. Toast and tea this morn- 
ing was especially pleasing. 

And the Rabins refreshed“ this lesson for 
me: Having the answer as quickly as possible 
isn’t always best. Sometimes it’s the process 
of looking that is the most fun. 


CBO COST ESTIMATE FOR THE IRS 
RESTRUCTURING AND REFORM 
ACT OF 1998 


èe Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, on April 
22, 1998, the Finance Committee filed 
Report 105-174 to accompany H.R. 2676. 
At the time the report was filed, the 
required Congressional Budget Office 
statement was not available. 

I ask that the Congressional Budget 
Office statement that I have recently 
received be printed in the RECORD. 

The material follows: 

U.S. CONGRESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 
Washington, DC, April 30, 1998. 
Hon. WILLIAM V. ROTH, Jr., 
Chairman, Committee on Finance, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional 

Budget Office has prepared the enclosed cost 
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estimate for H.R. 2676, the Internal Revenue 
Service Restructuring and Reform Act of 
1998. 

If you wish further details on this esti- 
mate, we will be pleased to provide them. 
The CBO staff contacts are John R. Righter 
(for federal costs), who can be reached at 226- 
2860, Marc Nicole (for the impact on state 
and local governments), who can be reached 
at 225-3220, and Matthew Eyles (for the im- 
pact on the private sector), who can be 
reached at 226-2469. 

Sincerely, 
JUNE E. O'NEILL, 
Director. 
Enclosure. 


CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST 
ESTIMATE, APRIL 30, 1998 


H.R. 2676: INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE RE- 
STRUCTURING AND REFORM ACT OF 1998 (As 
REPORTED BY THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON 
FINANCE ON APRIL 22, 1998) 


SUMMARY 


H.R. 2676 would make a number of changes 
to the management and oversight of the In- 
ternal Revenue Service (IRS), add or amend 
more than 70 taxpayer rights, and require 
the IRS to implement several changes de- 
signed to increase the number of forms filed 
electronically by taxpayers. The Joint Com- 
mittee on Taxation (JCT) estimates that 
this act would increase governmental re- 
ceipts (revenues) by $582 million in fiscal 
year 1998 and would decrease receipts by a 
net amount of about $1 billion over the 1998- 
2003 period. (The act would result in higher 
receipts for the first three years, but would 
lead to a gradually increasing loss of receipts 
in each year after 2000.) Over the 1998-2007 pe- 
riod, JCT estimates that enacting this legis- 
lation would decrease governmental receipts 
by about $9 billion. 
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In addition, CBO estimates that enacting 
H.R. 2676 would increase direct spending by 
$7 million in fiscal year 1998, about $330 mil- 
lion over the 1998-2003 period, and about $750 
million over the 1998-2008 period. Because en- 
acting this legislation would affect both di- 
rect spending and receipts, pay-as-you-go 
procedures would apply. H.R. 2676 also would 
affect discretionary spending, subject to the 
availability of funds. At this time, CBO can- 
not estimate the act’s total effect on discre- 
tionary spending because the extent and re- 
sults of efforts by the Treasury and the IRS 
under current law to increase the avail- 
ability and use of electronic filing by tax- 
payers are very uncertain, because the Ad- 
ministration has already begun imple- 
menting many of the act's procedures, and 
because we have not had sufficient time to 
fully review the more than 70 provisions that 
would affect taxpayer rights. The increase in 
discretionary spending necessary to imple- 
ment H.R. 2676 could be substantial. JCT has 
determined that H.R. 2676 contains five new 
private-sector mandates as defined in the 
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995 
(UMRA). Title V of H.R. 2676, Revenue Pro- 
visions, contains all five mandates. JCT esti- 
mates that the cost to the private sector to 
comply with the new mandates would be $7.1 
billion over the 1998-2003 period, which is 
equal to the Increase in tax revenue from 
provisions that would impose the mandates. 
The act contains no intergovernmental man- 
dates as defined in UMRA and would impose 
no costs on state, local, or tribal govern- 
ments. 

DESCRIPTION OF MAJOR PROVISIONS 

H.R. 2676 would make a number of changes 
to the management and oversight of the IRS 
and to the rights of taxpayers. Specifically, 
the act would: establish a nine-member In- 
ternal Revenue Service Oversight Board 


TABLE 1—ESTIMATED COST TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT ! 


{By fiscal year in millions of dollars) 


1998 


CHANGES IN REVENUES 


CHANGES IN DIRECT SPENDING 


582 814 654 ~ 663 
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within the Department of the Treasury to 
oversee the service’s management, planning, 
budgeting, and operations; provide the IRS 
with the flexibility to reorganize its organi- 
zational structure and many of its personnel 
policies; eliminate the IRS Office of the 
Chief Inspector and transfer most of its re- 
sponsibilities and resources to a new, inde- 
pendent Treasury Inspector General for Tax 
Administration within the Department of 
the Treasury; require the IRS to begin devel- 
oping a paperless tax return system and au- 
thorize it to offer certain incentives to en- 
courage taxpayers to file tax returns elec- 
tronically; require the IRS, subject to the 
proper safeguards, to create a system under 
which taxpayers could review their own IRS 
files electronically by calendar year 2007; add 
or amend more than 70 provisions affecting 
taxpayer rights, including shifting the bur- 
den from the taxpayer to the IRS in certain 
court cases, making it easier for taxpayers 
to recover court costs and to sue the IRS for 
civil damages, increasing the amount of in- 
terest paid by the federal government to 
noncorporate taxpayers for overpayments of 
taxes, suspending the time limit for disabled 
individuals to file for a refund, and requiring 
that the IRS provide additional notification 
to taxpayers of certain rights and deadlines; 
impose several new reporting requirements 
on the IRS and JCT; clarify employer deduc- 
tions for vacation pay and add other meas- 
ures to raise governmental receipts and par- 
tially offset the cost of other provisions; and 
make numerous technical corrections to the 
Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997. 


ESTIMATED COST TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 


The estimated budgetary impact of H.R. 
2676 is shown in Table 1. The costs of this act 
fall within budget function 800 (general gov- 
ernment). 


2000 2002 


‘Implementing the act would also require increases in spending subject to appropriation, but CBO cannot estimate these costs at this time. 


In addition to the above effects, the act 
also would impose costs on the IRS and JCT, 
subject to the availability of funds, to carry 
out various requirements. Those increases— 
for the IRS only—would probably be substan- 
tial, but CBO cannot estimate the act's like- 
ly effect on discretionary spending at this 


Clarify Deduction for Accrued Vacation Pay ... 
Modify Foreign Tax Credit Carryover Rufes 
Make Certain Trade Receivables Ineligible for Mark-to-Market Treat 
Suspend 
Innocent 8 
Eliminate 
ee Pe cornet for Failure to Deposit 
ig alty for Failure to 

Software Trade Secrets Protection .. 


All Other Provisions Affecting Revenues 
Total Estimated Revenues .. 


Accrual of 3 and Penalties When IRS Fails to — 4. Individual Taxpayer 
aes on Unpaid “Taxes During Period of Installment ‘Agreements 


time. The major provisions that could affect 
discretionary spending are discussed in de- 
tail below. 
BASIS OF ESTIMATE 
For purposes of this estimate, CBO as- 
sumes that H.R. 2676 will be enacted by July 
1, 1998. 


TABLE 2.—ESTIMATED CHANGES IN REVENUES 
{By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) 


Revenues 


H.R. 2676 would make numerous changes to 
the Internal Revenue Code. The major provi- 
sions affecting receipts are summarized in 
Table 2. 


1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
603 1,141 1,160 141 148 156 
76 44) 416 390 
3 317 500 333 117 70 
0 0 — 438 ~ 529 — 596 -636 
-58 -350 ~ 288 27 ~ 346 ~ 480 
-29 -272 287 302 -317 — 338 
1 221 — 232 ~ 243 ~ 256 29 
0 — 47 64 64 65 -66 
0 -26 -%2 -39 ~ 4 ~ 53 
-42 —253 -133 — 128 — 108 ~ 102 
582 814 654 -663 1.052 -1,328 


Direct Spending 


Increase in the Interest Rate IRS Pays Cer- 
tain Taxpayers on Overpayments. Most of the 
projected increase in direct spending would 


result from the provision that would in- 
crease by 1 percentage point the amount paid 
by the federal government to noncorporate 
taxpayers who overpay their taxes. Based on 
our estimate of the amount of annual over- 


payments by taxpayers of individual income, 
estate, and gift taxes, CBO estimates that in- 
creasing the rate of interest by 1 percent 
would increase direct spending by $7 million 
in fiscal year 1998, by $310 million over the 
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1998-2003 period, and by about $700 million 
over the 1998-2008 period. 

Taxpayer Bill of Rights. The act would in- 
crease the amount of penalties (payments 
covering attorneys’ fees and administrative 
costs) and civil damages that courts could 
award to taxpayers in certain cases brought 
against the federal government. For pen- 
alties, H.R. 2676 would: (1) lengthen the pe- 
riod of time over which taxpayers who sub- 
stantially prevail against the IRS could re- 
cover administrative costs, (2) remove the 
hourly rate caps limiting the amount of rea- 
sonable fees that attorneys can collect in 
such cases, (3) permit the award of reason- 
able attorneys’ fees to pro bono attorneys, 
and (4) allow taxpayers to recover reasonable 
costs and attorneys’ fees in cases where an 
offer to settle the case is made, the IRS re- 
jects the offer, and the IRS later obtains a 
judgment against the taxpayer in an amount 
that is equal to or less than the taxpayer's 
offer. 

For civil damages, that act would: (1) pro- 
vide for the payment of up to $100,000 in civil 
damages to taxpayers in cases where a court 
finds that officers or employees of the IRS 
negligently disregarded provisions of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code or regulations, (2) pro- 
vide for the payment of up to $1 million in 
civil damages to taxpayers in cases where an 
office or employee of the IRS willfully vio- 
lates certain provisions of the Bankruptcy 
Code, and (2) allow individuals other than 
the taxpayer to sue for civil damages as a re- 
sult of unauthorized collection actions. 
Courts could award the damages only after 
the taxpayer had exhausted all administra- 
tive remedies at the IRS. Under current law, 
taxpayers may receive payments for dam- 
ages in cases where a court finds that an IRS 
officer or employee has recklessly or inten- 
tionally disregarded provisions of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code. The government would 
pay the additional penalties and damages 
from the permanent, indefinite appropria- 
tion for claims and judgments. 

Although considerable uncertainty exists 
as to how the courts would determine and 
award penalties and damages under H.R. 
2676, CBO estimates that the provisions 
would increase direct spending by $23 million 
over the 1998-2003 period and by $56 million 
over the 1998-2008 period. This estimate as- 
sumes that broadening and increasing the 
amount of allowable penalties and lowering 
the standard for civil damages would result 
in awards of additional penalties and dam- 
ages to taxpayers by the courts. Because the 
provisions affecting penalties would not take 
effect until 180 days after enactment and be- 
cause the provisions affecting damages 
would apply to new actions and would re- 
quire taxpayers to first exhaust administra- 
tive remedies, CBO expects that these provi- 
sions initially would have no significant im- 
pact on direct spending, but would result in 
a steady increase in penalties and damages 
awarded beginning in 1999. On average, we es- 
timate that they would increase direct 
spending by about $4 million annually over 
the 1998-2003 period. 

Spending Subject to Appropriation 

Electronic Filing. The act’s biggest poten- 
tial impact on discretionary spending in- 
volves its requirements to increase the avail- 
ability and use of electronic filing. H.R. 2676 
would generally require the IRS to study and 
implement several major changes to the way 
taxpayers file their returns each year. Spe- 
cifically, the act would: (1) require the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury to develop a strategic 
plan to eliminate barriers and provide incen- 
tives to increase the number of returns filed 
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electronically to at least 80 percent of all re- 
turns, (2) beginning in fiscal year 2000, ex- 
tend the due date for electronic filers of in- 
formation returns from February 28 to 
March 31, (3) require the Treasury to develop 
procedures for accepting signature informa- 
tion from electronic filers in a digital or 
other electronic form, (4) require the Treas- 
ury to develop procedures for implementing 
a return-free tax system beginning with tax 
years that begin after 2007, and (5) provided 
the necessary safeguards are in place, re- 
quire the Treasury to develop procedures to 
enable taxpayers to review their account in- 
formation electronically by 2007. 

The Treasury is already developing or 
studying most of these proposals. For in- 
stance, according to the Department of the 
Treasury, the IRS currently is using some 
signature alternatives and studying others. 
The Treasury also has already awarded a 
contract to design and develop a large edu- 
cational campaign to encourage taxpayers to 
file electronically. In addition, the IRS is 
implementing new payment methods and 
preparing its systems to accept new forms 
that should reduce the amount of paper filed 
by taxpayers each year. Finally, the Treas- 
ury is studying alternatives for allowing tax- 
payers to eventually review account infor- 
mation electronically. This, even though 
CBO expects that implementing the act’s 
procedures would increase costs for the 
Treasury subject to the availability of funds, 
we cannot estimate the amount that such 
costs would increase. The amount of the 
costs would depend, in part, on the overall 
effort at the IRS to modernize its informa- 
tion systems, for which the Congress has ap- 
propriated about $4 billion over the last dec- 
ade. 

In general, receiving and processing forms 
electronically should reduce costs of the IRS 
in the long run. The IRS has estimated that 
it costs at least two and one-half times more 
to process such forms by paper, since the 
data must be input manually into IRS's sys- 
tems, the error rate in processing such forms 
is significantly higher, and the papers re- 
quire handling and storage. Thus, if enacting 
H.R. 2676 results in an increase in the num- 
ber of taxpayers that file electronically with 
the IRS each year—in fiscal year 1997, 19.1 
million of the estimated 120 million indi- 
vidual income tax returns were filed with the 
IRS by computer or phone—then the act 
should eventually reduce the government's 
annual costs to process tax information. 

IRS Oversight Board. H.R. 2676 would estab- 
lish a nine-member management board with- 
in the Department of the Treasury to over- 
see the management and operations of the 
IRS. Its responsibilities would include re- 
viewing and approving the agency's strategic 
plans and annual budget request. The board 
would consist of six members from outside 
the federal government, the Secretary of the 
Treasury, a union representative, and the 
IRS Commissioner. The act would com- 
pensate the nonfederal members at a rate of 
$30,000 per year, except for the chair, who 
would receive an annual salary of $50,000. 
The members also could receive reimburse- 
ment for any travel expenses incurred in per- 
forming official board work. In addition, the 
act would allow the board to hire permanent 
staff. The board would be required to meet at 
least once a quarter. Upon enactment, the 
President would have six months to submit 
nominations to the Senate. 

Based on the act's requirements and speci- 
fications for compensation, CBO estimates 
that the board would cost less than $500,000 
in fiscal years 1998 and 1999 and between 
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$500,000 and $1 million in each of fiscal years 
2000 through 2003. That estimate assumes the 
board would not meet until the beginning of 
fiscal year 1999. 

IRS Management and Personnel Flexibilities. 
The act would allow the IRS to change its 
organizational structure and would provide 
it with significant flexibility in how it com- 
pensates, trains, and organizes its workforce. 
In January, the Commissioner announced 
plans to reorganize the agency along cus- 
tomer service lines. Because the act would 
simply allow the IRS to carry out the reor- 
ganization plans that are already under de- 
velopment, that provision would impose no 
additional costs on the IRS. In the case of 
the personnel flexibilities, the additional 
costs would likely be significant, although it 
is difficult to predict how much the IRS 
would employ such flexibilities and whether 
the Commissioner could reach agreement 
with the employees’ union, as required by 
the legislation, regarding measures that 
would affect its members. 

CBO estimates that the measures allowing 
the IRS to increase pay and other forms of 
compensation could increase annual payroll 
costs of the IRS by at least several million 
dollars. In addition, providing the IRS with 
the authority to offer buyouts without nec- 
essarily reducing the total number of posi- 
tions through calendar year 2002 also could 
increase its personnel costs by tens of mil- 
lions of dollars over the 1998-2003 period. 

Treasury Inspector General for Tax Adminis- 
tration. The legislation would eliminate the 
IRS Office of the Chief Inspector and transfer 
most of its responsibilities and resources to 
a new, independent Treasury Inspector Gen- 
eral (IG) for Tax Administration within the 
Department of the Treasury. The new I.G. 
for Tax Administration would assume re- 
sponsibility for the duties currently assigned 
to the Treasury (IG) with respect to the IRS 
and for the duties currently delegated to the 
IRS Office of the Chief Inspector. CBO esti- 
mates that this provision would have no sig- 
nificant budgetary effect. 

Taxpayer Bill of Rights. H.R. 2676 would add 
or amend more than 70 taxpayer rights. In 
most cases, the new rights would result in 
minimal additional costs for the IRS to 
write regulations and procedures, provide ad- 
ditional information to taxpayers, and cre- 
ate or amend tax forms and other tax-related 
documents, although the sheer magnitude of 
the number of such changes would likely re- 
sult in a significant increase in administra- 
tive costs, particularly if the changes would 
require a significant computer reprogram- 
ming effort on the part of the IRS. Simi- 
larly, the totality of such changes could re- 
sult in a substantial increase in the work- 
load of the offices of Appeals and Taxpayer 
Advocate at the IRS. CBO, however, has not 
had sufficient time to review these provi- 
sions and estimate their impact. 

Complerity Analyses and Studies. H.R. 2676 
would expand the responsibilities of the JCT. 
It would require JCT to prepare a detailed 
Tax Complexity Analysis” for proposed leg- 
islation amending tax laws and to conduct 
two studies within one year from the date of 
enactment. The act also would require the 
IRS to report annually to the House Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means and the Senate 
Committee on Finance regarding sources of 
complexity in the administration of federal 
tax laws and the Department of the Treasury 
to conduct the same pair of studies required 
of JCT. 

CBO estimates that implementing H.R. 
2676 would cost JCT less than $500,000 a year, 
assuming appropriation of the necessary 


7602 


amounts. Depending upon the amount and 
nature of tax legislation considered by the 
Congress, analyzing the complexity of legis- 
lative initiatives could increase this cost 
somewhat. In addition, CBO estimates that 
requiring the IRS to report annually on the 
complexity of tax laws would cost less than 
$500,000 a year. Finally, CBO estimates that 
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the two reporting requirements would cost 
the Treasury less than $500,000 over fiscal 
years 1998 and 1999. (The Administration is 
already planning to conduct at least one of 
the studies.) 
PAY-AS-YOU-GO CONSIDERATIONS 

The Balanced Budget and Emergency Def- 

icit Control Act of 1985 specifies procedures 
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for legislation affecting direct spending and 
receipts. The projected changes in direct 
spending and receipts are shown in the fol- 
lowing table for fiscal years 1998 through 
2008. For purposes of enforcing pay-as-you-go 
procedures, however, only the effects in the 
current year, the budget year, and the suc- 
ceeding four years are counted. 


TABLE 3.—SUMMARY OF EFFECTS ON DIRECT SPENDING AND RECEIPTS 
[By fiscal year, in millions of dollars} 


Changes in outlays ... 
Changes in receipts . 


1998 2000 


2002 


69 
— 1,052 


2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 


73 77 80 84 88 92 
1.328 —1713 —1908 —2,080 —2.269 NA 


NAM available UCT has estimated revenue effects through 2007 only.) 


ESTIMATED IMPACT ON STATE, LOCAL, AND 
TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS 

H.R. 2676 contains no intergovernmental 
mandates as defined in UMRA and would im- 
pose no costs on state, local, or tribal gov- 
ernments. The bill would allow the IRS to 
collect and remit (from overpayments) cer- 
tain past-due income tax obligations owed to 
state governments and would authorize 
grants for low-income taxpayer clinics oper- 
ated by institutions of higher education 
(public or private) and tax-exempt organiza- 
tions. 

ESTIMATED IMPACT ON THE PRIVATE SECTOR 

JCT has determined that H.R. 2676 con- 
tains five new private-sector mandates, as 
defined in UMRA. Title V of the act, Rev- 
enue Provisions, contains all five mandates. 
JCT estimates that the cost to the private 
sector to comply with the new mandates 
would be $7.1 billion over the 1998-2003 pe- 
riod, which is equal to the increase in tax 
revenue from provisions that would impose 
the mandates. 

First, the provision clarifying the deduc- 
tion for deferred compensation is estimated 
by JCT to increase tax revenue by $3.3 bil- 
lion over fiscal years 1998 through 2003. Sec- 
ond, the act would change the carryback pe- 
riod and carryforward period for foreign tax 
credits, which is estimated to increase tax 
revenue by $2.3 billion between 1998 and 2003. 
Third, H.R. 2676 would freeze the grand- 
fathered status of stapled or paired-share 
real estate investment trusts (REITs). As a 
result of the proposed freeze, JCT estimates 
that tax revenue would increase by $34 mil- 
lion over the 1998-2003 period. Fourth, the act 
would make certain trade receivables ineli- 
gible for mark-to-market treatment, which 
is estimated to increase tax revenue by $1.4 
billion over the six-year period. Finally, H.R. 
2676 would add vaccines against rotavirus to 
the list of taxable vaccines, thus increasing 
tax revenue by an estimated $15 million over 
fiscal years 1998 through 2003. 


COMPARISON WITH OTHER ESTIMATES 


The committee report filed on April 22, 
1998, included an estimate by JCT that en- 
acting H.R. 2676 would increase direct spend- 
ing by $409 million over the 1998-2002 period 
and by $989 million over the 1998-2007 period. 
According to JCT, that estimate would re- 
sult from enacting three provisions affecting 
taxpayer rights: (1) increasing by 1 percent 
the interest rate paid by the government to 
noncorporate taxpayers who overpay their 
taxes, (2) expanding the court’s authority to 
award taxpayers costs and certain fees, and 
(3) adding or increasing civil damages for 
certain collection actions by the IRS. 

By comparison, CBO estimates that enact- 
ing the three provisions would increase di- 
rect spending by $260 million over the 1998- 
2002 period and by $662 million over the 1998- 


2007 period. In total, CBO’s estimate of the 
increase in direct spending is about $150 mil- 
lion lower than JCT's over the 1998-2002 pe- 
riod and about $330 million lower over the 
1998-2007 period. The difference between JCT 
and CBO estimates results from three fac- 
tors. First, according to JCT, part of its esti- 
mated increase in direct spending includes 
effects on revenues (about $110 million over 
the 1998-2002 period and about $220 million 
over the 1998-2007 period). Second, JCT and 
CBO have different estimates of the extent 
to which the provision expanding the court's 
authority to award taxpayers costs and cer- 
tain fees would increase payments from the 
Claims and Judgment Fund. JCT estimates 
an additional $55 million in such payments 
over the 1998-2002 period and about an addi- 
tional $150 million over the 1998-2007 period. 
Finally, JCT and CBO make different as- 
sumptions as to the taxes that would be af- 
fected by the provision increasing the rate of 
interest on overpayments, CBO assumes that 
the provision would apply to estate and gift 
tax overpayments in addition to individual 
income tax payments, which increased our 
estimate of direct spending by about $20 mil- 
lion over the 1998-2002 period and by about 
$40 million over the 1998-2007 period. 
PREVIOUS CBO ESTIMATE 

On October 31, 1997, CBO prepared a cost es- 
timate for H.R. 2676, the Internal Revenue 
Service Restructuring and Reform Act of 
1997, as ordered reported by the House Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means on October 22, 
1997. For the House version of H.R. 2676, JCT 
estimated that the legislation would have no 
net effect on governmental receipts over the 
1998-2002 period and would decrease them by 
$2.9 billion over the 1998-2007 period. 

The Senate version of H.R. 2676 includes 
several additional measures that would add 
to the government's revenues, but also in- 
cludes a more extensive set of new and re- 
vised taxpayer rights. In total, JCT esti- 
mates that the Senate version would bring in 
about $0.3 billion more in revenues over the 
1998-2002 period, but would decrease govern- 
mental receipts by about $6 billion more over 
the 1998-2007 period. 

CBO estimated that enacting the House-re- 
ported version of H.R. 2676 would increase di- 
rect spending by $5 million in fiscal year 
1998, $25 million over the 1998-2002 period, 
and $50 million over the 1998-2007 period. 
CBO's estimate of the increase in direct 
spending for the Senate version of H.R. 2676 
is higher, mostly because we reestimated and 
reclassified the budgetary effects of several 
provisions included by JCT as decreases in 
governmental receipts for the House version 
of H.R. 2676. Thus, the increase in direct 
spending estimated by CBO for the Senate 
version is more than offset by a cor- 
responding reduction in JCT’s estimate of re- 
duced governmental receipts. The increase in 


the rate of interest on taxpayer overpay- 
ments is the main provision projected to 
cause an increase in direct spending in this 
estimate rather than a decrease in govern- 
mental receipts, as was reported for the 
House version. 

In addition, the House version would have 
required that the Secretary make $3 million 
in annual grants to low-income taxpayer 
clinics, whereas the Senate version would 
make such payments subject to appropria- 
tion. Finally, this estimate reflects a slight, 
upward revision in the annual estimate of 
new payments from the Claims and Judg- 
ment Fund for penalties and civil damages. 
In total, our estimate for the Senate version 
of H.R. 2676 reflects an increase in direct 
spending over the 1998-2007 period that is 
about $610 million higher than the estimate 
for the House version. 

Estimate prepared by: Federal Costs: John 
R. Righter (226-2860); Impact on State, Local, 
and Tribal Governments: Marc Nicole (225 
3220); and Impact on the Private Sector: Mat- 
thew Byles (226-2649). 

Estimate approved by: Robert A. Sunshine, 
Deputy Assistant Director for Budget Anal- 
ysis. 


—— 


CHEBOYGAN RIGHT TO LIFE FIRST 
ANNUAL FUNDRAISING DINNER 


è Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize a very special event 
in the State of Michigan. Cheboygan 
Right To Life will host their first an- 
nual fundraising dinner to benefit the 
educational efforts of Right to Life 
Michigan on May 7, 1998. 

An event like this one is very impor- 
tant for the pro-life movement. It rein- 
forces the fact that at every level, we 
have people who value the sanctity of 
life working together. This is very en- 
couraging. All who are involved with 
this event should be commended not 
only for their efforts in planning it but 
for their efforts in promoting this very 
important cause. I extend my best 
wishes for a successful event as well as 
my appreciation to Cheboygan Right 
To Life.e 


1998 FRANK D. FITZGERALD LIFE- 
TIME ACHIEVEMENT AWARD 
HONOREE 


è Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to acknowledge a good friend of 
mine. Ed Wyszynski is. this year’s re- 
cipient of the Frank D. Fitzgerald Life- 
time Achievement Award. Ed has made 
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tremendous contributions to the Michi- 
gan Republican party over the last 
thirty years. In 1968 he co-chaired the 
Nixon for President youth effort in 
Macomb county. From that point up 
until now, Ed has worked in presi- 
dential, senatorial, congressional and 
gubernatorial campaigns. In addition 
to his campaign activity, he has 
chaired four Lincoln Day dinners, been 
a county finance chairman, and has 
served on party executive committees 
for over 20 years. The Michigan Repub- 
lican Party has recognized his efforts, 
three times naming him to its #1 Re- 
publican Club. Ed has relentlessly and 
unselfishly contributed his time and ef- 
forts to the Republican party. 

In addition to his work for the Re- 
publican party, Ed finds the time to be 
treasurer of the Eaton Area Habitat for 
Humanity’s Board of Directors and 
member of the Board of the Detroit 
College of Law National Alumni Asso- 
ciation. Ed lives in Grand Ledge, 
Michigan with his wife Kay and their 
son James. 

I want to commend Ed for all of his 
service to the Republican Party and for 
all of his other contributions. I also 
want to congratulate him on winning 
this year’s Frank D. Fitzgerald Life- 
time Achievement Award. He should be 
very proud of this accomplishment.e 

——— 


TRIBUTE TO ISRAEL'S 50TH 
ANNIVERSARY 


Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to pay tribute to the 50th 
anniversary of the State of Israel, and 
the enduring, unshakable friendship 
that has been built between the United 
States and Israel during those 50 years. 

Fifty years ago today, according to 
the Hebrew calendar, David Ben-Gurion 
told the world that the State of Israel 
was born. In that moment, one of the 
greatest events in the life of the Jewish 
people took place. Since the Jewish 
people were expelled from their ancient 
homeland nearly 2,000 years ago, the 
desire to return had remained in the 
hearts and prayers of Jews throughout 
the world. 

In the early decades of this century, 
the Zionist movement brought thou- 
sands of young, idealist Jews back to 
Palestine, which was at the time con- 
trolled by the Turks, and then the 
British. They returned to the land, es- 
tablishing kibbutzim and agricultural 
settlements, and reinvigorated ancient 
cities. They built the foundations for a 
state, joined during and after the Holo- 
caust by other Jewish immigrants, 
fleeing unprecedented persecution. 

Supported by Jewish communities 
around the world, their efforts, and the 
burning need for a Jewish homeland, 
were recognized by the United Nations 
in the Partition Plan of November 29, 
1947, which called for the creation of a 
Jewish and an Arab state in Palestine. 
Six months, later, on May 14, 1948, the 
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State of Israel was formally estab- 
lished. 

Much like the United States, Israel is 
a nation of immigrants. The establish- 
ment of Israel has provided a home and 
refuge for more than 2.6 million immi- 
grants since its inception. They came 
to escape persecution, to build a better 
life, or simply to participate in the re- 
building of a nation. 

Jews from every continent and doz- 
ens of countries, speaking nearly every 
language on earth, have returned to 
their ancient homeland: from Russia 
fleeing first pogroms and then Com- 
munism; from Germany, Austria, Po- 
land, Hungry, Romania, and Czecho- 
slovakia fleeing the Holocaust; from 
Iraq, Syria, Yemen, and North Africa 
fleeing Arab anti-Zionism; from Iran 
fleeing the Ayatollahs; and from Latin 
America fleeing cruel military re- 
gimes. 

In the 1990’s Israel has seen the larg- 
est wave of immigration in its history. 
757,000 immigrants, some 700,000 of 
them leaving behind the chaos of the 
former Soviet Union, and 14,000 of 
whom were rescued in one day in a dar- 
ing airlift from Ethiopia. Israel has 
served as a model for ethnic diversity 
as Jews from all parts of the world 
have ascended to the highest levels of 
the public and the private sector. 

Within minutes of Israel’s founding 
in 1948, President Harry Truman recog- 
nized the new state. But there was lit- 
tle time for celebration, because within 
24 hours, Israel was attacked by Arab 
forces from all sides. Immigrants who 
had just fled the horrors of the Holo- 
caust were given guns and instructions 
to fight, in languages they did not un- 
derstand. 

In that desperate War of Independ- 
ence, Israel lost nearly 1% of its popu- 
lation defending itself. But the mili- 
tary acumen and spirit of sacrifice that 
made that victory possible presaged 
the building of the Israel Defense 
Forces—a true citizen army—into one 
of the world’s most respected mili- 
taries. In subsequent wars when 
Israel's survival was threatened—in 
1956, 1967, and 1973, Israel fought off 
seemingly insurmountable odds to re- 
tain its statehood. 

As spelled out in its Declaration of 
Independence, the state was formed ad- 
hering to democratic and Jewish val- 
ues, recognizing the freedom of all in- 
dividuals who reside within it. Israel’s 
vibrant democratic system embodies 
many of the same values that America 
holds so dear, including: the separation 
of powers; concern for human rights; 
an independent judiciary; a representa- 
tive parliament (the Knesset) with 11 
political parties representing Jews, 
Arabs, Christians, Druze, men and 
women; a free press with the highest 
percentage of newspapers and readers 
per capita in the world; an average of 
80% voter turnout in national elec- 
tions; and, guaranteed civil liberties. 


7603 


Over the years, the United States and 
Israel have built a deep and multi-fac- 
eted friendship. Based on common val- 
ues of democracy and peace, and 
backed by the United States’ ironclad 
commitment to help Israel safeguard 
its security, the U.S.-Israel relation- 
ship is poised to develop into an even 
more intimate one in Israel’s next 50 
years. 

In science and technology, trade, cul- 
ture, and of course, security coopera- 
tion, the ties grow deeper every year. 
Most recently Israel and the U.S. have 
moved to deepen their defense coopera- 
tion by expanding the Arrow anti-mis- 
sile program, developing the Theater 
High Energy Laser designed to defend 
against Katyusha rockets, and by the 
U.S. providing $25 million for anti-ter- 
rorism assistance. 

Thanks to the industriousness of its 
people, and with the help of American 
financial assistance and free trade 
agreements with both the United 
States and the European Union, Israel 
has transformed itself from a small, ag- 
riculturally-based economy in a large- 
ly desert climate into a modern, suc- 
cessful, high-tech economy. 

Israel’s industrial exports are today 
1,380 times what they were 47 years 
ago. Its Gross Domestic Product has 
risen from $2.5 billion in the 1960s to 
$90.6 billion last year. Its computer in- 
dustry and agricultural technology are 
some of the most successful and inno- 
vative in the world. 

Israel has also seen phenomenal 
growth in health care and education. 
More than 33% of Israelis have formal 
schooling of 13 years compared from 6% 
in the 1960’s and the life expectancy of 
Israelis is among the longest in the 
world. It is a sign of Israel’s economic 
maturation that in January of this 
year, Israel and the United States 
began to discuss proposals to reduce 
and phase out U.S. economic aid to 
Israel. 

For Israel’s long-term security and 
economic success, there is no higher 
priority than the achievement of a per- 
manent peace settlement with all of its 
neighbors. The peace treaties with 
Egypt in 1979 and Jordan in 1994 were 
the first steps in that process. The 
United States has stood by Israel in its 
desire to achieve peace with its neigh- 
bors, and will continue to work to help 
Israel achieve peace with Syria, Leb- 
anon, other Arab nations, and, perhaps 
most urgently, to fulfill the promise of 
the handshake between the late 
Yitzhak Rabin and Yasser Arafat on 
the White House lawn in 1993 by 
achieving a final peace agreement be- 
tween Israel and the Palestinians. 

For all of us who care so deeply for 
Israel’s security, who long to see Israel 
achieve peace with its neighbors, the 
current peace process has reached a 
critical juncture. Since Israel’s secu- 
rity can best be guaranteed by peace 
between it and its neighbors, the 
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United States must remain prepared to 
do everything we can to help reach a 
successful conclusion to this peace 
process. That is the best 50th birthday 
present we can give the people of 
Israel. 

On this historic occasion, I would 
like to offer my utmost congratula- 
tions to President Weizman, Prime 
Minister Netanyahu, and the people 
they represent, and express my deep 
admiration for the accomplishments of 
the State and people of Israel, a nation 
that has risen from the darkest mo- 
ments of history to rebuild itself as an 
example of the capabilities of the 
human spirit, the unbreakable ties 
that exist among a people, and the 
great justice of democracy. May 
Israel’s next 50 years bring it even 
greater success. 

— 


FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF 
ISRAELI INDEPENDENCE 


è Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, today 
we are celebrating one of the greatest 
achievements of the twentieth cen- 
tury—the founding of the state of 
Israel. I rise to congratulate the people 
of Israel for a half century of independ- 
ence—and to look forward to a future 
of peace and prosperity. 

The story of Israel is unique. A peo- 
ple forced into exile, who endured cen- 
turies of persecution, rebuilt their an- 
cient homeland. They forged a nation 
where they could practice their ancient 
faith and traditions. They created an 
open and free democratic society. And 
always, they offer a home to Jewish 
immigrants from around the world. 

The founding of Israel followed the 
most incomprehensible and evil event 
of the twentieth century, when the 
Nazis—with the complicity of so many 
others—sought to exterminate a peo- 
ple. The survivors of the Holocaust 
helped to build modern Israel. Never 
again will the Jewish people be depend- 
ent on anyone else for their security. 

At first Israelis envisioned an agrar- 
ian society. But today, Israel is a cen- 
ter for technology and science. Amer- 
ican scientists and engineers are work- 
ing as partners with Israelis to develop 
the innovations of the next century. 
Our great federal laboratories, like the 
National Institutes of Health, are now 
working with Israeli scientists on a 
cure for cancer and other deadly dis- 
eases. 

America’s relationship with Israel is 
also unique. We share common goals, 
values and interests. We stand by each 
other in good times and bad. 

Israel has had to endure five wars 
and live in constant readiness for bat- 
tle. They live with the constant threat 
of terrorism. America must continue to 
stand by Israel—to make sure they 
have what they need to protect them- 
selves. We must also stand by them in 
stopping their enemies from developing 
the weapons of mass destruction—and 
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the missiles to deliver these deadly 
weapons. 

We all hope that the next century 
will bring peace to Israel and its neigh- 
bors. Five years ago, we witnessed the 
famous handshakes on the White House 
lawn. These handshakes heralded a new 
commitment toward peace. 

The peace process is now stalled. 
There is a crisis of confidence and a 
lack of trust. There has been a lot of 
finger-pointing about who is to blame. 
But let’s remember how much Israel 
has given up for peace. Let’s remember 
the Sinai and Hebron. No victorious 
power has ever given up more for 
peace. 

Mr. President: I salute the people of 
Israel as they celebrate fifty years of 
independence, and I look forward to a 
future of peace, prosperity and friend- 
ship.e 


EEE 


50TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
STATE OF ISRAEL 


è Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, in rec- 
ognition of the warm bonds of affection 
that exist between the people of Israel 
and the people of the United States, 
and the enduring friendship that unites 
our two nations, I rise today to con- 
gratulate the State of Israel on the 
50th Anniversary of its birth as an 
independent nation. 

Mr. President, no people in the world 
have more in common with Americans 
than the people of Israel. No two na- 
tions are more committed to freedom, 
to justice, and to peace than Israel and 
the United States. 

As nations of immigrants, we cherish 
our common culture and honor the rich 
traditions that make us one. We revere 
our families, nourish our faith, and 
never hesitate to make sacrifices in 
the present if they will secure a better 
future for our children. 

As such, we make loyal friends and 
determined adversaries—as both our 
friends and our foes around the world 
have learned throughout the years. 

Mr. President, those shared values 
and similar heritage have made us 
more than fellow democracies. They’ve 
made us fast friends, valued trading 
partners, and strategic allies. And I 
pray that nothing ever happens to 
change that relationship. 

These things were never clearer to 
me than they were when I visited Israel 
last year. It was, in fact, my first for- 
eign visit as a member of the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee. What I 
learned and saw there will remain with 
me for the rest of my life. 

Together with my wife, Karyn, I vis- 
ited Jericho, Haifa and Tel Aviv. I 
traveled to the Golan Heights, spent a 
night on a kibbutz, and stood on the 
shores of the Sea of Galilee. I met with 
diplomats and military leaders, visited 
industries and hospitals, and through- 
out it all I was excited by Israel’s econ- 
omy and impressed with its commit- 
ment to technological excellence. 
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But my most memorable moments 
had nothing to do with international 
politics or diplomacy. They came from 
my contact with a people whose spirit 
is as strong and unshakable as the 3,000 
years of history that lies beneath every 
step one takes in that holy land. 

Mr. President, in preparing for my 
trip to Israel, and especially to Jeru- 
salem, I read a lot about its topog- 
raphy, its history, its climate, and its 
culture. But nothing prepared me for 
its incomparable beauty. It is a place 
whose sights and melodies permeate 
your being and leave an indelible mark 
on your soul. 

After experiencing it first-hand, it is 
not at all hard to imagine why this 
3,000-year-old link—unmatched in all of 
history—exists between a place and a 
people, and why—even through cen- 
turies of war, oppression, exile and dis- 
persion—that link has never been sev- 
ered. 

But Israel is much more than its col- 
lected history, as the last five decades 
have decidedly proven. It is a dem- 
onstration of what can be accomplished 
when a people are determined to over- 
come every obstacle to freedom and 
self-determination. Although young— 
50 years is but a moment in the long 
history of the Jewish people—Israel is 
today a vibrant, thriving democracy 
whose achievements in science, tech- 
nology, agriculture, industry, and 
trade are a match for any nation cen- 
turies older. 

Yet while the land of Israel is the 
land of the Jewish people, it is also the 
land of us all—as the more than two 
and a half million tourists who visit 
Israel every year will attest. Few 
places on earth have been as cherished 
and as loved by so many millions 
throughout the world as the places of 
Israel. It is, as one writer described it, 
“a symphony of voices, heard by all the 
people of the world.” 

Today, Mr. President, I know all 
those whose hearts have been touched 
by the music of Israel, join me in wish- 
ing her well. Together, we congratulate 
her on her remarkable achievements, 
we thank her for her friendship, and we 
pray for the day when all who dwell 
within her boundaries will, as St. Au- 
gustine prayed, 

. . live in such delight, 
such pleasure and such play 
As that to them a thousand years 
Doth seem as yesterday. è 
O uu 


ISRAEL REACHES ITS 50TH YEAR 
RISING OUT OF THE ASHES OF 
WORLD WAR II 


è Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, like the 
Phoenix, the nation of Israel rose out 
of the ashes of the Holocaust 50 years 
ago and the 2000 year search for a Jew- 
ish homeland ended. But, the birth of 
Israel was far from easy on that day. 
Prime Minister David Ben-Gurion 
made his first radio broadcast from an 
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air raid shelter as the precarious new 
nation came under immediate attack. 

Israel's founding father took the 
time to remind the first citizens of 
Israel what had been accomplished and 
what it would take to defend their 
dream. Ben-Gurion said, “whatever we 
have achieved is the result of the ef- 
forts of earlier generations no less than 
our own. It is also the result of an un- 
wavering fidelity to our precious herit- 
age, the heritage of a small nation that 
has suffered much, but at the same 
time has won for itself a special place 
in the history of mankind because of 
its spirit, faith, and vision.” 

In January of this year, I went to 
Israel for an international conference 
of Jewish legislators from around the 
world. In our discussions of the faith 
that we shared and Israel’s 50th anni- 
versary, I saw and heard the achieve- 
ments of the spirit, faith and vision” 
of which David Ben-Gurion spoke. That 
same ethos that was also embraced by 
such visionary leaders as Moshe Dyan, 
Golda Meir, Menachem Begin and 
Yitzhak Rabin has helped Israel be- 
come a dynamic democracy with a 
thriving economy. I came away from 
the conference secure in the knowledge 
that Israel’s faith and fortitude remain 
as strong today as they were when the 
dream was realized five decades ago. 

I believe it is also important to ac- 
knowledge the role the United States 
has played in the development of Israel 
over the past 50 years. President Harry 
S. Truman, the first head of state to 
grant Israel diplomatic recognition, ex- 
pressed its special place in the hearts 
of Americans as he declared, I had 
faith in Israel before it was established, 
I have faith in it now. I believe it has 
a glorious future before it-not just an- 
other sovereign nation, but as an em- 
bodiment of the great ideals of our civ- 
Ilization.“ 

This special partnership which began 
with Israel’s creation has been repeat- 
edly tested since 1948. The United 
States has been unwavering in our 
commitment to helping the people of 
Israel develop their own economy and 
secure their own peace. We have helped 
give them the time that their founding 
fathers knew would work in their 
favor. Mr. President, it is for these rea- 
sons that I was delighted to be a co- 
sponsor of House Joint Resolution 102, 
which the Senate unanimously passed 
last night. The resolution acknowl- 
edges the 50th Anniversary of the 
founding of the State of Israel and reaf- 
firms the bonds of friendship and co- 
operation between the United States 
and Israel. This is a fitting tribute to 
the history of Israel and I am proud 
that today we can celebrate this spe- 
cial, half century milestone together. è 

——— ſ— 
50TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
FOUNDING OF ISRAEL 


è Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, it is my 
honor today to offer my congratula- 
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tions to the State of Israel on the 50th 
anniversary of its independence. I am a 
great supporter and admirer of our 
close friend and ally, and I am proud it 
has survived and prospered to see this 
momentous day. 

In 1948, the modern State of Israel 
was created as a symbol of hope for the 
Jewish people—a people who had suf- 
fered through the horror and pain of 
the Holocaust. We will never forget the 
terrible evil the Nazis inflicted on the 
world and we will always remember the 
dangers of ignoring and appeasing fa- 
natic leaders who climb the ladder by 
trampling on the innocent. 

What emerged from 3,000 years of per- 
secution and the nightmare of the Hol- 
ocaust is the greatest tribute to the 
perseverance of the Jewish people, the 
State of Israel. Israel has persevered 
through war, through the murder of its 
citizens by cowardly terrorists, and 
through the assassination of its lead- 
ers. 

I am proud to say that the United 
States has helped Israel survive and be- 
come the strong nation it is today. The 
United States has a special relation- 
ship with Israel. As two of the world’s 
leading democracies, we share many of 
the same values: promoting democracy, 
personal freedom, and human rights 
throughout the world. We owe the 
Israeli people our moral support, for 
weathering as a free state under the 
most dangerous conditions. As Ameri- 
cans, we must admire their tenacious 
dedication to the principles of freedom 
articulated in our own country so long 
ago. 

Fifty years ago, Israel’s first Prime 
Minister, David Ben-Gurion, broadcast 
this statement to the Israeli people: 

Something unique occurred yesterday in 
Israel, and only future generations will be 
able to evaluate the full historical signifi- 
cance of the event. It is now up to all of us, 
acting out of a sense of Jewish fraternity, to 
devote every ounce of our strength to build- 
ing and defending the State of Israel, which 
still faces a titanic political and military 
struggle. 

Now is not the time for boasting. Whatever 
we have achieved is the result of the efforts 
of earlier generations no less than our own. 
It is also the result of unwavering fidelity to 
our precious heritage, the heritage of a small 
nation that has suffered much, but at the 
same time has won for itself a special place 
in the history of mankind because of its spir- 
it, faith and vision. 

To me, the spirit, faith and vision of 
the Israeli people is what makes this 
celebration of Israel so special and re- 
markable. I congratulate Israel on the 
50th anniversary of its founding.e 


ES 


ISRAEL'S 50TH ANNIVERSARY 


èe Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to congratulate the people of 
Israel and all my friends in the Amer- 
ican Jewish community on the occa- 
sion of the 50th anniversary of the cre- 
ation of the State of Israel. 


7605 


This significant milestone in Israel’s 
history offers all of us an opportunity 
to reflect on what makes that country 
so special. Israel remains the most im- 
portant U.S. ally in the Middle East 
and the only multiparty democracy in 
the region. The strong and stable 
friendship between our two countries, 
built on a solid foundation of shared 
values, mutual support and trust, is in 
the fundamental interest of both na- 
tions. Ensuring the security of Israel 
will remain one of our most important 
foreign policy priorities. 

Transcending political consider- 
ations, however, are the profound ties 
with Israel and pride in its accomplish- 
ments felt by Jews worldwide. The 
State of Israel was created in the wake 
of the Holocaust and the tragic deaths 
of more than 6,000,000 Jews. Israeli so- 
ciety and its democratic institutions 
have been forged under the most dif- 
ficult historical circumstances imag- 
inable. Israel continues today to em- 
body the aspirations of Jews from the 
northernmost villages of the Newly 
Independent States of the former So- 
viet Union to the tip of South America. 
The struggle of all Jews helped to cre- 
ate the State of Israel, and all Jews 
have reason to celebrate the country’s 
50th birthday. 

It is my hope that Israel’s next 50 
years will see the establishment of a 
permanent and secure peace in the 
Middle East, with Israel and its Arab 
neighbors working together to build a 
better future for all the citizens of the 
region. This would truly fulfill Israel’s 
promise and its destiny. 

O Å y 


ISRAEL’S 50TH ANNIVERSARY 


e Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, there is a 
notable chorus of Senators congratu- 
lating the people of Israel and their 
government on the occasion of the 50th 
anniversary of Israel’s birth. There are 
few things that have not been said on 
the subject of Israel—friend, ally, de- 
mocracy. The Congress has spoken on 
countless occasions about Jerusalem, 
our commitment to Israel’s security, 
and to peace in the Middle East. 

In the end, however, all these expres- 
sions, as heartfelt as they are, pale be- 
side the real miracle of the Jewish peo- 
ple, in exile for 2000 years, having re- 
turned to the land of Israel. And on 
that tiny piece of land, smaller than 
the State of New Jersey, an incredible 
nation has been built—a nation that 
has survived five wars, untold numbers 
of terrorist attacks, and the hostility 
of most of its neighbors. 

Israel has absorbed millions of immi- 
grants, providing homes, and jobs, and 
schools and freedom. Year to year, day 
to day, Israel may not look precisely 
like a land of milk and honey, but for 
the Jews of Europe who survived the 
Holocaust, and the Russians who sur- 
vived Communism, it is the Promised 
Land. 
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Israel is great, not merely because its 
creation is the fulfillment of a biblical 
promise, or because it is a faithful 
friend to the United States. It is great 
because the people of Israel are great 
people. I congratulate my friend, 
Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu 
and all the people of Israel.e 


— 


50TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
FOUNDING OF THE STATE OF 
ISRAEL 


è Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi- 
dent, today is the 50th anniversary of 
the founding of the State of Israel. I 
would like to take a moment to reflect 
upon the significance of this historic 
event. 

For the nearly two millennia that 
preceded the founding of Israel, Jews 
across the globe had experienced unre- 
lenting persecution, culminating in the 
previously unimaginable apocalypse of 
the Holocaust. In the wake of Adolph 
Hitler’s effort to exterminate all of the 
Jews of Europe, and his success mur- 
dering six million of them, the moral 
imperative of establishing a Jewish 
state became clear. And so the Jewish 
people battled to create that which had 
only been dreamed of for 19 centuries: a 
nation of their own. 

Their triumph marked the beginning 
of one of the most inspiring stories of 
the 20th century. That Israel would 
survive to see today’s anniversary was 
far from certain. It’s founding brought 
about the first of four wars in which 
outnumbered Israeli forces somehow 
managed to defeat or hold off the ar- 
mies of its hostile neighbors. Israel’s 
courage and ingenuity in the face of 
overwhelming odds is, quite simply, 
unparalleled in the modern world. 

Despite the constant threat to its se- 
curity, out of the desert, Israel has cre- 
ated a flourishing, democratic society, 
home to innovative science, cutting- 
edge technology, and rich culture. 
Today, its economy rivals that of West- 
ern Europe in terms of per capita 
wealth. 

I am proud of the role that the 
United States has played in helping to 
keep this brave nation alive. To this 
day, the preservation and maintenance 
of Israel’s national security remains 
the foundation upon which U.S. policy 
in the Middle East rests. Israel remains 
one of America’s most trusted allies—a 
nation with which we have cooperated 
to resolve a variety of regional and 
global issues. Time and again over the 
last 50 years, Israel and the United 
States have demonstrated that we 
share a special relationship that tran- 
scends parochial and short-term policy 
objectives. 

I have always believed that there can 
be no real peace in the Middle East un- 
less Israel’s security is guaranteed. 
That is why, throughout my career, I 
have supported strong U.S. economic 
and military support for Israel. As the 
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greatest democratic nation on the 
planet, I believe that the United States 
must do everything in its power to en- 
sure that Israel—the only multi-party 
democracy in the Middle East—sur- 
vives. 

Currently, the best way for the 
United States to ensure the future se- 
curity and prosperity not only of Israel 
but of the entire region is for it to play 
a strong role in keeping the Middle 
East Peace Process alive. If further 
strife and sorrow in the region is to be 
avoided, dialogue between Israel and 
her historic enemies must be main- 
tained. Although the Peace Process has 
stalled recently, I believe that it can be 
revived if the United States remains 
committed to serving as an honest 
intermediary between Israel and the 
Palestinian Authority. Key to the ef- 
fort to see the participants through 
this difficult period is President Clin- 
ton’s commitment to provide financial 
and technical assistance to Israel to 
help fight terrorism and to monitor the 
Palestinian Authority’s compliance 
with the Oslo Accords. 

Mr. President, the Israeli people have 
demonstrated countless times that 
they are willing to take risks for peace. 
That is why I am confident that they 
will face the challenges of imple- 
menting the Oslo Accords and the Dec- 
laration of Principles with fortitude 
and creativity. The United States must 
stand shoulder to shoulder with them 
as they make this effort. Working to- 
gether, I am confident that we can 
forge a peace that will guarantee that 
Israel will live to celebrate its centen- 
nial in 2048.¢ 


— 
ISRAEL’S 50TH ANNIVERSARY 


è Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, 50 
years ago the State of Israel pro- 
claimed its independence as a home- 
land and beacon of hope to Jews around 
the world. At 4:06 p.m. on April 30, 1948, 
David Ben-Gurion declared that the es- 
tablishment of Israel would be effective 
at midnight the same day. Eleven min- 
utes into the next day, the United 
States became the first country to ex- 
tend recognition to the State of Israel 
when President Truman declared to the 
American people: 

This government has been informed that a 
Jewish State has been proclaimed in Pal- 
estine and recognition has been requested by 
the provisional government thereof. The 
United States recognizes the provisional gov- 
ernment as the de facto authority of the new 
State of Israel. 

The ensuing rejection of Israel’s ap- 
peal for peace expressed in its 1948 Dec- 
laration of Independence represented a 
missed opportunity of historic propor- 
tions. The Declaration stated: We ex- 
tend our hand to all neighboring states 
and their people in an offer of peace 
and unity and appeal to them to co- 
operate with the independent Jewish 
nation for the good of all.” Yet for 50 
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years, the people of Israel have endured 
war and violent conflict, including a 
war of independence, the Six Day War, 
and the Yom Kippur War, weathered 
constant challenges to their survival, 
faced isolation, an economic boycott, 
and struggled against terrorism. 

To build an independent Jewish na- 
tion on a small piece of land would 
have been difficult even under the most 
ideal conditions. For Israel to have 
done so while the country’s very exist- 
ence was constantly being threatened 
is truly a tremendous accomplishment. 
In the face of hostility and adversity, 
Israel has persevered and developed 
into a thriving and diverse nation. 

The special relationship between the 
United States and Israel is fundamen- 
tally based on shared values and expe- 
riences. As a vibrant democracy like 
our own, and despite the heavy burdens 
imposed on the country by war, Israel 
is a land of immigrants and pioneers 
whose democratic achievements reflect 
the hard work, sacrifice, courage, devo- 
tion, and self-discipline of its people. 
Few societies have sustained such pres- 
sure and kept their commitment to a 
strong democracy as Israel has done. In 
just 50 years the Israeli people have 
built modern cities and prosperous 
farms, and established high quality 
educational and medical institutions. 
Israel has accomplished this while re- 
maining a refuge for Jews fleeing op- 
pression and persecution around the 
world, as earlier Israel offered a new 
life to the survivors of the Holocaust. 

In keeping with its earliest hopes, 
Israel has been successful in forging 
ties with some of its neighbors and 
former adversaries, and sought to 
strengthen its security by ending the 
cycle of conflict and violence marking 
its first 50 years. Israel’s willingness to 
take risks for peace has been borne out 
in the Camp David Peace Accord which 
settled the state of war with Egypt, in 
Israel’s recognition of a Palestinian 
Authority, and in the 1994 agreement 
ending war between Israel and Jordan. 

Throughout these years, through 
good and difficult times, the United 
States and Israel have maintained an 
enduring strategic partnership which 
has served us well. The United States 
commitment to Irsael’s strength and 
security remains firm. As President 
Clinton declared before the Knesset in 
1994. The survival of Israel is impor- 
tant not only to our interests, but to 
every value we hold dear as a people. 
Our role in war has been to help you 
defend yourself by yourself. That is 
what you have asked. Now that you are 
taking risks for peace, our role is to 
help you to minimize the risks of 
peace.“ 

Today, on the fiftieth anniversary of 
the Jewish state, we recognize the tre- 
mendous achievements of the Israeli 
people and commemorate the fruitful 
and enduring partnership between our 
two nations. We wish for Israel the 


April 30, 1998 


lasting peace and stability its people 
have long sought and offer our con- 
gratulations on the inspiring example 
they have set.e 


——ä— 


ISRAEL INDEPENDENCE DAY 


e Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, today is 
Israel’s Independence Day marking the 
50th anniversary of the founding of the 
modern state of Israel. The last fifty 
years have fascinated and captivated 
many of us as we have watched and 
supported this country in its struggle 
for survival. Out of the ashes of the 
Holocaust, Jews from around the world 
converged on this small but holy land 
to build a modern state in a place 
where Jews had maintained a presence 
for thousands of years. From the first 
days of statehood in 1948 when its 
neighbors declared war and attempted 
to obliterate it from the map, Israel 
has defied the odds and endured in the 
most dangerous of neighborhoods. Each 
decade since 1948 Israel has survived a 
major war with its neighbors: Suez in 
1956, the Six Day War in 1967, the 1973 
Yom Kippur War, the war in Lebanon 
in 1982 and then the deadly Iraqi Scud 
missiles launched against its people in 
1991. Yet in the midst of all these wars, 
tens of murderous terrorist attacks, 
and a crippling Arab economic boycott, 
Israel has built a vibrant democracy 
and a robust economy. 

The United States has not been a by- 
stander in this remarkable trans- 
formation. We have provided needed as- 
sistance, in recognition of our shared 
democratic values, and we have bene- 
fited from a close strategic alliance. 
There is a special and enduring rela- 
tionship between the United states and 
Israel dating back to the days when the 
United States was the first nation to 
recognize Israel when it declared its 
independence. As Israel marks its jubi- 
lee year, we celebrate that relation- 
ship. 

Mr. President, I want to salute the 
people of Israel for all they have 
achieved in the last fifty years. I join 
with the Jewish community around the 
world, which has provided support and 
received moral and spiritual suste- 
nance from Israel, in wishing them 
well. May they go from strength to 
strength.e 


SE 
ISRAEL'S BIRTHDAY 


è Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, today we 
celebrate the 50th birthday of the State 
of Israel, a birthday reached after half 
a century of struggle, of perseverance, 
and on too many occasions, for too 
many families, of pain. We also cele- 
brate half a century of vision—and 
hope above all else that when we join 
together to recognize the 100th birth- 
day of the State of Israel we will do so 
in an age of lasting peace. 

It is only fitting that the sense of joy 
that has accompanied this historic 
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milestone for Israel here in the United 
States is exceeded only within the bor- 
ders of Israel itself. Israel and the 
United States share great ideas as well 
as a great alliance; and the security of 
Israel is indispensable to the security 
of the United States. 

We accept this fact as central to our 
foreign policy, to our national inter- 
ests, and to our view of the world 
itself. It has been true since the day of 
Truman and we pray this truth will 
guide us through the next millennium. 

But we sometimes forget that these 
two great nations—the United States 
of America and the State of Israel— 
share another rare quality, as Prime 
Minister Netanyahu stated so elo- 
quently. Neither country is just a spot 
on the map, a piece of geography; both 
are founded on a shining vision of 
human dignity and purpose. 

It was an American poet who wrote, 
“Nothing grows, unless first a dream.” 
Those like Elie Weisel remind us that 
not even dreams survive without a 
great struggle. The Jewish people have 
taught us much about dignity and pur- 
pose because they have preserved their 
dream and their undying vision 
through two thousand years in exile 
and persecution. To arrive at this his- 
toric day they had to outlast history's 
fiercest fires of hate. 

That resilience is testimony to a vi- 
sion forged in adamantine; to the 
strongest wills and the bravest hearts; 
an unbreakable spirit that keep Israel 
alive and daring even into the twenty- 
first century. It is that same will that 
we all pray will guide Israel to an era 
of peace in the Middle East. 

Tonight we pay tribute to those who 
will never see that era of harmony, 
that day when Israel is a homeland and 
a safe haven for all who share in that 
vision. We remember those who died in 
the hope that even if they could not 
know peace and safety, those who bore 
their name might live the dream for 
them. That sacrifice inspires us all to 
push forward. 

I will never forget that when, ad- 
dressing age old violence and the awful 
spectacle of man’s inhumanity to man, 
Prime Minister Rabin exclaimed 
“Enough is enough.” He touched a 
chord within anyone who mourns an in- 
nocent life lost, who thinks about the 
future doctor, teacher, nurse, scientist, 
poet, diplomat, or artists that will 
never be. Behind all the words and dip- 
lomatic documents, shrouded by the 
haze of the gunfire, that is the reality 
that must be changed before it happens 
again and again. 

On my first trip to Israel, I toured 
the country from Kibbutz Mizgav Am 
to Masada to the Golan. I stood in the 
very shelter in a kibbutz in the north 
where children were attacked and I 
looked at launching sites and impact 
zones for Katousha rockets. Like many 
visitors, I was enthralled by Tel Aviv, 
moved by Jerusalem and inspired by 
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standing above Capernaum, looking 
out over the Sea of Galilee, where I 
read aloud the Sermon on the Mount. I 
met people of stunning commitment, 
who honestly and vigorously debated 
the issues as I watched and listened in- 
tently. I went as a friend by convic- 
tion; I returned a friend at the deepest 
personal level. 

That understanding, that sense of 
kinship, is shared not just between a 
set of leaders or between families, but 
by two nations with a shared faith in 
the power of the human spirit. The 
United States and Israel will walk for- 
ward together 

Herzl's famous words, “If you will it, 
it is no dream,” signify the promise 
and the greatest power of Israel—and 
the hope, after half a century, that a 
fair and secure peace is finally within 
reach. For our part as Americans, we 
must dedicate ourselves to pushing 
ahead in the coming years more com- 
mitted than ever to support Israel in 
the exacting, essential, and sometimes 
tense search for that dream. 

A pain which the heart can never for- 
get reminds us that the ashes of Holo- 
caust victims were scattered on the 
wind. But that wind also carries on it 
their prayers and purpose—above 
mountains and sea, across hundreds or 
thousands of miles, so that the pain of 
history is redeemed in the land of 
Israel. It is a sacred place—for those 
who have made it their home and for 
all the world. So let us now resolve 
again that in the next fifty years, as in 
the past five decades, we will make our 
best efforts to keep secure this sacred 
land. 

In many respects, our task as Ameri- 
cans, as a good ally and a committed 
world neighbor, appears easier in the 
reflection of history. The memory will 
never escape me, the emotions that 
touched me on top of Masada, when I 
stood on that great plateau where the 
oath of new soldiers used to be sworn 
against the desert backdrop and the 
test of history. I had spent several 
hours with Yadin Roman debating 
whether or not in fact Josephus 
Flavius was correct in his account of 
the siege—whether these really were 
the last Jews fighting for survival— 
whether they had escaped since no re- 
mains were ever found. Finally, after 
our journey through history, which we 
resolved with a vote in favor of history 
as recorded, we stood as a group at the 
end of the cliff and altogether we 
shouted across the chasm—across the 
desert and across time—Am Yisrael 
Chai. And across the silence we lis- 
tened as voices came back; faintly we 
heard the echo of the souls of those 
who perished—Am, Yisrael Chai. The 
State of Israel lives. The people of 
Israel live. 

We must do our part to see that fu- 
ture generations are born into and live 
in a peace that will never be ques- 
tioned. 
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We celebrate half a century of strug- 
gle and victory for the people of Israel, 
living every day in a dream that is 
timeless. We pray tonight for a peace 
for all the ages. 


— 


NATIONAL ERASE THE HATE AND 
ELIMINATE RACISM DAY 


Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of S. 
Res. 221 submitted earlier today by 
Senators BURNS and BAUCUS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 221) to designate 
April 30, 1998 as National Erase the Hate and 
Eliminate Racism Day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider- 
ation of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise 
today, along with Senator BAUCUS and 
48 other of our fellow colleagues, to a 
resolution to designate April 30 as Na- 
tional Erase the Hate and Eliminate 
Racism Day.” As you know, we intro- 
duced a similar resolution last year, 
which the Senate passed through unan- 
imous consent. In order to continue 
eliminating racism and hate crimes, we 
must again recognize April 30 as a day 
to stop racism and hate crime. 
Through recognition of such a day, we 
as citizens can stand together in order 
to prevent future crimes from occur- 
ring. 

According to the United States De- 
partment of Justice, there were over 
8,000 racially and biased crimes com- 
mitted last year. Because of this high 
number, my colleagues and I have 
stood up to recognize, for a second 
year, the importance of preventing 
such crimes from continuing. We must 
work together, as adults and children, 
to bring our Nation back to its origin, 
freedom of religion, freedom of speech, 
freedom of press and freedom of 
thought. 

We as an elected body must promote 
this recognition by passing this resolu- 
tion again this year. We must remem- 
ber that diversity has been a corner- 
stone of our Nation’s heritage and 
should continue to be. An under- 
standing of individual differences pro- 
motes unity throughout our commu- 
nities and States. We must take it 
upon ourselves to promote these diver- 
sities and pass this Senate resolution. 

I would like to thank the YWCA and 
many organizations throughout the 
United States for their assistance in 
supporting diversity throughout this 
year and every year. I would also like 
to thank all of my colleagues that have 
joined and will join us in recognizing a 
way to eradicate the forces that divide 
our country. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize the second anniver- 
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sary of National Erase the Hate and 
Eliminate Racism Day. Earlier today, I 
introduced with my colleague from 
Montana, Senator BURNS, along with 
many others from across the nation, a 
resolution marking this notable occa- 


sion. 

In 1964, Mike Mansfield of Montana, 
then majority leader of the United 
States Senate, ushered through this 
body the landmark Civil Rights Act. It 
is his tradition of integrity and fore- 
sight in both Montana and the nation 
that inspires us in our actions today. 

In the last several years, however, 
Montanans of a different generation 
have come under the microscope of less 
favorable scrutiny. The reputation of 
Montana as a state of forward-thinkers 
and tolerant individuals was marred by 
the standoff between the FBI and the 
so-called Freemen outside Jordan, and 
a series of hate crimes in some of our 
cities. 

What has frustrated me and many 
other Montanans, however, is the lack 
of attention to the vast majority of 
Montanans—the people who are willing 
to stand up to bigots and hate groups. 
It is these folks who provide us with 
stories of hope and courage and let us 
know that our communities and our 
neighbors will not stand for bias and 
hate-motivated behavior. 

It is important because these encour- 
aging stories are becoming common- 
place in Montana. Whether it is a com- 
munity like Billings that stands up to 
a group of skinheads, or a Missoula 
high school class that devotes an entire 
project to studying the holocaust, 
Montanans are making a real and posi- 
tive difference in our society. 

There is no doubt that we have come 
a long way as a nation. But with 8,000 
hate crimes reported to the U.S. De- 
partment of Justice each year, it is 
clear we still have much more work to 
do. 

In addition to taking this day to rec- 
ognize the importance of the fight, we 
must continue to support groups like 
the Northwest Coalition Against Mali- 
cious Harassment, the Montana Human 
Rights Network, the Leadership Con- 
ference on Civil Rights and the many 
other groups and individuals who con- 
tinue this work every day. 

I know a simple Senate resolution, or 
even a national conference, will not 
end the problems we still have. A piece 
of paper alone cannot teach a child 
that hate is wrong. But I do believe a 
piece of paper can make people think. 
A conference will not end intolerance. 
But it can make people talk about hate 
crimes. Designating today as a day to 
address these important problems is a 
first step and it can light a spark of 
hope in people’s hearts and minds. 

Again, perhaps our predecessor in the 
Senate, Mike Mansfield, when speaking 
about the task in 1964, said it best 
when he noted: 

What we do here in the. . . Congress will 
not, of itself, correct these faults, but we can 
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and must join the wisdom—the collective 
wisdom of this body—to the efforts of others 
in this Nation to face up to them for what 
they are—a serious erosion of the funda- 
mental rock upon which the unity of the Na- 
tion stands. 


Tolerance and respect are our na- 
tion’s bedrock. Today we can join to- 
gether to renew the fight for a better 
America. And if we continue to look at 
the good, courageous, decent things 
our neighbors are doing, the sparks of 
hope we light just might catch fire, in 
Montana and all across the country. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the resolution be 
agreed to, the preamble be agreed to, 
and the motion to reconsider be laid 
upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 

Whereas the term ‘hate crime’ means an 
offense in which one or more individuals, 
commits an offense (such as an assault or 
battery (simple or aggravated), theft, crimi- 
nal trespass, damage to property, mob ac- 
tion, disorderly conduct, or telephone har- 
assment) by reason of the race, color, creed, 
religion, ancestry, gender, sexual orienta- 
tion, physical or mental disability, or na- 
tional origin of another individual or group 
of individuals; 

Whereas there are almost 8,000 hate crimes 
reported to the Department of Justice each 
year, and the number of hate crimes reported 
increases each year; 

Whereas hate crimes have no place in a 
civilized society that is dedicated to freedom 
and independence, as is the United States; 

Whereas the people of the United States 
must lead and set the example for the world 
in protecting the rights of all people; 

Whereas the people of the United States 
should take personal responsibility for and 
action against hatred and hate crimes; 

Whereas the Members of Congress, as rep- 
resentatives of the people of the United 
States, must take personal responsibility for 
and action against hatred and hate crimes; 

Whereas the laws against hate crimes, 
which have been passed by Congress and 
signed by the President, must be supported 
and implemented by the people of the United 
States and by Federal, State, and local law 
enforcement officials and other public serv- 
ants: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate—(1) designates 
April 30, 1998, as ‘National Erase the Hate 
and Eliminate Racism Day’; and (2) requests 
that the President issue a proclamation call- 
ing upon the people of the United States and 
throughout the world to recognize the im- 
portance of using each day as an opportunity 
to take a stand against hate crimes and vio- 
lence in their nations, states, neighborhoods 
and communities. 


—— 


COMMENDING STUART FRANKLIN 
BALDERSON 


Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of S. 
Res. 222 submitted earlier today by 
Senator LOTT and others. I further ask 
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unanimous consent that the clerk read 
the resolution and the preamble. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 222) to commend Stu- 
art Franklin Balderson. 

Whereas Stuart F. Balderson became an 
employee of the United States Senate on 
May 23, 1960, and since that date has ably 
and faithfully upheld the high standards and 
traditions of the staff of the United States 
Senate for a period that included 19 Con- 
gresses; 

Whereas Stuart F. Balderson has served as 
Financial Clerk of the United States Senate 
from August 1, 1980 to April 30, 1998; 

Whereas Stuart F. Balderson has faithfully 
discharged the difficult duties and respon- 
sibilities of his position as Financial Clerk of 
the United States Senate with great pride, 
energy, efficiency, dedication, integrity, and 
professionalism; 

Whereas he has earned the respect, affec- 
tion, and esteem of the United States Sen- 
ate; and 

Whereas Stuart F. Balderson will retire 
from the United States Senate on April 30, 
1998, with 40 years of Government service—38 
years with the United States Senate and 2 
years with the United States Navy: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the United States Senate 
commends Stuart F. Balderson for his exem- 
plary service to the United States Senate 
and the Nation, and wishes to express its 
deep appreciation and gratitude for his long, 
faithful, and outstanding service. 

SEC. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall 
transmit a copy of this resolution to Stuart 
F. Balderson. 

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I want 
to take just a moment on the passage 
of this important resolution to thank 
Stewart Balderson for his nearly four 
decades of distinguished service, as has 
been referenced in the resolution, and 
wish him well as he begins the next 
chapter of his life. 

Stuart Balderson truly is an institu- 
tion within an institution. 

He began his career in the Senate fi- 
nance office when he was 22—and Lyn- 
don Johnson was still the Majority 
Leader. 

He has stayed there for 38 years— 
through the tenure of 12 Senate Secre- 
taries—working in every department: 
payroll, accounting, retirement and 
benefits, and legislative budgeting. 

In 1980, he assumed the top position 
in that office, Financial Clerk of the 
United States Senate. 

I first came to the Senate in 1973, as 
a staffer for another South Dakota 
Senator. 

As anyone who has ever worked here 
knows, the finance office is one of the 
first offices you visit after you're 
hired. You go there to fill out your W4 
and your insurance forms and other 
necessary pieces of paper. 

From that day until today, I have 
been impressed with the efficient and 
friendly service in that office. And I be- 
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lieve that is a direct reflection of the 
man who has run it so well, and for so 
long. 

Iam not alone in my admiration. 

In 1992, Stuart Balderson was named 
“Congressional Staffer of the Year,” by 
Roll Call newspaper. He was given the 
award at the Senate Staff Club Dinner 
Dance. 

That night, in his acceptance speech, 
he said of this Senate, I love the insti- 
tution, and I work very, very hard for 
its financial integrity.” 

He went on to regale his fellow diners 
with his recollections of what the Sen- 
ate was like back in 1960, when he came 
here. 

He recalled how giants like Everett 
Dirksen, Hubert Humphrey and Sam 
Ervin used to drop by the finance office 
just to chat. There was a real sense of 
family” on the Hill back then, he said. 
Everyone knew everyone. 

He said he also remembered thinking 
that he would “never get anywhere 
here, because it looked to me like ev- 
eryone had been here forever, and 
wouldn’t leave until they died at their 
desks. 

“But, I quickly found out,” he added, 
“that these people were the sources of 
knowledge and wisdom, and I found 
myself calling on them constantly.” 

Clearly, Stuart Balderson was wrong 
in thinking he’d never go anywhere in 
the Senate finance office. 

But he was right about another 
thing: The dedicated men and women 
who have served this Senate for years 
truly are sources of knowledge and wis- 
dom for all of us. 

They are our institutional memory, 
and our connection to a different 
time—a time when people on the Hill 
focused less, perhaps, on party labels, 
and more on common goals. 

Over the years, Stuart Balderson has 
earned his place among those sages. 

I know I speak for countless Senators 
and Senate staffers when I say, we will 
miss his professionalism, and dedica- 
tion, and his ever-friendly manner. 

We thank him for his many years of 
impeccable service to this great insti- 
tution. And we wish him all the best on 
his retirement. 

I yield the floor. I thank my col- 
league. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the resolution that 
was read be agreed to, the preamble be 
agreed to, and the motion to reconsider 
be laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

—_—_— j‚ääPüä— 
ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, MAY 1, 1998 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani- 

mous consent that when the Senate 


completes its business today, it stand 
in adjournment until 9:30 a.m. on Fri- 


222) was 
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day, May 1. I further ask that on Fri- 
day, immediately following the prayer, 
the routine requests through the morn- 
ing hour be granted and the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of S. 1186, 
the job training partnership bill, under 
the previous time agreement of 4 hours 
equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ENZI. I further ask that any 
votes ordered with respect to S. 1186 or 
amendments thereto be stacked to 
occur at 5:30 p.m. on Tuesday, May 5. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ENZI. I further ask that at the 
conclusion of the consideration of S. 
1186, during Friday’s session, the Sen- 
ate begin a period of morning business 
with Senators permitted to speak for 
up to 10 minutes each, with the fol- 
lowing exceptions: Senator COVERDELL, 
1 hour; Senator DASCHLE or his des- 
ignee, 1 hour. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


——— 


PROGRAM 


Mr. ENZI. For the information of all 
Senators, tomorrow the Senate will 
begin consideration of S. 1186, the job 
training partnership bill. Under the 
previous consent agreement, there will 
be 4 hours of debate equally divided on 
several amendments to be offered to 
the bill. As a reminder, any votes or- 
dered with respect to S. 1186 will be 
stacked to occur at 5:30 p.m. on Tues- 
day, May 5. Members should also be 
aware that on Monday, May 4, the Sen- 
ate will begin consideration of the IRS 
reform bill. It is hoped that Members 
will come to the floor to debate the 
IRS bill and to offer amendments to 
that legislation. Again, as with the Job 
Training Partnership Act, any votes 
ordered with respect to the IRS reform 
bill will be postponed to occur begin- 
ning at 5:30 p.m. on Tuesday. 


— 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A. M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate, I now ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate stand in adjournment 
under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 11:11 p.m., adjourned until Friday, 
May 1, 1998, at 9:30 a.m. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive Nominations Confirmed 
By The Senate April 30, 1998: 


FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE CORPORATION 


DONNA TANOUE, OF HAWAI, TO BE CHAIRPERSON OF 
THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE FEDERAL DEPOSIT 
INSURANCE CORPORATION FOR A TERM OF FIVE YEARS. 

DONNA TANOUE, OF HAWAII. TO BE A MEMBER OF THE 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSUR- 
ANCE CORPORATION FOR THE REMAINDER OF THE TERM 
EXPIRING OCTOBER 3, 2000. 
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IN THE COAST GUARD 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
AS COMMANDANT OF THE UNITED STATES COAST 
GUARD, AND FOR APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED UNDER TITLE 14, U.S.C., SECTION 44; 


To be admiral 


VICE ADM. JAMES M. LOY, 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
AS VICE COMMANDANT, UNITED STATES COAST GUARD, 
AND TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER TITLE 14. U.S.C.. 
SECTION 47: 


To be vice admiral 


VICE ADM, JAMES C. CARD. 


THE ABOVE NOMINATIONS WERE APPROVED SUBJECT 
TO THE NOMINEES’ COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE- 
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 


IN THE COAST GUARD 
THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 


IN THE UNITED STATES COAST GUARD RESERVE TO THE 
GRADE INDICATED UNDER TITLE 14. U.S.C.. SECTION 729: 


To be rear admiral 
REAR ADM. (LH) J. TIMOTHY RIKER, 
To be rear admiral (lower half) 


CAPT, CARLTON D. MOORE, 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
AS COMMANDER, PACIFIC AREA, UNITED STATES COAST 
GUARD, AND TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER TITLE 14. 
U.S.C.. SECTION 50: 


To be vice admiral 
REAR ADM. (LH) THOMAS H. COLLINS. PÆ. 
IN THE AIR FORCE 
THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 


AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
Ol: 


To be lieutenant general 


MAJ. GEN. HAL M. HORNBURG. E 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C.. SECTION 
601: 


To be lieutenant general 
MAJ. GEN. MICHAEL C. SHORT, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be major general 


BRIG, GEN. NANCY R. ADAMS, 

THE FOLLOWING ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF THE 
UNITED STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RE- 
SERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C.. SECTION 12203: 


To be major general 


BRIG. GEN. JOHN F. KANE, E 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED RESERVE OFFICER FOR AP- 
POINTMENT AS CHIEF OF ARMY RESERVE UNDER TITLE 
10. U.S.C.. SECTION 2038: 


To be chief, army reserve, united states army 
MAJ. GEN, THOMAS J. PLEWES. 
IN THE MARINE CORPS 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPOR- 
TANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10. U.S.C.. 
SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 


LT. GEN. CARLTON W. FULFORD, JR., 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPOR- 
TANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10. U.S. C. 
SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 


MAJ. GEN. MICHAEL J. WILLIAMS, 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPOR- 
TANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C.. 
SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 
MAJ. GEN. BRUCE B. KNUTSON. JR.. 
IN THE NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be vice admiral 


REAR ADM. JOHN R. RYAN, E 
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IN THE AIR FORCE 


AIR FORCE NOMINATION OF RITA A CAMPBELL, WHICH 
WAS RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF MARCH 13, 1998. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATION OF CHRISTIANNE L. COLLINS, 
WHICH WAS RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF APRIL 1, 1998. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING ALTON G. 
CHERNEY. AND ENDING KEVIN L. TOY, WHICH NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 1, 1998. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING ALMA J. ABALOS. 
AND ENDING VICTORIA G. ZAMARRIPA, WHICH NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 1, 1996. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING DONALD S. ABEL, 
AND ENDING FREDERICK M. WOLFE, WHICH NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 2. 1998. 


IN THE ARMY 


ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING MICHAEL H ABREU, 
AND ENDING XE WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RE- 
CEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 6, 1998. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING RONALD V. DUNCAN, 
AND ENDING LYNN H. WITTERS, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 13, 1998. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING RICHARD A. CLINE. 
AND ENDING SONJA S. THOMPSON, WHICH NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 1, 1998, 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING RUBY T. BADDOUR, 
AND ENDING NOEL L. WOODWARD, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 2, 1998. 


IN THE NAVY 


NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WILLIAM T. D'AMICO, 
AND ENDING JOSE PUBILLONES, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 1, 1998. 

NAVY NOMINATION OF ROBERT A, WULFF. WHICH WAS 
RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD OF APRIL 1, 1998. 

NAVY NOMINATION OF LYNNEANN PINE, WHICH WAS 
RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD OF APRIL 1. 1998. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING BRIAN w. 
DAUGHERTY, AND ENDING MICHAEL CRICCHIO, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 1, 
1998. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


THE 23RD ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
TRAGIC FALL OF SOUTH VIET- 
NAM TO COMMUNISM 


HON. LORETTA SANCHEZ 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, today it seems 
fitting that with the 23rd anniversary of the fall 
of Saigon to Communism, special recognition 
of the memories, feelings, and introspections 
regarding April 30, 1975, are in order. We 
must pay special tribute and remember the 
sacrifices of our soldiers and our Vietnam Vet- 
erans who fought and died in the name of 
freedom and democracy. 

Many Vietnamese experienced first hand 
the deprivation, humiliation, and fear associ- 
ated with losing their country, their way of life, 
and their freedom. But all who left their Viet- 
namese homeland to come to the United 
States chose a life filled with uncertainty, 
change, and struggle over a life in their home- 
land under a Communist thumb. 

While | am at home visiting with my con- 
stituents, | am disheartened by the stories of 
their experiences during that conflict. It is often 
difficult to fully appreciate the extent to which 
these diligent people have survived all manner 
of disasters and trauma and have gone on to 
lead civil and productive lives. 

Mr. Speaker, we must continue to be vigi- 
lant to keep this memory alive in our hearts. 
We must tell the story of their brave sacrifices 
to our children and our children’s children. We 
must ensure that the important cause that we 
fought for is not forgotten by future genera- 
tions. 


COMBATING TERRORISM: TESTI- 
MONY BEFORE THE SUB- 
COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECU- 
RITY, INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS, 
AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE; COM- 
MITTEE ON GOVERNMENT RE- 
FORM AND OVERSIGHT 


HON. IKE SKELTON 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, on Thursday, 
April 23, 1998, | testified before the Sub- 
committee on National Security, International 
Affairs, and Criminal Justice; Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight. On this 
occasion, | discussed a series of reports, pre- 
pared at my request by the General Account- 
ing Office (GAO). These reports detail the 
United States’ substantial efforts to combat 
terrorism. | share my remarks with the Mem- 
bers of the House. 


TESTIMONY BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
NATIONAL, INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS, AND 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE COMMITTEE ON GOVERN- 
MENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT, APRIL 23, 
1998 


Chairman Hastert, members of the sub- 
committee, it gives me great pleasure to ap- 
pear before you today. I appreciate the op- 
portunity not only to speak about an impor- 
tant issue to our nation but also to bring at- 
tention to a substantial body of work pro- 
duced by the General Accounting Office 
(GAO). This work in progress’’—to date, a 
series of four reports—will eventually 
produce the most comprehensive overview of 
our nation’s effort to combat terrorism. As 
Chairman Hastert knows all too well, this is 
a daunting task. Without his leadership and 
effort, we would have a far more vague pic- 
ture of our government’s activities. Let me 
briefly review these recent findings. 

First, GAO released a July 1997 report enti- 
tled, “Combating Terrorism: Status of DoD 
Efforts to Protect Its Forces Overseas.“ 
Dealing with anti-terrorism, this report con- 
cluded that uniform security standards were 
necessary to assure the safety of Americans 
around the world. 

Second, GAO released a September 1997 re- 
port entitled, “Combating Terrorism: Fed- 
eral Agencies’ Efforts to Implement National 
Security Policy and Strategy.” Focused on 
Counterterrorism—or those offensive meas- 
ures for deterring, resolving, and managing 
terrorist acts—this second report represents 
the first comprehensive examination of fed- 
eral activities to combat terrorism. It point- 
ed out that more than 40 federal depart- 
ments, agencies, and bureaus, are involved in 
this activity. It also outlined specific roles 
and responsibilities of federal agencies, as 
well as their respective capabilities. 

GAO released its third report in December 
of 1997. Focused on total government-wide 
spending levels to combat terrorism, this 
product—and the process leading up to its 
publication—closely tracked with congres- 
sional interest in the subject. As many of 
you know, during floor consideration of the 
fiscal year (FY) 1998 Defense Authorization 
Bill, an amendment—my amendment—was 
accepted to require the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget (OMB) to disclose overall 
spending levels directed against terrorism. 
Known as Section 1051 and taken together 
with GAO's third report, enough evidence 
surfaced to offer both encouragement and 
concern. Although it seemed that a signifi- 
cant amount of resources were annually 
committed to combat terrorism, the fol- 
lowing inefficiencies were exposed: 

No regular government-wide collection and 
review of funding data existed; 

No apparent government-wide priorities 
were established; 

No assessment process existed to coordi- 
nate and focus government efforts; and 

No government office or entity maintained 
the authority to enforce coordination. 

As a result, the third report recommended 
that the National Security Council (NSC), 
OMB, the departments, and agency heads— 
such as the State Department and the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation (FBI)—build 
upon the new statutory requirement em- 


bodied in Section 1051. I am also pleased to 
report that this remains an annual obliga- 
tion, requiring by March of each year an an- 
nual overview of government-wide efforts to 
combat terrorism around the globe. 

Finally, at the request of Chairman 
Hastert and myself, GAO has recently re- 
leased its fourth and latest product on the 
subject, entitled “Combating Terrorism: 
Threat and Risk Assessments Can Help 
Prioritize and Target Investments.“ Again, 
enough evidence has been provided to ques- 
tion the federal government's level of fund- 
ing. This last report—responsible for review- 
ing the implementation of the Nunn-Lugar- 
Domenici domestic response program—hope- 
fully will assist with the establishment of 
consistent national standards and priorities. 

THE THREAT 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee: 

In your mind’s eye, join me and imagine 
what it was like in 1995 for the Senior Air- 
man at a remote location in a foreign land, 
relaxing after a long, hot, stressful day in 
the Arabian desert; 

Imagine, too, what it was like in 1996 for 
the federal employee beginning the day in 
Oklahoma, pouring coffee, grabbing a break- 
fast snack, and preparing for morning brief- 
ings; 

Imagine what it was like in 1993 for Ameri- 
cans—businesswomen, diplomats, tourists, 
visitors—milling innocently about in the 
heart of New York City, one of our nation’s 
busiest locations; 

Imagine, if you can, what it was like for 
these individuals before these three loca- 
tions became infamous for the catastrophic 
events that followed. To a person, none ex- 
pected anything but completion of an aver- 
age day; yet all experienced a jolt, a shock, 
a sense of horror, as chaos and bedlam 
brought an abrupt halt to their respective 
routines. 

The bombing victims at Khobar Towers in 
Saudia Arabia were trained military profes- 
sionals in a foreign land. The bombing vic- 
tims at the Oklahoma City Federal Building 
and the World Trade Center, were average 
American citizens—civillans—at home in 
their communities, totally unprepared for 
the violence they were forced to experience. 

Despite the different circumstances, all 
three events share in common one unavoid- 
able, tell-tale truth: Americans died bru- 
tally, without warning, unnecessarily, and in 
a manner that will almost certainly be imi- 
tated in the future. In 1995 and 1996, about 
one-fourth of all international terrorist acts 
were against U.S. targets; and although the 
number of terrorist incidents both worldwide 
and in the United States has declined in re- 
cent years, the level of violence and 
lethality of attacks has increased. Violent 
events in the past, may encourage further 
attempts to strike America in places such as 
our own yards, back home in our districts, 
and other places where attacks might be 
least expected. Enemies of the United States, 
I fear, have adopted effective methods and 
means to strike against America. 

Surely, enemies to America—both foreign 
and domestic—recognize the military capa- 
bilities of the United States. It is hard to ig- 
nore our successes throughout history and 


@ This bullet“ symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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around the globe; it is difficult not to marvel 
at our technological advancements; and it is 
nearly impossible to overlook our massive 
military might at sea, in the air, and on the 
ground. Our naval, air, ground, and Marine 
forces remain superior and unmatched in to- 
day’s world. 

Further, enemies to America—both foreign 
and domestic—almost certainly recognize 
the capabilities of our domestic law enforce- 
ment and emergency response officials, The 
Federal Bureau of Investigations, or FBI, the 
U.S. Secret Service, the Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco and Firearms (ATF), U.S. Customs, 
and the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) are highly respected world- 
wide. Their standards currently set those of 
the international community. 

But what of the point at which the respon- 
sibilities of these two communities inter- 
sect? Do our domestic law enforcement capa- 
bilities effectively coordinate with those of 
the Department of Defense? In the case of 
another incident on American soil, are De- 
fense Department officials prepared to effec- 
tively support local officials? Are existing 
programs—such as the Emergency Response 
Assistance program, the Rapid Response In- 
formation System, and the Nunn-Lugar- 
Domenici First Responder Training” pro- 
gram—adequately funded to handle a future 
incident, particularly one involving a weap- 
on of mass destruction (WMD) such as a bio- 
logical or chemical agent, or nuclear device? 

We better be sure. 

Is the threat real? I believe wholeheartedly 
that it is. 

Are we in danger of overstating the threat? 
I am not sure. But, let me share with you 
something about which there is no doubt. I 
implore you to consider two lists, one based 
on capabilities, the other based on alleged 
activities. I ask you first to consider the list 
of nations around the globe known to either 
possess or nearly possess the capability to 
produce chemical and biological weapons— 
you are, of course, familiar with the unclas- 
sified list: North Korea, China, India, Paki- 
stan, Iran, Iraq, Libya, Syria, and Russia. 
Second, I ask you to consider the group of 
nations singled out by the State Department 
for engaging in state-sponsored terrorism. 
Again, you are familiar with the list’s mem- 
bership: Cuba, Iran, Iraq, Libya, North 
Korea, Sudan, and Syria. Finally, I ask you 
to look at the correlation between these lists 
and ask you to decide. Are you willing to 
risk the potential consequences of not being 
prepared? 

THE RESPONSE 


To properly prepare for potential terrorist 
acts we must set forth with a political com- 
mitment to attain both efficiency and ade- 
quate resource levels across the entire fed- 
eral government. 

The recent past offers a bit of optimism. A 
relatively high level of Congressional sup- 
port has existed: 

The 1994 National Defense Authorization 
Act expressed a sense of Congress that the 
President should strengthen federal inter- 
agency response planning for early detection 
and warning of—and response to—potential 
use of chemical or biological agents and 
weapons. 

The Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1996 required the Secretary of Defense 
and the Secretary of Energy to submit to 
Congress a joint report on military and civil 
defense response plans. 

The 1997 National Defense Authorization 
Act required the President to take imme- 
diate action to enhance the capability of the 
Federal Government to prevent and respond 
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to terrorist incidents involving WMD and to 
provide enhanced support to improve both 
the response and deterrent capabilities of 
state and local emergency response agencies. 
More than $50 million in assistance was au- 
thorized. 

And just this past year, the budget request 
for the Defense Department included $49.5 
million for support of the domestic emer- 
gency preparedness program. The resulting 
1998 authorization provided for this request 
as well as an additional $10 million for equip- 
ment for the Marine’s Chemical-Biological 
Incident Response Force and $10 million to 
support development of a domestic/biological 
counter-terrorism mission for the National 
Guard. 

But I am concerned about our nation’s 
ability over the next few years to attain effi- 
ciency or to sustain such a commitment. The 
Defense Department rightly assumes a sup- 
portive role during a terrorist incident with- 
in the United States, leaving the Depart- 
ment of Justice the primary responsibility 
for response and coordination. Yet even a 
role supportive in nature has come at a great 
cost—in both manpower and dollars. Much of 
the highly specialized expertise resides in 
DoD; and most of the highly-trained individ- 
uals necessary for such tasks are also from 
the Department of Defense. Unfortunately— 
for them, for their families, and for our na- 
tion—these same individuals are often need- 
ed elsewhere, in overseas contingencies 
around the world. In these strict budgetary 
times, support and training assistance to do- 
mestic authorities is placing Defense per- 
sonnel under a terrible strain. 

This year’s budgetary constraint is par- 
ticularly tight and I have not received infor- 
mation to cause me to believe that anything 
might be different in the near future. This is 
not to say there aren’t several matters to 
provide encouragement, such as the recent 
announcement to authorize 10 Rapid Assess- 
ment and Initial Detection (RAID) teams 
within the Guard and Reserve components. 
Indeed, the collocation of these teams with 
FEMA regional offices just might provide 
the necessary “bridge” between federal and 
state officials and spawn better coordina- 
tion. 

Yet, I am aware of the Defense Depart- 
ment’s budgetary struggle to meet existing 
requirements and must assume that this new 
effort might also find itself at risk of receiv- 
ing inadequate resources. We should look 
closely at this recommendation before com- 
mitting a large sum of our precious—and in- 
creasingly scarce—financial resources. And 
we should recognize that this resource pool 
is declining further now that FEMA has re- 
cently decided to withdraw itself from any 
lead-agency role. Without its assistance, the 
Defense Department must now find addi- 
tional, previously unanticipated budget au- 
thority over the next 4 years to support this 
requirement. 

As the work of GAO has helped us discover, 
our approach may be fundamentally flawed: 
perhaps too many different federal agencies 
and local governments possess existing or 
emerging capabilities for responding to a 
WMD attack; uneven and nearly incompat- 
ible levels of expertise often exists; duplica- 
tion and poor communication may com- 
plicate our effort; and public complacency 
may threaten to weaken our overall capa- 
bility. To be sure, if I must leave only one 
message today, let it be this: coordination 
problems may exist; but these problems pale 
in comparison with the potential problems 
resulting from public complacency. 

Mr. Chairman, there is a Chinese proverb 
that states, May you live in interesting 
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times.” We should be thankful that we do. 
We also live during challenging times. At a 
time of budget cuts, force drawdowns, 
streamlining, and reductions in military per- 
sonnel endstrength levels, we are faced with 
a familiar threat that is growing in impor- 
tance. To counter the terrorist threat—to 
provide as much safety to Americans at 
home and abroad—we may need to not only 
strengthen and reinforce existing capabili- 
ties but legislate additional resources. If we 
fail in this calling, we may face another day 
when—without warning—an innocent Amer- 
ican again falls victim to such evil. Š 


TRIBUTE TO BERNARD B. KERIK. 
HON. BILL PASCRELL, JR. 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
call to your attention Bernard B. Kerik, who 
was officially swom-in as Commissioner for 
the City of New York's Department of Correc- 
tions. 

On December 23, 1997, Mayor Rudolph W. 
Giuliani announced the appointment, effective 
January 1, 1998, of the Department of Correc- 
tion's First Deputy Commissioner, Bernard B. 
Kerik, as Commissioner. 

Mr. Kerik, as Commissioner, oversees an 
annual budget of approximately $792 million, a 
civilian and uniformed workforce of about 
13,000 and an inmate population of some 
133,000 admissions yearly in the Depart- 
ment’s 16 jails, 15 court detention pens and 
four hospital prison wards. As First Deputy 
Commissioner, he was responsible for the 
day-to-day operation of the Department. He 
has been appointed by Mayor Giuliani to the 
position of First Deputy Commissioner January 
24, 1995, Mr. Kerik served in prior positions 
with the Department as Executive Assistant to 
the Commissioner and as Director of the In- 
vestigations Division. 

Prior to DOC, Mr. Kerik served with the New 
York City Police Department for eight years. 
After uniformed and plain clothes duty with 
anti-crime and narcotics units in Midtown 
South and Manhattan North commands, he 
was assigned to the U.S. Justice Department's 
New York Drug Enforcement (DEA) Task 
Force. There, he helped direct one of the most 
substantial narcotics investigations in the his- 
tory of that office, resulting in the conviction of 
more than 60 members of the Cali Cartel. Mr. 
Kerik received 28 citations for meritorious and 
heroic service during his tenure with NYPD, 
including that Department's Medal of Valor. 

Before joining NYPD, Mr. Kerik was the 
Warden of the Passaic County Jail, the largest 
county adult correctional facility in the State of 
New Jersey, responsible for the administrative 
direction of the 265 uniformed and civilian staff 
and an annual budget of $7.2 million. He also 
served as that Department’s Training Officer, 
assistant commander of the Sheriff's Emer- 
gency Response Team, and commander of 
the Special Weapons and Operations Units. 

Mr. Kerik spent nearly four years in various 
security assignments in Saudi Arabia, training 
Saudi and other nationals in physical security 
and police patrol operations. Before that, he 
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served as an MP for three years in the U.S. 
Army, assigned to the 18th Airborne Corp 
where he trained Special Forces personnel at 
the John F. Kennedy Unconventional Warfare 
Center, Fort Bragg, North Carolina. He was 
also a member of an all-Army martial arts 
team. 

Mr. Kerik has a diverse background and 
education in international and domestic anti- 
terrorism, personal protective security and 
special weapons and operations. He has been 
commended for heroism by President Ronald 
Reagan and the Cities of Paterson and Pas- 
saic, New Jersey. He has received the DEA 
Administrator's Award, the Medal of Valor from 
the International Narcotic Enforcement Offi- 
cers’ Association, and a Special Achievement 
Award from the Special Narcotics Prosecutor 
for the City of New York. 

In December, 1997, he was appointed by 
the Mayor as a member of the newly-formed 
New York City Gambling Control Commission. 
The five-member Commission is charged with 
establishing and enforcing regulations for ship- 
board gambling to ensure that consumers are 
protected from fraudulent practices and to pre- 
vent the influence of organized crime. 

Mr. Kerik is vice chairman of the Boy 
Scouts’ Greater New York Councils Law En- 
forcement Exploring Division. He also chairs 
the Michael John Buczek Foundation’s annual 
fundraiser that honors law enforcement heroes 
across the nation. Named in memory of a 34th 
Precinct, officer slain in the line of duty, the 
Foundation provides financial assistance to 
youth foundation in that neighborhood and to 
the law enforcement community in New York 
and New Jersey. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that you join me, our col- 
leagues, the family and friends of Commis- 
sioner Kerik’s, and the City of New York, in 
recognizing the many outstanding and invalu- 
able contributions Bernard B. Kerik has made 
to public safety through his distinguished ca- 
reer in law enforcement. 

—— ſ— 


SENSE OF CONGRESS ON 50TH AN- 
NIVERSARY OF FOUNDING OF 
MODERN STATE OF ISRAEL 


SPEECH OF 


HON. OWEN B. PICKETT 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Mr. PICKETT. Mr. Speaker, Rabbi 
Zoberman, the spiritual leader of Congregation 
Beth Chaverim in Virginia Beach, Virginia and 
past President of the Hampton Roads Board 
of Rabbis and the Virginia Beach Clergy Asso- 
ciation, made the following statement on the 
occasion of the 50th anniversary of the State 
of Israel: 

The Jubilee anniversary of the State of 
Israel is not an ordinary occasion. Rather it 
is a poignant reminder of the durability of a 
dream; reflecting the daring of a people 
small in physical size but large in vision, not 
to depart from history's stage in spite of im- 
mense and harassing pressure to the con- 
trary. 

Throughout the two millennia of disper- 
sion following the Roman devastation, the 
Jewish people skillfully integrated their 
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longing for Zion into their spiritual quest 
and way of life, bonding themselves to the 
land where they came to be and which served 
as the dramatic setting for fashioning a 
transforming Biblical legacy that continues 
to inspire as well as challenge humanity. 

Israel was driven not only by its particular 
agenda of uniqueness and survival, attempt- 
ing to transcend both geographic and tribal 
boundaries in a fervent embrace of a uni- 
versal message of shalom unshaken by its 
painfully experienced lack of it. Thus its un- 
dying hope for the welfare of the human fam- 
ily became a source of consolation and 
strength in its struggle to persevere in face 
of terrifying odds. Its welcomed return into 
the family of nations came only after the 
tragedy of the Holocaust deprived it of a 
third of its people, destroying European 
Jewry and threatening the very continuity 
of an ancient folk, ironically entering the 
period of modernity with enormous trust in 
the inevitable progress of the human species 
and its ability to overcome past limitations. 

Colonial rule over Palestine first by the 
Turks for four hundred years and then, from 
1917 to 1948 under the British Mandate, cou- 
pled with growing Arab antagonism and hos- 
tility toward the Jewish presence, made the 
fulfillment of the prophetic promise of re- 
turn so much more trying. Winning inde- 
pendence following the support of the United 
Nations and the defeat of the invading Arab 
armies by the meager and ill-equipped Israeli 
forces, was the beginning to an arduous jour- 
ney of absorbing millions of Jewish refugees 
from decimated Nazi-Europe and persecuting 
Arab lands. My own family of Polish sur- 
vivors was among them, seeking the blessing 
of healing in rebuilding shattered lives while 
giving birth to a dynamic democratic soci- 
ety, still the only one in the Middle East, 
with the demanding agenda to be faithful to 
the noble principles of its great legacy of 
values and vast suffering. 

How remarkable are the accomplishments 
of the reborn entity in light of a constricting 
environment of mighty obstacles, constantly 
exposed to moral danger! It has managed to 
create, out of necessity, one of the best mili- 
taries in the world in the context of a vi- 
brantly flourishing Western culture, estab- 
lishing renowned institutions of higher 
learning, rescuing and integrating immi- 
grants from multiple and diverse back- 
grounds such as Ethiopia and the former So- 
viet Union, reaching out to help Asian and 
African countries, developing a significant 
hi-tech industry and offering new models of 
creative communal living, most notably the 
kibbutz. 

Israel’s stamina and determination to pre- 
vail and thrive, demonstrated also on the 
battlefield, time and again, finally convinced 
its largest Arab foe of the wisdom of con- 
cluding peace in 1979 and Jordan followed 
suit in 1994, in the wake of the 1993 rap- 
prochement with the Palestinians. The 
Peace Process already proven beneficial to 
both sides, economically and diplomatically, 
has dangerously slowed down given the wa- 
tershed assassination of Prime Minister 
Rabin who suffered the fate of martyred 
President Sadat, acts of wanton terrorism 
against Israelis, and the election into power 
of Prime Minister Netanyahu who represents 
a different ideological bent from that of his 
predecessor in office. However, the Peace 
Process is bound to eventually gather mo- 
mentum and actively involve the essential 
partnerships of Syria and Lebanon in an irre- 
versible historical movement to advance the 
families of the region exposed to the threat 
of Fundamentalism and the likes of Saddam 
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Hussein, toward a future free from the stran- 
glehold of bloodshed, ignorance, prejudice 
and poverty. The role of the United States, 
the sole left superpower, as broker, in the 
unfolding destiny of the Middle East, re- 
mains of critical importance. It has stood by 
Israel, its trusted and faithful friend and 
ally, in times of war and in search for peace, 
continuing to be a beacon of hope at the 
crossroads of historic change and uncer- 
tainty with both opportunity and risk. 
American Jewry being a pivotal position, has 
been entrusted to serve as a proud bridge, 
connecting a mighty nation and a small but 
enduring people, bound together by a com- 
mon yearning to hallow the human experi- 
ence and consecrate the divine gift of life. 


—— 


HONORING THE HONORABLE FRED 
LIPPMAN UPON HIS RETIREMENT 


HON. PETER DEUTSCH 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the career of a respected and admired 
public servant from Florida: The Honorable 
Fred Lippman. Representative Lippman an- 
nounced recently his retirement from the Flor- 
ida House of Representatives. 

Representative Fred Lippman, who rep- 
resents most of Hollywood and parts of Hal- 
landale Beach, has been a member of the 
Florida Legislature since 1978. After attending 
the Graduate School of Pharmacy at Columbia 
University in New York, Representative 
Lippman moved to South Florida and opened 
several pharmacies. It was at this time that he 
became active in community affairs. For two 
decades as a public servant Representative 
Lippman has fought for legislation to protect 
children, senior citizens, and to improve Flor- 
ida’s health care systems. 

Representative Lippman was vital in the ef- 
fort to pass the country’s first laws to mandate 
the use of child-safety seats; the design of 
Healthy Kids health insurance program for 
children; and revising Florida's child abuse 
laws. The Lippman Family Center and the 
Lippman Shelter, both in Broward County, 
were named after Representative Lippman in 
honor of his work on behalf of Florida's trou- 
bled youth and families. Representative 
Lippman's efforts to provide care for Florida's 
needy children and adults have earned him 
numerous awards and honors from organiza- 
tions such as the American Lung Association, 
American Jewish Congress, Florida’s teach- 
ers, professional firefighters, children’s advo- 
cates, Chambers of Commerce, public health 
providers, Jaycees, and many others. 

| believe Representative Lippman leaves the 
state house with the knowledge that Florida is 
better for him having served. | thank him today 
for his work. 


TRIBUTE TO JAMES J. VERLOTTE 
HON. RON KLINK 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor a great citizen of Pennsylvania, James 
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J. Verlotte. James Verlotte retired on June 30, 
1997, after forty-three years of service to the 
Mohawk Area School District. 

Jim Verlotte began his service as an educa- 
tor in 1954. Over the next four decades, he 
made an impact on the lives of so many 
young people in Lawrence County. In addition 
to his career as an elementary school prin- 
cipal, Jim took the time to make a difference 
in other areas of the state and local commu- 
nity. He has been a member of the Pennsyl- 
vania Association of Elementary Principals, 
the Pennsylvania Association of School Ad- 
ministrators, and the Pennsylvania Association 
of Federal Program Coordinators. At the local 
level, Jim Verlotte has served as the Assistant 
Director of the Lawrence County GED Test 
Center and is an active volunteer at St. Antho- 
ny's Church in Bessemer. 

His commitment to his career in education is 
rivaled only by his commitment to the children 
of Pennsylvania. James Verlotte has earned 
the respect among his peers that can only be 
achieved after a lifetime of service to others. 
He has touched the lives of a great number of 
people, both young and old, throughout his 
years as an educator and fellow citizen. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in thanking James J. Verlotte for his years of 
service. We wish you the best in your retire- 
ment. Thank you. 


TRIBUTE TO LEN SHERRY 
HON. JOHN F. TIERNEY 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise to salute 
Mr. Len Sherry of Danvers, Massachusetts 
who is retiring from the town’s Housing Au- 
thority Board after more than 20 years of de- 
voted service, having served 14 years as its 
Chairman. 

During his tenure on the Housing Authority 
Board, Mr. Sherry was a leader in persuading 
the community at large of its obligation to pro- 
vide much needed support for housing pro- 
grams, and his efforts resulted in the addition 
of elderly and family units to Danvers’ housing 
stock. Mr. Sherry was also instrumental in the 
expansion of rental assistance and commu- 
nity-residence programs. 

Those who worked at and were served by 
the Danvers Housing Authority were not the 
only ones to benefit from Mr. Sherry’s commu- 
nity spirit. He was also a Town-meeting mem- 
ber, school committeeman, Little League 
coach and Sunday school teacher. He used 
his skills as a communicator to promote part- 
nerships within the community that served to 
better the lives of everyone. Very few, if any, 
people in Danvers have not been touched in 
some way by Len Sherry. 

Indeed, Mr. Sherry has been an inspiration 
to his friends and family. Mr. Speaker, | am 
proud to stand here to recognize the accom- 
plishments of Len Sherry; his dedication to the 
Town of Danvers is to be commended. | hope 
my colleagues will join with me today in wish- 
ing Mr. Sherry the very best as he begins his 
retirement. 
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TRIBUTE TO JOHN RYLAND 
EDWARDS 


HON. IKE SKELTON 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, today, | wish to 
say a few words in tribute to John Ryland Ed- 
wards, a superb soldier and educator, who is 
retiring after 22 years of service to Wentworth 
Military Academy. 

Born in Lexington, MO, John Edwards grad- 
uated from the University of Missouri with a 
BS in Education. In 1955, he became a teach- 
er and coach at Henrietta, MO, High School, 
but joined the United States Army one year 
later. From 1956 to 1976, Mr. Edwards served 
his country in the U.S. Army while stationed in 
Texas, Alaska, Colorado, Indiana, Wash- 
ington, DC, Vietnam, and Okinawa. During his 
tenure in the Army, he worked as an Adjutant 
General Corps Sports Director, an Assistant 
Army Service Officer, a Special Service Offi- 
cer, an Administrative Officer, a Recreational 
Services Officer, an Adjutant General, the Di- 
rector of Armed Forces Professional Entertain- 
ment Office, Army Project Officer for the Presi- 
dential Reception honoring Vietnam veterans, 
Director of U.S. Army Sports Program, Officer 
in Charge of U.S. Armed Forces basketball 
team, and the Army Representative to the 
1976 Olympics. John Edwards retired from ac- 
tive duty in 1976, with the Legion of Merit 
award, a Bronze Star, Meritorious Service 
Medal (with Oak Leaf Cluster), Air Medal, 
Army Commendation Medal (with two Oak 
Leaf Clusters), National Defense Service 
Medal, Vietnam Service Medal, and the Viet- 
nam Campaign Medal. 


Following his active duty career, John Ed- 
wards moved back to his hometown of Lex- 
ington, MO, to serve at Wentworth Military 
Academy. During his 22-year tenure at Went- 
worth, John served as Operations Officer, 
Special Events Coordinator, Project Officer, 
Athletic Director and basketball coach, Alumni 
Director, Adult Education Director, and Interim 
Superintendent. John has provided superior 
leadership at Wentworth, and has worked with 
every department on campus. He served as 
the man behind the scenes who made every 
event work with precision. 


In addition to his military career, John Ed- 
wards has participated in many community ac- 
tivities. He is a member of the Lexington, MO, 
Lions Club, Lafayette Regional Health Center 
Board of Trustees, Lexington Area Chamber 
of Commerce Board (serving as President for 
one term), Lafayette County Health Depart- 
ment Board, and Member of Turners. He has 
received the Melvin Jones Fellow Award and 
Lion of the Year Award, as well as the Lex- 
ington Outstanding Leadership Award. 

Mr. Speaker, | am certain that my col- 
leagues will join me in paying tribute to John 
Ryland Edwards, an outstanding Missourian. 
His career in the United States Army and at 
Wentworth Military Academy, combined with 
superb community service, make him a role 
model for young military and civic leaders. 
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TRIBUTE TO WALTER HOFFMAN 


HON. BILL PASCRELL, JR. 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
call to your attention Walter Hoffman of 
Wayne, New Jersey, who is being honored by 
the Wayne Democratic Organization. 

Walt was bom in Newark, New Jersey on 
December 21, 1924. He was raised in Glen 
Ridge and East Orange, and was active in 
scouting activities, including Assistant Scout 
Master and Explorer Adviser. Walt was also 
co-captain of his high school’s track team. 

Walt is a Marine Corps veteran, having 
served his country during World War II in the 
Pacific Threatre of Operations from 1943 to 
1946. Upon leaving the Marines, Walt at- 
tended the University of Michigan where he 
earned a Bachelor of Arts degree in Political 
Science in 1948. Pursuing a career in law, he 
attended the University of Chicago Law 
School and earned his J.D. in 1950. He was 
also Associate Editor of the law school’s Law 
Review. 

Walt has an accomplished and distinguished 
career in both law and public service. He was 
a trial attorney for the National Labor Rela- 
tions Board in 1951 and a staff attorney for 
the House Ways and Means Subcommittee In- 
vestigating Administration of Internal Revenue 
Laws from 1951-52. From 1955 to 1985, Walt 
sought out the private practice of law and was 
a senior partner in his own firm for 26 of those 
years. During this time, however, he still re- 
mained active in public matters. Walt served 
as Chair of the Arms Control and Disar- 
mament Committee and Vice-Chair of the 
International Courts Committee from 1974-78. 
He was founder and Executive Vice-President 
of the Campaign for United Nations Reform 
from 1975-91 and Executive Director and Ex- 
ecutive Vice-President of the World Federalist 
Association from 1985-93. Walt also was ap- 
pointed by House Speaker Thomas Foley to 
the United States Commission on Improving 
the Effectiveness of the United Nations, serv- 
ing from 1992-93, Chair of the International 
Organizations Interest Group from 1995-96, 
and President of the Center for U.N. Reform 
Education from 1993-96. 

In addition to his vast experience in govern- 
mental affairs, Walt also has a strong teaching 
background. He has taught courses on Polit- 
ical Science, American Government, Political 
Theory, and Law at such institutions as Wil- 
liam Paterson College and Ramapo College. 
Currently he is an Adjunct Professor of Amer- 
ican and International Studies at both Ramapo 
College and William Paterson University. Walt 
is also serving as Legal Counsel to the World 
Federalist Association and Treasurer of the 
Center for U.N. Reform Education. 

Walt has also been active politically, having 
served as Councilman for the Township of 
Wayne from 1964-71. He was also a Demo- 
cratic candidate for Mayor in Wayne as well 
as the State Assembly, and served in numer- 
ous capacities for Presidential candidates Eu- 
gene McCarthy and Norman Cousins. 

Walt is married to the former Lois Johnson, 
and together they will celebrate their 50th 
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Wedding Anniversary this June. They have 
three adult children: Anne Ferruggio, who is 
Minister of St. Paul’s United Church of Christ 
in Allentown, PA; Laura Calixte, who is the 
Chief Window Clerk at the Pequannock Post 
Office; and Charles Hoffman, who is a mort- 
gage banker with Northwest Mortgage Com- 
pany. Walt and Lois also have three grand- 
children: Sylvianne Calixte, who is a student at 
William Paterson and Raymond and Gregory 
Hoffman, who are in the 4th and ist grades 
respectively, in Havertown, PA. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that you join me, our col- 
leagues, Walts family and friends, and the 
Township of Wayne in recognizing Walter 
Hoffman’s many outstanding and invaluable 
contributions to our society as he is being 
honored this evening by the Wayne Demo- 
cratic Organization. 


HONORING THE HONORABLE JACK 
TOBIN UPON HIS RETIREMENT 


HON. PETER DEUTSCH 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the career of a respected and admired 
public servant from Florida: The Honorable 
Jack Tobin. Representative Tobin recently an- 
nounced his retirement from the Florida House 
of Representatives. 

Representative Tobin, who represents parts 
of Broward County, has served in the state 
legislature since 1983. During his sixteen 
years in the legislature and another four as a 
city official and Mayor in Margate, Representa- 
tive Tobin has carved out a reputation as a 
strong consumer advocate. His legislation has 
protected car buyers, cracked down on fraudu- 
lent telemarketers, and protected travelers 
from travel agencies that go out of business. 
Representative Tobin was also a champion of 
issues important to older Americans such as 
Alzheimer's patient care and Medicare protec- 
tion. Most important to Representative Tobin 
were his efforts on the Clean Indoor Air Act, 
the Foster Care Statute and the Major Tele- 
communications Acts of 1989 and 1996. 

Representative Tobin has enjoyed his 20 
years in public service and although he will be 
entering the business world, and will no longer 
be a public official, | know he will continue 
serving the people of Broward County and 
Florida as ably as ever. 


— 


TRIBAL TRUST FUND 
SETTLEMENT ACT OF 1998 


HON. GEORGE MILLER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker, 
today | am introducing, by request, the Tribal 
Trust Fund Settlement Act of 1998. This legis- 
lation sets up a process through which Indian 
Tribes could enter into negotiations with the 
Department of Interior in order to agree on ac- 
count balances for some 1,500 trust fund ac- 
counts held in trust by the United States. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


Since the early 1900’s the Department of In- 
terior has managed funds derived from land 
resources for Indian tribes and individual Indi- 
ans. These funds have been badly mis- 
managed and the Department cannot verify 
account balances. After a 5-year and $21 mil- 
lion attempt to reconcile accounts, it became 
clear that because of the volume of missing 
documents, reconciliation would be impos- 
sible. 

This legislation is a good step in the right di- 
rection by admitting mistakes and moving for- 
ward to clean up the problems of tribal trust 
fund accounts. Under the legislation, the De- 
partment of Interior would make an offer to 
settle each tribal account. If the offer is re- 
jected, both parties would enter into informal 
dispute resolution in order to try to come to 
agreement without the cost and time incurred 
by litigation. If agreement cannot be reached, 
tribes would be free to pursue recourse 
through court action. | am hopeful that we can 
reach some agreement during the legislative 
process that provides tribes with a guarantee 
that if they choose to go to court, they will 
have swift access to the courts. 

Settlement funds agreed to under this legis- 
lation would come from the judgment fund 
made available for judgments against the 
United States and not from the already 
strapped tribal programs in the Interior Depart- 
ment. | commend Secretary Babbitt for his dili- 
gent work and commitment and hope hearings 
will be held immediately so that we may hear 
from the affected Indian tribes on this pro- 
posal. 


——— jü4— 


IN MEMORY OF CONGRESSMAN 
STEVE SCHIFF 


HON. JERRY F. COSTELLO 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, | want to join 
my colleagues today in honoring our col- 
league, Congressman Steve Schiff of New 
Mexico. 

Steve was a friend to me and many others 
in this chamber. His down-to-earth manner 
and conscientious approach to Congressional 
service were welcome attributes to this body. 
He fought his illness courageously, never al- 
lowing it to interfere with his friendships or his 
devotion to the issues he cared about. 

| had the privilege of traveling to the Middle 
East with Steve Schiff during the Persian Gulf 
crisis of 1991. We shared stories and common 
perceptions about how difficult it will be to 
achieve a lasting peace in such a complex 
and varied region. He was a thoughtful, intel- 
ligent companion and | am sure his constitu- 
ents will miss his service as much as | will 
miss his friendship. 

At a time when the public is looking for 
leadership and understanding from its elected 
officials, Steve Schiff was a model. He con- 
ducted himself with a quiet grace, even when 
his illness took a fatal turn. | know my col- 
leagues will join me in marking his contribu- 
tions to this House, his civility and his friend- 
ship. We will miss his service very much. 
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MEDICARE PSYCHIATRIC HOS- 
PITAL PROSPECTIVE PAYMENT 
SYSTEM ACT OF 1998 


HON. BENJAMIN L. CARDIN 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, today | am 
pleased to join my colleague Jim MCCRERY in 
introducing the Medicare Psychiatric Facility 
Payment Reform Act of 1998. This legislation 
would improve care provided to Medicare 
beneficiaries by reforming how Medicare pays 
for services in free-standing psychiatric hos- 
pitals and distinct-part psychiatric units of gen- 
eral hospitals. Our bill proposes to move psy- 
chiatric facilities to a prospective payment sys- 
tem (PPS) while phasing in substantial reduc- 
tions in payments to these providers as re- 
quired by the Balanced Budget Act (BBA) of 
1997. Currently psychiatric hospitals and units 
are exempt from PPS and their costs are re- 
imbursed under provisions in the 1982 Tax 
Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act, or 
TEFRA. 

Because last year’s cuts were so deep and 
sudden, with no transition period to allow psy- 
chiatric facilities to adapt to the changes, | am 
concerned that patient care will be jeopard- 
ized. Clearly something needs to be done. Our 
proposal provides a workable solution. It joins 
psychiatric facilities with other providers in the 
Medicare program that are paid on a prospec- 
tive basis, a reimbursement system that will 
be more efficient, allow for better planning, 
and lead to improved patient care. Our bill 
also ensures that, in the interim, inpatient psy- 
chiatric care is not compromised or disrupted 
because of precipitous budget reductions. 

| urge my colleagues to join me in co-spon- 
soring this important piece of legislation. 


TRIBUTE TO WILLIAM MCLUCAS, 
DIRECTOR OF ENFORCEMENT, 
U.S. SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 


HON. JOHN D. DINGELL 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, it is my honor 
and privilege today to commemorate the ca- 
reer of a remarkable public servant. 

Bill McLucas, the Director of Enforcement at 
the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commis- 
sion, will soon be leaving his important post 
after twenty-two years of distinguished service 
to his country with eight of those years as this 
country’s chief securities enforcer. 

The Enforcement Division protects the na- 
tion's investors by uncovering and prosecuting 
fraud in our financial markets. Under Bill's 
leadership, the SEC’s Enforcement Division 
has secured its place as one of the crown jew- 
els in the country's ongoing efforts to combat 
white collar crime. Tens of millions of investors 
have benefited from Bill's fierce commitment 
to fighting fraud. 

In 1995, Bill gave a speech in San Diego 
warming the municipal market that the SEC 
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was planning to “tack a few hides to the shed 
door“ -a remark for which he was teased and 
criticized for years afterwards. However, | 
come to the House Floor to praise him. His re- 
marks were dead on the mark. 

Pensioners, retirees, widows with insurance 
proceeds, parents trying to help their kid pay 
for college, couples saving for their first 
home—these are the people Bill McLucas 
thinks about and works for every day. And, Bill 
has done the right thing for the right reasons 
for a very long time. 

His remarkable record of accomplishment 
includes: the unprecedented resolution of the 
Prudential limited partnership scandal; the vig- 
orous prosecution of insider traders on Wall 
Street who abused their positions of trust; the 
complex actions against major firms that 
helped rig auctions for government securities; 
and the discovery of abuses on NASDAQ that 
for many years harmed investors in the over- 
the-counter market. 

Though his Division seems always to have 
had limited resources, Bill seems always to 
have found a way to bring small scale frauds 
to justice as well. 

Although he is moving on, Bill has left an in- 
delible mark on the SEC and the Enforcement 
Division that should last for generations. His 
integrity, decency, commitment to fair play, 
and inherent sense of justice have made an 
extraordinary contribution to the success of 
our markets—success that can't be measured 
on a profit and loss statement or a balance 
sheet. We owe him our profound thanks. 


TRIBUTE TO THOMAS E. HARDY 
AND ANN CESTARO 


HON. BILL PASCRELL, JR. 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
call to your attention Thomas E. Hardy of 
Prospect Park, New Jersey and Ann Cestaro 
of Totowa, New Jersey. Tom and Ann were 
honored at the Passaic Valley Elks Lodge 
2111 Awards Dinner, 

Tom was born on December 16, 1947 in 
Paterson, New Jersey. As a resident of 
Paterson, he attended the local public schools, 
including P.S. No. 5 and Central High School, 
where he graduated in 1965. Upon graduating 
from high school, Tom was drafted into the 
United States Navy and served his country 
with honor. 

As an Aviation Gunners Mate, 2nd Class 
during the Vietnam War, Tom received numer- 
ous medals and commendations, including the 
National Defense Service Medal, the Vietnam 
Service Medal, the Vietnam Campaign Medal, 
the Navy Unit Commendation, and the Armed 
Forces Expeditionary Medal (Korea). He was 
honorably discharged in 1970. 

After leaving the U.S. Navy, Tom decided to 
further his education. He attended South- 
western College from 1970 to 1972, earning 
an Associate's degree in Finance. From 1973 
to 1976, he attended San Diego State, earning 
a Bachelor of Science degree in Finance. 
Upon graduating from San Diego State, Tom 
then attended Florida State, and in 1980 
earned an M.B.A. degree in Finance. 
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During the years 1970 to 1982, he worked 
for Martin Marietta, in both California and Flor- 
ida. Starting out as a senior buyer, Tom 
worked his way up to become chief of pro- 
curement, responsible for purchasing and es- 
tablishing out-of-town representation for the 
company. In 1982, Tom came back to New 
Jersey and was employed by the Kearfott 
Guidance and Navigation Corporation. As a 
senior buyer, he was responsible for contracts 
relating to computer hardware and software, 
as well as government contracts. Tom also 
was responsible for the inspection of facilities, 
production ability, and financial worthiness of 
all sub-contractors utilizing company and cus- 
tomer personnel. In 1994, Tom was employed 
as a senior buyer by DRS Military Systems of 
Oakland. He was responsible for the procure- 
ment of materials for the ASVS program, and 
operating on strict budget, was able to save 
the company more than $265,000. 

Tom was a Scout Master from 1986 to 1989 
for BSA Troop 2, St. Paul’s Church, Prospect 
Park. He is a member of V.F.W. Post 5084, 
Elmwood Park and has been a member of the 
Passaic Valley Elks Lodge since 1991. As an 
active member of the Elks, Tom has served as 
Memorial Service Chairman, Parade Chair- 
man, Charity Ball Chairman, and Flag Chair- 
man. He is also the Lodge’s Past President 
and Exalted Ruler. 

Ann Cestaro is a resident of Totowa, having 
lived there for 40 years. Having been married 
for 33 years, she has three married daughters 
and three grandchildren. She is employed by 
Cestaro’s Furniture Refinishing, a 25 year-old 
family-owned business. 

Ann is a member of the Passaic Valley Elks 
Lodge Ladies Auxiliary for 30 years. She has 
served twice as President and in many other 
capacities. She is also active with the Vet- 
erans Committee and the Handicapped Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that you join me, our col- 
leagues, Tom and Ann's family and friends, 
and the members of the Passaic Valley Elks 
Lodge 2111 in recognizing the many out- 
standing and invaluable contributions Thomas 
E. Hardy and Ann Cestaro have made to our 
community. 

Oo Å y| 


HONORING THE HONORABLE 
DEBBIE HORAN UPON HER RE- 
TIREMENT 


HON. PETER DEUTSCH 


OF FLORDIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the career of a respected and admired 
public servant from Florida: The Honorable 
Debbie Horan. Representative Horan recently 
announced her retirement from the Florida 
House of Representatives. 

Representative Horan, of Key West, was 
first elected in 1994 at the young age of 31. 
While serving in the state house she has 
made education her top priority. For her efforts 
to improve education in Florida, Representa- 
tive Horan was named Legislator of the Year 
by the Florida Association of District School 
Superintendents, as well as the Florida School 


April 30, 1998 


Boards Association. Representative. Horan 
was also recognized as the Outstanding 
Young Floridian by the Florida Jaycees. 

For Representative Horan, her service to 
the people in Key West has been a great 
honor and a tremendous opportunity to be an 
advocate for better education in Florida. Al- 
though Representative Horan is. leaving to 
spend more time with her two young daugh- 
ters, Lindsey and Kelsey, | hope she will one 
day return to public service. She will be 
missed. 


——— 


“MY VOICE IN OUR DEMOCRACY” 
HON. BARNEY FRANK 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker. 
| remember from my own High School days 
the benefit | gained from participating in the 
Voice of Democracy contest, and | am there- 
fore particularly pleased to share here with our 
colleagues the winning Massachusetts entry in 
the 1997-1998 VFW Voice of Democracy 
scriptwriting competition. 

The winner, Leah Makuch, did an excellent 
job of expressing her understanding of the 
democratic system in which we Americans are 
fortunate enough to live. | am sometimes dis- 
appointed that more teenagers do not take ad- 
vantage of the opportunities which our demo- 
cratic system offers them, and thus | was par- 
ticularly pleased to read Leah Makuch's excel- 
lent exposition on this subject, and | am for 
this reason very happy to have a chance to 
make it widely available. 


Mx VOICE IN OUR DEMOCRACY” 


1997-98 VFW VOICE OF DEMOCRACY SCHOLARSHIP 
COMPETITION MASSACHUSETTS WINNER 


(By Leah Makuch) 


So many parts of this world are silent. So 
many people are silenced by governments 
afraid of the power of speech, afraid of the 
people they seek to control. They use their 
governmental power against the members of 
their own country. 

On the contrary, I live where I am allowed 
to speak, encouraged to speak, even required 
to speak by my human responsibilities. I live 
in a country of loud voices shouting their 
opinions, in a country where this is expected. 
I live in a democracy, and my voice counts. 

On the literal level, my voice is rather 
quiet. Yet I have the power to speak loudly 
and firmly, to shout my beliefs unto listen- 
ing ears. My words reverberate through the 
great Rocky mountains and are projected 
over the marquee in Times Square, carried 
along every television network and tele- 
phone line, even electronically transmitted 
to millions of computers all over America. 
When I choose not to buy a particular prod- 
uct because its manufacturer endorses some- 
thing I oppose, I am speaking my message to 
this manufacturer. When I petition against a 
congressional bill, I speak my opposition 
loudly and clearly. And although I cannot le- 
gally vote, my voice is heard through the 
votes of my parents and family members. I 
am a member of a democracy, and it is my 
responsibility to make myself heard. 

Here I stand, right now, on the soapbox of 
this cassette tape, confident that when I 
speak about democracy, someone is listen- 
ing. The ears upon which my words fall are 
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not deaf to my message. I am being listened 
to at this very moment, and my voice as an 
American, as a member of a democracy, is 
respected as being worth hearing. For this 
reason, if for no other, I should speak. I 
should speak, I must speak, for that which I 
believe in and against that which I oppose, 
because in my heart I know that someone 
will hear my words. I live in a great demo- 
cratic puzzle, and my piece fits where no 
other can. I am not excluded because I am 
young. I am included because I am worth lis- 
tening to. 


The American Heritage Dictionary defines 
democracy as “the common people, consid- 
ered as the primary source of political 
power.” Iam a member of this common peo- 
ple, this source of power. What other united, 
non-democratic peoples would not scoff at 
my words proclaiming myself as such? This 
democracy in which I live sees me as this, 
however. This democracy recognizes my 
voice as a consumer, future voter, a thinker, 
and, most importantly of all, as a human 
being. 


As a human being, I have been granted in- 
alienable rights, most notably the rights to 
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. 
Primarily, my right to life. Is my life com- 
plete, if I have no say in how it is led? There- 
fore, my voice is a central part of my right 
to life. I have the right to liberty. This lib- 
erty is a liberty of the mind, heart, and soul, 
a liberty to make my wishes known and live 
in fear of being persecuted. My voice is my 
liberty. I have the right to the pursuit of 
happiness. I have the right to seek out that 
which makes me happy and support it with 
the God-given voice inside of me. My voice is 
the means by which I can pursue my happi- 
ness. Therefore, with my voice being a cen- 
tral theme in my rights as a human being, I 
have four primary inalienable rights: life, 
liberty, the pursuit of happiness, and the 
voice by which to fulfill these. My voice is 
my right as a human being. 


On face value, it sounds like a right that 
can be taken lightly. Freedom of speech. 
This first amendment should read: responsi- 
bility of speech." I have the right and the re- 
sponsibility to speak in support of goodness 
and truth, to speak for those who have no 
voices, 


By these standards, who would oppose this 
democracy? Who would oppose a family of 
people with voices, who exercise their nat- 
ural rights and speak directly to their gov- 
ernment for the good of all? My voice in our 
democracy speaks loudly, and with the same 
weight as all other voices carry, whether 
they belong to bodies older, younger, or of a 
different color than my own. It baffles me 
why so many people have no pressing desire 
to become a citizen of this fine democracy. 
The chance to have a voice in one’s own 
country, to influence the world with what 
one has to say, is a powerful opportunity. 
Presented to many countries of the world, 
this tantalizing chance would be fought for 
like it was at our country’s birth, when the 
first Americans would not let their voices go 
unheard. How fortunate to live in a country 
where lives are not lost searching for their 
voices! 


I am lucky to live in such a democracy. I 
am fortunate to be able to speak without 
fear of persecution, to voice my message to 
the world. So many voiceless people do not 
have this chance. And as I speak on the im- 
portance of my voice and the voice of others, 
I have already made the first step... and I 
am being heard. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
SUNSHINE IN THE COURTROOM 


SPEECH OF 


HON. WILLIAM D. DELAHUNT 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 23, 1998 


The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 1252) to modify 
the procedures of the Federal courts in cer- 
tain matters, and for other purposes: 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, | am strong- 
ly opposed to H.R. 1252, the Judicial Reform 
Act, but would like to say a few words about 
one provision of the bill that merits strong bi- 
partisan support. 

| refer to Section 8 of the bill, which would 
allow Federal appellate judges, in their sole 
discretion, to permit televised transmission of 
court proceedings. It would also allow Federal 
district court judges to permit televised pro- 
ceedings on a three-year experimental basis. 

Americans have always taken a strong inter- 
est in the workings of the justice system. Yet 
those who have had little direct exposure to 
the process derive their impressions largely 
from fictional courtroom dramas and sensa- 
tional coverage of high-profile trials. It is little 
wonder that many lack a proper understanding 
of the process by which justice is meted out 
in our society, and hold in scant regard the ju- 
dicial officers upon whom the integrity of that 
process depends. 

Cameras in the courtroom offer the public 
an alternative: an unfiltered, unedited, unvar- 
nished glimpse of the judicial process as it 
really is. Like C-SPAN, which enables viewers 
to interpret legislative proceedings for them- 
selves, free of intrusive commentary, televised 
trials allow viewers to make their own judg- 
ments regarding the fairness of the judge, the 
competence of counsel, the credibility of wit- 
nesses, and the quality of the evidence pre- 
sented. Through first-hand observation, the 
average citizen can develop a greater respect 
for the requirements of due process, and a 
fuller appreciation of the importance of an 
independent judiciary in preserving the rule of 
law. 

The 48 states that permit broadcast cov- 
erage of court proceedings have also found 
that the presence of cameras has a salutary 
effect on the proceedings themselves, expos- 
ing the trial process to public scrutiny and en- 
couraging fair play, professionalism and deco- 
rum. Even judges who were hesitant to au- 
thorize television coverage have generally 
found the experience to be a positive one. 
Concerns that the media would detract from 
the solemnity of the proceedings and would 
violate the sensibilities of the participants have 
generally proven to be unfounded. 

As a district attorney, | strongly supported 
the introduction of cameras into Massachu- 
setts courtrooms, and chose to participate in 
the pilot program which Massachusetts under- 
took in the 1980s. In fact, | prosecuted the first 
case to go to trial under the program in 1980. 
The Massachusetts experiment was an enor- 
mous success, and led to the adoption of a 
court rule instructing judges to permit elec- 
tronic coverage of public proceedings, subject 
to various limitations designed to ensure fair- 
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ness to the parties and to safeguard the integ- 
rity of the proceedings. 

From 1991-93, the Judicial Conference of 
the United States conducted a pilot program in 
six U.S. district courts and two U.S. courts of 
appeals which yielded similar results. A 1994 
evaluation by the Federal Judicial Center con- 
cluded that cameras should be permitted in all 
Federal civil proceedings. 

Naturally, there are some cases in which 
trial participants have an overriding need for 
anonymity, and in such cases the judge must 
have the discretion to bar cameras form the 
courtroom. Some 15 years after that first tele- 
vised trial, | was the prosecutor in a highly 
publicized trial involving the murder of two 
women at a family planning clinic. In order to 
protect the victims’ families and witnesses who 
were clinic patients and employees, | filed a 
motion asking the court to exercise its discre- 
tion to exclude cameras from the trial. The 
judge granted our motion based on the special 
circumstances of the case. 

The bill provides for such situations by giv- 
ing Federal judges unfettered discretion to ex- 
clude cameras at any time and for any reason. 

Mr. Chairman, an educated and informed 
citizenry is essential to a healthy, functioning 
democracy. This measure will enhance public 
understanding of a central pillar of our democ- 
racy, and deserves our support. While | regret 
that it was attached to a highly controversial 
bill whose other provisions | could not support, 
| very much hope that it can be included else- 
where on our legislative agenda. 


HONORING ANTHONY HARRIS ON 
THE 30TH ANNIVERSARY OF 
STONEY’S RESTAURANT 


HON. RON KLINK 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to rec- 
ognize a very dear friend, Anthony Harris and 
a Washington, D.C. restaurant institution. On 
Friday, May 1, 1998 Anthony “Boss of the 
Sauce” Harris will celebrate the 30th Anniver- 
sary of Stoney's Restaurant. 

Located at 1307 L Street in Northwest 
Washington, DC, Stoney's has faithfully 
served its clientele, 365 days a year. Over the 
last 30 years there have been many changes 
in Washington, but one thing that has re- 
mained the same is Stoney’s. Whether you 
are there for the half priced burgers, chopped 
salads, or simply the conversation, Tony and 
his staff do not disappoint. The food at 
Stoney's is tremendous, the service friendly 
and the atmosphere is genuine. Stoney’s has 
a familiar Pittsburgh aura, the kind of place 
where you always feel at home. 

| applaud Anthony Harris for his hard work 
and dedication. His success and commitment 
are one that few in this fine city can claim. It 
is with great pride that | rise before you and 
ask my colleagues to join me in congratulating 
Stoney's on their 30th Anniversary. | wish An- 
thony Harris, Mo, Sandy and all of the employ- 
ees at Stoney's the best of luck for thirty more 
years of success. 
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TRIBUTE TO THE LINCOLN FIRE 
COMPANY 


HON. BILL PASCRELL, JR. 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
call to your attention the momentous occasion 
of the 90th Anniversary of the Borough of 
Totowa’s Lincoln Fire Company. 

The Lincoln Fire Company was formed in 
1908 by a group of civic minded citizens who 
met at the Willard Park Hotel. The corporation 
papers were filed and recorded on April 23, 
1908. In that same month the governing body 
of the Borough passed an ordinance that es- 
tablished the Borough of Totowa Fire Depart- 
ment and included the Lincoln Fire Company 
as one of two companies in the Borough. In 
July of that same year a committee was ap- 
pointed for the election of a chief and assist- 
ant chief. The first elected Chief was George 
McCrea and the first Assistant Chief Thomas 
Dunkerly. 

In the early years of the Company the en- 
gine was attached to passing wagons to get it 
to a fire. The engine carried fire pails, ladders, 
lanterns, hose and the firefighters’ gear. 
Alarms were sounded by striking large steel 
gongs with hammers made available to citi- 
zens located in strategic areas. Whenever 
available, citizens who owned horses would 
bring them to the fire house, hitch them to the 
apparatus and bring it to the fire scene. For 
this favor a citizen was paid the sum of $2.00. 

Lincoln's headquarters have been located in 
what is now known as the “Old Borough Hall" 
since it acquired space on the ground floor of 
the building on Lincoln Avenue somewhere 
around 1910. The front part of the building 
housed the apparatus and the rear section of 
the building provided space for the Company 
members to hold their meetings. Additional 
space was acquired when the Police Depart- 
ment moved to the new municipal building in 
1969. The meeting room has been completely 
remodeled and now serves as a place to hold 
social functions as well as meetings. 

Through the years Lincoln has had a num- 
ber of different fire trucks. Present members 
recall a Reo, a 1937 Ford '85, a 1950 Mack 
and the present 1967 Mack Thermodyne. All 
of these units were pumpers. Prior to the 20’s 
it appears that the Company was equipped 
with horse hand-drawn chemical apparatus. 

Active membership has averaged between 
twenty-five and thirty members in recent 
years. Membership also includes Junior Mem- 
bers, Social Members, Honorary Members and 
Life Members. The members and their families 
gather several times a year to celebrate spe- 
cial occasions such as the installation of offi- 
cers, St. Patricks Day, Halloween and the tra- 
ditional Christmas Party at which the mem- 
bers’ children and grandchildren are paid a 
visit by Santa Claus. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that you join me, our col- 
leagues, and the Borough of Totowa in recog- 
nizing the many outstanding and invaluable 
contributions the members of the Lincoln Fire 
Company provide to the public safety of our 
citizens. On this the 90th Anniversary of the 
Lincoln Fire Company, the members take 
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great pride in providing volunteer fire service 
on a round-the-clock basis, 365 days a year, 
to Borough residents. In the future, as in the 
past and present Lincoln will continue to be 
the “First, Last and Always.” 


—— 


CONGRATULATING DR. ABRAHAM 
S. FISCHLER 


HON. PETER DEUTSCH 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the extraordinary achievements in edu- 
cation, public service, and leadership of Dr. 
Abraham S. Fischler, and to extend my sin- 
cere congratulations to him on his retirement 
from a long and distinguished career. 

Abe is a long-time personal friend whom | 
admire for his vision and his commitment to 
serving South Florida in many capacities. He 
was President of Nova Southeastern Univer- 
sity, in Fort Lauderdale, from 1970 to 1992 
and currently serves as President Emeritus 
and University Professor. He is a member and 
past Chair of the Broward County School 
Board and is a past state-wide appointee to 
the Florida Education Foundation. In addition, 
Abe has served on the Chambers of Com- 
merce for Fort Lauderdale, Hollywood, and 
Davie/Cooper City. His leadership with the 
Hollywood Medical Center, United Way, 
Southeast Florida-Holocaust Memorial Center, 
and Overall Economic Development Com- 
mittee has been a vital asset to South Florida. 

Upon earning his doctorate in education 
from Columbia University, Abe accepted pro- 
fessorships at both Harvard University's Grad- 
uate School of Education and the University of 
California at Berkeley. He has been awarded 
an honorary Doctor of Laws from Nova Uni- 
versity and several national honors for his 
leadership in science, education, and humani- 
tarian involvements. Abe has served as a con- 
sultant to the Ford Foundation, various state 
departments of education, and school districts 
throughout the United States in addition to 
publishing several books, text books and nu- 
merous articles in professional journals and 
newspapers nationwide. 


HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS 
OF 1998 


SPEECH OF 


HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 6) to extend the 
authorization of programs under the Higher 
Education Act of 1965, and for other pur- 
poses: 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in 
support of the Lazio-Gilman-Tauscher amend- 
ment to H.R. 6, the Higher Education Act. This 
amendment will provide loan forgiveness for 
full time child care providers across the coun- 


try. 
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The combination of skyrocketing college tui- 
tion costs and the drastically low average sal- 
ary of child care providers often prevents the 
most qualified college graduates from pursuing 
careers in child care. The average child care 
worker earns about $12,000 a year while the 
average outstanding loan total for a college 
graduate ranges between $11,000 and 
$14,000, depending on geographic location. 
New graduates cannot afford to work in a day 
care center with these types of loans looming 
over them, and many look to teaching and 
other professions that give them the oppor- 
tunity to earn more money. 

Those who do choose to work in a day care 
setting quickly discover that they cannot con- 
tinue to work in centers, and use their posi- 
tions to help catapult them into full time teach- 
ing positions in public and private schools. 

This amendment will give child care workers 
the incentive to remain in the child care field 
and will provide a similar loan forgiveness to 
the program already in effect for teachers, 
doctors and Peace Corps volunteers. This 
amendment provides incentives that encour- 
age stable, highly educated, and better trained 
staff members in America’s child care facili- 
ties. Additionally, the program is designed so 
that the loan forgiveness is directly related to 
the number of years of service in child care 
thus ensuring stability and continuity of pro- 
viders at day care centers. 

Accordingly, | urge my colleagues to join us 
in supporting the Lazio-Gilman-Tauscher 
amendment in helping to provide assistance to 
child care workers and to ensure that our Na- 
tion's children are being cared for by trained 
staff in day care centers across America. 

— 


THE RETIREMENT OF HEINZ POLL 
FROM THE OHIO BALLET 


HON. THOMAS C. SAWYER 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
praise one of the best teachers that | have 
ever known. The classroom has not been his 
stage. Rather the stage has been his class- 
room. 

Heinz Poll, the founding artistic director of 
Ohio Ballet, taught choreography to dancers; 
he taught dance to an audience that expanded 
from Akron, to the Northeast Ohio region, then 
nationally and internationally; and he taught 
everyone in the dance world that the province 
of ballet is not solely New York and Paris. 

| know it seemed improbable to many of us 
in Akron, Ohio, 30 years ago when Poll found- 
ed the precursor Chamber Ballet, that this 
company would become a national asset. But 
Heinz Poll's vision and drive soon made it evi- 
dent that what was Akron’s treasure could be 
shared with the world. 

We are grateful that Heinz Poll will be leav- 
ing to his dancers many of his works. He has 
also spent his last years with the Ohio Ballet 
setting the stage for those who follow in his 
steps. They will be hard to fill. 

| ask that Monday's article from the Cleve- 
land Plain Dealer detailing Mr. Poll’s work be 
included in the RECORD. 
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HEINZ POLL TO RETIRE FROM OHIO BALLET 


[From the Cleveland Plain Dealer, Monday, 
Apr. 27, 1998] 
By Wilma Salisbury 

Heinz Poll, founding artistic director of 
Ohio Ballet, will step down next spring after 
31 years at the helm of Akron's nationally 
renowned dance company. He announced his 
retirement Saturday before the final per- 
formance of the company’s 30th anniversary 
season at the Ohio Theatre in Playhouse 
Square. 

“This is the right time,” he said. “I can 
help the company in transition. It’s much 
better if it’s a slow transition. I'll be around 
to help if they wish so.” 

Poll, 72, said he has spent two years work- 
ing on strategic plans for the company’s fu- 
ture. Board president D. Lee Tobler said the 
trustees are dedicated to protecting Poll's 
legacy. 

“Heinz’s contribution to the world of dance 
is truly remarkable,” Tobler said. His work 
is full of life and true artistry. He has cre- 
ated an outstanding national as well as re- 
gional company which will be perpetuated in 
the coming years.” 

Tobler will head a committee of board 
members that will launch a national search 
for Poll’s successor. 

The new artistic director is expected to be 
in place by January. Poll will stay on until 
the end of the 1998-99 season. 

“They will want someone who appreciates 
Heinz’s vision and will keep his major works 
alive. I don't think anyone is looking for a 
big change,” said associate director Barbara 
Schubert, longtime trustee and a member of 
the search committee. 

Staff members realize, however, that it 
will not be easy for someone else to fill 
Poll’s shoes. 

“Most people came to see Heinz’s com- 
pany,” said artistic administrator Jane 
Startzman, a former Ohio Ballet dancer. 
“It's going to be a whole different thing. 
There will be a new artistic director with his 
own vision.” 

The announcement of Poll’s retirement 
comes at a time of transition for Ohio Ballet. 
General manager Howard Parr left the com- 
pany two weeks ago to take a position with 
Akron Civic Theatre. A new general manager 
has been selected and will be announced this 
week. Eleven members of the company will 
not return next season. But six dancers and 
two key members of the artistic staff—ballet 
master Richard Dickinson and rehearsal as- 
sistant David Shimotakahara—will stay. 

Poll has hired nine new dancers and two 
apprentices for the 1998-99 season. They will 
begin rehearsals in June for the company’s 
annual Summer Festival. 

“The new dancers coming in are strong 
people. I'm eager to work with them, Poll 
said. 

Born in Germany and trained at the famed 
Folkwang School, Poll started his inter- 
national career with German ballet compa- 
nies, then worked for 11 years with the Na- 
tional Ballet of Chile. He spent two years 
with a French ballet company before coming 
to the United States to perform, choreograph 
and teach. 

An invitation to teach in Akron led to the 
founding of the Chamber Ballet, the eight- 
member student company that developed 
into Ohio Ballet. The company made its 
debut in 1968 dancing Poll's ‘‘Elegiac Song.“ 
an anti-war ballet that was lighted by Thom- 
as R. Skelton, the internationally renowned 
lighting designer who served as the com- 
pany’s associate director until his death in 
1994. 
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Over the last 30 years, Poll has 
choreographed more than 60 works for Ohio 
Ballet. To make his work available after his 
retirement, he has willed 17 of his best bal- 
lets to 10 past and present members of the 
company. 

“These dancers have given of themselves 
for so many years. They are faithful to the 
company. They deserve something,” Poll 
said. They should earn the money from the 
ballets. They have not made that much as 
dancers.“ 

In retirement, Poll plans to divide his time 
between his farm in northern New Jersey 
and an apartment in Northeast Ohio. He in- 
tends to travel the world, write his memoirs 
and possibly choreograph new ballets. “If I 
feel I want to do something, I will propose it 
here or maybe for another company.“ he 
said. 

Poll also joked that he has a secret ambi- 
tion. “I'm going to become a ballet critic,” 
he said. 


— 


TRIBUTE TO ARIS AND CAROLYN 
ANAGNOS 


HON. BRAD SHERMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise to pay 
tribute to Carolyn and Aris Anagnos, two pre- 
eminent philanthropists and community lead- 
ers, for their tireless efforts on behalf of Hel- 
lenic American causes and human rights and 
democracy across the world. 

For decades, Aris and Carolyn have worked 
to advance the political, social, educational 
and cultural interests of the Hellenic American 
community in Southern California. The Hel- 
lenic American Council has given the commu- 
nity an effective voice in domestic and foreign 
policy, championing freedom and sovereignty 
in Cyprus, the Aegean and Northern Greece 
and promoting awareness of Turkish injus- 
tices, past and present. The Caloyeras Center 
for Modern Greek Studies at Loyola 
Marymount University, the Archbishop 
Makarios Center of St. Sophia Senior Citizens 
Residence and a host of other community or- 
ganizations have benefited from their philan- 
thropy. 

This weekend the Friends of Hellenic Stud- 
ies and the Basil E. Caloyeras Center at Loy- 
ola Marymount University are honoring Caro- 
lyn and Aris for their years of service to the 
Hellenic-American community and their exem- 
plary support of Modern Greek Studies at Loy- 
ola Marymount. | would like to underscore the 
importance of supporting Hellenic Studies pro- 
grams and the teaching of Modern Greek his- 
tory, culture and language in our universities. 

In addition to being great Hellenes, Carolyn 
and Aris are great democrats and humani- 
tarians. It is not incidental that those who up- 
hold the Hellenic ideals of democracy would 
be champions of peace, human rights and civil 
liberties, both here in the United States and 
abroad. As board members and executive offi- 
cers of the American Civil Liberties Union and 
the Southern California Americans for Demo- 
cratic Action, Aris and Carolyn have worked to 
promote democracy and human rights in all 
parts of the world. 
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Mr. Speaker, we owe a debt of gratitude to 
Carolyn and Aris for their dedication and their 
humanity. 


TRIBUTE TO THE 40TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF “THE EMERALDS” 


HON. BILL PASCRELL, JR. 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
call to your attention the momentous occasion 
of the 40th Anniversary of “The Emeralds”, 
greater Paterson, New Jersey's premier rock 
and roll band. 

“The Emeralds” got their start in 1958. 

George Gerro and Joe Zisa met one day on 
a city bus while on their way to high school. 
As they spoke with one another, they realized 
they shared a common bond: music! George 
played guitar with the early inception of “The 
Emeralds” while Joe sang and played the sax- 
ophone with other local musicians. George 
took down Joe’s number and promised to call 
if he ever needed a saxophone player. Within 
time that phone call came and the rest is his- 
tory. 
Tine Emeralds” now consisted of George 
on Guitar, Joe on vocals and saxophone, 
Charlie Lombardo on bass, and Jack Sliker on 
drums. The band rehearsed diligently in 
George's garage at 205 Emerson Avenue in 
Paterson. Performing many of the current hits 
of the day, “The Emeralds” were quickly 
booked to play school dances and one Satur- 
day a month the John Raad American Legion 
Post in south Paterson. No matter where you 
went, be it St. Mary's C. v. O., Central High 
School, or the Lincoln Club on West Broad- 
way, “The Emeralds” were there! 

In 1960, “Lightning” Lenny Conforti, Joe's 
best friend, joined the group on drums replac- 
ing Jack Sliker who had joined the Army. The 
bank also added Bernie LaPorta from Central 
High on guitar. During the 1960s the band 
members paid their dues to “Uncle Sam”, but 
still managed to keep the group together. “The 
Emerald Experience,” as they were now called 
went through additional lineup changes, with 
Bernie and Lenny taking an opportunity to go 
on the road with “The Happenings.” They 
were replaced by Joe Collucci on keyboards, 
who stayed with the band for three years, and 
Ron Tattersall on drums, who remained with 
the band until 1976 when Lenny returned. Ber- 
nie came back in 1973. 

Nineteen sixty-six was the year that Sal 
Sellitto became an “Emerald.” Returning 
home from his recent tour of duty in Vietnam, 
Sal met up with his old friend, Joe Zisa. Know- 
ing of Sal’s vocal talents, Joe proposed to the 
rest of the band that Sal take over on lead 
vocals. The band was very skeptical at first. 
But, one night “The Emeralds” were per- 
forming at the Four Winds in Verona. The 
band asked the audience if they would like to 
hear Sal sing with the group. With some coax- 
ing and encouragement, Sal eventually made 
his way to the stage and the band promptly 
broke out into “Expressway To Your Heart.” 
When the song ended, the audience roared its 
delight and from then on Sal was an official 
“Emerald.” 
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Celebrating their 25th Anniversary, the band 
was booked for a big show at the Imperial 
Manor. For the show, the group added John 
Lepore on keyboards and he soon became 
the sixth “Emerald.” John had a 14-year ten- 
ure with the group until he decided to go on 
his own; he was then replaced by Joe 
Shamah. In 1989, Marie Fernandez joined the 
band and became the first female member of 
the “Emerald Experience.” Marie was a grad- 
uate of the Berkeley School of Music and took 
over on lead vocals and harmonies. After a 
brief stint with the band, Marie got married 
and with her husband, moved to Maryland. 
Replacing her on vocals was Sherry Piero, 
who had the right chemistry, personality, and 
above all, a great voice. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that you join me, our col- 
leagues, the members (past and present) of 
the “Emeralds,” and their families and friends, 
in recognizing the many outstanding and in- 
valuable contributions the band has made to 
not only music history but to the history of 
New Jersey. 


————— 


50TH ANNIVERSARY OF KST P- 
CHANNEL 5 


HON. BRUCE VENTO 


OF MINNESOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the 50th Anniversary of the Twin Cities’ 
oldest television station, KSTP—Channel 5. As 
the first television station in Minnesota and 
surrounding areas in the Upper Midwest, 
KSTP holds a special place in Minnesota 
broadcast history. 

Radio pioneer Stanley E. Hubbard launched 
Channel 5 on April 27, 1948. Over the years, 
KSTP played a leadership role in shaping 
news reporting and what was to become mod- 
ern broadcast journalism. In 1950, KSTP be- 
come the first station in the country to offer a 
10:00 PM newscast seven days a week. Two 
years later, KSTP introduced investigative re- 
porting to television news. In 1961, KSTP 
made history again, by being the first station 
to go all-color, and in 1974 KSTP introduced 
electronic news gathering, making film clips a 
thing of the past. One of the proudest mo- 
ments for the station was in 1993 when KSTP 
won a Peabody Award for “Who's Watching 
the Store?”, an investigative report about ra- 
cially biased security at Carson Pirie Scott de- 
partment stores. Today the enterprise has 
flourished with broadcast franchises in several 
key markets. The pioneer quality of the Hub- 
bard business acumen is evident in the sat- 
ellite transmission joint venture that is leading 
the wave of modern communications. 

When Stanley E. Hubbard died in 1992, the 
state of Minnesota moumed the loss of this 
television pioneer. His legacy, Channel 5, has 
done Minnesota proud and has been a real 
trail blazer in television news over the years. 
| would like to take this opportunity to con- 
gratulate KSTP on fifty years of journalistic ex- 
cellence and technical innovation, and offer 
my best wishes for continued success in the 
future. 

At this time, | would like to share with my 
colleagues an article highlighting the many 
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achievements of KSTP from the Minneapolis 
Star Tribune [April 26, 1998]. | ask the Chair 
that this article be included in the RECORD with 
my remarks. 


A LOOK BACK AT KSTP 


The first 50 years of KSTP-TV have been 
nothing if not eventful. Here are some of the 
milestones and defining moments in its his- 
tory. 

April 27, 1948—Twin Cities radio pioneer 
Stanely E. Hubbard launches Channel 5, the 
first television station in Minnesota and the 
surrounding Upper Midwest. First-day pro- 
gramming includes a Minneapolis Millers 
game from Nicollet Park, a 10-minute 
evening newscast and Sunset Valley Barn 
Dance,“ KSTP’s local version of Nashville’s 
“Grand Ole Opry.” The station subsequently 
becomes the first NBC affiliate not owned by 
the network. 

1950—KSTP becomes the first station in 
the country to offer a 10 p.m. newscast seven 
days a week. 

1950—KSTP engineers begin a bitter wage- 
related strike that lasts three years. Station 
is still nonunion. 

1952—KSTP introduces investigative re- 
porting to TV news. 

19583—KSTP broadcasts the first color TV 
program in the Upper Midwest, a Christmas 
episode of NBC’s “Dragnet.” 

1961—KSTP is the first station in the na- 
tion to go all-color. 

1967—Stanley S. Hubbard, the founder’s 
son, assumes the KSTP presidency. Stanley 
E. Hubbard remains Hubbard Broadcasting 
chairman. 

1970—Appalled by anti-war protests at the 
University of Minnesota and other campuses, 
KSTP officials announce an on-air campaign 
to rekindle patriotism and respect for the 
flag. 

1970—Hubbard Broadcasting becomes a cli- 
ent of Frank Magid & Associates, an Iowa 
firm that consults TV stations and networks 
about how to make newscasts viewer-friend- 
ly. 

1971—To combat WCCO-TV's The Scene 
Tonight,” which has pulled ahead of KSTP’s 
10 p.m. news, the station introduces The 
World Today,“ with an all-new on-air team: 
anchor Ted O'Brien, sportscaster Tom 
Ryther and ‘‘peek-a-boo"'weatherman Barry 
ZeVan. 

1973— The World Today” 
Eyewitness News." 

1974—KSTP introduces electronic news- 
gathering (ENG), making news film'' obso- 
lete. 

1974—With the arrival of new anchorman 
Ron Magers, a Magid discovery from Cali- 
fornia, KSTP begins to reassert its domi- 
nance over WCC-TV, Channel 4, in news. 

1975—KSTP hires the Twin Cities TV’s first 
degreed meteorologist, University of Wis- 
consin-Milwaukee professor Walt Lyons. 

1915—KSTP preempts the NBC News spe- 
cial, “A Shooting Gallery Called America,” 
saying it was biased in favor of gun-control 
proponents and might influence a handgun 
bill under consideration in the Legislature. 

1977—Dave Dahl joins the weather staff. 

1979—After 31 years with NBC, KSTP 
switches affiliation to ABC, which has 
surged to prime-time prominence on the 
strength of shows such as “Laverne & Shir- 
ley,” “Three's Company“ and Charlie's An- 
gels.” 

1980—Ron Magers leaves KSTP for Chi- 
cago’s WMAQ-TV. 

1982—KSTP launches “Good Company,” a 
daily talk-service show starring Sharon An- 
derson and Steve Edelman. 


gives way to 
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1987—KSTP finishes third in the 10 p.m. 
news competition for the first time. 

1990—KSTP introduces Eyewitness News 
All-Night.“ a wee-hours news service. 

1992—Stanley E. Hubbard dies. 

1993—The station wins a Peabody Award 
for Who's Watching the Store?“, an inves- 
tigative report about racially biased security 
at Carson Pirie Scott department stores. 

1994 Good Company” is replaced by the 
syndicated Regis & Kathie Lee. 

1998— General manager Ed Piette and news 
director Scott Libin are hired. ‘~ 


i 


—— > 
INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
TO INCREASE THE AV ATL- 


ABILITY, AFFORDABILITY, AND 
QUALITY OF SCHOOL-BASED 
CHILD CARE PROGRAMS FOR 
CHILDREN AGED 0 THROUGH 6 
YEARS 


HON. THOMAS H. ALLEN 


OF MAINE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, | am today intro- 
ducing legislation which | developed with Rep- 
resentative SNYDER of Arkansas. This bill aims 
to improve working families’ access to afford- 
able, reliable child care. The Education-Child 
Care Partnership Act earmarks funds within 
the Child Care and Development Block Grant 
(CCDBG) for states to fund Local Education 
Agencies (LEAs) which choose to provide full- 
day, year-round school-based child care for 
children aged 0 to 6. 

The Education-Child Care Partnership Act 
develops a seamless system of early child- 
hood education. Under this legislation, funds 
would be funneled through the states to LEAs 
to be used for (1) operation of a qualified 
school-based child care program, (2) hiring 
and training child care personnel, (3) construc- 
tion, expansion, or rehabilitation of facilities for 
school based child care. Because child care is 
such a local concern, this bill gives the states 
and LEAs the maximum flexibility in how they 
choose to administer the grants made avail- 
able under this program. 

The breakthroughs in research on brain de- 
velopment in the early years of a child’s life 
strongly underscores the need for quality child 
care. Now is the time to focus our attention on 
education, and quality health and child care. 

Utilizing our existing resources, our schools, 
for child care can enhance the affordability, 
accessibility, and quality of child care. School- 
based care is an accessible alternative of child 
care as local schools are often community 
centers. For families with more than one child, 
transportation issues are made simpler if they 
can drop their children off at one place. Some 
school-based programs extend the use of 
school bus services to children participating in 
the child care programs. The programs that 
would be eligible under this legislation are full 
day, year round programs. This helps parents 
who often face child care difficulties during 
school vacations and summer breaks. 

School-based care programs are able to 
provide quality programs by utilizing existing 
resources at the schools such as art supplies, 
sports equipment, playgrounds, etc. Many col- 
laborate with other community resources such 
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as school employees and social service agen- 
cies to further enhance the quality of their pro- 
grams. Many programs are eligible to partici- 
pate with the USDA Child and Adult Food Pro- 
gram and/or allow parents to purchase school 
lunches and snacks for the children in child 
care. 

There are currently a number of school- 
based programs for before and after school 
care for school aged children. These programs 
should be supported and expanded. | believe 
that school-based care makes logical sense 
for both school-age children as well as pre- 
school children. 

Recent research suggests that the first 
years of life are crucial for a child’s emotional 
and intellectual development. As recently as 
15 years ago, neuroscientists assumed that 
brain structure was genetically determined at 
the time of birth. They did not recognize that 
a child's early years have a tremendous im- 
pact on the structure of his or her brain. 
Neuroscientists have found that throughout 
development, even prior to birth, the brain is 
affected by environmental conditions, such as 
nourishment, care, surroundings, and stimula- 
tion. The human brain is constructed to benefit 
from experience and quality teaching, particu- 
larly in the first years of life. 

Teachers and principals at Maine elemen- 
tary schools tell me that in the last 5 years es- 
pecially, but also for the last 10 or 15 years, 
they have seen a significant increase in 5 and 
6 year old children with little or no capacity to 
play with other children or to participate in 
class. These kids lack the basic social skills 
that allow ordinary interaction with others. 
Consequently, they are extraordinarily difficult 
to teach. Many get their only real meals at 
school. Teachers and principals do not know 
how to deal with them. The explanation is al- 
ways the same. They come from families 
where substance abuse is chronic, and ne- 
glect follows. If we miss early opportunities to 
promote healthy development and learning, 
later remediation may be more difficult and ex- 
pensive. 

Mr. Speaker, it is imperative that as we de- 
bate education, health, and child care issues 
that we take into account the compelling evi- 
dence regarding early childhood development. 
! urge my colleagues to support the Edu- 
cation-Child Care Partnership Act in the 
months to come. 


TRIBUTE TO VICTIMS OF 
ARMENIAN GENOCIDE 


HON. CHARLES E. SCHUMER 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, | rise this day 
to add my voice to the chorus of my col- 
leagues in remembering the atrocious mas- 
sacre of the Armenian people during World 
War |, the first genocide of the 20th century. 
| have always held that if the world had recog- 
nized this tragedy then, and learned from it, a 
step would have been taken toward preventing 
later massacres committed by the likes of 
Adolf Hitler and Pol Pot. 

With every voice we lift, the Armenian peo- 
ple gain more strength to press for the ac- 
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knowledgement of this genocide committed by 
the Ottoman empire. Americans, as a humani- 
tarian people, must work with the Armenian 
communities to restore the names and faces 
of Armenian victims and honor their memories. 
We commemorate this anniversary to show 
that we have not forgotten, and will not forget 
what has taken place. We recognize this anni- 
versary to say that we will resist the efforts of 
some to distort the truth about this genocide 
hoping to thereby minimize its significance. 

Our efforts to remember must be matched 
by our actions to prevent genocides from ever 
again being committed in this world. Eighty- 
three years after Turkey's holocaust of the Ar- 
menians and fifty-three years after Hitlers hol- 
ocaust of the Jews, we are still combating reli- 
gious and ethnic intolerance and the attempts 
by despotic governments to silence unwanted 
minorities with bullets and fire. With the sur- 
vivors of these genocides now few in number, 
it is our task, as those who know those sur- 
vivors, to educate our children so that these 
killings will not be forgotten. If we fail in this 
task, our children may very well come to have 
new genocides to remember. 

It is because of this duty to history that | 
commend the efforts of the Armenian commu- 
nity to shed light on the genocide which wiped 
out so many of their people. Without their 
strength and perseverance the full truth about 
the Armenian people and their struggle would 
be unknown to many today. Because of all 
this, it is vital for everyone today to com- 
memorate the survival of the Armenian people 
in spite of what happened, and through that 
commemoration, to help prevent such crimes 
from ever happening again. 


COUPLE DOTES ON FAMILY OF 10 
HON. DONALD A. MANZULLO 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, what is right 
with America? 

So often we heard about what is wrong with 
American families. Let me tell you what is right 
about one family in particular. Dan and Julie 
Danielowski. Dan and Julie have a total of five 
children, and thats a house full. But this loving 
couple, who live in Byron, Illinois, decided that 
there are some really needy kids in America. 
That's why Dan and Julie became foster par- 
ents to Jasmine and Jaminique, seven years 
and 18 months ago respectively. When Dan 
and Julie discovered these two girls had three 
siblings in another foster home, Dan and Julie 
worked on keeping the family together through 
regular visits. 

The generous hearts of Dan and Julie be- 
came even more evident when they agreed to 
adopt all five of these children. Thats a total 
of ten children. And they raise these kids on 
Dan's salary as a public school principal. 

Their story is told in the April 23, 1998 edi- 
tion of the Oregon (IL) Republican Reporter, 
which is attached. 

Who says people in America don’t care any- 
more? Just ask Dan and Julie Danielowski. 
They'll tell you what America is really about. 
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[From the Oregon (IL) Republican Reporter] 
COUPLE DOTES ON FAMILY OF 10 
(By Vinde Wells) 

Julie Danielowski was miraculously still 
smiling as she loaded three baskets full of 
wet laundry into her van on a rainy after- 
noon in preparation for a trip to the laun- 
dromat, 

“This isn't exactly how I'd planned the 
evening.“ she said with a grimace, but the 
dryer is on the blink, and they say it will 
take two days to get the part we need.” 

The dryer is just one component crucial to 
the smooth operation of Danielowski’s 
household—she and her husband Dan are the 
parents of 10 children ranging in age from 
four to 18. 

Added to that are three dogs and an unde- 
termined number of cats. We just had two 
new litters so we aren’t exactly sure,” Dan 
said. 

The Danielowskis live near Byron. The 
house they built themselves is situated on a 
large, wooded lot with plenty of elbow room. 

The couple’s family officially doubled 
March 5 when the adoption of their youngest 
five children became final. 

Every aspect of Dan and Julie's lives at- 
tests to the fact that they like children. 

Dan is the principal of Roosevelt Commu- 
nity Education Center, Rockford, which in- 
cludes the Rockford School District's alter- 
native high school and adult education cen- 
ter. 

Julie is a secretary at Mary Morgan Ele- 
mentary School, Byron. 

When they married eight and a half years 
ago they blended their children from both 
their previous marriages. Dan had two and 
Julie had three, one of whom was adopted. 

Dan said he really likes having kids 
around—lots of kids. When it was just the 
two kids and I for a year or so, I really liked 
it when they had friends over.” 

Julie had previously been a foster parent, 
and Dan realized the need for foster care 
while he was an assistant high school prin- 
cipal. 

He said he waited for several hours on one 
occasion with a student and a Department of 
Children and Family Services worker while 
the case worker searched for a place for the 
student to spend the night. 

Dan said the case worker called numerous 
foster parents only to be repeatedly turned 
down. 

He said they were interested in providing 
temporary foster care—a place for children 
to stay overnight or for a few days until 
more permanent arrangements can be made. 

“We had foster care in mind when we built 
the house,” Dan said. He said the house is de- 
signed in a modular fashion which allows for 
easy conversion of space from one use to an- 
other and for easy expansion. 

The home has three bathrooms, six bed- 
rooms and two family rooms. Dan is in the 
process of adding a deck on the back. 

Adoption wasn’t really part of the plan. 

“With five kids I figured our lives would be 
crazy enough," Dan said with a laugh. 

All that changed in August of 1995 when 
Julie got a call from Lutheran Social Serv- 
ices Inc. (LSSD asking if they could take 
two girls for the night. 

“We had a foster care license to do short 
term care,“ Julie said. We thought it would 
be two days or couple of weeks.” 

The oldest and the youngest girls—Jas- 
mine and Jaminique—arrived. They were 
seven years and 18 months respectively. 

Dan and Julie soon learned that their two 
little girls came from a family of five. The 
other three children had been placed in an- 
other foster home. 
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Julie said that after six months they start- 
ed providing weekend visits at their home 
for the other three children so all five chil- 
dren could be together, 

Dan said that sometime within that time 
it became apparent that the youngsters 
could not return to their mother’s care. 

The situation was complicated because 
three agencies were involved. The 
Danielowskis were licensed through LSSI, 
and were working with both LSSI and DCFS 
for Jasmine and Jaminique. 

The other three siblings—Jarmanda, Joe 
and Jovana—were under the supervision of 
the Children’s Home and Aid Society. 

Julie said adopting the children gradually 
became the obvious solution as the agencies 
involved searched for a permanent foster 
home. 

Julie said Jasmine and Jaminique had been 
in five homes in the previous six months. 
She said she believed another move would be 
too much for Jasmine, who had taken on the 
role of mother to her sisters and brother. 

Dan said that when they learned that all 
five children might be moved to yet another 
foster home they decided to act. 

“LSSI offered to go to bat for us if we were 
interested in taking all five,” he said. 

Jamanda, Joe and Jovana came to live 
with the growing Danielowski family in Au- 
gust of 1996. 

“It’s something I don't think we could 
have done without the help of our older 
kids,” Julie said. 

Julie’s day begins a little before 6 a.m. 
when she gets up. She makes sure everyone 
else is up by 6:30. 

“You have to be organized, of course,” she 
said, but it’s just what we do.“ 

The family frequently sits down together 
for meals, she said. That alone is no small 
feat considering work, school and activities 
schedules. 

All the children are involved in sports, and 
other school activities. 

Dan and Julie are on the board of the 
Byron Civic Theatre, and Dan is currently 
directing the spring production of “Little 
Shop of Horrors”. 

Melissa, Jasmine, Jarmanda, Joe, Jovana 
and Jaminique swim with the Tiger Sharks. 

Megan has a part-time job at a nearby vet- 
erinary clinic. 

She and Kate will both graduate from 
Byron High School this spring and are head- 
ed for college in the fall. The two fifteen- 
year-olds, Ben and Riley, will start driving 
in the fall. 

Before all that, however, is a matter of 
greater urgency—getting five ready for the 
prom. 

The four high school age children are at- 
tending the event and Jovana, who is a first 
grader, will be the prom princess. 

“Dan asked what this is going to cost us, 
and I said don’t even go there, Julie said. 


— 


THE DRUG ABUSE PROBLEM 
HON. CASS BALLENGER 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, since the 
early 1990s, Americans have witnessed stag- 
gering increases in illegal drug use, especially 
among our nation’s youth. Marijuana experi- 
mentation is beginning at an earlier age, and 
as a result, our children are turning to deadly 
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drugs like LSD, heroin, crack and cocaine at 
progressively earlier ages. Drug abuse also 
expands our crime problem and is related to 
about half of all street crime. 

And what is being done to solve this horren- 
dous problem? Unfortunately, nothing by the 
Clinton Administration. In fact, one of Presi- 
dent Clinton's first acts in office was to cut the 
Drug Czar’s office by 83 percent. Since 1993, 
funding for drug interdiction programs has 
been reduced by roughly $1 billion and federal 
drug prosecutions and arrests have plum- 
meted. 

In comparison, the Republican Congress 
has provided effective leadership in the war on 
drugs by providing resources for law enforce- 
ment and increased funding for DEA anti-drug 
initiatives such as combating Caribbean and 
Southwest border drug trafficking. In addition, 
we have provided ample funding for the Safe 
and Drug Free Schools program to establish 
comprehensive, integrated approaches to drug 
and violence prevention at our nation’s 
schools. 

Eliminating America’s drug problem, espe- 
cially the curse of drug use among our na- 
tion's youth, should be one of the federal gov- 
ernment's top priorities. | applaud the House's 
passage yesterday of legislation prohibiting 
federal funding for needle exchange programs 
and | hope the Congress will continue to work 
to eradicate the scourge of drug abuse that 
continues to eat away at our homes, schools 
and neighborhoods. 


O 


A SPECIAL TRIBUTE TO RON LEH- 
MAN ON THE OCCASION OF HIS 
RETIREMENT 


HON. PAUL E. GILLMOR 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay special tribute to an outstanding individual 
from Ohio's Fifth Congressional District, Mr. 
Ron Lehman. 

Today, Thursday, April 30, 1998, Mr. Leh- 
man will retire from his position as bailiff for 
the Sandusky County Court of Common Pleas 
in Fremont, OH. Ron, a highly regarded and 
distinguished law enforcement officer, will be 
retiring after 30 years of exemplary community 
service to the citizens of Sandusky County. 

Thirty years ago, Ron began his career in 
law enforcement as a Police Officer for the 
City of Fremont. He later worked as a Deputy 
with the Sandusky County Sheriff's Depart- 
ment. In 1976, Ron began working as the bail- 
iff for the Honorable Harry Sargeant at the 
Municipal Court. Three years later, in 1979, 
Ron continued his service with Judge 
Sargeant becoming the bailiff for the Court of 
Common Pleas, where he has served for the 
past 22 years. 

Ron's dedication to law enforcement and to 
Judge Sargeant and the Court is surpassed 
only by his unwavering commitment to his 
family and his friends. To all those who know 
him, Ron is a wonderful person and a caring 
and loving husband. 

They say that America works because of 
the unselfish acts of her citizens. No where is 
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that more evident than with the actions. and 
contributions that Ron Lehman has given to 
his family, his profession, and his community. 

Mr. Speaker, | would urge my colleagues to 
stand and join me in paying special. tribute to 
Ron Lehman on the occasion of his retire- 
ment, and in wishing him the very best in the 
future. 


O 


SENSE OF CONGRESS ON 50TH AN- 
NIVERSARY OF FOUNDING., OF 
MODERN SAA LEO OF. ISRAEL it 


HON. THOMAS M. BARRETT- 


OF WISCONSIN ; 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES ©” 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, it 
is a special privilege for me today to honor the 
nation of Israel on its 50th birthday. On May 
14, 1948—the fifth day of lyar, 5708 under the 
Jewish calendar—after years without a na- 
tional homeland, the Jewish people estab- 
lished a new country and the historic nation of 
Israel was reborn. As Israelis celebrate their 
country’s 50th anniversary, the international 
community is celebrating with them 50 years 
of independence. 

In the Sth Congressional District of Wis- 
consin, the Milwaukee Jewish Federation, the 
Hillel Foundation-Milwaukee, the Jewish Com- 
munity Center, the University of Wisconsin-Mil- 
waukee Center for Jewish Studies, the Coal. 
tion for Jewish Learning, and other organiza- 
tions have scheduled a series of events to 
commemorate this occasion. On May 15th, the 
Consul General of Israel to the Midwest, 
Tzipora Rimon, will come to Milwaukee to par- 
ticipate in a forum called “Israel at 50! Taking 
Her Place in the Global Economy.” | look for- 
ward to participating in that important con- 
ference. 

As someone with a great interest in Israel, 
Middle Eastern affairs and world peace, | be- 
lieve that the political transformations in this 
region during the past few years have been 
dramatic. | was deeply saddened when: Prime 
Minister Yitzhak Rabin was felled by an assas- 
sin’s bullet on November 4, 1995. | met with 
Prime Minister Shimon Peres in February, 
1996, during a visit to Israel with the group 
Milwaukee-Jerusalem 3000. And | listened as 
his successor Benyamin Netanyahu ad- 
dressed a joint session of Congress, in July 
1996. We have come a long way, despite at- 
tempts by extreme factions to harm Israel and 
the cause of peace in the region. 

| would like to quote an excerpt from Israel's 
“declaration of independence,” published 50 
years ago as the British mandate over the 
area drew to an end: “We extend our hand in 
peace and neighbourliness to all the 
neighbouring states and their peoples, and in- 
vite them to cooperate with the independent 
Jewish nation for the common good of all.“ 

It is in that spirit, and with that faith, that | 
will continue to work with the administration to 
ensure the United States remains firm in its 
commitment to the security of Israel and to 
those principles necessary to guarantee the 
success of the Arab-Israeli peace process. 
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HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS 
OF 1998 


SPEECH OF 


HON. ROSA L. DeLAURO 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 6) to extend the 
authorization of programs under the Higher 
Education Act of 1965, and for other pur- 
poses: 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, | rise today 
in support of the reauthorization of the Higher 
Education Act. A college education has be- 
come a virtual necessity for success, but the 
rising cost of tuition has put that diploma fur- 
ther and further out of reach for many stu- 
dents. 

am particularly glad that this bill makes 
more funds available for financial aid pro- 
grams, and especially Pell Grants, which help 
open the doors of college to America’s need- 
iest students. Increasing the maximum Pell 
Grant from $3,000 to $4,500 may not sound 
like a lot, but to many students it makes all the 
difference in the world. 

Now that we have authorized more funds for 
Pell Grants, | encourage my colleagues to 
work together to support a budget that makes 
that money available to students who are de- 
pending on this financial aid to pay for their 
college education. It does no good to author- 
ize increases if we do not make the money 
available to make those increases real. 

| am also pleased that we have worked out 
a compromise that will lower the interest rates 
on student loans. But | am concerned about 
the billion dollar pay off we are giving to lend- 
ing institutions. This money will actually make 
student loans more profitable for banks than 
the typical loan portfolio. 

We should put that funding toward financial 
aid programs and helping students—not bank- 
ers. But overall, | believe this bill does the 
right thing in making college accessible to 
more Americans, and | urge my colleagues to 
support it. 


TRIBUTE TO THE FRANKLIN 
TOWNSHIP LIONS CLUB ON 
THEIR 50TH ANNIVERSARY 


HON. MICHAEL PAPPAS 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. PAPPAS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to the Franklin Township Lions 
Club which is celebrating its 50th anniversary 
this year. 

Having served as a Lion myself since 1982 
in this very club, | am well aware of the impor- 
tant role and contribution that the Lions Club 
makes in so many communities around our 
country especially in the Township of Franklin, 
New Jersey. As the former Mayor of the 
Township, | can personally attest to the nu- 
merous activities and the community involve- 
ment of the Lions. 
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In particular, the Franklin Lions helped to 
found the Township’s Little League, funded 
the scoreboard at the High School, hosted a 
Halloween parade, and raised money for the 
High School seniors to go on to college 
through scholarships. They have also provided 
eye glasses, eye exams, hearing tests and a 
host of other health related screenings to all 
the members of the community. And it was the 
Lions who raised the funds for a sensory gar- 
den for the handicapped and blind. Their fund 
raising efforts have also served members of 
the community in need. In one such instance, 
the Lions worked tirelessly to help raise the 
necessary funds to help a young man in the 
community who was in need of a liver trans- 
plant. 

| would like to congratulate the Club's cur- 
rent officers, Joseph Bocklage, President and 
Treasurer, Julius Schwartz, First Vice Presi- 
dent, Upendra Chivukula, Second Vice Presi- 
dent, John Dutkowski, Secretary, Mario 
Zanon, Tail Twister/Lion Tamer, Lou Agg and 
Harold Rosenzweig who act as first year direc- 
tors, Kevin Hrabinski and Bernie Rubin who 
serve as second year directors and Brendan 
Nihill the Membership Chairman. Each of 
these men and all of the other men and 
women of the club have selflessly given of 
their time and resources to serve their com- 
munity. 

As this Congress continues to emphasize 
the need for service organizations and volun- 
teers to assume a greater role in one Society, 
it will be organizations like the Lions that year 
after year continue to bring about positive 
change. On Saturday night, the Franklin 
Township Lions Club will hold the 50th anni- 
versary dinner and | would like to extend my 
best wishes. The people of your community, 
the people of New Jersey and the people of 
America thank you for your service. 

As America looks toward the 21st century, 
Lion’s Clubs around the nation stand ready 
and committed, full of energy, creativity and 
solutions to help us become a better society 
and solve the problems that face our nation. 
The Lion's motto, “We serve” is an inspiration 
to us all because it epitomizes this organiza- 
tion’s commitment to their fellow man. 


— 


TRIBUTE TO HENRY AND JANET 
ROSMARIN 


HON. HOWARD L. BERMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, my colleague 
Mr. WAXMAN and | rise today to pay tribute to 
Henry and Janet Rosmarin, who are actively 
involved with Temple Ner Maarav and the Sur- 
vivors of the Shoah Visual History Project. 
Their interest in the latter is more than histor- 
ical; Henry and Janet are survivors them- 
selves. 

Henry, born Henryk Rosmarin, and Janet, 
bom Jadzia Jakubowicz, met in her father’s 
apartment in the shtetl of Czeladz in Poland. 
Henry came to High Holiday services, illegal 
under the rules of the conquering Nazi pow- 
ers, Two years later the Gestapo rounded up 
all the Jews in the village. 
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As the Nazis closed in, Henry, displaying re- 
markable bravado and optimism, tumed to 
Janet and said, “When this is all over we 
should find each other and we should get mar- 
ried and make a life together.” She promised 
to meet him back in the same town when they 
were free. 

A few weeks later they were deported to the 
death camps. During the war Janet was an in- 
mate at Auschwitz and Birkenau; Henry at 
Gross-Rosen, Buchenwald and a few others. 
One of the ways Henry survived was with his 
harmonica. He entertained his captors in re- 
turn for his life. 

Most of Henrys family and most of Janet's 
family were murdered in the camps. Despite 
his grief, Henry kept his promise. He returned 
to Czeladz and waited for Janet. After several 
months a young woman came to town and 
happened to ask a cousin of Henry's what had 
become of Henryk Rosmarin. “You must be 
Jadzia Jakubowicz,” was the startled reply. 

Fifty years ago, Henry and Janet were mar- 
ried. They raised a family and settled in 
Southern California. The Rosmarins have 
somehow retained the values of the shtetl— 
family and community—while living in an en- 
tirely different and more complex world. 

We ask our colleagues to join us in hon- 
oring Janet and Henry Rosmarin, whose story 
is testimony to the power of the human spirit. 
Their will to live is a stirring example for us all. 


TRIBUTE TO THE CEA 
HON. SAM GEJDENSON 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to pay tribute to a fine organization that rep- 
resents the teachers of my state, the Con- 
necticut Education Association. 1998 marks 
the 150th anniversary of the CEA, an advo- 
cate of teachers and public education that rep- 
resents not only the 30,000 teachers in its 
ranks but the hundreds of thousands of chil- 
dren they instruct. 

We in Congress all know the crucial role 
that teachers play in educating our nation’s 
children. We as legislators and parents count 
on them to do their job with enthusiasm, vigor, 
and skill. We value them as important factors 
in our children’s well-being, and we treat them 
as such. 

However, respect for teachers has not al- 
ways been as high as our beliefs would sug- 
gest. For many decades, teacher pay and 
benefits were lower than in most other occu- 
pations. Society did not reward teachers prop- 
erly for their performance nor were they pro- 
vided with much needed support. 

Organizations such as the CEA have en- 
lightened the public and its legislators about 
the need to attract and keep excellent teach- 
ers, the need to compensate them appro- 
priately for their toils, and the need to provide 
them with a supportive work environment that 
helps them do their job at the level we expect. 
The CEA has worked and is still working to 
advance the teaching profession and accord- 
ingly, advance the children they instruct. 

When the CEA was formed in 1848, teach- 
ers in Connecticut's small towns, many of 
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which are in my district, were typically 
versatile young women who made education 
come alive from bland textbooks. They taught 
in one-room schoolhouses in which all of the 
town's children attended, they formulated les- 
son plans for each child, catering to individual 
needs. 

The CEA came about as a means of help- 
ing teachers with their tasks. As Connecticut 
grew and modernized, the CEA took action to 
improve teachers pay and establish teaching 
as a profession. Salaries rose, benefits grew, 
and the requirements that were placed on 
teachers were expanded. Because of these 
hard fought efforts, the quality of instruction in 
our classrooms has increased. Today’s teach- 
ers benefit from predecessors who sacrificed 
pay and time so that our children would ben- 
efit from high-quality teachers and a high-qual- 
ity environment. 

Today’s public school teachers are just as 
versatile as their 19th century counterparts. A 
typical Connecticut teacher today must deal 
with as many as 150 or more students in one 
day, students from a variety of backgrounds, 
from a variety of family structures, with a vari- 
ety of interests, and deal with a variety of 
pressures. Despite the enormity of their task, 
teaches regularly deliver. The CEA serves as 
their partner in their efforts, providing services 
and assistance to its members. 

| commend the CEA on its proud history 
and congratulate it on the milestone is has 
reached. Connecticut, and the nation, is un- 
doubtedly better off because of the CEA. 


— 


TRIBUTE TO BELLEFONTE AREA 
HIGH SCHOOL 


HON. JOHN E. PETERSON 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, | rise today to acknowledge the ac- 
complishments of a dedicated group of young 
people who worked together to achieve some- 
thing no one in the Bellefonte Area High 
School has ever done. | wish to pay tribute to 
students and their faculty advisors who partici- 
pated in the Central District History Day 
Project Competition. They won first and third 
places in the Senior's Group Project Division. 

This year’s History Day Project theme was 
Migration. First place went to Kamal Aboul- 
Hosn, Justin Miller, and Ben Spicer for their 
project entitled “Communism: Rise, Reign & 
Fall.” Third place went to Stacey Waksmonski, 
Jessica Rhoads, Jessica Benson, Jeremy 
Acker, and Daria Cramer for their project enti- 
tled “Women of the West—Travels and 
Changes.” 

Today's youth are our leaders of tomorrow. 
They will become some of the very best lead- 
ers because of examples like the faculty mem- 
bers of the Bellefonte Area High School. Fac- 
ulty advisors Ed Fitzgerald, Martha Nastase, 
and Tricia Steckel are to be especially com- 
mended for their encouraging efforts which led 
to the above awards. When we hear about the 
poor state of education or educators in our 
country, we need to think about success sto- 
ries such as these. Hard work and commit- 
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ment will achieve much as these students and 
faculty members demonstrate. 

| extend my warmest congratulations and 
best wishes to these Bellefonte Area High 
School students as they compete in the State 
Championship Competition at State College 
on May 13-14. Their enthusiasm for this 
project and desire to share history is com- 
mendable and should be encouraged by all. 


— 


HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS 
OF 1998 


SPEECH OF 


HON. DONALD M. PAYNE 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, April 29, 1998 


The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 6) to extend the 
authorization of programs under the Higher 
Education Act of 1965, and for other pur- 
poses: 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, | would like to 
thank both the Chairman and the Ranking 
Member of the Education and the Workforce 
Committee, along with both the Chairman and 
Ranking Member of the Subcommittee on 
Postsecondary Education for including many 
of the provisions in a bill | introduced, H.R. 
3311, to improve International Education pro 
rams in H.R. 6. As a member of the Inter- 
national Relations Committee and the Edu- 
cation and Workforce Committee, | am well 
aware that if we are to be competitive in this 
global economy then we must continue to en- 
courage and support programs designed to 
educate our students in foreign languages, di- 
plomacy and international affairs. Throughout 
the years, Title VI has been extremely effec- 
tive in helping colleges and universities reach 
that goal. In order to encourage higher edu- 
cation institutions to give greater support to 
undergraduate international relations and for- 
eign language programs, a provision from my 
bill was included in H.R. 6 to give the Sec- 
retary the authority to fund Undergraduate 
International Studies and Foreign Language 
Programs up to 10% of all Part B funds. Also 
included was an optional, non-federal match of 
one-third cash from the private sector to en- 
courage more applicants to leverage funding 
from private sector corporations or founda- 
tions. The inclusion of Technological Innova- 
tion and Cooperation for Foreign Information 
Access grants in H.R. 6 enables institutions 
and libraries to engage in collaborative inter- 
national education projects utilizing innovative 
technology. This kind of program is timely as 
universities and libraries are faced with the es- 
calating costs of access to international re- 
sources. In light of the enormous need to ex- 
pand leadership in international affairs and 
language study at minority institutions, the 
new Institutional Development grant program 
was created to strengthen international affairs 
programs and curricula by providing sub- 
grants to Historically Black Colleges and Uni- 
versities, Hispanic Serving Institutions, and 
Tribally Controlled Community Colleges. Also 
included in H.R. 6 are changes that were in 
my bill to the Institution for International Public 
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Policy to expand thei current junior year 
abroad program to permit summer abroad ex- 
periences. H.R. 6 also specifically provides for 
post baccalaureate internships to provide Insti- 
tute fellows with quality work experience prior 
to pursuing Masters degree study. To assist in 
the coordination of Federal support for the In- 
stitute / minority international affairs programs, 
H.R. 6 also created a seven member Inter- 
agency Committee on Minority Careers in 
International. Affairs. | would, finally: like to urge 
the Committee to consider separating the 
International Education programs and Grad: 
uate School programs in to separate titles as 
the Senate bill does. The inclusion of .both 
programs in one title is:-unnecessary. and 
causes difficulty in ensuring that both pro- 
grams are funded properly. Thank you again 
for your work on this r title. 1% tue) 


A 


HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS 
OF 1998 


SPEECH OF 


HON. RON PACKARD 


OF CALIFORNIA ; 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES + 


“n 
Wednesday, April 29, 1998 b 


elit 


The House in Committee of the, Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 6) to extend th 
authorization of programs under the Highe 
Education Act of 1965, and tor e pur: 
poses: 3 -d 


Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, Le am 3 
about education in this country. America 
spends far more on public education than any 
other country in the world, yet our students 
have fallen far behind those in other nations.in 
actual educational achievement. Since 1960, 
government spending on elementary and sec- 
ondary education has increased nearly: three- 
fold. However, test scores have plummeted, 
and the high school drop-out rate is higher 
than ever. 


As a father of seven, grandfather of thirty- 
four, and former school board member, | have 
a personal interest in seeing that all children 
have equal access to a good education. Mr. 
Chairman, today we will have the opportunity 
to take a big step forward in this effort. 


The truth is, education is no longer afford- 
able for many families. Between 1987 and 
1996, the actual cost of educating a student 
rose 57 percent while the tuition charge rose 
even faster, at rate of 132 percent. H.R.,6. will 
help make college more affordable by simpli 
fying the student aid system, stressing -aca- 
demic quality for students, and providing supe- 
rior training for teachers. 


Mr. Chairman, H.R. 6 brings us es to our 
goal of ensuring that every student who seeks 
a quality education will be able to receive it. | 
commend Congressman MCKEON and Con- 
gressman GOODLING for their leadership on 
this most important issue, and | urge my col- 
leagues to support the Higher Education 
Amendments. 
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SENSE OF CONGRESS ON 50TH AN- 
NIVERSARY OF FOUNDING OF 
MODERN STATE OF ISRAEL 


SPEECH OF 


HON. JANE HARMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, April 28, 1998 


Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 

commemorate the 50th anniversary of the es- 
tablishment of the modern State of Israel, and 
commend my colleague, Mr. LANTOS, for in- 
troducing this ‘resolution that reaffirms the 
strong bond of friendship and cooperation be- 
tween Israel and the United States. 
Mr. Speaker, 50 years ago, when David Ben 
Gurion proclaimed the State of Israel, the 
world was still reeling from a devastating con- 
flict, and from the realization that more than 
six million Jews had perished in an orches- 
trated extermination campaign. The embryonic 
State of Israel gave hope to Jews everywhere 
that safety, freedom, and justice could be 
found at last—and in the ancient cradle of 
their religion and civilization. And so they 
have. 

And, in the 50 years since its establishment, 
Israel has accomplished much more than pro- 
viding a haven for Jews around the world. It 
has become a vibrant pluralistic democracy— 
indeed still the only fully realized democracy in 
the Middle East—and has enjoyed dramatic 
economic success, even as it sought to 
achieve security and peace with its neighbors. 
Throughout these five decades, it has re- 
mained a stalwart U.S. ally in one of the most 
unstable regions in the entire world. 

Mr. Speaker, a half-century of friendship 
and cooperation between Israel and the 
United States began with President Truman's 
recognition of Israel shortly after its establish- 
ment. It continues today, with our common 
search for security and peace in the Middle 
East. 

| extend my heartfelt congratulations to the 
people of Israel on the occasion of this memo- 
rable milestone. 

. — 


HONORING SISTER LUCIA 
CECCOTTI 


HON. CARRIE P. MEEK 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, on Sat- 
urday, May 2, 1998, Sister Lucia Ceccotti will 
retire after 35 years of caring from her duties 
as Principal and Executive Director of the Mar- 
ian Center, which is located in my Congres- 
sional district. The Marian Center has edu- 
cated and trained since 1963, many of the 
mentally handicapped young men and women 
of South Florida. Her devotion to her children 
is evidence of her commitment to the ideals of 
God, 

Bom in Pisa, Italy, Sister Lucia Ceccotti 
joined the Institute of the Sisters of St. Joseph 
Cottolengo at the age of 18. In Italy, she 
served as principal of a high school, Mistress 
of the Postulants, Visitor General, and General 
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Secretary and Counselor of her beloved con- 
gregation. 

In addition to certificates and degrees in 
teaching, nursing, and Italian language from 
various Italian institutions, Sister Lucia holds a 
Master of Science degree in Administration 
and Special Education from St. Thomas Uni- 
versity in Miami. 

Outside of the Marian Center, Sister Lucia 
has served the parish of St. Philip in various 
capacities since November 1985. She has 
given her services, love, and dedication to all 
with whom she has had contact. 

Were all people as humble and loving as 
Sister Lucia, this world would certainly be a 
better place. We are each blessed to have 
had Sister with us and we have all benefited, 
directly or indirectly, from her efforts. 

| thank Sister Lucia for her work and wish 
her Godspeed in her new endeavors. | am 
certain that the Lord will watch over you every 
step of the way. 


— 


LEGISLATION INTRODUCED ‘TO 
REMEDY SPECIAL USE PERMITS 
PROBLEM 


HON. ROBERT SMITH 


OF OREGON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, April 30, 1998 


Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, today | 
am introducing legislation to remedy a prob- 
lem that affects several thousand holders of 
special use permits in our national forests. 
These permits have been authorized since 
1915, and many of these permits have been 
passed down through families over those 
years. 

For several months now, the Forest Service 
has been reappraising the cabins and other 
recreational homes on these sites, and as the 
appraisal process continues, | am concerned 
that the Forest Service has gone far afield in 
its real estate valuations in determining what 
are typical categories of lots occupied by rec- 
reational special use permittees. 

For example, reports of reappraisals and 
new fees coming from the Sawtooth National 
Recreation Area in Idaho show that more than 
one-third of permittees will have their fees in- 
creased in a range of 100 to 500 percent. Re- 
ports of fees ranging from a few hundred dol- 
lars into the tens of thousands do not appear 
to be fair, nor related to the true costs to the 
government of running the permit program, 
and may not generally reflect the value of the 
permit to the holder. 

A permit holder has limited use of the cabin 
or recreational home; the facility may not be 
used as a year-round residence or used for 
any commercial purpose, and permittees cer- 
tainly will never own the property in the same 
sense any other person obtains title in fee 
simple to a property. In fact, a holder is liable 
to lose the occupancy permit at the Forest 
Service's discretion, including the Forest Serv- 
ice deciding just not to renew the permit. 

Other limitations apply: the number and type 
of improvements are restricted, direct permit 
transfers are not allowed; and the land may 
only be used for personal recreation. There 
are no services such as fire protection, road 
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maintenance, water or sanitation services of- 
fered. 

As mentioned above, the current reappraisal 
process has problems. These cabins are not 
owned in the usual sense but rather are con- 
structed for a use that is specified and pre- 
scribed by the Forest Service. So, there are 
problems with appraising these sites at what 
the Forest Service believes to be their fair 
market value. 

The five percent assessment rate also is a 
problem. And, it has been reported the Forest 
Service understands there are questions about 
applying a five percent multiplier to the prop- 
erty valuation and whether or not it is a valid 
method for determining the fee. 

The bill | am introducing today seeks to fix 
the problem of exorbitant permit holder fees. 

The bill covers all special use permits for 
recreational homeowners on National Forest 
System lands; it establishes a base fee as that 
fee in effect on January 1, 1998 or the fee in 
effect upon enactment; it increases the fee an- 
nually based on the inflation rate; it allows for 
transfers of the permit by a permit holder to a 
spouse, child or grandchild without requiring a 
change to the permit; it requires any other 
transfer of a permit to be subject to a fee ad- 
justment in a manner otherwise prescribed by 
law or regulation; and it allows permit renew- 
als after enactment to be issued using the per- 
mit fee that was last in effect. 


— 
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Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to pay tribute to a school in my district, the 
Wequonnoc School of Norwich, Connecticut. 
On May 5th of 1998, the Wequonnoc School 
will receive a national award for excellence 
through the Title | Recognition Program at the 
International Reading Association Annual Con- 
vention. 

Only two schools in Connecticut and one 
hundred and nine schools around the nation 
will receive the Title | Recognition Award. | am 
proud of Wequonnoc’s membership in this 
elite group. This is especially commendable 
considering the special challenges 
Wequonnoc faces in Norwich. Just 39 percent 
of Wequonnoc’s students attended preschool, 
compared with 55 percent of Norwich's stu- 
dents and 69 percent of the state’s students. 
Wequonnoc clearly proves that every student 
can succeed in an excellent school. 

Wequonnoc has maintained its high edu- 
cational standard by encouraging strong family 
participation in the educational process. 

Continuing their good work, the school is 
studying new parent empowerment strategies 
in an effort to involve even more parents in 
their children’s education. 

In 1994 Wequonnoc initiated a Family Re- 
source Center that offers a wide range of 
services including year round preschool and 
school-aged child care, adult education, and a 
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variety of other services. These services are 
essential if we are going to make it possible 
for young people to be successful in life. 
Wequonnoc is ultimately successful be- 
cause the administration, teachers, students 
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and families take education seriously and are 
willing to work hard to help all of their students 
succeed. 

The Wequonnoc School is a model for the 
nation in how to educate students from every 
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background. | congratulate the students, 
teachers, families and administrators of 
Wequonnoc for their tremendous work in edu- 
cating the young people of Connecticut. 


